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Levels of evidence for primary research question*
(This chart was adapted from material published by the Centre for Evidence-Based Medicine, Oxford, UK.
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2 A complete assessment of quality of individual studies requires critical appraisal of all aspects of the study design; ® A combination of results from two or more prior studies;
<Studies provided consistent results; ¢ Study was started before the first patient enrolled; ¢ Patients treated one way (eg, cemented hip arthroplasty) compared with a group of
patients treated in another way (eg, uncemented hip arthroplasty) at the same institution; fThe study was started after the first patient enrolled; 9 Patients identified for the study
based on their outcome, called “cases” eg, faailed total arthroplasty are compared with patients who did not have outcome, called “controls” eg, successful total hip arthroplasty;
" Patients treated one way with no comparison group of patients treated in another way.



