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Adequate OHL Inadequate OHL

Odds Ratio

Study Events Total Events Total Weight, IV, Random, 95% CI
Batista 2018 24 80 77 162 —— 35.43% 0.47 [0.27, 0.84]
Montes 2019 144 350 30 65 — 38.55% 0.82[0.48, 1.39]
Silva-Junior 2020 28 77 21 57 ; 26.02% 0.98 [0.48, 1.99]
Total (95% CI) 507 284 — 100.00% 0.71[0.46, 1.08]
Heterogeneity: t2=0.05, x?=3, df=2 (P=0.224) 1?=33

Test for overall effect: Z=-1.62 (P=0.105)
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Supplementary file. Image 1: Dental Plaque (Proportion) and Oral Health Literacy

Adequate OHL Inadequate OHL

Odds Ratio

Study Events Total Events Total Weight, IV, Random, 95% CI
Batista 2018 45 81 86 167 — 24.87% 1.18[0.69, 2.01]
Das 2020 108 300 204 300 —B— 26.25% 0.26[0.19, 0.37]
Silva-Junior 2020 37 77 17 60 —_— 23.20% 2.34[1.14, 4.80]
Sukhabogi 2020 38 180 95 365 -—I—-—< 25.68% 0.76[0.50, 1.17]
Total (95% CI) 638 892 —————— 100.00% 0.83[0.34, 2.04]
Heterogeneity: T2=0.76, x> =43.48, df=3 (P=0) I?=93

Test for overall effect: Z=-0.4 (P=0.691)
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2a: Gingivitis (Proportion) and Oral Health Literacy

Adequate OHL Inadequate OHL

Standard Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight, IV, Random, 95% CI
Blizinuik 2015 6.55 5.02 246 57 41 35 48.88% 0.17 [-0.18, 0.53]
Kesavan 2019 56 3.68 367 8.1 2 a0 — . 51.12% -0.73[-0.97, -0.50]
Total (95% CI) 613 125 100.00% -0.29[-1.17, 0.60]
Heterogeneity: T°=0.38, x*=17.3, df=1 (P=0) 1°=94
Test for overall effect: Z=-0.64 (P=0.522) :
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2b: Gingivitis (Continuous) and Oral Health Literacy

Supplementary file. Image 2: Gingivitis and Oral Health Literacy



Adequate OHL Inadequate OHL 0Odds Ratio

Study Events Total Events Total Weight, IV, Random, 95% CI
Batista 2018 62 121 20 125 —— 16.89% 5.52[3.04, 10.02]
Das 2020 58 300 68 300 — 17.80% 0.82[0.55, 1.21]
Silva-Junior 2020 29 77 19 60 —. 16.26% 1.30[0.64, 2.66]
Singh 2020 49 65 63 72 —_— 15.14% 0.44[0.18, 1.07]
Sukhabogi 2020 21, 180 64 365 -—l—« 17.22% 0.621[0.37, 1.05]
Wehmeyer 2014 134 221 67 81 —.— 16.68% 0.32[0.17, 0.61]
Total (95% Cl) 9264 1003 —————— 100.00% 0.90[0.40, 2.04]
Heterogeneity: 12=0.92, x2=51.l3, df=5 (P=0) 17=91

Test for overall effect: Z=-0.24 (P=0.808)
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Supplementary file. Image 3: Clinical Attachment Loss and Oral Health Literacy



Supplementary file. 7able 1: Critical Appraisal of Included Studlies

Citation Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8
Bado 2022 Y Y Y N Y Y N Y
Barasuol 2019 Y Y Y Y u Y Y Y
Baskaradoss 2019 Y Y Y Y u N Y Y
Baskaradoss 2018 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Batista 2018 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Blizinuik 2015 u Y Y Y N N Y Y
Chaichit 2020 Y Y Y Y Y u Y Y
Das 2020 Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y
Khodadadi 2016 u u Y Y Y N Y Y
Adil 2020 Y Y Y Y u N Y Y
Kesavan 2019 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Mialhe 2022 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Montes 2019 Y Y Y Y u u Y Y
Vyas 2016 Y Y Y Y u u Y Y
Neves 2020 Y Y Y Y u N Y Y
Silva-Junior 2021 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Singh 2020 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Sukhabogi 2020 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Ueno 2013 Y Y Y Y u u Y Y
Wehmeyer 2014 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
Sermsuti-anuwat Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
2021

Dutra 2019 Y Y Y Y N N Y Y
% 90.90 | 95.45 | 100.0 95.45 19.04 9.52 95.45 100.0

Q1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defned?

Q2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

Q3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way?

Q4. Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

Q5. Were confounding factors identifed?

Q6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

Q7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?

Q8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used?
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