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Overview: 

 The article titled BCG vaccination protects against infection with Mycobacterium 

tuberculosis ascertained by tuberculin skin testing is a research article explaining the qualitative 

research done via grouped surveys in regard to the BCG vaccination’s effectiveness in protecting 

against Mycobacterium tuberculosis. The main finding of the research was that the BCG 

vaccination was associated with reduction prevalence of Mycobacterium tuberculosis as 

measured by the tuberculin skin test, suggesting a protective effect. A notable comment to make 

is that the data began being collect in 1990 and the findings were not published until 2018. 

 

Abstract: 

 The abstract was the best part of the article. It clearly and accurately summarizes the 

article, while being broken down into the separate sections of the article making it easier for the 

reader to navigate.   

 

Introduction: 

 The first couple paragraphs of the introduction do a good job of describing what previous 

studies have assessed in regard to protection by BCG against TB, and why the authors of this 

study wants to explore further. The research question is not outright stated in the introduction, 

but it can easily be inferred within the first two paragraphs of the introduction.  

The third paragraph of the introductions shifts from background information and 

literature into more of why the authors chose this particular method as opposed to what previous 

researchers have done. This was very portion of the introduction was very difficult to understand 

without prior knowledge the specific method and subject matter they were referencing.   

 

Methods: 



 The setup of the methods section in the paper was formatted in an easy to read manor by 

breaking it into study population, survey procedures and analysis. The sampling strategy was 

reasonable, however, there were some inconsistencies among the four different survey samples.   

 Survey group one was completely disregarded due to vaccination campaign of children in 

the area. All four of the sample groups contained a different number of primary aged students. 

Surveys two and three were conducted in a similar manor but survey four had an added 

questionnaire about the child’s household TB history that the other surveys did not ask. The 

additional questionnaire gave the researchers more data, but nothing in the study to compare said 

data to.  

 

Results: 

 The results section of this article was extremely lacking pertinent explanation of 

information. Figure 1 was unnecessary. The flow chart was explained in the first paragraph of 

the results and did not need to be presented as a chart as well. Figure 2 shows the crude age and 

sex adjusted ratios and for survey four, included the crude adjusted ratios for history of TB in the 

household, living area and socio-economic position. It was noted that the survey four additions 

did not alter the association between BCG status and Mtb infection, but that could be only true 

for this survey sample. It is unknown about the others since that part of the survey was not 

conducted among the other samples.  

 The authors used the graphs and tables to display the results of their research, but they 

barely used any written explanation of the figures making the results section more difficult to 

understand if the reader is not seasoned with the subject matter.  

 

Discussion/Conclusion: 

 The article adds to existing literature, because according to the authors, this type of 

methodology is better than previous approaches. It also states that the findings are significantly 

significant, proving the previous findings of other studies. Although, the discussion did discuss 

some of the findings in this study, most of the discussion was about previous studies or 

comparing this study to previous studies, rather than spending the majority of the discussion 

reviewing the results of the study at hand. 



There was a large amount of limitations for this study, bringing into question whether the 

results are sound findings. Along with the long list of limitations, there was no implementations 

of public health future directions portion of the study included. After the discussion portion, the 

conclusion section was unnecessary. It could have easily been included in the discussion section.  


