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Supplementary Fig. 1. Quality evaluation of 
included studies. Assessment of RoB based  
on ROBINSI criteria. (A) RoB summary. (B) 
RoB traffic light plot. RoB, risk of bias.
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S3

Source MD (95% CI)

Omitting Shmueli et al. [34], 2002
Omitting Lang et al. [35], 2004_LC
Omitting Lang et al. [35], 2004_OC
Omitting Valentelyte et al. [39], 2023
Total

MD (95% CI)

0.78 [ 3.18; 4.74]
0.09 [ 0.78; 0.60]
0.96 [ 2.65; 4.56]
0.79 [ 3.19; 4.78]
0.62 [ 1.54; 2.79]

24 0 42

Supplementary Fig. 2. Sensitivity analysis 
for postoperative length of stay. LC, lapa
roscopic cholecystectomy; OC, open cho
lecystectomy; MD, mean difference; CI, con
fidence interval.
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Supplementary Fig. 3. Funnel plots of (A) 
length of stay and (B) mortality.
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