Text S4: Sampling methods identified in the systematic review

Convenience sampling method is set of techniques in which respondents are selected
by convenience due to their proximity, availability, accessibility or other way that
researcher decides [1]. It is a fast and easy method to use however results seldom are

representative of the population [2].

Purposive sampling is a technique in which researcher, with a particular purpose,
chooses the respondents that participate in the study [1]. It is useful when researchers
are looking for persons with a specific characteristic (sometimes rare) but, because it is
a non-probability based sampling it does not allow to make inferences to the

population.

Snowball sampling is a method of chain referral in which researchers contact members
of the target population, already known to them, who are invited to participate in the
survey and are in turn asked to refer their peers and/or help researchers to identify
them [3]. The chain referral method allows researchers reach populations that are
hard to sample using other methods, nevertheless individuals who have a large
number of social connections are able to nominate peers that have the same
characteristics as their own, and thus the sample may not be representative of the

population[4].

Targeted sampling consists in doing an initial ethnographic assessment in order to
identify subpopulations or subgroups with some specific attributes and then elaborate
a plan to recruit members with those characteristics where the members of the
population might be found [5]. This method offers an approach that can be useful to
identify social and cultural characteristics of subgroups as well as their geographic
distribution, but the sample will be biased towards those who gather in the selected

location [5], is labour intensive and time consuming.

Random Digit Dialling (RDD) is a probabilistic method used for selecting respondents
from a set of telephone numbers (usually landlines) [6]. It has the advantage of
reaching a geographic dispersed sample and including those who live in rural areas, it

is time and cost saving because interviewers do not have to physically go to study



areas. Among limitations of RDD there is the possible lack of representativeness, as not

all persons have a landline, and the high rate of unfruitful calls [7].

Multi-stage sampling is a probabilistic method that consists of more than two stages of
sampling; the first stage identifies the primary sampling units (PSUs) (e.g. geographical
areas), the second stage selects the units within the PSU (Second Sampling Units —
SSUs)(e.g. hospitals within geographical areas), the third stage selects the units within

the SSUs (e.g. hospital units), and so on [8].

Cluster sampling is a special case of a multi-stage sampling, where the study
population is divided into groups (or clusters) and then a sample of those clusters is

selected[8,9].

In stratified probability sampling method the population members are divided into
homogeneous groups (called strata) such as regions or age categories for instance, and
then a sample is selected (usually a simple random sampling or systematic sampling)

within each strata[9].

When specifically talking about surveying HRP, all probabilistic methods, like those
presented here have the great disadvantage of the cost because most hidden
populations, like MSM and FSW, are a minority in the general population, thus

collecting a probability sample would be too expensive [2].

Internet sampling technique consists in recruiting respondents through the internet,
either through advertising or contact people directly (through chat rooms for
instance); we categorized in this method all publications that mentioned that
respondents were recruited through “internet”, “on-line” or via “web”, no matter if it
was a web-based survey or if the internet was used only to advertise the research [10].
This method offers a mechanism through which a researcher can have access to
people who share similar characteristics, interests or attitudes. It is time and cost
saving however little may be known about the characteristics of the online community
members; it may not be easy to define a sampling frame if the researcher does not

have access to the number of members of a community or their email addresses. Non-

response rates are also hard to identify for most online communities [11].



Time Location Sampling (TLS) also called Time Space Sampling (TSS) consists in
identifying the venues and time periods where the study population congregates and
then select a sample of sites to recruit members during a pre-defined time interval[12].
TLS is an efficient way to sample hidden populations that congregate in specific
locations and is able to approximate probability sampling [13], however not all select
places are easily accessible and others are not even contemplated due to safety
reasons or to high costs [14]. Besides, populations that congregate at public venues
may differ from the true population as some of them may only frequent private
venues. This means that there might be an unknown potential bias in the estimates
[14].

Respondent Driven Sampling (RDS) is chain referral technique in which researchers
contact a predefined small number of population members called seeds and asks them
to recruit their peers to participate in the survey. If the peers are eligible for the study
they are invited to become seeds and to recruit other members. This technique gives
incentives to peers and to seeds who recruits them [15]. RDS has the advantage of
recruiting individuals that do not congregate in public venues, however it will not
function if the study population are not socially networked [16]. A major difference
from Snowball sampling is that RDS relies on elements of the target population to
recruit their peers using a set of coded coupons which are redeemed. The coupon
quota reduces biases associated with over representation of those who have large
networks [4]. Also in order to reduce bias, during the survey, data on network

structure are also collected and used to determine post-hoc sampling weights[17].
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