NKR 59 Autisme PICO 8 antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika
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Risk of bias summary: review authors' judgements about each risk of bias item for each included study.

Figure 2 (Analysis 1.1)

Antipsykotika  Ingen antipsykotika Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Kent 2013 a 61 3 35 453% 0.08[0.00,1.56] * =
Marcus 2009 0 1B7 3 51 547%  004[000084 —W————
Total (95% CI) 228 86 100.0%  0.06[0.01,0.48] —=———
Total events 0 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.09, df=1{FP=077), F=0% 'D.D1 DH 1'0 100'

Test for overall effect. 2= 2 65 (P=0.008)

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 Antipsychotic  Favours Mo antipsychotic

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.1 Antal personer med aggression.

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)
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Risk of Bias

Risk of Bias
ABCDEFG

Antipsykotika  Ingen antipsykotika Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
lchikawa 2017 a 47 1 15 244% 0.32[0.01, 7.64] I
Kent 2013 1 61 0 35 24.4% 1.74[0.07, 41.64] B
Marcus 2009 2 165 0 51 26.9% 1.7 [0.08, 32.11] -
MeCracken 2002 a 49 1 51 24.3% 0.35[0.01, 8.31] . —
Total (95% CI) 322 182 100.0% 0.76 [0.16, 3.62] —eifie-
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=1.00, df= 3 (P = 0.80); F= 0% DIDDQ 051 150 SDID

Test for overall effiect Z=035(F=073)

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 autcorme assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Favours Antipsychotic  Favours Mo antipsychotic

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.2 Antal personer med alvorlige bivirkninger.
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Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)
Antipsykotika  Ingen antipsykotika Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

MeCracken 2002 ar 49 [ 52 488%  B54([3.03,1417]

Shea 2004 21 ] 7 | 51.2% 2.92 [1.41, 6.06] ——

Total (95% CI) 88 90 100.0% 4.33[1.97, 9.54] —eRERE——

Total events 58 13

Heterogeneity: Tau®=018; Chi*= 222 df=1(FP=0.14), F= 55% " 02 o' 5 : ey

Testforoverall effect 2= 3.64 (F = 0.0003) Favours Mo antipsychotic  Favours Antipsychotic
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

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.3 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedgmt, antal personer med CGl-improvement, much eller
very-much improved (score of 1 or 2).

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.4)

Antipsykotika Ingen antipsykotika Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Hollander 2006 (1) 2248 1.26 B 348 1 g 8.9% -1.25[-2.89, 0.04] T
Ichikawa 2017 (2) -1.4 06856 47 -0.7 1.3M6 45 18.0% -0.F0[1.14,-0.26] —
Kent 2013 (3) -0.2475 0D.764B B1 -0.3 0.rg 35 331% 0.05[-0.27,0.38] ——
Marcus 2009 (4) -1.0006 1.2351 164 -0.6 1.4 49 291%  -0.40[-0.84,0.03] —
Total (95% CI) 278 134 100.0%  -0.41[-0.86, 0.04] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.13; Chi®= 9.87, df= 3 (P=0.02); F= 70% 52 51 5 1‘ é

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.78 (F = 0.07) Favours Antipsychotic  Favours Mo antipsychotic

Footnotes Risk of bias legend

(1) CGl-Severity, Final

(2) CGl-Severity, change
(3) CGI-Severity, change
(4) CGl-Severity, change

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.4 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedgmt.

Figure 6 (Analysis 1.5)

Antipsykotika  Ingen antipsykotika Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
lchikawa 2017 39 47 32 45 208% 117 [0.93, 1.48] ™
Kent 2013 45 61 28 35 21.3% 0.92[0.74,1.15] —=—
Marcus 2009 145 165 ar 51 27.8% 1.21[1.01,1.45] Bl
Shea 2004 40 40 Ell 39 301% 1.25[1.06, 1.48] -
Total (95% CI) 33 170 100.0% 1.15[1.01, 1.30] L g
Total events 269 128
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=516, df= 3 (F=016), F= 42% 'D.1 D!Q 075 ﬁ é 10'

Testforoverall effect Z=2.09 (F = 0.04) Favours Antipsychotic  Favours Mo antipsychotic
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 autcorme assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.5 Antal personer med ikke-alvorlige bivirkninger.

Figure 7 (Analysis 1.6)
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Antipsykotika  Ingen antipsykotika Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Hollander 2006 g B 1 5 21.3% 417 [0.70,24.94] T
Ichikawa 2017 1] 47 1 45 B.8% 0.32[0.01, 7.64] —
Kent 2013 7 61 3 35 #.2% 1.34 [0.37, 4.85] ——
Marcus 2009 7 165 1 81 15.9% 216027, 17.17] T
Shea 2004 4 40 1 39 14.8% 3.90[0.46, 33.36] I B —
Total (95% CI) 319 175 100.0% 1.96 [0.86, 4.47] ‘
Total events 23 7
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi*= 2.68, df= 4 (P = 0.61); F= 0% 6 003 051 150 506

Testfor overall effect Z=1.59 (F=0.11) Favours Antipsychotic  Favours Mo antipsychotic
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 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.6 Antal personer med veegtegning.

Figure 8 (Analysis 1.7)

Antipsykotika Ingen antipsykotika Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Hollander 2006 (1) 34 22 G v o7 g T.8% 2.70[0.84, 456
Marcus 2009 1.3651 22215 166 03 2.1 49 3B87% 1.07[0.38,1.74] -
MeCracken 2002 (2) 27 29 49 n.s 2.2 52 123% 1.90[0.88, 2.91] —a—
Shea 2004 (3) 27 2 40 1 1.6 3|/ M.I% 1.70[0.90, 2.50] —=
Total (95% CI) 261 144 100.0% 1.58 [1.03, 2.12] L
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.08; Chi*=4.01, df= 3 (P =0.26), F= 25% ;

10 5 b 5 10

Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.70 (F < 0.00001) Favours Antipsychotic  Favours Mo antipsychotic

Footnotes Risk of bias legend

{1y Veegteaning kag. (A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(2)Veegtegning kg. (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(3) Veegtegning kg. (C) Blinding of participants and personnel {performance hias)

(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 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.7 Veegt, kg.

Figure 9 (Analysis 1.8)

Antipsykotika Ingen antipsykotika Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
lchikawa 2017 -11.4 849124 47 -5 83915 15 41% -3.90 [-7.64,-0.18] — =
Kent 2013 {1} -9.941 T2 61 -3.45 1067 35 226%  -6.44 1047 -2.41] I
McCracken 2002 11.3 7.4 449 M4 95 52 264% -1060[13.91,-7.249] —
Shea 2004 (2) -121 58 39 -6.5 8.4 38 269% -5.60 [-8.83,-2.37] —
Total (95% CI) 196 170 100.0%  -6.,70[-9.60, -3.81] R
Heterogeneity: Tau®=540; Chi*=7.93, di=3 (P=005) F=62% t

-0 -10 0 10 20

Testforoverall effect 2= 4.54 (P < 0.00001) Favours Antipsychotic  Favours No antipsychotic

Footnotes Risk of bias legend
(1) change (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(2) Change (B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective repoarting (reporting bias)

(G) Other bias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.8 Irritabilitet, ABC-J irritability subscale,lower better.

Figure 10 (Analysis 1.9)

Antipsykotika Ingen antipsykotika Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Marcus 2009 11.4 11.6999 39 0 11.6999 36 100.0% 11.40[6.10,16.70]
Total (95% Cl) 39 36 100.0% 11.40[6.10, 16.70] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable |

-100 -a0 o a0 100

Testfor overall effect 2= 4.22 (F < 0.0001) Favours Mo antipsychotic Favours Antipsychotic

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.9 Livskvalitet.
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Figure 11 (Analysis 1.10)

Antipsykotika Ingen antipsykotika Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Marcus 2009 -1.9 1.766 39 0 1766 36 1000% -1.90[2.70,-1.10]
Total (95% CI) 39 36 100.0% -1.90[-2.70,-1.10] iy
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 54 52 b é all
Test for overall effect. Z= 4,65 (P = 0.00001)

Favours Antipsychotic Favours Mo antipsychaotic

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Antipsykotika vs. ingen antipsykotika, outcome: 1.10 Foreeldre trivsel (caregiver strain).
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