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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Dr Victoria Allgar 
Hull and York Medical School  
University of York  
England 

REVIEW RETURNED 25-Feb-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a very interesting and topical paper and will appeal to those 
undertaking and interpreting meta analyses. However, it is quite 
theoretical, so may not appeal to a broad readership, as knowledge 
of statistical terminology is required to fully understand the findings. 
It maybe better placed in a statistical journal. 

 

REVIEWER Zhognheng Zhang 
Jinhua municipal central hospital  
Jinhua hospital of Zhejiang University  
P.R.China 

REVIEW RETURNED 04-Apr-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I am a clinician, not a statistician, and thus I can only evaluate this 
article from the perspective of a clinician reader. For some technical 
details, I cannot fully understand.  
I am interested in and request the authors to provide details and 
specific syntax for the performance of the analysis. that is, to allow a 
non-statistician to replicate the result in a step-by-step manner. This 
can be attached as a supplemental file, or some references be 
provided. 

 

REVIEWER Krzysztof Gorgolewski 
Max Planck Institute for Human Cognitive and Brain Sciences, 
Germany 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Jul-2014 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I enjoyed reading the manuscript and I believe it will be a valuable 
resource for the scientific community. I have two minor suggestions:  
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1. Author should publish the code used for the simulations and link 
to it from the paper.  
 
2. Discussion and comparison of different methods for detecting bias 
should be extended. It would be interesting to learn if all the 
methods performed equally bad or is there some hope for funnel plot 
examination.  
 
3. In caption of figure 2: inconsistent use of "10" vs. "ten". 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer: 2  

Reviewer Name Zhognheng Zhang  

 

1. I am interested in and request the authors to provide details and specific syntax for the 

performance of the analysis. that is, to allow a non-statistician to replicate the result in a step-by-step 

manner. This can be attached as a supplemental file, or some references be provided.  

 

Following the suggestion of the Reviewer, I added the code that I used to perform the simulations as 

a supplementary file. I also included an example of how the program can be used to perform the 

simulations for a level of publication bias, a size of meta-analysis, and an amount of between-study 

variability specified by a user. The code is annotated and can be easily used by a person with 

elementary knowledge of R or some other syntax-based statistical or mathematical package.  

 

 

 

Reviewer: 3  

Reviewer Name Krzysztof Gorgolewski  

 

I enjoyed reading the manuscript and I believe it will be a valuable resource for the scientific 

community. I have two minor suggestions:  

 

1. Author should publish the code used for the simulations and link to it from the paper.  

 

Following the suggestion of the Reviewer, I added the code that I used to perform the simulations as 

a supplementary file.  

 

2. Discussion and comparison of different methods for detecting bias should be extended. It would be 

interesting to learn if all the methods performed equally bad or is there some hope for funnel plot 

examination.  

 

In the revision, I extended the discussion of the publication bias methods. The second paragraph of 

the revised discussion addresses the power and type I error rate of the methods and compares their 

performance. The third paragraph compares the performance of the publication bias methods in this 

study to the previous literature. The fourth paragraph addresses the issue of bias in meta-analyses, 

where no evidence of publication bias can be found using methods based on the funnel plot. The fifth 

paragraph discusses the current publication bias testing practices and provides recommendations for 

future research.  

 

3. In caption of figure 2: inconsistent use of "10" vs. "ten".  

 

In the revised manuscript, I replaced ‘10’ with ‘ten’. 
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