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	Section and Topic 
	Item #
	Checklist item 
	Location where item is reported 

	TITLE 
	

	Title 
	1
	Drivers of inappropriate use of antibiotics among community members in low- and middle-income countries: A systematic review of qualitative studies  
	Page 1

	ABSTRACT 
	

	Abstract 
	2
	Abstract provided with appropriate headings (Background, Objectives, Methods, Results, Conclusions) 
	Page 1

	INTRODUCTION 
	

	Rationale 
	3
	The review aims to synthesize qualitative data to better understand the drivers on inappropriate use of antibiotics among patients which are often not fully addressed in quantitative studies.
	Page 2

	Objectives 
	4
	synthesize evidence-based drivers of inappropriate use of antibiotics from qualitative data in low- and middle-income countries- 
	Page 2

	METHODS 
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5
	The systematic review included published English studies: I) qualitative studies that explored the reasons for inappropriate use of antibiotics, ii) qualitative studies conducted in both hospital and community settings that presented the reasons for inappropriate antibiotic use, and iii) mixed methods studies whose separate section focused only on qualitative data collection and analysis that reported qualitative findings on the reasons why antibiotics are used inappropriately. The  review excluded studies; i) published in languages other than English, ii) had abstracts with no full text, iii)  review studies, and iv)  published outside of LMICs. 
	Page 3

	Information sources 
	6
	Search conducted across electronic search of Google Scholar, PubMed, and the Web of Science  
	Page 3

	Search strategy
	7
	The fully search strategies for electronic search of  Google Scholar, PubMed, and the Web of Science  registers and websites, including (drivers* OR Reason* OR Factor* determinants*) AND (“use” OR “Consume” OR self-medication* OR self-treatment* OR self-prescribe*) (antibiotic* OR antibiotics OR antimicrobials) (Practices* OR structures* OR networks*) AND (patients* OR community* OR clients* OR consumers*). 
	Page 3

	Selection process
	8
	Studies were independently screened by two reviewers (PMN and JRM) to identify qualified studies, and discrepancies were resolved by the two reviewers to reach consensus (i.e., interrater reliability -
	Page 3

	Data collection process 
	9
	Data was independently extracted using a standardized data extraction form, which included study characteristics, methodology, participant demographics, and key findings.
	Page 4

	Data items 
	10
	Data items included citation, country, data collection tool, sample size, participants, and study purpose
	Page 6

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	The quality and risk of bias of the included studies were conducted using the 10 criteria of the JBI Critical Appraisal Checklist for qualitative studies 
	Page 7

	Effect measures 
	12
	Not applicable for this qualitative review
	

	Synthesis methods
	13
	After thorough reading of the studies included in the review, key concepts were extracted, and codes were assigned to the information. Coding was performed with a line-by-line pattern using NVivo software. When the codes were completed, the authors discussed the expected themes using the coded data. Descriptive themes were developed by examining similarities and differences between theme codes. Eventually, the descriptive codes were organized into analytical themes to address the research question to enhance suitable interpretation and discussion of the findings. The identified themes emerged as we reviewed the articles
	Page 4

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Not applicable in this qualitative review
	

	Certainty assessment
	15
	 Not applicable in this qualitative review
	

	RESULTS 
	

	Study selection 
	16a
	Study searches were completed on 21st of October, 2023. After the database search, an overall of 1637 studies were retrieved. A total of 125 studies remained for title and abstract screening. Later, 21 studies qualified for full-text reading. Finally, 9 studies were eligible for inclusion in the study. 
	Page 4

	Study characteristics 
	17
	Studies are cited and characteristics presented
	Page 6

	Risk of bias in studies 
	18
	Not applicable in this qualitative review
	

	Results of individual studies 
	19
	Not applicable in this qualitative review
	

	Results of syntheses
	20
	The results have been presented based on the major identified themes, namely, i) knowledge, indications, and use of antibiotics; ii) prescription, purchase, and use of antibiotics; iii) perceived quality of antibiotics available in the market; iv) limited healthcare access; v) economic factors; and vi) perceived severity of illnesses 
	Page 7

	Reporting biases
	21
	Not applicable in this qualitative review
	

	Certainty of evidence 
	22
	Not applicable in this qualitative review
	

	DISCUSSION 
	

	Discussion 
	23a
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Inappropriate use of ABs is commonly reported in LMICs. The drivers for the practices include perceived quality of antibiotics available in the market; limited healthcare access; economic factors; and perceived severity of illnesses. 
	Page 15

	
	23b
	This review has several limitations. Not including articles for other languages used in Africa, such as French, might have affected the information from those countries. 
	Page 17

	
	23c
	Due to the small number of studies, the findings cannot be generalized to other countries for which qualitative studies (on the drivers of inappropriate use of ABs) have not been performed due to diversity in sociocultural contexts among countries. 
	Page 17

	
	23d
	These findings suggest the need for educational campaigns in community settings to improve awareness and understanding among community members regarding the appropriate use of ABs and antimicrobial resistance, which is strongly facilitated by inappropriate use of ABs. Additionally, empowering the public through media and education could address economic factors to facilitate appropriate healthcare-seeking behaviors. Healthcare providers should also thoroughly communicate with their patients on the appropriate use of AB, as some of them are not aware of this use. To address these financial constraints, governments in LMICs should increase the budget in the health sector and in health facilities so that the required ABs and services can be available at a subsidized cost for the general population. The findings from this systematic review hopefully provide insights into opportunities for promoting the appropriate use of ABs and hence reducing the impact of AMR in LMICs. 
	Page 17

	OTHER INFORMATION
	

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	The current review was registered in PROSPERO CRD42023465921
	Page 3

	
	24b
	The protocol can be accessed in the international prospective register of systematic review: https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/ 
	Page 3

	
	24c
	 No amendment was made (not applicable)
	

	Support
	25
	This systematic review did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies. 
	Page 18

	Competing interests
	26
	The authors have no competing interests. 
	Page 18

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	All the data generated, synthesized, and analyzed during the study are included in this review 
	Page 18
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