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Search strategy for all data bases
We searched PubMed, PsycInfo, Scopus, The Web of Science, and Cochrane Library for randomized controlled trials (RCTs). Searches were undertaken from 1980 to May 2018. References were also checked to add studies. The search strategy for PubMed was:
((“coronary artery disease” [All Fields] OR “ischemic heart disease” [All Fields] OR “acute coronary syndrome” [All Fields] AND “psychological treatment” [All Fields]) OR “psychological intervention” [All Fields] OR “cognitive behavioral therapy” [All Fields] OR (“cognitive behavioral” [All Fields] AND “therapy”) OR “positive psychology intervention” [All Fields] OR (“positive psychology” [All Fields] AND “intervention” [All Fields])) AND (“randomized controlled trial” [Publication Type] OR “randomized controlled trials” [All Fields]).












Online Figure 1: Risk of bias of included trials
Online figure 1 shows risk of bias assessment of the included trials in this meta-analysis, following the Cochrane Collaboration’s risk of bias assessment tool. The risk of bias was evaluated with the following items: random sequence generation (selection bias), allocation concealment (selection bias), blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias), blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias), incomplete outcome data (attrition bias), selective reporting (reporting bias) and other bias.







Online Figure 2: Effect of psychological interventions at the end of the intervention on secondary outcomes
Online figure 2 includes forest-plot showing the effect of psychological intervention on negative affect (online figure 2A), positive affect (online figure 2B), hostility (online figure 2C), quality of life (online figure 2D), and dispositional hope (online figure 2E) immediately at the end of the intervention.
Online Figure 2A: Negative affect at the end of the intervention
[image: ]
Online Figure 2B: Positive affect at the end of the intervention
[image: ]
Online Figure 2C: Hostility at the end of the intervention
[image: ]
Online Figure 2D: Quality of life at the end of the intervention[image: ]
Online Figure 2E: Dispositional hope at the end of the intervention
[image: ]


Online Figure 3: Effect of psychological interventions at the end of follow-up on secondary outcomes
Online figure 3 includes forest-plots showing the effect of psychological intervention on daily activities (online figure 3A), quality of life (online figure 3B), and dispositional hope (online figure 3C) at the end of follow-up.
Online Figure 3A: Daily activities at the end of follow-up
[image: ]
Online Figure 3B: Quality of life at the end of follow-up
[image: ]
Online Figure 3C: Dispositional hope at the end of follow-up
[image: ]


Online Figure 4: Subgroups analyses of depression at the end of the intervention
Online figure 4 includes forest-plots showing the effects of psychological interventions compared to control groups on depression immediately after treatment across the two pre-specified subgroups analyses: provider of intervention (online figure 4A), type of population (online figure 4B), type of PI (CBT and PPT (online figure 4C), post-treatment assessment time (online figure 4D), and session type (online figure 4E).
Online Figure 4A: Depression at the end of the intervention subgroup by provider of intervention (psychologist and unknown)
[image: ]





Online Figure 4B: Depression at the end of the intervention subgroup by type of population (any CAD included both chronic and acute CAD patients)
[image: ]
Online Figure 4C: Depression at the end of the intervention subgroup by type of PI (CBT vs. PPT)
[image: ]
Online Figure 4D: Depression at the end of the intervention subgroup by post-treatment assessment time (>12 weeks and <12 weeks)
[image: ]Online Figure 4E: Depression at the end of the intervention subgroup by session type (individual and group)
[image: ]
Online Figure 5: Subgroups analyses of depression at the end of follow-up
Online figure 5 includes forest-plots showing the effects of psychological interventions compared to control groups on depression at the end of follow-up across the two pre-specified subgroups analyses: provider of intervention (online figure 5A), type of population (online figure 5B), and follow-up assessment time (online figure 5C).
Online Figure 5A: Depression at the end follow-up subgroup by provider of intervention (psychologist and unknown)
[image: ]
Online Figure 5B: Depression at the end of follow-up subgroup by type of population (any CAD included both chronic and acute CAD patients)
[image: ]
Online Figure 5C: Depression at the end of follow-up subgroup follow-up assessment time (<6 months and >6 months)
[image: ]




Online Figure 6: Subgroups analyses of anxiety at the end of the intervention
Online figure 6 includes forest-plots showing the effects of psychological interventions compared to control groups on anxiety immediately after treatment across the two pre-specified subgroups analyses: type of population (online figure 6A), risk of bias (online figure 6B), post-treatment assessment time (online figure 6C), and session type (online figure 6D).

Online Figure 6A: Anxiety at the end of the intervention subgroup by type of population (any CAD included both chronic and acute CAD patients)
[image: ]






Online Figure 6B: Anxiety at the end of the intervention subgroup by risk of bias (low and high or unclear risk of bias)
[image: ]
Online Figure 6C: Anxiety at the end of the intervention subgroup by post-treatment assessment time (>10 weeks and <10 weeks)
[image: ]
Online Figure 6D: Anxiety at the end of the intervention subgroup by session type (group and individual)
[image: ]



Online Figure 7: Subgroup analysis of anxiety at the end of follow-up 
Online figure 7 includes forest-plot showing the effects of psychological interventions compared to control groups on anxiety at the end of follow-up across the pre-specified subgroup analysis by type of population (online figure 7A), and assessment follow-up time (online figure 7B).
Online Figure 7A: Anxiety at the end of follow-up subgroup by type of population (any CAD included both chronic and acute CAD patients)
[image: ]
Online Figure 7B: Anxiety at the end of follow-up subgroup by assessment follow-up time (<6 months and >6 months)
[image: ]
Online Figure 8: Subgroup analysis of stress at the end of post-treatment 
Online figure 8 includes forest-plot showing the effects of psychological interventions compared to control groups on stress at the end of treatment across the pre-specified subgroup analysis by type of population (online figure 8A), post-treatment assessment time (online figure 8B), and session type (online figure 8C).
Online Figure 8A: Subgroup analysis of stress at the end treatment by type of population (any CAD included both chronic and acute CAD patients)
[image: ]









Online Figure 8B: Subgroup analysis of stress at the end of treatment by post-treatment assessment time (<10 weeks and >10 weeks)
[image: ]
Online Figure 8C: Subgroup analysis of stress at the end by session type (group and individual)
[image: ]





Online Figure 9: Subgroup analysis of stress at the end of follow-up by session type (group and individual)
Online figure 9 includes forest-plot showing the effects of psychological interventions compared to control groups on stress at the end of follow-up across the pre-specified subgroup analysis by session type.
[image: ]
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Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

0.003)
0.03 df=1 (P =085

3 2
Favours intervention  Favours control





image13.png
Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight _IV,Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.1 Indwidual

LvJ 2016 17 45 38 19 38 37 6E% 1710225118 —
O'Neil 2014 Overall CDS  89.1 286 53 858 258 63 6% 012026050 T
Oneil 20143 Overall PHOS 6.1 65 53 81 68 63 6%  -0.35[0.74,003

Subtotal (95% CI) 144 143 204%  063[159,033]

Heterogeneity: Taw"= 0.67; Chi*= 30.44, df= 2 (P < 0.00001); F= 3%

Testfor oversll effect: 2= 1.28 (P = 0.20)

17.26Group

Bishop 2005 72 183 30 169 169 20 6%  -0.58[1.0,-0.08] —
Dao 2011 159 61 48 234 115 48 67%  -0.83[1.24,-0.41] -

Del Pina 2008 1202 691 46 1332 432 22 6% -0.24[0.75,027] -
Femandes 2017 515 282 65 1294 284 55 66% 2731323223 ——

Freedland 2008 (D)) 727 237 77 138 14 37 68%  -308[364,-251] ——

Freedland 2000 (HAM-D) BB 152 77 107 1 37 68%  -208[350,-240 ——

Karlsson 2007 47 38 111 48 38 113 69%  -0.03(0.29,024 T
Merswolken 2011 T3 25 T4 43 27 B5%  -011F085,0.44

Michaelsen 2008 64 42 43 76 47 63 68%  -027[0.86,013

Nikrahan 20163 027 64 41 077 B47 14 B4%  008[053,088]

Sanjuan 2016 172 123 50 146 121 43 67% 021 [0.20,087

Sobregts 2005 77 6 83 88 43 75 69% 0.3410.03,0.66]

Subtotal (95% CI) 701 555 79.9%  0.84[148,019]

Heterogeneity Tau®= 1.24; Chi
Testfor oversll effect: 2= 254 (P = 0.01)

Total (95% CI)

Heterogeneity Tau®= 1.05; Chi
Testfor overall effect 2= 293 (
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

85

0.003)

94.10, df = 11 (P < 0.00001);

=324.97, df= 14 (P < 0.00001);

012 df=1(P=073

0.80[1.33,-0.26]

3 2
Favours intervention  Favours control





image14.png
Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean _SD Total Mean SD Total Weight _IV,Random, 95%Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
2.7.4 Psychologist
Dao 2011 192 B7 48 225 107 48 151% 037 (077,004 =
Fernandes 2017 262 301 65 1613 303 56 14E%  -445[512,-377] -
Freedland 2008 (BD) 915 184 77 107 14 37 151%  -086[1.27,-0.45] -
Freediand 2009 (HAM-D) 751 138 77 83 1 40 151%  -03F101.-023) |
Subtotal (95% CI) 267 181 59.8%  -1.55[2.93,0.17] >
Heterageneity: Talr = 1.92; ChF= 114.40,df= 3 P < 0.00001); F= 97%
Test for overall eflect = 2.20 (P = 0.03)
27.2 Unknown
Bishop 2005 43 06 20 176 163 20 103% -1055[12681,-850 ———
Nikrahan 20182 250 B72 41 121 647 14 147%  -05BF117,008] -
Sobregts 2005 63 48 83 58 51 75 152%  010[021,041] T
‘Subtotal (95% C1) 153 118 402%  3.30[-6.09, 0.51] —~
Heterageneity: Talr = 5.70; ChP= 10233, df= 2 (P < 0.00001); F= 98%
Test for overall eflect Z= 2.32 (P= 0.02)
Total (95% CI) 420 299 100.0%  -208(3.22,0.94]
Heterageneity: Talr = 2.21; ChF = 236.39,df= 6 (P < 0.00001); F= 97% — 5 &

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.57 (
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

0.0004)

92 df=1 (P =0.97).

g%

Favours intervention  Favours control
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Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight _IV,Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
281ACS
Femandes 2017 262 301 65 1613 303 66 146%  -4.45[512,-377] -
Freedland 2008 (D)) 915 184 77 107 14 37 151%  -08B[127,-0.4] -
Freedland 2009 (HAM-D) 751 138 77 83 1 40 151%  -062[101,-0.23 |
Sobregts 2005 63 48 83 88 &1 75 152%  010(0.21,0.41]
Subtotal (95% CI) 302 208 600%  1.43[287,002]

Heterogeneity Tau®= 2.12; Chi*= 14520, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); = 98%

Testfor oversll effect: 2= 1.94 (P = 0.05)

282anycAD

Bishop 2005 43 066 29 176 163 29 103%
Dao 2011 192 BT 48 225 107 48 151%
Nikrahan 20163 286 672 41 121 B4T 14 147%
Subtotal (95% CI) o1 40.0%

Heterogeneity Tau®= 5.73; Chi

Testfor oversll effect: 2= 2.43 (P = 0.02)

Total (95% CI) 420 299 100.0%
Heterogeneity Tau®= 2.21; Chi*= 236,39, df= 6 (P < 0.00001); F= 87%
Testfor oversll effect: Z= 3.57 (P = 0.0004)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi '8.0%

61 df=1(P=0.20)

105511261, -8.50]
037 [077,004]
-0.5611.17,006]

3.4716.27,067]

208[3.22,-094]

.

5
Favors intervention  Favors control

10
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Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI

244 fup <6 months

Bishop 2005 43 086 29 176 163 29 103% -1055[1261,-850] —=—

Dao 2011 182 67 48 225 107 48 151% -0.37 -0.77,0.04] 1

Fernandes 2017 262 301 B5 1613 303 56 146% -4.455.12,-3.77]

Nikrahan 2016a <254 872 41 121 B4T 14 147% -0.56-1.17,0.06]

Subtotal (95% CI) 183 147 546% -3.76[6.43,1.10]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 7.06; Chi*= 187 45, df=3 (P < 0.00001); "= 88%

Testior overal effect Z= 277 (P = 0.006)

2421up>=6 months

Freedland 2009 (BDI) 815 184 77 107 14 37 151% -0.86[1.27,-0.45] -

Freedland 2009 (HAM-D) 751 138 77 83 1 40 151% -0.62(1.01,-0.23] -

Sobregts 2005 B3 48 83 58 51 75 15.2% 010F0.21,0.41] J

Subtotal (95% CI) 237 152 454% -0.45[-1.05,0.15]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.25; Ch# 2(P=0.0004); F=87%

Testor overal ffect 2= 1.47 (= 0.14)

Total (95% CI) 420 299 100.0% -2.08[-3.22,-0.94]

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 2.21; Chi*= 236.39, df= 6 (P < 0.00001); "= 87% —10”—07 t T
Testfor overal effect 2= 3.57 (P = 0.0004) Favours intevention Favours control

567 di=1(P=002.

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi 2 4%
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Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean _SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
58.1ACS
Fernandes 2017 523 029 65 1241 031 56  4.1% -23.83(-26.90, -20.76] ——
Karlsson 2007 35 28 111 39 34 113 89%  -013(-039,013]
Merswolken 2011 9 29 25 98 33 27 86  -025(-0.80,029]
Tracieniecka-Green 1996 5.95 33 50 76 42 50  88%  -0.43(-0.83, -0.04]
Turner 2013 86 53 21 104 42 31 86%  -038(-0.94,0.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 272 277 39.0%  -329(-4.96,-161] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.30; Chi = 227.25, df = 4 ¢ < 0.00001); P = 98%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.85 ( = 0.0001)
5.82 any CAD
Bishop 2005 473 081 29 478 085 29 87%  -059[-112,-0.07] 1
Blumenthal 2005 3577 1 92 37 o 42 88%  -024[-061,013]
Dan 2011 366 109 48 49 74 49 87%  -132[-176, -0.88] -
Freediand 2009 759 217 77 11 15 37 87%  -171[-215 -126] -
Lv)2016 104 34 38 165 46 38 87%  -149(-2.00,-0.98] -
Michaslsan 2005 Trait 357 &3 48 375 83 53 88%  -022(-0.61 018
Michalesan 2005 state 365 88 48 62 76 53 85% 367302, 4.32] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 380 301 60.9% -0.29[-1.34,0.76] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.95; Chi = 218.83, df = 6 (F < 0.00001); P = 97%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.53 (¢ = 0.59)
Total (95% CI) 652 578 100.0%  -126[-2.11,-041] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.11; Chi = 448.02, df = 11 (° < 0.00001); F = 98% B e e e T
Test for overal effect: Z = 2.91 (° = 0.004) Favors Intervention Favors Control

Test for subgroup differences: ChiZ = 885, df

1P = 0.003) 2 = 88.7%




image18.tiff
Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
S1L1High
Bishop 2005 47.3 081 29 47.8 0.85 29 B7%  -0.59[-112,-0.07]
Blumenthal 2005 377 1 92 37 9 4 smEx -0241-061,0.13]
Da0 2011 36.6 109 48 49 7.4 49 B7%  -132[-176,-0.88] -
Fernandes 2017 523 029 65 1241 031 56  4.1% -23.83[-26.90, -20.76] ——
Freedland 2009 759 217 77 11 1S 37 B7%  -171[-2.16,-126] -
Karlsson 2007 35 28 111 39 34 113 89% -0.131-0.39, 0.13]
Lvj 2016 104 34 38 165 46 38 87%  -149(-2.00, -0.98] -
Merswolken 2011 9 29 25 98 33 27 86% -0.251-0.80, 0.29] 1
Turner 2013 86 53 21 104 42 31 86% -0.38[-0.94, 0.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 506 422 739%  -198[-292,-104] *

Heterogeneity. Tau
Test for overall effect: Z

1.87; Chit = 281.89, df =
4.15 (F < 0.0001)

5.11.2 Low/unclear

Michaelson 2005 Trait 57 83 48
Michaleson 2005 state 365 88 48
Trecieniecka-Green 1996 5.95 3.3 50
Subtotal (95% CI) 146
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 3.36; ChiZ = 123.91, df =
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.93 (P = 0.25)

Total (95% CIy 652
Heterogeneity. Taw? = 2.11; ChiZ = 448.02, df =
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.91 (P = 0.004)

Test for subgroup differences: ChiZ = 6.44. i

8 (P < 0.00001; 1 = 97%

375 83 53 BE%
62 76 53 85%
76 42 50 %

156 261%

2P < 0.00001; 1 = 98%
578 100.0%
11 < 0.00001); 1 = 98%

1¢P = 0.01) I = 84.5%

-0221-061, 0.18]
3.6713.02, 432]
-0.43-0.83, -0.04]
0.99 [-1.10, 3.08]

-1.26 [-2.11, -0.41]

4
e
35 0 To 20

Favors Intervention Favors Control
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean _SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
541 Prior t0 10 weeks
Bishop 2005 473 081 29 478 085 29 87%  -050[112,-007] N
Dao 2011 366 108 48 43 T4 49 B7%  -132[175,-088] -
Fernandes 2017 523 029 5 1241 031 56 41% -2383[2690,-2076) ——
Lva 2016 104 34 3B 165 46 38 87%  -1491200,-098] -
Mohammadi 2018 0 0 0o o 0 o Not estimable
Tumer 2013 86 53 21 104 42 86%  -03310.94,013) 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 201 388%  4.24[624,223] *
Heterogeneity Tau*= 4 82; Chi*= 22309, if= 4 (P < 0.00001);
Test foraveral eflct Z= 4.14 (P < 0.0001)
5.4210 weeks and later
Blumenthal 2005 /77 1 @2 3 9 42 88% 024061013
Freedland 2009 750 217 7T 1 15 3 87% 1710215126 -
Karlsson 2007 35 28 111 3@ 34 113 88%  -013[0.3,013
Merswolken 2011 9 20 25 @8 33 27 86%  -025[0.80,0.29] }
Michaglson 2005 Trait 37 83 48 75 83 53 88% 0220061018
Michaleson 2005 state 365 B8 48 62 7B 53  85% 367(3.02,437] -
TatienieckaGreen 1996 595 33 50 75 42 50 88%  -043[0.83,-0.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 451 375 612%  0.08[077,092] 4
Heterageneity: Talr = 1.24; ChF = 181.79,df= 6 (P < 0.00001); F= 97%
Test for overall eflect = 0.18 (P = 0.86)
Total (95% CI) 652 578 1000%  1.26[-211,-041] +
Heterogeneity: Talr = 2.11; ChP= 448.02,df= 11 (P < 0.00001); F= 98% St
Testfor overall effct 2= 2.81 (P = 0.004) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Test for subaroun diferences: Chif= 1511 di=1 (P = 0.0001) F= 93 4%
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight _IV,Random,95%Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
56.1 group

Bishop 2005 473 081 20 478 085 20 B7%  -050(1.12,-007]

Blumenthal 2008 3877 1 82 3 9 42 88%  -0.24[061,043

Dao 2011 366 109 48 49 74 49 BI%  -132(1.76,-088] -
Femandes 2017 523 029 B5 1241 031 56 41% -2383[26.00,-2076] ——

Freedland 2009 758 217 77 11 15 37 BI%  -1.71F216,-126] -
Karlsson 2007 35 28 111 38 34 113 88%  -0.130039,013

Merswolken 2011 9 20 25 88 33 27 88%  -0.250080,0.29] }
Michaelson 2008 Trait 357 83 48 375 83 53 88%  -0.22[061,048

Michaleson 2008 state 35 88 48 62 7.6 53 85% 367(3.02,432) -
Trsieniecka-Green 1995 595 33 50 7.6 42 50 88%  -0.43[083,-0.04 1
Turner 2013 86 53 21 104 42 31 B6%  -0.38[094,018

Subtotal (95% CI) 614 540 913%  126[217,0.35] 4

30.46, df = 10 (P < 0.00001);

Heterogeneity Tau®= 2.19; Chi 8%

Testfor oversll effect: 2= 2.72 (P = 0.008)

5.6.2individual

LvJ 2016 104 34 38 165 46 38 BI%  -149(200,-098 -
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 38 87%  149[200,098] [}

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor oversll effect: 2= 6.72 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 652 578 1000%  126[211,0.41] 4
Heterageneity: Taw"= 2.11; Chi*= 448.02, df= 11 (P < 0.00001); F= 98% R TR TR S ra—
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.91 (7 = 0.004) Favors intervention  Favors control

049 df=1 (P = 0.66).

Test for subaroun differences: Chi 1%
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Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup__Std. Mean Difference _SE_Weight __IV, Random, 95% CI 1, Random, 95% C1
671ACS

Fernandes 2017 333 028 198% -333[-388 -278] —=—

Mohammadi 2018 -021 026 19.9% -0.21(-0.72,030] —

Turner 2013 -016 027 19.9% -0.16(-0.69, 037] —=—

Subtotal (95% CI) 59.6% -1.23[-3.25,0.78] e ——

Heterogeneity. Tau? = 3.10; Chi* = 87.13, of = 2 (P < 0.00001); I = 98%

Test for overall effect: Z = 120 ¢ = 0.23)

6.7.2 any CAD

Dan 2011, -126 022 202% -126(-169, -0.83] ——

Freediand 2009 -171 023 202% -171[-2.16, -126] ——

Subtotal (95% CI) 40.4% -148(-192,-104] -

Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.05; Chit = 2.00, of = 1 (P = 0.16); I = 50%

Test for overall effect: Z = 6.58 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 100.0% -133 [-2.38,-0.29] —~—

Heterogeneity. Tau® = 1.36; Chi* = 91.16, of = 4 (P < 0.00001); I = 96% 4 + e

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.50 (P = 0.01)
Test for subgroup differences: ChiZ = 0.06, df

1P =0.81) 12 = 0%

Favours Intervention Favours Control
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Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup _ Std. Mean Diference _SE_Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
651 <6months fup

Dao 2011 426 022 202%  1261169,-083] -

Fernandes 2017 333 028 198%  -333[388,-278) —=—

Mohammadi 2018 021 026 199% 031 072,030 —=

Subtotal (95% CI) 60.0% .60 [:3.27,0.07] |

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 2.12; Chi 2(P <0.00001);F= 7%

Test for overal efect Z-

65.25/= 6 months fup

Freedland 2009 AT 023 202%  A71E216,1.26] -

Tumer 2013 016 027 199%  -0.16F069,037] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 400%  -0.94[246,058] ———
Heterageneity: Talr= 1.14; ChP= 1910, df= 1 (P < 0.0001); = 85%

Test for overall eflect 2= 1.21 (P= 0.22)

Total (95% C1) 100.0% 133238, -0.29] ——

Heterogeneity: Tal = 1.36; ChP= 91,16, df= 4 (P < 0.00001); F= 96% = = 5 3
Testfor overall eflect 2= 2.50 (° = 0.01) Favours [experimental] Favours (control]

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

032 df=1(P=057

o
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Intervntion Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup__Mean _SD_Total Mean _SD Total Weight _IV, Random, 95% CI 1, Random, 95% C1
3B1ACS
Rakowska 2015 2005 194 41 2471 179 40 203% -2.47 [-3.06, -L89] -
Subtotal (95% CI) a1 40 203% -247[-3.06,-189] *
Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 8.28 (P < 0.00001)
3.8.2 any CAD
Bishop 2005 193 114 29 28 103 29 18.9% -7.90(-9.48 -632]  —+—
Freedland 2009 1409 181 77 174 12 37 203% -2.01[-2.48 -153] -
Michaelsen 2005 191 7.6 48 217 77 53 204% -034[-0.73,0.06] -
Nykliek 2012 2289 096 55 1842 112 52 202%  4.26(357, 4.96] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 209 171 797% -141[-443,161] —~—
Heterogeneity. Tau = 9.27; Chit = 304.56, of = 3 (P < 0.00001); I = 99%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.91 (P = 0.36)
Total (95% CI) 250 211 100.0% -1611-4.04,0.83] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 7.53; Chit = 343.78, of = 4 (P < 0.00001); I = 99% o

Test for overall effect. Z = 1.30 (P = 0.20)
Test for subgroup differences: ChiZ = 0.46.

1P = 0.50) 1 = 0%

Favors Inervention Favors Control
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _Mean _ SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
34 fup prior fo 10 weeks.
Bishop 2005 193 114 29 28 103 29 189% -7.90-9.48,-6.32] —
Nyklitek 2012 2289 096 55 1842 112 52 202% 4.26[3.57, 4.96] -
Rakowska 2015 2005 1.94 41 2471 173 40 203% -2.47 [-3.06,-1.89] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 125 121 50.3% -2.00[-7.87, 3.87]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 26 66; Chi*= 308.17, df= 2 (P < 0.00001); "= 99%
Testfor overal effect. Z= 0.67 (P= 0.50)
342 fup at or after 10 weeks.
Freedland 2009 14.08 181 77174 12 37 203% -2.012.48,-1.53] -
Michaelsen 2005 181 76 48 217 77 53 204% -0.34-0.73, 0.06]
Subtotal (95% CI) 90 40.7% -1.17[-2.80, 0.47]
Heterageneity: Talr = 1.34; ChF
Testfor overal effect. Z= 1.40 (°= 0.16)
Total (95% CI) 250 211 100.0% -1.61[-4.04,0.83]
Heterogeneily: Tau?= 7.53; ChF = 34376, df= 4 (P < 0.00001); P= 8% = 53 5 5 4
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.30 (P = 0.20) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi 1%

0.07 df=1(P=079)
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _ Mean _SD Total Mean _SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
351 group
Bishop 2005 193 114 29 28 103 29 188%  -7.90[9.48,-632
Freedland2008 1408 181 77 74 12 37 203% 2011248153
Michaglsen2005 181 7B 48 217 77 53 204%  -0.34[0.73,008]
Nykliek 2012 2280 085 55 1842 112 52 202% 426357496
Subtotal (95% CI) 209 71 797% 441443151
Heterageneity: Talr = 9.27; ChF= 304.56,df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F= 99%
Test for overall eflect Z= 0.81 (P = 0.36)
362 individual
Rakowska2015 2005 184 41 2471 178 40 203%  -2.471306,-1.9]
Subtotal (95% CI) ] 40 203% 24713061891
Hetetogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall efect Z= 8.28 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 250 211 1000%  1.61(404,083]
Heterageneity: Talr = 7.53; ChF = 343.78,df= 4 (P < 0.00001); F= 99% B T— 5 5 5
Testfor overall eflect 2=1.30 (P = 0.20) Favors intervention Favors control

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

0.46 df=1 (P =050,

o
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Experimental Control ‘Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _Mean _ SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
441 group
Bishop 2005 182 099 29 285 113 20 287% -957[11.44,-768) —#—
Freediand 2000 155 167 77 175 12 40 1.3011.72,-088] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 106 69 5,38 [13.46, 2.77] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 33.67, Chi*= 71.08, df= 1 (P < 0.00001),
Testior overal effect 2= 1.30 (°= 0.18)
442indvidual
Rakowska2015 2202 193 41 2469 175 40 356%  -1.434182,-084] -
Subtotal (95% CI) a 40 356% -1.43[1.92,-0.94] *
Heteropeneit: Not anplicable
Testfor overall effect Z=5.72 (F < 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 147 109 100.0% -3.72[-591,-1.52]
Heterogeneity. Tau"= 3.47; Chi*= 71.73, df=2 (P < 0.00001); F= 97% — —
Testfor overal effect 2=3.31 (P = 0.0009) Favors intervention Favors control

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

0.91 di=1(FP=034)

o




image1.tiff
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference _SE_Weight _IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Mohammadi 2018 Negative Affect 006 235  06% 006 (-455 4.67]
Sanjuan 2016 Negative Affect -034 019 99.4% -0.34(-0.71 0.03]
Total (95% CI) 100.0%  -0.34[-0.71,0.03]

Heterogeneity. Tau® = 0.00; Chi? = 0.03, of = 1 (P = 0.87); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.78 (P = 0.07) ors ntem

Favors Intervention Favors Control




