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Abstract 

Background:  
Over the last decade, awareness regarding the influence of the pharmaceutical industry on the integrity of 
psychiatric and other research has increased. Troubling data has suggested the possibility that bias affects 
the design and reporting of industry-funded research in psychiatry. Since new research abstracts are often 
the first step towards peer-reviewed publication of research into journals, they afford non-researchers an 
unique opportunity to interact with study authors and ask direct questions regarding pharmaceutical or 
other industry support of their research. 
 
Methods:  
Data was collected from the 59th (2012) and 60th (2013) Scientific Proceedings book from the American 
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry (AACAP) annual meetings.  Disclosures regarding abstract 
study funding and author affiliations were extracted. Pearson’s chi-square tests were used to test for 
significant differences in funding sources based on author type (first author, last author, or other authors) 
both within and between years. P-values less than .05 were considered significant. 
 
Results:  
Data was extracted for 333 abstracts in 2012 and 306 abstracts in 2013. There was no significant change in 
the number of posters with pharmaceutical support for the study or authors 34.8% (116) in 2012 and 
34.6% (106) in 2013 [chi-square=.003, p=.96]. 
 
The abstracts in 2012 reported funding from government 45.6% (152) or nonprofit sources 31.8% (106) 
significantly more than the pharmaceutical industry 11.7% (39) [chi-square=105.3, p<.01]. However, 
author disclosures from all categories (first, last, other) significantly favored pharmaceutical sources over 
government or nonprofit disclosures. First author: 14.1% (47) pharmaceutical, 6.6% (22) nonprofit 3.3% 
(11) government [chi-square=27.7, p<.01]; Last author:  22.5% (75) pharmaceutical, 6.3% (21) 
nonprofit, 4.5% (15) government [chi-square=66.4, p<.01]; Other authors: 18.6% (62) pharmaceutical, 
6.9% (23) nonprofit, 3.9% (13) government [chi-square=45.5, p<.01].  
 
In 2013, the same pattern emerged with 39.9% (122) of the studies being funded by government sources, 
20.3% (62) by nonprofit sources and 11.1% (34) by the pharmaceutical industry. Author disclosures again 
significantly favored pharmaceutical support. First author: 11.1% (34) pharmaceutical, 6.2% (19) 
nonprofit, 4.9% (15) government [chi-square=9.6, p<.01]; Last author: 18.6% (57) pharmaceutical, 6.2% 
(19) nonprofit, 5.9% (18) government [chi-square=35.1, p<.01]; Other authors; 18.3% (56) 
pharmaceutical, 8.2% (25) nonprofit, 9.5% (29) government [chi-square=19.7, p<.01]. 
 
Conclusions:   
Despite the fact that study funding from the new research posters is mainly from government or nonprofit 
sources, author disclosures reveal high levels of pharmaceutical industry support. These findings highlight 
the importance for all clinicians to be informed regarding funding of research and potential biases that may 
impact evidence-based practices. 
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