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Abstract

Network meta-analysis (NMA) combines direct and indirect comparisons across a connected
treatment network to estimate relative treatment effects. However, there is a lack of exact
contribution decompositions that reproduce NMA estimates, particularly in the presence of
multi-arm trials that induce within-study correlations.

We address this reproducibility gap by developing a contrast-space projection formulation
of NMA. Working directly in the space of all estimable pairwise treatment contrasts, we express
the NMA estimator as an explicit linear mapping of the observed contrasts onto the consistency-
constrained contrast space induced by orthogonal projection. This formulation preserves the
full covariance structure induced by multi-arm trials and provides an exact algebraic mapping
between observed contrasts and fitted network estimates. The projection plays a central role
beyond estimation: it provides a unified algebraic mechanism for separating direct and indirect
evidence, for removing within-study representational redundancy through canonicalization, and
for decomposing observed evidence into consistent and inconsistent components. Building on
this projection formulation, we introduce a rigorous study-based definition of direct and indi-
rect evidence through a canonical within-study reduction that removes algebraic redundancy and
yields a unique, invariant, and reproducible study-level decomposition. Using this construction,
we derive exact covariance-aware decompositions of the NMA estimator into study-level direct
and indirect contributions, and further decompose indirect evidence into path-level components
within the same projection framework. This canonical decomposition enables, to our knowledge,
the first forest-plot representation that exactly reconstructs the network meta-analysis estima-
tor through a covariance-aware decomposition into study-level direct and path-level indirect
components. The resulting weights are fully analogous to classical inverse-variance weights in
pairwise meta-analysis.

The framework also yields a suite of exact, covariance-aware diagnostic and graphical tools,
including projection-based forest plots, tension plots for assessing agreement between direct and
indirect evidence, and path-based visualizations of evidence propagation. These tools provide
interpretable summaries of how evidence contributes to each network estimate while remain-
ing fully consistent with the underlying model. Within this unified formulation, study-level
contributions and the global Q test for network inconsistency are expressed within the same
projection framework, with classical inverse-variance weighting as a special case. Applications
to three empirical datasets illustrate how the proposed framework provides a reproducible and
coherent approach for interpreting evidence contributions in network meta-analysis.
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1 Introduction

Network meta-analysis (NMA) extends classical pairwise meta-analysis by synthesizing evidence
across multiple treatments within a connected network of randomized trials and is now widely used
in quantitative evidence synthesis, clinical guidelines, and health-technology assessment [1, 2, 3,
4]. Under the consistency assumption, NMA combines direct and indirect comparisons to estimate
relative treatment effects, including comparisons that have not been evaluated directly within
any single study. The resulting network estimates reflect a structured propagation of evidence
from observed treatment contrasts through the treatment network, yielding a network-level pattern
of evidence contributions. Understanding and decomposing this evidence is therefore central to
the transparent interpretation of network meta-analysis results. However, how such evidence is
partitioned into direct and indirect components—and attributed to individual studies—remains
poorly defined in current practice.

In traditional pairwise meta-analysis, the pooled treatment effect is typically expressed as a
weighted average of study-level estimates. Because the estimator is linear, the relative contribution
of each study can be calculated directly from the inverse-variance weights and is routinely displayed
in forest plots. This transparent decomposition plays an important role in evidence interpretation,
allowing systematic reviewers to identify which studies contribute most strongly to the pooled
estimate [5].

In contrast, such a transparent study-level decomposition is much less straightforward in net-
work meta-analysis. NMA estimates combine multiple direct and indirect evidence pathways, often
involving correlated contrasts arising from multi-arm trials. As a consequence, the algebraic rela-
tionship between individual studies and the final network estimates is not transparent. Although
the statistical estimation of NMA effects is well understood, the explicit and reproducible repre-
sentation of network estimates as linear functions of the observed direct evidence, while preserving
numerical reproducibility and compatibility with multi-arm covariance structures, remains largely
underdeveloped. As NMA methods have become cornerstone tools in quantitative evidence syn-
thesis, ensuring transparency in how evidence contributes to each estimate is critical. To support
transparent reporting, as emphasized in the PRISMA-NMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Sys-
tematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses for Network Meta-Analyses) guidelines [6], it is critical to
understand the exact contribution of each evidence source to the final network estimates. However,
fulfilling this requirement in an exact and reproducible manner remains a significant methodolog-
ical challenge, particularly in the presence of multi-arm trials. Existing contribution analyses are
often constructed from marginal pairwise summaries, which do not preserve the full covariance
structure used in the generalized least squares (GLS) formulation of network meta-analysis. As a
result, such approaches may fail to reproduce the reported NMA estimates exactly and may yield
decompositions that lack invariance to within-study parameterization.

Understanding how evidence propagates through treatment networks has attracted substantial
methodological interest. Rücker [7] established connections between NMA and electrical networks,
interpreting treatment comparisons through graph Laplacians. Building on this idea, König, Krahn,
and Binder [8] showed that linear operators arising in NMA can be interpreted as describing how
evidence propagates between treatments. Papakonstantinou et al. [9] further proposed a stream de-
composition in which edge-level flows are partitioned into paths connecting treatments, while Davies
et al. [10] introduced a random-walk interpretation in an aggregate-level NMA formulation based
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on adjusted weights and a network of two-arm trials, deriving analytic expressions for evidence-flow
proportions. In addition to flow-based interpretations, a separate line of work evaluates evidence
importance through perturbation approaches such as leave-one-out (LOO) analyses. These meth-
ods quantify how removing a study or comparison changes a network estimate or its uncertainty.
For example, Rücker et al. [11] formalize a notion of statistical importance for treatment-level NMA
estimates, and Mao et al. [12] extend these ideas to component network meta-analysis. Such ap-
proaches measure the sensitivity of the estimator but do not provide an additive decomposition of
the estimator itself. Despite these advances, an important reproducibility issue remains in current
practice. Many contribution analyses construct the direct-evidence vector from marginal pairwise
meta-analyses of each comparison. However, network meta-analysis estimators are derived from a
generalized least squares (GLS) system that explicitly incorporates correlations induced by multi-
arm trials. When marginal pairwise summaries are substituted into such linear decompositions, the
full study-level covariance structure is replaced by a comparison-level approximation, and the NMA
formulation is replaced by a system of weight-adjusted two-arm trials. As a result, the decompo-
sition may fail to reproduce the reported NMA estimates exactly. This limitation arises because
existing approaches rely on approximations or transformations of the underlying generalized least
squares (GLS) system, rather than operating directly on the projection operator that defines the
estimator. A formulation that works directly with this projection and preserves the full covariance
structure is therefore needed.

A related and largely unresolved issue is that, under the current NMA estimation framework,
there is no rigorous, model-based and explicit definition that identifies which component of the
estimator corresponds to direct evidence at the study level. Under the standard network rep-
resentation and associated linear algebra, a multi-arm study contributes to a target comparison
through multiple direct and/or indirect pathways in the NMA graph. As a result, the contribution
of a single study is not confined to a single “direct” component but is distributed across multiple
pathways. Direct evidence is often informally described as arising from studies that include both
treatments in a comparison. However, in the presence of multi-arm trials, this notion is not well
defined within the algebra of the model. Different but equivalent parameterizations of within-study
contrasts may or may not explicitly include the target comparison as an observed direct contrast,
even though they represent the same underlying data. Consequently, study-level decompositions
of direct and indirect evidence are not uniquely determined by the model and may vary across
equivalent contrast representations. This lack of a rigorous definition and invariance complicates
interpretation and limits the reproducibility of study-level contribution analyses.

Motivated by the lack of a rigorous and explicit model-based definition of direct and indirect ev-
idence in network meta-analysis, as well as the need for exact algebraic reproducibility, we develop
a contrast-space projection (CSP) formulation of NMA based on the Fisher-information geome-
try of the treatment network. Working directly in the space of all pairwise contrasts, we show
that the NMA estimator can be expressed as a linear mapping of the observed evidence onto the
consistency-constrained contrast space induced by orthogonal projection. This projection represen-
tation provides an exact and covariance-aware mapping between observed contrasts and network
estimates, fully accounting for the dependence structure induced by multi-arm trials. Building on
this formulation, we introduce a rigorous and explicit formulation of direct and indirect evidence
and derive a representation-invariant decomposition of the network estimator into study-level com-
ponents. Within this unified framework, the projection provides a single algebraic mechanism
that, rather than relying on separate constructions, separates direct from indirect evidence, re-
moves within-study representational redundancy through canonicalization, and yields exact study
contributions, path decompositions, and inconsistency diagnostics.

The main methodological contributions of this work are fourfold:
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• We derive an explicit linear projection linking the aggregated observed contrast vector to the
NMA estimates by formulating the model directly in the full contrast space, providing an
exact generalization of classical inverse-variance weighted pairwise meta-analysis.

• We introduce a rigorous study-based definition of direct and indirect evidence through a
canonical within-study reduction that removes algebraic redundancy. This definition is unique
and invariant to within-study parameterization.

• We develop exact, covariance-aware decompositions of the NMA estimator into study-level
direct and indirect contributions, and further decompose indirect evidence into path-level
components, with weights analogous to inverse-variance weights in pairwise meta-analysis.

• Using these quantities, we construct practical diagnostic and graphical tools, including study-
level forest plots, tension plots, path-based visualizations, and a projection-based formulation
of the global Q statistic for assessing network inconsistency. The canonical decomposition
provides, to our knowledge, the first forest-plot representation that exactly reconstructs the
network meta-analysis estimator through a covariance-aware decomposition into study-level
direct and path-level indirect components.

Together, these results provide a unified and reproducible framework for expressing network
meta-analysis estimates as exact linear functions of the observed contrasts and for quantifying how
evidence propagates through complex treatment networks. By combining a projection-based formu-
lation with a canonical, representation-invariant decomposition, the proposed approach bridges the
gap between theoretical consistency, numerical reproducibility, and practical interpretability. More
broadly, the contrast-space projection framework provides the mathematical foundation needed
to extend familiar tools from classical pairwise meta-analysis—such as study-level weighting, for-
est plots, and diagnostic assessments—to the network meta-analysis setting in a coherent and
covariance-aware manner.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2.1 introduces the contrast-space
formulation and projection representation of network meta-analysis. Section 2.2 develops the canon-
ical study-level decomposition and the representation-invariant definition of direct and indirect ev-
idence, together with the induced path-based decomposition. Section 2.3 presents the resulting
diagnostic and graphical tools derived from the projection framework. Section 3 illustrates the
methodology using several empirical network meta-analysis datasets.

2 Methods

Network meta-analysis combines observed direct contrasts to obtain treatment effect estimates that
satisfy the consistency constraints of the treatment network, meaning that all pairwise comparisons
are coherent with a single set of underlying treatment effects. This can be formulated as finding the
closest set of consistency-compatible contrasts to the observed data, accounting for the covariance
structure of the observations.

We develop a contrast-space projection formulation of network meta-analysis in which the net-
work estimator is expressed as an exact linear mapping from the observed contrasts to the full set of
pairwise treatment effects. This projection provides a reproducible representation of how evidence
contributes to each network estimate.

Building on this formulation, we construct a canonical, representation-invariant decomposition
of the estimator into study-level direct and indirect components, and further resolve the indi-
rect component into path-level contributions. These quantities generalize classical inverse-variance
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weights from pairwise meta-analysis to the network setting and form the basis for the diagnostic
and graphical tools developed in subsequent sections.

Throughout, the projection formulation serves as the underlying mechanism that separates
direct from indirect evidence, induces a canonical representation of study-level contributions, and
decomposes observed evidence into consistent and inconsistent components.

2.1 Contrast-space formulation of network meta-analysis

Standard formulations of network meta-analysis (NMA) parameterize treatment effects relative to
a chosen reference treatment. In contrast, we formulate NMA directly in the space of all estimable
pairwise treatment contrasts, which correspond to the comparisons reported and interpreted in
practice.

This contrast-space formulation yields an exact linear mapping from the observed contrasts to
the fitted network estimates under the generalized least squares model. The resulting representation
preserves the full covariance structure induced by multi-arm trials and provides the foundation for
a projection-based characterization of evidence contributions.

2.1.1 Contrast-space parameterization and consistency constraints

We begin by parameterizing treatment effects in the full contrast space. We assume the treatment
network is connected and contains T treatments. Let m =

(
T
2

)
denote the number of pairwise

treatment contrasts. Define the contrast vector

θ = (θ12, θ13, . . . , θ(T−1)T )
⊤ ∈ Rm,

where θab denotes the treatment effect comparing treatment b to treatment a.
Under the consistency assumption, treatment effects satisfy relations such as θac = θab + θbc.

Collecting these relations yields the linear constraint system

Cθ = 0,

where C encodes the consistency equations. The admissible parameter space is therefore

M = {θ ∈ Rm : Cθ = 0}.

This consistency space has dimension T − 1, corresponding to the number of independent
treatment effects in a connected network.

The consistency constraints ensure that all pairwise treatment effects can be represented through
a set of underlying treatment-specific parameters, yielding a coherent network structure. In par-
ticular, the space M represents the set of contrast vectors that are compatible with a common
set of treatment effects, and thus corresponds to the identifiable parameter space in a connected
network. This constraint structure plays a central role in defining the projection representation of
the network meta-analysis estimator developed below.

2.1.2 Observed contrasts and covariance structure

Let y ∈ Rn denote the vector of observed relative treatment effects (observed contrasts) extracted
from the included studies, where n is the total number of study-level contrasts included in the
analysis. For studies with k ≥ 3 treatment arms, the dimension and composition of y depend on
how within-study correlations are represented [13].
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Multi-arm trials may be represented either through a set of k− 1 baseline contrasts or through
the full set of k(k − 1)/2 pairwise contrasts together with their induced covariance structure [14,
15, 13].

1. Dimension reduction (basic-contrast representation). The standard approach selects
one treatment as a baseline within each trial and constructs y from the resulting k − 1
contrasts relative to that baseline [14, 16]. This representation ensures that the within-
study covariance matrix is non-singular and leads to the familiar formulation used in most
network meta-analysis implementations. The remaining pairwise contrasts within the trial
are implicitly represented through linear combinations of the retained contrasts.

2. Full pairwise within-study contrast representation. An alternative representation re-
tains all k(k − 1)/2 pairwise contrasts that can be formed within each multi-arm study. In
this case the within-study covariance matrix is singular because the contrasts are linearly
dependent. Graph-theoretical and flow-based approaches often operate on this expanded set
of within-study contrasts and adjust the covariance structure to account for the induced cor-
relations [13, 9]. In the present framework, this representation is retained and the singular
covariance matrix is handled directly using the Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse. This repre-
sentation provides a common contrast space in which all within-study parameterizations can
be embedded and will serve as the foundation for the representation-invariant decomposition
developed in Section 2.2.

The graphical representation of network meta-analysis, in which treatments are nodes and
pairwise comparisons form the edges of a network, corresponds naturally to the full pairwise contrast
space. In this setting, a target network comparison can be expressed as a linear combination of the
direct comparison estimates in the network [9].

In the basic-contrast representation, the retained within-study contrasts depend strictly on the
choice of baseline treatment. Even when a natural baseline exists—such as a placebo or standard
care—any target comparison between two non-baseline treatments (e.g., comparing two active arms)
will not appear explicitly in the observed contrast vector, and will be regarded as indirect evidence
through this specific network structure. Furthermore, in many applications where no baseline is
intrinsically preferred, different choices yield different but algebraically equivalent parameterizations
of the exact same multi-arm study. As a result, whether a target comparison appears explicitly
as a retained study contrast depends entirely on this representational choice, even though the
resulting NMA estimator remains unchanged. This parameterization dependence is a primary
source of ambiguity in study-level definitions of direct and indirect evidence and motivates the
representation-invariant construction developed later.

Let V denote the n × n covariance matrix of y, capturing both within-study correlations and
potential between-study heterogeneity. The observed study-level contrast model is

y = Xθ + ε, ε ∼ N(0,V), (1)

where X denotes the generalized least squares design matrix for the observed study contrasts.
Each row of X ∈ Rn×m specifies the linear combination of treatment contrasts corresponding to a
particular observation in y.

Under a fixed-effects specification, V consists solely of within-study sampling covariance ma-
trices and is block-diagonal across studies. Under a random-effects specification, heterogeneity is
incorporated through a variance component τ2 added to the within-study covariance structure. The
heterogeneity parameter τ2 is first estimated (e.g., via restricted maximum likelihood), after which

6



the estimated value τ̂2 is plugged into the covariance matrix V, which is then used in the subse-
quent projection and CSP decomposition. Because the network meta-analysis estimator derived
below depends on V only through linear projections, the proposed evidence flow and decomposition
framework applies to both fixed- and random-effects models by substituting the appropriate form
of V.

2.1.3 Projection representation of the network meta-analysis estimator

The NMA estimator is obtained as the constrained generalized least squares solution

θ̂
NMA

= argmin
θ

(y −Xθ)⊤V+(y −Xθ) subject to Cθ = 0. (2)

WhenV is singular, as in the full contrast representation, we formulate the generalized least squares
criterion using the Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse V+. When V is nonsingular, V+ = V−1, and
the formulation reduces to the standard generalized least squares problem. This estimator admits
the explicit representation

θ̂
NMA

= I+X⊤V+y, I = X⊤V+X,

where I+ and V+ denote the Moore–Penrose pseudoinverses. Although the reduced and full
contrast representations differ algebraically, they correspond to the same underlying likelihood for
the observed contrasts. When the exact within-study covariance structure is correctly specified,
both representations yield identical network meta-analysis estimators for the treatment effects; the
distinction lies only in how the observed contrasts and their covariance structure are expressed.

Proposition 2.1 (Equivalence of reduced and full contrast representations). Suppose the full con-
trast representation is obtained from a reduced (basic) representation via a linear mapping

y = Ayb, X = AXb, V = AVbA
⊤,

where A has full column rank and Vb is nonsingular.
Then

X⊤V+y = X⊤
b V

−1
b yb, X⊤V+X = X⊤

b V
−1
b Xb,

and therefore the GLS estimator computed in the full contrast representation using V+ coincides
exactly with that obtained from the reduced representation using V−1

b .

This result follows from the invariance of the generalized least squares estimator under full-rank
linear transformations of the observation space. The mapping preserves both the column space of
the design matrix and the Fisher information matrix, ensuring that the resulting estimator remains
unchanged under equivalent contrast representations.

This formulation admits a geometric interpretation in the observation space. The fitted val-

ues ŷ = Xθ̂
NMA

represent the V+-orthogonal projection of y onto col(X) within the geometry
induced by V+. When V is singular, this projection is understood as the minimum-norm solution
within col(V), where the semi-inner product becomes nondegenerate. The corresponding parame-

ter estimate θ̂
NMA

is the element of the consistency subspaceM whose image under X equals this
projected fitted value.

BecauseM is a linear subspace, the estimator admits a linear representation:

θ̂
NMA

= Py, P = I+X⊤V+. (3)

7



Here, the matrix P is the projection-induced mapping from the observed contrast vector y ∈ Rn

to the fitted contrast vector θ̂
NMA ∈ M, while the matrix XP acts as the corresponding V+-

orthogonal projection operator onto col(X) in the observation space.

Inner product interpretation. Throughout, expressions of the form

⟨a,b⟩V+ = a⊤V+b

define a symmetric bilinear form on Rn. When V is nonsingular, this corresponds to a standard
inner product. When V is singular, the form is a semi-inner product on Rn, but becomes a valid
inner product when restricted to col(V), which contains all admissible contrast vectors arising from
the model. All projection statements below are understood with respect to this induced geometry
on col(V).

While the mapping of evidence into the complete all-pairs contrast space increases the nominal
dimensionality of the system, the framework remains highly computationally efficient. Because
independent trials are uncorrelated, the global covariance matrix V is strictly block-diagonal. This
structural sparsity guarantees that the generalized inverses required for the projection can be
computed efficiently using sparse matrix operations, allowing the framework to scale well to large
and complex networks.

2.1.4 Fisher-information geometry of the projection

The structure of the projection-induced mapping P in (3) can be understood through the Fisher
information matrix I = X⊤V+X, which provides an equivalent representation in terms of informa-
tion flow. Because each row ofX encodes a pairwise treatment contrast, I has a structure analogous
to a weighted graph Laplacian on the treatment network, with edge weights determined by the pre-
cision structure encoded in V. Thus, I summarizes how statistical information propagates across
the network under the generalized least squares model.

For a target comparison a:b (with a < b), define

u = I+cab,

where cab is the contrast vector corresponding to the comparison a:b, having a 1 in the coordinate
corresponding to θab and 0 elsewhere. Then u can be interpreted as a potential vector satisfying

Iu = cab,

which corresponds to a unit flow from treatment a to treatment b under the Laplacian system. The
projection coefficients can then be written as

pab = V+Xu,

so that the network estimator can be written as

θ̂NMA
ab = p⊤

aby.

This formulation shows that the projection corresponds to a minimum-energy flow under the pre-
cision structure V, linking the statistical model to classical graph-theoretic and electrical-network
interpretations. Importantly, this analogy should not be interpreted as a physical electrical flow.
The projection-induced flow is defined through a covariance-weighted least squares problem and is
not constrained to be nonnegative or to follow potential gradients. As a result, the induced flow
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may include local reverse directions and circulating components (cycles) that cancel in net transport
between treatments but remain in the estimator through heterogeneous study-specific contrasts.
Thus, while the Fisher-information representation provides useful intuition, the resulting flow is a
generalized algebraic object rather than a physical current. The Fisher-information representation
also induces an edge-level summary of how evidence for the target comparison a:b is distributed
across treatment comparisons. At the treatment level, this representation satisfies a conservation
property: the total contribution flowing out of treatment a equals one, the total contribution flow-
ing into treatment b equals one, and intermediate treatments have balanced incoming and outgoing
contributions.

Because P depends only on the design matrix X and covariance structure V, and not on
the observed outcomes y, the decomposition it induces is a structural property of the model.
Each row of P describes how information is distributed from the observed contrasts to a target
comparison, incorporating multi-arm correlation and, when present, random-effects heterogeneity
through the Fisher information structure. In contrast, several existing proportion-contribution
approaches apply additional transformations to projection- or hat-matrix representations to obtain
nonnegative comparison-level weights. While such quantities may be useful descriptively, they no
longer correspond directly to the underlying Fisher-informed linear operator. Working directly
with P preserves the exact covariance structure and yields an algebraically exact and reproducible
decomposition of the network estimator. While the projection operator P is algebraically equivalent
to the generalized least squares estimator, its role here as the primary object of analysis enables
exact, covariance-aware decompositions and representation-invariant study-level contributions that
are not available in standard formulations.

In particular, the variance of the network estimator is given by

Var(θ̂NMA
ab ) = c⊤abI+cab,

which coincides with the effective resistance between treatments a and b in the corresponding
weighted graph.

2.1.5 Projection-based generalization of pairwise inverse-variance weights

A hallmark of traditional pairwise meta-analysis is the transparency provided by inverse-variance
weights, typically displayed as percentages in a forest plot to denote each study’s contribution to
the pooled estimate [5]. Network meta-analysis lacks an exact analogue because the estimator
combines direct and indirect evidence through a generalized least squares system that incorporates
multi-arm covariance.

The contrast-space projection framework provides a natural generalization of these weights.
Because the NMA estimator admits the linear representation

θ̂
NMA

= Py,

the coefficients pij describe how each observed contrast yj contributes to the network estimate

θ̂NMA
i .

In the special case of a degenerate network consisting of a single pairwise comparison with k
independent studies, the design matrix reduces to X = 1 and the covariance matrix V is diagonal.
The generalized least squares estimator then becomes

θ̂ =

∑k
i=1 σ

−2
i yi∑k

i=1 σ
−2
i

.
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which is the classical inverse-variance weighted mean. In this case the projection representation
reduces exactly to the familiar relative weights σ−2

i /
∑

i σ
−2
i .

2.1.6 Structural direct and indirect decomposition

Let p⊤
ab denote the row of the projection matrix P corresponding to the target comparison a:b, and

let j index the observed contrasts in the network. The network meta-analysis estimator can be
written as

θ̂NMA
ab =

∑
j

pab,jyj .

The projection coefficients may take negative values and are therefore interpreted as signed contri-
butions rather than proportions.

To distinguish structural direct and indirect contributions, let Dab denote the set of indices
corresponding to observed contrasts that directly compare treatments a and b. The estimator can
then be decomposed as

θ̂NMA
ab =

∑
j∈Dab

pab,jyj +
∑

j /∈Dab

pab,jyj .

The first term represents contributions from direct comparisons of a and b, while the second
term aggregates contributions from all remaining contrasts, corresponding to indirect evidence
transmitted through the network.

This decomposition follows directly from the projection representation and provides an exact
algebraic separation of direct and indirect evidence at the level of the estimator. This decomposition
is exact and model-based, requiring no approximation or reparameterization. The definition is
induced purely by the structure of the projection-induced mapping P and depends only on how
observed contrasts are indexed in the network representation. In particular, if the comparison a:b
is not observed directly in the network, then Dab = ∅ and the estimator is entirely determined by
indirect evidence. This structural definition aligns with formulations that express network estimates
as linear combinations of direct comparisons [9], where the comparison (a, b) corresponds to direct
evidence and all other comparisons contribute indirectly.

In many applications, however, direct and indirect evidence are defined at the study level. For a
target comparison a:b, direct evidence refers to information arising from studies that include both
treatments a and b, whereas indirect evidence is obtained by combining results across multiple
studies and cannot be obtained from any single study alone [2, 3, 6]. This distinction highlights
two fundamentally different decompositions of the same projection representation: a structural
decomposition defined at the level of treatment contrasts, which depends on how contrasts are
represented, and a study-based decomposition that partitions contributions according to study
membership and should be invariant to within-study parameterization. These two perspectives are
not equivalent in general, particularly in the presence of multi-arm trials. While the structural
decomposition is algebraically exact, it depends on the representation of the observed contrasts
and is therefore not invariant to within-study parameterization, motivating the development of a
rigorous formulation of study-level contributions within the contrast-space projection framework in
the following subsection.

The projection-induced mapping P, which defines the network estimator through its linear
representation, does more than assign weights to observed contrasts. Because it acts on the full
contrast space, it provides the algebraic mechanism for separating structural direct from indirect
evidence, for identifying representation-dependent ambiguity at the study level, and, as shown later,
for decomposing observed evidence into consistent and inconsistent components. The canonical
construction developed in the following subsection builds directly on this projection geometry.
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2.2 Canonical study-based decomposition and path representation

We develop a study-based, representation-invariant decomposition of the network meta-analysis
estimator into study-level contributions and path-level components. As discussed above, while the
projection representation induces an exact contrast-based (structural) decomposition at the level
of treatment contrasts, this decomposition is not invariant to within-study parameterization in the
presence of multi-arm trials.

A central difficulty is that multi-arm trials admit multiple algebraically equivalent representa-
tions, which can lead to different allocations of a study’s contribution into direct and indirect com-
ponents. The canonical construction resolves this ambiguity by removing within-study redundancy
and defining a unique decomposition that is invariant to the choice of within-study representation.

To motivate the need for a canonical decomposition, consider a simple three-treatment network
with treatments A, B, and C, and suppose the target comparison is B:C. In the full pairwise
contrast representation, the observed data vector y may include the direct comparison B:C as well
as contrasts such as A:B and A:C, yielding both a structural direct component and an indirect
pathway B ← A→ C. In contrast, under a baseline parameterization (e.g., taking A as reference),
only the contrasts A:B and A:C are represented explicitly, so the same network estimate for B:C
appears to arise entirely through structural indirect evidence, with no explicit direct component.

These representations are algebraically equivalent and yield identical network estimates, but
they induce different structural decompositions, since the notion of “direct” and “indirect” depends
on how contrasts are encoded in y. Consequently, the resulting decomposition of the estimator into
direct and indirect contributions, as well as any derived proportions or weights, can vary across
equivalent parameterizations.

In particular, the classification of a study contribution as “direct” or “indirect” depends on how
the within-study contrasts are parameterized, including whether the target comparison appears
explicitly among the retained contrasts and how its contribution is represented. Even when the
target comparison appears explicitly among the retained contrasts, its contribution need not be
fully represented within the direct component, as part of its effect may be redistributed through
indirect pathways. Because this depends on the choice of within-study parameterization used to
represent multi-arm trials in standard network meta-analysis, such a decomposition is not uniquely
determined and is therefore not invariant to the choice of within-study representation.

This structural notion differs from the study-based interpretation, in which direct evidence for
B:C arises solely from studies that include both treatments B and C, and indirect evidence arises
from combining information across multiple studies. Under this study-based perspective, the de-
composition—and in particular the relative magnitude of direct and indirect contributions—should
be invariant.

To resolve this issue, we develop a canonical decomposition that (i) defines study-level con-
tributions that are invariant to within-study parameterization, (ii) removes algebraic redundancy
through a unique within-study representation, and (iii) induces a well-defined network flow whose
decomposition into paths is unique.

The construction proceeds in four steps. First, the projection induces an exact decomposition
of the network estimator into study-level contributions. Second, each study contribution is reduced
to a canonical within-study representation. Third, the resulting representation is decomposed into
direct and indirect components at the treatment level. Finally, the indirect component is reduced
to an acyclic form and uniquely decomposed into paths.

11



2.2.1 Projection-induced invariant mapping into the full contrast space

For a target comparison a:b, the network meta-analysis estimator admits the linear representation

θ̂NMA
ab = p⊤

aby,

where pab is the corresponding row of the mapping operator P.
Partitioning the observed contrasts by study,

y = (y⊤
1 , . . . ,y

⊤
K)⊤, p⊤

ab = (p⊤
ab,1, . . . ,p

⊤
ab,K),

yields

θ̂NMA
ab =

K∑
k=1

p⊤
ab,kyk, C

(k)
ab = p⊤

ab,kyk.

To obtain a representation-invariant study-level decomposition, we work in a common full con-
trast representation as a unifying framework. This choice serves two key purposes. First, it provides
a unified ambient space in which all equivalent within-study parameterizations can be embedded,
since any reduced or baseline representation can be expressed as a linear transformation of the full
set of pairwise contrasts. Second, it ensures that all observed comparisons are represented explic-
itly within a single coordinate system, avoiding the need to reconstruct implicit contrasts through
parameterization-dependent linear combinations.

For each study k with treatment set Sk, let ỹk denote the vector of all pairwise within-study
contrasts among treatments in Sk. For example, consider a three-arm study comparing treatments
A, B, and C, with interest in the comparison B:C. In a baseline parameterization, the observed
data may be recorded as yk = (yAB, yAC)

⊤, in which case B:C is represented indirectly through
yBC = yAC − yAB. The full contrast representation ỹk = (yAB, yAC , yBC)

⊤ provides a unified
coordinate system in which all pairwise comparisons are represented explicitly. If the observed
contrasts are already recorded in this form, then ỹk = yk; otherwise, ỹk is obtained as a linear
transformation of yk.

Let ỹk = Akyk with covariance
Ṽk = AkVkA

⊤
k .

Stacking ỹk across studies yields

ỹ = (ỹ⊤
1 , . . . , ỹ

⊤
K)⊤.

Let X̃ and Ṽ denote the corresponding design and covariance matrices, and define

P̃ = (X̃⊤Ṽ+X̃)+X̃⊤Ṽ+.

Then the corresponding study-level coefficient vectors satisfy

p⊤
ab,k = p̃⊤

ab,kAk, p̃⊤
ab,kỹk = p⊤

ab,kyk.

Thus, the study-level contribution can equivalently be written as

C
(k)
ab = p̃⊤

ab,kỹk,

showing that it is preserved under transformation to the full contrast representation. Because all
within-study parameterizations can be embedded into the same full contrast representation, the
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quantities ỹk, p̃ab,k, and hence C
(k)
ab are defined in a common ambient space. This removes the

dimension mismatch induced by study-specific parameterizations and provides a unified represen-
tation that serves as the starting point for the canonical decomposition.

Let Mk denote the subspace of within-study contrast vectors satisfying the consistency con-
straints for treatments in Sk. Under the full-contrast CSP construction, the study-specific coefficient
vector p̃ab,k obtained from the global mapping P̃ lies inMk. This follows from the construction of P̃
through the covariance-weighted mapping Ṽ+. In the full contrast representation, the study-specific
block Ṽ+

k acts on the within-study contrast space and maps into the corresponding consistency sub-
space Mk. Consequently, each study-level component p̃ab,k lies in Mk. Thus, p̃ab,k is the unique
element inMk representing the study-level contribution under the full contrast representation.

2.2.2 Canonical study-based direct and indirect decomposition

While p̃ab,k uniquely determines the associated linear functional, it does not provide a unique
or minimal representation at the level of paths. In particular, the same linear functional may be
expressed through multiple equivalent combinations of contrast contributions, including representa-
tions that contain redundant subpaths or detours within a study. This lack of uniqueness motivates
the introduction of a canonical representation.

Path-based cone representation. To formalize this, we consider representations of p̃ab,k in
terms of directed paths within study k. For a path

γ : v0 → v1 → · · · → vm,

define the associated coefficient vector

e(γ) =
m−1∑
r=0

evrvr+1 ,

where euv denotes the basis vector corresponding to contrast u:v with orientation consistent with
the sign convention.

We define the path cone

Cpathk =

{
z ∈Mk : z =

∑
ℓ

wℓe(γℓ), wℓ ≥ 0

}
,

consisting of all coefficient vectors that admit a representation as a nonnegative combination of
source-to-sink paths within study k. This cone collects all path-based representations that are
consistent with the contrast spaceMk.

Canonicalization as constrained projection. We define the canonical coefficient vector as the
solution to a constrained projection problem onto the path cone:

pcan
ab,k = arg min

z∈Cpath
k

R(z) subject to z⊤ỹk = p̃⊤
ab,kỹk.

Here, the constraint ensures that the canonical representation preserves the study-level contribution
to the network estimator, while the functional

R(z) =
∑
ℓ

wℓ length(γℓ), length(γℓ) = m,

13



penalizes path redundancy by favoring representations with shorter, non-overlapping paths.
Thus, the canonical coefficient vector can be interpreted as a projection of p̃ab,k onto the cone

Cpathk under a minimality criterion, selecting a non-redundant representative among all equivalent
representations that induce the same linear functional. In the directed graph representation, this
constrained projection admits an equivalent formulation as a flow decomposition problem, which
motivates the following constructive algorithm.

Algorithmic realization. In practice, this constrained projection is implemented by a determin-
istic collapse operator Tk. The vector p̃ab,k is first represented as a directed weighted graph Gk

on the treatment nodes in study k, where each contrast is oriented according to the sign of its
coefficient and assigned a weight equal to its magnitude. A source-to-sink path extraction proce-
dure is then applied: at each step, a source node (with positive outgoing flow and no incoming
flow) is identified, and a heaviest feasible path is traced to a sink node (with positive incoming
flow and no outgoing flow). The weight assigned to the path is the minimum edge weight along
it, which is then subtracted from all edges on the path. This procedure is repeated until no edges
remain. Each extracted path is subsequently collapsed to its endpoint edge, yielding a loop-free
and non-redundant representation.

The resulting vector satisfies
pcan
ab,k = Tk(p̃ab,k),

and corresponds to the canonical solution of the constrained projection problem above.

Direct and indirect components. The study-based direct and indirect components are defined
from the canonical coefficient vector. Let wab,k denote the coefficient assigned to the edge corre-
sponding to the target comparison a → b in the canonical representation, and let eab denote the
canonical basis vector corresponding to the contrast a:b.

The direct component is defined as

pdir
ab,k = wab,k eab,

and the indirect component is defined as the remainder

pind
ab,k = pcan

ab,k − pdir
ab,k.

The corresponding study-level contributions are

Cdir
ab,k = pdir⊤

ab,k ỹk = wab,k ỹab,k, C ind
ab,k = pind⊤

ab,k ỹk,

where ỹab,k = e⊤abỹk denotes the within-study contrast between a and b in the full contrast repre-
sentation.

This formulation is entirely projection-based. The study-level coefficient vector p̃ab,k is obtained
from the global contrast-space projection, and the canonical coefficient vector pcan

ab,k is defined as

a constrained projection onto the path cone Cpathk . Together, these projections map the study
contribution into a representation lying in Mk that is minimal with respect to path redundancy
while preserving the exact study-level contribution p̃⊤

ab,kỹk.
The resulting scalar wab,k represents the total coefficient mass assigned to the comparison a→ b

under this projection, while the residual component pind
ab,k captures the remaining contribution that

cannot be represented through direct within-study routes. The direct and indirect components
therefore provide a decomposition of the projected coefficient vector within the same contrast-
space geometry, yielding a loop-free and non-redundant representation of study-level evidence.

By construction, both components lie inMk. The canonical solution is unique, since the feasible
set is convex, as the intersection of a convex cone and the linear constraint preserving the induced
linear functional, and the projection objective is strictly convex.
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2.2.3 Canonical coefficient weights

The scalar wab,k defines the study-based canonical direct weight of study k for the target comparison
a:b.

Under the projection representation, the estimator admits the decomposition

θ̂NMA
ab =

K∑
k=1

wab,k ỹab,k + C ind
ab ,

where ỹab,k denotes the study-specific contrast for a:b in the full contrast representation and

Cdir
ab =

K∑
k=1

wab,k ỹab,k

is the total study-based canonical direct contribution, while C ind
ab denotes the remaining canonical

indirect contribution.
The coefficients satisfy the normalization identity

K∑
k=1

wab,k + wind
ab = 1,

where

wind
ab = 1−

K∑
k=1

wab,k

is the total canonical weight assigned to indirect evidence.
Thus, the projection can be expressed as an affine combination of study-based canonical direct

and indirect components on the coefficient scale, while Cdir
ab and C ind

ab represent the correspond-

ing additive contributions to the linear functional θ̂NMA
ab . The indirect component can be further

decomposed into path components within the same canonical framework.

2.2.4 Canonical study-level path decomposition

The canonical coefficient representation developed above provides a graph-based summary of the
projection-induced mapping and its induced evidence propagation. Related interpretations have
been developed using electrical-network analogies [7], projection-based formulations [8], and path-
based flow representations [9, 10]. In contrast to these approaches, which are typically constructed
from marginal pairwise summaries, the present formulation derives all such quantities directly
from the generalized least squares mapping P and therefore preserves the full covariance structure
induced by multi-arm trials.

We emphasize that these flow-like quantities are algebraic summaries of the projection-induced
mapping rather than physical transport processes. This representation differs from treatment-level
network plots commonly used in NMA, because study-specific contributions must be kept distinct
before aggregation. Within each study, the canonical coefficient representation induces a directed
acyclic structure, since paths are constructed from a source to a sink without revisiting treatments,
whereas when contributions are combined across studies, the resulting edge-level structure need not
be acyclic. Different studies contributing to the same treatment comparison may carry projection
coefficients with opposite signs, and if such study-level contributions are merged prematurely at
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shared treatment nodes with study labels ignored, the resulting representation may introduce can-
cellation or circulation that obscures the underlying path structure. In particular, collapsing edges
across studies can cancel study-level contributions and produce a representation that is no longer
consistent with the network meta-analysis estimator. Thus, path-level acyclicity is preserved only
while study-specific contributions remain separated, and the role of the canonical reduction is to
remove non-unique within-study representations and to define direct and indirect components in a
representation-invariant way prior to any aggregation.

Using the canonical indirect coefficient vector

p̃ind
ab,k = p̃can

ab,k − p̃dir
ab,k,

we obtain a canonical representation of indirect evidence within study k in the full contrast space
Mk. This representation is uniquely determined by the projection-based construction and contains
no redundant within-study structure.

To obtain a path representation, we construct a sequence of directed paths from the residual
coefficient vector. For each study k, the nonzero components of p̃ind

ab,k define a directed weighted
graph on the treatment set Sk. At each step, starting from the source node a, a feasible directed
path terminating at b is identified, and among all such a → b paths, a maximal-weight path is
selected according to a fixed deterministic ordering rule. The coefficient assigned to this path is
the minimum edge weight along the path. This coefficient is then subtracted from each edge on
the path, and the procedure is repeated on the residual graph until all indirect coefficients are
exhausted.

A study-level path P from a to b is an ordered sequence of such study-specific path segments,

P =
(
(k1, v0 → v1), . . . , (kL, vL−1 → vL)

)
, a = v0, vL = b,

or equivalently,
P = (k1, . . . , kL), (a = v0, v1, . . . , vL = b),

where study kℓ contributes the directed comparison vℓ−1 → vℓ.
Each path P is associated with a nonnegative coefficient wP , defined as the coefficient extracted

for that path under this procedure. The corresponding path-specific contrast is

δP =

L∑
ℓ=1

y(kℓ)vℓ−1,vℓ
,

that is, the sum of the directed study-level contrasts along the path. The path-level contribution
is therefore

C
(P)
ab = wP δP .

Because the canonical coefficient vectors are uniquely defined by the projection and the extrac-
tion rule is deterministic, the resulting collection of study-level paths is uniquely determined. This
yields an exact decomposition of the indirect component,

C ind
ab =

∑
P

C
(P)
ab .

2.2.5 Interpretation and invariance

The canonical decomposition yields an exact and representation-invariant decomposition of the
network estimator for a target comparison a:b:

θ̂NMA
ab = Cdir

ab + C ind
ab ,
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where

Cdir
ab =

K∑
k=1

wab,k ỹab,k, C ind
ab =

∑
P

wP δP .

Here ỹab,k denotes the study-level contrast for a:b in the full contrast representation, wab,k is
the corresponding canonical direct weight, and δP is the path-specific contrast associated with
study-level path P, with coefficient wP .

The coefficients satisfy the normalization identity

K∑
k=1

wab,k +
∑
P

wP = 1,

so that the estimator admits a canonical decomposition as a weighted combination of direct study-
level contrasts and indirect path-level contrasts.

Equivalently, defining the aggregated canonical direct and indirect components

θ̂dirab =
Cdir
ab

wdir
ab

, θ̂indab =
C ind
ab

wind
ab

,

with

wdir
ab =

K∑
k=1

wab,k, wind
ab =

∑
P

wP ,

the network estimator can be written as

θ̂NMA
ab = wdir

ab θ̂dirab + wind
ab θ̂indab ,

providing a direct analogue of inverse-variance weighted averaging in pairwise meta-analysis.
This decomposition satisfies the following properties:

• Study contributions C
(k)
ab are invariant to within-study parameterization;

• The canonical reduction yields a unique study-level representation;

• Direct weights wab,k quantify study-level contributions;

• Path weights wP quantify indirect contributions through study-level paths;

• The full decomposition is unique and representation-invariant.

Thus, each direct study and each indirect path is assigned a canonical weight, and these weights
provide a complete and invariant characterization of how evidence contributes to the network
estimator.

2.3 Graphical and diagnostic tools under the CSP framework

The canonical study-path decomposition arising from the CSP framework yields a set of graphical
and quantitative tools for interpreting network meta-analysis results. These tools operate directly
on the projection representation and its induced decomposition, providing diagnostics for the rela-
tive contribution of evidence, the structure of indirect pathways, and the presence of inconsistency.
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2.3.1 Forest plot for a target comparison

Forest plots are widely used in classical pairwise meta-analysis to display study-level estimates
together with their relative contributions. The canonical decomposition provides, to our knowledge,
the first direct extension of this idea to network meta-analysis by expressing the NMA estimator
as a sum of study-level and path-level components.

Each component in the decomposition corresponds to a row in the forest plot and is displayed
with its estimate, weight, and confidence interval.

Canonical direct components. For studies that include both treatments a and b, the direct
component is

Cdir
ab,k = wab,k ỹab,k,

where ỹab,k is the study-level contrast and wab,k is the canonical direct weight.
Let Var(ỹab,k) = σ2

ab,k. Then

Var
(
Cdir
ab,k

)
= w2

ab,k σ
2
ab,k,

and the corresponding 100(1− α)% confidence interval is

wab,kỹab,k ± z1−α/2wab,kσab,k.

Canonical indirect components (paths). For each study-level path P, the contribution is

C
(P)
ab = wP δP , δP =

L∑
ℓ=1

y(kℓ)vℓ−1,vℓ
.

Under independence across studies, the variance of the path-specific contrast is

Var(δP) =

L∑
ℓ=1

Var
(
y(kℓ)vℓ−1,vℓ

)
,

and thus
Var

(
C

(P)
ab

)
= w2

P Var(δP).

The corresponding confidence interval is

wPδP ± z1−α/2wP
√

Var(δP).

Aggregated components. The total direct and indirect contributions are

Cdir
ab =

K∑
k=1

Cdir
ab,k, C ind

ab =
∑
P

C
(P)
ab .

Under independence across studies,

Var(Cdir
ab ) =

K∑
k=1

w2
ab,kσ

2
ab,k,

and
Var(C ind

ab ) =
∑
P

w2
PVar(δP).
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Summary estimates. While the decomposition is expressed in terms of contributions Cdir
ab and

C ind
ab , forest plots display the corresponding normalized estimates

θ̂dirab =
Cdir
ab

wdir
ab

, θ̂indab =
C ind
ab

wind
ab

,

where

wdir
ab =

K∑
k=1

wab,k, wind
ab =

∑
P

wP .

Under independence across studies, their variances are

Var(θ̂dirab ) =
Var(Cdir

ab )

(wdir
ab )

2
, Var(θ̂indab ) =

Var(C ind
ab )

(wind
ab )2

.

The corresponding confidence intervals are

θ̂dirab ± z1−α/2

√
Var(θ̂dirab ), θ̂indab ± z1−α/2

√
Var(θ̂indab ).

Network estimate. The overall estimate is

θ̂NMA
ab = Cdir

ab + C ind
ab ,

with variance
Var(θ̂NMA

ab ) = Var(Cdir
ab ) + Var(C ind

ab ).

Each row of the forest plot corresponds to a component in this exact linear decomposition. Direct
rows represent study-level evidence, while indirect rows represent contributions from study-level
paths. The associated weights quantify the relative contribution of each component to the network
estimate.

In practice, the number of indirect paths can be large, especially in dense networks, making a
full path-level display difficult to interpret. In such cases, it is often more informative to report
the aggregated indirect contribution alongside the direct components. Under a random-effects
specification, confidence intervals are constructed using the estimated covariance matrix V(τ̂2) and
are therefore approximate, reflecting plug-in estimation of the heterogeneity parameter.

2.3.2 Path-based decomposition and visualization

The canonical decomposition represents the contribution to the network estimator as a collection
of study-level paths connecting a to b, including both direct and indirect components. Each path
corresponds to a specific sequence of study-specific contrasts through which evidence propagates
across the network, providing a structured representation of how information is combined across
studies.

For visualization, each path is displayed as a connected directed line from a to b. Direct evidence
corresponds to a single edge, while indirect evidence is represented by paths passing through one
or more intermediate treatments. Each segment of a path is labeled by the study contributing that
comparison, so that the full path is represented as an ordered sequence of study-specific contrasts.
This makes explicit which studies contribute to each stage of the evidence propagation.

The associated weights are explicitly shown to represent the decomposition of the network
estimator, with all path weights summing to one. These weights quantify the relative contribution
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of each path, allowing the network estimate to be interpreted as a weighted combination of study-
level routes. Paths with larger weights correspond to dominant pathways of evidence, while smaller
weights indicate secondary or supporting contributions.

This visualization provides a transparent view of the structure of indirect evidence by separating
distinct routes through which information flows from a to b. Unlike treatment-level summaries, this
representation preserves study-level contributions and avoids cancellation or distortion arising from
aggregation across studies. As a result, the path-based display remains fully consistent with the
underlying network meta-analysis estimator.

In practice, the number of paths may be large in dense networks. In such cases, visualization
can be simplified by displaying only the most influential paths (for example, those with the largest
weights), while retaining the complete decomposition in the underlying analysis.

2.3.3 Tension plot: direct versus indirect evidence

The canonical decomposition enables a direct comparison between the aggregated direct and indi-
rect components of the network estimator across multiple treatment contrasts.

For each target comparison a:b, the normalized direct and indirect estimates θ̂dirab and θ̂indab ,

together with the overall estimate θ̂NMA
ab , are defined as in the canonical decomposition.

A tension plot displays these three estimates for a collection of treatment comparisons, typically
arranged with one row per contrast. Each row contains θ̂dirab , θ̂

ind
ab , and θ̂NMA

ab , together with their
corresponding confidence intervals.

To aid interpretation, the symbols representing the estimates may be scaled proportionally to
the associated weights (e.g., wdir

ab and wind
ab ), so that larger symbols indicate components with greater

influence on the network estimate.
Because all quantities arise from the same linear decomposition, the three estimates for each

comparison are algebraically linked. Agreement between direct and indirect components indicates
consistency, whereas systematic discrepancies across contrasts reflect tension between evidence
sources.

2.3.4 Global Q-test for network consistency

In the contrast-space representation, inconsistency corresponds to the component of the observed
evidence that lies outside the consistency subspaceM.

Let
ŷ = Xθ̂

NMA

denote the fitted values, which represent the V+-orthogonal projection of y onto col(X), and define
the residual vector

r = y − ŷ.

By construction, r lies in the V+-orthogonal complement of col(X) and represents the component
of the observed evidence not explained by the consistency-constrained model.

To assess global consistency, we evaluate the squared Mahalanobis norm of the residual vector:

Qinc = r⊤V+r = (y −Xθ̂
NMA

)⊤V+(y −Xθ̂
NMA

).

Geometrically, the test statistic Qinc represents the squared V+-orthogonal distance between the
observed evidence and the consistency subspaceM, measured in the same inner-product geometry
that defines the network meta-analysis estimator. Unlike classical formulations based on reduced
parameterizations or augmented models, this statistic arises directly as the residual norm of the
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contrast-space projection operator defined in Section 2.1. It is formulated in the full contrast
space without reduction and naturally accommodates singular covariance structures through the
Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse.

The null hypothesis, H0, posits that the treatment network is globally consistent, meaning that
the true underlying pairwise contrasts perfectly satisfy the structural consistency constraints (i.e.,
Cθ = 0, or equivalently, θ ∈M as defined in Section 2.1.1). Under this null hypothesis,

Qinc ∼ χ2
df , df = rank(V)− (T − 1).

The degrees of freedom correspond to the number of independent inconsistency directions not
explained by the (T − 1)-dimensional consistency structure and are analogous to the cycle-space
dimension in graph-based formulations of network meta-analysis. Within the CSP framework,
this inconsistency measure is not introduced as a separate construction, but arises from the same
projection-induced mapping that defines the estimator and the study-level decomposition, providing
a unified operator-based representation of estimation, contribution, and inconsistency. Under a
random-effects specification, the Q statistic is computed using the estimated covariance matrix
V(τ̂2); in this case, the reference chi-square distribution is approximate due to estimation of the
heterogeneity parameter.

All of these CSP-based tools—the canonical forest plot, path-based visualizations, tension plots,
and the global Q-test—are illustrated in Section 3, demonstrating how the projection-based frame-
work provides a unified and interpretable view of evidence contribution and consistency in empirical
networks.

3 Applications

To evaluate the practical performance of the proposed contrast-space framework, we apply the
method to three empirical network meta-analysis datasets spanning markedly different levels of
network complexity. The examples are chosen to illustrate complementary aspects of the method-
ology.

First, we analyze a compact COVID-19 therapeutic network constructed from a subset of ran-
domized platform trials included in the WHO living network meta-analysis of COVID-19 treatments
[17], which informed early WHO treatment guidelines [18, 19]. This example provides a transparent
setting in which the canonical direct and indirect decomposition can be visualized explicitly and
interpreted at the individual study and path levels.

Second, we consider a moderately sized network of biologic therapies for plaque psoriasis derived
from randomized trials evaluating PASI-75 response outcomes [20]. This network contains a mixture
of two-arm, three-arm, and four-arm trials and therefore provides a realistic example of the multi-
arm covariance structures frequently encountered in contemporary clinical evidence synthesis.

Finally, to demonstrate scalability, we analyze the large antidepressant network compiled by
Cipriani et al. [21]. This dataset includes hundreds of trials and dozens of treatments, generating
a high-dimensional evidence structure in which indirect comparisons are propagated through a
complex web of active-comparator trials.

Figure 1 provides an overview of the treatment-network structures for the three empirical
datasets. The networks differ substantially in both size and connectivity. The COVID-19 ex-
ample (Panel A) represents a compact network dominated by large multi-arm platform trials with
shared control arms, resulting in strong within-study covariance structures. The psoriasis biologics
network (Panel B) is moderately sized and contains a mixture of two-arm and multi-arm trials,
producing a richer set of indirect comparisons across treatments. In contrast, the antidepressant
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network (Panel C) forms a large and densely connected evidence structure involving dozens of
treatments and hundreds of trials.

Together, these networks provide complementary empirical settings for illustrating the proposed
framework and the associated diagnostic tools derived from the projection-based decomposition:
a small pedagogical network for transparent study-level and path-level interpretation, a medium-
sized clinical network typical of modern comparative effectiveness reviews, and a large-scale network
illustrating the application of the approach in complex settings. All datasets were reconstructed
from published sources and are used here solely to illustrate the methodological properties of the
proposed framework.

3.1 Overview of the empirical networks

Table 1 summarizes the key structural characteristics of the three empirical networks analyzed in
this section. The examples represent increasing levels of network complexity: a compact COVID-19
treatment network constructed from major platform trials, a moderately sized biologics network
for psoriasis containing a mixture of two-arm and multi-arm studies, and the large antidepressant
network. All analyses presented here are conducted under a fixed-effects specification. A random-
effects specification modifies only the covariance matrix V, while the projection mapping and all
subsequent CSP decomposition procedures remain unchanged.

Table 1: Summary of the empirical network meta-analysis datasets and their global inconsistency
diagnostics

Dataset #Treatments (T ) rank(V) Qinc df p-value

COVID therapeutics 5 9 5.69 5 0.338
Psoriasis biologics 10 33 28.58 24 0.236
Cipriani antidepressants 22 542 760.24 521 < 0.001

In addition to summarizing network size, Table 1 reports the global inconsistency diagnostics
for each dataset. The statistic Qinc is the global Q test statistic for network inconsistency derived in
Section 2.3.4. It measures the squared Mahalanobis distance between the observed direct evidence
and the consistency subspace, and under the null hypothesis of network consistency approximately
follows a χ2 distribution with df = rank(V)− (T − 1).

For the COVID and psoriasis networks the inconsistency statistics are not statistically signif-
icant, suggesting that the observed evidence is broadly compatible with the consistency assump-
tion. In contrast, the antidepressant network exhibits a statistically significant inconsistency signal,
which is not unexpected in a large and heterogeneous evidence base containing hundreds of trials
and many treatment comparisons. These diagnostics illustrate how the proposed contrast-space
framework accommodates standard global inconsistency tests while simultaneously enabling the
exact contribution decompositions developed in this paper.

3.2 COVID-19 therapeutic network

We first consider a five-treatment network based on several large randomized platform trials evaluat-
ing COVID-19 therapies. The treatments include standard care, corticosteroids, lopinavir–ritonavir,
hydroxychloroquine, and remdesivir.

To demonstrate the proposed contrast-space framework in a transparent setting, we constructed
a five-treatment subnetwork from the living network meta-analysis of COVID-19 therapeutics [17].
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Figure 1: Empirical network topologies. Structural representation of the three clinical datasets:
(A) COVID-19 therapeutics, (B) psoriasis biologics, and (C) the antidepressant network. Treat-
ments are arranged radially to visualize topological density and indirect connectivity. Node area
is proportional to the total number of randomized patients for that treatment. Edges represent
direct head-to-head evidence, with thickness mapped globally to the number of independent trials.
To preserve structural clarity in high-density graphs, edge transparency is dynamically scaled. A
single shared global scale is used across panels
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We focus on a core cluster of foundational platform trials evaluating corticosteroids and antiviral
therapies (RECOVERY, SOLIDARITY, ACTT-1, CoDEX, and REMAP-CAP). Clinically, the
intersection of these trials formed the primary evidence base for the World Health Organization’s
early guidance on systemic COVID-19 therapies [18, 19]. This subset provides a tractable example
in which the covariance structure induced by multi-arm platform trials can be verified explicitly,
and the resulting projection-based decomposition can be interpreted at the individual study and
path levels. This example is used solely for methodological illustration and does not aim to provide
a complete or up-to-date synthesis of the COVID-19 evidence base.

Panel A of Figure 1 displays the treatment network. Because several platform trials simulta-
neously evaluated multiple treatments against a shared control arm, the covariance matrix of the
direct estimates contains non-zero off-diagonal elements reflecting within-study correlation induced
by shared controls in multi-arm trials.

For each target comparison, the canonical decomposition assigns weights to the direct study
contributions and to the aggregate indirect component, with the weights summing to one. Figure 2
displays these canonical weights across all target comparisons in the COVID-19 network. For each
comparison, blue bars correspond to direct study contributions and the orange bar gives the total
indirect weight obtained by summing over all canonical indirect paths.

Figure 2: Three-dimensional display of the decomposition with canonical weights in the
COVID-19 network. For each target comparison, vertical bars represent the exact weights in
the canonical CSP decomposition. Along the horizontal axes, one dimension indexes the target
comparison and the other indexes the contributing source. Blue bars correspond to direct study
contributions, labeled by study, and the orange bar gives the total indirect weight obtained by
summing over all canonical indirect paths. For each target comparison, the displayed weights sum
to one
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The decomposition highlights substantial heterogeneity across target comparisons. Some con-
trasts are dominated by direct evidence from one or two studies, whereas others depend more
heavily on indirect network pathways. In particular, the comparison between corticosteroids and
remdesivir (B:E) is informed entirely by indirect evidence, while comparisons such as A:B, A:C,
and B:C retain dominant direct components.

Table 2 lists the full canonical direct and indirect study-path decomposition for the COVID-
19 network. For each target comparison, the table reports the canonical direct study paths, the
canonical indirect paths, and their exact weights in the linear decomposition of the corresponding
network estimate. These weights sum to one within each target comparison and therefore provide a
complete coefficient-scale representation of how evidence is distributed across studies and pathways.

Table 2: Canonical direct and indirect study-path decomposition for the COVID-19 network. For
each target comparison, the table lists the canonical direct study paths and indirect paths identified
by the CSP decomposition. The weight column gives the exact coefficient of each path in the linear
decomposition of the corresponding network estimate, and the weights sum to one within each target
comparison. Abbreviations: Dir = Direct; Ind = Indirect; R = RECOVERY; S = SOLIDARITY;
A = ACTT-1; C = CoDEX; M = REMAP-CAP

Vs. Type Studies Path Weight

A:B Dir R A→B 0.7923
Dir C A→B 0.0616
Dir M A→B 0.0343
Ind S/R A→D→B 0.0636
Ind S/R A→C→B 0.0412
Ind A/S/R A→E→C→B 0.0070

A:C Dir R A→C 0.6971
Dir S A→C 0.2555
Ind C/R A→B→C 0.0143
Ind A/S A→E→C 0.0092
Ind A/S/R A→E→D→C 0.0084
Ind M/R A→B→C 0.0079
Ind S/R A→D→C 0.0076

A:D Dir R A→D 0.6618
Dir S A→D 0.2972
Ind A/S A→E→D 0.0167
Ind C/R A→B→D 0.0135
Ind M/R A→B→D 0.0075
Ind A/S/R A→E→C→D 0.0032

A:E Dir S A→E 0.6392
Dir A A→E 0.1405
Ind R/S A→D→E 0.1253
Ind R/S A→C→E 0.0882
Ind C/R/S A→B→C→E 0.0044
Ind M/R/S A→B→C→E 0.0024

B:C Dir R B→C 0.7835
Ind R/S B→A→C 0.0847
Ind R/S B→D→C 0.0475
Ind C/S B→A→C 0.0473
Ind M/S B→A→C 0.0264
Ind R/A/S B→A→E→C 0.0106

Vs. Type Studies Path Weight

B:D Dir R B→D 0.7496
Ind R/S B→A→D 0.1177
Ind C/S B→A→D 0.0481
Ind R/S B→C→D 0.0450
Ind M/S B→A→D 0.0268
Ind R/A/S B→A→E→D 0.0129

B:E Ind R/S B→A→E 0.4477
Ind R/S B→D→E 0.1889
Ind R/S B→C→E 0.1432
Ind R/A B→A→E 0.1311
Ind C/S B→A→E 0.0572
Ind M/S B→A→E 0.0294
Ind M/A B→A→E 0.0024

C:D Dir R C→D 0.7021
Dir S C→D 0.2615
Ind R/S C→A→D 0.0341
Ind R/A/S C→A→E→D 0.0012
Ind R/C/A/S C→B→A→E→D 0.0007
Ind R/M/A/S C→B→A→E→D 0.0004

C:E Dir S C→E 0.3597
Ind R/S C→A→E 0.3665
Ind R/S C→D→E 0.1414
Ind R/A C→A→E 0.1170
Ind R/C/A C→B→A→E 0.0059
Ind R/M/S C→B→A→E 0.0055
Ind R/C/S C→B→A→E 0.0040

D:E Dir S D→E 0.4392
Ind R/S D→A→E 0.3398
Ind R/A D→A→E 0.1085
Ind R/S D→C→E 0.0982
Ind R/C/A D→B→A→E 0.0092
Ind R/M/A D→B→A→E 0.0030
Ind R/M/S D→B→A→E 0.0021

As one concrete example, Figure 3 displays the canonical direct and indirect study paths for the
target comparison between standard care and remdesivir (A:E). The two dominant direct contri-

25



butions arise from SOLIDARITY and ACTT-1, with weights 0.6392 and 0.1405, respectively. The
remaining weight is partitioned among four indirect paths, the largest of which is the RECOVERY–
SOLIDARITY path A → D → E with weight 0.1253. This visualization makes clear that even in
a small network, the network estimate may be assembled from a mixture of direct evidence and
multiple lower-weight indirect pathways.

0.6392

0.1405

0.1253

0.08820.0044

0.0024

StandardStandard
CareCare

Cortico-Cortico-
steroidssteroids

Hydroxy-Hydroxy-
chloroquinechloroquine

Lopinavir-Lopinavir-
RitonavirRitonavir

RemdesivirRemdesivir

1.0000 1.0000

ACTT-1 CoDEX RECOVERY REMAP-CAP SOLIDARITY

Figure 3: Canonical direct and indirect study paths for the target comparison A:E
(standard care versus remdesivir) in the COVID-19 network. Each continuous path
represents one component in the canonical path-level decomposition of the A:E network estimate.
Path width is proportional to the corresponding canonical weight, segment colors identify the
contributing studies, and values indicate the path weights. The two thick direct paths from A
to E dominate the decomposition, while the remaining indirect paths are routed through other
treatments in the network

3.3 Psoriasis biologics network

We next analyze a network of biologic therapies for moderate-to-severe plaque psoriasis derived
from randomized clinical trials evaluating PASI-75 response rates. The dataset contains a mixture
of two-arm, three-arm, and four-arm trials, making it a useful example for illustrating the handling
of multi-arm correlations.

The network includes 23 studies comparing 10 treatments and produces 43 observed study-level
contrasts.

Figure 4 summarizes the direct and indirect decomposition of comparison-level contributions
for the psoriasis biologics network. Each comparison is represented by a horizontal band, where the
partition between direct and indirect components shows how the network estimate is constructed
from the two sources of evidence. This representation makes it possible to assess which comparisons
rely primarily on direct evidence, which are driven by indirect pathways, and which reflect a mixture
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of both. In the psoriasis network, several comparisons are dominated by indirect contributions,
whereas a smaller subset retains a substantial direct component, reflecting heterogeneity in how
evidence propagates across the treatment network.

Figure 4: Direct and indirect contribution decomposition for all pairwise comparisons
in the psoriasis biologics network. Each horizontal band corresponds to a target comparison
a:b. Within each band, the width is normalized to one and partitioned into direct and indirect
components according to their relative contribution weights. The horizontal split therefore repre-
sents how the network estimate for each comparison is composed from direct and indirect evidence

To further examine agreement between evidence sources, we construct a tension plot based on
the contrast-space projection decomposition (Figure 5). For each comparison against the baseline
treatment A, the network estimate is decomposed into direct and indirect components on the
estimator scale with associated uncertainty, and the figure directly compares these components with
the overall network estimate. Because all quantities arise from the same linear projection-induced
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mapping, the three estimates are algebraically linked and fully consistent with the generalized least
squares model.

Figure 5: Direct, indirect, and network estimates for baseline comparisons in the pso-
riasis biologics network. For each target comparison against treatment A, points represent the
direct, indirect, and network estimates derived from the contrast-space projection decomposition,
with horizontal bars indicating 95% confidence intervals. Point sizes are scaled according to the
proportion of information contributed by direct and indirect evidence components. The vertical
dotted line at zero corresponds to no treatment effect on the log-odds-ratio scale. Agreement
between direct and indirect components indicates consistency, while discrepancies reflect tension
between evidence sources

When direct and indirect estimates are closely aligned, the network estimate lies between them
with reduced uncertainty, indicating coherent evidence integration; in contrast, separation between
the direct and indirect components signals tension within the network, potentially arising from
heterogeneity or inconsistency in the underlying evidence.

3.4 Antidepressant treatment network

Finally, we apply the framework to the large antidepressant network compiled by Cipriani et al.
[21]. This network includes 473 trials comparing 22 pharmacological treatments, forming a high-
dimensional evidence structure with extensive indirect connectivity. Because the network is ex-
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tremely large, full visualization of all study–contrast or path-level contributions is difficult to inter-
pret. We therefore focus on study-level and comparison-specific decompositions derived from the
projection-based representation, as illustrated in Figure 6 for the comparison between bupropion
and placebo. The figure displays the study-level contributions together with the aggregated direct
and indirect components, allowing direct assessment of how individual studies and evidence sources
contribute to the network estimate.

In this example, the network estimate is −0.417, with 65.2% direct evidence and 34.8% indirect
evidence. The aggregated overall direct estimate (−0.374) and indirect estimate (−0.483) are both
negative but differ in magnitude, with the indirect component shifting the network estimate toward
a stronger treatment effect. The distribution of study-level contributions is highly heterogeneous
and strongly skewed: a small fraction of studies accounts for a disproportionately large share of the
total weight, while the majority of studies contribute only marginally, forming a long tail of small
contributions. This pattern is consistent with a setting in which the overall estimate is supported
by many small contributions rather than dominated by a few studies. The confidence intervals
reflect substantial variability across study-level contributions, including at least one study with a
markedly more extreme estimate and limited overlap with others, indicating heterogeneity in the
contributing evidence.

29



Figure 6: Forest plot for canonical direct and indirect study contributions for the
comparison bupropion versus placebo in the antidepressant network. The red dashed
vertical line marks the overall network meta-analysis (NMA) estimate. The two shaded summary
rows display the aggregated direct and indirect components derived from the contrast-space pro-
jection decomposition. Each remaining row corresponds to an individual study-level contribution,
shown with its estimated contribution and 95% confidence interval. Point size is proportional to the
normalized contribution weight, and the values in the rightmost column report the corresponding
proportions

All contributions shown in the figure arise from the same projection-induced mapping, ensuring
that the decomposition is numerically reproducible and fully consistent with the fitted network
model. Although the canonical decomposition resolves indirect evidence into path-level compo-
nents, the number of such paths can be large in high-dimensional networks; in these settings, the
study-level representation is more interpretable, while path-level decompositions are more informa-
tive in smaller networks such as the COVID-19 example. Together with the earlier visualizations,
this example demonstrates how the contrast-space projection framework enables consistent interpre-

30



tation of evidence from individual studies to network-wide structure within a unified linear-operator
formulation.

4 Conclusion and discussion

We present a reproducible linear framework for network meta-analysis in which the estimator, con-
tribution measures, diagnostic visualizations, and inconsistency statistics all arise from a single
contrast-space projection-induced mapping linking observed contrasts to the fitted network esti-
mates. Building on this representation, we develop a covariance-aware and representation-invariant
decomposition of the network estimator into direct, indirect, study-level, edge-level, and path-level
contributions that remains algebraically consistent with the generalized least squares formulation
of network meta-analysis. Across the three empirical applications, this framework provides a trans-
parent account of how evidence propagates through the treatment network. Within this framework,
the projection-induced mapping serves as the common mechanism that separates direct from indi-
rect evidence, canonical from non-canonical study representations, and consistent from inconsistent
components of the observed evidence.

A central contribution of this work is the introduction of a rigorous study-based definition of
direct and indirect evidence through canonical within-study reduction. This construction removes
algebraic redundancy induced by multi-arm trials and yields a unique and invariant decomposition
that does not depend on the choice of within-study parameterization. As a result, study-level direct
and indirect contributions are defined unambiguously and are fully reproducible across equivalent
representations of the data.

The projection-based formulation also yields a natural generalization of classical inverse-variance
weighting. In the pairwise setting, study weights determine how individual studies contribute to the
pooled estimate. In the network setting, the projection coefficients play an analogous role, assigning
interpretable weights to both direct study contributions and indirect path-level components. This
connection provides a unifying perspective linking classical meta-analysis and network meta-analysis
within a common linear framework.

Building on the CSP framework, we develop a set of diagnostic and graphical tools—including
study-based forest plots, the global Q test for network inconsistency, tension plots comparing direct
and indirect components, and path-based visualizations—that provide interpretable summaries of
how evidence contributes to each network estimate. Because these tools are derived directly from the
projection-induced mapping, they remain fully consistent with the fitted model and do not require
approximation or refitting, providing complementary perspectives on how evidence is synthesized,
enabling identification of dominant studies, assessment of agreement between evidence sources,
and detection of patterns of heterogeneity. In particular, the canonical decomposition enables
the construction of study-level forest plots that exactly reconstruct the NMA estimate, with each
study contributing additively through its canonical component. This yields a transparent and
interpretable decomposition of the network estimate and provides, to our knowledge, the first
direct extension of classical inverse-variance–weighted forest plots to the network setting, allowing
clear interpretation of study contributions in complex treatment networks.

The empirical examples illustrate how the proposed framework enables interpretation at mul-
tiple levels of resolution. In small networks, such as the COVID-19 example, indirect evidence can
be decomposed into individual study paths, providing a detailed view of evidence flow. In larger
networks, such as the antidepressant dataset, the number of indirect paths becomes substantial,
and study-level summaries provide a more practical and interpretable representation. Thus, the
framework naturally adapts to network size, supporting both fine-grained and aggregated views of
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evidence contribution.
Beyond the tools presented here, the CSP framework supports a broader set of methodological

and diagnostic extensions to the network setting in a mathematically coherent and covariance-aware
manner. In particular, the projection formulation can be extended to network meta-regression by
incorporating covariates into the contrast-space design. Additional developments, including tools
for identifying influential paths, assessing sensitivity to subsets of studies, and quantifying structural
features of the network, are beyond the scope of the present paper due to space constraints and
will be presented in future work.
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