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Supplementary Figure 2. Quality assessment and subgroup analysis of the meta-analysis of zinc
supplementation on in-hospital mortality in COVID-19 patients. (A-D) Results of the quality assessment. (A-B)
Quality assessment of RCTs conducted using the Cochrane Collaboration Risk of Bias Tool. (C-D) Quality
assessment of observational studies performed using the ROBINS-I scale. (E) Subgroup analysis based on the type

of original studies. (F) Funnel plot to assess publication bias among the included studies.



