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Adverse effect reporting: pharmaceutical
companies can’t be trusted
In the United States, Europe and elsewhere,
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determining the safety of their own products, given
the inherent conflict of interest.
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Surprising laxity. In the case of the most serious
adverse effects, requiring expedited reporting, the
situation was hardly better: 85% of reports from
patients and healthcare professionals were reasonably complete, versus 49% of reports submitted by
drug companies (3).
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