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Figure S1. Bubble plot for meta-regression for comparison of intraoperative bleeding between Proximal Femoral Bionic Nail (PFBN) and Proximal Femoral Nail Antirotation (PFNA) based on: A) age  B) female proportion C) follow-up duration; S1D) sub group analysis based on quality of the included studies
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Figure S2. Sensitivity analysis using the leave-one-out method for comparison of intraoperative blood loss between Proximal Femoral Bionic Nail (PFBN) and Proximal Femoral Nail Antirotation (PFNA) 
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Figure S3. Bubble plot for meta-regression for comparison of postoperative Hip Harris Score (HHS) between Proximal Femoral Bionic Nail (PFBN) and Proximal Femoral Nail Antirotation (PFNA) based on: A) age  B) female proportion C) follow-up duration; S1D) sub group analysis based on quality of the included studies
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Figure S4. Sensitivity analysis using the leave-one-out method for comparison of postoperative Hip Harris Score (HHS) between Proximal Femoral Bionic Nail (PFBN) and Proximal Femoral Nail Antirotation (PFNA)
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Treatment Control Mean diff. Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
low risk
Yan, 2024 40 781 69 43 75 102 —— 3.10[-0.67, 6.87] 13.62
Xu, 2024 30 748 74 39 715 56 —a— 330[ 0.23, 6.37] 17.12
Feng, 2023 28 839 43 28 81 34 —— 290[ 087, 493] 23.75
Dong,2022 20 802 3.1 25 811 43 —— -0.90[-3.14, 1.34] 2226
Heterogeneity: 7° = 2.87, I’ = 61.38%, H* = 2.59 - 1.94[-0.21, 4.08]
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(3) = 8.06, p = 0.04
Testof 6=0:z2=1.77,p=0.08
not low risk
Likun, 2024 25 84.46 4.44 55 84.52 4.45 —— -0.06[-2.16, 2.04] 2325
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.00, I’ = .%, H' = . - -0.06 [ -2.16, 2.04]
Test of 8, =6 Q(0) = 0.00, p = .
Testof 8 =0:z=-0.06, p=0.96
Overall - 1.46 [ -0.34, 3.26]

Heterogeneity: T° = 2.47, I = 60.59%, H’ = 2.54
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(4) = 10.19, p = 0.04
Testof 6=0:z=1.59,p=0.11

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 1.69, p = 0.19
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Treatment Control Mean diff. Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
low risk

Simeng, 2024 20 505 24.60 20 68 4213 —W—— -17.50 [ -38.88, 3.88] 5.82
Yan, 2024 40  119.8 60.90 43 1026 59.1 ———®——— 1720 -8.62, 43.02] 4.46
Xu, 2024 30 1315 990 39 1286 10.1 ] 2.90[ -1.87, 7.67] 15.85
Dongsong, 2023 24 110 17.69 24 105 14.74 — 5.00[ -4.21, 14.21] 1272
Feng, 2023 28 969 12.00 28  99.8 123 E 3 290 -9.26, 3.46] 14.80
Zutao, 2022 46 1306 21.30 46 1235 17.8 - 7.10[ -0.92, 15.12] 13.60
Dong, 2022 20 1036 11.90 25 1024 136 - 120[ -6.37, 877] 13.94
Heterogeneity: 1° = 1.89, I’ = 9.78%, H> = 1.11 * 199[ -1.20, 5.18]

Test of 6, = 6;: Q(6) = 8.94, p=0.18
Testof 6=0:z=1.22,p=0.22

not low risk

Li kun, 2024 25 179.81 40.09 55 172.84 21.08 —— 6.97[ -6.42, 20.36] 9.78
Fu, 2024 22 161.82 35.00 40 1315 23.49 —— 30.32[ 1572, 44.92] 9.03
Heterogeneity: 1° = 221.54, I’ = 81.26%, H’ = 5.34 ——all— 1846 -4.42, 41.34]

Test of 6 = 6;: Q(1) = 5.34, p = 0.02
Testof 6 =0:z=1.58, p=0.11

Overall > 4.97[ -1.36, 11.29]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 59.74, I” = 74.45%, H> = 3.91

Test of 6, = 6;: Q(8) = 23.16, p = 0.00

Testof 6 =0:z=1.54,p=0.12

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 1.95, p = 0.16
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