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KNOWLEDGE IN EVIDENCE-BASED MEDICAL PRACTICE  
OF SIXTH YEAR MEDICAL STUDENTS FROM THE MEDICAL  
UNIVERSITY OF SOFIA  
P. Pesheva 
Department of Social Medicine, Faculty of Public Health, MU – Sofia 

Summary. This article examines the knowledge of sixth year medical stu-
dents in evidence-based medical practice, measured as self-assessed competen-
ce, together with a comparative assessment of objective knowledge. The study 
had a cross-sectional design. Participants were medical students from sixth 
course of the Medical Faculty – Sofia during their intership in Social Medicine. 
Results show that students perceive their own knowledge of evidence based 
medicine as partial and insufficient. They do not know the technique of formulating 
structured clinical questions, what is the critical appraisal of evidence and what 
kind of search strategies in electronic databases exist. This unfavorable picture is 
complemented by registered insufficient knowledge in research design. 

Key words: evidence, clinical question, critical appraisal, search strategy 

 
,    ( ),   

,       
,      -

  [3, 4].      -
     , -

   ( ),    [5, 7, 9, 11]. -



 19 

         
,          -

      [6, 7, 9, 10].  
       

      Sackett:   
  ;     -

;     ;   
     ;   

 [13].      -
           -
    ,   –  

,         
     [8, 10, 11, 12, 14]. 

    „    -
/ ”        

    ,    -
 – ,      -

     ,    , 
     :     

 ;      
    ;    

   .    -
          -

        
     ,     

   .     
          -

           
    ,     „  

”         [2].  

 
         

 6-      ,    -
.         

        
 ,       -

  ,       -
  ,      -  . 

 ,           



20 

     ,    Fresno, 
  ,    ,     

   [8].       o  
  McColl       

 ,   ,    [12]. 
     [1, 12].   

      6-     -
 – ,        -

.      193-  -
   .     172-     -
    89%.     

      .  
    2013/2014 . 

      p  0,05,  -
  95%. 

  
     -

  .    e 24,8 ,  
 25-  .  :   

    92:80.     90,7%, -
,      ,    -

 ,   4,7%  ,     
   ,   4,7%    . -

     ,     
 – 84,3%.       -

    ,     -
      .   -

       
 – 94,2%.  3-    (1,7%)  -

,    .  
-     71,5%,  -
         – 

 ,       
.        -

       . 
       ,  

   (54,7%)  ,   -
         ,  

25%       .   , 



 21 

9,3%   ,       
  ,   .  

9,3%   ,      -
     .  

 2,3%      „ ”   
„      PICO    

  ?”.   -
  91,9%,    „ ”   ; 3,5%    

,  „ ”     ,  
2,3%      . 

 . 1       
 „       „  "  

 ?”.   ,   , 
 ,      ,   -  

     ,    PICO. 
 

 
. 1.     : „     -

  "  "   ?” 
 

   ,      -
          

 (33,7%),        
,  -    „  ”   
 ,      (59,3%). -

        
(  < 0,0001)       (Phi = 0,38).  

      ,  , 
       . -

         . 2. 
 



22 

 
. 2.     : „    

    ?” 
 

      
        -

 „  ”.  ,    
 ,  - ,      -

,     „  ” – p < 0,0001. 
 Phi,     ,  0,40, 

        .  
 ,         -
        (33,7%),  

-       – p < 0,0001,  
  ,       

(59,3%),       
       Cramer’s V = 0,36. 

  „       -   
   ,   ?” 51,2%  -

         ,  
   .    

,        
  (1,7%)       

(8,1%).      ,  
  –     19,2%.    
   ,         

       ( . 1). 
-       , 

    ,   ,      
   ,        -
  ( . 2). -    ,    



 23 

     ,   „  ”  
„  ”  .  23,3%    .  

   ,   -     -
     –   52,3%. , 

 -      ,      -
   ,  „  ” (13,4%)  „  
 ” (8,7%).  „   -

” (50,6%), „   ” (50,6%)  „ , 
  ” (49,4%),   ,  -  

  ,       .  
         6,6-23,3%  

  ,       . 
 

 1.     : „     -
  -      ,   ?” 

          
 -   

  :  %  %  % 

  
 

88 51,2 46 26,7 24 14,0 

  6 3,5 27 15,7 33 19,2 
 " - " 36 20,9 21 12,2 31 18,0 

  7 4,1 3 1,7 13 7,6 
     14 8,1 35 20,3 52 30,2 
   3 1,7 9 5,2 3 1,7 
  14 8,1 27 15,7 12 7,0 

  4 2,3 4 2,3 4 2,3 
 172 100 172 100 172 100 

 
         

        .   
      – , 

     ,      
     ( . 3). 

       
         -
  .       

         
/   ,   .  



 

 
 2

. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

, 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

, 
 

 
 

 
 

 
-

 
-

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 (%
) 

 (%
) 

 (%
) 

 (%
) 

 (%
) 

 
 

3 
(1

,7
%

) 
18

 (1
0,

5%
) 

90
 (5

2,
3%

) 
40

 (2
3,

3%
) 

21
 (1

2,
2%

) 

 
 

3 
(1

,7
%

) 
18

 (1
0,

5%
) 

90
 (5

2,
3%

) 
40

 (2
3,

3%
) 

21
(1

2,
2%

) 

 
 

6 
(3

,5
%

) 
42

 (2
4,

4%
) 

75
 (4

3,
6%

) 
28

 (1
6,

3%
) 

21
 (1

2,
2%

) 

 
 

 O
R

   
  

15
 (8

,7
%

) 
76

 (4
4,

2%
) 

43
 (2

5%
) 

17
 (9

,9
%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

 
9 

(5
,2

%
) 

64
 (3

7,
2%

) 
65

 (3
7,

8%
) 

13
 (7

,6
%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

 
 

0 
(0

%
) 

30
 (1

7,
4%

) 
91

 (5
2,

9%
) 

30
 (1

7,
4%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

, 
 

 
  

3 
(1

,7
%

) 
85

 (4
9,

4%
) 

49
 (2

8,
5%

) 
14

 (8
,1

%
) 

21
 (1

2,
2%

) 

 
6 

(3
,5

%
) 

30
 (1

7,
4%

) 
84

 (4
8,

8%
) 

31
 (1

8%
) 

21
 (1

2,
2%

) 

 
6 

(3
,5

%
) 

30
 (1

7,
4%

) 
84

 (4
8,

8%
) 

31
 (1

8%
) 

21
 (1

2,
2%

) 

 
 

 
9 

(5
,2

%
) 

87
 (5

0,
6%

) 
45

 (2
6,

2%
) 

10
 (6

,6
%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

 
 

 
9 

(5
,2

%
) 

87
 (5

0,
6%

) 
45

 (2
6,

2%
) 

10
 (6

,6
%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

 
 

23
 (1

3,
4%

) 
68

 (3
9,

5%
) 

45
 (2

6,
2%

) 
15

 (8
,7

%
) 

21
 (1

2,
2%

) 

 
7 

(4
,1

%
) 

62
 (3

6%
) 

58
 (3

3,
7%

) 
24

 (1
4%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

 
 

 
10

 (5
,8

%
) 

60
 (3

4,
9%

) 
51

 (2
9,

7%
) 

30
 (1

7,
4%

) 
21

 (1
2,

2%
) 

 



25 

 3.          -
    

„     
    ?” 

„     
    ?” 

 

 %  % 
 15 8,7 15 8,7 
 148 86 148 86 
  9 5,2 9 5,2 

: 172 100,0 172 100,0 

 
    6-      

        . -
         -

  ,     -
,        

.  -        
   –         

    ,  -
         -
     .   -

         -
     .     

      ,      
,       – ,   

 ,      ,     
   . 

 
 ,      -

 – ,       
            

,   .   -
        .   
 ,        

 ,        
   ,     -

     .    -



26 

,           
        -
,       . 

 
 

1. , .     . .,  “ ”, 2014. 
2.   – .    -

       . , 2010.   
3. , ., . , . , .   . . 

      . ., . 
„ ”, 2002.  

4. , ., . , .   . .   -
    ,   . ., -

, 2008. 
5. B r a d l e y, P. et al. Comparison of directed and self-directed learning in evidence-ba-

sed medicine: a randomised controlled trial. – Med. Educ., 39, 2005,  10, 1027-1035. 
6. C o o m a r a s a m y, A. et al. What is the evidence that postgraduate teaching in 

evidence based medicine changes anything? A systematic review. – Br. Med. J., 
329, 2004,  7473, 1017. 

7. F i n k e l, M. et al. Teaching evidence-based medicine to medical students. – Med. 
Teach., 25, 2003,  2, 202-204. 

8. F r e s n o Test of Evidence Based Medicine. 
9. I l i c , D. et K. Forbes. Undergraduate medical student perceptions and use of 

Evidence Based Medicine: A qualitative study. – Br. Med. J. (Medical Education), 
10, 2010, 58. 

10. I l i c , D. Assessing competency in Evidence Based Practice: strengths and limita-
tions of current tools in practice. – Br. Med. J. (Medical Education), 9, 2009, 53. 

11. L a i , N. M. et C. L. Teng. Self-perceived competence correlates poorly with objec-
tively measured competence in Evidence Based Medicine among medical students. 
– Br. Med. J. (Medical Education), 11, 2011, 25. 

12. M c C o l l , A. et al. General practitioners’ perceptions of the route to evidence based 
medicine: a questionnaire survey. – Br. Med. J., 316, 1998,  7128, 361-365. 

13. S a c k e t t , D. L. et al. Evidenced based medicine: what it is and what it is not. – 
Br. Med. J., 312, 2004, 71-72. 

14. S h a n e y f e l t , T. et al. Instruments for evaluating education in evidence-based 
practice: a systematic review. – J. Am. Med. Assoc., 296, 2006,  9, 1116-1127. 

 
   :  

 -  .  
   
      
     
 .    8 
 1504  


