MULTIMEDIA APPENDIX 4 RISK-OF-BIAS ASSESSMENT

[bookmark: _Hlk174596186]Risk-of-bias assessment of qualitative studies using the Mixed Methods Assessment Tool.
	[bookmark: _Hlk174596008]Study, year
	Screening question 1 (for all types): are there clear research questions?
	Screening question 2 (for all types): do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
	Screening question 1 for qualitative studies: is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question?
	Screening question 2 for qualitative studies: are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question?
	Screening question 3 for qualitative studies: are the findings adequately derived from the data?
	Screening question 4 for qualitative studies: is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data?
	Screening question 5 for qualitative studies: is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis, and interpretation?
	Comments

	Webber et al [1], 2020
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Unclear risk of bias: reasons for choosing the sampling method are not described

	Ayiasi et al [2], 2015
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias 

	Musabyimana et al [3], 2018
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias

	Mwendwa [4], 2016
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias












Risk-of-bias assessment of quantitative randomized controlled trials using the Mixed Methods Assessment Tool.
	Study, year
	Screening question 1 (for all types): are there clear research questions?
	Screening question 2 (for all types): do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative randomized controlled trials: is randomization appropriately performed?
	Screening question 2 for quantitative randomized controlled trials: are the groups comparable at baseline?
	Screening question 3 for quantitative randomized controlled trials: are there complete outcome data?
	Screening question 4 for quantitative randomized controlled trials: are outcome assessors blinded to the intervention provided?
	Screening question 5 for quantitative randomized controlled trials: did the participants adhere to the assigned intervention?
	Comments 

	Sevene et al [5], 2020
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Unclear risk of bias: the authors commented that participants may have crossed over between the intervention and control sites, but this was neither quantified nor addressed by the study design

	Ayiasi et al [6], 2016
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	High risk of bias: household and individual characteristics were not comparable (assessors were aware of control and intervention sites)

	Hackett et al [7], 2018
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	High risk of bias: no blinding

	Atnafu et al [8], 2017
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Can’t tell
	High risk of bias: no blinding; potential crossover effect, but the authors did not provide an explanation for this in the manuscript








Risk-of-bias assessment of quantitative nonrandomized studies using the Mixed Methods Assessment Tool.
	Study, year
	Screening question 1 (for all types): are there clear research questions?
	Screening question 2 (for all types): do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative nonrandomized studies: are the participants representative of the target population?
	Screening question 2 for quantitative nonrandomized studies: are measurements appropriate regarding both the outcome and intervention (or exposure)?
	Screening question 3 for quantitative nonrandomized studies: are there complete outcome data?
	Screening question 4 for quantitative nonrandomized studies: are the confounders accounted for in the design and analysis?
	Screening question 5 for quantitative nonrandomized studies: during the study period, is the intervention administered (or exposure occurred) as intended?
	Comments

	Webber et al [9], 2022
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias

	Asiki et al [10], 2018
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	High risk of bias: use of convenience sampling; some participants did not receive the intervention as intended

	Atnafu [11], 2015
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Can’t tell
	High risk of bias: the authors did not adjust for confounders (high risk of confounding bias)

	Atnafu and Bisrat [12], 2015
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Can’t tell 
	No
	Can’t tell
	High risk of bias: no details of sample size calculation; unclear sampling method; very high nonresponse rate; no details on choices of variables and outcomes

	Hategeka et al [13], 2019
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias

	Ruton et al [14], 2018
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias

	Mwendwa [15], 2018
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Can’t tell
	High risk of bias: no adjustment of confounders; as this is a self-reported study, it is difficult to tell whether the participants received the intervention as intended





Risk-of-bias assessment of quantitative descriptive studies using the Mixed Methods Assessment Tool.
	Study, year
	Screening question 1 (for all types):are there clear research questions?
	Screening question 2 (for all types): do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative descriptive studies: is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative descriptive studies: is the sample representative of the target population?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative descriptive studies: are the measurements appropriate?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative descriptive studies: is the risk of nonresponse bias low?
	Screening question 1 for quantitative descriptive studies: is the statistical analysis appropriate to answer the research question?
	Comments

	Fulcher et al [16], 2021
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias

	Ngabo et al [17], 2012
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell
	Can’t tell 
	High risk of bias: the article lacks a sampling strategy and a description of measurements and outcomes; high risk of confounding bias













Risk-of-bias assessment of mixed methods studies using the Mixed Methods Assessment Tool.
	Study, year
	Screening question 1 (for all types): are there clear research questions?
	Screening question 2 (for all types): do the collected data allow to address the research questions?
	Screening question 1 for mixed methods studies: is there an adequate rationale for using a mixed methods design to address the research question?
	Screening question 2 for mixed methods studies: are the different components of the study effectively integrated to answer the research question?
	Screening question 3 for mixed methods studies: are the outputs of the integration of qualitative and quantitative components adequately interpreted?
	Screening question 4 for mixed methods studies: are divergences and inconsistencies between quantitative and qualitative results adequately addressed?
	Screening question 5 for mixed methods studies: do the different components of the study adhere to the quality criteria of each tradition of the methods involved?
	Comments

	Webber et al [18], 2019
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	High risk of bias: limited discussion on quantitative results in light of the qualitative results

	Boene et al [19], 2021
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	High risk of bias: some concern (eg, criteria for selection not discussed and limited discussion of qualitative methods and results)

	Nigussie et al [20], 2021
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	No
	High risk of bias: limited qualitative results and no descriptions of divergences; limited information on qualitative and quantitative methods

	Mushamiri et al [21], 2015
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low risk of bias

	Battle et al [22], 2015
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	High risk of bias: qualitative sampling methods not adequately described
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MULTIMEDIA APPENDIX 4 RISK - OF - BIAS ASSESSMENT     Risk - of - bias assessment of qualitative studies using the  Mixed Methods Assessment Tool .  
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