Ginseng Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI

9.6.1 Ginseng oral administration

Barton 2013 2.8 165 138 34 152 133 137% -0.04 [F0.28,0.20] 2013

Subtotal (95% CI) 138 133 13.7% -0.04 [-0.28, 0.20]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.31 (P =0.76)

9.6.2 Ginseng injections

Li 2011 -062 1.65 G2 -0.88 1.82 58 13.2% 018 [-0.21,051] 2011 T

Wiy 2014 279 1.33 47 168 1.34 47 128% 0.82[0.40,1.258] 2014 -
Feny 2014 218 1.29 31021 135 32 11.9% 1.47[0.91,2.03] 2014 -
Tang 2016 2487 114 43 152 1.32 43 127% 0.84[0.40,1.29] 2016 -

Liu 2016 06 1.11 a0 0.3 1 30 123% 0.28[0.23,0.79] 2016 T

Zhang 2016 1.08 1.33 26 008 0.91 26 11.9% 0.86[0.29,1.43] 2016 I
Chen 2019 416 1.32 33097 146 33 11.5% 227 [1.64,2.89] 2019 -
Subtotal (95% CI) 272 269  B86.3% 0.93 [0.44, 1.42] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.37; Chi®=43.31, df= 6 (P = 0.00001); IF= 86%

Test for overall effect Z=3.72 (P = 0.0002)

Total (95% CI) 410 402 100.0% 0.80 [0.31,1.29] ""
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.43; Chi®= 7222 df=7 (P = 0.00001); IF= 90% t t

2 A 0 i 2

Testfor overall effect: £=3.23 (P =0.001) Favours Control Favours Ginseng

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®=1212. df=1 (P = 0.0005). F=91.8%

Figure 9. Forest plot of ginseng oral administration and ginseng injections on cognitive fatigue without

heterogeneity taken into account.



