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Table S1. Methodological quality (Checklist for Measuring Quality) and grade of recommendation (OCEBMa).
	Checklist itemsb
	Studies

	
	Alasfour and Almarwani [33]
	Arfaei Chitkar et al [34]
	Pelle [35]
	Rafferty et al [36]
	Skrepnik et al [37]
	Suso-Ribera et al [38]
	Thiengwittayaporn et al [39]
	Thongtipmak et al [40]
	Yang et al [41]
	Yuan et al [42]
	Fanning et al [43]
	Forbes et al [44]
	Gohir et al [45]
	Hunt et al [46]
	Irvine et al [47]
	Lee et al [48]
	Lee et al [49]
	Lee et al [50]
	Abadiyan et al [51]
	Amorim et al [52]
	Chhabra et al [53]
	Pach et al [54]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Study quality (score 0 or 1)

	
	Hypothesis/aim
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Outcomes
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Eligibility criteria
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Interventions
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Confounders
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Findings 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Random variability
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Adverse events
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	Lost to follow-up
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Probability values
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0

	External validity (score 0 or 1)

	
	Source population
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Illustrative sample
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Illustrative treatment
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Internal validity (score 0 or 1)

	
	Blinding of patients 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	Blinding 
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	“Data dredging”
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Follow-up adjusts
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Statistical tests
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Compliance
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Outcomes
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Source of patients
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Recruitment period
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Randomization 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Concealment 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Analysis
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Loss to follow-up
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Power (score 0-5)

	
	Effect
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1

	Total score
	17
	20
	18
	18
	20
	20
	20
	18
	17
	20
	20
	20
	16
	20
	17
	19
	16
	17
	23
	21
	22
	23

	Percentage (%)
	55
	65
	58
	58
	65
	65
	65
	58
	55
	65
	65
	65
	52
	65
	55
	61
	52
	55
	74
	68
	71
	74

	Recommendation 
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2


aOCEBM: Oxford Centre for Evidence-Based Medicine.
bAnswers were scored 0 or 1, except for the Confounders item in the Study Quality subscale, which was scored from 0 to 2, and the single item in the Power subscale, which was scored 0 from to 5. The total maximum score was 31.

