Reviewing Questionairre Studies

	AIMS

	· Aim is  clearly stated (ie there is a clear reason for doing the project).
            The aim can be stated as:

1. An objetive

2. A question

3. A hypothesis

4. A problem 

5. Or simply as a reason for doing the project
· Aim is relevant to General Practice
· Registrar explains why he is interested in this study.

· Title of the project closely relates to the aims

e.g. Questionnaire study of the effects of education in the form of information               leaflets on the expectation of antibiotic treatment by patients.
High Scorer

· Derives the aims from a set of arguments.
Notes



	RELEVANT LITERATURE CITED

	· Relevant list of references mentioned in the text
Includes references on

· the subject matter

· anything that has helped to develop the questionnaire and

· any that have helped to increase your response rate.
· Literature evaluated to derive the reason for the project
High Scorer
· cites literature to support or refute arguments
Notes


	METHOD

	· Method is clearly described

· how the questionairre was developed or 
· how an existing one was identified for use
· description of how the population was chosen for the study

· How the questionairre was administered

· ?Deadlines for replies, the use of reminders to non responders
· involving others eg librarian, trainer etc

· any searches made and the descriptors used

· evidence of delegation

· attention to fine detail eg pens and clip boards for filling in the questionairre
· Method is appropriate for the aims

· Method is practical

· Method is ethically acceptable 

High Scorer:

· Good design

· Piloting – description of method of piloting

· Reasons for method

· How findings (qualitative or quantitative) were analysed

Notes:


	RESULTS/FINDINGS

	· Relevant findings are presented (ie the findings are relevant to the aim)

· Presentation of findings is clear, easily digestible and not confusing  (eg graphs, diagrams, tables etc)

High Scorer:

· Explanation of any missing data or explanation of response rates

· Presentation reflects arguments

· Elegance.
Remember, tables are only ONE way of displaying the results and not necessarily the best.
Notes



	DISCUSSION

	· Discussion is adequate and comprehensible

· states the main findings

· was the response rate good?  If not, why not.

· considers the strengths and weaknesses of the study

· Discussion related back to the aims and/or findings – has the question raised in the aim been answered?

· Uses results and links to the conclusion

· Suggestions for change are reasonable and appropriate

High Scorer:

· Evaluation of work   

· Makes connections and comparisons with other studies – how do the results compare with other studies

· How change may be effected and implications – what changes does (s)he recommend

· Self Development – what have they learned from doing this questionairre (think in terms of content of the study and the process of carrying it out).
Notes:



	CONCLUSIONS

	· Conclusions cited are relavant and appropriate – brief summary of the main findings.

· Conclusions justified by evidence presented

· High Scorers

· practical suggestions

· implications, future work. – are there further investigations that could be done on this area?  If so, what?
Notes: 




Other Comments: 
NOW SCORE THESE HEADINGS USING THE FOLLOWING TABLE

Please note that a project must score 18 or more (out of 30), with no less than 2 on any criterion, in order to pass.  This is the actual marking grid used.
	Criterion


	Not done

0
	Adequate standard not achieved

1
2
	Adequate standard achieved

3
	Project done well

4
5
	Score

	1)
Aims/question/
problem clearly 
stated.
	No aims or objectives, no reason given for doing project.
	Aim or reason for study not clearly stated, or not relevant to project that was done.
	Clear statement of one or more of: Aims/objective/question/ hypothesis/problem/reason for study.
	Relevance to practice. Development of arguments.   Aims derived from arguments.
	

	2) Relevant

literature cited.
	No literature mentioned.
	Relevant list, not mentioned in text or literature mentioned but not listed or references irrelevant.
	List of relevant references mentioned in text.
	Arguments used well, in context.  Literature evaluated to derive reason for project.
	

	3) Method appropriate.
	Method not described
	Vague or unclear description of method/method not appropriate for aims/method not ethical.
	Method clearly stated, appropriate, practical, and ethical.
	Higher marks for good design, piloting, reasons for method, how findings (qualitative or quantitative) were analysed.
	

	4) Relevant findings presented.
	No results or evidence presented.
	Inadequate or confusing presentation or findings.  Findings not relevant to aim.
	Relevant and adequate results/evidence presented clearly.
	Explanation of any missing data.  Presentation reflects arguments.  Elegance.
	

	5) Discussion appropriate.
	No discussion. No consideration of change.
	Incomprehensible/inadequate.  Not relating to aims or  findings.  Inappropriate suggestions for change.
	Appropriate/relates to the question, uses results and links to conclusion.  Consideration of change.
	Evaluation of work.  Makes connections and comparisons.   How change may be effected and implications.
	

	6) Conclusions appropriate.
	No conclusions.
	Irrelevant or inappropriate conclusions.
	Conclusions justified by the evidence presented.
	Higher marks for practical suggestions, implications, future work.
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