
Meta-analysis results in a ‘cap’ of confusion

Nutalapati et al. [1] showed in their
meta-analysis of randomized controlled
trials (RCTs) that cap-assisted colonosco-
py significantly improves adenoma de-
tection rate compared to standard colo-
noscopy. However, two major issues
associated with meta-analysis design
may undermine the validity of their re-
sults.

First, the authors decided to meta-
analyze results exclusively from high-
quality studies (defined as Jadad score
≥ 3). Focusing on a particular group of
studies argues against the fundamental
principles of meta-analysis and as as a re-
sult, the aforementioned results are sus-
ceptible to selection bias. All studies ful-
filling inclusion criteria regardless of
quality score should have been included
in the meta-analysis; strengths and lim-
itations of each should have been ad-
dressed in the risk of bias section of the
study, allowing conclusions to be draw
about the quality of available data.

Second, according to the Cochrane
Handbook for Systematic Reviews of In-
terventions, implementation of Jadad
score for assessing the quality of includ-
ed studies is “explicitly discouraged
since it strongly emphasizes reporting
rather than conducting, while it does
not cover one of the most important po-
tential biases in RCTs, namely allocation
concealment” [2]. Thus, use of a differ-
ent tool for assessing risk of bias (selec-
tion, performance, detection, attrition
and reporting) is recommended and a
detailed overview on the risk of bias
assessment within a separate manuscript

section rather than a glimpse (e. g. Ta-
ble1) would be of value.

Finally, inconsistencies regarding data
presentation and statistical analysis re-
present minor issues with the manu-
script: risk ratios (RR) with correspond-
ing 95% CI are to be calculated for the
meta-analysis of RCTs [2]; however, data
on Fig. 2 are erroneously presented with
the respective odds ratios (OR). More-
over, data in Fig. 2a are analyzed with
fixed effect model, despite presence of
heterogeneity (I2 = 56%, P=0.03). Al-
though effect sizes might not be affec-
ted, their interpretation might be slight-
ly different.

In conclusion, systematic reviews and
meta-analyses may be at the top of the
clinical evidence pyramid; however, they
can also suffer from many flaws [3, 4].
Applying rigorous methodology is of
paramount importance to produce cred-
ible, high-quality, clinically useful evi-
dence [5].
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