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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.
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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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