

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram of the identification, screening, and eligibility of included articles.
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[bookmark: _Hlk172376150]Figure 2. Forest plot of the association between full 16-item Falls Efficacy Scale International (FES-I) and future any-type falls.
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[bookmark: _Hlk172375777]Figure 3. Forest plot of the association between short 7-item Falls Efficacy Scale International (FES-I) and future any-type falls.
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Figure 4. Forest plot of the association between single-item measures of concerns about falling and future any-type falls.
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Figure 5. Forest plot of the association between balance confidence (Activities-Specific Balance Confidence Scale [ABC]) and future any-type falls.
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Author(s), Year N Odds Ratio Weight OR[95% CI]
Adjusted Odds Ratio

Delbaere, 2010 494 11.27% 1.04[1.01, 1.08]
Hicks,2020 333 6.68% 1.04[1.00, 1.08]
Menant, 2016 523 13.57% 1.05[1.02, 1.08]
Pereira, 2021 280 7.48% 1.02[0.98, 1.06]
van Schooten,2021 500 11.72% 1.03[1.00, 1.07]
Weijer,2021 118 0.91% 1.08[0.96, 1.21]
Weijer,2018 272 6.24% 1.05[1.01, 1.10]
Random-effects Model for Subgroup (Q =2.10, df =6, p = 0.91; 1?=0.0%, v = 0.00) 1.04 [1.03, 1.06]
Unadjusted Odds Ratio

Kwan,2013: Hong Kong 196 5.50% 1.01[0.97, 1.06]
Kwan,2013: Taiwan 273 10.99% 1.00[0.97, 1.03]
Kwan,2013: Chinese, Australian 206 7.39% 1.01[0.97, 1.05]
Kwan,2013: White, Australian 761 7.90% 1.05[1.01, 1.09]
Marques,2021 116 4.75% 1.05[1.00, 1.10]
Svoboda,2017 125 1.93% 1.02[0.94, 1.10]
van Schooten,2015 169 3.67% 1.06 [1.00, 1.12]
Random-effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 6.74, df = 6, p = 0.35; 12 = 22.0%, t* = 0.00) 1.03 [1.01, 1.04]
Random-effects Model for All Studies Q =11.17, df = 13, p = 0.60; 1?=4.1%, = 0. 00) 100% 1.03[1.02, 1.05]

Test for overall effect: Z=2.79, p= 0.
Test for Subgroup Differences: Qy = 2. 33 df=1,p=0.13

Odds Ratio (log scale)
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Burns,2022 1563
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Random-effects Model for All Studies (Q = 18.36, df = 5, p < 0.01; 12 = 0.1%, ° = 0.00)
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.71, p <0.001
Test for Subgroup Differences: Qy = 0.04, df = 1, p = 0.84

L 2 100% 1.08 [1.05, 1.11]
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Asai, 2022 530 4.83% 3.11[1.77, 5.46]
Delbaere,2004 221 0.61% 12.33 [1.56, 97.49]
Delbaere, 2010 494 9.35% 1.21[0.99, 1.48]
Friedman,2002 2212 8.98% 1.78[1.41, 2.24]
Garbin,2023 5151 9.91% 1.65[1.41, 1.93]
Litwin,2018 19023 8.90% 1.66 [1.31, 2.10]
Makino,2021 2469 8.37% 1.29[0.98, 1.70]
Okoye, 2023 5093 9.33% 1.65[1.34, 2.03]
Porto,2020 101 2.28% 0.85[0.32, 2.25]
Trevisan,2020 2625 10.69% 1.04 [0.97, 1.11]
van Gulick,2022 407 5.48% 1.25[0.76, 2.06]
Wijhuizen,2007 1752 4.21% 2.00[1.08, 3.77]

Random-effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 79.24, df = 11, p < 0.01; I* = 79.8%, <* = 0.05) 1.50[1.28, 1.77]

Unadjusted Odds Ratio

Gasmann,2009 622 6.28% 2.99[1.94, 4.60]
Helsel, 2021 3170 9.40% 1.77[1.45, 2.16)
Roman de Mettelinge, 2015 42 1.40% 1.44[0.39, 5.33]

Random-effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 4.89, df = 2, p = 0.09; I” = 60.1%, t* = 0.08) 2.11[1.38, 3.25]
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Test for overall effect: Z = 3.91, p <0.001
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Duan,2022 299 5.41% 0.89[0.77,1.03]
Hadjistavropoulos,2007 492 18.95% 1.04[1.02, 1.07]
Landers,2016 56 13.30% 0.95[0.89, 1.01]
Moiz, 2017 125 6.72% 0.84[0.74, 0.95]
Tsang,2022 461 19.68% 0.98[0.97, 1.00]
Random-effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 26.83, df =4, p < 0.01; 1 =924%, ¢ = 0.00) 0.96 [0.89, 1.02]
Unadjusted Odds Ratio

Cleary,2017 45 17.44% 0.95[0.92, 0.98]
Crenshaw,2020 125 0.98% 1.29[0.88, 1.89]
Svoboda,2017 125 17.52% 0.99[0.96, 1.03]
Random-effects Model for Subgroup (Q = 4.70, df = 2, p = 0.10; I” = 46.1%, ©* = 0.00) 0.97[0.93, 1.01]
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