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Supplementary Information

Table S1. Newcastle—Ottawa Scale for observational studies.

NOS scale

No. StudyID Country Study design selection comparability outcome total score

1 Wu 2017 China prospective cohort * % Kk Kk * % * %k K %k %k kK k k ko

2 Helaly 2016  Egypt prospective cohort %k Kk * * % % L. 0. 0.8 .6 & ¢

3 Huang 2013  America prospective cohort %k Kk * % * % % 2 . 0. 0.0.8.8 .6 & ¢

4 Savini2010  America prospective cohort * %k * % * %k K kK Kk k k ok

5 Jin 2010 Germany  prospective cohort %k %k Kk * % * % % 1L 0.0.0 8. 8 0 & & ¢

6 Arce 2009 America prospective cohort %k Kk * * % % L. 0. 0.8 .6 & ¢

Shammas

7 2007 America prospective cohort * %k * % * %k K kK Kk k k ok
prospective case

8 Savini 2018 Italy series * % * * % * 2. 0. 0.0 & & ¢
prospective case

9 Savini 2015 America series % % K * % * % %k %k kK
prospective case

10 Wang 2004 America series * %k * % * % * % % Kk Kk ok k kK

A higher overall score corresponds to a lower risk of bias; a score of six or more (out of nine)

indicates a low risk of bias. Each * equals 1 points.
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Fig. S1. Forest plots comparing the ME between Haigis-L and Hoffer Q.
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Arce 2009 -0.8 0.82 18

Shammas 2007 -0.22 0.79 15 -0.23 0.75 15 47.7% 0,01 [-0.54, 0.56]
Total (95% CI) 33 33 100.0% -0.24 [-0.62, 0.14]
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Heterogeneity: Chi* = 1.46, df = 1 (P =0.23), " = 32%
Test for overall effect: £=1.22 (P = 0.22)

Fig. S2. Forest plots comparing the ME between Haigis-L and Holladay 1.

Haigis-L Holladay | Mean Difference Mean Difference

o Mean _SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weigh % Gl v,
Arce 20 09 082 18 0.5 1.05 18 49.5%  -1.058[-1867, -0.43] —a—
Shammas 2007 022 079 15 002 0.86 15 50.5%  -0.20 [0.79,0.39]
Total (95% CI) 33 33 100.0%  -0.62[-1.45,0.21]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.27; Chi* = 3.81, df = 1 (P = 0.05); I = 74% * A o ! !
Test for overall effect. Z = 1.46 (P =0.14) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Fig. S3. Forest plots comparing the ME between SRK/T and Holladay1.
SRKIT Holladay 1 Mean Difference Mean Difference
dy o al_Mean % Cl 1V, Random, 95% Cl
3.7.1 Single-K
Arce 2008 01 08 14 014 078 14 BA% 0,04 [-0.55,0.63] .
Arce 20082 0.32 109 18 0.5 105 18 69% 017 [-0.53 0.87] R
Wang 2004 0.87 127 11 06 146 11  38% 027 [-0.87, 1.41] ——
Wang 2004a 426 313 11 42 3861 11  08%  0.06[-2.76 2.88] * *
Wang 2004b 0.88 0.81 11 063 088 11 68%  0.25[-0.46, 0.96] N
Wang 2004c 194 1 11 178 1.01 11 57% 0,16 [-0.68, 1.00] B
Subtotal (95% CI) 76 76  322%  0.15[-0.18, 0.48] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Ch* = 0.26, df = 5 (P = 1.00); I* = 0%
Test for overall effect: £ = 0.90 (P = 0.37)
3.7.2 Double-K
Savini 2010 173 123 23 074 11 23 T2% 0,99 [0.32, 1.66] e
Savini 2010a 1.37 083 23 053 1 23 BT% 0.84 [0.31, 1.37] e
Savini 2010b 218 139 5 117 143 5  23%  1.01[-0.56, 2.58]
Savini 2010¢ 169 092 5 071 1.05 5 35%  098[024,2.20] T
Savini 2015 071 105 30 036 12 30 83%  0.35[-0.22,082] T
Savini 2018 0.32 061 15 -0.01 068 15 95% 033 [-0.14, 0.80] T
Shammas 2007 065 063 15 -0.02 0.868 15 86%  -0.63[-1.17,-0.08] —_—
Wang 2004 098 072 11 062 0.87 11 72%  -0.36[1.03,0.31] -1
Wang 2004a 045 051 11 08 074 11 87%  -0.35[-0.88,0.18] -
Wang 2004b -1.02 113 11 067 153 11 38%  -0.35[147,0.77] —_— 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 149 149 67.8%  0.22 [-0.18, 0.61] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.27; Ch* = 30,78, df = 8 (P = 0.0003); I =71%
Test for overall effect: £ = 1.07 (P = 0.28)
Total (95% Cl) 225 225 100.0%  0.19 [-0.07, 0.45] 1.
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.14; Chi? = 31,06, df = 15 (P = 0,009); I* = 52% 2 _’1 5 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.40 (P = 0.16)

) L N _ . Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Test for subaroun differences: Chi* = 0.06. df =1 (P = 0.800. F = 0%



Fig. S4. Forest plots comparing the ME between Holladay 1 and Hoffer Q.

Holladay | Hoffer Q Mean Difference Mean Difference

—Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed. 95% CI

6.3.1 Single-K

Arce 2009 0.9 083 18 0.78 049 18 20.7% 012 [-0.25, 0.49] T

Wang 2004 08 0.7 11 051 0.31 11 13.5% 0.28 [-0.17, 0.75] T

Wang 2004a 4.27 3.5 11 3.84 3.29 1 0.3% 043 [-2.41,3.27]

Wang 2004b 1.78 1.01 11 125 086 11 5.9% 053 [-0.16, 1.22] T

Wang 2004c 1.25 0.9 11 0.83 0.93 1 4.8% 042 [-0.34, 1.18] 1

Subtotal (95% CI) 62 62 45.2% 0.26 [0.01, 0.51) >

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 1,33, df = 4 (P = 0.86); F=0%

Test for overall effect: Z=2.02 (P = 0.04)

6.3.2 Double-K

Shammas 2007 0.64 0.55 15 0.68 0.33 15 26.8% -0.04 [-0.36, 0.28] .

Wang 2004 0.84 0.63 11 0.69 0.51 11 123% 0.5 [-0.33, 0.63] -

Wang 2004a 1.24 1.08 11 1.08 0.93 11 4.0% 0.16 [-0.68, 1.00] A

Wang 2004b 0.85 0.67 11 0.88 0.49 11 11.7% -0.03 [-0.52, 0.46] -1

Subtotal (35% CI) 48 48 54.8% 0.02 [-0.21, 0.25] L 4

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 0.56, df =3 (P =0.91), F=0%

Test for overall effect: 2= 0.17 (P = 0.87)

Total (95% Cl) 110 110 100.0% 0.13 [-0.04, 0.30] P

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 3.82, df = 8 (P = 0.87); I = 0% 2 1 ¢ 1 2

Test for averall effa'.:t: Z=149 {P_: 0.14) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Teast for subaroun differences: Chi* =192 df=1(P =017 F = 48.0%



