Odds Ratio
Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Caries Control

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total
1.1.1Gvs. A

Azevedo, 2010 62 124 36 96
Yaolckova, 2014 238 964 a2 310
Wang, 2017 60 1010 63 1000
Wang, 2018 f64 1014 536 806
Subtotal {95% CI) 3112 2212
Total events 1624 1317

Heterogeneity: Chi®=4.03, df= 3 (P = 0.26), = 25%
Test for overall effect. £= 0.41 {F = 0.68)

1.1.2 GG vs. AA

Azevedo, 2010 16 32 7 26
Yaolckova, 2014 44 332 13 95
Wang, 2017 219 283 227 Im
Wang, 2018 220 283 184 235
Subtotal {95% CI) 930 651
Total events 499 431

Heterageneity: Chi®= 312, df= 3P =037} F= 4%
Test for overall effect £= 023 {F =082

1.1.3 AG vs. AA

Azevedo, 2010 30 46 22 41
Wolckova, 2014 140 438 a6 142
Wang, 2017 222 286 208 273
Wang, 2018 224 287 168 218

Subtotal {95% CI) 1057 675
Total events 626 455
Heterageneity: Chi®= 267, df= 3P =044} F=0%
Test for overall effect; £= 0.01 {F = 0.8

1.1.4 AG + GG vs. AA

Azevedo, 2010 46 62 28 48
Yaolckova, 2014 194 482 63 1485
Wang, 2017 441 505 436 500
Wang, 2018 444 507 352 403
Subtotal {95% CI) 1556 1106
Total events 1125 286

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.23, df= 3 (P = 0.36), F= 7%
Test for overall effect; £= 0.05 {F = 0.56)

1.1.5GG vs. AA + AG

Azevedo, 2010 16 62 7 48
Yaolckova, 2014 44 482 13 1485
Wang, 2017 219 505 227 500
Wang, 2018 220 507 184 403
Subtotal {95% CI) 1556 1106
Total events 499 431

Heterageneity: Chi®= 2.66, df= 3 (P =049} F=0%
Test for overall effect £= 0,55 (F = 0.58)

IT% 1.67 [0.97, 2.87]
17.0% 0.91 [0.68,1.22]
41.9% 0.96 [0.80,1.19]
ITA% 0.96 [0.79, 1.16]
100.0%  0.98 [0.87,1.10]

3% 271[0.89, 823
14.9% 1.01 [0.52, 1.96]
43.4% 0.96 [0.65, 1.43]
304% 0.97 [0.64, 1.47]
100.0%  1.03 [0.80,1.33]

5.3% 1.62 [0.68, 3.84]
36.3% 0200054, 1.18]
1.2% 1.06[0.72,1.58]
273% 1.08[0.71, 1.64]
100.0%  1.00 [0.80, 1.25]

4.8% 1.88[0.84, 4.24]
35.6% 0.24 [0.58,1.21]
7% 1.01 [0.70, 1.47]
2T 8% 1.02 [0.69, 1.52]
100.0%  0.99 [0.81,1.23]

22% 2.04[0.76, 5.44]

6.6% 1.10[0.57, 2.10]
48.0% 0.92[072,1.18]
431% 0.91[0.70,1.19]
100.0%  0.95[0.80,1.13]

Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=0.31, df=4 (P =099, F=0%

to control group
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Figure 1: Forest plot of analysis of LTF rs1126478 polymorphism in high dental caries group compared



Caries Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.21Gvs. A

Borilova Linhartova, 2018 733 1082 242 354 242% 0.97 [0.75, 1.26)

Devang Divakar, 2019 100 336 86 386 222% 1.48 [1.06, 2.07) -
Ergoz, 2014 151 200 163 200 18.3% 0.70 [0.43, 1.13] o

Gerreth, 2016 43 96 62 96 15.8% 0.44 [0.25, 0.79) ——

Jeremias, 2013 84 154 81 164 19.4% 1.23[0.79, 1.91] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 1868 1200 100.0% 0.93 [0.65, 1.32] i

Total events 1111 634

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.12; Chi* = 15.72, df = 4 (P = 0.003); I* = 75%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.41 (P = 0.68)

1.2.2 GG vs. AA

Borilova Linhartova, 2018 237 282 84 103 264% 1.18 [0.66, 2.15] —

Devang Divakar, 2019 21 110 9 125 24.1% 3.04[1.33, 6.96) —
Ergoz, 2014 55 59 64 65 11.4% 0.21[0.02, 1.98] *

Gerreth, 2016 3 " 18 22 15.2% 008 (002 048] =

Jeremias, 2013 20 33 20 41 230% 1.62 [0.64, 4.09] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 495 356 100.0% 0.88 [0.34, 2.30] f

Total events 336 195

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.82; Chi* = 16.78, df = 4 (P = 0.002); I* = T6%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.26 (P = 0.79) Od.ds Ratu())
12.3 AG vs. AA M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Borilova Linhartova, 2018 259 304 74 93 235% 1.48 [0.81, 2.68] r
Devang Divakar, 2019 58 147 68 184 51.3% 1.11 [0.71, 1.74]

Ergoz, 2014 41 45 35 36 4 8% 0.20[0.03, 2.74] *

Gerreth, 2016 ar 45 26 30 7.8% 0.71 [0.19, 2.61] —
Jeremias, 2013 44 57 41 62 12.6% 1.73 [0.77, 3.90] o
Subtotal (95% CI) 598 405 100.0% 1.21 [0.88, 1.65] k3

Total events 439 244

Heterogeneity: Chi? = 3.51, df = 4 (P = 0.48); I* = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.17 (P =0.24)

1.24AG + GG vs. AA

Borilova Linhartova, 2018 446 541 158 177 25.1% 1.33[0.75, 2.33] e
Devang Divakar, 2019 79 168 77 193 48.0% 1.34 [0.88, 2.03] -l
Ergoz, 2014 96 100 995 100 5.0% 0.24 [0.03,2.21] *

Gerreth, 2016 40 48 44 48 9.3% 0.45 [0.13, 1.683] S T
Jeremias, 2013 64 77 61 82 12.6% 1.69 [0.78, 3.68] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 934 600 100.0% 1.24 [0.93, 1.67]

Total events 775 439 r
Heterogeneity: Chi? = 5.28, df = 4 (P = 0.26); I* = 24%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15) Odds Ratio

M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.2.5 GG vs. AA + AG

Barilova Linhartova, 2018 237 541 84 177 25.3% 0.86 [0.61, 1.21] —m

Devang Divakar, 2019 21 168 9 193 19.0% 2.92 [1.30, 6.57] e
Ergoz, 2014 55 100 64 100 22.5% 0.69 [0.39, 1.21] —

Gerreth, 2016 3 48 18 48 128% 0.11[0.03, 041

Jeremias, 2013 20 77 20 82 204% 1.09 [0.53, 2.23) ‘r
Subtotal (95% CI) 934 600 100.0% 0.83 [0.44, 1.58]

Total events 338 195

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.39; Chi* = 19.15, df = 4 (P = 0.0007); 1 =79%
Test for overall effect: 7 = 0.56 (P = 0.58)

005 02 1 5 2
Favours [caries] Favours [control]

(=1 B

Figure 2: Forest plot of analysis of ENAM rs1264848 polymorphism in high dental caries group
compared to control group



Caries Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.31Gvs. A
Dievang Divakar, 20149 256 336 260 3BE A51.1% 1.58[1.12, 2.16) ——
Ergéz, 2014 172 188 168 194 12.3% 1.89[0.99, 3.61] | e —
Jeremias, 2013 133 152 133 154 146% 1.11[0.57, 2.14) I
Koohpeima, 2018 440 472 M2 332 22.0% 0.881[0.49 1.57] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 1148 1066 100.0% 1.38 [1.08, 1.76] -
Total events 1001 avo
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 413, df= 3P =029} F=27%
Test for overall effect, £= 2,62 (F = 0.009}
1.3.2 GG vs. AA
Dievang Divakar, 20149 99 110 92 117 68.1% 24510114, 8.248)] ——
Ergéz, 2014 78 78 f9 70 3.5%  3.39[014, 8454 +
Jeremias, 2013 1 65 57 58 28.3% 0.27[0.03, 2.47] # &
koohpeima, 20148 204 204 146 146 Mot estimahle
Subtotal {95% CI) 457 391 100.0% 1.86 [0.96, 3.62] i
Total events 442 364
Heterageneity: Chi®=3.55, df=2{F=017) F= 44%
Test for overall effect £=1.84 (F=0.07)
1.3.3 AG vs. AA
Dievang Divakar, 20149 58 f9 76 101 66.6% 1.73[0.79, 3.81] i
Ergéz, 2014 16 16 27 28 4.0% 1.80[0.07,46.81] 4 +
Jeremias, 2013 11 14 19 20 29.4% 0.14[0.01,1.46) +—=
koohpeima, 20148 32 32 20 20 Mot estimahle
Subtotal {95% CI) 100 149 100.0% 1.27 [0.64, 2.52] el
Total events aa 122
Heterogeneity: Chi®=4.03, df=2{F=013) F= 50%
Test for overall effect, £= 0,68 {F = 0.49)
1.3.4 AG + GG vs. AA
Devang Divakar, 2019 157 168 168 183 BOE%  212[1.01, 4.46] ——
Ergéz, 2014 94 94 96 g7 3.4% 294012 73.03 +
Jeremias, 2013 72 76 76 TTO2T.0% 0.24[0.03,217] # =
koohpeima, 20148 236 236 166 166 Mot estimahle
Subtotal {95% CI) 574 533 100.0% 1.64 [0.86, 3.14] et
Total events A59 a06
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 352, df=2{F=017) F=43%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.50F =013
1.3.5GG vs. AA + AG
Dievang Divakar, 20149 99 168 92 193 43.3% 1.581[1.04, 2.39] ——
Ergéz, 2014 78 94 f9 97 14.2% 1.98[0.99, 3.96) | e —
Jeremias, 2013 1 76 57 TTO13.8% 1.43[0.67, 3.08) I B —
Koohpeima, 2018 204 236 146 166 28.6% 0.87[0.48, 1.59] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 574 533 100.0% 1.41 [1.06, 1.87] L
Total events 442 364
Heterageneity: Chi®= 3.65, df= 3P =030} F=18%
Test for overall effect £= 239 {F =002
01 0.2 0.5 2 0

T
. . Favours [caries] Favours [control]
Testfor subgroun differences: Chi*= 0949, df=4 (P =091, F=0%

Figure 3: Forest plot of analysis of ENAM rs3796704 polymorphism in high dental caries group

compared to control group



Caries Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
141Twvs. C

Ouryouiji, 2008 4 160 8 134 41.2% 0.40[0.12, 1.37) —

Wang, 2017 68 1010 42 1000 58.8% 1.65 [1.11, 2.44) -
Subtotal (35% Cli) 1170 1134 100.0% 0.92 [0.24, 3.58] =i

Total events 72 50

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.77; Chi* = 4.60, df = 1 (P =0.03); *=78%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.12 (P=0.91)

1.42TTvs. CC

Curyouji, 2008 78 76 59 59 Mot estimable

Wang, 2017 2 a4 0 458 100.0% 5.22 [0.25, 108.96] l ’
Subtotal (95% Cl) 517 517 100.0% 5.22 [0.25, 108.96)

Total events 78 59

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =1.07 (P = 0.29)

1.43CTvs. CC

Ouryouiji, 2008 4 80 8 67 40.9% 0.39[0.11, 1.35) —_—
Wang, 2017 64 503 42 500 59.1% 1.59 [1.05, 2.40 -
Subtotal (35% Cl) 583 567 100.0% 0.89 [0.23, 3.48) =R R—
Total events 68 50

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.77; Chi* =443, df =1 (P=0.04); 2=T77%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.16 (P = 0.87)

1.44CT+TTvs. CC

Ouryouiji, 2008 4 80 8 67 41.3% 0.39[0.11, 1.35) =

Wang, 2017 66 505 42 500 58.7% 1.64 [1.09, 2.47) -
Subtotal (35% Cl) 585 567 100.0% 0.90 [0.23, 3.63] -?—

Total events T0 50

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.81; Chi* = 4.63, df = 1 (P =0.03); 2 =78% Odds Ratio

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.14 (P = 0.89) M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
145TTvs. CC+CT

Ouryauji, 2008 76 80 53 87 B65%  2.58[0.74, 897 ——
Wang, 2017 2 505 0 500 13.5% 4.97[0.24 103.79] b
Subtotal (95% CI) 585 567 100.0% 2.90 [0.92, 9.12] '*"
Total events 78 59

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 0,16, df =1 (P = 0.69); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.82 (P = 0.07)

0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Favours [cares] Favours [control]

Test for subgroup differences: Chif=220, df =4 (P=0.70). P= 0%

Figure 4: Forest plot of analysis of ENAM rs3796703 polymorphism in high dental caries group
compared to control group



Odds Ratio

Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Caries Control

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total
1.54Tvs.C

Ergéz, 2014 40 it 35 T2
Gasse, 2013 a8 T8 a1 G0
Jeremias, 2013 22 1496 23 162
Subtotal {95% CI) 302 294
Total events 121 109

Heterageneity: Chi®= 3.26, df= 2 (P = 0.20% = 29%
Test for overall effect, £= 0.07 {F = 0.89)

1.52TTvs. CC

Ergéz, 2014 11 16 ] 18
Gasse, 2013 25 30 25 28
Jerermias, 2013 a G a 6a
Subtotal {95% CI) 112 116
Total events 41 39

Heterageneity: Chi®=1.26, df= 2 (P =091} F= 0%
Test for overall effect, £= 0,60 {F = 0.59)

1.5.3CTvs. CC

Ergéz, 2014 18 23 17 27
Gasse, 2013 q 14 1 a
Jerermias, 2013 12 T3 13 Th
Subtotal {95% CI) 110 108
Total events 39 il

Heterageneity: Chi®= 2,80, df=2{F=0.23) F=31%
Test for overall effect Z=110{F =0.27)

1.54CT+TTvs. CC

Ergéz, 2014 28 34 26 36
Gasse, 2013 34 38 26 30
Jerermias, 2013 17 Ta 18 a1
Subtotal {95% CI) 151 147
Total events a0 To

Heterageneity: Chi®=1.26, df= 2 (P =091} F= 0%
Test for overall effect £= 0,64 (F=0.52

1.55TTvs.CC+CT

Ergéz, 2014 11 34 ] 36
Gasse, 2013 25 38 25 30
Jerermias, 2013 a Ta a a1
Subtotal {95% CI) 151 147
Total events 41 39

Heterageneity: Chi®= 3.21, df= 2 (P = 0.20% = 28%
Test for overall effect, £= 0.61 {F =0.54)

29.5%
29.6%
40.9%
100.0%

226%
IT3%
401%
100.0%

23.3%
6%
T31%
100.0%

17.4%
17.7%
£4.9%
100.0%

206%
491%
222%
100.0%

1.51 [0.77, 2.99]
0.55[0.23,1.32]
0.99[0.53, 1.86]
1.01 [0.68, 1.51]

2.44 [0.61, 9.80]
0800019, 3.33]
1.03[0.28, 3.79]
1.27 [0.58, 2.75]

212 [0.60, 7.48]
7.20[0.62, 83.34]
0.95[0.40, 2.29]
1.45[0.75, 2.81]

223067, 7.38]
1.05[0.26, 4.29]
0.93 [0.46, 2.07]
1.21 [0.68, 2.14]

1.43[0.51, 4.07]
036 [011,1.14]
1.04[0.29, 3.79]
0.82 [0.43, 1.56]

Testfor subaroun differences: Chir=1.87, df=4 (P=0.76), F=0%

Figure 5: Forest plot of analysis of AMELX 1rs946252 polymorphism in high dental caries group
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Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Caries Control Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl
1.61Tvs.C

Ergéz, 2014 46 a0 a7 G4 276% 0.991[0.51, 1.9
Gerreth, 2017 70 96 20 82 274% 8.35[4.25,16.40]
Jeremias, 2013 129 142 123 164 285% 1.87 [1.06, 3.30]
Kang, 2011 166 170 G0 G2 165% 1.381[0.25, 7.749)
Subtotal {95% CI) 498 372 100.0% 2.25[0.81,6.24]
Total events 411 240

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.87; Chi®*= 21.03, df= 3 (P =0.0001}); F= 86%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.56F =012

1.6.2TTvs. CC

Ergéz, 2014 14 22 a8 11 266% 066013, 3.21]
Gerreth, 2017 30 a8 3 34 2T 6% 38.75[9.38 160.10]
Jeremias, 2013 a7 61 a6 T 292% 382[1.19,12.21]
Kang, 2011 a2 a3 28 28 166% 0.93[0.04, 23.52]
Subtotal {95% CI) 204 145 100.0% 3.590 [0.55, 23.32]
Total events 183 o131

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2,77 Chi®= 1842, df= 3 (P =0001); F= 31 %
Testfor overall effect £=1.34 F =018

1.6.3CTvs. CC

Ergéz, 2014 18 26 21 24 2749% 0.32[0.07, 1.40
Gerreth, 2017 10 18 14 45 321% 2.77[0.90, 8.1
Jeremias, 2013 15 18 11 26 293% 11 [1.33,19.73)
Kang, 2011 2 3 2 2 10.7% 0.33[0.01,12.82]
Subtotal {95% CI) 66 97 100.0% 1.45 [0.36, 5.80]
Total events 45 48

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 123 Chi®=9.00, df=3{F =003, F=67%
Test for overall effect, £= 0,53 {F = 0.60)

1.64CT+TTvs. CC

Ergdz, 2014 32 40 29 32 26.8% 0.41[0.10,1.71]
Gerreth, 2017 40 48 17 48 307% 912 [3.48, 23.87]
Jeremias, 20132 72 76 67 22 291% 4.03[1.27,12.749]
Kang, 2011 a4 a5 21 I 13.4% 0.89[0.04, 22.53]
Subtotal (95% Cl} 249 193 100.0% 2.30 [0.51, 10.33]

Total events 228 144
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 167 Chi®=13.29, df= 3 (P =0004); F=T77%
Test for overall effect £=1.09{F = 0.2

1.65TTvs.CC+CT

Ergéz, 2014 14 40 a8 32 268% 1.62[0.58, 4.53]
Gerreth, 2017 30 48 3 48 243% 2500 [6.77,92.34]
Jeremias, 2013 a7 TE a6 82 295% 1.39[0.69, 2.80]
Kang, 2011 a2 a5 28 3 1945% 1.89[0.30,11.89]
Subtotal {95% CI) 249 193 100.0% 3.10[0.85, 11.28]
Total events 183 o131

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 135 Chi*= 1471, df= 3 (P =0001); F= 31 %
Test for overall effect. £=1.71 {F = 0.0

Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=084, df=4 (P=093), F=0%

Fs

0.01

01

Favours [caries] Favours [control]

10

100

Figure 6: Forest plot of analysis of AMELX rs17878486 polymorphism in high dental caries group

compared to control group



Control

Events Total

Odds Ratio

Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

160
144
4

Caries
Study or Subgroup  Events Total
1.71Tvs. C
Quryouji, 2008 0
Yildiz, 2016 35
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events 34

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

33

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.27 (F=0.78)

1.7.2TTvs.CC

Quryouji, 2008 0
Yildiz, 2016 12
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 12

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

g0
GE
146

12

Testfor overall effect: £=0.08 (F = 0.54)

1.7.3CTvs.CC

Quryouji, 2008 0
Yildiz, 2016 11
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 11

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

g0
65
145

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.49 (F=0.63)

1.74CT+TTvs. CC

Quryouji, 2008 0
Yildiz, 2016 23
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 23

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

g0
7
157

M

Testfor overall effect Z=036(F=072)

1.7.5TTvs. CC+CT

Quryouji, 2008 0
Yildiz, 2016 12
Subtotal (95% CI)

Total events 12

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

g0
7
157

12

Testfor overall effect: £=0.00 (F=1.00)

Test for subgroup differences: Chif= 016, df=4 (P=1.00), F=0%

134
144
288

B7
B3
135

B7
65
132

B7
7
144

B7
7
144

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

Mot estimatle

1.08[0.63, 1.849]
1.08 [0.63, 1.85]

Mot estimatle

1.0410.43, 2.51]
1.04 [0.43, 2.51]

Mot estimatle

1.27[0.49, 3.30]
1.27 [0.49, 3.30]

Mot estimatle

1.14[0.56, 2.29]
1.14 [0.56, 2.29]

Mot estimatle

1.001[0.42, 2.39]
1.00 [0.42, 2.39]

2
=
= =

B N
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01
Favours [caries]

10
Favours [control]

100

Figure 7: Forest plot of analysis of AMELX rs6639060 polymorphism in high dental caries group

compared to control group



Caries
Study or Subgroup

Control
Events Total Ewvents Total Weight

0Odds Ratio

M-H, Random, 95% CI

0Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

181Twvs.C

Olszowski, 2012 (i) 13 74 14 68 36.0% (.82 [0.386, 1.90]

Olszowski, 2012 (ii) 38 116 24 100 38.9% 1.54 [0.85, 2.81)

Ouryouji, 2008 2 160 & 44  251% 0.08 [0.02, 0.41] —_—

Subtotal (95% CI) 350 212 100.0% 0.59 [0.16, 2.11]

Total events 53 44

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.01; Chi? = 11.33, df = 2 (P = 0.003); I* = 82%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.82 (P =0.41) Odds Ratio

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.8.2TTvs. CC

Olszowski, 2012 (i) 1] 24 1 22 47 7% 0.29 [0.01, 7.56) i

Olszowski, 2012 (ii) 6 32 2 30 523%  3.23[0.80,17.46] -

Quryouji, 2008 1] 78 o 16 Mot estimable

Subtotal (95% CI) 134 68 100.0% 1.83 [0.47, 7.08]

Total events 6 3 ?—

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 1.66, df = 1 (P = 0.20); I* = 40%

Test far overall effect: Z = 0.88 (P = 0.38) Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

1.83CTwvs.CC 1

Olszowski, 2012 (i) 13 a7 12 33 356% 0.95 [0.36, 2.52) ——

Olszowski, 2012 (i) 26 52 20 48 37.8% 1.40 [0.64, 3.09) -

Ouryouji, 2008 2 80 & 22 26.7% oov[oot, 037 — =

Subtotal (95% CI) 169 103 100.0% 0.55 [0.13, 2.25] —epEieer—

Total events 41 38

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.22; Chi? = 10.15, df = 2 (P = 0.008); I* = 80%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.84 (P = 0.40)

1.84CT+TTvs. CC

Olszowski, 2012 (i) 13 a7 13 34 356% 0.88 [0.33, 2.30) S | T

Olszowski, 2012 (i) 32 58 22 50 38.2% 1.57[0.73, 3.35) -

Ouryouji, 2008 2 80 & 26 26.2% 0.09 [0.02, 0.46) ——

Subtotal (95% CI) 175 110 100.0% 0.59 [0.15, 2.31] —*—

Total events 47 41

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.10; Chi* = 8.65, df = 2 (P = 0.008); I*=79%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.75 (P = 0.45)

Odds Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

185TTvs. CC+CT
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Figure 8: Forest plot of analysis of AMELX rs2106416 polymorphism in high dental caries group

compared to control group



