NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 10 neurofeedback
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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)
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Neurofeedback TAU Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl Year IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Carrick 2018 34.47 12.28685476 17 3441 1067884357 17 100.0% 0.06[7.63,7.80] 2018 27000880
Total (95% CI) 17 17 100.0% 0.06 [-7.68, 7.80]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T
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Test for overall effect £=0.02 (F = 0.949) Favours Meurofeedback Favours TAU
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 bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Other hias
Forest plot of comparison: 1 Neurofeedback vs TAU, outcome: 1.1 Funktionsniveau, foreeldrebedemt, QAFB.
Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)

Neurofeedback 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
Kouijzer 2010 (1) B3.6 281 10 B34 22.34 10 371% 0.01 [-0.8¥,0.88] 2010
Carrick 2018 (2 7382 1013871673 17 76.35 737211288 17 B29% -0.17 [0.84,081] 2018
Total (95% Cl) 27 27 100.0% -0.10[-0.64, 0.43]

Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.00; Chi*=010,df=1 (P=0.748);, F= 0%
Test for overall effiect Z=038 (F=071)

Footnotes
(1) SRS total score
(2) SRS-SClindex
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Favours Meurofeedback Favours TAL

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance hias)
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 Neurofeedback vs TAU, outcome: 1.2 Kernesymptomer autisme, foreeldrerapporteret.

Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)
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Neurofeedback
Mean SD Total Mean

TAU Mean Difference

IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup SD Total Weight Year IV, Fixed, 95% CI

01-Mar-2021

Risk of Bias

Carrick 2018 a0.59 11.43337149 17 8512 1024179437 17 100.0% -4.53[11.83, 2.77] 2018

Total (95% CI)
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable

17 17 100.0% -4.53[-11.83,2.77]

Test for overall effect Z=1.22 (P= 0.22) -50 25 b
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 autcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Neurofeedback vs TAU, outcome: 1.3 Kernesymptomer, klinikerbedemt, ABC Total.

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.4)

Neurofeedback TAU Mean Difference Mean Difference
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Favours Meurofeedback Favours TAL

Risk of Bias

ABCDEFG

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl Year IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Carrick 2018 B5.75 13.56501751 17 B4.92 1358150993 17 1000% 083[8.29,9.95 2018

Total (95% CI) 17 17 100.0% 0.83[-8.29, 9.95]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '-1DD -E:D ﬁ 5.D 1DD.

Test for overall efiect Z=0.18 (P = 0.86)

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 bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Neurofeedback vs TAU, outcome: 1.4 Eksekutiv funktion, BRIEF global executive composite, lower better.
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