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Abstract  

Background and Objective: Recently, in the scramble to find drugs to treat COVID-19, 

chloroquine (CQ) and its derivative hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) have rapidly gained the public’s 

attention. In this study, we conducted a meta-analysis of randomized clinical trials (RCTs) to 

evaluate the efficacy and safety of CQ and HCQ in the treatment of viral diseases.  

Methods: We searched PubMed, EMBASE, Cochrane Central, Web of Science, Clinical Trials 

Registries, CNKI, Wanfang Data, CQVIP, and Preprint Servers through April 4, 2020, for 

randomized controlled trials (RCTs) that examined the efficacy and safety of CQ and HCQ 

against viral infection. We analyzed pooled data on the overall efficacy, the relative risks over 

the placebo, and the prevalence of adverse events. Trial sequential analysis (TSA) was also 

performed to evaluate the random errors in the meta-analysis. Potential moderators of drug-

placebo efficacy differences were analyzed by meta-regression.  

Results: The analysis included 11 RCTs with 2613 adult patients. Both the plasma viral load 

(standard mean difference: 0.29, 95% CI: -1.19 - 1.76, P = 0.70) and the improvement of clinical 

symptoms (odds ratio: 2.36, 95% CI: 0.81 - 6.92, P = 0.11) were not different between the 

intervention and placebo arm. There was significant heterogeneity for the efficacy assessment, 

which was primarily explained by the mean patients’ age and the sample size. Compared to the 

placebo, CQ and HCQ had increased risk of mild adverse events (risk ratio: 1.51, 95% CI: 1.35 - 

1.70, P < 0.05, TSA adjusted 95% CI: 1.31 - 2.19), which were statistically significant in nervous, 

integumentary, and gastrointestinal systems. The most common adverse events were observed in 

the nervous system, with the pooled prevalence of 31.4 % (95% CI: 10.5% - 56.7%).  

Conclusions: Insufficient data were available to support the antiviral efficacy of CQ and HCQ 

due to the high heterogeneity caused by patients’ age. Mild side effects are expected for the 

current antiviral dose regimens of CQ and HCQ. Treatment outcomes may be enhanced by 

better-selected patients based on age and well-controlled adverse events.  

 

This meta-analysis was registered on OSF (ID: https://osf.io/386aw) 
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Introduction 

Recently, the outbreak of COVID-19 has been declared as a pandemic by the World Health 

Organization (WHO). As of April 11, 2020, the coronavirus COVID-19 is affecting 185 

countries and territories around the world, with 1,777,517 confirmed cases and over 108,862 

deaths(1). Tremendous efforts have been made worldwide to search the effective antiviral drugs 

against COVID-19.  

    Chloroquine (CQ) and its derivative hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) are decades-old generic 

medicine used to treat malaria and rheumatoid conditions such as arthritis (2). In various studies, 

CQ had been demonstrated remarkable efficacy against emerging viral diseases such as HIV, 

severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS), chikungunya, Zika virus, and influenza (3-7). The 

broad-acting antiviral activities and anti-inflammatory effects of CQ, obtained primarily from in 

vitro and animal studies, lead to the hypothesis that it may also be useful in the treatment of viral 

diseases. Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) are considered one of the best study designs to 

examine the efficacy and safety of an experimental drug. To date, a number of RCTs had been 

conducted to test the efficacy of CQ and HCQ against various viral infections (8). However, 

most of these trials had small sample sizes, and the results were inconsistent. Meta-analysis can 

overcome these limitations by increasing the sample size and, thus, statistical power to generate 

the best estimation. So far, no studies have performed either descriptive or quantitative meta-

analysis of CQ and HCQ in the treatment of viral diseases.   

    Even though CQ is generally considered to be safe based on the safety data from anti-malarial 

treatment, the margin between the therapeutic and toxic dose is narrow(9). Additionally, weekly 

doses used in malaria might not be sufficient to reach the lower therapeutic window for its 

antiviral use(10).  

    CQ has been recommended in the Guidelines for the Treatment of Pneumonia Caused by 

COVID-19 issued by the National Health Commission of China, and the dose was adjusted later 

due to the potential adverse complications(11). Recently, the U.S. FDA has issued an emergency 

use authorization for hydroxychloroquine and chloroquine used in the clinical trials for COVID-

19 patients. Therefore, understanding the previous evidence for benefit or harm from CQ/HCQ 

in the context of antiviral treatment is of immediate clinical importance.  

    In this study, we performed a systematic review and meta-analysis to evaluate the efficacy and 
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adverse events of chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine in the treatment of viral diseases. We 

included all placebo-controlled randomized clinical trials (RCTs) containing CQ and HCQ as the 

antiviral therapy since its introduction in 1938 till April 3rd, 2020. We also performed univariate 

and multivariate meta-regression analyses to identify the moderators of drug-placebo differences. 

The results of this meta-analysis would help the design of clinical trials for the treatment of 

COVID-19 using CQ and HCQ.  

 

Materials and Methods 

We performed the study in adherence to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 

and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guideline (The checklist in the supplemental material).  

 

Search strategy 

We performed a comprehensive literature search of articles through the following databases 

without date limitation: PubMed, EMBASE, The Cochrane Library, Web of Science, China 

National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), Wanfang Data, and CQVIP. We also searched 

clinical trial registries, including ClinicalTrials.gov, Chinese Clinical Trial Registry, and EU 

Clinical Trials Register. The search was updated to April 4, 2020, and not restricted by language. 

Moreover, we contacted the corresponding authors of the included trials for any missing 

information.  The search terms were presented in the supplemental material. The reference list 

was also checked for relevant articles.  

Inclusion and exclusion criteria  

The PICOS inclusion criteria for selecting the studies for this meta-analysis were as follows: (1) 

Participants: patients with the viral infection and treated with chloroquine (CQ) or 

hydroxychloroquine (HCQ); (2) Interventions: CO or HCQ versus placebo; (3) Outcomes: 

primary outcomes included plasma viral load, the improvement of clinical symptoms, and 

adverse events associated with CQ (or HCQ) treatment; (4) Type of studies: In this meta-analysis,  

only randomized controlled trials (RCTs) were included. The exclusion criteria were as follows: 

1) studies involving animals; 2) studies on non-viral diseases; 3) meeting abstracts, letters to the 

editor, case reports, and reviews.  
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Data extraction and quality assessment 

All potentially eligible articles were independently evaluated, and the information was extracted 

by two authors (J.W. and K.L.). Disagreements were resolved by discussion with a third person 

(L.Y.). For each study, the following items were extracted: first author, year of publication, 

country, type of viral infection, the total number of patients in the experimental or placebo group, 

mean age of the patients, drug dose, treatment duration, plasma viral load, number of patients 

with improved clinical symptoms, and the number and types of adverse events in both CQ/HCQ 

and the placebo arms. For the published RCTs only reporting the median, range and the size of 

the trial for plasma viral load, we used the following equation to estimate the mean and standard 

deviation without assuming the distribution of the underlying data (12): 

 

m = median; a = minimum value; b = maximum value; n = the sample size.  

We used the Common Terminology of Clinical Adverse Events (CTCAE) categorization to 

identify grades 3 to 5 as severe and CTCAE grades 1 to 2 as mild. Missing data were requested 

directly from authors. Cochrane risk of bias tool in randomized trials (RoB 2.0) was used to 

assess the risk of bias for each of the included studies by two authors (J.W. and J.Z.) 

independently.  

Data synthesis and meta-analysis 

The conventional meta-analysis was conducted using MedCalc 19.2.0 (MedCalc Software Ltd, 

Belgium). We used standard mean differences (SMDs) for the continuous outcome (plasma viral 

load) and odds ratios for the improvement of clinical symptoms based on the number of patients 

with improved symptoms on each arm and the sample size. The prevalence of adverse events in 

different organ systems was expressed as the proportion (%) and 95% confidence intervals (CIs) 

using the random-effects model. We used relative risk ratios and their 95% CIs for the 

assessment of adverse events compared to the placebo. Studies with zero-cell counts (No adverse 

events in one or both arms) were replaced with a fixed value of 0.5, according to Cochrane 

Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions v5.1.0. We assessed heterogeneity using the 

I2 test and the Cochran Q statistic. If significant heterogeneity was not present (I2 < 50%), we 

�2 
 = 

�

���

 ��2 ��2 � �2 � ����
�
	 ���	
� ��	��
�

�

 �����	��

�
� 

���	��

��
��  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 18, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.13.20064295doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.13.20064295
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Page 6 of 21 

 

used a fixed-effects model to pool outcomes. A random-effects model was used to calculate the 

pooled risk ratios and 95% CIs if significant heterogeneity was present (I2 > 50%). The 

publication bias was assessed qualitatively by the visual estimate of the funnel plots and 

quantitatively by the Begg’s and Egger’s tests. Sensitivity analyses were conducted by using an 

alternative effect measure (risk ratios vs. odd ratios), and statistical model regarding 

heterogeneity (random vs. fixed-effects). 

Trial sequential analysis  

We performed trial sequential analysis (TSA) to explore whether cumulative data was 

appropriately powered. Trial sequential analysis (version 0.9.5.10, Copenhagen, Denmark) was 

used for cumulative meta-analysis(13). The type I error (α) and power (1 - β) were set as 5% and 

80%, respectively. A 25% risk ratio reduction was used. The heterogeneity correction in the trial 

sequential analysis was set to variance-based, and the random-effects model was applied.  

Univariate and multivariate meta-regression analysis 

We performed the meta-regression analyses to explore the potential moderators that may affect 

the efficacy of CQ. We conducted the univariate meta-regression analysis of publication year, 

mean age, trial site (country), virus types, sample size, daily dose, treatment duration, and 

cumulative dose. Moderators that were significant in univariable analyses were included in the 

multivariable meta-regression models. We also meta-regressed daily dose and treatment duration 

to explore the associations between these variables and the side effects. Both univariate and 

multivariate meta-regression analyses were conducted using Comprehensive Meta-Analysis 3.0 

(Biostat Inc., NJ, USA). The regression coefficients (minimum estimate), 95% CIs, 2-sided P 

values, and Tau square were reported.  

Subgroup analysis 

Subgroup analyses included stratification by the age of the patients to test the efficacy of CQ in 

two different groups (<38 vs. ≥38 years old, median line). We also performed the subgroup 

analyses to test the relative risk of CQ for different grades of adverse events (severe vs. mild) in 

various organ systems (nervous system, gastrointestinal system, integumentary system, and 

vision system.  
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Results  

Literature search and flow diagram  

The electronic searches identified 4314 records, and a further 65 records identified from clinical 

trial registration websites and other sources. Deleting duplicate references reduced this to 2482 

records, of which 1897 were excluded based on examining the abstracts. Full-text articles were 

obtained for 33 publications. From these, 22 papers were excluded, leaving 11 placebo 

randomized controlled trials (RCTs) for final inclusion for quantitative synthesis and meta-

analysis(14-24). The numbers identified at each stage through from initial searching to 

quantitative analyses, and the reasons for excluding studies, are given in a PRISMA 2009 flow 

diagram (Fig. 1).  

 

Study characteristics 

A total of 2613 patients were evaluated across the 11 RCTs.  Table 1 shows the summary of the 

included trials, and Table S1 gives the details for adverse events in each organ system. Out of 11 

RCTs, 2 studies were for the treatment of chikungunya virus, 2 studies were for Dengue virus, 1 

for influenza, 1 for COVID-19, 2 for hepatitis, and 3 for HIV. The median dose of chloroquine 

base for the treatment of viral infection is 310 mg per day (IQR: 250 - 600 mg). The median 

duration of treatment was 56 days (IQR: 5 - 84 days). For all studies, the primary endpoint was 

the effectiveness of the treatment, with adverse events reported as secondary outcomes.     

The results of the Cochrane risk of bias assessments for all studies are summarized in Fig. S1. 

Based on the information we collected, 1 had some concerns on the randomization process, 1 

trial had the deviation of intended intervention for one patient. Three trails had some concerns 

about the selection of outcome reporting. All included RCTs were judged to be low risk in the 

overall risk of bias evaluation (Fig. S1).  

 

The efficacy of CQ and HCQ in the treatment of viral diseases 

CQ and HCQ were reported to have direct antiviral activity mostly in vitro studies(3, 25, 26). In 

addition, these drugs showed anti-inflammatory and immunomodulatory effects in animal studies, 
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which were proposed to be useful for the treatment of some clinical symptoms caused by viral 

infection(6, 27). We thus evaluated the efficacy of CQ and HCQ from the included RCTs using 

two outcomes: plasma viral load and clinical symptoms. 

     As shown in Fig. 2A, the plasma viral load in patients with CQ or HCQ was even slightly 

higher than that in the placebo group (SMD: 0.29, 95% CI: -1.18 - 1.76). Additionally, the meta-

analysis demonstrated no significant difference in the improvement of clinical symptoms caused 

by viral infection between CQ (and HCQ) and the placebo (odds ratio: 2.36, 95% CI: 0.81 - 6.92, 

P > 0.05) (Fig. 2B). No significant publication bias was observed (Fig. S2), and the pooled 

results were consistent using the alternative statistical model and different measures in the 

sensitivity analysis (Fig. S3). We further conducted the trial sequential analysis (TSA) to 

determine the reliability of our meta-analysis (Fig. S4). The cumulative z curve fell within the 

futility zone (zone of indifference), and the TSA adjusted odds ratio was also insignificant 

between two groups (TSA adjusted odds ratio: 2.34, 95% CI: 0.73 - 7.47, P > 0.05).  

     We performed both univariate and multivariate meta-regression analysis to explain the 

significant heterogeneity of efficacy among the included studies (Table S2). In the univariate 

model, we found that mean age and the sample size are the significant moderators of effect sizes 

(Fig. 2C and 2D). Interestingly, an increase of effect size was observed with the increase of 

patients’ mean age ranging from 23.6 to 49 (coefficient: 0.1056, 95% CI: 0.039 - 0.172, P = 

0.0019) (Fig. 2C). The strong association between the sample size and the efficacy of 

chloroquine was diminished after the adjustment of virus types in the multivariate meta-

regression model (Table S2). Subgroup meta-analysis stratified by patients’ age (below and 

above the median of 38) showed that compared to the placebo, chloroquine significantly 

improved the clinical symptoms in patients with age over 38 (Odd ratio: 3.31, 95% CI: 1.54 - 

7.12, P = 0.02), and such therapeutic effect was not observed in the younger group (22 - 37) (95% 

CI of the odds ratio: 0.33 - 9.91, P = 0.49) (Fig. S5). However, the cumulative z-curves in TSA 

did not cross the calculated trial sequential monitoring boundaries for benefits, indicating that the 

random errors might be present in the subgroup meta-analysis, and there is still no conclusive 

evidence of superiority for CQ and HCQ (Fig. S4B and S4C).  

 

The risk for all, mild and severe adverse events  

Adverse events were reported in 35.0% (458/1308) of patients randomly assigned to chloroquine 
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and in 22.5% (294/1305) of patients randomly assigned to the placebo (Table 1).  The summary 

relative risk (RR) of adverse events was 1.52 (95% CI: 1.36 - 1.71), which indicated an increased 

risk of adverse events for CQ and HCQ over the placebo (Fig. 3A). Both the heterogeneity (I2 = 

38.7%, P = 0.09) and the publication bias (Begg’s P = 0.94 and Egger’s P = 0.05) were 

insignificant (Fig. 3A and Fig. S6A).  The pooled effects were not changed using odds ratios and 

alternative statistical methods in the sensitivity analysis (Fig. S7). Additionally, Trial sequential 

analysis supported the meta-analysis findings (Fig. S8). The cumulative z curve crossed the 

calculated trial sequential monitoring boundary, indicating that the information size was 

sufficient to find firm evidence.  

   We next grouped the patients based on the severity of adverse events using the common 

terminology of clinical adverse events (CTCAE). We found that patients treated with 

chloroquine for viral infection were more likely to experience mild adverse events (pooled RR: 

1.51, 95% CI: 1.35 - 1.70) (Fig. 3B). In contrast, the pooled risk ratio of severe adverse events 

for chloroquine over the placebo was insignificant (pooled RR: 1.44, 95% CI: 0.73 - 2.88) (Fig. 

3C). No evidence of publication bias was identified (Fig. S6B and S6C), and the meta-analysis 

results for both mild and severe adverse events were robust in sensitivity analyses (Fig. S9 and 

S10).  

 

Risk of adverse events in different organ systems 

We next performed the meta-analysis of the prevalence of adverse events in different organ 

systems. In the intervention arms of these studies (n = 1308), the most common adverse events 

were observed in the nervous system (headache and dizziness) with the pooled prevalence of 

31.4% (95% CI: 10.5% - 56.7%), followed by the integumentary system (rash, pruritus, skin 

darkening and thinning hair) of 20.9% (95% CI: 8.7% - 47.3%), gastrointestinal system (nausea, 

vomiting and diarrhea) of 14.5% (95% CI: 9.2% - 20.8%), vision (blurred vision and retinopathy) 

of 4.3% (95% CI: 1.7% - 8.1%) and heart (QT prolongation) of 0.08% (1 out of 1308) (Fig. 4 

and Fig. S11).   

    Compared with patients in the placebo arm, those treated with chloroquine were at higher risk 

for side effects in the nervous system (RR: 2.12, 95% CI: 1.30 - 3.45) (Fig. 5A), integumentary 

system (RR: 2.23, 95% CI: 1.45 - 3.43) (Fig. 5B), gastrointestinal system (RR: 2.52; 95% CI: 

1.91 - 3.34) (Fig. 5C). The risk of adverse events in the vision system for patients with 
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chloroquine was not significantly different from those with the placebo (RR: 2.08, 95% CI: 0.35 

- 12.37) (Fig. 5D). This might be due to the low prevalence of adverse events in the vision 

system. No publication bias was detected (Fig. S12), and the sensitivity analysis using a different 

statistical model or effect measure did not significantly change the primary outcome (Fig. S13 - 

S16).  

    We further evaluated whether the increased risk of adverse events with chloroquine in 

different organs was associated with total daily dose and treatment duration. The multivariate 

meta-regression analysis did not identify significant correlations between the risk of side effects 

and daily dose (150 - 600 mg, chloroquine base, min - max) or treatment duration (3 - 1080 days, 

min - max) (Fig. 5E - 5L).  

 
Discussion  
 
This meta-analysis of 11 RCTs (2613 patients) finds no evidence for the efficacy of chloroquine 

(CQ) or hydroxychloroquine (HCQ) in treating the viral diseases. However, there is firm 

evidence of an increased risk of mild adverse events in patients treated with CQ and HCQ 

compared to the placebo. No significant difference was identified concerning the severe adverse 

events between CQ (or HCQ) and the placebo. The pooled prevalence of side effects in different 

organ systems was as follows: nervous system (31.4%) > integumentary system (20.9%) > 

gastrointestinal system (14.5%) > vision (4.3%) > heart (0.08%). The risk of adverse events was 

not significantly increased with the increase of daily dose from 150 mg to 600 mg.  

    A conceptual strength of our analysis is that it was based on the randomized trials for 

chloroquine and hydroxychloroquine in the treatment of viral diseases, including 1 RCT trial for 

COVID-19. We also narrowed our analysis only to side effects and potential toxicities related to 

the dose regiments used for viral infection, which will be more informative for the ongoing and 

future clinical trials for COVID-19.  

    Another major strength of our analysis is that we included all available relevant data from 

completed studies of CQ and HCQ meeting our inclusion criteria. For the missing or ambiguous 

information, we contacted the authors and obtained the original data, if possible. This limits the 

risk of selective outcome reporting in our analysis.  

    Even though CQ and its hydroxy derivative HCQ have been demonstrated to have antiviral 

and anti-inflammatory activities mostly through in vitro and animal studies, they were not shown 
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to be superior to the placebo in the improvement of clinical symptoms and viral clearance in our 

meta-analysis. Similarly, two recent pilot clinical trials in individuals with COVID-19 found no 

difference in the rate of virologic clearance between CQ treatment and controls without drug 

treatment or with standard treatment (Interferon α)(28, 29). However, our result had to be 

interpreted with caution due to the notable heterogeneity of the outcome (efficacy) across the 

included RCTs. Interestingly, we found that a great percentage of this heterogeneity can be 

explained by patients’ mean age and the sample size. Compared to the patients aged between 38 

and 49, younger patients demonstrated less responses to CQ and HCQ treatment. It was reported 

that chloroquine is under-dosed for children(30). Our meta-analysis further highlighted that the 

doses need to be optimized for young patients for the treatment of viral diseases.  

    In our meta-analysis, we found that CQ and HCQ do not appear to increase the risk of severe 

adverse events over the placebo. It might be due to the low prevalence rate of severe events. 

Several individual cases of sudden cardiac death had been reported in COVID-19 patients treated 

with HCQ(31, 32). Therefore, the potential cardiotoxicity of CQ and HCQ, such as QT 

prolongation, has to be closely monitored during the clinical trial, especially for the combination 

use of HCQ and azithromycin(32).  

    Our analysis has some limitations. First, we did not conduct a subgroup analysis for the 

efficacy of CQ and HCQ on different types of viruses due to the small sample size in each study 

and the high heterogeneity among the included RCTs. Second, we assumed that the non-

reporting of adverse event data was the result of no adverse event since the report of adverse 

events in RCTs had been required in the Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials (CONSORT) 

extension for harms in 2004(33).  If the adverse events were observed, but not reported, then 

there is the possibility that we may have overestimated the drugs’ safety. Third, adverse events in 

clinical trials are usually reported using the Common Terminology of Clinical Adverse Events 

(CTCAE). The process is highly subjective and relies on investigators’ recognition and 

identification of syndromes of interest.  

 
Conclusion 
 
Both the public and clinicians must be aware that the value of chloroquine and 

hydroxychloroquine for the treatment of any viral diseases is not established. More large-scale, 

high-quality RCTs are still required to prove the efficacy of CQ and HCQ for COVID-19. The 
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patients’ age is an important moderator that may affect the treatment outcome. Mild adverse 

events, most commonly in the nervous system, are expected, and potential severe cardiotoxicity 

has to be closely monitored during the treatment.  
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Table 1 Selected characteristics of the included studies 1 

Author Year Country 
Patients No. 

Age* Virus Dose Treatment Improved Improved 
Duration       in CQ            in Placebo 

SMD of viral load in 
plasma (95% CI) 

Adverse Events 

CQ      Placebo CQ Placebo 

Débora 2019 Brazil 31 30 37.7 ± 16.1 Hepatitis 250 mg/day 36 months 20 13 N/A 17 5 

Pierre 2018 France 19 27 40.3 ± 12.8 Chikungunya 600 mg D1-3,  
300 mg D4-5 5 days 8 6 2.41 (1.63 - 3.16) N/A N/A 

Payam 2016 Iran 6 4 49 (25 - 60) Hepatitis 150 mg/day 8 weeks 6 0 -1.1 (-2.45 - 0.26) 6 3 

Jeffrey 2016 USA 35 35 46 (36 - 50) HIV 250 mg/day 12 weeks 0 0 0.31 (0.13 - 0.47) N/A N/A 

Marcos 2013 Brazil 63 66 32.7 ± 11.5 Dengue 600 mg/day 3 days 12 0 N/A 2 0 

Nicholas 2011 Singapore 757 749 23.5 (22.1 - 
31.6) 

Influenza 
300mg D1-7,  
300mg per 
week   

12 weeks 712 730 N/A 341 249 

Vianney 2010 Viet Nam 278 276 22 (18 - 27) Dengue 600 mg D1-2,  
300 mg D3 3 days 0 0 N/A 35 11 

Xavier 2008 France 27 27 18 - 65 Chikungunya 600 mg D1-3,  
300 mg D4-5 5 days 0 0 N/A 14 0 

Chen 2020 China 31# 31 44.6 ± 16.1 COVID-19 400 mg/day 5 days 25# 17 N/A 2# 0 

Nicholas 2012 UK 42# 41 37.1 ± 7.7 HIV 400 mg/day 48 weeks N/A# N/A 2.42 (1.33 - 4.31) 41# 26 

Kirk 1995 USA 19# 19 39.1 ± 6.6 HIV 800 mg/day 8 weeks N/A# N/A -0.71 (-1.37 - -0.056) N/A# N/A 

 2 
 3 
 *: mean and standard deviation or median with IQR or min-max range. #: HCQ. Additional characteristics were listed in Supplemental Table 1.  4 
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 90 

 91 

 92 

Fig. 1 Flow chart of the included studies. 93  
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 94 

Fig. 2 Plasma viral load and the improvement of clinical symptoms for patients taking CQ (or HCQ) and 95 

the placebo.  96 

(A) The standard mean differences (SMDs) of plasma viral load. (B) The odds ratio of the improvement 97 

of clinical symptoms between two arms. (C) Meta-regression analysis showed a significant association 98 

between the age of patients and the effect sizes. (D) The association between the sample sizes in the trails 99 

and the effect sizes. The coefficients (95% CI) and P values were listed.   100 
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 101 

Fig. 3 Risk of adverse events in patients with viral diseases who received CQ (or HCQ) versus the 102 

placebo from randomized clinical trials.  103 

(A) Forest plot of all adverse events in patients treated with CQ or HCQ versus controls. (B) Forest plot 104 

of mild adverse events. (C) Forest plot of severe adverse events.  105 
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 106 

 107 

Fig. 4 Meta-analysis of the prevalence of adverse events in the major human organ systems for CQ and 108 

HCQ.  109 

A random-effects model was used. N = 1308 patients in the intervention arm.  110 
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 111 

Fig. 5 Risk of adverse events and the associations with daily dose and treatment duration of CQ (or HCQ) 112 

in different organ systems. 113 

 (A - D) Forest plots of risk ratios of adverse events in the nervous system (A), integumentary system (B), 114 

gastrointestinal system (C), and vision system (D). (E - H) The associations of adverse events with daily 115 

dose and treatment duration in the nervous system (E and F), integumentary (G and H), gastrointestinal (I 116 

and J), and vision (K and L).  117 

Multivariate meta-regression analysis was performed using the random-effects model. The model was 118 

adjusted by sample size and mean age. The coefficients (95% CI) and P values were listed. The doses 119 

were converted to chloroquine base.  120 
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