No Tourniquet Protocol demonstrates the most favorable overall performance- A systematic review and a network meta-analysis
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	Control Group

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Age (years)
	
	
	Age (years)
	

	Author (year)
	Study period start
	Study period end
	Subgoups
	TQ press.
	TXA
	Antithromb. therapy
	n
	Mean or Median*
	SD
	Range or IQR*
	Fem. (n) 
	n
	Mean or Median *
	SD
	Range min-max or IQR*
	Fem. (n)

	Abdel 1995
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	syst x2
	na
	na
	40
	72,00
	na
	65-80
	23
	40
	74
	na
	64-82
	25

	Aglietti 2000
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	0,8 bar
	na
	na
	10
	70
	8
	na
	7
	10
	68
	4,5
	na
	6

	Ajnin 2019
	Jan. 2014
	Dec. 2016
	FT-NT
	300,00
	na
	enoxaparin 40mg-2w
	29
	73,00
	na
	58-81
	na
	29
	73,00
	na
	58-81
	na

	Albayrak 2023
	Feb. 2011
	Sept. 2015
	FT-NT
	syst+100
	na
	LMWH - 1m
	52
	72*
	na
	61-82
	na
	52
	72
	na
	61-82
	na

	Alexandersson 2018
	Sept. 2012
	Jun. 2015
	FT-NT
	300,00
	1g 
	LMWH 2w
	38
	68,00
	7,40
	na
	20
	43
	69,7
	6,4
	na
	21

	Ayik 2021
	Feb. 2015
	Nov. 2017
	FT-NT
	Syst +100
	na
	LMWH- until mob.
	32
	65,39
	7,25
	na
	18
	33
	64,9
	6,58
	na
	19

	Barwell 1997
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	syst x2
	na
	na
	44
	71
	na
	55-87
	29
	44
	69
	na
	48-72
	32

	Beckers 2023
	
	Mar. 2020
	FT-CT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	50
	70,8
	8,7
	na
	29
	40
	68,9
	6,4
	na
	24

	Camur 2021
	June 2018
	Dec. 2019
	FT-NT
	275 or 325
	20 mg/kg
	ASA
	57
	69,10
	5,40
	46-69
	49
	59
	68,4
	5,3
	58-78
	53

	Cao Q. 2022
	na
	na
	FT-CTC-NT
	280
	na
	na
	50
	na
	na
	na
	na
	50
	na
	na
	na
	na

	Chaiyakit 2024
	Apr. 2018
	Feb. 2019
	HT-CT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	45
	68,31
	8,89
	na
	40
	45
	67
	9
	na
	38

	Chaudhry 2021
	Feb. 2015
	July 2018
	HT-NT
	250-300
	na
	na
	117
	62,29
	9,63
	na
	na
	123
	65,41
	9,042
	na
	na

	Christodoulou 2004
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	syst + 125
	na
	na
	40
	73
	na
	53.00-84.00
	28
	40
	72
	na
	50-82
	26

	Ci NKA 2023
	na
	na
	FT-CT
	300
	na
	na
	38
	na
	na
	na
	37
	42
	na
	na
	na
	40

	Colin-Vazquez 2021
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na

	Diri 2023
	June 2021
	Aug. 2022
	FT-CT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	31
	67,42
	5,57
	na
	22
	31
	65,45
	7
	na
	19

	Dong Z. 2024
	Aug. 2020
	Feb. 2023
	FT-NT
	260
	1g
	na
	65
	69,20
	5,47
	na
	49
	65
	67,52
	6,14
	na
	53

	Dragosloveanu 2023
	Oct. 2020 
	Aug.2021 
	HT-NT
	350,00
	1g+1g
	na
	100
	68,40
	7,80
	na
	51
	94
	67,5
	8,1
	na
	45

	Ejaz 2014
	Jan. 2011 
	Jan. 2012
	FT-NT
	250,00
	1g
	rivarox. 10mg until discharge
	33
	68,00
	8,40
	na
	15
	31
	68
	7,8
	na
	14

	Fan Y. 2014
	Aug. 2011
	Dec. 2011
	FT-CT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	30
	65,37
	7,11
	na
	23
	30
	63,27
	7,39
	na
	21

	Feng 2016
	March 2015
	July 2016
	FT-HT
	na
	na
	na
	50
	65,22
	7,53
	na
	37
	50
	65,74
	7,05
	na
	38

	Goel 2019
	June 2016 
	Apr. 2017
	FT-NT
	225-300
	na
	ASA
	100
	66,00
	7,00
	na
	50
	100
	65,5
	7,8
	na
	52

	Guo. M 2013
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	na
	na
	na
	30
	73
	11
	na
	23
	30
	71
	15
	na
	25

	Hakkalamani 2015
	Aug. 2010
	Sep 2012
	FT-CT
	250mmHg
	na
	na
	30
	69
	8,5
	na
	13
	30
	na
	na
	17
	

	Hamad 2025
	Apr. 2020
	Feb 2021
	FT-HT
	syst + 120
	na
	Enoxaparin sodium 4000IU 12 hours
	55
	66
	na
	45-72
	50
	58
	67
	na
	47-82
	51

	Hamdy 2025
	Nov. 2019
	Nov. 2023
	HT-CT
	syst + 150
	IV
	Enoxaparin 4 weeks
	25
	61,12
	6,55
	49-72
	10
	25
	61,3
	5,4
	52-69
	17

	Harsten 2015
	Aug. 2013
	May 2014
	FT-NT
	syst+100
	1g
	na
	32
	68,00
	8,00
	na
	15
	32
	66
	8
	na
	14

	Hasanain 2018
	Aug. 2013
	Oct 2014
	FT-CT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	54
	62,93
	7,48
	49-77
	na
	54
	62,93
	7,48
	49-77
	na

	Hernández-Castanos 2008
	Dec. 2004
	Dec. 2005
	FT-HT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	22
	76
	na
	55-85
	na
	21
	75,9
	na
	51-86
	na

	Hersekli 2004
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	350-400
	na
	na
	40
	68
	na
	56-83
	36
	36
	65
	na
	53-76
	30

	Huang C-R. 2021
	Jan. 2018
	Oct. 2020
	FT-NT
	Syst +100
	2x 15mg/kg 
	10mg rivaroxaban 2w
	79
	66,15
	7,47
	na
	59
	75
	67,89
	6,84
	na
	58

	Hung 2023
	Feb. 2019
	Jan. 2020
	CT-NT
	250,00
	na
	NO medication
	55
	73,1
	5,8
	55-88
	33
	55
	71,4
	4,4
	54-89
	33

	Ishii Y. 2005
	Feb 1998
	March 2003
	FT-HT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	26
	72
	8
	50-81
	22
	29
	71
	6
	56-85
	27

	Jawhar 2016
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	380
	na
	na
	15
	70,6
	6
	na
	8
	15
	70,6
	7
	na
	8

	Jawhar 2019
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	360,00
	na
	na
	43
	70,00
	6,80
	na
	27
	43
	71
	6,8
	na
	27

	Jiang W. 2023
	Feb. 2022 
	June 2022
	FT-NT
	Syst +100
	60mg/kg
	LMWH 2000U
	71
	66,30
	8,40
	na
	60
	70
	66
	8,6
	na
	57

	Johnsen M. 2024
	June 2019
	Sept. 2020
	HT-NT
	300,00
	15mg/kg iv + 2g IA
	enoxap. 40mg until discharge
	42
	66,00
	11,00
	na
	28
	39
	68
	7
	na
	27

	Jorn 1999
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	300
	na
	na
	35
	71
	10
	na
	20
	42
	71
	9
	na
	33

	Kai 2017
	Jan. 2016
	May 2016
	FT-NT
	na
	Txa given before inc, and post suture
	rivaroxaban po. 10mg 2w
	72
	66,80
	8,60
	na
	59
	68
	69,1
	7,6
	na
	61

	Khan 2020
	Jan. 2015
	Sept. 2015
	FT-NT
	350,00
	na
	na
	25
	54,90
	8,70
	na
	20
	25
	55,68
	9,77
	na
	16

	Kumar 2015
	July 2013
	Jan. 2014
	HT-NT
	Syst +100
	na
	na
	30
	58
	
	45-69
	21
	30
	58
	na
	45-69
	21

	Kvederas 2013
	January 2010
	July 2011
	FT-HT-CT
	automatic
	na
	na
	12
	72,9
	4,5
	na
	11
	12
	68,2
	6,4
	na
	11

	Lawrie 2023
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	209,00
	1+1g
	na
	54
	62,6
	7
	
	28
	52
	64
	6,7
	na
	30

	Ledin 2012
	June 2007
	Apr. 2009
	FT-NT
	275,00
	na
	LMWH 2w
	25
	70,00
	8,00
	na
	15
	23
	71
	6
	na
	14

	Li B. 2009
	Aug. 2007
	-
	FT-NT
	syst +100
	na
	LMWH early postop
	40
	71,00
	6,00
	na
	29
	40
	70
	7
	na
	27

	Liu D. 2014
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	300,00
	na
	na
	10
	67,00
	na
	na
	3
	10
	70
	na
	na
	1

	Liu P. 2017
	Jan. 2010
	Jan. 2015
	FT-NT
	syst +125
	na
	rivaroxaban 10mg 2w
	52
	67,00
	8,00
	
	36
	52
	67,00
	8,00
	57-78
	36

	Mateu V. 2022
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	syst +100
	2x 15mg/kg
	bemiparin 3500 U. 1m
	35
	67,2
	na
	na
	21
	35
	69,4
	na
	na
	25

	Mittal 2012
	na
	na
	HT-CT
	300
	na
	na
	34
	66,6
	8,4
	na
	na
	31
	67,5
	8,9
	na
	na

	Molt 2014
	Sept. 2008
	June 2009
	FT-NT
	300
	na
	LMWH
	30
	70
	7
	na
	14
	30
	67
	9
	na
	14

	Mori N. 2016
	Apr. 2008
	March 2009
	FT-NT
	250,00
	na
	na
	51
	72,80
	7,30
	na
	45
	52
	74,6
	7,6
	na
	43

	Netaji 2021
	Jan. 2018
	June 2019
	HT-CT
	na
	na
	na
	30
	65,4
	7,31
	na
	na
	30
	65,77
	7,02
	na
	na

	Ozkunt 2018
	Jan. 2015
	March 2016
	FT-CT-NT
	na
	na
	LMWH until discharge
	24
	na
	na
	na
	na
	25,00
	na
	na
	na
	na

	Palanne R. 2020
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	250,00
	1g
	na
	200
	64,00
	7,00
	
	134
	195
	64
	7
	
	117

	Pavao 2023
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	syst +100
	1g
	40mg enoxaparine 2w
	65
	na
	na
	na
	na
	65
	na
	na
	na
	

	Pavao 2024
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	syst +100
	1g
	40mg enoxaparine 2w
	29
	69
	
	62,4-75,6*
	na
	27
	67
	na
	60,6-73,4*
	na

	Pfitzner 2016
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	350,00
	na
	na
	45
	69,3*
	
	47-58
	24
	45
	70,5*
	na
	50-90
	34

	Radhesh 2023
	na
	na
	FT-CT
	350
	na
	na
	20
	62,8
	7,47
	na
	na
	20
	63,1
	7,21
	na
	na

	Ran W. 2022
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	na
	na
	na
	92
	70,88
	5,24
	na
	69
	92
	70,86
	5,068
	na
	72

	Saikia 2017
	March 2013
	March 2014
	FT-NT
	na
	na
	na
	38
	65
	9
	na
	18
	36
	67
	7
	na
	17

	Salari 2024
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	250,00
	3x1g iv
	enoxaparin 4000U 20d
	50
	72,2
	na
	na
	33
	50
	71,9
	na
	na
	36

	Sandhu 2022
	na
	na
	FT-NT
	na
	na
	na
	43
	68,72
	6,91
	na
	20
	43
	70,28
	7,41
	na
	15

	Schuh 2003
	Jan. 1996
	June 1998
	FT-HT
	na
	na
	na
	35
	70,5
	7,6
	na
	na
	35
	69,8
	7,1
	na
	na

	Shouye 2021
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	36-40 kPa
	na
	na
	100
	65,4
	8
	
	54
	100
	64,5
	7,8
	na
	55

	Steffin 2009
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	na
	na
	Enoxyparin 30mg every 12 hours
	na
	65,6
	na
	na
	na
	na
	66,9
	na
	na
	na

	Tan Y. 2023
	Oct. 2021 
	Dec. 2022
	FT-NT
	300,00
	na
	LMWH
	25
	70*
	
	62-77,5*
	18
	25
	72*
	na
	63-78*
	19

	Tarwala 2014
	Dec. 2009
	Dec. 2010
	FT-CT
	250
	na
	na
	35
	66,1
	9,8
	47-85
	22
	36
	64,6
	9,3
	43-84
	22

	Tetro 2001
	na
	na
	HT-NT
	syst +125/150 max 300
	na
	coumadin
	33
	69,80
	6,70
	na
	18
	30
	69,8
	9
	na
	19

	Thorey 2008
	Feb 2006
	May 2006
	FT-HT
	282.50
	na
	na
	20
	67
	11
	na
	na
	20
	67
	11
	na
	na

	Vaishya 2017
	na
	na
	HT-CT
	syst + 150
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na
	na

	Vandenbussche 2002
	Dec. 1997
	Dec. 1999
	FT-NT
	350,00
	na
	na
	40
	72,50
	
	38-89
	31
	40
	68,5
	
	50-81
	24

	Wang K. 2017
	na
	na
	HT-CT
	syst + 100
	na
	na
	25
	72,3
	7,1
	na
	20
	25
	72,5
	6,8
	na
	21

	Widman 1999
	na
	na
	FT-HT
	300-350
	na
	na
	39
	71
	na
	49-86
	28
	46
	72
	na
	49-86
	35

	Yasin 2020
	June 2019
	Nov. 2019 
	HT-NT
	300,00
	1g+1g after 8h
	na
	51
	na
	na
	na
	26
	52
	na
	na
	na
	25

	Yavarikia 2010
	Jan. 2009
	Jan. 2010
	FT-HT NT
	220-275
	na
	enoxaparine 
	22
	68*
	na
	54-72
	16
	29
	66*
	51-74
	na
	22

	Yi Z. 2021
	May 2017
	June 2018
	FT-CT-NT
	syst+100
	na
	LMWH
	50
	68,44
	6,80
	na
	43
	50
	68
	7,11
	na
	42

	Zak 2021
	Oct. 2018
	Feb. 2020
	HT-NT
	na
	2x1g
	na
	161
	66,51
	5,55
	na
	92
	166
	67,57
	10,49
	na
	110

	Zhang F. Y 2010
	June 2009
	Oct. 2009
	FT-NT
	syst +100
	na
	LMWH
	30
	72,00
	6,00
	na
	22
	30
	71
	6
	na
	19

	Zhang Y. 2017
	June 2008
	June 2011
	FT-HT-OTC
	300-337
	na
	Enoxaparin twice daily
	50
	70,3
	6,6
	na
	27
	50
	71
	10,2
	na
	30

	Zhao H- J. 2020
	Jan. 2017
	Dec. 2018
	FT-CT-NT
	syst +100
	20mg/kg+ 15mg/kg 3h, +15mg/kg 6h
	enoxaparin 3d 
	60
	65,01
	9,59
	na
	23
	60
	64,53
	8,54
	na
	20


Supplementary Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the patients from the included studies

	Comparison
	Number of studies
	Within-study bias
	Reporting bias
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Heterogeneity
	Incoherence
	Confidence rating
	Reason(s) for downgrading

	CT:FT
	6
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	CT:HT
	6
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	CT:NT
	1
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	FT:HT
	9
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	FT:NT
	18
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias

	HT:NT
	6
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, Imprecision


Supplementary Table 2. Cinema- DVT

	Comparison
	Number of studies
	Within-study bias
	Reporting bias
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Heterogeneity
	Incoherence
	Confidence rating
	Reason(s) for downgrading

	CT:FT
	2
	No concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Imprecision

	CT:HT
	4
	No concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Imprecision

	FT:HT
	5
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	FT:NT
	21
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Heterogeneity

	HT:NT
	5
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	CT:NT
	0
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Moderate
	Within-study bias, Imprecision


Supplementary Table 3. Cinema- Transfusion

	Comparison
	Number of studies
	Within-study bias
	Reporting bias
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Heterogeneity
	Incoherence
	Confidence rating
	Reason(s) for downgrading

	CT:FT
	8
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	CT:HT
	5
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	CT:NT
	3
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, mprecision

	FT:HT
	12
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, Imprecision, Incoherence

	FT:NT
	25
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, 
Heterogeneity

	HT:NT
	13
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Some concerns
	Some concerns
	No concerns
	Low
	Within-study bias, Imprecision, Heterogeneity


Supplementary Table 4. Cinema- Surgery Time

	Comparison
	Number of studies
	Within-study bias
	Reporting bias
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Heterogeneity
	Incoherence
	Confidence rating
	Reason(s) for downgrading

	CT:FT
	4
	No concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	High
	Imprecision

	CT:HT
	1
	No concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	High
	Imprecision

	CT:NT
	2
	No concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	High
	Imprecision

	FT:HT
	3
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	High
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	FT:NT
	13
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	High
	Within-study bias, Imprecision

	HT:NT
	2
	Some concerns
	Low risk
	No concerns
	Major concerns
	No concerns
	No concerns
	High
	Within-study bias, Imprecision


Supplementary Table 5. Cinema- Calculated Total Blood Loss
[image: A képen szöveg, menü, nyugta, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 1. Netsplit plot of DVT
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 2. Netsplit plot of Transfusion
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, Betűtípus, szám látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 3. Netsplit plot of Surgery Time
[image: A képen szöveg, menü, képernyőkép, szám látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 4. Netsplit plot of Calculated Total Blood Loss
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 5. Intraoperative Blood Loss. (IBL)
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, szám, menü látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 6. Netsplit plot of IBL.
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 7. Postoperative Blood Loss (PBL). 
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, Betűtípus, szám látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 8. Netsplit plot of PBL. 
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 9. Total Measured Blood Loss (MBL). 
 [image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, nyugta, menü látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 10. Netsplit plot of MBL. 
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 11. Hidden Blood Loss. 
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, Párhuzamos, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 12. Netsplit plot of HBL. 
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 13. Length of Hospital Stay (LOS). 
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, Betűtípus látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 14. Netsplit plot of LOS. 
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 15. Straight Leg Raise (SLR).
[image: A képen szöveg, nyugta, képernyőkép, Betűtípus látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 16. Netsplit plot of SLR.
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 17. Pain at 1. po day (VAS 1d).
[image: A képen szöveg, nyugta, képernyőkép, diagram látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 18. Netsplit plot of VAS 1d. 
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 19. Pain at 2. po day (VAS 2d).
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, diagram, Betűtípus látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 20. Netsplit plot of VAS 2d. 
[image: A képen diagram, sor, Diagram, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 21. Pain at 3. po day (VAS 3d).
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, diagram, Betűtípus látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 22. Netsplit plot of VAS 3d. 
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, szám, Betűtípus látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 23. Summary of Risk of bias A: DVT, B: Transfusion, C: Surgery Time, D: Calculated Total Blood Loss, E: Intraoperative BL, F: Postoperative BL
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, szoftver, Weblap látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 24. Summary of Risk of bias A: MBL, B: HBL, C: Length of Hospital Stay, D: Straight leg raise, E: Pain
[image: A képen kör, szöveg, diagram, Grafika látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 25. Ring Diagram of the safety, efficacy, and cost of using Tourniquets during TKA.
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 26. Funnel plot for publication bias of Deep Vein Thrombosis.
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, Diagram látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 27. Funnel plot for publication bias of Transfusion.
[image: A képen képernyőkép, diagram, szöveg, sor látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 28. Funnel plot for publication bias of Surgery Time.
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 29. Funnel plot for publication bias of Calculated Total Blood Loss.
[image: A képen szöveg, képernyőkép, diagram, sor látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 30. Funnel plot for publication bias of Intraoperative Blood Loss. 
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 31. Funnel plot for publication bias of Postoperative Blood Loss.
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 32. Funnel plot for publication bias of Measured Blood Loss. 
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, képernyőkép, sor látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 33. Funnel plot for publication bias of Hidden Blood Loss. 
[image: A képen sor, diagram, szöveg, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 34. Funnel plot for publication bias of Length of Hospital Stay.


[image: A képen szöveg, sor, diagram, Diagram látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 35. Funnel plot for publication bias of Straight Leg Raise. 
[image: A képen diagram, szöveg, képernyőkép, sor látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 36. Funnel plot for publication bias of pain at first po day.
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, Diagram látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 37. Funnel plot for publication bias of pain at second po day.
[image: A képen szöveg, diagram, sor, képernyőkép látható

Előfordulhat, hogy az AI által létrehozott tartalom helytelen.]
Supplementary Figure 38. Funnel plot for publication bias of Pain at third po day.
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 39. Heat plot of DVT.
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Supplementary Figure 40. Heat plot of Transfusion.
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 41. Heat plot of surgery time.
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 42. Heat plot of calculated total blood loss.
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 43. Heat plot of Intraoperative blood loss.
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Supplementary Figure 44. Heat plot of Postperative blood loss.
[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 45. Heat plot of total measured blood loss.
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Supplementary Figure 46. Heat plot of hidden blood loss.
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Supplementary Figure 47. Heat plot of length of hospital stay.
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Supplementary Figure 48. Heat plot of straight leg raise.
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Supplementary Figure 49. Heat plot of pain at first po day.

[image: ]
Supplementary Figure 50. Heat plot of pain at second po day.
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Supplementary Figure 51. Heat plot of pain at third po day.

	Author
	TQ Protocol
	Study Design 
	Patient Number
	Conclusion

	Pfitzner et al. 2016
	FT-NT
	RCT
	n=90
	TQ use significantly increased tibial cement mantle thickness

	Vertullo et al. 2017
	CT-NT
	RCT
	n=40
	TQ inflation during cementation does not improve tibial cement penetration

	Ozkunt et al.  2018
	FT-CT-NT
	RCT
	n=75
	No significant difference in cement penetration among groups

	Jawhar et al. 2019
	FT-NT
	RCT
	n =86
	No significant difference in cement penetration among groups

	Yi et al. 2021
	FT-CT-NT
	RCT
	n=150
	No significant difference in cement mantle thickness across three groups

	Mortazavi et al 2025
	FT-NT
	RCT
	N=114
	No significant difference in cement penetration among groups


Supplementary Table 6. Summary of results from RCTs examining cementation outcomes

	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	1.

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	3.

	INTRODUCTION 
	

	Rationale 
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge
	5.

	Objectives 
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	5.

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	6.

	Information sources 
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	6.

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	6.

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6.

	Data collection process 
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6.

	Data items 
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	6-7.

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	6-7.

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	7.

	Effect measures 
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	7.

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	7.


	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	7-8.


	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	8.


	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	7-8.


	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	8.


	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	7-8.


	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	7.



	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	7.

	RESULTS 
	

	Study selection 
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	10.

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	10.

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	10. 
Supp table 1. 

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	15.
Supp fig 23-24.

	Results of individual studies 
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	11-13.
Supp Fig: 1-22.

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	Supp Fig 23-24. 

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	11-14.
Supp Fig: 1-22.

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	15.

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	Supp fig 23-24.

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	15.
Supp Table 2-5.

	DISCUSSION 
	

	Discussion 
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	16-17.

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	17.

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	17.

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	17.

	OTHER INFORMATION
	

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	6.

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	6.

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	6.

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	1.

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	1.

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	2.



Supplementary Table 7: PRISMA 2020 Checklist 
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