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Supplementary Figure 1 Flow Diagram
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Supplementary Figure 2 Forest Plot FPG

Experimental Control

Study or Subgrou| Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.4.1 TCMvs Placeho

Chen 2011 612 072 63 663 0.96 59 7.3%
Fan 2012 485 0.96 40 508 0.69 40 B.8%
Huang 20149 543 1.47 30 6.3 1.67 il 3T%
Lian 2012 582 042 83 5486 0.68 82 81%
Liu 2017 572 1.33 3E B36 1. 35 5.0%
Wang 2012 579 0.66 86 585 D06 a1 8.1%
Wang 2013 6.651 093 B0 688 1.37 B0 B.3%
Wang 2016 6.24 1.3 43 706 2.08 43 4.3%
Yang 2013 631 085 40 6.7 1.09 200 5.4%
Zhang 2014 586 21 36 581 074 7 4%
Zhang 2016 5.4 05845 85 582 0489 84 8.2%
Subtotal (95% CI) 606 577 67.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=14.28, df=10 (P = 0.16); = 30%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 536 (P = 0.00001)

1.4.2 TCM vs Western Medicine

Chen 2014 6.42 0.63 30 637 0488 30 72%
Jiz2017 5.46 054 33 5.4 1.4 33 5E%
Li2012 573 039 38 528 027 37 8.3%
Wang 2019 623 1.3 50 706 1.4 50 5.45%
Yu 2018 824 235 215 B2 233 1898 6.2%
Subtotal (95% CI) 366 349  32.71%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chif= 25,36, df = 4 (P = 0.0001); F= 84%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.03 (P = 0.97)

Total (95% CI) 972 926 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.12; Chi®= 9425, df=15 (P = 0.00001); F= 84%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 254 (P =0.01)

Testfor subaroun diferences: Chi®= 2.38. df=1 (P=012). F=58.0%
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Supplementary Figure 3 Forest Plot 2hPG

Experimental Control
Study or Subgrou| Mean _SD Total Mean SD

Total Weight

1.5.1 TCMvs Placebo

Zhano 2016 7.59 0.68 85 817 088
Zhang 2014 747 3z g T.B4 333
Wang 2016 8.68 2.61 43 1066 3.24
Wang 2013 1046 3.24 60 11.14 2.04
Wang 2012 V.53 1.44 86 824 1.33
Liu 2017 V.24 187 38 83 2.4
Lian 2012 V.33 1.6% 83 7.89 1.67
Fan 2012 10,61 354 40 11.04 234
Chen 2011 8.28 037 63 918 244
Subtatal (95% CI) 536

Heterogeneity: Chi*=6.71,df=8 (P=057); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 7.70 (F = 0.00001)

1.5.2 TCM vs Western Medicine

Yu 2018 1452 473 215 1483 432
Wang 2019 8.68 2.56 50 1062 3.24
Lizoz2 792 076 38 774 082
Chen 2014 ¥4 o072 30 T.BZ 046

Subtotal (95% CI) 333
Heterogeneity: Chi*=12.23, df= 3 (P = 0.007); F= 75%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.96 (P = 0.39)

Total (95% CI) 869
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 34.85, df=12 (P = 0.0008); F= 66%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 6.64 (F = 0.00001)
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0.8%
1.4%
2.0%

10.6%
1.8%
T7.3%
1.1%
4.8%

63.2%

2.5%
1.4%
12.8%
201%
36.8%

100.0%

-0.58[-0.82,-0.34]
-0.37 F1.87,1.13]
-1.88 [-3.16,-0.80]
-0.68 [1.65,0.29]
-0.71 [1.13,-0.24]
-1.06 [-2.07,-0.05]
-0.B6[-1.17,-0.15]

-0.43[1.75, 0.89]
-0.80 -1.53,-0.27]
-0.68 [-0.85, -0.50]

-0.31 [1.18, 0.56]
-1.94 [-3.08, -0.80]

0.18 [0.20, 0.56]
-0.12[0.43,0.19]
-0.10 [-0.32, 0.13]

-0.46 [-0.60, -0.33]

-+

L ]

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=15.91.df=1 (P = 0.0001). *=93.7%

! 2 0

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

2

4

WuUH, etal.

BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2020; 8:€001181. doi: 10.1136/bmjdrc-2020-001181



Supplementary material BMJ Open Diab Res Care

Supplementary Figure 4 Forest Plot FINS

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgrou Mean _SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random. 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.6.1 TCM vs Placebo

Fan 2012 11.4 448 40 1283 526 40 8.2%  -1.43[3.59, 073 -

Liu 2017 1458 944 35 19 13.78 33 16% -4.42[9.495 1.11] —

Wang 2013 1004 211 G0 11.85 2.06 G0 23.0% -1.51[-2.26,-0.76)] =

Zhang 2014 963 421 36 10,53  6.25 37 B.8%  -0.90[3.34,1.54] - 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 171 172 39.7% -1.50[-2.17,-0.83] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.31, df=3(P=073) F=0%

Testfor averall effect 7= 4 37 (P = 0.0001)

1.6.2 TCM vs Western Medicine

Chen 2014 1298 206 30 1317 1.66 30 200%  -019[1.14,0.76] -

Jizon 7 973 1.08 33 477 1.03 33 165%  -0.04 [0.55, 0.47] -

Liz012 1527 326 38 1486 3N ar 13.8% 0.41 [1.03,1.89] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 101 100 60.3%  -0.03[-0.46,0.40] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00;, Chi*= 047, df=2 (P =079, F= 0%

Testfor averall effect Z=014 (P =084

Total (95% Cly 272 272 100.0%  -0.59[-1.31,0.13] L 4
Heteragensity: Tau® = 0.45; Chi*= 14.80, df= G (P = 0.02); F= 58% B + 7 t "

Testfor overall effect Z=1.60(F=0.11)

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®=13.02. df=1 (P = 0.0003). F=92.3% Favours [xperimental] Favours control]

Wu H, et al. BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2020; 8:e001181. doi: 10.1136/bmjdrc-2020-001181



Supplementary material

BMJ Open Diab Res Care

Supplementary Figure 5 Forest Plot HOMA-IR

Experimental Control
Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weinght

Mean Difference Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

1.7.1 TCMvs Placehbo

Liu 2017 4 304 35 574 3.89 3E 1T%
Wang 2013 3.01 059 B0 3.54 083 B0 12.8%
Wang 2016 239 1.92 43 344 1.87 48 5.6%
Zhang 2014 077 066 36 048 047 37 12.4%
Zhang 2016 181 038 85 231 042 84 147%
Subtotal (95% CI) 264 264 47.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®= 8.78, df= 4 (F=0.07), F= 94%
Testfor averall effect: 2= 4.23 (F = 0.0001)

1.7.2 TCMvs Western Medlicine

Chen 2014 368 077 30 372 074 30 10.7%
Jiz2017 221 07F9 33 23 0.82 33 10.6%
Liz2012 381 086 38 365 069 I 1.2%
Wang 2019 238 1.92 50 344 1.88 50 5.8%
Yu 2018 139 088 2158 135 067 199 14.6%
Subtotal (95% CI) 366 349 52.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.05; Chi*=11.82, df=4 (P = 0.02);, F= 66%
Testfor overall effect: Z=048 (P =063

Total (95% CI) 630 613 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.09; Chi®= 53.05, df= 9 (P = 0.00001); F= 83%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 255 (F=0.01)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=5.30.df=1 (P=002. F=81.1%
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Supplementary Figure 6 Forest Plot TC

Experimental Control

Mean Difference

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

1.8.1 TCMvs Placebo

Chen 2011 503 0493 39 4493 1.06 23
Fan 2012 36 067 40 374 12 40
Huang 2019 418 1.42 30 503 098 a1
Lian 2012 492 0499 83 538 189 a2
Liu 2017 467 112 35 522 098 34
Wiang 2012 494 0.9 86 505 082 a1
Wang 2013 342 116 60 408 093 60
Wiang 2016 425 096 48 422 0E7 48
Zhang 2014 418 08 36 46 11 ar
Zhang 2016 491 0.67 a5 506 0E2 a4
Subtotal (95% CI) 542 531

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi*=18.09, df= 9 (P =0.03); F=50%
Test for overall effect Z= 318 (P =0.001)

1.8.2 TCM vs Western Medicine

Chen 2014 371 064 a0 384 084 a0
Ji2my 403 0.69 33 464 1.04 33
L2012 36T 1.24 | 475 116 a7
Wang 2019 424 078 a0 425 068 a0
Yu 2018 5.06 1 215 aM 1 199
Subtotal (95% CI) 366 349

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.09; Chi*=17.02, df=4 {(P=0.002); F=T6%
Testforoverall effect Z=219 (FP=0.03)

Total (95% CI) 908
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.05; Chi*= 3512, df=14 (P=0.001); P = 60%
Test for overall effect Z=3.94 (P = 0.0001)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=016. df=1 (P = 0.69%. F=0%
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Supplementary Figure 7 Forest Plot LDL

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.10.1 TCMvs Placebo
Chen 2011 292 085 38 269 0.98 33 1.8%  0.23[0.20, 0.66] I
Fan 2012 1.73 063 40 218 0.74 40 37% -045[-0.75-0.115] I
Huang 20149 264 081 277 078 Kl 21% -013[053,0.27] -
Lian 2012 2499 071 83 325 0.74 82 6.49% -0.26[-048 -0.04] -
Liu 207 332 074 35 381 088 3| 23% -049[087 -0.11]
Wang 2012 3.06 067 86 316 0.62 a1 8.8% -010[0.30,0.10] -
Wang 2013 1.88 072 60 1.94 047 60 6.2% -0.06[0.29,017] T
Wang 2016 255 07 48 258 052 48 55% -003[0.28,0.27 T
Zhang 2014 266 D06 3/ 275 0 ar 27%  -0.09[0.44, 0.26] -1
Zhang 2016 231 057 85 265 0.62 84 10.4% -034[-052 -0.16] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 541 531  50.4% -0.19[-0.27,-0.11] ¢+

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 16.00, df= 8 (P = 0.07); F= 44%
Testfor overall effect £=4.59 (P = 0.00001)

1.10.2 TCM vs Western Medicine

Chen 2014 237 027 30 235 024 30 201%  002F011,015 T

Jiz017 262 081 33 322 075 33 24% -060[098-027

Li 2012 223 072 38 303 033 37 53% -0.80[105-055 —

Wang 2018 254 071 50 255 052 50 56% -0.01[025023 -1

Yu 2018 292 073 215 288 076 199 162% -0.06[0.20,0.08 =T

Subtotal (95% CI) 366 349 49.6% -0.13[-0.21,-0.04] ¢

Heterogenaity Chi*= 40.05, df= 4 (P < 0.00001); F= 90%

Testfor overall effect £2=3.01 (P=0.003)

Total (95% CI) 907 880 100.0% -0.16[-0.22,-0.10] ¢

Heterogeneit: Chi*= 57,26, df= 14 (P < 0.00001); P = 76% + & 3 1 1

Testfor overall effect £=5.38 (P = 0.00001)

Favours [experimental] Favours [contral
Testfor subaroun differences: Chit= 1.20. df= 1 (P = 0.27). F= 16.9% avours [experimental] Favours [control
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Supplementary Figure 8 Forest Plot HDL

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.11.1 TCMvs Placebo
Chen 2011 146 0.42 | 1481 063 33 30% -0.05[0.30,0.20] -1
Fan 2012 149 0.3 40 112 028 40 65% 0.37[0.24, 0.50] -
Huang 20149 1.23 0.29 o 113 024 31 6.2% 010[F0.03, 023 T
Lian 2012 1.29 0.31 83 134 07 82 51% -005[022,012 I
Liw 2017 1.23 0.46 3| 117 032 3\ 45% 0.06 [0.13,0.25] T
Wang 2012 1.23 0.28 86 1.27 027 81 8.4%  -0.04 012, 0.04] -T
Wiang 2013 1.7 0.48 60 1.86 046 60 5.0% 014 F0.03, 0.31] T
Wang 2016 116 0.28 45 1.1 0.22 48 T7% 0.06 [-0.04,0.16] T
Yang 2013 142 0.38 40 1.41 038 20 39% 011 010,032 T
Zhang 2014 1.38 0.33 36 1.24 033 37T 56% 014 F0.01,0.29] —
Zhang 2016 145 0.25 85 1.25 028 84 BE% 0.20[012,0.28] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 581 551  64.4% 0.10 [0.02, 0.18] L

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi® = 38.87, df=10 (P = 0.0001}; F=75%
Test for overall effect 2= 246 (P=0.01)

1.11.2 TCM vs Western Medicine

Chen2014 113 01 30 105 0N a0 4v% 0.08[0.03,0.13] ™
Ji2mz 112 016 33098 0N 33 92% 0.14[0.07, 0.21] -
Liz20nz 106 0.14 3| 105 02 T BT% 0.01 [0.07, 0.09] 1T
Wiang 2019 119 0.27 a0 112 0. a0 7A% 0.07 [0.02,0.16] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 151 150  35.6% 0.08 [0.03, 0.13] ¢

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 6.26, df= 3 (P = 0.10); F= 52%
Test for overall effect £2=2.95 (P = 0.003)

Total (95% CI) 732 701 100.0% 0.09 [0.04, 0.14] ¢+
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.01; Chi*= 46.87, df=14 (P = 0.0001); #= 70%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.9 (P = 0.0003)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=0.22. df=1 (P =064 F=0%

A 05 0 05 1
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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Supplementary Figure 9 Forest Plot DBP

Experimental Control
Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

1.13.1 TCMvs Placebo

Chen 2011 79.52 472 63 7841 693 59 7.45%
Fan 2012 80.67 2.46 40 888 266 40 B.2%
Huang 2019 7387 773 0 749 748 M 6.3%
Lian 2012 81.65 377 83 8669 452 82 B.0%
Liu 2017 83.01 5.43 35 8294 61 3 T2%
Wang 2012 2481 4.04 86 88.84 547 =R 7.9%
Wang 2013 8273 7.72 60 869 7.56 B0 7.2%
Wang 2016 78E1 54 42 2164 622 48 7.5%
Yang 2013 794 77 a0 78y 678 20 B.3%
Zhang 2016 782 48 85 826 &3 94 B.O0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 570 540  74.1%

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 7.05; Chi®= 75.34, df= 9 (P = 0.00001); F= 88%
Testfor overall effect Z2=3.96 (P = 0.0001})

1.13.2 TCMvs Western Medicine

Chen 2014 231 454 a0 7953 380 0 TE%
Ji 2017 g0 10 33 85 15 33 45%
Lizoz g0.44 9.58 38 79.2 883 37 B2%
Wang 2019 7247 534 60 79.88 543 a0 7.E%
Subtotal (95% CI) 151 150 25.9%

Heterogeneity: Tau®=8.49;, Chi*=14.10, df= 3 (P=0.003); F=79%
Test for owerall effect Z=0.08 (P =093}

Total (95% CI) 1 690 100.0%

111 F1.15, 3.37]
813 [9.25,-7.01]
-1.03 [4.84, 2.79]
-5.04 [6.43, -3.65]
-5.93 [6.64,-3.22]
-4.33[-5.94,-2.72]
417 [6.90,-1.44]
-3.03 [-5.36, -0.70]

070311, 4.51]
-4.40 [5.93,-2.87]
-3.65[-5.46, -1.84]

357 [1.43,5.71]
-5.00F11.15,1.15]
1.24 F2.70,5.18]
-1.41 |2.52,0.70]
0.14 [-3.21, 3.50]

-2.64 [-4.56, -0.72]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 11.42; Chi*= 14567, df=13 (P < 0.00001); F=91%

Test for averall effect: 2= 2.69 (P = 0.007)
Test for subdroup diferences: Chi®= 3.81. df=1 (P =0.05). F=73.8%

—_—
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Supplementary Figure 10 Forest Plot AEs

Experimental

Control

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgrou, Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.14.1 TCMwvs Placebo

Fan 2012 2 40
Huang 20149 0 30
Lian 2012 0 a3
Liu 2017 5 35
Wang 2013 0 G0
Wang 2016 2 43
Yang 2013 0 40
Zhang 2014 1 36
Subtotal (95% CI) 372
Tatal events 10

Heterogeneity, Chi®=11.91, df= 3 (P = 0.008); |

Test for overall effect: Z=1.80 (P = 0.07)

1.14.2 TCM vs Western medicine

Chen 2014 0 30
Ji2onF 1 33
Lizo1z 0 35
Y 2018 13 215
Subtotal (95% CI) 316
Tatal events 14

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

18 40 47.5%
1] Kl
1] a2
2 |\ 53%
1] 0
1] 48 1.3%
1] 20
1] 7 13%
353 55.4%
20
== 75%
1] 30
2 33 53%
] T 147%
9 199 247%
299  44.6%
16

Heterogeneity, Chi®=3.81,df=2 (P=0.148); 7= 48%

Test for overall effect: £= 0.54 (P = 0.54)

Total (95% CI) 688
Total events 24

36

652 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Chi®=16.43, df= 6 (P = 0.01); = 53%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.67 (P =010}

0.11[0.03, 0.49]
Mot estimable
Mot estimable

2.50[0.52,12.03]
Mot estimable
5.00[0.25,101.48]
Mot estimable
3.08[013,73.24]

0.52 [0.26, 1.06]

Mot estimable
0.50 [0.05, 5.24]
0.09 [0.01, 1.59]
1.34 [0.58, 3.06]
0.83 [0.41, 1.65]

0.66 [0.40, 1.08]

Testfor subaroun differences: Chif= 082 df=1 (P=0.371.F=0%

— .

-

4+

>

0.m

01

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

10

100

Wu H, et al. BMJ Open Diab Res Care 2020; 8:e001181. doi: 10.1136/bmjdrc-2020-001181



Supplementary material

Supplementary Figure 11 Funnel Plot WC
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Supplementary Figure 12 Funnel Plot 2hPG
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Supplementary Figure 13 Funnel Plot FPG
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Supplementary Figure 14 Funnel Plot LDL
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Supplementary Figure 15 Funnel Plot TG
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Supplementary Figure 16 Funnel Plot SBP
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