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Quality scoring using an adapted Hawker et al. (2002) assessment tool

	Study ID
	Dias et al. (2005) [1]
	Buck et al. (2015) [2]

	Hawker et al. (2002) scoring system
	Good = 4
Fair = 3
Poor = 2
Very Poor = 1
	Good = 4
Fair = 3
Poor = 2
Very Poor = 1

	1. Abstract and title: Did they provide a clear description of the study? 
	4
	4

	2. Introduction and aims: Was there a good background and clear statement of the aims of the research?
	4
	4

	3. Method and data: Is the method appropriate and clearly explained? 
	4
	3

	4. Sampling: Was the sampling strategy appropriate to address the aims? 
	4
	2

	5. Data analysis: Was the description of the data analysis sufficiently rigorous? 
	4
	4

	6. Ethics and bias: Have ethical issues been addressed, and what has necessary ethical approval gained? Has the relationship between researcher and participants been adequately considered?
	4
	4

	7. Results: Is there a clear statement of the findings? 
	3
	3

	8. Transferability or generalizability: Are the findings of this study transferable (generalizable) to a wider population? 
	4
	3

	9. Implications and usefulness: How important are these findings to policy and practice?
	4
	4

	Adapted Hawker et al. (2002) grading:
Very Poor = 0 - 9 Poor = 10 - 18  Fair = 19 - 27  Good = 28 - 36  
	35 = Good
	[bookmark: _GoBack]31 = Good
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