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Follow the Evidence Back: At-A-Glance
Tracing a review to the original study
Plain-language research summaries, like The Informed SLP reviews, are a great way to stay current, but they’re a starting point. The skill this assignment builds is verifying claims against primary evidence: going back to the primary study, seeing what it did, and judging for themselves what it can and cannot support. They record the review's bottom line, retrieve the full article, fill in what the study actually did from the paper rather than from the summary, work out what the study design does and does not support, and name what they would want to know next. 
[bookmark: _g3y168ior6d4]Instructions
This is an assignment template. That means that it provides the broad structure of an assignment, but will need to be adapted to the specific content you are teaching. The portions that need adapting are highlighted in purple throughout.
View the assignment
[bookmark: _x45uvtf9l9qn]Summary table
	Based on
	[Review Name]

	Best for
	A review that covers one or two specific articles.
Examples:
· Getting wise to lip ties (free)
· From words to sentences
· INSPIREing new treatment for post-stroke dysphagia

	Topic
	Critical appraisal — [Describe topic of review here]

	Course fit
	EBP, research methods

	Time
	About 45 minutes

	CAA standards
	3.1.1B (evidence-based practice) · 3.5B (research foundations, consumers of research literature)

	CFCC certification standards (effective August 2027)
	IV-F (research principles and design, accessing and critically reviewing research, relating research to clinical practice)


[bookmark: _mqjjn0mx1nhz]Learning objectives
By the end of this assignment, students will be able to:
	Level
	Objective
	Where it happens

	Apply
	Retrieve the primary study behind a review and record what it actually did, working from the article rather than the summary.
	Parts 2 and 3

	Analyze
	Separate what the study's design supports from what it does not.
	Part 4

	Evaluate
	Judge whether the review's bottom line holds up against the article it rests on.
	Parts 1 and 4

	Create
	Name a clinical question the study leaves open and the kind of study that would answer it.
	Part 5


[bookmark: _4l7qihnfx38]Format options
	
	As written
	To switch up

	Access
	Free content
	For member content, use a member review.

	Article
	One article for everyone
	If the review has several references, assign a different one to each student and compare in class.

	Timing
	Asynchronous
	For class time, download the article in advance and run Parts 3 and 4 in 30 minutes.

	Grouping
	Individual
	For groups, have half the group trace the study and half trace other related sources, then compare.


[bookmark: _t8ye0t7z57dc]How the session runs
	5 min
	Part 1. Read the review and record its bottom line and the study behind it.

	10 min
	Part 2. Retrieve the full article.

	15 min
	Part 3. Fill in what the study actually did, from the article.

	10 min
	Part 4. Appraise it.

	5 min
	Part 5. Name what you would want to know next.
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Follow the Evidence Back: Grading Rubric
CAA 3.1.1B · 3.5B
CFCC 2027 IV-F
	Part
	Pts
	Full credit
	Partial
	Minimal

	1. The review
	1
	Bottom line accurately restated in the student's own words. Study correctly identified.
	Bottom line copied from the review, or study identified without the claim.
	Neither field completed.

	2. Retrieval
	1
	Article located, with journal, year, and access route recorded.
	Article located but the record is incomplete.
	Article not yet located.

	3. Study table
	3
	All five rows completed accurately from the article. Design named correctly. Participant details and author-named limitations come from the paper, not the review.
	Most rows completed, but one or two draw on the review rather than the article, or the design is named imprecisely.
	Rows are blank, or the entries come from the review rather than the article.

	4a and 4b. Appraisal
	2
	States what the design supports and what it does not. Names a specific detail gained from the full article and a specific contribution a primary study makes.
	Answers both but at least one stays general.
	Answers are drawn from the review rather than the article.

	5. What next
	1
	Names a specific unanswered clinical question and a study design that would address it.
	Names a question but the proposed design is vague or mismatched.
	No question named, or the question is one this study already answers.

	Total
	8
	
	
	


[bookmark: _wl59uru1fqmw]Notes for the facilitator
· Adjust grading/points to align with desired values for course.
· Part 4b asks what the full article gave them that the review could not. Common good answers are sample details, a measure that turned out to be narrower than expected, or a limitation the authors name themselves.
· Part 5 needs a question and a design that matches that question.
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· If your course is working on citation formatting, ask for the full reference in APA style in Part 2 alongside the fields already there.
[bookmark: _cqp40ey6tnud]Follow the Evidence Back
[bookmark: _c6xzu3una2kz]Tracing a review to the original study
Plain-language research summaries, like The Informed SLP reviews, are a great way to stay current, but they’re a starting point. In this assignment, you will read one review, go back to the study it rests on, and decide for yourself whether the review's conclusion holds up. You are working out what this particular study can and cannot support, and what you would still want to know afterward.
	Based on
	[Review Name]

	Topic
	Critical appraisal — [Describe topic of review here]


[bookmark: _xodfiuwp3klj]Part 1. Start with the review
Read the review at [LINK].
	The review's bottom line, in your own words (one sentence)
	

	The primary study the review relies on (authors and year)
	


[bookmark: _oe42u487j89v]Part 2. Retrieve the article
Find and open the full article.
	Journal and year
	

	How you accessed it (DOI link, library, database)
	

	APA citation
	[optional; include this row if citation formatting is an objective]


[bookmark: _vzt7g9dcpxqj]Part 3. What the study actually did
Complete this from the article itself, not from the review.
	Study design
	

	Participants: how many, what ages, how recruited
	

	What was measured, and how
	

	Three findings the authors report
	

	Limitations the authors name themselves
	


[bookmark: _uxikmzu49xg7]Part 4. Appraise the study
4a. What does this study design allow you to conclude, and what does it not allow you to conclude? Three to four sentences.
	


4b. Name one thing you learned from reading the full article that you could not have gotten from the review alone.
	


[bookmark: _2apv8tvsr7av]Part 5. What would you want to know next
Name one clinical question this study does not answer, and say what kind of study would be needed to answer it. Two to three sentences.
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