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Table S1. Quality Assessment Using JBI Critical Appraisal — Cross sectional

No Study Ql (o) Q3 Q4 (0} Q6 Q7 Q8  Score Quality
. 8/8 Low risk of
1 Ashoori et al. (2021) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
. 8/8 Low risk of
2 Zhixue et al. (2023) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
8/8 Low risk of
il (2024 Yo Yo Y Yo Yo Yo Yo Y
3 Uzdil et al. ( ) es es es es es es es es (100%) bias
X 8/8 Low risk of
4 Yin et al. (2023) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
. 8/8 Low risk of
5 Kocaay & $anlier (2023)  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
. 8/8 Low risk of
6 Ayer & Ergin (2021) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
Yurtdas Depboylu ez 4l. 8/8 Low risk of
7 (2023) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
8 Priambudi & Farapti Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes  6/8 (75%) L,Ow risk of
(2023) bias
9 Syafei & Badriyah Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes  6/8 (75%) L,Ow risk of
(2019) bias
. 8/8 Low risk of
10 Taleb & Itani (2021) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
11 El-Ahmady & El-Wakeel Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 6/8 (75%) L'ow risk of
(2017) bias
Mostafazadeh ez al. 8/8 Low risk of
12 (2024) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
Low risk of
13 Svendsen et al. (2021) Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 6/8 (75%) bioa‘: risko
. 8/8 Low risk of
14 Sanlier ez al. (2024) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
8/8 Low risk of
15 Du et al. (2024) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
L, 8/8 Low risk of
16 Papezovd et al. (2023) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
17 e Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 6/8 (75%) L.ow risk of
(2018) bias
. 718 Low risk of
18 Mabheri et al. (2022) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes (87.5%) bias
Tezol & Mammadova 718 Low risk of
1 Yo Yo Y Yo Yo Yo Y
9 (2023) es es es es es No es es (87.5%) bias
. 8/8 Low risk of
20 Costarelli et al. (2022) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
. 8/8 Low risk of
21 Xia et al. (2024) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
8/8 Low risk of
22 Tang et al. (2023) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias
Low risk of
23 Boariu et al. (2024) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes 6/8 (75%) ownsko

bias
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Table $2. Quality Assessment Using JBI Critical Appraisal - RCT

No Study Ql (o) Q3 Q4 (0} Q6 Q7 Q8  Score Quality
. 11/13 Low risk of
1 Sirajuddin ez al. (2021) Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes (84.6%) bias
Table S3. Quality Assessment Using JBI Critical Appraisal — Quasi Experimental Studies
No Study Ql (o) Q3 Q4 (0} Q6 Q7 Q8  Score Quality
. 719 Low risk of
1 Sudaryati ez al. (2023) Yes No Yes No No Yes No Yes (77.7%) bias
. 8/9 Low risk of
2 Bozkurt & Yildiran (2024) Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (88.8%) bias
Hamilton-Reeves et al. 9/9 Low risk of
3 2021) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (100%) bias

High quality/low risk of bias: 75-100%
Moderate quality/moderate risk of bias: 50-74%
Low quality/high risk of bias: 0-49%
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Table S1. Quality Assessment Using JBI Critical Appraisal – Cross sectional

		No 

		Study 

		Q1

		Q2

		Q3

		Q4

		Q5

		Q6

		Q7

		Q8

		Score 

		Quality 



		1

		Ashoori et al. (2021) 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		2

		Zhixue et al. (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		3

		Uzdil et al. (2024) 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		4

		Yin et al. (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		5

		Kocaay & Şanlier (2023) 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		6

		Ayer & Ergin (2021)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		7

		Yurtdas Depboylu et al. (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		8

		Priambudi & Farapti (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		6/8 (75%)

		Low risk of bias



		9

		Syafei & Badriyah (2019)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		6/8 (75%)

		Low risk of bias



		10

		Taleb & Itani (2021)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		11

		El-Ahmady & El-Wakeel (2017)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No

		Yes 

		Yes 

		6/8 (75%)

		Low risk of bias



		12

		Mostafazadeh et al. (2024)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		13

		Svendsen et al. (2021)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		6/8 (75%)

		Low risk of bias



		14

		Sanlier et al. (2024)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		15

		Du et al. (2024)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		16

		Papežová et al. (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		17

		Mahmudiono et al. (2018)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		6/8 (75%)

		Low risk of bias



		18

		Maheri et al. (2022)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No  

		Yes 

		Yes 

		7/8 (87.5%)

		Low risk of bias



		19

		Tezol & Mammadova (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No  

		Yes 

		Yes 

		7/8 (87.5%)

		Low risk of bias



		20

		Costarelli et al. (2022)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		21

		Xia et al. (2024)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		22

		Tang et al. (2023)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		8/8 (100%)

		Low risk of bias



		23

		Boariu et al. (2024)

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No

		No

		Yes 

		6/8 (75%)

		Low risk of bias















Table S2. Quality Assessment Using JBI Critical Appraisal – RCT

		No 

		Study 

		Q1

		Q2

		Q3

		Q4

		Q5

		Q6

		Q7

		Q8

		Score 

		Quality 



		1

		Sirajuddin et al. (2021) 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		No 

		No

		Yes 

		Yes

		Yes 

		11/13 (84.6%)

		Low risk of bias









Table S3. Quality Assessment Using JBI Critical Appraisal – Quasi Experimental Studies

		No 

		Study 

		Q1

		Q2

		Q3

		Q4

		Q5

		Q6

		Q7

		Q8

		Score 

		Quality 



		1

		Sudaryati et al. (2023) 

		Yes 

		No

		Yes 

		No 

		No

		Yes 

		No

		Yes 

		7/9 (77.7%)

		Low risk of bias



		2

		Bozkurt & Yildiran (2024) 

		Yes 

		No 

		Yes 

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes 

		Yes

		Yes 

		8/9 (88.8%)

		Low risk of bias



		3

		Hamilton-Reeves et al. (2021) 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes 

		Yes

		Yes

		Yes 

		Yes

		Yes 

		9/9 (100%)

		Low risk of bias







High quality/low risk of bias: 75–100%

Moderate quality/moderate risk of bias: 50–74%

Low quality/high risk of bias: 0–49%
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