
Supplementary Table 2A.  Study Quality Assessment Based on Newcastle-Ottawa Scale

Author

Representa-
tiveness of the 
average adult 
in community

Co-
hort 
size

Informa-
tion on 
clinical 

outcomes

Out-
come not 
present 
at start

factors 
compa-

rable be-
tween the 

groups

Ade-
quate 

clinical 
assess-
ment

Fol-
low 
up 

time

Ade-
quacy 
of fol-
low-up

MAX=8

HIGH>6, 
MEDIUM 

4 to 6, 
LOW ≤3

Amato et al. (2016)39 0 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 0 5.5 Medium

Siau et al. (2018) 47 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 7 High

Barclay et al. (2020)17 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 6.5 High

Sandhu et al. (2018)45 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 6.5 High

Schenck et al. (2017)46 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 6.5 High

Curcio et al. (2015)43 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 High

Uedo et al. (2015)48 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 Medium

Binmoeller et al. (2015)18 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 6.5 High

Binmoeller et al. (2012)16 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 6.5 High

Cadoni et al. (2018)40 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 7 High

Wang et al. (2013)20 0 0.5 1 1 1 1 0 0 4.5 Medium

Rodríguez Sánchez et al. 
(2019)44

0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 7 High

Chien et al. (2019)42 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 5.5 Medium

Chaves et al. (2018)41 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 Medium

Supplementary Table 2B.  Showing Study Quality Assessment Based on Jadad Score for Randomized Controlled Trials

Study Randomization Randomization 
generation

Double 
blinding

Allocation con-
cealment

Withdrawals or 
dropouts

Jadad score 
(MAX=5) Quality

Yamashina et al. (2019)49 1 1 0 0 1 3 Good

Yen et al. (2019)50 1 1 0 0 1 3 Good


