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International Journal of Clinical Pediatric Dentistry recently published 
a research paper titled “Comparison between the Effectiveness of 
Rotary and Manual Instrumentation in Primary Teeth: A Systematic 
Review.”1 The authors correctly emphasized the role of manual and 
rotary root canal instrumentation techniques for primary teeth in 
modern pediatric dentistry and importance of evaluating their 
efficacy through effective research. Because of their commendable 
research goals, we read this article with great interest; however, it 
appears to have few methodological errors.

One of the salient features of any systematic review is its 
structured protocol and design per the guidelines. This aspect 
needs some improvement in this research paper. There has been 
no mention that preferred reporting items for systematic reviews 
and meta-analyses (PRISMA) guidelines based on the PRISMA 
checklist were followed for literature search.2 The search strategy 
was depicted graphically, but it was not per the standard protocol. 
A systematic review is an explicit and systematic method of 
identification, selection, and critical appraisal of relevant research. 
It collects and analyzes data from the studies included in the review. 
To ensure a transparent reporting of systematic review and meta-
analysis, PRISMA guidelines would be very helpful and should be 
followed. Furthermore, the protocol for this systematic review was 
not registered at the international prospective register of systematic 
reviews PROSPERO.3 PROSPERO is a database of systematic review 
protocols. Registration in PROSPERO can help avoiding duplication 
and having a peer review of the protocol to be followed.

The authors have included only those studies that were in 
the PubMed/Medline database. Why other databases were not 
searched to find out the answer to the research question raised 
in this systematic review? What was the method used to ascertain 
gray literature? This can to some extent add to a publication bias 
in this review. Another aspect of any systematic review is to grade 
the level of evidence and ascertain the risk of bias. This article 
presented a figure for the risk of bias, but the method utilized was 
not mentioned. There are risk of bias assessment tools such as new 
castle Ottawa scale and The Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) critical 
appraisal tool, and so on that can be utilized per the review protocol. 
These tools help in evaluating the quality of study methodology 

and determining the bias in design, conduct, and analysis.4 We 
believe that the conclusion can be modified considering the title 
and aim of the study.

In the interests of brevity, I would like to conclude here by 
commending the authors for addressing an important research 
question but would humbly suggest that in the future they should 
give considerations to the point raised in this letter to avoid any 
methodological and reporting errors.

RefeRences
 1. Jeevanandan G, Panchal V, Erulappan SM. Comparison between the 

effectiveness of rotary and manual instrumentation in primary teeth: 
a systematic review. Int J Clin Pediatr Dent 2019;12(4):340–346. DOI: 
10.5005/jp-journals-10005-1637.

 2. Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, et al. Preferred reporting items for 
systematic reviews and meta-analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS 
Med 2009;6(7):e1000097. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097.

 3. Booth A, Clarke M, Dooley G, et al. The nuts and bolts of PROSPERO: 
an international prospective register of systematic reviews. Syst Rev 
2012;1(1):2. DOI: 10.1186/2046-4053-1-2.

 4. The Joanna Briggs Institute. JBI critical appraisal checklist for 
analytical cross-sectional studies. 2016. http://joannabriggs.org/
assets/docs/critical-appraisaltools/JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for 
Analytical Cross Sectional Studies 2017.

1–3Division of Pedodontics and Preventive Dentistry, Centre for Dental 
Education and Research, All India Institute of Medical Sciences, New 
Delhi, India
Corresponding Author: Morankar Rahul, Division of Pedodontics 
and Preventive Dentistry, Centre for Dental Education and Research, 
All India Institute of Medical Sciences, New Delhi, India, Phone: +91 
9855501651, e-mail: captainrahul88@gmail.com
How to cite this article: Rahul M, Tewari N, Gowthaman K. A Letter 
Regarding Recently Published Systematic Review Comparing the 
Effectiveness of Manual and Rotary Root Canal Instrumentation in 
Primary Teeth. Int J Clin Pediatr Dent 2020;13(3):310.
Source of support: Nil
Conflict of interest: None

 

© The Author(s). 2020 Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (https://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and non-commercial reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to 
the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain 
Dedication waiver (http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.


