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Abbreviations

COVID-19 — Coronavirus disease 2019
NOS — Newcastle-Ottawa Scale

OR —oddsratio

RCT —randomized controlled trial

SARS-CoV-2 - Severe acute respiratory Syndrome coronavirus 2
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Abstract

Objective: To systematically evaluate the quality of reporting of currently available COVID-19
studies compared to historical controls.

Design: A systematic review and case-control analysis

Data sources. MEDLINE, Embase, and Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials until
May 14, 2020

Study sdlection: All original clinical literature evaluating COVID-19 or SARS-CoV2 were
identified and 1:1 historical control of the same study type in the same published journal was
matched from the previous year

Data extraction: Two independent reviewers screened titles, abstracts, and full-texts and
independently assessed methodological quality usng Cochrane Risk of Bias Tool, Newcastle-
Ottawa Scale, QUADAS-2 Score, or case series checklist.

Results: 9895 titles and abstracts were screened and 686 COV ID-19 articles were included in the
final analysis in which 380 (55.4%) were case series, 199 (29.0%) were cohort, 63 (9.2%) were
diagnostic, 38 (5.5%) were case-control, and 6 (0.9%) were randomized controlled trials.
Overall, high quality/low-bias studies represented less than half of COVID-19 articles - 49.0% of
case series, 43.9% of cohort, 31.6% of case-control, and 6.4% of diagnostic studies. We matched
539 control articlesto COVID-19 articles from the same journal in the previous year for afinal
analysis of 1078 articles. The median time to acceptance was 13.0 (IQR, 5.0-25.0) daysin
COVID-19 articlesvs. 110.0 (IQR, 71.0-156.0) days in control articles (p<0.0001). Overal,
methodological quality was lower in COVID-19 articles with 220 COVID-19 articles of high

quality (41.0%) vs. 392 control articles (73.3%, p<0.0001) with similar results when stratified by
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study design. In both unadjusted and adjusted logistic regression, COVID-19 articles were
associated with lower methodological quality (odds ratio, 0.25; 95% ClI, 0.20 to 0.33, p<0.0001).
Conclusion: Currently published COVID-19 studies were accepted more quickly and were
found to be of lower methodological quality than comparative studies published in the same
journal. Given theimplications of these studies to medical decision making and government
policy, greater effort to appropriately weigh the existing evidence in the context of emerging
high-quality research is needed.

Study registration: PROSPERO: CRD42020187318
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82  Introduction
83  The severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) pandemic spread globally
84 in early 2020 with major health and economic consegquences. This was shortly followed by an
85 exponentia increase in scientific publications related to the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-
86  19) in order to rapidly elucidate the natural history and identify diagnostic and therapeutic tools.*
87
88 While a need to rapidly disseminate information to the medical community, governmental
89 agencies, and general public was paramount - major concerns have been raised regarding
90 scientific rigor in the currently published literature? Poorly conducted studies may originate
91 from failure at any of the four consecutive stages. 1) choice of research question relevant to
92 patient care, 2) quality of research design, 3) adequacy of publication, and 4) quality of research
93  reports.® Furthermore, evidence-based medicine fundamentally relies on the hierarchy of medical
94  evidence ranging from the highest level of randomized controlled trials (RCT) to the lowest
95  level of caseseriesin order to inform medical practice and generate clinical practice guidelines.”
96
97  Given the implications for clinical medicine, policy decision making, and the widely expressed
98  concern of methodological rigor and rapidity of publication,> we sought to perform a formal
99 evauation of the quality of COVID-19 literature. Herein, we performed a systematic review to
100 identify COVID-19 clinical literature and generated a historical control in order to formally
101  evaluate the following: 1) quality of COVID-19 literature using established quality scores, 2)
102 quality of COVID-19 literature stratified by median time to acceptance, geographical regions,
103  and impact factor, and 3) comparison of COVID-19 literature to the historical control in order to
104  evaluate differencesin study quality.

105
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106 Methods

107 A systematic literature search was conducted on May 14, 2020 (PROSPERO:
108 CRD42020187318) and conducted according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
109 Reviewsand Meta-Analyses guidelines.

110

111  Data sources and searches

112  The search was created in MEDLINE using a combination of key terms and index headings
113 related to COVID-19 and trandlated to the remaining bibliographic databases (Supplementary
114 Tablel). The searches were conducted in MEDLINE (Ovid MEDLINE(R) ALL 1946-), Embase
115 (Ovid Embase Classic + Embase 1947-) and the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials
116  (frominception). Search results were limited to English-only publications, and a publication date
117  limit of January 1, 2019 to present was applied. In addition, a Canadian Agency for Drugs and
118 Technologies in Health search filter was applied in MEDLINE and Embase to remove animal
119  studies, and comment, newspaper article, editorial, letter and note publication types were also
120 diminated. Search results were exported to Covidence and duplicates were eiminated using the
121 platform’s duplicate identification feature.

122

123  Study selection and quality assessment

124  We included all clinical studies from case series, observational studies, diagnostic studies, and
125 RCTs evaluating COVID-19. For diagnostic studies, the reference standard was considered a
126  nasopharyngeal swab followed by reverse transcriptase polymerase chain reaction in order to
127  detect SARS-CoV-2. We excluded studies which were exploratory or pre-clinical in nature (ie. in

128  vitro or animal studies), case reports, case series <5 patients, studies published in a language
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129  other than English, reviews, methods or protocols, and other coronavirus variants such as the
130 Middle East Respiratory Syndrome.

131

132  Title and abstracts were evaluated by two independent reviewers using Covidence (Melbourne,
133  Australia) and all discrepancies were resolved by consensus. Articles that were selected for full
134 review were independently evaluated by two reviewers for quality assessment. A historical
135 comparator group was generated by identifying reports of the same study design matched in a
136  1:1 fashion. These were identified by searching the same journa starting in the edition 12
137  months prior to publication and proceeding forward in atemporal fashion until the first matched
138  study was identified. Quality assessment was similarly conducted on the identified articles. If no
139  comparator manuscript was found, the corresponding COVID-19 article was excluded from the
140 comparative analysis.

141

142  Statigtical analysis

143  Continuous variables were reported as mean + SD or median + IQR as appropriate, and
144  categorical variables were reported as proportions (%). Normally distributed continuous
145  variables were compared using Mann-Whitney U-test and categorical variables and quality
146  scores were compared by Chi-squares, Fisher’s exact test, or Kruskal-Wallis test.

147

148  The primary outcome of interest was to evaluate the quality of COVID-19 by study type using
149  Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for case-control and cohort studies, QUADAS-2 tool for
150 diagnostic studies,® Cochrane Risk of Bias for RCTs,” and a score derived by Murad et al. for

151  case series.® Prespecified secondary outcomes were comparison of quality scores by: i) median
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152  time to acceptance, ii) impact factor, iii) geographical region, and iv) historical comparator.
153  Good quality of NOS was defined as 3+ on selection and 1+ on comparability and 2+ on
154  outcome/exposure domains. High quality case series was defined as a score >3.5. Time to
155  acceptance was defined as the time between submission to acceptance which captures peer
156 review and editorial decisons. Geographical region was stratified on a continent basis into
157  Asia/Oceania, Europe/Africa, and Americas (North and South America).

158

159 Theassociation of high methodological quality with COVID-19 and control studies, median time
160 to publication, high journal impact factor, and geographical region was assessed by ssmple and
161 multivariable logistic regression and was reported as odds ratio (OR) with 95% confidence
162 intervals. All statistical analyses were performed using SAS v9.4 (SAS Ingtitute, Inc., Cary, NC,
163 USA). Statistical significance was defined as P < 0.05. All figures were generated using
164  GraphPad Prism v8 (GraphPad Software, La Jolla, CA, USA).

165

166  Patient and public involvement

167 No patients were involved in generating the research question and outcome, nor were they

168 involved in the design, conduct, reporting, or dissemination plans for our research.
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169 Results

170  Article selection

171 A total of 14,787 COVID-19 papers were identified as of May 14, 2020 and 4892 duplicates
172 were removed. 9895 titles and abstracts were screened, and 794 full texts were reviewed for
173  digibility. Over 108 articles were excluded for improper study design, patient population, non-
174  English manuscript, duplicates, wrong outcomes, and published in a non-peer review journal.
175 Finally, 686 articles were identified and underwent quality assessment (Figure 1).

176

177  COVID-19 literature quality

178 The maority of studies originated in Asia/Oceania with 486 (70.9%) followed by Europe with
179 122 (17.8%) and the Americas with 78 (11.4%). Of included studies, 380 (55.4%) were case
180  series, 199 (29.0%) were cohort, 63 (9.2%) were diagnostic, 38 (5.5%) were case-control, and 6
181 (0.9%) were RCTs. Most studies (86.0%) were retrospective in nature, a total of 620 (90.4%)
182  reported the sex of the cohort, and 7 (1.0%) studies determined their sample size a priori. The
183  method of SARS-CoV-2 diagnosis was reported in 558 studies (81.3%) and ethics approval was
184  received in 556 studies (81.0%). Finally, the median impact factor of identified manuscripts was
185 4.7 (IQR, 2.9-7.6) and median time to acceptance was 13.0 (IQR, 5.0-25.0) days (Table 1).

186

187 Oveal, good quality/low-bias studies represented less than half of identified COVID-19 articles
188 - 49.0% of case series with a mean score (out of 5) (+SD) of 3.3 + 1.1, 43.9% of cohort with a
189  mean score (out of 8) of 5.8 + 1.5, 31.6% of case-control with a mean score (out of 8) of 5.5 +
190 1.9, and low bias present in 4 (6.4%) diagnostic studies (Figure 2A). In prespecified secondary

191 analysis, rapid time from submission to acceptance (34.4% vs. 46.3%, p=0.01, Figure 2B) and
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192  low impact factor journals (<10) resulted in lower study quality (38.8% vs 68.0%, p<0.0001,
193  Figure 2C). Finally, studies originating in either Americas or Asia/Oceania demonstrated higher
194  quality than Europe (Figure 2D).

195

196  Methodological rigor differencesin COVID-19 versus historical control

197 We matched 539 historical control articles to COVID-19 articles from the same journal in the
198 previous year for a final analysis of 1078 articles (Table 1). Overall, the median time to
199  acceptance was 13.0 (IQR, 5.0-25.0) days in COVID-19 articles vs. 110.0 (IQR, 71.0-156.0)
200 days in control articles (Figure 3A, p<0.0001). Overall, methodological quality was lower in
201  COVID-19 articles with 220 COVID-19 articles of high quality (41.0%) vs. 392 control articles
202  (73.3%, Figure 3B, p<0.0001). High case series quality was observed 133 COVID-19 articles
203  (48.0%) vs. 236 control articles (85.2%, Figure 3C, p<0.0001) with a difference in mean case
204  series quality score (3.3 + 1.1 vs. 4.3 + 0.8, COVID-19 and control, respectively, p<0.0001).
205 High cohort study quality was observed 76 COVID-19 articles (43.7%) vs. 129 control articles
206  (74.1%, Figure 3D, p<0.0001) with a difference in mean cohort study quality score (5.8 + 1.6
207 vs. 7.1 £ 1.0, COVID-19 and control, respectively, p<0.0001). High case-control study quality
208  was observed 9 COVID-19 articles (28.1%) vs. 18 control articles (56.3%, Figure 3E, p=0.02)
209 with adifference in mean case-control study quality score (5.4 + 1.9 vs. 6.6 + 1.0, COVID-19
210 and control, respectively, p=0.003). Finally, high diagnostic study quality was observed 12
211  COVID-19 articles (22.6%) vs. 24 control articles (45.3%, Figure 3F, p=0.01).

212

213  To determine the association of variables with higher study quality, we performed a logistic

214 regression. In an unadjusted analysis, COVID-19 articles were associated with lower quality

10
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(odds ratio (OR), 0.25; 95% ClI, 0.20 to 0.33, p<0.0001, Table 2). A multivariable logistic
regression was generated including COVID-19 vs. control articles, median time to acceptance,
geographical region, and high impact factor journal. Both increased time to acceptance and
higher impact factor was associated with increased odds of higher study quality, whereas
COVID-19 articles and publication originating from Europe/Africa were associated with reduced

odds of higher study quality (Table 2).

11
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222  Discussion

223  In this systematic evaluation of methodological quality, COVID-19 clinical research was
224 primarily observational in nature with modest quality. Not only were the study designs low in the
225 hierarchy of scientific evidence, we aso found that less than half of all studies met our
226  prespecified threshold of quality. A longer peer-review process and publishing in higher impact
227  journals was associated with improved rigor — albeit with modest improvements. In a case-
228  control analysis with control articles identified from the same journal, we demonstrate reduced
229  quality scores and a shorter time from submission to acceptance COVID-19 articles. Overal, the
230 accelerated publication of COVID-19 research negatively affected the study quality compared to
231  previously published comparative studies.

232

233 To our knowledge, thisis the first time COVID-19 clinical study quality has been evaluated in a
234  comparative study using a case-control design. Our research highlights major differences in
235  study quality between COVID-19 and control articles driven by a combination of thorough peer
236  review process as measured by increased time to publication in control articles and robust study
237  design with questions which are pertinent for clinicians and patient management.® *** Most
238 importantly, our study highlights that a robust peer-review process and publication in leading
239 medical journals with strict methodological guidelines and reporting are protective factors for
240  publication of high-quality research.”>*

241

242 Inthe early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic, a hunger for data to inform clinical, social and
243  economic decisions led to rapid dissemination and exponential publication of observational

244  studies' ™ This accelerated process allowed the understanding of natural history of COVID-19

12
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245 and identification of tools to diagnose SARS-CoV-2; however, lower quality studies
246 fundamentally risk patient safety, resource alocation, and future scientific research as these
247  studies are based on flawed initial observations.®® Ultimately, poor evidence begets poor clinical
248  decisions.” This fundamentally risks undermining the public’s trust in science in this desperate
249 time and has well been characterized through misleading information and high-profile
250 retractions.”® 2% Finaly, early low quality studies can significantly decrease value of the
251  scientific enterprise and increase waste of research funding replicating early poorly performed
252  studies?® Traditional peer-review process has been strained by the explosion of COVID-19
253  related articles with editorial boards revising their peer-review strategies to deal with an increase
254  insubmissions related to the field.'®**

255

256  Magor breakthroughs in combating COVID-19 require properly designed studies which does not
257  contribute to irreproducibility, resource wasting, and erroneous conclusions which may
258  ultimately hinder progress.” * For example, hydroxychloroquine touted early in the pandemic
259  has subsequently failed to be replicated in multiple observational studies and RCTs.> ®*° One
260 poorly designed study combined with rapid publication led to considerable investment of the
261 scientific and medical community - akin to quinine being sold to the public as a miracle drug
262  during the 1918 Spanish Influenza.®' * Moreover, as of June 30, 2020, Clinical Trials.gov lists an
263  astonishing 230 COVID-19 trias with hydroxychloroguine/plaquenil, and a recent systematic
264  review of observational studies and RCTs demonstrate no evidence of benefit nor harm with
265  concerns of severe methodological flaws in the included studies.®

266

13
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267  Our study is not without limitations. We evaluated the methodological quality of existing studies
268 using established quality scores. While it is tempting to associate quality scores with
269  reproducibility, it is not possible to ascertain the impact on the design and conduct of research
270 nor results or conclusions in the identified reports.® Second, our analysis includes early
271  publications on COVID-19 and there is likely to be an improvement in quality of related studies
272 and study design as the field matures and higher quality studies which take longer to design,
273 conduct, and report are published. Accordingly, our findings are limited to the early body of
274  research as it pertains to the pandemic and it is likely that over time research quality will
275  improve.

276

277  Conclusion

278  In summary, the early body of peer-reviewed COVID-19 literature was composed primarily of
279  observational studies that underwent shorter time of evaluation and were of lower
280 methodological quality than comparative studies in similar journals. Given the implications of
281  these studies to medical decision making and government policy, greater effort to appropriately

282  weigh the existing evidence in the context of emerging high-quality research is needed.

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.02.20145102

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.02.20145102; this version posted July 3, 2020. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

283 What isalready known on thistopic

284 e The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic has devastated human society and
285 an urgent need to diagnose and develop therapies has led to an explosion of COVID-19
286 literature

287 e COVID-19 publications have been rushed through peer-review due to the global
288 emergency, but concerns exist regarding its methodological quality and false conclusions
289

290 What this study adds

291 e Our study reveals majority of COVID-19 articles were of low hierarchy of evidence and
292 less than half of COVID-19 articles were of high methodological quality, contributing to
293 resource wasting, irreproducibility, and erroneous conclusions

294 e When compared to a case-control article, methodological rigor in COVID-19 articles
295 were lower compared to control articles (41.0% vs. 73.3%, p<0.0001)

296 e Given the implications of these studies to medical decision making and government
297 policy, greater effort to appropriately weigh the existing evidence in the context of
298 emerging high-quality research is needed

299

300

15
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344  Fiqurecaptions

345 Figurel. Literature search and selection of COVID-19 articles.

346

347 Figure 2. COVID-19 clinica literature quality assessment. (A) Overall good quality/low-bias
348  studies represented less than half of identified works with 49.0% of case series, 43.9% of cohort,
349 31.6% of case-control, and 6.4% of diagnostic studies reporting good quality/low-bias. (B)
350 Manuscripts with median time to acceptance <13.0 days had lower proportion of high study
351 quality (34.4% vs. 46.3%, p=0.01). (C) Manuscripts with low impact factor (<10) had reduced
352  proportion of high study quality (38.8% vs 68.0%, p<0.0001). (D) Studies originating in
353  Americas or Asia/lOceania had higher study quality compared to that of Europe/Africa (47.4%
354 vs. 45.0% vs. 30.3% for Americas, Asia/Oceania, Europe, respectively, p=0.01). Chi-Squares
355 Test was conducted to evaluate differences in study quality by median time to acceptance,
356  impact factor, and geographic region. P<0.05 was considered statistically significant.

357

358 Figure 3. Differences in methodological quality in COVID-19 versus comparative article. (A)
359 Median time to acceptance was reduced in COVID-19 articles compared to control articles (13.0
360 [IQR, 5.0-25.0] days vs. 110.0 [IQR, 71.0-156.0] days, p<0.0001). (B) Methodological quality
361 was lower in COVID-19 articles compared to control articles (220 (41.0%) vs. 392 (73.3%),
362 p<0.0001). (C) High quality case series studies was lower in COVID-19 articles compared to
363  control articles (133 (48.0%) vs. 236 (85.2%), p<0.0001). (D) High quality cohort studies was
364 lower in COVID-19 articles compared to control articles (76 (43.7%) vs. 129 (74.1%),
365 p<0.0001). (E) High quality case-control studies was lower in COVID-19 articles compared to
366 control articles (9 (28.1%) vs. 18 (56.3%), p=0.02). (F) Low bias in diagnostic studies was
367 reduced in COVID-19 articles compared to control articles (12 (22.6%) vs. 24 (45.3%), p=0.01).
368 Mann-Whitney U-test was conducted to evaluate differences in median time to acceptance
369  between COVID-19 and control article. Differences in high study quality was evaluated by Chi-
370  Sguares Test. P<0.05 was considered statistically significant.
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Table 1. Characteristics of COVID-19 Clinical Literature Until May 14, 2020 3
Matched articles (n=1078) ’i;%

COVID-19 articles (n=686) ~ COVID-19 (n=539) Control (n=539) g;'

N % N % N % P-value g

Geographic Region <0.0001 gg
Asia/Oceania 486 70.9 377 69.9 167 31 32
Europe/Africa 122 17.8 99 18.4 176 32.7 g<
Americas 78 11.4 63 11.7 196 36.4 g2
Typeof Article 0.91 25
Original Research 614 89.5 486 90.2 484 89.8 >S5
Letter 35 5.1 26 48 29 5.4 8353
Communication 37 5.4 27 5 26 4.8 z §§
Retr ospective study 590 86.0 459 86.2 386 71.6 <0.0001 238
Sex reported 620 90.4 484 89.8 483 89.6 0.92 ~28
Sample size calculated 7 1.0 4 0.7 34 6.3 <0.0001  3z&
Method of SARS-CoV-2 Diagnosis Aol
PCR 548 799 437 8Ll N/A N/A Se s
ELISA 2 0.3 1 0.2 N/A N/A Sgs
Physical exam only 5 0.7 4 0.7 N/A N/A 333
Multiple 3 0.4 2 0.4 N/A N/A g
Unknown 128 18.7 95 17.6 N/A N/A Fos
Ethics approval received 556 81.0 433 80.3 451 83.7 0.48 Sgn
Impact Factor - median (IQR) 4.7 (2.9-7.6) 4.7 (2.9-7.6) 4.7 (2.9-7.6) §§
Timeto Acceptance - median (IQR) 13.0 (5.0-25.0) 13.0 (5.0-25.0) 110.0 (71.0-156.0) <0.0001 i—g—: g
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Table 2. Association between high methodological quality and journal characteristicsin COVID-19 clinical studies

Model N Crude OR (95% CI) Adjusted OR (95% CI)* P-value
High methodological quality
COVID-19 vs. control article 1071 0.25 (0.20-0.33) 0.20 (0.14-0.30) <0.0001
High impact factor (>10) 1024 2.21 (1.47-3.33) 1.98 (1.02-3.85) 0.045
Median time to acceptance 757 1.63(1.22-2.17) 1.56 (1.13-2.16) 0.007
Geographical Region (ref. Asia/Oceania) 1071
Americas 1.68 (1.23-2.28) 0.75 (0.48-1.19) 0.22
Europe/Africa 0.98 (0.73-1.31) 0.55 (0.36-0.83) 0.01

*COVID-19 articles adjusted for impact factor, time to acceptance, and geographical region (reference of Asia/lOceania)
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Total COVID-19 manuscripts
Identified as of May 14, 2020
(n=14787)

Y

Records screened

(n=9895)

Y

Duplicates removed
(n=4892)

A 4

Y

Full-text articles assessed
for eligibility
(n=794)

Records excluded
(n=9101)

Y

Studies included for
extraction
(n = 686)

Y

Full-text articles excluded (n = 108)
* 68 — Wrong study design

* 11 — Wrong patient population

* 10 — Non-English manuscript

* 6 — Duplicate

* 6 — Wrong outcome

* 5 —Non-peer review journal

* 2 -<35 patients
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Case Diagnostic

Case Series Control Studies

I 6.35% Low Bias
[ 93.65% High Bias

B 48.95% Good Quality (>3.5) B 43.94% Good Quality B 31.58% Good Quality
E 51.05% Poor Quality (<3.5) = 10.10% Fair Quality [ 28.95% Fair Quality
= 45.96% Poor Quality [ 39.47% Poor Quality
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