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Methodological issues for Systematic Reviews of Diagnostic Tests Accuracy



Abstract

The Cochrane Collaboration says that the Cochrane handbook for diagnostic test accuracy
reviews is in development now. That means the methodology of systematic reviews (SR) of
diagnostic tests assessments is still a matter of debate. At this point in time, comparison of
methodological issues for SR of between interventions and diagnostic tests would be

helpful to understand these situations.
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Table 1. Comparison of issues related to systematic reviews for intervention trials and diagnostic test

studies
STEP Issues for Intervention for Diagnostic test
Ask
Making Questions PICO PPP-IP-PTR
Acquire
Main keyword Intervention Index test & Target disorder
Searching Filtering No filtering
Assess
Quality Level ROB QUADAS-2
Proportion of Response
Extracting Results Sensitivity & Specificity
(%)
New Index NNT DOR
Summary Figures Forest Plot Coupled Forest Plot & SROC
Analysis
Heterogeneity index I (SROCs by prediction region)
on Homogeneous Fixed effect model (Moses-Littenberg SROC)
on Heterogeneous Random effect model Hierarchal models
Report

Standard for original article

Standard for summary results

Publication bias

CONSORT

PRISMA

Funnel Plot

STARD

Not available

Not available




