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Figure S1. Forest plot of the SMDs with corresponding 95% CIs of studies corresponding to the effect of internet treatment compared to WL control on OBE.
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Figure S2. Forest plot of the SMDs with corresponding 95% CIs of studies corresponding to the effect of internet treatment compared to WL control on BMI.
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Figure S3. Forest plot of the SMDs with corresponding 95% CIs of studies corresponding to the effect of internet treatment compared to WL control on EDE-Q total score.
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Figure S4. Forest plot of the SMDs with corresponding 95% CIs of studies corresponding to the effect of internet treatment compared to WL control on the EDE-Q subscale, shape concern.
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Description automatically generated]Figure S5. Forest plot of the SMDs with corresponding 95% CIs of studies corresponding to the effect of internet treatment compared to WL control on the EDE-Q subscale, weight concern.
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