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auufgiunandenaiiiey 3 4o laun Al owiieafu (homogeneity), AuAdEAE 9y
(similarity) wag AUEBRAREDS (Consistency)? ¢ fiswaziBensolul

Homogeneity

Homogeneity unede N157i wiazn1snaaesUsuidunanissnenierfums onan1ssne
Fuwmnenafiuusil normal distribution® Wienslaifiauwnnsng (heterogeneity) melugi3euiiiey
(within pair® arududedeafuvesnsinuezsiiliilaléiwavesnsinwanain intervention
Asauleas e llduandantsunsnueed u Tneialdanudud e eatuazdsedivann
heterogeneity Fafin1suua heterogeneity aanidu 3 Useian laun 1) heterogeneity nnsadin 2)
heterogeneity 183914348 3) heterogeneity n19add usiifiona 7 heterogeneity 9xnune s
heterogeneity n9ad@iundniilotnn heterogeneity M9adf Ao AINLLANAIVDINATDI
intervention mnﬂ'ﬁﬁﬂmﬁlt,l,mmm'mﬂ”u wazidunauiain heterogeneity N14AGUN Lag
heterogeneity ¥99n115398° @150 heterogeneity mméﬁﬂiuﬁmguuawﬁﬁﬁmmﬁﬁzgLﬁaqmﬂ
heterogeneity napddnazuanitianuuanssludnuauzIosidnin (3u e 818 ANUTULTIVEY
T5m 10977 n3elsAsan) Usstanniessosiiatveensianadns uazdnvazuas intervention
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Aveadafisnlduans heterogeneity Tun1s3insievieduu ldun I-squared statistic (12!
v3eluunansdlonauanudud chi-squared () ns@nwlafifidn heterogeneity Auansindiaiu
Juidloifeatumnda homogeneity 43 91ndia Cochrane wugiuumislunisussidiua 2 &l
0-40%: ald1Agy (might not be important), 30-60%: il heterogeneity WeUszuad (moderate),
50-90%: 3 Heterogeneity Woauas (substantial), 75-100%: 3 Heterogeneity 110 (considerable)'

Similarity

Similarity vanedia MsAnwimihuiwtemsianueaeadsiulaessuiisuseninsag
o = . a v A ' q ' o s = A
AIBULTiBY (between pain) Ingfiarsanandadeimndnvsiinadenadnsnisdnwiuenviieliain
intervention #3e1anuneiie effect modifier WU JUWUUNSANYY dnuazalszyINg SE82AINTT
$hw msdama A nnsinen® ® dregraty nsAnwuseansnmueamsidetlunisanimdn Fdl
VANFIUNATININNITANYIUY randomized control trial (RCT) fivin1sfnunluen A Wisuiven B
Fu3u 10 MsAne wazen A Wiguiven C S1uau 10 mMsfiny waedIdewiuiinsmiuaunssuyseniu

& o aa 1 H 9 A a v ! = o = Y =
amsiuladeniinadanisanumin Wenasaudnudn Msdnwinlue) A wWiguiven B
heterogeneity ¢ tosan 9 lu 10 MsAnw hluAuidnisauauMsTulsEN LIS WagN1sAnK
7Avilug A Wleuduen C 3 heterogeneity aiuiu Wesan 8 Tu 10 ns@nw vnluaud ldsinig
AIUANNTTUUTEMURIMS Aniiulad ud S ouisuvisanag as 411 heterogeneity #1 wag

= = = W Y o A Y

WIsumeu A vs B gz Avs C mm’mLmemﬂummammmaﬂﬂuwmiﬂ’mﬂm’]iiwizmummi
YAIMANF NIRRT UM UARATE similarity ¢in

Transitivity ¥une8 4 n1s@nw1n datdundauaateadaiulunndadedidsy goniu
intervention FuduauufgiuidrAgluauidnsziefunuaietiggalnd 990N1INUNILITIUNTIY
NI UNITILATITRBANIULAZ Y 18AaBAYe 20 TTIRUNT WU transitivity L uauufgiund
ANUMINYARAARIIU similarity fatiy transitivity 3uingnldunu similarity Twissaunssudagdu’

Consistency

Consistency or incoherence Na17A ANADAAR DI UTENINUANFIUN A TIHASUANFIU
nseu FaagnuldlumsiesmeiodnuaioteiTouisunaduimsuuunay Wesniludngu
n1ensesEninaiUTguiieuly network map’ Weiinnsuszidu consistency sfnaviinnsnanids
inconsistency wieauldaiaueiiieviliuosfiunimsadlddmaudadu consistency fimsuddly
2 ¥fin ldun n1suszuanizdl (local inconsistency) ¥niinasld SIDE (separating indirect from
direct evidence) 3a8nTefie node-splitting Junsusediunnguieudiou wagnsuszdiulag
AN (global inconsistency) 2zdn1514 inconsistency models® n1susziiiulasaulugazuugin
ImmﬁﬂivLmumaawumLwaimmauﬂawwm%qmiﬂﬂm

nsaATziefuwasornednludetenduaunfgiundn 3 Usznis amuﬁgmﬁmmﬁma
Funsaufudn exchangeability Fanuneda msﬁ%uﬂaﬁamamﬂLLm'amﬁﬁﬂmmmsﬂ%’umﬁﬂﬁ
dosmnnsinvinariuiiviunilndifestuluguussmnsiidne mseenuuuise uas effect
modifiers’ nsnaapuANNAgIUTIALazTIenTaaeUindayafildfanunaundy aenndouay
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ofnuaTety wansismnugniostazmnideiievesradniiinismenuly egndlsinmuenuide
Sruumnndslildvssdudonsnuasigruveadegisdnay feuiimamsenininmsldneny
msUsuduausfigruisande o1vanamnideievomantsingag

NIDULUIAN IUNITIATITHBAUIUATDUNY
noULUIAALT BOYLUAINNITMES (parameter) vBaUsEYINTlUNTTIAT TV BALY
wisetne i 2 wuu il
1. NSULWIARA frequentist v 831/ parameter ﬁluﬁ’ﬁwgﬁaqﬂuﬂizmm WHurnpad L
Wasuulawuarhifinisnsznevesaniandy dnuvavdidy fo Fuinnisdeaunfgiundn
(null hypothesis) uagiloldnanismaaosfastiuigaiauufgiuideld anifuinoyuue
parameter 193Us¥1NT NS TUILNGNFIRE A RNTY ALLUTUTIUTRIAN parameter AR
/N3UTELIUAT parameter fiD NMSFUVATY 9 n%q iolle point estimate 1 risk ratio (RR),
odd ratio (OR) wa e mean difference (MD) A1m19@@ A 903n50ULUIAAT bAuA pvalue,
confidence interval (Cl) Wag P-score®
2. nsoULLIAA Bayesian nsouLLIRATRALIIMANgUiAT Iy SuuiRaiidn parameter
fluiaswesszrnsinisnszateautiasdy dnunedidy fe Uty aanNn1snaassly
ins1zsaufuAs R (prior) ﬁﬁmumfw‘%’amn%agaLﬁmﬁﬁagj A1 parameter 39811150
\WasuuUasld Lﬁaﬁsﬁaga’majLﬁi’hméhEJmif-ﬁ’wmmmmu'w:ﬁL“fﬁJumwé’q (posterior probability)
dielitulalddnauinasduniendslugiadanaiuansen parameter ufaswasdszsng
Jedpaszytsnmindede (credible Interval; Crl) 13dme Awnsaifueanseuluifn Bayesian
1AuA Crl, probability of being the best (P(best)), surface under the cumulative ranging curve
(SUCRA)®
AULANAN A NTOULUIAR frequentist ﬁ]z“[,ﬁﬂ"]mmu'wzLﬂumaﬂﬁagaﬁiﬁaﬁﬂﬂWiwmaaq
ilerrAmeYNIuA parameter uviTssuesuszansiilingiuan udnseuLwAn Bayesian aglvian
Auu1aiduvesAn parameter ‘1‘7{LLﬁﬁ]‘%d“UEJ\‘i‘lJiz“U’]ﬂif\]’lﬂ%’@%aﬁlﬁmﬂﬂ’]imﬂa@ﬂ pg9lsAnuly
Haqgtudsliifeaguiuiueuitnseunaalmuininiu winuiwadnsildanmsiesginunsou
WuIRA frequentist Tduana19911971nN153AS 18R e Bayesian tnsamglunsdiidnszisae
Bayesian wilailddin1simun prior lngerdudeyaneuntil nseukuifn Bayesian lasuaiudieyly
IR ANUATT B3NN Lesandaudavgu uwanaldienit wazannsadingeinisdn
Susured intervention 7igasnsiuieudiieuls desdiavesnsldnseunuifn Bayesian Ao Fosende
anudeIrgiaifuaznslilusunsuaifdmsu Bayesian uwardesimua prior Mviangauan
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Network map

Network map #3® network geometry A LLNumWﬁ'LLamﬂﬁﬁuﬁuﬁ‘ (interaction) 21319
msRnuauaidadnyinmug unuamideligewanmnsafunmrnteming uiider)
nazUsziiumaminui (strength) v8smsiUouiiiouls duansiogisluguil 2 Tnefnanandiv
(node) usiazduuansiamnadenuie intervention fifesnsiuseuifisy druduidenseszniig
Anaufiunansfmdngunenssiifvegisuiiou elvsinuresdoyaiitazuansieiminude
YuIAredNaUiiv wieanumuveduidende tnevhlurunvenenaiiviansduaugidniau
midderesusagmaden dumumuivenduidoudonanifeiuiunuiteresd wWisuidfieuty 1
wiadl fduiulusunsuTieseiad anld Insunalusunsuenafinisfinunguiuunisuans aue
drmdndiumnsingluanndld dafufsniseruuuanienisudana network map Aseylilunsay
nsAnwIUsENaUmE®

5UN 2 feag13 network map JULUUAN 9

NTUT 2 azitiulén
) uanansAnuni bifindngiuniemssszninusay intervention fifissnsAnwiiuiu
common comparator ity
LanIN1SANT I n1sIUTouisusEnInguias intervention U common comparator kagiiieu
AULDINIY AINENRUSAINE1IETILA network map Hanwazitig

Effect estimate

Effect estimate ApANTLEA1NNISAIUINIIEER WARITLIATEINANTENUIIN intervention
JEnIeanangu’® effect estimate anunsaudseanilugosuseinnlug 9 loun ratio measures waz
difference measures (U13AS 115 8N relative way absolute measures Aua1s V) § 93y
AUTEINULUUYA (point estimate) 3 as1n51891UAIUE AUATUTEIAUUUUEI (interval estimate)
Iqwn CI 9l effect estimate YauaazALUTguigy (comparisons) Aldannnisiisgdeduny
wIveaInsadaualiva nviagguiuy taun forest plot, interval plot wag league table lng
fiseazidoadil
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<) Ao vy 1 v 1 =
Junsnlideyasgensuniu Inguaninavasunazn1sfnuwiiagiasiu (pooled effect)
YoanaUTeuLigusng 9 aelueIetie lun pooled within design wag pooled overall 3N

3 QuuiiuIn forest plot Usgnaume 3 anweug'

Ao

1) AMAuULRLLIEUTN VAN LaneA effect estimate way Cl ¥89A1 effect estimate VYpILAAY

ANSANYI

2) gﬂﬁmﬁamﬁwmmmﬁm (diamond) A1y wane pooled within desien WiaNaTVBILS
az @LU'ﬁEJ‘ULVlEJU szNmmmmﬂmiﬂﬂ‘mm‘wmmmwaﬂﬁmmamﬂumﬂmﬂsaumsrumeﬂu

=

3) EUE‘?LW@EJ&IGU’]’JWWHJM@&LL@Q &MY poo

led overall mamamﬂmmmmmsamwwm

FIANUINAINNTANYIIVUATINIVENFIUN NATIAEN 108

Benoni 2001
Clasys 2007
Garneti 2004
Johansson 2005
Kazemi 2010

Na 2016
Rajesparan 2009
ang 2016
Yamasaki 2004

Barrachina 2016
AllABC

Wei 2014
AlABD

i 2016
AABE

All studies

Barrachina 2016
All ABC
All studies

Barrachina 2016
AllABC

Benoni 2000
Ekback 2000
Fraval 2017
Hsu 2015
Husted 2003
Lee 2013
Lemay 2004
Niskanen 2005
AlLAC

All studies

Yi 2016
AllABE

Xie 2016
AllBDE

All studies

Morth 2016
AlICD <
Al studies <

100 0.1 1 10 100
Odds ratio

Dvs.A
Wei 2014 —a—
AIABD L
Alshryda 2013 —-—
artin 2014 —_—
Yue 2014 —_—
AllAD <
All studies <
Evs.A
Yie| ————
AllABE| —————
All studies| =———=
Dvs.B
Wei 2014 —a
AlABD -
Xie 2016 —
AlIBDE _—
All studies <
Evs.D
Xie20le| ——
AIBDE| =———C——=
All studies _

» Studies

Pooled within design

Pooled overall

Test of consistency: chi2(8)=4.00, p=0.857

o

g‘tJ‘ﬁ 3 five814 forest plot'®

a1l forest plot ALUANAMWATINNAIINNTUTIUTBULUUATENINNTINIAN 9 Tagus
avvedlunsmazuanmanisiSeuiisuresgnissnwiaesila WeliduaannsAinwusazadu
wazAHaTIangdmiugiUSeuigutueg19taau Wy nMaUSeufigusening B Au A Jauanald

Tudosdiegn nudndn1s@nel 12 MsAnwNAeI1783 LAYUANINATILAAENITANYY NATIUIIN
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Interval plot

AUTeINTEUERIY interval plot Ao VilAuNMTIMLaLiAN19ve effect estimate
vosusazgiUSsuiiulfesadnau esiuszneures interval plot avUszneuse aamAsNivany
AR wanaen effect estimate w3onazIMVBILAaAUTUWIEU WU RR, OR %50 MD dnunazidunis
fisaniduuuiuey (horizontal line) Jxuansrasnud esfuvesdn effect estimate Gstaelsiifiud
arnildutuouvoswadng mnduddwendidu null (Fu 0 dwfu MD %3 1 15U RR wag OR)
eI madnslifdudidgynisaif Iag intervention fiszynou Ae intervention Aiawla dau
intervention Aiszyiinda Ae fSeuiiiou’ ® feg1sanguil 4 uansdadruvesiaiidinisud s
yoadensglurantmne (time in therapeutic range: TTR) vesitefinsuImsnislie warfarin
Tuguuuusne 9 9zWiudn §Ulengu patient self-management (PSM) uaz patient self-testing (PST)
fifin TTR igandnga usual care (UQ) TnaflA1windu MD 7.39% (95% Cl: 2.39, 12.39) uag MD
7.85% (95% Cl: 1.82, 13.88) mnaiasiu’’

Interval plot azagummaTinvasnsiUseuiisunnabilunswide vilvanunsailSeuiiisy
NAUDINITINYIA ﬂié’dﬂaﬁ'ﬁu

TR
Treatment Effect MD with 95%Cl
AMS vs UC —_— 2.08 (-4.26,8.42)
PSMvs UC —_— 7.39 (2.39,12.39)
PSTvs UC ——— 7.85(1.82,13.88)
PSM vs AMS —T——— 5.31(-2.20,12.82)
PST vs AMS e 5.77 (-0.52,12.06)
PSTvs PSM ——#—— 0.46 (-6.28,7.20)
T T T
-6.3 0 8.8 14
MD

AMS: Anticoagulation management service; MD: Mean difference; PSM: Patient self-management; PST: Patient self-testing;

TTR: Time in therapeutic range; UC: usual care

% 1

g'ﬂ‘ﬁ 4 §19814 interval plot'’

League table

[Jumsnefiviaue effect estimates vosnngiussuifisulumsaied awnsadiausld
1NN 2 wadns uslaeviludsuuansuadnsudndios 1 nadws shliddnvasdumastusul
n1587U league table Tun13193988aUe intervention #13 q A unUSsuisuaud wansly
network map Tnetdunisuanssausiazgifisuan intervention Auansnuuuingvemins oy
fu intervention flegjdnunlusiua1swIn mndesn1sman effect estimate vesgaulalyiizusy
nARANLIUUAAYRY intervention AaulandanniduasndafuidufianmuiuIv8NNRaY
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4n04 intervention MifeIN15UTEUTIEU 8ni108139015199 1 10U league table W3suLiiauady
ideslunsiiin thromboembolic event ¥8In153AN1581 warfarin luguiuusing 9 a1snsaseyen RR
999 anticoagulation management service (AMS) Wiguiu PST lawinfiu 0.85 (95% Cl: 0.55-1.29)

A13519% 1 LaAIAI9E19 league table N15LAA Thromboembolic events ¥841159AN1587 warfarin
Tusduuusing q

AMS
0.42 (0.18-0.99) l PSM

oL

Q85 (055-129) 2 | 200 (0.91-4.40) PST
0.97 (0.51-1.87) 0.41 (0.24-0.71) 0.82 (0.47-1.45) uc

AMS: anticoagulation management, PSM: patient self-management, PST: patient self-testing, UC: usual care

AN9797 2 uARd league table YoeHANTIATIEiADIHAANE N ouY TneflinguszasAlile
LU%EJ‘ULﬁﬁluﬂizﬁwﬁmaﬁumﬂaqmﬁ‘miU%’UsummSmﬁuﬁyugm (basal insulin) SUKUUAS 9 ABNNT
mueusputhmaludonvesithevmusind 2'° maiiauedeyautsoendu 2 @ léun

AU BuAIUE" (lower triancle) wananan15WaBuLUaIAT Hemoglobin Alc (HbALC)
51891 9uA MD 521U 95% Cl %agﬂwumiﬁ%auamﬁauﬁ’u league table Tilduaninadnindn
Fesmenaidien fegratu flhedldsumsuiuruedugiuienues edrsliosdunsiay 2 ade
warlasunisatduauuanyAaInsnen1sunmg (self-titration; ST/High/supported by healthcare
providers; S-HCP) fiszfu HbALc anaunnIgUasildsunisusuruindugdulagyaainsmis
ANSWNNEY lu'LﬁuLﬁauazﬂiﬁga (conventional titration; Conv/Low/healthcare providers; HCP)
Iaganunsnan HbALc lah 1.19% (95% Cl: -1.67, -0.72)

auvAsud Uy (upper triangle) wansnudsasmainnngimaludeniiunss
(severe hypoglycemia) s1eaudua RR $aurifu 95% C| 3’%msémmmﬂﬁﬁmﬁumﬂﬂaé’uﬂéwqm
199 intervention fianla udaniduduludatuduiuiusuiianunainindieanues intervention
fifiosnsiSuiiioy Mogradu fuaedildfunmsuivrmedugaulasyaainsymnanisunmg 11
Fouazada (Conv/High/HCP) fienudswionafinamziimaludonsisuussganinguaed uiy
YUINBUYAUntgnulasa 19desdUaviay 2 s warldTunisatuayuainueunaiady
(ST/High/supported by application; S-App) Iaeiia1 RR WU 1.69 (95% CI: 0.21, 13.92)



dadunanmsAneseiiios AnznduAEns usInendeuseas |

A919% 2 LERIFIBEN9 league table V03@BINAANS NIDUAUNTULAAINANITUTEIHUAITDLUYDY
nangunduas1eils lagld CINeMA™

Table 2—The effects on HbA;. reduction (lower triangle) and severe hypoglycemia (upper triangle)

ST/High/S-HCP

0.63 1.00 5.16 063 1.06 1.63
(0.02, 18.43) (0.06, 15.79) (0.06, 431.34) (0.02,17.46) (0.05, 21.74) (0.08, 35.11)
lelele] :]elele] lelele] [::]e]lele)] [:]elele] [:]elele]
~0.75 ST/High/s-App 1.60 8.25 101 1.69 2.60
(—1.26, —0.25) (0.23, 11.30) (0.19, 364.59) (0.10, 10.23) (0.21, 13.92) (0.34, 20.18)
DHB0O B000 B000 BO00 B0O00 B0O00
—093 —0.18 ST/High/Pt 5.16 063 106 1.63
(—1.35, —0.52)* (—0.47, 0.11) (0.16, 164.32) (0.10, 4.01) (031, 3.62) (0.42, 6.27)
SDDO SHo0 ::lelele] ::]e]lele)] eO00 22 lele)
~098 —0.22 —0.04 ST/Low/S-HCP 012 0.20 0.32
(—1.57, —0.39)* (—0.69, 0.24) (—047, 0.38) (0.00, 5.37) (0.01, 6.78) (0.01, 7.64)
BHE0O Se00 S0O00 BS000 Bs0O00 Bs0O00
~114 —0.38 ~020 —0.16 ST/Low/Pt 168 2.59
(—1.63, —0.64) (—0.71, —0.06)* (—048, 0.07) (—0.53, 0.22) (0.32, 8.86) (0.34, 19.89)
SBB0O [ ele] -2 lele] e le) [:lelele)] [:lelele)]
~0.96 ~0.20 —0.02 0.02 018 Conv/High/HCP 1.54
(—1.42, —0.49)* (—0.51, 0.11) (—022, 0.18) (—0.39, 0.44) (—0.08, 0.44) (036, 6.52)
HHP0O S8e00 55 lele) e000 5 lele) e0O00
~119 ~0.43 ~025 —0.11 ~0.05 ~023 Conv/Low/HCP
(—1.67, —0.71)* (—0.74, —0.12)* (—0.50, —0.01)* (—0.62, 0.20) (—0.35, 0.25) (—0.46, 0.00)
HHPO ee00 epo0 @eap00 &000 e000

Pooled data on the HbA,. (%) reduction are MD (95% Cl), and pooled data for severe hypoglycemia are risk ratio (95% Cl). Certainty of evi-

dence: OO0, very low; RO O, low; &HEHO, moderate; RO, high. *Statistically significant.

*Statistically Significant

The HbA1lc (%) reduction was pooled using the mean difference (MD) with the corresponding 95% confidence interval (95%
Cl), while severe hypoglycemia was pooled using the risk ratio (RR) with the corresponding 95% CI.
Abbreviations: Conv, conventional titration; High, >1/month for Conv, >2/week for ST; Low, <1/month for Conv, <2/week

for ST; Pt, managed mainly by patients; S-App, supported by application; S-HCP, supported by healthcare providers; ST,

self-titration
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