Fig S1. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the effect of application of ezetimibe on ALT levels in NAFLD patients different control groups, treatment backgrounds (a), intervention periods (b), ages (c)and NAFLD evaluation(d).
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Fig S2. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe on AST levels in NAFLD patients across different intervention periods (a) , age groups (b) and NAFLD evaluation(c).
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Fig S3. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe application on GGT levels in NAFLD patients across different intervention periods (a), ages (b) and NAFLD evaluation(c).
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Fig S4. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe on TC levels in NAFLD patients across different intervention periods (a), age groups (b) and NAFLD evaluation(c).
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Fig S5. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe application on TG levels in NAFLD patients across different control groups, treatment backgrounds (a), intervention periods (b), ages (c) and NAFLD evaluation(d).
[image: image5.jpg]Experimental

Heterogeneity: /° = 86%, 12 = 0.4837, p < 0.01

Control

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =0.81,df=2 (p = 0.67)

[ ] | | ] |
-1.5-1-05 0 05 1

|
1.5

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%—CI1 Weight
Background = Statin drugs
Li 2018 57 -1.30 1.0100 57 -0.70 0.9500 —— -0.60 [-0.96;-0.24] 12.3%
Yongin Cho 2022 31 —0.44 0.3400 33 -0.93 0.3900 1 0.49 [0.31; 0.67] 15.1%
Random effects model 88 920 ‘ -0.04 [-1.11; 1.02] 27.4%
Heterogeneity: /1% = 96%, 1> = 0.5730, p < 0.01 :
Background = Polyene phosphatidylcholine capsules
Shen 2023 28 -0.67 0.3600 28 -0.46 0.4600 —-—— -0.21 [-0.43; 0.01] 14.6%
Background = hypocaloric+tWeight loss
Davide Noto 2022 20 -0.04 0.5900 20 -0.20 0.9400 — 0.16 [-0.33; 0.65] 10.2%
DICKC 2010 15 -0.50 0.6700 10 -0.40 0.8400 = -0.10 [-0.72; 0.52] 8.3%
Random effects model 35 30 e 0.06 [-0.32; 0.44] 18.5%
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, 2= 0, p =0.52 :
Background = Regular diet and lifestyle
Ali Akbar 2013 29 -0.36 0.8100 33 -0.31 0.9100 -0.05 [-0.48; 0.38] 11.2%
Yumie Takeshita 2014 17 0.03 0.5000 15 -0.17 0.4600 0.20 [-0.13; 0.53] 12.8%
Random effects model 46 48 0.11 [-0.16; 0.37] 23.9%
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, 2= 0, p=0.37
Background = placebo
Loomba 2015 23 -0.31 0.1700 22 -0.02 0.3000 -0.29 [-0.43; -0.15] 15.5%
Random effects model 220 218 -0.05 [-0.30; 0.21] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 88%, t* = 0.1032, p < 0.01 I I
Test for subgroup differences: xi =8.47,df =4 (p = 0.08) -1 1
Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%—Cl Weight
Duration = <24W
Li 2018 57 -1.30 1.0100 57 -0.70 0.9500 —&@&— -0.60 [-0.96; -0.24] 12.3%
Yongin Cho 2022 31 -0.44 0.3400 33 -0.93 0.3900 . 0.49 [0.31; 0.67] 15.1%
Ali Akbar 2013 29 —-0.36 0.8100 33 -0.31 0.9100 e p— -0.05 [-0.48; 0.38] 11.2%
DICKC 2010 15 -0.50 0.6700 10 —-0.40 0.8400 = -0.10 [-0.72; 0.52] 8.3%
Loomba 2015 23 -0.31 0.1700 22 -0.02 0.3000 = -0.29 [-0.43; -0.15] 15.5%
Yumie Takeshita 2014 17 0.03 0.5000 15 —-0.17 0.4600 ——-— 0.20 [-0.13; 0.53] 12.8%
Random effects model 172 170 e -0.05 [-0.38; 0.28] 75.2%
Heterogeneity: /1% = 91%, 1> = 0.1368, p < 0.01 :
Duration = >24W {
Shen 2023 28 —-0.67 0.3600 28 -0.46 0.4600 —E -0.21 [-0.43; 0.01] 14.6%
Davide Noto 2022 20 -0.04 0.5900 20 -0.20 0.9400 — 0.16 [-0.33; 0.65] 10.2%
Random effects model 48 48 e -0.09 [-0.43; 0.25] 24.8%
Heterogeneity: %= 46%, 2= 0.0316, p = 0.17
Random effects model 220 218 e— -0.05 [-0.30; 0.21] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /1° = 88%, t° = 0.1032, p < 0.01 I I |
Test for subgroup differences: xf =0.03,df =1 (p = 0.85) -0.5 0 0.5
Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mean Difference MD 95%—-Cl1 Weight
age = <50
Li 2018 57 -1.30 1.0100 57 -0.70 0.9500 ——— -0.60 [-0.96; -0.24] 12.3%
Shen 2023 28 -0.67 0.3600 28 —-0.46 0.4600 — -0.21 [-0.43; 0.01] 14.6%
Ali Akbar 2013 29 -0.36 0.8100 33 -0.31 0.9100 —a— -0.05 [-0.48; 0.38] 11.2%
Loomba 2015 23 -0.31 0.1700 22 -0.02 0.3000 - -0.29 [-0.43; -0.15] 15.5%
Random effects model 137 140 - —0.28 [-0.39; —0.17] 53.6%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 34%, 1> = < 0.0001, p = 0.21 ;
age = >50
Yongin Cho 2022 31 —-0.44 0.3400 33 -0.93 0.3900 : — 049 [0.31; 0.67] 15.1%
DICKC 2010 156 -0.50 0.6700 10 -0.40 0.8400 . -0.10 [-0.72; 0.52] 8.3%
Yumie Takeshita 2014 17 0.03 0.5000 16 -0.17 0.4600 — 0.20 [-0.13; 0.53] 12.8%
Random effects model 63 58 [ 0.29 [-0.01; 0.59] 36.2%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 59%, t? = 0.0410, p =0.09
age = NA :
Davide Noto 2022 20 -0.04 0.5900 20 -0.20 0.9400 —'-—-— 0.16 [-0.33; 0.65] 10.2%
Random effects model 220 218 ’ -0.05 [-0.30; 0.21] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 88%, 1> = 0.1032, p < 0.01 I I |
Test for subgroup differences: xg =14.29,df =2 (p < 0.01) -0.5 0 0.5
Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%—-Cl Weight
Diagnostic = ultrasonic diagnosis :
Li 2018 57 -1.30 1.0100 57 -0.70 0.9500 = : -0.61 [-0.98; -0.23] 13.8%
Shen 2023 28 -0.67 0.3600 28 -0.46 0.4600 + -0.50 [-1.03; 0.03] 12.9%
Yongin Cho 2022 31 -0.44 0.3400 33 -0.93 0.3900 : —— 132 [0.78; 1.86] 12.8%
Ali Akbar 2013 29 -0.36 0.8100 33 -0.31 0.9100 i -0.06 [-0.56; 0.44] 13.1%
Random effects model 145 151 : 0.03 [-0.83; 0.89] 52.7%
Heterogeneity: /2 = 92%, 12 = 0.7115, p < 0.01 :
Diagnostic = Magnetic resonance imaging
Davide Noto 2022 20 -0.04 0.5900 20 -0.20 0.9400 —-.— 0.20 [-0.42; 0.82] 12.3%
Diagnostic = Histological diagnosis
DICKC 2010 15 -0.50 0.6700 10 -0.40 0.8400 e -0.13 [-0.93; 0.67] 11.1%
Loomba 2015 23 -0.31 0.1700 22 -0.02 0.3000 —@— -1.18 [-1.81;-0.54] 12.2%
Yumie Takeshita 2014 17 0.03 0.5000 15 -0.17 0.4600 ——— 0.40 [-0.30; 1.11] 11.8%
Random effects model 55 47 o -0.31 [-1.25; 0.62] 35.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 82%, 12 = 0.5471, p < 0.01 :
Random effects model 220 218 -0.07 [-0.60; 0.45] 100.0%




Fig S6. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe application on HDL-C levels in NAFLD patients across different control groups, ages (a), treatment backgrounds (b) and NAFLD evaluation(c).
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Fig S7. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe application on LDL-C levels in NAFLD patients across different control groups, treatment backgrounds (a), intervention periods (b), ages (c) and NAFLD evaluation(d).
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Fig S8. Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials evaluating the impact of ezetimibe application on HOMA-IR levels in NAFLD patients across different control groups ages (a) and NAFLD evaluation(b).
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Davide Noto 2022 20 -2.39 56900 20 0.82 15.5300
Random effects model 135 133
Heterogeneity: 12 = 79%, 1% = 0.4448, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xg =0.47,df=2(p =0.79)

Standardised Mean

Difference

.._

22 260 1.3300 ——

g

Standardised Mean

Difference

—-

.._

SMD

0.28 [-0.41; 0.98]
~0.92 [-1.44; -0.41]
-0.15 [-0.95; 0.65]
-0.30 [-1.03; 0.43]

-1.88 [-2.59; -1.17]
-0.23 [-0.73; 0.27]
-1.03 [-2.65; 0.59]

-0.27 [-0.89; 0.35]

95%-Cl Weight

16.1%
17.9%
15.1%
49.1%

16.0%
18.1%
34.0%

16.9%

-0.53 [-1.12; 0.07] 100.0%

SMD

0.28 [-0.41; 0.98]
-1.88 [-2.59; -1.17]
-0.15 [-0.95; 0.65]
-0.58 [-1.89; 0.72]

-0.23 [-0.73; 0.27]
-0.92 [-1.44; -0.41]
-0.57 [-1.26; 0.11]

-0.27 [-0.89; 0.35]

95%-Cl Weight

16.1%
16.0%
15.1%
47.1%

18.1%
17.9%
36.0%

16.9%

-0.53 [-1.12; 0.07] 100.0%




