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Figure S1: Funnel plot for the association between maternal educational status (primary education versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.34, p = 0.73.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S2: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 17 studies examining the association between maternal educational status (primary education versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S3: Forest plot showing the results of 17 studies examining the association between maternal educational status (Secondary education and above versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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[bookmark: _Hlk4257516]Figure S4: Funnel plot for the association between maternal educational status (secondary education and above versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 1.16, p = 0.25. 
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Figure S5: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 17 studies examining the association between maternal educational status (secondary education and above versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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[bookmark: _Hlk4261833]Figure S6: Forest plot showing the results of 17 studies examining the association between maternal educational status (Secondary education and above versus primary education) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S7: Funnel plot for the association between maternal educational status (secondary education and above versus primary education) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.06, p = 0.96.
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Figure S8: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 17 studies examining the association between maternal educational status (secondary education and above versus primary education) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S9: Funnel plot for the association between paternal educational status (primary education versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.83, p = 0.40.
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Figure S10: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of five studies examining the association between paternal educational status (primary education versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S11: Forest plot showing the results of five studies examining the association between paternal educational status (Secondary education and above versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S12: Funnel plot for the association between paternal educational status (secondary education and above versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 1.67, p = 0.09.
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Figure S13: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of five studies examining the association between paternal educational status (secondary education and above versus uneducated) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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[bookmark: _Hlk4324666]Figure S14: Forest plot showing the results of five studies examining the association between paternal educational status (Secondary education and above versus primary education) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S15:  Funnel plot for the association between paternal educational status (secondary education and above versus primary education) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = -0.18, p = 0.86.
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Figure S16: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of five studies examining the association between paternal educational status (secondary education and above versus primary education) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S17: Funnel plot for the association between socioeconomic status (medium versus low) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.40, p = 0.69.
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Figure S18: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 13 studies examining the association between socioeconomic status (medium versus low) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S19: Forest plot showing the results of 13 studies examining the association between socioeconomic status (high versus low) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S20: Funnel plot for the association between socioeconomic status (high versus low) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.28, p = 0.78.
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Figure S21: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 13 studies examining the association between socioeconomic status (high versus low) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S22: Forest plot showing the results of eight studies examining the association between socioeconomic status (high versus medium) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S23: Funnel plot for the association between socioeconomic status (high versus medium) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.07, p = 0.94.
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Figure S24: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 13 studies examining the association between socioeconomic status (high versus medium) and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S25: Funnel plot for the association between marital status (married versus others) and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 1.53, p = 0.13.
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Figure S26: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of 16 studies examining the association between marital status and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S27: Funnel plot for the association between media exposure and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 0.74, p = 0.46.
[image: ]
Figure S28: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of seven studies examining the association between media exposure and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Figure S29: Funnel plot for the association between parity and exclusive breastfeeding. Regression test for funnel plot asymmetry: z = 2.5098, p = 0.0121
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Figure S30: Forest plot, showing the results from a cumulative meta-analysis of nine studies examining the association between parity and exclusive breastfeeding.
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Seid et al; 2013 195 202 97 64 - 064 [0.44, 0.92]
Tadesse et al; 2016 179 69 45 —— 1.23[051, 3.00]
Tariku et al.; 2017 835 386 407 316 s 1.82[1.50, 2.21]
Tamiru etal; 2015 18 2 “ 9 — 1 198[0.39, 10.08]
Alemayehu et al,; 2014 74 88 87 127 .- 1.23[0.81, 1.85]
Berhe etal; 2013 58 44 7 13 — 063[0.29, 1.37]
Arage et al; 2016 19 1 209 81 — 047 [0.21, 1.02]
Adugna et al; 2017 167 124 124 63 - 068 [0.47, 1.00]
Getahun et al; 2017 100 87 81 121 - 172[1.15, 257]
Tsegaye et al; 2019 51 22 106 64 — 140078, 2.52]
Azeze et al; 2019 100 56 8 39 —-— 085[0.52, 1.40]
Tamir; 2010 220 310 126 55 a2l 0.31[0.22, 0.44]
Hailu; 2015 193 60 53 20 —-— 176103, 3.01]
Worku 2015 5 217 114 72 - 063 [0.45, 0.88]
Summary - 085064, 1.12]
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