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Abstract 

We aimed to explore, in a sample of systematic reviews with meta-analyses of the association 

between food/diet and health-related outcomes: (i) whether systematic reviewers selectively 

included study effect estimates in meta-analyses when multiple effect estimates were 

available, and, (ii) what impact selective inclusion of study effect estimates may have on 

meta-analytic effects. We randomly selected systematic reviews of food/diet and health-

related outcomes published between January 2018 and June 2019. We selected the first 

presented meta-analysis in each review (index meta-analysis), and extracted from study 

reports all study effect estimates that were eligible for inclusion in the meta-analysis. We 

calculated the Potential Bias Index (PBI) to quantify and test for evidence of selective 

inclusion. The PBI ranges from 0 to 1; values above or below 0.5 suggest selective inclusion 

of effect estimates more or less favourable to the intervention, respectively. We investigated 

the impact of any potential selective inclusion by comparing the index meta-analytic estimate 

to the median of a randomly constructed distribution of meta-analytic estimates. Thirty-nine 

systematic reviews with 312 studies were included. The estimated PBI was 0.49 (95% CI 

0.42 to 0.55), suggesting the selection of study effect estimates was consistent with a process 

of random selection. In addition, the impact of any potential selective inclusion on the meta-

analytic effects was negligible. Despite this, we recommend that systematic reviewers report 

the methods used to select effect estimates to include in meta-analyses, which can help 

readers understand the risk of selective inclusion bias in the systematic reviews. 
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1. BACKGROUND 

Systematic reviews (SRs) synthesise the findings of studies that address a specific research 

question. By attempting to include all available evidence meeting pre-specified eligibility 

criteria, SRs can provide more valid evidence for healthcare decision making than non-

systematic literature reviews or ad hoc findings of single studies1. It is now commonplace for 

SRs to underpin clinical practice guidelines and policy decisions2. Furthermore, SRs play a 

critical role in identifying research gaps and directing future research. However, the validity 

of the findings from SRs is, in part, dependent on the use of methods that minimise bias in the 

SR process. 

 

Systematic reviewers commonly encounter multiple effect estimates from a primary study 

that are eligible for inclusion in a particular meta-analysis (which we refer to as ‘multiplicity 

of results within studies’)3-5. For example, in a particular primary study, mean differences 

between intervention groups for three different quality of life questionnaires measured at 1-, 

2- and 3-months follow-up may be reported, all of which are eligible for a planned meta-

analysis of quality of life at 0-3 months follow-up. Naïve inclusion of all six estimates in the 

meta-analysis introduces statistical dependency in the meta-analytic dataset, which can lead 

to misleading results6.  

 

Two general approaches for dealing with multiplicity of study results in a meta-analysis 

include the integrative and reductionist approach6. Integrative approaches aim to include 

multiple effect estimates per study in the meta-analysis, using statistical methods such as 

multilevel modelling7 and robust variance estimation8. These approaches are not the focus of 

this paper. Reductionist approaches, which are the focus of this paper, involve reducing the 

data so that only one effect estimate per study is included in a particular meta-analysis. Best 

practice for reductionist approaches is to pre-specify “eligibility criteria”, indicating which 

results are eligible for inclusion in the meta-analysis, along with “decision rules”, that specify 

the methods used to select the result for inclusion, when multiple are available5,9. These rules 

articulate a preference for one estimate over another, and typically this will be based on 

perceived credibility of the estimate (e.g. selecting based on the most valid and reliable 

scales), or for clinical (e.g. selecting clinically relevant measures) or methodological (e.g. 

selecting the most consistently used measure) reasons. In practice, however, such rules are 

not always specified in advance9, leading to the potential for selection of study effect 

estimates based on the observed result itself (e.g. selecting the largest estimate, or the one 
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with the smallest P-value). This is known as ‘selective inclusion of results’4,9, and has to 

potential to bias meta-analysis results. 

 

To our knowledge, only one study has investigated bias due to selective inclusion of results in 

meta-analyses10. This study focused on SRs (published between 2010 and 2012) of 

randomised trials examining the effects of interventions for arthritis or depressive or anxiety 

disorders. The authors constrained their investigation to the first presented meta-analysis of a 

continuous outcome in each review. They concluded that in this random sample of SRs, there 

was no clear evidence of selective inclusion of effect estimates, and that any potential 

selective inclusion did not have a meaningful impact on the meta-analytic effects. However, 

it is unclear whether these findings apply to other clinical conditions, outcome types (e.g. 

binary), study designs, and more recently published reviews. 

 

Systematic reviews of nutrition research provide an opportunity to extend the previous 

investigation of bias due to selective inclusion, because these reviews often include study 

designs beyond randomised trials, different outcome types, and include results from multiple 

analyses that attempt to adjust for potential confounding variables (in the case of non-

randomised studies). Furthermore, given the importance of SRs of nutrition research in 

informing recommendations in dietary guidelines and public health policy, assessment of 

whether there is evidence of selective inclusion bias is required. Therefore, the objectives of 

this study were to explore, in a sample of SRs with meta-analyses of the association between 

food/diet and health-related outcomes: (i) whether systematic reviewers selectively included 

study effect estimates in meta-analyses when multiple effect estimates were available, and; 

(ii) what impact selective inclusion of study effect estimates may have on meta-analytic 

effects. 

 

2. METHODS 

The study protocol for the ROBUST study has been published11. The ROBUST study, in 

addition to objectives (i) and (ii) above, aims to investigate the risk of bias due to missing 

results (objective (iii) in the study protocol). The results of this latter investigation will be 

reported in a subsequent manuscript. An investigation of the extent of multiplicity of results 

in the primary studies of the sample of SRs included in the ROBUST study, has been 

published5. Here, we provide an overview of the methods relevant for our investigation of 
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bias due to selective inclusion of results, with deviations from the planned methods presented 

in Supplementary Table S1.  

 

2.1. Eligibility criteria, search and selection of SRs 

We included reviews that satisfied the definition of an SR, according to the 2019 edition of 

the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions12, that had explicitly stated 

methods of study identification (e.g. a search strategy) and of study selection (e.g. eligibility 

criteria and selection process), and included a meta-analysis. We included such SRs with a 

meta-analysis that:  

• included studies that enrolled, regardless of their age and background, (a) people who 

were generally healthy, or (b) a mixture of generally healthy people and people with 

diet-related risk factors (e.g. overweight, high blood pressure) or people with a 

particular health condition (e.g. type II diabetes or cardiovascular disease), or (c) 

people with non-specified health status;  

• included randomised trials or non-randomised studies that assessed the effects of at 

least one type of food (e.g. nuts, red meat) or at least one dietary pattern (e.g. vegan) 

on any continuous (e.g. weight) or non-continuous (e.g. cardiovascular disease 

incidence) health-related outcome;  

• were published in English between 1 January 2018 and 30 June 2019 (i.e. within 18 

months prior to the drafting of our study protocol);  

• provided citations for all included studies in the SR, and;   

• presented the summary statistics or an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. standard 

error or 95% confidence interval) for each study included in a meta-analysis, and the 

meta-analytic summary effect estimate and its precision in the text or forest plot.  

The exclusion criteria can be found in our published protocol11.   

 

We searched for eligible SRs indexed in the PubMed and Epistemonikos databases from 1 

January 2018 to 30 June 2019 (search strategies reported in supplementary Table S2), 

exported unique records to a Microsoft Excel and randomly sorted them. Following piloting 

of the eligibility criteria, two investigators (MJP and one of CMK, ZD or SM) independently 

screened titles and abstracts (in batches of 500 records) and their potentially eligible full-text 

reports. This screening process was repeated until we reached the target sample of 50 SRs, 

including 25 meta-analyses of continuous and 25 meta-analyses of non-continuous outcomes. 
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If the total number of eligible SRs exceeded this target at the end of a batch, we planned to 

sample 25 SRs of each type randomly. Our target of 50 SRs was primarily selected for 

feasibility reasons given our available resources to conduct all components of the ROBUST 

study, which was informed by the time taken to conduct a previous similar study10. Any 

discrepancies in screening decisions at each stage were resolved via discussion between 

investigators or by consultation with another investigator (JM) where necessary.  

 

One investigator (MJP) selected from each included SR one pairwise meta-analysis of 

aggregate data for inclusion in the present study. The selected meta-analysis was the first 

meta-analytic result mentioned in the review (regardless of its placement in the manuscript). 

Henceforth, we refer to the selected meta-analysis as the “index meta-analysis”. Initially, the 

index meta-analysis was selected irrespective of the outcome domain (e.g. quality of life, 

prostate cancer), effect measure (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference), meta-analytic model (fixed-

effect, random-effects) or the number and type of included studies (i.e. randomised or non-

randomised study). However, following the selection of 50 index meta-analyses, we 

determined that they included 553 studies (range 2-55 studies per meta-analysis), which is 

more than twice what we had anticipated based on our previous study10. For feasibility 

reasons, we therefore chose to restrict inclusion to only those SRs with an index meta-

analysis including fewer than 20 studies. For each included index meta-analysis, we retrieved 

the reports of all included studies (see the protocol for further details11).  

 

2.2 Data collection and management 

A data collection form was developed in REDCap13 (see supplementary Table S3). Following 

piloting, two investigators (RK and one of ZD, SM, CMK, EK, LB and MJP) independently 

collected data from a random sample of half of the index meta-analyses and their included 

studies. For the remaining index meta-analyses and their included studies, data were collected 

by one investigator (RK) and verified for accuracy by another investigator (MJP). Any 

discrepancies were resolved through discussions between the two investigators or through 

adjudication by a third investigator (JM) if necessary.  

 

An overview of the data items and the sources these were obtained from (i.e. systematic 

review protocol, systematic review or study report) is presented in Supplementary Table S4; 

further details are available in the protocol11. For data extracted from the reports of studies 

included in the index meta-analysis, we extracted all outcome data eligible for inclusion in 
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the index meta-analysis. This was determined by the eligibility criteria and decision rules 

stated in the SR protocol when available. For example, if the systematic reviewers pre-

defined in the SR protocol that for the meta-analysis of weight gain, they would only 

compare the “highest versus lowest intake of fish”, and would consider only data at 8 weeks 

follow-up when data were available at multiple time points, we only extracted data for that 

comparison and time point, regardless of whether data for other time points and other 

comparisons for the same outcome were available in the study reports. If there was no SR 

protocol available, or if there were no eligibility criteria or decision rules to select results 

specified in the SR protocol, we extracted all study outcome data based on the comparison 

and outcome specified in the SR. For example, if the meta-analysis in the SR was described 

as “fish intake versus none on weight at 6 months”, we extracted all data on weight at 6 

months for comparisons of any level of intake of fish versus none, results that were 

unadjusted and adjusted (for potential confounding variables), and results from all analysis 

samples (e.g. per-protocol, intention-to-treat). We ignored any eligibility criteria or decision 

rules to select results that appeared in the SR, as we could not determine whether they were 

pre-specified. Additional rules for determining which data to collect are outlined in the 

protocol11. 

 

2.3 Data analysis 

2.3.1 Descriptive analysis. We summarised the characteristics of SR protocols, SRs, index 

meta-analyses and included studies using descriptive statistics. For categorical variables, we 

present frequencies and percentages. For continuous variables, we report medians with 

interquartile ranges (IQRs). 

 

2.3.2. Quantification and testing for evidence of selective inclusion of results. We used the 

‘Potential Bias Index’ (PBI) to quantify and test for evidence of selective inclusion14. In brief, 

this index is based on ordering the effect estimates in each primary study according to their 

magnitude and direction of effect, and then determining the position within that order where 

the effect estimate included in the index meta-analysis sits. The PBI is then calculated as the 

weighted average rank position of the selected effect estimates across all studies, with the 

weights being the number of effect estimates available per study. This weighting system, 

therefore, attributes greater priority to the rank positions of effect estimates where there are a 

larger number of effect estimates to choose from.  
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The PBI ranges from 0 to 1. The PBI has the value 1 when the effect estimate that is most 

favourable to the experimental intervention/exposure is always selected for inclusion from 

each study. By “most favourable” we mean the effect estimate that suggested the most benefit 

or least harm of the intervention/exposure. Conversely, the PBI would have a value of 0 when 

the effect estimate that is least favourable to the experimental intervention/exposure is always 

selected for inclusion from each study.  

 

For meta-analyses comparing different levels or patterns of intake of the same food (e.g. red 

meat consumed 5 days per week versus red meat consumed once a week), we determined 

from the text of the review whether the systematic reviewers hypothesised that the higher or 

lower category would have the most benefit or least harm, and ranked study effect estimates 

based on their favourability to the category of consumption considered to be most 

beneficial/least harmful. For meta-analyses comparing different foods/diets (e.g. vegan versus 

vegetarian diet), we determined from the text of the review which intervention/exposure the 

systematic reviewers were most interested in evaluating (which we considered the 

experimental intervention/exposure), and ranked the study effect estimates based on their 

favourability to the experimental intervention/exposure. Given there was more uncertainty in 

determining the experimental intervention/exposure in reviews comparing different 

food/diets, we performed an a-priori specified sensitivity analysis where we excluded meta-

analyses comparing different foods/diets to examine the impact on the PBI. One investigator 

(RK) assigned a ranking to each effect estimate extracted from each study included in the 

index meta-analyses, and these rankings were verified by another investigator (MJP). 

 

Several methods for selecting effect estimates are acceptable in terms of not introducing bias, 

including (i) randomly selecting effect estimates, (ii) selecting effect estimates based on some 

clinical or methodological rationale or (iii) selecting the median effect estimate. If systematic 

reviewers employed selection methods (ii) and (iii) across the studies, we expected that the 

distribution of the selected effect estimates would be consistent with what we would observe 

under purely random selection, that is, akin to selection method (i), so on average, the 

selected effect estimates would be at the middle-rank position, and the PBI would take the 

value of 0.5. A PBI of 0.5, therefore, suggests that there is no selective inclusion of the most 

or least favourable effect estimates. We ran a statistical test based on the PBI that has been 

constructed to test whether the observed selection of effect estimates was consistent with 

randomness of selection14. Confidence intervals (95%) for the PBI were obtained by 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted November 2, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.01.22281823doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.01.22281823
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


9 
 

bootstrap resampling15. Index meta-analyses that included no studies with multiplicity of 

effect estimates were excluded from all PBI analyses, given there is no potential for selective 

inclusion of results in such meta-analyses. 

 

We conducted subgroup analyses to explore whether the availability of an SR protocol or 

register entry, SRs funded by food industry, outcome types for the index meta-analysis, or 

SRs having at least one author disclosing a financial conflict of interest of any type, modified 

the PBI. The confidence intervals and p value for the difference in PBI between subgroups 

were constructed using bootstrap methods15. A similar approach was used to examine 

whether the PBI was modified by the number of available effect estimates, where a 

regression of PBI on the number of available effect estimates was fitted (for details, see the 

study protocol11).  

 

We undertook a series of sensitivity analyses to investigate whether the PBI was robust to 

certain assumptions. For SRs without protocols or register entries, our primary calculation of 

the PBI was based on the set of study effect estimates that were compatible with the 

assumption of ‘no pre-specified eligibility criteria or decision rules’. However, we also 

performed a sensitivity analysis where study effect estimates that were compatible only with 

the eligibility criteria and decision rules in the methods sections of the SR were included, to 

examine if this restriction affected the PBI.  

 

We anticipated that in some study reports, only an effect estimate and its standard error or 

95% confidence interval would be presented (that is, the number of events or means and 

standard deviations per group would not be available). In this circumstance, algebraic 

manipulation was required to include the result in a meta-analysis. Algebraic manipulation 

may be considered challenging by some systematic reviewers, so effect estimates requiring 

algebraic manipulation may not have been considered by reviewers in the set of effect 

estimates to potentially include in the meta-analysis. For the primary calculation of the PBI, 

we excluded study effect estimates that required algebraic manipulation; however, we 

performed a sensitivity analysis to explore whether the PBI was modified when we included 

these study effect estimates.  

 

We conducted a fixed-effect meta-analysis of the PBI obtained in the current study with that 

estimated in the previous study by Page et al.10. We synthesised estimates of the PBI using a 
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fixed-effect meta-analysis model because the number of included studies (n=2) was too small 

to adequately estimate the between-study variance.  

 

2.3.3. Investigation of the impact of any selective inclusion of study effect estimates on 

meta-analysis effects. We investigated the impact of any potential selective inclusion of 

study effect estimates on the magnitude of the resulting meta-analytic effect estimates. For 

continuous outcomes, we expressed all study effect estimates as standardised mean 

differences (SMDs). For non-continuous outcomes, we expressed all study effect estimates as 

odds ratios (ORs). When study authors reported risk ratios or hazard ratios for non-

continuous outcomes, we extracted these estimates and made the assumption that these would 

provide a reasonable approximation to an odds ratio16, given the outcomes were rare in the 

included reviews. We standardised the direction of effects so that ORs < 1 or SMDs < 0 

represented effects that are more favourable to the experimental intervention/exposure. 

 

For each of the meta-analyses of continuous outcomes, we calculated all possible meta-

analytic SMDs from all combinations of available study effect estimates. All possible meta-

analytic SMDs were generated using a random-effects meta-analysis model, with the 

between-study variability estimated using the restricted maximum likelihood estimator. When 

the number of possible combinations was prohibitively large to calculate all combinations 

(i.e. >30,000), we generated a random sampling distribution of 5,000 meta-analytic SMDs. 

This was achieved by randomly selecting (with equal probability) an effect estimate for 

inclusion from each study comparison within a meta-analysis, meta-analysing the chosen 

effects to yield one meta-analytic result, and repeating this process 5,000 times. For each 

distribution of generated meta-analyses, we calculated (i) the median of all possible meta-

analytic SMDs, which represents the median of a distribution where study effect estimates 

were not selectively included, and (ii) the difference between the index meta-analytic SMD 

and the median meta-analytic SMD.  

 

We used non-parametric statistics to describe the differences between the index and median 

meta-analytic SMDs. We also synthesised these differences using a random-effects meta-

analysis model, with the meta-analytic weights based on the variance of the index meta-

analytic SMD estimate and the between-study variability estimated using the restricted 

maximum likelihood estimator. The Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman confidence interval 

method was used to calculate uncertainty in the combined differences17,18, and we quantified 
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statistical inconsistency using the I2 statistic19. When the difference between the index and 

median meta-analytic SMD was minimal, we concluded that any potential selective inclusion 

had a limited impact on the meta-analytic effect (a worked example is provided in Page et 

al.14). We repeated the above analyses for each of the meta-analyses of non-continuous 

outcomes (i.e. binary, count, time-to-event) by calculating meta-analytic ORs. Finally, we 

undertook an analysis that included all meta-analyses (i.e. including meta-analyses of all 

outcome types) by first converting log ORs to SMDs by dividing the log ORs by π/√3 (= 

1.814)20. For this analysis, we also calculated all possible meta-analytic estimates using a 

fixed-effect model as a sensitivity analysis to examine whether the meta-analysed difference 

and its confidence interval were affected by the meta-analysis model. We also performed a 

sensitivity analysis where the meta-analyses of risk ratios and hazard ratios were excluded 

because of the assumption that such estimates provide a good approximation to the OR. All 

analyses were undertaken using Stata version 1621. 

 

3. RESULTS 

Our search yielded a total of 7,167 references from PubMed and Epistemonikos. After 

removing 908 duplicates, the remaining 6259 references were randomly sorted, and we 

screened the titles and abstracts of the first 3,013 references. Of these, 2,777 were excluded, 

leaving 236 for full-text screening. Of these, 99 SRs met our eligibility criteria, including 25 

SRs with a meta-analysis of a continuous outcome and 74 with a meta-analysis of a non-

continuous outcome. Initially, all SRs with a continuous outcome were included, and 25 of 

the 74 SRs with a non-continuous outcome were randomly selected. However, from these 50 

SRs, eight were excluded (6 continuous, 2 non-continuous), because the index meta-analysis 

had 20 or more studies, leaving 42 included SRs22-41 42-46 47-51 52,53 54-63. After extracting data 

from the included studies of these 42 SRs, we excluded a further three SRs because we were 

unable to identify the relevant outcome data in any of the included primary study reports61, or 

none of the included studies had multiplicity of effect estimates62 63. This left us with 39 SRs 

included in the analysis of selective inclusion (Figure 1). 

 

3.1 Characteristics of included meta-analyses 

Of the 39 SRs, two had published protocols, and 11 were registered in PROSPERO (Table 1). 

Most index meta-analyses included only non-randomised studies (64%, 25/39), 31% (12/39) 

included only randomised trials, and the remaining two (5%) included studies of both designs 

(Table 1). Only two reviews (5%) were funded by food industry and authors of six (15%) 
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reviews had a financial conflict of interest. The types of included study designs differed by 

outcome type. In the 17 meta-analyses of a continuous outcome, 12 included randomised 

trials only, three included non-randomised studies only, and two included both designs. Of 

the 22 meta-analyses of a non-continuous outcome, all included non-randomised studies only. 

Nearly all index meta-analyses were fitted using a random-effects model (92%, 36/39). The 

39 index meta-analyses included a total of 312 studies with 386 comparisons (since some 

studies contributed multiple comparisons to the same meta-analysis when, for example, 

multiple foods or diets were compared), with a median of seven studies (IQR 5-11; range 2-

17) per meta-analysis.  

 

3.2 Multiplicity of effect estimates in study reports and methods to select effect estimates 

Of the 386 comparisons, 224 (58%) had multiple effect estimates that were eligible for 

inclusion in a particular meta-analysis. In these 224 comparisons, there was a median of 2 

(IQR 2-4; range 2-21) eligible effect estimates per comparison. Descriptive statistics at the 

meta-analysis level reflected those at the study level; per meta-analysis, a median of 63% of 

comparisons had multiplicity (IQR 50-83%; range 6-100%). The most common types of 

multiplicity arose from the availability of unadjusted and one or more covariate-adjusted 

analyses (39% of studies) and multiple intervention/exposure groups (22% of studies) (Table 

2). 

 

The types of methods to select effect estimates to include in meta-analyses that were 

documented in the SR protocols and SRs varied considerably (Table 3 and Supplementary 

Table S5). For example, in 1/13 protocols a decision rule for any type of analysis was 

provided, while such a rule appeared in 14/39 in reviews. In all cases where a decision rule 

was reported, the rule articulated selection of a specific eligible effect estimate (Table 3). In 

no cases did review authors articulate non-specific selection of an effect estimate (e.g. 

through random selection, or calculating an average of the eligible effect estimates).  

 

3.3 Evidence of selective inclusion of study effect estimates 

The estimated PBI was 0.49 (95% CI 0.42 to 0.55; two tailed p-value of 0.64) (Table 4). This 

suggests that the selection of study effect estimates was consistent with a process of random 

selection. The PBI for SRs with a protocol/register entry was 0.16 units higher (95% CI 0.02 

to 0.29) than the PBI for SRs without a protocol/register entry, suggesting that selective 

inclusion of the most favourable effect estimates was more likely to occur in SRs with a 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted November 2, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.01.22281823doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.01.22281823
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


13 
 

protocol/register entry. The PBI was not modified by the outcome type of the index meta-

analysis, funding of the SR or financial conflicts of interest of SR authors (Table 2), and was 

robust to the series of sensitivity analyses (Supplementary Table S6). 

 

The linear regression exploring the relationship between the number of available effects 

estimates and the PBI suggested that for every unit increase in the number of effect estimates, 

the PBI was predicted to reduce by -0.014 (95% CI -0.018 to -0.010; see Supplementary 

Figure S1). For example, the predicted PBI was 0.50 (95% CI 0.42 to 0.59) when there were 

two available effect estimates, and 0.41 (95% CI 0.25 to 0.57) when there were four effect 

estimates. 

  

Meta-analysis of the PBI estimate of the previous study by Page et al.10 and our study 

resulted in a combined PBI of 0.53 (95% CI 0.48 to 0.58) (Supplementary Figure S2).  

 

3.4 Impact of potential selective inclusion of study effect estimates on meta-analytic 

SMDs 

The median number of possible meta-analytic SMDs arising from meta-analysing all 

combinations of study effect estimates was 288 (across the 39 meta-analyses); however, there 

was wide variation in this number (IQR 12-2880, range 2–20155392; Table 5). For most 

meta-analyses, the range of possible meta-analytic SMDs which could be calculated (each 

fitted using a random-effects model) was narrow (Table 5, column 5). The median difference 

between the largest and smallest possible meta-analytic SMD was 0.09 SD units (IQR 0.04 to 

0.15; range 0.01 to 1.37; Table 5 and Figure 2). 

 

The median of the differences between the index meta-analytic SMD and the median of all its 

possible meta-analytic SMDs (i.e. the SMD expected when there is no selective inclusion) 

was -0.003 SD units (IQR -0.01 to 0.02; range -0.59 to 0.07). Meta-analysing these 

differences using a random-effects model yielded a pooled difference of 0.002 SD units (95% 

CI -0.01 to 0.01; I2=0%; Figure 3). Recalculating all possible meta-analytic SMDs using a 

fixed-effect model yielded nearly identical results (see Supplementary Figure S3; for results 

of all differences converted to ratios of odds ratios and sensitivity analyses, see 

Supplementary Figures S4-S9). 

 

4. DISCUSSION 
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There was no evidence of selective inclusion of study effect estimates by systematic 

reviewers in our sample of meta-analyses of food/diet-outcome associations. The PBI was not 

modified by outcome type for the index meta-analysis (continuous or non-continuous), 

funding source for the SR, or conflict of interests of systematic reviewers, but did differ 

depending on whether the review authors worked from a SR protocol/register entry. In 

addition, the PBI was robust to several assumptions in sensitivity analyses. The impact of any 

potential selective inclusion on the meta-analytic effects was negligible.   

 

4.1 Comparison with other studies 

Our study results are largely similar to the only other study investigating bias due to selective 

inclusion of results10. In both studies, there was no clear evidence of selective inclusion of 

study estimates in the sample of meta-analyses evaluated, and importantly, the impact of any 

potential selective inclusion on the meta-analytic estimates was negligible in both studies. 

The latter finding is explained by the fact that the range of possible meta-analytic SMDs 

calculated from the different combinations of study effect estimates was narrow; in the 

current study, the median difference (IQR) between the largest and smallest possible meta-

analytic SMD was 0.09 SD units (IQR 0.04, 0.15), and in Page et al.10 it was similar (0.11 SD 

units; IQR 0.03, 0.19). Therefore, even in the event that reviewers did selectively include 

results, the potential for this to importantly impact the meta-analysis effect estimate was 

limited. 

 

However, larger differences between the largest and smallest possible meta-analytic SMDs 

have been observed elsewhere. In a study evaluating multiplicity of effect estimates in study 

reports and its impact on meta-analysis results, Mayo-Wilson et al. observed a median 

difference between the largest and smallest possible meta-analytic SMD of 0.34 SD units64. 

In this circumstance, selective inclusion of results could impact meta-analysis effects; 

however, the authors did not explore selective inclusion of results in that study.   

 

4.2 Explanations for study findings 

There are several possible reasons why no evidence of selective inclusion of results was 

observed in this study. Despite infrequently pre-specifying or reporting methods for selecting 

results for inclusion in meta-analyses, the majority of systematic reviewers might have been 

following undisclosed decision rules that were based on some clinical or methodological 

rationale (i.e. not based on the statistical significance, magnitude or direction of effects). For 
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example, systematic reviewers confronted with multiple effect estimates for the association 

between cheese intake and risk of prostate cancer, each adjusted for different sets of 

covariates, might have considered it reasonable to always select the most adjusted estimate 

available, without declaring in the Methods section that they followed this decision rule. 

Recommendations to report such selection methods only became available in sources such as 

the Cochrane Handbook12 and PRISMA 202065 after all the SRs in this sample were 

published, which might explain the infrequent reporting of such methods. 

 

Our observation that the PBI was more indicative of selective inclusion of results in SRs with 

a protocol/register entry than in SRs without a protocol/register entry was unanticipated. We 

assumed that review authors who publicly record their pre-specified methods may be more 

likely to specify methods for selecting results for inclusion in meta-analyses, and aware of the 

bias that can be introduced if this selection is made based on the nature of the result itself. 

However, of the 13 protocols/register entries, 11 were PROSPERO entries, and PROSPERO 

does not currently request authors pre-specify methods for selecting results for inclusion in 

meta-analyses. Therefore, simply registering a SR might not protect against selective 

inclusion at this stage. Furthermore, while the median number of eligible effect estimates was 

the same for studies included in SRs with a protocol/register entry and SRs without (median 

2), the range of eligible effect estimates was narrower for the former (range 2-9 versus 2-21), 

which might have made it easier for SRs with a protocol/register entry to select the largest 

effect.  

 

The negligible impact of potential selective inclusion on the meta-analytic effects may have 

been influenced by several factors. These include the percentage of studies with multiple 

effect estimates per meta-analysis, the extent to which the multiple effect estimates in a study 

varied in magnitude and direction, the weights that study effect estimates received in the 

meta-analysis or any combination of the above10. For example, if one adjusted estimate yields 

an OR of 1.87 and another yields an OR of 1.59, but the precision of the selected estimate 

was low and hence the study contributed little weight to the meta-analysis, selective inclusion 

of the most favourable OR is unlikely to affect the meta-analysis in an important way.  

 

4.3 Strengths and weaknesses of the study 

Our study has several strengths. We pre-specified our methods in a published protocol11, and 

have also specified any deviations from our protocol in Supplementary Table S1. We 
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conducted a comprehensive search for SRs, and all records were screened by two authors 

independently to minimise errors in SR selection. Ranking of effect estimates for the PBI 

calculation was conducted by one author and verified by another. There are also some 

limitations to our study. Data collection was conducted by two authors independently for only 

half of the SRs and their included studies. However, for the other half in which only one 

author collected data, we expect the number of data collection errors to be low because the 

collected data were verified for accuracy by another author. Our sample size calculation was 

based on estimating the extent of multiplicity in studies rather than the magnitude of selective 

inclusion bias. Our findings may be influenced by the set of study effect estimates that we 

considered eligible for inclusion in the meta-analyses, which might differ to what the 

systematic reviewers considered eligible. We used the methods reported in the SR protocols 

to select effect estimates; however, other selection methods may have been assumed but not 

documented at the protocol stage. Finally, we only extracted data from the studies cited by 

the systematic reviewers. If other reports of studies (e.g. regulatory reports, conference 

abstracts) had been consulted but not cited by the systematic reviewers, our estimate of the 

true extent of multiplicity of results and the PBI might differ. 

 

4.4 Future research 

To date, only two studies (Page et al.10 and the current study) have investigated whether 

selective inclusion of study effect estimates occurs in meta-analyses in three areas 

(musculoskeletal conditions, mental health, nutrition), hence extending this type of 

investigation to other specialities will add to the evidence-base on the likelihood and impact 

of selective inclusion bias. Moreover, SRs that are funded by industry commonly report 

results favourable to the sponsor66, yet no study to date has examined the issue of selective 

inclusion in such SRs . Furthermore, it is worthwhile to explore bias due to selective 

inclusion of results in meta-analyses of harm outcomes, for which multiplicity of results is 

also a challenge67,68. In addition, selective inclusion might be more likely to occur in reviews 

that have broad outcome domains, such as ‘patient health’, since within any study, there 

could be a large number of outcomes and effects that could be selected, with likely a wider 

range of effect estimates. 

 

5. CONCLUSION 

There was no evidence that systematic reviewers selectively included study effect estimates 

in this sample of meta-analyses of the association between food/diet and health-related 
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outcomes. The impact of any potential selective inclusion on the meta-analytic effects was 

negligible. Despite this, we encourage systematic reviewers to report whether they 

encountered multiplicity of results in the included studies, the methods they used to select 

effect estimates when multiple estimates were eligible for inclusion in a particular meta-

analysis, and whether these selection methods were pre-specified. Doing so should help 

readers understand the risk of selective inclusion bias in the systematic review.  
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HIGHLIGHTS 

• Selective inclusion of results occurs when, for any particular primary study, multiple 

results are eligible for inclusion in a specific meta-analysis, and the result chosen for 

inclusion by the systematic reviewer is based on the nature of the result itself (e.g. the 

result’s P-value, magnitude or direction). Only one other study has investigated bias due 

to selective inclusion of results, in a sample of meta-analyses published between 2010 and 

2012 and including randomised trials examining the effects of interventions for arthritis 

or depressive or anxiety disorders. It is unclear whether the findings of this prior study 

apply to other clinical conditions, outcome types (e.g. binary), study designs (e.g. non-

randomised), and more recently published reviews. 

• In a sample of 39 meta-analyses including 312 studies of nutrition research, there was no 

evidence of selective inclusion of study effect estimates by systematic reviewers. In 

addition, the impact of any potential selective inclusion on the meta-analytic effects was 

negligible. The systematic reviews in our sample provided an opportunity to extend the 

previous investigation of bias due to selective inclusion of results, because these reviews 

often include study designs beyond randomised trials, different outcome types, and 

include results from multiple analyses that attempt to adjust for potential confounding 

variables (in the case of non-randomised studies). 

• We recommend that systematic reviewers report the methods used to select effect 

estimates to include in meta-analyses, which can help readers understand the risk of 

selective inclusion bias in the systematic reviews.    
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Table 1: Characteristics of the systematic reviews and index meta-analyses (N=39) 
 
Characteristic n (%) 
Country of the corresponding author of the review 

China  9 (23) 
Iran 6 (15) 
United States of America 6 (15) 
Others (Australia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, Israel, Japan, 
Malaysia, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, United Kingdom)  

18 (47) 

Source of funding for the review 
Non-profit 21 (54) 
For-profit 2 (5) 
Mixed    0 
No funding 8 (21) 
Not reported 8 (21) 

Conflicts of interest of authors of the review 
Conflict of interest reported by at least one review author 6 (15) 
All review authors stated they had no conflicts of interest 27 (69) 
Missing/not reported 6 (15) 

Protocol availability for the review   
Both a protocol and register entry are available 0 
Only a protocol is available 2 (5) 
Only a register entry is available 11 (28) 
Neither are available 26 (67) 

Type of studies included in the index meta-analysis 
Only randomised trials 12 (31) 
Only non-randomised studies 25 (64) 
Both 2 (5) 

Total number of studies included in the index meta-analysis 
(median [IQR]) 

7 (5-11) 

Total number of participants included in the index meta-analysis 
(median [IQR])* 

2029 (727-59901) 

Type of participants in studies included in the index meta-analysis 
Healthy only 13 (33) 
Mix of healthy people and people with a health condition 9 (23) 
Unclear 17 (44) 

Type of intervention/exposure investigated in the index meta-analysis 
Dairy  4 (10) 
Fruits 1 (2) 
Pescatarian diet 2 (5) 
Vegan diet 1 (2) 
Vegetarian diet  12 (28) 
Mediterranean diet 4 (10) 
Non-vegetarian diet 1 (2) 
Chocolates  2 (5) 
Mixed† 12 (28) 

Outcome type for the index meta-analysis 
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Characteristic n (%) 
Continuous 17 (44) 
Non-continuous (e.g. binary, count, time-to-event) 22 (56) 

Meta-analytic effect measure for the index meta-analysis 
Risk ratio  15 (38) 
Odds ratio    6 (15) 
Hazard ratio 1 (3) 
Mean difference 16 (41) 
Standardised mean difference 1 (3) 

Index meta-analysis model used 
Fixed-effect 2 (5) 
Random-effects 36 (92) 
Unclear 1 (3) 

*Only 16 of the 39 SRs reported the total number of participants included in the index meta-
analysis 
†Includes combinations of fruits, oils, meat, egg, milk, fish and vegetables.  
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Table 2: Number (%) of studies (N=312) with different types of multiplicity of results 
 
Type of multiplicity n (%)* 
Any 214 (69) 
Multiple measurement instruments for an outcome domain 0 
Multiple intervention/exposure groups 68 (22) 
Multiple time points 14 (4) 
Both final and change from baseline values 27 (9) 
Analyses undertaken on multiple samples (e.g., ITT and per-protocol) 4 (1) 
Unadjusted and one or more covariate-adjusted analyses 121 (39) 
Both period and paired analyses in crossover randomized trials 0 
Multiple definitions of an event 4 (1) 
Multiple subgroups 24 (8) 
Other 12 (4) 
*Percentages do not sum to 100 because some studies had multiple sources of multiplicity of 
effect estimates. The denominator was the number of studies, not study comparisons. 
Therefore, each multi-arm study that contributed multiple comparisons to a meta-analysis 
(e.g. ‘high versus low intake of milk’ and ‘high versus low intake of cheese’ included in a 
meta-analysis of the effect of dairy intake on risk of prostate cancer) was counted only once. 
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Table 3: Content of decision rules reported in systematic review protocols and 
systematic reviews  

Type of decision rule SR protocols 
n (%) 
N=13 

SRs 
n (%) 
N=39 

Measurement of outcome   
Not applicable as the index outcome was defined 
by a particular instrument 

1 (8)  1 (3) 

No decision rule 12 (92) 38 (97) 
Intervention/exposure and control groups   

If the same intervention/exposure, but more than 
one intake level, then select the highest/lowest 
level 

0 17 (44) 

If the same intervention/exposure, but with two 
intake levels, then combine into one group 

1 (8) 2 (5) 

If two different interventions/exposures, include 
each as separate comparison 

1 (7) 2 (5) 

Other* 0 1 (3) 
No decision rule 11 (84) 17 (44) 

Time points   
End of the study 0 1 (3) 
Other specific time point  0 1 (3) 
No decision rule 13 (100) 37 (95) 

Final versus change from baseline values    
Final values preferred  0 0 
Change from baseline values preferred  0 5 (13) 
No decision rule  13 (100) 34 (87) 

Unadjusted versus covariate adjusted analyses   
Unadjusted analyses preferred to adjusted 0 1 (3) 
Adjusted analyses preferred to unadjusted 0 3 (8) 
Most adjusted analyses preferred if multiple 
adjusted analyses were reported 

0 2 (5) 

No decision rule 13 (100) 33 (85) 
Period or paired analyses in cross-over trials   

First period results only 0 1 (3) 
No decision rule 13 (100) 38 (97) 

Analyses undertaken on multiple samples   
Intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis preferred  0 0 
If there was missing data, modified ITT analysis 
preferred over per-protocol or as-treated analysis 

0 0 

Per protocol analysis preferred 0 0 
As-treated analysis preferred 0 0 
No decision rule 13 (100) 39 (100) 

*Classified based on the authors’ description (e.g. when two or more healthy dietary patterns 
were presented, researchers generally considered a healthy pattern one that mostly included 
protective foods, such as vegetables, fruits, fish, legumes, whole grains, and low-fat dairy 
products)  
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Table 4. Primary and subgroup analyses for the PBI results 

PBI analyses Number 
of comparisons 

Number of 
meta-analyses 

PBI (95% CI*) 

Primary analysis** 206 38 0.49 (0.42-0.55) 
Availability of a SR protocol/register entry    

With a SR protocol/register entry 40 13 0.61 (0.49-0.73) 
Without a SR protocol/register entry 166 25 0.46 (0.38-0.53) 
Subgroup difference† = 0.16 (95% CI 0.02 to 0.29; two-tailed p value of test of interaction 0.03) 

Outcome type for index meta-analysis    
Continuous 45 16 0.57 (0.45-0.68) 
Non-continuous 161 22 0.47 (0.40-0.54) 
Subgroup difference† = 0.10 (95% CI -0.04 to 0.24; two-tailed p value of test of interaction 0.15) 

Funding type for SR    
Non-industry 196 36 0.48 (0.42-0.54) 
Industry 10 2 0.51 (0.25-0.77) 
Subgroup difference† = -0.03 (95% CI -0.27 to 0.26; two-tailed p value of test of interaction 0.84) 

Financial conflict of interest of SR authors    
No SR author had a conflict of interest 166 32 0.48 (0.42-0.55) 
≥SR author had a conflict of interest 40 6 0.49 (0.36-0.63) 
Subgroup difference† = -0.01 (95% CI -0.16 to 0.14; two-tailed p value of test of interaction 0.87) 

*Percentile-based CIs for the PBI were constructed using bootstrap methods by resampling individual studies 2000 times. 
**There are 206 (rather than 224) comparisons in the primary analysis, because the primary analysis omits comparisons for which inclusion of 
effect estimates required algebraic manipulation. 
†The confidence limits and p value for the difference in PBI between subgroups was constructed using bootstrap methods from 2000 
replicates. 
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Table 5: Number (%) of studies with multiplicity, number of possible meta-analytic standardised mean differences (SMDs), and 
differences between meta-analytic SMDs for each index meta-analysis (N=39)  
 

SR ID 
Number of study 

comparisons 

Number (%) of 
study 

comparisons 
with multiplicity 

Number of meta-
analytic SMDs 

Largest minus 
smallest meta-
analytic SMD 

Index minus 
median meta-

analytic SMD* 
1 2 1 (50) 4 0.04 0.02 
2 10 9 (90) 22680 0.06 0.004 
3 2 2 (100) 12 0.11 0.01 
4 2 1 (50)  2 0.17 -0.09 
5 4 3 (75) 64 0.25 0.07 
6 19 2 (11) 36 0.07 -0.03 
7 4 4 (100) 480 0.36 0.03 
8 5 3 (60) 8 0.09 -0.003 
9 4 4 (100) 18 1.37 -0.59 

10 5 1 (20) 4 0.02 -0.001 
11 16 7 (44) 192 0.13 0.03 
12 7 6 (86) 432 0.04 -0.01 
13 6 4 (67) 64 0.03 0.01 
14 6 3 (50) 8 0.14 0.07 
15 5 4 (80) 1764 0.12 0.04 
16 9 7 (78) 1440 0.07 -0.01 
17 6 2 (33) 4 0.13 -0.05 
18 7 7 (100) 2880 0.10 -0.01 
19 8 8 (100) 384 0.05 0.02 
20 5 1 (20) 2 0.05 -0.02 
21 9 8 (89) 2916 0.17 0.03 
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SR ID 
Number of study 

comparisons 

Number (%) of 
study 

comparisons 
with multiplicity 

Number of meta-
analytic SMDs 

Largest minus 
smallest meta-
analytic SMD 

Index minus 
median meta-

analytic SMD* 
22 19 11 (58) 8192 0.02 0.01 
23 11 6 (55) 256 0.15 -0.02 
24 23 2 (9) 27 0.16 -0.01 
25 23 19 (83) 20155392† 0.05 0.03 
26 6 4 (67) 16 0.58 -0.29 
27 20 14 (70) 98304‡ 0.03 -0.01 
28 5 4 (80) 16 0.16 -0.04 
29 12 6 (50) 288 0.02 -0.001 
30 16 1 (6) 2 0.01 0.01 
31 13 7 (54) 384 0.20 0.03 
32 10 6 (60) 384 0.04 -0.01 
33 11 9 (82) 3538944‡ 0.15 -0.02 
34 16 10 (63) 3456 0.03 0.01 
35 13 7 (54) 288 0.06 -0.01 
36 22 13 (59) 110592† 0.07 -0.01 
37 16 13 (81) 16128000† 0.09 0.01 
38 4 4 (100) 1152 0.11 -0.01 
39 5 1 (20) 2 0.01 -0.003 

Median (IQR) 8 (5, 16) 63% (50%, 83%) 288 (12, 2880) 0.09 (0.04, 0.15) 
-0.003 (-0.01, 

0.02) 
* Differences less than zero indicate that the index meta-analysis SMD is more favourable to the intervention compared with the median meta-analytic SMD. 
† For these meta-analyses, we generated a sampling distribution of 5000 meta-analytic SMDs. Each meta-analytic SMD was created by randomly selecting 
(with equal probability) an effect estimate for inclusion from each study, and meta-analysing the chosen effects.   

 . 
C

C
-B

Y
 4.0 International license

It is m
ade available under a 
 is the author/funder, w

ho has granted m
edR

xiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
(w

h
ich

 w
as n

o
t certified

 b
y p

eer review
)

T
he copyright holder for this preprint 

this version posted N
ovem

ber 2, 2022. 
; 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.01.22281823
doi: 

m
edR

xiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.11.01.22281823
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


34 
 

FIGURE LEGENDS 
 
Figure 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram of identification, screening and inclusion of 
systematic reviews. 
*Of the 6259 unique titles and abstracts, we only needed to screen 3,013 randomly sorted 
titles and abstracts to reach our target sample size. **We initially drew a random sample of 
50 systematic reviews, but post-hoc excluded eight systematic reviews with 20 or more 
included studies in the index meta-analysis to reduce workload. 
 
Figure 2. Range of possible meta-analytic standardised mean differences (SMDs) per 
index meta-analysis, with median and index meta-analytic SMD. 
 
Figure 3. Meta-analysis of differences between the index meta-analytic SMD and 
median of all its possible meta-analytic SMDs (each calculated using the random-effects 
model). Differences less than zero indicate that the index meta-analysis SMD is more 
favourable to the intervention compared with the median meta-analytic SMD. 
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