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NEWS ARTICLES REPRESENT AN

important source of medi-
cal information for many pa-
tients and even some physi-

cians.1-3 One way in which journalists
may help patients and physicians bet-
ter interpret medical information is by
presenting the information in a com-
mercially unbiased manner.4-9 An in-
creasingly recognized source of com-
mercial bias in medical research is the
funding of studies by companies with
a financial interest in the results.10-14 In
response to concerns about company
funding, most peer- reviewed medical
journals now require that study au-
thors disclose their funding sources.15-19

Little is known, however, about how
frequently news articles report the fund-
ing sources of the medical research they
report on. A previous study8 based on
data from more than a decade ago found
that only 47% of 70 newspaper stories
that reported on 2 medications (prava-
statin and alendronate) indicated when
a cited expert or study had received
company funding. That study did not
examine stories from online news
sources—an increasingly common
source of news in the United States1—
nor did it report how prominently the
disclosures were placed in the articles.
Another study9 showed that Canadian
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Context The news media are an important source of information about medical re-
search for patients and even some physicians. Little is known about how frequently
news articles report when medication research has received funding from pharma-
ceutical companies or how frequently news articles use generic vs brand medication
names.

Objectives To assess the reporting of pharmaceutical company funding and ge-
neric medication name use in news articles about medication studies and to deter-
mine the views of newspaper editors about these issues.

Design, Setting, and Participants We reviewed US news articles from newspa-
per and online sources about all pharmaceutical company–funded medication studies
published in the 5 most prominent general medical journals between April 1, 2004,
and April 30, 2008. We also surveyed editors at the 100 most widely circulated news-
papers in the United States.

Main Outcome Measures The percentage of news articles indicating when stud-
ies have been pharmaceutical company–funded and the percentage that refer to medi-
cations by their generic vs brand names. Also the percentage of newspaper editors
who indicate that their articles report pharmaceutical company funding; the percent-
age of editors who indicate that their articles refer to medications by generic names;
and the percentage of newspapers with policies about these issues.

Results Of the 306 news articles about medication research identified,130 (42%;
95% confidence interval [CI], 37%-48%) did not report that the research had re-
ceived company funding. Of the 277 of these articles reporting on medications with
both generic and brand names, 186 (67%; 95% CI, 61%-73%) referred to the study
medications by their brand names in at least half of the medication references. Eighty-
two of the 93 (88%) newspaper editors who responded to our survey reported that
articles from their publications always or often indicated when studies had received
company funding (95% CI, 80%-94%), and 71 of 92 (77%) responding editors also
reported that articles from their publications always or often referred to medications
by the generic names (95% CI, 67%-85%). However, only 3 of 92 newspapers (3%)
had written policies stating that company funding sources of medical studies be re-
ported (95% CI 1%-9%), and 2 of 93 (2%) newspapers had written policies stating
that medications should be referred to by their generic names (95% CI 1%-8%).

Conclusion News articles reporting on medication studies often fail to report phar-
maceutical company funding and frequently refer to medications by their brand names
despite newspaper editors’ contention that this is not the case.
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newspaper articles discussing studies
involving 5 specific medications (ator-
vastatin, celecoxib, donepezil, oselta-
mivir, and raloxifene) frequently failed
to mention how the studies were
funded; however, the authors did not
report how many of the cited studies
were company sponsored.

Another way the news media may
reduce commercial bias in the medical
informationtheypresent isbyusingnon-
proprietary medication names.20-22

Generic names may also be preferable
becausemanymedicationscome inmul-
tiplebrands,andtheuseofgenericnames
may reduce confusion and even poten-
tially dangerous medication errors.23-27

Although pharmacies frequently substi-
tute brand-name medications for less
expensive generic versions,28 the unnec-
essary use of brand medications when
a related generic could be used may
account for as much as $9 billion in
wastefulexpenditures intheUnitedStates
annually.22,29,30 For these reasons, most
medical journals require the use of
generic names,15 the Institute for Safe
Medication Practices recommends that
generic medication names be used as the
primary nomenclature in electronic
ordering systems,24 and the US Food and
Drug Administration mandates the use
of generic names in advertising and on
labels and brochures.31-33 To our knowl-
edge, no previous studies have exam-
ined the use of generic vs brand medi-
cation names by the news media.

We sought to determine how fre-
quentlyandprominentlyUSnewspaper
and online articles about pharmaceuti-
cal company–funded medication stud-
ies indicate the funding source and how
often they refer to medications by their
brand vs generic names. We also sur-
veyededitors at the100mostwidelycir-
culated newspapers in the United States
about theirpublications’practicesonthe
reporting of company funding and the
use of generic medication names.

METHODS
Analysis of News Articles

Identifying Medical Journal Studies.
We identified all pharmaceutical or
biotechnology company–funded stud-

ies evaluating the effectiveness or
safety of medications published
between April 1, 2004, and April 30,
2008, in the 5 general medical jour-
nals with the highest impact factor
(New England Journal of Medicine,
JAMA, Lancet, Annals of Internal
Medicine, and Archives of Internal
Medicine).34 The studies were identi-
fied by manually reviewing titles and
abstracts of all original articles pub-
lished in these 5 journals during the
specified period. Randomized trials
and observational studies were
included, but meta-analyses and other
review articles were excluded.

Study funding sources were deter-
mined by reviewing the “Methods”
and “Acknowledgements” sections of
the published articles; only studies
that received at least partial funding
from pharmaceutical companies were
included. Studies in which free medi-
cations, but no other funding, were
provided by a pharmaceutical com-
pany were not included. We also
excluded studies in which the
researchers had personally accepted
company payments but the study
itself was not company funded.

Identifying News Articles. We
then identified news articles that
reported on the results of these medi-
cation studies by searching major US
newspapers and online news sources.
The newspapers searched were the 45
non–business-oriented US newspapers
included in the Lexis-Nexis database
of major newspapers as of November
2006 (See eTable 1 available at http:
//www.jama.com and http://www
.lexisnexis.com for a list of the publica-
tions in the database). The online sources
we searched were the 7 US-based pri-
mary news Web sites that were listed as
the top news source for a major news
item on “Google News” 10 or more times
between January 2006 and November
2006 (ABC News, CNN, Fox News,
Time, MSNBC, CBS, and NPR). This list
was obtained from Newsknife (http:
//www.newsknife.com), acommercial ad-
vertising agency. Business-oriented news
publications were again excluded, as
were newspaper Web sites.

For each eligible study, a search was
performed in the Lexis-Nexis data-
base of “Major Newspapers.” The ge-
neric and brand names of all study
medications were entered as search
terms along with the name of the medi-
cal journal in which the study was pub-
lished. For medications with multiple
brand names, the brand name of the
medication made by the sponsoring
company was used. These terms were
searched in the “Headline, Lead Para-
graphs, and Indexing” of all articles in
the database. By placing the word “or”
between all medication names and the
word “and” before the medical jour-
nal name, articles were returned that
contained any 1 of the medication
names as well as the medical journal
name.

The date ranges of the search were
the 6-month period prior to the pub-
lication date of the study until 14 days
after the publication date. In a few in-
stances, the authors knew based on re-
sults from their online searches that the
study results had been released more
than 6 months before the date the study
was published, and in these instances
the date range was modified to in-
clude the dates when the study results
were first released.

All articles that were returned using
this search strategy and were at least 200
words in length were reviewed. Ar-
ticles that focused on the new re-
search findings were included in the
analysis; articles that mentioned the
new research only peripherally were not
included. There was some judgment on
the part of the authors in determining
which articles should be included based
on the above criteria, but for the most
part it was clear whether an article
should be included in the analysis.

Online articles were identified in a
similar manner by searching the Web
sites of the 7 online news sources on
http://www.google.com. The only dif-
ference in the search strategy was that
articles containing either the medica-
tion brand or generic name anywhere
in the document, rather than just in the
headlines or lead paragraph, were re-
turned. For each eligible study, on the
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“advanced Google search” in the boxes
labeled “one or more of these words,”
the generic and brand names of all study
medications were entered. In the box
labeled “all these words” the name of
the medical journal was entered. Again,
all articles at least 200 words in length
that focused on the new research find-
ings were included in the analysis.

Analysis of News Articles

We reviewed each news article to de-
termine whether the study funding
source was listed, and if so whether it
was listed in the first 150 words of the
article. We also determined whether
study medications were referred to by
their brand names, generic names, or
both. Articles in which both names were
used were further classified according
to whether brand names were used in
at least half of the medication refer-
ences. When a news article reported on
a medication without a brand name, the
article was not included in the generic
vs brand name analysis.

In some instances, articles came from
a newswire source (eg, the Associated
Press) and appeared in more than 1
publication (ie, a repeated article). Re-
peated articles were counted once.
When a newswire article appeared in
both an online and a newspaper pub-
lication, it was counted as either an on-
line or newspaper article on an alter-
nating basis.

The percentage of news articles in-
dicating that the medical journal study
was sponsored by a pharmaceutical
company was calculated along with
95% exact confidence intervals (CIs).
Additionally, the percentages of news
articles referring to medications by their
brand names exclusively and by brand
names in at least half of the references
were calculated along with 95% exact
CIs. For both of these outcomes, we
compared the percentages between the
2 types of news media (ie, newspaper
and online articles) using 2-sided �2

tests with an a priori level of signifi-
cance of P� .05. To determine whether
the increasing recent attention about
commercial bias in medical research has
affected medical coverage by the news

media, we compared the rates of re-
porting of company funding and ge-
neric name usage between news ar-
ticles published within the final 13
months of the study period and ar-
ticles published in the first 36 months.
Two-sided �2 tests were used to com-
pare the percentages with an a priori
level of significance of P� .05. We used
SAS statistical software version 9.1 (SAS
Institute Inc, Cary, North Carolina) for
all statistical calculations.

Survey of Newspaper Editors

Identification of Newspaper Editors.
Between July 1 and September 30, 2007,
we surveyed editors at the 100 most
widely circulated US newspapers35

about their coverage of medical stud-
ies (eTable 2 available at http://www
.jama.com). The name of the health edi-
tor at each newspaper was obtained
from the News Media Yellow Book.36

When no health editor was listed, the
name of the features editor was ob-
tained. When no features editor was
listed, the name of the managing edi-
tor or editor-in-chief was obtained.

Survey. Each editor was e-mailed a
short survey asking how frequently ar-
ticles about medical research from his/
her publication report when a study has
been company funded, report when
quoted experts have financial ties to
pharmaceutical companies, and refer to
medications by their generic vs brand
names. We then asked editors whether
the news organization has a policy on
the reporting of company funding of
such studies or on the use of generic
medication names. We also asked
whether the editor had personally ac-
cepted a gift from a pharmaceutical rep-
resentative within the past year. The
e-mail was preceded by a telephone call
alerting the editor of the coming e-mail
survey. Each nonresponding editor was
e-mailed and called weekly for up to 4
weeks. When an editor explicitly opted
not to participate or failed to respond
after 4 telephone and e-mail contacts,
another editor at the publication was
contacted. On several occasions, an edi-
tor referred us to another editor who
could better answer the survey. In 2 in-

stances, an editor referred us to a health
reporter; all other surveys were sent to
editors. The editors’ tabulated re-
sponses to each question were re-
ported along with exact 95% CIs.

Correspondence Between Editor
Survey Results and Newspaper Ar-
ticle Analysis. We then determined
how well the editor’s responses corre-
sponded to his/her publication’s actual
performances. First, we identified all
articles from publications at which the
editor had indicated that company
funding was always reported. Then we
determined the percentage of these
articles that actually indicated when
company funding had occurred. Like-
wise, we identified all articles from
publications at which the editor indi-
cated that generic medication names
were always used and determined the
percentage of these articles that actu-
ally referred to medications by their
brand names in at least half of the
references.

In addition, we sought to determine
whether articles from publications that
had policies about the reporting of com-
pany funding and the use of generic
medication names were more likely to
mention when company funding had
occurred than articles from publica-
tions without policies. We stratified the
results of our analysis of news articles
according to whether the articles came
from publications with written, unwrit-
ten, or no policies. Only articles from
newspapers that reportedly either had
or did not have policies (on the basis
of our survey) were included in this
analysis.

The survey protocol was approved by
the Cambridge Health Alliance Insti-
tutional Review Board.

RESULTS
Reporting of Company Funding
in News Articles

A total of 358 company-funded medi-
cation studies were identified in the 5
medical journals. Of these 358 stud-
ies, 117 yielded news articles that met
the study inclusion criteria: 68 from
New England Journal, 24 from JAMA, 16
from Lancet, 7 from Annals of Internal
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Medicine, and 2 from Archives of Inter-
nal Medicine. The most news articles re-
porting on any single study was 15.

A total of 306 distinct news articles
from 26 newspapers and 7 online
sources reporting on these 117 phar-
maceutical company–funded medica-
tion studies were identified. Of these
306 news articles, 175 were from news-
papers and 131 were from online
sources. Of the 175 newspaper ar-
ticles, 158 were written by staff writ-
ers and 17 were newswire articles. Of
the 131 online articles, 29 were writ-
ten by staff writers while 102 were
newswire articles (FIGURE). Character-
istics of the 306 news articles are listed
in TABLE 1.

Among the 306 news articles
about company-funded medication
studies, the funding source for the
studies was not reported in 42%
(95% CI, 37%-48%; TABLE 2). Of the
176 articles in which the funding
source was reported, 18% (95% CI,
13%-25%) included this information
within the first 150 words of the
article. There was no significant dif-
ference in nonreporting rates be-
tween articles obtained from newspa-
per and online sources (43% vs 42%,
respectively, P=.88). There was also
no significant difference in nonre-
porting rates between articles pub-
lished in the final 13 months of the
study period and articles published
in the first 36 months (37% vs 44%,
respectively, P=.25).

Of the 306 news articles, 277 con-
cerned medications with both generic
and brand names. Among these 277 ar-
ticles, 38% (95% CI, 32%-44%) used
only brand names and 67% (95% CI,
61%-73%) used brand names in at least
half of the medication references
(Table 2). There was no significant dif-
ference in the use of generic vs brand
names between articles obtained from
newspaper and online sources (66% of
newspaper articles referred to medica-
tions by their brand names in at least
half of the medication references com-
pared with 69% of online articles,
P=.59). There was also no significant
difference in the use of generic vs brand

names between articles published in the
final 13 months of the study period and
articles published in the first 36 months
(69% of articles published in the final
13 months referred to medications by
their brand names in at least half of the
medication references compared with
67% of articles published in the first 36
months, P=.70).

Survey of News Media Editors

Responses to the survey were ob-
tained from editors at 94 of 100 news-
papers (94%). Two editors declined the
survey because their publications do not
regularly cover health stories. Editors
at 4 newspaper publications did not re-
spond. Of the 94 responses, 61 were
from the first editor at the publication
to be contacted.

At 88% (95% CI, 80%-94%) of the
newspapers, the editor indicated that
his/her publication often or always re-
ported company funding in articles
about medical research (93 respon-
dents), and at 82% (95% CI, 72%-
89%), the editor reported that his/her
publication often or always indicated
when cited experts have financial ties
to pharmaceutical companies (88 re-
spondents; TABLE 3). The editor at 77%
(95% CI, 67%-85%) of the newspa-
pers responded that his/her publica-
tion often or always referred to medi-
cations by the generic names in articles
about medical research (92 respon-

dents). The editor at 3% (95% CI, 1%-
9%) of the newspapers indicated that
his/her publication had a written policy
stating that company funding should be
reported in articles about medical re-
search, while the editor at 62% (95%
CI, 51%-72%) of newspapers re-
sponded that his/her publication had

Table 1. Characteristics of News Articles
(N = 306)

Article Characteristic No. of Articles

Year of publication
2004 50

2005 76

2006 81

2007 71

2008 28

Medication category
Dyslipidemia 61

Cancer 53

Diabetes mellitus 24

Thrombosis 13

Multiple sclerosis 12

Osteoporosis 12

Other diseases 131

Circulationa

�500 000 121

�500 000 54

Newspaper regiona

Northeast 79

Midwest 40

Northwest 26

Southwest 6

Southeast 6

National 18
aOnly relevant for newspaper articles (n = 175).

Figure. Distribution of News Articles by Source

306 News articles included

29 Original online articles 102 Newswire articles 17 Newswire articles158 Original newspaper
articles

117 Medical journal studies
yielded news articles

358 Medical journal studies
identified

241 Medical journal studies excluded
(did not yield news articles)

131 Online news articles 175 Newspaper articles
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unwritten policies indicating that spon-
sorship should be reported (92 respon-
dents). The editor at 2% (95% CI, 1%-
8%) of newspapers indicated that his/
her publication had a written policy
stating that medications should be re-
ferred to predominantly by their ge-
neric names, while the editor at 18%
(95% CI, 11%-28%) of newspapers re-
ported that his/her publication had an
unwritten policy indicating that ge-
neric names should predominantly be
used (93 respondents). The editor at 4%

(95% CI, 1%-11%) of newspapers re-
ported that he/she had received a gift
from a pharmaceutical representative
within the past year, and 1% (95% CI,
1%-9%) reported that he/she had re-
ceived a gift valued at more than $5 (93
respondents).

The editors’ perceptions diverged
from their publications’ actual perfor-
mances. A total of 104 newspaper ar-
ticles were analyzed from publica-
tions for which editors reported always
identifying company funding. Of these

articles, 45% (95% CI, 35%-55%) failed
to cite company funding. Addition-
ally, a total of 75 newspaper articles
were analyzed from publications for
which the editors reported always using
generic names. Of these articles, 76%
(95% CI, 65%-85%) used brand names
in at least half of the medication
references.

TABLE 4 shows the percentages of
newspaper articles that indicated when
company funding had occurred strati-
fied according to whether the articles

Table 2. Reporting of Pharmaceutical Company Funding and the Use of Medication Brand Names in News Articles

Source

Articles Reporting on Pharmaceutical
Company–Funded Studies

Articles Reporting on Medications
With Brand and Generic Names

Total No. of
Articles

Funding Source Not Reported

Total No. of
Articles

Brand Names Used to Identify
Treatment Drug

No. of
Articles

% (95%
Confidence

Interval)
No. of

Articlesa

% (95%
Confidence
Interval)a

Newspapers 175 75 43 (35-51) 158 104 66 (58-73)

Online 131 55 42 (33-51) 119 82 69 (60-77)

Total 306 130 42 (37-48) 277 186 67 (61-73)
aDefined as brand name use in at least half of medication references among articles about medications with brand names.

Table 3. Newspaper Editors’ Views on the Reporting of Pharmaceutical Company Funding of Medical Research and the Use of Generic
Medication Names in News Articles

Question

No. of
Respondents

(n = 100)

% (95% Confidence Interval)

Always Often Sometimes Never

When you run a story about a medical study that was funded by a
pharmaceutical company, do you indicate that the funding
source was a pharmaceutical company?

93 69 (58-78) 19 (12-29) 12 (6-20) 0 (0-4)

When you quote medical experts who have financial connections
to pharmaceutical companies in articles about medical
research, do you indicate this in your stories?

88 48 (37-59) 34 (24-45) 17 (10-27) 1 (0-6)

Do your articles refer to medications by their generic names
(for example, acetaminophen) as opposed to the brand names
(for example, Tylenol) in articles about medical research?

92 39 (29-50) 38 (28-49) 23 (15-33) 0 (0-4)

Table 4. Correspondence Between Newspaper Policies and the Reporting of Company Funding and the Use of Brand Medication Names

News Organization Policy

Organizations With Each Policy
No. of

Storiesa

Stories Not
Reporting Funding
Source, % (95% CI)

Stories Using
Brand Names,
% (95% CI)bNo. % (95% CI)

Reporting of funding source
None 32 35 (25-45) 73 42 (32-54)

Unwritten 57 62 (51-72) 58 31 (20-45)

Written 3 3 (1-9) 31 61 (42-78)

Generic namesc

None 74 80 (70-87) 114 64 (55-72)

Unwritten 17 18 (11-28) 27 81 (62-94)

Written 2 2 (1-8) 3 33 (1-91)
Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval.
aRefers to newspaper articles included in the news article analysis from publications with each type of policy.
bDefined as brand name use in at least half of medication references among articles concerning medications with brand names.
cAnalysis only includes articles concerning medications with brand names.
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were from publications with written,
unwritten, or no policies about the re-
porting of company funding. Articles
from newspapers with written poli-
cies were more likely not to report the
funding source than articles from news-
papers with no or unwritten policies
combined (61% with written policies
did not report vs 39% without written
policies, P=.02), however, articles from
only 2 publications with written poli-
cies were included in this analysis.

Table 4 also shows the percentage of
newspaper articles that refer to medi-
cations by their brand names in at least
half of the references stratified accord-
ing to whether the articles came from
publications with written, unwritten, or
no policies about the use of generic
medication names. There were no dif-
ferences among the 3 groups (P=.09),
but articles from only 1 publication with
a written policy and 3 publications with
unwritten policies were included in this
analysis.

COMMENT
Our analysis of news articles from US
newspapers and online sources sug-
gests that lay media journalists fre-
quently fail to indicate when medica-
tion studies have received company
funding. Even when this information
is reported, it is seldom placed promi-
nently in the text. As a result, those who
learn about medical research from the
news media may remain unaware of
how the research has been funded. In
addition, our analysis suggests that
news articles usually refer to medica-
tions by their brand names rather than
their generic names. As a result, those
who read about medications in the US
news media may frequently learn to re-
fer to medications by their brand names.

In our survey of newspaper editors,
most reported their publications al-
ways or often indicated when medical
research had received company fund-
ing. Most also indicated their publica-
tions always or often referred to medi-
cations by their generic names. These
results are discordant with the findings
from our analysis of news articles. These
discrepancies may be due, in part, to the

fact that some of the editors we sur-
veyed worked for publications not in-
cluded in our analysis of news articles.
However, even articles from publica-
tions for which the editors reported al-
ways including information about com-
pany funding or always referring to
medications by their generic names fre-
quently failed to do so.

Our study also showed that the ma-
jority of major newspapers lacked writ-
ten policies on the reporting of phar-
maceutical company funding and the
use of generic medication names. Al-
though most publications had unwrit-
ten policies specifying that company
funding should be reported, only a few
had unwritten policies concerning ge-
neric names. These findings may par-
tially explain why journalists so fre-
quently neglect to report when research
has received company funding and so
frequently refer to medications by their
brand names. However, many articles
in our analysis from publications with
policies about the reporting of com-
pany funding and the use of generic
names frequently did not follow these
policies.

We suspect that journalists may fre-
quently neglect to indicate how medi-
cal research has been funded because
they are often unaware when a study
has been company sponsored. Infor-
mation about research funding may be
buried within the methods section or
at the end of journal articles, and un-
less journalists carefully read the ar-
ticles—a difficult task for those with-
out a medical background—they are
unlikely to discover this information.
Additionally, news releases—which
many journalists rely on for summa-
ries of technically difficult material—
often fail to indicate when a study has
been company funded.37 One study
published in 2002, for example, found
that only 22% of news releases issued
by medical journals noted when a study
had received company funding.37

Similarly, we speculate that journal-
ists may sometimes refer to medica-
tions by their brand names because they
do not know whether a drug name is
generic or brand. Additionally, sev-

eral of the newspaper editors in our sur-
vey told us informally that they often
refer to medications by their brand
names because they believe lay read-
ers are more likely to recognize brand
names. Moreover, because only a mi-
nority of newspapers in our survey had
policies (written or unwritten) about
generic name use, it is likely that many
journalists do not consider generic
names to be preferable.

Our study is the most comprehen-
sive analysis that we are aware of that
examines the reporting of company
funding in medical research by the US
news media. It builds on previous re-
search8,9 by including a substantially
larger number of news articles, a
broader array of news sources (includ-
ing online sources), and survey data
from journalists. This is also the first
study we are aware of that examines the
use of generic vs brand medication
names by the US news media.

Our study has several limitations. We
only identified studies published in the
5 highest impact medical journals, and
only surveyed journalists from the most
widely circulated publications; there-
fore, our results may not be represen-
tative of all types of medication stud-
ies reported in all types of lay media
publications. Additionally, we did not
examine news media reports from tele-
vision and radio sources. Moreover, be-
cause the availability of articles in the
Lexis-Nexis and online databases var-
ies from time to time, it is possible that
our search missed a number of rel-
evant news articles. However, it seems
unlikely that such missed articles would
differ systematically from the articles in
our analysis.

Our findings raise several concerns.
For patients and physicians to evalu-
ate new research findings, it is impor-
tant that they know how the research
was funded so they can assess whether
commercial biases may have affected
the results. Additionally, the use of ge-
neric medication names by the news
media is preferable so that physicians
and patients learn to refer to medica-
tions by their generic names, a prac-
tice that is likely to reduce medication
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errors and may decrease unnecessary
health care costs.

News publications should consider
implementing and enforcing written
policies stating that all news articles
about medical research must indicate
study funding and should predomi-
nantly use generic names. However, as
we have shown, this alone is likely to be
insufficient. Educational efforts will also
likely be needed to help journalists more
easily identify how medical studies have
been funded. Medical journals can help
journalists in this effort by making dis-
closures of funding sources more promi-
nent and by issuing news releases that
include this information. Educational ef-
forts are also needed to encourage the
use of generic medication names by the
news media because many journalists
apparently are unaware of the impor-
tance of this practice.
Author Contributions: Dr Hochman had full access to
all of the data in the study and takes responsibility for
the integrity of the data and the accuracy of the data
analysis.
Study concept and design: M. Hochman, McCormick.
Acquisition of data: M. Hochman, S. Hochman.
Analysis and interpretation of data: M. Hochman,
S. Hochman, Bor, McCormick.
Drafting of the manuscript: M. Hochman.
Critical revision of the manuscript for important in-
tellectual content: M. Hochman, S. Hochman, Bor,
McCormick.
Statistical analysis: M. Hochman, McCormick.
Obtained funding: M. Hochman,
Administrative, technical, or material support:
M. Hochman, S. Hochman, Bor, McCormick.
Study supervision: McCormick.
Financial Disclosures: None reported.
Funding/Support: The study was paid for by the De-
partment of Medicine at Cambridge Hospital.
Role of the Sponsor: Cambridge Hospital, Depart-
ment of Medicine, had no role in the study design and
conduct of the study; in the collection, analysis, and
interpretation of the data; or in the preparation, re-
view, or approvals of the manuscript.
Previous Presentations: Some of the results of this
study were previously reported at the Society of
General Internal Medicine’s New England Regional
Meeting in Worcester, Massachusetts, on March 14,
2008.
Additional Information: The eTables are available at
http://www.jama.com.
Additional Contributions: We thank David Himmel-
stein, MD, Steffie Woolhandler, MD, MPH, Karen
Lasser, MD, MPH, and Andrew Wilper, MD, MPH,
all from the Department of Medicine at Cambridge
Hospital, for their thoughtful critiques and sugges-
tions, for which they received no compensation.

REFERENCES

1. Hesse BW, Nelson DE, Kreps GL, et al. Trust and
sources of health information: the impact of the In-
ternet and its implications for health care providers:
findings from the first Health Information National
Trends Survey. Arch Intern Med. 2005;165(22):
2618-2624.
2. Sharma V, Dowd MD, Swanson DS, et al. Influ-
ence of the news media on diagnostic testing in the
emergency department. Arch Pediatr Adolesc Med.
2003;157(3):257-260.
3. Li M, Chapman S, Agho K, Eastman CJ. Can
even minimal news coverage influence consumer
health-related behaviour? a case study of iodized salt
sales, Australia. Health Educ Res. 2008;23(3):543-
848.
4. Schwitzer G. How do U.S. journalists cover treat-
ments, tests, products, and procedures? an evalua-
tion of 500 stories. PLoS Med. 2008;5(5):e95. doi:
10.1371/journal.pmed.0050095.
5. Statement of principles. Minneapolis, MN: Asso-
ciation of Health Care Journalists. http://www.ahcj
.umn.edu/files/AHCJ_principles.pdf. Accessed July 20
2008.
6. Lieberman T. Bitter pill. Columbia Journalism Re-
view. 2005;July/August(4). http://cjrarchives.org
/issues/2005/4/lieberman.asp. Accessed August 25,
2008.
7. Caulfield T. The commercialisation of medical and
scientific reporting. PLoS Med. 2004;1(3):e38.
8. Moynihan R, Bero L, Ross-Degnan D, et al. Cov-
erage by the news media of the benefits and risks of
medications. N Engl J Med. 2000;342(22):1645-
1650.
9. Cassels A, Hughes M, Cole C, et al. Drugs in the
news: an analysis of Canadian newspaper coverage
of new prescription drugs. CMAJ. 2003;168(9):
1133-1137.
10. Bekelman JE, Li Y, Gross CP. Scope and impact
of financial conflicts of interest in biomedical re-
search: a systematic review. JAMA. 2003;289(4):
454-465.
11. Ridker PM, Torres J. Reported outcomes in ma-
jor cardiovascular clinical studies funded by for-profit
and not-for-profit organizations: 2000-2005. JAMA.
2006;295(19):2270-2274.
12. Kjaergard LL, Als-Nielsen B. Association be-
tween competing interests and authors’ conclusions:
epidemiological study of randomized clinical studies
published in the BMJ. BMJ. 2002;325(7358):249-
252.
13. Als-Nielsen B, Chen W, Gluud C, Kjaergard LL.
Association of funding and conclusions in random-
ized drug study: a reflection of treatment effect or ad-
verse events? JAMA. 2003;290(7):921-928.
14. DeAngelis CD, Fontanarosa PB. Impugning the
integrity of medical science: the adverse effects
of industry influence. JAMA. 2008;299(15):1833-
1835.
15. International Committee of Medical Journal
Editors. Uniform requirements for manuscripts
submitted to biomedical journals. http://www
.icmje.org. Updated October 2007. Accessed July 20,
2008.
16. DeAngelis CD, Fontanarosa PB, Flanagin A. Re-
porting financial conflicts of interest and relation-
ships between investigators and research sponsors.
JAMA. 2001;286(1):89-91.
17. Cooper RJ, Gupta M, Wilkes MS, Hoffman JR. Con-

flict of interest reporting policies and practices in peer-
reviewed biomedical journals. J Gen Intern Med. 2006;
21(12):1248-1252.
18. Ancker JS, Flanagin A. A comparison of conflict
of interest policies at peer-reviewed journals in dif-
ferent scientific disciplines. Sci Eng Ethics. 2007;
13(2):147-157.
19. Schwartz RS, Curfman GD, Morrissey S, Drazen
JM. Full disclosure and the funding of biomed-
ical research. N Engl J Med. 2008;358(17):1850-
1851.
20. Steinman MA, Chren MM, Landefeld CS. What’s
in a name? use of brand versus generic drug names
in United States outpatient practice. J Gen Intern Med.
2007;22(5):645-648.
21. Bromley J, Buckley NA. Xmas (brand substitu-
tion not permitted). Med J Aust. 2006;185(11-12):
687.
22. Mott DA, Cline RR. Exploring generic drug use
behavior: the role of prescribers and pharmacists in
the opportunity for generic drug use and generic
substitution. Med Care. 2002;40(8):662-674.
23. Schwab M, Oetzel C, Morike K, et al. Using trade
names: a risk factor for accidental drug overdose. Arch
Intern Med. 2002;162(9):1065-1066.
24. Draft Guidelines for Safe Electronic Communica-
tion of Medication Orders. The Institute for Safe Medi-
cation Practices. Volume 8, issue 4. February 20, 2003.
Medication Safety Alert.
25. US Pharmacopeia 2005–2010 Resolutions Web
site. Standards for nomenclature and labeling. http:
//www.usp.org/aboutUSP/resolutions.html. Ac-
cessed August 29, 2008.
26. American Society of Hospital Pharmacists. ASHP
guidelines on preventing medication errors in hospitals.
Am J Hosp Pharm. 1993;50(2):305-314.
27. Parker WA. Labeling prescriptions with generic
drug names. Am J Hosp Pharm. 1983;40(1):38.
28. National Institute for Health Care Management
Foundation. A Primer: Generic Drugs, Patents and the
Pharmaceutical Marketplace. June 2002. http://www
.nihcm.org/~nihcmor/pdf/GenericsPrimer.pdf. Ac-
cessed August 29, 2008.
29. Henry J. Prescription Drug Trends—A Chart-
book Update. Menlo Park, CA: Kaiser Family Foun-
dation; 2001.
30. Haas JS, Phillips KA, Gerstenberger EP, Seger AC.
Potential savings from substituting generic drugs for
brand-name drugs: medical expenditure panel sur-
vey, 1997–2000. Ann Intern Med. 2005;142(11):
891-897.
31. 21 CFR 201.50(a)(6). April 1, 2008. http://www
.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr. Accessed August 29, 2008.
32. 21 CFR 202.1 202.1. April 1, 2008. http://www
.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr. Accessed August 29,
2008.
33. Gundersen L. The complex process of naming
drugs. Ann Intern Med. 1998;129(8):677-678.
34. Tompson Scientific Web site. National Journal
Citation Reports. Summer 2006. http://scientific
.thomson.com/products/jcr/. Accessed November 1,
2006.
35. The Audit Bureau of Circulations. FAS-FAX re-
port of major U.S. newspapers; March 31, 2006. http:
//www.accessabc.com/. Accessed July 26, 2008.
36. The News Media Yellow Book. New York, NY:
Leadership Directories Inc; Summer 2007.
37. Woloshin S, Schwartz LM. Press releases: trans-
lating research into news. JAMA. 2002;287(21):
2856-2858.

NEWS MEDIA REPORTING OF MEDICATION RESEARCH

1550 JAMA, October 1, 2008—Vol 300, No. 13 (Reprinted) ©2008 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.

Downloaded From: https://jamanetwork.com/ on 05/22/2023


