Table S1. Quality assessment of the selected studies using the Newcastle-Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale for cohort studies.

Selection (Maximum Four *) Cor‘nparablhty Outcome (Maximum Three *)
(Maximum Two *)
Assessment of outcome (maximum
Author, Year Representativeness  Selection of The . No Outcome of Controlled for /one.*) . Follow-Up  Adequacy of Total
Ascertainment confounders: A: Doctor’s Diagnosis OR Scores
of The Exposed Non-Exposed Cohort . Interestat Start N .. N Long Enough Follow Up of
Cohort * N of Exposure of The Study * A: Age and/or BMI Objective Measurements for Outcomes *  Cohorts *
B: others * B: Parent/Self-Reported Doctor’s
Diagnosis OR Use of Medication *
Clausen et al. (2006) * * o * * * 7 *
Engeland et al. (2011) * * * * * * * * g *
Jenum et al. (2012) * * * * hd * * * 9 *
Leirgul et al. (2016) * * * * o * * * 9*
Sorbye et al. (2017 * * * * o * * * 9 *
Lekva et al. (2018) * * * * * * * * g *
Leeves et al. (2019) * * * * o * * * 9*
BMLI: body mass index.
Table S2. Quality assessment of the selected studies using the Newcastle-Ottawa Quality Assessment Scale for cross-sectional studies.
Selection (Maximum Four *) Comparab;atz f;w axtmum Outcome (Maximum Three *)
Assessment of The Outcome
Author, Year Representativeness  Sample . Ascertainment of The Controlled for confounfers: (maxlmu'm two *) . Statistical Total Scores
of The Samples * Size * Non-Responders Exposure (Risk Factor) * A: Age and/or BMI a) Independent Bhr.xd Assessment Test*
B: others * b) Record Linkage **
) Self Report *

Bakken et al. (2017) * * * o - * 8*

Helseth et al. (2014) * i * 4*

Serbye et al. (2014) * * * ok i * 8*

Strom-Roum et al. (2016) * * o - * 7 *

BMI: body mass index.
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. Defnitely No (low risk of bias) O Probably no

. Definitely yes (high risk of bias) O Probably Yes

(A)



Bias in adequacy about follow up of cohorts

Bias in the assessment of outcome

Bias in the assessment of the presence or absence of
prognostic factors

Bias in control of prognostic variables (with matching
or adjusting)

Bias in present of outcome of interest at start of study

Bias in assessment of exposure

Bias in selection of exposed and non-exposed cohorts
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Figure S1. Risk of bias in cohort studies.
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Bias in control of prognostic variable (without case
and control matching or adjustment in statistical
methods )

Bias in selection of controls

Bias in selection of cases
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and controls

Bias in assessment of exposure (Risk factor)
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Figure S2. Risk of bias in cross-sectional studies.



