Appendix 4. Figure 3. Risk of bias summary: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item
for each included study.
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Appendix 4. Figure 4. Analysis with studies rated at high risk of bias in more than 2 domains

excluded
Face mask Control Risk Difference Risk Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDETFAG
1.1.1 Face mask vs control
Barasheed 2014 56 78 11 89 16.4% 0.62[0.50,0.74] —
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Heterogeneity, Tau?= 0.05; Chi*= 57.10, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 96%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.01 (P = 0.003)

1.1.2 Face mask plus handwashing vs control
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Heterogeneity, Tau?= 0.13; Chi*= 246.24, df = 2 (P =< 0.00001); F= 99%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.31 (P = 0.02)
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Total events 868 280
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Test for averall effect 2= 3.95 (F = 0.0004) Favouré control  Favours 'face mask
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=0.02, df=1 (P=088), F=0%

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance bias)
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E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias

Appendix 4. Figure 5. Analysis with studies sub-grouped by setting (community setting, hospital

setting)
Face mask Control Risk Difference Risk Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFAG
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