NKR 59, Autisme blandt barn og unge, PICO 6 sprogintervention 01-Mar-2021
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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)

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year I, Random, 95% CI
Direwy 2002 (13 966 1188 12 44 502 12 f.6% 0.56 [-0.26,1.38] 2002 ]
Aldred 2004 () 199.4 245 606 14 331 683 14 BH8% 0.01 F0.73,0.758] 2004 E —
Green 2010 (3) 1718 1507 7T O163.8 1443 75 3T1% 0.05[0.26,037] 2010 ——
Scherz 2013 {4) 3327 1879 11 2717 11.21 12 54% 0.43[0.40,1.26] 2013 I
Solamon 2014 (5) 5282 281 52 4833 2908 47 24.0% 016 [0.24, 0.858] 2014 T
Hardan 2015 (6) 64.5 284 25 514 338 22 11.2% 0.41[0.17,098] 2015 -
Gengoux 2013 (7) 7.3 273 23 534 288 20 99% 0.63[0.01,1.24] 2049 —
Total (95% CI) 214 202 100.0% 0.22[0.03, 0.41] &
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi®= 4. 46, df= 6 (P = 0.61); F= 0% 52 51 3 1‘ é
Testforoverall effect 2=2.24 (P = 0.03) Favours no treatment Favours Language intervention
Footnotes Risk of hias legend
(1) MacArthur Communication Development Inventory (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(2) MacArthur Communication Development Inventory (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(3) MacArthur Communication Development Inventory (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
{4y Mullen (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)
(5) Mullen (E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(6) SLO, Total Utterances (F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
{7y Mullen (G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.1 Sprog (Ekspressivt).

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.2)
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Sprogintervention Ingen behandling 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 ABCDEF
Drew 2002 (1) 1761 121.9 12 1003 802 12 B9% 0.71[-012,1.54] 2002 — @ 20008
Aldred 2004 (2) 2227 4043 14 1468 11,426 14 8.7% 0.00[-0.74,0.74] 2004 S — 27790808
Green 2010 (3) 2337 1298 7 209 1313 TS 4649% 019[-0.13,051] 2010 - @e
Scherz 2013 (4) 2827 11.38 11 25.33 8.52 12 T.0% 0.28 [[0.54,1.11] 2013 - & @
Solamon 2014 (5) A9.1  31.76 A2 5384 2987 47 30.45% 017 [-0.23,0.56] 2014 e — 70000
Total (95% CI) 166 160 100.0% 0.21[-0.01, 0.43] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif=1.78, df=4 (P=0.78), F= 0% t

t
7= - 2 R
Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.8 (F = 0.06) Favours no treatment  Favours Language intervention

=
%

Footnotes Risk of bias lzgend

(1) MacArthur Communication Development Inventory (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(2) MacArthur Communication Development Inventory (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(3) MacArthur Communication Development Inventory (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
{4y Mullen (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(5) Mullen (E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective repoarting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.2 Sprog (Forstaelse).

Figure 4 (Analysis 1.3)

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Carter 2011 162 723 25 1668 788 25 1000% -0.48[467 371] ®700000
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -0.48[-4.67,3.71]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable } } T t }

Test for overall effect Z=0.22 (P=0.82) 20 -0 o 1o 0 '
Favours no treatment  Favours Language intervention

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 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.3 Sprog (Ekspressivt), Mullen, FU.

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.4)

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Carter 2011 1552 6.93 25 1748  8.33 25 100.0% -1.86[6.21,2.29)] ®@006006
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -1.96[-6.21,2.29]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable _250 _150 3 150 250
Testforoverall effect 2= 0.90 (F = 0.37) Favours no treatment Favours Language intervention
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 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.4 Sprog (Forstaelse), Mullen, FU.

Figure 6 (Analysis 1.5)

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling 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
Carer 2011 (1) -2.78 0& 27 -284 068 200 28.2% 0.09 [0.49, 0.67] 2011 I —
Scherz 2013 (2) T8 1351 11 B8.08 14977 12 142% 0.44 [0.39,1.27] 2013
Hardan 2015 (3) 7849 189 25 728 185 22 294% 0.34 [0.24,091] 2015 e
Gengoux 2019 (4) 649 168 23 B26 138 200 27.2% 015 [0.45 075 2019 I B —
Total (95% CI) 86 74 100.0% 0.23 [-0.08, 0.54] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 067, df=3 (P=0.88), F= 0% t t

-1 -0.5 0 05 1

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.43 (F=0.15) Favours no treatment Favours Language intervention

Footnotes Risk of bias legend

(1) PIA-CV nonverbal communication®, lower hetter (A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(2 Wineland communication standard score, higher better (B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(3) Vineland communication standard score, higher better (C) Blinding of participants and personnel (perfarmance hias)
(4 Vineland communication standard score, higher better (D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.5 Kommunikation.

Figure 7 (Analysis 1.6)

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Hardan 2015 (1) AF 09 25 5 08 22 100.0% 0.40[0.08,0.89] @2006006
Total (95% CI) 25 22 100.0% 0.40 [-0.09, 0.89]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 54 52 3 é ji
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.61 (F=0.11) Favours no treatment  Favours Language intervention
Footnotes Risk of bias legend
(1) CGl-severity (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 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.6 Funktionsniveau, klinikerbedemt.
Figure 8 (Analysis 1.7)
Sprogintervention Ingen behandling Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Aldred 2004 (1) 3/9 .2 14 287 166 14 256% 0.42[0.33,1.17] T

Carter 2011 (2) Tra4 raov 18 72485 1011 20 352% 0.55[0.09,1.19] T

Gengoux 2019 (3 -5.13 07 23 -54 045 200 39.2% 0.43[0.18,1.04] T

Total (95% CI) 56 54 100.0% 0.47 [0.09, 0.85] L

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi®= 0.09, df= 2 (P = 0.96); F= 0% 54 52 7 é j‘

Test for overall effect Z=2.42 (FP=0.02%

Footnotes

{1y Vineland
(2)Vineland
(3) CGl-severity

Favours no treatment Favours Language intervention

Risk of bias [egend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Other hias

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.7 Funktionsniveau, foreeldrebedemt.

Figure 9 (Analysis 1.8)

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Drew 2002 (1) 18.3 49 12 201 43 12 101% -0.38 119, 0.43]

Gengoux 2019 (2 918 228 23 831 274 20 183% -0.05 [-0.65, 0.55] I E—

Hardan 2015 (3) 749 124 25 806 107 22 19.4% -0.48 [1.06, 0.10] —

Solarmon 2014 (4) 17892 573 62 17898 6.04 60 52.2% -0.01 [0.37,0.34]

Total (95% CI) 122 114 100.0% -0.15 [-0.40, 0.11]

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 2.26, df= 3 (P = 0.52); F= 0% 5_2 51 B 15 25

Test for overall efiect Z=1.11 (F=0.27)

Footnotes
(1) ADI- RSI
(2)5RS
(3)5RS
(4)5C0

Favours Language intervention  Favours no treatement

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 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.8 Kernesymptomer autisme, foreeldrerapporteret.

Figure 10 (Analysis 1.9)
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Risk of Bias

Sprogintervention Ingen behandling Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Aldred 2004 {1} 11.8 6.4 14 1641 4.4 14 245% -0.76 [-1.83, 0.01] I —
Carter 2011 (2) 1556  4.56 5 136 489 25 325% 0.41 [-0.15, 0.87] B e —
Green 2010 (3) 157 [ 77165 57 75 43.0% -0.14 [0.45,018] ——
Total (95% CI) 116 114 100.0% -0.11 [-0.64, 0.42] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.14; Chi*= 6.01, df= 2 (P = 0.05); F= 67% 52 51 p 15 é

Test for overall efiect Z=0.42 (F = 0.68)

Footnotes
(1) ADOS
(2)ADOS
(3) ADOS

Favours Language intervention  Favours no treatment

Eisk of hias 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 bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

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

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.9 Kernesymptomer autisme, klinikerbedemt.

Figure 11 (Analysis 1.10)

Sprogintervention

Ingen behandling

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Direwy 2002 104.3 20 10 1121 2041 10 42.4% -TBO[2537,9.77] ——
Solomon 2014 237 4548 G2 249.97 4035 63 A7.6% -12.97[28.08 2.11] —i—
Total (95% CI) 72 73 100.0% -10.78[-22.22, 0.67] L o
Tl E = CRiE= - - R \ . , )
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chif=019, df=1 (P =068}, F= 0% '-100 -5'0 b SID 100'

Test for averall effect £=1.85 {F = 0.06)

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

Favours Language intervention

Favours Control

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Sprogintervention vs ingen behandling, outcome: 1.10 Foreeldretrivsel, PSI.
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