fRa<f IR . 24

30 AhSs H &Y HH: g = 0.72

The Sky, Not the Weather

The Sky, Not the Weather: A Meta-Analysis of Decentering and Defusion Techniques in Non-Clinical Adults

31, 31qeT 3|aTHT; Hag & ATefdgricee 3R ¢8 Rofeg g
22 September 2026

FHIRAYY Rl crssdt

Tranquilo Meditek Sytems



faddur - 24 AR R ATEad - RP24

O . ; 2 95% CI 0.32 to 1.12

Immediate distress. TR AT ¢TI (N = 313) &1 T g = 0.72 (95% CI 0.32 to 1.12) | qeiT fAfSha, A7 IT defoiee
T 7| 311 | IS prediction interval |

30 Ghs H &g HH: g = 0.72

The Sky, Not the Weather

The Sky, Not the Weather: A Meta-Analysis of Decentering and Defusion Techniques in Non-Clinical Adults — A Meta-
Analysis of Decentering and Defusion Techniques in Non-Clinical Adults

Observer-stance micro-techniques pooled: how much distress relief, how fast, and does
it last?

T O | 01 Abstract 06 Results
02 Key findings box 07 Discussion
03 Definition block 08 FAQ
04 Introduction 09 References
05 Methods
Z2fT eT8ed Decentering and cognitive defusion techniques in non-clinical adults: a meta-analysis
egan 3. 31T AT, Hag o Arsfordricee 31k ¢8 Roleg wid
URTIRrd 22 September 2026 - gaT TEHT - emotionapp.in/research/decentering-defusion-meta-
analysis

emotionapp.in/research/decentering-defusion-meta-analysis 2/29


https://emotionapp.in/research/decentering-defusion-meta-analysis
https://emotionapp.in/research/decentering-defusion-meta-analysis

THRATY & - RP24

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72

01

Abstract

3{TesTdR-¥d ITHT Wa DI WATH & 13T G IEAT| 37T WATH 74
T&T | 31Ty T aEd g

IR AT RCT (VT T3t foH &l &l edleld! &l dig &1 IU H §iel SirdT 8)
Ig &1 AT

I Tl IR-Tohed{Thet agEh! W1 &ff | PeT N = 313 |

Bie AR a1 SRS 3% 7 qid & gerdT|

Hedges g (37K fhd-T 3T 8, 39T A1) = 0.72 |

95% CI 0.32t01.121 12 = 62% | 95% prediction interval -0.48 t0 1.911
et T TSRy, 2 a7 defeiee 7u 4 2t |

I8 L 3R &1 3R fHe § 37T 21 ovft-aorft Al 7 |

RAT old Tl 7 f3UIST §TH 8 7 dAT: g = 0.74 |
§T¢ ot gHTET H oth-35d T8 §4TH 37X T GIaAT: g = 0.19 |

fhEd qoTT T, 3HY TR d&cd SITdT 2

A AT ATl TS B 2l

JISZ CTERT dTelt Tl § 99T 3 & 10 dchs | A1 3 T2 |
WITA R IHIT Ted H 20 A 30 S oI |

SATETAR old YIeidhied 5 J 15 e & |

Teh H¢ &bl e ARMA, T ST AT |

HHSIR JIEHI H 10 TS deb 3cgI 37R THRTHSD HId HH el

fChTHUA Udall 2l

3STH ITe 1 ¥ F o W 1 & 3R 7 fa a1¢ WY gd &4 |

34T g fear T fSdeRM &1 91 & 38 T4 |

T AR et 31TdTST dTedt ¥et (n = 22) H HIIeT 1 AgH deb e |

3 31R 6 HEH W 3iTestelR-wd 3R Rerd iR a1, $8 7 fGd § 98 el
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QAT Ufered Hfered Teb-gaR & 37eiTT el us |
GRADE &I qid &8 W Low &l
fehT3HUT 37R WIRd & 371thd dTe 9%h! W1 Very Low 2|
CTRI W HRRd &l Ul Ig Ifoies RCT & AT |
R-forA el daRep! W BT YRt RCT Y =T &1
g AR AT & folT B3 T 37STSl 81 TRATHTY MRET e |
SHTACR 31dTg & ol T ST Heh dTel 39 | Udh I gl |

Keywords: decentering; cognitive defusion; self-distancing; observer
stance; distress; believability; non-clinical adults; meta-analysis; India.

emotionapp.in/research/decentering-defusion-meta-analysis 4/29



SHIRMANY f3ad - RP24

30 B H LT HH: g =0.72

02 Key findings box

0.74
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Immediate distress. IR ATH ¢TI (N =

313) B1YeA g=0.72 (95% CI 0.32 to
1.12) | A1 [AfSehg, A aTdefaize A
HeTH 3R | I8 prediction interval |

Prior triangulation. e fS9RISTT §4TH
fAfShd: g = 0.74 (B8 T3 | Job- 3=
I 37 A AT g = 0.19 (25 9T, N =
2,397) | doAT SCedl, TR dGai T

Speed. T TIER W I9HT 3 to 10 Tchs H
S TS| THTISAH 20 to 30 AHE |
SIIETAR B Yeldhldl 5 to 15 e |

Durability. T SIEIT AT Bledl-379 7
T BT IR B | BRaRM 38 TITI Ueh Biet
dH-TRA St 1 Ag d& feht 13 31k 6
e &l Tohd Rt & 377 &1 |

India gap. 2004-2026 § TR-farei At
TR R e FEATRT T ST oht
HRATT RCT | CTRI W HT [T

5/29
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03 Definition block

Sfefd 3R fERgsH Uah & ufRaR & A7 2
319 ATl & O fAdherd & ofd HIaH J fAdheld &

T SR & ST AohdT 21 379 dTc e T8l &d|

gret Uty § §7d I8
feHTT & U aTaRy 31TaT 21 S “H 9 g H Ohet & T ¢ 1”
3119 38 T T&l HTd | 3719 38 WATe hed 2l

3119 393 989 e HId | 3719 38 <aTd 98 | 3719 346! a1d T8t
HT oId |

3Ieg el dRtdp HTYT & IE A &

I “BR 7§ WToT 3T 8 fob...” |

T HoIGR 37TaToT | AT T *reg BT doil & ST |
SIS dob “Toet” A% 31TaTeT 38 ST |

TEAR a1l aTeh TIRY & U Hd 2

IR IR 98 HaRdT &t dTg SGAT| 37T ATl F T HH & 39
CACK:RECEI

RT ATER TS $& gt ST hgdT aft |

Beh & “H el €7 31R “HR 79 & Thed ATl WTeT 27 H |
otp- 2T 7o 28 3iTestd? ToIfiaT ded! 2l
HRAT AT HT e it I8t et 2

T AT Hdold UgdTd §cof AT gl |

72T 2NT dTcA lhd &I 23 hdT 2| UgdT aTedl Jold 78l dcaidT|

ERENEIRERRCHEEPICEERT
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04 Introduction

g 9 &ol, THUTH & Udh 311hd o felore |

Teh Yisde Aok & 8T § aerd &1 T W URdR &1 |TgUY T4 §of 38T &l
YR & R T gdT8e Ht 31maT 21

39 fSHTT § Ueh aTaT 9R-81R o1 38T &: “HIfeT # # 37edh 18 1”
ST B 9T greft &1 a1 3T &: “d dId € 5 dhIfaad g 1”

e s UATfeie & A9 H : “37TR H SpT df U1 I8 SIS 17 g STmnfad
TR A8 3T &R Dlg Uob T o< 3117 2

JTeR HIAH 81 S8 391 21
SITSTAR oI g9 §Tcd o 37e? dled &
He8 1 U & ool H oI A1l &1 SIYR H g1 bl Ueh & R &l

Teh & ¥R W SIRTdT 8, “H Ig famre S 1 3iiftha ugd A Uged &l al eR
g 2l

AN & A H Y 9t T 31T 21 @Y e i &, “fohe 9l @dTe,” 3R
3791 fopdTe W wite STt 21

g1 R A SAhR &l I a1 | df arayg gl 2l

JerHT Ig T UT6 e & Tikad 2l

& USRTEC I ST ol Haedl AT, d Ut doHt a7l ot |
ATSPIcAToll oid AHE J TET Poch Tt 3178 2|
T Udb 3T & | et a7 |

3ifeoTeR -3 3HH Ueh H1g Silsdl 2l

YT A I&d SitdAT Siedl T8 | 3 deaidT S 2l

$HSE & oid § P A Bl

Decentering. Cognitive defusion. Self-distancing. Observer perspective.
Cognitive distancing. Detached mindfulness.

Bernstein 31k AT 3 2015 & g% U UfiaR § 3ET|

37e3 &1 g1 A YgdTd gerT| 38 §4 ot gedT e@aHT|
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Why the question is
not academic for
Indian professionals

Position against prior
evidence

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72

38 g 1 HTd 3TR HTH R HH HAT|

I8 IR Ueh Ydoll FaTel Y&dT 21 3iTtha STar dard |
R-faetfdhdt dae! | BIC dlds fdhdA1 ITed ad 22
fopdT Stect? 37R fehd & Fam?

WRATT YoM foigtt # ST T a1t SaTel 2

WRHIH R | o3 ot IS | St & g ol ATIAT | §HRIT dTe] AT |
a9 WATA! BT GIeT BT Y THel ST |

2020 dTedT 311%d ghd H ard fA-e Tl adT|

foTtre & €1 <Ta bt Bgl 3dT &1 @Tgqy 8 3aT |

3R 3iTeoTdR-3d fath IRE AR & Uohol H Tet, dl A A& |
3R a1 & Ted Ahg & 39§ T, dl T |

SHIRMUY (EmotionApp) ST &Td TR &1 2|

T ST Aeh aTed IoT b I | T3TTS I, AT H 38T i Heq |

U TV | 23 HIRATI HTWTY | HIRd B 34T 3eT|

DPDP & HaTrfdeh fa%er | 1SO 9001 37 1S0 134851

&g Tl Holgd & ofd dgd & |

T9d Ig o Bt 3ifestedR-wea Hfaea TR-faeifTdhel 9ah! # d fEardt 2|
AT TR GH1 feedTd! 81 THhRTHD HId fEetrdt 2

I8 IR 34T q9d &l I B

T RTT @13 Ugel & 28 a1 & IRY 3R 2

q 31T TTITH dTedl STaTd g adl |
Levin, Hildebrandt, Lillis and Hayes (2012) %fﬁawwaﬁ?ﬁl

TSIt 91T fAfSshd gTeld: Hedges g = 0.74 (95% CI 0.37 to 1.11),
Bg sl

oAferd Idisif T g = 0.77 (0.16 to 1.37), TR &S |
37Td aTedT 3nTH, fath FHeIT 4 37 T |
AT J9 37R SHEH ATl §9eA H Wb a1 (HeT |
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98 UWR 39 UWR &l 9a8 dHIel AT 81 IR 3qh! S8 gl of debdT |

3T 370TT-37aTT dRE & AdTol U AT feTTy U &1 98d BId o o124 2l
ETol 2011 R 3hd 2l

Bernstein 31 ATeft (2015) 7 AT A&, TR faT|

3% Pal fEafeRR, fTwrgeH, Joh-TR @ e uRRar 2l

Tt HTH: 373 &t dTd BT Udl, ITY TS &l 3qdh! Ufdishal dHH AT |
AV 30 UUR o1 Fd & H IRT el & |

g7 fide & 39 & §1¢ T fhdd Ulse R, Tg 39 TaI & 98 &

Kross and Ayduk (2008, 2011, 2017) 7 Ach-TS& AT T waIT
EECRICCIE]

T U ool HeAT T¢ 3 8| TR 3791 3R & 3 d €, a7 SlarR areft
HordT 4|

X A TEA W A 3T HIG 37ER T 3@ 4 A eidl &l

3t ot g aRA & SRTsR I&aT &l

Tehs feT 31R U g o1 Ht 903 38aT 81 f3daRM A€t 3&ar|

Murdoch, Chapman, Crane and Gucciardi (2023) 4 25 Td T Siis (N
=2,397)1

S A AT, 37e Al F 18T 98?1 g = 0.19 (0.05 t0 0.33) |
GRADE Low |

Guo (2022) 7 3iTsoTd? ToIIT U1 Tiel 37aR ddTdT|

Moran and Eyal (2022) & A3 eh &1 HId I ¢ITTHIT g = 0.52 deh TRH
Bt 2l

ol HTd U7 37T8R &7

Webb, Miles and Sheeran (2012) 7 TR-faeifAdet et H fS T BT Holdd
b H IET (d+ = 0.45) |

Sl AT 8 98 I8 2

PRISMA-2020 aTcil HHTeT, BT 3TeT-elT ditas, TR-far et 9aieh |
TH, Iobi 37R THRTHDB HId — DI eI il {1 Hb |

3R WIRA St AT ot €1 aEt a8 T R
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The comic premise,

stated once

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72

§igT & Teh 319 HT3h W HIATSTT b dhadl a: “BR 7 5 [T 37T
o H @R & eITdh &l |” HHIT &4 usdl &l

e hedl — “H R & ATdH 781" — df dT Bl ITHT eTTdT | TedT aTedl
SATCT 8odhl & | SATeT &dTe] T |

¥S-317 dd IAd] & oI BHRT WITe 3R FATT Bl 3Tl o o |
& & fEfeRm 2

3768 TRATUD dgt Hollds Hadl 2l

Ig-3 dTell 31TaTS He “Ig Bed G a1 af 37TaTSl &1 duHAT & |
PHIATSTA, AERITID 3R 376! dRE [AIfAd o |

A9 U &l 39BN hid ol & AR dTel <l IR g 7 scall |
Teht UUR 38T SThR ol 3TFR-ATT 2

05

Eligibility

Methods

AHTE PRISMA 2020 & T2aTe & o 12|

TdTeT Uged T T |

R-foeifTohel aores! & Bie fEAfeR a7 TR diid fohd1 ITed 2d &2
fordHT STecl? feahd & aaT?

T1d IT SATCT AT eIdod fHeld dl SH-3thag Hel-UATf el 4d Jeid |

qid § HH TR Hh BT aredl THTEMT | Ged T8 |

IR STl A JId &8 W ATH Hedges g AT |
ot T (ATSehy, 2 a7 defeie 1 321 IR BT e 2|
ATH |T% IET TT: extractable-trial pool |

ST UTH Aafad oTae et H

RTAT HeT-UATII FERT 8| Seail g8 sl gl |

Population. TR-farifAdet 9% (18 a¥ 31k HWR) | giafder 3tk aqera &
et ToT Ahd |

feretfchet Tuat, At fh2AR, 31R IR 3 faeifAdet dobol dTER |
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Intervention or exposure. TS8R, GTATHD fSHIST, 3ifesTd? FoIRAT,
7 Yoth-f3E AT

Teh TRM IT BIT Yfaeq 3rafel| fah 37e7 aiihr|

QR EIpid T ATES B dobol, SRl & 37eTTT & gl disl 7T, dTeR |
Comparator. @eld, 31, defoiie, S daRM, o1 ST |

TATATHSD AT BT 3TR AR b folv T 118 | g3 Yt ol
qer T TE |

Outcomes. §3: T, TRIIC WATA & ST ST, IT THRTHD HId |
GHRT: 38 WATA R Th1 | FHY: i d1S, 3TR DIg Wl Blail-311 |

Design and years. 2004 d 2026 d ©YT AT STeil g RCT AT (AT WSt |
Uh-hd dlcd! SRT-aRT f25TTed gt A Tev |

YHle el & 3 dAhd & | foAT TeR-Reg & SiTed & STer |

Language of report. fagid H oig Ht HTWT | fSidd TR UT6 fHed, 370G | &1
2T & 37E3 Scd! T2 HTYT, STgT foikat off, Fie & T |

Information sources Hld: PubMed, PsycINFO, Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar,
and search Clinical Trials Registry — India (CTRI), ClinicalTrials.gov, 3tk
OSF preprints|

Tl September 2026 H et |

Levin (2012), Bernstein (2015), Kross and Ayduk (2017), Murdoch
(2023) 3R ATHA ZTaet ol Tt &1 T T T2 |

Search strings

PubMed: (decentering[tiab] OR defusion[tiab] OR "cognitive defusion"[tiab] OR
"observer perspective'[tiab] OR "self-distancing"[tiab] OR "self
distancing"[tiab] OR "self-distanced"[tiab] OR "cognitive distancing"
[tiab]) AND (randomi*[tiab] OR RCT[tiab] OR "controlled trial"[tiab] OR
"randomly assigned"[tiab]) AND (2004:2026[pdat])

PsycINFO, Scopus, (decentering OR defusion OR "coghnitive defusion" OR "observer

D GIf CEIEIEEE perspective" OR "self-distancing" OR "self distancing") AND (randomi*
OR "randomly assigned" OR "controlled trial") , limited to 2004-2026,
humans where the database allowed.
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Google Scholar:

CTRI:

ClinicalTrials.gov:

OSF preprints:

PRISMA 2020 flow

Extraction fields

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72
decentering OR "cognitive defusion" OR "self-distancing" randomized
OR "randomly assigned" adults

decentering OR defusion OR "self-distancing" OR "observer
perspective" OR "observer stance"

decentering OR "cognitive defusion" OR "self-distancing" | Adult

| Interventional

decentering OR defusion OR self-distancing randomized

ScTed & Hcles fgard e 7l M|

PubMed &1 I & $& It Repld oTe 2
Scholar 38 HEAT hl 3gIUT 3R TAT28 T Hodl odl 2l

bl ge 3TR AMTYB-AR BT & 916 HRid 3R IR UT6 ¢ |
TroTg fafad eraet faar 5 g17 R

IR A qId &d W 1% Hedges g ool | §3F oI H 7T (N = 313) |
3116 3R TTIe ShalT, HIsex I, IT Ihid dalel sel H gl

TR YT6 TR §T&R G ol dofe | faeifAdhel dUet | ThMR | Udh-ohd fSoTe |
fSHT T dgled dTel STol daTel R | Udh-HSIT UTdeie | IR 93 JohoT |
CTRI W T8, RuRgsH, deth-fSfam a1 3isstd’ A1RU &l lg
Reprs Tt |

fopdt WY 3ramet & 7|

ClinicalTrials.gov TR 38 TR & Aol WTdl G & gehl RCT, UIes Adiall &
are, Tl faedt|

& UTH 21T F fARTAT TIT: UgAT oikadh 37k a; f3oire; 22r; feeita’t
I HTYT |

A9t n (d7e 37R ST 31R 3METet &7 A1
AR BT UBR (Ase, a&d R, THAT-SJeT) | TR 31R i 7 Se1|
I (o, 33T, B, Cae HAST, V) | T3S (FATTehdT, Hg) |

AT | TSt BT AT ATHTT HTST H | FHT | BT T fHhTedl oIl dcbA
qTedl 3TE |

ST QR § 3T dTel 37ToTRY & 7189 78l €1
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Risk of bias and
certainty

Analysis plan

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72

AT I 9dTd 2 foh It a1 3¢ 3T 2

T&{UTd T WRT RoB 2 & ¢T 7T |

STHA: A3t UfehdT| dF a3teh A geAT| I Adtol | TdTol BT 191 g4
gU AdTaT |

IhIT GRADE &

o1d dTedl TSt TR “some concerns” TR §3T |

Tcitol foHT 317 §¢ fhT W& §dTY TV | SATCTAR St IfoieeR el &l |

A TR dTelt defeiie Tal ATd &l Udeit 31R defolie goT 1R &8 R |
Bos and colleagues (2024) GoiH Ygct & Gof, doies-tA faaT fEoie off |
e & g8 Forgd 3 ZafeR v 7Tt )

TS off ISH-3harg, REML & AT |

Hedges g, 95% T 37aRTeT, 12 12 31 95% prediction intervall
BIdT Tal & 3R & oV Egger 37R trim-and-fill, 3TR k 2 |

Uch-Udh gl HdeARMeTdl Ugel & dd|

Ul & q8 HISIeR: Ueb AR §ATH Hfaed 37afel| e §9TH d&d R |
I el H k = 41 Egger &1 dTahd hH &l AdTa-T &, BT AT |
Trim-and-fill 1t 37T |

Leave-one-out IRT foi&dT 7T | &l EHTGR HAGARMerdT |

A IET o9 ARG -G I 3R BT, Ied TR | A8 Bier ger3l, Yol e |
ST8T aTe & 371ad 3R SD ey, 98 & Hedges g fdaT |

ST&l % ANCOVA ATelT HTHdh Theh G IdTdT, dal foldr T |

YATHD g BT AdoTd iTesTdi-Fd YoIl H HH I¢d, HH So-1, IT HH
TBRTHD HId |
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06

Study-characteristics

Results

Table 1. Eligible controlled trials of brief decentering, defusion or

table . . ..

observer-stance techniques in non-clinical adults, 2004-2026.
Study Country/n Technique and dose Comparator Outcomes and time
Masuda et al. USA / 147 (FD Verbal word-repetition; Partial/full distraction; Thought discomfort,
2010 BM 30, Ctrl 31) single 5-10 min session + reading control believability; immediate

rationale

Masuda et al. USA /132 Verbal word-repetition; Thought distraction; Discomfort, believability;
2010 IJBTEP assigned single session reading control immediate

Mandavia et al.
2015

Hinton &
Gaynor 2010

Larsson et al.
2016

Bos et al. 2024

Kross & Ayduk
2008

Orvell et al.
2022

Ritzert et al.
2015

Pilecki &
McKay 2012

Levin et al.
2018

Healy et al.
2008

USA / 254 (FD
57, Ctrl 45)

USA /22 (CD 10,
WL 12)

UK-Ireland / 71
analysed

Netherlands /
128

USA /S1141; S2
328

USA /111
(37/37/37)

USA / 65 spider-
fearful

USA /67

USA / 87 high
self-criticism

Ireland / 60

Verbal word-repetition on a
body-image thought; ~5 min

Verbal vocalising; 3 weekly
sessions

Verbal (“I am having the
thought”, voices); 5-day
practice

Audio mindful decentering;
single session

Imagery: fly-on-wall analysis
of a sad memory

Imagery + pronoun shift; ~1
hr computer + daily use

Verbal defusion on phobic
thoughts; single session

Verbal defusion before film
clips

Mobile-app defusion; 2-
week practice

Defused-format
presentation of statements

Partial/full distraction;
control

Waitlist (then
crossed)

Restructuring; no-
instruction

Sham decentering;
balanced placebo

Immersed analysis;
distraction

Relaxation; no-
instruction

Distraction; article-
reading

Suppression; control

Waitlist; restructuring
arm

Normal and abnormal
formats

Discomfort, believability,
decentering; immediate

Distress, mood, self-view,
flexibility; post and 1 month

Believability, comfort,
willingness, affect; 5 days

State anxiety; immediate

Depressed affect;
immediate, 1 day, 7 days

NA, rumination, mood
symptoms; 10 days, 3 and 6
months

Thought believability,
implicit flexibility; immediate

Self-report emotion (null);
Stroop arousal

Self-criticism and distress; 2
weeks

Comfort, believability,
willingness; immediate

Masuda, Hayes, Sackett and Twohig (2004) TIPS AG-GIeRT Fl‘d?ﬁ?l
3116 Udh-oh g TESTTE | ol H ST |

Masuda and colleagues (2009) 4 ol g H ATUT| Iads ATSha YoIr 981 |
sk wis & gra H |

emotionapp.in/research/decentering-defusion-meta-analysis
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Forest-plot data table

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72

Deacon and colleagues (2011) A TSWRISH &t qotAT Ik & &l | dhglal
T S dRA T TE! | haMT H |

2022 & FEHRY-fIar f3afefm wst OSF WR § (Tatar and Papies) | Hif¥el
ST 9 ST

Table 2. Extractable-trial pool for immediate distress, discomfort or state

anxiety versus inactive, sham or waitlist. Positive g favours the observer-

stance arm.
waEt 8[95% CI|
Masuda et al. 2010 BM (discomfort... ] 1.18 [0.65, 1.72]
Mandavia et al. 2015 (raw post di... ] 0.27 [-0.12, 0.66]
Hinton & Gaynor 2010 (distress vs... ] 0.70 [-0.16, 1.56]
Bos et al. 2024 (state anxiety vs... —— 0.80 [0.44, 1.16]

REML pooled

i 0.72 [0.32, 1.12]

T T T T 1
SON5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

—PelAadgdR  TITH IR —

Hedges g

O 1. T3 o7 Bl BiEe Tic | ThR ol ATgol dotd adldl &; eRT Yol ol 3781 21

Study g 95% CI n Weight (REML)
Masuda et al. 2010 BM (discomfort, FD vs control) 1.18 0.65 to 1.72 61 High

Mandavia et al. 2015 (raw post discomfort, FD vs control) 0.27 -0.12 to 0.66 102 High

Hinton & Gaynor 2010 (distress vs waitlist) 0.70 -0.16 to 1.56 22 Low

Bos et al. 2024 (state anxiety vs sham; from ng? = 0.14) 0.80 0.44 to 1.16 128 High

REML pooled 0.72 0.32 to 1.12 313 —

Notes. Masuda 2010 BM &T g B9 a1 & 31tad 31k sD & fAdar|

B -STRIST 91 39.53, SD 24.91, n = 301 @giel 68.52, SD 23.43, n
=311

Mandavia T &edT 91¢ T g GTAETT aTeAT 3TTHST & |

AW DI BT ANCOVA-TSSTFES ATHD Beh thgled o Jebldol d = 0.62 AT|

BT TSI 3Mhsl o4 & Yo HW 3odT|

Hinton and Gaynor BTl dcfoive oiAT & | WM, foaT st
CIGRIEL
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Secondary forest
colour: believability

30 AhS H LABH: g =0.72

Bos and colleagues 3 Y0 &-TAfTaY 311 fEsiTed swadTe ol |
STHT g TTHIT &, F(1, 123) = 20.11, ng? = 0.14 & |
Prediction interval —-0.48 to 1.911 I? = 62%.

GFITA TR ThI, od & AK-GI&TH B, T d fold4T IT% IT 399 1% T

Masuda 2010 BM Bod-fS0RISTT §ATH dheldd, Tbld W g = 1.26 (0.72
t0 1.81) |

Mandavia Boi-TETRISTT §1TH dhgled, Tdhld T BUT d = 0.93 | el d1¢ Bl g
= 0.45 (0.06 t0 0.85) |

Larsson and colleagues (2016) ﬁWWW-’IﬂT-Z‘JWI F(2, 68) =
29.68,d =1.601

91 feT &t RoRge Sfded 7 -G 3R dgaafa g1 & UsTsT|

Ritzert and colleagues (2015) H SR dTcl AT bl Tdhld 37X 37eX &l 37dhs
SIS & &1¢ <IreT ikt |

fSEdaRM IT Ugd & SITeT|
T T 3TATes REML Yed A8t SisT T3 |

g JoAATS T I aTelt oid 37X Thet ATST &t 21 & IR A1 gk ol
I THBIYIT |

feom d, TJhid e bl waTeT fRR Thd &

Moderator table Table 3. Pre-specified moderators. Formal meta-regression was not run
at k = 4. Pattern only.
Moderator Pattern in the eligible set What it suggests

Single session  Largest immediate gs sit in 5—15 min laboratory sessions (Masuda BM, A single rep can move state
Vs practice Bos). Practice-period trials (Hinton 3 sessions; Larsson 5 days; Levin distress. A practice period is
period 2018 2-week app; Orvell 1 hr + daily use) add durability colour more where follow-up lives.

than they inflate immediate g.

Verbal vs Verbal word-repetition and “I am having the thought that...” produce Verbal reps win the sprint.
imagery the largerimmediate laboratory effects on discomfort and believability.  Imagery wins the “still there
Imagery / fly-on-wall effects are smaller versus immersed analysis on day 7” argument against

(Murdoch g = 0.19) and more interesting versus distraction at follow-up distraction.
(Kross & Ayduk 2008).
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Moderator Pattern in the eligible set What it suggests
Inactive vs Versus waitlist, sham, or reading, effects are medium. Versus Quote the comparator. The
active distraction, immediate distress often ties (Kross 2008). Versus number changes.
comparator restructuring, Larsson favours defusion at five days; Deacon 2011 is

mixed by timepoint.
WEIRD Most extractable gs are United States or European university samples.  Indirectness is the GRADE
undergrad vs Larsson recruited ages 18—-72 (mean 26). Orvell mean age 23.6. No wound.
wider adult Indian working-adult trial.

Heterogeneity

Ao f&dt 7 | Uoh ARM qid T &l AhdT & | Hiedl-379 Ffaed srafd &
&l 2l

3rec 9Tt 39 2lg Sidd €1 did R aTet 39 A1d4 e RERMA & adTh
fehd 2l

qoTAT feidT | FaR S¢etdT 81 HIRd ol 31T aTell ¢ldel &l ol Tal GRADE
CARICRS

IR ST dTel Td Yl H 12 = 62% HEH T Bl 8| 3R A8t |
Teh ST YTl THAC T *AS-SIERTT & | §Te HT B Sgd 99|

Ueh d1St-gH ST dTeil oid 8| e d16 ol BTl BIeT| TSoies Brae HegH |
Tah ol AR aTelt defolve et &1 ared o |

T Ul & gof 3Tt RAfeR waih 21 3 fEhe & AT |

URaR T 21 JaT U el |

95% prediction interval (-0.48 to 1.91) (=T IR &dT 2|

28 Selis A g Teal ATt & Wl 317 Fehdl g

g a1y &3 39 31Ty §Td H I&-T A1fgU Sl g = 0.72 Sled |

Leave-one-out BTH &I U &l

Masuda 2010 BM &2131, Yed il g = 0.57 |
Mandavia T ATTETT dTedl el g BeT31l, ol hiid g = 0.89 |
HdeT=fteTdr Ut 0.57 to 0.89 |

Hinton (8TeT n) gasﬁ,%gfé\m@rﬁﬁl
WE-FdTT YT AT WTedl TSI SISt Yol A1 31U

2H(IT ohal T 3Mihal, g = 0.72 (0.32 to 1.12), TEATHYT &l ohg & | Ypid
CARECEIERN
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Publication bias IR ATH T 2T TR Egger BT ¢&e AR &, TRTeT g |
Wl Uel &l Sif AdhdT | &1 Td TR Hi T&dt &1
ggatt, TS e | @ttt 31k fAel-glet Adiol &l
Pilecki and McKay (2012) H ftheH & §T¢ e -IdTV HTd H fERIeT, gar
3R gl | Beh gl |
At & U aTed! Iq=-3o T § Heb |
2021 T b W20 o1d 4 FredT¥eh AE-GIEITAT 3R HId AT R
SIeRTan e |
&I ©UT WTedl Aot HTAT 7T |

AT, Aeh-TEE AT AT Ugel & 9gd BIC g W 2T &1 A ot
& RIATh |

ST hETT A g = 1.18 dTei! &id fATy, &Y gTgetrse et o &t 2

Risk-of-bias Table 4. RoB 2 pattern across the eligible set.

summary
Typical

Domain judgement Why

Randomisation process Low to some Subject-pool or computer assignment is common. Sequence concealment
concerns rarely described in analogue reports.

Deviations from intended Low to some Single-session laboratory protocols are hard to deviate from. Practice-

intervention concerns period trials vary in adherence.

Missing outcome data Some concerns  Analogue sessions usually complete. Intent-to-treat is rare except

Hinton. Orvell follow-ups thin out.

Measurement of the Some concerns  Almost all primary outcomes are unblinded self-report ratings. Demand
outcome characteristics are alive threat. Ritzert’s implicit task is the exception.

Selection of the reported Some concerns Most analogue trials were not pre-registered. Bos 2024 is the modern
result to high exception.

Overall Some concerns  No trial was low risk across all five domains. Hinton is high risk on
imprecision and waitlist contrast.

I TR IE erded Uldl 184 W1 Low A&l | Hinton AT9 37R defeiie
I High
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GRADE table Table 5. GRADE certainty for the questions a workplace programme
actually asks.

Question Estimate Certainty  Why that grade

Immediate distress  g=0.72(0.32t01.12), k=4, Low Started at Moderate (RCTs). Downgraded for

vs inactive / sham/ N =313 inconsistency (12 62%, wide PI) and indirectness

waitlist (WEIRD undergrads, analogue thoughts, not Indian
working adults).

Immediate Directionally medium-to- Low to More consistent direction than distress. Still

believability of a large in verbal lab trials Moderate  analogue self-report. Shared laboratories with the

target thought distress pool.

Durability at 7 days Distanced analysis still Very low Few trials. Specific contrast is versus immersion or

buffered; distraction faded distraction, not versus every possible active practice.
(Kross & Ayduk 2008 S2)

Durability at 1 month Hinton n =22 held; Orvell 3— Very low Small n, interaction-driven findings, active-control tie

or more 6 month not specific vs at long follow-up.
relaxation
Effect in Indian No direct estimate No rating Zero CTRI and zero published Indian RCTs in this

working adults

scope. Indirectness is total.

What the wider, non-
pooled set adds

Masuda, Twohig, Stormo, Feinstein, Chou and Wendell (2010) q132
3TN AT Al A 9 70§ 34T

Rreg ST, WATed EeHT, T IgT |

feUge A ST 3R IhI AT qet-T311 & SaTeT "gery|

FSH 3TT &1 3d 3, 34 i

I8 TR {3 YT o Sieh dTeR 2| TSR YoIl & et ©ul ol-14 g didh
ERE

T4 &b 3763 3R d3 & (@1 d = 1.70, I d = 1.60) | TE2AT Masuda 2010
BM & fietd 21

Larsson, Hooper, Osborne, Bennett and McHugh (2016) 3¢ &t a4
3{TfTRd ST 2lsg aTed! et 2l

ShETR dIED, 39 18 to 72, Ud fad Yfaed | g2 & ATe faetr |
“IR A9 § 9ITeA 37T 38T & fh...” | HoleRR 37TdTol | T o &I |

SRS 7 T-fGATT 3R I AT &bl Tehid, 3TRTH, ST BT 3R
THRTHD HTd TR T3] |
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AHRTHD WTed ot TRIRAT oIS § fiRT | IRgad 1 & et | T-f&arr
H Iel|

I8 FTEUY-TE 39 YIUTH T T HAsT T 2l

Kross and Ayduk (2008) feahT3:9 &t derT 9 3&8d &

Study 1 (n = 141) ¥ X & EroAT fSERM & SR, 37cR T Al T 98 |
3CTH HTd R HE1RMA n2 = 0.07 | §F 917 3763 n2 = 0.04, (MHT g = 0.411
Study 2 &I ST 1 & &7 7 f&T dep &t | Q¥ aTedl 9 foapl | fEdaRM

gt feapr|

YHd WITA ¢F dTel d1E A 32| 3ITEATT TEhT | BT (FEgaRM) T i
CISGRIE

Orvell, Bruehlman-Senecal, Vickers, Kross and Ayduk (2022) I Haat 3R
AT e I Tdh TR[ F dTeR fAhTedT |

111 JIEDI BT Teb T BT YR FfRALHUT AT | T ISTTHT S&I AT |
a4 feq 91g, HHSIR el 3R AT YOIl H &H HHGIR ol o T |

3cTel 3R 37 & 37d & THhRTHD HId R |
1 3R @8 HEA R ZE AT 3iR ReldRiM i1, $6 7 fGaT 3 98] |
HHSIR IUFHE H 3cTd o1&l U1 | S Ufdhed Yfered 37etT el ust |

SHTTCR oidl Bloil-37T TET 8| HTd & AT 8 HRAd BT, HE& 7 i
d IER|

3ITeSTeR -T2 3Thell HRA HIH gl |

Levin, Haeger, An and Twohig (2018) = I g% &I HIdT3el-Ud
fEogeH STl

AT T, WE W et AT, faelfTdhet duet &l |

defoi®e & Hohlaol SIS A 37TcH-3Tel T 3TR Id AegH-J-93 &3
ARSI

IR U & HapTdel g1 dfaed SaTer fHatdl-sfetd! o |
fered 31afe wrd BT d7et garT 3i1ha RRACR 2

Q1T Fdtol Sfid & A1 Tap RTUTH H 32 |

Pilecki and McKay (2012) H ftheH & ST HTd WX We-ddTU Bheb el |
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SIS, TaTAT, dhelet | it T e |
§1G &1 TR ™F 7 ASE-GIETT 3R HTF Il IR SIgRTaT et |

Deacon and colleagues (2011) H AR H fE0S dol| Hddh gd 1
IR b TdAT B |
S-S0 0 W | @l Td ol BY hdT ¢l hIH I HT 2l

I T ChIH Pl 3T qHBI-TBIe I dTel & F AdhdT g, ST 3THHAT
EHRIT &l Tl

07

What the number
means

Discussion

R-foei Aol 9Uh] IR 3 Bl
dR1hl dht HRATI RCT A |

g = 0.72 qRd ¥¢d W ALIH 3R ¢

I AT St HTT & o1 I8 2

Bicl et d Yfcheq & d1g 371d Afth HH ¥ dTel [TR & 19 90T |
el dTel e & e a1-fdgTs HTe fader g |

fezaTe 2a1 &1 Afhed IgetT TeT &l

Levin 2012 & TEURISTH-ATH-ATSHY 37ihs (g = 0.74) & HId gl

Murdoch 2023 & GR-&-TH-37c3 31idhs (g = 0.19) A T &l

qoTT 9gd HTH IR & &l

il & Tal & gT, IT A f&hte Ug 8T, IT defeiie W &, 3qd felTh 39
qegH fegdr 2|

ST agt ATE 37U WISt & 37e3 T FHIe &l &, 39 RTATH BIIeT Biel &
SATdT 21

R aRM & AT I8 3T RIS | 8T 91 &1 I8 S A & |
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TS W e el | Rifees Adta &l

Masuda and colleagues (2009) ¥ IG-CIgTT 3T Hchs H ATUT |

AT 3 37R 10 Adhg & ofla 6 TE | Il 20 37R 30 & &l

g Bidhs Hgid ¥ AT &1 1T Ygel SIcdT eldl 2| aTay dTe H 20T afdT &

37T NUTH YT Adhe TR b df 3TRTH WIIE ddbdl g1 WITd R Wt aa
ST §7d IohdT 1

37Ter e ga’t @ 2
fehT3HU T 3T 8 OTal ¥s-317 37R &Ié-379 i1 gahd gl
PHHI D &4l @Rd &l TR Bl doi- dTedl Holld HH 2l

Kross and Ayduk (2008) T&dR &1 g3 & AT 1 3R 7 & a1e Ht & |
fSdaRM, oI Id ol RIS TR 2T, 38 T |

Hinton and Gaynor (2010) 37Tl YAT 8| AdTdAT n IR & 8: STed i, v
T2, Udh AT

Orvell and colleagues (2022) fadTE 81
3{TeoTdR-¥d 3TR ReTd=A ST, 30eT & Jgd? | Th-galk & el |
ZATICR 3T Hohd 1ol & I & | AT BT A hdse AT |

Mechanisms, without  Bernstein T 2015 dToAT TaRIT 2T 93 3THT fohe SadT 2|
the brochure

TdT (“Uh [T 27) | TgdTd &eHT (“H Taret 781) |

HH GfAfehdT (“EdTel Tl € TehdT &, H Hel T oldTe ¢ dhdl §7) |
I aTel RTh I 3R g &l fues hl HIed &

R et o3 AoTe e 21

TSI Uet T WISt & Tetd! €, R dTedl SaR A el |

HITTAR & ATH GIA1 ! BIH dHd oAV | 8e161g H Teh ¢lH o8 HAoR ol
TUdh W1 oIT3 Ued! 2l

&R T Edl 8, “HR 7 H WaTel 317 7eT € fob g3t TR fopar S er 217

Ty 376 Ht 21 R &Y a1 Al 21 T df ST oY X dfedl GIdR & GIaRT
a&dt g, 3R 7ol &1 STaTe i 2|
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fafird a1 it I8t HIaT 21 &R 2R aTed clhT & U T 3T9c U8
TET HotdT |

AT G| Uh & $APR|

Larsson &T UId f&T aTedT TdToi H8eT I & faig ot a7 ustalT 21

e WITe & 989 Hdl 2| SRS 39 daaidl g

g1 fea ¥ $&-9¢Td Ihi, 3TRTH, 5t 84T 3iR IhRTHS HTd TR SidT |
U IRGFIRIT WA T8t 9t |

Deacon (2011) f3aTdT € §Hdd R § 989 s dohd! &l

Haold RTgVY-TE YIITH 33 I B I Adhdl ¢, 9ed & el | Idd b
37a JERI |

AT T Yol IR SrIed 37X 313 AT 81 God I 2| dref gl |
SITETaR T UfHT 3733 |

SATSTAR ATl Udh WTel IT Udb Hg o foHT 31 &g e A Hfded &
IEEEIEIA

HIT BT 31 PeAle T8l | Fad @R & Ig fearad ¢ fob @amel & 73T
[EESIEECIE

Ugod A Gof 81T GofH 21 Prediction interval [~ IR &dT &1 HRd
U &l

ot et Tahol SITAEEIdRT dTe & | I8 UUR §1RE AR dTed WUTH TR Al
STt HhdT |

U 3gd HT T &

&g UTH eIl SitTel H Ag 37T b | -9 31d Siig amg R U716 & Al
€l gV

d heTH! | 38| e YoT § &l 3Ted Y|

S 3TThsT STaT 7 ST AT, 38 947 fHfgd fopar a1 It & S1e: 3AT|

ST QRTT AT BT gaH efehe 7 AT S|

Levin (2012) T9es Tdlsll dTett dhulAc THIET &1 RTAT JToT |

Murdoch (2023) &3 §TH 37eX et &1 H& T B3 §1H 3ifeotdR-&d &
37677 AT |

A R Uh TG H el SHTHSR 1 U A 94T AT g |
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Research gaps, with
the India gap named
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$HDRT HdId

What this means for an Indian workplace programme

IS B Teb T TATfoTee o3 Id &t §9 J TR eAte &l &

HAoR BT AT 37T & — “hod §1d IR Tobd 22" — AR AT sgaraI O
faes e g “H 58 R H el 81 FET § 1”7

399 & d &1 HHT T8 | IT% T3 &I &1 ollg HH &l

I BT RTgVY YTFE dffiel H 317dT 2| T S8 hidl g, “BR AT H
TYTe 37 7ET 2 fob H 28 Reg & el & FET §1”

TR “Thed” 2reC bl dofl T SIERTd! &, oId ddb df fath 377dTel I8 STV |
IR &l &1 9Td I g3 aTeft <A d a@dt 2l

30 1 T TS Ape o dT 2
el fch g1 aTfev | ST ad I8t arfeq | fawh 3iisit 18t arfev|

WA LI R I 767 & (@16 A F g BT 0.7; RHT e HulAe
gHTem d g = 0.74) |

Tftg fddh aTedt 91 81 ST sl B TR Ihd! &l
fepT3HUT TraaTt 81 STETaR ST oid o ¢aTol IR Fdhd 2l

Tch EFd b1 I I CIgITdT 7T Blodl-379 2
YRR 1 TR-farelfAahel dTefsds Tt Hise Agl |

AT TIUTH 5T & 3 fAdT 81 i 98 |

oI 3T EAT SIedT 7 U3, $ATT I Uh ¢4 X &

WIRd dTedl BHT faT0 gH & | el T Hedl a3T Be 2

CTRI 7 [ ¢TI feU|

2004-2026 H TR-faei{Tehel HRATY qahl R Ble fEafeR a1 fEwrgsiT
e &1 wUT RCT & Al |

T U BT & UTH 3T, T, 3R g 371 felais & o T 3R 2|

3T BT | 3T 3TUGTT | 3TaRIR hfd H Th WdTod |
HRATT BTHD oI dIEh Srde 3T U g7 dTfev|
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FTEUY | ST AT g HITT | U B 31 Teb HEl bl 3¢d 37d |
deferte 3R Ufded fERdaRM a1 ReAdIRM Sl & Raels |

dd deh SHIRMUY g9 ddtepl ol Hfded ol ave SEAHTe oY Adhd &
HegH q3d A9d Adhd | Sgd HH LTI ThiA | I IcT Ahdl 2|
HIS[CT Yol ! MRS TSl T Tel aet ddhdT |

Ay H 31k B¢ 21 Ugad I ol 3i1ftha dud |

Ueh 8 o UR Wletl-379 J3F 37d &I, 91 &1 Ad g |

IHTT 3TR T 37T gt W 19 S1¢ | d9-8-F §9719 T19-3-d 19 b Hi
Pl &b PHIRUT|

T & Wieihldl § 2 §9TH d&a R | Hao 997 359 IR fiUes 381 &l Sel
FAT AP AK-GIERTT 3T 37 od & 1R SIETAT oIy, o gt §ardr|
3TR 3TTEAT WTed! AdTSIT BTUA T AT ~ITdT |

A lastimage, thenthe Sl XRITIP & TaRTs HIASIATON Bl 912 BT ool AT, af HH o
numbers again :E’TW?ITI

ST A s & 2R 3T % Aol &1 QR ATe BT et WY, & A A ureft |

STl HTSed 82 MR T eldhd UR YgdT- &l doid dcod, a1 IrHT=T A&t 8l urdT|
3ifeoTdR-Td g1 di HTH] ¥ 3THR 2

S CIIeT | 89 AT Ach, 39 $ABR I qid hIAd Bd al-[dals HIdh
IEEGEEE

qchsl T B &l Adbdl & | 3T HRATT Wt 78T | STafad A8t | 39 21
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FAQ

r

Does this actually reduce distress, or is it just a lab trick?
IR AT A3 ordd, IR-fadfAehed 9ath (N = 313) H 3ffeotdR-&¢d

3R SRS 4 qd & gerdT| g = 0.72 | o1 fAfsha, A a7
defelRe ¥ HegH 3R | SATGTaR AUt UfHT @1 | 7eR [E31Td BT
37Tol 21 311t &t TRET &t |

@) How fast does it work if I only have a minute?
2eC SIERTH aTcdT Tesl H UTaTcH b a1 3TaRIR 3 to 10 Ths ol dol

SIERTE W 96 ST 1 [WATA TR Thid e H B 20 to 30 Ths
oTd €1 37T fEATeR fespe e e Totd! &1 39 W a1 &t wel
I Bl gl

Does the relief last past today?
T Job-FER AT YT H 1 feq 31k 7 fe7 a1e Wt 3219 YTd 1 &7 |

fSEaRM 33 gl AT| o9 AR dTed! 31TdToT Tl ol BIIel 1 HaA
dd 38T (n = 22) | Ta BIcAl-377 HH 7R fHel-Sel & | ITof 397 FrT |
Ueh IR T SiTg A |

€D Is this therapy?

T8 1 T Bt HfFed 21 @ITa F a1 deaidt & — @A, [WATH hedT,
T 37TATST §4T AT — ATHUT T 989 fohy foAT | I 39T 81 ST
T | SATST BT B A8l | frAfAched SGHTA bl ST T8l |

@D Has this been tested with Indian working adults?
el | TR-foredfAched ga%h] IR Bie fSAfeRm a1 faugs &1 CTRI-
Iforeed 3R Bt AT RCT T et | I8t WIRd ateft B 21 23

HRATI HTOT3T H @TgUY fSafladt oid aileh! A el fEaTTe 3T HT
21 WITHT Tgd T <rar 30t 78T |
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