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Figure 1: Flowchart of literature
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Figure 2: Risk of bias graph.
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Figure

3: Risk of bias summary.

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvents  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random., 95% CI
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Figure 4 : Forest plots of total effective rate.
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Figure 5: Forest plots of total symptom score.
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Figure 6: Forest plots of total symptom score.
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Figure 7: Regression diagram of Egger’s test based on the total effective rate
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Figure 8: Sensitivity analysis plot of the total effective rate after omitting the Ding study.
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Figure 9: Sensitivity analysis plot of the total symptom score after omitting the Ding study.



