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3.1 1Q

Experimental 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
5.1.1 Behavioral intervention Cognitive
Sallows 2005 73.08 33.08 13 796 218 10 Not estimable
Smith 2000 66.49 24.08 15 4967 19.74 13 7.4% 0.74 [-0.04,1.51)
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 7.4% 0.74[-0.04,1.51] e —
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 1.87 (P = 0.06)
5.1.2 Communication-focused intervention Cognitive
Drew 2002 779 148 12 661 171 12 6.4% 0.71[-0.12,1.54) >
Kasari 2012 JA group 935 2232 15 89.23 1313 55 135% 0.27 [-0.30, 0.85) N I
Kasari 2012 SP group  87.73 17.96 14 89.23 1313 55 12.8% -0.10 [-0.69, 0.48] .
Landa 2011 34.44 16.67 24 30.28 16.62 24 137% 0.25[-0.32,081) I e —
Subtotal (95% ClI) 65 146 46.4% 0.22 [-0.09, 0.53] e
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*= 2.57, df= 3 (P = 0.46); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.41 (P=0.16)
5.1.3 Multimodal intervention Cognitive
Dawson 2010 786 242 24 663 153 21 12.3% 0.59[-0.01,1.19] | e —
Rogers 2012 6982 179 49 67.92 17.93 49 28.2% 0.11 [-0.29, 0.50] B B
Welterlin 2012 637 174 10 581 25 10 57% 0.25[-0.63,1.13)
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 80 46.2% 0.25 [-0.06, 0.56] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.74,df=2 (P=0.42); F=0%
Test for overall effect. Z=1.58 (P=0.11)
Total (95% CI) 163 239 100.0% 0.27 [0.06, 0.48] B
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 5.81, df= 7 (P = 0.56); F= 0% 41 El= 5 3 U=5 11
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.55 (P = 0.01) Favours control Favours experiment
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.51,df=2 (P=0.47), F= 0%
3.2
Experimental 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
6.5.1 Beh al inter : expressive |
Sallows 2005 5338 319N 13 59.22 2513 10 Not estimable
Smith 2000 4453 2348 15 36.23 2119 13 4.8% 0.36 [-0.39,1.11]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 13 4.8% 0.36 [-0.39, 1.11] e —
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.94 (P = 0.35)
6.5.2 Communication-focused: expressive language
Aldred 2004 199.4 25606 14 331 683 14 49% 0.01 [-0.73,0.75]
Cassenhiser 2011 0 0 0 0 0 0 Not estimable
Drew 2002 966 1188 12 44 502 12 4.0% 0.56 [-0.26, 1.38]
Goods 2013 14.52 5.38 5 1195 016 6 1.8% 0.65 [-0.58, 1.89]
Green 2010 20 1.2 77 20 113 75 26.7% 0.00[-0.32,0.32) . E—
Kaale 2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 Not estimable
Kasari 2012 JA group 865 1889 15 805 223 55 82% 0.27 [-0.30, 0.85] R
Kasari 2012 SP group 864 193 14 805 223 55 7.8% 0.27 [-0.32, 0.86] e
Schertz 2013 3327 1579 11 2717 1.2 12 3.9% 0.43[-0.40,1.26)
Siller 2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 Not estimahble
Subtotal (95% CI) 148 229 57.4% 0.17 [-0.05, 0.38] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.35, df=6 (P = 0.76), F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.49 (P=0.13)
6.5.3 Multimodal inter expressive languag
Dawson 2010 36.6 136 24 30 9.2 21 76% 0.55[-0.05,1.15) T
Qosterling 2010 0 0 0 0 0 0 Not estimable
Roberts 2011-Centre based 7151 29 44 87 14 66% 0.19 [-0.45,0.83] —_— T
Roberts 2011-Home based 28 75 27 44 87 14 B4% -0.20 [-0.85, 0.45) e
Rogers 2012 4227 61.99 49 3887 737 49 17.2% 0.05[-0.35, 0.45) e —
Subtotal (95% CI) 129 98 37.8% 0.13 [-0.14, 0.41] et
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.09, df=3 (P=0.38); F= 3%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.96 (P = 0.34)
Total (95% CI) 292 340 100.0% 0.16 [-0.00, 0.33] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 6.75, df=11 (P = 0.82); F= 0% ?1 _05'5 3 0?5 1?

Test for overall effect. Z=1.93 (P = 0.05)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.31, df= 2 (P = 0.86), F= 0%

Favours control Favours experiment



