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	A B S T R A C T
Background. [Two to three sentences on why the question needs a synthesis: what the primary studies disagree about, or what practice currently rests on. No citations, no reference to any table or figure, anywhere in the abstract.]
Objective. [The review question in one sentence, framed as PICO, PECO or PIRO — population, intervention or exposure, comparator, outcome.]
Methods. [Databases searched and the date each was last searched; eligibility criteria; number of independent reviewers at screening and extraction; the risk-of-bias tool used; the synthesis method and, for a meta-analysis, the effect measure, the model and the measure of heterogeneity; the registration number of the protocol; and the reporting guideline followed (PRISMA 2020).]
Results. [Number of records screened and number of studies and participants included; the pooled effect with its 95% confidence interval and the heterogeneity statistic, or the structure of the narrative synthesis where pooling was inappropriate; and the certainty of the evidence.]
Conclusion. [One or two sentences answering the review question, with the strength of the conclusion matched to the certainty of the evidence. Maximum 250 words for the whole abstract; three to five keywords in alphabetical order.]
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How this template differs. The abstract subsections and the five numbered sections are identical to those of an original research article, because a systematic review is primary research whose unit of analysis is the study rather than the patient. Note in particular section 4.1: national accreditation requires a review to contain a sub-section carrying the authors' own original analysis, and a review without one is scored down however comprehensive its coverage. Delete the guidance notes before submitting.
1. Introduction
▸ Three to four paragraphs, and all three scored elements must be present: a state-of-the-art overview of what has been published, an explicit statement of the gap this review fills, and a clear objective. For a review the gap is usually one of four things — no synthesis exists, the existing synthesis is out of date, the existing syntheses disagree, or none of them covers the population or setting that matters here.
[Open with the clinical, forensic or medicolegal problem and its magnitude, supported by primary sources.1 Summarise what the primary studies have established and where they conflict.2,3
[Second paragraph: name the existing reviews on this question, give their publication year and their conclusion, and state precisely why another synthesis is warranted — new primary studies since the last search date, a different population, a methodological flaw in the earlier work, or conflicting conclusions between them. A review that does not account for the reviews already published cannot claim novelty.]
[Third paragraph: state the review question explicitly in PICO, PECO or PIRO form, and state the objective — 'The objective of this review was to determine whether …'. Where a meta-analysis is planned, say so and name the primary outcome here.]
2. Methods
▸ Report every item of PRISMA 2020 that applies. The method must be reproducible: a reader with the same databases and the same dates should be able to arrive at the same set of included studies.
2.1. Protocol and registration
[The registration number and registry (PROSPERO or equivalent) and the date of registration, or an explicit statement that the review was not registered and why. Describe any departure from the registered protocol and the reason for it.]
2.2. Eligibility criteria
[Inclusion and exclusion criteria stated as PICO or PECO elements, together with study designs admitted, language restrictions, publication period, and publication status. Justify each restriction — an unjustified language or date restriction is a source of bias, not a design choice.]
2.3. Information sources and search strategy
[Every database and register searched, with the date each was last searched; grey literature, trial registers, preprint servers and reference-list screening where used. Reproduce the full search string for at least one database verbatim — in a box, an appendix or supplementary material — so that the search can be repeated.]
2.4. Study selection
[How many reviewers screened titles and abstracts and then full texts, whether they worked independently, how disagreements were resolved, and the software used. Report the measure of agreement between reviewers if one was calculated.]
2.5. Data extraction and data items
[The variables extracted, the form used, how many reviewers extracted, and how missing or ambiguous data were handled — including whether study authors were contacted. Define each outcome and state which is primary.]
2.6. Risk of bias and certainty of evidence
[The tool used — RoB 2, ROBINS-I, QUADAS-2, the Newcastle–Ottawa Scale, JBI — applied at the level of each outcome, by how many independent assessors. State whether the certainty of the evidence was rated with GRADE and at what level the rating was applied.]
2.7. Synthesis method
[For a meta-analysis: the effect measure, the model (fixed or random effects) and the reason for choosing it, the estimator of between-study variance, the heterogeneity statistics reported, the pre-specified subgroup and sensitivity analyses, and how publication bias was assessed. Where pooling was inappropriate, state why and describe the structured narrative method used instead — the grouping of studies and the basis for it. Name the software and its version.]
3. Results
▸ Report in PRISMA order and interpret nothing here. Every figure in the text must match the forest plot and the tables exactly.
3.1. Study selection
[Records identified, duplicates removed, records screened, full texts assessed, studies included, with reasons for every full-text exclusion. Refer the reader to the PRISMA flow diagram in Figure 1.]
3.2. Characteristics of the included studies
[Design, country, setting, sample size, population, exposure or intervention, comparator, outcome definition and follow-up for each included study, presented in Table 1 and summarised in two or three sentences of text.]
3.3. Risk of bias within studies
[The domain-level judgements, summarised across studies and reported per study, with the studies at high risk identified by name.]
3.4. Synthesis of results
[The pooled effect with its 95% confidence interval, the number of studies and participants contributing, and the heterogeneity statistics with their confidence intervals. Refer to the forest plot in Figure 2. Where the synthesis is narrative, report the direction and consistency of effect across studies rather than counting positive results.]
3.5. Subgroup, sensitivity and small-study effects
[Each pre-specified analysis, labelled as pre-specified or post hoc, and the assessment of publication bias with the caveat that funnel-plot asymmetry is uninterpretable below about ten studies.]
3.6. Certainty of the evidence
[The GRADE rating for each outcome and the reason for every downgrade or upgrade, presented in a summary-of-findings table.]
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Table 1. [Characteristics of the included studies. One row per study, ordered by year or by design. This table is what allows a reader to judge whether the studies were similar enough to pool.]
	[Study, year]
	[Country]
	[Design]
	[n]
	[Population]
	[Outcome measure]
	[Risk of bias]

	[Author, 20xx]
	[Country]
	[Design]
	[n]
	[Description]
	[Measure]
	[Low]

	[Author, 20xx]
	[Country]
	[Design]
	[n]
	[Description]
	[Measure]
	[Some concerns]

	[Author, 20xx]
	[Country]
	[Design]
	[n]
	[Description]
	[Measure]
	[High]


Notes: [Define every abbreviation in alphabetical order and state the risk-of-bias tool used. Where an entry was not reported by the study, write 'not reported' rather than leaving the cell blank.]
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4. Discussion
▸ Four elements are assessed: the method, the description of the key findings, the depth of interpretation, and the comparison against other researchers' work. Section 4.1 below is additionally required by national accreditation and is the section most often missing from submitted reviews.
4.1. Original synthesis and the authors' own analysis
▸ Mandatory. This sub-section must contain analysis and judgement that belongs to the authors and appears in none of the included studies — the reconciliation of conflicting results, a proposed explanatory mechanism, a re-framing of the literature, a critique of the measurement conventions the field uses, or a research agenda derived from the pattern of gaps. A review that only summarises what each study reported is scored down however complete its coverage.
[The authors' own reading of the evidence: what the body of studies means when taken together, why the studies that disagree do so, and what follows that no single study could show.]
4.2. Principal findings in context
[One paragraph answering the review question, without repeating the numbers already given in the Results.]
4.3. Comparison with previous reviews
[Name the earlier syntheses, state where this review agrees with them and where it does not, and give a reason for each discrepancy — additional studies, different eligibility criteria, a different model, or a different risk-of-bias judgement.]
4.4. Implications for practice, policy and medicolegal opinion
[What should change, for whom, and with what degree of confidence. Match the strength of every recommendation to the certainty of the evidence: a low-certainty body of evidence does not support a firm recommendation.]
4.5. Limitations of the evidence and of the review process
[Two separate matters, both required. Limitations of the evidence: risk of bias within studies, imprecision, inconsistency, indirectness, publication bias. Limitations of the review process: databases not searched, language restrictions, single-reviewer screening, protocol deviations, data that could not be obtained.]
5. Conclusion
▸ Two to four sentences. Answer the review question, state the implication, and introduce no new result, citation or argument. Do not overstate: the conclusion must be defensible on the certainty rating reported in section 3.6.
[Conclusion text.]
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The editorial office returns manuscripts that fail any item below without sending them for review. Tick every box before submitting.
Manuscript file
	□
	Single Microsoft Word file (.docx) prepared from this template, with Cambria throughout and continuous line numbers switched on for review.

	□
	Title of no more than 20 words, in sentence case, with no undefined abbreviation.

	□
	Structured abstract of no more than 250 words and three to five keywords in alphabetical order.

	□
	Body organised as Introduction, Methods, Results, Discussion and Conclusion, or as the equivalent structure for the article type submitted.

	□
	No more than five tables and figures in total; each numbered in order of first mention and cited in the text.

	□
	Figures supplied as separate files at 300 dpi or better, in TIFF, PNG or high-quality JPEG.

	□
	PRISMA 2020 checklist and flow diagram completed and submitted.

	□
	Protocol registered prospectively (PROSPERO or equivalent) and the registration number stated in the Methods, or the absence of registration explained.

	□
	Full search strategy for at least one database reproduced verbatim, with the date each database was last searched.


First-page metadata (completed by the editorial office at acceptance)
	□
	Journal name, volume, number, year and page range or article identifier in the masthead.

	□
	Access licence and copyright statement.

	□
	Article history: received, revised, accepted, available online and published dates.

	□
	Digital Object Identifier, registered with Crossref under prefix 10.59345.


Mandatory declarations
	□
	Statement on the use of generative artificial intelligence.

	□
	Author contribution statement using the CRediT taxonomy and author initials.

	□
	Funding statement, with the grant number where one exists.

	□
	Conflict of interest statement for every author.

	□
	Ethical approval, with committee name, number and date.

	□
	Written informed consent for publication, for every case report and every identifiable image.
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	□
	Vancouver style, numbered in order of first appearance, cited as superscript Arabic numerals.

	□
	First three authors listed, then et al.; family name followed by initials without full stops.

	□
	Journal titles abbreviated as in the NLM Catalog; DOI included wherever one exists.

	□
	Every reference checked against the source record.


National accreditation requirements (Kepdirjen 374/DST/2026)
	□
	At least 15 references. A manuscript with fewer is scored at the lowest band regardless of how many of them are primary sources.

	□
	The majority of references are primary sources — journal articles, proceedings, theses, research monographs — not compilations or textbooks.

	□
	The majority of references were published within the last ten years; older works are cited only to establish the problem or the prior theory, never to compare findings or to justify novelty.

	□
	The Introduction contains all three elements: a state-of-the-art overview of prior work, an explicit research-gap or novelty justification, and a clear statement of the objective.

	□
	Affiliations give institution, city and country in full. Superscript numerals mark distinct affiliations, not distinct authors; where all authors share one affiliation, use only the asterisk for the corresponding author.

	□
	Every table, figure and equation is referred to and explained in the running text.

	□
	The Conclusion answers the stated objective and contains no further discussion.
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