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ABSTRACT
Importance: COVID-19 is a clinically heterogeneous disease of varying severity and
prognosis. Clinical characteristics that impact disease course could offer guidance for
clinical decision making and future research endeavors and unveil disease pathways.
Objective: To examine risk factors associated with adverse clinical outcomes in patients
with COVID-19.
Data sources: We performed a systematic review in PubMed from January 1 until April
19, 2020.
Study selection: Observational studies that examined the association of any clinical
characteristic with an adverse clinical outcome were considered eligible. We scrutinized
studies for potential overlap.
Data extraction and synthesis: Information on the effect of clinical factors on clinical
endpoints of patients with COVID-19 was independently extracted by two researchers.
When an effect size was not reported, crude odds ratios were calculated based on the
available information from the eligible articles. Study-specific effect sizes from nonoverlapping studies were synthesized applying the random-effects model.
Main outcome and measure: The examined outcomes were severity and progression of
disease, admission to ICU, need for mechanical ventilation, mortality, or a composite
outcome.
Results: We identified 88 eligible articles, and we performed a total of 256 meta-analyses
on the association of 98 unique risk factors with five clinical outcomes. Seven meta-
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analyses presented the strongest epidemiological evidence in terms of statistical
significance (P-value <0.005), between-study heterogeneity (I2 <50%), sample size (more
than 1000 COVID-19 patients), 95% prediction interval excluded the null value, and
absence of small-study effects. Elevated C-reactive protein (OR, 6.46; 95% CI, 4.85 –
8.60), decreased lymphocyte count (OR, 4.16; 95% CI, 3.17 – 5.45), cerebrovascular
disease (OR, 2.84; 95% CI, 1.55 – 5.20), chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (OR, 4.44;
95% CI, 2.46 – 8.02), diabetes mellitus (OR, 2.04; 95% CI, 1.54 – 2.70), hemoptysis (OR,
7.03; 95% CI, 4.57 – 10.81), and male sex (OR, 1.51; 95% CI, 1.30 – 1.75) were associated
with risk of severe COVID-19.
Conclusions and relevance: Our results highlight factors that could be useful for
prognostic model building, help guide patients’ selection for randomized clinical trials, as
well as provide alternative treatment targets by shedding light to disease pathophysiology.
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1

INTRODUCTION
In December 2019, a cluster of pneumonia cases was reported in Wuhan, China and

subsequent epidemiological tracking identified a novel coronavirus (Severe Acute
Respiratory Syndrome-Coronavirus-2, SARS-CoV-2) as the cause.1 Two other
coronaviruses, causing Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome and Middle East Respiratory
Syndrome, were responsible for epidemics originated in Asia in the past. The SARS-CoV2 has spread across all continents since December and caused a public health crisis.2 As of
late April 2020, there has been more than 3 million cases and more than 200,000 deaths
according to WHO.3 A significant percentage of patients have severe or critical disease and
require intensive care management.4 Currently there is only one approved medication for
Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19), and many questions on clinical management
remain unanswered.5 To this end, more than 300 clinical trials are being conducted to find
an effective treatment.2
The ongoing public health emergency necessitates the discovery of reliable prognostic
factors to help guide clinical decision making tailored to the patient characteristics. The
identification of patient characteristics that are associated with adverse clinical events
could provide alternative therapeutic targets as well as improve the design and analysis of
future clinical trials.6,7 Also, the deciphering of risk factors having a detrimental effect on
disease course could offer novel insights on molecular pathways of the disease.
There is a growing body of published observational studies on COVID-19 patients,
examining clinical characteristics and diagnostic features of the disease. However, there is
no published effort that systematically summarizes the effect of all the examined clinical
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variables on the observed adverse clinical outcomes in patients diagnosed with COVID19. Our study aims to fill this gap by systematically mapping all the available evidence on
the association of various clinical variables with risk for multiple clinical outcomes in
patients with COVID-19. We also examine for potential biases and we extensively search
for potential overlapping studies that distorts the existing evidence.

2

METHODS

2.1

Search strategy and eligibility criteria
We followed the MOOSE (Meta-analyses of Observational Studies in Epidemiology)

guideline for conducting and reporting our meta-analysis.8
We systematically searched PubMed from January 1, 2020 to April 19, 2020 to
identify observational studies examining risk factors of adverse clinical outcomes in
patients diagnosed with COVID-19. We used the following search strategy:
"coronavirus"[All Fields] OR "SARS-CoV-2"[All Fields] OR "cov"[All Fields] OR "2019SARS-CoV-2"[All Fields] OR "COVID-19"[All Fields] OR "SARS-CoV-2"[All Fields].
This is the search algorithm used by LitCovid, which is a curated literature hub for tracking
up-to-date scientific information about SARS-CoV-2.9 The literature search was performed
by two independent researchers (VB, LB). We considered demographic and
anthropometric individual characteristics, biomarkers measured in serum or other
biological fluids, symptoms, clinical signs, medical history and comorbid diseases, patterns
and findings in computed tomography of the chest. We focused on any clinical outcome in
patients with COVID-19, such as mortality or worsening of clinical status.
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We excluded observational studies that examined the differences in patients with
pneumonia associated with COVID-19 and patients with community-acquired pneumonia.
Furthermore, we excluded observational studies that examined risk factors for adverse
clinical events in infections by other coronaviruses (e.g., Severe Acute Respiratory
Syndrome, and Middle East Respiratory Syndrome). We excluded case-reports and caseseries including less than 10 COVID-19 patients. We excluded observational studies
published in languages other than English. Also, we scrutinized the geographic region, the
involved hospitals, the time period of recruitment and the inclusion and exclusion criteria
from each study to examine the presence of potentially overlapping populations.

2.2

Data extraction
Data extraction was performed independently by two researchers (VB, LB). From each

eligible article, we extracted information on the first author, the year and the journal of
publication, the geographic region and the involved hospital, the recruitment period, the
examined risk factors, and the examined outcomes. For each risk factor, we extracted the
reported measure of association (i.e., odds ratio, risk ratio, or hazard ratio) and the reported
level of comparison. Whenever the level of comparison was not clearly presented for a
measure of association, we did not extract it. Also, when such a measure was not reported,
we extracted the number of exposed individuals in both cases and controls for binary
exposures. We extracted information on risk factors measured at admission or initial
clinical assessment to ensure temporality between the exposure and the observed outcome.
For studies conducted in the same geographic region, we compared the hospitals, the
recruitment periods, and the research teams to ensure that effect estimates from fully
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independent populations will be included in each meta-analysis. When multiple studies
with samples from the same hospital examined the same association, we kept the study that
had the largest sample size for the corresponding meta-analysis.

2.3

Statistical analysis
Whenever available, and in the absence of a reported effect size, we calculated the

crude odds ratio (OR) and its standard error based on the reported 2 × 2 contingency table.
When zero counts occurred in a cell of a 2 × 2 contingency table, we applied the HaldaneAnscombe correction.10 This is a method to avoid error in the calculation of odds ratio by
adding 0.5 to all the cells of a 2 × 2 contingency table if any of the cell expectations would
cause a division by zero. For associations examining risk factors for composite clinical
outcomes, we performed a meta-analysis whenever the definition of the composite
outcome was adequately similar across the different studies.
For each association, we estimated the summary effect estimate and its 95%
confidence interval applying the random-effects model, because methodological
heterogeneity was expected between the eligible studies.11 We used the DerSimonian and
Laird estimator to estimate the between-study variance.12 A statistically significant effect
was claimed at P-value <0.05. Also, between-study heterogeneity was quantified by the I2
metric.13,14 I2 ranges between 0% and 100% and is the ratio of between-study variance over
the sum of the within-study and between-study variances. An I2 estimate larger than 50%
was considered evidence for large heterogeneity, whereas an I2 larger than 75% was judged
as very large heterogeneity.
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For associations that were examined in at least 3 observational studies, we estimated
the 95% prediction interval and we assessed the presence of small-study effects. 95%
prediction interval further accounts the uncertainty for the effect that would be expected in
a new study addressing that same association.11 We assessed whether there was evidence
for small-study effects (i.e., whether smaller studies tend to give substantially larger
estimates of effect size compared with larger studies) with the regression asymmetry test
proposed by Egger and colleagues.15 The presence of small-study effects was based on a
statistically significant Egger’s test at P-value <0.10 combined by a more conservative
effect in the largest study of the meta-analysis compared to the effect in the random-effects
meta-analysis.
We also examined which associations presented a highly significant effect at P-value
<0.005, absence of large or very large between-study heterogeneity (i.e., I2<50%), 95%
prediction interval excluding the null value, and sample size more than 1000 COVID-19
patients. The rationale for the use of a strict P-value threshold is based on current
recommendations to avoid false-positive findings.16–18
Statistical analysis was performed on R, version 3.6.3.

3

RESULTS
We screened a total of 5924 articles, and we identified 88 eligible articles that fulfilled

our eligibility criteria and were published between January 1, 2020 and April 19, 2020. The
flow chart of our literature search is presented in Figure 1. Descriptive characteristics of
the eligible studies are presented in Supplementary Table 1. Sixteen articles were
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excluded, because all the reported associations were also examined in a larger study with
overlapping population. All the eligible studies were hospital-based observational studies.
Six of the 88 eligible articles (7%) were conducted outside China (France19, Hong Kong20,
Italy21, Singapore22, United States of America23,24).
The outcomes that were examined in multiple articles were risk for severe COVID-19
(n = 86 meta-analyses), risk for mortality (n = 74 meta-analyses), risk for admission to ICU
(n = 35 meta-analyses), risk for disease progression (n = 33 meta-analyses), risk for a
composite outcome (n = 25 meta-analyses), and risk for invasive mechanical ventilation (n
= 3 meta-analyses). A total of 256 meta-analyses were performed. For 4 outcomes (i.e.,
hospital admission25,26, acute respiratory distress syndrome27, severity of COVID-19 in
pediatric population28, need for supplemental oxygen29), a meta-analysis was not
performed, because each one of the reported associations for these outcomes was
considered in only one study.
Overall, we identified 98 unique risk factors for adverse clinical outcomes in patients
with COVID-19. We categorized these risk factors into five categories: biomarkers (n = 71
meta-analyses, 26 unique factors), comorbidities (n = 60 meta-analyses, 23 unique factors),
imaging markers (n = 23 meta-analyses, 17 unique factors), demographic characteristics (n
= 20 meta-analyses, 3 unique factors) and symptoms and clinical signs (n = 82 metaanalyses, 29 unique factors). The five meta-analyses with the largest number of studies
considered sex (n = 19), fever (n = 14), cough (n = 13), hypertension (n = 13), and diabetes
mellitus (n = 12) with severity of COVID-19.
The median number of studies per association was 3 (interquartile range, 2 – 4),
whereas the median number of cases was 189 (interquartile range, 100 – 457) and the
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median number of participants was 818 (interquartile range, 442 – 1307). One hundred of
256 (39%) included more than 1000 patients with COVID-19. One hundred and twenty of
256 meta-analyses (47%) presented a statistically significant effect at P-value <0.05.
Ninety-two of 256 meta-analyses (36%) presented large between-study heterogeneity (I2
>50%). One hundred and fifty-seven of 256 meta-analyses (61%) included at least three
independent studies, allowing for the estimation of 95% prediction interval and for the
application of Egger’s test. Only fifteen of 157 meta-analyses (10%) presented a 95%
prediction interval that excluded the null value. These associations examined the effect of
any comorbidity and troponin on risk of mortality, the effect of dyspnea on risk of
progression, and the effect of C-reactive protein (CRP), lactate dehydrogenase (LDH),
lymphocyte count, cardiovascular disease, cerebrovascular disease, chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease (COPD), diabetes mellitus, dyspnea, hemoptysis, age, sex and groundglass opacity on risk of severe COVID-19. Also, 27 of 157 meta-analyses (17%) presented
a statistically significant result in Egger’s test at P-value <0.10. Seventeen of these 27 metaanalyses presented a more conservative effect in the largest study than in random-effects
meta-analysis, indicating the presence of small-study effects. These associations examined
the effect of headache on risk of disease progression, the effect of any comorbidity,
cerebrovascular disease, chronic kidney disease, diabetes mellitus, and smoking status on
risk of mortality, and the effect of albumin, aspartate aminotransferase (AST), creatinine,
LDH, any comorbidity, cardiovascular disease, cough, diarrhea, dizziness, dyspnea, and
fever on risk of severe COVID-19. The results of the meta-analyses for the 256 associations
are presented in Table 1 and Supplementary Table 2.
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Of the 120 statistically significant meta-analyses at P-value <0.05, seven metaanalyses included more than 1000 patients with COVID-19 in at least 3 independent
studies, had a P-value <0.005 in random-effects model, low to moderate between-study
heterogeneity, 95% prediction interval excluding the null value and absence of small-study
effects. These meta-analyses examined the effect of serum CRP (OR, 6.46; 95% CI, 4.85
– 8.60), lymphocyte count (OR, 4.16; 95% CI, 3.17 – 5.45), cerebrovascular disease (OR,
2.84; 95% CI, 1.55 – 5.20), COPD (OR, 4.44; 95% CI, 2.46 – 8.02), diabetes mellitus (OR,
2.04; 95% CI, 1.54 – 2.70), hemoptysis (OR, 7.03; 95% CI, 4.57 – 10.81), and sex (OR,
1.51; 95% CI, 1.30 – 1.75) on risk of severe COVID-19. Seventeen additional metaanalyses fulfilled the aforementioned characteristics with the exception of a 95% prediction
interval that included the null value. These meta-analyses assessed the effect of alanine
aminotransferase (ALT), AST, prothrombin time, chronic respiratory disease,
hypertension, dyspnea, age, sex, elevated white blood cells on risk of mortality, the effect
of coronary heart disease, malignancy, altered consciousness, and fatigue on risk of severe
COVID-19, and the effect of chronic kidney disease, lymphocyte count, platelet count, and
cardiovascular disease on risk of a composite outcome. A forest plot of these 24
associations is presented in Figure 2.

4

DISCUSSION
We conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis to present an overview of all the

risk factors associated with adverse clinical outcomes in COVID-19 patients. In the present
effort, we considered more than 250 associations that were related to the effect of various
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risk factors on adverse clinical outcomes for COVID-19. Almost half of these associations
presented a nominally significant effect, and only 10 associations presented the strongest
evidence in terms of sample size, statistical significance, consistency and lack of smallstudy effects.
Our literature search identified a multitude of articles examining the effect of various
clinical characteristics on clinical course of COVID-19. However, detailed examination of
these articles revealed a great number of studies examining the same associations in
overlapping populations, and, therefore, we scrutinized eligible articles to ensure we
include only independent populations in each meta-analysis. For example, a large nationwide study from China containing 1099 participants reported various characteristics for an
association with a composite clinical adverse outcome and mortality.30 Due to overlap, this
study was only considered in meta-analysis consisted of non-Chinese studies exclusively.
This was because when other studies from various provinces of China examined an
association the summary sample was greater than the sample of the nation-wide study.
There is a wide spectrum of clinical presentations for COVID-19 patients.31 The
clinical features that were associated with adverse clinical events were mainly respiratory
symptoms or non-specific flu-like symptoms. Dyspnea showed a significant association
with all the adverse outcomes that we examined. It can be deduced that patients
experiencing shortness of breath might have pneumonia and considerable lung damage,
and dyspnea might be a symptom of worsening respiratory failure. This rational could also
explain the observed association between respiratory rate and risk of mortality and altered
consciousness and severity of disease, as both symptoms might result from deteriorating
respiratory failure. Hemoptysis and sputum production were also linked with an increased
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risk for severe COVID-19 and may be proxies of extensive lung damage from SARS-CoV2 or bacterial co-infection or symptoms of preexisting chronic lung disease such as
bronchiectasis, and COPD. Also, hemoptysis could be a result of endothelial disruption
and pulmonary vessel coagulopathy, which have been described in literature.32 This finding
is further corroborated by the association we unveiled between d-dimers and various
adverse outcomes, as well as observational studies depicting increased thrombotic
incidents in COVID-19 patients.33 Symptoms typical in flu-like illness that originate
outside the respiratory system and were linked with severe COVID-19 were fever, fatigue,
diarrhea, and abdominal pain. Symptoms that have a negative impact on disease course
could potentially be useful during patient assessment, i.e. they might be considered “red
flags” that pinpoint patients being at high risk for a negative prognostic outcome and
requiring enhanced monitoring or treatment.34
Our results depicted that age is a risk factor related to severe COVID-19, progression
of disease and mortality. Also, a dose-response association was observed between age and
risk of mortality. However, it cannot be assumed that this finding is causal given that
several chronic diseases may be confounders of this association. This finding is in
accordance with our analysis indicating that major comorbid disorders of late adult life,
such as cardiovascular and cerebrovascular disease, diabetes mellitus and COPD, are also
markers associated with various adverse clinical events. Also, sex was identified as a
statistically significant risk factor, presenting a 1.5-fold increase in the risk of severe
COVID-19 and, a 1.8-fold increase in the risk of mortality and a 1.9-fold increase in the
risk of ICU admission in male compared to female patients.
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Presence of chronic comorbid disorders also increased the risk of severe COVID-19,
ICU admission and mortality. There is published evidence that SARS-CoV-2 causes
systemic inflammation inducing a cytokine storm and may inflict multi-organ damage
outside the respiratory system as a result such as myocardial injury, acute kidney damage,
liver injury.33 Patients with pre-existing chronic disorders of organs damaged by SARSCoV-2 may be more prone to organ insufficiency for that matter. This might be the case
for cardiovascular disease, coronary heart disease, hypertension, chronic kidney disease
and cerebrovascular conditions. These conditions were associated with elevated risk of
various adverse clinical outcomes in COVID-19 patients. The association of hypertension
with poor prognosis might be a result of the various systemic complications of
hypertension. Another potential mechanism implicates the angiotensin converting enzyme,
which is overexpressed in patients with hypertension and cardiovascular diseases.35 This
enzyme is a functional receptor of SARS-CoV-2 and it is hypothesized that it could be
responsible for acute myocardial injury inflicted by SARS-CoV-2.35 Also, patients with
COPD and other chronic lung diseases had an increased risk for severe COVID-19 and
mortality. These patients have non-reversible structural lung abnormalities and lung
function impairment.17 They may have bacterial colonization, impaired immune defense
and mucocilliary clearance of the lower respiratory tract, which might impair viral
clearance of SARS-CoV-2. At the same time, COPD patients exhibit chronic respiratory
failure and diminished respiratory reserve and infection by any virus may instigate an
exacerbation of the disease. Furthermore, patients with diabetes mellitus, and malignancy
presented worse prognosis. Both these patients have a compromised immune system,
which disrupts patients’ response to a viral agent.36,37 There is published evidence that all
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the aforementioned comorbid diseases are also important factors that impact influenza
illness severity.38
The identification of a serum biomarker to help individual risk stratification for each
patient with COVID-19 could offer additional clinical insights.31 In our analysis, a total of
16 serum biomarkers presented a significant effect on adverse clinical outcomes based on
meta-analyses of at least three independent studies. Decreased lymphocyte count was
associated with higher risk of progression of disease, and presentation with severe COVID19 and is a laboratory feature used for disease diagnosis.39 Elevated leukocyte count, CRP
and procalcitonin are inflammatory markers, and they had a detrimental effect on disease
course.31 Moreover, serum levels of creatine kinase (CK) was associated with severity of
disease, whereas LDH was associated with both severity of disease and mortality. Both are
biomarkers increased from tissue damage, for LDH originating in any organ, while for CK
originating mainly in the heart, skeletal muscle and kidney. For the same reason troponin
might be a surrogate market of myocardial injury caused by SARS-CoV-2 and therefore is
associated with mortality. Also, dysregulation of liver and renal function, defined by
abnormalities in serum ALT, AST, total bilirubin and albumin in the first case and
increased serum creatinine in the second case, were associated with an elevated risk of
adverse clinical events. Furthermore, the presence of blood coagulation disorders in
patients with COVID-19 has a significant clinical impact, as confirmed by the metaanalyses assessing platelet count, d-dimers and prothrombin time with adverse clinical
outcomes.32
Moreover, several findings from computed tomography of chest were linked with
unfavorable clinical endpoints in patients with COVID-19. Of note, imaging features of
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SARS-CoV-2 significantly overlap with radiological findings observed in infection by
other coronaviruses causing the Middle East Syndrome and Severe Acute Respiratory
Syndrome.40 Bilateral lung involvement increased the risk of both severe COVID-19 and
mortality. Radiological patterns that were associated with severity of COVID-19 included
ground glass opacities, consolidation, crazy paving and interstitial thickening. These
findings might be a result of a more extensive inflammation of the lungs. Additional
radiological findings that were associated with severe COVID-19 were, bronchial wall
thickening, and intrathoracic lymphadenopathy. These may be a result of prolonged
inflammation which leads to structural long-term sequelae such as pulmonary interstitial
fibrosis and bronchiectasis, as described after H1N1 influenza pneumonia and Severe
Acute Respiratory Syndrome.41,42 Presence of pleural effusion was associated with severe
COVID-19. There is published evidence that pleural effusion was a poor prognostic factor
in MERS-CoV and H5N1 avian influenza patients.43 Pleural effusion could be an attribute
of pleural inflammation from the SARS-CoV-2 or bacterial co-infection or exacerbation of
pre-existing heart failure.
A systematic review of prediction models focusing on prognosis of COVID-19
patients retrieved 10 published models.44 The majority of these models included age, sex,
LDH, CRP, lymphocytes, radiological markers of disease burden and presence of
comorbidities among their predictors. Based on this finding, variables included in these
models overlap greatly with the risk factors that resulted from our study. Also, the
additional risk factors that were identified by our study could be considered as potential
predictors in future updates of the available prognostic models.
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Some limitations should be considered for the interpretation of our findings. A
majority of the effect estimates are unadjusted odds ratios, indicating that potential
confounding cannot be excluded. Moreover, a majority of the studies included in our metaanalyses were based on samples from China. There is need for independent observational
studies to examine the external validity of our findings. Also, the observed association of
some biomarkers with severity and progression of disease might be a result of reverse
causation. This means that the observed differences in the biomarkers could be attributed
to the natural history of COVID-19. Furthermore, a third of the meta-analyses presented
large between-study heterogeneity, but sources of heterogeneity could not be explored due
to the small number of observational studies in each meta-analysis. Potential sources of
heterogeneity include different methods of risk factor measurement, varying inclusion
criteria between studies as well as random error due to the small sample size of the studies.
Our article systematically identified all the published observational studies examining
risk factors for adverse clinical outcomes in patients with COVID-19. The systematic
review was further complemented by meta-analysis on more than 250 associations. The
risk factors that presented the strongest epidemiological evidence were related to age, sex,
respiratory and flu-like symptoms and clinical signs, major comorbidities, pleural effusion,
inflammatory markers, biomarkers of coagulation and tissue damage. However, these
findings were mainly based on unadjusted effect estimates, indicating that they might not
be genuine, and confounding could influence some of the them. For this reason, our
findings should not be interpreted as causal associations. Future studies should present
adjusted effect estimates for age, sex and other potential confounders. Also, as more
observational studies accumulate on risk factors, it is likely that certain factors studied in a
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larger sample might surface as statistically significant, and sources of heterogeneity would
become clearer.
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Figure 1. Flow chart of literature search

5924 articles reviewed by title
screening

1535 articles reviewed by
abstract screening

385 articles reviewed by full-text
screening

88 eligible articles published
between January 1 and April 12,
2020

83 eligible articles participated in
at least one meta-analysis

5 eligible articles were not used
for evidence synthesis

Figure 2. Forest plot of the 24 statistically significant (P-value <0.005) associations that had more than 1000 COVID-19 patients, I2
<50% and at least 3 independent studies.

Table 1. Meta-analyses of observational studies for risk factors of adverse clinical outcomes in patients with COVID-19 that were
examined in at least 3 independent studies.

Risk factor

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

Egger’s

95% prediction

2

I

interval

test Pvalue

ICU admission (Yes vs. No)
Any comorbidity

Yes vs. No

91/547

4

5.16 (2.05 - 13.01)

0.001

0.11 - 237.93

65

0.824

Yes vs. No

69/298

3

3.44 (1.62 - 7.32)

0.001

0.03 - 455.95

0

0.705

Yes vs. No

107/366

3

1.20 (0.13 - 10.82)

0.872

3.3 × 10-11 - 4.4 × 1010

64

0.775

Yes vs. No

69/298

3

0.56 (0.09 - 3.35)

0.529

5.4 × 10-6 - 5.9 × 104

0

0.575

Cough

Yes vs. No

120/407

4

1.05 (0.65 - 1.68)

0.840

0.37 - 2.96

0

0.015

Diabetes mellitus

Yes vs. No

120/407

4

2.06 (0.77 - 5.50)

0.148

0.04 - 101.96

60

0.754

Diarrhea

Yes vs. No

164/682

5

1.47 (0.92 - 2.36)

0.105

0.69 - 3.16

0

0.703

Dyspnea

Yes vs. No

100/287

3

4.99 (1.33 - 18.67)

0.017

1.4 × 10-6 - 1.8 × 107

76

0.633

69

0.685

0

0.576

0

0.173

87

0.816

Cardiovascular
disease
Chronic kidney
disease
Chronic liver
disease

Fatigue

Yes vs. No

107/366

3

0.89 (0.35 - 2.29)

0.812

2.1 × 10 – 3.8 ×10

Fever

Yes vs. No

142/656

5

1.34 (0.62 - 2.90)

0.456

0.38 - 4.68

Headache

Yes vs. No

120/404

4

0.93 (0.41 - 2.12)

0.869

0.15 - 5.66

0.126

4.5 × 10 - 2.0 × 10

Hypertension

Yes vs. No

120/407

4

3.03 (0.73 - 12.57)

-5

-3

4

3

Risk factor

Lymphocyte count
Malignancy
Platelet count

Procalcitonin

Sex

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Decreased vs.
Normal
Yes vs. No
Decreased vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal
Male vs.
Female

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction
interval

Egger’s
I2

test Pvalue

95/464

4

2.95 (0.95 - 9.14)

0.061

0.03 - 323.17

66

0.232

100/288

3

0.91 (0.28 - 3.02)

0.883

3.1 × 10-5 - 2.7 × 104

24

0.733

73/214

3

1.08 (0.41 - 2.85)

0.877

0.002 - 582.62

0

0.084

99/286

3

5.11 (0.80 - 32.54)

0.084

2.0 × 10-9 - 1.3 × 1010

83

0.866

151/723

6

1.91 (1.19 - 3.05)

0.007

0.75 - 4.84

16

0.236

Sputum production

Yes vs. No

120/405

4

1.11 (0.65 - 1.91)

0.695

0.24 - 5.16

17

0.202

WBC

<4 vs. >4

73/214

3

0.90 (0.28 - 2.94)

0.867

6.9 × 10-6 - 1.2 × 105

46

0.572

Progression of disease (Yes vs. No) *
Age

>60 vs. <60

523/1144

3

4.53 (2.57 - 7.99)

1.7 × 10-7

8.0 × 10-3 - 2.6 × 103

68

0.770

Any comorbidity

Yes vs. No

246/771

5

2.24 (0.93 - 5.38)

0.071

0.10 - 51.06

84

0.646

Yes vs. No

613/1209

4

2.11 (0.88 - 5.07)

0.095

0.06 - 71.55

69

0.652

Yes vs. No

547/953

4

1.08 (0.75 - 1.55)

0.678

0.35 - 3.30

22

0.659

148/470

3

1.009 (0.999 - 1.019)

0.088

0.94 - 1.08

0

0.293

56/303

3

2.96 (1.50 - 5.84)

0.002

0.04 - 241.29

0

0.415

Bilateral lung
involvement
Cough
CRP

D-dimers

Per 1 unit
increase
Elevated vs.
Normal

Random-effects

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Diabetes mellitus

Yes vs. No

166/486

3

2.46 (1.19 - 5.09)

0.015

0.02 - 272.63

0

0.592

Diarrhea

Yes vs. No

542/936

3

1.20 (0.73 - 1.97)

0.471

0.05 - 29.98

0

0.145

Dyspnea

Yes vs. No

547/953

4

2.55 (1.80 - 3.63)

1.8 × 10-7

1.18 - 5.53

0

0.573

Fatigue

Yes vs. No

502/835

3

1.11 (0.42 - 2.88)

2.7 × 10-5 - 4.6 × 104

77

0.998

Fever

Yes vs. No

605/1251

5

1.08 (0.53 - 2.19)

0.835
0.838

0.11 - 10.57

65

0.458

Headache

Yes vs. No

542/936

3

1.26 (0.60 - 2.61)

0.540

0.01 - 144.89

0

0.033†

Hypertension

Yes vs. No

224/784

4

1.42 (0.91 - 2.24)

0.126

0.53 - 3.84

0

0.145

510/1169

3

3.90 (2.13 - 7.15)

1.0 × 10-5

5.5 × 10-3 - 2.7 × 103

60

0.987

201/546

3

2.36 (0.26 - 21.30)

0.445

2.1 × 10-11 - 2.7 × 1011

77

0.655

716/1732

7

1.39 (0.98 - 1.98)

0.069

0.55 - 3.51

48

0.343

Risk factor

Lymphocyte count
Pleural effusion
Sex

Decreased vs.
Normal
Yes vs. No
Male vs.
Female

N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction

Egger’s

Level of

interval

I2

test Pvalue

Mortality (Yes vs. No)
Abdominal pain
Age
Age
Albumin

ALT

Yes vs. No
Per 1 unit
increase
>60 vs. <60
Decreased vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal

157/992

3

0.68 (0.28 - 1.69)

0.412

0.002 - 239.85

0

0.798

462/2586

4

1.039 (1.019 - 1.061)

1.8 × 10-4

0.95 - 1.13

75

0.461

190/1059

3

3.82 (2.56 - 5.71)

6.1 × 10-11

0.28 - 51.58

0

0.200

157/992

3

2.99 (0.53 - 16.96)

0.217

1.6 × 10-9 - 5.4 × 109

90

0.483

209/1227

4

2.08 (1.44 - 2.99)

8.2 × 10-5

0.93 - 4.62

0

0.587

Risk factor

Anorexia
Any comorbidity
Any gastrointestinal
symptom
AST
Bilateral pneumonia
Cardiovascular
disease
Cerebrovascular
disease
Chest pain
Chronic kidney
disease
Chronic respiratory
disease
COPD
Coronary heart
disease
Cough

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Yes vs. No

217/738

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)
3

0.83 (0.56 - 1.22)

0.334

95% prediction
interval

Egger’s
I2

test Pvalue

0.07 - 10.11

0

0.148

1.38 - 6.96

0

0.004†

Yes vs. No

194/594

4

3.09 (2.14 - 4.48)

2.1 × 10

Yes vs. No

46/711

3

1.01 (0.26 - 3.87)

0.993

5.2 × 10-7 - 2.0 × 106

62

0.233

178/1171

4

3.30 (1.88 - 5.80)

3.2 × 10-5

0.42 - 25.95

45

0.202

Yes vs. No

211/1270

4

1.61 (1.12 - 2.32)

0.011

0.72 - 3.59

0

0.815

Yes vs. No

201/1474

5

3.36 (1.39 - 8.10)

0.007

0.24 - 46.95

56

0.730

Yes vs. No

229/871

5

2.98 (1.40 - 6.35)

0.005

0.76 - 11.77

4

0.029†

Yes vs. No

116/446

3

0.78 (0.42 - 1.43)

0.419

0.01 - 41.34

0

0.374

Yes vs. No

241/983

4

4.26 (0.62 - 29.09)

0.139

1.1 × 10-3 - 1.6 × 104

74

0.029†

Yes vs. No

155/1039

3

2.97 (1.58 - 5.59)

7.2 × 10-4

0.05 - 178.31

0

0.374

Yes vs. No

277/1199

4

3.65 (1.25 - 10.64)

0.017

0.08 - 167.71

42

0.098

Yes vs. No

105/490

3

6.32 (2.15 - 18.53)

7.9 × 10-4

5.0 × 10-5 - 8.0 × 105

62

0.310

Yes vs. No

239/1327

5

1.00 (0.69 - 1.46)

0.998

0.45 - 2.24

14

0.223

Elevated vs.
Normal

-9

Risk factor

Creatinine

CRP

D-dimers

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Elevated vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction
interval

Egger’s
I2

test Pvalue

243/1358

4

2.79 (1.40 - 5.52)

0.003

0.19 - 40.01

58

0.817

160/1187

4

4.54 (0.90 - 23.01)

0.068

3.6 × 10-3 - 5.8 × 103

87

0.954

151/864

4

6.03 (2.38 - 15.24)

0.000

0.14 - 268.72

62

0.379

Diabetes mellitus

Yes vs. No

277/1720

7

1.89 (1.07 - 3.36)

0.029

0.40 - 8.96

53

0.080†

Diarrhea

Yes vs. No

238/1578

5

0.69 (0.44 - 1.08)

0.106

0.34 - 1.43

0

0.773

Dizziness

Yes vs. No

157/992

3

1.24 (0.56 - 2.74)

0.595

0.01 - 212.03

0

0.273

0.84 - 11.02

48

0.192

Dyspnea

Yes vs. No

305/1659

7

3.04 (1.83 - 5.04)

1.8 × 10

Fatigue

Yes vs. No

229/1300

4

1.11 (0.81 - 1.54)

0.517

0.55 - 2.26

0

0.708

Fever

Yes vs. No

239/1327

5

0.81 (0.52 - 1.27)

0.365

0.40 - 1.67

0

0.330

Yes vs. No

159/1116

3

1.39 (0.54 - 3.59)

0.497

0.003 - 656.69

0

0.073

Yes vs. No

196/634

4

1.70 (0.88 - 3.32)

0.117

0.13 - 22.22

56

0.649

Yes vs. No

210/1223

5

1.17 (0.46 - 2.96)

0.740

0.10 - 14.04

37

0.851

0.78 - 7.83

44

0.174

0.04 - 239.97

78

0.886

Gastrointestinal
disease
Ground-glass
opacity
Headache
Hypertension
LDH

Yes vs. No
Elevated vs.
Normal

277/1470

6

2.48 (1.59 - 3.86)

6.3 × 10

188/1447

4

3.24 (1.19 - 8.84)

0.021
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Risk factor

Lymphocyte count

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Decreased vs.
Normal

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)
2.24 (0.72 - 6.96)

0.163

0.03 - 144.57

85

0.336

0

0.045

24

0.592

0

0.883

5

1.88 (0.75 - 4.72)

0.178

0.42 - 8.38

Myalgia

Yes vs. No

218/1297

6

0.89 (0.48 - 1.62)

0.698

0.24 - 3.33

Platelet count

Procalcitonin

PT

Respiratory rate

Sex

Elevated vs.
Normal
Decreased vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal
Per 1 unit
increase
Elevated vs.
Normal
Male vs.
Female

value

5

235/1400

Neutrophil count

test P-

192/1555

Yes vs. No

Yes vs. No

I2

interval

Malignancy

Nausea

Egger’s

95% prediction

157/992

3

0.71 (0.32 - 1.55)

0.387

4.3 × 10 – 1.2 × 10

159/1116

3

5.60 (1.60 - 19.61)

0.007

1.2 × 10-6 - 2.7 × 107

87

0.393

306/1914

3

7.33 (1.91 - 28.05)

0.004

5.2 × 10-7 - 1.0 × 108

91

0.347

134/497

3

7.02 (1.66 - 29.70)

0.008

3.0 × 10-7 - 1.6 × 108

76

0.762

232/1033

3

1.156 (1.100 - 1.216)

1.3 × 10-8

0.84 - 1.60

0

0.762

200/710

3

8.74 (5.67 - 13.46)

8.4 × 10-23

0.53 - 143.95

0

0.175

417/3135

6

1.79 (1.24 - 2.58)

0.002

0.69 - 4.66

46

0.570

-3

2

Smoking status

Ever vs. Never

200/710

3

1.82 (0.94 - 3.51)

0.075

0.03 - 129.12

0

0.018†

Sputum production

Yes vs. No

212/1198

3

1.18 (0.84 - 1.67)

0.342

0.13 - 11.11

0

0.236

173/624

4

13.71 (8.68 - 21.67)

3.5 × 10-29

5.02 - 37.44

0

0.909

Troponin

Elevated vs.
Normal

Risk factor

Vomiting

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Yes vs. No

157/992

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)
3

0.93 (0.38 - 2.28)

0.879

WBC

<4 vs. >4

186/520

3

0.30 (0.17 - 0.54)

4.8 × 10

WBC

>10 vs. <10

188/1454

4

4.34 (2.69 - 7.00)

1.7 × 10-9

-5

Egger’s

95% prediction

I2

interval

test Pvalue

0.003 - 306.74

0

0.882

0.004 - 22.83

10

0.155

0.83 - 22.75

37

0.809

0.55 - 11.92

0

0.580

Severity of disease (Severe/Critical vs. Mild/Moderate) **
Abdominal pain

Yes vs. No

823/1564

4

2.57 (1.27 - 5.17)

0.008

Age

>50 vs. <50

251/810

6

4.50 (2.53 - 8.01)

2.9 × 10-7

0.88 - 23.04

54

0.737

1.19 - 14.37

52

0.928

87

0.245

86

0.717

Age

>60 vs. <60

622/1793

5

4.13 (2.73 - 6.26)

2.1 × 10

Age

>65 vs. <65

522/1566

4

4.29 (2.11 - 8.72)

5.7 × 10-5

Air bronchogram
Albumin

ALT
Altered
consciousness
Anorexia
Any comorbidity
Any endocrine
disease
Any gastrointestinal
disease

Yes vs. No

-11

0.16 - 112.74
1.1 × 10

-10

- 3.9 × 10

11

82/212

3

6.45 (0.85 - 48.94)

0.072

770/1964

4

2.52 (1.21 - 5.21)

0.013

0.10 - 61.91

94

0.085†

736/1480

4

2.13 (1.12 - 4.06)

0.021

0.15 - 29.71

73

0.216

Yes vs. No

783/1329

3

6.30 (2.26 - 17.59)

4.4 × 10-4

8.1 × 10-3 - 4.9 × 103

0

0.046

Yes vs. No

525/1133

6

1.58 (0.69 - 3.60)

0.282

0.13 - 19.48

75

0.409

0.78 - 26.37

83

0.012†

Decreased vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal

Yes vs. No

815/2752

10

4.54 (2.73 - 7.56)

5.7 × 10

Yes vs. No

529/1046

3

4.38 (1.19 - 16.06)

0.026

7.0 × 10-7 - 2.7 × 107

83

0.846

Yes vs. No

529/1046

3

1.59 (0.61 - 4.15)

0.343

2.1 × 10-4 - 1.2 × 104

33

0.647
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Risk factor

AST
Bilateral lung
involvement
Bronchial Wall
Thickening
Cardiovascular
disease
Cerebrovascular
disease
Chest pain
Chronic kidney
disease
Chronic liver
disease
Chronic respiratory
disease
CK
Consolidation
COPD

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Elevated vs.

Random-effects
N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction
interval

Egger’s
I2

test Pvalue

775/1614

5

3.55 (2.28 - 5.53)

2.2 × 10-8

0.91 - 13.91

59

0.029†

Yes vs. No

757/1807

7

2.35 (1.06 - 5.24)

0.036

0.22 - 25.42

78

0.408

Yes vs. No

63/257

3

15.12 (1.87 - 122.34)

0.011

1.3 × 10-10 - 1.8 × 1012

85

0.205

Yes vs. No

1069/2713

9

3.50 (2.63 - 4.65)

7.3 × 10-18

2.48 - 4.93

0

0.085†

Yes vs. No

644/1522

8

2.84 (1.55 - 5.20)

7.6 × 10-4

1.33 - 6.05

0

0.487

Yes vs. No

497/1403

4

1.66 (0.55 - 5.05)

0.372

0.01 - 216.84

78

0.290

Yes vs. No

751/2338

8

2.23 (1.12 - 4.42)

0.022

0.95 - 5.24

0

0.122

Yes vs. No

626/2059

9

1.29 (0.73 - 2.27)

0.383

0.62 - 2.67

1

0.470

Yes vs. No

595/1145

5

2.11 (1.22 - 3.64)

0.008

0.86 - 5.13

0

0.796

95/356

3

6.30 (2.84 - 13.95)

5.8 × 10-6

0.04 - 1094.23

0

0.226

277/890

7

2.95 (1.12 - 7.78)

0.029

0.12 - 70.19

79

0.114

4.44 (2.46 - 8.02)

7.6 × 10

2.05 - 9.64

0

0.706

Normal

Elevated vs.
Normal
Yes vs. No
Yes vs. No

671/1852

7
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Risk factor

Coronary heart
disease
Cough
Crazy-paving
pattern
Creatinine

CRP

D-dimers

Random-effects

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Yes vs. No

486/1212

7

3.42 (1.64 - 7.15)

0.001

0.56 - 20.95

38

0.965

Yes vs. No

1309/3880

13

1.43 (0.91 - 2.26)

0.121

0.28 - 7.45

84

0.034†

Yes vs. No

118/327

4

5.23 (1.99 - 13.75)

8.1 × 10-4

0.09 - 314.05

69

1.000

336/835

3

1.70 (1.17 - 2.46)

0.005

0.15 - 18.77

0

0.071†

939/2163

8

6.46 (4.85 - 8.60)

3.0 × 10-37

4.08 - 10.21

7

0.913

368/862

3

3.42 (2.54 - 4.61)

6.4 × 10-16

0.49 - 23.70

0

0.712

Elevated vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal
Elevated vs.
Normal

N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction

Egger’s

Level of

interval

I2

test Pvalue

Diabetes mellitus

Yes vs. No

853/2902

12

2.04 (1.54 - 2.70)

7.5 × 10-7

1.26 - 3.29

10

0.101

Diarrhea

Yes vs. No

1154/3351

11

1.87 (1.06 - 3.30)

0.030

0.30 - 11.91

76

0.088†

Dizziness

Yes vs. No

766/1425

3

1.62 (0.70 - 3.72)

0.258

1.6 × 10-4 - 1.6 × 104

67

0.013†

1.06 - 64.42

83

0.041†

Dyspnea

Yes vs. No

1158/3362

11

8.27 (4.39 - 15.57)

6.2 × 10

Fatigue

Yes vs. No

1042/2974

11

1.56 (1.16 - 2.09)

0.003

0.73 - 3.32

44

0.359

Fever

Yes vs. No

1308/4022

14

1.82 (1.01 - 3.27)

0.046

0.22 - 14.86

80

0.063†

Yes vs. No

80/236

3

1.46 (0.72 - 2.96)

0.289

0.02 - 139.66

0

0.081

-11

Fibrous
stripes/Subpleural
bands

Random-effects

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Yes vs. No

244/1286

4

1.44 (0.64 - 3.25)

0.378

0.05 - 40.03

71

0.745

Yes vs. No

277/890

7

2.59 (1.28 - 5.24)

0.008

1.03 - 6.53

0

0.277

Headache

Yes vs. No

1100/3256

10

1.67 (0.90 - 3.10)

0.105

0.22 - 12.67

76

0.885

Hemoptysis

Yes vs. No

493/1670

4

7.03 (4.57 - 10.81)

6.1 × 10-19

2.74 - 18.06

0

0.444

Hepatitis B

Yes vs. No

351/939

3

1.22 (0.47 - 3.19)

0.684

0.002 - 622.44

0

0.479

0.97 - 8.27

62

0.410

Risk factor

Gastrointestinal
symptoms
Ground-glass
opacity

Hypertension
Interstitial
thickening
Intrathoracic
lymphadenopathy
LDH

Lymphocyte count

N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction

Egger’s

Level of

interval

I2

test Pvalue

Yes vs. No

890/3127

13

2.83 (2.03 - 3.95)

9.2 × 10

Yes vs. No

142/300

5

2.31 (1.14 - 4.67)

0.019

0.74 - 7.24

0

0.470

Yes vs. No

123/397

5

8.35 (2.37 - 29.40)

9.5 × 10-4

0.65 - 106.67

11

0.966

836/2259

6

5.54 (4.12 - 7.45)

1.2 × 10-29

2.95 - 10.38

21

0.021†

1086/3090

9

4.16 (3.17 - 5.45)

5.4 × 10-25

2.30 - 7.51

27

0.726

Elevated vs.
Normal
Decreased vs.
Normal

-10

Malignancy

Yes vs. No

1212/3401

11

2.20 (1.28 - 3.79)

0.005

0.68 - 7.06

24

0.823

Myalgia

Yes vs. No

1010/2888

8

1.68 (0.86 - 3.30)

0.131

0.17 - 16.68

87

0.396

Nausea

Yes vs. No

496/963

3

0.60 (0.22 - 1.65)

0.325

2.2 × 10-5 - 1.7 × 104

50

0.615

701/1288

3

4.12 (2.38 - 7.14)

4.1 × 10-7

1.2 ×10-2 - 1.5 × 103

61

0.668

Neutrophil count

Elevated vs.
Normal

Random-effects

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Nodules

Yes vs. No

110/356

4

0.86 (0.41 - 1.80)

0.689

0.09 - 8.23

22

0.038

Pharyngalgia

Yes vs. No

684/2078

8

0.81 (0.27 - 2.42)

0.705

0.02 - 26.28

83

0.466

335/835

3

1.77 (1.18 - 2.65)

0.006

0.07 - 43.45

10

0.554

277/890

7

5.59 (2.50 - 12.49)

2.7 × 10-5

0.96 - 32.50

27

0.418

350/817

4

8.48 (3.17 - 22.69)

2.1 × 10-5

0.18 - 408.71

61

0.608

1526/4656

19

1.51 (1.30 - 1.75)

5.3 × 10-8

1.15 - 1.99

10

0.850

Risk factor

Platelet count
Pleural effusion
Procalcitonin

Sex

Decreased vs.
Normal
Yes vs. No
Elevated vs.
Normal
Male vs.
Female

N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction

Egger’s

Level of

interval

I2

test Pvalue

Smoking status

Ever vs. Never

563/1867

6

1.72 (0.99 - 2.99)

0.054

0.41 - 7.20

46

0.480

Sputum production

Yes vs. No

929/2398

6

1.74 (1.22 - 2.49)

0.002

0.63 - 4.81

58

0.567

327/817

3

2.93 (1.49 - 5.78)

0.002

0.04 - 239.83

0

0.666

TBIL

Elevated vs.
Normal

Thyroid disease

Yes vs. No

87/243

3

2.47 (0.57 - 10.81)

0.229

3.9 × 10-5 - 1.6 × 105

11

0.607

Vomiting

Yes vs. No

772/1453

4

0.90 (0.55 - 1.46)

0.658

0.31 - 2.60

0

0.647

WBC

<4 vs. >4

517/1451

5

0.61 (0.41 - 0.89)

0.012

0.21 - 1.74

38

0.862

3.39 (1.93 - 5.96)

2.0 × 10

0.78 - 14.82

52

0.515

0.01 - 846.30

36

0.025

WBC

>10 vs. <10

939/2164

7

-5

Composite outcome (Yes vs. No)
Cardiovascular
disease

Yes vs. No

249/1849

3

3.31 (1.82 - 5.99)

8.0 × 10-5

Random-effects

Egger’s

Level of

N cases/N

comparison

participants

Yes vs. No

249/1849

3

4.79 (2.26 - 10.17)

4.5 × 10-5

0.04 - 630.29

0

0.902

Cough

Yes vs. No

185/1358

3

1.03 (0.71 - 1.49)

0.890

0.09 - 11.26

0

0.044

Diabetes mellitus

Yes vs. No

249/1849

3

1.66 (1.15 - 2.40)

0.006

0.16 - 17.77

0

0.966

79

0.814

0

0.117

33

0.270

Risk factor

Chronic kidney
disease

N studies

summary OR (95%

P-value

CI)

95% prediction

Dyspnea

Yes vs. No

185/1358

3

4.00 (1.45 - 11.08)

0.008

4.9 × 10 - 3.2 × 10

Fatigue

Yes vs. No

185/1358

3

0.88 (0.57 - 1.36)

0.568

0.05 - 14.44

Fever
Lymphocyte count

Platelet count

Sex

Yes vs. No
Decreased vs.
Normal
Decreased vs.
Normal
Male vs.
Female

I2

interval

-5

test Pvalue

5

184/1340

3

1.20 (0.38 - 3.82)

0.757

1.5 × 10 - 9.5 × 10

172/1138

3

2.51 (1.58 - 3.98)

9.4 × 10-5

0.13 - 50.17

0

0.225

176/1128

3

2.26 (1.30 - 3.92)

0.004

0.01 - 451.22

41

0.624

185/1355

3

0.78 (0.54 - 1.15)

0.212

0.07 - 9.32

0

0.510

-5

4

Abbreviations:
ALT, alanine aminotransferase; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; CK, creatine kinase; COPD, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease;
CRP, C-reactive protein; LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; PT, prothrombin time; TBIL, total bilirubin; WBC, white blood cells
Footnotes:

* Progression of disease was defined as worsening of clinical symptoms and signs and/or worsening of lesions in computed tomography
** Severity of disease was categorized as mild, moderate, severe and critical based on published guidelines.
† Presence of small-study effects defined by a statistically significant Egger’s test at P <0.10 and a more conservative effect in the largest
study than in the random-effects model

