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eFigure 1. PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for new systematic reviews which included searches of databases

and registers only.
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% There are 42 randomized-controlled trials in these 41 studies.

Yu C-L, et al. BMJ Ment Health 2023; 26:e300546. doi: 10.1136/bmjment-2022-300546



BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) BMJ Ment Health

eFigure2. Risk of bias graph across the included 41 studies
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eFigure3. Summary of risk of bias on improvement of manic symptoms of the 41 included studies
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eFigure 4. Network plot
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The size of the nodes corresponds to the number of participants assigned to each treatment, and the width
of the lines corresponds to the number of trials evaluating the comparisons.
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eFigure 5. Forest plot for local inconsistency test by node-splitting method

eFigure 5
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eFigure 6. Funnel plot with Egger’s test
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