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EDITORIAL
There is a frequent discussion concerning the industry 

involvement in medical research and studies in the field 
psychiatry. Researchers collaborating with clinical trials often 
report to receive funding or grants from sponsors that may be 
directly interested in favorable results [1]. This relationship 
may create a conflict of interest between results expected by 
sponsorship and truly unbiased reports [2]. Moreover, previous 
evidence indicate that great amount of clinical trials in general 
medicine, specially on head-to-head comparisons, are funded by 
industry [3]. 

Involvement of industry has been pointed out as an important 
variable predicting different methods and different results when 
comparing studies with distinct funding origin. Findings suggest 
that industry funded trials seem to have better methodological 
quality than other trials [4]; however, some strategies frequently 
used by these studies may be responsible for potentially biased 
results. For example, trials funded by industry are more likely to 
avoid active comparators [5] and to adopt noninferiority designs 
[4]. Besides that, preliminary evidence indicate that companies 
tend to avoid co-sponsor head-to-head trials, inhibiting better 
studies on interventions manufactured by distinct companies [5]. 

Results also differ when considering involvement of industry. 
Studies reported that industry funded randomized trials are 
associated with more favorable outcomes [4]. Additionally, 
systematic reviews sponsored by the industry or authored 
by researchers with potential conflict of interests tend to 
explicit more positive conclusions than those without industry 
involvement [6]. Considering this, such influence in methodology 
and results reported has raised important concern about 
potentially biased research in medical literature [7]. To assess 
this potential bias, journals usually require disclosure of author’s 
conflicts of interests and study funding, in spite of previous 
evidence suggest inconsistency in journal policies [8].  

Similar to general medicine field, studies in psychiatry have 
demonstrated great amount of influence from industry. A meta-
analysis designed to assess studies published in four of the most 
widely cited journals in the field reported conflict of interests 
to be present in 47% of clinical trials published and industry 

funding are identified in 60% of these studies [9]. In addition 
to that, a recent study on meta-analyses of antidepressants for 
depression published results indicating that 79% of authors of 
eligible meta-analyses had some industry link (i.e. sponsorship or 
potential conflict of interests) [10]. These findings suggest higher 
prevalence of industry involvement in the field of psychiatry 
when compared with estimates of 40% of conflict of interests 
[11] and 39% of industry funding [3] in studies concerning 
general medicine. As described in other fields, trials also differ 
methodologically according to industry link [12]. Studies 
evaluating psychiatric disorders or psychotropic medications 
consistently report more favorable outcomes when industry 
involvement is present for both blinded [13] and non-blinded 
studies [14]. Even after controlling for psychiatric diagnosis, 
sample size, design and time since drug approval, favorable 
outcomes are more frequently reported in studies sponsored by 
the drug manufacturer (78%) than in studies without industry 
involvement (48%) or sponsored by other companies (28%) 
[15].

Despite of its recognized influence in general medical 
research and psychiatry, some aspects of industry involvement 
are unclear. In spite of current editorial policies being directly 
designed to assess potentially biased research, funding sources 
and author’s conflicts of interests reports and their power to 
indicate industry influence remains not fully explored. Further 
studies assessing this topic and exploring alternative items for a 
more specific evaluation of the influence of industry are needed 
in order to improve requirements during submission processes 
and empower readers for a more precise evaluation of potentially 
biased results. Considering the higher amount of studies with 
industry involvement, assessment of these issues would be of 
special importance for the field of psychiatry.
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