
 

SWAR 05: Incentives to trialists for sharing individual participant data 
 
Objective of this SWAR 
To examine the impact of providing a financial incentive to authors of randomised trials that are 
eligible for a systematic review and meta-analysis, versus usual contact strategies to obtain the 
individual participant data. 
 
Study area: Data Collection  
Sample type: Trialists  
Estimated funding level needed: Medium 
 
Background 
Individual participant data (IPD) meta-analysis is considered the ‘gold standard’ for exploring the 
effectiveness of interventions in different subgroups of patients [1] and there has been an increase 
in the frequency of published IPD meta-analyses [2]. However, obtaining IPD is time consuming 
and contact with the researchers responsible for the original trials is usually required [3]. Although 
there is a strong movement to share anonymized IPD from randomised clinical trials (RCTs) [4-7], 
this has not been well established yet, and the cooperation of the original study authors is crucial 
for providing the data in a usable format and answering queries about their data. Given that 
obtaining IPD is important but also time-consuming, efforts need to be undertaken to understand 
how to optimize this process. Although previous studies have shown that financial incentives may 
improve response rates in survey requests [8], to the best of our knowledge, there are no studies 
evaluating whether a financial incentive may facilitate the retrieval of IPD from authors of studies 
that are eligible for a systematic review; or in fact, any studies evaluating different strategies to 
optimize the process for retrieval of IPD from such researchers. 
 
Interventions and comparators 
Intervention 1: Trialists will be contacted by email, mail, and phone, asked to provide the IPD from 
their randomised trial and offered a financial incentive for providing their IPD.  
Intervention 2: Trialists will be contacted by email, mail, and phone, and asked to provide the IPD 
from their randomised trial, but will not be offered a financial incentive. 
 
Index Type:  
 
Method for allocating to intervention or comparator 
Randomisation 
 
Outcome measures 
Primary: Proportion of authors who provide the IPD. 
Secondary: (1) Time to return the dataset (defined as the period between the information request 
and the authors’ response with the dataset); and (2) Completeness of data. 
 
Analysis plans 
Response rates in the two groups will be compared using the odds ratio and the corresponding 
95% confidence interval. Binary logistic regression will be used to examine whether different 
characteristics of the randomised trials, such as study size and sponsor information, influence the 
probability of providing the IPD. 
 
Possible problems in implementing this SWAR 
A decision will need to be taken on how information about the SWAR is given to the trialists who 
are randomised to the incentive or control group, and whether the incentive is offered to trialists in 
the control group who provide their IPD. 
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