Search strategy

PubMed #1 "Dry Eye Syndromes"[Mesh]

#2 ((((((((((Dry Eye Syndrome]Title/Abstract]) OR (Dry Eye Disease[Title/Abstract])) OR (Dry Eye
Diseases|Title/Abstract])) OR (Dry Eye[Title/Abstract])) OR (Dry Eyes|[Title/Abstract])) OR (Evaporative Dry Eye
Disease[Title/Abstract])) OR (Evaporative Dry Eye Syndrome[Title/Abstract])) OR (Evaporative Dry
Eye[Title/Abstract])) OR (Dry Eye, Evaporative[Title/Abstract])) OR (Evaporative Dry Eyes|Title/Abstract]))

#3 #1 OR #2

#4 "Risk Factors"[Mesh]

#5 (CCC((((Factor, Risk) OR (Risk Factor)) OR (Social Risk Factors)) OR (Factor, Social Risk)) OR (Factors, Social
Risk)) OR (Risk Factor, Social)) OR (Risk Factors, Social)) OR (Social Risk Factor)) OR (Health Correlates)) OR
(Correlates, Health)) OR (Population at Risk)) OR (Populations at Risk)) OR (Risk Scores)) OR (Risk Score)) OR
(Score, Risk)) OR (Risk Factor Scores)) OR (Risk Factor Score)) OR (Score, Risk Factor)

#6 #4 OR #5

#7 #3 AND #6

Embase #1 'dry eye syndromes'/exp OR 'dry eye syndromes'

#2 'dry eye syndrome':ab,ti OR 'dry eye disease':ab,ti OR 'dry eye diseases':ab,ti OR 'dry eye':ab,ti OR 'dry eyes'":ab,ti OR
'evaporative dry eye disease':ab,ti OR 'evaporative dry eye syndrome':ab,ti OR 'evaporative dry eye':ab,ti OR 'dry eye,
evaporative':ab,ti OR 'evaporative dry eyes':ab,ti

#3 #1 OR #2

#4 'risk factors'/exp OR 'risk factors'

#5 'factor, risk':ab,ti OR 'risk factor':ab,ti OR 'social risk factors':ab,ti OR 'factor, social risk':ab,ti OR 'factors, social

risk":ab,ti OR 'risk factor, social:ab,ti OR 'risk factors, social:ab,ti OR 'social risk factor':ab,ti OR ‘'health
correlates':ab,ti OR 'correlates, health:ab,ti OR 'population at risk":ab,ti OR 'populations at risk':ab,ti OR 'risk
scores':ab,ti OR 'risk score':ab,ti OR 'score, risk':ab,ti OR 'risk factor scores':ab,ti OR 'risk factor score':ab,ti OR 'score,



risk factor':ab,ti

#6 #4 OR #5
#7 #3 AND #6
Web of science #1 TS=(Dry Eye Syndromes OR Dry Eye Syndrome OR Dry Eye Disease OR Dry Eye Diseases OR Dry Eye OR Dry

Eyes OR Evaporative Dry Eye Disease OR Evaporative Dry Eye Syndrome OR Evaporative Dry Eye OR Dry Eye,
Evaporative OR Evaporative Dry Eyes)

#2 TS=(Risk Factors OR Factor, Risk OR Risk Factor OR Social Risk Factors OR Factor, Social Risk OR Factors, Social
Risk OR Risk Factor, Social OR Risk Factors, Social OR Social Risk Factor OR Health Correlates OR Correlates,
Health OR Population at Risk OR Populations at Risk OR Risk Scores OR Risk Score OR Score, Risk OR Risk Factor
Scores OR Risk Factor Score OR Score, Risk Factor)

Cochrane library #1 Dry Eye Syndromes

#2 (Dry Eye Syndromes):ab,ti,kw OR (Dry Eye Syndrome):ab,ti,kw OR (Dry Eye Disease):ab,ti,kw OR (Dry Eye
Diseases):ab,ti,kw OR (Dry Eye):ab,ti,kw OR (Dry Eyes):ab,ti,kw OR (Evaporative Dry Eye Disease):ab,ti,kw OR
(Evaporative Dry Eye Syndrome):ab,ti,kw OR (Evaporative Dry Eye):ab,ti,kw OR (Dry Eye, Evaporative):ab,ti,kw
OR (Evaporative Dry Eyes):ab,ti,kw

#3 #1 OR #2

#4 Risk Factors

#5 (Factor, Risk):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Factor):ab,ti,kw OR (Social Risk Factors):ab,ti,kw OR (Factor, Social Risk):ab,ti,kw
OR (Factors, Social Risk):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Factor, Social):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Factors, Social):ab,ti,kw OR (Social
Risk Factor):ab,ti,kw OR (Health Correlates):ab,tikw OR (Correlates, Health):ab,ti,kw OR (Population at
Risk):ab,ti,kw OR (Populations at Risk):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Scores):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Score):ab,ti,kw OR (Score,
Risk):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Factor Scores):ab,ti,kw OR (Risk Factor Score):ab,ti,kw OR (Score, Risk Factor):ab,ti,kw

#6 #4 OR #5

#7 #3 AND #6

The search covered studies published between January 2000 and December 2022.
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 2
Newcastle-Ottawa Scale adapted for cross-sectional studies

Selection: (Maximum 5 stars)

1) Representativeness of the sample:

a) Truly representative of the average in the target population. * (all subjects or random sampling)
b) Somewhat representative of the average in the target population. * (non-random sampling)

c) Selected group of users.

d) No description of the sampling strategy.

2) Sample size:
a) Justified and satisfactory. *
b) Not justified.

3) Non-respondents:

a) Comparability between respondents and non-respondents characteristics is established, and the response rate is satisfactory. *
b) The response rate is unsatisfactory, or the comparability between respondents and non-respondents is unsatisfactory.

c¢) No description of the response rate or the characteristics of the responders and the non-responders.

4) Ascertainment of the exposure (risk factor):

a) Validated measurement tool. **

b) Non-validated measurement tool, but the tool is available or described.*
c¢) No description of the measurement tool.

Comparability: (Maximum 2 stars)
1) The subjects in different outcome groups are comparable, based on the study design or analysis. Confounding factors are controlled.



a) The study controls for the most important factor (select one). *
b) The study control for any additional factor. *

Outcome: (Maximum 3 stars)

1) Assessment of the outcome:

a) Independent blind assessment. **
b) Record linkage. **

c) Self report. *

d) No description.

2) Statistical test:

a) The statistical test used to analyze the data is clearly described and appropriate, and the measurement of the association is presented, including
confidence intervals and the probability level (p value). *

b) The statistical test is not appropriate, not described or incomplete.



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 3

Forest Plot of Hispanic Ethnicity

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgioup OR 95% Cl  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
i
case contic :
Galor et al (2012) 166 [160, 172] 192% B
1
1
cross-soctional |
Schaumberg et al (2003) 181 [118.279] 151% il
Schaumberg ot 2l (2009) 1.25 [0.93, 1.68] 17.1% B
Femandez et 5(2013) 125 [059 253] 10.5% 1 A;‘
Farrand ot al (2017) 134 [1.19,151] 18.9% R
Lee =t al(2017) 050 [083 091 193% i |
. 953 CH 24 ;‘,‘,' ] 0 ‘,
¥ 1
]
1 '
1
1
i
Total {95% CI) 1.33  [0.93,1.90] 100.0% T
Heterogensity. Tau® = 0 174 Chit = 1050.43, 67 =5 (P< M), # = 100% J ! !
065 1 2 20

Test for overal effect Z=155(P= 12)

Test for subaroup differences. Chik = 3.9¢, df = 1 (7 = .05}



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 4

Forsst Plot of Menopause.

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% CI  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
e i
Ioss-cecliona :
Olaniyan et al (2016) 721 [0.90, 57 58] 71% -
Choi st al {2020) 1.09 [0.83. 144] 525% {3 ;
Wang et al (2021) 133 (059, 293]) 281% =
Garcia-Marqués et 8l (2022) 346 [0 78, 15.36] 12.4% g o 2
tal {S5% | .02 od, 2./4 10 -"
X =41 ¥ !
= " 1
- 1
1
1
Total {35% Cl} 152 [0.84, 2.74] 100.0% 1
Heterogenety: Tou® = 0153 Ch7 =532 df =3 (P= 15); = 44% ! : !
Test for overoll effect: 2= 139 (F = 16) 05 1 2

Test for subgroup differences. Chf: D.00 df =0 (P=NA)

20



Forest Plot of Alcohol

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% C1 Weight IV, Random, 95% C|
=.control E
Galor et 8l(2011) 149 [127, 174 106% =
Galor et 3l (2012} 133 [1.32, 1.35) 124%
Yilmaz et al(2015) 156 [031. 7.88] 0 6% - e -
Ben-Eli =t al (2019) 054 [0.33, 0.88]  4.6% S [
Total (95% CI) 1.21 04 1.54 28.3 ..
"rosesacnonal E
Chia et al{2003) 070 [0.49, 0.99] 6.8% E !
Gua et al (2010) 101 [a75 13§ 7.1% |J
Ahn et 5l (2014) 110 [0.88, 1.37] 9.3% K]
Tan et al {2015) 149 [0.55, 404] 16% -
Chung st al {2016) 084 [0.64, 1.39] 8.1% ;i;-'g
Gong et al (2017) 110  [060, 207] 35% —
Asiedu ot al (2017) 149 [0.55 4.04] 16% -
Ferrera et al (2018) 093 [035 247] 16% a
Kim et al (2019) 0% [0.76. 1.47] 9.3% ‘i':.
Wu et al 2021) 109 [071, 167 5.5% ;
Garcla-Marqués st al (2022) 1.33 [0.61, 2.91] 23% T
Garg et 21(2022) 1167 [640, 1974 43% i
Total (95 ) 1,28 .91, 1.87] 59.5% '?
Magrio et al(2021) 108 [1.03, 1.12) 122% “
Total (95% CI) 118 [1.03, 135  100.0% o
I I |l

Heterogenelty. Tau’ = 0.038, CNi° = 201 70, df = 16 iP < .01), F=32%
Test for overalieffect. Z=2.48 (P=.01)

Test for subgroup differences: chi=178,4r=2 P =.41)

I
62 051 2 5§

1

20
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Forest Plot of Stoking

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Woeight IV, Random, 95% Cl
case-control 5
Ben-£li et al (2019) 0.90 [0.55, 147 25% B E

=8t T ersieect 2 37 \
sross-sectional H
Uchino et al (2008) 077 [053,112]  37% .
Guo et al (2010) 106 [0.31,139] 53% 3
Ahn =t al (2044) 0.90 [0.72 113] 6.2% & s
Bakkar et al (2016) 120 [090.150]  50% -
Gong =t al {2017) 080 {043 150 1.7% u i

Lee et 2/(2017) 108 [108,1D8] 10.2% ]
Titiyal et al (2018) 214 [165 278] 55% .
Femsra et al (2018) 073 [046.116] 28% ol

Inomata et 3l (2019) 153 [31.179] 78% f—
Inomata et al (2020) 207 [149 288 43% -
Shanti et al (2020) 096 [0.85 143] 35% L

Tandon et 2| (2020} 120 [1.05,1.37] 8.4% :L_'
Vahof et al (2021) 0.87 [0.30.0.24] 94% '-:‘f,;,
Chatterjes et al (2021} 109 [1.02,116] 97% 4

Yang st al (2021) 126 [0.82,1.93] 31% f’.—-*
Khorshed et a! (2022) 298 [158,563] 17% | —=
Garcia-Marguds et al (2022) 2.20 [0.83,6.23] 1.0% .
Dossan et al{2022) 139 [097, 1959 3 9% :é

Cartes ot 3l{2022) 132 [0.84.1.85] 42% B

Tntal (345" {18 [1.08, 1.20] i7 . ?

| !
Total (95% Cl) 148 [1.07,1.29]  100.0% B
Heterageneity: Tou- = 0.021; Chi= 117.36, df = 13 P < 01} F=88% ==
02 05 1 2 5 10

Test for overall effect: Z = 352 (P < .01)
Teat for subgroup differences: Chit =116 df= 1 [P= 28)
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Forest Plot of Past Smoking

Study or (Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% €1 Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
Lee ot al (2002) 120 [0.60,240]  3.0% z
IMalet =t al (2013) 0.82 [0.54, 1.24] 7.7% i
Femandez et al(2013) 174 [067.454]  16%
Kim et al (2019) 080 [0.57.1.14] 10.3% |
Vehof et al (2021) 109 [103,115 5659% [
Total (95% Cl) 01 [D.85, 1.21] *:

U

U

U
Moss et al (2000) 122 [D97 153] 205% B

\
Total (95% CI) 1.07 [0.94,1.21] 100.0% ?
Heferogencily: Tau’ = 0.006; ChP =862, df=5(P= 25, F=2¢% ' ' 1 1
Test for overal effect Z = 1.06 (P= 28) 02 05 1 2 5

Tesi for subgroup dificrences: Chi' = 1.64 df =1 (P=.20)



Forest Plot of Current Smoking

Study or Odds Ratio

Subgroup OR 95% CI  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

case-control

Yilmaz =t al{2015) 143 [0.84, 2.42] 7.2% m

crossasctiond!

Lee et 2! (2002) 150 [1.01, 2.22) 8.9% il

Chia et al{2003) 0.70 [042 118] 75% —-

Malet =i al (2013) 0.80 [0.36, 1.78] 4.6% =

Uchino =t al{2013) D86 [054,1.36) B.1% &

Femandez at al(2013) 0.32 [0.11, 0.91] 32% B

Crung et al (2016) 090 [062.130] 93% =)

Alshameani et al (2017) 140 [1.06, 1.85] 10.6% =

Kim et al (2019) 082 [056, 1.20] 91% B

Hu et al (2021) 0.76 [044, 1.31] 7.0% =

Choi =t al {2021) 076 [0.34 1.71] 45% ——

Wu et al (2021) 143 [1.02. 2.00] 9.8% -
otal (95% CI 97 [0.78, 1.20] B2 5% *

prospective cohart

Moss at al (2000) 1.82 [1.35. 2.45) 10.3% T

Total (95% Cl} 1.05 [0.85 1.30]  100.0% >

Heterogenety: Tau® = 0.091; Chi* = 3493, df = 12 (P < 01); = 6% 0'1 0'5 1'

Test for overall effect: 2= 0.46 (P = 85)

Test for subgroup diffarences: Chi' = 1188, 4f =2 (P « 01)
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 9

Forest Plot of Rosacea or Acne

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% CI Weight IV, Random, 95% Ci

case-contr

Gzlor et al(2011) 185 [142 241] 16.7%
Calor et al (2012) 229 [226.234] 21.7%
Yang e al {2015) 375 [197.712] 78% E
Total (95% Ci) 2.2 [1.80, 2.80] 163" -

]
|
|
L

cross-sectional
Viso at al (2009) 349 [1.24,9.30] 3.9% =
Roh et al (2016) 151 [1.25.183] 18.8% -
Vehof et al (2021) 195 [128.297] 123% t
Alkhaldi et al{2023) 1.51 [1.25.1.83] 18.8% i

cly (.59  [1.36,1.85]
Total (95% CI) 1.96 [1.56,2.45] 100.0% <>

Heterogenelly: Tau’ = 0.060; Ch7 = 40.97, dr=56 (< 01); ' =35% = e
Tesi for overal effect Z =557 (P< 01) 02 08 1 2 5

Test for subgroup differences: Chi° = 8,48, df = | (P=.01)
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Forest Plot of Allergic Conjunctivitis

Study or
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Weight

Odds Ratio
IV, Random, 95% CI

Vehof ot al (2021) 3.82 [325 449] 508%
Zeleks et &l (2022) 542 [243 1209] M 7%

L

Ma et al{2022) 558 [4.12, 7.55] 37.5%

ial (95% §.59  [3.38, 0.0
Total (95% CI) 459 [3.38, 6.23] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.041, Chi’ = 5.07, df=2(P= 08) [ =61% '
Test for overalieffect: Z = 8.75 (P < .01) 05

Test for subgroup diffarancaa: Chi* = 0.00,47~0 (P=NA)

15



Forest Plot of Pterygium

Heterogeneity: Tau” = 0.232; Chi* = 20.86, df =3 (P < .01); F = 85%

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% CI  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

)
cross-sectional :
Lee et al (2002) 190 [1.39,259] 27.7% ' i
Guo et al (2010) 335 |[258,435] 285% | =
Viso et al(2011) 110 [064,191] 229% il i
Total (95% CI) 1.99 [1.12, 3.55] 79.1 e —-

I

I

|

I
retrospective cohon E
Samuel et al(2012) 116 [061,221] 209% -

|
Total (95% CI) 1.78 [1.05,3.00] 100.0% e

I

2

Test for overall effect. Z=2.15 (P = .03)
Test for subgroup differences: Chf =150, df=1(P=_22)

05

SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 11



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 12
Forest Plot of Refractive Surgery

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Zhangetal (2019) 123 [115.1.31] 265%
Yu et al (2019) 172 [159 187] 25 8%
Vehof et al (2021) 351 [2.99.412] 25.0% '
Alkhaldi e al(2023) 173 [136.235] 232%
Total (85% CI) 1,90 [1.28,2.84] 100.0 i

1
|
I
1
[
|

Total (95% Cl) 1.90 [1.28,2.84] 100.0% e
Haterogeneny: Tau® = 0.158; ChP = 157,08, df = 3 (P« 01); F=93% ' A
Teet for overaleffect 2=317 (P= (1) 05 1 2

Tes! for subgroup differences: Chi° = 0.00, df = D (F = NA)



Forest Plot of Diabetes

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% C1 Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

)
case-contio 1
Galor et al (2012) 106 [106.106] 168%
Yang et al (2015) 141 [1.03,1.82 3.8% =
Total 5 Ul 1 105 1-,_ 20.6% 4‘

B 1
x 1

..... " 1
e 1

)

:
crosssectional :
Chia et al(2003) 1.10  [0.62. 1.96] 13% §
Schaumberg et a1 {2009) 037 [0.75 12§] 50% w
Viso et al (2009) 122 [0.61.244) 0.9% b
Vehof et al{2014) 153 [0.99,237] 22% i -
Yoon et al(2016) 1.00 [0.86, 1.15] 96%
Alshamvani et al (2017) 151 [116.196]  60% .
Gong ot al (2017) 110 [0.69. 1.76] 19% -
Ferrero et al [2018) 047 (048 191 10% L:
Zhang et al (2019) 039 [091 108 133% &5
Inomata =t al (2019) 139 [0.82, 2.36) 16% [:n
Kim et al (2019) 108 [082 141 47% [.
Shanti =t al (2020) 105 [0.67,164)  21% 5
Tandon et al (2020) 1.20 [0.98. 147 6.9%
Inomata et al{2020) 082 042 162 10% : E
Venof et al (2021) 129 [114.145 112% 4]
Choi et al (2021) 1.05 [0.59 1.86) 13% A
Yang et al (2021) 096 [030 312 03% ==
VWu et al (2021) 086 [0.59.1.24) 29% "1
Kharshed et 2l (2022} 370 [142 9685] 05% —
Dossari et al{2022) 1.35 [0.79,2.30] 15% th
Garg et al(2022) 193 [099.377] 10% (a
Total (35% CI) 114 [1.04, 1.26 75.3% ‘

- = 1

DO = i

~ - 1

i

3 1

prospective cohor !
Ioss et al [2000) 138 [103,185 41% =

i
Total {95% Cl) 114 [1.06,1.22]  100.0% 4
Heterogensty: Tau’ = 0.00T, Chi* = 45.02, 0 = 23 (P< 01); I' = 43% B i )

02 051 2 & 20

Test for overal effect Z=383 (P< 01)

Test for subgroup differencas. Cnlz =1.43,df=2(P= 49}

SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 13



Forest Plot of Thyroid Disease

Study or 0Odds Ratio

Subgroup OR 95% CI Weight IV, Random, 95% C1
| e :

Galor et 3l(2011) 148 [D.74, 296] 2.7% -+

Galor et al (2012) 181 [179 184)] 6.8% {

Total (05% CI) 1.81 1.7 1.84 ii

cross-sectional E

Wang et al (2012) 1.94 [1.79, 210] 6.6% il

Ialet et al (2013) 118 [061 228  23%

Vehof =1 al{2014) 161 [122 212] 55%

Paulsen et al (2014) 162 [120. 218] 53% =0

Ahn et al {2014) 181 [145, 2.25) 5.9% 7

Yaon et sl(2016) 105 [100 109 67% f j

Roh et af (2016) 179 [141, 2.28] 57% X

Roh et a1{2016) 173 [141 228 57% a8

Alshamirani et al (2017) 141 [1.09, 1.83] 56% o]

Zhang et al (2019) 141 [127. 158 6.5% ]

Yu et al (2018) 123 [1.14, 145 6.5% If!

Kim et a1 (2019) 144 [D96, 214) 4.5% a2

Wang et al (2021) 515 [1.69.15.72] 1.4% 1:

Bikbov et al(2022) 163 [118 224 5.1% &

Garcia-Marqués et al {2022) 035 [0.06 2.15] 0.6% » i

Dossan et 2/(2022) 451 [104,1973]  09% i

Garcia-Queiruga ot a2023) 150 [1.11, 2.02] 5.3% t",:i"

Alkhaldi =t al(2023) 142 (D84, 241)] 36% Eil

Total {95% CI) .55 [1.32, 1.87] e

IMoss et al (2008) 173 [1.50, 2.00) 6.3% [

Total {95% CI) 1.57 [1.36, 1.82] 100.0% 0I

Haterogensty Tau' = 0.083. Chi’ = 584,32, df = 20 (P= 01}, P = 97% . T !

02 051 2 § 20

Test for oversfeflect Z=6.05 (P< .01)

Test for aubgroup differsncas: cnf =389, 41-2(P~.14)
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 15
Forest Plot of Viral Infection

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% C1 Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI

case control

CGalor et al(2011)  1.62 [1.15, 2.00] 16.6%
Galoret al (2012) 141 [135147] 411%
Yang et al (2016) 333 [1.63, 6.78] 38%

otal (35% Cl) 159 [1L22,.208F  61.5%

ross sactional
Wang etal (2012) 164 [149.181] 358%
Vehof et al (2021) 096 [0 44, 2 25] 2 7%
otal (95% Cl) 1.49 1.00, 2.23]

Total (95% CI) 154 [1.33,1.78] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau” = 0.013; Chi' = 14.05, 4F = 4 (P <.01%; ' = 72% : J

Test for overal effect 2 = 5.86 (P < .01) 02 05 1
Teet for subgroup difierences: cnf = 0.07, df =1 (F=79



SUPPLEMTENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 16

Forest Plot of Betablockers

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% CI Weight IV, Randem, 95% CI

Galor etal 2012) 165 |164.166] 316%
Chen et al{2015) 157 1351831 261%

ntal

Malet et al (2013) 0.90 [0.83,1.29] 144%
Ferraro et al (2018) 159 [10G7.236 13.0%

1) C 19 [0 3]

A
1ve (

Wolpert ef al (2021) 102 (072, 145) 1459%

Total (95% Cl) 138 [1.15,1.67] 100.0%
Heterogenety: Tau® = 0.029, Ch¥ = 18.35, df = & (P = .01), F = T8% ! !
Tee! for overall effact 2= 3.41 (R = .01) 2 05 1 2

Teel for subgroup differances: Chi=8.50,dr=2 (P=.01;



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 17

Forest Plot of Diuretics
Study or QOdds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
Galor et al {2012) 175 174 177 138% '
Malet et al (2013) 127 [085 1871 107% 2
Olaniyan et al (2016) 1233 [1.32.116.33]  1.3%
Ferrzro et &l (2018) 169 [107, 2E8] 9 7% N
Zhang et al (2019) 113 [1.01, 1.27] 13.5% i
Yu et al (2013) 123 [106, 143] 13.3% '."-‘
Total {33% { 25 [1.06, 1.46] 18.4% &
Moss =t al(2004) 138 [1.02, 185 117%
Mess et al (2008) 126 [0.99, 1.61] 12.4%
Wolpert &t al (2021) 090 [0.82, 049Y] 13 6% [+
Total (25% C 1.1 [0.84, 1.52 7.79 &‘

:

Total (95% Cl) 133 [1.02, 1.73] 100.0% [
Heterogenety: Tau” = 0.131; Ch¥ = 278.41, =8 (P< 01); F=97% X '
Teet for cveral effect Z = 2.10 (P = .04) 05 1 2

Tes1 for 5UBgrouD difterences: Chi' = 25,72, 0= 2 (F<.07)



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 18

Forest Plot of Multivitamins

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% CI  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

-ase-control
Yang et al (2015) 0.72 [0.53, 0.97] 32 4%

< - J

ss.sectional

Paulsen et al (2014) 103 [0.77,137] 33.1%

» it H 4
prospeclive mnmon

!

Moss et al (2000) 141 [1.09, 1.82] 345%

Total (95% Cl) 1.02 [0.69,1.50] 100.0% agie
Heterogenety: Tau’ = 0,095: Chi‘ = 11,14, df = 2 (P< .01); F = 82% ' S .
Test for overall effect Z = 0.10 (P = .92) 0.2 0.5 1 2

Test for subgroup differences: Ch|2 =11.14 df=2 (P < _01)



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 19

Forest Plot of Oral Contraceptives

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
toss sectional i
Asiedu et al (2017) 404 [1021600]  39% ;
Wang et al (2021) 258 [1.23, 542] 133% 7
Garcia-Margues et al (2022) 2.03 [0.24, 17.47] 1.6% ;
Total (85% CI 207 [ 5.0 18.8% +
i
1otrospoctive cohort :
He =t a! (2022) 279 [2.07. 3.77] 81.2%
Total {95% Cl) 279 [213, 365] 100.0% >
2 a a I 1 | 1 1
Heterogeneity: Teu” = 0; Chi" = 0.41 df - 3 (P~ .04); I - 0%
02 051 2 5§ 20

Teet for overal ofiect 2 ~-7.42 (P =~ .01}

Teet for subgroup differsnces: Chl’=0.00,dr’ =1(P=.99)
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Forest Plot of Anxiety

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% ClI Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
van der Vaart ot al(2015) 280 [261, 301 328% I

Yilmaz et al{2015) 266  [1.67, 423] 27.7%

T (95% Cl) ) 17 61 1) 0.7

Vehof et al (2021) 126 [t411 144] 325%
Garcia-Marques et al {2022) 1431 [1.83. 111.73] 7.0%
Tot .3 [0.33, 35.20] 9.5

Total (95% CI) 2.38 [1.30, 4.39] 100.0%
Helerogeneity. Tau® = 0.284; Chi' = 112,83 df = 3 (F<.0), F=57%
Test for overaleffeck Z=278 (P< (1)

Test for subgroup difierences: chi° - 0.03, df =1 (P=.27)




Forest Plot of Depression

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Waoight IV, Random, 95% C|
1
asg-conuol E
Galor et 2l(2011) 191 [1.73. 2.10] 67% [
Galor et 2l (2012) 134 [1.33. 1.35] 6.58% i}
Hallak et 21(2015) 285 (104 787 23% : &
van der Vaart at al{2015) 290 [271. 311] 658% |
Yilmaz et 2/(2015) 206 (130 327] 4B% E |
Toial {95% CI) 202 {147, 2.18) 274 -
- 1
= 5 - =& 3 e :
E
1
ross sactional E
Wang =t al (2012) 211 (193 231]  67% 4
Famandez et 3/{2013) 116 [048. 291] 28% B —
Vehof =t al(2014) 167 [127. 219  6.0% | i
Yoon et al(2016) 107 [103. 172] 65%
Ferero et al (2018) 140  [0.82. 2.40] 4.4%
Inomata et al [2019) 168 [123, 229 58%
Kirm et al (2019) 121 (097 152) 62%
Inomata &t al (2020) 739 [370,1478] 35% =
Inomata =t al{2020) 090 [062. 1.31] 54%
Vehof 2t al (2021) 152 [142 162] 658%
Garcia-Marques et al (2022) 1.88  [0.22 15.42] 0.7%
An &t al (2022) 137 [106 1.77] 61%
Bikbov et al{2022) 1.04 [101 107] 68%
Cartes 1 al(2022) 157 [D99. 248] 48%
Total 95% CI) 148 [1.20, 1.84] 72.6%
Total {95% CI) 1.62  [1.34, 1.95] 100.0%

Hetsrog=neity Tau’ = 0 134. Chi* = 108358 dfi= 12(P< .01}, F = 28%
Test for overallefiect Z= 504 (P< 01)

Test for subaroup ¢ifferences: ohi=2 43 ar=1(P= 11,

02 051 2 5
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Forest Plot of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD)

Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI|
i
se-control |
Galor et al (2012) 143 [1.42, 1.45] 99.8%
Yang et al (2075) 145 [1.04 201] 0.1% +

P LR & o i) 1.4 1.4/ 1 9.9

Femandez et al{2013) 408 [110 1514] 0.0%

Vehof et al (2021) 123 [0.79, 1.91] 0.1%
Total (95% CI) 190 [0.61, 5.67] Al —edE—
:
e e 1
z |
1
i
Total (95% CI) 143 [1.42, 1.45] 100.0% |
Heterogenety: Tau®= 0, Chi =2.92, df =3 [P= 40} F=0% T L |
Test for overall effect: Z = 67.12 (P= 0) 02 051 2 & 20

Test for subgroup differences: Chir - (.24 df=1 (P = B2)
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Forest Plot of Stress
Study or Odds Ratio
Subgroup OR 95% Cl  Weight IV, Random, 95% CI
case-control E
Yilmaz et 2/(2015) 233 [148, 367] 152% N
Talens-Estarelies et al (2022) 237 [106, 529] 75% -8

) 95% CN 2.34 115 )41 22.{% E‘
cross sectional ;
Chung &t a! {2016) 133  [1.05 169 234% i
Hyon et al (2019) 117 [1.03, 1.32] 276% 9
Garciafarqués et al (2022) 431 [0.87, 21.25] 2.3% -

An et al (2022) 171 [1.37. 214] 241% [

ol (95% €N 141 [1.10, 1.79] IT.a3% <
Total {95% Cl) 159 [1.24, 205 100.0% -
Heterogenaty Tau’ = 0057 Cai = 18.50, ¢F= 5 (P< 01): 7 = 74% by il e
Tt tor ovaral aftect Z = 3.50 (P < 01) 62051 2 5

Te=t for subgroup dfferences: Chi = 465 dt=1(P= 03)
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Funnel Plot of Hispanic Ethnicity
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Standard Error
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Funnel Plot of Alcohol
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Funnel Plot of Smoking

g o P-value for Egger =.3001
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Funnel Plot of Past Smoking

P-value for Egger=.8015
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Standard Error
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Funnel Plot of Rosacea or Acne
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Funnel Plot of Allergic Conjunctivitis
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Funnel Plot of Pterygium

| P-value for Egger=.1255

P-value for Begg =.1742
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Funnel Plot of Refractive Surgery
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& P-value for Begg = .4969
o T T
V o
o e g
. o O.:;
o '.'
= w R
W 9o 4
-8 o
©
R o} ®
o
S o .
(73
o
o
o™
o
<
= - o :
e T | | | |
15 20 2.5 3.0 35

Odds Ratio



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 34

Standard Error

05 04 03 02 01 00

06
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Standard Error
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Funnel Plot of Thyroid Disease
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Standard Error
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Standard Error

0.15 0.10 0.05 0.00

0.20

Funnel Plot of Betablockers

o P-value for Egger =.1091

P-value for Begg = .3272

1.0

1.2

14 16 1.8 20

Odds Ratio




SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 38

Funnel Plot of Diuretics
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Standard Error
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Standard Error
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Funnel Plot of Anxiety
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Funnel Plot of Depression
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Standard Error
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Funnel Plot of Stress
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Sensitivity Analysis of Hispanic Ethnicity

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.24[0.93, 1.65]

Omitting Schaumberg et al (2003) 1.26 [0.85, 1.85]
Omitting Schaumberg et al (2009) 1.34 [0.90, 2.00]
Omitting Fernandez et al(2013) 1.34 [0.91, 1.96]

Omitting Farrand et al (2017) 1.33[0.88, 1.99]
Omitting Lee et al(2017) 1.47[1.25,1.73]
Total (95% ClI) 1.33 [0.93, 1.90] | —emgi——

075 1 1.5
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Sensitivity Analysis of Menopause

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Olaniyan et al (2016) 1.21[0.84, 1.75] .
Omitting Choi et al (2020) 2.30[0.90, 5.84]
Omitting Wang et al (2021) 2.19[0.69, 6.90]

Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022) 1.31[0.75, 2.27]

Total (95% Cl) 1.52[0.84, 2.74] D —
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Sensitivity Analysis of Alcohol

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Galor et al(2011) 1.15[1.00, 1.33]

Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.191[0.97, 1.46]

Omitting Yilmaz et al(2015) 118 [1.03, 1.35]

Omitting Ben-Eli et al (2019) 1.23[1.07, 1.40]

Omitting Chia et al(2003) 1.23[1.07, 1.41]

Omitting Guo et al (2010) 1.20[1.04, 1.38]

Omitting Ahn et al (2014) 1.19[1.03, 1.37]

Omitting Tan et al (2015) 1.18[1.03, 1.35]

Omitting Chung et al (2016) 1.20[1.05, 1.38]

Omitting Gong et al (2017) 1.19[1.03, 1.36]

Omitting Asiedu et al (2017) 1.18 [1.03, 1.35]

Omitting Ferrero et al (2018) 1.19[1.04, 1.36]

Omitting Kim et al (2019) 1.21[1.05, 1.39]

Omitting Wu et al (2021) 1.19[1.04, 1.36]

Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022) 1.18[1.03, 1.35]

Omitting Garg et al(2022) 1.08 [0.96, 1.22]

Omitting Magno et al(2021) 1.22[1.00, 1.48]

Total (95% CI) 1.18 [1.03, 1.35] : *-'l-*

0.8 1 1.25



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 48

Sensitivity Analysis of Smoking

Odds Ratio Qdds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI| IV, Random, 85% CI
Omitting Ben-Eli et al (2019) 1.18[1.08, 130
Omitting Uchino et al (2008) 1.20[1.09,1.31] i
Omitting Guo et al (2010) 118[1.08, 1.30]
Omitting Ahn et al (2014) 1.20[1.08, 1.32]
Omitting Bakkar et al (2016) 118[1.07,1.29] 1]
Omitting Gong et al (2017) 1.18[1.08, 1.30] i
Omutting Lee et al{2017) 1.20(1.05, 1.37
Omutting Titival et al (2018) 1.13[1.04,1.23]
Omitting Femrero etal (2018) 1.19[1.09,1.31 ¥
Omitting Inomata et al (2019) 1.15(1.05, 1.26]
Omitting Inomata et al (2020) 1.14[1.05, 1.25]
Ormitting Shanti et al (2020) 1.19[1.08, 1.30] i
Omitting Tandon et al (2020) 1.18[1.07, 1.30]
Omitling Vehof et al (2021) 1.21[1.10, 1.33]
Omitting Chatterjee et al (2021) 1.19[1.07, 1.33]
Omitting Yang ef al (2021) 117[1.07,1.29]
Omitting Khorshed et al (2022) 116[1.06, 1.26] ;
Omitting Garcia-Margués et al (2022) 117[1.07,1 28] ]
Omitting Dossari et al(2022) 117[1.07,1.28] 3
Omitting Cartes et al(2022) 117[107,1.28] = f
Total (95% CI) 1.18[1.07,1.29] ' --—I-

08
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Sensitivity Analysis of Past Smoking

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Lee et al (2002) 1.06 [0.91, 1.22]
Omitting Malet et al (2013) 1.09[0.98, 1.22]
Omitting Fernandez et al(2013) 1.06 [0.93, 1.20]
Omitting Kim et al (2019) 1.09[1.04, 1.15]
Omitting Vehof et al (2021) 1.03[0.81, 1.31]
Omitting Moss et al (2000) 1.01[0.85, 1.21]
Total (95% CI) 1.07 [0.94, 1.21] ——-,---—
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Sensitivity Analysis of Current Smoking

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Yilmaz et al(2015) 1.02[0.81, 1.28]
Omitting Lee et al (2002) 1.011[0.80, 1.27]
Omitting Chia et al(2003) 1.09[0.88, 1.35]
Omitting Malet et al (2013) 1.06 [0.85, 1.32]
Omitting Uchino et al(2013) 1.07[0.85, 1.34]
Omitting Fernandez et al(2013) 1.10[0.90, 1.34]
Omitting Chung et al (2016) 1.06 [0.85, 1.34]
Omitting Alshamrani et al (2017) 1.01[0.80, 1.28]
Omitting Kim et al (2019) 1.08 [0.86, 1.35]
Omitting Hu et al (2021) 1.08 [0.86, 1.34]
Omitting Choi et al (2021) 1.07 [0.86, 1.33]
Omitting Wu et al (2021) 1.01[0.80, 1.28] i
Omitting Moss et al (2000) 1.00[0.82,1.22] ,
Total (95% CI) 1.05 [0.85, 1.30] e S ——
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Sensitivity Analysis of Rosacea or Acne

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Omitting Galor et al(2011) 1.99[1.53, 2.59]
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.80[1.48, 2.20]
Omitting Yang et al (2015) 1.85[1.47,2.34]
Omifting Viso et al (2009) 191[1.52, 2.41]
Omitting Roh et al (2016) 206 [1.64, 2.60]
Omitting Vehof et al (2021) 1.97 [1.53, 2.52]
Omitting Alkhaldi et al(2023) 2.06 [1.64, 2.60]

Total (95% Cl) 1.96 [1.56, 2.45] e

0.5 1
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Sensitivity Analysis of Allergic Conjunctivitis

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Omitting Vehof etal (2021)  5.56 [4.19, 7.38]
Omitting Zeleke etal (2022)  4.51[3.12, 6.53]
Omitting Ma et al(2022) 3.87 [3.30, 4.54]

Total (95% Cl) 459 [3.38, 6.23] | —

02 05 1 2



SUPPLEMENTAL DIGITAL CONTENT 53

Sensitivity Analysis of Pterygium

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Omitting Lee et al (2002) 1.68[0.72, 3.89]
Omitting Guo et al (2010) 1.4410.97,213]
Omitting Viso et al(2011) 2.07[1.20, 3.57]
Omitting Samuel et al{(2012) 1.99[1.12, 3.55]

Total (95% CI) 1.78 [1.05, 3.00] —e—

0.5 1 2
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Sensitivity Analysis of Refractive Surgery

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Omitting Zhang et al (2019) 2.22[1.35, 3.65]
Omitting Yu et al (2019) 197[095,4.12]
Omitting Vehof et al (2021) 1.54[1.17,2.03]
Omitting Alkhaldi et al(2023) 1.94[1.21, 3.11]

Total (95% CI) 1.90 [1.28, 2.84] —ati—

05 1 2
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Sensitivity Analysis of Diabetes
Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 85% ClI
Ometting Gakr el al (2012) 117[1.07, 1.28) L
Omatting Yang et al (2015} 113[1.05, 1.21) bsl
Orretting Chia et af2003) 114[1.06. 122 @
Omthing Schaumberg etal (2009) 115107 1.24] B
Omtting Viso & al (2009) 1.14[1.06. 1.22] @
Omitting Veho! et al2014) 1.13[1.05, 1.21] &
Qritting Yoon et ak2016) 1.16{1.07.1.25 =
Omitting Alsharvani etal (2017)  112[105. 1.19] =
Ometting Gong et at (2017) 114[1.06. 1.22 &
Omitting Ferraro et al (2018) 1.14 [1.06, 1.22) —ll—
Omitting Zhang et ai (2019) 1.17[1.08. 1.27] —il—
Opretting omata e al (2019) 114[106.1.22] i
Omwthing Kim et al (2019} 114[1.06. 1.23] b
Qmetting Shana et al (2020) 114[1.06. 1.23] ks
Ométting Tandon et al {2020) 1.14{1.06. 1.22} I
Omiting homata et ai(2020) 1.14[1.07. 1.23) ——
Ometing Veho! et al (2021) 1.11[1.04,1.19] o
Orrathing Chor et al (2021) 114106, 122] i
Omething Yang et al (2021} 114[1.06.1.22) ]
Omytting Wu et al (2021) 1.15(1.07, 1.23] o
Omitting Khorshed et al (2022) 1.13[1.06, 1.20] ——
QOmitting Dossari e al(2022) 114[1.06, 1.22) 53
Oritting Garg et ak2022) 113(1.06. 1.21) B
Omatting Moss et al (2000) 113{1.05.1.21] B
Total (95% CI) 114[106,1.22] ]

na 1 1.29
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Sensitivity Analysis of Thyroid Disease

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95§% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Galor &t al2011) 1.58 [1.36, 1.83]
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.56 [1.34, 1.81]
Omitting Wang et al (2012) 1.55[1.32, 1.82]
Omitling Malet et al (2013) 1.59[1.37, 1.84]
Omitting Vehof et al(2014) 1.57 [1.35, 1.83]
Omitting Pauisen et al (2014) 1.57 [1.35, 1.83]
Omitting Ahn et al (2014) 1.56 [1.34, 1.82]
Omitting Yoon et al(2016) 1.63[1.50, 1.77]
Omitting Roh et al (2016) 1.56 [1.34, 1.82]
Omitting Roh et al(2018) 1.56 [1.34, 1.82]
Omifting Alshamrani et al (2017) 158 [1 36, 1.84]
Omitting Zhang et al (2019) 1.59[1.36, 1.85]
Omitting Yu et al (2019) 1.59 [1.37, 1.86]
Omitting Kim et al (2019) 158136, 184] ;
Omitting Wang et al (2021) 1.55[1.33,1.79] i
Omitting Bikbov et al(2022) 1.57 [1.35, 1.83]
Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022)  1.59[1 37, 1.84] &
Omitting Dossari et al(2022) 1.56 [1.34, 1.81] i
Omitting Garcia-Queiruga et al{2023)  1.58 [1.36, 1.83]
Omitting Alkhaldi et al(2023) 1.58 [1.36, 1.83] L3
Omitting Moss et al (2008) 156134, 182] i
Total (95% Cl) 1.57 [1.36, 1.82] : -I--

0.75

1
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Sensitivity Analysis of Thyroid Disease

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95§% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Galor &t al2011) 1.58 [1.36, 1.83]
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.56 [1.34, 1.81]
Omitting Wang et al (2012) 1.55[1.32, 1.82]
Omitling Malet et al (2013) 1.59[1.37, 1.84]
Omitting Vehof et al(2014) 1.57 [1.35, 1.83]
Omitting Pauisen et al (2014) 1.57 [1.35, 1.83]
Omitting Ahn et al (2014) 1.56 [1.34, 1.82]
Omitting Yoon et al(2016) 1.63[1.50, 1.77]
Omitting Roh et al (2016) 1.56 [1.34, 1.82]
Omitting Roh et al(2018) 1.56 [1.34, 1.82]
Omifting Alshamrani et al (2017) 158 [1 36, 1.84]
Omitting Zhang et al (2019) 1.59[1.36, 1.85]
Omitting Yu et al (2019) 1.59 [1.37, 1.86]
Omitting Kim et al (2019) 158136, 184] ;
Omitting Wang et al (2021) 1.55[1.33,1.79] i
Omitting Bikbov et al(2022) 1.57 [1.35, 1.83]
Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022)  1.59[1 37, 1.84] &
Omitting Dossari et al(2022) 1.56 [1.34, 1.81] i
Omitting Garcia-Queiruga et al{2023)  1.58 [1.36, 1.83]
Omitting Alkhaldi et al(2023) 1.58 [1.36, 1.83] L3
Omitting Moss et al (2008) 156134, 182] i
Total (95% Cl) 1.57 [1.36, 1.82] : -I--

0.75

1
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Sensitivity Analysis of Betablockers

Study

Odds Ratio
IV, Random, 95% CI

Odds Ratio

Omitting Galor et al (2012)
Omitting Chen et al(2015)
Omitting Malet et al (2013)
Omitting Ferrero et al (2018)
Omitting Wolpert et al (2021)

Total (95% ClI)

1.25[0.93, 1.68]
1.27[0.92, 1.77]
1.53[1.33, 1.76]
1.34[1.08, 1.66]
1.48[1.25, 1.76]

1.38 [1.15, 1.67]

IV, Random, 95% CI

0.75

1

1:5
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Sensitivity Analysis of Diuretics

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.20[1.03, 1.41] '
Omitting Malet et al (2013) 1.33[1.01,1.77]

Omitting Olaniyan et al (2016) 1.29[0.99, 1.68]
Omitting Ferrero et al (2018) 1.29[0.98, 1.71]
Omitting Zhang et al (2019) 1.36[1.01, 1.84]

Omitting Yu et al (2019) 1.35[1.00, 1.81]
Omitting Moss et al(2004) 1.32[0.99, 1.76]
Omitting Moss et al (2008) 1.34[1.00, 1.78]

Omitting Wolpert et al (2021) 139[1.12,1.72]

Total (95% Cl) 1.33[1.02, 1.73] —enE——

0.75 1 1.5
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Sensitivity Analysis of Multivitamins

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Omitting Yang et al (2015) 1.21[0.89, 1.65] I
Omitting Paulsen et al (2014) 1.01[0.52, 1.96]

Omitting Moss et al (2000) 0.86 [0.60, 1.23]
Total (95% CI) 1.02 [0.69, 1.50] —#
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Sensitivity Analysis of Oral Contraceptives

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Asiedu et al (2017) 275[2.08, 3.62] '
Omitting Wang et al (2021) 282[211,3.77]
Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022) 2.80[2.13, 3.68]
Omitting He et al (2022) 2.77[1.48,518]
Total (95% CI) 2.79 [2.13, 3.65] | | I-d:-*

02 0.5 1 2
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Sensitivity Analysis of Anxiety

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting van der Vaart et al(2015) 228102, 510] |
Omitting Yilmaz et al(2015) 2.32[1.10,4.89]
Omitting Vehof et al (2021) 2.82[2.29, 3.49]

Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022) 2.09[1.11, 3.91]

Total (95% Cl) 2.39[1.30, 4.39] B ——

0.2 0.5 1 2
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Sensitivity Analysis of Depression

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omutting Galor et al(2011) 1.60[1.31, 1.95]
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 164[135 2.01] =
Omutting Hallak et al(2015) 1.60[1.32,1.93)
Omitting van der Vaart et al(2015) 154130 183] 8
Omitting Yilmaz et al2015) 1.60[1.32, 1.95]
Omitting Wang et al (2012) 1.59[1.31, 1.94]
Omutting Fernandez et al(2013) 1.641.35, 1.98) S
Omitting Vehof et al{(2014) 1.62[132, 198] %
Ometting Yoon et al(2016) 1.67[1.38,2.02] =
Omitting Ferrero et al (2018) 163134 199] &
Omitting Inomata et al (2019) 1.62[132 198]
Omitting Kim et al (2019) 1.65[1.36, 2.01] B
Omutting Inomata et al (2020) 1.53[1.30,1.79] B
Omitting Inomata et al{2020) 1.67[1.39, 2.01] i
Omutting Vehof et al (2021) 1.63[1.33, 2.00] i
Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022) 1.62[1.34, 1.95]
Omitting An et al (2022) 164[134, 200] 1=
Omutting Bikbov et al{2022) 1.67 [1.38, 2.02]
Omitting Cartes ef al(2022) 1.62[1.33,198]
Total (95% Cl) 162[134,198] sl

0.5 1
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Sensitivity Analysis of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD)

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Galor et al (2012) 1.46[1.02, 2.07] '
Omitting Yang et al (2015) 143[1.12, 1.83]
Omitting Fernandez et al(2013)  1.43[1.42, 1.44]
Omitting Vehof et al (2021) 1.45[1.26, 1.67]
Total (95% CI) 1.43 [1.42,1.45] | i

05 1
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Sensitivity Analysis of Stress

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Omitting Yilmaz et al(2015) 1.46[1.15, 1.87]

Omitting Talens-Estarelles et al (2022) 1.54[1.19, 2.00]

Omitting Chung et al (2016) 1.75[1.23, 2.48]

Omitting Hyon et al (2019) 1.75[1.36, 2.25]

Omitting Garcia-Marqués et al (2022) 1.55[1.21,1.99]

Omitting An et al (2022) 1.57[1.16, 2.13]

Total (95% CI) 1.59 [1.24, 2.05] | et

0.5 1



