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Abstract

A key output of network meta-analysis (NMA) is the relative ranking of the treatments;
nevertheless, it has attracted a lot of criticism. This is mainly due to the fact that ranking is an
influential output and prone to over-interpretations even when relative effects imply small
differences between treatments. To date, common ranking methods rely on metrics that lack a
straightforward interpretation, while it is still unclear how to measure their uncertainty. We
introduce a novel framework for estimating treatment hierarchies in NMA. At first, we formulate a
mathematical expression that defines a treatment choice criterion (TCC) based on clinically
important values. This TCC is applied to the study treatment effects to generate paired data
indicating treatment preferences or ties. Then, we synthesize the paired data across studies using
an extension of the so-called ‘Bradley-Terry’ model. We assign to each treatment a latent variable
interpreted as the treatment’s ‘ability’ and we estimate the ability parameters within a regression
model. Higher ability estimates correspond to higher positions in the final ranking. We further
extend our model to adjust for covariates that may affect treatment selection. We illustrate the
proposed approach and compare it with alternatives in two datasets: a network comparing 18
antidepressants for major depression and a network comparing 6 antihypertensives for the
incidence of diabetes. Our approach provides a robust and interpretable treatment hierarchy which
accounts for clinically important values and is presented alongside with uncertainty measures.
Overall, the proposed framework offers a novel approach for ranking in NMA based on concrete
criteria and preserves from over-interpretation of unimportant differences between treatments.

Keywords: network of interventions, treatment hierarchy, probabilistic regression model,
clinically important difference



1 Introduction

Interpretation of network meta-analysis (NMA) outputs can be challenging as it usually comprises
consideration of multiple treatment effects with different levels of uncertainty and credibility
across comparisons in networks'2. For example, in the relatively simple case of a network with 6
treatments the output of NMA consists of 15 unique treatment effect estimates. In such a context,
treatment ranking can be a reliable way to summarize the evidence provided by a complex network
of treatments'=>**. This may explain the fact that treatment hierarchies are frequently presented in

published NMAs with 43% of them reporting at least one ranking metric’.

Probably the most commonly used ranking metric, until recently, was the probability of a treatment
to have the best value®, usually denoted as pgy. It can be calculated within either the Bayesian or
the frequentist framework and represents the probability that a treatment in the network will have
the best mean value on the studied outcome’. Although pg, has been widely used in published
NMAs, more recently it has been criticized for not accounting properly for the uncertainty of the
NMA estimates*3°. This is because a treatment may have a high probability of producing both the

best and the worst mean outcome’.

Other common ranking metrics are P-scores!, which are obtained analytically through the
cumulative density function of the standard normal distribution, or their Bayesian equivalent
SUCRA! that represent the surface under the cumulative ranking curve for each treatment. The
main limitation of these metrics is that the scores attributed to the treatments often lead to
attributing distinct ranks to treatments even when there are only small differences between their
scores. Nikolakopoulou et al.® employed the "deviation from the means" approach for the
construction of the design matrix'’ in the NMA model and introduced a new ranking metric, called
the probability of a treatment being preferable to a fictional treatment of average performance
(PReTA). This metric also accounts better for the uncertainty in the relative effects than P-scores
or SUCRAs, particularly when there is substantial variability in the precision of the NMA
estimates. This is an important advantage since an empirical study revealed high agreement across
all ranking metrics when NMA estimates had similar variance estimates, but large sensitivity to
the choice of metric for networks with large discrepancies in the variance of the NMA estimates®.
More recently, new ranking metrics and approaches have been developed to address more complex

ranking questions. Mavridis et al.!! extended P-scores to incorporate multiple outcomes and



clinically important values. Chaimani et al.!?

suggested that treatment rankings should not only
consider the summary relative effects and introduced a new metric, called the probability of
selecting a treatment to recommend (POST-R) that implements additional characteristics in
treatment hierarchy (e.g. risk of bias or treatment cost). Finally, Tervonen et al.'* applied multiple-
criteria decision analysis for treatment ranking and Papakonstantinou et al.'* developed a

resampling approach for estimating the probability that a specific treatment hierarchy may occur.

Despite its usefulness when properly reported and interpreted, ranking in NMA has been
accompanied with a lot of skepticism!>"!”. Common arguments against treatment ranking include
that it can be biased it is difficult to interpret, and it is not accompanied with uncertainty
measures'®'®. However, Salanti et al.” argued that these criticisms should not refer to the ranking
metrics per se but to the way they are used and interpreted. This is because different metrics target
different types of hierarchy questions and researchers should clearly define what they mean by
“best treatment” in a given setting. Hence, setting a well-defined treatment hierarchy question
should always precede the estimation of treatment ranking and drive the choice of the ranking

metric’.

Although the aforementioned recent ranking approaches may improve to some degree the
limitations of the more traditional metrics, such as pgy, P-score and SUCRA, none of them can
address all the criticism points jointly. In this article, we introduce a novel approach for estimating
treatment hierarchies in NMA using a probabilistic model that allows synthesizing study-level
paired preference data. First, we formulate a mathematical expression that defines a treatment
choice criterion (TCC) based on clinically important values. We then apply the criterion to the
study-level relative treatments effects, taking into account their confidence intervals and produce
paired data indicating either a treatment preference or a tie for each study-specific pairwise
comparison. Our synthesis model estimates the treatment hierarchy through a latent parameter
assigned to each treatment in the network that represents its 'ability'. In this way, treatments with
higher estimated abilities are positioned more prominently in the final ranking. This modeling
approach has been previously widely used to produce rankings in fields outside of medicine, such

as sports science!®, animal behavior?’, risk analysis?!, and educational assessment??

. The proposed
approach connects ranking with a population parameter, therefore naturally allows for the

presentation of treatment ranking alongside with uncertainty measures. We further provide an



extension of the proposed approach that accounts for study-level covariates to provide insight
about into the robustness of the ranking when different study characteristics, such as the risk of
bias (RoB), are taken into account. To illustrate our method and compare it with existing
alternatives we use two real-life published NMAs: one comparing different antidepressants®® for
major depression and a second evaluating different antihypertensives** for the incidence of

diabetes.

2 Methods

2.1 General setting

Suppose a network of N studies comparing T treatments in total, with the number of treatments in
study i denoted by T;. Let y; be the vector of all the treatment effects in study i. The elements of
the vector y; are denoted with y; xy and represent the treatment effects for the comparison between
any treatments Y and X of study i = 1,2, ..., N. Following the “reduce-weights” approach proposed

1 25,26

by Riicker et a , we assume that the length of the vector y; is equal to (2‘) This implies that

the variances of the treatment effects from multi-arm studies are inflated to capture the
dependencies that exist among the (7;1) treatments effects in these studies?’. Finally, each element

of the vector y; is associated with a (usually 95%) confidence/credible interval with lower and

upper bounds I; and u; and elements [; xy and u; xy respectively.

2.2 Defining treatment choice criteria

We start building our modeling approach by defining concrete criteria for choosing one treatment
over another or considering two treatments as equivalent. These criteria may depend on several
factors, such as the clinical setting, the outcome(s) under investigation, or even the type of patients
under consideration (e.g. chronic patients vs treatment-naive individuals). Here, we suggest a
generic approach that can be easily adapted to different settings based on the so-called range of
equivalence (ROE). The ROE has been previously introduced as a way to infer on the clinical
significance of a treatment effect in the context of appraising NMA results; relative effects lying
within this range are considered lacking clinical significance?®.

Following Nikolakopoulou et al.”8

, we construct the ROE using the minimal clinically important
difference (MCID). For a study-specific pairwise comparison between treatments Y and X to

indicate a treatment preference, the relative treatment effect must be outside the ROE. The



treatment preference (i.e., Y > X or X > Y) is then determined based on the direction of the
treatment effect, favoring either Y or X, and the length of its confidence interval, which should
indicate a statistically significant effect with at least one bound outside the ROE. Otherwise, the

treatments are considered as equivalent (i.e. X =Y). To mathematically represent this rule

1D g (@

suppose that [; ,, and I;'yy

are two indicator variables defined for each pairwise comparison XY in

studyi =1,2,...,N as

1O {1' if (ixy > UOF) or [(yi,XY > ULOE) and (li,XY > qo)] (1)
LXY 0, otherwise

and 1@ _ {—1» if (uixy < L“9F) or [(yi,XY < LLOE) and (ui,xy < QO)] (2)
LXY 0, otherwise

where L“OF and U'OF are the lower and upper limits of the ROE respectively, and g, is the null

effect. Then, the TCC for each comparison XY of study i can be defined for a beneficial outcome

based on the following conditions:

Y > X,if Z 159, = (3a)
X>v, if Zlf’,?y—— (30)
(3¢)
Y =X, if Zlf’,?y—o
k=1

where Y > X or X > Y indicate a treatment preference and Y = X indicates a ‘tie’ (i.e. treatment
equivalence). In case of a harmful outcome, we need to reverse the signs of 1 and -1 in Equations
(3a) and (3b). A graphical illustration of the above TCC for the case of a beneficial outcome is
given in. A graphical illustration of the above TCC for the case of a beneficial outcome is given in
Figure 1. Approaches for defining a MCID have been suggested elsewhere and are beyond the
scope of this article’>*’. Investigators that would prefer to use a different TCC can modify

Equations (1) and (2) accordingly.



Study level relative treatment effects for the comparison ¥ vs X Data in paired preference format
Type of outcome: Beneficial

2
i )({;) 1}({? z I ;((l;) Treatment-choice
=1

Study 1 —— 0 -1 -1 X=Y
Study 2 — . 0 -1 -1 xX=Y
Study 3 ; » | 0 0 X=Y
Study 4 | ] ! 0 0 0 X=Y
Study 5 - 0 0 0 X=Y
Study 6 —— 0 0 0 X=Y
Study 7 - 1 0 1 Y>X
Study & —a— 1 0 1 Y>X

LACE null value yRoE

(91)
—_—
Favors X Favors Y

Figure 1: A graphical representation of the TCC for a fictional example comparing treatments Y and X in terms of
a beneficial outcome.

After defining the TCC, we transform the study-level data from relative effect estimates into wins
for each comparison XY and study i = 1,2, ..., N. Treatment preference data from multi-arm

studies are grouped together to retain the total number of degrees of freedom in the network>!.

2.3 Estimating treatment hierarchies using probabilistic models

To synthesize the resulting study-level treatment preference data, we adapt the so-called ‘Bradley-
Terry model’¥>3 to the context of NMA. This is a probabilistic ranking model originally suggested
to model outcomes in other fields of research!°? but to our knowledge never used to estimate
treatment hierarchies. We parameterize the model using an unobserved latent parameter Yy = 0
that represents the ‘true absolute ability’ each treatment X = 1,2,...,T has to beat the other
treatments in the network. In this way, treatments with higher estimated ability occupy a higher
position in the final ranking list**. The idea behind this model stems from Luce’s axiom®*3¢ of

choice which states that the probability for choosing a treatment X from a finite set of treatments

Yx
YeeT Wt

T is equal to

2.3.1 Synthesizing treatment preference data in the absence of ties
Following the above axiom, for each pairwise comparison in the network the probability that

treatment X will be preferred over treatment Y (X # Y; X,Y,=1,2,...,T) is,



Vx “4)

PI'(X > Y) = m

with ¥y = 0VX € {1,2,...,T} and ¥ %_; ¥y = 1. Based on Equation (4) a logit-linear model can
be parametrized as

logit(Pr(X >Y)) = log(yx) — log(¥y) (5)
The parameter estimation for the above model relies on maximum likelihood theory*23327. Let ryy
denote the number of times that treatment X is preferred to treatment Y across their total myy direct
comparisons in the studies of the network. Then, the log-likelihood function across all available

comparisons in the network is

L) = Z ]; rxrlog (ﬁ) + (myy — rxy)log (—lpxl/-}:lpy) (6)

Maximizing the binomial log-likelihood in Equation (6) results in the maximum likelihood
estimates (MLE) of the log-ability parameters and consequently to the MLEs 1y, VX €
{1,2, ..., T} of the ability parameters by exponentiating the logarithms.

Equation (4) assumes that one treatment is always preferred over another for any pairwise
comparison in the network. However, this can violate the TCC defined in section 2.2 where we
also consider that two treatments may be clinically equivalent. Therefore, an extension to this

ranking model is necessary to allow incorporating ties between treatments.

2.3.2 Synthesizing treatment preference data including ties

Following Davidson®®, we assume that the probability of a tie between two treatments X and Y is

proportional to v\/m . The quantity \/m is the geometric mean of Yy and Py, while v is a
scalar nuisance parameter that controls for the prevalence of ties in the network. Hence, the
probability of preferring X over Y is now

Px (7
Yy + Py + V\/m

and the probability that the two treatments are equivalent is

vy Pxy )]
Yx + Yy + vy hxihy

Pr(X >Y) =

Pr(X =Y) =



with ¥y = 0,VX € {1,2,...T},v > 0 and Y %_, ¥y = 1. Considering Equations (7) and (8), the
log-likelihood in Equation (6) becomes

1 ¥x vy ©)
L'@,v) =5 21y | < ) +weol ( >
’ 2 Z )Z;/ P 0% Yx + Py + vy Pxy Waro8 Yy + Yy + v/ Uy

where wyy is the number of ties between treatments X and Y. Maximization of the multinomial
log-likelihood in Equation (9) relies on iterative optimization processes such as the Newton-
Raphson?®® or the minorization-maximization®’ algorithms and results in the MLEs of the ability
parameters P and the scalar parameter v that represents the prevalence of ties. The asymptotic
distribution of ¥ is a multivariate normal distribution with mean ¥ and variance-covariance matrix
21 obtained as the inverse of the Hessian matrix X. The elements of X correspond to the second
partial derivatives of the log-likelihood in Equation (9). Based on the asymptotic theory, the
standard errors of the elements of 9 are derived as the square roots of the diagonal elements of
matrix 271, Finally, a unique and positive MLE for each ¥y, X € {1,2., ..., T} exists under Ford’s
regularity condition®®. This requires that for every possible partition of the treatments into two
non-empty subsets, some treatments in the second subset are preferred to some treatments in the
first subset at least once. In other words, if only ties are obtained from the TCC, it is not meaningful

to estimate any treatment hierarchy.

2.3.3 Absolute and relative treatment abilities

The maximization of Equation (9) in terms of 3 refers to an optimization problem constrained at
the region {1y > 0, Y%_, 1y = 1}. This constrain prevents from negative estimates of the ability
parameters and guarantees that the optimization problem remains identifiable. Then, the resulting
Py represent the estimated absolute abilities of each treatment in the network. Note that the final
estimates 1y do not necessarily satisfy Y k_; ¥y = 1 as the re-normalization of the vector  is not

needed after each iteration of the iterative process’’. However, re-normalizing the final MLEs as

iy = ZTV}XIT) allows interpreting each 7Ty as the probability that each treatment X € {1,2, ..., T} is
X=1%¥X

the best (in terms of the TCC used) among all the other alternatives®!.

If relative treatment abilities are of interest, they can be obtained by replacing the constrain
Y ¥ _1Wx = 1 with arbitrarily setting the ability of a treatment X, € {1,2, ...., T} equal to 0. In this

case the problem remains identifiable but the resulting T — 1 estimates will represent the relative



abilities of each treatment X # Y in the network versus the reference treatment X,. The remaining
(Z) — (T — 1) relative ability estimates can be obtained as linear combinations of the T — 1 basic

estimates, as the MLEs of the model follow the consistency equations as in a typical NMA.
Alternatively, we can construct an artificial reference treatment group®! T + 1 with ability equal

to the average of the absolute ability estimates across all the T treatments. This means that we

ro~
assume the true ability of the treatment T + 1 being equal to Y74 = ZthwX Then, the ranking

results are presented in terms of the ability ratios ww—x vX e{12,..,T}
T+1

2.3.4 Accounting for study-level covariates
Similar to treatment effects, treatment abilities can vary between subgroups of studies with
different characteristics such as risk of bias, study duration, etc. To take these characteristics into
account in the ranking model, we use a semi-parametric approach that allows to automatically
specify subgroups with significantly different sets of ability parameters. This approach recursively
partitions the covariate space between groups of studies with different characteristics and provides
the final ranking within these subgroups through the following process*’:

1) Fit the ranking model to the treatment preference data obtained after applying the pre-defined
TTC to the studies of the network.

2) Assess the stability of the ability estimates with respect to each available covariate. The term
stability here indicates that there are no significant shifts in the treatment abilities based on the
studied covariates. Following Strobl et al.*’, for categorical covariates with Q categories the
stability assessment of the ability estimates relies on a y2-test statistic with T(Q — 1) degrees
of freedom. For continuous covariates the limiting distribution of the test statistic is the
supremum of a tied-down Bessel process*’.

3) Ifthere is a significant instability (i.e. an important shift in the treatment abilities), split the full
data by the [** covariate with the strongest instability, using the cut-off point that gives the
highest improvement in model fit. Suppose that the [** continuous covariate has been chosen

to split and let c;; denote the value of the "

covariate in study i = 1,2, ..., N. Then, to identify
which subgroups of the [*" covariate result into different ranking lists, an optimal cut-off point
& needs to be specified. This specification relies on the maximization of the partitioned log-
likelihood defined across all studies with covariate value lower than & and across all studies

with covariate values larger that &. Let M(§) = {c;; € Ric;; < &} be the set of all studies



where the covariate has value lower or equal to €. Let also N(§) = {c;; € R:c;; > &} be the

set of all studies where the covariate has value greater than &. Then the optimal cut-off point &
is the value that maximizes the partitioned likelihood function*® defined as L* (17)(”' ®), 13) +

L (@(N ©), ﬁ), where L*(+) is the log-likelihood defined in Equation (9). The cut-off point &
represents the value between which we observe the largest shift in at least one ability estimate
Py over the range of values of ¢;;. For categorical variables there is no need for an optimal cut-
off point to be specified. The Q categories can be partitioned into any two subgroups and the
chosen partition will again be the one that maximizes the partitioned likelihood.

4) Repeat steps 1-3 for each subgroup until there are no more significant instabilities. The order
according to which the covariates are chosen for splitting depends on the p-value of the
statistical test; the covariate with the smallest p-value is the one that will be split first.

Note that for small networks or networks with high prevalence of ties identifying optimal

subgroups can be challenging. In such cases, splitting into subgroups will most probably result

into an underpowered analysis within the sets M and N. Therefore, it is very likely that the ranking

list obtained from the global analysis will not be altered across any potential partition of c;;.

3 Applications

We illustrate the use of our novel method and compare it with existing ranking approaches using
two published networks. The first compares the efficacy of several antidepressants for major
depression?® and the second compares different antihypertensive drug classes and placebo for the
incidence of diabetes?*. We compared five ranking approaches: (1) P-scores obtained from a
random or common-effects NMA model?, (2) P-scores ‘adjusted’ for the MCID'!, (3) the PReTA-
ranking®, (4) the ranking according to pgy, and (5) the estimated treatment abilities from our novel

ranking approach.

3.1 Antidepressants for major depression
This network comprises 179 trials comparing 18 antidepressant drugs (Figure 2a). The primary
outcome is response to treatment defined as a 50% or greater reduction in a depression symptom

scale between baseline and 8 weeks of follow-up. The outcome is measured with odds ratios (OR).



(@ (d)

agomelatine

vortioxetine . amitriptyline ACE

venlafaxine bupropion

trazodone ol 4 citalopram

. . Placebo ARB
sertraline A clomipramine
reboxeting duloxetine
paroxetine asaftalopram Diulatic BRlecker
nefazedone fluoxetine
mirtazapine fluvoxamine ccB

milnaciprar

Figure 2: Network plots for the two clinical examples. Panel (a) shows the network of antidepressants while panel
(b) the network of antihypertensives. Abbreviations for panel (b), ACE: angiotensin-converting-enzyme inhibitors,
ARB: angiotensin-receptor blockers, CCB: calcium-channel blocker, BBlocker: Beta Blocker.

The results for methods (1) to (4) are presented in Table 1. A consensus is observed in terms of
the best treatment for the P-scores and the pg,; which rank vortioxetine at the first position while
using PReTA-ranking vortioxetine is placed at the second position. However, these high positions
of vortioxetine in the ranking list may be somewhat over-optimistic given that it is the least studied
antidepressant in the entire network and, thus, there is increased uncertainty about its performance.
Specifically, vortioxetine is directly compared with venlafaxine only, through only one study in
the network. The NMA estimates for this network are shown in Figure 3. Overall, all NMA
estimates appear to be on the direction favoring vortioxetine but with large Cls. Interestingly, the
NMA estimate for the comparison of venlafaxine against vortioxetine is less precise compared to
the respective single direct estimate which is equal to 0.72 with a CI ranging from to 0.49 to 1.05.
This is because the variance of the NMA estimate is inflated due to heterogeneity while not
indirectly informed by any other comparison in the network. When using pgy, the ranking does
not account for the uncertainty in treatment effects, which explains why vortioxetine appears to be

the best treatment.



Table 1: Ranking metrics for the network of antidepressants and ranks according to each ranking metric in
parentheses. With bold the treatments that are in the first three positions in the ranking list in each ranking metric.

P-scores P-scores LI
Treatment with C1V PReTA Pav TTx
(random) (common)
(random)
vortioxetine 0.90 (1) 0.94 (1) 0.75 (1) 0.93 (2) 0.63 (1) 0.05 (9)
escitalopram 0.83 (2) 0.86 (2) 0.49 (3) 0.98 (1) 0.08 (3) 0.18 (2)
bupropion 0.79 (3) 0.81 (3) 0.53 (2) 0.87 (5) 0.19 (2) 0.21 (1)
mirtazapine 0.75 (4) 0.78 (4) 0.39 (4) 0.91 (3) 0.04 (4) 0.10 (3)
amitriptyline ~ 0.71 (5) 0.75 (5) 0.33 (5) 0.88 (4) 0.01 (5-7)  0.05(5)
agomelatine 0.64 (6) 0.59 (7) 0.29 (6) 0.74 (8) 0.01 (5-7) 0.05 (8)
paroxetine 0.62 (7) 0.61 (6) 0.25 (8) 0.83(6)  0.00(8-18)  0.05(7)
venlafaxine 0.61 (8) 0.59 (8) 0.25 (7) 0.78(7)  0.00 (8-18)  0.07 (4)
duloxetine 0.52 (9) 0.49 (9) 0.21 (9) 0.53(9)  0.00(8-18) 0.02(15)
milnacipran ~ 0.49 (10) 0.47 (11) 0.19 (10) 0.46(10)  0.01(5-7) 0.03(12)
sertraline 0.45(11) 0.48 (10) 0.15(12) 0.38(11)  0.00(8-18)  0.05(6)

nefazodone  0.38 (12) 0.39 (12) 0.16 (11)  033(12)  0.01(5-7) 0.03(11)
citalopram 0.37 (13) 0.35 (13) 0.12(13)  024(13)  0.00(8-18) 0.04 (10)
clomipramine  0.26 (14) 0.28 (14) 0.07(14)  0.10(14)  0.00 (8-18)  0.02 (14)
fluvoxamine  0.25 (15) 0.25 (15) 0.07(15)  0.10(15)  0.00(8-18) 0.01(17)
fluoxetine 0.23 (16) 0.22 (16) 0.06(16)  0.01(18)  0.00(8-18) 0.02 (13)
trazodone 0.12 (17) 0.09 (18) 0.03(17)  0.02(16)  0.00(8-18) 0.01 (16)
reboxetine 0.09 (18) 0.04 (17) 0.02(18)  0.02(17)  0.00(8-18) 0.0 (18)

Following the original publication, we assume an MCID equal to 1.20. Using MCID adjusted P-
scores, vortioxetine was ranked again at the top position and clearly higher than bupropion which
is at the second position. The differences between unadjusted and MCID adjusted P-scores can be
attributed to the increased emphasis that the latter approach puts on the magnitude of the NMA
estimates. Overall, the differences across the different hierarchies may be explained by the
substantial variation of the standard errors across the NMA estimates. Notably, the range of
standard errors from 0.07 to 0.33 is very wide. The full distribution of the standard errors across

all NMA estimates is depicted in Appendix Figure la.



Comparison: other vs ‘vortioxetine'

Treatment (Random Effects Model) OR 95%-ClI
vortioxetine 1.00

bupropion — T 0.83 [0.44; 1.55]
escitalopram — 0.81 [0.46; 1.41]
mirtazapine —— 0.77 [0.44; 1.34]
amitriptyline — 0.75 [0.43; 1.30]
agomelatine —— 0.73 [0.41; 1.28]
paroxetine —_—. 0.72 [0.42; 1.24]
venlafaxine —a— 0.72 [0.43; 1.21]
duloxetine — 0.69 [0.39; 1.22]
milnacipran —a— 0.68 [0.38; 1.21]
sertraline —— 0.67 [0.39; 1.186]
citalopram —a— 0.64 [0.36; 1.13]
nefazodone — 0.63 [0.33; 1.21]
fluoxetine —a— 0.60 [0.35; 1.04]
clomipramine —&%—— 0.60 [0.34; 1.07]
fluvoxamine — 0.60 [0.34; 1.06]
trazodone —— 0.53 [0.30; 0.96]
reboxetine —— 0.51 [0.28; 0.93]

| I |
Heterogeneity estimate: r = 0.18 05 1 2

Favors vortioxetine  Favors other treatments

Figure 3: Forest plots showing the summary odds ratios obtained from the antidepressants network assuming
vortioxetine as the reference treatment group.

Setting again an MCID=1.20, we obtain the respective ROE that lies from 0.85 to 1.20. Then, we
applied the TCC of Section 2.2 to transform the study relative effects into treatment preference
data. We illustrate this procedure in Appendix Figure 2 using as an example the 10 studies that
compare escitalopram vs citalopram. Overall, a high prevalence of ties exists in the network as
165 of 185 study-specific relative effects do not result in a treatment preference. The final ability
estimates are shown in Figure 4. Bupropion and escitalopram are the two treatments with the
largest abilities; the former has a slightly larger ability in magnitude but the latter is more precise.
Vortioxetine is now ranked in the middle with a very wide confidence interval that reveals the
uncertainty around this treatment. The tie prevalence estimate ¥ is 10.31. Although not directly
interpretable, one can use this estimate alongside with the ability estimates and calculate the
probability of a tie between two treatments (Equations (7), (8)). For example, the probability that
escitalopram and bupropion have equal abilities is 86%, which reveals important uncertainty
around the first position in the treatment ranking. The normalized abilities 7Ty interpreted as the
probability that each treatment is at the first position are shown in Table 1. Overall, due to the

high prevalence of ties in the network the overall ranking is very uncertain as all probabilities are



very small while the probabilities related to the first two treatments are only 21% and 18% for

bupropion and escitalopram, respectively.

Treatment log-abilities [95% CI]
bupropion - 1.80[-2.07, 5.67]
escitalopram - 1.63 [-0.59, 3.85]
mirtazapine —— 1.08 [-1.19, 3.36]
venlafaxine il 0.66 [-0.96, 2.28]
amitriptyline —— 0.44 [-1.26, 2.14]
sertraline —— 0.44 [-1.37, 2.24]
paroxetine i 0.43 [-1.00, 1.88]
agomelatine —— 0.37 [-2.76, 3.50]
vortioxetine = 0.33[-8.95, 9.61]
citalopram - 0.13 [-2.11, 2.36]
nefazodone — . -0.04 [-3.89, 3.81]
milnacipran - -0.28 [-3.29, 2.72]
fluoxetine il -0.53 [-1.83, 0.77]
clomipramine - -0.72 [-2.93, 1.50]
duloxetine —— -0.72 [-4.12, 2.68]
trazodone ——— -1.42 [-3.95, 1.11]
fluvoxamine - -1.72 [-3.97, 0.52]
reboxetine —— -1.87 [-5.73, 1.99]

Favors average treatment | Favors treatment.
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Figure 4: Ranking results obtained using the proposed methodology for the antidepressants example.

We also investigated the impact of study characteristics on the final ranking. Following the original
publication?, we considered the following potential modifiers of the treatment abilities: mean age
of study participants, study RoB, study duration, publication year, and mean baseline risk. The
results showed that the treatment ranking remained robust across levels of these covariates as we

did not identify any important subgroups within which the ranking changed.

3.2 Antihypertensives and the incident of diabetes

This network consists of 22 trials comparing 5 classes of antihypertensive treatments and placebo
for the incidence of diabetes®*. This is a very well-connected network with 14 out of the possible
15 direct comparisons being observed (Figure 2b). The primary outcome is the proportion of
patients who developed diabetes and the NMA estimates using Placebo as reference can be found

in Appendix Figure 3.

We consider again an MCID equal to 1.20*' and the respective ROE ranging from 0.83 to 1.20.

The ranking results obtained from the approaches (1) to (4) can be found in Table 2 and the results



Table 2: Ranking metrics for the network of the antihypertensive drugs and ranks according to each ranking metric in
parentheses.

Plscores’  Piscores . cores
Treatment with CIV PReTA Pav TTx
(random) (common)

(random)
ARB 0.95 (1) 0.99 (1) 0.67 (1) 1.00 (1-2) 0.78 (1) 0.81 (1)
ACE 0.84 (2) 0.81 (2) 0.52 (2) 1.00 (1-2) 0.21 (2) 0.12 (2)
Placebo 0.55 (3) 0.51 (3) 0.32 (3) 0.77 (3) 0.00 (3-6) 0.04 (3)
CCB 0.46 (4) 0.49 (4) 0.24 (4) 0.45 (4) 0.00 (3-6) 0.02 (4)
BBlocker 0.16 (5) 0.17 (5) 0.02 (5) 0.00 (5) 0.00 (5-6) 0.01 (5)
Diuretic 0.04 (6) 0.03 (6) 0.00 (6) 0.00 (6) 0.00 (5-6) 0.00 (6)

in terms of the estimated treatment abilities are depicted in Figure 5. Here, there is complete
agreement in the final ranking across all five approaches with ARB always placed at the first
position. According to the probabilities 77y, ARB is overall the best treatment with probability of

81%. The large precision around the best treatment can also be attributed to the small rate of ties

Treatment log-abilities [95% CI]
ARB —-— 3.21[-0.10, 6.52]
ACE i 1.31[-0.62, 3.25]
Placebo * 0.07 [-1.70, 1.85]
ccB — 0.50 [-2.19, 1.19]
BBlocker —a— -1.70 [-3.58, 0.19]

Diuretic —— -2.40[-4.57,-0.23]

Favors average treatment | Favors treatment

T 1 T 1T 1T T 1
6 4 -2 0 2 4 6 8

Figure 5: Ranking results obtained using the proposed methodology for the antihypertensives example.
obtained from the TCC at the study level. Specifically, out of 30 study-specific treatment effects

in total, 43% of them show a clear treatment preference. Overall, the perfect agreement across the

different ranking methods, in this example, can be probably attributed also to lack of substantial



uncertainty in the treatment effect estimates. Specifically, the standard errors of the NMA

estimates range from 0.07 to 0.10 (Appendix Figure 1b).

4 Discussion

In this paper, we introduce a novel framework for producing treatment hierarchies in NMA through
a probabilistic model. We start by transforming the study-level relative effects into treatment
preferences (wins) or treatment equalities (ties) for each pairwise contrast based on a pre-defined
TCC. We propose as a clinically relevant TCC the ROE between two treatments that represents
the area within which their relative effect lacks clinical significance’®*!. Following previous work,
we define the ROE using the MCID and its reciprocal (or opposite) value?®*!. Then, we
parametrize our model to estimate the ability of each treatment to be preferred over the other
treatments in the network>>343%; that is a latent characteristic that determines the final ranking with
larger ability estimates corresponding to higher positions. We further incorporate study-level

covariates that may affect treatment abilities and assess the robustness of the estimated hierarchy.

We used two published networks to assess the properties of our method and compare it with
existing approaches. In the network of antidepressants®*, our approach appeared more conservative
with respect to under-studied treatments that exhibit large but imprecise treatment effects.
Specifically, vortioxetine, which was evaluated in a single study only, was ranked first using P-
scores or pgy and third using PReTA, but was placed in the middle of the ranking with a highly
uncertain ability estimate using our novel approach. In the second network of antihypertensives>*
we found a perfect agreement in the final ranking across all approaches. This is probably due to
absence of large differences in the precision of the estimated NMA relative effects and the low

rate of ties obtained at the study level by our TCC.

We see several advantages of our proposed treatment ranking approach. First, the requirement of
to a priori define a concrete TCC forces researchers to consider early on what constitutes a
preferred treatment. In the new approach we conceptualize the treatment ability as a population
parameter which is a key difference to previous ranking approaches (i.e. P-scores, SUCRA,
PReTA, pgy)’, we conceptualize the treatment ability as a population parameter. This allows us to
obtain the standard error of the estimated abilities and to infer the uncertainty of ranking positions

using standard statistical measures. In addition, the proposed model does not provide treatment



ability estimates when all or the majority of study-level contrasts indicate ties due to convergence
failure. Although this might be considered as a drawback of the model, we see it as an advantage
as it prevents researchers from making ranking statements in the absence of sufficient treatment
effect precision. This is in line with previous NMA recommendations for avoiding the presentation
of ranking results in the presence of large uncertainty in the relative effects®. Finally, the proposed
approach can also account for study-level covariates through the semi-parametric model-

partitioning method?!4°,

Despite these advantages, our approach is not free of limitations. Probably the most important
limitation is that the definition of the MCID and of the respective ROE involves some
subjectivity?. On the other hand, though, the use of different ROEs allows researchers to estimate
the treatment hierarchy under different settings (e.g. for different patient profiles). Ways to
mitigate this inherent subjectivity have been suggested in the literature through fully statistical
approaches? or by incorporating information from patients*?. Moreover, investigators conducting
NMAs may choose to define another TCC not based on the ROE. To avoid data-driven decisions,
we recommend meta-analysts using our ranking method to define and justify the TCC they plan to
use in their protocol. Our approach might be less beneficial over existing ranking approaches in
well-connected networks where there is not large variation in the precision of the relative effect
estimates. That was apparent in the antihypertensives network where the estimated ranking was

the same irrespective of the approach used.

Our proposed framework offers a novel alternative to existing ranking metrics for estimating
treatment hierarchies in NMA. The importance of a well-defined treatment hierarchy question
prior to estimating treatment ranking has been highlighted recently’. To our knowledge, this is the
first approach that incorporates explicitly and quantitatively considerations on the treatment
hierarchy question through the pre-defined TCC. At the same time, it allows assessing the
robustness of the ranking results when incorporating multiple covariates. Future extensions of the
proposed approach will include accounting for multiple outcomes. Overall, investigators can use
the proposed approach either as their primary ranking tool or as sensitivity analysis alongside
conventional ranking metrics particularly for networks with increased uncertainty in their relative

effects and knowledge of clinically relevant TCC.
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