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A summary of the risk of bias assessment and details for individual studies are provided in the Supplementary Figure 1 and 2, respectively. Some concerns arose from the randomisation process in four studies (Palta et al., 2012; Smart et al, 2016; 2017; Ashton et al., 2017), as no randomisation method was mentioned and baseline differences between intervention groups were present. One study did not apply randomisation (Hashizume et al., 2021). Most of the studies (n=13) (Moynihan et al., 2013; Smart et al., 2016; 2017; Lim et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2020; Fam et al., 2020; Belliveau et al., 2021; Hashizume et al., 2021; Sevinc et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2021; Li et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022; Snyder et al., 2022) were rated at moderate risk of bias due to deviations from intended intervention (i.e., ‘intention-to-treat’ effect). However, this bias was mitigated by low risk related to missing outcome data.
No different outcome-specific ratings for risk of bias were observed in studies examining multiple physiological outcomes.




Supplemental Figure 1 Risk of bias across the 22 included studies
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Supplemental Figure 2 Risk of bias assessment for the individual studies

Panel A – PARALLEL DESIGN
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Panel B – CLUSTER DESIGN
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