Additional Table 2: Quality assessment scores for qualitative studies. Yes- 2, Partial- 1, No- 0, Not applicable-NA
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Batnitzky et al. (2008)19 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0
Boatemaa et al. (2018)(17 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 0
Brown et al. (2015)(1®) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0
*Charlton et al. (2014)5% 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 0 2 0
Craveriro et al. (2016)(1? 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0
Draper et al. (2016)?? 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0
Legwegoh et al. (2012)3?, (2016)?? 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0
*Pradeilles (2015) (6 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0
Rguibi and Behalsen, 2006(%) 2 2 1 2 1 1 0 0 2 0
Sedibe et al. (2014)@%; Voorend et al. (2013)?> 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0

*mixed methods study- scored here for qualitative component. Quality appraisal was conducted using using a validated quality assessment tool(3:




Additional Table 3: Quality assessment scores for quantitative studies. Yes- 2, Partial- 1, No- 0, Not applicable-NA.
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Agbozo et al. (2018)29 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 0 0 2 1
Amenyah et al. (2016)?7 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 1 2 2
Aounalla-Sikhiri et al. (2011)@® 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 1 2 2 1
Becquey et al. (2010)@ 2 2 2 1 NA NA NA 2 2 2 1 2 2 2
*Charlton et al. (2004)C9 2 2 1 2 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A 0 N/A N/A 2 2
Cisse-Egbuonye et al. (2017)39 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
Codjoe et al. (2016)CD 2 2 1 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
El Ansari et al. (2015)32 2 2 1 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Feeley et al. (2013)69 1 2 1 2 NA NA NA 1 2 2 1 2 2 2
Fokeena et al. (2012)63% 2 2 1 1 NA NA NA 2 1 2 2 0 2 2
Glozah et al. (2015)6 2 1 1 2 NA NA NA 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
Gitau ef al. (2014)60 2 2 2 1 NA NA NA 2 1 2 0 0 2 1
Hattingh et al. 2006@7; 20116G%); 201469 1 2 2 2 N/A N/A N/A 1 1 2 1 N/A 2 2
Jafri et al. (2013)40 2 2 2 0 N/A N/A N/A 1 1 2 0 0 2 2
Kiboi et al. (2017)“D 1 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Landais et al. 2012¢2;(2015)@» 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 1 2 1
Lopez et al. (2012)“ 2 2 1 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 0 0 2 0
Mayen et al. (2016)* 1 2 2 2 NA NA NA 1 2 2 1 0 2 0
Mbochi et al. (2012)“0) 2 1 2 1 N/A N/A N/A 1 2 2 1 0 1 2
Mogre et al. (2013)@D 2 2 2 2 N/A N/A N/A 1 1 2 0 N/A 2 2
Njelekela et al. (2011)4® 1 2 2 1 NA NA NA 2 2 2 1 0 2 1
Onyririuka ef al. (2013)“%) 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 0 2 2
Peltzer et al. (2012)60 2 2 1 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 0 0 2 2
*Pradeilles (2015)©" 2 2 2 2 NA NA NA 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Savy et al. (2008)¢D 2 2 2 2 N/A N/A N/A 2 1 2 2 2 2 2




Sodjinou et al. 200852; 200963 2 2 2 2 NA [NA [NA [2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Soualem et al. (2012)59 2 2 2 2 NA |[NA |[NA |2 2 2 2 0 2 1
Steyn et al. (2011)59 2 2 2 1 NA |NA [NA |2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Van Zyl et al. (2010)C5) 2 1 1 2 NA | NA |[NA |2 2 2 NA |0 2 2
Waswa, 201167 2 2 2 2 NA | NA |[NA |1 1 2 2 1 2 2
Zeba et al. (2014)59) 2 2 2 2 NA |NA |[NA |2 2 2 2 1 2 2

*mixed methods study- scored here for quantitative component. Quality appraisal was conducted using a validated quality assessment tool(3-




