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Supplementary Table 4. Risk of bias assessed by Meta Analysis of Statistics Assessment and Review Instrument (MAStARI)1 critical appraisal 

tools. Risk of bias was categorized as High when the study reaches up to 49% score “yes”, Moderate when the study reached 50% to 69% score 

“yes”, and Low when the study reached more than 70% score “yes”. 

MAStARI critical appraisal tools for Descriptive/Case series 

 
*Y=Yes, N=No, U=Unclear, M=Moderate, H=High, L=Low.  
1Meta Analysis of Statistics Assessment and Review Instrument (MAStARI). Joanna Briggs Institute Reviewers Manual. Australia: The Joanna Briggs Institute, 2014.  
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1. Was the study based on a random or pseudo-random sample? N N Y N N N N N N 

2. Were the criteria used for inclusion in the sample clearly defined? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y U 

3.Were confounding factors identified and strategies to deal with them stated? N U Y U N N U Y N 

4. Were outcomes assessed using objective criteria? Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y 

5. If comparisons are being made, was there sufficient description of the groups? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

6. Was follow up carried out over a sufficient time period? U Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

7. Were outcomes of people who withdrew described and included in the analysis? N U N N N Y Y U N 

8. Were outcomes measured in a reliable way? Y Y Y Y Y U Y Y Y 

9. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

% yes/risk 55.5% 
M 

66.6% 
M 

88.8% 
L  

66.6% 
M 

66.6% 
M 

55.5% 
M 

77.7% 
L 

77.7% 
L 

55.5% 
M 



Supplementary Table 4 (continued). Risk of bias assessed by the Meta Analysis of Statistics Assessment and Review Instrument (MAStARI)1 

critical appraisal tools. Risk of bias was categorized as High when the study reaches up to 49% score “yes”, Moderate when the study reached 

50% to 69% score “yes”, and Low when the study reached more than 70% score “yes”. 

Joanna Briggs Institute Critical Appraisal Checklist for Analytical Cross Sectional Studies 

 
Question Answer*  
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1. Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined? Y Y 

2. Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail? Y Y 

3. Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way? Y Y 

4. Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition? Y Y 

5. Were confounding factors identified? U U 

6. Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated? N N 

7. Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way? Y Y 

8. Was appropriate statistical analysis used? Y Y 

% yes/risk 75% 
L 

75% 
L 

*Y=Yes, N=No, U=Unclear, M=Moderate, H=High, L=Low.  
1Meta Analysis of Statistics Assessment and Review Instrument (MAStARI). Joanna Briggs Institute Reviewers Manual. Australia: The Joanna Briggs Institute, 2014 


