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Supplementary Figure 4. Pooled analysis for association between SBP categories and mortality risk without the present study. 
Forest plots for (A) SBP of 120–140 mmHg vs. <120 mmHg, (B) SBP of 120–140 mmHg vs. 140–160 mmHg, (C) SBP of 120–140 
mmHg vs. 160–180 mmHg, and (D) SBP of 120–140 mmHg vs. ≥180 mmHg were shown, respectively.
CI, confidence interval; df, degree of freedom; SBP, systolic blood pressure.
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Test for overall effect: Z = 3.43 (P = 0.0006)
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Inaba M 2014

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.04; Chi2 = 98.91, df = 5 (P < 0.00001), I2 = 95%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.65 (P = 0.008)
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SBP 120–140 mmHg vs. <160–180 mmHg
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Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.04; Chi2 = 21.34, df = 4 (P = 0.0003), I2 = 81%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.65 (P = 0.008)
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Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.10; Chi2 = 8.03, df = 1 (P = 0.005), I2 = 88%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.10 (P = 0.92)
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