FOREST PLOTS med risk of bias

PICO 1: Antidepressiv medicin til behandling af patienter med Borderline

Personlighedsforstyrrelse

Borderline svaerhedsgrad

Experimental 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% CI1 ABCDEFGH
1.1.3 Antidepressants: Phenelzine sulfate
Soloff 1993 18.3 11.24 34 2008 1244 28 1000% -1.78[7.74 4.18] L ... LR TR
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 28 100.0% -1.78[-7.74,4.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: = 0.59 (F = 0.56)
Total (95% Cly 34 28 100.0% -1.78[-7.74,4.18]
Heterogeneity. Mot applicakle _250 _150 b t !
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: £=058(P= 0'56_) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Testfor subgroup diferences: Not applicable
Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(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) Vested interest bias
(H) Other sources of hias?
Socialt funktionsniveau
Experimental Control Stil. Mean Difference Stil. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
1.8.1 Amitriptyline
Soloff 1989 5148 138 29 4816 995 28 359% 0.27 [-0.25,0.79) - R TR T
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 28  35.9% 0.27 [-0.25, 0.79] -‘-
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.02 (P =031}
1.8.2 Fluoxetine
Salzman 1995 915 103 13 826 131 9 125% 0.74 014, 1.63] I — L .. PO
Simpson 2004 59.92 13.15 9 593 FAT 11 12.6% 0.06 [-0.82, 0.94] e T B T
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 20 25.1% 0.40 [-0.27, 1.07] i
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.03; Chi*=116,df=1 (P=0.28); F=14%
Testfor overall effect Z=117 (F=0.24)
1.8.3 Phenelzine sulfate
Soloff 19493 601 107 34 5843 128 28 39.0% 0.14 [0.36, 0.64] 1 T7080®2 72
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 28 39.0% 0.14 [-0.36, 0.64]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar overall effect: Z=0.55 (P = 0.58)
Total (95% CI) 85 76 100.0% 0.25 [-0.06, 0.57] L

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.57, df=3 (P=0.67), F=0%
Testfar overall effect: Z=1.59 (P =011}

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=038, df=2 (P=083), F=0%
Risk of hias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Wested interest bias

(H) Other sources of hias?

1 1 t 1
-2 -1 1] 1 2

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]



Drop out

Experimental Control 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
1.2.10 Antidepressants: Amitriptyline
Saloff 1989 1 a0 129 BE% 0.97 [0.06, 16.20] 182082080
Suhbtotal (95% CI) 30 29 6.6% 0.97 [0.06, 16.20]
Total events 1 1
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.02 (P = 0.98)
1.2.11 Antidepressants: Fluoxetine
Simpson 2004 3 12 713 132% 1.83[0.25, 13.47] —r— 22728290208
Suhbtotal (95% CI) 12 13 13.2% 1.83 [0.25, 13.47] —=sE iR
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Test for overall effect: 7= 0.60 (P = 0.55)
1.2.12 Antidepressants: Fluvoxamine
Rinne 2002 1 20 7 18 BA% 0.42[0.03, 5.08] —_— 7227287208
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 18 8.5% 0.42 [0.03, 5.08] e
Total events 1 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: 7= 0.68 (P = 0.40)
1.2.13 Antidepressants: Mianserin
Montgamery 81082083 12 29 8 29 43.4% 1.85[0.62, 5.56] i — ?72272@2 77
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 29  43.4% 1.85 [0.62, 5.56] -
Total events 12 8
Heteroneneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=110 (P =0.27)
1.2.14 Antidepressants: Phenelzine sulfate
S0loff 1993 4 38 6 34 284% 0.55[0.14, 2.14] —— T2 @9@®2 27
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 34 284% 0.55[0.14, 2.14] e
Total events 4 B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.86 (P = 0.39)
Total (95% CI) 129 123 100.0% 1.11[0.54, 2.29] 4
Total events 21 19
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.70, df= 4 (P = 0.613; F= 0% ID oo 051 150 1DDD=

Testfor overall effect: Z=028 (P =0.73)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 2.70, df= 4 (P =0.61), F=0%
Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of bias?

Favours [experimental]

Favours [control]



Selvmords adferd

Experimental Control

Odds Ratio

Odds Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
1.3.2 Antidepressants: Mianserin

Montgomery 81582583 (1) 20 29 20 29 100.0% 1.00[0.33, 3.04] TR @I AR
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 29 100.0%  1.00 [0.33, 3.04]

Total events 20 20

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=0.00 (F =1.00)

Total (95% CI) 29 29 100.0%  1.00 [0.33, 3.04]

Total events 20 20

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=0.00 (P =1.00)
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Footnotes

(1) event: suicidal act during treatment

Interpersonelle problemer

0oz 04 1 10 &0
Favours [experimentall Favours [control]

Risk of hias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Experimental 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 ABCDEFGH
1.6.7 Antidepressants: Amitriptyline
Solaff 19589 134 085 29 174 106 28 482% -0.38 0,92, 0.13] — 1@ 7907808
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 28  49.2% -0.39[-0.92, 0.13] ‘
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=1.47(F=0.14)
1.6.8 Antidepressants: Phenelzine sulfate
Soloff 1993 0.8 0.71 34 073 0.69 28 50.8% 0.24 [0.26,0.74] Tl 77990® 7717
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 28 50.8% 0.24 [-0.26, 0.74] -
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect £= 083 (F =0.35)

Total (95% CI) 63
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.13; Chi*=2.91 df=1 (P=0.09), F=66%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.23(FP=0.82

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=2.91, df=1 (P = 0.09), F=65.6%
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 (atirition bhias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of bias?

56 100.0%

-0.07 [-0.69, 0.55]

N

2 a0 1z
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]




Symptombelastning

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
1.7.6 Antidepressants: Amitriptyline
Soloff 1989 107 073 28 135 087 28 479% -0.34 [-0.87,0.18] — BT BT
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 28 47.9% -0.34[-0.87, 0.18] '."
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.29 (P = 0.20)
1.7.7 Antidepressants: Phenelzine sulfate
Soloff 1993 0.83 0.64 34 116 084 28 521% -0.23[-0.73,0.27] —— 72890@72 77
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 28 52.1% -0.23[-0.73, 0.27] -‘-

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.89(F = 0.37)

Total (95% CI) 63 56 100.0% -0.28 [-0.65, 0.08] R

Heterogeneity; Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 010, df=1 {P=075),F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=1.53(F=012)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=0.10, df=1 (P =0.749), F= 0%
Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of bias?

21 0 1 2

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

PICO 2: Behandling med stemningsstabiliserende medicin til patienter med Borderline

Personlighedsforstyrrelse

Borderline sveerhedsgrad

Experimental 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 ABCDEFGH
2.1.2 Mood stabilizers: Lamotrigine-obs based on change score
Reich 2009 8.8 5 15 66 48 12 100.0% -Z.20[5.91,1.51] LR T RA T B
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 12 100.0% -2.20[-5.91, 1.51]

Heterageneity: bot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.16 (P = 0.24)

Total (95% CI) 15 12 100.0% -2.20[-5.91, 1.51]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.16 (P = 0.25)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk of hias l2gend

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

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

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

H) Other sources of hias?

-50 -25 0 25
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

50



Socialt funktionsniveau

Experimental 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 ABCDEFGH
De la Fuente 1994 6712 1617 9 B0 22.33 10 100.0% 7.02[10.39, 24.43] 221 @®27228
Total (95% CI) 9 10 100.0% 7.02[-10.39, 24.43]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i_1 o0 —EED p 5=D e
Testfor overall effect 2= 079 (P =0.43) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Risk of hias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(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 hias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Vested interest hias
(H) Other sources of hias?
Interpersonelle problemer
Experimental 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 ABCDEFGH
2.2.4 Mood stabiliser: Carbamazepine
De la Fuente 1594 614 717 g 11 876 10 19.7% -0.54 [-1.46, 0.38] —= 7272@72272@
Subtotal (95% CI) 9 10 19.7% -0.54 [-1.46, 0.38] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P = 0.24)
2.2.5 Mood stabiliser: Valproate semisodium
Frankenhurg 2002 1.8 045 20 22 04 10 25.5% -1.04 [-1.85,-0.23] — @@®rz22222
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 10 25.5% -1.04 [-1.85, -0.23] <
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable
Test for overall effect. £= 251 (P =0.01)
2.2.6 Mood stabiliser: Topiramate
Loew 2006 B0 T 23 BES 7.3 28 A48% -0.91 [-1.46,-0.35] L 1 @®® 2227
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28  54.8% -0.91[-1.46, -0.35] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.22 (P=0.001)
Total (95% CI) 57 48 100.0% -0.87 [-1.28, -0.46] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 068, df=2(P=071);F=0% t t

Testfor overall effect 2= 416 (P = 0.0001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 0.68, df=2 {(F=071), F= 0%
Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation {selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of cutcome assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of bias?

4 2 0 2 4
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]



Drop-out

Experimental Control Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
2.3.1 Mood stabiliser: Carhamazepine
De la Fuents 1994 2 10 0 10 B0%  B.18[0.26,146.78] — T2 @rr1@
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 10  6.0%  6.18[0.26, 146.78] e ———
Total events 2 a
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.13 (P = 0.26)
2.3.2 Mood stabiliser: Valpruate semisodium
Frankenhurg 2002 13 20 10 246% 1.24 [0.26, 5.91] — [ 1 B L
Hallander 2001 6 12 4 4 B.2% 0.11 [0.00, 2.51] _— N R BN &
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 14 30.8% 0.54 [0.06, 5.32] —~eoniii——
Total events 15 10
Heterageneity Tau®=1.43; ChiF=1.90, df=1 (P=0.17); F= 47%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.53 (P = 0.60)
2.3.3 Mood stabiliser: Lamotrigine
Reich 2009 & 15 5 13 26.0% 1.07 [0.23, 4.89] —— LEX T BT B
Tritt 2005 1 18 2 3 9.2% 0.21[0.02, 2.65] —_— AT T T T 1T
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 22 352% 0.65 [0.15, 2.86] -
Total events T 7
Heterageneity Tau®=0.20; ChiF=1.17, df= 1 (P = 0.28); F= 15%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.56 (P = 0.57)
2.3.4 Mood stabiliser: Topiramate
Loew 2006 1 28 3028 111% 0.31[0.03, 3.16] —_— r1@@@®z? 77 ?
Mickel 2004 3 iy 1 11 105% 1.58[0.14,17.23] —_—t— T T B ]
Mickel 2008 0 22 222 B3% 018 [0.01, 4.02] S *@r2222@
Subtotal (95% CI) 72 61 28.0% 0.51[0.12, 2.20] .
Total events 4 B
Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.00; Chi*=1.47, df= 2 {F=0.48), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.91 (P =037
Total (95% CI) 147 107 100.0% 0.75[0.34, 1.62] <
Total events 32 23
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 6.47, df= 7 (P = 0.49; "= 0% DIDDZ IJ:'I t 560

Testfor overall effect: £=0.74 (P = 0.46)

Testfor subgroup differsnces: Chif= 2.05, df= 3 (P = 0.56), F= 0%

Risk of hias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(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) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of bias?

Favours [experimental]

10
Favours [control]



Symptombelastning

Experimental 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 ABCDEFGH
2.4.1 Mood stabiliser: divalproex
Moen 2012 137 EBOAG 10 114 748 8 7T% 032 [-0.76,1.40] L] 272@@®2@2 2
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 5 21.7% 0.32 [-0.76, 1.40]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: =058 (P = 0.56)
2.4.4 Mood stabiliser: Carbamazepine
De la Fuente 1994 71.85 8BE4 9 12511 9087 10 31.5% -0.57 [-1.49, 0.36] L 7727@2771@
Subtotal (95% CI) 9 10 31.5% -0.57 [-1.49, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.20 (P =0.23)
2.4.5 Mood stabiliser: Topiramate
Loew 2006 64.2 41 28 701 5.6 28 40.8% -1.19 F1.76, -0.61] L] 1@@8@®7r 722
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28  40.8% -1.19 [-1.76, -0.61] f
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=4.07 (P = 0.0001})
Total (95% CI) 47 43 100.0% -0.57 [-1.43,0.28]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.38; Chi*=6.12, df=2 {(P=0.08), F=67% |_1 oo -E:D b 5'0 1DD'

Testfor overall effect £=1.32(F=0149)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 612, df=2 (F=008), F=67.3%
Risk of bias legend

{A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcame data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Favours [experimental]

Favours [control]



Skadevirkninger:

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Fvents Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
2.6.1 Mood stabiliser; Paraestesia:L Topiramate
Loew 2006 3 28 1 28 100% 3.00[0.33 27.13] — r0@8@72 272
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28 10.0% 3.00[0.33, 27.12] ——cagiie——
Total events 3 1
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £= 098 (F=0.33)
2.6.2 Mood stabiliser:Headache:Topiramate
Loew 2006 2 28 228 200%  1.00[0.15 6.61] e 1788®7 727
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28 20.0% 1.00 [0.15, 6.61] —eai
Total events 2 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=0.00 (F =1.00)
2.6.3 Mood stabiliser:Svimmelhed: Topiramate
Laew 2006 3 28 2 28 0% 1.60[0.27,8.30] I e — TO@®7 27
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28 20.0% 1.50 [0.27, 8.30] -*—
Total events 3 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: £= 046 (F = 0.64)
2.6.4 Mood stabiliser: Hukommelsesproblemer:Topiramate
Loew 2006 4 28 3 28 30.0% 2.00[0.85, 7.24] —T T@8@®7r2 2
Subtotal (95% CIy 28 28 30.0%  2.00[0.55,7.22] et
Total events G 3
Heterageneity: Mat applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=1.06 (P = 0.29)
2.6.5 Mood stabiliser:Udmattelse:Topiramate
Logw 2006 4 28 228 200%  2.00([0.40,10.04] e e 7000222
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 28 20.0% 2.00[0.40, 10.05] e ot
Total events 4 2
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £= 084 (F=0.40)
Total (95% CI) 140 140 100.0% 1.80 [0.86, 3.75] i
Total events 18 10
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.66, df= 4 (P = 0.96); F=0% 'D.D‘I DH 1'0 1DD'

Test for averall effect Z=157 (F=01%)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 0.66, df=4 (P =098), F=0%
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 outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reparting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]




PICO 3 Antipsykotisk behandling til patienter med Borderline Personlighedsforstyrrelse

Socialt funktionsniveau

Experimental Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Rand 95% Cl IV, Rand 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.11.1 Quetiapine

Black 2014 01248 0.2548 29 33 18.2% 012037, 0.62] 779929008
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 33 18.2% 0.12 [-0.37, 0.62]

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable

Test for overall effect: £=0.49 (P = 0.62)

3.11.2 First-generation antipsychotics: Haloperidol

Soloff 1989 06319 02743 28 28 169% 063 [0.08,1.17] — @® @77 ?
Soloff 19493 -0.3104 0.2645 a0 28 17.5% -0.31 [-0.83,0.21] —T 2 @222
Subtotal (95% CI) 53 56  34.4% 0.16 [-0.77, 1.08] i

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.37; Chi*=6.12,df=1 (P =001}, F= 84%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.34 (P=0.74)

3.11.3 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine

Soler 2005 -0.0268 0.2582 30 30 17.9% -0.03 [-0.53, 0.48] - P96 ?.? i
Zanarini 2011 -0.2236 01176 144 147 205%  -0.22 045, 0.01] - 0090020727
Subtotal (95% CI) 174 177 47.5% -0.19 [-0.40, 0.02] L]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 048, df=1 (P =0.48); F=0%

Test for averall effect Z=1.77 (P = 0.08)

Total (95% CI) 261 266 100.0% 0.00 [-0.30, 0.31]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 9.67, df= 4 (P = 0.05); F= 59%
Test for averall effect: Z=0.03 (P = 0.98)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=1.69, df=2 (F=043), F=0%
Eisk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete autcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of bias?

Favours [experimental]

2 4 0 1 z
Favours [control]



Borderline svaerhedsgrad

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI I, Rand 95% CI ABCDE G H
3.1.1 First-generation antipsychotics: Haloperidol
Soloff 19493 02877 0.2642 a0 28 MI% 029 [0.23, 0.81] r222@2272
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 28 21.2% 0.29 [-0.23, 0.81]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=1.09 (P =0.28)
3.1.2 Second-generation antipsychotics: Ziprasid
Pascual 2008 04679 0262 a0 30 21.4% -0.47 [0.98, 0.05] —=— @2220822
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 21.4% -0.47 [-0.98, 0.05] -
Heterogeneity: ot applicahle
Test for averall effect Z=1.79 (P = 0.07)
3.1.3 Olanzapine
Zanarini 2011 -0.2634 01179 144 147 438%  -0.29 [0.52,-0.06] - 009009020727
Subtotal (95% CI) 144 147 43.8% .0.29 [-0.52, -0.06] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: 2= 249 (P =0.01)
3.1.5 Quetiapine-high dosage
Black 2014 041 036 33 28 136% -0.41 [1.12, 0.30] — 229002000
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 29 13.6% -0.41[-1.12, 0.30] ~ll—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P =0.25)
Total (95% CI) 237 234 100.0% -0.22 [-0.52, 0.07] P
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.04; Chi*= 817, df= 3 (P = 0.16); = 42% i[z 51 p 15 é
Test for overall eﬁec.t: Z=1.48 (P:. 014y Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=517, df=3(P=0.16), F= 41.9%
Eisk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)
(G) Vested interest hias
(H) Other sources of bias?
Interpersonelle problemer
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.3.1 First-generation antipsychotics: Haloperidol
Solaff 1959 121 082 28 174 106 B 247% -0.53 [-1.06, 0.01] —— 78709788
Soloff 1992 0.a7 07 o 073 064 28 261% -0.23[0.74,0.29] — 27@88@®72 72
Subtotal (95% CI) 58 56 50.7% -0.37 [-0.74, -0.00] -
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®=0.62,df=1{P =043, F=0%
Test for overall effect. £=1.86 (F = 0.09)
3.3.2 Second-generation antipsychotics: Aripiprazole
Mickel 2006 597 53 26 G422 B2 26 223% -077 [1.23,-0.20] —a— 192082118
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 26 22.3% -0.77 [-1.33, -0.20] i
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect 2= 2.67 (P =0.008)
3.3.3 Second-generation antipsychotics: Ziprasidone
Pascual 2008 437 11 30 45 130 27.0% -0.12 [-0.63, 0.38] —— @r27220007
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 27.0% -0.12 [-0.63, 0.38] —ai——

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.47 (P = 0.64)

Total (95% CI) 114 112 100.0%  -0.39[-0.68,-0.11] -

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.01; Chi*=343, dfi=3(F=033),F=13%
Test for overall effect 2= 2.72 {F = 0.006)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=2.81, df= 2 {P=025), F= 25.8%
Risk of hias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcorme assessment (detection hias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of bias?

, ) ,
A 05 0 05 A
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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Drop-out

Experimental Control 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 ABCDEFGH
3.5.1 First-generation antipsychotics: Flupenthixol decanoate
Mortgormery 1979/32 4 18 319 25% 1.41 [0.36, 5.43] —_— r77@@®7 77
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 19 2.5% 1.41[0.36, 5.43] -~
Total events 4 3
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0560 (P =062
3.5.2 First-generation antipsychotics versus placebo: Haloperidol
Soloff15849 3 Kl 1 29 1.0% 2.811[0.31, 25.48]
Soloff 158493 3} 36 3} 34 41% 0.94 [0.34, 2 B5] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 63 51% 1.15[0.45, 2.92] -*-—
Total events ] 7
Heterogeneity: Tau®*=0.00; Chi*=0.78,df=1 (P=038), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=029 (P =077}
3.5.3 First-generation antipsychotics versus placeho: Thiothixene
Goldbern 1986 7 24 3 26 30% 253[0.74, 8.68] S e — rT7T@@®®7 77
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 26 3.0% 2.53[0.74, 8.68] --‘-—
Total events 7 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=147 (P=014)
3.5.4 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine
Bogenschutz 2004 10 20 7 20 T1% 1.43[0.68, 3.00] T
Linehan 2008 [} 12 4 12 4.5% 1.50[0.56, 4.00] -
Schulz 2007 il 1449 61 1488 237% 1.26 [0.98, 1.63] I
Soler 2005 8 30 10 a0 B.6% 0.80[0.37 1.74] I —
Zanarini 2001 11 18 8 9 144% 0.65[0.42 1.03] =
Zanarini 2007 45 148 59 153 204% 0.79[0.58 1.08] —T
Subtotal (95% CI) 384 383 T6.T% 0.97 [0.72, 1.29] <&
Total events 155 1448
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.06, Chi*=10.82, df=5 (P = 0.06); F=54%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.22 (P=0.82)
3.5.5 Second-generation antipsychotics: Ziprasidone
Pascual 2008 17 30 14 30 128% 1.21 [0.74,1.99] - @777:0007
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 30 12.8% 1.21[0.74, 1.99] L 2
Total events 17 14
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.77 (P=0.44)
Total (95% CI) 523 521 100.0% 1.04 [0.84, 1.30] >
Total events 1582 176
Heterogeneity Tau®=0.04; Chi*=1458 df=10{F=014); F=31% 0 0= : =0

Testfor overall effect Z=038 (F=0.71)

Testfor subgroup diferences: Chif=2.75, df= 4 (P = 0.60), F=0%
Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance bias)
D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Favours [experimental] Favours [contral]
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Selvmordsadferd

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl ABCDEFGH
3.6.1 First-generation antipsychotics: Flupenthixol decanoate
Montgomery 1978582 (1) 7 18 15 19 100.0% 0.49[0.26, 0.92] t 172 ®@8® 7772
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 19 100.0% 0.49 [0.26, 0.92]
Total events 7 15
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=2.22 (P =0.03)
Total (95% CI) 18 19 100.0% 0.49 [0.26, 0.92] <
Total events 7 15
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 'D.D'I UH ‘I'U 1DU'

Testfor overall effect £=2.22 (P=0.03
Testfor subgroup differences: kot applicable
Footnotes

(1) event: suicidal act during treatment

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Skadevirkninger totalt
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl ABCDEFGH
3.8.1 Second-generation antipsychotics versus placebo: Olanzapine
Schulz 2007 (1) 102 1485 90 158 32.6% 1.16[0.97, 1.39] H- LT T T A I B
Zanarini 2007 (2) 98 148 93 153 34.4% 1.10[0.93,1.30] ; L L LT R Bk
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 67.0% 1.13[1.00, 1.28]
Total events 201 183
Heteragensity Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 019, df= 1 (P = 0.66); I*= 0%
Test for overall effect £=1.95 (P = 0.04)
3.8.2 Second-generation antipsychotics versus placebo: Ziprasidone
Pascual 2008 (3 11 30 4 30 1.4% 2.75[0.99, 7.68] ——— @#227000~
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 1.4% 2.75[0.99, 7.68] —t———
Total events 11 4
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.93 (P = 0.05)
3.8.3 Quetiapine
Black 2014 30 33 25 28 316% 1.05[0.88, 1.26] r T BT T
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 29 31.6% 1.05 [0.88, 1.26]
Total events 30 25
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.57 (P = 0.57)
Total (95% CI) 366 371 100.0% 1.12 [0.99, 1.27] [ 2
Total events 242 212
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 3.96, df= 3 (P = 0.27); I*= 24% 05.1 0?2 D?S é :=3 1=D

Testfor overall effect Z=1.81 (P =0.07)

Testfor subgroup differences; Chi*= 338, df=2 (P=018), F=40.8%
Footnotes

(1) event: reporting any adverse event

(2) cf. to (1)

(3)cf.to (1)

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of hias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

H) Other sources of bias?
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Symptombelastning

Experimental Control

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total

Total

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference

Weight IV, Rand 95% CI

3.9.1 First-generation antipsychotics: Haloperidol

Soloff 1989 -0.4029 0.2702

Soloff 1993 0.2347 0.2637

Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.13; Chi*= 2.85, df=1 (P = 0.09); F=65%
Test for averall effect: Z2=0.26 (P = 0.80)

28
el
58

3.9.2 Second-generation antipsychotics: Aripiprazole
Mickel 2006 -1.2694 0.3061
Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=4.15 (P = 0.0001)

26
26

3.9.3 Second-generation anti
Pascual 2008

Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.56(F=013)

Zipr:
-0.4071

0.261 an

30

3.9.4 Olanzepine

Zanarini 2011

Subtotal (95% CI)

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)

0 01172 144

144

3.9.5 Quetiapine

Black 2014

Subtotal (95% CI)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 062 (P = 0.54)

01581 0285 jebe}

I3

Total (95% CI) 291
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chi®= 20,42, df=5 (P =0.001});, F= 76%
Test for overall effect £=1.31 (P=0.19)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=17.48, df=4 (P=0.002), F=771%
Eisk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance bias)

(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete autcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Skadevirkninger:

Foraget appetit

Experimental Control

Study or Subgroup  Fwvents  Total

28
28
56

26
26

30
30

147
147

29
29

288

Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

15.8% T
16.0%

31.8%

-0.40[-0.93,0.13]
023 [-0.28, 0.75]
-0.08 [-0.71, 0.54]

i

il

14.5%
14.5%

-1.27 [-1.87, -0.67]
127 [-1.87, -0.67]

16.1%
16.1%

-0.41 [-0.92,0.10]
-0.41[-0.92, 0.10]

1.2%
21.2%

0.00[-0.23,0.23]
0.00[-0.23, 0.23]

r-—

16.3%
16.3%

016 [-0.34, 0.66]
0.16 [-0.34, 0.66]

100.0%  -0.25[-0.62,0.12]

-
.

2@22@72 2

2227208

L L L1 B b

170970080

210 1

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

2

Risk of Bias
ABCDEFGH

3.12.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine

Schulz 2007 7 155 12189 &54.2%
Fanarini 2007 35 148 11 1483 458%
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%
Total events 52 23

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.71, df=1 (P =040} F=0%

Test for averall effect Z=4.53 (F = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 312 100.0%
Total events G2 23
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.71, df=1 {F=040); F=0%

Test for averall effect Z=4.53 (F = 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk ofbias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allacation concealment (selection hias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (perfaormance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

303

——
+

<>

2,58 [1.26, 5.31]
4.00[1.94,8.22]
3.23[1.94, 5.37]

&>

3.23[1.94,5.37]

0o 01 10
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

100

9292002
@@r@77
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Hovedpine

Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  BEwents  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.13.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine
Schulz 2007 23 155 18 158 434%  1.36[0.70, 2.64] - TTTEY I B
Zanatini 2007 13 148 22 153 566%  0.57([0.28,1.19] — [T T T EY Ei
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  0.92[0.57, 1.48] L3
Total events 36 40
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.00, df=1 (P = 0.08); F= 67%
Testfor averall effect Z=035(F=07%
Total (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  0.92[0.57, 1.48] -
Total events 36 40
Heterogeneity: Chi*=3.00, df=1 (P = 0.08); F=67% =D 1 D=1 1=D 1DD=
Test for averall eﬁeclt: Z=035(P= D.?Q? Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(B) Allacation concealment (selection hias)
(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (perfaormance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Vested interest hias
(H) Other sources of hias?
Svimmelhed:
Experimental Control Odis Ratio Oilds Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  FEvents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

ABCDEFGH

3.14.1 Second-generation antipsychotics versus placebo: Ziprasidone

Pascual 2008 4 30 0 30 100.0% 10.36[0.53, 201.45]
Subtotal (95% CIy 3o 30 100.0% 10.36 [0.53, 201.45]
Total events 4 a

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=1.594 (P=013)

Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 10.36 [0.53, 201.45]
Total events 4 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=154 (P=012)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk of hias legend

(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 bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

F) Selective reporting (reparting bias)

(G) Vested interest bias

H) Other sources of hias?

R —

0.m

01

10

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

100

+ 327272720007
_*—

14



Forstyrrelse 1 opmerksomhedsevnen

Experimental Control Odds Ratio

Odids Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.15.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine

Zanarini 2007 5 148 0 153 100.0% 11.77 [0.64, 214.70] —i @80 @77
Subtotal (95% Cl) 148 153 100.0% 11.77 [0.64, 214.70] -

Total events ] ]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=1.66 (P=010)

Total (95% CI) 148

Total events 4 1]
Heterogeneity: Wat applicable

Test for overall effect Z=1.66 (FP=010)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
Risk of hias legend

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

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

{F) Selective reporting (repaorting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

153 100.0% 11.77 [0.64, 214.70]

e —

0.01

t
0.

1 10 100

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Traethed
Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Fvents Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.17.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine
Schulz 2007 16 155 12 158 749%  1.41[0.64,3.09] TTTEY I B
Zanatini 2007 14 148 4 153 251%  3.89[1.25 12.11] — LT 1T 1T B T2
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  2.03[1.08, 3.82] -
Total events a0 16
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.09, df=1 (P= 0.15); F= 52%
Test for averall effect Z=2.21 (F=0.03)
Total (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  2.03[1.08, 3.82] L 3
Total events k] 16

e pim _ _ = | ) ) ,
Heterogeneity: Chi®=2.09, df=1 {F=015); F=52% 'D.D'I DH 1'0 1DD'

Test for averall effect Z=2.21 (F=0.03)

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk ofbias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(B) Allacation concealment (selection hias)

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

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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Sevnforstyrrelse

Experimental Control Oiids Ratio Oulds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  BEvents Total Bvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI1 ABCDEFGH
3.18.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine
Schulz 2007 0 188 7180 432% 322 [1.32,7.84] —— 29009200
ZFanarini 2007 0 148 10 153 SBE% 248162, 7.44] —— @0e@®r@2 7
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  3.37[1.89, 6.00] <
Total events 49 17
Heterogeneity; Chi*=0.02, df=1 (P=0.89); F=0%
Test for overall effect: £= 412 (F = 0.00013
Total (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  3.37[1.89, 6.00] <
Total events 49 17
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.02, df=1 (P = 0.89); F=0% lﬂ ” 051 150 le
Testfor averall eﬁec_t: L=412(P = U.DU_D1) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Testfor subgraup diferences: Mot applicable
Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance hias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)
{F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
G) Vested interest bias
H) Other sources of hias?
Indsovningsproblemer
Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Fvents Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.19.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine
Schulz 2007 4 155 10 159 448%  0.39[0.12,1.29] —a— TTTEY I B
Zanarini 2007 11 148 13 153 552%  0.86([0.37,2.00] 17 LT 1T 1T B T
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  0.65[0.33, 1.28]
Total events 15 23
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.13, df=1 F=028); F=11%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.24 (F=02%
Total (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  0.65[0.33, 1.28] P
Total events 15 23
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.13, df=1 (P =0.20); F=11% ID 1 051 150 1DD=

Testfor averall effect Z=1.24 (F=022%

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk ofbias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
(B) Allacation concealment (selection hias)

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

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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Angst

Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
Schulz 2007 7155 & 153 100.0%  0.89[0.32, 2.52] CTTTEXL T F
Total (95% CI) 155 159 100.0% 0.89[0.32, 2.52]
Total events 7 2

L 1 1 ]
001 04 1 10 100
Favours [experimental] Favours [contral]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.21 {P=0.83)

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Wested interest hias

H) Other sources of bias?

Kvalme
Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.21.1 Secu-nd-generatiun an‘tipsychotics: 0Ianzapine
Schulz 2007 7 155 12 158 BOS%  058[0.22,1.51] — LT T TR I B
Zanarini 2007 a 148 8 153 395% 117 [0.44, 317 T @o@®2@72 7
Subtotal (95% Cl) 303 312 100.0%  0.81[0.41, 1.60]
Total events 16 20

Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.02, df=1{F=031); F=2%
Test for averall effect Z= 0.60 (F = 0.55)

Total (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  0.81[0.41, 1.60] e
Total events 16 20
Heterogeneity; Chi*=1.02, df=1 (P=0.31) F=2%

Test for overall effect; £= 0.60 {F = 0.59)

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection hias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporing bias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of hias?

1 1 1
001 01 10 100
Favours [experimentall Favours [contral]

Generelt ubehag
Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.22.1 Second-generation antipsychotics versus placebo: Ziprasidone
Pascual 2008 3 30 0 30 100.0% 7.76(0.38, 157.14] l + @2727209007
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 7.76[0.38, 157.14] —
Total events 3 a

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor owerall effect Z=1.34 (P=0.18)

Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 7.76[0.38, 157.14] | — e
Total events 3 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor owerall effect Z=1.34 (P=0.18)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicablea

Risk of hias leqend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of paricipants and personnel (performance bias)
D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

{F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of bias?

1 1 1 ]
001 04 1m 100
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]




Forstoppelse

Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI| ABCDEFOGH
3.23.1 Second-generation antipsychotics versus placebo: Olanzapine
Zanarini 2001 6 19 0 9 100.0% 9.15[0.46,182.61] l r 222971007
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 9 100.0% 9.15[0.46, 182.61] —
Total events B a

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor owerall effect Z=1.45(F=015)

Total (95% CI) 19 9 100.0% 9.15[0.46, 182.61] — R —
Total events B a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor owerall effect Z=1.45(F=015)

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Risk of hias leqend

(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 bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of bias?

1 1 1 ]
001 04 1m 100
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Mundterhed
Experimental Control 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup  BEwenis  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
3.24.1 Second-generation antipsychotics: Olanzapine

Schulz 2007 11 155 6 159 60.2%  1.85[0.70,5.40] -+ 0900200
Zanatini 2007 11 148 4 153 39.8%  2.99[0.93, 8.51] — LT 11 B4 B
Subtotal (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  2.36[1.10, 5.08] e

Tatal events 22 10

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.29, df= 1 (P= 0.59); F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z= 2.20 (P = 0.03)

Total (95% CI) 303 312 100.0%  2.36[1.10, 5.08] e
Total events 22 10
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.29, df=1 (F=059); F=0%

Test for averall effect 2= 220 (F=0.03)

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 outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest hias

(H) Other sources of hias?

0o 01 10 100
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

PICO 4 Psykoedukation til patienter med Borderline Personlighedsforstyrrelse

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
Zanarini 2008 -0.93 084 30 -0.05 1.43 20 100.0% -0.88[1.59,-017] 27297 920
Total (95% CI) 30 20 100.0% -0.88[-1.59, -0.17]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect 7= 2.42 (P = 0.02) -100 - -50 0 50 100

Favours [experimental] Favours [contral]

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting hias)

(G) Vested interest bias

(H) Other sources of hias?
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PICO 8: Individuelle kriseplaner til patienter med Borderline Personlighedsforstyrrelse

Socialt funktionsniveau

Experimental 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 ABCDEFGH
Borschmann 2013 2581 694 36 2606 798 36 100.0% -0.25[4.16, 3.66] 990909000
Total (95% CI) 36 36 100.0% -0.25[-4.16, 3.66]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 1 } 1 1 t
e _ -200 -10 i 10 20
Testfar overall effect =013 (F=0.90) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Eisk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection hias)
(B} Allocation concealment (selection bias)
(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition hias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bhias)
(G) Wested interest hias
(H) Other sources of hias?
Selvmordsforsgg
Experimental Control Odds Ratio Odids Ratio Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFGH
Berrino 2011 8 100 17 100 100.0% 0.42[017,1.04]
Total (95% CI) 100 100 100.0%  0.42[0.17, 1.04] e 2
Total events g 17
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 008 0 10 =00

Testfor overall effect: £=1.88 (P = 0.06)

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

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

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Vested interest bias

H) Other sources of bias?

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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