Supplementary material 5. Meta-analysis results of adverse drug reactions (Figures S25-34)
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Figure S25 The analysis of myelosuppression between the two groups
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Figure S26 The analysis of neutropenia between the two groups
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Figure S27 The analysis of thrombocytopenia between the two groups
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Figure S28 The analysis of anemia between the two groups
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(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
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(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
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(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
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Figure S29 The analysis of gastrointestinal toxicity between the two groups
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Su,D.2019 3 4 1 41 44%  0.22[0.06,0.84] 2019 I 7?7
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Figure S30 The analysis of liver toxicity between the two groups
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(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
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Figure S31 The analysis of renal toxicity between the two groups
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Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias
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Figure S32 The analysis of alopecia between the two groups
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Figure S33 The analysis of neurotoxicity between the two groups
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Figure S34 The analysis of oral mucositis between the two groups
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