Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
Djalle2014 RCA 5T B8 52 @5
Dorsey2007_Uganda 86 111 99 105
Fanello2007_Rwanda 196 249 243 251
FayeZ2007 Senegal 160 161 284 289
Mutabingwa2005 Tanzania 302 507 450 519
Somunmi2007_Nigeria a0 91 84 90
Zongo2007_BurkFaso 149 184 121 188
Fixed effect model 1368 1507

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: ksquared=093.7%, tau-squared=1.897, p<0.0001
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Figure 1: Head-to-head comparison of AQSP=ref and ARLM=control



Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
Faye2007 Seneqal 284 289 144 145
Faye2010 _Senegal 150 160 154 160
Sagara2008_Mali 221 23% M8 235
Tine2012_Senegal 146 153 150 157
Toure2011_Cotebvoire 7379 477
Fixed effect model 916 774

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: l-squared=0%, tau-squared=0, p=0.5358
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Figure 2: Head-to-head comparison of ARLM=ref and ASMQ=control

5.1%
22.0%
44 1%
17.2%
1M.7%

100%

5.1%
22.0%
44 1%
17.2%
11.7%

100%



Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
Mohamed2006_Sudan Fi PR
Mukhtar2007 _Sudan 72 80 65 80
Sagara2012_Mali 628 634 664 667
Fixed effect model 786 818

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: l=squared=34.6%, tau-squared=0.3032, p=0.2169
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Figure 3: Head-to-head comparison of ARLM=ref and ASSP=control
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Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
ABC Study_group2011 1094 1226 1336 1475
Adam2010_Sudan 374 s
Alkindeh2015 Muteng Garoua 119 144 236 288
Arnaitwe2009_LUganda 205 320 306 351
Bassat2009_ Afrique Spays 459 514 938 1039
Borrmann2011_Kenya_1 64 73 118 149
BorrmannZ011_Kenya 2 150 168 2 84
Kakuru2014_Uganda_TCC 127 205 149 165
Men2008 Kenya 62 73 29 73
Muhindo2014_Uganda 44 96 93 106
Sawa013_Kenya 79 153 128 145
Sow2016_Senegal 120 138 10 124
Sylla2013_Senegal 76 178 170 176
Wanzira2014_Uganda 55 158 110 154
Yawo2011_CMRE_SEN_COTI 180 197 180 187
YekaZ008_Uganda 131 199 186 215
Yeka2013_Uganda 14 3% T2
Zongo2007_BurkFaso 121 188 159 187
Fixed effect model 4140 5065

Random effects model
Heterageneity: lsquared=36.8%, tau-squared=0.5183, p<0.0001
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Figure 4: Head-to-head comparison of ARLM=ref and DHPP=control
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Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
Djalle2014_RCA 55 B8 57 65
Dorsey2007_Uganda 9 13 & 111
Faye2007 Senegal 359 360 160 161
Mutabingwa2005_Tanzania 400 515 302 507
Fixed effect model 1056 844
Random effects model

Hetarogeneity: lsquared=63.4%, tau-squared=0.2332, p=0.0419
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Figure 5: Head-to-head comparison of ASAQ=ref and AQSP=control
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Study

ABC_Study_group20771
Adjei2006 Ghana
Akindeh2015_Muteng_Garoua
Al2013_Carneroon
BurkiwaZ006_Uganda
Djalle2014 RCA
Dorsey2007_Uganda
Espie2012 DRC
Falade2008 Migeria
Falade2014_Nigeria
Faye2007 Senegal
Faye2010 SEN_COTIV
Faye2012 CMR_SEN Cl
Guthmann2006_Angola
Kabanywany 2007 _Tanzanie
Kobhe2006 Ghana
Martensson2005_Zanzibar
Watensson2008_Tanzanie
Weremikwu2006_Nigera
Mutabingwa2005_ Tanzania
Ndiaye2009_ Afrique
Ndiaye2011_Senegal
Nhama2014_Mozambique
Owusi_Agyei2008_Ghana
Sagara2012_Mali
Sondo2015_BurkinaFaso
Sow2016_Senegal
Syla2013_Senegal
Tinto2014_BurkFaso
Yavo2015_Coteboire
Yeka2014 Uganda

Fixed effect model
Random effects model
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Figure 6: Head-to-head comparison of ASAQ=ref and ARLM=control
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Experimental Control
Study Events Total Events Total
Basco2005 Yaounde 43 60 50 61
Bonnet2007_Guinea 101 110 g8 110
Bonnet2009_DRC 97 148 a0 143
Harmour2005_Sudan 51 80 52 81
Ibrahium2007_Sudan 40 42 39 40
Sagara2012_Mali 593 601 664 667
YandenBroek2005 96 134 12 135
Fixed effect model 1175 1237

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: l-squared=26.6%, tau-squared=0.0558, p=0.2258
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Figure 7: Head-to-head comparison of ASAQ=ref and ASSP=control
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Figure 8: Head-to-head comparison of ASAQ=ref and DHPP=control
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Node d[k,k’] Treatment k= Treatment k’= Number of trials Mean LogOR sd
control reference of ref vs ctrl
d[1,2] ARLM AQSP 7 -0.0454 0.3923
d[1,3] ARLM ASAQ 31 0.08636 0.1855
d[1,4] ARLM ASAQCPH 1 0.6474 1.058
d[1,5] ARLM ASATPG 0 -0.1407 100.4
d[1,6] ARLM ASCD 4 -0.2814 0.5437
d[1,7] ARLM ASMQ 5 0.2315 0.5016
d[1,8] ARLM ASNAPH 2 -0.1993 1.366
d[1,9] ARLM ASPY 2 0.3429 0.6722
d[1,10] ARLM ASSMP 3 0.5023 0.6382
d[1,11] ARLM ASSP 3 -0.0148 0.6949
d[1,12] ARLM DHPP 18 0.6312 0.2367
d[1,13] ARLM DHPPT 1 0.3795 1.035
d[2,3] AQSP ASAQ 4 -0.0997 100.3
d[2,4] AQSP ASAQCPH 0 0.194 100.6
d[2,5] AQSP ASATPG 0 0.0818 99.58
d[2,6] AQSP ASCD 0 0.2918 99.79
d[2,7] AQSP ASMQ 2 0.3891 1.037
d[2,8] AQSP ASNAPH 0 -0.1155 99.81
d[2,9] AQSP ASPY 0 0.5803 100.2
d[2,10] AQSP ASSMP 1 0.3003 99.73
d[2,11] AQSP ASSP 1 -0.177 0.9994
d[2,12] AQSP DHPP 3 0.7597 0.6557
d[2,13] AQSP DHPPT 0 0.7231 100.2
d[3,4] ASAQ ASAQCPH 1 0.8938 99.85
d[3,5] ASAQ ASATPG 0 1.225 1.086
d[3,6] ASAQ ASCD 2 0.6311 99.84
d[3,7] ASAQ ASMQ 1 -0.7518 100.1
d[3,8] ASAQ ASNAPH 1 -0.1846 99.78
d[3,9] ASAQ ASPY 0 0.1836 99.59
d[3,10] ASAQ ASSMP 2 -0.6735 0.972
d[3,11] ASAQ ASSP 7 0.1922 0.4338
d[3,12] ASAQ DHPP 6 1.273 0.7718
d[3,13] ASAQ DHPPT 0 0.2256 99.59
d[4,5] ASAQCPH ASATPG 0 0.3247 100.1
d[4,6] ASAQCPH ASCD 0 0.1505 100.5
d[4,7] ASAQCPH ASMQ 0 -0.0691 99.37
d[4,8] ASAQCPH ASNAPH 0 0.3129 99.7
d[4,9] ASAQCPH ASPY 0 0.2768 99.44
d[4,10] ASAQCPH ASSMP 0 0.03252 99.26
d[4,11] ASAQCPH ASSP 0 0.659 100.3
d[4,12] ASAQCPH DHPP 0 -0.6399 100
d[4,13] ASAQCPH DHPPT 0 0.4048 99.95

Table 1: The fitted model with inconsistency assumption provided 2-by-2
comparisons; comparisons given the other treatments as common compara-

tors follow.
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Node d[k,k’] Treatment k= Treatment k’= Number of trials Mean LogOR  sd
control reference of ref vs ctrl
d[5,6] ASATPG ASCD 0 0.173 99.86
d[5,7] ASATPG ASMQ 0 -0.0829 99.86
d[5,8] ASATPG ASNAPH 0 -0.1185 100.8
d[5,9] ASATPG ASPY 0 -1.053 100.1
d[5,10] ASATPG ASSMP 0 -0.2764 99.54
d[5,11] ASATPG ASSP 0 -0.1506 100.1
d[5,12] ASATPG DHPP 0 0.8972 99.79
d[5,13] ASATPG DHPPT 0 -0.5034 99.9
d[6,7] ASCD ASMQ 0 0.1101 99.93
d[6,8] ASCD ASNAPH 0 -0.1616 99.86
d[6,9] ASCD ASPY 0 0.02656 99.47
d[6,10] ASCD ASSMP 0 0.2459 100
d[6,11] ASCD ASSP 1 1.808 1.013
d[6,12] ASCD DHPP 1 0.237 100.3
d[6,13] ASCD DHPPT 0 -0.0264 100.6
d[7.8] ASMQ ASNAPH 0 -0.3731 100.1
d[7,9] ASMQ ASPY 0 -0.0517 99.88
d[7,10] ASMQ ASSMP 0 -0.2189 99.84
d[7,11] ASMQ ASSP 0 -0.049 100.7
d[7,12] ASMQ DHPP 0 0.4478 100.2
d[7,13] ASMQ DHPPT 0 0.8446 99.29
d[8,9] ASNAPH ASPY 0 0.1556 100.2
d[8,10] ASNAPH ASSMP 0 -0.5263 100.5
d[8,11] ASNAPH ASSP 0 0.3574 99.81
d[8,12] ASNAPH DHPP 0 -0.8014 100.2
d[8,13] ASNAPH DHPPT 0 -0.4107 99.82
d[9,10] ASPY ASSMP 0 0.1542 99.22
d[9,11] ASPY ASSP 0 0.04094 99.97
d[9,12] ASPY DHPP 0 0.2887 100.2
d[9,13] ASPY DHPPT 0 0.2626 100.3
d[10,11] ASSMP ASSP 0 -1.56 10 0.4
d[10,12] ASSMP DHPP 0 -0.5191 100.3
d[10,13] ASSMP DHPPT 0 -0.6216 100
d[11,12] ASSP DHPP 0 -0.4688 100.2
d[11,13] ASSP DHPPT 0 0.01358 100.7
d[12,13] DHPP DHPPT 0 -0.5988 99.78

Table 2: The fitted model with inconsistency assumption provided 2-by-2
comparisons; comparisons given the other treatments as common compara-

tors follow.
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