Study %
D SMD (95% CI)  Weight
1
Belmont (1997) ——=—— 500(362,638) 100.00
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p = .) <> 500 (3.62,6.38) 100.00
2
Xu (2003) ————  450(3.22,578) 4843
Zheng (2006) —.— 1.46(0.73,2.19) 51.57
Subtotal (I-squared = 93.8%, p = 0.000) -{:—:—__} 2.93 (-0.04,5.91) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study %
D SMD (95% CI)  Weight
2
Belmont (1997) ———— 500(362,638) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) <> 500 (362, 6.38) 100.00
1
Xu (2003) ————  450(322,578) 4843
Zheng (2006) —_— 1.46(0.73,2.19) 5157
Subtotal (I-squared = 93.8%, p = 0.000) {:> 293 (-0.04,5.91) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study %
1D SMD (95% CI)  Weight
2
Belmont (1997) ——=—— 5.00(3.62,6.38) 100.00
Sublotal (I-squared = %, p =) <> 500(362,638) 10000
;
Xu (2003) ————  450(322,578) 4843
Zheng (2006) ——— 146(0.73,2.19) 5157
Sublotal (I-squared = 93.8%, p = 0.000) =TT T 293(-0.04,591) 10000
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Study %
D SMD (95% CI)  Weight
1
Belmont (1997) —— 5.00 (3.62, 6.38) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p=.) <> 5.00 (3.62, 6.38) 100.00
2
Xu (2003) ——— 4.50(3.22,5.78) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p = .) <> 450(3.22,5.78) 100.00
3
Zheng (2006) — 1.46 (0.73,2.19)  100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p = .) <> 1.46 (0.73,2.19) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T
6.38



