
Table S1. The PRISMA checklist. 

 



 



Table S2. Quality assessment of qualitative studies based on JBIQARI. 

Criteria 

Author [Year] 

Rankoana et al. 

(2016)a [51] 

Van Riet et 

al. (2012) 

[52] 

Vogel et al. 

(2010) [13] 

Rankoana et al. 

(2016)b [53] 

Ngwenya et 

al. (2016) [54] 

Newsham et 

al. (2011) [55] 

Is there congruity between the stated philosophical 

perspective and the research methodology? 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Is there congruity between the research methodology 

and the research question or objectives? 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Is there congruity between the research methodology 

and the methods used to collect data? 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Is there congruity between the research methodology 

and the representation and analysis of data? 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes C/D 

Is there congruity between the research methodology 

and the interpretation of results? 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally 

or theoretically? 
No No Yes Yes No Yes 

Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and 

vice- versa, addressed? 
C/D Yes No Yes Yes No 

Are participants, and their voices, adequately 

represented? 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Is the research ethical according to current criteria or, 

for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical 

approval by an appropriate body? 

Yes No No No No No 

Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow 

from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data? 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Overall points 

Quality rating 

7 

Medium 

8 

High 

8 

Medium 

9 

High 

8 

High 

7 

Medium 

N/A = Not Applicable; CD = Cannot Determine; Yes = 1 point; No = 0 point; N/A = 0 point; CD = 0 point; Rating: High = 8-10 points; Medium = 5-7 points; Low = <4 points 

  



Table S3. Quality assessment for grey literature based on AACODS. 

Dimension Criteria 

Author [Year] 

Renzaho et al. 

(2016) [14] 

Akpalu et al. 

(2005)[64] 

Hudson et al. 

(2002)[65] 

Authority 

Individual author    

Author associated with a reputable organisation Yes No No 

Author has professional qualification or considerable experience Yes No No 

Author has produced or published other work in the field Yes No No 

Author is a recognised expert, identified in other sources Yes No No 

Cited by others Yes No No 

Is a higher degree student under expert supervision N/A Yes Yes 

Host Institution    

Host institution is repeatable Yes Yes Yes 

Host institution is an authority in the field Yes Yes Yes 

All cases    

Detailed referencing list or bibliography Yes Yes Yes 

Dimension points scored 8/9 3/9 3/9 

Accuracy 

Item has clearly stated aim or brief Yes Yes Yes 

If so, was the aim met? Yes Yes Yes 

Has stated methodology Yes Yes Yes 

Methodology was adhered to Yes Yes Yes 

Has been peer-reviewed No No No 

Edited by a reputable authority Yes No C/D 

Supported by authoritative, documented references or credible sources Yes Yes Yes 

Is representative of work in the field; if not is it a valid counterbalance? Yes No No 

Data collection is explicit and appropriate for the research Yes No Yes 

If item is secondary material (e.g. policy brief or technical report), does it refer to 

original? 
N/A N/A N/A 

Accurate and unbiased interpretation or analysis Yes No Yes 

Dimension points scored 9/11 5/11 7/11 

Coverage 
Refers to a particular population, designed to answer a particular question or 

based on statistics from a particular survey with limits clearly stated 
Yes Yes Yes 



Dimension points scored 1/1 1/1 1/1 

Objectivity 

Has clarity of author’s stand point Yes No Yes 

Work balanced in presentation Yes No Yes 

Dimension points scored 2/2 0/2 2/2 

Date 

Study date clearly stated or can be ascertained Yes No Yes 

Includes contemporary material Yes Yes Yes 

Dimension points scored 2/2 1/2 2/2 

Significance 

Item is meaningful (incorporates feasibility, utility and relevance) Yes Yes Yes 

Does it add to context? Yes Yes Yes 

Enriches or adds something unique to research Yes Yes Yes 

Strengthens or refutes current position Yes Yes Yes 

Research area would be lesser without it Yes C/D Yes 

Is it integral, representative or typical? Yes Yes Yes 

Has impact (influential to others’ work or behaviour) Yes C/D Yes 

Dimension points scored 7/7 5/7 7/7 

Total points 

Rating 
 

29/32 

High 

15/32 

Medium 

22/32 

Medium 

N/A = Not Applicable; CD = Cannot Determine; Yes = 1 point; No = 0 point; N/A = 0 point; CD = 0 point; Rating: High = >24-32 points; Medium= 15-22 points; Low= <14 

points 
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Table S4. Quality of peer-reviewed studies included based on NIH quality assessment checklist. 

Criteria 

Author [Year] 

Bahta et 

al. (2016) 

[56] 

Bareki et 

al. (2017) 

[57] 

Bunting et 

al. (2013) 

[58] 

Kolawole et 

al. (2016) [59] 

Belle et 

al. (2015) 

[60] 

Thomas et 

al. (2007) 

[61] 

Mlenga et 

al. (2015) 

[62] 

Mlenga et 

al. (2016) 

[63] 

Shongwe et 

al. (2014) 

[66] 

Mason et 

al. (2005) 

[67] 

Study objectives or research question clearly stated Yes Yes CD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Study population clearly specified and defined Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Participation rate of eligible persons at least 50%? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Participants selected or recruited from the same or similar 

populations (including the same time period?) Were 

inclusion and exclusion criteria for being in the study 

pre-specified and applied uniformly to all participants? 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Was a sample size justification, power description, or 

variance and effect estimates provided? 
No No CD Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes CD 

Exposure(s) measured before the outcomes(s) being 

measured 
No No No No No Yes No No No Yes 

Time frame sufficient to observe association between 

exposure and outcome 
No No No No No Yes No No No Yes 

For the exposure, did the study examine different levels of 

the exposure as related to the outcome 
No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Exposure measures (Independent variables) clearly 

defined, valid, reliable, and implemented consistently 

across all study participants 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Exposure(s) measured more than once over the time N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes N/A N/A N/A Yes 

Outcome measures (dependent variables) clearly defined, 

valid, reliable, and implemented consistently across all 

study participants 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Outcome assessors blinded to the exposure status of 

participants 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Loss to follow-up after baseline 20% or less N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A CD 

Potential confounding variables measured and adjusted 

statistically for their impact on the relationship between 

exposure(s) and outcome(s) 

N/A No Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes 

Overall points 

Quality rating 

6  

Fair 

6  

Fair 

7  

Fair 

9  

Fair 

9  

Fair 

8  

Fair 

9  

Fair 

8  

Fair 

9 

Fair 

11  

Good 

N/A = Not Applicable; CD = Cannot Determine; Yes = 1 point; No = 0 point; N/A = 0 point; CD = 0 point; Rating: Very good = >13 points; Good = 10-13 points; Fair = 5 – 9 

points; Poor = <4 points. 
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Table S5. Rating of scales based on framework by Cyril and colleagues. 

Content Validity Reliability 

Criterion 

validity 

Construct validity 

Total 

Psychometric 

properties 

Was the tool development informed 

by: 

Tool 

reviewed by 

target 

population 

Internal 

consistency 

(Cronbach’s alpha) 

Test-retest 

(intra-class 

correlation 

coefficient) 

EFA & CFA 
Total maximum 

score =17 Literature 

review 

Panel of 

experts 

Empirical 

study 

yes=1 point 
yes=1 

point 

yes=1 

point 
yes=1 point 

<0.50=unacceptable 

(0 point) 

<0.40—poor. 

(0 point) 

no linear 

relationship 

(0 point) 

Extracted factors explained 

≥50% of the variance 

(yes=1 point, no=0 point) 

0-4 points= poor 

no=0 point 
no=0 

point 
no=0 point no=0 point 

≥0.50 and <0.70 

=poor 

(1 point) 

≥0.40 and 

<0.60=fair 

(1 point) 

0.30=a weak 

linear 

relationship 

(1 point) 

each extracted factor has at 

least 3 items 

(yes=1 point, no=0 point) 

5-9 points 

acceptable 

    

≥70 and <0.80= 

acceptable 

(2 points) 

≥0.60 and <0.75= 

good 

(2 points) 

0.50=a 

moderate 

relationship 

(2 points) 

each variable loads 

strongly on only one factor 

(≥0.35) and has two or 

more strong loadings 

(≥0.70) 

(yes=1 point and no=0 

point) 

10-13 points 

good 

    
≥0.80=good 

(3 points). 

≥75= very good 

(3 points) 

≥0.70=a strong 

linear 

relationship 

(3 points) 

factor analysis was based 

on at least 10 cases per 

variable 

(yes=1 point and no= 0 

point) 

>13 very good 

 


