Supplementary Materials

Figure S1A: Forest plot for sensitivity and specificity of IVC-CI for diagnosis

of PIH.
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Figure S1B: Forest plot for sensitivity and specificity of DIVCmax for

diagnosis of PIH.
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Figure S1C: Forest plot for sensitivity and specificity of DIVCmin for

diagnosis of PIH.
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Figure S1D: Forest plot for sensitivity and specificity of carotid artery FTc for

diagnosis of PIH.
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Figure S2A: Forest plot for the mean difference of IVC-CI between patients

with PIH and without PIH.
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Figure S2B: Forest plot for the mean difference of DIVCmax between patients

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

with PIH and without PIH.
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Figure S2C: Forest plot for the mean difference of DIVCmin between patients

with PIH and without PIH.
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Figure S2D: Forest plot for the mean difference of carotid artery FTc between

patients with PIH and without PIH.
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Figure S3A: Fagan’s nomogram for IVC-CL
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Figure S3B: Fagan’s nomogram for DIVCmax.
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Figure S3C: Fagan’s nomogram for DIVCmin.
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Figure S3D: Fagan’s nomogram for carotid artery FTc.
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Figure S4A: Meta-regression for IVC-CI.

Univariable Meta-regression & Subgroup Analyses
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*p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001 *p<0.05, **p<0.01, **p<0.001

Notes: age: Yes = age > 60 years, No = other; etomidate: Yes = using etomidate
for anesthesia induction, No = other; fentanyl: Yes = using fentanyl for

anesthesia induction, No = other; cutoff: Yes = IVC-CI > 50%, No = other.



Figure S4B: Meta-regression for DIVCmax.

Univariable Meta-regression & Subgroup Analyses
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Figure S4C: Meta-regression for DIVCmin.

Univariable Meta-regression & Subgroup Analyses
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Figure S4D: Meta-regression for carotid artery FTc.
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Figure S5A: Deeks' funnel plot asymmetry test for publication bias of IVC-CI.

Figure S5B: Deeks' funnel plot asymmetry test for publication bias of DIVCmax.

1/root(ESS)

Figure S5C: Deeks' funnel plot asymmetry test for publication bias of DIVCmin.
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Figure S5D: Deeks' funnel plot asymmetry test for publication bias of carotid

artery FTc.
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Figure S6: Assessment of Risk of Bias According to QUADAS-2.
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