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Table S5. A: Quality assessment of all quantitative and mixed-methods studies. B: Quality assessment of qualitative studies.
	A) Quality assessment of all quantitative studies

	Author(s), country
	Did the study address a clearly focused issue?
	Did the authors use an appropriate method to answer their question?
	Were the subjects recruited in an acceptable way?
	Were the measures accurately measured to reduce bias?
	Were the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?
	Did the study have enough participants to minimise the play of chance?
	How are the results presented and what is the main result?
	Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?
	Is there a clear statement of findings?
	Can the results be applied to the local population?

	Ryan et al., USA
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	El Douaihy et al., USA
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	

	Dixon et al., Canada
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Irani et al., USA
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Reynolds et al., Australia 
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Chu et al., USA
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Stai et al., USA
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	

	Pagani et al., USA
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	

	Patel et al., Canada
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Muaddi et al., Canada
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Abdelaal et al., USA
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	

	Pinci et al., Puerto Rico
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	

	Chang et al., USA
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	Ashmore et al., UK
	*
	*
	
	
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	




B) Quality assessment of qualitative studies

	Author(s), country
	Clear statement of aims
	Is qualitative methodology appropriate
	Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research?
	Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?
	Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?
	Has the relationship between researcher and participant been adequately considered? 
	Have ethical issues been taken into consideration? 
	Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous? 
	Is there a clear statement of findings?
	How valuable is the research?

	Herling et al., Denmark
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	

	Claydon et al., UK
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	*

	Moloney et al., Ireland
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	*

	Wu et al., China
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	*
	
	*
	*




