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a person affected by the condition? -- Question four: Have
the subjective judgements of the development panel been made
explicit and are they justified? -- Question five: Have all the relevant
data been scrutinised and rigorously evaluated? -- Question six: Has
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"In a clear and engaging style, How to Read a Paper demystifies
evidence-based medicine and explains how to critically appraise
published research and also put the findings into practice. An ideal
introduction to evidence-based medicine, How to Read a Paper explains
what to look for in different types of papers and how best to evaluate
the literature and then implement the findings in an evidence-based,
patient-centred way. Helpful checklist summaries of the key points in
each chapter provide a useful framework for applying the principles of
evidence-based medicine in everyday practice"--


