	Table S1. Complete search strategy 

	Database
	search string

	PubMed
	(Acetabular[Title/Abstract] OR acetabulum[Title/Abstract] OR "Acetabulum"[Mesh]) AND (Fracture[Title/Abstract] OR Fractures[Title/Abstract] OR Brok*[Title/Abstract]) AND (Conversion[Title/Abstract] OR fail*[Title/Abstract] OR failure[Title/Abstract] OR convert*[Title/Abstract] OR secondary[Title/Abstract]) AND (Risk[Title/Abstract] OR predict*[Title/Abstract] OR associative*[Title/Abstract])

	Scopus
	(TITLE-ABS(Acetabular) OR TITLE-ABS(Acetabulum)) AND (TITLE-ABS(Fracture) OR TITLE-ABS(Fractures) OR TITLE-ABS(Broken)) AND (TITLE-ABS(Conversion) OR TITLE-ABS(Fail) OR TITLE-ABS(Failed) OR TITLE-ABS(Failure) OR TITLE-ABS(Convert) OR TITLE-ABS(Converted) OR TITLE-ABS(Secondary)) AND (TITLE-ABS(Risk) OR TITLE-ABS(Predict) OR TITLE-ABS(Predictor) OR TITLE-ABS(Prediction) OR TITLE-ABS(Associative))

	Web of Science
	(TS=Acetabular OR TS=Acetabulum) AND (TS=Fracture OR TS=Fractures OR TS=Broken) AND (TS=Conversion OR TS=Fail OR TS=Failed OR TS=Failure OR TS=Convert OR TS=Converted OR TS=Secondary) AND (TS=Risk OR TS=Predict OR TS=Predictor OR TS=Prediction OR TS=Associative)

	Embase
	#1  ‘acetabulum fracture’/exp
#2   acetabular:ti,ab,kw OR acetabulum:ti,ab,kw
#3   Fracture/exp 
#4    Fracture:ti,ab,kw OR fractures:ti,ab,kw OR broken:ti,ab,kw
#5     #3 OR #4
#6      #2 AND #5
#7      #1 OR #6
#8      Conversion:ti,ab,kw OR Fail:ti,ab,kw OR Failed:ti,ab,kw OR Failure:ti,ab,kw OR Convert:ti,ab,kw OR Converted:ti,ab,kw OR Secondary:ti,ab,kw
#9     #7 AND #8
#10     ‘risk factor’/exp 
#11     Risk:ti,ab,kw OR Predict:ti,ab,kw OR Predictor:ti,ab,kw OR Prediction:ti,ab,kw  OR Associative:ti,ab,kw
#12      #10 OR #11
#13       #9 AND #12






	Table S2. Quality of assessment by Newcastle-Ottawa Scale tool

	Author, Year
	
	Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS)

	
	
	Selection
	Comparability
	Outcome

	O'Toole et al.  2014
	
	****
	*
	***

	Henry et al. 2018
	
	****
	**
	***

	Borg et al. 2015
	
	***
	*
	***

	Firoozabadi et al. 2018
	
	***
	*
	***

	Clarke-Jenssen et al. 2017
	
	***
	/
	***

	Hayes et al. 2013
	
	****
	*
	***

	Khoshbin et al. 2021
	
	***
	**
	***

	Kiran et al. 2023
	
	****
	*
	***

	Lai et al. 2022
	
	****
	**
	***

	Lin et al. 2022
	
	****
	**
	***

	Meesters et al. 2022
	
	****
	**
	**

	Nicholson et al. 2018
	
	****
	**
	***

	Poletti et al. 2019
	
	****
	*
	**

	Preston et al. 2021
	
	****
	**
	***

	Rollmann et al. 2019
	
	****
	*
	***

	Strom et al. 2022
	
	****
	**
	**

	Tannast et al. 2012
	
	****
	*
	**

	Verbeek et al. 2017
	
	****
	**
	**

	Verbeek et al. 2019
	
	****
	**
	**

	Verbeek et al. 2018
	
	****
	**
	**





























	Table S3. Quality assessment of case series studies

	Author, year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Q11
	Q12
	Q13
	Q14
	Q15
	Q16
	Q17
	Q18
	Q19
	Q20

	Dunet et al. 2013
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	P
	Y
	Y
	Y
	P
	N
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Chen et al. 2021
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Gansslen et al. 2013
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	P
	N
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Huebner et al. 2022
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Zanna et al. 2023
	Y
	N
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Y, Yes; U, Unclear; N, No; P, Partial
Q1. Was the hypothesis/aim/objective of the study clearly stated?
Q2. Was the study conducted prospectively?
Q3. Were the cases collected in more than one centre?
Q4. Were patients recruited consecutively?
Q5. Were the characteristics of the patients included in the study described?
Q6. Were the eligibility criteria (i.e. inclusion and exclusion criteria) for entry into the study clearly stated?
Q7. Did patients enter the study at a similar point in the disease?
Q8. Was the intervention of interest clearly described?
Q9. Were additional interventions (co-interventions) clearly described?
Q10. Were relevant outcome measures established a priori?
Q11. Were outcome assessors blinded to the intervention that patients received?
Q12. Were the relevant outcomes measured using appropriate objective/subjective methods?
Q13. Were the relevant outcome measures made before and after the intervention?
Q14. Were the statistical tests used to assess the relevant outcomes appropriate?
Q15. Was follow-up long enough for important events and outcomes to occur?
Q16. Were losses to follow-up reported?
Q17. Did the study provide estimates of random variability in the data analysis of relevant outcomes?
Q18. Were the adverse events reported?
Q19. Were the conclusions of the study supported by results?
Q20. Were both competing interests and sources of support for the study reported?





