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Sparsmal Studiedesign Systematisk | Database/kilde
oversikt?
1. Oversikter & studier: Medline og/eller andre
Forekomst Tverrsnittsstudie generelle databaser
2. Nasjonale registre og statistikk, f.eks. www.ssb.no
Tversnittsstudie 1. DARE og HTA (i Cochrane Library)
Diagnose (med en gull- 2. Medline og/eller andre databaser
standard)
Prognose Kohortstudie 1. Medline og/eller andre databaser

Arsaker (etiologi)

=

. Kohortstudie
2. Kasus-kontrollstudie

1. Medline og/eller andre databaser

For spgrsmal om bivirkninger ved en gitt behandling

1. Clinical Evidence
2. DARE og HTA (i Cochrane Library)
3. Medline og/eller andre databaser

1. Randomisert 1. Clinical Evidence
Effekt av kontrollert stgdie 2. Cochrang Database of Systematic Reviews, DARE
behandling/fore- 2. Ikkefrandomlsert og HTA (i Cochrane L|prary) )
bygging/rehabili- studie i 3. Cochrane Qentral Register of Controlled Trials
tering 3. Kohortstudie ) Cochrane Library)

4. Kasus-kontrollstudie 4. Medline og/eller andre databaser
Erfaringer Kvalitativ studie . Cinahl |kunnskapssenteret
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Comparison: 01 Prone vs non-prene sleeping position
Outcome: 01 SIDS

Treatment Control ORr OR

Study nH nH {95%C1 Random) {95%C1 Random)
Carperter 1965 281110 F3 1166 - 1.38[0.78 2.44]
Froggatt 1970 104148 61143 — 1.71[061,4.85]
Tonkin 1986 21433 1221716 — 8.52[4.08,17.78]
Catmeron 1956 144 7208 161 /393 —-— 3.24[227 4563]
Senecal 1957 17120 951313 —s——  13.30[3.51 46 46]
Beal 19682 851100 59 1156 — 932493 17.62]
Beal 1968k 80100 531182 — 9.74[5.4217.48]
Micholl 1983 111 /2685 B3 /273 - 24711.51,314]
Les 1959 TiHe 2132 —=—— 11E7[20566.41]
MeGlazhan 1939 96 1164 1417329 —-— 1.88[1.28275]
de Jonge 1989 1220142 197 1320 — 381226 E43]
Fleming 1990 B2 rG7 TE 134 _— 9.46(3.58 25.04]
Bouvier-Colle 1890 635 /782 72021 - 14.13[9.69,20.19]
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FIG 1 - Conventional and cumulative meta-analysis of 33 trials of intravenous
streptokinase for acute myocardial infarction. Odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals
for effect of treatment on mortality are shown on a logarithmic scale

2 Individual analysis and ¢
e conventional £ Cumulative Mantel-Haenszel
. 2 metsanalysis (oddsratio) £ method fadds ratic)
3 F oo sl o1 o510 230.5 | 2
Bober 1959 B —e——f—| | u
Cenar 1963 42 1 | L3
[ R —e— | o
Guropran 2 1971 TH [N ! 961 ——a——| = 218 P00N
[ :-'— [ 1383 —e—tl
wim 1512 | —e— | 1 —e—t
bln | 8L | T8 e —e—
okl 1973 206 T—e— | | | 10— | z= 26 P00
MELBISHIT ISR IOF | | ———e—— 58—
Fuh 1975 106 | ——a—— | 6 —
Valere 1% 91 e | 17 —
Kn 198 n | ———et— 1w —
UK Callberason 1996 585 | —a— —
baran VW@ —e—| A ——
Awsdn? 1WPOIR0 | T | 1315 —e— | z= 3PN
Lierrz 177 —————t | 1138 —e
NGemanColn 17 Am | 1 —de—l | 481 ——
v o s L—le | Tl ——
Brogend 13 313 —le—] ! } 5154 ——
B g (M| el | 5535 e
GISTE| 1986 11712 I | | | Bs47 —-—
Coon 1886 5 ——#——7—— 184 .-
farca IS5 1§ #——t——T—T | 18758 —-—
Scegiver (98 35 ——8—————— 18735 —-
Cobar (98 4 ————#———— 1834 -+~
Sweas [ W ——e—— | 1873 -
Gurand 1589 66 ———@—{—— | I80R -
Wi IS 119 —e—— [ ¥ 1) .
Bed 1707 e TLEE -
Wy 10 43— t——t——t  151] -
crody 1923 | —fe— | 1 18T -
[ R le ! 3508 -
Waerbey 158w —e—— || 3 EO T S
] I ! !
ek L I R L T
Favours Favows T Fwvours Frours
reawnent central wearnan conirol

Mulrow, C D BMJ 1994;309:597-599

Ikunnskapan

Copyright ©1994 BMJ Publishing Group Ltd.




FIG 3 - Cumulative meta-analysis by year of publicat  ion or randomised controlled trials of
prophylactic lidocaine for acute myocardial infarct ion, and recommendations of clinical
expert reviewers (adapted from Antman et al14)
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Estimates with 95% confidence intervals
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Opioids for
breathlessness
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Does the association between sleeping position
(prone versus non prone) and Sudden Infant Death
Syndrome depend on baseline population risk?

log (odds ratio)
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WALL TALST joURmaE
WeATiER,
borgy
“1 Bigure there's 3 409 chance of showers, and 2 109
chance we know what we're talking about.”
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Figure 1.  Belief and confidence: a two-dimensional woathor
report. (Reprinted by permission from the Wall Street
Journal),
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Faktorer som kan svekke styrken p& en Vurdering Forklaring
anbefaling
Usikkerhet om balanse mellom nytte og Ja
skade Nei
Lav kvalitet pa& dokumentasjonen Ja
Nei
Usikkerhet eller variasjon om verdier og Ja
preferanser Nei
Usikkerhet om netto gevinst er verdt Ja
kostnadene Nei
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