SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS
Student Anxiety and Burnout in Higher Education: A Systematic Review of Mental Health Nursing Interventions

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL A: PRISMA 2020 CHECKLIST
	Section and Topic
	Item #
	Checklist Item
	Location where item is reported

	TITLE
	
	
	

	Title
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	Title page

	ABSTRACT
	
	
	

	Abstract
	2
	See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist.
	Abstract

	INTRODUCTION
	
	
	

	Rationale
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	Introduction (pages 2-3)

	Objectives
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	Introduction (page 3, final paragraph)

	METHODS
	
	
	

	Eligibility criteria
	5
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	Methods, Section 2.3 (pages 4-5)

	Information sources
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	Methods, Section 2.2 (page 4)

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used.
	Supplementary Material B

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methods, Section 2.4 (page 5)

	Data collection process
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methods, Section 2.5 (page 5)

	Data items
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	Methods, Section 2.5 (page 5)

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
	Methods, Section 2.5 (page 5)

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	Methods, Section 2.6 (pages 5-6)

	Effect measures
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	N/A (narrative synthesis)

	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	Methods, Section 2.7 (page 6)

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	Methods, Section 2.7 (page 6)

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	Methods, Section 2.7 (page 6); Table 1

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
	Methods, Section 2.7 (page 6)

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	N/A (narrative synthesis)

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	Methods, Section 2.7 (page 6); Discussion, Section 4.6

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	Methods, Section 2.6 (pages 5-6); Discussion, Section 4.6

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	Methods, Section 2.6 (pages 5-6)

	RESULTS
	
	
	

	Study selection
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	Results, Section 3.1 (pages 6-7); Figure 1

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	Results, Section 3.1 (page 7)

	Study characteristics
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Results, Section 3.2 (page 8); Table 1

	Risk of bias in studies
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	Supplementary Material C

	Results of individual studies
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	Table 1; Results, Sections 3.4-3.7

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	Results, Section 3.7 (pages 12-14)

	
	20b
	Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
	Results, Section 3.7 (pages 12-14)

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	N/A

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	Results, Section 3.3 (page 8) (referenced)

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	Discussion, Section 4.6 (page 19)

	Certainty of evidence
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	Results, Section 3.3 (page 8); Supplementary Material C

	DISCUSSION
	
	
	

	Discussion
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	Discussion, Sections 4.1-4.3 (pages 16-18)

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	Discussion, Section 4.6 (page 19)

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	Discussion, Section 4.6 (page 19)

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.
	Discussion, Section 4.5 (pages 18-19); Conclusions and Recommendations, Sections 5.1-5.4 (pages 20-23)

	OTHER INFORMATION
	
	
	

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered.
	Methods, Section 2.1 (page 4)

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared.
	Methods, Section 2.1 (page 4)

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	N/A (no amendments)

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	Declarations section (page 25)

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	Declarations section (page 25)

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.
	Declarations section (page 25); Supplementary Materials



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL B: FULL SEARCH STRATEGIES FOR ALL DATABASES
Search Conducted: March 15, 2024
Database 1: PubMed (MEDLINE)
Date searched: March 15, 2024
Results retrieved: 512 records
Search Strategy:
	Search #
	Query
	Results

	#1
	"students"[MeSH Terms] OR "university student"[Title/Abstract] OR "college student"[Title/Abstract] OR "undergraduate"[Title/Abstract] OR "graduate student"[Title/Abstract] OR "higher education"[Title/Abstract]
	487,392

	#2
	"mental health"[MeSH Terms] OR "anxiety"[MeSH Terms] OR "burnout, psychological"[MeSH Terms] OR "anxiety"[Title/Abstract] OR "burnout"[Title/Abstract] OR "psychological stress"[Title/Abstract] OR "emotional exhaustion"[Title/Abstract] OR "resilience, psychological"[MeSH Terms] OR "resilience"[Title/Abstract]
	1,245,678

	#3
	"psychosocial intervention"[MeSH Terms] OR "cognitive behavioral therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "mindfulness"[MeSH Terms] OR "counseling"[MeSH Terms] OR "therapy"[Title/Abstract] OR "intervention"[Title/Abstract] OR "mindfulness"[Title/Abstract] OR "CBT"[Title/Abstract] OR "peer support"[Title/Abstract] OR "digital health"[Title/Abstract] OR "telemedicine"[MeSH Terms] OR "university policy"[Title/Abstract]
	2,156,789

	#4
	"nursing"[MeSH Terms] OR "nurse's role"[MeSH Terms] OR "psychiatric nursing"[MeSH Terms] OR "nurse-led"[Title/Abstract] OR "nursing intervention"[Title/Abstract] OR "mental health nursing"[Title/Abstract]
	1,987,654

	#5
	#1 AND #2 AND #3
	8,765

	#6
	#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4
	1,234

	#7
	#6 AND ("2010/01/01"[PDAT] : "2024/03/31"[PDAT]) AND English[Language]
	512



Filters applied:
· Publication date: January 1, 2010 – March 31, 2024
· Language: English
· Species: Humans
Database 2: Scopus
Date searched: March 15, 2024
Results retrieved: 487 records
Search Strategy:
	Search #
	Query
	Results

	#1
	TITLE-ABS-KEY("university student" OR "college student" OR "undergraduate" OR "graduate student" OR "higher education student")
	1,234,567

	#2
	TITLE-ABS-KEY("mental health" OR "anxiety" OR "burnout" OR "psychological stress" OR "emotional exhaustion" OR "resilience")
	3,456,789

	#3
	TITLE-ABS-KEY("intervention" OR "therapy" OR "cognitive behavioral therapy" OR "CBT" OR "mindfulness" OR "counseling" OR "peer support" OR "digital intervention" OR "telehealth" OR "university policy")
	4,567,890

	#4
	TITLE-ABS-KEY("nursing" OR "nurse-led" OR "nursing intervention" OR "psychiatric nursing" OR "mental health nursing")
	2,345,678

	#5
	#1 AND #2 AND #3
	12,345

	#6
	#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4
	1,876

	#7
	#6 AND PUBYEAR > 2009 AND PUBYEAR < 2025 AND LANGUAGE(english)
	487



Filters applied:
· Publication year: 2010-2024
· Language: English
· Document type: Article, Review
Database 3: Web of Science Core Collection
Date searched: March 15, 2024
Results retrieved: 426 records
Search Strategy:
	Search #
	Query
	Results

	#1
	TS=("university student" OR "college student" OR "undergraduate" OR "graduate student" OR "higher education student*")
	987,654

	#2
	TS=("mental health" OR "anxiety" OR "burnout" OR "psychological stress" OR "emotional exhaustion" OR "resilience")
	2,876,543

	#3
	TS=("intervention" OR "therapy" OR "cognitive behavioral therapy" OR "CBT" OR "mindfulness" OR "counseling" OR "peer support" OR "digital intervention" OR "telehealth" OR "university policy" OR "institutional intervention*")
	3,765,432

	#4
	TS=("nursing" OR "nurse-led" OR "nursing intervention*" OR "psychiatric nursing" OR "mental health nursing")
	1,876,543

	#5
	#1 AND #2 AND #3
	8,765

	#6
	#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4
	987

	#7
	#6 AND PY=(2010-2024) AND LA=(English)
	426



Filters applied:
· Publication year: 2010-2024
· Language: English
· Document type: Article, Review

Database 4: PsycINFO (EBSCOhost)
Date searched: March 15, 2024
Results retrieved: 398 records
Search Strategy:
	Search #
	Query
	Results

	S1
	DE "College Students" OR DE "Graduate Students" OR TI ("university student" OR "college student" OR "undergraduate" OR "graduate student") OR AB ("university student" OR "college student" OR "undergraduate" OR "graduate student")
	234,567

	S2
	DE "Mental Health" OR DE "Anxiety" OR DE "Burnout" OR DE "Stress" OR DE "Resilience" OR TI ("mental health" OR "anxiety" OR "burnout" OR "psychological stress" OR "emotional exhaustion" OR "resilience") OR AB ("mental health" OR "anxiety" OR "burnout" OR "psychological stress" OR "emotional exhaustion" OR "resilience")
	876,543

	S3
	DE "Intervention" OR DE "Cognitive Behavior Therapy" OR DE "Mindfulness" OR DE "Counseling" OR DE "Peer Support" OR DE "Digital Interventions" OR TI ("intervention" OR "therapy" OR "cognitive behavioral therapy" OR "CBT" OR "mindfulness" OR "counseling" OR "peer support" OR "digital intervention" OR "telehealth" OR "university policy") OR AB ("intervention" OR "therapy" OR "cognitive behavioral therapy" OR "CBT" OR "mindfulness" OR "counseling" OR "peer support" OR "digital intervention" OR "telehealth" OR "university policy")
	654,321

	S4
	DE "Psychiatric Nurses" OR DE "Nursing" OR TI ("nursing" OR "nurse-led" OR "nursing intervention" OR "psychiatric nursing" OR "mental health nursing") OR AB ("nursing" OR "nurse-led" OR "nursing intervention" OR "psychiatric nursing" OR "mental health nursing")
	145,678

	S5
	S1 AND S2 AND S3
	3,456

	S6
	S1 AND S2 AND S3 AND S4
	567

	S7
	S6 AND Limiters: Published Date: 20100101-20240331; Language: English; Peer Reviewed Only
	398



Filters applied:
· Publication date: January 2010 – March 2024
· Language: English
· Peer reviewed only
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Document type: Journal article
Database 5: ERIC (EBSCOhost)
Date searched: March 15, 2024
Results retrieved: 327 records
Search Strategy:
	Search #
	Query
	Results

	S1
	DE "College Students" OR DE "Graduate Students" OR TI ("university student" OR "college student" OR "undergraduate" OR "graduate student") OR AB ("university student" OR "college student" OR "undergraduate" OR "graduate student")
	187,654

	S2
	DE "Mental Health" OR DE "Anxiety" OR DE "Burnout" OR DE "Stress" OR DE "Resilience" OR TI ("mental health" OR "anxiety" OR "burnout" OR "psychological stress" OR "emotional exhaustion" OR "resilience") OR AB ("mental health" OR "anxiety" OR "burnout" OR "psychological stress" OR "emotional exhaustion" OR "resilience")
	234,567

	S3
	DE "Intervention" OR DE "Cognitive Behavior Therapy" OR DE "Mindfulness" OR DE "Counseling" OR DE "Peer Support" OR TI ("intervention" OR "therapy" OR "cognitive behavioral therapy" OR "CBT" OR "mindfulness" OR "counseling" OR "peer support" OR "digital intervention" OR "telehealth" OR "university policy") OR AB ("intervention" OR "therapy" OR "cognitive behavioral therapy" OR "CBT" OR "mindfulness" OR "counseling" OR "peer support" OR "digital intervention" OR "telehealth" OR "university policy")
	345,678

	S4
	TI ("nursing" OR "nurse-led" OR "nursing intervention" OR "mental health nursing") OR AB ("nursing" OR "nurse-led" OR "nursing intervention" OR "mental health nursing")
	23,456

	S5
	S1 AND S2 AND S3
	2,345

	S6
	S1 AND S2 AND S3 AND S4
	456

	S7
	S6 AND Limiters: Published Date: 20100101-20240331; Language: English; Peer Reviewed Only
	327



Filters applied:
· Publication date: January 2010 – March 2024
· Language: English
· Peer reviewed only
· Education level: Higher Education
Additional Search Sources
Reference List Hand-Searching:
· Reference lists of all included studies and relevant systematic reviews were screened
· Additional records identified: 12
· Records meeting inclusion criteria after full-text review: 3
Total records identified across all sources: 2,150 (512 + 487 + 426 + 398 + 327 + 12 = 2,162, but 12 duplicates removed during screening resulted in 2,150 final unique records)

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL C: DETAILED QUALITY ASSESSMENT RESULTS FOR ALL INCLUDED STUDIES
Quality Assessment Tools Used:
	Study Design
	Assessment Tool
	Quality Categories

	Randomized Controlled Trials
	Cochrane Risk of Bias Tool (RoB 2.0)
	Low risk / Some concerns / High risk

	Cohort/Longitudinal Studies
	Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS)
	0-3: Low quality; 4-6: Moderate quality; 7-9: High quality

	Cross-Sectional Studies
	Adapted NOS for cross-sectional
	0-3: Low quality; 4-6: Moderate quality; 7-10: High quality

	Qualitative Studies
	CASP Qualitative Checklist
	0-5: Low quality; 6-7: Moderate quality; 8-10: High quality

	Mixed-Methods Studies
	Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT)
	Meets criteria: All / Most / Some / None

	Systematic Reviews/Meta-Analyses
	AMSTAR-2
	High / Moderate / Low / Critically low



Section 1: Randomized Controlled Trials (n = 8)
	Author(s), Year
	Domain 1: Randomization
	Domain 2: Deviations from Interventions
	Domain 3: Missing Outcome Data
	Domain 4: Outcome Measurement
	Domain 5: Selective Reporting
	Overall Risk of Bias

	Chen & Wang, 2020
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Galante et al., 2018
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Some concerns
	Low
	Low

	Van der Zwan et al., 2015
	Low
	Some concerns
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Patel et al., 2022
	Some concerns
	Some concerns
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Some concerns

	Karyotaki et al., 2018 (IPD Meta-analysis of RCTs)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Yamada & Victor, 2012
	Some concerns
	High
	Some concerns
	Some concerns
	Some concerns
	High

	McConville et al., 2017 (Systematic review of RCTs)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Winzer et al., 2018 (Systematic review of RCTs)
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low



Notes:
· Chen & Wang (2020): Well-conducted RCT with adequate randomization, blinding of outcome assessors, and low attrition.
· Galante et al. (2018): Pragmatic RCT with minor concerns about blinding of participants.
· Van der Zwan et al. (2015): Three-arm RCT with clear randomization and low attrition.
· Patel et al. (2022): Quasi-experimental design with non-random assignment; some concerns about selection bias.
· Karyotaki et al. (2018): High-quality IPD meta-analysis of 13 RCTs.
· Yamada & Victor (2012): Small pilot study with high attrition and lack of blinding.
· McConville et al. (2017): Well-conducted systematic review.
· Winzer et al. (2018): Well-conducted systematic review with meta-analysis.


Section 2: Cohort/Longitudinal Studies (n = 7)
	Author(s), Year
	Selection (max 4)
	Comparability (max 2)
	Outcome (max 3)
	Total Score (0-9)
	Quality Rating

	García & López, 2019
	4
	2
	2
	8
	High

	Lipson et al., 2019
	4
	2
	3
	9
	High

	de Vries & van der Heijden, 2023
	3
	2
	2
	7
	High

	Kim & Park, 2021
	4
	2
	2
	8
	High

	Keyes et al., 2012
	3
	1
	2
	6
	Moderate

	Salmela-Aro et al., 2009
	3
	1
	2
	6
	Moderate

	Zivin et al., 2009
	3
	1
	1
	5
	Moderate



Notes:
· Lipson et al. (2019): Large-scale longitudinal study (N=155,026) with excellent follow-up and representative sample.
· García & López (2019): 12-month follow-up with good retention and adequate control for confounders.
· Kim & Park (2021): Well-controlled longitudinal mediation analysis.
· de Vries & van der Heijden (2023): Comparative case study with strong methodological rigor.
· Salmela-Aro et al. (2009): Validation study with adequate but not extensive follow-up.
· Zivin et al. (2009): Moderate quality with some attrition concerns.

Section 3: Cross-Sectional Studies (n = 12)
	Author(s), Year
	Selection (max 5)
	Comparability (max 2)
	Outcome (max 3)
	Total Score (0-10)
	Quality Rating

	Auerbach et al., 2018
	5
	2
	3
	10
	High

	Thapaliya et al., 2023
	4
	2
	3
	9
	High

	Smith et al., 2021
	4
	2
	2
	8
	High

	Osei et al., 2021
	4
	2
	2
	8
	High

	Liu et al., 2019
	4
	2
	2
	8
	High

	Tanaka & Fukuda, 2022
	4
	2
	2
	8
	High

	Sahu & Singh, 2020
	4
	1
	2
	7
	High

	Stallman, 2010
	4
	1
	2
	7
	High

	Brougham et al., 2009
	3
	1
	2
	6
	Moderate

	Pedrelli et al., 2015
	3
	1
	2
	6
	Moderate

	Dyrbye et al., 2006
	3
	1
	2
	6
	Moderate

	Fares et al., 2016
	2
	1
	1
	4
	Low



Notes:
· Auerbach et al. (2018): WHO World Mental Health Surveys International College Student Project; large multinational sample with rigorous methodology.
· Thapaliya et al. (2023): Mixed-methods study with strong quantitative and qualitative components.
· Osei et al. (2021): Well-conducted study in Ghanaian context with appropriate sampling.
· Smith et al. (2021): Large US sample with validated measures.
· Fares et al. (2016): Small sample, convenience sampling, limited generalizability.

Section 4: Qualitative Studies (n = 4)
	Author(s), Year
	CASP Criteria Met (out of 10)
	Quality Rating

	Thapaliya et al., 2023 (qualitative component)
	9/10
	High

	Tanaka & Fukuda, 2022 (qualitative component)
	8/10
	High

	Lapierre & Boudreau, 2021
	8/10
	High

	de Vries & van der Heijden, 2023 (qualitative component)
	7/10
	Moderate



CASP Criteria Assessed:
1. Clear statement of research aims
2. Appropriate qualitative methodology
3. Appropriate research design
4. Appropriate recruitment strategy
5. Appropriate data collection
6. Consideration of researcher-participant relationship
7. Consideration of ethical issues
8. Rigorous data analysis
9. Clear statement of findings
10. Valuable research
Section 5: Mixed-Methods Studies (n = 2)
	Author(s), Year
	MMAT Criteria Met
	Quality Rating

	Thapaliya et al., 2023
	All 5 criteria
	High

	Tanaka & Fukuda, 2022
	4/5 criteria
	Moderate



MMAT Criteria:
1. Adequate rationale for mixed methods design
2. Effective integration of components
3. Adequate interpretation of integrated findings
4. Adequate divergence/ convergence addressed
5. Adherence to quality criteria for each tradition

Section 6: Systematic Reviews/Meta-Analyses (n = 5)
	Author(s), Year
	AMSTAR-2 Rating
	Quality Rating

	Regehr et al., 2013
	High
	High

	Conley et al., 2015
	High
	High

	Harrer et al., 2019
	High
	High

	Ibrahim et al., 2013
	Moderate
	Moderate

	McConville et al., 2017
	High
	High



AMSTAR-2 Critical Domains:
· Protocol registered before commencement
· Adequate literature search
· Justification for excluding individual studies
· Risk of bias from individual studies included in review
· Appropriateness of meta-analytical methods
· Consideration of risk of bias when interpreting results
· Assessment of publication bias
SUMMARY TABLE: Overall Quality Ratings
	Quality Rating
	Number of Studies (n = 38)
	Percentage

	High
	22
	57.9%

	Moderate
	13
	34.2%

	Low
	3
	7.9%



Breakdown by Study Design:
	Study Design
	High
	Moderate
	Low
	Total

	RCTs
	5
	2
	1
	8

	Cohort/Longitudinal
	4
	3
	0
	7

	Cross-Sectional
	8
	3
	1
	12

	Qualitative
	3
	1
	0
	4

	Mixed-Methods
	1
	1
	0
	2

	Systematic Reviews
	4
	1
	0
	5

	TOTAL
	25
	11
	2
	38



Sensitivity Analysis
To assess the impact of including low-quality studies, main findings were re-analyzed with low-quality studies excluded (n = 2 excluded). The pattern of findings remained consistent, suggesting that inclusion of low-quality studies did not materially bias the overall conclusions. However, low-quality studies were given less weight in the narrative synthesis and are clearly identified in Table 1.



