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Introduction

 Purpose of appraisal
 Role of manuscript assessor
 The review for specific articles

* Appraisal questions
— The standard appraisal questions
— Questions in appraising original article
— Questions in appraising review paper
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Purpose of appraisal

1. Keep an eye on the results through the
review.

2. Induce development in medicine by
transmitting good and new knowledge

to the readers.

3. As journal itself, improve the quality by
publishing only the good articles.
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Role of manuscript assessor(1)

1.

Check the quality, level, importance,
practical use, interest of the article.

. Check social soundness.
. Check originality and creativeness to

convey new information.
Check the suitability for the journal.

. Check the risk of generalizing




Role of manuscript assessor(2)

6. Check the possibility of multiple
publication or plagiarism.

/. Review the manuscript and describe
the strengths and weaknesses.

8. Inquire into the possibility changing the
manuscript to “review paper” or “letter
to editor”.
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Role of manuscript assessor(3)

9. Check if the manuscript is clear, easy
to the readers.

10.Check if the manuscript is appropriate
In length, iIs grammatically correct, and
reduced abbreviations in minimum.

11.Check the uniformity of the materials.

12.Check if reference and index is in
formal way.
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The review
for specific articles



1. Title, and Author

e |s the manuscript #/t/e of interest and
does it reflect the content and trust of
the paper?

e How many authors' names are on the
manuscript?
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2. Abstract

e The most important part of the
manuscript.

e Should state clearly why the study was
done, what the results were, and what
conclusions were reached.
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3. Introduction

e Should allow the reviewer to understand
why the study was performed, what the
gap in knowledge was and why.

 Should be a succinct argument for the
paper and some justification, by
referring to other related work.

e |s there really the gap in knowledge that
the authors claim?




4. Method

e The presentation, validation, and
extrapolation of the methods chosen
have to be presented in such a way
that they are clear, likely to be correct,
and can be repeated elsewhere.

e Needs the number of subjects of tests
performed are of sufficient magnitude

or accuracy to give the result statistical
poOwer.
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4. Method(2)

o Satisfied that there was no selection
bias and that randomization (if present)
was correct.

« Should be a statement that an ethical
committee has approved the study.

e Must summarize the statistical tests
chosen.
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5. Results

 Should clearly summarize the relevant
data.

e Should ensure that the presentation of
the results is clear, logical, and contains
all correct p values.

e All figures and tables should stand on
their own.
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6. Discussion

o Should clearly summarize the results,
contain a critigue of the methods used,
comparison with other work in the field,
have clear conclusion, and, pose
questions for further work.

A good reviewer can decide what is
relevant and what can be deleted.
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/. Reference

 Should look through the references to
ensure that the important papers in the
fleld are listed and to check spellings of
names.

e Can advise on the style if necessary.
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Box 13.2 Imf.u:’rrtant points to remenlber

The ntle and number of authors are appmpnate

Is the manuscript submitted in the style of the journal?

Does the abstract succm-::ﬂ}f explain the aims, met’nuds_., and
results, and have a clear conclusion? : _
The introduction should explain why the smdy was dﬂne, wn_h
some apprupnate referenceﬁ o relevant literarure,

The methods séction should be c¢lear, contain vahdatnry dazta,
and be reproducible elsewhere. The methods of enrolling subjects
should be free from any potential bias. The staustics should be

cnmprehenmble: and the stud_? Suﬂ-i{:lﬂnﬂj? large for stausucal
POWET.,

Results shonld avmd repeutmn in text, tablﬁs and figures.
The discussion should summarise the main findings, criticise

methods used, relate o nth-zr data in the hterature and form
effective conclusions: :

@ The discussion can usually hv: shﬂrtened. - .
» . Reviewers shnu]d separate major criticisms a.nd suggestions for
" revision from minor errors, changes, and ﬂther texmal_
:"amendments ' ' ) ' '
The rapnrt should not m::lude: a recnmmendatmn for acceptance

. Or rejection. .

Correction of languag& and rearrangement of TEXE as  necessary
~are nf gre:at help to the e:dltnnal team.




Appraisal questions

 The standard appraisal questions

* Questions in appraising original article
— Clinical trial
— Cohort study
— Case—control study
— Survey

* Questions in appraising review paper
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The standard appraisal questions

* Are the aims clearly stated?
 Was the sample size justified?

* Are the measurements likely to be valid
and reliable?

* Are the statistical methods described?

* Did untoward events occur during the
study?
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The standard appraisal questions(2)

 Were the basic data adequately
described?

Do the number add up?

 Was the statistical significance
assessed?

 What do the main findings mean?
 How are null findings interpreted?
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The standard appraisal questions(3)

 Are important effects overlooked?

 How do the results compare with
previous reports?

 What implications does the study have
for your practice?
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Study design

Observational study Descriptive study

Analytic study




1. Appraising clinical
trials



Randomized Clinical Trial

Candidates

Fit for screening Unfit for screening

Agree for consent Disagree for consent

Randomization

w Treatment ¥

Good Bad Good Bad
Prognosis Prognosis Prognosis Prognosis




The essential questions

 Were treatment randomly allocated?
 Were all the patients accounted for?
 Were outcomes assessed blind?
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The detalled questions

e Design
— Are the aims clearly stated?
— Was the sample size justified?

— Are the measurements likely to be valid and
reliable?

— Could the choice of subjects influence the size of
treatment effects?

— Were there ambiguities in the description of the
treatment and its administration?

— Are the statistical methods described?
— Could lack of blinding introduce bias?

— Are the O NME alled= aYla\VZ=1a
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e Conduct
— How was the randomization carried out?
— Did untoward events occur during the study?
* Analysis
— Were the treatment groups comparable at baseline?
— Were results analyzed by intention to treat?
— Was the statistical significance assessed?
— Were the basic data adequately described?
— Do the number add up?

— Y aYgda .AA a aYaYa aYe
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* [nterpretation
— What do the main findings mean?
— How are null findings interpreted?
— Are important effects overlooked?

— How do the results compare with previous
reports?

— What implications does the study have for
your practice?
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2. Appraising cohort
studies



Cohort study

Noncases
;ds (-)

Disease

(-)

Disease

(+)

. Disease

(=)




The essential questions

 Who exactly has been studied?
* was a control group used?

Should one have been used?
 How adequate was the follow—up?
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The detalled questions

* Design
— Are the aims clearly stated?
— |s the design appropriate to the stated aims?
— Was the sample size justified?

— Are the measurements likely to be valid and
reliable?

— Was the exposure/intervention accurately
measured?

— Were relevant outcome measures ignored?




e Conduct
— Did untoward events occur during the

study?

* Analysis

— Did the analysis allow for the passage of
time?

— Do the numbers add up?
— Were the basic data adequately described?

o L]
A fls (][ | f - - a0
e al | a a o
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 |nterpretation
— What do the main findings mean?
— What else might influence the observed outcome?
— How are null findings interpreted?
— Are important effects overlooked?
— How do the results compare with previous reports?

— What implications does the study have for your
practice?




3. Appraising case—control
study



Case—control study

Risk factor(+)

Risk factor(-)

Risk factor(+)

Risk factor(-) »

P
l

<
hl

>
l

Case




The essential questions

« How were the cases obtained?
 |s the control group appropriate?

 Were data collected the same way for
cases and controls?
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The detalled questions

e Design
— Are the aims clearly stated?
— |s the method appropriate to aims?
— Was the sample size justified?

— Are the measurements likely to be valid and
reliable?

— Are the statistical methods described?

pErTEaT



 Conduct
— Did untoward events occur during the
study?
A EWA]E
— Were the basic data adequately described?
— Do the number add up?
— Was there data—dredging?

— V8 NE - - Tolal AN

nq?
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* |nterpretation
— What do the main findings mean?
— Where are the biases?
— Could there be confounding?
— How are null findings interpreted?
— Are important effects overlooked?
— How do the results compare with previous reports?

— What implications does the study have for your
practice?




4 Appraising surveys



The essential questions

 Who was studied?
« How was the sample obtained?
 What was the response rate?
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The detalled questions

e Design
— Are the aims clearly stated?

— |s the design appropriate to the stated
objectives?

— Was the sample size justified?

— Are the measurements likely to be valid and
reliable?

— Are the statistical methods described?

RN



 Conduct
— Did untoward events occur during the
study?
A EWA]E
— Were the basic data adequately described?
— Do the number add up?

— Was the statistical significance assessed?
2
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* |nterpretation
— What do the main findings mean?
— How could selection bias arise?
— How are null findings interpreted?
— Are important effects overlooked?
— Can the results be generalized?
— How do the results compare with previous reports?

— What implications does the study have for your
practice?




5. Appraising review
papers & meta—analyses



The essential questions

« How were the papers identified?

« How was the quality of papers
assessed?

* How were the results summarized?
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The detailed questions

e Design
— Are the topic well defined?
— Are the statistical methods described?

e Conduct
— Were the detailed study designs reviewed?
— Was missing information sought?

Gaaaas o)



* Analysis
— Were the basic data adequately described?
— Was publication bias taken into account?
— Was heterogeneity of effect investigated?




e |nterpretation
— What do the main findings mean?

— Are there other findings which merit
attention?

— Are the conclusion justified?

— How do the results compare with previous
reports?

— What implications does the study have for

G o)
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