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Figura 4. Forest plot of diferent types of intervention for anxiety symptoms.
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Fig. S1. Forest plot of different types of intervention for anxiety symptoms. See reference Koszycki et al. (2014) for the study Koszycki 2013.
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Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.13; Chi? = 20.71, df = 7 (P = 0.004); I* = 66%
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Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi2 = 36.95, df = 23 (P = 0.03); I> = 38%

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.26 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chiz = 2.11, df =2 (P = 0.35), 1= 5.3%

Figure 5. Forest plot of diferent follow up for anxiety symptoms.
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Fig. S2. Forest plot of different follow-up for anxiety symptoms. See reference Koszycki et al. (2014) for the study Koszycki 2013.
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Fig. S3. Forest plot of different control groups for anxiety symptoms. See reference Koszycki et al. (2014) for the study Koszycki 2013.
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Figure 7. Forest plot of diferent types of intervention for depressive symptoms.




Fig. S4. Forest plot of different types of intervention for depressive symptoms.
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Figure 8. Forest plot of diferent follow up for depressive symptoms.
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Fig. S5. Forest plot of different follow-up for depressive symptoms. See reference Koszycki et al. (2014) for the study Koszycki 2013.
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Figure 9. Forest plot of diferent control groups for depressive symptoms.
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Fig. S6. Forest plot of different control groups for depressive symptoms. See reference Koszycki et al. (2014) for the study Koszycki 2013.
