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Abstract

In evidence-based practice, new topics generaly only have a few studies available for
synthesis. As a result, the evidence of such meta-analyses raised large concerns. We
investigated the robustness of the evidence of meta-analyses from these earliest
studies. Real-world data from the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR)
were collected. We emulated meta-analyses with the earliest 1 to 10 studies through
cumulative meta-analysis from eligible meta-analyses. The magnitude and the
direction of meta-analyses with the earliest few studies were compared to the full
meta-analyses. From the CDSR, we identified 20,227 meta-analyses of binary
outcomes and 7,683 meta-analyses of continuous outcomes. Under the tolerable
difference of 20% on the magnitude of the effects, the convergence proportion ranged
from 24.24% (earliest 1 study) to 77.45% (earliest 10 studies) for meta-analyses of
few earliest studies with binary outcomes. For meta-analyses of continuous outcomes,
the convergence proportion ranged from 13.86% to 56.52%. In terms of the direction
on the effects, even when only 3 studies were available at the earliest stage, the
majority had the same direction to full meta-analyses; Only 19% for binary outcomes
and 12% for continuous outcomes changed the direction as further evidence
accumulated. Synthesizing evidence from the earliest studies is feasible to support
urgent decision-making, and in most cases, the decisions would be reasonable.
Considering the potential uncertainties, it is essential to evaluate the confidence of the
evidence of these meta-analyses and update the evidence when necessary.
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investigation
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Background

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses are a valid approach to provide comprehensive,
transparent, and reliable evidence for better healthcare practice [1, 2]. In the hierarchy
of evidence pyramid, high-quality systematic reviews and meta-analyses are at the top
area over other types of evidence [3]. The high quality has been widely recognized in
those systematic reviews with sufficient well-conducted studies for the meta-analyses.
However, in practice, the median number of studies available for a meta-analysisis 3
(interquartile range [IQR]: 2 to 6) [4]. Our recent large-scale investigation of the
Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR) also verified that more than 90%
of the meta-analyses of healthcare interventions have less than 5 studies [5]. The
small number of included studies in a meta-analysis may put the results at the risk of
large fluctuations, which raises concerns about whether the results of such
meta-analyses could be reliable to support the decision-making. This issue is even
more critical for new topics (e.g., COVID-19), where only several earliest studies are

available for the evidence synthesis.

To investigate this problem, several methodologists have examined the performance
of meta-analyses based on the earliest few studies [6-11]. For example, in 2001,
loannidis et al. [6] used a sample of 60 meta-analyses of randomized controlled trials
in the field of pregnancy/perinatal medicine to assess the dispersion of relative
changes of the effects of meta-analyses as evidence accumulated. They found that

evidence based on the meta-analyses with 500 or fewer randomized patients should be
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interpreted cautiously, because the effects can easily be dissipated by future evidence.
Trikalinos et a. [7] used a larger sample of meta-analyses (n=100) in mental health
and obtained similar conclusions. Besides, Herbison et al. [9], Alahdab et al. [10],
Wang et a. [11] conducted similar works; Table 1 presents a brief summary of similar
important empirical investigations on this topic. These studies provide valuable

information and guidance for evidence synthesis practice as well as decision-making.

Even so, these investigations are not absent of flaws. A common feature of these
studies is that the sample size is small (ranging from 37 to 100); in addition, the topics
considered in these studies were limited in one or two areas, which further limited the
representativeness of the findings. Moreover, none of these studies investigated the
robustness of the results for meta-analyses of continuous outcomes. Considering the
potential limitations of previous studies, at least three questions need to be further
addressed: 1) Under certain tolerances on the difference, for meta-analyses based on
different numbers of earliest studies, how many of which the effects and P-values will
change as evidence accumulates? 2) For different types of data under different effect
estimators, do the extents of changes on the results from meta-analyses of earliest
studies vary? 3) To what extent does the between-study variance, event risks,
cumulative sample sizes, number of studies for final full meta-analysis, magnitude of
effect size, as well as the publication bias affect the robustness of the results of
meta-analyses based on earliest studies? These three questions eventually ended up

with one question: how to make reasonable decision-making based on the evidence of
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meta-analyses with earliest studies?

In the current study, we utilized the large real-world dataset from the CDSR to
evauate the robustness of the evidence synthesized from early studies and attempted

to address the above questions.

M ethods

Data source

We collected real-world meta-analyses data from the CDSR. Considering that many
Cochrane reviews published before 2003 were not available online and could only
provide limited data, we utilized the data of Cochrane reviews published from January
2003 to May 2018 (accessed through Forida State University). This was done by
using the R package “RCurl” [12] to automatically download the .rm5 files of these
reviews automatically. Further, these .rm5 files were exported and saved as .csv files.
Those Cochrane reviews without meta-analyses were identified and excluded at this
stage. The lead authors then developed a Stata (Stata 14/SE, College Station, TX)
program to clean the .csv files to make them suitable for analysis. The detailed

process has been documented in our previous publications [5,13,14].

For the purpose of the current study, we only considered those meta-analyses with 5

or more studies [15]. These eligible meta-analyses were treated as full meta-analyses
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and were further used to emulate meta-analyses with the earliest few studies. This
requires the information of publication year of each included study for the full
meta-analyses, and therefore meta-analyses with missing data in this field were
ineligible. In addition, we did not consider those meta-analyses with the total events
count of zero in both arms because the effect of such meta-analyses would always be

the same (i.e., risk difference = 0) that would overestimate the robustness.

The following information was of interest for the aim of the current study and was
automatically collected by the Stata program: aggregate data of each study in each
meta-analysis, publication year of each study, data types (e.g., binary, continuous),
analytic models for meta-analyses (e.g., random-effects model), effect estimates,
between-study variance estimates (i.e., 1? and tau?), and weight. For the binary
outcomes, the effect estimates generdly include the odds ratio (OR), risk ratio (RR),
hazard ratio (HR), and risk difference (RD); for continuous outcomes, the effect
estimates generaly include the mean difference (MD) and standardized mean
difference (SMD). Some information above was not relevant to the analysis but was
important for the data cleaning process. For example, we used the weight and

between-study variance estimates to help distinguish whether a dataset is a subgroup

analysis or anew meta-analysisin the program.

Emulating meta-analyses with the earliest few studies

In order to investigate the robustness of the results of meta-analyses based on the
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earliest few studies compared to the full meta-analyses, we employed a cumulative
meta-analysis procedure with studies sorted by publication year within a full
meta-analysis, from earliest to most recent. We considered the performance of the
meta-analyses based on the earliest 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 studies. This
decision was based on a recent survey that 87.6% of the meta-analyses within

systematic reviews of COVID-19 had less than 10 studies [16].

We then compared the results of meta-analyses with the earliest studies to the
meta-analyses with full sets of studies. It should be noted that some full-set
meta-analyses contained no more than 10 studies, where it was impossible to consider
all cases of including the earliest 1 to 10 studies. For example, when the full
meta-analysis contained 7 studies, we could only consider including the earliest 1 to 6
studies. Therefore, for meta-analyses with 10 or fewer studies, we considered
including the earliest 1 to k—1 studies, where k (<10) represents the total number of
studies in a full-set meta-analysis. Cumulative meta-analyses were performed using

the “meta’ package in R (See code in Appendix).

Statistical analysis

For meta-analyses of binary outcomes, both the OR and RD were estimated. For
meta-analyses of continuous outcomes, the SMD was estimated in all cases, while the
MD was estimated only when the review authors used it in the original meta-analyses.

Considering the potential between-study variance on the results, we employed two
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analytical models for all meta-analyses, i.e., the Knapp-Hartung (K-H) model [17]
and inverse-variance heterogeneity (I'Vhet) model [18]. A recent ssmulation study has
suggested that these two methods have the best performance for meta-analyses with
few included studies [19]. A continuity correction of 0.5 was applied to all cells of
studies with zero events in a single arm since the sample sizes of treatment and
control arms were generally balanced [20]. For studies with zero eventsin both arms,
there are currently some controversies of how to deal with such studies when using
relative risk as the effect estimator [21, 22]. Since we used the standard
inverse-variance weighted models where both effect and variance of such studies
cannot be defined, we did not pool such studies in the meta-analyses (for OR) as
suggested by Cochrane Handbook [23]. The I proposed by Higgins et al. [24] was

used to measure the amount of heterogeneity for all cases.

The magnitude and direction of the effects were compared for meta-analyses of the
earliest studies against the full meta-analyses. The significance of P-value was also
compared with alpha = 0.05 as the level of significance. For the comparison of the
magnitude, we used the absolute percentage difference of the effect of the
meta-analysis with the earliest studies by treating the effect of the full meta-analysis
as the “reference effect”. It was calculated by |(0 — Deartiest) /8|, Where Beapiest
was the effect of a meta-analysis of the earliest studies and & was the effect of the
full meta-analysis. We set four cut-offs, 5%, 10%, 15%, and 20%, representing

different tolerance levels for differences; when a difference was smaller than the
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certain cut-off, we treated it as convergent, and vice versa. The cut-off levels were
based on a previous study, which documented that a median deviation of 10% (IQR:

5%-15%) was acceptable by methodol ogists [25].

For the comparison of the direction of the effects between meta-analyses with the
earliest studies and full meta-analyses, we considered the following two situations.
First, meta-analyses with the earliest studies showed the effect favouring the treatment
group, while the full meta-analyses showed the effect favouring the control group, or
vice versa. Second, meta-analyses with the earliest studies showed no effect (e.g.,
OR=1 or MD=0), while the full meta-analyses showed the effect favouring one of the
groups, and vice versa. For meta-analyses with small effects, the direction was more
likely to be changed, and mostly the change was of less interest because the bias was
tolerable (e.9., ORexlies=1.01 vs. ORs=1.00). Therefore, as a sensitivity analysis, we
further summarized the potential change of the directions of meta-analyses with the
earliest studies vs. full meta-analyses for meta-analysis with a difference larger than

20% (the maximum tolerate cut-off of the current study).

We further evaluated the impact of event risks, effect sizes, heterogeneity, cumulative
sample size, the total number of studies, and publication bias on the effects of
meta-analyses with the earliest studies compared to full meta-analyses. We stratified
meta-analyses with the earliest studies by each of the above factors and then

summarized their convergence and direction-change proportion of the effects. First,
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the following groups were created in terms of the event risks of the control arm:
0-0.01, 0.01-0.05, 0.05-0.1, 0.1-0.2, 0.2-0.5, 0.5-0.75, and 0.75-1. For effect sizes, we
divided meta-analyses with the earliest studies into three groups, i.e., “small effect”
group, “moderate effect” group, and “large effect” group (see details in Appendix,
Table S1). The definition was based on existing medical research guidelines [26] as
well as the distribution of the effects by the current empirical dataset. For
heterogeneity, we divided meta-analyses with the earliest studies into 5 groups
according to their I 1%=0 and 1% within 0-30%, 30%-60%, 60%-75%, and 75%-100%.
For cumulative sample size, we classified meta-analyses with the earliest studies into
the 4 groups according to previous studies [6, 7]: 0-499, 500-999, 1000-2000, >2000.
For the total number of studies, the following groups were considered: 0-11, 12-20,
21-30, 31-50, >50. We set the first group as 0-11 instead of 0-10. This is because the
full meta-analyses consist of 10 studies can only include the earliest 9 studies at most.
If the first group was set to be 0-10, when the number of the included earliest studies
was 10, the first group would be absent. The final stratification was done by whether
there is publication bias, measured by the LFK index?’[27] (an LFK index between

—1 and 1 means no publication bias, and vice versa).

Results

From 2,693 Cochrane reviews, we identified 20,227 eligible meta-analyses of binary

outcomes, including a total of 237,035 studies, and 7,683 eligible meta-analyses of
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continuous outcomes, including atotal of 80,680 studies (Appendix, Figure S1).

Meta-analyses with the earliest studies vs. full meta-analyses. magnitude

Figure 1 presents the comparisons of the magnitude between meta-analyses with the
earliest studies against full meta-analyses. For binary outcomes, when measured with
OR, the convergence proportion of meta-analysis with the earliest studies ranged from
6.64% (earliest 1 study) to 34.99% (earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of 5%,
12.86% (earliest 1 study) to 54.57% (earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of 10%,
18.94% (earliest 1 study) to 67.86% (earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of 15%,
and 22.24% (earliest 1 study) to 77.45% (earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of
20%. The convergence proportion of meta-analyses with the earliest studies could
reach 70% or above when the tolerance was set to 20% and 7 or more studies were
available at the earliest stage. There was a very poor convergence (less than 40%) for
the RDs, even if as many as 10 studies were available (Appendix, Figure S2-S5). For
continuous outcomes, when measured by MD, the convergence proportion of
meta-analyses with the earliest studies ranged from 3.59% (earliest 1 study) to 22.96%
(earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of 5%, 7.35% (earliest 1 study) to 37.12%
(earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of 10%, 10.88% (earliest 1 study) to 45.71%
(earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance value 15%, and 13.86% (earliest 1 study) to
56.52% (earliest 10 studies) under the tolerance of 20%. The convergence proportion
of meta-analyses with the earliest studies was almost below 50% in all cases for

continuous outcomes (Appendix, Figures S2-S5). There was a dslightly higher
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convergence proportion when measured by the SMD (Appendix, Figures S2-S5).

Meta-analyses with the earliest studies vs. full meta-analyses: direction

Figure 2 presents the comparisons on the direction on the effects of meta-analyses
with the earliest studies against full meta-analyses. For binary outcomes, the
proportion of meta-analyses of the earliest studies with the effects (OR) in a different
direction to full meta-analyses ranged from 8.84% (earliest 10 studies) to 27.59%
(earliest 1 study). The RD showed a higher proportion. For continuous outcomes, the
proportion of meta-analyses of the earliest studies with the effects (MD) in a different
direction to full meta-analyses ranged from 2.23% (earliest 10 studies) to 23.02%

(earliest 1 study), which were higher than SMD.

In our sensitivity analyses, for meta-analyses of the earliest studies with bias >20%,
the proportion of the effects (OR) in a different direction to full meta-analyses ranged
from 8.58% (including the earliest 10 studies) to 31.18% (including the earliest 1
study). Again, the RD showed a higher proportion of having a different direction. For
continuous outcomes, the proportion of meta-analyses of the earliest studies with the
effects (MD) in a different direction to full meta-analyses ranged from 2.60%

(including the earliest 10 studies) to 26.35% (including the earliest 1 study).

Meta-analyses with the earliest studies vs. full meta-analyses: significance

Figure 3 presents the comparison of the significance based on P-values of
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meta-analyses with the earliest studies against full meta-analyses. In general,
compared to the effects, there was a higher proportion of P-value that changed the
significance, which ranged from 12.69% to 47.68%. As more studies accumulated,
fewer changed the significance. After including 5 or more studies, the proportion
became steady at about from 14% to 20%. We put a specia focus on the situation that
meta-analyses with the earliest studies showed a significant effect (P<0.05) while the
full meta-analyses showed non-significance (P>0.05). Our results suggested that
when 2 or more studies were available at the earliest stage, only about 4% (K-H) or 7%
(IVhet) of the metaanalyses with P-values changed from significant to
non-significant when further studies were added (Appendix, Figure S6-A). For those
with the earliest studies showed a non-significant effect (P>0.05), very few (0% to
0.16%) changed to a significant effect (P<0.05) when further studies were added

(Appendix, Figure S6-B).

Subgroup analysis

Subgroup analyses were conducted by different amounts of heterogeneity, publication
bias, event risks, magnitude of the effects, cumulative sample size, and the total
number of studies (Appendix, Table S2, Figures S7-S30). Our results suggested that
for those meta-analyses of the earliest studies with high between-study heterogeneity,
the convergence proportion was slightly higher than those with lower heterogeneity.
Meta-analyses of the earliest studies with event risks less than 0.01 had a poor

convergence in all cases, but the convergence became better as the event risk
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increased. However, for the magnitude of the effect, we observed that when measured
by ORs, the convergence proportion of meta-analyses of the earliest studies with
small effect sizes was more than three times higher than those with large effect sizes
in some cases. Conversely, when measured by RDs, meta-analyses of the earliest
studies in large effect sizes group had a higher convergence proportion than those in
other groups. For meta-analyses with continuous outcomes, the convergence
proportion of meta-analyses with the earliest studies was the highest when effect sizes
were moderate. Meta-analyses of earliest studies with large sample sizes had higher
convergence proportions than those with small sample sizes, and sample sizes had a
more substantial impact on convergence proportions when measured by ORs than by
other effect estimators. Only when the total number of studies of full meta-analyses
was below 10, meta-analyses of the earliest studies had a considerably higher
convergence proportion, except for those measured by MDs. Publication bias

measured by the LFK index seemed to have no obvious impact on convergence.

In terms of direction, meta-analyses based on the earliest studies with zero
between-study heterogeneity, lowest event risks, smallest effect sizes, and cumulative
sample sizes less than 500 had a considerably higher proportion of effects in a
different direction to full meta-analyses than other groups (Appendix, Figures
S31-S36). For other groups, as between-study heterogeneity, event risks, effect sizes,
and sample sizes increased, the proportion of meta-analyses of earliest studies with

effects in a different direction decreased slightly. For binary outcomes, meta-analyses
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of the earliest studies had the highest different direction proportion when the total
number of studiesin full meta-analyses was above 50. However, this was not the case

for continuous outcomes. Again, publication bias had no obviousimpact on direction.

When it comes to P-value, before including 4 or 5 studies, meta-analyses of the
earliest studies with larger effect sizes, higher event risks, and smaller sample sizes
had a higher proportion of P-values changed the significance to the final pooled
P-values (Appendix, Figures S37-342). After including 5 or more studies, no obvious
regularity of change in such proportion showed up. Contrary to the impact of
heterogeneity on the effect direction, meta-analyses of the earliest studies with the
largest 12 had the highest proportion of P-values changed the significance to full
meta-analyses. Compared to continuous outcomes, the total number of studies in full
meta-analyses had a greater impact on binary outcomes. The proportion of
meta-analyses of the earliest studies with change in significance decreased as the total

number of studiesincreased.

Examplefrom the CDSR

We used a meta-analysis [28] from the CDSR as an example to show the robustness of
the effects by using the earliest studies. The meta-analysis investigated the efficacy of
endothelin receptor antagonists (ERAS) in pulmonary arterial hypertension (A ppendix,

Table S3), with 17 trials involving a total of 3,322 participants. The improved
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functional class as a primary binary outcome in the meta-analysis was selected as an
example. Among the 17 trials, two that did not report the selected outcome were
excluded. For the remaining 15 trials, we performed meta-analyses with the earliest 1
to 14 trias separately, and compared the results of these meta-analyses to the full
meta-analysis under the K-H model. Our results suggested that meta-analyses with the
earliest 1 to 14 studies showed the same direction of ORs to the full meta-analysis
(favoring the ERAS treatment). After including the earliest 7 or more studies can
mostly reach around the final pooled value (Appendix, Figure $43). In this example,
even if we used the earliest studies, we could mostly make a reasonable decision, at

|east in terms of the effect direction.

Discussion

In this study, we investigated the robustness of the evidence from the earliest studies
for meta-analysis by using a large real-world dataset. Our findings suggested that,
under a 20% tolerance of the difference and when there were 7 or more studies
available at the earliest stage, the effects of 70% meta-analyses of binary outcomes
could be robust in terms of the magnitude. For meta-analyses of continuous outcomes,
only up to 50% with the effects could be robust in terms of the magnitude. However,
when considering the direction of the effects, as long as 3 studies were available at the

earliest stage, the direction of 81% meta-analyses of binary outcomes and 88%
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meta-analyses of continuous outcomes would not be changed. In addition, when 4 or
more studies were available at the earliest stage, the significance of P-valuein at least

80% of the meta-analyses would not change in the future.

We also found that for binary outcomes, using the OR as the effect estimator is better
than the RD to establish the earliest evidence from a meta-analysis in terms of
robustness. This could be partly explained by the nature of these two measurements
that the OR is “portable” while the RD is not [29]. Specifically, when new evidenceis
added, the RD would be largely impacted by the different baseline risks and thus
becomes unstable, but this is not the case for the OR. In addition, previous studies
have recorded that the RD tends to be more heterogeneous and has lower statistical
powers than the OR in meta-analyses [30, 31]. These limitations of the RD support
that the OR is a better effect estimator than the RD for meta-analyses with the earliest

studies.

Our subgroup analysis suggested that, for meta-analyses with larger amounts of
heterogeneity, the effects were less likely to be changed in terms of the magnitude and
direction than those with smaller heterogeneity. This seems not intuitive, but one
reason may be that meta-analyses with small amounts of heterogeneity are more likely
to be meta-analyses with rare events (Appendix, Table S4)—subgroup analysis by
event risk of the current study suggested that meta-analyses of rare events are much

less robust than those with common events. Another reason could be that
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meta-analyses with small 12 included a higher proportion of small individual studies
(Appendix, Table Sb), adding to the instability of meta-analyses [32]. We also
compared the 1%in each iteration in the cumulative meta-analysis procedure, and it
generally remained stable and irrdlevant to the additional accumulated studies
(Appendix, Table S6). This observation warrants further in-depth investigation of the

mechanisms.

As shown in our sensitivity analyses, by different extents of tolerance on the
difference, the robustness of the results of meta-analyses with the earliest studies
depended largely on the tolerance. Low tolerance on the difference (e.g., 5%) of
meta-analyses with the earliest studies means less convergence, and vice versa. When
decision-makers need accurate estimation (with a small difference) to support their
decision, they will face the risk that the evidence of the earliest studies could be likely
unstable. In practice, low tolerance is unrealistic for urgent decisions; the most
important and urgent task is to predict the direction of the effects. Therefore, when the
prediction on the direction of the effect is correct, we can make a reasonable decision.
In the current study, we found that even only 3 studies were available at the earliest
stage, the majority of the meta-analyses would properly predict the direction of the
effects. This finding suggested that using the earliest evidence to support
decision-making is valid and reasonable in most situations. It also may have some
implications for decision-making in the pandemic of COVID-19 or other urgent

public health events. On the other hand, the findings of the current study may indicate
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potential research waste in related topics—when there is robust and consistent
evidence, perhaps further studies are no longer needed. However, it remains

challenging to decide when the evidence is robust and conclusive.

Implications for decision-making
As presented, there were up to 19% of the situations for meta-analyses of binary
outcomes and 12% meta-analyses of continuous outcomes where conclusions changed
when new evidence was included. Such uncertainty and its susceptibility to other
factors further highlight the need for deliberation in decision-making. In addition,
current researchers largely rely on the significance of P-value or whether the
confidence interval contains the null effect for the inference, which is prone to
misleading decisions [33]. There are some practical suggestions for systematic review
authors to form a reasonable conclusion for decision-makers.

* First, it is not recommended to rely only on the significance of the P-value to
form the conclusions. As pointed out by the American Statistician Association,
“P-values do not measure the probability that the studied hypothesis is true, or
the probability that the data were produced by random chance alone.” [34] In
addition, P-value is sensitive to sample size, which has been criticized by
previous studies [35]. Unlike P-value, the effect size is less likely to be

influenced by sample size. Our results also support that the direction of the
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effects was less likely to change than the significance of P-values as new
evidence accumulated. The confidence interval also provides a way to measure
compatibility [36]. Nevertheless, it should be noted that some tests against chance
are still important, as pointed out by John et al [37].

e Second, it is not recommended to use the RD as an effect estimator for
meta-analyses of binary outcomes when only a few earliest studies are available;
instead, the OR is a better option. Similarly, the SMID could be a better choice for
continuous outcomes in such a situation.

* Third, assumption-free methods, such as the IVhet and K-H models, should be
considered as the primary choice [17]. These methods do not rely on the normal
distribution assumption for heterogeneous studies and could provide better
parameter estimation, especially when only a few studies are available. At the
same time, researchers should avoid using the conventional random-effect model,
i.e., DerSimonian-Laird model [38], because well-established evidence suggested
that this method showed poor performance for meta-analyses with a small
number of studies[19].

* Fourth, meta-analysts may consider reporting prediction intervals [39] as they
provide the range of the effect of a future new study to aid decision-making.

* Fifth, updating the evidence regularly when current evidence is insufficient to
support reasonabl e decision-making.

e Last but not least, it is essential to evaluate the certainty of the evidence for each

meta-analysis. Several tools are available, such as the Grading of
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Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) [40].
This step also provides the basis for the judgment of whether a further update of

the evidence is needed.

To the best of our knowledge, this is currently the largest empirical investigation for
the robustness of the evidence produced by the earliest studies. The findings of the
current study are expected to be useful to aid decision-makers in better forming the
decision based on limited evidence and help future review authors better conduct
meta-analyses at the initial stages of evidence evolution. In addition, current findings
provide useful information for methodologists to develop a framework to rank the

confidence of the earliest evidence.

Some limitations should be highlighted. First, about 8% of the samples were excluded
from our analyses because these meta-analyses did not contain information of
publication years of included studies. These can be considered as missing data, but
they would have little impact on the results since the missing mechanism was likely at
random [41] and the proportion of missing data was small. Second, the current study
treated the results of full meta-analyses as the reference effect, and the analyses on the
robustness were all based on this assumption. Thisis reasonable since it is the typical
case in practice. However, even for the full meta-analyses, some of them are
inevitably unstable due to the potentially low statistical power, limited sample size,

low incidence of the outcomes, high risk of bias of included studies, or high
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between-study heterogeneity. Therefore, the uncertainty of the full meta-analyses
would impact the findings of the current study. To reduce the impact of such
uncertainty on our study, we removed those meta-analyses with less than 5 studies and
employed three meta-analytic methods for the analyses. Even so, the findings should
be interpreted with caution. Third, the current study was based on the CDSR, in which
the systematic reviews were expected to have rigorous designs and implementations.
However, the literature contains much more non-Cochrane reviews, among which
many face serious methodological weaknesses; such weaknesses would impact the
confidence of the results. Therefore, it is also recommended to assess the
methodology rigorous of these meta-analyses with the earliest studies for better
decision-making. Last, even if there were no systematic differences at al between
earlier and later studies, the difference would still be positive in expectation because it
is based on the absolute value of a difference between two quantities subject to
random errors, and a difference between these quantities is virtualy inevitable.
Furthermore, this difference will be larger on average when the number of early

studies included is smaller, because there will be more random errorsin such cases.

Conclusions

In conclusion, based on the findings of our empirical investigation, the utilization of
the earliest studies in systematic reviews and metaanalyses to support

decision-making is reliable in most situations. In more than 81% of the situations of
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binary outcomes, and 88% of the situations of continuous outcomes, the decisions
would be reasonable (with the correct effect direction) based on the evidence from the
earliest 3 or more studies. As more studies become available, the evidence will be
more robust. However, the evidence synthesized from only the earliest 1 or 2 studies
is likely to encounter large fluctuations in the future, as new studies appear. The event
risks, magnitude of the effects, between-study heterogeneity, and sample sizes have
some impact on the robustness of the results that should aso be accounted for in the
decision-making process. However, there are still considerable uncertainties, and thus
it is essential to evaluate the confidence of the evidence of these meta-analyses for

decision-making; in addition, it is also important to update the evidence when

necessary.
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Highlights

1. What isalready known

New topics generally only have a few studies available for synthesis. As aresullt,

the evidence of such meta-analyses raised large concerns.

2. What isnew

e Under a 20% tolerance of the difference and when there were 7 or more studies
available at the earliest stage, the effects of 70% meta-analyses of binary
outcomes could be robust in terms of the magnitude. The direction of 81%
meta-analyses of binary outcomes and 88% meta-analyses of continuous
outcomes would not be changed based on the evidence synthesized from the
earliest 3 or more studies.

3. Potential impact for Research Synthesis Methods readers outside the authors
field

* The utilization of the earliest studies in systematic reviews and meta-analyses to

support decision-making is reliable (with the correct effect direction) in most

situations. The event risks, magnitude of the effects, between-study heterogeneity,

and sample sizes have some impact on the robustness of the results. Considering

the potential uncertainties, it is essential to evaluate the confidence of the

evidence of these meta-analyses and update the evidence when necessary.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

26/37

Declar ations

Consent for publication

Not applicable

Ethics approval and consent to participate

Not applicable

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Prof. Suhail Doi from Qatar University for carefully

reviewing the draft of this manuscript.

Competing I nterests

Not applicable

Funding

LFK is funded by an Australian National Health and Medical Research Council

Fellowship (APP1158469).

Availability of data and material

We have no copyright to share the data with the public. For researchers wishing to

obtain data for academic use, they are advised to contact the corresponding author.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

27 /37

Authors’ contributions

CX conceived and designed the study; CX and LL collected the data; TY and CX
analyzed the data and drafted the manuscript; LL and LFK provided methodology
guidance, comments, and edits for the manuscript. All authors approved the final

version for publication.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

28 /37

Reference

1. Mulrow CD. Systematic reviews: rationale for systematic reviews. BMJ. 1994;
309:597-599.

2. Morton S, Berg A, Levit L, Eden J. Finding what works in health care: standards
for systematic reviews. National Acadamies Press; 2011.

3. Murad MH, As N, Alsawas M, Alahdab F. New evidence pyramid. BMJ Evid
Based Med. 2016; 21:125-127.

4. Davey J, Turner RM, Clarke MJ, Higgins, JP. Characteristics of meta-analyses
and their component studies in the Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews: a
cross-sectional, descriptive analysis. BMC Med Res Methodol. 2022;11(1):1-11.

5. JiaP LinL, KwongJS, Xu C. Many meta-analyses of rare events in the Cochrane
Database of Systematic Reviews were underpowered. J Clin Epidemiol.
2021;131:113-122.

6. loannidis JP, Lau J. Evolution of treatment effects over time: empirical insight
from recursive cumulative metaanalyses. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA. 2001,
98:831-83.

7. Trikalinos TA, Churchill R, Ferri M, Leucht S. Effect sizes in cumulative
meta-analyses of mental health randomized trials evolved over time. J Clin
Epidemiol. 2004;57(11):1124-1130.

8. loannidis JP, Trikalinos TA. Early extreme contradictory estimates may appear in
published research: the Proteus phenomenon in molecular genetics research and

randomized trials. J Clin Epidemiol. 2005;58(6):543-549.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

29/37

9. Herbison B, Hay-Smith J, Gillespie WJ. Meta-analyses of small numbers of trials
often agree with longer-term results. J Clin Epidemiol. 2011;64(2):145-153.

10. Alahdab F, Farah W, Almasri J, et al. Treatment effect in earlier trials of patients
with chronic medical conditions. a meta-epidemiologic study. In Mayo Clinic
Proceedings. 2018;93(3): 278-283.

11. Wang Z, Alahdab F, Almasri J, et a. Early studies reported extreme findings with
large variability: a meta-epidemiologic study in the field of endocrinology. J Clin
Epidemiol. 2016;72:27-32.

12. Lang DT. R as aWeb Client-the RCurl package. J Sat Softw. 2007; 10:2.

13. Xu C, Li L, Lin L, Chu H. Exclusion of studies with no events in both arms in
meta-analysis impacted the conclusions. J Clin Epidemiol. 2020; 123:91-9.

14. FuruyaKanamori L, Xu C, Lin L, et a. P valuedriven methods were
underpowered to detect publication bias: analysis of Cochrane review
meta-analyses. J Clin Epidemiol. 2020; 118:86-9.

15. Jackson D, Turner R. Power analysis for random(leffects meta analysis. Res
Synth Methods. 2017; 8:290-30.

16. Rosenberger KJ, Xu C, Lin L. Methodological assessment of systematic reviews
and metaanalyses on COVIDLI19: A metalepidemiological study. J Eval Clin
Pract. 2021; 27(5):1123-1133.

17. Hartung J, Knapp G. A refined method for the meta-analysis of controlled clinical
trials with binary outcome. Stat Med. 2001; 20(24):3875-89.

18. Doi SA, Barendregt JJ, Khan S, Thalib L, Williams GM. Advances in the


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

30/37

meta-analysis of heterogeneous clinical trias I: the inverse variance heterogeneity
model. Contemp Clin Trials. 2015; 45:130-13.

19. Bramley P, Lopezl /Lopez JA, Higgins JP. Examining how metal analytic
methods perform in the presence of bias: A simulation study. Res Synth Methods.
2021.

20. Friedrich JO, Adhikari NK, Beyene J. Inclusion of zero total event trials in
meta-analyses maintains analytic consistency and incorporates all available data.
BMC Med Res Methodol. 2007; 7:1-6.

21. Sweeting MJ, Sutton AJ, Lambert, Pc. What to add to nothing? Use and
avoidance of continuity corrections in meta_janalysis of sparse data. Sat Med.
2004; 23(9), 1351-1375.

22. Bradburn MJ, Deeks JJ, Berlin JA, Russell Localio A. Much ado about nothing: a
comparison of the performance of meta lanalytical methods with rare events. Stat
Med. 2007; 26(1), 53-77.

23. Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, et al. (Eds.), Cochrane handbook for
systematic reviews of interventions. 2nd ed. John Wiley & Sons, Chichester (UK);
2019.

24. Higgins JP, Thompson SG. Quantifying heterogeneity in a metal_analysis. Stat
Med. 2002; 21(11), 1539-1558.

25. Wagner G, Nussbaumer-Streit B, Greimel J, Ciapponi A, Gartlehner G. Trading
certainty for speed-how much uncertainty are decisionmakers and guideline

developers willing to accept when using rapid reviews: an international survey.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

31/37

BMC Med Res Methodol. 2017; 17:1-8.

26. Cohen J. A power primer. Psychol Bull. 1992; 112:15.

27. Furuya-Kanamori L, Barendregt JJ, Doi SA. A new improved graphical and
guantitative method for detecting bias in meta-analysis. Int J Evid Base Healthc.
2018; 16: 195-20.

28. Liu C, Chen J, Gao Y, Deng B, Liu K. Endothelin receptor antagonists for
pulmonary arteria hypertension. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2013; Feb
28;2013(2):CD004434.

29. Doi SA, Furuya-Kanamori L, Xu C, Lin L, Chivese T, Thalib L. Questionable
utility of the relative risk in clinical research: a call for change to practice. J Clin
Epidemiol. 2020. doi:10.1016/}.jclinepi.2020.08.019.

30. Deeks JJ, Altman DG. Effect measures for metaTanalysis of trials with binary
outcomes. Systematic reviews in health care: Metallanalysis in context, 2001:
313-335.

31. Deeks JJ. Issues in the selection of a summary statistic for metalJanalysis of
clinical trials with binary outcomes. Stat Med. 2002;21:1575-160.

32. Dechartres A, Trinquart L, Boutron |, Ravaud P. Influence of trial sample size on
treatment effect estimates. meta-epidemiological study. BMJ. 2013;346.

33. Stang A, Deckert M, Poole C, Rothman KJ. Statistical inference in abstracts of
major medical and epidemiology journas 1975-2014: a systematic review. Eur J
Epidemiol. 2017;32(1):21-29.

34. Wasserstein RL, Lazar NA. The ASA Statement on p-Values: Context, Process,


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675; this version posted March 22, 2022. 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.

32/37

and Purpose, The American Statistician. 2016; 70(2): 129-133.

35. Sullivan GM, Feinn R. Using effect size—or why the P value is not enough. J
Grad Med Educ. 2012; 4(3): 279-282.

36. Amrhein V, Greenland S, McShane B. Scientists rise up against statistical
significance. Nature. 2019;567(7748):305-307.

37. loannidis JPA. The Importance of Predefined Rules and Prespecified Statistical
Analyses: Do Not Abandon Significance. JAMA. 2019;321(21):2067-2068.

38. DerSimonian R, Laird N. Meta-analysis in clinical trials. Control Clin Trials.
1986;7(3):177-88.

39. Riley RD, Higgins JP, Deeks JJ. Interpretation of random effects meta-analyses.
BMJ. 2011,;342.

40. Guyatt G, Oxman AD, Akl EA, e a. GRADE guidelines: 1.
Introduction—GRADE evidence profiles and summary of findings tables. J Clin
Epidemiol. 2011; 64(4): 383-394.

41. Schafer JL, Graham JW. Missing data: our view of the state of the art. Psychol

Methods. 2002;7:14.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.20.22272675

33/37

Table 1. The basic information of the previous studies that investigated synthesizing evidence from the earliest studies.

Type of sudies No. of trials Medical Outcomeand Primary Factors evaluated Main findings
and No. of included fields effect estimator  evaluation
meta-analyses
included
loannidis Type of studies: NA Pregnancy/  Binary (odds Thedisperson *  Cumulative With 500 accumulated patients,
2001 RCT perinatal ratio) of relative sample size the pooled odds ratio may
medicine changesin change by 0.6- to 1.7-fold in the
No. of different immediate future. When 2000
meta-analyses sample size as patients have aready been
(sample size): 60 evidence randomized, the respective
accumul ates. figures are between 0.74- and
1.35-fold for pregnancy perinatal
medicine and between 0.83- and
1.21-fold for myocardial
infarction studies.
Trikalinos  Type of studies: 1024 Mental Binary (odds The change of *  Cumulative With 500 randomized subjects,
2004 RCT health ratio) statistical samplesize 95% of the time, subsequent
significance changes in odds ratio might be
No. of and the effect up to 1.5-fold; typicaly large
meta-analyses sizesas effect sizesin early trials were
(sample size): 100 evidence dissipated with further evidence.
accumul ates.
loannidis Type of studies: RCTs NA RCTs: no Binary (odds Whether the * Heterogeneity  For retrospective research, the
2005 RCT and restriction ratio) most extreme, maximal ever observed
case-control Case—contro opposite results between-study variance appeared
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I: 534 Case—contro would appear early in 20 of the 40 cases. For
No. of |: Genetic very early prospective trials, such
meta-analyses rather than late between-study variance appeared
(sample size): 44 in retrospective early only in 9 of the 30 cases.
and 37 and prospective
trials, as
evidence
accumul ates.
Herbison Type of studies: NA No Binary (risk The number of Heterogeneity  50% of the meta-analysesin this
2011 RCT restriction ratio) trials needed to Effect size study got within 10% of the final
get agtable Event risk pooled vaue after only four
No. of answer in studies.
meta-analyses meta-analyses.
(sample size): 65
Wang Type of studies: RCTs 26 Endocrinolo  Binary (risk The presence of Heterogeneity ~ The largest effect size occurred
2016 RCT and ay ratio, odds ratio,  extreme Study type in the first 2 earliest studiesin
observational Observation and hazard ratio) ~ findings and (RCT vs. 31% of meta-analyses. The
studies a studies: fluctuationin Observational largest heterogeneity measured
74 effect size studies) by 17 was observed in 18% of the
No. of included meta-analyses when
meta-analyses combining thefirst 2 studies.
(sample size): 100
Alahdab Type of studies:. 930 Chronic Binary (risk Whether the Cumulative About 1 in 3 meta-analyses
2018 RCT medical ratio) early trials Sample size evauating treatments for chronic
conditions demonstrate an Heterogeneity  medical conditions exhibited

No. of

Survival (hazard

effect size that

Total number

exaggerated treatment effect and
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. The convergence proportion under different tolerance values when the OR
was used as effect estimator. 1Vhet: inverse-variance heterogeneity model; K-H:
Hartung-Knapp mode.

Figure 2. The proportion of meta-analyses of the earliest studies having a different
direction of effect. IVhet: inverse-variance heterogeneity model; K-H:

Hartung-Knapp model.

Figure 3. The proportion of meta-analyses of the earliest studies with significance
changed in the full meta-analyses. I Vhet: inverse-variance heterogeneity model; K-H:

Hartung-Knapp model.
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