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 EDITORIAL

Scholars and students can analyze and evaluate the
research of other expert professionals in a given field
by using the article review method, which concentrates
on a summary of the most recent research on the topic1.
The significance of writing reviews are to offer a
thorough basis on which a subject, describe the status
of knowledge right now, find research gaps in current
studies that might be addressed in the future and draw
attention to the primary research approaches.

What has been done, what has been discovered, and how
these findings are presented all contribute to the review’s
value. When preparing to write a review, the question “why”
is more crucial than the question “how.” The primary goal
for creating a review is to compile the best literature sources
for a significant research question or an active area of
study into an easily understandable synthesis2.

Review articles in the health sciences are becoming more
and more important. Clinicians typically use review articles
to update their knowledge in their area of expertise and as
a starting point for developing recommendations. 3 These
reviews are used by organizations that fund additional
research to demonstrate the need for these studies. Murlow
studied 50 review papers that were published in 1985 and
1986 and found that none of them fulfilled definite scientific
standards.4 In 1996 by an international group that reviewed
articles and highlighted aspects of literature reviews and
meta-analyses that did not adhere to scientific standards,
but the QUOROM (QUality Of Reporting Of Meta-
analyses) statement, which was developed, focused on
meta-analyses of randomized controlled studies. PRISMA
(Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses) is a later update to this standard.5

A 27-item checklist is included in the PRISMA statement
that is extended to generate well-designed review
articles. It will be appropriate to meet these standards
while writing a review article or performing a meta-
analysis. Thus, it may be possible to prepare an
understandable article with excellent scientific content6.

Narrative and systematic reviews are the two
subcategories of review articles. Narrative reviews are
written in a style that is simple to read and allows for a
broad analysis of the subject matter which rely on papers

gathered over time and recommended by colleagues,
Systematic reviews struggle to locate the best studies
that can address the issues that were established at the
outset of the review and in-depth literature survey on
the chosen topic is carried out.7 The two types of
systematic reviews are qualitative and quantitative. A
thorough literature review is done for both of them. In
contrast, study data are gathered and quantitatively
assessed (i.e., meta-analysis) in quantitative reviews.8

A systematic review on a specific topic typically follows
the same pattern as many research articles, with parts
for the introduction, methods, results, and discussion8.

The use of the appropriate method in review articles is
crucial since it aids readers approach current material
with objectivity. When employing research data to
provide answers to specific queries, researchers may
run across two issues. First, when choosing research
papers, individuals may be biased or the articles actually
may be biased. The review procedures should enable
the researchers to define and use research with the least
amount of bias possible in order to reduce this danger.
The majority of studies have used tiny sample sizes,
which is the second issue. The power of statistical
analysis of the research improves through the use of
statistical tools in meta-analyses9.

The general structure of a systematic review includes
the parts Introduction, Methods, Results, and
Discussion, as is the case with many research articles.
Introduction presents the problem and other issues
covered in the review article. Methods that describe the
process of research and assessment or the number of
studies evaluated or selected. Result that states the
quality, and outcomes of the selected studies. Discussion
that summarizes results, limitations, and outcomes of
the procedure and research10.

The following sections comprise the steps for writing a
good review article. Pre-title page: on this page, one
should specify the type of article the reviewer is
reviewing, the name of the journal in which it was
published, the names of all authors who contributed to
it, and the affiliations of the authors (position,
department, institute, city, state, country, and email
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address).Optional corresponding author information,
including fax, email, name, and contact information.
Running head: Only using APA style. It is the paper’s
title condensed to fewer than 40 characters. Summary
page: Depending on one’s instructor’s requirements,
optional. The maximum number of words for the
summary is 800. Make use of simple, non-technical
terminology. In this section, we must not repeat the text
verbatim or reference any sources. Give
relevant background information, describe the purpose
of the research and list the findings and describe the
methodology11. On the title page, there is a full title, a
250-word abstract, “Keywords:” and 4-6 keywords.
There should be an introduction, a body with methods
and results and discussion, conclusion references, and a
page with optional suggested proof readings, tables,
and figure legends. In conclusion, write a quick overview
of the article’s major elements, along with remarks on its
importance, validity, and clarity. Comment, if justified
on the field’s implications for more study or debate12.

Due to the growing use of research and practice based
on evidence developing stronger evidence, review articles
have thus evolved into vital tools for summarizing,
synthesizing, integrating, or critically evaluating prior
knowledge in the field of medical science.
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