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Abstract

Background: Non-communicable chronic diseases (NCDs) have become increasingly prominent in
low- and middle-income countries (LMIC), driven by a rapid rise in their incidence. Current estimates
suggest that these conditions account for approximately 80% of deaths in these regions. This study
aimed to analyze the prevalence of NCDs and their associated risk factors in LMIC. Methods:
Electronic searches were conducted in the PubMed, Embase, Scopus, Cochrane, and Virtual Health
Library (VHL) databases between June and July 2023. Studies on the prevalence of NCDs, with or
without associated risk factor analysis, were included. The quality of these studies was assessed using
NIH tools, and a meta-analysis was conducted using the random-effects model. Results: A total of 34
studies on hypertension and 22 studies on diabetes were included in the systematic review and meta-
analysis. The estimated prevalence of hypertension was 24% (95% CI: 21.0; 28.0) and diabetes
mellitus (DM) was 11% (95% CI: 10.0; 13.0), with future predictions for similar populations ranging
from 11.0-46.0% for hypertension and 6.0-21.0% for DM. Geographic analysis revealed a lower
prevalence of hypertension in Latin America and the Caribbean (7.0%) with no statistically significant
differences compared to other regions (p-value = 0.101). The prevalence of DM was lower in Sub-
Saharan Africa (5.0%; p-value <0.001). The identified risk factors for hypertension included increased
age, male sex, elevated BMI, alcohol consumption, excessive salt intake, and stress. For diabetes, the
risk factors were increased age, lack of religious affiliation, elevated BMI, family history of DM,
hypertension, high hemoglobin concentration (HbA 1¢), waist-to-hip ratio, smoking, and infection with
Taenia spp. Conclusion: NCDs such as hypertension and DM pose a growing public health challenge
in low- and middle-income countries. Our findings may assist policymakers in identifying high-risk
NOBELTHHS AR RS CRARHA BRUTRE AP LB IATE PrRAFBTEGH SStPy egseig iew and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Systematic Review Registration:

The protocol was submitted for registration with the International Prospective Register of Systematic

Reviews (PROSPERO) (registration number: CRD42024520601).

keywords: non-communicable chronic diseases, Hypertension, Diabetes, Systematic review, Meta-
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Introduction

Non-communicable diseases (NCDs) have received increasing attention in low- and middle-income
countries (LMIC) [1]. They are responsible for approximately 35 million deaths, representing 60% of
all global deaths, with 80% occurring in these countries [2]. Hypertension and diabetes mellitus (DM),
two of the main NCDs, are among the most fatal and prevalent conditions in the adult population,
constituting a significant public health threat [3], which are impacted by urban and industrial growth
and are often associated with unhealthy lifestyles, such as tobacco and alcohol consumption, physical
inactivity, and inadequate diets [4, 5]. NCDs have ceased to be an emerging problem in developing
countries, assuming an alarming dimension and reaching epidemic proportions [2]. It is estimated that
by 2030, eight of the ten leading causes of death will be related to these conditions [6]. The impact of
NCDs has serious implications for global social and economic development, particularly for LMIC
[6]. Critical risk factors include tobacco consumption, unhealthy diets, physical inactivity, and

excessive alcohol consumption [2].

Although there is substantial research on the prevalence and associated risk factors of NCDs in low-
and middle-income countries, the results of individual studies are often insufficient to guide clinical
decisions, practical actions, or public health policies. Therefore, systematic reviews are essential as
they critically evaluate all available evidence and combine the results to offer more robust conclusions
on the subject [7]. Thus, this research aimed to conduct a comprehensive systematic review and meta-
analysis of the existing literature to provide a clearer understanding of the magnitude of these diseases
and their risk factors, offering greater consistency and validity to previous findings. We hope that the
findings of this research will contribute to the development of effective public health strategies,
including prevention, detection, treatment, and control, to reduce morbidity and mortality associated

with these conditions and their complications.

Methods
Study protocol

The identification of records, title, and abstract screening, as well as the evaluation of the eligibility
of full texts for inclusion in the final analysis, were carried out according to the PRISMA guidelines
(Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) [8]. This study was registered
in PROSPERO under the reference number CRD42024520601, available at:
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42024520601.
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Search strategy

Potentially eligible studies were identified through a systematic search of the PubMed, Embase,
Scopus, Cochrane, and Virtual Health Library (VHL) databases. Initially, studies published up to June
2023 were included. An updated search was conducted in September 2024 to include studies published
between June 2023 and September 2024. This update ensured that the most recent and relevant studies
were incorporated into our review. The search terms used during the research were: ("(Prevalence
trends" OR "prevalence patterns” OR "prevalence rates" OR "prevalence changes") AND ("non-
communicable chronic diseases" OR "non-communicable disorders” OR "non-communicable
conditions" OR "NCDs") AND ("low- and middle-income countries" OR "LMICs" OR "developing
countries" OR "emerging economies") AND ("risk factors" OR "determinants" OR "contributors" OR
"influencing factors"), based on the POT principles (P - Population of low- and middle-income
countries; O - prevalence and risk factors for non-communicable chronic diseases; T - Observational
studies) to retrieve relevant articles through the databases mentioned above. The research aimed to
find observational and interventional studies reporting the prevalence of non-communicable chronic

diseases and their risk factors. No language or publication date restrictions were applied.
Study selection

Three study team members (ARG, MV, and SX) independently reviewed all titles and abstracts after
the initial removal of duplicates, using Rayyan [9], and applied the following inclusion criteria: (i)
observational studies that collected primary data through questionnaires, interviews, physical exams,
or other data collection methods; (ii) inclusion of data on prevalence and/or risk factors; (iii) studies
focused on adult populations (18 years or older) diagnosed with NCDs; and (iv) studies that address
populations from countries classified as LMIC according to the World Bank classification. Studies
with a small sample size (due to high selection bias), studies focused on pediatric populations,
institutions, or specific groups such as women exclusively, patients under care including pregnant
women, conference papers or abstracts, articles without full text, and studies whose data could not be
obtained from corresponding authors were excluded. Two team members (SX and AV) read and
evaluated the full texts of the remaining articles, resolving disagreements through discussions until a

consensus was reached.
Study Outcomes

The primary outcomes of interest were the prevalence of hypertension and DM. Hypertension was
defined as elevated and persistent blood pressure, with systolic blood pressure (SBP) > 130 mmHg
and/or diastolic blood pressure (DBP) > 80 mmHg or reported use of antihypertensive medication [3].
Fasting plasma glucose (FPG) (=7.0) mmol/l (126 mg/dl) was classified as DM [3, 10, 11].
Additionally, participants who were taking prescribed medications to lower their elevated blood

glucose levels were classified as having DM [3].

Data extraction and risk of bias assessment
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Data from eligible studies were extracted by one reviewer into an Excel spreadsheet template
suggested in a study [7], with a second reviewer checking each cell. To ensure the compliance of
extracted data, a review was conducted by all members, and finally, a lead reviewer went through each
cell. The extracted data included the last name of the first author, year of publication, journal, Region
(country), study design, Inclusion criteria, Population of the study, Sample size, follow-up duration,

and disease-associated factors.

The NIH Study Quality Assessment Tools for observational and cross-sectional studies were used to
assess the quality of the included studies (see S1 in supplements). Generally, the tool includes 14
questions to assess the quality of the articles, with categorical responses (Yes (1), No (0), Other (CD,
NR, NA), where CD means cannot determine; NA, not applicable; NR, not reported). The overall
score was calculated by summing the scores of all items, with "yes" equating to one, while "no" and
"NA" equated to zero. Each article was assigned a score to classify them as poor, fair, or good studies,

with a score of 0-5 considered poor, 6-9 considered fair, and 10-14 considered good [7].

Data analysis

A random-effects model (DerSimonian & Laird) was used for the meta-analysis due to the assumed
heterogeneity among the studies. The I? statistic [12] and the Q test [13] were used to assess
heterogeneity among the studies. The I? index refers to the proportion of observed variance, and 25%,
50%, and 75% or more of the statistics indicated low, medium, and high heterogeneity, respectively
[14]. Publication bias was assessed using a visual inspection of the symmetry of the funnel plot,
followed by the application of Egger's test [15] and Begg's rank test [16] for confirmation. P-values
less than 0.05 indicated evidence of publication bias among the included studies. Subgroup analysis
was conducted according to study design (cohort and cross-sectional), publication year (2012-2014,
2015-2019, and 2020-2022), sample size, geographic region, and study quality (Fair, Good, and Poor).
However, as these assessments do not provide information about the sources of heterogeneity, meta-
regression analysis was applied to explore potential sources of heterogeneity in the combined
estimates. Additionally, a leave-one-out sensitivity analysis was performed by iteratively removing
one study at a time to examine the effects of a single study on the overall estimate [17]. The results
were presented in a forest plot as a point estimate with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI). Pooled
Odds Ratios (ORs) were used to describe the possible association between outcomes and predictors.
A p-value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. All analyses were performed using R (R

Foundation for Statistical Computing) version 4.4.1, utilizing the meta package.

Results

Characteristics of included studies
A total of 1264 potential studies were identified: 969 articles from PubMed, 267 from Cochrane, 9
from Scopus, 5 from VHL, and 4 from Embase. Figure 1 shows the search results and the reasons for

exclusion during the article selection process. A total of 38 articles published between 2011 and 2024
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were included to analyze the prevalence of Hypertension (in 34 studies) and DM (in 22 studies) in

LMIC, of which 16 articles [3-5, 10, 11, 18-31] were used to analyze the factors associated with the

prevalence of these diseases. The characteristics of the included studies are summarized in Table 1.

According to the study design, of the included studies, 32 were cross-sectional studies and 6 were

cohort studies. Among these, 22 articles were from Sub-Saharan Africa, 12 from South Asia, 5 from

the Middle East and North Africa, 4 from East Asia and the Pacific, and 1 from Latin America and the

Caribbean. In this meta-analysis, 923,251 individuals were involved in the analysis of hypertension

prevalence, and 322,513 for diabetes, with 163,577 and 41,100 having hypertension and DM,

respectively. Regarding study quality, the scores ranged from 6 to 13 (see S2 in supplements).

Identification

Screening

via

and i S

Identification of studi

Updated literature review

) |

Original literature review

Records removed before screening:
Duplicates removed (n = 198)

Included

Fig. 1. Flowchart for finding studies

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of all the studies included in the meta-analysis

Records identified from:
Scopus (n =410)
Pubmed (n = 720)
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Records identified from:
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Cochrane (n = 267)
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Original literature review (n= 1133)
Updated literature review (n = 930)
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Studies included in meta-
analysis (n = 38)

Full-text excluded (n = 70):
Wrong outcome or population (n = 53)
Wrong study design (n=17)
Other reasons (n = 1)
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Distribution of Studies on Hypertension and Diabetes Mellitus in LMICs
Number of outcomes studied per country

Studies Count
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Fig.2. Distribution of the countries included in the studies
Meta-analysis

Prevalence of hypertension and diabetes

According to Figure 3, 34 studies on the prevalence of hypertension were included in the global
analysis of this meta-analysis. The estimated combined proportion of hypertension, obtained through
the random-effects model, was 0.24 (95% CI: 0.21; 0.28). The prediction for future populations with

similar characteristics ranged between 0.09 and 0.49.
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Author Years Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight
Hendriks et al. 2012 563 2678 | N 0.21 [0.19;0.23] 3.0%
Hendriks et al. 2012 426 2111 | 0.20 [0.18;0.22] 2.9%
Hendriks et al. 2012 199 1046 - 0.19 [0.17;0.22] 2.9%
Hendriks et al. 2012 555 1733 . 0.32 [0.30;0.34] 3.0%
Vellakkal et al. 2013 2330 12198 0.19 [0.18;0.20] 3.0%
Shah & Afzal 2013 321 1768 - 0.18 [0.16;0.20] 2.9%
Daniel et al. 2013 368 964 —— 0.38 [0.35;0.41] 2.9%
Pires et al. 2013 337 1464 - 023 [0.21;0.25] 2.9%
Talaei et al. 2014 749 3283 | 0.23 [0.21;0.24] 3.0%
Seclen et al. 2015 118 1677 H 0.07 [0.06;0.08] 2.9%
Thakur et al. 2016 2056 5127 0.40 [0.39;0.41] 3.0%
Demisse et al. 2017 885 3227 = 0.27 [0.26;0.29] 3.0%
Peltze & Pengpid 2018 10009 29965 0.33 [0.33;0.34] 3.0%
Thakur et al. 2019 1331 5078 0.26 [0.25;0.27] 3.0%
Riaz BK et al. 2020 1719 8185 0.21 [0.20;0.22] 3.0%
Okello et al. 2020 582 2065 = 0.28 [0.26;0.30] 3.0%
Okello et al 2020 156 760 - 021 [0.18;0.24] 2.9%
Okello et al. 2020 121 424 — 0.29 [0.24;0.33] 2.9%
Okello et al. 2020 30 300 —— 0.10 [0.07;0.14] 2.6%
Ongosi et al. 2020 156 593 —“E 0.26 [0.23;0.30] 2.9%
Alsaud et al. 2020 544 1449 - 0.38 [0.35;0.40] 2.9%
Qdilli et al. 2020 692 1815 = 0.38 [0.36;0.40] 3.0%
Mirzaei et al. 2020 1628 8749 0.19 [0.18;0.19] 3.0%
Kumma et al. 2021 818 2483 - 0.33 [0.31;0.35] 3.0%
Simmons et al. 2021 633 8019 0.08 [0.07;0.09] 3.0%
Kiani et al. 2021 2125 7978 0.27 [0.26;0.28] 3.0%
Sivanantha et al. 2021 812 2415 i o 0.34 [0.32;0.36] 3.0%
Rahman 2022 4545 12290 0.37 [0.36;0.38] 3.0%
Giri et al. 2022 348 832 : . 042 [0.38;0.45] 2.9%
Safarpour et al. 2022 931 4997 0.19 [0.18;0.20] 3.0%
Khoo et al. 2022 6149 34149 H 0.18 [0.18;0.18] 3.0%
Bhatia et al. 2023 506 2430 = 0.21 [0.19;0.22] 3.0%
Seenappa et al. 2024 118148 743067 0.16 [0.16;0.16] 3.0%
Kibria et al. 2024 2687 7932 0.34 [0.33;0.35] 3.0%
Random effects model < 0.24 [0.21; 0.28] 100.0%
Prediction interval [0.09; 0.49]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 100%, © = 0.5392, p=0
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
Prevalence

Fig.3. Forest plot illustrating the combined prevalence of hypertension from 34 studies.

In Figure 4, it can be observed that 23 studies on the prevalence of DM were included in the global
analysis of this meta-analysis. Using the random-effects model, the estimated combined proportion
was 0.11 (95% CI: 0.10; 0.13). The prediction for future populations with similar characteristics was

estimated to range between 0.05 and 0.23.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.15.24315536
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.15.24315536; this version posted October 16, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Study Author, Years Events Total Proportion 95%-Cl Weight
Nsakashalo-Senkwe et al. 2011 78 1928 — 0.04 [0.03; 0.05]) 4.3%
Muyer et al. 2012 85 1759 = 0.05 [0.04; 0.068] 4.4%
Shah & Afzal 2013 294 1768 i - 0.17 [0.15;0.18] 4.6%
Ayah et al. 2013 66 2061 = 0.03 [0.02; 0.04] 4.3%
Talaei et al. 2014 243 3283 B 0.07 [0.07;0.08] 4.6%
Romdhane et al. 2014 1163 7700 0.15 [0.14;0.16] 4.7%
Htun et al. 2018 349 1528 —. 0.23 [0.21;0.25] 4.6%
Thakur et al 2019 788 5078 ;| = 0.16 [0.15;0.17] 4.7%
Latt et al. 2019 946 8757 0.11 [0.10; 0.11]  4.7%
Riaz BK et al. 2020 680 8185 0.08 [0.08;0.09] 4.7%
Ongosi et al. 2020 46 593 - 0.08 [0.06;0.10] 4.1%
Alsaud et al. 2020 312 1449 —==— 0.22 [0.19;0.24] 4.6%
Mirzaei et al. 2020 1234 8749 0.14 [0.13;0.15] 4.7%
Khamseh et al. 2021 24566 163770 ‘ 0.15 [0.15; 0.15] 4.7%
Kiani et al. 2021 955 7978 i 0.12 [0.11;0.13] 4.7%
Sivanantha et al. 2021 645 2415 = 027 [0.25;0.29] 4.6%
Rahman 2022 1422 12290 012 [0.11;012] 4.7%
Safarpour et al. 2022 783 4997 - 0.16 [0.15;0.17] 4.7%
Diawara et al. 2023 31 412 —a 0.08 [0.05;0.11] 3.9%
Anjana et al. 2023 3954 54128 0.07 [0.07;0.08] 4.7%
Dadras et al. 2024 431 3890 - 0.11 [0.10; 0.12] 4.6%
Kibria et al. 2024 1068 7932 0.13 [0.13;0.14] 4.7%
Random effects model Lo 0.11 [0.10; 0.13] 100.0%
Prediction interval [0.05; 0.23]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 99%, © = 0.4013,p =0 T
0.05 01 015 02 025
Prevalence

Fig.4. Forest plot illustrating the combined prevalence of DM from 19 studies

Heterogeneity analysis

Figures 3 and 4, which present the forest plot of the combined prevalence of hypertension and DM,
respectively, indicated high heterogeneity among the studies. For hypertension, the I? index was 99.8%
with a p-value < 0.001 in the Cochrane Q test, while for DM, the 12 was 99.4%, also with a p-value <
0.001 in the same test.

Subgroup and meta-regression analysis

Subgroup analyses were conducted based on study design (cohort and cross-sectional), publication
year (2012-2014, 2015-2019, and 2020-2024), sample size, geographic region (Latin America and
Caribbean, East Asia and Pacific, Middle East and North Africa, South Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa),
and study quality (Fair, Good, and Poor). The results for the combined prevalence of hypertension and

diabetes from the subgroup analysis are shown in Table 2.

In the subgroup analysis by study design, the combined proportion of hypertension was 0.25 (95% CI:
0.21; 0.28) in cross-sectional studies and 0.21 (95% CI: 0.14; 0.31) in cohort studies, both with
substantial heterogeneity (I* > 97%). For DM, the combined proportion was 0.12 (95% CI: 0.09; 0.13)
in cross-sectional studies and 0.12 (95% CI: 0.09; 0.17) in cohort studies, also with high heterogeneity
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(I*>98%). Regarding geographic regions, the combined proportion of hypertension ranged from 0.07
(95% CI: 0.02; 0.19) in Latin America and the Caribbean to 0.25 (95% CI: 0.20; 0.32) in Sub-Saharan
Africa. For DM, the East Asia and Pacific region had the highest combined proportion (0.16; 95% CI:
0.10; 0.24), while Sub-Saharan Africa had the lowest (0.05; 95% CI: 0.04; 0.07). When stratified by
study quality, Fair studies for hypertension showed a combined proportion of 0.23 (95% CI: 0.19;
0.28), while Good quality studies had a proportion of 0.25 (95% CI: 0.21; 0.31). For DM, Fair studies
presented a combined proportion of 0.10 (95% CI: 0.08; 0.12), and Good studies had a proportion of
0.12 (95% CI: 0.10; 0.14)

Univariate meta-regression analysis indicated that for DM, geographic region and publication year
were significant sources of heterogeneity. Sub-Saharan Africa displayed significant variability (Coef

=-1.25, p <0.001), and the publication year showed a significant positive association (Coef = 0.05, p

=0.012), suggesting an increasing trend in DM prevalence over time (Table 2 and Fig.5).

Table 2. Subgroup analysis and meta-regression for sources of heterogeneity

Characteristics No. of | Proportion (IC | I? (%) p-valor? p-value® | Regression Coefficient (95%
studies 95%) CI); p-value
Hypertension
Total 34 0.24 (0.21; 0.28) | 99.8% p <0.001
Risk of bias
Fair 17 0.23 (0.19; 0.28) | 99.4% p<0.001 | P=0.723 | Ref
Poor 1 0.19 (0.07; 0.42) -0.25 (-1.40; 0.90); 0.673
Good 16 0.25(0.21; 0.31) | 99.8% p <0.001 0.12 (-0.27; 0.51); 0.545
Study design
Cohort 5 0.21(0.14; 0.31) | 97.9% p <0.001 Ref
Cross-sectional 29 0.25(0.21; 0.28) | 99.8% p<0.001 | p=0.488 | 0.19(-0.34; 0.71); 0.488
Geographic region
East Asia and Pacific | 2 0.25(0.13; 0.42) | 99.9% p <0.001 Ref
Sub-Saharan Africa 13 0.25(0.20; 0.32) | 97.2% p<0.001 | p=0.169 | 0.02 (-0.83; 0.86); 0.968
South Asia 13 0.25(0.20; 0.31) | 99.9% p <0.001 -0.001 (-0.85; 0.84); 0.997
Middle East and North | 5 0.24 (0.16; 0.35) | 98.9% p <0.001 -0.04 (-0.97; 0.90); 0.940
Africa
Latin America and | 1 0.07 (0.02; 0.19) -1.48 (-2.85; -0.10); 0.035
Caribbean
Publication year p=0.933 | 0.013 (-0.03; 0.06); 0.584
2012-2014 9 0.23(0.18; 0.29) | 97.5% p <0.001
2015-2019 5 0.24 (0.18; 0.33) | 99.4% p <0.001
2020-2024 20 0.25(0.21; 0.29) | 99.6% p <0.001
Sample size 31 0.00 (-0.00; 0.00); 0.319
Diabetes Mellitus
Total 19 0.11 (0.10; 0.13) | 99.4% p <0.001
Risk of bias
Fair 10 0.10 (0.08; 0.12) | 99.3% p<0.001 | p=0.150 | Ref
Good 13 0.12(0.10; 0.14) | 98.6% p <0.001 0.22 (-0.08; 0.52); 0.150
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Study design
Cohort 5 0.12 (0.09; 0.17) | 98.0% p <0.001 Ref
Cross-sectional 18 0.12 (0.09; 0.13) | 99.3% p<0.001 |p=0.394 | -0.18 (-0.59; 0.23); 0.394
Geographic region
East Asia and Pacific | 2 0.16 (0.10; 0.24) | 99.4% p<0.001 | p<0.001 | Ref
Sub-Saharan Africa 5 0.05 (0.04; 0.07) | 87.2% p <0.001 -1.25 (-1.87; -0.64); p < 0.001
South Asia 9 0.12 (0.10; 0.15) | 99.5% p <0.001 -0.30 (-0.86; 0.27); 0.302
Middle East and North | 7 0.14(0.11; 0.17) | 97.6% p <0.001 -0.15 (-0.73; 0.0.42); 0.599
Africa
Publication year 0.05 (0.01; 0.10); p=0.012
2012-2014 6 0.07 (0.05; 0.10) | 99.0% p<0.001 | p<0.001
2015-2019 3 0.15(0.10; 0.23) | 98.9% p <0.001
2020-2022 10 0.12 (0.10; 0.15) | 99.6% p <0.001
Sample size 0.00 (-0.00; 0.00); 0.399
Note: b means different between groups and a within groups.
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Fig. 5. Univariate meta-regression of the prevalence of DM and publication year to analyze

heterogeneity among studies and trends over time.

Publication bias and sensitivity analysis

Publication bias was assessed through the funnel plot and the Egger and Begg regression tests. The
funnel plot for hypertension suggested asymmetry in the distribution of studies. The Begg test did not
indicate significant bias (z = -1.65, p = 0.099), while the Egger test revealed significant asymmetry (t
= 3.66, p = 0.0009), suggesting the possible presence of publication bias. The trim and fill method
estimated a combined prevalence of 17.15% (95% CI: 14.67; 19.96) with 14 imputed studies. The
uncorrected prevalence was 24.15% (95% CI: 20.97; 27.64). For diabetes, the Egger (t =-1.35, p =
0.190) and Begg (z = -0.50, p = 0.616) tests did not indicate the presence of publication bias,
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suggesting that the included studies did not show significant asymmetry in the funnel plot.
Furthermore, the sensitivity analysis demonstrated that no study significantly influenced the combined
results of this meta-analysis (Fig. S3: Fig.7 and S4 in the supplements).

Predictors for chronic non-communicable diseases

Risk factors for hypertension
Sociodemographic Factors

Sociodemographic factors significantly associated with hypertension include age, male sex, marital
status, education level, and economic conditions. The meta-analysis revealed that the risk of
hypertension increases considerably with age, with combined ORs of 2.08 (95% CI: 1.87-2.33) for
individuals aged 25-34 years, 2.36 (95% CI: 1.59-3.50) for those aged 35-44 years, 3.03 (95% CI:
2.01-4.56) for 45-54 years, and 2.64 (95% CI: 1.62—4.32) for those aged 55 years or older. Age was
associated with a 3% increase in hypertension risk for each additional year, as reported by Kumma et
al. (2021) with an OR of 1.03 (95% CI: 1.01-1.04) [10]. Men presented a higher risk of hypertension,
with a combined OR of 1.56 (95% CI: 1.25-1.95), while women showed no significant association
(OR =0.89; 95% CI: 0.72—-1.10). Divorced participants also had an increased risk of hypertension (OR
=1.51; 95% CI: 1.03-2.20).

Economic conditions were also important, with individuals from wealthier classes having a
significantly higher risk of hypertension (OR = 1.18; 95% CI: 1.10-1.26), while those with
intermediate economic conditions also showed a slightly elevated risk (OR = 1.11; 95% CI: 1.08-
1.15) (see Table 3).

Health and lifestyle-related factors

Health and lifestyle-related factors significantly associated with hypertension included alcohol
consumption, BMI, and sedentary behavior. The risk of hypertension increased progressively with
BMI, with ORs of 1.47 (95% CI: 1.27-1.70) for individuals with normal BMI, 2.34 (95% CI: 2.13—
2.57) for overweight, and 2.19 (95% CI: 1.76-2.73) for obesity. Alcohol consumption was also
associated with an increased risk of hypertension, with an OR of 1.38 (95% CI: 1.33—1.44). Sedentary
behavior increased the risk of hypertension, with an OR of 1.44 (95% CI: 1.15-1.81). Additionally,
salt consumption was identified as a risk factor, with an OR of 1.83 (95% CI: 1.03-3.35), and stress
was also significantly associated with an increased risk of hypertension, with an OR of 1.77 (95% CI:
1.15-2.37) [28] (see table 3).

Table 3. Risk factors for hypertension: a meta-analysis

Risk factors Article Extracted results: reference number: OR (95% CI) Pooled ORs (IC 95%), p-
Nr through the log value, I

Sociodemographic and Economic

Age (in years)

Age 2 [10]: 1.04 (1.02; 1.04);

25-34 2 [3]: 2.11 (1.88; 2.37); [18]: 1.83 (1.27; 2.64) 2.08 (1.87; 2.33), p<0.001,

0%.

35-44 4 [3]: 3.35(2.99; 3.76); [28]: 2.25 (0.92; 5.52); [29]: 1.36 | 2.36 (1.59; 3.50), p < 0.001,
(0.88; 2.09); [18]: 2.56 (1.75; 3.74) 82.7%

45-54 7 [3]: 1.46 (1.35; 1.58); [28]: 1.06 (0.32; 1.79); [18]: 1.37 | 3.03 (2.014; 4.56), p < 0.001,
(0.98; 1.75); [4]: 1.81 (1.80; 1.82); [32]: 1.03 (0.91; 99.8%
1.15); [25]: 1.08 (0.74; 1.58); [24]: 2.35 [2.27; 2.43)
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55 or more 10 [3]: 5.21 (4.64; 5.85); [28]: 9.43 (4.05; 21.94); [29]: 2.64 (1.62;4.32) ,p<0.001,
3.54 (1.56; 8.02); [30]: 0.90 (0.75; 1.08); [18]: 4.68 98.6%
(3.16; 6.94); [18]: 5.56 (3.71; 8.34); [5]: 1.22 (1.17,
1.28); [25]: 1.27 (0.92; 1.75); [25]: 1.59 (1.03; 2.45);
[25]:2.36 (0.84; 6.61)

Gender

Female 6 [3]: 1.13 (1.11; 1.15); [5]: 0.90 (0.86; 0.95); [30]: 1.10 0.89 (0.72; 1.10), p = 0.270,
(0.83; 1.46); [32]: 0.60 (0.51; 0.71); [25]: 1.15 (0.72; 98.9%
1.83); [24]: 0.72 (0.69; 0.75)

Male 4 [28]: 1.56 (1.15; 2.11); [10]: 1.40 (1.13; 1.74); [29]: 1.56 (1.25; 1.95), p < 0.001,
2.37 (1.48; 3.80); [18]: 1.42 (1.18; 1.71) 31.4%

Place of residence 9 [3]: 1.01 (0.95; 1.07); [10]: 1.20 (0.78; 1.85); [29]: 1.14 | 1.06 (0.98; 1.15), p=0.149,

(urban) (0.68; 1.91); [30]: 1.10 (0.96; 1.25); [18]: 1.31 (1.10; 66.2%
1.56); [5]: 1.09 (1.05; 1.14); [32]: 0.90 (0.77; 1.06);
[24]: 1.01 (0.98; 1.04)

Marital status

Single 4 [28]: 0.22 (0.05; 0.97); [30]: 1.10 (0.75; 1.61); [5]: 0.89 | 0.98 (0.43; 2.22), p = 0.960,
(0.84; 0.94); [32]: 2.10 (1.75; 2.52) 96%

Married 3 [10]: 1.00 (0.71; 1.41); [18]: 1.03 (0.80; 1.33); [24]: 1.18 (1.14; 1.23), p < 0.001,
1.19 (1.15; 1.24) 6.3%

Divorced 6 [30]: 0.90 (0.59; 1.37); [18]: 1.87 (1.27; 2.75); [18]: 1.51 (1.03; 2.20), p = 0.034,
1.09 (0.68; 1.74); [18]: 1.87 (1.27; 2.75); [5]: 1.06 91.1%
(0.94; 1.19); [32]: 3.10 (2.32; 4.14)

Education level

Primary 4 [3]: 1.00 (0.93; 1.07); [30]: 1.60 (1.26; 2.03); [5]: 1.04 1.13 (0.96; 1.33), p=0.131,
(0.97; 1.11); [32]: 1.10 (0.92; 1.32); [25]: 1.15(0.79; | 71.8%
1.67)

Secondary 4 [3]: 1.01 (0.93; 1.09); [30]: 1.30 [1.08; 1.57); [5]: 0.96 1.04 (0.92; 1.19), p=0.517,
(0.89; 1.03); [32]: 1.00 (0.82; 1.22) 66%

Higher or more 6 [3]: 1.06 (0.96; 1.17); [10]: 1.00 (0.73; 1.36); [10]: 0.90 | 1.06 (0.93; 1.20), p=0.417,
(0.69; 1.18); [30]: 1.50 (1.22; 1.84); [5]: 0.97 (0.90; 64.6%
1.05); [32]: 1.00 (0.82; 1.22); [25]: 0.99
(0.59; 1.66)

Occupation

Employed 10 [3]: 0.92 (0.86; 0.98); [29]: 1.07 (0.60; 1.91); [30]: 1.00 | 0.94 (0.91; 0.96), p < 0.001,
(0.76; 1.32); [30]: 1.00 (0.59; 1.68); [5]: 1.04 (0.91; 29.2%
1.18); [5]: 0.99 (0.94; 1.05); [32]: 1.00 (0.68; 1.46);
[32]: 0.80 (0.62; 1.03); [25]: 0.66 (0.44; 0.99); [24]:
0.92 (0.89; 0.95)

Self-employed 3 [29]: 1.72 (1.06; 2.80); [5]: 0.97 (0.91; 1.03); [32]: 1.10 | 1.14(0.84; 1.55), p=0.389,
(0.88; 1.37) 68%

Unemployed 2 [25]: 0.78 (0.53; 1.15); [26]: 1.43 (1.19; 1.71) 1.09 (0.62; 1.92), p = 0.776,

86.8%
Others 2 [5]: 1.01 (0.95; 1.078); [32]: 1.80 (1.41; 2.29) 1.33 (0.76; 2.32), p=0.312,
95%
Economic conditions
Poorer 2 [3]: 1.06 (0.97; 1.16); [25]: 0.91 (0.58 1.43) 1.05 (0.96; 1.15), p = 0.267,

0%
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Middle 3 [3]: 1.11 (1.01; 1.22); [25]: 1.51 (0.98; 2.33); [24]: 1.11 | 1.11 (1.083; 1.15) p <0.001,
(1.07; 1.15) 0%

Richer/Richest 4 [3]: 1.17 (1.06; 1.29); [3]: 1.18 (1.07; 1.31); [25]: 1.34 1.18 (1.10; 1.26) p < 0.001,
(0.86; 2.08); [25]: 1.09 (0.66; 1.81) 0%

Religion (none) 1 [18]: 1.16 (0.95; 1.42)

Yes 2 [25]: 0.83 (0.51; 1.35)

Health/Lifestyle-Related Predictors

BMI

Obese 5 [3]: 2.41 (2.11;2.75); [10]: 2.50 (1.39; 4.48); [29]: 2.97 | 2.19 (1.76; 2.73), P <0.001,
(1.68 5.25); [18]: 2.62 (1.70; 4.03); [24]: 1.63 (1.58; 90.4%
1.68)

Overweight 3 [3]: 2.37 (2.14; 2.62); [29]: 1.87 (1.19; 2.93); [18]: 2.29 | 2.34 (2.13;2.57), p < 0.001,
(1.64; 3.19) 0%

Normal 2 [3]: 1.46 (1.23; 1.73); [18]: 1.51 (1.12; 2.03); 1.47 (1.27; 1.70), p < 0.001,

0%
Overweight/Obese 2 [25]: 1.47 (0.94; 2.29); [24]: 1.49 (1.44; 1.54) 1.49 (1.44; 1.54), p < 0.001,
0%

Prediabetes 1 [29]: 1.00 (0.52; 1.95)

Diabetes 1 [29]: 2.37 (0.75; 7.50); [25]: 0.84 (0.41; 1.72; [24]: 2.47 | 1.74 (0.88; 3.46), p=0.112,
(2.31;2.64) 76.6%

Stroke 1 [25]: 0.13 (0.03; 0.57)

Waist-to-hip ratio 1 [29]: 1.11 (0.73; 1.69)

Waist circumference [29]: 2.07 (0.75; 5.71)

Smoking 6 [28]: 3.18 (1.67; 6.05); [29]: 1.09 (0.42; 2.82); [25]: 1.38 (0.90; 2.12), p=0.145,
1.88 (1.07; 3.29); [25]: 0.63 (0.22; 1.80); [25]: 1.34 75%
(0.93; 1.94); [24]: 1.01 (0.98; 1.05)

Occasionally 1 [25]: 0.63 (0.22; 1.79)

Alcohol consumption | 4 [10]: 2.10 (0.90; 4.90); [29]: 1.47 (0.72; 3.01); [25]: 1.38 (1.33; 1.44), p < 0.001,
1.13(0.71; 1.79); [24]: 1.38 1.33; 1.44) 0%

Vegetable 1 [10]: 0.6 (0.4; 1.1)

consumption (daily)

Total cholesterol 2 [10]: 1.20 (1.10; 1.30); [18]: 1.00 (1,00; 1.01) 1.09 (0.92; 1.30), p = 0.334,

(mg/dl and/or mmol/I) 95%

Physical activity 3 [25]: 1.25 (0.91; 1.71); [23]0.53 (0.34; 0.88); [25]: 1.05 | 0.92 (0.56; 1.50), p=0.724,

(Moderate/High) (0.73; 1.52) 75.1%

Sedentary 1 [26]: 1.44 (1.15; 1.81)

Normal 1 [11]: 1.00 (0.70; 1.40)

Blood sugars (mg/dl 2 [10]: 1.10 (1.01; 1.20); [18]: 1.01 (1.01; 1.02) 1.04 (0.96; 1.12), p = 0.303,

and/or Mmol (1)) 73%

Salt consumption 1 [28]: 1.83 (1.03; 3.35)

Psychological factors

Stress 1 [28]: 1.77 (1.15; 2.37)

Risk factors for diabetes mellitus

Sociodemographic factors
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Sociodemographic factors significantly associated with diabetes mellitus (DM) include age, religion,
economic conditions, and marital status. The risk of DM increases with age, with combined odds ratios
(OR) of 2.66 (95% CI: 1.93-3.67) for individuals aged 35-44 years, 4.09 (95% CI: 3.08-5.42) for
those aged 45-54 years, and 4.04 (95% CI: 2.47-6.60) for those aged 55 years or older. Age was
associated with a 4% increase in DM risk for each additional year (OR = 1.04; 95% CI: 1.01-1.06).
Individuals with no religious affiliation had an elevated risk of DM, with a combined OR of 1.90 (95%
CIL: 1.90-1.90). Marital status was also statistically significant, with divorced individuals having a
higher risk of DM (OR = 1.79; 95% CI: 1.04-3.09). In terms of economic conditions, individuals in
the higher-income group (richer/richest) were at greater risk for DM, with a pooled OR of 1.34 (95%
CI: 0.94-1.91). Additionally, the risk was higher for urban residents (OR = 1.16; 95% CI: 1.00-1.35)

compared to rural residents (see Table 4).
Healthy lifestyle factors

Among health and lifestyle-related predictors, BMI, family history of DM, hypertension, hemoglobin
concentration, waist-to-hip ratio, smoking, physical activity, and simple infections were highlighted.
The risk of DM increased progressively with BMI, with ORs of 1.54 (95% CI: 1.11-2.12) for
overweight and 1.88 (95% CI: 1.43-2.46) for obesity. Individuals with a family history of DM had a
significantly higher risk, with an OR of 14.13 (95% CI: 6.10-32.75). Hemoglobin concentration was
also identified as a relevant factor, with a 2% increase in risk for each additional unit of hemoglobin
(OR: 1.02; 95% CI: 1.01-1.03). Smoking was associated with an increased risk of DM, with an OR
of 1.98 (95% CI: 1.22-2.92). Individuals with hypertension had an increased risk of DM (OR: 1.85;
95% CI: 1.41-2.43), as did those with a high waist-to-hip ratio (OR: 2.21; 95% CI: 2.03-2.39

Smoking was also associated with an increased risk of DM, with an OR of 1.98 (95% CI: 1.22-2.92),
while simple infections, such as Taenia spp., increased the risk of DM by 2.98 times (95% CI: 1.10-
8.05). On the other hand, sedentary individuals had a higher risk of DM (OR = 2.23; 95% CI: 1.87—
2.87) (see Table 4).

Table 4. Risk factors for diabetes mellitus: a meta-analysis

Preditores Article Extracted results: reference number: OR Pooled ORs (IC 95%), p-
Nr (95% CI) through the log value, I
Sociodemographic and economic
Age (in years) 1 [31]: 1.05 (1.04; 1.08); [23]: 1.02 (1.00; 1.04) 1.04 (1.01; 1.06), p =
0.013,77.1%

35-44 4 [3]: 2.91 (2.39; 3.55); [4]: 3.30 (3.25; 3.35); [29]: | 2.66(1.93;3.67),p <
1.51 (0.86; 2.65); [22]: 2.49 (1.26; 4.92) 0.001, 69%

45-54 7 [3]: 3.96 (3.24; 4.84); [27]: 5.22 (1.09; 25.01); 4.09 (3.08;5.42),p <
[11]: 2.71 (2.56; 2.86); [4]: 7.70 (7.65; 7.75); 0.001, 100%
[29]: 3.59 (1.78; 7.25); [22]: 3.80 (2.00; 7.23);
[32]: 3.50 (2.82; 4.34)

55 or more 7 [3]:3.96 (3.19; 4.92); [3]: 3.85 (3.01; 4.93); [27]: | 4.04 (2.47; 6.60), p <
4.44 (0.84 23.59); [11]: 4.86 (4.57; 5.12); [11]: 0.001, 100%
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5.73 (5.03; 6.52); [5]: 1.13 (1.06; 1.20); [4]: 8.70
(8.65; 8.75)

Gender (Female) 4 [11]: 1.10 (1.00; 1.21); [5]: 0.90 (0.84; 0.96); [3]: | 0.97 (0.88; 1.074),p =
0.95 (0.83; 1.09); [32]: 0.90 (0.64; 1.27) 0.574, 74.1%

Male 1 [31]: 1.42 (0.89; 2.27)

Place of residence (urban) 5 [3]: 0.99 (0.88; 1.12); [30]: 1.40 (1.18; 1.67); [S]: | 1.16 (1.00; 1.35),p =
1.03 (0.97; 1.09); [32]: 1.20 (1.01; 1.42); [23]: 0.054, 76.3%
1.49 (1.00; 2.21)

Rural 2 [11]: 0.79 (0.73; 0.85); [25]: 1.06 (0.73; 1.54) 0.86 (0.66; 1.11),p=

0.253, 55.6%

Marital status

Single 3 [30]: 1.00 (0.63; 1.58); [5]: 0.85 (0.80; 090); [32]: | 1.33 (0.63;2.85),p=
3.00 (1.85; 4.87) 0.455, 92%

Married 2 [11]: 1.02 (0.97; 1.08); [23]: 0.97 (0.49; 1.91) 1.02 (0.97; 1.06), p =

0.476, 0%

Divorced 5 [30]: 0.90 (0.50; 1.61); [5]: 1.06 (0.97; 1.16); [4]: | 1.79 (1.04; 3.09),p =
2.90 (2.85; 2.95); [32]: 3.70 (2.09; 6.56); 0.034, 99.2%
[23]1.83 (0.77; 4.35)

Education level

Primary 7 [3]: 1.25 (1.08; 1.45); [30]: 1.40 (1.02; 1.93); 1.06 (0.87; 1.28),p =
[31]: 0.71 (0.43; 1.18); [11]: 0.87 (0.82; 0.93); 0.594, 89%
[11]: 0.84 (0.78; 0.90); [5]: 1.04 (0.95; 1.13);
[32]: 1.50 (1.14; 1.97)

Secondary 6 [3]: 1.21 (1.02; 1.44); [30]: 0.90 (0.72; 1.13); 0.96 (0.80; 1.14),p=
[31]: 0.69 (0.39; 1.22); [11]: 0.77 (0.73; 0.81); 0.614, 89%
[5]: 1.01 (0.91; 1.12); [4]: 1.20 (0.82; 1.75)

Higher or more 6 [3]: 1.13 (0.92; 1.38); [29]: 0.98 (0.58; 1.66); 1.02 (0.83; 1.25),p=
[30]: 1.10 (0.88; 1.37); [11]: 0.71 (0.68; 0.75); 0.831, 93%
[5]: 0.98 (0.88; 1.09); [32]: 1.50 (1.14; 1.97)

Occupation

Employed 7 [3]: 0.83 (0.72; 0.95); [29]: 0.43 (0.20; 0.92); 0.80 (0.59; 1.08), p=
[30]: 1.00 (0.68; 1.46); [30]: 1.50 (0.70; 3.21); 0.141, 71%
[5]: 0.99 (0.92; 1.07); [32]: 0.70 (0.42; 1.16);
[32]: 0.50 (0.33; 0.76)

Self-employed 4 [29]: 0.57 (0.33; 0.99); [30]: 1.20 (0.87; 1.65); 0.83(0.59; 1.17),p=
[32]: 0.60 (0.40; 0.90) 0.286, 71%

Unemployed 1 [26]: 1.82 (1.55; 2.13)

Others 4 [30]: 0.90 (0.64; 1.27); [5]: 1.12 (1.02; 1.23); [4]: | 1.22 (0.66; 2.25),p =
2.90 (2.85; 2.95); [32]: 0.70 (0.47; 1.04) 0.524, 99%

Economic conditions

Poorer 3 [3]: 0.97 (0.77; 1.22); [31]: 1.70 (1.08; 2.67); 1.14(0.84; 1.55) p=
[11]: 1.06 (0.99; 1.14) 0.395, 57.9%

Middle 3 [3]: 1.22 (0.98; 1.52); [31]: 1.30 (0.84; 2.00); 1.08 (1.01; 1.17),p=
[11]: 1.06 (0.98; 1.15) 0.034, 4.6%

Richer/Richest 4 [3]: 1.53 (1.23; 1.90); [3]: 2.15 (1.73; 2.68); [11]: | 1.34 (0.94; 1.91),p=
1.00 (0.90; 1.11); [11]: 1.02 (0.94; 1.10) 0.107, 94.2%

Religion (none) 1 [4]: 1.90 (1.90; 1.90)

Health/Lifestyle-Related Predictors
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BMI
+ BMI 1 [31]: 1.20 (1.15; 1.25)
Obese 5 [11]: 1.83 (1.70; 1.97); [3]: 2.22 (1.71; 2.89); [5]: | 1.88 (1.43;2.46),p <
3.01 (1.67; 5.42); [31]: 1.20 (1.15; 1.25); [22]: 0.001, 95.9%
1.76 (0.64; 4.86); [23]: 2.54 (1.37; 4.70)
Overweight 5 [11]: 1.43 (1.34; 1.53); [3]: 2.00 (1.61; 2.48); 1.54(1.11; 2.12),p =
[29]: 1.10 (0.59; 2.05); [22]: 0.82 (0.30; 2.25); 0.008, 66.5%
[23]: 2.12 (1.10; 4.09)
Normal 2 [3]: 1.41 (1.16; 1.71); [22]: 0.51 (0.20; 1.33) 0.96 (0.38;2.42),p =
0.928, 76%
Underweight 2 [11]: 0.39 (0.26; 0.58); [23]: 1.24 (0.26; 5.90) 0.42 (0.29; 0.61),p <
0.001, 49.7%
Family history of Diabetes 1 [27]: 14.13 (6.10; 32.75)
Hemoglobin concentration 1 [31]: 1.02 (1.01; 1.03)
Hypertension 6 [27]: 2.06 (0.86; 4.94); [29]: 1.52 (0.78; 2.95); 1.85(1.41;2.43),p<
[22]: 2.57 (1.44; 4.58); [22]: 0.98 (0.34; 2.83); 0.001, 0%
[22]: 1.84 (0.75; 4.50); [23]: 1.82 (1.16; 2.86)
Prehypertension 1 [29]: 1.06 (0.57; 1.98)
Waist-to-hip ratio 2 [29]: 2.52 (1.43; 4.44); [11]: 2.20 (2.03; 2.39) 2.21(2.03;2.39),p<
0.001, 0%
Smoking (yes) 1 [31]: 1.98 (1.22;2.92)
Smoking (former) 1 [11]: 1.0 (0.87; 1.16)
Smoking (current) 1 [11]: 0.82 (0.72; 0.92)
Alcohol consumption 1 [31]: 0.48 (0.33; 1.03)
Total cholesterol (mg/dl and/or 2 [10]: 1.20 (1.103; 1.30); [18]: 1.00 (1.00; 1.01) 1.09 (0.92; 1.30),p =
mmol/l) 0.334, 95%
Low-density lipoprotein (mg/dl) | 2 [29]: 1.11 (0.57; 2.15); [22]: 1.23 (0.67; 2.26) 1.17 (0.75; 1.83),p =
(High (=130)) 0.483, 0%
Physical activity 2 [31]:1.19 (0.76; 1.87); [11]: 0.64 (0.60; 0.68); 0.80(0.58; 1.10), p=
(Moderate/High) [11]: 0.79 (0.74; 0.84) 0.169, 92.5%
Sedentary 1 [26]: 2.23 (1.87; 2.87)
Psychological factors
Opium consumption 1 [11]: 1.0 (0.92; 1.08)
Simple infection
Taenia spp. 1 [31]: 2.98 (1.10; 8.05)
Strongyloides stercoralis 1 [31]: 0.65 (0.15; 2.72)
Minute intestinal flukes 1 [31]: 1.20: (0.57; 2.52)
Opisthorchis viverrine 1 [31]: 0.87 (0.58; 1.28)
Hookworm 1 [31]: 0.94 (0.42; 2.10)
Discussion

This meta-analysis investigated the prevalence of NCDs, such as hypertension and DM, as well as

their associated risk factors in countries classified as LMIC by the World Bank. The estimated

prevalence of hypertension was 24% (95% CI: 21% - 28%), with a prediction of up to 49% for similar

populations. For DM, the estimated prevalence was 11% (95% CI: 10% - 13%), with a prediction of

up to 23% in similar populations. The prevalence of hypertension found in this study was consistent
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with estimates from other primary studies. In a study conducted in 44 LMICs, the prevalence was
17.5% [33]. Another study conducted in 92 countries reported a prevalence of 34% [34]. Regarding
DM, the prevalence was similar to that found in other studies, with 8.7% in one study in some LMICs
[35], 9.0% in 55 LMICs [36], and 7.5% in 29 LMICs [33]. When analyzing regional prevalences of
hypertension in this meta-analysis, no statistically significant differences were found between regions:
Sub-Saharan Africa (25%), East Asia and Pacific (25%), South Asia (26%), Middle East and North
Africa (24%), although Latin America and the Caribbean had a lower proportion (7.0%). These results
are comparable to those of other studies, where the prevalence in the South Asia region reached 29.3%,
in Sub-Saharan Africa 27.9%, in North Africa and the Middle East 30.6%, and in East Asia 30.6%
[37], with up to 33.8% for South Asia, 24.8% for Sub-Saharan Africa, 26.3% for North Africa and the
Middle East, and 30.7% for East Asia [38]. Regarding DM, our results were similar to those found in
a primary study, which reported a prevalence of 5.2% in the Sub-Saharan Africa region. However,
differences were observed in other regions, such as Southeast Asia and the Pacific, where the
prevalence was 7.7% [39], with high prevalences in South Asia, reaching 19.0% [40, 41], and a
prevalence of 12.2% in the Middle East and North Africa, with a prediction of up to 96% increase
[42], and 9.8 for Latin America and the Caribbean, specifically Peru [40]. NCDs, such as hypertension
and DM, represent a rapidly growing health problem in LMICs, where the rate of prevalence increase
in the last two decades has surpassed that of high-income countries, accompanying the economic
growth of these nations [39, 43]. These findings highlight a significant public health concern,
underscoring the urgency of more effective preventive interventions and management strategies to

reduce the risk and complications associated with these diseases, such as heart attack and stroke.

Several risk factors associated with hypertension and DM were identified in this study. For
hypertension, the factors include age, sex, marital status, economic conditions, BMI, alcohol
consumption, salt intake, and stress. For DM, the risk factors found were age, economic conditions,
physical activity, BMI, family history of diabetes, hypertension, hemoglobin concentration, waist-to-
hip ratio, smoking, and simple infections. Regarding age, the meta-analysis identified an increased
risk of hypertension and DM with increasing age. These results were similar to those found in
previously published studies [44-47]. Therefore, it is advisable to design a health education and
promotion mechanism to improve disease controls as patients age. The risk of hypertension was higher
in adult males. Similar evidence was found in previous studies [44, 48, 49]. This association may be
explained by behavioral differences regarding healthcare between these groups, as women tend to seek
healthcare more often than men. Furthermore, the difference can also be justified by the fact that men
are more likely to engage in unhealthy lifestyle practices such as smoking, alcohol consumption, and

poor eating habits [44, 50].

In this meta-analysis, marital status showed a significant association with hypertension and diabetes
mellitus, with married and divorced individuals having a higher risk for these diseases, consistent with

previous studies[51, 52]. These associations can be explained by the physiological and psychological
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stress linked to marital responsibilities and economic pressures, which increase the risk of
hypertension in married individuals. Moreover, marital breakdown can lead to unhealthy behaviors,
such as smoking, alcohol consumption, and poor diet, negatively affecting mental health and
increasing the risk of hypertension and diabetes, possibly due to inflammatory processes and altered
glycemic regulation [51, 52]. In this review, alcohol consumption emerged as a risk factor for
hypertension, while smoking was identified as a risk factor for diabetes. These behaviors, often
associated with marital breakdown, may exacerbate physiological stress responses, further

contributing to the elevated risk of these chronic conditions.

The risk of hypertension increased with higher BMI, consistent with findings from previous studies
[45, 53-55]. Scientific evidence suggests that inflammatory processes play an important role in the
development of hypertension, possibly explaining the association between high BMI and
hypertension. Adipose cells, by producing inflammatory cytokines, contribute to increased blood
pressure and target organ damage. Increased adipose tissue can also reduce the production of nitric
oxide, crucial for vascular tone control, whose decrease is associated with endothelial dysfunction and
hypertension [56, 57]. This research also found an increased risk of DM with higher BMI. Consistent
findings were found in other previously conducted studies [46, 58, 59]. It is scientifically established
that DM develops from insulin deficiency and/or insulin resistance. Some studies have shown that
increased BMI induces chronic inflammation [60]. Insulin resistance is partly a result of adipocyte
dysregulation, which releases cytokines such as TNF-a and adiponectin [61]. While TNF-a promotes
insulin resistance, adiponectin improves the body's insulin sensitivity. The accumulation of visceral
fat, common with weight gain, increases the production of TNF-a and decreases that of adiponectin,
leading to insulin resistance and increased blood glucose levels. These mechanisms are fundamental
in metabolic syndrome, characterized by visceral obesity, hyperglycemia, dyslipidemia, and
hypertension, which are interrelated [62]. In our study, waist-to-hip ratio, hemoglobin concentration,
hypertension, and smoking were risk factors associated with DM. A high waist-to-hip ratio reflects
abdominal fat accumulation, which is strongly linked to insulin resistance. Hemoglobin concentration
can indicate chronic glycemic control, as this condition is related to chronic inflammation and
oxidative stress related to diabetes. Hypertension and smoking, in turn, contribute to systemic
inflammation and endothelial dysfunction, both factors that increase the risk of developing DM [63,
64].

In this study, an increased risk of hypertension was observed with added salt intake and stress. These
findings were consistent with findings in previously conducted studies [45, 65]. Excessive salt intake
is associated with the development of hypertension due to various physiological mechanisms, such as
water retention by the kidneys, increasing blood volume, and consequently raising blood pressure [66].
Additionally, excess sodium causes vasoconstriction, impairs endothelial function, promotes oxidative
stress and arterial inflammation, and activates the renin-angiotensin-aldosterone system, all
contributing to increased blood pressure [67]. The association of stress with hypertension can be

explained by the increase in vasoconstrictor hormones that raise blood pressure [68].
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Based on the results of the meta-analysis, it is evident that without urgent interventions, LMICs will
face a continuous increase in NCDs, such as hypertension and DM, where the rates of awareness,
diagnosis, treatment, and control are worryingly low. The limitations in the healthcare systems of these
countries are contributing to a substantial excess mortality associated with these conditions. Lifestyle-
related risk factors, such as obesity, high sodium intake, alcohol consumption, physical inactivity, and
inadequate diet, have reached alarming levels [69, 70]. Therefore, it is crucial to implement national
prevention, early detection, and treatment programs to reverse the current epidemic trends.
Additionally, intervention programs are needed to address health disparities, ensuring that the most

vulnerable populations receive the necessary support to mitigate risks and improve health outcomes.

Limitations

There are some limitations to be considered in this review. First, only observational studies were
included, excluding case-control studies, and only studies with estimates adjusted for potential
confounding factors were considered in our meta-analysis. It was not possible to perform meta-
analyses for several less-reported factors, which were identified by only one study. The meta-analyses
conducted for other factors provided combined effect estimates, offering information on the strength
of associations and heterogeneity between studies. Additionally, there was significant heterogeneity
among the included studies, due to the diversity of studied populations, such as geographic region and
publication year. Another limitation was the evidence of publication bias, as indicated by Egger’s test.
Although the trim and fill method imputed 14 additional studies and estimated a lower prevalence of
hypertension (17.15%, 95% CI: 14.67; 19.96), we opted to consider the unadjusted results (24.15%,
95% CI: 20.97; 27.64). This decision was made because the studies imputed by the trim and fill are
estimates based on assumptions, which could compromise the robustness of the findings. Despite these
limitations, most of the included studies were of good quality (55.3%), with only 2.6% being of poor
quality. The results of this meta-analysis may be useful for formulating effective health policies, such
as prevention and early detection programs, aimed at improving the quality of life of individuals living

in low- and middle-income countries and helping to reverse current NCDs trends.

Conclusion

NCDs, such as hypertension and DM, represent a growing public health challenge in LMICs.
Identifying associated risk factors is crucial for the development of effective prevention and control
strategies. Our findings may assist policymakers in identifying high-risk groups and recommending

appropriate prevention strategies.
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics of all the studies included in the meta-analysis

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of all the studies included in the meta-analysis

Authors Year Country Study Design Sample size | Mean/Median Age Outcome Prevalence SEP*
Age included

Vellakkal et al. 2013 [71] 2013 India Cross-sectional 12198 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension 19.0 0,004

Rahman, 2022 [3] 2022 Bangladesh Cross-sectional 12290 31 18 or + Hypertension and 36.98; 11.29 0.004; 0.003
Diabetes

Diawara et al 2023 [27] 2023 Mali Cross-sectional 412 Not reported 20 or + Diabetes 7.5 0.013

Giri et al. 2022 [28] 2022 India Cross-sectional 819 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension 16.7 0.013

Safarpour et al. 2022 [72] 2022 Iran Cohort 4997 48.41 350r+ Hypertension and 18.63; 15.67 0.006; 0.005
Diabetes

Kumma et al. 2021 [10] 2021 Etiopia Cross-sectional 2486 35 25 or + Hypertension 313 0.009

Khamseh et al. 2021 [11] 2021 Iran Cohort 163770 Not reported 35o0r+ Diabetes 15.0 0.001

Simmons et al. 2021 [73] 2021 Bangladesh Cross-sectional 8019 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension 21.2 0.005

Kiani et al. 2021 [74] 2021 Iran Cohort 7978 49.48 35o0r+ Hypertension and 27.1;12.0 0.005; 0.004
Diabetes

Khoo et al. 2022 [75] 2021 Malasia Cross-sectional 34149 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension 18.0 0.002

Sivanantha et al. 2021 [5] 2021 India Cross-sectional 2415 443 18 or + Hypertension and 33.6;26.7 0.000; 0.009
Diabetes

Riaz BK et al. 2020 [4] 2020 Bangladesh Cross-sectional 8185 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension 21.0 0.005

Okello et al. 2020 [76] 2020 Kenya, Nigeria, | Cross-sectional 3549 39.7 18 or + Hypertension 25.4 0.007

Tanzania, and
Uganda

Ongosi et al. 2020 [29] 2020 Kenya Cross-sectional 593 Not reported 25 or + Hypertension and 26.2; 7.7 0.02; 0.01
Diabetes

Alsaud et al. 2020 [77] 2020 Jordanians Cross-sectional 1449 4435 20 or + Hypertension and 37.5;21.5 0.012; 0.011
Diabetes

QOdili et al. 2020 [78] 2020 Nigeria Cross-sectional 4192 46.7 18 or + Hypertension 38.1 0.007

Mirzaei et al. 2020 [79] 2020 Iran Cohort 8749 Not reported 20 or + Hypertension and 18.6; 14.1 0.004; 0.004
Diabetes

Thakur et al. 2019 [30] 2019 India Cross-sectional 5078 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension and 26.2; 15.5 0.006; 0.005

Diabetes
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Latt et al. 2019 [80] 2019 Myanmar Cross-sectional 8757 Not reported 25 or + Diabetes 10.5 0.003
Htun et al. 2018 [31] 2018 Laos Cross-sectional 1528 54.9 350r+ Diabetes 22.8 0.011
Peltzer and Pengpid 2018 [81] 2018 Indonesia Cross-sectional 29965 433 18 or + Hypertension 334 0.003
Demisse et al. 2017 [18] 2017 India Cross-sectional 3227 41.1 18 or + Hypertension 27.4 0.008
Thakur et al. 2016 [32] 2016 India Cross-sectional 5127 Not reported 18 or + Hypertension and 40.1; 14.0 0.007; 0.005

Diabetes
Seclen et al. 2015 [82] 2015 Peru Cross-sectional 1677 Not reported 25 or + Diabetes 7.0 0.006
Talaei et al. 2014 [1] 2014 Iran Cohort 3283 50.7 350r+ Hypertension and 22.5;104 0,007; 0,005
Diabetes
Romdhane et al. 2014 [19] 2014 Tunisia Cross-sectional 7700 49.0 350r+ Diabetes 15.1 0.004
Shah and Afzal 2013 [83] 2013 India Cross-sectional 1768 Not reported 20 or + Hypertension and 18.16; 16.63 0.009; 0.009
Diabetes
Ayabh et al. 2013 [20] 2013 Kenya Cross-sectional 2061 334 18 or + Diabetis 3.2 0.004
Daniel et al. 2013 [84] 2013 Nigeria Cross-sectional 964 38.41 20 or + Hypertension 38.2 0.02
Pires et al. 2013 [21] 2013 Angola Cross-sectional 1464 33.7 18 or + Hypertension 23.0 0.01
Muyer et al. 2012 [85] 2012 Congo Cross-sectional 1759 51.5 20 or + Hypertension and 9.8;4.8 0.009; 0.005
Diabetes
Hendriks et al. 2012 [86] 2012 Nigeria, Kenya, Cross-sectional | 2678,2111, 45.3,40.9, 18 or + Hypertension 21.0,20.2, 19.0, 0.007, 0.009,
Tanzania, 1046, 1733 36.8,36.9 32.0 0.01, 0.01
Namibia
Nsakashalo-Senkwe et al. 2011 2011 Zambia Cross-sectional 1928 Not reported 25 or + Diabetes 4.0 0.004
[22]
Anjana et al. 2023 [87] India Cross-sectional 113043 Nao reportado 20 or + Diabetes 7.3 0.001
Dadras et al. 2024 [23] 2024 Afghanistan Cross-sectional 3890 35.0 18 or + Diabetes 11.0 0.005
Seenappa et al. 2024 [24] 2024 India Cross-sectional 743067 Nao reportado 18 or + Hypertension 15.9 0.000
Bhatia et al. 2023 [25] 2023 India Cohort 3183 Nao reportado 45 or + Hypertension 20.8 0.007
Kibria et al. 2024 [26] 2024 Bangladesh Cross_sectional 7932 39.2 18 or + Diabetes 9.9 0.003
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