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Table S2 Sensitivity analysis   

 

Linear regression model DAG Non-DAG Diference* 

 (95% CI) 

Frequency of terms for study limitations  6.73 4.77 1.82 (0.82, 2.81) 

Hedging per 10 sentences 8.0 7.5  0.44 (-0.04, 0.92) 

High uncertainty hedging per 100 words 0.03 0.03 - 

 

Conditional logistic regression model OR**  

(95% CI) 

OR***  

(95% CI) 

Acknowledged of ≥4 study limitations  1.86 (1.11, 3.13) 1.76 (1.04, 3.01) 

Quantitative assessment of bias 3.83 (2.03, 7.24) 4.08 (1.97, 8.48) 

* Multiple linear regression models ajusted by journal impact factor, year of publication, research category, number of coauthors 

and native language of the first author.  

** Model ajusted by journal and issue (as a strata).  

*** Model ajusted by journal, issue, number of coauthors and native language of the first author.  
 

 

 

 


