Supplementary Material

Appendix 1 
Table S1 PRISMA 2020 Checklist
	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	Title

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	Abstract

	INTRODUCTION 
	

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

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

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	Methods
(Search 
strategy and 
selection criteria)

	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.
	Methods
(Search 
strategy and 
selection criteria)

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	Appendix 2

	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.
	Methods
(Search 
strategy and 
selection criteria)

	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.
	Methods
(Data extraction and quality assessment)

	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.
	Methods
(Data extraction and quality assessment)

	
	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.
	Methods
(Data extraction and quality assessment)

	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.
	Methods
(Data extraction and quality assessment)

	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.
	Methods
(Statistic analysis)

	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)).
	Methods
(Statistic analysis)

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	Methods
[bookmark: _Hlk187999194](Statistic analysis)

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	Methods
(Statistic analysis)

	
	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.
	Methods
(Statistic analysis)

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

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	Methods
(Statistic analysis)

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

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

	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.
	Results, 
Figure 1

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

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Table 1

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	Appendix 3

	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.
	Results;
Figure 2-6, Table 2

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

	
	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.
	Results

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

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

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

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

	DISCUSSION 
	

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

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

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

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

	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.
	Methods

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

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	Methods
(Data extraction and quality assessment)

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

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	Declaration of competing interest

	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.
	Data availability 





Appendix 2 
Table S2 Search strategy
	[bookmark: _Hlk185366292]Database
	No
	Search Strategy
	Items found

	Pubmed
	#1


#2


#3


#4


#5


	Search: ('tuberculosis') OR ('mycobacterium tuberculosis') OR ('mycobacterium tuberculosis infectious')

Search: ('drug-resistant') OR ('multidrug-resistant') OR ('extensively drug-resistant')

[bookmark: _Hlk183595596]Search: (Therapeutic) OR (Therapy) OR (Therapies) OR (Treatment) OR (Treatments)

Search: (RCT) OR (cohort study) OR (Randomized controlled trial)

Filters: from 2006 - 2025

Search: #1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4 Filters #5
	310392


850188


15,098,165


3,844,502




3463

	Web of Science
	#1


#2


#3


#4


#5

#6
	Search: Topic = (“tuberculosis”) OR (“mycobacterium tuberculosis”) OR (“mycobacterium tuberculosis infectious”)

Search: Topic =(“drug-resistant”) OR (“multidrug-resistant”) OR (“extensively drug-resistant”) 

Search: Topic =(“Therapeutic”) OR (“Therapy”) OR (“Therapies”) OR (“Treatment”) OR (“Treatments”)

Search: Topic =(“RCT”) OR (“cohort study”) OR (“Randomized controlled trial”) 

Filters: from 2006 - 2025

Search: #1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4 Filters #5
	420236


156258


22,315,547


743052




851

	Embase
	#1


#2


#3


#4

#5

#6
	Search: 'tuberculosis' OR 'mycobacterium tuberculosis' OR 'mycobacterium tuberculosis infectious'

Search: 'drug-resistant' OR 'multidrug-resistant' OR 'extensively drug-resistant'

Search: 'therapeutic' OR 'therapy' OR 'therapies' OR 'treatment' OR 'treatments'

Search: 'RCT' OR 'randomized controlled trial' OR 'cohort study' 

Filters: from 2006 - 2025

Search: #1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4 Filters #5
	415149


145821


17,052,275


1,985,758



1618





Appendix 3 Quality assessment tool and quality assessment results
Quality Assessment Tool
1. [bookmark: _Hlk187237098][bookmark: _Hlk187238880]Randomized controlled trial
(1) [bookmark: _Hlk186707044]Two-arm trials: The Risk of Bias 2 (RoB 2)
1. Bias arising from the randomisation process
1.1 Was the allocation sequence random?
1.2 Was the allocation sequence concealed until participants were enrolled and assigned to interventions?
1.3 Did baseline differences between intervention groups suggest a problem with the randomisation process?
Risk-of-bias judgment (low/high/some concerns)
2. Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
2.1 Were participants aware of their assigned intervention during the trial?
2.2 Were carers and people delivering the interventions aware of participants' assigned intervention during the trial?
2.3 If Y/PY/NI to 2.1 or 2.2: Were there deviations from the intended intervention that arose because of the trial context?
2.4 If Y/PY/NI to 2.3: Were these deviations likely to have affected the outcome?
2.5 If Y/PY to 2.4: Were these deviations from intended intervention balanced between groups?
2.6 Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of assignment to intervention?
2.7 If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential for a substantial impact (on the result) of the failure to analyse participants in the group to which they were randomised?
Risk-of-bias judgment (low/high/some concerns)
3. Bias due to missing outcome data
3.1 Were data for this outcome available for all, or nearly all, participants randomised?
3.2 If N/PN/NI to 3.1: Is there evidence that the result was not biased by missing outcome data?
3.3 If N/PN to 3.2: Could missingness in the outcome depend on its true value?
3.4 If Y/PY/NI to 3.3: Is it likely that missingness in the outcome depended on its true value?
Risk-of-bias judgment (low/high/some concerns)
4. Bias in measurement of the outcome
4.1 Was the method of measuring the outcome inappropriate?
4.2 Could measurement or ascertainment of the outcome have differed between intervention groups?
4.3 If N/PN/NI to 4.1 and 4.2: Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
4.4 If Y/PY/NI to 4.3: Could assessment of the outcome have been influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
4.5 If Y/PY/NI to 4.4: Is it likely that assessment of the outcome was influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
Risk-of-bias judgment (low/high/some concerns)
5. Bias in selection of the reported result
5.1 Were the data that produced this result analysed in accordance with a prespecified analysis plan that was finalised before unblinded outcome data were available for analysis?
5.2 Multiple eligible outcome measurements (eg, scales, definitions, time points) within the outcome domain?
5.3 Multiple eligible analyses of the data?
Risk-of-bias judgment (low/high/some concerns)

Overall bias
Risk-of-bias judgment (low/high/some concerns)
Y=yes; PY=probably yes; PN=probably no; N=no; NA=not applicable; NI=no information.

[bookmark: _Hlk209943234](2) Single-arm trials: Risk of Bias in Non-randomized Studies of Interventions (ROBINS-I)
Bias due to confounding
0. Is there potential for confounding of the effect of intervention in this study?
1.2 Was the analysis based on splitting participants' follow up time according to intervention received?
1.3 Were intervention discontinuations or switches likely to be related to factors that are prognostic for the outcome?
1.4. Did the authors use an appropriate analysis method that controlled for all the important confounding domains?
1.5. If Y/PY to 1.4: Were confounding domains that were controlled for measured validly and reliably by the variables available in this study?
1.6. Did the authors control for any post-intervention variables that could have been affected by the intervention?
1.7. Did the authors use an appropriate analysis method that controlled for all the important confounding domains and for time-varying confounding?
1.8. If Y/PY to 1.7: Were confounding domains that were controlled for measured validly and reliably by the variables available in this study?
 
Bias in selection of participants into the study
2.1. Was selection of participants into the study (or into the analysis) based on participant characteristics observed after the start of intervention?
2.2. If Y/PY to 2.1: Were the post-intervention variables that influenced selection likely to be associated with intervention?
2.3. If Y/PY to 2.2: Were the post-intervention variables that influenced selection likely to be influenced by the outcome or a cause of the outcome?
2.4. Do start of follow-up and start of intervention coincide for most participants?
2.5. If Y/PY to 2.2 and 2.3, or N/PN to2.4: Were adjustment techniques used that are likely to correct for the presence of selection biases?
 
Bias in classification of interventions
3.1 Were intervention groups clearly defined?
3.2 Was the information used to define intervention groups recorded at the start of the intervention?
3.3 Could classification of intervention status have been affected by knowledge of the outcome or risk of the outcome?
 
Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
4.1. Were there deviations from the intended intervention beyond what would be expected in usual practice?
4.2. If Y/PY to 4.1: Were these deviations from intended intervention unbalanced between groups and likely to have affected the outcome?
4.3. Were important co-interventions balanced across intervention groups?
4.4. Was the intervention implemented successfully for most participants?
4.5. Did study participants adhere to the assigned intervention regimen?
4.6. If N/PN to 4.3, 4.4 or 4.5: Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of starting and adhering to the intervention?
 
Bias due to missing data
5.1 Were outcome data available for all, or nearly all, participants?
5.2 Were participants excluded due to missing data on intervention status?
5.3 Were participants excluded due to missing data on other variables needed for the analysis?
5.4 If PN/N to 5.1, or Y/PY to 5.2 or 5.3: Are the proportion of participants and reasons for missing data similar across interventions?
5.5If PN/N to 5.1, or Y/PY to 5.2 or 5.3: Is there evidence that results were robust to the presence of missing data?
 
Bias in measurement of outcome
6.1 Could the outcome measure have been influenced by knowledge of the intervention received?
6.2 Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
6.3 Were the methods of outcome assessment comparable across intervention groups?
6.4 Were any systematic errors in measurement of the outcome related to intervention received?
 
Bias in selection of the reported result
7.1. ... multiple outcome measurements within the outcome domain?
7.2 ... multiple analyses of the intervention-outcome relationship?
7.3 ... different subgroups?

2. Cohort Studies
(1) Cohort Study (Two groups): Newcastle-Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale
Selection 
1) Representativeness of the exposed cohort 
a) truly representative of the average _______________ (describe) in the community *
b) somewhat representative of the average ______________ in the community * 
c) selected group of users eg nurses, volunteers 
d) no description of the derivation of the cohort 
2) Selection of the non-exposed cohort 
a) drawn from the same community as the exposed cohort * 
b) drawn from a different source 
c) no description of the derivation of the non-exposed cohort 
3) Ascertainment of exposure 
a) secure record (e.g. surgical records) * 
b) structured interview * 
c) written self-report 
d) no description 
4) Demonstration that outcome of interest was not present at start of study 
a) yes * 
b) no 
Comparability 
1) Comparability of cohorts on the basis of the design or analysis 
a) study controls for _____________ (select the most important factor) * 
b) study controls for any additional factor *
(This criteria could be modified to indicate specific control for a second important factor.) 
Outcome 
1) Assessment of outcome 
a) independent blind assessment * 
b) record linkage * 
c) self-report 
d) no description 
2) Was follow-up long enough for outcomes to occur 
a) yes (select an adequate follow up period for outcome of interest) * 
b) no 
3) Adequacy of follow up of cohorts 
a) complete follow up - all subjects accounted for * 
b) subjects lost to follow up unlikely to introduce bias - small number lost - > ____ % (select an adequate %) follow up, or description provided of those lost) * 
c) follow up rate < ____% (select an adequate %) and no description of those lost 
d) no statement

[bookmark: _Hlk209942509][bookmark: _Hlk209908128][bookmark: _Hlk209942421](2) Single-group cohorts: Joanna Briggs Institute 2017
1. Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case series? 
2. Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in the case series?
3. Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in the case series?
4. Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of participants? 
5. Did the case series have complete inclusion of participants? 
6. Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the participants in the study?
7. Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the participants?
8. Were the outcomes or follow-up results of cases clearly reported?
9. Was there clear reporting of the presenting site(s)/clinic(s) demographic information? 
10. Was statistical analysis appropriate? 


Table S3 Quality assessment results
Table S3a Literature Evaluation Of Randomized controlled trial (Two arms)

	
	Andreas H. Diacon, 2014
	Shenjie Tang,
2015
	Shenjie Tang,
2015
	Young Ae Kang,2016
	Qingfeng Wang, 2018
	Florian von 
GBidlingmaier, 2019
	A.J. Nunn, 2019
	H. Duan, 2019
	Yadong Du,
2020

	1. Bias arising from the randomisation process
	low
	low
	low
	low
	Probably
	Probably
	low
	Probably
	Probably

	1.1 Was the allocation sequence random?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	1.2 Was the allocation sequence concealed until participants were enrolled and assigned to interventions?
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	N
	N
	PY
	N
	N

	1.3 Did baseline differences between intervention groups suggest a problem with the randomisation process?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	2. Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	2.1 Were participants aware of their assigned intervention during the trial?
	N
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	2.2 Were carers and people delivering the interventions aware of participants' assigned intervention during the trial?
	N
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y

	2.3 If Y/PY/NI to 2.1 or 2.2: Were there deviations from the intended intervention that arose because of the trial context?
	NA
	PN
	PN
	N
	PN
	NA
	PN
	N
	PN

	2.4 If Y/PY/NI to 2.3: Were these deviations likely to have affected the outcome?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	2.5 If Y/PY to 2.4: Were these deviations from intended intervention balanced between groups?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	2.6 Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of assignment to intervention?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	2.7 If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential for a substantial impact (on the result) of the failure to analyse participants in the group to which they were randomised?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3. Bias due to missing outcome data
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	3.1 Were data for this outcome available for all, or nearly all, participants randomised?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	3.2 If N/PN/NI to 3.1: Is there evidence that the result was not biased by missing outcome data?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3.3 If N/PN to 3.2: Could missingness in the outcome depend on its true value?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3.4 If Y/PY/NI to 3.3: Is it likely that missingness in the outcome depended on its true value?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	4. Bias in measurement of the outcome
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	4.1 Was the method of measuring the outcome inappropriate?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	4.2 Could measurement or ascertainment of the outcome have differed between intervention groups?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	4.3 If N/PN/NI to 4.1 and 4.2: Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
	PN
	PN
	PN
	PN
	PN
	N
	N
	PN
	PN

	4.4 If Y/PY/NI to 4.3: Could assessment of the outcome have been influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	4.5 If Y/PY/NI to 4.4: Is it likely that assessment of the outcome was influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	5. Bias in selection of the reported result
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	5.1 Were the data that produced this result analysed in accordance with a prespecified analysis plan that was finalised before unblinded outcome data were available for analysis?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	5.2 Multiple eligible outcome measurements (eg, scales, definitions, time points) within the outcome domain?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	5.3 Multiple eligible analyses of the data?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Overall bias
	low
	low
	low
	low
	Probably
	Probably
	low
	Probably
	Probably



	
	Aliasgar Esmail, 2021
	Ruth L Goodall, 
2022
	Jeongha Mok, 2022
	Ge Yao, 2023
	Yanhua Song,2024
	Bern-Thomas Nyang’wa,2024
	Anurag Shukla,2025
	Wei Jing,2025

	1. Bias arising from the randomisation process
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	Probably

	1.1 Was the allocation sequence random?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y 
	Y
	Y
	N

	1.2 Was the allocation sequence concealed until participants were enrolled and assigned to interventions?
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	PY
	PY

	1.3 Did baseline differences between intervention groups suggest a problem with the randomisation process?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	2. Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	2.1 Were participants aware of their assigned intervention during the trial?
	NI
	Y
	Y
	N
	PN
	PY
	PN
	PY

	2.2 Were carers and people delivering the interventions aware of participants' assigned intervention during the trial?
	NI
	Y
	Y
	N
	PY
	N
	PY
	Y

	2.3 If Y/PY/NI to 2.1 or 2.2: Were there deviations from the intended intervention that arose because of the trial context?
	N
	N
	N
	NA
	N
	N
	N
	N

	2.4 If Y/PY/NI to 2.3: Were these deviations likely to have affected the outcome?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	2.5 If Y/PY to 2.4: Were these deviations from intended intervention balanced between groups?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	2.6 Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of assignment to intervention?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	2.7 If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential for a substantial impact (on the result) of the failure to analyse participants in the group to which they were randomised?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3. Bias due to missing outcome data
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	3.1 Were data for this outcome available for all, or nearly all, participants randomised?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	3.2 If N/PN/NI to 3.1: Is there evidence that the result was not biased by missing outcome data?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3.3 If N/PN to 3.2: Could missingness in the outcome depend on its true value?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	3.4 If Y/PY/NI to 3.3: Is it likely that missingness in the outcome depended on its true value?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	4. Bias in measurement of the outcome
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	4.1 Was the method of measuring the outcome inappropriate?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	4.2 Could measurement or ascertainment of the outcome have differed between intervention groups?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	4.3 If N/PN/NI to 4.1 and 4.2: Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
	NI
	N
	N
	PN
	PN
	N
	PN
	PN

	4.4 If Y/PY/NI to 4.3: Could assessment of the outcome have been influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	N
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	4.5 If Y/PY/NI to 4.4: Is it likely that assessment of the outcome was influenced by knowledge of intervention received?
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	5. Bias in selection of the reported result
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	5.1 Were the data that produced this result analysed in accordance with a prespecified analysis plan that was finalised before unblinded outcome data were available for analysis?
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	5.2 Multiple eligible outcome measurements (eg, scales, definitions, time points) within the outcome domain?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	5.3 Multiple eligible analyses of the data?
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N

	Overall bias
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	Probably


Note: Y=yes; PY=probably yes; PN=probably no; N=no; NA=not applicable; NI=no information; "Probably" indicates some concerns regarding the risk of bias. The overall risk of bias was rated as low if all five domains were judged as being at low risk; The overall risk of bias was rated as some concerns if no domains were judged as being at high risk, but at least one domain was judged as having some concerns; The overall risk of bias was rated as high if at least one domain was judged as being at high risk, or if multiple domains were judged as having some concerns.


Table S3b Literature Evaluation Of Randomized controlled trial (Single arms)

	
	Alexander S. Pym,2016
	Francesca Conradie, 2020

	Bias due to confounding
	high
	high

	1.1 Is there potential for confounding of the effect of intervention in this study?
	Y
	Y

	1.2 Was the analysis based on splitting participants' follow up time according to intervention received?
	N
	N

	1.3 Were intervention discontinuations or switches likely to be related to factors that are prognostic for the outcome?
	NA
	NA

	1.4. Did the authors use an appropriate analysis method that controlled for all the important confounding domains?
	N
	NA

	1.5. If Y/PY to 1.4: Were confounding domains that were controlled for measured validly and reliably by the variables available in this study?
	NA
	NA

	1.6. Did the authors control for any post-intervention variables that could have been affected by the intervention?
	NA
	NA

	1.7. Did the authors use an appropriate analysis method that controlled for all the important confounding domains and for time-varying confounding?
	NA
	NA

	1.8. If Y/PY to 1.7: Were confounding domains that were controlled for measured validly and reliably by the variables available in this study?
	NA
	NA

	Bias in selection of participants into the study
	low
	low

	2.1. Was selection of participants into the study (or into the analysis) based on participant characteristics observed after the start of intervention?
	N
	N

	2.2. If Y/PY to 2.1: Were the post-intervention variables that influenced selection likely to be associated with intervention?
	NA
	NA

	2.3. If Y/PY to 2.2: Were the post-intervention variables that influenced selection likely to be influenced by the outcome or a cause of the outcome?
	NA
	NA

	2.4. Do start of follow-up and start of intervention coincide for most participants?
	NA
	NA

	2.5. If Y/PY to 2.2 and 2.3, or N/PN to2.4: Were adjustment techniques used that are likely to correct for the presence of selection biases?
	NA
	NA

	Bias in classification of interventions
	low
	low

	3.1 Were intervention groups clearly defined?
	Y
	Y

	3.2 Was the information used to define intervention groups recorded at the start of the intervention?
	Y
	Y

	3.3 Could classification of intervention status have been affected by knowledge of the outcome or risk of the outcome?
	N
	N

	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	low
	low

	4.1. Were there deviations from the intended intervention beyond what would be expected in usual practice?
	N
	N

	4.2. If Y/PY to 4.1: Were these deviations from intended intervention unbalanced between groups and likely to have affected the outcome?
	NA
	NA

	4.3. Were important co-interventions balanced across intervention groups?
	NA
	NA

	4.4. Was the intervention implemented successfully for most participants?
	NA
	NA

	4.5. Did study participants adhere to the assigned intervention regimen?
	NA
	NA

	4.6. If N/PN to 4.3, 4.4 or 4.5: Was an appropriate analysis used to estimate the effect of starting and adhering to the intervention?
	NA
	NA

	Bias due to missing data
	middle
	low

	5.1 Were outcome data available for all, or nearly all, participants?
	Y
	Y

	5.2 Were participants excluded due to missing data on intervention status?
	N
	N

	5.3 Were participants excluded due to missing data on other variables needed for the analysis?
	Y
	N

	5.4 If PN/N to 5.1, or Y/PY to 5.2 or 5.3: Are the proportion of participants and reasons for missing data similar across interventions?
	NA
	Y

	5.5If PN/N to 5.1, or Y/PY to 5.2 or 5.3: Is there evidence that results were robust to the presence of missing data?
	Y
	Y

	Bias in measurement of outcome
	middle
	middle

	6.1 Could the outcome measure have been influenced by knowledge of the intervention received?
	Y
	Y

	6.2 Were outcome assessors aware of the intervention received by study participants?
	Y
	Y

	6.3 Were the methods of outcome assessment comparable across intervention groups?
	NA
	NA

	6.4 Were any systematic errors in measurement of the outcome related to intervention received?
	PN
	PN

	Bias in selection of the reported result
	low
	low

	7.1. ... multiple outcome measurements within the outcome domain?
	Y
	Y

	7.2 ... multiple analyses of the intervention-outcome relationship?
	Y
	Y

	7.3 ... different subgroups?
	Y
	Y

	7.1. ... multiple outcome measurements within the outcome domain?
	
	

	Overall bias
	middle
	middle


Note: Y=yes; PY=probably yes; PN=probably no; N=no; NA=not applicable; NI=no information.


[bookmark: _Hlk209942643]Table S3c Literature Evaluation Of Cohort Study (Two groups)

	Cohort study

	Study
	Selection
	Comparability
	Outcome
	

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

	P.Tabarsi,2009
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*-
	*
	*
	*
	8

	Jinwoo Lee,2011
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Simon Tiberi,2016
	*
	-
	*
	*
	--
	*
	*
	-
	5

	Margareth Dalcolmo,2017
	*
	-
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	8

	Olatunde Olayanju,2018
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Yang li,2019
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Souleymane Hassane-Harouna,2020
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	R. R. Kempker,2020
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Olatunde Olayanju,2020
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Dumitru Chesov,2021
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	[bookmark: _Hlk186217770]Hyeontaek Hwang,2021
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	-
	*
	*
	8

	S. Oelofse,2021
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	-
	*
	*
	8

	Temesgen Sidamo,2021
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	-
	*
	*
	8

	Elena Zhdanova,2021
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	-
	*
	*
	8

	Hardini Tri Indarti,2021
	*
	*
	*
	-
	*-
	*
	*
	-
	6

	Jinsoo Min,2022
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	-
	8

	Norbert Ndjeka,2022
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Abdul Wahid,2022
	*
	*
	*
	-
	*-
	*
	*
	-
	6

	Shao‑Jun Zhang,2022
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Ayşe Feyza ASLAN, 2023
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*-
	*
	*
	*
	8

	Magda Afifi,2024
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	-
	-
	*
	7

	Joan Martínez-Campreciós,2024
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*-
	*
	*
	*
	8

	Hannah Morgan,2024
	*
	*
	*
	*
	**
	*
	*
	*
	9

	Ana Paula Santos,2024
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*-
	*
	*
	*
	8


Note: An asterisk (*) indicates the score (e.g., 1 is equivalent to 1 point).


Table S3d Literature Evaluation Of Cohort Study (One groups)

	
	1. Were there clear criteria for inclusion in the case 
series? 
	2. Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in 
the case series? 
	3.Was the condition measured in a standard, reliable way for all participants included in 
the case series? 
	4.Did the case series have consecutive inclusion of participants? 
	5.Did the case series have complete inclusion of participants? 
	6.Was there clear reporting of the demographics of the participants in the study? 
	7. Was there clear reporting of clinical information of the participants? 
	8. Were the outcomes or follow-up results of cases clearly reported?
	9. Was there clear reporting of the presenting site(s)/clinic(s) demographic information? 
	10. Was statistical analysis appropriate? 
	

	Pauline Joseph,2011
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	K. J. M. Aung,2014
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Chawangwa Modongo,2014
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	J.-Y. Chien,2014
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	C. Kuaban,2015
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Sangita V. Patel,2016
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	N. T. M. Phuong,2016
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Kefyalew Addis Alene,2017
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Sergey E. Borisov,2017
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Krunal Prajapati,2017
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	S. L. Suryawanshi,2017
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Myat K. Thu,2017
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Yang Zhang,2017
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Malik M. Parmar,2018
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Caihong Xu,2018
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Monadil H Ali,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Mar ́ıa Luisa Aznar,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Mariam El Hamdouni,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Imran Khan,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Workineh Shibeshi,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Abhijeet Singh,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Kathleen F. Walsh,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Jing Wang,2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Le T. N. Anh,2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Samiksha Ghimire,2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Ronnie Matambo,2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	L. Mikiashvili,2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Alberto Piubello,2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Val erie Schwœbel,2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Yan Shao, 2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Vera Auchynka,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	James C. M. Brust,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Mrinalini Das,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	S. Koirala,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Alain Kuaban,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Nguyen Bao Ngoc,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Zayniddin Sayfutdinov,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Arto Yuwono Soeroto,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Mahamadou Bassirou Souleymane,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Wenwen Sun,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Habteyes Tola,2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Arto Yuwono Soeroto,2022
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Thi Mai Phuong Nguyen,2023
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Mahamadou Bassirou Souleymane,2023
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Daniel Legese Achalu,2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Muse O. Fadeyi,2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Gina Gualano,2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Include

	Sumaiya Khan,2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Include

	B.Myrzaliev,2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Include

	Makhmujan Rashitov,2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	E. Burhan,2025
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Vini Fardhdiani,2025
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	María Rodríguez,2025
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include

	Animesh Sinha,2025
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Include


Note: Y=yes; N=no; NA=not applicable; "Include" means that the article was deemed eligible after assessment and is to be included in the review.


Appendix 5 Sensitivity analysis result
Table S5a Two arm trails and two groups

	study
	OR
	95%CI
	P value

	P.Tabarsi,2009
	1.6500
	[1.2742,2.1366]
	0.0006

	Jinwoo Lee,2011
	1.6539
	[1.2721,2.1504]
	0.0002

	Andreas H. Diacon,2014
	1.5998
	[1.2288,2.0829]
	0.0005

	Shenjie Tang,2015
	1.5900
	[1.2250,2.0639]
	0.0005

	Shenjie Tang,2015
	1.6090
	[1.2349,2.0965]
	0.0004

	Simon Tiberi,2016
	1.6156
	[1.2384,2.1079]
	0.0004

	Young Ae Kang,2016
	1.6505
	[1.2679,2.1486]
	0.0002

	Margareth Dalcolmo,2017
	1.6575
	[1.2729,2.1583]
	0.0002

	Qingfeng Wang,2018
	1.6504
	[1.2699,2.1448]
	0.0002

	Olatunde Olayanju,2018
	1.5325
	[1.2068,2.9462]
	0.0005

	H. Duan,2019
	1.6137
	[1.2374,2.1044]
	0.0004

	Yang li,2019
	1.6270
	[1.2462,2.1240]
	0.0003

	Florian von Groote-Bidlingmaier,2019
	1.6362
	[1.2541,2.1348]
	0.0003

	A.J. Nunn,2019
	1.6495
	[1.2661,2.1489]
	0.0002

	R. R. Kempker,2020
	1.6320
	[1.2523,2.1267]
	0.0003

	Olatunde Olayanju,2020
	1.6508
	[1.2687,2.1482]
	0.0002

	Yadong Du,2020
	1.6371
	[1.2557,2.1345]
	0.0003

	Souleymane Hassane-Harouna,2020
	1.6444
	[1.2613,2.1438]
	0.0002

	S. Oelofse,2021
	1.5790
	[1.2185,2.0462]
	0.0006

	Elena Zhdanova,2021
	1.5902
	[1.2232,2.0673]
	0.0005

	Dumitru Chesov,2021
	1.6903
	[1.3148,2.1732]
	< 0.0001

	Hyeontaek Hwang,2021
	1.6658
	[1.2832,2.1624]
	0.0001

	Temesgen Sidamo,2021
	1.6738
	[1.2939,2.1653]
	< 0.0001

	Jinsoo Min,2022
	1.6299
	[1.2638,2.1022]
	0.0002

	Shao‑Jun Zhang,2022
	1.5674
	[1.2145,1.0229]
	0.0006

	Ruth L Goodall,2022
	1.5796
	[1.2185,2.0475]
	0.0006

	Hardini Tri Indarti,2022
	1.6709
	[1.2902,2.1640]
	< 0.0001

	Abdul Wahid,2022
	1.6172
	[1.2386,2.1115]
	0.0004

	Aliasgar Esmail,2022
	1.5949
	[1.2269,2.0733]
	0.0005

	Jeongha Mok,2022
	1.6353
	[1.2540,2.1324]
	0.0003

	Norbert Ndjeka,2022
	1.6178
	[1.2386,2.1130]
	0.0004

	Ayşe Feyza ASLAN,2023
	1.5917
	[1.2278,2.0635]
	0.0004

	Ge Yao,2023
	1.5973
	[1.2292,2.0757]
	0.0005

	Bern-Thomas Nyang’wa,2024
	1.5750
	[1.2163,2.0396]
	0.0006

	Magda Afifi,2024
	1.6018
	[1.2310,2.0841]
	0.0005

	Ana Paula Santos,2024
	1.6831
	[1.3033,2.1737]
	< 0.0001

	Joan Martínez-Campreciós,2024
	1.6171
	[1.2409,2.1074]
	0.0004

	Hannah Morgan,2024
	1.6535
	[1.2689,2.1547]
	0.0002

	Yanhua Song,2024
	1.6289
	[1.2486,2.1251]
	0.0003

	Anurag Shukla,2025
	1.6027
	[1.2325,2.0841]
	0.0004

	Wei Jing,2025
	1.6100
	[1.2347,2.0994]
	0.0004

	Total
	1.6239
	[1.2536,2.1035]
	0.0002






Table S5b Single arm trails and one groups

	study
	proportion
	95% CI

	Pauline Joseph,2011
	0.6579
	[0.4865,0.8037]

	Chawangwa Modongo,2014
	0.7284
	[0.6756,0.7769]

	K. J. M. Aung,2014
	0.8447
	[0.8104,0.8749]

	J.-Y. Chien,2015
	0.8304
	[0.7897,0.8661]

	C. Kuaban,2015
	0.8933
	[0.8326,0.9378]

	Sangita V. Patel,2016
	0.3944
	[0.3135,0.4798]

	N. T. M. Phuong,2016
	0.7304
	[0.7062,0.7537]

	Alexander S. Pym,2016
	0.6244
	[0.5542,0.6909]

	Kefyalew Addis Alene,2017
	0.6364
	[0.5723,0.6970]

	Krunal Prajapati,2017
	0.2589
	[0.1808,0.3503]

	S. L. Suryawanshi,2017
	0.2903
	[0.2763,0.3046]

	Myat K. Thu,2017
	0.7991
	[0.7817,0.8157]

	Yang Zhang,2017
	0.5206
	[0.4842,0.5569]

	Sergey E. Borisov,2017
	0.5771
	[0.5287,0.6244]

	Malik M. Parmar,2018
	0.2104
	[0.1974,0.2239]

	Caihong Xu,2018
	0.4760
	[0.4508,0.5013]

	Monadil H Ali,2019
	0.6346
	[0.5539,0.7102]

	Mar ́ıa Luisa Aznar,2019
	0.5417
	[0.4727,0.6094]

	Mariam El Hamdouni,2019
	0.5347
	[0.4327,0.6345]

	Imran Khan,2019
	0.7151
	[0.6444,0.7787]

	Workineh Shibeshi,2019
	0.7338
	[0.7032,0.7628]

	Abhijeet Singh,2019
	0.7245
	[0.6250,0.8099]

	Kathleen F. Walsh,2019
	0.8449
	[0.7849,0.8936]

	Jing Wang,2019
	0.7191
	[0.6820,0.7541]

	Valerie Schwbel, 2020
	0.8181
	[0.7928,0.8415]

	Francesca Conradie,2020
	0.8991
	[0.8266,0.9485]

	Yan Shao,2020
	0.9048
	[0.8041,0.9642]

	Samiksha Ghimire,2020
	0.8673
	[0.7838,0.9274]

	Ronnie Matambo,2020
	0.6110
	[0.5654,0.6552]

	L. Mikiashvili,2020
	0.7900
	[0.6971,0.8651]

	Le T. N. Anh,2020
	0.8576
	[0.8130,0.8950]

	Alberto Piubello,2020
	0.8313
	[0.7789,0.8756]

	Nguyen Bao Ngoc,2021
	0.7769
	[0.7432,0.8082]

	Arto Yuwono Soeroto,2021
	0.5000
	[0.4549,0.5451]

	Wenwen Sun,2021
	0.7982
	[0.7128,0.8676]

	Habteyes Tola,2021
	0.7555
	[0.7407,0.7699]

	Vera Auchynka,2021
	0.8800
	[0.8098,0.9313]

	James C. M. Brust,2021
	0.7436
	[0.6763,0.8033]

	Mrinalini Das,2021
	0.7000
	[0.5787,0.8038]

	S. Koirala,2021
	0.7940
	[0.7439,0.8383]

	Alain Kuaban,2021
	0.7975
	[0.7413,0.8463]

	Zayniddin Sayfutdinov,2021
	0.7955
	[0.7165,0.8607]

	Mahamadou Bassirou Souleymane,2021
	0.8256
	[0.7650,0.8761]

	Arto Yuwono Soeroto,2022
	0.6413
	[0.5856,0.6943]

	Mahamadou Bassirou Souleymane,2023
	0.8229
	[0.7799,0.8606]

	Thi Mai Phuong Nguyen,2023
	0.8962
	[0.8219,0.9470]

	Gina Gualano,2024
	0.8947
	[0.6686,0.9870]

	B.Myrzaliev,2024
	0.8600
	[0.7326,0.9418]

	Sumaiya Khan,2024
	0.8664
	[0.8137,0.9086]

	Daniel Legese Achalu,2024
	0.8776
	[0.8298,0.9158]

	Muse O. Fadeyi,2024
	0.7000
	[0.4572,0.8811]

	Makhmujan Rashitov,2024
	0.9204
	[0.8914,0.9436]

	E. Burhan,2025
	0.9762
	[0.9166,0.9971]

	Animesh Sinha,2025
	0.9365
	[0.9154,0.9537]

	Vini Fardhdiani,2025
	0.7800
	[0.7288,0.8256]

	María Rodríguez,2025
	0.7876
	[0.7007,0.8589]

	Random effects model
	0.7513
	[0.7045, 0.7929]













