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Meta-analysis of penile 
cancer: conceptual 
interpretations

Authors’ reply
We thank Rama Jayaraj and colleagues 
for their interest in our Article, and 
their comments. In our systematic 
review and meta-analysis1 of the 
prevalence of human papillomavirus 
in penile intra-epithelial neoplasia 
and cancer, we implemented the 
weights of individual studies by 
assuming random effects models. 
This specification was not included 
in the methods because we assumed 
it was an implicit procedure. So, the 
weighting issue was considered during 
all analyses and implemented by 
means of the metaprop and metareg 
functions of the R package meta.2 

In meta-analyses, the assessment 
of publication bias is typically done 
with a funnel plot considering the 
effect sizes of interest against their 
standard errors. However, Hunter 
and colleagues3 argue that this 
conventional funnel plot used to 
assess potential publication bias 
might not be suitable for meta-
analyses of proportion studies with 
low proportion outcomes, as was the 
case in our study, which included some 
studies with zero prevalence of human 
papillomavirus or p16INK4a in penile 
intraepithelial neoplasia or cancer. 
Therefore, we did not present results 
about publication bias assessment 
based on funnel plots that might 
not have been appropriate, but we 
agree with Jayaraj and colleagues that 
consideration of publication bias is an 
important aspect of meta-analyses.
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