Random sequence generation {selaection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

L]
L]

Banasik 2011 [71]

Chandwani 2010 [72]

~ @
v

=

Chandwani 2014 [73]

~ @ | @® | ® | ncomplete outcome data (atirition bias)

L]
L]

Chaoul 2018 [74]

Crarmer 2015 [7E]

Cramer 2016 [77]

5 00

DO DD OO O OO DD OO O O O 9|90 ceetereporting reporting hias)

5 00
Y 0|0
® 9 00" oo o060 oo 0o o6 o0 e e e e e e e chhn:

Danhauer 2009 [78]

=

Dhruva 2012 [79]

Jong 2018 [30]

Kiecolt-Glaser 2014 [81]

Lin 2019 [37]

» 0000

Littrman 2012 [83]

Loudon 2014 [34]

» 0000 e

d .
O 00O 00 00O O 0O 00O OO0 0O OO OO0 OO O 0O 09 ® O cingopartipantsandpersonnel (perfarmance hias)

Moadel 2007 [34]

50000000

Pasyar 2015 [B6]

Prakash 2020 [57]

500
| @

Pruthi 2012 [58]

Sohl 2016 [39]

Sohl 2022 [90]

Taso 2014 [91]

Taylor 2018 [92]

Vadiraja 2003 [53]

~ 0 ® e e e e e

~ 0000

Letz| 2021 [34]

Q00O 00 00O OO 0O OO0 OO OO OO O 0O 9 ® O -cdngofoutomeassessment (detection bias)

00000 e

Zhi 2021 [34]

Figure S2.1. Risk of bias summary: review authors’ judgements about each risk of bias item for each included
study with a yoga intervention. Note: green=low risk (requirements adequately fulfilled); yellow=unclear
(information insufficient for judgement); red=high risk (requirements not adequately fulfilled).
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Figure S2.2. Risk of bias summary: review authors’ judgements about each risk of bias item for each included
study with a psychosocial intervention. Note: green=low risk (requirements adequately fulfilled)
yellow=unclear (information insufficient for judgement); red=high risk (requirements not adequately

fulfilled).




Random sequence generation (selection biasg)

Bower 2014 [126]

=l

= | @ | Allocation concealment (selection bias)

Bower 2021 [127]

=l

Gok Metin 2019 [128]

=l

Hoffman 2012 [124]

Johns 2015 [130]

~ 9 e e

~ @@
© 00 00 0O O 0 O O O ® ® ® O -cingofpaticipants and personnel (perfarmance hias)

Lengacher 2012 [131]

Lengacher 2016 [132]

~ | @
~

~ 9 @

Liu 2019 [133]

Moy 2021 [134]

Park 2020 [139]

~ ® e

Rahmani 2014 [136]

Sheikhzadeh 2021 [118]

E

Wan der Gucht 2020 [137]

E

Wan der Lee 2012 [138]

D0 60006000 06 0 00 | 06| sekctve eporting (reporting bias)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
® 00 606 00 60 e e e |e | ncomplet outcome data (atirition bias)
® 0666666 e e e e e e e o

Witek Janusek 2019 [138]

Figure S2.3. Risk of bias summary: review authors’ judgements about each risk of bias item for each included
study with a mindfulness-based intervention. Note: green=low risk (requirements adequately fulfilled);
yellow=unclear (information insufficient for judgement); red=high risk (requirements not adequately
fulfilled).



