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Abstract 45 

Background and rationale: Limited data on the efficacy and safety of currently 46 

applied COVID-19 therapeutics and their impact on COVID-19 outcomes have raised 47 

additional concern. Aim and Methods: We estimated the impact of the current 48 

treatments on the efficacy and safety of COVID-19 by a meta-analysis. The 49 

comprehensive search included studies reporting clinical features and treatment 50 

strategies published from January 21, 2020, to May 15, 2020. Results: We included 51 

52 studies that involved 13,966 COVID-19 patients. We found that the most prevalent 52 

treatments were antivirals (proportion: 0.74, 95% CI 1: [0.65, 0.83]) and antibiotics 53 

(proportion: 0.73, 95% CI: [0.62, 0.83]). The COVID-19 severity increased among 54 

patients taking glucocorticoids (risk ratio (RR) 2 = 1.71, 95% CI: [1.06, 2.76]) or 55 

immunoglobulins (RR = 3.83, 95% CI: [1.27, 11.53]), and renal replacement therapy 56 

(RRT) and glucocorticoids increased the length of ICU stay (RRT 3: RR�= 11.89, 95% 57 

CI: [3.26, 43.39]; glucocorticoids: RR = 3.10, 95% CI: [1.52, 6.29]). The COVID-19 58 

severity and mortality increased among patients taking tocilizumab (severity: F = 59 

25.53, P = 0.02; mortality: F4 = 19.37, P = 0.02). The most effective treatment was 60 

the combination of arbidol with lopinavir/ritonavir compared with placebo (mean 61 

difference = 0.5, 95% CI [-0.60, 1.66]), and the safest combination was remdesivir 62 

and lopinavir/ritonavir (RR= 0.78, 95% CI [0.32, 1.91]). Conclusion: glucocorticoids, 63 

immunoglobulins, RRT, and tocilizumab might worsen COVID-19 outcomes, and the 64 

                                                               

1 CI: confidence interval  
2 RR: risk ratio 
3 RRT: renal replacement therapy 
4 F: F-test 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.24.20180638doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.24.20180638
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


4 

 

most effective and safest treatment strategy for COVID-19 is the combination of 65 

different antivirals.  66 

 67 

Keywords: COVID-19 drug treatment; COVID-19; Antiviral Agents; Interferons; 68 

Hydroxychloroquine; tocilizumab 69 
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1. Introduction 86 
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Since the outbreak of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) caused by severe 87 

acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) in December 2019, more 88 

than 14 million cases and 613,879 deaths have been reported as of July 22, 2020, in 89 

the world [1]. Compared to other beta coronaviruses that have caused epidemics over 90 

the last two decades, including severe acute respiratory syndrome coronavirus 91 

(SARS-CoV) [2] and Middle East respiratory syndrome coronavirus (MERS-CoV) [3], 92 

SARS-CoV-2 exhibits higher infectivity while lower fatality that makes it more 93 

destructive [4]. The rapid development of effective treatment approaches for 94 

COVID-19 is urgently needed since there is no specific therapy or vaccine for 95 

COVID-19 currently. Previous experiences from SARS and MERS treatment suggest 96 

that several interventions, including antivirals, such as lopinavir/ritonavir and 97 

umifenovir, glucocorticoids, interferons, ribavirin, besides newly introduced drugs 98 

such as chloroquine or its derivative hydroxychloroquine, and convalescent plasma, 99 

may improve clinical outcomes in COVID-19 patients, whereas the related data are 100 

not conclusive. Since the evidence of the effectiveness of these treatments remains 101 

lacking, we conducted a meta-analysis of the therapeutic approaches for COVID-19. 102 

This meta-analysis aimed to identify favorable and unfavorable treatment strategies 103 

for COVID-19 by comparing different treatment approaches using machine learning 104 

models. 105 

First, we conducted a proportional meta-analysis to summarize the pooled effect 106 

of the weighted proportion of each treatment. Next, we identified the impact of each 107 

treatment on the severity and mortality of COVID-19. Finally, we conducted the 108 
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network meta-analysis to, directly and indirectly, compare different treatment 109 

strategies. We summarized available randomized and non-randomized clinical trials of 110 

several treatment strategies and provided point estimates and their 95% confidence 111 

intervals (CIs) for the associations between these treatment strategies and given 112 

endpoints.  113 

2. Methods 114 

2.1 Search strategy and selection criteria 115 

We searched for publications between January 21, 2020, and May 15, 2020, in 116 

databases of PubMed, EMBASE, CNKI, Wanfang, Cochrane library, 117 

ClinicalTrails.gov, Scopus, Lancet, N Engl J Med and JAMA platforms, and Web of 118 

Science. We used the EndNote X9.0 software to exclude duplicate or irrelevant 119 

articles. We used the search term “2019 novel coronavirus, COVID-19 and 120 

SARS-CoV-2” AND “treatment, clinical characteristics, epidemiological 121 

characteristics, clinical trials, cohort studies, observational studies, case series” 122 

without language and age restriction. To identify missed studies, we checked the 123 

reference list for each selected paper. Our meta-analysis included publications 124 

involving the following information: clinical features, laboratory findings, and 125 

treatment approaches for COVID-19 patients with clinically defined severity or 126 

mortality. We excluded the following studies: duplicate publications, preprints, 127 

reviews, case reports, family-based studies, unrelated titles or abstracts, studies not 128 

involving clinical features, laboratory findings, treatment approaches, and animal or 129 

in vitro studies. The literature search steps followed the transparent reporting of 130 
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systematic reviews and meta-analyses “PRISMA” (Figure 1, Supplemental Content 131 

1). 132 

2.2 Data extraction 133 

Two investigators (QL and SJ) performed a literature search and data extraction, and 134 

another investigator (ZA) resolved the disagreements. We extracted the following 135 

variables: author, date, age, gender, number of participants in different groups for 136 

comparisons, including severe versus non-severe, ICU versus non-ICU, death versus 137 

survival, and deterioration versus discharge. The extracted data included publication 138 

date, country, study design, number of enrolled subjects, data collection method, 139 

baseline characteristics before treatment, diagnostic method, population, treatment 140 

details, time from admission to starting treatment, and outcomes in patients.  141 

 142 

2.3 Data analyses 143 

We conducted a proportional meta-analysis to account for the weighted average 144 

proportion of each treatment. We also conducted the subgroup meta-analysis to 145 

identify the impact of each treatment on the disease severity, such as the utility of 146 

antibiotics or antivirals in severe versus non-severe, ICU versus non-ICU, death 147 

versus survival, and deterioration versus discharge patients. Besides, we conducted 148 

the network meta-analysis to account for the relationship between clinical outcomes 149 

and borrowed strength across studies. We defined the disease severity as a 150 

dichotomous variable. We normalized the data by double-arcsine- or 151 

logit-transformation and confirmed their normal distribution by the Shapiro-Wilk test 152 
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before meta-analyses. We assessed statistical heterogeneity using the I2 statistic and 153 

Cochran’s Q test with a threshold of I2 > 50% or P ≤ 0.05. We adopted a 154 

random-effect model in terms of statistical heterogeneity. We performed the 155 

meta-analysis using R software and Cochrane software REVMAN 5 [5]. For the 156 

proportional meta-analysis, we used the R package “metafor” and “meta” [6] based 157 

on the restricted maximum likelihood method. We estimated the summary 158 

proportional effect size as the weighted average of the observed effect sizes in 159 

individual studies.  160 

For subgroup meta-analysis, we applied random models and mixed-effect 161 

meta-regression for different outcomes. The subgroups were defined by different 162 

severity definition terms in the studies. We used the random-effect model in the 163 

subgroup meta-analysis, and in the meta-regression, we used the mixed-effect model 164 

with the risk ratio (RR) as the estimated effect size to evaluate the impact of different 165 

drugs on the disease severity. We also conducted the network meta-analysis of 10 166 

different drugs in 13 studies to estimate if one intervention is more or less effective 167 

than another intervention for COVID-19 patients. In the network meta-analysis, we 168 

used a random-effect model with the RR as the size effect and estimated the network 169 

inconsistency.  170 

 171 

2.4 Study selection and risk of bias assessment 172 

We assessed the risk of bias eligible observational studies, such as cross-sectional, 173 

cohort studies, and case series, following the Strengthening the Reporting of 174 
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Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) reporting guidelines [7]. We 175 

assessed the risk of bias in randomized control trials using the Cochrane risk-of-bias 176 

tool for randomized trials (ROB-2) [8]. We conducted both risks of bias evaluations by 177 

the two investigators (QL and SJ) independently, each assigned an overall risk of bias 178 

to each eligible study, and consulted a third reviewer (ZA) if they disagreed. We 179 

summarized the results in Supplemental Content 6. 180 

 181 

3. Results  182 

We initially identified 2,221 articles based on our search criteria, most of which were 183 

irrelevant to our research objective or without published results (Figure 1). Finally, we 184 

included 52 articles [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 
185 

35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60] in our meta-analysis, 186 

which involved a total of 13,966 subjects. A summary of these studies is presented in 187 

Supplemental Content 2. 188 

3.1 Proportional meta-analysis 189 

We performed proportional meta-analyses to estimate one-dimensional binomial 190 

(weighted) average proportions. We obtained the average of the proportions of 191 

multiple studies weighted by the inverse of their sampling variances using the 192 

random-effect model. We defined eight groups of treatments commonly used against 193 

COVID-19, as shown in Supplemental Content 3. The sample sizes in these studies 194 

ranged from 9 to 5,700, with a total number of 13,966. The treatment categories 195 

included antibiotics, antivirals, glucocorticoids, chloroquine or hydroxychloroquine, 196 
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immunoglobulin, interferons, tocilizumab, and renal replacement therapy (RRT). The 197 

random-effect model estimated the prevalence of each treatment and found that the 198 

highest prevalence were antivirals (proportion: 0.74, 95% CI: [0.65, 0.83]) and 199 

antibiotics (proportion: 0.73, 95% CI: [0.62, 0.83]) (Figure 2). We showed the results 200 

of proportional meta-analysis heterogeneity in Supplemental Content 4. 201 

To estimate the association between treatment and disease severity, we performed 202 

a subgroup meta-analysis or meta-regression to quantify each drug’s effect on the 203 

severity of COVID-19. This analysis would elucidate whether a treatment can reduce 204 

COVID-19 risk or not. The severity terms included “severe” versus “non-severe,” 205 

“death” versus “survival,” “deterioration,” versus “discharge,” and “ICU” versus 206 

“non-ICU.” We performed a subgroup meta-analysis on 42 studies. We also conducted 207 

meta-regression for chloroquine or hydroxychloroquine and tocilizumab for which we 208 

had no sufficient data to perform subgroup meta-analysis. We used the general term 209 

“relative risk (RR)” to uniformly refer to the different severity terms. The results 210 

showed that the risk of COVID-19 severity increased among patients taking 211 

glucocorticoids (RR = 1.71, 95% CI: [1.06, 2.76]) or immunoglobulins (RR = 3.83, 212 

95% CI: [1.27, 11.53]), and RRT and glucocorticoids increased the length in ICU 213 

among COVID-19 patients (RRT: RR�= 11.89, 95% CI: [3.26, 43.39]; 214 

glucocorticoids: RR = 3.10, 95% CI: [1.52, 6.29]). In addition, meta-regression 215 

analysis showed that the COVID-19 severity and mortality increased among patients 216 

taking tocilizumab (severity: F = 25.53, P = 0.02; mortality: F = 19.37, P = 0.02), but 217 

there were no significant differences among patients taking chloroquine or 218 
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hydroxychloroquine. The pooled RR of eight treatments indicated that the use of 219 

glucocorticoids, immunoglobulin, tocilizumab, and RRT were likely to increase 220 

COVID-19 progression and severity (Table 1 and Supplemental Content 7 and 8).  221 

To determine if there are outliers that could influence our analysis results, we 222 

performed leave-one-out (LOO) analyses. In brief, each study was removed once, and 223 

the summary proportion was re-estimated based on the remaining studies. Studies 224 

with a statistically significant impact on the fitted model were removed as outliers, 225 

and the model was re-fitted again. Among the eight models, we found that only in 226 

RRT, interferon, and tocilizumab models, the studies [54, 32, 28] had a significant impact, 227 

with Z values of 3.5, 4.5, and -5.2, respectively, and the heterogeneity reduction to 228 

75.9%, 96.8%, and 88%, respectively (Supplemental Content 9 and 10). Finally, we 229 

assessed the potential publication bias in each treatment model using a funnel plot of 230 

the mixed-effect meta-regression model and the Egger’s regression test with the 231 

standard error as a predictor. We observed that the funnel plots were roughly 232 

symmetrical and that the Egger’s test was significant in four treatment models 233 

(antibiotics, antivirals, immunoglobulin, and RRT), indicating the clear evidence of 234 

publication bias (Supplemental Content 11). 235 

 236 

3.2 Network meta-analysis 237 

To compare the effect of different anti-COVID-19 treatment approaches, we 238 

performed network meta-analysis. We included only 13 studies [38, 32, 26, 24, 22, 23, 28, 60, 30, 
239 

27, 21, 29, 25] in the analysis because of network inconsistency (Supplemental Content 5). 240 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.24.20180638doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.24.20180638
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


12 

 

First, we used the frequentist network model to define the effect size of each 241 

comparison as the mean difference (MD) and the source of network heterogeneity as 242 

the Q value. We observed the highest Q value (Q = 21.02) in the study by Tang et al. 243 

[23], and its network inconsistency was as high as 93.7%. Next, we estimated the effect 244 

of the treatments relative to the placebo, which was supplemental oxygen, 245 

noninvasive and invasive ventilation, antibiotics, vasopressor support, RRT, or 246 

extracorporeal membrane oxygenation (ECMO) (Figure 3). Many studies [38, 26,22, 30, 21, 
247 

60] have performed a comparison between lopinavir/ritonavir or remdesvir and placebo. 248 

The best improvement in the effect was the combination of arbidol with lopinavir or 249 

ritonavir (MD = 0.5, 95% CI [-0.60, 1.66]), and the next one was hydroxychloroquine 250 

(MD = 0.3, 95% CI [-0.15, 0.68]) when compared to placebo. We also estimated the 251 

percentage of direct and indirect evidence used for each comparison, which may 252 

contribute to the assumption of consistency underlying the network meta-analysis 253 

model. Nevertheless, this estimate can evaluate the extent to which the comparisons 254 

were inferred by direct or indirect evidence. We produced a matrix for the effect sizes 255 

of all possible treatment combinations and found that the combination of remdesivir 256 

and lopinavir/ritonavir had the lowest RR (RR = 0.78, 95%CI [0.32, 1.91]) (Figure 4).  257 

To determine which COVID-19 treatment is the most effective, we ranked the 258 

treatments based on the P score in the frequentist model (Supplemental Content 12). 259 

We observed that arbidol plus lopinavir/ritonavir had the highest P score of 0.9995, 260 

and lopinavir/ritonavir plus interferon had the second-highest P score of 0.851, 261 

followed by chloroquine (P score = 0.579). These results indicate that the antiviral 262 
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treatment has the best effect against COVID-19 and that chloroquine and its 263 

derivative are also effective. 264 

Assessing the publication bias of a network meta-analysis in its aggregated form 265 

is problematic [61]. Thus, we conducted an analysis called “comparison-adjusted 266 

funnel plot” to assess the possible publication bias under an a priori hypothesis that 267 

specific mechanisms may cause the publication bias. We did not observe the funnel 268 

asymmetry (Egger’s Test, P = 0.38) (Supplemental Content 13).  269 

 270 

4. Discussion 271 

Currently, most of the COVID-19 treatments are symptomatic treatments, and oxygen 272 

therapy is the first step in addressing respiratory impairment. Accumulating 273 

knowledge on the pathophysiology of lung damage provides clinicians the strategies 274 

for dealing with respiratory failure caused by COVID-19 [62]. Several treatment 275 

attempts have become an essential part of COVID-19 treatment and management 276 

protocol, such as antibiotics, antivirals, glucocorticoids, interferons, RRT, chloroquine 277 

or hydroxychloroquine, and tocilizumab, whereas there were no recommendations or 278 

rationale for using them. Earlier, 58% of COVID-19 patients in Wuhan were treated 279 

with antibiotics. Later on, the WHO recommended using empiric antibiotics to cover 280 

bacterial superinfections of COVID-19 patients [63]. The rationale for using 281 

glucocorticoids is still controversial, although the most common reason for using 282 

steroids is to mitigate the destructive inflammatory response in severe COVID-19 283 

patients [64]. Several mechanisms have proposed that chloroquine or 284 
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hydroxychloroquine could be effective against SARS-CoV-2 [65]. However, the 285 

clinical evidence regarding the effectiveness of these treatments remains lacking. Our 286 

meta-analysis identified and summarized eight therapeutic approaches commonly 287 

used in COVID-19 treatment, including antibiotics, antivirals, immunoglobulin, 288 

glucocorticoids, interferons, chloroquine, or hydroxychloroquine, RRT, and 289 

tocilizumab. First, we found that the use of antibiotics, antivirals, and chloroquine or 290 

hydroxychloroquine was the most prevalent. Second, we found that the use of 291 

glucocorticoids, immunoglobulin, RRT, and tocilizumab was likely to promote the 292 

disease severity and deterioration among COVID-19 patients. Third, we found that 293 

the use of a combination of arbidol plus lopinavir/ritonavir had the best effect on 294 

COVID-19 patients relative to placebo, while the use of umifenovir had the worst 295 

effect. Finally, we confirmed that antivirals, especially lopinavir/ritonavir, were 296 

superior to the other anti-COVID-19 treatments. 297 

This meta-analysis has several limitations. First, we may not include some 298 

relevant studies due to certain restrictions in searching for some databases. Second, 299 

the quality of evidence is limited by data primarily derived from retrospective 300 

analyses, which included heterogeneous data reporting and study design. Third, the 301 

confidence of the results from this meta-analysis is limited by insufficient data of the 302 

randomized control trials. 303 

In conclusion, glucocorticoids, immunoglobulins, RRT, and tocilizumab may 304 

worsen outcomes in COVID-19. The most effective and safest treatment strategy for 305 

COVID-19 is the combination of different antivirals, supporting the use of antivirals 306 
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as the basic treatment of COVID-19 with no association with disease progression and 307 

mortality. Our data are potentially valuable for clinical treatment and management of 308 

COVID-19 patients.   309 
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Tables  540 

Table 1. Summary of the impact of the eight treatments on COVID-19 severity. 541 

Figures 542 

Figure 1. PRISMA 2009 flow diagram. 543 

Figure 2. Proportional meta-analysis forest plots of the eight treatment strategies for 544 

COVID-19 by the random-effect model. Cases, number of patients taking the drug; 545 

Total, the total number of patients enrolled in the study.  546 

Figure 3. a) Network frequentist model of 10 treatment approaches for COVID-19 547 

and b) the mean difference between each treatment and placebo. The edge thickness is 548 

proportional to the comparison frequency of both treatments, represented by the nodes 549 

the edge connects. These results were obtained by the random-effect model. 550 

Figure 4. The matrix for the effect sizes of all possible treatment combinations. The 551 

risk ratios and their 95% confidence intervals are shown generated by the 552 

random-effect model. 553 

 554 

Supplemental Content 555 

Supplemental Content 1. PRISMA 2009 Checklist. 556 

Supplemental Content 2. Characteristics of the 52 studies included in the 557 

meta-analysis. 558 
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Supplemental Content 3. Characteristics of the studies included in the proportional 559 

meta-analysis.  560 

Supplemental Content 4. Heterogeneity results from the proportional meta-analysis. 561 

Supplemental Content 5. A summary of the 13 studies included in the network 562 

meta-analysis. 563 

Supplemental Content 6. Cochrane Risk of bias analysis (ROB-2) of five randomized 564 

trial studies of COVID-19 treatment. 565 

Supplemental Content 7. Subgroup meta-analysis of six treatments to estimate the 566 

impact of each treatment on the severity of COVID-19. The forest plots showing the 567 

treatment effect on different subgroups (severe versus non-severe, ICU versus 568 

non-ICU, death versus survival, and deterioration versus discharge) by the 569 

Mantel-Haenszel random-effect model using REVMAN 5 software. 570 

Supplemental Content 8. meta-regression plots showing the impact of chloroquine or 571 

hydroxychloroquine and tocilizumab on the severity of COVID-19. The 572 

meta-regression plots showing the treatment effect (log (risk ratio)) versus the number 573 

of patients who died or stayed in ICU obtained by the mixed-effect model. 574 

Supplemental Content 9. Forest plots showing outlying and influential studies in eight 575 

treatments by externally studentized residuals analysis. Each box represents a 576 

summary proportion estimated by the leave-one-out study, and the dashed reference 577 

line indicates where the original summary proportion lies. The further a box deviates 578 

from the reference line; the more pronounced the impact of the corresponding 579 

leaving-out study exerts on the original summary proportion. 580 

Supplemental Content 10. Diagnostic plots showing significant and influential studies 581 

by analyses of externally studentized residuals, difference in fits values, Cook’s 582 

distances, covariance ratios, tau2, and Q-test of leave-one-out heterogeneity, hat 583 

values, and weights. 584 

Supplemental Content 11. Funnel plots showing proportional meta-analysis 585 

publication bias by testing for the funnel plot asymmetry using the Egger’s regression 586 

test. The Z and P values are shown. 587 
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Supplemental Content 12. Dot plot showing the treatment ranking by the network 588 

meta-analysis. The ranking is based on P scores determined by the point estimates and 589 

standard errors of the network meta-analysis. 590 

Supplemental Content 13. Comparison-adjusted funnel plot showing the network 591 

meta-analysis publication bias by testing for the funnel plot asymmetry using the 592 

Egger’s regression test. 593 

 594 

 595 

 596 

Table 1. Summary of the impact of the eight treatments on COVID-19 severity 597 

Treatment Pooled effect size P-value Method 
Heterogeneity I2 

(%) 

Glucocorticoids 
Risk ratio (RR) = 2.01, 

95% CI: [1.48, 2.74] 
< 0.0001 

Subgroup 

meta-analysis c 
87 

Antibiotics 
RR = 1.03, 

95% CI: [0.99, 1.08] 
0.16 

Subgroup 

meta-analysis 
45 

Antivirals 
RR = 1.00, 

95% CI: [0.99, 1.01] 
0.93 

Subgroup 

meta-analysis 
0 

Immunoglobulins 
RR = 3.09, 

95% CI: [1.63, 5.87] 
0.0005 

Subgroup 

meta-analysis 
82 

Renal replacement 

therapy 

RR = 10.95, 

95% CI: [0.46, 258.94] 
0.14 

Subgroup 

meta-analysis 
99 

Interferons 
RR = 1.12, 

95% CI: [0.54, 2.30] 
0.77 

Subgroup 

meta-analysis 
48 

Chloroquine or 

hydroxychloroquine a 
F = 0.033 0.85 

Meta-regression 

d 
97.27 

Chloroquine or 

hydroxychloroquine b 
F = 0.03 0.87 Meta-regression 97.27 

Tocilizumab a F = 25.53 0.02 Meta-regression 26.47 

Tocilizumab b F = 19.37 0.02 Meta-regression 26.47 

note:  598 

a The moderator used in the meta-regression is the number of patients in ICU. 599 

b The moderator used in the meta-regression is the number of patients died. 600 

c Subgroup meta-analysis of severe versus non-severe, ICU versus non-ICU, death versus survival, and 601 

deterioration versus discharge by the random-effect model. 602 

d Meta-regression of two moderators (the number of patients in ICU and the number of patients died) 603 

by the mixed-effect model. 604 
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Ningfang Lian 
Cai Jiehao
Dawei Wang
Yuan Yu
Iek Long Lo
Jun Zhang
Simone Piva
Lisi Deng
Mingxing Huang
CHEN Jun
Myers
Dawei Wang
Chaomin Wu
Lara S. Shekerdemian
Minhua Yu
Huijun Chen
Nanshan Chen
Chaolin Huang
Yeming Wang
Fei Zhou
Xiaobo Yang
Marta Colaneri
J. Grein, N
Ke Hu
Yingxia Liu
Kyung Soo Hong 
JEFFREY P. JACOBS 
Wei Liu
Pavan K. Bhatraju

Cases

184
 60
 81
 95
 55
 96
105
100
230
668

 45
  7
 66
 80
 19
 45

  5
105
117

 10
111

 27
 17
 12
 24
166
124
170

  8
 32

  6
 75
 38
158

 41
 23
 21
 36
242

 12
 97

  3
 45

  7

Total

204
 60
 91
150

 62
 96
137
102
323
788
155

 11
 67
 80
113

 81
 10
107
226

 10
111

 33
 33
 22
 30
377
138
201

 48
 32

  9
 99
 41
236
191

 52
112

 53
284

 12
 98
 32
 78
 24

Prevalence

0.74

0.90
1.00
0.89
0.63
0.89
1.00
0.77
0.98
0.71
0.85
0.29
0.64
0.99
1.00
0.17
0.56
0.50
0.98
0.52
1.00
1.00
0.82
0.52
0.55
0.80
0.44
0.90
0.85
0.17
1.00
0.67
0.76
0.93
0.67
0.21
0.44
0.19
0.68
0.85
1.00
0.99
0.09
0.58
0.29

95% CI

[0.65, 0.83]

[0.85, 0.94]
[0.94, 1.00]
[0.81, 0.95]
[0.55, 0.71]
[0.78, 0.95]
[0.96, 1.00]
[0.69, 0.83]
[0.93, 1.00]
[0.66, 0.76]
[0.82, 0.87]
[0.22, 0.37]
[0.31, 0.89]
[0.92, 1.00]
[0.95, 1.00]
[0.10, 0.25]
[0.44, 0.67]
[0.19, 0.81]
[0.93, 1.00]
[0.45, 0.58]
[0.69, 1.00]
[0.97, 1.00]
[0.65, 0.93]
[0.34, 0.69]
[0.32, 0.76]
[0.61, 0.92]
[0.39, 0.49]
[0.84, 0.94]
[0.79, 0.89]
[0.07, 0.30]
[0.89, 1.00]
[0.30, 0.93]
[0.66, 0.84]
[0.80, 0.98]
[0.61, 0.73]
[0.16, 0.28]
[0.30, 0.59]
[0.12, 0.27]
[0.54, 0.80]
[0.81, 0.89]
[0.74, 1.00]
[0.94, 1.00]
[0.02, 0.25]
[0.46, 0.69]
[0.13, 0.51]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Study

Lei Pan
Xiao−Wei Xu
Ling Hu
Jiangshan Lian
Pingzheng Mo
Yuan Yu
Iek Long Lo
CHEN Jun
Yeming Wang
CHEN Jun

Cases

 96
  8
 22
235
 30
  9
  3
 30
 76
 30

Total

204
 62
323
788
155
226
 10
 30
236
 30

Prevalence

0.39

0.47
0.13
0.07
0.30
0.19
0.04
0.30
1.00
0.32
1.00

95% CI

[0.14, 0.67]

[0.40, 0.54]
[0.06, 0.24]
[0.04, 0.10]
[0.27, 0.33]
[0.13, 0.26]
[0.02, 0.07]
[0.07, 0.65]
[0.88, 1.00]
[0.26, 0.39]
[0.88, 1.00]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Study

Xin−Ying Zhao
Cai Jiehao
Ling Hu
Yuan Yu
Simone Piva
Safiya Richardson
Nanshan Chen
Chaolin Huang
Yeming Wang
Fei Zhou
Xiaobo Yang
Cao.B
Kyung Soo Hong
Dawei Wang

 3
 6
72
24

 2
81

 9
 3
 6
10

 9
 9
 3
 2

  91
 102
 323
 226

  33
2634

  99
  41
 236
 191

  52
 199

  98
 138

0.06

0.03
0.06
0.22
0.11
0.06
0.03
0.09
0.07
0.03
0.05
0.17
0.05
0.03
0.01

95% CI

[0.04, 0.09]

[0.01, 0.09]
[0.02, 0.12]
[0.18, 0.27]
[0.07, 0.15]
[0.01, 0.20]
[0.02, 0.04]
[0.04, 0.17]
[0.02, 0.20]
[0.01, 0.05]
[0.03, 0.09]
[0.08, 0.30]
[0.02, 0.08]
[0.01, 0.09]
[0.00, 0.05]

0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

Study

Siddharth Singh 
Joshua Geleris 
Marta Colaneri
Lara S. Shekerdemian 
Simone Piva

Cases

 6
70
21
 5
 4

Total

  34
1376
 112
  48
  33

Prevalence

0.11

0.18
0.05
0.19
0.10
0.12

95% CI

[0.06, 0.19]

[0.07, 0.35]
[0.04, 0.06]
[0.12, 0.27]
[0.03, 0.23]
[0.03, 0.28]

0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

Study

Moussa Saleh
Mingxing Huang
CHEN Jun
Wei Tang
Moussa Saleh
Philippe Gautret
Simone Piva
Lara S. Shekerdemian
Marta Colaneri
Joshua Geleris 
Kyung Soo Hong
JEFFREY P. JACOBS
CHEN Jun
Pavan K. Bhatraju
Siddharth Singh

Cases

 10
 10
 15
 75
191

 20
 26
 21
 91
811

 79
  1
 15

  1
  5

Total

 201
  22
  30
 150
 201

  36
  33
  48
 112
1376

  98
  32
  30
  24
  34

Prevalence

0.47

0.05
0.45
0.50
0.50
0.95
0.56
0.79
0.44
0.81
0.59
0.81
0.03
0.50
0.04
0.15

95% CI

[0.30, 0.65]

[0.02, 0.09]
[0.24, 0.68]
[0.31, 0.69]
[0.42, 0.58]
[0.91, 0.98]
[0.38, 0.72]
[0.61, 0.91]
[0.29, 0.59]
[0.73, 0.88]
[0.56, 0.62]
[0.71, 0.88]
[0.00, 0.16]
[0.31, 0.69]
[0.00, 0.21]
[0.05, 0.31]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Study

Lei Pan
Yongpo Jiang
Xin−Ying Zhao
Xiao−Wei Xu
Shufa Zheng
Kui Liu
Jianlei Cao
Pingzheng Mo
Jian Wu
Yuan Yu
Jun Zhang
Lisi Deng
Nanshan Chen
Fei Zhou
Yang,X
Yingxia Liu
Wei Liu
Chaomin Wu

Cases

56
 9
35
16
53
44
11

 9
16
29
39
24
27
46
28

 4
14
70

Total

204
 60
 91
 62
 96
137
102
155

 80
226
111

 33
 99
191

 52
 12
 78
201

Prevalence

0.28

0.27
0.15
0.38
0.26
0.55
0.32
0.11
0.06
0.20
0.13
0.35
0.73
0.27
0.24
0.54
0.33
0.18
0.35

95% CI

[0.21, 0.37]

[0.21, 0.34]
[0.07, 0.27]
[0.28, 0.49]
[0.16, 0.38]
[0.45, 0.65]
[0.24, 0.41]
[0.06, 0.18]
[0.03, 0.11]
[0.12, 0.30]
[0.09, 0.18]
[0.26, 0.45]
[0.54, 0.87]
[0.19, 0.37]
[0.18, 0.31]
[0.39, 0.68]
[0.10, 0.65]
[0.10, 0.28]
[0.28, 0.42]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Study

Lei Pan
Yongpo Jiang
Xin−Ying Zhao
Wei Tang
Xiao−Wei Xu
Shufa Zheng
Kui Liu
Jianlei Cao
Ling Hu
Jiangshan Lian
Pingzheng Mo
Yabo Ouyang
Zhongliang Wang
Kaijin Xu
Ningfang Lian 
Dawei Wang
Yuan Yu
Iek Long Lo
Jun Zhang
Simone Piva
Lisi Deng
Myers
Dawei Wang
Minhua Yu
Nanshan Chen
Chaolin Huang
Ivan Fan−Ngai Hung
Yeming Wang
Fei Zhou
Xiaobo Yang

 Cao.B
Ke Hu
Yingxia Liu
Kyung Soo Hong
JEFFREY P. JACOBS

Cases

 80
  9
 79
 10
 16
 78
 40
 51
196
100

 79
  2
 10
 64
 26
 62
 37

  3
 30
 28

  8
 34
 62
 21
 19

  9
  8

155
 57
 30
 67
 66

  3
 18

  4
 45

Total

204
 60
 91
150
 62
 96
137
102
323
788
155
 11
 67
113
 81
107
226
 10
111
 33
 33
377
138
 32
 99
 41
127
236
191
 52
199
284
 12
 98
 32
 78

Prevalence

0.39
0.15
0.87
0.07
0.26
0.81
0.29
0.50
0.61
0.13
0.51
0.18
0.15
0.57
0.32
0.58
0.16
0.30
0.27
0.85
0.24
0.09
0.45
0.66
0.19
0.22
0.06
0.66
0.30
0.58
0.34
0.23
0.25
0.18
0.12
0.58

95% CI

[0.28, 0.44]

[0.32, 0.46]
[0.07, 0.27]
[0.78, 0.93]
[0.03, 0.12]
[0.16, 0.38]
[0.72, 0.88]
[0.22, 0.38]
[0.40, 0.60]
[0.55, 0.66]
[0.10, 0.15]
[0.43, 0.59]
[0.02, 0.52]
[0.07, 0.26]
[0.47, 0.66]
[0.22, 0.43]
[0.48, 0.67]
[0.12, 0.22]
[0.07, 0.65]
[0.19, 0.36]
[0.68, 0.95]
[0.11, 0.42]
[0.06, 0.12]
[0.36, 0.54]
[0.47, 0.81]
[0.12, 0.28]
[0.11, 0.38]
[0.03, 0.12]
[0.59, 0.72]
[0.23, 0.37]
[0.43, 0.71]
[0.27, 0.41]
[0.18, 0.29]
[0.05, 0.57]
[0.11, 0.27]
[0.04, 0.29]
[0.46, 0.69]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

0.35 

  Wei Liu

Antibiotics

Chloroquine or hydroxychloroquine

Interferons

Renal replcement therapy 
Cases Total  Prevalence

Antivirals Glucocorticoids

Immunoglobulins

Tocilizumab

I2 = 97%, P < 0.01

I2 = 98%, P = 0

I2 = 98%, P < 0.01

I2 = 92%, P < 0.01
I2 = 98%, P < 0.01

I2 = 98%, P < 0.01

I2 = 98%, P < 0.01

I2 = 86%, P < 0.01

Summary

Summary

Summary

Summary
Summary

Summary

Summary

Summary
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Arbidol + lopinavir/ritonavir

CAP−1002Chloroquine

Hydroxychloroquine

Lianhuaqingwen
(traditional Chinese medicine)

Lopinavir/ritonavir

Lopinavir/ritonavir
+ interferon beta

Placebo

Remedesivir

Umifenovir

0.0

0.2

0.4

Arbidol + lopinavir/ritonavir 

CAP−1002

Chloroquine 

Hydroxychloroquine 

Mean difference between treatment and placebo

0.5

0.12

0.03

0.3

0.1

-0.04

-0.01

0.2

-0.05

Frequentist network model

Lianhuaqingwen (traditional Chinese medicine)
Lopinavir/ritonavir

Lopinavir/ritonavir + interferon beta 

Remedesivir 

Umifenovir

a b
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Arbidol + lopinavir/ritonavir

1.50 [0.34, 6.61] CAP-1002

1.64 [0.52, 5.20] 1.10 [0.26, 4.57] Chloroquine

1.30 [0.39, 4.35] 0.87 [0.30, 2.49] 0.79 [0.26, 2.47] Hydroxychloroquine

1.53 [0.40, 5.88] 1.02 [0.30, 3.42] 0.93 [0.26, 3.37] 1.17 [0.50, 2.72] Lianhuaqingwen

1.77 [0.75, 4.20] 1.18 [0.35, 3.95] 1.08 [0.50, 2.32] 1.36 [0.59, 3.14] 1.16 [0.41, 3.26] Lopinavir/ritonavir

1.72 [0.55, 5.32] 1.15 [0.28, 4.70] 1.05 [0.36, 3.01] 1.32 [0.43, 4.01] 1.12 [0.32, 3.98] 0.97 [0.47, 2.01] Lopinavir/ritonavir + interferon

1.70 [0.55, 5.26] 1.13 [0.43, 2.97] 1.03 [0.36, 2.97] 1.30 [0.86, 1.98] 1.11 [0.53, 2.31] 0.96 [0.46, 1.99] 0.99 [0.35, 2.77] Placebo

1.38 [0.40, 4.80] 0.92 [0.31, 2.76] 0.84 [0.26, 2.74] 1.06 [0.54, 2.07] 0.91 [0.37, 2.22] 0.78 [0.32, 1.91] 0.81 [0.25, 2.56] 0.81 [0.48, 1.37] Remdesivir

1.80 [0.46, 7.06] 1.20 [0.35, 4.12] 1.10 [0.30, 4.05] 1.38 [0.58, 3.31] 1.18 [0.41, 3.41] 1.02 [0.35, 2.93] 1.05 [0.29, 3.79] 1.06 [0.49, 2.29] 1.30 [0.51, 3.29] Umifenovir
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