[4-8 BHATATvTA4v 7L Ea—]

1 EOETE(0C) EREIANIY Y -TOFAFUEBESE (LEP) DFEAXEIERIE) X
cQ HEEMEEZHM
n
P
: ocizks
EHRELH
o]
OC-LEPOEEIZKVYEIEIRIIZ LR T LAIEEENH D
FéR R B9 ST A
FEIRY
(o]
KERERELL
FEEMHEDFELD
K KERERELL
INATRAYRID
FEH
ANBEFZERETRE
F—EMzOMmD
FEH
A5 @ HY
A
02

03




[4-8 EHRITATT (vl Ea2—]

1 FEOBIZE(0OC)  RAEIRMNASFL - TOFAFUEAE (LEP) DFEAIXILERE) R
cQ HEEIMEE M

EHEHR LR

oc &

N—LIEREL TR

c
OC-LEPDFERIIARR Ty KELY
Fifa R B ST AR
OCIZKYBEWEHIESEAFTONS
o1
RCTIZEEL UL M=6 ., SEETE/LY
FEEEDFEED
RCTIZEEL UL V=6, SEETE/LY
INATRYRHD
FEH
HEIT—BLTWLS
F—EBEMHZTDOMHhD
FEH
aArb
02
03




[4-8 EHRITATT (vl Ea2—]

1 EOETE(0C) EREIANIY Y -TOFAFUEBESE (LEP) DFEAXIIERIE) X
cQ HEEINSE M
5 B#RER#ELZHE
OC-LEPE &

FERELMEHLIVNITSEREE

c
OC-LEPOEEIZ&Y ARHMEDEREIIHET S
Fifa R B ST AR
ARE#EDEFENE
o1
RELFRELL
FEEEDFEED
A RELFRELL
INATRAYRHD
FEH
RELFRELL
F—EBEMHZTDOMHhD
FEH
952 DA BT HY
aArb
02

03




[4-8 BHATATvTA4v 7L Ea—]

1 EOETE(0C) EREIANIY Y -TOFAFUEBESE (LEP) DFEAXIIERIE) X
cQ HEEINSE M AR
5 WIEHRELH
: ociz s
EHRELH
o]
OC-LEP¥REIIVTEYRYEERSH S, LML, FD#ext) RUITIEHR S LD 1-5 /1
BAEM-FEIZHL, 3-INTFAKE-ETHDB,
Fife ER B9 S A
VTE RS
o1
KERERELL
FEEHDOFELD
KELEREL
INATRYRHD SRRl
FTED
HERIZ—EBLTL
F—EEZOMD Rlts
FTED
A5 DAVRT—O AR TTHY
aArb
02

03




[4-10 SRLULAR—F+DE & D]
CcQ1
FBHRIEY R

OC #&EIZ&Y.  FLEVRVFI LR THEEZLND,
=1L ZDVRIFA VXL T 1 BEETHD,
Ff-. BROT—ATELFERH TGN

Ji LW, 2019

Study %
0 RR (95% CI) Weight
Schuurman AG,1985 € 3 0.92(0.38,2.23) 198
Kumie M.2002 : 1.18 (0.79, 1.76) 968
Dorjgochoo T,2009 —‘——o— 190 (1.21,1.98) 26,62
Dolle Ji,2009 & 0.63 (0.42, 0.96) 9.09
Ma H.2010a 0.88 (0.51, 1.53) 5.15
Ma H,20100 ; > 1.48(052,4.23) 141
Ma H,2010¢ - 1.02 (0.69, 1.51) 10.13
Ma H,2010d € ‘ S 0.87(0.33,227) 167
Phipps Al2011a 0.87 (0.55, 1.38) 7.34
Phipps 41,2010 € > 158 (0.37,6.73) 074
Ehsanpour 52013 ————— 142(106,190) 1825
Poosari A2014 € 3 1.05(0.21,5.29) 0560
Beaber EF.2014 : 1.00 (0.63, 1,60) 7.15
Veisy A2014 " P 735(233,23.19) 118
Overall (-squared = 66.4%, p = 0.000) <> 124(1.10, 1.41) 100.00
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Figure 2. Forest plot of overall meta-analysis. Weights from fixed-effects analysis.
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Author (Year)

case-control

Le MG (1985)

Meirk O (1986)
McPherson K (1987)
Lee NC (1987)

UK National (1989)
Olsson H (1989)
Paul C (190)

WHO study (1980)
Weinstein AL (1991)
Clavel (1931)
Ewertz M (1992)
Lee HP (1992)
Rosenberg L (1992)
Wingo PA (1993)
Rookus MA (1334)
White E (1994)
Primic-Zakel] M (1995)
Gomes AL (1995)
Palmer JR (1995)
Brinton LA (1995)
Newcomb PA (1996)
Rosenberg L (1996)
Traina A (1996)
Chie WC (1998)
McCredie MR (1988)
Ursin G (1299)
Marcus PM (1999)
Tavani A (1999)
Shapiro S (2000)
Moorman PG (2001)
Tessaro S (2001)
Marchbanks PA (2002)
Althuis MD (2003)
Althus (2003)

Li C1(2003)
Newcomer LM (2003)
Strom (2004,

Yavari P (2005)
Jemstrom H (2005)
Norsa'adah B (2005)
Rosenberg LU (2006)
Beji NK (2006)
Kamarudin (2006)

Faheem M (2007)
Mahouri K (2007)
Mahouri (2007)
Sweeney C (2007)
Roddam AW (2007)
Shantakumar S (2007)
Montazeri A (2008)
Nyante SJ (2008)

Lofi MH (2008) —_—

Rosenberg L (2008)

Croghan IT (2009)

Reeves K (2009)

Dolle JM (2009)

Li C1(2009)

Phillps LS (2009)

Lumachi F (2010)

Hadjisavvas A (2010}

Ma H (2010)

Subtotal (I-squared = 84.7%, p = 0.000)

conort
Dumeaux (2003)

Stahkberg C (2004)

Dumeaux V (2005)

Dorigechoo T (2009)

Rosenberg L (2010)

Subtotal (I-squared = 93.0%, p = 0.000)

Overall (-squared = 85.7%, p =0.000)

]

OR (95% CI)

110 (102, 1.18)

Gierisch, 2013

8 1 2
Odds ratio



Group by Study OR and 95% CI
Type OR Lower Upper
limit limit

Case—control Shapiro, 2000 1.200 0980 1.470

Case—control Van Hoftin, 2000 1.310 0959 1789

Case—cantrol Gomes, 2001 1.930 1.194 3.120

Case-control Moorman, 2001 1110 0.858 1.436

Case-—cantrol Iarchbanks, 2002 0.900 0.801 1.011

Case-—control Althuis, 2003 1.140 0958 1.357

Case-—cantrol Suter, 2003 1300 0919 1838

Case—cantrol Wrensch, 2003 0430 0.258 0716

Case—cantrol Shantakumar, 2007 1.050 0.890 1.239

Case-control Sweeney, 2007 1.080 0.940 1.240

Case-—cantrol Lee, 2008 0.780 0.569 1.069

Case—control Phillips, 2009 1110 0937 1.315

Case—control Lumachi, 2010 2.060 1143 3711

Case—cantrol Xu, 2011 0980 0.833 1154

Case-control Urban, 2012 1280 1.000 1639

Case-control 1.088 0986 1.201

Cohort Kumle, 2002 1300 1111 1.521

Cohort Dumeaux, 2003 1250 1.070 1.460

Cohort Dumeaurx, 2005 0910 0.807 1.026

Cohort Vessey, 2006 1.000 0.852 1.173

Cohort Hannaford, 2007 0980 0872 1.102

Cohort Lund, 2007 1330 1111 1.592

Cohort Dorjgochoo, 2009  1.050 0.841 131

Cohort Rosenblatt, 2009 0.900 0783 1.034

Cohort 1.072 0955 1.203

Overall 1.081  1.003 1.165

01 02 05 1 5 10
Favors OC Favors no OC
Zhu, 2012
%
Study RR (95% CI) Weight
mills 1989 *° > 154(094-253) 261
Schuurman 1995 7 _— 110(0.80-150) 5.16
Hankinson 1997 *° — 106(100-123) 1255
Van Hoften 2000 © — 131(096-179) 522
Kumle 2002 *® — 130(1.10-150) 1031
Dumeaux 2003 ** —— 125(1.07-146) 1030
Lee 2003 2 —_— 0.80(0.60-1.00) 6565
Dumeaux 2005 % — 091(081-103) 1183
Wu 2006 _ 0.90(0.60-150) 296
Hannaford 2007 = 098(0.87-1.10) 1196
Dorjgochoo 2009 a —*— 105(0.84-131) 7.70
Hunter 2010 *° —_— 118(1.02-136) 1079
Kawai 2010 "' — 0.80(045-144) 198
Overall (-squared = 61.4%, p = 0.002) O 1.08(0.99-1.17) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis|
0395 1 253

Figure 2 Random-effects meta-analysis of prospective cohort studies that examined oral contraceptive use and the risk of
breast cancer (RR, relative risk; Cl, confidence interval).
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Figure 2. Forest plot of ever versus
never oral contraceptive use and
breast cancer incidence.
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Figure 3. Forest plot of comparison: | Combined OCP versus placebo or no treatment, outcome: |.l Pain

improvement.
oCcP Control 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.1.1 low dose oestrogen and 1sti2nd generation progestagen
Davis 2005 14 38 10 38 18.9% 1.83[0.69, 4.83] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 38 38 19.9%  1.83[0.69, 4.83] -

Total events 15 10
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.21 (P =0.22)

1.1.2 low dose oestrogen and 3rd generation progestagen

Hendrix 2002 o 38 0 35 Mot estimahle
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 35 Not estimable
Total events 0 0

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Mot applicable

1.1.3 medium dose oestrogen and 1sti2nd generation progestagen

Buttram 1969a 12 15 al 13 3.8% 6.40[1.18, 34.61]

Buttram 19690 7 12 il 13 B.6% 2.24[0.4511.11] B e —
Cullberg 1972 96 154 15 49 28.1% 3.75[1.88,7.48) ——
GPRG 1968 g 38 15 36 3B.6% 0.43[0.16,1.18] ——
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Subtotal (95% CI) 231 117 80.1%  2.06[1.28, 3.30] >
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Combined oral contraceptive
Nonpregnant nonusers of 1-5
combined OCs
Users of combined OCs 3-9

Per U. S. Food and Drug
Administration study, users of 10.22
drospirenone-containing 0Cs

Pregnant women 5-20

Women in the postpartum

period (12 weeks only) 40-65
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