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1. Define the clinical question.

2. Identify all completed studies of the question, published
and unpublished.

3. Select the studies that meet high standards for scientific
validity.

4. Look for evidence of bias in the studies selected.
5. Describe the scientific quality of the studies.

6. Ask whether the quality is systematically related to re-
sults of the studies.

7. Describe the studies with a figure (forest plot).

8. Decide whether the studies are similar enough to justify
combining them.

9. If they are similar enough to combine, calculate a sum-
mary measure of effect and confidence interval.
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Search MEDLINE.
Read recent reviews and textbooks.
Seek the advice of experts in the content area.

Consider articles cited in the articles already found by
other approaches.

Consult databases of articles such as the Cochrane
Database of Systematic Reviews.

Review registries of clinical trials (to detect publication
bias, if present).
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a

 Systematic Reviews Include Only a
Small Proportion of Articlesona
Question. Selection of Articles for a.
Systematic Review of Randomized

Trials of Secondary Prevention

TABLE
&% / V’“‘E‘g} Y

Potentially Relevant Articles 72

Excluded Articies ———*
Nonrandomized 16
Primary prevention studies 13
No primary outcomes 8
Not of comprehensive disease 8
management systems

Outcomes for CHD not reported separately 5
or too few

Inpatient based intervention
Enrolled < 50 patients

Flawed methods 1
Total Excluded + 55
Remaining Studies 17
Multiple Publications > 5
of the Same Trial

Y
Eligible for Systematic Review 12

(Data from McAlister FA, Lawson FME, Teo KK, Armstrong
PW. Randomized trials of secondary prevention programmes
in coronary heart disease: Systematic review. BMJ 2001;323:
957-962.)
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PLOTTING FOR PUBLICATION BIAS

Funnel plots show the data from multiple experiments. In some — but not
all — cases, a wildly asymmetric shape can indicate that some negative
results are missing from the literature.

SYMMETRIC FUNNEL PLOT

[ oy
k=]
o
2
o
[ ]
®
]
Effect size
ASYMMETRIC FUNNEL PLOT
[ oy
o @
7] s e e ..
3 . %
o e
®

Effect size
enature




Sid (95 42 © Ol o yig!

asle Sldllas CuiS 3,5 4 jamie o]

Hloyd anass pibls a5 sanigs P
&3l ,y5 P

S5 oley P

Lged x> P

el oy Sladllas gl 4 olaio ol 4



Syg—0 4o w2 b cuS 5 50 ailg o oS (s0l,ail sla iz P
Bl A cla i

ML’LSA Jadad u»L»J.o cL’)Lo)O st.?u).:‘ LS‘)" odl.w U»L.dbo &S.:>

9 uda_: )95 G 5& 9 LS)L*’Q;Q‘)L@" L:‘ t | 0)‘9.0 U"‘ J.aLw aS
€l 00l 0ol @Mo}: axJllas )‘ C9).> L>9 d‘)»a."




3,185 3¢

g 699 @L?oq‘ )L_w Mﬁan )9 R LS‘)'.’ W uL?o..a‘ uLx.JUa_c}
3105 K086 b goby wolas byl oS ol ol




Jlss—s) foOrest plot <, g s apllss 55,0 Sy s
lols g oo 0 clalhnr o] L aS 0l e oolo i (K>

I

a2 o Hlid |y asdlas o oly o) el

o)"J._S‘ l_a wL...o L@Q] o)"d.i‘ aS &bw l.> LS“\'L’"’" 6&0)9113}
“9‘“6& 0ol u.u.’l.o.a | axdlao

ol a0 b iocul pglaals "forest plot” ol s ol
bglos an a S conl calll dauly 4 b o o Cand Géovo

Syl K>



WS o 4D suilss gl |y oSl qulic Jlads ologes oyl

Gl a 51, Sldllas slass Lacasy, ol adlas sloss (V P
A2 o Hlid ilosgs CudS 380 gla L

Jbw g asllas pb g gl i Sloy az 50 g (SFladllas az (Y I
s o b |, ldlae L]

SIS 1 6 olasl ax Calisee Sladlas @ g3l 0 3lad] 6o (Y D>
.J..S‘oo)f




3 6l Azl (952 (ke 9925 L Dl :ldd yoT B> (F

s (8,5 0 |, b sue alai (¢ lieds] alols) Slalas

i3 3l L g ail s (6l et sladais slas gl 5
Al 3,85k

G800 g Lol L 5l g 5y Olllas Sy wldlae (51O P
oS Sypuleass o SO L bl sladl ol Lawg)
AL (9945 o 0810 inled s oo lis |, sladais slao gl

Al S>65 3 lge A Cad (6 dan (y59 oo




Impact of Treatment on Mortality

Study name statistics for each study
Odds  Lower  Upper
ratio limit lirnit
Kelly, 1964 0,540 0. 096 3634
Hedrin, 1980 0484 0.201 1.074
Leigh, 1962 0394 0.076 20585
Moval, 1992 0.490 0.023 2037
Saint, 1998 1.250 0479 3261
Filbean, 1926 0.129 0.027 0,605
Diany, 1960 0.313 0.054 1.805
kelly, 1966 0.429 0.070 2620
Singh, 2000 0718 0.237 21749
Shewart, 1984 0.143 0.082 0,230
0.328 0233 0462

Odds ratio and 25% CI
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