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S1: PROSPERO registration

We registered three study in PROSPERO separately but for publication of results we decided to combine the results of these studies together in one article. The titles and PROSPERO ID of each study is reported here.

1. Comparison of the effectiveness of nifedipine and transdermal nitroglycerin in treatment of preterm labor: a systematic review and meta-analysis                                                                         PROSPERO ID: CRD42021230008
2. The comparison of efficacy of nifedipine and ritodrine on preterm labor: systematic review and meta-analysis                       PROSPERO ID: CRD42021290766
3. The comparison of efficacy of nifedipine and magnesium sulfate on preterm labor: systematic review and meta-analysis     PROSPERO ID: CRD42021290768



S2: Example search strategy
PubMed
Search: ((((((((birth, preterm[MeSH Terms] ) OR (births, preterm[MeSH Terms])) OR (labor, preterm[MeSH Terms])) OR (preterm birth[MeSH Terms])) OR (preterm births[MeSH Terms])) OR (preterm labor[MeSH Terms])) OR ((preterm delivery[Title/Abstract]) OR (preterm[Title/Abstract]))) AND (((nifedipine[Title/Abstract]) OR (nifedipine[MeSH Terms])) OR (((uterine contraction[MeSH Terms]) OR (uterine contractions[MeSH Terms])) OR (tocolysis[MeSH Terms])))) AND (((((Magnesium Sulfate[MeSH Terms]) OR (Magnesium Sulfate[Title/Abstract])) OR ((ritodrine[MeSH Terms]) OR (ritodrine[Title/Abstract]))) OR ((nitroglycerin[MeSH Terms]) OR (nitroglycerin[Title/Abstract]))) OR (((uterine contraction[MeSH Terms]) OR (uterine contractions[MeSH Terms])) OR (tocolysis[MeSH Terms])))



S3: PICOS criteria for inclusion of studies.

	PICOS criteria
	Definitions


	Participants
	All Pregnant women with preterm labor

	Intervention
	Nitroglycerin OR Ritodrine OR Magnesium Sulfate

	Comparator
	Control drug (Nifedipine)

	Outcomes
	Prolongation of pregnancy

	Study design
	RCTs (parallel, and prospective)






S4: Risk of bias assessment (ROB1).
	Studies
	Random sequence generation
	Allocation concealment
	Selective reporting
	Other sources of bias
	Blinding (participants and personnel)
	Blinding (outcome assessment)
	Incomplete outcome data
	General risk of bias

	Akhtar, 2020
	L
	U
	H
	U
	U
	U
	L
	Unclear

	Badshah, 2019
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Balasubramani, 2017
	L
	H
	U
	U
	U
	U
	L
	Unclear

	Dhawle, 2013
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Iftikhar, 2017
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Jamil, 2020
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Kashanian, 2014
	L
	L
	H
	L
	H
	L
	L
	LOW

	Kaur, 2021
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	L
	L
	HIGH

	Khan, 2019
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Sharma, 2019
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	LOW

	Zulfiqar, 2016
	H
	H
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	HIGH

	Padmini, 2015
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Vinodhini, 2019
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Yasmin, 2016
	L
	U
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	Unclear

	Goyal, 2023
	L
	H
	H
	U
	U
	U
	L
	HIGH

	Kalburgi, 2023
	L
	H
	H
	U
	U
	U
	L
	HIGH

	Al-Qattan, 2000
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Bankatlal, 2011
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Ceyhan, 2007
	H
	H
	H
	L
	H
	H
	L
	HIGH

	Garcıa-Velasco, 1998
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Gurjar, 2017
	H
	H
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	HIGH

	Kupfermi, 1993
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Maitra, 2007
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	HIGH

	Papatsoni, 1997
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Bracero, 1991
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Cararach, 2005
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	HIGH

	DikshaAmbedkar, 2022
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Glock, 1993
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Kara, 2009
	L
	L
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Khan, 2021
	L
	U
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	Unclear

	Klauser, 2013
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	HIGH

	Klauser, 2015
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L
	HIGH

	Nikbakht, 2014
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Niroomanesh, 2001
	U
	U
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	Unclear

	Faraji, 2013
	L
	U
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	Unclear

	Subhashini, 2013
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Vinodhini, 2019
	L
	L
	L
	L
	U
	U
	L
	LOW

	Alavi, 2015
	L
	L
	H
	L
	L
	H
	L
	LOW

	Bhat, 2023
	L
	H
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	HIGH

	Saleem, 2023
	L
	H
	H
	L
	U
	U
	L
	HIGH






S5: The funnel plot related to studies that compared the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy within 48 hours
[image: ]

S6 The funnel plot related to studies that compared the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy within 48 hours to 1 week
[image: ]

S7: The funnel plot related to studies that compared the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy to more than 1 week
[image: ]

S8: The funnel plot related to studies that compared the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy for 34 weeks and more
[image: ]



S9: Comparing the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy within 48 hours in low risk of bias studies
[image: ]







S10: Comparing the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy within 48 hours to 1 week in low risk of bias studies
[image: ]






S11: Comparing the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy for more than 1 week in low risk of bias studies
[image: ]





S12: Comparing the efficacy of nifedipine with other tocolytic drugs in prolongation of pregnancy for 34 weeks and more in low risk of bias studies
[image: ]
image5.jpeg
Risk difference

Study year Nifedipine Others with 95% CI
Nifedipine_Nitroglycerine

Badshah 2019 7 7 -0.01[-0.15, 0.12]
Khan 2019 100 100 4‘; 0.06 [-0.05, 0.17]
Sharma 2019 51 49 —— 001[-0.18, 0.19]
Padmini 2015 98 o7 - 0.04[-0.12, 0.03]
Vinodhini 2019 40 40 —r— 0.03[-0.13, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I = 0.01%, H* = 1.00 -0.00[-0.06, 0.05]
Test of 6, = 8 Q(4) = 2.39, p = 0.66

Nifedipine_Ritodrine

Bankatlal 2011 60 60 —— -0.22[-0.36, -0.08]
Papatsonis 1997 54 68 —#— 021[ 007, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.09, I’ = 94.30%, H® = 17.54 0.00[-0.42, 0.42]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 17.54, p = 0.00

Nifedipine_Magnesium

DikshaAmbedkar 2022 100 100 -0.06[-0.13, 0.01]
Nikbakht 2014 50 50 ;::7 -0.06 [-0.16, 0.04]
Subhashini 2013 100 100 —a— -0.21[-0.33, -0.09]
Vinodhini 2019 40 40 —— 0.00[-0.16, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = 49.32%, H? = 1.97 - -0.08[-0.16, -0.01]
Testof 6, = 8 Q(3) = 5.92,p = 0.12

Overall - -0.03[-0.10, 0.04]

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I* = 72.03%, H* = 3.57
Test of 8 = 8 Q(10) = 3055, p = 0.00

Test of group differences: Qu(2) = 2.94, p = 0.23

Random-effects REML model
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Risk difference

Study year Nifedipine Others with 95% CI
Nifedipine_Nitroglycerine

Badshah 2019 7 77 —— 0.06 [-0.06, 0.19]
Dhawle 2013 43 41 ——m—— 020[ 003, 037]
Jamil 2020 50 50 —@— 0.26[-0.43, 0.09]
Khan 2019 100 100 —— 0.10[-0.22, 0.02]
Sharma 2019 51 49 -0.00[-0.20, 0.19]
Padmini 2015 98 97 I 0.01[-0.05, 007]
Vinodhini 2019 40 40 —— 0.13[-0.31, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I = 75.83%, H? = 4.14 2 -0.03[-0.13, 0.07]
Test of 6, = 6: Q(6) = 19.33, p = 0.00

Nifedipine_Ritodrine

Al-Qattan 2000 30 30 —u— 0.03[-0.20, 0.13]
Bracero 1991 23 19 001[-0.27, 029]
Heterogeneity: 1* = 0.00, I = 0.01%, H* = 1.00 i -0.02[-0.16, 0.12]
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(1) = 0.07, p = 0.79

Nifedipine_Magnesium

DikshaAmbedkar 2022 100 100 002[-0.05, 0.09]
Nikbakht 2014 50 50 1 002[-0.07, 0.11]
Subhashini 2013 100 100 —8®—  0.16[ 0.02, 0.30]
Vinodhini 2019 40 40 —a— -0.10[-0.29, 0.09)
Heterogeneity: T* = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 E 3 0.03[-0.02, 0.08]
Testof 8 = 6;: Q(3) = 5.51, p = 0.14

Overall L4 -0.00[-0.06, 0.05]

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I’ = 63.72%, H* = 2.76
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(12) = 2657, p = 0.01

Test of group differences: Qu(2) = 1.27, p = 0.53

Random-effects REML model
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Risk difference

Study year Nifedipine Others with 95% CI
Nifedipine_Nitroglycerine
Dhawle 2013 43 41 L 0.06[-0.14, 0.26]
Iftikhar 2017 36 36 0.06[-0.12, 0.23]
Jamil 2020 50 50 | - 0.06[-0.09, 0.21]
Kashanian 2014 60 60 —— 0.17[-0.33, -0.01]
Sharma 2019 51 49 0.01[-0.14, 0.13]
Padmini 2015 98 97 0.02[-0.07, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 0.01[-0.05, 0.06]
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(5) = 5.68, p = 0.34
Nifedipine_Ritodrine
Al-Qattan 2000 30 30 - 020[-0.03, 0.43]
Bankatlal 2011 60 60 ] 0.10[-0.07, 0.27]
Kupfermi 1993 30 30 — 0.03[-0.21, 0.27]
Papatsonis 1997 54 68 —®— 022 005, 039
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I* = 0.01%, H* = 1.00 R 0.15[ 0.05, 0.24]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(3) = 2.06, p = 0.56
Nifedipine_Magnesium
DikshaAmbedkar 2022 100 100 = -0.08[-0.22, 0.06]
Kara 2000 39 7 — 0.15[-0.31, 0.01]
Nikbakht 2014 50 50 —a— -0.08[-0.27, 0.11]
Subhashini 2013 100 100 —— 0.05[-0.05, 0.15]
Alavi 2015 32 32 L m o002 034
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.01, I = 56.57%, H’ = 2.30 ‘ -0.02[-0.12, 0.08]
Testof 0, = 6;: Q(4) = 9.12,p = 0.06
Overall > 0.02[-0.03, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 43.23%, H* = 1.76
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(14) = 24.38, p = 0.04
Test of group differences: Q,(2) = 7.00, p = 0.03

-4 -2 o 2

Random-effects REML model
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Risk difference

Study year Nifedipine Others with 95% CI
Nifedipine_Ritodrine
Al-Qattan 2000 30 30 = 0.20[-0.01, 0.41]
Bankatlal 2011 60 60 ———— 020[ 003,037
Garcia-Velasco 1998 26 26 -0.04[-0.22, 0.15]
Kupfermi 1993 30 30 ' m 0.07[-0.19, 0.32]
Papatsonis 1997 54 68 ———— 022[ 005, 0.39]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 30.61%, H* = 1.44 e 0.14[ 0.03, 0.24]
Testof § = 6;: Q(4) = 5.55,p = 0.24
Nifedipine_Magnesium
Glock 1993 39 4 0.07[-0.28, 0.14]
Alavi 2015 32 32 = 0.03[-0.19, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: 1* = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 B -0.02[-0.17, 0.13]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 0.40, p = 0.53
Overall e 0.10[ 0.00, 0.19)
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I = 36.85%, H? = 1.58
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(6) = 9.20,p = 0.16
Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 2.82, p = 0.09

0 2 4

Random-effects REML model
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Egger’s test (the bias coefficients b = -0.96; SE = 1.08, P = 0.373)


image2.emf
0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

S

t

a

n

d

a

r

d

 

e

r

r

o

r

-.4 -.2 0 .2 .4

Effect size

Pseudo 95% CI Studies

Estimated θ

IV

Egger’s test (the bias coefficients b = -0.63; SE = 1.23, P = 0.607)


image3.emf
0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

S

t

a

n

d

a

r

d

 

e

r

r

o

r

-.2 -.1 0 .1 .2 .3

Effect size

Pseudo 95% CI Studies

Estimated θ

IV

Egger’s test (the bias coefficients b = 0.75; SE = 1.01, P = 0.458)


image4.emf
0

.

0

5

.

1

.

1

5

S

t

a

n

d

a

r

d

 

e

r

r

o

r

-.2 0 .2 .4

Effect size

Pseudo 95% CI Studies

Estimated θ

IV

Egger’s test (the bias coefficients b = -1.63; SE = 2.02, P = 0.421)


