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1 Aarts et al. (2012) [58] 1 1 0 1 1 0.5 0 1 0 0.75 0.75 1 1 0.75 1 0.5 0.75 1 
13/18 

(72.2) 
high 

2 Aarts et al. (2010) [56] 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 0 1 0 0.75 0.75 1 1 0 1 0.5 0.5 1 
13/18 

(72.2) 
high 

3 
Bringolf-Isler et al. 

(2010) [59] 
1 0.75 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 1 0.75 0.5 1 0 0.75 0.75 1 0.5 

11/18 

(61.1) 
fair 

4 
Burdette et al. (2005) 

[60] 
0.5 1 0 1 0.75 0.5 0 0.75 0 0.75 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

11.25/18 

(62.5) 
fair 

5 
Carsley et al. (2016) 

[61] 
1 0.75 0 1 0.5 1 0 1 0 0.75 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

11.5/18 

(63.9) 
fair 

6 
Cleland et al. (2010) 

[23] 
0.75 1 0 1 0.5 1 0 1 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 0 0 1 0.5 1 1 

11.25/18 

(62.5) 
fair 

7 
Faulkner et al. (2015) 

[5] 
1 1 0 1 0.5 1 0 1 0 0.5 0.75 0.75 1 0 1 0.5 1 1 

11.5/18 

(63.9) 
fair 
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8 Ferrao et al. (2015) [62] 1 0.75 1 1 0.75 0.5 0 1 0.5 0 0.75 1 0 0 0.75 0 1 1 
11/18 

(61.1) 
fair 

9 Janssen (2015) [27] 1 0.75 1 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.5 1 1 1 0 0.5 1 1 0.75 1 
13/18 

(72.2) 
high 

10 
Kimbro et al. (2011) 

[63] 
1 0.75 0 1 1 0.75 0 1 0.75 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 0.5 0.75 1 

14/18 

(77.8) 
high 

11 
Marino et al. (2012) 

[64] 
1 0.75 0.5 1 1 0.75 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.75 1 1 1 1 

13.75/18 

(76.3) 
high 

12 
McDonald et al. (2015) 

[65] 
1 0.75 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.75 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 

12/18 

(66.7) 
high 

13 
Nicksic et al. (2018) 

[48] 
1 0.75 0 1 0.75 0.75 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 1 

14.75/18 

(81.9) 
high 

14 
Remmers, Broeren et 

al. (2014) [68] 
1 1 0 1 0.5 0.75 0 0.75 0.5 0.5 0.75 1 0 0.5 1 0.75 1 0.75 

11.5/18 

(63.9) 
fair 
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15 
Remmers, Van Kann 

et al. (2014) [69] 
1 1 0 1 0.75 0 0 1 0.5 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.5 1 1 

12.75/18 

(70.8) 
high 

16 
Tandon et al. (2012) 

[55] 
1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.5 0 1 0.75 1 0 0 1 0.75 1 1 

11.25/18 

(62.5) 
fair 

17 
Wijtzes et al. (2014) 

[66] 
1 0.75 0.5 1 1 0.5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.75 0.75 1 

14.25/18 

(79.2) 
high 

18 
Wilkie et al. (2018) 

[57] 
1 0.75 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 1 0.75 1 0 1 1 1 0.75 1 

12.25/18 

(68.1) 
high 

19 Xu et al. (2016) [70] 0.75 1 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0.5 1 1 1 0 0.5 1 0 1 1 
11.75/18 

(65.3) 
fair 

20 Xu et al. (2017) [26] 1 0.75 0 1 0.5 0.5 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.5 1 0 1 1 
11.25/18 

(62.5) 
fair 

21 Xu et al. (2014) [67] 1 1 0 1 1 0.75 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
13.75/18 

(76.4) 
high 

Note: italic written values are means of the quality assessment of both reviewers (BK, TM); a = rating points for quality assessment: criterion fulfilled = 1; partial fulfilled = 

0.5; not fulfilled = 0; unclear = 0; not applicable = 0 (based on Bates & Stone [43]; Schoeppe et al. [42]); b = study quality rating: >66.7% (high study quality); 50-66.6% (fair 

study quality); <50% (low study quality) (based on Newell, Bowman and Cockburn, [44]). 

 


