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[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-50.png]Figure 1. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.Penicillin group
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Figure 2. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-41.png][image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-40.png]Figure 3. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
Figure 4. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-58.png]











[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-59.png]Figure 5. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.

[bookmark: _Hlk139945874]Figure 6. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-88.png]Figure 7. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size
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Figure 8. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-47.png]Figure 9. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.











Figure 10. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 11. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 12. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-45.png]Figure 13. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.














Figure 14. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication. 
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-17.png]Figure 15. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 16. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 17. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 18. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-60.png]Figure 19. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 20. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
Figure 21. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-71.png].
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Figure 22. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.


Figure 23. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study.[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-80.png] The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 24. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 25. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 26. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 27. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 28. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-28.png]Figure 29. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
[bookmark: _Hlk139891961][image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-29.png]
Figure 30. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 31. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size


 Cephalosporins


Figure 32. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-32.png].
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Figure 33. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.

Figure 34. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect siz[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-42.png]e
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Figure 35. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-52.png]Figure 36. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 37. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-62.png]Figure 38. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size
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Figure 39. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-67.png]Figure 40. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size











Figure 41. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 42. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 43. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 44. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-83.png]Figure 45. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size














Figure 46. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 47. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size
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Figure 48. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
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Figure 49. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.




[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-21.png]
Figure 50. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 51. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
Figure 52. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-23.png]
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Figure 53. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.

Figure 54. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect [image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-64.png]size.
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Figure 55. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.

Figure 56. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect [image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-90.png]size.
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Figure 57. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-38.png]Figure 58. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.Tetracyclines
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Figure 59. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.


Figure 60. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-36.png]
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Figure 61. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 62. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-14.png]













Figure 63. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-57.png][image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-56.png]Figure 64. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size











Figure 65. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 66. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 67. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication


[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-11.png]Figure 68. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size
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Figure 69. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 70. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 71. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 72. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 73. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-73.png]Figure 74. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 75. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
Figure 76. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size. [image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-75.png]
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Figure 77. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication

[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-78.png]Figure 78. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.
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Figure 79. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication


[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-87.png][image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-86.png]Figure 80. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size.













Figure 81. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 82. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size
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Figure 83. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication

Figure 84. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-7.png]
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Figure 85. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
Chloramphenicol

Figure 86. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-15.png]
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-16.png]












Figure 87. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
Colistin

Figure 88. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The white dots represent missing studies. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-31.png][image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-30.png]














Figure 89. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication
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Figure 90. The funnel plot of meta-analysis of publication studies. Each black dot represents a study. The black line in the middle represents the average effect size
[image: Untitled_files/figure-docx/caaaaaaaaaccca-97.png]












Figure 91. Bubble plot with fitted meta-regression for the year of publication.
2

image5.png
Standard Error

1.108 0.739 0.369 0

1.477

0.12

[o]

0.27

T T : T
05 073 088

Proportion of ticarcillin resistance

T
0.95

—
0.98 0.

99




image6.png
Proportion

1.0

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

Ticarcillin

e}

T
1985

T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.007, p=0.806).

T
2020





image7.png
Standard Error

1.066 0.711 0.355 0

1.422

0.12

T
0.5 0.88

Proportion of carbenicillin resistance

0.98




image8.png
Proportion

1.0

0.9

08

0.7

06

0.5

Carbenicillin

O

T T T
1990 1995 2000

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.232, p=0.226).





image9.png
8010

9180

10113 piepuels

gee’l

€e9'l

0.98

0.88

0.5

Proportion of aztreonam resistance




image10.png
Proportion

075 080 085 090 095 1.00

0.70

aztreonam

O o

T
1990

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.023, p=0.230).

2020





image11.png
Standard Error

1.061 0.707 0.354

1.414

0.05

T
0.12

T : T T
0.27 0.5 0.73

Proportion of fosfomycin resistance

0.88

0.95




image12.png
Proportion

03 04 05 06 07 08

0.2

Fosfomycin

o
T T T — T T
2014.0 2014.5 2015.0 2015.5 2016.0

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.637, p=0.399).




image13.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

T
0.5 0.88

Proportion of amoxicillin/ca resistance

0.98




image14.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Amoxicillin/CA

1990

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.087, p=0.116).

2020





image15.png
Standard Error

1.069 0.713 0.356

1.426

° o
.
S e °
[ ]
°
| o
e o ...O
X : oo °
T T T

0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of ticarcillin/clavulanate resistance




image16.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Ticarcillin/Clavulanate

o
o
] o o8
o (@) o o O
] o - o o0 &
)
O
1 T <<<-_,,?O ® 8 o O o @
B S ° o -
8 8m o a8 a)
I (’)8 ***** O@»»g“_
T o
g (v O 08 97 g
| ® o 8 o o ° o ©
T T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.001, p=0.930).





image17.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

o o
° o :
°® :
L] : \
o®
‘e
° o o L4
°
° 06 o o . o0
°
. .
T T T T
0 0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of piperacillin/tazobactam resistance




image18.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Piperacillin/Tazobactam

o ° 8 [e]
o)
o ° ogo o éé
o)
O O o)
. o
<,,_;>_“>§8o o o g
@m® “““““ . 8 9¢°
() T P
oo g OO
O
g °
_ o .
| o (@] o) o o
]
o o
© o]
-4 o
T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.003, p=0.854).





image19.png
Standard Error

0.73 0.365

1.095

1.461

0.01

0.5

Proportion of ceftazidime/avibactam resistance

0.99




image20.png
Proportion

0.6

04

0.2

0.0

Ceftazidime/Avibactam

Tt . o
"o ------1C =
T T T T T
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -1.377, p<0.001).





image21.png
Standard Error

0.354 0.236 0.118

0.472

0.62

0.73 0.82 0.88

Proportion of aztreonam/ca resistance

0.92




image22.png
Proportion

0.70 0.75 0.80 0.85 0.90

0.65

aztreonam/CA

2001.0

T T T
2001.5 2002.0 2002.5

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -0.876, p<0.001).

2003.0




image23.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.12 0.5

Proportion of cefperazone/sulbactam resistance

0.88




image24.png
Proportion

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Cefperazone/Sulbactam

2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.038, p=0.445).

2020





image25.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.12

T
0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of ampicillin/sulbactam resistance

|




image26.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

. !
o : °
[e) : .
: o
X .
. 4 o oo
aDo o 00 o o00 0° » o0 R
°
°
0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of meropenem resistance





image27.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Meropenem

O

1990

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.049, p=0.061).

2020





image28.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408 0

1.633

0.12

T : T
0.5 0.88

Proportion of ertapenem resistance

0.98




image29.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

o i
o /@
e @
..E LX)
. . Y Y )
y ° : \
. o elere) omm .‘.. .—— 0
o' .
© ! '\
." L : R
T — T
0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98 1

Proportion of imipenem resistance




image30.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

04

0.2

0.0

Imipenem

o
@)
o
T T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -0.072, p<0.001).





image31.png
Standard Error

1.064 0.71 0.355

1.419

0.5

T
0.88 0.95 0.98

Proportion of doripenem resistance





image32.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

o o0 o GVI
3 (e}
J oe
y [ ]

0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of ceftazidime resistance




image33.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Ceftazidime

o o Q
o o %00
o ° ooO o 8 Z o
O ‘o © Ooo
0, 0 o 800
© o0f Qo °8
oo I}
© o © 88© 0
S @ 60 o Qo 8
TO Ty e N @)
0 0hd g 00 B
_______ 0_,,“,_9_,O,-7-O»—»o——o————»w»-w, O R
© 2 O © §o 060
o Qé)
o © g o 0® © o° egp
e} o @ 5] OBO
o]
<] o) o OO ¢] é
° o8 9%
T T T T
1990 2000 2010 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r =

-0.004, p=0.572).





image34.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.02

0.12

T I:
0.5 0.88

Proportion of ceftriaxone resistance

0.98

:




image35.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Ceftriaxone

(e}

1985

T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -0.061, p=0.035).

T
2020





image36.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.02

T
0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of cefepime resistance

0.98




image37.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Cefepime

_____ 89 O
<——~€LE5<—i1E?<3»—-«-O ° :

o ©Oo e
o) O e
(@]
o
o O
(@]
o
o O
(e}
(e}
T T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.032, p=0.137).





image38.png
Standard Error

0.716 0.358

1.074

1.431

: T T
0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of cefiderocol resistance

0.98




image39.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Cefiderocol

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 2.313, p=0.294).




image40.png
Standard Error

1.108 0.739 0.369 0

1.477

0.02

T
0.12

0.5

Proportion of cefoperazone resistance

T
0.88

0.98




image41.png
Proportion

0.8

0.6

04

0.2

Cefoperazone

+
o
[ o o)
- O \\\\\\\
T T T T T T T T
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.014, p=0.704).




image42.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.12

0.5 0.88

Proportion of cefotaxime resistance

0.98




image43.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Cefotaxime

© 05 ©
7 O
1 O
T T T T T T T T
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -0.063, p=0.009).





image44.png
Standard Error

1.07 0.714 0.357

1.427

0.5

0.73

0.88 0.95 0.98

Proportion of cefuroxime resistance

0.99

1




image45.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

: :
0.88

Proportion of ceftizoxime resistance

T
0.98

——




image46.png
Proportion

0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00

0.75

Ceftizoxime

T T T
2000 2005 2010

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -0.249, p=0.005).





image47.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.02

T
0.12 0.5

Proportion of cefazolin resistance

T
0.88

0.98




image48.png
Proportion

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

Cefazolin

1995

2000

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.089, p=0.306).

2005

2010

2015





image49.png
Standard Error

0.756 0.378

134

1.

1.512

0.5

0.73

T T
0.88 0.95 0.98

Proportion of cefoxitin resistance

0.99




image50.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

.
. ?
© H
p o
o
[ 14
°
.""' L]
e
° ie
T T
0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of amikacin resistance




image51.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Amikacin

oo o
o
o o]
o
o
T T T T T T T T
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.018, p=0.145).





image52.png
80%°0

I
9180

10413 piepuels

T
gec'l

€9’

0.98

0.88

0.5

0.12

Proportion of gentamicin resistance




image53.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Gentamicin

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.004, p=0.779).

(e} o o
Og o oo 8
o ° °
@) o © o
4 Tt OO G"*””‘@’"/»/
09~ 5
T8 oo
e o T
- o o@ Qo
4 O--" @) o2
o o ° © o
O o
— o
O
o o [elie)
T o}
T T T T T T T T
1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020





image54.png
Standard Error

1.162 0.775 0.387

1.549

0.12

0.5 0.88

Proportion of tobramycin resistance

0.98




image1.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408 0

1.633

0.02

o o®
° ]
.
o ®e
o . ,
o
o ®
.
2 oo * : o
: .
)
T T T
0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of piperacillin resistance

0.98




image55.png
Proportion

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Tobramycin

o

T
1985

T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.011, p=0.483).

T
2020





image56.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.5

Proportion of netilmicin resistance

T
0.88

0.98




image57.png
Proportion

0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

0.3

Netilmicin

T T T T T T
2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014

The correlation is not statistically significant (r =-0.113, p=0.477).





image58.png
Standard Error

1.091 0.728 0.364

1.455

0.02

T
0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of tigecycline resistance

0.98




image59.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

04

0.2

0.0

Tigecycline

T T T
2010 2015 2020

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = 0.212, p<0.001).





image60.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

(1} (] ® o 00

% Smwem © way, O, OO

f T : T
0 0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of minocycline resistance

0.98




image61.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Minocycline

2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.050, p=0.270).





image62.png
Standard Error

1.091 0.728 0.364 0

1.455

0.02

W

0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of tetracycline resistance

0.98 1




image63.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Tetracycline

1990

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.071, p=0.095).

2020





image64.png
Proportion

05

04

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

Doxycycline

1 O
ffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff @)
_______ O -- ~
4 - o o O
T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.015, p=0.791).





image2.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Piperacillin

¢)

o

T
1985

T T T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = 0.037, p=0.049).

T
2020





image65.png
Standard Error

0.711 0.355

1.066

1.421

T : T
0.02 0.12

Proportion of doxycycline resistance

0.88




image66.png
80v°0

I
9180

10113 piepueis

T
gee'l

€€9'l

0.98

0.88

0.12

0.02

Proportion of ciprofloxacin resistance




image67.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Ciprofloxacin

1990

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.008, p=0.477).

2020





image68.png
Standard Error

0.783 0.522 0.261

1.044

0.02

0.12 0.27

Proportion of ofloxacin resistance

0.5

0.73




image69.png
Proportion

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Ofloxacin

(@]

1990

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.043, p=0.107).





image70.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

¢ cmo ‘mm o o @y 0d 0

s H \

O e

0 0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of levofloxacin resistance

0.98




image71.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

04

0.2

0.0

Levofloxacin

2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.023, p=0.119).





image72.png
Standard Error

0.756 0.378 0

134

1.

1.512

T
0.12 0.5

Proportion of moxifloxacin resistance

0.88




image73.png
Proportion

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Moxifloxacin

[e]
0 o ©
o o T % So
- O
g O e o
T T T T
2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.003, p=0.934).





image74.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.02

T
0.12 0.5

Proportion of norfloxacin resistance

T
0.88

0.98




image3.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Ampicillin

1990

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.090, p=0.125).

I
2020





image75.png
Proportion

1.0

07 08 09

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

Norfloxacin

T T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.051, p=0.303).





image76.png
Standard Error

1.07 0.714 0.357 0

1.427

0.01

T
0.02

0.05 0.12 0.27

Proportion of trovafloxacin resistance

0.5

0.73




image77.png
Proportion

0.10 0.15 020 0.25 0.30

0.05

Trovafloxacin

1998 1999 2000 2001

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.353, p=0.112).

2002





image78.png
Standard Error

1.066 0.71 0.355 0

1.421

T
0.02

0.05 0.12 0.27

Proportion of gatifloxacin resistance

0.5

0.73




image79.png
Proportion

0.10 0.15 0.20

0.05

Gatifloxacin

o : ____________ o
o
o]
I T T I
2005 2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.014, p=0.724).





image80.png
Proportion

0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30

0.10

Sparfloxacin

R O

T I T T T T T T
1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = -0.097, p=0.326).





image81.png
Standard Error

0.284 0.189 0.095 0

0.379

0.08

0.12 0.18

Proportion of sparfloxacin resistance

0.27




image82.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

| S

0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98 1

Proportion of trimethoprim resistance




image83.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Trimethoprim

T T T T
2005 2010 2015 2020

The weak correlation is statistically significant (r = -0.261, p<0.001).





image84.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

Ce o0

[ ]
o ®e oo o® O
t .".‘.-...‘0.. ® oo @
'Y -~
i ‘e *
T I T T
0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88

Proportion of tmp-smx resistance

0.98




image4.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

0.12

T : T
0.88 0.98

Proportion of ampicillin resistance

_;|




image85.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

TMP-SMX

1985

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.010, p=0.394).

2020





image86.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

° : = o
[
.
. .
[ ] Y p fo) o
y ° o
@
. . ° e
; ° g
I T T — T
0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of chloramphenicol resistance




image87.png
Proportion

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Chloramphenicol

1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.011, p=0.629).





image88.png
Proportion

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

Colistin

o .- o
o S o ©
-7 o °
o o ° o © >
fe) o]
T T T
2010 2015 2020

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.017, p=0.660).





image89.png
Standard Error

1.225 0.816 0.408

1.633

°
° |
: )
o y : ° ®
° : o
;e
D) : °
i ,
i e
-
.
® .
°
° : °
T T
0.02 0.12 0.5 0.88 0.98

Proportion of colistin resistance




image90.png
Standard Error

0.71 0.355 0

1.064

1.419

0.27

0.5

T :| T
073 088 095

Proportion of rifampin resistance

T
0.98

0.99




image91.png
Proportion

0.80 0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00

0.75

Rifampin

T T T T T

T

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

The correlation is not statistically significant (r = 0.116, p=0.707).





