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Can Google answer clinical questions effectively, and so is there still a need for
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Focussed Question:

Does this paper provide evidence for a decrease in Library training, as Google can be

used to answer clinical questions effectively?
itation:

peed, accuracy, and confidence in Google, Ovid, PubMed, and UpToDate: results of a

andomised trial.

ostgraduate Medical Journal, 2010 Aug;86(1018):459-65

ummary of the aim and methods of the study:

 The paper evaluated the use of four search tools (Google, Ovid, PubMed, and

UpToDate) to answer clinical questions. The outcomes were accuracy, speed, and

user confidence in the answers found.

 Participants answered a series of clinical questions, with a five minute time limit,

using one of the search tools. At the end of each search, participants rated their

results on a four point confidence scale. The task was repeated after one to three

weeks, and this time users were randomised to one of the four search tools, and

asked to answer eight questions, four of which were repeated. The primary outcome

was defined as a correct answer with the highest level of confidence.

ain Results:

 Google was the most popular search tool. The authors found that users of Google

and UpToDate were more likely than users of PubMed to answer questions correctly,

and that participants were most confident in the answers found using UpToDate.

Searches with Google and UpToDate were faster than searches with PubMed or

Ovid.

omments:

 The aims of the research were stated clearly, and the methods used were reasonably

clear. There were some issues which may have been addressed in the appendices,



however these were not available. The most important of these was how participants

were randomised.

 One of the outcomes is a correct answer with a confidence level of 3, however is this

a realistic measure? This could be due to confidence in using Google compared with

a lack of training in using medical databases (PubMed or Ovid).

 The paper refers to Ovid, however this is not a database. The paper does not state

which database is accessed via the Ovid platform.

 An important consideration not addressed in the paper is that of missing results using

Google. There is no reference to using other databases with complimentary but

different content (e.g. Embase) and it does not assess the implications of how

Google finds results (i.e. what resources it searches and how up to date they are).

 There was some concern that the presentation of the article was quite confusing, and

made it hard to interpret the results, especially the statistical tests and charts.

 The relationship between researcher and participants was not explained, it was not

clear how they were recruited. Also it was felt that the relationship between those

observers and the participants may influence them, using impartial observers would

have been better.

 The data analysis appeared to be sufficiently rigorous, and the paper included a lot of

statistical tests. The real significance of some of the tests was not clear though. For

example, the speed results of UpToDate, Google, PubMed, and Ovid were 3.3

minutes, 3.8 minutes , 4.4 minutes, and 4.6 minutes. This is a difference of only 60-

80 seconds between the quickest and the slowest. While this is statistically

significant, is it significant in real life? Is there likely to be a situation that needs

answering via a literature search where 60 seconds will impact a patient?

 The statement of findings in the paper is not really clear. The discussion section

includes references to findings from other studies, and the conclusion stated in the

Abstract is difficult to interpret. Also the outlined aim and conclusion of the paper do

not match

 Other limitations of the study include not using the clinical queries in PubMed (which

would have increased the speed) and the participants search skills.

 It was concluded that this paper showed that people were confident in using Google,

but did not really provide evidence that there is no need for library training in the skills

necessary to search, assess and appraise the information nedded to answer clinical

queries in practice.
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