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Meta-analyses

Systematic
reviews

All reviews
(also called overviews)

Individual patient
data (IPD) meta-
analyses

Reviews that are
not systematic
(traditional,
narrative reviews)
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In practice, not all meta-analyses are conductguhetof

systematic reviews
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Meta-analyses

Systematic
reviews

Individual patient
data (IPD) meta-
analyses

Reviews that are
not systematic
(traditional,
narrative reviews)
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The best single source

of evidence of the effects
of interventions

www.thecochranelibrary.com
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Richardson et al. The well-built clinical question: a key to evidencedbdgcisions. ACP Journal Club 1995;A-12

Counsell C. Formulating questions and locating primary studies for inclusisysiematic reviews. Ann Intern Med 1997;127:380-7.
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PICO + STUDY DESIGN FILTER

~Studies most likely to
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