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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Fernando Alfonso 
Hospital Universitario de La Princesa. Madrid. Spain 

REVIEW RETURNED 03-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This study sought to assess COIs disclosure in systematic reviews. 
A total of 200 systematic reviews were analyzed (100 Cochrane 100 
non-Cochrane). Of these in 97% COIs (individual or institutional) 
were disclosed by the authors. A least 1 authors disclosed COIs in 
49% of Cochrane vs 33% of non-Cochrane reviews (p<0.05). 
Institutional COIs were less frequently reported than individual COIs 
and Cochrane reviews reported more frequently intellectual COIs 
than non-Cochrane reviews. On regression analysis an association 
was found between reporting COIs and the IF of the Journal and 
between reporting COIs and pharmacological vs non-
pharmacological intervention.  
 
The study is of interest. However the following issues should be 
addressed:  
 
In the discussion there is a comparison of current findings with prior 
studies of reporting COIs in systematic reviews (Table 10). Authors 
should clarify the novel findings of the current findings with regard to 
previous knowledge. In addition, the reason explaining the different 
results from the present study with regard to other previous studies 
(5 studies) remain unclear. The same applies in the results of COIs 
reporting and the Journal´s IF and the differences between 
Cochrane vs Non-Cochrane Reviews. Authors failed to explain the 
novel findings of the present study, and also failed to explain the 
differences in the results as compared with other published studies 

 

REVIEWER Kylie Thaler 
Cochrane Austria  
Department for Evidence-based Medicine and Clinical Epidemiology  
Danube University Krems  
Austria 
 
I have worked with Elie Akl in a professional capacity on guideline 
projects and I am a GRADE working group member. 
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REVIEW RETURNED 05-Apr-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is a well-conducted and interesting study comparing the 
reporting of COI in Cochrane and non-Cochrane systematic reviews.  
 
Overall the manuscript is excellent and thorough and I have only a 
few minor edits, see below.  
 
My one major comment regards whether this is a “systematic 
review” or a “methodological survey”. In the abstract you refer to the 
methods as “standard systematic review methodology”; in the bullet-
point strength and limitations section you say “use of systematic and 
transparent methods” and in the detailed methods section you state 
“This study consists of a methodological survey using standard 
systematic review methodology.” Finally, in the discussion it is a 
“methodological survey”.  
 
Especially because this study is ABOUT systematic reviews this 
mixing of terms becomes confusing for the reader. I do not agree 
that this is a systematic review, I think it is a methodological survey 
that used systematic methods (many of which are also used when 
one conducts a systematic review). For example: searching for 
included studies/publications and using dual review etc is the same 
method as used in a systematic review. But drawing a random 
sample after searching but before screening is not. Fundamentally, 
the aim of a systematic review would be to include ALL the evidence 
on a question and that was not the aim of this study.  
I would therefore suggest that you consistently refer to this study as 
a methodological survey and do not mix the terms.  
 
Minor comments:  
I was not familiar with the term “loogly” statement. Could you provide 
a reference for this term if it has previously been used in the 
research literature for this meaning, and if not, perhaps provide the 
reader with some background as to the origin of this term. Google 
did not help me.  
 
I am not sure the relationship with impact factor is one of the most 
interesting results of this paper and I would consider including one of 
the other results in the abstract instead.  
 
Page 14, line 15 – should this be plural? – reviews.  
 
Page 18, line 5 “reported funding of” makes it more clear you mean 
the funding of the review itself and not the included studies. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

Reviewer #1:  

This study sought to assess COIs disclosure in systematic reviews. A total of 200 systematic reviews 

were analyzed (100 Cochrane 100 non-Cochrane). Of these in 97% COIs (individual or institutional) 

were disclosed by the authors. A least 1 authors disclosed COIs in 49% of Cochrane vs 33% of non-

Cochrane reviews (p<0.05). Institutional COIs were less frequently reported than individual COIs and 

Cochrane reviews reported more frequently intellectual COIs than non-Cochrane reviews. On 

regression analysis an association was found between reporting COIs and the IF of the Journal and 

between reporting COIs and pharmacological vs non-pharmacological intervention. The study is of 

interest.  
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Response: Thank you for the accurate and positive evaluation and for the helpful suggestions.  

 

 

Comment 1:  

In the discussion there is a comparison of current findings with prior studies of reporting COIs in 

systematic reviews (Table 10). Authors should clarify the novel findings of the current findings with 

regard to previous knowledge. In addition, the reason explaining the different results from the present 

study with regard to other previous studies (5 studies) remain unclear.  

 

Response 1: Thank you for bringing up these issues to our attention. We have clarified this point in 

the following paragraph in the discussion section:  

 

“The chart in table 10 compares the current study to five other methodological surveys of COI of 

authors of systematic reviews. In brief, our review was not restricted to a specific topic, included the 

highest number of papers, included both Cochrane and non-Cochrane reviews, thus making it the 

most representative. In addition, it is the only review that included non financial and institutional COI. 

Beyari et. al found that 39% of systematic reviews provided a COI disclosure, whereas we found that 

94% of non-Cochrane systematic reviews reported authors’ COI disclosures (Beyari 2014). Four other 

surveys assessed financial but not other types of COI. Forbes, Dunn et al., Bes-Rastrollo et. al, and 

Ebrahim et. al, found that 17%, 27%, 35%, and 65% of systematic reviews reported individual 

financial COI, respectively (Bes-Rastrollo 2013, Dunn 2014, Ebrahim 2015, Forbes 2011). In our 

study, we found that 31% of systematic reviews reported individual financial COI. Although it is hard 

to discern any time trends, the variability in results can be attributed to differences in the areas and 

topics assessed in the different surveys.”  

 

We provide the comparative chart (table 10) to assist readers in deducing the detailed differences 

between our survey and previous studies that looked at COI of authors of systematic reviews.  

 

 

Comment 2:  

The same applies in the results of COIs reporting and the Journal´s IF and the differences between 

Cochrane vs Non-Cochrane Reviews. Authors failed to explain the novel findings of the present study, 

and also failed to explain the differences in the results as compared with other published studies.  

 

Response 2: The Reviewer makes excellent points.  

 

With regards to Journal impact factor (IF), while we identified 2 studies showing that journals with high 

impact factors are more likely to have published policies for reporting COI, we did not identify any 

study showing an association between the reporting by the systematic review authors of their own 

COI, and the journal impact factor. We would be happy to cite such a study if the reviewers are aware 

of it. Here is the updated section of the discussion where we discuss the issue of impact factor:  

 

“We found a positive association between reporting COI and journal impact factor. We did not identify 

any previously published study showing a similar association. One explanation of this association is 

that journals with higher impact factors are more likely to have disclosure policies. Indeed, two studies 

found that journals with high impact factors are more likely to have published policies for reporting 

COI.[10 35] Another explanation of association is that studies that get published in higher impact 

journals tend to have more COI. The finding of a positive association between reporting individual 

financial COI and pharmacological intervention might reflect higher efforts by the pharmaceutical 

industry to partner with systematic reviewers.”  
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With regards to the difference between Cochrane and non-Cochrane reviews we dedicate the 

following paragraph in the discussion section to discuss the differences in the reported funding of the 

reviews:  

 

“We found that Cochrane reviews were more likely to report being funded compared to non-Cochrane 

reviews (86% versus 45%). However, this might be an over-estimation because the source of funding 

in Cochrane reviews need to be inferred from the section on “source of support”, which might report 

on non-funding type of support. Indeed, Cochrane reviews were more likely to report receiving internal 

funding. It is likely that Cochrane reviewers include under ‘internal source of support’ relationships 

that might not be typically considered as source of funding. On the other hand, Cochrane reviews 

were less likely to report on the role of funder. For these reasons, the Cochrane Collaboration needs 

to consider a more explicit and specific system for reporting of funding sources.”  

 

As for “the differences in the results as compared with other published studies”, please see reply to 

the first comment above.  

 

 

 

Reviewer #2:  

This is a well-conducted and interesting study comparing the reporting of COI in Cochrane and non-

Cochrane systematic reviews. Overall the manuscript is excellent and thorough and I have only a few 

minor edits, see below.  

 

Response: Thank you for the very positive evaluation and for the helpful suggestions.  

 

 

Comment 1:  

My one major comment regards whether this is a “systematic review” or a “methodological survey”. In 

the abstract you refer to the methods as “standard systematic review methodology”; in the bullet-point 

strength and limitations section you say “use of systematic and transparent methods” and in the 

detailed methods section you state “This study consists of a methodological survey using standard 

systematic review methodology.” Finally, in the discussion it is a “methodological survey”.  

 

Especially because this study is ABOUT systematic reviews this mixing of terms becomes confusing 

for the reader. I do not agree that this is a systematic review, I think it is a methodological survey that 

used systematic methods (many of which are also used when one conducts a systematic review). For 

example: searching for included studies/publications and using dual review etc is the same method as 

used in a systematic review. But drawing a random sample after searching but before screening is 

not. Fundamentally, the aim of a systematic review would be to include ALL the evidence on a 

question and that was not the aim of this study.  

I would therefore suggest that you consistently refer to this study as a methodological survey and do 

not mix the terms.  

 

Response 1: This is an excellent point. We extensively revised the manuscript and used the 

Reviewer’s suggestions to improve the quality of the manuscript as follows:  

 

Methods section of the abstract: we deleted the statement “We used standard systematic review 

methodology” since we previously referred to the paper as a methodological survey in the 

Background section of the abstract.  

 

Section on ‘Design overview and definitions’: we replaced the statement “This study consists of a 

methodological survey using standard systematic review methodology” with “This study consists of a 
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methodological survey using systematic methods for study selection and data abstraction”.  

 

Strengths and limitations section of the abstract and discussion, we kept the following statement “Use 

of systematic and transparent methods, e.g., duplicate and independent processes in screening and 

data collection”. However, if the Reviewer feels strongly about modifying this statement, and the editor 

is agreeable, we would be happy to address this.  

 

 

Comment 2:  

I was not familiar with the term “loogly” statement. Could you provide a reference for this term if it has 

previously been used in the research literature for this meaning, and if not, perhaps provide the 

reader with some background as to the origin of this term. Google did not help me.  

 

Response 2: Thank you for raising this issue. When conducting our study, we got concerned with 

some authors adding to their COI disclosures statements attempting to downplay their disclosed COIs 

(e.g., “These (COI) have been unrelated to the subject matter of the systematic review and have 

never been in support or in pursuit of the promotion of products”).  

 

We thoroughly searched the English vocabulary to find an appropriate term to describe such 

statements, but were not successful. We decided to coin the word “loogly” as a way to infer the twist 

presented by these additional statements  

 

We revised the definition in the Methods section and modified it (please see below). We will be happy 

to consider better suggestions that the editor or the reviewers might have.  

 

“We coined the word “loogly” to label any additional statement in the COI disclosure that attempts to 

downplay a disclosed relationship by suggesting that it is unrelated to COI, e.g., "this relationship did 

not influence his prescription of the drug”.”  

 

 

Comment 3:  

I am not sure the relationship with impact factor is one of the most interesting results of this paper and 

I would consider including one of the other results in the abstract instead.  

 

Response 3: Thank you for the suggestion. We revised our results and considered other interesting 

results from our regression analysis. However it only showed 2 positive associations, of which one of 

them is a positive association between the reporting by the systematic review authors of their own 

COI and the impact factor of the journal that published those reviews.  

 

 

Comment 4:  

Page 14, line 15 – should this be plural? – reviews.  

 

Response 4: Thank you for pointing this out. We have addressed the issue as suggested.  

 

 

Comment 5:  

Page 18, line 5 “reported funding of” makes it more clear you mean the funding of the review itself 

and not the included studies.  

 

Response 5: Thank you for the helpful observation. We had previously clarified this in the Methods 

section in the following statement “In addition, we extracted information about the characteristics of 
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the reported funding of the systematic review”.  

 

However we agree with the Reviewer that the remainder of the related statements may result in 

confusion to the reader. Thus, we thoroughly revised the manuscript and attempted to make the 

statements on funding clearer. Please see below the applied changes to the data analysis, results, 

and discussion sections, and the table:  

 

Data analysis, page 11, second paragraph, line 2:  

“For the included systematic reviews, we conducted descriptive analyses of the general 

characteristics of the systematic reviews, the characteristics of the reported funding of the systematic 

review and the characteristics of the reported COI disclosures.”  

 

Results, page 17, title:  

“Characteristics of the reported systematic review funding”  

 

Results, page 17, line 1:  

“Table 2 presents the characteristics of the reported funding of the systematic review stratified by type 

of review.”  

 

Table 2, page 18, title:  

“Characteristics of the reported review funding in Cochrane (N=100) and Non-Cochrane (N=100) 

systematic reviews”  

 

Discussion, page 40, second paragraph, title:  

“Reporting of the review funding” 

VERSION 2 – REVIEW 

REVIEWER Fernando Alfonso 
Hospital Universitario de La Princesa 

REVIEW RETURNED 30-Jun-2016 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS Thank you for the changes 
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