

S2- Table 2
Quality Appraisal of the 76 studies informing the interventions using the Downes et al., 2016, AXIS Critical Appraisal Tool for Cross-sectional studies

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	Total 

	1. Armenta, 2017 
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	95.0

	2. Britton, 2014
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	100.0

	3. Burton, 2004
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	4. Byrge, 2013
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	5. Byrge, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	6. Campion, 2014 (music)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	7. Campion, 2014 (dance)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	8. Carlin, 2014
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	75.0

	9. Chiu, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	70.0

	10. Chiu, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	70.0

	11. Chiu, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	70.0

	12. Chiu, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	70.0

	13. Costigan, 2016
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	14. De Gregory, 2014
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	75.0

	15. Dello Russo, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	not
	65.0

	16. Diebel, 2016
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	17. Feldman, 2010
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	70.0

	18. Gander, 2012
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	19. Gander, 2016
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	20. Gander, 2017
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	21. Hurley, 2012
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	22. Keng, 2013
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	23. Keng, 2017
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	95.0

	24. Kiken, 2014 (1)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	95.0

	25. Kiken, 2014 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	95.0

	26. Lambert, 2010 (1)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	27. Lambert, 2010 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	28. Lambert, 2010 (3)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	90.0

	29. Layous, 2012
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	75.0

	30. Layous, 2016 (1)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	75.0

	31. Layous, 2016 (2)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	65.0

	32. Layous, 2016 (3)
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	60.0

	33. Lewis et al., 2013 (1)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	65.0

	34. Lewis et al., 2013 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	65.0

	35. Lyubomirsky, 2011
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	70.0

	36. Lyubomirsky, 2006 (1)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	37. Lyubomirsky, 2006 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	38. Lyubomirsky, 2006 (3)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	39. Martinez-Marti, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	40. Martinez-Marti, 2018
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	41. Mc Hugh, 2012 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	42. Mongrain, 2012
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	43. Mrazek et al., 2012 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	44. O'leary, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	80.0

	45. O'Mara, 2017 (1)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	46. O'Mara, 2017 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	47. O'Mara, 2017 (3)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	48. O'Mara, 2017 (4)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	49. O'Mara, 2017 (5)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	50. Ouweneel (1), 2014
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	65.0

	51. Ouweneel (2), 2014
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	52. Patrick, 2014 (1)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	53. Patrick, 2014 (2)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	54. Peters, 2010
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	75.0

	55. Proyer, 2016
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	56. Quoidbach, 2009
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	80.0

	57. Rash, 2011
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	75.0

	58. Ricarte, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	70.0

	59. Rizzato, 2014
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	75.0

	60. Schueller, 2012
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	61. Sergeant, 2011
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	62. Shapira, 2010
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	85.0

	63. Summerville, 2015
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	65.0

	64. Watkins, 2008
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	60.0

	65. Wellenzohn, 2016 (a)
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	70.0

	66. Wellenzohn, 2016 (b)
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	85.0

	67. Wing, 2006
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	65.0



Note. For consistency in quality assessment, responses were dichotomised. A "no" was recorded when information was not provided in the original study ("not said"), when the information was ambiguous ("unclear"), or when relevant data were not available ("no data available"). This conservative coding approach was adopted to ensure rigorous quality assessment.

1. Were the aims/objectives of the study clear?
2. Was the study design appropriate for the stated aim(s)?
3. Was the sample size justified?
4. Was the target/reference population clearly defined? (Is it clear who the research was about?)
5. Was the sample frame taken from an appropriate population base so that it closely represented the target/reference population under investigation?
6. Was the selection process likely to select subjects/participants that were representative of the target/reference population under investigation?
7. Were measures undertaken to address and categorize non-responders?
8. Were the risk factor and outcome variables measured appropriate to the aims of the study?
9. Were the risk factor and outcome variables measured correctly using instruments/measurements that had been trialled, piloted, or published previously?
10. Is it clear what was used to determine statistical significance and/or precision estimates? (e.g., p-values, confidence intervals)
11. Were the methods (including statistical methods) sufficiently described to enable them to be repeated?
12. Were the basic data adequately described?
13. Was the response rate adequate to minimize non-response bias?
14. If appropriate, was information about non-responders described?
15. Were the results internally consistent?
16. Were the results presented for all the analyses described in the methods?
17. Were the authors’ discussions and conclusions justified by the results?
18. Were the limitations of the study discussed?
19. Were the fundings/conflicts declared?Was ethical approval or consent of participants attained?









