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Abstract
Aim: The aim of this study was to investigate pediatricians’ ideas and
awareness of reporting guidelines of scientific researches, as well as
the use of these guidelines in routine practice.
Material and Methods: This cross-sectional survey was conducted
among pediatricians working at two of the largest pediatric hospitals
in Ankara. The pediatricians were asked to complete a 13-item questionnaire in Turkish about reporting guidelines and the Enhancing
the Quality and Transparency of Health Research internet network,
and their level of knowledge, awareness, and use of these guidelines
were investigated.
Results: A total of 224 physicians from both centers agreed to participate in the study (56.4% of the target population). The average
age of the participants was 34±9.24 years, their median age was 31

Introduction
The main aim of research in any scientific discipline is
to attain knowledge about the fundamental subjects of
that particular scientific field alongside gaining access to
up-to-date information. The complete and transparent
reporting of research will ensure that researchers, reviewers, and editors have access to such information. It
is necessary to develop reporting guidelines for various
types of research in order to standardize and increase
the quality of scientific reporting. The most well-known
of these guidelines and the first of its kind was the Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials Statement for
Reporting Randomized Controlled Trials (CONSORT)
(1), which was developed in 1996 for randomized con-

(min-max: 24-63) years, and 71.4% were female physicians. The participants’ median duration in their careers was 6 (min-max: 1-39) years and 63.8% had participated in a scientific study as a researcher.
Forty-five (20%) of the participants had known about the reporting
guidelines before and reported that they had most frequently heard
about them via journals, congresses, and seminars. Twenty (26.6%)
of these physicians had used the guidelines. Sixty-five (29%) of the
participants had served as a reviewer for a scientific article, but only
three (4.6%) stated that they had made use of the guidelines while
reviewing the articles. Some 83.5% of the participants reported that
they would like to be informed about reporting guidelines. Both centers had similar knowledge levels about the use of the guidelines.
Conclusion: The awareness and use of reporting guidelines of scientific researches by pediatricians is insufficient.
Keywords: Awareness, knowledge, pediatricians, reporting guidelines

trolled trials. The emergence of CONSORT has laid the
foundation for the preparation of other guidelines to
follow. The most well-known ones among these are
Transparent Reporting of Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) (2) for systematic guidelines and
metaanalyses, Standards for Reporting of Diagnostic
Accuracy Studies (STARD) (3) for diagnostic validation,
Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies
in Epidemiology (STROBE) (4) for observational studies
in epidemiology, and Animal Research: Reporting: In
Vivo Experiments Guidelines (ARRIVE) (5) for experimental animal studies. Due to the growing interest in
these research guidelines, Moher et al. (6) published a
study in 2010 for the improvement of these guidelines
for developers of such health research-reporting guide-
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lines. This guide underlined consensus-based methods
and profoundly dealt with the insufficiency of information on consensus building in the guidelines from a
multidimensional perspective.
Enhancing the Quality and Transparency of Health
Research (EQUATOR) is an organization that was established to improve the quality of reporting rules, research funds, and research publications for researchers,
medical journal editors, and reviewers (7). The aim of
this organization is to ensure accurate, complete, and
transparent reporting in order to enhance the repeatability and use of all health studies. By this means, the
value of health research will be increased and the rate
of financial investments and human labor in health research projects with low use will be minimized. Through
this organization, which was initially formed as a local
meeting in 2006, researchers are now able to access 284
reporting guidelines (7). Most of these guidelines contain checklists, flow diagrams, or clear text samples, as
well as the titles of the journals that recommend using
these guidelines.
Awareness of both these reporting guidelines and the
EQUATOR network is at a low level among physicians.
The level of knowledge and awareness of these reporting guidelines among authors, reviewers, and editors
has been investigated in various scientific fields (8, 9),
but the number of such studies is rather limited in the
literature. There are also no studies on pediatricians’
awareness and level of knowledge of these reporting
guidelines and the EQUATOR network. Therefore, the
aim of this study was to investigate the awareness, level of knowledge, and ideas of pediatricians about the
applicability of these guidelines working at two of the
largest pediatric hospitals in the Turkish capital city, Ankara, one of which is a university hospital and the other
is a training and research hospital.
Material and Methods
Two of the largest pediatric hospitals in Ankara were
selected in this cross-sectional survey. The level of
knowledge and awareness of the academic staff and
research assistants on this issue working at these two
pediatric hospitals were investigated between March
and June 2016 by applying a 13-item questionnaire
about the EQUATOR network and reporting guidelines.
EQUATOR is a comprehensive network that publishes guidelines in English and serves as a unique source
for reporting guidelines. Specific attention was paid to
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asking pediatricians about the most well-known and
commonly used questionnaires on the EQUATOR site
in this study. This study was approved by Hacettepe
University Medical School’s Board of Ethics. A 13-item
questionnaire in Turkish was developed for those who
agreed to take part in the study and they were asked to
offer information on their ages, sex, years in medical
practice; whether they had participated in any scientific
study before the application of the questionnaire, their
number of publications; whether they had acted as a reviewer for scientific journals, and if yes, their numbers
of reviews; whether they had used reporting guidelines
in their publications; whether they had known about
the EQUATOR network, if so, the medium fom which
they had learnt about it; which reporting guidelines
they had known and whether they had used these as
authors or reviewers; their ideas about the applicability
of these guidelines; and their views on whether they
were interested in being informed about these guidelines. The preliminary application of the developed
questionnaire was conducted with 10 pediatricians
working at another hospital, and they stated that the
questionnaire was completed in about 10 minutes and
was comprehensible.
The participants were also asked whether they knew
about CONSORT, STROBE, PRISMA, CAse REport
(CARE), Standards for Reporting Qualitative Research
(SPQR), STARD, Standards for QUality Improvement
Reporting Excellence (SQUIRE), Consolidated Health
Economic Evaluation Reporting Standards (CHEERS),
Standard Protocol Items: Recommendations for Interventional Trials (SPIRIT), ARRIVE, Transparent Reporting of Evaluations with Nonrandomized Designs
(TREND), the Conference on Guideline Standardization
(COGS), STrengthening the REporting of Genetic Association studies (STREGA), and Outbreak Reports and Intervention Studies Of Nosocomial infection (ORION),
which are the most well-known and commonly used
reporting guidelines, and whether they had used these
guidelines.
Statistical Analysis
All statistical analyses were performed using The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program,
version 20.0 (IBM Corp.; Armonk, NY, USA). Values for
numerical variables are provided as mean±standard deviation or median [minimum–maximum] depending
on the normality of distribution. Categorical variables
are provided as absolute values or percentages, and
comparisons were conducted using the Chi-square test.
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Continuous variables were compared using the independent samples t-test, and the Mann–Whitney U test
was used when there was no normal distribution. Statistical significance was set at <0.05.
Results
Out of the total 218 individuals working at the university hospital and 179 individuals working at the training and research hospital, 140 (64.2%) and 84 (46.9%)
agreed to participate in the study, respectively; thus, a
total of 224 physicians participated in the study from
the two centers (Figure 1). The mean age of the participants was 34±9.24 years, their median age was 31
(min-max: 24-63) years, and 71.4% were female. The
participants’ median duration in medical practice was
6 (min-max: 1-39) years and 63.8% had taken part in
a study as a researcher. When the participants’ number of publications was investigated, it was seen that
41 (18.3%) participants did not respond to the question
“How many studies have you published in Turkish?;”
70 (31.3%) had none, 72 (32.1%) had five or less, and
41 (18.3%) had more than five publications. Forty-five
(20.1%) participants did not respond to the question
“How many studies have you published in English?”;
68 (30.4%) had none, 46 (20.5%) had five or less, and 65
(29%) had more than five publications. Forty-five (20%)
participants had heard of the reporting guidelines
before. When the most commonly used and known
guidelines were questioned, it was seen that 23 (10.3%)
participants knew about PRISMA, 21 (9.3%) knew about
CONSORT, 11 (4.9%) knew about ORION, eight (3.6%)
knew about SQUIRE, six (2.7%) knew about STROBE,
five (2.2%) knew about SPIRIT and TREND, four (1.8%)
knew about CARE, SPQR, STARD, ARRIVE, STREGA,
three (1.3%) knew about COGS, and two (0.9%) knew
about CHEERS. Twelve (26.6%) of those, who had
been informed about reporting guidelines, used these
as well. When they were asked about the medium
from which they had learnt about these guidelines, 14
Individuals
working at
university
hospital
(n=218)

• Denied to participate (n=52)
• Inaccessible with two nonconsecutive recall (n=11)
• Missing data (n=15)

Individuals
working at
research and
training hospital
(n=179)

• Denied to participate (n=69)
• Inaccessible with two nonconsecutive recall (n=14)
• Missing data (n=12)

Figure 1.

Flow diagram of the study

Individuals
included for
analysis
(n=140)

Individuals
included for
analysis
(n=84)

(31.1%) stated that they had heard about them from
journals, 13 (28.8%) at congresses, six (13.3%) at seminars, five (11.1%) from training courses they had taken,
and seven (15.5%) from other media. When the participants were asked about their ideas regarding the guidelines, 90 (40.2%) did not respond to the question; 112
(50%) said they had no ideas, 14 (6.1%) stated that they
were useful, three (1.3%) said that they were necessary,
three (1.3%) stated that they did not possess sufficient
knowledge to be able to comment on the subject, one
(0.4%) said that they were not commonly in use, and
one (0.4%) reported that they were too strict and unnecessary. When the participants were asked whether
they had ever acted as a reviewer for a scientific article,
65 (29%) reported having served as reviewers but only
three (4.6%) of these stated that they had used these
guidelines while reviewing the articles. When the level
of awareness of the participants about the EQUATOR
network was questioned, only 5.8% (n=13) knew about
EQUATOR. Moreover, 11 (84.6%) of these participants
had taken part in a study before. When they were asked
about the medium from which they had learnt about
EQUATOR, four (30.7%) indicated that they had learnt
about it from journals for which they had acted as reviewers, four (30.7%) at congresses, two (15.3%) at seminars, and three (23%) from other media.
Some 83.5% of the participants indicated that they
wished to be informed about reporting guidelines.
There was no statistically significant difference between
years in medical practice and requests for information
(p=0.462). When physicians with fewer than 10 publications in Turkish and English and those with more than
10 were compared, it was observed that there was a
statistically significant difference regarding those with
more than 10 publications in English and requests for
information, but there was no statistically significant
difference with regards to the number of publications
in Turkish (p=0.024 and p=0.211 respectively). Fourteen
out of the 34 who did not want to be informed about the
guidelines had publications and 11 of them had more
than 10 publications. In other words, those with more
publications in English did not want to be informed
about the reporting guidelines. Although there was no
statistically significant difference between having participated in a scientific study and having knowledge of
EQUATOR and wanting to be informed about guidelines (p=0.106 and p=0.326, respectively), the difference between having participated in a scientific study
and having publications in English and years in medical practice was statistically significant (p<0.001 and
165
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p<0.001, respectively). When the characteristics of those
working at the university hospital and the training and
research hospital were compared, it was observed that
there was a statistically significant difference with regards to publications in English by participants working
at the university hospital (p=0.017) and publications in
Turkish by those working at the training and research
hospital (p=0.005); all the other characteristics proved to
be similar between the two centers (Table 1).
Discussion
The fundamental goal of medical studies is to promote
scientific information, thereby improving healthcare.
However, if no standardization in scientific studies can
be achieved, unnecessary and redundant information
will accrue in the literature. In order to prevent such acTable 1. Characteristics of the participants from universities and education and research hospitals
Participants Participants
from
from education
university end research
hospital
hospital
(n=140)
(n=84)
p
Age (years)a

3442±10.01

33.3±7.78 0.883

95 (67.8)

65 (77.3)

Years of careerc

6 (1-39)

5.5 (1-35) 0.760

Participation in any
scientific studyb

93 (66.4)

50 (59.5)

0.298

Having scientific
publication in Turkishb

71 (50.7)

42 (50)

0.918

Number of scientific
publications in Turkishc

1 (0-250)

3 (0-75)

0.005

Having scientific
publications in Englishb

78 (55.7)

33 (39.2)

0.017

1 (0-340)

7 (0-150)

0.053

Gender (female)

b

Number of scientific
publications in Englishc

14 (10)

10 (11.9)

0.536

Using reporting
guidelines for publicationsc

1 (1-15)

1.5 (1-3)

0.548

Being a journal reviewer

Using reporting guidelines

b

45 (32.1)

20 (23.8)

0.173

Using guideline while
evaluating any scientific
publicationb

2 (1.4)

1 (1.1)

0.334

Knowing the EQUATOR
networkb

10 (7.1)

3 (3.5)

0.379

Requesting information
about guidelinesb

118 (84.2)

69 (82.1)

0.636

a

b

The values are given as mean±standard deviation
The values are indicated as number (%)

b

The values are given as median and minimum-maximum

c
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0.127

cumulation, reporting guidelines on various scientific
methods have been developed. The checklists covered
by these guidelines allow authors and reviewers to assess the quality of the study and identify any missing
information. Thus, this study investigated pediatricians’
level of knowledge on and use of reporting guidelines.
At the same time, we aimed to scrutinize possible differences between pediatricians working at university
and training and research hospitals. Only 20% of the
participants in our study had heard about any one of
these guidelines, and 10.7% stated that they had used
of the guidelines before. Only 4.6% of those who had
acted as reviewers for journals indicated that they had
used these guidelines. Furthermore, the results of this
study revealed that the level of awareness about the
guidelines among pediatricians was quite low. The results of an awareness survey conducted among editors
of veterinary science journals indicated that 52.9% of
those who had responded were informed about reporting guidelines and 35.1% stated that these reporting
guidelines were covered by their own journals’ guidelines for authors and reviewers (8). It was even observed
that about half of the journal editors were not informed
about these guidelines. Although a great majority of
our participants had not heard of the guidelines, 83.5%
requested to be informed. All except on of those who
had been using reporting guidelines in their studies requested information on the guidelines. This shortcoming was recognized through this study and informational meetings on reporting guidelines were planned
for both hospitals.
Reporting guidelines provide guidance about the ways
in which both reviewers and authors can shape and define the details of scientific studies, as well as rendering health research more informative. These reporting
guidelines make the evaluation of articles much easier,
especially for reviewers. Many reviewers, however, do
not know about the guidelines and do not make use of
them. The results of our study also revealed that only
three (4.6%) out of 65 physicians, who had reviewed articles for journals, had used a reporting guideline when
reviewing other studies. If journal editors encourage
reviewers to use these guidelines, this will lead to an
increase in the awareness of such guidelines, make the
use of these guidelines more common, and thus render
scientific studies more valuable.
When the most commonly used guidelines were investigated separately, it was seen that the most well-known
were PRISMA, CONSORT, and ORION. The results of
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a study, which explored the rate of use of such guidelines covered by urology journals’ guides for authors and
reviewers, revealed that only 25.5% of these journals
covered at least one reporting guideline, among which
CONSORT was the most frequently used, and other
guidelines, other than CONSORT, were mentioned in
less than 6% of the guides (9). Previously, most guidelines were developed for randomized-controlled trials
(6), but now attention has increasingly begun to be paid
to such guidelines for other types of health research. In
spite of this, some scientific journals offer recommendations in order to inform authors and reviewers about
both the EQUATOR network and reporting guidelines as
such an awareness fares at a low level in many fields (10,
11). The EQUATOR network is a website that includes all
the reporting guidelines with easy access to the most recent forms and checklists of such guidelines, and offers
the recommendations of journals as to which guidelines
the authors should use (7). Within the framework of our
study, only 5.8% of the participants knew about EQUATOR and most had participated in a clinical study. Most
of those participants, who had been informed, learnt
about the network from the journals for which they acted as reviewers, and contributed to awareness- raising
about the network at congresses and seminars. We believe that raising awareness about the EQUATOR network in both journals and other scientific platforms will
enable reporting guidelines to reach a wider audience
and increase the rate of their applicability.
Although it is believed that the number of studies at
university hospitals is higher and more time can be allocated to scientific research, the results of our study
showed that many features of both hospitals such as
conducting research, number of studies published,
awareness of such guidelines and their use, and acting as reviewers for journals were similar. No studies
in the literature have investigated the differences between centers. In our study, there was a high level of
requests to be informed about the guidelines. Thus,
both authors and reviewers should be encouraged to
use these guidelines and checklists at the planning, performing, presenting, and publishing stages. The use of
these guidelines at the onset of research will render it
easier to present the results of the study in an appropriate and accurate way (12). Many methodologic mistakes
can be averted at the initial stages of a study by integrating the recommendations of these guidelines and
this will finally bring about a more valuable study. The
use of such guidelines at every stage of scientific studies will make it possible for researchers to present more
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accurate data collected within the scope of their studies
and will render the studies more useful for researchers,
physicians, and patients.
One of the main limitations of this study was the fact
that all the pediatricians at all academic levels in these
two hospitals were covered by the study. This bias was
attempted to be minimized as the profiles of the participants from both hospitals were similar. Another limitation was that the study was conducted on a voluntary
basis and some pediatricians refused to participate in the
study, which might have affected the results of the study.
Regardless, we suggest this had a limited effect because
the level of awareness on reporting guidelines was low.
Conclusion
If a greater number of medical journals use such guidelines to enable accurate and complete reporting in clinical studies, the quality of publications in pediatrics and
other medical fields can be increased. Practices such as
the use of reporting guidelines to ensure high-quality
publications have recently been on the rise. The awareness and use of such guidelines by pediatricians, however, is still insufficient. Therefore, raising awareness
and popularization of reporting guidelines will contribute to rendering research more valuable and comprehensible, and to the presentation of studies with a
common terminology.
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