SUPPLEMENTARY FILE 6
List of meta-analyses 
1. Inpatient rehabilitation vs. comparator on activities of daily living after inpatient rehabilitation. 
a. Subgroup with ‘goals and planning’
b. Subgroup with ‘feedback and monitoring’
c. Subgroup with ‘repeated practice activities’
d. Subgroup with ‘endurance exercise’
e. Subgroup with ‘shaping knowledge’
f. Subgroup with ‘increased medical care’
g. Subgroup with ‘strengthening exercise’  
h. Subgroup with ‘energy applied to soft tissue’
i. Subgroup with ‘repeated exercise rehabilitation’
j. Subgroup with ‘nutritional intervention’
k. Subgroup with ‘natural consequences’, ‘social support’
l. Subgroup with ‘antecedents’
m. Subgroup with ‘early intervention’
2. Inpatient rehabilitation vs. comparator on walking speed at end of intervention
a. Subgroup with ‘strengthening exercise’ 
b. Subgroup with ‘goals and planning’
c. Subgroup with ‘repeated exercise rehabilitation’
3. Inpatient rehabilitation vs. comparator on walking endurance at end of intervention
a. Subgroup with ‘endurance exercise’
b. Subgroup with ‘energy applied to soft tissue’
c. Subgroup with ‘shaping knowledge’
d. Subgroup with ‘early intervention’ 
e. Subgroup with ‘strengthening exercise’
f. Subgroup with ‘goals and planning’
4. Inpatient rehabilitation vs. comparator on walking endurance pre/post intervention  
a. Subgroup with ‘endurance exercise’
5. Inpatient rehabilitation vs. comparator on discharge destination of home at intervention end (overall and by diagnosis). 
a. Subgroup with ‘increased medical care’
b. Subgroup with ‘early intervention’ 
c. Subgroup with ‘repeated practice activities (+/- increasing demands)’ 
d. Subgroup with ‘team meetings & care planning’  
e. Subgroup with ‘discharge planning’ 
f. Subgroup with ‘antecedents’
g. Subgroup with ‘nutritional intervention’  
d. Subgroup with ‘goals and planning’
e. Subgroup with ‘repeated exercise rehabilitation’  

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP 
WITH ‘GOALS AND PLANNING’
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘FEEDBACK AND MONITORING’
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘REPEATED PRACTICE ACTIVITIES’
[image: ]
Inpatient rehabilitation versus comparator on activities of daily living after inpatient rehabilitation for subgroup with ‘endurance EXERCISE’
[image: ]


INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘SHAPING KNOWLEDGE’
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INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘INCREASED MEDICAL CARE’ 
[image: ]
Inpatient rehabilitation versus comparator on activities of daily living after inpatient rehabilitation for subgroup with ‘strengthening exercise’
[image: ]

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘ENERGY APPLIED TO SOFT TISSUE’
[image: ]

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘REPEATED EXERCISE REHABILITATION’ 
[image: ]

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘NUTRITIONAL INTERVENTION’
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INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘ANTECEDENTS’ 
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON ACTIVITIES OF DAILY LIVING after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘EARLY INTERVENTION’ 
[image: ]

Inpatient rehabilitation versus comparator on walking speed 
after inpatient rehabilitation for subgroup with ‘strengthening Exercise’
[image: Chart, box and whisker chart

Description automatically generated]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON WALKING SPEED 
after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH
 ‘REPEATED EXERCISE REHABILITATION’ 
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON WALKING ENDURANCE after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘ENDURANCE EXERCISE’
[image: ]

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON WALKING ENDURANCE after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH 
‘SHAPING KNOWLEDGE’ 

[image: Chart

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Inpatient rehabilitation versus comparator on walking endurance after inpatient rehabilitation for subgroup with 
‘Early intervention’
[image: ]
Inpatient rehabilitation versus comparator on walking endurance pre/post intervention for subgroup with 
‘ENDURANCE EXERCISE’
[image: ]


INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘INCREASED MEDICAL CARE’
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘EARLY INTERVENTION’
[image: ]
Inpatient rehabilitation versus comparator on discharge destination of home after inpatient rehabilitation for subgroup with ‘Repeated practice activities’ 
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘TEAM MEETING AND CARE PLANNING’
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘DISCHARGE PLANNING’ 
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘ANTECEDENTS’ 
[image: ]
INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘NUTRITIONAL INTERVENTION’
[image: ]

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘GOALS AND PLANNING’
[image: ]

INPATIENT REHABILITATION VERSUS COMPARATOR ON DISCHARGE DESTINATION OF HOME after inpatient rehabilitation FOR SUBGROUP WITH ‘REPEATED EXERCISE REHABILITATION’ 
[image: ]



image1.emf
Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
Brown, 2016 44 8.1 3 48 82 32 —— -0.32[-0.73, 0.09] 11.49
Abizanda, 2011 198 36.9 28 202 421 28.1 x 3 -0.19[-0.38, 0.01] 12.72
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (1) 22 126.6 122 22 111.8 3 —l— 1.64[ 096, 2.31] 9.45
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (2) 22 119.3 124 22 111.8 3 —i— 0.82[ 0.21, 1.42] 9.99
Resnick, 2016 50 39.94 19.7 39 485 31.7 —— -0.33[-0.75, 0.09] 11.42
Lenze, 2012 14 75 242 12 542 306 —— 0.74[-0.04, 1.51] 8.67
Timmer, 2019 51 116 8 48 116 12 —— 0.00[-0.39, 0.39] 11.61
Louie, 2012 63 67.34 10.34 71 66.41 14.27 —- 0.07[-0.26, 0.41] 11.97
Prestmo, 2015 179 1453 3.75 169 14.21 3.38 . 0.09[-0.12, 0.30] 12.66
Overall - 0.22[-0.17, 0.61]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.30, 12 = 90.45%, H? = 10.47
Test of 6, = 6, Q(8) = 42.16, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=1.12,p=0.26

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Brown, 2016 44 8.1 348 82 32 —— -0.32[-0.73, 0.09] 15.16
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (1) 22 1266 122 22 111.8 3 —ll— 1.64[ 0.96, 2.31] 13.04
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (2) 22 119.3 124 22 111.8 3 —B— 0.82[ 0.21, 1.42] 13.62
Resnick, 2016 50 39.94 19.7 39 485 31.7 —— -0.33[-0.75, 0.09] 15.09
Lenze, 2012 14 75 242 12 542 30.6 —— 0.74[-0.04, 1.51] 12.18
Timmer, 2019 51 116 8 48 116 12 —— 0.00[-0.39, 0.39] 15.28
Louie, 2012 63 67.34 10.34 71 66.41 14.27 —- 0.07[-0.26, 0.41] 15.63
Overall - 0.33[-0.19, 0.84]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.42, I = 88.02%, H? = 8.35
Test of 6, = 6, Q(6) = 36.36, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=1.24,p=0.21

Random-effects REML model
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Study

Treatment Control

N Mean

SD N Mean SD

Hedges's g
with 95% ClI

Weight
(%)

Abizanda, 2011
Said, 2012
Prestmo, 2015
Resnick, 2016
Counsell, 2000
Timmer, 2019
Louie, 2012

Overall

198 36.9
21 81.8
179 14.53
50 39.94
712 3.5
51 116
63 67.34

28 202 421 2841
156 24 815 205
3.75 169 1421 3.38
19.7 39 485 31.7

1.9 693 3.4 1.9

8 48 116 12
10.34 71 66.41 14.27

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.01, 12 =30.29%, H2 = 1.43
Test of 6, = 6,: Q(6) =7.67, p=0.26
Testof 6=0:z=-0.27,p=0.78

Random-effects REML model

-0.19[ -0.38, 0.01]
0.02[ -0.56, 0.59]
0.09 [ -0.12, 0.30]
-0.33[-0.75, 0.09]
0.05 [ -0.05, 0.16]
0.00 [ -0.39, 0.39]
0.07 [ -0.26, 0.41]

-0.02[ -0.13, 0.10]

20.02
3.56
18.39
6.35
35.43
712
9.13
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
Brown, 2016 44 8.1 348 82 32 —— -0.32[-0.73, 0.09] 26.45
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (1) 22 126.6 12.2 22 111.8 3 —l— 1.64[ 0.96, 2.31] 23.94
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (2) 22 119.3 124 22 111.8 3 —l— 0.82[ 0.21, 1.42] 24.66
Said, 2012 21 818 156 24 815 205 —B— 0.02[ -0.56, 0.59] 24.95
Overall el 0.51[ -0.34, 1.36]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.67, 12 = 89.43%, H? = 9.46
Test of B, = 6, Q(3) =27.68, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z2=1.18,p=0.24

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
Abizanda, 2011 198 36.9 28 202 421 2841 -0.19[-0.38, 0.01] 55.28
Resnick, 2016 50 39.94 19.7 39 485 317 -0.33[-0.75, 0.09] 12.17
Timmer, 2019 51 116 8 48 116 12 0.00[-0.39, 0.39] 13.89
Louie, 2012 63 67.34 10.34 71 66.41 14.27 —&—— 0.07[-0.26, 0.41] 18.66
Overall -0.13[ -0.27, 0.02]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Test of 6, = ej: Q(3) =3.01,p=0.39
Testof 6=0:z=-1.73, p = 0.08

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Prestmo, 2015 179 14.53 3.75 169 14.21 3.38 |- 0.09[-0.12, 0.30] 28.55
Swanson, 1998 36 92.8 857 31 856 12.1 —#— 0.69[ 0.20, 1.18] 18.90
Resnick, 2016 50 39.94 19.7 39 485 317 —l— -0.33[-0.75, 0.09] 21.27
Counsell, 2000 712 35 1.9 693 34 1.9 B 0.05[-0.05, 0.16] 31.27
Overall i 0.10 [ -0.23, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.09, 12 = 85.43%, H? = 6.86
Testof 8, =6, Q(3) =9.79, p = 0.02
Testof 6 =0:z=0.60, p=0.55

4 -5 0

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
Mitchell, 2001 30 1825 1.18 29 17.62 1.71 _] — 0.42[-0.08, 0.93] 42.46
Tibaek, 2014 28 12.3 3.74 24 12.3 3.87 M 0.00 [ -0.54, 0.54] 38.51
Lopez-Lopez, 2018 (2) 13 -19.9 122 12 -28.1 13.6 O 0.62[-0.16, 1.39] 19.03
Overall - 0.30 [ -0.05, 0.64]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.01, 12 =5.57%, H2 = 1.06
Test of 8, = 6, Q(2) =2.06, p = 0.36
Testof 6=0:z=1.69, p=0.09

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (1) 22 126.6 12.2 22 111.8 3 —B— 1.64[ 0.96, 2.31] 33.43
Lopez-Lopez, 2019a (2) 22 119.3 124 22 111.8 3 —— 0.82[ 0.21, 1.42] 35.47
Lopez-Lopez, 2018 (1) 14 -23.7 10 12 -28.1 13.6 —— 0.36[-0.39, 1.11] 31.11
Overall —ll— 0.95[ 0.23, 1.66]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.28, 12 = 70.20%, H? = 3.36
Test of B, = 6. Q(2) = 6.51, p = 0.04
Testof 6 =0:z=2.60, p=0.01

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
Swanson, 1998 36 92.8 857 31 856 12.1 H 0.69[ 0.20, 1.18] 31.63
Peiris, 2013 495 106 18 499 104 20 0.11[-0.02, 0.23] 47.90
Lenze, 2012 14 75 242 12 542 30.6 u 0.74[-0.04, 1.51] 20.47
Overall —e 0.42[-0.04, 0.87]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.11, I = 69.64%, H? = 3.29
Test of 8, = 6,1 Q(2) = 7.36, p = 0.03
Testof 6 =0:z=1.80, p=0.07

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD

Hedges's g Weight
with 95% ClI (o/o)

Prestmo, 2015 179 1453 3.75 169 14.21 3.38
Counsell, 2000 712 3.5 1.9 693 34 1.9

Overall

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Test of 8, = 6,1 Q(1) = 0.09, p =0.76

Testof 6=0:z=1.25,p=0.21

Random-effects REML model

0.09[-0.12, 0.30] 19.88
0.05[-0.05, 0.16] 80.12

0.06 [ -0.03, 0.15]
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Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD

Hedges's g Weight
with 95% ClI (o/o)

Resnick, 2016 50 39.94 19.7 39 485 31.7
Counsell, 2000 712 35 19 693 34 1.9

Overall

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.05, I2 = 67.16%, H? = 3.04
Testof 8, =6, Q(1) =3.04, p=0.08

Testof 6 =0:z=-0.46, p=0.65

Random-effects REML model

-0.33[-0.75, 0.09] 35.51
0.05[-0.05, 0.16] 64.49

-0.08 [ -0.44, 0.28]
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Hedges's g Weight
with 95% Cl (°/o)

Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD
Prestmo, 2015 179 14.53 3.75 169 14.21 3.38 —J}—
Swanson, 1998 36 928 857 31 856 12.1 L]
Overall e

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.14, 12 = 79.43%, H? = 4.86
Testof 8, =6, Q(1) = 4.86, p=0.03
Testof 6=0:z2=1.17,p=0.24

0.09[-0.12, 0.30] 57.08
0.69[ 0.20, 1.18] 42.92

0.35[ -0.23, 0.93]

Random-effects REML model

1.5
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Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD

Hedges'sg  Weight
with 95% Cl (%)

Mitchell, 2001 30 .31 3529 3 34
Tibaek2014 29 137 46 27 141 49
Overall

Heterogeneity: 1* = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 8 =6;: Q(1) = 0.09, p = 0.76

Testof 0=0:z=-0.14,p =089

Random-effects REML model

——— 0.03[-048, 0.53] 51.31

e~ =%

———

-0.08[-0.60, 0.43] 48.69
-0.03[-0.39, 0.34]
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Peiris, 2013 495 .73 .3 499 .68 .29 S 3 0.17[ 0.04, 0.29] 59.93
Lenze, 2012 14 .39 .17 12 22 .13 L 1.08[ 0.27, 1.88] 40.07
Overall e ——— 0.53 [ -0.34, 1.40]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.33, 12 = 79.15%, H? = 4.80
Test of 8, =6, Q(1) = 4.80, p=0.03
Testof 6=0:z=1.20, p =0.23

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% ClI (%)
Torres-Sanchez, 2017 29 1604.8 274 29 941.8 367 —- 2.02[1.39, 2.65] 34.49
He, 2015 66 291 146 28 2737 20 1.05[0.58, 1.51] 35.06
Kirsten, 1998 15 420 42 14 255 27 ——— 4.51[3.15, 5.87] 30.45
Overall —e 2.4410.49, 4.38]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 2.75, 12 = 95.56%, H? = 22.52
Test of 6, = 6,: Q(2) = 24.76, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=2.46, p = 0.01

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% C1 (%)
Torres-Sanchez, 2017 29 16048 274 29 941.8 367 ————202([1.39, 265] 47.54
He, 2015 66 201 146 28 2737 20 —{fl— 1.05[058, 1.51] 5246
Overall ———EE— 151[0.56, 2.46]

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.39, I = 83.24%, H’ = 5.97
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(1) = 5.97,p = 0.01
Testof8=0:z=3.11,p=0.00

Random-effects REML model
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Hedges's g Weight
with 95% CI (°/o)

Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD
Oldmeadow, 2006 29 66.05 99.88 31 29.71 37.5
Greulich, 2014 20 263.5 1241 20 198.7 101.4
Overall

Heterogeneity: 2 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Testof 8,=6,:Q(1) =0.04, p=0.85
Testof 6 =0:z=2.56, p=0.01

Random-effects REML model

0.48 [ -0.03, 0.99] 59.90
0.56 [ -0.06, 1.18] 40.10

0.51[ 0.12, 0.91]

1.5
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Treatment Control Hedges's g Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Torres-Sanchez 2016 24 17.6 6.7 25 49 16.1 L 1.01[0.42, 1.59] 44.47
Liao, 2015 30 259.8 749 31 1879 72 B 0.97[0.44, 1.49] 55.53
Overall e 0.98[0.59, 1.37]
Heterogeneity: 2 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Testof 8, =6, Q(1) =0.01, p=0.92
Testof 6=0:z=4.94,p=0.00

T T T

5 1 1.5

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control

Log Odds-Ratio
with 95% CI

Weight
(%)

Study Yes No Yes No
Asplund, 2000 152 38 166 57
Naglie, 2002 68 10 51 14
Barnes, 2012 70 788 69 705
Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167

Marcantonio, 2001 5 57 8 56
Landefeld, 1995 260 43 233 67

Swanson, 1998 34 2 26 5
Resnick, 2016 8 42 5 34
Overall

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.11, 12 = 53.78%, H2 = 2.16
Test of 6, = 6,: Q(7) = 15.47, p = 0.03
Testof 6=0:z=2.21,p=0.03

Random-effects REML model

0.32[-0.15, 0.78]
0.62[-0.26, 1.51]
-0.10 [ -0.44, 0.25]
1.00[ 0.43, 1.57]
-0.49 [ -1.66, 0.69]
0.55[ 0.13, 0.97]
1.18 [ -0.53, 2.90]
0.26 [ -0.95, 1.46]

0.38[ 0.04, 0.73]

18.14
9.58
21.33
15.56
6.43
19.31
3.45
6.20
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Treatment  Control Log Odds-Ratio  Weight

Study Yes No Yes No with 95% ClI (%)
Asplund, 2000 152 38 166 57 B 0.32[-0.15, 0.78] 31.70
Naglie, 2002 68 10 51 14 —u— 0.62[-0.26, 1.51] 14.83
Oldmeadow, 2006 5 24 1 30 = 1.83[-0.38, 4.05] 3.08
Kimmel, 2016 10 36 5 41 e 0.82[-0.34, 1.99] 9.74
Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167 —- 1.00[ 0.43, 1.57] 26.16
Marcantonio, 2001 5 57 8 56 —a— -0.49[-1.66, 0.69] 9.56
Swanson, 1998 34 2 26 5 = 1.18[-0.53, 2.90] 4.94
Overall 2 0.60[ 0.20, 1.00]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.07, 12 = 27.45%, H? = 1.38
Test of 6, = 6, Q(6) = 8.39, p = 0.21
Testof 6 =0:z=2.96, p =0.00

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment  Control Log Odds-Ratio ~ Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% ClI (%)
Naglie, 2002 68 10 51 14 u 0.62[-0.26, 1.51] 11.55
Barnes, 2012 70 788 69 705 —— -0.10[ -0.44, 0.25] 24.32
Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167 —il— 1.00[ 0.43, 1.57] 18.22
Resnick, 2016 8 42 5 34 = 0.26 [ -0.95, 1.46] 7.60
Jones, 2006 43 28 33 44 —— 0.72[ 0.06, 1.37] 16.09
Landefeld, 1995 260 43 233 67 —l— 0.55[ 0.13, 0.97] 22.22
Overall P 0.49[ 0.11, 0.87]
Heterogeneity: 2 =0.13, 12 = 60.41%, H2 = 2.53
Test of B, =6, Q(5) = 13.82, p = 0.02
Testof 6 =0:z=2.50, p=0.01

0 1

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment  Control Log Odds-Ratio ~ Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% ClI (%)
Naglie, 2002 68 10 51 14 0.62[-0.26, 1.51] 14.11
Barnes, 2012 70 788 69 705 -0.10[ -0.44, 0.25] 25.58
Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167 1.00[ 0.43, 1.57] 20.53
Marcantonio, 2001 5 57 8 56 —— -0.49[-1.66, 0.69] 10.09
Landefeld, 1995 260 43 233 67 0.55[ 0.13, 0.97] 23.92
Swanson, 1998 34 2 26 5 1.18[-0.53, 2.90] 5.77
Overall 0.42[-0.04, 0.88]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.18, 12 = 65.52%, H2 = 2.90
Test of B, =6, Q(5) = 15.46, p = 0.01
Testof 6 =0:z=1.80, p =0.07

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment  Control Log Odds-Ratio ~ Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% ClI (%)
Asplund, 2000 152 38 166 57 —l— 0.32[-0.15, 0.78] 20.68
Naglie, 2002 68 10 51 14 —— 0.62[-0.26, 1.51] 11.30
Barnes, 2012 70 788 69 705 - -0.10[ -0.44, 0.25] 24.01
Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167 —— 1.00[ 0.43, 1.57] 17.92
Landefeld, 1995 260 43 233 67 —— 0.55[ 0.13, 0.97] 21.91
Swanson, 1998 34 2 26 5 & 1.18[-0.53, 2.90] 4.18
Overall S g 0.46 [ 0.09, 0.84]
Heterogeneity: 72 =0.12, 12 = 62.41%, H2 = 2.66
Test of B, =6, Q(5) = 13.59, p = 0.02
Testof 6 =0:z2=2.40, p =0.02

‘I

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment  Control Log Odds-Ratio  Weight
Study Yes No Yes No with 95% ClI (%)
Barnes, 2012 70 788 69 705 -0.10[ -0.44, 0.25] 38.04
Marcantonio, 2001 5 57 8 56 —a— -0.49[-1.66, 0.69] 11.09
Landefeld, 1995 260 43 233 67 0.55[ 0.13, 0.97] 34.28
Swanson, 1998 34 2 26 5 1.18[-0.53, 2.90] 5.91
Resnick, 2016 8 42 5 34 —a— 0.26 [ -0.95, 1.46] 10.68
Overall 0.20[ -0.25, 0.64]

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.10, 12 = 47.82%, H?> = 1.92
Testof 8, =6, Q(4) =7.99, p=0.09
Testof 6=0:z=0.86, p=0.39

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control

Log Odds-Ratio
with 95% CI

Weight
(%)

Study Yes No Yes No
Barnes, 2012 70 788 69 705
Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167

Marcantonio, 2001 5 57 8 56
Landefeld, 1995 260 43 233 67
Overall

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.26, 12 = 79.34%, H2 = 4.84
Test of B, = 6,1 Q(3) = 13.96, p = 0.00

Testof 6=0:z=1.07,p=0.28

Random-effects REML model

-0.10 [ -0.44, 0.25]
1.00[ 0.43, 1.57]
-0.49 [ -1.66, 0.69]
0.55[ 0.13, 0.97]

0.32[-0.27, 0.91]

30.58
25.91
14.40
29.11
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Treatment Control
Study Yes No Yes No

Log Odds-Ratio  Weight
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Prestmo, 2015 47 144 20 167
Resnick, 2016 8 42 5 34

Overall

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.05, I = 16.44%, H? = 1.20
Testof 8, =6, Q(1) =1.20, p=0.27

Testof 6=0:z=2.63, p=0.01

Random-effects REML model

1.00[ 0.43, 1.57] 76.56
0.26 [ -0.95, 1.46] 23.44

0.83[ 0.21, 1.45]
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Treatment Control
Study Yes No Yes No

Log Odds-Ratio  Weight
with 95% ClI (o/o)

Kimmel, 2016 10 36 5 41
Swanson, 1998 34 2 26 5

Overall

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0.00, 12 = 0.00%, H2 = 1.00
Testof 8,=6,:Q(1)=0.12,p=0.73

Testof 6=0:z=1.91,p=0.06

Random-effects REML model

0.82[-0.34, 1.99] 68.56
1.18[-0.53, 2.90] 31.44

0.94 [ -0.03, 1.90]










