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PRE-WORKSHOP SURVEY RESULTS



Systematic reviews: Artificial intelligence helps?

Figure taken from Mosqueira-Rey et 
al. 2022.

SR Workflow Options (using 
TIAB screening as an example):

• Humans do it alone Dual 
independent screening, with 
discrepancies adjudicated by a 
third reviewer (typical) 

• Human and machine work in 
parallel One human screens, 
and one Gen AI screens 
(today’s focus) 

• Human and machine work 
together Human trains AI/ML, 
which helps human screen 
faster (emerging/ongoing)

• Machines do it alone Two 
different AI conduct screening 
(someday?) 

Efficiency of AI-led screening

Human domain experts 
have control over the 
learning process by 
delimiting the knowledge 
that they intend to transfer 
to the machine learning 
model.



Systematic reviews: Artificial intelligence helps!

Figure taken from Kebede et al., 2022.

Observed Benefits in:

• Speed

• Fabiano et al., 2024 

• Pijls, 2024

• van Dijk et al., 2023

• Accuracy
• Belur et al 2018 
• Beresford et al. 2022 
• Hanegraaf et al., 

2024 

• Project Effiencies

Efficiency of AI-led screening



Human and AI/ML working together: An example
With ASReview LAB humans decide which articles to accept, the AI only sorts the order in which the abstracts are reviewed

2 minute intro

Figure taken from https://asreview.nl/blog/active-learning-explained/

Peter

Pearl
Can start with just 

4 screened articles.

Will only need to 
review a fraction of 

the total group.



Human and 
Machine 
working in 
parallel:
Example 1 
Ghanem-Zoubi et al., 2020

https://tinyurl.com/269t7z2d



Today’s Workshop: Human and machine working in 
parallel 

These exercises can also be tried with ChatGPT at https://openai.com/chatgpt/

To begin, please navigate to the following link: https://claude.ai



Human and machine working in parallel : Extraction
Example prompt: Ghanem-Zoubi et al. 

Please provide in a table the following information 
from this article. The table should have two 
columns, with the elements in the first column 
being the list of elements I provide here, and the 
second column being the corresponding data as 
found in the article. Here is the list: authors, year 
of publication, sample size, study design, 
inclusion criteria, and exclusion criteria, average 
age, percent of sample that is female, how the 
presence of staphylococcus aureus was measured, 
when the observation period began and ended, the 
reported effect of FDG-PET/CT on mortality.

Claude’s response:

Prompt adapted from Alshami et al., 2023



Human and machine working in parallel: FT Review
Example PICO 1: Ghanem-Zoubi et al. 

I want you to indicate whether the attached study 
would be included in a systematic review on the 
effect of FDG-PET/CT on mortality among patients 
with Staphylococcus aureus. But first, give me the 
definition you are going to use for each of the 
above.

Claude’s response

Prompt adapted from Alshami et al., 2023

Example prompt: Ghanem-Zoubi et al. 

• P- patients with Staphylococcus aureus

• I- Imaging with FDG-PET/CT

• C- none

• O- mortality



Human and machine working in parallel : FT Review

Example prompt: Ghanem-Zoubi et al. 
Now I want to know to what degree the results 
from this study might be compromised by 
immortal time bias. But first, give me the 
definition you are going to use.

Claude’s response:

Prompt adapted from Alshami et al., 2023

Example PICO 2: Ghanem-Zoubi et al. 
• P- patients with Staphylococcus aureus

• I- Imaging with FDG-PET/CT

• C- none

• O- mortality

• T- Observation periods across groups begun at 
the same time to prevent immortal time bias



Example 1 Discussion
Questions to consider as subgroups:
• What did you like/dislike about the AI’s 

performance?

• What did you like/dislike about the exercise?

• Would you describe this approach as faster, 
slower, or about the same as conducting the 
steps without AI assistance?

• Would you describe this screening and data 
extraction with AI assistance as difficult?

• Under what conditions might you expect to get 
better or worse results from AI assistance?



Human and Machine working in 
parallel: Example 2

This time you get to choose which article to present to the AI. 
Please go to the internet, pull up a familiar open-access 
empirical study, and download the PDF version. You will share 
it with the AI during this next exercise.



Human and machine working in parallel : Extraction
Example 2 extraction prompt:

Please provide in a table the following information 
from this article. The table should have two 
columns, with the elements in the first column 
being the list of elements I provide here, and the 
second column being the corresponding data as 
found in the article. Here is the list: authors, year 
of publication, sample size, study design, average 
age, percent of sample that is female, how the 
presence of [variable] was measured, when the 
observation period began and ended, the 
reported effect of [treatment] on [outcome], 
inclusion criteria, and exclusion criteria.

Prompt adapted from Alshami et al., 2023

Additional modifications
• Notice how Claude is extracting your data, and

see if you can improve its performance by 
clarifying any misunderstandings.

• Other elements to extract can be added if you 
wish. Feel free to adapt the prompt and see 
how Claude performs.

• Sometimes an additional helpful command is 
“Add a third column to the table you just made 
which includes the page number and first 5 
words of the paragraph or table where this 
information was found.” 



Human and machine working in parallel : Screening
Example 2 screening prompt:

I want you to indicate whether the attached study 
would be included in a systematic review on the 
effect of [Intervention] compared to [Comparator] 
on [Outcome] among [Population]. But first, give 
me the definition you are going to use for each of 
the above.

Additional modifications

• Pay attention to how Claude is defining your 
PICO elements, and clarify for it any 
misunderstandings.

• Timing, study design, other criteria can be 
added if you wish. Feel free to adapt the prompt 
and see if Claude’s response changes.

• Sometimes an additional helpful command is 
“Tell me what text in the manuscript you are 
using to make this decision. Include in your 
response where it is located. Include page 
number.” 



Example 2 Discussion

Questions to consider as subgroups:
• How did the AI perform on this second article?

• If it performed differently, why do you think this 
might be?

• What modifications did you or could you make 
to the prompt to help improve the AI’s 
performance?



Overall Discussion
• How likely are you to promote the use of AI in your area?
• How central a role could AI play in the SR process?
• Under what conditions might AI performance vary?
• What additional work is needed in this area?
• What other changes might AI incorporation require?
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