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Abstract

Systematic reviews are the gold standard of evidence syntheses and
underpin decision making which affects outcomes for patients globally. A
research integrity project funded by the UK Research and Innovation
Medical Research Council, entitled ‘Systematic Reviewlution’ aimed to
understand and document problems with these highly cited and influential
articles, which are often being published at a rate that outpaces primary
clinical research. This living systematic review found 485 articles in the first
iteration, documenting 67 discrete problems relating to the conduct and
reporting of published systematic reviews. These problems potentially
jeopardise the reliability or validity of systematic reviews. A variety of
institutional factors are likely fuelling the publication of substandard
systematic reviews and these factors are representative of issues affecting
the entire evidence ecosystem. These factors are discussed in reference to
themes identified through this meta-meta-meta-research initiative. The
publish or perish perverse academic reward system is fuelling a lack of
reproducible research. Paradoxically, the reputation of systematic reviews
as a high-quality form of evidence is leading to an overproduction as they
are likely seen as a certainty for publication. Wider issues of the influences
of research culture generally, the fallibility of peer review and the
importance of diversity and representation in research teams are
emphasised.
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Background
Research waste can cover several scenarios. It can refer to:

i. publication of redundant, poor quality, unreliable or invalid research
(Glasziou, 2018).

ii. failure to publish or disseminate the results of research (Chalmers,
2009).

iii. inefficient or unnecessary use of resources in the research process,
including time, funding, and human efforts (Zheutlin, 2020).

iv. failure to use earlier research when preparing new research
(Robinson, 2011). Marriage tactile

Systematic reviews, whilst regarded as the pinnacle of the evidence based
hierarchy, have previously been noted to contribute to research waste by
promoting the citation of underpowered trials (Roberts, 2015), for being
susceptible to fraud (Marret, 2009), for being low quality (Hedin, 2016),
and for failing to be complete (Créquit, 2016). Due to the vast number and
variety of papers highlighting such problems with systematic reviews
across different journals and different specialities, a research integrity
initiative was created to join up a conversation regarding limitations of
systematic reviews (Uttley, 2023). This project was funded by a Career
Development Award to the primary author from the UKRI Medical
Research Council and collaborated globally with experts in evidence
synthesis to create a living systematic review of papers highlighting flaws,
limitations and problems with published systematic reviews. The aim of
this project has been to categorise the many problems levelled against
systematic reviews by previous authors, by conceptually grouping them to
amplify and learn from the work of previous authors in this field. The
problems are categorised by four domains, which are hallmark
characteristics of good systematic reviews being: i. Comprehensive; ii.
Rigorous. iii. Transparent and iv. Objective. The published paper and
associated website for this living review was created as a resource to help
those who do, and use, systematic reviews to improve future systematic
review conduct (Systematic Reviewlution, 2024).

The methodology of this project was registered and has been described in
full elsewhere (Uttley, 2023).' In the first iteration of this review, sixty-
seven discrete problems were found from 485 included articles that could
potentially harm the reliability or validity of systematic reviews.

In other work examining the growth of systematic reviews, research shows
that the number of systematic reviews being published is increasing year
upon year (Fontelo, 2018) and outpaces primary clinical research in some
areas (Niforatos, 2020). More worryingly, the number of meta-analyses
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being published, which may not have been conducted in the context of a
systematic review, is also increasing. What are the possible justifications
for conducting meta-analyses that do not attempt to use the
comprehensive and transparent methods that systematic reviews require?
What is the value of a meta-analysis which has not been entirely
exhaustive in the search for studies and rigorous in the methods of
analysis? Meta-analysis is a statistical technique that can be performed
with limited or no statistical expertise using open source software and as
such can be conducted very rapidly. A best practice systematic review
however is a time-intensive research project and requires the input of
multiple methodologists, adherence to reporting and methodological
guidelines, pre-specification and ideally, registration. Given that the risk of
selection bias is high in primary trials that are not pre-registered, the same
risk exists when producing pooled treatment effects by combining studies
in a retrospective meta-analysis. In any case we are witnessing large
numbers of meta-research studies being published at an exponential rate
(loannidis, 2016).

Systematic reviews, like other meta-research study designs, are
particularly vulnerable to being conducted and published hastily because
they are desk-based research, which do not require approval through
research ethics committees as they make use of existing published papers.
Indeed, evidence syntheses currently represent a quicker route to
publishing empirical research as they do not require the painstaking
acquisition of primary data, which requires substantial time, planning and
(preferably), preregistration. The notion that secondary data analyses
should be automatically exempt from applying for ethical approval has
more recently been challenged in consideration of cases where such desk-
based research may raise sensitive issues and could cause harm (Chatfield,
2023). This includes emphasising the distinction between the need to seek
ethical approval and ensuring that appropriate consideration of potential
ethical issues raised by secondary data analyses is given by the research
team. Meta-research, if seen as a swift route to publication, may be more
susceptible to being conducted in haste and this is increasingly evident in
recent papers included in the update to Systematic Reviewlution. Despite
the wide availability and development of best practice guidelines for
systematic review reporting and methodological conduct, citation of or
supposed adherence to these checklists are not protective of systematic
review integrity (Dai, 2022; Innocenti, 2022; Nguyen, 2022; Bojcic, 2023).
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Lack of Planning and Registration in Systematic Reviews

Whilst preregistration of systematic reviews by way of protocol
development and publication is best practice, it is not strictly necessary in
order to publish a systematic review in all academic journals. Indeed,
Systematic Reviewlution has found that the most prevalent problem in
systematic reviews by far is the lack of protocol registration, with 104
articles highlighting a lack of systematic review protocols in the most
recent update to the living review. Moreover, recent research highlights
that even systematic reviews that are in fact registered on the PROSPERO
database for health-related systematic reviews are often already in
progress, meaning that the methods may not been registered a priori, or
before work begins (Riley, 2023). Registration in these cases can cynically
be thought of as route to facilitate publication in a peer-reviewed
academic journal.

Registration Does Not Guarantee Best Practice Conduct

Unfortunately, research finds that preregistration of systematic reviews in
PROSPERO does not necessarily correlate with high methodological or
reporting quality. Whilst registration is generally associated with better
quality than unregistered reviews (Ge, 2018; Sideri, 2018), further meta-
epidemiological research highlights that many registered reviews have
critically low methodological or reporting quality (Khaleel, 2019; Riley,
2023). Systematic reviews are often found to have deviated from their
original protocol and that this deviation in methods is frequently not
updated in the protocol nor is it justified or the resulting journal paper
(Riley, 2023).

Duplication and Redundancy in Systematic Reviews

Registration of reviews also does not guarantee that registered review
guestions are unique and research shows that duplication of review topics
in PROSPERO (Beresford, 2022) and Epistemonikos database (Whear,
2022) is common. Duplicated systematic reviews could, in theory, serve as
study validation if used as replication research for identical review
qguestions (Vachon, 2021), preferably with aims for improved
methodological and reporting conduct than previous reviews. However,
analysis of original, replicated and excessive replication of systematic
review questions finds little value is added when those duplications
continue to suffer from low methodological quality and high risk of bias
(Chambers, 2014; Chapelle, 2023). Systematic reviews with identical
review questions have also been noted to contain conflicting results
(Rosen, 2016; Pagel, 2021). Redundant systematic reviews published after
newer ones have been noted to add nothing new or useful (Siontis, 2018).
Systematic reviews have been found to be poorly justified in the scope,
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and fail to demonstrate, awareness of relevant work by citing similar
existing or ongoing reviews (Poolman, 2007; Weir, 2012; Pieper, 2014;
Riva, 2018; Hacke, 2020). There are also many registered systematic
reviews that are never completed or published, termed as ‘zombie
reviews’ (Andrade, 2017; Runjic, 2019).

The Role of Research Culture in Systematic Review-Related
Research Waste

In an academic culture that requires and rewards frequency and number
of publications for research careers with longevity (Biagioli, 2020; Hsing,
2023), the so-called publish or perish mantra which plagues researchers’
careers is a likely contributor to the proliferation of systematic reviews
which are reputable in name but not necessarily in delivery.

Questionable research practices can be employed from the most junior to
senior of academics across disciplines when promotion, contract stability
and reputation depend on authorship of academic journal papers
(Edwards, 2017; van de Schoot, 2021). Time-poor academics are required
to peer review manuscripts claiming to be systematic reviews, but diligent
peer review is an increasingly scarce commodity when there are
competing pressures to conduct one’s own research and win funding
(Schulz, 2022). There is a lack of clarity for fact-checking guideline
checklists and detecting questionable research practices between editors
and peer reviewers (Ekmekci, 2017). A research environment built on a
profit-making journal industry with an increasingly growing grip from a few
commercial publishers (Lariviere, 2015) is the perfect storm for
researchers, clinicians and industry to seek opportunities for easy
publications. In this climate of research culture, systematic reviews are the
unfortunate likely candidates to be seen as a dead-cert for publication in
academic journals.

The Role of the Research Team

Ultimately, a research project is governed by the team who design and
conduct it and the influence of systematic review team on the resulting
output has been highlighted previously (Uttley, 2017). Additionally,
research teams need to be sufficiently diverse and to have consulted
stakeholders and people with lived experience to ensure they conduct
representative research. Disparities such as gender representation across
science more generally are likely fuelled by research culture (Ross, 2022;
Khan, 2019; Hagan, 2020; Mahony, 2020; Johnson, 2021). This disparity
shows up in systematic review author teams, which often lack diversity
(Qureshi, 2020; Dhali, 2022; Rathna, 2023). A lack of diversity has recently
been found to be correlated with a lack of reporting of equitable
characteristics of the primary studies in the systematic reviews
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(Antequera, 2022). This indicates that homogenous research teams are
less able to produce research for diverse populations.

Ethics of Conducting Substandard Systematic Reviews

We would not endorse a clinical trial to commence without ethical
approval. We want to know that the trial investigators have some
competence in conducting and reporting research involving human
participants. In secondary research however, the adage is ‘no ethical
approval is needed as the review only uses existing datasets’. However,
when a team of researchers decides to do a systematic review using
existing patient data, without the funding, the resources, the expertise or
statistical competence within the team, or the knowledge of how to
perform comprehensive literature searches, is it ethical for such a team go
forth to combine and publish results that could potentially distort the
evidence base? It may be argued that ensuring appropriate skills, time and
resources are allocated to systematic reviews is vital to result in reliable
and valid research answers. In addition, despite the apparent freedom that
secondary evidence syntheses represent from the process of obtaining
ethical approval, it may be judicious for researchers, peer reviewers and
journal editors to contemplate whether there could be ethical issues
arising from meta-research projects that warrant ethical consideration
prior to and during conduct.

Accountability

It is the responsibility of researchers, peer reviewers, publishers and
editors to stem the tide of research waste from systematic reviews and
other meta-research products from polluting the evidence ecosystem.
Meta-research projects should not be conducted lightly. They should be
pre-planned; they should have a protocol. As a minimum that protocol
needs to be publicly accessible and date stamped prior to starting the
research. Ideally, the protocol would be registered on a database of
systematic reviews and subject to some form of relevant peer review,
including the views of patients, clinicians and stakeholders where
appropriate. Where systematic review authors have not implemented the
minimum standards, peer reviewers and editors should question the
scientific value of adding such manuscripts to the permanent academic
record. Good science takes time, resources, diverse expertise and
forethought. It could be argued that the rest is just waste.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125 119



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539

Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary Research Journal

Acknowledgments

This research was funded by a career development award from the UK
Research and Innovation, Medical Research Council to Lesley Uttley
(MR/T009861/1).

Lesley Uttley is Senior Research Fellow at the * o
University of Sheffield, working in the field of $"

meta research scrutiny. After a PhD in Psychology ?,":-ﬁ
and 10+ years experience in systematic reviews, s
Lesley was awarded a fellowship by the UKRI
Medical Research Council (2020-2024) to
investigate the reliability and validity of
published systematic reviews- the gold standard
in evidence syntheses. This living research
integrity initiative joins up the conversation
about systematic review problems to help people
doing and using systematic reviews strive for best
practice. She advocates considering how human
influences such as researcher allegiances,
conflicts of interest, and research culture, can
impact seemingly objective research projects.

References

Andrade, R., R. Pereira, A. Weir, C. L. Ardern and J. Espregueira-Mendes (2017).
"Zombie reviews taking over the PROSPERO systematic review registry. It’s time
to fight back!" British Journal of Sports Medicine 53(15): 919-921.

Antequera, A., M. A. Cuadrado-Conde, E. Roy-Vallejo, M. Montoya-Martinez, M.
Ledn-Garcia, O. Madrid-Pascual, S. Calderén-Larraiaga and R. f. g. e.
collaboration (2022). "Lack of sex-related analysis and reporting in Cochrane
Reviews: a cross-sectional study." Systematic Reviews 11(1): 281.

Beresford, L., R. Walker and L. Stewart (2022). "Extent and nature of duplication
in PROSPERO using COVID-19-related registrations: a retrospective investigation
and survey." BMJ open 12(12): e061862.

Biagioli, M. and A. Lippman (2020). Gaming the metrics: Misconduct and
manipulation in academic research, Mit Press.

Bojcic, R., M. Todoric and L. Puljak (2023). "Most systematic reviews reporting
adherence to AMSTAR 2 had critically low methodological quality: a cross-
sectional meta-research study." Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 165: 111210.

Chalmers, I. and P. Glasziou (2009). "Avoidable waste in the production and
reporting of research evidence." The Lancet 374(9683): 86-89.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125 120



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539

Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary Research Journal

Chambers, D., F. Paton, P. Wilson, A. Eastwood, D. Craig, D. Fox, D. Jayne and E.
McGinnes (2014). "An overview and methodological assessment of systematic
reviews and meta-analyses of enhanced recovery programmes in colorectal
surgery." BMJ open 4(5).

Chapelle, C,, E. Ollier, P. Bonjean, C. Locher, P. J. Zufferey, M. Cucherat and S.
Laporte (2023). "Replication of systematic reviews: is it to the benefit or
detriment of methodological quality?" Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 162: 98-
106.

Chatfield, K. and E. Dove (2023). Clarifying our policy on requiring ethics
approval in submitted manuscripts, SAGE Publications Sage UK: London,
England. 19: 103-106.

Créquit, P., L. Trinquart, A. Yavchitz and P. Ravaud (2016). "Wasted research
when systematic reviews fail to provide a complete and up-to-date evidence
synthesis: the example of lung cancer." BMC medicine 14: 1-15.

Dai, Z., X. Liao, L. S. Wieland, J. Hu, Y. Wang, T.-H. Kim, J.-p. Liu, S. Zhan and N.
Robinson (2022). "Cochrane systematic reviews on traditional Chinese
medicine: What matters—the quantity or quality of evidence?" Phytomedicine
98:153921.

Dhali, A., C. D'Souza, R. B. Rathna, J. Biswas and G. K. Dhali (2022). "Authorship
diversity in gastroenterology-related Cochrane systematic reviews: inequities in
global representation."” Frontiers in Medicine 9: 982664.

Edwards, M. A. and S. Roy (2017). "Academic research in the 21st century:
Maintaining scientific integrity in a climate of perverse incentives and
hypercompetition." Environmental engineering science 34(1): 51-61.

Ekmekci, P. E. (2017). "An increasing problem in publication ethics: Publication
bias and editors’ role in avoiding it." Medicine, Health Care and Philosophy 20:
171-178.

Ge, L., J.-h. Tian, Y.-n. Li, J.-x. Pan, G. Li, D. Wei, X. Xing, B. Pan, Y.-l. Chen and F.-
j. Song (2018). "Association between prospective registration and overall
reporting and methodological quality of systematic reviews: a meta-
epidemiological study." Journal of clinical epidemiology 93: 45-55.

Glasziou, P. and I. Chalmers (2018). "Research waste is still a scandal—an essay
by Paul Glasziou and lain Chalmers." Bmj 363.

Hacke, C. and D. Nunan (2020). "Discrepancies in meta-analyses answering the
same clinical question were hard to explain: a meta-epidemiological study."
Journal of clinical epidemiology 119: 47-56.

Hagan, A. K., B. D. Topguoglu, M. E. Gregory, H. A. Barton and P. D. Schloss
(2020). "Women are underrepresented and receive differential outcomes at
ASM journals: a six-year retrospective analysis." MBio 11(6): 10.1128/mbio.
01680-01620.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539

Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary Research Journal

Hedin, R. J., B. A. Umberham, B. N. Detweiler, L. Kollmorgen and M. Vassar
(2016). "Publication bias and nonreporting found in majority of systematic
reviews and meta-analyses in anesthesiology journals." Anesthesia & Analgesia
123(4): 1018-1025.

Hsing, P.-Y., Tukanova, M., Freeman, A., Munafo, M., & Thompson, J. (2023). A
snapshot of the academic research culture in 2023 and how it might be
improved. Octopus, Zenodo.

Innocenti, T., D. Feller, S. Giagio, S. Salvioli, S. Minnucci, F. Brindisino, C.
Cosentino, L. Piano, A. Chiarotto and R. Ostelo (2022). "Adherence to the
PRISMA statement and its association with risk of bias in systematic reviews
published in rehabilitation journals: A meta-research study." Brazilian Journal of
Physical Therapy: 100450.

loannidis, J. P. (2016). "The mass production of redundant, misleading, and
conflicted systematic reviews and meta-analyses." The Milbank Quarterly 94(3):
485-514.

Johnson, M. A, H. Mulvey, A. Parambath, J. B. Anari, L. B. Wall and A. S. Shah
(2021). "A gender gap in publishing? Understanding the glass ceiling in pediatric
orthopaedic surgery." Journal of Pediatric Orthopaedics 41(7): e484-e488.

Khaleel, S., N. Sathianathen, P. Balaji and P. Dahm (2019). "Quality of urological
systematic reviews registered in PROSPERO." BJU international 124(2): 195-196.

Khan, M. S,, F. Lakha, M. M. J. Tan, S. R. Singh, R. Y. C. Quek, E. Han, S. M. Tan, V.
Haldane, M. Gea-Sanchez and H. Legido-Quigley (2019). "More talk than action:
gender and ethnic diversity in leading public health universities." The Lancet
393(10171): 594-600.

Lariviére, V., S. Haustein and P. Mongeon (2015). "The oligopoly of academic
publishers in the digital era." PloS one 10(6): €0127502.

Mahony, P. and G. Weiner (2020). "‘Getting in, getting on, getting out’: Black,
Asian and Minority Ethnic staff in UK higher education." Race Ethnicity and
Education 23(6): 841-857.

Marret, E., N. Elia, J. B. Dahl, H. J. McQuay, S. Mginiche, R. A. Moore, S. Straube
and M. R.

Nguyen, P.-Y., R. Kanukula, J. E. McKenzie, Z. Algaidoom, S. E. Brennan, N. R.
Haddaway, D. G. Hamilton, S. Karunananthan, S. McDonald and D. Moher
(2022). "Changing patterns in reporting and sharing of review data in systematic
reviews with meta-analysis of the effects of interventions: cross sectional meta-
research study." bmj 379.

Pagel, P. S. and G. J. Crystal (2021). "Contradictory Findings of Two Recent
Meta-Analyses: What Are We Supposed to Believe About Anesthetic Technique
in Patients Undergoing Cardiac Surgery?" Journal of Cardiothoracic and Vascular
Anesthesia 35(12): 3841-3843.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125 122



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539

Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary Research Journal

Pieper, D., S.-L. Antoine, T. Mathes, E. A. Neugebauer and M. Eikermann (2014).
"Systematic review finds overlapping reviews were not mentioned in every
other overview." Journal of clinical epidemiology 67(4): 368-375.

Poolman, R. W., J. A. Abouali, H. J. Conter and M. Bhandari (2007). "Overlapping
systematic reviews of anterior cruciate ligament reconstruction comparing
hamstring autograft with bone-patellar tendon-bone autograft: why are they
different?" JBJS 89(7): 1542-1552.

Qureshi, R., G. Han, K. Fapohunda, S. Abariga, R. Wilson and T. Li (2020).
"Authorship diversity among systematic reviews in eyes and vision." Systematic
reviews 9: 1-9.

Rathna, R. B, J. Biswas, C. D'Souza, J. M. Joseph, V. Kipkorir and A. Dhali (2023).
"Authorship diversity in general surgery-related Cochrane systematic reviews: a
bibliometric study."

Riley, S. P., B. T. Swanson, S. M. Shaffer, M. J. Somma, D. W. Flowers and S. F.
Sawyer (2023). "Is the quality of systematic reviews influenced by prospective
registration: a methods review of systematic musculoskeletal physical therapy
reviews." Journal of Manual & Manipulative Therapy 31(3): 184-197.

Riva, N, L. Puljak, L. Moja, W. Ageno, H. Schiinemann, N. Magrini and A.
Squizzato (2018). "Multiple overlapping systematic reviews facilitate the origin
of disputes: the case of thrombolytic therapy for pulmonary embolism." Journal
of Clinical Epidemiology 97: 1-13.

Roberts, I. and K. Ker (2015). "How systematic reviews cause research waste."
The Lancet 386(10003): 1536.

Robinson, K. A. and S. N. Goodman (2011). "A systematic examination of the
citation of prior research in reports of randomized, controlled trials." Annals of
internal medicine 154(1): 50-55.

Rosen, L. and R. Suhami (2016). "The art and science of study identification: a
comparative analysis of two systematic." BMC Medical Research Methodology
16(24).

Ross, M. B., B. M. Glennon, R. Murciano-Goroff, E. G. Berkes, B. A. Weinberg
and J. I. Lane (2022). "Women are credited less in science than men." Nature
608(7921): 135-145.

Runjic, E., T. Rombey, D. Pieper and L. Puljak (2019). "Half of systematic reviews
about pain registered in PROSPERO were not published and the majority had
inaccurate status." Journal of clinical epidemiology 116: 114-121.

Schulz, R., A. Barnett, R. Bernard, N. J. Brown, J. A. Byrne, P. Eckmann, M. A.
Gazda, H. Kilicoglu, E. M. Prager and M. Salholz-Hillel (2022). "Is the future of
peer review automated?" BMC Research Notes 15(1): 1-5.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125 123



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539

Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary Research Journal

Sideri, S., S. N. Papageorgiou and T. Eliades (2018). "Registration in the
international prospective register of systematic reviews (PROSPERO) of
systematic review protocols was associated with increased review quality."
Journal of clinical epidemiology 100: 103-110.

Siontis, K. C. and J. P. loannidis (2018). Replication, duplication, and waste in a
quarter million systematic reviews and meta-analyses, Am Heart Assoc. 11:
e005212.

Systematic Reviewlution (2024) Systematic Reviewlution. Available at:
https://systematicreviewlution.com [Accessed: 15 Feb 2024].

Trameér (2009). "Susceptibility to fraud in systematic reviews: lessons from the
Reuben case." The Journal of the American Society of Anesthesiologists 111(6):
1279-1289.

Uttley, L. and P. Montgomery (2017). "The influence of the team in conducting a
systematic review." Systematic reviews 6: 1-4.

Uttley, L., D. S. Quintana, P. Montgomery, C. Carroll, M. J. Page, L. Falzon, A.
Sutton and D. Moher (2023). "The problems with systematic reviews: a living
systematic review." Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 156: 30-41.

Vachon, B., J. A. Curran, S. Karunananthan, J. Brehaut, I. D. Graham, D. Moher,
A. E. Sales, S. E. Straus, M. Fiander and P. A. Paprica (2021). "Changing research
culture toward more use of replication research: a narrative review of barriers
and strategies." Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 129: 21-30.

van de Schoot, R., S. D. Winter, E. Griffioen, S. Grimmelikhuijsen, I. Arts, D.
Veen, E. M. Grandfield and L. G. Tummers (2021). "The use of questionable
research practices to survive in academia examined with expert elicitation,
prior-data conflicts, Bayes factors for replication effects, and the Bayes truth
serum." Frontiers in Psychology 12: 621547.

Weir, M. C., J. M. Grimshaw, A. Mayhew and D. Fergusson (2012). "Decisions
about lumping vs. splitting of the scope of systematic reviews of complex
interventions are not well justified: a case study in systematic reviews of health
care professional reminders." Journal of clinical epidemiology 65(7): 756-763.

Whear, R., A. Bethel, R. Abbott, M. Rogers, N. Orr, S. Manzi, O. C. Ukoumunne,
K. Stein and J. T. Coon (2022). "Systematic reviews of convalescent plasma in
COVID-19 continue to be poorly conducted and reported: a systematic review."
Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 151: 53-64.

Zheutlin, A. R., J. Niforatos, E. Stulberg and J. Sussman (2020). "Research waste
in randomized clinical trials: a cross-sectional analysis." Journal of General
Internal Medicine 35: 3105-3107.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125 124



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsystematicreviewlution.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7CHarriet.Richmond%40warwick.ac.uk%7Cf516bf44a3ad4e5a60ee08dc2e18b7a8%7C09bacfbd47ef446592653546f2eaf6bc%7C0%7C0%7C638435930896665833%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=j0NriT7rcXnhy3HfKRIN9ba4Ybcl8ALX55jVTgnlF20%3D&reserved=0

Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary Research Journal

To cite this article:

Uttley, L., 2024. Research Culture’s Role in Contributing to Research Waste:
Lessons from Systematic Reviewlution. Exchanges: The Interdisciplinary
Research Journal, 11(3), 114-125. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539.

Endnotes

" Open Science Framework registration https://osf.io/2hmv9/ PROSPERO registration CRD42020181371.

Uttley. Exchanges 2024 11(3), pp.114-125 125



https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539
https://osf.io/2hmv9/
https://doi.org/10.31273/eirj.v11i3.1539

