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Letters to the editor
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o the Editor:
In the July issue (Contraception 2003;68:11–17), yo

ublished a meta-analysis by Dr. Khader et al. on the ris
yocardial infarction associated with the use of oral c

raception[1]. The article has a nearly one-page long
cription of the methods, i.e., how articles were identifie
everal approaches, how two reviewers independentl
iewed studies and how the data from 19 studies w
xtracted by no less than three investigators using a sta
rotocol.

Among these 19 studies I find, listed with their stu
haracteristics in Table 1, one study by “Frits et al.” and
tudy by “Tanis et al.” In the table, these two studies h
ifferent reference numbers and, indeed, in the refer

ist, we find one by “Tanis et al.,” and one by “Frits R
nterestingly, the first one has only two authors, the se
ne being “Rosendaal FR.” Both references cite the s
rticle title and the same journal and source (N Engl J
001;345:1887–1793)[2].

Nevertheless, in the table the article by Frits and
rticle by Tanis appear to have different characteristics

ncluded women aged 18–49, and the other women
4–49. Under the column that gives details about ad
ent, it says Frits et al. adjusted, “but factors are unkno
hile Tanis et al. adjusted for smoking, diabetes, hyper

esterolemia, hypertension, obesity, family history of CV
ducation and alcohol intake. The studies apparently
ad different locations, since one (Tanis) was conducte

he Netherlands, whereas Frits et al. performed his stu
Nationwide.” Closer inspection of the article yields m
naccuracies, e.g., a US article is cited to include dat
rothrombin 20210A mutation, while it only relied on

erviews, and the information is not consistent over
ables.

Readers of meta-analyses rely on the integrity and a
acy of those who performed and reported the study
heory, it is easier to spot unreliable analyses in m
nalyses than in original research, since one only ne

ibrary to repeat the exercise. This article shows that it
ot be so easy after all, since the independent reviewer
bstractors did not notice that they included the same a

wice and abstracted it incorrectly, nor did the editors
eviewers ofContraception. It is needless to say that th
articular article is completely invalidated by the inclus

f nonexistent data, but there are also wider lessons to be

010-7824/04/$ – see front matter © 2004 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved
earned; first, that a meta-analysis or systematic re
hould be viewed as seriously as an original study,
hen performed by junior researchers they should be
uately supervised and second, that even when a labe
evel of Evidence is attached to a study, readers shoul
elieve all they read.
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esponse to Letter to the Editor

ear Editor:
We agree with Frits R. Rosendaal that we descr

he study by Tanis et al.[1] twice using different autho
ames and somewhat different characteristics and r
nces. The correct reference is reference [21], in
tudy that refers to the study by Tanis et al. (the cor
ge group is 18 – 49). However, this study was used

n our data analyses and not repeated at all. Also,
lear from graphs (Forest plots) that nonexistent
ere not included in our data analysis. It is obvious in
tudy that the incorrect reference (i.e., reference [
as neither shown in the main analysis nor in the s
roup analysis.
The mistakes that happened in: (a) enumerating the study

.
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