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	Criterion
	Akhter et al., 2013 [1]
	Anibor et al., 2010a [2]
	Anibor et al., 2010b [3] 
	Anibor et al., 2011 [4]
	Anic´-Miloševic et al., 2008 a [5], b [6]
	Bao et al., 1997 [7]
	Chiu et al., 1992 [8]
	Choe et al., 2004 [9]
	Eliakim-Ikechukwu et al., 2013 (Ibo Nigerian) [10]
	Eliakim-Ikechukwu et al., 2013 (Yoruba Nigerian) [10]

	Ⅰ. Study design 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	A.
	Objective clearly formulated
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	B. 
	Sample size for each gender ≥ 30 subjects
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	0
	0
	0

	
	C. 
	Sampling method clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1

	 
	D. 
	Inclusion criteria clearly reported
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5

	Ⅱ. Photo taking process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	E.
	Subjects' body posture clearly reported
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0.5
	0.5

	
	F.
	Subjects' head position clearly reported
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0.5
	0
	1
	0.5
	0.5

	 
	G.
	Subjects' occlusal position clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	
	H.
	Subjects' lip posture clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	 
	I.
	Camera-subject distance clearly reported
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0.5
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	J.
	Photographic parameters clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Ⅲ. Facial measurements
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	K.
	Definitions of landmarks clearly described
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	1
	1

	 
	L.
	Definitions of linear measurements clearly described
	0
	..
	..
	..
	0
	0
	0
	0
	..
	..

	
	M.
	Definitions of angular measurements clearly described
	..
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	0
	0

	 
	N.
	Attempts to ensure and quantify reliability
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Ⅳ. Statistical analysis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	O.
	Statistical analysis appropriate for data
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	P.
	Confounders accounted for in analysis
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	Q.
	Confidence intervals provided
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Percentage score
	0.5
	0.5
	0.44
	0.56
	0.15
	0.26
	0.06
	0.53
	0.47
	0.47

	Risk of bias level
	H
	H
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	H


(cont’d)
	Criterion
	Etöz et al., 2008 [11]
	Ferdousi et al., 2013 [12]
	Fernandez-Riveiro et al., 2002 [13]
	Fernández-Riveiro et al., 2003 [14]
	Gode et al., 2011 [15]
	He et al., 2009 [16]
	Husein et al., 2010 [17]
	Kale-Varlk, 2008 [18]
	Lee et al., 1989 [19]
	Lin et al., 2013 [20]

	Ⅰ. Study design 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	A.
	Objective clearly formulated
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	B. 
	Sample size for each gender ≥ 30 subjects
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	C. 
	Sampling method clearly reported
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5

	 
	D. 
	Inclusion criteria clearly reported
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0

	Ⅱ. Photo taking process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	E.
	Subjects' body posture clearly reported
	1
	0.5
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	F.
	Subjects' head position clearly reported
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	0
	0.5
	1

	 
	G.
	Subjects' occlusal position clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	
	H.
	Subjects' lip posture clearly reported
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	 
	I.
	Camera-subject distance clearly reported
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	J.
	Photographic parameters clearly reported
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1

	Ⅲ. Facial measurements
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	K.
	Definitions of landmarks clearly described
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0

	 
	L.
	Definitions of linear measurements clearly described
	0
	..
	0
	..
	0
	..
	0
	..
	0
	..

	
	M.
	Definitions of angular measurements clearly described
	..
	0
	..
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0

	 
	N.
	Attempts to ensure and quantify reliability
	1
	0.5
	0
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	0
	1
	0.5

	Ⅳ. Statistical analysis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	O.
	Statistical analysis appropriate for data
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	P.
	Confounders accounted for in analysis
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	Q.
	Confidence intervals provided
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Percentage score
	0.53
	0.38
	0.25
	0.22
	0.44
	0.34
	0.56
	0.13
	0.38
	0.31

	Risk of bias level
	H
	L
	L
	L
	H
	L
	H
	L
	L
	L



(cont’d)
	Criterion
	Loveday et al., 2011 [21]
	Malkoç et al., 2009 [22]
	Mostafa, et al., 2013 (25-35 year old group) [23]
	Mostafa, et al., 2013 (35-45 year old group) [23]
	Oghenemavwe et al., 2010 [24]
	Osunwoke et al., 2014 [25]
	Ozdemir et al., 2009 [26]
	Porter et al., 2001 [27]
	Porter, 2004 [28]
	Reddy et al., 2011 [29]

	Ⅰ. Study design 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	A.
	Objective clearly formulated
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	B. 
	Sample size for each gender ≥ 30 subjects
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	C. 
	Sampling method clearly reported
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5

	 
	D. 
	Inclusion criteria clearly reported
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0

	Ⅱ. Photo taking process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	E.
	Subjects' body posture clearly reported
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0

	
	F.
	Subjects' head position clearly reported
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0

	 
	G.
	Subjects' occlusal position clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	H.
	Subjects' lip posture clearly reported
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	0

	 
	I.
	Camera-subject distance clearly reported
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	
	J.
	Photographic parameters clearly reported
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0

	Ⅲ. Facial measurements
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	K.
	Definitions of landmarks clearly described
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5

	 
	L.
	Definitions of linear measurements clearly described
	0
	..
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	..

	
	M.
	Definitions of angular measurements clearly described
	0
	0
	..
	..
	0
	0
	..
	0.5
	0.5
	0

	 
	N.
	Attempts to ensure and quantify reliability
	1
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Ⅳ. Statistical analysis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	O.
	Statistical analysis appropriate for data
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	P.
	Confounders accounted for in analysis
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	Q.
	Confidence intervals provided
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Percentage score
	0.32
	0.19
	0.34
	0.34
	0.29
	0.32
	0.19
	0.53
	0.53
	0.19

	Risk of bias level
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	H
	L



(cont’d)
	Criterion
	Sepehr et al., 2012 [30]
	Sim et al., 2000 [31]
	Song et al., 2007 [32]
	Ukoha et al., 2012 [33]
	Wamalwa et al., 2011 (Chinese) [34]
	Wamalwa et al., 2011 (Kenyan) [34]
	Wang et al., 2009 [35]
	Yoo et al., 2013 [36]

	Ⅰ. Study design 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	A.
	Objective clearly formulated
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	B. 
	Sample size for each gender ≥ 30 subjects
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	
	C. 
	Sampling method clearly reported
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5

	 
	D. 
	Inclusion criteria clearly reported
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5

	Ⅱ. Photo taking process
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	E.
	Subjects' body posture clearly reported
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0.5

	
	F.
	Subjects' head position clearly reported
	1
	1
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0.5

	 
	G.
	Subjects' occlusal position clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	H.
	Subjects' lip posture clearly reported
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	 
	I.
	Camera-subject distance clearly reported
	1
	1
	0
	0.5
	0
	0
	1
	0

	
	J.
	Photographic parameters clearly reported
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0
	1
	0.5

	Ⅲ. Facial measurements
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	K.
	Definitions of landmarks clearly described
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	0.5

	 
	L.
	Definitions of linear measurements clearly described
	0
	0
	0
	0
	..
	..
	..
	0

	
	M.
	Definitions of angular measurements clearly described
	..
	0.5
	..
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	..

	 
	N.
	Attempts to ensure and quantify reliability
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Ⅳ. Statistical analysis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	O.
	Statistical analysis appropriate for data
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	P.
	Confounders accounted for in analysis
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	 
	Q.
	Confidence intervals provided
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Percentage score
	0.5
	0.53
	0.34
	0.29
	0.13
	0.13
	0.66
	0.38

	Risk of bias level
	H
	H
	L
	L
	L
	L
	H
	L



..: Inapplicable. L: low risk of bias. H: high risk of bias.
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