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Abstract
Background: Recruitment into randomized trials of hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) for
prevention of COVID-19 is being threatened by a widespread conviction that HCQ is not
effective for prevention. In the absence of an updated systematic review, we conducted a
meta-analysis of randomized trials that study the effectiveness of HCQ to prevent COVID19.
Methods and Findings: A search of PubMed, Embase, and medRxiv with expert
consultation found four completed randomized trials: two pre-exposure prophylaxis trials and
two post-exposure prophylaxis trials. We obtained or calculated the risk ratio of COVID-19
diagnosis for assignment to HCQ versus no HCQ (either placebo or usual care) for each trial,
and then pooled the risk ratio estimates. The risk ratio estimated for each of the individual
trials were 0.74 (95% CI 0.50-1.10), 0.95 (0.25, 3.64), 0.83 (95% CI: 0.58-1.18), and 0.69
(95% CI: 0.35-1.37). The pooled risk ratio estimate was 0.78 (95% CI: 0.61-0.99) when using
either a fixed effect or a standard random effects approach, and 0.78 (95% CI: 0.53-1.16)
when using a conservative modification of the Hartung-Knapp random effects approach. All
four trials found a similar rate of serious adverse effects in the HCQ and no HCQ groups.
Discussion: A pooled analysis of these randomized trials cannot rule out a moderate
reduction of COVID-19 risk after assignment to HCQ. Yet the findings from the randomized
trials were widely interpreted as definite evidence of lack of effectiveness of HCQ, simply
because they were not “statistically significant”. Completion of the ongoing trials is needed to
generate more precise estimates of the effectiveness of HCQ to prevent COVID-19.
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Background
Hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) is not an effective treatment for established COVID-19 (1-3).
Several ongoing studies will help determine whether HCQ is a viable option for prophylaxis
of COVID-19. However, recruitment into these studies (some of them carried out by the
authors of this report) is being threatened by a widespread conviction that HCQ is not
effective for prevention. In the absence of an updated systematic review, we conducted a
meta-analysis of randomized trials that study the effectiveness of HCQ to prevent COVID-19
either before known exposure to an infected individual (pre-exposure prophylaxis) or after
known exposure to an infected individual (postexposure prophylaxis).

Methods and Findings
A search of PubMed, Embase, and medRxiv, together with expert consultation, identified
four completed randomized trials of prophylaxis with HCQ as of September 30, 2020 (4-7):
two pre-exposure prophylaxis trials (4-5) and two post-exposure prophylaxis trials (6-7). For
each of the completed trials, we obtained or calculated the risk ratio of COVID-19 for
assignment to HCQ versus no HCQ (either placebo or usual care) among PCR-negative
individuals at baseline. Our primary analysis is based on the definition of COVID-19 reported
in the primary analysis of each study. Also, we tried to harmonize the definition of COVID19 across studies by conducting separate meta-analyses among those studies that reported
“laboratory-confirmed COVID-19 diagnosis” and among those that reported “laboratoryconfirmed or clinically-probable COVID-19 diagnosis”.
We calculated the pooled risk ratio estimate and its 95% confidence or compatibility interval
(CI) using a fixed effect approach and two types of random effects approaches (8-9). The
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standard random effects method has been shown to yield an anticonservative (that is, too
narrow) 95% CI (9). The alternative Hartung-Knapp random effects method (8) has been
shown to generally outperform the standard random effects method (10), but it results in an
even more anticonservative 95% CI (narrower than the 95% CI from the standard method)
when, as in our meta-analysis, the estimated between-study heterogeneity is small (tausquared near zero) (11-12). We therefore used the Hartung-Knapp method with an ad hoc
modification (13) designed to ensure that its 95% CI remains wider than that of the standard
method, even though the resulting 95% CI is expected to be conservative (too wide) when, as
in our meta-analysis, the number of studies is small (14). All analyses were conducted in
Stata.
The two pre-exposure prophylaxis trials were double-blinded, placebo-controlled trials that
included healthcare workers with ongoing exposure to patients with COVID-19. In the first
one (available as a preprint) (4), the risk of COVID-19 was 5.9% (58 total cases, 11
confirmed by PCR) among 989 participants assigned to HCQ (two 400 mg doses on day 1,
followed by 400 mg either once or twice weekly for 12 weeks) and 7.9% (39 total cases, 6
confirmed by PCR) among 494 participants assigned to placebo. The estimated risk
difference was -2.0% (95% CI -4.8 to 0.8) and the risk ratio was 0.74 (95% CI 0.50-1.10). In
the second trial (5), the risk of COVID-19 was 6.3% (4 cases confirmed by PCR) among 64
participants assigned to HCQ (three 200 mg doses daily for 8 weeks) and 6.6% (4 cases
confirmed by PCR) among 61 participants assigned to placebo. The estimated risk difference
was -0.3% (95% CI -8.9, 8.3) and the risk ratio 0.95 (95% CI 0.25-3.64).
The two post-exposure prophylaxis trials included asymptomatic contacts of confirmed
COVID-19 cases. The first one was a double-blind, placebo-controlled trial (6) in which the
risk of COVID-19 diagnosis (largely based on compatible symptoms) was 11.8% in 414
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contacts assigned to HCQ (800 mg. on day 1, 600 mg. daily for four days) and 14.3% in 407
contacts assigned to placebo. The risk difference was -2.4% (95% CI: -7.0 to 2.2) and the risk
ratio can be calculated as 0.83 (95% CI: 0.58-1.18). The second one (available as a preprint)
(7) was an open-label, cluster-randomized trial in which the COVID-19 risk (based on
confirmed PCR) was 3.0% in 958 contacts assigned to HCQ (800 mg. on day 1, 400 mg.
daily for six days) and 4.3% in 1042 contacts assigned to usual care. The risk ratio (adjusted
for age, gender, region, and time of exposure) was 0.69 (95% CI: 0.35-1.37); the
corresponding risk difference cannot be directly calculated from the data provided.
The time from exposure to initiation of prophylaxis was relatively long in the two postexposure prophylaxis trials: in one trial, about a third of participants were enrolled 4 days
after exposure (none was enrolled later) (6); in the other, about 10% of participants were
enrolled 7 or more days after exposure (7). For comparison, post-exposure prophylaxis for
HIV is recommended in the first 6-72 hours after the exposure (15-16).
The Figure shows the risk ratio estimates from each of the trials and the pooled estimates.
The pooled risk ratio of COVID-19 for assignment to hydroxychloroquine vs. no
hydroxychloroquine was 0.78 (95% CI: 0.61-0.99) when using either a fixed effect or a
standard random effects approach, and 0.78 (95% CI: 0.53-1.16) when using the ad hoc
modification of the Hartung-Knapp approach. All four trials found a similarly low rate of
serious adverse effects in the HCQ and no HCQ groups (4-7). As expected, the proportion of
mild gastrointestinal side effects was greater in the HCQ group.
In an analysis of the outcome “laboratory-confirmed COVID-19”, the pooled risk ratio
estimate was 0.88 (95% CI: 0.56-1.37) or 0.88 (95% CI: 0.42-1.80); in an analysis restricted
to the three trials that reported “laboratory-confirmed or clinically-probable COVID-19” (4,
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6-7), the pooled risk ratio estimate was 0.89 (95% CI: 0.73-1.08) or 0.89 (95% CI: 0.571.38) (Supplementary Figures 1 and 2).

Discussion
When considered together, the available randomized trials yield a point estimate of an
approximately 20% lower risk of COVID-19 for assignment to HCQ compared with no HCQ
among PCR-negative individuals at randomization. Any effect between a 50% reduction in
risk and a small increase in risk is highly compatible with the data from these trials.
When we attempted to harmonize the definition of COVID-19, the point estimates were
closer to the null value than those of our primary analysis, with a similar or greater level of
uncertainty. However, the available information was insufficient to adequately harmonize the
outcomes, and thus our attempt at harmonization may have introduced some degree of
selection bias or misclassification bias. Estimates for laboratory-confirmed COVID-19 are
difficult to interpret because the limited access to testing for participants in two of the studies
(4,6) implies that their estimates are based on a nonrandom subset of the cases that should
have been laboratory confirmed. Also, some test results were self-reported. Estimates for
“laboratory-confirmed or clinically-diagnosed COVID-19” are difficult to interpret because
this definition includes only symptomatic individuals in two of the studies (4,6), but also
asymptomatic individuals with a positive PCR in another one (7). Ideally, all studies would
have used the same primary outcome as the trial by Mitjà et al. (7): symptomatic COVID-19
with laboratory confirmation.
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Since our pooled estimates are very imprecise, we would need additional studies to draw
more precise inferences about the prophylactic effect, if any, of HCQ. Unfortunately,
recruitment for those studies is being impeded by incorrect interpretations of the available
randomized trial evidence. The individual findings from the four completed trials have been
widely (and incorrectly) portrayed as definite evidence of the lack of effectiveness of HCQ,
simply because they were not “statistically significant”. Thus, the common confusion
between the concepts “no effect” and “no statistical significance” have led many to conclude
that HCQ has no prophylactic effect (which may be a true but premature conclusion) when
we can only conclude that the effect estimate is still too imprecise (17-18).
Our pooled estimates are based on the design and analytic choices made by the investigators
of each trial, sometimes in a context of limited access to testing for SARS-CoV-2. We
encourage the investigators from these and future prophylaxis trials to coordinate analyses of
individual-level data with standardized outcome definitions; corrections for differences in
length of follow-up, treatment dose, and time since exposure; adjustment for losses to followup and other deviations from protocol (19); and adoption of a more causally-interpretable
meta-analytic approach (20). We also encourage the authors of living systematic reviews to
update their findings frequently when, as in this case, public opinion interferes with the
generation of the very evidence that will feed their systematic review.
In summary, pending final publication of two of them, these randomized trials cannot rule out
a moderate reduction of COVID-19 risk after assignment to HCQ. Completion of the ongoing
trials is needed to generate more precise estimates of the potential effectiveness of HCQ to
prevent COVID-19.
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Figure. Risk ratio estimates of COVID-19 for hydroxychloroquine vs. no hydroxychloroquine in randomized trials of pre- and post-exposure
prophylaxis, pooled and by study. These estimates are based on the definition of COVID-19 reported in the primary analysis of each study.
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