Meta-regression
	Outcome
	Standard error
	95%confidence interval (CI)
	P value

	Mean age

	mRS 0-1
	0.001
	(-0.0008–0.0032)
	0.25

	mRS 0-2
	0.0083
	(-0.01–0.012)
	0.75

	MNI
	0.002
	(-0.0012–0.006)
	0.2

	Death
	0.005
	(-0.02–0.003)
	0.2

	sICH
	0.006
	(-0.01–0.01)
	0.7

	Mean NIHSS score

	mRS 0-1
	0.001
	(-0.0031–0.0008)
	0.2

	mRS 0-2
	0.01
	(0.092–0.04)
	0.025*

	MNI
	0.002
	(-0.006–0.003)
	0.2

	Death
	0.006
	(-0.003–0.02)
	0.2

	sICH
	0.007
	(-0.01–0.01)
	0.8

	Male percentage 

	mRS 0-1
	0.0046
	(-0.0057–0.023)
	0.48

	mRS 0-2
	0.0048
	(-0.018–0.0009)
	0.08

	MNI
	0.007
	(-0.01–0.02)
	0.8

	Death
	0.02
	(-0.03–0.05)
	0.7

	sICH
	0.02
	(-0.04–0.04)
	0.96

	Hypertension percentage

	mRS 0-1
	0.0027
	(-0.0035–0.0072)
	0.5

	MNI
	0.06
	(-0.01–0.012)
	0.85

	Death
	0.01
	(-0.04–0.02)
	0.4

	sICH
	0.02
	(-0.02–0.03)
	0.7

	mRS 0-1: Excellent functional outcome
mRS 0-2: Favorable functional outcome
MNI: Major neurological improvement
sICH: Symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage






Mean Age
mRS 0-1 (SE 0.001 95%CI (-0.0008–0.0032) P value 0.25)
[image: ]
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mRS 0-2 (SE 0.0083 95%CI (-0.01–0.012) P value 0.75)
[image: ]
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Major neurological improvement MNI (SE 0.002 95%CI (-0.0012–0.006) P value 0.2)
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Death (SE 0.005 95%CI (-0.02–0.003) P value 0.2)
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[image: ]
Symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage sICH (SE 0.006 95%CI (-0.01–0.01) P value 0.7)
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Mean NIHSS score
mRS 0-1 (SE 0.001 95%CI (-0.0031–0.0008) P value 0.2)
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mRS 0-2 (SE 0.01 95%CI (0.092–0.04) P value 0.025)
[image: ]
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Major neurological improvement MNI (SE 0.002 95% CI (-0.006–0.003) P value 0.2)
[image: ]
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Death (SE 0.006 95% CI (-0.003–0.02) P value 0.2)
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Symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage sICH (SE 0.007 95% CI (-0.01–0.01) P value 0.8)
[image: ]










Male percentage
mRS 0-1 (SE 0.0046 95%CI (-0.0057–0.023 P value 0.48)
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mRS 0-2 at 90 days (SE 0.0048 95%CI (-0.018–0.0009 P value 0.08)
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Major neurological improvement (SE 0.007 95%CI (-0.01–0.02 P value 0.8)
 [image: ]
[image: ]
Death (SE 0.02 95%CI (-0.03–0.05 P value 0.7)
[image: ]
[image: ]
Symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage sICH (SE 0.02 95%CI (-0.04–0.04 P value 0.96)
[image: ]










hypertension percentage
mRS 0-1 (SE 0.0027 95%CI (-0.0035–0.0072 P value 0.5)
[image: ]
[image: ]
Major neurological improvement (SE 0.06 95%CI (-0.01–0.012 P value 0.85)
[image: ]
[image: ]
Death (SE 0.01 95%CI (-0.04–0.02 P value 0.4)
[image: ]
[image: ]
Symptomatic intracranial hemorrhage sICH (SE 0.02 95%CI (-0.02–0.03) P value 0.7)
[image: ]
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean age for MNI
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean age for MNI
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0108
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0131 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0108

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean age for dearth
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean age for dearth
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0616
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0602 0.0014
Explained (d 0.0014
R2 = Plained () = = 002
Total (a) 0.0616

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,
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Regression of Log risk ration on mean age for sICH
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Regression of Log risk ration on mean age for sICH
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean NIHSS for mRS 0-1
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean NIHSS for mRS 0-1
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0011
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0012 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0011

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean NIHSS for mRS 0-2
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean NIHSS for mRS 0-2

mean NIHSS

6.0 8.0 10.0 12.0 14.0 16.0 18.0

Log risk ratio

0.90

0.80

0.70

0.60

0.50

0.40

0.30

0.20

0.10

0.00

-0.10

-0.20

-0.30


image13.png
R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0013
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0000 0.0013
Explained (d 0.0013
R2 = Plained () = = 1.00
Total (a) 0.0013

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean NIHSS
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean NIHSS
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Regression of Log risk ration on mean NIHSS for death
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Regression of Log risk ration on mean NIHSS for death
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0616
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0645 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0616

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ration on mean NIHSS for sICH
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Regression of Log risk ration on mean NIHSS for sICH
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Regression of Log risk ratio on male %
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Regression of Log risk ratio on male %
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0011
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0015 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0011

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ratio on male % for mRS 0-2


male %


40.0


45.0


50.0


55.0


60.0


65.0


70.0


75.0


80.0


Log risk ratio


0.90


0.80


0.70


0.60


0.50


0.40


0.30


0.20


0.10


0.00


-0.10


-0.20


-0.30


-0.40




Regression of Log risk ratio on male % for mRS 0-2
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0013
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0003 0.0003
Explained (d 0.0003
R2 = Plained () = = 026
Total (a) 0.0013

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,
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Regression of Log risk ratio on male % for MNI
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Regression of Log risk ratio on male % for MNI
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0108
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0130 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0108

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero




image24.emf
Regression of Log risk ration on male % for death
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Regression of Log risk ration on male % for death
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0616
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0734 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0616

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ration on male % for sICH
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Regression of Log risk ration on male % for sICH
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Regression of Log risk ratio on HTN %
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Regression of Log risk ratio on HTN %
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0011
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0018 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0011

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ratio on HTN% for MNI
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Regression of Log risk ratio on HTN% for MNI
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0108
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0150 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0108

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ration on HTN % for death


HTN %


35.0


40.0


45.0


50.0


55.0


60.0


65.0


70.0


75.0


80.0


Log risk ratio


2.00


1.50


1.00


0.50


0.00


-0.50


-1.00


-1.50


-2.00


-2.50


-3.00




Regression of Log risk ration on HTN % for death
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)

0.0616
Not explained by model (5) __ __ Explained by model (c)
0.0872 0.0000
Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0616

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ratio on HTN %
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean age for mRS 0-1
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)
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Explained (d 0.0000
R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0011

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero
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Regression of Log risk ratio on mean age for mRS 0-2
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R? for Model 1, Random effects (MM), Z-Distribution, Log risk ratio

Tatal variance in true effects (a)
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R2 = Plained () = = 000
Total (a) 0.0013

(2) To compute the total variance (of all studies ahout the grand mean) we run the regression with no covariates,
(b) To compute the variance nat explained by the madel (of il studies about the regression ling) we run the regression with the covariates,
(c) The difference between these values gives us the variance explained by the model,

The residual variance (h) should in theary e smaller than the total variance (), but here this is not the case. These variances are
estimated independently of each other and hoth are subject to sampling error When the covariates explain very little of the variance,
such counter-intuitive results can arise. In these cases, R? s set to zero




