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Supplement 1. Literature
Search Process



‘ Inch]ded‘ ‘ Eligibility ‘ ‘ Screening ‘ ‘ Identification ‘

Records identified from:
Pubmed (n=64 )
Embase (n=70)

Cochrane (n=216)

Records excluded by abstract reading (n=209 )

v

!

Records screened (n=141)

A 4

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n=28)

———

>

Studies included in the systematic review
(n=28)

Reports excluded:
Non-RCTs, case reports, animal research,
letters (n = 46)

Studies evaluating at least one of the following:
SAPB, ESPB, PVB, TEA, or INB (2=2)
cannot find the full article(n = 6)
Duplication (n =59)

Included Criteria:
1. Patients undergoing thoracoscopic lung
resection surgery
2. articles reporting at least one primary
outcome




Supplement 2. Characteristic
details of included studies



Characteristic details of 28 included studies

Author Total  Gender Age Block Anesthesia and Perioperative
Treatment ASA Class Primary Outcome
Year (n) (MIF) (years) Area block timing analgesia strategy
SAPB: preoperation
T5-6 ( 0.4 ml/kg 0.25%
ropivacaine)
pain score( VAS) /sufentanil
5.6 PCA : sufentanil 0.5 pg/mL and saline at a total consumption/postoperative nausea and vomiting
SAPB 20 18 58.9+5.7 Control: preoperation
ChenG volume of 200 mL (PONV)/additional analgesic
- single incision- 10 mL 0.25% .
2019 o Rescue analgesia:VAS>4.5, 100 mg requirement/pulmonary complications
Control 20 12/8 57.1+6.2 ropivacaine .
tramadol;VAS>5.5, 1mg morphine Itime of chest tube removal/length of hospital
double-incision - 15 mL(10 mL+5
stay
mL) 0.25% ropivacaine t three - 17
mL(10 mL+5 mL+2 mL) 0.25%
ropivacaine
pain score( VAS) /remifentanil
T4-7 PVB: postoperation A i .
PVB 20 19 53+12 PCA : dezocine 0.8 mg/kg+ tropisetron consumption/starting the automatic control
ChenJ T4-7( 5ml 0.375% ropivacaine) hvdrochloride 0.2 ma/k
I ydrochloride 0.2 mg/kg button
2015 + normal saline =100 mL
Control 20 128 55+11 normal saline =100 m and the total amount of infusion /CEA/
Control: only general anesthesia
CA199/CA125/NSE/ CYFRA21-1/SCC
PVB: postoperation
PCA : sufentanil +ondansetron. Sufentanil 1-2 i
T4-5/T7-8 pain scores at rest and on cough/ plasma
pPvB 25 205 58+11 T4-5/T7-8( 20ml 0.375% g/h.
Chu, H e concentrations of MMP-9/
I-110 ropivacaine) . "
2020 Rescue analgesia:VAS>4 flurbiprofen 50-100 pneumonia/atelectasis/ air leak/atrial
Control 24 168 59+9 ma.iv
9 fibrillation/hypotension / PONV/
Control: only general anesthesia
pain score( VAS) /the total amount of
opioids/hipoxemia event/operative time/ time of
T5 PCA : dexocine 1Img/kg + ketorolac ambutritol
PVB 103 59/44 685 PVB: preoperation offline extubation/ the occurrence of
Dongjie 3mg/kg=100mL Rescue
11T T5(20ml  0.375% ropivacaine) postoperative delirium/ rescue analgesia,/total
Q2023 analgesia:VAS>4,flurbiprofen 50 mg / tramadol
Control 105 67/38 69+4 Control: only general anesthesia amount of analgesic drugs/length of hospital
100mg.iv
stays / i ications (
or atelectasis within 5 days)
PVB: preoperation
59.6+ T4 . T7(15ml 0.375%
iy pain score( VAS) /(PCA) press
PVB 135 52/83 10.7 ropivacaine) Oxycodone 0.1 mg/kg (before the end ofsurgery)
Gong C perative fentanyl
1111 PCA: 1.0 mg fentanyl (20 mL) + saline 80
2023 postoperative extubation time/PACU stay
Control 132 39/93 57.3+ Control: only general mL=100m|
time/postoperative hospitalization days
121 anesthesia 1% lidocaine 10
mL before closing the incision
INB: NRS>4,hydromorphone 0.2-0.4 mg i.v every
total opioid consumption/pain scores “at rest”
ESPB: continuous ESPB 7min(maximum :2 mg) PCA:morphinel to 2 mg i.v.
and “at
7133+ (preoperation ) with a lock out time of 7 to 10 min to a maximum of
T5 g pi
continuousESPB 12 715 9.00 T5 ( 30 ml 0.125%bupivacaine ) 30 mg over 4h
Horth D depression/itching/
-1V continuous ESPB: 0.125%bupivacaine at 13 ml /h
2021 local anesthetic toxicity/catheter
INB 12 10/2 66.50 + INB: postoperation Both:acetaminophen 975 mg (PO/PR) for 48 h
Ribs 4-11 leakage/catheter migration and infection
8.44 0.25% bupivacaine + epinephrine /650 mg PO/PR every 4 h / naproxen 500 mg PO
aroundthe catheter site/sensory blockade/Patient
(5 ml per block) twice daily x
satisfaction
eight doses / ketorolac 10 mg i.v. four times daily
6MWT((POD0/POD1/POD2/POD3) / the
516+ PVB: preoperation decline rate
T4-5/T6-7
PVB 41 21/20 11.0 T4-5/T6-7( 10ml 0.5% of the BMWT on POD1/ the absolute value of
Kang K
1-111 ropivacaine each point) PCA:1 mg/kg oxycodone walking distance/ pain scores/
2020
Control 34 16/18 56.1+ oxycodone consumption/sleep quality/
9.8 Control: only general anesthesia postop pulmonary
the hospital stay
continuous PVB : postoperation
20ml 0.25% bupivacaine +
64.7+ adrenaline -1:200000
ketoprofen.iv, 100 mg every 12 h; paracetamol iv
26 12/14 7.25 0.08-0.1 mL /kg. h pain scores (at rest/ on cough)/ side effects and
Kosinski continuous PVB , 1000 mg every 8 h
1-111 not mention complications
S 2016 continuous TEA PCA:morphine 2-2.5 mg every 10 min,
25 10/15 59.9+ continuous TEA: postoperation (Atelectasis/Urinary retention)
amaximum hour dose of 10 mg
125 6ml 0.25% bupivacaine +

adrenaline -1:200000

0.06-0.08 mL/ kg. h




continuous PVB 43 27116 59+9 pain scores (at rest/ on cough)/ Adverse
continuous PVB : postoperation effects (hypotension/postoperative nausea and
continuous TEA 43 23/20 579 4 mL 2% lidocaine + 5 pg/mL vomiting (PONV)/ pruritus/dizziness)
epinephrine postoperative pulmonary complications
0.5% ropivacaine 0.1 mL/kg, 0.1 Both:parecoxib 40 mg every 12 h for 2 ( atelectasis/pneumonia/acute lung injury (ALI)/
T7-8
mL/kg/h postoperative days. acute respiratory distress syndrome)
Lai J 2021 -1
48 h postoperatively PCA:oxycodone 50 mg+ palonosetron 0.075 mg = total remifentanil dose/anesthesia
T7-8
100 mL time/duration of surgery/the total amount of
continuousTEA: postoperation PCA oxycodone used/chest tube indwelling
T7-8 ropivacaine 0.15% + time/length of intensive care unit (ICU) stay/
6 ug/mL of hydromorphone length of hospital stay/ Patient satisfaction
PCA : fentanyl 20mg/mL+normal saline =100mL pain scores /the cumulative doses of ketorolac
SAPB: preoperation .
SAPB 23 1211 67 £46 Rib5 bolus dose and fentanyl/ postoperative adverse
LeeJd 20mL 0.375% ropivacaine 20mg, 0.2mg/kg/h , lockout time =15minutes
I-111 i . . effects( nausea/ vomiting/dizziness/
2020 INB: postoperation Rescue analgesia:VAS=4 : ketorolac VAS=6 :
INB 23 16/7 66.5+4 Rib5 50mg fentanyl respiratorydepressi tube i
20mL 0.375% ropivacaine
time
63.6 SAPB: preoperation
RibS emergence time/
SAPB 23 1419 9.9 20 ml 0.375% ropivacaine
Lee J Kim systolic blood pressure (SBP)/ heart rate (HR)/
-1 no PCA
$2019 doses of
Control 23 15/8 651+ Control:
rescue drugs used to control blood pressure and
8.4 only general anesthesia
HR
postoperative morphine requirement (during the
first and second 24 hours)
ESPB: ( opioid-free group)
56.2+ / rescue analgesia needs/ pain scale [VAS]/
T5 preoperation
Orhon ESPB 37 2116 10.9 . anesthesia-related complications/
not 20 ml 0.5% bupivacaine +100 mg PCA @ 4 mg morphine
Ergun M - indicators for postoperative recovery (Quality
mentioned (5 ml) of lidocaine Rescue analgesia:tramadol OR paracetamol
2023 Control 37 25112 56.6 + of Recovery-40 [QoR-40] questionnaire
16.7 to mobilization [hours]/time to
Control: (The opioid group)
oral intake [hours]/ duration of hospitalization
[days)/ HR/ MAP /SpO2/ BIS/ ANI
63.0%
8.9 " deep SAPB: postoperation
2 13/8 Ribs 45
deep SAPB 0.4ml/kg 0.375% ropivacaine PCA: 100ml = Img/ml sufentanil + saline pain scores/postoperative rescue
QiuL superficial 627+ superficial SAPB : postoperation 2mg boluses, lockout 10 minutes, ~ 2ml/hour analgesia/nausea/
21 1110 I-1I1 ia- i
2001 SAPB 81 0.4milkg 0.375% ropivacaine Rescue analgesia:VAS >4, 50mg flurbiprofen vomiting
(maximum daily dose < 200mg)
Control Ribs 45 G
21 912
649+
83
pain scores/remifentanil and propofol
56.20 + requirement
Rib5 SAPB: preoperation PCA:butorphanol tartrate 0.1 mg/kg + flurbiprofen
SAPB 30 15/15 7.20 during operation/the number of patients
Shang LH 20 mL 0.5% ropivacaine axetil 2.5 mg/kg =100 mL, 2 mL/h
1111 requiring additional analgesics
2020 Control: preoperation Rescue analgesia:VAS>5, flurbiprofen axetil 50
Control 30 1713 8.23 at 6 hrs, 12 hrs, 24 hrs, and 48 hrs after
20 mL 0.5% ropivacaine mg, Oral (oxycodone acetaminophen)
9.03 operation/
the rate of adverse reactions
ESPB: preoperation( before general
62.8+ pain scores/ postoperative opioid
T5 anesthesia induction)
ESPB 21 1011 102 PCA:2 mL/h (fentanyl 5 pg/mL)
Shim J-G 30 mL of 0.5% ropivacaine
1-111 ,0.5-mL bolus , 15-minute lockout time depression/ sedation/urinary retention/ itching/
2020
Control 22 157 624+ Rescue analgesia: VAS=4.Meperidine 25 mg, the Riker SAS score/ length of
Control
10.0 PACU stay/incidence of PONV / dizziness
0.9% physiological saline
66.08 + continuous ESPB:(0.75% ropivacaine pain scores/ dosage of tramadol/PACU
continuous ESPB : preoperation
continuous 25 10/15 531 T5 hydrochloride 30 mL +70 mL normal saline, 2 residence time/ the first ambulation time/
Sun L 0.375% ropivacaine 25 mL.
ESPB I-11 mL/hour) postoperative hospital stay/incidence of
2024 continuous PVB: preoperation
continuous PVB 25 1213 66.28 + T5 continuous PVB:(0.75% ropivacaine postoperative adverse reactions/
0.375% ropivacaine 25 mL.
3.49 hydrochloride 30 mL + 70 mL normal saline,2 incidence of postoperative pulmonary




mL/hour)

Rescue analgesia: VAS>4,50 mg tramadol,iv

7TUDE Pracement

time

INB: postoperation

pain scores/Adverse

66.7 + ropivacaine 3.7 mg/mL (4,5,6)21
Ribs 4/5/6 TEA(Ropivacaine events due to analgesia/ the length of
INB 21 6/15 9.1 mL
Ueda not 2.0 mg/mL (200 mL) + undiluted fentanyl (10 the procedure for analgesia/\VC/ 6-min walking
K2020 mentioned mL), 4ml/h, 2days) distance
TEA 22 166 69.0+ TEA : postoperation
T4-5/ T56 Both: celecoxib,daily 400 mg. oral on POD 1/ the total number of analgesics uses
9.6 T4-5/ T5-6
from POD 0-7
(ropivacaine 2.0 mg/mL,10 mg)
pain scores/number of forced inspiration
manoeuvers during
Control: (POD 0):tramadol 200 mg+ ketorolac 60 incentive spirometry on POD 1 and 2/number of
mg before extra doses of analgesics/
678+
T SAPB: preoperation the end of general anaesthesia, PCA: Tramadol mean volume of inspired air on POD 1 and
SAPB 46 28118 9.3
Viti A 30 ml 0.3% ropivacaine 200 mg OR Ketorolak 60 mg> 65 years POD 2/time for block completion/
111
2020 POD 1, 2, 3:0ral paracetamol 1000 mg every 12 h incidence of h 0}
Control 44 30/14 e
Control: only general anesthesia +PCA (tramadol 200 mg or ketorolac 60 mg) instability/ incidence of nausea
79
Rescue analgesia:ketorolac 30 mg or tramadol 100 / atrial fibrillation/ pneumonia/ atelectasis / time
mg to urinary catheter removal/
urinary retention needing catheterization/chest
tube duration
pain scores/ intraoperative opioids
ESPB: preoperation INB:PCA : sufentanil 2 pg/h, bolus sufentanil 1 consumption/
482+
T5 20 mL 0.5% ropivacaine ng. analgesic requirements/ adverse events/patient
ESPB 39 14125 14.4
Wang T 15-minute lockout satisfaction with analgesia/
111
2024 INB: postoperation fo.1mL/ and duration of hospital stay/nausea and
INB 37 20117 529+
RIbs 4-9 T4-T9,0.5% ropivacaine, ESPB: ropivacaine 0.2% , bolus 5 mL. vomiting/bleeding or hematoma/
15.1
4mL each point . 30-minute lockout period drug leakage/ accidental catheter removal/
infection or pain at thecatheter site
50 mg furbiprofen, iv,daily,
ESPB 44 18/26 58 + 10 T5 ESPB : preoperation total consumption of sufentanil during 24 h
PCA:sufentanil 1 ug/ml ,
20 ml 0.5% ropivacaine postoperatively/pain scores/
Wuw 2 ml/h, 2 mi bolus , lockout
SAPB 47 21/26 55+13 1-1I Rib5 SAPB: preoperation the frst administration of sufentanil
2023 15 mins,maximum limit 10 mi/h R » -
20 ml 0.5% ropivacaine analgesia/nausea, vomiting, and dizziness/
Rescue analgesia:( 5
Control 46 18/28 56+ 11 complications/Participant satisfaction
325mg
Control:PCA:150 mL= normal saline + 30 mg
pain scores/ rescue analgesia and frequency
5312+ deep SAPB: preoperation oxycodone+
Rib5 PCA within 24h the first ambulation
deep SAPB 36 16/20 16.33 ropivacaine + dexamethasone 250 mg flurbiprofen + 10 mg tropisetron, loading
Yang H quality of recovery system (QOR-40)/ nausea or
1111 mix (40 dose 2 mL, amaintenance 2.5 mL/h,
2023 vomIting/dizziness/ arowsiness/
Control 36 14122 5529+ mL) a patient controlled analgesia (PCA) 2 mL,lock
hypoxemia / pneumonia/ mechanical
18.11 Control: (PCA) time 0.5h
ventilation
Rescue analgesia: butorphanol
pain scores/ the recovery of bowel function
TEA: intraoperative---continuous ropivacaine after surgery/
TEA: preoperation 0.25% 5 mL/h the time to first flatus/length of stay in
57.8+ T4-T7(3-mL test dose : lidocaine postoperation--ropivacaine (0.15%) + sufentanil (0.2 PACU/postoperative complications
TEA 49 26/23 8.1 e 15 mg/mL) ng/mL) (nausea/vomiting requiring treatment with
Zejun N
111 epidural catheter:5-10 mL ,5-10 mL/h,5 mL / 40 minutes ondansetron/contusion/wound
2018
Control a9 3019 549+ ropivacaine 2.5 mg/mL Control(PCA)-- 2 pg/h, bolus 2 mL /15 abscess/pneumonia)/postoperative hospital
11.7 (12.5-25 mg) minutes , maximal 10 pg/h stay/Demographic information (age,gender,
Control: (PCA) Both:flurbiprofen axetil 50 mg/day body mass index, and ASA grade) /
Rescue analgesia: VAS > 4, tramadol pertinentsurgical information (operation
duration, estimated blood loss)
pain scores/the frequency of PCA use/the
Both:PCA-- 2 pg/kg sutentanil+10 mg
trequency of rescue analgesia/
tropisetron+normal saline
53.31% the Incidence of CPSP/the rating of CPSP effect
T5 ESPB: preoperation =150mL, dose 2mL, the background dose
ESPB 48 2126 5.10 on daily life/
Zhang J T5--0.375% ropivacaine 30 mL 2mL/h, the
1I-111 the rating of CPSP management
2023 Control: PCA dose 2mL, the locking time10 min, the
Control 46 221 53.17 + measures/postoperative satisfaction (0-10
only general anesthesia maximum dose 10mL /h
5.69 points/the incidence of agitation during

Rescue analgesia:VAS>4, press once PCA VAS

>4, dezocine 5 mg,iv

anesthesia recovery/

the incidence of PONV/




Both:

54.41 + ESPB: preoperation
T4-5 PCA: 100 g sufentanil+ 25 mg dolasetron
7.61 T4-5--30 ml 0.5% ropivacaine pain scores/ intraoperative sufentanil
ESPB 22 w1 mesylate +
consumption/anesthesia awakening time /
T4-5 0.9% normal saline=100 ml , loading dose 2 ml,
Zhang 5432+ TPVB: preoperation time inthe
PVB 22 1012 I-1I background
J-W 2022 6.56 T4-5--30 ml 0.5% ropivacaine analgesic pump /the dose of furbiprofen /
dose 1 ml/h, compression dose 2 ml, lock
nausea and vomiting/agitation/respiratory
Control 23 w12 time 15 min.
5213+ Control: depression
Rescue analgesia:VAS >4, 50 mg
6.55 only general anesthesia
furbiprofen ,iv
PVB: postoperation
T4,T7--0.5% ropivacaine , total dose of
PVB 31 2011 55+9 e maximum 40m| scores/
Zhang X 40mg parecoxib  Oh, 12h and 24 h.
I-11 the total amount of morphine used/ dizziness/
2015 PCA:morphine 1mg bolus , lockouttime,5-minute
Control 30 21/9 57+7 Control: postoperation pruritus/nausea and vomiting /respiratory
T4,T7--0.5% ropivacaine , depression /satisfaction score
maximum 40ml
pain scores/The dose and frequency of
pethidine /Nausea/
PVB: postoperation G--PCA:1.5pg /kg sufentanil+ 5 mg Tropisetron
Tas vomiting/ pruritus/lethargy/ respiratory
HuLH PVB 30 16/14 62+ 10 T4-5--0.375% ropivacaine 20 mL. +
depression/
2020(F 1-11 0.9% normal saline=100 ml , loading dose 2 ml,
The time to resume eating/the rate of active
30 Control 30 15/15 62+11 Control: compression dose 0.5 ml, lock time 15 min.
cough/
0.9% physiological saline 20ml Rescue analgesia: VAS>5 pethidine 50mg, im
the first time to get out of bed/ and the length of
hospital stay/
PVB: preoperation
T4/T6 - 15 ml of 0.5%
ropivacaine
56.7 Both:flurbiprofen (50 mg every 6 h,iv)
T4/T6
9.3 PVB-RD: preoperation TEA : epidural morphine (0.03 mg/kg) pain scores/the first sufentanil supplement and
PVB 36 23/13
T4/T6-- 15ml PCA---sufentanil (0.01 ug/kg),15 -min lockout , total dose/required only background infusion of
Ding W 527+ 0.5%ropivacaine+dexmedetomidine  0.03 pg/kg/h background sufentanil/nausea and vomiting/rigors/
PVB-RD 34 12/22 1-11 T4/T6
2018 11.7 (1 pg/kg) PVB:PCA---sufentanil (0.01 pg/kg),15 -min hypotension/blood glucose, TNF-a, and IL-6
lockout , 0.03 pg/kg/h background levels/ increases in catecholamine (A) and
TEA 32 15/17
531+ TEA: preoperation PVB-RD:PCA---sufentanil (0.01 pg/kg),15 -min cortisol (B) levels/HR (A) and MAP (B)
T5-6
10.9 T5-6--0.5% ropivacaine,test dose : lockout , 0.03 pg/kg/h background
2% lidocaine 1:200,000
adrenaline (3.0 ml)
8 ml of 0.5% ropivacaine
PVE 20
471+
T5
17
PVB-RD 20 PVB:preoperation
TS5 0.5% ropivacaine 10ml ramsay sedation scores/MAP / HR/pain scores/
48.1+
ZhaJ 2021 Control 20 15 I-111 PCA:0.02 pg/kg/h sufentanil, 15-min lockout time Analgesic efficacy /
PVB-RD:preoperation postoperative adverse effects
0.5% ropivacaine + 1 pg/kg DEX
457+

13

10ml
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Random sequence generation (selection hias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

Selective reporting (reporting hias)

Other bias

1 1

0

%

25% 50%

75%

100%

- Low risk of hias D Unclear risk of hias

B Hioh risk of bias




Supplement 4. Network Meta-
Analysis of Secondary
QOutcomes



PVB

control

SAPB

ESPB

TEA




Stacked Rank Plot of Interventions

c
e
—
—
o
Q.
@)
S
o

Intervention



SAPB -6.55 (-22.2,9.32) 2.49 (-10.06, 15.04) -5.28 (-20.06, 9.73) -9.01 (-28.85,11.15

)

PVB 9.05 (-0.59, 18.49) 1.27(-8.27,10.9) -2.45 (-14.68, 9.83)
control -7.78 (-15.55, 0.27) -11.5 (-26.94,4.15)

ESPB 3.7 (-19.28, 11.81)

TEA
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Supplement 5.
Inconsistency tests and
heterogeneity tests for

primary outcomes



Postoperative 12h Resting VAS

comparison

SAPB vs control
SAPB vs ESPB

SAPB vs INB
PVB vs control
PVB vs ESPB

PVB vs TEA
control vs ESPB
control vs TEA

Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency

direct
NA
-0.09 (-3.63, 3.48)
NA
1.23 (-0.65,3.00)
0.21 (-2.41, 2.87)
-0.95 (-4.40, 2.42)
-0.55 (-2.24, 1.18)
-0.99 (-4.53, 2.56)

indirect
NA

-2.10 (-5.02, 0.81)

NA
0.26 (-2.91, 3.52)
0.70 (-1.94, 3.41)
0.04 (-3.78, 3.94)
-1.12 (-5.42, 3.19)
-2.03 (-5.72, 1.83)

NA
0.34
NA
0.59
0.77
0.68
0.79
0.68

Heterogeneity
1%(%)
98.84
89.85

NA
94.52
0.00
48.94
15.83
0.00

Postoperative 12h Coughing VAS

Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency

Heterogeneity

comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 92.31
SAPB vs ESPB 0.20 (-1.54, 1.81) 0.83 (-1.13,2.74) 0.55 0.00
PVB vs control 1.31(0.39, 2.33) 0.68 (-1.62, 2.96) 0.52 93.89
PVB vs ESPB 0.23(-1.17, 1.58) 0.72 (-0.93, 2.41) 0.57 69.17
PVB vs TEA -0.56 (-1.65, 0.55) -1.4 (-3.61,0.77) 0.39 NA
control vs ESPB NA NA NA 0.00
Postoperative 24h Resting VAS
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity
comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control -0.12 (-1.27,0.88) 0.10 (-2.73, 2.96) 0.87 95.32
SAPB vs ESPB -0.53 (-2.72,1.73) -0.80 (-2.25, 0.53) 0.81 0.00
SAPB vs INB -0.01 (-2.22, 2.18) -0.23 (-2.18, 1.67) 0.86 94.53
PVB vs control 1.03 (0.29, 1.82) 0.87 (-0.81, 2.63) 0.85 90.43
PVB vs ESPB 0.07 (-1.51, 1.65) 0.53 (-0.76, 1.87) 0.64 16.17
PVB vs TEA 0.04 (-1.51, 1.64) -0.01 (-1.62, 1.61) 0.96 91.68
control vs ESPB -0.51 (-1.62, 0.61) -0.90 (-2.76, 0.88) 0.69 68.42
control vs TEA -1.13 (-2.76, 0.45) -0.90 (-2.45, 0.60) 0.82 87.15
ESPB vs INB 0.62 (-1.16, 2.47) 0.55 (-1.42, 2.67) 0.96 0.00
INB vs TEA -0.67 (-3.38, 1.92) -1.1(-3.35, 0.75) 0.79 0.00
Postoperative 24h CoughingVAS
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity
comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 75.25
SAPB vs ESPB -0.75 (-2.53, 0.98) -0.19 (-1.61, 1.28) 0.59 55.29
PVB vs control 0.88 (0.09, 1.72) 1.3 (-0.35, 3.00) 0.63 93.66
PVB vs ESPB 0.02 (-1.20, 1.21) 0.88 (-0.48, 2.22) 0.31 82.84
PVB vs TEA 0.70 (-0.53, 1.92) -0.90 (-2.7, 0.93) 0.14 71.72



control vs ESPB -0.05 (-1.03, 0.90) -1.2 (-3.03,0.59) 0.23 87.11
control vs TEA -1.72(-3.47, -0.02) -0.11 (-1.52, 1.31) 0.14 90.03
ESPB vs INB NA NA NA 92.87
Postoperative 48h Resting VAS
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity
comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 94.08
PVB vs control 0.55 (0.06, 1.05) 0.85 (-0.11, 1.85) 0.55 84.38
PVB vs ESPB 0.026 (-0.77, 0.82) 0.44 (-0.44, 1.26) 0.44 97.46
PVB vs TEA 0.14 (-0.56, 0.85) -0.69 (-1.54, 0.24) 0.15 88.34
control vs ESPB -0.10 (-0.73, 0.53) -0.92 (-2.67, 0.05) 0.15 93.36
control vs TEA -1.52 (-2.28, -0.71) -0.29 (-0.94, 0.41) 0.02 94.99
ESPB vs INB 0.55 (-0.35, 1.63) -0.59 (-2.43, 1.28) 0.26 55.84
INB vs TEA -0.01 (-1.62, 1.63) -1.1 (-2.47, 0.06) 0.26 53.65
Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity
comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 97.59
PVB vs control 0.59 (-0.48, 1.62) 1.8 (-0.18, 3.87) 0.25 96.18
PVB vs ESPB 0.04 (-1.55, 1.63) 0.69 (-1.86, 3.24) 0.62 99.13
PVB vs TEA 0.76 (-0.41, 2.00) -1.52 (-3.47, 0.30) 0.04 92.82
control vs ESPB -0.24 (-1.80, 1.34) -1.18 (-3.64, 1.42) 0.51 81.81
control vs TEA -2.1(-3.81, -0.41) 0.20 (-1.25, 1.76) 0.04 96.49
ESPB vs INB NA NA NA 94.03
Nausea and Vomiting
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity
comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 4551
SAPB vs ESPB 0.34 (-2.13, 2.87) -1.35(-3.14,0.59) 0.28 44.15
PVB vs control 0.79 (-0.08, 1.75) 2.09 (-0.07, 3.95) 0.26 64.22
PVB vs ESPB -0.62 (-2.62, 1.34) -0.08 (-1.62, 1.67) 0.66 0.00
PVB vs TEA 1.40(0.03, 2.93) -0.88 (-2.62, 1.14) 0.06 77.14
control vs ESPB -1.14 (-2.34, 0.20) -2.23 (-4.93,0.35) 0.43 45.05
control vs TEA -2.23 (-4.27, -0.36) 0.65 (-0.76, 2.15) 0.02 92.35
ESPB vs INB 0.99 (-0.97, 3.18) -0.20 (-4.54, 3.57) 0.57 0.00
INB vs TEA 0.92 (-2.49, 4.93) -0.29 (-3.25,2.3) 0.567 0.00
Pulmonary Complications
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity
comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 0.00
SAPB vs ESPB NA NA NA NA
PVB vs control 0.37 (-0.50, 1.33) 6.25 (-9.24, 28.03) 0.49 0.01
PVB vs TEA 0.22 (-1.34,1.83) -2.54 (-23.03, 15.50) 0.71 0.00
control vs ESPB NA NA NA NA



control vs TEA -5.1(-23.,11.00) -0.14 (-1.9, 1.7) 0.53 0
Hospital Stay
Node-splitting analysis of inconsistency Heterogeneity

comparison direct indirect p 12(%)
SAPB vs control NA NA NA 4.29
PVB vs control 1.12 (-0.24,2.4) -0.33 (-2.6, 2.00) 0.26 95.05
PVB vs ESPB -1.41 (-4.56, 1.23) 0.31(-2.16,2.7) 0.30 55.53
PVB vs TEA -0.41 (-3.22, 2.36) 0.27 (-2.87, 2.46) 0.68 0.00
control vs ESPB -0.69 (-3.13,1.78) -1.92 (-4.44,0.71) 0.45 52.05
control vs TEA -0.44 (-2.31, 1.52) -1.41 (-4.06, 1.31) 0.54 0.00
ESPB vs INB -0.80 (-3.73, 2.28) 0.24 (-4.42, 4.97) 0.70 0.00
INB vs TEA 0.42 (-3.62, 4.45) 1.52 (-2.37,5.25) 0.69 0.00




Supplement 6. Publication bias
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Supplement 7. Model Fitting
Performance of all Primary
Outcomes
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Postoperative 12h Resting VAS Postoperative 24h Resting VAS Postoperative 48h Resting VAS

11 trails, 926 patients, PSRF=1 17 trails, 1404 patients, PSRF=1.01 11 trails, 1029 patients, PSRF=1
Rank Treatment SUCRA Rank Treatment SUCRA Rank Treatment SUCRA
1 TEA 0.865 1 PVB 0.864 1 PVB 0.881
2 PVB 0.732 2 TEA 0.729 2 TEA 0.685
3 ESPB 0.604 3 ESPB 0.642 3 ESPB 0.48
4 PCA 0478 4 PCA 0424 4 SAPB 0.237
5 INB 0.193 5 INB 0.211 5 PCA 0.217

6 SAPB 0.129 6 SAPB 0.129

Postoperative 12h Coughing VAS Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS

6 trails, 673 patients, PSRF=1 10 trails, 1033 patients, PSRF=1 7 trails, 795 patients, PSRF=1
Rank Treatment SUCRA Rank Treatment SUCRA Rank Treatment SUCRA
1 TEA 0.994 1 PVB 0.905 1 PVB 0.781
2 PVB 0.679 2 ESPB 0.618 2 ESPB 0.71
3 SAPB 0.441 3 PCA 0415 B3] PCA 0.442
4 ESPB 0.365 4 TEA 0.383 4 SAPB 0.367
5 PCA 0.02 5 SAPB 0.179 5 TEA 0.2

Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting Pulmonary Complications Length of Hospital Stay
15 trails, 1318 patients, PSRF=1 7 trails, 646 patients, PSRF=1 6 trails, 587 patients, PSRF=1

Rank Treatment SUCRA Rank Treatment SUCRA Rank Treatment SUCRA
1 ESPB 0.942 1 PVB 0.694 1 SAPB 0.618
2 SAPB 0.625 2 ESPB 0.657 2 PVB 0.557
& PVB 0.609 3 TEA 0.514 8 ESPB 0.539
4 PCA 0.287 4 PCA 0442 4 TEA 0.521
5 TEA 0.037 5 SAPB 0.192 5 PCA 0.263




Postoperative 12h Resting VAS
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0.7 (-0.48, 1.88)
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Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
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direct
indirect 4e-05
network
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direct
indirect 0.7601
network

5vs3

direct
indirect 0.9923
network

7vs3

direct
indirect 0.74003
network

7vs4

direct
indirect 0.74866
network

P-value

—_—

©

Mean Difference (95% Crl)
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o

0.053 (-5.4,5.6)
0.69 (-0.90, 2.3)

042(-3.4,43)
0.39(-2.7,3.5)
0.41(-1.5,23)

-0.96(-4.4,24)
-0.20 (-4.2,3.7)
-0.64(-3.0,1.7)

-1.0 (-4.5, 2.5)
-1.7(-5.6, 2.2)
-1.3(-3.7,1.0)
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Inconsitency tests for Postoperative 12h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value Mean Difference (95% Crl)
5vs3

direct < 046 (11, 2)
indirect 0.85763 < 0.33(-11,2.0)
network S i : 0.36 (-0.23,1.1)

|
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Inconsitency tests for Postoperative 12h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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direct
indirect 0.68726
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direct
indirect 0.77207
network
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direct
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network

7vs4

direct
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network

P-value
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I
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Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.50 (-2.7,1.7)
-2.2 (-4.3,-0.27)
-1.3(-2.8,0.12)

0.90 (0.020, 1.8)
0.29 (-2.8, 3.5)
0.86 (0.13, 1.6)

0.14 (-2.3, 2.6)
0.54 (-1.1,2.2)
0.45(-0.74,1.7)

0.036 (-1.6, 1.7)
0.65(-1.9,3.2)
0.21(-1.1,1.5)

-0.25 (-2.7,2.2)
-0.87 (2.7, 0.98)
-0.65 (-2.0, 0.74)

Inconsitency tests for Postoperative 24h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value
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direct
indirect 0.67155

©

@

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.75 (-2.5, 0.97)
-0.28 (-2.3,1.8)

network — -0.61 (-1.8, 0.56)
5vs3
direct 0.049 (-1.7,1.8)

indirect 0.59045
network

0.58 (-0.92,2.1)
0.38 (-0.61, 1.4)

Inconsitency tests for Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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direct
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direct
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network
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direct

indirect 0.91203
network
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direct
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network

P-value

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

0.46 (0.067, 0.86)
0.53 (-0.95, 2.0)
0.46 (0.14,0.77)

0.052 (-0.82, 0.93)
0.41(-0.29,1.1)
0.30(-0.19, 0.77)

0.13(-0.43,0.72)
0.058 (-1.3,1.4)
0.12(-0.37, 0.62)

-0.39 (-1.7, 0.88)
-0.32 (-0.98, 0.36)
-0.33 (-0.89, 0.23)

Inconsitency tests for Postoperative 48h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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direct
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network

o

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

0.090 (-1.9,2.1)

-0.065 (-2.5, 2.4)
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Inconsitency tests for Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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Inconsitency tests for Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value Mean Difference (95% Crl)

4vys3

direct —r 085(-1.3,2.9)
indirect 0.6568 < -0.21(-48,44)
network — 0.69(-1.2,2.5)
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direct < -0.39(-3.7,2.9)
indirect 0.65405 s 0.69(-3.2,45)
network S 0.068 (-2.4, 2.5)
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direct G -0.16 (-3.4,3.1)
indirect 0.64975 s -1.3(-51,27)
network | — ! -0.63(-3.0, 1.8)
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Inconsitency tests for Length of Hospital Stay
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study "2 Mean Difference (95% Crl)

4vs1
Qiu L 2021 “<— -4.3(-5.0,-3.6)
Wu W 2023 —1o— 0.40 (-0.51,1.3)
Pooled (pair-wise) 98.5% - -2.1(-4.3,0.23)
Indirect (back-calculated) NA
Pooled (network) 98.6% B -1.7 (-3.8, 0.39)
5vs1
Wu W 2023 =4 -0.098 (-0.80, 0.60)
Pooled (pair-wise) —_— -0.095(-3.3,3.1)
Indirect (back-calculated) 8Os -3.9(-7.1,-0.68)
Pooled (network) 965% ——— -2.(-4.2,0.30)
6vs1
Lee J 2020 - -0.00066 (-0.46, 0.46)
Pooled (pair-wise) — 0.0042(-31,3.2)
Indirect (back-calculated) NA
Pooled (network) —_ -0.0046 (-3.1,3.1)
4vs3
Gong C 2023 <& 0.67 (0.49, 0.85)
Zha J 2021 <= 0.87 (0.45,1.3)
Zhang J-W 2022 = 0.93(0.36,1.5)
Pooled (pair-wise) 321% = 0.82 (-0.99, 2.6)
Indirect (back-calculated) e (ccocsenats 0.31(-2.9, 3.6)
Pooled (network) 0.0% e 0.70 (-0.90, 2.3)
5vs3
Zhang J-W 2022 is 0.41(-0.053, 0.87)
Pooled (pair-wise) e e — 0.41(-2.7, 3.6)
Indirect (back-calculated)y - Krozossdd 042(-2.,28)
Pooled (network) 0.0% N 0.42(-1.5,2.3)
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Pooled (pair-wise) ——— -0.99 (-4.3,2.3)
Indirect (back-calculated) e ot A B -1.7(-5.2,1.7)
Pooled (network) 0.0% | = | -1.3(37,1.1)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 12h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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0.92(0.46, 1.5)
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(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 24h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 48h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Pulmonary Complications
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Length of Hospital Stay
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Supplement 9. Network Meta-
Analysis and Comparison
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 12h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 48h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Pulmonary Complications
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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heterogeneity tests for Length of Hospital Stay
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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Table:

Postoperative 12h Resting VAS

13 trails, 1058 patients, PSRF=1

Postoperative 24h Resting VAS

21 trails, 1694 patients, PSRF=1.01

Postoperative 48h Resting VAS

15 trails, 1319 patients, PSRF=1

Rank Treatment
1 TEA
2 PVB
3 ESPB
4 control
5 INB
6 SAPB

SUCRA

0.823
0.749
0.562
0.381
0.289
0.196

Rank

1
2
3
4
5
6

Treatment
PVB
TEA
ESPB
INB

control

SAPB

SUCRA
0.816
0.783
0.605
0.315
0.262
0.219

Rank

o oA W N

Treatment

PVB
TEA
SAPB
ESPB
INB

control

SUCRA

0.84
0.744
0.519
0.469
0.258
0.169

Postoperative 12h Coughing VAS

8 trails, 805 patients, PSRF=1

Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS

13 trails, 1280 patients, PSRF=1

Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
10 trails, 1042 patients, PSRF=1

Rank Treatment
1 TEA
2 PVB
3 SAPB
4 ESPB
5 control

SUCRA

0.971
0.641
0.546
0.321
0.021

Rank
1

2
3
4
5
6

Treatment
PVB
TEA
ESPB

SAPB
control

INB

SUCRA
0.856
0.606
0.572

0.38
0.317
0.268

Rank

1

2
3
4
5
6

Treatment

PVB
TEA
ESPB
SAPB
control

INB

SUCRA

0.738
0.616
0.573
0.568
0.301
0.203

Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting
17 trails, 1411 patients, PSRF=1

Rank Treatment
1 ESPB

PVB
SAPB
INB
control

TEA

D o1 B~ wWwN

SUCRA

0.872
0.735
0.593
0.356
0.329
0.115

Rank
1

2
8
4
5
6

Length of Hospital Stay
9 trails, 770 patients, PSRF=1

Treatment
PVB

INB
SAPB
ESPB

TEA

control

SUCRA
0.694

0.662
0.495
0.487
0.416
0.246




Postoperative 12h Resting VAS

SAPB  -1.75(-4.18,067) -0.72(-2.64,1.16)
PVB 1.03 (-0.53, 2.59)

control

-1.15(-3.38, 1.03)
0.59 (-1.39, 2.59)
-0.43 (-1.89, 1.01)
ESPB

0(-3.43,3.42)
1.75 (-2.42, 5.96)
0.72(-3.17, 4.65)
1.15 (-2.9, 5.25)
INB

-2.24 (-5.44, 0.96)
-0.49 (-3.07, 2.08)
-1.52 (-4.12, 1.06)
-1.09 (-4, 1.83)

=224 (-6.92, 2.42)
TEA

Postoperative 24h Resting VAS

SAPB  -1.06(-2.25 008) -0.11(-1.08,0.83)
PVB 0.95 (0.23, 1.67)

control

-0.65 (-1.91, 0.56)
0.41 (-0.76, 1.57)
-0.54 (-1.54, 0.45)
ESPB

-0.13 (-1.68, 1.39)
0.94 (-0.69, 2.56)
-0.02 (-1.55, 1.52)
053 (-1.01, 2.07)
INB

-1.1(-2.79, 0.59)
-0.04 (-1.54, 1.48)
-0.99 (-2.46, 0.5)

-0.45 (-2.14, 1.26)

-0.97 (-2.76, 0.84)
TEA

Postoperative 48h Resting VAS

SAPB  -0.27(-0.81,0.33) 0.25(-0.2,0.76)
PVB 0.52 (0.2, 0.83)

control

0.04 (-0.57,0.7)
0.31(-0.18, 0.79)
-0.21 (-0.64, 0.21)
ESPB

0.25 (-0.66, 1.13)
0.52 (-0.31, 1.26)
0(-0.8, 0.73)

0.2 (-0.51, 0.86)
INB

-0.23 (-0.99, 0.63)
0.04 (-0.57, 0.7)
-0.48 (-1.11, 0.2)
-0.27 (-0.98, 0.49)

-0.47 (-1.29, 0.45)
TEA

Postoperative 12h Coughing VAS

SAPB -0.19(-1.53,1.13) 1.13(0.02, 2.22)

PVB 1.31 (0.52, 2.11)
control

0.42(-0.81, 1.67)

0.61 (-0.46, 1.71)
-0.7 (-1.58, 0.19)

ESPB

-1.69 (-3.87,0.47)

-15(-3.21,021)
-2.81(-4.7, -0.94)

-2.11 (-4.15, -0.1)
TEA

Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS

SAPB  -0.81(-1.95,0.35) 0.06 (-0.84, 0.97)
PVB 0.87 (0.13, 1.61)

control

-0.29 (-1.49, 0.92)
0.52 (-0.61, 1.65)
-0.35 (-1.32, 0.62)
ESPB

0.35 (-1.79, 2.51)
1.16 (-0.97, 3.27)
0.29 (-1.75, 2.33)
0.64 (-1.15, 2.43)
INB

-0.46 (-2.66, 1.76)
0.35 (-1.54, 2.25)

-0.52 (-2.55, 1.51)
-0.17 (-2.39, 2.05)

-0.81 (-3.64, 2.03)
TEA

Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS

SAPB  -0.25(-1.53,1.14) 0.34 (-0.63, 1.42)
PVB 0.59 (-0.26, 1.44)

control

0(-1.49, 1.6)
0.25 (-1.03, 1.54)
-0.35 (-1.5,0.82)
ESPB

0.8 (-1.46,3.17)
1.05(-1.11, 3.2)
0.45 (-1.62, 2.53)
0.8 (-0.93, 2.52)
INB

-0.15(-2.29, 2.11)
0.1 (-1.64, 1.85)

-0.49 (-2.43, 1.46)
-0.15 (-2.33, 2.03)

-0.95 (-3.72, 1.84)
TEA

Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting




SAPB 0.75(0.18, 3.07)
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1.66 (0.54, 5.27)
2.21(0.97, 5.3)

control

0.53 (0.13, 2.35)
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0.32(0.12, 0.93)
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2.18(0.14, 43.12)
2.89 (0.23, 48.4)
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5.13 (0.43, 74.85)
6.75 (0.83, 72.67)
3.05 (0.33, 35.64)
9.63 (0.91, 115.69)
23(0.17,34.2)
TEA

Length of Hospital Stay

SAPB  -0.53(-2.9, 1.96)
PVB

0.56 (-1.34, 2.51)
1.09 (-0.42, 2.54)

control

-0.01 (-3, 3.08)

051 (-2.28, 3.3)
-0.57 (-2.91, 1.81)

ESPB

-0.6(-4.19, 3.1)

-0.07 (-3.49, 3.38)
-1.15 (-4.24, 1.98)
-0.59 (-3.25, 2.11)
INB

0.22 (-2.99, 3.44)
0.74 (-2.25, 3.68)
-0.34 (-2.91, 2.23)
0.23 (-2.85, 3.27)
0.81(-2.34,3.9)
TEA
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direct
indirect 0.39079
network
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direct
indirect 0.67559
network
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direct

indirect 0.88897
network

7vs3

direct

indirect 0.66295
network

7vs4

direct
indirect 0.66804
network

P-value
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Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.099 (-3.9, 3.7)
-20(-5.2,1.2)
-1.1(-3.4,1.1)

1.2(-0.78, 3.1)
0.060 (-5.5,5.7)
1.0 (-0.52, 2.6)

0.41(-3.6,44)
0.71(-2.2, 3.6)
0.60 (-1.4, 2.6)

-0.95(-4.6,2.7)
0.13(-4.,4.3)
-0.48 (-3.0,2.1)

-1.0(-4.7, 2.8)
-21(-6.1, 2)
-15(-41,1.1)

inconsistency tests for Postoperative 12h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)
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(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study
4vys1

direct
indirect 0.88661
network

5vs1

direct
indirect
network
6vs1
direct
indirect
network
4vs 3

direct
indirect
network
5vs3

direct
indirect
network
7vs3

direct
indirect
network
S5vs4

direct
indirect
network
7vs4

direct
indirect
network
6vs5

direct
indirect
network
7vsb6

direct
indirect
network

P-value

0.86773

0.86572

0.30606

0.81706

0.28561

0.9788

0.40805

0.94877

0.77947

Ty

@

@

o

l*]

@

o]

|
-4

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.14 (-1.3, 0.96)
0.092(-3.2,3.4)
-0.11(-1.1, 0.82)

-0.50 (-2.9,1.9)
-0.73 (-2.4, 0.87)
-0.66 (-1.9, 0.57)

0.0031(-2.3,2.3)
-0.26 (-2.5, 2)
-0.13(-1.7,1.4)

1.0 (0.26, 1.8)
-0.53 (-3.6, 2.5)
0.95(0.23,1.7)

0.14 (-2.3, 2.6)
0.45(-1.0,1.9)
0.41(-0.76, 1.6)

-0.90(-3.2,1.4)
0.67(-1.4,27)
-0.039 (-1.5, 1.5)

-0.51 (-1.8, 0.75)
-0.55 (-3.9, 2.8)
-0.54 (-1.5, 0.46)

-0.25(-2.6,2.1)
-1.5(-3.4, 0.47)
-0.99 (-2.5, 0.52)

0.58 (-1.7,2.9)
0.48 (-1.8,2.7)
0.53(-1.0,2.1)

-0.68 (-3.4,2.1)
-1.2(-3.7,1.3)
-0.98 (-2.8, 0.83)

inconsistency tests for Postoperative 24h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value
5vs1

direct
indirect 0.50343
network

5vs3

direct
indirect 0.55429
network

©

b4

©

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.75 (-2.6, 1.1)
0.0058 (-1.6, 1.7)
-0.29 (-1.5, 0.93)

0.053 (-2, 2.0)
0.73 (-0.89, 2.3)
0.52 (-0.62, 1.7)

inconsistency tests for Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value Mean Difference (95% Crl)

4vys 3
direct = 0.55(0.18, 0.92)
indirect 0.50371 > 0.085 (-1.3, 1.5)
network =0 0.52(0.20, 0.83)
5vs3
direct — 0.050 (-0.84, 0.94)
indirect 0.47987 o 0.41(-0.26, 1.0)
network To= 0.31(-0.19, 0.79)
7vs3
direct — -0.10 (-0.93,0.73)
indirect 0.50406 — 0.34 (-0.75, 1.4)
network S E 0.044 (-0.58, 0.70)
5vs4
direct —r— -0.10 (-0.57, 0.36)
indirect 0.36755 < -0.92 (-2.7, 0.87)
network i -0.21 (-0.65, 0.21)
7vs4
direct < -0.40 (1.7, 0.91)
indirect 0.89998 T -0.50 (-1.3, 0.34)
network = -0.48(-1.1,0.21)
6vs 5
direct —re— 0.30 (-0.48, 1.1)
indirect 0.44738 < -0.39(-2.1,1.3)
network — T 0.20 (-0.51, 0.86)
7vsb6
direct 4 -0.010 (-1.5, 1.4)
indirect 0.44953 ——— -0.70 (-1.8, 0.46)
network : — | -0.47 (-1.3, 0.46)
-3 0 2

inconsistency tests for Postoperative 48h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value Mean Difference (95% Crl)

5vs3

direct P 0.089(-1.9,2.1)

indirect 0.85915 < 0.32(-2.0,27)

network : . | 0.25(-1.0, 1.5)
-3 0 3

inconsistency tests for Postoperative 48h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value Odds Ratio (95% Crl)
5vs1

direct —— 1.4(0.13,15)
indirect 0.28884 —Cr= 0.30 (0.053, 2.1)
network s 0.53(0.13,2.4)
4vs3

direct o= 2.2(0.88,5.9)
indirect 0.92302 & 1.7 (0.0033, 4.4e+02)
network o= 2.2(0.96,5.3)
5vs3

direct — 0.68 (0.044, 10.)
indirect 0.96139 —r— 0.73(0.16,4.1)
network —r- 0.70(0.21,2.7)
7vs3

direct T 6.7 (0.57, 1.1e+02)
indirect 0.92251 < 8.9(0.082, 2.2e+03)
network O 6.8 (0.82,74))
5vs4

direct e 0.32(0.10,1.2)
indirect 0.91361 < 0.23 (0.00039, 71.)
network = 0.32(0.12,0.93)
6vs5

direct — 45(0.21, 2.2e+02)
indirect 0.91584 < 3.6 (0.026, 3.0e+02)
network Y 4.1(0.35, 63))
7vsb6

direct _—— 2.5(0.093, 1.3e+02)
indirect 0.93213 < 2.1(0.018, 1.5e+02)
network SShae— 2.3(0.18, 35)

| |
3e-04 1 3000

inconsistency tests for Postoperative Nausea and Vomiting
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study  P-value
S5vs4
direct

indirect 0.772
network

7vs4

direct

indirect 0.77399
network

6vs5

direct

indirect 0.76652
network

7vsb6

direct
indirect 0.77238
network

Y

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.69 (-3.4,2.0)
0.22(-5.8,6.2)
-0.57 (-2.9, 1.8)

-0.16 (-3.2, 2.8)
-1.1(-7.,4.8)
-0.33(-2.9,2.2)

-0.80(-4., 2.4)
0.13(-5.6,5.9)
-0.58 (-3.3,2.1)

0.40 (-3.7, 4.6)
1.3(-3.8,6.4)
0.82(-2.3,3.9)

inconsistency tests for Length of Hospital Stay
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study "2 Mean Difference (95% Crl)

4vs 1

Qiu L 2021 <L -4.3(-5.0,-3.6)

Wu W 2023 1 0.40 (-0.51,1.3)
Yang H 2023 == 1.4 (0.89,1.9)
Pooled (pair-wise) 98.8% ——— -0.83(-2.9, 1.3)
Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) 98.8% e -0.72(-2.6,1.2)
5vs1

Wu W 2023 == -0.099 (-0.80, 0.60)
Pooled (pair-wise) - -0.10 (-3.7, 3.5)
Indirect (back-calculatedy - Qex=== -1.8(-4.5,1.0)
Pooled (network) 88.6% —_—T -1.1(-3.4, 1.0)
6vs1

Lee J 2020 B 0.0011 (-0.46, 0.46)
Pooled (pair-wise) 0.0013 (-3.6, 3.6)
Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) * 0.0074 (-3.4,3.4)
4vys3

Gong C 2023 & 0.67 (0.49, 0.85)
Hu LH 2020 o 22(1.9,25)

Zha J 2021 e 0.87 (0.45, 1.3)
Zhang J-W 2022 o= 0.93(0.36, 1.5)
Pooled (pair-wise) 96.1% T 1.2 (-0.61, 3.)
Indirect (back-calculated)  -emeeeeey PR 056 (-2.7, 3.8)
Pooled (network) 94 4% T 1.0 (-0.53, 2.6)
5vs3

Zhang J-W 2022 o= 0.41 (-0.049, 0.87)
Pooled (pair-wise) - 0.41(-3.2, 4)
Indirect (back-calculatedy e SR AnREns 0.69(-1.7,3.1)
Pooled (network) 0.0% — 0.60(-1.4, 2.6)
7vs3

Ding W 2018 —0= -0.95(-1.6,-0.33)
Pooled (pair-wise) " -095(-4.6,2.7)
Indirect (back-calculated) @ e et 0.0077 (-3.7, 3.7)
Pooled (network) 56.3% - -048 (-3.1,2.1)
S5vs4

Orhon Ergun M 2023 © -0.66 (-0.80,-0.52)
Shim J-G 2020 < -0.47 (-0.58, -0.35)
Wu W 2023 s -0.50 (-1.4, 0.44)
Zhang J-W 2022 i -0.52 (-0.97,-0.067)
Zhang J 2023 e -0.61(-0.91,-0.31)
Pooled (pair-wise) 12.5% = -0.55(-2.1,1.0)
Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) 69.0% i -0.43(-1.9,1.0)
7vs4

Sztain JF 2019 =0 -0.99 (-2.0, 0.065)
Pooled (pair-wise) " -1.0(-47,27)
Indirect (back-calculated) AR R LR -2.0(-5.6, 1.6)
Pooled (network) 1.6% : ' | -1.5(-41,1.1)

heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 12h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study
4vys1

Wu W 2023

Yang H 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs1

Wu W 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

4vys3

Gong C 2023

Hu LH 2020

Zha J 2021

Zhang J-W 2022

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs3

Zhang J-W 2022

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs3

Ding W 2018

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs4

Wu W 2023

Zhang J-W 2022

Zhang J 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

"2

92.4%

92.4%

6.2%

96.0%

95.9%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

0.50 (-0.0069, 1.0)
1.7(1.3,2.1)
1.1(-0.085, 2.3)
NA

1.1(0.034, 2.2)

0.20 (-0.25, 0.65)

0.20(-1.5,1.9)

""""" b el ¢ B it CF ¥x BY.0)
= 0.43(-0.80,1.7)
2 0.67 (0.49, 0.85)

- 22(1.8,256)

—e— 1.4(0.71,21)

b 1.1(0.59, 1.6)

——— 1.3(0.49,22)

NA
T 1.3(0.52, 2.1)
L o—

0.46 (0.018, 0.90)
» 0.46(-1.2,2.1)

: 0.72(-0.70,2.1)

0.61(-0.45,1.7)

-1.5(-2.2,-0.83)

M

-1.5(-3.3,0.24)
NA

M

-1.5(-3.2, 0.20)

-0.30 (-1.4, 0.82)

-0.62 (-1.1,-0.13)

-0.72 (-1.0,-0.42)

— -0.59 (-1.6, 0.43)
NA

@ -0.70 (-1.6, 0.19)

gl 1]

-3

o
(0

heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 12h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study

4vs1

Chen G 2019

Qiu L 2021

Viti A 2020

Wu W 2023

Yang H 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs1

Wu W 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

6vs1

Lee J 2020

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

4vs 3

Chen J 2015

"2

0.0%

93.9%

Chubgly il BRI R EREN  SRIEERES ?2020

Dongjie Q2023

Gong C 2023

Hu LH 2020

Kang K 2020

Zha J 2021

Zhang J-W 2022

Zhang X 2015

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs3

Zhang J-W 2022

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs3

Ding W 2018

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

S5vs4

Orhon Ergun M 2023

Wu W 2023

Zhang J-W 2022

Zhang J 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs4

Sztain JF 2019

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

6vs5

Wang T 2024

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs6

Ueda K2020

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

91.6%

90.6%

11.0%

92.0%

751%

65.0%

70.9%

0.0%

heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 24h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4:control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

0.00022 (-0.20, 0.20)
-4.(-5.0,-2.9)

1.6 (0.80, 2.4)

0.50 (0.24, 0.76)
0.80(0.38,1.2)
-0.12 (-1.3, 0.98)
-0.064 (-1.8,1.7)
-0.10 (-1.1, 0.83)

-0.50 (-0.99, -0.0094)
-0.50 (-3, 2)

-0.69 (-2.1,0.73)
-0.65 (1.9, 0.57)

-0.00016 (-0.058, 0.058)
0.0038 (-2.4,2.4)

-0.20 (-2.2,1.8)
-0.12(-1.7,1.4)

1.5(1.2,1.8)
0.80(0.28,1.3)
0.90 (0.62,1.2)
0.67 (0.49, 0.85)
21(1.8,24)

1.0 (0.65,1.3)
0.36 (-0.092, 0.81)
0.18 (-0.37,0.73)
1.8(1.2,25)
1.0(0.21,1.9)
0.70(-0.72,2.1)
0.95(0.24,1.7)

0.14 (-0.37, 0.64)
0.13 (-2.4, 2.6)
0.49(-0.83,1.8)
0.41(-0.75, 1.6)

-0.90 (-1.4,-0.42)
-0.89 (-3.4, 1.6)
0.45(-1.4,2.3)
-0.039 (-1.5, 1.5)

-0.64 (-0.79,-0.49)
-1.0 (-1.5,-0.51)
-0.041 (-0.52, 0.44)
-0.35 (-0.60, -0.096)
-0.51 (-1.7,0.73)
-0.61(-2.3,1.1)
-0.54 (-1.5, 0.46)

-0.25(-1.1, 0.54)
-0.24 (-2.8,2.3)
-1.4(-3.2,0.44)
-0.99 (-2.5, 0.49)

0.58 (0.48, 0.68)
0.58 (-1.9, 3.0)
0.50 (-1.5, 2.5)
0.53(-1.0,2.1)

-0.68 (-2.2, 0.89)
-0.67 (-3.6, 2.2)
-1.2(-34,1.1)
-0.97 (-2.7, 0.82)



Study "2
4vys1

Chen G 2019

Viti A 2020

Wu W 2023

Yang H 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs1

Wu W 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

4vys3

Dongjie Q2023

Gong C 2023

Hu LH 2020

Zha J 2021

Zhang J-W 2022

Zhang X 2015

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs3

Zhang J-W 2022

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs3

Ding W 2018

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs4

Wu W 2023

Zhang J-W 2022

Zhang J 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

6vs5s
Wang T 2024
Pooled (pair-wise)

Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

75.0%

75.6%

745%

94.7%

94.7%

75.5%

77.6%

82.7%

? 1,

|

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

0.051 (-0.24, 0.34)
1.0 (0.11,1.9)
-1.0 (-1.8,-0.16)
0.30 (-0.048, 0.65)
0.091 (-0.86, 1.0)
NA

0.060 (-0.84, 0.98)

-0.75(-1.2,-0.29)
-0.75(-2.6,1.1)
0.046 (-1.5, 1.6)
-0.29 (-1.5, 0.92)

1.2(0.91, 1.5)
0.33(0.052, 0.61)
2.1(1.7,2.5)
-0.16 (-0.78, 0.47)
0.051 (-0.39, 0.50)
1.7(1.1,24)

0.88 (0.12, 1.6)
NA

0.87 (0.14, 1.6)

0.052 (-0.41, 0.51)
0.053 (-1.8,1.9)
0.80(-0.64,2.2)
0.52 (-0.62,1.7)

0.35(-0.29, 0.99)
0.35(-1.5,2.2)
NA
0.35(-1.6,2.3)

0.25(-0.14, 0.64)

0.00071(-0.42,0.43)

-0.38 (-0.63,-0.13)
-0.049 (-1.1,1.0)
NA

-0.35 (-1.3, 0.61)

0.64 (0.54,0.74)
0.64(-1.2,2.4)
NA

0.64 (-1.2,2.4)

heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 24h Coughing VAS
(1: SAPB; 3:PVB; 4:control; 5:ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study
4ys1

Chen G 2019

Viti A 2020

Yang H 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

4vs3

Chen J 2015

Dongjie Q2023

Gong C 2023

Hu LH 2020

Kang K 2020

Zhang J-W 2022

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

5vs3

Zhang J-W 2022

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs3

Ding W 2018

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

S5vs4

Orhon Ergun M 2023
Zhang J-W 2022

Zhang J 2023

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vs4

Sztain JF 2019

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

6vs5

Wang T 2024

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

7vsb

Ueda K2020

Pooled (pair-wise)
Indirect (back-calculated)
Pooled (network)

"2

92.7%

92.6%

84.0%

81.3%

32.8%

0.0%

0.0%

47.7%

Mean Difference (95% Crl)

-0.050 (-0.17, 0.074)
0.90 (0.30, 1.5)

0.20 (-0.079, 0.48)
0.25(-0.22, 0.79)
NA

0.25 (-0.20, 0.76)

0.30 (-0.016, 0.61)
0.20 (-0.017,0.42)
0.67 (0.49, 0.85)
— 1.0(0.69, 1.3)
—* 1.0 (0.65, 1.3)

0.10 (-0.46, 0.66)
0.56 (0.21, 0.90)
0.35(-0.38,1.1)

0.52 (0.20,0.83)

0.051(-0.39, 0.49)

0.052 (-0.86, 0.95)
0.42(-0.16, 1.0)
0.31(-0.19,0.79)

-0.099 (-0.41, 0.21)

-0.10 (-0.96, 0.75)
0.23(-0.74,1.2)

0.043 (-0.58,0.71)

-2.2e-05 (-0.14, 0.14)

-0.050 (-0.65, 0.55)
-0.25 (-0.44,-0.063)
-0.11 (-0.60, 0.39)
-0.51(-1.4, 0.35)
-0.21 (-0.64, 0.21)

-0.40 (-1.5, 0.67)

-0.40 (-1.7,0.93)
-0.51 (1.3, 0.26)
-0.48 (-1.1,0.21)

0.30 (0.16, 0.44)

> 0.30(-0.51,1.1)
-0.048 (-1.4,1.3)

0.20 (-0.52, 0.87)

-0.0073 (-1.2,1.2)

WoN

-0.011(-1.5,1.4)
-0.74 (-1.8, 0.37)
-0.47 (-1.3, 0.46)

heterogeneity tests for Postoperative 48h Resting VAS
(1: SAPB; 3: PVB; 4: control; 5: ESPB; 6: INB; 7: TEA)



Study "2 Mean Difference (95% Crl)

4vys1

Chen G 2019 < -0.13 (-0.25, -0.0062)

Viti A 2020 —> 1.6(0.80,24)

Yang H 2023 —= -0.10 (-0.40, 0.20)

Pooled (pair-wise) 97.3% - 0.35 (-0.63, 1.4)

Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) 97.3% o 0.35(-0.62, 1.4)

4vs3

Dongjie Q2023 B 0.19 (-0.0022, 0.38)

Gong C 2023 %= 0.50(0.27,0.73)

Hu LH 2020 —— 15(1.2,1.8)

Zhang J-W 2022 —1o— 0.15 (-0.40, 0.70)

Pooled (pair-wise) 94.8% 0 EELESSS 0.59 (-0.29, 1.5)

Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) 94.8% S 0.60 (-0.26, 1.4)

5vs3

Zhang J-W 2022 e 0.090 (-0.27, 0.45)

Pooled (pair-wise) 0.086 (-1.7, 1.8)

Indirect (back-calculated) oot Q-5 oromomcnss ~ 045(-14, 23)

Pooled (network) 0.0% o 0.26 (-1.0, 1.5)

7vs3

Ding W 2018 =P 0.10 (-0.30, 0.50)

Pooled (pair-wise) ™ 0.10(-1.7,1.9)

Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) 0.097 (-1.6, 1.8)

S5vs4

Zhang J-W 2022 = -0.060 (-0.51, 0.39)

Zhang J 2023 == -0.41 (-0.67,-0.15)

Pooled (pair-wise) 55.1% - -0.24 (-1.5,1.0)

Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) 42.7% - -0.34 (-1.5,0.82)

6vs5

Wang T 2024 <~ 0.80 (0.65, 0.95)

Pooled (pair-wise) > 0.80(-0.94, 2.6)

Indirect (back-calculated) NA

Pooled (network) | " >l 0.80 (-0.91, 2.5)
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Supplement 11. Meta
Regression Analyses—The
Impact of LA on the Outcomes
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Supplement 12. Meta
Regression Analyses—The

Impact of High-Risk Literature
on the Outcomes
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