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Purpose: This study aimed to assess the methodological quality and characteristics of systematic reviews and meta-analyses of interventions
published in Korean nursing journals using the AMSTAR 2 tool (A Measurement Tool to Assess Systematic Reviews). Methods: This was a
cross-sectional study. We searched KNBase to identify systematic reviews published between 2020 and May 2024. Independent paired review-
ers from the review team appraised the methodological quality using AMSTAR 2. Any discrepancies were resolved through team discussions.
Results: A total of 36 reviews were included. Among them, 16 systematic reviews (SRs) were rated as having very low confidence, 7 SRs as
having low confidence, and 4 SRs as having high confidence. Fifteen SRs (41.7%) provided a pre-defined protocol, 16 SRs (44.4%) included a list
of excluded studies with reasons, and 21 SRs (58.3%) considered the risk of bias in individual studies when interpreting the review results. Con-
clusion: The methodological quality of two-thirds of the included SRs was rated as low or very low. Future review authors should enhance
methodological quality by registering a priori protocols, providing a list of excluded studies with justifications, accounting for the risk of bias in
included primary studies when interpreting results, and reporting funding sources in primary studies.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Included Systematic Review and Meta-analysis (N=36)
Variables n (%) Median IQR
Number of review authors
2 21 (68.3)
3 11 (30.6)
4 3(8.3)
6 128
Registration of review protocol
Not reported 32 (88.
Registered 4 (11.1)
SRs that searched international databases
Yes 28 (77.9)
SRs that searched Korean databases
Yes 35 (97.2)
Report year span of search
Yes 35(97.2)
Type of risk of bias assessment tools used in SRs*
Version 2 of the Cochrane risk-of-bias tool for randomized trials (RoB 2) 18 (50.0)
Cochrane ROB 13 (36.1)
Risk of Bias for Nonrandomized Studies (RoBANS) 2 2 (5.6)
RoBANS 13 (36.1)
Risk Of Bias In Non-randomised Studies - of Interventions (ROBINS-I) 4 (11.1)
Other scoring system 2 (5.6)
Number of participants included in SRs 1,127 655.5~2,225.0
Number of primary studies included in SRs 16 10.0~22.5
Funding source of SRs
Not reported 22 (61.1)
Non-for profit 14 (38.9
Publication year of SRs
2000 8 (22.2)
2021 12 (33.3)
2022 10 (27.8)
2023 5(13.9)
2024 128

IQR=interquartile range; SR =systematic review; *Multiple use.
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Figure 1. Quality assessment according to the AMSTAR 2 tool (N =36).
Table 2. Overall Risk of Bias of SRs according to the AMSTAR( ls;l'gcgl) lofA] ZZ5|9lct
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BE 3. g0 Z2E 36710 MAMZH 1E & HERZ4C| AMSTAR 2 28 &7t 21t

AMSTAR 2 items Yes (%)  Partial yes (%) No (%)
[1] Did the research questions and inclusion criteria for the review include the components of PICO? 91.7 NA 8.3
[2] Did the report of the review contain an explicit statement that the review methods were established prior to ~ 41.7 8!8 50

the conduct of the review and did the report justify any significant deviations from the protocol?*

[3] Did the review authors explain their selection of the study designs for inclusion in the review? 63.9 NA 36.1
[4] Did the review authors use a comprehensive literature search strategy?* 63.9 36.1

[5] Did the review authors perform study selection in duplicate? 97.2 NA 2.8
[6] Did the review authors perform data extraction in duplicate? 61.1 NA 38.9
[7] Did the review authors provide a list of excluded studies and justify the exclusions?* 44.4 4.7 13.9
[8] Did the review authors describe the included studies in adequate detail? 88.9 8.3 2.8
[9] Did the review authors use a satisfactory technique for assessing the RoB in individual studies that were in-  94.4 0.0 5.6

cluded in the review?*

[10] Did the review authors report on the sources of funding for the studies included in the review? 5.6 NA 94.4

[11] If meta-analysis was performed did the review authors use appropriate methods for statistical combination of ~ 94.4 NA 5.6
results?*

[12] If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors assess the potential impact of RoB in individual stud- ~ 44.4 NA 55.6
ies on the results of the meta-analysis or other evidence synthesis?

[13] Did the review authors account for RoB in individual studies when interpreting/discussingthe results of the ~ 58.3 NA 417
review?*

[14] Did the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and discussion of, anyheterogeneity observed ~ 83.3 NA 16.7

in the results of the review?

[15] If they performed quantitative synthesis did the review authors carry out an adequate investigation of publica- ~ 91.7 NA 8.3
tion bias(small study bias) and discuss its likely impact on the results of the review? *

[16] Did the review authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including anyfunding they received  86.1 NA 13.9
for conducting the review?

AMSTAR 2 =a measurement tool to assess systematic reviews 2; NA=not applicable; RoB=risk of bias; *Critical domain items.



