Supplementary Figures

Receiver operating characteristic plots for all diagnostic analyses are consolidated into a single supplementary figure, grouped by
imaging method and histologic threshold; each panel retains the original study-level and summary points.
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Supplementary Figure 1. Receiver operating characteristic plots for all diagnostic meta-analyses. MRI-PDFF, magnetic resonance imaging proton density fat

fraction; CAP, controlled attenuation parameter; AC/ATI, attenuation coefficient/attenuation imaging.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Publication-bias and forest plots for MRI-PDFF at histologic threshold S > 1. AC/ATI, attenuation coefficient/attenuation imaging;
UGAP, ultrasound-guided attenuation parameter; UDFF, ultrasound-derived fat fraction; MRI-PDFF, magnetic resonance imaging proton density fat fraction.
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Supplementary Figure 3. Publication-bias and forest plots for MRI-PDFF at histologic threshold S=2. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and diagnostic

odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; MRI-PDFF, magnetic resonance imaging proton density fat fraction.
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Supplementary Figure 4. Publication-bias and forest plots for MRI-PDFF at histologic threshold S > 3. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and
diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; MRI-PDFF, magnetic resonance imaging proton density fat fraction.
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Supplementary Figure 5. Publication-bias and forest plots for MRI-PDFF analysis at histologic threshold S > 1. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and
diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; MRI-PDFF, magnetic resonance imaging proton density fat fraction; DOR; diagnostic
odds ratio.
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Supplementary Figure 6. Publication-bias and forest plots for MRI-PDFF analysis at histologic threshold S > 2. Cl, confidence interval; MRI-PDFF,
magnetic resonance imaging proton density fat fraction; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative.
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Supplementary Figure 7. Publication-bias and forest plots for CAP at histologic threshold S > 1. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and
diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; CAP, controlled attenuation parameter; DOR, diagnostic odds ratio; TP, true-
positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative.
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Supplementary Figure 8. Publication-bias and forest plots for CAP at histologic threshold S > 2. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity
(middle), and diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. CAP, controlled attenuation parameter; Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-
positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative.
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Supplementary Figure 9. Publication-bias and forest plots for CAP at histologic threshold S > 3. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity
(middle), and diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. CAP, controlled attenuation parameter; Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-
positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative.
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Supplementary Figure 10. Publication-bias and forest plots for AC/ATI at histologic threshold S > 1. a, Sensitivity (top),

specificity (middle), and diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-
positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative; AC/ATI, attenuation coefficient/attenuation imaging.
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Supplementary Figure 11. Publication-bias and forest plots for AC/ATI at histologic threshold S > 2. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle),
and diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-
negative; AC/ATI, attenuation coefficient/attenuation imaging.
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Supplementary Figure 12. Publication-bias and forest plots for AC/ATI at histologic threshold S = 3. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and
diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative.
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Supplementary Figure 13. Publication-bias and forest plots for UGAP at histologic threshold S = 1. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle),

and diagnostic odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-
negative.
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Supplementary Figure 14. Publication-bias and forest plots for UGAP at histologic threshold S > 2. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and diagnostic odds
ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative; UGAP, ultrasound-guided attenuation
parameter.
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Supplementary Figure 15. Publication-bias and forest plots for UGAP at histologic threshold S > 3. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and diagnostic odds
ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative; UGAP, ultrasound-guided attenuation
parameter.
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Supplementary Figure 16. Publication-bias and forest plots for UDFF at histologic threshold S > 1. a, Sensitivity (top), specificity (middle), and diagnostic
odds ratio (bottom) forest plots. Cl, confidence interval; TP, true-positive; FP, false-positive; FN, false-negative; TN, true-negative; UDFF; ultrasound-derived
fat fraction.



