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Supplementary Figure 9. Forest plot for nausea and vomiting
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Supplementary Figure 10. Forest plot for amyotrophic lateral sclerosis



Supplementary Figure 11. Forest plot for Chorea Huntington



Supplementary Figure 12. Forest plot for dystonia
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Supplementary Figure 13. Forest plot for glaucoma



Supplementary Figure 14. Forest plot for irritable bowel syndrome



Supplementary Figure 15. Forest plot for multiple sclerosis




Supplementary Figure 16. Forest plot for anorexia nervosa



Supplementary Figure 17. Forest plot for anxiety
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Supplementary Figure 18. Forest plot for dementia
[image: C:\Users\ainho\OneDrive\Desktop\memory stick\Cann SystReview\Manuscript\Figs and tables manus\FS18. Dementia Forest plot.png]


Supplementary Figure 19. Forest plot for depression
[image: C:\Users\ainho\OneDrive\Desktop\memory stick\Cann SystReview\Manuscript\Figs and tables manus\F10. Depression Forest plot.png]


Supplementary Figure 20. Forest plot for PTSD
[image: C:\Users\ainho\OneDrive\Desktop\memory stick\Cann SystReview\Manuscript\Figs and tables manus\FS19. PTSD Forest plot.png]


Supplementary Figure 21. Forest plot for schizophrenia and psychosis
[image: C:\Users\ainho\OneDrive\Desktop\memory stick\Cann SystReview\Manuscript\Figs and tables manus\FS20. Schizophr Forest plot.png]
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Test for overall efect Z= 1.45 (P= 0.14)

Total (95% CI) 1253 1173 100.0%  0.291.0.39,-0.18] *
Heterageneity: Talr = 0.04; ChP= 68,44, df = 33 (P = 0.0003); F= 52% %

Testfor oversll effect: Z= 5.32 (P < 0.00001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chif= 5.39 df= 4 (F = 0.25).
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Study or Subgroup _Std. Mean Difference __SE Total _Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% C1
811 Dronabinol vs Placebo

Weber 2010 02573 02167 22 22 505% 0.26 [0.17, 0.68] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 2 2 595%  026[017,068] —~-_
Hetetogeneity: Not applicable

Test foroverall efect Z= 1.13 (P= 0.24)

8.1.3 Nabiximol vs Placebo

Riva 2019 03804 02628 29 30 405%  038F013,000) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 30 405%  038[0413,090] T
Hetetogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall efect Z= 1.45 (P= 0.15)

Total (95% CI) 51 52 1000%  031[0.02,063] -
Heterogeneity: Tal = 0.00; ChP= 0.13, if= 1 (P= 0.72), F= 0% ——r

Testfor overall effect 2= 1.84 (
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi

0.07)
013 df=1(P=072.
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