Exposed Non-Exposed Odds ratio Weight
Study NcNnon-c Nc Nnon-c with 95% ClI (%)

Low or Some Concern

Berman 1980-1 3 3 3 32 —m— 0.97[0.18, 5.16] 3.14
Berman 1980-2 4 45 3 54 — i 1.60[0.34, 7.53] 3.46
Berman 1980-3 4 19 3 19 — a3 1.33[0.26, 6.78] 3.25
Khillare 1998 9 3 12 —— 6.00[1.17, 30.72] 3.24
Ma 2014 3 0 10 I 9.80 [ 0.44, 219.25] 1.21
Saunders 1983-1 12 29 10 20 —— 0.83[0.30, 2.28] 5.31
Saunders 1983-2 18 22 13 17 —i— 1.07[0.41, 2.78] 557
Saunders 1983-3 31 8 8 22 — 10.66 [ 3.47, 32.73] 4.87
Saunders 1983-4 37 3 12 18 —— 18.50 [4.63, 73.89] 3.94
Saunders 1983-5 36 4 12 18 —— 13.50 [3.81, 47.84] 4.34
Saunders 1983-6 31 9 12 18 —E— 517[1.82, 14.64] 5.20
Saunders 1983-7 27 13 12 18 —— 3.12[1.16, 835 543
Saunders 1983-8 20 20 11 19 —— 1.73[0.66, 4.54] 5.51
Saunders 1983-9 17 14 8 16 —— 243[0.80, 7.33] 4.94
Saunders 1983-10 15 16 9 15 —— 156 [0.53, 4.63] 5.02
Saunders 1988 5 3 7 33 —I‘— 0.67[0.19, 2.33] 4.42
Smialowicz 1981 9 23 5 26 —‘—I— 2.03[0.60, 6.95] 4.47
Yan 2022 6 7 5 8 —1]—— 1.37[0.29, 6.53] 3.42
Zhu 2015 1 27 12 26 —— 0.88[0.33, 235 546
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.57, I* = 59.99%, H* = 2.50 @ 239[152, 3.74]

Test of 6, = 6;: Q(18) = 44.99, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:z=23.79, p=0.00

High Concern

Goud 1982-1 21 33 9 45 —— 3.18[1.29, 7.83] 5.80
Goud 1982-2 20 34 11 43 —— 230[0.97, 545] 598
Goud 1982-3 22 32 11 43 —— 269[1.14, 6.33] 6.01
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I> = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 & 269[1.62, 4.45)

Test of 6, = 8;: Q(2) = 0.26, p = 0.88
Testof 6=0:z=3.84, p=0.00

Overall 'S 2.42[168, 3.50)
Heterogeneity: 7° = 0.40, I = 53.94%, H* = 2.17
Testof 6, = 8;: Q(21) = 45.59, p = 0.00

Testof 6= 0: 2= 4.71, p = 0.00 Favours Exposure | Favours Non-exposure

Test of group differences: Q,(1) =0.12, p =0.73

1/4 2 16 128
QOdds Ratios
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Non-Exposed Exposed Cohen's d Weight
Study N Mean SD Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Low or Some Concern ‘
Berman 1980-1 12 12.6 32 12 128 2.7 [ ] -0.07 [-0.87, 0.73] 5.34
Berman 1980-2 16 13.1 25 14 131 2.3 * 0.00[-0.72, 0.72] 542
Berman 1980-3 6 13.8 34 6 128 3.3 - 0.30[-0.84, 1.44] 4.98
Jensh 1984 9 1478 211 13 1292 233 [ ] 0.83[-0.06, 1.71] 5.26
Jensh 1982 6 12.83 1.47 14 1207 3.15 _ 0.27[-0.69, 1.23] 5.18
Jensh. 1983 4 115 526 14 13.14 1.61 - -0.61[-1.74, 0.52] 4.99
Khillare 1998 9 115 11.23 5 556 B 0.73[-0.22, 1.69] 5.19
Ma 2014 6 1291 3.21 125 2.62 # 0.14[-0.99, 1.27] 4.98
Rugh 1978-1 21 5871 23.73 43 61.38 21.23 [ -0.12[-0.64, 0.40] 5.57
Rugh 1978-2~ 32 6194 1431 68 63.13 15.74 - -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] 5.63
Rugh 1978-3 15 56.37 21.05 13 64.54 20.02 — -0.40[-1.15, 0.35] 5.39
Saunders 1988 10 85 1.85 10 8.7 177 [ ] -0.11[-0.99, 0.77] 5.27
Smialowicz 1981 20 132 383 20 127 468 i 0.12[-0.50, 0.74] 5.50
Yan 2022 6 57 166 6 56 3.16 — 0.04[-1.09, 1.17] 4.99
Yu 2020 13 778 131 10 712 1.96 ' 0.41[-0.43, 1.24] 5.31
Zhu 2015 10 132 224 10 131 265 [l 0.04 [-0.84, 0.92] 527
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 0.04[-0.15, 0.23]
Test of 8, = 8;: Q(15) = 9.77, p = 0.83
Testof 6=0:z=0.43, p=0.67
High Concern
Goud 1982-1 25 8.3 3 256 753 21 [ ] 297[ 217, 3.78] 534
Goud 1982-2 25 7.89 23 25 531 .18 —- 12.49[ 9.98, 15.00] 3.27
Goud 1982-3 25 853 42 25 561 .38 : 3 7.29[ 576, 8.82] 4.49
Shibkova 2015 5 517 14 5 586 .05 —l— -6.56 [ -9.70, -3.43] 2.64
Heterogeneity: 1° = 26.56, I* = 97.31%, H> = 37.20 i 415(-1.02, 9.31]
Test of 8, = 6;: Q(3) = 111.60, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=1.57,p=0.12
Overall 4 0.80[ 0.11, 1.49]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 2.17, I = 92.34%, H* = 13.06
Test of 8, = 6;: Q(19) = 248.15, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=226,p=0.02 Favours Exposure | Favours Non-exposure
Test of group differences: Q,(1) =2.42, p=0.12

Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model
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Non Exposed Exposed Cohen's d Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% C1 (%)
Low or Some Goncern ]
Akdag 1999-1 10 1469 3199 10 1476  31.99 -0.02[-0.90, 0.85] 1.38
Akdag 1998-2 10 1669 4148 10 1443 4148 0.55(-0.35, 1.44] 137
Akdag 1998-3 10 2281 4025 10 2076 1137 069(-0.21, 159 1.36
Akdag 1999-4 10 2054 5280 10 2049 5577 187( 0.65, 2.69] 1.28
Beachey 1986 * 4 2200 3800 16 2575 37.28 -1.00(-2.14, 0.14] 120
Berman 1980 16 7119.0 128300 14  7067.0 1510.00 0.04(-0.68, 0.75 149
Caimie 1981-1* 5 307 246 10 253 319 183[ 0.57, 3.08) 1.12
Caimie 1981-2 * 5 12.1 291 10 16 243 0.19(-0.88, 127 124
Cairnie 19613 * 5 129 089 10 129 203 0.00(-1.07, 1.07 124
Cairnie 1981-4 * 5 137 358 10 158 150 0.90[-2.02, 0.22) 1.21
Cairnie 1981-5 * 5 224 335 10 245 814 -0.39[-147, 0.70] 124
Cairnie 1981-6 * 5 26.0 224 10 286 479 063[-1.73, 0.46] 1.23
Cairnie 1981-7 * 5 144 425 10 114 279 098[-0.15, 2.11] 121
Cairnie 1961-8 * 5 13.1 089 10 136 354 0.15(-1.23, 092 124
Cairnie 19819 * 5 158 157 10 173 246 -085(-1.75, 045] 123
Cairnie 198110 * 5 275 335 10 250 672 042[-066, 151 124
Chaturvedi 2011 5 104 035 & 85 070 3.43( 148, 538 0.74
Dasdag 2003 8 3238 3102 & 3656 3629 1241231, 017 1.25
Dasdag 2015 8 338 104 8 317 235 1.46( 010, 2.21] 1.25
Gautam 2021 6 615 372 6 569 49 1.04(-0.16, 2.25) 115
Ghanbari 2013 * 7 588 601 21 621 8.46 045[-1.31, 0.41] 139
Guo 2019 12 2640 10892 12 1920 69.28 0.82(-0.02, 1.65 141
Imai 2011 * 24 219 540 48 216 675 0.04[-045 053 163
Khillare 1998-1 3 700 1749 3 120 554 —8——  447[ 148, 748 041
Khillare 1998-2 6 720 1372 & 105 1323 —a— 4.56] 242, 6.71] 0.66
Kim 2007 * 10 2263 2540 20 2139 3168 3 041[-0.35, 1.18] 146
Kowalczuk 1983-1 5 1522 2035 5 1206 4763 = 0.86[-0.43, 2.16] 1.10
Kowalczuk 1983-2 5 1404 2661 5 802 3220 ‘+ 204 0.51, 3.57) 095
Kowalczuk 1983-3 5 1150 1766 5 706 6574 EL 0.92(-0.38, 2.23 1.09
Kowalczuk 1983-4 5 1516 2795 & 822  48.08 = 1.76( 0.30, 3.23] 0.99
Kowalczuk 1983-5 5 1430 1297 5 1016 2007 ‘—l— 1.84] 036, 3.32) 0.98
Kowalczuk 1983-6 5 1265 1811 5 896 2460 . 1711 0.26, 3.16] 1.00
Kowalczuk 1983-7 5 1346 2147 5 874 2482 - 203[ 0.51, 3.56] 095
Kowalczuk 1983-8 5 1384 2281 5 976 14.00 . 215( 059, 371] 084
Kowalczuk 1983-9 5 1488 3063 5 1040 3757 in_n 131(-006, 267 105
Kowalczuk 1983-10 5 1554 3019 5 1014 2482 - 185 045, 3.46] 097
Kumar 2014 6 2108 2109 6 1592  26.16 - 247( 0.75, 3.60] 1.01
Lebovilz 1983-1 4 2984 3780 4 3096 8480 - 0A7[-1.56, 1.22] 1.04
Lebovilz 1983-2 3 3379 4447 3 3212 2026 - 049(-1.14, 2.11] 0.80
Lebovitz 1983-3 4 396.1 9280 4 3673 7040 4‘.7 0.35[-1.05, 1.75] 1.03
Lebovitz 1983-4 4 3651 4200 3 3492 2269 - 045[-1.07, 196] 0.96
Lebovitz 1987a-1 4 250.5 3940 3 267.0 6287 —I‘— 0.33[-1.84, 1.18] 0.87
Lebovitz 1987a-2 4 2657 4960 3 2812 2252 —a -0.38(-1.89, 1.13] 0.96
Lebovitz 1987a-3 4 3112 3300 4 2348 3940 - 210( 0.38, 3.83] 085
Lebovitz 1987a-4 4 283.2 4020 4 3086 2060 —- -0.80[-2.23, 0.64] 1.01
Lebovitz 1987b-1 73061 2019 5 1847 7851 & 233( 0.85, 381 098
Lebovitz 1987b-2 6 2771 5609 6 1244 10472 - 1.82[ 047, 3.16] 1.06
Lebovilz 1987b-3 7 2603 7271 6 695 10472 - 2.15( 0.78, 3.52] 1.05
Lebovitz 1987b-4 6 2024 5084 5 1588 16558 - 112015, 240] 1.11
Lebovitz 1987b-5 * 5 337.0 5633 6 3536 1652 - 0.42[-1.62, 0.78] 1.16
Lebovitz 196706 * 7 3652 3135 7 3552 109.84 -+ 0.42[-0.93, 1.17) 126
Lebovitz 1987b-7 * 6 3267 5805 B 2170 12848 %} 1.04[-0.08, 217] 1.21
Lebovitz 1987b-8 * 3 3822 5901 6 3274 7814 - 0.75(-0.68, 2.18] 1.01
Lee 2012 20 1220  27.00 20 1270 2200 || -0.20(-0.82, 0.42) 155
Lee 2010 20 4220 7100 20 4250  59.00 | | -0.05[-0.67, 0.57 155
Liu 2015 24 12 038 24 1.1 039 F 0.28(-0.29, 0.85 158
Oh 2018 * 5 3986 7852 15 3395 5539 il 0.96(-0.09, 202 126
Ozlem Nisbet 2012* 11 638 2265 22 782 2144 = 0.86[-1.40, 0.08] 147
Pandey 2018 5 232 384 5 102 179 —a— 4341 207, 661 081
Pandey 2017 * 5 236 201 20 161 5.86 E 3 137] 032, 242) 126
Pardhiya 2022 6 2503 1227 & 2187 1053 —-— 276( 118, 4.34] 092
Saunders 1981a * 4 25 139 24 190 472 0.57(-0.50, 1.64] 1.25
Saunders 1981b-1 4 287 248 4 285 319 - -0.99(-2.46, 0.47) 0.99
Saunders 1981b-2 4 225 248 4 257 248 - 1.28(-2.80, 0.24] 0.96
Saunders 1981b-3 4 24 283 4 310 496 - -0.88(-2.33, 057 1.00
Saunders 1981b-4 4 267 383 4 232 248 -+l 1.09(-0.40, 257 088
Saunders 19816-5 4 306 283 4 260 177 - 1.85( 027, 3.63] 087
Shahin 2014 15 8.8 016 15 8.1 0.10 —— 540( 3.85, 6.94) 095
Shahin 2018a * 10 107 104 30 73 184 E 3 222( 136, 309 139
Tang 2022-1 5 211 273 5 19.3 1.86 *‘f 0.77(-0.51, 2.06] 1.10
Tang 2022-2 5 21.8 273 5 220 261 {‘ -0.09([-133, 1.15] 113
Tang 20223 § 208 137 5 207 298 - 008[-1.18, 130] 113
Tang 20224 5 224 298 5§ 19.5 503 - 071[-057, 198 1.1
Tang 2022-5 5 222 453 5 174 261 . 1.291-0.07, 2.66] 1.05
Tang 2022-6 5 288 311 5§ 16.1 149 ‘ —— 3.13[ 1.28, 498 0.79
Tas 2014 7 32 201 7 337 180 E 3 0.26(-0.79, 1.31] 126
Trosic 2013 9 2450 4640 9 2380  31.00 - 0.18[-0.75, 1.10] 135
Yu 2020-1 16 539 747 15 515 937 - 0.29(-0.43, 1.01] 149
Yu 2020-2 15 655 965 15 588 1427 ‘ 0.55(-0.18, 1.28] 148
Yu 2020-3 15 569 1101 15 391 17.66 1211 043, 1.99] 145
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.75, I* = 71.37%, H® = 3.49 r 0.74[ 0.51, 0.98]
Testof 8, = B;: Q(79) = 275,95, p = 0.00
High Concern
Dasdag 1999 6 2363 3530 6 2098 4170 - 069[-048, 185 118
Delafarivar 2020 6 2123 7046 6 2808  90.61 - 0.84(-2.02, 0.34) 117
Gautam 2019 8 624 537 8 548 492 ‘I 1471037, 2.58) 122
Odaci 2016 9 287 542 9 210 154 - 067(-0.28, 162 133
Ribeiro 2007 8 880 2300 & 830  18.00 L 3 0.24[-0.74, 1.23] 131
Shahin 2019 8 2075 5931 & 1225 3574 ‘ - 1741 059, 2.89] 1.19
Xue 2022 3 850 3540 13 850  33.00 : 0.00[-0.77, 0.77] 145
Heterogeneity: T* = 0.38, I° = 58.63%, H’ = 2.42 ‘ 0.54[-0.06, 1.15]
Testof 6, = 8;: Q(6) = 14.50, p = 0.02
Overall ‘ 0.72[ 0.50, 0.94]

Heterogeneity: ' =0.71, I* = 70.38%, H* =3.38
Testof 8 = 8; Q(86) = 290.47, p = 0.00

Test of group differences: Qu(1) = 0,35, p = 0.55

Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model

Favours Exposure

-5 0 5
‘Standardized Mean Differenc
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Non-Exposed Exposed Mean diff. Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Low or Some Concern
Akdag 1999-1 10 1428 395 10 1443 429 -0.15[ -3.76, 3.46] 0.77
Akdag 1999-2 10 1511 144 10 1731 258 -2.20[ -4.03, -0.37] 1.80
Akdag 1999-3 10 2032 3.09 10 2644 528 - -6.12[ -9.91, -2.33] 0.72
Akdag 1999-4 10 1135 245 10 2129 409 - -9.94[-12.89, -6.99] 1.03
Beechey 1986* 4 11 8 16 16 1.18 q 050 -1.73, 073] 241
Cairnie 1981-1* 5 13 27 10 145 37 ! -0.15[ -0.52, 0.22] 3.23
Cairnie 1981-2° 5 4 54 10 54 327 -1.40[ -4.34, 1.54] 1.04
Cairnie 1981-3* 5 23 244 10 1835 249 TI 465 199, 731 119
Cairnie 1981-4" 5 82 224 10 845 2 'l‘ -0.25[ -2.48, 1.98] 147
Cairnie 1981-5" 5 13 .38 10 19 149 -060[ -1.95 075 228
Cairnie 1981-6" 5 28 291 10 36 6 l -080[ -6.43, 4.83] 037
Cairnie 1981-7* 5 57 376 10 465 193 L— 1.05( -1.78, 3.88] 1.10
Cairnie 1981-8" 5 226 575 10 232 57 | -060[ -6.74, 554] 0.31
Cairnie 1981-9" 5 105 414 10 98 174 i 070 -2.21, 3.61] 1.05
Cairnie 1981-10* 5 29 195 10 15 .89 | | 1.40[ -0.01, 2.81] 222
Cairnie 1981-11 8 1 31 8 13 48 * -0.30[ -0.70, 0.10] 3.21
Cairnie 1981-12 3 1.001 3 1.7 81 - -0.70[ -1.62, 022] 275
Cairnie 1981-13 3 11 31 3 1 .35 0.10[ -0.43, 0.63] 3.12
Cairnie 1981-14 3 13 23 3 11 a2 E 020[ -0.09, 049] 3.27
Cairnie 1981-15 2 11 .18 3 1 .001 0.10([ -0.09, 029 3.31
Cairnie 1981-16 3 22 73 3 15 76 ‘F 070 -0.49, 1.89] 245
Cairnie 1981-17 3 14 35 3 15 23 u -0.10( -0.57, 037 3.6
Cairnie 1981-18 3 12 54 3 1.1 42 0.10[ -0.67, 0.87] 290
Cairnie 1981-19 3 15 23 3 1.5 76 = 0.00[ -0.90, 0.90] 2.77
Cairnie 1981-20 3 14 35 3 13 64 F 0.10[ -0.73, 093] 285
Cairnie 1981-21 3 14 54 3 1 .001 0.40[ -0.21, 1.01] 3.05
Cairnie 1981-22 3 16 85 3 12 2 : 040( -0.06, 086] 317
Dasdag 2003 8 118 236 8 1192 254 i -0.12[ -252, 228 135
Dasdag 2015 8 122 28 8 185 259 ] ‘ -6.30[ -8.11, -4.49] 1.82
Gautam 2021 6 147 1 & 237 54 q -0.90[ -1.34, -0.46] 3.18
Ghanbari 2013* 7 1794 46 21 1838 558 —T— -0.44[ -5.03, 4.5 0.52
Guo 2019 12 246 797 12 2704 935 —a— -2.44[ -9.39, 451 026
Huai 1984* 10 22 99 15 54 413 -I-‘ -320[ -5.83, -057] 121
Imai 2011* 24 18 1.09 48 191 222 -0.11[ -1.05, 0.83] 272
Kowalczuk 1983-1 5 44 134 5 45 134 | | -0.10[ -1.76, 1.56] 1.96
Kowalczuk 1983-2 5 45 89 5 265 13.19 —_— -22.00 [ -33.59, -10.41] 0.09
Kowalczuk 1983-3 5 6 157 5 268 14.09 = -20.80[-33.23, -8.37] 0.08
Kowalczuk 1983-4 5 47 134 5 12 514 —— -7.30[-11.96, -2.64] 0.51
Kowalczuk 1983-5 5 63 157 5 17 2057 — -10.70 (-28.78, 7.38] 0.04
Kowalczuk 1983-6 5 45 246 5 133 1118 —_— -8.80[-18.83, 1.23] 0.13
Kowalczuk 1983-7 5 67 224 5 128 939 — -6.10[-14.56, 2.36] 0.17
Kowalczuk 1983-8 5 83 537 5 81 157 —a— 020 -4.70, 5.10] 047
Kowalczuk 1983-9 5 83 514 5 133 626 — -5.00[-12.10, 2.10] 0.24
Kowalczuk 1983-10 5 96 291 5 166 114 —_— -7.00[-17.31, 3.31] 0.2
Lebovitz 1983-1 4 42 12 4 124 222 — -8.20[-29.99, 13.59] 0.03
Lebovitz 1983-2 3 65 225 3 6.2 554 — 0.30[ -6.47, 7.07] 0.26
Lebovitz 1983-3 4 4 24 4 54 42 —.— -1.40[ -6.14, 3.34] 0.50
Lebovitz 1983-4 4 35 22 3 33 156 - 020 -2.75, 3.15] 1.04
Lee 2012 20 0 .001 20 0 .001 0.00[ -0.00, 0.00] 3.34
Liu 2015 24 2022 24 24 2081 255 059 -1.99, 081 223
Ozlem Nisbet 2012* 11 1631 249 22 1344 262 L] 287[ 1.00, 474 177
Pandey 2018 5 125 42 5 2965 425 e — -17.15[-22.39, -11.91] 0.42
Pandey 2017* 5 1113 311 20 217 746 — -10.57 [-17.34, -3.80] 0.26
Tang 2022-1 5 514 176 5 44 204 = 0.74[ -1.62, 3.10] 1.38
Tang 2022-2 5 505 13 5 981 194 = 476 -6.81, -271] 161
Tang 2022-3 5 495 12 5 954 102 =] 459 -597, -3.21] 225
Tang 2022-4 5 505 31 5 1139 111 -+ -6.34[ -9.23, -3.45] 1.07
Tang 2022-5 5 523 83 5 1213 329 -+ -6.90[ -9.87, -3.93] 1.03
Tang 2022-6 5 56 148 5 1324 292 - -7.64 [-10.51, -4.77] 1.08
Tas 2014 7 198 3 7 129 8 = B8.90[ 4.60, 9.20] 142
Trosic 2013 9 106 34 9 1109 32 - -0.49[ -3.54, 2.56] 0.99
Yahyazadeh 2018 6 18 49 6 55 49 —=— -37.00 [-42.54, -31.46] 0.38
Yu 2020-1 15 10.73 543 15 1236 8.15 —.— -1.63[ -6.59, 3.33] 046
Yu 2020-2 15 16.71 842 15 21.06 10.87 — -4.35[-11.31, 261] 0.25
Yu 2020-3 15 197 883 15 337 1562 —_—— -14.00 [-23.08, -4.92] 0.15
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.80, I” = 89.57%, H = 9.58 + -0.94[ -1.28, -0.59]
Test of 8, = 6;: Q(64) = 613.33, p = 0.00
Test of 8=0: z=-5.35, p=0.00
High Concern
Dasdag 1999 6 142 19 6 159 37 - -1.70[ -5.03, 163] 087
Goud 1982 8 142 74 8 567 14 | | -4.25( -5.17, -3.33] 275
Shahin 2019 8 23 624 8 498 1137 - -26.80[-35.79, -17.81] 0.15
Xu 2020 7 1081 92 7 1684 205 -6.03[ -7.69, -4.37] 1.96
Xue 2022 13 834 519 13 65 7 -1.60[ -6.34, 3.14] 050
Heterogeneity: 1° = 9.10, I* = 87.22%, H* = 7.82 562 -8.75 -2.50]
Test of B, = 8; Q(4) = 31.29, p = 0.00
Testof 6 =0:z=-3.52, p=0.00
Overall ' -1.27[ -1.63, -0.91]
Heterogeneity: 7° = 1.02, I” = 91.17%, H* = 11.33
Test of 8 = 8;: Q(69) = 781.56, p = 0.00
Favours Non-exposure | Favours Exposure
Testof8=0:z=-6.87, p=0.00
Test of group differences: Q.(1) = 8.52, p = 0.00
-40 20
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Non-Exposed Exposed Mean diff. Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Low or Some Concern ‘
Berman 1980 16 8 7 14 6 6 . 200[ -2.70, 6.70] 3.03
Chaturvedi 2011 5 3122 1.386 5 3032 588 - 0.90[ -4.39, 6.19] 299
Dasdag 2015 8 37 3.31 282 3.61 ‘. 8.80[ 5.41, 12.19] 3.09
Gautam 2021 6 33.71 367 4118 1.22 .i -7.47[-10.56, -4.38] 3.10
Ghanbari 2013* 7 50.04 459 21 6163 6.17 N | -11.59[-16.59, -6.59] 3.01
Guo 2019 12 433 149 12 59.22 13.48 - -16.92[-27.29, -4.55] 2.51
Houston 2019-1 5 239 4 6 333 109 -.—} -9.40[-19.55, 0.75] 2.62
Houston 2019-2 5 20 12 6 298 43 .‘ -9.80[-13.72, -5.88] 3.07
Houston 2019-3 8 198 3 8 419 6.2 ] -22.10[ -26.87, -17.33] 3.02
Imai 2011* 24 134 9.6 48 14.15 11.26 . -0.75[ -6.01, 4.51] 3.00
Khillare 1998-1 3 20 589 3 45 17.32 —i— -25.00[ -45.70, -4.30] 1.70
Khillare 1998-2 6 24 1519 6 415 15.19 —— -17.50 [ -34.69, -0.31] 1.99
Ozlem Nisbet 2012* 11 49.23 13.76 22 3548 7.53 B 13.75[ 6.53, 20.97] 2.86
Pardhiya 2022 6 2384 691 6 4167 6.59 B -17.83[-25.47, -10.19] 2.83
Qin 2014-1 6 2535 1795 6 5465 131 —— -29.30[ -47.08, -11.52] 1.94
Qin 2014-2 6 2895 171 6 46.05 14.82 —— -17.10[-35.21, 1.01] 191
Qin 2014-3 6 3477 1509 6 39.88 10.26 —-.-— -5.11[-19.71, 9.49] 2.22
Qin 2014-4 6 3314 855 6 05047 855 E ¥ -17.33[-27.01, -7.65] 2.66
Qin 2014-5 6 30.12 21.36 6 51.05 208 —— -20.93[-44.79, 293] 148
Qin 2014-6 6 2221 1852 6 55.35 11.95 —— -33.14 [ -50.78, -15.50] 1.95
Shahin 2014 15 16.18 168 15 39.08 1.26 || | -22.90 [ -23.96, -21.84] 3.16
Shahin 2018a* 10 1072 677 30 3566 13.15 L 3 -24.94 [ -33.49, -16.39] 2.76
Tang 2022-1 5 563.15 1147 5 4523 3.88 %.— 7.92[ -2.69, 18.53] 2.58
Tang 2022-2 5 5121 355 5 567 194 . -5.49[ -9.04, -1.94] 3.08
Tang 2022-3 5 5057 71 5 5832 355 ‘ -7.75[-14.71, -0.79] 2.88
Tang 2022-4 5 4653 194 5 6511 3.55 [ ] | -18.58 [ -22.13, -15.03] 3.08
Tang 2022-5 5 4895 388 5 664 4.53 [ | -17.45[-22.68, -12.22] 3.00
Tang 2022-6 5 4879 355 5 6834 291 -19.55[ -23.57, -15.53] 3.06
Tas 2014 7 253 247 7 291 59 [ -3.80[ 854, 094] 3.03
Yu 2020-1 15 3125 842 15 2935 11.01 . 1.90[ -5.11, 891] 2.88
Yu 2020-2 15 36.68 856 15 48.51 15.08 s i -11.83[-20.61, -3.05] 2.74
Yu 2020-3 15 47.42 1019 15 64.13 17.53 E B -16.71[-26.97, -6.45] 2.61
Heterogeneity: 1° = 135.12, I° = 95.78%, H* = 23.71 Q ; -10.83 [ -15.20, -6.47]
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(31) = 734.88, p = 0.00
Testof 6=0:z=-4.87, p=0.00
High Concern
Almasiova 2017 10 4574 522 10 5246 7.15 q -6.72[-12.21, -1.23] 298
Delafarivar 2020 6 34.86 20.01 6 38.31 15.87 —.— -3.45[-23.89, 16.99] 1.72
Gautam 2019 8 2087 356 8 36.37 5.09 . -6.50[ -10.80, -2.20] 3.05
Odaci 2016 9 2876 4813 9 91 384 —B— -62.24 [ -93.78, -30.70] 1.06
Shahin 2019 8 30 1632 8 64 5.66 - -34.00 [ -45.97, -22.03] 246
Xu 2020 7 3061 742 7 5484 5.01 i -24.23 [ -30.86, -17.60] 2.91
Heterogeneity: 1° = 130.80, I* = 89.20%, H* = 9.26 0 -18.74 [ -29.33, -8.16]
Test of 8, = 8;: Q(5) = 46.28, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:z=-3.47, p=0.00
Overall 4 -11.93[-15.90, -7.986]

Heterogeneity: 7° = 129.78, I = 95.29%, H* = 21.25
Test of 8, = 8: Q(37) = 786.10, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:z=-5.89, p=0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 1.84, p = 0.18

Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model
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Highlights

1 Systematic review of experimental studies on RF-EMF effects on male
fertility

1 Risk of bias, inconsistency, publication bias weakened the certainty of
results

1 RF-EMF is unlike to decrease the fecundity of exposed male rodents

I RF-EMF may affect testicular tissue and sperm quality but the evidence
is uncertain

1 Impact on surrogate markers of fertility may not translate into
functional effects

Effects of Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Field (RF-EMF) exposure on
male fertility: A systematic review of experimental studies on non-human
mammals and human sperm in vitro
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