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Comparison: 2 HRT and Breast cancer risk RCT, Outcome: 2.1 HRT and Breast cancer risk
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Analysis 2.2. Comparison 2 Any HRT versus placebo: vasomotor outcomes at end of study, Outcome 2 Hot

flush frequency - log transformed.

Comparison: 1 HRT and vaginal bleeding, Outcome: 1.1 HRT and vaginal bleeding B re[Hw]d] [¢]c]a] [2]8] <[] Review: Oral oestrogen therapy versus plcebo for hot fushes
‘ I ‘ Comparison: 2 Any HRT versus placebo: vasomotor outcomes at end of study
HRT Placebo RiskRall J RiskRal Outcome: 2 Hot flush frequency - log transformed
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Testfor overal effect 2= 547 (P < 0.00001) (S S W——. Smom 2005wy 1 1499 151 (113) 28509 - 4% 340-168,-100)
Symons2000Study2 199 202 (L.18) & 34507 - 133% 143 (167,119
Viklaewa 1997 n 23408 ® 302060 - 121% 048 (-105,-031]
Total (95% CI) 791 313 g 100.0 % -1.40 [ -1.73,-1.07 ]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 020; Chiz = 50.11. df = 8 (P<000001): I =845%
Testfor overal efect: Z = 8.37 (P < 0.00001)
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Study ID Increase rate (95% C1) % weight Analysis 1.2. Comparison | Hormone therapy versus placebo in primary prevention, Outcome 2 Death
(cardiovascular causes).
| . . . . .
| Review: Hormone therapy for preventing cardiovascular disease in post-menopausal women
Stanosz . 0009 (0021 -0.110) 1614
Comparison: | Hormone therapy versus placebo in primary prevention
Davas | — 0.026(0.012-0088)  61.77
Outcome: 2 Death (cardiovascular causes)
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o Study or subgrou HT Control Risk Ratio ‘Weight Risk Ratio
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Figure 2. Percent increase in BMD following one year of using transdermal estrogen. Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.15; Chi? = 6.46, df = 2 (P = 0.04); 1> =69%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.76 (P = 0.45)
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
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