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Supplementary Table S1. Assessment of risk per included study.

Reporting quality Only applicable if using human saliva Performance Bias Selection bias Detection Bias Total 
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RQ PB SB DB Total 

Ahmad, 
et al. 

(2020)44 
2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100

%
100
%

100
%

100
% 100%

Ahmad, 
et al. 

(2020)55 
2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100

% 83% 100
%

100
% 96%

Andrewes
, et al. 

(2011)45
2 2 2 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 2 2 NA 2 2 81

% 67% 100
%

100
% 87%

Beecher, 
et al. 

(2008)46
2 NA 2 2 2 1 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 64

% 83% 100
%

50
% 74%

Biegler, et 
al. 

(2016)61
2 2 NA 2 1 1 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 57

% 83% 50% 100
% 73%

Campbell, 
et al 

(2017)68
2 NA 2 2 1 2 0 2 1 NA 2 0 NA 2 2 79

% 75% 0% 100
% 63%

Çelebioğl
u, et al. 
(2015)52

2 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100
% 83% 100

%
100
% 96%



Çelebioğl
u, et al. 
(2016)51

2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100
% 83% 100

%
100
% 96%

Çelebioğl
u, et al. 
(2017)53

2 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 NA 2 0 100
%

100
%

100
%

50
% 88%

Childs, et 
al. 

(2010)65
0 NA 2 2 1 0 NA NA 1 NA 2 0 2 2 2 50

% 50% 50% 100
% 63%

Dresselhu
is, et al. 
(2008)73

2 NA NA 2 0 1 2 NA 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 70
% 67% 100

%
100
% 84%

Fuhrman
n, et al. 
(2019)66

2 NA 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 43
%

100
% 50% 100

% 73%

Hsein, et 
al. 

(2015)47
2 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100

% 83% 100
%

100
% 96%

Hu, et al. 
(2019)72 2 0 NA 2 2 1 NA 2 1 2 2 0 NA 2 2 75

%
####

##
####

##
100
% 90%

Kelly, et 
al. 

(2010)48
2 NA 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 93

% 83% 100
%

100
% 94%

Koukoura
, et al. 

(2019)59
2 2 NA NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100

% 83% 100
%

100
% 96%

Lee, et al. 
(2008)49 2 NA 2 2 1 0 NA NA 1 NA 2 2 2 2 0 70

% 75% 100
%

50
% 74%

Morell, et 
al. 

(2015)64
2 2 2 2 2 0 NA NA 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 83

%
100
%

100
%

100
% 96%

Morell, et 
al. 

(2017)63
2 2 2 2 0 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 81

%
100
%

100
%

100
% 95%

Ritzoulis, 
et al. 

(2012)58
2 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100

% 50% 100
%

100
% 88%

Sano, et 
al. 

(2005)38
2 NA 2 2 2 1 NA NA 0 NA 2 2 2 2 2 90

% 50% 100
%

100
% 85%

Sarkar, et 
al. 

(2009)56
2 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 NA 2 2 100

%
100
%

100
%

100
% 100%

Silletti, et 
al. 

(2010)41
2 NA 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 2 2 NA 2 0 50

% 50% 100
%

50
% 63%



Silletti, E., 
et al. 

(2007)1 
2 NA 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 64

% 83% 100
%

100
% 87%

Silletti, E., 
et al. 

(2007)60 
2 NA 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 NA 2 2 93

% 83% 100
%

100
% 94%

Silletti, et 
al. 

(2008)57
2 NA 2 NA 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 0 NA 2 2 86

% 83% 0% 100
% 67%

Vardhana
bhuti, et 

al. 
(2010)54

2 NA 2 2 2 0 NA NA 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 80
% 83% 100

%
100
% 91%

Vardhana
bhuti, et 

al. 
(2011)36

2 NA 2 2 0 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 2 71
% 50% 75% 100

% 74%

Vingerho
eds, et al. 
(2009)42

2 NA 2 0 0 0 NA NA 1 NA 2 2 2 2 2 40
% 75% 100

%
100
% 79%

Vingerho
eds, et al. 
(2005)37

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 2 NA 2 0 81
% 83% 100

%
50
% 79%

Wang, et 
al. 

(2016)50
0 NA 0 2 0 0 NA NA 0 NA 2 0 1 2 2 20

% 50% 25% 100
% 49%

Withers, 
et al. 

(2013)40
2 2 2 NA NA NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 NA 2 0 100

% 83% 100
%

50
% 83%

Ye, et al. 
(2011)43 2 NA 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 86

%
100
%

100
%

100
% 96%

Yes= 2, No= 0, Ambiguous/ indirect =1, NA did not count towards scores, 
DB: Detection bias, PB: Performance Bias, RQ: Reporting quality ,SB: Selection Bias, 

 


