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Abstract
Background: The objective of this study will be to synthesize the epidemiological evidence and evaluate the validity
of the associations between central nervous system disorders and the risk of developing or dying from cancer.
Methods/design: We will perform an umbrella review of systematic reviews and conduct updated meta-analyses of
observational studies (cohort and case-control) investigating the association between central nervous system disorders
and the risk of developing or dying from any cancer or specific types of cancer. Searches involving PubMed/MEDLINE,
EMBASE, SCOPUS and Web of Science will be used to identify systematic reviews and meta-analyses of observational
studies. In addition, online databases will be checked for observational studies published outside the time frames of
previous reviews. Eligible central nervous system disorders will be Alzheimer’s disease, anorexia nervosa, amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis, autism spectrum disorders, bipolar disorder, depression, Down’s syndrome, epilepsy, Huntington’s disease,
multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease and schizophrenia. The primary outcomes will be cancer incidence and cancer mortality
in association with a central nervous system disorder. Secondary outcome measures will be site-specific cancer incidence and
mortality, respectively. Two reviewers will independently screen references identified by the literature search,
as well as potentially relevant full-text articles. Data will be abstracted, and study quality/risk of bias will be
appraised by two reviewers independently. Conflicts at all levels of screening and abstraction will be resolved
through discussion. Random-effects meta-analyses of primary observational studies will be conducted where appropriate.
Parameters for exploring statistical heterogeneity are pre-specified. The World Cancer Research Fund (WCRF)/American
Institute for Cancer Research (AICR) criteria and the Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and
Evaluation (GRADE) approach will be used for determining the quality of evidence for cancer outcomes.
Discussion: Our study will establish the extent of the epidemiological evidence underlying the associations between
central nervous system disorders and cancer and will provide a rigorous and updated synthesis of a range of important
site-specific cancer outcomes.
Systematic review registration: PROSPERO CRD42016052762
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Background
Cancer caused over 8.8 million deaths worldwide in
2015 and has moved from the third leading cause of
death in 1990 to the second leading cause in 2015 [1, 2].
Similarly, central nervous system disorders are a leading
cause of the disease burden worldwide, substantially
contributing to health loss across the lifespan [3–5].
Population growth and aging are producing a shift in the
global burden of disease from communicable to chronic
non-communicable diseases and from premature
mortality to morbidity [4, 5]. This epidemiological
transition is contributing to a rise in the global burden
of chronic diseases such as central nervous system
disorders and cancer, particularly in low-income regions
[4–6]. In addition, comorbidity or multimorbidity (the
presence of two or more chronic medical conditions in
an individual) represents a paradigm shift from a single
disease-based model to one that focuses on care for
patients with multiple conditions [6–8].
During the past decades, a series of epidemiological
observational studies and meta-analyses have claimed
that central nervous disorders are associated with
increased risk of cancer at several specific sites (e.g. an
increased risk of brain cancer with multiple sclerosis, an
increased risk of breast cancer with schizophrenia, an
increased risk of melanoma with Parkinson’s disease, or
an increased risk of leukaemia and testicular cancer with
Down’s syndrome) [9–17]. At the same time, there is
now epidemiological evidence suggesting a decreased
risk of cancer in certain central nervous system disorders such as Alzheimer’s disease, multiple sclerosis and
Parkinson’s disease [16–26]. In 2013, members of our
review team conducted meta-analyses of cancer incidence in 50 observational studies including more than
570,000 participants from different settings (involving
eight central nervous disorders such as Alzheimer’s
disease, amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, autism spectrum
disorders, Down’s syndrome, Huntington’s disease, multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease and schizophrenia and
eight site-specific cancers such as brain, breast, colorectal, lung, prostate, testicular cancers, leukaemia and
melanoma) [16]. The main findings were published in
2014, suggesting that the presence of central nervous
system disorders was associated with a decreased risk of
cancer (risk ratio = 0.92; 95% confidence interval (CI) 0.87–
0.98). Similarly, a decreased risk of cancer was detected in
patients with neurodegenerative disorders (0.80; 95% CI
0.75–0.86) and in those with Alzheimer’s disease (0.32; 95%
CI 0.22–0.46), Parkinson’s disease (0.83; 95% CI 0.76–0.91),
multiple sclerosis (0.91; 95% CI 0.87–0.95) and Huntington’s disease (0.53; 95% CI 0.42–0.67). Patients with Down’s
syndrome had an increased risk of cancer (1.46; 95% CI
1.08–1.96). We did not observe associations between cancer and amyotrophic lateral sclerosis or schizophrenia [16].
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Many factors might account for these epidemiological
associations, both biological, such as opposing genes and
pathways, and non-biological, such as behaviors, diagnostic patterns or medication effects [17, 27, 28].
Because of its biological plausibility, the so-called
‘inverse cancer comorbidity’ in people with central
nervous system disorders has captured the imagination
and efforts of a growing number of scientists and
researchers worldwide [16, 28]. In fact, cancer and
central nervous system disorders share many genes and
biological pathways, and these are often regulated in
different directions [16, 17, 27–29]. However, it is
also possible that some claimed epidemiological associations could be caused by chance, confounding and
biases in the published biomedical literature. Potential
biases have been discussed and suggested in the
epidemiology of cancer for multiple risk factors,
biomarkers and prognostic factors, including selective
reporting bias (e.g. favoring the publication of significant associations) [30–34].
Past reviews [13–15, 22, 26] have considered some of
the potential associations between cancer and specific
central nervous system disorders in isolation. There is a
need for comprehensive syntheses of all available epidemiological data in unified analyses evaluating the
strength of the overall body of the evidence supporting
causal connections for disease condition-outcome pairs.
Data from epidemiological studies for some central nervous
system disorders and cancer have been sparse in previous
reviews [16, 28], and recently published data could also help
to improve estimations [35–40]. Therefore, we consider it
timely to update and expand on previous meta-analyses
examining the inverse and direct cancer comorbidity in
people with central nervous system disorders.
We will perform an umbrella review of systematic
reviews and conduct updated meta-analyses of observational studies in order to synthesize all the available
epidemiological evidence and evaluate the validity of the
associations between central nervous system disorders
and the risk of developing or dying from cancer.

Methods
This protocol has been registered within the PROSPERO
database for systematic reviews and meta-analyses
(registration number: CRD42016052762). The protocol
has been designed and reported in accordance with the
reporting guidance provided in the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
Protocols (PRISMA-P) statement [41, 42] (see PRISMA-P
checklist in Additional file 1).
Design

We will conduct an umbrella review of systematic
reviews and meta-analyses of observational studies in 12

Catalá-López et al. Systematic Reviews (2017) 6:69

central nervous system disorders (including Alzheimer’s
disease, anorexia nervosa, amyotrophic lateral sclerosis,
autism spectrum disorders, bipolar disorder, depression,
Down’s syndrome, epilepsy, Huntington’s disease,
multiple sclerosis, Parkinson’s disease and schizophrenia)
that reported the risk of developing or dying from any
cancer or specific types of cancer. An umbrella review is
a systematic collection and assessment of multiple
systematic reviews and meta-analyses done on a specific
research topic [33, 34, 43–46].
Participants/population

Our review targets all human participants (regardless of
age or sex) available from observational studies irrespective of setting (inpatient, outpatient or mixed community setting). For participants with a central nervous
disorder, we will use investigator-reported definitions
according to accepted diagnostic criteria (e.g. ninth or
tenth revisions of the International Classification of
Diseases (ICD) or the third or fourth edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders
(DSM) criteria). Eligible central nervous system disorders will be Alzheimer’s disease (ICD-9: 331.0, 290.1;
ICD-10: F00, G30), anorexia nervosa (ICD-9: 307.1,
307.54; ICD-10: F50.0-F50.1), amyotrophic lateral
sclerosis (ICD-9: 335.20; ICD-10: G12.2), autism
spectrum disorders (ICD-9: 299.0, 299.8; ICD-10: F84),
bipolar disorder (ICD-9: 296-296.16, 296.4-296.99,
301.1-301.13; ICD-10: F06.3-F06.34, F30-F31.9, F34.0),
major depression (ICD-9: 296.2-296.36, 311-311.9,
V11.1, V11.2; ICD-10: F32-F33.9), Down’s syndrome
(ICD-9: 758.0; ICD-10: Q90), epilepsy (ICD-9: 345345.91; ICD-10: G40-G41.9, Z82.0), Huntington’s disease
(ICD-9: 294.1, 333.4; ICD-10: F02.2, G10), multiple
sclerosis (ICD-9: 340-340.9; ICD-10: G35-G35.9),
Parkinson’s disease (ICD-9: 332-332.9; ICD-10: G20G21.0, G21.2-G22.0) and schizophrenia (ICD-9:
295-295.95, 301.0, 301.2-301.22, V11.0; ICD-10: F06.2,
F20-F23.9, F25-F29.9). Exclusion criteria will be animals,
in vitro and in vivo experiments.
Study outcomes

The primary outcomes will be cancer incidence and cancer mortality (all malignant neoplasms; ICD-9: 140-209;
ICD-10: C00-C97) in association with a specific central
nervous system disorder (as defined above—see the
‘Participants/population’ section). Secondary outcome
measures will be site-specific cancer incidence and sitespecific cancer mortality studied in association with a
specific central nervous system disorder. Following the
Global Burden of Disease Cancer Collaboration system
classification [47], site-specific cancer will be defined in
groups that include ICD codes pertaining to neoplasms
(see Additional file 3).
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Types of study to be included

The types of study to be included are systematic reviews,
meta-analyses and observational studies (case-control and
cohort) in humans that examined the association between
central nervous system disorders and risk of developing or
dying from cancer. Randomized controlled trials are
unavailable for our research question. We will exclude
studies in which central nervous system disorders were
not the exposure of interest and cancer incidence or mortality was not the outcome of interest. Systematic reviews,
meta-analyses and observational studies that did not
present study specific data (e.g. relative risks or odds ratios
with 95% confidence intervals and number of cases of
cancer/population) will be also excluded. We will not
apply any year, language, or publication status restrictions
in the selection of eligible studies.
Search methods

We will systematically search PubMed/MEDLINE,
EMBASE, SCOPUS and Web of Science to identify
systematic reviews and meta-analyses of observational
studies examining associations between cancer and
central nervous system disorders.
The final search strategies will be defined by a senior information specialist and a clinical epidemiologist.
Keywords related to central nervous system disorders,
cancer and systematic reviews will be used. A draft search
strategy for PubMed/MEDLINE database has been included in Additional file 2. A manual review of references
from eligible systematic or narrative reviews will be also
performed. In addition, the online databases will be
checked for eligible observational studies that have been
published outside the time frames of previous reviews. In
particular, PubMed/MEDLINE will be searched to identify
other additional observational studies using a compiled
list of the unique PubMed/MEDLINE identification numbers of all relevant articles, and a related article search will
be performed. This technique has been shown to be
effective in identifying relevant studies, increases efficiency
in study identification in the presence of an already large
evidence base [48] and is being used as part of complex
evidence syntheses [49–51]. We will also contact authors
of primary publications and/or collaborators to check if
they are aware of any studies we may have missed. For
disease-outcome pairs where no systematic reviews are
available, we will conduct a new systematic search of
literature that will be prospectively reported in a new specific protocol, following standard methods described in
this paper. Any amendments or modifications made in the
protocols will be outlined and reported in the final papers.
Screening and selection procedure

Two reviewers will screen all articles identified from the
search independently. First, titles and abstracts of
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articles returned from initial searches will be screened
based on the eligibility criteria outlined above. Second,
full texts will be examined in detail and screened for
applicability. Third, references of all considered articles
will be hand-searched to identify any relevant report
missed in the search strategy. Any disagreement between
reviewers will be resolved by discussion to meet a
consensus.
Data collection process

From each eligible systematic review and meta-analysis,
two reviewers will extract information independently on
first author, year of publication, central nervous system
disorder(s) and outcome(s) examined, number of included studies, reported summary meta-analytic estimates (including heterogeneity measures), additional
analyses (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression, sensitivity analysis) and bias assessment (e.g. quality or risk of
bias of each study and publication bias). For each of the
included observational studies, two reviewers will also
extract the epidemiological design (cohort or casecontrol, prospective or retrospective), the country of
study, the follow-up period, the setting (mixed, inpatient,
outpatient or community), coverage (multi-center or
single-center study), the general characteristics of participants (age, sex and ethnicity), the sample size, the
outcomes of interest (including definitions and
confounding factors that were taken into consideration),
the number of cases and controls (in case-control
studies) or the number of cases and population participants (in cohort studies) and/or the maximally adjusted
relative risk (reported as odds ratio for case-control
studies and hazard ratio or standardized incidence/mortality ratio for cohort studies) and 95% confidence intervals. We will use pre-designed forms that will be piloted
initially on a small number of included reviews and
observational studies. We will also contact authors of
primary publications and/or collaborators for missing
outcome data or unclear information.
Quality and risk of bias assessment

The methodological quality and bias of reviews will be
appraised using the Assessment of Multiple Systematic
Reviews (AMSTAR) tool [52]. This tool consists of 11
items and has good face and content validity for measuring the methodological quality of systematic reviews.
Each item within the instrument can receive 1 point, for
a possible range of AMSTAR scores of 0 to 11. The
AMSTAR instrument will be administered independently by two reviewers, and discrepant scores will be
resolved by discussion and consensus.
The methodological quality and bias of primary epidemiological studies will be appraised using the Newcastle
Ottawa Scale (NOS) for observational (e.g. cohort and
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case-control) studies [53]. Using the NOS tool, each study
is judged on eight items, categorized into three groups:
the selection of the study groups, the comparability of the
groups and the ascertainment of either the exposure or
outcome of interest for case-control or cohort studies,
respectively. Stars are awarded for each quality item, and
the highest quality studies are awarded up to nine stars.
We will consider studies with 0–3, 4–6 and 7–9 stars to
represent high, moderate and low risk of bias, respectively.
The risk of bias for each observational study will be independently assessed by two reviewers. Discrepant scores
will be resolved by discussion and consensus.
Methods for evidence synthesis

The data from each systematic review’s characteristics
and findings based on methodological quality will be
used to build evidence tables. The data extracted and
summarized will include specific details about the
research question, search strategy, eligibility criteria,
population (sample size and participant characteristics),
studies (type and number), methods and outcomes of
significance to the review question and results reported
in previous reviews. We will not conduct a meta-analysis
of systematic reviews in this umbrella review. Pooling
the results of the included reviews is likely to introduce
potential biases as it will give too much statistical power
to primary observational studies included in more than
one review, with the risk that a misleading estimate will
be produced and that this will be overly precise [54]. Instead, data from primary observational studies (primary
studies from previous reviews with new studies) will be
used to perform updated meta-analyses. We will
estimate the summary effect size and its 95% confidence
interval using the inverse variance method based on the
DerSimonian and Laird random-effects model [55]. The
random-effects model is selected a priori to synthesize
the epidemiological data, as it considers both withinstudy and between-study variation by incorporating the
heterogeneity of effects into the overall analyses. If
primary studies report results separately for men and
women or other subgroups, we will combine the
subgroup-specific estimates using a fixed-effects model
to generate an estimate for both subgroups combined so
that each study was represented only once in the analyses. We will evaluate heterogeneity by estimating the
variance between studies using Cochran’s Q test [56]
and I2 statistic [57]. The Cochran Q test is obtained by
the weighted sum of the squared differences of the
observed effect in each study minus the fixed summary
effect. The I2 statistic is the ratio of variance between
studies over the sum of the variances within and between studies and ranges between 0 and 100% (with
values of 0–25%, 25–50%, 50–75% and 75–100% taken
to indicate low, moderate, substantial and considerable
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heterogeneity, respectively). We will also estimate the
95% prediction interval [58, 59], which further accounts
for between-study heterogeneity and evaluates the
uncertainty for the effect that would be expected in a new
observational study addressing that same association.
As a further important improvement over previous reviews and meta-analyses, we will apply a set of criteria to
conclude whether the evidence for a given outcome may
be considered convincing, probable, limited-suggestive,
limited-not conclusive or unlikely. For this, we will follow
the Global Burden of Disease Study approach [60, 61]
using the World Cancer Research Fund (WCRF)/American
Institute for Cancer Research (AICR) criteria for grading
evidence [62]. ‘Convincing evidence’ consists of biologically
plausible associations between exposure and outcome
established from multiple epidemiological studies in different populations. Evidentiary studies must be substantial,
must include prospective observational studies and, where
relevant, randomized controlled trials of sufficient size,
duration and quality and must show consistent effects. A
convincing relationship should be robust enough to be
highly unlikely to be modified in the foreseeable future as
new evidence accumulates. ‘Probable evidence’ is similarly
based on epidemiological studies with consistent associations between exposure and outcome, but shortcomings in
the evidence exist, such as insufficient trials or prospective
observational studies available. ‘Limited-suggestive evidence’ represents too limited evidence to permit a probable
or convincing causal judgement, but where there is
evidence suggestive of a direction of effect. ‘Limited-not
conclusive evidence’ consists of information that is so limited that no firm conclusion can be made for a number of
reasons (e.g. the evidence might be limited by the amount
of evidence in terms of the number of studies available, by
inconsistency of direction of effect, by poor quality of
studies or by any combination of these factors). ‘Substantial
effect on risk unlikely’ consists of evidence strong enough
to support a judgement that a particular exposure is
unlikely to have a substantial causal relation to a cancer
outcome. The evidence should be robust enough to be
unlikely to be modified in the foreseeable future as new evidence accumulates [60–62].
We will also use the Grading of Recommendations
Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE)
methodology for evaluating the quality of evidence for
each outcome [63]. GRADE rating will be adjudicated as
high (further research is very unlikely to change our
confidence in the estimate of effect), moderate (further
research is likely to have an important impact on our
confidence in the estimate of effect and may change the
estimate), low (further research is very likely to have an
important impact on our confidence in the estimate of
effect and is likely to change the estimate) or very low
(very uncertain about the estimate of effect).
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Additional analyses

Using random-effects meta-analyses, we will present
combined effect sizes estimates for the cluster of neurodegenerative disorders (including Alzheimer’s disease, amyotrophic lateral sclerosis, Huntington’s disease, multiple
sclerosis and Parkinson’s disease) taking into consideration the growing evidence suggesting that cancer and
neurodegenerative diseases share genes and biological
pathways—the neurodegeneration hypothesis [16, 27, 28].
If sufficient studies are identified, potential sources of
heterogeneity will be investigated further by subgroup or
meta-regression analyses according to baseline characteristics and methodological factors. We plan to conduct
subgroup analyses by sex (men or women), study design
(cohort or case-control; prospective or retrospective),
follow-up (0–1, >1–5 or >5 years), setting (mixed,
inpatient, outpatient or community), population based
(yes or no), country economic status (developed or
developing countries according to International Monetary
Fund), year of publication (before 2000 or in 2000 and
after), study quality (high or low-moderate risk of bias),
adjustment for confounders (age, sex or other) and sample
size (<500, 500–1000 or >1000 participants). If feasible,
we will conduct not only a subgroup analysis by ethnicity
(Asian or non-Asian) but also meta-regression analyses to
investigate the potential impact of ethnic differences [39]
by considering the percentage of Asian participants in epidemiological studies. We will conduct not only subgroup
analyses for cancer types according to relationship with
smoking (smoking-related cancer sites or other cancer
sites) (see Additional file 3) but also meta-regression
analyses considering the percentage of smokers (e.g. past
or current smoker).
In order to further assess the consistency of evidence,
we will perform cumulative meta-analyses in the order
of publication year showing the pattern of evidence over
time [64, 65]. Cumulative meta-analyses recognize the
cumulative nature of scientific evidence and knowledge.
Publication bias or small study effects will be assessed by
inspection of the funnel plots for asymmetry and with
Egger’s test [66] and Begg’s test [67], with the results considered to indicate potential small study effects when P < 0.10.
Software considerations

All analyses will be conducted in Stata version 13 or
higher (StataCorp LP, College Station, TX, USA) using
the metan (for fixed and random-effects meta-analysis),
metareg (for meta-regression analysis), metacum (for
cumulative meta-analysis) and metabias and metafunnel
(for small study effects analysis) [68].

Discussion
Evaluating and understanding the complex connections
between cancer and central nervous system disorders
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might be of great importance for biomedical research,
education, clinical practice and public health given
the high burden of these disease conditions worldwide
[1–5]. This review will establish the extent of the
epidemiological evidence underlying the associations
between central nervous system disorders and the risk
of developing or dying from cancer. This protocol
updates and will supersede previous meta-analyses of
observational studies on this topic [16] and will provide a rigorous and updated synthesis of a range of
important site-specific cancer outcomes. Any amendments made to this protocol when conducting the
review will be outlined and reported in the final paper.
There are several strengths and limitations of our
planned methods. We will comprehensively review and
evaluate a significant amount of epidemiological data
characterizing the associations between central nervous
system disorders and cancer. Beyond summarizing the
findings for a wide range of central nervous system
disorders and cancers, we will explore the extent of bias
and heterogeneity in the observational research. Furthermore, we anticipate that some outcomes will be poorly
covered in the scientific literature, and thus, knowledge
gaps will be identified. Our findings could potentially be
useful not only for informing a research agenda of new
epidemiological studies that can be linked to large
world-class consortiums of scientists and researchers
conducting prospective studies and meta-analyses but
also for educational and training opportunities. A limitation is that based on knowledge from previous reviews,
we anticipate identifying not only studies using different
study designs, populations and outcome definitions
(which may increase statistical heterogeneity in the
potential associations) but also a lack of complete reporting of methods and results in some epidemiological
studies [69–71]. Further, the possibility of selective outcome reporting bias in cancer epidemiology [30–34] could
also be a potential limitation.

Page 6 of 8

Funding
Specific funding from the Generalitat Valenciana (PROMETEOII/2015/021) and
CIBERSAM/Institute of Health Carlos III was received for this work. The funders
were not involved in the design of the protocol or decision to submit the
protocol for publication nor will they be involved in any aspect of the conduct
of the review. BH is supported by a New Investigator Award from the Canadian
Institutes of Health Research and the Drug Safety and Effectiveness Network.
MJP is supported by an Australian National Health and Medical Research
Council Early Career Fellowship (1088535). MR is partially funded by the Spanish
Health Services Research on Chronic Patients Network (REDISSEC)/Institute of
Health Carlos III. The views expressed in this article are the views of the authors
and may not be understood or quoted as being made on behalf of, or
reflecting the position of, the funder(s) or any institution.
Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.
Authors’ contributions
The study protocol was conceived by FC-L, with critical input from BH, JAD,
MJP, MR, JMV, AA-A, JF-M, SM, RG-M, DM-SG, BC-F, EV, AV and RT-S. RT-S
obtained specific funding for the study. FC-L registered the protocol with the
PROSPERO database and wrote the first draft of the protocol. BH, MR, MJP and
RT-S provided input into the design and edited the draft protocol. All authors
commented on the paper for important intellectual content. All authors read
and approved the final paper. FC-L and RT-S accept full responsibility for the
finished paper and controlled the decision to publish. FC-L and RT-S are the
guarantors.
Authors’ information
FC-L is a PhD (Public Health) and MPH. BH is a PhD (Epidemiology and
Biostatistics) and MSc. JAD is a MD (Oncology and Geriatrics) and MPH. MJP is a
PhD (Epidemiology) and BBSc Hons (Psychology). MR is a PhD (Medicine)
and MSc (Economics). JMV is a MD and PhD (Public Health). AA-A is a PhD
(Information and Documentation) and MA. JF-M is a PhD candidate and
MSc. SM is a MD and PhD (Morphological Sciences). RG-M is a MSc (Demography).
DM-SG is a PhD (Pharmacology) and MPH. BC-F is a MD (Psychiatry) and PhD.
EV is a MD (Psychiatry) and PhD. AV is a PhD (Molecular Biology) and MSc. RT-S
is a MD (Psychiatry) and PhD.
Competing interests
MJP is an Associate Editor of Systematic Reviews, but he did not participate
in the editorial process of the article. The rest of authors declare that they
have no competing interests.
Consent for publication
Not applicable.
Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Publisher’s Note
Additional files
Additional file 1: PRISMA-P Checklist (DOCX 27 kb)
Additional file 2: Key terms for PubMed/MEDLINE search (DOCX 22 kb)
Additional file 3: Definitions of specific cancer-site outcomes (DOCX 26 kb)

Abbreviations
AICR: American Institute for Cancer Research; AMSTAR: Assessment of Multiple
Systematic Reviews; DSM: Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders;
GRADE: Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and
Evaluation; ICD: International Classification of Diseases; NOS: Newcastle Ottawa
Scale; PRISMA-P: Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta-Analyses extension for Protocols; WCRF: World Cancer Research Fund
Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
Author details
1
Department of Medicine, University of Valencia/INCLIVA Health Research
Institute and CIBERSAM, Valencia, Spain. 2Fundación Instituto de
Investigación en Servicios de Salud, Valencia, Spain. 3Clinical Epidemiology
Program, Ottawa Hospital Research Institute, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada.
4
School of Epidemiology, Public Health and Preventive Medicine, University
of Ottawa, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada. 5Geriatric Research Education and
Clinical Center, VA Boston Healthcare System, Boston, MA, USA. 6Division of
Aging, Department of Medicine, Brigham and Women’s Hospital, Harvard
Medical School, Boston, MA, USA. 7School of Public Health and Preventive
Medicine, Monash University, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia. 8School of Social
and Community Medicine, University of Bristol, Bristol, UK. 9Instituto
Aragonés de Ciencias de la Salud, Red de Investigación en Servicios de Salud
en Enfermedades Crónicas (REDISSEC), Zaragoza, Spain. 10Fundación para el
Fomento de la Investigación Sanitaria y Biomédica de la Comunitat
Valenciana (FISABIO-Salud Pública), Valencia, Spain. 11Health Services and
Policy Research Group, Exeter Collaboration for Academic Primary Care,

Catalá-López et al. Systematic Reviews (2017) 6:69

University of Exeter Medical School, University of Exeter, Exeter, UK.
12
Department of History of Science and Documentation, University of
Valencia, Valencia, Spain. 13Unidad de Información e Investigación Social y
Sanitaria-UISYS, University of Valencia-Spanish National Research Council
(CSIC), Valencia, Spain. 14Instituto de Neurociencias de Alicante, Universidad
Miguel Hernández-Spanish National Research Council (UMH-CSIC), San Juan
de Alicante, Spain. 15Directorate General for Public Health, Regional Health
Council, Madrid, Spain. 16Division of Pharmacoepidemiology and
Pharmacovigilance, Spanish Medicines and Healthcare Products Agency
(AEMPS), Madrid, Spain. 17Department of Health Systems and Services, Unit
of Medicines and Health Technologies, Pan American Health Organization
(PAHO), Washington, DC, USA. 18Department of Psychiatry, Hospital Marqués
de Valdecilla, University of Cantabria/IDIVAL and CIBERSAM, Santander, Spain.
19
Hospital Clínic, Universitat de Barcelona, Institut d’Investigacions
Biomèdiques August Pi i Sunyer (IDIBAPS) and CIBERSAM, Barcelona, Spain.
20
Structural Biology and Biocumputing Programme, Spanish National Cancer
Research Centre (CNIO), Madrid, Spain. 21Life Sciences Department, Barcelona
Supercomputing Center, Barcelona, Spain.
Received: 8 December 2016 Accepted: 23 March 2017

References
1. GBD 2015 Mortality and Causes of Death Collaborators. Global, regional, and
national life expectancy, all-cause mortality, and cause-specific mortality for
249 causes of death, 1980–2015: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden
of Disease Study 2015. Lancet. 2016;388:1459–544.
2. Global Burden of Disease Cancer Collaboration, Fitzmaurice C, Allen C,
Barber RM, Barregard L, Bhutta ZA, et al. Global, regional, and national
cancer incidence, mortality, years of life lost, years lived with disability, and
disability-adjusted life years for 32 cancer groups, 1990 to 2015: a systematic
analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study. JAMA Oncol. 2016;
Published online December 3, 2016. doi:10.1001/jamaoncol.2016.5688
3. Catalá-López F, Gènova-Maleras R, Vieta E, Tabarés-Seisdedos R. The
increasing burden of mental and neurological disorders. Eur
Neuropsychopharmacol. 2013;23:1337–9.
4. GBD 2015 Disease and Injury Incidence and Prevalence Collaborators.
Global, regional, and national incidence, prevalence, and years lived with
disability for 310 diseases and injuries, 1990–2015: a systematic analysis for
the Global Burden of Disease Study 2015. Lancet. 2016;388:1545–602.
5. GBD 2015 DALYs and HALE Collaborators. Global, regional, and national
disability-adjusted life-years (DALYs) for 315 diseases and injuries and
healthy life expectancy (HALE), 1990–2015: a systematic analysis for the
Global Burden of Disease Study 2015. Lancet. 2016;388:1603–58.
6. Atun R. Transitioning health systems for multimorbidity. Lancet.
2015;386:721–2.
7. Wallace E, Salisbury C, Guthrie B, Lewis C, Fahey T, Smith SM. Managing
patients with multimorbidity in primary care. BMJ. 2015;350:h176.
8. Barnett K, Mercer SW, Norbury M, Watt G, Wyke S, Guthrie B. Epidemiology
of multimorbidity and implications for health care, research, and medical
education: a cross-sectional study. Lancet. 2012;380:37–43.
9. Olsen JH, Friis S, Frederiksen K, McLaughlin JK, Mellemkjaer L. Moller HAtypical cancer pattern in patients with Parkinson’s disease. Br J Cancer.
2005;92:201–5.
10. Rugbjerg K, Friis S, Lassen CF, Ritz B, Olsen JH. Malignant melanoma, breast
cancer and other cancers in patients with Parkinson’s disease. Int J Cancer.
2012;131:1904–11.
11. Bahmanyar S, Montgomery SM, Hillert J, Ekbom A, Olsson T. Cancer risk
among patients with multiple sclerosis and their parents. Neurology. 2009;
72:1170–7.
12. Fois AF, Wotton CJ, Yeates D, Turner MR, Goldacre MJ. Cancer in patients
with motor neuron disease, multiple sclerosis and Parkinson’s disease:
record linkage studies. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry. 2010;81:215–21.
13. Catts VS, Catts SV, O’Toole BI, Frost AD. Cancer incidence in patients with
schizophrenia and their first-degree relatives—a meta-analysis. Acta
Psychiatr Scand. 2008;117:323–36.
14. Bushe CJ, Bradley AJ, Wildgust HJ, Hodgson RE. Schizophrenia and breast
cancer incidence: a systematic review of clinical studies. Schizophr Res.
2009;114:6–16.
15. Liu R, Gao X, Lu Y, Chen H. Meta-analysis of the relationship between
Parkinson disease and melanoma. Neurology. 2011;76:2002–9.

Page 7 of 8

16. Catalá-López F, Suárez-Pinilla M, Suárez-Pinilla P, Valderas JM, GómezBeneyto M, Martínez S, et al. Inverse and direct cancer comorbidity in
people with central nervous system disorders: a meta-analysis of cancer
incidence in 577,013 participants of 50 observational studies. Psychother
Psychosom. 2014;83:89–105.
17. Tabarés-Seisdedos R, Dumont N, Baudot A, Valderas JM, Climent J, Valencia
A, et al. No paradox, no progress: inverse cancer comorbidity in people with
other complex diseases. Lancet Oncol. 2011;12:604–8.
18. Roe CM, Behrens MI, Xiong C, Miller JP, Morris JC. Alzheimer disease and
cancer. Neurology. 2005;64:895–8.
19. Roe CM, Fitzpatrick AL, Xiong C, Sieh W, Kuller L, Miller JP, et al. Cancer linked
to Alzheimer disease but not vascular dementia. Neurology. 2010;74:106–12.
20. Driver JA, Beiser A, Au R, Kreger BE, Splansky GL, Kurth T, et al. Inverse
association between cancer and Alzheimer’s disease: results from the
Framingham Heart Study. BMJ. 2012;344:e1442.
21. Musicco M, Adorni F, Di Santo S, Prinelli F, Pettenati C, Caltagirone C, et al.
Inverse occurrence of cancer and Alzheimer disease: a population-based
incidence study. Neurology. 2013;81:322–8.
22. Catalá-López F, Crespo-Facorro B, Vieta E, Valderas JM, Valencia A,
Tabarés-Seisdedos R. Alzheimer’s disease and cancer: current
epidemiological evidence for a mutual protection. Neuroepidemiology.
2014;42:121–2.
23. Zhang Q, Guo S, Zhang X, Tang S, Shao W, Han X, Wang L, Du Y. Inverse
relationship between cancer and Alzheimer’s disease: a systemic review
meta-analysis. Neurol Sci. 2015;36:1987–94.
24. Driver JA, Logroscino G, Buring JE, Gaziano JM, Kurth T. A prospective
cohort study of cancer incidence following the diagnosis of Parkinson’s
disease. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev. 2007;16:1260–5.
25. Elbaz A, Peterson BJ, Bower JH, Yang P, Maraganore DM, McDonnell SK,
Ahlskog JE, Rocca WA. Risk of cancer after the diagnosis of Parkinson’s
disease: a historical cohort study. Mov Disord. 2005;20:719–25.
26. Bajaj A, Driver JA, Schernhammer ES. Parkinson’s disease and cancer risk: a
systematic review and meta-analysis. Cancer Causes Control. 2010;21:697–707.
27. Tabarés-Seisdedos R, Rubenstein JL. Inverse cancer comorbidity: a
serendipitous opportunity to gain insight into CNS disorders. Nat Rev
Neurosci. 2013;14:293–304.
28. Driver JA. Inverse association between cancer and neurodegenerative
disease: review of the epidemiologic and biological evidence.
Biogerontology. 2014;15:547–57.
29. Ibáñez K, Boullosa C, Tabarés-Seisdedos R, Baudot A, Valencia A. Molecular
evidence for the inverse comorbidity between central nervous system
disorders and cancers detected by transcriptomic meta-analyses. PLoS
Genet. 2014;10:e1004173.
30. Kyzas PA, Loizou KT, Ioannidis JP. Selective reporting biases in cancer
prognostic factor studies. J Natl Cancer Inst. 2005;97:1043–55.
31. Kyzas PA, Denaxa-Kyza D, Ioannidis JP. Almost all articles on cancer
prognostic markers report statistically significant results. Eur J Cancer. 2007;
43:2559–79.
32. Tsilidis KK, Papatheodorou SI, Evangelou E, Ioannidis JP. Evaluation of excess
statistical significance in meta-analyses of 98 biomarker associations with
cancer risk. J Natl Cancer Inst. 2012;104:1867–78.
33. Ioannidis JP, Zhou Y, Chang CQ, Schully SD, Khoury MJ, Freedman AN.
Potential increased risk of cancer from commonly used medications: an
umbrella review of meta-analyses. Ann Oncol. 2014;25:16–23.
34. Tsilidis KK, Kasimis JC, Lopez DS, Ntzani EE, Ioannidis JP. Type 2 diabetes and
cancer: umbrella review of meta-analyses of observational studies. BMJ.
2015;350:g7607.
35. Raviv G, Laufer M, Baruch Y, Barak Y. Risk of prostate cancer in patients with
schizophrenia. Compr Psychiatry. 2014;55:1639–42.
36. Ong EL, Goldacre R, Goldacre M. Differential risks of cancer types in people
with Parkinson’s disease: a national record-linkage study. Eur J Cancer.
2014;50:2456–62.
37. Chiang HL, Liu CJ, Hu YW, Chen SC, Hu LY, Shen CC, Yeh CM, Chen TJ, Gau
SS. Risk of cancer in children, adolescents, and young adults with autistic
disorder. J Pediatr. 2015;166:418–23.
38. Olfson M, Gerhard T, Huang C, Crystal S, Stroup TS. Premature mortality
among adults with schizophrenia in the United States. JAMA Psychiat.
2015;72(12):1172–81.
39. Lin PY, Chang SN, Hsiao TH, Huang BT, Lin CH, Yang PC. Association
between Parkinson disease and risk of cancer in Taiwan. JAMA Oncol.
2015;1:633–40.

Catalá-López et al. Systematic Reviews (2017) 6:69

40. Tang CF, Lu MK, Muo CH, Tsai CH, Kao CH. Increased risk of brain tumor in
patients with Parkinson’s disease: a nationwide cohort study in Taiwan. Acta
Neurol Scand. 2016;134:148–53.
41. Moher D, Shamseer L, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al.
Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols
(PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Syst Rev. 2015;4:1.
42. Shamseer L, Moher D, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al.
Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols
(PRISMA-P) 2015: elaboration and explanation. BMJ. 2015;349:g7647.
43. Ioannidis JP. Integration of evidence from multiple meta-analyses: a primer
on umbrella reviews, treatment networks and multiple treatments metaanalyses. CMAJ. 2009;181:488–93.
44. Theodoratou E, Tzoulaki I, Zgaga L, Ioannidis JP. Vitamin D and multiple
health outcomes: umbrella review of systematic reviews and meta-analyses
of observational studies and randomised trials. BMJ. 2014;348:g2035.
45. Belbasis L, Bellou V, Evangelou E, Ioannidis JP, Tzoulaki I. Environmental risk
factors and multiple sclerosis: an umbrella review of systematic reviews and
meta-analyses. Lancet Neurol. 2015;14:263–73.
46. Bellou V, Belbasis L, Tzoulaki I, Middleton LT, Ioannidis JP, Evangelou E.
Systematic evaluation of the associations between environmental risk
factors and dementia: an umbrella review of systematic reviews and metaanalyses. Alzheimers Dement. 2016 . doi: 10.1016/j.jalz.2016.07.152.
47. Global Burden of Disease Cancer Collaboration, Fitzmaurice C, Dicker D,
Pain A, Hamavid H, Moradi-Lakeh M, et al. The global burden of cancer
2013. JAMA Oncol. 2015;1:505–27.
48. Sampson M, Shojania KG, McGowan J, Daniel R, Rader T, Iansavichene AE,
et al. Surveillance search techniques identified the need to update
systematic reviews. J Clin Epidemiol. 2008;61:755–62.
49. Hutton B, Tetzlaff J, Yazdi F, Thielman J, Kanji S, Fergusson D, et al.
Comparative effectiveness of monotherapies and combination therapies for
patients with hypertension: protocol for a systematic review with network
meta-analyses. Syst Rev. 2013;2:44.
50. Catalá-López F, Hutton B, Núñez-Beltrán A, Mayhew AD, Page MJ, Ridao M,
et al. The pharmacological and non-pharmacological treatment of attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder in children and adolescents: protocol for a
systematic review and network meta-analysis of randomized controlled
trials. Syst Rev. 2015;4:19.
51. Catalá-López F, Macías Saint-Gerons D, González-Bermejo D, Rosano GM, Davis
BR, Ridao M, et al. Cardiovascular and renal outcomes of renin-angiotensin
system blockade in adult patients with diabetes mellitus: a systematic review
with network meta-analyses. PLoS Med. 2016;13:e1001971.
52. Shea BJ, Grimshaw JM, Wells GA, Boers M, Andersson N, Hamel C, et al.
Development of AMSTAR: a measurement tool to assess the methodological
quality of systematic reviews. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2007;7:10.
53. Wells GA, Shea B, O’Connell D, Peterson J, Welch V, Losos M, et al. The
Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for assessing the quality of nonrandomised
studies in meta-analyses; 2008. http://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical_
epidemiology/oxford.asp. Accessed 16 Oct 2016.
54. Smith V, Devane D, Begley CM, Clarke M. Methodology in conducting a
systematic review of systematic reviews of healthcare interventions. BMC
Med Res Methodol. 2011;11:15.
55. DerSimonian R, Laird N. Meta-analysis in clinical trials. Control Clin Trials.
1986;7:177–88.
56. Cochran WG. The combination of estimates from different experiments.
Biometrics. 1954;10:101–29.
57. Higgins JP, Thompson SG, Deeks JJ, Altman DG. Measuring inconsistency in
meta analyses. BMJ. 2003;327:557–60.
58. Higgins JP, Thompson SG, Spiegelhalter DJ. A re-evaluation of randomeffects meta-analysis. J R Stat Soc Ser A Stat Soc. 2009;172:137–59.
59. Riley RD, Higgins JP, Deeks JJ. Interpretation of random effects metaanalyses. BMJ. 2011;342:d549.
60. GBD 2013 Risk Factors Collaborators, Forouzanfar MH, Alexander L,
Anderson HR, Bachman VF, Biryukov S, et al. Global, regional, and national
comparative risk assessment of 79 behavioural, environmental and
occupational, and metabolic risks or clusters of risks in 188 countries, 1990–
2013: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2013.
Lancet. 2015;386:2287–323.
61. GBD 2015 Risk Factors Collaborators. Global, regional, and national
comparative risk assessment of 79 behavioural, environmental and
occupational, and metabolic risks or clusters of risks, 1990–2015: a

Page 8 of 8

62.

63.

64.

65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

71.

systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2015. Lancet.
2016;388:1659–724.
World Cancer Research Fund / American Institute for Cancer Research.
Food, Nutrition, Physical Activity, and the Prevention of Cancer: a Global
Perspective. Washington, D.C: AICR, 2007. http://www.aicr.org/assets/docs/
pdf/reports/Second_Expert_Report.pdf.
Guyatt GH, Oxman AD, Vist GE, Kunz R, Falck-Ytter Y, Alonso-Coello P, et al.
GRADE Working Group: GRADE: an emerging consensus on rating quality of
evidence and strength of recommendations. BMJ. 2008;336:924–6.
Lau J, Antman EM, Jimenez-Silva J, Kupelnick B, Mosteller F, Chalmers TC.
Cumulative meta-analysis of therapeutic trials for myocardial infarction. N
Engl J Med. 1992;327:248–54.
Ioannidis J, Lau J. Evolution of treatment effects over time: empirical insight from
recursive cumulative metaanalyses. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2001;98:831–6.
Egger M, Davey Smith G, Schneider M, Minder C. Bias in meta-analysis
detected by a simple, graphical test. BMJ. 1997;315:629–34.
Begg CB, Mazumdar M. Operating characteristics of a rank correlation test
for publication bias. Biometrics. 1994;50:1088–101.
Palmer TM, Sterne JAC, Newton HJ, Cox NJ, editors. Meta-analysis in Stata: an
updated collection from the Stata Journal. 2nd ed. Texas: StataCorp LP; 2016.
von Elm E, Egger M. The scandal of poor epidemiological research. BMJ.
2004;329:868–9.
Ioannidis JP, Greenland S, Hlatky MA, Khoury MJ, Macleod MR, Moher D,
et al. Increasing value and reducing waste in research design, conduct, and
analysis. Lancet. 2014;383:166–75.
Glasziou P, Altman DG, Bossuyt P, Boutron I, Clarke M, Julious S, et al.
Reducing waste from incomplete or unusable reports of biomedical
research. Lancet. 2014;383:267–76.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and we will help you at every step:
• We accept pre-submission inquiries
• Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal
• We provide round the clock customer support
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services
• Maximum visibility for your research
Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

