





Mask Control

Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H. Fixed, 95% CI

Odds Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

8.1.1 Asian countries

Cowling et al.2008 4 61 12 2056  2.7%
Cowling et al.2009 18 258 28 279 13.3%
Wu et al.2004 27 70 46 73 14.7%
Zhang etal.2013 0 15 g 26 3.6%
Subtotal (95% CI) 404 583 34.3%
Total events 49 95

Heterogeneity: Chi*=548, df=3(P=0.14); F= 45%
Testfor overall effect Z=3.14 (P=0.002)

8.1.2 Western countries

Allello 2012 12 392 16 370 28.5%
Barasheed et al.2014 4 36 2 53  0.8%
Suess etal.2012 B 69 19 82 8.4%
sung etal.2016 40 911 95 920 48.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 1408 1425 65.7%
Total events 62 132

Heterogeneity: Chi*=6.93, df=3(P=0.07); F=57%
Test for overall effect Z=4.89 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% Cl) 1812 2008 100.0%
Total events 111 2T

Heterogeneity: Chi*=12.76, df=7 (P=0.08); I*= 45%

Test for overall effect: Z=5.80 (P < 0.00001)

Te<st for csubarnoun differences Chif=018 df=1{(P=08E7) 2= 0%

1.13[0.35, 3.63]
0.67 [0.36, 1.25)
0.37[0.19,0.72]

0.06 [0.00,1.11]
0.51[0.34, 0.78]

0.70 [0.33, 1.50]
3.19[0.55,18.42]
0.32[0.12, 0.84]

0.40[0.27, 0.58]
0.46 [0.34, 0.63]

0.48 [0.37, 0.61]
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Test for overall effect: Z=8.33 (P < 0.00001)

Test for subdaroun differences: Chif=1204 df=2({(P=000M1 IF=83 4%

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Mask Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

__Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

9.1.1 Influenza virus

Ailello 2012 12 392 16 370 6.6% 0.70[0.33,1.50] el

Barasheed et al.2014 1 36 I 53 0.2% 452[0.18,114.13]

Cheng etal. 2010 0 568 4 268 2.5% 0.05 [0.00, 0.96]

Chokephaibulkit et al.2012 30 239 3 17 2.0% 0.67[0.18, 2.47] =

Cowling et al.2008 4 61 12 205 2.1% 1.13[0.35, 3.63]

Cowling et al.2009 18 288 28 279 10.4% 0.67 [0.36, 1.25] L il

Jaegeretal.2011 0 20 g9 43 2.5% 0.09 [0.00, 1.60]

SuesSBEAIaI S é’Sp9’1°:1§)1’2°€|°;’|“ﬁ’3§°°3f;‘ B:‘%gz;f;m ISRMyﬁlff’  Giopey bt i pEHAT 0 0.32[0.12, 0.84] e —

sung etal.2016 5 911 B 920 2.5% 0.84 [0.26, 2.76]

Zhang et al.2012 33 142 2 12 1.2% 1.39[0.29, 6.64]

Zhang et al.2013 0 15 9 26 2.9% 0.06 [0.00,1.11] -

Zhang et al.2017 1 52 4 28 2.1% 0.12[0.01,1.11] -

Subtotal (95% CI) 2773 2303 41.7%  0.55]0.39, 0.76] L

Total events 110 112

Heterogeneity: Chi*=15.13,df =11 (P=0.18); F=27%

Test for overall effect: Z=3.63 (P=0.0003)

9.1.2 SARS-CoV

Loeh et al.2004 3 23 o 9 2.6% 0.12[0.02,0.72] *

haetal. 2004 15 293 32 180 15.7% 0.25[0.13, 0.48] —

Nishiura et al.2005 3 43 17 72 4.3% 0.74[0.29, 1.90] e

Teleman et al.2004 3 26 33 60 7.4% 0.11[0.03, 0.39] "

Wilder-Smith et al.2005 3 24 34 B5 6.7% 0.13[0.04, 0.48] -

Wu etal.2004 27 70 46 i3 11.5% 0.37[0.19,0.72] .

Yinetal.2004 68 246 9 11 5.2% 0.08[0.02, 0.40] *

Subtotal (95% Cl) 725 470 53.3% 0.26[0.18, 0.37] $

Total events 127 176

Heterogeneity: Chi*=11.36, df=6{(P=0.08), F=47%

Test for overall effect. 2= 7.50 (P = 0.00001)

9.1.3 SARS-CoV?2

Wang et al.2020 0 278 10 215 4.9% 0.04 [0.00, 0.60] .

Subtotal (95% CI) 278 215 4.9%  0.04[0.00, 0.60] e

Total events 0 10

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect 2= 2.31 (P=0.02)

Total (95% CI) 3776 2988 100.0%  0.37[0.29, 0.46] %

Total events 237 298

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 39.82, df=19 (P = 0.003); F=52% 5 Enz 051 1 1=n 5L=m
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Mask Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
_ Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Ci M-H, Random, 95% CI
10.1.1 H1IN1
Cheng etal.2010 0 568 4 268 14.2% 0.05[0.00, 0.96] .
Chokephaibulkit et al.2012 30 239 3 17 30.2% 0.67[018, 2.47] .
Jaegeretal. 2011 0 20 9 43 14.4% 0.09[0.00, 1.60] =
Zhang et al.2012 33 152 2 12 269% 1.391(0.29, 6.64 -
Zhang etal 2013 0 14 9 26 14.2% 0.06 [0.00,1.11] g
Subtotal (95% ClI) 994 366 100.0% 0.30[0.08, 1.16] e
Total events iK; 27

Heterogeneity: Tau*=1.14; Chi*=8.12, df=4 (P=0.09) F=51%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.74 (P = 0.08)

Total (95% Cl) 994 366 100.0%
Total events 63 27

Heterogeneity: Tau*=1.14; Chi*=8.12, df=4 (P=0.09); *=51%
Test for overall effect Z=1.74 (P = 0.08)

Test far subdaroun differences: Mot annlicahle

0.30 [0.08, 1.16]
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Test for overall effect: Z=5.59 (P < 0.00001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=11 30 df=1 (P=00008Y IF= 91 7%

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Mask Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
_ Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H., Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
11.1.1 Cluster randomised trial
Ailello 2012 12 392 16 370 7.0% 0.70[0.33, 1.50 -
Barasheed etal.2014 4 36 2 53 3.0% 3.19[0.55,16.42] g
Cowling et al.2008 4 61 12 205 4 9% 1.13[0.35, 3.63] N
Cowling et al.2009 18 258 28 279 7.8% 0.67 [0.36, 1.25] -
Macintyre et al.2011 26 1441 15 481 7.6% 0.57 [0.30, 1.09] -
Suessetal.2012 B 69 19 82 5.8% 0.32[0.12, 0.84 "
Subtotal (95% Cl) 2257 1470 36.1% 0.67 [0.45, 0.98] R
Total events 70 92
Hete Sy EREE TSRS BABLE ARSI RSP 028l P = 20%
Test for overall effect Z=2.04 (P=0.04)
11.1.2 Observational study
Cheng et al.2010 0 568 4 268 1.3% 0.05 [0.00, 0.96)
Chokephaibulkit et al.2012 30 238 3 17 4.4% 0.67[0.18, 2.47 .
Jaegeretal. 2011 0 20 9 43 1.4% 0.09 [0.00, 1.60)
Loeh etal. 2004 3 23 5 9 2.9% 0.12[0.02, 0.72] -
Ma et al.2004 15 293 32 180 7.6% 0.25[0.13,0.48 -
Nishiura et al.2005 8 43 17 72 6.0% 0.74 [0.29, 1.90 -
sung etal. 2016 40 911 95 920 9.0% 0.40[0.27, 0.58 B
Teleman et al.2004 3 26 33 60 4.4% 0.11 [0.03, 0.39 *
Wang etal.2020 0 278 10 215 1.4% 0.04 [0.00, 0.60)
Wilder-Smith et al. 2005 3 24 34 65 4 4% 0.13[0.04,0.48 -
Wu etal.2004 27 70 46 73 7.4% 0.37[0.19, 0.72] *
Yin et al.2004 68 245 9 11 3.5% 0.08 [0.02, 0.40 .
Zhang et al.2012 33 1562 2 12 3.5% 1.39[0.29, 6.64] -
Zhang etal.2013 0 15 g 26 1.3% 0.06 [0.00,1.11]
Zhang et al.2017 7 52 19 28 5.1% 0.07 [0.02, 0.23] .
Subtotal (95% Cl) 2960 1999 63.9% 0.24 [0.15, 0.38] -
Total events 237 327
Heterogeneity: Tau®*= 0.33; Chi*= 30.64, df=14 (P = 0.006); F=54%
Test for overall effect. Z2=6.22 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 5217 3469 100.0% 0.35[0.24, 0.51] B
Total events 307 419 . | |
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.35; Chi*=50.11, df= 20 (P = 0.0002); F=60% 'IJ.EI1 l]f’l 1 1-0 100
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Table 1 Characteristics of eligible studies

Study Y ear g/ount Virus Mask type  Typeof Study Population Main findings & comments
Paper mask,  Case-control Wearing amask is effective for medical
Yineta. 2004 China SARS* ’ Healthcare workers  personnel in preventing SARS hospital
cotton mask  study : .
infections.
. Case-control . The mask use Ioweregl therisk for qlisease
Wu et al. 2004 China SARS* Mask Population supports the community’s use of this
study
strategy
Case-control Wearing masks is of great significance to
Maet al. 2004 China SARS* Mask Healthcare workers  prevent respiratory infections. There are
study .
many types of masks used clinically.
Consistently wearing a mask (either surgical
Canad Medical Case-control or particulate respirator type N95) while
Locbeta. 2004 a SARS Mask, N95  study Healthcare workers caring for a SARS patient was protective for
the nurses.
Teleman Singa Case-control Both hand vyashi ng and wearing .of N95
ctal 2004 pore SARS* N9 study Healthcare workers  masks remained strongly protective but
' gowns and gloves did not affect.
Nishiura et 2005 Vietna SARS Surgical Case-control Employees and Masks and gowns appeared to prevent
al. m mask study relative SARS transmission.
Asymptomatic SARS was associated with
Wilder-S Singa Case-control lower SARS antibody titers and higher use
mith et al. 2005 pore SARS — N95 study Healthcare workers of masks when compared to pneumonic
SARS.
Macintyre 2011 China Respira Medica Cluster Healthcare workers  There was no significant differencein
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Mask

Masks

Mask

Mask

Mask

Mask

randomized
trial

Cluster
randomized
trial

Cohort study

Case-control
study

Cluster
randomized
trial

Cluster
randomized
trial

Cluster
randomized
trial

Cluster
randomized

Pilgrims

HSCT patients

Healthcare workers

Household

Household

Household

Student

outcomes between the N95 arms with and
without fit testing.

The laboratory results did not show any
difference between the ‘mask’ group and
“control’ group.

The requirement that all individualsin direct
contact with HSCT patients wear surgical
masks will reduce RVI.

Chooasing the right disposable respirator also
plays an important role in controlling
hospital viral infections.

The laboratory-based or clinical secondary
attack ratios did not significantly differ
across the mask group and control group.
Adherence to interventions was variable.
Hand hygiene and facemasks seemed to
prevent household transmission of influenza
virus when implemented within 36 hours of
index patient symptom onset.

The secondary infection in the mask groups
was significantly lower compared to the
control group.

Face masks and hand hygiene combined
may reduce the rate of I1LI and confirmed
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HIN1

HIN1

HIN1

HIN1
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Surgical
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Mask or
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Mask

Mask

Mask

N95

trial
Case-control
study

Cohort study

Case-control
study

Case-control
study

Case-control
study

Case-control
study

Healthcare workers

Healthcare workers

Hedthcare workers

Hedthcare workers

Population

Hedthcare workers

influenzain community settings.
Not wearing a surgical mask during contact
with the index case were found to be
significant risk factors for nosocomial
acquisition of S-OIV.
The use of amask or N95 respirator was
associated with remaining seronegative.
During the HIN1 outbreak in 2009, the
wearing of masks by medical personnel was
not related to the infection. There was a
weak association in the nurse subgroup.
The results suggest that the protective
effect of wearing a mask is not significant.

Wearing masks is a protective factor against
H1N1 infection when taking a plane.

The 2019-nCoV infection rate for medical
staff was significantly increased in the
no-mask group compared with the N95
respirator group (adjusted odds ratio (OR):
464.82, [95% CI: 97.73-infinite] ).

*Patients met local clinical diagnostic criteria during an acute large-scale infectious disease
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Table 2 The quality of the case-control studies and cohort studies
Selectio  Comparabilit  Outcom

Study Y ear Stars*
n y e
1 Yinetal. 2004 3 2 2 7
2 Wu et al. 2004 4 2 2 8
3 Maet al. 2004 3 2 2 8
4 Loeb et al. 2004 3 2 2 7
5 Teleman et . 2004 3 2 3 8
6 Wilder-Smith et al. 2005 3 2 3 8
7 Nishiura et al. 2005 4 2 1 7
8 Cheng et al. 2010 3 2 3 8
9 Jeeger et al. 2011 3 2 2 7
10 Chokepl”jlbulkn et 2012 3 5 5 7
11 Zhang et al. 2012 3 2 3 8
12 Zhang et al. 2013 4 2 1 7
13 Sung et al. 2016 3 2 2 7
14 Zhang et al. 2017 3 2 1 6
15 Wang €t al. 2020 3 1 1 5

* Scoring by Newcastle-Ottawa Scale
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Table 3 The quality of randomized controlled studies

) Description of
Ye Randomiz Double-b . . .
Study . . inclusion/exclusio Scores*
ar aion lind .
n criteria
Cowling 20
1 2 1
etal. 08 0 3
2 Cowlinget 200 9 0 1 3
al. 9
201
3 Maclntyre Cl) 2 0 1 3
4 Suess et a. 221 2 1 1 4
201
5 Ailello ’ 2 1 1 4
5 Barasheed 201 5 0 1 3
etal. 4

* Scoring by Jadad scale
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