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Network meta-analysis models to
account for variability in treatment
definitions: application to dose effects
Cinzia Del Giovane,a,b Laura Vacchi,c Dimitris Mavridis,a,d

Graziella Filippinic and Georgia Salantia*†

For a network meta-analysis, an interlinked network of nodes representing competing treatments is needed. It is
often challenging to define the nodes as these typically refer to similar but rarely identical interventions.

The objectives of this paper are as follows: (i) to present a series of network meta-analysis models that account
for variation in the definition of the nodes and (ii) to exemplify the models where variation in the treatment defi-
nitions relates to the dose. Starting from the model that assumes each node has a ‘fixed’ definition, we gradually
introduce terms to explain variability by assuming that each node has several subnodes that relate to different
doses. The effects of subnodes are considered monotonic, linked with a ‘random walk’, random but exchange-
able, or have a linear pattern around the treatment mean effect. Each model can be combined with different
assumptions for the consistency of effects and might impact on the ranking of the treatments. Goodness of fit,
heterogeneity and inconsistency were assessed. The models are illustrated in a star network for the effectiveness
of fluoride toothpaste and in a full network comparing agents for multiple sclerosis.

The fit and parsimony measures indicate that in the fluoride network the impact of the dose subnodes is
important whereas in the multiple sclerosis network the model without subnodes is the most appropriate. The
proposed approach can be a useful exploratory tool to explain sources of heterogeneity and inconsistency when
there is doubt whether similar interventions should be grouped under the same node. Copyright © 2012 John
Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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1. Introduction

An often-debated issue in the systematic review process is how broad should the research question be in
terms of interventions and participants. For example, the research question can be restricted to the effect
of a single intervention on a very specific patient group (often known as ‘splitting’), and consequently,
the systematic review will consider only trials or subgroups of trials that involve this particular patient
group and treatments. Reviewers can take a broader approach to their research question (‘lumping’)
and include, for example, trials involving variations of the same intervention across all patient groups.
There are methodological and clinical advantages for taking a broader approach including increased
power and greater potential for assessing generalizability and consistency of the findings [1]. More nar-
row approaches, although typically producing a homogeneous evidence base, may suffer from problems
associated with multiple testing and overemphasizing minor differences between interventions [1, 2].

The dilemma of ‘lumping’ versus ‘splitting’ is highlighted by the increasingly popular approach
of comparative effectiveness reviews and network meta-analysis. Network meta-analysis (also known
as multiple-treatment meta-analysis or mixed-treatment comparisons) is an extension of pairwise
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meta-analysis where evidence for the effectiveness of several competing interventions is summarized
[3–6]. Trials that compare different treatments for the same condition form a network where each
treatment defines a node; direct and indirect evidence are synthesized to usually provide more precise
estimates. The consistency assumption underlies network meta-analysis; patients in trials included in the
network could have been randomized in any of the treatments involved so that arms not included in a trial
are assumed to be ‘missing at random’. Statistical inconsistency is often identified as the disagreement
between direct and various sources of indirect evidence [3, 7].

A particularly challenging issue in network meta-analysis is the definition of each node in the network.
Studies would often involve variations of the same intervention, and researchers might decide to either
‘lump’ them under the same node or create multiple nodes in the network. For example, a treatment may
be delivered in different doses or via different administration routes, and it is not always clear whether
these should be treated as different treatments (‘splitting’) or as the same intervention (‘lumping’). The
decision may range from gross lumping to thin splitting, and clinical insight is crucial before deciding
between the various options. Several examples are available in the literature; all old treatments were
grouped under a common node in a network of interventions for breast cancer [8], whereas doses of the
same vaccine were treated as different nodes in a network for influenza vaccines [9].

Decisions of lumping versus splitting should be preferably based on clinical grounds, but method-
ological and statistical considerations should also be taken into account to support decisions. The
interventions of interest often form multiple disconnected networks instead of a single one. In such cases,
network meta-analysis cannot be used to compare all treatments of relevance. If some treatments of dif-
ferent networks are sufficiently similar, one can decide to group them under the same node, essentially
stating there are no differences in their relative efficacy (‘lumping’) [10].

On the other hand, ‘splitting’ might increase homogeneity and consistency. Splitting the network so
that its nodes define more similar or identical interventions increases the chances that the relative treat-
ment effects will be similar across studies. Moreover, splitting makes the consistency assumption more
defendable. Inconsistency is created by differences in the effect modifiers of the relative treatment effects
across comparisons [11, 12]; variation in treatment definition within a node can often be an effect mod-
ifier, which varies across comparisons. Note however that lumping has an impact on heterogeneity or
inconsistency only if the differences in treatment definition within a node are effect modifiers of the
relative treatment effects between this node and the other nodes in the network. In summary, ‘lumping’
might result in greater heterogeneity and possible inconsistency, but results may be more generalizable
and informative to clinicians.

One way to approach statistically the adequacy of the various splitting and lumping approaches for
network nodes is to fit different models and to evaluate them via model selection methods. In a network
of fluoride treatments, there were doubts whether different definitions of placebo (in the form of tooth-
paste, gel, varnish and rinse) could be considered a single node. Splitting the placebo node resulted in
a series of models, which were compared using goodness-of-fit measures [12]. Two recent works took
this approach to evaluate, via model selection criteria, different models, assuming that treatment effects
are either constant or exchangeable within the same treatment class [11, 13].

In practice, the dilemma is rarely between extreme cases of ‘lumping’ and ‘splitting’; most of the
time, researchers have to decide ‘how broad’ should the definition be of each node. Between the two
extremes of total ‘lumping’ and exhaustive ‘splitting’ of all nodes in a network, one can find many
‘hybrid’ models. In such networks, the definition of each node is broader, and the assumption that each
node defines a single intervention or identical interventions is relaxed. The purpose of this paper is to
present and explore such ‘hybrid’ network meta-analysis models that can be used to negotiate the defini-
tion of nodes. Starting from subgroup analysis in a simple pairwise comparison, we extend the idea into
a hierarchical model that can be fit as a variation of the network meta-analysis model.

2. Reasoning and motivation of the models

Two systematic reviews motivate our work: a Cochrane systematic review for the effectiveness of flu-
oride toothpastes versus placebo and its update for different concentrations in preventing dental carries
compared with placebo [14, 15] and an unpublished overview comparing different immunomodulators
and immunosuppressants either against placebo or against each other for the management of multiple
sclerosis (MS). Some agents are administered at different doses [16]. In the first review, there is some
evidence suggesting that there is a dose–response relationship for the different fluoride concentrations.
There is limited evidence suggesting that the relative efficacy of the MS agents depends on the dose used
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and, in particular, that some agents given at higher doses are more effective [17, 18]. Hence, different
doses could be ignored in the analysis (so that the same agent defines a single node in the network irre-
spective of the dose, reflecting extreme lumping) or could define different nodes (extreme splitting). As
an alternative between these two extremes, we developed a series of multiple-treatment meta-analysis
models to explore the assumptions that the effects of different doses are the same, are randomly different
or follow a monotonic pattern.

2.1. Subgroup meta-analysis of a single comparison as a hierarchical model for a node: example from
a fluoride-versus-placebo review

Subgroup analyses are either motivated by clinical questions regarding important effect modifiers and
the need to explore and explain heterogeneity or prompted by the poor fit of the meta-analysis model
to the data. A meta-analysis of 61 studies that compare fluoride toothpaste with placebo (obtained from
the Cochrane review of Walsh T. et al. [15]) showed important heterogeneity on the standardized mean
difference (SMD). The toothpaste can be given in different fluoride concentrations, and there are three
approaches to analyse these data: (i) by using a random-effects meta-analysis where heterogeneity could
be due to differences in the treatment definition (different fluoride concentrations); (ii) by accounting for
differences in concentration via subgroup meta-analysis without calculating a total fluoride effect; and
(iii) by performing subgroup analysis, assuming that the relative effects of the different concentrations
come from the same distribution.

(a) In the first approach, a random-effects meta-analysis assumes that there is a single distribution
of the study-specific fluoride effect (compared with placebo) with mean D, which is estimated
as OD D �0.30 with 95% CI (�0.37 to �0.24) and between-studies standard deviation � D 0:24

(95% CI 0.18 to 0.31). The fit of the model (evaluated by comparing the mean posterior deviance
(PostDev) with the number of data points; model fits the data satisfactorily when PostDev is less
or equal to the number of data points [19]) was not very good; the mean PostDev was 158,
well exceeding the 128 data points. The parsimony of the model as estimated by the deviance
information criterion (DIC) [20] was 274.

(b) The second approach allows computing of an effect for each fluoride concentration. There are
five different concentration indexes t (t D 1; 2; : : : ; 6/ used to denote the different concentration
levels, with t D 1 denoting placebo. Accounting for the variation in concentration may explain
part of the heterogeneity and improve the fit. In a random-effects subgroup analysis, we assume
that there are five different distributions, one for each fluoride concentration effect t D 2; : : : ; 6

versus placebo t D 1 with means �1t WD dt and equal heterogeneities. This results in a different
SMD for each concentration effect versus placebo; we estimated � D 0:23 (95% CI 0.17 to 0.30)
with PostDevD 151 and DICD 268. Lower values of DIC suggest a better compromise between
model fit and model complexity. There is an indication that a model considering the separate dose
effects fits the data better and is more parsimonious; however, there is no important change in
heterogeneity.

(c) In the third approach, the five effect sizes dt may refer to either the same fixed average effect
dt D D for any t (first approach) or five different and unrelated distributions (second approach).
Alternatively, we may assume that dt s form a common distribution dt � N.D; �2/. This model
assumes that the five fluoride concentrations are different yet related treatments and that the total
variance is ‘split’ into between-studies variance �2 and between-subgroups variance �2 [21]. This
hierarchical grouping of data (trials studying the same dose and then doses for the same treatment)
can be viewed as pertaining to different definitions of the node ‘fluoride’.

The first approach can be viewed as ‘extreme lumping’, the second approach as ‘total splitting’ and
the third approach as the middle ground. Both the second and third approaches can be visualized by
picturing the node ‘fluoride’ as consisting of five ‘subnodes’. Figure 1A shows the fluoride network
consisting only of placebo-controlled trials. The fluoride node is ‘split’ into five subnodes according to
the concentrations.

The relation between the dt s could be structured depending on the assumptions underlying the
model; for example, we may assume a meta-regression on a function of the concentration of each
subnode (e.g. dt D aCb�f .concentrationt //, a monotonic relation between increasing concentrations
d2 > d3 > : : : > d6, a random walk model between dt s and so on. The second and third approaches
can be viewed as network meta-analyses if consistency is assumed between the effects of the subnodes
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Figure 1. Network plots of comparisons included in the network meta-analyses from two different reviews. The
edges link treatments evaluated in one or more studies. Line thickness is proportional to the number of com-
parisons included in the network; the width of each node is proportional to the number of studies involving
the specific treatment. (A) Network formed from 61 randomized placebo-controlled trials comparing different
concentrations of fluoride toothpaste in preventing dental carries. (B) Network formed from 30 randomized
controlled trials comparing agents administered at different doses for the management of multiple sclerosis in

reducing disability progression at 24 months. Dashed ovals group doses of the same agent.

(this is further discussed in Section 2.2). The various models can be compared using the DIC and the
heterogeneity estimates �2 and �2 and by monitoring the impact of the different assumptions on the
estimates of dt and D.

The idea of splitting the nodes of the network can be applied to a number of occasions where the node
definition causes problems by adding a further level in hierarchy. For instance, a subnode that denotes
the intervention ‘fluoride at concentration 1’ might be administered with three possible adjuvant ther-
apies, which can differ across studies. We can split the subnode further into three sub-subnodes t˛ , tˇ

28

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Statist. Med. 2013, 32 25–39



C. DEL GIOVANE ET AL.

and t� and model their specific effects as dt˛ ; dtˇ ; dt� � N.dt ; �
2/ where �2 (the between-subgroups

heterogeneity variance) can be viewed as the within-node heterogeneity and will be referred to using this
term. However, the more levels are added in the model, the more difficult the estimation of the variance
parameters becomes. In this paper, we restrict ourselves to one level of hierarchy where the average node
effectD can be split into subnodes with effects dt . Even with one level, estimation of �2 is challenging;
here, we have five data points (the five dt s) to estimate the within-node variance �2. Assuming the same
heterogeneity parameters in the splitting of more than one node in a network improves estimation, as
described in the following section.

2.2. The node hierarchical model as network meta-analysis: example from an overview comparing 11
agents for multiple sclerosis

Network meta-analysis can be viewed as a special type of subgroup analysis: each comparison defines
a subgroup; then, the mean estimates in the subgroups are linked via the consistency equations [5, 22].
A single node (such as the node ‘fluoride’) is ‘split’ into subnodes (i.e. according to the concentration)
reflecting different effects dt .t D 2; 3; : : :/. We assume consistency between subnodes; that is, we link
the means of the head-to-head comparisons via �tl D dt � dl for any t; l D 1; 2; : : : 6, where �tl is the
mean relative effect of subnode t compared with l . This assumption yields estimates of all pairwise com-
parisons even when there are no studies directly comparing them. If such studies are available, they are
combined along with the indirect estimates via network meta-analysis. Hence, a simple meta-analysis
becomes a network meta-analysis.

When many treatments are compared (and hence there are many nodes in the network), we can split
all or some of the nodes into subnodes. If the splitting is according to the same effect modifier, we may
assume the same within-node heterogeneity �2 for all nodes. For example, consider a network that has
C active treatments relating to Dc effect sizes and all treatments are administered at different doses. In
the MS network, including 30 randomized control trials evaluating disability progression at 24 months,
we have C D 7 active nodes, which can be split into subnodes (Figure 1B). In modelling the effects of
the subnodes as random distributions around each node mean Dc , we can assume the same within-node
heterogeneity parameter �2 across nodes. This will improve estimation of � as we will borrow strength
from the splitting of more than one node.

3. Models for network meta-analysis with variation in the definition of nodes

Let us call the starting treatments ‘nodes’, and any variation in the definition of the treatment will be
a ‘subnode’. Index c runs the number of nodes in the network c 2 f1; 2; : : :; C g, index t denotes the
subnodes t 2 f1; 2; : : : ; T g for each concentration/dose Xt and T is the total number of subnodes
included in the network. For the fluoride example, we considered for Xt the average of the different
concentrations in each treatment subnode. For instance, for the subnode fluoride at 440/500/550 ppm,
we considered Xt D 500 (Figure 1A). For simplicity, from now on, ‘concentration’ will be referred to as
‘dose’. Let us call Rc the number of subnodes included in node c, and with ct , we denote the node that
the t subnode belongs to. For instance, in the fluoride dataset, the number of subnodes in the fluoride
node is R2 D 5. The description of the data for the fluoride and MS networks are presented in Table I.
Both networks have c1 D 1 for placebo, which is the reference treatment.

The data arms from the i study, i D 1; 2; : : : N , are parameterized to provide the underlying study-
specific effect ıitl , where t; l 2 f1; 2; : : : ; T g. For continuous outcomes in the fluoride network, a
normal likelihood is assumed and ıitl refers to the study-specific SMD, whereas for binary data in
the MS network, the binomial likelihood is employed and ıitl refers to the study-specific log-odds ratio
(OR). Within-studies and between-studies correlations induced by multi-arm trials are accounted for as
described in [4].

The study-specific underlying effects are assumed exchangeable across studies with common hetero-
geneity � for all comparisons; ıitl � N.�tl ; �2/. Assuming that node 1 does not have subnodes and is
used as reference, we may write dt WD �1t and d1 D 0.

3.1. Fixed-nodes model

We first assume that all subnodes are identical and define the node they belong to. Let �tl be the relative
effect between subnodes t and l , which is assumed equal to �cftgcflg if t and l belong to different nodes

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Statist. Med. 2013, 32 25–39
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Table I. Treatments (nodes) and doses (subnodes) in the fluoride and multiple sclerosis networks.

Node name Node c Subnode t Dose�X t

Fluoride toothpaste treatments versus placebo

Placebo 1 1 —
Fluoride toothpaste 2 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 250, 500, 1100, 1500, 2500

Agents for the management of multiple sclerosis

Placebo 1 1 —
Interferon beta 1b 2 2, 3, 4, 5 0.06, 0.75, 1, 2
Interferon beta 1a (Avonex) 3 6, 7 0.03, 0.06
Interferon beta 1a (Rebif) 4 8, 9, 10 0.02, 0.07, 0.13
Glatiramer acetate 5 11, 12 140, 210
Natalizumab 6 13 69
Mitoxantrone 7 14, 15, 16 0.69, 1.66, 3.31
Azathioprine 8 17, 18 1255, 1470
Immunoglobulins 9 19, 20, 21 3218, 6437, 16 092
Cyclophosphamide 10 22 2500
Metilprednisolone 11 23 105
Methotrexate 12 24 7.5
�

Fluoride dose is measured as parts per million. For agents for multiple sclerosis, dose is measured in
milligrammes per week.

and 0 otherwise

�tl D �cftgcflg ; cftg ¤ cflg

�tl D 0; cftg D cflg

(1)

where �cftgcflg is the relative effect between two different nodes. For instance, in the fluoride data, for t
and l larger than 1, �tl is always equal to 0 as the fluoride subnodes belong to the same fluoride node.

For studies comparing subnode t with reference node 1, we have �1t D dt D Dcftg , where dt is the
relative effect of subnode t compared with the reference andDcftg is the relative effect of its parent node
compared with the reference. Under the node consistency assumption [5], for any two nodes cftg and
cflg 2 f2; : : :; C g, �cftgcflg holds,

�cftgcflg DDcftg �Dcflg (2)

where Dcftg and Dcflgare the relative effects of nodes cftg and cflg compared with the reference and
Dcf1g D 0. In this model, only inferences for the relative effectiveness of nodes are possible.

3.2. Exchangeable subnodes

Here, we distinguish between the different subnodes within each node, assuming that they form a
node-specific distribution. This assumption can be combined with subnode consistency.

3.2.1. Exchangeable-subnodes model without subnode consistency. The relative effect�tl between two
subnodes t and l follows a normal distribution

�tl �N.�cftgcflg ; �
2
cftgcflg

/; cftg ¤ cflg

�tl �N.0; �
2
cftgcflg

/; cftg D cflg

(3)

Typically, there are only a few subnodes within each node, and often, a node might have only two
or even only one subnode. To identify the model, we assume that within-node heterogeneity is the
same across all nodes, that is, �cftgcflg D � . Note that for studies comparing subnode t with reference
node 1, it is

dt �N.Dcftg ; �
2/ (4)
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In this model, studies that compare two subnodes of the same node contribute to the model only via
the estimation of the common heterogeneity � . We assume only node consistency; that is, �cftgcflg D
Dcftg �Dcflg for all cftg; cflg 2f2; : : :; C g.

3.2.2. Exchangeable-subnodes model with subnode consistency. Here, we combine the subnode
exchangeability with the consistency equation between subnodes, which suggests that �tl D dt � dl ,
where dt is the relative efficacy of subnode t compared with the reference. The basic parameters dt
follow a node-specific distribution as in Equation (4)

dt �N.Dcftg ; �
2/

This model assumes both node and subnode consistency.
This approach can be combined with specific assumptions for the relation between the individual

subnode effects dt .

3.2.3. Exchangeable-monotonic-subnodes model with consistency. Increasing the dose of a treatment
can arguably have a beneficial impact on the effectiveness of certain interventions. We can incorporate
this prior belief in the model described in Section 3.2.2 by using a monotonic pattern for the exchange-
able dt s. This can be carried out using an auxiliary variable ´t for the increase in effectiveness between
two successive doses of the same treatment.

Let us define with t 0 the minimum dose within each node, that is, t 0 D minft in cftgg and
dt 0 � N.Dcft0g ; �

2/, where Dcft0g represents the relative effect for the lowest dose. Then, cumulative
effects are assigned to the effects of successive subnodes within each node

dt D dt�1 � ´t ; for t > t 0 in cftg (5)

with

´t �N.0; 2�
2/I.0; / (6)

whereN.0; �2/I.0; / denotes a normal distribution that takes only positive values (in the interval I.0; //.
In this model, effectiveness of the subnodes is restricted to increase with increasing dose within their

common distribution but without specifying any shape for the dose–response relationship. This model
assumes both node and subnode consistency. We can estimate each node relative effect Dc by averaging
the subnode effects dt ; t 2Rc .

3.3. Monotonic-subnodes model with consistency

This model is similar to the one described in Section 3.2.3, but the subnode effects dt are not assumed
to be exchangeable within their parent nodes. A half-normal prior for ´ is placed, ´�N.0; 1/I.0; /.

3.4. Random-walk-subnodes model with consistency

Even if a dose–response relationship does not hold, it is reasonable to assume that the effect of subnode t
is more similar to the effect of a subnode with an adjacent dose rather than to the effect of a non-adjacent
dose. Consequently, a random walk model can be built for parameters dt within each node.

The subnode effects for successive doses within the same nodes are defined as

dt �N.dt�1; v
2
t / for t > t 0 in cftg (7)

The relative effect dt of subnode t compared with that of placebo is sampled from a normal distribu-
tion where the mean is the relative effect of the immediately lower dose dt�1 and variance v2t . Variance
v2t should relate to the difference between the actual dose Xt and Xt�1 so that the larger the difference
in the dose the less similar will be the subnode effect. We assumed that v2t is drawn from a half-normal
distribution with variance that depends on a function that reflects the difference between the doses of
the subnodes

v2t �N .0; f .Xt ; Xt�1// I.0;/ (8)

Here, the logarithmic transformation has been used to account for a very skewed distribution of doses
across treatments f .Xt ; X t�1/D log ŒXt�X t�1�. For instance, considering the example in MS, within
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node c D 2 (interferon beta 1b), we can distinguish four different subnodes that correspond to four dif-
ferent doses t D 2; : : :; 5, the lowest being at t 0 D 2, X t 0 D 0:06 mg/week (Table I). For that node, the
random walk model is developed as follows:

d3 �N
�
d2; v

2
3

�
with v23 �N .0; log Œ0:075� 0:06�/ I.0; /

d4 �N
�
d3; v

2
4

�
with v24 �N .0; log Œ1� 0:075�/ I.0; /

d5 �N
�
d4; v

2
5

�
with v25 �N .0; log Œ2� 1�/ I.0; /

(9)

3.5. Independent-subnodes model with consistency

Here, the subnodes are considered unrelated both with respect to their membership to a parent node
and regarding their interrelation. However, consistency is assumed at the subnode level via defining
�tl D dt � dl .

3.6. Independent-subnodes model without consistency

In this model, the subnodes are still considered as in Section 3.5 but then differ with respect to the
consistency assumption. Consistency is not assumed in the network, and hence, this model represents a
collection of subgroup analyses. The observed estimates are �tl and the study heterogeneity � .

3.7. Meta-regression-related subnodes model

In this model, we assume a specific shape for the association between the subnode effects within each
node by taking the dose into account.

The underlying random effect between two subnodes is a regression where the intercept is the parental
node relative effect and the slope shows the impact of the dose via a transformation function f that
reflects the difference between the doses in subnodes

ıitl D �icftgcflg C ˇcftgcflgf .Xit ; Xil/ (10)

with �icftgcflg D 0 for cftg D cflg.
Several possibilities exist for selecting f , and the model fit will depend on this choice. Here, we

considered three possible functions,

f1.Xit ; Xil/D .Xit �Xit 0/� .Xil �Xil 0/

f2.Xit ; Xil/D .Xit � NXit /� .Xil � NXil/

f3.Xit ; Xil/D ln
�
1C

�
Xit � NXit

��
� ln

�
1C

�
Xil � NXil

�� (11)

withXit being the dose of subnode t in trial i andXit 0 and NXit are the minimum and average doses in the
parent node cftg in the network. We considered the logarithm transformation in f3 to see whether nor-
malizing the distribution of doses across treatments can be more sensible compared with the f2 adopting
absolute values for dose. For the placebo node, we set Xi1 D 0.

In this model, �icftgcflg is the trial-specific relative effect between nodes cftg and cflg when the treat-
ments are administered at minimum dose and at the mean dose using functions 1 and 2, respectively.
Assuming exchangeability of the treatment effects across trials, �icftgcflg are sampled from distribution

�icftgcflg �N
�
�cftgcflg ; �

2
cftgcflg

�
(12)

where �cftgcflg D � is the variation between node effects common for all comparisons.
Node consistency is assumed, and additionally consistency at the dose effect is employed,

ˇcftgcflg D bcftg � bcflg ; for cftg ¤ cflg

ˇcftgcflg D bcftg ; for cftg D cflg
(13)

with b1 D 0.
In this model, a study that compares two doses of the same treatment contributes only to the estimation

of the slope of the regression. The beta coefficients in the first two functions can be interpreted as the
increase in node effectiveness with increased dose.
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Table II. Summary of the assumptions and characteristics of the models.

Node Subnode Assumes Provides all subnode Models node
Model consistency consistency dose–response relative effects variability

3.1: Fixed nodes Yes No No No No
3.2.1: Exchangeable subnodes Yes No No No Yes
without subnode consistency (� parameter)
3.2.2: Exchangeable subnodes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
with subnode consistency (� parameter)
3.2.3: Exchangeable monotonic Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
subnodes with consistency (� parameter)
3.3: Monotonic subnodes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
with consistency (� parameter)
3.4: Random walk subnodes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
with consistency (�t s parameters)
3.5: Independent subnodes No Yes No Yes No
with consistency
3.6: Independent subnodes No No No Yes No
without consistency
3.7: Meta-regression-related Yes No Yes No Yes
subnodes (via the regression)

3.8. Synopsis of suggested models

All the illustrated models with their characteristics are shown in Table II. The first column of Table II
associates each model with a number that helps in grouping the models into categories. For instance,
exchangeable models use labels 3.2.1, 3.2.2 and 3.2.3. In the empirical examples, the models are
described by their corresponding number.

4. Fit of the models

All models were fitted using MCMC in WINBUGS 1.4.3 software [23]. Flat priors for all location
parameters (dt � N.0; 1000/, bcftg � N.0; 1000/, Dc � N.0; 1000/ for t > 1/ and half-normal
priors for study and node heterogeneities (� � N.0; 1/I.0; /, � � N.0; 1/I.0; /, � � N.0; 1/I.0; /)
are assumed.

Posterior distributions were obtained from 300 000 iterations that followed 100 000 burn-in iterations.
Convergence was evaluated at the end of the burn-in period and was attained in all cases. To ensure that
we end up with an independent sample from the posterior distributions of parameters of interest, we
thinned out the resulting Markov chains by taking every 20th MCMC [24]. The WINBUGS code for all
models can be found at http://www.mtm.uoi.gr/ under ‘Material from Publications’.

We present the results from each model by summarizing the posterior distribution of the effect sizes
(SMDs or ORs) using medians and 95% CI as well as the cumulative ranking curves. To estimate the
effects for a node c in models 3.2.3 to 3.6, we obtain the posterior of the mean value of dt s for all t 2Rfcg
(denoted asMc/. In each model, we estimate the probability of each node to be the best, the second best,
the third best and so on, and we plot the cumulative probabilities against the possible ranks. The surface
below the cumulative ranking curve, expressed as a percentage, can be used to rank the treatments [25].
To rank the nodes, we rank the Dc parameters (in models that directly estimate them) or Mc (in models
that estimate only subnode effects dt /. To obtain the ranking of a subnode t (which belongs to node cftg)
among the effects of every other node c ¤ cftg, we ranked dt among the average effects as Mc .

We evaluate the fit of each model by comparing the posterior mean of the residual deviance
(PostDev) with the number of data points, and we use the DIC to compare the models [19]. We assessed
the possibility of inconsistency by calculating the discrepancy between direct and indirect evidence
in each closed loop in the network. Additionally, we fitted inconsistency models (models where the
consistency equations are omitted) and obtained their residual deviance and DIC values. Inconsistency
models will fit the data better, but they are associated with greater complexity. To decide which model
is more parsimonious (and preferable), we compare DIC values between consistency and inconsistency
models. If DIC was lower for the inconsistency model by three units or more, this was taken as a sign of
inconsistency [22].
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33



C. DEL GIOVANE ET AL.

5. Results

5.1. Analysis of fluoride toothpaste network

The network for fluoride toothpaste is formed from two nodes, placebo and fluoride, so the only rela-
tive effectiveness between nodes is �cftgcflg D �12 D D2, and node consistency is irrelevant. The node
fluoride has five subnodes in respect to the doses (Table I). For simplicity, we did not include any stud-
ies that compare the different doses; all �tl estimates are against placebo, that is, �tl D dt ;8t > 1.
The assumption of subnode consistency can be used to derive indirect and mixed estimates between
nodes, but, technically, the models with and without subnode consistency coincide in this special case.
Studies that compare different doses are important to inform the models, and we address them in the
second example.

The results from model fit and heterogeneity measures (as defined in each model) are presented
in Table IIIA; models 3.2.2 (exchangeable subnodes with subnode consistency), 3.3–3.5 (monotonic,
random walk and independent subnodes with consistency) and 3.7 with function f3 are not included in
the table because they gave the same results as models 3.2.1 (exchangeable subnodes without subnode

Table III. Model parsimony, fit, heterogeneity and summary effects for the different models.

� � D2
Model DIC PostDev (95% CI) (95% CI) (95% CI)

A. Fluoride network�

3.1: Fixed nodes 274 158 0.24 — �0.30
(0.18 to 0.31) (�0.37 to �0.24)

3.2.1: Exchangeable subnodes 271 155 0.23 0.26 �0.33
without subnode consistency (0.17 to 0.30) (0.03 to 0.75) (�0.65 to �0.02)
3.2.3: Exchangeable monotonic 271 155 0.22 0.13 �0.32
subnodes with consistency (0.16 to 0.29) (0.04 to 0.47) (�0.41 to �0.23)
3.6: Independent subnodes 268 152 — 0.23 �0.33
without consistency (0.17 to 0.31) (�0.46 to �0.21)
3.7: Meta-regression-related 270 155 0.22 — �0.04
subnodes (with function f1) (0.16 to 0.29) (�0.19 to 0.14)
3.7: Meta-regression-related 270 155 0.22 — �0.30
subnodes (with function f2) (0.17 to 0.29) (�0.36 to �0.24)

B. Multiple sclerosis network

3.1: Fixed nodes 117 67 0.20 —
(0.03 to 0.38)

3.2.1: Exchangeable subnodes without 116 65 0.15 0.13
subnode consistency (0.01 to 0.36) (0.01 to 0.35)
3.2.2: Exchangeable subnodes with 118 67 0.21 0.09
subnode consistency (0.03 to 0.41) (0.004 to 0.34)
3.2.3: Exchangeable monotonic 117 66 0.20 0.12
subnodes with consistency� (0.03 to 0.40) (0.01 to 0.41)
3.3: Monotonic subnodes with 122 65 — 0.35
consistency (0.16 to 0.65)
3.3: Monotonic subnodes (only interferon) 118 64 — 0.29
with consistency (0.12 to 0.54)
3.4: Random walk subnodes with 119 65 — 0.20
consistency (0.03 to 0.41)
3.5: Independent subnodes with 125 65 — 0.27
consistency (0.06 to 0.56)
3.6: Independent subnodes without 125 65 — 0.15
consistency (0.01 to 0.57)

The number of data points is 128 in the fluoride network and 66 in the multiple sclerosis network.
PostDev, posterior residual deviance; DIC, deviance information criteria; � , between-studies heterogeneity standard
deviation; � , within-node heterogeneity standard deviation.
�

In model 3.7 with functions f1 and f2,D2 is the relative fluoride effect at the minimum and mean doses, respectively.
�

Supporting information may be found in the online version of this article.
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consistency), 3.6 (independent subnodes without consistency) and 3.7 with function f2, respectively.
The differences in DIC suggest that models that distinguish between the five subnodes are preferable to
those that consider them as a single node. In fact, the most parsimonious and best-fitting model seems
to be the independent model 3.6 (DIC D 268). The model with exchangeable subnodes (model 3.2.1),
which takes into account the variability in each node, provides wider confidence intervals for the node
fluoride compared with model 3.1 (fixed nodes) as reflected in the CI for D2. Heterogeneity, in terms
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Model 3.3 Model 3.6

Figure 2. Posterior standardized mean differences (SMDs) (95% CI) of different fluoride concentrations
compared with placebo from models 3.3 (monotonic subnodes with consistency) and 3.6 (independent subnodes

without consistency).
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Figure 3. Posterior odds ratios (ORs) (95%CI) of treatments for multiple sclerosis versus placebo. Results for the
dose effects (boxes) obtained from model 3.2.2 (exchangeable subnodes with subnode consistency) and results

for the agent effects (black boxes) are obtained from model 3.1 (fixed nodes).
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of � and � , is not reduced in any of the models with the exception of � in model 3.2.3 (exchange-
able monotonic subnodes). This may be indicative of trial, intervention or population characteristics that
introduce variability in the results. A possible explanation for the lower between-nodes variability in
model 3.2.3 may be the fact that it takes advantage of the isotonic association between nodes. Gener-
ally, the meta-regression models show a moderate fit, indicating that a linear dose–response association
is reasonable.

The subnode-specific effects relative to placebo for models 3.3 (monotonic with consistency) and 3.6
(independent without consistency) are shown in Figure 2 because, even if they are similar in terms of fit,
they provided different effects size as model 3.3 allows for an isotonic trend. From the plots, we can see
that a statistically significant effect is attained at concentrations of 1000/1055/1100/1250 ppm, which
increases for higher fluoride concentrations.

5.2. Analysis of multiple sclerosis network

In contrast to the fluoride example where all treatments are compared with placebo, the MS network is
a full network including head-to-head comparisons (Figure 1B). Consequently, consistency assumptions
may apply either to nodes only or to both subnodes and nodes.

The results in terms of parsimony, fit and between-studies and within-node heterogeneity standard
deviations � and � are presented in Table III. All models fit the data well as PostDev is very close to the
number of data points. The DIC values suggest that models with dose effects randomly associated with
the agent’s mean effect (models 3.2.1–3.2.3) are comparable to model 3.1, which does not distinguish
between subnodes. This is also reflected in Figure 3; the posterior subnode ORs from model 3.2.2 with
exchangeable subnodes with subnode consistency (grey boxes) are very close to their parent node’s OR
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Figure 4. Cumulative ranking curves of the 12 agents of the multiple sclerosis network from model 3.1 (fixed
nodes, full lines) and cumulative ranking curves of agents at different doses from model 3.2.2 (exchangeable
subnodes with subnode consistency, dashed lines). The percentages shown are surface below the cumulative
ranking curve values from model 3.1. The horizontal axis depicts the possible ranks of the agents (from 1 to 12);

the vertical axis depicts the cumulative probabilities for each agent to be at each rank.
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from model 3.1 (black boxes). Models that assume independent subnode effects (such as models 3.3,
3.5 and 3.6) are unnecessarily complex as suggested by their large DIC. In summary, the subnodes are
similar to the parent node they belong to in terms of effectiveness.

The monotonic dose–effect assumption is not supported unless subnodes are assumed exchangeable
(model 3.2.3). As previous study findings suggested a dose–response association primarily for interferon
[17,18], we considered a variation of models 3.2.3 and 3.3 where the monotonicity is restricted to nodes
2–4. Although no change was observed compared with model 3.2.3 (results not shown), the interferon-
restricted variation of model 3.3 (monotonic subnodes) was more parsimonious (DIC D 118 vs 122)
and had less within-node heterogeneity (� D 0:29 vs 0.35). Overall, no important dose–effect associa-
tion was revealed, so we did not proceed in fitting the meta-regression model. Consequently, we suggest
that model 3.1 with fixed nodes is simple and adequate enough to describe the data; in case the relative
effects of the doses are of interest, model 3.2.2 (exchangeable subnodes with subnode consistency) could
be applied instead.

Figure 4 presents the cumulative ranking curves (full lines) and surface below the cumulative ranking
curve values expressed as a percentage for the 12 nodes from model 3.1. The horizontal axis depicts the
possible ranks of the agents (from 1 to 12), whereas the vertical axis depicts the cumulative probabilities
for each agent to be at each rank. For comparison, we present the cumulative ranking probabilities of the
subnodes estimated from model 3.2.2 (dashed lines).

We found that none of the loops in any of the networks was inconsistent, and the DICs between
consistency and inconsistency models were comparable; hence, the consistency assumption was
not challenged.

6. Discussion

One of the early steps in systematic reviews that compare multiple treatments is to build the network in
terms of treatment nodes and study edges. The decision on whether a group of similar interventions can
be treated as a single node reflects beliefs about the similarity of the interventions and depends primarily
on the research question and clinical insight. However, practical considerations such as data availability
dictate choices and suggest the network structure. When relevant, it is possible to make assumptions
about the relationship between the subnode relative effects within the same treatment node. The choice
of the network structure can also be informed by statistical methods. In this paper, we provide a range
of network meta-analysis models that reflects different definitions for the nodes and their possible split-
ting into subnodes. Fitting a series of such models and observing the changes in model fit, parsimony,
heterogeneity and summary treatment effects might give useful information that can guide decisions
about the network structure. For example, when there is doubt whether the various doses of the same
treatment can be grouped together or not, investigators can use the models presented here to evaluate the
assumption of similarity of dose effects and decide whether they should present results on the basis of
dose-by-treatment effects, only treatment effects or both.

An advantage of these models is their applicability and generalizability across many clinical contexts
and for any variation in treatment definition, for example, according to the presence of adjuvant thera-
pies or to account for different administration routes. The splitting of treatment nodes has been explored
in two examples where the different treatment definitions relate to different concentrations or doses. It
was assumed that a dose–response relationship might be present, and we suggested models where dose
might have a monotonic, random walk or linear impact on the effectiveness. In practice, many other
shapes could have been assumed [26]. An umbrella or hockey-stick shape might be more suitable as the
dose effect sometimes increases to an optimal dose then falls as side effects kick in, and model selec-
tion metrics can be used to compare the various different functional forms. In all models, we assumed
the same within-nodes and between-nodes heterogeneity parameter. Although this is a strong assump-
tion, fitting different parameters might be impractical, particularly for the within-nodes heterogeneity, as
estimation would require data on a sufficiently large number of subnodes.

A strategy regarding the choice of the network on which results will be based should be decided prior
to data analysis if possible, as it has important implications for the search strategy. When investigators
are interested only on node effects, studies that compare the treatments defining the nodes are included.
When assumptions about subnodes are to be evaluated and taken into account in the results, then studies
that compare subnodes shall be also identified and included. In our example where subnodes are defined
by different doses, inclusion of phase II dose–response trials will reveal whether there are any differ-
ences in the effectiveness and the shape of the dose–response association. Choices of the nodes shall be
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guided by recent evidence regarding treatment similarity and reflecting clinical beliefs; then, statistical
methodology can also be used to guide decision. The model selection criteria, including the comparison
of PostDev with the number of data points and DIC, are widely accepted measures to assess and compare
models carried out in a Bayesian framework. The different networks associated with the various splitting
options should be documented and transparently reported, particularly if summary effect sizes and treat-
ment ranking are affected. Presenting the effect sizes against a common comparator under the different
models (as in Figure 3) and ranking curves for the same treatment under different models in the same
plot (as in Figure 4) will reveal the sensitivity of the conclusions on the network structure assumptions.

Acknowledgements

Salanti G. and Mavridis D. received research funding from the European Research Council (IMMA 260559). We
would like to thank Jeroen Jansen and Nicky Welton for helpful comments and two anonymous reviewers whose
comments improved the paper.

Del Giovane C., Vacchi L. and Filippini G. received research funding from the Italian Health Ministry, Strategic
Program ‘Pathogenesis, diagnosis and therapy of multiple sclerosis’ (RS27).

References
1. Gotzsche PC. Why we need a broad perspective on meta-analysis. British Medical Journal 2000; 321:585–586. DOI:

10.1136/bmj.321.7261.585.
2. Grimshaw J, McAuley LM, Bero LA, Grilli R, Oxman AD, Ramsay C, Vale L, Zwarenstein M. Systematic reviews of the

effectiveness of quality improvement strategies and programmes. Quality and Safety in Health Care 2003; 12(4):298–303.
DOI: 10.1136/qhc.12.4.298.

3. Caldwell DM, Ades AE, Higgins JP. Simultaneous comparison of multiple treatments: combining direct and indirect
evidence. British Medical Journal 2005; 331(7521):897–900. DOI: 10.1136/bmj.331.7521.897.

4. Higgins JP, Whitehead A. Borrowing strength from external trials in a meta-analysis. Statistics in Medicine 1996;
15(24):2733–2749. DOI: 10.1002/(SICI)1097-258(19961230)15:24<2733::AID-SIM562>3.0.CO;2-0.

5. Lu G, Ades AE. Combination of direct and indirect evidence in mixed treatment comparisons. Statistics in Medicine 2004;
23(20):3105–3124. DOI: 10.1002/sim.1875.

6. Salanti G, Higgins JP, Ades AE, Ioannidis JP. Evaluation of networks of randomized trials. Statistical Methods in Medical
Research 2008; 17(3):279–301. DOI: 10.1177/0962280207080643.

7. Lu G, Ades AE. Assessing evidence inconsistency in mixed treatment comparisons. Journal of American Statistical
Association 2006; 101(474):447–459. DOI: 10.1198/016214505000001302.

8. Mauri D, Polyzos N, Salanti G, Pavlidis N, Ioannidis JP. Multiple treatments meta-analysis of chemotherapy and tar-
geted therapy regimens in advanced breast cancer. Journal of the National Cancer Institute 2008; 100:1780–1791. DOI:
10.1093/jnci/djn414.

9. Manzoli L, Salanti G, De VC, Boccia A, Ioannidis JP, Villari P. Immunogenicity and adverse events of avian influenza
A H5N1 vaccine in healthy adults: multiple-treatments meta-analysis. Lancet Infection Disease 2009; 9:482–492. DOI:
10.1016/S1473-3099(09)70153-7.

10. Caldwell DM, Gibb DM, Ades AE. Validity of indirect comparisons in meta-analysis. Lancet 2007; 369:270. Author reply
271.

11. Cooper N, Sutton A, Morris D, Ades A, Welton N. Addressing between study heterogeneity and inconsistency in mixed
treatment comparisons: application to stroke prevention treatments in individuals with non-rheumatic atrial fibrillation.
Statistics in Medicine 2009; 28(14):1861–1881. DOI: 10.1002/sim.3594.

12. Salanti G, Marinho V, Higgins JP. A case study of multiple-treatments meta-analysis demonstrates that covariates should
be considered. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 2009; 62:857–864. DOI: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2008.10.001.

13. Dakin HA, Welton NJ, Ades AE, Collins S, Orme M, Kelly S. Mixed treatment comparison of repeated measurements
of a continuous endpoint: an example using topical treatments for primary open-angle glaucoma and ocular hypertension.
Statistics in Medicine 2011; 30:2511–2535. DOI: 10.1002/sim.4284.

14. Marinho VCC, Higgins JPT, Logan S, Sheiham A. Topical fluoride (toothpastes, mouth rinses, gels or varnishes) for
preventing dental caries in children and adolescents. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2003, Issue 4. DOI:
10.1002/14651858.CD002782.

15. Walsh T, Worthington HV, Glenny AM, Appelbe P, Marinho VCC, Shi X. Fluoride toothpastes of different concentrations
for preventing dental caries in children and adolescents. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2010, Issue 1. DOI:
10.1002/14651858.CD007868.pub2. Art. No. CD007868.

16. Filippini G, Vacchi L, D’Amico R, Di Pietrantonj C, Beecher D, Salanti G. Comparative efficacy and acceptability
of immunomodulators and immunosuppressants for multiple sclerosis: overview of Cochrane systematic reviews and
multiple-treatments meta-analysis. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2011, Issue 1. DOI: 10.1002/14651858.
Art. No. CD008933.

17. Cohen JA, Rovaris M, Goodman AD, Ladkani D, Wynn D, Filippi M. Randomized, double-blind, dose-comparison
study of glatiramer acetate in relapsing–remitting MS. Neurology 2007; 68(12):939–944. DOI: 10.1212/01.wnl.
0000257109.61671.06.

38

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Statist. Med. 2013, 32 25–39



C. DEL GIOVANE ET AL.

18. PRISMS (Prevention of Relapses and Disability by Interferon beta-1a Subcutaneously in Multiple Sclerosis) Study Group.
Randomised double-blind placebo-controlled study of interferon beta-1a in relapsing/remitting multiple sclerosis. Lancet
1998; 352(9139):1498–1504. DOI: 10.1016/S0140-6736(98)03334-0.

19. Dempster AP. The direct use of likelihood for significance testing. Statistics and Computing 1997; 7:247–252.
20. Spiegelhalter DJ, Best NG, Bradley PC, van der Linde A. Bayesian measures of model complexity and fit. Journal of the

Royal Statistical Society: Series B 2002; 64:583–639.
21. Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins J, Rothstein H. Introduction to Meta-analysis. Wiley: Chichester, 2009.
22. Dias S, Welton NJ, Caldwell DM, Ades AE. Checking consistency in mixed treatment comparison. Statistics in Medicine

2010; 29:932–944. DOI: 10.1002/sim.3767.
23. Lunn DJ, Thomas A, Best N, Spiegelhalter DJ. WinBUGS—a Bayesian modelling framework: concepts, structure, and

extensibility. Statistics and Computing 2000; 10:325–339. DOI: 10.1023/A:1008929526011.
24. Brooks SP, Gelman A. Alternative methods for monitoring convergence of iterative simulations. Computational and

Graphical Statistics 1998; 7:434–435.
25. Salanti G, Ades AE, Ioannidis JPA. Graphical methods and numerical summaries for presenting results from

multiple-treatment meta-analysis: an overview and tutorial. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 2011; 64:163–171. DOI:
10.1016/j.jclinepi.2010.03.016.

26. Rota M, Bellocco R, Scotti L, Tramacere I, Jenab M, Corrao G, La Vecchia C, Boffetta P, Bagnardi V. Random-effects
meta-regression models for studying nonlinear dose–response relationship, with an application to alcohol and esophageal
squamous cell carcinoma. Statistics in Medicine 2010; 29:2679–2687. DOI: 10.1002/sim.4041.

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Statist. Med. 2013, 32 25–39

39


