Table 2a – Assessment of Risk of Bias – RCTs (using Cochrane risk of bias assessment tool)

	
	Selection bias: random sequence
	Selection bias: Allocation concealment
	Reporting bias-Selective reporting
	Other bias: 
	Performance bias: Blinding (participants
and
personnel) 
	Detection bias
Blinding
(outcome
assessment)
	Attrition bias
Incomplete
outcome data
	[bookmark: _GoBack]OVERALL

	Al-Baghli, 2013
	Low
	High
(Folded pieces of paper)
	Unclear
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
	High

	Kok, 2013
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
(Self-reporting measures, and selection bias)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear

	Feldstein, 2010
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Unclear
(Self-reporting measures, uncertain content of intervention)
	Low
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear

	Kortekaas, 2016
	High
	High
	Low
	Unclear 
(Self-reporting or primary outcome measure using logbooks)
	Low
	Unclear 
(subjective logbook reports, but independent scoring of responses)
	Unclear 
(1-year missing data similar across both groups)
	High





Table 2b – Assessment of Risk of Bias - Non-randomized studies (using ROBINS-I assessment tool)
	
	Bias due to confounding
	Bias in participant selection
	Bias in classification of interventions
	Bias due to deviations from intended interventions
	Bias due to missing data
	Bias in outcome measurements
	Bias in selection of reported result
	OVERALL 

	Argimon-Pallas, 2011
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Moderate

	Dinkevich, 2006
	Low
	Serious 
(self-selection for inclusion in PGY2-4 group)
	Low
	Critical
(EBM intervention altered 2/3 of the way through the study)
	No information
	Serious
(modification of Fresno to favour intervention; modified rubric; no independent assessors)
	Moderate
	Critical

	George, 2012
	Serious
(unknown bias related to previous EBM experience)
	No information
	Low
	No information
	No information
	Serious
(coach assigned scores without blinding; non-validated questionnaire, not provided for review; modification of Fresno)
	Critical
(Selective reporting of quiz results)
	Critical

	Grad, 2001
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Critical
(EBM intervention altered half way through the study)
	Serious
(missing data from participants who did not attend last session; no attempt to obtain complete data)
	Serious
(self-reported outcomes; non-validated outcome assessment tool designed and implemented by authors; error in outcome due to use of same outcome assessment tool despite different EBM intervention)
	Serious
(no reporting of questionnaire; no protocol for research; only selected results reported)
	Critical

	Green, 1997
	Serious
(Intervention group was more senior and had more research experience)
	Moderate
(non-randomised study with risk of bias in selecting intervention group vs control)
	Low
	Low
	No information
	Serious
(self-reported outcomes; non-validated outcome assessment tool designed and implemented by authors)
	Serious
(high risk of selected reporting; questionnaire not provided)
	Serious

	Shuval, 2007
	No information
	Serious
(self-selection into intervention group; no baseline data provided to compare groups)
	Serious
(poorly explained intervention status)
	Moderate
(some variability in the way intervention was intended and how it was delivered)
	Critical
(intervention groups defined by non-respondent status; extremely poor explanation of numbers through the paper)
	Moderate
(good approach to patient outcomes; no information on whether intervention group knew of patient outcomes being assessed)
	Serious
(high risk of selected reporting; validation of questionnaire not reported in detail; many different outcome assessments used)
	Critical

	Smith, 2000
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	No information
	Moderate
(no blinding of assessors; non-validated skills test; self-reported behaviour & attitude survey)
	Serious
(selective reporting of secondary outcomes; questionnaire not provided)
	Serious

	Straus, 2005
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	No information
	Moderate
(patient populations differed across groups; outcome assessment performed by blinded authors)
	Serious
(selective reporting of outcomes in different clinical diagnoses)
	Serious

	Thom, 2004
	Serious
(confounding effect of EBM website and PDA use not measured)
	Moderate
(selection staggered over time)
	Low
	Serious
(analysis did not take into consideration co-interventions over the time of the study)
	Serious
(large amount of missing data – only 10 of 30 interns responses are presented in Table 1)
	Serious
(subjective, self-assessed, non-validated outcome measure)
	Serious
(high risk of selective reporting; questionnaire not provided)
	Serious

	Toedter, 2004
	No information
	No information
	Serious
(poorly defined intervention timeframe and population)
	No information
	No information
	Serious 
(subjective outcome assessment; assume that assessors were authors)
	Moderate
	Serious

	Ubbink, 2016
	Moderate
(confounding effect of surgical specialty accounted for in analysis)
	Moderate
(selection over time)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Moderate
	Moderate





