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WABSITARERS  AABMRIUERA Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
BEUE2016 7 95 1 95 11.3%  0.64(0.26,157) 1
#462012 3 60 8 60 82%  038[0.10,1.35) T
2011 20 83 29 82 300%  0.68(0.42,1.10) -
532013 5 58 16 58 165%  0.31(0.12,080) ==
1152013 2 27 4 27 41%  050[0.10,250) —
R2014 4 32 5 32 51%  0.80[0.24,271] =
FR2013 4 54 14 54 144%  0.29[0.10,081] =
EHFI2011 4 50 6 50 62%  0.67(0.20,222) -1
BRI2015 2 4“ 4 44 41%  050(0.10,259) =
Total (95% CI) 503 502 100.0%  0.52[0.38,0.71] >
Total events 51 a7
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.68, df= 8 (P = 0.79); F'= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.09 (P < 0.0001) 1?‘]‘“ . HEE = =
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Figure 3  Forest plot for comparison of incidence of adverse reactions

between MS group and MT group
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Mean Difference Mean Difference

Studyor Subaroup __ Mean _ SD _ Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% C1 1V, Random, 95% C1

2011 896 1941 50 643 1808 50 19.8% -247.00[32053,-173.47) ==

TER2013 -8634 1748 58 -5134 1824 58 20.4% -350.00[-41502,-26498] -

152013 7699 1227 27 -4802 1205 27 204% -289.70|-354.57,-22483] ==

wE14 3677 1508 32 247 1631 32 195% -12070(19766,-4374) ==

FrR013 7823 1881 54 -33098 1914 54 199% -39140(46298,-31982] =

Total (85% CI) 221 221 1000% -280.85(367.94,-193.75) >

Heterogeneity. Tau?= 8580.88; Chi*= 30.86, df= 4 (P < 0.00001); F= 87% b .

Test for overall eflect 2= 6.32 (P < 0.00001) S e
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Figure 4 Forest plot for comparison of BNP level between MS group and

MT group
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SERFE (P=0.18, F =31%), KA EE AT ; Meta
AW, MS 41 LVEF & T MT 41, %5651
X (MD=4.96, 95% CI (4.25, 5.66), P <0.000 01, U
Bs),

3 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subaroup ___Mean SD__ Total Mean _ SD_Total Weiqht IV,Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

KER2010 15 53 25 7 43 25 62% 450[167.733

Fih2011 10 64 83 52 57 82 146% 480[295665) —
FHHE2013 16.4 37 58 108 37 58 27.5% 5.50(4.15,6.85] -
FHE01 105 46 47 B5 48 48 14.0% 4.00(2.11,5.89] -
2013 1041 61 27 81 55 27 52% 200[1.10,510] - —
HEH2014 86 9.4 32 54 97 32 23% 3.20(-1.48,7.88 N
FCR2013 16.4 37 §4 102 37 §4 256% 6.20(4.80,7.60] -
FaF2011 98 79 50 68 88 50 46% 3000028628 —
Total (95% CI) 376 376 100.0% 4.96 (4.25, 5.66) .
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Figure 5  Forest plot for comparison of LVEF between MS group and

MT group
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Mean Difference

Study or Subarous Mean SD__ Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV,Random,95%Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

HFR2010 78 54 25 -32 53 25 112% -470(767,-173 =

#2015 95 46 95 68 47 95 217% -270(4.02,-1.38]

FFE2013 103 36 58 -52 37 58 217% -5101643,-377]

E%82011 72 73 47 26 66 48 120% -460(7.40,-180]

HRIE2013 63 48 27 53 52 27 126% -100}367,167]

#R2013 12 38 54 -61 38 54 209% -510[653,-367]

Total (95% C1) 306 307 100.0% -3.96[-5.23,-2.68) '

Heterogeneily: Tau?= 1.48; Chi*= 13.81, df= 5 (P = 0.02); F'= 64% o = = T

Test for overall effect Z= 6.03 (P < 0.00001)
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Figure 6  Forest plot for comparison of LVEDD between MS group and

MT group
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LGB Fm M (P =0.006, P =76% ), RGN HER
Meta 455 B, MS 4183% LVESD /NF MT 4, Z256%

o SL (MD = - 4.39, 95% CI ( - 6.85,
=0.0005, W7,

- 1.92),

K Mean Difference

r Subare Mean Total _Mean Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

HFH2010 74 51 25 32 567 25 226% -420(7.20,-120) |

#2016 404 a4t 9 35 47 95 312% -690[815,-565

F#B2011 76 81 47 44 71 48 222% -3201627,-013)

HRI2013 54 52 27 3 5 27 240% -240£512,032

Total (95% CI) 194 195 100.0% -4.39[-6.85,-1.92] +

Heterogeneity: Tau* = 4.67; Chi*=12.63, df= 3 (P = 0.006), F= 76%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.48 (P = 0.0005) ,"1,"" 2 0 2 S0
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Figure 7  Forest plot for comparison of LVESD between MS group and

MT group

2.4 RGN EEXRIE I RITACR LVEF f4 3CHk & 4%
P fer 2z 0 A R, BOREA SRR A, R Bdii i
Tl R, SRR S PR T AR LVEF 44 A SCHR
RFEMMBEN, WIE 8 ~9,

o SE0SRRD .
0.057 ;" i "'.
{olo}
o1t ;, % "\‘
{ o}
015t \
_‘ H E ‘ll RR
0% 02 05 1 2 5 10
B8 HIE I YT A SR A 3 D fy 14 ) O <1 P
Figure 8 Inverted funnel plot for publication bias of involved literatures
reported clinical effect
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Figure 9  Inverted funnel plot for publication bias of involved literatures

reported LVEF
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