







Supplementary material




Supplementary Table 1. Quality assessment Newcastle-Ottawa score scale
	Item
	Score

	NOS score scale for cohort studies*
	

	Selection
	

	(1) Representativeness of the exposed cohort
	

	Truly representative of the average status in the community
	1

	Somewhat representative of the average status in the community
	1

	Selected group of users (e.g. nurses, volunteers)
	0

	No description of the derivation of the cohort
	0

	(2) Selection of the non exposed cohort
	

	Drawn from the same community as the exposed cohort
	1

	Drawn from a different source
	0

	No description of the derivation of the non exposed cohort
	0

	(3) Ascertainment of exposure
	

	Secure record (e.g. surgical records)
	1

	Structured interview
	1

	Written self report
	0

	No description
	0

	(4) Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at start of study
	

	Yes
	1

	No
	0

	Comparability
	

	(1) Comparability of cohorts on the basis of the design or analysis
	

	Study controls for the most important factor
	1

	Study controls for any additional factor
	1

	Outcome
	

	(1) Assessment of outcome
	

	Independent blind assessment
	1

	Record linkage
	1

	Self report
	0

	No description
	0

	(2) Was follow-up long enough for outcomes to occur?
	

	Yes
	1

	No
	0

	(3) Adequacy of follow up of cohorts
	

	Complete follow up - all subjects accounted for
	1

	Subjects lost to follow up unlikely to introduce bias
	1

	Follow up rate is low and no description of those lost
	0

	No statement
	0


*A study can be awarded a maximum of one score for each numbered item within the Selection and Outcome categories. A maximum of two scores can be given for Comparability.

Search strategy
#1 “atrial fibrillation” [Mesh] OR “atrial fibrillation”
#2 “left atrial appendage” OR "auricula sinistra" OR "left atrium appendage" OR "left auricle"
#3 "Catheter Ablation"[Mesh] OR ablation OR “radiofrequency ablation” OR “radiofrequency catheter ablation” OR “cryoballoon ablation” OR “cryoablation” OR " pulmonary vein isolation" OR “left atrial appendage electrical isolation”OR “left atrial appendage isolation”OR “electrical isolation” OR “LAA isolation”
#4 recurrence OR relapse OR predict* OR occurrence
#5 #1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4

Supplementary Table 2 Characteristics of included studies
	[bookmark: _Hlk98847702]Study
	Year
	Region
	Study design
	AF type
	No. patients
	Recurrence
	No recurrence
	Mean
Follow-up
	Imaging used
	RFA details
	Blanking
Period,
months
	Recurrence
detection
	LAA paraments
	NOS score

	Verma et al.
	2004
	USA.
	Prospective
	2
	102
	34
	68
	6 m
	ICE
	1
	2
	Holter
	1
	6

	Naoki et al.
	2005
	Japan
	NR
	2
	71
	10
	61
	28 m
	TEE
	1
	3-6
	NR
	1
	6

	Combes et al.
	2013
	France
	Prospective
	2
	40
	22
	18
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1
	7

	Park et al.
	2013
	Korea
	Retrospective
	3
	264
	78
	186
	36 m
	CT
	2
	3
	Holter
	2. 9. 11
	8

	Machino-Ohtsuka et al. 
	2013
	Japan
	NR
	3
	123
	45
	78
	18 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	8
	7

	Yoshida et al.
	2013
	Japan
	Retrospective
	3
	67
	12
	55
	6 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	NR
	1
	6

	Kim M et al.
	2014
	Korea
	Prospective
	2
	130
	61
	69
	24 m
	TEE
	2
	NR
	Holter
	1. 7. 8. 9
	7

	Ariyama et al.
	2015
	Japan
	Retrospective
	2
	41
	17
	24
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1. 7
	7

	Fukushima et al.
	2015
	Japan
	Prospective
	1
	105
	39
	66
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	2
	Holter
	1
	8

	Gerede et al.
	2015
	Turkey
	Prospective
	1
	51
	16
	35
	12 m
	TEE
	1
	NR
	Holter
	1. 8
	7

	Kanda et al. 
	2015
	Japan
	Retrospective
	2
	53
	16
	37
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1
	7

	Enes et al. 
	2017
	Canada
	Retrospective
	2
	59
	26
	33
	13 m
	CT
	2
	3
	Holter
	2. 10
	7

	Ma et al. 
	2017
	China
	Prospective
	3
	120
	39
	81
	12 m
	TEE
	1
	NR
	Holter
	1
	8

	Pinto et al. 
	2017
	Portugal.
	Retrospective
	3
	52
	17
	35
	24 m
	CT
	2
	6
	Recorder or Holter
	2
	8

	Shiozawa et al. 
	2017
	Portugal
	Prospective
	3
	77
	28
	49
	12 m
	TEE+CT
	2
	3
	Holter
	1. 2. 4
	8

	He et al. 
	2018
	China
	Prospective
	1
	80
	24
	56
	12 m
	TEE
	NR
	3
	Holter
	1. 2. 7. 9
	6

	Kim et al. 
	2019
	Korea
	Retrospective
	3
	2352
	613
	1739
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1. 7.8
	8

	Kocyigit et al. 
	2019
	Turkey.
	Prospective
	3
	359
	92
	267
	37a m
	CT
	1
	3
	Holter
	3. 4. 5. 6. 11
	8

	Du et al. 
	2020
	China
	Retrospective
	3
	108
	24
	84
	12 m
	CT
	2
	3
	Holter
	2. 4. 5. 6.
	8

	Tian et al.  
	2020
	China
	Retrospective
	3
	83
	27
	56
	12 m
	CT
	1
	3
	Holter
	2. 5. 6. 9. 11
	8

	Wei et al.
	2020
	China
	Prospective
	3
	150
	37
	113
	14 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	72-hour Holter
	1
	8

	Zeljkovic et al. 
	2020
	Croatia.
	Prospective
	1
	74
	21
	53
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1, 4
	7

	[bookmark: _Hlk99822549]Gong et al.
	2021
	China
	Retrospective
	3
	84
	22
	62
	618.6 d
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1. 5. 6. 7
	8

	Istratoaie et al. 
	2021
	Romania
	Prospective
	1
	81
	24
	57
	12 m
	TEE
	1
	3
	Holter
	1
	7

	Kaufmann et al. 
	2021
	Austria
	Retrospective
	3
	50
	9
	41
	229 d
	CT
	NR
	NR
	Holter
	2. 9. 10
	7

	Kiełbasa et al. 
	2021
	Poland
	Retrospective
	3
	417
	107
	310
	24a m
	TEE
	1
	3
	Holter or implanted device.
	1
	8

	Kim et al. 
	2021
	Korea
	Retrospective
	3
	992
	362
	630
	36 m
	CT
	2
	3
	Holter
	2
	8

	Kim Y. et al. 
	2021
	Korea
	Retrospective
	3
	3120
	1180
	1940
	60 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1
	8

	Li et al. 
	2021
	China
	NR
	1
	196
	41
	155
	12 m
	CT
	NR
	NR
	Holter
	2. 11.8
	7

	Ma et al. 
	2021
	China
	Prospective
	3
	124
	41
	83
	12 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1
	8

	Simon et al. 
	2021
	Netherlands
	Retrospective
	2
	561
	229
	332
	12 m
	CT+TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1, 2. 4
	7

	Straube et al
	2021
	Germany.
	Prospective
	3
	473
	166
	307
	19 m
	CT+TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	2. 4. 5. 6. 11
	8

	Yang et al. 
	2021
	China
	Retrospective
	2
	164
	43
	121
	15a m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1
	7

	Yang Z et al.  
	2021
	China
	Prospective
	2
	215
	55
	160
	3—6 m
	TEE
	2
	3
	Holter
	1
	7

	You, L. et al. 
	2021
	China
	Prospective
	1
	238
	54
	184
	48 m
	TEE
	1
	3
	Holter
	1
	7

	Szegedi et al. 
	2022
	Hungary.
	Retrospective
	1
	428
	143
	285
	12 m
	CT+TEE
	1
	3
	Holter
	1. 2 4 
	7

	Zhou et al. 
	2022
	Japan
	NR
	3
	310
	94
	216
	13.5 m
	CT
	2
	3
	Holter
	2
	8


AF type:1. paroxysmal AF (PAF); 2. persistent AF (Pers-AF); 3. PAF and Pers-AF/nonPAF. RFA details : Radiofrequency ablation details , 1: CPVI, circumferential pulmonary vein isolation; 2 :CPVI PLUS, includes CPVI with one or more of adjuvant ablations in cavotricuspid isthmus, mitral isthmus, left atrial roof, the basal posterior wall, superior vena cava or complex fractionate atrial electrograms; ICE: Intracardiac echocardiography; TTE, transthoracic echocardiography; CT, computed tomography(cardiac); NOS score: Newcastle-Ottawa Scale; LAA: left atrial appendage. LAA parameters:1. LAA emptying flow velocity; 2. LAA volume; 3.LAA morphology; 4. LAA orifice area; 5. LAA orifice long axis; 6.LAA orifice short axis; 7. LAA filling flow velocity; 8. Left atrial spontaneous echo contrast;9. LAA ejection fraction; 10. LAA volume index; 11.LAA depth.
a: median
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[bookmark: _Hlk106129781]Supplementary Table 3 Raw data from the individual studies for continuous variable
	
	
	Recurrence
	Non-recurrence

	
	
	mean
	SD
	total
	mean
	SD
	total

	Verma et al. 2004
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	19
	10
	34
	29
	11
	68

	Naoki et al. 2005
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	22
	9
	10
	35
	15
	61

	Combes et al. 2013
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	24
	9
	22
	37
	13
	18

	Park et al. 2013
	LAA volume ml
	23.3
	4.7
	78
	22.1
	5.3
	186

	
	LAA ejection fraction (%)
	59.1 
	13.7
	35
	65.5 
	13.8
	141

	
	LAA depth mm
	43.6 
	8.9
	78
	43.1 
	9.0
	186

	Yoshida et al. Paroxysmal 2013
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	48
	16
	6
	59
	23
	28

	Yoshida et al.  Persistent 2013
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	32
	20
	6
	47
	26
	27

	Ariyama et al. 2015
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	23.1
	8.7
	17
	28.8
	13.9
	24

	
	LAA filling velocity cm/s
	23.9 
	8.10
	17
	32.9
	16 
	24

	Kim M et al.2014
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	28.9
	12.6
	61
	36.6
	14.1
	69

	
	LAA filling velocity cm/s
	36.1 
	17.8
	61
	46.9
	21 
	69

	
	LAA ejection fraction (%)
	25.2
	11.9
	61
	29.5 
	11.1 
	69

	Fukushima et al. 2015
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	50.6
	19.3
	39
	59.7
	18.9
	66

	Gerede et al. 2015
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	25
	9.16
	16
	56
	26.72
	35

	Kanda et al. 2015
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	23.3
	7.2
	16
	33.3
	15.1
	37

	Enes et al. 2017
	LAA volume ml
	11
	4.3
	26
	9.7
	3.8
	33

	
	LAA volume index mL/m2
	7.5
	3.0
	26
	7.2 
	2.5
	33

	Ma et al. 2017 Paroxysmal
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	31.5
	7.1
	16
	50.3
	16.8
	39

	Ma et al. 2017 Persistent
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	29.3
	9.8
	23
	53.4
	17.2
	42

	Pinto et al. 2017
	LAA volume ml
	11.3
	2.9
	17
	8.2
	3.4
	35

	Shiozawa et al. 2017
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	51.6
	19.2
	28
	53.1
	17.5
	49

	
	LAA volume ml
	19.3
	12.9
	28
	13.6
	4
	49

	
	LAA-orifice area cm2
	4.6
	2.0 
	28
	3.7
	1.5 
	49

	He et al. 2018
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	33.8
	15.4
	24
	52.7
	18
	56

	
	LAA filling velocity cm/s
	48.1a
	(24.9, 56.7)b
	24
	50.6a
	( 47.4, 72.8)b 
	56

	
	LAA volume ml
	13.3a
	(11.3, 17.8)b
	24
	11.2a
	(7.5, 12.7)b
	56

	
	LAA ejection fraction %
	40.4a
	(26.3, 45.3)b
	24
	49.0b
	(44.7, 64.9)b
	56

	Kim et al. 2019
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	39.9
	20.4
	613
	50.4
	21.7
	1739

	
	LAA filling velocity cm/s
	42.0  
	21.2
	613
	52.1  
	22.1
	1739

	Kocyigit et al. 2019
	LAA orifice area, cm2
	3.75 
	1.55
	92
	3.53  
	1.36
	267

	
	LAA depth, mm
	49.45  
	10.50
	92
	49.54  
	10.40
	267

	
	LAA orifice long axis mm
	22.79 
	6.28
	92
	21.89 
	5.37
	267

	
	LAA orifice short axis mm
	19.70 
	5.43
	92
	20.18  
	5.36
	267

	Du et al. 2020
	LAA volume ml
	13.34
	4.62
	24
	9.67
	3.75
	84

	
	LAA-orifice area cm2
	5.5
	1.98
	24
	4.43
	1.61
	84

	
	LAA orifice long axis mm
	30.53
	5.66
	24
	28.12
	5.37
	84

	
	LAA orifice short axis mm
	22.3
	4.64
	24
	19.54
	3.88
	84

	Tian et al. 2020
	LAA volume ml
	11.2
	4.81
	27
	8.32
	3.64
	56

	
	LAA ejection fraction (%)
	37.21  
	7.03
	27
	51.14 
	12.43
	56

	
	LAA orifice long axis mm
	28.97 
	4.91
	27
	25.50a
	(21.70,28.90)b
	56

	
	LAA orifice short axis mm
	22.16 
	4.34
	27
	18.11 
	6.01
	56

	
	LAA depth mm
	47.01 
	10.33
	27
	39.10a
	(32.68,44.15)b
	56

	Wei et al. 2020
	LAA emptying velocity m/s
	0.35a
	(0.28, 0.46)b
	37
	0.50a
	(0.30, 0.65)b
	

	Zeljkovic et al. 2020
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	67.9
	21.36
	21
	64.3
	17.35
	53

	
	LAA-orifice area cm2
	2.27 
	0.65
	21
	2.6 
	0.67
	53

	Gong et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	50.52
	23.86
	22
	52.65
	22.07
	62

	
	LAA filling velocity cm/s
	50.96
	21.09
	22
	56.03
	23.32
	62

	
	LAA orifice long axis mm
	27.5
	6.1
	22
	27.9
	5.6
	62

	
	LAA orifice short axis mm
	20.0
	5.4
	22
	18.0
	3.9
	62

	Istratoaie et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	37.9
	8.5
	24
	49.4
	6.8
	57

	Kaufmann et al. 2021
	LAA ejection fraction %
	16
	8
	9
	42
	14
	41

	
	LAA volume, ml
	14.3
	4.4
	9
	10
	3.54
	41

	
	LAA volume index mL/m2
	7.07
	1.87
	9
	4.96
	1.87
	41

	Kiełbasa et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	53a
	(42, 67)b
	107
	59a
	(49, 72)b
	310

	Kim et al. 2021
	LAA volume index mL/m2
	6.3a
	(4.8, 8.8)b
	362
	5.5a
	(4, 7.3)b
	630

	Li et al. 2021
	LAA volume
	11.49
	3.86
	41
	8.26
	2.99
	155

	
	LAA depth mm
	43.47
	9.98
	41
	42.65 
	8.89
	155

	Kim Y. et al. 2021 ER (+)
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	38.67  
	19.45
	523
	38.81  
	19.06
	228

	Kim Y. et al. 2021 ER (-)
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	45.95  
	20.09
	657
	53.96 
	21.08
	1712

	Ma X et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	36.2
	12.0
	41
	50.3
	16.9
	83

	Simon et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	34.2
	12.9
	229
	34.1
	13.2
	332

	
	LAA volume ml
	8.8
	5.2
	229
	7.6
	3.2
	332

	
	LAA-orifice area mm2
	454.4  
	167.7
	229
	387.6  
	140.5
	332

	You et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	56.58 
	18.37
	54
	65.59 
	18.83
	184

	Straube et al.2021
	LAA volume ml
	9.4 a
	(7.1, 13.4)b
	166
	8.3a
	(6.3,11)b
	307

	
	LAA-orifice area mm2
	362.9a
	(280.4, 462)b
	166
	326.7a
	(263.9,417.8)b
	307

	
	LAA depth, mm
	41.08
	9.32
	166
	39.38
	8.35
	307

	
	LAA orifice long axis mm
	25a
	(21.8, 29)b
	166
	25a
	(22, 27)b
	307

	
	LAA orifice short axis mm
	18a
	(16,21)b
	166
	16a 
	(15,21)b
	307

	Yang et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	36
	15
	43
	45
	17
	121

	Yang Z et al. 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	34
	8.3
	55
	40.8
	11.2
	160

	You, L. et al 2021
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	56.58
	18.37
	54
	65.59
	18.83
	184

	Szegedi et al. 2022
	LAA emptying velocity cm/s
	38.7
	16.1
	143
	36.8
	15.2
	285

	
	LAA volume (ml)
	7.4
	3
	143
	7.1
	3
	285

	
	LAA-orifice area mm2
	400.2  
	123.5
	143
	370.8 
	132.3
	285

	Zhou et al. 2022
	LAA volume ml
	12.6
	8.5
	94
	10.2
	4.2
	216


a:median; b:quartile














Supplementary Table 4 Subgroup analysis of the association of LAA volume with the post-ablation AF recurrence

	Grouping variables
	subgroup
	No. of studies
	SMD with 95% CI
	P values for association
	I2 (%)
	P values for heterogeneity

	follow-up duration
	≤12 months
	8
	0.67(0.38, 0.96)
	0.0001
	81
	<0.00001

	
	> 12 months
	5
	0.35(0.21, 0.49)
	<0.00001
	17
	0.31

	participants type
	PAF
	4
	0.74(0.11, 1.36)
	0.02
	88
	<0.00001

	
	Pers-AF
	3
	0.30(0.14, 0.46)
	0.002
	0
	0.86

	
	PAF and Pers-AF
	7
	0.50(0.31, 0.69)
	<0.00001
	54
	0.04

	sample size
	≤100
	8
	0.46(0.27, 0.66)
	<0.00001
	78
	<0.0001

	
	＞100
	5
	0.69(0.45, 0.94)
	<0.00001
	0
	0.4

	region
	Europe
	7
	0.39(0.19, 0.58)
	<0.0001
	61
	0.02

	
	Asia
	6
	0.67(0.36,0.71)
	<0.00001
	73
	0.002
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the“PAF” subgroup included studies which only investigated the PAF patients, the “PAF and Pers-AF” subgroup included studies which investigated a mixture of PAF patients and Pers-AF/, the “Pers-AF” subgroup included studies which only investigated the Pers-AF patients, 












[bookmark: _Hlk99895805]Supplementary Table 5 Subgroup analysis of the association of LAA emptying flow velocity with the post-ablation AF recurrence

	Grouping variables
	subgroup
	No. of studies
	SMD with 95% CI
	P values for association
	I2 (%)
	P values for heterogeneity

	follow-up duration
	≤12 months
	18
	-0.66(-0.87, -0.45)
	<0.00001
	86
	<0.00001

	
	> 12 months
	7
	-0.34(-0.51, -0.17)
	<0.0001
	71
	0.001

	participants type
	PAF
	9
	-0.68(-1.11, -0.25)
	0.002
	89
	<0.00001

	
	Pers-AF
	10
	-0.68(-1.00, -0.36)
	<0.0001
	82
	<0.00001

	
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]PAF and Pers-AF
	8
	-0.38(-0.55, -0.22)
	<0.00001
	82
	<0.00001

	sample size
	≤100
	12
	-0.79(-1.12, -0.46)
	<0.00001
	76
	<0.00001

	
	＞100
	13
	-0.39(-0.54,-0.24)
	<0.00001
	85
	<0.00001

	region
	Europe
	9
	-0.50(-0.83, -0.16)
	0.004
	89
	<0.00001

	
	Asia
	16
	-0.57(-0.71, -0.43)
	<0.00001
	75
	<0.00001























Supplementary Table 6 Subgroup analysis of the association of LAA orifice area with the post-ablation AF recurrence

	Grouping variables
	subgroup
	No. of studies
	SMD with 95% CI
	P values for association
	I2 (%)
	P values for heterogeneity

	follow-up duration
	≤12 months
	4
	0.24 (-0.07, 0.55)
	0.12
	78
	0.003

	
	> 12 months
	3
	0.31(0.13, 0.49)
	0.0009
	28
	0.25

	participants type
	PAF
	2
	-0.03(-0.87, -0.81)
	0.95
	89
	0.002

	
	Pers-AF
	1
	0.43(0.26, 0.60)
	<0.00001
	
	

	
	PAF and Pers-AF
	4
	0.29(0.11, 0.48)
	<0.002
	33
	0.21

	sample size
	≤100
	2
	0.02(-0.97, 1.02)
	0.97
	88
	0.004

	
	＞100
	5
	0.33(0.21, 0.45)
	<0.0001
	36
	0.18



Supplementary Figures 
Supplementary Figure 1
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Supplementary Figure 1 Analysis of the association of LAA morphology with the post-ablation AF recurrence a: Chicken wing vs. Windsock; b: Chicken wing vs. Cactus; a: Chicken wing vs. Cauliflower.
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Supplementary Figure 2b
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Supplementary Figure 2c
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Supplementary Figure 2d
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Supplementary Figure 2e
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Supplementary Figure 2  Subgroup analysis of the association of LAA volume with the post-ablation AF recurrence by a sample size (＜100, ＞100); b follow-up duration (≤12 months, > 12 months); c participants type (PAF: paroxysmal patients, Pers-AF: persistent AF patients, PAF and Pers-AF: both paroxysmal patients and persistent/nonPAF patients); d geographic region (Europe, Asia); e: forest plot showing the LAA volume at the 12-month of follow-up LAA: left atrial appendage.
Supplementary Figure 3a
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Supplementary Figure 3b
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Supplementary Figure 3c
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Supplementary Figure 3e
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Supplementary Figure 3 Subgroup analysis of the association of LAA emptying flow velocity with the post-ablation AF recurrence by a e sample size (＜100, ＞100); b follow-up duration (≤12 months, > 12 months); c participants type (PAF: paroxysmal patients, Pers-AF: persistent AF patients, PAF and Pers-AF: both paroxysmal patients and persistent/nonPAF patients); d geographic region (Europe, Asia); e: forest plot showing the LAA emptying flow velocity  at the 12-month of follow-up LAA: left atrial appendage.
Supplementary Figure 4a
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Supplementary Figure 4b
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 4c
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 4  Subgroup analysis of the association of LAA-orifice area with the post-ablation AF recurrence by a sample size (＜100, ＞100); b follow-up duration (≤12 months, > 12 months); c participants AF type (PAF: paroxysmal patients, Pers-AF: persistent AF patients, PAF and Pers-AF: both paroxysmal patients and persistent/nonPAF patients); LAA: left atrial appendage.
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Supplementary Figure 5 Overall effect analysis of the association of other LAA parameters with the post-ablation AF recurrence. a: LAA filling flow velocity; b: LAA ejection fraction;
c: left atrial spontaneous echo contrast; d: LAA volume index; e: LAA depth.
Supplementary Figure 6
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Supplementary Figure 6 The Funnel plots of effect size against standard error and Egger’s test were used to explore the presence of publication bias. Each point represents a separate study for the indicated association. a. LAA volume and post-ablation AF recurrence (P= 0.0015); b. funnel plot with imputed number of studies (imputed studies and adjusted effect size are in white circle); c. LAA emptying flow velocity and post-ablation AF recurrence (P= 0.045); d. funnel plot with imputed number of studies (imputed studies and adjusted effect size are in white circle).
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Supplementary Figure 7b
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Supplementary Figure 7 Forest plot showing the LAA volume(a) and emptying flow velocity(b) by the trim-and-fill method
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Recurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
3.3.1 <12 month
Du et al. 2020 13.34 4.62 24 967 375 84  6.5% 0.92[0.45, 1.39]
He etal. 2018 14.75 535 24 1047 385 56 6.1% 0.98 [0.47, 1.48] -
Kaufmann et al. 2021 14.3 44 9 10 3.54 4 3.7% 1.14[0.39, 1.90] -
Li etal. 2021 11.49 3.86 41 826 299 155 8.1% 1.011[0.65, 1.37] -
Shiozawa et al. 2017 193 129 28 136 4 49 6.4% 0.67[0.20, 1.15] -
Simon et al. 2021 88 52 229 76 32 332 11.1% 0.29[0.12, 0.46] -
Szegedi et al.2022 74 3 143 741 3 285 10.7% 0.10 [-0.10, 0.30] T
Tian etal. 2020 1.2 481 27 832 364 56 6.4% 0.70[0.23, 1.18] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 525 1058 58.8% 0.67 [0.38, 0.96] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.12; Chi? = 37.41, df = 7 (P < 0.00001); 1> = 81%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.57 (P < 0.00001)
3.3.2 >12 month
Enes et al. 2017 11 43 26 97 38 33 59% 0.32[-0.20, 0.84] 1T
Park et al. 2013 233 47 78 221 53 186 9.6% 0.23[-0.03, 0.50] 4'7
Pinto et al. 2017 13 29 17 82 34 35 4.9% 0.94[0.33, 1.55]
Straube et al. 2021 1041 4.82 166 9.08 4.08 307 10.8% 0.31[0.12, 0.49] -
Zhou et al. 2022 126 85 94 102 42 216 10.0% 0.41[0.17, 0.65] _
Subtotal (95% Cl) 381 777 41.2% 0.35[0.21, 0.49] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.80, df =4 (P = 0.31); P =17%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.81 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 906 1835 100.0% 0.53 [0.36, 0.71] >
Heterogeneity: Tau* 06; Chi* = 43.10, df = 12 (P < 0.0001); 1> = 72% 2 M) 0 1

Test for overall effe 6.07 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi? = 3.81. df = 1 (P =0.05). P =73.7%

Favours [nonrecurrence] - Favours [recurrence]
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Reurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

r Mean SD Total Mean D_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% 1V, Random, 95% Cl
3.4.1 PAF
He etal. 2018 1475 535 24 1047 385 56 Not estimable
Kaufmann et al. paroxysmal 2021 137 19 3 98 35 35 Not estimable
Li etal. 2021 11.49 3.86 41 826 299 155 Not estimable
Szegedi et al. 2022 74 3 143 71 3 285 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Not applicable

3.4.2 PersAF

Enes et al. 2017 1 43 26 97 38 33  657% 0.32[-0.20, 0.84] - T
Kaufmann et al. persistent 2021 1453 54 6 1145 374 6 1.3% 0.61[-0.56, 1.78] ]

Simon et al. 2021 88 52 229 76 32 332 206% 0.29[0.12, 0.46] -
Subtotal (35% CI) 261 371 27.6% 0.30 [0.14, 0.46] L 4

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi = 0.29, df = 2 (P = 0.86); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.67 (P = 0.0002)

3.4.3 PAF and PesrAF

Dusetal. 2020 1334 462 24 967 375 84 66% 0.92[0.45, 1.39] -
Park etal. 2013 233 47 78 221 53 186 14.1% 0.23-0.03, 0.50] —

Pinto et al. 2017 13 29 17 82 34 35 43% 0.94[0.33, 1.55] —
Shiozawa et al. 2017 193 129 28 136 4 49 65% 0.67[0.20, 1.15] —
Straube et al. 2021 1041 482 166 908 4.08 307 19.0% 0.31[0.12,0.49] S

Tian etal. 2020 112 481 27 832 364 56 66% 0.70[0.23, 1.18] —
Zhou et al. 2022 126 85 94 102 42 216 153% 0.41[0.17, 0.65] S

Subtotal (95% CI) 434 933 72.4% 0.50 [0.31, 0.69] >

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi® = 12.96, df = 6 (P = 0.04); I = 54%
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.20 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 695 1304 100.0% 0.43[0.29, 0.57] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi = 14.72, df = 9 (P = 0.10); I* = 39%
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.17 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subaroun differences: Chiz=282 df=1(P=011) 12 =81 8%
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Favours [nonrecurrence] - Favours [recurrence]
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Study or Subgroup Mean

3.2.1 Europce
Enes etal. 2017
Kaufmann et al. 2021
Pinto et al. 2017
Shiozawa et al. 2017
Simon et al. 2021
Straube et al. 2021
Szegedi et al.2022
Subtotal (95% Cl)

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.97 (P < 0.0001)

3.2.2 Asia

Du et al. 2020

He etal. 2018

Li etal. 2021
Park et al. 2013
Tian et al. 2020
Zhou et al. 2022
Subtotal (95% Cl)

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.64 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI)

Reurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 9% CI
11 43 26 97 38 33 59% 0.32[-0.20,0.84] 7
143 44 9 10 354 41 37% 1.14[0.39,1.90] e
113 29 17 82 34 35 49% 0.94 (0.3, 155] e
193 129 28 136 4 49  64% 067 [0.20, 1.15] e
88 52 229 76 32 332 11.1% 0.29[0.12, 0.46] =
1041 482 166 908 408 307 10.8% 031012, 0.49] —'—
74 3 143 74 3 285 107% 0.10[-0.10,0.30] T
618 1082 53.4% 0.39 [0.20, 0.58] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chiz = 15.19, df = 6 (P = 0.02); I = 61%
13.34 462 24 967 375 8  65% 0.92[0.45, 1.39] —_—
1475 535 24 1047 38 56 6.1% 0.98(0.47, 1.48] e
1149 386 41 826 299 155 8.1% 1.01[0.65,1.37] S
233 47 78 224 53 186 96% 0.23-0.03,0.50] i
112 481 27 832 364 56 64% 070 (0.23, 1.18] e
126 85 94 102 42 216 100% 041017, 0.65] -
288 753 46.6% 0.67 [[0.39, o.ss]l -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 18.54, df = 5 (P = 0.002); I* = 73%
906 1835 100.0% 0.53 [0.36, 0.71] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.06; Chi? = 43.10, df = 12 (P < 0.0001); I# = 72% s . 3 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 6.07 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi

Favours [nonrecurrence] - Favours [recurrence]
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

re Mean D Total Mean D _Total Weigh IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Du et al. 2020 13.34 4.62 24 967 375 84 9.4% 0.92[0.45, 1.39] -
Enes etal. 2017 11 43 26 97 38 33 87% 0.32[-0.20, 0.84] T
He etal. 2018 1475 535 24 1047 385 56 89% 0.98[0.47, 1.48] -
Li etal. 2021 11.49 3.86 41 826 299 155 11.4% 1.01[0.65, 1.37] -
Shiozawa et al. 2017 19.3 129 28 136 4 49 9.3% 0.67 [0.20, 1.15] -
Simon et al. 2021 88 652 229 76 32 332 14.8% 0.29[0.12, 0.46] -
Szegedi et al.2022 74 3 143 71 3 285 14.3% 0.10[-0.10, 0.30] e
Tian et al. 2020 1.2 481 27 832 364 56 9.4% 0.70[0.23, 1.18] -
Zhou et al. 2022 126 85 94 102 42 216 13.6% 0.411[0.17, 0.65] -
Total (95% Cl) 636 1266 100.0% 0.56 [0.34, 0.78] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.08; Chi? = 33.97, df = 8 (P < 0.0001); I* = 76% _‘2 _'1 0 ‘II é

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.89 (P < 0.00001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random. 95% C! V. Random. 95% C
451 <100
Ariyama et al. 2015 231 87 17 288 139 24 26%  -0.46[-1.09,0.17] T
Combes et al. 2013 24 9 22 37 13 18 24%  -1.16[-1.84,-048] —

Gerede et al. 2015 25 916 16 56 2672 35 25%  -1.34[-1.99,-0.69] E—

Gong et al. 2021 5052 23.86 22 5265 2207 62 33%  -0.09[-0.58,0.39] T
He etal. 2018 338 154 24 527 18 56 32%  -1.08[-1.59,-0.58] —
Istratoaie et al. 2021 379 85 24 494 68 57 30%  -155[-2.09,-1.02] —

Kanda et al. 2015 233 72 16 333 151 37 27%  -0.74[-1.35,-0.14] _—

Ma et al. paroxysmal 2017 315 71 16 503 168 39 26%  -1.26[-1.89,-0.63] e

Ma et al. persistent 2017 203 98 23 534 172 42 28%  -1.58[-2.16,-1.00] e

Naoki et al. 2005 22 9 10 3 15 61 24%  -090[1.58,-0.21]

Shiozawa et al. 2017 516 192 28 531 175 49 34%  -0.08[-0.550.38] T
Yoshida et al. paroxysmal 2013 48 16 6 59 23 28 17%  -0.49[-1.38,0.40] — T
Yoshida et al. Persistent 2013 32 20 6 47 26 27 17%  -058[-1.48,031] — 1
Zeljkovic et al. 2020 67.9 2136 21 643 1735 53  32% 0.19 [-0.31, 0.70] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 251 588 37.4%  -0.79[1.12, -0.46] >
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.30; Chi* = 54.87, df = 13 (P < 0.00001); I* = 76%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.69 (P < 0.00001)

45.2>100

Fukushima et al. 2015 506 193 39 597 189 66 38%  -0.47([0.88,-0.07] —
Kielbasa et al. 2021 5631 2011 107 6174 1806 310 4.8%  -0.29[-0.51,-0.07] -

Kim et al. 2019 399 204 613 504 217 1739  54%  -049[0.58,-0.40] -

KimM etal. 2014 289 126 61 366 141 69 41%  -057[-092,-022 I

Kim Y. etal. ER (-) 2021 4595 2009 657 5396 21.08 1712 54%  -0.38[-0.48,-0.29] -

Kim Y. et al. ER (+) 2021 3867 1945 523 38.81 19.06 228 51%  -0.01[-0.16,0.15] T
Ma X et al. 2021 32 12 41 503 169 83 38%  -0.91[1.30,-0.51] -

Simon et al. 2021 342 129 229 341 132 332 51% 0.01[0.16, 0.18] T
Szegedi et al.2022 387 161 143 368 152 285 4.9% 0.12[:0.08, 0.32] -
Verma et al. 2004 19 10 34 29 11 68 36%  -0.93[136,-0.50] -

Wei et al. 2020 3815 1479 37 4833 2595 113 39%  -0.43[-0.80,-0.05] .
Yang et al. 2021 36 15 43 45 17 121  41%  -054[0.90,-0.19] -
Yang Zetal. 2021 34 83 55 408 112 160 43%  -0.64 [ -

You etal. 2021 5658 18.37 54 6559 18.83 184 4.3%  -0.48[-0.79,-0.17] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 2636 5470 62.6%  -0.39 [-0.54, -0.24] *
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.06; Chi = 88.68, df = 13 (P < 0.00001); I = 85%

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.25 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 2887 6058 100.0%  -0.54 [-0.68, -0.40] L 4

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi* = 165.80, df = 27 (P < 0.00001); I* = 84%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.61 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi2 = 4.70. df = 1 (P = 0.03). ¥ = 78.7%
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recurrence no recurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random. 95% C \V. Random. 95% C
4.4.1 <12 month
Ariyama et al. 2015 231 87 17 288 139 24 26%  -0.46[-1.09,0.17] e E
Combes et al. 2013 24 9 2 37 13 18 24%  -1.16[-184,-048] e
Fukushima et al. 2015 506 193 39 597 189 66 38%  -047[088,-0.07] S
Gerede et al. 2015 25 916 16 56 2672 35 25%  -1.34[-1.99,-0.69]
He etal. 2018 338 154 24 527 18 56 32%  -1.08[159,-0.58] e
Istratoaie et al. 2021 379 85 24 494 68 57 30%  -155[209,-1.02] I
Kanda et al. 2015 233 72 16 333 151 37 27%  -0.74[-1.35,-0.14] S
Kim et al. 2019 399 204 613 504 217 1739 54%  -0.49[-0.58,-0.40] =
Ma et al. paroxysmal 2017 315 71 16 503 168 39 26%  -1.26[-189,-0.63] e
Ma et al. persistent 2017 293 98 23 534 17.2 42 28%  -1.58[2.16,-1.00]
Ma X et al. 2021 32 12 41 503 169 83 38%  -0.91[-130,-0.51] e
Shiozawa et al. 2017 516 192 28 531 17.5 49 34%  -0.08[-0.550.38] s
Simon etal. 2021 342 129 229 341 132 332 51% 0.01[-0.16, 0.18] T
Szegedi et al.2022 387 161 143 368 152 285 4.9% 0.12[-0.08, 0.32] —
Verma et al. 2004 19 10 34 29 11 68 36%  -0.93[-136,-0.50] e
Yang et al. 2021 36 15 43 45 17 121 41%  -0.54[0.90,-0.19] e
Yang Z etal. 2021 34 83 55 408 112 160 43%  -0.64 [-0.96,-0.33] .
Yoshida et al. paroxysmal 2013 48 16 6 59 23 28 17%  -0.49[-1.38,040] —
Yoshida et al. Persistent 2013 32 20 6 47 26 27 17%  -058[1.48,031] e
Zeljkovic et al. 2020 67.9 2136 21 643 17.35 53 32% 0.19 [0.31,0.70] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 1416 3319 66.7%  -0.66 [-0.87,-0.45] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.17; Chi* = 135.70, df = 19 (P < 0.00001); I* = 86%
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.12 (P < 0.00001)
4.42 >12 month
Gong etal. 2021 5052 2386 22 5265 2207 62 33%  -0.09[-0.58,0.39] —
Kielbasa et al. 2021 5631 20.11 107 6174 1806 310 4.8%  -0.20[-0.51,-0.07] .
Kim M etal. 2014 289 126 61 366 141 69 41%  -0.57[092,-022 e
Kim Y. etal. ER (-) 2021 4595 2009 657 5396 21.08 1712 54%  -0.38[-0.48,-0.29] =
Kim Y. etal. ER (+) 2021 3867 1945 523 38.81 19.06 228 51%  -0.01[-0.16,0.15] T
Naoki et al. 2005 22 9 10 3 15 61 24%  -0.90[158,-021] =
Wei et al. 2020 38.15 1479 37 4833 2595 113  3.9%  -0.43 [ =
You et al. 2021 56.58 18.37 54 6559 1883 184 4.3%  -0.48[-0.79,-0.17] R
Subtotal (95% CI) 1471 2739 333%  -0.34[-0.51,:0.17] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 24.39, df = 7 (P = 0.0010); I = 71%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.01 (P < 0.0001)
Total (95% Cl) 2887 6058 100.0%  -0.54[-0.68, -0.40] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi* = 165.80, df = 27 (P < 0.00001); I* = 84%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.61 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chiz = 5.42. df = 1 (P = 0.02). I? = 81.5%
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recurrence no recurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subaroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
4.3.1 PAF

Fukushima et al. 2015 506 193 39 597 189 66 38%  -0.47[0.88,-0.07]

Gerede et al. 2015 25 916 16 56 2672 35 25%  -1.34[1.99,-0.69]

He etal. 2018 338 154 24 527 18 56 32%  -1.08[-1.59,-0.58]

Istratoaie et al. 2021 379 85 24 494 68 57 30%  -155[-2.09,-1.02] e

Ma et al. paroxysmal 2017 315 71 16 503 168 39 26%  -1.26[-1.89,-0.63] E—

Szegedi et al.2022 387 161 143 368 152 285 4.9% 0.12-0.08, 0.32] ™
Yoshida et al. paroxysmal 2013 48 16 6 59 23 28 17%  -0.49[1.38,0.40] — T
You etal. 2021 5658 18.37 54 6559 18.83 184 4.3%  -0.48[-0.79,-0.17] -
Zeljkovic et al. 2020 67.9 2136 21 643 1735 53  32% 0.19 [-0.31,0.70] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 343 803 292%  -0.68[1.11,-0.25] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.36; Chi* = 70.91, df = 8 (P < 0.00001); I* = 89%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.10 (P = 0.002)

4.3.2 nonPAF

Ariyama et al. 2015 231 87 17 288 139 24 26%  -0.46[-1.09,0.17] T
Combes et al. 2013 24 9 22 37 13 18 24%  -1.16[1.84,-0.48] —_—

Kanda et al. 2015 233 72 16 333 151 37 27%  -0.74[-1.35,-0.14] e
KimM etal. 2014 289 126 61 366 141 69 41%  -057[-0.92,-022] —

Ma et al. persistent 2017 293 98 23 534 172 42 28%  -1.58[-2.16,-1.00] EEn—

Naoki et al. 2005 22 9 10 35 15 61 24%  -090[1.58,-0.21] e —
Simon et al. 2021 342 129 229 341 132 332 51% 0.01[:0.16, 0.18] T
Yang et al. 2021 36 15 43 45 17 121  41%  -054[-0.90,-0.19] —

Yang Zetal. 2021 34 83 55 408 112 160 43%  -0.64[-0.96,-0.33] —
Yoshida et al. Persistent 2013 32 20 6 47 26 27 17%  -058[1.48,0.31] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 482 891 320%  -0.68[1.00,-0.36] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.19; Chi = 50.43, df = 9 (P < 0.00001); I = 82%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.16 (P < 0.0001)

4.3.3 PAF and PerAF/nonAF

Gong et al. 2021 5052 23.86 22 5265 2207 62 33%  -0.09[-0.58,0.39] D
Kielbasa et al. 2021 5631 2011 107 6174 1806 310 4.8%  -0.29[-0.51,-0.07] -

Kim et al. 2019 399 204 613 504 217 1739  54%  -049[-0.58,-0.40] -

Kim Y. etal. ER (-) 2021 4595 2009 657 53.96 21.08 1712 54%  -0.38[-0.48,-0.29] -

Kim Y. etal. ER (+) 2021 3867 1945 523 38.81 19.06 228 51%  -0.01[-0.16,0.15] T
Ma X et al. 2021 32 12 41 503 169 83 38%  -0.91[1.30,-0.51] -
Shiozawa et al. 2017 516 192 28 531 175 49 34%  -0.08[-0.55,0.38] — T
Verma et al. 2004 19 10 34 29 11 68 36%  -0.93[136,-0.50] I

Wei et al. 2020 3815 1479 37 4833 2595 113 39%  -0.43[-0.80,-0.05] ol
Subtotal (95% CI) 2062 4364 38.7%  -0.38[-0.55,-0.22] <
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.04; Chi* = 44.31, df = 8 (P < 0.00001); I = 82%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.60 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 2887 6058 100.0%  -0.54 [-0.68, -0.40] *

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi* = 165.80, df = 27 (P < 0.00001); I* = 84%
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.61 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subaroun differences: Chiz = 3.65. df = 2 (P = 0.16). I = 45.1%
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Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference
1V, Random, 95% I
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recurrence no recurrence
Study or Subaroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%Cl
4.2.1 Europe.
Combes etal. 2013 24 9 2 3 13 1B 24%
Gerede ot al. 2015 25 916 16 562672 3 25%
Istratosie et al. 2021 379 85 20 494 68 57 30%
Kiefbasa ot al. 2021 5631 2011 107 6174 1806 310  48%
Shiozawa et al. 2017 516 192 28 531 175 49 34%
Simon etal. 2021 .2 129 220 31 132 2 51%
Szegedi et al.2022 387 161 143 368 152 285 49%
Verma ot al. 2004 1910 3 29 11 68 36%
Zeljkovic ot al. 2020 679 2136 21 643 1735 53 32%
Subtotal (95% CI) 624 1207 329%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.22; Chi* = 73,64, df = 8 (P < 0.00001); = 88%
Test for overall effect:

4225
Aviyama etal. 2015 281 87 17 288 139 20 26%
Fukushima et al. 2015 506 193 39 597 189 66 38%
Gong etal. 2021 5052 2386 22 5265 2207 62 33%
Hootal. 2018 338 154 20 527 18 %6 32%
Kanda ot al. 2015 283 72 16 3 151 37 27%
Kimetal. 2019 399 204 613 504 217 1739 54%
KmM etal. 2014 289 126 61 366 141 69 41%
KmY. etal. ER ()2021 4595 2009 657 5396 2108 1712 54%
KmY. etal. ER (+)2021 3867 1945 523 3881 1906 228 5.1%
Ma et al.paroxysmal 2017 315 71 16 503 168 3 26%
Ma etal_ porsistent 2017 293 98 23 s34 172 42 28%
MaXetal. 2021 2 12 41 503 169 8 3%
Naoki ot al. 2005 2 9 10 3 15 6 24%
Wei etal. 2020 3815 1479 37 4833 2505 113 39%
Yang etal. 2021 % 15 43 45 17 121 a1%
YangZetal. 2021 34 83 5 408 112 160 43%
Yoshida etal.paroxysmal 2013 48 16 6 59 23 28 17%
Yoshidactal Persistent2013 32 20 6 47 26 27 1T%
You etal. 2021 5658 1837 54 6550 1883 184  43%
Subtotal (95% CI) 2263 4851 67.1%
Hatorogenelty: Tau? = 0.05; Ch* = 72,51, df = 18 (P < 0.00001); I = 76%

Tost for overal ffect: 2 = 7.93 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 2887 1000%
Hetorogeneit: Tau? = 0.09; Chi = 165.80, df =27 (P < 0.00001);

Test for overal effect: 2 = 761 (P < 0.00001)
Tost for suborouo diffeences: Ch? = 0.15. df = 1 (P = 0.69). = 0%

0.50 (0.

‘0161

046(-1.09,0.17)
047 [-0.88,-0.07)
-0.09[-0.58, 0.39)
-1.08 [-1.59,-0.58)
0.74 35, -0.14)
049058, -0.40]
057 [092,-022)
038048, 029]
001 [0.16,0.15]
126(-1.89, -063]
-1.58[2.16, 1.00]
091130, -051)
-0.90[1.58,-021)
043080, 0.05]
054090, 0.19]
064096, 0.33]
-0.49-1.38, 0.40]
-058[-1.48, 0.31)
048 [0.79,-0.17)
0.57 [0.71,0.43]

0,54 [0.68, 0.40]

. ~|HH||'H¢|'”JH W.u|

Favours [experimental]  Favours [control]
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recurrence no recurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

dy o a a h : m, 95% C!
Ariyama et al. 2015 231 8.7 17 288 139 24 53% -0.46 [-1.09, 0.17]

Combes et al. 2013 24 9 22 37 13 18 50%  -1.16[-1.84,-0.48]

Fukushima et al. 2015 50.6 19.3 39 597 189 66 6.7% -0.47 [-0.88, -0.07] -
Gerede et al. 2015 25 9.16 16 56 26.72 35 51% -1.34 [-1.99, -0.69] -

He etal. 2018 338 154 24 527 18 56  6.0% -1.08 [-1.59, -0.58] -

Istratoaie et al. 2021 379 85 24 494 68 57  58% -1.55 [-2.09, -1.02] -

Kanda et al. 2015 233 72 16 333 151 37  54% -0.74 [-1.35, -0.14] -

Kim et al. 2019 399 204 613 504 217 1739 8.1% -0.49 [-0.58, -0.40] -

Ma et al. paroxysmal 2017 315 741 16 503 16.8 39  53% -1.26 [-1.89, -0.63] -

Ma et al. persistent 2017 293 98 23 534 172 42 56% -1.58 [-2.16, -1.00] -

Ma X et al. 2021 362 12 41 503 169 8 68%  -0.91[-1.30,-051] -

Shiozawa et al. 2017 516 19.2 28 531 175 49 63% -0.08 [-0.55, 0.38] /T
Simon etal. 2021 342 129 229 341 132 332 79% 0.01[-0.16,0.18] T
Szegedi et al. 2022 387 161 143 368 152 285 7.8% 0.12[-0.08, 0.32] —
Yang et al. 2021 36 15 43 45 17 121 70%  -0.54[-0.90,-0.19] -
Zeljkovic et al. 2020 67.9 21.36 21 643 1735 53 6.0% 0.19[-0.31, 0.70] -1
Total (95% ClI) 1315 3036 100.0% -0.66 [-0.90, -0.41] >

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.18; Chi* = 128.20, df = 15 (P < 0.00001); I* = 88%

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.32 (P < 0.00001) 2 - 0 1 2

Favours [experimental] - Favours [control]
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Recurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random. 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
6.4.1 <100
Shiozawaetal. 2017 46 2 28 37 15 49 86% 0.53 [0.05, 1.00]
Zelkovicetal. 2020 227 065 21 26 067 53 7.7% -0.49 [-1.00, 0.02]
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 102 16.3% 0.02[-0.97, 1.02] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.45; Chi? = 8.19, df = 1 (P = 0.004); I = 88%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.04 (P = 0.97)
6.4.2 >100
Du et al. 2020 55 198 24 443 161 84 88% 0.63[0.16, 1.09] —
Kocyigit et al. 2019 375 155 92 353 1.36 267 16.9% 0.16 [-0.08, 0.39] Sl
Simon et al. 2021 454 168 229 388 141 332 201% 0.43[0.26, 0.60] i
Straube et al. 2021 3.8 1.38 166 342 078 307 19.2% 0.37 [0.18, 0.56] i
Szegedi et al.2022 4 124 143 371 132 285 186% 0.22[0.02,0.43] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 654 1275  83.7% 0.33[0.21, 0.45] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi* = 6.25, df = 4 (P = 0.18); 1= 36%
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.19 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 703 1377 100.0% 0.29 [0.12, 0.46] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 16.67, df = 6 (P = 0.01); I2 = 64% 2 1 B 1 2

Test for overall effect: 3.31 (P =0.0009)
Test for subarouo differences: Chi2 = 0.36. df = 1 (P = 0.55). 1> = 0%

Favours [nonrecurrence] - Favours [recurrence]
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Recurrence

Nonrecurrence

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
6.3.1 <12 month
Du etal. 2020 55 198 24 443 161 84 88% 0.63(0.16, 1.09]
Simon etal. 2021 454 168 220 388 141 332 201% 0.43[0.26, 0.60] &
Szegedi et al.2022 4 124 143 371 132 285 186% 0.22[0.02, 0.43] M
Zeljkovicetal. 2020 227 065 21 26 067 53 7.7%  -049[-1.00,002] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 417 754 553%  0.24[-0.07,0.55] >
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07; Chi? = 13.88, df = 3 (P = 0.003); I* = 78%
Test for overall effect: Z = 154 (P = 0.12)
6.3.2 >12 month
Kooyigit et al. 2019 375 155 92 353 136 267 16.9% 0.16 -0.08, 0.39] S
Shiozawaetal. 2017 46 2 28 37 15 49 86% 053 [0.05, 1.00] I
Straube et al. 2021 38 138 166 342 078 307 19.2% 037 [0.18, 0.56] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 286 623 44.7% 0.31[0.13, 0.49] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi = 2.78, df = 2 (P = 0.25); I = 28%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.38 (P = 0.0007)
Total (95% CI) 703 1377 100.0% 0.29 [0.12, 0.46] L 4

Heterogeneity: Tau® =
Test for overall effect:

.03; Chiz =
3.31 (P =0.0009)

16.67, df =6 (P = 0.01); I = 64%

Test for subarouo differences: Chiz = 0.13.df = 1 (P =0.71). I = 0%

-2 -1 [
Favours [nonrecurrence]

1 2
Favours [recurrence]
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Recurrence

Nonrecurrence

Std. Mean Difference
o

Std. Mean Difference

m.95%Cl 0
6.2.1 PAF
Straube et al. 2021 3.8 138 166 342 078 307 19.2% 0.37 [0.18, 0.56] -
Zeljkovic et al. 2020 227 065 21 26 067 53 7.7% -0.49 [-1.00, 0.02] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 187 360 26.9%  -0.03[-0.87,0.81] —ei——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.33; Chi? = 9.52, df = 1 (P = 0.002); I* = 89%
Test for overall effect: 0.06 (P =0.95)
6.2.2 PersAF
Simon et al. 2021 454 168 229 388 141 332 20.1% 0.43 [0.26, 0.60] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 229 332 20.1% 0.43 [0.26, 0.60] L 4
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.97 (P < 0.00001)
6.2.3 PAF and PersAF
Du et al. 2020 55 1.98 24 443 181 84 8.8% 0.63[0.16, 1.09] -
Kocyigit et al. 2019 3.75 1.55 92 353 136 267 16.9% 0.16 [-0.08, 0.39] ™
Shiozawa et al. 2017 46 2 28 37 15 49  8.6% 0.53 [0.05, 1.00] .
Szegedi et al.2022 4 124 143 371 132 285 18.6% 0.22[0.02, 0.43] N
Subtotal (95% Cl) 287 685 53.0% 0.29 [0.11, 0.48] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi = 4.49, df = 3 (P = 0.21); I = 33%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.09 (P = 0.002)
Total (95% CI) 703 1377 100.0% 0.29 [0.12, 0.46] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi = 16.67, df = 6 (P = 0.01); I = 64% 2 i 7 ; 23

Test for overall effe 3.31 (P =0.0009)

Favours [nonrecurrence]
Test for subarouo differences: Chiz = 2.01. df =2 (P = 0.37). I = 0.4% l 1

Favours [recurrence]
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Recurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Aryamaetal. 2015 239 81 17 329 16 24 18%  -0.66[-1.30,-0.02] —
Gong et al. 2021 5096 21.09 22 5603 2332 62 31%  -022[-0.71,027] -
He etal. 2018 4323 2357 24 60.97 2057 56 3.0%  -0.82[-1.31,-0.32] E—
Kim et al. 2019 42 212 613 521 221 1739 86.0%  -0.46[-0.55,-0.37] ||
KimM etal. 2014 3641 178 61 469 21 69 6.0%  -0.55[-0.90,-0.20] I
Total (95% CI) 737 1950 100.0%  -0.47 [-0.56, -0.39] ¢
Heterogeneity: Chi® = 3.45, df = 4 (P = 0.49); 2= 0% ) S H 3

Test for overall effect: Z = 10.77 (P < 0.00001)

b

2

Favours [recurrencel] - Favours [nonrecurrence]

Recurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV. Random.95% Cl 1V, Random, 95% Cl
He etal. 2018 37.33 14.08 24 5446 16.37 56 20.0% -1.08 [-1.59, -0.57] —
Kaufmann et al. 2021 16 8 9 42 14 41 146% -1.94 [-2.76,-1.12) I
Kim M etal. 2014 252 119 61 295 111 69 22.8% -0.37 [-0.72, -0.02] —
Park et al. 2013 59.1 137 35 655 13.8 141 224% -0.46 [-0.84, -0.09] —
Tian et al. 2020 3721 7.03 27 51.14 1243 56 20.2% -1.26 [-1.75, -0.76] -
Total (95% CI) 156 363 100.0%  -0.94 [-1.42, -0.46] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.23; Chi? = 20.40, df = 4 (P = 0.0004); I* = 80% 2 ) 0 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.7 (P = 0.0001) Favours [recurrence] Favours [nonrecurrence]
C Recurrence  Nonrecurrence Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
- % - om.95%Cl
Gerede et al. 2015 6 8 10 43 114% 3.23[1.64,6.33]
Kim et al. 2019 46 ” 567 2275 19.0% 2.40[1.97,2.92] -
KimM etal. 2014 29 48 32 82 16.7% 1.55[1.09, 2.21] —
KimY.etal. ER (-)2021 37 54 620 2161 19.1% 2.39[1.97, 2.90] -
Kim Y. et al. ER (+) 2021 33 42 490 709 19.4% 1.14[0.96, 1.34] ™
Machino-Ohtsuka et al. 2013 28 55 17 68 14.5% 2.04[1.25,3.31] -
Total (95% CI) 284 5338 100.0% 1.95[1.38, 2.75] L 4
Total events 179 1736
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.15; Chi = 50.19, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I* = 90% 0.01 04 1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.78 (P = 0.0002)

d

Favours [nonrecurrencel] - Favours [recurrence]

Recurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
_Study or Subgroup _ Mean SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Enes etal. 2017 75 3 26 72 25 33 283% 0.11[-0.41,062] e
Kaufmannetal. 2021  7.07 187 9 496 187 41 17.7% 1.11[0.35, 1.87)
Kim D et al. 2021 715 345 362 585 253 630 54.0% 045[0.32, 0.58] =
Total (95% CI) 397 704 100.0% 0.47 [0.09, 0.85] o
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.07; Chi* = 4.62, df = 2 (P = 0.10); I* = 57% 5 M 5 i 5

Test for overall effect: 240 (P =0.02)

Favours [nonrecurrence] - Favours [recurrencel]

e Recurrence Nonrecurrence Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
_Study or Subgroup Mean _ SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV. Random.95%Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

Kocyigitetal. 2019 4945 105 92 49.54 104 267 228%  -0.01[-0.25,0.23] -+
Li etal. 2021 4347 998 41 4265 889 155 17.9% 0.09 [-0.25, 0.43] T
Park et al. 2013 436 89 78 431 9 186 21.5% 0.06 [-0.21,0.32) ™
Straube etal. 2021  41.08 9.32 166 39.38 835 307 25.1% 0.20[0.01, 0.38] =
Tian et al. 2020 47.01 1033 27 3832 839 56 12.8% 0.95[0.47, 1.43] e
Total (95% CI) 404 971 100.0%  0.20[-0.03,0.42] >
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi? = 13.12, df = 4 (P = 0.01); ' =70% 5 3 o 1 2

Test for overall effect: 1.70 (P = 0.09)

Favours [nonrecurrence] - Favours [recurrence]
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Study

Duetal. 2020
Enesetal. 2017
Kaufmann et al. 2021
Lietal 2021
Parketal. 2013
Pintoetal. 2017

Shiozawa et al. 2017
Simon etal. 2021
Straube etal. 2021
Szegedietal. 2022

Tianetal. 2020
Zhouetal. 2022

He etal. 2018
Filled: Tianetal. 2020
Filled: Du et al. 2020
Filled: Pintoetal. 2017
Filled: He etal. 2018
Filled: Li et al. 2021

Interventio@ontrol
TE seTE Total Total

0.92 0.2401 24 84
032 02640 26 33
1.14 0.3869 9 41
1.01 0.1830 41 155
023 0.1353 78 186
0.94 03107 17 35
0.67 0.2434 28 49
0.29 0.0863 229 332
0.30 0.0982 166 285
0.10 0.1025 143 285
0.70 0.2409 27 56
041 0.1247 94 216
0.98 0.2564 24 56
-0.15 02409 27 56
-0.36 0.2401 24 84
-0.38 0.3107 17 35
-042 02564 24 56
-0.45 0.1830 41 155

Filled: Kaufmann et al. 2021 -0.59 0.3869 9 41

Random effects model

1048 2240

Heterogeneity: 1° = 81%, t° = 0.2224, p < 0.01

Standardised Mean
Difference

<

-15-1-050 05 1 15

SMD

0.92 [0.45; 1.39]
0.32 [-0.20; 0.84]
1.14 [0.39; 1.90]
1.01 [0.65; 1.37]
0.23 [-0.03; 0.50]
0.94 [0.33; 1.55]
0.67 [0.20; 1.15]
0.29 [0.12; 0.46]
0.30 [0.11; 0.50]
0.10 [-0.10; 0.30]
0.70 [0.23; 1.18]
0.41 [0.17; 0.65]
0.98 [0.47; 1.48]
-0.15 [-0.62; 0.33]
-0.36 [-0.83; 0.11]
-0.38 [-0.99; 0.23]
-0.42 [-0.92; 0.09]
-0.45 [-0.81; -0.09]
-0.59 [-1.34; 0.17]

95%-Cl Weight

5.2%
5.0%
3.9%
5.7%
6.0%
4.5%
5.1%
6.3%
6.2%
6.2%
52%
6.1%
5.0%
52%
52%
4.5%
5.0%
5.7%
3.9%

0.30 [0.06; 0.53] 100.0%
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Interventiofontrol

Study TE seTE
Ariyama et al. 2015 -0.46 0.3215
Combes etal. 2013 -1.16 0.3458
Fukushima et al. 2015 -0.47 0.2047
Gerede et al. 2015 -1.34 0.3316
Gong etal. 2021 -0.09 0.2483
Heetal. 2018 -1.08 0.2593
Istratoaie et al. 2021 -1.55 0.2735
Kanda etal. 2015 -0.74 0.3084
Kim etal. 2019 -0.49 0.0475
Kim M et al. 2014 -0.57 0.1794
KimY.etal. ER(-) 2021 -0.38 0.0462
KimY.etal. ER(+) 2021 -0.01 0.0794
Maetal. paroxysmal 2017 -1.26 0.3219
Ma et al. persistent 2017 -1.58 0.2962
MaXetal. 2021 -0.91 0.1996
Naoki et al. 2005 -0.90 0.3498
Shiozawa et al. 2017 -0.08 0.2370
Simon etal. 2021 0.01 0.0859
Szegedietal. 2022 0.12 0.1026
Verma et al. 2004 -0.93 0.2203
Yang etal. 2021 -0.54 0.1801
Yang Z etal. 2021 -0.64 0.1594
You etal. 2021 -0.48 0.1563
Zeljkovic et al. 2020 0.19 0.2584
Kielbasa et al. 2021 -0.29 0.1126
Wei etal. 2020 -0.43 0.1910
Yoshida et al. paroxymal 2013 -0.49 0.4542
Yoshida et al. Persisten 2013 -0.58 0.4577
Filled: Ma X et al. 2021 0.26 0.1996
Filled: Verma et al. 2004 0.28 0.2203
Filled: He et al. 2018 0.44 0.2593
Filled: Combes et al. 2013  0.51 0.3458
Filled: Ma et al. paroxysmal 2017 0.61 0.3219
Filled: Gerede etal. 2015 0.69 0.3316
Filled: Istratoaie et al. 2021 0.91 0.2735

Filled: Ma et al. persistent 2017  0.94 0.2962

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: 1 = 85%, T° = 0.3455, p < 0.01

Standardised Mean
Total Total Difference
17 24 —t

22 18 —=—i

39 66 —
16 35 —=— |
22 62 =
24 56 —E— i
24 57 —=— |
16 37 e
613 1739 |
61 69 -=
657 1712

523 228

16 39

23 42

41 83

10 61

28 49

229 332

143 285

3 68

43 121

55 160

54 184

21 53

107 310

37 13

6 28

6 27

41 83

34 68

24 56

22 18

16 39

16 35

24 57

23 42
3087 6456 <

— T T

SMD 95%-Cl Weight

0.46 [-1.09; 0.17)
116 [1.

-0.47 [-0.88;-0.07)
-1.34 [1.99;-0.69)
-0.09 [-0.58; 0.39]
-1.08 [1.59;-0.58]
-1.55 [2.09;-1.02]
0.74 [1.35,-0.14]
-0.49 [-0.58;-0.40]
0.57 [0.92;-0.22)
-0.38 [-0.48;-0.29]
0.01 [-0.16; 0.15]
-1.26 [1.89;-0.63]
-1.58 [2.16;-1.00]
0.91 [1.30;-051)
-0.90 [-1.58;-0.21]
-0.08 [-0.55; 0.38)
0.01 [-0.16; 0.18]
012 [-0.08; 0.32)
-0.93 [1.36;-0.50]
-0.54 [-0.90;-0.19]
-0.64 [-0.96;-0.33]
-0.48 [-0.79;-0.17)
019 [0.31; 0.70]
0.29 [0.51;-0.07)
-0.43 [-0.80;-0.05]
-0.49 [-1.38; 0.40)
-0.58 [-1.48; 0.31]
026 [0.13; 0.65]
028 [-0.15; 0.71]
0.44 [0.07; 0.95]
051 [-0.16; 1.19]
061 [0.02; 1.24]
069 [0.04; 1.34]
091 [0.37; 1.44]
0.94 [0.36; 1.52]

25%
2.4%
2.9%
25%
2.8%
27%
27%
26%
3.3%
3.0%
3.3%
3.2%
25%
2.6%
2.9%
2.4%
28%
3.2%
3.2%
2.9%
3.0%
3.1%
3.1%
2.8%
3.2%
3.0%
21%
2.0%
2.9%
2.9%
27%
24%
25%
25%
27%
26%

-0.34 [-0.55;-0.13] 100.0%




image1.tiff
Chicken wing Windsock Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

d _StudyorSubgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H.Random.95% Cl M-H. Random. 95% CI
Gong et al. 2021 15 30 6 49 13.1% 4.08[1.78,9.37] -
Kocyigit et al. 2019 15 67 45 169 20.9% 0.84 [0.50, 1.40] —
Shiozawa et al. 2017 13 38 717 154% 0.83[0.40, 1.71] T
Straube et al. 2021 37 98 89 244 27.4% 1.04 [0.76, 1.40] -
Szegedi et al.2022 18 48 44 130 23.2% 1.11[0.72,1.72] -
Total (95% CI) 281 609 100.0% 1.17[0.79,1.72]
Total events 98 191
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.12; Chi? = 11.41, df = 4 (P = 0.02); I* = 65% 0.01 01 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: 2 = 0.77 (P = 0.44) Favours [Chicken wing]  Favours [Windscoki]
b Chicken wing Cactus Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
_Study or Subgroup _ Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H. Fixed. 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Gong et al. 2021 15 30 1 3 35% 1.50[0.29, 7.73] ]
Kocyigit et al. 2019 15 67 6 30 15.8% 1.12[0.48, 2.60] -
Shiozawa et al. 2017 13 38 5 12 14.5% 0.82[0.37, 1.83] -
Straube et al. 2021 37 98 17 49 43.1% 1.09[0.69, 1.72]
Szegedi et al.2022 18 48 9 23 232% 0.96 [0.51, 1.79] .
Total (95% Cl) 281 117 100.0%  1.04[0.76, 1.41]
Total events 98 38
Heterogeneity: Chiz = 0.66, df = 4 (P = 0.96); I* = 0% ot o b o 00
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.24 (P = 0.81) Favours [Chicken wing] Favours [Cautus]
¢ Chicken wing Cauliflower Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
_Study or Subgroup _ Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H. Fixed. 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Gong et al. 2021 15 30 0 2 12%  3.00([0.23, 38.60] ]
Kocyigit et al. 2019 15 67 26 93  27.5% 0.80 [0.46, 1.39] =
Shiozawa et al. 2017 13 38 3 10 6.0% 1.14[0.40, 3.24] -1
Straube et al. 2021 37 98 23 72 335% 1.18[0.77, 1.80] =
Szegedi et al.2022 18 48 72 227 31.8% 1.18[0.78, 1.79] I
Total (95% Cl) 281 404 100.0% 1.10 [0.85, 1.41]
Total events 98 124
Heterogeneity: Chiz = 2.09, df = 4 (P = 0.72); I = 0% o o b 5 00

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48) Favours [Chicken wing]  Favours [Cauliflowerl]




image2.tiff
Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

Std. Mean Difference
1V, Random, 95% CI

Recurrence Nonrecurrence

tudy or Subgrou Mean D _Total Mean D _Total Weight
3.5.1 <100
Du et al. 2020 13.34 4.62 24 967 375 84  6.5%
He et al. 2018 14.75 5.35 24 1047 385 56  6.1%
Li etal. 2021 11.49 3.86 41 826 299 155 8.1%
Park et al. 2013 233 47 78 221 53 186 9.6%
Simon et al. 2021 88 52 229 76 32 332 11.1%
Straube et al. 2021 10.41 482 166 9.08 4.08 307 10.8%
Szegedi et al.2022 74 3 143 741 3 285 107%
Zhou et al. 2022 126 85 94 102 42 216 10.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 799 1621  72.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.06; Chi? = 32.20, df = 7 (P < 0.0001); I* = 78%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.59 (P < 0.00001)

3.5.2>100

Enes etal. 2017 11 43 26 97 38 33 59%
Kaufmann et al. 2021 143 44 9 10 354 41 3.7%
Pinto et al. 2017 113 29 17 82 34 35  4.9%
Shiozawa et al. 2017 19.3 129 28 13.6 4 49 64%
Tian etal. 2020 11.2 4.81 27 832 364 56  6.4%
Subtotal (95% CI) 107 214 27.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau® =
Test for overall effect:

.00; Chi? = 4.01, df = 4 (P = 0.40); I?= 0%
5.61 (P <0.00001)

906 1835 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.06; Chi* = 43.10, df = 12 (P < 0.0001); I* = 72%
Test for overall effect: 6.07 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subarou differences: Chiz =2.07. df =1 (P = 0.15). 1 = 51.7%

Total (95% CI)

0.92[0.45, 1.39]
0.980.47, 1.48]
1.01[0.65, 1.37]

0.23[-0.03, 0.50]
0.29[0.12, 0.46]
0.31(0.12, 0.49]
0.10 [-0.10, 0.30]
0.41[0.17, 0.65]
0.46 [0.27, 0.66]

0.32[-0.20, 0.84]
1.14[0.39, 1.90]
0.94 [0.33, 1.55]
0.67[0.20, 1.15]
0.70 [0.23, 1.18]
0.69 [0.45, 0.94]

0.53[0.36, 0.71]
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