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Heterogeneity: Chi* = 9.41, df = 6 (P = 0.15); I* = 36% o o7 PP
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Figure 4

Forest plot for comparison of improvement rate of clinical

symptoms and signs between control group and test group
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Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup _Events Total Events Total Weight M:-H, Fixed, 95% Cl Year M-H, Fix % Cl
a. Vil B NR 1A
512000 9 90 39 90 283%  0.23[0.12,0.45] 2000 —
Bik2011 7 100 23 100 16.7% 0.30[0.14,0.68] 2011 -
KifEi42012 10 54 1 54 80%  091[0.42 1.96] 2012 ==
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Heterogeneity: Chit = 8.55, df = 5 (P = 0.13); I = 42%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.43 (P < 0.00001)
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Test for overall effect: Z = 6.20 (P < 0.00001)
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Figure 5  Forest plot for comparison of safety evaluation results between

control group and test group

2.4 RFRMmWEE DHREREE AR ok, 2
23 31 4 /N FR A SCHRE > 10, ez il 80 s <1 P 20 A T TE 1Y i 3 M
fay o TR T B A SCHR A BTG <1 I s, AR i s i
T < PRI A e s R 20 T < 1T s, 4R/l fE
AR R AT 5 ARGE SO 3 3 A5 A% 45 3 46 /N 3 SCRR Y
{0 SF B, RO Bl i S R e T < R TG, A e
M RITEAE AR U 2 R, SRR AT AR A AR A A AT REPE /DN,
K6,
3 it

BERZ R E 1 T NATT A i (BRI 2R A e P
TR e Bk 22 DMaEoR IR R 2 —, H AR E S5 2 4
FIRNELE 0 130 J1, G e ER A K NBRY 14.3% o P
Iy 5 S AR P IS R £k, (il T 25 )
AT B 25 T, HBTas Ay T 2595 s ECKR,
WL L AR P ORIN . AR SCRRIC R, R Z 2o H
AHURE TSR RO o P A TR L

o SE(0GIRR]) - o SE(0gIRR])
o o SE(ogRR))
&
= 2o
0.1 Jo ! 02 R
g oo os i
02 ' 0.4 : 5
e} = :
= o= 1 °
03 R 06 ko)
o] . X
o Q =
: 15
04 08
0 Ry RR : S—rg
02 05 1 2 5 005 02 5 20 ‘001 01 1 10 100

T i

A% S IR N

B 6 GEPRBEE A kb a8 48 B A 2 31 2 /N30 SCHIK 3 D fy 4 480 s <1 P

Figure 6 Inverted funnel plot for publication bias of literatures reported sputum negative conversion rate, literatures reported improvement rate of lesions

absorption and literatures reported shrink ratio of tuberculous cavity



