Supplementary material

Search mode and results

PubMed search results:123 in total

Search:(((UC)OR (ulcerative colitis)) AND((tcm)OR (traditionalchinese
medicine)OR (Chinese medicine))AND (mesalazine))Filtersfrom 2002-2022

CNKI search results: 158 in total

VIP search results:769 in total

WanFang search results:231 in total

SinoMed search results:219 in total

Search mode:

(Title: Ulcerative Colitis) AND (Title: Mesalazine) AND (Title: Clinical) AND
(Full Text: Changyening OR Xileisan OR Shaoyao Tang OR Shenling Baizhu
OR Baitou Weng Tang) AND Date:*-2022

Cochrane library search results:32 in total

Search mode:

"ulcerative colitis"or"uc"in Title Abstract Keyword AND"mesalazine"in Title
AbstractKeywordAND "TCM'"or "traditional Chinese medicine"or "Chinese

medicine"in Title Abstract Keyword-(Word variations have been searched)

sci-hub search results:166 in total

((ALL= (UC))OR ALL=(ulcerative colitis)) AND
ALL=(mesalazine)) AND(ALL=(tcm))OR ALL=(traditional Chinese
medicine))OR ALL=(Chinese medicine))) ANDALL=(Baitouweng

Decoction))OR ALL=(ShaoyaoDecoction ))OR ALL=(ShenlingBaizhu))OR
ALL=(Xinlei Powder))OR ALL=(Changyanning)



Clinical efficacy

Heterogeneity

Experimental Control Odds Ratio Oudds Ratio
Study or Subgrou Events Total Fvents Total Weight M-H. Fixed, 95% CI M-H. Fixed, 95% CI
2.1.1 BTWT
chen chaofenn2021 46 B0 46 B0 20% A4.261[1.31,13.83]
chen shuni2018 42 43 34 42 05%  9.88[1.18, 82.099]
dai ruwei2022 28 30 26 30 11% 2.15[0.36, 12.76] |
gu zhen2018 34 35 29 35 0.5% T.03[0.80, 61.87] Bl
hanting2012 30 33 23 32 0.9% 5.87 [1.16, 20.83]
Jing ®¥iuping2021 47 52 ar a0 2.4% 3.30[1.08, 1000
jinyan2018 36 40 kel 40 20% 261 [0.73,8.32] =
liu jianhua201s a0 55 37 52 23% 4.05[1.35,12.15]
liu linghua2021 40 41 32 41 0.5% 11.25[1.35 93.50]
lu liang2021 27 30 22 30 1.4% JIT[07T, 1383 =
rma gianzhangz014a 38 42 3 42 18%  33T[0.88, 11.63]
ma yuexiang2020 64 70 a1 70 29% 3.97 [1.48, 10.68]
wang xiaoxing2019 il 34 28 34 16% 2.21[0.51,8.70] =
wel yonghuiz020 &0 65 54 B5  27% 2.44 [0.80, 7.49] i
xue lanhua2i1a 45 61 44 61 2.8% 354 1.29,9.74]
U Jiaping2019 58 62 45 B2 18%  S48[1.72,17.42]
yul lihua2022 29 30 24 30 0.5% T.25[0.82, 64.46] 2
Subtotal (95% CI) 782 Ti6  28.3% 3.93 [2.86, 5.40] &>
Total events 725 584
Heterogeneity Chi*= 518, di= 16 (P = 0.89); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=8.44 (P = 0.00001)
21.28YT
chen jianlin2018 34 36 29 36 1% 440[0.79,21.37] T
chen lijian2014 36 39 )l 39 1.6% 310[0.76, 12.70] [
ding honghui2 019 36 38 30 38 1.0% 4.80[0.95, 24.34]
lei¥iaomei2016 33 35 28 35 1.1% 4.13[0.79, 21.48] b
liviaofeiz021 24 28 19 28 0.5% 7.58 [0.24, 68.46] =
sheng rudan2017 43 48 39 48 27% 1.98 [0.61, 6.43] ]
wang haalin2017 30 32 25 32 1.0% 4.20 [0.80, 22.06] Bl
wang weilll17 45 44 ag 49 2.0% 3.26 [0.96, 11.07]
yao chengjiao2021 59 65 40 B2 25%  5.41[201,14.52]
zhu yan2021 32 34 30 34 1.7% 1.78[0.39, 8.09] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 102 399 15.1% 3.64 [2.34, 5.65] S 4
Total events ard peluke]
Heterogeneity Chi®= 3.19, df= 8 (P = 0,963 F= 0%
Test for overall effect: 2= 5.75 {F = 0.00001})
2.1.3XLS
caiviz022 35 38 26 38 14%  5.38[1.38, 21.09] " %
cheng hua?011 bl 22 14 22 04% 12.00[1.35 106.80] e
livweijun2015 29 30 23 26 0.5% 3.78[0.37, 38.87] =
rma guiping2016 24 26 16 20 08%  3.00[0.49,18.36] —
meng yaping2017 26 28 21 28 1.0% 4.33[0.81, 23.10] 2
wang shuangping2016 a4 58 43 58 2.0% 471 [1.46,15.23]
*Uxuequan2010 40 42 33 42 10%  5.45[1.10,27.07
zhu yong 2009 76 28 18 27 08%  BA50[1.25 33.70]
Subtotal (95% CI) 272 261 8.14% 5.19[2.95, 9.13] -
Total events 285 194
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.14, df=7 (P = 0.99); F= 0%
Test for overall effect 2= 570 (F = 0.00001)
2.1.4 SLBZS
chen gang2013 36 40 3 40 20% 261[0.73,8.37 -
chen guozhen20l13 42 42 33 42 27% 31801.11,9.10]
liang xiang2020 33 B1 43 BT 37% 277 [1.10,6.99] w3
li kui2015 32 36 30 37 22% 1.87 [0.50, 7.03] I
li limeiz021 40 45 32 45 2.3% 3.25[1.05,10.07]
liu chao2031 43 58 45 58 26% 3.06[1.01,9.25]
tiah youjing2019 &1 66 50 B6 25%  Z.80[1.34,11.40]
wang sen2021 44 42 34 42 1.9% 4.53[1.37,16.01]
wang ¥uemei2 016 37 40 kel 40 1.5%  3.59[0.89, 14.39] T
wel guoliz0l13 20 23 16 23 1.4% 2.837 [0.65,13.17] =
xin qun2015 34 37 H 38 1.6% 2.86 [0.61,10.77] =
¥ aihuaziol s 46 44 40 44 1.6% 3.45[0.87, 13.63] ]
¥ jiwen2014 38 40 29 40 1.0% T.211[1.48, 26.07]
yang ying2018 40 43 33 43 15%  4.04[1.03,15.90]
¥in ping2021 54 60 43 B0 28% 356 [1.29, 8.80] —
zhang ¥iao2018 15 16 B 14 04% 11.25[01.15 110.46] ——
zhou jingjie2017 5 30 18 30 21% 289 [0.86,8.74] T
zhou taomeiz2018 43 a0 36 a0 33% 2.39[0.87, 6.56] E D T
Zou hao2014 43 49 3z 42 26% 3.88[1.26, 10.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 839 838 39.7% 3.31[2.52, 4.36] L 4
Total events 756 616
Heterogeneity Chi*= 4.14, df= 18 (F = 1.00); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=8.55 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.5CYN
chen gingrong 2018 43 A0 38 50 05% 1382(1.71,111.72] P
liu hongjing2014 43 45 3 44 11%  4.TB[0.85 23.94]
luo ruijuan201a 62 70 53 70 4.0% 2.49[0.99, 6.22] D
I wven2021 35 35 26 34 0.2% 25.45[1.42, 457.06] S T
shen shulian2020 39 42 32 42 15%  4.08[1.03,16.02
yao zhiyi2018 35 36 29 36 05%  B.45[0.98, 7270
zhao ginghua2017 78 30 2230 10%  5.09[0.88, 26.43]
Subtotal (95% CI) 308 307  8.8% 4.97 [2.86, 8.65] i
Total events 291 237
Heterogeneity: Chi® = 4.66, df= 6 (P = 0.59); F= 0%
Test for overall effect 2= 5.67 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 2603 2581 100.0% 3.83[3.24, 4.54] L
Total events 2385 1950
Heterogeneity. Chi* = 2057, df = B0 (P = 1.003; F= 0% u.=02 011 110 5’0

Test for overall effect: Z=15.55 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*= 310 df= 4 (P = 0541 F= 0%

Favours [control] Favours [experimental]




Baron

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.2.1 BTWT

I ligng2021 036 034 30 0E2 012 30 MA%  -0.26[-0.39,-0.13] =

wei yonghuiz020 3.02 065 65 511 088 65 10.7% -2.09[-2.36,-1.82] T

¥U jiaping2019 372 134 62 488 142 62 97% -1.26[-1.75-0.77] T

yu lihua2022 1.99 0.71 30 262 072 30 103%  -063[-0.99,-0.27] g

Subtotal (95% CI) 187 187  41.9% -1.06[-2.03,-0.09] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.95; Chi®=152.09, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 98%

Testfor overall effect, Z= 213 (P =0.03)

2.2.25YT

ding honghuiz019 11 0.35 3|8 184 037 3| 1MA%  -0.44 [[0.60,-0.28] =

li xiaofeiz021 1.1 0.z 25 245 028 25 1MA%  -1.35[1.48 -1.27 E

zhu yan2021 1.58 0.38 35 223 026 3/ 1MA% -0.65[-0.80,-0.80] T

Subtotal (95% CI) 98 98 333% -0.81[-1.37,-0.26] “"

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.24; Chi®=83.72, df= 2 (P = 0.00001}); F=98%

Test for overall effect. 2= 2.86 (P = 0.004)

2.2.3¥LS

meng yaping2017 3 12 28 41 25 28 BE%  -110[-213,-0.07] ——

Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28 6.6% -1.10[-2.13,-0.07] ~eeaiEiE
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor averall effect Z= 210 (P =0.04)

2.2.4 SLBZS

¥U aihuazi14 347 1.34 49 289 1.09 43 97% 0.8 [0.10, 1.06] .

yin ping2021 207 1.36 60 351 238 60 88% -1.44[213,-0.74] e o

Subtotal (95% CI) 109 109 18.2%  -0.41[-2.39, 1.57] e ———
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.95; Chi®= 21.92, df=1 (P = 0.00001); F= 95%

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.41 (P = 0.68)

2.25CYN

Subtotal (95% CI) ] 0 Mot estimable

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle

Test for overall effect: Mot applicable

Total (95% CI) 422 422 100.0% -0.85[-1.26, -0.44] “

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.38; Chi*= 281.00, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F= 97% 5_4 '2 . é 3
Test for overall effect: £=4.08 (P = 0.0001) e o " P S,
Testfor subaroun diferences: Chi*= 057, df= 3 (P = 0,003, 1= 0% Favours [experimental] Favours [control
IBDQ

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subaroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.4.1 BTWT

chen chaofeng2021 19663 23.44 B8 17895 1991 65 207% 17.68[10.20, 25.16] =H

ma gianzhang2019 18823 32.92 B0 172.08 31.62 6O 18.8% 2618[14.63 37.73] T
nie zhenjing2020 276.7 274 42 2222 2B1 42 18.8% 54.50[43.06, 65.94] =
wel yonghui2020 27207 2845 B0 22433 3038 6O 19.3% 47.74[37.21,58.27] ¥
Subtotal (95% CI) 227 227 T1.7% 36.29[18.27,54.31] o
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 310.28; Chi*= 38.48, df= 3 (P = 0.000013; F= 92%

Test for overall effect: 2= 3.95 (P = 0.0001}

2.4.2 YT

yao chengjian2021 189765 478 B8 17687 525 B2 223% 2078[18.86 22.70] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 62 22.3% 20.78[18.86, 22.70] L]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: 2= 21.26 (P = 0.00001)

2.43XLS

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Mot applicable

2.44 SLBZS

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Mot applicable

2.45CYN

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Mot applicable

Total (95% CIy 292 289 100.0% 32.72[20.26, 45.17] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=180.10; Chi*= 4715, df= 4 (P < 0.000013; F= 93% '_100 -E:D 5'0 100'

Testfor overall effect Z=5.15 (P = 0.00001)
Test for suboroun differences: Chi®= 2.82. df=1 (P =0.09). F= 64.5%

Favours [contral] Favours [experimental]



TNF

Experimental Control

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

2.3.1BTWT

hanting2013 2509 247 32 3571 3128 32
jing xiuping2021 1471 7.05 52 2719 404 a0
lu liang2021 1163 231 30 19868 142 a0
nie zhenjing2020 1354 165 60 2265 24 60
wel gin2021 1332 171 81 2212 1.84 51
wel yonghui2020 2367 21 65 31.67 313 65

Subtotal (95% CI) 290 288
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.53;, Chi*= 1553, df= 5 (P = 0.008); F= 68%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 23.52 (P = 0.00001)

2.3.28YT

chenjianlin2018 OV KX 36 59.79 1264 36
chenlijian2014 11.372 1.902 39 32018 1.837 a4
li ¥ianfei2021 11527 2331 256 15449 2075 25
wang wei2017 12213 6.4 49 137.02 735 44
Subtotal (95% CI) 149 149

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 18.25; Chi*= 25.60, df= 3 (P = 0.0001); F= 88%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 8.56 (P = 0.00001)

2.3.3XLS

caiyiz022 5627 1026 38 7213 1022 38
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 38
Heterogeneity. Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect: 2= 6.75 (P = 0000013

2.3.4 SLBZS

liang xiang2020 10528 16.89 61 15426 2328 61
li kuiz015 12.8 12 36 2.2 1.3 37
li lirmeiz021 1012 561 45 2558 633 45
fian youjing2019 3423 514  BE 4714 863 66
wei gualiz013 1343 411 23 2438 822 23
¥in gun2015 12.8 12 37 212 13 38
U jiwen2015 12368 5.06 40 2259 465 40
yang ying2018 1266 11.14 43 2281 1167 43
¥in ping2021 1239 056 60 1645 232 60
zhu fengchiz020 1358 4.2 25 256 a7 25
zhu fengchi2020 ] 0 1] 1] ] 0
Subtotal (95% CI) 136 438

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

48% -10.62 [-12.16,-8.08]
46% 1248 [1563,-9.33]
4.9% -8.23 [-9.20,-7.26]
4.8% -8.11 [-9.85,-8.37]
4.9% -0.00 [-9.49,-8.11]
4.9% -8.00 [-8.82,-7.08]
28.9%  -9.01[.9.76,-8.26]
43% -2252[27.75,-17.24]
48% -20064 [21.48,-18.78]
27% -38.22[-51.45,-26.04]
47% -14.88[1762,-12.16]

16.6% -21.35 [-26.24, -16.46]

44% -15.86 2046, -11.26]
4.4% -15.86 [-20.46, -11.26]

3.8% -48.98[56.20,-41.76]
42%  -8.40 [13.75,-3.08]
47% -1546[17.93,-12.99]
47% -12.91 [1533,-10.49]
47%  -10.85[13.67,-8.23]
43% -8.40 [-13.68,-3.12]
48%  -10.23 [12.36,-8.10]
44%  -10.15[14.97,-5.33]
4.9% -4.06 [-4.66,-3.46]
47%  -12.10[14.88,-9.32]
Mot estimahble

45.2% -13.59 [-18.10,-9.09]

Heterageneity, Tau®= 48.86; Chi*= 313.29, df= 8 (P < 0.00001); F= 97%

Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.91 (P = 000001

2.3.5CYN

Iy wen2021 152 0.2 3h 245 0.1 35
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 35
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: Z=18.53 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 948

4.9%
4.9%

-0.83 [1.03,-0.83]
-0.93[-1.03, -0.83]

948 100.0% -13.38[-16.41, -10.34]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 49.08; Chi*= 4284 42, df= 21 (P = 0.00001); F=100%

Testfor overall effect: 2= 8.64 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®= 872.76. df= 4 (P = 0.00001). F= 99.3%
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Experimental

Study or Subgroup Events _ Total
2.5.1 BTWT

chen shuniz01g 2 43
gu zhenz018 1 ki)
liu linghua2021 1 41
Subtotal (95% CI) 119
Total events 4

Control
Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

24

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.20, df= 2 (P=0.91); F= 0%

Test for overall effect; 2= 3.98 (P = 0.0003)

2.5.2 8YT

leixiaomei2016 2 35
Subtotal (95% CI) 35
Total events 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect; £=1.16 (P = 0.25)

2.53XLS

ma guiping2016 L] 26
wang shuangping2016 8 A3
zhu yong2009 2 28
Subtatal (95% Cl) 112
Tatal events 14

32

Heterogeneity; Chi®=0.09, df=2 (P = 0.96);, F= 0%

Test for overall effect: £= 3.06 (P = 0.002)

2.5.4 SLBZS

tian youjing2019 3 61
¥ue lanhuazilg 7 49
yin ping2021 i} 60
thang xiao2018 1 13
zhou jingjie2017 1 24
Subtotal (95% CI) 207
Total events 18

16
18
15
4
3}

a6

Heterogeneity: Chi*=4.07, df= 4 (P =0.40); F=2%

Test for overall effect 2= 511 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI)
Total events 39

473

117
Heterogeneity, Chif=6.48 df=11 {(P=084), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= ¥.06 (P = 0.00001})

35

443

7.8%
B.1%
7.0%
21.0%

4.3%
4.3%

6.6%
14.0%
51%
25.7%

15.1%
11.6%
12.2%
41%
5.9%
49.0%

100.0%

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*= 2,26 df= 3 (P=052). F= 0%

Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio
M-H. Fixed, 95% CI

0.18[0.04,0.89]
012 [0.01,1.01]
0.10[0.01,0.87]
0.14[0.05, 0.41]

0.36 [0.07, 2.02]
0.36 [0.07, 2.02]

0.36 010, 1.34]
0.36 [0.14, 0.90]
0.27 [0.05, 1.47]
0.34[0.17, 0.68]

0.11 [0.03, 0.40]
0.3 10.14,1.03]
0.3310.12,0.83]
0.06 [0.01, 0.98]
0.09 [0.01, 0.81]
0.22 [0.13, 0.40]

0.24 [0.16, 0.36]

Supplementary Figure 1 Heterogeneity test.

s

) ‘\

0.m

0.1 10
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

100



= | Blinding of participants an! personnel (perfarmance bias)

= |Allocation concealment (selection bias)
= | Selective reparting (reporting bias)

= |otherbias
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Supplementary Figure 2 Risk of bias summary.



sensitivity analyses

Baron
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.2.1BTWT
luliang2021 036 0.34 30 0682 0412 o 11.3% -1.01 [-1.55,-0.47] =1
wei yonghuiz020 3.02 065 65 511 0.89 G5 0.0% -2.67[-3.14,-2.149]
¥ Jlaping 20Ty A72 1.34 B2 498 1.42 B2 11.8% -0.91 [-1.28,-0.54] 3]
yu lihua2zz 1.99 071 a0 282 072 a0 11.3% -0.87 [1.40,-0.34] L
Subtotal (95% CI) 122 122 34.4% -0.92 [-1.19, -0.66]

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.14, df=2 (P=0.893), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=6.83 (P = 0.00001)

222 8YT

ding honghui2019 1.1 035 38154 037 3B/ 1MA% -1.21 F1.70,-0.72) g
li xianfeiz021 11 0.2 26 245 028 25 B2% -546 [6.71,-4.22] =
zhuyan20l 158 038 35 223 026 % MA% -1.87 [2.55,-1.40] N
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 98  30.8% -2.77 [-4.51, -1.02] +

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.20; Chi*= 39.02, df= 2 (P = 0.00001), F= 95%
Testfor overall effect 2= 311 (F=0.002)

223 XLS
meng yaping2017 312 28 41 24 8 1M.3% -0.55 [1.09,-0.02] b
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28 11.3% -0.55[-1.09, -0.02]

Heterogeneity, Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=2.03 (F=0.04)

2.2.4 SLBZS

¥l aihuazils 247 1.34 43 289 1.08 43 1M.7% 0.47[0.07, 0.87]

yin ping2021 207 1.36 60 351 238 60 11.8% -0.74 [F1.11,-0.37] L
Subtotal (95% CI) 109 109 23.5% -0.14 [-1.32, 1.05]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.659; Chi®= 1883, df=1 (P = 0.0001); F= 95%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.23 (P=0.82)

2.25CYN

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable
Heterogeneity, Mot applicahle

Test for owerall effect: Mot applicable

Total (95% CI) 357 357 100.0%  -1.22[-1.84,-0.60] |
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.81; Chi*= 112,60, df = 8 (P < 0.00001); F=83% f f f
100 -&0 0 a0 100
Test for overall effect Z=3.87 (P =0.0001) L .- - §
Fa ie tal] Fav trol
Testfar subaroun diferences: ChiF= 7.0, df=3 (P = 0.06). = 60.0% mvnure: agetimental; favoums forirol

IBDQ
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.4.1BTWT
chen chaofeng2021 196.63 23.44 B5 178.95 19.91 65 33.7% 0.81 [0.45,1.17] L
ma gianzhang2014 19823 32.92 60 172.08 3162 60 33.6% 0.81[0.43,1.18] .
nie zhenjing2020 277 274 42 2222 261 42 0.0% 2.02[1.49, 2.58]
Wl yonghui2020 TTo07 2045 B0 224.33 3038 60 0.0% 1.61 [1.20, 2.03]
SaBtotal (957 o T25 125 Gr.am 0.81[0.55, 1.07]

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P =0.89); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 613 (P = 0.00001)

2.4.25YT
yao chengjian2021 19765 476 65 176.87 425 62 327% 374316, 4.33] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 62 32.7% 3.74 [3.16, 4.33] |

Heterageneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=12.59 (P = 0.00001})

2.4.3XLS

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable
Heterogeneity. Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect: Mot applicahle

2.4.4 SLBZS

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Heterogeneity. Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect: Mot applicable

2.45CYN

Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Mot estimable
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect: Mot applicable

Total (95% CI) 190 187 100.0% 177 [0.21,3.33]

e i o i
SN Favour trol] Favours [experimental

Testfar subaroun diferences: Chi#= 81.51. df=1 (P < 0.000011. F= 98.8% aupur:{canitllskaupurs [exnarmentd]




TNF

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Experimental Control Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

2.3.1BTWT
hanting2018 2508 297 32 3571 329 32 0.0% -10.62 [-12.16,-9.08]
jing AUpInG 22T 1471 /.00 62 2718 804 50 0.0% -12.48[1563,-9.33]
Iu liano2021 1163 23 30 1966 142 30 7.4% -8.23 [-9.20,-7.26] b4
nie zhenjing2020 1354 165 60 22.65 2.4 60 7.4% -9.11 [-9.85,-8.37] b
wei gin2021 1332 1.7 a1 2212 1.84 a1 T.4% -0.60 [-9.49,-8.11] iz
wei yonghui2020 2367 21 65 31.67 313 65 0.0% -8.00 [-8.92,-7.08]

otal (957 C1) T AT 22.3% -8.79[-9.24,-8.35] |
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.00, df= 2 (P =0.37), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 38.52 (P = 0.00001)
2.3.28YT
chenjianlin2018 3r27 983 36 59.79 1264 36 6.7% -2252[27.75,-17.29] T
chen lijian2014 11.372 1.4902 39 32015 1.937 39 7.4% -20064[-21.49 -19.79] o
li ¥iaofeiz021 11527 2331 25 15449 2075 25 0.0% -39.22[51.45 -26.99]
wang wei2017 12213 6.4 49 137.02  7.35 49 0.0% -14.88 [-17.62,-12.16]
SUTTOTar (95T o k] 3 14.1% -20.69 [-21.53, -19.85] U
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 048, df=1 (P =049, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 48.23 (P = 0.00001)
2.3.3XLS
caiyi2022 5627 10.26 38 7213 1022 38 6.9% -15.86 [-20.46,-11.26] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 38 6.9% -15.86 [-20.46, -11.26] <>
Heterogeneity. Mot applicakle
Testfor overall effect: 2= 6.75 (P = 0000013
2.3.4 SLBZS
liang xiang2020 105.28 16.89 61 15426 23.28 1 0.0% -48.98[-56.20,-41.76]
li k0T 148 T4 I A 113 37 b.7% -8.40 [-13.75,-3.09] e
li limei2021 1012 5.61 45 2558 633 45 0.0% -15.46[-17.93,-12.99]
fian youjing2019 3423 414 56 4714 663 [{3 7% -12.91[15.33,-10.49] =
wei gualiz013 1343 411 23 2438 822 23 72% -1085[1367,-8.23] T
¥in gun201a 12.8 12 a7 2712 113 38 6.7% -8.40 F13.68,-3.12] T
U jiwen2015 12368 5.06 40 2259 465 40 7.3% 1023 [12.36,-8.10] o
yang ying2018 1266 11.14 43 2281 1167 43 6.8% -10.15[-14.97,-5.33] e
y¥in ping2021 1239 056 60 16.45 232 60 0.0% -4.06 [-4.66,-3.46]
zhiTTengem 22y Tan 4. 25 256 47 25  1.2% -12.10[14.88,-9.32) =
zhu fengchi2020 ] 0 1] 1] ] ] Mot estimahle
Subtotal (95% CI) 270 272 493% -11.09 [-12.23, -9.95] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 543, df= 6 (F = 0.49); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=19.08 (P = 0.00001)
2.3.5CYN
I ween2021 142 0 35 245 0. 35 7.5% -0.93 [-1.03,-0.83] h
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 35 7.5% -0.93 [-1.03, -0.83]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=18.53 (P = 0.00001})
Total (95% CI) 559 561 100.0% -11.32 [-15.62, -7.02] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 64 62; Chi*= 3464 65, df= 13 (P < 0.00001); F= 100% =5 o g s

Testfor overall effect: 2= 516 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®= 345423 df= 4 (P = 0.00001%. F= 99.9%

consistency analysis

effective

Dl PSRF Mumber of chains |
d.Measalamine.BTWT 1.00 Tuning iterations 20,000
d.Mesalamine.CYN 1.02 Simulation iterations @ 50,000
d.Mesalamine.SLBEZS 1.02 Thiricarc sl o
d.Mesalamine.5¥T 1.05 9 s
d.Mesalamine ¥L5 1.02 Inference samples :+ 10,000
sd.d 1.10 Variance scaling factor: 2.5

Baron

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]



Parameter

d.Mesalamine. BTWT
d.Mesalamine.5LBZS
d.Mesalamine.5¥T
d.Mesalamine XLS
sd.d

IBDQ

Parameter

d.Mesalamine.BTWT
d.Mesalamine.5YT
sd.d

TNF

Parameter

d.Mesalamine. BTWT
d.Mesalamine.CYM
d.Mesalamine.SLBEZS
d.Mesalamine.5YT
d.Mesalamine XLS
sd.d

Recurrence rate

Parameter

d.Mesalamine.BTWT
d.Mesalamine.SLEZS
d.Mesalamine XLS
sd.d

PSRF

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

PSRF

1.00
1.00
1.00

PSRF

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

PSRF

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

MNumber of chains
Tuning iterations
Simulation iterations
Thinning interval

Inference samples

Variance scaling factor:

Mumber of chains
Tuning iterations
Simulation iterations
Thinning interval

Inference samples

20,000
50,000
10
10,000
2.5

4
20,000
530,000
10

10,000

Variance scaling factor: 2.5

Mumber of chains
Tuning iterations
Simulation iterations
Thinning interval
Inference samples

Variance scaling factor;

Mumber of chains
Tuning iterations
Simulation iterations
Thinning interval

Inference samples

4

20,000
50,000
10
10,000
2.5

4
20,000
50,000
10

10,000

Variance scaling factor: 2.5

Supplementary Figure 3 Consistency and sensitivity analysis.



Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed. 95% CI

Experimental Control Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight P-H. Fixed. 95% Cl
2.6.1 BTWT
chen chaofeng2021 0 1] 0 60 Mot estimahle
han ting2018 a 32 g 32 83% 0.09[0.01,1.58]
jing ¥iuping2021 a 52 4 a0 4.4% 011 [0.01,1.94]
ma gianzhang2019 a 42 ] 42 83% 0.09[0.01,1.59]
ma yuexiang2020 B 7a 18 7O 145% 0.40[0.18,0.87]
nie zhenjing2020 0 1] 0 B0 Mot estimahle
wang xiaoxing2019 0 34 0 34 Mot estimahle
wel qin2021 0 a1 0 a1 Mot estimahle
¥U jiaping2019 1] G2 ] 62 Mot estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 463 461 29.7%  0.24[0.11, 0.53]
Total events B 29
Heterogeneity: Chi#=2.41, df=3 (P =0.49), F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z£= 3.60 (P = 0.0003})
2.6.28YT
chen lijian2014 2 22 4 22 39% 0.50[0.10,2.45]
ding honghui2019 4 38 G 3| 58% 067 [0.20,2.18]
lei¥iaomei2016 a 34 1 3\ 1.5% 0.33[0.01,7.91]
sheng rudan2017 1 LY 2 48 1.9% 0.50([0.05,5.33]
wang haolin2017 2 32 1 32 1.0% 2.00([0.18, 20.87]
wang wei2017 0 34 0 34 Mot estimahle
Zhuwan2021 1 34 2 I\ 1.9% 0.50[0.05,5.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 244 244 16.0%  0.64[0.30, 1.33]
Total events 10 16
Heterogeneity, Chif=1.25 df=8 (P=0.94), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.20 (P =0.23)
2.6.3XLS
caiyiz022 B 38 G 3| 58% 1.00[0.35, 2.82]
cheng huaz011 a 39 3 39 34% 0.14[0.01, 2.68]
mend yaping2017 4 28 ] 28 48% 0.80[0.24, 2.67]
wang shuangping2016 3 53 4 a3 3.9% 0.75[0.18, 3.20]
HU ¥Ueguan2010 3 43 5 43 48% 0.60[0.15, 2.36]
zhuwong2009 3 28 2 27 20% 1.45[0.26, 7.949]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 234 233 248%  0.76[0.44, 1.33]
Total events 19 25
Heterogeneity, Chi*=218, df=5{(P=0.82), F=0%
Test for overall effect: £= 096 (F=0.34)
2.6.4 SLBZS
liv chao2021 7 a8 9 88 87% 0.78[0.31,1.949]
yang ying2018 4 36 1 36 1.0% 4.00([0.47 34.07]
yin ping2021 3 60 4 6O 3.9% 0.75[0.18,3.21]
zhou taomei2018 3 50 4 a0 39% 0.75[0.18,3.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 204 204 17.5%  0.94[0.50, 1.78]
Total events 17 18
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 211, df= 3 (P = 0.55); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=0.18 (P = 0.8E)
2.6.5CYN
liv hongjing2014 3 15 2 44 20% 1.47 [0.26, 8.36]
luo ruijuanz018 2 7a 4 7O 39% 0.50[0.08, 2.64]
yaozhivi2018 3 60 4 B0 3.9% 0.75[0.18,3.21]
zhao ginghua201? 1] a0 2 0 24% 0.20[0.01, 4.00]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 205 204 121%  0.68[0.29, 1.58]
Total events g 12
Heterogeneity Chi*=1.94, df=3 (P =0.67), F=0%
Test for overall effect: £= 080 (F=0.37)
Total (95% CI) 1350 1346 100.0%  0.61[0.45, 0.82]

Tatal events B0 100

Heterogeneity: Chi*=15.02, df=23 (P = 0.89);, F=0%

Testfor overall effect: £=3.24 (P = 0.001)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi=7.88. df= 4 (P= 0100 F= 49.3%
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Supplementary Figure 4 Heterogeneity test of adverse reaction.
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