Supplementary 4: Critical appraisal of the primary studies undertaken within the 13 identified systematic reviews
	Review 
	Primary study
	Quality assessment tool 
	Quality of the study as reported within the review 

	Campbell, 2020 
 
	Frenkel, 2001 
	The Cochrane risk of bias tool  
	Low risk 

	
	Juthani-Mehta, 2015  
	 
	Low risk 

	Manchery, 2020 
 
 
 
	Samson, 2009 
	The Cochrane’s risk of bias tool 
	High 

	
	Zenthöfer, 2016 
	 
	High 

	
	Zenthöfer, 2016 
	 
	Low 

	
	Lago, 2017 
	 
	High 

	 Richards 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	De Visschere 2011 
	The Cochrane’s risk of bias tool 
	Low 

	
	De Visschere 2012 
	 
	Low 

	
	Blinkhorn, 2011  
	 
	Low 

	
	Boczko, 2009 
	 
	Low 

	
	Isaksson, 2000 
	 
	Low 

	
	Juthani-Mehta, 2015 
	 
	Low 

	
	Le, 2012 
	 
	Low 

	
	Kullberg, 2010 
	 
	Low 

	
	Quagliarello 2009 
	 
	Low 

	
	Simons, 2000 
	 
	Low 

	
	Nicol, 2005 
	
	Low 

	 Siegel, 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	Fjeld, 2014 
	Quality Assessment Tool for Quantitative Studies 
	Weak 

	
	Sloane, 2013 
	 
	Weak 

	
	Pyle,1998 
	 
	Weak 

	
	Connell, 2002 
	 
	Strong 

	
	Quagliarello, 2009 
	 
	Weak 

	
	Kullberg, 2010 
	 
	Weak 

	
	De Visschere, 2011 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	De Visschere ,2012 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	Van der Putten, 2013 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	Samson, 2009 
	
	Weak 

	Hoben 2017  
	 
	Clinical studies with or without control group and with or without randomized allocation of participants: Quality Assessment Tool for Quantitative Studies (QATQS) 
 
Cross-sectional studies: Estabrooks’ Quality Assessment and Validity Tool for Cross-Sec-tional Studies. 
	 

	 
	Sloane, 2012 
	 
	Low moderate 

	 
	Zimmerman, 2012 
	 
	Low moderate 

	 
	Zimmerman, 2014 
	 
	Low moderate 

	 
	Sloane, 2013 
	 
	Low moderate 

	 
	Connel, 2002 
	 
	Weak 

	 
	Wilson, 2013 
	 
	Weak 

	Albrecht, 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	De Visschere 2011 
	The Cochrane risk of bias tool 
	High risk of bias 

	
	De Visschere 2012 
	 
	High risk of bias 

	
	Frenkel 2001 
	 
	Unclear risk of bias 

	
	MacEntee 2007 
	 
	Unclear risk of bias 

	
	Schou 1989 
	 
	Unclear risk of bias 

	
	Van der Putten 2013 
	 
	Unclear risk of bias 

	
	Zanthofer 2013 
	 
	Unclear risk of bias 

	Sjogren, 2016 
 
 
 
	 
	Appraisal was based on a modified checklist from the Swedish Council on Health Technology assessment 
	All included RCTs had methodological limitations, mainly related to reporting of randomization and blinding, direct-ness, precision, reporting of follow-up, and lack of reporting of numbers and reasons for withdrawals and dropouts 

	
	Bourigault 2011 
	 
	High risk/ major problems 

	
	Juthani-Mehta 2015 
	 
	Low risk/ no problems 

	Low, 2015 
 
 
 
	 
	Cochrane Risk of Bias for EPOC reviews tool (Effective Practice and Organisation of Care) 
	 

	
	De Visschere 2012 
	 
	Bias allocation not concealed, unclear risk of bias for random allocation 

	
	Frenkel 2001 
	 
	Bias allocation not concealed 

	
	Van der Putten 2013 
	 
	Bias allocation not concealed, unclear risk of bias for random allocation 

	Wang, 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
	 
	Newcastle-Ottawa Scale 
	 

	
	Boczko, 2009 
	 
	Moderate quality 

	
	Frenkel 2001 
	 
	High quality assessment 

	
	Isaksson 2000 
	 
	Moderate quality 

	
	Nicol 2005 
	 
	Moderate quality 

	
	Portella 2013 
	 
	Moderate quality 

	Coker, 2014   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	 
	Effective Public Health Practice Project Quality Assessment Tool 
	 

	
	De Visschere 2012 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	Frenkel 2001 
	 
	Strong 

	
	Le 2012 
	 
	Weak 

	
	MacEntee, 2007 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	Nicol, 2005 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	Pyle, 1998 
	 
	Weak 

	
	Simons, 2000 
	 
	Moderate 

	
	Van der Putten, 2013  
	 
	Moderate 

	de lugt- Lusting, 2014   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	 
	Used the criteria published by the Cochrane Collaboration, Dutch Branch (www.dcc.cochrane.org) 
	 

	
	Frenkel 2001 
	 
	Met all methodological quality criteria 

	
	Frenkel 2002 
	 
	Met all methodological quality criteria 

	
	MacEntee 2007 
	 
	Met all methodological quality criteria 

	
	Paulsson 2003 
	 
	Sufficient evidence grade  

	
	Simons 2000 
	 
	Fair evidence grade 

	
	Gammack 2009 
	 
	Fair evidence grade 

	
	Samson 2009 
	 
	Fair evidence grade 

	Weening-Verbree, 2013   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	Boczko, 2009 
	Methodological quality rating (adapted for Anderson & Sharpe 1991) 
	5 moderate quality 

	
	De Visschere, 2010 
	 
	6 high quality 

	
	Fallon, 2006 
	 
	6 high quality 

	
	Frenkel, 2001 
	 
	7 high quality 

	
	Frenkel, 2002 
	 
	6 high quality 

	
	Isaksson, 2000 
	 
	6 high quality 

	
	Jager, 2009 
	 
	5 moderate quality 

	
	Kullberg, 2010 
	 
	5 moderate quality 

	
	MacEntee, 2007 
	 
	7 high quality 

	
	Nicol, 2005 
	 
	6 high quality 

	
	Paulsson, 1998 
	 
	5 moderate quality 

	
	Paulsson, 2001 
	 
	5 moderate quality 

	
	Pronych, 2010 
	 
	4 moderate quality 

	
	Reed, 2006 
	 
	4 moderate quality 

	
	Simons, 2000 
	 
	6 high quality 

	
	Samson, 2009 
	
	5 moderate quality 

	van der Maarel-Wierink, 2013 
	Yoshino, 2001 
	Appraisal checklist of randomized controlled trials (http://www.dcc.cochrane.org). 
	 Randomization, no blinding (not rated)  



