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Appendix Figure A.1. Search strategy

	Appendix table A.1. Quality assessment of studies

	Criteria 
	Ezeife2019
	Offodile 2020
	Huntington 2020

	Staehler 2020 

	Marques2020
	Mejri 2021
	Jing 2021
	Larocca 2020

	Palmer 2018
	Ryan 2021

	Liang 2021
	Meeker 2016
	Knight 2018
	Whitney 2015
	Wan 2020
	Katharine 2021

	1. Was the research question or objective in this paper clearly stated?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	2. Was the study population clearly specified and defined?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	3. Was the participation rate at least 50%?
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	NR
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	NR
	Yes
	NR
	Yes
	Yes

	4. Were the patients recruited from the same or similar populations? Were inclusion and exclusion criteria applied uniformly? 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	5. Was a sample size justification, power description, or variance and effect estimates provided?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	6. Was the exposure(s) before the outcome(s) measured?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	7. Was the timeframe sufficient so that one could reasonably expect to see an association between exposure and outcome if it existed?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	8. Was a different level of the exposures related to the outcome measured?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	9. Were the exposure measures clearly defined, valid, reliable, and implemented consistently across all study participants?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	10. Was the exposure(s) assessed more than once over time?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	11. Were the outcome measures clearly defined, valid and reliable?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	12. Were the outcome assessors blinded to the exposure status of participants?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	13. Was there a loss to follow-up after a baseline of 20% or less?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NR
	NA
	Yes
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	14. Were potential confounding variables measure and adjusted statistically?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Global rating


	good
	fair
	good
	fair
	fair
	good
	good
	fair
	fair
	fair
	good
	fair
	fair
	fair
	good
	good


	Appendix table A.1. Quality assessment of studies (continued.)

	Criteria 
	Alexandria2020
	Esselen 2021
	Baddour
	Stone 2021
2021
	Boukovalas 2021
	Friedes 2021
2021
	Honda 2021
	Meeker 2017
	de Souza 2017
	Durber 2021
	Bouberhan 2019
	Rummo 2019
	Bouberhan 2019
	Ehlers 2017
	Mady 2019 

	Yu 2021

	Benedict 2021

	1. Was the research question or objective in this paper clearly stated?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	2. Was the study population clearly specified and defined?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	3. Was the participation rate at least 50%?
	NR
	NR
	NR
	Yes
	NR
	Yes
	NA
	NR
	Yes
	Yes
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	No
	NR
	Yes

	4. Were the patients recruited from the same or similar populations? Were inclusion and exclusion criteria applied uniformly?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	5. Was a sample size justification, power description, or variance and effect estimates provided?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	6. Was the exposure(s) before the outcome(s) measured?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	7. Was the timeframe sufficient so that one could reasonably expect to see an association between exposure and outcome if it existed?
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	8. Was a different level of the exposures related to the outcome measured?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	9. Were the exposure measures clearly defined, valid, reliable, and implemented consistently across all study participants?
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	10. Was the exposure(s) assessed more than once over time?
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	11. Were the outcome measures clearly defined, valid and reliable?
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	12. Were the outcome assessors blinded to the exposure status of participants?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	13. Was there a loss to follow-up after a baseline of 20% or less?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NR
	NA
	No
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	14. Were potential confounding variables measure and adjusted statistically?
	Yes

	Yes

	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Global rating
	fair
	fair
	fair
	good
	fair
	good
	fair
	fair
	good
	good
	fair
	good
	fair
	poor
	fair

	fair
	good





	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
Method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Ezeife et al.30
2018
	· Multivariable logistic 
regression models
· Spearman correlation
	· Age: <65 years (odds ratio[OR], 3.6; 95% CI:1.5-9.1)
· Residence: Living ≥ 17km from cancer center (odds ratio[OR], 0.7; 95% CI:0.3-1.7)

	· OOP costs：>$10,000 (OR, 8.8; 95% CI, 1.7-46.2)
· Insurance: No private insurance coverage (OR, 3.7; 95% CI, 1.5-9.1)
· Employment status: Unemployed(odds ratio[OR], 2.0; 95% CI, 0.8-5.3)
· Income: <$40,000 (OR, 1.9; 95% CI, 0.6-6.3)
	· Clinical trial: not on clinical trial(OR, 2.6; 95% CI, 0.8-7.8)


	Offodile et al.31
2021
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model
	
	· Insurance: Supplemental insurance (β, 2.86; 95%CI 1.09 to 4.64)
· Income: Annual household income >$120,000(β, 12.14; 95%CI 9.42 to 14.87)
· Employment status: Unemployed (β, -4.54; 95%CI -6.55 to -2.52)
· OOP costs：>$5001 (β, -3.94; 95%CI -7.32 to -0.56)
	· Cancer stage: T4 (β, -7.82; 95%CI -14.32 to -1.31)


	Huntington.et.al.32
2015
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model
	· Marital status: Married (β, 5.6; 95%CI 1.5 to 9.6)
· Age: Older age (β, 0.36; 95%CI 0.15 to 0.56)
	· Income: Household income≥80 000(β, 11.8; 95%CI 7.1 to 16.4)
	· Time since diagnosis: >2year (β,–4.8; 95%CI -9.3 to -0.2)

	Staehler et al.33 2020
	· Pearson’s correlation
	· Gender: Female gender (r = 0.108)
· Age: Younger age (r = 0.210)
· Residence: Urban living situation (r = 0.68)
· Education: a lower educational level (r = 0.155)
	· Income: lower income (r = 0.165)
	· Cancer type: Metastasized (r = 0.073)



	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
Method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Mejri et al.35
2021
	· Cox proportional
 regression models
	· Gender: Male (HR, 1.25; 95% CI:0.87-1.8)
· Residence: Time to hospital > 30 min (HR, 0.69; 95% CI, 0.48-0.99)
	· Employment status: Unemployed(odds ratio[OR], 0.65; 95% CI, 0.46-0.92) 
	

	Jing et al.36
2020
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model
	· Age: Older age (β, 0.20; 95%CI 0.11 to 0.29)
	· Income: Household monthly income >$1000(β, 12.81; 95%CI 9.54 to 16.08)

	· Cancer stage: T3 (β, -4.52 ; 95%CI -7.13 to -1.92)


	LaRocca et al.37
2020
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Age: >65 years (odds ratio[OR], 0.53; 95% CI:0.34-0.81)
· Marital status: Married (odds ratio[OR], 1.18; 95% CI:0.76-1.85)
· Education: Completed college(odds ratio[OR], 0.52; 95% CI:0.33-0.82)
	· Income: Household income >$40,000(odds ratio[OR], 0.28; 95% CI:0.18-0.44)
· Tobacco use: Heavy tobacco use(odds ratio[OR], 4.29; 95% CI:1.66-11.14)
	

	Palmer et al.38
2018
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Age: 20-60 years (odds ratio[OR], 2.88; 95% CI:1.23-6.76)
	
	· Cancer type: Breast or Head & Neck(odds ratio[OR], 2.79; 95% CI:1.16-6.74)

	Huey et al.39
2021
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Residence: Living >100 miles away from Cancer 
Center (odds ratio[OR], 2.3; 95% CI:1.23-5.66)
	· Income: Annual household income<$60,000(odds ratio[OR], 2.7; 95% CI:1.17-4.28)
	· Anticipated medical Cost: higher than anticipated(odds ratio[OR], 3.2; 95% CI:1.91-5.27)




	Appendix table A.3. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
Method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Meeker et al.41
2016
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Age: >65years (β, 1.52; 95%CI 0.03 to 3.01)
· Marital status: unmarried (β, 0.89; 95%CI -0.03 to 1.81)

	· Employment status: Unemployed (β, -1.34; 95%CI -2.52 to -0.16)
· Income: Annual household income >$75,000(β, 1.88; 95%CI 0.27 to 3.49)

	

	Knight et al.42
2018
	· Poisson regression 
	· Age: >65years (odds ratio[OR], 0.49; 95% CI:0.36 - 0.66)
· Race: Black (odds ratio[OR], 1.63; 95% CI:1.34 - 1.99)
· Marriage status: unmarried (odds ratio[OR], 1.35; 95% CI:1.13 - 1.62)
· Education: Not beyond high school(odds ratio[OR], 1.43; 95% CI:1.18- 1.74)
	
	· Cancer stage: T3-T4 (odds ratio[OR], 1.36; 95% CI:1.06 - 1.73)
· Time since diagnosis: >3year (odds ratio[OR], 0.78; 95% CI:0.63 - 0.97)

	Koenig et al.43
2021
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Age: >65years (odds ratio[OR], 0.28; 95% CI:0.07 - 1.16)
· Education: Bachelor’s degree or more (odds ratio[OR], 0.50; 95% CI:0.16 - 1.55)
	· Employment status: Unemployed(odds ratio[OR], 3.63; 95% CI, 1.09 -12.1)
· Insurance: Private insurance(odds ratio[OR], 0.08; 95% CI:0.01 - 0.52)
	· Emergency department visits in the last 
year: >1(odds ratio[OR], 3.87; 95% CI, 1.20 -12.5)



	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Whitney et al.44
2015
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Gender: Female (odds ratio[OR], 1.8; 95% CI:0.90 - 3.20)
· Race: Minority(odds ratio[OR], 1.7; 95% CI:1.0 - 2.80)
· Marital status: Married (odds ratio[OR], 0.9; 95% CI:0.50- 1.60)
· Residence: Non-metropolitan service area (odds ratio[OR],1.5; 95% CI:0.7 - 2.9)
	· Income: <200 % of FPL (odds ratio[OR], 1.5; 95% CI:0.7- 3.4)
· Insurance: Uninsured (odds ratio[OR], 1.80; 95% CI:0.80 - 4.3)
	

	Stone et al.50
2020
	· Multivariable 
logistic regression
	· Race: Black (odds ratio[OR], 1.59; 95% CI:1.06 - 2.38)
· Education: College graduate(odds ratio[OR], 0.36; 95% CI:0.22- 0.59)
· Marital status: Married (odds ratio[OR], 0.92; 95% CI: 0.65- 1.32)
	· Insurance: Medicare only (odds ratio[OR], 0.73; 95% CI:0.50 - 1.07)

	· TIBI-CaP comorbidity index: 3-4 (odds ratio[OR], 1.14; 95% CI: 0.78- 1.66) 
· D'Amico risk category: High risk(odds ratio[OR], 1.58; 95% CI: 1.04- 2.39) 

	Durber et al.56
2021
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Younger age (≤64;P<.001)

	· Employment status
· Lowest income quintile (P<.001)
	· More self-reported inpatient admissions in the past year(P=.002)









	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Bauer et al.47
2020
	· Bivariate analyses
	· Race
· Marital status
· Education level
· Employment status
	· Income level
	· Chronic disease

	Wan et al.45
2020
	·  Generalized 
linear models
· Bivariate analyses
	· Income: Lower compared to higher income (18% vs. 5%; V¼0.19)
· Marital status: unmarried compared to married (15% vs. 6%; V¼0.15)
	
	· Hormone receptor negative compared to 
positive (18% vs. 9%; V¼0.11)
· HER2(human epidermal growth factor 
receptor 2)-negative disease compared to -positive disease (12% vs. 4%; V¼0.15)

	Bouberhan et al.57
2021
	· Log-binomial 
regression
	· Race: Black(risk ratio[RR], 1.3; 95% CI:0.77 - 2.30)
· Marital status: unmarried (risk ratio[RR], 0.74; 95% CI:0.52 - 1.10)
	· Employment status: Unemployed (risk ratio[RR], 1.50; 95% CI:0.89 - 2.40)
· Income: Annual household income <$50,000(risk ratio[RR], 2.9; 95% CI:1.62 - 5.50)
· Insurance: Medicare only (risk ratio[RR], 1.6; 95% CI:1.02 - 2.50)
	· Cancer stage: T3-T4 (risk ratio[RR], 1.6; 95% CI:0.94 - 2.60)
· Treatment: Chemotherapy only or with 
surgery and/or radiation(risk ratio[RR], 1.7; 95% CI:1.1 - 2.60)
· Years since diagnosis: ≤1 year(risk ratio[RR], 1.6; 95% CI:0.91 - 2.80)

	Boukovalas et al.51
2021
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model
	· Age: >65years (β, 0.15; 95%CI 0.03 to 0.28)

	· Employment status: Unemployed (β, -4.81; 95%CI -7.27 to 2.35)
· Insurance: Supplemental insurance (β, 5.37; 95%CI 2.36 to 8.38)
	



	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Baddour et al.49
2019
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Age: Older age (β, 3.88; 95%CI 1.46 to 6.31)
	· Income: lower earnings at diagnosis (β, ; 2.24 ; 95%CI 0.90 to -0.37)
· OOP costs: Greater annual OOPE(β, ; -4.82; 95%CI -9.26 to 9.26)

	

	Rummo et al.58 2019
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Age(p=0.065)
· Residence(p=0.017)

	
	· Completed treatment within the past 6 
months compared with greater than 6 months prior (mean COST score 19.2 vs 23.5, univariate P=0.028)

	Ehlers et al.59
2019
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Age: Younger age(p<0.01)

	· Income: Household income <$50,000(p<0.01)
· Employment status:Not retired(p<0.01)
· Insurance: No Medicare or employer-based insurance(p<0.08)
	

	Mady et al.60
2019
	· Multiple linear 
regression
· Multiple logistic 
regression
	· Age: Older age (β, 4.23; 95%CI 2.20 to 6.26)
· Marital status: Married(β, 2.45; 95%CI -1.80 to 6.70)
· Marital status: unmarried(odds ratio[OR], 4.35; 95% CI: 1.14- 16.57) 
	· Income: More earnings at diagnosis(β, 1.17; 95%CI 0.76 to 1.58)
	· Time since treatment completion: (β, 0.02; 95%CI -0.36 to 0.41)
· Treatment: Surgery plus adjuvant(β, -3.78; 95%CI p-8.67 to 1.10)



	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Yu et al.61
2021
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Age: >70year (β, 4.60; 95%CI 1.50 to 7.7)
· Gender: Female(β, -0.50; 95%CI -1.90 to 0.90)
· Education: College graduate(β, 1.3; 95%CI -1.50 to 4.10)
	· Income: Household income per year >$20,000(β, 7.2; 95%CI 4.1 to 10.2) 
· Insurance: Supplemental insurance(β, -2.7; 95%CI -5.6 to 0.3)
· Employment status: Unemployed (β, -2.9; 95%CI -5.6 to -0.3)
	

	Benedict et al 62
2015
	· Pearson’s Correlation
· Multiple regression 
model
	· Younger age (r=0.27)
· lower education (p=.004)
	· lower income (p<.001)
· unable to work due to illness or disability (p<.001)
	· Time since diagnosis (months)(r=-0.04) 

	Friedes et al.
2021[34]
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Gender: Male(β, 1.8; 95%CI -0.71 to 4.31)
· Age: Older age (β, 4.58; 95%CI -1.10 to 10.27)
· Race: Black(β,0.65; 95%CI -2.7 to 4.01)
· Education: College graduate(β, -1.5; 95%CI -6.4 to 3.4)
	· Employment status: Unemployed (β, 3.44; 95%CI -0.04 to 6.92)
· Insurance: Supplemental insurance(β, -0.44; 95%CI -5.67 to 4.79)
· Income: Household income per year >$100,000(β, 4.84; 95%CI 0.55 to 9.41)
	

	de Souza et al.52
2017

	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Race: Black(β,-5.41; 95%CI -9.60 to -0.67)
	· Income: Household income per year >800% of FPL(β, 11.68; 95%CI 4.93 to 18.44)
· Employment status: Employed (β, 9.58; 95%CI 3.03 to 16.14)
	· No. of inpatient admission: >3(β, -5.52; 95%CI -9.87 to -1.16)





	Appendix table A.2. Risk Factors of Self-reported Financial Toxicity(continued.)

	First author

	 Analytical
method
	Demographic factor
	Socioeconomic factor
	Clinical factor

	Honda et al.53
2019
	· Multivariate linear 
regression model

	· Age: Older age (β,0.15; 95%CI 0.02 to 0.28)
· Marital status: unmarried(β,-1.54; 95%CI -6.46 to 3.38)
	· Income: High household income(β, -2.61; 95%CI -8.87 to 3.65) 
· Insurance: Supplemental insurance(β, 0.51; 95%CI -2.27 to 3.29)
· Employment status: Unemployed (β, -5.31;95%CI -11.21 to 0.57)
	· No. of inpatient admission: >3(β, -0.09; 95%CI -0.69 to 0.51)
· Cancer stage: Not metastasized (β, 3.76; 95%CI -1.11 to 8.63)
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Appendix Figure A.2. Meta-regression analyses on the risk factors of financial toxicity. Weights are from random-effects analysis.
A: Pooled analysis of the demographic factor of FT.
B: Pooled analysis of the socioeconomic factor of FT.
[bookmark: _GoBack]C: Pooled analysis of the clinical factor of FT.
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Appendix Figure A.3. Subgroup analyses on the pooled prevalence of self-reported financial toxicity
A: Subgroup analyses on the pooled prevalence of self-reported financial toxicity (Cancer type). 
B: Subgroup analyses on the pooled prevalence of self-reported financial toxicity (Country). 
C: The modification effects of study designs on LBW risks associated with PM2.5 exposure.
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Y

v..|_|___.°- . p——

Friedes et al. (2021)
de Souza et al. (2017) $

Subgroup, DL (1= 77.9%, p = 0.033) =emsmmmmmemr

Marital status(Nonmarried)
Huntington et al. (2015)
Meeker et al. (2016)

Mady et al. (2019) g

Honda et al. (2019)
Subgroup, DL (I = 74.7%, p = 0.008)

Education(Completed college)
Yu et al. (2021)

Friedes et al. (2021) g

Honda et al. (2019)
Subgroup, DL (I> = 0.0%, p = 0.623)

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.228
Overall, DL (I* = 69.9%, p = 0.000)

QHHV

B (95% Cl)

0.36
0.20
1.52
0.15
3.88
4.23
4.60
0.15
4.58
0.34

0.15, 0.56)
0.11, 0.29)
0.03, 3.01)
0.03, 0.28)
1.46, 6.31)
2.20, 6.26)
1.50, 7.70)
0.02, 0.28)

-1.10, 10.27)
0.12, 0.55)

s o T A s i s s g e

-0.50 (-1.90, 0.90)
-1.80 (-4.31, 0.71)
-0.81(-2.03, 0.41)

0.65 (-2.70, 4.01)
-5.41 (-9.60, -0.67)
2.19 (-8.12, 3.73)

-5.60 (-9.60, -1.50)
0.89 (-0.03, 1.81)

-2.45 (-6.70, 1.80)
-1.54 (-6.46, 3.38)
-1.84 (-5.13, 1.45)

1.30 (-1.50, 4.10)
-1.50 (-6.40, 3.40)
0.56 (-2.91, 4.02)
0.59 (-1.40, 2.58)

0.31(0.08, 0.55)

%
Weight

19.32
22.02
218
21.36
0.87
1.23
0.54
21.25
0.16
88.92

243
0.82
3.25

0.47
0.26
0.73

0.32
4.94
0.29
0.22
5.78

0.66
0.22
0.44
1.32

100.00

Demographic factor and Study (year) (95% CI) Weight
Age(<65)
Ezeife et al. (2018) ! > 3.60 (1.50, 9.10) 0.29
LaRocca et al. (2020) : —— — 1.89 (1.23,2.99) 3.29
Palmer et al. (2018) 1 $ > 2.88 (1.23,6.76) 0.53
Knight et al. (2018) | —— 2.04 (1.52,2.78) 4.40
Koenig et al. (2021) i > 3.57 (0.86, 14.29) 0.10
Subgroup, DL (> = 0.0%, p = 0.858) : o 2.05 (1.56, 2.54) 8.60
Gender(Female) :
Mejri et al. (2021) €= 0.80 (0.57,1.15) 6.44
Whitney et al. (2015) ——— 1.80 (0.90, 3.20) 227
Subgroup, DL (I = 63.4%, p = 0.098) 0 1.14 (0.21,2.07) 8.71
Race(Black&Minority) :
Knight et al. (2018) | —— 1.63 (1.34, 1.99) 6.24
Whitney et al. (2015) e 1.70 (1.00, 2.80) 3.10
Stone et al. (2020) N 1.59 (1.086, 2.38) 423
Bouberhan et al. (2021) —:o— 1.30 (0.77,2.30)  3.69
Subgroup, DL (I° = 0.0%, p = 0.881) | o 1.59 (1.33, 1.85) 17.27
|
Marital status(Nonmarried) 1
LaRocca et al. (2020) —— 1.18 (0.76, 1.85) 4.90
Knight et al. (2018) I-O- 1.35(1.13,1.62) 6.68
Whitney et al. (2015) —+— 1.10 (0.40, 1.50) 4.87
Stone et al. (2020) —— 1.08 (0.68, 1.35) 6.19
Bouberhan et al. (2021) - 0.74 (0.52,1.10) 6.44
Mady et al. (2019) ! > 4.35 (1.14,16.57) 0.07
Subgroup, DL (I° = 53.3%, p = 0.058) ¢ 1.09 (0.84, 1.34) 29.14
Education(Completed college) :
LaRocca et al. (2020) - | 0.52 (0.33,0.82) 6.68
Knight et al. (2018) ¢! 0.69 (0.57, 0.84) 714
Koenig et al. (2021) —0+ 0.50 (0.16, 1.55) 4.05
Stone et al. (2020) > 0.36 (0.22, 0.59) 6.96
Subgroup, DL (I> = 63.3%, p = 0.043) o 1 0.53 (0.34,0.72) 24.83
|
Residence(Long distance from hospital !
Ezeife et al. (2018) —0:— 0.70 (0.30, 1.70) 4.02
Mejri et al. (2021) -, 0.69 (0.48, 0.99) 6.63
Huey et al. (2021) 1 g > 2.30 (1.23,5.66) 0.79
Subgroup, DL (* = 0.2%, p = 0.367) OI 0.71 (0.47, 0.95) 11.44
|
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.090 !
Overall, DL (I” = 81.3%, p = 0.000) é 1.08 (0.88,1.29) 100.00
| | |
-2 0 1 5

NOTE: Weights and between-subgroup Ie]

ity test are from random-effects model

I
-10 0

NOTE: Weights and between-subgroup heterogeneity test are from random-effects model
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Socioeconomic factor and Study (year)

Income(Low income)

Ezeife et al. (2018)

LaRocca et al (2020)

Huey et al. (2021)

Whitney et al. (2015)

Bouberhan et al. (2021)

Subgroup, DL (I = 3.1%, p = 0.389)

Employment status(Unemployed)
Ezeife et al. (2018)

Mejri et al. (2021)

Koenig et al. (2021)

Bouberhan et al. (2021)

Subgroup, DL (I = 55.5%, p = 0.081)

Insurance(No private insurance)
Ezeife et al. (2018)

Whitney et al. (2015)

Stone et al. (2020)

Bouberhan et al. (2021)

Subgroup, DL (I = 61.9%, p = 0.049)

Tobacco use(Heavy tobacco use)
LaRocca et al. (2020)

Subgroup, DL (I = 0.0%, p = .) -

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.044
Overall, DL (I° = 66.8%, p = 0.000)

Odd Ratio %

I
-5

(95% Cl) Weight
- 1.90 (0.60, 6.30) 2.35
| —— 3.57 (2.27, 5.56) 5.67
—_— 2.70 (1.17, 4.28) 6.14
— 1.50 (0.70, 3.40) 7.37
—_— 2.90 (1.62, 5.50) 4.45
:O 2.48(1.71,3.26)  25.98

:

|
Lo 2.00 (0.80, 5.30) 3.51
- 0.65(0.46,0.92)  18.46
: . > 3.63(1.09,12.10)  0.69
—— 1.50 (0.89,2.40)  12.83
<> 1.14 (0.38,1.89)  35.49

:

|
: . 3.70 (1.50, 9.10) 1.40
—— 1.80 (0.80, 4.30) 5.19
- ! 0.73(0.50,1.07)  18.02
—— 1.60(1.02,2.50)  13.00
<> 1.31(0.51,2.10)  37.61

:

:
: . > 4.29(166,11.14)  0.92
-_— 4.29 (-0.45,9.03)  0.92

1

!
<> 1.58 (1.12,2.05)  100.00

|

NOTE: Weights and between-subgroup heterogeneity test are from random-effects model

%

Socioeconomic factor and Study (year) B (95% CI) Weight
Income(Higher income)
Offodile et al. (2021) : —— 12.14 (9.42,14.87) 4.58
Huntington et al. (2015) 1 —— 11.80(7.10, 16.40) 3.66
Jing et al. (2020) 1 12.81 (9.54, 16.08) 433
Meeker et al. (2016) —:0— 1.88 (0.27, 3.49) 5.02
Baddour et al. (2019) == | -2.24 (-3.57, -0.90) 5.10
Mady et al. (2019) GI 1.17 (0.76, 1.58) 5.27
Yu et al. (2021) | —— 7.20 (4.10, 10.20) 4.44
Friedes et al. (2021) e 4.84 (0.55, 9.41) 3.76
de Souza et al. (2017) : 11.68 (4.93, 18.44) 272
Honda et al. (2019) — -2.61 (-8.87, 3.65) 2.92
Subgroup, DL (1*= 95.1%, p = 0.000) : <> 5.66 (2.78, 8.53) 41.80
Employment status(Unemployed) :
Offodile et al. (2021) —— ! -4.54 (-6.55, -2.52) 4.88
Meeker et al. (2016) --- : -1.34 (-2.52, -0.16) 5.14
Boukovalas et al (2021) ———— -4.81 (-7.27, 2.35) 3.58
Yu et al. (2021) —— : -2.90 (-5.60, -0.30) 4.62
Friedes et al. (2021) ——— 3.44 (-0.04, 6.92) 4.23
de Souza et al. (2017) ——— 1 -9.58 (-16.14, -3.03) 2.80
Honda et al. (2019) —— : -56.31 (-11.21, 0.57) 3.08
Subgroup, DL (1*=75.7%, p = 0.000) 0 1 -2.90 (-5.17, -0.63) 28.33
1
Insurance(supplemental insurance) :
Honda et al. (2019) —_—— 0.51 (-2.27, 3.29) 4.56
Friedes et al. (2021) ] -0.44 (-5.67, 4.79) 3.38
Yu et al. (2021) —— : -2.70 (-5.60, 0.30) 4.48
Boukovalas et al (2021) | m—— 5.37 (2.36, 8.38) 4.45
Offodile et al. (2021) —— 2.86 (1.09, 4.64) 4.96
Subgroup, DL (1> = 76.8%, p = 0.002) <b 1.29 (-1.39, 3.97) 21.84
1
OOP costs(Greater annual OOPE) :
Offodile et al. (2021) —— | -3.94 (-7.32, -0.56) 4.28
Baddour et al. (2019) —— -4.82 (-9.26, -0.37) 3.76
Subgroup, DL (1*= 0.0%, p = 0.757) o : -4.26 (-6.95, -1.57) 8.03
1
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000 !
Overall, DL (1> = 92.3%, p = 0.000) ~° 1.36 (-0.24, 2.96) 100.00
| |
-20 0 20

NOTE: Weights and between-subgroup heterogeneity test are from random-effects model
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Clinical factor and Study (year)

Cancer stage(T3-T4)

Bouberhan et al. (2021)

Knight et al. (2018)

Subgroup, DL (I = 0.0%, p = 0.599)

Time since diagnosis(<1 year)
Knight et al. (2018)

Bouberhan et al. (2021)

Subgroup, DL (I” = 0.0%, p = 0.525)

Clinical trial(not on clinical trial)
Ezeife et al. (2018)
Subgroup, DL (I* =0.0%, p =)

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.716

Overall, DL (I = 0.0%, p = 0.853)

0Odd Ratio
(95% Cl)

1.60 (0.94, 2.60)
1.36 (1.06, 1.73)
1.39 (1.08, 1.70)

1.28 (1.03, 1.59)
1.60 (0.91, 2.80)
1.31(1.04,1.57)

2.60 (0.80, 7.80)
2,60 (:0.90, 6.10)

1.35 (1.14,1.55)

%
Weight

597
36.64
42.61

5245
460
57.05

0.34
0.34

100.00

Clinical factor and Study (year)

Cancer stage(T3-T4)
Offodile et al. (2021)
Jing etal. (2020)
Honda et al. (2019)

Subgroup, DL (I = 0.0%, p = 0.593)

No. of inpatient admission(>3)
Honda et al. (2019)
de Souza et al. (2017)

Subgroup, DL (I = 82.9%, p = 0.015)

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.412

Overall, DL (© = 82.3%, p = 0.000)

%
B (95% CI) Weight

-7.82(-14.32,-1.31) 13.09

-4.52 (-7.13,-1.92) 23.64
376 (-8.63, 1.11) 17.08
-4.74 (-6.90, -2.57) 53.80
-0.09 (-0.69, 0.51) 2767
-5.52 (-9.87,-1.16) 18.52
-2.36 (-7.61, 2.89) 46.20

-3.78 (-7.01, -0.55) 100.00

T T
5 0 1

NOTE: Weights and behween-subgroup heterogenaily test are from randon-2ffects mods

T
-10 0

NOTE: Weights and between-subgroup heterogeneiy test are fram random-efiects model
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cancer and study (year)

multiple myeloma
Huntington et al. (2015)
Subgroup, DL (7= 0.0%, p =)

Breast

Offodile et al. (2021)
Jing et al. (2020)
Subgroup, DL (I’ = 0.0%, p = 0.766)
Renal cell carcinoma

Staehler et al. (2020)

Subgroup, DL (I°=0.0%, p=.)

Any cancer site

Marques et al. (2021)

Mejri et al. (2021)

Palmer et al. (2018)

Huey et al. (2021)

Meeker et al. (2016)

Knight et al. (2018)

Honda et al. (2019)

Rummo et al. (2019)

Subgroup, DL (I? = 98.8%, p = 0.000)

Gynecologic

Liang et al. (2021)

Katharine et al. (2021)

Esselen et al. (2021)

Bouberhan et al. (2019)

Benedict et al. (2021)

Subgroup, DL (1> = 84.2%, p = 0.000)

Brain or Spine Metastases
Koenig et al. (2021)
Subgroup, DL (I°=0.0%, p=.)

Head and neck

Baddour et al. (2021)

Mady et al. (2019)

Subgroup, DL (I2 =0.0%, p=0.538)

Lung
Friedes et al. (2021)
Subgroup, DL (7= 0.0%, p =)

Genitourinary
Meeker et al. (2017)
Subgroup, DL (I°=0.0%, p=.)

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000

Overall, DL (> = 97.3%, p = 0.000)

04 +

0 OH -~ 08

O

_{)_t’_t_f_.__

v -0

¥

o

Sy

Effect (95% Cl)

0.50 (0.40, 0.60)
0.50 (0.40, 0.60)

0.51 (0.47, 0.55)
0.50 (0.42, 0.58)
0.51 (0.47, 0.55)

0.59 (0.55, 0.63)
0.59 (0.55, 0.63)

©. )
©. )
©. )
(. 65, 0. 77)
0.29 (0.21,0.38)
©. )
©. )
( )
©. )

064 078

0.54 (0.45, 0.63)
0.47 (0.42, 0.53)
0.49 (0.43, 0.54)
0.32 (0.26, 0.38)
0.45 (0.39, 0.51)
0.45 (0.38, 0.52)

0.25 (0.16, 0.33)
0.25 (0.16, 0.33)

0.45 (0.33, 0.57)
0.40 (0.31, 0.50)
0.42 (0.35, 0.50)

0.52 (0.43, 0.61)
0.52 (0.43, 0.61)

0.22 (0.14, 0.29)
0.22 (0.14, 0.29)

0.45 (0.38, 0.53)

%
Weight

4.37
4.37

4.69

920

4.68
4.68

44
44

4.53
4.53

100.00

-1

NOTE:
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country and study (year)

USA

Huntington et al. (2015)
Offodile et al. (2021)
Staehler et al. (2020)
Palmer et al. (2018)
Huey et al. (2021)
Liang et al. (2021)
Meeker et al. (2016)
Knight et al. (2018)
Koenig et al. (2021)
Esselen et al. (2021)
Baddour et al. (2021)
Friedes et al. (2021)
Meeker et al. (2017)
Bouberhan et al. (2019)
Rummo et al. (2019)
Mady et al. (2019)
Benedict et al. (2021)
Subgroup, DL (I2 =97.3%, p = 0.000)

China

Marques et al. (2021)

Jing et al. (2020)

Subgroup, DL (I2 =63.4%, p = 0.098)

Tunisia
Mejri et al. (2021)
Subgroup, DL (I* = 0.0%, p =.)

Japan
Honda et al. (2019)
Subgroup, DL (°=0.0%, p =.)

Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.000

Overall, DL (I = 97.4%, p = 0.000)

+

b de
4 ¢
f+'*'""+'

oyr—oH

Ot

0

Ot

Effect (95% Cl)

0.50 (0.40, 0.60)
0.51 (0.47, 0.55)
0.59 (0.55, 0.63)
0.22 (0.15, 0.28)
0.71(0.65, 0.77)
0.54 (0.45, 0.63)
0.29 (0.21, 0.38)
0.26 (0.24, 0.28)
0.25 (0.16, 0.33)
0.49 (0.43, 0.54)
0.45 (0.33, 0.57)
0.52 (0.43, 0.61)
0.22 (0.14, 0.29)
0.32 (0.26, 0.38)
0.71(0.64, 0.78)
0.40 (0.31, 0.50)
0.45 (0.39, 0.51)
0.44 (0.35, 0.52)

0.43 (0.39, 0.47)
0.50 (0.42, 0.58)
0.46 (0.39, 0.52)

0.80 (0.74, 0.86)
0.80 (0.74, 0.86)

0.35 (0.27, 0.42)
0.35 (0.27, 0.42)

0.45 (0.38, 0.53)

%
Weight

4.92
4,74
9.65

4.83
4.83

4.75
4.75

100.00

|
-1

NOTE: Weights and between-subgroup heterogeneity test are from random-effects model

0
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NO. | Search strategy Results
. 1 "Financial Stress"[MeSH Terms] 116

2 | ((((fimancial burden|Title/Abstract]) OR (financial toxicity|Title/Abstract])) OR 7,909
(financial strain|[Title/Abstract])) OR (financial distress|Title/Abstract])) OR
(financial hardship[Title/Abstract])

3 the Comprehensive Score for Financial Toxicity|Title/Abstract] OR COST 38
score| Title/Abstract] OR COST tool|Title/Abstract]

4 | Financial Wellbeing Scale[ Title/Abstract] OR FW S| Title/Abstract] 30
the Breast Cancer Finances Survey Inventory|[ Text Word] OR BCFS OR 545
BREAST-Q[Title/Abstract]

6 Socioeconomic Wellbeing Scale| All Fields] OR Financial Distress/Financial 248
Wellbeing Scale[ All Fields] OR InCharge| Title/Abstract]

7 | SI OR S2 7,971

& | S30R S4 OR S5 OR S6 688

9 | S7O0OR S8 8,223

10 | Neoplasms[MeSH Terms] 3,527,093

11 | (((((((cancer*|Title/Abstract])OR(neoplas™|Title/Abstract]))OR(tumo?r*[ Title/A 2,801,844
bstract])) OR (leuk?emia*|Title/Abstract])) OR (lymphoma*|Title/Abstract]))

OR (malignan*|Title/Abstract])) OR (oncolog*|Title/Abstract])) OR  (Cell
Transplantation| Title/Abstract])

12 | Cancer survivors|Title/Abstract] OR survivors|Title/Abstract] OR patients with | 2,647,995
cancer| Title/Abstract] OR patient| Title/Abstract]

13 | SIO OR S11 4,323,641

14 | S12 OR S13 6,301,421

15 | Limit 14 to English language 5,454,085

16 | S9 AND S15 6,837

17 | “Health Expenditures"[MeSH Terms] 23,817

18 | "Health Care Costs"[MeSH Terms] 68,691

19 | "Cost of Illness"[MeSH Terms] 29,380

. 20 | ((((economic burden|Title/Abstract]) OR (economic stress|Title/Abstract])) OR 31,070
(economic hardship[Title/Abstract])) OR (economic difficult| Title/Abstract]))
OR (economic Insolvency|Title/Abstract])
. 21 | "medical cost"[Title/Abstract] OR "indirect medical cost"[Title/Abstract] OR 5,335
"direct medical cost"[Title/Abstract] OR medical expenditure| Title/Abstract]
. 22 | out-of-pocket 6,641
. 23 | STOR S17OR S18 OR S19 OR S20 OR S21 OR S22 133,956
24 | S15AND $23 40,328
. 25 | "Prevalence"[Mesh] 315,075
. 26 | "Epidemiology"[MeSH Terms] 27,633
. 27 | "Incidence"|[MeSH Terms] 280,730
. 28 | "Cross-Sectional Studies"[MeSH Terms] 384,562
. 29 | "Observational Study" [Publication Type] 107,252
. 30 | “Case-Control Studies"[Publication Type] 1,217,626





