
Critically Evaluating Quantitative Papers
Example Question:  The following paper was published in the BMJ 2000 .  Critically evaluate this paper.
Mnemonic : 

BARO

(think of a barometer)




DOS





URDS




CCA




TWERC

The Introduction Bit

	Background
	Background to the study is clearly stated…ie why what it done?

	Aims
	Clearly stated?

	Relevance
	Is it relevant to general practice?  

	Originality
	Is it an original concept or is it something that we already know a lot about?


The Methods Section

	Design
	Appropriate design?

Instruments (eg survey questionairres) should be valid and reliable.

Any confounding variables?

	Outcome Measures
	Should be valid and reliable (consistent)

	Subjects
	Good enough Numbers?

Randomisation?

Control group included?

Are they representative of the population?


The Results Section

	Understandable
	Clearly stated results?

Easy to digest format eg graphs, charts etc?

	Response Rate
	Is it stated?

	Drop-Outs
	How many drop outs, failure to follow up etc were there?  Big or small?

	Statistics
	Statistical tests should be appropriate


The Discussion Bit

	Critical Evaluation of Results
	Are results discussed critically?

Do authors discuss possible sources of bias?

Are results discussed in light of other literature/research?

	Conclusion
	In keeping with the results?

	Applicability
	Is it applicable to your practice population?

Will it change the way you practice?

What further research needs to be done?


Other Bits n Bobs

	Title, Author, Institute, Journal
	Author…professor or researcher??

Institute/Journal – reputable?, peer reviewed?

	Writing Style
	Easy to read format?

	Ethics
	If ethics involved, did they go to the local ethics committee for approval?

	References
	Clearly stated?  

Up to date references?

	Conflicts of Interest
	Any sources of conflict eg who funded the study…was it the pharmaceutical company manufacturing the drug???


Adapted from ‘Critical Reading Questions for the MRCGP’ by Ese Stacey & Yinkori Toun, BIOS Scientific Publishers Limited, 1997
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Evaluating Quantitative Papers – Method 2

RCTs: Questions to help you make sense of a paper. 

Adapted from: Greenhalgh,T and Taylor, R. How to read a paper: Papers that go beyond numbers (qualitative research). BMJ, 1997;315:740-743 and work by John Wright, Consultant in Clinical Epidemiology, Bradford Royal Infirmary, by Nick Price.

Question 1: Did the paper address a clearly focused issue?

Population, intervention, outcomes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Question 2: Was the assignment of patients to treatments randomised and was the randomisation concealed?

Comment:

Question 3:Were all of the patients who entered the trial properly accounted for at its conclusion?

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Were they analysed in the groups to which they were randomised?.

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

Question 4: Were patients, health workers and researchers ‘blind’ to the treatment?

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Question 5: Were groups similar at the start of the treatment?
e.g. in terms of other factors that might affect outcome. 

Comment:

Question 6: Were the groups treated equally other than the experimental intervention? 

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Question 7: What are the results? Are they clinically important?
How large is the treatment effect? Is this statistically important? 
What is the probability this occurred by chance?

Comment:
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Question 8: Are the results clinically important?
What are the NNTs, NNHs, would you take this treatment?

Comment:

Question 9: Are the findings of the study transferable to other clinical settings?
Are your patients similar or different to those in the trial? Are you working in a similar context?

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

Question 10: Were all the clinically important outcomes considered?

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Question 11: Does this fit with your and your patients’ values and preferences?

Comment:

Question 12: Will your patients’ needs and preferences be met by this regimen?

	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No

	
	
	


Comment:

OVERALL, WHAT DO YOU THINK: (weigh up the 12 questions?
Dr Ramesh Mehay, Programme Director (Bradford), www.bradfordvts.co.uk 

