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Appendix 4: Figures 2-10 with tables

Figure 2: In-vivo exposure vs control. Post-test acrophobia questionnaire (AQ)

in-vivo exposure Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Menzies & Clarke 1995 24,55 19.38 20 340873 20 58.2% -0.60 [-1.24, 0.03] ——
Walitzky-Tayvlor & Telch 2008 4563 1938 24 6164 973 11 41.8% -0.92 [1.67,-0.17] ——
Total (95% CI) 44 31 100.0% -0.74 [1.22, -0.25] B
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi®= 0.39, df=1 (P = 0.53); F= 0% 52 51 3 1‘ é

Testfor averall effect: Z=2.97 (P = 0.003)
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Figure 3: In-vivo exposure vs control. Follow up acrophobia questionnaire

in-vivo exposure control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl

Menzies & Clarke 1995 2525 18.94 20 3335 1947 20 445% -0.41 [-1.04,0.21] —

Wolizky-Taylor & Telch 2009 4232 1894 24 4775 19487 25  85.4% -0.28 [0.84, 0.29] —-

Total (95% CI) 44 45 100.0% -0.34 [-0.76, 0.08] L

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*= 010, df=1 (P = 0.75); F= 0% 54 52 p é jl

Testfor overall effect: £=1.58 (P=0.11)
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Figure 4 In-vivo exposure vs control. Follow up anxiety during behavioural avoidance test

(BAT)
in-vivo exposure Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Marshall 1985 (1) 2348 10 10 385 100 10 20.8% -1.44 [2.44,-0.43] —
henzies & Clarke 1995 11.45 231 21 1378 274 22 178% -0.09 [-0.69, 0.51] —
Williams et al. 1985 28 32 12 6.2 1.4 13 23.0% -1.26 F2.13,-0.39] —
Wolizky-Taylor & Telch 2009 5283 231 24 8858 271 25 28.4% 0.13[-0.43, 0.649] —
Total (95% CI) 67 70 100.0% -0.58 [-1.31, 0.16] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.41; Chi*=12.16, df= 3 (P = 0.007); F= 75% 54 52 D é i

Testfor averall effect Z=1.54 (P=012)
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Figure 5. In-vivo exposure vs control. Post-test anxiety during BAT

in-vivo exposure Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Marshall 1985 (1) 25 872 10 408 1321 10 17.5% -1.28 [-2.26,-0.30] —
Menzies & Clarke 1995 1203 21.03 21 1463 924 22 337% -0.16 F0.76, 0.44] —
Williams etal. 1985 3.3 2.8 12 8.4 1.7 13 223% -0.93 [-1.76,-0.049] —
Wolitzky-Taylor & Telch 2008 6479 21.03 24 TB36 924 11 26.6% -0.62 F1.35, 0.11] —&
Total (95% CI) 67 56 100.0% 0.65[1.12,-0.18] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 4.49, df= 3 (P = 0.21); F= 33% 14 12 7 é j‘

Test for averall effect 2= 2.72 (P = 0.007)
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Figure 6.Virtual reality exposure vs Wait-list control (WLC). Post-test AQ anxiety sub-scale

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Krijn et al. 2004 47.47 16.87 17 4541 1343 11 55.0% -0.49[-1.26, 0.28]
Rothbaum et al. 1935 171 117 10 461 183 7oo450% -2.08[-3.33,-0.82] ——
Total (95% CI) 27 18 100.0% -1.20 [-2.75, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.97; Chi*= 4.46, di=1 (P=0.03), F=758% a0 = b s 10

Testfor overall effect =153 {F =013
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Figure 7. Virtual reality exposure vs WLC. Post-test AQ avoidance sub scale

Std. Mean Difference

VRE WLC Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Krijn et al. 2004 1035 447 17 14 486 11 556% -0.77 [-1.56, 0.02] -
Rothbaum et al. 1995 32 27 10 167 77 7 444%  -242[3.76,-1.08] -
Total (95% CI) 27 18 100.0% A1.50 [-3.11, 0.11] =
Heterogeneity, Tau?= 1.05; Chi*= 4.34, df= 1 (P = 0.04); F= 77% + + P t T

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.83 (P =0.07)
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Figure 8. Virtual reality exposure vs WLC. Attitudes Towards Heights Questionnaire (ATHQ)

VRE WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Krijn et al. 2004 33.88 10495 17 4645 1049 11 BO.2% -1.13[-1.96,-0.31] 5 =
Rothbaum et al. 1935 18 103 1m 394 6.4 T 39.8% -2.27[-3.87,-0.47] —a—
Total (95% CI) 27 18 100.0% -1.59 [-2.68, -0.49] >

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.34; Chif= 210, df=1(P=0.19); F=52%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 2 85 (P = 0.004)
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Figure 9 . Desensitisation vs WLC. Post-test AQ anxiety sub-scale

Desensitisation Wait-list Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl

Bakeretal 1873 256 1957 7 46 10.61 13 38.0% -1.37 [F2.41,-0.34] ——
Fendleton & Higains 1983 32.01 1947 14 5081 10.61 14 B20% -1 16 [F1.97,-0.39] —-
Total (95% Cl) 21 27 100.0% -1.24 [-1.88, -0.60] "

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 010, df=1{F=078), F= 0%
Test for awerall effect: £=3.81 (P =0.0001)
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Figure 10. Desensitisation vs WLC. Post-test AQ avoidance sub scale

Desensitisation Wait-list Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Baker etal. 1873 37 446 7101 338 13 391% -1.62 [2.70,-0.55] ——
FPendleton & Higgins 1983 .39 448 14 1175 3.38 14 B0.9% -1.56 [[2.42,-0.70] ——
Total (95% CI) 21 27 100.0% 1.59 [-2.26, -0.91] s 2

t

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.01,df=1 (P=0493);, F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=4.62 (P = 0.00001)
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