
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Senn, S.J. (2009) Overstating the evidence - double counting in meta-
analysis and related problems. BMC Medical Research Methodology, 9 
(10). ISSN 1471-2288 
 
http://eprints.gla.ac.uk/6996/ 
 
Deposited on: 23 October 2009 
 
 

Enlighten – Research publications by members of the University of Glasgow 
http://eprints.gla.ac.uk 



BioMed Central

BMC Medical Research 
Methodology

ss
Open AcceCommentary
Overstating the evidence – double counting in meta-analysis and 
related problems
Stephen J Senn

Address: Department of Statistics, University of Glasgow, Glasgow, UK

Email: Stephen J Senn - stephen@stats.gla.ac.uk

Abstract
Background: The problem of missing studies in meta-analysis has received much attention. Less
attention has been paid to the more serious problem of double counting of evidence.

Methods: Various problems in overstating the precision of results from meta-analyses are
described and illustrated with examples, including papers from leading medical journals. These
problems include, but are not limited to, simple double counting of the same studies, double
counting of some aspects of the studies, inappropriate imputation of results, and assigning spurious
precision to individual studies.

Results: Some suggestions are made as to how the quality and reliability of meta-analysis can be
improved. It is proposed that the key to quality in meta-analysis lies in the results being transparent
and checkable.

Conclusion: Existing quality check lists for meta-analysis do little to encourage an appropriate
attitude to combining evidence and to statistical analysis. Journals and other relevant organisations
should encourage authors to make data available and make methods explicit. They should also act
promptly to withdraw meta-analyses when mistakes are found.

Background
We live in an age of meta-analysis and would-be meta-
analysts are constantly exhorted to find all the evidence. A
popular tool for evaluating the quality of meta-analysis
places great stress on the efforts that have been made to
find all the relevant studies and the extent to which these
efforts have been described [1,2]. Meta-analysts are
advised to use funnel plots [3] or other similar devices in
an attempt to establish if there has been any publication
bias in favour of significant results and to calculate how
many missing studies it would take to overturn their con-
clusions [4].

The reverse problem, however, of finding evidence that
isn't there has received rather less attention, yet is surely
just as, if not more, serious.

Methods
In this article I describe various species of this problem,
illustrating it with examples from leading medical jour-
nals, including The Journal of the American Medical Associa-
tion (JAMA), The British Medical Journal(BMJ), The Lancet
and The New England Journal of Medicine (NEJM). There is
no attempt to quantify the extent of this problem except
by remarking that it has not been particularly difficult to
find the examples I have found. However, it is hoped that
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the examples will serve a useful purpose in putting would-
be meta-analysts on their guard. Once the examples have
been presented I shall offer some speculative remarks as to
what factors might pre-dispose towards the problems
exemplified and what might be done to improve the situ-
ation.

In choosing and presenting these examples, I should
make one point clear. They are not being chosen to exem-
plify authorial incompetence. In fact many of the authors
of the papers I discuss are rightly acknowledged as leading
experts in the field of meta-analysis and most of the
papers chosen are impressive in many respects. On the
contrary, I shall argue in due course, that the problem is
one that cannot be cured by trust. The cure is in transpar-
ency. As such, tools for evaluating the quality of meta-
analyses are largely irrelevant. What is necessary is to
make it easy to check the claims.

Results
Simple double counting of studies
A recent meta-analysis of the safety of anticholinergics in
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) by Singh
et al [5] in JAMA affords an example. A problem with this
meta-analysis are that studies were counted twice. For
example, a publication by Brusasco et al was included [6].
However, this publication was itself a meta-analysis of
two-studies [7] one of which, by Donohue et al [8], was
also separately included by Singh et al. Thus the Donohue
et al study was included twice, which is clearly inappropri-
ate.

Double counting of some aspects of studies
This error is slightly more subtle. Again JAMA affords an
example. A meta-analysis by Kozyrskyj et al compared
short and long course treatment of otitis media with anti-
biotics [9]. An unsatisfactory feature of this overview is
that arms of the same study are counted more than once
[10]. A number of the trials being summarised had more
than two arms. The way that the authors chose to deal
with this was to enter the control arm twice. Thus (say)
treatment A was compared to C and then treatment B
(say) was compared to C. The net effect was that C was
counted twice.

For example, a trial by Hoberman et al [11] was included
twice, apparently once with 375 patients and once with
386. However, the original data refer to two long courses
of antibiotics in 178 and 189 patients respectively and to
one short course with 197 patients. It appears that this
short course has been counted twice by Kozyrskyj et al so
that we have 178+197 = 375 and 189+197 = 386. This sort
of double counting seems to have occurred on at least
three occasions.

A similar case appears in the meta-analysis by Brockle-
bank [12] et al in the BMJ comparing metered dose inhal-
ers (MDI) and other hand held devices for delivering
corticosteroids in asthma. Figure 2 of that paper includes
what appear to be two studies by Vidgren et al. In fact,
there is only one study, a three armed cross-over trial[13]
comparing Diskhaler®, Easyhaler® and an MDI. Presuma-
bly, the data for the MDI have been included twice in the
overall summary.

A slightly different form of a double counting of some
information from a study occurs in the paper by Singh et
al [5] already cited. Two studies by Casaburi [14,15] are
included in the meta-analysis. However one was a prelim-
inary report on short term results and the other is the full
report at conclusion, including the short term data. Thus
the short term data must have been counted twice.

Accepting implausible claims for the precision of individual 
studies
A meta-analysis by Hackshaw et al [16] in the BMJ consid-
ered passive smoking. The method involved weighting
reported log-odds ratios using reported (or calculated
from confidence intervals) standard errors. However,
Peter Lee, in an extremely important but sadly neglected
article [17] in Statistics in Medicine has pointed out that the
fact that the standard error for a log-odds ratio is approxi-
mately equal to the square root of the sum of the recipro-
cals of the frequencies in the corresponding four-fold
table provides various lower bounds on the standard
error. Conversely, a given standard error implies a mini-
mum sample size. In fact for a given total sample size N,
the split of cases and non-cases in exposed and unexposed
groups that gives rise to the minimum standard error is an
equal split of N/4 subjects in each cell. It follows, for
example, that for any reported variance, V the total sample
size, N must satisfy the requirement that N ≥ 16/V. Similar
inequalities exist for the total of any two cells and for the
numbers in any given cell.

As Lee showed [17], at least one of the studies [18]
included by Hackshaw et al [16] in their meta-analysis has
impossibly low standard errors when examined in this
way: the numbers of subjects are too few in view of the
precision claimed.

Imputing data
The meta-analysis by Brockelbank et al [12] already cited
has ten within-arm within-study standard deviations
equal to 100.0. There is no explanation of this fact and it
appears that these standard deviations are imputed. In fact
cross-over studies are being combined and it seems that
the authors are forcing them into the parallel group frame-
work that RevMan, the Cochrane Collaboration software
required (at least in its earlier versions). In order to do this
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they have invented between-patient standard deviations
that are, in fact, irrelevant to judging the outcome from a
cross-over trial.

This is, in my view, a bad idea, although, it must be
granted that this is a far less serious error than some others
described, since, if anything, the evidence from the cross-
over studies is likely to be understated since between-
patient standard deviations are used. Nevertheless, it is an
inappropriate approach that should be avoided.

However, not all attempts to impute data understate the
evidence. For example, Nicholson et al [19], in a meta-
analysis of depression as a prognostic factor in heart dis-
ease were able to identify 54 relevant studies. Unfortu-
nately, six of these only recorded a lack of a significant
association and did not give confidence intervals. Nichol-
son et al imputed an effect estimate of one to the studies
and estimated the standard errors by regression on the
number of patients.

This procedure cannot be endorsed. The value of unity
chosen is the value that gives the least possible association
but this overstates the lack of association. For example, a
study by Hallstrom [20], that enrolled 795 women for 12
years follow up but for which only the result 'not signifi-
cant' is available is awarded a relative risk (RR) of 1.0 with
a confidence interval 0.6 to 1.7. However, the study by
Ferketich [21] which is based on 5007 women followed
for ten years has a reported RR of 1.0 with a wider confi-
dence interval of 0.5 to 2.0. It is surely not appropriate to
give a smaller study for which the relevant data have had
to be guesstimated more weight than a larger one for
which the data are available.

It would have been better in my opinion to have excluded
the six studies with insufficient detail altogether.

Spurious precision of individual trials
An interesting paper by Peters et al [22] considered Baye-
sian approaches to combining epidemiological observa-
tional data on humans with experimental data in animals
and illustrated this using an investigation of trihalometh-
ane exposure as a possible cause of low birthweight. They
identified five epidemiological and eight toxicological
studies in animals. However, in analysing the toxicologi-
cal studies they treated the pups in litters of rats as inde-
pendent observations rather than treating them as
repeated measures on the dams. Since the number of
pups, is of course, much higher than the number of dams
this has the consequence of 'spurious precision' [23,24].
In other words, there is an overstating of the evidence.

Inappropriate pooling of treatments
A very thorough and in many ways expert meta-analysis
by Jüni et al in the Lancet looked at the risk of cardiovas-
cular events under rofecoxib [25]. A number of different
treatments, including placebo, naproxen and non-
naproxen non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug (NSAID)
were considered as controls. Thus the meta-analysis com-
pares rofecoxib to a mixture of controls. This is not, in
itself illegitimate but one has to be quite clear about the
purpose of such a meta-analysis. The relevant null
hypothesis is 'rofecoxib is identical to all these compara-
tors'. If and when this null hypothesis is rejected the alter-
native hypothesis that then follows is 'rofecoxib is
different from at least one of these comparators'.

Jüni et al, were criticised by researchers at Merck, the mak-
ers of rofecoxib, for contravening a basic principle of
meta-analysis, namely to pool like with like [26]. I disa-
gree that there is such a principle. However, I also disagree
with a conclusion that Jüni et al drew from their analysis.

They implied that their meta-analysis showed that
rofecoxib was different to each comparator, including pla-
cebo, and indeed that this was already clear from data
available by 2000. However to be able to assert this alter-
native hypothesis, it is necessary to have tested rofecoxib
separately against each comparator and for such a meta-
analysis the comparators cannot be pooled. In order to
justify this claim, they carried out 'a test of interaction' for
treatment effect by type of comparator (placebo,
naproxen or non-naproxen NSAID) and used a non-sig-
nificant result to justify pooling. (See, for example, table 2
of that paper.)

However, there are a number of problems with this proce-
dure. The first is that the term interaction is misleading. It
is actually main effects (for example the difference between
naproxen and placebo) that it is necessary to prove are
zero. This is important, since the situation is qualitatively
different from a genuine test of interaction involving trials
of different type, or patients of a different sort, as a stra-
tum where the same treatment and control is being com-
pared [27]. Under such circumstances it is a higher order
effect (the interaction) that is assumed zero until proof to
the contrary is available. Here it is an effect that is of the
same order (placebo – naproxen) as the effect being exam-
ined (rofecoxib-naproxen) that is assumed to be zero.

Secondly, absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.
Had Jüni et al wished to use the extremely large amount
of information comparing rofecoxib to naproxen to pro-
duce a comparison to placebo they should have used the
formal method of the putative placebo [28,29].
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Thirdly, it  is clear that this procedure is easily abused.
Given a great deal of data showing that treatment A (say)
is better than control C (say), a small trial inadequately
comparing treatment A to B would fail to show a signifi-
cant 'interaction' and entitle one to pool B and A and use
the combined data to prove that B was better than C.

I cannot leave this example, however, without pointing
out that I do not believe that the fact that an advantage of
naproxen to rofecoxib is not proof of a disadvantage of
rofecoxib compared to placebo lets Merck, the developers
of rofecoxib, off the hook. The gastric benefits of rofecoxib
compared to naproxen were clearly shown in the same
study [30] in 2000 that showed the cardiovascular bene-
fits of naproxen to rofecoxib. From that point onwards
patients should have been informed that one net benefit
was being traded against another, whatever the explana-
tion of either.

Numerical slips
This is a sin to which I must plead guilty myself on occa-
sion. Indeed, it is inherent to all scientific work that mis-
takes are made from time to time and are likely to be
perpetuated. A beautifully described example comes in
Primo Levi's essay 'Chromium' in The Periodic Table [31]
in which, in a piece of chemical and statistical detection,
he becomes suspicious of an unchallenged recipe that
requires the addition of 'twenty-three drops of a certain
reagent'. Eventually he finds an old file card bearing 'the
direction to add "2 or 3" drops and not "23"'(p131).

In a discussion of Bayesian approaches to specifying prior
distributions for random effect variances Lambert et al
[32] used the data from Kozyrskij [9] to illustrate the
problems with random effects analyses. I presented a fre-
quentist alternative based on using proc nlmixed® of SAS®

but what I did not realise at the time was that I had coded
the main effects of the trials inappropriately. (It was my
colleague Jim Weir who subsequently discovered my mis-
take.) Thus, where I claimed a point estimate of 0.39 with
a standard error of 0.20, a corrected analysis gives 0.42
with a standard error of 0.19. The difference is small in
this case but that is at least partly a matter of luck.

Incomplete reporting
This is a rather different problem. There are a number of
reported meta-analyses where it simply is almost impossi-
ble to check the authors' results with certainty. In particu-
lar where the following combination applies, that neither
the method of statistical analysis is specified nor are the
data from the original study fully available, then a great
deal has to be taken on faith. The problem then becomes
analogous to one of hearsay evidence in court. What is
asserted may well be true but it is very difficult to call any-
body to account to establish its reliability.

Consider, for example, a paper by Hrjobartson and
Gotszche in the NEJM [33] which, considers the efficacy
of placebos. This is an extremely interesting investigation
that I have referred to elsewhere very positively [34] that
points out that to establish the efficacy of placebo to the
same degree of proof we require for standard treatments
we need trials which have a control group for the placebo,
that is to say no treatment. The authors perform a meta-
analysis of all the three armed trials (treatment, placebo,
no treatment) they can find. An appendix, available on
the website gives results but neither it nor the main paper
actually details the methods in sufficient detail for the
results to be reproduced.

It might be thought that detailing the method is superflu-
ous. In fact, however, there is a bewildering array of tech-
niques possible for conducting a meta-analysis. In my
paper The Many Modes of Meta [35] I identified three major
data types: all studies used the same outcome and raw
data are available, the same outcome but summary data
only and different outcomes in different studies. I also
identified at least nine different philosophical approaches
that could be used to analyse summary measures. Many of
these nine different approaches could be implemented in
different ways. For example, in deciding to analyse binary
data, one has to make a choice of risk scale: risk difference,
relative risk, odds ratio. A much-cited paper by New-
combe [36] compares eleven different approaches to esti-
mating confidence intervals for a risk difference for a
single trial. In other words there are dozens of ways that
binary meta-analyses alone could be performed.

Discussion
What these examples show is that neither competence of
the authors not prestige of the journal is any guarantee
that the results of a meta-analysis do not need checking.
Expert authors make mistakes that the review process does
not correct. It therefore follows that an important stand-
ard by which a meta-analysis is to be judged is checkabil-
ity. I propose that the following five points should be
adopted by the community of meta-analysts and users if
we are to improve the reliability of meta-analysis.

1. Be vigilant about double counting.

2. Make results checkable.

3. Describe approaches to analysis in detail.

4. Judge the meta-analysis not the analyst.

5. Create a culture of correction.

As regards the first of these, I hope that I have given suffi-
cient examples to put potential users on guard. Although
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I consider that quality checklists, however good, are of lit-
tle relevance when deciding whether to trust a meta-anal-
ysis, they are potentially useful in warning would-be
analysts what to consider. In this respect, however, the
current favourite, the Oxman and Guyatt score, is quite
inadequate as it does not warn the user of potential prob-
lems. Furthermore it has a bias in favour of inclusion. The
ten points included (see Oxman et al [2] page 1272), are

1. Were the search methods reported?

2. Was the search comprehensive?

3. Were the inclusion criteria reported?

4. Was selection bias avoided?

5. Were the validity criteria reported?

6. Was validity assessed appropriately?

7. Were the methods used to combine studies reported?

8. Were the findings combined appropriately?

9. Were the conclusions supported by the reported data?

10. What was the overall scientific quality of the overview?

Of the points, one, point 2, explicitly stresses the impor-
tance of being comprehensive and five (points 1,3,4,5 and
6) also address inclusion, whereas it would have to be a
researcher who was already sensitised to the problem of
double counting (say) who took point 8 as being a
reminder to pay attention to this.

The implementation of my second proposal is partly con-
strained by resources. One inherent advantage that meta-
analyses of the Cochrane Collaboration have over others
is the amount of space that is allowed compared to jour-
nals. This is a point in their favour. However technological
advances are making it easier for journals to match this
through supplementary material provided on the web and
this is what we have to strive for.

The third point requires a recognition and acceptance that
meta-analysis is, contrary to what is sometimes main-
tained, not simple after all. It is not just a question of
pushing data into some software sausage machine and
waiting for a summary to appear. Empowering the statis-
tically innocent to perform statistical analyses has its
drawbacks. Many choices have to be made along the way
and not all are uncontroversial. In consequence it is nec-
essary to describe those choices in some detail.

The fourth point is that we should recognise that even
experts can make mistakes and even those with motives
we mistrust can have good arguments. There is a rather
silly secondary literature of meta-analysis that seeks to
award quality points for overviews from this or that
source. Even if the quality instruments being used were
appropriate (and they are not) the false positives and neg-
atives in any screening procedure based on such class
scores would be so numerous as to make the information
nearly worthless in judging whether to trust an individual
analysis. Consider the case of Lee's checks [17] and Hack-
shaw et al's meta-analysis [16]. Lee works as a consultant
to the tobacco industry – enough reason to distrust him
when passive smoking is being discussed, many would
say. Hackshaw et al are public health experts with a con-
siderable reputation. Enough grounds to trust them, many
(including me) would claim. However, the trust or mis-
trust we have in the meta-analysts is irrelevant once we
have got to the point of debating a scientific issue such as
whether a quoted standard error must be too small.

My final point is that journals should devote more space
to the correction of previous work and that we need a
mechanism for flagging problems with papers once iden-
tified. For example, as far as I am aware, the BMJ has not
issued notes correcting either of the two meta-analyses
[12,37] mentioned in this article, despite the fact that the
problems have been pointed out to the editors. Peter Lee
[17] drew attention in Statistics in Medicine (SiM) to the
problem with the BMJ paper on passive smoking but a
recent paper [38] in SiM not only does not cite Lee but
cites the paper on passive smoking and uses it to illustrate
a method to deal with missing studies, the opposite of the
known problem! The editors of the Journal of The Royal Sta-
tistical Society Series C refused to publish a letter by Andy
Grieve and me pointing to some problems with Peters et
al [22], including that mentioned here. Over two years
after I informed the Cochrane Collaboration regarding the
double counting in the otitis media meta-analysis [39],
there is still no correction. The editors of JAMA initially
declined to take any action regarding the corresponding
paper [9] when I brought it to their attention and I still
wait to see what they will do about it.

Conclusion
What is needed is an awareness that scientific progress
occurs through an ongoing, vigorous process of debate
and criticism and not through the piling up of incontro-
vertible facts. We must be prepared to check and correct (if
necessary) published results and they must be published
in a way that makes this easy.

Competing interests
I act regularly as a consultant to the pharmaceutical indus-
try. Companies I have advised include Boehringer Ingel-
Page 5 of 7
(page number not for citation purposes)



BMC Medical Research Methodology 2009, 9:10 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2288/9/10
heim, the manufacturers of tiotropium, which is
mentioned in one of the meta-analyses I discuss. Since I
am an academic, my career is furthered by publishing.

Acknowledgements
I am extremely grateful to Peter Lee for helpful comments, to Andy Grieve 
and Jim Weir for fruitful collaboration and to Edith Jude-Eze for a careful 
reading of an earlier draft.

References
1. Oxman AD, Guyatt GH: Guidelines for Reading Literature

Reviews.  Canadian Medical Association Journal 1988, 138:697-703.
2. Oxman AD, Guyatt GH: Validation of an index of the quality of

review articles.  Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 1991, 44:1271-1278.
3. Egger M, Davey Smith G, Schneider M, Minder C: Bias in meta-

analysis detected by a simple, graphical test.  British Medical
Journal 1997, 315:629-634.

4. Rosenberg MS: The file-drawer problem revisited: a general
weighted method for calculating fail-safe numbers in meta-
analysis.  Evolution 2005, 59:464-468.

5. Singh S, Loke YK, Furberg CD: Inhaled anticholinergics and risk
of major adverse cardiovascular events in patients with
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease: a systematic review
and meta-analysis.  Journal of the American Medical Association 2008,
300:1439-1450.

6. Brusasco V, Hodder R, Miravitlles M, Korducki L, Towse L, Kesten S:
Health outcomes following treatment for six months with
once daily tiotropium compared with twice daily salmeterol
in patients with COPD.  Thorax 2003, 58:399-404.

7. Brusasco V, Hodder R, Miravitlles M, Korducki L, Towse L, Kesten S:
Health outcomes following treatment for 6 months with
once daily tiotropium compared with twice daily salmeterol
in patients with COPD.  Thorax 2006, 61:91.

8. Donohue JF, van Noord JA, Bateman ED, Langley SJ, Lee A, Witek TJ
Jr, Kesten S, Towse L: A 6-month, placebo-controlled study
comparing lung function and health status changes in COPD
patients treated with tiotropium or salmeterol.  Chest 2002,
122:47-55.

9. Kozyrskyj AL, Hildes-Ripstein GE, Longstaffe SE, Wincott JL, Sitar DS,
Klassen TP, Moffatt ME: Treatment of acute otitis media with a
shortened course of antibiotics: a meta-analysis.  Journal of the
American Medical Association 1998, 279:1736-1742.

10. Senn SJ: Trying to be precise about vagueness.  Statistics in Med-
icine 2007, 26:1417-1430.

11. Hoberman A, Paradise JL, Burch DJ, Valinski WA, Hedrick JA, Arono-
vitz GH, Drehobl MA, Rogers JM: Equivalent efficacy and
reduced occurrence of diarrhea from a new formulation of
amoxicillin/clavulanate potassium (Augmentin(R)) for treat-
ment of acute otitis media in children.  Pediatric Infectious Disease
Journal 1997, 16:463-470.

12. Brocklebank D, Wright J, Cates C: Systematic review of clinical
effectiveness of pressurised metered dose inhalers versus
other hand held inhaler devices for delivering corticoster-
oids in asthma.  British Medical Journal 2001, 323:896-902.

13. Vidgren P, Silvasti M, Poukkula A, Laasonen K, Vidgren M: Easyhaler
Powder Inhaler – a New Alternative in the Antiinflamma-
tory Treatment of Asthma.  Acta Therapeutica 1994, 20:117-131.

14. Casaburi R, Briggs DD, Donohue JF, Serby CW, Menjoge SS, Witek
TJ: The spirometric efficacy of once-daily dosing with tiotro-
pium in stable COPD – A 13-week multicenter trial.  Chest
2000, 118:1294-1302.

15. Casaburi R, Mahler DA, Jones PW, Wanner A, San Pedro G, ZuWal-
lack RL, Menjoge SS, Serby CW, Witek T: A long-term evaluation
of once-daily inhaled tiotropium in chronic obstructive pul-
monary disease.  European Respiratory Journal 2002, 19:217-224.

16. Hackshaw AK, Law MR, Wald NJ: The accumulated evidence on
lung cancer and environmental tobacco smoke.  British Medical
Journal 1997, 315:980-988.

17. Lee PN: Simple methods for checking for possible errors in
reported odds ratios, relative risks and confidence intervals.
Statistics in Medicine 1999, 18:1973-1981.

18. Geng G-Y, Liang ZH, Zhang AY, Wu GL: On the relationship
between cigarette smoking and female lung cancer.  In 6th

world Conference on Smoking and Health, Tokyo 1987 Volume 780.
Edited by: Aoki M, Hisamichi S, Tominaga S. Tokyo: Elsevier Science
Publishers B. V. (Biomedical Division); 1988:483-486. 

19. Nicholson A, Kuper H, Hemingway H: Depression as an aetio-
logic and prognostic factor in coronary heart disease: a
meta-analysis of 6362 events among 146 538 participants in
54 observational studies.  European Heart Journal 2006,
27:2763-2774.

20. Hallstrom T, Lapidus L, Bengtsson C, Edstrom K: Psychosocial Fac-
tors and Risk of Ischemic-Heart-Disease and Death in
Women – a 12-Year Follow-up of Participants in the Popula-
tion Study of Women in Gothenburg, Sweden.  Journal of Psy-
chosomatic Research 1986, 30:451-459.

21. Ferketich AK, Schwartzbaum JA, Frid DJ, Moeschberger ML: Depres-
sion as an antecedent to heart disease among women and
men in the NHANES I study. National Health and Nutrition
Examination Survey.  Archives of Internal Medicine 2000,
160:1261-1268.

22. Peters JL, Rushton L, Sutton AJ, Jones DR, Abrams KR, Mugglestone
MA: Bayesian methods for the cross-design synthesis of epi-
demiological and toxicological evidence.  Journal of the Royal Sta-
tistical Society Series C-Applied Statistics 2005, 54:159-172.

23. Dempster AP, Patel CM, Selwyn MR, Roth AJ: Statistical and Com-
putational Aspects of Mixed Model Analysis.  Applied Statistics-
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series C 1984, 33:203-214.

24. Senn SJ: Statistical Test.  New Scientist 1981, 90:581.
25. Juni P, Nartey L, Reichenbach S, Sterchi R, Dieppe PA, Egger M: Risk

of cardiovascular events and rofecoxib: cumulative meta-
analysis.  Lancet 2004, 364:2021-2029.

26. Kim PS, Reicin AS: Rofecoxib, Merck, and the FDA.  New Engand
Journal of Medicine 2004, 351:2875-2878. author reply 2875–2878.

27. Senn SJ: Subgroups, significance, and circumspection.  Biomed-
ical Statistics and Clinical Epidemiology 2008, 2:11-21.

28. Hasselblad V, Kong DF: Statistical methods for comparison to
placebo in active-control studies.  Drug Information Journal 2001,
35:435-449.

29. Hirotsu C, Yamada L: Estimating odds ratios through the con-
nected comparative experiments.  Communications in Statistics-
Theory and Methods 1999, 28:905-929.

30. Bombardier C, Laine L, Reicin A, Shapiro D, Burgos-Vargas R, Davis
B, Day R, Ferraz MB, Hawkey CJ, Hochberg MC, et al.: Comparison
of upper gastrointestinal toxicity of rofecoxib and naproxen
in patients with rheumatoid arthritis.  New England Journal of
Medicine 2000, 343:1520-1528.

31. Levi P: The Periodic Table London: Penguin; 1985. 
32. Lambert PC, Sutton AJ, Burton PR, Abrams KR, Jones DR: How

vague is vague? A simulation study of the impact of the use
of vague prior distributions in MCMC using WinBUGS.  Sta-
tistics in Medicine 2005, 24:2401-2428.

33. Hrobjartsson A, Gotzsche PC: Is the placebo powerless? An
analysis of clinical trials comparing placebo with no treat-
ment.  New England Journal of Medicine 2001, 344:1594-1602.

34. Senn SJ: Review of Statistics in the Pharmaceutical Industry.
Statistics in Medicine 3rd edition. 2006, 26:1651-1652.

35. Senn SJ: The many modes of meta.  Drug Information Journal 2000,
34:535-549.

36. Newcombe RG: Interval estimation for the difference
between independent proportions: comparison of eleven
methods (vol 17, pg 873, 1998).  Statistics in Medicine 1999,
18:1293-1293.

37. Hackshaw AK, Law MR, Wald NJ: The accumulated evidence on
lung cancer and environmental tobacco smoke.  Bmj 1997,
315:980-988.

38. Copas JB, Malley PF: A robust P-value for treatment effect in
meta-analysis with publication bias.  Statistics in Medicine 2008,
27:4267-4278.

39. Kozyrskyj AL, Hildes-Ripstein GE, Longstaffe SE, Wincott JL, Sitar DS,
Klassen TP, Moffatt ME: Short course antibiotics for acute otitis
media.  Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2000:CD001095.

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed
here:
Page 6 of 7
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3355948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3355948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1834807
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=1834807
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9310563
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9310563
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15807430
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15807430
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15807430
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18812535
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18812535
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18812535
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12728159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12728159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12728159
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16396956
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16396956
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16396956
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12114338
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12114338
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=12114338
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9624028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9624028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16906552
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9154538
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9154538
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9154538
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11668133
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11668133
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11668133
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11083677
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11083677
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11866001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11866001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11866001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9365295
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9365295
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10440880
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10440880
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17082208
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17082208
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=17082208
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3761229
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3761229
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=3761229
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10809028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10809028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10809028
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15582059
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15582059
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=15582059
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11087881
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11087881
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11087881
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16015676
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16015676
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=16015676
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11372012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11372012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=11372012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9365295
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=9365295
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18384185
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=18384185
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10796591
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi?cmd=Retrieve&db=PubMed&dopt=Abstract&list_uids=10796591


BMC Medical Research Methodology 2009, 9:10 http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2288/9/10
Publish with BioMed Central   and  every 
scientist can read your work free of charge

"BioMed Central will be the most significant development for 
disseminating the results of biomedical research in our lifetime."

Sir Paul Nurse, Cancer Research UK

Your research papers will be:

available free of charge to the entire biomedical community

peer reviewed and published immediately upon acceptance

cited in PubMed and archived on PubMed Central 

yours — you keep the copyright

Submit your manuscript here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp

BioMedcentral

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2288/9/10/prepub
Page 7 of 7
(page number not for citation purposes)

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2288/9/10/prepub
http://www.biomedcentral.com/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/info/publishing_adv.asp
http://www.biomedcentral.com/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Simple double counting of studies
	Double counting of some aspects of studies
	Accepting implausible claims for the precision of individual studies
	Imputing data
	Spurious precision of individual trials
	Inappropriate pooling of treatments
	Numerical slips
	Incomplete reporting

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Competing interests
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Pre-publication history
	citation_temp (2).pdf
	http://eprints.gla.ac.uk/6996/


