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Consider the questions below in relation to this paper, develop your answers so that you can share them with the group later in the session, using your presentation skills (plan how you are going to do this – you will have 15 minutes to do this and the use of a flipchart or OHP). Why did you answer the question that way? Would you have done it differently? What difficulties did you have with understanding the issues? How did you resolve these difficulties?

Other resources will also be available in the group room.

Divide group according to learning style and assign to appropriate subgroups

Subgroups of trios 9.30-11.00
1. Deciding what the paper is about

2. Assessing the methodological quality of the paper

3. Interpreting the results (biggest subgroup because biggest amount of work for this group)
4. Assessing the discussion section of the paper and its application to day-to-day practice

Whole group 11.30-1.00

· Feedback from each subgroup 15 mins

· Completion of  critical reading scoresheet

Required resources

· 14 copies of Little’s paper

· 14 copies of critical reading scoresheet

· 14 copies of statistical notes

· Subgroup 1: 3 copies of “Getting your bearings”
· Subgroup 2: 3 copies of “Assessing the methodological quality”

· Subgroup 3: 3 copies of “What are confidence intervals”

· Subgroup 4: Cartwright book
· Any other research resource books as a “library”

· Flipcharts or OHP sheets

· Laptop and projector

Hidden curriculum

· Teamwork/working in small groups

· Exploring the knowledge, skills and ideas of others

· Applying critical thinking

· Independent learning

· Presentation skills

· Reflection

Subgroup 1

Deciding what the paper is about

Use the paper “Getting your bearings (deciding what the paper is about)” to help you explore the research by Little et al.

· Why was the study done?

· What clinical question were the authors addressing? Is it an appropriate question? Could it be answered in a different way?
· What type of study was it? Would a different approach revealed different things? 
· Was the design of the paper appropriate to the research? Why?
· What other sorts of approaches to research are there? Do they tell us different things?

Your presentation should answer the above questions and inform the group of the different sorts of study possible and why they are used – a more theoretical slant to the presentation, maybe.
Subgroup 2

Assessing the methodological quality of the paper

Use the paper “Assessing the methodological quality of published papers” to help you explore the research by Little et al.

· Was the study original? Does this matter? Why?
· Was the design of the study sensible? How do you know?
· Was systematic bias avoided or minimised? How?

· Was the assessment blind? Is this important here? Why?
· Recruitment 

· Are study and control groups equally matched?  

· Age/sex/class  

· Were they recruited in the same way?  

· Sensible inclusions, clear criteria?  

· Do exclusions influence applicability?  

· Subjects studied in "real life" circumstances? 

· Were the preliminary statistical questions dealt with? How?

· Sample size – is it big enough? (To indicate clinical and statistical significance) How do you know?

· Duration – was it long enough? How do you know?

· Completeness – who dropped out? Why? Does this influence the results? How?
· Design 
· Are the intervention and comparison clear?  

· Are outcome criteria defined?  

· What was actually measured or done? 

· Is randomsation/allocation described? Is it concealed?  

· Was assessment blind? 
· Follow up - were completeness and duration OK? 

·  Is the whole paper credible? Why?
· Are there any black holes? How could you address these?
Your presentation should answer the above questions in relation to this paper.
Subgroup 3

Interpreting the results
There is quite a lot to do here – you may choose to sub-task it

· Draw up a flow chart to define how the patients entered and left the study, and which treatment/result group they fell into. Were all subjects accounted for at the conclusion of the study? 

· Is clinical significance achieved?  How do you know?
· Are statistics appropriate? 

· What results are significant? What do significance and probability mean?

· Consider drop outs/exclusions

· Are the tables and graphs honest?  

Your presentation should answer the above questions in relation to this paper, and also explain significance and probability (eek!).
Subgroup 4

Assessing the discussion section of the paper and its application to day-to-day practice

· Are the authors aware of methodological/design limitations?  What are they?
· Are the conclusions justified?  Explore each conclusion.
· Are there any comparisons with previous work?  

· Are any speculations appropriate and realistic? 

· Are the patients in the study comparable to your own?  

· Is the setting comparable?  

· Are the results clinically significant?  

· Is the intervention feasible in your own practice setting?  

· Is it affordable, available and sensible? 

· Will the paper change your practice? Why?
Your presentation should answer the above questions in relation to this paper, including some “outside the box” thinking on what you might do with this information in your practice – with partners, nurses and patients.
