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Figure S1 Forest map of lung function.
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Figure S2 Forest map of T lymphocyte subsets.
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Serum IgA
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Figure S3 Forest map of immunoglobulin.
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Total serum eosinophils
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Figure S4 Forest map of Hematological parameter.
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Proportion of improvement in clinical symptoms of asthma

Begy's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits

4-
o o
I
2 - o
e o @
4
g o B
o
-2+
b1 T T T
0 05 1 15
s.e. of: logRR

Number of asthma exacerbations during treatment

Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits

o
o
> o
o
24 .
a o
=
@
4
o
6
T T T T
o A 6
s.e. of SMD
FEV1% predicted
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
156
o
1 o
a
=
@
o
5
°
o o
o
T T
o 2 El
s.e. of SMD
FEV1
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
15 e
1
a o
=
@
o
5 g
G
o
o
o+
b1 T —
0 2 4
s.e. of: SMD
FEV1/FVC
Begg's funnel plot with pssudo 95% confidence limits.
°
1 -
54
a
=
w ©
o
-5
T T T
o 1 2 3 4
s.e of SMD
FVC
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
156
1
2 g
H 5
° o
o
-5
T T
o 2 El
s.e. of SMD
PEF
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
15
1-
° o
2 8
@ - e
5 N
o
o
o
o-
b1 T —
0 2 4
s.e. of: SMD
CD3*
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
3-
o
o
o
o
2
s
o o
=
@
1 o
o
°
o
b1 T —
0 2 4
s.e. of: SMD
CD4*
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
4
o
o
o
°
% s
2
a -
= s o
@ o
)
o
o
24
b T —
0 2 4
s.e. of: SMD
CD4'/CD8"
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
4
o
o
2+ ° o
a . ° °©
=
@ o Te
o4 °
o
Ex
T T —
0 2 4
s.e. of: SMD
cD8*
Begg's funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
o )
o
14
g
z 2
o
39 . .
° . o ]
o
4-
T T —
0 2 4
s.e. of: SMD
Serum IgA levels
Begg's funnel plot with pssudo 95% confidence limits.
a3
o
2 o
o
a
=
w e
17 o
°
s °
o-
T T
0 4

2
s.e of SMD

Figure S5 Funnel plots of parameters in the OM-85 add-on therapy.
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Proportion of improvement in clinical symptoms of asthma
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Figure S6 Sensitivity analysis of parameters in the OM-85 add-on therapy.
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