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Background 
 Health decision-makers want to know “what works best?” not just how well a specific 

intervention works. 
 Network meta-analysis can be used to facilitate simultaneous inference on “what works 

best” as long as the conditions treated and outcomes examined are similar. 
 Suboptimal reporting on patient-centered outcomes in systematic reviews (SRs) and the 

underlying randomized clinical trials (RCTs) may hinder the translation of research evidence 
to inform patient-centered care. 

Objective 
To examine the outcomes reported in SRs and RCTs of medical interventions for primary open-
angle glaucoma (POAG) 

Methods 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Searched for SRs that addressed medical 
interventions for POAG (last updated: Mar 2012) 
35 reviews identified (including 2 Cochrane reviews) 

Searched for RCTs that addressed medical 
interventions for POAG (as part of a network 
meta-analysis project, last updated: Nov 2009)  
552 RCTs identified 

• Examined outcomes reported in Results of RCTs  
• Examined outcomes proposed in Methods and outcomes reported in Results of SRs 
• Type of outcomes examined in this study: intraocular pressure, optic nerve damage, visual field*, 

visual acuity*, development of glaucoma*, and harm* 
          *Patient-centered outcomes (Shah 2011) 

Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusions 
 RCTs should be designed to collect data on patient-centered outcomes in order to inform 

patient-centered care. 
 Reporting on patient-centered outcomes is incomplete in underlying RCTs for those 

planning a network meta-analysis comparing multiple interventions. 
 More than 90% of the RCTs measured outcomes for intraocular pressure; however, these 

trials may use inconsistent outcome measures (see poster by Marrone et al.). 
 Reporting on patient-centered outcomes is also incomplete in existing SRs. 
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Randomized clinical trials 

(RCTs) (n=552) 

Systematic reviews (SRs)                                                   

(n=35)* 

Outcome Number of RCTs that reported 

the outcome in the Results (%) 

Number of SRs that 

proposed to examine the 

outcome in the Methods (%) 

Number of SRs that 

reported the outcome 

in the Results (%) 

Surrogate outcome 
Intraocular pressure 524  (95) 30  (86) 30  (86) 

Optic nerve damage 43  (8) 4  (11) 4  (11) 

Patient-centered outcome     

Visual field 88  (16) 4  (11) 3  (9) 

Visual acuity 48  (9) 1  (3) 1  (3) 

Development of glaucoma 11  (2) 2  (6) 2  (6) 

Harm 397  (72) 23  (66) 24  (69) 

*Two of 35 reviews are Cochrane reviews 
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