	Nr.
	author, year
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	Total score
	Quality rating

	
	
	Yes (1), No(0), Other (CD, NR, NA)* "*CD, cannot determine; NA, not applicable; NR, not reported"
	
	

	1
	Kufe et al., 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	8
	Fair

	2
	Mbanya et al., 1997
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1
	NA
	1
	CD/NR
	NA
	1
	7
	Fair

	3
	Mbanya et al., 1997
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	NA
	NA
	1
	1
	NA
	1
	NA
	NA
	1
	8
	Fair

	4
	Anderson et al., 2011
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	NA
	NA
	1
	1
	NA
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	8
	Fair

	5
	Mbanya et al., 1999
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	NA
	NA
	1
	1
	NA
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	8
	Fair

	6
	Mbouemboue et al., 2016
	1
	1
	NR
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	9
	Fair

	7
	Kufe et al., 2016
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	10
	Good

	8
	Kaze et al., 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	10
	Good

	9
	Katte et al., 2014
	1
	1
	NR
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	8
	Fair

	10
	Kaze et al., 2021
	1
	1
	NR
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	9
	Fair

	11
	Leke et al., 2020
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	NR
	NA
	1
	8
	Fair


S.2. Methodological quality

Note: 
Q1, research question/objective clearly stated; 
Q2, study population clearly specified and defined; 
Q3, participation rate of eligible persons ≥50%; 
Q4, participants recruited from the same or similar populations with prespecified and uniformly applied eligibility criteria; 
Q5, sample size justification or power calculation provided; 
Q6, exposure(s) measured before outcome(s); 
Q7, timeframe sufficient to observe an association; 
Q8, different exposure levels examined; 
Q9, exposure measures clearly defined, valid, reliable, and consistently implemented; 
Q10, exposure assessed more than once over time; 
Q11, outcome measures clearly defined, valid, reliable, and consistently implemented; 
Q12, outcome assessors blinded to participants' exposure status; 
Q13, loss to follow-up ≤20%; 
Q14, key potential confounders measured and statistically adjusted. 

The total score (0-14) was calculated by summing the items rated as "Yes". Studies were classified as poor (0-5), fair (6-9), or good (10-14) methodological quality.
