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Supplementary Material
Supplementary material I. PRISMA 2020 checklist
	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	1

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	3

	INTRODUCTION 
	

	Rationale 
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	4

	Objectives 
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	4

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	5

	Information sources 
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	4

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	4

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	5

	Data collection process 
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6

	Data items 
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	5,6

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	5,6

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	6

	Effect measures 
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	5,6

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	6

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	5,6

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	6

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	6

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	6

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	6

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	6

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	6

	RESULTS 
	

	Study selection 
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	6,7

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	6,7

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	7

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	9

	Results of individual studies 
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	7

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	7,8

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	7

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	7

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	7

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	7,9

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	9

	DISCUSSION 
	

	Discussion 
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	9

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	10

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	10

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	10

	OTHER INFORMATION
	

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	4

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	4

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	NA

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	11

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	11

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	11





Supplementary material II. Search strategy
	[bookmark: table01]Database
	Before deduplication
	After deduplication

	MEDLINE
	834
	279

	Embase
	1126
	1073

	CDSR
	0
	0

	Scopus
	666
	157

	CCRCT
	25
	24

	WOS
	991
	441


 
Total= 1974
All searches were run on May 03, 2023.

EBM Reviews - Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials <March 2023>
EBM Reviews - Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews <2005 to May 2, 2023>
Embase <1974 to 2023 May 02>
Ovid MEDLINE(R) ALL <1946 to May 02, 2023>

1	("Clostridioides difficile" or "Clostridium difficile" or "Clostridium difficilis" or "Peptoclostridium difficile" or "Bacillus difficilis" or "CA-CDI").ti,ab.	45281
2	("Community acquired" or "community acquired infection" or "community acquired disease" or "community associated disease" or "community associated infection" or "Community-associated" or "Community-acquired" or community).ti,ab.	1442807
3	1 and 2	3640
4	prevalence.mp. [mp=ti, ot, ab, fx, sh, hw, kw, tx, ct, tn, dm, mf, dv, kf, dq, bt, nm, ox, px, rx, an, ui, sy, ux, mx]	2284832
5	exp prevalence/	1331339
6	exp incidence/	988675
7	incidence.mp. [mp=ti, ot, ab, fx, sh, hw, kw, tx, ct, tn, dm, mf, dv, kf, dq, bt, nm, ox, px, rx, an, ui, sy, ux, mx]	2663869
8	epidemiology.mp. [mp=ti, ot, ab, fx, sh, hw, kw, tx, ct, tn, dm, mf, dv, kf, dq, bt, nm, ox, px, rx, an, ui, sy, ux, mx]	3851700
9	4 or 5 or 6 or 7 or 8	7058793
10	3 and 9	1985
11	from 10 keep 1-25	25
12	from 10 keep 26-1151	1126
13	from 10 keep 1152-1985	834

SCOPUS
666 document results
TITLE-ABS ( ( ( "Clostridioides difficile"  OR  "Clostridium difficile"  OR  "Clostridium difficilis"  OR  "Peptoclostridium difficile"  OR  "Bacillus difficilis"  OR  "CA-CDI" )  AND  ( "Community acquired"  OR  "community acquired infection"  OR  "community acquired disease"  OR  "community associated disease"  OR  "community associated infection"  OR  "Community-associated"  OR  "Community-acquired"  OR  community ) )  AND  ( prevalence  OR  "prevalence study"  OR  "incidence"  OR  "incidence rate"  OR  "rate, incidence"  OR  "epidemiology" ) ) 

Web of Sciences

TS=(( ( ( "Clostridioides difficile"  OR  "Clostridium difficile"  OR  "Clostridium difficilis"  OR  "Peptoclostridium difficile"  OR  "Bacillus difficilis"  OR  "CA-CDI" )  AND  ( "Community acquired"  OR  "community acquired infection"  OR  "community acquired disease"  OR  "community associated disease"  OR  "community associated infection"  OR  "Community-associated"  OR  "Community-acquired"  OR  community ) )  AND  ( prevalence  OR  "prevalence study"  OR  "incidence"  OR  "incidence rate"  OR  "rate, incidence"  OR  "epidemiology" ) ) )



Supplementary material III. Subgroup analysis
Figure 1. Subgroup analysis for CA-CDI prevalence
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Figure 2. Subgroup analysis for CA-CDI incidence
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Supplementary material VI. Influence analysis and Funnel plots
Figure 1. Influence analysis of prevalence outcome.
[image: ]
Figure 2. Funnel plot of prevalence outcome.
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Figure 3. Influence analysis of incidence outcome.
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Figure 4. Funnel plot of incidence outcome.
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Supplementary material V. Quality assessment of the included studies
Table 1. Quality evaluation of the included cross-sectional studies with the AXIS tool.
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	Score

	Kotila, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	19

	Penit, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Banks, et al
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	15

	Khanna, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	U
	15

	Alcalá, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	17

	Lessa, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Taori, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	18

	Slimings, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Ingle, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	17

	Gutiérrez, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Khanna, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Mitchell, et al A
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Allard, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	16

	Norén, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	18

	Karlström, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	18

	Xia, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Lefevre-Tantet-Etchebarne, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Hirschhorn, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Asensio, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Zanichelli, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Maisa, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	20

	Ho, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	19

	Abrahamian, et al
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	19

	Kumar, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	18

	Malmqvist, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	20

	Weil, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	N
	16

	Furuya-Kanamori, et al
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	20

	Collins et al.
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	19

	Ramai, et al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	19

	M. Younas, et al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	n 
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	18

	Dantes, et al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	19

	Guh, et al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	19

	Bodé, et al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	16

	Lasheras, et al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	18

	Garabasova, etc al.
	Y
	Y
	U
	Y
	U
	U
	U
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	U 
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	16

	Y) Yes; N) No; U) Unclear
1. Were the aims/objectives of the study clear?
2. Was the study design appropriate for the stated aim(s)?
3. Was the sample size justified?
4. Was the target/reference population clearly defined? (Is it clear who the research was about?)
5. Was the sample frame taken from an appropriate population base so that it closely represented the target/reference population under investigation?
6. Was the selection process likely to select subjects/participants that were representative of the target/reference population under investigation?
7. Were measures undertaken to address and categorize non-responders?
8. Were the risk factor and outcome variables measured appropriate to the aims of the study?
9. Were the risk factor and outcome variables measured correctly using instruments/measurements that had been trialed, piloted, or published previously?
10. Is it clear what was used to determined statistical significance and/or precision estimates? (e.g., p values, CIs)
11. Were the methods (including statistical methods) sufficiently described to enable them to be repeated?
12. Were the basic data adequately described?
13. Does the response rate raise concerns about non-response bias?
14. If appropriate, was information about non-responders described?
15. Were the results internally consistent?
16. Were the results for the analyses described in the methods, presented?
17. Were the author's discussions and conclusions justified by the results?
18. Were the limitations of the study discussed?
19. Were there any funding source or conflicts of interest that may affect the authors' interpretation of the results?
20. Was ethical approval or consent of participants attained?




Table 2. Quality evaluation of the included case-control studies with the New-Castle Ottawa tool.
	
	Selection
	Comparability
	Outcome

	Author
	Representativeness of the exposed cohort
	Selection of the non-exposed cohort
	Ascertainment of exposure
	Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at the start of study
	Comparability of cohorts on the bases of the design or analysis
	Assessment of outcome
	Was follow-up long enough for outcomes to occur
	Adequacy of follow up of cohorts

	Zilberberg, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	
	*
	*

	Reigadas, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	

	Russo, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	

	Yu et al.
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	






Table 3. Quality evaluation of the included cohort studies with the New-Castle Ottawa tool.
	
	Selection
	Comparability
	Exposure

	Author
	Is the case definition adequate?
	Representativeness of the cases
	Selection of controls
	Definition of controls
	Comparability of cases and controls based on the design or analysis
	Assessment of exposure
	Same method of ascertainment for cases and controls
	Non-response rate

	Mori, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	

	Jamal, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	

	Vesteinsdottir, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	

	Kuntz, et al
	
	*
	*
	*
	**
	
	*
	

	Kutty, et al A
	
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	

	van Dorp, et al
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	

	Marwick, et al
	*
	*
	
	
	**
	*
	*
	

	Miranda, et al 
	
	*
	*
	*
	**
	
	*
	

	Na’amnih, et al.
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	
	

	Johnston, et al.
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
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