Supplemental Table S4. Summary of findings for the main comparison. High quality diet compared to low quality

diet among breast cancer survivors.
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CI: confidence interval; HR: hazard Ratio

Explanations

1. Downgraded due to 95% CI includes both null value and appreciable benefit or appreciable harm (i.e., HR of under 0.8 or over 1.2), which suggests

the risk of very serious imprecision of the results and thus low confidence in their reliability

2. Downgraded due to publication bias as funnel plot indicates missing publications from a small study with null/negative results.

3. Upgraded due to a large effect (i.e., HR of under 0.8 or over 1.2), which suggests the importance of the outcomes and thus high confidence in their

estimate

4. Downgraded due to heterogeneity 12=61.7% and p <0.05, which suggests a serious risk of inconsistency (unexplained heterogeneity), which may arise

from relevant differences in populations, exposure, and outcomes of the studies entered into the analysis




