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Editorial
It has been more than a decade since the original publi-
cation of the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Statement [1],
and it has become one of the most cited reporting guide-
lines in biomedical literature [2, 3]. Since its publication,
multiple extensions of the PRISMA Statement have been
published concomitant with the advancement of know-
ledge synthesis methods [4–7]. The PRISMA2020 state-
ment, an updated version has recently been published
[8], and other extensions are currently in development
[9].
The number of systematic reviews (SRs) has increased

substantially over the past 20 years [10–12]. However,
many SRs continue to be poorly conducted and reported
[10, 11], and it is still common to see articles that use
the PRISMA Statement and other reporting guidelines
inappropriately, as was highlighted recently [13].
The PRISMA Statement and its extensions are an

evidence-based, minimum set of recommendations de-
signed primarily to encourage transparent and complete
reporting of SRs. This growing set of guidelines have
been developed to aid authors with appropriate report-
ing of different knowledge synthesis methods (such as
SRs, scoping reviews, and review protocols) and to en-
sure that all aspects of this type of research are accur-
ately and transparently reported. In other words, the
PRISMA Statement is a road map to help authors best
describe what was done, what was found, and in the case
of a review protocol, what are they are planning to do.
Despite this clear and well-articulated intention [2–5],

it is common for Systematic Reviews to receive manu-
scripts detailing the inappropriate use of the PRISMA
Statement and its extensions. Most frequently, improper
use appears with authors attempting to use the PRISMA
statement as a methodological guideline for the design

and conduct reviews, or identifying the PRISMA state-
ment as a tool to assess the methodological quality of re-
views, as seen in the following examples:

� “This scoping review will be conducted according to
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews
and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews
(PRISMA-ScR) Statement.”

� “This protocol was designed based on the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-
Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) Statement.”

� “The methodological quality of the included
systematic reviews will be assessed with the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Statement.”

Some organizations (such as Cochrane and JBI) have
developed methodological guidelines that can help au-
thors to design or conduct diverse types of knowledge
synthesis rigorously [14, 15]. While the PRISMA state-
ment is presented to predominantly guide reporting of a
systematic review of interventions with meta-analyses,
its detailed criteria can readily be applied to the majority
of review types [13]. Differences between the role of the
PRISMA Statement to guide reporting versus guidelines
detailing methodological conduct is readily illustrated
with the following example: the PRISMA Statement rec-
ommends that authors report their complete search
strategies for all databases, registers, and websites (in-
cluding any filters and limits used), but it does not in-
clude recommendations for designing and conducting
literature searches [8]. If authors are interested in under-
standing how to create search strategies or which data-
bases to include, they should refer to the methodological
guidelines [12, 13]. Thus, the following examples can il-
lustrate the appropriate use of the PRISMA Statement in
research reporting:
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� “The reporting of this systematic review was guided
by the standards of the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA)
Statement.”

� “This scoping review was reported according to the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses extension for Scoping Reviews
(PRISMA-ScR).”

� “The protocol is being reported in accordance with
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review
and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P)
Statement.”

Systematic Reviews supports the complete and trans-
parent reporting of research. The Editors require the
submission of a populated checklist from the relevant
reporting guidelines, including the PRISMA checklist or
the most appropriate PRISMA extension. Using the
PRISMA statement and its extensions to write protocols
or the completed review report, and completing the
PRISMA checklists are likely to let reviewers and readers
know what authors did and found, but also to optimize
the quality of reporting and make the peer review
process more efficient.
Transparent and complete reporting is an essential

component of “good research”; it allows readers to judge
key issues regarding the conduct of research and its
trustworthiness and is also critical to establish a study’s
replicability.
With the release of a major update to PRISMA in

2021, the appropriate use of the updated PRISMA State-
ment (and its extensions as those updates progress) will
be an essential requirement for review based submis-
sions, and we encourage authors, peer reviewers, and
readers of Systematic Reviews to use and disseminate
that initiative.
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