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Evaluations of Tools
Most evaluations of AI tools for conducting 
systematic reviews are conducted by the 
developers or authors of the AI tools themselves

Much more akin to marketing

Frequently use simple reviews of RCTs of drug 
interventions

Limited published independent academic research



What is Elicit?

• Elicit is an AI research assistant 

• Launched by Ought in 2021 

• Elicit can automate systematic reviews to save 
researchers time (80% of the time required according 
to Elicit)

• Elicit offers 3 different workflows: Research agent, 
Report, and Systematic Review

• Can find papers, screen, extract data, and write report



Elicit Search



Elicit subscription and pricing



How we tested Elicit 

Objective
• To evaluate Elicit’s ability to find included studies 

for systematic reviews across various 
interventions

• We calculated the sensitivity and precision of 
each Elicit search and compared the results to 
those of the original reviews. 

Methodology
• Four reviews

⚬ Pharmacology - 1 review
⚬ Surgery - 1 review
⚬ Public Health - 2 reviews

• We compared the included studies by 
Elicit against the included studies in the 
four reviews

• We calculated the no. of additional 
studies identified by Elicit that would’ve 
been included in the original review by 
emailing the authors.  



Case Study 1

Umbrella review: the acute and long-
term harms of vaping in young 
people

   Identification
Elicit identified 25/56 (45%) of the 
review’s included studies

   Inclusion
Elicit included 14/56 (25%) of the 
review’s included studies



Case Study 1

Sensitivity: 27.6%

Precision: 42.1% 

No. of additional studies identified by Elicit: 2



Case Study 2

Scoping review : cost-effectiveness of local 
authority-funded interventions aimed at 
increasing physical activity to support policy 
decisions

Identification
Elicit identified 23/50 (46%) of the review’s 
included studies

Inclusion
Elicit included 12/50 (24%) of the review’s 
included studies



Case Study 2

Sensitivity: 25.5%

Precision: 43.3% 

No. of additional studies identified by Elicit: 1



Case Study 3
Systematic review: evaluating the 
effectiveness and safety of vasodilators in 
women undergoing fertility treatment. 

   Identification
Elicit identified 36/48 (75%) of the 
review’s included studies

   Inclusion
Elicit included 32/48 (67%) of the review’s 
included studies



Case Study 3

Sensitivity: 69.2% 

Precision: 46.2% 

No. of additional studies identified by Elicit: 4



Case Study 4
Systematic review: assessing the effects 
of implants vs autologous tissue flaps for 
post-mastectomy breast reconstruction.

   Identification
Elicit identified 20/41 (49%) of the 
review’s included studies

   Inclusion
Elicit included 12/41 (29%) of the review’s 
included studies



Case Study 4

Sensitivity: 35.6% 

Precision: 35.6% 

No. of additional studies identified by Elicit: 4



Sensitivity Comparison 

• Elicit : 39.5% (25.5% - 69.2%)

• Traditional : 94.5% (91.1% - 98.0%)

• Elicit sensitivity lowest in public 
health reviews

• Elicit sensitivity highest in drug 
intervention review



Precision Comparison 

• Elicit : 41.8% (35.6% - 46.2%)

• Traditional : 7.55% (0.65% - 14.7%)

• Higher precision in Elicit, making it 
useful for grant writing, scoping 
searches, and as supplementary 
source



Strengths and Limitations of Our Research 

Strengths
• Independent researchers
• Real world data
• Four heterogeneous case studies
• Original authors involved

Limitations
• Single tool
• Retrospective
• No funding
• Out of date



Conclusions so far…
• Very quick results with high precision, making 

it useful for grant proposals and conducting 
scoping and preliminary searches

• Unique studies identified in Elicit demonstrate it 
can be a useful adjunct to traditional searching

• Currently, Elicit is best used as a 
supplementary tool, not a standalone 
method, due to its low sensitivity



Next steps…

Evaluation of Elicit and Undermind.ai
Case examples: cancer diagnosis in primary care 
(PenARC, Exeter), childhood cancer (CRD), blood 
cultures (CRD), HTLV (CRD), PJP guidelines (CRD), spine 
(CRD), alcohol and CVD (DoHS), cosmetic procedures 
(DoHS), dermal fillers (DoHS) and social media and 

gambling (DoHS)

Future evaluations
Prospective study and include further tools, such as ASTA, 
Consensus, EMBASE AI, Scispace etc.
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