	Risk of bias:
Table 3. JBI cross-sectional: 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Study
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)

	De la Torre et al. [15]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y

	Shirahama et al. [7]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Keorochana et al. [16]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y

	Abaño et al. [8]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Dogra et al. [17]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Sukavatcharin et al. [22]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y

	Lee et al. [23]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y

	Manandhar et al. [24]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y

	Nakahara et al. [26]
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N

	Abdulaal et al. [6]
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


N, No; U, Unclear; Y, Yes.
Q1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?, Q2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?, Q3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way?, Q4. Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?, Q5. Were confounding factors identified?, Q6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?, Q7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?, Q8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

Table 4. The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) cohort: 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	References
	Study type
	Selection
	Comparability
	Exposure/Outcome
	Total

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	1a
	1b
	1
	2
	3
	

	Zagora et al. [18]
	Cohort
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	NA
	7

	Amin et al. [19]
	Cohort
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	NA
	6

	Sabhapandit et al. [20]
	Cohort
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	NA
	7

	Nguyen et al. [21]
	Cohort
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	NA
	7

	Gao et al. [25]
	Cohort
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	NA
	6

	Grajewski et al. [27]
	Cohort
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	*
	NA
	*
	*
	NA
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	






Funnel plots:
Fig 8. Funnel plot for assessment of publication bias in studies reporting tuberculosis-associated uveitis in the elderly population
[image: ]
Fig 9. Funnel plot for assessment of publication bias in studies reporting herpetic uveitis in the elderly population
[image: ]
Fig 10. Funnel plot for assessment of publication bias in studies reporting cytomegalovirus uveitis in the elderly population
[image: ]

Fig 11. Funnel plot for assessment of publication bias in studies reporting sarcoidosis in the elderly population
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Fig 12. Funnel plot for assessment of publication bias in studies reporting idiopathic uveitis in the elderly population
[image: ]





Continental subgroup analysis
Fig 13. Continental subgroup analysis of Vogt-Koyanagi-Harada disease proportion in the elderly population
[image: ]
Sensitivity analysis based on diagnostic criteria
Fig 14. Sensitivity analysis of Behçet disease proportion restricted to studies applying International Study Group diagnostic criteria
[image: ]
Fig 15. Sensitivity analysis of Vogt-Koyanagi-Harada disease proportion restricted to studies applying revised diagnostic criteria
[image: ]

Fig 16. Continental subgroup analysis of endophthalmitis proportion in the elderly population
[image: ]
Fig 17. Continental subgroup analysis of idiopathic uveitis proportion in the elderly population
[image: ]
Fig 18. Continental subgroup analysis of lymphoma-associated uveitis proportion in the elderly population
[image: ]
Fig 19. Continental subgroup analysis of sympathetic ophthalmia proportion in the elderly population
[image: ]
[bookmark: _GoBack]Fig 20. Continental subgroup analysis of tuberculosis-associated uveitis proportion in the elderly population[image: ]

Fig 21. Funnel plot for assessment of publication bias in studies reporting Behçet disease in the elderly population
[image: ]








image6.png
Study or Events per 100 observations

Subgroup Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Continent = Asia

Dogra et al. 2016 1 136 4.8% 074 [0.02; 4.03] B

Gao etal. 2016 5 25 74% 20.00 [6.83; 40.70] —a—
Keorochana etal. 2019 9 110  8.1% 818 [381;149] —H——

Manandhar etal. 2016 2 139 62% 144 [0.17; 5.10] H—

Marie Abafio etal. 2017 18 48% 114 [0.03; 6.17] M=—

Nakahara et al. 2016 9 312 82% 288 [133; 541 M-

Nguyen et al. 2016 4 27 72% 1481 [4.19;33.73] —— @ ———
Sabhapandit etal. 2014 1107 4.8% 0.93 [0.02; 5.10] H-—

Shirahama etal. 2021 17 290  85% 586 [3.45 922]

Sukavatcharin etal. 2016 17 152 85% 11.18 [6.65; 17.30] ——

Yong lee et al. 2016 1 113 48% 0.88 [0.02; 4.83] M—

Total (95% CI) 67 1499 73.2% 4.25 [1.87; 9.40] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.1031; Chi® = 42.86, df = 10 (P < 0.0001); I = 76.7%

Continent = Europe
Grajewski etal. 2015 18  48% 118 [0.03; 6.38] W—

Continent = Africa

Amin et al. 2016 3 42 68% 744 [150;19.48] ——W———
Continent = Oceania

Zagora et al. 2016 3 327 6.9% 0.92 [0.19; 2.66] B

Continent = South America

DelaTorreetal. 2024 10 837  83% 119 [057; 2.19] BB

Total (95% CI) 84 2790 100.0% 336 [1.73; 6.43] @

Prediction interval [0.32; 27.64]

4 (P < 0.0001); I = 82.5%
(P =0.0077) 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Proportion (%)

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.146
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’ = 13.89, df =





image7.png
Events per 100 observations

Study Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Amin et al. 2016 4 42 141% 9.52 [2.66;22.62] —_—a—
DelaTorreetal. 2024 0 87 T7.1% 0.00 [0.00; 0.44]m

Dogra et al. 2016 0 136  7.0% 0.00 [0.00; 2.68]W——

Keorochana etal. 2019 4110 142% 364 [1.00; 9.05] +——
Nakahara etal. 2016 2 312 124% 064 [0.08; 2.30] B~

Sabhapandit etal. 2014 0 107 7.0% 0.00 [0.00; 3.39]M——
Sukavatcharin etal. 2016 1 152 9.9% 066 [0.02; 361 W—

Yong lee et al. 2016 5 113 146% 442 [145,1002] ——
Zagora et al. 2016 3327 136% 0.92 [0.19; 2.66]

Total (95% CI) 19 2136 100.0% 135 [0.43; 4.15] <@

Prediction Inﬁerval

!0 .07; 21.75] —

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1 4595; Chi’ = 28. 45, df = 8 (P = 0.0004); I” =71.9%

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Proportion (%)




image8.png
Events per 100 observations

Study Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Amin et al. 2016 3 42 72% 7.4 [1.50;19.48] ————
DelaTorreetal. 2024 10 837  86% 119 [0.57; 2.19] K&

Dogra et al. 2016 1 136 50% 0.74 [0.02; 4.03] B—

Gao etal. 2016 5 25 77% 20.00 [6.83; 40.70] —
Keorochana etal. 2019 9 110  85% 8.18 [3.81;14.96] —M——

Marie Abafio etal. 2017 18  50% 114 [0.03; 6.17] W——

Nakahara etal. 2016 9 312 86% 288 [1.33; 541] M

Nguyen et al. 2016 4 21 15% 1481 [4.19;33.73] i——@————
Sabhapanditetal. 2014 1107 50% 0.93 [0.02; 5.10] H——

Sawri Rajan etal. 2016 2 139 66% 144 [0.17; 5.10] M

Shirahama etal. 2021 17 290 8.9% 586 [3.45 922]

Sukavatcharin etal. 2016 17 152 8.9% 11.18 [6.65; 17.30] —E—

Yong lee et al. 2016 1 113 50% 0.88 [0.02; 4.83] W—

Zagora et al. 2016 3 327 73% 092 [0.19; 2.66] B

Total (95% CI) 83 2705 100.0% 353 [1.76; 6.97] @

Prediction interval 10.32; 29.60]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.1676; Chi’ = 77.73, df = 13 (P < 0.0001); I = 83.3%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Proportion (%)




image9.png
Study or Events per 100 observations
Subgroup Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Continent = Africa

Amin et al. 2016 142 81% 2.38 [0.06; 12.57] —@————

Continent = Asia

Dogra et al. 2016 9 136 15.0% 662 [307;1219] —H——

Manandhar etal. 2016 1 139 81% 072 [0.02; 3.94] W——

Nakahara etal. 2016 17 312 15.8% 545 [321; 858 —M—

Sabhapandit et al. 2014 1107 8.1% 0.93 [0.02; 5.10] W——

Yonglee etal. 2016 14 113 155% 12.39 [6.94; 19.91] —
Total (95% CI) 42 807 625% 4.42 [1.05; 16.80] —~~UEB————

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.8831; Chi’ = 15.71, df = 4 (P = 0.0034); I° = 74.5%

Continent = Oceania

Zagora et al. 2016 7 321 146% 214 [0.86; 4.36] M—

Continent = South America

DelaTorre etal. 2024 8 837 149% 096 [0.41; 1.87] B

Total (95% CI) 58 2013 100.0% 3.00 [1. ~—

Prediction interval 10.26: 26.86]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.9361; Chi’

Test for subgroup differences- Chi° = 6.58, df = 3 (P = 0.0865) o 5 10 15 2

Proportion (%)




image10.png
Study or Events per 100 observations

Subgroup Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Continent = Asia

Abdulaal et al. 2014 5 18 52% 27.78 [9.69;53.48] —M——

Dogra et al. 2016 53 136 7.4% 38.97 [30.73; 47.70) —

Gao etal. 2016 8 25 58% 3200 [14.95,53.50) ~ —M——
Keorochanaetal. 2019 48 110  7.0% 43.64 [34.20;53.42) —

Lee etal. 2016 71 113 7.0% 62.83 [53.24; 71.74] —
Marie Abafio etal. 2017 54 88 6.9% 61.36 [50.38; 71.56] ——
Nokaharaetal. 2016 135 312  7.3% 43.27 [37.70; 48.97) -

Nguyen et al. 2016 12 27 6.0% 44.44 [25.48;64.67) ——
Rajan et al. 2016 92 139 7.4% 66.19 [57.68; 73.99] -
Sabhapandit etal. 2014 72107 7.0% 67.29 [57.55; 76.05] —
Sukavatcharin etal. 2016 13 152 6.6% 855 [4.63;14.18] M

Total (95% CI) 563 1227 72.8% 44.26 [30.20; 59.31] e

2

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.7400; Chi® = 124.17, df = 10 (P < 0.0001); I* = 91.9%

Continent = Africa

Amin et al. 2016 6 42 57% 1420 [543;2854] —M—
Continent = Europe

Grajewskietal. 2015 41 85 6.9% 48.24 [37.26;59.34] i
Continent = South America

delaTorreetal. 2024 315 837  7.4% 37.63 [34.34; 41.02) =
Continent = Oceania

Zagora et al. 2016 123 327 7.3% 37.61 [32.34; 43.11] -
Total (95% CI) 1048 2518 100.0% 41.45 [30.63; 53.16] et
Prediction interval [10.69; 80.72]

. T T 1
162.56, df = 14 (P < 0.0001); I* = 91.4%

(P =0.0094) 0 2 40 60 80
Proportion (%)

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.639;
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’ = 13.41, df =





image11.png
Study or Events per 100 observations

Subgroup Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Continent = Asia

Gao et al. 2016 3 25 16.1% 1200 [2553122] —W—
Keorochana et al. 2019 4 110 16.8% 364 [1.00; 9.05] —M——

Nakahara etal. 2016 16 312 182% 513 [296; 8.19] E—

Shirahama etal. 2021 48 200 18.5% 16.55 [12.46; 21.34] —H—
Total (95% CI) 731 69.5% 847 [2.48;23.70] - ———

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.5109; Chi’ = 24.73, df = 3 (P < 0.0001); I° = 87.9%

Continent = Oceania

Zagora et al. 2016 6 327 17.4% 1.83 [068; 3.95 M-

Continent = South America

DelaTorre etal. 2024 1837 13.0% 0.2 [0.00; 0.66]K

Total (95% CI) 78 1901 100.0% 3.66 [0.63; 18.60] ~NESm————
Prediction interval 10.05; 72.72] e

(P <0.0001); I° = 92.3%
(P <0.0001) 0 5 10 15 20 25
Proportion (%)

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 2.304
Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 19.26, df =





image12.png
Study or Events per 100 observations

Subgroup Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Continent = Asia

Dogra et al. 2016 1 136  88% 074 [0.02; 4.03] W——

Gao etal. 2016 325 117% 12.00 [255,3122] ———H—
Manandhar etal. 2016 1 139 88% 072 [0.02; 3.94] W——

Marie Abafio etal. 2017 6 88 13.1% 6.82 [254;1425] ———

Nguyen et al. 2016 327 117% 1111 [235,20.16] —BM—
Sukavatcharin etal. 2016 5 152 12.9% 329 [1.08; 751] —H——

Yong lee et al. 2016 1 113 88% 0.88 [0.02; 4.83] H-—

Total (95% CI) 20 680 757% 361 [1.15;10.72]  ~<e——

Heterogeneity: Tau® =0.9455; chi® =16.69, df =6 (P = 0.0105); I = 64%

Continent = Oceania

Zagora et al. 2016 7 327 13.4% 214 [0.86; 4.36] M

Continent = South America

DelaTorreetal. 2024 2 837 11.0% 0.24 [0.03; 0.86]H

Total (95% CI) 29 1844 100.0% 2.41 [0.83; 6.79] a@m—

Prediction interval 0.12; 33.63]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.4984;
Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 10.71, df =

(P <0.0001); I° = 76.9%
(P =0.0047) 0 5 10 15 20
Proportion (%)




image13.png
Study or Events per 100 observations
Subgroup Year Events Total Weight Proportion 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl

Continent = Asia
Abdulaal et al. 2014 3 18 7.0% 16.67 [3584142) ——W—

Dogra et al. 2016 22 136 9.0% 16.18 [10.42; 23.46] ——
Keorochana etal. 2019 3 110 73% 273 [057; 7.76] M-—

Manandhar etal. 2016 5 139 8.0% 360 [1.18; 8.19] —M—

Marie Abafio etal. 2017 10 88 86% 11.36 [5.59; 19.91] ——

Nakahara etal. 2016 4 312 78% 128 [035; 325 B

Nguyen et al. 2016 127 50% 370 [0.09;18.97) ————
Sabhapandit etal. 2014 23 107 9.0% 21.50 [14.14; 30.49] —a—
Sukavatcharin etal. 2016 7 152 8.4% 461 [1.87; 926 —M—

Yong lee et al. 2016 1 113 50% 0.88 [0.02; 4.83] M—

Total (95% CI) 79 1202 754% 6.02 [271;1284] —edmm——

Heterogeneity: Tau” = 1.0689; Chi” = 62.76, df = 9 (P < 0.0001); I" = 85.7%

Continent = Oceania

Zagora et al. 2016 13327 88% 398 [213; 670] M-

Continent = Africa

Amin et al. 2016 4 42 76% 952 [266;2262] —W——
Continent = South America

DelaTorreetal. 2024 7 837  84% 084 [0.34 1.72]

Total (95% CI) 103 2408 100.0% 510 [258; 9.83] -

Prediction interval 10,46; 38.24] =

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.1505; Chi’
Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 21.48, df =

112.54, df = 12 (P < 0.0001); I = 89 3%
(P <0.0001) 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Proportion (%)





image14.png
T T T T T T T T
00 z0 0 90 80 % zh 143

10,13 plepueis

Logit Transformed Proportion




image1.png
00

z0

T
0

T
90

10,13 plepueis

Logit Transformed Proportion




image2.png
00

z0

0

10,13 plepueis

-10

-15

20

25

-30

-35

Logit Transformed Proportion




image3.png
00

z0

T T
0 90

10,13 plepueis

80

%

Logit Transformed Proportion




image4.png
00

z0

T T
0 90

10,13 plepueis

80

%

Logit Transformed Proportion




image5.png
T T
z0 €0

10,13 plepueis

0

S0

05

00

05

-10

-15

20

25

Logit Transformed Proportion




