Figure

[image: ]
Figure S1 The incidence of exclusive breastfeeding（subgroup analysis：delivery）
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Figure S2 The incidence of exclusive breastfeeding（subgroup analysis：intervention）
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Figure S3 The incidence of exclusive breastfeeding（subgroup analysis：type）
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Figure S4 The incidence of exclusive breastfeeding metaninf
[image: ]
Figure S5 the incidence of successful breastfeeding forest graph
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Figure S6 the incidence of successful breastfeeding forest graph（remove heterogeneity）
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Figure S7 maternal satisfaction forest graph
[image: ]
Figure S8 maternal satisfaction forest graph（remove heterogeneity）
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Figure S9 Mental state assessment forest graph
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Figure S10 Mental state assessment forest graph（remove heterogeneity）
[image: ]
Figure S11 Breast injury forest graph
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Figure S12 Breast pain forest graph
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Figure S13 Breast pain forest graph（remove heterogeneity）
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Figure S14 breastfeeding self-efficacy forest graph
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Figure S15 lactation initiation time forest graph
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Figure S16 postural comfort forest graph
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