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BACKGROUND

The diversity of scientific publications is difficult to manage, especially when carrying out systematic reviews of the literature. Being
fundamental, the correct identification of all published scientific research, allowing us to have a clear vision of diversity'43. Possibly, one
of the problems in the identification of publications is the indexing of the keywords associated with each database, as well as the
restriction in the databases that are considered for searches*. Therefore, the awareness and promotion of the correct indexing of
articles and the inclusion of multiple databases in the search process can be a great ally in this task.

In 2019, the United States appears as the country with the most publications indexed in the Web of Science, almost doubling China and
quadrupling Germany®. In Latin America, Brazil is the country with the greatest number of documents published in the Web of Science,
ranking 13th in the world>. Therefore, it is not surprising that, when searches for articles for any systematic review are carried out, final
results are mostly from these countries. Whether or not this is a reality, we believe that an important part of research carried out in
countries that do not rank in the above reference lists, is invisible.

OBJECTIVE

To describe the difficulties and lessons learned in searching articles for a
systematic review “Suicide mortality in adult from countries in Latin America’.
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