REVISAO DA LITERATURA

Diferenca entre Full paper e Review:
Full paper

Demonstra empiricamente alguma ideia original. Possui: Introducdo; Métodos;
Resultados; Discussao

Review

Texto de alta qualidade conceitual, que tem rigor metodoldgico e principios e
normas universais. Analisa a literatura de algum tema e apresenta novas
conclusdes. Possui: Introducdo; Dados da Literatura; Argumentacdes e
Conclusoes.

Exemplo: Splash erosion unanswered questions: a REVIEW
Autores

ABSTRACT

1. Introduction

2. Data sources and analysis

Among the various existing bibliographic databases we have used the Web of
Science®. The study is an analysis of the current State-of-the-Art of the most
relevant research papers on splash erosion from 1960 until present, the search
engine retrieved 669 items with the words splash erosion in the title, abstract or
keywords.

3.

Como fazer Revisao da Literatura?
v" Revisao de narrativa tradicional
v" Revisao Sistematica

Base Web of Science, que calcula o “FI” do JCR (Journal Citations Reports);
Base Scopus, que é o concorrente da base WoS, uma iniciativa da Elsevier;
Portal de Peridédicos da CAPES de acesso a revistas cientificas, com links para
o WoS, Scopus e outros sites;

Portal de Periédicos SciELO, restrito a revistas da América Latina, Africa e
Caribe.



O papel da Revisao da Literatura:

+ Coletar informacdes (construcao de novas ideias);
« Avaliar o grau de originalidade (evita demonstracéo do 6bvio);

« Construir conhecimento original: coleta de dados publicados que nos
permitem apresentar nova visdo sobre determinado tema (REVIEWS).

O trabalho de Review envolve:

Forte conhecimento do tema; maturidade para trabalho com saltos conceituais
a partir das evidéncias; e a piramide légica da estruturacdo do conhecimento e
€ um bom esquema (figura a seguir).

PirAmide Loégica: a base é a literatura ou também evidéncias empiricas.
(Fonte: IGVEC).
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Revisado Sistematica
Importancia:

e Elevado numero de estudos sobre o tema

e Estratégia de manejo destes estudos com certo graus de precisao

e Comparagao entre técnicas para responder o0 mesmo problema
em diferentes contextos

e Identificacdo e minimizacdo de vieses nas estimativas de
parametros

e Valorizacao de bons estudos em detrimento de estudos com
metodologia duvidosas.

Revisao sistematica: como é realizada

Systematic

reviews . . .
Systematic reviews with

meta-analyses

All reviews

Reviews that are not systematic,
(traditional narrative reviews)

Fonte: https://handbook-5-1.cochrane.org/



Revisfes sistematicas com meta-analise: métodos possiveis

Meta-analise

Qual é a direcéo do efeito/estimativa/associagdo?
Qual é o tamanho do efeito?
O efeito € consistente em todos os estudos?

Qual é a forca de evidéncia para o efeito?

Fonte: Downes, M.J., Dean, R.S., Stavisky, J.H. et al. Methods used to

estimate the size of the owned cat and dog population: a systematic
review. BMC Vet Res, n. 9, 121p, 2013.

Revisao de Narrativa Tradicional:

Subjetividade

Revisdes sem fonte de dados e avaliagdo da qualidade metodoldgica
dos estudos

Geracgao de evidéncias errbneas ou com viés do pesquisador ou do
editor da revista

Estudos sé&o citados pelo resultado ou pela opinido do especialista
Escolha mostram apenas resultados semelhantes - falacia da busca

pelas evidéncias cientificas



Caracteristicas comuns: fluxograma

Search Strategies Step 1: Abstracts reviewed by one ) ) . .
= author (G.P) and selected according MEDLINE: PsycINFO: Review of E-mail to
the following criteria: 6.478 2,627 textbooks experts
1) Computer searches 1) Significant reviews of literature that abstracts abstracts
Date range: Jan. 1, covered ADHD/HD prevalence
1978 to Dec. 31, 2005 2) Major guidelines on ADHD/HD * *
Languages: English, 3) Original investigations of 9.105
German, Spanish, prevalence based on nonreferred ab;trads
French, Portuguese samples (schools or community) of
Key words: child*, subjects 18 years of age or younger
adolesc®, with mention of diagnosis based >
epidemiology, on DSM or ICD criteria
prevalence, rate, 304
= 4
ITIEI'IIEII| d!sor1:|8r I Step 2: Abstracts reviewed abstracts
psychiatric disorder®, : .
. independently by two authors (G.P Review of
ADHD, ADD, attention- .
.. . and L.A.R.) according to the same = reference
deficit, attention- I . o : :
- . criteria used in Step 1; inclusion of lists  J
deficit/hyperactivity h dies based
disorder. hyperactiv: the studies based on consensus . .
isorder, hyp ' 239 articles —————» 64 articles
overactiv®, inattent*,
hyperkinetic disorder, Step 3: Articles reviewed by one
minimal brain author (G.P), inclusion of original — l
dysfunction studies according to Step 1, criterion
2) Review of textbooks 3, ?Iiter f_l;cassan\:fh _alsecokr;d ; 160 79 23 41
author (LA.R)), and decisions base excluded* included included excluded*®
3) E-mail to scientific on consensus with a third author
authorities (M.S.L) l L
4) Reference list reviews * Exclusions (a study could have fulfilled more than one criterion):
102 studies

= Absense of a DSM/ICD diagnosis (N=44)

included

* Prevalence rate not evaluated (N=37)

* Clinical sample (N=9)

* Age range above 18 years old (N=16)

= Diagnosis based on clinical records or retrospective or lifetime
(N=12)

* Nonprobabilistic sample (N=7)

* Literature reviews (N=33)

* Duplicate samples (N=45)

= Impossibility of data extraction (N=1)

Fonte: Polanczyk, G. et al. The Worldwide Prevalence of ADHD: A Systematic Review and
Metaregression Analysis. Am J Psychiatry, n.164, 942-948p, 2007.

Exemplo de METODOLOGIA para Revisédo Sisteméatica
Methods

“In order to find effective interventions and policies that could be used in low-
income nations, a systematic review of published literature was conducted. This
paper describes the first stage of analysis. A search conducted using “maternal
mortality” as key words and limited to the publication years 1998-2008 resulted
in 6975 titles from CINAHL and Medline databases (see Figure 1). Two hundred
and seventy-six titles were animal studies and 5437 titles were not directly
related to maternal mortality and were thus excluded from the compilation. After
further screening the abstracts of the remaining 1262 articles, those that were
not intervention studies (experimental or quasi-experimental studies) aimed at
impacting the risk of maternal death were excluded. Sixteen full text articles
were examined. The results are compiled below.”



