Revman Plots: False suggestion

Pain
Suggestion No treatment Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Eland 1981 (1) TET 273 10 933 21 10 8.4% -0.65 [-1.56, 0.25] —
Eland 1981 {2 6.33 4 10 638 10 8.9% 0.08 [-0.80, 0.56] —
Fowler-Kerry 1987 (1) 53 377 40 583 38 80 47 4% -017 [-0.55, 0.21] —r
FowlerKerry 1987 (3) 3687 34 40 447 38 40 35.4% -0.25 [-0.69, 0.19] —
Total (95% CI) 100 140 100.0% -0.21 [-0.47, 0.05] >
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi=1.42, df= 3(F = 0.703; F= 0% 52 51 3 15 é

Testfor averall effect Z=160(FP=011)

(Without data from Eland 1981 (2) and Fowler-Kerry 1987 (3))

Favours Suggestion

Favours Mo treatment

Suggestion No treatment Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Eland 1981 {13 TET 273 10 933 21 10 15.0% -0.65 [-1.56, 0.29] e ——
Eland 1981 {2 6.33 4 10 6 38 10 0.0% 0.08 [-0.80, 0.96]
Fowler-Kerry 1987 (1) 5.3 377 40 5493 38 g0 85.0% -0.17 [-0.85,0.21] —.—
Fowler-Kerry 1987 (3) 367 34 40 447 38 40 0.0% -0.25 [-0.69, 0.19]
Total (95% CI) 50 90 100.0% -0.24 [-0.59, 0.11] ‘r
0

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 095 di=1{(F=0.33), F=0%
Test for averall effect: Z=1.33(P=0.18)

Distress Pre-procedure (post-intervention)

2
Favours Suggestion

1 2
Favours Mo treatment

Suggestion No treatment 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Eland 1981 {1} 35 41 10 4 3.85 10 50.7% -0.12 [-1.00, 0.76]
Eland 1981 {2} 4 46 10 B 3.85 10 48.3% -0.45 [-1.34, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -0.28 [-0.91, 0.34]

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®=0.26, df=1 {(F= 061}, F=0%
Testfor overall efiect: Z=0.88 (F=0.38)
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