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Forest plot for association between CGs use and risk of prostate cancer
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Forest plot for association between CGs use and risk of prostate cancer – Stratified by study design
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Forest plot for association between digoxin use and risk of breast cancer – Stratified by duration of drug usage (3 years or more)
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Forest plot for association between digoxin use and risk of prostate cancer – Stratified by duration of drug usage (5 years or more)
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Forest plot for association between digoxin use and risk of prostate cancer (Gleason Score 7 or More)
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Forest plot for association between digoxin use and risk of prostate cancer (Advanced Stages) [advanced stage (≥T3b, N+ or M+ at diagnosis]:
[image: ]





image1.emf
Study name


Statistics for each study


Risk ratio and 95% CI


Risk 


Lower 


Upper 


ratio


limit


limit


p-Value


Friedman, 1989


1.480


1.098


1.996


0.010


Haux, 2001


1.250


1.036


1.508


0.020


Platz, 2011


0.760


0.604


0.956


0.019


Wright, 2014


0.580


0.303


1.111


0.100


Kaapu, 2015


0.960


0.902


1.022


0.201


Kaapu, 2016


1.010


0.875


1.166


0.892


1.015


0.868


1.187


0.852


0.5


1


2




Study name Statistics for each study Risk ratio and 95% CI

Risk  Lower Upper 

ratio limit limit p-Value

Friedman, 19891.480 1.098 1.996 0.010

Haux, 2001 1.250 1.036 1.508 0.020

Platz, 2011 0.760 0.604 0.956 0.019

Wright, 2014 0.580 0.303 1.111 0.100

Kaapu, 2015 0.960 0.902 1.022 0.201

Kaapu, 2016 1.010 0.875 1.166 0.892

1.015 0.868 1.187 0.852
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Case Control


Wright, 2014
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Case Control


Kaapu, 2015


0.960
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Group by

Design

Study name Statistics for each study Risk ratio and 95% CI

Risk  Lower  Upper 

ratio limit limit p-Value

Case Control Wright, 2014 0.580 0.303 1.111 0.100

Case Control Kaapu, 2015 0.960 0.902 1.022 0.201

Case Control 0.831 0.532 1.299 0.417

Cohort Friedman, 1989 1.480 1.098 1.996 0.010

Cohort Haux, 2001 1.250 1.036 1.508 0.020

Cohort Platz, 2011 0.760 0.604 0.956 0.019

Cohort Kaapu, 2016 1.010 0.875 1.166 0.892

Cohort 1.080 0.851 1.372 0.526

Overall 1.019 0.825 1.258 0.861
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Statistics for each study
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Platz, 2011


Combined


0.777


0.645


0.934
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4.5 y or more
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0.239
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Kaapu, 2015
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Kaapu, 2016


Combined
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Study name Subgroup within study Statistics for each study Risk ratio and 95% CI

Risk  Lower  Upper 

ratio limit limit p-Value

Platz, 2011 Combined 0.777 0.645 0.934 0.007

Wright, 2014 4.5 y or more 0.690 0.239 1.992 0.493

Kaapu, 2015 Combined 0.934 0.862 1.012 0.097

Kaapu, 2016 Combined 0.992 0.848 1.160 0.919

0.910 0.822 1.008 0.070
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Study name


Subgroup within study


Statistics for each study


Risk ratio and 95% CI


Risk 


Lower 
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p-Value


Kaapu, 2015


Blank


0.940


0.833


1.061


0.316


Kaapu, 2016


Blank


0.970


0.767


1.226


0.799


Platz, 2011


Combined


0.777


0.645


0.934


0.007


0.893


0.785


1.016


0.086
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Study name Subgroup within study Statistics for each study Risk ratio and 95% CI

Risk  Lower Upper 

ratio limit limit p-Value

Kaapu, 2015 Blank 0.940 0.833 1.061 0.316

Kaapu, 2016 Blank 0.970 0.767 1.226 0.799

Platz, 2011 Combined 0.777 0.645 0.934 0.007

0.893 0.785 1.016 0.086
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Platz, 2014


0.730


0.563


0.946


0.017


Kappu, 2016


0.870


0.689


1.098


0.242
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0.014


0.5


1


2




Study name Statistics for each study Risk ratio and 95% CI

Risk  Lower  Upper 

ratio limit limit p-Value

Platz, 2014 0.730 0.563 0.946 0.017

Kappu, 2016 0.870 0.689 1.098 0.242

0.804 0.676 0.956 0.014
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Platz, 2011


0.750


0.535


1.051


0.095


Kappu, 2015


0.890


0.757


1.046
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Kappu, 2016
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Study name Statistics for each study Risk ratio and 95% CI

Risk  Lower  Upper 

ratio limit limit p-Value

Platz, 2011 0.750 0.535 1.051 0.095

Kappu, 2015 0.890 0.757 1.046 0.158

Kappu, 2016 1.140 0.678 1.916 0.621

0.880 0.765 1.012 0.074
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