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	1. Qualitative*
	4. Quantitative Descriptive**
	Quality Appraisal Comments

	
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	1.5
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3
	4.4
	4.5
	

	Grillot & Keel (2018)

	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Authors used a validated measure to screen for probable ED cases but did not comment on its gender sensitivity. Treatment seeking was not adequately defined to participants and responses regarding self-recognition may have been influenced by other forms of bias. The study had a majority female sample which may have led to an underestimation of the gender associations found (Type II error). Good effort was made to reduce survey nonresponse and the method of statistical analysis was justified, albeit briefly.


	Griffiths et al., (2015)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	No
	No
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	Participants were recruited on a voluntary basis through ED organisations; the authors did not describe efforts to recruit from other services/settings to reach underrepresented groups. Only a small number of men participated and those identifying as transgender were excluded from the study (with no justification). The sample characteristics were not well described however a range of validated measures were used to assess the variables studied and some thought was given to reliability statistics.


	Griffiths et al., (2014)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	No
	No
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	This study used the same sample and sampling strategy as the above 2015 study, therefore many of the same critiques regarding representativeness apply. Measures used were generally appropriate for answering the research question and valid-responding checks were embedded into the survey to ensure meaningful participation. A range of statistical analyses were conducted with the data but were reported in only limited detail; however issues relating to statistical power were acknowledged in the discussion.


	Raisanen & Hunt (2014)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	The chosen phenomenological approach was appropriate for the research question and data collection methods (in-depth interviews collected via audio/video recording) were adequate and described in detail. Data analysis appeared to follow a methodologically robust structure but could have been more exhaustively reported to improve transparency of the process. Interpretation of the results was clear, and quotes were well used to justify themes. Greater acknowledgement of the researchers’ professional backgrounds and reflexivity would have been helpful.


	[bookmark: _Hlk43124585]Dearden & Mulgrew (2013)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Ecological triangulation was helpfully used to explore and compare three levels of experience (individual, professional, organisational) regarding eating issues in men. Surveys were tailored to capture specific information about each participant group however it was not clear how the surveys were distributed or completed. Regarding the study findings, sample characteristics could have been presented visually (i.e. in a chart or table) to improve readability and interpretation, and a thematic map created to more clearly depict the main themes and subthemes.


	McArdle & Moore (2013)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	The sampling strategy and procedures were relevant to the target population and suitably reported, and the challenges of collecting data (via online survey) were acknowledged. Although males were adequately represented, the sample was mostly female and no reference was made to statistical power in relation to detecting gender differences. Measures (and their adaptations) were clearly described with appropriate mention of reliability, though not validity, statistics. Face validity of measures appeared adequate and issues of nonresponse were discussed. Pre-analysis data checks were conducted and statistical analysis methods were appropriate to the design/research question.
  

	Robinson et al., (2012)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 
	Yes
	Yes
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	A methodologically rigorous qualitative study; the subjective experience of men living with an ED were appropriately captured by a phenomenological approach and data collection methods (i.e. interview schedule) were thoughtfully developed in accordance with existing literature and participant feedback. High attention was paid to ensuring validity and reliability of the research, particularly with regards to quality of analysis (e.g. reflexive journaling, acknowledgement of researcher perspective and use of transcript extracts to support interpretations). Links between data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation were clear throughout.


	Hackler et al., (2010)
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Can’t tell
	Yes
	A convenience sampling strategy was appropriately used to collect study data however the authors did not consider the potential confounding effects of the sample (psychology students) on the research aims (to assess attitudes toward seeking counselling). Issues with age and cultural representativeness were however noted, as was the possible impact on findings (e.g. with regards to the moderating effect of gender on anticipated risks). Measures included in the study were validated, suitable for the research questions and well explained. Not enough information was provided to make a judgement about nonresponse bias. Statistical analysis was conducted rigorously, and power calculations were made to ensure an adequate sample size.  


*Methodological quality criteria for qualitative studies (Hong et al., 2018): 1.1: Is the qualitative approach appropriate to answer the research question? 1.2: Are the qualitative data collection methods adequate to address the research question? 1.3: Are the findings adequately derived from the data? 1.4: Is the interpretation of results sufficiently substantiated by data? 1.5: Is there coherence between qualitative data sources, collection, analysis and interpretation?
**Methodological quality criteria for quantitative descriptive studies (Hong et al., 2018): 4.1: Is the sampling strategy relevant to address the research question? 4.2: Is the sample representative of the target population? 4.3: Are the measurements appropriate? 4.4: Is the risk of nonresponse bias low? 4.5: Is the statistical analysis appropriate to answer the research question?

