Appendix C — PARS-6 Version 2.0: Item-Level Scoring Reference Table
For each item: construct being measured · unit of assessment · permitted evidence sources · exact 1/0/U scoring rules · what evidence is not sufficient · confidence rule · examples and counterexamples. Senior author = corresponding author if listed; otherwise last-listed author. Standard sentence: PARS-6 records documented investigator allegiance-related characteristics; it does not determine whether allegiance bias occurred, quantify bias magnitude, establish study validity, or justify study exclusion.
Item 1 — Tradition or Practice Affiliation
	Construct
	Personal, professional, cultural, or institutional affiliation with the intervention or its originating tradition, organisation, or practice community.

	Unit of assessment
	Senior author (corresponding author if listed; otherwise last-listed). Score additional named authors where information is available.

	Evidence sources
	Abstract · affiliations · acknowledgements · COI statement · methods · author notes · Google Scholar profile · institutional profile pages · public advocacy records.

	Score 1 — Present
	Any documented personal, professional, cultural, or institutional affiliation — including membership, lineage, regular practice, organisational role, or employment — with the intervention's originating tradition or community.

	Score 0 — Confirmed absent
	Active search across all four decision-tree steps confirms no such affiliation is documented.

	Score U — Unreported
	Information is not publicly available after completing all four steps. Do not score 0 by default.

	Not sufficient for Score 1
	Country of origin, name, institutional location, or publication subject alone. Do not infer religion, ethnicity, or cultural identity from these sources.

	Examples
	Score 1: Author discloses regular practice of the intervention tradition in COI statement. Score 0: Author explicitly states no personal or professional affiliation; confirmed by Steps 1–4. Score U: No COI statement and no public profile information found.

	Confidence rule
	H: Affiliation explicitly stated in paper. M: Inferred from multiple corroborating sources. L: Single indirect source only.


Item 2 — Funding Source
	Construct
	Financial support from an organisation that commercially, institutionally, or reputationally benefits from a positive finding for the studied intervention.

	Unit of assessment
	Study level — funding source for the included study being scored.

	Evidence sources
	Funding statement · acknowledgements · trial registration · supplementary materials · linked reports.

	Score 1 — Present
	Study received financial support from an organisation that commercially, institutionally, or reputationally benefits from a positive finding.

	Score 0 — Confirmed absent
	Funding statement explicitly declares no interested funding; confirmed by Steps 1–4.

	Score U — Unreported
	No funding statement present and no information found through Steps 1–4.

	Not sufficient for Score 1
	Government or independent academic funding alone does not trigger Score 1. Absence of a statement is not confirmed absence.

	Examples
	Score 1: Funded by a manufacturer of a device being studied. Score 0: Funded by an independent national research council with no commercial interest. Score U: No funding statement; no trial registration found.

	Confidence rule
	H: Funding explicitly stated. M: Inferred from linked reports or registration. L: Single indirect source.


Item 3 — Conflict of Interest Disclosure
	Construct
	Disclosed financial, employment, advisory, equity, speaker-fee, or organisational relationship between at least one author and the intervention, its developer, or a commercial entity promoting it.

	Unit of assessment
	Author team — any named author.

	Evidence sources
	COI statement · author notes · journal disclosure forms · linked publications.

	Score 1 — Present
	COI disclosure indicates a financial, employment, advisory, equity, or organisational relationship with the intervention or its promoting entity. Missing COI statement with contrary evidence from Steps 2–4 may also score 1.

	Score 0 — Confirmed absent
	Explicit COI statement declares no relevant relationships; confirmed by Steps 1–4.

	Score U — Unreported
	No COI statement present and no contrary evidence found. Do not treat missing disclosure as confirmed COI.

	Not sufficient for Score 1
	Absence of a disclosure statement alone is not Score 1. Missing COI = U unless contrary evidence is found.

	Examples
	Score 1: Author discloses speaker fees from the intervention's commercial developer. Score 0: COI statement declares no relationships; no contrary evidence found. Score U: Journal does not require COI statement; no public record found.

	Confidence rule
	H: COI explicitly stated. M: Inferred from multiple linked publications. L: Single indirect source.


Item 4 — Comparator Disadvantaging
	Construct
	Study design or comparator selection that structurally disadvantages the comparator relative to field-standard practice in a way that predictably favours the intervention.

	Unit of assessment
	Study level — comparator design and dosing relative to field norms.

	Evidence sources
	Methods section · protocol registration · supplementary materials · contemporaneous clinical guidelines or systematic reviews of the comparator.

	Score 1 — Present
	Comparator is underdosed, non-standard, or selected in a way that predictably favours the intervention relative to field-standard practice. All Item 4 disagreements require independent third-party adjudication.

	Score 0 — Confirmed absent
	Comparator is consistent with field-standard practice as documented in contemporaneous guidelines or systematic reviews.

	Score U — Unreported
	Single-arm study or insufficient comparator detail to assess adequacy. Score U, not 0.

	Not sufficient for Score 1
	A wait-list comparator is not automatically Score 1; appropriateness depends on study objective, intervention stage, ethics, and field norms.

	Examples
	Score 1: Active comparator receives half the standard dose used in published trials. Score 0: Wait-list comparator explicitly justified as appropriate for a feasibility study in this field. Score U: Single-arm pre-post design; no comparator present.

	Confidence rule
	H: Dosing or design explicitly stated and inconsistency with guidelines documented. M: Inferred from protocol and guidelines comparison. L: Single source comparison.


Item 5 — Intervention Development Role
	Construct
	Direct role in creating, formalising, certifying, or commercialising the specific protocol or technique being studied.

	Unit of assessment
	Senior author. Score additional named authors where information is available.

	Evidence sources
	Methods · acknowledgements · COI · author profile · linked publications · patent records.

	Score 1 — Present
	One or more authors wrote or formally formalised the specific practice protocol, trained and certified others in its delivery, or holds formal institutional authority over its commercialisation.

	Score 0 — Confirmed absent
	No development role identified after completing all four decision-tree steps.

	Score U — Unreported
	Training history and development role not publicly available after Steps 1–4.

	Not sufficient for Score 1
	Receiving initiation, personal practice, or lineage membership alone — these are captured by Item 1, not Item 5. General expertise in the field does not constitute a development role.

	Examples
	Score 1: Author named as developer of the manualized protocol used in the study. Score 0: Author has practised the intervention personally but did not write the protocol or certify others. Score U: No public information on protocol development history.

	Confidence rule
	H: Development role explicitly stated in paper or linked source. M: Inferred from authorship of training manual. L: Single indirect source.


Item 6 — Prior Public Advocacy
	Construct
	Documented public record of advocacy for the efficacy of the studied intervention prior to the study's data-collection commencement.

	Unit of assessment
	Senior author. Score additional named authors where information is available.

	Evidence sources
	Paper · linked publications · Google Scholar · institutional profile · public media records. Reference date: data-collection start if known; study registration date if unknown; submission date as conservative proxy of last resort only.

	Score 1 — Present
	Author(s) have a documented public record of advocating for the intervention's efficacy prior to data-collection commencement. Includes peer-reviewed commentaries, editorials, policy papers, public talks, or media appearances.

	Score 0 — Confirmed absent
	No prior public advocacy record found after completing Steps 1–4 and no mention of prior advocacy in the paper itself.

	Score U — Unreported
	Insufficient publicly available information to determine advocacy history after Steps 1–4.

	Not sufficient for Score 1
	Submission date as proxy is unreliable when data-collection start or registration date is available. Publication date alone is not sufficient to establish 'prior' status without reference to the data-collection timeline.

	Examples
	Score 1: Author published a commentary advocating for the intervention two years before data collection began. Score 0: No prior publications or public statements on this intervention found. Score U: Author is early-career with no accessible public record.

	Confidence rule
	H: Prior publication or media record explicitly dated before data collection. M: Multiple corroborating sources without precise dating. L: Single indirect source.
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