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Additional file 6: Risk of bias  

For section 2 on managing bias in sampling or between groups, 16 studies (55%) had a low risk, 11 studies (38%) an 

unclear risk and 2 studies (7%) high risk of bias. For assessing managing bias in outcome measurements and 

blinding, 8 studies (27%) were rated at low risk of bias, 15 studies (52%) were rated as unclear risk of bias and 6 

studies (21%) at high risk of bias. Section 4, managing bias in follow up, was rated at being at low risk of bias in 19 

studies (65%), unclear risk in 8 studies (28%) and high risk in 2 studies (7%). For section 5, managing bias in other 

study aspects, 19 studies (66%) were rated as having a low risk of bias and 10 studies (34%) were rated as having an 

unclear risk of bias. Section 6, analytical rigour, was rated at a low risk of bias in 17 studies (59%) and unclear risk in 

12 studies (41%). For assessing section 7, managing bias in reporting/ethical considerations, 6 studies were rated as 

having a low risk of bias (21%) and 23 studies as unclear risk of bias (79%).  

 

Figure A7: Risk of bias using ICROMS. 0 = high risk of bias; 1 = unclear risk of bias; 2 = low risk of bias. Risk of bias was 
assessed in duplicate and independently.  For detailed information regarding ICROMS criteria see original publication 
(Zingg et al. 2016 (25)). 
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1A 1B 1C 1D 1E 2A 2B 2C 2D 2E 2F 3A 3B 3C 3D 3E 3F 3G 4A 4B 4C 5A 5B 5C 5D 6A 6B 6C 7A 7B 7C 7D 7E

1 Adarkwah 2016 (30) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 1 1 - 2 2 2 1 - - - - - 2 2 1 2 1 2

2 Bakhit 2018 (45) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 1 1 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 2 2 2 1 2

3 Branda 2013 (46) 2 - - - - 1 2 - - - - 2 - - - 1 2 - 1 1 0 2 - - - - - 1 0 2 2 2 2

4 Cals 2007 (31) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 0 1 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 2 2

5 Cooper 2011  (47) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 0 - - - 1 0 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 2 2 2 2 2

6 Cooper 2013 (48) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 2 - - - 2 0 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 0 2 2 2 2

7 Den Ouden 2022 (33) 2 - - - - 1 2 - - - - 1 - - - 1 1 - 1 0 1 2 - - - - - 1 0 2 2 1 2

8 Elwyn 2004 (32,68,69) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 2 - - - 2 1 - 2 1 1 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 1 2

9 Feng 2013 (49) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 2 - - - 1 1 - 2 1 1 2 - - - - - 2 2 2 2 0 2

10 Ngu 2022 (39) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 2 2 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 2 2

11 Haskard 2009 (34) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 1 - - - 1 1 - 2 2 2 1 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 1 2

12 Helitzer 2011 (35) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 1 - - - 1 2 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 1 1 0 2 2 2

13 Krones 2008 (36,70) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 1 - - - 1 0 - 0 0 1 2 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 1 2

14 Kunneman 2020 (50) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 0 - - - 0 2 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 0 2 2 1 2

15 Kunneman 2022 (28) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 2 2 - 2 1 1 1 - - - - - 1 2 2 2 2 2

16 Legare 2013 (56,57,71) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - 2 1 1 1 - - - - - 2 2 2 2 0 2

17 Loh 2007 (37) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 1 - - - 1 0 - 1 2 1 1 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 1 2

18 Mathers 2012 (53) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 0 - - - 0 1 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 2 2

19 Moral 2001 (38) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 2 - - - 2 1 - 2 2 2 2 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 1 1

20 Price Haywood 2004 (58) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 0 - - - 0 0 - 2 2 1 2 - - - - - 2 2 2 2 0 2

21 Roter 2012 (54) 2 - - - - 0 0 - - - - 1 - - - 0 0 - 1 1 1 1 - - - - - 2 0 2 2 1 2

22 Sanders 2017 (29) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 1 - - - 2 0 - 0 0 1 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 1 2

23 Sepucha 2022 (51) 2 - - - - 2 1 - - - - 2 - - - 2 0 - 1 0 2 1 - - - - - 2 1 2 1 2 2

24 Stewart 2007 (40) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 2 1 - 2 1 1 1 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 1 2

25 Tai Seale 2016  (41) 2 - - - - 0 0 - - - - 1 - - - 2 0 - 1 1 0 1 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 1 2

26 Tilburgs 2020 (42) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 1 - - - 2 2 - 2 2 2 1 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 1 2

27 Tinsel 2013 (43) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 2 - - - 2 1 - 2 1 2 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 0 2

28 Wilkes 2013 (52) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 2 - - - 2 0 - 2 2 1 2 - - - - - 2 1 2 2 0 2

29 Wollny 2021 (44) 2 - - - - 2 2 - - - - 2 - - - 2 2 - 2 1 2 1 - - - - - 1 1 2 2 2 2


