Meta-analysis to calculate risk ratio for a medication administration error following a double-
check by a nurse (compared with no double-check)
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Variable names:

DC_error: number of doses given with a double check that contained an error
DC_no: number of doses given with a double check that did not contain an error
SC_error: number of doses given with a single check that contained an error

SC_no: number of doses given with a single check that did not contain an error



STATA v16.0 output

. meta esize DC_err DC_no SC_err SC_no, esize(Inrratio)

Study information
No. of studies: 4
Study label: Generic
Study size: _meta_studysize

Summary data: DC_err DC_no SC_err SC_no

Effect size
Type: Inrratio
Label: Log Risk-Ratio
Variable: _meta_es

Zero-cells adj.: 0.5, only0

Precision
Std. Err.: _meta_se
Cl: [_meta_cil, _meta_ciu]

Cl level: 95%

Model and method

Model: Random-effects

Method: REML

. meta summarize, random(reml)

Effect-size label: Log Risk-Ratio

Effect size: _meta_es

Std. Err.: _meta_se

Meta-analysis summary Number of studies =



Random-effects model Heterogeneity:

Method: REML tau2 = 0.0000
12 (%)= 0.00
H2= 1.00

Study | Log Risk-Ratio [95% Conf. Interval] % Weight

+
T

Study 1 | -0.341 -0.612 -0.070 8.01
Study 2 | -0.310 -0.640 0.020 541
Study 3 | -2.411 -5.182 0.360 0.08
Study 4 | -0.241 -0.324 -0.159 86.51
theta | -0.255 -0.332 -0.178
Test of theta=0:z=-6.50 Prob > |z| = 0.0000
Test of homogeneity: Q = chi2(3) =2.92 Prob > Q =0.4036

. meta summarize, random(reml) predinterval nostudies

Effect-size label: Log Risk-Ratio
Effect size: _meta_es

Std. Err.: _meta_se

Meta-analysis summary Number of studies =
Random-effects model Heterogeneity:
Method: REML tau2 = 0.0000
12 (%)= 0.00
H2= 1.00

theta: Overall Log Risk-Ratio

4



| Estimate Std.Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

+
T

theta | -.2547498 .039166 -6.50 0.000 -.3315137 -.1779858

95% prediction interval for theta: [-0.423,-0.086]

Test of homogeneity: Q = chi2(3) =2.92 Prob > Q =0.4036



