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eTable 1. Full Search Strategy.

Search Query Items
found
Search strategy PubMed
("leprosy"[MeSH Terms] OR "leprosy"[All Fields]) AND
(("physical examination"[MeSH Terms] OR ("physical"[All Fields]
i AND "examination"[All Fields]) OR "physical examination"[All 036
Fields] OR "physical"[All Fields]) AND disability[All Fields])
Search strategy SCOPUS
#1 (leprosy AND "physical disability")) 601
Search strategy Web of Science
#1 ((Leprosy AND physical disability) 1210
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eFigure 1. Flow Diagram of Study Selection

2447 Records identified through database
searching

A

954 Duplicate records removed

A\ 4

1493 Titles and abstracts screened

A4

1348 Records excluded

v

145 Full-text articles assessed for eligibility

113 Full-text articles excluded

o 73 No relevance

32 No extractable data
4 Overlap of population
4 Reviews

\ 4

32 Studies included in meta-analysis

© 2019 American Medical Association. All rights reserved.



eTable 2. Risk of Bias of the Included Studies Using the Quality Assessment

Tool for Observational Cohort and Cross-Sectional Studies.

Study 1|2 3 5 8 10 | 11 | 12 | 13 | 14
Zhang et al, 1993 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Tiendrebeogoetal, 1996 | Y | Y N N NA N Y N NR Y
Cakiner et al, 1997 Y |Y N N NA N Y N NR N
Wittenhorst et al, 1998 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Croft et al, 1999 Y |Y Y N NA N Y N NR N
Ahmad et al, 2004 Y |Y N N NA N Y N NR N
Kar et al, 2005 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Rad et al, 2007 Y |Y N N NA N Y N NR N
Silva-Sobrinho et al, 2007 | Y | Y N N NA N Y N NR N
Lana et al, 2008 Y| Y| NR N NA N Y N NR N
Soomro et al, 2008 Y|Y NR N NA N Y N N N
Ramos et al, 2010 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR Y
El-Dawela et al, 2012 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Sarkar et al, 2012 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Kumar et al, 2012 Y |Y Y Y NA Y Y N N Y
Nardi et al, 2012 Y| Y| NR NA NA N Y N NR N
van Brakel et al, 2012 Y|Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Monteiro et al, 2013 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Oliveira et al, 2013 Y| Y| NR NR NA N Y N NR N
Guerrero et al, 2013 Y|Y Y NR NA N Y N NR Y
de Castro et al, 2014 Y|Y Y Y NA N Y N NR Y
Silva et al, 2015 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR N
Monteiro et al, 2015 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR Y
Santos et al, 2015 Y |Y Y NA NA N Y N NR Y
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Sethi et al, 2015 Y/ Y| NN|Y|NA| N|N|NA|Y]|N Y N NR N
Patel et al, 2016 Y |Y N Y| NA| N|N|NAJ|Y]| N Y N NR N
Onyeonoro et al, 2016 Y[ Y| NR|Y | NA N | N| NA | Y N Y N NR N
Queirds et al, 2016 Y|Y| N |Y|NA|N/|N|NA |Y]|N Y N NR N
Anjum et al, 2017 Y/ Y| NR|Y|NA | N|N|NAJ|Y]|N Y N NR N
Rodrigues et al, 2017 Y/ Y| NR|Y|NA | N|N|NA|Y]|N Y N NR N
Darlong et al, 2017 Y/ Y| NN|Y|NA| N|N|NA|Y]|N Y N NR N
Haefner et al, 2017 Y/ Y| NR|Y|NA | N|N|NAJ|Y]|N Y N NR N

Y, yes; N, no; CD, cannot determine; NA, not applicable; NR, not reported. (1) objective clearly stated; (2)
eligibility criteria clearly described; (3) representative sample of clinical population of interest; (4) all eligible
participants enrolled; (5) sample size calculation; (6) exposure measured prior to the outcome; (7) timeframe
sufficient; (8) examine different levels of the exposure; (9) exposure clearly described; (10) exposure(s) assessed
more than once over time; (11) outcome clearly described; (12) outcome assessors blinded to the exposure; (13)

loss to follow-up less than 20%; (14) adjusted statistics performed.
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Study Events, Events, %

ID OR (95% ClI) Male Female Weight
1
Zhang et al, 1993 * 1.20 (1.12,1.29) 6028/10356 2094/3901 6.62
Tiendrebeogo et al, 1996 :—0— 2.53 (1.75,3.65) 93/240 72/360 4.82
Cakiner et al, 1997 —_— : 0.86 (0.57,1.29) 401/527 145/184 4.52
Wittenhorst et al, 1998 —_— 1.80 (1.32,2.46) 155/396 92/350 5.22
Croft et al, 1999 —- 1.93 (1.54, 2.41) 285/1481 130/1183  5.86
Ahmad et al, 2004 —_ 1.96 (0.79, 4.89) 32/70 9/30 1.95
Kar et al, 2005 —0——: 0.83 (0.38, 1.80) 16/163 13/112 2.43
Rad et al, 2007 —:—0— 2.28(1.20,4.33) 59/116 20/64 3.04
Silva-Sobrinho et al, 2007 | 548 (1.92, 15.65) 59/66 20/33 1.58
Lana et al, 2008 - 1.81 (1.47,2.23) 397/745 275/711 5.96
Ramos et al, 2010 —_ 1.52 (0.78,2.98) 32/94 19/75 2.88
Kumar et al, 2012 —:—0— 4.11 (1.38, 12.24) 23/163 4/104 1.49
Nardi et al, 2012 ——— 1.49 (0.84,2.62) 39/107 32/115 3.45
van Brakel et al, 2012 - 1.35(1.04,1.75) 647/822 356/486 5.60
Oliveira et al, 2013 - 1.31 (0.87,1.98) 78/200 64/195 4.48
Guerrero et al, 2013 —_— 1.81 (1.11,2.94) 84/208 33/121 3.96
de Castro et al, 2014 — 1.60 (0.92,2.75) 67/100 70/125 3.58
Silva et al, 2015 1—0— 1.93 (1.53, 2.44) 224/863 142/925 5.78
Monteiro et al, 2015 ! . 2.37(1.98,2.83) 490/5469 174/4361 6.15
Santos et al, 2015 - 1.71 (1.42,2.05) 386/1162 270/1196  6.12
Patel et al, 2016 — 1.11 (0.66, 1.86) 79/146 48/93 3.74
Onyeonoro et al, 2016 —_— : 0.84 (0.53, 1.31) 88/167 80/140 4.20
Rodrigues et al, 2017 : + 2.07 (0.62, 6.90) 74/79 50/57 1.28
Haefner et al, 2017 | —— 2.40 (1.78,3.24) 177/478 85/432 5.30
Overall (I-squared = 81.3%, p = 0.000) 0 1.66 (1.43,1.93) 10013/24218 4297/15353 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
.06I39 1 15I.6

Female Favors Male

eFigure 2. Forest Plot Showing the Pooled Odds Ratio for Male and Female.
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Study Events, Events, %

ID OR (95% Cl) MB leprosy PB leprosy Weight
Zhang et al, 1993 * 3.81(3.39,4.29) 1610/1984 6501/12256 5.06
Tiendrebeogo et al, 1996 - 4.74 (3.07,7.31) 66/114 99/440 4.42
Wittenhorst et al, 1998 gl : 1.41 (1.04,1.92) 138/377 107/368 4.74
Croft et al, 1999 : - 7.98 (6.31, 10.08) 203/444 212/2220 4.89
Ahmad et al, 2004 —_—— 5.61(2.22, 14.21) 33/58 8/42 2.98
Kar et al, 2005 —_— 3.50 (1.45,8.44) 9/37 20/238 3.1
Rad et al, 2007 —0—:— 2.35(1.03,5.35) 111/126 41/54 3.27
Lana et al, 2008 1 - 13.93 (10.01, 19.38626/1013  46/442 4.69
Soomro et al, 2008 —— 2.58 (0.90,7.39) 14/52 6/48 2.66
Ramos et al, 2010 — 4.84 (2.38,9.86) 34/70 16/98 3.60
El-Dawela et al, 2012 —— 5.67 (2.00, 16.10) 200/544 4/43 2.68
Sarkar et al,2012 —_— 4.15(2.07,8.33) 36/114 13/130 3.65
Kumar et al, 2012 —OI— 3.97 (1.42,11.11) 17/125 5/131 2.72
Nardi et al, 2012 —_—— 2.34 (1.24,4.40) 54/141 17/81 3.84
van Brakel et al, 2012 —— 3.20 (1.99,5.16) 572/886 29/80 4.30
Monteiro et al, 2013 —:—0— 6.04 (2.90, 12.58) 33/112 11170 3.58
Guerrero et al, 2013 —— 2.32(1.38,3.91) 92/222 25/107 417
de Castro et al, 2014 —— 5.68 (3.16, 10.20) 98/125 39/100 3.98

Silva et al, 2015 Hag 7.45(5.68,9.78) 286/747  80/1041 4.82
Monteiro et al, 2015 |- 8.52 (6.95, 10.45) 547/3794 117/6035 4.95
Santos et al, 2015 - 4.42 (3.64,5.37) 462/1058 194/1300 4.96
Sethi et al, 2015 T 2.04 (0.86,4.84) 18/42 14/52 3.15
Patel et al, 2016 —— 1.11 (0.66, 1.86) 78/144 49/95 4.18
Onyeonoro et al, 2016 :—0— 13.87 (4.13, 46.57) 145/253 3/34 2.30
Queirds et al, 2016 |—— 11.94 (5.10, 27.92) 97/311 6/164 3.20
Anjum et al, 2017 + 15.00 (1.17, 191.5545/51 1/3 0.80
Rodrigues et al, 2017 —_— 0.54 (0.07, 4.40) 106/117 18/19 1.09
Darlong et al, 2017 —_—l 6.04 (1.74,20.90) 18/177 3/163 2.24
Overall (I-squared = 88.9%, p = 0.000) ¢ 4.32(3.37,5.53) 5748/13238 7684/25954 100.00
NOTE: Weights are fr(l)m random effects analysig ' I
.00522 1 192
Favors PB leprosy Favors MB Leprosy

eFigure 3. Forest Plot Showing the Pooled Odds Ratio for Multibacillary and

Paucibacillary Leprosy.
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Events, Events, No

Study Leprosy leprosy %

ID OR (95% Cl) reaction reaction Weight
‘

Kar et al, 2005 B —— 2.81 (1.24, 6.36) 11/55 18/220 14.46
|
'
'

Monteiro et al, 2013 —_— 3.64 (1.82, 7.29) 18/56 26/226 15.71

1
1
1

Monteiro et al, 2015 : —_— 3.19 (2,57, 3.94) 140/802 330/5301 19.62
1
1

Santos et al, 2015 —_— : 1.03 (0.84, 1.27) 162/655 493/2043 19.66
i
. AN

Sethi et al, 2015 * 7 3.24 (1.27, 8.30) 14/26 18/68 13.26
1
1
1

Patel et al, 2016 —_—— 2.31(1.36, 3.92) 65/100 62/139 17.29

Overall (I-squared = 92.1%, p = 0.000) <> 2.43 (1.35, 4.36) 41011694 947/7997 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T T
A2 1 8.3

Favors No leprosy reaction Favors Leprosy reaction

eFigure 4. Forest Plot Showing the Pooled Odds Ratio for Leprosy Reaction.
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Study Events, Events, %

ID OR (95% Cl) Lepromatous Borderline Weight
1
1

Zhang et al, 1993 : - 5.20 (4.26, 6.35) 950/1066 3689/6032 19.24
1
1

Ahmad et al, 2004 —;—*— 5.65 (2.28, 13.99) 24/35 17/61 12.61
1
1
1

Kumar et al, 2012 ———— 7.45 (2.97, 18.66) 13/51 9/205 12.49
1
1
1

Nardi et al, 2012 —+—=— 1.92 (0.95, 3.86) 25/52 29/89 14.75
1
1

Monteiro et al, 2015 - : 1.84 (1.52, 2.24) 201/977 309/2509 19.27
1
1
1

Santos et al, 2015 - 1.86 (1.43, 2.41) 243/476 170/473 18.89
1
1
1

Sethi et al, 2015 g : 0.24 (0.01, 4.74) 03 30/80 274
1

Overall (I-squared = 92.2%, p = 0.000) <> 2.94(1.72,5.02) 1456/2660 4253/9449 100.00
|
1
1
1

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :
L

T T

.0118 1 84.7

Favors Borderline Favors Lepromatous

eFigure 5. Forest Plot Showing the Pooled Odds Ratio for Lepromatous and

Borderline Clinical Forms.
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Study

Zhang et al, 1993

Nardi et al, 2012

Monteiro et al, 2015

Santos et al, 2015

Ahmad et al, 2004

Kumar et al, 2012

Sethi et al, 2015

Overall (I-squared = 90.8%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Events, Events,
OR (95% CI) Lepromatous Tuberculoid
1
1
: —0} 10.77 (8.84, 13.12) 950/1066 3456/8000
1
1
g4 1.98 (0.87, 4.48) 25/52 15/47
1
1
1
- 6.89 (5.28, 9.01) 201/977 84/2320
1
1
1
—O-I—I 5.05 (3.86, 6.59) 243/476 118/689
1
1
: (Excluded) 24/35 0/0
1
1
1
1 (Excluded) 13/51 0/0
1
1
1
. (Excluded) 0/3 on
1
<> 5.85 (3.56, 9.61) 1456/2660 3673/11057
1
1
1
1
1
1
L
T

Weight

28.54

16.46

27.50

27.50

0.00

0.00

100.00

T
.0762

1 13.1

Favors Tuberculoid Favors Lepromatous

eFigure 6. Forest Plot Showing the Pooled Odds Ratio for Lepromatous and

Tuberculoid Clinical Forms.
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Study

Zhang et al, 1993

Nardi et al, 2012

Monteiro et al, 2015

Santos et al, 2015

Ahmad et al, 2004

Kumar et al, 2012

Sethi et al, 2015

Overall (I-squared = 86.4%, p = 0.000)

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Weight

25.44

12.44

30.90

31.23

100.00

T
0146

Events, Events,
OR (95% Cl) Lepromatous Indeterminate

1

|

+ 12.80 (6.64, 24.67) 950/1066 16/41

1

1

|

—QH 14.81 (3.21, 68.32) 25/52 2/34

1

1

1

| —— 20.56 (14.79, 28.59) 201/977 46/3698
1

1

1

—_— : 7.06 (5.21, 9.57) 243/476 73/567

1

1

: (Excluded) 24/35 0/0

1

1

1

' (Excluded) 13/51 0/0

1

1

1

| (Excluded) 0/3 o/1

1

<> 12.53 (6.34, 24.76) 1456/2660 137/4341

1

1

1

1

1

1

L

T

1 68.3

Favors Indeterminate Favors Lepromatous

eFigure 7. Forest Plot Showing the Pooled Odds Ratio for Lepromatous and

Indeterminate Clinical Forms.
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eFigure 8. Funnel Plot for Evaluation of Publication Bias Among Studies
Reporting Male and Female.
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eFigure 9. Funnel Plot for Evaluation of Publication Bias Among Studies

Reporting Multibacillary and Paucibacillary Leprosy.
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eFigure 10. Funnel Plot for Evaluation of Publication Bias Among Studies
Reporting Lepromatous and Borderline Clinical Forms.
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eFigure 11. Funnel Plot for Evaluation of Publication Bias Among Studies
Reporting Lepromatous and Turberculoid Clinical Forms.

© 2019 American Medical Association. All rights reserved. 15



__SE(log[OR])

(6]

0.2

O______________

0.4

08T

Il I I
T T 1

1 t
0.01 0.1 1 10 100

eFigure 12. Funnel Plot for Evaluation of Publication Bias Among Studies
Reporting Lepromatous and Indeterminate Clinical Forms.
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