Supplementary Material 1: Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative studies (COREQ), 32-item checklist
Checklist of items that should be included in reports of qualitative research, developed from: Tong A, Sainsbury P, Craig J. Consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research (COREQ): a 32-item checklist for interviews and focus groups. International Journal for Quality in Health Care. 2007. Volume 19, Number 6: pp. 349 – 357.
Based on the original COREQ checklist, the third column of the following table provides further details as well as the section of the manuscript where each of the checklist items are reported.
	No.  Item 

	Guide questions/description
	Details and corresponding manuscript section

	Domain 1: Research team and reﬂexivity 

	Personal Characteristics 

	1. Interviewer / facilitator
	Which author/s conducted the interview or focus group? 
	The field team was composed of Alix Debray (AD), and research assistant Sylvestre Diatta (SD) (see Ethics and research team and Data collection)

	2. Credentials
	What were the researcher’s credentials? E.g. PhD, MD 
	AD: MSc; Véronique Petit (VP): PhD; Ilse Ruyssen (IR): PhD; Ndiémé Sow (NS): PhD; Sorana Toma (SD): PhD
SD: MSc

	3. Occupation
	What was their occupation at the time of the study? 
	AD: PhD student; VP: Professor; IR: Associate Professor; NS: Associate Professor; ST: Assistant Professor
SD: Unemployed

	4. Gender
	Was the researcher male or female? 
	AD, VP, IR, NS, ST: F
SD: M 

	5. Experience and training
	What experience or training did the researcher have? 
	AD was trained as a hydraulic and environmental engineer with experience of traveling and working in different cultural settings. To prepare the field work, she also followed IOM online courses such as the “Psychosocial Support for Migrants” as well as Ghent University’s seminars and doctoral trainings such as “Working with vulnerable groups and fieldwork partners in an ethical way”.
SD has extensive experience of the field especially in Casamance through studies he conducted for his master. He translated either from wolof or diola according to the participant’s preferred language of exchange.

	Relationship with participants 

	6. Relationship established
	Was a relationship established prior to study commencement? 
	Respondents were not known to AD prior to interview. 
Some respondents knew SD before the interview (himself being in the demographics’ target of the study) and were either close enough to share their emotions to the field team, or would not know him enough to impact their willingness to share sensitive information on their situation (it was discussed before the interviews to give them the possibility to choose their interviewer). 

	7. Participant knowledge of the interviewer 
	What did the participants know about the researcher? e.g. personal goals, reasons for doing the research 
	Some participants knew SD beforehand (see point 6)
AD shared that she was a PhD student from Ghent University in Belgium, and that this study is part of her PhD research. She also indicated that she has some familiarity with the country through her father's experiences (job-related) and that she has a genuine interest in learning more about its culture. With respect to the research, she motivated that she is particularly interested in the nuances behind the numbers, and that she was hence interested to hearing their stories.

	8. Interviewer characteristics
	What characteristics were reported about the inter viewer/facilitator? e.g. Bias, assumptions, reasons and interests in the research topic 
	See point 7.

	Domain 2: study design 

	Theoretical framework 

	9. Methodological orientation and Theory 
	What methodological orientation was stated to underpin the study? e.g. grounded theory, discourse analysis, ethnography, phenomenology, content analysis 
	Grounded theory approach combining inductive and deductive coding (see Analysis and reporting)


	Participant selection 

	10. Sampling
	How were participants selected? e.g. purposive, convenience, consecutive, snowball 
	Purposive and snowball sampling (see Participants and recruitment)


	11. Method of approach
	How were participants approached? e.g. face-to-face, telephone, mail, email 
	Face-to-face, through telephone, via networks of the interpreter (see Participants and recruitment)


	12. Sample size
	How many participants were in the study? 
	35 (see Participants and recruitment)


	13. Non-participation
	How many people refused to participate or dropped out? Reasons? 
	None refused or dropped out during the interview.

	Setting

	14. Setting of data collection
	Where was the data collected? e.g. home, clinic, workplace 
	Home and public space (see Data collection)

	15. Presence of non-participants
	Was anyone else present besides the participants and researchers? 
	In most interviews, no one else was present. 
Two interviews were conducted with two participants at a time: for these pairs, questions were asked to each person before going to the next question. This format was only chosen for participants who asked for it specifically for reasons of reassurance, and who knew each other well. We expect this familiarity did not unduly influence their responses. In a few other interviews it happened that a family member was present during a part of the interview, though it did not seem to affect the mood of the respondent, for instance who specified before or during the interview being really close to the family member in question. No change of tone, level of detail of answers were observed by the interviewers when the family member left the room.

	16. Description of sample
	What are the important characteristics of the sample? e.g. demographic data, date 
	See Respondent characteristics


	Data collection 
	
	

	17. Interview guide
	Were questions, prompts, guides provided by the authors? Was it pilot tested? 
	See Data collection


	18. Repeat interviews
	Were repeat interviews carried out? If yes, how many? 
	No

	19. Audio/visual recording
	Did the research use audio or visual recording to collect the data? 
	Audio recording (see Analysis and reporting)

	20. Field notes
	Were ﬁeld notes made during and/or after the interview or focus group?
	Yes (see Analysis and reporting)

	21. Duration
	What was the duration of the interviews or focus group? 
	On average, interviews lasted 1 hour, variating from 16 minutes to 1h40.

	22. Data saturation
	Was data saturation discussed? 
	Data saturation was discussed during the field: after a few interviews, patterns across the age and gender groups were observed and we decided to finalize the data collection after approximately 30 interviews, allowing for the sample to reach 35 because additional opportunities of interviews occurred. 

	23. Transcripts returned
	Were transcripts returned to participants for comment and/or correction? 
	The transcripts were not sent back to interviewees, but updates and results from the study were (see Analysis) 

	Domain 3: analysis and ﬁndings 

	Data analysis 

	24. Number of data coders
	How many data coders coded the data? 
	One, namely AD (see Analysis and reporting)

	25. Description of the coding tree
	Did authors provide a description of the coding tree? 
	No (see Analysis and reporting)

	26. Derivation of themes
	Were themes identiﬁed in advance or derived from the data? 

	Both (see Analysis and reporting)

	27. Software
	What software, if applicable, was used to manage the data? 
	Nvivo14 (see Analysis and reporting)

	28. Participant checking
	Did participants provide feedback on the ﬁndings? 
	Participants who accepted to receive the updates and results of the study were contacted and provided with a summary of the article submitted for publication, translated into French. A dissemination session was conducted in March 2024 at the University Assane Seck of Ziguinchor to share findings to broader audience, raise awareness on societal concerns raised by this study, inform the research team for potential studies opportunities and translate the findings into recommendations. The results of the study were validated during this workshop.

	Reporting 

	29. Quotations presented
	Were participant quotations presented to illustrate the themes/ﬁndings? Was each quotation identiﬁed? e.g. participant number 

	Yes (see Results)

	30. Data and ﬁndings consistent
	Was there consistency between the data presented and the ﬁndings? 
	Yes (see Results)

	31. Clarity of major themes
	Were major themes clearly presented in the ﬁndings? 
	Yes (see Results)

	32. Clarity of minor themes
	Is there a description of diverse cases or discussion of minor themes?      
	Yes (see Results)



