Appendix 2 Modified CASP Quality Appraisal.
	Study ID
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Overall

	Ã–cek 2021
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Alamri 2019
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Alnajjar 2025
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	8.5

	Al-Nasser 2022
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Alsuhaibani 2019
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	9

	Asghar 2023
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Babar 2024
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Barbosa 2016
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	7.5

	Barron 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Ben-David 2022
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	8.5

	Bogner 2020
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	8.5

	Brown 2018
	0
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	7.5

	Burke 2024
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	8.5

	Claessen 2024
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	6.5

	Conover 2024
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	6.5

	Conroy 2018
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	9

	Deleon 2024
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	8.5

	DenBakker 2022
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9

	Dereski 2016
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	6.5

	Devi 2015
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Devi 2020
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8

	DiBiase 2020
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Dicianno 2016
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0
	1
	1
	0.5
	6.5

	Dinh 2024
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Duncan 2024
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	5.5

	Durairajanayagam 2015
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	6.5

	Fernandez 2019
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	7.5

	Fox 2023
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9.5

	George 2015
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	8

	Huynh 2021
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	4.5

	Imafuku 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Imafuku 2018
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9.5

	Jeon 2024
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	8

	Joubert 2024
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9

	Kaur 2023
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	Klemt 2024
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	5.5

	Lamba 2023
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0
	1
	1
	1
	8.5

	Lupi 2018
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8.5

	Möller 2015
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Möller 2017
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Möller 2019
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	9

	Mahomed 2020
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Mehta 2023
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Mohan 2019
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	0
	1
	8

	Mullan 2017
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	4.5

	Nikiforova 2021
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0.5
	6

	Ommering 2021
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Radville 2019
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Salam 2015
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	7.5

	Shah 2019
	0
	1
	0.5
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	5.5

	Shemesh 2025
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Si 2020
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5
	7.5

	SolanodelaSala 2016
	1
	0
	0
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	5

	Svoboda 2021
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.5
	4

	Tumin 2024
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Uebel 2024
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	Vereijken 2018
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9

	Wahlberg 2022
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9.5

	Walker 2023
	0
	0.5
	0.5
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	7

	Weaver 2017
	0
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	7.5

	Wolfson 2017
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9.5

	Zhang 2022
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0.5
	9.5



Appendix 2. Summary of Modified CASP Quality Appraisal. The appraisal was informed by 10 questions:
1. Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research? 
2. Is the methodology sound and clearly described? 
3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the research? 
4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research? 
5. Was the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue? 
6. Has the relationship between researchers and participants been adequately considered? 
7. Have ethical issues been taken into consideration? Judgement

8. Was data analysis sufficiently rigorous? 
9. Is there a clear statement of findings? 
10. How valuable is the research? 
Answers were operationalised as the following: ‘Yes/High’ = 1, ‘No/Low’ = 0, ‘Unsure’ = 0.5. The sum of these scores were categorised as ‘low’ (<6), ‘medium’ (6–7.9), or ‘high’ (≥8).



