Sensitivity (95% CI)

Navaneethan et al. (2016) 090 (0.68-0.99)
Oguraetal. (2017) 083 (0.52-098)
Shah et al. (2017) 097 (0.82-1.00)
Lenze et al. (2018) 089 (0.71-0.98)
Turowski et al. (2018) 095 (0.85-0.99)
Urbanetal. (2018) 100 (0.75-1.00)
Dimas etal. (2019) 100 (0.66-1.00)
Yan et al. (2019) 100 (069-1.00)
Gerges et al. (2020) 095 (0.77-1.00)
Pereira et al. (2020) 100 (0.85-1.00)
Pooled Sensitivity = 0.95 (0.91 to 0.97)
Chi-square = 10.32; df= 9 (p = 0.3253)
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Figure S1. The forest plot of studies that reported the diagnostic yield of DSOC by VI. (a) The pooled



sensitivity for IBDS was 0.95 (95% CI: 0.91-0.97); (b) The pooled specificity for IBDS was 0.92 (95% CI:
0.88-0.95); (c) The summary receiver’s operative characteristics (SROC), with an area under the curve

(AUC) of 0.9774.



