Digital Appendix Systematic Cochrane Review and Meta-Analysis on Psychological Interventions to
Foster Resilience in Healthcare Professionals

Appendix D15 Forest Plots for Sensitivity Analyses

Figure D15.1

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Resilience Scale (Underlying State Concept)

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
Bermburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 11.1% 0.85(0.41,1.29] e —
Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 10.2% 0.84[0.36,1.32) s
Klatt 2015 051 0352 17 17 6.6% 0.51 [0.18,1.20] 7
Lin 2019 0.23 0.2082 44 46 11.8% 0.23[-0.18, 0.64] e e —
Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 6.6% -0.41[-1.10,0.28] — 1
Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 10.2% 0.37 [0.11, 0.85] T
Mache 2015h 0.48 0.2194 42 43 11.3% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] —_—
Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 10.6% 0.26-0.20,0.72] B e —
Mache 2017 0.87 025 37 35 10.0% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36) I —
Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 59% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67] e
Schroeder 2016 0.63 0.3827 15 14 5.9% 0.63[0.12,1.38) I R —
Total (95% ClI) 334 335 100.0% 0.45[0.24, 0.67] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi*= 18.44, df=10 (P = 0.05); *= 46% t +

+ + +
-1 -05 0 0.5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z= 4.11 (P < 0.0001) Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Figure D15.2
Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Attrition Bias (Low or Unclear Risk of Bias)

Including Subgroup Analysis

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, d 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 Low risk of attrition bias
Bernburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 17.1% 0.85 [0.41, 1.29] S a—
Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 14.8% 0.84 [0.36, 1.32]
Lebares 2018 0.36  0.449 12 9 5.0% 0.36 [-0.52, 1.24]
Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 14.8% 0.37 [-0.11, 0.85] o e —
Mache 2015b 048 0.2194 42 43 17.8% 0.48 [0.05, 0.91]) —_—
Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35  15.9% 0.26 [-0.20, 0.72] i e —
Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 6.7% -0.08[-0.83, 0.67] EE——
Subtotal (95% CI) 218 214 92.2% 0.50 [0.27, 0.73] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 8.08, df = 6 (P = 0.23); I = 26%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.29 (P < 0.0001)
3.2.2 Unclear risk of attrition bias
Klatt 2015 051 0352 17 17 7.8% 0.51[-0.18, 1.20] N e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 17 7.8% 0.51 [-0.18, 1.20] ——eegl——
Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15)
Total (95% CI) 235 231 100.0% 0.50 [0.30, 0.71] -
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.01; Chi® = 8.08, df = 7 (P = 0.23); I = 13% —=1 —0= 5 045 i

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.91 (P < 0.00001)

" . Favours control Favours resilience intervention
Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.00, df = 1 (P = 0.97), I = 0%



Figure D15.3

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

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

Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 435% 0.36 [-0.52,1.24] Ll

Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 56.5% -0.41[-1.10,0.28) ——

Total (95% CI) 27 27 100.0% 0.07 [-0.82, 0.67] ——-*——-
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.13; Chi*=1.81,df=1 (P = 0.18); F= 45% :1 " 15 S 015 1{

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.20 (P = 0.84)

Figure D15.4

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Level of Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data)

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, d 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bernburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 17.1% 0.85 [0.41, 1.29] —_—
Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38  14.8% 0.84 [0.36, 1.32]

Klatt 2015 051 0352 17 17 7.8% 0.51[-0.18, 1.20] —

Lebares 2018 0.36  0.449 12 9 5.0% 0.36 [-0.52, 1.24] —

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 14.8% 0.37 [-0.11, 0.85] i
Mache 2015b 0.48 0.2194 42 43 17.8% 0.48 [0.05, 0.91] —_—
Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35  15.9% 0.26 [-0.20, 0.72] e
Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 6.7% -0.08[-0.83, 0.67] R
Total (95% CI) 235 231 100.0% 0.50 [0.30, 0.71] -
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.01; Chi® = 8.08, df = 7 (P = 0.233); I = 13% _:1 _0: 5 0:5 i

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.91 (P < 0.00001)

Figure D15.5

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Coping With Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data,

Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting for Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

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

Berburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 20.8% 0.85(0.41,1.29] I —
Klatt 2015 0.51 0.352 17 17 85% 0.51[-0.18,1.20] T

Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 52% 0.36 [-0.52,1.24] —

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 17.5% 0.37 [[0.11, 0.85] T
Mache 2015b 0.48 0.2194 42 43 21.8% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] S
Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 19.0% 0.26 [-0.20,0.72] e

Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 7.2% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67] —

Total (95% CI) 200 193 100.0% 0.45 [0.25, 0.65] S
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 5.94, df= 6 (P = 0.43); = 0% t

Testfor overall effect: Z=4.41 (P < 0.0001)

05 0 05 1
Favours control Favours resilience intervention



Figure D15.6

Forest Plot Resilience Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

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

Bermburg 2019 0.85 0.2245 44 42 12.0% 0.85(0.41,1.29] —
Khoshnazary 2016 0.84 0.2449 35 38 101% 0.84[0.36,1.32) .
Klatt 2015 051 0352 17 17 4.9% 0.51 [0.18,1.20] ]

Lebares 2018 0.36 0.449 12 9 3.0% 0.36 [[0.52,1.24]

Lin 2019 0.23 0.2082 44 46 13.8% 0.23[-0.18, 0.64] T

Loiselle 2018 -0.41 0.3537 15 18 4.8% -0.41[-1.10,0.28]

Mache 2015a 0.37 0.2449 35 33 101% 0.37 [-0.11, 0.85] N e —

Mache 2015h 0.48 0.2194 42 43 12.5% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] e —

Mache 2016 0.26 0.2347 37 35 11.0% 0.26 [-0.20,0.72) I e —

Mache 2017 0.87 025 37 35 97% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36) I ——
Mealer 2014 -0.08 0.3827 13 14 41% -0.08 [-0.83, 0.67]

Schroeder 2016 0.63 0.3827 15 14 41% 0.63[0.12,1.38]

Total (95% CI) 346 344 100.0% 0.47 [0.31,0.62] -
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 18.49, df= 11 (P = 0.07); F= 41% 1 0 p 5 0=5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=6.01 (P < 0.00001)

Figure D15.7

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

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

Attrition Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bernburg 2019 3.01 0.5 44 2.71 0.61 42 24.7% 0.53 [0.10, 0.96] —_—
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 17.1 33 20.4% 0.33 [-0.15, 0.81] I
Mache 2015h 61.5 17.9 42 52.9 17.8 43 24.7% 0.48 [0.05, 0.91] —_—
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 56.4 17.2 35 21.8% 0.05 [-0.42, 0.51] e
Sood 2014 73 11.5 13 748 84 13 8.4% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60]
Total (95% CI) 171 166 100.0% 0.31 [0.09, 0.54] .
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.01; Chi’ = 4.39, df = 4 (P = 0.36); I’ = 9% _:1 _0: 5 0:5 i

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.69 (P = 0.007)

Figure D15.8

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

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

Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

resilience intervention control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cheung 2014 2.42 0.63 364 2.45 056 369 -0.03 [-0.12, 0.06]
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
Favours control Favours resilience intervention
1
follow-up.



Figure D15.9

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

Level of Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data)

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% ClI
Bernburg 2019 3.0 0.5 44 271 061 42 27.2% 0.53[0.10, 0.96] . —
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 1741 33 220% 0.33[0.15,081] B e —
Mache 2015b 61.5 17.9 42 529 178 43 271% 0.48[0.05, 0.91) e —
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35 23.6% 0.05[-0.42,0.51] A
Total (95% CI) 158 153 100.0% 0.36 [0.13, 0.58] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.71, df= 3 (P = 0.44); F= 0% ?1 _055 3 015 1’

Testfor overall effect Z=3.12 (P =0.002)

Figure D15.10

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

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

Coping With Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data, Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting for

Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

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
Bernburg 2019 3m 0.5 44 271 0861 42 247% 0.53[0.10, 0.96) —_—
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 1741 33 204% 0.33[0.15,081] B e —
Mache 2015b 61.5 17.9 42 529 178 43 24.7% 0.48[0.05, 0.91] e —
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35 21.8% 0.05[-0.42,0.51] N —
Sood 2014 73 11.5 13 748 84 13 8.4% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60]
Total (95% CI) 171 166 100.0% 0.31[0.09, 0.54] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 4.39, df= 4 (P = 0.36); F= 9% ?1 _055 3 015 1’

Test for overall effect: Z=2.69 (P = 0.007)

Figure D15.11

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

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

Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bernburg 2019 3.01 0.5 44 271 061 42 6.4% 0.53[0.10, 0.96]
Chesak 2015 7974 1182 19 7252 883 21 2.9% 0.68[0.04,1.32]
Cheung 2014 2.42 0.63 364 245 056 369 56.4% -0.05[-0.20, 0.09]
Lin 2019 59.7  11.87 44 5385 16.21 46 6.8% 0.41[-0.01,0.82)
Mache 2015a 61 17.4 35 553 1741 33 52% 0.33[-0.15,0.81] —
Mache 2015h 61.5 17.9 42 5289 178 43 6.4% 0.48[0.05,0.91]
Mache 2016 57.2 17.2 37 564 172 35 55% 0.05[-0.42, 0.51] I —
Mache 2017 41 0.71 33 351 074 34 48% 0.80[0.30,1.30]
Schroeder 2016 2415 5.47 13 18.28 532 13 1.7% 1.05[0.22,1.88]
Sood 2011 79.4 11.3 20 672 116 12 2.0% 1.04[0.28,1.81]
Sood 2014 73 11.5 13 748 8.4 13 20% -0.17 [-0.94, 0.60] —
Total (95% ClI) 664 661 100.0% 0.18 [0.07, 0.29] <
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 34.27, df=10 (P = 0.0002); F=71% 1

Test for overall effect: Z=3.18 (P = 0.001)

-0.5

0

05 1

!
t
-1
Favours control Favours resilience intervention



Figure D15.12

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Attrition Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, d 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 23.2% -0.71[-1.35, -0.07] —_—
Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 25.5% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04] —_—
Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 12.6% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]
Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 16.9% 0.00 [-0.75, 0.75] —
Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 21.8% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] .
Total (95% CI) 90 79 100.0% -0.41[-0.72,-0.11] -
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 2.98, df = 4 (P = 0.56); I = 0% t

-1 05 0.5 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.63 (P = 0.008) Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Figure D15.13

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Reporting Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

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
Alexander 2015 -0.71 03265 20 20 10.6% -0.71 [-1.35,-0.07] e
Calder Calisi 2017 0 3.366 24 22 0.2% 0.00 [-6.60,6.60] +
Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 11.1% -0.65 [-1.26,-0.04]
Lebhares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 77% -0.23[1.10,0.64] — ]
Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 9.9% 0.35[-0.34,1.04] I e —
Mache 2017 -1.13 0.2551 37 35 12.9% -1.13 [-1.63,-0.63] e —
Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 9.1% 0.00[-0.75,0.75]
Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 14.3% -0.04 [-0.46, 0.38] B E—
Schroeder 2016 -0.19 03725 15 14 9.3% -0.19[-0.92, 0.54] ——
West 2015 -0.02 01939 51 56 15.0% -0.02 [-0.40, 0.36] I —
Total (95% CI) 249 261 100.0% -0.30 [-0.61, 0.01] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.13; Chi*=21.10,df=9 (P=0.01); F=57%

; : | :
4 05 0 05 i
|

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.92 (P = 0.06) Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Figure D15.14

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

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
Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 7.2% -0.23[1.10,0.64] —
Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 11.5% 0.35[-0.34,1.04] —
Luthar 2017 -0.46 03214 21 19 13.8% -0.46 [-1.09,0.17] — 1
Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 3.1% -0.04 [-0.46, 0.38] —
Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 12.6% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] —_— 1
West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 23.8% -0.06 [[0.54,0.42] I —
Total (95% CI) 143 146 100.0% -0.10 [-0.33, 0.14] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.27, df= 5 (P = 0.66); F= 0% . 5 b o5 1
0

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.82 (P = 0.41) Favours resilience intervention Favours control



Figure D15.15

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Level of Missing Data (< 10% Missing

Data)

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
Alexander 2015 -0.71 03265 20 20 16.2% -0.71 [-1.35,-0.07] —

Ireland 2017 -0.65 03112 23 21 17.8% -0.65 [-1.26,-0.04] I —

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 88% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 16.7% -0.46 [-1.09,0.17] —

Mealer 2014 0 03827 13 14 11.8% 0.00[-0.75,0.75]

West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 28.8% -0.06 [[0.54, 0.42] e m—

Total (95% CI) 123 116 100.0% -0.34 [-0.60, -0.09] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 4.57, df= 5 (P = 0.47); = 0% 1 -u: ; 5 0:5 1

Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.63 (P = 0.009)

Figure D15.16

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Coping With Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data,

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting for Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, d 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 9.4% -0.71[-1.35, -0.07]

Cieslak 2016 -0.3367 0.1745 72 62 33.0% -0.34[-0.68, 0.01] —

Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 10.4% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04]

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 5.1% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 9.7% -0.46[-1.09, 0.17] e e
Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 6.9% 0.00 [-0.75, 0.75]

Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 8.9% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41] —
West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 16.7% -0.06[-0.54, 0.42] e
Total (95% CI) 217 193 100.0% -0.33 [-0.53, -0.14] e
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.64, df = 7 (P = 0.70); I = 0% _:1 _0: 5 0:5

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.33 (P = 0.0009)

Figure D15.17

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Forest Plot Depression Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Alexander 2015 -0.71 0.3265 20 20 5.2% -0.71[-1.35, -0.07]

Calder Calisi 2017 0 3.366 24 22 0.0% 0.00 [-6.60, 6.60] +

Cieslak 2016 -0.3367 0.1745 72 62 18.4% -0.34[-0.68, 0.01] —_—

Ireland 2017 -0.65 0.3112 23 21 5.8% -0.65[-1.26, -0.04]

Lebares 2018 -0.23 0.4439 12 9 2.8% -0.23[-1.10, 0.64]

Loiselle 2018 0.35 0.3526 15 18 4.5% 0.35 [-0.34, 1.04] ——

Luthar 2017 -0.46 0.3214 21 19 5.4% -0.46[-1.09, 0.17] —
Mache 2017 -1.13 0.2551 37 35 8.6% -1.13[-1.63, -0.63] ———

Mealer 2014 0 0.3827 13 14 3.8% 0.00[-0.75, 0.75]

Medisauskaite 2019 -0.04 0.2143 39 52 12.2% -0.04[-0.46, 0.38] . E—
Mistretta 2018 -0.25 0.3367 22 15 4.9% -0.25[-0.91, 0.41) —
Schroeder 2016 -0.19 0.3725 15 14 4.0% -0.19[-0.92, 0.54]

West 2014 -0.06 0.2449 34 33 9.3% -0.06[-0.54, 0.42] —
West 2015 -0.02 0.1939 51 56 14.9% -0.02 [-0.40, 0.36] e E—
Total (95% CI) 398 390 100.0% -0.28 [-0.43, -0.14] L
Heterageneity. Chi? = 22.24, df = 13 (P = 0.05); I = 42% _:1 _0: 5 0:5

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.78 (P = 0.0002)

Favours resilience intervention Favours control



Figure D15.18

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Attrition Bias (Low or Unclear Risk of Bias)

Including Subgroup Analysis

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
3.18.1 Low risk of attrition bias

Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 10.3% -1.14[-1.59, -0.69] ——

Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 9.8% 0.40 [-0.30, 1.10] —
Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 10.0% -0.35([-0.95, 0.25] —_—
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 9.2% -0.75[-1.65, 0.15] ¢

Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 103% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] —_—
Mache 2015h -0.21 0.2194 42 43 10.4% -0.21[-0.64, 0.22] —_—T
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 10.3% -0.42 [-0.89, 0.05] —_—T
Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 9.9% -0.33[-0.99, 0.33] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 231 214 80.0% -0.38[-0.69, -0.07] i
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.12; Chi? = 17.69, df = 7 (P = 0.01); I = 60%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.39 (P = 0.02)

3.18.2 Unclear risk of attrition bias

Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 10.2% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] —

Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 9.8% -4.49[-5.17, -3.81] ¢

Subtotal (95% CI) 87 89 20.0% -2.27 [-6.61,2.06] I

Heterogeneity. Tau? = 9.67; Chi? = 100.99, df = 1 (P < 0.00001); I* = 99%

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

Total (95% CI) 318 303 100.0% -0.75[-1.47,-0.02] s ——
Heterageneity. Tau? = 1.26; Chi? = 151.01, df = 9 (P < 0.00001); I? = 94% _:1 _0: 5 0:5 Ii

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.03 (P = 0.04)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 0.73, df = 1 (P = 0.39), I = 0%

Figure D15.19

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Reporting Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, d 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 8.4% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] -
Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 8.6% -1.14[-1.59, -0.69] -
Calder Calisi 2017 -0.672 4.487 24 22 0.4% -0.67 [-9.47, 8.12] ¢

Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 8.0% -4.49[-5.17, -3.81) —_—

Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 8.3% -0.35[-0.95, 0.25] T
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 7.4% -0.75[-1.65, 0.15] I
Lin 2019 -0.61 0.2143 44 46 8.7% -0.61[-1.03, -0.19] —_
Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 15 18 8.0% -0.16[-0.85, 0.53] T
Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 8.5% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] -
Mache 2015b -0.21 0.2194 42 43 8.7% -0.21[-0.64, 0.22] -
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 8.6% -0.42[-0.89, 0.05] —
Mache 2017 -1.14 0.2551 37 35 8.5% -1.14[-1.64, -0.64] —_
Schroeder 2016 -0.38 0.3776 15 14 7.9% -0.38[-1.12, 0.36] T
Total (95% CI) 415 407 100.0% -0.81 [-1.38, -0.25] <>

Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.91; Chi? = 147.04, df = 12 (P < 0.00001); I* = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.82 (P = 0.005)

Figure D15.20

G 3

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

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
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 99% -0.75 [-1.65, 0.15]

Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 15 18 17.0% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.53] ———

Luthar 2017 -0.05 03214 21 18 201% -0.05 [-0.68, 0.58] E—

Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 18.3% -0.33[-0.99, 0.33] I E—
West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 347% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55]

Total (95% CI) 104 93 100.0% -0.15[-0.43,0.14]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi*= 2.90, df= 4 (P = 0.58); I*= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.02 (P = 0.31)
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Figure D15.21

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Level of Missing Data (< 10%

Missing Data)
resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, d 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 9.2% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] o
Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 9.4% -1.14[-1.59, -0.69] —_—
Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 8.8% 0.40 [-0.30, 1.10] -
Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 8.9% -4.49[-5.17, -3.81] ———
Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 9.1% -0.35([-0.95, 0.25] — T
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 8.3% -0.75[-1.65, 0.15] n—
Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18 9.0% -0.05[-0.68, 0.58] —
Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 9.3% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] T
Mache 2015b -0.21 0.2194 42 43 9.4% -0.21[-0.64, 0.22] —=
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 9.3% -0.42[-0.89, 0.05] —
West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 9.3% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] -1
Total (95% CI) 351 339 100.0% -0.64 [-1.30,0.02] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 1.15; Chi? = 160.35, df = 10 (P < 0.00001); I* = 94% _14 _{2 2‘ A

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Figure D15.22
Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Coping With Missing Data (< 10% Missing

Data, Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting for Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight 1V, d 95% CI v, d 95% ClI
Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 8.5% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] —r
Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 8.6% -1.14[-1.59, -0.69] —
Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 8.1% 0.40 [-0.30, 1.10] -
Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 8.1% -4.49(-5.17, -3.81] ——
Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 8.3% -0.35[-0.95, 0.25] —T
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 7.6% -0.75[-1.65, 0.15] In—
Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18 8.3% -0.05[-0.68, 0.58] —r
Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 8.6% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] b
Mache 2015h -0.21 0.2194 42 43 8.7% -0.21[-0.64, 0.22] T
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 8.6% -0.42[-0.89, 0.05] B
Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 8.2% -0.33[-0.99, 0.33] — T
West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 8.6% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] -
Total (95% CI) 373 354 100.0% -0.62 [-1.23,-0.01] e 2
Heterageneity. Tau? = 1.07; Chi? = 160.70, df = 11 (P < 0.00001); I* = 93% _:4 _:2 é <Ii

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.98 (P = 0.05) Favours resilience intervention Favours control



Figure D15.23

Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
Bernburg 2016 -0.07 0.2704 26 28 6.6% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] T
Bernburg 2019 -1.14 0.2296 44 42 9.2% -1.14[-1.59, -0.69] —

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.672 4.487 24 22 0.0% -0.67 [-9.47, 8.12] +

Duchemin 2015 0.4 03571 16 16 3.8% 0.40 [-0.30, 1.10] T
Fei 2019 -4.49 0.3469 61 61 4.0% -4.49[-5.17, -3.81) —_—

Ireland 2017 -0.35 0.3061 23 21 5.2% -0.35[-0.95, 0.25] —
Lebares 2018 -0.75 0.4592 12 9 2.3% -0.75[-1.65, 0.15] —

Lin 2019 -0.61 0.2143 44 46 10.5% -0.61[-1.03, -0.19] —
Loiselle 2018 -0.16 0.3502 15 18 3.9% -0.16[-0.85, 0.53] — T
Luthar 2017 -0.05 0.3214 21 18 4.7% -0.05[-0.68, 0.58] e
Mache 2015a -0.17 0.2449 35 33 8.1% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] —
Mache 2015b -0.21 0.2194 42 43 10.1% -0.21[-0.64, 0.22] —T
Mache 2016 -0.42 0.2398 37 35 8.4% -0.42[-0.89, 0.05] —
Mache 2017 -1.14 0.2551 37 35 7.4% -1.14[-1.64, -0.64] —_—
Mistretta 2018 -0.33 0.3367 22 15 4.3% -0.33[-0.99, 0.33] T
Schroeder 2016 -0.38 0.3776 15 14 3.4% -0.38[-1.12, 0.36] —_— T
West 2014 0.07 0.2449 34 33 8.1% 0.07 [-0.41, 0.55] -1
Total (95% CI) 508 489 100.0% -0.56 [-0.70, -0.42] [}

Heterageneity. Chi? = 167.66, df = 16 (P < 0.00001); I = 90%

Test for overall effect: Z = 8.04 (P < 0.00001)

Figure D15.24

&

Favours resilience intervention Favours control

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

Analysis Attrition Bias (Low or Unclear Risk of Bias) Including Subgroup Analysis

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
3.24.1 Low risk of attrition bias
Bernburg 2019 2.9 0.59 44 3.38 058 42  18.0% -0.83[-1.27, -0.39] —_—
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 56.5 1857 33 16.1% -0.13 [-0.61, 0.34] —_—
Mache 2015h 52.3 20.4 42 564 201 42 18.7% -0.20[-0.63, 0.23] .
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 594 173 35 16.7% -0.23[-0.70, 0.23] —_—
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 6.6 2.85 15 9.7% -0.21[-0.87, 0.44] ——
Sood 2014 19.6 5.6 13 222 5.4 13 7.2% -0.46[-1.24, 0.32]
Subtotal (95% CI) 193 180 86.4% -0.35[-0.58,-0.11] -
Heterogeneity. Tau® = 0.02; Chi® = 6.30, df = 5 (P = 0.28); I = 21%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.91 (P = 0.004)
3.24.2 Unclear risk of attrition bias
Bernburg 2016 3.15 0.58 26 314 051 28  13.6% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55] S S—
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 13.6% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55]  —eai———
Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.07 (P = 0.95)
Total (95% CI) 219 208 100.0% -0.30[-0.52, -0.07] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 7.89, df = 6 (P = 0.25); I* = 24% _:1 —O’ G 5 0}5

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.62 (P = 0.009)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi? = 1.52, df = 1 (P = 0.22), I = 34.0%

Favours resilience intervention Favours control



Figure D15.25

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

Analysis Reporting Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

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
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 260 314 051 28 9.4% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55]
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 11.2% -0.83[1.27,-0.39)]
Chesak 2015 20111 6.79 19 255 6.44 20 75% -0.80 [-1.45,-0.14]
Lin 2019 36.68 6.79 44 3967 524 46 11.6% -0.49[-0.91,-0.07) e —
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 565 1857 33 105% -0.13[-0.61,0.34] R
Mache 2015h 52.3 204 42 564 201 42 11.5% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] I
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 594 173 35 10.7% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] I
Mache 2017 2.59 0.72 33 335 088 34 98% -1.07 [-1.59,-0.56) I —
Schroeder 2016 13.23 519 13 2021 6.65 13 54% 1A3F1.97,-029) ¢
Sood 2011 228 55 20 283 6.3 12 6.3% -0.92 [-1.68,-0.17) —_—
Sood 2014 19.6 5.6 13 222 54 13 6.0% -0.46 [-1.24,0.32) —_— T
Total (95% ClI) 326 318 100.0% -0.52 [-0.75, -0.29] ‘
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 20.19, df= 10 (P = 0.03); F= 50% 51 _055 3 0’5 15

Test for overall effect: Z=4.41 (P < 0.0001)

Figure D15.26

Favours resilien

ce intervention Favours control

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

Analysis Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

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
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 2356 18 30.2% -0.69[-1.34,-0.04] —_—
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 66 285 15 29.8% -0.21 [-0.87, 0.44] e
West 2014 14.8 7.28 33 138 654 35 40.0% 0.14[-0.33,0.62) B L —
Total (95% CI) 76 68 100.0% -0.22 [-0.71, 0.28] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.10; Chi*= 4.18, df=2 (P=0.12); F=52% 41 -U‘.S 5 0?5 15

Test for overall effect: Z= 0.86 (P = 0.39)

Figure D15.27

Favours resilien

ce intervention Favours control

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

Analysis Level of Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data)

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
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 260 314 051 28 131% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55]
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 158% -0.83[1.27,-0.39) e —
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 23.56 18 10.4% -0.69 [-1.34,-0.04]
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 565 1857 33 147% -0.13 [-0.61, 0.34] E
Mache 2015h 52.3 204 42 564 201 42 16.2% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] — T
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 594 173 35 151% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] I
West 2014 148 7.28 33 138 654 35 147% 0.14[-0.33, 0.62) 1T
Total (95% ClI) 238 233 100.0% -0.27 [-0.53, -0.00] e

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi*=12.27, df=6 (P = 0.06); F=51%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.98 (P = 0.05)
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Figure D15.28
Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Sensitivity
Analysis Coping With Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data, Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting

for Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

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
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 260 314 051 28 109% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55] —
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 13.8% -0.83[1.27,-0.39) e —
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 23.56 18 83% -0.69[-1.34,-0.04]
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 565 1857 33 126% -0.13 [-0.61, 0.34) I —
Mache 2015h 52.3 204 42 564 201 42 14.2% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] R
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 594 173 35 13.0% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] E——— —
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 66 285 15  82% -0.21 [-0.87, 0.44] e E—
Sood 2014 19.6 5.6 13 222 5.4 13 6.3% -0.46[-1.24,0.32)
West 2014 148 7.28 33 138 654 35 12.6% 0.14[-0.33, 0.62) I —
Total (95% ClI) 273 261 100.0% -0.27 [-0.49, -0.06] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi*=12.52, df=8 (P=0.13), F= 36% +

-1 05 0 05 1

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.45 (P = 0.01) Favours resilience intervention Favours control

Figure D15.29
Forest Plot (Perceived) Stress Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Sensitivity

Analysis Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bernburg 2016 315 0.58 260 314 051 28 7.2% 0.02 [-0.52, 0.55]
Bernburg 2019 29 0.59 44 339 058 42 105% -0.83[1.27,-0.39)]
Chesak 2015 20111 6.79 19 255 6.44 20 4.8% -0.80 [-1.45,-0.14]
Lin 2019 36.68 6.79 44 3967 524 46 11.6% -0.49[-0.91,-0.07) e —
Luthar 2017 61.1 16.9 21 7544 2356 18 4.8% -0.69[-1.34,-0.04] e —
Mache 2015a 54 19.1 35 565 1857 33 9.0% -0.13[-0.61,0.34] R
Mache 2015h 523 204 42 564 201 42 11.1% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] —_— T
Mache 2016 55.2 18.3 37 594 173 35 95% -0.23[-0.70,0.23] —_— T
Mache 2017 2.59 0.72 33 335 068 34 7% -1.07 [-1.59,-0.56) —_—
Mistretta 2018 5.82 3.95 22 66 285 15 47% -0.21 [-0.87,0.44] I
Schroeder 2016 13.23 519 13 2021 665 13 29% 113 [F1.97,-029) 4
Sood 2011 228 5.5 20 283 6.3 12 36% -0.92 [-1.68,-0.17] e —
Sood 2014 19.6 5.6 13 222 5.4 13 3.4% -0.46[-1.24,0.32) _—
West 2014 14.8 7.28 33 138 654 35 9.0% 0.14[-0.33,0.62) S E—
Total (95% ClI) 402 386 100.0% -0.43 [-0.58, -0.29] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 27.42, df=13 (P =0.01); F=53%

4 05 0 05 1
()

Testfor overall effect. Z= 5.3 (P < 0.00001) Favours resilience intervention Favours control
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Figure D15.30

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Attrition Bias (Low or Unclear Risk of Bias)

Including Subgroup Analysis

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
3.30.1 Low risk of attrition bias
Duchemin 2015 43.2 4.1 16 37.7 6.1 16 6.3% 1.03 [0.29, 1.78]
Mache 2015a 57.4 20.6 35 55.1 20.4 33 12.2% 0.11[-0.37, 0.59] s e —
Mache 2015h 54.6 24.4 42 56.2 24.6 43 14.0% -0.06[-0.49, 0.36] —_—
Mache 2016 55.6 17.5 37 52.4 17.9 35 12.7% 0.18 [-0.28, 0.64] e
Mistretta 2018 14.45 4.94 22 15 4.09 15 7.7% -0.12 [-0.77, 0.54] —
Strijk 2011 68.5 16.7 367 68.9 16.3 363 295% -0.02[-0.17, 0.12] —a—
Subtotal (95% CI) 519 505 82.5% 0.09 [-0.13, 0.31] -
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.03; Chi® = 8.38, df = 5 (P = 0.14); I = 40%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.79 (P = 0.43)
3.30.2 Unclear risk of attrition bias
Bernburg 2016 3.45 0.69 26 3.31 0.58 28  10.4% 0.22 [-0.32, 0.75] e —
Klatt 2015 1.048 1.8554 17 0.1068 0.7422 17 7.1% 0.65 [-0.04, 1.34] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 43 45 17.5% 0.38 [-0.04, 0.80] i ——
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.94, df = 1 (P = 0.33); I? = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.76 (P = 0.08)
Total (95% CI) 562 550 100.0% 0.15 [-0.06, 0.35] L
Heterogeneity. Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 11.86, df = 7 (P = 0.11); I? = 41% _:1 —Ci G 5 0:5 i

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.37 (P = 0.17)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi2 = 1.43, df = 1 (P = 0.23), I? = 30.1%

Figure D15.31

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Reporting Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

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

Berburg 2016 0.22 0.2755 26 28 9.2% 0.22[-0.32,0.76]

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.122  4.088 24 22 0.0% -0.12[-8.13,7.89] ¢ >
Klatt 2015 0.65 0.352 17 17 57% 0.65 [-0.04,1.34]

Lin 2019 0.37 0.2143 44 46 15.3% 0.37 [-0.05,0.79] I e —
Mache 2015a 011 0.2449 35 33 11.7% 0.11 [0.37,0.59] I

Mache 2015b -0.06 0.2194 42 43 146% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.37] .

Mache 2016 018 0.2347 37 35 12.7% 0.18[-0.28, 0.64] e

Mache 2017 0.46 0.2398 37 35 12.2% 0.46 [-0.01,0.93] |
West 2015 0 01839 51 56 18.6% 0.00 [-0.38, 0.38] —

Total (95% CI) 313 315 100.0% 0.20 [0.03, 0.36] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 6.06, df= 8 (P = 0.64); = 0% =1 U= 5 3 0:5 15

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.35 (P =0.02)

Figure D15.32

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

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
Mistretta 2018 14.45 494 22 15 4.09 15 43% -012[-0.77,0.54]
Strijk 2011 68.5 16.7 367 689 163 363 87.7% -0.02[-0.17,0.12)
West 2014 7.2 1.63 34 75 18 33 8.0% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31]
Total (95% CI) 423 411 100.0% -0.04 [-0.18,0.10]

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*=0.39, df= 2 (P=0.82), F= 0%

Testfor averall effect: Z=0.58 (P = 0.56)
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Figure D15.33

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Level of Missing Data (< 10% Missing

Data)
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
Bernburg 2016 3.45 0.69 26 N 0.58 28 141% 0.22[-0.32,0.79]
Duchemin 2015 43.2 41 16 377 6.1 16 9.0% 1.03[0.29,1.79] _—
Klatt 2015 1.049 1.8554 17 0.1068 0.7422 17 10.0% 0.65 [-0.04,1.34] b
Mache 2015a 57.4 206 35 551 204 33 16.1% 0.11 [-0.37,0.59] e —
Mache 2015h 54.6 244 42 562 246 43 181% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.36] E—— E—
Mache 2016 55.6 17.5 37 524 179 35 16.6% 0.18[-0.28, 0.64] I B —
West 2014 7.2 1.63 34 7.5 1.8 33 16.0% -0.17 [-0.65,0.31] e E—
Total (95% CI) 207 205 100.0% 0.20 [-0.06, 0.46] -
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.05; Chi*=10.22,df=6 (P=0.12); F= 41% 31 _055 b 045 15

Testfor overall effect Z=1.49(P=0.14)

Figure D15.34

Favours control

Favours resilience intervention

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Coping With Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data,

Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting for Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

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
Bernburg 2016 3.45 0.69 26 N 0.58 28 9.0% 0.22[-0.32,0.79]
Duchemin 2015 432 4.1 16 377 6.1 16 5.4% 1.03[0.29,1.78] s —
Klatt 2015 1.043 1.8554 17 01068 0.7422 17 6.0% 0.65[-0.04,1.34] b
Mache 2015a 57.4 206 35 55.1 204 33 10.7% 0.11 [-0.37,0.59] B —
Mache 2015h 54.6 244 42 56.2 246 43 124% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.36] B —
Mache 2016 556 17.5 37 52.4 17.9 3/ 111% 0.18 [-0.28, 0.64] I e —
Mistretta 2018 14.45 494 22 15 4.09 15 6.6% -012[-0.77,0.54]
Strijk 2011 68.5 16.7 367 689 163 363 28.3% -0.02[0.17,012) —a—
West 2014 7.2 1.63 34 7.5 1.8 33 10.5% -0.17 [-0.65,0.31] — T
Total (95% CI) 596 583 100.0% 0.11 [-0.08, 0.29]

Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.03; Chi*=12.63, df=8{P=0.13), F=37%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.10{P =0.27)

Figure D15.35

Forest Plot Well-Being Posttest — Sensitivity Analysis Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control

Nt .

Std. Mean Difference

1 -0.5 0

Favours control

)
+ +

0.5 1

Favours resilience intervention

Std. Mean Difference

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

Bermburg 2016 0.22 0.2755 26 28 3.8% 0.22[-0.32,0.76]

Calder Calisi 2017 -0.122  4.088 24 22 0.0% -0.12[-8.13,7.89] ¢ »
Duchemin 2015 1.03 03776 16 16 2.0% 1.03[0.29,1.77] R —
Klatt 2015 065 0352 17 17 2.3% 0.65[-0.04,1.34] T

Lin 2019 0.37 0.2143 44 46 6.3% 0.37 [-0.05,0.79] T

Mache 2015a 011 0.2449 35 33 4.8% 0.11 [0.37,0.59] I e—

Mache 2015h -0.06 0.2194 42 43 6.0% -0.06 [-0.49, 0.37] I E—

Mache 2016 018 0.2347 37 35 5.2% 0.18[-0.28, 0.64] e

Mache 2017 0.46 0.2398 37 35 50% 0.46 [-0.01, 0.93] | R —

Mistretta 2018 -0.12 03316 22 15 2.6% -012[-0.77,0.53]

Strijk 2011 -0.02 0.0765 367 363 49.3% -0.02 [-0.17,0.13] ——

West 2014 -0.17 0.2449 34 33 48% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.31] —

West 2015 0 01939 51 56 T7% 0.00[-0.38, 0.38] —

Total (95% CI) 752 742 100.0% 0.08 [-0.02, 0.19]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 17.44, df=12 (P = 0.13); F= 31%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.50 (P = 0.13)
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Figure D15.36

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

Analysis Attrition Bias (Low or Unclear Risk of Bias) Including Subgroup Analysis

resilience intervention control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, 95% CI v, 95% CI
3.36.1 Low risk of attrition bias

Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 16.4% 0.05 [-0.42, 0.52] e L a—
Mache 2015b -0.08 0.2143 42 43 20.6% -0.08[-0.50, 0.34] s m—

Mache 2016 0.11 0.2347 37 35 17.2% 0.11[-0.35, 0.57] e —
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 8.3% 0.09 [-0.57, 0.75] —

Sood 2014 0 0.3929 13 13 6.1% 0.00 [-0.77, 0.77]

Subtotal (95% CI) 149 139 68.6% 0.03 [-0.20, 0.26] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.42, df = 4 (P = 0.98); I’ = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.23 (P = 0.82)

3.36.2 Unclear risk of attrition bias

Bernburg 2016 0.19 0.2755 26 28 12.5% 0.19[-0.35, 0.73] i —
Hosseinnejad 2018 0.5098 0.2236 40 40 18.9% 0.51[0.07, 0.95] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 68 31.4% 0.38 [0.04, 0.72] il
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.81, df = 1 (P = 0.37); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.20 (P = 0.03)

Total (95% CI) 215 207 100.0% 0.14 [-0.05, 0.33] L
Heterageneity. Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.13, df = 6 (P = 0.66); I = 0% _:1 _0: 5 O:S i

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.42 (P = 0.16)

Test for subgroup differences: ChiZ = 2.89, df = 1 (P = 0.09), I = 65.4%

Figure D15.37

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

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

Analysis Reporting Bias (Low Risk of Bias)

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
Bernburg 2016 3.39 0.54 260 328 062 28 4.4% 0.19[-0.35,0.72)
Cheung 2014 463 1.14 364 469 1.06 369 60.0% -0.05 [-0.20, 0.09)
Lin 2019 10214 1555 44 96.59 19.25 46 7.3% 0.31 [-0.10,0.73] 1
Mache 2015a 55.7 19.1 35 547 198 33 56% 0.05[-0.42, 0.53] I —
Mache 2015h 54.4 239 42 562 225 43 7.0% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.35) e m—
Mache 2016 55.8 18.2 37 537 188 35 59% 0.11[-0.35,0.57] S E—
Mache 2017 3.05 0.65 33 289 061 34 54% 0.25[-0.23,0.73] 1
Sood 2011 8 1.3 20 7.2 1.2 12 2.3% 0.62[-0.12,1.35) 7
Sood 2014 7.5 1.1 13 7.5 1.6 13 21% 0.00[-0.77,0.77]
Total (95% CI) 614 613 100.0% 0.03 [-0.08, 0.14] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=7.07, df=8 (P=053); F=0% 51 -0=5 5 U§5 1=

Test for overall effect: Z= 053 (P = 0.59)

Figure D15.38

Favours control Favours resilience intervention

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

Analysis Trial Registration (Registered Trials)

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

Cheung 2014 -0.05 0.0765 364 369 459% -0.05 [-0.20,0.10] —a—

Hosseinnejad 2018 0.5098 0.2236 40 40 21.7% 0.51 [0.07, 0.95] = .
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 12.4% 0.09[-0.57,0.75]

West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 19.9% 0.00[-0.47,0.47]

Total (95% CI) 460 459 100.0% 0.10 [-0.17, 0.36]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 5.67, df= 3 (P=0.13); F= 47% 51 _035 ) 0#5 15

Test for overall effect: Z=0.73 (P = 0.46)
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Figure D15.39
Forest Plot Well-Being Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Sensitivity

Analysis Level of Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data)

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
Bermburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 15.0% 0.19[-0.35,0.73] I —
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 19.8% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] I e —
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 248% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] I —
Mache 2016 011 0.2347 37 35 207% 0.11 [-0.35,0.57] N e —
West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 19.8% 0.00[-0.47,0.47]
Total (95% CI) 174 174 100.0% 0.04 [-0.17, 0.25] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi*= 0.73, df= 4 (P = 0.95); I*= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.39 (P = 0.70)
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Figure D15.40
Forest Plot Well-Being Short-Term FU (< 3 Months Postintervention) — Sensitivity
Analysis Coping with Missing Data (< 10% Missing Data, Imputation of Missing Data, or Accounting

for Missing Data by Model for Longitudinal Data)

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
Bermburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 12.8% 0.19[-0.35,0.73] I —
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 16.9% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] I e —
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 21.1% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] B
Mache 2016 011 0.2347 37 35 17.6% 0.11 [-0.35,0.57] N e —
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 8.5% 0.09 [[0.57,0.75] e
Sood 2014 0 03929 13 13 6.3% 0.00[-0.77,0.77] e
West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 16.9% 0.00[-0.47,0.47] I E—
Total (95% CI) 209 202 100.0% 0.04 [-0.15, 0.24] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi*= 0.76, df= 6 (P = 0.99); I*= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.44 (P = 0.66)

R 05 0 05 1
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Figure D15.41

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

Analysis Fixed-Effect Model

resilience intervention control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bernburg 2016 019 0.2755 26 28 3.9% 0.19 [0.35, 0.73] T—
Cheung 2014 -0.05 0.0765 364 369 50.2% -0.05 [-0.20,0.10]
Hosseinnejad 2018 05098 0.2236 40 40 5.9% 0.51 [0.07, 0.95] e —
Lin 2019 0.31 0.2092 44 46  B.7% 0.31[0.10,0.72] I
Mache 2015a 0.05 0.2398 35 33 5.1% 0.05[-0.42,0.52] I h—
Mache 2015h -0.08 0.2143 42 43 6.4% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34] I E—
Mache 2016 011 0.2347 37 35 5.3% 0.11 [-0.35, 0.57] I —
Mache 2017 0.25 0.2449 33 34 4.9% 0.25[-0.23,0.73] T
Mistretta 2018 0.09 0.3367 22 15 2.6% 0.09[-0.57,0.75] e
Sood 2011 062 0.3776 20 12 21% 0.62[-0.12,1.36] =7
Sood 2014 0 0.3929 13 13 1.9% 0.00[0.77,0.77]
West 2014 0 0.2398 34 35 51% 0.00[-0.47,0.47] S
Total (95% CI) 710 703 100.0% 0.06 [-0.04,0.17] ?

L L
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Heterogeneity: Chi*= 11.13, df=11 (P = 0.43); F= 1%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.17 (P=0.24)
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