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Appendices
Appendix A: Search terms & strategy
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Appendix B: Questions assessed for risk of bias.
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Appendix C: Sensitivity analysis. 
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Appendix C1. Combined observations: 300. Observed heterogeneity between publications detected using Higgin's I2 and t2. Meta-analytical method: Inverse variance method, Sidik-Jonkman estimator for t2. Hedges g. Random effects model 7.55 (95% CI: 10.72 to 27.62; p = 0.58). Prediction interval (-40.50 to 55.61). Abbreviations: CI = confidence interval; MD = mean difference; SD = standard deviation.


[image: ]Appendix C2. Combined observations: 218. Observed heterogeneity between publications detected using Higgin's I2 and t2. Meta-analytical method: Inverse variance method, Sidik-Jonkman estimator for t2. Hedges g. Random effects model 4.94 (95% CI: 17.74 to 27.62; p = 0.32). Prediction interval (-53.41 to 63.30). *Transformed data. Data for Vanderbyl et al.(24) used with imputed SD value. Abbreviations: CI = confidence interval; MD = mean difference; SD = standard deviation.

[image: ]Appendix C3. Combined observations: 289. Observed heterogeneity between publications detected using Higgin's I2 and t2. Meta-analytical method: Inverse variance method, Sidik-Jonkman estimator for t2. Hedges g. Random effects model 6.58 (95% CI: -14.87 to 28.04; p = 0.085). Prediction interval (-49.69 to 62.85). *Transformed data. Data for Huang et al.(50) and Sohl et al.(52) used with imputed SD value. Abbreviations: CI = confidence interval; MD = mean difference; SD = standard deviation.
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Appendix E: PRISMA Abstract Checklist
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PRISMA Abstract
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INTRODUCTION
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sources Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
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process.
Data collection 9 | Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they Section 2.1
process. worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation
tools used in the process.
Data items 10a | List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in | Section 2.2
‘each study were sought (e, or all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
10 | List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Section 2.3
Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
Study risk of bias | 11 | Specify the methods used to assess fisk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers Section 2.3
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Synthesis 13a | Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention Tables 485
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13 | Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.q. subgroup analysis, meta-regression). | Section 2.4
131 | Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results. Section 2.3
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Availabilty of 27 | Report which of the following are pubiicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from | Data availabilty
data, code and included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review. seqrion.
other materials

From: Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bassuyt PM, Baulgan.l, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated ouideline or reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021:372:071. dgi; 10.136/bmLa71

For more information, visi: http://www, prisma:statement,org/
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RESULTS
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DISCUSSION
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