NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi

Figures
Figure 1

Chalfant 2007
Conaughton 2017
Fujii 2013

Kilburn 2020
Luford 2017
MeConachie 2014
mMchallykeehn 2013
Reaven 2012
Sofronoff 2005
Starch 2013
Starch 2014
Wood 2009
Wood 2014

Wood 2014

Random sequence generation {selection hias)

Allocation concealment {selection hias)

Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

-

-

-

-

>0

-

2@

2@

~ 0000 e

'

® 0O 0 00 OO 0 0O 0 0O O O O -cidngofpartcpants and persannel (perormance bias)

O 00 00 0 00 0O 0O ® ® ® @ -cidngofoutome assessment (detection hias)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . Selective reporting {reporting bias)
® OO 666066 e 6 6 e ot

Risk of bias summary: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item for each included study.
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NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi

CBT No CBT 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
1.1.1 Sessioner tilbudt i gruppe
Chalfant 2007 20 28 0 19 44%  28.28([1.81,44096) 2007 —— 229007208
McMNalykeehn 2013 7 12 0 10 44%  1269[0.81,19810] 2013 T—— @2
McConachie 2014 13 17 g 18 275% 22901.07,482] 2014 -
Conaughton 2017 5 20 0 18  43% 9.95([0.59,168.27] 2017 T @7
Kilburn 2020 [ 20 2 20 125% 3.00[0.69,13.12] 2020 T
Subtotal (95% CI) a7 82 53.1% 4,76 [1.62, 13.99] -"-
Total events a1 7
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.61; Chi*=710, df=4 (P=013); F= 44%
Test for overall effect: £= 2.84 (P = 0.009)
1.1.2 Sessioner tilbudt individuett
Wood 2009 ] 17 2 23 135% 6.09[1.50, 24.64] 2009
Fujii 2013 ] 7 0 8  46% 8.25([0.86,122100 2013
Starch 2013 ] 24 1 21 7.8% 7.88[1.08, 5711] 2013
Wood 2014 4 19 3 14 167% 1.47[0.44,4.90] 20145
Starch 2015 6 16 0 18 43% 12.24[0.75 20008] 2015
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 78  46.9% 4.12[1.76, 9.60]
Total events 34 G
Heterogeneity: Tauf=013; Chi*=4 63, di=4 (P=033), F=14%
Test for averall effect: £=3.27 (P =0.001}
Total (95% CI) 180 160 100.0% 4.04[2.21,7.41] k3
Total events g6 13
Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.20; Chi*=11.91,df=49 (F=0.24), F=22% 'D.D1 DH 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect. Z=4.52 (P = 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=0.04, df=1{P = 0.84), F=0%

Risk of bias [egend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias

Favours no CET Favours CET

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.1 Remission af primaer angst diagnose.

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)

CBT No CBT 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
Wood 2009 (1) 0 0 0 i Mot estimahle 2009
Starch 2013 (2) 0 0 0 1] Mot estimable 2013
McMalykeehn 2013 11 12 4 11 B46% 282113 561 2013 ——
Starch 2015 (3) 0 0 0 i Mot estimahle 2015
Wiood 2015 (4) 0 0 0 1] Mot estimable 20145
Conaughton 2017 10 20 0 18 354% 19.00[01.19,30271] 2017 —_—
Kilburn 2020 (5) 0 0 0 i Mot estimahle 2020
Total (95% CI) 32 29 100.0% 5.15 [0.50, 53.56] —~te
Total events pal 4
Heterogeneity, Taw®= 2.04; Chi®= 289, df=1 (F =009 F= 65% '0.01 DH 1'0 100'

Test for overall effiect Z=137 (F=017)

Footnotes

(1) Afrapparterer FU data for den samlede gruppe

(2) Afrapporterer kun FUU data for CET gruppen
(3) Mo changes were ohserved with regard to diagnostic remission (p=.79).

{4y Afrapparterer FU data for den samlede gruppe
(5) Afrapporterer FU data for den samlede gruppe

Favours no CET Favours CET

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance...
D) Blinding of outcame assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.2 Remission af primeer angst diagnose FU.

Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)
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NKR 59, Autisme blandt bagrn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi 01-Mar-2021
CBT No CBT Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl Year M-H, Random, 95% CI A
Wiood 2009 (1) 0 0 0 1] Mot estimable 2009 .
McMalykeehn 2013 11 12 4 11 326% 0.65[0.23,0.88) 2013 —a— @7
Starch 2013 (2 0 0 0 1] Mot estimahle 2013 @2
Wiood 2015 (3 0 0 0 i Mot estimable 2018 ®
Starch 2015 (4) 0 0 0 i Motestimahle 20148 @7
Conaughton 2017 10 20 0 18 B7.4% 0.50[0.27,0.73] 2017 —— @
Kilburn 2020 (5) 0 0 0 i Mot estimable 2020 @
Total (95% CI) 32 29 100.0% 0.52[0.33, 0.70] .
Total events 21 4
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0.07, df=1 (P = 0.79): F= 0% 5_1 -D: p B D:S 15
Test for overall effiect Z=5.47 (P = 0.00001) Favours no CBT Favours CBT
Footnotes Risk of bias legend
(1) Afrapporterer FU data for den samlede gruppe (A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(2) Afrapporterer kun FU data for CET gruppen (B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(3) Afrapporterer FU data for den samlede gruppe (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance...
(4) Mo changes were ohserved with regard to diagnostic remission (p=.79). (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(5) Afrapporterer FU data for den samlede gruppe (E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.3 Remission af primeer angst diagnose FU RD.
Figure 5 (Analysis 1.4)
CBT No CBT 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
Softonoff 2005 32.25 14.56 25 3561 13.34 23 148% -3.36 [11.25,4.53] 2005 -
Chalfant 2007 13.96 8.1 28 44186 9.04 19 157% -30.20 [34.68,-25.72] 2007 -
McMallykeehn 2013 20,08 11.34 12 37 13.36 10 14.0% -11.62[2210,-1.14] 2013 ]
McConachie 2014 38.35 16.23 17 42 1963 15 13.2% -3.65[16.19,8.89) 2014 T
Luxfard 2017 31.89 14.86 18 3541 21.35 17 133% -382 1877, 873 2017 i
Conaughton 2017 238 1484749137 20 3055 14.08556708 18 14.4% -6.75 [-15.95,2.45] 2017 -7
Kilburn 2020 35.82 17.06 22 4155 12.27 22 146% -5.73[14.51,3.08 2020 -7
Total (95% CI) 142 124 100.0% -9.62 [-20.32, 1.08] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®=184.71, Chi*=65.78, df=6 (P = 0.00001); F=91%

Test for overall effiect Z=1.76 (P = 0.08)

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performan
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

ce bias)

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.4 Angst, foreeldrebedemt, SCAS-P, lavere bedre.

Figure 6 (Analysis 1.5)

a0 -5 0 25

Favours CET Favours no CET

CBT No CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year I/, Random, 95% CI
Wood 2009 (1) 236 1.18 14 477 0.81 22 11.2% -2.47 [F3.37,-1.87] 20049 -
Feaven 2012 (2) 225 0.91 20 283 0.98 23 14.4% -0.60 [1.21,001] 2012 -
Starch 2013 (3) 3.38 1.81 24 44 1.51 21 14.4% -0.89[1.81,-027] 2013 =
Fujii 2013 (4) 386 0.9 7 a6 0.585 g B.3% -2.06 [-3.59 -054] 2013 —_—
Storch 2015 (8) 3.69 1.35 16 5.33 0.4 19 12.4% -1.38[2.18,-059] 2014 -
Wood 2015 (B) 3.28 21 19 404 1.88 14 13.5% -0.37 [1.07,033] 2014 -
Conaughton 2017 {7} 1.79 116275535 20 4 1145512499 18 12.6% -1.87 2,65, -1.100 2017 -
Wood 2019 (8) 213 0.91 66 2.93 0.59 18 15.3% -0.93F1.47,-039] 2019 -
Total (95% CI) 186 136 100.0% -1.22 [-1.69, -0.75] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30; Chi®= 22.26,df= 7 (P = 0.002); = 64% 14 12 p é j‘

Test for overall effect Z=510 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes

(1) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(2)ADIS

(3) CSR (clinician severity rating)
{4y CSR (clinician severity rating)
(5) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(B) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(M CSR

(8) PARS

Favours CBT Favours no CBT

Risk of hias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (perfarmance. ..
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other bias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.5 Angst, klinikerbedgmt.

Review Manager 5.3

0900000



NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi 01-Mar-2021
Figure 7 (Analysis 1.6)
CBT No CBT 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% CI1 A

Wood 2009 (1) 236 1.18 14 477 0.81 22 2258%  -241[310,-1.72) 2009 = [ ]

Reaven 2012 {2} 225 0.91 20 283 0.98 23 Mot estimable 2012 .' ?

Fujii 2013 (3 3.86 049 7 5.6 0.45 8 17.5% -1.74[2.56,-092] 2013 — e

Starch 2013 (4 3.38 1.81 24 449 1.51 21 136% -1.52[248,-0585] 2013 — @ 7

Starch 2015 () 3649 1.358 16 5.33 0.9 18 18.2% -1.64[-2.44 -0.84] 2015 - .' ?

Wiood 2015 (B) 328 21 19 404 1.88 14 76% -076[212 0600 2015 T ®

Conaughton 2017 (F) 1.79 116275535 20 4 114551288 18 2007%  -2.21[2.84-1.48] 2017 = @ 7

‘Wood 2019 (8) 213 0.91 BE 293 0.549 18 Mot estimable 2019 .' ?

Total (95% CI) 100 95 100.0% -1.87 [-2.26, -1.47] [

Heterageneity: Tau® = 0.06; Chi®= .60, df= § (P = 0.25); F= 24% t— —

Test for overall effect £=9.17 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes

(1) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(2) ADIS

(3) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(4) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(5) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(6) CSR (clinician severity rating)
(7Y CSR

(8) PARS

420 02 4
Favours CBT Favours no CET

Risk of hias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance...
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.6 Angst, klinikerbedemt, sensitivitets analyse MD.

Figure 8 (Analysis 1.7)

CBT No CBT 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
Softonoff 2005 (1) 2111 101 25 3632 133 23 70.2% 1521 [F21.83,-8.48] 2005
Luxford 2017 (2) 26.67 1068 18 40.82 19.05 17 28.8% -14.15[24.46,-3.84] 2017 —a—
Total (95% CI) 43 40 100.0% -14.89[-20.53, -9.26] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.03, df=1{F=0.87), F=0% a0 45 b &5

Test for overall effect Z=5.18 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes
{13 Kun 6 ugers FLJ
(2) Kun 6 ugers FUJ

Favours CBET Favours no CET

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(D) Blinding of outcorme assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.7 Angst, foreeldrebedemt (FU), SCAS-P, lavere bedre.

Figure 9 (Analysis 1.8)

Risk of Bias

CBT No CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI
Starch 2013 (1) 267 048 24 357 0.a7 21 404% -1.281.93,-0.63] 2013 -
Starch 20158 (2) 288 0.7z 16 36T 0.8z 18 29.9% -1.00[1.75,-0.25] 2015 -
Conaughton 2017 (3)  -B2.1 7451318584 20 -48.94 74246212 18 296% -1.72[-2.48,-097] 2017 -
Total (95% CI) 60 54 100.0% -1.33[-1.74,-0.92] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi®=1.80, df= 2 (P=0.41); F= 0% — —

Test for overall effect Z=6.32 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes

(1) CGl-severity lower better
(2) CGl-severity lower better
(3) CGAS, hajere hedre

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.8 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedgmt.

Figure 10 (Analysis 1.9)

Review Manager 5.3
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Favours CET Favours no CET

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (perfarmance...

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

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias



NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi 01-Mar-2021

CBT No CBT 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 ABCD
Starch 2013 (1) 267 048 24 357 0.87 21 B2.9% -0.80[1.32,-0.48 2013 || @200006
Storch 2015 (2) 2.88 072 16 367 0.8z 19 371%  -0.79[-1.33,-0.25] 2014 L 700009
Conaughton 2017 (3) -B21 ¥.5131884 20 -48.94 TA4EM2 18 Mot estimable 2017 2700000
Total (95% CI) 40 36 100.0% -0.86[-1.19,-0.53] 4

, , , ,
A0 -5 0 5 10
Favours CBT Favours no CBET

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*f=010,df=1 (P=0.75); F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=5.07 (P = 0.00001)

Footnotes Eisk of hias legend

(1) CGl-severity lower better (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(2) CGl-severity lower better (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(3) CGAS, hajere bedre (C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance...

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

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.9 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedemt, sensitivitetsanalyse MD.

Figure 11 (Analysis 1.10)

CBT No CBT Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Storch 2013 1554 E.88 24 239 1025 21 B1.7% -8.36[13.54,-3.18) L 3 ®:00006
Starch 2015 17.24 9748 16 2496 83 15 383% -T.72[-14.29-1.15] L ®20 @
Total (95% CI) 40 36 100.0% -8.11[-12.18, -4.05] Q
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif=0.02, df=1 (P=0.88), F= 0%

50 -2 0 25 A0

Test for averall effect: £=3.91 {F = 0.00013 Favours CBT Favours no CBT

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.10 Funktionsniveau foreeldrebedemt, CIS-P, lavere bedre.

Figure 12 (Analysis 1.11)

CBT No CBT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl _Year IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
‘Wood 2009 el 17 2 23 16.0% 6.05[1.50, 24.64] 2009 —
Reaven 2012 10 20 2 23 16.0% 574 [1.43,23.200 2012 —
McConachie 2014 5 17 1 15 7.6% 4,41 [0.58, 33.65] 2014 T
Wood 20145 14 149 4 14 422% 2TE[1AT 653 2015 ——
Wood 20149 61 66 2 18 18.2% 8.32[2.25,30.78] 2019 —
Total (95% CI) 139 93 100.0% 4.47 [2.55,7.81] 0
Total events 100 11

e TR = PRiE— _ _ CEo | , y |
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*=2.38, di=4 (P=0E67), F=0% IIJ.DD1 D!1 1-D 1DDD'

Test for overall effect, £=5.25 (P = 0.00001) Favours no CBT Favours CBT
Eisk of hias leaend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allacation concealment (selection bias)

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

(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.11 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedemt, CGl-improvement, hgjre bedre.

Figure 13 (Analysis 1.12)

CBT No CBT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Wood 2018 17 0 19 100.0% 0.83[0.04,19.68] ®@:00006
Total (95% CI) Tl 19 100.0% 0.83[0.04, 19.68]
Total events 1 0

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

I t 1 t |
Test for averall effect =011 {F =091} 0.001 o1 1 10 1000

Favours CBT Favours no CET

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Review Manager 5.3 5



NKR 59, Autisme blandt bagrn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi 01-Mar-2021
Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.12 Antal personer med bivirkninger.
Figure 14 (Analysis 1.13)
CBT No CBT Risk Difference Risk Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  BEvents Total Events Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Wood 2018 10T 0 19 100.0% 0.01 [-0.06, 0.09] ®@006006
Total (95% CI) 4 19 100.0% 0.01[-0.06, 0.09]
Total events 1 0
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i_1 -D= p p D=5 1‘
Testfor averall effect Z=036{F=07% Favours CBT Favours no CBT
Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.13 Antal personer med bivirkninger RD.
Figure 15 (Analysis 1.14)
CBT No CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Chalfant 2007 (1) 382 312 28 B32 482 19 37.2% -0.62 [1.22,-0.03] i
Starch 2013 (2) 11.08 835 24 1724 1281 21 3F1% -0.87 1,17, 0.03] i
Storch 2015 (3) 10.79 8.48 16 1592 10.88 15 258% -0.51 [1.23,0.20] =T
Total (95% Cl) 68 55 100.0% -0.57 [-0.94, -0.21] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Ghi®= 0.05, df= 2 (P=0.973; F=0% 54 52 P é j‘
Test for overall effect. 2= 3.08 (P=0.002) Favours CBT Favours no CBT
Footnotes Risk of bias [egend
(1) 500 externalising subscale (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(2) CBCL externalising (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(3) CBCL externalising (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance...
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.14 Adfeerdsvanskeligheder, foraeldrebedamt.
Figure 16 (Analysis 1.15)
CBT No CBT Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Chalfant 2007 (1) 382 312 28 B32 482 14 Mot estimable
Storch 2013 (2) 11.08 835 24 1724 1281 21 536% -B.16[-12.58, 0.26]
Storch 2015 (3) 10.79 8.48 16 1582 1088 15 464% -513[12.03,1.77]
Total (95% CI) 40 36 100.0% -5.68[-10.38, -0.98] +
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.05, df=1 {P=0.83); F= 0% t 1 1 1 |
o _ -100  -a0 a 50 100
Test for overall effiect 2= 237 (F=0.02) Favours CBT Favours no CBT
Footnotes Eisk of hias leaend
(1) 5DQ externalising subscale (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(2) CBCL externalising (B} Allacation concealment (selection bias)
(3) CBCL externalising (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance...
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.15 Adfaerdsvanskeligheder, foreeldrebedemt, sensitivitetsanalyse, MD.
Figure 17 (Analysis 1.1)
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NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 2 kognitiv adfaerdsterapi

D__SE(IDQ][RR])

0.8+

<

<& 8 o
1.8+ o
RR
2 t t t |
0.m 0.1 1 10 100

Subgroups
’6 Sessioner tilbudti gruppe <> Sessioner tilbudt individuelt

Funnel plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.1 Remission af primzer angst diagnose.

Figure 18 (Analysis 1.4)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.4 Angst, foreeldrebedemt, SCAS-P, lavere bedre.

Figure 19 (Analysis 1.5)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 CBT vs No CBT, outcome: 1.5 Angst, klinikerbedemt.
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