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Background

The abstract and plain language summaries (PLS) are the only sections of a Cochrane review that most people read, including clinicians. Many trials included in drug reviews are conducted by the pharmaceutical industry; yet industry-related bias is rarely mentioned in the abstract or the PLS. 
 For those who say it is not easy to include this information in a PLS, here are some examples from the Cochrane Library that have achieved this goal:
ACE inhibitors for the treatment of high blood pressure, excerpt from the PLS

Most of the trials in this review were funded by companies that make ACE inhibitors and serious adverse effects were not reported by the authors of many of these trials.  This could mean that the drug companies are withholding unfavorable findings related to their drugs.  Due to incomplete reporting of  the number of participants who dropped out of the trials due to adverse drug reactions, as well as the short duration of these trials, this review could not provide a good estimate of the harms associated with this class of drugs...
Excerpt from the abstract of the same review

The review did not provide a good estimate of the incidence of harms associated with ACE inhibitors because of the short duration of the trials and the lack of reporting of adverse effects in many of the trials. 
                                                                ***
Vaccines for preventing influenza in healthy adults
WARNING: This review includes 15 out of 36 trials funded by industry (four had no funding declaration). ... Studies funded from public sources were significantly less likely to report conclusions favourable to the vaccines. The review showed that reliable evidence on influenza vaccines is thin but there is evidence of widespread manipulation of conclusions and spurious notoriety of the studies. The content and conclusions of this review should be interpreted in light of this finding.

From the PLS of same review:

Fifteen of the 36 trials were funded by vaccine companies and four had no funding declaration. Our results may be an optimistic estimate because company-sponsored influenza vaccines trials tend to produce results favourable to their products and some of the evidence comes from trials carried out in ideal viral circulation and matching conditions and because the harms evidence base is limited...
                                                             ***
Natalizumab for relapsing remitting multiple sclerosis

Excerpt from the abstract and the PLS:
All the data in this review came from trials supported by the Pharmaceutical Industry. In agreement with the Cochrane Collaboration policy, this may be considered a potential source of bias.
