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Adefovir Dipivoxil in treatment of chronic hepatitis B with liver fibrosis
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Abstract: To evaluate the clinical curative effect of Compound Biejia Ruangan Tablets (CBRT) combined with Adefovir Dipivoxil in
the treatment of chronic hepatitis B with liver fibrosis using Meta-analysis. Cochrane library, PubMed, CNKI, Wanfang databases, and
VIP were retrieved comprehensively to collect randomized controlled trials (RCTs) of CBRT combined with Adefovir Dipivoxil in the
treatment of chronic hepatitis B with hepatic fibrosis from their inception to October 2017. treatment group was treated with CBRT
combined with Adefovir Dipivoxil, and the control group was treated with Adefovir Dipivoxil. All the data were analyzed using
Revman 5.3. A total of 19 RCTs and 1 776 patients were included. Meta-analysis results showed that the serum indexes including HA,
IV-C, LN, PCIII, ALT, AST, and TBIL of the treatment group, were significantly lower than those of control group. HA [SMD =-1.72,
95% CI (-2.26, —1.17), P = 0.000 01]; IV-C [SMD = —1.10, 95% CI (-1.66, —0.54), P = 0.000 10]; LN [SMD = —1.18, 95% CI
(-1.64, —0.73), P = 0.000 01]; PCIII [SMD = —1.52, 95% CI (-1.97, —1.07), P = 0.000 01]; ALT [SMD =-0.48, 95% CI (-0.68,
—0.28), P =0.000 01]; AST [SMD = —1.19, 95% CI (-2.08, —0.29), P = 0.010 00]; TBIL [SMD = —0.98, 95%CI (—1.38, —0.58), P =
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0.000 01]; There were no significant difference in serum HBV DNA, and HbeAg negative conversion rate treatment group
compared with control group. HBV DNA [RR = 1.21, 95% CI (0.97, 1.50), P = 0.09]; HBeAg [RR = 1.05, 95% CI (0.82,
1.34), P=0.70]; The total clinical effective treatment group was significantly better than control group. [RR = 1.25, 95% CI
(1.15, 1.36), P = 0.000 01]. Compared with the single use of Adefovir Dipivoxil, the clinical curative effect of CBRT

combined with Adefovir Dipivoxil in the treatment of chronic hepatitis B with liver fibrosis is better,which can significantly

reduce the level of serum liver fiber markers and improve liver function in patients with biochemical indicators and the total

clinical efficiency.

Key words: Compound Biejia Ruangan Tablets (CBRT); Adefovir Dipivoxil; liver fibrosis; Meta-analysis; evidence-based medicine
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Table 1 Basic information of included studies
P i T SR EEENE
TRIT AL R A HITH Xof B4
1 & 72/70 AR R 10 mgd ' ETERR FIERESRE 0omgd' 48 @~@
FER 4 /- 3 ked!
2 EEtlo 33/33 PRS0 mg, 1 -d R 7 8 FIEERETES 0mgd' 48 O~©
FEF 4 -kt 3 ked!
3 gt 50/50 BEEAE Bl 10mg, 1 -d ' +E 7% FIERESRE 0omgd' 48 O~O@
FEF 4 kY 3 ked!
4 ZEmght 40/40 B4R Bl 10mg, 1 k-d ' +E 7% @RGSR omgd' 48 @~0,
HIRHFA 2 k7", 3 %kd
5 PERED 62/48 BEEAE Rl 10mg, 1 -d ' +E 7% FIERESRE 0omgd' 48 O~0
FEF T 4 ! 3 ked!
6 EmefEY 68/68 B4 Bl 10mg, 1 k-d ' +E7% @GR omgd' 48 O~0,
HIRHFA 2 k7", 3 %kd!
7 EilgEl 49/49 PRS0 mg, 1 C-d R 7 E FIEERETES I0mgd' 48 @~©
FERF 4 k! 3 ked!
8 BT 76/44 BEEAE Bl 10mg, 1 -d ' +HE 7% FIERESRE 0omgd' 48 @~@
FURT Y 4 )", 3 ed!
9 HHHEZEY 25/25 BEERE Rl 10 mg, | W/R+EE FIEESR 0mgd' 48 ©, ©~O
FURT Y 4 k!, 3 ked!
10 szl 34/33 PR EE 10 mg, 1 -d 78 FIEERETES I0mgd' 48 @~@
B 2 gk 3kd!
1 PR 63/63 PR EE 10 mg, 1 -d R 7 8 FIEERETES I0mgd' 48 @~@
AR 4 F-uc, 3 kd
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BT, 3Ud!
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FEF 4 k! 3 ked!
16 EAERkY 40/38 PG FRE 10mg, 1k-d ' +E 7% FIEESRE omgd' 48 O, @, @~®,
HIRHFA 2 k7", 3 Ukd ©
17 Fk® 46/46 PG FRE 10mg, 1 k-d'+E 7% FIERESRE omgd' 24 O, @, @~®,
FERF 2 g k7" 3kd!
18 EFH 112/108  PEERTEE 10mg, 1k-d'+E4% FEHEERE 0mgd' 24 @O~O
FEF 4 k! 3 ked!
19 T/ 25/25 BEEAE Bl 10mg, 1 -d ' +E 7% FIERESRE l0omgd' 48 O~0
FEF 4 k! 3 ked!
O ALT @ AST @ TBIL @ HA ® LN ® PCIIl @ IV-C ® HBeAg #[l% (© HBV DNA #F% [

O ALT @ AST ® TBIL @ HA & LN ® PCll @ IV-C HBeAg negative rate @ HBV DNA negative rate effective rate
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Fig. 2 Methodological quality assessment

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total  Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
T %2010 41.0 180 46 560 210 46 12.6%  —0.76 [-1.18,-0.34] —
A 2013 422 128 33 432 152 33 108%  —0.07[-0.55,-0.41] —y—
J5 %k 2013 42.1 5.6 50 434 5.5 50  13.7%  —0.22[-0.62,—0.17] —L
FA7 K 2009 41.6 242 40 463 445 38 11.9%  —0.13[-0.58,-0.31] e
TWefti 2014 45.8 19.2 68  59.5 22.4 68  15.6%  —0.65[-1.00,-0.31] —_
HHHE 2012 23.6 8.4 25 293 8.2 25 8.6%  —0.68 [~1.25,-0.10] —_—
& 2011 406  11.8 39 489 12.3 32 108%  —0.68 [-1.16,-0.20] —
72010 41.1 15.4 42 466 14.1 40 122%  —0.37[-0.81,-0.07] _—
kA 2015 39.5 142 11 586 15.4 10 3.8%  —1.24[-2.19,-0.29]
Total (95% CI) 354 342 100%  —0.48 [-0.68, —0.28] &
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.04; Chi’=13.23, df = 8 (P < 0.10); = 40% t— —

Test for overall effect: Z=4.66 (P =0.000 01)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]

3 X ALT #2000 LLEET Meta 5247
Fig. 3 Meta-analysis on ALT

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total  Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
T k2010 47.6 2.1 46 58.4 1.6 46 13.1%  —5.74 [-6.68, —4.80] 1
A 2013 472 138 33 462 148 33 146%  0.07[-0.41,-0.55] —
7% 2013 49.3 5.0 50 50.0 6.9 50 14.8%  —0.12 [-0.51,-0.27] —
EA7HE 2009 35.5 27.8 40 53.7 36.1 38 14.7% —0.56 [-1.01, —0.11] —
FHeff 2014 41.7 154 68 60.9 17.1 69 149%  —1.17[-1.54,-0.81] S
B 972010 38.3 21.5 42 45.2 28.0 40 14.7% —0.28 [-0.71, —0.16] — =T
/NS 2015 355 122 11 486 13.4 10 132% —098[-1.90,—-0.07] ————
Total (95% CI) 290 286 100%  —1.19 [-2.08,-0.29] —i—
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 1.37; Chi*= 139.08, df = 6 (P <0.000 01); I*= 96% 2 ’1 0 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z=2.59 (P =0.010)
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Fig. 4 Meta-analysis on AST
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total  Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
7% 2013 30.5 5.0 50 32.8 53 50 21.6%  —0.45[-0.84,-0.05] ——|
FBEH 2014 214 5.6 68 307 73 68  22.0%  —1.42[-1.80,-1.04] ——
#HHAE 2012 17.2 54 25 22.5 6.1 25 17.3%  —0.90 [-1.49,-0.32] _—
[#] #2011 27.9 6.7 39 374 6.9 32 18.7% -1.38 [-1.91, —0.86] o
ff 772010 15.9 12.4 42 27.9 17.9 40 20.4%  —0.77 [-1.22,-0.32] T B
Total (95% CI) 224 215 100%  —0.98 [-1.38,-0.58] -
Heterogeneity: Tau’= 0.15; Chi®= 15.35, df = 4 (P < 0.004); I* = 74% 2 -‘1 (’) 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z=4.81 (P =0.000 01)
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=

5 3 TBIL $MILLERY Meta 5347
Fig. 5 Meta-analysis on TBIL

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight  M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
W 2013 19 22 1 22 1.2% 19.00 [2.78, 129.87] —
HEE 2011 39 62 27 48 16.4% 1.12 [0.82, 1.53]
FA7 K 2009 23 40 20 38 13.5% 1.09 [0.73, 1.63]
FiEA 2010 39 49 25 49 16.6% 1.56 [1.15,2.12] -
HIHEE 2012 22 25 21 25 19.8% 1.05[0.84, 1.31]
[@] 2011 32 39 24 32 18.9% 1.09 [0.85, 1.40]
i 72010 25 42 20 40 13.6% 1.19 [0.80, 1.77]
Total (95%CI) 279 254 100.0% 1.2110.97, 1.50]
Total events 199 138 ) . ) )
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.05; Chi’=16.49, df = 6 (P < 0.01); = 64% ' ' ' ' '
0.02 0.1 0 10 50

Test for overall effect: Z=1.71 (P =0.09)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]

6 HBV DNA #[AZ ) Meta 5477
Fig. 6 Meta-analysis of HBV DNA overcast rate

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
PR 2011 27 62 19 48 31.7% 1.10 [0.70, 1.73] o
HHHE 2012 7 25 6 25 8.9% 1.17 [0.46, 2.98] —_—t
[# #2011 22 39 17 32 27.6% 1.06 [0.69, 1.63] ——
972010 21 42 21 40 31.8% 0.95[0.62, 1.45] ——
Total (95%CI) 168 145 100.0% 1.05 [0.82, 1.34]
Total events 77 63
Heterogeneity: Chi’=0.30, df =3 (P <0.96); =0 005 02 1 0

Test for overall effect: Z=0.38 (P =0.70)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]

7 HBeAg $¥BAZKH] Meta 747
Fig. 7 Meta-analysis of HBeAg overcast rate
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R (P<0.00001, P=96%). FFHREHLRUN
BRI T AT, SEREIR, BT SR

BIyE HA KFERERITEE L [SMD=-1.72,
95% CI (—2.26, —1.17), P=0.000 01]; Bk
PR B A ST e A 15 T R 05 T B A P ol A 15
B R S NS 2B CHB 35 i HA K7 (8D,
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
T k2010 179.0 11.0 46 270.0 223.0 46 54%  —0.57[-0.99,-0.15] -
i3 2009 128.6 61.3 72 290.4 69.9 70 54%  —2.45[-2.89,-2.01] --
A 2013 133.6 35.4 33 240.1 40.3 33 5.1%  —2.77[-3.46,-2.09] —_
Ji % 2013 79.6 10.7 50 1734 164 50 47%  —6.73[-1.75,-5.70] ——
2 ) 2013 101.4 71.3 40 1489 91.7 40 54%  —0.57[-1.02,—-0.13] -
SEF4EE 2009 129.0 11.0 24 137.0 14.0 24 53%  —0.63[-1.21,-0.04] —
#2011 136.9 472 62 173.6 68.1 48 54%  —0.64 [-1.02, —0.25] -
TAR 2009 116.3 65.8 40 1423 89.4 38 54%  —0.33[-0.78,-0.12] —~
FwEff 2014 134.8 57.1 68 179.2 61.8 68 5.5%  —0.74 [-1.09, —0.39] -
T 2010 87.2 21.7 49 261.7 1053 49 53%  —2.28[-2.79,-1.76] -
EF5HE 2014 70.3 33.1 108 170.4 239 112 54%  —3.47[-3.89,-3.05] -
HH YT 2008 138.7 49.3 76 1757 66.6 44 55%  —0.65[-1.03,-0.27] -
HHRE 2012 166.8 70.2 25 2063 64.3 25 53%  —0.58 [-1.15,—0.01] —
Je k5 2014 99.7 532 34 1824 63.5 33 53%  —1.39[-1.93,-0.85] =5
7R 2015 111.3 233 63 2184 422 63 53%  —3.13[-3.65,-2.60] —_
2011 125.1 118.5 39 259.6 72.4 36 53%  —1.34[-1.85,-0.84] -
i 772010 101.4 84.2 42 147.1 87.9 40 54%  —0.53[-0.97,—-0.09] -
/R 2015 323 5.9 11 92.5 293 10 43%  —2.81[-4.08,-1.53] gt
ZEILIE 2010 1313 8.3 35 2561 905 30 52%  —2.00 [-2.60, —1.40] e
Total (95% CI) 917 859 100% —1.72 [-2.26, -1.17] &
Heterogeneity: Tau’ = 1.37; Chi’=418.24, df = 18 (P < 0.000 01); *=96% — P
-4 -2 0 2 4

Test for overall effect: Z=6.19 (P =0.000 01)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]
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Fig. 8 Meta-analysis on serum HA

247 MU IV-CRF 6 16 AL 11020226)
(n=1 692) & T MiF IV-C KFHIZtL. ZHFR
AEAE G2 R (P<<0.000 01, F=96%). &
FABENUS AR AT & b, SR EoR, 1RIT 4

X RRAR LA IV-C KPP ZERE G E X

[SMD=-1.10, 95% CI(~1.66, —0.54), P=0.000 1];
7 75 5 FR T R Bk o e = i A T A
JR B 28R 3 8 1T S DA 2R CHB A4 ML TV-C

K (B 9).

2.4.8 IfiE LN AP g 19 AR (n=
1776) HI& T I3 LN AKF AR . S0F 52 [0 A7 7R
Giit R (P<<0.000 01, F=95%). FHHEHL
RANAERLAT & IR0 T, SRR, JRITA SN

AHELE IS LN K FZERA SR X [SMD=

~1.18, 95% CI (~1.64, —0.73), P<<0.00001]; #2
78 B3 s PR R B o e = R A T A

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
T k2010 70.0 28.0 46  106.0 39.0 46 6.3%  —1.05[-1.49,-0.61] — |
w2009 128.4 353 72 251.1 38.0 70 6.2%  —3.33[-3.84,-2.82] —_—
M 2013 98.8 243 33 1749 38.6 33 6.1%  —2.33[-2.97,-1.70] ——
7% 2013 30.5 5.0 50 32.8 5.3 50 6.4%  —0.45[-0.84,-0.05] —_—
ZRiT ) 2013 66.4 27.4 40 88.7 39.2 40 6.3%  —0.65[-1.10,-0.20] —_
SEFSEZ 2009 92.0 24.0 24 83.0 19.0 24 6.1% 0.41 [-0.16, -0.98] 1
R 2011 154.1 523 62 132.1 41.0 48 6.4% 0.46 [-0.08, —0.84] —_—
FAER 2009 48.3 32.1 40 68.5 29.6 38 63%  —0.64[-1.10,-0.19] —_
THEft 2014 73.1 32.0 68 104.5 47.7 68 6.4%  —0.77 [-1.12,-0.42] —_
FI5H§ 2014 86.3 15.9 208 837 153 112 6.5% 0.16 [-0.07, -0.39] |-
FH YT 2008 100.5 339 76  130.6 42.0 44 6.4%  —0.81[-1.19,-0.42] —_
HH HHE 2012 98.0 72.5 25 1263 60.4 25 6.2%  —0.42[-0.98,-0.14] —
JEHIE 2014 84.9 344 34 1083 47.8 33 6.2%  —0.56 [-1.05,-0.07] _
7R 2015 164.0 25.5 63 261.5 22.7 63 6.1%  —4.01 [-4.63,-3.40] —_—
[@ 42011 123.9 30.2 39 2405 38.7 36 59%  —3.34[-4.05,-2.63] —_—
i #2010 67.6 325 42 89.2 43.4 40 6.3%  —0.56 [-1.00,-0.12] -
Total (95% CI) 922 770 100%  —1.10 [-1.66,—0.54] <
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.26; Chi’=402.24, df = 15 (P < 0.000 01); *=96% , , | ' ,
Test for overall effect: Z=3.83 (P =0.000 1) -4 ) 0 2 4

9

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]
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Fig. 9 Meta-analysis on serum IV-C
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o 44 53 1 T 5 A SRR I CHB &3 If LN /K
(E10).

2.4.9 [f3E PCII KT 3547 19 AFFALPT (n=
1 776) & T I3 PCHI /K FH281k. ST RIfAAE
Gt R (P<0.000 01, P=94%). RHIBEHLK
NS T G IR0, ERER, 1RIT A SR

FLA LT PCIT /K P Z A Grit24m L [SMD=-1.52,
95% CI (-1.97, —1.07), P=0.00001]; #REI7EH
BT P I BT = W AR T B Al FH B A o B T
I R#IC CHB &35 1% PCIT KF (B 1.

2410 GRS HEMRE A 5 Mrgi2s] (=
390) #IE TR A R . RIS T2

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
T k2010 159.0 36.0 46  179.0 71.0 46 54%  —0.35[-0.76,—0.06] -
S 2009 168.5 472 72 2944 47.0 70 53%  —2.66 [-3.11,-2.20] -
W 2013 101.1 27.7 33 1125 26.1 33 53%  —0.42[-0.91,-0.07] -
JiH%% 2013 93.7 10.4 50 1358 15.3 50 51%  —3.20[-3.80,—2.60] e
4t 2013 121.6 76.2 40 167.6 89.4 40 54%  —0.55[-1.00,-0.10] -
SEFYE 2009 143.0 47.0 24 173.0 54.0 24 52%  —0.58 [-1.16,—0.00] —
W 2011 98.5 30.1 62 118.0 335 48 54%  —0.61 [-1.00,-0.22] -
FA7 R 2009 75.6 48.6 40 105.8 66.5 38 53%  —0.51[-0.97,-0.06] -
FE%f 2014 129.4 49.4 68 1589 54.9 68 55%  —0.56 [-0.90, -0.22] -
FHF% 2010 43.4 10.7 49 89.4 453 49 54%  —1.39[-1.83,-0.94] -
T 51§ 2014 113.0 34.5 108 1184 246 112 55%  —0.18 [-0.45,-0.08] -
FH 2%YT. 2008 100.2 313 76 1165 33.0 44 54%  —0.51[-0.89,-0.13] -
#H HHE 2012 102.4 28.1 25 1137 30.2 25 52%  —0.38 [-0.94,-0.18] =
JuEE 2014 96.4 38.6 34 1623 57.2 33 52%  —1.34[-1.87,-0.81] -
7 TR 2015 152.2 23.5 63  277.6 30.4 63 5.0%  —4.58 [-5.26,-3.91] ——
[ 42011 169.0 414 39 2844 45.8 36 51%  —2.62[-3.25,-2.00] —
i 572010 121.7 427.0 42 162.2 44.6 40 54%  —0.13 [-0.56,—0.38] -
LA 2015 102.5 55.3 11 183.6 60.6 10 45%  -1.35[-2.31,-0.38] _
0K 2010 120.7 38.6 35 1593 40.5 30 53%  —0.97 [-1.48,-0.45] —_—
Total (95% CI) 917 859 100%  —1.18 [-1.64,—-0.73] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.95; Chi’=337.35, df = 18 (P < 0.000 01); = 95% — —

Test for overall effect: Z=15.10 (P =0.000 01)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]
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Fig. 10 Meta-analysis on serum LN

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
+ %2010 161.0 69.0 46 2310 690 46 54%  —1.01[-1.44,—-0.57] —_
M= 2009 138.2 39.1 72 2899 540 70 53%  —3.21[-3.71,-2.71] ——
i 2013 129.4 46.6 331305 501 33 53%  —0.02 [-0.50,-0.46] — -
% 2013 80.2 10.0 50 1214 139 50 51%  —3.38 [-4.00,—2.76] —_
Z= ) 2013 90.6 348 40 1268 762 40 54%  —0.61[-1.05,-0.16] —_
LB HE 2009 146.0 15.0 24 1570 220 24 52%  —0.57[-1.15,-0.00] —r
R4 2011 100.3 29.9 62 1477 335 48 54%  —1.49[-1.92,-1.06] -
EA7 K 2009 64.3 22.8 40 964 232 38 53%  —1.38[-1.88,-0.88] i
FHEf 2014 95.3 30.5 68 1312 467 68 55%  —0.91[-1.26 —0.55] =
E#% 2010 126.7 33.6 49 1912 613 49 5.4%  —129[-1.73,-0.86] —
EI5H 2014 86.1 12.3 108 114.8 564 112 5.6%  —0.69 [-0.97, —0.42]
BT 2008 102.4 32.0 76 1183 319 44 55%  —0.50 [-0.87,-0.12] -
HHHIE 2012 108.4 13.7 25 1593 222 25 49%  —2.72[-3.50,-1.93] =
JUEHEE 2014 88.4 34.4 34 1457 814 33 53%  —0.91[-1.42,-0.41] =
HTZR 2015 127.6 24.4 63 2572 371 63 51%  —4.11[-4.73,-3.48] —
#2011 149.3 27.9 39 2783 502 36 5.0%  —3.18[-3.87, —2.49] —_
& 572010 90.9 38.8 42 1272 87 40 53%  —1.26[-1.74,-0.79] =
H/kA 2015 102.6 40.4 1 1513 459 10 4.6%  —1.08[-2.02,-0.15] —F =
FE LI 2010 120.1 65.4 35 190.5 78.6 30 53%  —0.97[-1.49,—0.45] o
Total (95% CI) 917 859  100%  —1.52[-1.97,-1.07] <
Heterogeneity: Tau= 0.93; Chi>=307.25, df = 18 (P <0.000 01); > = 94% /R 5 i

Test for overall effect: Z=6.61 (P =0.000 01)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]
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Fig. 11 Meta-analysis on serum PCIII
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SR (P<0.75, P=0%). X FH [l 5E RS R i
1T eI, JRIT LRI PR R B AL T X I
H, ERAHRIFE L [RR=1.25, 95% CI (1.15,
1.36), P=0.000 01]; $2&7~%5E 77 % I FBEA BT
A =5 R AR T B fe P ST A 5 S T B N g
fm CHB AEE IR A 2% (B 12),

25 AFRRBESH

A Revman 5.3 X449 A\ SCHikie it 2 il s - K]
AT e RS VA o DA R A R NP FR bR
DL TR AR B RR B0 HUE A4 FR, BL RR fH
FREAE AR B S, g R IR B R
PRI, $EnmlRefAE R B fmfar, LK 13,

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
T k2010 44 46 35 46 20.3% 1.26 [1.06, 1.50] —r
Jit %% 2013 48 50 35 50 20.3% 1.37[1.13, 1.66] —_—
A ) 2013 37 40 29 40 16.8% 1.28 [1.03, 1.57] —
B4 2011 56 62 37 48 24.2% 1.17[0.98, 1.40] ——
i 72010 38 42 31 40 18.4% 1.17[0.96, 1.42] T
Total (95%CI) 240 224 100.0% 1.25[1.15, 1.36] <
Total events 223 167
Heterogeneity: Chi’=1.95, df =4 (P < 0.75); =0 0‘_5 0‘_7 ] 1’5 5

Test for overall effect: Z=15.15 (P =0.000 01)

Favours [experimenta] Favours [control]
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Fig. 12
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Fig. 13 Funnel plot of clinical total effective rate
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RAETRL N 2.1%; 75—kt HBeAg AT CHB M
BT 9 4F (1~18.4 4F) MIBE VIR FL R, R
NRTFRELL I R AE A 23%. K, PURTLT 4k 218
P98 1) 2R A 9T it

AR Meta 7 HTas SRR, BITH SRS
FML, HEZELEIER HAL IV-C. LN, PCII
IR LA B o3 I S R AR bR TT 4 B 35 LI ALT.
AST. TBIL /KPR EML T XA, ZRA5TF
B YT H SRR B 5 35 HBV DNA. HBeAg

Meta-analysis on clinical total effective rate

HARERLRITFE 0 WRBARE, BITH
B TR 2 . bR &t i A 52 75 8 F T Ik
& B AR S R VA T 18 M 2 BT 28 AT AR 4R AL T T I
R BE% CHB B ATLT4EALRESE, AT 2t T
B F R AR TS R AT VR, AT R SR I T RE
A Fabr. VI SRR M HBV DNA.
HBeAg FIARZE R LRI F R XL, R 7 EH R
JHF Bk B A2 =5 T 5 B At FH ] e = R A
CHB % HBV DNA .HBeAg %% [ J7 TH %R A 24 .

ARUMFFHFIRIEE T (1) QIR I %
fabr (MIERFEFbRED) FERKRT M, (H2ER
T IE AR HBV DNA %2 F1 HBeAg #4FH% —
BLREENERZI, KR AR EEEES,
FLJ5 IR AT 8 2 B389 8 AN 1R DA K SCRR 1R R 2
RS R FEOL =R Rt (20 IANAKIK
WEFESCRR BRI 2 A PR, 19 T FANA 2 TR
FHBEALE L AT o0 41, FLAR AT FT B A S AL 5 4.,
{HI AR A IR B ARBENLAN B2 2 20 5% 19 T 7834
R FLE . ZRF G RN EH L E . 19 I
BT 5 359 016 SR P 15 38 2 8 R B PR 5 T a5 1
SR, A BRI T A F A O £ R

DALt 5 bl R A AR T R AR L, 5 5
B R BRA P EAR B ERGYT CHB 4RI 2%
B, AL PR R S AR B D
REFBAR KT, IR S A AR 4 B B4 &, HBV
DNA. HBeAg #2377 THRURAH 4
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