Section S6.1.Yoga Interventions

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stucdy or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
1.28.1 Studies without high risk of bias
Taso 2014 [91] -1.42798 0.281689 30 30 2.2% -1.43[-1.98,-0.88]
Prakash 2020 [87] -1.14817 0.22846 41 12 2.6% -1.15 [-1.60,-0.70] E—
Danhauer 2008 [76] -0.7546 0.38708 13 14 1.5% -0.75 [-1.51, 0.00]
Cramer 2015 [F6] -0.5981 0.31099 19 2 1.8% -0.60 [1.21, 0.01]
Sohl 2016 [39] -0.53064 0.61632 [ 5 0.7% -0.53 [-1.74, 0.68] e — E—
Taylor 2018 [92] -0.46158 0.44164 9 11 1.2% -0.46 [-1.33, 0.40] -1
Zetzl 2021 [94] -0.45708 0.16547 64 67 3.2% -0.46 [-0.78,-0.13] In—
Chandwani 2010 [F2] -0.41897 0.25378 28 30 2.4% -0.42 [-0.92, 0.08] na—
Loudon 2014 [84] -0.41783 04075 12 1M 1.4% -0.42 [-1.22,0.38] —
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 0.19551 49 48 29% -0.41 [0.79,-0.02] B
Jong 2018 [80] -0.37292 023591 39 28 25% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.09] -
Fasyar 2019 [36] -0.36362 0.37561 12 15 1.6% -0.36 [1.10,0.37] —
Lin 2019 [82] -0.29831 0.10553 168 160 3.8% -0.30 [-0.51,-0.09] I
Littrnan 2012 [83] -0.27384  0.2543 30 27 2.4% -0.27 077, 0.22] I
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [31] -0.16974 0.13967 96 90 34% -0.17 [0.44,0.10] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016006 64 8 3% -0.14 [0.46,0.17] —T
Moadel 2007 [35] -0.01372 0.19949 73 33 29% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] —_—
Cramer 2016 [F7] 0 02595 27 27 2.3% 0.00 [-0.51, 0.51] R
Sohl 2022 [90] 0.05467 0.32878 18 16 1.8% 0.05 [-0.59, 0.70] I —
Zhi 2021 [95] 0.44306 0.32964 16 19 1.8% 0.44 [-0.20,1.09] =
Dhruya 2012 [79] 051035 0.48713 3 8 11% 0.51 [0.46, 1.48] —
Pruthi 2012 [38] 0.58053 0.37298 14 14 16% 0,59 [0.14,1.37] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 841 T96  48.3% -0.32[-0.49, -0.15] &

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 53.79, df= 21 (P = 0.0001); F= 61%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.76 (P = 0.0002)

1.28.2 All studies

Banasik 2011 [71] -1.48664 0.63309 7 T0T% -1.49[-2.73,-0.25]

Taso 2014 [31] -1.42798 0.281649 30 i 23% -1.43[-1.98,-0.88]

Prakash 2020 [87] -1.14817 0.22848 41 42 26% -1.15 [-1.60,-0.70] I

Danhauer 2008 [78] -0.7546 0.38708 13 14 15% -0.758 [-1.51, 0.00] —
Wadiraja 2009 [93] -0.65541 0.22836 42 33 26% -0.66 [-1.10,-0.21] -
Cramer 2015 [F6] -0.5981 0.31089 19 i 1.9% -0.60 [-1.21,0.01] I
Sohl 2016 [89] -0.53064 0.61632 4 5  0.7% -0.53 [-1.74, 0.68] e
Taylor 2018 [82] -0.46158 0.44164 q 11 1.2% -0.46 [-1.33, 0.40] - T
Zetz| 2021 [34] -0.45708 016547 l<tz] B7  32% -0.46 [-0.78,-0.13] -
Chandwani 2010 [72] -0.41897 0.25378 28 0 24% -0.42 [-0.92, 0.08] -7
Loudon 2014 [34] -0.41783 04075 12 1" 1.4% -0.42 [-1.22,0.38] _
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 019551 49 48 2.89% -0.41[-0.79,-0.02] I
Jong 2018 [20] -0.37292 0.235%M kk:] 29 25% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.04] - T
Pasyar 2019 [36] -0.36362 0.37561 12 19 1.6% -0.36 [-1.10, 0.37] -
Lin 2018 [22] -0.29831 010553 168 160 3.8% -0.30 [-0.51,-0.0%] -
Littman 2012 [83] -0.27384 02543 30 T 24% -0.27 [0.77, 0.2 -
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [81] -0.16974 013967 96 90 3.4% -017 [-0.44,0.10] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016008 64 9 32% -0.14 [-0.46,0.17] T
Moadel 2007 [85] -0.01372 0199449 T3 33 28% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] T
Cramer 2016 [77] 0 02595 27 27 23% 0.00 [0.51, 0.51] I —
Sohl 2022 [80] 0.05467 0.32878 18 16 1.8% 0.05 [-0.55, 0.70] I —
Zhi 2021 [95] 0.44306 0.32964 16 19 1.8% 0.44 [-0.20,1.09] ]
Dhrua 2012 [79] 0.51035 0.48713 g 8 11% 0.51 [-0.46,1.48] —
Pruthi 2012 [88] 0.59053 0.37298 14 14 1.6% 0.58 [-0.14,1.32] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 890 836 51.7% -0.35[-0.52, -0.19] &

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.08; Chi*= 59.25, df= 23 (P < 0.0001); F= 61%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.23 (P = 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 1731 1632  100.0% -0.34[-0.45,-0.22] L ]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08; Chi*=113.14, df= 45 (P < 0.00001); F=60%
Testfor overall effect Z=5.76 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®= 0.08, df=1 (P=0.78), F= 0%

S
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Figure S6.1.1. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of the effect of yoga interventions without high
risk of bias vs. all studies. Note: High risk of bias was defined as at least one assessed high risk besides
blinding of participants and personnel as well as blinding of outcome assessment.



Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Stucdy or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
1.26.1 Studies with n=25 per intervention arm

Taso 2014 [91] -1.42798 0.28169 30 30 24% -1.43 [-1.98,-0.88]

Frakash 2020 [87] -1.14817 0.22846 41 42 2.9% -1.15 [-1.60,-0.70] -

Wadiraja 2008 [93] -0.65541 0.22836 42 33 2.9% -0.66 [-1.10,-0.21] —

Fetzl 2021 [94] -0.45708 016547 [tz] 67 36% -0.46 [-0.78,-0.13] —
Chandwani 2010 [72] -0.41897 0.25378 28 02T -0.42 [-0.92, 0.08] —
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 0.19551 49 48 33% -0.41 [0.79,-0.02] B
Jong 2018 [80] -0.37292 023591 39 28 28% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.09] -
Lin 2019 [82] -0.29831 0.10553 168 160 4.3% -0.30 [-0.51,-0.09] -
Littrnan 2012 [83] -0.27384  0.2543 30 27 2T7% -0.27 077, 0.22] I
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [81] -0.16974 0.13967 96 90 38% -0.17 [0.44,010] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016006 64 8 3T% -0.14 [0.46,0.17] —T
Moadel 2007 [35] -0.01372 0.19949 73 33 33% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] —_—
Cramer 2016 [F7] 0 025995 27 27 26% 0.00 [-0.51, 0.51] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 756 695  41.4% -0.42 [-0.60, -0.23]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08; Chi®= 37.591, df=12 (P = 0.0002}; F=68%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 4.38 (P = 0.0001)

1.26.2 All studies

Banasik 2011 [F1] -1.48664 0.63309 T T 0.8% -1.49[-2.73,-0.29]

Taso 2014 [91] -1.42798 0.28169 a0 3o 2.4% -1.43[-1.98,-0.88]

Prakash 2020 [B7] -1.14817 0.22846 41 12 2.9% -1.15[-1.60,-0.70] E—

Danhauer 2008 [76] -0.7546 0.38708 13 14 1.7% -0.75 [-1.51, 0.00] EEn—
Wadiraja 2009 [33] -0.65541 0.22836 42 33 29% -0.66 [F1.10,-0.21] _—
Cramer 2015 [F6] -0.5981 0.31099 19 M 2% -0.60 [1.21, 0.01] — ]
Sohl 2016 [349] -0.53064 061632 3] i) 0.8% -0.53 [-1.74, 0.68] R
Taylor 2018 [92] -0.46158 0.44164 9 11 1.4% -0.46 [-1.33, 0.40] I — —
Zetzl 2021 [94] -0.45708 0.16547 69 67 36% -0.4B [-0.78,-0.13] e
Chandwani 2010 [72] -0.41897 0.25378 28 02T -0.42 [-0.92, 0.08] —
Loudon 2014 [84] -0.41783 04075 12 1M1 16% -0.42 [-1.22,0.38] —
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 0.19551 49 48 3.3% -0.41 [-0.79,-0.02] I
Jang 2018 [80] -0.37292 0.23591 34 29 2.9% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.09] B
Pasgyar 2019 [86] -0.36362 0.37561 12 14 1.7% -0.36 [-1.10, 0.37] -
Lin 2019 [82] -0.29831 0.10553 168 160 4.3% -0.30 [-0.51,-0.09] -
Littman 2012 [83] -0.27384  0.2543 30 72T -0.27 [0.77,0.22] —
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [31] -0.16974 0.13967 96 90 38% -0.17 [0.44,0.10] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016006 64 79 3T% -0.14 [-0.46, 0.17] T
Moadel 2007 [85] -0.01372 0.19948 73 33 3.3% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] I
Cramer 2016 [F7] 0 02595 27 27 2.6% 0.00 [-0.51, 0.51] E— —
Sohl 2022 [90] 0.05467 0.32878 18 16 21% 0.05 [0.59, 0.70] —_—
Zhi 2021 [95] 0.44306 0.32964 16 19 20% 0.44 [-0.20,1.09] =
Dhruya 2012 [79] 051035 0.48713 3 8 1.2% 0.51 [0.46, 1.48] —
Pruthi 2012 [88] 0.59053 0.37298 14 14 1.8% 059 [-0.14,1.32] m
Subtotal (95% CI) 890 836 58.6% -0.35[-0.52, -0.19] &
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.08; Chi*= 59.25, df= 23 (P < 0.0001); F= 61%

Test for averall effect: Z=4.23 (P = 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 1646 1531 100.0% -0.38[-0.50, -0.26] L 3

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.08; Chi*= 96.92, df= 36 (P < 0.00001}; F= 63%
Testfor overall effect Z=6.17 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= 0.24. df=1 (P = 0.62). F= 0%

s —
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Figure S6.1.2. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of the effect of yoga interventions with more than
25 patients per intervention arm vs. all studies.



Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Stucdy or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
1.27.1 Studies without specific study population

Banasik 2011 [F1] -1.48664 063309 7 708% -1.49[2.73,-0.25]

Taso 2014 [91] -1.42798 0.281689 30 30 2.2% -1.43[-1.98,-0.88]

Prakash 2020 [87] -1.14817 0.22846 41 42 2.6% -1.15 [-1.60,-0.70] E—

Danhauer 2008 [78] -0.7546 0.38708 13 14 1.6% -0.78 [-1.81, 0.00]

Wadiraja 2009 [33] -0.65541 0.22836 42 33 26% -0.66 [F1.10,-0.21] _—
Cramer 2015 [F6] -0.5981 0.31099 19 2 20% -0.60 [1.21, 0.01]

Sohl 2016 [39] -0.53064 0.61632 [ 5 0.8% -0.53 [-1.74, 0.68] e — E—
Taylor 2018 [92] -0.46158 0.44164 9 11 1.3% -0.46 [-1.33, 0.40] e — —
Zetzl 2021 [94] -0.45708 016547 [£e] 67 3.2% -0.46 [-0.78,-0.13] —
Chandwani 2010 [72] -0.41897 0.25378 28 30 24% -0.42 [0.92, 0.08] —
Loudon 2014 [84] -0.41783 04075 12 1M 1.5% -0.42 [-1.22,0.38] —
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 0.19551 49 48 29% -0.41 [0.79,-0.02] B
Jong 2018 [20] -0.37292 023591 34 29 26% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.09] e
Pasyar 2019 [86] -0.36362 0.37561 12 15 1.6% -0.36 110, 0.37] -
Littrnan 2012 [83] -0.27384  0.2543 30 27 2.4% -0.27 077, 0.22] I
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [31] -0.16974 0.13967 96 90 35% -0.17 [0.44,0.10] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016006 64 8 33% -0.14 [0.46,0.17] —T
Moadel 2007 [35] -0.01372 0.19949 73 33 29% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] —_—
Cramer 2016 [F7] 0 02595 27 27 2.4% 0.00 [-0.51, 0.51] . —
Sohl 2022 [90] 0.05467 0.32878 18 16 1.9% 0.05 [-0.59, 0.70] I —
Dhruva 2012 [75] 051035 049713 8 8 11% 0.81 [-0.46, 1.48] —
Pruthi 2012 [38] 0.58053 0.37298 14 14 16% 0,58 [0.14,1.37] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 706 657 47.2% -0.39[-0.57,-0.21] L g

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.10; Chi*= 53.26, df= 21 (P=0.0001); F=61%
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.27 (P = 0.0001)

1.27.2 All studies

Banasik 2011 [71] -1.48664 0.63309 7 T08% -1.49[-2.73,-0.25]

Taso 2014 [91] -1.42798 0.28169 30 0 22% -1.43[-1.98,-0.88]

Prakash 2020 [87] -1.14817 0.22848 41 42 1E% -1.15 [-1.60,-0.70] I

Danhauer 2009 [78] -0.7546 0.38708 13 14 16% -0.75 [-1.51, 0.00]

Wadiraja 2009 [83] -0.65541 0.22836 42 3 1E% -0.66 [-1.10,-0.21] -
Cramer 2015 [76] -0.5981 0.31089 19 i 2.0% -0.60 [-1.21,0.01]

Sohl 2016 [89] -0.53064 0.61632 4 5  0.8% -0.53 [-1.74, 0.68] e
Taylor 2018 [92] -0.46148 0.44164 9 1" 1.3% -0.46 [-1.33, 0.40] I
Zetzl 2021 [94] -0.45708 016547 lik:] 67 3.3% -0.46 [-0.78,-0.13] -
Chandwani 2010 [72] -0.41837 0.25378 28 an 4% -0.42 [-0.92, 0.08] -
Loudan 2014 [34] -0.41783 04075 12 11 1.8% -0.42 [-1.22,0.38] -
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 019551 49 48 2.89% -0.41[-0.79,-0.02] I
Jong 2018 [80] -0.37292 0.235M 39 29 26% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.09] - T
Pasyar 2019 [26] -0.36362 0.37561 12 15 1.6% -0.36 [-1.10,0.37] .
Lin 2018 [32] -0.29831 010553 168 160 3.7% -0.30 [-0.51,-0.04] -
Littrnan 2012 [23] -0.27384 02543 a0 27 24% -0.27 [0.77, 0.22] T
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [81] -0.16974 013967 96 90 3.4% -0.17 [-0.44,0.10] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016008 64 9 33% -0.14 [-0.46,0.17] T
Moadel 2007 [85] -0.01372 0.19949 73 33 28% -0.01 [-0.40, 0.38] T
Crarner 2016 [77] 0 02595 27 T 24% 0.00[0.51, 0.57] I —
Sohl 2022 [80] 0.05467 032878 18 16 1.9% 0.05 [-0.54, 0.70] I —
Thi 2021 [958] 044306 032964 16 19 1.9% 0.44 [-0.20,1.09] =
Dhrua 2012 [79] 0.51035 0.48713 g 8 11% 0.51 [-0.46, 1.48] —
Pruthi 2012 [88] 0.59053 0.37298 14 14 1.6% 0.58 [-0.14,1.32] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 890 836 52.8% -0.35[-0.52, -0.19] L J

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 59.25, df= 23 (P < 0.0001); F= 61%
Testfor overall effect Z=4.23 (P = 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 1596 1493 100.0% -0.37[-0.49, -0.25] *

Heterogeneity Tau®=0.09; Chi*= 112.68, df= 45 (P = 0.00001); F=60% t
Testfor averall effect Z=6.11 (P = 0.00001)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 0.09, df=1 (P = 0.77), F= 0%

o

Favoﬁrs [expeﬂmental] Favaours [control]
Figure 56.1.3. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of yoga interventions including study populations
without specific physical or mental impairment vs. all studies. Note: Lin (2019) [82] specifically included
study participants with sleep disturbances; Zhi (2021) [95] with chemotherapy-induced peripheral
neuropathy.



Experimental Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Rand 95% Cl IV, Rand 95% CI
1.21.1 Wait-List-Control

Banasik 2011 [71] -1.48664 0.63309 7 To1.4% -1.49[-2.73,-0.29]

Danhauer 2009 [78] -0.7546 0.38708 13 14 2.9% -0.75 [-1.91, 0.00]

Cramer 2015 [76] -0.5981 0.31089 14 21 3.8% -0.60 F1.21, 0.01] —
Taylor 2018 [87] -0.46158 0.44164 9 11 2.5% -0.46 [-1.33, 0.40] —
Zetzl 2021 [94] -0.45708 0.16547 64 67 B1% -0.46 [-0.78,-0.13] —
Loudon 2014 [34] -0.41783 04075 12 1 2.8% -0.42 [-1.22,0.38] T
Chandwani 2014 [73] -0.40692 0.19591 44 48 56% -0.41 [-0.79,-0.02] —

Jang 2018 [80] -0.37292 0.23591 42 29 4.9% -0.37 [-0.84, 0.09] E—
Chandwani 2010 [F2] -0.29932  0.2526 27 3 4.6% -0.30 [-0.79, 0.20] ——
Littrnan 2012 [83] -0.27088 0.26096 27 7 48% -0.27 [-0.78, 0.24] E——
Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [81] -0.16974 013967 el 90 B.4% -047 [-0.44, 0.10] T
Chaoul 2018 [74] -0.1421 016006 64 8 B2% -0.14 [-0.46, 0.17] 7T
Moadel 2007 [849] -0.01366 0.17691 g4 14 5.9% -0.01 [0.36, 0.33] I —
Cramer 2016 [F7] 0 0.29129 ey 22 4.1% 0.00 [-0.57, 0.57] D —
Zhi 2021 [95] 0.44306 0.32964 16 19 3.6% 0.44 [-0.20, 1.09] I e —
Dhruva 2012 [79] 0.51035 0.48713 g 8 1% 0.51 [-0.46, 1.48] 7
Pruthi 2012 [28] 0.59053 0.37298 14 14 31% 0.89[-0.14,1.37] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 577 542 70.5% -0.23[-0.38, -0.07] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 24.66, df= 16 (P = 0.08); F= 35%

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.91 (P =0.004)

1.21.2 Standard Care

Taso 2014 [91] -1.42798 0.28169 il 0 43% -1.43[-1.98,-0.88] —

Prakash 2020 [87] -1.14817  0.22846 41 42 50% -1.18 [-1.60,-0.70] —

Yadiraja 2008 [93] -0.65541 0.22836 42 33 5.0% -0.66 [-1.10,-0.21] —

Pasgyar 2019 [86] -0.36362 0.37561 12 14 1% -0.36 [-1.10, 0.37] -
Lin 2018 [82] -0.28831 0.105853 168 160 71% -0.30 [-0.51,-0.09] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 293 280 24.4% -0.77[-1.23,-0.31] .
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.22; Chi*= 22.71, df= 4 (P = 0.0001); F=82%

Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.27 (P=0.001)

1.21.3 Attention Control

Saohl 2016 [89] -0.5308 061633 G 5 1.8% -0.53 [-1.74, 0.68] I
Saohl 2022 [90] 0.05467 0.32878 18 16 3.6% 0.05 [-0.59, 0.70] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 21 5.1% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.49] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.70, df=1 (P = 0.40); F= 0%

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.26 (P = 0.80)

Total (95% CI) 894 843 100.0% -0.35[-0.51,-0.18] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.09; Chi*= 59.51, df= 23 (P < 0.0001); F=61% 52 51 15 é

Testfor averall effect: Z=4.17 (P = 0.0001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®= 5.28, df=2 (P=0.07), F=62.1%

Figure S6.1.4. Comparison of effects of yoga interventions with different control groups (waitlist-control

vs. standard care vs. vs. attention control).

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]



Section 56.2. Psychosocial Interventions

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Rand 95% CI
1.37.1 Studies without high risk of bias
Feng 2019 [111] -1.58714 017825 g0 7h 1.8% -1.59[-1.94,-1.24] —
Reif 2013 [114] -1.46785 014185 120 114 1.9% -1.47 F1.75,-1.19] I
Sadeghi 2016 [115] -1.35144 018389 t:] GG 1.8% -1.35 [1.71,-0.89] I
Cohen & Fried 2007 [100] -0.98294 023523 38 ar 1.7% -0.88 [1.44,-0.52] —
Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118] -0.88708 0.32487 18 20 1.4% -0.89 [-1.52,-0.25]
Yates 2005 [123] -0.83769 0186 a0 a4 1.8% -0.84 [-1.22,-0.45] —
Tu 2021 [119] -0.60879 0.19534 a0 a0 1.8% -0.61 [-0.99,-0.23] s
Kim 2018 [108] -0.59796 0.26445 29 26 1.6% -0.60 [-1.12,-0.08]
Dolbeault 2009 [102] -0.52081 0.14953 g1 ar 1.9% -0.52 [-0.81,-0.23] -
Goedendorp 2010 [106] -0.51072 01582 T T2 1.9% -0.51 [-0.82,-0.200 -
Hian 2021 [122] -0.44754 01764 60 a9 1.8% -0.45 [-0.79,-0.10] —
Fukui 2000 [103] -0.37984 02728 25 25 1.6% -0.38 [0.91,0.15] T
Montgornery 2014 [109] -0.36308 0.14256 a1 90 1.9% -0.36 [-0.54, -0.08] —_
Gaston-Johanssan 2000 [104] -0.34465 018317 52 a8 1.8% -0.34 [0.70, 0.01] —
Gregoire 2020 [107] -0.33071 019678 48 47 1.8% -0.33[0.72, 0.08] —
Armes 2007 [97) -0.32691 0.32344 20 16 1.4% -0.33 [-0.986, 0.31] T
Reamn 2006 [113] -0.24733 0.20615 43 43 1.8% -0.25 [-0.65, 0.16] —
Zhang 2020 [125] -0.24272 015852 T3 T2 1.8% -0.24 [-0.55, 0.07] I
Van der Meulen 2014 [120] -0.24166 0.14263 88 a1 1.9% -0.24 [0.52, 0.04] ]
Courtier 2022 [101] -0.21976 0.36077 20 11 1.3% -0.22 [-0.93, 0.49] S
Furcell 2011 [112] -0.214 0.28623 1 24 1.5% -0.21 [-0.78, 0.35] R
Wargas 2014 [121] -0.12503 013656 98 96 2.0% -0.13[0.39,0.14] -
Andersen 2004 [96] -0.05095 013618 106 90 2.0% -0.05[0.32,0.23] -
Arving 2007 EG2 [98] 0 021283 40 40 1.7% 0.00[0.42, 0.42] I
Bourmaud 2017 [39] 010585 01569 73 74 1.9% 011 [0.20,0.41] I
Arving 2007 EG1 [98] 01877 0.20327 49 40 1.8% 019 [0.21, 0.59] I
Yuen 2006 [124] 0.20084 0.56789 & & 0.8% 0.20[0.91,1.31] —
O'Brien 2014 [110] 0.38143 0.38221 14 12 1.2% 0.38[0.37,1.13] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1539 1495  47.8% -0.45 [-0.64, -0.26] L 3

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.21; Chi*= 182.41, df= 27 (P < 0.00001); F= 85%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.70 (P = 0.00001)

1.37.2 All studies

Feng 2019 [111] -1.58714 017825 g0 7h 1.8% -1.59[-1.94,-1.24] —

Reif 2013 [114] -1.46785 014185 120 114 1.9% -1.47 F1.75,-1.19] I

Sadeghi 2016 [115] -1.35144 018389 E:] G 1.8% -1.35 [F1.71,-0.89] I
Cohen & Fried 2007 [100] -0.98294 023523 38 a7 1.7% -0.98 [-1.44,-0.52] —
Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118] -0.88708 0.32487 18 20 1.4% -0.89 [-1.52,-0.25]

Yates 2005 [123] -0.83769 0186 a0 a4 1.8% -0.84 [-1.22,-0.45] —

Tu 2021 [119] -0.G0879 019534 a0 a0 1.8% -0.61 [-0.99,-0.23] I—

Kim 2018 [108] -0.58796 0.26445 29 26 1.6% -0.60 [-1.12,-0.08] -
Dolbeault 2009 [102] -0.52081 0.14953 a1 ar 1.9% -0.52 [0.81,-0.23] -
Goedendorp 2010 [106] -0.51072 01582 T T2 1.9% -0.51 [-0.82,-0.200 -

Hian 2021 [122] -0.44754 01764 60 a9 1.8% -0.45 0.79,-0010] —
Godino 2006 [105] -0.43423 0.459 13 7 1.0% -0.43[1.33, 0.47] R
Fukui 2000 [103] -0.37984 02728 25 25 1.6% -0.38 [0.91,0.15] T
Montgornery 2014 [109] -0.36308 0.14256 a1 90 1.9% -0.36 [-0.54, -0.08] —_
Gaston-Johanssan 2000 [104] -0.34465 018317 52 a8 1.8% -0.34 [0.70, 0.01] —
Gregoire 2020 [107] -0.33071 019678 48 47 1.8% -0.33[0.72, 0.08] —
Armes 2007 [97) -0.32691 0.32344 20 16 1.4% -0.33 [-0.986, 0.31] T
Salvetti 2021 [116] -0.25268 0.23449 H 36 1.7% -0.25 [0.71, 0.21] I
Ream 2006 [113] -0.24733 0.20615 43 43 1.8% -0.25 [-0.65, 0.16] T
Zhang 2020 [124] -0.24272 014852 T3 T2 1.9% -0.24 [-0.55, 0.07] T
Wan der Meulen 2014 [120] -0.24166 014263 g8 91 1.9% -0.24 [0.52, 0.04] I
Courtier 2022 [101] -0.21976 0.36077 20 11 1.3% -0.22 [-0.93, 0.49] — 1
Furcell 2011 [112] -0.214 0.28623 1 24 1.5% -0.21 [-0.78, 0.35] R
Wargas 2014 [121] -0.12503 0.13656 98 96 2.0% -0.13[0.39, 0.14] -
Andersen 2004 [96] -0.05095 013618 106 90 2.0% -0.05[-0.32,0.22] -
Arving 2007 EG2 [98] 0 021283 40 40 1.7% 0.00[0.42, 0.42] I
Schiolberg 2014 [117] 0.08881 0.2136 29 63 1.7% 0.09[0.33, 0.51] —
Bourmaud 2017 [89] 010585 01569 T3 T4 1.9% 0.11 [0.20, 0.41] I
Arving 2007 EG1 [98] 01877 0.20327 44 40 1.8% 019 [0.21, 0.54] I
Yuen 2006 [124] 0.20084 056789 ] ] 0.8% 0.20[F0.91,1.31] —
O'Brien 2014 [110] 0.38143 03821 14 12 1.2% 038 [0.37,1.13] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1612 1601 52.2%  -0.43 [-0.60,-0.25] 2 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.20; Chi*=188.71, df= 30 (P = 0.00001); F = 84%

Test for overall effect Z=4.71 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 3151 3096 100.0% -0.44 [0.57, -0.31] L 2

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.20; Chi= 372.27, df= &8 (F < 0.00001); F= 84%

: : : '
2 ]

Testior overall effect 7= 6.73 (P = 0.00001) Favours [experimental]l Favours [control]

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 0,03, df=1 (P=0.85), F= 0%
Figure S6.2.1. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of the effect of psychosocial interventions without
high risk of bias vs. all studies. Note: High risk of bias was defined as at least one assessed high risk
besides blinding of participants and personnel as well as blinding of outcome assessment.



Experimental Control Stid. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV,R , 95% CI IV, R 95% CI
1.35.1 Studies with n =25 per intervention arm

Feng 2019 [111] -1.58714 017825 g0 Th 2.0% -1.59-1.94,-1.24] —

Reif 2013 [114] -1.46785 014185 120 114 21% -1.47 [F1.75,-1.14] —

Sadeghi 2016 [119] -1.35144 018389 69 i3] 1.9% -1.35 [1.71,-0.89] I
Cohen & Fried 2007 [100] -0.98294 0.23523 38 ar 1.8% -0.98 [-1.44,-0.52] —

Yates 2005 [123] -0.83769 0196 a0 54 1.9% -0.84 [-1.22,-0.45] —

Tu 2021 [119] -0.G0879 019534 a0 a0 1.9% -0.61 [-0.99,-0.23] I—

Kim 2018 [108] -0.59796 0.26445 28 26 1.7% -0.60 [-1.12,-0.08]

Dolbeault 2009 [102] -0.52081 0.14953 a1 ar 2.0% -0.52 [0.81,-0.23] -
Goedendorp 2010 [106] -0.51072 01582 TE T2 20% -0.51 [-0.82,-0.20] —

Hian 2021 [127] -0.44754 017684 B0 LE] 2.0% -0.45 [-0.79,-0.10] I
Montgornery 2014 [109] -0.36308 0.14256 91 90 21% -0.36 [-0.64,-0.08] —
Gaston-Johansson 2000 [104] -0.34465 018317 52 a8 1.9% -0.34 [-0.70, 0.01] -]
Gregoire 2020 [107] -0.33071 019678 48 47 1.9% -0.33 [0.72,0.05] ]
Salvetti 2021 [116] -0.25268 0.23449 H 36 1.8% -0.25 071, 0.21] E—
Rearn 2006 [113] -0.24733 0.20615 43 43 1.9% -0.25 [-0.65, 0.16] —
Zhang 2020 [124] -0.24272 015852 73 72 2.0% -0.24 [-0.55, 0.07] I
Wan der Meulen 2014 [120] -0.24166 0.14263 a8 91 21% -0.24 [0.52, 0.04] I
Wargas 2014 [121] -0.12503 013656 98 96 2% -0.13[-0.39, 0.14] -
Andersen 2004 [96] -0.05095 013618 106 =h] 2% -0.058 [-0.32,0.23] -
Arving 2007 EG2 [98] 0 031283 40 40 1.8% 0.00[F0.42, 04%7] I
Schjolberg 2014 [117] 0.08881 02138 29 3 18% 0.09 [-0.33, 0.51] e
Bourmaud 2017 [99] 010555 0.1569 T3 T4 2.0% 011 [0.20, 0.41] T
Anding 2007 EG1 [98] 01877 0.20327 49 40 1.9% 019 [0.21, 0.59] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 1474 1480  44.5% -0.47 [-0.67, -0.26] L 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.22; Chi*= 180.47, df = 22 (P < 0.00001); "= §8%
Test for averall effect Z=4 45 (P = 0.00001)

1.35.2 All studies

Peng 2018 [111] -1.58714 017825 80 Ta 2.0% -1.89 [1.94,-1.24] —

Reif 2013 [114] -1.46785 014185 120 114 2% -1 47 F1.75,-1.14] I

Sadeghi 2016 [114] -1.35144 018389 64 GG 1.9% -1.38 [1.71,-0.849] I
Cohen & Fried 2007 [100] -0.98294 023523 38 37 1.8% -0.98 [-1.44,-0.57] -
Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118] -0.88708 0.32487 19 20 1.59% -0.89 [-1.52,-0.29]

Yates 2005 [123] -0.83765 0.196 a0 54 1.9% -0.84 [1.22,-0.45]

Tu 2021 [1149] -0.60879 019534 a0 a0 1.9% -0.61 [-0.99,-0.23] -

Kim 2018 [108] -0.59796 0.26445 28 26 1.7% -0.60 [-1.12,-0.08]

Dolbeault 2009 [102] -0.52081 0.14953 a1 a7 2.0% -0.52 [0.81,-0.23] -
Goedendaorp 2010 [108] -0.51072 01582 Th 72 2.0% -0.51 [-0.82,-0.20] —

Hian 2021 [122] -0.44754 017684 60 a9 2.0% -0.45 [0.78,-0.10] —
Godino 2006 [108] -0.43423 0.4549 13 7 11% -0.43[1.33,0.47] —
Fukui 2000 [103] -0.37984 02728 25 25 1.7% -0.38 [0.91, 0.18] T
Montgornery 2014 [109] -0.36308 0.14256 a1 90 2.1% -0.36 [-0.54,-0.08] —_
Gaston-Johansson 2000 [104] -0.34465 018317 a2 a8 1.9% -0.34 [0.70, 0.01] I
Gregoire 2020 [107] -0.33071 019678 48 47 1.9% -0.33[0.72,0.08] ]
Armes 2007 [97] -0.32691 0.32344 20 16 1.5% -0.33 [-0.96, 0.31] —
Salvetti 2021 [116] -0.25268 0.23449 H 36 1.8% -0.25[0.71, 0.21] 1
Ream 2006 [113] -0.24733 0.20615 43 43 1.9% -0.25 [-0.65, 0.16] —
Zhang 2020 [124] -0.24272 015852 73 72 2.0% -0.24 [-0.55, 0.07] T
Wan der Meulen 2014 [120] -0.24166 0.14263 a8 91 21% -0.24 [0.52, 0.04] I
Courtier 2022 [101] -0.21976 0.36077 20 11 1.4% -0.22 [-0.93, 0.45] I —
Purcell 2011 [112] -0.214  0.28623 | 24 1.6% -0.21 [-0.78, 0.35] .
Wargas 2014 [121] -0.12503 013656 98 96 2% -0.13[-0.39, 0.14] -
Andersen 2004 [96] -0.05095 013618 106 =h] 2% -0.058 [-0.32,0.23] -
Arving 2007 EG2 [98] 0 031283 40 40 1.8% 0.00[F0.42, 04%7] I
Schiolberg 2014 [117] 0.08381 02136 29 B3 1.8% 0.09[-0.33, 0.51] -
Bourmaud 2017 [99] 010555 0.1569 T3 T4 2.0% 011 [0.20, 0.41] T
Anding 2007 EG1 [98] 01877 0.20327 49 40 1.9% 019 [0.21, 0.59] T
Yuen 2006 [124] 0.20084 0.56799 ] ] 0.9% 0.20[0.91,1.31] ]
O'Brien 2014 [110] 0.38143 0.38221 14 12 1.3% 0.38 [F0.37,1.13] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1612 1601  55.5% -0.43 [-0.60, -0.25] L 3
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.20; Chi*= 189.71, df = 30 (P < 0.00001); F= 84%

Test for averall effect Z= 471 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 3086 3081 100.0% -0.44 [-0.58, -0.31] »
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.20; Chi*= 370.24, df = 53 (P < 0.00001); F= 86% 2 1 1 2

Testfor overall effect Z= 645 (P = 0.00001)

i K Favours [experimentall Favours [control]
Testtor suboroup diferences: Chis= 008, dr=1(F=077.F=0%

Figure S6.2.2. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of the effect of psychosocial interventions with
more than 25 patients per intervention arm vs. all studies.



Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Rand 95% Cl IV, Rand 95% CI
1.29.1 Standard Care

Feng 2019 [111] -1.58714 017825 a0 Th 3.5%  -1.59[1.94,-1.24] I

Cohen & Fried 2007 [100] -0.98294 0.23523 38 a7 3.2%  -0.98[1.44,-0.52] —

Tu 2021 [119] -0.60879 019534 50 a0 3.4%  -0.61[0.89,-0.23] I

Kirn 2018 [108] -0.59796 0.26445 28 26 3.0% -060[1.12,-0.08]

Goedendorp 2010 [108] -0.51072  0.1582 76 72 36% -051[082,-0.20] —

Hian 2021 [122] -0.44754 017684 60 59 3.9%  -045[0.79,-0.10] -
Godino 2006 [108] -0.43423 0.459 13 7 2.0% -0.43 [-1.33,0.47] —
Gaston-Johansson 2000 [104) -0.34465 018317 52 58 35%  -0.34[070,0.01] —
Arrnes 2007 [97] -0.32681 0.32344 20 16 27%  -0.33[096,0.31] —
Salvetti 2021 [116] -0.25268 0.23449 K3 36 32%  -0.25[071,0.21] T
Rearm 2006 [113] -0.24733 0.20615 43 43 3.4% -0.25 [-0.65, 0.16] I
Zhang 2020 [125] -0.24272 0.15852 73 72 3.6% -0.24 [-0.55, 0.07] T
Yan der Meulen 2014 [120] -0.24166 0.14263 88 91 37%  -0.24[052,0.04 —
Courtier 2022 [101] -0.21976 0.36077 20 11 25%  -0.22[-093, 049 I
Purcell 2011 [112] -0.214 0.28623 h 24 28%  -0.21[078,0.35 T
Andersen 2004 [96] -0.05095 013618 106 a0 3.7% -0.05 [-0.32,0.22] T
Arving 2007 EG2 [98] 0 021283 40 40 3.3% 0.00 [-0.42,0.42] I
Schiolberg 2014 [117] 0.08881 02136 28 63 33% 0.08[-0.33,0.51] e
Arving 2007 EG1 [98] 01877 0.20327 48 40 34% 019 [0.21,0.59] —
Yuen 2006 [124] 0.20084 0.56799 [ 6 1.6% 0.20[-0.91,1.31] —
O'Brien 2014 [110] 0.38143 038221 14 12 2.4% 0.38 [F0.37,1.13] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 938 928 65.5% -0.33[-0.53,-0.14] L 2

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.14; Chi*= 84,57, df=20 (P = 0.00001); F= 76%
Testfor averall effect: Z= 3,42 (P = 0.0008)

1.29.2 Wait-List-Control

Reif2013 [114] -1.46785 014195 120 114 37%  -147[1.75,-1.149] -

Sadenghi 2016 [114] -1.35144  0.183599 69 66 3.5% -1.35[1.71,-0.99] I
Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118] -0.eavoe 032487 19 200 27%  -0.89[1.52,-0.29)

Dolbeault 2009 [1032] -0.52081 0.14853 a1 a7 37%  -0582[0.81,-0.23] I
Fukui 2000 [103] -0.37984 02728 25 28 30% -0.38[091,014] T
Gregaire 2020 [107] -0.33071 019678 48 47 34%  -0.33[-072,0.08] -
Bourmaud 2017 [99] 010555 01569 73 T4 36% 011 [F0.20,0.41] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 435 433 23.6% -0.69[-1.18,-0.20] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.39; Chi*= 74.73, df= B (F = 0.00001); F= 92%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 278 (P = 0.008)

1.29.3 Attention Control

Yates 2005 [123] 083769 0.196 50 54 34% -0.84[1.22,-0.45] —
Montgommery 2014 [109] 036308 014256 a1 a0 37%  -0.36[-0.64,-0.08] —
vargas 2014 [121] 012603 013656 a8 96 37%  -0.13[0.39,0.14] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 239 240 10.9% -0.42[-0.79, 0.05] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.08; Chi*=8.90, df=2 (F=0.01}; F=78%
Testfor averall effect Z= 220 (P = 0.03)

Total (95% CI) 1612 1601 100.0% -0.43[-0.60, -0.25] L 2

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.20; Chi*=189.71, df= 30 (P = 0.00001}; F=84%
Testfor averall effect: Z=4.71 (P = 0.00001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=1.81, df=2(P= 0417, F=0%

\ \
-2 R 0
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Figure S6.2.3. Comparison of effects of psychosocial interventions with different control groups
(standard care vs. waitlist-control vs. attention control).

General note: For psychosocial interventions, we did not perform a sensitivity analysis with respect to a
specific study population because this only concerned the study from Kim (2018 [108]; study population
at high risk for depression), whose SMD was close to the mean effect (SMD = -0.60; 95% CI -1.12, -0.08)).



Section 56.3. Mindfulness-based Interventions

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.11.1 Studies with n=25 per intervention arm
Liu 20149 [133] -1.7055 0.22506 44 53 4.0% -1.71 [F2.15,-1.26] -
Gok Metin 2019 [128] -0.89918 0.25885 32 29 37% -0.90[-1.41,-0.39] .
Park 2020 [134] -0.79615 0.23169 et 36 40% -0.80[-1.25,-0.34] —
Mg 2021 [134] -0.78125 0.22452 et 40 4.0% -0.758[1.19,-0.31] —
Bower 2021 [127] -0.54298 0.15907 77 72 4T% -0.54 [-0.88,-0.23] —
Bower 2015 [126] -052003 024178 35 30 3.9% -052 [-0.95, -0.05] E—
Lengacher 2012 [131] -0.358599 0.21228 40 42 4.1% -0.36 [-0.78, 0.06] —
Lengacher 2016 [132] -0.3429 011075 182 147 a.1% -0.34 [-0.86,-0.13] I
Hoffrman 2012 [1249] -0.33473 013098 103 111 4.9% -0.33 [-0.59,-0.08] I
Witek Janusek 2019 [1349] -0.110058 016259 T0 BT 4.6% -0.11 [0.43,0.21] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 634 627  42.9% -0.61[-0.86, -0.36] <

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.12; Chi*= 4381, df=9 (P = 0.00001); F=73%
Test for overall effect: 2= 4.80 (P = 0.00001)

1.11.2 All studies

Rahmani 2014 [136] -1.81888 0.49409 12 12 2.0% -1.82[-2.79,-0.85]

Johns 2014 [130] -1.8047 0.40036 18 17 2.5% -1.80[-2.89,-1.02]

Liu 2019 [133] -1.7055 0.22506 49 53 4.0% -1.71 [F2.15,-1.26] —

Yan derLee 2012 [138] -1.21064 0.25017 44 24 3.8% -1.21 [F1.70,-0.72]

Gok Metin 2019 [128] -0.89918 0.25885 32 29 37% -0.90[-1.41,-0.39] .
Park 2020 [134] -0.79615 0.23169 et 36 40% -0.80[-1.25,-0.34] —

Mg 2021 [134] -0.78125 0.22452 et 40 4.0% -0.758[1.19,-0.31] —
Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118] -0.65274  0.3164 13 o 32% -0.65[1.27,-0.03] E—
Bower 2031 [127] -0.54258 015907 T 72 4.7% -054 [-0.85,-0.23] —
Biowwer 2015 [126] -0.52003 0.24178 35 30 3.9% -0.52 [-0.99, -0.04] E—
Lengacher 2012 [131] -0.35959 0.21228 40 42 41% -0.36 [-0.78, 0.06] —
Lengacher 2016 [132] -0.3429 011075 142 147 a.1% -0.34 [-0.56,-0.13] I
Hoffman 2012 [1249] -0.33473 013098 103 111 4.9% -0.33 [-0.59,-0.08] —_
Witek Janusek 2019 [139] -0.11005 06259 70 BY 4.6% -0.11 [0.43,0.21] 1
Wan der Gucht 2020 [137] -0.10156  0.3847 12 13 26% -0.10[-0.86, 0.65] — T
Subtotal (95% CI) 754 713 57.1% -0.73[-0.98, -0.49] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.17; Chi*= 6917, df=14 (P = 0.00001); F=80%

Test for overall effect: 7= 592 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 1388 1340 100.0% -0.68 [-0.85, -0.51] e 3

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.14; Chi*=113.68, df= 24 (P < 0.00001), F=79% 52 l1 ]
Test for overall Eﬁec.t' Z=TB0 (R : b.00001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Testfor suboroup diffierences: Chi*=0.48, df=1 (P =0.49), F=0%

Figure 56.3.1. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of the effect of mindfulness-based interventions
with more than 25 patients per intervention arm vs. all studies.



Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.12.1 Studies without specific study population

Rahmani 2014 [136] -1.81886 0.49409 12 12 21% -1.82 [2.79,-0.89]

Johns 2015 [130] -1.8047 040036 18 17 2.6% -1.80[-2.59,-1.02]

Liu 2019 [133] -1.7085 0.22506 43 53 348% -1.71 215, -1.26] —

Wan derLee 2012 [138] -1.21064 025017 a4 24 37% -1.21 [1.70,-0.72] —

Gok Metin 2018 [128] -0.89818 0.25885 32 29 3.6% -0.90[-1.41,-0.349] —_—

Mg 2021 [134] -0.75125 0.22452 38 40 3.9% -0.75[1.19,-0.31] e
Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118] -0.65274  0.3164 19 20 3.2% -0.65 [-1.27,-0.03]

Bower 2015 [126] -0.52003 0.24178 35 30 3.8% -0.52 [-0.99,-0.04] e
Lengacher 2012 [131] -0.35999 0.21228 40 42 4.0% -0.36 [-0.78, 0.06] 7
Lengacher 2016 [132] -0.3428 011075 1582 147 47% -0.34 [-0.56,-0.13] -
Haffran 2012 [129] -0.33473 0.13098 103 111 4.6% -0.33 [-0.59,-0.08] I
Witek Janusek 2019 [139] -0.11005 0.16259 70 67 4.4% -011 [-0.43,0.21] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 627 592  44.5% -0.80[-1.09, -0.50]

Heterogeneity: Tau= 0.21; Chi*= 66.71, df=11 (P = 0.00001); F= 84%
Test for averall effect: Z=5.26 (P = 0.00001})

1.12.2 All studies

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.17; ChiF= 6817, df= 14 (P < 0.00001); F= 80%
Testfor overall effect Z = 5.92 (P < 0.00001)

>
Rahmani 2014 [136] -1.81888 0.49409 12 12 21% -1.82[-2.79,-0.85]
Johns 20145 [130] -1.8047 040036 18 17 26% -1.80[-2.59,-1.02]
Liu 2019 [133] -1.7055 0.22506 49 53 348% -1.71[-2.15,-1.26] I
Wan derLee 2012 [138] -1.21064 0.25017 59 4 3T% -1.21[1.70,-0.72] -
Gaok Metin 2015 [128] -0.89818 0.25885 32 29 36% -090[-1.41,-0.38] n—
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Figure 56.3.2. Sensitivity analysis for the comparison of mindfulness-based interventions including
study populations without specific physical or mental impairment vs. all studies. Note: Bower (2021)
[127] specifically included study participants with depression; Park (2020) [135] with depression and
anxiety; Van der Gucht (2020) [137] with cognitive impairments.
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Figure 56.3.3 Comparison of effects of mindfulness-based interventions with different control groups
(standard care vs. waitlist-control vs. attention control).
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General note: We did not calculate a sensitivity analysis with regard to risk of bias for mindfulness-based
interventions, because only the study by Van der Gucht (2020) [137] had a high bias (besides blinding of
participants and personnel as well as blinding of outcome assessment), which showed an effect below-
average on CRF (SMD = -0.10; 95% CI -0.86, 0.65).
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