Digital Appendix Systematic Cochrane Review and Meta-Analysis on Psychological Interventions to

Foster Resilience in Healthcare Professionals

Appendix D14 Forest Plots for Subgroup Analyses (RQ2-5)

Figure D14.1

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Setting

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

2.1.1 Group setting

Bernburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 107% 0.85(0.41,1.29) R
Klatt 2015 051 0352 17 17 6.2% 0.51 [0.18,1.20] ]

Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 4.3% 0.36 [[0.52,1.24] e —
Lin 2019 0.23 0.2082 44 46 11.5% 0.23[-0.18, 0.64] I

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 9.8% 0.37 [0.11, 0.85] T
Mache 2015h 0.48 0.2194 42 43 10.9% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] e
Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 10.2% 0.26 [-0.20,0.72) I e —

Mache 2017 0.87 025 37 35 9.6% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36) —
Schroeder 2016 0.63 0.3827 15 14 55% 0.63[-0.12,1.38] I

Subtotal (95% CI) 283 274 78.6% 0.50 [0.33, 0.67] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=7.84, df=8 (P = 0.45); F=0%

Test for averall effect: Z=5.79 (P < 0.00001)

2.1.2 Combined setting

Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 9.8% 0.84 [0.36,1.32] —_—
Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 6.1% -0.41[-1.10,0.28] —

Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 55% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67] S

Subtotal (95% ClI) 63 70 21.4% 0.15[-0.66, 0.97]  ——eet——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.41; Chi*= 9.86, df= 2 (P = 0.007); F= 80%

Test for overall effect Z=0.36 (P=0.72)

Total (95% CI) 346 344 100.0% 0.45 [0.25, 0.65] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi*= 18.48, df= 11 (P = 0.07); F= 41%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.33 (P < 0.0001)
Testfor subaroup differences: ChiF= 0.68. df= 1 (P = 0.41), F= 0%

Figure D14.2

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Delivery Format

resilience intervention control
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Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

2.2.1 Face-to-face

Bernburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 107% 0.85(0.41,1.29) e —
Klatt 2015 051 0352 17 17 6.2% 0.51 [0.18,1.20] ]

Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 4.3% 0.36 [[0.52,1.24]

Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 6.1% -0.41[-1.10,0.28] e —

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 9.8% 0.37 [0.11, 0.85] -

Mache 2015h 0.48 0.2194 42 43 10.9% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] I E—

Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 10.2% 0.26 [-0.20,0.72) S e —

Mache 2017 0.87 025 37 35 9.6% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36) I —
Schroeder 2016 0.63 0.3827 15 14 55% 0.63[-0.12,1.38]

Subtotal (95% CI) 254 246 73.3% 0.47[0.24,0.71] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®*= 0.05; Chi*=12.78, df=8 (P=0.12), F=37%

Test for averall effect: Z= 3.97 (P < 0.0001)

2.2.2 Combined delivery

Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 9.8% 0.84 [0.36,1.32] I —
Lin 2019 0.23 0.2082 44 46 11.5% 0.23[-0.18, 0.64] T

Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 55% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67]

Subtotal (95% ClI) 92 98 26.7% 0.37 [-0.13, 0.88] —re——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.12; Chi*= 5.46, df= 2 (P = 0.07); F= 63%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.46 (P=0.15)

Total (95% CI) 346 344 100.0% 0.45 [0.25, 0.65] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*= 18.49, df= 11 (P = 0.07); F= 41% 1 n : 5 015 1

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.33 (P < 0.0001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=0.12, df=1 (P=0.73). F=0%
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Figure D14.3

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Training Intensity

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

2.3.1 Moderate intensity

Klatt 2015 0.51 0.352 17 17 6.2% 0.51[-0.18,1.20] 7

Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 6.1% -0.41[-1.10,0.28) —

Subtotal (95% CI) 32 35 12.3% 0.05 [-0.85, 0.95] ——e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30; Chi*= 3.40, df=1 (P=0.07); F=71%

Test for averall effect: Z=0.11 (P = 0.91)

2.3.2 High intensity

Bernburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 10.7% 0.85(0.41,1.29] e —
Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 43% 0.36 [-0.52,1.24]

Lin 2019 0.23 0.2092 44 46 11.5% 0.23[-0.18, 0.64] B e —

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 9.8% 0.37 [-0.11,0.85) T

Mache 2015h 0.48 0.2194 42 43 10.9% 0.48 [0.05, 0.91] I —

Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 10.2% 0.26 [-0.20,0.72] I e —

Mache 2017 0.87 0.25 37 35 9.6% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36) .
Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 5.5% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67]

Schroeder 2016 0.63 03827 15 14 5.5% 0.63[0.12,1.38]

Subtotal (95% ClI) 279 2711 77.9% 0.47 [0.27, 0.66] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 10.01, df= 8 (P = 0.26); F= 20%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.73 (P < 0.00001)

2.3.3 Unclear intensity

Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 9.8% 0.84[0.36,1.32) - —
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 38 9.8% 0.84 [0.36, 1.32] e
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for averall effect: Z= 3.43 (P = 0.0006)

Total (95% CI) 346 344 100.0% 0.45 [0.25, 0.65] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*= 18.49, df= 11 (P = 0.07); F= 41% 1 -0: : ) 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.33 (P < 0.0001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=2.99, df=2 (P=0.22). F=33.1%

Figure D14.4

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Theoretical Foundation

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

2.4.1 Mindfulness-based

Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 43% 0.36 [-0.52,1.24]

Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 6.1% -0.41[-1.10,0.28) .

Schroeder 2016 0.63 0.3827 15 14 5.5% 0.63[0.12,1.38]

Subtotal (95% CI) 42 41 159% 0.17 [-0.48, 0.82] ——e
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.18; Chi*=4.30, df= 2 (P=0.12); F=53%

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61)

2.4.2 Combination

Berburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 10.7% 0.85(0.41,1.29] e
Klatt 2015 0.51 0.352 17 17 6.2% 0.51[-0.18,1.20] N
Lin 2019 0.23 0.2092 44 46 11.5% 0.23[-0.18, 0.64] B e —

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 9.8% 0.37 [-0.11,0.85) T

Mache 2015b 0.48 0.2194 42 43 109% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] e

Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 10.2% 0.26 [-0.20,0.72] I e —

Mache 2017 0.87 0.25 37 35 9.6% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36) =
Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 5.5% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67]

Subtotal (95% ClI) 269 265 74.3% 0.46 [0.26, 0.67] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 9.79, df = 7 (P = 0.20); = 28%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.40 (P < 0.0001)

2.4.3 Unspecific resilience training

Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 9.8% 0.84[0.36,1.32) - —
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 38 9.8% 0.84[0.36, 1.32] ——
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for averall effect: Z= 3.43 (P = 0.0006)

Total (95% CI) 346 344 100.0% 0.45 [0.25, 0.65] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*= 18.49, df= 11 (P = 0.07); F= 41% 1 -0: : ) 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.33 (P < 0.0001)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=3.02, df=2 (P = 0.22). F=33.7%
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Figure D14.5

Forest Plot Resilience Short-term FU* (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup Analysis

Setting
resilience 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
2.6.1 Group setting
Bernburg 2019 3.01 0.5 44 271 081 42 103% 0.53[0.10, 0.96]
Chesak 2015 7974 11.82 19 7252 883 2 7.6% 0.68[0.04,1.32]
Cheung 2014 2.42 0.63 364 245 056 369 141% -0.05[-0.20, 0.09] T
Lin 2019 59.7 11.87 44 5385 16.21 46 10.5% 0.41[-0.01,0.82) —
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 1741 33 97% 0.33[-0.15,0.81] I e —
Mache 2015h 61.5 17.9 42 529 178 43 103% 0.48[0.05,0.91] e —
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35  99% 0.05[-0.42, 0.51] I —
Mache 2017 41 0.71 33 351 074 34 94% 0.80[0.30,1.30] e —
Schroeder 2016 2415 5.47 13 1828 532 13  57% 1.05(0.22,1.88] >
Subtotal (95% CI) 631 636 87.5% 0.41[0.15, 0.68] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.10; Chi*= 28.54, df= 8 (P = 0.0004); F=72%
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.07 (P = 0.002)
2.6.2 Individual setting
Sood 2011 79.4 11.3 20 672 116 12  B3% 1.04[0.28,1.81] _—
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 12 6.3% 1.04 [0.28, 1.81] | e ———
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=2.67 (P =0.008)
2.6.3 Combined setting
Sood 2014 73 11.5 13 748 84 13 6.2% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 6.2% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60] e
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=0.44 (P = 0.66)
Total (95% CI) 664 661 100.0% 0.42[0.17,0.67] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.11; Chi*= 34.27, df= 10 (P = 0.0002); F=71% _*1 -U=5 D 055 1’

Test for overall effect: Z=3.24 (P = 0.001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi®= 4.81, df= 2 (P = 0.09). F=58.5%

Figure D14.6

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Resilience Short-term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup Analysis

Delivery Format

resilience 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
2.7.1 Face-to-face
Bernburg 2019 3.01 05 44 271 081 42 103% 0.53[0.10, 0.96]
Cheung 2014 2.42 0.63 364 245 056 369 141% -0.05[-0.20, 0.09] i
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 171 33 97% 0.33[-0.15,0.81] I e —
Mache 2015h 61.5 17.9 42 529 178 43 103% 0.48[0.05,0.91] e —
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35 9.9% 0.05[-0.42, 0.51] . —
Mache 2017 41 0.71 33 351 074 34 9.4% 0.80[0.30,1.30] e —
Schroeder 2016 2415 5.47 13 18.28 532 13 57% 1.05[0.22,1.88] >
Sood 2011 79.4 11.3 20 672 116 12 6.3% 1.04[0.28,1.81]
Subtotal (95% CI) 588 581 75.6% 0.45[0.14,0.77] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.14; Chi*= 29.71, df=7 (P = 0.0001), F=76%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.84 (P = 0.005)
2.7.2 Combined delivery
Chesak 2015 7974 11.82 19 7252 883 21 7.6% 0.68[0.04,1.32]
Lin 2019 59.7  11.87 44 5385 16.21 46 10.5% 0.41[-0.01,0.82) | —
Sood 2014 73 11.5 13 748 8.4 13 6.2% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60] R
Subtotal (95% CI) 76 80 24.4% 0.36 [-0.04, 0.76] reea—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04, Chi*= 2.86, df=2 (P = 0.24), F= 30%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.76 (P = 0.08)
Total (95% ClI) 664 661 100.0% 0.42[0.17,0.67] e

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.11; Chi*= 34.27 df=10 (P = 0.0002); F=71%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.24 (P = 0.001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 012, df=1 (P=0.72). F=0%

! follow-up.

I

) ) f
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
Favours control Favours resilience intervention



Figure D14.7

Forest Plot Resilience Short-term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup Analysis

Training Intensity

resilience 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
2.8.1 Low intensity
Chesak 2015 7974 11.82 19 7252 883 21 7.6% 0.68[0.04,1.32]
Sood 2011 79.4 11.3 20 672 116 12 6.3% 1.04 [0.28,1.81]
Sood 2014 73 1.5 13 748 8.4 13 6.2% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60]
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 46 20.1% 0.53 [-0.14, 1.20] -

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.21; Chi*= 5.14, df = 2 (P = 0.08); F= 61%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.54 (P=0.12)

2.8.2 Moderate intensity

Cheung 2014 242 063 364 245 056 369 141%  -0.05[0.20,0.09]
Subtotal (95% CI) 364 369 141%  -0.05[.0.20,0.09]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50)

2.8.3 High intensity

Bernburg 2019 3.01 05 44 271 061 42 103% 0.53[0.10, 0.96]
Lin 2019 59.7  11.87 44 5385 16.21 46 10.5% 0.41 [-0.01,0.82]
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 5853 171 33 97% 0.33[0.15,081]
Mache 2015h 61.5 17.9 42 529 178 43 103% 0.48 [0.05, 0.91]
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35 9.9% 0.05[-0.42,0.51]
Mache 2017 41 0.71 33 351 074 34 94% 0.80[0.30,1.30]
Schroeder 2016 2415 5.47 13 1828 4632 13 57% 1.05[0.22,1.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 248 246 65.8% 0.46 [0.26, 0.66]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*=7.35, df=6 (P = 0.29); F=18%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.52 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% Cl) 664 661 100.0% 0.42[0.17,0.67]

>

e ——
_
>

e

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.11; Chi*= 34.27, df= 10 (P = 0.0002); F= 71%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.24 (P = 0.001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 17,84, df= 2 (P = 0.0001). F= 88.8%

Figure D14.8
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Forest Plot Resilience Short-term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup Analysis

Theoretical Foundation

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,R 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.9.1 Mindfulness-based
Schroeder 2016 2415 5.47 13 18.28 532 13 5.7% 1.05[0.22,1.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 57% 1.05[0.22, 1.88]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.49 (P = 0.01)

2.9.2 Attention and interpretation therapy

Chesak 2015 79.74 1182 19 7252 883 2 7.6% 0.68 [0.04,1.32)
Sood 2011 79.4 1.3 20 672 116 12 63% 1.04[0.28,1.81]
Sood 2014 73 1.5 13 748 8.4 13 6.2% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60]
Subtotal (95% ClI) 52 46 20.1% 0.53[-0.14,1.20]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.21; Chi*=5.14, df= 2 (P = 0.08); F=61%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.54 (P=0.12)

2.9.3 Combination

Bernburg 2019 3.0 0.5 44 271 061 42 10.3% 0.53[0.10, 0.96]
Lin 2019 59.7  11.87 44 5385 16.21 46 10.5% 0.41 [-0.01,0.82]
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 171 33 97% 0.33[-0.15,0.81]
Mache 2015h 615 17.9 42 529 178 43 103% 0.48 [0.05, 0.91]
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35 9.9% 0.05[-0.42,0.51]
Mache 2017 4.1 0.71 33 351 074 34 9.4% 0.80[0.30,1.30]
Subtotal (95% CI) 235 233  60.1% 0.43[0.24, 0.62]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 5.27, df= 5 (P = 0.38); F= 5%
Test for overall effect: Z= 4.44 (P < 0.00001)

2.9.4 Unspecific resilience training

Cheung 2014 242 0.63 364 245 056 369 141% -0.05[-0.20, 0.09]
Subtotal (95% ClI) 364 369 14.1% -0.05 [-0.20, 0.09]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50)

Total (95% ClI) 664 661 100.0% 0.42[0.17,0.67]
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Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.11; Chi*= 34.27, df= 10 (P = 0.0002); F= 71%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.24 (P = 0.001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 21,43, df= 3 (P < 0.0001), F= 86.0%
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Figure D14.9

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Setting

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, di 95% ClI v, di 95% CI
2.11.1 Group setting

Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 6.6% -0.71[-1.35, -0.07]

Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 7.0% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04]

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 4.3% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 6.7% -0.46[-1.09, 0.17] —_— 1
Mache 2017 -1.13 0.2551 37 35 8.8% -1.13[-1.63, -0.63] ———

Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 6.3% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] e E—
Schroeder 2016 -0.19 0.3725 15 14 5.5% -0.19[-0.92, 0.54] —_—

West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 9.2% -0.06[-0.54, 0.42] e
West 2015 -0.02 0.1939 51 56 11.4% -0.02 [-0.40, 0.36] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 235 222 65.9% -0.41[-0.69, -0.13] il
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.09; Chi® = 16.16, df = 8 (P = 0.04); I* = 50%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.90 (P = 0.004)

2.11.2 Individual setting

Cieslak 2016 -0.3367 0.1745 72 62 12.3% -0.34[-0.68, 0.01] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 72 62 123% -0.34 [-0.68, 0.01] —~i—
Heterogeneity. Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.93 (P = 0.05)

2.11.3 Combined setting

Calder Calisi 2017 0 3366 24 22 0.1% 0.00 [-6.60, 6.60] +

Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 6.0% 0.35 [-0.34, 1.04] R
Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 5.3% 0.00 [-0.75, 0.75]

Subtotal (95% CI) 52 54 11.4% 0.19 [-0.32, 0.69]

Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.46, df = 2 (P = 0.80); I* = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.73 (P = 0.47)

2.11.4 Unclear setting

Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 10.4% -0.04[-0.46, 0.38] s
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 52 10.4% -0.04 [-0.46, 0.38] e
Heterogeneity. Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.19 (P = 0.85)

Total (95% CI) 398 390 100.0% -0.29 [-0.50, -0.09] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.06; Chi® = 22.34, df = 13 (P = 0.05); I = 42% _}1 _0# 5 015 ‘i

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.80 (P = 0.005)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 5.34, df = 3 (P = 0.15), I* = 43.9%

Figure D14.10
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Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Delivery Format

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, d 95% CI 1V, d 95% CI
2.12.1 Face-to-face

Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 6.6% -0.71[-1.35, -0.07]

Calder Calisi 2017 0 3.366 24 22 0.1% 0.00 [-6.60, 6.60] +

Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 7.0% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04] e ——

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 4.3% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 6.0% 0.35 [-0.34, 1.04] s e —
Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 6.7% -0.46[-1.09, 0.17] — 1

Mache 2017 -1.13 0.2551 37 35 8.8% -1.13([-1.63,-0.63] ———

Schroeder 2016 -0.19 0.3725 15 14 5.5% -0.19[-0.92, 0.54] —

West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 9.2% -0.06[-0.54, 0.42] e E—
West 2015 -0.02 0.1939 51 56 11.4% -0.02 [-0.40, 0.36] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 252 247 65.6% -0.35[-0.65, -0.05] i
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.12; Chi® = 20.10, df = 9 (P = 0.02); I = 55%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.29 (P = 0.02)

2.12.2 Combined delivery

Cieslak 2016 -0.3367 0.1745 72 62 12.3% -0.34[-0.68, 0.01] —_—

Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 5.3% 0.00[-0.75, 0.75]

Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 6.3% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 107 91 23.9% -0.27 [-0.55, 0.01] |
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi?® = 0.65, df = 2 (P = 0.72); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.90 (P = 0.06)

2.12.3 Unclear delivery format

Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 10.4% -0.04[-0.46, 0.38] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 52 10.4% -0.04 [-0.46, 0.38] —~i——
Heterogeneity. Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.19 (P = 0.85)

Total (95% CI) 398 390 100.0% -0.29 [-0.50, -0.09] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.06; Chi® = 22.34, df = 13 (P = 0.05); I = 42% _:1 _0: 5 015 i

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.80 (P = 0.005)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 1.42, df = 2 (P =

0.49), 1> = 0%

Favours resilience intervention Favours control



Figure D14.11

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Training Intensity

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, di 95% ClI v, di 95% CI
2.13.1 Moderate intensity

Cieslak 2016 -0.3367 0.1745 72 62 12.3% -0.34[-0.68, 0.01]

Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 7.0% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04]

Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 6.0% 0.35 [-0.34, 1.04] e e —
Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 6.7% -0.46[-1.09, 0.17] —_—
Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 6.3% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] —_—

West 2015 -0.02 0.1939 51 56 11.4% -0.02 [-0.40, 0.36] _—
Subtotal (95% CI) 204 191 49.7% -0.23 [-0.47,0.01] |
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 6.59, df = 5 (P = 0.25); I? = 24%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.89 (P = 0.06)

2.13.2 High intensity

Calder Calisi 2017 0 3.366 24 22 0.1% 0.00 [-6.60, 6.60] +

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 4.3% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Mache 2017 -1.13 0.2551 37 35 8.8% -1.13[-1.63, -0.63] ———

Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 5.3% 0.00[-0.75, 0.75]

Schroeder 2016 -0.19 0.3725 15 14 5.5% -0.19[-0.92, 0.54]

West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 9.2% -0.06[-0.54, 0.42] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 135 127 332% -0.35[-0.82,0.11] e
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.17; Chi® = 11.68, df = 5 (P = 0.04); I = 57%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.49 (P = 0.14)

2.13.3 Unclear intensity

Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 6.6% -071[-135, -007] —————
Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 10.4% -0.04[-0.46, 0.38] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 59 72 17.1% -0.33 [-0.98, 0.32] | e
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.15; Chi® = 2.94, df = 1 (P = 0.09); I* = 66%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.99 (P = 0.32)

Total (95% CI) 398 390 100.0% -0.29 [-0.50, -0.09] e

Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.06; Chi® = 22.34, df = 13 (P = 0.05); I = 42%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.80 (P = 0.005)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 0.26, df = 2 (P = 0.88), I = 0%

Figure D14.12

-1 -0.5 0.5 1
Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Theoretical Foundation

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, d 95% CI 1V, d 95% CI
2.14.1 Mindfulness-based

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 4.3% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 6.0% 0.35 [-0.34, 1.04]

Schroeder 2016 -0.19 0.3725 15 14 5.5% -0.19[-0.92, 0.54]

Subtotal (95% CI) 42 41 15.8% 0.01 [-0.42, 0.45] e
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 1.51, df = 2 (P = 0.47); I* = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.06 (P = 0.95)

2.14.2 Cognitive behavioural therapy

Cieslak 2016 -0.3367 0.1745 72 62 12.3% -0.34[-0.68, 0.01] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 72 62 123% -0.34 [-0.68, 0.01] —~i—
Heterogeneity. Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.93 (P = 0.05)

2.14.3 Combination

Calder Calisi 2017 0 3366 24 22 0.1% 0.00 [-6.60, 6.60] +

Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 7.0% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04] —_—

Mache 2017 -1.13 0.2551 37 35 8.8% -1.13[-1.63, -0.63] ——

Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 5.3% 0.00[-0.75, 0.75]

Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 6.3% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] —_—

West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 9.2% -0.06[-0.54, 0.42] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 153 140 36.8% -0.44 [-0.87, -0.01] e
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.15; Chi? = 11.79, df = 5 (P = 0.04); I = 58%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.00 (P = 0.05)

2.14.4 Unspecific resilience training

Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 6.6% -071[-135 -007] ——

Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 6.7% -0.46[-1.09, 0.17] R
Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 10.4% -0.04[-0.46, 0.38] B
West 2015 -0.02 0.1939 51 56 11.4% -0.02 [-0.40, 0.36] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 131 147 35.2% -0.22 [-0.53, 0.08] ~
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.03; Chi® = 4.50, df = 3 (P = 0.21); I? = 33%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.44 (P = 0.15)

Total (95% CI) 398 390 100.0% -0.29 [-0.50, -0.09] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.06; Chi® = 22.34, df = 13 (P = 0.05); I = 42% —il _01 5 0:5 ‘i

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.80 (P = 0.005)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 2.44, df = 3 (P = 0.49), I = 0%

Favours resilience intervention Favours control



Figure D14.13

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Setting

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.16.1 Group setting

Bermburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 6.4% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] —
Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 6.5% -1.14[1.59,-069] —————

Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 6.0% 0.40[-0.30,1.10] N e —
Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 6.0% -4.49[-5.17,-3.81] ¢

Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 6.2% -0.35[-0.95, 0.25] S —
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 5.5% -0.75[-1.65,0.15) 4

Lin 2019 -0.61 0.2143 44 46 6.6% -0.61 [-1.03,-0.19]

Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18 6.2% -0.05 [-0.68, 0.58]

Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 65% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] .
Mache 2015h -0.21 0.2194 42 43 6.6% -0.21 [-0.64,0.22) -1
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 6.5% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.05) S —

Mache 2017 -1.14 0.2551 37 35 6.4% -1.14[1.64,-064) —————

Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 6.1% -0.33[-0.99, 0.33] —
Schroeder 2016 -0.38 0.3776 15 14 5.9% -0.38[1.12,0.36) I E—
West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 6.5% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] e R—
Subtotal (95% ClI) 469 449  93.7% -0.64 [-1.12,-0.15]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.83; Chi*= 166.30, df = 14 (P < 0.00001); F= 92%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.56 (P = 0.01)

2.16.2 Combined setting

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.672  4.487 24 22 0.3% -0.67 [-9.47,8.12] ¢

Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 15 18 6.0% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.53] e I
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 40 6.3% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.52] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.01, df=1 {(P=0.91); F=0%

Test for averall effect: Z= 0.47 (P = 0.64)

Total (95% CI) 508 489 100.0% -0.61[-1.07,-0.15] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.79; Chi*= 167.66, df= 16 (P < 0.00001); F= 90% 1 u : ) 015 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.59 (P = 0.010)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=1.22. df=1(P=027.F=17.8%

Figure D14.14

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Delivery Format

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.17.1 Face-to-face

Bermburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 6.4% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46]

Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 6.5% -1.14[-1.59,-069) 4———

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.672 4.487 24 22 0.3% -0.67 [9.47,812] ¢

Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 6.0% -4.49[-5.17,-3.81] ¢

Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 6.2% -0.35[-0.95, 0.25] e E—
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 5.5% -0.75[1.65,0.15) 4

Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 15 18 6.0% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.53]

Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18 6.2% -0.05 [-0.68, 0.58] —

Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 65% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] B
Mache 2015h -0.21 0.2194 42 43 6.6% -0.21 [-0.64,0.22) —
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 6.5% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.05) I —

Mache 2017 -1.14 0.2551 37 35 6.4% 114 [1.64,-064) &——

Schroeder 2016 -0.38 0.3776 15 14 5.9% -0.38[1.12,0.36)

West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 6.5% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] N I
Subtotal (95% CI) 426 412 81.4% -0.70 [-1.26, -0.15] ——e
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.96; Chi*= 159.49, df= 13 (P < 0.00001); F= 92%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.48 (P = 0.01)

2.17.2 Combined delivery

Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 6.0% 0.40[-0.30,1.10]

Lin 2019 -0.61 0.2143 44 46  6.6% -0.61 [-1.03,-0.19] —

Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 6.1% -0.33[-0.99, 0.33] e E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 82 77 18.6% -0.23 [-0.81, 0.35] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.17; Chi*= 5.88, df= 2 (P = 0.05); F= 66%

Test for averall effect: Z=0.77 (P = 0.44)

Total (95% CI) 508 489 100.0% -0.61 [-1.07, -0.15] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.79; Chi*= 167.66, df= 16 (P < 0.00001); F= 90% 1 u p ) 015

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.59 (P = 0.010)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=1.34, df=1 (P=0.25). F=25.2%
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Figure D14.15

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Training Intensity

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
2.18.1 Moderate intensity

Duchemin 2015 04 03571 16 16 6.0% 0.40 [-0.30,1.10] —

Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 6.0% -4.49[-517,-3.81] ¢

Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 6.2% -0.35 [-0.95, 0.25] L
Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 15 18 6.0% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.53] —

Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18 6.2% -0.05 [-0.68, 0.58] EEEEE—

Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 6.1% -0.33 [-0.99, 0.33] S E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 158 149 36.5%  -0.83[-2.24,0.58] e —
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.98; Chi*= 137.33, df= 5 (P < 0.00001), F= 96%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.16 (P = 0.25)

2.18.2 High intensity

Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 6.4% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] E—

Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 6.5% -1.14[1.59,-089) ¢——

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.672 4.487 24 22 0.3% -0.67 [-9.47,812] 4

Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 5.5% -0.75[1.65,015] +

Lin 2019 -0.61 0.2143 44 46 6.6% -0.61 [-1.03,-0.19] I —

Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 6.5% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] S E—
Mache 2015h -0.21 0.2194 42 43 6.6% -0.21 [-0.64, 0.22] — 1
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 6.5% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.05] - T

Mache 2017 -1.14 0.2551 37 35 6.4% -1.14[1.64,-064 &———

Schroeder 2016 -0.38 0.3776 15 14 5.9% -0.38 [-1.12,0.36]

West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 6.5% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 350 340 63.5% -0.48 [-0.75, -0.20] i

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.12; Chi*= 26.26, df=10 (P = 0.003), F=62%

Test for overall effect: Z= 3.43 (P = 0.0006)

Total (95% ClI) 508 489 100.0% -0.61 [-1.07,-0.15] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.79; Chi#= 167.66, df= 16 (P < 0.00001); F= 90% 3 =5 5 s

Test for overall effect: Z=2.59 (P = 0.010)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®=0.23, df=1 (P = 0.63). F=0%

Figure D14.16

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Theoretical Foundation

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.19.1 Mindfulness-based

Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 6.0% 0.40[-0.30,1.10]

Lebhares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 55% -0.75[-1.65,0.15] ¢

Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 18 18 6.0% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.53]

Schroeder 2016 -0.38 0.3776 15 14 59% -0.38 [-1.12, 0.36]

Subtotal (95% CI) 58 57 23.4% -0.18 [-0.63, 0.28] ——eati——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 4.45, df= 3 (P = 0.22), F=33%

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.76 (P = 0.45)

2.19.2 Combination

Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 6.4% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] —
Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 6.5% -1.14[-1.59,-069] ——

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.672  4.487 24 22 0.3% -0.67 [9.47,812) ¢

Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 6.0% -4.49[-517,-381] ¢

Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 6.2% -0.35 [-0.95, 0.25] I — E—

Lin 2019 -0.61 0.2143 44 46 6.6% -0.61 [-1.03,-0.19]

Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 6.5% -0.17 [-0.65,0.31] — 1
Mache 2015h -0.21 0.2194 42 43 6.6% -0.21 [-0.64, 0.22] .
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 6.5% -0.42[-0.89, 0.05] S

Mache 2017 -1.14 0.2551 37 35 6.4% -1.14[1.64,-064 &——

Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15  6.1% -0.33 [-0.99, 0.33] L
West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 6.5% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 429 414 705%  -0.79[1.38,-0.20] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.94; Chi*= 154.70, df= 11 (P < 0.00001); F= 83%

Test for overall effect: Z= 2.61 (P = 0.009)

2.19.3 Unspecific resilience training

Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18  6.2% -0.05[-0.68, 0.58] e I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 18 6.2% -0.05 [-0.68, 0.58] e —
Heterageneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.16 (P = 0.88)

Total (95% CI) 508 489 100.0%  -0.61[-1.07,-0.15] ————
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.79; Chi*= 167.66, df= 16 (P < 0.00001); F= 80% 1 0 ) 5 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.59 (P = 0.010)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®=3.49, df=2(P=0.17). F= 42.6%
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Figure D14.17

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Setting
resilience 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
2.21.1 Group setting
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 26 314 051 28 75% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55] I E—
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 8.8% -0.83[1.27,-0.39] I —
Chesak 2015 2011 6.79 19 255 6.44 20 6.1% -0.80[-1.45,-0.14] —_—
Lin 2019 36.68 6.79 44 3967 524 46 91% -0.49[-0.91,-0.07] I —
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 2356 18 6.1% -0.69[1.34,-0.04] —_—
Mache 2015a 54 191 35 565 1857 33 8.3% -0.13[-0.61,0.34)] e —
Mache 2015h 523 204 42 564 201 42 9.0% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] [ —
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 584 173 35 8.5% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] I
Mache 2017 259 0.72 33 335 068 34 7.8% -1.07 [-1.59, -0.56] e
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 66 285 15 6.0% -0.21 [[0.87, 0.44] — T
Schroeder 2016 13.23 519 13 2021 6.65 13 4.4% -113F1.97,-0.29) 4
West 2014 14.8 7.28 33 138 654 35 8.3% 0.14[-0.33,0.62]  Eae—
Subtotal (95% CI) 369 361 90.0% -0.44 [-0.67, -0.20] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.09; Chi*= 25.73, df=11 (P = 0.007), F=57%
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.69 (P = 0.0002)
2.21.2 Individual setting
Sood 2011 228 55 20 283 6.3 12 51% -0.92 [-1.68,-0.17]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 12 5.1% -0.92 [-1.68, -0.17] e
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect. Z=2.40 (P =0.02)
2.21.3 Combined setting
Sood 2014 19.6 5.6 13 222 5.4 13 4.9% -0.46 [-1.24,0.32) —_— 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 4.9% -0.46 [-1.24, 0.32] ——eai——
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect. Z=1.15 (P = 0.25)
Total (95% CI) 402 386 100.0%  -0.46 [-0.67,-0.25] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 27 42, df= 13 (P = 0.01); F= 53% 5 & o5 |

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.23 (P < 0.0001)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®=1.46. df=2 (P=0.48). F=0%

Figure D14.18

Favours resilience interv Favours control

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Delivery Format

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,R 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.22.1 Face-to-face
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 26 314 051 28 7.5% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55] I —
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 8.8% -0.83 [1.27,-0.39]
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 75.44 2356 18 6.1% -0.69 [-1.34,-0.04]
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 565 1857 33 83% -0.13 [-0.61, 0.34] —
Mache 2015h 52.3 204 42 564 201 42 9.0% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] —
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 594 173 35 8.5% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] I
Mache 2017 2.59 0.72 33 335 068 34 7.8% -1.07 [-1.59, -0.56] S
Schroeder 2016 13.23 519 13 2021 6.65 13 4.4% 113F1.97,-029) &
Sood 2011 228 5.5 20 283 6.3 12 51% -0.92 [1.68,-0.17]
West 2014 14.8 7.28 33 138 654 35 83% 0.14 [-0.33, 0.62] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 304 292 73.9% -0.46 [-0.74, -0.18] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.13; Chi*= 25.67, df=9 (P = 0.002); F=65%
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.16 (P =0.002)
2.22.2 Combined delivery
Chesak 2015 2011 6.79 19 255 644 20 6.1% -0.80 [-1.45,-0.14]
Lin 2019 36.68 6.79 44 3967 524 46  9.1% -0.49[-0.91,-0.07]
Mistretta 2018 582 3.95 22 6.6 285 15 6.0% -0.21 [-0.87,0.44] e
Sood 2014 19.6 5.6 13 222 5.4 13 4.9% -0.46 [-1.24,0.32] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 94  26.1% -0.49 [-0.78, -0.20] -
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 1.53, df= 3 (P = 0.68); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.34 (P = 0.0008)
Total (95% ClI) 402 386 100.0%  -0.46 [-0.67,-0.25] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 27.42, df=13 (P = 0.01); F=53% =1 -EI‘G P 055 13

Testfor overall effect: Z=4.23 (P < 0.0001)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=0.03. df=1 (P=0.87). F=0%
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Figure D14.19
Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Training Intensity

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, 95% ClI v, 95% CI
2.23.1 Low intensity
Chesak 2015 20011 6.79 19 255 6.44 20 B.1% -0.80 [-1.45,-0.14)
Sood 2011 228 5.5 20 283 6.3 12 5.1% -092[168,-017]
Sood 2014 19.6 56 13 222 5.4 13 49% -0.46 [-1.24,0.32)
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 45 16.1% -0.74 [1.16, -0.32] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.76, df= 2 (P = 0.68); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.47 (P = 0.0005)
2.23.2 Moderate intensity
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 2356 18 6.1% -0.69 [-1.34,-0.04] I ——
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 66 285 15 6.0% -0.21 [-0.87, 0.44] — ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 43 33 12.2% -0.46 [-0.93, 0.01] ——e——
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.03, df=1 (P=0.31); F=3%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.91 (P = 0.06)
2.23.3 High intensity
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 26 314 051 28 7.5% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55]
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 88% -0.83[1.27,-0.39] E—
Lin 2019 36.68 6.79 44 3967 524 46 9.1% -0.49[-0.91,-0.07) —_—
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 56.5 1857 33 83% -0.13[-0.61,0.34] I E—
Mache 2015h 52.3 204 42 564 2041 42 9.0% -0.20 [-0.63,0.23] — T
Mache 2016 55.2 183 37 594 173 3/ 85% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] — T
Mache 2017 2.59 0.72 33 335 068 34 78% -1.07[1.59,-056) &————
Schroeder 2016 13.23 519 13 2021 6.65 13 4.4% S1A3[1.97,-029) &
West 2014 148 7.28 33 138 654 35 83% 0.14 [-0.33,062] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 307 308 71.8% -0.40 [-0.68, -0.12] ~—
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.12; Chi*= 23.21, df= 8 (P = 0.003); F= 66%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.84 (P = 0.005)
Total (95% ClI) 402 386 100.0% -0.46 [-0.67, -0.25] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 27.42, df=13 (P = 0.01); F=53% 1 05 3 0?5

Test for overall effect: Z=4.23 (P < 0.0001)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=1.74, df= 2 (P=0.42). F=0%

Figure D14.20

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Theoretical Foundation

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, , 95% CI v, 95% CI
2.24.1 Mindfulness-based
Schroeder 2016 13.23 519 13 2021 6.65 13 4.4% -1131.97,-029) ¢
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 4.4% 1.13[1.97,-0.29] e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.65 (P = 0.008)
2.24.2 Attention and interpretation therapy
Chesak 2015 2011 6.79 19 255 6.44 20 B1% -0.80 [-1.45,-0.14) —_—
Sood 2011 228 55 20 283 6.3 12 51% -0.92 [-1.68,-017) —_—
Sood 2014 19.6 56 13 222 5.4 13 49% -0.46 [-1.24,0.32] — 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 45 16.1% -0.74 [1.16, -0.32] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.76, df= 2 (P = 0.68); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.47 (P = 0.0005)
2.24.3 Combination
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 260 314 051 28 7.5% 0.02[-0.52, 0.55] s E—
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 8.8% -0.83[1.27,-0.39] e —
Lin 2019 36.68 6.79 44 3967 524 46 91% -0.49[-0.91,-0.07) e —
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 565 18.57 33 83% -013 [-0.61,0.34] . .
Mache 2015h 52.3 204 42 564 2041 42 9.0% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] —_— 1
Mache 2016 55.2 183 37 594 173 35 8.5% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] e
Mache 2017 2.59 0.72 33 335 068 34 7.8% -1.07 [-1.59,-0.56] I
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 66 285 15 6.0% -0.21 [-0.87, 0.44] — T
West 2014 148 7.28 33 138 6.54 35 8.3% 0.14 [-0.33,0.62] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 316 310 73.4% -0.34 [-0.60, -0.08] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.09; Chi*= 2019, df=8 (P=0.010); F=60%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.61 (P = 0.009)
2.24.4 Unspecific resilience training
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 2356 18  6.1% -0.69 [-1.34,-0.04] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 18 6.1% -0.69 [-1.34, -0.04] e
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.09 (P = 0.04)
Total (95% CI) 402 386 100.0% -0.46 [-0.67, -0.25] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 27.42, df=13 (P = 0.01); F=53% :1 _0:5 0:5 1:
Testfor overall effect 7= 4.23 (P < 0.0001) Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 528, df= 3 (P =0.15). F= 43.2%
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Figure D14.21

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Setting

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

2.26.1 Group setting

Bemburg 2016 0.22 0.2755 26 28 6.3% 0.22[-0.32,0.76] —

Duchemin 2015 1.03 03776 16 16 37% 1.03[0.29,1.77] e e—
Klatt 2015 065 0352 17 17 4.2% 0.65[-0.04,1.34]

Lin 2019 0.37 0.2143 44 46 91% 0.37 [-0.05,0.79] T
Mache 2015a 011 0.2449 35 33 7.5% 0.11 [0.37,0.59] e
Mache 2015h -0.06 0.2194 42 43 8.8% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.37] —

Mache 2016 018 0.2347 37 35 8.0% 0.18 [-0.28, 0.64] I R —
Mache 2017 0.46 0.2398 37 3/ 77% 0.46 [-0.01, 0.93] | R —
Mistretta 2018 -012 03316 22 15 4.6% -012[-0.77,0.53] e

West 2014 -0.17 0.2449 34 33 75% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] I —

West 2015 0 01939 51 56 10.3% 0.00[-0.38,0.38] . E—

Subtotal (95% CI) 361 357 T71.7% 0.19[0.01,0.37] S 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*=14.02, df=10{P=0.17); F=29%

Test for averall effect: Z=2.11 (P = 0.04)

2.26.2 Combined setting

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.122  4.088 24 22 0.0% -0.12[-8.13,7.89) ¢

Strijk 2011 -0.02 0.0765 367 363 22.3% -0.02 [0.17,0.13] —a—

Subtotal (95% ClI) 391 385 22.3% -0.02[-0.17,0.13] L 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=1 (P =0.98); F=0%

Test for averall effect: Z=0.26 (P = 0.79)

Total (95% CI) 752 742 100.0% 0.14 [-0.01, 0.30] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=17.44, df=12 (P= 0.13); F=31% 1 u p 5 0!5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.83 (P =0.07)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=3.17. df=1 (P = 0.07). F= 68.5%

Figure D14.22

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Delivery Format

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.27.1 Face-to-face

Bemburg 2016 0.22 0.2755 26 28 6.3% 0.22[-0.32,0.76] —

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.122  4.088 24 22 0.0% -012[8.13,7.89) ¢

Klatt 2015 065 0352 17 17 4.2% 0.65[-0.04,1.34] —
Mache 2015a 011 0.2449 35 33 7.5% 0.11 [0.37,0.59] e E—
Mache 2015h -0.06 0.2194 42 43 8.8% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.37] I —

Mache 2016 018 0.2347 37 35 8.0% 0.18[-0.28, 0.64] I

Mache 2017 0.46 0.2398 37 3/ 77% 0.46 [-0.01, 0.93]

Strijk 2011 -0.02 0.0765 367 363 22.3% -0.02 [0.17,0.13] ——

West 2014 -0.17 0.2449 34 33 75% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] .

West 2015 0 01939 51 56 10.3% 0.00[-0.38, 0.38] I —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 670 665 82.6% 0.04 [-0.07,0.16] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 8.53, df=9 (P = 0.48); F=0%

Test for averall effect: Z=0.78 (P = 0.43)

2.27.2 Combined delivery

Duchemin 2015 1.03 03776 16 16 37% 1.03[0.29,1.77]

Lin 2019 0.37 0.2143 44 46  9.1% 0.37 [-0.05,0.79] T

Mistretta 2018 -0.12 03316 22 15 4.6% -0.12 [-0.77,0.53] — T
Subtotal (95% ClI) 82 77 17.4% 0.40 [-0.16, 0.95] el
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.15; Chi*=5.24, df= 2 (P = 0.07); F= 62%

Test for averall effect: Z=1.41 (P=0.16)

Total (95% CI) 752 742 100.0% 0.14 [-0.01, 0.30] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=17.44, df=12 (P= 0.13); F=31% 1 0 : 5 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.83 (P =0.07)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=1.51.df=1 (P =0.22). F= 33.9%
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Figure D14.23

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Training Intensity

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.28.1 Moderate intensity

Duchemin 2015 1.03 03776 16 18 37% 1.03[0.29,1.77)

Klatt 2015 065 0352 17 17 4.2% 0.65[-0.04,1.34] T

Mistretta 2018 -012 0.3316 22 15 4.6% -012[-0.77,0.53] e E—

West 2015 0 01839 51 56 10.3% 0.00 [-0.38, 0.38] I E—
Subtotal (95% ClI) 106 104  22.9% 0.34 [-0.16, 0.84] —~el———
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.16; Chi*= 8.43, df = 3 (P = 0.04); = 64%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.32(P=019)

2.28.2 High intensity

Bernburg 2016 0.22 0.2755 26 28 6.3% 0.22[-0.32,0.76] I I —
Calder Calisi 2017 -0.122  4.088 24 22 0.0% -012[8.13,7.89) ¢ >
Lin 2019 0.37 0.2143 44 46 91% 0.37 [-0.05,0.79] N —
Mache 2015a 011 0.2449 35 33 7.5% 0.11 [0.37,0.59] e E—
Mache 2015h -0.06 0.2194 42 43 8.8% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.37] I —

Mache 2016 018 0.2347 37 35 8.0% 0.18[-0.28, 0.64] T
Mache 2017 0.46 0.2388 37 35 7.7% 0.46 [-0.01, 0.93] —
Strijk 2011 -0.02 0.0765 367 363 22.3% -0.02 [0.17,0.13] ——

West 2014 -0.17 0.2449 34 33 75% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] -1

Subtotal (95% ClI) 646 638 77.1% 0.06 [-0.06, 0.17] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=7.79, df= 8 (P = 0.45); F= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.96 (P = 0.34)

Total (95% CI) 752 742 100.0% 0.14 [-0.01, 0.30] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=17.44, df=12 (P= 0.13); F=31% 1 0 : 5 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.83 (P =0.07)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=1.15.df=1 (P =0.28). F=13.3%

Figure D14.24

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Subgroup Analysis Theoretical Foundation

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.29.1 Mindfulness-based

Duchemin 2015 1.03 0.3776 16 16 3.7% 1.03[0.29,1.77)

Klatt 2015 065 0352 17 17 4.2% 0.65[-0.04,1.34] T

Subtotal (95% CI) 33 33 7.9% 0.83[0.32,1.33] —~—el—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.54, df=1 (P = 0.46); *= 0%

Testfor overall effect: Z=3.21 (P = 0.001)

2.29.2 Coaching

Strijk 2011 -0.02 0.0765 367 363 22.3% -0.02 [0.17,0.13] —a—

Subtotal (95% CI) 367 363 22.3% -0.02[-0.17,0.13] <>
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.26 (P=0.79)

2.29.3 Combination

Bernburg 2016 0.22 0.2755 26 28 6.3% 0.22 [-0.32,0.76] I
Calder Calisi 2017 -0.122  4.088 24 22 0.0% -0.12[8.13,7.89) 4 >
Lin 2019 0.37 0.2143 44 46 91% 0.37 [-0.05,0.79] T

Mache 2015a 0.11 0.2449 35 33 75% 0.11 [-0.37, 0.59] —

Mache 2015h -0.06 0.2194 42 43 8.8% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.37] B

Mache 2016 0.18 0.2347 37 35 8.0% 0.18 [-0.28, 0.64] B B —
Mache 2017 0.46 0.2398 37 33 77% 0.46 [-0.01, 0.93] | R —
Mistretta 2018 -012 0.3316 22 15 4.6% -012[-0.77,053] e E—

West 2014 -0.17 0.2449 34 33 7.5% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] e

Subtotal (95% ClI) 301 290 59.4% 0.14[-0.03, 0.31] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 6.11, df= 8 (P = 0.63); = 0%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.63 (P=0.10)

2.29.4 Unspecific resilience training

West 2015 0 01939 51 56 10.3% 0.00 [-0.38, 0.38] I
Subtotal (95% ClI) 51 56  10.3% 0.00 [-0.38, 0.38] ~—
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for averall effect: Z=0.00 (P = 1.00)

Total (95% CI) 752 742 100.0% 0.14 [-0.01, 0.30] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=17.44, df=12 (P= 0.13); F=31% 1 0 : 5 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.83 (P =0.07)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=10.79. df=3 (P=0.01). F=72.2%
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Figure D14.25

Forest Plot Well-Being Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Setting
resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV,R 95% CI
2.31.1 Group setting
Bernburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 4.0% 0.19[-0.35,0.73]
Cheung 2014 -0.05 0.0765 364 369 48.2% -0.05 [-0.20,0.10]
Hosseinnejad 2018 0.5098 0.2236 40 40  B.1% 0.51[0.07, 0.95] -
Lin 2019 0.31 0.20982 44 46 6.9% 0.31[0.10,0.72] I e —
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 5.3% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] . —
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 6.6% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] I E—
Mache 2016 0.11 0.2347 37 35 55% 0.11 [-0.35, 0.57]  E—
Mache 2017 0.25 0.2449 33 34 51% 0.25(-0.23,0.73] I B —
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 2.7% 0.09[-0.57,0.75]
West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 5.3% 0.00[-0.47,0.47] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 677 678 95.9% 0.05 [-0.06, 0.16] >
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 8.90, df= 9 (P = 0.45); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.96 (P = 0.34)
2.31.2 Individual setting
Sood 2011 062 0.3776 20 12 2.2% 0.62[-0.12,1.36]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 12 2.2% 0.62[-0.12,1.36] e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=1.64 (P=0.10)
2.31.3 Combined setting
Sood 2014 0 03929 13 13 2.0% 0.00(-0.77,0.77]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 2.0% 0.00 [-0.77,0.77] e —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)
Total (95% CI) 710 703 100.0% 0.07 [-0.04, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=11.13, df= 11 (P= 0.43); F=1% _04 m 3 055 1‘

Test for overall effect: Z=1.23 (P=0.22)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 2.23, df= 2 (P=0.33). F=10.5%

Figure D14.26

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Well-Being Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Delivery Format

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV,R 95% CI
2.32.1 Face-to-face

Bernburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 4.0% 0.19[-0.35,0.73]

Cheung 2014 -0.05 0.0765 364 369 48.2% -0.05 [-0.20,0.10]

Hosseinnejad 2018 0.5098 0.2236 40 40  6.1% 0.51[0.07, 0.95] e —
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 5.3% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] I he—
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 6.6% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] e E—
Mache 2016 011 0.2347 37 35 5.5% 0.11 [-0.35, 0.57] —

Mache 2017 0.25 0.2449 33 34 51% 0.25(-0.23,0.73] ]

Sood 2011 0.62 0.3776 20 12 2.2% 0.62[-0.12,1.36] 7

West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 5.3% 0.00[-0.47,0.47] . —
Subtotal (95% CI) 631 629 88.4% 0.09 [-0.06, 0.23] »
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 9.61, df= 8 (P = 0.29); F=17%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.19 (P =0.23)

2.32.2 Combined delivery

Lin 2019 0.31 0.2092 44 46 6.9% 0.31[-0.10,0.72] T
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 2.7% 0.09[-0.57,0.75]

Sood 2014 0 03929 13 13 2.0% 0.00(-0.77,0.77] S
Subtotal (95% CI) 79 74  11.6% 0.21 [-0.11, 0.52] 4‘
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.64, df=2 (P=0.73); F=0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.28 (P = 0.20)

Total (95% CI) 710 703 100.0% 0.07 [-0.04, 0.18]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=11.13,df=11 (P=0.43); F=1%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.23 (P=0.22)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.45, df=1 (P=0.50). F=0%
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Figure D14.27

Forest Plot Well-Being Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Training Intensity

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV,R 95% CI
2.33.1 Low intensity

Sood 2011 062 0.3776 20 12 2.2% 0.62[-0.12,1.36] =

Sood 2014 0 0.3929 13 13 2.0% 0.00[0.77,0.77] S
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 25 4.1% 0.32[-0.29, 0.93] ——eeti——
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.04; Chi*=1.29, df=1 (P = 0.26); F= 23%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.03 (P = 0.30)

2.33.2 Moderate intensity

Cheung 2014 -0.05 0.0765 364 369 48.2% -0.05[-0.20,0.10]

Hosseinnejad 2018 0.5098 0.2236 40 40 6.1% 0.51 [0.07, 0.95] e —
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 2.7% 0.09[-0.57,0.75]

Subtotal (95% CI) 426 424 57.0% 0.15[-0.23, 0.53]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 5.67, df= 2 (P = 0.06); F= 65%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.78 (P = 0.43)

2.33.3 High intensity

Bernburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 4.0% 0.19[-0.35,0.73] T
Lin 2019 0.31 0.2092 44 46  6.9% 0.31[-0.10,0.72] T
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 5.3% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] I he—
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 6.6% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] e E—
Mache 2016 011 0.2347 37 35 5.5% 0.11 [-0.35, 0.57] I —
Mache 2017 0.25 0.2449 33 34 51% 0.25[-0.23,0.73] I
West 2014 0 02398 34 35 53% 0.00[-0.47,0.47] —
Subtotal (95% ClI) 251 254 38.8% 0.12[-0.06, 0.29] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.38, df=6 (P = 0.88); F=0%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.32 (P=0.19)

Total (95% CI) 710 703 100.0% 0.07 [-0.04, 0.18]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; Chi*=11.13,df=11 (P=0.43), F=1%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.23 (P=0.22)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.40, df= 2 (P=0.82). F=0%

Figure D14.28
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Forest Plot Well-Being Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Subgroup

Analysis Theoretical Foundation

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV,R 95% CI
2.34.1 Attention and interpretation therapy

Sood 2011 062 0.3776 20 12 2.2% 0.62[-0.12,1.36] =

Sood 2014 0 0.3929 13 13 2.0% 0.00[0.77,0.77] S
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 25 4.1% 0.32[-0.29, 0.93] ——eeti——
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.04; Chi*=1.29, df=1 (P = 0.26); F= 23%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.03 (P = 0.30)

2.34.2 Combination

Bermburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 4.0% 0.19[-0.35,0.73] T
Lin 2019 0.31 0.2092 44 46 6.9% 0.31[0.10,0.72] B e —
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 5.3% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] . e—
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 6.6% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] e

Mache 2016 0.11 0.2347 37 35 55% 0.11 [-0.35, 0.57] e R —
Mache 2017 0.25 0.2449 33 34 51% 0.25(-0.23,0.73] I e —
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 2.7% 0.09[-0.57,0.75] D
West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 5.3% 0.00[-0.47,0.47] I S—
Subtotal (95% CI) 273 269 41.5% 0.12 [-0.05, 0.28] L g
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.38, df=7 (P = 0.94); F= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.34 (P=0.18)

2.34.3 Unspecific resilience training

Cheung 2014 -0.05 0.0765 364 369 48.2% -0.05 [-0.20,0.10]

Hosseinnejad 2018 0.5098 0.2236 40 40  6.1% 0.51 [0.07, 0.95] R —
Subtotal (95% ClI) 404 409 54.3% 0.19[-0.35,0.73]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.13; Chi*=5.61,df=1 (P =0.02); F=82%

Test for overall effect: Z= 0.69 (P = 0.49)

Total (95% CI) 710 703 100.0% 0.07 [-0.04, 0.18]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; Chi*=11.13,df=11 (P=0.43), F=1%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.23 (P=0.22)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.45, df= 2 (P=0.80). F=0%
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