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Certainty assessment
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ClI: Confidence interval; MD: Mean difference; SMD: Standardised mean difference

Explanations

a. Four of the nine included trials were judged to have a high risk of bias, mainly due to concerns regarding the randomization process and outcome measurement. Therefore, the certainty of evidence was downgraded by one level.
b. Substantial heterogeneity was observed among the included studies (1> = 96%), indicating considerable inconsistency across study results.

c. The confidence interval crossed the line of no effect and included both potential benefit and no important difference, indicating imprecision in the effect estimate.
d. One of the two included studies was judged to have a high risk of bias, which may have influenced the pooled estimate.

e. The pooled estimate was sensitive to the removal of individual studies, indicating substantial uncertainty and inconsistency between study results.

f. The evidence was based on only two small studies with a limited sample size, resulting in imprecision of the effect estimate.

g. All three included studies were judged to have a high risk of bias, which may substantially affect the reliability of the pooled estimate.

h. Substantial heterogeneity was observed among the included studies (1?=95%), indicating considerable inconsistency in the effect estimates.

i. Substantial heterogeneity was observed among included studies (1>=92%), indicating considerable inconsistency in the effect estimates.

j. The confidence interval was wide and crossed the line of no effect, indicating uncertainty in the estimated effect.

k. Both included studies were judged to have a high risk of bias, which may substantially affect the confidence in the estimated effect.

I. One of the two included studies was judged to have a high risk of bias, which may affect the confidence in the estimated effect.

m. Moderate heterogeneity was observed among the included studies (1°=54%), indicating some inconsistency in the effect estimates.

n. The confidence interval crossed the line of no effect and the sample size was limited, resulting in uncertainty of the effect estimate.
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