Critical Thinking Literature Review

Group ________E_____________
The CT Review is divided into two parts: 1.) analysis of an article, and 2.) assessment of the article.  In the Analysis segment of the review, you must accurately identify the elements of reasoning within the piece.   In the Assessment segment of the review you must construct a critical analysis and evaluation of the reasoning. 

 PART ONE

Directions:  After you have carefully read you article, complete the following sentences with whatever elaboration you think necessary to make your meaning clear.  .

1.) The main purpose of this article is _to assess various procedures that aim to replace missing dentition in regards to the procedures’ outcomes which were evaluated based on longevity, function, patient satisfaction and morbidity..

2.) The main point(s) of view presented in this article is (are) many people lose teeth in adulthood, and implant surgery is on the rise.  Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate all of the options that patients have regarding the treatment and replacement of their missing teeth to streamline the process and address the needs and questions regarding superior practices for both the patient and provider.  The author is convinced that certain dental procedures/options are best suited for certain individuals and have a superior outcome to others; he/she would like to evaluate the options so that providers and patients have a better idea of their options regarding tooth replacement.
3.) The key question (whether stated or unstated) is:  Is there one dental procedure for replacement of teeth for partially edentulous patients superior to others?
4.) The main assumption(s) underlying the author’s thinking is (are) some procedures are more superior to others in various ways whether its financial, longevity, esthetics, mobility, pain etc.,  The author assumed that the reader has a background knowledge of removable dental prostheses and implant supported FDPs.  The author also assumed that 5- 10 years of data for each procedure was enough to evaluate its efficacy. 
5.) The most important information in this article is how they gathered their information regarding the various dental procedures and how the authors tried to account for bias in order to make the study objective and not subjective to a single individual’s preference; this was important for comparing/contrasting the various options.
6.) The main idea(s) we need to understand in order to understand this article is(are) the prevalence of implant, RDP and FDP procedures as well as the reasoning for choosing/offering such procedures on behalf of individuals who are partially missing teeth.

7.) The main conclusion(s) in this article is there is insufficient evidence to support whether or not a particular tooth replacement method is better or not for individuals who are missing teeth.  For RDPS, the review was unable to determine whether one design was better than others, whether one material was bbetter and whether one had a superior fabrication technique.  For FDPs it could not be determined which materials were superior for FDP abutments and frameworks and whether FDPs or RDPs are better treatment options for a shortened dental arch or if implant vs. tooth/implant FDPs are better options.
8.) The main implications of this line of reasoning is(are) there is not enough unbiased research to determine if one procedure is superior to others when handling partial edentulism.  Most of the research out there is non-randomized, does not sufficiently compare various prosthesis, and are studies unrepresentative of standard practice settings.

PART TWO

Directions: You should comment on the reasoning as appropriate in terms 

of its clarity, accuracy, precision, relevance, depth, breath, logicalness, significance, and 

Fairness---or lack thereof.

Clarity – The article gave a clear explanation of the objectives and methods, but with insufficient evidence for results. 

Accuracy – The article addresses errors with the studies used by assessing possible biases, but does not fails to find accurate results with limited RCTs comparing different techniques and materials.
Precision – The article addresses mainly RDPs and FDPs and the effects of both. This is specific enough for the objectives of the article although lacking in evidence that supports either.

Relevance – The studies assessed by the article regarding RDPs and FDPs are all relevant to the objectives listed and applies to general dentists, although it provides no benefit.

Depth – The article addresses both RDPs and FDPs as well as implant supported fixed dental prosthesis and tooth/implant supported FDPs. Different options for replacing missing teeth are evaluated and reported in the article. The studies are also not limited based on age or gender.
Breadth – The article accounted for possible biases in the studies and it aimed to give the most objective results. It evaluated different sources and attempted to come to a conclusion, although insufficient through lack of RCTs.
Logicalness – The objectives and methods of the study are logical, although a meta-analysis was not performed because of insufficient trials.
Significance – The article was not very significant due to the fact that only 21 trials were able to be used in analysis, and it was not possible to blind participants or investigators for procedural based interventions. Lastly, the article showed a lack of significance because all of the results showed insufficient evidence in the results.  
Fairness- In addition, to what is mentioned above, the article lacks fairness because it was not possible to blind participants or investigators for procedural based interventions.  
