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Supplementary Fig. 1. Forest plot for the sensitivity analyses (0-12 hr). SD: standard deviation, IV: inverse variance, CI: confidence interval, df: degree of 
freedom.
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Forest plot for subgroup analyses (0-12 hr). SD: standard deviation, IV: inverse variance, CI: confidence interval, GA: general an-
esthesia, df: degree of freedom.
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Forest plot for subgroup analyses (12-24 hr). SD: standard deviation, IV: inverse variance, CI: confidence interval, GA: general 
anesthesia, df: degree of freedom.



Study or subgroup

0.00 [ 0.82, 0.82]

0.30 [ 0.83, 0.23]

0.80 [ 1.55, 0.05]

0.68 [ 1.32, 0.04]

0.90 [ 1.73, 0.07]

1.00 [0.42, 1.58]

1.50 [ 3.30, 0.30]

0.05 [ 0.29, 0.39]

0.50 [ 1.90, 0.90]

0.30 [ 1.04, 1.64]

0.23 [ 0.65, 0.18]0.23 [ 0.65, 0.18]

Mean difference

IV, random, 95% CI

Favors [experimental] Favors [control]

1 0 1

Mean difference

IV, random, 95% CI

Al-Zahrani et al. 2015 [36]

Barrington et al. 2005 [32]

Capdevila et al. 1999 [26]

Fedriani de Matos et al. 2017 [27]

Kayupov et al. 2018 [37]

Kim et al. 2012 [29]

Raimer et al. 2007 [34]

Shanthanna et al. 2012 [30]

Singelyn et al. 1998 [2]

Zaric et al. 2006 [31]

Heterogeneity: Tau = 0.26; chi = 28.12, df = 9 ( < 0.001); I = 68%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.12 ( 0.26)

Total (95% CI)
2 2 2

P

P =

Experimental

SDMean Total

1

0.8

2.2

2.79

3.1

3.35

3.35

1.42

2.5

4

1.34

0.83

1.18

0.995

1.9

1.48

3.63

0.48

1.2

2.5

25

53

20

28

41

40

21

19

15

27

289

Weight

10.2%

13.3%

10.8%

12.0%

10.1%

12.7%

4.0%

15.2%

5.7%

6.1%

100.0%

Control

SDMean Total

1

1.1

3

3.47

4

2.35

4.85

1.37

3

3.7

1.6

1.8

1.15

1.479

2

1.15

2.11

0.59

2.5

2.33

25

55

17

30

44

40

21

19

15

23

289

2 2

Supplementary Fig. 4. Forest plot for visual analogue scale score during 24-48 hours after surgery after nerve block vs. epidural block. SD: standard 
deviation, IV: inverse variance, CI: confidence interval, df: degree of freedom.
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Supplementary Fig. 5. Forest plot for the subgroup analyses (24-48 hrs). SD: standard deviation, IV: inverse variance, CI: confidence interval, GA: gen-
eral anesthesia, df: degree of freedom.
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