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Abstract
Network meta-analysis is an evidence synthesis method for comparative effectiveness
analyses of multiple available treatments. To justify evidence synthesis, consistency is a
relevant assumption; however, existing methods founded on statistical testing possibly
have substantial limitations of statistical powers or several drawbacks in treating multi-
arm studies. Besides, inconsistency is theoretically explained as design-by-treatment
interactions, and the primary purpose of these analyses is prioritizing "designs" for further
investigations to explore sources of biases and irregular issues that might influence the
overall results. In this article, we propose an alternative framework for inconsistency
evaluations using influence diagnostic methods that enable quantitative evaluations of the
influences of individual designs to the overall results. We provide four new methods to
quantify the influences of individual designs through a "leave-one-design-out" analysis
framework. We also propose a simple summary measure, the O-value, for prioritizing
designs and interpreting these influential analyses straightforwardly. Furthermore, we
propose another testing approach based on the leave-one-design-out analysis framework.
By applying the new methods to a network meta-analysis of antihypertensive drugs, we
demonstrate the new methods located potential sources of inconsistency accurately. The
proposed methods provide new insights into alternatives to existing test-based methods,
especially quantifications of influences of individual designs on the overall network meta-

analysis results.
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influence diagnostics, bootstrap.



1. Introduction

Network meta-analysis is an evidence synthesis method for comparative effectiveness
analyses of multiple available treatments via pooling evidence from direct and indirect
comparisons 2. To justify evidence synthesis in network meta-analysis, consistency is a
relevant assumption. Conventionally, "consistency" refers to the agreement between
evidence of direct and indirect comparisons '; however, Higgins et al. * showed that this
concept is rigorously explained as design-by-treatment interactions on the network, where
"design" refers to the combination of treatments compared in the corresponding studies
in this case. Also, "inconsistency" refers to a disagreement of treatment effects across
different combinations of treatment comparisons on the network, and various statistical
tools to evaluate it have been developed .

Currently, most of the inconsistency evaluation methods are founded on statistical
testing and have substantial limitations or drawbacks for detecting inconsistency
accurately. Representative testing approaches included local and global inconsistency
tests >*. Local testing evaluates the concordance of effect sizes on a specific triangle loop
of treatments. The main drawback of local methods is that there is no unique way to
handle multi-arm studies (>3 arms), which can lead to different estimates and conclusions
8. Also, the statistical power to detect loop inconsistency is limited because limited
numbers of studies are involved on individual triangles in practice *'°. On the other hand,
the global inconsistency test evaluates the inconsistency on an entire network (i.e., it tests
the design-by-treatment interactions on the network) °. This approach enables the
involvement of multi-arm studies validly and utilizes all statistical information on a
network to detect inconsistency. However, this approach also has limited statistical power
in practice because most individual designs involve only a few studies (i.e., the interaction

test is founded on the partially "sparse" nature of the dataset) !'. Also, even if



inconsistency is detected, this testing method does not provide precise information about
where the effect modifications exist. Other test-based inconsistency evaluation methods
have similar drawbacks, especially statistical-power limitations due to the sparsity of the
dataset. However, the primary purpose of the inconsistency evaluations is not to provide
deterministic conclusions. The main purpose is to identify possible sources of biases or
irregular problems on the network from the perspective of the discordances of effect sizes
among different combinations of compared treatments. After checking the results of the
inconsistency tests, we usually conduct further investigations for clinical or
methodological factors that possibly influence the design-by-treatment interactions.
Given the aforementioned issues, the testing approaches might not be suitable for these
analyses; alternative methodological frameworks that enable prioritizations of further
investigations and uncertainty evaluations might be useful in practice.

In this article, we propose new methods to prioritize study designs that indicate
possible design-by-treatment interactions for further investigations as an alternative
framework to assess inconsistency of network meta-analysis. In particular, we adopt the
influence diagnostics framework and provide new methods to assess the influence of the
corresponding design on the basis of how it changes the overall results of the network
meta-analysis via leave-one-design-out analysis. We also provide quantification methods
of uncertainty for the influence measures; these methods enable quantitative statistical
evaluations of the certainty of the change in the overall results. The proposed methods
have advantages in prioritizing individual designs and quantifying their influences that
are suitable as preliminary analyses for further investigations. Also, these methods can
handle multi-arm studies simply and directly identify the sources of inconsistency in
practice. We illustrate the effectiveness of these new methods by applying them to a

network meta-analysis of antihypertensive drugs '*.



2. Models and inference methods for network meta-analysis
We consider the contrast-based approach for network meta-analysis, that models relative

311 Suppose that N studies are

treatment effect measures as multivariate outcomes
involved and that p + 1 treatments are compared. Let Y;; denote an estimate of the
treatment effect for treatment j compared with a reference treatment (e.g., placebo) in
study i (i =1,2,...,N; j=1,2,...,p) (e.g., log odds-ratio and mean difference). Also,
let Y; = (Yil, Yio, oor) YL-p)T denote the multivariate outcome. The multivariate statistical
model for contrast-based network meta-analysis is given as

Y; ~MVN(O;,S;) (D)
where §; (a p X p matrix) denotes the within-study covariance matrix,
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which is usually assumed to be known and fixed to its valid estimate '°. Also, 6; is the
true underlying effects for the ith study: 6; = (Qil, Oiy, ..., HiP)T. When a study does not
include a reference treatment, the data augmentation approach can be used, where quasi-
small data are added into the reference arm (e.g., 0.001 events for 0.01 patients) ''. Note
that the choice of reference category does not affect the estimates of treatment effects in
the data augmentation approach.

Further, we adopt the random-effects model to address between-studies heterogeneity,

0; ~MVN(u, X)

where u = (ul, Uz, oe) up)T denotes the average treatment effect parameters and X is

the between-studies covariance matrix,
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Because there are rarely sufficient studies available for all of the variance—covariance
parameters in X to be identified, the equal variance assumption is adopted in most cases
(t? = 1§ =15 = - = 15) ®!*. We also consistently adopt this assumption in the present
study. Under the equal variance assumption, all pairwise correlation coefficients k;;s
should be equal to 0.5 because of the consistency assumption . Also, let W; =
(S; + )71 denote the inverse of the marginal covariance matrix of ¥;. When 72 = 0,
this model reduces to the fixed-effect model '°.

For parameter estimation, the restricted maximum likelihood (REML) estimation is
widely adopted. The REML estimator ([’,i, f‘.) is given through maximation of the log-

restricted likelihood function,

N

(%) « Z{log{det(W{l)} + (Y —wW'W(Y; — )} + log {det( Wi>}
i i=1

i=1 '

The covariance matrix estimator of fi is given as V[fi] = (Z{-\Ll w; )_1, where W; =
(S i+ f)_l. Because most individual clinical trials involve only two to four arms, some
elements of ¥; are often undefined and regarded as missing. In such cases, we replace
Y; and S; with their subvectors and submatrices in the estimating functions '*. The
Wald-type tests and confidence intervals for u are constructed by the asymptotic
normality of the REML estimator '°. Several other alternative effective inference methods
involving the higher-order asymptotic approximation are available for this multivariate
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random-effects mode , and the following discussions can be adapted to the alternative

inference methods.



3. Influence diagnostics of "designs"
In assessing the inconsistency of network meta-analysis, we consider prioritizing the
study designs that indicate possible design-by-treatment interactions for further
investigations. The key idea is that the specific designs that researchers should carefully
treat in the primary analysis will have particularly strong influences on the overall results.
Even if the inconsistency tests are significant, if the corresponding designs only weakly
influence the overall results, they will not be important concerns in interpreting evidence
of the network meta-analysis. Therefore, we propose adopting the influence diagnostics
framework to quantitatively assess, via leave-one-design-out analysis, the influences of
individual study designs on the basis of how they change the overall results of the network
meta-analysis. Influence diagnostic methods for individual studies have been well
established '7-?°; however, our concern is assessing the influences of "subsets of studies
with the same designs." In this section, we provide four effective methods for evaluating

the influence diagnostics of designs.

3.1 Averaged studentized residual

We first propose an inconsistency diagnostic measure based on conventional residual-
based statistics 2!. The studentized residual standardized by the standard error is one of
the most commonly used measures to assess the influences of individual subjects 72!,
However, in this case, we consider assessing the influence of a set of studies with the
same design, possibly involving multiple studies; thus, the conventional studentized
residual cannot be straightforwardly adapted. To quantify the influences of multiple
studies simultaneously, we propose using the "averaged" studentized residual.

Let D denote the total number of designs on the network, and T; denote an index

set of studies with design d (d = 1, ..., D). We further denote (A("74),E£(-Ta)) as the



REML estimator for the leave-one-design-out dataset that excludes the corresponding
— (- - -1

studies with the dth design, and WE Ta) — (Sl- + E(_Td)) . We then first define the

multivariate version of a studentized residual for the ith study as a quadratic form scaled

by the number of comparisons p; (i =1,...,N):

1 N _
£ = - (v, - ﬁ(—Td))TV[yi — AT 1(yi — AT)
L

where I7[Yi - i,i(‘Td)] = (Wg_Td))_l + (Zke(—Td) Wi_Td))_l. Note that, in the

definition of ¢;, we should set the reference treatment to one of the involved treatment
arms in the ith study (the reference should be switched if the reference treatment is not
involved) to avoid computational irregularities. We thereafter define the averaged

studentized residual for the dth design as the mean of ; among the studies with design

d:

where N; refers to the number of studies of design d. This influential measure is
interpreted as a summary measure that assesses the overall influence of the studies with
design d, and can be simply used as the conventional studentized residual. In general, a
large value of W; indicates that a large difference exists between the estimates from
studies with design d and the overall estimates from the other studies; that is, design d
indicates a possibility of inconsistency and, moreover, has a strong influence that possibly
changes the overall results to be carefully considered for further investigation. This
influential measure can also be used as a ranking measure to prioritize designs in
assessing inconsistency.

Another relevant problem is quantifying the statistical error of W; to assess how

large the realized values are and to provide a reasonable threshold for deciding whether



further investigations should be considered. We propose a parametric bootstrap approach
as a solution to this issue. The proposed bootstrap algorithm for estimating the sampling

distribution of W, is described as follows.

Algorithm 1: Bootstrap for estimating the sampling distribution of Wy

Step 1. Under the multivariate random effects model (1) that assumes the global
consistency (no design-by-treatment interactions) on the network, compute the REML
estimates of (ﬁ, f) using the all-studies dataset.

Step 2. Resample ng),ng), ...,Y,(f) from the estimated distribution of (1) with the
parameters substituted with (ii, f) via parametric bootstrap, B times (b = 1,2, ..., B).

Step 3. Compute the average studentized residual ‘Pc(lb) for the bth bootstrap sample
ng),ng), ...,Y;b). Also, replicate this process for all B bootstrap samples and

calculate ‘P(gl), ‘Pc(lz), ., ‘P(gB).

We can then estimate the sampling distribution of W; by the bootstrap distribution of
lPC(il), ‘Pc(lz), s lPC(iB) under the consistency assumption. Comparing the realized value of
Y, and the bootstrap distribution, we can quantitatively evaluate how the actual dataset
diverges from the overall results when the consistency assumption is fulfilled. In common
sense, we consider the corresponding design influential if the realized value of W,
exceeds a certain quantile of the bootstrap distribution (e.g., the upper 5% quantile) 82!,
In the present work, we propose a convenient measure, the O-value, which can be used
to quantify the extremeness of the realized value in the bootstrap distribution intuitively:
B
0=2%"1(w, <9®
=3 1 <Y,
b=1

where I(-) is an indicator function. A small O-value indicates that the realized value is



extreme under the consistency assumption and that the corresponding design is possibly
influential. The threshold can be set arbitrarily (e.g., 5%), and we can screen individual
designs in the same sense with the conventional regression diagnostics using this
summary measure 2'. Because a certain number of designs should be evaluated in a
network meta-analysis, the O-value is a useful measure for interpreting the overall results
intuitively and immediately. Also, in prioritizing the designs on the basis of the influential
measure, the O-values can be used as a ranking measure. The O-values can be similarly

defined for the other influence measures proposed in the following sections.

3.2 Difference-in-fit measure

Another statistical measure widely used in conventional influential diagnostics is the
difference-in-fit (DFFITS) measure !”?!. The DFFITS quantifies the discrepancy between
the overall estimate based on all subjects and that based on a leave-one-out analysis,
which is defined by the change-in-estimate standardized by a variation measure. In the
inconsistency evaluation case, we consider the influence of a set of studies with the same
design; that is, we propose the DFFITS measure defined by the leave-one-design-out
analysis.

For the multivariate random-effect model (1), we focus on the overall estimate of u
and propose to adopt a multivariate version of DFFITS (here named MDFFITS) as

follows:

MDFFITS; = %(ﬁ - aCT) P[acTo] " (- ptTo)

where p; is the number of treatment comparisons for design d. Note that the reference
treatment should also be set to one of the involved treatment arms in the design d to

avoid computational irregularities and should be switched if the reference treatment is not



involved. MDFFITS quantifies how the overall estimate of u is changed by the leave-
one-design-out analysis, which is standardized by the variance estimate of f(""4) and
the number of treatment comparisons. If MDFFITS becomes large, the corresponding
design d strongly influences the overall estimates, suggesting its design-by-treatment
interaction. To quantify the statistical error, we can also adopt the parametric bootstrap

approach.

Algorithm 2: Bootstrap for estimating the sampling distribution of MDFFITS,

Step 1. Perform Steps 1-2 in Algorithm 1 and generate the bootstrap samples
yO v® v (b =12,..,B).

Step 2. Compute the DFFITS statistic MDFFITS(gb) for the bth bootstrap sample
ng),ng), ...,Y;b). Also, replicate this process for all B bootstrap samples and

calculate MDFFITS", ..., MDFFITS{".

We can then obtain the bootstrap distribution of MDFFITS,; and provide the O-value
comparing the realized value and the bootstrap distribution. The ranking based on the O-
values can be used in prioritizing the study designs, and the realized values can be useful

referential measures for considering further investigations.

3.3 Relative changes in heterogeneity statistics
The between-studies heterogeneity reflects the discordance of effect sizes in individual
studies. If a strong design-by-treatment interaction exists on the network, a set of studies
have enormously different effect sizes compared with the others and the heterogeneity
statistics would indicate large between-studies heterogeneity in general. In this sense, the

concept of heterogeneity involves that of inconsistency ’. In particular, if there is a strong



design-by-treatment interaction that warrants particular attention, the heterogeneity
statistics would change markedly. Thus, the relative changes of heterogeneity statistics
through the leave-one-design-out analysis will be effective measures for assessing the
design-by-treatment interaction. A similar approach has been adopted in outlier analyses
for various meta-analysis methods !7-!%20,

First, we consider the heterogeneity variance 72 on the covariance matrix of the

2 estimate is defined as

random-effects distribution. A relative change measure of the 7
the variance ratio statistic between the all-studies data and the leave-one-design-out

analysis:

where #2(-Td) is the REML estimator of 72 from the leave-one-design-out analysis.
Parameter @, quantifies the impact of design d on the size of the estimate for between-
studies variance 72. When @, is less than 1, the heterogeneity in the network decreases
after design d is excluded, suggesting that design d could contribute to the between-
studies heterogeneity on the network (i.e., design d could have a design-by-treatment
interaction). In particular, a large change of @, can indicate a strong design-by-
treatment interaction. Conversely, when @, is greater than 1, the heterogeneity
increases after exclusion. This scenario would generally be an irregular phenomenon, and
would not usually be related to design-by-treatment interactions.

Second, we consider the I? statistic. The I? statistic was originally proposed by
Higgins and Thomson ?? for conventional pairwise meta-analysis and was generalized to
the multivariate meta-analysis by Jackson et al. >, This measure has also been widely
used in numerous systematic reviews as an effective heterogeneity assessment tool

involving network meta-analysis 2. The I? statistic for multivariate meta-analysis ® has
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been suggested as

1
R* -1 V[ﬁR]>ﬁ
I1? = max|0,———],R = det| ——
< R? > (V[MF]

where iy and fi are the common-effects and grand mean estimators for the fixed-
effects model and the random-effects model, respectively; the fixed-effect model
corresponds to the model (1) constrained that 72 = 0. We propose an alternative
influential measure defined as a relative change measure of the I? statistic between the

all-studies data and the leave-one-design-out analyses:

J12(=Ta)

[1]

where [?2CTa) js the [? statistic for the leave-one-design-out analysis. The
interpretation is the same as that of ®,;. When Z; is less than 1, the heterogeneity in the
network decreases after design d is excluded, suggesting that design d could have a
design-by-treatment interaction; in particular, a large change of Z; can indicate a strong

design-by-treatment interaction. Note that Jackson et al. %3

provided another definition of
the I? statistic using the /A statistic, and the influential measure Z; can be defined by
the alternative definition of I? similarly.

To quantify the statistical error, we can apply the parametric bootstrap approach.

Algorithm 3: Bootstrap for estimating the sampling distribution of ®,; and Z,

Step 1. Perform Steps 1-2 in Algorithm 1 and generate bootstrap samples
yO v® v b =12,..,B).

Step 2. Compute the &4 and Z; statistics, Cbgb) and Eg’), for the bth bootstrap
sample ng),ng), ...,Y;b). Also, replicate this process for all B bootstrap samples

and calculate CDS),...,QDgB) and Ec(ll),---,E((iB)-

11



We can the obtain the bootstrap distributions of ®; and Z; and can provide the O-
values comparing the realized values with the bootstrap distributions. We can also create
ranking lists based on the O-values for prioritizing the study designs, and the O-values

can be used as referential measures for further investigations.

4. Alternative testing-based approach
In Section 3, we presented influence diagnostic approaches for evaluations of design-by-
treatment interactions based on the leave-one-design-out analysis. A similar approach
based on statistical testing using the leave-one-design-out analysis is also
straightforwardly considered. Krahn et al. ” discussed a simple Wald statistic under a
fixed-effect model that assesses a concordance of the common effects parameters between
a set of studies with design d and other studies. Their method can be extended to the
random-effects model (1). Denoting @) and p(~T@) as the grand mean vectors of the
two subsets, we can assess their possible discordance by statistical testing. The testing
problem is formulated as
Hy: pTa) — utTa) =0 v.s. Hy: pTa) — putTa) £ 0
A Wald statistic for assessing the null hypothesis H, is given as
W, = (AT®- ﬁ(—rd))TV—l(ﬁad)_ ACTD)

where the covariance matrix estimate V = V[aT®d-aCTd] = ey WETd) +
Yie(-1y) WE_Td). The Wald statistic W, asymptotically follows a y?-distribution with
pa degrees of freedom under the null hypothesis. When the null hypothesis is rejected,
the discordance of effect sizes (i.e., the inconsistency by design d) is suggested. Notably,
524,25

the results of this Wald test accord to those of the inconsistency tests of sidesplitting

if the corresponding design d is a two-arm design. Although the sidesplitting focuses on
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specific treatment pairs, our proposed testing approach focuses on specific designs.
From a mathematical perspective, the large sample approximation using a y?-
distribution might be violated in the case of a limited number of studies ?°. Even in such
cases, the parametric bootstrap approach discussed in Section 3 can be used to estimate
the sampling distribution of W, and the resultant inference can be improved 2°. The

bootstrap algorithm is given as follows:

Algorithm 4: Bootstrap for estimating the sampling distribution of W,

Step 1. Perform Steps 1-2 in Algorithm 1 and generate the bootstrap samples
yO y® v (b =12,..,B).

Step 2. Compute the Wald statistics, Wd(b), for the b th bootstrap sample
ng),ng), ...,Y;b). Also, replicate this process for all B bootstrap samples and

calculate Wd(l), . Wd(B).

We can provide the bootstrap P-value using the empirical distribution of Wd(l), s Wd(B)
as the reference distribution instead of the y?2-distribution. Notably, this testing approach

2 estimation in the

also suffers from the limitation of statistical power and instability of T
subset T, which involves a few studies in many cases; however, in practice, it might be

an alternative useful option familiar to many practitioners.

5. Application
To illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed methods, we applied them to a network
meta-analysis of antihypertensive drugs by Sciarretta et al. '*. The network meta-analysis
included 26 randomized controlled trials comparing seven drug classes [a-blocker (AB),

angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor (ACE), angiotensin II receptor blocker (ARB),
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B-blocker (BB), calcium channel blocker (CCB), conventional treatment (CT), and
diuretic (DD)] and placebo. The outcome was the incidence of heart failure. The network
diagram of this study is presented in Figure 1, and the 26 studies and their designs are
summarized in Table 1. The network included 18 designs, two of which were three-arm
trials (STOP-2 and ALLHAT?2002); the others were all two-arm trials. Note that the Jikei
Heart Study included in the design of ARB vs CT was found to include falsified data, and
the main result paper was retracted ?’; the active treatment was categorized in ARB, and
its efficacy was reported to be remarkably large compared with that of CT. Thus, in this
network, the efficacy of ARB could be overestimated because of this extreme data. Given
this fact, a naive hypothesis is that the design of ARB vs CT could raise a design-by-
treatment interaction on this network.

The primary results of this network meta-analysis using the REML method are shown
in Figure 2(a). The odds-ratio (OR) was adopted for the effect measure, and the reference
group was set to placebo. For the between-study heterogeneity, ¥ was 0.099 and I? was
56.9%. Also, the P-value of the global inconsistency test was 0.459; significant
inconsistency was not detected, possibly because of the low power.

We used the four influence diagnostic methods for this network meta-analysis. Note
the design of AB vs DD was excluded in the analyses because AB was included in only
one study (ALLHAT2000) and was isolated in the network. In the bootstrap analyses, we
performed 5,000 resamplings consistently and we formally regarded the designs with O
< 0.05 as influential designs. The results are presented in Figure 3. The averaged
studentized residuals and their O-values for 17 designs are presented in Figure 3(a) and
(b); the design IDs are presented in Table 1. DD vs Placebo (design 17), ARB vs CT
(design 11), and ACE vs DD (design 7) had the largest averaged studentized residuals,

and the O-values of the first two designs were less than 0.05. ARB vs CT included the
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Jikei Heart Study and E-COST, and DD vs Placebo included HY VET. MDFFITS gave
results similar to those of the averaged studentized residuals for the O-values [Figure 3(c)
and (d)]. Although the rankings of MDFFITS were slightly different, the O-values of ARB
vs CT and DD vs Placebo were less than 0.05. In addition, the results obtained by the
analyses using @, and Z; are presented in Figure 3(e)—(h). Both ®; and Z; were
less than 1 for seven designs (DD vs Placebo, ARB vs Placebo, ARB vs CT, BB vs CCB,
CCB vs Placebo, ACE vs DD, and ARB vs BB). Unlike the former two methods, only
DD vs Placebo showed O < 0.05. Also, these two measures' overall rankings based on
heterogeneity statistics were similar.

Table 2 shows the results of the testing approach by leave-one-design-out analysis.
The P-values were computed using the bootstrap method with 5,000 resamplings, and the
significant level was set to 0.05. The statistical tests detected only ARB vs CT as a
significant design (the bootstrap P-value was less than 0.05). The pooled OR estimates
and 95% confidence intervals (Cls) were 1.501 (0.991, 2.272) for studies with the design
ARB vs CT and 0.911 (0.744, 1.117) for the other studies.

In summary, the design DD vs Placebo was detected by all four influence diagnostic
methods. This study included the HY VET study, which is an effectiveness trial of DD for
patients 80 years of age or older; the patient background in this study is especially
different from that in the other studies. Also, this study was terminated at the interim
analysis because of the efficacy of DD 2 and the effect of DD might be overestimated
(OR: 0.375, 95% CI: 0.228, 0.615). Also, ARB vs CT was detected by the two influence
diagnostic methods using averaged studentized residual and MDFFITS, and the testing
approach. This design included the Jikei Heart Study and the E-COST trial. As expected,
the Jikei Heart Study had an extreme profile on the network, and these proposed methods

detected the corresponding design as an influential one that could change the overall
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results.

To assess the potential influence of the two detected study designs on the overall
estimates, we conducted a sensitivity analysis that excluded the corresponding three
studies: Jikei Heart Study, E-COST, and HYVET. The pooling results are presented in
Figure 2(b). Overall, the sizes of the comparative OR estimates increased after the
exclusion, except for that for CT. In particular, the efficacy of ARB decreased and the
rankings of ARB and CT were reversed. The results imply that the treatment effects of
the investigational drugs, except those of CT, might be overestimated in the original
network meta-analysis. Also, the heterogeneity got lower: the 7 estimate changed from
0.099 to 0.054, and I? changed from 56.9% to 31.7%. Furthermore, the P-value of the
global inconsistency test increased from 0.459 to 0.911. In the original report of this
network meta-analysis !2, the inconsistency was reported to be low; however, these results
would provide additional insights and the overall results should be interpreted more

carefully.

6. Discussion
In network meta-analysis, the evaluation of inconsistency is a critical issue to ensure the
validity of evidence synthesis. Existing methods are mainly founded on statistical testing
for local or global characteristics on the network 3/, and the results are provided whether
significant or not. The primary purpose of these analyses is to explore possible sources of
biases or irregular issues on the network and prioritize the designs that have interactions
with the treatments. The proposed statistical methods quantify how the overall results
change when a specific set of studies is excluded, and these results will provide new

insights to enable assessments of the design-by-treatment interactions. In particular, to
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prioritize study designs for further investigations, these new methods will be useful
alternatives to existing inconsistency evaluation tools.

Lu et al. ?° proposed a similar idea of using studentized residuals for assessing local
inconsistency; however, they did not adopt the leave-one-design-out scheme. In general,
the naive studentized residual can involve "optimism" because it is defined by the overall
estimates using the information of the target cases themselves, as is known in
conventional regression diagnosis 2!. The new methods address this substantial problem
and enable more sophisticated evaluations for statistical errors via a bootstrapping
approach.

We also proposed a convenient summary measure: the O-value. The quantitative
information of influential measures is dropped in the O-value; however, the O-value can
be conveniently used to assess the impact of designs such as the P-value of statistical
testing. The proposed influential measures and O-values will be effectively applicable for
the prioritizations. However, the results should be interpreted using both measures
simultaneously. In particular, the influential measures provide relevant quantitative
information concerning the degrees of influences.

In addition, our methods enable direct evaluations of the influences of designs. The
global inconsistency test uses whole statistical information on the network; however, the
design-by-treatment interaction model does not enable easy interpretation of where the
inconsistency exists. Also, few proposed methods can evaluate local inconsistency while

addressing the influences of multi-arm studies 3%3!

. Our new methods focus on assessing
the influences of designs directly, and the results indicate which designs influence
consistency on the network. Also, the global inconsistency test rarely provides significant

results, whereas our methods detect potentially relevant local information effectively, as

17



demonstrated in Section 5. These results will provide alternative new insights that were
not provided by existing methods.

In conclusion, our proposed methods are expected to provide new insights in
inconsistency evaluations of network meta-analysis. In addition to the current standard
testing-based approaches, these methods can be used as alternative effective approaches

to locating inconsistency on a network.
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Table 1. Summary of the network meta-analysis dataset of Sciarretta et al. 12

Design

D Design Trial Drug 1 d/n Drug 2 d/n Drug 3 d/n
1 ACE vs ARB ONTARGET ACE  514/8576 ARB 537/8542 — —
2 ACE vs BB UKPDS ACE 12/400 BB 9/358 — —
3 ACE vs CCB ABCD ACE 5/235 CCB 6/235 — —
4 ACE VéTCCB v STOP-2 ACE 1492205 ~CCB 1862196  CT  177/2213
5 ACE VSSCB VS ALLHAT2002 ACE  612/9054 CCB 706/9048 DD 870/15255
6 ACE vs CT CAPPP ACE 75/5492 CT 66/5493 — —
7 ACE vs DD ANBP2 ACE 69/3044 DD 78/3039 — —
8 ACE vs Placebo HOPE ACE  417/4645  Placebo  535/4652 — —
9 ARB vs BB LIFE ARB 153/4605 BB 161/4588 — —
10 ARB vs CCB VALUE ARB  354/7649 CCB 400/7596 — —
11 ARB vs CT E-COST ARB 35/1053 CT 41/995 — —
11 ARB vs CT Jikei Heart Study ~ ARB 19/1541 CT 36/1540 — —
12 ARB vs Placebo RENRAL ARB 89/751 Placebo 127/762 — —
12 ARB vs Placebo TRANSEND ARB 134/2954  Placebo  129/2972 — —
13 BB vs CCB ASCOT-BPLA BB 159/9618 CCB 134/9639 — —
14 CCB vs CT NORDIL CCB 63/5410 CT 53/5471 — —
14 CCBvs CT CONVINCE CCB 126/8179 CT 100/8297 — —
15 CCB vs DD VHAS CCB 2/707 DD 0/707 — —
15 CCBvs DD NICS-EH CCB 0/204 DD 3/210 — —
15 CCB vs DD INSIGHT CCB 26/3157 DD 12/3164 — —
15 CCB vs DD SHELL CCB 23/942 DD 19/940 — —
16 CCB vs Placebo Syst-Eur CCB 37/2398 Placebo 49/2297 — —
16 CCB vs Placebo Syst-China CCB 4/1253 Placebo 8/1141 — —
16 CCB vs Placebo FEVER CCB 18/4841  Placebo  27/4870 — —
17 DD vs Placebo HYVET DD 22/1933 Placebo 57/1912 — —
18 AB vs DD ALLHAT2000 AB 491/9067 DD 420/15268 — —

Abbreviations: AB, a-blocker; ACE, angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor; ARB, angiotensin II receptor blocker;
BB, B-blocker; CCB, calcium channel blocker; CT, conventional treatment; DD, diuretic; d/n, number of incidences
of heart failure/number of participants.



Table 2. Results of the testing approach for the antihypertensive drugs network meta-analysis.

Deﬁ)ign Design Wa P-value  Treatment izt;r;gfj exp(i72) *  exp(a-Ta)) *
11 ARB vs CT 4.472 0.036 CT ARB 1.501 0911
17 DD vs Placebo 4.216 0.052 Placebo DD 2.669 1.534
7 ACE vs DD 3.743 0.089 DD ACE 1.136 0.787
16 CCB vs Placebo 2.125 0.133 Placebo CCB 1.474 1.107
14 CCBvs CT 2.306 0.148 CT CCB 0.797 1.010
13 BB vs CCB 2.093 0.197 CCB BB 0.839 1.115
6 ACE vs CT 1.803 0.233 CT ACE 0.878 1.144
2 ACE vs BB 0.805 0.382 BB ACE 0.834 1.265
9 ARB vs BB 0.951 0.404 BB ARB 1.058 1.286
12 ARB vs Placebo 0.704 0.406 Placebo ARB 1.183 1.455
8 ACE vs Placebo 0.835 0.471 Placebo ACE 1.318 1.502
15 CCB vs DD 0.099 0.734 DD CCB 0.656 0.721
g  ACE VSTCCB VS 0.798 0.756 CCB ACE 1.277 1.152

CT ACE 1.200 1.044
10 ARB vs CCB 0.110 0.797 CCB ARB 1.145 1.097
1 ACE vs ARB 0.006 0.951 ARB ACE 1.052 1.063
3 ACE vs CCB 0.001 0.971 CCB ACE 1.205 1.181
50 ACEWCEBY o016 0.994 CCB ACE 1167 1.183

DD ACE 0.834 0.831
18 AB vs DD — — — — — —

* i was estimated as the log odds ratio scale, and the estimate was transformed to the odds ratio scale.

Abbreviations: AB, a-blocker; ACE, angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor; ARB, angiotensin II receptor blocker;
BB, B-blocker; CCB, calcium channel blocker; CT, conventional treatment; DD, diuretic.
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Figure 1. Network diagram of the network meta-analysis for antihypertensive drugs. (AB, a-blocker;
ACE, angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor; ARB, angiotensin II receptor blocker; BB, B-blocker;

CCB, calcium channel blocker; CT, conventional treatment; DD, diuretic)



(a) (b)

Treatment OR 95%ClI Treatment OR 95%Cl
DD —— i — 0.600 (0.487, 0.739) DD —a— 0.643 (0.541, 0.765)
ACE — . 0.714 (0.607, 0.840) ACE —.— 0.745 (0.653, 0.850)
ARB —— 0.759 (0.642, 0.896) CT —a— 0.759 (0.625, 0.921)
CT —a— 0.775 (0.626, 0.959) ARB —i— 0.811 (0.704, 0.933)
CCB —— 0.843 (0.709, 1.004) CCB —a— 0.879 (0.759, 1.019)
BB — 0.878 (0.679, 1.134) BB — 0.931 (0.749, 1.157)
AB . — 1.214 (0.887, 1.662) AB — 1.302 (1.021, 1.660)
I T T | | | | |
0.50 0.71 1.0 1.41 0.50 0.71 1.0 1.41
QOdds Ratio (OR) Odds Ratio (OR)

Figure 2. Pooled odds ratio estimates of antihypertensive drugs compared to placebo: (a) by all 26 studies; (b) by 23 studies after excluding Jikei Heart
Study, E-COST, and HY VET. (AB, a-blocker; ACE, angiotensin-converting enzyme inhibitor; ARB, angiotensin II receptor blocker; BB, 3-blocker;

CCB, calcium channel blocker; CT, conventional treatment; DD, diuretic)
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Figure 3. Influence diagnostics results to evaluate inconsistency: (a) W, (averaged studentized

residual); (b) O-value of Wy; () MDFFITS; (d) O-value of MDFFITS; (e) ®; (f) O-value of
®4; (g) Eq; (h) O-value of E,.



