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Supplementary Figures
Supplementary Figure 1. 
(A) Funnel plot estimating the prevalence of OBI in HBcAb-positive with blood sample detection. Publication bias, p<0.05, tested by the Egger test. 
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(B) Funnel plot estimating the prevalence of OBI in HBcAb-negative with blood sample detection. Publication bias, p>0.05, tested by the Egger test. 
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Supplementary Figure 2. Subgroup analyses on the rates of OBI in HBcAb-positive population.

(A) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by HBsAg prevalence.
[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]



(B) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by HBcAb-positive rates.
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(C) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by detection method.
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 (D) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by HBsAb status.
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(E) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by year of research publication. 
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 (F) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by research group.
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Supplementary Figure 3. Subgroup analyses on the rates of OBI in HBcAb-negative population.

 (A) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by HBsAg prevalence.
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(B) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by HBcAb-positive rates
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 (C) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by detection method.
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(D) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by year of research publication. 
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 (E) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by HBsAb status.
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(F) Pooled rates of OBI stratified by research group. 
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Supplementary Figure 4. Sensitivity analysis of the included studies to estimate the pooled rate of OBI among HBcAb-positive (A) and HBcAb-negative (B) general population.
(A)
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Table S1. Quality assessment of studies included in OBI meta-analyses
	Included
Studies
	Was the sample frame appropriate to address the target population?
	Were study participants sampled in an appropriate way?
	Was the planned sample size adequate?
	Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?
	Was the data analysis conducted with sufficient coverage of the identified sample?
	Were valid methods used for the identification of the condition?
	Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants?
	Was there appropriate statistical analysis?
	Was the response rate adequate, and if not, was the low response rate managed appropriately?
	Total
Score
	Quality

	Zervou et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	6
	Low

	Hui et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	12
	High

	Banerjee et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	11
	High

	Chevrier et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	9
	Medium

	Kim et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	11
	High

	Manzini et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	8
	Medium

	Kupski et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	8
	Medium

	Seo et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	10
	High

	Fang et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	9
	Medium

	Song et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	10
	High

	Arababadi et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	6
	Low

	Ie et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	10
	High

	Panigrahi et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	10
	High

	Shim et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	0
	11
	High

	Maheswari et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	9
	Medium

	Su et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	9
	Medium

	Mahmoud et al.
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9
	Medium

	Romano et al.
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	13
	High

	Said et al.
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	11
	High

	Moresco et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	9
	Medium

	Muselmani et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	1
	9
	Medium

	Rios-Ocampo et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	9
	Medium

	Tandoi et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	12
	High

	Borzooy et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	9
	Medium

	Darmawan et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	10
	High

	Hashemi et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	6
	Low

	Kishk et al.
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	11
	High

	Zheng et al.
	2
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	15
	High

	Alshayea et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	9
	Medium

	Hudu et al.
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	10
	High

	Karimi et al.
	2
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	2
	1
	0
	12
	High

	Sosa-Jurado et al.
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	9
	Medium

	Jaramillo et al.
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	13
	High

	Ye et al.
	2
	1
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	15
	High

	Athira et al.
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	9
	Medium

	Fopa et al.
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	10
	High

	Jacinto et al.
	2
	1
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	14
	High

	Ky/Ba et al.
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	11
	High

	Ye et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	14
	High

	Cheung et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	12
	High

	Caviglia et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	14
	High

	Tandoi et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	13
	High

	Rao et al.
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1
	13
	High




Table S2. Results of meta-regression analysis in HBcAb-positive general population.

	Characteristic
	R2
	Estimate
	Se
	Zval
	P

	HBsAg prevalence
	7.6%
	0
	0.2513
	0
	0.1125

	HBcAb-positive rate
	9.7%
	0.1587
	0.0731
	2.1710
	0.0583

	Detection method
	0.25%
	0.1947
	0.0679
	2.8691
	0.3411

	Publication of year
	0
	0.3097
	0.0724
	4.2797
	0.8793

	HBsAb status
	0
	0.0374
	0.0987
	0.3788
	0.7048

	Research population
	0
	0.2797
	0.0505
	5.5349
	0.9314





Table S3. Results of meta-regression analysis in HBcAb-negative general population.

	Characteristic
	R2
	Estimate
	Se
	Zval
	P

	HBsAg prevalence
	0
	0.1592
	0.0594
	2.6787
	0.7227

	HBcAb-positive rate
	0%
	0.000
	0.1308
	0.000
	0.4085

	Detection method
	30.21%
	0.0754
	0.0481
	1.5678
	0.1169

	Publication of year
	0.57%
	0.0689
	0.0777
	0.8869
	0.3049

	HBsAb status
	0
	0.1547
	0.0523
	2.9566
	0.8436

	Research population
	0.57%
	0.0689
	0.0777
	0.8869
	0.3049
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Hui 2005 14 77  —— 0.18 [0.10; 0.29] 0.9% 2.5%
Banerjee 2007 21 118 ' —— 0.18 [0.11; 0.26] 1.4% 2.5%
Chevrier 2007 9 9891 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 11.8% 2.5%
Kim 2007 9 63 ' ——— 0.14 [0.07;0.25] 0.8% 2.4%
Seo 2008 1 1523/ 0.00 [0.00; 0.00] 18.2% 2.5%
Song 2009 2 364w 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 4.3% 2.5%
le 2010 38 80 ' : 0.48 [0.36; 0.59] 1.0% 2.5%
Panigrahi 2010 12 40 . 0.30 [0.17; 0.47] 0.5% 2.4%
Su 2012 0 30+~ 0.00 [0.00;0.12] 0.4% 2.3%
Mahmoud 2013 4 4 | 1.00 [0.40; 1.00] 0.0% 1.5%
Romano 2013 7 1888 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 22.5% 2.5%
Said 2013 16 121 ' —+— 0.13 [0.08; 0.21] 1.4% 2.5%
Borzooy 2015 0 14 +— 0.00 [0.00; 0.23] 0.2% 2.1%
Darmawan 2015 7 39 1 —+— 0.18 [0.08; 0.34] 0.5% 2.4%
Zheng 2015 15 397 * 0.04 [0.02; 0.06] 4.7% 2.5%
Alshayea 2016 0 119+ ! 0.00 [0.00; 0.03] 1.4% 2.5%
Hudu 2016 48 55 ' 0.87 [0.76; 0.95] 0.7% 2.4%
Ye 2017 12 456 # 0.03 [0.01; 0.05] 5.4% 2.5%
Jacinto 2019 20 145 ' +— 0.14 [0.09; 0.20] 1.7% 2.5%
Ye 2021 17 134 | —+— 0.13 [0.08; 0.20] 1.6% 2.5%
Common effect model b 0.02 [0.01; 0.02] 79.4% —
Random effects model < 0.12 [0.04; 0.24] —— 48.3%
Heterogeneity: I = 98%, p < 0.01 5

HBsAb-negative o

Hui 2005 2 17 — 0.12 [0.01; 0.36] 0.2% 2.2%
Banerjee 2007 39 171 ' : —— 0.23 [0.17; 0.30] 2.0% 2.5%
Chevrier 2007 3 148 + 0.02 [0.00; 0.06] 1.8% 2.5%
Kim 2007 7 36 1 - 0.19 [0.08; 0.36] 0.4% 2.4%
Seo 2008 1 153 # 0.01 [0.00; 0.04] 1.8% 2.5%
Song 2009 0 22— 0.00 [0.00; 0.15] 0.3% 2.3%
le 2010 5 20 ! — 0.25 [0.09; 0.49] 0.2% 2.2%
Panigrahi 2010 45 164 | @ —— 0.27 [0.21; 0.35] 2.0% 2.5%
Shim 2011 0 40+ 0.00 [0.00; 0.09] 0.5% 2.4%
Su 2012 0 21— 0.00 [0.00; 0.16] 0.3% 2.3%
Mahmoud 2013 34 38 : 0.89 [0.75; 0.97] 0.5% 2.4%
Romano 2013 5 298 # 0.02 [0.01; 0.04] 3.6% 2.5%
Said 2013 35 165 | | —— 0.21 [0.15;0.28] 2.0% 2.5%
Muselmani 2014 5 63 —— 0.08 [0.03;0.18] 0.8% 2 4%
Borzooy 2015 0 3 H— 0.00 [0.00;0.71] 0.0% 1.3%
Darmawan 2015 2 18 — 0.11 [0.01; 0.35] 0.2% 2.2%
Zheng 2015 3 36 ++ 0.08 [0.02; 0.22] 0.4% 2.4%
Alshayea 2016 17 79 | i—— 0.22 [0.13; 0.32] 0.9% 2.5%
Hudu 2016 7 55 1—— 0.13 [0.05; 0.24] 0.7% 2.4%
Ye 2017 2 34 H—— 0.06 [0.01;0.20] 0.4% 2.4%
Jacinto 2019 4 30 — 0.13 [0.04; 0.31] 0.4% 2.3%
Ye 2021 0 118+= 0.00 [0.00; 0.03] 1.4% 2.5%
Common effect model e 0.09 [0.07; 0.10] 20.6% -
Random effects model - 0.10 [0.04; 0.18] —  51.7%
Heterogeneity: I? = 95%, p <0.01 E

Common effect model | 0.03 [0.02; 0.03] 100.0% —
Random effects model <> 0.11 [0.06; 0.17] -— 100.0%

I I I I I I
0 02 04 06 08 1

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): xf = 160.62, df =1 (p<0.01)

Heterogeneity: |7 = 97%, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xf =0.16,df =1 (p = 0.69)




image8.tiff
Weight

Weight

Study Events Total Proportion 95%-CIl (common) (random)
Year of publication [2000-2010] L

Zervou 2001 0 282® | 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 1.9% 2.7%
Hui 2005 16 94 ' i—— 0.17 [0.10; 0.26] 0.6% 2.7%
Banerjee 2007 60 289 | : —— 0.21 [0.16; 0.26] 1.9% 2.7%
Chevrier 2007 12 11431 0.01 [0.01;0.02] 7.6% 2.8%
Kim 2007 16 99 | i—— 0.16 [0.10; 0.25] 0.7% 2.7%
Manzini 2007 14 288 r+ 0.05 [0.03; 0.08] 1.9% 2.7%
Kupski 2008 0 241 % : 0.00 [0.00; 0.02] 1.6% 2.7%
Seo 2008 2 1676/ 0.00 [0.00; 0.00] 11.1% 2.8%
Fang 2009 14 42 0.33 [0.20; 0.50] 0.3% 2.5%
Song 2009 2 386" 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 2.6% 2.8%
Arababadi 2010 57 352 1 i 0.16 [0.13; 0.20] 2.3% 2.8%
le 2010 43 100 ' : 0.43 [0.33; 0.53] 0.7% 2.7%
Panigrahi 2010 66 220 . 0.30 [0.24; 0.37] 1.5% 2.7%
Common effect model b 0.03 [0.02; 0.03] 34.7% -
Random effects model A 0.09 [0.03; 0.19] -  35.4%
Heterogeneity: I = 98%, p < 0.01 N

Year of publication [2011-2015] Vo

Shim 2011 0 40+~ 0.00 [0.00; 0.09] 0.3% 2.5%
Maheswari 2012 2 8200 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 5.5% 2.8%
Su 2012 0 51+ 0.00 [0.00; 0.07] 0.3% 2.6%
Mahmoud 2013 38 42 ' 0.90 [0.77;0.97] 0.3% 2.5%
Romano 2013 12 2186 0.01 [0.00; 0.01] 14.5% 2.8%
Said 2013 51 302 1 i - 0.17 [0.13;0.22] 2.0% 2.8%
Moresco 2014 8 291 #: 0.03 [0.01; 0.05] 1.9% 2.7%
Muselmani 2014 5 63 —— 0.08 [0.03;0.18] 0.4% 2.6%
Rios—Ocampo 2014 6 302 #: 0.02 [0.01; 0.04] 2.0% 2.8%
Tandoi 2014 5 50 \—— 0.10 [0.03; 0.22] 0.3% 2.6%
Darmawan 2015 9 186 =+ 0.05 [0.02; 0.09] 1.2% 2.7%
Kishk 2015 10 44 | i — 0.23 [0.11; 0.38] 0.3% 2.6%
Zheng 2015 18 433 0.04 [0.02; 0.06] 2.9% 2.8%
Common effect model | 0.02 [0.02; 0.02] 32.0% ——
Random effects model S —— 0.08 [0.01; 0.19] — 34.7%
Heterogeneity: I° = 97%, p < 0.01 N

Year of publication [2016-2021]

Alshayea 2016 17 198 '=— 0.09 [0.05;0.13] 1.3% 2.7%
Hudu 2016 55 1000 " 0.06 [0.04; 0.07] 6.7% 2.8%
Karimi 2016 0 2031/ : 0.00 [0.00: 0.00] 13.5% 2.8%
Sosa-Jurado 2016 27 156 | : —— 0.17 [0.12; 0.24] 1.0% 2.7%
Jaramillo 2017 0 110+ ; 0.00 [0.00; 0.03] 0.7% 2.7%
Ye 2017 14 490 *: 0.03 [0.02; 0.05] 3.3% 2.8%
Athira 2018 52 156 . 0.33 [0.26; 0.41] 1.0% 2.7%
Fopa 2019 6 5220 ; 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 3.5% 2.8%
Jacinto 2019 24 175 | i—=— 0.14 [0.09; 0.20] 1.2% 2.7%
Ky/Ba 2021 2 39 ~+— 0.05 [0.01;0.17] 0.3% 2.5%
Ye 2021 17 134 ' —— 0.13 [0.08; 0.20] 0.9% 2.7%
Common effect model b 0.02 [0.02; 0.02] 33.3% ——
Random effects model <> 0.06 [0.02; 0.13] -—  29.9%
Heterogeneity: I = 98%, p < 0.01 5

Common effect model o 0.02 [0.02; 0.02] 100.0% —
Random effects model <> 0.08 [0.04; 0.13] -— 100.0%

I I I I I
0 02 04 06 0.8

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): xg =7.87,df =2 (p=0.02)

Heterogeneity: 1° = 98%, p = 0

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xg =0.35,df =2 (p = 0.84)
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Weight

Weight

Study Events Total Proportion 95%—-Cl| (common) (random)
Blood donor o

Zervou 2001 0 282w : 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 1.9% 2.7%
Banerjee 2007 60 289 ' —— 0.21 [0.16; 0.26] 1.9% 2.7%
Chevrier 2007 12 11431 0.01 [0.01;0.02] 7.6% 2.8%
Manzini 2007 14 288 = 0.05 [0.03; 0.08] 1.9% 2.7%
Kupski 2008 0 241# 0.00 [0.00; 0.02] 1.6% 2.7%
Seo 2008 2 1676/ 0.00 [0.00; 0.00] 11.1% 2.8%
Arababadi 2010 57 352 ' = 0.16 [0.13; 0.20] 2.3% 2. 8%
Panigrahi 2010 66 220 . 0.30 [0.24; 0.37] 1.5% 2.7%
Maheswari 2012 2 8201 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 5.5% 2.8%
Mahmoud 2013 38 42 ! 0.90 [0.77;0.97] 0.3% 2 5%
Romano 2013 12 2186 0.01 [0.00; 0.01] 14.5% 2 8%
Said 2013 51 302 ! - 0.17 [0.13;0.22] 2.0% 2. 8%
Moresco 2014 8 291 #: 0.03 [0.01; 0.05] 1.9% 2.7%
Muselmani 2014 5 63 —— 0.08 [0.03;0.18] 0.4% 2. 6%
Rios—Ocampo 2014 6 302 #: 0.02 [0.01;0.04] 2.0% 2.8%
Kishk 2015 10 44 0.23 [0.11; 0.38] 0.3% 2.6%
Zheng 2015 18 433 ! 0.04 [0.02; 0.06] 2.9% 2.8%
Alshayea 2016 17 198 |-+ 0.09 [0.05;0.13] 1.3% 2.7%
Hudu 2016 55 1000 ' 0.06 [0.04;0.07] 6.7% 2.8%
Karimi 2016 0 2031/ 0.00 [0.00; 0.00] 13.5% 2.8%
Sosa—-Jurado 2016 27 156 + i —— 0.17 [0.12;0.24] 1.0% 2.7%
Ye 2017 14 490 #: 0.03 [0.02; 0.05] 3.3% 2. 8%
Athira 2018 52 156 . 0.33 [0.26; 0.41] 1.0% 2.7%
Fopa 2019 6 5220 ; 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 3.5% 2.8%
Ky/Ba 2021 2 39 Li— 0.05 [0.01;0.17] 0.3% 2.5%
Ye 2021 17 134 + —=— 0.13 [0.08; 0.20] 0.9% 2.7%
Common effect model o 0.02 [0.02; 0.02] 91.1% -
Random effects model R 0.08 [0.03; 0.14] —  70.8%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 98%, p < 0.01 N

Other general population

Hui 2005 16 94 ' i—— 0.17 [0.10; 0.26] 0.6% 2.7%
Kim 2007 16 99 | i—— 0.16 [0.10; 0.25] 0.7% 2.7%
Fang 2009 14 42 0.33 [0.20; 0.50] 0.3% 2.5%
Song 2009 2 386 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 2 6% 2. 8%
le 2010 43 100 : : 0.43 [0.33; 0.53] 0.7% 2.7%
Shim 2011 0 40 = 0.00 [0.00; 0.09] 0.3% 2.5%
Su 2012 0 51+ 0.00 [0.00; 0.07] 0.3% 2.6%
Tandoi 2014 5 50 ———0 0.10 [0.03;0.22] 0.3% 2. 6%
Darmawan 2015 9 186 =+ 0.05 [0.02; 0.09] 1.2% 2.7%
Jaramillo 2017 0 110+ ; 0.00 [0.00; 0.03] 0.7% 2.7%
Jacinto 2019 24 175 ! i—— 0.14 [0.09; 0.20] 1.2% 2.7%
Common effect model T 0.06 [0.05; 0.07] 8.9% —
Random effects model <= 0.08 [0.02; 0.18] -—  29.2%
Heterogeneity: I = 96%, p < 0.01 5

Common effect model o 0.02 [0.02; 0.02] 100.0% —
Random effects model <> 0.08 [0.04; 0.13] -— 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 12 = 98%, p = 0 | | | | |

0O 02 04 06 08

Test for subgroup differences (fix effect): xf =56.85,df =1 (p<0.01)
Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xf =0.01,df =1 (p =0.93)
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Study

Low

Borzooy 2015 4
Hashemi 2015 0
Jacinto 2019 3

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: |7 = 79%, p < 0.01

Low intermediate

Kim 2007 15
Song 2009 5
Shim 2011 0

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 96%, p < 0.01

High intermediate

Hui 2005 3
Fang 2009 24
le 2010 6
Zheng 2015 6
Ky/Ba 2021 1
Ye 2021 0

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 92%, p < 0.01

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: 1° = 92%, p < 0.01

Events Total

103
72
1355

30
317
217

1595

36

118

. b
)
4
I

0O 0.05 0.1 015 0.2

H——

" .
I—'—-—II

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): x§= 8.67,df =2 (p = 0.01)

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xg =1.11,df =2 (p = 0.57)

0.25

Proportion

0.04 [0.01;0.10]
0.00 [0.00; 0.05]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.01 [0.00; 0.04]

0.16
0.01

[0.09; 0.24]
[0.00; 0.02]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.01 [0.00; 0.01]
0.03 [0.00; 0.15]

0.10
0.08
0.03
0.00
0.03

[0.02; 0.27]
[0.05; 0.11]
[0.01; 0.06]
[0.00; 0.01]
[0.00; 0.15]
0.00 [0.00; 0.03]
0.01 [0.01; 0.02]
0.02 [0.00; 0.06]

0.01 [0.01; 0.01]
0.02 [0.00; 0.04]

Weight

2.1%
1.5%
27.7%
31.3%

Weight

95%-CIl (common) (random)

8.2%
7. 7%
9.4%

25.3%

8.1%
9.3%
9.0%

26.4%

6.2%
9.0%
8.8%
9.4%
6.6%
8.3%

48.3%

100.0%
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Weight

Weight

Study Events Total Proportion 95%-CIl (common) (random)
HBcAb-positive rate [0,10)% :

Shim 2011 0 294 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 6.0% 9.0%
HBcAb-positive rate [10,30)%

Fang 2009 24 317 ' 0.08 [0.05;0.11] 6.5% 9.0%
Borzooy 2015 4 103 \— 0.04 [0.01;0.10] 2.1% 8.2%
Hashemi 2015 0 72++—— 0.00 [0.00; 0.05] 1.5% 7.7%
Zheng 2015 6 1595/ : 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 32.6% 9.4%
Jacinto 2019 3 1355[ 0.00 [0.00; 0.01] 27.7% 9.4%
Ky/Ba 2021 1 36 - 0.03 [0.00; 0.15] 0.7% 6.6%
Common effect model s 0.01 [0.00; 0.01] 71.1% —
Random effects model < 0.02 [0.00; 0.04] -—  50.3%
Heterogeneity: I = 93%, p < 0.01 5 ‘

HBcAb-positive rate [30,100)% B

Hui 2005 3 30 . 0.10 [0.02; 0.27] 0.6% 6.2%
Kim 2007 15 96 0.16 [0.09; 0.24] 2.0% 8.1%
Song 2009 5 661 = 0.01 [0.00; 0.02] 13.5% 9.3%
le 2010 6 217 —— 0.03 [0.01; 0.06] 4.4% 8.8%
Ye 2021 0 118 »— 0.00 [0.00; 0.03] 2. 4% 8.3%
Common effect model .o 0.02 [0.01; 0.02] 22.9% —
Random effects model —— 0.04 [0.00; 0.11] -—  40.7%
Heterogeneity: I = 92%, p < 0.01 5

Common effect model Y 0.01 [0.01;0.01]  100.0% —
Random effects model "I | 0.02 [0.00; 0.04] —  100.0%

I I I I
O 005 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): x§= 16.82, df =2 (p< 0.01)

Heterogeneity: 1° = 92%, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xg =9.15,df =2 (p = 0.01)
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Study Events Total
Nested PCR

Hui 2005 3 30
Kim 2007 15 96
Fang 2009 24 317
le 2010 6 217
Hashemi 2015 0

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 88%, p < 0.01

Quantitative real-time PCR
Ky/Ba 2021 1

Commercial assay

Song 2009

Shim 2011

Zheng 2015

Borzooy 2015

Jacinto 2019

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: |7 = 73%, p < 0.01

W h O O O

Others
Ye 2021 0

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 92%, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xg =9.11,df =3 (p = 0.03)

36

661
294

Proportion

" .
S
.

1595 :

103

1355/

118

"
¢
i
Y
N

0

0.05 0.1 015 02 0.25

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): xg = 81.97,df =3 (p< 0.01)

0.10 [0.02:0.27]
0.16 [0.09; 0.24]
0.08 [0.05;0.11]
0.03 [0.01: 0.06]
0.00 [0.00; 0.05]
0.05 [0.04; 0.07]
0.05 [0.01; 0.13]

0.03 [0.00: 0.15]

0.01 [0.00: 0.02]
0.00 [0.00: 0.01]
0.00 [0.00: 0.01]
0.04 [0.01:0.10]
0.00 [0.00: 0.01]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]

0.00 [0.00: 0.03]

0.01 [0.01; 0.01]
0.02 [0.00; 0.04]

Weight

0.6%
2.0%
6.5%
4.4%
1.5%
15.0%

0.7%

13.5%
6.0%
32.6%
2.1%
27.7%
81.9%

2.4%

100.0%

39.9%

Weight
95%-Cl (common) (random)

6.2%
8.1%
9.0%
8.8%
7. 7%

6.6%

9.3%
9.0%
9.4%
8.2%
9.4%

45.2%

8.3%

100.0%
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Study Events Total

Year of publication [2000-2010] =

Hui 2005 3 30

Kim 2007 15 96

Fang 2009 24 317

Song 2009 5 661 +

le 2010 6 217 \—+—
Shim 2011 0 294
Common effect model 'O
Random effects model e

Heterogeneity: I? = 94%, p < 0.01

Year of publication [2011-2015]

Borzooy 2015 4 103
Hashemi 2015 0O 72+——
Zheng 2015 6 1595
Common effect model

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: I? = 77%, p =0.01

Year of publication [2016-2021]

Jacinto 2019 3 1355 :
Ky/Ba 2021 1 36 -~
Ye 2021 0 118 +»—
Common effect model L0
Random effects model b

Heterogeneity: I? = 36%, p = 0.21

Common effect model i 0
Random effects model N

Heterogeneity: 1° = 92%, p < 0.01 | | | | | |
O 005 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): x§= 33.07,df =2 (p<0.01)

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xg =6.33,df =2 (p = 0.04)

Proportion

0.10 [0.02:0.27]
0.16 [0.09; 0.24]
0.08 [0.05;0.11]
0.01 [0.00; 0.02]
0.03 [0.01: 0.06]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.02 [0.01; 0.03]
0.04 [0.01; 0.10]

0.04 [0.01:0.10]
0.00 [0.00: 0.05]
0.00 [0.00: 0.01]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.01 [0.00; 0.04]

0.00 [0.00: 0.01]
0.03 [0.00: 0.15]
0.00 [0.00: 0.03]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]
0.00 [0.00; 0.01]

0.01 [0.01; 0.01]
0.02 [0.00; 0.04]

Weight

0.6%
2.0%
6.5%
13.5%
4.4%
6.0%
33.0%

Weight

95%-CIl (common) (random)

6.2%
8.1%
9.0%
9.3%
8.8%
9.0%

50.4%

8.2%
7. 7%
9.4%

25.3%

9.4%
6.6%
8.3%

24.3%

100.0%
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Study Events Total
HBsAb-positive

Hui 2005 0 4
Kim 2007 8 49
Song 2009 4 458 =
le 2010 0
Borzooy 2015 2 85
Zheng 2015 0 986
Jacinto 2019 3 117

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 88%, p < 0.01

HBsAb-negative

Hui 2005

Kim 2007

Song 2009

le 2010

Shim 2011

Borzooy 2015

Zheng 2015

Jacinto 2019

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 90%, p < 0.01

OO MNOO -+ N

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I = 88%, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences (random effects): xf =0.05,df =1 (p =0.83)

20
47
203
212

294

18

1238

609 -

N "’"""""'

02 03 04 05 0.6
Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): xf =0.01,df =1 (p=0.93)

Proportion

0.00
0.16
0.01
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.02

0.12
0.15
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.11
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.02

0.00
0.02

Weight

Weight

95%-Cl (common) (random)

[0.00; 0.60]
[0.07; 0.30]
[0.00; 0.02]
[0.00; 0.52]
[0.00; 0.08]
[0.00; 0.00]
[0.01; 0.07]
[0.00; 0.01]
[0.00; 0.06]

[0.02; 0.30]
[0.06; 0.28]
[0.00; 0.03]
[0.01; 0.06]
[0.00; 0.01]
[0.01; 0.35]
[0.00; 0.02]
[0.00; 0.00]
[0.00; 0.01]
[0.00; 0.07]

[0.00; 0.00]
[0.01; 0.05]

0.1%
1.1%
10.5%
0.1%
2.0%
22.7%
2.71%
39.2%

1.8%
6.6%
8.3%
2.1%
7.3%
8.5%
7.6%

42.3%

5.5%
6.5%
8.0%
8.0%
8.2%
4.7%
8.4%
8.5%

57.7%

100.0%
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Study

Blood donor
Zheng 2015
Ky/Ba 2021

Ye 2021

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I? = 41 %, p=0.19

Other general population
Hui 2005

Kim 2007

Fang 2009

Song 2009

le 2010

Shim 2011

Borzooy 2015

Hashemi 2015

Jacinto 2019

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: I° = 93%, p < 0.01

Common effect model
Random effects model
Heterogeneity: 1° = 92%, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences (fixed effect): xf =747,df=1(p<0.01)
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