
Supplementary Fig. 1. Methodological quality of the studies with the Quality Assessment of Diagnostic Accuracy Studies (QUADAS)-2. 
The results of the included studies in terms of the risk of bias (left) and concerns regarding applicability (right) according to each QUADAS-2 
domain.
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Supplementary Fig. 2. Subgroup analysis of the pooled proportions of HCC and non-HCC malignancy in the CEUS LR-M category using 
cohort studies. HCC, hepatocellular carcinoma; CI, confidence interval; CEUS, contrast-enhanced ultrasound; LR-M, Liver Imaging Reporting 
and Data System category M.

A B

Study                         HCC (95% CI)
Schellhaas et al. 
Terzi et al.
Ling et al. 
Li et al. 
Lyshchik et al. 
Zheng et al. 
Huang et al. 
Tan et al. 
Makoyeva et al. 
Zhou et al. 
Ding et al.

Random effects model 0.59 (0.52-0.65)
Heterogeneity: I2=44%, P=0.056

0.50 (0.12-0.88) 
0.48 (0.36-0.59) 
0.78 (0.40-0.97) 
0.60 (0.54-0.65)  
0.45 (0.17-0.77) 
0.63 (0.58-0.68) 
0.75 (0.51-0.91) 
1.00 (0.03-1.00) 
0.35 (0.17-0.56)
0.58 (0.42-0.73)
0.60 (0.48-0.72) 

0	 0.2	 0.4	 0.6	 0.8	 1 0	 0.2	 0.4	 0.6	 0.8	 1

                    Non-HCC
Study      malignancies (95% CI)
Schellhaas et al. 
Terzi et al.
Ling et al. 
Li et al. 
Lyshchik et al. 
Zheng et al. 
Huang et al. 
Tan et al. 
Makoyeva et al. 
Zhou et al. 
Ding et al.

Random effects model 0.36 (0.26-0.46)
Heterogeneity: I2=66%, P<0.001

0.50 (0.12-0.88) 
0.52 (0.41-0.64) 
0.11 (0.00-0.48) 
0.33 (0.28-0.39) 
0.55 (0.23-0.83) 
0.36 (0.31-0.41) 
0.10 (0.01-0.32) 
0.00 (0.00-0.98) 
0.62 (0.41-0.80)
0.40 (0.25-0.56) 
0.32 (0.22-0.45)

Supplementary Fig. 3. Funnel plot for publication bias.
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