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Supplementary Figure 3. Interval plot showing study outcomes in comparison with four nucleos(t)ide analogues using network me-
ta-analysis. (A) 48-week virologic response. (B) 96-week virologic response. (C) 48-week biochemical response. (D) 48-week serologic 
response. ETV, entecavir; BSV, besifovir dipivoxil maleate; TAF, tenofovir alafenamide; TDF, tenofovir disoproxil fumarate; CI, confidence 
interval.

Treatment Effect Odds ratio and 95% CI

ETV	 vs BSV 0.87 (0.56, 1.35)

TAF 1.29 (0.85, 1.97)

TDF 1.20 (0.79, 1.83)

TAF	 vs ETV 1.48 (1.01, 2.17)

TDF 1.38 (1.19, 1.59)

TDF	 vs TAF 0.93 (0.65, 1.32)

Treatment Effect Odds ratio and 95% CI

ETV	 vs BSV 1.62 (0.88, 2.95)

TAF 1.38 (0.79, 2.42)

TDF 1.23 (0.70. 2.18)

TAF	 vs ETV 0.85 (0.48, 1.52)

TDF 0.76 (0.60, 0.98)

TDF	 vs TAF 0.89 (0.53, 1.52)

Treatment Effect Odds ratio and 95% CI

ETV	 vs BSV 1.04 (0.49, 2.25)

TAF 1.62 (0.93, 2.81)

TDF 1.64 (0.81, 3.30)

TAF	 vs ETV 1.55 (0.91, 2.63)

TDF 1.57 (1.15, 2.13)

TDF	 vs TAF 1.01 (0.66, 1.56)

Treatment Effect Odds ratio and 95% CI

ETV	 vs BSV 0.67 (0.22, 2.02)

TDF 0.61 (0.20, 1.85)

TDF	 vs ETV 0.92 (0.76, 1.11)
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