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Introduction:

Evidence-based medical education (Evidence-based

medicine) is a well discussed approach to the teaching

and practice of medicine during the last two decades1.

In this recent COVID-19 situation the influence of

evidence-based medicine in patient care and use of

healthcare resources worldwide has become more

evident2. It is very difficult for clinicians, health care

Stakeholders and Associates to extract admirable

aspects from the bulk of primary research which is

growing at an ever-increasing rate. The excellence in

patient care correlates with the use of the best currently

available evidence. In order to access and utilize that

research information, the physicians require a unique

set of knowledge and skills which are not part of

traditional medical education.

Review of original research work on a particular topic or

question can inform an up-to-date and complete

understanding with evidence and lead to implementation

of the agenda for evidence-based medicine. Over the

last half a century various institute and organizations

are working on traditional narrative review to make it

more representative as well as bias free3-6. Mentionable

contribution has been made by Cochrane Collaboration

group and PRISMA statement to develop a systematic

review guideline. Various aspects of systematic review

methodology are available now, including:

o Searching for studies

o Statistics and meta-analysis (MA) including

prospective MA and individual participant data MA

o Assessing bias

o Use of non-randomized designs

o The incorporation of qualitative and economic data

o The applicability and interpretation of the findings

of systematic reviews

o Patient reported outcomes, equity issues, screening

and diagnostic tests, and prognosis

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses have become the

gold standard of research reviews. Systematic review

methods can be applied to almost any study type and

aim to be systematic, explicit and reproducible and meta-

analysis methods are used to examine the research

findings (specifically strength of the relationship).

Historical Background

Archie Cochrane first clearly expressed the need for

applied scientific evidence over the expert opinion of
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clinicians and published a book on systematic review in

medical science3. He developed a web-based Cochrane

Collaboration Group, which is working during last half a

century to produce an acceptable systematic review

methodology and to set of priorities for systematic

reviews and other research4.

Subsequently several groups developed to address the

suboptimal review and meta-analyses and tried to

suggest guideline to standardize the process. Of those

QUOROM Statement (Quality of Reporting of Meta-

analyses)5 and PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for

Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses)6 could attract

the researcher, who are interested to work in this field,

where the first one was to improving the quality of

reporting of meta-analyses of clinical randomized

controlled trials (RCTs). The PRISMA statement covered

both systematic reviews and meta-analyses. Both these

statements have proposed check list and flow diagram

to make the process flawless, smooth and uniform.

Selection of Topic or Question for Systematic review

and Searching Tool

Decision on review topic, formulation of question for

that topic and structuring that to a purposive internet

searches are very critical job. This is the primary

requirement of selection of desired research papers for

a systematic review in an unbiased way. Various tools

are developed by researcher like PICO (Population/

problem, Intervention/exposure, Comparison,

Outcomes), SPIDER (Sample, Phenomenon of Interest,

Design, Evaluation, Research type), SPICE (Setting,

Population or Perspective, Intervention, Comparison,

Evaluation), RETREAT Mnemonic (Review Question,

Epistemology, Time, Resources, Expertise, Audience and

Purpose, Type of Data), ECLIPSE (Expectation, Client

group, Location, Impact, Professionals, Service) and

CIMO (Context, Intervention, Mechanism, Outcome)7-

9. These are effective in developing inclusion and

exclusion criteria for selection of a systematic review as

well. Through this strenuous job when a researcher

arrives at a decision to conduct a review research in an

acceptable way PRISMA 2020 statement is a pretty good,

comfortable and more complete guideline to achieve

the goal6. Events of that process (writing systematic

review) are described below in brief.

Title writing

The title should contain key information about the main

objective or question. Inclusion of ‘systematic review’

in the title facilitates identification by potential users or

mentioning it as ‘a systematic review with meta-analysis’

will give additional information as meta-analysis refers

only to the statistical synthesis. Inclusion of design of

the reviewed research papers like ‘a systematic review

of randomized trials’ will carry more clear information to

readers. The terms like ‘review’, ‘literature review’,

‘evidence synthesis’ and ‘knowledge synthesis’ are not

recommended.

Abstract Writing

An abstract should provide key information about all

the components like main objective(s) that the review

has addressed, methodology followed, salient findings

and impacts of the findings, so that a reader can decide

whether to access the full report.

Writing Introduction

Describing rationale should be the main target. The

readers should get an idea about the existing knowledge

situation and the reason of this review. Author should

express expectation of valuable addition to the existing

knowledge. At the end the reader should get an explicit

statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review

has addressed.

Method Writing

The method should present full paper searching strategy

mentioning the target sources (databases, registers and

websites) and time of searching. Inclusion and exclusion

criteria should be fixed justifiably (vide supra). Steps

followed to retrieve the sources and specific reasons

for exclusion are encouraged to keep in recorded form.

Search strategy and selection procedure should be

reproducible. Detail description of procedure of

information extraction (qualitative as well as

quantitative) and all outcomes for which data were

sought should be defined. Effect measures (e.g. risk

ratio, mean difference) are statistical constructs that

compare outcome data between two groups and should

be specifically mentioned. Method should contain the

process used to decide and to prepare the data for

presentation as well as for the sake of result synthesis.

Result Synthesis and Writing

Results of the search and selection process, from the

sources selected in method can be presented in a flow

chart as proposed by PRISMA statement- 20206 in a

summarized form. This will help the readers to

understand procedure and result of search and selection

process. Description of characteristics of the studies

included in review to allow readers to understand the

applicability of the review is essential. The summary

statistics, effect estimate and its precision (such as
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confidence/credible interval) of all outcomes should be

presented in suitable forms of presentation. If worthy

and researcher is interested, meta-analysis can be done.

In that case, presentation for each the summary estimate,

its precision (such as confidence/credible interval) and

heterogeneity measures of statistical analysis are

required.

Discussion Part

The discussion should provide a general interpretation

of the results in the context of other evidences,

limitations of the evidence included in the review,

limitations of the review processes used and implications

of the results for practice, policy and future research.

The readers may get idea on results of other similar

systematic reviews with comparison. The reviewer may

have access limitations, language limitation and regional

fascination. Author’s way of expression on implication

of findings may attract patients and healthcare providers

or policy makers and administrators. At the end author

may recommend further investigation in light of

experience gained during the process.
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