Table S3 Risk of bias as assessed by the Cochrane Collaboration Tool?? for the randomized controlled trials included in the systematic review of effectiveness of preventions interventions

for adolescents from ethnic/racial minorities (n=7).
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Table 5S4 Risk of bias as assessed by the Cochrane Collaboration Tool*? for the randomized controlled trials included in the systematic review of effectiveness of preventions interventions
for adolescents from ethnic/racial minorities (n=23).
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