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Characteristics of studies

Characteristics of excluded studies

05-Oct-2018

Antonsen 2014

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong comparator ||
Antonsen 2016

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Beck 2016

H Reason for exclusion | No data ||
Chanen 2015

H Reason for exclusion | No data ||
Cristea 2017

H Reason for exclusion | Review ||
Cristea 2017a

H Reason for exclusion | Review ||
Davidson 2014

H Reason for exclusion | Review ||
Davidson 2014a

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong patient population ||
Gratz 2014

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Gratz 2014a

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong patient population ||
Gratz 2015

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Jochems 2015

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong comparator ||
Jochems 2016

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Kramer 2014

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong comparator ||
Kramer 2016

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Kramer 2016a

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Kramer 2017

H Reason for exclusion |Wrong study design ||
Laurenssen 2014

H Reason for exclusion | No data ||
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Laurenssen 2014a

05-Oct-2018

H Reason for exclusion

| No data

Lin 2018

H Reason for exclusion

|Wrong comparator

Mahlke 2015

H Reason for exclusion

| No data

McMurran 2016

H Reason for exclusion

| Wrong patient population

McMurran 2017

H Reason for exclusion

| Wrong patient population

Mehlum 2014

H Reason for exclusion

| Wrong patient population

Mehlum 2016

H Reason for exclusion

| Wrong patient population

Mohamadizadeh 2017

H Reason for exclusion

|Wrong comparator

Robinson 2014

H Reason for exclusion | No data ||
Robinson 2014a

H Reason for exclusion | Review ||

Robinson 2016

H Reason for exclusion

| Wrong patient population

Rossouw 2015

H Reason for exclusion | No data ||
Rossouw 2015a

H Reason for exclusion | No data ||

Salzer 2014

H Reason for exclusion

| Wrong patient population

Schilling 2015

H Reason for exclusion

|Wrong comparator

Schilling 2018

H Reason for exclusion

|Wrong comparator

Soler 2016

H Reason for exclusion

|Wrong outcomes

Footnotes

Summary of findings tables

Data and analyses
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1 Intervention vs Control

05-Oct-2018

Outcome or Subgroup Studies Participants | Statistical Method Effect Estimate

1.3 Social functioning. Laengste follow-up 2 118 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.05 [-0.81, 0.70]
1.3.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder 1 84 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.40 [-0.83, 0.04]
1.3.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder 1 34 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.38 [-0.30, 1.06]

1.6 Quality of life. Leengste follow-up 2 61 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.78[0.25, 1.31]
1.6.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder 1 27 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 1.04 [0.22, 1.86]
1.6.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder 1 34 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.59[-0.10, 1.28]

—

1.14 Interpersonal. Leengste follow-up

34

1.9 Borderline severity.Leengste follow-up 3 145 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.62 [-1.22, -0.01]
1.9.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder 2 111 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.69 [-1.76, 0.39]
1.9.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder 1 34 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% CI) -0.61 [-1.30, 0.09]

_  mn_n_n

Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% Cl)

-0.42 [-0.86, 0.02]

1.14.1 Lang behandling > 12 maneder

34

Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% Cl)

e

-0.42 [-0.86, 0.02]

1.15 Proportion of patients with ED visits. 1 84 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% Cl) 0.09[-0.03, 0.21]
Leengste follow-up
1.15.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder 1 84 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% Cl) 0.09[-0.03, 0.21]

|

1.17 Symptom distress. End of treatment 8 555 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% ClI) -0.39 [-0.65, -0.13]
1.17.1 Kort behandling 317 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% ClI) -0.58 [-0.83, -0.33]
1.17.3 Lang behandling > 12 maneder 8 238 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.04 [-0.30, 0.21]

_

1.24 Proportion of patients hospitalized. End of |1 84 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% Cl) -0.12[-0.18, -0.06]
treatment
1.24.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder 1 84 Mean Difference (IV, Fixed, 95% Cl) -0.12[-0.18, -0.06]

——————————

1.25 Selfharm (Selvmordsrelateret 17 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.35 [-0.63, -0.08]
adfeerd/forsgg) End of treatment
1.25.1 Kort behandling < 12 maneder 8 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.39 [-0.75, -0.02]
1.25.2 Lang behandling > 12 maneder 9 Std. Mean Difference (IV, Random, 95% Cl) -0.33[-0.77, 0.11]

—

1.26 Drop-out. End of treatment 23 1379 Risk Ratio (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.96 [0.75, 1.22]
1.26.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder 11 600 Risk Ratio (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 1.32[0.79, 2.20]
1.26.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder 12 779 Risk Ratio (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.79 [0.65, 0.96]

_  n

1.30 No. of hospitalizations. End of treatment 2 192 Risk Ratio (IV, Random, 95% Cl) 0.73[0.22, 2.39]
1.30.1 Kort behandling < 12 maneder 1 170 Risk Ratio (IV, Random, 95% ClI) 0.39[0.21, 0.73]
1.30.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder 1 22 Risk Ratio (IV, Random, 95% ClI) 1.31[0.84, 2.03]

Figures
Figure 2 (Analysis 1.3)
Intervention Control 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 ABCDEFSG
1.3.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder
Mchain 2017 26 07 42 287 065 42 561% -0.40 [0.83, 0.04] - 2202007

Subtotal (95% CI) 42 42 56.1% -0.40[-0.83, 0.04] "

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall efiect Z=1.80 (F=0.07)

1.3.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder

Antonsen 2017 B42 128 18 588 15 15 43.8% 0.38 [-0.30, 1.06] —T— R T T T

Subtotal (95% CI) 19 15 43.9% 0.38 [-0.30, 1.06] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=1.09 (P =0.28)

Total (95% CI) 61 57 100.0% -0.05[-0.81, 0.70]

Heterogeneity, Tauw®=0.22; Chi®= 3.54 df=1 (P =0.06), F=72%

Test for overall effiect Z=0.14 (F=0.849)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=3.54, df=1 (P = 0.06), F=71.8%

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
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.3 Social functioning. Leengste follow-up.

Figure 4 (Analysis 1.6)

Intervention Control 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 ABCDETFG
1.6.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder
Kredlow 2017 M8 15 238 113 12 418% 1.04 [0.22,1.86] - 2220000
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 12 41.9% 1.04 [0.22, 1.86] <
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effect £=2.60 (F=0.01)
1.6.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder
Antongen 2017 65 1.0 19 538 18 158 581% 0.59[-0.10,1.28] E 7770008
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 15 58.1% 0.59 [-0.10, 1.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effiect Z=167 (F=0.10)
Total (95% CI) 34 27 100.0% 0.78 [0.25, 1.31] &
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0.69, df=1 (P = 0.41); F= 0% 54 52 p é j‘
Test for averall effec.t F=121849 (P:. 0.004) Favours Control Favours Intarvention
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 069, df=1{P=0.41), F=0%
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 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.6 Quality of life. Laengste follow-up.
Figure 6 (Analysis 1.9)
Intervention Control 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 ABCDETFG
1.9.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder
Kredlow 2017 a1.6 24 18 832 138 12 262% -1.30[2.15,-0.45] —=
Mchain 2017 41.08 2241 42 4599 2627 42 42.2% -0.20 [-0.63, 0.23] ki
Subtotal (95% CI) 57 54 68.5% -0.69 [-1.76, 0.39] -
Heterogeneity, Tau*=0.48; Chi*=517, df=1{(P=002), F=81%
Test for overall effiect Z=1.26 (F=0.21)
1.9.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder
Antongen 2017 08 0F 19 132 079 15 315% -0.61 [-1.30, 0.09] = 777800080
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 15  31.5% -0.61 [-1.30, 0.09] E
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effiect Z=1.71 (F = 0.09)
Total (95% CI) 76 69 100.0% -0.62 [-1.22, -0.01] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.18; Chi®= 5.38, df= 2 (P = 0.07), F= 63% 14 12 7 é j‘
Testfor overall effec.t Z=1499 (P:_ 0.0%) Favours Intervention  Favours Control
Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 002, df=1 {P = 0.90), F=0%
Risk of bias [egend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bhias)
(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 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.9 Borderline severity.Laengste follow-up.
Figure 8 (Analysis 1.14)
Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.14.1 Lang behandling > 12 maneder
Antongen 2017 1 062 19 142 0B6 15 1000% -0.42[0.865,0.02 t 770000
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 15 100.0% -0.42[-0.86, 0.02]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effect. £=1.89 (F = 0.08)
Total (95% CI) 19 15 100.0% -0.42 [-0.86, 0.02] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 12 i1 p 1i é

Test for overall effiect Z=1.89 (P = 0.06)

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicahle

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 bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.14 Interpersonal. Leengste follow-up.

Figure 9 (Analysis 1.15)

Intervention Control

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
1.15.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder

Mchtain 2017 026 03 42 016 025 42 100.0% 0.08[-0.03 0.21] -t 29200000
Subtotal (95% CI) 42 42 100.0% 0.09[-0.03,0.21] 4

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable

Testfor overall effiect Z=149(F=0.14)

Total (95% CI) 42 42 100.0% 0.09[-0.03,0.21] -’

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable —D'.S -D.'25 b n.'zs 0!5

Testfor overall efiect Z=1.49(F=0.14)

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicahle

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 bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other hias

Favours Intervention  Favours Control

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.15 Proportion of patients with ED visits. Leengste follow-up.

Figure 10 (Analysis 1.17)

05-Oct-2018

Intervention Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI1 IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.17.1 Kort behandling
Blurm 2008 12,8 8.06 G5 149 8545 a9 17.0% -0.29 [-0.64, 0.07] =T
Eos 2010 205.8 A0.6 25 2485 778 26 11.5% -0.60 [-1.16,-0.04] I —
Farrel 2009 126 06 16 201 0.79 12 7.3% -1.06 [-1.87,-0.25] e —
Mehain 2017 1.3 0.65 42 1.84 076 42 14.4% -0.76 [-1.20,-0.31] —
Steil 2010 1.34 081 17 1.87 087 13 81% -0.70[1.45, 0.04] E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 165 152 58.4% -0.58 [-0.83, -0.33] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*= 464 dfi=4 (F=033), F=14%
Test for overall effect £=4.52 (P = 0.00001)
1.17.3 Lang behandling > 12 maneder
Eateman 1999 21 0482 149 24 07 19 9.9% -0.39[1.03, 0.26] — 1
Davidson 2006 197 0.0 52 2 093 47 158% -0.03 [-0.43, 0.36] -
Doering 2010 133 0.8 a1 1.2F7 076 a0 15.9% 0.08[-0.31,047] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 122 116 41.6% -0.04 [-0.30, 0.21] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.45 df=2 (P=048),F= 0%
Testfor overall effiect Z=032 (F=0.79)
Total (95% CI) 287 268 100.0% -0.39 [-0.65, -0.13] <
Heterogeneity, Tau® = 0.07; Chi®=14.99, df=7 (P = 0.04), F=53% 52 51 5 } é
Testfor overall effec.t £=1.87 (Pz_ 0.003) Favours Intervention  Favours Control
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 867, df=1 (F= 0003}, F= 88.5%
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 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.17 Symptom distress. End of treatment.

Figure 12 (Analysis 1.24)

Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFSG
1.24.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder
McMain 2017 002 007 42 014 018 42 100.0% -0.12 [0.18,-0.06] ! 2202009
Subtotal (95% CI) 42 42 100,0% -0.12 [-0.18, -0.06]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall efiect Z=4.03 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 12 42 100.0% -0.12 [-0.18, -0.06] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable _50_5 _0.525 b 0.525 D.IS

Test for overall effect £=4.03 (F = 0.0001)

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicahle

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(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

Favours Intervention Favours Control

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.24 Proportion of patients hospitalized. End of treatment.
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Figure 13 (Analysis 1.25)
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG

1.25.1 Kort behandling < 12 maneder

Andreali 2016 -0.9 02092 9.4% -0.90[-1.31,-0.44] -

Eellino 2010 00185 0308 77% 0.02 [-0.58, 0.61] T

Eos 2010 05558 05306 44% 0.56 [-0.48,1.60] T

Carter 2010 0.3567 06437 34% 0.36 [-0.90,1.62] 1T

Gratz 2006 -0.9837 04584 52% -0.98 [-1.88,-0.09] —

Koons 2001 -0.318 04507  53% -0.321.20,0.57] - T

Mehain 2017 -0.27 02194 9.2% -0.27 [F0.70, 0.16] -1

Weinberg 2006 -0.8838 03993 6O0% -0.88 [1.67,-0.10] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 50.7% -0.39 [-0.75, -0.02] L]

Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.14; Chi*=15.46, df=7 (F=003), F=55%

Test for overall effect £=2.07 (F=0.04)

1.25.2 Lang behandling > 12 maneder

Eateman 1999 -2.213 07887 25% -2.21 [3.76,-0.67] —

Davidson 2006 0422 04177 58% 0.42[0.40,1.24] T

Doering 2010 06797 04475 a.4% 0.68 [-0.20,1.56] I

Gregory 2008 -0.2718 07387 28% -0.27[1.72,1.18] 1

Leppanen 2016 -0.15 02857  78% -015 071, 0.41] -r

Linehan 1991 -0.5223 03071 7.6% -0.52[1.12,0.08] =

Fhilips 2018 002 04286 56% 0.02 [-0.82, 0.86] -1

Rossouw 2012 -1.3524 056  41% -1.35[2.45,-0.25] —_—

“an den Bosch -0B526 03036 TE% -0.65 [1.25,-0.08] -

Subtotal (95% CI) 49.3% -0.33[-0.77,0.11] L |

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.25; Chi*=19.90, df=8 (P=0.01); P= 60%

Testfor overall effiect Z=1.48(F=0.14)

Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.35 [-0.63, -0.08] 4

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.17; Chi*= 3617, df= 16 (P = 0.003); F = 56% _54 52 b é j‘

Testfor overall effec.t Z£=1.50 (Pz_ .01 Favours Intervention Favours Control

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=0.04, df=1 (F=085), F=0%

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 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.25 Selfharm (Selvmordsrelateret adfeerd/forsgg) End of treatment.
Figure 14 (Analysis 1.26)
Review Manager 5.3 6
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Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total BEvents Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.26.1 Kort behandling <12 maneder
Eellino 2006 4 20 3 19 26% 1.27 00,33, 4.83]
Eellino 2010 2 27 [ 28 22% 0.35[0.08, 1.57]
Blurm 2008 20 E5 g a4 B.3% 227 [1.08, 4.76]
Eos 2010 10 42 6 IF 0 48% 1.47 [0.59, 3.65]
Carter 2010 18 38 4 35 44% 414155 11.08]
Farrel 2009 ] 16 4 16  0.7% 011 [0.01, 1.81]
Gratz 2006 1 13 1 1" 0.8%  0.85[0.06,12.01]
Koons 2001 3 13 5 15 31% 0.68[0.20, 2.35]
Mchain 2017 g 42 3 42 26% 1.67 [0.43, 6.53]
Steil 2010 L] 18 2 14 23% 1.94 [0.44, 8.57]
Weinberg 2006 1] 15 2 15 06% 0.20[0.01, 3.85]
Subtotal (95% CI) 309 291 30.3% 1.32[0.79, 2.20]
Total events 62 44

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.25; Chi*=1586, df =10 P =010, F=37%
Test for overall effiect. Z=1.06 (F=0.29)

1.26.2 Lang behandling >12 méneder

Antonsen 2017 g 27 10 25 B.2% 0.74[0.35,1.57]
Baternan 1999 3 22 2 22 18% 1.50[0.28,8.12]
Davidson 2006 2 LT 4 a2 1.9% 0.48[0.09, 2.582]
Doering 2010 9 52 14 52 B.3% 0.64 [0.31,1.39]
Gregary 2008 g 15 [ 15 46% 0.83[0.32, 2.19]
Laurenssen 2018 16 LT 12 41 TE% 1.01 [0.54,1.90]
Leppanen 2016 4 24 15 47 43% 0.52[0.19, 1.40]
Linehan 1891 10 30 ] 3 6.3% 1.15[0.54, 2.42]
Linehan 1994 3 13 1 13 1.2% 3.00([0.36, 25.21]
Philips 2018 11 24 11 22 B0% 0.92 [0.50, 1.68]
Rossouw 2012 20 40 23 40 10.9% 0.87 [0.58,1.31]
“an den Bosch 14 31 26 33 10.6% 0.57 [0.37, 0.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 386 393 69.7% 0.79 [0.65, 0.96]
Total events 108 133

Heterogeneity: Taw® = 0.00; Chi®=7.60, df=11 (P = 0.75); F=0%
Test for overall effect £=2.32 (F=0.02)

Total (95% CI) 695

Total events 173 177
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.09; Chi*=3248, df=22 (P =0.07); F=32%
Testfor overall efiect Z=035(F=073)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=3.35, df=1 (P =0.07), F=70.2%
Risk of bias legend

(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

684 100.0% 0.96 [0.75, 1.22]

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.26 Drop-out

Figure 15 (Analysis 1.30)

i

, ,
0oos 04
Favours Intervention

, ,
10 200
Favours Control

. End of treatment.

00000000000

Intervention Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.30.1 Kort behandling < 12 maneder
Andreali 2016 0 140 11 30 48.3% 0.39[0.21,0.73] —+ @P0009
Subtotal (95% CI) 140 30 48.3% 0.39 [0.21, 0.73] ’
Total events 20 11
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=2.97 (P=0.003)
1.30.2 Lang behandling >12 maneder
Fhilips 2018 11 12 710 51.7% 1.31[0.84, 2.03] : @700
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 10 51.7% 1.31[0.84, 2.03]
Total events i 7
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.20(FP=0.23)
Total (95% CI) 152 40 100.0% 0.73[0.22, 2.39] i
Total events H 18

Heteroneneity: Tau® = 0.66; Chi®=9.74, df=1 (P =0.002), F=90%
Test for overall effect £=0.52 (F = 0.60)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=9.74, df=1 (P = 0.002), F=85.7%
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

T
Favours Control

10 100
Favours Intervention

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Intervention vs Control, outcome: 1.30 No. of hospitalizations. End of treatment.
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