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NKR24 - PICO10 - schizophrenia: Assertive community treatment versus standard care

Characteristics of studies
Characteristics of included studies
Audini 1998

Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Low risk
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk
Other bias Low risk
Bjorkman 2002
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk
Other bias Low risk
Bond (A) 1988
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) High risk
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk
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Bond (B) 1988

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes

Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk

Bond (C) 1988
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes

Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk

Bond 1990

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Unclear risk no info
Other bias Unclear risk no info

Botha 2014
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Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table

Bias ﬁl::::e'nt Support for judgement

Random sequence generation Unclear risk .

el ) nclear how th ndardiz: le was m

Allocation concealment (selection bias) | High risk N hat th | for randomisation w: nceal
E:::;:izissfijgfnts and personnel | High risk Blinding not bl

(Bdlierﬁic:rl?ogf;)i::;ome assessment High risk Not blin not solel n regist "

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) | Low risk 2 out of 26 allocated to TAU switched to ACT.

Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk No protocol availabl tn tcomes mentioned in meth tion that are not reported in the result

section.

Other bias Low risk The intervention gr were given option ti incl in the intervention fter 12 months. Tw:
Chandler (A) 1997

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk

Chandler (B) 1997

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes
Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk
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Curtis1996

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk
Other bias Low risk
Ford 2001
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk
Hampton (A) 1996
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Unclear risk no info

Hampton (B) 1996
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Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Unclear risk no info
Herincks 2000
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Unclear risk no info
Holloway 1998
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Low risk
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk
Other bias Unclear risk no info

Jarell 1998

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
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" Notes | "
Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info

Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info

Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk

Lehman 1997

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes

Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk

Malm 2014

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table
Authors’

Bias Support for judgement
judgement PP juce

Random sequence generation Low risk

(selection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection Low risk

bias)

Blinding of participants and personnel | High risk

blinding not possible
(performance bias) inding possl

Blinding of outcome assessment Low risk Assessments weremade by eight independent assessors who were trained to a level of high interrater
(detection bias) eliability, not involved in treatment, and formally blind to the programs carried o hat is, they were no
inf )
Incomplete outcome data (attrition High risk ative rea ad a 3
bias) male ratio of 7:9, a mean age of 41.067.8 years, and an illness duration of 16.067.0 years. For this group, the
GAE disabil ‘ ] 5 GAE 5 (U ConS
was 5.
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Unclear risk | no info
Other bias Unclear risk | After randomization, 51 were allocated to intervention while only 33 to control.
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Marshall 1997

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk
Other bias Low risk
Muijen 1994
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk
Muller-Clemm 1996
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk
OPUS 2005
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Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Low risk
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk
Quinlivan 1995
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk
Other bias Low risk
Rosenheck (A) 1998
Methods
Participants
Interventions
Outcomes
Notes
Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk
Other bias Low risk

Rosenheck (B) 1998

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
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" Notes | "
Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info

Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info

Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk
Shern 2000

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement

Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no details

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no details

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) High risk Primary outcome: not provided.
Secondary outcomes: interviewermediated
- rating - NO. Not clearly stated, but itis
implicitly not blind

Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) High risk

Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk Authors declared “using alternative techniques
for accommodate missing observations”.
Main concern regarding the high
attrition rate declared by authors, but not
clearly reported as presented data were
already transformed through statistician
techniques accounting formissing observation

Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk Some listed outcomes of interest are not usable
due to incomplete reporting (service
use, social functioning, quality of life outcomes)

Other bias Low risk Public funded (NIMH).No further details.
No evident other bias are occurring

Solomon 1994

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk
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Sytema 2007

Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes
Notes

Risk of bias table
Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Low risk

Allocation concealment (selection bias) Low risk
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Low risk

Selective reporting (reporting bias) Low risk

Other bias Low risk

Test 1991
Methods

Participants

Interventions

Outcomes

Notes

Risk of bias table

Bias Authors' judgement Support for judgement
Random sequence generation (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Allocation concealment (selection bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) Unclear risk no info
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) Unclear risk no info
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) Unclear risk no info
Selective reporting (reporting bias) High risk

Other bias Low risk

Footnotes

Characteristics of excluded studies

Footnotes

Characteristics of studies awaiting classification

Footnotes

Characteristics of ongoing studies

Footnotes

References to studies
Included studies

Audini 1998

[Empty]

Bjorkman 2002

[Empty]
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Bond (A) 1988
[Empty]

Bond (B) 1988
[Empty]

Bond (C) 1988
[Empty]

Bond 1990

[Empty]

Botha 2014

[Empty]

Chandler (A) 1997
[Empty]

Chandler (B) 1997
[Empty]

Curtis1996

[Empty]

Ford 2001

[Empty]

Hampton (A) 1996
[Empty]

Hampton (B) 1996
[Empty]

Herincks 2000
[Empty]

Holloway 1998
[Empty]

Jarell 1998

[Empty]

Lehman 1997
[Empty]

Malm 2014

[Empty]

Marshall 1997
[Empty]

Muijen 1994
[Empty]
Muller-Clemm 1996
[Empty]

OPUS 2005

[Empty]

Quinlivan 1995
[Empty]

Rosenheck (A) 1998
[Empty]

Rosenheck (B) 1998
[Empty]

Shern 2000

[Empty]
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Solomon 1994
[Empty]

Sytema 2007
[Empty]

Test 1991
[Empty]

Excluded studies

Data and analyses
1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU

|Outcome or Subgroup

Studies

Participants

Statistical Method

Effect Estimate

1.1 Loss of contact - longest FU

1538

Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% CI)

0.40 [0.27, 0.61]

== —————————————— ————————————//— ——“"|

low=poor), at 5 years FU

1.2 Days of hospital, longest FU (max 24m) 26 3717 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.86 [-1.38, -0.35]
1.3 Other health care costs (emergency room 1 178 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% ClI) 1.13[0.72, 1.76]
visits), longest FU
1.4 Quality of life, longest FU 6 453 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.10 [-0.36, 0.16]

1.4.1 QOLI (low=poor) max 6 mdr FU 1 125 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.53 [-0.97, -0.09]

1.4.2 LQoLP (low=poor) 7-12 mdr FU 1 52 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.09 [-0.78, 0.60]

1.4.3 MANSA (low=poor) 7-12 mdr FU 1 81 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.20 [-0.69, 0.29]

1.4.4 LQoLP (low=poor) over 12 mdr FU 1 63 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) 0.30 [-0.05, 0.65]

1.4.5 QOLI (low=poor) over 12 mdr FU 2 132 Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.09 [-0.42, 0.24]
1.5 Symptoms, longest FU 10 1289 Std. Mean Difference (1V, Random, 95% CI) -0.27 [-0.38, -0.15]

1.5.1 mean change from baseline (CSlI, 1 168 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.45 [-0.76, -0.15]
low=poor)

1.5.2 mean change from baseline (BPRS, 2 647 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.28 [-0.44, -0.13]
high=poor)

1.5.3 average endpoint score (SCL-90, high= |1 60 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.33[-0.18, 0.84]
poor)

1.5.4 average endpoint score (PSE, high = 1 58 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.29 [-0.80, 0.23]
poor)

1.5.5 average endpoint score (CPRS, high= |1 40 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.06 [-0.68, 0.56]
poor)

1.5.6 average endpoint score (BPRS, 2 125 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.24 [-0.62, 0.14]
high=poor)

1.5.7 average endpoint score (CSI, low=poor) |1 125 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.40 [-0.76, -0.05]

1.5.8 Average endpoint scores (split-GAF, 1 66 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.19 [-0.68, 0.29]

1.8 Social functioning 198 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.28 [-0.65, 0.10]
1.8.1 social role performance (DAS, high=poor)| 1 58 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.22 [-0.74, 0.30]
1.8.3 RFS, low=poor 1 80 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.60 [-1.05, -0.15]
1.8.4 Strauss-Carpenter Scale, low=poor 1 60 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) 0.04 [-0.47, 0.55]

1.9 Crime, longest FU 10 1404 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% ClI) 0.84[0.52, 1.33]
1.9.2 Number of arrested, 7-12m FU 2 516 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% CI) 1.00 [0.54, 1.82]
1.9.3 Police contacts, 6-12m FU 2 149 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% ClI) 0.73[0.07, 7.89]
1.9.4 Imprisoned, 7-12m FU 1 200 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% ClI) 1.38 [0.98, 1.94]
1.9.5 Number of arrested, over 12m FU 1 178 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% CI) 0.66 [0.32, 1.37]
1.9.6 Imprisoned, over 12m FU 4 361 Risk Ratio (M-H, Random, 95% ClI) 0.72[0.31, 1.67]
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Figures

Figure 1 (Analysis 1.1)

ACTICM TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bi
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDE G
Eond 19490 ih 45 40 43 202% 0.26[0.16,0.44] 1990 - PO OE
Test 1991 B Ta 4 47 8.4% 0.94[0.28 3.16] 1991 1 N T
Chandler (B} 1897 14 125 39135 19.2% 0.39[0.22 068 1997 - B EE .
Chandler (&) 1997 o 127 46 129 235% 0.66[0.45, 098] 1997 e 22222080
Holloway 1998 1 35 ] 35 37% 0.11[0.01,0.83] 1998 e — 77277 @@® 7
Bjorkman 2002 0 33 3 44 1.9% 0.19[0.01,3.54] 2002 — . R EE .
OPUS 2005 21275 47272 2M11% 0.44[0.27,0.72] 2005 - @9772000
Syterna 2007 0 59 13 80 20% 0.04 [0.00,0.61] 2007 @972 009
Total (95% CI) 774 764 100.0% 0.40[0.27, 0.61] 4
Total events 83 20
ity: Tau® = 0.15; Chi*= =7 (P=003);F= : : : :
) : : Favaurs ACTACGM  Favours TAL
Risk ofhias legend
(A) Random sequence generation {selection bias)
(B} Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(C) Blinding of paricipants and persannel {performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment {detection bias)
(B} Incormplete outcome data (attrition hias)
(Fr Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.1 Loss of contact - longest FU.
Figure 2 (Analysis 1.2)
ACTACM TAU Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Eond (B} 1988 272 4454 34 362 524 30 2.8% -0.90[-3.32,1.52] 1988 — o P ..
Bond (&) 1988 1.28 317 29 772 8494 32 1.8% -6.44 [9.76,-3.12] 1988 7727279008
Bond {C) 1988 0.05 1.89 2 338 498 il 3.0% -3.33[5.61,-1.08] 1988 — 27272727208@
Eond 1950 3.22 4455 42 9.3 442 40 3.6% -2.08 [-4.02,-0.14] 1390 — ok o
Test 15891 042 229 T 213 354 41 A.3% -1.71 [2.92,-0.50] 19491 - 77727208
Muijen 1994 2453 555 41 245 583 41 28% 0.08[-2.38, 2.54] 1994 I 27272727208@
Quinlivan 1995 1.08 265 30 553 865 30 1.9% -4.44 [-7.68,-1.20] 1995 7272727288
Hampton (B) 1996 325 a0 34 342 502 36 2.9% -017 [-2.62,218] 1996 . 7?2777 @7
Hampton {4 1996 178 363 48 483 649 47 33% -3.08 [5.20,-0.96] 1996 E— el b . ?
Curtis1996 177 179 146 1.02 118 143 T.2% 0.75([0.40,1.10] 1996 - 72727227280
Muller-Clemm 1996 1.68 358 61 1.3 293 a7 5.4% 0.05F1.12,1.22] 1996 1T 777770@®
Marshall 1957 1.04 218 40 1.6 445 40 4.5% -0.52 [2.06,1.02] 1997 T . ks o b ..
Chandler (&) 1997 047 234 102 078 184 1M 6.8% -0.31 [-0.89, 0.27] 18497 -T 727272727208
Lehman 1997 304 515 oA T Ta 36% -2.37 [4.33,-0.41] 19497 — 777770@®
Chandler {E) 1997 067 255 114 086 207 114 6.7% -0.28 [-0.89, 0.31] 19497 -T el b ..
Holloweay 1998 24 a1 34 1.2 3 26 3.4% 1.20 [-0.87, 3.27] 1998 e 7272778@@7
Audini 1998 0495 284 33 083 203 33 5.3% 0.02F1.17,1.21] 19498 -1 77770080
Rosenheck (B) 1998 892 105 183 11.67 1242 162 2.8% -275[519,-0.31] 1998 . N ..
Rosenheck (&) 1998 404 412 271 417 458 247 6.4% -0.13 [-0.87, 0.61] 1998 -T @27227208
Jarell 1998 0453 24 40 0.8 186 40 5.9% -0.27 [1.21,0.67] 1998 - 72777708
Ford 2001 307 B89 M 176 3BT 38 2.8% 131 F1.15 377 2001 T . N ..
Ejorkman 2002 0.83 313 33 213 413 44 4.3% -1.32-2.94,030] 2002 B [ T
OPUS 2005 511 77 263 BAT B7I 244 4TH -1.46 [-2.90,-0.02] 2005 — @@r72008
Sytema 2007 34 54 58 43 73 57 28% -0.80[-2.25,1.45] 2007 — @ 18008
Malm 2014 48 954 35 132 3644 Kl 0.0% -B4.00F216.12, 4812 2014 4 1T T'T B
Botha 2014 352 G644 32 815 Maz 24 00% 163010679, 7419] 2014 4 + 2@ @
Total (95% CI) 1913 1804 100.0% -0.86 [-1.38, -0.35] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.93; Chi*=91.90, df= 25 {P = 0.00001); F= 73% 5_1 1 55 b é 1D=

Test for overall effect: 2= 3.29 (P = 0.001}

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation {selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(C3 Blinding of participants and personnel {performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment {detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)
(Fi Selective reporting {reporing bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.2 Days of hospital, longest FU (max 24m).

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)

Review Manager 5.3
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.2 Days of hospital, longest FU (max 24m).

Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)

ACTACM TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Herincks 2000 41 17 19 61 100.0% 1.13[0.72,1.76] 2000 72772211 @7
Total (95% CI) 117 61 100.0% 1.13[0.72, 1.76]
Total events 41 19

001 0 1 10 100
Favours ACTACGM  Favours TAL

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.52 (P = 0.61)

Risk of bias legend

(A} Random sequence generation {selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C3 Blinding of paticipants and personnel {performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(Fr Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.3 Other health care costs (emergency room visits), longest FU.

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.5)
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ACTACM TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.5.1 mean change from baseline (CSI, low=poor)
Shern 2000 -0.28 0B9 91 004 0F2 77 132%  -045[0.7E-0.15] 2000 —— 7700708
Subtotal (95% CI) 91 77 13.2% -0.45 [-0.76, -0.15] L 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £= 289 (P=0.004)

1.5.2 mean change from baseline (BPRS, high=poor)

Rosenheck (B) 1998 166 92 128 1756 11.08 108 183% -0.19 [0.45, 0.08] 1998 T @7272720®
Rosenheck (&) 1998 11,36 83 221 1432 5455 189 288% -0.33[-0.53,-0.14] 1998 —- .'? ?? "..
Subtotal (95% CI) 350 297  4T1A% -0.28 [-0.44, -0.13] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.71, df=1 {P=0.40); F= 0%

Test for overall effect: 2= 3.54 (P =0.0004)

1.5.3 average endpoint score (SCL-90, high = poor)

Bjorkman 2002 102 B85 27 84 551 33 5.0% 033018 0.84] 2002 T .'" e "..
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 33 5.0% 0.33[-0.18, 0.84] -.—

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=1.27 (P=0.21)

1.5.4 average endpoint score {PSE, high = poor)

Audini 1998 TH 82 a0 106 122 28 4.9% -0.29 [-0.80, 0.23] 1998 D Lol T "...

Subtotal (95% CI) 30 28 4.9% -0.29 [-0.80, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.09 (F=0.28)

1.5.5 average endpoint score (CPRS, high = poor)

Hollowsay 1998 216 129 21 224 144 149 3.5% -0.06 [-0.68, 0.96] 1998
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 19 3.5% -0.06 [-0.68, 0.56]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=0.18 (F = 0.86)

-
~
)
&l

1 @@

1.5.6 average endpoint score (BPRS, high=poor)

Muijen 1994 444 133 31§18 188 26 47% -0.46 [0.98, 0.07] 1994 — 777272708
Ford 2001 128 496 36 135 1148 32 58% -0.06 [-0.54, 0.41] 2001 T @7272209
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 58  10.5% -0.24[-0.62, 0.14] e .2

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=1.16,df =1 {P=0.28); F=14%
Test for overall effect £=1.28(F=0.21)

1.5.7 average endpoint score (CSI, low=poor)

Lehman 1997 -412 049 67 -377 083 58 101% -0.40[-0.76,-0.05] 1997 I 7?7?77 708®
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 58  10.1% -0.40 [-0.76, -0.05] -

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect £=2.21 (F=0.03)

1.5.8 Average endpoint scores (split-GAF, low=poor), at 5 years FU

Malrm 2014 6198 35 -4B7 138 31 56%  -0.18 [0.68 0.29) 2014 — 90902
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 31 5.6% -0.19 [-0.68, 0.29] -

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=0.78 (F=0.44)

Total (95% CI) 688 601 100.0% -0.27 [-0.38, -0.15] L 2

105 0 05 1
Favours ACTACKM  Favours TAL

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=9.63, df=9{P=0.38);, F= 7%
Test for overall effect: 2= 447 (P = 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=7.75, df=7 (P=0.36), F=9.7%
Risk of bias legend

(A Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance hias)
D) Blinding of outcorme assessment {detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective repaorting {reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.5 Symptoms, longest FU.

Figure 6 (Analysis 1.4)
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ACTACM TAU Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.4.1 QOLI {low=poor) max 6 mdr FU
Lehman 1997 47 1.3 BT -417 1.1 58 17.8% -0.53[0.87,-0.08] 1947 — 72772770
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 58 17.8% -0.53[-0.97,-0.09] s 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 2358 (P =002

1.4.2 LQoLP {low=poor) 7-12 mdr FU

Holloweay 1998 -433 137 26 -4.24 117 26 10.2%  -0.09[0.78 0.60] 1998 T T
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 26 10.2%  -0.09[-0.78, 0.60] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.28 (P =0.80)

1.4.3 MANSA (low=poor) 7-12 mdr FU

Syterma 2007 45 1 45 .43 12 36 160%  -0.20[0.69, 029 2007 —— @9 727000
Subtotal (95% Cl) 45 36 16.0% -0.20[-0.69, 0.29] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=080(F =042

1.4.4 LQoLP (low=poor) over 12 mdr FU

Bjorkman 2002 46 07 29 -48 07 34 22.1% 0.30 [-0.05, 0.65] 2002 o ®727272080
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 34 222%  0.30[-0.05, 0.65] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.70 (F = 0.04)
1.4.5 QOLI {low=poor) over 12 mdr FU
Marshall 1987 -4.91 1.03 31 -4968 08 27 157% 0.05 [-0.45,0.55] 19497 -1 ®7272700
Ford 2001 -32 06 36 -3 1.22 | 181% -0.20 063, 0.23] 2001 T .' T i@ ..
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 65 33.8% -0.09[-0.42,0.24] ’
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 055, df=1{P=046);, F=0%
Test for averall effect 2= 055 (P = 0.58)
Total (95% CI) 234 219 100.0%  -0.10[-0.36, 0.16] ﬁ
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.04; Chi*= 9.38, df= 5 (P = 0.09); F= 47% '2 '1 p 1' é
Test for overall effect Z=0.73 (F = 0.46) Favours ACTACM  Favours TaU
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=8.82 df=4 (P=0.07), F=547%
Eisk of hias legend
(A) Random sequence generation {selection bias)
(B Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(C) Blinding of paricipants and persaonnel {performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment {detection bias)
(B} Incormplete outcorme data (attrition hias)
(Fr Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.4 Quality of life, longest FU.
Figure 7 (Analysis 1.6)
ACTACM TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Audini 1998 -276 38 3 -214 43 30 47% -0.86 [1.39,-0.34] 1998 L 77772008
Malrm 2014 123 B1 35 -G8 103 31 528%  -064[1.14,-0.14] 2014 - 9000 ¢
Total (95% CI) 66 61 100.0% -0.75 [-1.11, -0.38] 0
Heterageneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 037, df=1(P=055);, F=0% t

P

: t
4 -2 0

Test far overall effect Z=4.04 (P = 0.0001) Favaurs ACTACH Fa\rouzrs TaL

Risk of bias legend

(A} Random sequence generation {selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(Ch Blinding of padicipants and personnel {performance bias)
D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incormplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(Fi Selective reporting {reporing bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.6 Patient satisfaction, max 2 years FU.

Figure 8 (Analysis 1.7)
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ACTACM TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI A CDEFG
Bond 1990 1 45 0 43 28% 287 (012, 6858 1990 2222721272
Test 1941 6 7 4 47 190% 0.94 [0.28, 3.16) 1991 —— 72727270
Muijen 1994 noM oM Motestimahle 1994 22222
Muller-CGlermm 1996 2 B3 3 B0 91% 0.B3[0.11,3.67] 1996 —_— 772772 790@®
Curtis1996 11 147 10 145 41.0% 1.09[0.48, 2.48) 1998 —— 7727727808
Marshall 1997 240 0 40  31%  5.00([0.25 100.97] 1897 — @222200
Holloweay 1998 1 35 235 50% 0.40 [0.05,5.27] 1998 —_— 77277 @@7
Audini 1998 0o 133 8% 0.331[0.01,7.90) 1998 _— 727272900
Ford 2001 3 39 0 38  32%  G6.83[0.36,127.84] 2001 — @7172220e
Bjarkman 2002 033 1 44 28% 0.44[0.02, 10,500 2002 e E— @r227200
OPUS 2005 1 275 6272 6a3% 0.16[0.02,1.36] 2008 _— @220
Sytemna 2007 1 59 2 58 50% 0.50 [0.05,5.37] 2007 —_— @@220080
Total (95% CI) 885 857 100.0% 0.89 [0.53, 1.51] L 3
Total events 28 29
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=7.4%9 df =10 (P =068), F=0% D'.DDS DH 1'D ED'D

Test for overall effect Z=0.42 (P=0E67) Favours ACTACHM  Favours TAU
Risk of bias legend

(A Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance hias)

D) Blinding of outcorme assessment {detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reparting {repotting bias)

(G Other bias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.7 Mortality (all causes), longest FU.

Figure 9 (Analysis 1.7)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.7 Mortality (all causes), longest FU.

Figure 10 (Analysis 1.8)

Review Manager 5.3 17



NKR24 - PICO10 - schizophrenia: Assertive community treatment versus standard cé8&May-2015

ACTACM TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDETFG
1.8.1 social role performance (DAS, high=poor)
Holloway 1998 ng 08 32 1 1 26 3.2% -0.22 [0.74,0.30] 1998 777178@®7
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 26 31.2% -0.22 [-0.74, 0.30]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=083 (F=0.41)
1.8.3 RFS, low=poor
Jarell 1998 -134 374 40 -11.05 403 40 36.8% -0.60[1.05,-0.15] 1998 LB 777770®
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 40 36.8% -0.60 [-1.05, -0.15] L 2
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £= 2 62 (P=0.004)
1.8.4 Strauss-Carpenter Scale, low=poor
Bjorkrnan 2002 114 25 28 115 25 32 3% 0.04 [0.47,0.55] 2002 : @22727200
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 32 3214% 0.04 [-0.47, 0.55]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=015 (P =0.88)
Total (95% CI) 100 98 100.0% -0.28 [-0.65, 0.10] QI

, ,

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=351, df =2 {P=017) P= 43% 54 52 ﬁ ﬁ ;1
Testfor overall effect. Z=1.44 (F=0.15) Favours ACTACM  Favours TAU
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 381, df= 2 {(P=017), F=43.0%

Risk ofhias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(B} Incomplete outcorme data (attrition hias)

(Fr Selective repaorting {reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.8 Social functioning.

Figure 11 (Analysis 1.9)
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ACTICM TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.9.2 Number of arrested, 7-12m FU
Chandler (&) 1997 1 127 9 129 125% 1.13[0.47, 2.68] 1997 727227200
Chandler (B} 1897 9 125 11 135 127% 0.88[0.38 2.06] 1997 o Lo ? ..
Subtotal (95% CI) 252 264 252% 1.00 [0.54, 1.82]
Total events 19 20
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 016, df=1 {F = 0.69);, F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=0.01 (F = 0.99)
1.9.3 Police contacts, 6-12m FU
Bond (&) 1958 T3 332 85% 257[0.73,9.04] 1988 — 772279008
Bond 18590 5 15 21 43 12.3% 0.23[0.08,0.55] 1990 — i R e L e
Subtotal (95% CI) 74 75  20.8% 0.73[0.07,7.89] i
Total events 12 24
Heterageneity: Tau®= 2.64; Chi*=9.61, df=1{P=0.002); F=80%
Test far averall effect 2= 026 (P = 0.80)
1.9.4 Imprisoned, 7-12m FU
Solomon 1994 60 120 29 80 196% 1.381[0.98 1.94] 1994 il PO09S ..
Subtotal (95% CI) 120 80  19.6% 1.38[0.98, 1.94] [ 4
Total events 60 29
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect. £=1.84 (F = 0.06)
1.9.5 Number of arrested, owver 12m FU
Herincks 2000 14 17 11 A1 14.3% 0.66[0.32,1.37] 2000 - PRERTOF
Subtotal (95% CI) 117 61 14.3% 0.66[0.32, 1.37] <&
Total events 14 i
Heterageneity: ot applicable
Test far overall effect Z=111 (F=0.27)
1.9.6 Imprisoned, over 12m FU
Test 1991 149 75 14 47 16.3% 0.85[0.47,1.53] 199 - 2@
Muijen 1954 1 41 4 41 3.9% 0.25[0.03 2.14] 1994 E———— TR
Marshall 1997 0 40 0 40 Mot estimable 1997 @227
Fard 2001 0 39 0 38 Mot estimable 2001 @227
Subtotal (95% CI) 195 166 20.2% 0.72[0.31, 1.67] <&
Total events 20 18
Heterageneity: Tau®=013; Chif=1.20,df =1 {P=027)F=17%
Test far overall effect Z=0.77 (F = 0.44)
Total (95% CI) 758 646 100.0% 0.84[0.52, 1.33] L
Total events 124 102
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.26; Chi*= 2016, df=7 (F=0.0048), F=65% 'U.DD1 DH 1'0 1DDD'

Test for overall effect Z=075 (P =0.45)

Test far subgroup differences: Chi*=4.75 df=4 {(P=0.31) F=157%
Risk of bias legend

(A Random sequence generation {selection bias)

(B Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and persannel {performance bias)

D) Blinding of outcome assessment {detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Favours ACTAGM  Favours TAL

Forest plot of comparison: 1 ACT/ICM vs. TAU, outcome: 1.9 Crime, longest FU.
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