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all sample size of 37 cohort studies.

* Studies included were from one field of medicine.
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acentReor 6. Conclusion:
* Continuing deficiencies in the reporting of STROBE items and their sub-criteria.

1 * Week evidence of improvement in the reporting quality of cohort studies and likely due to penetration of STROBE over time.
* Endorsement by more journals and greater editorial efforts to ensure improved authors’ compliance might improve reporting.
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