
Supplementary Figure 1. Risk of bias of the enrolled studies.
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Total (95 % CI)
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Puranik 2018

Heterogeneity: Tau = 0.54; ChI = 8.56, df = 1 ( = 0.003); I = 88%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.24 ( = 0.03)

Tack 2015

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.00 ( = 1.00)

Heterogeneity: Tau = 1.57; ChI = 107.15, df = 6 ( < 0.00001); I = 94%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.83 ( = 0.005)
Test for subgroup differences: ChI = 7.22, df = 2 ( = 0.03); I = 72.3 %
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Supplementary Figure 2. Forest plot comparing proton pump inhibitor (PPI) plus prokinetics and PPI monotherapy in patients with gastro-
esophageal reflux disease in term of symptom improvement, subgrouped by individual prokinetic.
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Cho 2013
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Supplementary Figure 3. Forest plot comparing proton pump inhibitor (PPI) plus prokinetics and PPI monotherapy in patients with gastro-
esophageal reflux disease in term of symptom improvement, subgrouped by gastroesophageal reflux disease subtype.
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Supplementary Figure 4. Forest plot comparing proton pump inhibitor (PPI) plus prokinetics and PPI monotherapy in patients with gastro-
esophageal reflux disease in term of symptom improvement, subgrouped by risk of bias.


