AN INTRODUCTORY GUIDE TO EVALUATING RESEARCH 

If you are going to use research in your own study/evaluation or to inform practice or policy development then it needs to be reliable and rigorous. The process of evaluating research can be broken into a series of steps. It is also worth noting that this is what others will be looking for when you are writing a research report. These questions are general and could be applied to any piece of research.



THE RESEARCH 

	The title:
	1. Is it relevant, informative, interesting and to the point?

2. Does it address questions you want answered?



	The authors:
	3. What do you know about the authors?

4. Are they experienced researchers?

5. Are they authorities on this subject?

6. Do other researchers in this field quote their work? 

7. Might they have a vested interest in the conclusions that are arrived at?

8. Was the project funded? 
9. By whom? 
10. Might the results be biased because of the interests of the financing body?


	The abstract:
	11. Does it summarise the main points of the study accurately and comprehensively? 

12. [Note: Abstracts sometimes promise more than is actually established by the report.]



	Introduction:
	13. Is the problem or purpose of the study clearly stated?



	Research questions: 
	14. Are they stated clearly and concisely? 

15. Do they follow logically from the problems identified in the introduction? 

16. Are the questions relevant and worth answering?

17. Are they worded in a way that is answerable?



	The literature review:
	18. Is the background information adequate?

19. Do the authors appear to know their subject adequately? Do they appraise related research and authoritative statements or have they just strung together citations and quotes, which support their proposal without appropriate consideration of antagonistic arguments? 

20. Are specific theories used in order to put the study and findings into context?

21. Do these theories seem relevant?



	
	

	Relevance:
	22. Is the study placed in the context of current professional practice or knowledge? 
23. What is the potential contribution of the study to practice?


	Aims:
	24. Are the aims stated clearly, concisely and precisely?

25. Are they logically related to the original research question(s)?

26. How were they formulated (e.g. does evidence from the literature support your intuition, instinct and experience)? 



	THE METHOD:
	

	Design:
	27. Is the study descriptive or experimental? 

28. Is it described adequately? 

29. Does the chosen design seem appropriate to the research question(s)? 

30. At least one hypothesis is necessary for an experimental design. 

31. Does the design follow logically from the original problem and theories?



	Assumptions:
	32. Are any assumptions being made? 

33. Is their use explained? 

34. Are they justifiable and appropriate? 

35. Was a pilot study completed - e.g. was a questionnaire or approach pre-tested for validity and/or reliability? 

36. Were modifications subsequently made? 

37. Do the researchers say what these were and why they were made?



	Ethical considerations:
	38. Has the author considered the ethics of the proposal? 

39. Is the proposed method ethically acceptable? [For example, will all service users receive the treatment/intervention they need rather than the treatment needed for the study? Will a control group be required to receive a bogus or placebo treatment of dubious efficacy?]



	Participants:
	40. How were people selected? 

41. Are individuals allocated to alternative treatment /intervention groups? 

42. Is this ethical? 

43. Is there an account of how each person was chosen? 

44. Were specific criteria used to include or exclude people from the study? 

45. Are these clearly stated? 

46. Is the reasoning behind them apparent and sensible?



	Samples:
	47. Was a specific size of sample chosen (e.g. for statistical purposes)? 

48. Does this sample size seem adequate to provide valid results? 

49. If the author’s aim is to make generalisations to a population on the basis of the findings, who forms this population? 

50. Is the sample representative of that population?



	Data collection:
	51. Is the method described adequately? 

52. Could you replicate it from the description provided? 

53. Are the reasons for the choice of method stated? 

54. If special report forms, assessment forms, questionnaires or interview schedules have been used are copies provided with the paper or is there an address from which you could obtain copies?



	Analysis:
	55. Is the method of analysis understandable? 

56. Have statistical tests been used? 

57. Are reasons for choice given which explain their appropriateness? 

58. Do you understand and accept the explanation?



	Results:
	59. Are results intelligible enough for you to interpret them and draw your own conclusions? 

60. Are they relevant to the stated problem? 

61. Does your background knowledge and common sense indicate that they are realistic and feasible? 

62. Are "raw" data given, or only proportions, percentages, etc, after manipulation? 

63. Are histograms, pie charts and other graphic representations explained? 

64. Are the tables helpful? 

65. If results are based on responses to a questionnaire or interview schedule, what was the response rate? 

66. Are statistical results included? 

67. Are they meaningful?

68. Is the statistical probability of the results being produced by chance included? 

69. Is it appropriate?



	Discussion:
	70. Are the results interpreted in relation to the original question(s)? 

71. Are the original questions answered? 

72. Have the aims been fulfilled? 

73. Does the author discuss any weaknesses in the methodology, and factors which may have affected its validity or reliability (e.g. should selection of the sample be discussed)? 

74. If criteria of inclusion and exclusion need clarification, is the explanation acceptable? 

75. Should the advantages and disadvantages of the method of data collection be discussed? 

76. Are they? 

77. Have you noticed anything that was omitted? 

78. Has the author referred to it or ignored it? 

79. Have the findings been related to the existing body of knowledge and relevant theory? 

80. Are the clinical implications discussed? 



	Conclusions:
	81. How do they compare (or contrast) with the conclusions you drew from your interpretation of the results? 

82. Do they relate logically to the results?



	Recommendations:
	83. Are the recommended changes self-evident from the reported results? 

84. Could you attempt to implement them, and should you? 

85. Is this study an end in itself, or does it suggest further research?



	References:
	86. Is the length of the list more impressive than its quality? 

87. Are any references conspicuous by their absence?


A FRAMEWORK FOR EVALUATING QUALITATIVE RESEARCH
	SCREENING QUESTIONS
	1. Is a qualitative approach likely to do this?
2. Is the study clear in what it seeks to do?


	GENERAL QUESTIONS
	

	Methodology
	3. Is the author's position clearly stated?

4. Is the sampling strategy clearly defined and justified? 

5. Is the sampling method described (for both participants and settings)?

6. Is a rationale given for the choice of method?

7. Are the characteristics of the participants and settings clearly defined?

8. Is the choice of participants and settings appropriate?

9. Is the sampling method relevant to the question?

10. Is the method used likely to be useful and productive?

11. Is the method of data collection adequately described and appropriate?

12. Were appropriate data sources studied?

13. Is the method of data collection described in sufficient detail?If the data were collected by more than one person, was inter-rater reliability measured?
14. Were the methods used reliable and independently verifiable (e.g. audiotape, videotape, field notes)?

15. Were observations made in a sufficient variety of circumstances? (e.g. at different times)



	Data analysis
	16. Are the methods used for data analysis or interpretation described and justified?

17. Is it clear how the themes and concepts were derived from the data?

18. If the analysis was performed by more than one researcher, were differences in interpretation appropriately resolved?

19. Were negative/discrepant results fully addressed or ignored?

20. Were the data fed back to the participants for comment?



	Findings
	21. What are the findings?

22. What are the primary findings?

23. Are the findings verifiable (i.e. are elements from the original data included (e.g. quotes))?

24. Can data sources be traced (e.g. are extracts numbered)?

25. How much of the information collected is available for independent assessment?



	Interpretation of findings
	26. Do the summary and conclusions follow on from the findings?

27. Are the conclusions plausible and coherent?

28. Have alternative explanations been explored and discounted?

29. Does this study enhance understanding of the research topic?



	Relevance
	30. Can I use this study?

31. Are the findings (participant group, settings) applicable and relevant to my work?



	Strengths and weaknesses 
	32. Note some key points in respect to your overall impression of the study


This framework has been drawn from a number of sources:

· Greenhalgh, T. and Taylor, R. (1997) British Medical Journal, 315, 740-743

· Crombie, I. K. (1996) The Pocket Guide to Critical Appraisal, BMJ Publishing Group

· Popay, J., Rogers, A. and Williams, G. (1998), Qualitative Health Research 8 (3)

Based heavily on an article produced by Research in Practice (Accessed on 01/03/09 from: http://www.rip.org.uk/research_resources/evaluating.asp).
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