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Figure 1.

4889 Records identified
»| 122 Duplicates removed
A4
4767 Title/abstract review
» 4678 Excluded after title/abstract screening
v
139 Full text eligibility review < 15 Found in systematic reviews
35 Found in reference lists of included articles
» 93 Full text articles excluded
A4
46 Studies included in meta-analysis
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Figure 5.
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