Supplementary Material 4 – Study Quality Assessment

Table 1. Total quality assessment scores 
	Reference
	Total score

	Alarcon et al. (2011)
	0,73

	Arias-Gundín & Vizoso Gómez (2012)
	0,91

	Chacon-Cuberos et al. (2019)
	0,82

	Charbonnier et al. (2022)
	0,61

	Dominguez-Lara (2018)
	0,77

	Fong & Loi (2016)​
	0,82

	Lau et al. (2020)​
	0,77

	Libert et al., (2019)​
	0,77

	Luo et al., (2016)​
	0,91

	Merino-Tejedor et al. (2016)​
	0,73

	Noh et al. (2020)​
	0,82

	Seibert et al. (2017)​
	0,68

	Shih (2012)​
	0,77

	Shih (2015)​
	0,86

	Shih (2015)​
	0,82

	Vinter et al. (2021)​
	0,91

	Vizoso et al (2019)​
	0,82

	Yu et al. (2022)​
	0,86

	Popescu et al., (2023)​
	0,95

	Marques et al. (2023)​
	0,82


Note. Scores rande from 0 to 1
Table 2. Quality assessment items
	No.
	Item

	1
	Question / objective sufficiently described?

	2
	Study design evident and appropriate?

	3
	Method of subject/comparison group selection or source of information/input variables described and appropriate?

	4
	Subject (and comparison group, if applicable) characteristics suffi ciently described?

	5
	If interventional and random allocation was possible, was it described?

	6
	If interventional and blinding of investigators was possible, was it reported?

	7
	If interventional and blinding of subjects was possible, was it reported?

	8
	Outcome and (if applicable) exposure measure(s) well defined and robust to measurement / misclassifi cation bias? Means of assessment reported?

	9
	Sample size appropriate?

	10
	Analytic methods described/justifi ed and appropriate?

	11
	Some estimate of variance is reported for the main results?

	12
	Controlled for confounding?

	13
	Results reported in suffi cient detail?

	14
	Conclusions supported by the results?


Note. Items retreived from Standard Quality Assessment Criteria for Evaluating Primary Research Papers from a Variety of Fields tool (Kmet at al., 2004).
