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Table S1. PRISMA checklist

Section and Item SEEEE
Topic # Checklist item where item is
P reported
TITLE
Title 1 | Identify the report as a systematic review. Page 1
ABSTRACT
Abstract 2 | See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstracts checklist. Page 1
INTRODUCTION
Rationale Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge. Page 2
Objectives Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses. Page 2
METHODS
Eligibility criteria 5 | Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses. Page 3
Information 6 | Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify Page 3
sources the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
Search strategy Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used. Page 3
Selection process Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each Page 3
record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Data collection 9 | Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked Page 4
process independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in
the process.
Data items 10a | List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each Page 4
study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
10b | List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). Describe any Page 4
assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.
Study risk of bias 11 | Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed Page 4
assessment each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Effect measures 12 | Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results. Pages 4-5
Synthesis 13a | Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics Pages 4-5
methods and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
13b | Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data Pages 4-5
conversions.
13c | Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses. Pages 4-5
13d | Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was performed, describe the Pages 4-5
model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and software package(s) used.
13e | Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression). Pages 4-5
13f | Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results. Pages 4-5
Reporting bias 14 | Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases). Page 5
assessment
Certainty 15 | Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome. Page 5
assessment




Location

$§cti::)n and Checklist item where item is
P _reported
RESULTS
Study selection 16a | Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies Pages 5-6
included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
16b | Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded. Pages 5-6
Study 17 | Cite each included study and present its characteristics. Pages 5, 7-8
characteristics
Risk of bias in 18 | Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study. Page 9
studies
Results of 19 | For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its Pages 9-11
individual studies precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
Results of 20a | For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies. Pages 9-11
syntheses 20b | Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision Pages 9-11
(e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect.
20c | Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results. Pages 9-11
20d | Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results. Supp
Reporting biases 21 | Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed. Page 12
Certainty of 22 | Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed. Page 9
evidence
DISCUSSION
Discussion 23a | Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence. Pages 14-15
23b | Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review. Page 15
23c | Discuss any limitations of the review processes used. Page 15
23d | Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research. Page 15

OTHER INFORMATION

Registration and 24a | Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the review was not registered. Not registered

protocol 24b | Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared. Not registered
24c | Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol. Not registered

Support 25 | Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review. Page 16

Competing 26 | Declare any competing interests of review authors. Page 16

interests

Availability of 27 | Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included Page 16

data, code and
other materials

studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the review.

From: Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, Boutron |, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021;372:n71. doi: 10.1136/bmj.n71




Table S2. Search strategies for all databases searched

Topic Database Search query
WoSCC TS = (forest* AND (urban* OR city*) AND “blood pressure”)
Blood MEDLINE TS = (forest* AND (urban* OR city*) AND “blood pressure”)
00
((forest*[Title/Abstract]) AND (urban*[Title/Abstract] OR city*[Title/Abstract])) AND
pressure PubMed i
("blood pressure"[Title/Abstract])
CNKI SU="forest'*'blood pressure'
WoSCC TS = (forest* AND (urban* OR city*) AND salivary cortisol*)
- MEDLINE TS = (forest* AND (urban* OR city*) AND salivary cortisol*)
aliva
) & ((forest*[Title/Abstract]) AND (urban*[Title/Abstract] OR city*[Title/Abstract])) AND
cortisol PubMed . . .
(salivary cortisol* [Title/Abstract])
CNKI SU = 'forest'*'salivary cortisol'

Databases include the Web of Science Core Collection (WoSCC), MEDLINE, PubMed, and China National Knowledge
Infrastructure (CNKI).

Table S3. Results of meta-regression

Dependent variable Independent variable Number of observations Coefficient SE t p-value 95%CI

Sex 21 —-0.05 003 -1.74 0.10 -0.12 0.01

SBP Age 21 —-0.13 0.06 —2.06 0.05 -0.27 0.00
Baseline SBP 21 —-0.22 008 —284 001 -0.38 -0.06

Sex 22 —0.06 004 -1.69 0.11 -0.14 0.01

DBP Age 22 —0.14 008 -1.88 0.08 -0.30 0.02
Baseline DBP 22 —0.42 0.16 -2.55 0.02 -0.76 -0.08

Sex 16 -0.00 0.00 —-036 072 -0.00 0.00

SCC Age 16 0.00 0.00 0.15 089  —0.00 0.00

Baseline SCC 12 —-0.08 023 -035 074 -0.60 0.44

Results of meta-regression of participants’ sex, age, and baseline SBP, DBP, and SCC for SBP, DBP, and SCC outcomes are shown.



Table S4. Sensitivity analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on systolic blood pressure

Omitted study

Effect MD (95% CI)

Heterogeneity (%; %)

Aziz et al., 2021
Bang et al., 2016
Gong et al., 2017
Gong et al., 2017
Hassan et al., 2018
Janeczko et al., 2020
Kabisch et al., 2021
Kabisch et al., 2021
Kanelli et al., 2021
Lee and Lee, 2014
Lee et al., 2015
Lei et al., 2020
Lietal., 2021
Lyu et al., 2019
Mao et al., 2012
Park et al., 2010
Park et al., 2010
Pratiwi et al., 2019
Pratiwi et al., 2020
Song et al., 2019
Stigsdotter et al., 2017
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007
Zheng et al., 2017

~3.50 [-5.94, —1.07]
—3.87[-6.18, —1.57]
~4.09 [-6.19, —1.98

~3.98 [-6.23,
~3.29 [-5.66,
~3.20[-5.52,
~3.60 [-5.99,
~3.64 [-6.03,
~3.56 [-5.94,
~2.95[-5.15,
~3.35[-5.70,
~321[-5.52,
~3.84 [6.16,
~3.46 [-5.85,
~3.30 [-5.63,
~3.67 [-6.26,
-3.61 [-6.05,
~3.25[-5.58,
~3.31[-5.65,
-3.72[-6.17,
~3.57[-6.04,
~3.48 [-5.85,
-3.60 [-5.97,
~323[-5.57,

]
~1.72]
~0.91]
~0.88]
~1.22]
~1.26]
~1.17]
~0.74]
~1.00]
~0.90]
~1.52]
~1.07]
~0.96]
~1.08]
~1.17]
~0.93]
~0.96]
~1.26]
~1.09]
~1.12]
~1.22]
~0.88]

74.15
72.55
65.23
70.43
72.64
72.72
74.23
74.15
74.26
69.64
73.81
72.92
72.93
74.13
73.52
74.11
74.24
73.23
73.58
73.72
74.24
74.21
74.23
72.52

Two trials from the same study are represented by the same study ID, the same below.



Table S5. Sensitivity analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on salivary cortisol

concentration
Omitted study Effect MD (95% CI) Heterogeneity (%; %)
Aziz et al., 2021 —3.13 [-5.82, —0.45] 89.38
Bang et al., 2016 —3.39 [-6.00, —0.79] 89.19
Gong et al., 2017 —3.54 [-6.11, —0.98] 88.67
Gong et al., 2017 —3.54 [-6.10, —0.97] 88.54
Hassan et al., 2018 —2.96 [-5.60, —0.32] 89.14
Janeczko et al., 2020 —2.98 [-5.62, —0.35] 89.24
Kabisch et al., 2021 —3.28 [-5.94, —0.63] 89.29
Kabisch et al., 2021 —3.35 [-6.01, —0.70] 89.09
Kanelli et al., 2021 —3.16 [-5.80, —0.51] 89.38
Lee and Lee, 2014 —2.56 [-5.05, —0.07] 88.00
Lee et al., 2009 —3.05 [-5.64, —0.45] 89.36
Lee et al., 2015 —3.17 [-5.81, —0.54] 89.38
Lei et al., 2020 —3.22 [-5.91, —0.53] 89.35
Lietal., 2021 —3.38 [-5.99, —0.76] 89.19
Lyu et al., 2019 —3.31 [-5.94, —0.68] 89.28
Mao et al., 2012 —2.98 [-5.61, —0.35] 89.27
Park et al., 2010 —3.24 [-6.10, —0.38] 89.28
Park et al., 2010 —3.20 [-5.93, —0.46] 89.37
Pratiwi et al., 2019 —2.85 [-5.45, —0.26] 89.10
Pratiwi et al., 2020 —3.02 [-5.65, —0.39] 89.32
Song et al., 2019 —3.24 [-5.95, —0.52] 89.33
Stigsdotter et al., 2017 —3.16 [-5.86, —0.45] 89.38
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 —3.05 [-5.69, —0.40] 89.33
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 —3.16 [-5.79, —0.53] 89.38
Zheng et al., 2017 —1.75 [-3.48, —0.03] 73.99




Table S6. Sensitivity analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on systolic blood pressure

Omitted study Effect MD (95% CI) Heterogeneity (%; %)
Gidlow et al., 2016 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 83.24
Juong et al., 2020 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.92
Kanelli et al., 2021 -0.06 [-0.09, -0.03] 83.98
Kobayashi et al., 2017 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.03] 84.7
Komori et al., 2017 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.92
Lee et al., 2009 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.83
Leeetal., 2011 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.92
Lee et al., 2015 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.88
Park et al., 2007 -0.05 [-0.06, -0.03] 48.61
Park et al., 2007 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 83.66
Park et al., 2008 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.93
Park et al., 2010 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.87
Park et al., 2010 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.04] 84.87
Toda et al., 2013 -0.07 [-0.10, -0.03] 84.72
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 -0.06 [-0.09, -0.03] 84.54
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 -0.06 [-0.09, -0.03] 84.69




Figure S1. Risk of bias graph for parallel randomized controlled trials studies
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Figure S2. Risk of bias graph for crossover randomized controlled trials studies
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Figure S3. Risk of bias graph for non-randomized controlled trials studies
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Figure S4. Meta-analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on systolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean Difference Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Aziz et al., 2021 90 1165 14.14 90 120.53 15.84 —.' -4.03[ -8.42, 0.36] 5.25
Bang et al., 2016 18 1235 1697 27 11589 10.87 —il— 7.61[ -0.51, 15.73] 3.59
Gong et al., 2017 19 106.5 852 20 9713 7.84 - 9.37[ 4.24, 14.50] 4.91
Gong et al., 2017 19 10589 866 20 99.03 9.64 - 6.86[ 1.10, 12.62] 4.61
Hassan et al., 2018 60 11041 1201 60 118.01 1255 —.— -7.60[-12.00, -3.20] 5.25
Janeczko et al., 2020 30 11552 15.28 45 12662 1791 —— -11.10[-18.91, -3.29] 3.71
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 13427 1771 33 13579 1772 -1.52[ -8.92, 5.88] 3.88
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 13273 1684 33 13336 16.62 E -0.63[ -7.64, 6.38] 4.05
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 1176 1225 24 1202 13.72 260 -9.96, 4.76] 3.90
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 11205 1677 19 12978 14.53 —l— -17.73 [ -26.44, -9.02] 3.36
Leeetal, 2015 11 1141 11.28 11 1226 11.28 —— -8.50[-17.93, 093] 3.11
Leietal., 2020 9 13547 9.08 9 148.14 11.48 —— -12.67[-22.23, -3.11] 3.06
Lietal., 2021 24 12161 11.797 24 1158 1693 - 5.81[ -2.44, 14.06] 3.54
Lyuetal., 2019 45 108.63 11.61 15 1135 10.92 -~ -487[-11.56, 1.82] 4.19
Mao et al., 2012 12 137.83 14.38 12 14833 10.18 —l— -10.50 [ -20.47, -0.53] 2.93
Park et al., 2010 268 119.09 13.25 268 121.1 13.45 -2.01[ -4.27, 025] 6.1l
Park et al., 2010 75 126.62 13.04 75 12876 145 ‘=‘ -2.14[ -6.55, 227] 524
Pratiwi et al., 2019 24 12285 1474 24 13399 17.63 —l— -11.14 [-20.33, -1.95] 3.19
Pratiwi et al., 2020 36 126.2 19.19 36 135.7 19.86 —l— -9.50[-18.52, -0.48] 3.25
Song et al., 2019 65 96.3 1048 65 96.8 9.67 -0.50[ -3.97, 2.97] 5.66
Stigsdotter et al., 2017 51 101.7 9.67 51 1048 8.67 ‘: -3.10[ -6.66, 0.46] 5.62
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 11 126.7 10.77 11 131.19 10.76 —— -4.49[-13.49, 4.51] 3.26
Tsunetsugu etal.. 2007 9 12634 808 9 127.78 9.69 N B -1.44[ -9.68, 6.80] 3.54
Zheng et al., 2017 95 119 20 95 128 18 B -9.00[-14.41, -3.59] 4.78
Overall ¢ 344 -5.74, -1.14]
Heterogeneity: T = 21.22, T = 72.87%, H = 3.69
Test of ; = 0;: Q(23) = 84.79, p = 0.00
Testof 6=10:z=-2.93, p=0.00

40 20 0 20

Random-effects DerSimonian—TLaird model

10



Figure S5. Meta-analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on diastolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean Difference Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Aziz et al., 2021 90 703 14.89 90 73 10.06 -i- 270 -6.41, 1.01] 4.34
Bang et al., 2016 18 76.94 11.02 27 7244 10.89 ——.— 450 -2.03, 11.03] 3.63
Gong et al., 2017 19 67.89 9.5 20 6033 6.66 —.~ 7.56[ 243, 12.69] 4.00
Gong et al., 2017 19 68 794 20 61.08 6.24 —.— 6.92[ 245, 11.39] 4.17
Hassan et al., 2018 60 61.67 11 60 68.17 11.7 -.— -6.50[ -10.56, -2.44] 4.27
Janeczko et al., 2020 30 6984 973 45 7595 11.03 —.— -6.11[-10.98, -1.24] 4.07
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 8368 8.89 33 8291 1037 0.77[ -3.16, 4.70] 4.30
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 80.79 B.65 33 78.55 8.6 E 224 -1.37, 5.85] 4.37
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 715 1029 24 73.5 8.33 -2.00[ -7.30, 3.30] 3.96
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 66.58 13.7 19 83.11 8.94 —.— -16.53 [ -23.26, -9.80] 3.58
Leeetal., 2009 12 684 12,1 12 741 169 ——— -5.70[ -17.46, 6.06] 2.35
Leeetal, 2015 11 585 7.3 11 60 6.96 -1.50[ -7.46, 4.46] 3.79
Leietal, 2020 9 8481 4.13 9 8558 3.17 4: -0.77[ -4.17, 2.63] 4.4l
Lietal, 2021 24 8256 1021 24 7891 10.28 —-.— 3.65[ -2.15, 9.45] 3.83
Lyuetal., 2019 45 63.64 966 15 619 9.06 —.~ 1.74[ -3.82, 7.30] 3.89
Mao et al., 2012 12 80.84 697 12 87.19 7.28 - -6.35[-12.05, -0.65] 3.85
Park et al., 2010 268 59.89 10.71 268 60.79 10.13 -0.90[ -2.66, 0.86] 4.68
Park et al., 2010 75 066.41 831 75 67.86 8.84 = -1.45[ -4.20, 1.30] 4.54
Pratiwi et al., 2019 24 68.53 12.8 24 7832 9.84 —.— -9.79[ -16.25, -3.33] 3.65
Pratiwi et al., 2020 36 72.83 12,7 36 78.23 13.01 —.— -5.40[-11.34, 0.54] 3.79
Song et al., 2019 65 549 887 65 555 8.06 -0.60[ -3.51, 2.31] 4.51
Stigsdotter et al.. 2017 51 702 798 51 725 8.48 : -2.30[ -5.50, 0.90] 4.45
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 11 59.09 638 11 63.73 523 —.— -4.64[ -9.52, 0.24] 4.07
Tsunetsugu et al, 2007 9 62.77 5.8 O 646 8.32 - -1.83[ -8.46, 4.80] 3.6l
Zheng et al., 2017 95 62 14 95 96 24 —.— -34.00[ -39.59, -28.41] 3.88
Overall & -3.07[ -5.59, -0.54]
Heterogeneity: T = 34.72,1° = 88.59%, H' = 8.76
Test of 6; = 6;: Q(24) = 210.26, p = 0.00
Testof 8 =0:z=-2.38, p=0.02

[ | 1

-40 -20 0 20

Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model

11



Figure S6. Meta-analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on salivary cortisol
concentration

Treatment Control Mean Difference =~ Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Gidlow et al., 2016 37 .14 .08 37 .14 .06 .|' 0.00[ -0.03, 0.03] 7.75
Juong et al., 2020 22 26 .09 22 3 .09 . I -0.04[ -0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 105 24 2 1 —.— -0.10[ -0.14, -0.06] 7.12
Kobayashi et al., 2017 348 .25 .1 348 29 .12 . -0.04 [ -0.06, -0.02] 8.34
Komori et al., 2017 22 14 09 22 18 .09 = 1IN -0.04 [ -0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Lee et al., 2009 12 24 04 12 27 .07 —.{- -0.03[ -0.08, 0.02] 7.08
Leeetal, 2011 12 35 .14 12 41 .14 —— -0.06 [ -0.17, 0.05] 3.78
Leeetal., 2015 11 .22 .07 11 .29 .12 —— -0.07[-0.15, 0.01] 5.09
Park et al., 2007 9 33 1 9 .69 .00 —— -0.36[ -0.44, -0.28] 5.40
Park et al., 2007 12 6 09 12 55 .09 - 0.05[-0.02, 0.12] 5.62
Park et al., 2008 10 27 .08 10 .32 .1 —- -0.05[-0.13, 0.03] 5.23
Park et al., 2010 260 3 .14 260 34 .17 . -0.04 [ -0.07, -0.01] 7.99
Park et al., 2010 74 3 11 74 36 .14 I -0.06 [ -0.10, -0.02] 7.34
Toda et al., 2013 20 35 .08 20 43 1 —- -0.08[ -0.14, -0.02] 6.50
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 11 26 .03 11 36 .11 —— -0.10[ -0.17, -0.03] 5.87
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 9 37 1 9 49 .15 —l— -0.12[ -0.24, -0.00] 3.57
Overall 2 2 -0.07 [ -0.10, -0.04]
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I’ = 83.85%, H' = 6.19
Test of 0: =0;: Q(15)=92.91, p=10.00
Testof8=0:z=-4.44, p=0.00

T T ]

Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
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Figure S7. Study design-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on
systolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean difference Weight
Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean 5D with 95% CI (%)
RCT
Aziz etal,, 2021 90 1165 14.14 90 12053 15.84 ‘I 4.03[ -842, 036] 525
Bang etal., 2016 18 1235 1697 27 11589 10.87 W 761[ -051. 1573] 3.9
Gong et al, 2017 19 1065 852 20 9713 784 - 937[ 424, 1450] 491
Gong et al, 2017 19 10589 866 20 9903 964 = 6861 1.10.1262] 461
Hassan et al, 2018 60 11041 12.01 60 118.01 12.55 ' 7.60[-12.00, 320] 525
Janeczko etal. 2020 30 11552 1528 45 12662 1791 ] 11.10[-1891, -329] 3.71
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 13427 1771 33 13579 1772 152[ -892, 5.88] 3.88
Kabisch et al.. 2021 66 132.73 1684 33 13336 1662 1 0.63[ -7.64, 638] 4.05
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 11205 1677 19 12978 14.53 —— 17.73[-26.44, 9.02] 3.36
Leeetal , 2015 11 1141 1128 11 1226 1128 —— 850[-17.93, 093] 3.11
Leietal, 2020 9 13547 908 9 14814 1148 - " 12.67[-22.23, 3.11] 3.06
Lietal. 2021 24 12161 1177 24 1158 1693 - 581[ -244, 1406] 3.54
Lyu etal. 2019 45 10863 1161 15 1135 1092 - 487[-1156, 182] 4.19
Mao et al., 2012 12 137.83 1438 12 14833 10.18 e -10.50 [-2047, 053] 2.93
Park et al., 2010 268 119.09 1325 268 1211 1345 201 427, 025] 6.1l
Park et al 2010 75 12662 13.04 75 12876 145 : 214 -655. 227] 524
Pratiwi et al. 2019 24 12285 1474 24 13399 1763 R 11.14[-2033, -195] 3.19
Pratiwi et al., 2020 36 1262 1919 36 1357 1986 B B 950[-18.52, -0.48] 3.25
Song etal , 2019 65 963 1048 65 968 967 1 050[ 397, 297] 566
Tsunetsugu etal 2007 11 1267 1077 11 13119 1076 —— 449[-1349, 451] 326
Tsunetsugu etal, 2007 9 12634 808 9 12778 9.69 —— 144[ -9.68, 6.80] 3.54
Zheng et al., 2017 95 119 20 95 128 18 = B 900[-14.41, 3.59] 4.78
Heterogeneity: t =25.17. 1 =75.21%. H =403 ¢ 355[ -6.12. -0.99]
Test of 6; = 8;: Q(21) = 84.72, p = 0.00
Non-RCT
Kanelli et al.. 2021 24 1176 1225 24 1202 1372 260 -9.96. 4.76] 3.90
Stigsdotter etal_ 2017 51 1017 967 51 1048 867 :r 3.10[ -6.66, 046] 5.62
Heterogeneity: T =0.00, 1" = 0.00%. H = 1.00 s 300 -621, 020]
Test of 8; = 8;: Q(1) = 0.01, p=0.90
Overall ¢ 344 -5.74, -1.14]
Heterogeneity: T =21.22, T = 72.87%, H = 3.69
Test of 8; = 8- Q(23) = 84.79. p = 0.00
Test of group differences: Qu(1) =007, p=0.79
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Figure S8. Session-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on systolic
blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean difference Weight

Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean 8D with 95% CL (%)
Seated viewing

Gong etal., 2017 19 10589 866 20 9903 964 - 6.86[ 1.10, 12.62] 4.6l
Kabisch et al | 2021 66 13427 1771 33 13579 1772 —— 1527 -892, 588] 388
Leeetal, 2015 11 1141 1128 11 1226 1128 —— -850[-1793, 093] 3.11
Park et al _ 2010 268 11909 1325 268 1211 1345 . 201 427, 023] 611
Pratiwi et al . 2019 24 12285 1474 24 13399 1763 —— -11.14[-2033, -195] 3.19
Song etal 2019 65 96.3 1048 65 968 967 . -050[ -397, 297] 566
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 11 1267 1077 11 131.19 1076 —— -449[-1349, 451] 326
Heterogeneity: © = 1044, I = 60.96%. H = 2.36 <& 189 -523. 146]

Test of 8: = 8 Q(6) = 15.37, p = 0.02

‘Walking or multi-session program

Aziz etal , 2021 90 1165 14.14 90 12053 1584 el 403[ 842, 036] 525
Bang etal., 2016 18 1235 1697 27 11589 1087 B 761[ 051 1573] 359
Gong etal., 2017 19 1065 8352 20 9713 7.84 M- 937 424.1450] 491
Hassan et al., 2018 60 11041 1201 60 118.01 12.55 R 760 [-12.00, -3.20] 5.25
Janeczko et al., 2020 30 11552 1528 45 12662 17.91 —— 11.10[-1891, -329] 3.71
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 13273 1684 33 13336 16.62 0.63[ -7.64, 638] 4.05
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 1176 1225 24 1202 13.72 T 260[ -996. 4.76] 3.90
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 11205 1677 19 12978 14.53 -~ 1773 [-2644. -9.02] 3.36
Leictal. 2020 9 13547 908 9 14814 1148 — 1267[-2223. -3.11] 3.06
Lietal, 2021 24 12161 1177 24 1158 1693 M  581[ -244. 1406] 354
Lyuectal, 2019 45 10863 1161 15 1135 1092 —- 487[-11.56, 182] 4.19
Mao et al, 2012 12 13783 1438 12 14833 10.18 = -10.50 [-20.47, -0.53] 2.93
Park et al., 2010 75 12662 1304 75 12876 145 . 214 655, 227] 524
Pratiwi ct al., 2020 36 1262 19.19 36 1357 19.86 — 950 [-18.52, -0.48] 325
Stigsdotter et al., 2017 51 1017 967 51 1048 867 310[ -6.66. 046] 5.62
Tsunctsugu et al., 2007 9 12634 808 9 12778 969 i 144[ 968, 680] 3.54
Zheng et al., 2017 95 119 20 95 128 18 s 900[-14.41, -3.59] 4.78
Heterogeneity: © =30.11,T =75.80%, H =413 & 404 -7.14. -0.94]

Test of 8; = 6, Q(16) = 66.12, p = 0.00

Overall ¢ 344 574, -1.14]
Heterogeneity-© =2122,1 =72.87%_ H =3.69
Test of 6 = 8;: Q(23) = 84.79, p = 0.00

Test of group differences: Qu(1) =085 p=036
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Figure S9. Duration-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on
systolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean difference Weight
Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean 5D with 95% CI (%)
= 20 minutes
Hassan et al., 2018 60 11041 12.01 60 118.01 12.55 B 760[-12.00, 320] 525
Kabisch et al_ 2021 66 13427 1771 33 13579 17.72 152 -892. 588] 388
Kabisch et al, 2021 66 13273 1684 133 13336 1662 1 063 -764. 638 405
Leeetal. 2015 11 1141 1128 11 1226 1128 —— £50[-17.93, 093] 3.11
Lietal, 2021 24 12161 1177 24 1158 1693 +E—  581[ 244, 1406] 3.54
Park et al_ 2010 268 119.09 1325 268 1211 1345 201 -427. 025] 611
Park et al . 2010 75 12662 1304 75 12876 145 : 214 655, 227] 524
Pratiwi et al.. 2019 24 12285 1474 24 13399 17.63 N = 11.14[-20.33, -1.95] 3.19
Song et al., 2019 65 963 1048 65 968 967 ] 050 -3.97, 297] 5.66
Tsunetsugu etal 2007 11 1267 1077 11 13119 1076 —— 449[-1349. 451] 326
Teunetsuguetal, 2007 9 12634 808 9 12778 969 | 144 968, 6.80] 3.54
Heterogeneity: T =4.20,1 =37.87%, H =161 ¢ 272 -4.84. -0.60]
Test of 6, = 8, Q(10) = 16.09, p = 0.10
= 20 minutes
Aziz etal, 2021 90 1165 14.14 90 120.53 15.84 ‘i 403[ 842, 036] 525
Bang et al_, 2016 18 1235 1697 27 11589 10.87 —Ml— 761 -051. 1573] 3.9
Gong etal. 2017 19 1065 852 20 9713 784 - 937[ 424 1450] 4091
Gong et al.. 2017 19 10589 866 20 9903 9.64 - 6.86[ 1.10, 12.62] 4.61
Janeczko etal 2020 30 11552 1528 45 12662 1791 . 1110 [-1891, -329] 3.71
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 1176 1225 24 1202 1372 —m— 260 -9.96, 4.76] 3.90
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 11205 1677 19 12978 1453 —— 17.73[-26.44, 9.02] 3.36
Lei et al., 2020 9 13547 9.08 9 14814 1148 - m - 1267[-22.23, 3.11] 3.06
Lyuetal 2019 45 10863 1161 15 1135 1092 -~ 487[-1156. 182] 419
Mao et al., 2012 12 137.83 1438 12 14833 10.18 — . -10.50 [-2047, 053] 2.93
Pratiwi et al_ 2020 36 1262 1919 36 1357 19.86 — . 950 [-18.52. -048] 325
Stigsdotter etal 2017 51 1017 967 51 1048 867 : 310 -6.66. 046] 562
Zheng et al . 2017 95 119 20 95 128 18 = 900[-1441, 359] 478
Heterogeneity: T =47.32, 1 =82.49% H =571 <& 425 -847, -0.02]
Test of 8; = 8;- Q(12) = 68.55, p = 0.00
Overall ¢ 344 574, -1.14]
Heterogeneity: T =21.22, T = 72.87%, H = 3.69
Test of 8 = 8;: Q(23) = 84.79. p = 0.00
Test of group differences: Qux(1) =040, p=10.33
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Figure S10. Study design-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on

diastolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean difference Weight
Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean SD with 5% CI (%a)
RCT
Azizetal, 2021 90 703 1489 90 73 10.06 : 270 -641, 1.01] 4.34
Bang etal , 2016 18 7694 1102 27 7244 1089 = 450[ -2.03, 11.03] 3.63
Gong etal., 2017 19 6789 95 20 6033 6.66 - 756[ 243, 12.69] 4.00
Gong etal., 2017 19 68 794 20 61.08 624 : B 692 245, 1139] 4.17
Hassan et al., 2018 60 6167 11 60 68.17 117 . 3 6.50 [ -10.56, -2.44] 4.27
Taneczko et al., 2020 30 69.84 973 45 7595 11.03 -l 6.11[-1098, -1.24] 4.07
Kabisch et al, 2021 66 8368 889 33 8291 1037 0.77[ -3.16, 470] 430
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 8079 865 33 7855 86 t 224[ -137, 585] 437
Lee and Lee. 2014 43 6658 137 19 8311 894 - 11653 [ -2326. -9.80] 3.58
Lee etal., 2009 12 684 121 12 741 169 —— 570[-1746, 6.06] 233
Lee etal , 2015 11 585 73 11 60 696 -150[ -746. 4.46] 3.79
Lei et al_, 2020 9 8481 413 9 8558 317 i 077 -417. 263] 441
Lietal., 2021 24 8256 1021 24 7891 1028 N B 365[ -2.15, 9.45] 3.83
Lyu et al_, 2019 45 6364 966 15 619 906 N B 174 -3.82. 730] 3.89
Mao etal., 2012 12 80.84 697 12 87.19 7.8 . B 6.35[-12.05, -0.65] 3.85
Park etal., 2010 268 59.89 10.71 268 60.79 10.13 090 -2.66. 0.86] 4.68
Park etal., 2010 75 66.41 831 75 67.86 884 : -145[ -420, 130] 4.54
Pratiwi et al., 2019 24 6853 128 24 7832 984 = B 979[-1625, -3.33] 3.65
Pratiwi et al., 2020 36 72.83 127 36 7823 13.01 — 540[ -11.34, 054] 3.79
Song et al., 2019 65 549 887 65 3555 8.06 B 060[ -351, 231] 451
Tsunetsuguetal 2007 11 5909 638 11 63.73 523 s B 464 952, 024] 407
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 9 6277 58 9 646 832 - -1.83[ -846, 4.30] 361
Zheng etal_, 2017 o5 62 14 95 9 24 -3400[ -39.59, -2841] 3.8
Heterogeneity: T = 38.92.1 =89.53% H =956 & 317 -5.94. -039]
Test of 8, = 6,- Q(22) = 210.21, p= 0.00
Non-RCT
Kanelli et al . 2021 24 715 1029 24 735 833 200[ -730. 330] 396
Stigsdotteretal, 2017 51 702 798 51 725 848 230[ -550, 090] 445
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00,T = 0.00%, H =1.00 222[ -496. 052]
Testof 8, =6,:Q(1)=0.01,p=052
Overall & 307 -5.59. -0.54]
Heterogeneity: T =34.72.1 =$8.59%. H =8.76
Test of 6, = 6,- Q(24) = 210.26. p = 0.00
Test of group differences: Q,(1)=0.23, p=0.63
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Figure S11. Session-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on
diastolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean difference Weight
Subgroup N Mean SD N DMean SD with 95% CI %)
Seated viewing
Gong etal | 2017 19 68 794 20 6108 0624 -.— 692[ 245 1139] 417
Kabisch et al | 2021 66 8368 88% 33 8291 1037 -- 077[ -3.18, 470] 430
Lee etal , 2009 12 684 121 12 741 169 ——— SST0[-1746, 6.06] 235
Lee etal 2015 11 585 73 11 60 696 = B 150[ 746, 446] 3.79
Park etal., 2010 268 3%8.8% 1071 268 6079 10.13 . -090[ -2.66, 0.86] 4.68
Pratiwi et al., 2019 24 6853 128 24 7832 9.84 —- 9.79[-16.25, -333] 3.65
Song et al , 2019 65 549 887 65 555 B.O06 . -060[ -3.51, 231] 4351
Tsunetsugu et al . 2007 11 5909 638 11 6373 523 —.— 464 -552, 024] 407
Heterogeneity: T = 8.82, I = 69.08%, H =3.23 & -1.13[ -3.80, 1.54]
Testof 6 =6,: Q(7)=22.64, p=10.00
Walking or multi-session program
Azizetal 2021 90 703 148% S0 73 10.06 . 2700 -641, 101] 434
Bang etal., 2016 18 7694 1102 27 72.44 10.89 —— 450[ -2.03, 11.03] 3.63
Gong etal . 2017 19 67.8% 95 20 6033 666 - . g 756 [ 243, 1269] 400
Hassan etal | 2018 60 61.67 11 60 6817 117 -.- -6.50 [ -10.56, -244] 427
Janeczko et al . 2020 0 6584 973 45 7595 11.03 . -6.11[ -1098, -124] 407
Kabisch et al | 2021 66 8079 865 33 7835 8.6 -.- 224 -137, 583 437
Kanell et al | 2021 24 715 102% 24 735 833 : . . 200[ -730, 330] 396
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 66.58 137 19 8311 854 —.— -16.53 [ -23.26, -9.80] 3.58
Leietal . 2020 9 8481 413 9 B8558 317 '.' 077 417, 263] 441
Lietal, 2021 24 8256 1021 24 7851 10.28 - 365[ -2.15, 945] 3.83
Lyuetal, 2019 45 6364 966 15 619 9.06 —.— 1.74[ -3.82, 7.30] 3.89
Mazo et al, 2012 12 8084 697 12 8719 728 - 635[-12.05. -065] 385
Park etal | 2010 75 6641 831 75 6786 884 . -145[ -420, 130] 454
Pratiwi et al., 2020 36 7283 127 36 7823 13.01 - 540[ -1134, 054] 3.79
Stigsdotter et al., 2017 51 702 798 51 725 848 '.' -230[ -5.50, 090] 445
Tsunetsugu et al . 2007 9 6277 58 9 646 832 = 183[ -846, 430] 3.6l
Zheng etal . 2017 95 6 14 9 9 24 3400 -39.59, 2841] 3.88
Heterogeneity: T = 53.98.1 =91.15%, H =11.30 O 381[ -7.51, -0.11]
Testof 8, = 8, Q(16) = 180.79, p = 0.00
Overall ® 3.07[ -3.59, -0.54]
Heterogeneity: T =34.72,1 = 88.59%, H =8.76
Test of 8 = 6, Q(24) = 210.26, p = 0.00
Test of group differences: Q,(1)=1.32, p=0.25
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Figure S12. Duration-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on
diastolic blood pressure

Treatment Control Mean difference Weight

Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean SD with 5% CI (%a)
= 20 minutes

Hassan et al , 2018 60 61.67 11 60 68.17 11.7 -.— -6.50[-10.56, -2.44] 427
Kabisch etal , 2021 66 8368 8389 33 8291 1037 077[ -3.16, 470] 430
Kabisch et al., 2021 66 80.79 8§65 33 7835 8.6 t 224 -137, 5835 437
Lee etal, 2009 12 684 121 12 741 169 —-— -S570[-1746, 6068] 235
Lee etal., 2015 11 385 73 11 60  6.96 —- -150[ -746, 446] 379
Lietal, 2021 24 8256 1021 24 7851 10.28 -l 365[ -2.15, 945] 3383

Park etal , 2010 268 5989 1071 268 60.79 10.13
Park et al., 2010 75 6641 831 75 6786 8.84
Pratiwi et al._ 2019 24 6853 128 24 7832 984
Song et al 2019 65 549 887 65
Tsunetsugu et al . 2007 11 5909 638 11 63.73

-145[ -420. 1.30]  4.54
979[-1625. -333] 1365
351, 231] 451
952, 024] 407
846, 4.380] 361
333, 0.12]

Lh
L
Lh
b
=)
[=3%

-0.60
-4.64

Tsunetsugu et al _ 2007 9 62797 5.8 9 646

o
i
5]

-1.83

[
[
[
[
[
[
090 -2.66. 086] 468
[
[
[
[
[
160 [

T .

Heterogeneity: T =4.19,T =52.77%, H =2.12

Testof 8 =6, Q(11)=23.29, p=0.02

= 20 minutes

Aziz et al., 2021 90 703 1489 90 73 10.06 . 3 270 -6.41, 1.01] 4.34
Bang etal., 2016 18 7694 11.02 27 7244 10.89 Ml = 450[ -2.03, 11.03] 3.63
Gong etal., 2017 19 6789 95 20 6033 666 B 756 243, 12.69] 4.00
Gong etal., 2017 19 68 794 20 61.08 624 = N 692[ 245, 1139] 4.17
Janeczko et al., 2020 30 69.84 973 45 7595 11.03 - 6.11[ -1098, -124] 4.07
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 715 1029 24 735 833 - 200[ -730, 330] 3.96
Lee and Lee, 2014 43 6658 137 19 8311 894 - 1653 [ -23.26, -9.80] 3.8
Lei et al., 2020 9 8481 413 9 8558 3.17 B 077 -417, 263] 441
Lyu etal., 2019 45 6364 966 15 615 9.06 L 1.74[ -3.82, 7.30] 3.89
Mao etal , 2012 12 8084 697 12 8719 728 y B -635[-12.05, -0.65] 3.85
Pratiwi et al., 2020 36 7283 127 36 7823 13.01 540[ -11.34, 054] 3.79
Stigsdotteretal, 2017 51 702 798 51 725 848 B 230 -550, 050] 4.45
Zheng etal., 2017 95 62 14 95 9 24 -34.00[ -39.59, -28.41] 3.88
Heterogeneity: T = 83.03,1 = 93.42%, H =15.20 S 418[ -933, 098]

Test of 6, = 6,- Q(12) = 182.37, p=0.00

Overall & 307 -5.59. -0.54]
Heterogeneity: T =34.72.1 =$8.59%. H =8.76
Test of , = 6, Q(24) = 210.26. p = 0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(1) =086, p=10.35
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Figure S13. Study design-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on

salivary cortisol concentration

Treatment Control Mean difference ~ Weight
Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
RCT
Gidlow et al., 2016 37 .14 .08 37 .14 .06 B 0.00[-0.03, 0.03] 7.75
Kobayashi etal, 2017 348 25 .1 348 29 .12 B -0.04 [ -0.06, -0.02] 8.34
Komori et al., 2017 22 14 09 22 .18 .09 - -0.04[-0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Lee et al., 2009 12 24 .04 12 27 .07 - -0.03[-0.08, 0.02] 7.08
Lee etal., 2011 12 35 .14 12 41 .14 —— -0.06 [ -0.17, 0.05] 3.78
Lee et al., 2015 11 22 07 11 29 .12 - B -0.07[-0.15, 0.01] 5.09
Park et al., 2007 9 33 1 9 69 .06 -0.36 [ -0.44, -0.28]  5.40
Park et al., 2007 12 6 .09 12 55 .09 +ll—  005[-0.02, 0.12] 5.62
Park et al., 2008 10 27 .08 10 32 .1 —- -0.05[-0.13, 0.03] 5.23
Park et al., 2010 260 .3 .14 260 .34 .17 B -0.04[-0.07, -0.01] 7.99
Park et al., 2010 74 3 11 74 36 .14 B -0.06 [ -0.10, -0.02] 7.34
Tsunetsugu etal., 2007 11 26 .03 11 .36 .11 N = -0.10[-0.17, -0.03] 5.87
Tsunetsuguetal., 2007 9 37 1 9 49 .15 L B -0.12[-0.24, -0.00] 3.57
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 86.02%, H' = 7.15 O ~0.06 [ -0.10, -0.03]
Test of B; = 0;: Q(12)=85.82, p=0.00
Non-RCT
Juong et al., 2020 2 26 09 22 3 .09 = I -0.04[-0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 1 05 24 2 .1 . = -0.10[-0.14, -0.06] 7.12
Toda et al., 2013 20 35 .08 20 43 .1 - -0.08 [ -0.14, -0.02]  6.50
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I’ = 30.66%, H' = 1.44 < ~0.08 [ -0.11, -0.04]
Testof 6, =0;: Q(2)=2.88, p=0.24
Overall < -0.07 [ -0.10, -0.04]
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I’ = 83.85%, H = 6.19
Test of 0; = 0;: Q(15)=92.91, p=0.00
Test of group differences: Q,(1)=0.19, p=10.67
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Figure S14. Session-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on
salivary cortisol concentration

Treatment Control Mean difference  Weight

Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
Seated viewing

Kobayashi et al., 2017 348 25 .1 348 29 .12 [ | -0.04 [ -0.06, -0.02] 8.34
Leeetal., 2009 12 24 04 12 27 .07 B -0.03 [ -0.08, 0.02] 7.08
Lee et al.,, 2011 1235 14 12 41 .14 ——— -0.06 [ -0.17, 0.05] 3.78
Leeetal, 2015 1. 22 Wy Al @29 12 —— -0.07 [ -0.15, 0.01] 5.09
Park et al., 2007 0 35 :1 9 69 .06 —l— -0.36 [ -0.44, -0.28] 5.40
Park et al., 2008 10 27 .08 10 .32 .1 —i- -0.05[-0.13, 0.03] 523
Park etal., 2010 260 3 .14 260 34 17 . -0.04 [ -0.07, -0.01] 7.99
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 11 26 03 11 .36 .11 B -0.10[-0.17, -0.03] 5.87
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, T = 89.80%, H = 9.81 s -0.09 [ -0.14, -0.04]

Test of B; = 6;: Q(7)=68.64, p=0.00

Walking or multi-session program

Gidlow et al., 2016 37 .14 08 37 .14 .06 B 0.00[-0.03, 0.03] 7.75
Tuong et al., 2020 2 26 .09 22 3 .09 B 20.04[-0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 1 05 24 2 1 B 0.10[-0.14, -0.06] 7.12
Komori et al., 2017 22 .14 .09 22 .18 .09 -H -0.04[-0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Park et al., 2007 12 6 09 12 .55 .09 M 0.05[-002, 0.12] 5.2
Park et al., 2010 74 3 1 74 36 .14 . 3 -0.06 [ -0.10, -0.02]  7.34
Toda et al., 2013 20 35 .08 20 43 .1 - -0.08[-0.14, -0.02]  6.50
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 9 37 1 9 .49 .15 o 0.12[-0.24, -0.00] 3.57
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, 1" = 70.17%, H = 3.35 < -0.05 [ -0.08, -0.01]

Test of B; = 6;: Q(7) =23.46, p=0.00

Overall . 4 -0.07 [ -0.10, -0.04]

Heterogeneity: T = 0.00,T = 83.85%, H =6.19
Test of B; = 6;: Q(15)=92.91,p=0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(1) =2.02,p=0.16

Random-effects DerSimonian—Taird model
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Figure S15. Duration-based subgroup analysis of the effects of forest therapy and urban control on
salivary cortisol concentration

Treatment Control Mean difference ~ Weight

Subgroup N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
< 20 minutes

Juong et al., 2020 22 26 .09 22 3 .09 —.— -0.04[-0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Kobayashi etal, 2017 348 25 .1 348 .29 .12 [ | -0.04[-0.06, -0.02] 8.34
Lee et al., 2009 12 24 04 12 27 .07 - -0.03[-0.08, 0.02] 7.08
Leeetal., 2011 1235 .14 12 41 .14 —— -0.06 [ -0.17, 0.05] 3.78
Lee et al., 2015 11 22 .07 11 29 .12 —— -0.07[-0.15, 0.01] 5.09
Park et al., 2008 1o 27 .08 10 .32 .1 — -0.05[-0.13, 0.03] 5.23
Park et al., 2010 260 3 .14 260 34 .17 . -0.04[ -0.07, -0.01] 7.99
Park et al., 2010 74 3 =1l T4 36; 14 l -0.06 [ -0.10, -0.02] 7.34
Tsunetsugu etal, 2007 11 26 .03 11 .36 .11 - -0.10[-0.17, -0.03] 5.87
Tsunetsugu et al., 2007 9 37 1 9 49 .15 —l— -0.12[-0.24, -0.00] 3.57
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H' = 1.00 ¢ -0.04 [ -0.06, -0.03]

Testof B; =6;: Q(9)=6.02,p=0.74

= 20 minutes

Gidlow et al., 2016 37 .14 .08 37 .14 .06 ] 0.00[-0.03, 0.03] 7.75
Kanelli et al., 2021 24 1 05 24 2 1 4 - 0.10[-0.14, -0.06] 7.12
Komori et al., 2017 22 14 .09 22 .18 .09 - - -0.04[-0.09, 0.01] 6.66
Park et al., 2007 9 33 1 9 69 .06 —M— -0.36 [ -0.44. -0.28]  5.40
Park et al., 2007 12 6 .09 12 .55 .09 ~—  005[-0.02, 0.12] 562
Toda etal., 2013 20 35 .08 20 43 .1 . E 0.08[-0.14, -0.02] 6.50
Heterogeneity: T = 0.01, T’ = 94.18%, H = 17.17 - 0.09[-0.17, 0.00]

Test of 6; = 0;: Q(5) =85.85, p=10.00

Overall < -0.07 [ -0.10, -0.04]
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I’ = 83.85%, H = 6.19
Test of 6; = 6;: Q(15)=92.91, p=0.00

Test of group differences: Q,(1)=10.85, p=0.36

Random-effects DerSimonian—Laird model
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