Supplementary Figure S1: Updated Flow chart for meta-analysis article selection process.
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Supplementary Figure S2. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of
cancer mortality for one RCT, and fourteen cohort studies.
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Supplementary Figure S3. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratios (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of cancer mortality among cancer survivors for four cohort studies.
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Supplementary Figure S4. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of

colorectal cancer for six cohort studies, and five case-control studies.
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Supplementary Figure S5. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of

breast cancer for seven cohort studies and nine case-control studies.
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Supplementary Figure S6. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of
prostate cancer for three cohort studies and three case-control studies.
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Supplementary Figure S7. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of
gastric cancer for two cohort studies and two case-control study.
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Supplementary Figure S8. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of

esophageal cancer for one cohort study and one
4

case-control study.
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Supplementary Figure S9. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk of
liver cancer for one cohort study and one case-control study.
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Supplementary Figure S10. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of endometrial cancer for one cohort study, and two case-control studies.
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Supplementary Figure S11. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk

of respiratory cancer for three cohort studies.
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Supplementary Figure S12. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of bladder cancer for two cohort studies.

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.13.1 cohort
molina-Montes 2017 50.9% 0.9910.77, 1.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 50.9% 0.99 [0.77,1.27]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.08 (P = 0.94)
1.13.2 case-control
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Supplementary Figure S13. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of pancreatic cancer for one cohort study and one case-control study.

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
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1.14.1 cohort
Larssan 2017 100.0% 042 [0.23, 0.77] t
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Supplementary Figure S14. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of gallbladder cancer for one cohort study.



Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.15.1 cohort

Larsson 2017 100.0%  0.44[0.20, 0.67] t

Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 0.44 [0.29, 0.67]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 7= 3.86 (F=0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.44 [0.29, 0.67] -
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Supplementary Figure S15. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of biliary tract cancer for one cohort study.
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Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chi®= 4.39, df=1 (P=0.04);, F=77%
Testfor overall effect Z=155FP=012)

1.9.3 case-control
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Giraldi 2016 13.7% 064 [0.58, 0.71] =
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Supplementary Figure S16. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of head and neck cancer for one cohort study and six case-control studies.

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.16.1 cohort
Wie 2014 100.0% 081071117

Subtotal {95% CI) 100.0% 0.91 [0.71,1.17]
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Test for overall effect: Z=0.74 (P = 0.46)
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Supplementary Figure S17. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of ovarian cancer for one cohort study.
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1.17.1 case-control

Campagna 2015 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI} 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=051 (F= 061
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Supplementary Figure S18. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk

of lymphoma for one case-control study.
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100

1.19.1 premenopausal

Buckland 2013 21.8% 0.97[0.81,1.16]
Cade 2011 16.2% 0.64[0.42 1.01]
Castello 2014 10.4% 0.74[0.36, 1.56]
Castello 2017 16.7% 1.39[0.92, 2.11]
Couto 2013 16.5% 217 [1.42, 3.3
Murtaugh 2008 18.4% 0.79[0.56,1.11]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 1.03 [0.75,1.42]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.11; Chi®= 21 .45, df=5 (P=0.0007); F=77%
Test far overall effect: Z=0.21 (P = 0.84)

1.19.2 postmenopausal

Buckland 2013 39.3% 0.93[0.87, 0.99]
Cade 2011 2.7% 1.301[0.83, 2.04]
Castello 2014 1.6% 0.69[0.38, 1.29]
Castello 2017 5.8% 0.72[0.53, 0.98]
Couto 2013 0.9% 0.59[0.27,1.29]
Dermetriou 2012 4.4% 0.99[0.70,1.40]
Fung 2006 26.4% 0.98[0.88, 1.09]
Murtaugh 2008 36% 0.72[0.49, 1.06]
Pot2014 33% 1.14[0.76,1.71]
wan den Brandt 2017 12.4% 0.87[0.72,1.08]
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Test far overall effect: Z= 210 (P = 0.04)
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Supplementary Figure S19. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95% CI for risk
of breast cancer for pre vs. postmenopausal women.
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Castello 2014 100.0% 0.71[0.43,1.17]
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Heterogeneity. Mot applicable

Testfar overall effect Z=1.34 (P=0.18)

1.18.2 HER2+

Castello 2014 23.8% 0.96 [0.48, 1.92]
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Heterogeneity Tau®= 000, Chi*=0.34, df=2 (P =084}, F= 0%
Test for averall effect Z=1.03 (F =030

1.18.3 ER-, PR- and HER2-

Castello 2014 354%  0.58[0.21, 1.66)
Castello 2017 B46%  0.73[0.34,157)
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  0.68 [0.37, 1.25]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chif=0.11, df=1 {P=0.75); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.24 (P=021)

1.18.4 ER+

Couto 2013 68.5% 1.01[0.93,1.10)
Fung 2006 22.8% 1.051[0.91,1.21]
van den Brandt 2017 3.7% 0.87 [0.69,1.10]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 1.01 [0.94, 1.08]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.86, df=2 {P=0.39);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=017 {FP = 0.87)

1.18.5ER-

Couto 2013 39.1% 1.14[0.97,1.34]
Fung 2006 34.2% 0.79[0.60, 1.04]
van den Brandt 2017 26.7% 0.60[0.35,0.82)
Subtotal (95% ClI) 100.0% 0.85[0.59, 1.22]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 008, Chi*=10.70 df= 2 (P = 0.005); F=81%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 089 {F = 0.37)

1.18.6 PR+

Couta 2013 89.0% 1.01[0.92, 1.11]
van den Brandt 2017 11.0% 0.90[0.68,1.17]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 1.00 [0.91, 1.09]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.64, df=1 (P =042}, F= 0%
Test for averall effect Z= 006 (F = 0.95)

1.18.7 PR-
Couto 2013 56.8%  1.08 [0.96,1.24]
vahden Brandt 2017 43.2%  0.72[0.52,1.00]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  0.91 [0.61, 1.36]

Heterogeneity Tau®= 007, Chi*=542 df=1 {(P=002; F=82%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.45 (P = 0.63)

1.18.8 ER+/PR+

Buckland 2013 51.0% 0.92[0.84, 1.00]
Castello 2017 3.5% 0.91 [0.67,1.23]
Cottet 2009 10.7% 0.858 [0.74,1.09)
Couto 2013 30.7% 1.03[0.93,1.14]
van den Brandt 2017 4.2% 0.91 [0.69, 1.20]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 0.95 [0.90, 1.00]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 395 df=4 (P=041); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.88 (P = 0.06)

1.18.9 ER-/PR-

Buckland 2013 29.8% 0.84 [0.69, 1.02)
Cottet 2009 23.7% 0.78 [0.56, 1.09)
Couto 2013 30.6% 1.23[1.03,1.47]
van den Brandt 2017 15.9% 0.61 [0.36,1.03)
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 0.88 [0.66, 1.17]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi®*=13.57 df=3 (P =0.004); F=T78%
Test for overall effect 7= 086 {F = 0.38)

1.18.10 ER+/PR-

Cottet 2009 B7% 1.1 [0.58, 2.40]
Couto 2013 933%  0.88[0.81,1.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0%  0.99 [0.83, 1.19]

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.00; ChiF=0.24, df=1 (P = 0.62); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.08 {F = 0.93)

1.18.11 ER-/PR+

Cottet 2009 64 6% 0.65 [0.44, 0.86]
Couto 2013 35.4% 0.82 [0.56, 1.20
Subtotal (95% CI) 100.0% 0.71 [0.56, 0.89]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 000, Chi*=0.82, df=1 {P=0.34), F=0%
Test for averall effect Z=3.01 (F=0.003)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=14.03, df=10(P=017), F=287%
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Supplementary Figure S20. Forest plot showing pooled risk ratio (RRs) with 95%

of breast cancer for breast cancer types.
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Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Supplementary Figure S21: Funnel plot showing study precision against the relative risk
effect estimate with 95% ClIs for cancer mortality. SE = Standard error

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits

O —
/N
/ | e
/ \
o // \\
Q7 °
/ \
o/ o
/ PN
/ \
% — ° // \\
[5)) / o \
° / \
% / \
C e / \
o 2 / \
o o / \
/ \
/ ° \
/ ® \
~ / \
/ \
/ \
/ \
/ \
/ \
g T ) / \
T T T T
-1 -5 5
logRR

Supplementary Figure S22: Funnel plot showing study precision against the relative risk
effect estimate with 95% Cls for colorectal cancer. SE = Standard error
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Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Supplementary Figure S23: Funnel plot showing study precision against the relative risk
effect estimate with 95% CIs for breast cancer. SE = Standard error
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