Table S1. The Quality assessment scores.
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Criteria used: (1) adequate sample: more than 30 participants in each group; (2) representative: sample which vary in demographic characteristics; (3) attrition rate:

below 30% of initial sample; (4) validated methods: standardized methods with proper adaptation; (5) experience: the coders possessed training and experience in

assessing attachment; (6) statistics: appropriately described and correct; (7) double blind: double-blind procedure in the attachment assessment; (8) conclusion:

consistent with the results; (9) direct/indirect: aim of the study had direct assessment of the influence of depression on attachment style. The quality of the research

was evaluated using a points system (+1 = yes, 0 = unclear, —1 = no) for all specified criteria. The maximum amount of points that a study could achieve was 9 and

the minimum was 0: a possible evaluation below zero would be awarded a value of 0.



