Supplementary Table S4. Newcastle–Ottawa Scale quality scores of the 40 observational studies.
	No.
	Study
	Scale type
	Selection (0–4)
	Comparability (0–2)
	Outcome/Exposure (0–3)
	Total (9)

	1
	Cortellini 2021
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	2
	Baek 2022
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	3
	Stokes 2021
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	4
	Miura 2021
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	5
	Hakozaki 2019
	Cohort
	3
	1
	2
	6

	6
	Svaton 2020
	Cohort
	3
	0
	2
	5

	7
	Zhao 2019
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	8
	Peng 2022
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	9
	Conde-Estévez 2020
	Cohort
	3
	1
	2
	6

	10
	Hossain 2020
	Cohort
	3
	1
	1
	5

	11
	Kulkarni 2019
	Cohort
	3
	0
	1
	4

	12
	Routy 2018
	Cohort
	3
	1
	2
	6

	13
	Takada 2022
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	14
	Isono 2024
	Cohort
	3
	0
	2
	5

	15
	Kawachi 2023
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	16
	Japelj 2026
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	17
	Karatlı 2026
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	18
	Hendem 2026
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	19
	Miyamoto 2026
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	20
	Hori 2025
	Cohort
	3
	0
	2
	5

	21
	Takahashi 2025
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	22
	Ma 2026
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	23
	Saiki 2025
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	24
	Yamada 2024
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	25
	Niu 2025
	Cohort
	4
	2
	1
	7

	26
	Bai 2024
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	27
	Tomita 2022
	Cohort
	3
	1
	2
	6

	28
	Hamada 2021
	Cohort
	3
	0
	2
	5

	29
	Rounis 2021
	Cohort
	4
	1
	2
	7

	30
	Hong 2024
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	31
	Husain 2021
	Cohort
	3
	1
	1
	5

	32
	Liu 2022
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	33
	Wei 2025
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	34
	Luo 2024
	Cohort
	3
	2
	2
	7

	35
	Du 2022
	Case-control
	3
	1
	2
	6

	36
	Rousseau 2025
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	37
	Brinzevich 2025
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	38
	Verschueren 2021
	Cohort
	4
	2
	2
	8

	39
	Toda 2026
	Cohort
	3
	1
	2
	6

	40
	Cortellini 2026 (LCMC3)
	Cohort (single-arm post hoc)
	3
	1
	1
	5


Notes: Cohort studies were scored with the cohort version and the case-control study (Du 2022) with the case-control version of the Newcastle–Ottawa Scale. Scores ≥ 7 were considered high quality (26/40, 65%); 13 studies scored 5–6, and one study (Kulkarni 2019) scored < 5. Points were most frequently lost in the comparability domain, in which studies that did not provide adjusted effect estimates received no points—consistent with the ROBINS-E judgement that confounding was the dominant source of bias.
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