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1. 3 2ODOFT /)LIHE O EL

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI Random sequence generation (selection bias) IV, Randem, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.2.1 Behavioural intervention versus TAU
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable

Heterogeneity. Nat applicable
Test for overall effect: ot applicable

1.2.2 Social ication focused i ion versus TAU

Aldred 2004 118 64 14 1el 44 14 156% -076[-153, 001] Low risk — ]
Drew 2002 183 49 12 201 43 12 Mot estimable Lows risk

Creen 2010 157 6 77 185 57 75 59.0%  -0.14 [-0.45, 0.18] Low risk ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 91 89 74.6% -0.35[-0.92, 0.23] i

Heterageneity Tau? = 0.10; Chi = 2.15, df = 1 (P = 0.14); I = 53%
Test for overall effect: 2 = L17 (P = 0.24)

1.2.3 Miltimodal developmental intervention versus TAU

Joceln 1998 485 184 16 565 201 19 ot estimatle Low risk, ee
Dawson 2010 65 15 24 73 21 23 25.4% -0.43[-1.01, 0.15] Low risk —_— o7
Tonge 2006 3586 614 35 3873 BT7E 35 MOt estimable Unclear risk e
Pajareya 2011 345 601 16 3718 742 16 Mot estimable Unclear risk e
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 23 25.4% -0.43 [-1.01,0.15] ——

Heterogeneity. Nat applicable
Test for overall effect: 2 = 1.46 (P = 0.14)

Total (95% CIy 115 112 100.0% -0.31[-0.63, 0.01] -
Heterageneity Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 2.54, df = 2 (P = 0.28); I = 21% — + t %
Test for overall effect: 2 = 1.87 (P = 0.06)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 0.04, of = 1 (P = 0.83), F = 0%
Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)

(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other bias

Favours [experimental] Favours [contrel]

2. X NAEA AR

Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% €1 Random sequence generation (selection bias) W, Randam, 95% C1 ABCDEFG

Study or Subgroup E
16.5.1 Behavioural Intervention versus TAU
Subtotal (95% CI) o o Not estimable
Hererogeneiny: ot applicaole

Test for overall effect. Mot applicable

16.5.2 | focused warsus TAU

Kaale 2012 573 228 34 492 199 27 0,37 |-0.14, 0.88] Loww righ. -T—

Ithikawa 2013 a0z 51 5 397 & & 0.08(-1.11, 1.27] Low risk -

Green 2010 349 197 7 2€¢ 175 7% 0.47[0.15, 0.80] Low risk ——

Kasari 2010 42.85 1998 19 2787 1401 19 085018, 1.52] Loww righ.

Thompsan 2012 14455 734 17 236 ROE 11 136 [0 44, 7.29] Liww rigk - 3 L
Lawron 2012 558 081 9 411 1868 7 1100002, 2.19] Low risk

Aldred 2004 3I7& 101 14 276 16% 14 9.71[-0.08, 1.48] Loww righ.

Landa 2011 496 S48 P4 7ET G476 14 Not estimable unclear rigk 7
Venker 2012 271 1408 7 186 2867 7 Not estimable Unclear risk L 1
Kim 2008 181 345 5§ 038 101 s Not estimable Uncliar risk [ ]
Siller 2013 TET 167 31 X1 164 B Not estimabls unclear rigk L 1
Subtotal (95% Cn 170 159 84.5% 0.58 [0.36, 0.81] -

Hiterogeniity Tau? = 0.00; Chi! = 811 df = 6P = 0411 F = 2%
Test for overall effect: 2 = 5.03 (F < 0.00001

16.5.3 1l wversus TAU

Casenhiser 2011 3.28 0458 25 323 043 26 15.5% 0.11 [-0.44, 0.66] Low rigk ™
Weheriin 2¢ 184 7.3 10 16 5 10 Not estimable Unclear risk

Pajareya 2011 295 182 15 256 133 16 Uncliar risk

Subtatal (95% €Iy 2% 26 15.5% R

Hererogengiry: Mot applicanle
Teest for overall effect 2 = 040 (P = 0.63)

Total (95% C 193 185 100.0% 0.53 [0.29, 0.78)
Heterogeneity Tiu? = 0,02, Chit « 852, df = 7 (P = 028, F = 18%
Test Tor overall effect: 2 = 4.28 (F < 0.00011

Test for subgroup differences; Chi = 2,44, df = L (P = 0,12 F = 5508
Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

B} Allecatson concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of parcipams and personnel (performance blas)

(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attribon bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reperting bias)

1G) Oeher bias

FAVOUrS CORral FAvOUrs exparimant
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3. HDORA~DISEE

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study ar Subgroup  Mean 50 Total  Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Randam, 95% C1_Random sequence generation (selection bias) IV, Random, 95% C1 ABCDEFG
16.4 havioural intervention 5 TAU

Subtotal (35% CI) o o Hot estimable

Helerogenein: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect. Not applicable

16.4.2 ial focused wersus TAL

Thompsen 2012 2016 24.82 10 19133 2193 S 105% 042 [-0.50, 133 Low risk S T e L 344
Caner 2011 034 007 2% 0% o1 24 ROt estimanie Low risk L 34
Aldred 2004 65.1 14.3 14 495 189 14 14.3% 0.90 [0.12, 1.63] Low risk - *
Green 2010 513 186 77 326 14 75 75I% 1.08[0.75, 1.43] Low risk —- e
venker 2012 FAST 3351 7 FEREER T Ed Nt estimanie unclear risk T
Slller 2013 BT 004 4 D6l 004 0 M0 estimable Unclear risk T
Subtotal (95% CIy 101 96 100.0% .99 [0.70, 1.29] -
HEterogeneity Tau® = 000, Chi* = 183, of = 2 (F = 053], 7 = 0%

Test for overall effec: £ = 6.57 (P < Q000011

16.4.3 wersus TAU

Subtotal (95% C1) o o Nat estimable

Heterogensing Mot applicatile

Tiest Tor ouerall Bffect Mot appiicatie

Total (95% CIy 101 96 100.0% .99 [0.70, 1.29] -
HEterogeneity Tau® = 000, Chi* = 183, of = 2 (F = 053], 7 = 0% * T

Test for overall effec: 2 = 6.57 (P < Q.00001)

Test for subgroup delferences. Mot applicable Favours conirol FAvourt xaeriment

Risk of bias legend

(A Random sequence generation [selection bias)

1B} Allecation concealmens (selection blash

{C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)

{10) Blinding of sutcame assessment (detection bas)

{E) Incomplere cuicome data {amrion bias)

{F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

1G) Cther bias

4. FERIEE K EERE R AELH
. fH X fH X AL
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Tatal Weight IV, Randam, 95% C1_Random sequence g lectian bias) ¥, Randam, 95% CI ABLCDEFGG

1 ehavioural intervention vers

Subtotal (95% Cly o Not estimable

Heterogeneiny. Not applicasie

Test for overall effect. Mot applicable

16.5.2 Soclal focused varsus TAU

Kaale 2012 573 228 34 492 199 27 17Aax 9,37 [-0.14, 0.88] Loww righ. -

Ichikawa 2013 w0z 51 5 397 3 & A0%  D08|-111,127] Low risk +

Green 2010 349 197 77 26 175 7 ILTR 0.47[0.15, 0.80] Low risk -

Kazari 2010 42.85 1998 15 27.87 14.01 1% 113% 085018, 152] Loww righ.

Thompsan 2012 14455 734 17 ITE BOE 11 64% 1,360 44, 7.79] Low rigk e

Lawrton 2012 558 081 9 411 168 7 4.8% 1100002, 2.19] Low risk
Aldred 2004 376 101 14 276 16% 14 BN 9.71[-0.08, 1.48] Loww righ.

Landa 2011 486 S4B 24 75T G976 14 Not estimabls unclear rigk
WVenker 2012 271 1408 7 186 2867 7 Not estimable Unclear risk

Kim 2008 141 348 5§ 038 101 s Not estimable Uncliar risk.
Siller 2013 iR 167 31 21 164 IR Not estimabls unclear rigk

Subtotal (95% C1 170 159 H4.5% 0.58 [0.36, 0.81] -

Hiterogeniity Tau? = 0.00; Chi! = 811 df = 6P = 0411 F = 2%

Test for overall effect: 2 = 5.03 (F < 0.00001)

16.5.3 devel I versus TAU

Casenhiser 2011 3.28 0458 25 323 043 26 15.5% 0.11 [-0.44, 0.66] Low rigk ™

Weherlin 2012 a4 7.3 10 16 5 10 Not estimable Unclear risk

Pajareya 2011 299 182 15 256 133 18 Not estimable Uncliar risk.

Subtatal (95% €Iy % 26 155%  0.11[-0.44, 0.66] R

Hererogengiry: Mot applicanle
Test for overall effect 7 « 040 (P = 0.83)

Total (95% C1) 195 185 100.0% 0.53 [0.29, 0.78] -

Heterogeneity Tiu? = 0,02, Chit « 852, df = 7 (P = 028, F = 18% ——t—+

Test Tor overall effect: 2 = 4.28 (F < 0.00011

Test for subgroup differences: Chi' = 244, df = L (P = 0.12), 1 = S2.0%
Risk of bias legend

&) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
B} Allecatson concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of and personnel

D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attribon bias)

UF) Selective rEpOrting (reponting bias)

1G] Other bias

bias)
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5. {EREE
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B~ DA

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total  Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% C1Randam sequence generation (selection blash IV, Random, 95% C1 ABCDEFG
16.4.1 Behavioural intervention versus TAU
Subtotal (95% CIy o o Kot estimable
Helerogenein: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect. Not applicable
16.4.2 ial focused wersus TAL
Thompson 2012 2016 24.82 10 19133 2193 8 10.5% 0.42 [-0.50, 1.33] Low risk e e — [ ]
Caner 2011 034 007 2% 0% o1 24 ROt estimanie Law risk &
Aldred 2004 65.1 14.3 14 495 189 14 14.3% 0.90 [0.12, 1.63] Low risk -
Green 2010 513 186 77 326 14 75 75I% 1.08[0.75, 1.43] Low risk —-
wenker 2012 FAST 3351 7 FEREER T Ed Nt estimanie unclear risk T
Slller 2013 072 004 i4 061 0.04 30 Mot estimable Unclear risk T
Subtotal (95% CIy 101 96 100.0% .99 [0.70, 1.29] -
HEterogeneity Tau® = 000, Chi* = 183, of = 2 (F = 053], 7 = 0%
Test for overall effeci: Z = 6.57 (P < 0.00001)
16.4.3 wersus TAU
Subtotal (95% C1) L] o Nat estimable
Heterogensing Mot applicatile
Tiest Tor ouerall Bffect Mot appiicatie
Total (95% CIy 101 96 100.0% .99 [0.70, 1.29] -
HEterogeneity Tau® = 000, Chi* = 183, of = 2 (F = 053], 7 = 0% * T

Test for overall effec: 2 = 6.57 (P < Q.00001)

Test for subgroup differences. Mot applicable

Risk of bias legand

(A Random sequence generation [selection bias)

18} Allocation concealment iselection blash

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
1) Elinding of sutcame assessment (detection bias)

{E) Incomplete cutcome data (amrivion bias)

{F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

1G) Other blas
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