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Appendices
Appendix M: Forest Plots

Clinical question: What are the utility, validity and reliability
of the instruments, tools and methods used for case
identification in eating disorders?

DAWBA

Figure 1: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for Development and Well-Being
Assessment (Eating Disorders section) Interview for case identification —
case control studies

DAWBA Interview for any ED

Study TP FP FN TN Sensitivity (95% CI) Specificity (95% CI)  Sensitivity (95% CI)  Specificity (95% CI)
Moya 2005 48 8 0 118  1.00[0.83,1.00]  0.94[0.88, 0487 M. -
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DAWBA Interview for AN
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DAWBA Interview for BN
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DAWBA Interview for EDNOS

Study TP FP FN TH Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% Cl)  Sensitivity (95% Cl)  Specificity (95% Cl)
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1 Figure 2: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for Development and Well-Being

2 Assessment (Eating Disorders section) Online for case identification —
3 cohort and cross-sectional studies
DAVVBA Online for any ED
Study TP FP FN TN Sensitivity (95% CI) Specificity (95% CI)  Sensitivity (35% ClI)  Specificity {95% CI)
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M.1.25 SCOFF
6 Figure 3: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF for case identification of
7 any eating disorder at threshold of 2 or more — cohort and cross-sectional
8 studies
Study TP FP FH TN Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% Cl)  Sensitivity (95% CI) Specificity (95% CI)
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Siervo 2005 163 5 18 0.93[0.85, 0.98] 021013 031 | | = i il
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1 Figure 4: Summary Receiving Operating Characteristic curve for SCOFF for case

2 identification of any eating disorder at threshold of 2 or more — cohort and
3 cross-sectional studies
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5 Figure 5: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF for case identification of
6 any eating disorder at threshold of 3 or more — cohort and cross sectional
7 studies
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Figure 6: Summary Receiving Operating Characteristic curve for SCOFF for case
identification of any eating disorder at threshold of 3 or more — cohort and
cross-sectional studies
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5 Figure 7: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and 23

6
7

for case identification of any eating disorder in adult males — cohort and
cross sectional studies
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1 Figure 8: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and 23
for case identification of any eating disorder in adult females — case control
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Figure 9: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and 23
for case identification of anorexia nervosa in adult females — cohort and
cross-sectional studies
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Figure 10: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and
23 for case identification of anorexia nervosa in adult females case control

studies
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1 Figure 11: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and
2 23 for case identification of bulimia nervosa in adult females — cohort and

3 cross-sectional studies

SCOFF for female BN>=2 - cohorticross-sectional

udy ensitivi % pecifici % ensitivi % pecifici %
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SCOFF for female BN>=3 - cohorticross-sectional
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4

5 Figure 12: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and
6 23 for case identification of bulimia nervosa in adult females — case control
7 studies
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8

9 Figure 13: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity for SCOFF at threshold of 22 and
10 23 for case identification of EDNOS in adult females — cohort and cross-
11 sectional studies
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M.21 Clinical question: What is the validity and reliability of the
2 instruments, tools and methods used to assess and
3 monitor eating disorders?

M.2.14 Any eating disorder

5 Figure 14: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of any
6 eating disorder in children and young people — case control studies
Study TP FP FH TH Gender Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% Cl)  Sensitivity (95% CI) Specificity (95% CI)
Thurflell 2003 149 471 542 1575 Female 0.74 [0.67, 0.80] 077 [0.75,0.79] —t ' I _.-I | —t ' I !I |
7 000406081 0020406081
8 Figure 15: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of any
9 eating disorder in children, young people and adults — cohort and cross-
10 sectional studies
Study TP FP FN TH Gender Sensitivity (95% Cl} Specificity (95% Cl)  Sensitivity {95% CI) Specificity (95% ClI)
Allen 2001 138 0 FF7 0 Male+Female 064 [0.57,0.70] Mot estimahle — I _I._ I | — ' I ' |
11 no20406081 0020406081

12 Figure 16: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of any
13 eating disorder in children, young people and adults — case control studies
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EAT-40 for Female ED=>=26
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EDE-Q for DSM-IV ED (Cutoff)
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Forest Plots

Anorexia nervosa

2 Figure 17: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of
anorexia nervosa in adults — cohort and cross-sectional studies
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5 Figure 18: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of
anorexia nervosa in adults — case control studies
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Bulimia nervosa

Figure 19: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of bulimia
nervosa in adults — cohort and cross-sectional studies
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Figure 20: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of bulimia
nervosa in adults — case control studies
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

M.2.41 Anorexia nervosa and bulimia nervosa

2 Figure 21: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of
3 anorexia and bulimia nervosa in adults — cohort and cross-sectional studies
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4
5 Figure 22: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of
6 anorexia and bulimia nervosa in adults — case control studies
Study TP FP FN TN Gender Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% Cl)  Sensitivity (95% CI) Specificity (95% CI)
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M.2.58 Binge eating disorder

9 Figure 23: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of binge
10 eating disorder in adults — cohort and cross-sectional studies
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12 Figure 24: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of binge
13 eating disorder in adults — case control studies
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

M.2.61 EDNOS

2 Figure 25: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of EDNOS
3 in adults — cohort and cross-sectional studies

EDA-5 for EDNOS or OSFED/USFED
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002040608 10020406081
EDE-Q for DSM-V EDNOS

Study TP FP FN TH Gender Sensitivity (95% Cl) Specificity (95% CI) Sensitivity (95% CI) Specificity (95% CI)
Berg2012 98 23 22 74 Male+Female 0.82[0.74, 0.89] 076 [067,084] - -

0020406081 0020406081

4

5 Figure 26: Forest plots of sensitivity and specificity of tools for assessment of EDNOS
6 in adults — case control studies
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M.3s Clinical question: Does any group or individual
9 psychological intervention with or without a
10 pharmacological intervention produce benefits/harms in
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

people with eating disorders compared with any other
2 intervention or controls?

M.3.13 Individual therapy for anorexia nervosa

M.3.1.14 CBT-ED versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at the end of
5 treatment

6 Figure 27:

Body mass index

CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 181 18 10 181 31 21 10.3% 0.00 [F0.75, 0.75]
mcintosh 2005 181 1.8 9 188 21 16 8.6% -0.33 116, 0.449]
Zipfel 2014 17.8 1.61 40 17.44 1.81 82 408% 020017, 0.58]
Zipfel 2014 17.8 1.61 40 173 17 a0 40.2% 0.30[-0.08, 0.68]
Total (95% CI) 99 199 100.0% 0.17 [-0.07, 0.42]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.09, df= 3 (P = 0.55); F= 0% 5_1 D 55 ] % 1D=
7 Testfor averall effect: £=1.41 (F = 0.16) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED
8 Figure 28: EDE-restraint
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mecintosh 2005 28 17 ] 1.8 16 168 46.5% 0.59[-0.24,1.43]
Mcintosh 2005 28 17 10 4 14 21 535% -0.75 1.3, 0.03]
Total (95% CI) 19 37 100.0% -0.13 [-0.69, 0.44]
Heterogeneity: Ghif=5.27 df=1 (P =0.02); F=81% I ; T ! |
Testf Il effect: Z= 0.43 (P = D.67 10 -5 0 5 1o
9 Bstforoverall effect: 2= 0.43 (F = 0.67) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other

10 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=81%, however, this is a three-armed trial and the data was

11 separated into two entries from the same study so heterogeneity could not be explored.

12 Figure 29: EDE-eating concern
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 17 1.7 9 25 12 M 496% -0.57 [1.37,0.22]
Mcintosh 2005 17 17 10 18 16 16 80.4% -0.06 [-0.85, 0.73]
Total (95% CI) 19 37 100.0% 0.31 [-0.87, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Ghi*=0.80, df=1 (P = 0.37); F= 0% I f T I |
Testf Il effect Z=1.10 (P = 0.27 -0 -5 0 5 10
13 estfor overall effect Z=1.10(P=0.27) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
14 Figure 30: EDE-weight concern
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 24 15 10 18 15 16 49.3% 0.39[-0.41,1.19]
Mcintosh 2005 24 15 9 1818 M A807% 0.39 [-0.40,1.18]
Total (95% CI) 19 37 100.0% 0.39 [-0.17, 0.95]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.00, df=1 (P = 1.003; F= 0% I f T !
Testfi Il effect Z=1.36 (P =0.17 -0 -5 0 5 10
15 estfor overall effect Z=1.36(F=017) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
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Figure 31: EDE-shape concern
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintash 2005 27 1A ] 31 17 M A04% -0.24 [-1.02, 0.558]
Mcintash 2005 27 14 10 26 2 16 49.6% 005 [-0.74,0.84]
Total (95% Cl) 19 37 100.0% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.26, df=1 (P = 061}, F= 0% =—1D |5 B é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=033 (F=074) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 32: EDI-drive for thinness
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintash 2005 79 BA ] f8 TA 16 461% 015 [-0.67, 0.97]
Mcintash 2005 79 BAa 10 45 A6 21 5349% -0.26 [-1.02,0.449]
Total (95% Cl) 19 37 100.0% -0.07 [-0.63, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.53, df=1 (P=047), F=0% I } 1 } |
Testfi Il effect Z=0.26 (P = 0.79 10 -5 0 o 10
estfor overall effect Z=0.26 (P =0.739) Favours CBT-ED'  Favours Other
Figure 33: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 58 649 10 T3 TH 21 541% -0.20[-0.95, 0.56]
Mcintash 2005 A8 B4 ] 744 16 45.49% -0.21 [1.03, 0.61]
Total (95% Cl) 19 37 100.0% -0.20 [-0.76, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P = 0.498), F=0% I } 1 } |
Testfi Il effect Z=0.72 (P = 0.47 10 -5 0 o 10
estfor overall effect Z=0.72 (P = 0.47) Favours CBT-ED'  Favours Other
Figure 34: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Mcintosh 2005 148 4 10 26 32 21 53.8% -0.31 [1.07, 0.44]
Mcintosh 2005 145 4 q 18 245 16 46.2% -0.09[0.81, 0.7
Total (95% CI) 19 37 100.0% -0.21 [-0.76, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 014, df=1 (P =0.70) F= 0% 5_1 0 55 ] % 10:
Testfor overall effect. 2= 0.74 (P = 0.46) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
Figure 35: EDI-total
CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fipfel 2014 270 5214 40 IT: B85 a0 49.8% -0.04 [F0.41,0.34]
Zipfel 2014 270 5214 40 277 585 82 A0.2% -0.12 [-0.50,0.26]
Total (95% CI) 80 162 100.0% -0.08 [-0.35,0.19]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 010, df=1 (P = 0.78), F= 0% =-1U % } 10
Testfor overall effect Z=0.58 (P = 0.56) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 36: Depression
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintash 2005 49 ra ] g8 71 16 46.4% 0.01 [-0.80, 0.83]
Mcintash 2005 6.9 v.8 10 449 7.3 21 53E% -0.39 115, 0.37]
Total (95% Cl) 19 37 100.0% -0.20 [-0.76, 0.35]

Heterogeneity: Chi* =051, df=1 (P = 0.48); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=072{P=0.47)

10 5 0 g
Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
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Figure 37:

General psychopathology

CBT-ED (hybrid) Other

5td. Mean Difference

5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Zipfal 2014 077 0.36 40 086 045 80 499% -0.21 [-0.59, 0.17]
Zipfal 2014 077 036 40 089 045 82 &A01% -0.28 [-0.66,0.10]
Total {95% Cl) 80 162 100.0% -0.25 [-0.52, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.07, df=1 (P = 0.80); = 0% =—1U IS b é 'IEII
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.80 (F = 0.07) Favours CBT-ED (hybrid) Favours Other
Figure 38: Relapse

CBT-ED Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Pike 2003 4 18 a8 15 100.0% 0.42[016,1.12] T~
Total (95% CI) 18 15 100.0%  0.42[0.16,1.12] —— e
Total events 4 a
e 2 -0 NN N DU B

estfor overall effect Z=1.74 (P = 0.08) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 39: Remission

CBT-ED Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.13.2 Aduts
Pike 2003 a 18 1 15 2.8% 6.67 [0.94, 47 .46]
Zipfel 2014 A 40 4 a2 21.2% 286 [0.73,9.03) S e —
Zipfel 2014 G 40 13 a0 T0.0% 0.92[0.38, 2.29] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 98 177 100.0% 1.78 [0.93, 3.39] -
Total events 19 18
Heterogeneity: Chif= 415, df= 2 (P=013) F=21%
Testfor averall effect £=1.75 (F=0.08)

f f } |
n.m 0.1 10 100

Test for suboroun differences: Mot apnlicable Favours Ofner Favours CBT-ED
Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=52%. Both Pike and Ziphel were considered to have a
high risk of bias. Pike included a population different to other studies where the participants
had just been discharged from hospital. Consequently, the aim of this study is different to
other studies, where the investigators aimed to maintain and consolidate on the gains
achieved in hospital. While the paper by Ziphel was downgraded for indirectness since a
number of participants received inpatient treatment during the study. If Pike is removed for
risk of bias, heterogeneity is reduced to acceptable levels (1>=41%). However this not a
legitimate sensitivity analysis because the software believes two studies are still remaining,
but in fact Ziphel is a 3-arm trial and is entered twice. The subgroups described in the
protocols to explore were either not different between the studies (duration: both >6 years of
AN and severity: Pike BMI 16 and Zipfel BMI 16.5) or not reported (comorbidities). In the
absence of a good explanation for the heterogeneity, random effects are reported.

Figure 40: Remission (random effects)
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Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
M.3.1.22 CBT-ED versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at follow-up
Figure 41: Body mass index
CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI| IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.17.4 Adults
Cartter 2011 nze 12 a8 208 21 14 7.9% -0.32 [F1.19, 0.56] -
Carter 2011 202 12 y 1.3 34 12 7.9% -0.36 -1.23,0.52] -
Zipfel 2014 18.1 2.08 40 1785 235 82 423% 0.07 [0.31,0.44] :
Zipfel 2014 18.1 2.08 40 182 2148 20 41.9% -0.05 [-0.43,0.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 7 188 100.0% -0.05 [-0.29, 0.20] L
Heterogeneity: ChiF=1.149, df= 3{P=0.76); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=036(F=0.72)
10 5 0 5 10
. i Favours Other Favours CBT-ED
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 42: EDE-shape concern
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 218 g 24 16 14 481% -0.24 111, 0.63]
Carer 2011 2 18 10 22 2 12 51.9% -011 [0.94, 0.73]
Total (95% Cl) 18 26 100.0% 017 [-0.78,0.43]
Heterogeneity: Chir=0.05, df=1 P = 0835 F= 0% I ; T t {
. -10 -4 a 5 10
Testfor overall effect Z= 055 (P =0.58) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 43: EDE-eating concern
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 1.2 14 a 19 21 12 46.2% -0.35 [-1.26, 0.55]
Carer 2011 1.2 145 gy 1.2 1.2 14 53.8% 0.00[-0.84, 0.84]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% -0.16 [-0.78, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Chir=0.32, df=1 (P = 0873 F= 0% 5_1 0 55 D % 10:
Testfor overall effect 2= 052 (P = 0.60) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 44: EDE-restraint
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 1.3 17 ] 28 1.7 12 486% -0.68 [-1.57, 0.2
Carer 2011 1.3 1.7 g 14 1.2 14 514% -0.07 [-0.94, 0.80]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% -0.36 [-0.99, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 092, df=1 (P =034}, F=0% o + 5 3 0

10

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Risk Ratio

Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

CBT-ED Other
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total
1.13.2 Aduts
Pike 2003 a8 18 1 18  20.6%
Zipfel 2014 5 40 4 82 34.4%
Zipfel 2014 4 40 13 g0 45.0%
Subtotal {95% CI) a8 177 100.0%
Total events 14 18

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 047, Chif=415 df=2(P=013);, F=52%

Testfor overall effect, £=1.23 (P =022

6.67 [0.94, 47 46]
2.86([0.73,9.03]
0.92[0.38, 2.29]
1.97 [0.67, 5.80]

1l
[ S

=

0.1 10

Testfor overall effect Z=115 (P =025
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

1 Figure 45:

EDE-weight concern

CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 2011 18 17 ] X2 12 50.2% -010[-0.87, 0.76]
Carter 2011 18 1.7 a8 1.7 14 14 49.8% 0.06 [-0.81, 0.93]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% -0.02 [-0.63, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.07, df=1 (P = 0.73); F= 0% I f T ! |
Testf Il effect: Z= 0.07 (P = 0.85 10 -5 0 o 1o
2 estfor overall effect Z=0.07 (P =0.89) Favours CBT-ED'  Favours Other
3 Figure 46: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 2011 T8 81 9 107 84 12 50.2% -0.32 [1.20, 0.558]
Carter 2011 7.8 81 8 103 7 14 49.8% -0.32 [1.20, 0.85]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% -0.32 [-0.94, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.00, df=1 (P = 1.003; F= 0% I f T ! |
Testf Il effect: = 1.03 (P = 0.30 10 -5 0 o 1o
4 estforoverall effect: 2= 1.03 {F = 0.30) Favours CBT-ED Favours control
5 Figure 47: EDI-drive for thinness
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 2011 G4 T4 g 2T 12 47.8% -011 [1.00, 0.749]
Carter 2011 4 74 ] 33 31 14 523% 058 [-0.28,1.43]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% 0.25 [-0.37, 0.87]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.17 df=1 (P=0.28); F=15% I f T ! |
Testf Il effect: 2= 0.79 (P = 0.43 10 -5 0 o 1o
6 estforoverall effect: 2= 0.78 (F = 0.43) Favours CBT-ED Favours control
7 Figure 48: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 2011 3 ar g 11 26 14 40.6% 046 [-0.42,1.34]
Carer 2011 3 AT ] 12 27 12 504% 041 [-0.47,1.28]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% 0.43 [-0.19, 1.06]
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.01, df=1 (P =053}, F=0% I { 1 } |
Testf Il effect Z=1.37 (P= 017 10 -5 0 o 1o
8 estforoverall effect: Z=1.37 (F = 0.17) Favours CBT-ED Favours control
9 Figure 49: EDI-total
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fipfel 2014 263 5787 40 260 B5.38 82 50.2% 0.05[0.33 043
Fipfal 2014 263 A7.8T 40 257 BO4B a0 4498% 0.10[-0.28, 0.48]
Total (95% Cl) 80 162 100.0% 0.07 [-0.19, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.04, df=1 (F = 0.8a9); F=0% '-1D —'5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.54 (P = 0.59)

10

11 Figure 50:

General psychopathology

Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

CBT-ED (hybrid) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Zipfel 2014 073 045 40 072 0.36 80 49.8% 0.03 [-0.35, 0.40]
Zipfel 2014 073 045 40 071 0.54 82 50.2% 0.04 [-0.34,0.47]
Total {95% CI) 80 162 100.0% 0.03 [-0.24, 0.30]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96); IF= 0%
Testfor averall effect: 7= 023 (P =0.81)

12

10

5 0 5
[

Favours CBT-ED (hybrid) Favours Other

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

23



1 Figure 51: Depression
CBT-ED Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 2011 7.2 BA ] 53 47 14 53.3% 016 [-0.68, 0.94]
Carter 2011 7.2 68 a8 64 7 12 467% 011 078, 1.01]
Total (95% Cl) 17 26 100.0% 0.13 [-0.48,0.75]
Heterogeneity: Chi*r=0.01, df=1 (F =094, F= 0% =—1D I5 B é 1D=
2 Testfor overall effect 2= 043 (F=067) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
3 Figure 52: General function
CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 5.2 154 8 EBBS 128 14 497% -0.09 [-0.96, 0.78]
Carter 2011 5.2 154 Y B51 175 12 80.3% 0.01 [0.86, 0.87]
Total {95% CI) 17 26 100.0% -0.04 [-0.65, 0.57]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 0.02, df=1 (P = 0.88); F= 0% 5_1 P 55 3 % 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect 2= 013 (F = 0.89) Favours Other Favours CET-ED
5 Figure 53: Remission
CBT-ED Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Zipfel 2014 a 40 10 82 26.0% 1.64 [0.70, 3.83] I L
Zipfel 2014 8 40 28 B0 740%  057[0.29,1.14] —i—
Total (95% CI) 80 162 100.0% 0.85[0.51, 1.43] -'*'-
Total events 16 38
Heterageneity: Chi = 368, df=1{P=006), F=72% "1 02 0% 3 L 0
Testfor overall effect, £=0.62 (F=0.94) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED
6
M.3.1.37 CBT-ED versus any other intervention in young people with anorexia nervosa at
8 follow-up
9 Figure 54: Body mass index
CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Gowers 2007 187 21 A0 194 27 48 100.0% -0.29 069, 0.11]
Total (95% Cl) 50 48 100.0% -0.29 [-0.69, 0.11]
Heterageneity: Mot appllcahle '-'ID _:5 ﬁ é 1D.
10 Test for averall effect Z=1.42 (P = 0.16) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED
11 Figure 55: EDI-total
CBT-ED Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 35D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gowers 2007 A28 4491 42 A1 a2 40 100.0% -07 FOBD, 0.27]
Total (95% CI) 42 40 100.0% -0.17 [-0.60, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable I—1D 55 5 é 0
Testfor overall effect Z=0.75 (P = 0.45) Favours CET-ED Favours Other
12
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Forest Plots

Figure 56: Remission
CBT-ED Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Gowers 2007 10 a4 8 45 100.0% 1.25[0.53, 2.83]
Total {(95% CI) 55 55 100.0%  1.25[0.53, 2.93] —engl———
Total events 10 a8

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far averall effect £=0.51 (P=0.61)

01 02

0.5 2 5
Fawvours Other Favours CBT-ED

10

Psychiatric counselling versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa

at the end of treatment

Figure 57: Remission

Psychiatric counselling Other

Risk Ratio {Non-event)

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Dare 2001 i v 3 21 35.2% 1.11 [0.86, 1.44] T
Dare 2001 i 5 3 22 32.4% 1.10[0.84,1.43] —
Dare 2001 a 5] 3 22 32.4% 1.10[0.84,1.43] ——
Total {95% CI) 19 65 100.0% 1.10 [0.95, 1.28]
Tatal events 1] ]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=0.01, df=2 (P=0.89); "= 0% ) t t t } {
o N 0.1 0.z 0.a 2 ] 10
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.25 (F = 0.21) Favours Other Favours Psych Counselling
Figure 58:  All-cause mortality
Psychiatric counselling Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Dare 2001 i g 1 19 33.2% 1.02[0.83,1.29]
Dare 2001 i v i 22 336% 1.00[0.83,1.21]
Dare 2001 i 7 i 21 33.2% 1.00[0.83,1.21]
Total {95% CI) 22 62 100.0% 1.01 [0.90, 1.13]
Total events 0 1
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 003, df=2 (P =0.99); = 0% T 0z 05 ] ] : P

Test for overall effect Z=0.12 (P =0.90)

Favours Other Favours Psych Counselling

Supportive therapy versus any other intervention in young people with anorexia

nervosa at the end of treatment

Figure 59: Weight
Supportive Therapy Cther Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Russel 1987 801 151 11 4928 84 10 100.0% -0.98 [-1.90,-0.07]
Total {95% CI) 11 10 100.0%  -0.98 [-1.90, -0.07] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 5 55 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 210 (F=0.04) Favours Other Favours Supportive Therapy
Figure 60: Remission
Supportive Therapy Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Won-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fussel 1987 1 11 3} 10 100.0% 227[1.04,4587]
Total (95% CI) 1 10 100.0% 2.27 [1.04, 4.97] ——e——
Total events 1 [}
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 'D.‘I 0!2 0!5 é :'5 1D'

Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.06 (P = 0.04)
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Supportive therapy versus any other intervention in young people with anorexia

nervosa at follow-up

Figure 61: Body weight
Supportive Therapy Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI

Eigler 1997 944 16.8 9 1034 132 10 100.0% -0.87 [1.50, 0.35]

Total {95% CI) 9 10 100.0% -0.57 [-1.50, 0.35]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 n 15 T % 1D=

Testfor overall effect Z=1.22 (F=0.22) Favours Other Favours Supportive Therapy
Figure 62: Remission

Supportive Therapy Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

Russel 1987 3] (A 4 10 100.0% 1.36 [0.54, 3.46]

Total (95% CI) 1 10 100.0%  1.36 [0.54, 3.46] —e

Total events 3] 4

Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable "1 02 G 3 t m

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.65 (P = 0.51) Favours Other Favours Supportive T
Adolescent-focused therapy versus any other intervention in young people with

anorexia nervosa at the end of treatment

Figure 63: Body weight
Supportive Therapy Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2010 234 19.6 52 3.4 1498 81 74.5% -0.40 [F0.79, -0.01]
Robin 1999 184 1.4 17 1849 189 19 255% -0.81 [F1.18,0.158]
Total (95% CI) 69 70 100.0% -0.43 [-0.77, -0.09] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.08, df=1 (P =073 F= 0% =-1D 55 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect. 2= 2.51 (F = 0.01) Favours Other Favours Supportive Therapy
Figure 64: Remission
Supportive Therapy Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2010 3z G0 45 61 B0.T7% 0.72[0.55, 0.986]
Raobin 1939 11 18 11 19 19.3% 1.06[0.62,1.80] . —
Total (95% Cl) 78 80 100.0%  0.79[0.61, 1.01] -
Total events 43 a6
Heterageneity: Chi*=1.52 df=1(P=023), F= 34% i o o' 1 L 0

Test for overall effect: 7= 1.90 (P = 0.06)

Favours Other Favours Supportive Therapy

Adolescent-focused therapy versus any other intervention in young people with
anorexia nervosa at follow-up

Figure 65: Body weight
Supportive Therapy Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Lock 2010 29 238 49 322 218 44 T2.3% -0.14 [-0.54, 0.27]
Raobin 1993 19.8 31 17 207 27 19 77% -0.30 [-0.86, 0.35]
Total (95% CI) 66 63 100.0% -0.18 [-0.53, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.18 df=1 (P=0.67), F=0% I 1 1 1D=

Testfor owerall effect: £=1.03 (P = 0.30)

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

26

}
-5 a 5
Favours Other Favours Supportive Therapy
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1 Figure 66: Remission
Supportive Therapy Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Robin 1999 13 18 12 19 252% 114 1[0.73,1.79]
Lock 2010 36 B0 35 61 74.8% 1.0a8[0.78,1.41]
Total {95% CI) 78 80 100.0%  1.07 [0.83,1.37]

Total events 48 47
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 011, df=1(P=0.74), F= 0%
Testfor overall effact 7= 0463 (P = 0.85)

2

M.3.1.93 Psychodynamic general versus any other intervention

4 at the end of treatment

5 Figure 67: Body mass index

Psychodynamic General Another intervention

Std. Mean Difference

1
05 1 2 510
Favours Other Favours Supportive T

010z

in adults with anorexia nervosa

Std. Mean Difference

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

Zipfel 2014 17.3 1.7 40 17.75 1.61 80 4965% -0.27 [0.65,0.11]

Zipfel 2014 17.3 1.7 40 17.44 1.81 82 a0.4% -0.08 [-0.46, 0.30]

Total (95% CI) 80 162 100.0% -0.17 [-0.44, 0.09]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 050, df=1 (P =0.48), F=0% I 1 1 1 {

Tast fi Il effect Z=1.28 (P = 0.20 10 -5 v 5 0
estfor overall effect 2= 1.28 (P = 0.20) Favours Other Favours Psychodynamic

6

7 Figure 68: EDI-total

Psychodynamic General Another intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Zipfel 2014 72 55.28 40 w7 58.5 82 50.2% -0.09 [-0.48, 0.29]

Zipfel 2014 272 55.28 40 270 5215 80 49.58% 0.04 [-0.34,0.42]

Total {95% CI) 80 162 100.0% -0.02 [-0.29, 0.24]

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.21, df=1 (P =065}, F=0% '-10 _|5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect: Z= 018 (P = 0.86)

8

9 Figure 69: General psychopathology

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Psychodynamic Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Zipfel 2014 086 D045 40 077 0.36 80 49.7% 0.23[-0.15, 0.61]
Zipfel 2014 086 045 40 089 0.45 82 50.3% -0.07 [-0.44,0.31]
Total (95% CI) 80 162 100.0% 0.08 [-0.19, 0.35]

Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.16, df=1 (F = 0.28), F=14%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.58 (P = 0.596)

10

11 Figure 70:  All-cause mortality

Psychodynamic General Another intervention

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

-0 -5 0 5 10
Favours Psychodynamic Favours Other

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Dare 2001 0 11 1] 11 27.8% 1.00[0.85, 1.18]

Dare 2001 0 10 1 10 22.7% 1.11[0.85, 1.44]

Dare 2001f 0 11 i] 11 I7.5% 1.001[0.85,1.18]

Dare 2001f 0 11 1 9 222% 1.13[0.85, 1.50]

Total (95% CI) 43 41 100.0% 1.05 [0.94, 1.18]

Total events 1] 2

Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.07 df= 3 (P=0.78), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0890 (P =0.37)

12
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1 Figure 71: Remission
Psychodynamic General  Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Crare 2001 ih 11 143% 1.00[0.17, 5.89]
Dare 2001 1 11 i] 10  37% 275[012 6070 >
Dare 20011 1 10 1 11 B.8%  1.10[0.08 15,36 ¢ >
Drare 20011 2 ih i} 9 39% 417023 771) +
Zipfel 2014 7 40 4 82 18.8% 3.58[1.11,11.558] s —
Zipfel 2014 B 40 ih a0 525% 1.09[0.43 2.74] e  E—
Total (95% Cl) 123 203 100.0%  1.73[0.95, 3.14] -en——
Total events 19 18
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.38, df= 48 (P=064), F=0% b o= o' S 3 10

Testfor overall effect Z=1.80(F = 0.07)

2

Favours Other Favours Psycho Gen

M.3.1.103 Psychodynamic general versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa

4 at follow-up

5 Figure 72:

Body weight

Psychodynamic General

Another intervention

5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total  Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Hall 1937 4451 10 14 46 ] 15 11.0% -0.11 [-0.82, 0.61]
Treasure 1995 188 21 14 17.4 3 16 10.7% 041 [F0.32,1.13]
Zipfel 2014 182 214 40 17.85 234 82 39.3% 011 F0.27, 0.449]
Fipfel 2014 18.2 218 40 18.1 2.08 20 39.0% 0.05 [0.33, 0.43]
Total (95% CI) 109 193 100.0% 0.09 [-0.14, 0.33]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.08, df=3{P=0.78); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.77 (P = 0.44)

6

7 Figure 73:

General psychopathology

-10 ul 4 10
Favours Psycho Gen

Favours Other

Psychodynamic Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Zipfel 2014 072 0.36 40 071 0.54 82 &50.2% 0.02 [-0.36, 0.40]
Zipfel 2014 072 036 40 073 045 20 49.8% -0.02 [0.40, 0.36]
Total (95% CI) 80 162 100.0% -0.00 [-0.27, 0.27]
Heterageneity, Chi®= 0,03, df=1 (P =087}, F= 0% f i 1 } |
. -10 -4 a i 10
8 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.01 (P =0.99) Favours Psycho Gen Favours Other
9 Figure 74: EDE-Bulimia
Psychodynamic General  Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasure 1995 2 14 3 16 100.0% 076015 3.92]
Total (95% CI) 14 16 100.0%  0.76 [D.15, 3.92]
Total events 2 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I t t t {
o _ 0.om 0.1 10 100
1 0 Testfor overall efiect: 2= 0.33 (F = 0.73) Favours Psycho General Favours Other
11 Figure 75: EDI-total
Psychodynamic General Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Zipfel 2014 257 6046 40 260 B5.38 82 502% -0.05[-0.42,0.33]
Zipfel 2014 257 6046 40 263 &T.ET 80 498% -010 [-0.48, 0.28]
Total (95% CI) 80 162 100.0% -0.07 [-0.34, 0.19]
Heterogeneity Chi*=0.04, df=1 {P=0.84), F=0% |_1 0 _|5 ﬁ é 10'

12

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.54 (P = 0.59)
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1 Figure 76:

Psychodynamic General

Morgan-Russell

Another intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Treasure 1995 73 27 14 6.4 28 16 100.0% 0.32[-0.40,1.04]

Total (95% CI) 14 16 100.0% 0.32 [-0.40,1.04]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 7 é 1D=
2 Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.86 (P = 0.39) Favours Other Favours Psycho Gen
3 Figure 77: Remission

Psychodynamic General  Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total VWeight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Treasure 1995 [ 14 5 16 21.3% 1.37[0.53,3.53] -

Zipfel 2014 14 40 16 B0 487% 1.751[0.95, 3.22] T

Zipfel 2014 14 40 10 82 300% 2.87[1.40,5.88] . E—

Total (95% Cl) 94 178 100.0%  2.00[1.33,3.03] e

Total events 34 kil

e CRHiE= - _ o \ . . , , ,
Heterogeneity: Chi#=1.77, df= 2 (P =041}, F=0% oy o s 1 1 o

Testfor overall effect Z=23.30 (P = 0.0010)

4

Favours Other Favours PsychoD General

M.3.1.115 Interpersonal therapy versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at
6 the end of treatment

7 Figure 78:

Body mass index

IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 85% ClI
Meintosh 2005 181 31 11 18.8 2.1 16 49.6% -0.27 [-1.04,0.51]
Meintosh 2005 181 31 10 181 14 19 50.4% 0.00F0.77,0.77]
Total {95% CI) 21 35 100.0% -0.13 [-0.68, 0.41]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.23, df=1 (P = 0.63), F=0% 5_1 0 55 ) % 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect 2= 048 (P = 0.63) Favours Other Favaurs IPT
9 Figure 79: EDE-restraint
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 4 15 10 1.8 1.6 16 42.8% 1.36[0.48, 2.249] -
Mcintosh 2005 4 15 11 2.8 1.7 19 47.2% 0.72 [0.05,1.48] -
Total (95% CI) 21 35 100.0% 0.99 [0.41, 1.57] L 2
Heterogeneity, Chif=1.17, df=1 (P=0.28); F=15% 5_10 55 ] % ‘IDI
Test for averall effect £= 3.35 (F = 0.0008) Favours IPT Favours Other
10
11 Figure 80: EDE-eating concern
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntash 2005 25 1.2 10 1.8 16 16 47.0% 0.46 [-0.34,1.27]
Melntash 2005 25 1.2 11 1.7 1.7 19 53.0% 0.51 [0.25,1.26]
Total (95% CI) 21 35 100.0% 0.49 [-0.06, 1.04]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.01, df=1 (P = 0.94); F=0% I_1 0 Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect £=1.73 (P = 0.08) Favours IPT Favours Other
12
13 Figure 81: EDE-weight concern
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2005 18 15 11 24 15 19 526% -0.39[-1.14,0.38]
Meintosh 2005 18 15 10 18 15 16 47.4% 0.00[0.79,0.749]
Total {95% CI) 21 35 100.0% -0.20 [-0.75, 0.34]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.49, df=1 (P = 0.48); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % P
14 Testfor overall effect Z=0.74 (P = 0.48) Favours IPT Favours Other
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1 Figure 82:

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 3117 11 26 2 16 49.8% 0.26 [F0.51,1.03]
Mcintosh 2005 3117 10 a7 15 19 50.2% 0.258[0.52,1.02]
Total (95% CI) 21 35 100.0% 0.25[-0.29, 0.80]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.99); = 0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
2 Test for averall effect Z= 091 (F = 0.36) Favours IPT Favours Other
3 Figure 83: General function
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntash 2005 511 7.2 10 532 95 19 521% -0.23[-1.00,0.54]
Melntash 2005 511 7.2 11 BO.7 13.9 16 47.9% -0.80[-1.60, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 21 35 100.0% -0.50 [-1.06, 0.05]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.99, df=1{P = 0.32); *= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect £=1.78 (P = 0.08) Favours IPT Favours Other
4
5 Figure 84: Depression
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2005 98 73 10 6.8 71 16 46.8% 0.42[0.38,1.22]
Meintosh 2005 98 73 11 6.9 7.8 19 83.2% 0.38 F0.37,1.13]
Total {95% CI) 21 35 100.0% 0.40 [-0.15, 0.95]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.95); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect Z=1.43(FP=0.15) Favours IPT Favours Other
7 Figure 85: EDI-drive for thinness
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 [ — a 72 7 12 441% -0.11 [-1.00, 0.79]
Mcintosh 2005 [ — q 74 6.5 189 559% -0.21 [-1.01, 0.58]
Total (95% CI) 17 31 100.0% -0.17 [-0.76, 0.43]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.86); = 0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z= 055 (F = 0.58) Favours IPT Favours Other
8
9 Figure 86: EDI-bulimia
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntash 2005 3 a7 g 15 4 19 56.3% 0.32[0.48,1.12]
Melntash 2005 3 a7 a 1.2 27 12 437% 0.42[0.49, 1.32]
Total (95% CI) 17 31 100.0% 0.36 [-0.24, 0.96]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.03, df=1{P = 0.87); I*=0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.18 (P =0.24) Favours IPT Favours Other
10
11 Figure 87: EDI-body dissatisfaction
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2005 T8 81 g 5.8 6.9 19 56.2% 0.27 [0.53, 1.06]
Meintosh 2005 T8 81 a 107 8.4 12 43.8% -0.32[-1.22,0.58]
Total {95% CI) 17 31 100.0% 0.01 [-0.59, 0.60]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.92, df=1 (P = 0.34); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % P
12 Testfor overall effect Z=0.03 (P = 0.98) Favours IPT Favours Other

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

EDE-shape concern

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

30




Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

M.3.1.121 Interpersonal therapy versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at
2 follow-up

3 Figure 88: Body mass index

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 2049 21 7 0.2 272 17 526% 0.31 F0.57,1.20]
Carter 2011 2049 21 7 M3 34 12 47.4% -0.13[-1.06, 0.81]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% 0.10 [-0.54, 0.75]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.45, df=1 (P =0.50); F= 0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
4 Test for averall effect Z= 032 (F=0.75) Favours Other Favaurs IPT
5 Figure 89: EDE-shape concern
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Carter 2011 24 16 7 22 2 12 47.3% 0.10[0.83,1.04]
Carter 2011 24 16 7 2 16 17 827% 0.24 [0.64,1.12]
Total {95% CI) 14 29 100.0% 0.18 [-0.47, 0.82]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.05, df=1{P=083),F=0% 5_1 0 I5 7 % 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect 2= 054 (P = 0.59) Favours IPT Favours Other
7 Figure 90: EDE-eating concern
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 1.2 1.2 7 1.2 1.5 17 93.3% 0.00[-0.88, 0.89]
Carter 2011 1.2 1.2 7 1.9 2.1 12 46.7% -0.36 [-1.31, 0.58]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% -0.17 [-0.81, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.31, df=1 (P = 0.58); "= 0% 5_1 2 55 ] % ‘IDI
8 Test for averall effect £= 0.2 (F = 0.60) Favours IPT Favours Other
9 Figure 91: EDE-restraint
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 14 1.2 7 1.3 1.7 17 54.48% 0.06 [0.582, 0.94]
Carter 2011 14 1.2 7 25 1.7 12 4548% -0.68[-1.64,0.28]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% -0.28 [-0.93, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.24 df=1{P = 0.26); = 20% 5_1 0 % b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z= 083 (F = 0.40) Favours IPT Favours Other
10
11 Figure 92: EDE-weight concern
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Carter 2011 1.7 15 7 1.8 1.7 17 52.9% -0.06 [-0.54,0.82]
Carter 2011 1.7 15 7 2 2 12 471% -0.16[-1.09,0.78]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% -0.10 [-0.74, 0.54]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.02, df=1 (P = 0.88); F=0% I_1 0 Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect £=0.32 (P = 0.75) Favours IPT Favours Other
12
13 Figure 93: EDI-drive for thinness
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Carter 2011 33 31 7 6.4 74 17 836% -0.46[-1.35,0.43]
Carter 2011 33 31 7 7.2 7 12 46.4% -0.63[-1.59,0.33]
Total {95% CI) 14 29 100.0% -0.54 [1.19,0.11]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.0, df=1 (P = 0.80); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % P
Testfor overall effect Z=1.61 (F=0.11) Favours IPT Favours Other

14
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Figure 94: EDI-bulimia

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 11 26 7 3 a7 17 52.48% -0.36 [-1.25,0.52]
Carter 2011 11 26 7 1.2 a7 12 47.458% -0.04 [-0.87, 0.90]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% -0.21 [-0.85, 0.44]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.25, df=1 (P =0.62); F=0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z= 063 (F=053) Favours IPT Favours Other
Figure 95:  EDI-body dissatisfaction
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 2011 103 7 7 10.7 a4 12 47.4% -0.05[-0.88, 0.89]
Carter 2011 103 7 7 7.8 8.1 17 62.6% 0.31 [0.58,1.19]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% 0.14 [-0.50, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 029, df=1 (P=0458); F=0% =-1D 55 p % 1D=
Testfor averall effect: Z=043 (F=0.67) Favours IPT Favours Other
Figure 96:  Depression
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Carter 2011 6.3 47 7 6.4 7 12 47.2% -0.02 [-0.85, 0.92]
Carter 2011 6.3 47 7 7.2 6.8 17 52.8% -0.14[-1.02,0.74]
Total {95% CI) 14 29 100.0% -0.08 [-0.72, 0.56]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.04, df=1 (P = 0.85); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.24 (P = 0.51) Favours IPT Favours Other
Figure 97: General function
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 665 126 7 65.2 15.9 17 62.9% 0.08 [0.80, 0.96]
Carter 2011 GEAS 1286 7 B5.1 17.4 12 471% 0.08 [F0.85,1.02]
Total (95% CI) 14 29 100.0% 0.08 [-0.56,0.72]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =1.00); F=0% o + b L o

Testfor overall effect Z= 026 (P = 0.80)
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M.3.1.131 SSCM versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at the end of
2 treatment

3 Figure 98: Body mass index

SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Mclntash 2005 1848 21 8 18.1 149 14 8.6% 035048, 1.18]

Meclntash 2005 188 21 8 18.1 31 al 8.9% 024 [-0.588,1.09]

Schmidt 2012 172 2149 av 17.3 21 M 2T A% -0.05 051, 0.42]

Schmidt 2015 17.41 2.09 72 17.7 2.21 0 65.0% -013[0.46, 0.20]

Total (95% CI) 125 144 100.0% -0.04 [-0.28, 0.21]

Heterogeneity; Chi*= 1.88, df= 3 (P = 0.66Y; F= 0% =1D 55 1 é 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect Z=0.28 (P = 0.78 . Fa’,murs Other Favours SSCH
5 Figure 99: EDE-restraint

SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Mcintosh 2005 18 18 8 28 1.7 19 11.9% -0.88 [1.42, 0.26] T

Wcintosh 2005 18 186 g 4 1.4 21 10.4% -1.40[-2.30,-0.40] —

Schmidt 20145 274 2M 70 277 204 7277 E% -0.01 [-0.34, 0.31] [ |

Total (95% CI) 86 112 100.0% -0.23 [-0.52, 0.07] L

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 878, df= 2 (F=0.01} F=77% =—1D =5 b é 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect Z=152F =013 Favours SSCM Favours Other
7 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=77%. It is difficult to do a sensitivity analysis when only two
8 studies are included. In Mclntosh 2005, EDE-restraint was one of the few baseline
9 characteristics that were not matched at baseline. Of the 3 subgroups to explore, one

10 included comorbidities, however both studies included patients with comorbidities so the data

11 could not be separated based on this variable. In Mclntosh, 19-61% of the participants in

12 each group had a lifetime history of bulimia nervosa and in Schmidt, 38% were currently on
13 antidepressant medication. The other subgroups included severity of iliness, however, both
14 studies included a population with a similar BMI and duration of iliness could not be explored
15 because Mcintosh did not report duration of iliness. As a result random effects are reported.

16

17 Figure 100: EDE-restraint (random effects)

SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 18 16 a 28 1.7 19 301% -0.58 [-1.42, 0.26] —&r
Melntash 2005 18 16 a 4 158 21 28.8% -1.40[-2.30,-0.50] —a—
Schmidt 2015 274 201 7o 277 2.04 T2 411% -0.01 [-0.34, 0.31] L
Total (95% CI) 86 112 100.0% -0.58 [-1.41,0.24] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.40; Chi*= 8.78, df= 2 (P= 0.01); F=77% f 1 ! |
. _ -10 -5 i} g 10
Testforoverall effect Z=1.38{F =0.16) Favours SSCM  Favours Other

18

19 Figure 101: EDE-eating concern

SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntash 2005 18 16 a 17 1.7 19 12.0% 0.06 077, 0.88]
Mcintosh 2005 18 186 g 258 1.2 21 12.0% -0.52 [-1.34, 0.31]
Schmidt 2015 238 167 70 2.25 1.78 T2 T54% 0.02 [0.31,0.39)
Total (95% CI) 86 112 100.0% -0.04 [-0.33, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.45, df= 2 (P = 0.48); F= 0% 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
Testforoverall effect Z=028{FP =077 Favours SSCM Favours Other

20
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Figure 102: EDE-weight concern

SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 18 15 3 24 15 19 11.8% -0.38[-1.22,0.458]
Mcintash 2005 18 135 a 1.8 15 21 12.4% 0.00[F0.81, 0.81]
Schmidt 2015 262 1.82 7o 2.68 2.04 T2 T5E% -0.03 [-0.36, 0.30]
Total (95% CI) 86 112 100.0% -0.07 [-0.36, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.64, df=2 (P=0.72% F= 0% 5_1 p 55 : é 10:
Testfor overall effect Z= 047 (P = 0.64) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 103: EDE-shape concern
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntash 2005 26 2 a 31 1.7 21 12.3% -0.27 [-1.09, 0.55]
Mcintosh 2005 26 2 g 27 1.4 19 12.0% -0.06 [-0.88, 0.77]
Schmidt 2015 289 1.84 70 316 2.04 T2 T5T% -0.08[-0.42, 0.24]
Total (95% CI) 86 112 100.0% -0.11 [-0.39, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.18, df= 2 {P=091); F=0% l 1 T } {
) -10 -5 1} 5 10
Testforoverall effect Z=073{F =047 Favours SSCM Favours Other
Figure 104: EDE-global
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 233 1.85 a7 2.09 1.81 34 33.3% 013 [0.24, 0.59]
Schmidt 2015 268 1.42 70 2.78 1.61 72 HB.T% -0.07 [-0.39, 0.26]
Total (95% CI) 107 106 100.0% -0.00 [-0.27,0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 043, df=1 (F=051) F=0% =-1D 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.01 {P = 0.59) Favours S3CM  Favours Other
Figure 105: EDI-drive for thinness
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2005 68 75 a 74 6.5 19 48.7% -0.16 [-0.88, 0.67]
Mcintosh 2005 68 75 a 45 56 21 80.3% -0.43[-1.25,0.40]
Total (95% CI) 16 40 100.0% -0.29 [-0.88, 0.29]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.21, df=1 (P = 0.65); = 0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z= 098 (F=0.33) Favours SSCM Favours Other
Figure 106: EDI-body dissatisfaction
SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntash 2005 7T 45 a 7.3 75 21 60.9% 0.05 [0.77, 0.86]
Melntash 2005 7T 45 a 58 6.9 19 491% 0.24 [0.59,1.07]
Total (95% CI) 16 40 100.0% 0.14 [-0.44, 0.72]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.10, df=1{P = 0.78); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 048 (P = 0.63) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 107: EDI-bulimia
SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2005 18 25 a 26 3.z 21 80.58% -0.26 [-1.07, 0.56]
Meintosh 2005 18 25 a 15 4 19 49.58% 0.08 [0.75,0.91]
Total {95% CI) 16 40 100.0% -0.09 [-0.67, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 032, df=1{P=057),F=0% 0 = b : 10

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.30 (P = 0.76)
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1 Figure 108: Depression
SECM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2004 6.2 71 ] 6.9 e 18 9.8% -0.01 [-0.84, 0.81]
Mcintosh 2004 6.8 71 ] 949 7.3 al 89.8% -0.42 [1.24,0.41]
Schmidt 2012 816 6.7 37 a 5.89 34 27 E% 0.03 [-0.44, 0.49]
Schmidt 20145 2214 16.98 70 248 21 72 549% -0.22 055, 0.11]
Total (95% CI) 123 146 100.0% -0.15 [-0.40, 0.09]
Heterogeneity, Chi*=1.22, df=3 (P =0.74); F= 0% =—1D 55 i % 1EI=
2 Testfor averall effect: =121 (FP=023) Favours SSCM Favours Other
3 Figure 109: General function
SSCM Anocther intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintash 2004 G0.7 139 g 5141 7.2 21 48.3% 0.951[0.13,1.89] -
Mcintash 2005 607 1349 g 3.2 95 19 &0.7% 067 [-0.18,1.51] Tl
Total {95% CI) 16 40 100.0% 0.83 [0.22, 1.43] &
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 028, df=1 (F=060); F=0% 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect Z= 269 (P =0.007) Favours SSCH Favours Other
5 Figure 110: Remission
SSCM Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Evenis Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 4 ar 2 4 233% 1.84 [0.36, 9.40] ' =
Schmidt 2015 T To T T2 TES% 1.03[0.38 2.79]
Total {95% CI) 107 106 100.0%  1.22 [0.52, 2.82]
Total events 11 q
s 2= —_ —_ SR = ! } } 1 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Chi = 0348, df=1 (P=04848); F=0% 01 03 o' ] 1 : ey
Test for averall effect: £=0.46 (P = 0.65) Favours Other Favours SSCM
6
M.3.1.148 SSCM versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at follow-up
9 Figure 111: Body mass index
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Carer 2011 213 34 A 209 21 14 B.1% 018 [0.81,1.11]
Carter 2011 M3 34 g 0.2 22 17T B3% 0.42[-0.52,1.36]
Schmidt 2012 176 249 KNy 17.8 2.33 M 257% -0.08 [-0.55, 0.38]
Schmidt 2015 1806 3.0 70 18.4 3.08 72 814% -011 [[0.44,0.21]
Treasure 1995 17.4 3 16 188 21 14 106% -0.41 [1.13,0.32]
Total {95% CI) 135 151 100.0% -0.09[-0.32,0.15]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi= 213, df= 4 (P=0.71), F= 0% 5_1 0 =5 1 % 10:
Testforoverall effect Z=073{F =047 Favaurs Other Favours SSCHM
10
11 Figure 112: EDE-shape concerns
S5CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 2011 22 2 A 2 16 17 100% 011 [0.82,1.04]
Carter 2011 22 2 A 24 16 14 9.4% -011 [-1.07, 0.85]
Schmidt 2015 267 1.84 70 287 2.04 72 B0A% 0.05[-0.28, 0.38]
Total {95% CI) 82 103 100.0% 0.04 [-0.25, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=012 df= 2 {P=0.94), F=0% qo + b > 0

Testforoverall effect Z=028(P=078)

12
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Figure 113: EDE-eating concern

SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 18 21 5 1.2 15 17 9.49% 0.41[0.53,1.39]
Carter 2011 19 21 4 1.2 1.2 14 9.4% 045052, 1.41]
Schmidt 2015 208 209 7o 1.67 212 T2 BOT% 019 [F014,052]
Total (95% CI) 82 103 100.0% 0.24 [-0.06, 0.53]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0,37, df=2 (P = 0.83 F= 0% 5_1 p 55 : é 10:
Testfor overall effect Z=1.58 (P =0.11) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 114: EDE-restraint
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 28 17 4 1.3 1.7 17 9.6% 068 [0.28, 1.64]
Carter 2011 28 1.7 4 1.4 1.2 17 9.4% 07907, 1.76]
Schmidt 2015 253 268 70 2.32 28 T2 81.0% 0.08 [0.25, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 82 106 100.0% 0.20 [-0.09, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.87, df= 2 (P = 0.23); F= 33% f 1 1 ! |
) -10 -5 1} 5 10
Testforoverall effect Z=1.34 (P =018 Favours SSCM Favours Other
Figure 115: EDE-weight concern
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 2 2 5 1.7 1.4 17 10.0% 018 [F0.76,1.11]
Carter 2011 2 2 4 1.8 1.7 17 10.0% 011 [F0.82,1.09]
Schmidt 2015 244 201 70 2.09 212 72 BO.0% 017 F06, 0.50]
Total (95% CI) 82 106 100.0% 0.16 [-0.13, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.02, df= 2 (F =089 F=0% 1_1 0 ES p ::3 10:
Testfor overall effect Z=1.09 (P =0.28) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 116: EDE-global
SECM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 206 225 a7 1.81 222 34 33.3% 011 [0.36, 0.58]
Schmidt 2015 2.45 1.67 70 22 1.95 72 BB.T% 0140149, 0.47]
Total (95% CI) 107 106 100.0% 0.13 [-0.14, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.01, df=1 (P =093 F= 0% 5_1 p 55 : é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.93 (P = 0.35) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 117: EDI-body dissatisfaction
SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Carter 2011 107 849 5] 103 7 14 49.0% 0.08 [F0.91,1.01]
Carter 2011 107 849 5] 7.8 8.1 17 81.0% 0.34 [0.60,1.27]
Total (95% CI) 12 31 100.0% 0.20 [-0.47, 0.87]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.18, df=1 (P = 0.68); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z= 058 (P = 0.56) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 118: EDI-drive for thinness
S5CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 7207 4 3.3 31 14 46.6% 0.82[0.17,1.82]
Carter 2011 7207 4 6.4 7.4 17 63.4% 0.11 F0.83,1.04]
Total {95% CI) 12 31 100.0% 0.44 [0.24,1.12]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.06, df=1 {P=0.30); F= 6% e = b z 10

Testfor overall effect: £=1.27 (P =0.21)
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Figure 119: EDI-bulimia

SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 12 27 3 3 57 17 51.0% -0.34 [1.27, 0.60)
Carter 2011 12 27 3 1.1 16 14 49.0% 0.04 [-0.92, 0.849]
Total (95% CI) 12 31 100.0% 0.15[0.82, 0.52]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.30, df=1 (P = 0.58); = 0% =-1D 55 b % P
Test for averall effect Z= 045 (F = 0.65) Favours SSCM Favours Other
Figure 120: General function
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 51 1758 B BB.5 126 14 4B6% -0.09 [-1.05, 0.56]
Carer 2011 651 178 B B5.2 158 17T &814% -0.01 [0.94,0.82]
Total (95% CI) 12 31 100.0% -0.05[-0.72,0.62]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.02, df=1 (P = 0.90% F= 0% 5_1 p 55 : é 0
Testfor overall effect Z=0.14 (P = 0.89) Favours SSCM  Favours Other
Figure 121: Depression
SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2011 6.4 7 g 6.3 47 14 68% 0.02 [0.94, 0.87]
Carter 2011 5.4 7 B T.2 6.8 17 7% -0.11 [-1.04, 0.82]
Schrmidt 2012 ¥38 815 3 5.86 5.88 3 IBE% 0.07 F0.40, 0.54]
Schmidt 20145 2214 16.98 To 232 2003 T2 AT4% -0.06 [-0.35, 0.27]
Total (95% CI) 119 137 100.0% -0.02 [-0.27,0.23]
Heterogeneity, Chif=0.23, df=3 (P = 0.97); F= 0% =-1D 55 % 1E|=
Testfor overall effect: Z=015{F=0.88) Favours SS5CM  Favours Other
Figure 122: Bulimia
S5CM Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasura 1995 3 16 2 14 100.0% 1.31[0.28, 6.76]
Total (95% CI) 16 14 100.0%  1.31 [0.25, 6.76] ——e R —
Total events 3 2
ity i } } } t } |
ey 075 IR T DV
estfor overall effect. 7= 0.33 (F = 0.75) Favours S3CM Favours Other
Figure 123: Remission
SSCM Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 g ar 4 M 147% 1150034, 3.97]
Schimidt 2016 13 To 18 T2 ORIT% 0.74[0.39, 1.40] ——
Treasure 1995 i 16 ] 14 226% 0.73[0.28 1.88] — &
Total (95% CI) 123 120 100.0%  0.80 [0.49,1.30] e o
Total events 23 28
e == - —_ SR = ! } } 1 1 |
Heterogeneity, Chif= 042, df=2(P=081), F=0% '0.1 sz EI!S é é 1EI'

Testfor overall effect. Z=0890{P=0.37)

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
37

Favours Other Favours SSCM



Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

M.3.1.151 MANTRA versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at the end of

2 treatment

3 Figure 124;:

Body mass index

MANTRA Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 1727 21 34 1724 219 37 33.3% 0.01 [F0.45, 0.48]
Schmidt 2015 1767 2.1 72 01741 209 70 BE7% 012 [F0.21, 048]
Total {95% Cl) 106 107 100.0% 0.08 [-0.18, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.13, df=1 P = 0.71); F= 0% :—10 55 3 % 10:
4 Testfor overall effect: Z= 062 (P = 0.54) Favours Other Favours MANTRA
5 Figure 125: EDE-global
MANTRA Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schrmidt 2012 209 1.81 34 233 145 A7 333% -0.13 [-0.59,0.34]
Schmidt 2014 278 1.61 ¥2 268 142 TO  EBE.F% 0.07 [0.26, 0.39]
Total {95% Cl) 106 107 100.0% 0.00 [-0.27, 0.27]
Heterageneity: Chi*=0.43, df=1 (P = 0.61); F= 0% 5_1 p % ] % 1D=
6 Test for overall effect 2= 0.01 {F = 0.949) Favours MANTRA Favours Other
7 Figure 126: Depression
MANTRA Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schrmidt 2012 g 589 34 816 BST 37 333% -0.03[-0.459,0.44]
Schmidt 2014 248 174 72 2487 1548 70 BE.T% -0.01 [-0.34,0.37]
Total (95% CI) 106 107 100.0% -0.01 [-0.28, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (F = 0.95); F= 0% =-1D 55 ? % 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect Z=010 (P =082 Favours MANTRA Favours Other
9 Figure 127: Remission
MANTRA Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 i 34 4 CFENCI ] 054011, 2.78] L '
Schmidt 2015 7 72 7 70 B4.9% 0.97 [0.36, 2.63]
Total (95% CI) 106 107 100.0% 0.82 [0.35, 1.91]
Total events 9 ih!
. == — — R = I Il ] 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 035, df=1 (P =044} F= 0% 01 02 05 ] 3 : 0

Testfor overall effect, £=0.46 (F = 0.649)

10

M.3.1.161 MANTRA versus any other intervention in adults with anorexia nervosa at follow-up

12 Figure 128:

Body mass index

Favours Other Favours MANTRA

MANTRA Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Schrmidt 2012 1777 233 34 1762 2449 A7 333% 0.06 [0.40, 0.43]
Schmidt 2014 1844 305 T2 1805 301 TO EBR.T% 013 [0.20,0.46]
Total (95% CI) 106 107 100.0% 0.11 [-0.16, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Chi®*=0.05,df=1 (FP=082), F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.77 (F = 0.44)

13
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Figure 129: Depression

MANTRA Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 686 6.8 34 739 814 37 33.3% -0.07 [-0.54, 0.40
Schmidt 2015 232 2003 72 22715 16498 f0 BAET% 0.06 [F0.27, 0.39]
Total (95% CI) 106 107 100.0% 0.01 [-0.25, 0.28]
Heterageneity: Chif= 019, df=1 (P = 0.67); IF= 0% 5_1 0 55 % 1U=
Test for overall effect: Z=011 (F=0.82) Favours Other Favours MANTRA
Figure 130: EDE-global
MANTRA Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schrmidt 2012 181 222 34 206 225 a7 333% -0.11 [-0.58, 0.36]
Schmidt 2014 22185 T2 245 167 TO EBET% -014 [-0.47,019]
Total (95% CI) 106 107 100.0% 0.13 [-0.40, 0.14]
Heterageneity, Chi*= 0.01, df=1 (P = 0.93); F= 0% T + ] t "

Testfor overall effect: 2= 093 (F = 0.39)
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1 Figure 131: Remission
MANTRA Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2012 4 34 A 7 26.6% 0.87 [0.25, 2.98] =
Schmidt 2016 18 72 13 70 Fi4% 1.35[0.71, 2.54] ——
Total {95% CI} 106 107 100.0%  1.22 [0.70, 2.14] el
Total events 22 18
Heterageneity: Chif=0.38, df=1 (F=054), F=0% T 0z G 1 ; o

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.69 (F=0.49)

2

4 nervosa the end of treatment

5 Figure 132: Body mass index

Favours Other Favours MANTRA

M.3.1.173 Inpatient CBT-ED versus another inpatient CBT-ED intervention in adults with anorexia

CET-ED 1. Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 182 1.3 aF 193 07 35 100.0% -0.08 [-0.56, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) v 35 100.0% -0.09 [-0.56, 0.37]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 : é 10:
6 Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.40 (F = 0.69) Favours CBT-ED (2) Favours CBT-ED (1)
7 Figure 133: EDE-restraint
CBT-ED 1. Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 s na ar s or 35 1000% 0.00[F0.46, 0.46]
Total (95% CI) 3T 35 100.0% 0.00 [-0.46, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_1 0 % B é 10:
8 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.00(F =1.00) Favours CBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2}
9 Figure 134: EDE-eating concern
CBT-ED 1. Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 1.2 11 ar 1.1 1 35 100.0% 0.09 [0.37, 0.56]
Total {95% CI) 37 35 100.0% 0.08 [-0.37, 0.56]
Heterngeneity; Mot applicahble I ! 1 ! |
Testf Il effect: Z=0.40 (P = 0.69 10 -3 v 5 1
10 estfor overall effect 2= 0.40 (F = 0.69) Favours GBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2)
11 Figure 135: EDE-weight concern
CBT-ED 1. Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Dalle Grave 2013 1.3 ar 21 1.4 35 100.0% -0.07 [-0.54,0.39]
Total (95% Cl) 37 35 100.0% 0.07 [-0.54, 0.39]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable f f 1 I
Testf Il effect Z=0.31 (P = 0.76 10 -5 0 5 1
12 estior overall effect Z=0.31 (P =0.78) Favours CBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2)
13 Figure 136: EDE-shape concern
CBT-ED 1. Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Dalle Grave 2013 28 16 ar 27 16 35 100.0% 0.06 [-0.40, 0.53]
Total (95% Cl) 37 35 100.0% 0.06 [-0.40, 0.52]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable T + p f 0

Testfor overall effect Z=0.26 (F=0.79)

14
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1 Figure 137: General psychiatric feature

CET-ED 1. Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 04 or ar 0.7 0.8 35 100.0% 0.30 016, 0.77]
Total (95% CI) 37 35 100.0% 0.30 [-0.16, 0.77]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 0 = b : 0

Testfor overall effect: £=1.28 (F = 0.20)

2

Favours CBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2)

M.3.1.183 Inpatient CBT-ED versus another inpatient CBT-ED intervention in adults with anorexia

4 nervosa at follow-up

5 Figure 138: Body mass index

CBT-ED 1. Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 178 24 34 178 22 34 100.0% 0.04 043, 0.52]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% 0.04 [-0.43, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 5_1 0 % b % 1D=
6 Testfor averall effect: 7= 0.18 (F = 0.86) Favours CBT-ED (2) Favours CBT-ED (1)
7 Figure 139: General psychiatric features
CBT-ED 1. CBT-ED 2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dialle Grave 2013 0a or 34 08 07 34 100.0% 014 F0.33,0.63]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% 0.14 [-0.33, 0.62]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 1 % 1D=
8 Testfor averall effect; 7= 0.58 (F = 0.56) Favours CBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2)
9 Figure 140: EDE-restraint
CBT-ED 1. Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 1.4 18 34 15 15 34 100.0% -0.06 [0.54, 0.43]
Total (95% Cl) 34 34 100.0% -0.06 [-0.54, 0.42]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable f i T t {
Test Il effect: Z=0.25 (P = 0.81 10 5 0 5 1
10 estfor overall effect: 2= 0.25 (F = 0.81) Favours CBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2)
11 Figure 141: EDE-eating concern
CBT-ED 1. Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dialle Grave 2013 1.4 13 34 14 1.3 34 100.0% 0.00 F0.45, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% 0.00 [-0.48, 0.48]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 ? % 0
1 2 Testfor overall effect Z=0.00(F =1.00) Favours CET-ED (1) Favours GET-ED (2)
13 Figure 142: EDE-weight concern
CET-ED 1. Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 35D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 1.7 1.6 34 1.4 1.3 34 100.0% 0.20 [0.27, 0.68]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% 0.20 [-0.27, 0.68]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o X b L 0

Testfor overall effect: £=0.84 (F = 0.40)

14
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Figure 143: EDE-shape concern

CET-ED 1. Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dalle Grave 2013 2 1.8 34 213 34 100.0% 0.00[-0.48, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% 0.00 [-0.48, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable mo + ) 1 0

Testfor overall effect: £=0.00 (F = 1.00)

Favours CBT-ED (1) Favours CBT-ED (2)

CBT-ED versus any other intervention in adults with severe anorexia nervosa the end

of treatment

Figure 144: Body mass index

CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 168 15 H 16.8 2 32 100.0% 0.00 [0.49, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) kil 32 100.0% 0.00 [-0.49, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicabla I_1 p I5 : é 10:
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Other Favours CBT
Figure 145: Depression
CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 141 122 3 17.2 129 32 100.0% -0.24 [-0.74, 0.258]
Total (95% CI) 31 32 100.0% -0.24 [-0.74, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle o 55 D % 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 096 (P =0.34) Favours CBT Favours Other
Figure 146: EDE-global
CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 1.7 141 kil 2.2 14 32 100.0% -0.38 [-0.89, 0.11]
Total (95% CI) k| 32 100.0% -0.39 [-0.89, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable T £ o L e
Testforaverall effect: Z=1.54 (P =012} Favours CBT Favours Other
Figure 147: Quality of life
CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 1.2 08 kil 1.4 0.6 32 100.0% -0.28 [-0.78, 0.22]
Total (95% CI) 3 32 100.0% -0.28 [-0.78,0.22]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable I } 1 } d
; -10 -4 i} g 10
Testfor averall effect: Z=111 (P = 0.27) Favours Other Favours CBT
CBT-ED versus any other intervention in adults with severe anorexia nervosa at
follow-up
Figure 148: Body mass index
SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI| IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 16.8 2 32 16.8 15 31 100.0% 0.00[-0.49, 0.49]
Total {95% CI) 32 31 100.0% 0.00 [-0.49, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Ho + ? i o

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.00 (P = 1.00)
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1 Figure 149: Quality of life

CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 1.2 07 kil 1.3 0.7 32 100.0% -0.14 [-0.64, 0.35]
Total {95% CI) Kyl 32 100.0% -0.14 [-0.64, 0.35]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o + 3 b m

2 Test for overall effect: Z= 0.56 (P = 0.58) Favours Other Favours CBT
3 Figure 150: Depression
CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 149 113 3 184 13.7 32 100.0% -0.27 [0.F7,0.22]
Total (95% CI) 31 32 100.0% -0.27 [-0.77,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle o = 5 : 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.09 (P =0.28) Favours CBT Favours Other

4

5 Figure 151: EDE-global

CBT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 1.5 141 kil 2.2 1.3 32 100.0% -0.57 [-1.08,-0.07]
Total (95% CI) k| 32 100.0% -0.57 [1.08, -0.07] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect Z= 223 (P=0.03) Favours CBT Favours Other

M.3.1.217 SSCM versus any other intervention in adults with severe anorexia nervosa at the end
8 of treatment

9 Figure 152: Body mass index

SSCM Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 16.8 2 32 16.8 1.5 31 100.0% 0.00[0.49, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 32 31 100.0% 0.00 [-0.49, 0.49]

Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle qo + 3 : P

1 O Test for owerall effect Z=0.00 {F =1.00} Favaurs SSCIM Favours Other
11 Figure 153: EDE-global
S5CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Touyz 2013 22 14 3z 1.7 11 31 100.0% 0.39 [0.11, 0.89]
Total (95% CI) 32 31 100.0% 0.39 [-0.11, 0.89]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 é 105
1 2 Testforoverall effect: Z=1.54 (P =012) Favours SSCM Favours Other
13 Figure 154: Depression
SECM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 17.2 129 32 141 12.2 31 100.0% 0.24 [-0.25 0.74]
Total (95% CI) 32 31 100.0% 0.24 [-0.25,0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable :-10 55 3 % 10:
Testfor overall effect. Z= 0896 (P =034 Favours SSCM  Favours Other

14
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Figure 155: Quality of life

S55CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Touyz 2013 14 05 32 1.2 0.8 1 100.0% 0.28 [0.22, 0.79]
Total (95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% 0.28 [-0.22, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Ho + p f o

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.11 (P =0.27)

Favours Other Favours SSCM

M.3.1.223 SSCM versus any other intervention in adults with severe anorexia nervosa at follow-

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

up

Figure 156: Body mass index

S55CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 168 1.8 3z 17 1.7 31 100.0% -0.11 FOLBT, 0.38]
Total (95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% -0.11 [-0.61, 0.38]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 : é 10:
Test far overall effect: Z=0.45 (P = 0.65) Favours Other Favours SSCM
Figure 157: EDE-global
S5CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 21213 3z 1.4 1.1 31 100.0% 0.7 [0.07,1.08]
Total (95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% 0.57 [0.07,1.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I_1 0 % p :=3 1D=
Test for overall effect: Z=2.23 (P = 0.03) Favours SSCM_ Favours Other
Figure 158: Depression
SSCM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 184 137 32 14.9 1.3 31 100.0% 0.27 [0.22,0.77]
Total {95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% 0.27 [-0.22,0.77]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 D % 0
Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.08 (P= 025 Favours S3CHM Favours Other
Figure 159: Quality of life
S5CM Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Touyz 2013 1.3 07 32 1.2 or 31 100.0% 0.14 [-0.35, 0.64]
Total (95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% 0.14 [-0.35, 0.64]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable -_1 0 _;5 |f| :'5 0

Test for averall effect: Z= 056 (P = 0.58)
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Individual therapy for bulimia nervosa

CBT-ED versus any other intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated) with bulimia
nervosa at the end of treatment

Figure 160: Purges in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.1.1 Young people
Le Grange 2015 13.2 215 43 7.6 108 43 207% 0.33[0.10,0.79] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 43 43 20.7% 0.33 [-0.10, 0.75] »
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.80{FP=013)
12.1.2 Adults
Adrag 2000 1 8.8 53] 135 3229 64 30.3% -0.53 [-0.88,-0.18] =
Mitchell 2008 5.6 12.5 39 1141 19 41 19.2% -0.34 F0.78,0.10] -
Poulsen 2014 44 16375 36 944 27375 34 10.3% -2.23[-2.83,-1.63] -
Waonderlich 2014 7.4 1.5 40 8.3 208 40 19.5% -0.05 [-0.49, 0.39] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 180 179 79.3% -0.59 [-0.80, -0.37] []
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 35.53, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F=92%
Testfor averall effect 2= 528 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 223 222 100.0% -0.40 [-0.59, -0.20] ¢
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 49.51, df=4 (P = 0.00001); F=92% 5_1 a 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.03 (P = 0.0001) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=13.88, df=1 (P =00002), F=92.8%

Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1°=92%. One paper by Poulsen 2014 carried a high
risk of bias given that the duration of the two treatments arms, CBT-ED and psychodynamic
therapy, were considerably different. CBT-ED was for 5 months while psychodynamic
therapy continued for 19 months thus making it difficult to compare end of treatment effects
and to account for inevitable improvements in people with an eating disorder that happen
over time. When a sensitivity analysis was performed and it was removed from the analysis,
heterogeneity was reduced to 27%.

Figure 161: Purges in young people and adults (sensitivity analysis)

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.1.1 Young people
Le Grange 2014 13.2 21.5 43 7.6 109 43 23.0% 0.33[0.10,0.75] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 43 43 23.0% 0.33 [-0.10, 0.75] »
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=140 (P =013}
12.1.2 Adults
Agras 2000 1 8.5 G4 138 3225 G4 33.8% -0.53 [-0.88,-0.18] =
Mitchell 2008 5.6 12.5 39 111 19 41 21.4% -0.34 [0.78,0.10] -
Poulzen 2014 44 1.6375 36 944 27275 34 0.0% -2.23[-2.83,-1.683]
Wandetlich 2014 7.4 11.5 40 8.3 208 a0 21.7% -0.05 [-0.49, 0.38] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 144 145  77.0% -0.34 [-0.57, -0.11] []
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 276, df= 2 (P=0.28);, F=27%
Testfor overall effect £= 287 (P =0.004)
Total (95% Cl) 187 188 100.0% -0.19 [-0.39, 0.02] [
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 10.01, df= 3 (P = 0.02); F= 70% 5_1 0 5 p 5 10’
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.80 (P = 0.07) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Testfor subgroup diferences Chi*=7.25, df=1 (P = 0.007}, F= 86.2%
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Figure 162:

Binges in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.2.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 3.2 5.1 35 4.1 14.8 36 B8.9% -0.08 [-0.55, 0.39] -T
Le Grange 2014 7B 215 43 4.1 7.4 43 10.7% 0.23 [-0.20, 0.65] '
Subtotal {95% Cl) 78 79 19.6% 0.09 [-0.23, 0.40] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 092 df=1 {P=034), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £2=0.55 (P = 0.598)
12.2.2 Adults
Cooper1da5 4.5 7B 14 74 1349 13 34% -0.25[-1.01, 0.50] -
Fairburn 2015 25 4341 58 38 63.3 a8 14.5% -0.24 [[-0.60,0.13] -
Fairburn1991 0.6 5.2 10 1.3 0.8 19 3.3% -0.22 [-0.99, 0.55] -
Fairburn1991 0.6 52 11 1.8 05875 27 36% -0.38[1.11,0.359] -T
Freernan 1988 1.3 3.4 16 0.6 2 30 51% 0.27 [-0.34, 0.88] T
Freernan 1988 1.3 3.4 16 0.a 1.5 30 52% 0.21 [-0.40,0.82] T
Garner! 993 T4 144 23 9.6 11 23 57T% -0.18[-0.77,0.39] -
Mitchell 2008 T 112 39 6.2 12.3 3 9T7% -0.21 [-0.66, 0.23] -
Olmsted 1991 T 144 24 949 13 28 B7% -0.20[-0.74,0.33] -
Poulsen 2014 2.29 1.085 36 5.07 1.8325 34 B.0% -1.85[-2.42,-1.29] -
Treasure1 594 1 0625 21 1 0.7a 41 7.0% 0.00[-0.53, 0.53] T
Wonderlich 2014 5.3 9.1 40 B.1 14.8 40 10.0% -0.06 [-0.50,0.37] -
Subtotal {95% Cl) 309 378 B0.4% -0.25[-0.41, -0.10] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 37.65, df= 11 (P < 0.0001); F=71%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 319 (F=0.001)
Total (95% Cl) 387 457 100.0% -0.19 [-0.32, -0.05] L]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 42.21, df=13 (P = 0.0001); F= 69% T = B : 10

Testfor averall effect: £= 2 62 {F = 0.009)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 3.65, df=1 (P = 0.06), F= 72.6%

Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1°=71%. One paper by Poulsen 2014 carried a high
risk of bias given that the duration of the two treatments arms, CBT-ED and psychodynamic
therapy, were considerably different. CBT-ED was for 5 months while psychodynamic
therapy continued for 19 months thus making it difficult to compare end of treatment effects
and to account for inevitable improvements in people with an eating disorder that happen
over time. If Poulsen is removed from the analysis heterogeneity is reduced to 0%.

Figure 163:

Binges in young people and adults (sensitivity analysis)

CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.2.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 3.2 5.1 35 4.1 14.8 36 9.5% -0.08 [-0.55,0.39] -
Le Grange 2015 TAE 25 43 4.1 7.4 43 11.4% 0.23[-0.20, 0.65] 1
Subtotal {95% Cl) 78 79  20.9% 0.09 [-0.23, 0.40] [ ]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 092, df=1 (P =034}, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=0.55 (P = 0.498)
12.2.2 Adults
Cooper1das 45 7B 14 T4 1349 13 36% -0.25[-1.01, 0.50] -
Fairburn 2014 25 4341 58 38 63.3 a8 15.4% -0.24 [[-0.60, 0.13] -
Fairburn1991 0.6 5.2 11 1.8 0875 22 3E8% -0.38[1.11,0.39] -T
Fairburn1991 0.6 52 10 1.3 0.8 19 35% -0.22 [-0.99, 0.55] -
Freernan 1388 1.3 34 16 0.s 1.5 30 55% 0.21 [-0.40,0.82] T
Freeman 1988 1.3 3.4 16 0.6 2 30 55% 0.27 [-0.34, 0.88] T
Garner! 9493 T 144 23 96 11 23 B1% -0.19[-0.77,0.39] -
Mitchell 2008 T 112 39 6.2 12.3 39 104% -0.21 [-0.66, 0.23] -
Olmsted 1991 T 144 24 949 13 28 1% -0.20[-0.74,0.33] -T
Poulsen 2014 229 1.085 36 5.07 1.8325 34 0.0% -1.85[-2.42,-1.29]
Treasure1 594 1 0625 21 1 0.7a 41 7.4% 0.00[-0.53, 0.53] T
Wonderlich 2014 5.3 9.1 40 B.1 14.8 40 10.7% -0.06 [-0.50, 0.37] -
Subtotal {95% Cl) 273 344 T79.1% -0.12 [-0.28, 0.04] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 436, df= 10 (P=093) F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=148(F=014)
Total (95% Cl) 351 423 100.0% -0.08 [-0.22, 0.06] K
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 6.65, df=12 (P=0.88), F=0% oy = B : 10

Testfor overall effect: Z2=1.07 {(F=0.28)

Testfar subgroup differences: Chi*=1.37, df=1 {P=024), F=27.2%
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1 Figure 164: Vomiting in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.3.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 17.4 26 35 4.8 9.4 36 13.4% 0.64 [0.16,1.12] =
Subtotal {95% Cl) 35 36 13.4% 0.64 [0.16,1.12] L3

Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Testfor averall effect: Z= 2 63 (P = 0.0049)

12.3.2 Adults

Cooper!d85 4.5 7.9 14 7.6 13.2 13 5.3% -0.28 [-1.04, 0.48] -
Fairburn 2015 22 378 54 31 51.7 68 2249% -0.20[-0.56, 0.17] -
Fairburn1981 1.5 065 21 049 0725 19 7.2% 0.86 [0.21,1.51] —
Fairburn1991 1.5 065 21 6.5 3329 22 B.3% -1.62 [-2.32,-0.92] -
Freeman 1988 1 248 16 0.6 0.9 30 81% 0.24 [-0.37, 0.85] T
Freeman 1988 1 248 16 0.3 0.8 30 81% 0.43[-0.18,1.04] ™
Garner1993 7.h 1.8 24 16.7 18.4 28 9.3% -0.69 [-1.26,-0.12] -
Olmsted 1991 T4A 135 25 19.3 341 28 10.4% -0.44 [-0.98, 0.11] =
Treasure1994 0 0825 21 1 074 41 9.0% -1.39[-1.97,-0.81] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 217 267  86.6% -0.32[-0.51,-0.13] ]

Heterogeneity; ChiF = 50,03, df= & (P < 0.00001); F= 84%
Testfar overall effect: Z= 3.37 (P = 0.0008)

Total (95% CI) 252 303 100.0% -0.19 [-0.37, -0.02] 1
Heterogeneity. Chi®= 63,56, df= 9 (P < 0.00001); F= 86% =—1D I5 D %
Testfor overall effect: Z= 217 (P=0.03) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

2 Testfor subdgroup differences: Chi®=13.54, df=1 (P =0.0002), F= 92.6%

3 Heterogeneity was detected at 86%. Risk of bias did not account for any variability, nor did
4 stage of illness, severity or comorbidity. A random effects analysis was presented instead.

5 Figure 165: Vomiting in young people and adults (random effects)

6

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.3.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 17.4 26 35 4.8 9.4 36 0.0% 0.64 [0.16,1.12]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 0 0 Mot estimable

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Mot applicable

12.3.2 Adults

Cooper19as 4.5 7. 14 76 13.2 12 101% -0.28[-1.04,0.48] -
Fairburn 2014 22 379 54 kil 51.7 48 12.5% -0.20[-0.56,017] -
Fairburn1981 1.5 065 21 049 0725 19 10.8% 0.86 [0.21,1.61] —
Fairburn1991 1.5 065 21 6.5 3325 22 105% -1.62 [-2.32,-0.92] -
Freeman 1988 1 25 16 0.6 0.8 30 111% 0.24 [-0.37, 0.85] T
Freernan 1988 1 2.5 16 0.3 n.e 30 11.0% 0.43[-0.18,1.04] ™
Garner1993 7.4 1.4 24 16.7 18.4 28 11.3% -0.69 [-1.26,-0.12] -
Olmsted 1991 TA 135 24 19.3 341 28 11.5% -0.44 [-0.98, 0.11] Il
Treasura1994 0 0625 21 1 0.74 41 11.2% -1.39[-1.97,-0.81] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 217 267 100.0% -0.34[-0.82,0.14] +

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.45; Chi*=50.03, df= 8 (P = 0.00001); F= 84%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.39{F=017)

Total (95% Cl) 217 267 100.0% -0.34 [-0.82, 0.14] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 045, Chi*= 5003, df= 8 (F = 0.00001); F=84% f f ;
] =10 -5 0 5
Testfor overall effect Z=1.39(P=0.17) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
7 Testfar subaroup differences: Mot apnlicable

9 Figure 166: Laxative use

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2015 26 448 a8 13 v 58 A8.2% 037 F0.00,0.73]
Freeman 1988 13 44 16 43 16.4 a0 21.2% -0.22 [-0.83, 0.39]
Freeman 1988 13 44 16 0.01 0.01 30 20.7% 049 [F012, 1.11]
Total (95% CI) a0 118 100.0% 0.27 [-0.01, 0.55]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.24, df= 2 (P = 0.20%; F= 38% 5_1 0 55 p é
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.859 (P = 0.08) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other

10
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Figure 167: Symptom check-list (SCL-90-R)

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Adras 2000 0.4 0.5 G4 0.5 045 G4 52.4% 0.00 [-0.35, 0.35]
Fairburn1 991 0.59 n.az 10 07 01z 22 10.0% -1.00 [-1.79,-0.21] -
Fairburn1 991 0.59 n.az 11 0.76 018 19 97% -1.10 [-1.90,-0.30] —
Poulsen 2014 0.54 0.0525 36 056 0.0575 34 ITE% -0.36 [F0.83,0.11]
Total (95% Cl) 122 139 100.0% -0.31 [-0.56, -0.086] ¥
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 9.79, df= 3 (P = 0.02); F= 3% 5_1 0 5 p 5 10’
Testfor overall effect Z=2.41 (P =0.02) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=69%. Removing Poulsen the study that carried a risk of
bias because of different durations of treatment did not reduce the heterogeneity. However,
an exploration of the other variables showed that duration of illness may explain the
heterogeneity. A shorter duration of illness (<5 years) showed a better response to CBT-ED
treatment compared with those who had endured a longer duration of illness (>5 years).
Severity of illness was not different based on the number of binges per month was not
different and the populations included all had comorbidities of varying degrees.

Figure 168: Symptom check-list (SCL-90-R) with sub-group analysis for duration of

iliness
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.6.1 Duration of iliness < 5 years
Fairburni 991 0.59 n.ar 11 0.76 018 19  97% -1.10 [-1.90,-0.30] —
Fairburn1991 0.59 n.ar 10 07 012 22 10.0% -1.00 [-1.79,-0.21] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 41 19.7% -1.05 [-1.61, -0.49] L 2

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.86); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.65 (P = 0.0003)

12.6.2 Duration of iliness >5 years

Agras 2000 0.4 0.4 64 0.4 0.4 64 52.4% 0.00 [-0.34, 0.39] N
Poulsen 2014 0.54 0.0525 36 0.56 0.0575 34 IT.8% -0.36 [F0.83, 0.11] Il
Subtotal (95% CI) 101 98  B0.3% -0.13 [-0.40, 0.15] 4

Heterogeneity: Chi=1.45,df=1 (P=023), F=31%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.88 (P =0.38)

Total {95% Cl) 122 139 100.0% 0.31 [-0.56, -0.06] [

Heterageneity: Chi®= 9.79, df= 3 (P = 0.02% F= 69% ' t t {
-10 Bil 1} i 10

Testfor averall effect: Z=2.41 (P =0.02) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 8.31, df=1 (P = 0.004), F= 88.0%
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1 Figure 169: Quality of life

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 562 A7 18 54.1 78 20 48.6% 0.30[0.33,083]
Mitchell 2008 455 119 20 429 126 21 A1.4% 0.21 [0.41, 0.82]
Total (95% CI) 39 41 100.0% 0.25[-0.19, 0.69]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.04, df=1 (P = 0.84%; F= 0% l 1 1 ! {
) -10 -5 1} 5 10
Testfor overall effect Z=1.12 {P = 0.26) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other

2

3 Figure 170: Depression in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.9.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 137 129 35 12.4 126 36 11.1% 010 [0.36, 0.57] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 35 36 11.1% 0.10 [-0.36, 0.57] L

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=042 (P = 0.67)

12.9.2 Adults

Agras1989 (AN 9 134 102 16 3.4% -0.66 [-1.50,0.18] 7
Adras1989 FA g 1891 72 16 2.5% -1.587 [-2.55, -0.60] -
Cooper1 994 102 94 14 10.4 128 12 42% -0.02 077, 0.74] -
Fairburn 2015 118 1 a8 14 123 60 18.3% -018[-0.55,0.17] -
Fairburn1986 115 549 11 16.7 8.4 11 32% -0.69 [-1.55, 0.18] 7
Fairburm1991 101 2.4 10 124 245 22 349% -0.86 [-1.75,-0.17] -
Fairburn1991 101 24 11 136 24975 19 36% -1.22[-2.04,-0.41] —
Hsu 2001 -4.46 7.98 9 -586 111 23 40% 014 [F0.63, 0.81] I
Hsu 2001 -4.46 7.98 9  -4.46 7.35 27 42% 0.00[0.75,0.75] -
Hsu 2001 -4.46 7.98 8 -4.33 8.08 24 3T% -0.02 [0.82,0.78] -
titchell 2008 T oT4 39 10.6 8.7 39 11.9% -0.44 [-0.89, 0.01] -]
Thackwray 1993 108 12 g 16.1 111 19 3.2% -0.45[-1.32,0.42] -
Thackwray 1993 108 12 g 6.5 9 16 3.3% 0.41 [0.45,1.27] T
Thiels 1988 99 88 24 14.8 11.4 23 7% -0.47 [-1.06, 0.11] ™
Wandetlich 2014 93 498 40 8.6 g 40 12.45% 0.08 [0.36, 0.52] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 266 364 88.9% -0.31 [-0.47, -0.14] ]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2522 df=14 (F=0.03); F= 44%
Testfor overall effect: 7= 3.65 (P = 0.0003)

Total (95% CI) 301 400 100.0% -0.26 [-0.42, -0.11] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=27.83, df= 15 (F = 0.02); F= 46% 5_1 0 —ES o :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effect: £=3.31 (P = 0.0008) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

4 Testfor subaroup differences: Chit= 2,61, df=1(P=011), F=61.7%

5 Figure 171: EDE-total in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.11.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 2.2 1.4 34 1.5 1.4 36 145% 0.48 [0.02, 0.97] =
Subtotal {95% Cl) 35 36 14.5% 0.49 [0.02, 0.97] >

Heterageneity: hot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z2=2.05 (P =0.04)

12.11.2 Adults

Agras 2000 1.4 0.4 65 1.8 1 G4 26.6% -0.42 [-0.77,-0.07] e
Fairburn 2014 1.7 1.25 58 2.37 1.25 60 23.7% -0.64 [-1.01,-0.27] =
Fairburn1986 16.9 9.9 11 287 17.2 11 4.2% -0.81 [-1.69, 0.07] -
Poulsen 2014 1.86 0.185 36 1.74 0. 34 141% 0.60[0.12,1.08] =
Wonderlich 2014 1.8 0.9 40 1.7 0.9 40 16.9% 0.11 [-0.33, 0.658] ha
Subtotal (95% CI) 210 200 B5.5% -0.23[-0.42, -0.03] [}

Heterageneity: Chi= 21.23, df= 4 (P = 0.0003); F= 81%
Testior overall effect Z= 2.27 (P = 0.02)

Total (95% Cl) 245 245 100.0% -0.12 [-0.30, 0.06] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 28.85, df=5(F = 0.0001); F= 83% f f ; {
10 -5 0 ] 10
Testfor averall effect: =132 (P =01%9) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
6 Testfor subgroun differences: Chi®= 762, df=1 (F=0.006), F=86.9%

7 Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1’=81%. Removing Poulsen the study that carried a
8 risk of bias because of different durations of treatment significantly reduced the heterogeneity
9 to 60% but not to acceptable levels. All of the studies included a population with mental

10 health comorbidities, such as depression and anxiety, so this could not explain any
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variability. Duration of illness could not explain the variability, because of the studies that
reported this, it was not significantly different. Severity of iliness was difficult to guage. One
study, Fairburn 1986 reported the participants had a high EAT score and could be
considered having a severe iliness but a sensitivity analysis showed it did not explain the
heterogeneity. Another study by Fairburn 2015 appeared to include people with a lower
severity of iliness given the baseline number of binges was a median of 14 per month, whilst
the other studies had a mean of 20-25 or a median of 25 binges per month. However, this
did not explain the heterogeneity. In the absence of a good explanation of heterogeneity
random effects are presented.

Figure 172: EDE-total in adults with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
12.9.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 2.2 1.4 34 1.4 1.4 36 0.0% 0.49[0.02, 0.97]
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable

Heterageneity: hot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Mot applicable

12.9.2 Adults

Agras 2000 1.4 0.9 65 1.8 1 G4 226% -0.42 [-0.77,-0.07] e
Fairburn 2014 1.7 1.25 58 2.37 1.25 GO0 22.3% -0.64 [-1.01,-0.27] *
Fairburn1986 16.9 9.9 11 287 17.2 11 137% -0.81 [-1.69, 0.07] ]
Poulsen 2014 1.86 0.185 36 1.74 0. 34 204% 0.60[0.12,1.08]

Wonderlich 2014 1.8 R} 40 1.7 0.8 40 21.1% 011 [-0.33, 0.59] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 210 209 100.0% -0.20 [-0.67,0.27] *

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.22; Chi*= 21.23, df = 4 (P = 0.0003); F= 81%
Testior overall effect: Z= 083 (P = 0.40

Total {95% Cl) 210 209 100.0% -0.20 [-0.67,0.27] ﬂ

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.22; Chi*=21.23, df= 4 (P = 0.0003); F=81% ' t T t {
] -10 -5 0 g 10

Testfor averall effect: Z= 083 (P =0.40) Favours CET-ED Favours Other

Testfor suboroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 173: EDE-dietary restraint

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.10.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 21 1.6 34 1.3 1.5 36 9.6% 0.51 [0.04, 0.58] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 36 9.6% 0.51 [0.04, 0.98] [ 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect 2= 211 (P =0.03)

12.10.2 Adults

Agras 2000 1.4 1.3 64 21 1.4 64 17.4% -0.62 [-0.87, -0.16] -
Cooper1 995 1.2 1.4 14 0.8 1.2 13 37% 0.30 [-0.46, 1.06] T
Fairburn 2015 1.08 1.35 58 2.46 1.61 60 14.8% -0.92 [-1.30,-0.54] -
Fairburn1 491 1.3 0.4 10 21 0.3 22 23% -2.34 [3.31,-1.37] I
Fairburn1 491 1.3 0.4 11 23 0.35 19 2.0% -2.64 [3.67,-1.61] -
Garner1993 1.8 1.7 29 2.8 1.6 29 B.E% -0.60 [-1.16,-0.03] Iy
Mitchell 2008 1.4 1.5 39 1.7 1.8 39 10.8% -0.13 F0.58, 0.31] -
Poulsen 2014 186 0.2425 36 2.2 0.3025 34 8.8% -0.87 [-1.36,-0.38] -
Thiels 1988 1.83 1.45 24 2.34 1.46 23 B.4% -0.34 F0.92, 0.23] =T
Treasure1994 1 075 1 2 0.75 41 6.4% -1.32[-1.89,-0.74] -
Waonderlich 2014 1.2 1.1 40 1.3 1.3 40 11.1% -0.08 [F0.52, 0.36) T
Subtotal (95% CI) 343 380 90.4% -0.63 [-0.78, -0.47] L]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 53.09, df= 10 {F = 0.00001); *=81%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 8.00 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 378 416 100.0% -0.52 [0.67, -0.37] [}
Heterogeneity: Chi®=73.19, df=11 (P = 0.00001); F= 85% 5_1 a 55 b é 10:
Test for overall effect £= 696 (P = 0.00001) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 2010, df=1 (F = 0.00001%, F=55.0%

Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1°=81%. Removing Poulsen the study that carried a
risk of bias because of different durations of treatment had no effect on heterogeneity. All of
the studies included a population with mental health comorbidities, such as depression and
anxiety, so this could not explain any variability. Duration of illness could not explain the
variability: one study by Fairburn 1991 appeared to have a population that had been ill for
less than 5 years and a sub-group analysis showed heterogeneity was not reduced. Nor did
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severity of illness appear to explain the heterogeneity. When studies with a number of

binges of less than 18 per month were separated from those with more than 18 per month,

heterogeneity was still detected in one of the subgroups. In the absence of a good
explanation of heterogeneity random effects are presented.

Figure 174:

EDE-dietary restraint with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.10.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 21 1.6 35 1.3 15 36 0.0% 0.51 [0.04, 0.58]
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Mot applicable
12.10.2 Adults
Adras 2000 1.4 1.3 G4 21 1.4 64 10.7% -0.52 [-0.87,-0.16] -
Cooper1 995 1.2 1.4 14 0.8 1.2 13 7.8% 0.30 [-0.46, 1.06] T
Fairburn 2015 1.08 1.35 58 2.46 1.61 60 10.6% -0.92 [-1.30,-0.54] -
Fairburni 991 1.3 0.4 10 21 0.3 22 B.E% -2.34 [13.31,-1.37] —
Fairburn1991 1.3 0.4 11 2.3 0.35 19  B.I% -2.64 [[3.67,-1.61] I
Garner1 993 1.5 1.7 24 2.5 1.6 25 93% -0.60 [-1.16,-0.03] -
Mitchell 2008 1.5 1.5 39 1.7 1.8 39 10.2% -0.13 F0.58, 0.31] -
Poulzen 2014 1896 0.2425 36 2.2 0.3025 34 9.8% -0.87 [-1.36,-0.38] -
Thiels 1988 1.83 1.45 24 2.34 1.46 23 93% -0.34 0892, 0.23] -T
Treasure1 394 1 075 21 2 075 41 9.2% -1.32[-1.89,-0.74] -
Waonderlich 2014 1.2 1.1 40 1.3 1.3 a0 10.2% -0.08 [0.52, 0.36] -T
Subtaotal (95% CI) 343 380 100.0% 0.76 [-1.13, -0.39] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30; Chi®= 53.08, df=10 (P = 0.00001); F=81%
Testfor overall effect: £= 4.03 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% Cl) 343 380 100.0% 0.76 [-1.13, -0.39] [ ]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30; Chi®=53.09, df=10 (P = 0.00001); F=81%

Test far overall effect Z= 4.03 (P < 0.0001) 1o Fa.v.o'frs CBT-ED Favours Otier 10
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot apnlicable

Figure 175: EDE-shape concern

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.12.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 27 1.7 34 1.8 16 36 9.5% 0.54[0.07,1.01] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 36 9.5% 0.54 [0.07, 1.01] ’
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £= 223 (P=0.03)
12.12.2 Adults
Agras 2000 21 1.3 65 21 1.4 64 17.9% 0.00 [-0.34, 0.35] ki
Cooper1995 27 1.8 14 22 1.7 13 3T% 0.28 [-0.48, 1.04] T
Fairburn 2015 1.99 1.43 58 1.34 1.89 60 16.0% 0.37[0.01,0.74] il
Fairburn1 991 21 0275 11 33 0375 19  1.5% -3.41 [-4.59,-2.22] i
Fairburn1 991 21 0275 10 26 0275 22 27% -1.77 [-2.65,-0.88] I
Garner1 993 2 1.3 24 29 1.1 25 B.4% -0.74 [-1.31,-0.186] -
Mitchell 2008 2.3 1.5 39 2.3 15 4 1M11% 0.00 [-0.44, 0.44] T
Poulsen 2014 2.39 0.2075 36 1.8 0.z24 34 6.0% 216[1.57, 2.76] -
Thiels 1988 237 1.34 24 25 1.53 23 6.5% -0.09 [-0.66, 0.48] r
Treasure1954 2 0.5 1 2 03125 41 TT% 0.00[-0.53,0.83] T
Wonderlich 2014 26 1.2 40 23 1.2 0 11.0% 0.25[-0.19, 0.69] '
Subtotal (95% CI) 343 382  00.5% 0.08 [-0.07, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 10892, df=10 (P = 0.00001); F=91%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.03 (P = 0.30)
Total (95% CI) 378 418 100.0% 0.12 [-0.02, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 11218, df=11 (P = 0.00001); F= 90% Ho * b L e

Testfor overall effect Z=1.67 (P =010}

Test for subaroup differences: Chi®= 3.26, df=1 (P =0.07), F= 63.3%

Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1’=91%. Removing Poulsen the study that carried a

risk of bias because of different durations of treatment had no effect on heterogeneity. All of

the studies included a population with mental health comorbidities, such as depression and

anxiety, so this could not explain any variability. Duration of illness could not explain the

variability: only one study by Fairburn 1991 appeared to have a population that had been ill
for less than 5 years and a sub-group analysis showed heterogeneity was not reduced. Nor

did severity of illness appear to explain the heterogeneity. When studies with a number of
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binges of less than 18 per month were separated from those with more than 18 per month,
heterogeneity was still detected in one of the subgroups. In the absence of a good
explanation of heterogeneity random effects are presented.

WN =

4 Figure 176: EDE-shape concern with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.121 Young people
Le Grange 2007 27 1.7 35 1.8 1.6 36 0.0% 0.54 [0.07,1.01]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 0 0 Hot estimable

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Test far averall effect: Mot applicahle

12.12.2 Adults

Agras 2000 21 1.3 G4 21 1.4 64 10.0% 0.00 [-0.35, 0.35] T
Cooper1 395 27 1.8 14 22 1.7 13 B.6% 0.28[-0.48, 1.04] T
Fairburn 2015 1.89 1.43 58 1.34 1.89 60 9.9% 0.37[0.01,0.74] ™
Fairburm1991 21 0275 11 33 0375 19  6.8% -3.41 [-4.59,-2.22] -
Fairburm1991 21 0275 10 26 0275 22 81% -1.77 [-2.65,-0.89] -
Garner19493 2 1.3 24 29 1.1 25 93% -0.74 [-1.31,-0.16] -
Mitchell 2008 2.3 1.5 39 2.3 1.8 41 9.7% 0.00[-0.44, 0.44] T
Poulsen 2014 239 0.2075 36 1.9 0.24 34 91% 216[1.57, 2.76] -
Thiels 1988 237 1.34 24 2.8 1.53 23 9.3% -0.09 [0.66, 0.48] r
Treasure1 994 2 0.5 21 2 03125 41 9.4% 0.00 [0.53, 0.53] T
Waonderlich 2014 2.6 1.2 40 2.3 1.2 40 9% 0.25[-0.19, 0.69] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 343 382 100.0% -0.17 [-0.69, 0.36] L 3

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.69; Chi®=108.92, df=10 (F = 0.00001); F=91%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0,63 (P = 0.543)

Total (95% CI) 343 382 100.0% 0.17 [-0.69, 0.36] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.649; Chi*=108.92, df=10 (P = 0.00001}); F= 91% 5_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 063 (P = 0.43) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
5 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 177: EDE-weight concern
7
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
12.14.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 ] 17 35 1.8 1.6 36 9.4% 0.48 [0.01, 0.95] =
Subtotal {95% Cl) 35 36 9.4% 0.48 [0.01, 0.95] »
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.98 (P =0.05)
12.14.2 Adults
Agras 2000 1.8 1.2 64 1.9 1.4 64 17.5% -0.08 [-0.42,0.27] -
Cooper1da5 26 18 14 1.6 1.4 13 35% 0.58[-0.20,1.38] ™
Fairburn 2014 208 167 58 267 1.648 B0 15.8% -0.35[-0.71,0.02] +
Fairburn1981 1.7 0075 10 248 0.35 19  1.1% -4.04 [-5.39, -2.68] I
Fairburn1981 1.7 0075 11 24 0.25 27 1T7% -3.25[-4.36,-2.14] —
Garner1993 1.6 1.2 25 24 1.1 25 B.A4% -0.68 [-1.26,-0.11] -
Mitchell 2008 2.1 16 39 1.9 1.3 41 10.8% 0.14 [-0.30, 0.58] T
Poulsen 2014 1.87 0235 36 1.72 0255 34 9.0% 0.62[0.14,1.10] ~
Thiels 1988 221 163 24 242 1.85 23 BA4% -0.12 [-0.69, 0.46] -
Treasure! 4494 2 0.5 1 2 0.5 41 7.5% 0.00[-0.53, 0.53] -
Wonderlich 2014 2.4 1.3 40 2.3 1.1 40 10.9% 0.08 [-0.36, 0.52] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 343 382 90.6% -0.13 [-0.29,0.02] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 82.68, df=10 (P = 0.00001); F= 88%
Testfor overall effect: Z2=1.72 (P =0.08)
Total {95% Cl) 378 418 100.0% -0.08 [-0.22, 0.07] K
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 88.55, df=11 (P = 0.00001), F= 85% 1_1 0 15 b % 10:
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.03 (P =0.30) Favours CET-ED Favours Other

8 Testfor subagroup differences: Chi®= 586, df=1 (P =0.02), F= 82.9%

9 Heterogeneity was detected in adults at °=88%. Removing Poulsen the study that carried a
10 risk of bias because of different durations of treatment had no effect on heterogeneity. All of
11 the studies included a population with mental health comorbidities, such as depression and
12 anxiety, so this could not explain any variability. Duration of illness could not explain the

13 variability: only one study by Fairburn 1991 appeared to have a population that had been ill
14 for less than 5 years and a sub-group analysis showed heterogeneity was not reduced. Nor
15 did severity of iliness appear to explain the heterogeneity. When studies with a number of
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binges of less than 18 per month were separated from those with more than 18 per month,
heterogeneity was still detected in one of the subgroups. In the absence of a good
explanation of heterogeneity random effects are presented.

Figure 178:

EDE-weight concern with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.14.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 2.6 1.7 35 1.8 1.6 3B 0.0% 0.48 [0.01, 0.95]
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Mot applicable
12.14.2 Adults
Agras 2000 1.8 1.2 G4 1.9 1.4 G4 10.4% -0.08[-0.42,0.27] -
Cooper! 995 26 1.9 14 1.6 1.4 13 8.4% 0.58 [-0.20,1.359] T
Fairburn 2014 208 167 58 2.67 1.65 B0 10.3% -0.35[-0.71,0.02] -
Fairburn1981 1.7 0075 10 249 0.35 18 56% -4.04 [-5.38, -2.68] ——
Fairburn1991 1.7 0075 11 24 0.25 22 BT% -3.25[-4.36,-2.14] I
Garner! 993 1.6 1.2 24 24 1.1 25 9.4% -0.68 [-1.26,-0.11] -
Mitchell 2008 21 1.6 34 1.4 1.3 41 10.0% 0.14 [-0.30, 0.58] T
Poulsen 2014 1.87 0225 36 1.72 0255 34 949% 0.62[0.14,1.10] ™
Thiels 1988 231 163 24 242 1.85 23 94% -0.12 [-0.68, 0.46] -
Treasure1394 2 0.8 21 2 0.5 41 9.7% 0.00-0.583,0.583] BB
Wonderlich 2014 24 1.3 40 23 1.1 40 10.0% 0.08 [-0.36, 0.52] he
Subtotal {95% Cl) 343 382 100.0% -0.43 [-0.89, 0.03] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.50; Chi*= 82.69, df=10(P = 0.00001), F= 88%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.85 (P = 0.06)
Total (95% CI) 343 382 100.0% -0.43 [-0.89,0.03] L J
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.60; Chi*= 82.68, df= 10 (F < 0.00001); F= 88% I—m 5 5 10’
Testfor overall eﬁeclt: Z=185(F= D.DE? Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
Testfar subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 179: EDE-eating concern

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Adras 2000 07 0.8 G4 1.1 1.1 G4 27.0% -0.41 [-0.76, -0.07] i
Fairburn 2015 112 1.2 58 1.83 1.4 60 24.4% -0.54 [-0.91,-0.17] bl
Mitchell 2008 o7 1 39 0.8 1 41 171% -0.10 [F0.54, 0.34] -
Poulsen 2014 1.24 01825 36 113 0215 34 14.4% 0.53[0.08, 1.01] =
Wonderlich 2014 1 o.r 40 0.9 or 0 17 1% 0.14 [-0.30, 0.58] T
Total (95% Cl) 238 239 100.0% -0.16 [-0.34, 0.02] ¥
Heterogeneity: Chi*=16.11, df=4 (P = 0.003); F= 75% T = b L 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.71 (P = 0.09)

Favours CBT-ED Fawvours Other

8 Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1°’=75%. Removing Poulsen the study that carried a
risk of bias because of different durations of treatment had no effect on heterogeneity. All of
the studies included a population with mental health comorbidities, such as depression and
anxiety, so this could not explain any variability. Duration of illness could not explain the
variability since they all had the illness for more than 5 years (except it was unclear in
Wonderlich 2014). Nor did severity of iliness appear to explain the heterogeneity. When
studies with a number of binges of less than 18 per month were separated from those with
more than 18 per month, heterogeneity was still detected in one of the subgroups. In the
absence of a good explanation of heterogeneity random effects are presented.
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1 Figure 180:

EDE-eating concern with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Agras 2000 v 0.s 65 1.1 1.1 64 21.6% -0.41 [-0.76,-0.07] -
Fairburn 2014 112 1.1 a8 1.83 1.4 B0 21.1% -0.84 [-0.91,-017] -
Mitchell 2008 v 1 K] 08 1 41 19.4% -010 [-0.54, 0.34] -
Poulsen 2014 1.24 014925 36 113 02158 34 18.5% 0.53[0.06,1.01] =
Wonderlich 2014 1 o.r 40 0.9 or 40 19.4% 0.14 [-0.30, 0.58] T
Total (95% CI) 238 239 100.0% -0.10 [-0.46, 0.27] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau= 0.13; Chi*=16.11, df= 4 (P = 0.003); F= 75% I_w 55 1 é 1D=
2 Testfar averall effect: 2= 0481 (P = 0.61) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
3 Figure 181: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1928 -8 1.25 16 -7.a 1 n 18.4% -0.45[-1.06, 0.16] ]
Freeman 1988 -8 1.24 16 -8 1 n 1849% 000061, 0.61] -
Garner!993 23 34 il 48 44 24 M11% -061[1.18,-0.03] -
Qlmsted 1991 23 3% 25 445 48 29 2345% -0.50[-1.04, 0.09] i
Thackwray 1993 a4 i} 8 258 2 16 8.9% 077 [-011,1.69] —
Thackwray 1993 a4 B 8 a8 7 14 9.2% -0.48[1.35,0.40] -
Total (95% Cl) 98 144 100.0% -0.30 [-0.57, -0.04] #
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 8.59, df= 5 (P= 013); F= 42% 5_1 0 ES p :53 1D=
4 Testforoverall effect Z=225(F=002) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
5 Figure 182: EDI-drive for thinness
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1988 -6 1.875 16 -9 1.8 30 142% 1.80 [1.08, 2.52] —
Freeman 1938 -6 1.875 16 -4 1.7 30 198% -0.28 [F0.89, 0.33] =
Garner! 993 54 6.3 25 9.4 6.8 25 331% -0.53 [1.09, 0.04] =
Olmsted 1991 549 6.3 25 101 6.9 29 Z244% -0.62 F1.17F,-0.08] -
Thackwray 1993 101 B 8 11.7 a 14 9.9% -0.29 115, 0.57] T
Thackwray 1993 101 B kS 4.3 4 16 8.6% 1.18 [0.26, 2.11] -
Total (95% Cl) 93 145 100.0% 0.00 [-0.27, 0.27] 4
Heterageneity: Chi¥= 39.97, df=5 (P = 0.00001); F=87% o + t -
6 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.01 {F=0.495) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
7 Heterogeneity was detected at 12 = 87%. All the studies appeared to have a similar duration
8 of illness and severity of illness based on the number of binges per month, in addition to
9 having comorbidities. Thus, no variable appeared to explain the heterogeneity and random
10 effects were presented.
11 Figure 183: EDI-drive for thinness with random effects
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Freerman 1938 -6 1.875 16 -4 1.7 3017 3% -0.28 [F0.89, 0.33]
Freeman 1828 -6 1.875 16 -4 1.4 30 166% 1.80[1.08, 2.52] -
Garnaer1993 54 6.3 25 9.4 6.8 28 176% -0.83 F1.09, 0.04]
Olmsted 1991 54 6.3 5 101 6.9 29 17 6% -062 117, -0.08] -
Thackwray 1993 101 [} 2 4.3 4 16 15.2% 1.18[0.26, 2.11] —_
Thackwray 1993 101 B 8 11.7 a 18 1587% -0.29 115, 0.57]
Total (95% Cl) 93 145 100.0% 0.18 [-0.50, 0.97]
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.83; Chi*= 38,97, df= 5 (P = 0.00001); F= 87% ba + t m
1 2 Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.46 (P = 0.65) Favours CBHT-ED Favours Other
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Figure 184:

EDI-body dissatisfaction

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooperi 994 243 328 14 T 36.5 13 151% 018 [0.58, 0.94] -
Freeman 1853 -4 15 3z -1.5 225 30 284% -1.30[F1.85,-0.79] -
Freeman 1988 -4 15 3z -6 1.75 30 281% 1.21 [0.67,1.76] -
Garnerl9s3 1.7 ] 245 137 TA 24 27 3% -0.24 F0.80,0.33] -
Olrnsted 19581 118 29 el 128 7A 29 Mot estimable
Total {95% CI) 103 97 100.0% -0.05 [-0.35, 0.24] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=41.20, df= 3 (P = 0.00001%; F = 93% =-1D % b :55 1D=

Testfor overall effect Z=036{F =072}

Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 12 = 93%. All the studies appeared to have a similar duration
of illness and severity of iliness based on the number of binges per month, in addition to
having comorbidities. Thus, no variable appeared to explain the heterogeneity and random

effects were prestented.

Figure 185:

EDI-body dissatisfaction with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cooper! 395 4.3 328 14 774 36.4 13 18.8% 018 [0.58, 0.94]
Freeman 1488 -4 15 32 -1.4 2.25 30 20.3% -1.30[-1.85,-0.75] -
Freeman 1988 -4 15 32 -B 1.748 30 20.3% 1.21 [0.67,1.76] =
Garner1983 1.7 9 25 137 78 24 20.2% -0.24 [[0.80, 0.33]
Olmsted 1591 118 89 25 128 78 29 204% -0.12 [-0.66, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 128 126 100.0% -0.06 [-0.89, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.81, Chi®= 41.25, df= 4 (P = 0.00001); F=90% =-1D % P :53 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.13 {F = 0.90)
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1 Figure 186: Global clinical score

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 9495 103 7.7 14 9.3 a3 13 26.4% 012 [-0.63,0.88]
Fairburn15986 31 2B 11 54 a1 11 18.0% -0.94 [-1.83,-0.04]
Treasure!5894 3 0458 pal 3 05 41 5458% 0.00[-0.53,0.53]
Total (95% Cl) 46 65 100.0% -0.15 [-0.54, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.84, df= 2 (P=0.15); F= 48% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
2 Test for averall effect Z= 0.74 (F = 0.45) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
3 Figure 187: General psychopathology
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn1986 B9 B.Y 11 128 8 11 100.0% -0.77 [1.64,010]
Total (95% CI) 11 11 100.0% 0.77 [1.64, 0.10]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable I f T y {
4 Test for overall effect Z=1.73 (P = 0.08) -1oo Fam’ﬁrﬂs CBT_EDDFS.V.MS OtShDer 100
5 Figure 188: Remission for young people and adults with bulimia nervosa
CBT-ED Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
12.25.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2015 8 58 17 82 229% 0.42[0.20, 0.90] - &
Subtotal (95% Cl) 58 52 22.9% 0.42 [0.20, 0.90] e el
Total events 8 17
Heterogeneity, Mot applicahble
Testfor overall effect. Z=225(P=0.02)
12.25.2 Adults
Agras 2000 3\ 110 8 110 10.2% 438 [2.13,9.00] e —
Cooper1 995 716 B 15 7.9%  1.09[0.48, 2.51] —
Fairburn 2014 22 65 7 [a14] 8.9% 314 [1.44 6.84]
Fairburn1991 B 13 9 28 T9% 1.28 [0.58, 2.87] T
Fairburn1331 g 12 G 24 5.0% 1.74 [0.66, 4.57] T
itchell 2008 19 Jal4] 17 G2 224% 1.05[0.60,1.83] -
Olmsted 1991 9 ] G 35 T1% 1.75[0.70, 4.35] ]
Treasurel 994 ] 28 q a4 A% 1.07 [0.40, 2.89]
Subtotal (95% CI) 340 391 TTA% 1.87 [1.43, 2.46] '.
Total events 108 68
Heterogeneity, Chi= 14.94, df= 7 (P = 0.04); F= 53%
Testfor averall effect: £=4.51 (P = 0.00001)
Total {95% CI) 308 443 100.0% 1.54 [1.20, 1.97] '.-
Total events 118 a5
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2599, df=8 (P = 0.001); F= 69% U1 032 o' 1 o

Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.41 (F = 0.0007)

5
Favours Other Favours CBT-ED

Heterogeneity was detected 12=53% for remission at the end of treatment. It is not clear what
explains the variability in the result. A sensitivity analysis showed that Mitchell 2008 that
included a mixed population of binge eating and ENDOS significantly contributed to the
heterogeneity because when it was removed from analysis, heterogeneity was reduced.

Remission for adults with bulimia nervosa with sensitivity analysis

6 Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*=13.31, df=1({F = 0.0003), F= 92.5%
7
8
9
10
11 Figure 189:
12
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CBT-ED Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Evenis Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
12.26.2 Adults
Agras 2000 KL ] a 110 18.6% 438213, 9.000 L
Cooperl 995 T 16 G 15 144% 1.08[0.48, 2.51] —
Fairburn 2015 22 65 T G5 16.3% 314 [1.44 6.84] -
Fairburnd 931 G 13 q 25 143% 1.28[0.58, 2.81] D
Fairburnt 931 i 12 ] 25 91% 1.74 [0.66, 4.57] —_ T
Olmsted 19591 q 30 ] 3E 128% 1.75[0.70, 4.39] N
Treasure]994 A 18 q a4 14.3% 1.07 [0.40, 2.849] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 274 329 100.0%  2.21[1.61, 3.03] -
Total events a9 a1
Heterogeneity: Chi*=11.33, df= 6 (P=0.08), F=47T%
Test for overall effect; 2= 4.90 (P = 0.00001)
Total {95% CI) 274 329 100.0%  2.21[1.61, 3.03] L
Total events a8 a1
Heterogeneity: Chl’:I 11.33,df =6 (P=008), F=47% 'D.1 sz 0!5 ﬁ é 1D'
Test for averall effect: £=4.90 (P = 0.00001) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED

1 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 190: Bulimic inventory test

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Thiels 15888 17 1341 24 a7 12.3 23 100.0% -077 [1.37,-0148]
Total (95% CI) 24 23 100.0% 0.77 [-1.37,-0.18] &
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable T *+ D : 0

Testfor overall effect: £= 2.95 (F=0.01)
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CBT-ED versus any other intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated) with bulimia

nervosa at follow-up

Figure 191:

Purges for young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.3.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2015 7 108 40 7 11.4 29 246% 0.00[0.48, 0.48]
Subtotal {95% CI) 40 29 24.6% 0.00 [-0.48, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.00 {F =1.00%
17.3.2 Adults
Agras 2000 32 812 a7 5.6 121 39 27 .E% -0.23[-0.68, 0.23] -
Mitchell 2008 82 178 25 19.4 34 27 18.6% -0.40[-0.95,0.158] =
Waonderlich 2014 101 16.3 40 8.6 159 a0 29.2% 0.09 [0.35, 0.53] *
Subtotal (95% CI) 102 106 75.4% 0.15[-0.42,0.13] 4
Heterageneity: Chi*= 210, df= 2 (P = 0.38), F= 5%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.06 (P = 0.29)
Total (95% CI) 142 135 100.0% -0.11 [-0.35,0.13] [
Heterogeneity: Chi®=2.37, df= 3 (P = 0.50);, F= 0% 0 = b 5 0

Testfor overall effect Z=0.92 {F = 0.36)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 027, df=1 (P = 0.60), F= 0%

Figure 192:

Binges for young people and adults

Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.1.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 54 137 34 258 6.8 34 16.1% 027 [F0.21,074] ™
Le Grange 2015 58 45 40 6.7 19 29 16.1% -0.06 [-0.54, 0.43] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 74 63 32.2% 0.10 [-0.24, 0.44] L ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.90, df=1 (P = 0.34), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.5 {F = 0.56)
17.1.2 Adults
Cooper! 395 348 6.3 14 16.4 18.4 132 87% -0.83[1.73,-0.13] —
Fairburn 1993 0.4 035 20 1.1 079 17 74% -1.15[-1.86,-0.45] -
Fairburn 2015 19 388 49 20 40.8 49 23.4% -0.02 [[0.42, 0.37] -
Mitchell 2008 GE 148 25 11.8 218 27 12.3% -0.27 [0.82,0.27] -T
Wanderlich 2014 848 137 40 5.6 8.2 40 19.0% 0.25[0.19, 0.69] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 148 146 67.8% -0.19[-0.43, 0.04] ¥
Heterogeneity: Chi*=15.03, df= 4 (P =0.008);, F=73%
Testforoverall effect Z=163{F =010
Total (95% CI) 222 209 100.0% -0.10 [-0.29, 0.09] [
Heterogeneity: Chi*=17.93, df= 6 (P = 0.006); F= 67 % T 2 P : 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.01 (P = 0.31}

Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.99, df=1 (P =0.16), F= 49.8%

Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1°=73%. No studies clearly showed a risk of bias,
duration of iliness was not reported in all studies and severity of illness based on number of
binges per month was difficult to separate when one study reported median versus mean
and the remainder were not largely different: Cooper: 21-30 binges/mo; Fairburn 1993 17-18
binges/mo; Fairburn 2015 reported median 14/mo; Wonderlich 22-23 binges/ mo. All studies
included a population with comorbidities. In the absence of an explanation for the
heterogeneity the result was presented as a random effects.
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1 Figure 193:

Binges for adults with random effects

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cooper! 895 35 B3 14 16.45 184 13 157% -0.83[-1.73,-0.13] —
Fairburn 1993 0.4 035 20 1.1 0.7g 17 17.4% -1.15[-1.86,-0.45] =
Fairburn 2015 19 388 49 20 40.8 49 236% -0.02 [[0.42,0.37] -
titchell 2008 66 149 25 11.8 218 27 20.6% -0.27 [0.82,0.27] -
Wanderlich 2014 85 137 40 5.6 4.2 a0 227% 0.25 0149, 0.649] -
Total (95% CI) 148 146 100.0% -0.35[-0.83,0.12] L
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.21; Chi*=15.03, df= 4 (P = 0.005); F=73% 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=

Testforoverall effect Z=146 (P =0.14) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

2

3 Figure 194: Vomiting

4
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.5.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 145 277 34 101 218 34 30.0% 017 [F0.30, 0.65]
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 34 30.0% 0.17 [-0.30, 0.65]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=072{P=047)
17.5.2 Adults
Cooper! 995 43 71 14 234 258 13 10.4% -1.00 [-1.80,-0.19] -
Fairburn 1993 2 1 20 2.4 2.TH 17 16.2% -0.20 [-0.84, 0.45] -
Fairburn 2015 19 3838 48 19 388 49 43.4% 0.00 [0.40, 0.40] L4
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 79 70.0% -0.19[-0.51,0.12] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=4.71, df= 2 (F = 0.08);, F=58%
Testforoverall effect Z=1.22{F=0.22)
Total (95% CI) 17 113 100.0% -0.08 [-0.34,0.18] [
Heterogeneity: Chi*=6.31, df= 3 (F=010);, F=52% T 2 P : 0

Testfor overall effect Z=062 (P =053

) ] Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
5 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 161, df=1 (P=0.21), F=37.7%

6 Heterogeneity was detected in adults at 1°’=58%. Cooper was a significant outlier that when it
7 was removed from the analysis heterogeneity was reduced to 0% but there was no real
8 justification for removing or separating this study based on risk of bias or a difference in

9 comorbidities, duration or severity of iliness. In the absence of an explanation, random

10 effects were presented

11 Figure 195:

Vomiting with random effects for adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
17.5.1 Young people
Le Grange 2007 1445 277 34 1041 218 34 0.0% 017 [0.30, 0.64]
Subtotal (95% CI) 0 0 Not estimable
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Test for overall effect: Mot applicable
17.5.2 Adults
Cooper! 995 43 71 14 234 258 13 24.8% -1.00 [-1.80,-0.19] =
Fairburn 1993 2 1 20 2.4 2.TH 17 31.2% -0.20 [-0.84, 0.45]
Fairburn 2015 19 388 49 19 388 49 44.0% 0.00 [F0.40, 0.40] E
Subtotal {95% CI) 83 79 100.0% -0.31[-0.84,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Tau*=013; Chi*=4.71,df= 2 (P = 0.09); "= 58%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.14 (P = 0.26)
Total (95% CI) 83 79 100.0% -0.31 [-0.84,0.22] q

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.13; Chi*=4.71, df=2 (P=0.09), *= 58% I 1 1 !

] -10 -5 1} 5 10
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 {P = 0.26) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

12
13

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
59



—

w

(@]

~

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Figure 196:

Laxative use

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2015 22 449 48 23 6.9 49 100.0% -0.02 [-0.42,0.37]
Total (95% CI) 49 49 100.0% -0.02 [-0.42, 0.37]
Heterogeneitye Mot applicable I 1 1 t {
) -10 -5 i g 10
Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (F=0.91) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
Figure 197: Symptom check-list (SCL-90-R)
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 0.4 0.6 G4 0.4a 0.6 B4 F7.E% 0.00[-0.35, 0.35]
Fairburn 18583 046 0125 20 0.44 01z 17 22.3% 0.08 [-0.57,0.73]
Total (95% CI) 85 81 100.0% 0.02 [-0.29,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.05, df=1 {F = 0.83); F= 0% l { 1 } |
) -10 -5 i g 10
Testfor overall effect: Z=011 (P=0.41) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 198: Quality of life
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 435 144 14 427 128 12 A0.0% 006 [F0.71, 0.83]
Mitchell 2008 536 4.3 13 554 5.3 13 A0.0% -0.23[-1.00, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 27 25 100.0% -0.09 [-0.63, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0,27, df=1 (P = 0.61% F= 0% 5_1 p 55 T é 10:
Testfor overall effect Z=0.31 (P = 0.76) Favaurs Other Favours CBT-ED
Figure 199: Depression in young people and adults
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.9.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 11.6 103 34 126 121 34 146% -0.09 [-0.56, 0.39] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 34 14.6% -0.09 [-0.56, 0.39] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=036 (P=0.72)
17.9.2 Adults
Cooper!9a5 a 9.4 14 13 10.8 13 56% -0.48 [-1.25,0.29] -7
Fairburn 1953 8.3 24973 20 7T 24 17 7.9% 0.22 [-0.43, 0.86] T
Fairburn 2014 124 121 49 126 10.8 49 21.1% -0.02 [-0.41,0.38] b
Fairburn1986 9.2 72 11 17.6 7 11 4.0% -1.14 [-2.05,-0.22] i
Mitchell 2008 9.1 9.3 25 a7 7.9 27 11.2% 0.0% [-0.50, 0.59] T
Thackwray 1933 7.2 7 g 19.3 12 15 3.9% -1.10[-2.03,-017] I
Thackwray 1993 7.2 7 2 9.6 2 16 4.5% -0.30 114, 0.55] -
Thiels 1988 11.4 105 24 10.2 9.9 23 101% 0.12 [-0.46, 0.69] e
Wonderlich 2014 R 9.3 40 104 11.8 40 17.2% -0.14 [-0.58, 0.30] -
Subtotal {95% Cl) 199 211 85.4% -0.14 [-0.34, 0.05] 4
Heterogeneity: Chif=12.33, df=8{P=0.14); F=35%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.43{(F=015)
Total (95% CI) 233 245 100.0% -0.14 [-0.32, 0.05] 4
Heterogeneity, Chif=12.37, df=9(P=0.18);, F=27T% T = B : 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=146{(F=014)
Testfar subaroup differences: Chi*=0.04, df=1 {F=083), F=0%
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1 Figure 200: EDE-total

CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.18.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 19 1.4 34 1.4 1.2 34 17.48% 0.38 [-0.10, 0.86] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 34 17.9% 0.38 [-0.10, 0.86] »

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=1.55(F=012)

17.18.2 Adults

Agras 2000 14 11 65 1.6 1 64 34.4% -0.19[-0.53, 0.16] L
Fairburn 2014 151 1.2 49 1.83 1.28 49 26.1% -0.26 [-0.65, 0.14] -
Wanderlich 2014 18 1 40 1.6 1.1 40 21.4% 0.19 [-0.25, 0.63] ™
Subtotal (95% CI) 154 153 B21% -0.11 [-0.34, 0.11]

Heterogeneity, ChiF= 2.4, df = 2 (P = 0.28); F= 20%
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.98 (F = 0.33)

Total (95% CI) 188 187 100.0% -0.02[-0.23,0.18] L

Heterogeneity Chi®= 5.79, df= 3P =0.12); = 48%
Testfor overall effect =023 (F=082)
2 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 3.30, df=1 (P = 0.07), F= 69.7%

10 5 0 5
Favours CBT-ED Favours Control

3 Figure 201: EDE-dietary restraint in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
17.23.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 19 16 34 1.3 15 34 34.8% 0.38 [0.10, 0.86]
Subtotal {95% CI) 34 34 34.8% 0.38 [-0.10, 0.86]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=156 (F=012)

17.23.2 Adults

Cooper 985 1T 1.1 14 1.6 1.5 13 13.7% -0.45[-1.21,0.32]
Mitchell 2008 16 1.5 28 1.8 1.5 27 27.0% -0.13 [-0.68, 0.41]
Thiels 1988 1.56 1.8 24 1.46 1.27 23 24.4% 0.06 [-0.51, 0.63]
Subtotal (95% CI) 63 63 652% -0.12 [-0.47, 0.23]

Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.08, df= 2 {P=0.58); F=0%
Test for averall effect Z= 068 (F=0.49)

Total (95% CI) 97 97 100.0% 0.05 [-0.23, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.88, df= 3 (P = 0.28), P=23% =-1D I5 ] %
Testfor overall effect Z=0.36(F=0.72) Favours CET-ED  Favours control

4 Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 2.78, df= 1 (P = 0.08), F= 64.2%

5 Figure 202: EDE-shape concern in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.20.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 27 18 34 17 15 34 34.4% 0.58[0.09,1.06] L3
Subtotal {95% CI) 34 34 34.4% 0.58 [0.09, 1.06] L3

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 233 {F=0.02)

17.20.2 Adults

Cooper! 9845 26 14 14 31 1.4 13 140% -0.35 111, 0.43] -

Mitchell 2008 18 12 il 21 16 27OV I% -0.21 [0.75,0.34] -

Thiels 1988 232 1.68 24 1.68 1.43 23 243% 040018, 0.99] =

Subtotal (95% CI) 63 63 65.6% -0.01 [-0.36, 0.34] ¢
Heterogeneity: Chi*=3.21, df= 2 (P =020} F=38%

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.06 (P = 0.95)

Total (95% CI) LT 97 100.0% 0.19 [-0.09, 0.48] »
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 6.91, df= 3 (P= 0.07) F= 57% 5_1 p 55 : é
Testfor overall effect Z=1.32 (F=0.19) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

6 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 370, df=1 (P =0.09), F=73.0%
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1 Figure 203:

EDE-weight concern in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
17.21.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2007 23 15 34 1.6 15 34 34.48% 0.46 [0.02, 0.54]
Subtotal {95% CI) 34 34 34.5% 0.46 [-0.02, 0.94]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.88 (P = 0.06)
17.21.2 Adults
Cooper! 995 23 13 14 2.4 1.6 13 141% -0.07 [-0.82, 0.689]
Mitchell 2008 18 12 25 2.1 158 27 26.9% -0.22 [[0.76, 0.33]
Thiels 1988 1.82 1.57 24 1.83 1.57 23 2445% 006 [F0.52, 0.63]
Subtotal (95% CI) 63 63 65.5% -0.08 [-0.43,0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 046, df= 2 (P=079) F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 046 (P = 0.64)
Total (95% CI) a7 97 100.0% 0.11 [-0.18, 0.39]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.66, df= 3 (P = 0.30%; F= 18% 5_1 p 55 : é 10:
Testforoverall effect Z=0.73 (P =047) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
2 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 320, df=1 (P =0.07), F=68.7%
3 Figure 204: EDE-eating concern
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 0E 1 25 0.4 1.3 27 100.0% -0.25[-0.80, 0.29]
Total (95% CI) 25 27 100.0% -0.25 [-0.80, 0.29]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicakle 5_1 2 55 3 % ‘IDI
4 Test for overall effect: Z=0.81 (F = 0.36) Favours CBT-ED Favours contral
5 Figure 205: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Thackwray 1953 29 4 a 33 3 16 53.0% -0.12[-0.86,0.73]
Thackwray 1953 29 4 a 7.8 53 18 47.0% -0.87 [-1.77,0.03]
Total (95% CI) 16 31 100.0% -0.47 [1.09, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.43, df=1 (P=10.233; F= 30% I ! 1 1 |
) -10 -5 i} ] 10
6 Testfor overall effect Z=1 49 (F=014) Favaurs CBT-ED Favours Other
7 Figure 206: Global clinical score
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn1 386 25 1.8 11 49 36 11 100.0% -0.81 [-1.69, 0.07]
Total (95% CI) 1 11 100.0% -0.81 [-1.69, 0.07] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p é P
8 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.81 (P=0.07) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
9 Figure 207: General psychopathology
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper1 935 83 85 14 12.4 8.9 13 654% -0.46[-1.22,0.31]
Fairburn1986 48 43 11 11.2 15.4 11 44.6% -0.54 [-1.40,0.31]
Total (95% CI) 25 24 100.0% -0.50 [1.07, 0.07]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.02, df=1 (P = 0.88); "= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % P
10 Testfor overall effect Z=1.70 (P = 0.09) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
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Figure 208: Remission in young people and adults

CBT-ED Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total VWeight WM-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
17.26.1 Adolescents
Le Grange 2015 13 58 14 82 19.2% 0.83[0.43, 1.60] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 58 52 19.2%  0.83[0.43, 1.60] e
Total events 13 14
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=0.55 (P =0.58)
17.26.2 Adults
Agras 2000 34 110 21 110 27.3% 1.62[1.01, 2.60] e —
Fairburn 1983 4 12 5 25 42% 1.67 [0.54, 5.11]
Fairburn 1983 5 13 11 25 98% 0.67 [0.39, 1.98] e E—
Fairburn 2015 18 65 16 G5 20.8% 1.13[0.63, 2.01] I
Mitchell 2008 19 66 14 G2 18.8% 1.27[0.70, 2.37] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 266 287 80.8%  1.32[1.00,1.76] Ll
Total events a0 67
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 216, df=4 (P=071); F=0%
Testfor overall effect. Z=1.95 (P =0.05)
Total (95% CI) 324 339 100.0%  1.23[0.95,1.59] .
Total events 93 a1
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.70, df= 5 (P = 0.59); F= 0% T s ) ey

Testfor averall effect Z=157 (P=012)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=1.63, df=1 (F= 020, F= 38.5%

Favours Other Favours CBT-E

5
D

Figure 209: Bulimic inventory test
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Thiels 1988 164 142 24 18.2 12.8 23 100.0% -0.21 [F0.78, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 24 23 100.0% -0.21 [0.78, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable =-1D 55 1 % 0
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.70 (F = 0.48) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
Figure 210: EDI-drive for thinness
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Thackwray 1993 83 7 g 10.8 G 19 80.2% -0.39 [1.26,0.47]
Thackwray 1993 83 7 g 44 4 16 49.8% 0.64 [-0.23,1.581]
Total (95% CI) 16 31 100.0% 0.12 [-0.50, 0.73]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.71, df= 1 (P = 0.103; F= 63% =-1D 55 2 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=038(F =070 Favours CBT-ED  Favours Cantrol
Figure 211: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 995 785 265 14 B9.3 3.6 13 100.0% -036 .12, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 14 13 100.0% -0.36 [1.12, 0.40]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable T * D p 0

Testfor overall effect: 7= 083 (P =035
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M.3.2.31 Interpersonal therapy versus any other intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated)
2 with bulimia nervosa at the end of treatment
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Figure 212: EDE-total
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 18 1 Gd 1.4 0.4 G5 H2.49% 0.42[0.07, 0.77]
Fairburn 2015 237 1.25 1] 1.67 1.2 58 471% 064027, 1.01] ]
Total (95% CI) 124 123 100.0% 0.52 [0.27,0.77] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.70, df=1 {P=0.40); F=0% qo + b L o

Testfor overall effect £=4.02 (P = 0.0001)

Favours IPT Favours Other

Figure 213: EDE-restraint
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 21 14 Gd 1.4 1.3 G5 45.2% 052016, 0.87] L
Fairburn 2015 246 1.61 1] 1.08 1.35 58 38.45% 0592054, 1.300 =
Fairburm159491 21 03 11 23 0.35 19  97% -0.58 [-1.34,0.17]
Fairburn1931 21 03 11 1.3 0.4 21 6.7% 211119, 3.07] I
Total (95% CI) 146 163 100.0% 0.67 [0.44, 0.91] +
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 2242, df=3 (P = 0.0001) F=37% T = P : 0

Testfor overall effect: Z= 548 {(F = 0.00001} Favours IPT Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=87%. One study by Fairburn 1991 carried a risk of bias for
a preference for CBT-ED over any other intervention (it was one of the “other interventions”.
However, removing this from the analysis did not explain the heterogeneity. Also, separating
it because it had a population with a lower duration of illness <5 years compared with the
other studies that had >5 years, did not explain it either. The studies all included a
population with comorbidities and the severity of illness could not be explored because of
different ways of reporting bingeing. In the absence of an explanation, the results were
presented as random effects.

Figure 214: EDE-restraint with random effects
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Agras 2000 21 14 G4 14 13 65 284% 0.52[0.16,0.87] =
Fairburn 2014 246 1.61 1] 1.08 1.39 a2 282% 0.92[0.54,1.30] *
Fairburn1991 21 03 11 23 0.35 19 228% -0.58[-1.34,017] —
Fairburn1991 21 03 11 1.3 04 21 2045% 2110119, 3.02] —_
Total (95% Cl) 146 163 100.0% 0.71 [-0.02,1.43] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.44; Chi*= 22.42, df= 3 (F = 0.0001}; F= 87% =_1 3 5 5 5 m’

Testfor overall effect Z=1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours IPT Favours Other

Figure 215: EDE-weight concern
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agrag 2000 19 14 G4 1.8 1.2 64 46.9% 0.08 [F0.27, 0.42]
Fairburn 2015 267 1.65 1] 2.09 1.67 58 42.3% 035002, 0.71]
Fairburn1991 24 0325 11 1.7 0075 21 31% 4.35([3.00,5.70] —
Fairburm1991 24 025 11 29 0.35 19  7.7% -1.53 [-2.38, -0.68] —
Total (95% CI) 146 163 100.0% 0.20 [-0.04, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=53.22, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 94% 0 = b 5 10

Test for overall effect Z=1.64 (P =010) Favours IPT Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=94%. One study by Fairburn 1991 carried a risk of bias for
a preference for CBT-ED over any other intervention. However, removing this from the
analysis did not explain the heterogeneity. Also, separating it because it had a population
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with a lower duration of illness <5 years compared with the other studies that had >5 years,
did not explain it either. The studies all included a population with comorbidities and the

severity of illness could not be explored because of different ways of reporting bingeing. In

the absence of an explanation, the results were presented as random effects.

Figure 216: EDE-weight concern with random effects

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Agras 2000 19 14 i} 18 1.2 65 27 6% 00302y, 047]
Fairburn 2014 267 1.65 a1 209 1.67 a8 2748% 035002, 0.71]
Fairburn1991 24 0324 11 1.7 0074 M 204% 4.35[3.00,570] e
Fairburn1991 24 024 11 29 0.34 19 2448% -1.483[-2.38,-0.68] -
Total (95% Cl) 146 163 100.0% 0.63 [-0.53,1.79]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.23; Chi*=53.22, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 94% l 1 T ] {
. -10 -5 1] a3 10
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.07 (P = 0.249) Favours IPT Favours Other

Figure 217: EDE-shape concern

IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agrag 2000 2.1 1.4 G4 2.1 1.3 65 45.5% 0.00[-0.35, 0.39]
Fairburn 2014 1.34 189 G0 1.59 1.43 A8 40.9% -0.37 [-0.74,-0.01]
Fairburn19a1 26 0275 11 33 0375 18 B.4% -1.88[-2.91,-1.07] I
Fairburn1981 26 0275 11 21 0275 21 7.2% 1.77[0.91, 2.64] -
Total {95% Cl) 146 163 100.0% -0.15[-0.38, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 36.54, df= 3 (P = 0.00001), F=92% f f T f |
o - -10 -5 0 g 10
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.27 (P=0.20) Favours IPT Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=92%. One study by Fairburn 1991 carried a risk of bias for
a preference for CBT-ED over any other intervention. However, removing this from the
analysis did not explain the heterogeneity. Also, separating it because it had a population
with a lower duration of iliness <5 years compared with the other studies that had >5 years,
did not explain it either. The studies all included a population with comorbidities and the
severity of illness could not be explored because of different ways of reporting bingeing. In
the absence of an explanation, the results were presented as random effects.

Figure 218: EDE-shape concern with random effects

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Agras 2000 2.1 14 B4 21 1.3 G5 27.5% 0.00 [-0.35, 0.35]
Fairbum 2015 1.34 183 60 198 143 A3 27T.4% -0.37 [-0.74,-0.01]
Fairburn1991 26 0275 11 21 0275 21 228% 1.77 (091, 2.64] -
Fairburn19a1 26 0275 11 330375 19 22.3% -1.99 [-2.91,-1.07] ——
Total (95% Cl) 146 163 100.0% -0.14 [-1.06, 0.78]
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.77; Chi*= 36.54, df = 3 (P < 0.00001); F= 92% 5_1 0 5 D 5 10’
Testfor averall effect Z=030(P=077) Favours IPFT Favours Other

Figure 219: EDE-eating concern

IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 11 141 54 [ 0.8 5 52E6% 0.41 [0.07, 0.76]
Fairburn 2015 183 1.4 g0 112 1.21 58 47.4% 0.54 017, 0.81] [ ]
Total (95% CI) 124 123 100.0% 0.47 [0.22, 0.73] ¢
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.23, df=1 (P = 0.63); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 3.66 (F = 0.0002) Favours IPT Favours Control
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1 Figure 220:

General clinical score

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn1 986 58 31 11 31 26 11 100.0% 0.94 [0.05, 1.83]
Total (95% Cl) " 11 100.0% 0.94 [0.05,1.83] 5
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 2 é 1D=
> Test far overall effect: Z=2.07 (P = 0.04) Favours IPT Favours Other
3 Figure 221: Symptom check-list
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 05 05 G4 0.5 0.4 65 T1.4% 0.00 [-0.35, 0.35]
Fairbiurn1a81 0.7 012 11 0.76 018 19 151% -0.36 F1.11, 0.39]
Fairtiurn1991 07 012 11 0.58 0.ov 21 1345% 1.19[0.40,1.99] —_
Total (95% CI) 86 105 100.0% 0.11 [-0.19, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 9.08, df= 2 (P = 0.01); F= 78% 1_1 0 ES p t 10:
4 Testfor averall effect Z=071 (P =0.47) Favours IPT Favours Control
5 Figure 222: Social adjustment score
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 2 0.4 f4 1.4 0.4 G5 B3.3% 0.26 010, 0.60]
Fairbiurn 1986 21 0& 11 1.4 03 11 106% 0.41 F0.44,1.25]
Fairbiurn 1991 3.2 0075 11 22 01 19 138% 0.00[0.74,0.74]
Fairburm1991 2.2 0075 11 21 0.1 21 125% 1.08 [0.27,1.83] -
Total (95% Cl) 97 116 100.0% 0.33 [0.06, 0.61]
Heterogeneity Chif= 4.32, df=3(P= 0230 F=31% :-10 55 5 é 10:
6 Testfor averall effect: 2= 236 (P =002} Favours IPT Favours Control
7 Figure 223: Purges
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI| IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 18 1 64 1.4 0.8 G5 100.0% 0.42[0.07, 0.77]
Total (95% CI) 64 65 100.0% 0.42 [0.07, 0.77]
Heterogeneity, Mat applicable 5_1 2 55 ? % 1D=
8 Test for overall effect 7= 235 (P =002 Favours IPT Favours Contral
9 Figure 224: Vomiting
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburm 2015 31 8.7 58 22 3re 58 TEO% 0.20 017, 0.56]
Fairbiurn1991 5.4 3325 11 08 0725 19 11.3% 216 [1.22,3.11] I
Fairburn1391 5.4 3325 11 1.8 0.65 21 127% 1.96 [1.07, 2.89] —
Total (95% CI) 80 98 100.0% 0.64 [0.33, 0.96] +
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 23.98, df= 2 {F = 0.00001}; F=92% =-1D 55 5 % 1E|=

Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.96 (F = 0.0001}

10
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1 Figure 225: Binges
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2015 38 B33 58 25 431 58 BY.5% 0.24 [-0.13, 0.60]
Fairburn1991 1.8 04975 11 0.6 5.2 M 16.8% 0.27 [-0.46,1.01]
Fairburn19a1 1.8 0475 11 1.3 n.s 18 157% 0.56 [-0.20,1.32]
Total (95% CI) 80 98 100.0% 0.29 [-0.01, 0.60]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=0.57, df=2 (P =0.79), F= 0% =-1D 55 3 % 1E|=
> Testfor overall effect: Z2=1.93 (P =0.05) Favours IPT Favours Contral
3 Figure 226: Depression
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2015 14 123 60 11.8 11 58 GH1.5% 019 [017, 0.55]
Fairburn1986 167 8.4 11 114 59 11 10.7% 069 [018, 1.55]
Fairburm159491 126 245 11 136 24975 19 14.3% -0.38[1.13,0.37]
Fairburn1991 1245 245 11 1041 2.4 21 13.45% 0.897[0.20,1.74] —
Total (95% CI) a3 109 100.0% 0.26 [-0.02, 0.55]
Heterogeneity; Chi*=7.18, df= 3 (P = 0.07); F= 58% 5_1 2 55 3 é 105
4 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.83 (P =0.07) Favours IPT Favours contral
5 Figure 227: Laxative use
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2015 13 2.7 58 26 4.8 58 100.0% -0.37 [[0.73, 0.00]
Total (95% CI) 58 58 100.0% -0.37 [-0.73, 0.00]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble =-1D IS D % 1D=
Testfor averall effect £=1.96 (P = 0.05) Favours IPT Favours contral
6
7 Figure 228: Remission
IPT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 8 10 34 110 498% 0.23[011,047] — R ——
Fairburn 1993 3 13 9 25 8.8% 0.64 [0.21,1.97]
Fairburn 1993 3 12 ih! 25 10.21% 0.567[019,1.67] -
Fairburn 2015 ¥ 65 22 G5 31.3% 0.32[0.15, 0.69] e E—
Total (95% CI) 200 225 100.0% 0.33 [0.21, 0.50] e
Total events pal i
Heterogeneity: Chi®=3.35, df=3 (F=0.34); F=10% TR 05 1 : 0

Test for averall effect: £=5.06 {F = 0.00001)

8

Favours Other Favours IPT

M.3.2.49 Interpersonal therapy versus any other intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated)

10 with bulimia nervosa at follow-up

11 Figure 229: EDE-total
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 16 1 G4 1.4 1.1 G5  A6.9% 019 [F016, 053]
Fairburn 2015 1.71 1.53 49 1.32 1.53 49 431% 0.25[0.14, 0.65]
Total (95% CI) 113 114 100.0% 0.22 [-0.04, 0.48]
Heterageneity: Chi®= 0.06, df=1 {P=0.81), F=0% 0 = b z 0

Testforoverall effect Z=163 (P =010

12
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1 Figure 230: EDE-restraint
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agrag 2000 1.8 1.4 G4 1.4 1.8 65 49.3% 0.27 [-0.07, 0.62]
Fairburn 1933 1.7 0425 17 1.3 0625 20 13.2% 0.72[0.05,1.39]
Fairburn 2014 1.71  1.53 49 1.32 1.53 48 37.5% 0.25[-0.14, 0.65]
Total (95% CI) 130 134 100.0% 0.33 [0.08, 0.57]
Heterogeneity, Chif=1.85, df= 2 (P = 0.46); F= 0% =-1D 55 1 ! 1E|=
2 Testfor overall effect: Z= 262 (P = 0.009) Favours IPT Favours Other
3 Figure 231: EDE-weight concern
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 1.9 1.3 64 1.8 1.3 65 49.0% 0.08 [-0.27,0.42]
Fairburn 19593 1.8 0325 17 1.8 0325 20 14.0% 0.00[-0.65, 0.65]
Fairburn 2014 2.08 16 49 1.78 1.41 48 371% 0.20[-0.20, 0.59]
Total (95% CI) 130 134 100.0% 0.11 [-0.13, 0.35]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.33, df= 2 (P = 0.85); F= 0% =-1D 55 1 ! 1E|=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 090 (P = 0.37) Favours IPT Favours Other
4
5 Figure 232: EDE-shape concern
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 2 14 Gd 18 1.4 G5 49.4% 0.07 [0.27, 0.42]
Fairburn 1993 1.7 035 17 18 0275 20 13.3% -0.63[-1.29, 0.04]
Fairburn 2015 23 1487 49 1.98 1.48 49 37.3% 0.21 F019, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 130 134 100.0% 0.03 [-0.21,0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.60, df= 2 (P= 0100, F= 57% 5_1 2 55 2 é 1D=
6 Testforoverall effect Z=023{F =082 Favours IPT Favours Other
7 Figure 233: EDE-eating concern
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Adras 2000 049 1 G4 0.8 1.2 G5 A7.0% 0.09 [0.26, 0.44]
Fairburn 2015 1.24 1.23 49 0.97 1.09 49 43.0% 0.23F0A7, 0.63]
Total (95% CI) 113 114 100.0% 0.15[-0.11, 0.41]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.27, df=1 (P = 0.60Y; F= 0% 5_1 2 55 2 é 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect: =113 {F = 0.2A) Favours IPT Favours Other
9 Figure 234: General clinical score
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn1 386 49 36 11 2.8 1.8 11 100.0% 0.81 F0.07, 1.69]
Total (95% CI) 1 11 100.0% 0.81 [-0.07, 1.69]
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable T £ o L e
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.81 (P=0.07) Favours IPT Favours Other
10
11 Figure 235: Symptom check-list
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Adras 2000 08 0B G4 04s 0.6 G5 T7.8% 0.00[0.35, 0.359]
Fairburn 1993 045 012 17 046 0125 20 22.2% -0.08 [[0.73,0.57]
Total (95% CI) a1 85 100.0% -0.02 [-0.32,0.29]
Heterageneity: Chi®=0.05, df=1 (P =083, F=0% T + : t 0

Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (F=0.81)

12
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Figure 236:

Social adjustment score

IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 149 05 G4 1.8 0.5 G5 EHBT% 0.20 [F0.15, 0.54]
Fairburn 19583 2041 17 2 0135 20 18.7% 0.00 [-0.65, 0.64]
Fairburn14986 21 0B 11 19 0.5 11 11.6% 0.358 [F0.50,1.19]
Total (95% CI) 92 96 100.0% 0.18 [-0.11, 0.46]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 046, df= 2 (P =0.79), F=0% 1 1 }
) -10 -5 a g 10
Test for averall effect Z=1.21 (F=0.23) Favours IPT Favours Other
Figure 237: Purges
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2000 T 275 64 3 14.4 G5 100.0% 018016, 0.53]
Total (95% CI) 64 65 100.0% 0.18 [-0.16, 0.53]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o 55 D :ij 0
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.03 (P =0.30) avours IPT Favours Other
Figure 238: Vomiting
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 1993 24 276 17 2 1 20 27.2% 0.20[0.45, 0.84]
Fairburn 2015 19 38.8 49 19 388 49 T2.8% 0.00 [0.40, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 66 69 100.0% 0.05 [-0.28, 0.39]
Heterogeneity; Chi*= 0.25, df=1 (P = 0.61); F= 0% 1 1 !
L - -10 -5 i} g 10
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.31 (P = 0.74) Favours IPT Favours Other
Figure 239: Binges
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2015 20 408 49 19 38.8 49 100.0% 0.02 037, 0.42]
Total (95% CI) 49 49  100.0% 0.02 [-0.37,0.42]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o 55 D % 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 012 {F=0.90) avours IPT Favours Other
Figure 240: Depression
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 1993 7TO24 17 83 2875 200 23.9% -0.22 [[0.86, 0.43]
Fairburn 2015 126 108 49 124 121 49  B4.1% 0.02 [0.38, 0.41]
Fairburn1986 176 7 11 9.2 T2 11 12.0% 1.14[0.22, 2.09] —
Total (95% CI) 77 80 100.0% 0.10 [-0.22, 0.41]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=6.02, df= 2 (F=0.08) F=A7% T = P L 0

Testfor overall effect: Z= 060 {F = 0.55)

Favours IPT Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=67%. Fairburn 1986 was an outlier and appeared to

explain the heterogeneity but the population was not remarkably different to the other studies

nor did it carry a higher risk of bias to justify its exclusion in a sensitivity analysis. Subgroup

analysis based on number of duration was not possible because either the data was not

available, nor severity of illness because the units of measure were different and
comorbidities because all populations had a comorbidity to some degree. Since
heterogeneity could not be explained random effects were used.
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1 Figure 241: Depression random effects
IPT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Fairburn 1893 7724 17 a3 32874 N 331% -0.22[-0.86,0.43]
Fairburn 2014 126 108 44 124 121 49 424% 002 [-0.38, 0.41]
Fairburn1 986 176 7 11 932 72 11 24 6% 1.14[0.22, 2.08] —=
Total (95% Cl) 77 20 100.0% 0.22 [-0.41, 0.85]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.20; Chi=6.02, df= 2 (P = 0.08); F=67% F 1 T t {
. -10 -8 1] a3 10
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.67 {F = 0.50) avours IPT Favours Other

4 Figure 242: Laxative use

IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2014 23 4689 44 22 449 49 100.0% 002 [-0.37,0.42]
Total (95% Cl) 49 49 100.0% 0.02 [-0.37, 0.42]
Heterogeneity: Nutappllcable o £ D 5 o
Testfor overall effect: Z=011 (P = 0813 Favours IPT Favours Other
5 v v
6 Figure 243: Remission
IPT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total VWeight WM-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
Agras 2000 21 110 34 110 55.4% 0.62[0.38, 0.99] —l—
Fairburn 1993 g 13 ] 25 100% 1.07 [0.45 2.57] ]
Fairburn 1993 4 12 ] 25 5.3% 2800095 6.57] 7
Fairburn 2015 16 65 18 G5 29.3% 0.88[0.50,1.549] —
Total {95% CI) 200 225 100.0% 0.84 [0.61, 1.15] e =
Total events 43 [al3]
Heterogeneity: Chi = 682, df =3 (P=008) F=56% IIJ.1 sz DTS ﬁ é 1DI
Testfor overall effect. Z=1.08 (P=0.28) Favours Other Favours IPT
7 v v

8 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=67%. No study showed a particularly high risk of bias. All

9 studies included people with comorbidities and severity of illness was difficult to separate out
10 because of different units of measure. Separating the data based on duration of illness may
11 explain the heterogeneity. Suggesting those who have a shorter duration of illness may be
12 more responsive to interpersonal therapy.

13 Figure 244: Remission — subgroup analysis based on duration of iliness

IPT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
14.16.1 Duration of illness <5 years
Fairburn 1993 ] 13 q 25 100% 1.07 [0.45 2.53] ]
Fairburn 1993 3 12 ] 25 A.3% 24800095 B6.57] 7
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25 50  15.3% 1.56 [0.83, 2.93] <ol
Total events (A 14

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.65, df=1 (P=020); F=39%
Testfor overall effect. Z=1.39{P=017)

14.16.2 Duration of iliness >5 years

Agras 2000 21 10 34 110 554% 0.62[0.38, 0.949] —il—
Fairburn 2015 16 65 18 G5 29.3% 0.88[0.50,1.549] L
Subtotal (95% Cl) 175 175 84.7% 0.71 [0.49, 1.03] -
Total events a7 a2

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 091, df=1 (P=034); F=0%
Testfor overall effect. Z=1.82 (P=0.07)

Total (95% CI) 200 225 100.0% 0.84 [0.61, 1.15] -

Total events LE] 66

Heterogeneity: Chi : 6.82, df=3 (P =008); F=56% TR o= 1 : 0
Test for averall effect: Z=1.08 (F=0.28) Favours Other Favours IPT

14  Testfor subaroup difierences: Chi*= 4.47, df=1(P=0.03), F= 77.7%
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M.3.2.51 Integrative cognitive-affective therapy (ICAT) versus any other intervention in adults
2 with bulimia nervosa at the end of treatment

3 Figure 245: EDE-total
ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Wanderlich 2014 1.7 09 40 1.8 049 40 100.0% -0.11 [-0.55, 0.33]
Total {95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.11 [-0.55, 0.33]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 2 é 0
Testforoverall effect Z=049 (P = 0.62) Favours ICAT Favours Other
5 Figure 246: Purges
ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wonderlich 2014 83 208 40 T4 11.48 40 100.0% 0.05[-0.39, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% 0.05 [-0.39, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 D :ij 0
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.24 (P =081 Favaurs ICAT Favours Other
7 Figure 247: Binges
ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wonderlich 2014 61 148 40 a3 9.1 40 100.0% 0.06 [-0.37, 0.50]
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% 0.06 [-0.37, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle =-1D 55 D % 0
Testfor averall effect Z=029{P=0.77) Favaurs ICAT Favours Other
9 Figure 248: Depression
ICAT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Waonderlich 2014 86 & 40 8.3 5.8 40 100.0% -0.08 [-0.52, 0.36]
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.08 [-0.52, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 I5 3 :IS 1D=
Testforoverall effect Z=035{F =073} Favaurs ICAT Favours Other
10
M.3.2.61 Integrative cognitive-affective therapy (ICAT) versus any other intervention in adults
12 with bulimia nervosa at follow-up
13 Figure 249: EDE-total
ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Waonderlich 2014 1.6 1.1 40 1.8 1 40 100.0% -0.18 0,63, 0.29]
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.19 [-0.63, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.84 (P = 0.40) Favours ICAT Favours Other
14
15 Figure 250: Purges
ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wanderlich 2014 86 159 40 101 16.3 40 100.0% -0.09[-0.53, 0.35]
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.09 [-0.53, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1U 55 3 % 1U=
Test for overall effect: Z=0.41 (P = 0.68) Favaurs ICAT Favours Other
16
17 Figure 251: Binges
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1

ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Wonderlich 2014 56 9.2 a0 8.4 137 40 100.0% -0.25 069, 0.149]
Total (95% Cl) 40 40 100.0% -0.25 [-0.69, 0.19]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 é 105
Testforoverall effect Z=110{F = 0.27) Favours ICAT Favours Other
2 Figure 252: Depression
ICAT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wionderlich 2014 104 115 40 a8 9.3 40 100.0% 014 [-0.30,0.58]
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% 0.14 [-0.30, 0.58]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable T *+ D : o

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.63 (F=0.593)

3
4

Favours ICAT Favours Other

M.3.2.75 CBT-ED versus another CBT-ED (2) intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at the
6 end of treatment

7 Figure 253:

Symptom check-list

CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 1.03 067 GO 1.08 0.75 G0 42.0% -0.07 [-0.43, 0.29]
Fairburn 2009 1 083 77087 08 72 81.9% 016 [-0.16, 0.48]
Wilson1991 0.44 008 11 047 0.54 11 6.1% -1.32[2.26,-0.38] -
Total (95% CI) 148 143 100.0% -0.03 [-0.26, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 8.61, df=2 (P =0.01) F=77% f } T f |
. -10 -5 a ] 10
8 Test for overall effect Z=0.23 (F =082 Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
9 Figure 254: Depression
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2} Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I\, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1333 26 31 3T 149 3} 38 23.3% -0.48 [-0.95,-0.01]
Chen 2003 15837 11.91 60 1433 10.36 60 40.0% 0.09 [-0.27, 0.45]
Ghaderi 2006 1141 a8 24 7 58 26 16.0% 0.55[-0.02,1.11]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 583 534 22 842 BN 20 13.7% -0.37 [0.89, 0.24]
Wilson1491 4.24 KR 11 a 6.9 11 6.9% -0.66 [F1.52, 0.20]
Total (95% CI) 154 152 100.0% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.14]
Heterogeneity: Chif=11.02, df=4 (P =0.03), F=64% =-1D 1 1 t 1D=

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.F73 (F=0.47)

10

11
12
13
14

15 Figure 255:

-5 ]
Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)

Depression subgroup analysis based on severity of iliness
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Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=64%. No study showed a risk of bias to justify exclusion in
a sensitivity analysis. Duration of illness and comorbidities were not always reported.
However, the heterogeneity may be explained by the severity of illness defined by the
number of binges per month being on average less than 18 versus more than 18.
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CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
18.3.1 Number of binges per month <18
Ghaderi 2006 11.1 a8 24 7 5.8 26 16.0% 0.85[-0.02,1.11] M
Subtotal {95% CI) 24 26 16.0% 0.55 [-0.02, 1.11] >
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.849 (F = 0.06)
18.3.2 Number of binges per month >18
Bulik1358 26 31 37 44 5] 35 23.3% -0.48 [-0.85,-0.01] -
Chen 2003 1537 1.9 G0 1433 10.36 G0 40.0% 0.08 [-0.27,0.45] L
Thomsoh-Brewer 2016 583 534 22 842 BN 20 13.7% -0.37 [F0.85, 0.24] -
Wilson1991 4.24 35 11 a 6.9 11 6.9% -0.66 [1.52, 0.20] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 130 126 84.0% -0.20 [-0.45, 0.04] L
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 634, df=3 (F=0.18); F= 44%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.62 (F=0.10)
Total (95% CI) 154 152 100.0% -0.08 [-0.31, 0.14] ¢
Heterogeneity: Chi*=11.02, df=4 (P = 0.03); F= 64% =-1D 55 P é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.73 (P = 0.47) Favours CET-ED Favour GET-ED (2)
1 Testfor subaroun differences: Chif= 5.68, df=1 (P =0.02), F=82.4%
2 Figure 256: Social adjustment score
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 1.3 0.48 G0 1.4 0.71 G0 B4.8% -016[-0.52,0.19]
Wilson1 391 1.8 0.41 11 2 0.46 11 15.2% -0.44 [-1.25, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 71 71 100.0% -0.21 [-0.54, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.35, df=1 (P=0.55); F= 0% f } T } |
. -10 -5 a g 10
3 Test for averall effect Z=1.22 (P=022) Favours CBT-ED Favour CET-ED (2)
4 Figure 257: Bingeing
CBT-ED CBT-ED {2} Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1958 1.3 2.4 ar 1.8 4.1 35 25.5% -0.18 FO.61,0.31]
Chen 2003 T.TT 1288 B0 1057 17.84 B0 42.4% -0.18 [-0.54,018]
Ghaderi 2006 0.6 1.7 24 1.4 23 26 17.3% -0.44 [-1.00,013]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 8 1845 22 855 24M 20 14.8% -0.07 [-0.68, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 143 141 100.0% -0.20 [-0.43, 0.03]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 091, df=3 (P=0.82);, F= 0% I_1 5 I5 ; % 1D:
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.67 (P = 0.09) Favours CET-ED Favour GET-ED (2)
6 Figure 258: Vomiting
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bulik1993 1.9 445 a7 24 48 33 59.0% =011 [-0.97, 0.39]
Ghaderi 2006 25 7 24 29 a7y 26 41.0% -0.07 [-0.62, 0.49]
Total (95% Cl) 61 61 100.0% -0.09 [-0.45, 0.26]
Heterogeneity, Chi=0.01, df=1 (P=0.91) F= 0% I f T f |
) -10 -5 1} ] 10
7 Test for overall effect: £= 0.50 (F = 0.61) Favours CBT-ED  Favour CBT-ED (2)
8 Figure 259: Laxative use
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik19498 01 05 7 na 2.4 35 100.0% -0.23 [-0.70, 0.23]
Total (95% CI) 37 35 100.0% -0.23[-0.70,0.23]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 p 55 ] % 1E|=
9 Testfor overall effect: £=0.98 (P =0.33) Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
10 Figure 260: Purging
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1938 2 445 ar 2.8 52 35 B3.1% -0.16 F0.63, 0.30]
Thomsoh-Brewer 2016 8.24 18.46 22 .8 2511 20 36.9% -0.03 F0.63, 0.58]
Total (95% CI) 59 55 100.0% -0.11 [-0.48, 0.26]
Heterogeneity ChF=013, df=1 (F=072);,F=0% 5_1 0 % p % 1D=
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.60 (P = 0.55)

11

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

73

Favours CBT-ED  Favour CBT-ED (2)



1

w

(@]

~

©

10
11

12

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Figure 261: Remission
CET-ED CBT-ED (2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bulik1 993 24 ar 15 I\ M2% 1.51 [0.96, 2.37] T
Fairburn 2009 brls] T it oM % 0.84 [0.85,1.28] ——
Ghaderi 2008 22 24 18 26 238% 1.32[1.00,1.76] &
Thomson-Brewer 2016 1 25 10 25 138% 1.10([0.87, 2.11] D
Total {(95% CI) 163 158 100.0%  1.13[0.91,1.41] B
Total events a3 T2
o - — - SR - ! J J 1 1 ]
1I—_hatn:;ljgennaltgrl.l C;I ;;ﬁ ?T'E—PBEPD—EEIEJQ),I =3r% — o= 3 L .
estior overall effect £=1.12 (F = 0.26) Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
Figure 262: EDI-drive for thinness
CET-ED CET-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1993 93 B ar 85 &2 35 100.0% 0.14 [-0.32, 0.60]
Total (95% CI) 3T 35 100.0% 0.14 [-0.32, 0.60]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 n 55 1 é 1E|=
Test for averall effect: 2= 0.60 (P = 0.59) Favours CBT-ED  Favour GET-ED (2)
Figure 263: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik:1 998 148 3 ar 16 24 34 59.0% -0.03 [-0.90, 0.43]
Ghaderi 2006 1.2 16 24 12 118 26 41.0% 0.00[-0.95, 0.59]
Total (95% CI) 61 61 100.0% 0,02 [0.37, 0.34]
Heterogeneity Chi=0.01, df=1 (P=0.93) F=0% =_1 0 % D :53 1D=
Test for overall effect: Z=0.11 (P = 0.91) Favours CBT-ED Favour CET-ED (2)
Figure 264: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bulik1998 108 849 v 121 8z 35 58.2% -014 06T, 0.31]
Ghaderi 2008 133 TH 4 112 84 X6 408% 0.26 [-0.30, 0.81]
Total {95% Cl) 61 61 100.0% 0.02 [-0.34, 0.37]
Heterogeneity, Chif=1.22, df= 1 (P=0.27) F=18% =-1D 55 3 é 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 009 (F =093 Favours CBT-ED Favour CET-ED (2)
Figure 265: EDI-total
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 373 204 6O 3497 1.68 B0 37.7% -0.13[-0.49, 0.23]
Fairburn 20049 1.82 1.32 77O1TE 1.33 72 46.8% 0.05[-0.28 0.37]
Ghaderi 2006 a7 32 24 49 3 26 15.6% 0.25[-0.30,0.81]
Total (95% CI) 161 158 100.0% 0.01 [-0.21, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.35, df= 2 (P=0.51); F= 0% =-1D Es 1 % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=0.11 (F = 0.91) Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
Figure 266: EDE-total
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 373 205 60 397 1.68 G0 332% -013[-0.459 0.23)]
Fairburn 20049 1.82 1.32 7176 1.33 T2 41.3% 0.05 [-0.28, 0.37]
Ghaderi 2008 1.7 12 24 1.8 1.2 26 138% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.47]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 149 1.08 221495 1.35 200 11.6% -0.04 [-0.65, 0.56]
Total (95% CI) 183 178 100.0% -0.04 [-0.25, 0.17]

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.52, df =3 {P=091), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.38 (P =071
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Figure 267: Global function
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1992 728 47 ar ga 10 35 100.0% 036 0010, 0.83]
Total (95% CI) 37 35 100.0% 0.36 [-0.10, 0.83]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_m % 2 :lj 1D=
Testfor overall effect =152 (F=013) Favours CBT-ED (2) Favour CBT-ED
Figure 268: General psychiatric features
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2009 1 083 T7o087 08 72 100.0% 016 [-0.16, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 7 72 100.0% 0.16 [-0.16, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 % p :IS 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 097 (P =0.33) Favours CBT-ED  Favour CBT-ED (2)
Figure 269: Bulimic episodes
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2008 26 7 18 72 100.0% 1.35[0.81,2.24] ]
Total (95% CI) 77 72 100.0% 1.35[0.81,2.24] i
Total ewents 26 18
e T - 02 (TN SO N
Bstioroverall effect Z=1.16 (P = 0.25) Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
Figure 270: Vomiting episodes
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2008 28 7 24 72 100.0% 1.09[0.70,1.69]
Total (95% CI) 77 72 100.0%  1.09[0.70,1.69]
Total ewents 24 24
e ook -0 (TN T N
Bstioroverall efiect 2= 10.39 (F=0.70) Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
Figure 271: Purging
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2008 a0 7 24 72 100.0% 112[0.74,1.71]
Total (95% CI) 77 72 100.0% 1.12[0.74,1.71]
Total ewents 30 24
S (NI N B N T
Bstioroverall efiect 2= 0.53 (F = 0.55) Favours CBT-ED Favour CBT-ED (2)
Figure 272: Laxative misuse
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2008 ] 7 g 72 100.0% 1.058[0.43, 2.58]
Total (95% CI) T7 72 100.0%  1.05[0.43, 2.58]
Total ewents ] g
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 'D.1 DIE D'S 1- ﬁ :'5 1D'

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.11 (F=0.41)
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M.3.2.81 CBT-ED versus another CBT-ED (2) intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at

2 follow-up

3 Figure 273: Symptom check-list

CBT-ED CBT-ED{2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 111 0.71 60 1.01 075 60 44.6% 0.14[-0.22, 0.49]
Fairburn 2008 0.85 0.85 ¥F041 088 T2 854% 0.05[-0.28, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 137 132 100.0% 0.09 [-0.15, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 013, df=1(FP=071), F= 0% I—'ID =5 ? é 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect Z=0.71 (P =0.48) Favours CET-ED Favaurs CET-ED (2)
5 Figure 274: Depression
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2} 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulikiaag 3z 3 3T a7 55 35 254% -0.45 [F0.92, 002
Chen 2003 1687 1274 B0 1337 10.68 B0 431% 0.28 [-0.08, 0.64]
Ghaderi 2006 Fi] T3 24 9.3 97 26 18.0% -0.21 [-0.76, 0.35]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 8.44 11.85 21 G158 &Ty 17 135% 0.23 [-0.41,0.87]
Total {95% Cl) 142 138 100.0% 0.00 [-0.23, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 693, df= 3 (P =007 F=47% i_1 0 =5 T t 1U=
6 Test for overall effect: Z=0.01 (P = 0.99) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2)
7 Figure 275: Social adjustment score
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 1.35 0.53 G0 1.08 0E2 60 F0.A8% 0.47[0.10,0.83]
Ghaderi 2006 95 116 24 F39 163 26 2948% 039017, 099
Total (95% CI) 84 86 100.0% 0.44 [0.14, 0.75]
Heterogeneity, Chi*=0.05 df=1 (P =082, F= 0% 5_1 0 Iﬁ p % ‘IDI
8 Test for overall effect Z=2.84 {F = 0.004) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2)
9 Figure 276: Bingeing (dichotomous outcome)
CBT-ED CBT-ED {2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
Fairburn 2009 23 T 149 T2 1000% 1.13[0.68, 1.90]
Total (95% CI) ir 72 100.0% 1.13 [0.68, 1.90]
Total events 23 149
L B I | Il | 1
Heterogeneity; Natappllcable '0.1 052 IZITS 1- é é 10
10 Testfor overall effect 2= 047 (P = 0.64) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2)
11 Figure 277: Bingeing
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1393 1.7 0.3 ar 21 4.4 3E 257% -0.13 [-0.59, 0.33]
Chen 2003 10,47 1424 G0 96 1456 G0 43.0% 0.06 [-0.30,0.42]
Ghaderi 2006 1.3 24 24 1.4 23 26 17.9% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.47]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 5.58 1585 ha T4 1662 17 135% 0.07 [-0.57,0.71]
Total {95% Cl) 142 138 100.0% -0.01 [-0.25, 0.22]
Heterogeneity, Chi*=0.53, df= 3 (P =091}, F=0% i + : ; o

Test for overall effect: Z= 010 (F=0.82)

12

13 Figure 278:

Vomiting (dichotomous outcome)
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CBT-ED CBT-ED {2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Fairburn 2009 28 i 23 T2 1000% 1.18[0.76, 1.84]
Total (95% CI) T 72 100.0%  1.18 [0.76, 1.84]
Total events 28 23
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable -0.1 D!E DTS 1. ﬁ é 1D.
1 Testfor overall effect £= 073 (F = 0.47) Favours CET-ED Favours CET-ED (2)
2 Figure 279: Vomiting
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bulik1993 a1 a2 ar 3 4.9 3\ 3% 0.01 [-0.45 048]
Chen 2003 128 1786 85 112 2074 85 475% 0.08[-0.29 0.46]
Ghaderi 2006 68 202 24 ER| LR 26 M4% 025031, 081
Total (95% CI) 116 116 100.0% 0.10 [-0.16, 0.35]
Heterageneity, Chi®= 0.42, df= 2 (P = 0.813; I*F= 0% I_w 55 i % 1|:|=
Testfor overall effect: £=0.74 (P = 0.46) Favours CET-ED Favours CET-ED (2)
4 Figure 280: Laxative use
CBT-ED CBT-ED {2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Fairburn 20049 q T fi T2 1000% 1.401[0.53, 3.74]
Total (95% CI) i 72 100.0%  1.40[0.53, 3.74] ————
Total events g G
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable 'D.1 sz IZITS é é 1IZI'
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2}
6 Figure 281: Purging (dichotomous outcome)
CBT-ED CBT-ED {2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Fairburn 2009 K} i 24 T2 1000% 1.21[0.79,1.89] -
Total (95% CI) T 72 100.0%  1.21[0.79,1.85] -l
Total events il 24
Heterogeneity; Mot appllcahle -0.1 EITE EITS é é 1E|'
Testfor overall effect 2= 087 (F = 0.38) Favours CET-ED Favours CBT-ED (2)
8 Figure 282: Purging
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2} 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1 398 32 az ar 3z a 35 65.9% 0.00 [-0.46, 0.46]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 145 31.71 M T8 1654 17 341% 0.25 [-0.33, 0.89]
Total (95% Cl) 58 52 100.0% 0.09 [-0.29, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.39, df=1 (F=053);F=0% 5_1 p I5 T } 1D=
Test for overall effect: 2= 045 (P = 0.65) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2)
10 Figure 283: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik! 998 26 406 3T 31 48 35 59.4% -0.10[-0.87, 0.36]
Ghaderi 2006 09 186 24 16 21 26 406% -0.37 [F0.83,018]
Total {95% CI) 61 61 100.0% -0.21 [-0.57, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 0,50, di=1 (P = 0.48); F= 0% 5_1 P ES p é 1D=
1 1 Testfor overall effect £=116 (P = 0.29) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2}
12 Figure 284: EDI-body dissatisfaction
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CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik1993 122 8.4 7T 113 43 35 59.0% 0.10[-0.36, 0.56]
Ghaderi 2006 116 7.8 24 107 84 26 41.0% 0.11 [-0.45, 0.66]
Total (95% CI) 61 61 100.0% 0.10 [-0.25, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P = 0.98), F= 0% l 1 T } |
) -10 -5 0 ] 10
Testfor overall effect Z=047 (P =0.57) Favours CBT-ED Favours CBT-ED (2}
2 Figure 285: EDI-drive for thinness
CBT-ED CBT-ED(2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bulik13948 71 61 ar 55 549 35 100.0% 0.26 [-0.20, 0.73]
Total (95% CI) 37 35 100.0% 0.26 [-0.20, 0.73]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f } 1 } {
) -10 -5 1} i 10
Test for overall effect Z=1.11 (P =0.27) Favours CET-ED Favours GET-ED (2)
4 Figure 286: EDI-total
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 381 2.1 G0 374 1.494 G0 37.T7% 0.03 [-0.32, 0.39]
Fairburn 2009 1.97 1.38 T 186 1.44 T2 O4BT% 0.01 [-0.31, 0.33]
Ghaderi 2006 48 25 24 55 41 26 156% -0.20 [F0.786, 0.36]
Total (95% Cl) 161 158 100.0% -0.02 [-0.24, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.52 df=2 (P =0.77), F= 0% l 1 T t |
) -10 -5 i a 10
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.14 {F = 0.89) Favours CET-ED Favours CBT-ED (2)
6 Figure 287: EDE-total
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 20049 1.97 1.38 77146 1.44 R 0.01 [0.31,0.33]
Ghaderi 2006 1.7 1 24 23 18 26 20.8% -0.40 [-0.96, 0.16]
Thomson-Brewer 2016 1.76 1.34 21 1.94 1.51 17 15.89% -0.12[-0.76, 0.52]
Total (95% CI) 122 115 100.0% -0.10 [-0.35, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.54, df= 2 (P = 0.46); F= 0% I—'IU 55 i % 1D=
Test for overall effect: Z=0.76 (P = 0.45) Favours CBT-ED Favours CET-ED (2)
8 Figure 288: Global function
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bulik19498 736 111 ar  6B7.E 121 35 100.0% 0.51[0.04,0.98]
Total {95% CI) 37 35 100.0% 0.51 [0.04, 0.98]
Heterogeneity, Mat applicakle f 1 1 y |
-100 -40 a 50 100
Testfor overall effect Z= 213 (P =0.03) Favours CBT-ED (2) Favours CBT-ED
10 Figure 289: General psychiatric features
CBT-ED CBT-ED (2) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2009 0.95 0.85 77T 081 0488 72 100.0% 0.05 [0.28, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 7 72 100.0% 0.05[-0.28, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =-1D 55 b % 1D=
11 Testfor overall effect 2= 028 (F = 0.78) Favours CET-ED Favours GET-ED (2)
12 Figure 290: Remission

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

78



Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

CBT-ED CBT-ED {2) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% C|

Buliki a8 25 ar 15 35 514% 1.58[1.01, 2.48] —

Tharmsan-Brawer 2016 7 25 ¥ 25 238% 1.00[0.41, 2.43] —

Wilsan1991 7 11 ¥ 11 23.8% 1.00[0.53, 1.88] . E—

Total (95% Cl) 73 71 100.0%  1.30[0.93,1.83] -

Total events 38 29

Heterogeneity: Chif=1.73, df=2 (P= 0423 F=0% f f f f f {
1 Testfor overall effect Z=1.51 (F=0.13) 01 Fg.vzours CEI'DF;:?ED (2) Favourzs CEIT—EDE 1o

M.3.2.92 Behavioural therapy versus wait list controls in adults with bulimia nervosa at the end
3 of treatment

4 Figure 291: Bingeing

BT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1988 0g 2 30 37T 36 20 100.0% -1.1 1.72,-0.50]
Total (95% CI) 30 20 100.0% 1.1 [1.72, 0.50] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f I |

I
=10 -4 0 a 10

Testfor overall effect: Z= 3587 (P=0.0004) Favours BT Favours Waiting Llst

6 Figure 292: Depression
BT WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras1989 191 7.2 16 188 83 18 100.0% 0.04 [-0.64, 0.71]
Total (95% Cl) 16 18 100.0% 0.04 [-0.64, 0.71]
e e -0 LI T N
7 estfor overall effect 2= 0.11 (F = 0.91) Fawvours BT Favours Waiting List
8 Figure 293: Vomiting
BT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Freeman 14988 36 4.3 30 g r4 20 100.0% -0FE[1.34,-017]
Total (95% CI) 30 20 100.0% -0.76 [-1.34, -0.17] L 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle t 1 T }

1
-10 -4 0 ] 10
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.53 (P =0.01) Favours BT Favours Waiting List

10 Figure 294: Laxative use

BT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1988 0 05 o 135 282 20 100.0% -0.74 [F1.33,-0.16]
Total (95% CI) 30 20 100.0% -0.75[-1.33, -0.18] L 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I 1 1 1

1
-10 -4 ] il 10
11 Testfor overall effect £= 2.50 (F=0.01) Favours BT Favours Waiting List

M.3.2.102 Behavioural therapy versus another intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at the
13 end of treatment

14 Figure 295: Bingeing
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BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 995 74 138 13 45 7B 14 16.4% 0.25 [F0.50,1.01] -
Fairburn1991 13 08 10 18 04875 22 16.4% -0.83[1.29,0.23] -
Fairburm1991 13 08 11 0.6 5.2 21 17.7% 016 [F0.57, 0.89] -
Freeman 1988 06 2 15 0.8 15 30 24.6% -0.12[-0.74, 0.50] -
Freeman 1988 06 2 15 1.3 34 32 25.0% -0.23[-0.84, 0.39] .-
Total (95% CI) 64 119 100.0% -0.10 [-0.41,0.21] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.70, df= 4 (P = 0.61%; F= 0% =—1D ES p :53 1D=
Testforoverall effect Z=065(P=052) Favours BT Favours Other

Figure 296: Depression

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras1989 19.1 72 8 7 7T 17 11.0% 1.54 [0.58, 2.50] —
Agras1989 19.1 7.2 g 134 102 16 13.5% 0.58[-0.28,1.458] ™
Cooper!485 104 126 13 10.2 9.4 14 17.8% 0.02[-0.74,0.77] -
Fairburn1991 13.6 24975 10 1041 2.4 21 147% 1.32[0.48,2.19] -
Fairburn1991 136 24975 g 124 245 22 16.6% 0.41 [-0.37,1.19] T
Thackwray 1983 6.5 ] 8 16.1 1141 15 125% -0.88 [-1.78,0.02] —
Thackwray 1993 6.5 g g 10.8 12 16 13.9% -0.37 [1.23,0.48] T
Total (95% Cl) 64 121 100.0% 0.35 [0.03, 0.67] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 22.02, df=6 (P = 0.001); F=73% :—10 15 b % 10:

Testfor averall effect Z= 216 (P =0.03)

Favours BT Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=73%. This could not be explained by a risk of bias,
duration of iliness, comorbidities or severity of iliness. For this reason the results are
presented as random effects

Figure 297: Depression with random effects
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Agras1989 19.1 72 g 7 7T 17 13.3% 1.54 [0.58, 2.50] —
Agras1989 19.1 7.2 g 134 10.2 16 141% 0.58 [-0.28,1.458]

Cooper!9a5 104 126 13 10.2 9.4 14 15.2% 0.02[-0.74,0.77]

Fairburn1591 136 24875 9 124 245 22 149% 0.41 [F0.37,1.19]

Fairburn1981 136 24875 10 101 2.4 21 145% 1.32[0.48,2.15] -
Thackwray 1983 6.5 9 g 10.8 12 16 14.2% -0.37 [-1.23, 0.48]

Thackwray 1993 6.5 ] g 16.1 1141 18 13.8% -0.89[-1.79,0.02]

Total (95% Cl) 64 121 100.0% 0.36 [-0.25, 0.98]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.50; Chi*= 22.02, df= 6 (F = 0.001); F=73%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.17 (P = 0.24) -0 'sFamrs BTUFGVUUFS Otf]er o
Figure 298: Laxative use
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean sD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1988 0 04 15 1.3 4.4 32 50.4% -0.35 087, 0.27]
Freeman 1988 0 04 15 4.3 16.4 30 49.4% -0.31 F0.94, 0.31]
Total {95% CI) 30 62 100.0% A0.33 [[0.77, 0.11]
Heterogeneity, Chi#= 0.01, df=1 (P = 0.94); = 0% 5_1 2 55 ] % ‘IDI
Testfor averall effect Z=1.48(F=014) Favaurs BT Favours Other
Figure 299: Vomiting
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper1895 TEH 132 13 4.4 7.9 14 19.8% 0.28 [-0.48,1.04] -
Fairhurn1591 09 0725 19 h4 3324 22 209% -1.81 [2.585,-1.07] -
Freeman 1828 03 ns 15 06 0.9 a0 393% -0.34 [-0.96, 0.28] :]:
Freerman 1938 03 ns 15 1 258 32 300% -0.32 [[0.94, 0.29]
Total (95% CI) 62 98 100.0%  -0.52[-0.86,-0.18] +
Heterageneity: Chi®= 1669, df= 3 (P =0.0008); F=82% :—10 :5 p t 0

Testfor averall effect: Z=3.01 (P =0.003)
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not be explored.

Figure 300:
iliness

0 NO OabhwN-

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=82%. No studies had a higher risk of bias to justify
excluding in a sensitivity analysis. However, it may be explained by the participants having a
shorter duration of illness in the Fairburn study compared with the other studies, or a less
severe case of bulimia nervosa. Comorbidities could were not always reported thus could

Vomiting subgroup analysis based on duration of iliness or severity of

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
21.5.1 Duration of illness <5 years or <18 binges/mo
Fairburn1981 0.9 0725 19 A5 3335 27 20.9% 1.81 [-2.55,-1.07] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 22 20.9% -1.81 [-2.55, -1.07] &
Heterageneity: hot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.80 (P = 0.00001)
21.5.2 Duration of illness =5 years or >18 binges/mo
Cooper1da5 TEHE 132 13 4.5 7.9 14 19.58% 0.28[-0.48,1.04] -
Freernan 1888 0.3 0.8 14 1 25 32 30.0% -0.32 [-0.94, 0.29]
Freeman 1988 0.3 0.8 15 0.6 0.9 30 29.3% -0.34 [-0.96, 0.28] ?
Subtotal (95% CI) 43 76 79.1% -0.18 [-0.56, 0.20]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.86, df= 2 {F = 0.39), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 092 (P = 0.36)
Total (95% Cl) 62 98 100.0% -0.52[-0.86, -0.18] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 16.68, df= 3 (P = 0.0008); F= 82% % b :i:, 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.01 (P =0.003) Favaurs BT Favours Other

9 Testfor subdroup differences: Chi®=14.83, df=1 (P = 00001}, F=93.3%

10 Figure 301: Symptom check-list

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburm1991 0y6 018 ] 0.7 012 22 537% 0.42 [0.36,1.200
Fairburn1991 076 018 10 0.59 0.07 21 46.3% 1.43[0.58, 2.27] —
Total (95% CI) 19 43 100.0% 0.89 [0.31, 1.46] L 2
Heterogeneity; Chi*= 2.85, df=1 (P = 0.08); F= 66% % 1 :55 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=3.03 (P = 0.002) Favours BT Favours Other

11

12 Figure 302: EDE-restraint

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooperi 994 0g 1z 13 1.2 1.4 14 40.3% -0.30 [1.06, 0.46]
Fairbiurn1a81 33 035 ] 21 0.3 3T 0% 062047, 1.41]
Fairtiurn1991 23 038 10 1.3 0.4 21 228% 2483152, 3.54] —a—
Total (95% CI) 32 57 100.0% 0.69 [0.20,1.17] L2
Heterogeneity: Chi*=19.23, df= 2 (P = 0.0001}); F= 90% :5 b :'3 10:
Testfor averall effect 2= 279 (P = 0.005) Favours BT Favours Other

13

14 Heterogeneity was detected at 1?’=90%. This could not be explained by a risk of bias,
15 duration of illness, comorbidities or severity of illness. For this reason random effects were

16 presented.

17 Figure 303:

BT Another intervention
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight

EDE-restraint with random effects

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Cooper! 995 0g 12 13 1.2 1.4 14 341%

18
19

Fairburn1991
Fairburn1991

Total (95% CI)

23 035 10 1.3 0.4 21 32.0%
23 033 9 21 03 27 33.9%

32 57 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 1.60; Chif= 19,23, df= 2 (P = 0.0001); F= 90%
Testfor overall effect; Z=1.18 (P = 0.24)

Figure 304:

EDE-weight concern

-0.30 F1.06, 0.46]
2.53[1.52, 3.54]
062 F017,1.41]

0.92 [-0.60, 2.43]
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BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 995 16 1.4 13 26 19 14 A0.7% -0.58 [-1.35, 0.20] -l
Fairburn1991 28 035 g 1.7 0074 21 9.5% 5891413, 770 e —
Fairburn1991 29 035 10 2.4 0.24 22 39.8% 1.72[0.85, 2.59] -
Total (95% CI) 32 57 100.0% 0.95 [0.40, 1.50] L 3
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 47.66, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 96% =—1D 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 7= 3.40 (P = 0.0007) Favours BT Favours Other

1

2 Heterogeneity was detected at 1?=96%. This could not be explained by a risk of bias, duration
3 of iliness, comorbidities or severity of iliness. For this reason random effects were presented.
4

Figure 305: EDE-weight concern with random effects

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cooper1995 16 14 13 26 19 14 344% -0.58 [-1.35,0.20] i
Fairburn1991 29 035 10 24 0.25 22 343% 1.72[0.85, 2.549] —a—
Fairburm1991 29 035 ] 1.7 0075 21 N2% 591413, 7.70] —
Total (95% Cl) 32 57 100.0% 2.23[-0.68, 5.15] il
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.25; Chi*= 47 66, df=2 (P = 0.00001}); F= 96% =—1D ES b :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.50(P=013) Favours BT Favours Other
7 Figure 306: EDE-shape concern
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper199s 2.2 17 12 27 1.8 14 50.3% -0.28 [1.04, 0.48]
Fairburn1991 3.3 0375 10 26 0275 22 324% 2211127, 3.16] ——
Fairburn1591 33 0375 9 21 0275 21 17.3% 3802481, 610] —
Total (95% CI) 32 57 100.0% 1.24 [0.70,1.77] *
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 34 46, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 84% H7 * 3 i o
Testfar averall effect: Z= 440 (P = 0.00001) Favours BT Favours Other
8 v v
9 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=94%. This could not be explained by a risk of bias, duration

10 of illness, comorbidities or severity of illness. For this reason random effects were presented.

11 Figure 307: EDE-shape concern witih random effects
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cooper!935 2.2 1.7 13 2.7 1.8 14 34.3% -0.28 [-1.04, 0.48]
Fairburn1981 3.3 0375 g 21 0275 21 321% 3.80[2.41,5.10] —a—
Fairburn1981 3.3 0375 10 26 0275 27 336% 221 1.27,3.18] ——
Total (95% CI) 32 57 100.0% 1.87 [-0.47, 4.21]
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 4.00; Chi*= 34.46, df = 2 (P < 0.00001); F= 94% 5_1 0 5 D 5 10’
Testfor overall effect: Z=157 (P=012) Favaurs BT Favours Other
12
13 Figure 308: EDI-body dissatisfaction
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 995 778 365 13 4.3 328 14 23.3% -0.18 [-0.94, 0.58] -
Freeman 1988 -6 1.75 30 -4 158 32 45.0% -1.21 [-1.76, -0.67] &
Freeman 1988 -6 1.75 30 -1.5 2.29 a0 31.6% -2.20[-2.85,-1.58] -
Total (95% CI) 73 76 100.0% -1.29 [-1.65, -0.92] ¢+
Heterogeneity: Chi*=15.94, df= 2 (P = 0.0003); F=87% =-1D 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 7= 6.858 (F = 0.00001) Favours BT Favours Other

14

15 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=87%. This could not be explained by a risk of bias, duration
16 of iliness, comorbidities or severity of iliness. For this reason random effects were presented.

17 Figure 309: EDI-body dissatisfaction witih random effects0
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BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S50  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cooper! 995 778 365 13 4.3 328 14 31.9% -0.18 [-0.94, 0.58]
Freeman 1988 -6 1.75 30 -4 1.8 32 347% -1.21[-1.76, -0.67] L
Freeman 1988 -6 1.75 30 -1.4 2.29 30 33.4% -2.20[-2.85,-1.99] -
Total (95% CI) 73 76 100.0% -1.21 [-2.27, -0.16] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.75; Chi*=15.94, df=2 {P=0.0003); F=87% 5_1 0 55 b é 105
1 Testfor overall effect 7= 226 (P =0.02) Favours BT Favours Other
2
3 Figure 310: EDI-bulimia
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Freeman 1988 -8 1 15 -5 1 30 32.8% -0.49[-1.12,014]
Freeman 1988 -8 1 15 -8 1.25 32 348% 0.00 [0.61, 0.61]
Thackwray 1933 x5 2 a 5.5 53 16 17.3% -0.57 [-1.44,0.30]
Thackwray 1933 x5 2 a 8.8 7 18 15.4% -1.04 [1.96,-0.12]
Total (95% CI) 46 93 100.0% -0.42 [0.78, -0.06] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.72, df= 3 (P = 0.29); F=19% =-1D 55 p % 1D=
4 Testfor averall effect: Z=228 (F=002% Favours BT Favours Other
5 Figure 311: EDI-drive for thinness
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Freeman 1988 -9 15 15 -5.5 1.7 30 28.4% -20[F2.87,-1.33] —
Freeman 1988 -9 15 15 -6 1.874 32 336% -1.67 [2.38, -0.96] -
Thackwray 1933 43 4 a 1.7 ] 15 17.4% -1.52 [2.51,-0.54] —
Thackwray 1933 43 4 a 101 5] 16 205% -1.03[1.94,-012] =
Total (95% CI) 46 93 100.0% -1.64 [-2.05, -1.22] L
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 3.19, df= 3 (P = 0.36); F= 6% =-1D 55 7 % 1D=
6 Test for overall effect: Z=7.81 (P = 0.00001) Favours BT Favours Other
7 Figure 312: Social adjustment score
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn1991 2.2 04 ] 2.2 0.075 22 91.3% 0.00[0.78, 0.78]
Fairburn1991 2.2 04 10 2.1 0.1 21 487% 0.87[0.18,1.77] -
Total (95% CI) 19 43 100.0% 0.47 [-0.08, 1.03]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 2.85 df=1 (P = 0.09); "= 66% T + P 1 o

Test for averall effect Z=1.67 (F=0.09)

8

9 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°>=66%. This could not be explored given that the data is

Favours BT Favours Other

10 from the study same study but it was a 3-armed trial and the data was entered in separately.
11 For this reason the data was presented as random effects

12 Figure 313:

Social adjustment score random effects

BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 85% ClI
Fairburn1991 22 01 10 2.1 0.1 21 48.8% 0.97[0.18,1.77] -
Fairburn1991 22 01 g 2.2 0075 22 80.8% 0.00[0.78,0.78]
Total {95% CI) 19 43 100.0% 0.48 [-0.47, 1.44]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.31; Chi*= 2.95, df=1 (F = 0.08); F= 66% 0 + B : P

Testfor overall effect 2= 099 (F = 0.32)

13
14

15 Figure 314:

Remission
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BT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Evenis Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 994 i 15 7 16 37 6% 0.91 [0.40, 2.10] —a—
Fairburn 1993 4 12 11 25 396% 0.76[0.30,1.89] — &
Fairburn 1993 g 13 G 25 228% 1.60[0.60, 4.27] T &
Total {95% CI) 40 66 100.0%  1.01 [0.60, 1.69] .
Total events 18 24
Hetarogenaity: ChF:. 128 df=2(P=0583),F=0% U1 032 o' 1 :
Test for averall effect: £=0.03 (P =0.97) Favours Other Favours BT

M.3.2.112 Behavioural therapy versus another intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at
3 follow-up

4 Figure 315: Vomiting

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 395 234 258 13 4.3 71 14 100.0% 1.00([0.19,1.80]
Total (95% CI) 13 14 100.0% 1.00 [0.19, 1.80] E 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1U 55 3 %
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.42 (F=0.02) Favours BT Favours Other
6 Figure 316: Bingeing
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 3495 165 184 13 35 6.3 14 100.0% 0.83[0.13,1.73]
Total (95% CI) 13 14 100.0% 0.93 [0.13,1.73] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable :-10 15 p é
Testfor overall effect Z=2.28 (F=0.02) Favours BT Favours Other
8 Figure 317: EDE-restraint
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 985 16 1.5 13 1 11 14 100.0% 0.45 032, 1.21]
Total (95% CI) 13 14 100.0% 0.45[-0.32,1.21]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P % : :53
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.14 (P = 0.25) Favaurs BT Favours Other
10 Figure 318: EDE-weight concern
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper! 984 24 16 13 23 1.3 14 100.0% 0.07 [0.68, 0.82]
Total (95% CI) 13 14 100.0% 0.07 [-0.69, 0.82]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 % p :53
11 Testfor overall effect: Z= 017 (P = 0.86) Favours BT Favours Other
12 Figure 319: EDE-shape concern
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Cooper! 935 3114 13 2.6 14 14 100.0% 0.35 [0.42,1.11]
Total (95% CI) 13 14 100.0% 0.35[-0.42,1.11]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p é
Testfor averall effect: Z= 089 (P = 0.37) Favaurs BT Favours Other

13
14 Figure 320: EDI-bulimia

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
84



Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Thackwray 1993 333 g 29 4 16 52.8% 010 [-0.75, 0.945]
Thackwray 1993 333 g e 5 19 47.31% -0.83[-1.73, 0.06]
Total (95% Cl1) 16 31 100.0% -0.34 [-0.96, 0.28]
Heterageneity: Chi®=2.22 df=1 (P=014), F=55% =-1D 55 b é 1D=
1 Test for averall effect: Z=1.08 (F=0.28) Favours BT Favours Other
2 Figure 321: EDI-body dissatisfaction
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper1 995 993 216 12 788 268.5 14 100.0% 036 [-0.40,1.12]
Total {95% Cl) 13 14 100.0% 0.36 [-0.40, 1.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 D % 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect: Z=093 (P =0.35) Favours BT Favours Other
4 Figure 322: EDI-drive for thinness
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Thatkwray 1933 49 4 g 1049 6 15 46.7% -1.07 [1.99,-0.15] —
Thatkwray 1933 49 4 8 8.3 7 16 53.3% -0.53[1.39,0.34] -
Total (95% Cl1) 16 31 100.0% -0.78 [-1.41, -0.15] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 070, df=1 (P=040); F=0% =-1D 55 p % 1D=
5 Test for averall effect: Z=2 43 (F=0.02%) Favours BT Favours Other
6 Figure 323: Remission
Favours BT  Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 1993 3 13 9 25 463% 0.64[0.21,1.97] L
Fairburn 1993 2 12 11 25 537% 0.38[0.10,1.45] * i
Total (95% CI) 25 50 100.0%  0.50[0.21,1.18] ——e
Total events ] 20
i == —_ - SR = ! J J 1 ] |
?etnta;ugenemrl.l C#I ;3351 gg-;EPD-15I.55),I = 0% Y- o'= 1 ! o
7 estfor overall effect: 2=1.58 (P = 0.11) Favours Other Favours BT
8 Figure 324: Depression
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cooper1 995 13 108 13 g 9.4 14 100.0% 0.48[-0.29,1.29]
Total {95% Cl) 13 14 100.0% 0.48 [0.29, 1.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle =-1D IS D % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.23(P=022 Favours BT Favours Other
9
M.3.2.120 CBT-ED versus wait list controls in adults with bulimia nervosa at end of treatment
11 Figure 325: Laxative use
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1988 1.3 44 32 1345 282 20 100.0% -0.68 [-1.25,-0.10]
Total (95% CI) 32 20 100.0% -0.68 [-1.25, -0.10] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1 0 ; T t 1E|=

Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.31 (P=0.02)

12

13 Figure 326: Purging
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CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Griffith=1954 0.495 1.23 10 495 2.38 11 100.0% -2.00[-3.08,-0.91]
Total (95% CI) 10 11 100.0% -2.00 [-3.08, -0.91] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 =5 g % 1D=
1 Test for overall effect: Z= 3.60 (P = 0.0003) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
2 Figure 327: Bingeing
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freerman 1988 1.3 34 32 37 3.6 20 581% -0.68 [1.25,-0.10] i+
Griffiths1954 1.25 1.45 10 414 2N 11 19.7% -1.47 [-2.46, -0.48] —
Treasure] 994 1 0.55 21 3075 19 22.2% -3.00[3.94,-2.07] —
Total (95% CI) 63 50 100.0% -1.35 [-1.79, -0.91] L 3
Heterageneity: Chi*=17.42 df=2 (P =0.0002); F= 83% =-1D I5 0 :13 10:
3 Test for overall effect 2= 6.04 (P = 0.00001} Favours CBT-ED  Favours Waiting list
4 Figure 328: Vomiting
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Freeman 1988 1 245 32 97 77 20 538% -1.67 [F2.32,-1.02] L =
Treasure] 994 0 0.625 21 1 0.78 19 46.2% -143F213,-0.72) i
Total (95% CI) 53 39 100.0% -1.56 [-2.03, -1.08] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.24, df=1 (P=062);F=0% I_1 p % 1 :=5 1D=
5 Test far overall effect 2= 638 (P = 0.00001) Favours CBT-ED Favour Waiting list
6 Figure 329: EDE-shape concern
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasure1994 2 04 21 3 025 19 100.0% -2.44 [3.28 -1.60]
Total (95% CI) 21 19 100.0% -2.44 [-3.28, -1.60] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 I5 0 % 1D=
7 Testfor averall effect 2= 571 (P = 0.00001) Favours CET-ED  Favours Waiting List
8 Figure 330: EDE-weight concern
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasure]994 2 04 il 3 025 19 100.0% -2.44 328 -1.60]
Total (95% CI) 21 19 100.0% -2.44 [-3.28, -1.60] L
Heterageneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 p % 10:
9 Test for overall effect Z=5.71 (P <= 0.00001) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Waiting List
10 Figure 331: EDE-restraint
CBT-ED Waiting list 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasurel 394 1 075 21 2 045 19 100.0% -1.52[2.24,-0.81]
Total (95% Cl) 21 19 100.0% -1.52 [-2.24, -0.81] <>
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p % 1 % 1D=
11 Testfor averall effect: 2= 4.18 {F = 0.0001}) Favours CBT-ED Favours Walting List
12 Figure 332: Overall severity
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2009 1.82 1.32 53 389 1.01 25 42.0% -1.76[2.30,-1.19] =
Fairburn 2009 1.76 1.33 a0 3.49 1.01 26 41.3% -1.79[2.35,-1.24] &
Treasure1994 3 048 21 4 0.0625 19 16.7% -2.68 [3.56,-1.81] —
Total (95% CI) 124 70 100.0% -1.92 [-2.28, -1.56] *
Heterageneity: Chi*= 349 df=2{P=017), F=43% Ho + D £ e

Testfor averall effect: Z=10.52 (P = 0.00001}

13
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1 Figure 333: EDI-body dissatisfaction

CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Tofal Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Griffiths1 994 1421 865 19 17.41 847 22 100.0% -0.37 [-0.99, 0.29]
Total (95% Cl) 19 22 100.0% -0.37 [-0.99, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 IS ? %
5 Testfor overall effect 2= 1.18 (P = 0.24) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
3 Figure 334: EDI-drive for thinness
CEBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Griffiths1994 758 BAT 19 13455 533 22 100.0% -1.02 [-1.68, -0.36]
Total (95% CI) 19 22 100.0%  -1.02[-1.68, -0.36] &
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 3 %
4 Test for overall effect 7= 3.05(F=0.002) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
5 Figure 335: EDI-bulimia
CBT-ED Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Griffiths1994 332 524 19 1114 514 22 100.0% -1.48[218,-0.78]
Total (95% CI) 19 22 100.0%  -1.48[-2.18, -0.78] &»
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 3 %
Test for overall effect: Z=4 14 (F = 0.0001) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list

6
7 Figure 336: Symptom checklist

CBT-ED Waiting list $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2009 08y 08 a0 15 074 26 49.4% -0.80 [-1.28,-0.31] =
Fairburn 20049 1 0.83 53 1.5 0.74 28 50.6% -0.621.10,-0.13] H
Total {95% CI) 103 51 100.0% -0.71 [-1.05, -0.36] +
Heterageneity: Chi®=0.27, df=1 (P = 0.60%; F= 0% =-1D 55 D %
8 Test for overall effect: Z=4.01 (P = 0.0001) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
9 Figure 337: Depression
CBT-ED Waiting list 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras1889 T1TT 17188 83 18 100.0% -1.43 218, -0.67]
Total {95% Cl} 17 18 100.0% 1.43 [-2.18, -0.57] -
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 %
10 Test for averall effect, £=3.72 (F=0.0002) Favours CBT-ED Favour Waiting list
11 Figure 338: Vomiting
CBT-ED Waiting list Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2009 24 a0 14 25 4945% 0.80[0.582,1.23] ——
Fairburn 2009 28 a3 15 25 50.45% 0.88 [0.59,1.33] —i—
Total {95% Cl) 103 50 100.0% 0.84 [0.62,1.13] L 2
Total events a2 30
Heterageneity: Chi = 010, df=1{FP=075), F=0% "1 0z s 1 :
12 Test for overall effect Z=1.15(F =025 Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list

13 Figure 339: Purging
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CBT-ED Waiting list Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Fairburn 2009 30 53 17 26 51.7% 0.87 [0.60, 1.25] ——
Fairburn 2009 25 a0 16 25 48.3% 078 [0A52,1.17] —l
Total (95% CI) 103 51 100.0%  0.82[0.63, 1.08] -
Total events a4 33
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 014, df=1 (P=0.71); F= 0% f f f I I {
o1 0z 0.5 2 A 10
1 Testfar averall effect Z=1.39 (F = 0.18) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
2 Figure 340: Laxative use
CBT-ED Waiting list Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fairburn 2009 g 53 4 25 47.0% 0.71 [0.28,1.77] ——
Fairburn 2009 a8 a0 7 26 53.0% 0.59 [0.24, 1.48] ——]
Total (95% CI) 103 51 100.0%  0.65[0.34,1.23] —eonii—-—
Total events 17 13
Heterageneity: Chi = 007 df=1{F=079 F=0% 1 0z s 1 L 0
3 Test for overall effect Z=1.33(F =018 Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
4 Figure 341: Bulimic episodes
CBT-ED Waiting list Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% C|
Fairburn 2009 18 a0 13 25 48.0% 0.69[0.41,1.17]
Fairburn 2009 26 53 14 26 52.0% 0.91 [0.58,1.43]
Total (95% CI) 103 51 100.0%  0.81[0.57,1.13]
Total events 44 27
Heterageneity: Chi = 060, df=1{FP=044) F=0% T 0s 1 3 : 10
Testior overall effect: 2=1.24 (P = 0.22) Favours CBT-ED  Favour Waiting list
5
6 Figure 342: Remission
CBT-ED Waiting list Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI MN-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasure1954 ] 54 2 27 100.0% 0.80[0.77,1.08]
Total (95% CI) 54 27 100.0% 0.90 [0.77, 1.06]
Total events q 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I f f T f f {
o1 0z 0.4 1 2 f 10
7 Testfor overall effect Z2=1.29(F=0.20) Favour CBT-ED Favours Waiting List
M.3.2.138 Hybrid versus any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at end of
9 treatment
10 Figure 343: Bingeing
Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Mevanen 2006 1.2 148 42 1.6 22 44 100.0% -0.21 063, 0.21]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% 0.21 [-0.63, 0.21]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =—1IZI =5 3 é 10:

Testfor overall effect Z= 0487 (F = 0.33)

11

12 Figure 344: EDI-symptoms

Favours Hybrid Favours Other

Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevanen 2006 26 158 21 27 22 22 40.0% -0.05 [-0.65, 0.58]
Mevanen 2006 42 287 il a5 36.3 22 A0.0% -0.08 [-0.69, 0.51]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.07 [-0.49, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.01, df=1 {P=093%, F=0% o + b L o

Testforoverall effect Z=032{P=075)

13
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Figure 345:

Symptom checklist

Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
MNevaren 2006 1 07 42 1 049 44 100.0% 0.00[0.42 0.42]
Total {95% CI) 42 44 100.0% 0.00 [-0.42, 0.42]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 2 é 0
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Hybrid Favours Other
Figure 346: Depression
Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevanen 2006 13 116 42 17 14.4 44 100.0% -0.30[-0.73,012]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.30 [-0.73,0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle o = 5 : 10

Testfor overall effect Z=139(F=0.17)

Hybrid versus any other intervention in

Favours Hybrid Favours Other

adults with bulimia nervosa at follow-up

Figure 347: Bingeing
Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
MNevarnen 2006 1.3 21 42 2.1 2.3 44 100.0% -0.36 [-0.79, 0.07]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.36 [-0.79, 0.07]
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable oo = P L 10
Test for averall effect: Z=1.65 (P =010} Favours Hyorid Favours Other
Figure 348: Symptom checklist
Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
MNevarnen 2006 1 07 Ly 1 or 44 100.0% 0.00[0.42 042
Total {95% CI) 42 44 100.0% 0.00 [-0.42, 0.42]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 é "
Test for overall effect. Z=0.00 {F =1.00) Favours Hybrid Favours Other
Figure 349: Depression
Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
MNevanen 2006 13 104 42 15 14 44 100.0% -0.16 [-0.58, 0.26]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.16 [-0.58, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable :-10 15 p é 0
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.74 (F = 0.46) Favours Hybrid Favours Other
Figure 350: EDI-symptoms
Hybrid Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevanen 2006 22 1849 21 26 203 22 49.9% -0.20 [-0.80, 0.40]
Mewvanen 2006 3| 2741 bl 43 36.4 22 A01% -0.15[-0.75,0.45]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.18 [-0.60, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.01,df=1 (F=081) F=0% T = P L 0

Testforoverall effect: Z=081 (P =042}

Favours Hybrid Favours Other

Psychodynamic general versus any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa

at end of treatment

Figure 351:

Bingeing
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Psychodynamic General

Another Intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Garner1993 9.6 11 23 7 141 23 485% 0.19[-0.39,0.77]

Poulsen 2014 507 1.8325 34 229 1.055 36 51.2% 1.85[1.29, 2.42] h

Total {95% Cl) 57 59 100.0% 1.04 [0.64, 1.45] L 2

Heterogeneity: Chi*=16.12, df=1 (P = 0.0001); F= 94% '-10 -'5 ﬁ é 1D.

Testfar averall effect Z£=5.06 (P = 0.00001)

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=94%. This may be explained by the high risk of bias in the
study by Poulsen 2014 where the duration of treatment were remarkably different.

Psychodynamic treatment was for 19 months, compared with CBT-ED treatment for 14
weeks. Since removing this study in a sensitivity analysis only leaves us with 1 study, the

results are presented as random effects.

Figure 352:

Psychodynamic General

Another Intervention

Bingeing with random effects

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Garner1 993 9.6 11 23 71 141 23 499% 019039, 0.77]
Foulsen 2014 .07 18325 34 229 1.085 36 H01% 1.851[1.28,2.42] h
Total (95% CI) 57 59 100.0% 1.02 [-0.60, 2.65]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.29; Chi*=1612, df =1 (P = 0.0001); F= 94% =-1D 55 b é 105
Testfor overall effect Z=1.24 (P=0.22) Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other
Figure 353: Vomiting/purging
Psychodynamic General Another Intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Garner1 993 16.7 1848 25 TA 14 25 B2T7% 0.69[0.12,1.26] -
Foulsen 2014 944 27275 34 4.4 16375 36 47.3% 2.23[1.63,2.83)] h
Total (95% CI) 59 61 100.0% 1.42 [1.00,1.83] L 3
Heterogeneity: Chi®=13.18 df=1 (P =0.0003), F=92% I_1 0 55 b é 1U=

Testfar averall effect Z=6.70 (P = 0.00001)

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1?°=92%. This may be explained by the high risk of bias in the
study by Poulsen 2014 where the duration of treatment were remarkably different.

Psychodynamic treatment was for 19 months, compared with CBT-ED treatment for 14
weeks. Since removing this study in a sensitivity analysis only leaves us with 1 study, the

results are presented as random effects.

Figure 354:

Psychodynamic General

Another Intervention

Vomiting/purging with random effects

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

Garner1993 16.7 18.5 25 75 15 25 50.2% 0.691[0.12,1.26] -

Poulsen 2014 944 27275 34 44 16375 36 49.8% 2.23[1.63,2.83] h

Total {95% Cl) 59 61 100.0% 1.46 [-0.05, 2.97] o

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.10; Chi*=13.19, df=1 (P=0.0003); F= 92% =-1D =5 D é 1D=

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.88 (P = 0.08)

Figure 355:

Psychodynamic General

EDE-shape concern

Another Intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Std. Mean Difference

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

Garner1993 29 1.1 25 2 1.3 25 51.9% 0.74[0.16,1.31] -

Poulsen 2014 1.9 0.24 34 239 0.2075 36 481% -216 [-2.76,-1.57] R

Total {95% Cl) 59 61 100.0% -0.66 [-1.07, -0.25] *

Heterogeneity, Chi®= 4712, df=1 (P = 0.00001); F= 98% |_1 0 _|5 b é T

Testfor averall effect Z= 312 (P =0.002)

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=98%. This may be explained by the high risk of bias in the
study by Poulsen 2014 where the duration of treatment were remarkably different.

Psychodynamic treatment was for 19 months, compared with CBT-ED treatment for 14
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weeks. Since removing this study in a sensitivity analysis only leaves us with 1 study, the

results are presented as random effects.

Figure 356:

Psychodynamic General Another Intervention

EDE-shape concern with random effects

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Garner1 993 24 11 25 2 1.3 25 &0.0% 0.74[0.16,1.31] -
Foulsen 2014 14 0.24 34 239 02075 36 50.0% -216 [F2.76,-1.87] R
Total (95% CI) 59 61 100.0% -0.71 [-3.56, 2.13]
Heterogeneity: Tau® =412, Chi*= 4712 df=1 (P = 0.00001); F= 98% I 1 T t
Testf Il effect Z= 0.49 (P = 0.62 10 3 v 3 10
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.48 (P = 0.62) Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other
Figure 357: EDE-weight concern
Psychodynamic General Another Intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Garner1 993 24 11 25 1.6 1.2 25 41.4% 0.68[0.11,1.26] -
Foulsen 2014 1.72 0.2585 34 1.87 0225 36 5EE% -062 [F1.10,-0.14] =
Total (95% CI) 59 61 100.0% -0.08 [-0.45, 0.29] *
Heterogeneity: Chi*=11.68, df=1 (P = 0.0006); F=91% '-10 _|5 b é T

Testfor overall effect Z=042 (P =067)

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=91%. This may be explained by the high risk of bias in the
study by Poulsen 2014 where the duration of treatment were remarkably different.

Psychodynamic treatment was for 19 months, compared with CBT-ED treatment for 14

weeks.

Figure 358:

Psychodynamic General Another Intervention

EDE-weight concern with random effects

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl

Garner1993 24 1.1 25 1.6 1.2 25 493% 0.681[0.11,1.26]

Poulsen 2014 1.72 0.255 34 1.87  0.225 36 50.7% -0.62[-1.10,-0.14] =

Total (95% CI) 59 61 100.0% 0.02 [1.25,1.30]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.78; Chi*=11.68, df=1 (P = 0.0006); F= 91% =-1D 55 b é 0

Testfor overall effect Z=0.04 (P =0.87)

Figure 359: EDE-restraint

Psychodynamic General Another Intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Garner1 993 25 1.6 25 14 1.7 25 429% 0.60[0.03,1.16] -

Foulsen 2014 2.2 03025 34 1.96 0.2425 36 ATI% 0.87 [0.38, 1.36] E

Total (95% CI) 59 61 100.0% 0.75[0.38,1.12] L ]

Heterogeneity: Chif=0.51, df=1 (P = 0.48); F= 0% 5_1 P 55 ; é -

Testfor averall effect £=3.97 (P = 0.0001) Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other
Figure 360: EDI-body dissatisfaction

Psychodynamic General Another Intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Garner1 993 137 TA 24 1.7 9 25 100.0% 0.24 [[0.33,0.80]

Total (95% CI) 24 25 100.0% 0.24 [-0.33, 0.80]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '-10 _|5 ﬁ é T

Testfor averall effect Z=083 (P =041}

Figure 361: EDI-drive for thinness

Psychodynamic General Another Intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Garner1 993 94 6.8 25 a4 6.3 25 100.0% 0.53 [-0.04,1.09]

Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.53 [-0.04, 1.09]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 5 } -

Testfor overall effect 2=1.82 (P = 0.07) Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other
Figure 362: EDI-bulimia
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Psychodynamic General Another Intervention 5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Garner1 993 4.8 45 24 22 34 25 100.0% 0.61 [0.03,1.18]
Total (95% CI) 24 25 100.0% 0.61 [0.03,1.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 2 =5 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.08 (P = 0.04) Favours Psychodynamic G Favours Other
Figure 363: General psychopathology
Psychodynamic General Another Intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Foulsen 2014 0586 0.0575 34 0.54 0.0525 36 100.0% 0.36[-0.11,0.83)]
Total (95% CI) 34 36 100.0% 0.36 [-0.11,0.83]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.48 (F=0.14) Favours Psychodynamic Favours Other
Figure 364: Depression
Psychodynamic General Another Intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Foulsen 2014 T.85 14 34 889 1.235 36 100.0% -0.78 [1.27,-0.25]
Total (95% CI) 34 36 100.0% -0.78 [1.27,-0.29] L 2
Heterogeneity: kot applicahle I_1 0 =5 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z= 314 (P=0.002) Favours Psychodynamic Favours Other

Binge eating disorder individual therapy

Hybrid versus another hybrid in adults with binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 365: Global clinical score

Hybrid Other hybrid Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _ Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Castelnuovo 2011 -27.2 1081 30 -14.47 1207 30 100.0%  -1.09[1.64,-0.54]

Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0%  -1.09 [-1.64, -0.55] <
Heterageneity: Nat applicahble 5_1 0 % D % 1D=
Test for overall effiect Z= 3.93 (F = 0.0001) Favours Hybrid Favours Other hybrid

Figure 366: Percentage weight loss

Hybrid Other hybrid std. Mean Difference std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Castelnuovo 2011 -5.96 17.8 30 -10.53 614 30 100.0% 0.34 [0.17, 0.85]

Total (95% CI} 30 30 100.0% 0.34 [-0.17, 0.85]

Heterogeneity Mot applicabla o £ o : e

Testfor overall effect Z=1.30(F =0.20)

Dialectical behaviour therapy (DBT) versus wait list control
eating disorder at end of treatment

Favours Other hybrid Favours Hybrid

(WLC) in adults with binge

Figure 367: Bingeing
DBT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hill 2011 4 1115 18 45 8BTS 14 100.0% -0.49 [-1.20, 0.22]
Total {95% CI) 18 14 100.0% -0.49 [-1.20,0.22]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test far averall effect Z=1.34 (FP=0.18)

Figure 368: Vomiting
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DBT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hill 2011 25 125 18 125 1475 14 100.0% -0.72[-1.44, 0.00]
Total {95% CI) 18 14 100.0% 0.72 [-1.44, 0.00] L 2
Heterogeneity: Nutappllcable T = b : 0
1 Testfor averall effect. £=1.95 (P =0.05) Favours DET Favours WLC
2 Figure 369: EDE-global
DBT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hill 2011 248 1.39 18 3.9 132 14 100.0% =102 [-1.77,-0.27]
Total {(95% CI) 18 14 100.0% 1.02 [1.77, 0.27] L
Heterogeneity: WMot applicakle I_1 0 I5 1 % 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect: Z= 267 (P = 0.008) Favours DBT Favours WLC
4 Figure 370: Depression
DBT Waiting list Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hill 2011 .23 843 18 1679 7492 14 100.0% -0.90 [F1.63, -0.16]
Total {95% CI) 13 14 100.0% -0.90 [-1.63, -0.16] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 1 é 10:
5 Test for overall effect Z=2.39{P =002 Favours DBT Favours WLC
M.3.3.36 CBT-ED versus another intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated) with binge
7 eating disorder at end of treatment
8 Figure 371: Bingeing
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintash 2016 73138 18 ] 13.2 38 209% 017 [-0.38,0.72]
Mcintash 2016 7.3 138 18 6.5 13 36 206% 0.06 [-0.50, 0.62]
Ricca 2010 4 1.8 71 4 15 0 524% 0.00[0.33,0.33]
Total {95% CI) 109 144 100.0% 0.05[-0.20, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.27, df= 2 (P =087, F=0% 5_1 0 =5 |f| % 10!
9 Testfor overall effect Z=037 (P =071} Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
10 Figure 372: EDE-eating concern in young people and adults
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
31.4.1 Adolescents
DeBar 2013 029 041 13 1.52 112 13 T.9% -1.41 2,25 -0.54] —
Subtotal {95% CI) 13 13 7.9%  -1.41[-2.29, 0.54] L 3
Heterageneity: hot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: =317 (P =0.002)
31.4.2 Adults
Melintosh 2016 1.2 1.4 19 1.2 1.3 38 200% 0.00 [-0.55, 0.55] -
Mcintosh 2016 1.2 14 19 1.6 1.8 36 19.5% -0.23[-0.78,0.33] =
Ricea 2010 1.6 0775 72 21 04 T2 525% -0.81 F1.15,-0.47] |
Subtotal (95% CI) 110 146 92.1% -0.51 [-0.76, -0.25] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=7.21, df= 2 (P =0.03), F=T72%
Testfar averall effect: £=3.88 (P =0.0001)
Total (95% Cl) 123 159 100.0%  -0.58 [-0.83, 0.33] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=11.00, df=3{P=0.01); F=73% qo £ D : 0

Testfor overall effect: £= 4,61 (F = 0.00001)

11 Testfor subaroup differences: Ghif= 3.78, df=1 (P = 0.08), F= 736%

12 Figure 373: EDE-shape concern in young people and adults
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1 CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
31.4.1 Adolescents
DeBar 2013 029 041 13 1.52 112 13 7.9% -1.41 [[2.29,-0.54] -
Subtotal {95% Cl) 13 13 7.9% -1.41[-2.29, -0.54] <&
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Testfor averall effect: =317 (P =0.002)
31.4.2 Adults
Mecintosh 2016 1.2 1.4 14 1.2 1.3 38 200% 0.00 [-0.55, 0.55] -
Meclntash 2016 1.2 1.4 149 1.6 1.9 36 19.5% -0.23[0.78,0.33] -
Ricca 2010 1.6 0775 72 21 0.4 Tl 825% -0.81 [-1.15,-0.47] ]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 110 146 92.1% -0.51 [-0.76, -0.25] +
Heterageneity: Chi= 721, df= 2 (P =003}, F=72%
Testfor overall effect: £= 3.88 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 123 159 100.0% -0.58 [-0.83, -0.33] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=11.00, df= 3 {P=0.01);, F=73% =-1D 55 5 % 1D=
Testfar overall eﬁec.t: Z=4 61 (P < 0.00001% Favours CBET-ED Favours Other
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®= 3.78, df=1{F = 0.09), F= 73.6%
2
3 Figure 374: EDE-weight concern in young people and adults
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
31.6.1 Adolescents
DeBar 2013 1.62 1.67 13 2.04 0.3% 13 9.6% -0.30[1.07, 0.48] —T
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 9.6% -0.30 [-1.07, 0.48] <&
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=0.75 (P = 0.45)
31.6.2 Adults
Meintosh 2016 2 145 19 2.4 1.4 38 187% -0.26 [[0.82, 0.29] =
Mcintosh 2016 2 14 18 21 1.7 36 18.45% -0.06 [-0.62, 0.50] -
Ricea 2010 38 1.08 72 33 0.65 72 A3.2% 0.23[010, 0.56]
Subtotal {95% CI) 110 146  90.4% 0.07 [-0.18,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 248 df= 2 (F=0.249) F=20%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 053 {F = 0.60)
Total (95% CI) 123 159 100.0% 0.03 [-0.21, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.27, df= 3 {P=0.358), F= 8% l 1 T } {
Testf llefiect Z=0.27 (P=0.79 10 - u > 1
estioroverall e EC_' =0.27 e i Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
4 Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 077, df=1 (P =0.38), F=0%
5 Figure 375: EDE-restraint in young people and adults
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
31.3.1 Adolescents
DeBar 2013 056 074 13 1.14 0.98 13 9.6% -0.65[-1.44,0.158] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 13 13 9.6% -0.65[-1.44,0.15] &P
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=160{F =011}
31.3.2 Adults
Mcintosh 2016 12 15 18 15 1.4 38 19.8% -0.21 [[-0.76, 0.35] -
Melntash 2016 12 15 19 15 19 36 19.6% -0.02 [0.57, 0.54] -
Ricca 2010 12 04 71 1.6 0.55 0 A1.0% -0.83[1.17,-0.48] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 109 144  90.4% -0.52 [-0.78, -0.26] +
Heterogeneity: Chi*=7 44, df=2 (FP=002) F=73%
Testfor overall effect Z=3.91 (P = 0.0001)
Total (95% CI) 122 157 100.0% -0.53 [-0.77, -0.28] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 7.53, df= 3 (P = 0.06Y; F= 60% 5_1 p 55 : é 1DI
Test for averall eﬁeclt: I=422(F < 0.0001;3 Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
6 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=0.09, df=1 (P =0.76), F=0%
7 Figure 376: EDE-global
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Ricea 2010 21 03 71 3 0.3 70 100.0% -2.88 [3.47,-2.50]
Total (95% CI) 7 70 100.0% -2.98 [-3.47, -2.50] *
Heterogeneity: kot applicable oo = P L 10

Testfor averall effect: Z=1210 (P = 0.00001}

8
9 Figure 377: Social adjustment
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CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
DeBar 2013 074 036 13 0.87 0.49 13 100.0% -0.52 [-1.30,0.27]
Total (95% CI) 13 13 100.0% -0.52 [1.30, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1U 55 3 % 1U=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.30 (P =0.20) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
1
2 Figure 378: Body mass index in young people
CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
32.9.1 Adolescents
DeBar 2013 79.44 2057 13 791 19.65 13 100.0% 0.02 [-0.75,0.79]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 100.0% 0.02 [-0.75, 0.79]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.04 (F=0.497)
Total (95% CI) 13 13 100.0% 0.02 [-0.75, 0.79]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable I_1 0 % ) é 1E|=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.04 (P =0.497) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
3 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 379: Depression
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
32.2.1 Adolescents
DeBar 2013 636 4.84 13 171 127 13 136% -1.08 [-1.91,-0.25] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 13.6% 1.08 [1.91, -0.25] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 255 (P =0.01)
32.2.2 Adults
Ricea 2010 17 275 71 17 3425 70 B6.4% 0.00[F0.33, 033
Subtotal {95% CI) 71 70 B6.4% 0.00 [-0.33, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.00 {F =1.00%
Total (95% CI) 84 83 100.0% -0.15 [-0.45, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=5.61, df=1 (F = 0.02); F= 2% I_1 0 Es p :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 0894 (P =0.35) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
5 Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 561, df=1 (F=0.02), = 82.2%
6 Figure 380: Remission
7
CBT-ED Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total VWeight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 7 19 20 36 50.9% 0.66[0.34,1.28] ——
Melntosh 2016 5] 19 20 38 491% 0.601[0.29,1.24] ——
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0%  0.63 [0.39,1.03] e
Total events 13 40
?et?;ogenemfl:l C;I ngi taiL:;EPD:DDT.BAU;I =0% T 02 0’ 1 : 0
8 Bstfor overall effect £=1.84 (P =0.07) Favours Other interventioc  Favours CBT-ED
M.3.3.49 CBT-ED versus another intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated) with binge
10 eating disorder at follow-up
11 Figure 381: Body mass index
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ricca 2010 36 2.493 71 a7 24 70 100.0% -0.37 [-0.70,-0.04]
Total (95% CI) 71 70 100.0% -0.37 [-0.70, -0.04] 4
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable o = 4 : .y

Testfor overall effect Z= 218 (F=0.03)

12
13 Figure 382: Bingeing

Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
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Testfor overall effect: Z=11.16 (P = 0.00001)

12
13 Figure 388:

Depression
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Favours CBT-ED Favours Other

CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 73 188 30 43 104 29 22.8% 019 [F0.32, 070
Melntash 2016 73 188 30 36 9.5 28 224% 0.24 [0.28,0.76]
Ricca 2010 4 14 71 4 2 0 64.8% 0.00[F0.23,0.33]
Total (95% CI) 131 127 100.0% 0.10 [-0.15, 0.34]
Heterogeneity, Chi#= 0.77, df= 2 (P = 0.68); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 3 é 105
1 Testforoverall effect Z=078{FP =043 Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
2 Figure 383: EDE-eating concern
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 07 11 15 0.8 0.4 29 25.3% -010[0.72,0.52] -
Mcintosh 2016 07 14 18 0.6 0.9 28 25.0% 010F0.53,0.73] B
Ricca 2010 08 075 T2 2.4 0.45 72 49.8% -2.487 [-3.02,-2.13] L
Total (95% CI) 102 129 100.0% -1.28 [-1.59, -0.97] ¢+
Heterogeneity: Chi® = 64 .86, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 97% =—1D Es b :53 1D=
3 Testfor averall effect Z=8.01 (P = 0.00001) Favours CBT-ED  Favours Other
4 Figure 384: EDE-shape concern
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 16 1.5 15 23 15 28 28.4% -0.46[-1.09,017]
Mcintosh 2016 16 1.5 15 2 1.4 28 1BE% -0.27 [-0.80, 0.38]
Ricca 2010 1.3 1 72 4 0.5 71 42.9% -3.40 [-3.91,-2.88] L
Total (95% CI) 102 129 100.0% -1.67 [-2.00, -1.33] +
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 76.27, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 97% =-1D % B % 1D=
5 Test for averall effect £= 968 (F = 0.00001) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
6 Figure 385: EDE-weight concern
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2016 1.7 1.6 15 2.1 1.3 29 28.3% -0.28[-0.81,0.349]
Meintosh 2016 1.7 1.6 15 1.8 1.3 28 28.2% -0.07 [-0.70, 0.568]
Ricca 2010 1 0.8 72 3z 0.5 T2 436% -3.28[3.78,-2.748) =
Total (95% CI) 102 129 100.0% -1.53 [-1.86, -1.20] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 82.43, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 98% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
7 Test for overall effect Z=9.00 (F = 0.00001) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
8 Figure 386: EDE-restraint
9
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 11 1.4 15 1.3 1.2 28 18.2% -0.148[-0.78,0.47]
Mcintosh 2016 11 1.4 15 1.1 16 28 18.0% 0.00 [0.63, 0.63]
Ricca 2010 12 02 72 1.4 0.45 721 HB38% -0.57 [-0.90,-0.24] |
Total (95% CI) 102 129 100.0% -0.39 [-0.66, -0.13] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 317, df= 2 (P=0.21); F=37% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect 7= 2889 (P = 0.004) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
10
11 Figure 387: EDE-global
CBT-ED Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ricea 2010 1.3 07 71 27 0315 70 100.0% -2.55 [-2.949,-2.10]
Total (95% CI) 7 70 100.0% -2.55[-2.99, -2.10] L 2
Heterageneity: Mot applicable e = b L 10
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CBT-ED Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ricca 2010 17 0825 71 17 a7a 70 100.0% 0.00[-0.33,0.33]
Total (95% CI) 71 70 100.0% 0.00 [-0.33, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 I5 ﬁ é 'IDI
1 Testfor overall effect Z=0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours CBT-ED Favours Other
2 Figure 389: Remission
M.3.3.53 Behavioural therapy versus another intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated)
4 with binge eating disorder at end of treatment
5
6 Figure 390: Bingeing
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean sD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2016 BA 13 18 7.3 1349 I 50.0% -0.06 [-0.62, 0.50]
Meintosh 2016 BA 13 18 ] 13.2 I 50.0% 0.11 [-0.45,0.67]
Total {95% CI) 36 76 100.0% 0.03 [-0.37, 0.42]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 018, df=1 (P= 0673, F= 0% =-1D 55 2 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=013 (P =0.89) Favours BT Favours other
8 Figure 391: Purging
BT Anocther intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintash 2016 132 292 18 1041 14.4 3@ a01% 015 [-0.41,0.71]
Mcintash 2016 132 292 18 78 20 38 4949% 0.22[0.34,0.79]
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% 0.19 [-0.21, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.03, df=1 (F = 0.86); F=0% 5_1 0 ES p :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.93 (P =0.35) Favours BT Favours other
10 Figure 392: EDE-eating concern
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mecintosh 2016 16 1.9 18 1.2 14 38 a0.0% 0.25[-0.31,0.81]
Mecintosh 2016 16 1.9 18 1.2 1.3 38 a0.0% 0.26 -0.30, 0.82]
Total (95% Cl1) 36 76 100.0% 0.26 [-0.14, 0.65]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.98); F=0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z=1.26 (F=0.21) Favaurs BT Favours other
11
12 Figure 393: EDE-shape concern
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2016 25 1.8 18 24 1.7 3| a01% 0.06 [-0.50, 0.62]
Meintosh 2016 25 1.8 18 248 1.4 38 459% -0.18[-0.75,0.38]
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% -0.06 [-0.486, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.36, df=1 (P = 0.55); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.31 (P =0.79) Favours BT Favours other
13
14 Figure 394: EDE-weight concern
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean sD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mclntosh 2016 21 1.7 18 2 1.8 38 501% 0.06 [-0.50, 0.62]
Mclntosh 2016 21 1.7 18 24 1.8 38 49.9% -0.19[0.75,0.37]
Total {95% CI) 36 76 100.0% -0.06 [-0.46, 0.33]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.39, df=1 (P =0.53);, F=0% 5_1 2 =5 ] % 0
1 Test for averall effect Z=0.31 (F=0.76) Favaurs BT Favours other
5
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1 Figure 395:

BT

EDE-restraint

Another intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 15 19 18 1.2 15 % 50.0% 0.03 F0.53, 0.59]
Mcintosh 2016 1.5 19 18 15 1.4 3% 50.0% 0.00 [0.56, 0.56]
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% 0.01 [-0.38, 0.41]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =099); F=0%

o K 1 -5 0 5 10
2 Test for averall effect: Z=0.07 (F=0.85 Favours BT Favours other
3 Figure 396: EDI-body dissatisfaction
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 154 8.3 18 152 9.4 38 50.3% 0.02 [-0.54, 0.58]
Melntosh 2016 154 8.3 18 18.3 8.1 38 497% -0.34 080, 0.23]
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% -0.16 [-0.55, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.78, df=1 (P = 0.38); "= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 077 (F=0.44) Favours BT Favours other
4
5 Figure 397: EDI-drive for thinness
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintash 2016 81 BS 18 8.6 5.2 38 50.2% -0.08 064, 0.48]
Meintash 2016 81 BS 18 9.8 5.1 38 49.8% -0.28 085, 0.28)
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% -0.18 [-0.58, 0.22]
Heterogeneity Chif= 026, df=1 (P =061} F=0% =—1D 55 7 % 0
6 Testfor overall effect Z= 089 (F =037} Favours BT Favours other
7 Figure 398: EDI-bulimia
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 28 43 18 3.8 5.4 38 50.0% -019 076, 0.37]
Melntosh 2016 28 43 18 37 5.2 38 50.0% -016 072, 0.40
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% -0.18 [-0.57, 0.22]
Heterogeneity, Chi#= 0.01, df=1 (P =0.83); F=0% =-1D 55 b % P
Test for averall effect Z= 087 (F=0.38) Favaurs BT Favours other
8
9 Figure 399: Symptom checklist
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 07 07 18 0.6 0.6 38 50.0% 016041, 077
Melntosh 2016 07 07 18 0.6 0.6 38 50.0% 016041, 077
Total (95% CI) 36 76 100.0% 0.16 [-0.24, 0.55]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P =1.00); F=0% =—1D ES 1 % P
Testfor overall effect Z= 077 (F=0.44) Favours BT Favours other
10
11 Figure 400: Remission
BT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight W-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntash 2016 10 36 13 38 394% 0.81[0.41,1.61] — &
Meintash 2016 10 36 20 38 GDE% 0.43[0.29, 0.497] ——
Total {95% CI) 72 76 100.0%  0.64 [0.41,1.01] o
Total events 20 33
o in _ _ = | ) ) | )
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0,85, df=1 (P = 0.36), F= 0% '0_1 sz EI!S ﬁ é 10

Testfor averall effect: 2= 1.94 (P =0.05)

12
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M.3.3.61 Behavioural therapy versus another intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated)
2 with binge eating disorder at follow-up

3 Figure 401: Bingeing
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 36 495 14 3.6 9.5 28 496% 0.00[-0.64, 0.64]
Melntosh 2016 36 495 14 7.3 184 30 50.4% -0.22 0BG, 0.42)
Total (95% CI) 28 58 100.0% -0.11 [-0.56, 0.34]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 0.23, df=1 (P = 0.63); = 0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z= 048 (F=0E3) Favaurs BT Favours other
4
5 Figure 402: Purging
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 146 263 14 9.1 128 30 A04% 0.30 [0.34, 0.94]
Mecintosh 2016 146 283 14 Il 187 29 496% 037 F0.27,1.03]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% 0.34 [-0.12,0.79]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.03, df=1 (P= 0.87) F= 0% 5_1 2 55 2 é 1D=
6 Testforoverall effect Z=145{F =019 Favours BT Favours other
7 Figure 403: EDE-eating concern
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintash 2016 06 08 14 0r 1.1 30 50.4% -0.09 F0.73, 0.584]
Meintash 2016 06 08 14 0.8 0.8 29 496% -0.22 0BG, 0.42]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% -0.16 [-0.61, 0.29]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.07, df=1 (P = 0.79); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 068 (F =050 Favours BT Favours other
9 Figure 404: EDE-shape concern
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mclntosh 2016 214 14 1.6 1.8 30 50.2% 0.27 [-0.37, 0.80]
Mclntosh 2016 214 14 2.3 1.8 29 49.8% -0.20 [-0.84, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% 0.03 [-0.42, 0.49]
Heterogeneity, Chi*=1.03, df=1 (P =031}, F=3% f 1 1 } |
) -10 -4 ] g 10
Test for averall effect Z=015(F =0.88) Favaurs BT Favours other
10
11 Figure 405: EDE-weight concern
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 18 1.3 14 1.7 16 30 50.4% 0.06 [-0.57, 0.70]
Melntosh 2016 18 1.3 14 21 1.3 29 496% -0.23 0BT, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% -0.08 [-0.53, 0.37]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.40, df=1 (P =0.53); F=0% =-1D 55 b % P
Test for averall effect Z=035(F=073) Favaurs BT Favours other
12
13 Figure 406: EDE-restraint
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 11 16 14 1.1 1.4 30 50.3% 0.00 [-0.63, 0.63]
Melntosh 2016 11 16 14 1.3 1.2 29 497% -014 079, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% -0.07 [-0.52, 0.38]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 010, df=1 (P=0.75); = 0% I_1 0 ES 1 % P
Testfor overall effect =032 (F=075) Favours BT Favours other
14

15 Figure 407:

EDI-body dissatisfaction
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BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 148 749 14 134 9.8 30 50.4% 0158 [-0.49, 0.78]
Melntosh 2016 148 749 14 17 ] 29 496% -0.25 [0.89, 0.39]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% -0.05 [-0.50, 0.40]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.74, df=1 (P=0.39); F=0% I_1 0 Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect =021 (F=083) Favours BT Favours other
Figure 408: EDI-drive for thinness
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 54 B2 14 58 5.6 30 50.6% -0.07 070, 0.47]
Melntosh 2016 54 B2 14 T 6.4 29 49.4% -0.34 [F0.88, 0.30
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% -0.20 [-0.65, 0.25]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.35, df=1 (P = 0.55); = 0% =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Test for averall effect Z= 088 (F=0.38) Favaurs BT Favours other
Figure 409: EDI-bulimia
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 1.4 31 14 21 28 30 50.48% -0.23 087, 0.40)
Melntosh 2016 1.4 31 14 28 4.4 29 4948% -0.34 [F0.88, 0.30)
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% -0.29 [0.74, 0.17]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.06, df=1 (P = 0.81); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.24 (F=022) Favours BT Favours other
Figure 410: Symptom checklist
BT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintash 2016 06 0B 14 0.4 0. 30 49.3% 0.59 [-0.08, 1.24]
Meintash 2016 06 0B 14 0.6 0.5 29 507% 0.00[-0.64, 0.64]
Total (95% CI) 28 59 100.0% 0.29 [-0.16, 0.74]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.61, df=1 (P= 0.20); F= 38% i 55 7 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.25(F =021} Favours BT Favours other
Figure 411: Remission
BT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
wcintosh 2016 9 18 17 3}/ 515% 1.12[0.62, 2.00]
Melntosh 2016 10 18 16 | 485% 1.32[0.76, 2.30]
Total {95% CI) 36 76 100.0%  1.22 [0.81,1.82]
Total events 14 33
s 2= —_ —_ SR = ! } } 1 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 016, df=1 (F = 0.69), F= 0% 01 032 o' ] 1 i ey

Testfor overall effect Z=0895(P=0.34)

Favours other Favours BT

Interpersonal therapy versus another intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated)
with binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 412: Body mass index
IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilson 2010 359 43 38 354 5.7 64  G0.1% 0.09 [F0.31, 0.449]
Wilson 2010 359 43 37 36.1 4.4 66 49.9% -0.04 [-0.44, 0.36]
Total (95% CI) [£] 130 100.0% 0.02 [-0.26, 0.31]

Heterogeneity, Chi*= 020, df=1{P=065); F=0%
Test for averall effect Z= 016 (F=0.87)

Figure 413:

Bingeing
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IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wiilsan 2010 a7 72 38 4.3 79 64 501% -0.08[-0.43, 037
Wiilsan 2010 a7 72 ar 38 7.2 66 49.9% -0.01 [-0.42,0.39]
Total (95% CI) 75 130 100.0% -0.05 [0.33, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.05, df=1{P = 0.83); *= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
1 Testfor averall effect Z= 032 (F=0.75) Favours IPT Favours Other
2 Figure 414: Remission
IPT Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total VWeight WM-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wilson 2010 32 38 52 G4 50.0% 1.04 [0.86,1.24]
Wilson 2010 33 ar g4 66 50.0% 1.08[0.93 1.29]
Total {95% CI) 75 130 100.0%  1.06 [0.94, 1.20]
Total events 54} 106
Heterogeneity: Chif=017, df=1 {(F=0E8), F=0% T o= ] 1 0

Testfor averall effect Z=1.00 {(FP=0.32)

3

Favours IPT Favours Other

M.3.3.84 Interpersonal therapy versus another intervention in adults (unless otherwise stated)
5 with binge eating disorder at follow-up

6 Figure 415:

Body mass index

IPT Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wifilson 2010 359 54 38 36 6.2 G4 501% -0.02 042, 0.38
Wifilson 2010 359 54 3r InT 4.8 6 49.9% 0.04 [-0.36, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 75 130 100.0% 0.01 [-0.27, 0.30]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.04, df=1 (P = 0.85); F=0% I_1 0 Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 008 (F=054) Favours IPT Favours Other
7
8 Figure 416: Bingeing
Experimental Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilson 2010 48 7B 38 BES5 87 G4 50.0% -0.20 FOET, 0.20]
Wilgon 2010 48 7B a7 43 78 66 50.0% 0.06 [0.34, 0.47]
Total (95% CI) [E] 130 100.0% -0.07 [-0.35, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.859, df=1 (P =0.36), F=0% T = b z 0

Testfor averall effect Z=048 (F=063)

9

Favours IPT Favours Other

M.3.3.90 CBT-general versus any other intervention in adults with binge eating disorder at end

11 of treatment

12 Figure 417:

Symptom checklist

13
14

BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2016 06 0.6 19 o.r o.r 36 49.4% -0148 070, 0.41]
Meintosh 2016 06 0.6 19 0.6 0.6 38 G0.4% 0.00 [-0.55, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% -0.07 [-0.46, 0.32]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 014, df=1 (P=0.71); = 0% f 1 1 ! |
) -10 -5 a ] 10
Testfor averall effect Z= 037 (F=0.71) Favours CBT-G  Favours Other
Figure 418: Purging
BT Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2016 T8 20 19 101 14.4 38 80.8% -0.13[-0.68,0.42]
Meintosh 2016 T8 20 19 13.2 28.2 36 48.8% -0.20[-0.75, 0.36]
Total {95% CI) 38 74 100.0% -0.16 [-0.56, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.03, df=1 {(P=0.87); F= 0% T + o 1 P

Testfor overall effect: £=0.82 (F=0.41)

15
16 Figure 419:

Bingeing
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Testfor overall effect Z=1.64 (F=0.10)

Figure 425:

EDI-drive for thinness
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Favours CBT-G Favours Other

CBTG Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 5 132 18 6.5 13 36 49.6% -0.11 [-0.67, 0.44]
Melntash 2016 5 132 19 73 139 38 A0.4% -017 [[0.72,0.39]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% -0.14 [-0.53, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.02, df=1 (F=080); F=0% 1_1 0 ES p ::3 10:
Testfor overall effect Z=0.70 (P = 0.48) Favours CBT-C Favours Other
Figure 420: EDE-eating concern
CBT-G Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntash 2016 1.2 1.3 19 1.2 1.4 38 50.6% 0.00[-0.55, 0.55]
Melntash 2016 1.2 1.3 19 16 19 36 49.4% -0.23[-0.79,0.33]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% -0.11 [-0.51, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.33, df=1{P = 0.87); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z= 057 (P = 0.57) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
Figure 421: EDE-shape concern
CBTG Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2016 28 15 19 25 18 36 49.6% 017 [F0.38,0.73]
Meintosh 2016 28 15 19 24 1.7 38 A04% 0.24 [0.31,0.79]
Total {95% CI) 38 74 100.0% 0.21 [-0.18, 0.60]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.87); F=0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 (P = 0.30) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
Figure 422: EDE-weight concern
CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintosh 2016 24 15 19 2 1.5 38 G04% 0.26 [-0.29, 0.82]
Meintosh 2016 24 15 19 2.1 1.7 36 49.6% 0.18[0.38 0.74]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% 0.22 [-0.17, 0.61]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.04, df=1 (P =0.84), F=0% f 1 1 } |
) -10 -5 a ] 10
Test for averall effect Z=1.11 (F=0.27) Favours CBT-G  Favours Other
Figure 423: EDE-restraint
CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mcintosh 2016 1.5 149 18 1.2 1.5 36 48.5% 0.03 [0.53, 0.58]
Mcintosh 2016 1.5 149 18 1.5 1.4 38 50.4% 0.00[-0.55, 0.55]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% 0.01 [-0.38, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P =0.855; F= 0% I ! 1 1 |
) -10 -5 i} ] 10
Test for averall effect: Z=0.07 (F=0.85 Favaurs CBT-G Favours Other
Figure 424: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBTG Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2016 183 81 19 15.4 9.3 36 49.6% 0.32 [0.24, 0.88]
Meintosh 2016 183 81 19 152 9.4 38 A04% 0.34 [0.21,0.849]
Total {95% CI) 38 74 100.0% 0.33 [-0.06, 0.72]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.86); F=0% i’ + ) 1 P
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CBT-G Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 99 B 149 8.1 6.5 36 49.4% 0.28[-0.28, 0.84]
Melntosh 2016 99 B 149 8.6 6.2 38 506% 0.21 [-0.34, 0.76]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% 0.24 [-0.15, 0.64]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.86); = 0% I_1 0 Es 1 %
1 Testfor overall effect Z=1.21 (F=023) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
2 Figure 426: EDI-bulimia
CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 37 a2 14 3.8 5.4 38 504% -0.04 [0.59, 0.51]
Melntosh 2016 37 a2 14 28 4.3 36 49.4% 047 [-0.39,0.73]
Total (95% CI) 38 74 100.0% 0.07 [-0.33, 0.46]
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.27, df=1 (P = 0.6D0); = 0% =-1D 55 b %
3 Testfor averall effect Z= 033 (F=074) Favours CBT-G  Favours Other
4 Figure 427: Remission
CBT-G Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintash 2016 10 18 el 38 GDE% 1.06 [0.63, 1.76]
Melntash 2016 10 18 13 I/ 3W4% 1.62[0.89, 2.497]
Total {95% CI) 36 76 100.0%  1.28[0.87,1.89]
Total events 20 33
Heterogenaity: Chi : 114 df=1(P=029), F=12% — o= ; t :
Testfor averall effect Z=1.24 (P=0.21) Favours Other Favours CBT-G

5

M.3.3.106 CBT-general versus any other intervention in adults with binge eating disorder at
7 follow-up

8 Figure 428: Purging

CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntash 2016 7101487 15 14.6 263 28 A0.3% -0.32 [0.95, 0.31]
Meintosh 2016 7101587 14 9.1 12.8 a0 49.7% -0.14 [[0.78, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% -0.23 [-0.68, 0.22]
Heterogeneity Chi*=0.15, df=1 (P = 0.700; F= 0% 5_1 2 55 2 é
9 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.01 {F = 0.31) Favours CBT-C Favours Other
10 Figure 429: Bulimic episodes
CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntash 2016 43 104 15 36 9.5 28 A0.7% 0.07 F0.56, 0.70]
Meintosh 2016 43 104 14 7.3 189 30 49.3% -0.18 [-0.81, 0.46]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% -0.05 [-0.50, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.29, df=1 (P = 0.59), F= 0% 5_1 0 =5 p :IS
1 1 Testforoverall effect Z=023{F =082 Favours CBT-C Favours Other
12 Figure 430: EDE-eating concern
CBTG Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintosh 2016 o8 09 15 0.6 0.4 28 A0.5% 0.22[0.41,0.858]
Meintosh 2016 o8 09 14 or 1.1 30 48.58% 0.09[0.54,0.73]
Total {95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.16 [-0.29, 0.60]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.07, df=1 (P = 0.79); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 %
Testfor overall effect Z= 069 (P = 0.49) Favours CBT-G Favours Other

13
14 Figure 431: EDE-shape concern
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CBT-G Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 23 15 15 1.6 1.5 30 51.2% 0.46 [-0.17,1.09]
Melntosh 2016 23 15 14 2 1.4 28 48.8% 0.21 [-0.44,0.85]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.34 [-0.11, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.30, df=1 (P = 0.58); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect =146 (F=014) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
2 Figure 432: EDE-weight concern
CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 21 13 15 18 1.3 28 50E6% 0.23[-0.40, 0.56]
Melntosh 2016 21 13 14 1.7 16 30 49.4% 0.26 [-0.38, 0.80]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.24 [-0.20, 0.69]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.01, df=1{P=0.84); F=0% l 1 T } |
) -10 -5 0 5 10
Test for averall effect Z=1.06 (F=0.29) Favours CBT-G  Favours Other
4 Figure 433: EDE-restraint
CBT-G Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 13 1.2 15 1.1 1.4 30 51.7% 0158047 0.77]
Melntosh 2016 13 1.2 14 1.1 1.6 28 48.3% 013051, 0.77]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.14 [-0.31, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.00, df=1{P = 0.87); F=0% I_1 0 ES t 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 061 (F=054) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
6 Figure 434: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBTG Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintash 2016 17 4 15 13.4 9.4 30 51.8% 0.37 [-0.28, 0.549]
Meintash 2016 17 4 14 148 ra 28 485% 0.26 [-0.38, 0.81]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.32 [0.13, 0.76]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.05, df=1 (P=0.82); F= 0% =—1D % T t 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.38(F=017) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
7
8 Figure 435: EDI-drive for thinness
CBTG Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Meintash 2016 TT B4 14 5.5 5.2 28 504% 0.34 [-0.29, 0.598]
Meintash 2016 TT B4 14 58 5.6 30 4948% 0.30[-0.34,0.84]
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.32 [-0.13, 0.77]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.01, df=1 (P = 0.93); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect Z=1.41 (F=016) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
10 Figure 436: EDI-bulimia
CBT-G Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Melntosh 2016 28 44 14 1.4 31 28 479% 0.38 [-0.26,1.03]
Melntosh 2016 28 44 15 21 28 30 521% 0.20[-0.42, 0.87
Total (95% CI) 29 58 100.0% 0.29 [-0.16, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.16, df=1 (P = 0.69); I*= 0% 5_1 p Es 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.26 (F=021) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
11
12 Figure 437: Symptom checklist
CBT-G Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Melntosh 2016 06 05 14 0.4 0 30 Mot estimahle
Melntosh 2016 06 05 14 0.& 0.6 28 100.0% 0.00 [-0.64, 0.64]
Total (95% Cl) 29 58 100.0% 0.00 [-0.64, 0.64]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 é "
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours CBT-G Favours Other
13
14 Figure 438: Remission
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CBT-G Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Evenis Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Meintash 2016 17 14 16 38 448% 213[1.42 3198] ——
Meintosh 2016 17 18 19 I/ L55.2% 1.70[1.20, 2.39] ——
Total {95% CI) 38 74 100.0%  1.89 [1.45, 2.46] -
Total events 34 35
Heterogeneity: Chit= 0.70, df=1 (P = 0.40%; F= 0% f t t t t {
Testfor averall effect Z=4.73 (P = 0.00001} 0.1 0z Favouruéﬁather Favoufs CEIT—G5 1o

EDNOS individual therapy

Interpersonal hybrid versus group hybrid in adults with EDNOS at end of treatment
Figure 439: EDE-restraint

Individual (Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevonen 2005 14 1.2 17 1.3 1.2 18 100.0% 0.08 [-0.58,0.74]
Total (95% CI) 17 18  100.0% 0.08 [-0.58, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P _55 ; é y DI
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.24 (P = 0.81) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Group (Hybrid)
Figure 440: EDI-total
Individual {Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevonen 2005 2535 208 17 20 1518 18 100.0% 0.29 [-0.38, 0.96]
Total (95% CI) 17 18 100.0% 0.29 [-0.38, 0.96]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable t t T t |
Tastfi Il effect: 2= 0.85 (P = 0.39 10 -5 b s 10
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.85 (F = 0.39) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Group (Hybrid)

Figure 441: General psychopathology

Individual (Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Nevonen 2005 091 078 17 1 082 18 100.0% -013F07Y, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 17 18 100.0% 0.13 [-0.79, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 _55 D é y DI
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.37 (P=0.71) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Group (Hybrid)

Figure 442: Depression

Individual (Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mewonen 2005 9 9.8 17 1m B84 18 100.0% -0.11 [-0.77, 0.56]
Total (95% Cl) 17 18 100.0% -0.11 [-0.77, 0.56]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable t ! 1 t |
Tast fi Il effect: Z= 0.32 (P=0.75 10 -5 b 5 1
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.32 (P =0.75) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Groupl (Hybrid)

Figure 443: Remission

Individual (Hybrid)  Group (Hybrid) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevanen 2005 G 17 a 18 100.0% 0.79[0.35,1.81]
Total (95% CI} 17 18 100.0%  0.79 [0.35,1.81]
Total events 3 g
Heterogeneity: Not applicable f t t T t t |
T _ 0.1 0.z 0.4 1 2 ] 10
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.55 (F = 0.58) Favours Group (Hybrid) Favours Individual (Hybrid)

Interpersonal hybrid versus group hybrid in adults with EDNOS at follow-up
Figure 444: Depression
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Individual (Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
MNevonen 2005 14 8.6 17 9 9 18 100.0% 0.55[012,1.23]
Total (95% CI) 17 18 100.0% 0.55[-0.12,1.23]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 2 IS p é 1D=
Test for overall effect: 2= 1.61 (P=011) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Groupl (Hybrid)
2 Figure 445: General psychopathology
Individual (Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevonen 2005 0492 063 17 072 054 18 100.0% 0.33[-0.33,1.00]
Total (95% CI) 17 18  100.0% 0.33[-0.33,1.00]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p _55 p é p DI
3 Testfor overall efiect 2= 0.98 (P = 0.33) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Group (Hybrid)
4 Figure 446: EDI-total
Individual {Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevonen 2005 2853 23649 17 18 1531 18 100.0% 0.587 [-0.11,1.28]
Total (95% CI) 17 18 100.0% 0.57 [-0.11,1.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 ; é -
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.64 (P = 0.10) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Group (Hybrid)
6 Figure 447: EDE-restraint
Individual (Hybrid) Group (Hybrid) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Mevonen 2005 0.8z 1.1 17 067 0597 18 100.0% 0.14 [-0.52,0.81]
Total (95% CI) 17 18  100.0% 0.14 [-0.52, 0.81]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '-10 _|5 ﬁ é 10

Testfor overall efiect 2= 0.42 (P = 0.68) Favours Individual (Hybrid) Favours Group (Hybrid)

8 Figure 448: Remission

Individual {Hybrid)y  Group {(Hybrid) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Mevanen 2005 13 17 17 18 100.0% 0.81 [0.61, 1.08] B
Total (95% CI) 7 18 100.0% 0.21 [0.61, 1.08] -’
Tatal events 13 17
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable ) t t 1 } |
e _ o1 0.2 05 ) & 10
9 Testforoverall effect 2= 1.44 (P = 0.15) Favours Group (Hybrid) Favours Indiv (Hybrid)
M.3.50 Bulimia nervosa group therapy
M.3.5.11 Group behavioural therapy (BT) compared with another behavioural therapy (BT) in
12 adults with bulimia nervosa at the end of treatment
13 Figure 449: Vomiting
Group BT (ED) Other BT (ED) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 338 42 12 369 65 11 100.0% -0.06 [-0.87, 0.76]
Total (95% Cl) 12 11 100.0% -0.06 [-0.87, 0.76]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D % : :ij 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=013 (P = 0.89) Favours BT(ED)1 Favours BT(ED)2

14
15 Figure 450: Depression
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Group BT (ED) Other BT (ED) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 1233 123 12 864 7.3 11 100.0% 0.35[-0.48,1.17]
Total (95% CI) 12 11 100.0% 0.35 [-0.48,1.17]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =-1D 55 2 % 1D=
Test for owverall effect Z=083 (P =041} Favours BT(ED)1 Favours BT(ED)2

Figure 451: Remission

Group BT (ED)  Other BT (ED) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total VWeight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl WM-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenherg 1988 4 15 4 15 100.0% 1.001[0.31, 3.28]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0%  1.00 [0.31, 3.28]
Total events 4 4
Heterogeneity: Mat appllcable 'IZI.1 072 DTS 1- i é 1D'
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours BT(ED)2 Favours BT(ED)

Group behavioural therapy compared with another behavioural therapy in adults with
bulimia nervosa at follow-up

Figure 452: Vomiting

Group BT (ED) Other BT (ED) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Leitenberg 1588 161 2.4 12 528 73 12 100.0% -0.65[-1.48,017]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% -0.65 [-1.48, 0.17]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 D % 1III=
Test for overall effect Z=156 (F=012 Favours BT(ED)1 Favours BT(ED)2

Figure 453: Depression

Group BT (ED) Other BT (ED) Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenbarg 1928 116 B4 12 818 76 11 100.0% 047 [-0.36,1.30]
Total (95% CI) 12 11 100.0% 0.47 [-0.36, 1.30]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D I5 ﬁ % 1D=
Test far overall effect Z=1.10 (P =027 Favours BT(ED) Favours BT(ED)2

Figure 454: Remission

Group BT (ED)  Other BT (ED) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total VWeight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl WM-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberyg 1988 L 15 2 15 100.0%  250[0.57,10.93] ’
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 2.50 [0.57, 10.93] ——te R ——
Total events i 2
Heterogeneity: Mat appllcable 'IZI.1 072 DTS i é 1D'
Test for overall effect Z=122 (P =022 Favours BT(ED)2 Favours BT(ED)

Group CBT-ED compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with bulimia nervosa

at end of treatment
Figure 455: Purging
Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lee 14986 4.2 4 14 9 149 14 100.0% -0.33-1.08, 0.43]
Total {95% CI) 14 14 100.0% -0.33 [-1.08,0.42]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable :—1E| 55 1 é 10:
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.87 (P = 0.3 Favours CBT(ED) FavourWLG

Figure 456: Vomiting
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Group CBT (ED) Other WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitanbery 1988 513 6.5 12 18.27 157 12 100.0% -0.90 [1.74,-0.08]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% -0.90 [1.74, -0.05] ’
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 n 55 1 % 1E|=
1 Testfor averall effect Z=2.07 (P =0.04) Favaurs CBT-ED Favours WLC
2 Figure 457: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wialf 1992 1548 84 18 M4 B2 11 100.0% -0ET [-1.47,013]
Total {95% CI) 15 11 100.0% -0.67 [-1.47,0.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 1 % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=1.63 P =010 Favaurs CBT(ED) FavourWLC

4 Figure 458: EDI-drive for thinness

Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Walf 1992 1.7 B3 15 1484 4 11 100.0% -0.6G [-1.46, 0.14]
Total {95% Cl) 15 11 100.0% -0.66 [-1.46, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D % 1 % 105
5 Testfor overall effect Z=160(P=0.11) Favours CBT(ED) FavourWLC
6 Figure 459: EDI-bulimia
Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wialf 1992 67 43 14 84 43 11 100.0% -0.38 147, 0.40)
Total {95% Cl) 15 11 100.0% -0.38 [-1.17, 0.40]
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle =—1D I5 ﬁ % 1D=
Test for owerall effect: =095 (F = 0.34) Favours CBT(ED) FavourWLC
8 Figure 460: Depression
Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1928 867 7.2 12 246 96 12 100.0% -1.81 [2.79,-0.84]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% -1.81 [[2.79, -0.84] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 % 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect: Z= 364 (P = 0.0003) Favours CBT-ED  Favours WLC
10 Figure 461: Remission
Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Risk Ratio (Hon-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lee 1986 4 15 1 15 48.3% 0.79[0.56,1.10]
Leitenherg 1988 1 15 a 14 891.7% 0.94 [0.78,1.13]
Total {95% CI) 30 20 100.0% 0.86 [0.72, 1.04]
Total events a 1
ihoa - - - R - ! J 1 1 1 ]
L R N N S BT
estfor overall effect Z=1.57 (P=0.12) Favour CBT(ED) Favours WLC

11

M.3.5.42 Group CBT-ED compared with wait list controls in adults with bulimia nervosa at
13 follow-up

14
15 Figure 462: Remission
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Group CBT (ED) Other WLC Risk Ratio (Hon-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
Lee 1986 G 14 2 15 46.5% 0.63[0.44, 1.09] ——
Leitenberg 1988 4 15 a 14 535% 0.74[0.54 1.0 ——
Total {95% CI) 30 20 100.0% 0.72 [0.55, 0.94] -
Total events 10 2
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.07, df=1 (F=0.80), F=0% T s 4 L 0

Testfor overall effect Z=237 (P=0.02

Favour CBT(ED) Fawvours WLC

Group CBT-ED compared with another intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at

the end of treatment

Figure 463: Laxative use
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 373 875 26 033 1.47 30 100.0% 0.55[0.02,1.09]
Total (95% CI) 26 30 100.0% 0.55[0.02, 1.09]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Testfor averall effect: £=2.03 (P = 0.04) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 464: Bingeing
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 16.31 23.69 26 7.EBT  9.08 a0 26.5% 0.49[-0.04,1.02]
Chen 2003 14.33 10.36 G0 1433 10.36 G0 59.0% 0.00 [-0.36, 0.36]
Wolf 18592 5.3 5.1 15 a8 135 15 14.5% -0.33[-1.06, 0.39]
Total (95% Cl) 101 105 100.0% 0.08 [-0.19, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.72, df= 2 (P = 0.16); F= 46% I_1 0 Iﬁ D } 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.58 (F = 0.56) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 465: Vomiting
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 1685 2389 26 6 7.07 30 B32% 0.55[0.01,1.08]
Leitenhery 1988 513 6.5 B 338 42 12 18.6% 0.33 066, 1.32]
Leitenhery 1988 513 6.5 B 369 645 11 18.2% 0.21 F0.79,1.21]
Total (95% CI) 38 53 100.0% 0.45 [0.02, 0.87]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=0.40, df= 2 (P = 0.82); F= 0% =-1D 55 D é 1D=
Testfor averall effect £=2.05 (P =0.04) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 466: EDE-total
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 3497 1.68 60 3.73 203 60 100.0% 013 [0.23, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 60 60 100.0% 0.13 [-0.23, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.70 (P = 0.49) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 467: EDI-total
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 013 007 928% 013 [0.01,0.27]
Lavender 2012 -0.381 0.25102 T2% -0.39[-0.88,0.10]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.09 [-0.04, 0.22]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 4.00, di=1 (P = 0.05); F=75% f i I I |
Testf Il effect Z=1.37 (P=0.17 "o s 0 5 10
estfor overall effect: 2=1.37 (P = 0.17) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=75%. There was no obvious risk of bias, or no difference
in the severity of illness, duration of treatment or presence of comorbidities. However, Chen
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2003 did compare group CBT-ED to individual CBT-ED, the latter is a very effective therapy,
whilst Lavender compared group CBT-ED to a less effective treatment of emotional and
social training. This may explain why Chen 2003 had a smaller difference at the end of
treatment compare with Lavender 2012. Since there were only two studies and risk of bias
may explain the results, the data is presented as random effects.

Figure 468: EDI-total with random effects

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Chen 2003 013 0.07  BO.7% 013 [-0.01,0.27]
Lawender 2012 -0.391 025102 39.3% -0.39 [-0.88,0.10]

Total (95% CI) 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.10; Chi*=4.00, df=1{F =008} = 75%
Testfor overall effect Z=029(F =077

-0.07 [-0.57, 0.42]

1 1 1
-10 -f a a 10
Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Figure 469: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

Bailer 2004 1487 8.07 26 B.B7 745 300 261% 062009 1.16]

Chen 2003 147 812 G0 1587 B.25 B0 59.1% -0.14 [[0.50,0.22]

Wolf 1992 185 949 15 147 104 18 14.8% 0.08 [0.64,0.79]

Total (95% CI) 101 105 100.0% 0.09 [-0.18, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Chi*=5.39, df= 2 (P =0.07);, F=63% qo = b : 0

Testfor overall effect Z=0.64 (F = 0.52) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=63%. There was no obvious risk of bias, or no difference
in the severity of iliness, duration of treatment or presence of comorbidities. However, Chen
2003 did compare group CBT-ED to individual CBT-ED, the latter is a very effective therapy,
the other studies also used effective comparator arms, group behavioural therapy and guided

self-help. So the reasons for heterogeneity were not clear and a random effects analysis is
presented.
Figure 470: EDI-body dissatisfaction with random effects
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI

Bailer 2004 1487 8.07 26 887 T.45 300 32.8% 0.62[0.09,1.16]
Chen 2003 147 812 60 15.87 B8.25 B0 41.9% -0.14[-0.80,0.23]
Wolf 1592 155 449 15 147 104 15 25.3% 0.08 [0.64,0.79]
Total {(95% CI) 101 105 100.0% 0.16 [-0.33, 0.66]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.12; Chi*= 539, df= 2 (F = 0.07), F=63%

-10 5 0 5 10
Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.65 (F =051} Favours CET (ED) Graup Favour Other
Figure 471: EDI-drive for thinness
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bailer 2004 1087 663 26 7BY B.A3 30 265% 048 [-0.06,1.01]
Chen 2003 11.2 3} 60 1063 548 B0 58.9% 010026, 0.46]
Wolf 1992 1.7 6.3 15 133 [} 15 14.6% -0.25 [-0.97,0.47]
Total (95% Cl) 101 105 100.0% 0.15[-0.13,0.42]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 2.74, df= 2 (P = 0.28); F= 27% 5_1 2 55 ? % 0
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.06 (P = 0.29) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Figure 472:

EDI-bulimia
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nt

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Group CBT (ED) Other
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
Bailer 2004 .57 532 26 31 434 30 26.0%
Chen 2003 87 645 G0 B.07 B.23 B0 59.6%
Walf 1992 67 43 15 96 BB 15 14.4%
Total (95% CI) 101 105 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Chi*=7.27, df= 2 (P =0.03); F=72%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.21 (P =0.23)

0.71 (017, 1.25]
0.10 F0.26, 0.46]
-0.81 F1.24,0.27]

0.17 [-0.11, 0.45]

-

10 -5 0 5
Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=72%. There was no obvious risk of bias, or no difference
in the severity of iliness, duration of treatment or presence of comorbidities. However, Chen
2003 did compare group CBT-ED to individual CBT-ED, the latter is a very effective therapy,
the other studies also used effective comparator arms, group behavioural therapy and guided
self-help. So the reasons for heterogeneity were not clear and a random effects analysis is

presented.
Figure 473: EDI-bulimia with random effects
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 a7 632 26 31 434 30 333% 0.71[017,1.29] =
Chen 2003 87 B.45 60 B.07 EB.23 GO 39.7% 010 F0.26, 0.46]
Waolf 1992 67 4.3 15 96 G 19 27.0% -0.81 F1.24,0.22]
Total (95% CI) 101 105 100.0% 0.14[-0.44,0.72]
Heterogeneity: Tau= 019, Chi*= 7.27, df= 2 (P =0.03);, F=T2% 5_1 0 =5 p % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: =047 (P = 0.64) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 474: Clinical impairment
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lavender 2012 -1.024 026122 100.0% -1.02 [-1.54,-0.41]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -1.02 [-1.54, -0.51] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 |5 ] % 1D=
Test for overall effect: £=3.92 (F = 0.0001) Favours CBT (ED) Group  Favour Other
Figure 475: Symptom checklist
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Chen 2003 1.08 075 60 1.03 067 60 100.0% 0.07 [-0.29, 0.43]
Total {95% C1) 60 60 100.0% 0.07 [-0.29, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 IS i % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 038 (P = 0.70) Favours CET (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 476: Depression
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 13.83 11.48 26 BIT 833 a0 261% 0.55[0.02,1.08]
Chen 2003 14.33 1036 60 1537 11.91 G0 A3.6% -0.09 [-0.45, 0.27]
Leitenberg 1988 8.6T 7.2 6 864 e 1 7% 0.00 [-0.99, 1.00]
Leitenbery 1988 B.ET V2 B 1233 123 12 Fi% -0.32 [-1.30, 0.67]
Total (95% CI) 98 113 100.0% 0.07 [-0.21, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 452, df=3 (P=0.213; F= 34% 1 P 5 5 t o

Testfor averall effect 2= 047 (P =064}

Figure 477: Anxiety
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Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Chen 2003 50487 &89 30 51.87 9.08 30 50.0% -0.10[-0.61, 0.41]
Chen 2003 4387 9.87 30 4523 116 30 50.0% -012[-0.63, 0.38]
Total (95% CI) 60 60 100.0% -0.11 [-0.47, 0.25]
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 0.01, df= 1 (P = 0.84}; P= 0% I_1 0 I5 b } 1D=
1 Testfor averall effect: Z= 0.61 (P =0.54) Favours CET (ED) Group Favour Other
2 Figure 478: Remission
Group CBT (ED) Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 3 41 1 40 100.0% 0.95 [0.86, 1.09]
Total {95% CI) 41 40 100.0% 0.95 [0.86, 1.05]
Total events 3 1
Heterageneity: Mot applicable Y G ] } 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.00 (F=032)

Favour CBT (ED) Group Favours Other

M.3.5.64 Group CBT-ED compared with another intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at
5 follow-up
6 Figure 479: Bingeing
Group CBT (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 1311 21.76 30 754 1315 25 16.5% 0.30 [-0.23,0.83]
Chen 2003 96 148 60 1047 14.24 G0 58.9% -0.06 [-0.42,0.30]
YWalf 1952 6.3 5.4 14 5.3 6.2 19 147% 0.17 [-0.55, 0.58]
Total {95% CI) 105 100 100.0% 0.07 [-0.21,0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chit=1.28, df= 2 (P =053 F= 0% 5_1 P 55 3 é 10:
7 Testfor averall effect Z=049 (F=063 Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
8 Figure 480: Vomiting
Group CBT (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 11.89 22.24 30 462 1315 25 G35% 0.38[-0.15,0.82]
Leitenberg 1988 5.29 7 6 528 7.3 12 19.0% -0.00 [-0.98, 0.98]
Leitenberyg 1988 5.25 7 6 161 2.4 12 17.5% 078 [-0.23,1.81]
Total {95% CI) 42 49 100.0% 0.38 [-0.05, 0.81]
Heterogeneity, Chit=1.21, df= 2 (P = 0.55); F= 0% 5_1 P 55 5 t 10:

Testfor overall effect Z=1.75 (P =0.08)

9

10 Figure 481: Laxative use

Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Group CBT (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 459 1015 30 008 028 25 100.0% 0.59[0.05,1.13]
Total (95% CI) 30 25 100.0% 0.59 [0.05, 1.13]
Heterageneity: Nat applicable I 1 1 !
Testf lleffect 2= 214 (P=0.03 -0 = v 5 10
gstfor overall effect Z=2.14 (F=0.03) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

11

12 Figure 482: Clinical impairment

5td. Mean Difference

5td. Mean Difference

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

Lavender 2012 -2.29 058418 100.0% -229 343,119

Total (95% CI) 100.0% -2.29[-3.43, 1.15] 4

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—‘ID |5 ] :IS 0
Test for overall effect: £=3.92 (F = 0.0001) Favours CBT (ED) Group  Favour Other

13

14 Figure 483: EDE-total
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Group CBT (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 374 194 60 381 2 G0 100.0% -0.03 [0.38,0.32]
Total (95% CI) 60 60 100.0% -0.03 [-0.39,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle 1_1 0 % B % 0
Testfor averall effect: 2= 018 (P = 0.85) Favours CBT (ED) Group  Favour Other
Figure 484: EDI-total
5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lawvender 2012 -0.099 0.02526 100.0% -010 015, -0.04]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.10 [-0.15, -0.05] |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable -_1 0 —'5 1 m-

Testfor overall effect: 2= 392 (P = 0.0001) ?

0
Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Othe

Figure 485: EDI-body dissatisfaction

Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bailer 2004 929 942 30 1018 B.6B 25 26.9% -010[-0.63,0.43]
Chen 2003 1243 785 G0 14.87 B8.89 B0 AB.6% -0.30 [-0.66, 0.086]
Wolf 1992 132 849 19 166 10 18 14.6% -0.35[1.07, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 105 100 100.0% -0.25[-0.53,0.02]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 046, df= 2 (P =0.79); F= 0%

Testfor overall effect; Z2=1.79 (P = 0.07) -1d s v f

Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Othe

Figure 486: EDI-drive for thinness

Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bailer 2004 521 564 30 659 547 25 2B.E% -0.23[-0.77,0.30]
Chen 2003 953 6.54 G0 B8.67 B.77 B0 5B8.9% -0.02 [[0.38, 0.34]
Wolf 1992 11.7 63 18 133 5 18 14.6% -0.25[-0.97,0.47]
Total (95% CI) 105 100 100.0% -0.11 [-0.39, 0.16]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.60, df= 2 (P =074}, F=0%
Testforoverall effect Z=0.80 (F=10.43)

Figure 487: EDI-bulimia

-10 5 0 5
Favours CBT (ED) Group  Favour Other

Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 45 5.06 30 3.32 518 25 26.6% 0.23 [F0.31,0.76]
Chen 2003 5.363 4.73 G0 6.26 4.45 B0 GB8.7% -0.19[-0.55, 0.16]
Walf 1992 5.6 ] 15 57 4 15 14.7% -0.02 [-0.74, 0.69]
Total (95% CI) 105 100 100.0% -0.06 [-0.33,0.22]

Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.67, df= 2 {F=043), F=0%

Testfor awerall effect 7= 0.40 (F = 0.69) -10 -5 D °

Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Othe

Figure 488: Symptom checklist

Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 1.01 075 60 111 071 60 100.0% -0.14 [-0.49,0.23]
Total (95% CI) 60 60 100.0% -0.14 [-0.49,0.22]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.74 {P = 0.46)

10 -5 ]

0 5
Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other

Figure 489: Anxiety
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Group CBT (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen 2003 4243 11.37 30 486 1067 30 459.3% -0.55[-1.07,-0.04]
Chen 2003 49.93 10.02 30 5253 824 30 A0.7% -0.28 [0.79, 0.23]
Total (95% CI) 60 60 100.0% -0.41 [-0.78, -0.05] ¢
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.54, df=1 (P = 0.46); F= 0% 5_1 0 55 D % 1D=
Testfar averall effect Z= 224 (P=0.03 Favours CBT (ED) Group Favaur Other
Figure 490: Depression
Group CBT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Eailer 2004 11.7 1299 o 7E1 G 25 26.3% 0.39[-0.15,0.92]
Chen 2003 13.37 1068 60 167 1274 G0 58.4% -0.28 [-0.64, 0.08]
Leitenberg 1888 11.67 124 6 818 TE 1 T.5% 0.35 [-0.65, 1.35]
Leitenbery 1988 11.67 124 6 116 6.5 12 T9% 0.01 [-0.97, 0.949]
Total (95% CI) 102 108 100.0% -0.04 [-0.31,0.24]
Heteroeneity, Chi*= 4.75, df= 3 (P =0.19); F= 37 % 5_1 P % 3 % 1E|=
Testfar averall effect Z=0.26 (F=0.80) Favours CBT (ED) Group Favour Other
Figure 491: Remission
Group CBT (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 3 41 ¥ 40 58.9% 0421012 1.50] |
Leitenherg 1983 2 7 2 15 108% 214[038,12.24] +
Leitenherg 1983 2 a ] 15 28.4% 0781019 3.03] =
Total {95% Cl) 56 70 100.0%  0.70[0.32, 1.56] —ee
Total events ¥ 14
Heteroganeity: Chi=2.21, df= 2 (FP=0233, F=10% "1 03 05 5 : 0

Testfor averall effect £=0.87 (P =0.38)

Favours Other Favour CBT (ED) Group

Group behavioural therapy compared with wait list control (WLC) in adults with

bulimia nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 492: Bingeing
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 35D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Walf 1992 a8 1348 15 T1 48 11 100.0% 0148 F0E3, 093]
Total (95% CI) 15 11 100.0% 0.15[-0.63, 0.93]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D 55 1 :=5 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 039 (P =070 Favaurs Group BT Favour WLC
Figure 493: Vomiting
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenherg 1988 369 EHS 11 1627 147 A 80.2% -114 F2.22,-0.08] —
Leitenherg 1988 338 4z 12 1627 147 A 49.8% -1.30[F2.39,-0.21] ——
Total {95% CI) 23 12 100.0% -1.22 [-1.99, -0.45] <&
Heterogeneity Chi*= 0.04, df=1 (P = 0.84); F= 0% =-1E| 55 1 % 10
Test for overall effect Z= 310 (P =0.002) Favours BT Favours WLC
Figure 494: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Walf 1992 147 104 15 M4 B2 11 100.0% -0.73 1.4, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 15 11 100.0% 0.73 [-1.54, 0.08]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable o + 1 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.77 (P = 0.08)

Figure 495: EDI-drive for thinness
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Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 35D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
WWolf 19592 13.3 6 15 154 4 11 100.0% -0.39 [1.17, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 15 11 100.0% -0.39 [-1.17, 0.40]
Heterogeneity, Not applicable I_1 p =5 3 % 1D:
Test for overall effect; Z=0.96 (P = 0.34) Favours Group BT Favour WLC
Figure 496: EDI-bulimia
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wiolf 1992 96 B6 15 g4 43 11 100.0% 0.20 [-0.53, 0.88]
Total (95% CI) 15 11 100.0% 0.20 [-0.58, 0.98]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I-'IU % 5 % 1D=
Test for averall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61) Favours Group BT Favour WLC
Figure 497: Depression
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenbery 1988 264 7.3 11 246 98 B 42.3% -1.86 [-3.09, -0.64] ——
Leitenbery 1988 1233 123 12 246 98 F 57.7% -1.01 [-2.06, 0.04] —
Total (95% CI) 23 12 100.0% .37 [-2.17, -0.58] <
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 1.08, df=1 (P = 0.30); F= 5% 5_1 2 % 7 % 1D=
Test far overall effect £=3.38 (P =0.0007) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours WLG
Figure 498: Remission
Group BT (ED) WLC Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Mon-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 4 15 il 7 80.0% 0.77 [0.54, 1.09] ——
Leitenberg 1988 4 15 il 7 a0.0% 0.77 [0.54,1.09] ——
Total (95% CI) 30 14 100.0% 0.77 [0.60, 0.99] <9
Total events g a
Heterogeneity: Chi = 0.00,df=1 (F=1.00);F=0% T e 1 ; 0
Test for averall effect: Z=2.08 (P =0.04) Favours WLC Favours BT (ED)
Group behavioural therapy compared with wait list control in adults with bulimia
nervosa at follow-up
Figure 499: Remission
Group BT (ED) wLC Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 2 15 2 T 50.0% 1.21[0.73,2.07]
Leitenherg 1988 5 15 2 T 50.0% 0.893[0.52, 1.68]
Total (95% CI) 30 14 100.0% 1.07 [0.73, 1.58]
Total events T 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.44, df=1 (P=051) F=0% 01 02 05 ] 1 L o

Testfor overall effect Z=036 (P =072

Group behavioural therapy compared with another gro
bulimia nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 500: Bingeing

Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference

Fawvours WLC Fawvours Group BT (ED)

up intervention in adults with

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Wolf 1992 8.8 1335 15 2.3 a4 15 100.0% 0.33 [0.39, 1.08]

Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.33 [0.39, 1.06]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Ho + p t o

Test for overall effect: £=10.91 (P = 0.36)
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Figure 501: Vomiting

Group BT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 338 42 12 513 65 6 49.5% -0.33 [-1.32, 0.66]
Leitenberg 1938 369 64 12 413 65 6 A0.2% -0.21 F1.19, 0.77]
Total {95% CI) 24 12 100.0% -0.27 [-0.97, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.87) F=0% 5_1 0 55 1 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.76 (F=0.43) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 502: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Group BT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wyaolf 1992 147 10.4 19 18945 449 149 100.0% -0.08 [0.79, 0.64]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% -0.08 [-0.79, 0.64]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i_1 0 15 h é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.21 (P = 0.83) avours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 503: EDI-drive for thinness
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Walf 1992 13.3 B 19 117 63 149 100.0% 0.25 [0.47,0.897]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.25[-0.47, 0.97]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle =—1D 55 1 é 0
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.69 (F = 0.45) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 504: EDI-bulimia
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wolf 1992 96 6.8 15 6.7 4.3 16 100.0% 0.81 [0.22,1.24]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.51 [-0.22, 1.24]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D § 1 % 0
Testfor overall effect 2=1.36 (P = 0.17) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 505: Depression
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1928 1233 123 12 86T 7.2 6 A0.4% 0.32 [0.67,1.30]
Leitenberg 1928 864 T3 11 BET 7.2 6 49.6% -0.00-1.00, 0.99]
Total (95% CI) 23 12 100.0% 0.16 [-0.54, 0.86]
Heterageneity: Chi*=0.20, df=1 {P = 0.65), F= 0% l } 1 t |
Tastf Il effect 7= 0.44 (P = 0.BG 10 -5 v 5 10
estfor averall effect 7= 044 (P = 0.66) Favours BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 506: Remission
Group BT (ED) Other Group Risk Ratio (Hon-event) Risk Ratio (Hon-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenherg 1988 4 15 1 15 47.5% 0.79[0.56,1.10] ——
Leitenherg 1988 4 18 ] 18 92.69% 0.74[0.54,1.02] ——
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.76 [0.61, 0.96] -
Total events g 1
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 006, df=1 (P =081}, F=0% T 02 05 T L 0

Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.30 (P = 0.02)

Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group

Group behavioural therapy compared with any other intervention in adults with

bulimia nervosa at follow-up

Figure 507: Bingeing
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Group BT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
MNauta 2001 14 38 10 ng 28 18 46.1% 0.18 [-0.59, 0.96]
Wolf 1992 53 62 15 6.3 a4 15 53.9% -0.17 [-0.88, 0.54]
Total {95% CI) 25 33 100.0% -0.01 [-0.53, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 042 df=1 (P = 0.52), F= 0% I_1 0 15 1 é 10:
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.02 (F = 0.98) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 508: Vomiting
Group BT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 161 2.4 12 525 7 6 47.9% -0.79[-1.81,0.23]
Leitenberg 1938 528 T3 12 425 T B A821% 0.00 [-0.98, 0.93]
Total {95% CI) 24 12 100.0% -0.38 [-1.08, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.21,df=1 (P= 027 F=17% 5_1 0 55 3 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 (F=0.30) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 509: EDE-eating concern
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mauta 2001 0a 08 10 0a 141 10 100.0% 0.00 [-0.88, 0.88]
Total (95% CI) 10 10 100.0% 0.00 [-0.88, 0.88]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =-1D 55 5 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 510: EDE-shape concern
Group BT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mauta 2001 23 149 10 23 13 18 100.0% 0.00 FO.FF, 0.77]
Total (95% CI) 10 18 100.0% 0.00 [-0.77, 0.77]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =—1D 55 5 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=10.00 (P =1.00) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 511: EDE-weight concern
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mauta 2001 22 18 10 1.7 141 18 100.0% 0.34[F0.44,112]
Total (95% CI) 10 18 100.0% 0.34 [-0.44,1.12]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =—1D 55 5 % 0
Testfor overall effect 7= 0.86 (F = 0.35) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 512: EDE-restraint
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mauta 2001 09 09 10 08 141 10 100.0% 0.00 [F0.88, 0.88]
Total {95% CI) 10 10 100.0% 0.00 [-0.88, 0.88]
Heterogeneity. Mat applicable =—1D 15 T % 0
Testfor overall effect Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 513: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Group BT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Meam SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wolf 1992 16.6 10 15 132 849 14 100.0% 0.35 [F0.37,1.07]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.35 [-0.37, 1.07]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =—1D { 1 1 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.95 (P = 0.34)

Figure 514: EDI-drive for thinness
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Group BT (ED)

Other Group

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wolf 1992 133 65 15 117 BB 15 100.0% 0.24 [[0.48, 0.96]
Total {95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.24 [-0.48, 0.986]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D 15 T 1 10:
1 Testfor overall effect Z=0.65 (F = 0.52) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
2 Figure 515: EDI-bulimia
Group BT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Meam SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wolf 1992 AT 4 15 5.6 i 14 100.0% 0.02 F0.69, 0.74]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.02 [-0.59, 0.74]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =—1D 55 5 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=10.06 (P = 0.85) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
4 Figure 516: Depression
Group BT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1988 818 76 11 1167 124 B 27.0% -0.35[-1.35, 0.65]
Leitenberg 1988 116 BA 12 1167 124 B 28.5% -0.01 [-0.89, 0.97]
Mauta 2001 79 B2 10 48 a7 18 44.3% 0.51 F0.27,1.30]
Total (95% CI) 33 30 100.0% 0.13 [-0.39, 0.65]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 1.86, df= 2 (P = 0.39); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 1 % 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect Z= 049 (P=0.63) Favours BT (ED} Favours Other Group
6 Figure 517: Remission
Group BT (ED) Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Leitenberg 1938 2 11 2 G 16.4% 0.55[0.10, 2.95]
Leitenberg 1988 ] 10 2 6 15.8% 1.50[0.41, 5.49]
Mata 2001 7 10 15 18 B7.8%  0.84[0.53,1.37 ——
Total (95% CI) K| 30 100.0%  0.90 [0.57,1.41] ~il—
Total events 14 149
i - - - SR - ! } } 1 1 ]
?et?;ogenem;.l C;I ;12920 if?-PQEPU-EE:_ED), = 0% T o= ot 1 t Py
7 estfor overall effect Z=0.47 (P =0.64) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours Other Group
M.3.5.118 Group psychoeducation compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia
9 nervosa at end of treatment
10 Figure 518: Bingeing
Group pyschoeducation Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Olmsted 1991 9.9 13 29 7. 141 25 100.0% 0.20[-0.33, 0.74]
Total (95% CI) 29 25 100.0% 0.20 [-0.33, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 ﬁ é 1D=
11 Testforoverall effect 2= 0.75 (F = 0.46) Favours pyschoeducation Favours Other
12 Figure 519: Vomiting
Group pyschoeducation Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Olmsted 1991 18.3 341 29 7a 1348 25 100.0% 0.44 [-0.11, 0.98]
Total {95% Cl) 29 25 100.0% 0.44 [-0.11, 0.98]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable =-1D I5 S é 1D=
13 Testioroverall effect Z=1.58 (P =0.11) Favours pyschoeducation Favours Other
14 Figure 520: EDI-body dissatisfaction
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Group pyschoeducation

Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Qlmsted 1991 12.8 75 29 118 a4 25 100.0% 0.12[-0.41, 0.66]
Total {95% CI) 29 25 100.0% 0.12 [-0.41, 0.66]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 3 é 1D=
Testiorowerall effect 2= 0.44 (F = 0.66) Favours pyschoeducation Favours Other
Figure 521: EDI-drive for thinness
Group pyschoeducation Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Olmsted 1991 101 6.4 29 549 6.3 25 100.0% 0.62[0.08 1.17]
Total {95% CI) 29 25 100.0% 0.62[0.08, 1.17]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1U =5 T é 1U=
Testfor overall efiect Z=2.23 (F = 0.03) Favours pyschoeducation Favours Other
Figure 522: EDI-bulimia
Group pyschoeducation Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Olmsted 1991 44 4.8 29 23 38 25 100.0% 0.50 [-0.05,1.04]
Total {95% CI) 29 25 100.0% 0.50 [-0.05, 1.04]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1D I5 T é 1D=
Testfar averall effect: Z=1.78 (F = 0.07) Favours pyschoeducation Favours Other
Figure 523: Remission
Group pyschoeducation Other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Olmsted 1991 G 34 9 30 100.0% 0.87[0.23,1.43] -
Total (95% CI) 35 30 100.0%  0.57 [0.23,1.42] e
Total events [} 9
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '0.1 sz D!S é é 1D'

Testfor overall effect Z=1.20(FP=0.23)

Favours Other Favours Pyschoeducation

Group CBT (varied intensity and focus) compared CBT (control low intensity) in adults
with bulimia nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 524: Bingeing

CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 1.82 388 41 33 3T 11 3358% -0.41 [-1.08, 0.26] —
Mitchell 1993 1.29 4.97 30033 37 11 32.3% -0.42 [1.10, 0.26] =
Mitchell 1993 21 4.4 33033 37 12 34.2% -0.28 [0.94, 0.38] —-
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% -0.37 [-0.76, 0.02] 0
Heterogeneity Chif= 010, df= 2 (P = 0.95); F=0% 5_1 g 55 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.86 (F = 0.06) Favours varied intensity Fawvours CBT control
Figure 525: Vomiting
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 213 4.33 33 422 468 12 33.49% -0.46 [-1.13,0.20] —
Mitchell 1993 244 8.358 35 422 468 11 32.8% -0.23[-0.91, 0.45] —u-
Mitchell 1993 1.91 4.38 41 422 466 11 33.4% -0.81 F1.19,0.16] —=
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% -0.40 [-0.79, -0.01] L 2
Heterogenaity Chi®= 0.39, df= 2 (P = 0.82); F= 0% l ; } {
Testf Il effect: 7= 2.03 (P = 0.04 10 3 5 1
estfor overall effect Z=2.03 (P = 0.04) Favours varied intensity Faveurs CBT control
Figure 526: Laxative use
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 1.91 4.38 41 0485 212 11 33.5% 0.35 [0.32,1.02]
Mitchell 1993 0,113 0.384 33 0489 212 11 3.8% -0.34 [1.03,0.39]
Mitchell 1993 2.44 8.35 35 0489 212 12 34.7% 0.26 [-0.40,0492]
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% 0.10 [-0.29, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.33, df= 2 (P=0.31), F=14% I_1 0 I5 ] % 1D=

Test for averall effect Z= 050 (P = 0.62)
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1 Figure 527: EDI-body dissatisfaction
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 1448 8.3 41 137 4941 11 337% 0.08 [0.57, 0.76] ——
Mitchell 1993 11.8 6158 3|/ 137 941 11 322% -0.31 [-0.89, 0.37] —.-
Mitchell 1993 14.8 8.62 33 137 a1 12 341% 0.12 [0.54,0.78] -+
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% -0.03 [-0.41, 0.36] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.00, df= 2 (P = 0.61); F=0% 5_1 0 55 t 105
2 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.14 (F = 0.89) Favours varied intensity Favours CBT control
3 Figure 528: EDI-drive for thinness
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 841 6.79 33 102 B.37 12 34.8% -0.26 [-0.93, 0.40]
Mitchell 1993 7.99 5.27 41 102 B.3T 11 34.1% -0.40 [1.07,0.27]
Mitchell 1993 5.84 453 35 102 B3T 1M1 3M1% -0.86 [-1.56,-0.15] —
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% -0.49 [-0.88, -0.10] *
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 1.57, df= 2 (P = 0.46); F= 0% I_1 2 _55 5 é 1D=
4 Testior overall effect Z= 2.47 (P =0.01) Favours varied intensity Favours CBT control
5 Figure 529: EDI-bulimia
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 1.35 3.6 35 527 5449 12 34.1% -0.91 [-1.59,-0.23] —
Mitchell 1993 1.86 2.48 41 527 5449 11 33.0% -1.00 [-1.70,-0.31] —=
Mitzhell 1993 25 3.63 33 522 5449 11 32.8% -0.64 [1.34,0.09] —i
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% -0.85[-1.25, -0.45] L 3
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.55, df= 2 (P = 0.76); F= 0% 5_1 2 _55 s é 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect 2= 4.19 (P = 0.0001) Favours varied intensity Favours CBT control
7 Figure 530: Anxiety
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 1993 314 41 33 206 2895 1 3NT% 0.27 [0.42, 0.94]
Mitchell 1993 2.28 249 35 206 2895 12 346% 0.07 [0.58 0.73]
Mitchell 1993 2.07 2.98 41 206 245 11 33.6% 0.00 [0.6B, 0.67]
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% 0.11 [-0.27, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 032, df=2(P=08%); F=0% I_1 0 _I5 T é 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect Z=0.57 (F = 0.57) Favours varied intensity Favours CBT control
9 Figure 531: Depression
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitzhell 1993 5.69 5.93 33 463 564 11 31.8% 018 [0.51, 0.86]
Mitchell 1993 5.28 5.93 35 463 564 12 34.6% 011 [0.55, 0.76]
Mitchell 1993 4.7 5.84 41 463 564 11 33.6% 0.01 [0.65, 0.68]
Total (95% CI) 109 34 100.0% 0.10 [-0.29, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 012, df= 2 (P =0.94);, F=0% 1_1 0 I5 s % 0
1 0 Testfor overall effect Z=0.50 (F = 0.62) Favours varied intensity Favours CBT control
11 Figure 532: Remission
CBT (varied intensity) CBT Control Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitzhell 1993 21 33 2 11 328% 0.44 [0.26, 0.76] —
Mitchell 1993 23 41 2 11 345% 0.39[0.23, 0.66] —
Mitchell 1993 24 35 3 12 32.6% 0.42[0.23,0.79] —
Total {95% CI} 109 34 100.0% 0.42 [0.30, 0.57] -
Total events 73 7
e _ _ a | , , , ,
e e ™™ O T
12 estfor overall efiect: 2= 5.42 ( . ) Favours varied intensity Favours CBT control
M.3.5.133 Group emotional and mind training compared with any other treatment in adults with
14 bulimia nervosa at end of treatment

15 Figure 533:

EDE-total

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

120




Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE  Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Lavender 2012 -0.101 025102 100.0% -0.10[-0.59, 0.349]
Total (95% Cl) 100.0% -0.10 [-0.59, 0.39]
ity i } } 1 } |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable e = b : 10

Testfor overall effect: £=0.40 (P = 0.69)

1
2 Figure 534: Clinical impairment

Std. Mean Difference

Favour Other Favours Group Mind Training

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE  Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lavender 2012 1.024 026122 100.0% 1.02[0.51,1.54]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.02 [0.51, 1.54] L 3

| ; )

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable e
Testfor overall effect Z=3.92 (P = 0.0001)

3

-5 0 5 10
Favour Other Favours Group Mind Training

M.3.5.144 Group emotional and mind training compared with any other treatment in adults with

5 bulimia nervosa at follow-up

6 Figure 535: EDE-total
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lavender 2012 0.099 0.02526 100.0% 0.10[0.05,0.14]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.10 [0.05, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 1_1 0 -'5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect £= 3,92 (P = 0.00013

7
8 Figure 536: Clinical impairment

Std. Mean Difference

Favour Other Favours Group Mind Training

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  5td. Mean Difference SE  Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lavender 2012 229 058418 100.0% 2290115, 3.43]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 2.29[1.15,3.43] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable "
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.92 (P = 0.0001)

9

5 0 i 10
Favour Other Favours Group Mind Training

M.3.5.180 Group support compared with any other treatment in adults with bulimia nervosa at

11 end of treatment

12 Figure 537: Change in depression scores

Group Support Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hsu 2001 -4.33 808 8 -446 735 27 33.49% 0.02 [-0.77,0.81]
Hsu 2001 -4.33 808 8 -446 798 26 33.6% 0.02 [-0.78, 0.81]
Hsu 2001 -4.33 808 8 -5896 11.11 23 3245% 0.15 [-0.65, 0.96]
Total (95% CI) 24 76 100.0% 0.06 [-0.40, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.07, df=2 (P =096}, F=0% qo £ b t 0

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.26 (F = 0.20)

13

M.3.64 Group therapy for binge eating disorder

Favours Group Support Favours Other

M.3.6.15 Group mindfulness compared with any other treatment in adults with binge eating

16 disorder at end of treatment

17 Figure 538: Bingeing
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Mindfulness Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 478 578 53 523 7495 50 100.0% -0.06 [-0.45, 0.32]
Total (95% CI) 53 50 100.0% -0.06 [-0.45, 0.32]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

iy _ 10 5 0 5 10
Testfor overall efiect Z=0.33 (F=0.74) Favours Mindfulness Favours Other
Figure 539: BMI
Mindfulness Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 3954 843 53 38485 879 a0 100.0% 0.07 [F0.32,0.45]
Total (95% CI) 53 50 100.0% 0.07 [-0.32, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.34 (F = 0.73) Favours Mindfulness Favours Other
Figure 540: Depression
Mindfulness Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 8.5 947 53 948 10322 80 100.0% -0.10[-0.45, 0.29]
Total (95% CI) 53 50 100.0% 0.10 [-0.49, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 I5 3 % 1D=
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.50 (F = 0.62) Favours Mindfulness Favours Other
Group mindfulness compared with any other treatment in adults with binge eating
disorder at follow-up
Figure 541: Bingeing
Mindfulness Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 378 5158 52 546 TET 80 100.0% -0.26 [-0.64, 0.13]
Total (95% CI) 53 50 100.0% 0.26 [-0.64, 0.13]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 5_1 p =5 i % 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 1.30 (F = 0.19) Favours Mindfulness Favours Other
Figure 542: BMI
Mindfulness Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 4005 9. 53 3883 899 a0 100.0% 012 [F0.26, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 53 50 100.0% 0.12 [-0.26, 0.51]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.62 (F = 0.54) Favours Mindfulness Favours Other
Figure 543: Depression
Mindfulness Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
kristeller 2014 931 11.04 a3 10 1037 a0 100.0% -0.06 [0.45,0.32]
Total {95% Cl) 53 50 100.0% -0.06 [-0.45, 0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle Qo = D t P

Testfor averall effect: 7= 032 (F=0.749)

Favours Mindfulness Favours Other

Group CBT-ED compared with any other treatment in adults with binge eating disorder

at end of treatment

Figure 544: Weight
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Group CBT (ED)

Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

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

Grilo 2011 384 a7 22 389 6.2 35 106% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.47] -

Grilo 2011 385 &7 23 3587 54 45 11.7% 0.47 [-0.03,0.58] ™

Kristeller 2014 3885 8.7y a0 3984 84583 23 20.3% -0.07 [0.45,0.32] -

funsch 2007 3588 443 44 32.29 4 3B 145% 0.76 [0.30,1.21] =

MNauta 2000 942 155 21 904 15 168 71% 0.24 [-0.41,0.50] T

Ricca 2010 T4 20 70 365 285 71O272% 0.39[0.06, 0.72] =

Shapiro 2007 T2 845 22 3963 T.88 22 8.6% -0.22 [-0.81,0.39] -

Total {95% CI) 252 278 100.0% 0.25 [0.08, 0.42] '|'
Heterogeneity: Chi*=12.48, df= 6 (P = 0.08); F= 2% I-m 5 B 5 10’
Test for overall effect 2= 2.81 (F=0.009) Favours Group GET (ED) Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 12 =52% There were no obvious risks of bias to account for.
Insufficient detail was provided across studies to explore comorbidities and stage of illness.
However, Ricca 2010 had a much lower average number of binges per month (8 binges per
month compared with either 12-18 days per month), however separating this study did not
explain the heterogeneity. In the absence of an explanation, a random effects analysis was

presented.

Figure 545:

Group CBT (ED)

Other intervention

Weight with random effects

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

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

Grilo 2011 384 a7 23 357 5.9 15 136% 0.47 [-0.03, 0.98] =

Grilo 2011 385 &7 22 389 6.2 3\ 129% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.47] -

Kristeller 2014 3885 8.7y a0 3984 84583 23 17.4% -0.07 [0.45,0.32] -

funsch 2007 3588 443 44 32.29 4 3/ 151% 0.76 [0.30,1.21] =

MNauta 2000 942 155 21 904 15 16 10.2% 0.24 [-0.41,0.50] T

Ricca 2010 T4 20 70 365 285 7119.3% 0.39[0.06, 0.72] =

Shapiro 2007 T2 845 22 3963 T.88 22 11.4% -0.22 [-0.81,0.39] =

Total {95% CI) 252 278 100.0% 0.23 [-0.03, 0.49] "
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.06; Chi®=12.48, df= 6 (P = 0.08); F= 52% I-m 5 B 5 10’
Testfor overall effect Z=1.77 (F=0.08) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other

Figure 546: Bingeing

Group CBT (ED)

Other intervention

5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

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

Agras 1994 1.2 1.3 36 1.4 0.2 3/ 91% -0.32[0.78,018] 7

Grilo 2011 2.2 3.8 23 34 ] 35 T1% -0.16 [-0.65, 0.37] -

Grilo 2011 22 38 22 4.6 11 45 T75% -0.25 [-0.77, 0.26] -T

Kristeller 2014 523 785 a0 478  4&78 23 13.2% 0.06 [-0.32,0.45] T

funsch 2007 6.2 B.EG 44 754 9.38 35 100% -0.14 [-0.85, 0.30] -

MNauta 2000 16 38 21 39 5.4 16 45% -0.49[-1.15,017] -T

Ricca 2010 4 145 70 4 188 7To181% 0.00 [-0.33,0.33] T

Shapiro 2007 286 1.01 22 338 1.24 22 A.5% -0.44[-1.05,0.19] 7

Wilfley 2002 06 16 78 na 2 a0 203% -016 [-0.48,0.15] -

Wyaolf 1992 22 24 18 1.4 1.7 19 45% 0.38 [-0.28,1.04] T

Total (95% CI) 384 411 100.0% 0.13 [-0.27, 0.01] {

Heterogeneity: Chif= 7.00, df= 9 (P = 0.64); F= 0% :-10 55 P % 10:

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.80 (F=0.07) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 547: Weight loss

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

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

Grilo 2011 1.7 114 22 720138 35 472% -0.42 [-0.96,012]

Grilo 2011 1.7 114 23 a7 14.4 15 528% -0.51 [-1.02,-0.00]

Total (95% CI) 45 20 100.0% 0.47 [-0.84, -0.10] $

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.068, df=1 (P = 0.80); F= 0% '—10 '5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect £=2.48 (P=0.01)

Figure 548: Anxiety
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Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Munsch 2007 .72 1015 32 1107 946 21 100.0% -0.13 [-0.69, 0.42]
Total {95% CI) 32 21 100.0% 0.13 [-0.69, 0.42]
Heterogeneity; Mat applicable 5_1 p 55 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.48 (P = 0.63) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 549: EDE-eating concern
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 0.35 067 25 037 D45 23 130% -0.03 [F0.60, 0.53] -
MNauta 2000 1.2 07 21 1.7 1 16 9.4% -0.58 [-1.25, 0.08] ]
Ricca 2010 21 0.4 To 1.6 074 T 350% 0.83[0.48,1.17] =
Wilfley 2002 0e 08 78 07 0.8 80 426% -012[0.44,018] L
Total (95% CI) 194 190 100.0% 0.18 [-0.03, 0.38] *
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 22.74, df= 3 (P = 0.0001); F=87% I-'ID 55 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.71 (= 0.08) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 550: EDE-shape concern
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
funsch 2007 204 1.48 25 185 1.45 23 200% 013 [-0.44, 0.65]
Mauta 2000 28 1.3 al 38 1 16 139% -0.83[1.491,-0.15] -
Wilfley 2002 23 14 78 24 1.1 80 HE1% -0.08 [-0.39,0.23]
Total (95% CI) 124 119 100.0% -0.14 [-0.40, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.94, df= 2 (P = 0.08); F= 58% I—'ID 55 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=110(F=0.27) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 551: EDE-weight concern
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 206 136 25 163 113 23 126% 0.29 [-0.28, 0.56] ™
Mauta 2000 2211 21 31 0.8 16 87% -0.90 [1.58,-0.21] -
Ricca 2010 3.3 0.4 To 38 0.8 T 369% -0.30 [-0.63,0.03] :
Wilfley 2002 2 12 78 21 1.2 a0 41.8% -0.08 [-0.39,0.23]
Total (95% CI) 194 190 100.0% -0.19 [-0.39, 0.02] L
Heterogeneity: Ghi*= 7.66, df= 3 (P = 0.05%; F = 61% I—'ID 55 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.81 (F=0.07) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 552: EDE-restraint
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
funsch 2007 097 112 25 083 0.8z 23 131% 014 [-0.43,0.71] T
MNauta 2000 1.2 04 21 1.7 1 16 9E6% -0.52[-1.18,0.14] -
Ricea 2010 1.6 055 To 1.2 0.4 T 35E6% 0.83[0.48,1.17] =
Wiilfley 2002 0.9 0.9 Ta 1.4 1.1 80 41E6% -0.59 [-0.91,-0.27] =
Total {95% CI) 194 190 100.0% 0.02 [-0.19, 0.22] [
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 38.08, df= 3 (P = 0.00001), F=92% I-'ID IS é P
Test for overall effect Z=016 (F=0.87) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 553: EDE-total
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 1.7 04 22 1.6 0.4 35 2949% 011 [-0.42,0.64]
Grilo 2011 1.7 0.9 23 1.8 0.8 15 337% -0.12 [-0.62, 0.35]
Ricca 2010 3 03 70 21 0.3 71 364% 2.881[2.50,3.47] -+
Total (95% CI) 115 151 100.0% 1.08 [0.79, 1.37] +
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 84.08, df= 2 {F < 0.00001); F=98% =-1D IS B é 0
Testfor overall effect Z=7.25 (P = 0.00001) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other

Figure 554:

Global symptom checklist
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Group CBT (ED)

Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

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

Wilfley 2002 328 8.8 Te 323 84 80 100.0% 0.06 [F0.25, 0.37]

Total (95% Cl) 78 80 100.0% 0.06 [-0.25, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 5 é 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.36 (F=0.72) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 555: Depression

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Agras 1954 89 T.B 36 11.3 10.3 36 12.4% -0.26 [-0.73, 0.20] -T

Grila 2011 1041 a.8 23 141 8.3 45 10.6% -0.12 [-0.62, 0.39] -

Grilo 2011 101 8.8 22 97 9.2 35 9.4% 0.04 [[0.49, 0.58] T

Kristeller 2014 9.48 1022 a0 8.4 9.47 43 17.9% 010 [F0.29, 0.49] T

Munsch 2007 916 7.8 31 919 6.54 26 9.9% -0.00 [-0.53, 0.52] -

Mauta 2000 10 9.1 il 12.6 6.6 16 6.3% -0.31 [-0.97, 0.34] -1

Wilfley 1993 12.3 6.8 18 8.4 6.7 19 6.0% 0.56 [0.10,1.23] ~

Wilfley 2002 348 T.a Ta 336 8.6 a0 i7.5% 014 017, 0.46] i

Total (95% Cl) 279 309 100.0% 0.03 [-0.13, 0.19]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 6.03, df= 7 (P = 0.54); F= 0% 5_1 5 % 5 % 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect Z=0.37 (P=0.71) Favours Group CBT (ED} Favours Other
4 Figure 556: Remission

Group CBT (ED)  Other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

Grila 2011 10 22 17 35 13.2% 0.94 [0.53, 1.66]

Grilo 2011 10 23 17 45 11.6% 1.15[0.63, 2.049] I Re—

Mungch 2007 22 44 7 36 T.8% 2.57[1.24,5.32] —

MNauta 2000 14 21 7 16 8.0% 1.52[0.81, 2.87] T

Wilfley 2002 64 a1 59 81 59.4% 1.08[0.91,1.29] . =

Total (95% CI) 191 213 100.0% 1.22 [1.03, 1.45] &

Total events 120 107

Heterageneity: Chif= 719, df=4 (P=0.13); F= 44% T 0 0E L : P

Test for overall effect Z=2.35(F=0.02)

5

7 at follow-up

Favours Other Fawours Group CBT (ED)

M.3.6.46 Group CBT-ED compared with any other treatment in adults with binge eating disorder

8 Figure 557: Weight
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 383 G 23 366 6.5 45 121% 027 [-0.24,0.77] T
Grilo 2011 38.3 B 22387 5.6 35 10.8% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.46] -
Kristeller 2014 3883 884 50 4005 9. 53 20.6% -012 [-0.81, 0.26] -
Munsch 2007 331 504 44 3318 447 36 15.9% -0.02 [-0.46, 0.42] -
Mauta 2000 954 167 21 946 168 16 T.3% 0.05 [-0.60, 0.70] T
Ricca 2010 3r 2.4 70 36 283 71O27.8% 0.37 [0.04,0.70] =
Shapiro 2007 37.03 10449 13 3863 9 14 5.6% -0.16 [-0.90, 0.58] "
Total (95% CI) 243 271 100.0% 0.09 [-0.08, 0.27] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 5.37, df= & (P = 0.50); I*= 0% o * t 0
9 Testfor overall effect Z=1.05 (P = 0.25) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
10 Figure 558: Bingeing
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 24 81 23 4.6 B 45 95% -0.32 [-0.83,0.18] -
Grilo 2011 24 81 22 4 8.4 3m BE% -019 [F0.72,0.34] -
Kristeller 2014 546 T.BT a0 378 A15 53 161% 0.26 [-0.13, 0.64] =
Munsch 2007 4.84 8 44 577 915 3\ 123% -0.11 [0.55,0.34] -
Mauta 2000 1.8 43 21 4 5.3 16 55% -0.51 [1.18,018] -7
Ricca 2010 4 2 7o 4 1.4 71 212% 0.00[-0.33,0.33] L
Shapiro 2007 208 067 13 258 156 15 43% -0.39 [-1.15, 0.36] -
Wilfley 2002 1.7 43 67 1.2 2.6 TO2T% 0,14 [-0.19,0.48] ™
Total (95% CI) 30 341 100.0% -0.03 [-0.19,0.12] {
Heterageneity: Chi®=7.83, df=7 (P =032, F=11%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.42 (F=0.67)

11
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

1 Figure 559:

Anxiety

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

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

funsch 2007 6.3 101 23 11 1217 M T2% -0.41[-1.01,0.18] =T

Ricca 2010 47 4.4 TO 405 5125 T T18% 1.34 [0.87,1.71] .

Total (95% CI) 93 92 100.0% 0.86 [0.55, 1.17] ¢

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 24.02, df= 1 (P < 0.000013; F = 96% I-m 5 B 5 10’
2 Test for overall effect 2= 45.41 (P = 0.00001) Favours Group GET (ED) Favours Other
3 Figure 560: EDE-eating concern

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

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

Munsch 2007 023 031 16 014 014 18 11.7% 037 [-0.31,1.08] T

Mauta 2000 1.2 1.2 al 1.4 1.4 16 127% -0.23[-0.88,0.43] -

Ricca 2010 24 045 To 0.8 074 T 269% 2A57[212,3.02] -

Wilfley 2002 0e 08 67 IR 04 71 4BE% 000 [-0.33,0.33] |

Total (95% CI) 174 176 100.0% 0.71 [0.47, 0.94] +

Heterogeneity: Chi*=82.15, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F=97% I-'ID 55 b é 1D=
4 Test for overall effect: Z=5.94 (P = 0.00001) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
5 Figure 561: EDE-shape concern

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

funsch 2007 1.87 1349 16 1.44 1.32 18 126% 0.31 [-0.37, 0.94] T

Mauta 2000 249 1.7 al 3.3 1.7 16 136% -0.23[-0.88, 0.47] -

Ricca 2010 4 04 70 1.3 1 71O215% 338287, 3.91] =

Wilfley 2002 2.2 1.3 BT 2.2 1.3 T 5212% 0.00 [-0.33,0.33] | |

Total {95% CI) 174 176 100.0% 0.74 [0.50, 0.98] [ ]

Heterageneity: Chi*= 128.79, df= 3 (P = 0.000013; I*= 95% =-1n 5 5 5 mi

Testfor overall effect £=6.00 {F = 0.00001) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other

6
7 Figure 562:

EDE-weight concern

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention

5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Munsch 2007 175 1.33 16 137 1.0 18 120% 0.32 [-0.36,1.00] T

MNauta 2000 23 14 21 31 1.8 16 126% -0.52[-1.18,0.14] -7

Ricea 2010 32 0.4 7o 1 1.08 71 258% 2T5([2.28,3.21] -

Wilfley 2002 14 1.3 67 14 1.3 71 496% 0.00[-0.33,0.33] |

Total (95% CI) 174 176 100.0% 0.68 [0.44, 0.91] +
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 10610, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); 1*= 97% M + 5 p 0
Test for overall effect Z2= 567 (P = 0.00001) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other

8
9 Figure 563:

EDE-restraint

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention

5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Munsch 2007 114 1.03 16 1.06 088 18 949% 0.08 [-0.58, 0.76]

Mauta 2000 18 1.4 21 1.2 04 16 10.5% 0.24 [-0.41,0.90]

Ricca 2010 1.4 045 70 1.2 0.2 71 396% 0.57 [0.24, 0.91] =

Wilfley 2002 1 1.1 67 1.3 1.3 71 40.0% -0.25 [-0.58, 0.09]

Total (95% CI) 174 176 100.0% 0.16 [-0.05, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=11.54, df= 3 (F = 0.009); F= 74% o = b : 10

Testfor overall effect Z=149(F=014)

Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other

10
11 Figure 564: EDE-total
Group CBT (ED) Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Grilo 2011 1.8 0.8 22 1.4 0.9 35 28.2% 0,11 F0.42, 0.65]

Grilo 2011 1.4 0.8 23 1.6 0.8 45 31.7% -0.12 [-0.63, 0.38]

Ricca 2010 27 0325 70 1.3 0.7 71401 % 285210, 2.99] -

Total (95% CI) 115 151 100.0% 1.01 [0.73, 1.30] 4

Heterageneity: Chi*= 75.68, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); = 97% =_1 0 5 3 5 0
1 2 Test for overall effect £=7.02 (P = 0.00001) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other

13 Figure 565:

Global symptom checklist
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Group CBT (ED)

Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Wilfley 2002 32 8.4 67 307 106 71 100.0% 013 [0.20,0.47]

Total (95% Cl) 67 71 100.0% 0.13 [-0.20, 0.47]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 n I5 p é 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect Z=0.77 (P = 0.44) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 566: Depression

Group CBT (ED) Other intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl

Grilo 2011 9.1 7.4 22 97 9.3 35 94% -0.07 [-0.60, 0.47] -

Grilo 2011 91 T.a 23 9.6 rT 15 10.6% -0.06 [-0.57, 0.44] -

Kristeller 2014 10 10.37 50 9.3 11.04 53 17.9% 0.06 [0.32, 0.45] T

funsch 2007 823 11.3:1 22 T.76 B.48 M T.5% 0.05 [-0.55, 0.65] T

Mauta 2000 109 11 il ] 5.4 16 6.3% 0.21 [-0.45, 0.86] T

Ricca 2010 17 375 70 17 245 71 24.5% 0.00 [0.33,0.33] *

Wilfley 2002 331 8.2 67 322 103 71 23.9% 010 [0.24, 0.43] g

Total {95% CI) 275 312 100.0% 0.04 [-0.13, 0.20]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.78, df= 6 (P = 0.83); F= 0% 5_1 5 % % 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect Z=0.45 (P = 0.65) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 567: Remission

Group CBT(ED)  Other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

Mungch 2007 25 44 16 36 23.3% 1.2810.82, 2.00] T

MNauta 2000 18 21 7 16 10.5% 1.96[1.08, 3.51] e

Wilfley 2002 48 a1 50 81 BB.2% 0.96[0.75,1.23] ‘t

Total (95% CI) 146 133 100.0% 1.14 [0.93, 1.40]

Total events 91 T3

Heterageneity: Chi = 540, df=2 (P=0.07); F=63% 0 o2 o= 1 t 0
5 Testfor overall effect 2=1.23 (P = 0.21) Favours Other Favours Group CBT (ED)

6 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=63% Insufficient detail was provided in one or the other

7 study to be explore the role of comorbidities. All three studies had a similar duration of illness
8 >10 years and < 18 days of bingeing per month. In the absence of a good reason for the

9 heterogeneity, a random effects analysis was presented

10 Figure 568: Remission with random effects

Group CBT (ED})  Other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 28 44 16 36 3.5% 1.28 [0.82, 2.00] i
Mauta 2000 18 21 7 16 24.5% 1.96 [1.08, 3.51] —
Wilfley 2002 48 a1 50 21 44.0% 0.96 [0.75,1.23] 1
Total {95% Cl) 146 133 100.0% 1.25[0.85, 1.85]
Total events a9 T3
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.07, Chi*= 540, df=2 (F=0.07), F=63% TR o' 3 5 o

Test for averall effect: Z=1.12 (P = 0.26) Favours Other Favours Group CBT (ED)

11

M.3.6.32 Group CBT-ED compared with wait list controls in adults with binge eating disorder at
13 end of treatment

14 Figure 569: Weight or BMI

Group CBT (ED) Other Wait list control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total  Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 3895 879 50 38.07 6.29 47 53.8% 0.11 [-0.28, 0.51]
Shapiro 2007 3772 945 22 347 6.61 22 24.0% 0.36 [-0.23, 0.96]
Telch 1890 8714 144 19 8773 1161 21 22.2% -0.04 [-0.67, 0.58]
Total (95% Cl) 91 90 100.0% 0.14 [-0.15, 0.43]

10

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 090, df= 2 (P = 0.64); F=0% |_1 0
Test for overall effect 2= 093 (P = 0.35)

15
16 Figure 570: Bingeing

-5
Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Wait list control
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19
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Group CBT (ED) Other Wait list control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 523 795 50 1283 8.84 47 BET% -0.90 [-1.32,-0.48] [}
Shapiro 2007 286 1.M 22 267 073 22 333% 0.21 [-0.38, 0.80] -
Total (95% Cl) 72 69 100.0% -0.53 [-0.87, -0.19] *
Heterogeneity: Chi*=8.99, df=1 (P = 0.003); F=89% 5_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 3.03 (P = 0.002) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Wait list control

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=89%. Insufficient detail was provided in one or the other
study to be explore any of the subgroups including stage of illness or comorbidities. Both
studies had a similar average number of binges per month <18. In the absence of an
explanation random effects are presented

Figure 571: Bingeing with random effects

Group CBT (ED) Other Wait list control 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Kristeller 2014 523 785 a0 1283 g.84 47 51.9% -0.90 [1.32,-0.48] L
Shapiro 2007 286 1.0 22 267 073 22 481% 0.21 [-0.38, 0.80]
Total {(95% Cl) 72 69 100.0% -0.36 [-1.45,0.72]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.55; Chi*= 8.99, df=1 (P = 0.003); F= 89% 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 0.66 (P = 0.51) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Wait list control

Figure 572: Depression

Group CBT (ED) Other Wait list control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 948 1022 a0 172 11 47 54.9% -0.72F1.13,-0.31] L 3
Telch 1990 133 648 23 T4 24 21 224% 117 [0.52,1.81] —
Wilfley 1993 123 6.8 18 142 T.h 200 227% -0.26 [-0.90, 0.38]
Total (95% CI) )| 88 100.0% -0.19 [-0.50, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 23,55, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F=92% t } T t |
Tastf Il effect Z=1.25 (P = 0.21 10 5 b 5 10
estfor overall effect 2= 1.2 (P = 0.21) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Wait list control

Heterogeneity was detected at 1?=92% Insufficient detail was provided in one or the other
study to be explore the role of comorbidities. All three studies had a similar duration of illness
>20 years and < 18 days of bingeing per month. In the absence of an explanation random
effects are presented

Figure 573: Depression with random effects

Group CBT (ED) Other Wait list control $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 948 1022 50 172 11 47 34.8% -0.72[1.13,-0.31] -
Telch 1990 133 646 23 74 24 21 326% 117 [0.52,1.81] —
Wilfley 1993 123 68 18 142 78 20 326% -0.26 [-0.90, 0.38]
Total {95% Cl) 91 88 100.0% 0.04 [1.06, 1.15]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.87; Chi®= 23.55,df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F=92% 5_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.08 (P =094 Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours Wait list control

Group CBT-ED compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with binge eating
disorder at follow-up

Figure 574: BMI

Group CBT (ED) wWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Kristeller 2014 3883 8499 A0 3842 BA2 47 TAT% 0.06 [-0.33, 0.46]
Shapiro 2007 37.03 1048 13 3438 635 20 24.3% 0.31 [-0.38,1.02]
Total (95% CI) 63 67 100.0% 0.12[-0.22,0.47]
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.37, df=1 (P = 0543 F= 0% 5_1 2 55 1 é 1|:|=
Testfor averall effect Z=0.71 (P = 0.48) Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours WLC

Figure 575: Bingeing
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Group CBT (ED) Other Wait list control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

Kristeller 2014 546 767 a0 11.38 9.26 47 T4T% -0.69 [-1.10,-0.28]

Shapira 2007 208 067 13 25 1.2 20 25.3% -0.40 [-1.10,0.31] =T

Total (95% CI) 63 67 100.0% -0.62 [-0.97, -0.26] L]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.60, df=1 (P = 0.48); F= 0% 5_1 0 5 i 5 P
1 Test for overall effect: Z=3.42 (P = 0.0006) Favours CBT (ED) Favours WLC
2 Figure 576: Depression

Group CBT (ED} Other Wait list control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Kristeller 2014 10 10.37 50 1412 1079 47 T.0% -0.39 [-0.79, 0.02)

Telch 1990 822 712 19 1167 783 21 29.0% -0.46 [-1.08, 0.17]

Total (95% CI) 69 68 100.0% -0.41 [-0.75, -0.07] +

Heterogeneity: Chif= 0.04, df= 1 (P = 0.85); F= 0% t t T t

Test for overall effect £=2.36 (F=0.02)

5 end of treatment

I 1
-10 -5 a
Favours Group CBT (ED) Favours WLC

10

Group BT-ED compared with wait list controls in adults with binge eating disorder at

6 Figure 577: Bingeing
Group BT (ED} WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Alfonsson 2015 T35 703 34 829 908 38 100.0% -0.24 -0.70,0.23)
Total (95% CI) 34 38 100.0% -0.24 [-0.70, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle =—1D IS ﬁ % 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 099 (F =032 Favours Group BT Favour WLC
Figure 578: Anxiety
Group BT (ED) WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Alfonsson 2015 6.91 3.94 34 73 38 100.0% -0.03 [0.49, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 34 38 100.0% -0.03 [-0.49, 0.44]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 =5 |f| :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (P =0.91) Favours Group BT (ED) Favours WLC
0 Figure 579: EDE-total
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Alfonsson 2014 3.04 084 34 2095 047 38 100.0% 0.10[-0.37, 0.56]
Total (95% CI) 34 38 100.0% 0.10 [-0.37, 0.56]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1IJ % 1 % 105
1 Test for overall effect Z=0.41 (F = 0.68) Favours Group BT Favour WLC
2 Figure 580: Depression
Group BT (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Alfansson 2015 871 383 34 805 529 38 100.0% -0.80 [-0.97,-0.03]
Total (95% CI) 34 38 100.0% -0.50 [-0.97, -0.03]
Heterogeneity Mat applicakle 1_1 0 % p % 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.07 (P=0.04) Favours Group BT (ED} Favours WLC
4 Figure 581: Remission
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Group BT (ED) WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Alfansson 2015 10 a0 10 a0 100.0% 1.00[0.46, 2.149]
Total (95% CI) 50 50 100.0%  1.00[0.46, 2.19]
Total events 10 10
Heterogeneaity: Mot appllcable 'D.1 sz 0:5 1. i :'5 1D.
Test for overall effect: £=0.00 {F =1.00) Favours WLC Favours Group BT (ED)

Group dialectical behaviour therapy (ED) compared with another group intervention in
adults with binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 582: BMI

Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 35813 8.03 50 36.65 7.64 48 100.0% -0.18 F0.88, 0.22]
Total (95% CI) 50 48 100.0% -0.18 [-0.58, 0.22]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I

, ,
PRIE _ 10 -5 0 g 10
Testfor averall efiect Z= 0.88 (P = 0.37) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group

Figure 583: Weight loss

Group DBT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 43 1358 a0 22 96 45 100.0% 0.18 [0.22, 0.57]
Total (95% CI) 50 48 100.0% 0.18 [-0.22, 0.57]
ity: i } } 1 } |
e e -0 R T
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.88 (P = 0.38) Favours Other Group Favours Group DBT (ED)
Figure 584: EDE-eating concern
Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 054 071 50 114 1.39 45 100.0% -0.54 [-0.85,-0.14]
Total (95% CI) 50 48 100.0% -0.54 [-0.95, -0.14] L 3
ity i } } } } |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T = b : 10

Testfor overall efiect Z= 2.64 (P = 0.008) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group

Figure 585: EDE-shape concern

Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 262 114 0 303 133 45 100.0% -0.32 [0.72,0.07]
Total (95% CI) 50 48 100.0% 0.32[-0.72, 0.07]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I

, ,
PRIE _ 10 -5 0 g 10
Testfor averall efiect Z=1.60 (P =0.11) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group

Figure 586: EDE-weight concern

Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 283 1.18 50 3125 48 100.0% -0.38 F0.78, 0.02]
Total (95% CI) 50 48 100.0% -0.38 [-0.78, 0.02]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I

, ,
PRIE _ 10 -5 0 g 10
Testfor averall efiect Z=1.88 (P = 0.06) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group

Figure 587: EDE-restraint

Group DBT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 1.29 1.04 500 1.91 1.23 48 100.0% -0.54 [0.94,-0.14]
Total (95% CI) 50 48 100.0% -0.54 [-0.94, -0.14] L 3

Heterageneity: Mot applicable f

REIE _ 10 5 0 g 10
Testfor averall effect 2= 2.63 (F=0.008) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group
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Forest Plots

1 Figure 588: Depression
Group DBT {(ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 91 4.2 50 1024 E.26 48 100.0% -0.21 OB, 0.19]
Total (95% Cl) 50 43 100.0% -0.21 [-0.61, 0.19]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicakle 5_1 2 55 i é 1E|=
2 Testfar averall effect: 7= 1.04 (P = 0.30) Favours Group DET (ED) Favours Other
3 Figure 589: Remission
Group DBT (ED) Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 32 a0 14 41 100.0% 1.81[1.18 2.749]
Total (95% Cl) 50 51 100.0%  1.81[1.18, 2.78] -
Total events 32 18
L P o e
4 estfor overall efiect Z=2.74 (F = 0.008) Favours Other Group Favours Group DBT (ED)
M.3.6.95 Group dialectical behaviour therapy (ED) compared with any other intervention in
6 adults with binge eating disorder at of treatment
7 Figure 590: BMI
8
Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 35.29 807 49 36.45 V.53 39 100.0% -0.14 [-0.86, 0.28]
Total {95% CI) 49 39 100.0% -0.14 [-0.56, 0.28]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1D _55 1 ! 1D=
9 Testfor averall efiect Z= 0.64 (P = 0.53) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group
10 Figure 591: Weight loss
Group DBT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 37 302 49 2.4 153 39 100.0% 0.05 [0.37, 0.47]
Total {(95% Cl) 49 39 100.0% 0.05 [-0.37, 0.47]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable :-10 55 T t 10:
11 Testfor averall effect Z=0.24 (F=0.81) Favours Other Group Favours Group DBT (ED)
12 Figure 592: EDE-eating concern
Group DBT (ED} Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 088 1.38 49 066 095 39 100.0% 018 [-0.24, 0.60]
Total {(95% Cl) 49 39 100.0% 0.18 [-0.24, 0.60]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable :-10 55 T t 10:
13 Testforoverall effect Z=0.84 (F=0.40) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group
14 Figure 593: EDE-shape concern
Group DBT (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 25 138 49 266 1.3 39 100.0% -0.12 [F0.54, 0.30]
Total {95% Cl} 49 39 100.0% -0.12 [-0.54, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable |_1 0 |5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect Z=0.55(F=0.58)

15

16 Figure 594: EDE-weight concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CIl
Safer 2010 227 1.24 49 278 1.31 39 100.0% -0.40 [F0.82, 0.03]
Total (95% CI) 49 39 100.0% -0.40 [-0.82, 0.03]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D IS 1 } 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.83 (F=0.07) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 595: EDE-restraint
Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 11 1.09 49 185 1.42 39 100.0% -0.60 [1.03,-0.17]
Total (95% CI) 49 39 100.0% -0.60 [-1.03, -0.17] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 T ! 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.72 (P = 0.007) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 596: Depression
Group DBT (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 10036 9497 49 1004 7.84 39 100.0% 0.03[-0.39, 0.46]
Total (95% CI) 49 39 100.0% 0.03 [-0.39, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1U 55 T ! 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 018 (F=0.87) Favours Group DBT (ED) Favours Other Group
Figure 597: Remission
Group DBT (ED} Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 Kl 50 22 41 100.0% 1.44 [0.98, 2.11]
Total (95% CI) 50 51 100.0%  1.44[0.98, 2.11] oo
Total events M 22
Ty N ot
estfor overall effect Z=1.88 (P =0.08) Favours Other Group Favours Group DBET (ED)
Group CBT (body exposure) compared with another CBT (cognitive) in adults with
binge eating disorder at of treatment
Figure 598: Bingeing
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 0.6 o.r 12 1 1.4 12 100.0% -0.27 [-11.07,0.583]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% -0.27 [1.07, 0.53]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_m I5 ] é 10I
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.66 (F = 0.51) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 599: BMI
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 331 10.4 12 372 103 12 100.0% -0.38 [F1.19,0.43]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.38 [-1.19,0.43]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 1 105
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.93 (F = 0.35 Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 600: EDE-eating concern
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 0.z 0.3 12 04 08 12 100.0% -0.41 [-1.22,0.40
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% -0.41 [1.22, 0.40]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 T t o

Test for overall effect: Z=0.99(F = 0.32)

Figure 601: EDE-shape concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

CBT({body exposure)

CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 26 1.6 12 23 1.5 12 100.0% 0.19 [-0.62, 0.99]
Total {95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.19 [-0.62, 0.99]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

-5

e B -10 10
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.46 (F = 0.65) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 602: EDE-weight concern
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 2.3 1.8 12 2.3 1.5 12 100.0% 0.00 [0.80, 0.80]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 D % 1D=
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 603: EDE-restraint
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 04 1.2 12 08 12 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =-1D 55 p é 105
Testfor overall effect Z=0.00 (P = 1.00; Favours CBT body exposure Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 604: Depression
CBT(body exposure} CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 128 a8 12 127 ] 12 100.0% 0.01 [-0.79, 0.81]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.01 [-0.79, 0.81]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 1 } 10:
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.03 (F = 0.98) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 605: Remission
CBT{body exposure) CBT{cognitive) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 4 14 9 14 100.0% 0.44[0.18,1.11]
Total (95% CI) 14 14 100.0%  0.44 [0.18,1.11] e
Total events 4 9
itv: i I t t 1 } |
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 01 0z 05 7 £ 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.74 (P = 0.08)

Group CBT (body exposure) compared with another CBT (cognitive) in adults

with binge eating disorder at follow-up

Figure 606: BMI

CBT({body exposure)

CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference

Favours CBT (bognitive} Favours CBT body exposure

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Hilbert 2004 338 11 12 364 11 12 100.0% -0.25[-1.05, 0.58]

Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% -0.25 [1.05, 0.56]

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 1 105

Testfor overall effect Z=0.60 (P = 0.55 Favours CBT body exposure Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 607: Bingeing

CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

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

Hilbert 2004 1.2 2 12 0.4 1 12 100.0% 0.43[-0.38,1.24]

Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.43 [-0.38, 1.24]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable '-10 _|5 T T 10'

Testfor overall effect: £=1.03 (P = 0.30)

Figure 608:

EDE-eating concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive)

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 0.3 0.5 12 0.3 0.5 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 1 105
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 609: EDE-shape concern
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 2.8 1.7 12 21 1.3 12 100.0% 0.45 [0.37, 1.26]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.45 [-0.37, 1.26]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 D % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.08 (P = 0.28) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 610: EDE-weight concern
CBT({body exposure} CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 25 1.7 12 22 14 12 100.0% 0.18[-0.62, 0.98]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.18 [-0.62, 0.98]
Heterageneity: Mat applicahle 5_10 55 1 1 105
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.44 (F = 0.66) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 611: EDE-restraint
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hilbert 2004 1 1.2 12 1.1 1.3 12 100.0% -0.08 [-0.88,0.77]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.08 [-0.88,0.72]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 1 105
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.19 (P = 0.85) Favours CBT body exposure Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 612: Depression
CBT({body exposure) CBT{cognitive) 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilbert 2004 1349 ar 12 123 6Y 12 100.0% 0.20 [-0.61, 1.00]
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.20 [-0.61, 1.00]
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable I_m I5 0 :i; 10
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.48 (P = 0.63) Favours CBT body exposure  Favours CBT (cognitive)
Figure 613: Remission
CBT(body exposure) CBT(cognitive) Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Hilhert 2004 4 14 g 14 100.0% 0.75[0.35,1.60]
Total (95% CI) 14 14 100.0%  0.75[0.35,1.60]
Total events G g

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.75 (P = 0.46)

0.1

0z 05 1 2 5
Favours CBT body exposure Favours CBT (cognitive)

Group CBT and behavioural weight loss compared with any other intervention
in adults with binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 614: BMI
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 3849 6.2 18 384 a7 45 51.7% 0.07 [-0.48, 0.61]
Grilo 2011 3849 6.2 17 357 59 45 48.3% 0.53 [-0.04,1.09]
Total {95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.29 [-0.10, 0.68]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.32, df=1{P=0.28), F= 24%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.44 (P=0.14)

Figure 615: Bingeing

10 -5 0 5
Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Group CBT-ED and Diet

Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 34 ] 18 22 38 45 50.9% 0.21 [0.34,0.75]
Grilo 2011 34 ] 17 46 11 45 491% -0.11 [-0.67, 0.45]
Total (95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.05 [-0.34, 0.44]

Heterogeneity, Chi®= 064, df=1{(P=042); F=0%

-10 5

P N 0 5 10
1 Testfor overall efiect Z=10.25 (P = 0.80) Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
2 Figure 616: EDE-global clinical score
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 1.6 0.8 17 1.8 0.8 45  48.8% -0.25 [F0.81, 0.31]
Grilo 2011 1.6 0.8 18 1.7 04 45 81.2% -0.11 [F0.66, 0.43]
Total {95% CI) 35 90 100.0% -0.18 [-0.57,0.21]
Heterogeneity: Chiz= 011, df=1 (P=0.74); F= 0% =—1D IS p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.84 (F=0.37) Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
4 Figure 617: Weight loss (pounds)
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 72 13.8 18 BT 144 45 51.8% -0.10 [-0.65, 0.44]
Grilo 2011 72 13.8 17 1.7 114 45 48.5% 0.45F0.11,1.01]
Total {95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.16 [-0.23, 0.56]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.81, df=1 (P=0.17); F= 48% =—1D 15 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect =082 (F=0.41) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED and Diet
6 Figure 618: Depression
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 9.7 9.2 18 101 8.8 45 51.1% -0.04 [-0.59, 0.50]
Grilo 2011 9.7 9.2 17 11 8.3 45 48.9% -0.16 [-0.72,0.40]
Total (95% CI) 35 90 100.0% -0.10 [-0.49, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.09, df=1 (P=0.77); F= 0% 5_10 55 3 é 105
Testfor overall effect Z=0.51 (= 0.61) Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
8 Figure 619: Remission
Group CBT-ED and Diet  Other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 g 17 20 45 43.0% 1.06 [0.58, 1.93]
Grilo 2011 g9 18 17 45 AT0% 1.32[0.73,2.40]
Total {95% CI) 35 a0 100.0%  1.18[0.78,1.80]
Total events 17 ar
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.27, df=1 (P = 0.60); F= 0% ) t t T t } {
Test fi Il effect £=0.78 (P =043 0102 05 !
9 Estfor overall effect Z=10.78 (P = 0.43) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED and Diet
M.3.90 Group CBT and behavioural weight loss compared with any other intervention
11 in adults with binge eating disorder at follow-up
12 Figure 620: BMI
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 387 a.6 18 38.3 G 45 51.3% 0.07 [0.48, 0.61]
Grilo 2011 387 a.6 17 36.6 6.5 45  48.7% 0.33 [0.23,0.89]
Total {95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.20 [-0.20, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0,43, df=1 (P = 0.51); F= 0% =—1D =5 p é o
13 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.88 (F=10.33) Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
14 Figure 621: Bingeing
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 4 8.4 17 46 G 45 491% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.47]
Grilo 2011 4 8.4 18 2.4 8.1 45 50.9% 0.19 [-0.35,0.74]
Total (95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.06 [-0.34, 0.45]

Heterageneity, Chi®= 050, df=1 (P =0.48); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.28 (P=0.78)

-5 10

10
Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other

2 Figure 622: Weight loss (pounds)
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 6.2 2448 17 a4 2132 45 459.0% 0.04 [0.52, 0.585]
Grilo 2011 6.2 2448 18 31 18.7 45 51.0% 0.15 [0.40,0.70]
Total {95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.09 [-0.30, 0.48]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 0.08, df=1 (P = 0.78); F= 0% Mo * t ; |
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.47 (P =0.64) Favours Other Favours CBT-ED and Diet
4 Figure 623: EDE-total
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 16 IR 17 1.8 08 15 48.8% -0.25 [F0.81,0.31]
Grilo 2011 16 IR 18 1.7 08 15 51.2% -0.11 [F0.66, 0.43]
Total (95% CI) 35 90 100.0% -0.18 [-0.57, 0.21]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 011, df=1 (P=0.74); F= 0% =—1D I5 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect =088 (F=0.37) Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
6 Figure 624: Depression
Group CBT-ED and Diet Other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 q9.7 9.3 18 9.1 Te 45 51.0% 0.07 [-0.48, 0.62]
Grilo 2011 q9.7 9.3 17 9.6 T 45 49.0% 0.01 [-0.54, 0.57]
Total (95% CI) 35 90 100.0% 0.04 [-0.35, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: ©hi*= 0.02, df=1 (P =0.88); F= 0% =—1D =5 b é 10:
7 Testfor overall effect Z=0.21 (F=0.83) Favours CBT-ED and Diet Favours Other
M.3.108 Group interpersonal therapy (IPT) compared with any other intervention in
9 adults with binge eating disorder at end of treatment
10 Figure 625: BMI
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 CE 80 375 453 78 100.0% -0.06 [-0.37, 0.26]
Total (95% CI) 80 78 100.0% -0.06 [-0.37, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 % 1 :=3 1D=
11 Testfor overall effect Z= 036 (P = 0.72) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
12 Figure 626: Bingeing
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wilfley 2002 0.8 2 a0 06 16 78 100.0% 016 [-0.15, 0.48]
Total {95% CI) 80 78 100.0% 0.16 [-0.15, 0.48]
Heterogeneity, Mat applicable =-1D 55 7 é P
13 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.03 (P = 0.3 Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
14 Figure 627: EDE-eating concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wilfley 2002 07 08 a0 06 0.8 78 100.0% 012 [0.19,0.44]
Total {95% CI) 80 78 100.0% 0.12 [-0.19, 0.44]
Heterogeneity, Mat applicable 5_1 2 55 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.78 (P = 0.43) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 628: EDE-shape concern
Group IPT (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 2414 g0 23 14 78 100.0% 0.08[-0.23,0.39]
Total {95% CI) 80 78 100.0% 0.08 [-0.23, 0.39]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle 5_1 0 I5 P :IS 1D=
Testfor owerall effect 2= 0450 {F = 0.62) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 629: EDE-weight concern
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wilfley 2002 21 1.2 a0 2 1.2 78 100.0% 0.08 [-0.23,0.349]
Total {95% CI) 80 78 100.0% 0.08 [-0.23, 0.39]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 } ‘IDI
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.52 (P = 0.60) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 630: EDE-restraint
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
WWilfley 2002 1.5 1.1 a0 09 049 78 100.0% 0.59[0.27,0.91]
Total {95% CI) 80 78 100.0% 0.59 [0.27, 0.91] 4
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 0 I5 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.65 (P =0.0003) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 631: Global symptom checklist
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 35D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 323 85 a0 328 88 78 100.0% -0.06 [-0.37, 0.24]
Total (95% CI) 80 78 100.0% -0.06 [-0.37, 0.25]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p % 1 :53 1D=
Testforoverall effect Z=036 (P=0.72) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 632: Depression
Group IPT (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 1993 84 &7 18 123 BB 18 17.9% -0.86 [-1.23,010]
Wyilfley 2002 336 86 a0 248 748 T8 821% -014 046, 017]
Total {95% CI) 98 96 100.0% -0.22 [-0.50, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.28, df= 1 (P = 0.26); F= 20% =-1D 55 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.52 (P=013) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
Figure 633: Remission
Group IPT (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 ag a1 fd 21 100.0% 092077, 1.10
Total (95% CI) 81 81 100.0% 0.92[0.77,1.10]
Total events a9 G4
P . I | | | | |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable -0_1 sz D!S 1- é :.5 1D'

Tastfor overall effect: Z=0.92 (P = 0.36)
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M.3.111 Group interpersonal therapy (IPT) compared with any other intervention in

2 adults with binge eating disorder at follow-up

3 Figure 634: BMI
Group IPT (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 363 54 71372 841 67 100.0% -017 [-0.50,0.16]
Total {95% CI) 71 67 100.0% -0.17 [-0.50, 0.16]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicakle 5_1 P 55 ) :55 1D=
4 Testfor owerall effect Z=1.00{F =032} Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
5 Figure 635: Bingeing
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wilfley 2002 1.2 28 71 1.7 43 67 100.0% -0.14 [-0.48,0.149]
Total {95% CI) 71 67 100.0% -0.14 [-0.48, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 } ‘IDI
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.83 (P = 0.41) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
7 Figure 636: EDE-eating concern
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
WWilfley 2002 0g 049 71 06 0.8 67 100.0% 0.00[-0.33,0.33]
Total {95% CI) 71 67 100.0% 0.00 [-0.33, 0.33]
Heterogeneity, Mat applicable 5_1 2 55 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
9 Figure 637: EDE-shape concern
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 35D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 22 1.3 Il 2213 67 100.0% 0.00[-0.33,0.33]
Total (95% CI) 7 67 100.0% 0.00 [-0.33, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle I_1 0 % 1 :=3 1D=
1 0 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
11 Figure 638: EDE-weight concern
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Wilfley 2002 19 1.3 71 1.9 1.3 67 100.0% 0.00 [-0.33,0.339]
Total {95% CI) 71 67 100.0% 0.00 [-0.33, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 0 I5 5 é 1D=
12 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
13 Figure 639: EDE-restraint
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
WWilfley 2002 1.3 1.3 71 111 67 100.0% 0.25[-0.08, 0.58]
Total (95% CI) 7 67 100.0% 0.25[-0.09, 0.58]
Heterogeneity Mot applicable =—1D 55 1 é P
14 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.45 (P =0.14) Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
15 Figure 640: Global symptom checklist
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Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 307 106 71 32 849 67 100.0% -013 F04T, 0.20]
Total (95% CI) 71 67 100.0% -0.13 [-0.47, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 ES ; % ] DI
1 Testfor averall effect Z=077 (F=0.44) Favours Group IPT Favours Other
2 Figure 641: Depression
Group IPT (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wiilfley 2002 322 103 1331 82 67 100.0% -010[-0.43,0.24]
Total (95% CI) 7 67 100.0% 0.10 [-0.43, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable I_1 0 I5 1 é ‘ID=
3 Testfor overall effect Z=056 (F =057} Favours Group IPT (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 642: Remission
Group IPT (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Wilfley 2002 ] a1 LE] 21 100.0% 1.04[0.81,1.34]
Total {(95% CI) A | 81 100.0%  1.04 [0.81,1.34]
Total events ] LE]
e H I 1 1 1 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle -0.1 sz DTS 1. ﬁ é 1|J.

Testfor overall effect Z=032 (P =075 Favours Other Favours Group IPT (ED)

5

M.3.126 Group diet compared with another group in adults with binge eating disorder at
7 end of treatment

8 Figure 643: Weight
Group diet Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 387 59 23 389 B2 35 24.3% -0.52 [-1.05,0.02] —
Grilo 2011 3587 54 22 385 57 45 26.0% -0.48 [-1.00, 0.04] -
Munsch 2007 3229 4 36 3548 4483 44 33.4% -0.76 [-1.21,-0.30] =
MNauta 2000 904 15 16 94.2 155 21 16.3% -0.24 [-0.90,0.41] -
Total (95% CI) a7 145 100.0% -0.54 [-0.81, -0.28] +
Heterageneity: Chi*=1.72, df= 3 (P = 0.63); F= 0% =—1D % é 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect: 2= 4.04 (F = 0.0001) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
10 Figure 644: Bingeing
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Veight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Grilo 2011 46 11 22 22 38 45 257% 0.34 [0.17,0.89]
Grilo 2011 46 11 23 34 9 35 24.4% 0.12[-0.41, 0.65]
Mungch 2007 7.54 938 38 6.2 8.66 44 34.3% 0.15[-0.30, 0.59]
Mauta 2000 38 54 16 16 38 21 155% 048017, 1.19]
Total {95% CI) 96 145 100.0% 0.24 [-0.02, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Chit=1.08, df= 3 (P = 0.79); F= 0% I t T t {
Testf Il effact Z=1.83 (P = 0.0T 10 - v 5 1
1 1 estfor averall effect Z=1.83 (F = 0.07) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
12 Figure 645: EDE-eating concern
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 0.37 045 23 035 067 25 58.0% 0.03 [-0.53, 0.60]
Mauta 2000 1.7 1 16 12 07 21 42.0% 0.58 [-0.08,1.29]
Total (95% CI) 39 46 100.0% 0.26 [-0.17,0.70]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.51, df=1{F=0.22); F= 34% T = b : 0

Testfor overall effect £=1.20 (P =0.23)

13

14 Figure 646: EDE-shape concern
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Group diet Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 185 1.45 23 204 1.48 25 59.0% -0.13 [-0.69, 0.44]
Mauta 2000 38 1 16 28 13 21 4M1.0% 0.83[0.15,1.91] L
Total (95% CI) 39 46 100.0% 0.26 [-0.17,0.70]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.48 dfi=1(F=003); F=73%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.19 (P =0.23)

-10

Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group

Heterogeneity was detected at 1> =78%. There was no clear difference in the risk of bias
between these two studies. The study by Nauta 2000 was unclear if the participants had

comorbidities, whilst Munsch 2007 was unclear on the duration of illness. The severity of
illness, as indicated by the average number of binges per month were different, Nauta >18

per month versus Munsch <18 per month and this may explain the heterogeneity.

Figure 647:

EDE-shape concern subgroup analysis based on severity of iliness

10

Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
10.19.1 =18 binges per mo
Munsch 2007 185 1.45 23 204 1.48 25 59.0% 0.13 [-0.69, 0.44]
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 25 59.0% -0.13 [-0.69, 0.44]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.44 (P = 0.6G)
10.19.2 =18 binges per mo
Mauta 2000 38 1 16 28 13 21 #M1.0% 0.83[0.15,1.51] L
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 21 41.0% 0.83 [0.15, 1.51] . 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=2.39 (P =002
Total {95% Cl) 39 46 100.0% 0.26 [-0.17,0.70] ?
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.48 df=1 (P=003); F=78% I { 1 } !
Testfi lleffect Z=1.18 (P =023 -0 S 0 5 1
estioroverall effect. £=1. ( - ! Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 448, df=1(P=003), F=77.7%
Figure 648: EDE-weight concern
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Veight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Munsch 2007 169 113 23 206 1.36 25 59.32% -0.29 [-0.86, 0.28]
Mauta 2000 31 08 16 22 11 21 40.83% 0.90 [0.21, 1.58] -
Total (95% CI) 39 46 100.0% 0.19 [-0.24, 0.63]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 681, df=1 (P = 0008}, F= 84% T = b : 0

Testfor overall effect £=0.87 (P =0.28)

Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group

Heterogeneity was detected at 1> =85%. There was no clear difference in the risk of bias
between these two studies. The study by Nauta 2000 was unclear if the participants had

comorbidities, whilst Munsch 2007 was unclear on the duration of illness. The severity of
illness, as indicated by the average number of binges per month were different, Nauta >18

per month versus Munsch <18 per month and this may explain the heterogeneity.

Figure 649:

EDE-weight concern with severity of iliness

Figure 650: EDE-restraint
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 083 082 23 047 142 25 577% -014 [-0.71, 0.43]
Mauta 2000 1.7 1 16 1.2 08 21 423% 0.562[-0.14,1.18]
Total (95% CI) 39 46 100.0% 0.14 [-0.29, 0.57]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 218, di=1 (F=014); F= 54% '—1D |5 ﬁ é 10

Testfor overall effect Z=0.63 (F=0.53)
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1 Heterogeneity was detected at 12 =54%. There was no clear difference in the risk of bias
2 between these two studies. The study by Nauta 2000 was unclear if the participants had
3 comorbidities, whilst Munsch 2007 was unclear on the duration of illness. The severity of
4 illness, as indicated by the average number of binges per month were different, Nauta >18
5 per month versus Munsch <18 per month and this may explain the heterogeneity.
6 Figure 651: EDE-restraint with severity of iliness
Group diet Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

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

10.20.1 Binges <18& per month

Munsch 2007 169 113 23 206 1.6 25 592% -0.29 [-0.86, 0.28]

Subtotal (95% CI) 23 25  50.2% -0.29 [-0.26, 0.28]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=1.00 (F=032)

10.20.2 Binges >18 per month

Mauta 2000 21 08 16 22 11 21 408% 0.90[0.27,1.598] L

Subtotal (95% CI) 16 21 40.8% 0.90 [0.21, 1.58] <>

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 2486 (P=0.01)

Total (95% CI) 39 46 100.0% 0.19 [-0.24, 0.63] ?

Heterogeneity: Chi*= B.81, df=1 (P = 0.004); = 85% Hg * 5 t o

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.87 (F=0.38)

; . Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
Test for subgroup differences: Chif= 6.81, df=1 (P = 0.009), F=85.3%

8
9
10 Figure 652: EDE-global
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 18 08 23 16 04 35 48.3% 0.23 [-0.30, 0.7E]
Grilo 2011 18 08 22 17 04 45 51.7% 011 [-0.40, 0.63]
Total (95% CI) 45 80 100.0% 0.17 [-0.20, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.09, df=1 (P = 0.76% F= 0% =—1D 55 D é 1D=
11 Testfor overall effect Z=0.90 (P =10.37) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
12 Figure 653: Depression
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Agras 1994 1.3 103 18 89 76 36 15.8% 0.28[-0.259,0.84] T
Agras 1994 11.3 103 18 T8 T8 36 15.6% 0.40[-0.17,0.97] ™
Grilo 2011 111 83 22 97 8.2 35 17.9% 016 [-0.38, 0.69] -
Grilo 2011 111 83 23 101 88 45 201% 011 [-0.38, 0.62] -
Mungch 2007 919 6.94 26 916 T.B I 18T% 0.00[-0.52,0.53] -
Mauta 2000 126 66 16 10 81 21 11.9% 0.31 [-0.34,0.87] T
Total (85% CI) 123 204 100.0% 0.19 [0.03, 0.42] #
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.32, df=5(P=0.93); = 0% =-1D IS i % 'IEII
13 Testfor overall effect 7= 1.68 (F = 0.08) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
14 Figure 654: Remission
Group Diet Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 g 22 20 45 22.4% 0.820.43 1.59] &
Grilo 2011 q 23 17 35 230% 0.81 [0.44,1.49] - &
Mungch 2007 7 36 22 44 33.8% 0.39[0.19, 0.81] L E—
Mauta 2000 7 16 14 21 207% 0.66[0.35,1.24] e —
Total {95% CI) a7 145 100.0%  0.64 [0.46, 0.88] R
Total events N 73
Heterogeneity, Chi®=2.92, df= 3 (P=0.40), F=0% '0.1 052 055 i :'5 10'

15

Testfor averall effect: Z=2.71 (P = 0.007)
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2 follow-up

M.3.131 Group diet compared with another group in adults with binge eating disorder at

3 Figure 655: Weight
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Veight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Grilo 2011 366 BS5 23 387 56 35 26.0% -0.35 [-0.88, 0.18] .
Grilo 2011 366 65 27 383 3 45  I7.8% -0.27 [-0.78, 0.24] -
Mungch 2007 3318 417 23 331 4.04 44 28.8% 0.02[-0.49, 0.52] -
Mauta 2000 946 16.8 16 854 167 21 17.3% -0.05 [-0.70, 0.60] -
Total {95% CI) 84 145 100.0% -0.17 [-0.44, 0.10] L
Heterogenaity: Chi*=1.25, df= 3 (P =0.74); F= 0% I t t {
Testfor overall effect Z=1.23 (P=0.22) -0 - 0 5 o
4 ) : : Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
5 Figure 656: Bingeing
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 4.6 3 23 4 B84 35 24.4% 0.08 [-0.45, 0.60]
Grilo 2011 4.6 4 22 24 81 45 25.8% 0.28[-0.22,0.80]
Munsch 2007 877 9158 35 484 a 44 34.3% 0.11 [-0.34, 0.55]
Mauta 2000 4 43 16 1.5 43 21 15.4% 0.51[-0.15,1.18]
Total (95% CI) 96 145 100.0% 0.21 [-0.05, 0.47]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.35, df=3 (P =0.72); *= 0% I—m 5 D 5 10’
6 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.58 (F=0.11) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
7 Figure 657: EDE-eating concern
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 014 015 18 023 0.3 16 48.0% -0.37 [-1.08, 0.31]
Mauta 2000 15 14 16 12 12 21 52.0% 0.23[-0.43, 0.58]
Total {95% CI) 34 37 100.0% -0.06 [-0.53, 0.41]
Heterogeneity: Chi=1.53, df=1 (P =0.22%; F= 35% I { T ! |
Testfi Il effect Z=0.24 (P = 0.81 -0 S 0 5 1
8 Bstfor overall effect 7= 0.24 (F = 0.81) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
9 Figure 658: EDE-shape concern
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 1.44 132 18 1.87 1.39 16 481% -0.31 [-0.99, 0.37]
Mauta 2000 33 17 16 28 1.7 21 51.9% 0.23[-0.42,0.89]
Total (95% CI) 34 37 100.0% -0.03 [-0.50, 0.44]
Heterogeneity; Chi*=1.27, df=1 (P = 0.26); F= 21% 5_1 P 55 T é 1E|=
10 Testfor overall effect Z=0.12 (F = 0.90) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
11 Figure 659: EDE-weight concern
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mungch 2007 1.37 1.1 18 1.78 1.33 16 48.8% -0.32 [-1.00, 0.38]
Mauta 2000 31 1A 16 23 14 21 51.2% 0.52[-014,1.18]
Total {95% CI) 34 37 100.0% 0.11 [-0.36, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.01, df=1 (P = 0.08); F= 67% I { T ! |
Testf Il effact Z=0.46 (P = 0.54 10 - v N 1
12 estior overall effect 7= 0.46 (P = 0.64) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
13 Figure 660: EDE-restraint
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Munsch 2007 1.06 0.88 18 114 1.03 16 48.4% -0.08 [-0.76, 0.59]
Mauta 2000 1.2 048 16 15 14 21 51.6% -0.24 [-0.80, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 34 37 100.0% -0.16 [-0.63, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 011, dfi=1{P=0.74); F=0% T X b : 0

Testfor overall effect £=0.69 (F = 0.49)

14
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1 Figure 661: EDE-global
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2011 16 08 23 14 049 35 48.3% 0.23[-0.30, 0.76]
Grilo 2011 16 0.8 22 14 0.8 45 51.7% 012 [0.39, 0.63]
Total (95% CI) 45 80 100.0% 0.17 [-0.19, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.08, df=1 (P =078 F= 0% =-1D 55 D % 1D=
2 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.93 (P =10.35) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
3 Figure 662: Depression
Group diet Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Grilo 2011 96 T.7 22 91 7.9 45  3045% 0.06 [-0.45, 0.57]
Grilo 2011 986 7.7 23 9.7 9.3 35 287% -0.01 [-0.54, 0.51]
Mungch 2007 T.76 6.48 21823 11.3A 22 22.1% -0.05 [-0.65, 0.59]
Mauta 2000 9 54 16 1049 1 21 18.6% -0.21 [-0.86, 0.45]
Total {95% Cl) 82 123 100.0% 0.03 [0.32, 0.25]
Heterageneity Chit= 0.42, df= 3 (P = 0.84); F= 0% :-10 % T % 10:
4 Testfar overall effect Z=0.23 {F = 0.82) Favours Group Diet Favours Other Group
5 Figure 663: Remission
Group diet Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Mungch 2007 16 36 23 44 a7 1% 0.850.54,1.39] —i—
Mauta 2000 7 16 18 21 42.9% 0.51 [0.29, 0.91] ——
Total {95% CI) 52 65 100.0% 0.70 [0.49, 1.01] -
Total events 23 41
T = - - R — I | | | | |
?et?;ngenemrl.l C;I ;12?11 gE—SEPD—DgJS),I =45% '0.1 052 055 i :'5 10'
6 estfar overall effect Z=1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours Other Group Favours Group Diet
M.3.147 Group counselling compared with another intervention in adults with binge
8 eating disorder at end of treatment
9 Figure 664: BMI
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 36.45 7583 39 3529 9.07 49 100.0% 0.14 [-0.28, 0.56]
Total (95% CI) 39 49 100.0% 0.14 [-0.28, 0.56]
A e PR EEO T
10 estforoverall effect 2= 0.64 (F = 0.33) Favours Counselling Favours Other
11 Figure 665: Weight loss
Counselling Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 22 498 48 43 134 50 100.0% -018 F0.57, 0.22]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% -0.18 [-0.57,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 5 é 10:
1 2 Test for overall effect £=0.88 (P =0.38) Favours Other Favours Counselling
13 Figure 666: EDE-eating concern
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 1.14 1349 48 054 0.71 50 100.0% 0.54 014, 0.895]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% 0.54 [0.14, 0.95] L3
Heterageneity: Mot applicable T = 4 L 0

Test for overall effect: £= 2.64 (P = 0.008)

14
15 Figure 667:

EDE-shape concern
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Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Safer 2010 3.03 1.38 43 262 1.15 50 100.0% 0.32[0.07,072]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% 0.32 [-0.07,0.72]
e e 01 EEO T N S
Bstioroverall effect 2= 1.60 (F = 0.11) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 668: EDE-weight concern
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 3 1.25 48 243 1.18 50 100.0% 038 [0.02, 0.78]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% 0.38 [-0.02, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 0 % i é 1D=
Testforoverall effect 2=1.88 (F = 0.06) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 669: EDE-restraint
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 1.91 1.23 48 1.29 1.04 50 100.0% 0.540.14,0.94]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% 0.54 [0.14, 0.94] (2
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 0 55 i é 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 263 (P = 0.008) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 670: Patient preference
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Safer 2010 82 23 48 8.9 1.3 50 100.0% -0.37 FOFF, 0.03]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% -0.37 [0.77,0.03]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 i é 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=1.83 (P =007} Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 671: Depression
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 10.84 B6.86 43 9.1 921 50 100.0% 0.21 [-0.19, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% 0.21 [-0.19, 0.61]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicakle 5_1 2 55 3 :55 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.05 (F = 0.30 Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 672: Remission
Counselling Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
Safer 2010 17 g1 2 51 100.0% 8.50[2.07, 34.91]
Total (95% CI) 5 51 100.0% 8.50[2.07, 34.91] —i
Total events 17 2
ity i ) } } |
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable T o 10 100
Testfor averall effect Z=2.97 (F=0.003) Favours Other Favours Counselling
Group counselling compared with another intervention in adults with binge
eating disorder at follow-up
Figure 673: BMI
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 3645 T.A3 38 3524 9.07 49 100.0% 0.14 [-0.28, 0.56]
Total {95% CI) 39 49 100.0% 0.14 [-0.28, 0.56]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable M + 5 t Py

Test for overall effect Z= 064 (P=053)
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Figure 674: Weight loss

Counselling Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 22 46 48 4.3 134 50 100.0% -0.18 [F0.57, 0.23]
Total (95% CI) 48 50 100.0% -0.18 [-0.57,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P » 5 t 10:
Test for overall effect £=0.88 (P =0.38) Favours Other Favours Counselling
Figure 675: EDE-eating concern
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 0.66 0.95 34 0.28 1.38 49 100.0% -0.18 [-0.60, 0.24]
Total (95% CI) 39 49 100.0% 0.18 [-0.60, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 0 55 i é 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 0.84 (P=0.40) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 676: EDE-shape concern
Counselling Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 266 1.3 39 25 1.39 49 100.0% 0.12 [-0.30, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 39 49  100.0% 0.12 [-0.30, 0.54]
e 05 SR L B
estfor averall effect 2= 0.55 (F = 0.58) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 677: EDE-weight concern
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 278 1.3 39 227 1.24 49 100.0% 0.40[-0.03, 082
Total (95% CI) 39 49 100.0% 0.40 [-0.03, 0.82]
e 000 SO T S B
estforoverall effect 2=1.83 (P = 0.07) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 678: EDE-restraint
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 1.85 1.42 39 1.1 1.09 49 100.0% 060017, 1.03]
Total (95% CI) 39 49 100.0% 0.60 [0.17,1.03] *
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 0 55 D é 1D=
Test for overall effect: 2= 2.72 (P = 0.007) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 679: Depression
Counselling Another intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 10.04 7.84 39 1036 9.87 49 100.0% -0.03 [0.46, 0.349]
Total (95% CI) 39 49 100.0% -0.03 [-0.46, 0.39]
_ll-_let?;ogenemrl:l Nfurt atpgllczb:z o067 -_1 0 .5 ﬁ é 1D'
estforoverall effect 2= 0.16 (P = 0.87) Favours Counselling Favours Other
Figure 680: Remission
Counselling Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Safer 2010 22 g1 31 50 100.0% 0.70[0.47,1.02]
Total {95% Cl) 51 50 100.0% 0.70 [0.47,1.02] B e
Total events 22 Kl
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable "1 03 0 7 : 0

Test for averall effect: Z=1.86 (F = 0.08)
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M.3.161 Group self-help (ED) compared with another intervention in adults with binge

2 eating disorder at end of treatment

3 Figure 681: BMI
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 324 T2 7382 as 17 91% -0.61 [-1.581, 0.29]
FPeterson 2001 324 T2 B 325 &4 14 8.1% -0.01 [-0.97, 0.95]
Peterson 2009 391 10.6 34408 117 G0 41.9% -0.15[-0.87,0.27]
Peterson 2009 391 106 33 408 845 63 41.4% -0.18 [-0.60, 0.24]
Total {95% CI) 20 154 100.0% 0.19 [-0.46, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.01, df= 3 (P =0.80), F=0% =-1D 55 ﬁ % 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect 2= 1.40(F = 0.18) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other Group
5 Figure 682: Bingeing
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 11.9 13.2 34 6.3 12.3 60 49.6% 0.44[0.01,0.87]
Peterson 2009 119 132 33 97 124 63 A0.4% 017 [F0.25, 0.549]
Total {95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60]
Heterogeneity Chif=0.77, df= 1 (P=0.38); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 3 é 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect Z=1.89 (P = 0.05) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
7 Figure 683: EDE-eating concern
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2009 14 1.2 34 1.1 11 B0 50.2% 0.26 [F0.16, 0.68]
Peterson 2009 14 1.2 33 1 1.1 B3 49.8% 0.35 [F0.07,0.77]
Total {95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.31 [0.01, 0.60]
Heterogeneity, Chi= 0.08, df=1 (P=077);F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.00 (P = 0.05) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
9 Figure 684: EDE-shape concern
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% ClI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 31 1.2 33 27 11 63 49.6% 0.35 [F0.07,0.77]
Peterson 2009 31 12 34 311 B0 50.4% 0.09 [0.33,0.51]
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.22 [-0.08, 0.52]
Heterogeneity, Ghi= 074, df=1 (P=0.39); "= 0% 5_1 p 55 7 é 10:
1 0 Testfor overall effect Z=1.43(F=0.15) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
11 Figure 685: EDE-weight concern
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 a1 1.2 34 31 1.3 B0 50.8% 0.00F0.42, 042
Peterson 2009 31 1.2 33 24 1.3 63 48.1% 0850012, 0.98)
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.27 [-0.03, 0.57]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 3.20, df=1 (P = 0.07), IF= 69% 1_1 0 % B % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.76 {F = 0.08) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
12
13 Figure 686: EDE-restraint
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2009 16 1.2 33 1.1 1 63 50.0% 0.46 [0.04,0.59]
Peterson 2009 16 1.2 34 1.1 1 B0 50.0% 0.46[0.03,0.89]
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.46 [0.16, 0.76] L]
Heterngeneity, Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P =1.003; *F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 0
14 Testfor overall effect Z= 3.00 (P = 0.003) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other

15 Figure 687: EDE-total

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

146




Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 2.3 1 34 1.8 08 B3 491% 057 [0.14,0.99] L3
Peterson 2009 2.3 1 33 22 141 67 60.9% 0.09 [0.32,0.51]
Total (95% CI) 67 130 100.0% 0.33 [0.03, 0.62]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 2.44, df=1 (P=0.12), IF= 59% 1_1 0 % ; % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 214 (P =0.03) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 688: Quality of life
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 586 21.2 29 587 184 56 49.6% -0.01 [-0.45, 0.44]
Peterson 2009 586 21.2 28 585 214 63 60.4% 0.00[0.44, 0.45]
Total {95% CI) 57 119 100.0% -0.00 [-0.32, 0.32]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0,00, df=1 (P =098, F= 0% I i 1 } |
Testfi Il effect Z=0.00 (P =1.00 10 5 o 5 10
estfor overall efiect 2= 0.00 (7 =1.00) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 689: Depression
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 9 81 T o105 84§ 14 52.4% -0.15 [-1.06, 0.76]
Peterson 2001 9 81 B 9.6 3.6 17 47.6% 0.65 [0.30,1.60]
Total (95% Cl) 13 31 100.0% 0.23[-0.43, 0.89]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.43, df=1(P=0.23),F=30% 5_1 0 55 b é 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50) Favours Group SH(ED) Favours Other Group
6 Figure 690: Remission
Group SH (ED)  Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight MN-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Petarson 2001 4 a 3 16 45.8% 2.671[0.78,9.15] L
Peterson 2001 i a 4 19 54.2% 2.97[1.07, 8.26] i
Total (95% CI) 16 35 100.0%  2.83[1.29,6.23] e
Total events 9 7
e iR = - - R= I } t t } {
1I—_hahf;ogenenyl.l C;I ?2922 gg-;EPD—D?.DQD), F=0% w 0 0’ 5 : 10
7 estfor overall effect 2= 2.58 (F =10 ) Favours Other Group Favours Group SH(ED)
M.3.178 Group self-help (ED) compared with another intervention in adults with binge
9 eating disorder at follow-up
10 Figure 691: BMI
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2001 ize 74 6B 32 79 12 7.7% 0.20 079, 1.18]
Feterson 2001 328 T4 6 358 T 17 8.4% -0.41 [1.35,0.53]
Peterson 2009 87 106 33 404 B89 63 41.8% -0.18 [-0.60, 0.24]
Fetersan 2009 387 106 34 383 845 B0 42.0% 0.04 [-0.38, 0.46]
Total {95% CI) 79 152 100.0% -0.08 [-0.35, 0.20]
Heterageneity: Chif=1.30, df= 3 (P= 073 F=0% 5_1 P 55 P é 10:
11 Testfor overall effect. 2= 0.54 (P = 0.55) Favours Group SH(ED) Favours Other Group
12 Figure 692: Bingeing
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2009 16.2 194 60 123 129 63 49.2% 0.24 012,059
Peterson 2009 16.2 194 g0 124 137 67  60.8% 0.23[F012,058]
Total {(95% CI) 120 130 100.0% 0.23 [-0.02, 0.48]
Heterngeneity: Chi*=0.00, df=1 (P =0.97); F=0% 5_1 0 55 D é P
13 Testfor overall effect 2=1.82 (P = 0.07) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
14 Figure 693: Quality of life
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Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 58.3 228 28 576 2241 54 49.1% 0.03 [0.43,0.49]
Peterson 2009 58.3 228 29 531 207 56 50.9% 0.01 [0.44, 0.46]
Total (95% CI) 57 110 100.0% 0.02 [-0.30, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0,00, df= 1 (P = 0.95); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 ? é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.12 (F = 0.90) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 694: EDE-eating concern
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2009 1.3 12 33 1.2 12 63 50.1% 0.08 [0.34, 0.50]
Peterson 2009 1.3 1.2 34 16 12 GO 49.8% -0.25[-0.67,0.17]
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% -0.08 [-0.38, 0.22]
Heterngeneity: Chif=1.18, df=1 (P = 0.28); F= 15% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.54 (F = 0.59) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 695: EDE-shape concern
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 314 34 32 1.3 60 60.2% -015[-0.587,0.27]
Peterson 2009 314 33 26 1.3 63 49.8% 0.30 013,072
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.07 [-0.23, 0.37]
Heterageneity: CGhi*= 214, df=1 (P =014}, "= 53% =-1D % B % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.48 (F = 0.63) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 696: EDE-weight concern
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 3 13 34 33 1z B0 60.3% -0.24 [[0.66, 0.18]
Peterson 2009 3 1.3 33 25 1.3 B3 49.7% 0.38 [0.04,0.81]
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.07 [-0.23, 0.37]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 4.15, df=1 (P = 0.04); I*= 76% 5_1 0 55 B % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.45 {F = 0.65) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 697: EDE-restraint
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 1.8 1.3 33 1.2 11 63 49.8% 0.25 017, 0.68]
Peterson 2009 15 1.3 34 16 12 B0 50.2% -0.08 [-0.50, 0.34]
Total (95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.09 [-0.21, 0.38]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.21,df=1 (P= 027 F=17% =—1D 55 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.57 (P =0.57) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 698: EDE-total
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2009 22141 34 18 049 GO 49.8% 0.30[F012, 073
Peterson 2009 22 141 33 2.4 1 B3 50.1% -0.19[-0.61, 0.23]
Total {95% CI) 67 123 100.0% 0.06 [-0.24, 0.35]
Heterngeneity: Chi= 2.66, df=1 (P=0.10); *= 62% I—‘ID 55 % "

Testfor overall effect Z=037 P =071}

Figure 699: Depression
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Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2001 GE 7.4 B 39 a7 17 51.8% 0.54 F0.41,1.48]
Feterson 2001 66 T4 1] Ta 81 12 482% -0.14 F1.13,0.84]
Total {95% CI) 12 29 100.0% 0.21 [-0.47, 0.89]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.96, df=1{P=033);F=0% :-1E| _: T é 1D:
1 Testfor overall effect. 2= 0.60 (P = 0.55) Favours Group SH(ED) Favours Other Group
2 Figure 700: Remission
Group SH (ED)  Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2001 2 a 7 19 B7.5% 0.68[0.18, 2.58] B
Peterson 2001 1 g 3 16 32.8% 0.67[0.08, 543 + =
Total (95% CI) 16 35 100.0%  0.67 [0.22, 2.09] —— N —
Total events 3 10
ity: Chi®= = = CR= I } } t } |
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P = 0.99); F= 0% 0 0 o' 5 : 10
E

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.68 (P = 0.50)

3

5 binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Favours Other Group Favours Group SHIED)

M.3.184 Group guided self-help (ED) compared with another intervention in adults with

6 Figure 701: BMI
Group Guided SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sSD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2001 36.2 a8 9 325 849 14 10.4% 0.46 [-0.39, 1.31]
FPeterson 2001 362 5.8 8 324 T2 13 9.3% 0.55 [-0.35, 1.45]
Peterson 2009 108 1.7 30 408 85 B3 398% 0.00 [0.43,0.43]
Peterson 2009 408 11.7 30 391 106 BY  40.5% 0.15 [-0.28, 0.549]
Total (95% Cl) T 157 100.0% 0.16 [-0.11, 0.44]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.72, df= 3 (P = 0.63); P=0% 5_1 0 _55 5 é 1D=
7 Testfor overall effect Z=1.15 (P =0.245) Favours Group GSH (ED) Favours Other
8 Figure 702: Bingeing
Group Guided SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2001 362 5.4 9 325 849 14 10.4% 0.46 [-0.39,1.31]
Peterson 2001 362 5.4 8 324 T2 13 9.3% 0.55 [-0.35, 1.45]
Peterson 2009 408 11.7 30 408 85 63 39.8% 0.00 [-0.43,0.43]
Peterson 2009 408 1.7 300 391 106 67  40.5% 0.15[-0.28, 0.59]
Total {95% CI) 77 157 100.0% 0.16 [-0.11, 0.44]
Heterogeneity; Chi*=1.72, df= 3 (P = 0.6 P=0% 5_1 0 55 p é 1EI=
9 Testfor overall effect Z=1.15 (P =0.29) Favours Group GSH (ED) Favours Other
10 Figure 703: Quality of life
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Peterson 2009 58.7 184 28 586 212 87 49.2% 0.00[0.45, 0.46]
Peterson 2009 58.7 184 28 585 214 63 60.8% 0.01 [0.44,0.45]
Total {(95% CI) 56 120 100.0% 0.01 [-0.31, 0.32]
Heterngeneity: Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.99); F=0% f ! 1 ! |
Testf Il effect 7= 0.05 (P = 0.9 10 - v 5 10
1 1 estfor overall effect 2= 0.05 (P = 0.98) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
12 Figure 704: EDE-eating concern
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 1.1 1.1 30 14 12 67  60.3% -0.25[-0.69, 0.18]
Peterson 2009 1.1 1.1 30 1 11 B3 49.7% 0.09 [0.34,0.53]
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% -0.08 [-0.39, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.21, df=1 (P =027}, F=18% T = b 10

Testfar averall effect 2= 053 (P = 0.48)

13
14 Figure 705:

EDE-shape concern
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Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 3 11 30 31 1.3 BY 80.7% -0.08 [-0.51, 0.35]
Peterson 2009 311 30 27 11 63 49.3% 0.27 F0A7,0.71]
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.09 [-0.21, 0.40]
Heterngeneity: Chit=1.258, df= 1 (P = 0.26); F= 20% 1_1 0 % B % 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect Z= 0.59 {F = 0.55) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 706: EDE-weight concern
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 a1 1.3 30 24 13 B3 48.7% 0.53[0.09,0.98
Peterson 2009 31 1.3 30 a1 1z BY  81.3% 0.00[0.43, 043
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.26 [-0.05, 0.57]
Heterngeneity: Chi*= 2.88, df=1 (P = 0.09); *= 65% f ! 1 ! |
Tastf Il effect Z=1.65{P =010 10 -5 o 5 10
estfor overall efiect 2= 1.65 (P = 010) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 707: EDE-restraint
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 30 1.6 1.2 67 60.0% -0.43 [-0.87, 0.00]
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 30 1.1 1 63 60.0% 0.00[0.43, 043
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% -0.22 [-0.52, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.91,df=1 (P=0.17); *= 48% =—1D % 1 % 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect Z=1.38(F=017) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
6 Figure 708: EDE-total
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 21 04 30 2.3 1 BY 80.7% -0.20 [-0.64, 0.23]
Peterson 2009 21 049 30 1.8 08 B3 49.3% 0.36 [0.08, 0.80]
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.07 [-0.24, 0.38]
Heterngeneity: Chi*= 3.20, df=1 (P = 0.07); F= 69% 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.46 {F = 0.65) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
8 Figure 709: Depression
Group Guided SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Petersan 2001 5.6 36 9 1058 4949 14 522% -0.58 [-1.44,0.27]
FPeterson 2001 5.6 36 g 9 81 13 47.8% -0.48 [-1.38,0.42]
Total {95% CI) 17 27 100.0% 0.53 [-1.15, 0.09]
Heterageneity: Chi*=0.03, df=1 (P=087),F=0% =—1D I5 B é 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect: £=1.69 (P = 0.03) Favours Group GSH (ED) Favours Other
10 Figure 710: Remission
Group Guided SH (ED)  Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
Feterson 2001 2 10 3 16 26.3% 1.07[0.21,5.31]
Feterson 2001 2 g g 16 T73T7% 0.401[0.11,1.44] |
Total {95% CI) 19 32 100.0%  0.57[0.21,1.52] —mee
Total events 4 12
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.89, df=1 (P = 0.34); F= 0% I t 1 ! ! |
L N 01 02 0.4 2 i 10
1 1 Testfor overall effect Z=1.12 (P = 0.28) Favours Other Favours Group GSH (ED)
M.3.192 Group guided self-help (ED) compared with another intervention in adults with
13 binge eating disorder at follow-up
14 Figure 711: BMI
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Group Guided SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2001 358 7 8 328 74 12 9.3% 0.40 [F0.51,1.30]
Peterson 2001 2me 7 9 M2 79 12 9.7% 0.59 [-0.30,1.47]
Peterson 2009 1] 8.4 . 404 3848 63 40.0% -0.24 FOET, 0.20]
Peterson 2009 1] 8.4 o 3|7 106 67 41.0% -0.04 F0.47, 0.39]
Total {95% CI) 77 154 100.0% 0.02 [-0.29, 0.26]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 3.57, df= 3 (P = 0.31); F= 16% b + 5 ) s
Testfor overall effect £Z= 013 (P =0.90) Favours Group GSH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 712: Bingeing
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2008 124 137 33 123 1249 63 a01% 0.01[-0.41,0.43]
Peterson 2008 124 137 34 162 194 60 49.9% -0.21 [0.64,0.27]
Total {95% CI) 67 123 100.0% -0.10 [-0.40, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 053, df=1(P=047), F= 0% f i 1 } |
Testf Il effect: Z= 0.68 (P = 0.50 10 5 0 5 e
estior overall efiect 2= 0.68 (P = 0.50) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 713: EDE-eating concern
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2008 16 1.2 30 1.2 1.2 B3 49.4% 0.33[011,0.77]
Peterson 2008 16 1.2 30 1.3 1.2 67 40.6% 0.25[-0.18, 0.68]
Total {95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.29 [-0.02, 0.60]
Heterngeneity; Chi*= 0.07, df=1 (P=0.79); "= 0% f ! 1 ! |
Testf Il effect Z=1.84 (P =007 10 -3 0 5 1
estior overall effect Z=1.84 (P = 0.07) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 714: EDE-shape concern
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2008 32 1.3 30 3 14 67 &81.0% 014 [-0.29, 0.58]
Peterson 2008 32 1.3 30 26 1.3 B3 48.0% 0.46 [0.02, 0.90]
Total {95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.30 [-0.01, 0.61]
Heterogeneity, Chi= 0.99, df=1 (P= 0323, *F= 0% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.80 (P = 0.06) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 715: EDE-weight concern
Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 33 12 30 313 67 81.4% 0.23[-0.20, 0.67]
Peterson 2008 33 12 30 25 1.3 B3 48.6% 0.63[0.18,1.07] L
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.42 [0.11, 0.73]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.53, df=1 (P = 0.22); I*= 35% 5_1 p 55 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect £=2.68 (F=0.007) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 716: EDE-restraint
Group SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2008 16 1.2 30 1.2 11 B3 489.2% 0.35[-0.09, 0.749]
Peterson 2008 16 1.2 30 15 1.3 67 40.8% 0.08 [-0.35,0.51]
Total {95% CI) 60 130 100.0% 0.21 [-0.10, 0.52]
Heterogeneity; Chi= 0.75, df=1 (P = 0.39); "= 0% 5_1 2 55 ] % "
Testfor overall effect Z=1.35F =018} Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other

Figure 717: EDE-total
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Group 5H (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 189 049 30 22 11 BY  81.0% -0.28[-0.72,0.14]
Peterson 2009 1.9 049 30 2.4 1 63 45.0% -0.81 [-0.95,-0.07] L g
Total (95% CI) 60 130 100.0% -0.40 [-0.71, -0.09] L]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 0.52, df=1 (P =047), F= 0% ' } T } |
Testf llefiect Z= 2.51 (P=0.01 10 - o 5 10
estfor overall effect 2= 2.51 (F=0.01) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 718: Quality of life
Group SH (ED) Other Group 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 581 207 28 583 228 57 A0.5% -0.01 [-0.46, 0.44]
Peterson 2009 581 207 28 576 221 54 49.5% 0.02 [0.43, 048]
Total {95% CI) 56 111 100.0% 0.01 [-0.31, 0.33]
Heterngeneity: Chif=0.01, df=1 (P =0.82); F= 0% f ! 1 ! |
Testfi Il effect Z=0.04 (P = 0.97 10 5 o 5 10
estfor overall efiect 2= 0.04 (P = 0.97) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 719: Depression
Group Guided SH (ED) Other Group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 358 7 8 328 T4 12 9.3% 0.40 [F0.51,1.30]
FPeterson 2001 358 T 9 M2 T4 12 9.7% 0.59 [-0.30, 1.47]
FPeterson 2009 383 8.4 30 404 B9 63 40.0% -0.24 [-0.67, 0.20]
Feterson 2009 383 8.4 30 387 106 67 41.0% -0.04 [-0.47,0.39]
Total {95% Cl} T 154 100.0% -0.02 [-0.29, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.87, df= 3 (P = 0.31); F= 16% i_1 P 15 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=013 (P =0.90) Favours Group GSH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 720: Remission
Group Guided SH (ED)  Other Group Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
Feterson 2001 3 10 3 16 51.7% 1.60[0.40, 6.43] B
Feterson 2001 4 g 3 16 48.3% 2.37 [0.68, 8.31] L
Total {95% CI) 19 32 100.0%  1.97 [0.78, 4.99] —re
Total events 7 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 017, df=1 (P = 0.68), F=0% T 0= 0s 3 s 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.43(F=0.19)

Favours Other Favours Group GSH (ED)

Group self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with
binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 721: BMI
Group SH (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2009 391 106 67 383 T4 69 100.0% 0.09 [-0.25,0.43]
Total (95% CI) 67 69 100.0% 0.09 [-0.25, 0.42]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I } 1 } d
; -10 -4 i} |3 10
Test for overall effect: £= 0.1 (F = 0.61) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 722: Bingeing
Group 5H (ED) Other WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 11.8 132 67 176 146 69 100.0% -0.41 [0.74,-0.07]
Total (95% CI) 67 69 100.0% -0.41 [-0.75, -0.07] L
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable 1_1 0 % B % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 235 (F =0.02) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 723: Quality of life

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
152




Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Group 5H (ED} Other WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2008 586 1.2 57 5718 43 100.0% 0.08[-0.29, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 57 53 100.0% 0.08 [-0.29, 0.45]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T £ o i

1 Testfor averall effect: Z=042 (F=0.67) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLG
2 Figure 724: EDE-eating concern
Group 5H (ED} Other WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2009 14 12 67 1.3 141 B9 100.0% 0.09 [-0.25 0.43]
Total (95% CI) 67 69 100.0% 0.09 [-0.25, 0.42]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable oo = P :

3 Test for averall effect: Z= 050 (F = 0.61) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC

4 Figure 725: EDE-shape concern

Group SH (ED)} Other WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2009 a1 12 67 3112 B9 100.0% 0.00 [-0.34, 0.34]
Total {95% CI) 67 69 100.0% 0.00 [-0.34, 0.34]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Ko + 3 >

5 Testfor overall effect; £= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC
6 Figure 726: EDE-weight concern
Group SH (ED)} Other WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2009 31 1.2 67 31 11 B8 100.0% 0.00 [-0.34,0.34]
Total (95% Cl1) 67 69  100.0% 0.00 [-0.34, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 1 %
Test for averall effect: Z=0.00 (F =1.00) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC
8 Figure 727: EDE-restraint
Group SH (ED)} Other WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2009 168 1.2 67 148 1.3 B8 100.0% 0.08 [-0.26, 0.43]
Total {95% CI) 67 69 100.0% 0.08 [-0.26, 0.42]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 %
9 Test for overall effect Z=0.46 (F=0.64) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC
10 Figure 728: EDE-total
Group 5H (ED} Other WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Feterson 2009 2.3 1 67 23 04 B9 100.0% 0.00 [-0.34,0.34]
Total (95% CI) 67 69 100.0% 0.00 [-0.34, 0.34]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P % : %
11 Testfor overall effect; £= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours Group SH (ED) Favours WLC

M.3.212 Group guided self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults
13 with binge eating disorder at end of treatment

14 Figure 729: BMI

Guided SH (ED) wLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2004 ans 117 G0 383 T4 £9 100.0% 0.26 [-0.09, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 60 69 100.0% 0.26 [-0.09, 0.61]

-10 -5 0

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable %
Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLC

Testfor averall effect Z=1.45(P=015)

a
(o)X &)

Figure 730: Bingeing
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Guided SH (ED) WLC $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 0.8 1.7 60 383 T4 69 100.0% 0.26 [-0.09, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 60 69 100.0% 0.26 [-0.09, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 5_1 0 ES b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.45 (F=0.15) Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 731: Quality of life
Guided SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 58.7 184 56 57 18 53 100.0% 0.09 [0.28, 0.47]
Total {95% CI) 56 53 100.0% 0.09 [-0.28, 0.47]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 0 IS 3 % 1D=
Testfar overall effect 2= 048 (P = 063} Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLG
Figure 732: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 1.1 11 G0 1.3 11 69 100.0% -0.18 [[0.53,0117)
Total {95% CI) 60 69 100.0% -0.18 [-0.53, 0.17]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f 1 1 } d
) -10 -5 a |3 10
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.02 (P =0.31) Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLG
Figure 733: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH (ED) WLC $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 3 11 G0 3112 9 100.0% -0.08 [-0.43, 0.26]
Total (95% CI) 60 69 100.0% -0.09 [-0.43, 0.26]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicahble 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 048 (P = 0.63) Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 734: EDE-weight concern
Guided SH (ED) WwLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 31 1.3 60 3114 69 100.0% 0.00 [0.34, 0.348]
Total (95% CI) 60 69 100.0% 0.00 [-0.35, 0.35]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.00 (F =1.00) Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 735: EDE-restraint
Guided SH (ED) WLC $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 60 1.5 1.3 69 100.0% -0.34 [-0.69, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 60 69 100.0% -0.34 [-0.69, 0.01]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicahble 5_1 0 ES b % P
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.91 {F = 0.06) Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 736: EDE-total
Guided SH (ED) WwLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 21 04y G0 23 08 69 100.0% -0.22 [[0.57, 0013
Total (95% CI) 60 69 100.0% -0.22 [-0.57,0.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 0 = b 0

Testfor overall effect: £=1.25 (P =0.21)

Group psychoeducation compared with another intervention in adults with

5
Favours Guided SH (ED) Favours WLC

binge eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 737: BMI
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Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 324 8.4 7324 T2 13 8.9% 0.01 [-0.81, 093]
FPeterson 2001 324 8.4 T 362 4845 17 9.3% -0.54 [-1.44,0.39]
FPeterson 2008 408 8.5 32408 N7 60 40.7% 0.00[-0.43,0.43]
FPeterson 2008 408 8.5 3381 106 BY  41.2% 017 [-0.26, 0.60]
Total (95% CI) 7 157 100.0% 0.02 [-0.25, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.98, df= 3 (P = 0.58); I*= 0% =-1D 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.14 (P = 0.89) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 738: Bingeing
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 97 124 3 1.8 132 67  50.5% -0.17 F0.59, 0.26]
FPeterson 2008 9.7 12.4 32 6.3 123 B0 49.5% 0.27 [-0.16, 0.70]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% 0.05 [-0.25, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=2.04, df=1(F=015), F=51% I_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.32 (P = 0.75) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 739: Quality of life
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 24 1.3 kil 31 1.2 BY  50.3% -0.86 [-1.00,-0.13] i
Peterson 20049 24 1.3 32 31 1.3 B0 49.7% -0.83 [-0.87,-0.10] i
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.55 [-0.86, -0.24] *
Heterageneity: Chif= 0.01, df=1 (P = 0.92); F= 0% i_1 P 15 7 t 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.50 (F = 0.0005) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 740: EDE-eating concern
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 1 11 kil 1.1 1.1 6O 48.9% -0.09 [F0.52, 0.34]
Peterson 20049 1 11 32 14 12 BY  &51.1% -0.34 [-0.76, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.22 [-0.52, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.65, df=1 (P =042);, F=0% I_1 0 =5 T é 10:
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.41 (P =0.16) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 741: EDE-shape concern
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 2.7 11 32 3141 B0 49.7% -0.27 [F0.70, 0.16]
Peterson 20049 2.7 11 kil 31 1.3 BY  50.3% -0.32 075, 011]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.30 [-0.60, 0.01]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.03, df=1 (P = 0.87); F= 0% 5_1 p 55 1 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.91 (P = 0.08) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 742: EDE-weight concern
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 24 1.3 kil 31 1.2 BY  50.3% -0.86 [-1.00,-0.13] i
Peterson 20049 24 1.3 32 31 1.3 B0 49.7% -0.83 [-0.87,-0.10] i
Total {95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.55 [-0.86, -0.24] L
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0.01, df=1 (P=092); F= 0% I_1 2 =5 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.50 (F = 0.0005) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 743: EDE-restraint
Group Psychoeducation Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 11 1 kil 16 1.2 BY  49.9% -0.43 [-0.85, -0.00]
Petersan 2009 1.1 1 32 1.1 1 60 &0.1% 0.00[0.43,0.43]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.22 [-0.52, 0.09]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.97, df=1 (P=016), F=449%
Testfar overall effect Z=1.40 (F = 0.16)

Figure 744: EDE-total

-0 -5 i
Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
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Group Psychoeducation Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 1.8 0.8 63 23 01 BY  50.8% -0.85 [-0.90,-0.20] =
Petersan 2009 18 [IR:] 63 21 049 60 49.2% -0.35 [0.71, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 126 127 100.0% -0.45 [-0.70, -0.20] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.59, df=1 (P = 0.44); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 1 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 3.53 (P = 0.0004) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 745: Depression
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 105 9.4 7 56 36 17 &60.4% 079013, 1.70]
FPeterson 2001 105 9.4 7 9 81 13 49.6% 016 [-0.76, 1.08]
Total {95% CI) 14 30 100.0% 0.48 [-0.17,1.13]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.89, df=1 (P = 0.38); F= 0% 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.45 (P =0.15) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 746: Remission
Group Psychoeducation Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Mon-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2001 2 g 9 16 344% 1.71 [0.86, 3.40]
Peterson 2001 1 g 4 18 B5.6% 1.11 [0.78,1.587]
Total (95% CI) 16 35 100.0% 1.32 [0.94, 1.85]
Total events 3 13
e O = - - e \ 4 . . . )
?etf;ngenewl.l CQ ;12501 gg-(; EPD-1?.)22), F=33% i ) o's ] 1 p 0
estioroverall efiect: £=1. =4 Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Group psychoeducation compared with another intervention in adults with
binge eating disorder at follow-up
Figure 747: BMI
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 .2 T4 12 358 7 17 12.3% -0.61 [-1.36, 0.14]
FPeterson 2001 .2 T4 12 328 74 12 109% -0.20 [-1.00, 0.60]
FPeterson 2008 40.4 8.4 32383 Bh 6O 38.0% 0.24 [0.19, 0.67]
FPeterson 2008 40.4 8.4 3 3_T 106 BY 38.8% 017 [-0.26, 0.59]
Total (95% CI) a7 156 100.0% 0.06 [-0.21, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=4.30,df= 3 (P =0.23), "= 30% I_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.44 (P = 0.66) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 748: Bingeing
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2008 9.7 12.4 M 124 137 BY  50.5% -0.20 [[0.63, 0.23]
FPeterson 2008 9.7 12.4 32 6.3 123 B0 49.5% 0.27 [-0.16, 0.70]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% 0.03 [-0.27, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 235 df=1(F=013), "= 58% I_1 0 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.22 (P = 0.83) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
Figure 749: Quality of life
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2008 ar.6 221 27 481 207 a6 49.9% -0.02 [-0.48, 0.44]
FPeterson 2008 ar.6 221 27 483 228 a7 s01% -0.03 [-0.49, 0.43]
Total (95% CI) a4 113 100.0% -0.03 [-0.35, 0.30]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =098}, F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.16 (P =0.87)

Figure 750: EDE-eating concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Group Psychoeducation Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 1.2 1.2 32 16 1.2 B0 49.3% -0.33 076, 0.10]
Petersan 2009 1.2 1.2 kil 13 1.2 67  &0.7% -0.08 [0.51,0.34]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.20 [-0.51, 0.10]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 064, df=1 (F=042);, F=0% I_1 0 I5 D é 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.32 (P =0.19) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
2 Figure 751: EDE-shape concern
Group Psychoeducation Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 26 1.3 32 3213 B0 49.2% -0.46 [-0.89,-0.02]
Petersan 2009 26 1.3 kil 314 67 50.8% -0.29[0.72,0.14]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.37 [-0.68, -0.07] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.29, df=1 (P = 0.59); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 D é 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect: Z=2.40(F=0.02) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
4 Figure 752: EDE-weight concern
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 20049 25 1.3 32 33 1.2 GO 48.8% -0.64 [-1.08,-0.20] L
Peterson 20049 25 1.3 kil 3 1.3 BY  &51.2% -0.38 [-0.81, 0.04]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.51 [-0.82, -0.20] *
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 069, df=1 (F=041);,F=0% I_1 0 =5 D é 1D=
Testfor averall effect 7= 3.25 (F = 0.001) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
6 Figure 753: EDE-restraint
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Petersan 2008 1.2 1.4 32 15 1.3 67 51.6% -0.24 [-0.66,0.18]
Peterson 20049 1.2 11 kil 16 1.2 GO 48.4% -0.34 [F0.78, 0.10]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.29 [-0.58, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 010, df=1 (P = 0.78); F= 0% 5_1 p 55 1 1 "
7 Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.86 (P = 0.06) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
8 Figure 754: EDE-total
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Petersan 2009 1.8 [IR:] el 22 11 67  50.3% -0.39 [-0.82,0.04]
Peterson 20049 1.8 0.8 32 21 049 B0 49.7% -0.34 [-0.78, 0.09]
Total (95% CI) 63 127 100.0% -0.37 [-0.67, -0.06] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.02, df=1 (P = 0.88); F= 0% 5_1 p 55 1 1 "
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.36 (P = 0.02) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
10 Figure 755: Depression
Group Psychoeducation Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
FPeterson 2001 T.a a1 B 358 7 17 30.0% -3.71 [5.21,-2.21] —
FPeterson 2001 T.a a1 B GE 7.4 12 70.0% 015083, 1.13]
Total (95% CI) 12 29 100.0% -1.01 [1.83, -0.18] <
Heterogeneity: Chi*=17.79, df=1 (P = 0.0001); F= 94% 5_1 0 55 T é T
11 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.40 (P = 0.02) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
12 Figure 756: Remission
Group Psychoeducation Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2001 1 g 7 18 481% 1.38[0.90, 213
Feterson 2001 2 a 3 16 54.9% 0.92 [0.58,1.47]
Total (95% CI) 16 35 100.0% 1.13 [0.83, 1.55]
Total events 3 10
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.58, df=1 (P=0.21); F=37% ID p D=2 DIS ] é 0
13 Testior overall effect 2= 0.77 (P = 0.44) Favours Group Psychoeducation Favours Other
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Self-help for bulimia nervosa

Guided self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults (unless
otherwise stated) with bulimia nervosa at the end of treatment

Figure 757:

Bingeing

BN Guided SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bailer 2004 TEF  9.06 30 16.31 23.65 26 14.3% -0.49[-1.02, 0.04] -]
Durand 2003 14 7.4 34 205 2389 34 17.8% -0.31 [0.79,0.17] -
Mitchell 2008 62 123 41 37T 1z 39 2M1% 0.21 [0.23, 0.65] ™
Schrnidt 2006 1.8 1.2 14 32 1.4 15 B.9% -1.04 [-1.81,-0.27] —
Steele 2008 G.E 843 17 1076  8.74 15 823% -0.46 [-1.16, 0.24] -7
Wagner 2013 2215 374 52 21.24 32.04 T0O3T% 0.03 [0.33, 0.39] -
Total {95% CI) 189 199 100.0% -0.18 [-0.38,0.02] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®=11.31, df = 5 (P = 0.08); F= 56% I'ID % é 1D=

Test for overall effect: Z=1.76 (F=0.08)

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=56%. There was no obvious risk of bias in any of the

- - 0
Favours BM Guided SH (ED) Favours Other

studies or differences in the population regarding the presence of comorbidities. However, in
Schmidt 2006 they reported number of binges differently to the other studies and along with

their duration of illness (median of 4 years versus other studies mean of 6-9 years. If this
study is removed in a sensitivity analysis the heterogeneity is reduced to an acceptable
levels. However, this does not seem like a significant reason to exclude, hence a random

effects analysis is included.

Figure 758:

Bingeing with random effects

BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Eailer 2004 T.BY  9.06 30 1631 23.85 26 16.6% -0.49[-1.02, 0.04]
Durand 2003 15 T4 34 205 234 34 183% -0.31 079, 0.17]
Mitchell 2008 6.2 123 41 37 12 39 195% 0.21 [0.23, 0.65]
Schmidt 2006 1.8 1.2 15 3.2 1.4 15 11.0% -1.04 [-1.81,-0.27] —
Steele 2008 6.6 893 17 1076  8.74 15 123% -0.46 [1.16, 0.25]
Wagner 2013 2215 574 52 21.24 3204 7O O223% 0.03 [0.33, 0.39]
Total (95% CI) 189 199 100.0% -0.26 [-0.58, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chif=11.31, df= 6 (P = 0.05); F= 56% =-1D 15 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.62 (P =0.11) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Gther
Figure 759: Purging
BN Guided SH (ED) COther Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 111 19 41 A6 124 39 100.0% 0.34 F0.10,0.78]
Total (95% Cl) LY | 39 100.0% 0.34 [0.10,0.78]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable =-1D 55 5 é 1D=
Testforoverall effect 7=1.50 (F=0.13) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 760: Exercising
BN Guided 5H (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Schmidt 2006 158 04a 17 1.6 1 16 18.0% -0.10 [0.79, 0.58]

Steele 2008 469.895 21545 17 3548 19438 15 167% 055 [F0.16,1.25]

Wagner 2013 a8 o7 82 446 9.47 70 B53% -0.08 [0.44,0.28]

Total (95% Cl) 86 101 100.0% 0.02 [-0.27, 0.31]

Heterageneity: Chi®= 281, df= 2 {(F=0.28), F=20% '-1D -'5 ﬁ é 10

Test for overall effect Z=0.15 (P = 0.88)

Figure 761:

Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other

Vomiting
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BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 g 7.07 30 1545 23499 26 17.5% -0.55 [-1.08,-0.01]
Durand 2003 203 27 34 205 238 34 22.2% -0.01 [0.48, 0.47]
Schmidt 2006 21 1.4 17 2.3 14 17 1M11% -013 [F0.80, 0.54]
Steele 2008 1064  7.02 17 1142 B.26 18 10.4% -0.11 081, 0.58]
Wagner 2013 20 3494 62 2536 39.43 70 339% -0.14 [F0.50, 0.22]
Total (95% CI) 150 162 100.0% -0.18 [-0.40, 0.05]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.41, df= 4 (P = 0.66); F= 0% 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=1.56 (P = 0.12) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 762: Laxative use
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 0,33 147 30 373 8vs 26 22.8% -0.55-1.08,-0.02] -
Schmidt 2006 1.1 0.2 17 1.2 14 16 14.0% -0.10 [-0.78, 0.58] -
Steele 2008 0.42 1.4 17 1.685 1.33 15 124% -0.84 [F1.57,-0.11] -]
Wagner 2013 063 227 52 1.33 537 70 50.8% -016 [F0.42, 0.20] L]
Total (95% CI) 116 127 100.0% -0.33 [-0.58, -0.07] ¢+
Heterageneity: Chi®=3.84, df=3 (P =0.28); *= 22% =-1D 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall efiect 2= 2.51 (P = 0.01) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favaurs Other
4 Figure 763: Bulimic inventory index
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Mitchell 2008 429 128 21 455 114 19 &501% -0.21 [0.83, 0.41]
Mitchell 2008 54.1 74 20 862 AT 20 49.9% -0.30 [-0.92,0.33]
Total (95% CI) 41 39 100.0% -0.25 [-0.69, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.04, df=1 (P=0.84); "= 0% =—1U 55 B é 1EI=
Testior overall efiect 2= 1.13 (P = 0.26) Favours Other Favours BN Guided SH (ED)
6 Figure 764: EDE-eating concern
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 1.4 1.3 34 2 18 25  28.0% -0.41 [-0.93, 0.11]
Durand 2003 1.8 1.3 kil 14 1.2 34 32.2% -0.08 [-0.57, 0.41]
Mitchell 2008 0.8 1 41 a7 1 38 39.7% 010 [-0.34, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 106 98 100.0% 0.10 [0.38, 0.17]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 218, df=2 (P=0.34); F= 5% =-1D I5 p % 1D=
7 Testfor overall effect Z=10.72 (P = 0.47) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
8 Figure 765: EDE-shape concern
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Durand 2003 249 1.3 il 3 13 34 33.8% -0.08 [-0.56, 0.41]
Mitchell 2008 2.3 1.5 41 23 145 39 41T7% 0.00 [0.44, 0.44]
Thiels 1988 25 1.3 23 237 1.34 24 245% 0.09 [-0.48, 0.66]
Total (95% CI) 95 97 100.0% -0.00 [-0.29, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 019, df= 2 (P=0.91); F= 0% =-1D 15 p é 1D=
9 Testfor overall efiect 7= 0.03 (F = 0.38) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favaurs Other
10 Figure 766: EDE-weight concern
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Durand 2003 24 1.4 M 29 13 34 336% -0.28 077, 0.21]
Mitchell 2008 1.4 1.3 41 21 16 39 41.8% -0.14 [-0.58, 0.30]
Thiels 1388 242 1495 23221 163 24 24.6% 0.12 [0.46, 0.69]
Total (95% CI} 95 97 100.0% -0.12 [-0.41,0.16]
Heterogeneity: Ghi*=1.08, df = 2 (P = 0.58); "= 0% o + 5 L s
11 Testfor averall efiect 7= 0.85 (P = 0.34) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favaurs Other
12 Figure 767: EDE-restraint
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BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Durand 2003 2.4 1.4 il 28 14 34 337% -0.32 [0.81,047]
Mitchell 2008 1.7 1.5 41 15 1.5 39 42.0% 013 F0.31, 0.57]
Thiels 1988 234 146 23 183 145 24 243% 0.34 [F0.23,0.92]
Total (95% CI) 95 97 100.0% 0.03 [-0.25,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.26, df = 2 (P = 0.20); = 39% =-1D 15 p é 1D=
Testfor averall efiect 7= 0.23 (F = 0.82) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favaurs Other
Figure 768: EDE-total
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Durand 2003 2.4 1.2 34 26 1 34 70.0% -0.18 [-0.66, 0.30]
Steele 2008 249 036 17 219 0.35 18 30.0% 0.82[0.10,1.55]
Total {95% ClI) 51 49 100.0% 0.12[-0.28, 0.52]
Heterageneity Ghi®=5.11, df=1 (P= 0.02); = 80% b + 5 L s
Testior overall efiect 2= 0.60 (F = 0.55) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 769: EDI-body dissatisfaction
BN Guided SH (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 997 745 30 1487 8.07 26 100.0% -0.62 [-1.16,-0.049]
Total {95% CI) 30 26 100.0%  -0.62[-1.16,-0.09] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable =-1D 55 ; é 1D=
Testfor overall effiect Z=2.27 (P =0.02) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 770: EDI-drive for thinness
BN Guided SH (ED} COther Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 T.BY  B.A3 30 1087 6.69 26 100.0% -0.48 [-1.01, 0.086]
Total (95% Cl) 30 26 100.0% -0.48 [1.01, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D I5 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2=1.76 (F = 0.08) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 771: EDI-bulimia
BH Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 31 4.34 30 /AT 532 26 100.0% -0.71 [1.25,-0.17]
Total {(95% Cl) 30 26 100.0% -0.71 [-1.25, -0.17] 0
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '-1D _|5 b é 1D'

Testfor overall effect £=2.67 (F=0.01)

Figure 772: Satisfaction with life

Favours BM Guided SH (ED) Favours Other

BN Guided SH (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% Cl IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Mitchell 2008 4289 126 21 455 1148 19 501% -0.21 [-0.83, 0.41]
Mitchell 2008 54.1 T4 20 862 AT 200 49.9% -0.30 [-0.92, 0.32]
Total {95% Cl) 41 39 100.0% -0.25[-0.69,0.19]
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.04,df=1 (P=0.84); F=0% =—1D =5 ﬁ 1 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.13 (P = 0.26) Favours Other Favours BN Guided SH (ED)
Figure 773: Depression
BN Guided SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 827 833 30 1383 11.48 26 201% -0.55 [-1.08,-0.02] —
Durand 2003 16.2 949 3 1545 108 34 243% 0.07 [F0.42, 0.45] -
Mitchell 2008 106 ar 4 7 T4 38 283% 0.44 [0.00, 0.88] -
Steele 2008 17.54  32.47 17 12582 313 13 9.2% 1.45 [0.66, 2.24] I
Thiels 1988 148 114 23 949 8.8 24 171% 0.47 [0.11, 1.08] T
Total (95% CI) 142 138 100.0% 0.25[0.01, 0.49] "
Heterogeneity: Chi®=19.31, df= 4 (P =0.0007), F=79% '-1D -'5 b é 1D'

Test for overall effect: £=2.03 (F=0.04)

Favours BM Guided SH (ED) Favours Other

14 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=79%. No studies show an obvious risk of bias. Nor could
15 any of subgroup analysis explain any variability, they were general similar populations in
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1 terms of their severity of illness, comorbidities and duration of illness, or it was not reported in
2 the study. In the absence of an explanation, a random effects analysis was included.

3 Figure 774: Depression with random effects

BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Eailer 2004 827 833 30 1383 11.48 26 205% -0.55 [-1.09,-0.03]
Durand 2003 16.2 949 3 1545 108 34 212% 0.07 [0.42, 0.55]
Mitchell 2008 106 87 41 7OF4 39 219% 0.44 [-0.00, 0.88]
Steele 2008 1754 357 17 1252 313 15 166% 1.45 [0.BB, 2.24] —
Thiels 1988 148 114 23 949 8.8 24 198% 0.47 [0.11, 1.08]
Total (95% CI) 142 138 100.0% 0.33[-0.21, 0.87]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.30; Chi*= 19.31, df= 4 (P = 0.0007); F= 79% or + ; ) pr
4 Test for averall effect Z7=1.20 (F = 0.23) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
5 Figure 775: Remission in young people and adults
BN Guided SH (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.10.1 Adolescents
Schmidt 2007 g 44 4 41 10.6% 1.40[0.42 460
Subtotal (95% Cl) 44 41 106%  1.40[0.42, 4.60] e ———
Total events G 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.55 (P = 0.58)
1.10.2 Adults
Bailer 2004 1 40 3 41 7% 0.34[0.04, 315 +
Mitchell 2008 17 62 18 B  46.9% 0.95[0.55, 1.66]
Falmer 2002 ¥ a8 2 32 HE% 1.93[0.43,8.749]
YWagner 2013 11 T2 12 83 284% 1.06[0.50,2.249] f
Subtotal (95% CI) 232 222 B94%  1.01[0.66,1.53]
Total events 36 36
Heterogeneity, Chi*=1.68, df=3{FP=064); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.03 (P = 0.98)
Total (95% Cl) 276 263 100.0%  1.05 [0.71, 1.56] B
Total events 42 40
?etﬂogenemiil CQI T'IZ?SD gfg::fP;é.?ﬁ); F=0% T 0 s 1 L 0
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.23 (P = 0.82) Favours Other Favours BN Guided SH (ED)
6  Testforsubaroup differences: Ghif= 0.26, df=1 (P = 0.61), F= 0%
M.3.24.27 Guided self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults (unless
8 otherwise stated) with bulimia nervosa at follow-up
9 Figure 776: Bulimic inventory index
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Thiels 1988 27 123 23 17 1341 24 100.0% 0.771[0.18,1.37]
Total {95% Cl) 23 24 100.0% 0.77 [0.18,1.37] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_10 55 ? é 1EI=
10 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.55 (F = 0.01) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
11 Figure 777: Bingeing
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Eailer 2004 7.4 1315 25 1311 21.76 a0 203% -0.30 [F0.83, 0.23]
Mitchell 2008 118 218 27 66 148 25 19.4% 0.27[0.27, 0.8
Schmidt 2006 248 1.4 22 2.6 1.6 19 154% -0.06 [-0.68, 0.55]
Wagner 2013 1971 2647 52 1587 2974 TD 449% 013 [F0.23, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 126 144 100.0% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.60, df= 3 (P = 0.46); "= 0% or + ; ) pr
Testfor averall effect 7= 0.33 (F = 0.74) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other

12
13 Figure 778: Purging
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BH Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 194 34 27 8.2 178 25 100.0% 0.40 [F0.15, 0.95]
Total (95% Cl) 27 25 100.0% 0.40 [-0.15, 0.95]
Heterageneity: Mat applicable :-10 % B é 10:
Testfor overall effect 7=1.43 (P=0.15) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Otfer
Figure 779: Vomiting
BN Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Bailer 2004 462 1315 25 1189 2224 0 252% -0.38 [-0.82, 0.15]
Schmidt 2006 2 1.4 22 21 1.4 18 186% -0.07 [-0.69, 0.55]
Wagner 2013 1749 2267 52 1643 3098 TD 862% 0.04 [F0.32, 0.40]
Total {95% CI) 99 118 100.0% 0.09 [-0.36, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.65, df=2 (P = 0.44); P=0% 5_1 0 =5 3 é 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z= 0.64 (P = 0.52) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 780: Excessive exercise
Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total \Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 16 11 20 1.7 1 17 23.45% -0.09 [-0.74, 0.54]
Wagner 2013 275 B6.498 52 271 588 70 TB.A% 0.01 [-0.35, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 72 87 100.0% -0.02 [-0.33, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.07, df=1 (P = 0.79); F= 0% 5_1 0 % I :=5 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.11 (P = 0.92) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
Figure 781: Laxative use
BN Guided SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 008 028 25 459 1015 30 249% -0.59 [-1.13,-0.08]
Schmidt 2006 11 0.4 al 1.2 0.4 18 184% -0.22 [-0.85, 0.41]
Wagner 2013 0.3r 138 52 086 422 TD G67% -018 [-0.84, 0.18]
Total (95% CI) 98 118 100.0% -0.29 [-0.56, -0.02] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.62, df=2 (P = 0.44); F=0% 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.08 (P = 0.04) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Gther
Figure 782: Depression
BN Guided SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 T.81 B 25 11.7 12494 0 /1% -0.39 092, 0.15]
Mitchell 2008 ar T4 a7 91 9.3 25 M1% -0.05 [-0.89, 0.50]
Thiels 1988 10.2 949 23 114 1045 24 308% -0.12 [F0.69, 0.46]
Total (95% CI) 75 79 100.0% -0.18 [-0.50, 0.13]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 0.85, df= 2 (P = 0.65); F= 0% 1_1 5 15 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.15 (P = 0.25) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Gther
Figure 783: EDE-eating concern
BN Guided SH {ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 0.4 1.3 2T 0 1 25 100.0% 0.25 [-0.29, 0.80]
Total {95% CI) 27 25 100.0% 0.25 [-0.29, 0.80]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D % D % 1D=

Test for overall effect 2= 0.91 (P = 0.36)

Figure 784: EDE-shape concern

Favours BN Guided SH (ED}) Favours Other

BN Guided SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 21 1.6 27 18 1.2 25 529% 0.21 [-0.34,0.75]
Thiels 1988 1.68 143 23 232 168 24 4T 1% -0.40 [-0.98, 0.18]
Total (95% CI) 50 49 100.0% -0.08 [-0.48, 0.32]
[ — _ _ Ee \ . .
Heterogeneity: Chi®=2.27, df =1 {FP=0.13); *= 56% '—10 _|5 ﬁ é 10

Testfor overall effect: 2= 039 (P = 0.69)

Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
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Figure 785: EDE-weight concern

BN Guided SH (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% Cl
Mitchell 2008 21 1.4 27 1.8 1.2 25 52.4% 0.22 F0.33,0.76]
Thiels 1988 1.83  1.47 23 192 157 24 4T 6% -0.06 [-0.63, 0.42]
Total {95% CI) 50 49 100.0% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.46, df=1 (P = 0.50); F= 0% =—1D 15 p é 1D=
Testfor averall efiect 7= 0.43 (F = 0.67) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favaurs Other

Figure 786: EDE-restraint

BN Guided 5H (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mitchell 2008 1.8 1.4 27 16 1.4 25 524% 0.13 FO0.41, 0.68]
Thiels 1988 1.46 1.27 23 158 1.8 24 AT A% -0.06 [-0.63, 0.51]
Total {(95% CI) 50 49 100.0% 0.04 [-0.36, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 023 df=1 (P =063), F=0% t ! 1 1 {
Testf Il effect Z=0.18 (P = 0.85 o " o 5 1

estfor overall efiect 2=10.13 (P = 0.84) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 787: Satisfaction with life

BN Guided SH (ED} COther Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% Cl IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Mitchell 2008 435 144 14 427 128 13 521% 0.06 [0.70, 0.81]
Mitchell 2008 A3.6 9.3 13 654 453 12 47.9% -0.23 [-1.02, 0.46]
Total {(95% Cl) 27 25 100.0% -0.08 [-0.62, 0.47]

o pim _ _ a I , , ,

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.26,df=1 (P=0.61); F=0% i’ = b : 0

Testfor averall effect: 2= 028 (P =0.78)

Figure 788: EDI-body dissatisfaction

BN Guided SH (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference

Favours Other Favours BM Guided SH (ED)

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 1018 866 25 929 942 30 100.0% 0.10 [0.43, 0.63]
Total {95% Cl) 25 30 100.0% 0.10 [-0.43, 0.63]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable =-1D 55 ; é 1D=
Testfor overall efiect Z=0.36 (P =0.72) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 789: EDI-drive for thinness
BN Guided SH (ED} COther Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 6.59 5497 25 821 564 30 100.0% 0.23F0.30,0.77]
Total (95% CI) 25 30 100.0% 0.23 [0.30,0.77]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable =-1D 55 5 é 1D=
Testforoverall effect 7= 0.86 (7 = 0.39) Favours BN Guided SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 790: EDI-bulimia
BH Guided SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Bailer 2004 332 518 25 44 508 30 100.0% -0.23 076, 0.31]
Total {(95% Cl) 25 30 100.0% -0.23 [-0.76, 0.31]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '-1D _|5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect Z=0.84 (F=0.40)

Figure 791: Remission in young people and adults
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BN Guided SH (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.37.1 Adolescents
Schrmidt 2007 q 44 12 41 19.9% 0.70[0.33,1.48] —_— 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 44 41 19.9% 0.70 [0.33, 1.48] —en——
Total events g 12

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Test for averall effect: £= 0493 (P = 0.35)

1.37.2 Adults

Bailer 2004 ¥ 40 3 41 4.8% 2.39[0.6EB, 8.61]

Mitchell 2008 14 G2 14 66 29.5% 0.78[0.43,1.42] —
Palmer 2002 13 a8 7 32 145% 1.02[0.48,2.31] e
Wagner 2013 11 T2 il 83 3.3% 0.B0[0.31,1.17] — &
Subtotal (95% CI) 232 222 80.1%  0.85[0.59,1.23] .

Total events 45 a0

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.82, df=3 (P = 0.28); F=22%
Test for averall effect: 2= 086 (P = 0.38)

Total {95% CI) 276 263 100.0%  0.82 [0.59, 1.14] -
Tatal events a4 62
Heterogeneity, Chi= 4.00, df= 4 (P = 0.4, F= 0% ) 1 t ! } {
o ! 01 0z 04 2 § 10
Testfor overall effect 7= 1.17 (P = 0.24) Favours Other Favours BN Guided SH (ED)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.22, df=1 (P = 0.64), F=0%
Guided self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults (unless
otherwise stated) with bulimia nervosa at end of treatment
Figure 792: Bingeing
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ljotsson 2007 27 T 3\ 11T 184 34 B09% -0.68 [-1.16,-015]
Walsh 2004 1724 2343 20 2008 15964 22 3491% -013[-0.73, 048]
Total (95% CI) 55 56 100.0% -0.46 [-0.84, -0.08] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.91,df=1(P=017); F= 48% =-1IZI 55 p % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z= 238 (P =002 Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
Figure 793: Purging
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2005 1818 3542 A4 35494 3618 55 FOE% -0.49[-0.87,-011]
Ljotzson 2007 23 a 35 16 a8 34 294% -2.07 F2.66,-1.47] -
Total (95% CI) 89 89 100.0% -0.95 [-1.27, -0.63] *
Heterageneity: Chi*=19.32, df=1 (P = 0.0001); IF= 35% 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Testfar averall effect Z= 5.83 (P < 0.00001) Favours Guided SH  Favours WLG

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=95%. A sensitivity analysis was difficult to explore with only
2 studies, also a subgroup analysis on the duration of illness and presence comorbidities
could not be used since they were similar in the 2 studies. However, severity of illness may
explain the heterogeneity as shown in the forest plot below.

Figure 794: Purging with subgroup analysis
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Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
2.5.1 Binges = 18 month
Ljatsgon 2007 23 31 34 16 8.8 34 48.9% -2.07 [-2.66,-1.47] L
Subtotal {95% CI) 35 34 48.9%  -2.07 [-2.66, -1.47] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Test for overall effect: 7= 6.86 (P = 0.00001)
2.5.2 Binges > 18 month
Banasiask 2005 1818 3592 54 35494 3618 55 511% -0.48[-0.87,-011] Ll
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 55 51.1% -0.49 [-0.87, -0.11] ]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z£= 251 (P =0.01)
Total {95% CI) 89 89 100.0% -1.26 [-2.80, 0.28] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.18; Chi*=19.32, df=1 (P = 0.0001); F=95% 5_1 P % 1 :ij 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=1.60 (F=0.11) Favours Cuided SH Favours WLE
Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=19.32, df=1 (P = 0.0001), F= 94 8%

Figure 795: Vomiting

Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2005 2192 3867 a4 3567 36497 55 F20% -0.36 [-0.74, 003
Walsh 2004 1185 106 20 13.68 1063 22 28.0% -0.20[-0.80,0.41]
Total (95% CI) 74 77 100.0% -0.32 [-0.64, 0.01]
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.20, df=1 (P = 0.65); F= 0% =-1D 55 1 % 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z=1.92 (P = 0.05) Favours Guided SH_ Favours WLGC

Figure 796: Laxative use

Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2004 1.38 247 54 1712 187 55 ERO% -1A7 [-1.57,-0.7]
Walsh 2004 349 948 20 305 BA5 22 N 1% 010 [F0.50,0.71]
Total (95% CI) 74 77 100.0% 0.77 [1.11, 0.43] +
Heterogeneity: Chif= 11.62, df= 1 (P = 0.0007); F= 31% I_m |5 5 m

Testfor overall effect: 2= 4.47 (P =0.00001)

Heterogeneity was detected at 1?=91%, although Walsh had a high risk of bias with a high
number of dropouts, it was difficult to know if this explained the heterogeneity. Duration of

}
]
Favours Guided SH Favours WLC

illness, severity of illness and presence of comorbidities appeared similar in the two studies.
In the absence of an explanation, random effects were presented.

Figure 797:

Laxative use with random effects

Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Banasiask 2004 1.38 247 54 1712 187 55 51.6% -1A7 [F1.57,-0.76] =
Walsh 2004 349 948 20 308 655 37 48.4% 0.0 [F0.50,0.71]
Total (95% CI) 74 77 100.0% -0.55 [-1.80, 0.69]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.74; Chi*=11.62, df=1 (F=0.0007); *= 91 % :-10 55 b % 10
Testfar overall effect Z= 087 (P =0.38) Favours Guided SH  Favours WLC

Figure 798:

Clinical symptom index

Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Banasiask 2005 0.76 058 54 101 064 55 TZ1% -0.41 [-0.79,-0.03]
Walsh 2004 0958 077 20 122 085 220 2T 9% -0.33[-0.94, 0.28]
Total (95% CI) 74 77 100.0% -0.38 [-0.71, -0.06] [}
Heterogeneity: Chi== 0.08, df=1 (P =0.83);, F=0% 5_1 0 55 ] 0

Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.33 (P =0.02)

Figure 799: Depression
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Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2005 1492 1317 a4 198 12726 55 A0.9% -0.38 [-0.76,-0.00]
Liotsson 2007 10.4 8.7 34 1649 2.1 34 29.5% -0.92[1.42,-0.432] -
Walsh 2004 1224 10.38 20 154895 11.23 22 196% -0.34 [-0.485,0.28]
Total {95% CI) 109 111 100.0% -0.53 [-0.80, -0.26] +
Heterogeneity: Chif=3.34, df=2 (FP=0.19); F= 40% =-1D % 1 :ij 1D=
1 Test for overall effect; £2= 3.85 (F = 0.0001} Favours Cuided SH Favours WLE
2 Figure 800: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ljotsson 2007 1.7 1.2 35 34 18 34 100.0% -119 F1.71,-0.68]
Total {95% Cl) 35 34 100.0%  -1.19 [-1.71, -0.68] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i_1 P =5 3 % 1D=
3 Testfor overall effect Z=4.54 (P = 0.00001) Favours GSH Favours WLE
4 Figure 801: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Banasiask 2004 3177 54 382 1.42 95 B37% -0.51 [-0.88,-0.13]
Liotssan 2007 36 14 3h a 1.1 34 36.3% -1.08[-1.96,-0.54] =
Total {95% CI) 89 89 100.0%  -0.70[-1.01, -0.40] +
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.82, df=1 (P=0.09); F=64% 5_1 5 55 ] % 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect Z=4.54 (P =0.00001) Favours Cuided SH Favours WLC
6 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=64%. A sensitivity analysis was difficult to explore with only
7 2 studies, also a subgroup analysis on the duration of illness and presence comorbidities
8 could not be used since they were similar in the 2 studies. However, severity of illness may
9 explain the heterogeneity as shown in the forest plot below.
10

11 Figure 802: EDE-shape concern subgroup analysis

Guided SH WwLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.11.1 <18 binges month
Liotsson 2007 36 15 35 5 11 34 36.3% -1.05 [-1.56, -0.54] L
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 34 36.3% -1.05 [-1.56, -0.54] L

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £= 407 (F = 0.0001}

2.11.2 >18 binges month

Banasgiask 2004 3107 54 382 142 95 B3IT% -0.81 [0.89,-0.13] | |
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 55  63.7% -0.51 [0.89, -0.13] L
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: £=2.61 {F = 0.00%9)
Total {95% Cl) 89 89 100.0% -0.70 [-1.01, -0.40] 4
Heterageneity: Chi*= 2.82, df=1 (P = 0.09); F= 64% 5_1 p % ] % 1D=
Test for overall effec.t: Z=454(P < 0.000013) Favours GSH Favours WLC
12  Testfor subgroup difierences: Chi= 2.82, df= 1 (F = 0.09), F= 64.5%
13 Figure 803: EDE-weight concern
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasgiask 2004 29 172 54 383 1.6 95 B4.9% -0.56 [-0.95,-0.149] |
Ljotsson 2007 27 1.2 34 42 11 M 351% -1.29[-1.81,-0.77] L
Total {95% CI) 89 89 100.0% 0.82[1.13, 0.51] +
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 4.82, df=1 (P=0.03); F=79% :—10 55 3 % 10:
Testfor overall effect Z= 519 (P = 0.00001} Favours Guided SH Favours WLC

14

15 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=79%. A sensitivity analysis was difficult to explore with only
16 2 studies, also a subgroup analysis on the duration of illness and presence comorbidities
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1 could not be used since they were similar in the 2 studies. However, severity of illness may
2 explain the heterogeneity as shown in the forest plot below.
3
4 Figure 804: EDE-weight concern subgroup analysis
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.12.1 <18 binges month
Ljots=san 2007 27 1.2 35 42 11 34 351% -1.29[-1.81,-0.77] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 4 351% -1.29 [1.81, 0.77] &
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle
Testfor overall effect Z=4.84 (P = 0.00001}
2.12.2 > 18 binges month
Banasiask 2005 29 1.72 54 383 156 55 B4.9% -0.56 [-0.95,-0.148] ||
Subtotal (95% CI) 54 55  64.9% -0.56 [-0.95, -0.18] [
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.88 (P =0.004)
Total (95% CI) 89 89 100.0% 0.82[1.13, 0.51] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 4.82, df=1 (P=0.03);, F=79% I_1 0 =5 ] % 1D=
Testfor overall eﬁec_t: =519 < 0.000013) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=4.82, df=1(P =003, F=79.3%
7 Figure 805: EDE-restraint
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Liotsson 2007 21 16 35 26 16 34 100.0% -0.31 FO.TE, 0.17]
Total (95% CI) 35 34 100.0% -0.31 [-0.78,0.17]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—1D 55 ] % 1U=
8 Testfor overall effect £=1.28 (P =0.20) Favours GSH Favours WLC
9 Figure 806: EDE-total
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2004 158 1.37 54 349 125 55 591% -1.44[-1.87,-1.02] |
Ljotsson 2007 25 1.2 35 38 11 34 409% -112[-1.63,-0.61] L
Total (95% CI) 89 89 100.0% -1.31 [1.64, -0.99] +
Heterogeneity: Chi== 0.96, df=1 (P =0.33); F=0% 5_1 0 55 ] % 0
10 Testfor overall effect Z=7.90 (P <= 0.00001} Favours Cuided SH Favours WLC
11 Figure 807: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasgiask 2004 13.87 974 54 2005 B.Y92 95 B1.9% -0.76 [-1.15,-0.37] |
Ljotsson 2007 16 6.4 3\ 218 B3 M4 381% -0.90[-1.39,-0.400 =
Total {95% CI) 89 89 100.0% 0.81[1.12, 0.51] +
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 017, df=1 (P = 0.68) F=0% I—1D 55 3 % 10
12 Testfor averall effect £=5.20 (P = 0.00001} Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
13 Figure 808: EDI-drive for thinness
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2004 10,82 734 54 1478 A.456 a5 B38% -0.60[-0.499,-0.27] |
Ljotsson 2007 T¥ AR 31349 44 34 361% -1.14 [-1.65,-0.63] -
Total (95% CI) 89 89 100.0% -0.80 [-1.10, -0.49] +
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.72, df=1 (P=010); F=63% 5_10 % B % 10
14 Testfor overall effect Z=5.08 (P = 0.00001) Favours Cuided SH Favours WLC
15 Figure 809: EDI-bulimia
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Guided SH wLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ljotsson 2007 43 43 35 9 41 34 100.0% -0.15 [-0.62,0.32]
Total (95% CI) 35 34 100.0% 0.15[-0.62, 0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—1D 55 ] % 1U=
1 Testfor overall effect Z= 063 (P=0.53) Favours GSH Favours WLC
2 Figure 810: Quality of life
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2005 2044 548 a4 1616 B.42 55 B1.9% 0.57 [0.18, 0.94] ||
Ljots=on 2007 1298 152 35 1196 164 34 3BA% 064 [0.15,1.12] -
Total (95% CI) 89 89 100.0% 0.59 [0.29, 0.89] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.05, df=1 (P=0.82);, F=0% I_1 0 =5 ] % 1D=
3 Testfor averall effect 2= 3.87 (P =0.0001} Favours WL Favours Cuided SH
4 Figure 811: Remission
Guided SH WLC Risk Ratio (Hon-event) Risk Ratio (Hon-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Banasiask 2005 14 a4 B 55 54.3% 0.83 [0.69, 1.00] -
Palmer 2002 7 L] 0 3 45T% 0.89[0.80, 0.99] L
Total (95% CI) 112 86 100.0% 0.86 [0.77, 0.96] L 3
Total events 1 3
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.50, di=1 (P=048) F= 0% f f f f I |
Testfor averall effect Z= 276 {F = 0.006) 0.1 Fauvlgurs Guiudgd SH Fa\muErs WLe 5 1o
5 X
M.3.24.46 Guided self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls in adults (unless otherwise
7 stated) with bulimia nervosa at follow-up
8 Figure 812: Remission
Guided 5H WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Falmer 2002 13 lit:] 7 31 100.0% 0.99 [0.44, 2.23]
Total (95% CI) 58 31 100.0% 0.99 [0.44, 2.23]
Total events 13 7
Heterogeneity: Nuta;ljpll_cable ) 'IZI.1 sz D:S 1- ﬁ é 1IZI'
9 Test for overall effect £=0.02 (P =0.99) Favours WLC Favours Cuided SH
M.3.24.30 Self-help compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at end
11 of treatment
12 Figure 813: Depression
BN Self-help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 M2 111 28 269 10458 28 100.0% -0.582 [1.05, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 28 28 100.0% -0.52 [-1.05, 0.01]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable I_m % ? :53 1D=
1 3 Testfor overall effect: £=1.91 (P = 0.0&) Favours SH Favours Other
14 Figure 814: EDE-eating concern
BH Self-help (ED)} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 kR 1.2 23 43 1 28 100.0% -0.45 [-0.88, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 28 28 100.0% -0.45 [-0.98, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle '—10 —'5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor aoverall effect Z=1.65(P=0.10)

15
16 Figure 815: EDE-shape concern
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BN Self-help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 5 1.2 28 45 1.3 28 100.0% 0.39 [0.14,0.92]
Total (95% CI) 28 28 100.0% 0.39 [0.14,0.92]
e o1 S S N BT
estfor overall effect: Z=1.46 (F=0.14) Favours SH Favours Other
Figure 816: EDE-weight concern
BN Self-help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 4 1.3 28 46 1.2 28 100.0% -0.47 [-1.00, 0.06]
Total {95% CI) 28 28 100.0% 0.47 [-1.00, 0.06]
e o EEI S N BT
estfor overall effect 2=1.74 (P = 0.08) Favours SH Favours Other
Figure 817: EDE-restraint
BN Self-help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 2003 3.6 1.4 28 38 14 28 100.0% -0.20[-0.73,0.32]
Total (95% CI) 28 28 100.0% 0.20 [0.73,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle |_1 P -5 0 é 10'

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.76 (P = 0.45)

Favours SH Favours Other

Self-help compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with bulimia nervosa at end

of treatment

Figure 818: Depression
BN Self-help WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 2003 1.2 111 82049 143 29 100.0% 0.02 [0.50, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 28 29 100.0% 0.02 [-0.50, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 % 1 % 105
Testfor overall effect Z=0.09 (P =083 Favours SH Favaurs WLC
Figure 819: EDE-eating concern
BN Self-help WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 38 1.2 28 38 1.3 28 100.0% 0.00 F0.52, 0.582]
Total (95% CI) 28 29 100.0% 0.00 [-0.52, 0.52]
Heterageneity: Mat applicable I_1 0 IS 1 :=3 1D=
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.00 (F =1.00) Favours SH Favours WLC
Figure 820: EDE-shape concern
BN Self-help WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 45 1.3 28 46 1.3 28 100.0% -0.08 [0.60, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 28 29 100.0% -0.08 [-0.60, 0.44]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle 5_1 P 55 1 é 10:
Testfor averall effect Z=029(F=077) Favours SH Favours WLC
Figure 821: EDE-weight concern
BN Self-help WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 4 13 28 4 14 28 100.0% 0.00 [F0.A2, 057
Total (95% CI) 28 20 100.0% 0.00 [-0.52, 0.52]
it i } t 1
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T = b 0

Testfor averall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)
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1 Figure 822: EDE-restraint
BN Self-help WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 36 1.4 28 37T 15 28 100.0% -0.07 058, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 28 29 100.0% -0.07 [-0.59, 0.45]
e et oo I S T
5 estfor overall effect 2= 0.26 (P =0.80) Favours SH Favours WLC
3 Figure 823: Remission
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Risk Ratio (Hon-event) Risk Ratio (Hon-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Palmer 2002 2 32 a 3 100.0% 0.94 [0.84,1.04]
Total (95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% 0.94 [0.84, 1.04]
Total events 2 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable U1 0z 0% ] 3 : 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.15{F = 0.25)

4

Favours Self-help Favours WLC

M.3.24.75 Self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with bulimia nervosa at

6 follow-up

7 Figure 824:

Remission

BN Self-help (ED) WLC

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Falmer 2002 7 3z 7 31 100.0% 0.97 [0.38, 2.44]

Total (95% CI) 32 31 100.0% 0.97 [0.38, 2.44]

Total events 7 7

8

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test far averall effect: Z=0.07 {F = 0.95)

0.1

05 1 2 3
Favours WLC Favours Self-help

0.2 ' 10

M.3.24.89 Self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at

10 end of treatment

12

13
14
15
16
17
18

19

11 Figure 825: Bingeing
Self-help (ED) Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Treasure 1994 1 075 41 1 0625 21 3ITT% 000053, 053]
Schmidt 2006 3214 15 1.8 1.2 15 17.6% 1.04 [0.27,1.81] -
Ruwaard 2013 g 10 35 2 7 35 44T7% 0.69[0.20,1.17] L
Total (95% CI) 91 71 100.0% 0.49 [0.17, 0.81] 4

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 597 df=2 (P=0.08); "= 7% I 1 b % o

-10 -5
Test for overall effect: £= 2.88 (P =0.003) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other

Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=67%. There was no obvious risk of bias in any of the
studies or differences in the population regarding the presence of comorbidities or potentially
the number of binges per month. However, in Schmidt 2006 they reported number of binges
differently to the other studies and along with their duration of iliness. If this study is removed
in a sensitivity analysis the heterogeneity is reduced to an acceptable levels. This is not a
good enough reason to exclude, for this reason a random effects analysis is presented.

Figure 826: Bingeing with random effects
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Self-help (ED) Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 10 15 35 15 16 35 36.4% -0.32F0.79,019]
Schmidt 2006 32 14 15 1.8 1.2 15 28.5% 1.04 [0.27,1.81] —a
Treasure 1954 1 074 41 1 0625 21 38.0% 000043, 053]
Total (95% CI) 91 71 100.0% 0.18 [-0.52, 0.88]
Heterageneity Tau®= 0.29; Chi*= 8.79, df= 2 (P=0.013 F=77% :-10 55 ) % 10:
Test for overall effect: £=0.51 {F = 0.61) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 827: Purging
Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 6 16 35 ] 4 35 100.0% 0.491[0.02, 0.97]
Total (95% CI) 35 35 100.0% 0.49 [0.02, 0.97]
Heterageneity: Mat applicable 5_1 P 55 ? é 10:
Test for overall effect: 2= 202 (P =0.04) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 828: Vomiting
Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 23 14 17 21 1.5 17 42.8% 0130454, 0.80]
Treasure 1954 1 075 41 0 0625 21 571% 1.39[0.81,1.87] E 3
Total (95% CI) 58 38 100.0% 0.85 [0.41, 1.29] L 3
Heterogeneity: Chi®= ¥ .67, df=1 (P = 0.006); F=87% =-1D 55 ﬁ % 1D=
Test for overall effect. £=3.77 (P =0.0002) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 829: Laxative use
Self-help (ED) Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 1.2 14 16 1.1 0.z 17 100.0% 010[-0.58,0.78]
Total (95% CI) 16 17 100.0% 0.10 [-0.58, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 5 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.28 (F = 0.78) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 830: Depression
Self-help (ED) Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 2649 104 28 1.2 111 28 1000% 0.52 [-0.01,1.04]
Total (95% Cl) 28 28 100.0% 0.52 [-0.01, 1.05]
Heterogeneity Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 D % 0
Test for averall effect: Z=1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours Sel-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 831: Exercising
Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 1.6 1 16 1.8 0.4 17 100.0% 010 [-0.58,0.79]
Total (95% CI) 16 17 100.0% 0.10 [-0.58, 0.79]
Heterageneity. Mot applicable o 5 0 5 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=029 (P =077

Figure 832: EDE-eating concern
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Testfor averall effect, Z=070 (P =0.43)

Self-help (ED) Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 43 1 28 38 1.2 28 100.0% 0.45 [-0.08, 0.98]
Total (95% Cl) 28 28 100.0% 0.45 [-0.08, 0.98]
Heterageneity: Naot applicable I_1 0 :5 7 é 1D:
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.65 (P =0.10) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 833: EDE-shape concern
Self-help (ED) Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Carter 2003 a 1.2 28 44 1.3 28 497% 0.39[-0.14, 092
Treasure 1994 2 03125 41 2 0s 21 50.3% 0.00[-0.53, 0.53]
Total {95% CI) 69 49 100.0% 0.20 [-0.18, 0.57]
Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.07, df=1 (P=0.30); F=7% =-1D Is p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.03 (P = 0.30) Favours Selfhelp (ED) Favours Other
Figure 834: EDE-weight concern
Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean S50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 16 1.2 28 4 1.3 28 49.5% 0.47 [-0.06,1.00]
Treasure 1954 2 04 41 2 0.5 21 a0s% 000043, 053]
Total (95% CI) 69 49 100.0% 0.23 [-0.14, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.54 df=1({(P=022), F=35% =—1D 15 ﬁ % 1D=
Test for overall effect £=1.23 (F=0.22) Favours Selfhelp (ED) Favours Other
Figure 835: EDE-restraint
Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 39 14 28 3.6 1.4 28 54.8% 020032073
Treasure 1954 2 075 41 1 075 21 45.2% 1.32[0.74,1.89] &+
Total {(95% CI) 69 49 100.0% 0.71[0.32,1.10] ‘
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 7.80, df= 1 (F = 0.005); F= 87% I_m 5 p 5 10’
Test for overall effect. £=3.57 (P =0.0004) Favours Seff-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 836: Remission
Self-help (ED)  Another intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Palmer 2002 1 16 4 28 25.0% 0.44[0.05, 3.59] ¢ =
Palmer 2002 1 16 3 30 18.0% 063007, 853 +
Treasure 1994 9 a5 ] 28 57.0% 0.92 [0.34, 2.48] j
Total (95% CI) 87 86 100.0%  0.74[0.32,1.70]
Total events 11 12
ity: Chi®= = = F= ) } } t } |
Heterogeneity: Chif= 044, df=2{F =080} F=0% 01 02 0’5 3 : 10

Favours Oher Favours Self-help (ED)

Self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at

follow-up

Figure 837: [Excessive exercise

Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 1.7 1 17 1.6 1.1 20 100.0% 0.09 [-0.55, 0.74]
Total (95% CI) 17 20 100.0% 0.09 [-0.55, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable r i } 5 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=028{P=0.78)

Figure 838: Bingeing

Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other
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Self-help (ED) Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 B 14 35 2 ] 35 6B2.9% 034 014, 0.81]
Schmidt 2006 26 1B 19 25 1.5 22 371% 0.06 [-0.55, 0.68]
Total (95% CI) 54 57 100.0% 0.23 [-0.14, 0.61]

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 048, df=1 (P=049}; = 0% I 1 1

ot A -10 -5 0 5
Testfor overall effect 2=1.23 (P = 0.22) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other

2 Figure 839: Purging

Self-help (ED) Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 1 12 35 1 3 35 100.0% 0.00 [-0.47,0.47]
Total (95% CI) 35 35 100.0% 0.00 [-0.47, 0.47]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable } 1

. ,
Testf Il effect: Z=0.00 (P = 1.00 10 = f :
3 estfor overall effect: 2= 0.00 (P = 1.00) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other

4 Figure 840: Vomiting

Self-help (ED) Another intervention 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 21 1.4 18 2 1.4 22 100.0% 0.07 [-0.55, 0.69]
Total (95% CI) 18 22 100.0% 0.07 [-0.55, 0.69]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '-1EI .5 ﬁ é

Testfor overall effect Z=022 (P =083 Favours Sel-help (ED) Favours Other
6 Figure 841: Laxative use
Self-help (ED} Another intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2006 1.2 045 18 1.1 0.4 21 100.0% 0.22[-0.41,0.89]
Total (95% CI) 18 21 100.0% 0.22 [-0.41, 0.85]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable r i } 5

Test for overall effect: 2= 068 (P = 0.50) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours Other

8 Figure 842: Remission

BN Self-help (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Falmer 2002 3 16 T 0 827% 0.80[0.24, 2.64] B
Falmer 2002 4 16 B 28 47.3% 1.17[0.39, 3.53] ]
Total (95% CI) 32 58 100.0%  0.98 [0.43, 2.20] —eai———
Taotal events 7 13
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 020, df=1 {F = 0.66); F= 0% 01 0z s 4 t

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.06 (P = 0.99) Favours Other Favours Self-help

9

M.3.24.100 Internet self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia
11 nervosa at end of treatment

12 Figure 843: Excessive exercise

Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% Cl IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Waaner 2013 446 947 70 38 vov 52 100.0% 0.08[-0.28 0.44]
Total {95% CI) 70 52 100.0% 0.08 [-0.28, 0.44]

10 -5 0 5
Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours Other

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.42 (P =067}

A
Hw

Figure 844: Bingeing
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Internet SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 2 7 35 a 10 35 35.6% -0.69 [1.17,-0.20] L
Wagner 20132 21.24 3204 70 2215 374 52 EB4.4% -0.02 [0.39, 0.33]
Total (95% CI) 105 87 100.0% -0.26 [-0.55, 0.03]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=4.64 df=1 (P=0.03), *=T78% 5_1 0 55 D é 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect: 2=1.78 (P = 0.08) Favours BN Internet SH Favours Other
2 Heterogeneity was detected at 78%. This may be explained by a difference in the severity of
3 illness. Ruwaard 2013 had population that binged on average less than 18 per month
4 compared with Wagner 2013 that was greater than 18. No other variables could explain the
5 difference.
6 Figure 845: Bingeing — subgroup analysis
Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
6.2.1 Bingeing <18 per month
Ruwaard 2013 2 7 35 a 10 35 35.6% -0.69 [-1.17,-0.20] L3
Subtotal (95% CI) 35 35 356%  -0.69[-1.17,-0.20] &

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=2.79 (P = 0.005)

6.2.2 Bingeing >18 per month

Wagner 2013 21.24 3204 70 2215 374 52 G4.4% -0.03 [-0.38, 0.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 52 B4.4% -0.03 [-0.39, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.14 (F = 0.89)
Total (95% CI) 105 87 100.0% -0.26 [-0.55, 0.03]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.64, df=1 (F=0.03);, F=78% 5_1 0 55 D :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effec.t Z=1.78 (Pz_ 0.08 Favours BN Internet SH Favours Other
7 Testfor subdgroup differences: Chif= 4.64, df=1 {P=0.0%, F=78.4%
8 Figure 846: Purging
Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 i 3] 38 6 16 35 100.0% -0.49 [0.97,-0.02]
Total (95% CI) 35 35 100.0% -0.49 [-0.97, -0.02]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicakle 5_1 2 55 3 % ‘IDI
9 Testfor averall effect 2= 2.02 (P = 0.04) Favours BN Internet SH Favours Other
10 Figure 847: Vomiting
Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wagner 2013 2536 3953 70 20 34.94 52 100.0% 014 [-0.22, 0.50]
Total (95% CI) 70 52 100.0% 0.14 [-0.22, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 I5 p é 1D=
11 Testfor overall effect 2= 077 (F=0.44) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours Other
12 Figure 848: Laxative use
Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wagner 2013 1.33 5827 70 063 2237 52 100.0% 016 [-0.20,0.52]
Total {95% CI) 70 52 100.0% 0.16 [-0.20, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 B % 'IEII
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.89 (P = 0.37) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours Other

13
14 Figure 849: EDE-global
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Internet SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 27 1.5 35 32 12 35 100.0% -0.36 [-0.84, 0.11]
Total (95% CI) 35 35 100.0% 10.36 [-D.84, 0.11]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 % 105
1 Testfor averall effect Z=1.51 (P =013 Favours BN Internet SH  Favours Other
2 Figure 850: Remission
Internet SH (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 85% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Wagner 2013 12 a3 11 T2 100.0% 0.95[0.44, 2.01]
Total (95% CI) 83 72 100.0%  0.95[0.44, 2.01]
Total events 12 11
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable oz s i 1 1 o

Test for averall effect: 2= 0.14 {F = 0.849)

3

Favours Other Fawvours BM Internet SH

M.3.24.114 Internet self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia

5 nervosa at follow-up

6 Figure 851: Bingeing

Internet SH (ED) Other

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 2 g 34 5] 14 35 36.7% -0.34 [-0.81, 0.14]
Wagner 2013 1597 29.74 70 1971 2647 52 B33% -0.13[0.49,0.23]
Total {95% CI) 105 87 100.0% -0.21 [-0.49, 0.08]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 046, df=1 {F=040); F=0% I 1 1 t |
Testfi Il effect Z=1.41 (F= 016 -10 -5 o 5 10
7 Bstior overall effect Z=1.41 (F = 0.16) Favours BN Intemet SH Favours Other
8 Figure 852: Purging
Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 1 5] 38 1 12 35 100.0% 0.00 [0.47, 0.47]
Total {95% CI) 35 35 100.0% 0.00 [-0.47, 0.47]
Heterogeneity, Mat applicable 5_1 2 55 1 é 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.00 (P =1.00) Favours BN Internet SH Favours Other
10 Figure 853: Vomiting
Internet SH (EDY) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wagner 2013 16.43 30.98 TO 1748 2267 52 100.0% -0.04 [-0.40,0.33]
Total (95% CI) 70 52 100.0% -0.04 [-0.40, 0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 1 % 1D=
11 Testfor overall effect 2= 021 (P =0.84) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours Other
12 Figure 854: Laxative use
Internet SH (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wagner 2013 086 422 f0 037 139 52 100.0% 018 [-0.18 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 70 52 100.0% 0.18 [-0.18, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o = b 10

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.96 (P = 0.34)

13

14 Figure 855: Excessive exercise

5
Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours Other
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Internet SH (ED) Other

Std. Mean Difference

5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Wagner 2013 271 584 70275 6498 482 100.0% -0.01 [F0.37, 0.39]
Total {95% CI) 70 52 100.0% -0.01 [-0.37, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_1 0 15 B % ‘ID:
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.03 (P = 0.97) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours Other
Figure 856: EDE-total
Internet SH (ED) Other 5td. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Ruwaard 2013 28 1.5 35 26 13 35 100.0% 014 [-0.33, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 35 35 100.0% 0.14 [-0.33, 0.51]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 0 =5 |f| % 10:
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.58 (P = 0.56 Favours BN Internet SH  Favours Other
Figure 857: Remission
Internet SH (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 85% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Wagner 2013 il a3 11 T2 100.0% 1.66 [0.86, 3.20] —
Total (95% CI) 83 72 100.0%  1.66 [0.86, 3.20] e
Total events 21 11
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable "1 0z s 3 : oy

Test for averall effect Z=1.50{F =013}

Favours Other Fawvours BM Internet SH

Internet self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with bulimia

nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 858: Bingeing

BN Internet SH (ED) WLC

Std. Mean Difference

5td. Mean Difference

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

Ruwaard 2013 2 v 35 5 T 35 511% -0.42 [-0.80, 0.05]

Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 7128 36 127 123 3 4549% -0.39 [0.88, 0.09]

Total {95% CI) 71 66 100.0%  -0.41[-0.75, -0.07] $

Heterogeneity: Chif= 0.01, df=1 (P = 0.93); F= 0% :-10 55 : t 10:

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.36 {F = 0.02) Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 859: Purging

BN Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I\, Fixed, 95% CI

Ruwaard 2013 i} B 358 4 ih 35 50.8% -0.44[-0.92,0.03]

Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 10.4 2145 36 1647 21.8 3N 491% -0.30[-0.78,0.18]

Total (95% Cl) 71 66 100.0% 0.37 [-0.71, -0.04] +

Heterageneity: Chif=0.18, df=1 (P = 0.67); F= 0% I—m . b 5 10’

Testfor overall effect: 2= 217 (P = 0.03) Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 860: Vomiting

BN Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl

Sanchez- Ortiz 2011 84 174 36 147 207 31 100.0% -033F0.81, 0.16]

Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0% 0.33 [-0.81, 0.16]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 7 é 10:

Testforoverall effect 2=1.33 (P = 0.18) Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 861: Quality of life
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Forest Plots

BN Internet SH (ED} WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 13.88 245 9 134 29 8 277T% 0.20[-0.75,1.16] i
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 16.6 1.8 9 132 38 72.8% 1.13[0.05, 2.22] I
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 128 2.4 9 103 34 8 24.49% 0.86 [-0.15,1.87] T
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 14.3 2.8 9 118 4 8 2549% 0.70 [-0.29, 1.68] T
Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0% 0.70 [0.19, 1.20] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.75,df=3 (P =063, F=0% :-10 I5 5 é 1D:
Testfar averall effect 2= 2.71 (F = 0.007) Favours WLC Favours Internet SH (ED)
Figure 862: Depression
BN Internet SH (ED) WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Sanchez-Crtiz 2011 43 3 36 8.2 41 31 100.0% -1.09 [1.60,-0.57]
Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0% -1.09 [-1.60, -0.57] L 2
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahble 5_1 P 55 ) % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=4.12 (P = 0.0001} Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 863: EDE-eating concern
BN Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 1.2 1.2 36 23 11 31 100.0% -0.94 [-1.45, -0.43]
Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0%  -0.94 [-1.45,0.43] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 B % 1D=
Test for averall effect 2= 364 (P =0.0003) Favaurs BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 864: EDE-shape concern
BN Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Sanchez-Oriz 2011 24 1.3 36 4 1.2 31 100.0% -1.18 [1.70, -0.66]
Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0% -1.18 [-1.70, -0.66] L 2
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=4.43 (P = 0.00001) Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 865: EDE-weight concern
BN Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Sanchez-COrtiz 2011 2.4 1.3 36 36 1.4 31 100.0% -0.88 [1.38,-0.38]
Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0% -0.88 [-1.38, -0.38] &
Heterogeneity: Not applicable I_1 5 I5 : % 1D:
Test for overall effect £=3.42 (P = 0.0008) Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 866: EDE-restraint
BN Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 2 1.3 36 32 14 31 100.0% -0.88 [1.38,-0.38]
Total (95% CI) 36 31 100.0% -0.88 [-1.38, -0.38] L 3
Heterageneity: Not applicahle 5_1 0 % b :ij 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 3.42 (P = 0.0006) Favours BN Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 867: EDE-total
BHN Internet SH (EDY) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 27 1.5 35 34 13 35 533% -0.49 [0.97,-0.02]
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 1.4 1.1 36 27 14 31 46T7% -0.95 [-1.46,-0.44] L
Total (95% CI) 7 66 100.0% -0.71 [-1.05, -0.36] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.66, df=1 (P =0.20); F= 40% =-1D IS 1 :IS 1D=

Testfor overall effect £= 3.99 (P = 0.0001)

Figure 868: Remission

0
Favours BM Internet SH  Favours WLC
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

BH Internet SH (ED) WLC Risk Ratio (Won-event) Risk Ratio {Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Sanchez-Ortiz 2011 T 38 1 38 100.0% 0.84[0.71,0.98]
Total {95% CI) 38 38 100.0% 0.84 [0.71, 0.98] &
Tatal events T 1
Heterogeneity, Mot appllcable TEE o 3 : 0
1 Testfor overall effect: Z= 247 (P = 0.03) Favours BN Internet SH  Favours WLC

M.3.24.132 Self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with bulimia nervosa at
3 end of treatment

4 Figure 869: Bingeing

BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

Ruwaard 2013 8 10 35 L] 7 3\ T0.A% 0.34 [0.13,0.82]

Treasure 1994 1 075 41 3 075 19 19.49% -2.63 [-3.36,-1.90] -

Total (95% CI) 76 54 100.0% -0.53 [-0.93, -0.14] *

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 4499 df=1 (P = 0.00001); F=92% e = b : 10

Testfor overall effect: = 2.64 (P = 0.008) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC

5
6 Heterogeneity was detected at 1?>=98%. Both studies had a similar duration of illness and
7 severity of iliness. However, in Ruwaard 2013 the wait list control appeared to have a better
8 of treatment score compared with the self-help and may explain the large variability in the
9 results. Because the reason for this could not be explained, a random effects analysis was
10 presented.
11 Figure 870: Bingeing with random effects
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 10 15 35 a 12 35 a05% 0146 [0.32,0.61]
Treasure 1994 1 075 41 3075 19 495% -2.63[3.36,-1.90] h
Total (95% CI) 76 54 100.0% -1.23 [-3.95, 1.49]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.76; Chi®=39.34 df=1 (P = 0.00001); F=97% I—'ID _' b } 1D=
1 2 Testfor overall effect: = 0.88 (P = 0.38) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
13
14 Figure 871: Purging
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwagrd 2012 g 16 35 4 M1 35 100.0% 014 [-0.33, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 35 35 100.0% 0.14 [-0.33, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 % b :ij 1D=
15 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.60 (F = 0.55) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
16 Figure 872: Vomiting
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Treasure 1994 1 075 41 1 0.78 19 100.0% 0.00[-0.54, 0.54]
Total (95% CI) 4 19 100.0% 0.00 [-0.54, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p IS 5 é 0
1 7 Testfor overall effect: £=0.00 (F=1.00) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLG
18 Figure 873: Depression
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 268 104 28 209 143 29 100.0% 0.47 [-0.08, 1.00]
Total (95% CI) 28 29 100.0% 0.47 [-0.06, 1.00]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 : é 10:
1 Testfar overall effect 2=1.75 (F = 0.08) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
2 Figure 874: EDE-eating concern
BN Self-help (ED} WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 2003 43 1 28 38 13 29 100.0% 0.42[-0.10, 0.95]
Total (95% CI) 28 29 100.0% 0.42 [-0.10, 0.95]
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 55 D é 1D=
Testfor overall effect £=1.58 (F=0.11) Favours BN Selfhelp (ED) Favours WLC
4 Figure 875: EDE-shape concern
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 2003 5 1.2 28 46 1.3 29 T14% 0.32[0.21,0.84]
Treasure 1994 2 0325 41 3 025 19 286% -3.35 418 -2.53] —a—
Total (95% CI) 69 48 100.0% 0.74[1.18, -0.29] L 2
Heterageneity: Chi®=54.13, df=1 (P = 0.00001); F= 98% :-1E| :5 3 é 10:
Test for overall effect: 2= 3.26 (P = 0.001) Favours BN Self-help (ED} Favours WLC
6 Figure 876: EDE-weight concern
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 46 1.2 28 4 14 29 B2.9% 0.45 [-0.07, 0.98]
Treasure 1994 2 0.5 41 3025 19 37.1% -2.25[2.84,-1.57] &
Total {95% Cl) 69 48 100.0% .55 [-0.97, -0.13] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 37.68, df=1 (P = 0.00001); F=97% :-10 55 4 é 10:
Testfor overall effect: Z= 259 (F = 0.010) Favours BN Seli-help (ED) Favours WLC
8 Figure 877: EDE-restraint
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 2003 38 1.5 28 3T 1.4 28 52.3% 0.13[-0.39, 0.65]
Treasure 15994 2 075 41 2 05 19 47.7% 0.00-0.54,054]
Total (95% CI) 69 48 100.0% 0.07 [-0.31, 0.44]
Heterogeneity: Chi#= 012, df=1 (P=0.73); F= 0% 5_1 0 _I 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 038 (F=072) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
10 Figure 878: EDE-total
BH Self-help (ED) WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruwaard 2013 3.2 1.2 il 34 1.3 35 BB.9% -0.16 [-0.63, 0.31]
Treasure 1994 3 0.a 41 4 00625 19 HMA1% -2.37 [-3.07,-1.67] —a
Total (95% Cl) 76 54 100.0%  -0.85[-1.23, -0.46] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 36.50, df=1 (P < 0.00001); 7= 96% o + 5 t P
11 Testfor overall effect: 2= 4.25 (P <= 0.0001) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC

12 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=96%. Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=98%. Both studies
13 had a similar duration of illness and severity of illness. However, in Ruwaard 2013 the wait
14 list controls appeared to have a good final score in most outcomes compared with the self-
15 help and may explain the large variability in the results. Because the reason for
16 heterogeneity could not be explained a random effects analysis was presented.

17 Figure 879: EDE-total random effects
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

BN Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Ruwaard 2013 3.2 1.2 35 3.4 1.3 35 50.7% -0.16 [-0.63, 0.31]
Treasure 1994 3 0.a 41 4 0.0625 19 49.3% -2.37 [-3.07,-1.67] i
Total (95% CI) 76 54 100.0% -1.25 [-3.41,0.92]

Heterogensity: Tau? = 2.35; Chi# = 26.50, df= 1 (P = 0.00001); F= 96%

10

- 0 5 10
Testforoverall effect 2= 113 (F = 0.28) Favours BN Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 880: Remission
BN Self-help (ED) WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Treasure 1994 g 55 227 1000% 221 [0.51,9.52]
Total (95% Cl) 55 27 100.0%  2.21 [0.51,9.52] ——e i ———
Total events 9 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle U=2 DIS é % 1D=

Test for overall effect: Z=1.06 (P = 0.25)

Favours WLC Favours BN Sel-help (ED)

Text messaging compared with any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa

at end of treatment

Figure 881: Remission
Text messaging WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Bauer 2012 42 82 30 83 100.0% 1.42[0.98, 2.03]
Total (95% CI) 82 83 100.0%  1.42[0.99,2.02] o
Total events 42 k]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle D!E 0!5 ﬁ é 1D'

Test for overall effect: £=1.92 (F = 0.05)

Self-help in binge eating disorder

Guided self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention

disorder at end of treatment

Favours WLC Favours Text messaging

in adults with binge eating

Figure 882: Bingeing
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 43 78 34 9.3 1.7 35 15.6% -0.50[-0.88, -0.02] -
Dunn 2006 1.89 187 45 211 168 45 209% -012 [-0.584, 0.28] -
Grila 2005 38 61 ar 6.8 6.1 7 8.4% -0.48[-1.30,0.33] -7
Grilo 2005 T3 B2 38 B8 G 8 BI% 0.06[-0.70,0.87] T
Loek 2000 a1 7.38 20 104 1297 20 9.0% -049-1.12,014] =7
Feterson 2001 oy 1.5 g 0.6 1.4 14 4.7% 0.07 [0.80, 0.94] -1
Peterson 2001 0y 1.4 ] 0.7 2.2 13 50% 0.00 [-0.85, 0.85] -
Fetersan 2008 B3 123 30 9.7 124 63 18.8% -0.27 071, 0.16] -
Peterson 2004 63 123 30 118 132 34 145% -0.43[-0.93, 0.08] -
Total (95% CI) 251 239 100.0% -0.28 [-0.47, -0.09] [}

o B~ — — L2 1 1 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Chif=4.17, df=8{F=0.84); F=0% |_1 0 -'5 b é 1|J'

Testforoverall effect: Z=2.90 (P = 0.004)

Figure 883: BMI
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Study or Subgroup

Guided SH
SD Total Mean

Mean

Other

SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Carter 1988 Ny 6.1 34 307 BE 3E 11.2% 016 [-0.32, 0.63] T
DeBar 2012 31.34 509 T3 3133 6 TE 242% 0.00[-0.32,0.32] *
Grilo 2005 3341 6.8 a7 358 T g 41% -0.44 [1.21,0.33] -7
Grilo 2005 4.5 a8 3| 358 7 7 3.8% -0.14 [-0.96, 0.66] -
Loeh 2000 3572 10.44 20 3612 T4 20 B.5% -0.04 [-0.66, 0.58] -
Feterson 2001 36.2 5.5 B 324 T2 13 26% 0.54 [-0.45,1.52] T
Feterson 2001 36.2 a5 T 32a 849 14 28% 0.44 [-0.47,1.36] T
FPetersan 2009 08 1.7 a0 381 108 67 134% 014 [-0.28, 0.59] T
Fetersan 2009 ns 117 a0 408 84 B3 13.2% 0.00[-0.43,0.43] -
Striegel-Maoore 2010 311 578 52 3091 G6.87 60 181% 0.03[-0.34, 0400 T
Total (95% Cl) 327 363 100.0% 0.04 [-0.11, 0.20]
Heterogeneity, Chi*=4.09, df=9 (P =091}, F=0% I—‘ID =5 ) :IS 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.54 (P = 0.59) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
2 Figure 884: Vomiting
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dunn 2006 062 0596 45 171 18 45 100.0% -0.81 [-1.24,-0.38]
Total (95% CI) 45 45 100.0% -0.81 [1.24, 0.38] 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D IS 3 % 1D=
3 Test for overall effect: Z=3.67 (F = 0.0002) Favours Cuided SH Favours Other
4 Figure 885: Laxative use
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dunn 2006 014 048 45 006 0.24 45 100.0% 0.21 [0.21, 0.62]
Total (95% CI) 45 45 100.0% 0.21 [-0.21, 0.62]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D is ? % 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect =099 (F=0.32) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
6 Figure 886: Depression
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cassin 2008 142 111 a4 162 122 4 311% -0.17 [0.55,0.21]
Grilo 2004 4a 94 iy 14 84a TOBE% -0.20 [-1.01, 0.61] -
Grila 2005 12 103 3| 114 845 g 7.B% 0.06 [-0.70, 0.82] -
Loek 2000 1265 856 20 1465 5494 20 1158% -0.22 [-0.85,0.40] -
Peterson 2001 56 36 Y 105 949 14 60% -0.88 [-1.44,0.27] -
Feterson 2001 a6 36 g 9 81 13 5.5% -0.48[1.38,0.42] -
Striegel-Moore 2010 10484 837 52 1463 823 B0 31.4% -0.46[-0.84,-0.08] =
Total (95% Cl) 218 176 100.0% -0.29 [-0.50, -0.08] [}
Heterogeneity; Chi*= 2.68, df= 6 (P = 0.89); F=0% 5_1 n 55 1 é 1|J=
7 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.73 (P = 0.006) Favours Guided SH  Favours Other
8 Figure 887: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 14 1.3 34 2 16 3m 0 11.3% -0.41 [-0.88, 0.07] =
DeBar 2012 165 142 73302 147 TE  219% -1.05[-1.38,-0.71] =
Dwnn 2006 1.78 112 45 206 117 45 15.0% -0.24 [-0.66,0.17] -
Loeh 2000 1.83 1.41 20 276 145 20 6.4% -0.63 [1.26,0.01] ™
Peterson 2004 11 11 30 14 112 BY  13.8% -0.25[-0.68,0.18] -
FPetersan 2008 1.1 11 30 1T 11 B3 136% 0.09 [0.34, 0.53] T
Striegel-Moaore 2010 231 1.5 52 143 143 B0 17.9% 0.60[0.22, 098] -
Total (95% CI) 284 366 100.0% 0.27 [-0.43, -0.11] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 43.96, df= 6 (P = 0.00001); F= 86% =—1D 55 ) é 1D=

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.28 (P = 0.001)

9

10 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=86%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of

Favours Guided SH Fawvours Other

11 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. As such a random
12 effects analysis was presented.
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1 Figure 888:

EDE-eating concern with random effects.

2
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Carter 1988 14 1.3 34 2 16 35 140% -0.41 [-0.88, 0.07] =
DeBar 2012 165 142 73302 147 TE 152% -1.05[-1.38,-0.71] -
Dwnn 2006 1.78 112 45 206 117 45 146% -0.24 [-0.66,0.17] -
Loeh 2000 1.83 1.41 20 276 145 20 12.4% -0.63 [1.26,0.01] -
Peterson 2004 11 11 30 1 11 B3 14.4% 0.09[-0.34, 0.43] T
FPetersan 2008 1.1 11 30 1.4 1.2 B7  14.4% -0.25 [-0.69, 0.18] -
Striegel-Moaore 2010 231 1.5 52 143 143 B0 149% 0.60[0.22, 098] -
Total {95% CI) 284 366 100.0% -0.26 [-0.71, 0.18] ﬁ
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.30; Chi®= 43 86, df= 6 (P = 0.00001); F= 86% 5_1 0 55 ) é 1D=
3 Testfar overall effect Z=118(P=0.24) Favours Guided SH Favaurs Other
4
5
6 Figure 889: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI| IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 33 15 34 3T 16 35 1048% -0.25[-0.73,0.23] -
DeBar 2012 3.28 1.649 73483 1.02 TE  206% -0.90[-1.23,-0.596] -
Dunn 2006 33 129 45 384 1.35 45 137% -0.18 059, 0.23] -
Grilo 2004 38 17 38 38 17 g 40% -0.06 [-0.82,0.70] -
Grila 2005 36 16 v 39 1.7 7 3.6% -0.18 [F0.99, 0.63] -
Loek 2000 72 137 20 436 1.24 20 549% -0.48[1.11,018] -
Peterson 2009 3011 30 31 1.3 67 127% -0.08 [-0.51, 0.348] -
FPeterson 2008 311 30 27 11 B3 123% 027 F017,0.71] I
Striegel-Moore 2010 323 1.63 52 386 1.36 B0 16.7% -0.42[-0.80,-0.04] ha
Total {95% CI) 359 381 100.0% 0.32 [-0.47, 0.17] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2099, df= 8 (P =0.007); F=62% 5_1 0 |5 b é 1IJI
7 Testfor overall effect Z=4.09 (P = 0.0001) Favours Guided SH Favaurs Other

8 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=62%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
9 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. As such a random

10 effects analysis was presented.

11 Figure 890:

EDE-shape concern with random effects.

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Carter 19588 313 14 34 3Fr 16 34 11.6% -0.25[-0.73,0.27] -
DeBar 2012 328 1649 73 4a83 1.02 TE 14.4% -0.80[-1.23,-0.56] -
Dnn 2006 33 128 45 354 135 45 128% -0.18[-0.58,0.23] -
Grilo 2004 8 17 38 38 17 g 7i% -0.06 [-0.82,0.70] -
Grila 2004 36 16 3r 38 17 TOBET®H -0.18 [-0.99, 0.63] -
Loek 2000 372 137 20 436 1.24 20 9.0% -0.48[1.11,0148] -7
Peterson 2004 311 30 31 1.3 67 125% -0.08 [-0.51, 0.35] -
Peterson 2004 3011 i 27 11 B3 123% 027017, 0.71] ™
Striegel-Moore 2010 323 163 52 386 1.36 60 136% -0.42[-0.80,-0.04] -
Total {95% CI) 350 381 100.0% -0.27 [-0.53, -0.02] [ ]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.09; Chi®= 2089, df= 8 (P = 0.007), F=62%
Testfor overall effect Z=2.07 (P=0.04)

12
13

14 Figure 891:

EDE-weight concern
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1

2 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°’=71%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
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Forest Plots

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 28 16 34 31 14 35 104% -0.40 [-0.87, 0.08] 7
DeBar 2012 292 146 73394 107 TE 2M1% -0.80[-1.13,-0.46] -
Dwnn 2006 302 1.22 45 323 13 45 137% -0.17 [-0.58, 0.25] -
Grilo 2004 32 14 38 31 08 g 40% 0.07 [-0.69, 0.84] T
Grilo 2004 32 14 37 31 08 T 3E% 0.07 [-0.73,0.88] -1
Loek 2000 316 1.1 200 386 114 20 58% -0.61 [-1.25,0.03] -]
Peterson 2009 31 1.3 30 24 1.3 63 121% 0.53[0.09, 0.98] ™
Peterson 2009 3113 30 31 12 BT 127% 0.00[-0.43,0.43] T
Striegel-Moore 2010 27 1.43 52 336 1.36 B0 16.6% -0.47 [-0.85,-0.08] -
Total {95% CI) 358 381 100.0% 0.27 [-0.43, -012] []

H™ - —_ —_ LR = ! 1 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 27,90, df= 8 (P =0.0009); F=71% '—1D |5 b é 1|J'

Testforoverall effect: £= 3.51 (P = 0.0004)

Favours

Guided 3H Fawours Other

3 comorbidity, severity of iliness or duration of illness, explain the variability. As such a random

4
5

8

9

10 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=54%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of

effects analysis was presented.

Figure 892:

EDE-weight concern with random effects

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Carter 19588 28 16 34 31 14 34 11.6% -0.40 [-0.87, 0.08] -
DeBar 2012 282 1.46 73 384 107 TE 136% -0.80[-1.13,-0.46] -
Dnn 2006 a0z 1.22 45 323 13 45 125% -0.17 [-0.58, 0.25] -
Grilo 2004 32 14 ar 31 048 TOTA% 0.07 [-0.73,0.88] T
Grila 2004 32 014 38 31 08 8 FE% 0.07 [-0.68, 0.84] -1
Loek 2000 36 1.1 20 386 1.14 20 9.4% -0.61 [-1.25,0.03] -
Peterson 2004 31 1.3 30 24 13 63 121% 0.53[0.08, 0.95] =
Peterson 2004 31 13 i 31 12 BY  123% 0.00[-0.43,043] T
Striegel-Moore 2010 27 143 52 336 1.36 60 13.0% -0.47 [-0.85,-0.09]
Total {95% CI) 350 381 100.0% -0.22 [-0.52, 0.08] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.14; Chi®= 2780, df= 8 (P = 0.0005); F=T1% 5_1 0 55 b é 1IZI:
Testfor overall effect Z=1.43 (P=015) Favours Guided SH Favours Other

Figure 893: EDE-restraint

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 12 13 34 21 1.4 35 10.0% -0B6[-1.14,-0.17] -
DeBar 2012 1.49 1.52 730271 136 TE  209% -0.848[-1.18,-0.81] -
Dwnn 2006 26 125 45 2488 1.34 45 13.8% 0.01 [-0.41,0.47] T
Grilo 2004 26 1.3 38 24 15 8 41% 015062, 0.491] T
Grilo 2004 21 1.3 ar 24 145 T 3E% -0.22[-1.03, 0.59] -
Loeh 2000 166 1.23 0 244 145 20 59% -0.57 [-1.20, 0.08] -]
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 30 1.1 1 B3 12.48% 0.00[-0.43,0.43] T
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 30 16 1.2 67 125% -0.43 [-0.87, 0.00] -
Striegel-Moaore 2010 1.48 1.38 52 208 181 B0 167% -0.41 [-0.78,-0.04] -
Total {95% CI) 359 381 100.0% -0.40 [-0.55, -0.25] L]
Heterogeneity: ChiP=17.43 df= 3 (P =003}, P=54% '—1D '5 b é 1|J'

Testforoverall effect Z=5.12 (P = 0.00001)

Favours

Guided SH Fawours Other

11 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. As such a random

12
13

effects analysis was presented.

Figure 894:

EDE-restraint with random effects
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Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% C|
Carter 1988 12 13 34 21 14 35 11.4% -0.66[-1.14 -017] -
DeBar 2012 1.49 1.52 73271 136 TE 151% -0.84a-1.18,-0.81] -
Dunn 2006 26 1.25 45 289 1.34 45 131% 0.01 [0.41,0.42] B
Grilo 2004 21 1.3 ar 24 14 TOB1% -0.22[-1.03, 0.59] -
Grila 2005 26 1.3 38 24 15 g 6.7 % 015 062, 0.91] -
Loek 2000 166 1.23 200 244 145 20 BA% -0.57 [-1.20, 0.08] -
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 30 1.1 1 63 125% 0.00[-0.43,0.43] T
FPeterson 2008 1.1 1 30 16 1.2 BY  125% -0.43 087, 0.00] ™
Striegel-Moore 2010 1.48 1.38 52 208 1.91 60 141% -0.41 [-0.78,-0.04] -]
Total {95% CI) 359 381 100.0% 0.37 [-0.60, -0.13] ¢
Heterogeneity; Tau= 0.07; Chi*=17.43, df= 8 (P =0.03); F= 54% 5_1 n 55 1 é 0
1 Testfor overall effect Z=3.03 (P =0.002) Favours Guided SH Favaurs Other
2
3 Figure 895: EDE-total
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 2112 34 27 13 35 18T% -0.47 [-0.85, 0.00] i
Dunn 2006 268 1049 45 285 1.23 45 250% -015[-0.56, 0.27] -
Laeh 2000 2589 111 20 48 7 20 10.8% -0.43[-1.06, 0.20] ™
Peterson 20049 21 04 30 18 0.8 B3 22.4% 0.36 [-0.08, 0.80] l
Peterson 20049 21 04 a0 2.3 1 BY  23.0% -0.20[-0.64, 0.23] -
Total (95% CI) 150 230 100.0% -0.14 [0.35, 0.07] L
Heterogeneity, Chi*=7.74 df=4 (P=0.10), "= 48% 5_1 0 55 b % 10
4 Testfor overall effect Z=132(F=0.19) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
5 Figure 896: Excessive exercise
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dunn 2006 1.06 1.24 45 1.71 3.04 45 100.0% -0.28 [F0.70,0.13]
Total (95% CI) 45 45 100.0% -0.28 [-0.70, 0.13]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable I—1D 55 3 % 0
6 Testfar overall effect: Z=1.33 (P =0.18) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
7 Figure 897: Satisfaction with life
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cassin 2008 29 B84 54 196 B84 54 413% 0.27 [-0.11, 0.65]
Peterson 2009 a8.7 184 28 535 14 B3 299% 0.01 [-0.44, 0.45]
Peterson 2009 A8.7T 184 X8 586 172 A7 289% 0.00[0.45, 0.458]
Total (95% Cl) 110 174 100.0% 0.12 [-0.13, 0.36]
Heterogeneity Chi®=110,df= 2 (P=0.488); F=0% I—‘ID IS 2 % 0
8 Test for averall effect, £=0.94 (P = 0.35) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
9 Figure 898: Remission
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cassin 2008 142 111 a4 162 122 4 311% -0.17 [0.55,0.21]
Grilo 2004 4a 94 iy 14 84a TOBE% -0.20 [-1.01, 0.61] -
Grila 2005 12 103 3| 114 85 g 7.B% 0.06 [0.70, 0.82] -
Loek 2000 1265 856 20 1465 5494 20 1158% -0.22 [-0.85,0.40] -
Peterson 2001 56 36 Y 105 949 14 60% -0.88 [-1.44,0.27] -
Feterson 2001 a6 36 g 9 81 13 5.5% -0.48[1.38,0.42] -
Striegel-Moore 2010 1084 837 52 1463 9.23 B0 31.4% -0.46 [-0.84,-0.08] =
Total {95% CI) 218 176 100.0% -0.29 [-0.50, -0.08] [}
Fr i — — CR= | } }
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2,68, df =6 (P=0.85);, F=0% T = b : 10

Testforoverall effect 2= 2.73 (P = 0.006)

10
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M.3.25.21 Guided self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with binge eating
2 disorder at follow-up

3 Figure 899: BMI

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 ME B2 34 304 65 3\ 181% 019 [0.29, 0.66]
Peterson 2001 3|8 7 y M2 TFH 12 5.2% 0.99 [0.30,1.47]
Peterson 2001 358 7 8 328 T4 12 4.9% 0.40 [F0.81,1.30]
Peterson 2008 /3 BE 30 404 849 3 21.3% -0.24 067, 0.20]
Peterson 2008 B3 B85 30 387 106 7 21.8% -0.04 [-0.47,0.39]
Striegel-Maoore 2010 3138 54 53 35 733 6 287% -0.02 [-0.39, 0.36]
Total (95% CI) 164 245 100.0% 0.02 [-0.18,0.237]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 416, df=5 (P = 0.53); F=0% =—1D 55 D é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0159 (P = 0.85) Favours Guided SH Favours Other

4
5 Figure 900: Bingeing

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 3T 4z 34 47 1 3m 0 281% -0.33[-0.80,0.149]
Peterson 2001 11 27 ] 1 2 12 TE% 0.04 [0.82, 0.91]
Petersaon 2001 11 27 a 0as 0.8 12 70% 0.32[0.58,1.22]
Peterson 2009 16.2 1894 a0 124 137 67 304% 0.24 0149, 0.67]
Peterson 2009 16.2 194 123 124 B3 298% 0.25 018, 0.69]
Total (95% Cl) 111 189 100.0% 0.09 [-0.15,0.33]
Heterogeneity: Ghi=4.21, di= 4 (P = 0.38); F= 5% f f T f {
Testfor averall effect Z= 0.76 (P = 0.45) 1o > o 5 10
6 ) : : Favours Guided SH Favours Other
7 Figure 901: Quality of life
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 A8.1 207 X 8THE 221 54 495% 002 [0.43, 048]
Peterson 2009 A8.1 207 X8 583 228 A7 A05% -0.01 [-0.46, 0.44]
Total (95% Cl) 56 111 100.0% 0.01 [-0.31,0.33]
Heterogeneity, Chi*=0.01, df=1(P=0592); F=0% I—'IIJ IS b % 1D=
8 Test for averall effect: 2= 0.04 (P = 0.97) Favours Guided SH Favours Other

9 Figure 902: Depression

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Petersan 2001 38 37 ] GE T4 12 128% -0.42[-1.32,0.48] -
Peterson 2001 39 37 ] 78 81 12 135% -0.87 [1.45,0.37] T
Striegel-Moore 2010 1076 2.54 53 1394 5916 a6 FIT% -0.35[-0.73,0.03]
Total {95% CI) 70 80 100.0% -0.39 [-0.71, -0.08] L/
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.20, df= 2 (P=0.91); F=0% I 1 |

Test for overall effect Z= 2.34 (P = 0.02) -0 Fa.v.ourqumed oy “Famurs Ot:er 10

10
11 Figure 903: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 1.8 14 34 22 16 35 203% -0.25 073, 0.23] -
FPeterson 2008 1.6 1.2 30 1.3 1.2 B7  245% 0.25[0.18, 0.68] -
Peterson 2009 16 1.2 30 1.2 1.2 B3 23.9% 033 011,077 -
Striegel-Moare 2010 1.36 1.44 a3 21 1.37 56 31.3% -0.52 [-0.91,-0.14] b
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% -0.08 [-0.29, 0.14] 1
Heterogeneity: Chi®=11.28 df=3 (P =001}, F=73% =-1D % b :13 1D=
12 Testfor averall effect Z=0.70(F = 0.49) Favours Cuided SH Favaurs Other

13 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=73%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
14 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of illness, explain the variability. As such a
15 random effects analysis was presented
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1 Figure 904: EDE-eating concern with random effects.

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% ClI
Carter 1988 1.8 14 34 22 16 3\ 237% -0.28 073, 0.22) -
Peterson 2009 16 1.2 30 1.3 1.2 67 25.0% 0.25[-0.18, 0.68] -
FPetersan 2008 1.6 1.2 30 1.2 1.2 B3 248% 033 F0.11,0.77] -
Striegel-Moaore 2010 136 1.44 53 21 137 56 265% -0.582[-091,-014] -
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% -0.06 [-0.47, 0.36] L
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.13; Chif=11.28, df= 3 (P = 0.013; F=73% 5_1 2 55 7 % 1D=
5 Test for overall effect Z = 0.26 (P = 0.80) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
3 Figure 905: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 19588 36 16 34 . i 35 2048% -0.06 [-0.53, 0.41] -+
FPeterson 2008 32 13 30 26 1.3 B3 236% 0.46 [0.02, 0.90] =
Peterson 2004 32 13 30 3 14 BY 24 6% 014 [-0.28, 048] -
Striegel-Moare 2010 313 1.64 53 391 1.42 56 31.3% -0.51 [-0.89,-0.12] =
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% -0.03 [-0.24,0.19] L
Heterageneity: Chi®=11.34 df=3 (P =001}, F=74% :-10 55 b é 1IZI:
Test for averall effect 7= 024 (F = 0.80) Favours Guided SH Favours Other

4

5 Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=74%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
6 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of illness, explain the variability. As such a random

7 effects analysis was presented

8 Figure 906: EDE-shape concern with random effects

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Carter 19588 36 16 34 . i 3 237% -0.06 [-0.53, 0.41] -+
FPeterson 2008 32 13 30 3 14 B  250% 014 [0.29,0.58] "
Peterson 2004 32 13 30 26 1.3 B3 247% 0.46[0.02, 0.90] [
Striegel-Moare 2010 313 1.64 53 391 1.42 56 26.5% -0.51 [-0.89,-0.12] b
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% 0.00 [-0.42,0.42] L
Heterageneity: Taur=0.13; Chit=11.34, df= 3 (P = 0.01) F=74% 5_1 0 55 I % 1III=
9 Test for averall effect Z=0.00(F =1.00) Favours Guided SH Favours Other
10 Figure 907: EDE-weight concern
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 28 15 34 R 35 208% 006 [-0.41, 053]
Peterson 2009 313 1.2 30 28 1.3 B3 23.2% 0.63[0.18,1.07] -+
FPeterson 2008 33 1.2 30 3 1.3 B7  245% 0.23 [0.20, 0.67]
Striegel-Moore 2010 264 152 53 323 148 a6 31.8% -0.38 077, -0.01]
Total (95% Cl) 147 221 100.0% 0.09 [-0.12, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Chif=12.14, df= 3 (P=0.007);, F=75% I_1 0 Is B é 1|2|=
Testfar overall effect Z=0.84 (P = 0.40) Favours Guided SH Favaurs Other

11

12 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=75%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
13 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. As such a random

14 effects analysis was presented

15 Figure 908: EDE-weight concern with random effects
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1

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 28 15 34 R 35 238% 006 [-0.41, 053] -+
Peterson 2009 313 1.2 30 3 13 67 25.0% 0.23[-0.20,0.67] -
Peterson 2008 33 12 a0 25 13 B3 246% 0.63[0.18,1.07] -
Striegel-Moore 2010 264 1.82 53 323 148 a6 26.45% -0.39 077, -0.01] -
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% 0.12 [-0.31, 0.56] [
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0,15, Chi*= 12158, df= 3 (P = 0.0073; F= 75% N 55 1 é 1|J=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0586 (F=0.457) Favours Guided SH Favaurs Other
2 Figure 909: EDE-restraint
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 1.3 1.2 34 2 16 35 19.49% -0.48 [-0.87 -0.01] -
Peterson 2004 16 1.2 i 15 1.3 BY  24E6% 0.08 [-0.35,0.51] +
Peterson 2009 16 1.2 30 1.2 141 B3 23.8% 0.35[-0.09,0.79] l
Striegel-Moore 2010 1.35 124 a3 192 138 56 31.6% -0.43[-0.81,-0.09] =
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% -0.13 [-0.34, 0.08] L
Heterogeneity: Chif=10.04, df= 3 (P=002);, F=70% 5_1 0 % b é 1D=

Testfor averall effect Z=119(F =023

3

Favours Guided SH Favours Other

4 Heterogeneity was detected at I>=70%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
5 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of illness, explain the variability. As such a random
6 effects analysis was presented

7 Figure 910:

EDE-restraint with random effects

Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Carter 1988 1.3 1.2 34 2 16 35 23.4% -0.49 [-0.87,-0.01] =
Peterson 2004 16 1.2 i 15 1.3 BY  250% 0.08 [-0.35,0.51] +
Peterson 2009 16 1.2 30 1.2 141 63 24.8% 0.35[-0.09,0.79] -
Striegel-moare 2010 1.35 1.24 53 1.92 1.29 56 26.8% -0.43[-0.81,-0.05] -
Total {95% CI) 147 221 100.0% 0.12 [-0.52,0.27] 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.11; Chi*=10.04, df=3 (P =002, F=70% 5_1 0 % B é 1D=
8 Testfor averall effect 2= 061 (F =054 Favours Cuided SH Favaurs Other
9
10 Figure 911: EDE-total
Guided SH Other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 1938 24 13 35 26 15 35 3023% -014 0BT, 0.33]
Fetersan 20049 149 048 30 22 11 67 359.6% -0.29[-0.72,0.119]
Fetersan 2009 149 08 30 X4 A3 34.2% -0.51 [-0.95,-0.07]
Total (95% CI) 95 165 100.0% -0.32 [-0.58, -0.06] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.31, df= 2 (P= 0.52); F= 0% 5_1 0 55 ] é 1D=
1 1 Testfor overall effect Z=2.42 (P=0.02) Favours Cuided SH Favours Other
12 Figure 912: Remission
Guided 5H Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 17 34 14 3, 33.9% 1.17[0.70,1.54] —
Fetersan 2001 3 g 3 16 5.0% 1.78[0.45, 7.04]
Fetersan 2001 4 10 3 16 5.3% 2.13[0.60, 7.61]
Striegel-Moare 2010 34 a3 25 a6 55.8% 1.44 [1.01, 2.04] —il—
Total (95% CI) 106 123 100.0% 1.40 [1.06, 1.85] L 3
Total events a8 46
Heterageneity: Chi®=1.05, df=3{F=0.749); F= 0% T 05 3 : 0

Test for overall effect £= 236 (F=0.02)

13
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M.3.25.31 Guided self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with binge
2 eating disorder at end of treatment
3 Figure 913: BMI
Guided SH wWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 1958 HrF B 34 M8 74 24 3.I% -0.03 [F0.85, 0.44]
Feterson 2008 408 1.7 B0 383 T4 f9 E3.8% 0.26 [-0.09, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 94 94 100.0% 017 [-0.12, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: ChifF= 082, df=1(P=0.37), F=0% t t 1 } |
Tastf Il effact Z=1.14 (P =025 10 N v 5 10
4 estfor overall effect 2=1.14 (F = 0.23) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
5 Figure 914: Bingeing
Guided SH wWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 19588 43 78 34 135 103 28 27.5% -1.02[-1.87,-0.47] -
Masson 2013 597 942 30 1437 11.88 0 301% -0.77 [-1.30,-0.25] -
Petersan 2009 63 123 30 1FE 148 3 42.3% -0.80[-1.25, -0.36] =
Total (95% CI) 94 124 100.0% -0.85[1.14, -0.56] +
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.47, df=2 (F=079); F=0% 5_1 0 % 0 é 1D=
6 Testfor awerall effect; 2= 5749 (P = 0.00001) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
7 Figure 915: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 14 13 34 37 11 5 17 8% -1.86 [-2.48,-1.24] -
Masson 2013 269 1.29 30 374 146 30 25.0% -0.7a1.28,-0.239] -
Feterson 20049 11 14 60 1.3 11 B9 &7 3% -018F0.53,017] |
Total {95% Cl) 124 124 100.0% -0.62 [-0.88, -0.36] [ ]
Heterageneity: Chi®= 21.67, df= 2 (P = 0.0001); F= 31% I—1D I5 ] 1D=

1
Testfor overall effect Z=4 K5 (P = 0.000013 Favour; Guided SH Favours ”'JEC

8
9 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=91%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
10 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. However, only
11 Carter provided data on duration of illness. As such a random effects analysis was presented

12 Figure 916:

EDE-eating concern with random effects

13
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 14 1.3 34 37 11 5 O3 T% -1.86 [-2.48,-1.24] =
Masson 2013 269 1.29 30 374 146 0 331% -0.Fa1.28,-0.23] -
Peterson 2009 11 14 50 1.3 11 B9 352% -0.18[F0.53,017] ®
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% -0.90 [1.83, 0.03] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.61; Chi®= 2167, df= 2 (F = 0.0001); *= 91 % :-1D 55 ) % 10:
14 Testfor overall effect £=1.90 (P = 0.06) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
15
16 Figure 917: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH wWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 33 14 34 46 049 %/ N T% -1.00[-1.55,-0.458] -
Masson 2013 449 1.46 30 55 1.2 30 23.8% -0.78 [1.27,-0.27) -
Feterson 2008 311 B0 3112 9 54.6% -0.09[0.43 0.26] |
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% -0.44 [-0.70, -0.19] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®=9.33, df= 2 (P = 0.009); F= 749% 5_1 0 f f 0

Testfor averall effect: Z=3.38 (P = 0.0007)

17
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1 Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=79%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
2 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. However, only
3 Carter provided data on duration of iliness. As such a random effects analysis was presented
4 Figure 918: EDE-shape concern with random effects
Guided SH wWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Carter 1988 33 14 34 48 04 25 N.0% -1.00 [-1.54,-0.45] -
Masson 2013 449 1.46 30 548 12 0 3N.8% -0.75 [1.27,-0.22] =
Peterson 2009 3 11 60 3112 69 37.2% -0.09[-0.43, 0.26] L
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% -0.58 [-1.16, 0.00] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.21; Chi*= 9.33, df= 2 (F = 0.009); = 79% 5_1 0 55 o é 10:
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.94 (F =0.04) Favours Cuided SH Favours WLC
6 Figure 919: EDE-weight concern
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 25 16 34 1.1 25 22.1% -0.84 [-1.38,-0.30] -
Masgan 2013 415 1.18 3o 1.23 0 23.8% -0.69[-1.21,-0.17] -
Peterson 2009 31 1.3 ] 1.1 B9 54.0% 0.00[-0.35, 0.39] |
Total {95% CI) 124 124 100.0%  -0.35[-0.60,-0.10] L
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 8.70, df=2 (P=0.01) F=77% :—10 55 3 % 10:
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.70 (P = 0.007) Favours Guided SH  Favours WLC
8 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=77%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
9 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of illness, explain the variability. However, only
10 Carter provided data on duration of illness. As such a random effects analysis was presented
11 Figure 920: EDE-weight concern with random effects
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 28 16 34 1.1 25 N.0% -0.84 [-1.38,-0.30] -
Massaon 2013 415 1.18 30 489 1.23 a0 MNE% -0.69[-1.21,-017] -
Peterson 2009 31 13 60 1.1 B9 37.4% 0.00[-0.35, 0.39] L
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% -0.48 [-1.04, 0.08] &
Heterogeneity: Tau®*= 018, Chi#=8.70,df= 2 (F=001);, F=77% =-1D % A :LJ 1D=
12 Testfor overall effect Z=1.67 (P =0.05) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
13 Figure 921: EDE-restraint
Experimental Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 1.2 1.3 34 1.4 28 21.3% -1.03[-1.98,-0.48] -
Masson 2013 327 1.44 30 1.25 0 253% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.55]
Peterson 2009 1.1 1 60 1.3 68 53.4% -0.34 [-0.64, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% -0.39 [-0.64, -0.14] 4+
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 8.07, df= 2 (P = 0.02); F= 75% 5_1 0 =5 1 % 0
14 Testfor overall effect: Z=3.00 (P =0.003) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
15 Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=75% None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
16 comorbidity, severity of illness or duration of iliness, explain the variability. However, only
17 Carter provided data on duration of illness. As such a random effects analysis was presented
18 Figure 922: EDE-restraint with random effects
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Experimental Control Std.

Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Carter 1988 12 13 34 26 1.4 25 30.4% -1.03 [-1.58,-0.48] -

Masson 2013 327 1.44 a0 3N 1.3a 30 32.0% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.55]

Peterson 2009 1.1 1 60 148 13 69 37.6% -0.34 [-0.69, 0.01]

Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% -0.43 [-0.96, 0.11]

Heterageneity: Tauw*=017, Chi*=8.07, df=2(P=002; F=75%

5

1 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.85 (P=0.12) 10 Favours Guided SHD Favours WEC 10
2 Figure 923: EDE-total
Guided SH wWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 21 12 34 348 08 25 20.3% -1.32 [1.89,-0.74] -
Masson 2013 3.65 1.03 a0 438 1 30 24.4% -0.69 [-1.21,-0.17] -
Feterson 2009 21 049 60 23 08 69 65.2% -0.22[-0.87,013] N
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0%  -0.56 [-0.82, -0.30] +
Heterogeneity: Chi*=10.61, df= 2 (P= 0.005); F=81% I—m 5 5 5 ml
Testfor averall effect: Z=4.24 (P = 0.0001) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
3 v
4 Heterogeneity was detected at 1>=81%. None of the variables: risk of bias, presence of
5 comorbidity, severity of iliness or duration of illness, explain the variability. However, only
6 Carter provided data on duration of illness. As such a random effects analysis was presented
7 Figure 924: EDE-total with random effects
Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Carter 1988 21 1.2 34 3.5 08 25 30.9% -1.32 [-1.89,-0.74] -
Masson 2013 3.65 1.03 30 436 1 30 32.3% -0.69 [-1.21,-0.17] el
Feterson 2009 21 04 B0 2309 69 36.8% -0.22[-0.47,013] L1
Total (95% Cl) 124 124 100.0%  -0.71[-1.34, -0.08] &
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.25; Chi*= 10.61, df= 2 (P = 0.008); F= 81% 5_1 0 55 o :=5 1D=
Testfor overall effect £= 220 (F =0.03) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
9 Figure 925: Quality of life
Guided 5H wWLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Feterson 2009 58.7 184 56 a7 18 53 100.0% 0.08 [0.28,0.47]
Total (95% Cl) 56 53 100.0% 0.09 [-0.28, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—'IU IS ﬁ % 1D=
10 Testfor averall effect =048 (F=063) Favours WLC Favaurs Guided SH
11 Figure 926: Remission
Guided SH Other Risk Ratio (Mon-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 85% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 17 34 2 25 100.0% 0.54 [0.38,0.78]
Total (95% CI) 34 25 100.0% 0.54 [0.38, 0.78] .
Total events 17 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle f t f f I
Test for overall effect, £= 3.36 {F = 0.0008) 01 Fe?k)gurs Guiudgd SH Fauoufs Other 5 10
12
M.3.25.43 Self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with binge eating
14 disorder at end of treatment

15 Figure 927: BMI
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Self help (ED) Other §td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 307 6.6 ki G.1 34 1T2% -0.16 [0.63, 0.32]
Grilo 2013 3745 5454 24 3742 444 34 12.0% 0.01 [-0.56, 0.57]
Loeb 2000 3612 774 20 3572 10.44 20 10.0% 0.04 [-0.58, 0.66]
Peterson 2001 324 T2 6 325 a8 14 42% -0.04 F0O.87, 0.959]
Peterson 2001 324 T2 7 3BZ2 A5 13 43% -0.59 [1.54, 0.39]
Peterson 2009 391 106 33 408 8.5 B3 21.5% -0.18 [F0.60, 0.24]
Peterson 2009 391 106 G4 408 N7 60 30.8% -0.14 050, 0.200
Total (95% CI) 189 228 100.0% -0.13 [0.33, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.60, df= 6 (P = 0.95) F=0% 5_1 p 55 1 é
1 Testfor overall effect Z=1.34 (P=018) Favours sel-help (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 928: Bingeing
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 93 1.7 35 13 T8 34 1449% 0.50[0.02, 0.95] ™
Dunn 2006 211 168 45 1858 187 45 20.0% 012 [0.29, 0.54] T
Grilo 2013 575 5494 24 6.4 7.22 24 107% -0.11 F0.68, 0.449] -
Loeb 2000 104 12497 20 51 7.38 20 BE% 049014113 "—
Peterson 2001 0.7 22 7 0y 14 13 40% 0.00 092, 093] -
Peterson 2001 0.7 22 B 0B 14 14 37% 0.01 [-0.95, 0.96] -
Peterson 2009 118 132 33 97 124 63 19.2% 017 [-0.25, 0.55] -
Peterson 2004 118 132 34 53 123 G0 15.9% 0.44[0.01, 0.87] =
Total (95% Cl) 204 273 100.0% 0.25 [0.086, 0.43] t
Heterogeneity; Chi= 4.93, df= 7 (P=0.67); F= 0% =-1|:| 55 1 é
3 Testfar averall effect Z£= 260 (P = 0.009) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 929: Vomiting
Self help (ED} Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Dunn 2006 171 18 45 062 0596 45 100.0% 0.51[0.38,1.24]
Total (95% CI) 45 45 100.0% 0.81 [0.38, 1.24] L 3
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 5_1 0 55 b é
5 Test for averall effect £= 3.67 (F=0.0002) Favours ssl-help (ED) Favours Other
6 Figure 930: Laxative use
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% C|
Ciunn 2006 0.06 024 45 014 048 45 100.0% -0.21 062, 0.21]
Total (95% CI) 45 45 100.0% -0.21 [-0.62, 0.21]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 b é
7 Test for averall effect: Z=099 (F=0.32) Favours seli-help (ED) Favours Other
8 Figure 931: Depression
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cassin 2008 162 1322 54 142 1141 54 4T1% 047 [-0.21, 0.89]
Grila 2013 888 TET 24 11896 7.38 24 20.6% -0.40[F0.87,017]
Loeb 2000 1465 894 20 1265 B.A6 200 17.4% 0.22 [-0.40, 0.85]
Peterson 2001 9 B1 § 105 84 14 T3% -01aE11, 0.81]
Peterson 2001 9 B1 T 56 36 13 TE% 0.59[-0.35,1.53]
Total (95% CI) 111 125 100.0% 0.07 [-0.19, 0.33]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 480 df=4 (P=034); F=11% =-1D 55 1 %
Testfor overall effect 2= 053 (P = 0.60) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other

9
10 Figure 932: EDE-eating concern
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Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 2 186 34 14 1.3 34 18.4% 0.41 [-0.07, 0.88] [
Dunn 2006 206 147 45 178 112 45 24.4% 0.24 [-0.17, 0.66] -
Loeb 2000 276 14 20 183 1.4 20 10.4% 063 [-0.01,1.26] =
Peterson 2009 14 1.2 34 1.1 11 G0 23.5% 0.26 [-0.16, 0.68] =
Peterson 2009 14 1.2 33 1 11 63 233% 035007, 0.77] -
Total (95% CI) 167 222 100.0% 0.34 [0.14, 0.55]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.20, df= 4 (P = 0.88); F= 0% =-1D 55 1 % 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect 2= 327 (P =0.001) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 933: EDE-shape concern
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 1988 3T 16 35 33 15 34 185% 0.25[0.22,073] T
Dunn 2006 354 1.358 45 33 1.29 45 243% 018023, 059 -
Loek 2000 436 1.24 200 37 137 200 10.5% 048015, 1.11] ™
Peterson 2009 31 1.3 34 311 G0 23.5% 0.08 [-0.34, 0.51] -+
Peterson 2009 31 1.3 33 27 11 63 23.:1% 0.34 [-0.09, 0.76] o
Total (95% CI) 167 222 100.0% 0.24 [0.04, 0.44] ]
Heterogeneity; Chi*=1.38, df= 4 (P = 0.85); F= 0% 5_10 55 3 % 105
3 Testfor averall effect Z=230(P=0.02) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 934: EDE-weight concern
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carer 1958 31 14 34 25 16 34 18.5% 0.40[-0.08, 0.87] =
Dunn 2006 323 13 45 302 122 45 24.5% 047 [-0.25,0.58] -
Loek 2000 386 114 0 316 1M 20 10.4% 0.61 [-0.03,1.29] -'—
Peterson 2009 31 12 34 31 13 B0 237% 0.00[-0.42, 0437 -+
Feterson 2009 31 1.2 33 24 13 63 2289% 0.85[0.12,0.98] M
Total (95% CI) 167 222 100.0% 0.30 [0.10, 0.51] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 471, df= 4 (P=0.32); F=15% =-1D 55 1 % 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect =289 (P =0.004) Favours seli-help (ED) Favours Other
6 Figure 935: EDE-restraint
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1958 N Y 35 12 13 34 18.0% 0BGE[017,1.14] =
Dunn 2006 259 1.34 45 26 1.25 45 248% -0.01 FO.432,0.41]
Loeb 2000 244 145 20 166 1.23 20 10.6% 0.87 [-0.08,1.20]
Feterson 2009 16 1.2 34 1.1 1 60 23.3% 0.46[0.03, 0.89]
Feterson 2009 16 1.2 33 1.1 1 3 233% 0.46[0.04,0.89]
Total (95% CI) 167 222 100.0% 0.39 [0.19, 0.60] (]
Heterogeneity Chif= 5.25, df = 4 (P = 0.26); 1= 24% =-1D % 1 :ij 1D=
7 Testfor overall effect 2= 373 (P =0.0002) Favours seli-help (ED) Favours Other
8 Figure 936: EDE-total
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 27 1.3 35 21 1.2 34 16.2% 0.47 [-0.00, 0.99] =
Dunn 2006 285 1.23 45 263 1.08 48 7% 0.145[-0.27, 0.56] T
Grila 2013 1.87 0458 24 183 071 24 116% -0.03 060, 0.584] -
Loeb 2000 48 ¥ 200 289 1.1 200 94% 0.43[-0.20,1.08] =
Peterson 2009 2.3 1 33 18 08 63 20.2% 057 [0.14,1.00] =l
Peterson 2009 23 1 34 21 049 60 20.8% 0.21 [-0.21, 0.63] ™
Total (95% CI) 191 246 100.0% 0.30 [0.11, 0.50] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 419, df=48{P =052, F=0% I-1D |5 b é 10

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.09 (P =0.002)

9
10 Figure 937:

Excessive exercise
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Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C| IV, Fixed, 95% C|
Dunn 2006 1.71 304 45 105 1.24 45 100.0% 0.28[-013,0.70)
Total (95% CI) 45 45 100.0% 0.28 [-0.13,0.70]
Tostfor overal ffect 2o 1.33 7 045 o 0 5
estfor overall effect 7=1.33 (P=0.18) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 938: Satisfaction with life
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cassin 2008 -18.6 8.4 54 -21.8 84 54 41.0% 0.27 [-0.11, 0.64]
Peterson 2009 636 2.2 28 585 214 63 29.7% 0.00[-0.44, 0.45]
Peterson 2009 36 2.2 29 BBY 184 86 29.3% -0.01 [-0.45, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 11 173 100.0% 0.11 [-0.13, 0.35]
Heterageneity Chif=1.17, df= 2 (P = 0.56); = 0% =-1D % 1 :ij 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=080(F =0.37) Favours seli-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 939: Remission
Self help (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Canter 1988 15 35 17 34 188% 0.86[052,1.43]
Cassin 2008 3 54 47 54  A3.9% 0.66[0.51, 0.85] ——
Ghaderi 2003 4 15 5 13 TA4% 0.58[0.21, 1.61]
Grilo 2013 ] 24 2 24 23% 3.00[067,13.40] +
Loeb 2000 ] 20 10 20 11.5% 0.60[0.27,1.34] —_— 1
Feterson 2001 4 8 4 19 27T% 2.3B[0.78,7.23]
Feterson 2001 5 g 3 16 25% 2.96[0.81, 8.60]
Total (95% CI) 165 180 100.0%  0.84[0.68, 1.04] -
Total events 71 a4
?etﬂogenmtﬁl:l CQI ?125_.9;5,531'?3(5;0.02); F=61% 51 02 0’5 4 L 0
estfor overall effect 2= 1.59 (F=011) Favours Other Favours Self-help (ED)
Self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with binge eating

disorder at follow-up

Figure 940: BMI
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 304 B4 33 M6 B2 34 281% -0.15 [-0.66, 0.29]
Peterson 2001 328 74 B 3278 12 458% 020 [-0.79,1.18]
Peterson 2001 328 74 6 358 7 13 549% -0.40[-1.38, 0.59]
Peterson 2009 387 106 33 404 849 B3 3.5% -0.18 [-0.BD, 0.24]
Peterson 2009 387 106 34 383 85 GO 3 .T% 0.04 [-0.38, 0.456]
Total (95% Cl) 114 182 100.0% -0.10 [-0.34, 0.14]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.42 df=4 (P =0.84);, F=0% =—1IZ| =5 g é 1D=
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.84 (P=0.40) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 941: Depression
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2001 BE T4 g 38 ar 13 49.9% 0.51[-0.48,1.48]
Peterson 2001 BE T4 [ e 81 12 801% S04 113, 0.84]
Total (95% Cl) 12 25 100.0% 0.18 [-0.51, 0.88]

Heterogeneity, Chi*= 085, df=1 (P = 0.36); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect 2= 081 (P =061}

Figure 942: EDE-eating concern
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Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 22 1B 34 18 15 34 284% 035 [-0.22,073]
Feterson 2009 1.3 12 33 1.2 1.2 B3 35.9% 0.08 [0.34, 0.50]
Petersan 2009 13 12 34 16 1.2 B0 357% -0.25 067, 0.17]
Total (95% CI) 102 157 100.0% 0.01 [-0.24, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2,57, df= 2 (P = 0.28); "= 232% =—1IZI 55 3 é
Test for overall effect Z=010(F=082) Favours sel-help (ED) Favours Other
2 Figure 943: EDE-shape concern
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 iy 1T 34 36 16 34 28E6% 0.06 [-0.41, 053]
Feterson 2009 3014 33 26 1.3 B3 35.5% 0.30 F0.13,0.73]
Peterson 2009 314 34 3213 B0 35.9% -015 0487, 0.27]
Total (95% Cl) 102 157 100.0% 0.07 [-0.18,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 214, df= 2 (P = 0.34); F= 7% =-1III =5 3 :=3
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.54 (P = 0.59) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
4 Figure 944: EDE-weight concern
Self help (ED) Other $td. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 ar 1T 35 36 16 34 28E6% 0.06 [-0.41, 053]
Feterson 2009 3014 33 26 1.3 B3 325.5% 0.30 F0.13,0.73]
Feterson 2009 3 14 34 32 1.3 B0 35.9% -0.15 F0.5T, 0.27]
Total (95% Cl) 102 157 100.0% 0.07 [-0.18,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 214, df= 2 (P = 0.34); F= 7% =-1D % 1 :=3
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.54 (P = 0.59) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
6 Figure 945: EDE-restraint
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 2 18 34 1.3 1.2 34 27T 09% 0.49[0.01,0.97]
Petaersan 2009 16 13 33 1.2 11 B3 359% 035017, 0.68]
Feterson 2009 18 1.3 34 16 1.2 B0 36.2% -0.08 F0.50,0.34]
Total (95% Cl) 102 167 100.0% 0.20 [-0.05, 0.45]
Heterogeneity, Chif= 316, df= 2 (P = 0.21); I*= 37% =—1D % 1 :53
Testfor overall effect 2=1.34 (P =0.12) Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
8 Figure 946: EDE-total
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 22 1B 35 18 15 M 284% 0.25 [F0.22,0.73]
Petersan 2009 13 12 33 1.2 12 B3 359% 0.08 [-0.24, 0.50]
Feterson 2009 1.3 1.2 34 16 1.2 B0 35.7% -0.25 FO6T, 0.17]
Total {95% CI) 102 157 100.0% 0.01 [-0.24, 0.27]
Heterogeneity, Chif= 257 df= 2 (P = 0.28); *F= 22% 5_1 P % ? :53
Test far overall effect Z=010(F =042} Favours self-help (ED) Favours Other
Figure 947: Quality of life
Self help (ED) Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Peterson 2009 A3.3 228 29 ATE 221 84 A0.3% 003042 048]
Peterson 2009 A3.3 228 28 BB 207 86 49.7% 001 [-0.44, 0.46]
Total (95% Cl) 57 110 100.0% 0.02 [-0.30, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P =0.95); F= 0% =-1D I5 1 %

Testfor overall effect: Z=012 (P =090} Favours seli-help (ED) Favours Other

11

12 Figure 948: Remission
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Self help (ED) Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 15 35 17 34 TIT® 086 [0.52, 1.43] ——
FPeterson 2001 3 ] 3 16 8.5% 200[0.52 7.77]
FPeterson 2001 3 ] 7 19 17.7% 1.02[0.35, 2.97]
Total (95% CI) 51 69 100.0%  0.98 [0.64,1.52] e
Total events il 27
Heterogeneity: Chit=1.34, df=2 P =051 F=0% TR 0% 1 L o

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.08 (F=0.94)

Self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with binge eating

disorder at end of treatment

Favours Other Favours self-help (ED)

Figure 949: BMI
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 307 B.E KL IR 34 33E% -0.16 [-0.63, 0.32]
Peterson 2004 391 106 BT 383 T4 3 BE.4% 0.09[-0.25 047
Total (95% Cl} 102 103 100.0% 0.01 [-0.27, 0.28]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 067 df=1 (P=041}, F=0% =—1|J I:S p :IS 1IZ|=
Test far overall effect Z= 0.04 (P = 0.87) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 950: Bingeing
Self-help (ED) WLC %td. Mean Difference $td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carter 1988 93 11.7 3\ 138 103 25 301% -0.37 [-0.89, 0.14]
Feterson 2009 119 132 67 176 148 9 G9.59% -0.41 [-0.748,-0.07]
Total (95% CI) 102 94 100.0% -0.40 [-0.68, -0.11] +
Heterogeneity: Chi= 001, df=1 (F=0.91); F= 0% =-1D 55 ) % 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 2.74 (P = 0.006) Favours Sel-help (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 951: EDE-eating concern
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 2 16 35 37 11 25 26.6% -118[1.74 -063] -
FPetersan 2008 1.4 12 67 1.3 11 B9 T3I4% 0.09 [F0.25, 0.42]
Total (95% CI) 102 94 100.0% -0.25 [-0.54, 0.04]
Heterogeneity Chif=14.65 df=1 (P=00001), F=83% f ; T ; |
Testfor averall effect Z=1.72 (P = 0.09) o o o 2 10
) : : Favours Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 952: EDE-shape concern
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S3SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 37r 18 35 46 04 25 28.9% -0B6[-1.18,-013] Ll
Fetersan 2008 31 13 67 31 12 B9 F1.1% 0.00 [0.34, 0.34]
Total (95% CI) 102 94 100.0% -0.19 [-0.47, 0.09]
Heterogeneity Chif=422 df=1 (P=004), F=76% =—1D % p % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.31 (P=0.19) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours WLG
Figure 953: EDE-weight concern
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S3SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 31 14 36 37 1 25 29.5% -0.46 [-0.98, 0.08]
Fetersan 2008 31 12 67 311 69 70.5% 0.00 [0.34, 0.34]
Total (95% CI) 102 94 100.0% 0.14 [-0.42, 0.15]
B 2o - - E= | t T } |
Heterogeneity, Chif=213, df=1 (P=014); F=53% r 5 o : 0

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.94 {F = 0.35)

Favours Self-help (ED) Favours WLC
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Figure 954: EDE-restraint
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S3SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 21 14 36 26 14 25 29T7% -0.35[-0.87, 0.16]
Petarsan 2008 16 12 BT 15 1.3 B9 T70.3% 0.08 [-0.26, 0.432]
Total (95% CI) 102 94 100.0% -0.05 [-0.33, 0.23]
Heterogeneity Chi*=1.88 df=1 {F=017),F=47T% =—1D =5 5 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z= 034 (P=0.73) Favours Self-help (ED) Favours WLG
Figure 955: EDE-total
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1988 27 13 36 35 08 25 28T% S0F0[1.23,-018] -
Petersan 2009 23 1 BT 23 04 B3 71.3% 0.00[-0.34, 0.34]
Total (95% CI) 102 94 100.0% -0.20 [-0.49, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4,85, df=1 (P=0.03); F=79% =-1D 55 p % 1D=
Test for overall effect: Z=1.40 (P = 0.16) Favours Selt-help (ED) Favours WLG
Figure 956: Quality of life
Self-help (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CIl IV, Fixed, 95% CIl
Peterson 20049 886 1.2 57 a7 1% 53 100.0% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.44]
Total (95% CI) 57 53 100.0% 0.08 [-0.29, 0.45]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable I—'ID % 1 :53 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=042 (P = 0.67) Favours WLC Favours Self-help (ED)
Figure 957: Remission
Self-help (ED) WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Carter 1938 14 35 2 25 100.0% 536 [1.34, 21.36] . »
Total (95% Cl) 35 25 100.0% 5.36 [1.34, 21.36] —
Total events 14 2
R . H 1 1 1 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcahle 'D.'l sz DTS i é 1E|'
Testfor overall effect Z=2.38 (F=0.02) Favours WLC Favours Self-help (ED)
Internet self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults (unless
otherwise stated) with binge eating disorder at end of treatment
Figure 958: BMI in young people and adults
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
14.4.1 Adolescents
Jones 2008 1.86 059 46 1.68 054 47 44 6% -0.21 [[0.62, 0.20]
Subtotal {95% CI) 46 47 44.6% -0.21 [-0.62, 0.20]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.01 (P =0.31)
14.4.2 Adults
Carrard 2011 282 3} ¥ N8 a4 a7 354% 0.23[-0.23 0.68]
Shapiro 2007 3963 T7.88 22 M7 BB 22 200% 0.67 [0.06,1.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 59 53 554% 0.38[0.02,0.75]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.29, df=1 (P = 0.26); |*= 22%
Test for averall effect: 2= 2.06 (P = 0.04)
Total (95% CI) 105 106 100.0% 0.12 [-0.15, 0.39]
Heterageneity: Chi®= 5.82, df= 2 (P = 0.05); "= 66% =-1D % i % 1l2||
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.86 (F = 0.39) Favours Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=4.93, df=1 (P=0.03), F=77.9%
Figure 959: Bingeing
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Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
14.1.2 Adults
Carrard 2011 585 7.4 a7 91 &8 37 B3E% -0.44 [-10.90, 0.02]
Shapiro 2007 338 124 22 28T 073 22 36.4% 0.69[0.08,1.29]
Subtotal (95% CI) 59 59 100.0% -0.03 [-0.40, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=8.29, df=1 (P = 0.004); F= 88%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.15 (P = 0.88)
Total (95% CI) 59 59 100.0% -0.03 [-0.40, 0.34]
Heterageneity: Chi®= 8.29, df=1 (P = 0.004); = 88% 5_1 0 5 b 5 1u=
Testfar averall Eﬁe':,t Z=015(P= D'EB_) Favours Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC
Test far subgraup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 960: Depression in young people and adults
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
14.5.1 Adolescents
Jones 2008 963 83 46 1287 1041 47 55.8% -0.32 [-0.72, 0.08]
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 47 55.8% -0.32 [-0.72, 0.09]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect Z=1.591 (P=013)
14.5.2 Adults
Carrard 2011 10 7 37 132 46 a7 44.2% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08] :I
Subtotal {95% CI) 37 37 44.2% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.61 (P=0.11)
Total (95% CI) 83 84 100.0% -0.34 [-0.65, -0.04] L4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.04, df=1{P=0.84), F= 0% l 1 } !
Testf Il effect: Z=2.20 (P = 0.03 10 3 o 5 10
estior overall effect Z2=2.20 (P = 0.03) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 004, df=1 (P =084}, F=0%
Figure 961: EDE-shape concern
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 7T 13 a7 41 1.3 37 100.0% -0.30 [-0.76,0.18]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% -0.30 [-0.76, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Not applicakle t 1 1 } {
Testf llefiect Z=1.30 (P=0.19 10 = o 5 1
estfor overall efiect Z=1.30 (P = 0.13) Favours Internet 3H (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 962: EDE-restraint
Internet SH (ED) WwLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 17 14 a7 18 13 37 100.0% -0.01 [-0.47,0.45]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% -0.01 [-0.47, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 b % 0
Testfor overall effect Z=0.04 (P =087 Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 963: EDE-total
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 25 11 37 28 1 37 100.0% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 0 5 b 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.60 (F=011})

5
Favours Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC

Figure 964: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 19 7 3T 185 6.8 37 1000% 0.01 [0.44, 0.47]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% 0.01 [-0.44, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable e + 3 "

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.06 {F = 0.95)

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

197

5
Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC



—

w

(@]

~

[(e]

10

M.3.25.81
12

13

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Figure 965: EDI-drive for thinness
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 2.4 54 ar 11 44 37 100.0% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0%  -0.38[.0.84,0.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p =5 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.63 (F=0.10) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 966: EDI-bulimia
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 28 26 ar 59 44 37 100.0% -0.85[-1.33,-0.37]
Total (95% CI) T 37 100.0% -0.85 [1.33, -0.37] ’
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 I5 T é 1U=
Testfor averall effect 2= 3.49 (F=0.0005) Favours Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC
Figure 967: Quality of life
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 17167 a7 718 18 37 100.0% -0.01 [-0.46, 0.44]
Total (95% Cl) 37 37 100.0% -0.01 [-0.46, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 5_1 0 % 1 1 |
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.02 (F=0.98) Favours WLC Favours Internet SH (ED)
Figure 968: Global severity
Internet SH (ED) WwLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 06 0.4 ar 0a na 37 100.0% -0.44 [-0.90,0.032]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0%  -0.44 [-0.90,0.02]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 5_1 0 ES b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.86 (P = 0.08) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 969: Remission
Internet SH (ED) WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carrard 2011 13 ar 3 37 100.0% 4.33[1.35, 13.96] ¥
Total (95% CI) 3T 37 100.0% 4.33[1.35,13.96] e —
Total events 13 3
Oy L TR O S I
Estfor overall effect: 2= 2.48 (P = 0.01) Favours WLC Favours Internet SH (ED)
Internet self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls in adults (unless otherwise

stated) with binge eating disorder at follow-up

Figure 970:

BMI in young people and adults
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Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
14.20.1 Adolescents
Jones 2008 16 082 46 176 057 47 46.4% -0.27 [0.67,0.14]
Subtotal {95% CI) 46 47 46.4% -0.27 [-0.67,0.14]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=1.28 (F = 0.20)
14.20.2 Adults
Carrard 2011 29 6.3 7 VB a5 a7 37.0% 0.23 [0.22, 0.69]
Shapiro 2007 38.63 ] 19 3439 635 20 16.6% 0.55 [0.14,1.23]
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 57 53.6% 0.33 [-0.05, 0.71]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.5, df=1 (P = 0.46), 7= 0%
Testfar averall effect: Z=1.71 (P = 0.09)
Total (95% CI) 98 104 100.0% 0.05 [-0.22, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.96, df=2 (P =0.08); "= 0% f 1 1 ! |
Testf Il effect Z=0.38 (P=0.71 10 > o 5 10
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.38 (P = 0.71) Favours Internet 3H (ED) Favours WLC

Test far subgroup differences: Chi*=4.40, df=1 (P =0.04), F=77.3%

Std. Mean Difference

Figure 971: Bingeing
Internet SH (ED} WLC
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

14.19.2 Adults

Carrard 2011 58 74 a7 52 845 37 BB.3%
Shapiro 2007 258 1.56 15 25 1.2 20 NT%
Subtotal {95% CI) 52 57 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 000, df=1 (P=047) F=0%

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.25 (F = 0.80)

Total {(95% CI) 52 57 100.0%

Heterogeneity, Chi®= 000, df=1 (P=087) F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.25 (F = 0.80)
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot apnlicable

0.04 F0.41, 0.50]
0.06 FO.B1, 0.73]
0.05 [-0.33, 0.42]

0.05 [-0.33, 0.42]

-10 -5 0

5
Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC

10

Heterageneity: Chi®= 3.26, df=1 (F = 0.07); F= 69%

Figure 972: Depression in young people and adults
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
14.21.1 Adolescents
Jones 2008 1242 11549 46 1049 11.21 47 86.1% 017 [-0.24, 0.58]
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 47 56.1% 0.17 [-0.24, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.81 (P=0.42)
14.21.2 Adults
Carrard 2011 77 5.4 ¥y 106 8.3 a7 4358% -0.40 [-0.86, 0.06]
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 37 43.9% -0.40 [-0.86, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.70 (P = 0.05)
Total (95% Cl) 83 84 100.0% -0.08 [-0.39, 0.22]
5 0

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.52 (P = 0.60)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 3.26, df=1 (P=0.07), F= 63.3%

10 - 5
Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC

Figure 973: EDE-shape concern
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 249 14 ar 33149 37 100.0% -0.23 [[0.69,0.23]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% -0.23 [-0.69, 0.23]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable o £ b 10

Testforoverall effect Z=088 {F=0.32)

5
Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC

Figure 974: EDE-restraint
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup _ Mean SO Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 1.3 1.1 a7 1.2 13 37 100.0% 0.08 [0.37,0.54]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testforoverall effect Z=0.35 (P =0.72)

0.08 [-0.37, 0.54]

10 5 0 5
Favaurs Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC

10 Figure 975: EDE-total
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Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 1.4 11 ar 2314 37 100.0% -0.30[-0.76, 0.16]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% -0.30 [-0.76, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.29 (F = 0.20) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 976: EDI-drive for thinness
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 a4 47 7 T8 B 3ar 100.0% -0.44 [-0.90, 0.02]
Total {95% CI) v 37 100.0% -0.44 [-0.90, 0.02]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 1 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 1.87 (F = 0.06) Favours Internet SH (ED) Favours WLC
Figure 977: EDI-bulimia
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 1.7 1.9 ar 25 24 37 100.0% -0.32 078, 0.14]
Total (95% CI) T 37 100.0% -0.32 [-0.78,0.14]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 ? % 1D=
Testforaverall effect Z=1.33 (F=0.17) Favours Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC
Figure 978: Quality of life
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Carrard 2011 8.2 148 Krs TE 202 37 100.0% 012 [0.33,058]
Total (95% CI) 37 37 100.0% 0.12 [-0.33, 0.58]
Heterageneity. Mot applicable =-1D 55 b % 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.53 (P = 0.60) Favours WLC Favours Internet SH (ED)
Figure 979: Global severity
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Carrard 2011 04 03 ar 0a 03 37 100.0% -033F0758,013]
Total (95% CI) 3T 37 100.0% -0.33[-0.79,0.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 ? % 1D=
Testforaverall effect Z=1.41 (F=0.18) Favours Internet SH (ED)  Favours WLC
Figure 980: Remission
Internet SH (ED) WLC Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Carrard 2011 16 ar 8 37 100.0% 2.00[0.98, 409 1
Total {95% CI) 37 37 100.0%  2.00 [0.98, 4.09] |~ —
Total events 16 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable '0.1 sz 055 1 é 1EI'

Testfor overall effect: £=1.80 (P = 0.08)

Guided self-help (ED) compared with guided self-help i
disorder at end of treatment

Figure 981: BMI

Guided SH (ED) 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 5td. Mean Difference

Favours WLC Favours Internet SH (ED)

n adults with binge eating

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Grilo 2005 331 58 37 345 88 38 100.0% -0.19 [-0.64, 0.27]

Total {95% CI) 37 38 100.0% -0.19 [-0.64, 0.27]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle |_1 0 '5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor averall effect Z=0.80 (P =0.42)

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
200

Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2



10
11

12
13

14

M.3.25.105
16

17

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Figure 982: Bingeing

Guided SH (ED} 1 Guided SH (ED) 2

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 38 6.1 ar 7.3 8.2 38 100.0% -0.48 [-0.94,-0.02]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0% -0.48 [-0.94, -0.02] . 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 4 1 é 1D=
Testior overall efiect 2= 2.04 (P = 0.04) Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2
Figure 983: Depression
Guided SH (ED} 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 9.5 94 ar 12 103 38 100.0% -0.25 071, 0.20]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0% -0.25 [-0.71, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 4 1 é 1D=
Testior overall efiect Z=1.08 (P = 0.28) Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2
Figure 984: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH (ED) 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 1.8 1.3 ar 24 14 38 100.0% -0.44 [-0.90, 0.02]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0% -0.44 [-0.90, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 4 1 é 1D=
Testior overall efiect Z=1.88 (P = 0.08) Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2
Figure 985: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH (ED) 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 36 1.6 ar 38 1.7 38 100.0% -012 087, 0.33]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0% -0.12 [-0.57, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I_1 0 _I T é 1D=
Testior overall efiect Z=0.52 (P = 0.60) Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2
Figure 986: EDE-weight concern
Guided SH (ED) 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 32 14 ar 3.2 14 38 100.0% 0.00[-0.45, 0.45]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0% 0.00 [-0.45, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I_1 0 _I T é 1D=
Testior overall efiect Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2
Figure 987: EDE-restraint
Guided SH (ED) 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 21 1.3 ar 26 1.3 38 100.0% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0% -0.38 [-0.84, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I_1 0 _I T é 1D=
Testior overall efiect 2= 1.63 (P = 0.10) Favours Guided SH (ED) 1 Favours Guided SH (ED) 2
Figure 988: Remission
Guided SH (ED) 1 Guided SH (ED) 2 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo 2005 22 ar ] 38 100.0% 2.81[1.34, 4.71]
Total (95% CI) 37 38 100.0%  2.51[1.34,4.71] —
Total events 22 ]
ity i I t t 1 } |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 01 0z 05 3 : 10

Testfor overall effect: Z= 287 (P = 0.004)

Favours Guided SH (ED) 2 Favours Guided SH (ED) 1

Internet self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with binge
eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 989: BMI

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

201



Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Internet SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Shapiro 2007 3963 788 2?37 945 22 100.0% 0.22[-0.38,0.81]
Total (95% CI) 22 22 100.0% 0.22[-0.38, 0.81]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P % 3 % 1E|=
1 Testfar overall effect 2= 071 (P =0.48) Favours Internet SH Favours Other

2 Figure 990: Bingeing

Internet SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Shapiro 2007 3963 7.88 22 3772 945 22 100.0% 0.22[-0.38, 0.81]
Total (95% CI) 22 22 100.0% 0.22 [0.38, 0.81]
e 2 -0 I T S B
3 estfor overall effect 2= 0.71 (F = 0.48) Favours Internet 3H Fawours Other

M.3.25.114 Internet self-help (ED) compared with any other intervention in adults with binge
5 eating disorder at follow-up

6 Figure 991: BMI

Internet SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Shapiro 2007 3863 ] 15 3703 1048 13 100.0% 016 [-0.58, 0.90]
Total (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% 0.16 [-0.58, 0.90]

10 5 0 g 10
Favours Internet SH Favours Other

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect 7= 0.42 (P = 0.67)

8 Figure 992: Bingeing

Internet SH Other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Shapiro 2007 258 158 15 208 0ET 13 100.0% 0.39[-0.36, 1.14]
Total (95% CI) 15 13 100.0% 0.39 [0.36, 1.15]
e 28 00 S T S B
9 estfor overall effect 2=1.03 (F = 0.30) Favours Internet 3H Fawours Other

M.3.260 Any eating disorder and self-help

M.3.26.11 Internet self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls (WLC) in adults with any eating
12 disorder at end of treatment

13 Figure 993: BMI

Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hotzel 2013 2088 364 103 2056 32 109 100.0% 010017, 0.37]
Total (95% Cl) 103 109 100.0% 0.10 [-0.17, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p is 2 :53 1D=
14 Testfor overall effect 7= 0.70 (F = 0.48) Favours WLC Favours Internet SH
15 Figure 994: Vomiting
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hotzel 2013 B.72 92 103 89 1081 108 1000% -0.21 [-0.48, 0.06]
Total {95% Cl) 103 109 100.0% -0.21 [-0.48, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 A =5 B :=5 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z=1.596 (F =012} Favours Internet SH  Favours WLC

16
17 Figure 995: Depression
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Internet SH (ED) WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Gulec 2014 14.28 11.34 36 18.23 1342 42 100.0% -0.31 [-0.76, 0.14]
Total (95% CI) 36 42 100.0% -0.31 [-0.76, 0.14]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble 5_1 0 =5 p % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=136{F=017) Favours Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 996: EDE-eating concern
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gulec 2014 23 1.7 36 2 1.48 42 267% 0.19 [-0.26, 0.63]
Hotzel 2013 279 138 103 291 1.39 109 7F33% -0.08 [-0.36, 0.18]
Total {95% CI) 139 151 100.0% -0.01 [-0.24,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.08, df=1 (P = 0.300; F= 5% =_1 0 55 3 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (P =0.491) Favours Internet SH  Favours WLC
Figure 997: EDE-shape concern
Internet SH (ED) WwWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gulec 2014 344 168 36 283 1.47 42 265% 0.31 [-0.14, 0.76]
Hotzel 2013 408 1358 103 403 139 109 735% 0.01 [-0.25, 0.28]
Total {95% CI) 139 151 100.0% 0.09 [-0.14, 0.33]
Heterogeneity, Chif=1.24, df=1 (P =027); "= 19% I_1 0 % 3 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=079(F=10.43) Favours Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 998: EDE-weight concern
Internet SH (ED) WwWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gulec 2014 302 161 3 253 14 42 266% 0.31 [-0.14, 0.76]
Hotzel 2013 A7 145 103 362 139 109 TFId% 0.07 [-0.20,0.34]
Total {95% CI) 139 151 100.0% 0.13 [-0.10, 0.37]
Heterogeneity, Chif= 0.83, df=1 (P = 0.36);*=0% I_1 0 % 3 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (F=0.29) Favours Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 999: EDE-restraint
Internet SH (ED) WwWLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gulec 2014 216 1.78 36 287 1.78 42 26.4% -0.39 [-0.84, 0.06]
Hotzel 2013 351 15 103 348 135 109 7F36% 0.02[0.25 0.29]
Total {(95% CI) 139 151 100.0% -0.09[0.32,0.14]
Heterogeneity: Chif=2.41, df=1 (P=012); F=53% I_1 0 % 1 :13 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=074(F=0.449) Favours Internet SH Favours WLC
Figure 1000: EDE-total
Internet SH (ED) WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gulec 2014 24 147 36 291 147 42 100.0% -0.34 078, 0.11]
Total (95% CI) 36 42 100.0% -0.34 [-0.79, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 1_1 0 -'5 ﬁ 10'

Testfor overall effect Z=1.580(F=0.13

Favours Internet SH Favours W

5
LC

Guided self-help (ED) compared with wait list controls in adults with any eating

disorder at end of treatment

Figure 1001: BMI
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Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Traviss 2011 288 841 42 271 106 38 100.0% 018 [0.26, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% 0.18 [-0.26, 0.61]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle 5_1 0 IS Ell é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.79 (P =043} Favours WLC Favours Guided SH
2 Figure 1002: Bingeing
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Trawizs 2011 ¥ a6 42 11 EO 39 100.0% -0.07 [-0.80, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% -0.07 [0.50, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 I5 ; é 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z=0.31 {P = 0.76) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
4 Figure 1003: Exercise frequency
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Trawiss 2011 I 42 14 25 38 100.0% 0.02[-0.42 0.45]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% 0.02 [0.42, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 5 % 1U=
Testfor overall effect £=0.08 (P =0.93) Favours Guided 8H Favours WLC
6 Figure 1004: Vomiting
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Tramiss 2011 288 841 42 271 108 39 100.0% 018 [0.26, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% 0.18 [-0.26, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 D 55 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=079 (P=0.43) Favours WLC Favours Guided SH
8 Figure 1005: Laxative use
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Trawiss 2011 3 2B 42 10 E0 38 100.0% -015 [-0.A9, 0.249]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% 0.15 [-0.59, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 IS 3 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.67 (P =0.50) Favours Guided 8H Favours WLC
10 Figure 1006: EDE-eating concern
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Traviss 2011 272173 42 375 167 38 100.0% -0.60[-1.05,-0.14]
Total {95% Cl) 42 39 100.0% 0.60 [-1.05, -0.15] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P is 2 :53 1D=
1 1 Testfor overall effect: Z= 263 (F=0.008) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
12 Figure 1007: EDE-shape concern
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Tramiss 2011 388 1.78 42 481 1.25 39 100.0% -0.89[-1.03,-0.14]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% -0.59 [1.03, 0.14] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 D IS 3 :=3 1D=
1 3 Testfor overall effect: Z= 259 (P=0.010) Favours Cuided SH Favours WLC
14 Figure 1008: EDE-weight concern
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Guided SH WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Traviss 2011 361 1.79 42 475 1497 39 100.0% -0.60[-1.05,-0.15]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% -0.60 [-1.05, -0.15] L
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle 5_1 0 IS Ell é 1D=
Test for overall effect £=2.64 (P =0.008) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
Figure 1009: EDE-restraint
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Traviss 2011 2.5 2.08 42 347 182 39 100.0% -0.49[-0.93,-0.09]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% -0.49 [-0.93, -0.05] [
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 D 55 3 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=217 (P=0.03) Favours Cuided SH Favours WLC
Figure 1010: EDE-total
Guided SH WLC 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Traviss 2011 318 1.487 42 419 1.35 39 100.0% -0.68[-1.13,-0.23]
Total (95% CI) 42 39 100.0% -0.68 [-1.13, -0.23] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 D =5 ] :=5 1D=
Test for overall effect £=2.97 (P=0.003) Favours Guided SH Favours WLC
Guided self-help (ED) compared with treatment as usual (TAU) in adults with any
eating disorder at end of treatment
Figure 1011: Morgan-Russell menstrual function
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 B.5T 5.4 1149 TAT 5.4 120 100.0% -0.18 [-0.44, 0.07]
Total {(95% Cl) 119 120 100.0% 20.18 [-0.44, 0.07]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle =1D % t 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.42 (P = 0.15) Favours TAU Favours Internet GSH(ED)
Figure 1012: Bulimic symptoms
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 0.a7 0.7 106 0.re 0.9 120 100.0% -0.26 [-0.52, 0.00]
Total (95% Cl) 106 120 100.0% -0.26 [-0.52, 0.00]
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle =-1D 15 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.92 (F = 0.05) Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU
Figure 1013: General psychopathology
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 0.47 04 113 051 0.4 120 100.0% -0.10[-0.35 018]
Total {95% Cl} 119 120 100.0% -0.10 [-0.35, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle =-1D I5 ﬁ :IS 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.77 (P = 0.44) Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU
Figure 1014: Global clinical score
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 348 1.6 119 3.8 1.8 120 100.0% -0.21 [-0.47, 0.04]
Total (95% Cl) 119 120 100.0% 20.21 [-0.47, 0.04]
Heterageneity: Mat applicakle :-1D 55 5 é 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.64 (P =0.10}

Figure 1015: Depression

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
205

Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU



M.3.270
11

12

13
14

15
16

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 11 08 106 1.28 na 113 100.0% -0.20[-0.46, 0.07]
Total (95% CI) 106 113 100.0% -0.20 [-0.46, 0.07]
ity i } } ) } |
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle o = b 5 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.47 (P=0.14)

Figure 1016: EDE-total

Favours Internet GSH(ED) Fawvours TAU

Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 58.91 397 106 6941 39.2 113 100.0% -0.27 [-0.53,-0.00]
Total (95% CI) 106 113 100.0% -0.27 [-0.53, -0.00] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle '-1D _|5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect Z=1.97 (P =0.08)

Figure 1017: EDI-body dissatisfaction

Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU

Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 9.97 74 106 11.85 7.6 113 100.0% -0.24 [-0.51, 0.02]
Total (95% CI) 106 113 100.0% -0.24 [-0.51, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Not applicahle =-1D _i T t 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 1.78 (F=0.07) Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU
Figure 1018: EDI-drive for thinness
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 7.41 65 106 5.54 6.7 113 100.0% -0.17 [-0.44, 0.08]
Total (95% Cl} 106 113 100.0% -0.17 [-0.44, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle =-1D I5 1 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.26 (F = 0.21) Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU
Figure 1019: EDI-bulimia
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2012 2.08 3.8 1086 2TE 449 113 100.0% -0.15[-0.42,0.11]
Total (95% Cl) 106 113 100.0% 0.15[-0.42, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle :-1D % 5 é 1D:
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P = 0.26) Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAL
Guided self-help (ED) compared with treatment as usual (TAU) in adults with
any eating disorder at follow-up
Figure 1020: General psychopathology
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2013 0.51 0.4 g2 0.54 0.5 116 100.0% -0.07 [-0.34, 0.21]
Total (95% Cl) 92 116 100.0% -0.07 [-0.34, 0.21]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicakle ' ! T ! |
Testfl Il effect Z= 0.47 (P = 0.64 10 S v 3 1
estfor overall effect Z=0.47 (P = 0.64) Favours Internet GSH(ED) Favours TAU
Figure 1021: Morgan-Russell menstrual function
Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2013 T.94 .4 92 T.A4 .3 116 100.0% 0.07 [-0.20, 0.35]
Total {(95% Cl) 92 116 100.0% 0.07 [-0.20, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle '-1D _|5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect Z= 053 (P = 0.59)

Figure 1022: Bulimic symptoms
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Internet GSH (ED) Treatment as usual 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fichter 2013 0.44 0.6 92 049 0.8 116 100.0% -0.21 [-0.48, 0.07]
Total (95% CI) 92 116 100.0% -0.21 [-0.48, 0.07]
ity i } } ) }
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle o = b 5 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.49 (P =0.14)

Family therapy for anorexia nervosa

Favours Internet GSH(ED) Fawvours TAU

General family therapy versus nutritional counselling in adults with anorexia nervosa

at end of treatment

Figure 1023: Weight (kg)

General Family Therapy Nutritional Counselling Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD__ Total _Mean sD__ Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI v, Fixed, 95% CI
Hall 1987 451 TE 15 46 6 15 100.0% -0.13 [-0.85, 0.59]
Total (95% Cl) 15 15 1000%  -0.13[-0.85,0.59]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

" _ 10 5 0 5 10
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.35 (F = 0.72) Favours Mutri Counselling  Favours Family Therapy
Figure 1024: Regular menstruation
General Family Therapy  Nutritional Counselling Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% C| M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Hall 1887 3 15 3 15 1000%  1.00[0.24, 4.18]
Total (95% CI 15 15 100.0%  1.00[0.24, 4.18]
Total events 3 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable k t t T i } |
e _ 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 g 10
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Mutri Counselling  Favours Family Therapy
Figure 1025: Amenorrheic
General Family Therapy  Nutritional Counselling Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% C| M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Hall 1887 g 15 10 15 100.0%  0.80[0.44,1.49]
Total {(95% CI 15 15 100.0%  0.80[0.44, 1.45]
Total events a 10
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable [ t t T + } |
o _ 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 1] 10
Testfar averall effect: 2= 0.74 (P = 0.46) Favours Family Therapy Fawours Mutri Counselling
Figure 1026: Global clinical score
General Family Therapy Hutritional Counselling Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hall 1987 8.8 0.5 15 T8 0.5 15 100.0% 1.95[1.06, 2.84]
Total (95% CIy 15 15 100.0% 1.95 [1.06, 2.84] e
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1D 1 } 105

Test for averall effect: 2= 4.20 (P = 0.0001})
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Family therapy-ED and treatment as usual versus treatment as usual in young
2 inpatients with anorexia nervosa at end of treatment
3 Figure 1027: Remission (ITT)
Family Therapy-ED TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Godart 2012 12 30 ] 30 100.0% 2.401[0.986, 5.98] 1
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0%  2.40[D.96, 5.98] e —
Total events 12 ]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I t t ! 1 |
o _ 0.1 0z 0.5 2 ] 10
4 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.88 (P = 0.08 Favours TALY Favours Family Therapy-ED
5 Figure 1028: BMI
Family Therapy-ED TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C| I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Godart 2012 176 11 0 1F7Aa 04 30 100.0% 0.10 [F0.41, 0.60]
Total (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.10 [-0.41, 0.60]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 5 é 1D=
6 Test for overall effect: Z= 038 (P=0.70) Favours TAU  Favours Family Therapy-ED
7 Figure 1029: No. of patients >=BMI 10" percentile (age-sex corrected)
Family Therapy-ED TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Godart 2012 16 30 g 29 100.0% 1.931[0.58, 3.81] 1
Total (95% CI) 30 29 100.0%  1.93[0.98, 3.81] —~eni——
Total events 16 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable ) t t t } {
T _ 0.1 0.z 0.5 2 g 10
Testior overall effect: Z=1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours TAL Fawours Family Therapy-ED
9 Figure 1030: EDI Total
Family Therapy-ED TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI1 IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Godart 2012 482 248 30 474 284 29 100.0% 0.03 [-0.48 0.54]
Total {95% CI) 30 29 100.0% 0.03 [-0.48, 0.54]
Heterogeneity; Mat applicable 52 51 ? 1’ é
10 Testforoverall effect 2= 0.10(F = 0.92 Favours Family Therapy-ED  Fawaurs TAU
11 Figure 1031: Global functioning
Family Therapy-ED TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Godart 2012 7.6 22 i 7122 29 100.0% 0.22[0.28 0.74]
Total (95% CI) 30 29 100.0% 0.22[-0.29, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 3 é 10:
1 2 Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.86 (P = 0.34) Favours Family Therapy-ED  Fawours TAU
13 Figure 1032: Amenorrheic patients
Family Therapy-ED TAU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Godart 2012 11 30 19 29 100.0% 0.56[0.33, 0.96]
Total (95% Cl) 30 20 100.0%  0.56 [D.33, 0.96] —anii——
Total events 11 19
o Y o R N T
14 estfor overall effect Z=2.11 (P = 0.03) Favaurs Family Therapyw-ED  Favaurs TAU
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1 Figure 1033: Hospitalizations to end of treatment
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Family Therapy-ED Tau Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Godart 2012 10 a0 14 29 100.0% 063 [0.37,1.30] —
Total (95% Cl) 30 29 100.0%  0.69[0.37, 1.30] —eegli——
Total events 10 14
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I t t t I |
e _ 01 02 0.5 2 5 10
Testforoverall effiect: Z=1.15 (P = 0.25 Favours Family Therapy-ED  Fawours TAU
Family therapy-ED versus general family therapy in young people with anorexia
nervosa at end of treatment
Figure 1034: Remission (ITT)
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% C|
Agras 2014 26 a2 20 82 100.0%  1.30(0.79,2.14]
Total {95% Cl) 82 82 100.0%  1.30[0.79,2.14]
Total events 26 20
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 501 052 055 ; é é 1D=

Testfor averall effect Z2=1.04 (P = 0.30)

Figure 1035: Percentage of ideal body weight

Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy

Sitd. Mean Difference

Favours General FT Favours Family Therapy-ED

Sitd. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total WWeight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2014 016207 015939 7a 80 100.0% 016 F0.15, 0.47]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% 0.16 [-0.15, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1E| =5 1 é 1U}
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.02 (P=0.31) Favours General FT Favours Family Therapy-ED
Figure 1036: Yale-Brown-Cornell Eating Disorder Scale
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 -0.17989 015045 Ta 80 100.0% -0.18[0.48,013]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% -0.18 [-0.49, 0.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D y T :13 101
Testfor averall effect Z=1.13 (F = 0.26) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours General FT
Figure 1037: EDE Global
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 -0.2633 015981 7a 80 100.0% -0.26 [-0.58, 0.05]
Total (95% Cly 78 30 100.0% 0.26 [-0.58, 0.05]
. ; + T + d
oo I R S N N
estforaverall effect Z2=1.65 (F = i Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours General FT
Figure 1038: Depression
Family Therapy ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total WWeight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% Cl
Agras 2014 0.09058 015921 78 80 100.0% 0.09}0.22,0.40]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% 0.09[-0.22,0.40]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1EI 4 T I 1EI}
Test for overall efiect Z= 0.57 (P = 0.57) Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours General FT
Figure 1039: Quality of life
Family Therapy-ED General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight W, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Agras 2014 -0.148916 0150835 Ta 80 100.0% -0.14[-0.46, 0.16]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% -0.15 [-0.46, 0.16]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =—1D t 1 t 101

Testforoverall effect: Z=0.94 (P = 0.35)

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
209

-5 1} i
Favours Farnily Therapy-ED Favours General FT



M.3.28.41
2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Family therapy-ED versus general family therapy in young people with anorexia

nervosa at follow up

Figure 1040: Remission (ITT)

Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fizxed, 95% C|
Agras 2014 32 82 31 82 100.0% 1.03[0.70,1.52]
Total (95% Cly g2 82 100.0%  1.03[0.70, 1.52]
Total events 32 H

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle .D y D.2
Testfor averall effect Z=016 (P=0.87) ) )

Figure 1041: Percentage of ideal body

05 1 2 5 10
Favours General FT Favours Family Therapy-ED

Family Therapy ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fized, 95% C1 IV, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 016207 015939 7a 80 100.0% 016 F0.15,0.47]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% 0.16 [-0.15, 0.47]

Heterogeneity. Mot applicable k

- B T - 5 10
Test for overall effect Z=1.02 (P =0.31) Favours General FT  Favours Family Therapy-ED
Figure 1042: Yale-Brown-Cornell Eating Disorder Scale
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I/, Fixed, 95% CI I/, Fixed, 05% CI
Agras 2014 -0.17989 015945 78 a0 100.0% -0.18[-0.49,013]
Total (95% Cly 7B 80 100.0% -0.18[-0.49,0.13]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable =-1E| 1 T t P
Testfor averall effect 2= 1.13 (P = 0.28) Fawaurs Family Therapy-ED Favours General FT
Figure 1043: EDE-global
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 -0.2833 015981 Ta 80 100.0% -0.26 [-0.58, 0.05]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% -0.26 [-0.58, 0.05]
e S S S N
estior overall effect 2=1.65 (F = 0.10) Favaurs Farnily Therapy-ED - Favours General FT
Figure 1044: General psychopathology
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 027146 015986 ekl 40 49.8% 0.27 [0.04, 0.58] ——
Agras 2014 0.09058 015921 ekl 40 50.2% 0.09 [0.22, 0.40] —
Tatal (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% 0.18 [-0.04, 0.40] -
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 064, df=1 (P =042 F=0% 51 -DIS DIS 1’
Testfar overall effect 7= 1.60 (7 = 0.11) Favaurs Family Therapy-ED  Favours General FT
Figure 1045: Depression
Family Therapy-ED General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup __ Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 0.08058 015921 Ta 80 100.0% 0.08[}0.22, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 78 80 100.0% 0.09[-0.22,0.40]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =_1 =5 3 % 101
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.57 (P = 0.57) Favaurs Family Therapy-ED Fawours General FT
Figure 1046: Quality of life
Family Therapy-ED  General Family Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Agras 2014 -0.14916 0.15935 7a 80 100.0% -0.15[-0.46, 0.16]
Total (95% Cl 78 80 100.0% -0.15 [-0.46, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D + T t 101

Testforoverall effect: Z=0.94 (P = 0.35)
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

M.3.28.51 Family therapy-ED versus any other family intervention in young people with anorexia
2 nervosa at end of treatment

3 Figure 1047: Percentage of ideal body weight

Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuidy or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 91.3 7.3 12 863 8.2 13 100.0% -062[-1.43,019]
Total (95% Cly 12 13 100.0% -0.62[-1.43,0.19]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable |_1 0 |5 B é 1El=
4 Test for overall effect 2= 1.51 (P = 0.13) Favours any other family  Favaurs Family Therapy-ED
5 Figure 1048: EDI-bulimia
Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 1.2 2 12 25 26 13 100.0% -0.54 [-1.34, 0.26]
Total (95% Cly 12 13 100.0% -0.54 [-1.34, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 p é 1D=
6 Testfor overall effect £=1.32 (P=0.19) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any other family
7 Figure 1049: EDI-drive for thinness
Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 12.3 TA 12 133 7B 13 100.0% -013[-0.91, 0.66]
Total (95% Cly 12 13 100.0% -0.13[-0.91, 0.66]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 ; é 1D=
8 Test for overall effect 2= 0.32 (P = 0.75) Favaurs Family Therapy-ED Favours any ather family
9 Figure 1050: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 106 9.2 12 122 6.1 13 100.0% -0.20[-0.99, 0.59]
Total (95% Cly 12 13 100.0% -0.20[-0.99, 0.59]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =_1 0 =5 D é 1D=
1 0 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.50 (P = 0.62) Favours Family Therapy-ED Fawours any other family
11 Figure 1051: General psychopathology
Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 1.2 0.7 12 1.2 0.6 13 100.0% 0.00[-0.78, 0.78]
Total (95% CI) 12 13 100.0% 0.00 [-0.78, 0.78]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 p é 1D=
1 2 Testfor overall effect Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favaurs Family Therapy-ED Favours any ather family
13 Figure 1052: Depression
Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean Sh Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 122 T4 12 154 44 13 100.0% -0.501[-1.30,0.30]
Total (95% Cly 12 13 100.0% -0.50[-1.30, 0.30]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 D é 105
1 4 Test for overall effect 2=1.22 (P = 0.12) Favaurs Family Therapy-ED Favours any ather family
15 Figure 1053: Family functioning
Family Therapy-ED Any other family Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Geist 2000 2.2 85 12 4558 7T 13 100.0% -0.43[1.23,0.37]
Total (95% Cly 12 13 100.0% -0.43[-1.23, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 p é 1D=
16 Testfor overall effect 2= 1.06 (P=0.29) Favours Farmily Therapy-ED Favours any other farnily
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Multi-family therapy-ED versus family therapy-ED in young people with anorexia

nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 1054: Remission (ITT)

Multi-Family Therapy-AH

Family Therapy-AH

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Stuchy or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Eigler 2016 65 a5 48 82 100.0% 1.31[1.05,1.62]
Total (95% Cly a5 g2 100.0% 1.31[1.05, 1.62] <
Total events 64 48
T o RN N B
estfor overall effect 2= 2.41 (P = 0.02) Favaurs FT-AN  Favours MFT-AM
Figure 1055: BMI
Mutti-Family Therapy-aN Family Therapy-aN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.2.1 Change Scores
Eisler 2016 3.0 0.9g 85 261 1.04 82 100.0% 0.39[0.09, 0.70]
Subtotal (95% Cly 85 82 100.0% 0.39 [0.09, 0.70]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 252 (F=0.01)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours FT-AMN  Favours MET-AMN
Figure 1056: %mBMI
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
$.3.1 Change Scores
Eigler 2016 13.08 493 85 1084 508 82 100.0% 0.451[0.14,0.74]
Subtotal (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% 0.45[0.14, 0.75]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=2.84 (P =0.004)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 g 10
Fawours FT-AM  Favours MFT-ARMN
9 Figure 1057: EDE-dietary restraint
Mutti-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.5.1 Change scores
Eigler 2016 -0.93 115 85 -1.38 1.2 82 100.0% 0.38 [0.08, 0.64]
Subtotal (95% Cly 85 82 100.0% 0.38 [0.08, 0.69]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=2.44 (F=0.01)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 ] 10
Favaours MFT-AN  Favours FT-AM
11 Figure 1058: EDE-eating concern
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.6.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -0.7 1.03 85 -0.83 1.1 82 100.0% 012018, 043]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.12[-0.18, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overalleffect Z=0783(F=043)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 g 10

12
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6

Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Woeight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.7.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -0.74 1.37 a5 -1.28 1.32 82 100.0% 0.42[011,0.72]
Subtotal (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% 0.42 [0.11, 0.72]
Heterogeneity: Kot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z£=2.65 (P =0.008)
10 -5 0 5 10
2 Favours MFT-AMN  Favours FT-ARN
3 Figure 1060: EDE-weight concern
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.8.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -0.549 1.25 85 -1.03 126 82 100.0% 0.35[0.04, 0.65]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.35 [0.04, 0.65]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=224 (P=003)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
4 Favours MFT-AN  Favours FT-AM
5 Figure 1061: Depression
Multti-Family Therapy-aN Family Therapy-aN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean Sh Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.9.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -5.91 10,08 85 -B.82 1037 82 100.0% 0.28 [-0.02,0.59]
Subtotal (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% 0.28 [-0.02, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Kot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.82 (F=0.07)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours MFT-AMN  Favours FT-AN
7 Figure 1062: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory — positive
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.10.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 113 499 85 042 469 82 100.0% 0.15[F0.16,0.45]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.15[-0.16, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=10.94 (P =0.35)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 10

8
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1 Figure 1059: EDE-shape concern

5
Fawours FT-AM  Favours MFT-AM

9 Figure 1063: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-negative

10

Mutti-Family Therapy-aN Family Therapy-aN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.11.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -15.81 26.06 85 1359 254 82 100.0% -0.09 [0.39, 0.22]
Subtotal (95% Cly 85 82 100.0%

-0.09 [-0.39, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.55 (F = 0.58)

I
-10
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1 Figure 1064: Service user experience

Multi-Family Therapy-AN  Family Therapy-AN Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI1
5.12.1 Carer
Eisler 2016 29 49 27 47 100.0% 1.03[0.73,1.45]
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 47 100.0%  1.03[0.73, 1.45]
Tatal events 29 27
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 017 (P = 0.86)
5.12.2 Patient
Eizler 2016 13 42 13 37 100.0% 0.88[0.47,1.65] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 42 37 100.0% 0.88[0.47, 1.65]
Tatal events 13 13

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 0358 (P = 0.69)

\
05 2 5

12
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Favaurs MFT-AN  Favours FT-AM

o1 02 10
2 Favours FT-AM  Favours Multi-FT-AMN
M.3.28.73 Multi-family therapy-ED versus family therapy-ED in young people with anorexia
4 nervosa at follow up
5 Figure 1065: Remission (ITT)
Multi-Family Therapy-AN  Family Therapy-AN Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI1
Eigler 2016 BE a5 47 82 100.0% 1.35[1.09, 1.6849]
Total (95% Cly 85 82 1000%  1.35[1.09, 1.69] <
Total events 66 a7
o ) | , , , , )
et o CENCER N N N BT
6 est for overall effect: Z=2.72 (P= 0.007) Fawvours FT-AN  Favours MFT-Ah
7 Figure 1066: BMI
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.14.1 Change Scores
Eisler 2016 333 1.08 a5 2549 1.13 82 100.0% 0.67 [0.35, 0.98]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.67 [0.35, 0.98]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £= 419 (P = 0.0001)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 g 10
8 Favours FT-AM  Favours MFT-AMN
9 Figure 1067: Y%omBMI
Mutti-Family Therapy-aN Family Therapy-aN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.15.1 Change Scores
Eisler 2016 13.08 544 85 1084 4566 82 100.0% 0.40[0.09, 0.71]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.40[0.09, 0.71]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 256 (P=0.01)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 ] 10
1 O Fawaurs FT-AM  Favaurs MFT-AM
11 Figure 1068: EDE-dietary restraint
Mutti-Family Therapy-aN Family Therapy-aN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.17.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -1.14 119 85 -1.59 125 82 100.0% 0.37 [0.06, 0.67]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.37 [0.086, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 235 (F=00%
10 -5 0 5 10



Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

1 Figure 1069: EDE-eating concern

Testfor averall effect 2=1.27 (P =0.20)

13

14 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=67%. All the studies had the same duration (1 year) and

Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED

15 received similar number of family therapy sessions. Russell 1987 appeared to be an outlier
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Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Woeight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.18.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -0.92 1 a5 -1.1 1.07 82 100.0% 017 [013,0.48]
Subtotal (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% 0.17 [-0.13, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Kot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.12 (F=0.26)
10 - ' 5 10
2 Favours MFT-AMN  Favours FT-ARN
3 Figure: EDE-shape concern
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.19.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -0.649 1.28 85 128 136 82 100.0% 0.421[012,0.73]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.42[0.12,0.73]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 270 (P =0.007)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
4 Favours MFT-AN  Favours FT-AM
5 Figure 1070: EDE-weight concern
Multti-Family Therapy-aN Family Therapy-aN 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean Sh Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
5.20.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -0.39 1.34 85 -0.88 143 82 100.0% 0.35[0.05, 0.68]
Subtotal (95% CI) 85 82 100.0% 0.35 [0.05, 0.66]
Heterogeneity: Kot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 226 (F=0.02)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
6 Favours MFT-AMN  Favours FT-AN
7 Figure 1071: Depression
Multi-Family Therapy-AN Family Therapy-AN Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.21.1 Change scores
Eisler 2016 -5.26 109 8s -74 1073 82 100.0% 0.20 F0.11,0.50]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 82 100.0% 0.20[-0.11, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.27 (P=0.20)
I 1 1 } |
-10 - 5 10
8 Favours MFT-AN  Favours FT-AMN
M.3.28.89 Family therapy-ED versus any individual therapy in young people with anorexia
10 nervosa at end of treatment
11 Figure 1072: Remission (ITT)
Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Lock 2010 45 61 32 60 48.0% 1.381[1.05,1.83]
Rabin 1959 11 18 11 18 3I71% 0.95 [0.56, 1.61]
Russell 1987 9 10 2 11 14.9% 4.951[1.39,17.64]
Total (95% CI) a0 89 100.0% 1.45[0.82, 2.59]
Total events 65 45
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 016, Chi*= 599, df= 2 (F=0.08); F=67% 'D.D1 Df1 T 1'0 1DD'
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and when removed from the analysis reduced heterogeneity to 34%. Russell 1987 had a
high risk of bias given that inclusion criteria to the study (in addition to meeting DSM-III
criteria for anorexia nervosa) included (i) considerable loss of weight self-induced through
avoidance of 'fatty’ foods, self-induced vomiting, and purging and (ii) specific endocrine
disorder (e.g. amenorrhea in female, loss of interest in sex in males). Data on comorbidities

was only available in Lock 2010.

Figure 1073: Sensitivity analysis for remission

Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2010 45 61 32 60 T41% 1.38[1.05,1.83]
Robin 1999 11 19 11 18 259% 0.95[0.56, 1.51] —a—
Russell 1987 ] 10 2 11 0.0% 4.95[01.39 17.64]
Total (95% Cl) 80 78 100.0%  1.27[0.99,1.63] >
Total events 56 43

Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.52, df=1 (FP=0232); F= 34%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.90 (F = 0.08)

Figure 1074: BMI/Weight

Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy

0.m

Std. Mean Difference

t t
0.1 10
Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED

Std. Mean Difference

100

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% Cl
Lock 2010 0.4061  0.198096 51 52 B55% 0.41[0.02, 0.80]

Rohin 1534 05263 03385621 14 17 226% 053[-0.14118]

Russell 1987 1.0253 0.4648921 10 M 12.0% 1.031[0.11,1.94] —
Total (95% CI) 80 80 100.0% 0.51[0.19, 0.82] +

Heterageneity: Chi®=1.50, df= 2 (P =047); F= 0%
Testfar overall effect: 7= 3.15 (F = 0.002)

Figure 1075: Morgan-Russell Outcome-average

, t
-10 -5
Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED

|
10

Family Therapy-ED Any indiidual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD _ Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fized, 95% CI
Russell 1987 9.7 2 10 57 2 11 100.0% 1.92 [0.85, 2.99]
Total (95% Cl) 10 11 100.0% 1.92 [0.85, 2.99] -
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =_1 0 § D é 1D=
Testior overall effect 2= 3.51 (P = 0.0004) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
Figure 1076: EDE-global
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Lack 2010 0.71 1.13 a1 1.2 1.08 52 100.0% -0.45[-0.84, -0.04]
Total (95% Cl) a1 52 100.0% -0.45[-0.84, -0.05] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 P _I T é 10:
Testfor overall effect 2= 223 (P=0.03) Fawvours Family Therapy-ED  Favours any individual
Figure 1077: Depression
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Raobin 19949 8.4 8.4 19 54 9 16 100.0% 0.35[-0.32,1.02]
Total (95% CI 19 16  100.0% 0.35[-0.32, 1.02]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicabla 5_1 0 55 D é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 1.02 (P =0.31) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
Figure 1078: Carer family functioning - conflict
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Rabin 19949 527 1048 18 535 1.1 15 a0.9% -0.07 [-0.76, 0.61]
Rabin 19949 537 103 18 539 15 14 49.1% -0.02 [-0.72, 0.68]
Total {(95% CIy 36 29 100.0% -0.04 [-0.53, D.44]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P =0892), F= 0% =-1D + T é 1D=

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.18 (P = 0.86)
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Figure 1079: Carer family functioning - communication

Family Therapy-ED  Any

individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup __ Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cian 2014 -0.48317 0.22183 39 45 100.0%  -0.48[0.92,-0.05]
Total (95% CI) 39 45 100.0%  -0.48[-0.92,-0.05] &

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 218 (P =0.03

-10 -5 i 10
Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours any individual

Figure 1080: Carer family functioning - behaviour control

Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Cian 2014 -0.59475  0.2235371 34 45 100.0% -0.58 [1.03,-0.16]
Total (95% Cl} 39 45 100.0% -0.59[-1.03, -0.16] L

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 2.66 (P = 0.008)

-10

-5 a g
Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual

Family therapy-ED versus any individual therapy in young people with anorexia

nervosa at follow up

Figure 1081: Remission (ITT)

Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% C|
Eisler 1897 9 10 G 11 10.3% 1.68[0.93, 2.94]
Lack 2010 3a 61 36 60 B5.6% 0.96 [0.71,1.29)
Raobin 1999 12 149 13 18 241% 0.87 [0.56,1.37)
Total {95% CIy 90 89 100.0%  1.01[0.80, 1.27]
Total events 56 58
?etﬂogenewl:l CQ| T;EDD gf?:PEEPD:g?‘J 9y F=39% '0.1 072 075 1| é é 10'
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.07 (P = 0.94) Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED
Figure 1082: BMI/Weight
Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% C|
Eisler 1897 9 10 G 11 10.3% 1.68[0.93, 2.94]
Lack 2010 3a 61 36 60 B5.6% 0.96 [0.71,1.29)
Raobin 1999 12 149 13 18 241% 0.87 [0.56,1.37)
Total {95% CIy 90 89 100.0%  1.01[0.80, 1.27]
Total events a6 a5
?etﬂogenewl:l CQ| T;EDD gf?:PEEPD:g?‘J 9y, 7= 39% T o= o' ] 3 P P
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.07 (P = 0.94) Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED
Figure 1083: EDE-global
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Lack 2010 0.7s  1.07 44 1.04 112 49 100.0% -0.23 [-0.63, 0.18]
Total (95% Cl) 44 49 100.0% -0.23[-0.63, 0.18]
Heterageneity: Not applicable 5_1 2 55 ; é 1D=
Test for overall effect 2= 1.08 (P=0.28) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
Figure 1084: Depression
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2010 0.7e  1.07 44 1.04 112 49 100.0% -0.23 [-0.63, 0.18]
Total (95% CI a4 49 100.0% 0.23[-0.63, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable |_1 0 |5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.08 (P = 0.28)

Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours any individual
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1 Figure 1085: Carer family functioning

Testfor overall effect: £=0.70 (F = 0.48)

8

Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED

10 family therapy) in young people with anorexia nervosa at end of treatment

11 Figure 1088: Full remission (ITT)

M.3.28.119 Family therapy-ED 1 (conjoint family therapy) versus family therapy-ED 2 (separated

Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
Robin 1999 535 1.6 18 55.2 13.3 14 491% -0.13 [F0.83, 0.57]
Roaobin 1999 943 127 18 51.8 12.3 15 50.9% 0.19 [-0.459, 0.88]
Total {95% Cl) 36 29 100.0% 0.03 [-0.46, 0.52]
Heterageneity: Chi*=0.43, df=1 (P = 0.51); F= 0% =-1D 55 ; é 1D=
2 Testfor overall effect =013 (P = 0.89) Favours Family Therapy-ED Fawours any individual
M.3.28.103 Family therapy-ED versus any individual therapy in adults with anorexia nervosa at
4 end of treatment
5 Figure 1086: All-cause mortality
Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio {Non-event) Risk Ratio {Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Dare 2001 0 7 0 21 333% 1.00[0.83,1.21]
Dare 2001 0 7 0 22 33E6% 1.00[0.83,1.21]
Dare 2001 1] g 1 19 33.2% 1.02[0.83,1.25]
Total {95% CI} 22 62 100.0% 1.01[0.90, 1.13]
Total events 1] 1
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.03, df= 2 (P = 0.99); = 0% I t t 1 1 1 {
o v 0.1 0.2 0s 1 2 3 10
6 Testfor overall effect Z=0.12 (P=0.80) Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED
7 Figure 1087: Recovered from anorexia nervosa
Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% C|
Dare 2001 1 g 0 18 9.5% 6.67[0.30,148.34] f
Dare 2001 1 7 3 21 46.0% 1.00[0.12,8.13]
Dare 2001 1 7 3 27 44.4% 1.081[0.13,8.53]
Total (95% Cly 22 62 100.0% 1.56 [0.45, 5.43]
Total events 3 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.15, df= 2 (P = 0.56); F= 0% 'D.DD1 Df1 1| 1'0 1DDD'

Family Therapyw-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Eisler 2000 ] 19 10 21 29.4% 0.551[0.23,1.33] —
Le Grange 20163 12 a5 22 81 T0.6% 0.51[0.28, 0.91] ——
Total (95% CI) 74 72 100.0% 0.52 [0.32, 0.85] ~l
Total events 17 a2
Heterageneity: Chi = 003, df=1(P=087)F=0% "1 02 o' 1 : o
Test for overall effect: = 2.62 (F = 0.009) Favours FI-ED 2 Favours FT-ED 1
12
13 Figure 1089: BMI
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed, 95% C|
Eisler 2000 -0.53826 0.322392 19 21 26.9% -0.54 [-1.17, 0.08]
Le Grange 20163 -0.27117 0.195386 a5 81 731% -0.27 [[0.65, 0.11]
Total (95% Cly 74 72 100.0%  -0.34[-0.67,-0.02] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 060, df =1 (P =0.48); F=0% =-10 i L t 1D=

Test for overall effect Z=2.05 (P=0.04)

14
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1 Figure 1090: percentage of average body weight — change scores
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Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I/, Fixed, 95% CI
Eisler 2000 10.2 11.3 19 15 11 21 100.0% -0.42 [-1.05,0.21]
Total (95% CI) 19 21 100.0% -0.42 [-1.05, 0.21]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable :—10 55 ) é 0
Testfor overall effect Z=1.32 (FP=019) Favours FT-ED 2 Favours FT-ED 1
Figure 1091: Morgan-Russell Outcome-average — change scores
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% Cl
Eisler 2000 31 21 19 24 2 21 100.0% 0.29[-0.34, 0.91]
Total {95% Cly 19 21 100.0% 0.29 [-0.34, 0.91]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =—1EI 55 é 105
Testfor overall effect Z=0.90 (P=0.37) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT.ED 2
Figure 1092: EDE-global
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% C|
Le Grange 2016a 1.1 1.32 55 0.81 1.22 51 100.0% 0.23[-0.16, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.23 [-0.16, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 15 ﬁ é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.16 (F=0.249) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2
Figure 1093: EDE-dietary restraint
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuchy or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fizted, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016a 0.82 1.43 a5 0.63 1.34 g1 100.0% 0.21 017, 0.59]
Total (95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.21 [-0.17, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =—1D _55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.06 (P = 0.29) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2
Figure 1094: EDE-eating concern
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016a 0.67 0.96 45 0454 1.09 51 100.0% 0.13[-0.26,0.51]
Total {95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.13 [-0.26, 0.51]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =—1D 55 T é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.65 (FP=0.52) Favours FT.-ED 1 Favours FT.ED 2
Figure 1095: EDE-weight concern
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C| I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 1.27 1.8 55 0.89 1.38 51 100.0% 0.26 [-0.12, 0.64]
Total (95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.26 [-0.12, 0.64]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D 15 ﬁ é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.33(F=0.18) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2
Figure 1096: EDE-shape concern
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean S0 Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016a 1.58 1.8 a5 1.16 1.48 g1 100.0% 0.25[-0.13,0.63]
Total {95% Cl 55 51 100.0% 0.25 [-0.13, 0.63]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =—1D _55 ! 105

Testfor overall effect Z=1.29 (P=0.20)

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

219

5
Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2



—

o~NOoO O A

M.3.28.129

11

12

13

14

1

(@]

16

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Figure 1097: Hospitalised during treatment

Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 13 55 B 51 100.0% 2.01[0.83, 4.89] 7
Total (95% CI) 55 51 10000%  2.01[0.83, 4.89] —r—emi——
Total events 13 3
Heterugenew:Notapphcable T o's 3 t o
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.54 (P=0.12) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2

Figure 1098: Depression

Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2

5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Studchy or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Eisler 2000 -0.76894 032800 19 21 26.0% -0.77 F1.41,-0.13] |

Le Grange 20163 011345 018455 55 51 T4.0% 011 [0.27, 0.49]

Total (95% Cly 74 72 100.0% 042 [-0.44,0.21]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 535, df=1(P=0.02);F=81%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.69 (P = 0.49)

10 5 0 5
Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2

10

Although the participants of both studies had similar duration of iliness, the BMI of those in
Eisler 2000 was slightly higher than in Le Grange 2016. However the length of treatment for
the former was twice that of the latter study (12 months versus 6 months). Data on

comorbidities was not available for Eisler 2000.

Family therapy-ED 1 (conjoint family therapy) versus family therapy-ED 2 (separated
family therapy) in young people with anorexia nervosa at follow up

Figure 1099: Full remission (ITT)

Famihy Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 16 55 19 51 100.0% 0.78[0.45,1.35] -
Total (95% CI) L] 51 100.0%  0.78[0.45, 1.35] ~ll—
Total events 16 19
Heterugenemr:Notapphcable 'D.1 0!2 0!5 é é 1D-
Testfor overall effect: £=0.88 (F = 0.37) Favours FT-ED 2 Favours FT-ED 1
Figure 1100: percentage of median BMI
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 93.3 9.7 45 95.6 10 51 100.0% -0.23[-0.61,0.15]
Total {95% Cly 55 51 100.0% 10.23[-0.61, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =—1D 55 5 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=119(FP=0.23) Favours FT.-ED ? Favours FT-ED 1
Figure 1101: EDE-global
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 1.04 1.24 55 0.81 113 51 100.0% 018018, 0.57]
Total (95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.19 [-0.19, 0.57]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D } 1 t 1D=

Testfor overall effect Z=0.99 (F=0.3%
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1 Figure 1102: EDE-dietary restraint

Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I/, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 077 1.18 55 0.55 0.96 51 100.0% 0.20[-0.18, 0.58]
Total (95% CI) 59 51 100.0% 0.20 [-0.18, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable :—10 55 ) é 0
2 Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 (F=0.30) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2
3 Figure 1103: EDE-eating concern
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 0.79 1.13 45 0.65 115 51 100.0% 012 [-0.26, 0.50]
Total {95% Cly 55 51 100.0% 0.12 [-0.26, 0.50]
ity: i [ : :
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o = : 10

Testfor overall effect Z=063 (P=0.53)

4

5 Figure 1104: EDE-weight concern

Favours FT-ED 1 Fawours FT-ED 2

Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016a 1.1 1.28 55 0.494 1.21 51 100.0% 0.13[-0.25 0.51]
Total (95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.13 [-0.25, 0.51]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable =-1D 15 B é 0
6 Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.65 (P = 0.51) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2
7 Figure 1105: EDE-shape concern
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016a 1.42 1.66 a5 1.11 1.37 g1 100.0% 0.20[-0.18, 0.58]
Total (95% CI) 55 51 100.0% 0.20 [-0.18, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicakle =—1D _55 b é 0
8 Testfor overall effect Z=1.03 (P = 0.30) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT-ED 2
9 Figure 1106: Depression
Family Therapy-ED 1 Family Therapy-ED 2 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0  Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016a 10.2 ] 45 7 5.4 51 100.0% 0.42 [0.04,0.81]
Total {95% CI) 55 51 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

0.42 [0.04, 0.81]

10 -5

1 O Testfor overall effect Z=215(P=0.03) Favours FT-ED 1 Favours FT?ED 7 1o
M.3.28.131 Family therapy-ED versus group family day workshop for eating disorders in adult
12 with anorexia nervosa at end of treatment
13 Figure 1107: BMI
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean 8D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 176 1.9 22 18.4 1.8 25 100.0% -0.43[F1.01,0.18]
Total (95% CI) 22 25 100.0% 0,43 [-1.01, 0.15]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable [10 55 T i 10!

Testfor overall effect Z=1.44 (P=0.15)

14
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Figure 1108: SEED Anorexia-severity

Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Whitney 2012 2 1.1 10 1.8 0.4 15 100.0% 0.20 [0.61,1.00]
Total (95% Cly 10 15 100.0% 0.20 [-0.61, 1.00]

ity: F ;
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T -5 0 g

T _ 10
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.48 (F=0.63) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours gFamily-ED Day
Figure 1109: SEED Bulimia-severity
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whithey 2012 1 04§ 10 oz 0.3 15 100.0% 0.48 [0.34,1.28]
Total (95% CIy 10 15 100.0% 0.48[-0.34, 1.20]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_1 0 :5 1 é 10:
Testforoverall effect 2=1.15 (P = 0.25) Favours Farmily Therapy-ED Favours oF amily-ED Day
Figure 1110: Carer quality of life
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 152 4.2 ar 147 T4 40 100.0% 0.08 [0.37,0.53]
Total (95% CIy 7 40 100.0% 0.08 [-0.37, 0.53]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =_1 0 =5 y % 1D=
Testforoverall effect 2= 0.36 (P =0.72) Favours Family Therapy-ED Fawours gFamily-ED Day
Figure 1111: Carer family functioning
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 7249 8.7 33 7.8 g 33 100.0% 013 [0.35, 0.61]
Total (95% CTj 13 33 100.0% 0.13 [-0.35, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_1 0 :5 1 é 10:
Testforaverall effect £= 0.53 (P = D.60) Fawaurs Family Therapy-ED Favours gFamily-ED Day
Figure 1112: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean 8D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 254 9.7 35 301 g 40 100.0% -0.53 [-0.99, -0.06]
Total (95% CI) 35 40 100.0%  -0.53 [-0.99, -0.06] L 3
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 1 é 105
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.23 (P = 0.03) Favours gFamily-ED Day Favours Family Therapy-ED
Figure 1113: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-negative
Family Therapy-ED Group Famity-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitnay 2012 E55 244 35 796 381 40 100.0% -0.43 [0.859,0.03]
Total (95% CIy 35 40 100.0% _0.43 [0.89, 0.03]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable I 1 1 t {
Testfi Il effect: Z=1.84 (P = 0.07 -10 s 5 10
estior overall effect. Z=1.84 (F = 0.07) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours gFamily-ED Day
Family therapy-ED versus group family day workshop for eating disorders in adult
with anorexia nervosa at follow up
Figure 1114: BMI
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 168 22 il 15.8 2.6 23 100.0% 0.41 [-0.19,1.00]
Total (95% Cly 21 23 100.0% 0.41[-0.19, 1.00]
. | \ \ )
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable |_1 0 '5 ﬁ é 10.

Testfor overall effect Z=1.33(P=018)
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1 Figure 1115: SEED Anorexia-severity

Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuthyor Subgroup  Mean  SD Total  Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixted, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 1.7 0.7 15 1.8 0.4 14 100.0% -0.24 [[0.97,0.45]
Total (95% CIy 15 14 100.0% -0.24 [0.97, 0.49]
Heterageneity: Mot applicabla 5_1 0 55 7 é 1D=
2 Testioroverall effect 2= 0.65 (F = 1.52) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours gFamily-ED Day
3 Figure 1116: SEED Bulimia-severity
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whithey 2012 1 08 15 048 0.8 14 100.0% 012 061, 0.85]
Total (95% CIy 15 14 100.0% 0.12 [-0.61, 0.85]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable 1_1 0 =5 2 é 1D=
4 Testforoverall effect 2= 0.33 (P = 0.74) Favours Farmily Therapy-ED Favours oF amily-ED Day
5 Figure 1117: Carer quality of life
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 126 6.2 ar 136 6.4 32 100.0% -0.168 063, 0.33]
Total (95% CIy 7 32 100.0% -0.16 [-0.63, 0.32]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 z % 105
6 Testforoverall effect Z=0.65 (P = 0.52) Favours Family Therapy-ED Fawours gFamily-ED Day
7 Figure 1118: Carer family functioning
Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 695 5.9 29 T0.4 9.7 28 100.0% -0.11 062, 0.41]
Total (95% CTj 29 20 100.0% 0.1 [0.62, 0.41]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =_1 0 =5 0 é 10=
8 Testforaverall effect 2= 0.40(F = 0.69) Fawaurs Family Therapy-ED Favours gFamily-ED Day

9 Figure 1119: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive

Family Therapy-ED Group Family-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean 8D Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitney 2012 253 9.7 31 T 10.5 32 100.0% -0.23 [F0.73,0.26]
Total (95% CI 31 32 100.0% 0.23[-0.73, 0.26]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 z é 105
1 0 Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.93 (P = 0.35) Favours gFamily-ED Day Favours Family Therapy-ED

11 Figure 1120: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-negative

Family Therapy-ED Group Famity-ED Day Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Whitnay 2012 695 5.9 29 T0.4 9.7 28 100.0% -0.11 062, 0.41]
Total (95% Cly 29 29 100.0% 0.11[-0.62, 0.41]
Heteroneneity: Mot applicable k t T t d
Testfi Il effect: Z= 0.40 (P = 0.69 -10 s v 5 10
1 2 estior overall effect. 2= 0.40 (F = 0.69) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours gFamily-ED Day

M.3.28.183 Long-term family therapy-ED versus short-term family therapy for young people with
14 anorexia nervosa at end of treatment

15 Figure 1121: BMI

LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% C1
Laock 2005 19.5 21 42 149 23 44 100.0% 0.22 [-0.20, 0.65]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% 0.22 [-0.20, 0.65]

Heterageneity, Mot applicable T

-0 -5 0 5 10
1 6 Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 (P =0.30) Favours ST FT-ED Fawours LT FT-ED
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1 Figure 1122: EDE-dietary restraint

LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Lock 2005 1.42 1.63 42 1.84 1.77 44 100.0% -0.24 067, 0.18]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.24 [-0.67, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 é 0
2 Testfor overall effect £=1.13 (F = 0.26) Favours LT FT-ED Fawours ST FT-ED
3 Figure 1123: EDE-weight concern
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2005 1.349 1.44 42 201 1.4 44 100.0% -0.42 [-0.85, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.42 [-0.85, 0.01]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1U =5 ) % s
4 Testfor overall effect: £=1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours LT FT-ED Fawours ST FT-ED
5 Figure 1124: EDE-eating concern
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean Sh Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% C1
Lock 2005 0.52 083 42 0.86 1.01 44 100.0% -0.36 [-0.79, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.36 [-0.79, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle =-1D 55 :13 0
6 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.67 (F=0.09) Favours LT FT-ED Favours ST FT-ED
7 Figure 1125: EDE-shape concern
LT Family Therapyw-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Lack 2005 1.76 1.69 42 228 1.63 44 100.0% -0.29 [0.72,0.13]
Total {95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.29[-0.72, 0.13]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable I—‘ID 55 1 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.35(FP=0.18)

8

9 Figure 1126: Yale-Brown-Cornell Eating Disorder Scale

3
Favours LT FT-ED Fawours 5T FT-ED

LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Lock 2005 6.4 6.4 42 10.9 9.7 44 100.0% -0.54 [-0.97,-0.11]
Total (95% CI) 42 44 100.0% -0.54 [-0.97, -0.11] L
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 1

Testfor overall effect Z=2 46 (P=0.01)

10

2 a1 0 1 2
Favours LT FT-ED Fawvours ST FT-ED

M.3.28.161 Long-term family therapy-ED versus short-term family therapy for young people with
12 anorexia nervosa at follow up

13 Figure 1127: BMI

LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Lock 2006 20.74 225 34 2057 2.03 37 100.0% 0.08 [-0.39, 0.54]
Total (95% CIy 34 37 100.0% 0.08 [-0.39, 0.54]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=033 (P=0.74)

14

I
-10
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1 Figure 1128: number of people achieving a BMI of 20 kg/m? or greater

w

(¢)]

~

[(e]

10

1

—

12

LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2006 20 34 24 37 100.0% 0.91 [0.63,1.31]
Total {95% CI) 34 37 100.0%  0.91[0.63, 1.31]
Total events 20 24

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

02 05 1 2

}
e B 0.1 5 10
Testfor overall effect Z=0.52 (P = 0.60) Fawours ST FT-ED  Favours LT FT-ED
Figure 1129: number of people achieving 90% or greater ideal body weight
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2006 31 34 32 37 100.0% 1.05 [0.89, 1.24]
Total (95% CI) 3 37 100.0% 1.05 [0.89, 1.24]
Total events M 32
e et - 02 ZE B R
estfor overall effect 2= 0.63 (F=053) Favours STFT-ED Favours LT FT-ED
Figure 1130: number of people menstruating
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2006 18 34 20 37 100.0% 0.98 [0.63, 1.51]
Total (95% CI) 3 37 100.0% 0.98 [0.63, 1.51]
Total events 18 20
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I t t T t t |
r _ 01 0z 04 1 2 & 10
Testfor overall effect Z=0.09 (F=0.83) Favaurs LT FT-ED Favours ST FT-ED
Figure 1131: Amenorrheic
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2006 1 34 3 37 100.0% 0.36 [0.04, 3.32] —
Total (95% CI) 3 37 100.0% 0.36 [0.04, 3.32] _-*-_
Total events 1 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f t 1 |
r _ 0.0 0.1 10 100
Testfor overall effect Z=0.90 (F=0.37) Favaurs LT FT-ED Favours ST FT-ED
Figure 1132: EDE-dietary restraint
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Lock 2006 0452 0.76 15 1.04 1.6 20 100.0% -0.39 [-1.06, 0.29]
Total (95% Cl 15 20 100.0% -0.39[-1.06, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicahle =-1D 15 % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.12 (P =0.26) Favours LT FT-ED Fawours ST FT-ED
Figure 1133: EDE-weight concern
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuily or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Lock 2006 1.32 1.48 15 1.86 1.74 20 100.0% -0.32 [1.00, 0.35]
Total (95% CIy 15 20 100.0% -0.32 [-1.00, 0.35]
Heterageneity, Mot applicable '-10 -'5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect Z=0.94 (P =0.34)
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1 Figure 1134: EDE-eating concern

LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Lock 2006 0.44 043 15 0.4 0.94 20 100.0% -0.06 [-0.73, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 15 20 100.0% -0.06 [-0.73, 0.61]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

e _ -10 -5 0 5 10
2 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.18 (F = 0.85) Favours LT FT-ED Fawours ST FT-ED
3 Figure 1135: EDE-shape concern
LT Family Therapy-ED ST Family Therapy-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total  Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI

Lock 2006 1.36 1.43 15 1.97 1.87 20 100.0% -0.39 [1.07, 0.28]

Total (95% CI) 15 20 100.0% -0.39[-1.07, 0.28]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable =1U } 1 t 1D=

Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P=0.249)

4

-5 5
Favours LT FT-ED' Fawours ST FT-ED

M.3.28.175 Family therapy-ED with family meal versus family therapy-ED without family meal in

6 young people with anorexia nervosa at end of treatment

7 Figure 1136: Remission

FT with meal FT wio meal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Ewents  Total Ewents Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 10 11 a 12 100.0% 218[1.09, 4.37]
Total {95% CI) 1" 12 100.0%  2.18[1.09, 4.37] —e
Taotal events 10 a
Sy R ot
8 estfor overall effect Z=2.20 (F = 0.03) Favours FT wia meal Favours Ftwith meal
9 Figure 1137: Weight (kg)
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 457 8.7 11 481 6.2 12 100.0% -0.31 [1.13,0.82]
Total (95% CI) 11 12 100.0% -0.31[-1.13, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable I_1 0 % 5 ::5 1EI:
10 Testior overall efiect 2= 10.73 (F = 0.46) Favours FTwio meal  Fawvours FT with meal
11 Figure 1138: percentage of expected body weight
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 g86.6 10.3 11 828 7.1 12 100.0% 0.41[0.42,1.23]
Total (95% CI) 1" 12 100.0% 0.41[-0.42, 1.23]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 15 T } 1D:
12 Testfor overall efiect Z=0.96 (F = 0.34) Favours FTwio meal  Favours FT with meal
13 Figure 1139: Morgan-Russell Outcome-average
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 8.1 2 11 84 14 12 100.0% -0.15 [-0.97, 0.67]
Total {95% CI) 1 12 100.0% -0.15 [-0.97, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 1 1 } 1D=

Testfor overall effect: Z=035(FP=072

14
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1 Figure 1140: Eating Disorder Inventory-2

FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 B9 34 ih 48 33 12 100.0% 0.60 [-0.24, 1.44]
Total (95% CI) 1 12 100.0% 0.60 [-0.24, 1.44]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 1 1 1D=
2 Testfor overall effect 2=1.38 (P = 0.18) Favours FT with real  Favours Ftwio meal
3 Figure 1141: General psychopathology
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 541 11.4 11 438 102 12 100.0% 0.92 [0.05,1.79]
Total (95% CIj 1 12 100.0% 0.92 [0.05, 1.79] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i_1 0 15 0 é 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect. 2= 2.08 (P = 0.04) Favours FT with real  Favours FTwio rmeal
5 Figure 1142: Resumed menstruation
FT with meal FT wio meal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 g 10 3 11 100.0% 2.93[1.06, 8.08]
Total (95% CI) 10 11 100.0%  2.93[1.06, 8.08] ——e
Total events 8 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 'D.1 sz D:S ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.08 (P =0.04)

6

Favaurs FTwio meal Favours FT with meal

M.3.28.187 Family therapy-ED with family meal versus family therapy-ED without family meal in

8 young people with anorexia nervosa at follow up

9 Figure 1143: Remission

FT with meal FT wio meal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 a 11 G 12 100.0% 1.45[0.74, 2.858] 7
Total {95% CI) 1 12 100.0% 1.45[0.74, 2.85] i
Total events 3 6
o N I I O S N
10 estior overall effect 2=1.08 (F = 0.27) Fawaurs FT wio meal Favours FT with meal
11 Figure 1144: Weight (kg)
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscavici 20145 494 81 11 816 4998 10 100.0% -0.23 [1.08, 0.63]
Total {95% CI) 1 10 100.0% -0.23[-1.09, 0.63]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 P + T t 10:
12 Testfor overall efiect Z=0.53 (F = 0.59) Favours FTwio meal  Favours FT with meal
13 Figure 1145: percentage of expected body weight
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Herscawici 20145 91.7 1048 11 864 133 10 100.0% 0.43[-0.44,1.30]
Total {95% CI) 1 10 100.0% 0.43[-0.44, 1.30]
Heterogenaity: Notapplicable N + 3 1 .

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.86 (P = 0.33)

14
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Forest Plots

Figure 1146: Morgan-Russell Outcome-average

FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 84 21 11 8.4 2 10 100.0% 0.05 [-0.81, 0.90]
Total (95% CI) 1 10 100.0% 0.05 [-0.81, 0.90]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle oo = b : 0
Testfor overall effect 2= 011 (P =0.91) Favours FT w/o meal Favours FT with meal
Figure 1147: Eating Disorder Inventory-2
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total \Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Herscovici 2014 65 4.2 11 44 32 10 100.0% 0.54 [0.34,1.41]
Total (95% CI) 11 10 100.0% 0.54 [-0.34, 1.41]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 3 é 1D=
Testfor overall efiect Z=1.20 (F=0.23) Favours FT with meal Favours Ftwio meal
Figure 1148: General psychopathology
FT with meal FT wio meal Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Herscovici 2014 52.3 14989 11 421 10 10 100.0% 076 [0.13, 1.66]
Total (95% CI) 1 10 100.0% 0.76 [-0.13, 1.66]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 5 . 1 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=1.68 (P = 0.09) Favours FTwith rmeal  Favours FT wio meal
Figure 1149: Resumed menstruation
FT with meal FT wio meal Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Ewvents  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fizxed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Herscovici 2015 7 g 4 11 100.0% 214 [0.91,5.04] N
Total {95% CI) 9 11 100.0%  2.14[0.91, 5.04] e ——
Total events 7 4
Heteraogeneity: Mot applicable Y 0 o' 3 : 0

Testfor overall effect Z=1.74 (F=0.08)

Family therapy for bulimia nervosa

Favours FTwio meal Favours FT with meal

Family therapy-ED versus any other intervention in young people with bulimia nervosa

at end of treatment

Figure 1150: Remission (ITT)
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Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1211 FTvCBT-A
Le Grange 20160 10 26 7 58 17.2% 319[1.36, 7.44] - —
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 58 17.2% 3.19[1.36, 7.44] ——e
Total events 10 7
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar overall effect: 2= 2.68 (P = 0.007)
12.1.2 FTv SPT
Le Grange 2007 16 41 7 3 28.45% 217 [1.00,4.71] L E—
Le Grange 20160 10 26 7 200 31.4% 1.10[0.581, 2.37] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 50 59.9% 1.61 [0.94, 2.77] Teaii——
Total events 26 14
Heterogeneity, Chi®=1.53, df=1 (FP=022);, F=34%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.72 (F = 0.08)
12.1.3 FT v gSelf-Help
Schmidt 2007 4 41 B 44 23.0% 0.72[0.22, 2.36] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 41 4 230%  0.72[0.22, 2.36] —e N —
Total events 4 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 055 (P = 0.58)
Total (95% CI) 134 161 100.0% 1.68 [1.11, 2.54] —l—
Total events 40 27
!l—_let?;ogenemfl:l CQ| T;EGQ i;:PSEPD:DgJ 2, F=48% T o= o' 3 P e
estior overall & ec.. =243 s ) Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED
1 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*P=417, df=2 (P=012), F=52.0%
2 Figure 1151: Binge frequency
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
12.2.1 FT v CBT-A
Le Grange 20160 4.1 7.4 43 T.8 2.5 43 54.6% -0.23 [-0.65, 0.20]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 54.6% _0.23 [-0.65, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.05 (P =0.28)
1222 FTwSPT
Le Grange 2007 4.1 14.8 36 3.2 5.1 35 454% 0.08[-0.39, 0.55]
Subtotal (95% CI) 36 35  45.4% 0.08 [-0.39, 0.55]
Heterogeneity Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.34 (P =0.74)
Total (95% CIy 79 78 100.0% -0.09 [-0.40, 0.23]
Heterngeneity: Chi®= 0.92, df=1 (P = 0.34); F= 0% I_1 0 55 ) % 1E|=
Testfor overall effec.tZ= 055 : 0.58) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaurs any individual
Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 092, df=1(P=0.34), F= 0%
4 Figure 1152: Abstinence from vomiting
Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2007 ] 32 10 31 100.0% 0.87[0.41,1.85]
Total {95% CI) 32 31 100.0% 0.87 [0.41, 1.85]
Total events 9 10
_I;ietf;ogenmts::l Nfort atpgllcgbslz I, i ok ot 1 1 t o
estfor overall effect 2= 0.36 (P = 0.72) Favours any individual Favaurs Family Therapy-ED
6 Figure 1153: Purge frequency
Family Therapy-ED Any indiidual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016h THE 104 43 13.2 1.4 43 100.0% -0.33[-0.75,010]
Total (95% CIy 43 43 100.0% -0.33[-0.75, 0.10]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_1 0 :5 ﬁ é 0
Testioroverall effect Z=1.50 (F = 0.13) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
8 Figure 1154: Vomit frequency
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2007 4.8 9.4 36 17.4 26 35 100.0% -064[-1.12,-0.16]
Total {95% CI) 36 35 100.0% -0.64 [-1.12, -D.16] L
Heterageneity: Mot applicable [1 2 55 ; é o
9 Testforoverall effect: 2= 2.63 (F = 0.009) Favours Family Therapy-ED Fawaours any individual
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Forest Plots

Figure 1155: EDE-global

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight

Std.

Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% CI

1281 FTv SPT

Le Grange 2007

Subtotal (95% Cly
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect £=2.07 (P =0.04)

-0.499999 024106 447%
44.7%

12.8.2 FTv CBT-A
Le Grange 2016h
Subtotal (95% Cly
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect £=1.29 (P =0.20)

-0.2792 021671 55.3%

55.3%

Total (95% Cl) 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0,46, df=1 (P =0.50); F=0%

Test for overall effect £=2.34 (P =0.02)

Testfor subdgroup differences: Chi*= 046, df=1 (P=0.450), F=0%

Figure 1156: EDE-dietary restraint

-0.50F0.97,-0.03]
-0.50 [-0.97, -0.03]

-0.28 [-0.70, 0.15]
-0.28 [0.70, 0.15]

-0.38 [-0.69, -0.06]

i+

*

:

f
-10

L
5 0 5
Favours Family Therapyv-ED Favours any individual

Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2007 1.3 1.5 36 21 1.6 35 100.0% -0.51 [-0.98,-0.04]
Total (95% CI) 36 35 100.0% -0.51[-0.98, -0.04] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o 5 0 5 10

Testfor averall effect Z= 211 (F=0.03

Figure 1157: EDE-shape concern

Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaours any individual

Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 1.8 1.6 36 2.7 1.7 35 100.0% -0.54 [-1.01,-0.07]
Total (95% CIy 36 35 100.0%  -0.54 [-1.01,-0.07] <
o ; 1 \ \
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable |_1 0 |5 ﬁ é 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.23 {P=0.03)

Figure 1158: EDE-weight concern

Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual

Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 1.8 1.6 36 26 1.7 35 100.0% -0.48[-0.85,-0.01]
Total {95% CI) 36 35 100.0%  -0.48[-0.95,-0.01] . 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 =5 ﬁ é 0
Testfor overall effect Z=1.99 (F = 0.03) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
Figure 1159: Yale-Brown-Cornell Eating Disorder Scale
Stil. Mean Difference Stil. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE  Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016h -0.35869 021739 100.0% -0.36 [-0.78, 0.07]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.36 [-0.78, 0.07]
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle ' t T } {
Test fi Il effect Z=1.65 (P =0.10 1o -5 0 3 o
estfor overall effect 2= 1.65 (F=0.10) Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours any individual
Figure 1160: Depression
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fizxed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 -0.10198 023753 458% -0.10[-0.57, 0.36]

Le Grange 2016h -0.43081 021815 54.2%

Total (95% CI) 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.04, df=1 (P =0.31); F= 4%

Test for averall effect Z=1.74 (P =0.08)

-0.43 [0.86,-0.00]

-0.28 [-0.60, 0.03]

Figure 1161: Hospitalised during treatment

R ; i :
Fawours Family Therapy-ED Fawours any individual

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

230



Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016k 1 a1 12 a8 100.0% 0.09[0.01, 0.70]
Total {95% Cl) 51 58 100.0% 0.00[0.01,070] s —
Total events 1 12
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I t t {
e _ 0.1 o 10 100
1 Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.30 (F = 0.02) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaurs any individual
2 Figure 1162: Service user experience
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fized, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 02 1.7 38 19.6 9.3 33 100.0% 0.06[-0.42, 053]
Total {95% CI) 35 33 100.0% 0.06 [-0.42, 0.53]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 ; é 1D=
3 Testforoverall effect Z=0.23 (P = 0.82) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaours any individual

M.3.29.24 Family therapy-ED versus any other intervention in young people with bulimia nervosa
5 at end of treatment at follow up

6 Figure 1163: Remission (ITT)

Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
12.16.1 FTv SPT
Le Grange 20160 13 26 3 200 16.2% 33301101013 *
Subtotal {95% CI) 26 200 16.2% 3.33[1.10,10.13] —-*——”
Total events 13 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=212 (FP=0.03)

12.16.2 FTv CBT-A

Le Grange 20160 12 26 19 58 56.2% 1.41[0.81, 2.45] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 26 58 56.2%  1.41[0.81, 2.45] i
Total events 12 19

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.21 (P=0.23)

12.16.3 FT v gSelf-Help CBT-BN

Schmidt 2007 12 1 6 44 7 6% 2.15[0.89,5.19] T &
Subtotal (95% Cl) L] 44 276%  2.15[0.89,5.19] e ——
Total events 12 4

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.70 (F = 0.09)

Total (95% CI) a3 122 100.0% 1.92[1.24, 2.99] "-"
Total events a7 28
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.21, df= 2 (P = 0.33); F= 9% I t t 1 1 {
ot ! 01 0z 05 2 5 10
Testfor overall effect 7= 2.81 (7 = 0.004) Favours any individual Favours Family Therapy-ED
7 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=2.08, df=2 (P= 035, F=37%

8 Figure 1164: Binge frequency

Famity Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
12.21.1 FTv CBT-A
Le Grange 2016k 6.7 19 29 5.8 9.5 40 49.9% 0.06 [-0.42, 0.54]
Subtotal (95% Cly 29 0 49.9% 0.06 [-0.42, 0.54]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.26 (P = 0.80)

12212 FT ¥ SPT

Le Grange 2007 25 6.8 34 5.4 13.7 34 501% -0.27 [-0.74,0.21] :
Subtotal (95% CI 34 34 50.1% 0.27 [-0.74,0.21]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.08 (P =0.28)

Total (95% Cly 63 74 100.0% -0.10 [-0.44, 0.24] L
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 0490, df=1 (P =0.34); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.59 (P = 0.56)

9 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=0.90, df=1 (P =0.34), F= 0%

1 \
10 5 5 10
Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaurs any individual

10 Figure 1165: Abstinence from vomiting
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Family Therapy-ED  Any individual therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Schmidt 2007 15 29 14 25 100.0% 0.92 [0.56,1.51]
Total {95% Cl) 29 25 100.0%  0.92[0.56, 1.51]
Total events 14 14

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.31 (P =0.75)

1
2 Figure 1166: Purge frequency

0z 05 1 2 5
Favours any individual Favaurs Family Therapy-ED

0.1

10

Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fized, 95% CI
Le Grange 2016h 7114 29 i 10.8 40 100.0% 0.00[-0.48, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 29 40 100.0% 0.00[-0.48, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable o 5 0 5 10

Testfor averall effect Z=0.00(F =1.00)

3
4 Figure 1167: Vomit frequency

Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaours any individual

Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

Le Grange 2007 101 2.8 34 14.4 277 34 100.0% -0.17 [-0.65, 0.30]

Total {95% CIy 34 34 100.0% .0.17 [-0.65, 0.30]

Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 D é 0
5 Testfor overall effect Z= 0.72 (P = 0.47) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
6 Figure 1168: EDE-global

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

12.26.1 FT v SPT

Le Grange 2007 -0.38347 024475 50.3% -0.38 [-0.86, 0.10]

Subtotal {95% Cly 50.3% -0.38 [-0.86, 0.10] L

Heterngeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=1.57 (F=012)

12.26.2 FTvCBT-A

Le Grange 20160 -0.38515 0.24608 49.7% -0.39 [-0.87, 0.10] R i

Subtotal {95% Cly 49.7% -0.39 [-0.87, 0.10] L

Heterngeneity: Mot applicable

Test for averall effect Z=1.57 (P=012)

Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.38 [-0.72, -0.04] L ]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P =1.00); F=0% e = ) : o

Test for averall effect £=2.21 (P =0.03)

Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual

7 Testfor subaroun differences: ChiF= 0.00, df=1 (P = 1.00), F= 0%
8 Figure 1169: EDE-dietary restraint
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2007 1.3 1.8 34 1.4 1.6 34 100.0% -0.38 [-0.86, 0.10]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% -0.38 [-0.86, 0.10]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =_1 il I5 0 é 10
9 Testforoverall effect Z=1.56 (P =0.12) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
10 Figure 1170: EDE-shape concern
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapmy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI1 IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 1.7 1.5 34 2.7 1.9 34 100.0% -0.58 [-1.06, -0.09]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% -0.58 [-1.06, -0.09] . 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 |5 B é o
1 1 Testforoverall effect Z=2.33 (P = 0.02) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favaours any individual
12 Figure 1171: EDE-weight concern
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 1.6 1.5 34 23 1.5 34 100.0% -0.46 [-0.94, 0.02]
Total (95% CIy 34 34 100.0% -0.46 [-0.94, 0.02]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable -_1 0 -5 ﬁ é 10

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.88 (P = 0.08)

13
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1 Figure 1172: Yale-Brown-Cornell Eating Disorder Scale
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Sti. Mean Difference SE  Woeight I, Fized, 95% C1 IV, Fized, 95% Cl
Le Grange 2016h -0.37092 0.24593 100.0% -0.37 [0.85, 0.11]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.37 [-0.85, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 » T é 1D=
2 Testfor overall efect Z=1.51 (P =0.13) Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours any individual
3 Figure 1173: Depression
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI| I, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 -0.08801 0.24266 50.3% -0.09 [-0.56, 0.39] —
Le Grange 2016b -010473 024405 49.7% -0.10[-0.58, 0.37] ——
Total {95% CI) 100.0% 010 [-D.43, 0.24] *
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96), F= 0% 52 I1 h 1! é
4 Testfor overall effect Z=0.56 (F = 0.57) Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours any individual
5 Figure 1174: Service user experience
Family Therapy-ED Any individual therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total WWeight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Le Grange 2007 29 85 k] 25 6.1 35 100.0% -0.41 [-0.88, 0.08]
Total (05% CI) 36 35 100.0% -0.41[-0.88, 0.06]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =-1D = 1 é 105
6 Testfor overall effect Z=1.72 (P = 0.08) Favours Family Therapy-ED Favours any individual
M.3.307 Family therapy for binge eating disorder
M.3.30.18 Family therapy-ED vs any other intervention in adults with binge eating disorder at
9 end of treatment
10 Figure 1175: Weight (kg)
11
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% C|
Gorin 2003 4037 B33 3 3865 8491 32 0.20[-0.25, 0.70]
Total (95% CI) 31 32 0.20 [-0.29, 0.70]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahble 5_1 2 55 ] é 105
1 2 Testfor overall effect Z=080(F=0.42) Favours FT-ED Favours any other
13 Figure 1176: Binge frequency
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gorin 2003 332 435 3 244 283 32 0.24 [-0.26, 0.73]
Total (95% CI) k| 32 0.24 [-0.26, 0.73]
Hetarageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 1 :55 0
14 Testfor overall effect Z=094 (P =0.35) Favours FT-ED  Favours any other
15 Figure 1177: Depression
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gorin 2003 11.82  9.42 31476 9.32 3z -0.31 F0.81, 019
Total (95% CI) 31 32 -0.31[-0.81, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 7 é 0
1 6 Testfor averall effect Z=122(FP=022 Favours FT-ED Favours any other
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1 Figure 1178: Family functioning

2
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0  Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gorin 2003 §99.05 24.74 31 101.43 26.04 32 100.0% -0.09 [-0.59, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 31 32 100.0% -0.09 [-0.59, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 % B % 0
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.37 (P=0.71) Favours any other Favours FT-ED
3
M.3.30.24 Family therapy-ED vs any other intervention in adults with binge eating disorder at
5 follow up
6 Figure 1179: Weight (kg)
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SO  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Garin 2003 3974 BET 31 3783 B84 32 100.0% 0.22[0.28 0.71]
Total (95% CI) 31 32 100.0% 0.22 [-0.28, 0.71]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 % B :=3 1D=
7 Testfar overall effect 2= 085 (F = 0.39) Favours FT-ED Favours any other
8 Figure 1180: Binge frequency
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Garin 2003 35 464 M 163 209 32 100.0% 0.52[0.01,1.03]
Total (95% CI) ) | 32 100.0% 0.52 [0.01,1.02]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z2=2.01 (F=0.04) Favours FT-ED Favours any other
10 Figure 1181: Depression
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Garin 2003 1224 923 31 1289 805 32 100.0% -0.07 [-0.57,0.42]
Total (95% CI) 3 32 100.0% -0.07 [-0.57,0.42]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—‘ID 55 P é 1D=
1 1 Testfor overall effect Z=029 (P =077 Favours FT-ED Favours any other
12 Figure 1182: Family functioning
Family Therapy-ED Any other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gorin 2003 49.06 2284 31 B892 23452 32 100.0% -0.01 [-0.50, 0.449]
Total {(95% CI) 3 32 100.0% -0.01 [-0.50, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 I5 D % 1D=
1 3 Testfor averall effect: Z=0.02 (P = 0.98) Favours any other Favours FT-ED
M.3.30.34 Family therapy-ED vs WLC in adults with binge eating disorder at end of treatment
15 Figure 1183: Weight (kg)
16
Family Therapy-ED WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gorin 2003 40.37 8.33 31 3973 7749 31 100.0% 0.08 [-0.42, 0.58]
Total {95% CI) 3 31 100.0% 0.08 [-0.42, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 5 % B % 0
17 Testfor gverall effect Z=0.31 {F = 0.76) Favours Family Therapy-ED  Favours WLC
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Figure 1184: Binge frequency
Family Therapy-ED WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Gorin 2003 332 435 31 587 464 31 100.0% -0.86 [-1.07,-0.08]
Total (95% CIy 3 31 100.0% -0.56 [-1.07, -0.05] L 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

t 1
-10 -5 0

}
T B 5 10
Testfor averall effect 2= 216 (P = 0.03) Fawours Farnily Therapy-ED  Favours WLGC
Figure 1185: Depression
Family Therapy-ED Wi C Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Gorin 2003 11.82 942 3 1677 9.94 31 100.0% -0.52[1.02,-0.01]
Total {95% Cl) 3] 31 100.0% -0.52 [-1.02, -0.01]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D » T ] 1D=
Test for overall effect. £=1.949 (P = 0.08) Fawours Farnily Therapy-ED  Favours WLG
Figure 1186: Family functioning
Family Therapy-ED WLC 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gorin 2003 99.05 24.74 31 99485 2005 31 100.0% -0.04 [-0.44, 0.46]
Total {95% Cl) il | 31 100.0% -0.04 [-0.54, 0.46]
et o S T W
estfor overall effect Z=0.16 (F= 0.88) Favours WLC  Favours Family Therapy-ED

Clinical question: Does any psychological intervention
produce benefits/harms in the parents or carers of children
or young people with an eating disorder compared with any
other intervention or controls?

Interventions for carers of people with anorexia nervosa

Self-Help or guided self-Help and treatment as usual vs treatment as usual at 12-
months after inpatient admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa — carer

outcomes
Figure 1187: Carer general psychopathology (distress)
Guided Self-Help/SH + TAU Tau Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Salerno 2016 3227 2478 99 I3M.61 28.74 a0 100.0% 0.03[-0.31,0.37]
Total {95% Cly 09 50 100.0% 0.03 [-0.31, 0.37]

-10 5 0

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable é
Favours gSHISH + TALL Favours TAL

Testfor overall effect 2= 014 {F = 0.89)
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M.4.21 Self-Help and treatment as usual vs treatment as usual at 6- or 12-months after
2 inpatient admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa - carer
3 outcomes

4 Figure 1188: Carer accommodation and enabling (6 months)
Self-Help+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsall 2016 458 246 T2 456 24 75 100.0% 0.01[-0.32,0.33]
Total (95% Cly 72 75 100.0% 0.01[-0.32, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 3 % 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=0.05 (P = 0.96) Favours SelfHelp+TAL  Favours TAL
6 Figure 1189: Carer family functioning
Self-Help+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Haodsall 2016 492 101 72 468 9 75 100.0% 0.25[-0.07, 0.57]
Total (95% CIy 72 75 100.0% 0.25 [-0.07, 0.57]
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 I5 ﬁ é 1D=
Test for overall effect Z=1.451(F=013) Favours SeltHelp+TAU  Favours TAU
8 Figure 1190: Carer skills
Self-Help+TAU TAaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 195 38.2 T2 189 403 A 100.0% 015017, 0.48]
Total (95% CIy T2 5 100.0% 0.15 [-0.17, 0.48]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 % 7 :=3 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect Z= 082 (P = 0.36) Favours TAU  Favours SelfHelp+TAL
M.4.2.10 Self-Help and treatment as usual vs treatment as usual at 12-months after inpatient
11 admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa — patient outcomes
12 Figure 1191: BMI
SH+TAU TAU Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 194 26 49 187 26 50 100.0% 0.27 [0.13, 0.66]
Total (95% CIy 49 50 100.0% 0.27 [-0.13, 0.66]
Heterogeneity: Mot anllcable '—1D -5 ﬁ é 1D'
Testfor overall effect Z=1.32 (FP=015) Favours TALU  Favours SH + TAL
13
14 Figure 1192: Gender standardized weight for height percentage
SH+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 91.2 1341 43 886 1341 50 100.0% 0.20 [-0.20, 0.549]
Total (95% Cly 49 50 100.0% 0.20 [-0.20, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 I5 D % 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect: Z=098 (F=0.33) Favours TAL  Favours SH + TAL
5
16 Figure 1193: SEED Anorexia
SH+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hodsoll 2016 1.32 056 43 133 075 50 100.0% -0.01 [-0.41,0.38]
Total (95% CI) 49 H0 100.0% -0.01 [-0.41, 0.38]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 % D % 1D=
1 Testfor overall effect: Z=0.07 (F = 0.94) Favours SH + TALU  Favaurs TAU
7
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1 Figure 1194: General psychopathology

SH+TAU TAU Stel. Mean Difference Stel. Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 518 334 43 528 332 50 100.0% -0.03 [-0.42, 0.37]
Total (95% CI) 49 50 100.0% 0.03[-0.42, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable F 1 1 } |

2 Testfor overall effect =013 (F=0.84) 10 Fa\fou_rg SH + TAL DFaVDurS TASLJ 10
3 Figure 1195: Clinical impairment due to eating disorder
SH+TAU Tau Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

Hodsall 2016 233 144 49 1.8 137 50 100.0% 0.11 [0.29, 0.50]

Total {95% Clj 19 50 100.0% 0.11[-0.29, 0.50]

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable =—1D I5 ﬁ % 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect £= 053 (F=0.60) Favours SH + TALU  Favaurs TAL

5 Figure 1196: Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire-peer problems

SH+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I/, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hodsoll 2016 26 2 49 28 27 A0 100.0% -0.09 [-0.49, 0.30]
Total (95% CIy 49 50 100.0% -0.09[-0.49, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 A 55 ) é 10:
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.47 (P =0.64) Favours SH + TAU  Favours TAL
6
7 Figure 1197: Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire-prosocial behaviour
SH+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 TAa 21 48 B8 22 a0 100.0% 032007 072
Total {95% CI) 40 A0 100.0% 0.32 [-0.07,0.72]
Heterogeneity: Mot aE]pllcable '—1D ;5 ﬁ é 1D'
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.60 (P =0.11} Favours SH + TAL  Favours TAL
8

M.4.2.29 Guided self-help and treatment as usual vs treatment as usual at 12- and 24-months
10 after inpatient admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa — carer outcomes

11 Figure 1198: Carer burden after 12-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU TaU 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fizxed, 95% Cl
Hibhs 2015 28.899 1647 91 33.05 16455 91 100.0% -0.24 [0.54, 0.04]
Total {95% CI) 91 91 100.0% -0.24 [-0.54, 0.05]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable !

| ,
} } 1 }
-10 -5 a ] 10
1 2 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.64 (P = 0.10) Fawours Guided SH+TAL  Favours TAL

13 Figure 1199: Carer family functioning after 6- or 12-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hibbs 2015 4375 4953 91 4502 9.56 91 541% -0.13[-0.42,0.18]
Hodsoll 2016 47.3 9 789 458 q TH  4549% 0.06 [-0.26, 0.37]
Total {95% CI) 170 166 100.0% -0.05 [-0.26, 0.17]

Heterogeneity, Chi®=0.73, df=1 (P = 0.39); F= 0% f 1 1

10 -5 0 5
14 Testfor overall effect Z= 0.42 (P = 0.67) Favours Guided SHeTALU  Fayours TAL
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Figure 1200: Carer quality of life after 12-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU Tau Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hibbs 2014 1431 3.88 91 13.06 3.84 91 100.0% 0.32[0.03, 0.61]
Total {95% CI) 91 91 100.0% 0.32 [0.03, 0.61]

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable I_1 p
Testfar averall effect: Z= 213 {F=0.03)

-5 0 5 10

Favours TALD Favours Guided SH+TAL

Figure 1201: Carer accommodation and enabling after 12-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hibbs 2014 331 2248 91 3767 2474 91 54.3% -0.19 [-0.48 0.10]
Hodsoll 2016 382 184 79 456 24 7A  45T% -0.30 [-0.62, 0.02]
Total (95% Cly 170 166 100.0% -0.24 [-0.46, -0.03]
Heterogeneity; Chi®= 0.24, df=1 (P = 0.63); F= 0% =-1D 55 3 % 1E|=
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.20 (P = 0.03) Favours Guidad SH+TAL  Favaurs TAL
Figure 1202: Carer skills after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Stuily or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 194 383 9188 403 T8 100.0% 013019, 0.44]
Total (95% Cl 70 75 100.0% 0.13 [-0.19, 0.44]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable M + 5 t o

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.77 (P =0.44)

Figure 1203: Carer burden after 24-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU  TAU Std. Mean Difference

Favours TALD Favours Guided SH+TAL

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Magill 2015 -0.20281 0.147594 a8 97 100.0% -0.20 [-0.45, 0.09]
Total (95% Cly it 97  100.0% -0.20[-0.49, 0.09]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z=1.37{P=017) Favours Guided SH (EDY  Favours TAL
Figure 1204: Carer family functioning after 24-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU  TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Magill 2015 -0.25092 01477594 a8 97 100.0% -0.25 [-0.54, 0.04]
Total (95% Cly it 97  100.0% -0.25 [-0.54, 0.04]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.70 (P = 0.09) Favours Guided SH+TAL Favours TAL
Figure 1205: Carer quality of life after 24-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU  TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Magill 2015 0.24338 014778 a8 97 100.0% 0.24 [-0.05, 0.53]
Total (95% Cly it 97  100.0% 0.24 [-0.05, 0.53]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 ﬁ é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.65 (F=0.10) Favours TAU  Favours Guided SH+TAL

Figure 1206: Carer accommodation and enabling after 24-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU  TAU Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Magill 2015 -0.22996 0147702 88 97 100.0% -0.23 [-0.52, 0.08]

Total {95% CI) 88 97 100.0% -0.23 [-0.52, 0.06]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle |_1 0 _|5 ﬁ 10'

Testfor overall effect Z=186 (P=012)
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1 Figure 1207: Carer general psychopathology (distress) after 24-months treatment

2

Guided SH+TAU TAU

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Magill 2015 -0.22996 0147702 88 97 100.0% -0.23 [-0.52, 0.08]
Total {95% CI) 88 97 100.0% -0.23 [-0.52, 0.06]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=186 (P=012)

-0 - 0 5 10
Favours Guided SH+TALl Favours TAL

3 Figure 1208: Time spent caregiving after 24-months treatment

4

M.4.2.35
6
7

(o]

10

11

12

13

14

15

Guided SH+TAU  TAU

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Magill 2015 -0.20281 0147594 88 97 100.0% -0.20 [-0.49, 0.09]
Total {95% CI) 88 97 100.0% -0.20 [-0.49, 0.09]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.37 (P=017)

1 \ \
-0 E 0 8
Favours Guided SH+TAL Favours TAL

Guided self-Help and treatment as usual vs treatment as usual at 12- and 24-months
after inpatient admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa - patient

outcomes

Figure 1209: Patient deaths during study

Guided SH+TAU Tau Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Hibhs 2015 1 a6 1 92 100.0% 1.07[0.07,16.84]
Total (95% CIy 86 92 100.0% 1.07 [0.07, 16.84]
Total events 1 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

I t 1 1
0.0 0.1 1 10

o _ 100
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.05 {F = 0.56) Favours Guided SH + TAL) Favours TAL
Figure 1210: Readmitted to hospital during study
Guided SH+TAU TaU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% Cl
Hibhs 20145 23 a6 29 92 100.0% 0.851[0.53,1.39]
Total (95% Cl) 86 92 100.0%  0.85[0.53, 1.35]
Total events 23 rz]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f f f T f t {
. _ 01 0z 0.4 1 2 5 10
Testfor overall effect Z=0.70 (F = 0.489) Favours Guided SH + TAlLl Fawvours TAL
Figure 1211: Relapse
Guided SH+TAU TaU Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% CI
Hibhs 2015 a7 a6 48 92 100.0% 082060 1.13] I~
Total (95% CI) a6 92 100.0%  0.82[0.60, 1.13] e
Total events a7 48
o . I | | | Il ]
e et 0 RO I BT
estforoverall effect Z=1.21 (F = 0.23) Favours Guided SH + TAU Favours TAU
Figure 1212: BMI after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hibhs 2015 17.33 29 82 17.04 241 B0 52.8% 0.11 [0.26, 0.48]
Hadsall 2016 183 232 a0 187 26 a0 472% -0.16 [F0.56, 0.23]
Total (95% CI) 102 110 100.0% -0.02 [-0.29, 0.25]
Heterageneity: Chi®= 0.97, df=1 (P = 0.32); F= 0% f 1 ! 10’

Testfor overall effect £=0.16 (P = 0.88)
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1 Figure 1213: Gender standardised weight for height percentage after 12-months

2

(0]

10

11

12
13

14

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Fixed, 95% C1

Std. Mean Difference
I, Fixed, 95% CI

treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAU
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
Hodsoll 2016 8T 1141 A0 BE6 131 a0 100.0%
Total (95% ClI) a0 A0 100.0%

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle

012 [0.51, 0.27]

012 [-0.51, 0.27]

10 5 0 5 10
Testfor overall effect Z=0.61 (P=0.54) Favours TAL Favours Guided SH + TAL
Figure 1214: EDE-Q-global after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAU Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hibbs 2014 3325 176 52 339 1488 60 100.0% -0.08 [-0.45, 0.29]
Total (95% Cly 52 60 100.0%  -0.08[-0.45,0.29]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P » T é 10:
Testfar averall effect: Z=0.44 (P = .66} Fawours Guided SH + TALU  Favours TAL
Figure 1215: SEED after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAU Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% Cl
Hodsoll 2016 1.44 0.66 A0 1.33 075 a0 100.0% 014 [-0.24, 0.59]
Total (95% Cly 50 50 100.0% 0.15 [-0.24, 0.55]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 3 é 10:
Testfar averall effect Z=0.77 (P =044} Fawours Guided SH + TALU  Favours TAL
Figure 1216: General psychopathology after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU Tau Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hibhs 2015 6114 3115 52 B2.07 31.52 B0 52.8% -0.03[-0.40,0.24]
Hodsoll 2016 4r78 298 A0 528 332 a0 47.2% -016 [-0.85, 0.24]
Total (95% CI) 102 110 100.0% -0.09 [-0.36, 0.18]
Heterageneity Chif=0.21, df=1 (P = 0.64) F= 0% :-10 % 3 é 10:
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.65 (P =0.51) Favours Guided SH + TAU  Favours TAU
Figure 1217: Clinical impairment due to eating disorder after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAU Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 203 144 a0 21.8 137 a0 100.0% -0.11 [-0.50, 0.29]
Total (95% Cly 50 50 100.0%  -0.11[-0.50,0.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable q + 3 t 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.60)

Favours Guided SH + TAL Favours TAL

Figure 1218: Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire-peer problems after 12-months

treatment
Guided SH+TAU Tau Stid. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 18 17 a0 28 22 50 100.0% -0.50 [-0.90,-0.11]
Total {95% Cl) 50 50 100.0% -0.50 [-0.90, -0.11] L

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: 2= 2 48 (P =0.01)
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1 Figure 1219: Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire-prosocial behaviour after 12-

2 months treatment
Guided SH+TAU Tau Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI1 IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 76 2 a0 68 22 50 100.0% 0.38[-0.02,0.77]
Total {95% CI) 50 50 100.0% 0.38 [-0.02, 0.77]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

10 - 0 % 10
3 Testfar averall effect: 2=1.87 (P =0.06) Favours Guided SH + TAL  Favours TAL
4 Figure 1220: Quality of life after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU TAU Stil. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hibbs 2014 1177 344 52 1144 314 60 100.0% 010 [-0.27,0.47]
Total (95% Cly 52 60 100.0% 0.10[-0.27, 0.47]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 5 :55 1E|=
5 Testfar averall effect 2= 0452 (P =060} Favours Guided SH + TALU  Favours TAL
6 Figure 1221: BMI after 24-months treatment
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE  Weight I, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fizxed, 95% CI
Magill 2015 027965 0184292 100.0% 028008 0.64]
Total {95% Cly 100.0% 0.28 [-0.08, 0.64]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 % I % 1D=
7 Testfor overall effect 2= 1.52 (F = 0.13) Fawvours TAL Favours Guided SH + TAU
8 Figure 1222: EDE-Q-global after 24-months treatment
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE  Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Magill 20145 -0.29535 0184395 100.0% -0.30 [-0.66, 0.07]
Total {95% Cly 100.0%  -0.30[-0.66, 0.07]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 D % I % 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect 2= 1.50 (F = 0.11) Favours Guided SH + TAU  Favours TAL
10 Figure 1223: General psychopathology after 24-months treatment
Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE  Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Magill 20145 -0.26575 0184205 100.0% -0.27 [[0.63, 0.10]
Total {95% Cly 100.0%  -0.27 [-0.63, 0.10]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 5_1 P 55 1 % 10:
1 1 Testfor overall effect. Z=1.44 (P=0.15) Favours Guided SH + TAL  Favours TaL
12 Figure 1224: Quality of life after 24-months treatment
Stid. Mean Difference Stil. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Magill 20145 -0.28724 0184341 100.0% -0.29 [-0.65, 0.07]
Total {95% Cly 100.0%  -0.20[-0.65, 0.07]
ity i I I} T |
Heterogeneity; Mot applicahle e = b 10

Testfor overall effect Z=1.96 (P=0.12)

13
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Guided self-Help and treatment as usual vs self-help and treatment as usual at 6- and
12-months after inpatient admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa —

Carer outcomes

Figure 1225: Carer accommodation and enabling after 6-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU Self-Help+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 392 184 79 458 246 72 100.0% -0.30[-0.63, 0.02]
Total (95% CIy 79 72 100.0% -0.30 [-0.63, 0.02]

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle F

PRI B -10 - 5 10
Testfor ovarall effect 2= 1.85 (P = 0.08) Favours Guided SH+TAU  Favours Self-Help+TAU
Figure 1226: Carer family functioning after 6-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU Self-Help+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 473 ] T3 492 101 T2 100.0% -0.20 052,013
Total (95% Cl 79 72 100.0% -0.20[-0.52, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable =-1D 15 s é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 1.21 (F = 0.23) Favours Guided SH+TAU  Favours Self-Help+TAU
Figure 1227: Carer skills after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU Self-Help+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hodsall 2016 194 393 Ty 185 382 T2 100.0% -0.03 [0.35, 0.29]
Total (95% CI) 7o 72 100.0% -0.03 [-0.35, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable I—1D 55 b é 1D=
Testforoverall effect 2= 0.18 (P = 0.87) Favours Self-Help+TAU  Favours Guided SH+TAU
Figure 1228: Carer general psychopathology after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU Self-Help+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsall 2016 s Il B TH o288 2482 T2 100.0% -0.04 [0.36, 0.28]
Total (95% Cly 70 72 100.0% -0.04 [-0.386, 0.28]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =-1D 55 b é 1D=
Testior overall sffect 7= 0.26 (P = 0.78) Favours Guided SH+TAU  Favours SeltHelp+TAU
Figure 1229: Time spent caregiving after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU Self-Help+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 001220 0162934 79 72 100.0% 0.01[(0.31,033]
Total (95% CI 70 72 100.0% 0.01[-0.31,0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =_1 i} .=5 0 % 1DI
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.08 (F=0.94) Favours Guided SH+TAL Favours Self-Help+TALU
Figure 1230: Direct spending after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU  Self-Help+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 0.00408 0162833 79 72 100.0% 0.00[-0.32,032]
Tatal (95% Cl 79 72 100.0% 0.00[-0.32,0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 3 10’

Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.03 (P =0.98)
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M.4.2.51 Guided self-help and treatment as usual vs self-help and treatment as usual at 12-
2 months after inpatient admission for carers of people with anorexia nervosa — Patient
3 outcomes

4 Figure 1231: BMI after 12-months treatment

Guided SH+TAU SH+TAU 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 183 22 a0 184 26 49 100.0% -0.45[-0.85,-0.04]
Total (95% Cl 50 49  100.0% -0.45 [-0.85, -0.05] ’
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D % p % 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.23 (P = 0.03) Favours SH + TAU  Favours Guided SH + TAU
6 Figure 1232: Gender standardised weight for height percentage after 12-months
7 treatment
Guided SH+TAU SH+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI| IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Hodsall 2016 ar1 111 a0 91.2 1341 49 100.0% -0.34 [0.73, 0.08]
Total (95% CI) 50 49 100.0% -0.34 [-0.73, 0.06]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i_1 P _i T é 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect 2=1.68 (7 = 0.10) Favours SH + TAU  Favours Guided SH + TAU
9 Figure 1233: SEED Anorexia after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU SH+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Studly or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 1.44 066 50 1.32 056 45 100.0% 0.18 [F0.20, 0.59]
Total (95% CI) h0 49 100.0% 0.19[-0.20, 0.59]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 B é 10:
10 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.98 (P = 0.33) Favours Guided SH + TAU  Favours SH + TAU
11 Figure 1234: General psychopathology after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU SH+TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 478 298 a0 419 334 45 100.0% -013 082, 0.27]
Total {95% Clj 50 49 100.0% 013 [-0.52, 0.27]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 _55 p é 1D=
12 Testfor overall effect Z=0.64 (P = 0.52) Favours Guided SH + TAL Favours SH + TAU
13 Figure 1235: Clinical impairment due to eating disorder after 12-months treatment
Guided SH+TAU SH+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hodsall 2016 2003 144 a0 233 144 49 100.0% -0.21 [0.60, 0.19]
Total {95% CIj 50 40 100.0%  -0.21[-0.60,0.19]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_1 0 . T é 1EI=
14 Testfor overall effect Z=1.03 (P = 0.31) Favours Guided SH + TAU Favours SH + TAU
15 Figure 1236: Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire-peer problems after 12-months
16 treatment
Guided SH+TAU SH+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hodsoll 2016 1.8 1.7 a0 26 2 49 100.0% -0.43[-0.83,-0.03]
Total {(95% Cly 50 49 100.0% -0.43[-0.83, -0.03]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D I5 B é 10:
17 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.10 (P = 0.04) Favours Guided SH + TAU Favaurs SH + TAU

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

243



Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

1 Figure 1237: Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire-prosocial behaviour after 12-

2 months treatment
Guided SH+TAU SH+TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

Hodsoll 2016 7.6 2 a0 7.h 21 49 100.0% 0.05[0.35, 0.44]

Total (95% Cl 50 49  100.0% 0.05 [-0.35, 0.44]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable I t T t |

me B -10 -5 0 5 10

3 Testor overall effect 2= 0.24 (P = 0.81) Favours Guided SH + TAU  Favours SH + TAU

5 nervosa at end of treatment

6 Figure 1238: Carer general psychopathology (distress)

WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference

M.4.2.64 Web-based guided self-help vs treatment as usual for carers of people with anorexia

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -0.5503433 0.25698279 33 30 100.0% -0.55 [-1.05, -0.05]
Total {95% CI) 33 30 100.0% -0.55 [-1.05, -0.05] L J

Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle

10

-8 0 10
7 Testfor averall effect 2= 214 (P=0.03) Favours WWE Guided SH  Favours TAL
8 Figure 1239: Carer burden
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -0.4044816 0.25482324 17 15 497% -0.40 [-0.90, 0.09]
Grover 2011 -0.2282718 0.25308803 16 15 &0.3% -0.23 073, 0.27]
Total {95% CI) 33 30 100.0% -0.32 [-0.67, 0.04]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.24, df=1 (P = 0.63), F=0% l_1 0 % b t 1D=
9 Test for overall effect Z=1.76 (P = 0.08) Favours WWE Guided SH Favours TAL
10 Figure 1240: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grover 2011 0.0583013 0.25231595 33 a0 0.06 [-0.44, 0.55]
10 -5 0 5 10
1 1 Favours TAL Favours WE Guided 5H
12 Figure 1241: Carer family functioning
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -0.4553508 0.25550333 33 30 100.0% -0.46 [-0.96, 0.05]
Total (95% Cly 33 30 100.0% -0.46 [-0.96, 0.05]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
1 3 Testfor averall effect Z=1.78 (P =0.07) Favours WWE Guided SH  Favours TAL
14 Figure 1242: Carer accommodation and enabling
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -0.342945 0.25410586 33 30 100.0% -0.34 [[0.84, 0.18]
Total (95% Cly 33 30 100.0% -0.34 [-0.84, 0.16]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 1 1D=

Testfor averall effect Z=1.35 P =0.18)

15
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M.4.2.71 Web-based guided self-help vs treatment as usual for carers of people with anorexia
2 nervosa at follow up

3 Figure 1243: Carer general psychopathology (distress)

WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -0.0069851 0.25226326 33 30 100.0% -0.01 [-0.50, 0.49]
Total (95% Cly 33 30 100.0% -0.01 [-0.50, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
4 Testfor averall effect: Z=0.03 (P = 0.98) Favours WWE Guided SH  Favours TAL
5 Figure 1244: Carer burden
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Graver 2011 -0.2659069 025337231 17 15 498% -0.27 [-0.76,0.23]
Grover 2011 -0.0353556 025228215 16 15 &0.2% -0.04 [-0.53, 0.46]
Total {95% CI) 33 30 100.0% -0.15 [-0.50, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Chi=0.42, df=1 (P =082 *= 0% 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
6 Test for overall effect Z=0.84 (P = 0.40) Favours WWE Guided SH Favours TAL
7 Figure 1245: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grover 2011 01776383 0.25275834 33 30 100.0% 0.18[-0.32, 0.67]
Total (95% Cly 33 30 100.0% 0.18 [-0.32, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
8 Testfor overall effect: £=0.70 (P = 0.48) Favours TAL  Favours WE Guided SH
9 Figure 1246: Carer family functioning
WB Guided SH TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -017EDT 0.25274935 33 30 100.0% -0.18 [F0.67, 0.32]
Total (95% Cly 33 30 100.0% -0.18 [-0.67, 0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
1 O Testfor overall effect Z= 0.70 (P = 0.48) Favours WWE Guided SH  Favours TAL
11 Figure 1247: Carer accommodation and enabling
WE Guided SH TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Grover 2011 -0.0238457 025227143 33 30 100.0% -0.02 [-0.52,0.47]
Total (95% Cly 33 30 100.0% -0.02 [-0.52, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
1 2 Testfor overall effect Z=0.09 (P =082) Favours WWE Guided SH  Favours TAL

M.4.2.83 Web-based guided self-help vs web-based self-help for carers of people with anorexia
14 nervosa at end of treatment

15 Figure 1248: Carer general psychopathology

WEB Guided SH WE Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hoyle 2013 19.03 17.92 13 27.92 1815 14 100.0% -0.48 [-1.25,0.28]
Total {95% Cl} 13 14 100.0% -0.48[-1.25, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D =5 s é 1U=
16 Testforoverall effect Z=1.23 (P=10.122) Favours ¥WB Guided SH Favours VWE SelfHelp
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Figure 1249: Carer quality of life

WE Guided SH WB Self-Help

5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoyle 2013 -0.5384599 0.3920726 7 T493% -0.54 [1.31,0.23]
Hayle 2013 0.2361443 0.3865027 1 7oa0i% 0.24 [-0.52, 0.99]
Total (95% CIy 13 14 100.0% 0.15 [-0.69, 0.39]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.98 df=1 (P=0.16); F=48%

10 -5

5 10
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.80) Favours WB Guided SH  Favours WE Sel-Help
Figure 1250: Carer family functioning
WEB Guided SH WEB Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hoyle 2013 1.86 0.29 12 203 03 14 100.0% -0.86 [1.33,0.21]
Total (95% CI) 13 14 100.0% -0.56 [-1.33, 0.21]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable t t T t |
Testf lleffect Z=1.42 (P=0.16 10 > v > 1
estfor overall effect: Z=1.42(F = 0.18) Favours WE Guided SH  Favours WE SelfHelp
Figure 1251: Carer burden
WHB Guided SH WE Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Hayle 2013 0.3530417 0.3881492 B 7oo498% 035 F0.41,1.11]
Hoyle 2013 0.2653013 03868528 7 7 602% 0.27 [-0.48,1.02]
Total {95% Cly 13 14 100.0% 0.31[-0.23, 0.85]
Heterogeneity Chi®= 003, df=1 (P=0.67)F=0% I_m =5 3 é 10:
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.13 (P = 0.26) Favours WB Guided SH Favours WE Self-Help
Figure 1252: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive
WB Guided SH WB Self-Help 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fizxed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Hoyle 2013 304 977 13 258 101 14 100.0% 0.45[0.32,1.21]
Total (95% CIy 13 14 100.0% 0.45[-0.32, 1.21]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle |_1 0 -'5 ﬁ é 10.

Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P =0.25)

Fawours WE Sel-Help  Favours WB Guided SH

Web-based guided self-help vs web-based self-help for carers of people with anorexia

nervosa at follow up

Figure 1253: Carer general psychopathology (distress)

WB Guided SH WE Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% Cl
Hoyle 2013 17.82 17.74 13 2445 1828 16 100.0% -0.35 [1.09, 0.39]
Total (95% CI) 13 16 100.0% -0.35[-1.09, 0.39]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I } 1 | |
Testf Il effect Z = 0.93 (P=0.35 1o > v > 10

estforoverall effect Z=0.93 (F=0.35 Favours WE Guided SH Favours WE SelfHelp
Figure 1254: Carer quality of life
WB Guided SH WE Self Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoyle 20132 0.01588837 0.3734022 6 g 60.2% 0.02 F0.71,0.75]
Hoyle 20132 -0.2481203 0.3748126 7 g 48.8% -0.25[-0.98, 0.49]
Total {95% CIy 13 16 100.0% 0.1 [-0.63, 0.40]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 025 df=1 (P=061); F=0% I_m =5 b :1] 1D=

Testfor overall effect: Z=0.43 (F=0E7)

Favours W8 Guided SH  Favours WE Self-Help
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Figure 1255: Carer family functioning

WB Guided SH WB Seli-Help 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CIl I, Fixed, 95% CI
Haoyle 2013 1.8 0.29 13 212 032 16 100.0% -1.01 [1.80,-0.23]
Total (95% CIy 13 16 100.0% -1.01 [-1.80, -0.23] E 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I

A _ -10 - g 10

Testior overall effect: Z=2.53 (F=0.01) Fawvours WE Guided SH Favours WE Self-Help
Figure 1256: Carer burden
WE Guided SH WE Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoyle 2013 0.4524897 03787307 7 8 499% 0.48 [-0.26,1.273]
Hayle 2013 0.4459818 0.3779582 B g 501% 0.45[0.29,1.19]
Total (95% CIy 13 16 100.0% 0.46 [-0.06, 0.99]
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 0,00, df=1 (P =0.95); F=0% =—1D t T t 10'

Testior overall effect: Z=1.74 (F=0.08)

- 5
Favours WB Guided 5H Fawours WE Self-Help

Figure 1257: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive

WB Guided SH WWB Seli-Help 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Hoyle 2013 27.21 8.08 13 2565 8.88 16 100.0% 0.18 [-0.56, 0.91]
Total (95% CI) 13 16 100.0% 0.18 [-0.56, 0.91]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable i
Test for overall effect: Z=047 (P=063)

-5 0 ] 10
Favaurs WE Sel-Help Favours YWE Guided SH

Interventions for carers of any eating disorder at end of treatment

Psychoeducation vs wait list control

Figure 1258: Carer self-efficacy

Psycho-education WiLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Spettigue 2015 2189 338 18 1692 328 13 100.0% 1.74[0.89, 2.549]
Total (95% CI) 18 13 100.0% 1.74 [0.89, 2.59] ~l—
Heteragenaity: Mot applicakle t } t

Test for overall effect: Z=4.01 (P = 0.0001)

Figure 1259: Carer knowledge of eating disorders

2 a1 0 1 2
Favours WLC  Favours Peycho-education

Psycho-education WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D  Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fizxed, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% Cl
Spettigue 2015 B3.3 1491 17 5716 13.62 11 100.0% 0.75 [0.04,1.54]
Total {95% Cl) 17 11 100.0% 0.75[-0.04, 1.54] |~ ——
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle _52 51 5 15 é

Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.87 (P = 0.08)

Favours WLC  Favours Psycho-education

Psychoeducation vs wait list control for carers of any eating disorder at formal

assessment — carer outcomes

Figure 1260: Carer self-efficacy

Psycho-education WiC Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Stuiy or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI

Spettigue 2015 20 373 18 1646 41 13 100.0% 0.89[0.14, 1.64]

Total {95% Clj 18 13 100.0% 0.80[0.14, 1.64] ——eai—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle 52 ! ) 15 é

Testfor overall effect: Z=2.31 (P=0.02
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1 Figure 1261: Carer knowledge of eating disorders

Psycho-education WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Spettigue 2015 72.48 1327 17 59.48 1178 11 100.0% 0.99 [0.18, 1.80]
Total {95% Cl) 17 11 100.0% 0.99 [0.18, 1.80] —~ea
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 52 51 5 ,i é
2 Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.41 (P =0.02) Favours WLGC  Favours Psycho-education
3 Figure 1262: Carer burden
Psycho-education WiLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Spettigue 2015 36,899 1314 21 28493 1458 14 100.0% 0A7 011, 1.25]
Total (95% CI) 21 15  100.0% 0.57 [-0.11, 1.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 15 T :is 1D=
4 Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.65 (F = 0.10) Favours Psycho-education  Fawours Other

M.4.3.35 Guided self-help for eating disorders vs self-help for eating disorders

6 Figure 1263: Carer general psychopathology

Guided SH Self Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
Goddard 2011 181 T2 A7 186 87 63 100.0% -0.06 [-0.42,0.30]
Total {95% CI) 57 63 100.0% -0.06 [-0.42, 0.30]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle _.1 —D'.S ﬁ DTS ‘i

7 Testfor overall effect 2= 034 (P=0.73) Favours Guided SH Favours Sel-Help
8 Figure 1264: Carer burden
Guided SH Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fized, 95% CI
Goddard 2011 0.038517 018282 28 3 50.0% 0.04 [-0.32, 0.40]
Goddard 2011 -0.008281 0.182804 29 32 50.0% -0.01 [F0.37, 0.39]
Total {95% CI) 57 63 100.0% 0.02 [-0.24, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.86); = 0% 5_1 p 55 1 é 1D=
9 Testfor overall effect Z=012 (P =091} Favours Guided SH Favours SelfHelp
10 Figure 1265: Carer quality of life
Guided SH Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Goddard 2011 145 4649 a7 15 7.4 63 100.0% -0.07 [0.43,0.28]
Total (95% Cl) 57 63 100.0% -0.07 [-0.43, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 51 —DI p : DIS 15
11 Test for overall effect: Z=0.40 (P = 0.69) Favours Guided SH Favours Sel-Help
12 Figure 1266: Carer family functioning
Guided SH Self-Help Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Goddard 2011 474 5.9 57 438 102 63 100.0% -0.14 [-0.50, 0.22]
Total (95% CI) 57 63 100.0% -0.14 [-0.50, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 5 % 1D=
13 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.76 (F = 0.45) Favours Guided SH Favours Self-Help
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1 Figure 1267: Carer self-efficacy

Guided SH Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI1 I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Goddard 2011 733 17 A% ¥08 201 B3 100.0% 0148021, 051]
Total {95% Cly LiYs 63 100.0% 0.15[-0.21, 0.51]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable 5_1 2 55 : é 1D=
2 Testfor overall effect Z=0.81 (P = 0.42) Favours SelfHelp Favours Guided SH

3 Figure 1268: Carer Experience of Caregiving Inventory-positive

Guided SH Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
Goddard 2011 302 496 A7 87 87 63 100.0% 0.05[-0.30,0.41]
Total {95% CI) 57 63 100.0% 0.05[-0.30, 0.41]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 =5 ﬁ % 1D=
4 Testfar overall effect Z= 030 (P=077) Favours SeliHelp Favours Guided SH
5 Figure 1269: Carer accommodation and enabling
Guided SH Self-Help Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed, 95% C1
Goddard 2011 404 M7 a7 407 254 63 100.0% -0.01 F0.37,0.39]
Total (95% CI) LT 63 100.0% -0.01[-0.37, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 '5 : é 1D=
6 Testfor overall efiect Z= 0.07 (F = 0.95) Favours Guided SH Favours Selt-Help

M.57 Clinical question: Does any pharmacological intervention
s produce benefits/harms on specified outcomes in people
9 with eating disorders?

M.5.10 Pharmacological interventions in people with anorexia nervosa

M.5.1.11 Antidepressants compared with placebo in adults with anorexia nervosa at end of
12 treatment

13 Figure 1270: BMI

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
11.1.1 SSRis
Fassinoz002 1747 1.41 26 16.33 1.68 26 100.0% 0.72[0.16,1.29] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 26 100.0% 0.72 [0.16, 1.29]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: £= 242 (F=0.01)

-10 -5 ] 5 10
) ) Favours Placebo Favours Antidepressant
14 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot apnlicable
15 Figure 1271: Change in percent body weight
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
11.21 55Rls
Kaye2001 8.3 8.3 1M1 112 114 12 100.0% -0.61 [-1.45,0.23]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 11 12 100.0% -0.61 [-1.45, 0.23]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.42 (P =0.186)
10 : 0 5 10

) ) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
1 6 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot apnlicable

17 Figure 1272: Dropout due to any reason
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Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.6.1 55RIs
Fassino2002 T 26 4 26 100.0% 1.17 [0.45, 3.00]
Subtotal {95% CI) 26 26 100.0%  1.17 [0.45, 3.00]
Total events 7 B

Heterageneity: Mat applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.32 (F=0.75)

1 1
0.1 0z 0.4 1 2 ] 10
Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo

1 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

2 Figure 1273: Achieved target body weight

Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.51 TCA
Halmi 1936 17 23 16 25 100.0% 1.15[0.78, 1.69]
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 25 100.0%  1.15[0.79, 1.69]
Total events 17 16

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.74 (P = 0.46)

01 02 05 1 2 & 10
Favours Placebo Favours Antidepressant

3 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

4 Figure 1274: Depression

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
11.3.1 SSRI
Fassino2002 73 a0v 26 123 9.02 26 58.E% -0.67 F1.23,-0.11] HH
Subtotal {95% CI) 26 26 58.6% -0.67 [-1.23, -0.11] &>

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.35 (P = 0.02)

11.3.2 TCA
Halmi 1986 141 6.4 16 177 85 20 41.4% -0.451.12,0.22] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 16 20 4M.4% 0.45[-1.12,0.22] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.32{P=0.18)
Total (95% Cl) 42 46 100.0% -0.58 [-1.01, -0.15] L 2
Heterageneity: Chif=0.25, df=1 (P = 0.62); F= 0% 5_1 0 5 b 5 0
Testior overall Eﬁec_t Z=185 (Pz_ 0.003) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
5 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 025, df=1 (P =062), F= 0%
6 Figure 1275: Relapse
Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.7.1 55Rls
Kaye20 B 16 16 19 100.0% 0.45[0.23, 0.86] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 19 100.0%  0.45[0.23, 0.86]
Total events 4 16
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z= 240 (P=0.02)
} } t
0z na 2 A

Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
7 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable P

M.5.1.28 Antidepressants compared with another antidepressant in adults with anorexia
9 nervosa at end of treatment

10 Figure 1276: Bingeing
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TCA
Events Total

SSRI

Study or Subgroup  Events Total

Risk Ratio

Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

12.31 5S8RIvs. TCA

Ruggiero 2001 T 10 7 13 100.0% 1.30 [0.68, 2.48] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 13 100.0% 1.30 [0.68, 2.48]
Total events 7 7
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=0.80 (P=0.43
I } } 1 } |
01 02 0.5 2 4] 10
. . Favours SSRI Favours TCA
1 Test for subaroup differences; Mot applicable
2 Figure 1277: Amenorrhea
S5RI TCA Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
12.3.1 55RIvs. TCA
Ruggiero 2001 T 10 7 13 100.0% 1.30 [0.B8, 2.48] —t
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 13 100.0% 1.30 [0.68, 2.48]
Total events T 7
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.80 (F=0.43)
I } } 1 } |
01 02 0.5 2 4] 10
. . Favours SSRI1 Favours TCA
3 Test far subgroup differences: Mot apnlicahle
4 Figure 1278: Vomiting
SSRI TCA Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
12.1.1 SSRIvs. TCA
Ruggiero 2001 4 10 il 13 100.0% 061 [0.37,1.01] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 13 100.0% 0.61 [0.37, 1.01]
Total events 4 i}
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.91 {F = 0.06)
01 02 0.5 2 5 10

Testfor subgroup diferences: Mot applicakle

5

Favours TCA Fawours SSRI

M.5.1.36 Antipsychotic compared with an antidepressant in adults with anorexia nervosa at end

7 of treatment

8 Figure 1279: Bingeing

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

Antipsychotic  Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Ruggiero 2001 1 5] i] 13 78.3% 0.81[0.55,1.22] —
Ruggiero 2001 2 5 4 10 21.7% 1.11[0.52, 2.37] -
Total (95% CI) 12 23 100.0% 0.87 [0.61, 1.24] -l
Total events 3 4
_ll-_let?;ogenewl:lT?ru t:-ZD.—Dg;;:ﬁhIPZ—DﬁSISI di=1(P=0458); F=0% 'D.‘I sz D!S é :'5 1D'
9 estfor overall effect: Z= 0.76 (F = 0.45) Favours Antidepressant Favours Antipsychoti
10 Figure 1280: Amenorrhea
Antipsychotic  Antidepressant Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruggiero 2001 4 3 7 13 457% 1.24[0.98, 2.64]
Ruggiero 2001 4 B 7 10 54.3% 0.85[0.47, 1.91]
Total (95% CI) 12 23 100.0%  1.08 [0.65, 1.81]
Tatal events a 14
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.25, df=1 (P = 0.62), F= 0% T 0 0’ ] 5 L 0

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.30 (F = 0.76)

11
12 Figure 1281: Vomiting
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Antipsychotic  Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Ruggiero 2001 2 5 3 10 36.8% 0.85[0.47,1.91]
Ruggiers 2001 1 5] i] 13 B3.2% 0.81[0.55,1.22]
Total (95% CI) 12 23 100.0% 0.87 [0.60, 1.25]
Total events 3 3
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 016, df= 1 (F = 0.68); F= 0% I t t T t } |
L - 0.1 0.z [I] 1 2 a 10
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.78 (F = 0.44) Favours Antidepressant Favours Antipsychoti

M.5.1.42 Combined antidepressant and psychotherapy compared with a placebo and
3 psychotherapy in adults with anorexia nervosa at end of treatment

4 Figure 1282: Weight

Antidepressant + Therapy Placebo + Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
15.1.1 SSRI
Aftiza 1998 866 6.3 14 874 47 16 100.0% -0.14 [0.85, 0.56]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 16 100.0% -0.14 [-0.85, 0.56]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 039 (P =0.70)

15.1.2 S5RI Change score

Walsh 2006 1.94 0.51 49 214 033 44 100.0% -0.46 [-0.87,-0.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 44 100.0%  -0.46 [-0.87, -0.04]
Heterogeneity: bot applicable

Test for overall effect 2= 217 (P =0.03)

10 -3 0 9 10
: ; Favours Placebo + Therapy Favours Antidepressant + Therapy
5 Testfaor subaroup differences: Chi*= 057, df=1 (P=0.45, F=0%
6 Figure 1283: Quality of life
Antidepressant + Therapy Placebo + Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
15.3.1 SSRI
‘Walsh 2006 0.23 0.23 49 0.3 018 44 100.0% -0.38 [F0.79, 0.03]
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 44 100.0% -0.38 [-0.79, 0.03]
Heterageneity. Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.682 (P = 0.07)
k t T t d
-10 - 10
) Favours Placebo + Therapy Favours Antidep + Therapy
7 Testfar subaroun diferences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1284: Dropout due to any reason
Antidepressant + Therapy  Placebo + Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total  Events Total Weight M.H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
15.7.1 S5RI
Aftia 19598 4 18 4 16 11.6% 1.07 [0.32, 3.57]
YWalsh 2006 25 49 28 44 884%  0.80[0.56 1.14] 1:
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 60 100.0%  0.83[0.59,1.17]
Total events 28 32
Heterogeneity: Chif= 0.21, df=1 (P = 0.65), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 (P =0.30)
0.1 0.2 05 2 5 10
i . Favours Antidepressant + Therapy Favours Placebo + Therapy
9 Testfor suboroup diferences: Mot applicable
10 Figure 1285: Depression
Antidepressant + Therapy Placebo + Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
15.2.1 SSRI
Aftia 1993 169 1.3 148 14 8.9 16 253% 018 [0.52, 0.89]
Walsh 2006 -0.12 0.25 49 -0z 017 44 F47% 0.37 [-0.04, 0.78]
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 60 100.0% 0.32 [-0.03, 0.68]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.20, df=1 (P = D.66); F= 0%
Test far overall effect: 7= 1.77 (P = 0.08)
0 : ‘ : 10

1 1 . . Favours Antidepressant + Therapy Favours Placebo + Therapy
Testfor subgroup diferences: Not applicable

12 Figure 1286: Global improvement

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016
252



1
2

3

M.5.1.54
5

6

11
12

13
14

15
16

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant + Therapy Placebo + Therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
15.10.1 S5RI
Aftia 1998 25 1.4 14 2.8 1.8 16 100.0% -0.20 F0.91, 0.51]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 16 100.0% -0.20 [-0.91, 0.51]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.56 (P = 0.58)
t + t t |
-10 - 10
. ) Favours Antidepressant + Therapy Favours Placebo + Therapy
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1287: Remission
Antidepressant + Therapy  Placebo + Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total  Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
156.9.1 SSRI
‘Walsh 2006 7 49 4 44 100.0% 1.67 [0.49,5.01]
Subtotal (95% CI) 49 44 1000%  1.57 [0.49, 5.01]
Total events T 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.76 (P = 0.44)
01 0z 05 1 2 5 10

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicahble

Favours F‘Iacebd +Therapy Favours Antidepressant + Therapy

Combined antipsychotic and psychotherapy compared with a placebo and
psychotherapy in adults with anorexia nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 1288: BMI

Antipsychotic + therapy Placebo + therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean sSD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Eramhilla 2007 17.2 3 15 169 1.2 15 100.0% 018 [-0.54, 0.89]
Tatal (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.1 [-0.54, 0.89]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 171 0 15 T t 1D=
Testfar averall effect: 2= 0.48 (P = 0.63) Favours Placebo + therapy Favours Antipsychotic + therapy
Figure 1289: Dropout due to side-effects
Antipsychotic + therapy  Placebo + therapy Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Brambilla 2007 1] 17 1] 18 100.0% 1.00[0.90,1.11]
Total (95% CI) 17 18 100.0% 1.00 [0.80, 1.11]
Total events 0 1]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable L } } 1 1 1 |
e ~ 01 02 05 1 2 5 10
Testfor averall eflect 2= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours Placeb +therapy Favours Antipsychotic + therapy
Figure 1290: Yale eating disorder scale
Antipsychotic + therapy Placebo + therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Erambilla 2007 126 5.9 14 17 9.7 19 100.0% -0.93 F1.26,0.20]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.53[-1.26, 0.20]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable }-10 =5 ﬁ I 1nI
Testforoverall efiect 2=1.43 (P = 0.15) Favours Antipsychotic +therapy  Favours Placebo +therapy
Figure 1291: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Antipsychotic + therapy Placebo + therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Erambilla 2007 13.4 7.9 18 106 4.1 19 100.0% 0.43 [0.29,1.16]
Total (85% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.43 [-0.29, 1.16]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_10 :5 1 | 1U=
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.17 (P =0.24) Favours Antipsychotic + therapy Favours Placebo + therapy
Figure 1292: EDI-drive for thinness
Antipsychotic + therapy Placebo + therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Eramhilla 2007 12.4 T8 14 96 T8 15 100.0% 0.36 [-0.37,1.09]
Total (95% CI} 15 15 100.0% 0.36 [-0.37, 1.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 1_10 55 1 t o

Testfor overall effect Z=0.87 (F=0.33)

Figure 1293: EDI-bulimia

Favours Antipsychotic + therapy Favours Placebo + therapy
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Antipsychotic + therapy Placebo + therapy 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Erambilla 2007 12.4 TS5 15 9.6 T8 15 100.0% 0.36 [-0.37,1.08]
Total (95% ClI} 15 15 100.0% 0.36 [-0.37,1.08]
Heterogenaity: Mat applicable T 55 1 t 105
1 Testfor overall effect 2= 0.87 (F=0.33) Favours Antipsychotic + therapy Favours Placebo + therapy
2 Figure 1294: EDI-total
Antipsychotic + therapy Placebo + therapy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean sSD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Erambilla 2007 9.6 40.2 18  B9.2 332 15 100.0% 0.47 F0.26,1.19]
Tatal (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.47 [0.26, 1.19]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable 1_10 + 1 t 1D=
3 Testfar averall effect: 2= 1.26 (P = 0.21) Favours Antipsychotic + therapy Favours Placebo +therapy

M.5.1.64 Other medication compared with a placebo in adults with anorexia nervosa at end of

5 treatment

6 Figure 1295: Achieved target weight

Antihistamine Placebo

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight WM-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
18.1.1 Antihistamine
Halmi 1986 17 23 16 25 100.0% 1.15[0.79, 1.69]
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 25 100.0%  1.15[0.79, 1.69]
Total events 17 16
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £=0.74 (P = 0.46)
I } } 1 t } |
0.1 0.z 0.5 1 2 g 10
) . Favours Placebo Favours Antihistamine
7 Testfor suboroup diferences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1296: Depression
Antihistamine Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
18.2.1 Antihistamine
Halmi 1386 132 B4 18 177 84 20 100.0% -0.88 [-1.23,007]
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 20 100.0% -0.58 [1.23, 0.07]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.74 (F = 0.08)
10 -5 0 5 10

9

Testfor subagroup differences: Mot applicable

Favours Antihistamine Favours Placebo

M.5.1.70 Cannaboid agonist compared with a placebo in adults with anorexia nervosa at end of

11 treatment

12 Figure 1297: Weight gain

Cannaboid agonist Placebo

Std.

Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Andries 2014 1 0.52 24 0.34 024 24 100.0% 1.60[0.95, 2.26]

Total (95% CI) 24 24 100.0% 1.60 [0.95, 2.26] <

Heterogeneity; Mot applicable =—1U I5 ) é 10:
13 Testfor overall effect 2= 4.78 (F < 0.00001) Favours Placebo  Favours Cannaboid agonist
14 Figure 1298: Intensity of physical exercise

Cannaboid agonist Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Andries 20158 4806 3004 24 428 2854 24 100.0% 0.18[0.39,074]

Total (95% CI) 24 24 100.0% 0.18 [-0.39, 0.74]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle |_1 0 -'5 ﬁ é 10'

Testfor overall effect. Z= 061 (P =0.54)

15

Favours Cannaboid agonsit Favours Placebo

16 Figure 1299: Dropout due to adverse events
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Cannaboid agonist Placebo Risk Ratio {Non-event) Risk Ratio {Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Andries 2014 0 11 0 14 100.0% 1.00[0.86, 1.16]
Total {95% CI) 11 14 100.0% 1.00 [0.86, 1.16]
Total events 0 1}
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable I t t T 1 } |
b _ 0.1 0.z (U] 1 2 ] 10
1 Testfor overall effect Z= 0.00(F =1.00) Favours Placebo Favours Cannaboid agonsit
2 Figure 1300: Change in EDI-body dissatisfaction
Cannaboid agonist Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Andries 2014 0.46 0452 24 0.5 048 24 100.0% -0.07 [-0.64, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 24 24 100.0% -0.07 [-0.64, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D _55 T } 1D=
Testfor overall efiest Z=0.25 (F = 0.81) Favours Cannaboid agonsit Favours Placebo
4 Figure 1301: Change in EDI-drive for thinness
Cannaboid agonist Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Andries 2014 -0.38 0.48 24 -1 0.58 24 100.0% 1.15[0.53,1.76]
Total (95% CI) 24 24 100.0% 1.15[0.53, 1.76] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1U 55 3 é 105
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.66 {F = 0.0003) Favours Cannaboid agonsit Favours Placebo
6 Figure 1302: Change in EDI-bulimia
Cannaboid agonist Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Andries 2014 -0.04 0.58 24 -0.54 078 24 100.0% 0.72[013,1.30]
Total (95% CI) 24 24 100.0% 0.72 [0.13,1.30] &
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable :-10 l5 b t 10:
Testfor overall efiect 2= 2.40(F = 0.02) Favours Cannaboid agonsit Favours Placebo
8 Figure 1303: Change in EDI-total
Cannaboid agonist Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Andries 2014 -6.88 4.48 24 -3.25 472 24 100.0% -0.78 [1.36,-0.19]
Total (95% CI) 24 24 100.0% -0.78 [-1.36, -0.19] L 2
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable =—1D =5 b é 10:
9 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.58 (P = 0.010) Favours Cannaboid agonsit Favours Placebo
M.5.1.80 Estrogen compared with a placebo in young people with anorexia nervosa at end of
11 treatment
12 Figure 1304: Change in body weight
Estrogen Placebo Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI|
20.1.1 Adolescents
Misra 2013 1.36 0.45 200 1.19 042 17 100.0% 0.38 [[0.27,1.03]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 17 100.0% 0.38 [-0.27,1.03]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=114 (P =029
10 -5 0 5 10
) . Favours Placebo Favours Estrogen
1 3 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

14 Figure 1305: Dropout due to any reason
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Forest Plots

t

Placebo
Events Total

Estrogen

Study or Subgroup  Events Total

Weight M-

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
H, Fixed, 95% CI

20.2.1 Adolescents

Misra 2013 18 a8 17 34 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 34 100.0%
Total events 18 17

Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=0.22 (P=0.82

0.95[0.59,1.52]
0.95[0.59,1.52]

1
01 0z 05 1 2 510
. . Favours Estrogen  Favours Placebo
1 Testfor subdgroup differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1306: Change in fat mass
Estrogen Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
20.5.1 Adolescents
Misra 2013 28 158 20 41 1 17 100.0% -0.88 [1.67,-0.24] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 17 100.0% -0.98 [1.67, -0.29]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 279 (P = 0.004)
} } } {
-10 -5 ] g 10
. ) Favours Placebo Favours Estrogen
3 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
4 Figure 1307: Change in EDI-body dissatisfaction
Estrogen Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
20.10.1 Adolescents
Wisra 2013 -0.8 08 20 -2 17 100.0% 0.801[012 1.47] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 17 100.0% 0.80[0.12,1.47]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=2.31 (P =0.02)
} } 1 } {
-10 -5 ] a 10
) _ Favours Estrogen Fawvours Placebo
5 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
6 Figure 1308: Change in EDI-drive for thinness
Estrogen Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
20.8.1 Adolescents
Wisra 2013 -303 20 -2 17 100.0% -0.38 F1.03,0.28]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 17 100.0% -0.38 [-1.03, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=1.13 (P = 0.26)
10 -5 D 5 10
) _ Favours Estrogen Fawvours Placebo
7  Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1309: Change in EDI-bulimia
Estrogen Placebo Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
20.9.1 Adolescents
Wisra 2013 18 14 0 02 02 17 100.0% -1.41 F2.14,-0.68] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 17 100.0% -1.41 [-2.14, 0.68]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=3.77 (P =0.0002)
I 1 } {
-10 -5 a ] 10

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

9

M.5.1.90 Growth hormone (rhGH) compared with a
11 end of treatment

12 Figure 1310: Change in EDI-bulimia

Favours Estrogen Favours Placebo

placebo in adults with anorexia nervosa at
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Forest Plots

Growth Hormone {rhGH)

Placebo

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

Fazeli2010 0.3 0.9 10 085 06 11 100.0% -0.70 1.9, 0.19] T

Total (95% CI) 10 11 100.0% -0.70 [-1.59, 0.19] &

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I 1 } 10!

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.54 (P=012)

-4 4

-10 0
Favours Placebo Favours Growth Hormone (rhGH)

M.5.22 Pharmacological interventions in people with bulimia nervosa

M.5.2.13 Antidepressants compared with placebo in adults with bulimia nervosa at end of

4 treatment

5 Figure 1311: Bingeing

Antidepressant Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.1.2 SSRIs
Walsh 2004 17.25 2343 20 20.09 1964 22 100.0% -0.13 F0.73, 0.48]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 22 100.0% -0.13 [-0.73,0.48]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect; Z2=0.41 {P = 0.68)

I t 1 } d
-10 -5

i 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
6 Testfor subgroup differences: Mat applicable
7 Figure 1312: Purging
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
1.21 TCAs
Walsh1991 T8 144 0 133 174 38 100.0% -0.34 [-0.79, 0.11]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 40 38 100.0% -0.34 [-0.79, 0.11]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Testfor overall effect: Z=149(FP=014)
Total (95% CI) 40 38 100.0% -0.34 [-0.79,0.11]
e e o1 SO T T
estior overall & BC_' =143{P=0. ) Favours Antidepressant Favours Flacebo
8  Testfor subgroun diferences: Mot apnlicable
9 Figure 1313: Vomiting
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.3.1 55RI
WWalsh 2004 11.55 106 20 1368 1063 22 100.0% -0.20 [0.80, 0.41]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 22 100.0% -0.20 [-0.80, 0.41]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.64 (F=053)
10 5 ' : 10
) . Favours Ahtidepressant Favours Placebo
1 O Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
11 Figure 1314: Loss in body weight
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
1.5.1 55RI
Milana 2004 -4 05 10 -6 05 10 1000%  -5.74[7.92-347) i
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 10 100.0% -5.75[-7.92, -3.57]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Test for overall effect Z=5.19 (P = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 10 10 100.0% -5.75[-7.92, -3.57] ~al—
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle T = b : 10

Test for overall effect £= 518 (P = 0.00001)
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable

12
13 Figure 1315: Depression

Favours Placebo Favours Antidepressant
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Favours Antidepressant Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.10.1 TCAs
MecCann1 &0 6.4 TA 10 7T 6.5 13 T.2% -019[1.01, 0.64] T
Walsh1991 9.2 77 40 13 11 3| 245% -0.40 [-0.85, 0.04] "
Subtotal (95% CI) 50 5 3M.T% -0.35[-0.74, 0.04] 0
Heterageneity: Chi®= 020, df=1 {F = 0.66), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.74 (P = 0.08)
1.10.2 SSRis
Kanerval994 74 5.1 22 95 5.5 24 14.4% -0.44 [1.03, 0.14] ]
VWalsh 2004 12.25 10.38 20 1595 11.23 22 133% -0.34 [-0.95, 0.28] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 42 46 27.6% -0.39 [-0.81, 0.03] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.06, df=1 (F=0.80);, F=0%
Test for averall effect Z=1.82 (P=0.07)
1.10.3 MAOIs
Carruhazo01 B.22 0.99 38 B2B 126 39 4T% -0.03 [0.48, 0.41] LB
Walsh1987 10.4 T8 23 114 131 27 159% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.47] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 61 66 40.7% -0.06 [-0.40, 0.29] L)
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.02, df=1 {F=088), F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 032 (P =0.75)
Total (95% CI) 153 163 100.0% -0.24 [-0.46, -0.02] 4
Heterogeneity: Chif= 2.14, df= 5 (P = 0.83); F=0% i_1 P =5 7 é
Testfor overall effec.t Z=1214 (p:. 0.03) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
1 Testfor subaroun diferences: Chi®=1.86.df= 2 (P=03%. F=0%
2 Figure 1316: Depression change scores
SSRI Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.11.1 S5RI
Raomano 2002 2.03 5.66 ¥ 323 66 71 100.0% -0.19[-0.52,013]
Subtotal (95% CI) (] 71 100.0% -0.19 [-0.52,0.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=117 (F=0.24)
Total {95% CI) [£] 71 100.0% -0.19 [-0.52,0.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 3 55 3 %
Testfor averall effect Z=117 (F=0.24) Favours Placeba Favours SSRI
3 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1317: EDI-total
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.6.1 S5RI
Kanerval994 50 537 22 619 228 24 59.3% 0.28[-0.67, 0.28]
Subtotal {95% CI) 22 24 59.3% 0.29[-0.87, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 087 {F =0.33)
1.6.2 MAOI
Carrubazin 876 BT g B6 6.1 39 407% 334 [2.64, 4.04] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 38 39 40.7% 3.34 [2.64, 4.04] L3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=9.32 {F < 0.00001)
Total {95% Cl) 60 63 100.0% 1.19 [0.74, 1.64] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 60.82, df=1 (P = 0.00001); F= 98% :-10 I5 P %
Testfor averall efrec_t:Z: s200p ) 0.00001) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
5 Testfor subdroup differences: Chi®= 6082, df=1 (P = 0.00001%, F=98.4%
6 Figure 1318: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Antidepressant Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.9.1 §5RI
Kanerval994 10.3 9.4 22 148 81 24 100.0% -0.48 [-1.07,0.10]
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 24 100.0% -0.48 [1.07, 0.10]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=1.61 (P=0.11}
I } ) }
-10 -5 0 g

avours SSRI Favours Placebo
7 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

8 Figure 1319: EDI-drive for thinness
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Forest Plots

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
1.8.1 SSRI
Kanersa1894 92 53 22 116 55 24 100.0% -0.44 [-1.02, 0.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 24 100.0% 0.44[1.02, 0.15]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.46 (P =0.14)

10 -5 5 10
. . Favours 35RI Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroun differences: Mot applicahle
2 Figure 1320: Drop out due to adverse events
Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio {(Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.13.1 TCAs
Mitchell 1990 2 54 1 3 8.5% 1.00[0.92,1.08] T
Walsh1491 g 41 i 38 9.0% 0.88[0.78, 0.89] -
Subtotal {95% CI) a5 70 17.4% 0.94 [0.87,1.01] &
Total events 7 1
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.07, df=1 (P =0.08); P= 67%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.76 (P = 0.08)
1.13.2 S5RIs
Fluoxetinebulim1992 11 128 g 129 Z6.8% 0.88[0.81,1.04] -
Kanerval 394 1 24 1 26 A3% 1.00[0.89,1.12] -
Milano 2004 i 10 i 10 2.3% 1.00([0.83,1.200 -
Romano 2002 4 Th 3 74 16.0% 0.89[0.82,1.06] -+
Schmidt 2004 9 a3 2 48 131% 0.83[0.85,1.02] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 322 288 63.6% 0.97 [0.93, 1.01] 4
Total events 25 14
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.34, df =4 (P =0.85); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.38{P=017)
1.13.3 MAOQIs
Carrubaz0o 4 38 ] 39 TA% 1.03[0.87,1.21] T
Walsh1387 10 kil 1 3 6.7% 0.70[0.54, 0.90] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 69 70 14.1% 0.87 [0.76, 1.00] L ]
Tatal events 14 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 6.80, df=1{F = 0.00%), F= 85%
Test for overall effect: 2= 1.90 (P = 0.0B)
1.13.4 Other
Pope1989 1 23 1 23 449% 1.00([0.88,1.13] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 23 23 4.9% 1.00 [0.88,1.13] L 2
Total events 1 1
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)
Total (95% CI) 509 451 100.0% 0.95[0.92, 0.99] [}
Total events 47 22
Heterogeneity: Chif=12.41, df=9{P =019, F=27% ID ] DIQ DIS é % 1D=

3
4

5
6

Test for overall effect: 7= 2.68 (P = 0.007)
Testfor subaroup diferences: Chif= 2.97, df= 3 (P = 0.40)

Figure 1321: Global score

== 0%

Favours Placebo Favours Antidepressants

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1121 TCA
Walsh1981 14 05 40 21 07 38 I151% -0.33 077, 012) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 38 251% 0.33[-0.77,0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=1 43P =0.15)
1.12.2 S5RI
Kanerval994 223 43 22221 54 24 150% 0.04 [-0.54, 0.632] -
Romano 2002 045 113 A 087 1.2 71 46.4% -0.44 FOF7,-0.11] L
Walsh 2004 085 0v7 0 122 085 22 1348% -0.33 [F0.54, 0.28] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 117 117 74.9% -0.32 [-0.58, -0.07] L]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.02, df= 2 {P=036);F=1%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2 46 (P = 0.01)
Total (95% CI) 157 155 100.0% -0.33 [-0.55, -0.10] L]
Heterogeneity Chi®= 2.02, df= 3 (P =057, F=0% 5_1 0 55 B % 1D=
Testfor overall effeclt: Z=1835 (le 8.004) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 000, df=1 (P = 0.89), F= 0%

Figure 1322: Remission
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Forest Plots

Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Hon-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Fope1989 2 23 0 23 100.0% 0.91 [0.749, 1.06]
Total (95% Cl) 23 23 100.0% 0.91 [0.79, 1.06]
Tatal events 2 0

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f T f } {

o _ 01 02 05 1 2 510
1 Testior overall efiect Z=1.17 (F = 0.24) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo

M.5.2.22 Antidepressants compared with placebo in adults with bulimia nervosa at follow-up

3 Figure 1323: Bingeing

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
keel 2002 24 1.8 | 34 27 17 100.0% -0.39 [-1.04, 0.24]
Total (95% CI) 21 17 100.0% -0.39 [-1.04, 0.25]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle '—10 .5 ﬁ : 0

4 Testfor overall effect Z=1.19 (F = 0.23) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
Figure 1324: Vomiting
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Keel 2002 24 17 21 34 26 17 100.0% -0.46[-1.10,0149]
Total (95% CI) 21 17 100.0% -0.46 [-1.10, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble -_1 0 |5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect £=1.33 (F=0.17) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo

Figure 1325: Laxative use

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Keel 2002 14 14 21 1.3 1 17 100.0% 0.08 [-0.56,0.72]
Total (95% CI) 21 17 100.0% 0.08 [-0.56, 0.72]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle I I |

PRIIE _ 10 5 0 g 10
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.24 (F = 0.81) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo

Figure 1326: Depression

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
Keel 2002 58 B3 21 432 52 17 100.0% 0.27 [-0.37,0.81]
Total (95% CI) 21 17 100.0% 0.27 [-0.37, 0.91]
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle 5_1 0 55 b % 1D=
1 0 Testfor overall effect £= 0.82 (F=0.41) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
11 Figure 1327: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
keel 2002 924 358 21 1024 473 17 100.0% -0.24 [-0.88, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 21 17 100.0% -0.24 [-0.88, 0.40]
e oo SO W S N
12 estfor overall effect 2= 0.72 (F = 0.47) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo

M.5.2.33 Antidepressants compared with antidepressants in adults with bulimia nervosa at end
14 of treatment

15 Figure 1328: Depression
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant Another Antidepresssant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.5.1 S5RI (Citalopram) vs. S5RI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leombruni 2006 783 715 14 10.28 13.31 14 100.0% -0.22[-0.97,0.52]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 14 100.0% -0.22 [-0.97, 0.52]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect 2= 059 (P = 0.56)

-0 -5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
1 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1329: Clinical global impression
Antidepressant Another Antidepresssant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.10.1 55RI (Citalopram) vs. SSRI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leambruni 2006 238 1.2 14 2.7 1.07 14 100.0% -0.27 [1.02, 0.47]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 14 100.0% -0.27 [1.02, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=072 (P=0.47)
-0 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
3 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1330: Exercise
Antidepressant Another Antidepresssant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.9.1 55RI (Citalopram) vs. S5RI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leambruni 2006 1.063 0.487 14 0.571 0.251 14 100.0% 1.23[0.41, 2.08] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 14 100.0% 1.23 [0.41, 2.05]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=2.95 (P = 0.003)
10 -5 0 5 10
. Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
5 Test for subagroup differences: Mot apnlicable
6 Figure 1331: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.7.1 55RI(Citalopram) vs. SSRI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leombruni 2006 1003 774 14 10 8457 14 100.0% 0.00[F0.74,0.74]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 14 100.0% 0.00[-0.74, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfar overall effect Z=0.01 (P = 0.99)
-0 -5 0 5 10
) ) Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
7 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot apnlicable
8 Figure 1332: EDI-drive for thinness
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.6.1 55RI(Citalopram) vs. SSRI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leombruni 2006 1181 7.22 14 9 695 14 100.0% 0.34 [-0.40, 1.049]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 14 100.0% 0.34 [-0.40,1.09]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Testfor overall effect: £= 090 (F=0.37)
-0 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
O Testfor subaroun differences: Mot anplicable
10 Figure 1333: EDI-bulimia
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.8.1 55Rl (Citalopram) vs. SSRI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leombruni 2006 576 404 14 6 EH.88 14 100.0% -0.04 [-0.78, 0.70]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 100.0% -0.04 [-0.78, 0.70]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=010(F =082
-10 5 ' 5 10

Testfor subgroup diferences: Mot annlicable

11
12 Figure 1334: Drop out due to any reason

Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
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10
. X Favours Antidepressant Favours Another Antid
1 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
M.5.2.42 Antidepressants compared combined psychotherapy antidepressants in adults with
3 bulimia nervosa at end of treatment
4 Figure 1335: Change in body weight
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3.22CBT
Goldbloom1997 -2 10 12 -3.2 7.3 12 100.0% 013 [-0.67,0.83]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.13 [-0.67, 0.93]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.32 (P =0.75)
Total (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.13 [-0.67, 0.93]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: Z=032(F= D.TS? Favours Combination Favours Antidepressant
5 Testfor suboroup differences: Mot apnlicable
6 Figure 1336: Bingeing
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
351CBT
Goldbloom1997 10 1549 12 1.8 3.3 12 11.58% 0.69[-0.14,1.52] N
Jacohizo0z 3T 346 16 128 18 18 16.3% 0.68 [F0.02,1.37] | —
Walsh1997 259 348 28 0.495 1.6 23 248% 0.57[0.01,1.14] ———
Subtotal (95% CI) 56 53 52.6% 0.63 [0.24,1.02] -
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.08, df=2 (P =0896), F=0%
Testfar overall effect: £=3.20 (F = 0.001}
3.5.2 Self-help
Walsh 2004 17.25 23.93 20 16.83 24 65 24 27.4% 0.02 [-0.58, 0.61] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 24 22.4% 0.02 [-0.58, 0.61] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect: 2= 0.06 (P = 0.96)
3.5.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1897 2488 358 28 387 31 2 250% -0.249 [0.85, 0.27] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 22 25.0% -0.29 [-0.85, 0.27] -~
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect Z=1.01 (P =0.31)
Total (95% CI) 104 99 100.0% 0.26 [-0.02, 0.54] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 7.94, df= 4 (P = 0.09); F= 50% 5_4 52 p é 45
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: =184 (p:. 0.7 Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
7 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=7.87, df=2 (P=002), F=74.6%
8 Figure 1337: Purging
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
361 CBT
Goldbloom1997 10 184 12 1.8 3.3 12 147% 0.69[-0.14,1.52] T
Jacohiz002 201 274 16 17.2 18 18 223% 0.12 [-0.55, 0.80] -
Walsh1997 3T g 28 11 2 23 3 4% 0.65[0.08,1.22] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 56 53 68.2% 0.49 [0.10, 0.87] L3
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.67, df=2 {(P=043), F=0%
Testfor averall effect 2= 2.48 (P = 0.01)
3.6.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 3T g 28 8.5 g 27 38E% -0.35 [-0.92, 0.21] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 28 22 3.8% -0.35 [-0.92, 0.21] <&
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=1.23{P=0.22)
Total (95% CI) 84 75 100.0% 0.22 [-0.10, 0.54] »
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 7.51, df= 3 (P = 0.06); F= 60% =-1D 55 p é "
Testfor overall effec.t: Z£=1.35 (p:. 018 Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
9 Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 5.84. df=1 (P = 0.02). F= 82.9%
10 Figure 1338: Vomiting

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant  Another Antidepresssant Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight MN-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.12.1 53Rl (Citalopram) vs. S5RI (Fluoxetine). Adults
Leombruni 2006 5 149 4 18 100.0% 1.18[0.38,3.72]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 18 100.0% 1.18[0.38, 3.72]
Total events a 4

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=029(P=0.77)

01 02 05 1 2 5
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1

3

5

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3.4.1 Self-help
Walsh 2004 11.85 106 20 11.83 11.86 24 437% -0.02 [-0.62, 0.57]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 20 24 43.7% -0.02 [-0.62, 0.57]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=0.08 (P = 0.84)
34.2CBT
Goldbloom1997 173 272 12 3.3 45 12 224% 0.69[-0.14,1.52]
Jacohiz002 041 27 16 17.2 19 18 33.9% 0.12 [0.55, 0.80]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 28 30 56.3% 0.35 [-0.17, 0.87]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.10, df=1 {P = 0.29); F= 9%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.31 (P=0.19)
Total (95% CI) 48 54 100.0% 0.19 [-0.21, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.96, df= 2 (P = 0.38); F= 0% =-1D 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effec.t: Z£=083 (p:. 0.3% Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 0.86, df=1 (P = 0.39), F= 0%
2 Figure 1339: Laxative use
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3.3.1 Self-help
Walsh 2004 1985 248 20 21.04 27.08 24 100.0% -0.04 [-0.64, 0.55]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 24 100.0% -0.04 [-0.64, 0.55]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.145 (P = 0.88)
10 -5 0 5 10
. X Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
Testfor suboroup differences: Mot apnlicable
4 Figure 1340: Depression
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3141 CBT
Agras] 994 10 TA 11 9.7 8.4 10 §.8% 0.04 [-0.82, 0.89] S E—
Goldbloom1997 136 183 9 TA 9 10 B.5% 0.47 [-0.45,1.349] I E—
Jacohiz002 14.4 9 16 1349 104 18 158% 0.05 [-0.62,0.72] I
Walsh1997 8.2 9 28 4.4 g 23 228% 0.50 [-0.06, 1.06] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 61 56.9% 0.29 [-0.06, 0.65] il
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.52, df= 3 (P =068), F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.61 (FP=0.11)
3.14.2 Self-help
Walsh 2004 12,25 10.38 20 12.52 11.77 24 20.3% -0.02 [-0.62, 0.57] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 24 20.3% -0.02 [-0.62, 0.57] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.08 (P = 0.94)
3.14.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 8.2 9 28 B 7 22 218% 0.26 [-0.30,0.83] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 28 22 22.8% 0.26 [-0.30, 0.83] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.92 (P = 0.36)
Total (95% CI) 112 107 100.0% 0.22 [-0.05, 0.49] l.
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2.35, df= 5 (F = 0.80); F=0% I_4 I2 p é 4!
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: =182 (p:. 01n Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 083, df= 2 (P = 0.66), F= 0%
6 Figure 1341: EDE-shape concern
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.8.1CBT
Goldbloom19597 28 1.8 12 2.3 14 12 100.0% 0.26 [-0.54,1.07]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.26 [-0.54,1.07]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 064 (P=052)
-10 -5 0 g 10

7

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant

Antidepressant+Therapy

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

8 Figure 1342: EDE-weight concern

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

263

Favours Antidepresssant Favours Combination



Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3.91CBT
Goldbloom1997 21 1.4 12 1.8 1.7 12 100.0% 0.19[-0.62,0.99]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 12 100.0% 0.19 [-0.62, 0.99]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.45 (P = 0.65)

-10 -8 0 g 10
1 . X Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
Testfor subaroun differences: Mot apnlicable
2 Figure 1343: EDE-total
Antidepressant Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total VWWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
31041 CBT
Walzh1997 2.0 0a 28 142 049 23 100.0% 0.54 [0.03,1.10]
Subtotal {95% CI) 28 23 100.0% 0.54 [0.03,1.101
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=1.87 (F = 0.08)
k 1 1 } |
-10 -4 a ] 10
. i Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
3 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1344: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3131 CBT
Jacohizo02 |z M7 16 341 1.7 18 100.0% 0.34 [-0.34,1.02]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 0.34 [-0.34,1.02]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=089 (P =032
I 1 1 } |
-10 -8 0 g 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
5 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1345: EDI-drive for thinness
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
31ACBT
Jacohizo02 2849 9.3 16 277 a7 18 100.0% 0.24 [-0.44, 093]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 0.24 [-0.44, 0.92]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 069 (P =0.48)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -8 0 g 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
7 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1346: EDI-bulimia
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3121 CBT
Jacohi2002 284 66 16 244 6.5 18 100.0% 0.60[-0.09,1.29]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 0.60 [-0.09, 1.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.69 (P =0.09)
10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
9 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
10 Figure 1347: Drop out due to adverse events
Antidepressant  Antidepressant+Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
3.16.1 CBT
Jacohi2002 4 16 g 18 BO0E% 0.90[0.29, 2.78]
Mitchell1990 2 54 3 52 39.4% 0.64 [0.11, 3.69] Lol
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 70 100.0%  0.80[0.31,2.07]
Total events 4 g
Heterogeneity: Chi#=0.10, df=1 {P=078), F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.46 (P =0.64)
I t t 1 t } |
0.1 0.z 0.5 1 2 g 10

1 1 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

12 Figure 1348: General psychiatric symptoms
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1

3

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant

Antidepressant+Therapy

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3TACBT
Jacohiz002 14 0.7 16 1.8 04 18 191% 0.17 [-0.50, 0.85] T
Walsh1997 1.41 04 28 1.39 04 23 286% 0.05 [-0.50, 0.60] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 44 41 47.6% 0.10 [-0.33, 0.53] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.08, df=1 {FP=0.78); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.46 (P = 0.65)
3.7.2 Self-help
Walsh 2004 0.48s 077 20 1.03 0.88 24 24T7% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.50] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 20 24 24.7% -0.09 [-0.69, 0.50] e
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z2=0.31 (P = 0.76)
3.7.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 1.41 04 28 1.81 0.5 22 3T T% -0.22 [-0.78, 0.34] — T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 28 22 27T.0% -0.22 [-0.78, 0.34] .
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=0.77 (P =0.44)
Total (95% CI) 92 87 100.0% -0.04 [-0.33, 0.26] *
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.92, df=3 (P = 0.82); F= 0% 5_4 52 1 é 45
Testfor overall effec.t: Z£=025 (p:. 0.sn Favours Antidepressant Favours Combination
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 0.84, df= 2 (P = 0.66), F= 0%
2 Figure 1349: Remission (binge free)
Antidepressant  Antidepressant+Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
3.17.1 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 7 28 ] 22 100.0% 1.101[0.40, 3.00]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 28 22 100.0% 1.10 [0.40, 3.00]
Total events 7 ]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect: 2= 019 (P = 0.85)
3173 CBT
Goldbloom1997 2 23 3 289 14.0% 0.84 015, 462]
Jacaobi2002 2 23 3 289 14.0% 0.84 015, 462]
Walsh19a7 7 28 12 3 720% 0.48[0.23,1.02] —i—
Subtotal (95% Cl) T4 81 100.0% 0.56 [0.30, 1.06] —e
Total events 11 18
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 0.62 df= 2 (P=0.73), F=0%
Testfor averall effect: 2= 1.78 (P = 0.08)
01 02 0.5 2 5 10
. : Favours Combination Favours Antidepressant
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®=1.23,df=1(P=027), F=19.0%
4 Figure 1350: Remission (purge free)
Antidepressant  Antidepressant+Therapy Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
319.2CBT
Goldbloom1997 2 23 3 28 32T7% 0.84 015, 462] — &
Jacohi2002 1 23 1 29 129% 1.26[0.08,19.09]
WWalsh1987 g 28 3 23 54.4% 1.37[0.37,5.13] — i
Subtotal (95% C1) 74 81 100.0% 1.15[0.44, 3.06] -
Total events g 7
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 020, df= 2 (P =090} F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=029(P=077)
3.19.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 5 28 3 22 100.0% 1.31[0.35, 4.89] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 28 22 100.0% 1.31 [0.35, 4.89]
Total events ] 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.40 {F = 0.649)
I t t |
0.0$1 0.1 10 100

5

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=0.02, df=1 (P =0.88), F=0%

7 bulimia nervosa at follow-up

8 Figure 1351: Bingeing
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M.5.2.56 Antidepressants compared combined psychotherapy antidepressants in adults with



Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total VWWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.27.1 CBT
Keel 2002 25 1.8 21 25 2 32 100.0% 0.00 [-0.85, 0.59]
Subtotal {95% CI) 21 32 100.0% 0.00 [-0.55, 0.55]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.00 {(F =1.00})
10 -5 i 5 10
. i Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
1 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1352: Vomiting
Antidepressant Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total VWWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.241 CBT
Keel 2002 24 17 21 26 23 32 100.0% -0.09 [0.69, 0.46]
Subtotal {95% CI) 21 32 100.0% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.34 (F=0.74)
-0 -5 0 5 10
. i Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
3 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1353: Laxative use
Antidepressant Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
3.26.1 CBT
Keel 2002 14 1.4 21 1.2 049 32 100.0% 018 [0.38,0.73]
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 32 100.0% 0.18 [-0.38, 0.73]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.62 (F=0.53)
-0 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
5 Testiorsubaroun difierences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1354: Depression
Antidepressant Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.23.1 CBT
Agras!d94 10 7a 11 97 849 10 23.4% 0.04 [0.82, 0.89]
Agras1994 5.1 5.3 9 44 48 9 200% 013073, 1.08]
Keel 2002 5.8 6.3 21 54 68 32 G6.6% 0.06 [-0.49, 0.61]
Subtotal (95% CI) a1 51 100.0% 0.07 [-0.35, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.03, df=2 (P =0498); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.33(P=0.74)
-0 -5 0 5 10
. i Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
7 Test for subgroup differences: Mot apnlicahle
8 Figure 1355: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Antidepressant Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 50 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.221 CBT
Keel 2002 924 358 21 882 361 32 100.0% 0.11 [-0.44, 0.67]
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 32 100.0% 0.11 [-0.44, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.41 (P = 0.68)
10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined
9 Test for suboroup differences: Notannlicable
10 Figure 1356: Quality of life
Antidepressant Antidepressant+Therapy 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.211CBT
Jacohizo02 14 0.7 16 1.8 0.4 18 100.0% 017 [-0.50, 0.85]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 18 100.0% 0.17 [-0.50, 0.85]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.51 (P =0.61)
-10 -5 0 5 10

11

Testfor subaroup differences: Mot apnlicable
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

1 Figure 1357: Remission (binge free)

Antidepressant  Antidepressant+Therapy Risk Ratio (Mon-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total VWeight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
318.2CBT
Jacahizooz 1 23 1 28 100.0% 0.95 [0.859,1.11]
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 29 100.0% 0.99 [0.89,1.11]
Total events 1 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=017 (P=0.87)

2 Test far subaroup differences: Mot applicable

3 Figure 1358: Remission (purge free)

01 0z 05 1 : 5 10
Favours Antidepressant Favours Combined

Antidepressant  Antidepressant+Therapy Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
3.201 CBT
Jacaobiz00z2 3 23 1 29 100.0% 0.90[0.78,1.07]
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 29 100.0% 0.90 [0.76, 1.07]
Total events 3 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testforoverall effect Z=119 (F=0.23)

4 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

M.5.2.65 Antidepressant and nutrition counselling compared wit

01 02 0.5 1 2 5 10

Fai.'ours Antide.pessant Favours Combination

h combined placebo and

6 nutrition counselling in adults with bulimia nervosa at end of treatment

7 Figure 1359: EDE-eating concern

Antidepressant+Nutrition Placebo+Nutrition Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.7.1 55RI
Beumont 1997 141 1.2 34 1.4 12 33 100.0% -0.04 [0.51, 0.44]
Subtotal {95% CI) 34 33 100.0% -0.04 [-0.51, 0.44]

Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.14 (P = 0.89)

-10 Bl 10
. . Favours Antidep+Mutrition Favours Placebo+Nutrition
8 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
9 Figure 1360: EDE-shape concern
Antidepressant+Nutrition Placebo+Nutrition Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD_ Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

4.9.1 55RI

Beumant 1997 2z 1.3 34 24 1.4 33 100.0% 0.63[1.13,-0.14] !

Subtotal {95% CI) 34 33 100.0% -0.63[-1.13,-0.14]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.583 (P =0.01)
k t t d
-10 -5 1] 10

. . Favours Antidep+Mutrition Favours Placebo+Nutrition
1 O Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
11 Figure 1361: EDE-weight concern
Antidepressant+Nutrition Placebo+Nutrition Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

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

4.6.1 55R1

Beumant 1997 1.2 0.8 34 24 1.6 33 100.0% -0.94 [-1.45,-0.44] !

Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 100.0%  -0.94[-1.45,-0.44]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect Z= 3.65 (P =0.0003)
k t t d
-10 10

1 2 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable

13 Figure 1362: Drop out due to adverse events
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant+Hutrition  Placebo+Nutrition Risk Ratio (Hon-event)

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

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

Eeumant 1997 4 34 1] 33 100.0% 0.88[0.77,1.01]

Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 100.0% 0.88 [0.77, 1.01]

Total events 4 0

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=1.80 (P=0.07)

0.2 05 1

I
0.1 4 10
) ) Favours Antidep+Nutrition Favours Placebo+Nutrition
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot apnlicahble
Antidepressant and nutrition counselling compared with combined placebo and
nutrition counselling in adults with bulimia nervosa at follow-up
Figure 1363: EDE-eating concern
Antidepressant+Nutrition Placebo+Nutrition Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean s Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.8.1 55RI
Beumant 1997 1.6 1.7 34 1.4 1.4 33 100.0% 0.12 [0.36, 0.60]
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 100.0% 0.12 [-0.36, 0.60]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Testfor overall effect Z=0.50 {P = 0.61)
k + T t d
-10 10
. . Favours Antidep+Mutrition Favours Placebo+Nutrition
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1364: EDE-shape concern
Antidepressant+Nutrition Placebo+Nutrition Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean s Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.10.1 SSRI
Beumant 1997 3 1.8 34 26 1.6 33 100.0% 0.26 [0.23,0.74]
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 100.0% 0.26 [-0.23,0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.04 {P=0.30)
k + T t d
-10 -5 10
. . Favours Antidep+Mutrition Favours Placebo+Nutrition
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1365: EDE-weight concern
Antidepressant+Nutrition Placebo+Nutrition Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean s Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.5.1 55RI
Beumant 1997 2 1.7 34 2.2 1.6 33 100.0% -0.12 [0.60, 0.36]
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 100.0% -0.12 [-0.60, 0.36]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Testfor overall effect Z=0.49 {P = 0.62)
k + T t d
-10 10

Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable

-5 i)
Favours Antidep+Mutrition Favours Placebo+Nutrition

Psychotherapy compared with antidepressants in adults with bulimia nervosa at end

of treatment

Figure 1366: Bingeing
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
541 CBT
Jacohi2002 239 272 19 3.7 346 16 19.1% -0.25 [0.92, 0.42] I
Walsh1997 2.86 33 25 2489 34 28 29.4% -0.01 [0.55, 0.53] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 44 44 48.5% -0.10 [-0.52, 0.32] -
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.30,df=1 (P=0549), F= 0%
Test for overall effect: £=0.48 (F=0.63)
5.4.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Wialsh1997 332 4 22 2489 34 28 27.3% 019 [F0.37,0.748] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 28 2T.3% 0.19 [-0.37,0.75] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect; Z= 068 (P =0.50)
5.4.4 Self-help (Guided)
Walsh 2004 2692 2679 25 17.25 2393 20 2432% 0.37 [0.22,0.87] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 20 24.2% 0.37 [-0.22, 0.97] ~-
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.23 (P=0.22)
Total (95% CI) 9 92 100.0% 0.09 [-0.20, 0.38] ?
Heterogeneity: Ghi*= 2.10, df= 3 (P = 0.55); F= 0% =_4 '2 b é 41
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.62 (P = 0.53) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=1.81,df= 2 (F=041), F=0%

Figure 1367: Purging

Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.6.1 CBT
Jacohizo0z2 254 35 18 201 271 16 256% 016 [-0.50,0.83] —
Walsh1997 a6 14 24 ar ] 28 39.0% 017 037, 0.71] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 44 44 B4.6% 0.17 [-0.25, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P = 0.95); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.79 (F=043)
5.6.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 748 10 22 a7 5 28 354% 0.49 [0.08,1.06] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 28 354% 0.49 [-0.08, 1.06] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2=1.70 (P = 0.09)
Total (95% CI) 66 72 100.0% 0.28 [-0.05, 0.62] -
Heterogeneity: Chif= 0.81, df= 2 (P = 0.67); F= 0% 5_4 52 7 é 45
Testfor overall effec_t: Z=1.54 (P:_ 010 Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chif=0.81, df=1(P=037), F=0%

Figure 1368: Vomiting

Psychotherapy Antidepressant Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.3.1 Self-help (Guided)
WWalsh 2004 20 9.63 25 1185 106 20 234% 0.82[0.21,1.44] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 20 234% 0.82[0.21,1.44] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 7= 2.63 (F = 0.009)
53.2CBT
Jacohiz002 254 35 19 201 27 16 19.9% 0.16 [-0.50, 0.83] -
WWalsh1997 86 1.4 28 a7 ] 28 19.4% 0.50 [-0.05, 1.04] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 44 44 49.2% 0.36 [-0.06, 0.78] »
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 057, df=1 (P=049); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.67 (F = 0.09)
5.3.3 Focal psychoeducation
halsh1997 75 10 22 a7 ] 28 274% 0.49 [-0.08, 1.06] =
Subtotal {95% CI) 22 28 27T4A% 0.49 [-0.08, 1.06] >
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.70 (F = 0.09)
Total (95% CI) )] 92 100.0% 0.51 [0.21, 0.80] L]
Heterogeneity: Chir= 2.05, df= 3 (P = 0.56); F= 0% 5_1 p 55 5 % 1D=
Testfor overall effec_t: Z=13.33 (P:_ 0.0003) Favours Therapy Favours Antidepressant
Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=1.48, df= 2 (P =0.48), F=0%

Figure 1369: Laxative use
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.2.1 Self-help (Guided)
Wialsh 2004 4612 56,75 25 19.85 258 20 100.0% 0.56 [-0.04, 1.16]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 100.0% 0.56 [-0.04, 1.16]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.84 (P =0.07)

5

-10 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
Test for subaroun differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1370: Depression
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5121 CBT
Agras1994 8.3 7.3 22 TEH 112 9 191% 0.08 [0.70,0.86]
Goldhlaom1997 138 142 13 136 153 9 159% 0.01 [-0.84, 0.86]
Jacokiz002 108 106 19 144 ] 16 25.6% -0.35[-1.02,033] 4 =
Walsh1997 6.8 7 25 82 9 28 394% -017 [F0.71,0.37] L
Subtotal (95% CI) 79 62 100.0% -0.14 [-0.48, 0.20] —*——
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 080, df=3{FP=0.85); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=080{FP=0.43)
5.12.2 Self-help (guided)
Walsh 2004 174 11.74 25 1225 1038 20 100.0% 0.45[0.14,1.08] l *
Subtotal (95% CI) 200 100.0% 0.45[-0.14,1.05] —
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.49(F=0.14)
5.12.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
Walsh1997 102 11 22 a2 ] 28 100.0% 0.20 F0.36, 0.76] —+—
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 28 100.0% 0.20 [-0.36, 0.76]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £= 068 (P =0.49)
I } t |
-1 -0.5 0 na 1
. i Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®=3.21, df= 2 (P = 0200, F=37.7%
Figure 1371: EDE-shape concern
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5111 CBT
Goldhloom1997 23 2 14 28 18 12 100.0% -0.25 [-1.03, 0.52]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% 0.25[1.03, 0.52]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 2= 064 (P=0452
I t 1 } |
-10 -5 0 ] 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1372: EDE-weight concern
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5101 CBT
Goldhloom1997 1.8 22 14 21 1.4 12 100.0% -0.15[-0.93, 0.62)]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% -0.15 [-0.93, 0.62]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect, 2= 039 (P = 0.69)
I 1 1 } |
=10 -5 5 10
. X Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1373: EDE-total
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5141 CBT
Walsh1997 165 08 25 2 09 28 100.0% -0.39 [-0.94, 0.19]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 28 100.0% -0.39 [-0.94, 0.15]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.42{FP=016)
I t 1 } |
-10 -5 0 ] 10

Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1374: EDI-body dissatisfaction
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
516.1 CBT
Jacohi2002 337 85 19 382 N7 16 100.0% -0.44 111, 0.24]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 16 100.0% 0.44[1.11, 0.24]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.27 (P=0.20)
I t 1 } |
-10 -5 0 L] 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
1 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1375: EDI-drive for thinness
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.9.1CBT
Jacohiz002 26.3 8.8 189 289 9.3 16 100.0% -0.39 [-1.06, 0.28]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 16 100.0% -0.39 [-1.06, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (P =0.26)
10 -5 i : 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
3 Testfor subagroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1376: EDI-bulimia
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5151 CBT
Jacohiz002 245 81 19 284 6A 16 100.0% -0.81 F1.19,0.17]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 16 100.0% 0.51 [1.19, 0.17]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=148{F=014)
I t 1 } |
-10 -5 0 ] 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
5 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1377: Quality of life
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
517.1 CBT
Jacohiz002 1.6 05 19 1.9 oy 16 100.0% -049 117, 0.159]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 16 100.0% -0.49 [1.17, 0.19]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect, Z=1.42 (P =016
I 1 1 } |
=10 -5 10

7 Testfor subagroup differences: Mot applicable

o]

Figure 1378: General psychiatric symptoms

Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant

Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI

581 CBT

Jacohizo02 16 04 149 19 07 16 35.9% -0.49[F1.17, 0019 ¢ L

Walsh1997 147 05 25 14 0.4 28 B11% 013 041, 0.67] i

Subtotal (95% CI) 44 44 100.0% -0.11 [-0.53, 0.31] —-*——

Heterageneity, Chi®=1.98, df=1{(F=0.16), F=49%

Test for overall effect: 2= 081 (P =0.61)

5.8.2 Self-help (Guided)

Wialsh 2004 1.36 088 25 095 077 20 100.0% 0.48[F0.11,1.08] I *

Subtotal (95% CI) 25 20 100.0% 0.48 [-0.11,1.08] —

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.598{F=011)

5.8.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy

Walsh1997 1.81 (IR 22 14 0.4 28 100.0% 022034, 0.78] l

Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 28 100.0% 0.22[-0.34, 0.78]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z= 077 (P=0.44)
I t t i
-1 -0.5 0 0.A 1

9 Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 269, df=2 (P=026), F= 296%

10 Figure 1379: Remission (purge frequency)
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant

Events Total

Risk Ratio (Hon-event)
Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio (Non-event)
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

24
24
23
7

Psychotherapy
Study or Subgroup Events Total
5.18.1 CBT
Goldbloom1997 [}
Jacohizo02 7
Walsh1387 ]
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events 18

2 23
1 23
] 28

74
a

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.65, df=2 (P =0.44); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect, 2= 226 (P=0.02)

5.18.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy

Walsh18987 2
Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events 2

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable

22
22

Testfor averall effect: Z=0.91 (P =0.36)

] 28
28

33.2% 0.82 [0.63,1.07]
34.7% 0.74 [0.56, 0.97]
321% 0.95[0.72,1.26]
100.0% 0.84 [0.71, 0.98]
100.0% 1.11[0.89,1.38]
100.0% 1.11 [0.89, 1.38]

—
——
R E—

<&

&

\ \
0z 0.5 2 ]

0.1 10
) ; Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
1 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=4.24, df=1 (P=0.04), F=76.4%
2 Figure 1380: Remission (binge frequency)
Psychotherapy  Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
5.20.1 CBT
Goldhloom1997 B 24 2 23 222% 0.82 [0.63,1.07] —
Jacokiz002 g 24 2 23 222% 0.87 [0.68,1.10] — T
Mitchell1990 17 34 9 54 36.0% 0.60[0.42, 0.86] —a—
Walsh1997 G 23 7 28 19.6% 0.99[0.71,1.36] —
Subtotal {95% Cl} 105 128 100.0% 0.78 [0.67,0.92] ’
Total events 34 20
Heterogeneity: Chi®=4 .87, df=3{P=0.18); F= 38%
Test for overall effect: £=3.06 (F=0.002)
5.20.3 Focall Supportive Psychotherapy
\Walsh1397 5 22 7 28 100.0% 1.03[0.75, 1.41] t
Subtotal {95% Cl) 22 28 100.0% 1.03 [0.75,1.41]
Total events ] 7
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.19 (P = 0.858)
I t t t } |
0.1 0.2 0.5 2 10
) ) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
3 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 236, df =1 {(P=012), F= 57 6%
M.5.2.94 Psychotherapy compared with antidepressants in adults with bulimia nervosa at
5 follow-up
6 Figure 1381: Bingeing
Psychotherapy Antidepressant Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
551CBT
Goldbloom1997 74 166 14 10 154 12 365% -015[-0.93,0.62]
Keel 2002 24 22 24 25 1.8 21 B35% -0.05 [-0.63, 0.54]
Subtotal {95% CI) 38 33 100.0% -0.09 [-0.55, 0.38]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 005, df=1 (P = 0.83); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.37 (F=0.71)
I t 1 t |
-4 -2 4
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
7 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1382: Purging
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
57.1CBT
Galdbloom19387 9 168 14 173 272 12 100.0% -0.36 [1.14, 0.42] 1—
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% 0.36 [-1.14, 0.42]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.91 (P =0.36)
I } } |
-4 -2 2 4

9 Testfar subgroup differences: Mot applicable

10 Figure 1383: Vomiting
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Std. Mean Difference

Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.251 CBT
Keel 2002 23 22 24 24 17 21 100.0% -0.05 [0.64, 0.54]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 24 21 100.0% -0.05 [-0.64, 0.54]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z= 017 (P=0.87)
I t 1 } |
-10 -5 0 L] 10
) ) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
1 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1384: Laxative use
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
5241 CBT
Keel 2002 1 0M 24 1.4 1.4 21 100.0% -0.41 [-1.00, 0.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 21 100.0% -0.41 [1.00, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testforoverall effect Z=1.36(F=017)
Total {95% Cl) 24 21 100.0% -0.41 [1.00, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1U =5 T t 1U=
Testforoverall effect 7=1.36 (P=017) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
3 Test for subaroun differences: Mot apnlicable
4 Figure 1385: Depression
Psychotherapy Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
513.1 CBT
Agras1994 103 1341 22 1m 75 9 363% 002 [0.75,0.80]
Keel 2002 a7 8 24 58 63 21 B3T% -0.01 [F0.60, 0.57]
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 30 100.0% 0.00 [-0.47,0.47]
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.01, df=1 (P = 0.94); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.00 (F=1.00)
I ; 1 1 |
-4 -2 0 2 4
. i Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
5 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1386: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Psychotherapy Antidepressant Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5271 CBT
Keel 2002 7B2 287 24 924 358 21 100.0% -0.49 [1.09, 0.10]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 21 100.0% -0.49 [1.09, 0.10]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.63 (F=010)
10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Antidepressant
7 Test for subdroup differences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1387: Remission (purge-free)
Psychotherapy  Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
5191 CBT
Jacohiz002 2 24 3 23 100.0% 1.05[0.86,1.249]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 23 100.0% 1.05 [0.86, 1.29]
Total events 2 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar averall effect Z=0.52 (P = 0.60)
I t t T 1 1 |
0.1 0z 08 1 2 10

9 Testfor subgroun differences: Mot applicable

10 Figure 1388: Remission (binge-free)
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Psychotherapy  Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Hon-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
5.22.1CBT
Jacohi2002 4 24 1 23 100.0% 0.87 [0.71, 1.06]
Subtotal {95% CI) 24 23 100.0% 0.87 [0.71, 1.06]
Total events 4 1

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.36 (P=017)

| , |

01 0z 05 1 2 g 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Favours Antidepressant

1 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

2

M.5.2.103 Psychotherapy compared with combined psychotherapy and antidepressants in
4 adults with bulimia nervosa at end of treatment

5 Figure 1389: Bingeing

Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
71.1CBT
Jacohizo0z 238 272 19 12.9 18 18 428% 0.46 [-0.19,1.12]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 18 42.8% 0.46[-0.19,1.12]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.39 (P = 0.16)

7.1.2 Guided SH

Wialsh 2004 26892 2679 25 16.83 24 B5 24 BT 1% 0.39 [-0.18, 0.95]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 24 57.2% 0.39[-0.18, 0.95]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect £=1.33 (P =0.18)

Total (95% Cl) 44 42 100.0% 0.42[-0.01,0.85]
Heterageneity: Chi*= 0.03, df=1 (P = 0.86); F= 0% 5_1 2 55 5 é o
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.92 (P = 0.05 Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined

6 Testfor subgroun differences: Chi®= 0.03, df=1 (P =0.86), F=0%

7 Figure 1390: Purging

Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
741 CBT
Goldbloom1997 74 166 14 1.8 33 12 100.0% 0.44[-0.35,1.22
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% 0.44[-0.35,1.22]

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.09 (P=027)

,
10 -5 0 5 10

8 i . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Testfor suboroup differences: Not applicable
9 Figure 1391: Vomiting
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.21CBT
Goldbloom1997 9 16.8 14 3.3 4.5 12 142% 0.43 [-0.35,1.22] I
Jacohiz002 254 | 14 17.2 149 18 207% 0.28 [-0.37,0.83] T
Yalsh1997 56 148 24 1.1 2 23 146% 2.52[1.75, 3.29] —_
Subtotal (85% CI) 58 53  49.5% 0.98 [0.56, 1.40] L 3
Heterogeneity: Chi= 21.56, df= 2 (P < 0.00013; F= 81%
Test for overall effect: Z= 4.60 (P = 0.000013
7.2.2 Guided SH
YWalsh 2004 200 963 25 11.83 11.86 24 258% 0.75[0.16,1.33] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 24 25.8% 0.75[0.16, 1.33] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.52 (P = 0.01)
7.2.3 Supportive psychotherapy
Walsh1 Qa7 TA 10 22 5.5 g 22 247% 0.25 [-0.35, 0.84] B
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 22 247% 0.25 [-0.35, 0.84] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=0.82 (P =0.41)
Total (95% CI) 105 99 100.0% 0.74 [0.45,1.04] ¢+
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 25.50, df= 4 (P = 0.0001), F= 84% |_1 0 |5 o é 10

Test for overall effect: 7= 4 .92 (P = 0.00001)

R . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
1 0 Test for suboroup differences: Chi=3.94, df=2 (P =014, F= 49.2%

11 Figure 1392: Laxative use
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Psychotherapy Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
7.5.1 CBT
Walsh 2004 4612 A&6.74 25 21.04 27.08 24 100.0% 0.85[-0.02,1.13]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 24 100.0% 0.55[-0.02,1.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=1.89 (P = 0.06)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 a g 10
. i Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
1 Test for subogroun differences: Mot apnlicahble
2 Figure 1393: Depression
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.12.2CBT
Goldhloom1997 138 142 13 7.8 9 10 147% 0.50 [0.34,1.34] T
Jacobizo0z 108 106 18 134 104 18 246% -0.28 [-0.93,0.37] —
Walsh19a7 6.6 T 25 4.4 i) 23 3 E% 0.39 [-0.149, 0.96] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 57 51 70.9% 0.18 [-0.20, 0.56] L
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 297 df=2 {(P=0.23); F=33%
Test for overall effect: £=0.91 (P = 0.36)
7.12.3 Supportive psychotherapy
Walsh1 997 102 11 22 6.7 7 22 281% 0.37 [0.22,0.97] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 22 29.1% 0.37 [-0.22, 0.97] »
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=1.22(P=0.22)
Total {95% Cl) 79 73 100.0% 0.23 [-0.09, 0.56] »
Heterogeneity; Chi*= 3.26, df= 3 (P= 0.34); F= 8% 5_1 p 55 } é 1D=
Test for overall efrec.t: Z=143 (Pz_ 015 Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.29, df=1 (P =058), F= 0%
4 Figure 1394: EDE-shape concern
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.7.1 CBT
Goldbloom1997 23 2 14 23 1.9 12 100.0% 0.00[F0.77,0.77]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.77, 0.77]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 {F=1.00)
10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
5 Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1395: EDE-weight concern
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total WWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.91CBT
Goldhloom1887 18 22 14 1.8 1.7 12 100.0% 0.00[-0.77,0.77]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% 0.00 [-0.77,0.77]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Test for overall effect: £=0.00 (P =1.00)
10 5 0 5 10
7 . . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Testfor suboroup difierences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1396: EDE-total
Psychotherapy Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.6.1 CBT
WWalsh1997 165 049 25 152 049 23 100.0% 014 [0.42,0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 23 100.0% 0.14 [-0.42,0.71]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.49 (P = 0.62)
I 1 T } !
-10 -5 a g 10

9 Testfor subdaroun differences: Mot annlicable

10 Figure 1397: EDI-body dissatisfaction
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.8.1CBT
Jacohiz002 337 8.5 19 341 1.7 18 100.0% -0.04 [-0.68, 0.61]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 18 100.0% -0.04 [-0.68, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.12 (F=0.91)
10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1398: EDI-drive for thinness
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7101 CBT
Jacohizo0z 263 B8 149 iTT a7 18 100.0% -0.16[-0.80, 0.49]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 18 100.0% -0.16 [-0.80, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=0.48 (P = 0.63)
-0 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Testfor subaroun diffierences: Mot apnlicable
Figure 1399: EDI-bulimia
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.11.1 CBT
Jacohiz002 245 8.1 19 24.4 6.5 18 100.0% 0.01 [-0.63, 0.66]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 18 100.0% 0.01[-0.63, 0.66]
Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.04 {(F=0.497)
-10 5 0 5 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1400: General symptoms
Psychotherapy Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.15.1 Guided SH
Walsh 2004 136 088 25 1.03 088 24 100.0% 0.37 [-0.20,0.93]
Subtotal {95% CI) 25 24 100.0% 0.37 [-0.20, 0.93]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Test for overall effect: Z=1.28 (F=0.20)
7152 CBT
Walzh1997 147 045 25 1.396 0.4 23 100.0% 016 [-0.41,0.73] !
Subtotal {95% CI) 25 23 100.0% 016 [-0.41,0.73]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.5 (P = 0.58)
7.15.3 Supportive psychotherapy
Walsh1997 1.81 0.5 22 181 05 22 100.0% 0.00 [-0.59, 0.59] !
Subtotal {95% CI) 22 22 100.0% 0.00 [-0.59, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 {F=1.00)
I 1 t |
-10 -5 a g 10
) ; Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=0.79, df= 2(P = 0.67), F=0%
Figure 1401: Quality of life
Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.14.1CBT
Jacohizo02 1.6 0.5 19 1.8 0.4 18 100.0% -0.43 [-1.08, 0.22]
Subtotal {95% CI) 19 18 100.0% -0.43[-1.08,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.29 {F=0.20)
10 -5 ¥ 5 10

Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1402: Dropout due to side-effects
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Psychotherapy Psychotherapy+Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
7.16.1 CBT
Jacohiz002 0 19 5 18 263% 1.37[1.02,1.84]
Mitchell1930 1 34 3 52 T3T% 1.03[0.94,1.13]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 53 70 100.0% 1.12[1.01,1.25]
Total events 1 g

Heterogeneity: Chi*=5.21, df=1 (P=0.02); F=81%
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.08 (P =0.04)

02 05 1 2

0.1 L
1 Test for subaroun differences: Mot anplicable Favours Combined  Favours Psychotherapy
2 Figure 1403: Remission
Psychotherapy  Psychotherapy+Antidepressant Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
7131 CBT
Goldhloom1997 G 24 3 29 18.8% 242 [0.67, 5.66]
Jacaobiz00z2 a 24 3 289 18.8% 2.01 [0.54, 7.58]
Walsh1397 3 23 9 23 B24% 0.33[0.10,1.08] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 71 81 100.0% 1.04 [0.54, 2.00] —eaii——
Total events 14 15
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 625, df= 2 (P = 0.04); F= 68%
Testfor averall effect Z= 012 (P = 0.90)
7.13.2 Supportive psychotherapy
Walsh1 987 z 22 3 22 100.0% 0.67 [0.12, 3.61] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 22 100.0% 0.67 [0.12, 3.61]
Total events 2 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.47 (P = 0.64)
=D.1 0?2 D?S ) é é 1D=
3 Testfor subaroun differences: Chir= 0,23, df= 1 (P = 0,63, F= 0% Favours Combined Favours Psychotnerapy
4 Heterogeneity was detected at 1°=68%. The study by Walsh 1997 showed opposing results
5 to the two studies, favouring single psychotherapy compared with combined treatment. The
6 possible reason for this is unclear since they used the same antidepressant as the other two
7 studies and the sample size was similar. Also, the duration of illness and treatment was not
8 remarkably different to Jacobi (Jacobi was the only other study that reported duration of
9 iliness). Severity of illness, although different amongst the studies, did not explain the
10 heterogeneity. In the absence of a good explanation, a random effects analysis was
11 presented.
12 Figure 1404: Remission with random effects
Psychotherapy  Psychotherapy+Antidepressant Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
7131 CBT
Goldhloom19587 B 24 3 28 33.0% 2,42 [0.67, 8.66] o
Jacobi2002 g 24 3 28 333% 2.01[0.54, 7.58] o
Walsh1997 3 23 9 23 348% 0.33[0.10,1.08] L]
Subtotal (95% CI) 71 81 100.0% 1.14[0.32,4.13] —— N —
Total events 14 15

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 087, Chi*= 6.25, df= 2 (P = 0.04); F= 68%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.21 (P =0.84)

7.13.2 Supportive psychotherapy

Walsh1997 2 22 3 22 100.0% 0.67[0.12, 3.61]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 22 100.0% 0.67 [0.12, 3.61]
Total events 2 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 047 (P = 0.64)

—+

01
1 3 Test for suboroun differences: Chi®=0.25. df=1 (P =0.62). F= 0%

14

M.5.2.115 Psychotherapy compared with combined psychotherapy and antidepressants in

16 adults with bulimia nervosa at follow-up

17 Figure 1405: Bingeing
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Std. Mean Difference

Psychotherapy Combined Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.18.1 CBT
Keel 2002 24 22 24 25 2 32 100.0% -0.05 [-0.58, 0.48]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 32 100.0% -0.05 [-0.58, 0.48]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 017 (P = 0.86)
10 -5 ] 5 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
1 Test for subagroun differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1406: Vomiting
Psychotherapy Combined 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.20.1 CBT
Keel 2002 23 22 24 26 23 32 100.0% -0.13 [F0.66, 0.40]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 32 100.0% -0.13 [-0.66, 0.40]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect £= 048 (F=0.63)
-10 -5 ] 5 10
) ) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
3 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1407: Laxative use
Psychotherapy Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.19.1 CBT
Keel 2002 1 ] 24 1.2 09 32 Mot estimable
Subtotal (95% Cl) 24 32 HNot estimable
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Mot applicable
10 5 0 5 10
) ) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
5 Testfor sunaroun differences: Not applicable
6 Figure 1408: Depression
Psychotherapy Combined Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.21.1 CBT
Agras1994 103 1341 22 44 45 9 3M1% 0.50 [-0.28, 1.248]
Keel 2002 57 a 24 54 68 32 BB.A% 0.04 [-0.49, 0.57]
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 41 100.0% 0.18 [-0.25, 0.62]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=092 df=1({F=034), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.82 (F = 0.41)
-0 -5 0 3 10
. . Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
7 Test for subaroup differences: Mot apnlicahle
8 Figure 1409: EDI-body dissatisfaction
Psychotherapy Combined 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
7.221CBT
Keel 2002 762 287 24 BBZ 361 32 100.0% -0.36 [-0.89, 0.18]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 32 100.0% -0.36 [-0.89, 0.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.31 (P=0.19)
-10 5 ' 5 10
) ) Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
9 Test for suboroup differences: Mot applicable
10 Figure 1410: Remission
Psychotherapy  Psychotherapy+Antidepressant Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
7.231 CBT
Jacohiz002 4 24 1 28 100.0% 0.86[0.71,1.08]
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 29 100.0% 0.86 [0.71,1.05]
Total events 4 1
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.51 (P=013)
01 0z 05 1 2 RL

Testfor subaroup differences: Mot apnlicable

11

Favours Psychotherapy Favours Combined
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M.5.2.121
2

3

10
11

12
13

14
15

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Anticonvulsant compared with placebo in adults with bulimia nervosa at end of

treatment

Figure 1411: Severity of iliness (CGI-S)

Anticonvulsant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoopes 2003 ar 14 kil 43 141 33 100.0% -0.47 [-0.97,0.02]
Total {95% CI) 3 33 100.0% -0.47 [-0.97,0.02]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

10 5 0 g

e _ 10
Test for overall effect Z=1.88 (7 = 0.06) Favours Anticonvulsant Favours Placebo
Figure 1412: Improvement scale (CGl-l)
Anticonvulsant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoopes 2003 28 13 i 36 1 33 100.0% -0.68[-1.19,-0.18]
Total {(95% CI) k| 33 100.0% 0.68 [1.19, -0.18] &
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 P 55 3 :55 1|:|=
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.65 (P = 0.008) Favours Anticonvulsant Favours Placebao
Figure 1413: Dropout due to side-effects
Anticonvulsant Placebo Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI| M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoopes 2003 1 34 2 33 100.0% 1.03[0.83,1.18]
Total {95% CI) 34 33 100.0% 1.03 [0.93,1.15]
Tatal events 1 2
Heterageneity: Mot applicable X o s ] 3 t o

Testfor overall effect £=0.61 (P =0.54)

Figure 1414: General health perceptions —SF 36

Favours Placebo Fawvours Anticonvulsant

Anticonvulsant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Mickel 2005 607 A6 30 A37 AT 30 100.0% 1.22 [0.67,1.78]
Total (95% ClI) 30 30 100.0% 1.22 [0.67,1.78] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 0 5 b : 0

Test for averall effect F=4.32 (P = 0.0001)

Figure 1415: EDI-body dissatisfaction

Favours Placebo Favours Anticonvulsant

Anticonvulsant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hedges 2003 58 55 31 103 B8 33 100.0% -0.70[F1.21,-0019]
Total {95% CI) 3 33 100.0% -0.70 [-1.21, -0.19] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 p é 1D=
Testior overall effect 2= 2.71 (F = 0.007) Favours Anticonvulsant Favours Placebo
Figure 1416: EDI-drive for thinness
Anticonvulsant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hedges 2003 108 &7 31 153 44 33 100.0% -0.86 [-1.37,-0.34]
Total {95% Cl) 31 33 100.0% 0.86 [-1.37, 0.34] &
Heterageneity: Mot applicable T = b i 0

Test for overall effect: Z=3.27 (P = 0.001)

Figure 1417: EDI-bulimia
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Anticonvulsant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hedges 2003 142 85 31 1849 85 33 100.0% -0.66 [-1.17,-0.16]
Total (95% Cl) M 33 100.0% -0.66 [-1.17, -0.16] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 0 5 b : 0

Test for averall effect Z= 2.7 (P =0.01)

Favours Anticonvulsant Favours Placebo

M.5.32 Other medication compared with placebo in adults with bulimia nervosa at end
3 of treatment

4 Figure 1418: Dropout due to side-effects

6

Medication Placebo

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

Risk Ratio (Non-event)

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
10.8.3 Antiemetics
Faris 2000 a 14 1] 12 100.0% 1.00[0.87,1.158]
Subtotal (95% CI) 14 12 100.0% 1.00 [0.87,1.15]
Taotal events a 1]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.00(F =1.00)
I } } T 1 } {
0102 0.4a 1 2 5 10
) , Favours Placebo Favours Medication
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
M.5.47 Pharmacological interventions for people with binge eating disorder
M.5.4.18 Any antidepressant versus placebo in adults with binge eating disorder
9 Figure 1419: Remission (ITT)
Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Fvents  Total Pvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
1.1.1 SSRIs
Grilo 2005 4 27 T 27T OB1% 0.57[0.149,1.73] - &7
Guerdjikova 2008 10 21 i 23 M3% 1.83[0.80, 4.15] N
Subtotal (95% Cly 48 50 47.4% 1.14 [0.60, 2.15] -"-
Total events 14 13
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 276, df=1{F =010}, F= 64%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.39 (P =0.70)
1.1.2 SHRIs
Guerdjikova 2012 10 20 i 200 233% 1.67[0.748, 3.71] T
Subtotal {95% CIj 20 20 22.3%  1.67 [0.75,3.71] ot
Total events 10 B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.25(F =021}
1.1.3 HDRIs
YWhite 2013 13 H a 300 30.3% 1.67 [0.76, 3.24] N
Subtotal {95% Cl) 3 30 30.3%  1.57[0.76, 3.24] B
Total events 13 8
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for owerall effect £=1.23{F =022
Total (95% CIy a4 100 100.0%  1.39[0.92, 2.00] >
Total events a7 27
. 12— _ — R = ! 1 1 ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=3.21, df=3{P =036}, F=7% 'D.D'l EIH 110 1E|D'

10
11

Test for awerall effect Z=1.47 (F=012)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 070, df= 2 (F=0.71), F=0%

Figure 1420: Binge frequency
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study of Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
1.2.1 S5Rls
Grilo 20048 0.30409054 0.273734 27 27 19.6% 0.30[-0.23, 0.84] ™
Guerdjikova 2008 -0.85 0311441 10 11 151% -0.55 [-1.16, 0.06] -
Guerdjikova 2008 -0.80001  0.31046 10 12 15.2% -0.80 111, 0.11] T
Subtotal {95% CI) 47 50  50.0% -0.20 [-0.54, 0.14] *
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 5.59, df= 2 (P = 0.06); F= 64%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.17 (P =0.24)
1.2.2 SHRIs
Guerdjikova 2012 -0.20582 032574 9 10 13.8% -0.21[-0.84, 0.43] -
Guerdjikova 2012 -0.12287 0.325199 9 10 13.9% -0.12 [F0.76, 0.51] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 20 27.7% -0.16 [-0.62, 0.29] L
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.03, df=1 (P=0.88);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=0.71 (P = 0.48)
1.2.3 NDRIs
White 2013 -0.14874763 0.256462 M o 22.3% -0.15 [-0.65, 0.35] -
Subtotal (95% CI) I 30 22.3% -0.15 [-0.65, 0.35] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £= 0.98 (P = 0.56)
Total (95% Cly 96 100 100.0% -0.18 [-0.42, 0.06] 4
Heterngeneity, Chi*= 5.65, df= 5 (P = 0.34); F=12% 1_10 55 o é 105
Testforoverall effect 2=1.47 (P = 0.14) Favours Antidepressant Fawours Placebo
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®= 0.03, df= 2 (P=0.98), F=0%
Figure 1421: BMI/Weight
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 55RIs
Arnold2002 0.072521 0.347094 23 13 11.5% 0.07 [F0.61,0.749] -1
Grilo 2005 0.278616 0.273483 27 27 135% 0.28 [-0.26, 0.81] ™
Guerdjikova 2008 -0.01663 0.305747 20 23 126% -0.02 [0.62,0.55] -
Hudzon1848 -0.45266 0.219706 42 43 181% -0.45 [-0.88,-0.02] -
McElroy & Hudson 2003 0.71857 0.377537 18 14 107% 0.72 [-0.02,1.46] =
McElroy 2000 -1.15629 0.371103 18 16 10.8% -116 [-1.88,-0.43] _
Subtotal (95% CI) 146 136 74.2% -0.10 [-0.56, 0.36] <*
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.23; Chif=17.57 df= 5 (P = 0.004); F= 72%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.41 (P = 0.68)
1.4.2 SHRIs
Guerdjikova 2012 -0.70317 0.334756 18 20 11.8% -0.70 [-1.36,-0.09] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 20 11.8% 0.70 [-1.36, -0.05] <&
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £= 210 (P=0.04)
1.4.3 NDRIs
White 2013 0071377 0.25619 il a0 14.0% 0.07 [0.43,0.57] T
Subtotal (95% CI) k3| 30 14.0% 0.07 [-0.43,0.57] L 3
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.28 (P =0.78)
Total {95% CI) 143 186 100.0% -015[-0.51,0.22] L
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.18; Chi®=21.08, df= 7 (P= 0.004); F= 67% 1_1 0 15 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.79 (P =0.43) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo

Testfor suboroup differences: Chi®= 352, df= 2 (F=0171 F=43.2%

Heterogeneity was detected at i?=67% overall and 72% within the SSRI subgroup. There was
no obvious risk of bias nor differences in comorbidities. Duration of illness was not reported
for the majority of the studies. Heterogeneity might be explained by severity of iliness: within
the SSRI group, the majority of participants experienced approximately 18 binge episodes
per month (Guerdjikova 2008, Guerdijikova 20012, Hudson 1998, and McElroy & Hudson
2003), whilst the participants of McElroy 2000 experienced approximately 28 binge episodes
per month. However, data on severity of illness was not available for Arnold 2002, Grilo
2005, and White 2013. Hence the observed heterogeneity remains unexplained and a
random effects was presented.

Figure 1422: Withdrawn due to adverse events
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.4.1 SSRls
Arnold2002 2 29 2 21 406% 072011, 4.74] — &
Guerdjikova 2008 1 21 2 23 334% 0.55[0.05, 5.61] . E—
Hudson1 998 g 40 o 43 B84% 11.80[0.67, 206.58] I e —
McElroy & Hudson 2003 1 19 1] 19  8.5% 3.00[0.13, 69.31]
Subtotal (95% CI) 109 106 91.2% 1.90 [0.68, 5.31] il
Total events ] 4

Heterageneity: Chi*= 376, df =3 (P=0.29), F=20%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.23 (P=0.22)

1.4.2 SNRIs

Guerdjikova 2012 3 20 o 20 88% 7.00[0.38 127327 e
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 8.8% 7.00[0.38, 127.32] ——
Total events 3 1]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.31 (F=0.19)

Total (95% CI) 129 126 100.0% 2.35[0.91, 6.08] L

Total events 12 4

_Iltiet?;ugenemrl:l C;| T;?i gg::EP;DDSG‘I); F=17% oo 0 10 1000
estfor overall effect: Z=1.76 (F = 0.08) Favours Antidepressant  Favours Placeha

1 Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 069, df=1 (P =041}, F=0%

2 Figure 1423: EDE-Q-global

Antidepressant Placeho Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.5.1 SSRIs
Grilo 2005 31 1.6 27 26 1.6 27 46.8% 0.31 [-0.23, 0.84]
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 27 46.8% 0.31[-0.23, 0.84]

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=112 (P =0.26)

1.5.2 NDRIs
WWhite 20132 12 049 a1 2 049 30 53.3% -0.22 072, 0.28]
Subtotal (95% CI) 31 Jo 53.2% -0.22 [-0.72, 0.28]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.85 (P =0.35)

Total (95% CIy 58 57 100.0% 0.03 [-0.34, 0.39]
Heterogeneity Chis=1.97, df=1 (P = 0.16%; 7= 49% :-10 55 : é 10:
Testfor overall effec.t Z=0.15 (P:_ 0.88) Fawours Antidepressant Favours Placeho
3 Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=1.97, df=1 (P =016), F= 43.3%
4 Figure 1424: EDE-Q-dietary restraint
5
Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.7.1 S5RIs
Grilo 2005 24 1.6 27 1.8 15 27 48.7% 0.38 0186, 0.92]
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 27 A8.T% 0.38 [-0.16, 0.92]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.39(FP=017)
1.7.2 HDRIs
White 2013 1.4 1 M 16 08 0 51.3% -0.22 072, 0.29] :
Subtotal (95% CI) 3 30 51.3% 0.22 [-0.72, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=0.85 (P =0.40)
Total {95% CI) 58 57 100.0% 0.07 [-0.51, 0.66] ?
Heterageneity: Tau®= 011, Chi®= 2583, df=1 {P=011); F=61% :_10 :5 b é T
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: Z=015 (P:_ 8.81) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 2.3, df=1{F =011}, F= 60.5%
6
7 Heterogeneity was detected at i>=61%. In addition to examining different types of
8 antidepressant, Grilo 2005 carried a high risk of bias given that the length of treatment was
9 twice that of White 2013 (16 versus 8 weeks), thus making it difficult to compare the efficacy
0 of the two types of antidepressants. A random effects was presented.

11 Figure 1425: EDE-Q-eating concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant Placeho Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI1
1.7.1 S5RIs
Gtilo 2005 28 1.8 7 21 15 27 16.4% 0.42 [-0.12, 0.96]
Subtotal {95% CI) 27 27 46.4% 0.42 [-0.12, 0.96]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.51 (P=013)

1.7.2 NDRIs
YWihite 2013 112 3 11 1.3 30 53.6% -0.08 F0.58, 0.42]
Subtotal (95% CI) &L 30 53.6% -0.08 [-0.58, 0.42]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: £=0.31 (P = 0.76)

Total {95% CI) 58 57 100.0% 0.15[-0.22, 0.52]

Heterogeneity: Chif=1.73, df=1 (F=019); F=42% f ! 1 ] |

Testf Il effect: 7= 0.80 (P = 0.42 10 = v s 1
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.80 (F = 0.42) Fawours Antidepressant Fawours Placeho

1 Testfar subaroup differences: Chif=1.73, df=1(P=018), F=42.4%

2 Figure 1426: EDE-Q-weight concern

Antidepressant Placeho Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI1
1.8.1 S5RIs
Grilo 2005 33 1.3 7 314 27 1B.E% 0.21 [-0.32,0.78]
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 27 46.8% 0.21[-0.32, 0.75]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.77 (P =0.44)

1.8.2 NDRIs
YWihite 2013 26 13 26 1 30 53.2% 0.00 F0.50, 0.50]
Subtotal (95% CI) M 30 53.2% 0.00 [-0.50, 0.50]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: £=0.00 (P =1.00)

Total {95% CI) 58 57 100.0% 0.10[-0.27, 0.46]

Heterogeneity: Chif= 0.32, df=1 P = 0.87%; F= 0% l ; 1 ! |

Testf Il effect 7= 0.53 (P = 0.60 10 S v i 1
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.53 (F = 0.60) Fawours Antidepressant Fawours Placeho

3 Testfar subaroup differences: Chif= 032, df=1(P=0457), F=0%

4 Figure 1427: EDE-Q-shape concern

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI1 IV, Fized, 95% CI1
1.9.1 SSRIs
Grilo 2005 38 1.7 7 36 1.8 2T AT3% 017 [-0.37,0.70]
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 27 47.3% 0.17 [-0.37, 0.70]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 062 (F = 0.54)

1.9.2 NDRIs
YWihite 2013 24 13 3 28 15 30 527% -0.35 F0.86, 0.15]
Subtotal (95% CI) M 0 52.7% -0.35 [0.86, 0.15]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=136 (P =017}

Total {95% CIy 58 57 100.0% -0.11 [-0.47, 0.26]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.92 df=1 (P =017, 7= 48% l ; T } !

Testf Il effect 7= 0.56 (P = 0.57 10 S v i 1
estfor overall effect: 2= 0.56 (F = 0.57) Fawours Antidepressant Fawours Placeho

5 Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=1.82, df=1 (P =017, F= 48.0%

6 Figure 1428: Depression
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
1.10.1 S5Rls
Arnold2002 -0.845786 0361022 23 13 8.2% -0.84 |1.65,-0.14] -
Grilo 20048 0.009934 0272167 7 7 1445% 0.01 [-0.52, 0.54] -
Guerdjikova 2008 -0.568008 0311817 20 23 11.0% -0.87 [1.18, 0.04] -
Hudson1998 -0.240913 021773 42 43 226% -0.24 [0.67, 0.19] =
hicElroy & Hudson 2003 -0.184119 0360158 16 14 83% -0.18 [-0.89, 0.53] -
hcElroy 2000 0.460076 0.348092 18 16 8.9% 046 [-0.22,1.14] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 146 137 73.5% -0.22 [-0.45, 0.02] #
Heterogeneity: Chi®=8.80, df=5{P=012); F=43%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.80 (P = 0.07)
1.10.2 SHRIs
Guerdjikova 2012 -0.205787  0.32575 18 20 101% -0.21 [0.84, 0.43] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 20 10.1% -0.21[-0.84, 0.43] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.63 (P = 0.53)
1.10.3 HDRIs
Wyhite 2013 -0.089996 0.256238 il 30 16.3% -0.08 [-0.59, 0.41] -
Subtotal (95% CI) ki 30 16.3% -0.09 [-0.59, 0.41] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=0.35(F =073
Total {95% CI) 195 187 100.0% -0.20 [-0.40, 0.01] #
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 8.00, df= 7 (P = 0.25); F= 22% =-1D =5 é 1D=

Testfor overall effect Z=1.88 (F = 0.0

1 - R Favours Antidepressant Favours Placeho
Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 020, df= 2 (P =090, F=0%

2 Figure 1429: Clinical Global Impressions-severity

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.15.1 SSRIs
Arnald2002 -0.785722 0359132 23 13 126% -0.79 |1.449,-0.08] -
Guerdjikova 2008 -0.664408 0.314024 20 23 165% -0.66 [1.28,-0.048] —
Hudson1998 -0.692349  0.22335 42 43 325% -0.69 F1.13,-0.29] -
hcElroy & Hudson 2003 -0.773136 0372560 16 18 117% -0.77 |1.50,-0.04] —
hcElroy 2000 -1.24442 0375272 18 16 11.5% -1.24 |1.98,-0.51] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 119 110 84.8% -0.79 [-1.06, -0.52] L 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.82, di=4{P=077),F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=5.69 (P = 0.00001)
1.15.2 SHRIs
Guerdjikova 2012 -0.286133 03265947 18 20 152% -0.28[-0.93, 0.35] -1
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 200 15.2% -0.29 [-0.93, 0.35] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: £=0.88 (F = 0.38)
Total {95% CI) 137 130 100.0% -0.71 [-0.96, -0.46] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Ghi*= 3.81, di= 5 (P = 0.58); "= 0% o * t P

Test for overall effect: £=5.58 (P = 0.00001)

- - Favours Antidepressant Favours Placeho
3 Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi*= 198, df=1(P=016). 7= 49.9%

4 Figure 1430: Clinical Global Impressions-severity of illness for depressive disorders

Antidepressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Guerdjikaova 2012 2313 18 28 1 20 100.0% -0.51 F1.16,0.14]
Total {95% CI) 18 200 100.0% -0.51[-1.16, 0.14]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 55 B :ij 1D=
5 Testfor overall effect: Z=1.54 (P = 0.12) Favours Antidepressant Favours Placeho

M.5.4.26 Any antidepressant-1 versus any antidepressant-2 in adults with binge eating disorder
7 at end of treatment

8 Figure 1431: Binge frequency

Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fized, 95% C1 I, Fized, 95% CI

2.1.1 Fluoxetine v Fluwoxamine

Ricca 2001 0.33470288 030720713 2 22 100.0% 0.33[0.27,0.094]

Subtotal (95% CI 21 22 100.0% 0.33]-0.27,0.94]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=1.08 (P = 0.28)
t { 1 t |
-10 -5 i} 5 10

. Favours Antidepressant1  Favours Antidepressant-2
9 Test for subaroup differences: Mot apnlicable

10 Figure 1432: BMI
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1

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 5td. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Leornbruni 2008 36.6 43 16 385 5 15 100.0% -0.40 111, 0.31]
Total (95% Cl) 16 15 100.0%

-0.40 [1.11,0.31]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.08 (P =0.27)

10

-5 0 8
Favours Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2

2 Figure 1433: Number of people achieving weight loss of %% or more

3
4

5

7
8

9
10

-10 -5 a 3 10
Favours Antidepressant1  Favours Antidepressant-2
Test for subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1434: Withdrawn due to adverse events
Antidepressant-1  Antidepressant-2 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
2.6.1 Fuoxetine v Sertraline
Leambruni 2008 7 17 10 22 100.0% 0.91 [0.44,1.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 22 100.0%  0.91[0.44, 1.88]
Total events 7 10
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 027 (F=0.79)
Total {(95% Cl) 17 22 100.0% 0.91 [D.44, 1.88]
Total events 7 10
.?Etf?ge”e'“fl N?rt af;"fg“; =079 o oz 05 1 2 5 10
estioroverall @ ec.. =027 (=0 ) Favours Antidepressant-1  Favours Antidepressant-2
Test for subgroup diffierences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1435: Binge Eating Scale score greater than 17
Antide it-1 | it-2 Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl
2.6.1 Fuoxetine v Sertraline
Leambruni 2008 7 17 10 22 100.0% 0.91 [0.44,1.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 22 100.0%  0.91[0.44, 1.88]
Total events 7 10
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 027 (F=0.79)
Total {(95% Cl) 17 22 100.0% 0.91 [D.44, 1.88]
Total events 7 10
Teetfor avera efet 22 027 7= 073 TS 5, ¢
estioroverall @ ec.. =027 (=0 ) Favours Antidepressant-1  Favours Antidepressant-2
Test for subgroup diffierences: Mot applicable
Figure 1436: Binge Eating Scale
Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.7.1 Fluozetine v Sertraline
Leamkbruni 2008 192 115 18 158 82 16 100.0% 0.32 [-0.39, 1.03]
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 16 100.0% 0.32 [-0.39, 1.03]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=089 (F=0.37)
-10 5 & 0
. Favaurs Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2
Testfor suboroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1437: EDI-2-drive for thinness
Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.8.1 Fluozetine ¥ Sertraline
Leambruni 2008 1.7 4.2 15 128 48 16 100.0% -0.26 [-0.87, 0.45]
Subtotal {95% CI) 15 16 100.0% -0.26 [-0.97, 0.45]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=072 (F=047)
-10 -5 ¥ g 10

11
12

Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
2.2.1 Fluoxetine v Sertraline

Leambruni 2008 02375269 03606614 i 8 A03% 0.24 [-0.47, 0.94]

Leombruni 2008 0.40549136 0.36312262 g TO497% 0.41 [-0.30,1.12]

Subtotal (95% CI 16 15 100.0% 0.32[-0.18,0.82]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.11, df=1 (P =074}, F=0%
Testforoverall effect: Z=1.26 (F=0.21)

Testfor subgroun differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1438: ED-2-bulimia
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.9.1 Fluoxetine v Sertraline
Leambruni 2008 47 23 14 4 3.2 16 100.0% 0.24 [-0.46, 0.95]
Subtotal (95% Cly 15 16 100.0% 0.24 [-0.46, 0.95]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 067 (F = 0.50)

10 -5 0 5 10

. Favaurs Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2
1 Testfor suboroun differences: Mot anplicable
2 Figure 1439: EDI-2-body dissatisfaction
Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Studyor Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean  SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% C1

2.10.1 Fluoxetine v Sertraline

Leambruni 2008 147 6.1 15 154 73 16 100.0% -010 081, 0.60]

Subtotal (95% CI 15 16 100.0% -0.10 [-0.81, 0.60]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=028(F =078

10 -5 0 5 10

. Favaurs Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2
3 Testfor suboroun differences: Mot anplicable

4 Figure 1440: Depression
Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.11.1 Fluoxetine v Sertraline
Leambruni 2008 a4 6.2 15 9.8 589 16 100.0% -0.24 [-0.95,0.47]
Subtotal (95% CI 15 16 100.0% -0.24 [-0.95, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 067 (F = 0.50)
10 -5 0 5 10
5 . Favaurs Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2
Testfor subgroup differences: Mat applicable
6 Figure 1441: Clinical Global Impressions-severity
Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.12.1 Fluoxetine v Sertraline
Leambruni 2008 31 04 15 28 0.8 16 100.0% 0.32 [0.39,1.03]
Subtotal (95% CI 15 16 100.0% 0.32 [-0.39, 1.03]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0890(F=0.37)

, ,
10 -5 0 5 10

. Favaurs Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2
7 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

M.5.4.38 Any antidepressant-1 versus any antidepressant-2 in adults with binge eating disorder
9 at follow up

10 Figure 1442: Binge frequency

Antidepressant-1 Antidepressant-2 Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.13.1 Fluoxetine v Fluvoxamine
Ricca 2001 1 31 16 18 1.7 16 100.0% 1.17[0.41,1.83] !
Subtotal (95% Cly 16 16 100.0% 1.17 [0.41, 1.93]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £=3.03 (F=0.002)

-10 5 0 g 10
Favaurs Antidepressant-1 Favours Antidepressant-2

1 1 Testfor suboroup differences: Mot applicable

M.5.4.42 Any antidepressant versus any other intervention in adults with binge eating disorder
13 at end of treatment

14 Figure 1443: Binge frequency
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
3.1.1 Fluoxetine v CBT
Malinari 2004 4.4 207 20 ng 1.32 20 50.8% 2.0301.26,2.81] A
Ricca 2001 19 35 21 8 39 10 25.9% 2.85([1.86, 4.04] —
Subtotal (95% CI) M 30 76.7% 2.34[1.71, 2.98] <

Heterageneity: Chi*=1.82 df=1 (P=018) F=45%
Testfor averall effect: Z=7.26 (P < 0.00001)

3.1.2 Fluvoxamine v CBT
Ricca 2001 18 24 22 g 39 10 23.3% 3.32[2.18,4.47] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 10 23.3% 3.32 [2.18, 4.47] -
Heterogeneity: Kot applicahle

Test for overall effect: £= 568 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% Cl) 63 40 100.0% 2.57 [2.02,3.13] -
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.97, df=2 (P =0.14);, F=50%
Test for averall effect Z=910(F = 0.00001)

1 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 216, df=1(P=014, F=537%

4z 0 : 4
Favours Antidepressant Favours CBT

2 Figure 1444: Weight loss (percentage)

Antidepressant CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
3.2.1 Fluoxetine v CBT
Malinari 2004 019 274 20 7.A3 3487 20 100.0% -2.26[-3.07,-1.45] !‘
Subtaotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -2.26 [-3.07, -1.45]

Heterogeneity: MNat applicable
Test for overall effect £= 547 (P = 0.00001)

-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours CBT Fawours Antidepressant

3 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable

4 Figure 1445: EDI-2-bulimia

Antidepressant CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
3.3.1 Fluoxetine v CBT
Molinari 2004 108 268 20 32 314 20 100.0% 2.52[1.67, 3.38] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 2.52 [1.67, 3.38]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test far averall effect Z=5.82 (P = 0.00001)

10 -5 0

5 10
) ) Favours Antidepressant Favours CBT
5  Testfar subaroup differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1446: Depression
Antidepressant CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
3.4.1 Fluoxetine v CBT
Maolinari 2005 651 382 20 566 9.26 20 100.0% 1.17 [0.50, 1.85] !
Subtaotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 1.17 [0.50, 1.85]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable
Test for averall effect Z= 340 {F = 0.0007)
-10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Antidepressant Fawvours CET
7 Test far subgraup differences: Mot applicable
8 Figure 1447: Family functioning
Antidepressant CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
3.4.1 Fluoxetine v CBT
Molinari 2004 651  3.482 20 566 9.26 20 100.0% 1.17 [0.50, 1.85] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 1.17 [0.50, 1.85]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect Z=3.40 (P = 0.0007)
10 -5 0 5 10
) ) Favours Antidepressant Favours CBET
9 Test far subaraun differences: Mot apnlicable

M.5.4.30 Any antidepressant versus any other intervention in adults with follow up at follow up

11 Figure 1448: Binge frequency
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
3.6.1 Fluozetine v CBT
Ricca 2001 21 31 16 g a1 8 45.4% 3.26[1.94, 4.58] —i—
Subtotal (95% CIy 16 8 45.4% 3.26 [1.94, 4.58] B
Heterogeneity: Mat applicahle
Test for overall effect: 2= 4.85 (P = 0.00001)
3.6.2 Fluvoxamine v CBT
Ricca 2001 1% 1.7 16 g a1 9 A4.6% 282[1.72,4.13] —i—
Subtotal (95% CIy 16 9  54.6% 292[1.72,4.13] . o
Heterageneity: Mat applicahle
Test for averall effect: Z=4.77 (F = 0.000013)
Total (95% CI) 32 17 100.0% 3.08[2.19, 3.97] -l
Heterogeneity: Chif=014, df=1 (P=0.71) F= 0% !

Test for averall effect: Z=6.79 (F = 0.000013)
1 Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 014, df=1 {P=071), F=0%

3 Figure 1449: Remission (ITT)

4 0 2 1

Favours Antidepressant Favours CET

M.5.4.62 Any appetite suppressant versus placebo in adults with binge eating disorder

Appetite Suppressant Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
4.1.1 Flexzible dose
McElroy & Hudson 2016 Study 1 76 191 26 192 37.8% 294 [1.97,4.37] —a
McElray & Hudson 2016 Study 2 63 195 23195 335% 274177, 4.23] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 386 387 F13% 2.84[2.12,3.81] L
Total events 139 44
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.05, df=1 (P =082 F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=6.99 (P = 0.00001)
4.1.2 Lisd ine 30mg/day
McElray 2015 23 553 4 21 8.8% 1.83[0.71, 4.69] -
Subtotal (95% Cly 66 21 8.8% 1.83 [0.71, 4.69] -'-
Total events 23 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.26 (F=0.21)
4.1.3 Lisdexamfetamine S0mg day
McElray 2015 27 65 4 21 2.8% 218[0.86 5.51] T
Subtotal (95% CI) i 21 8.8%  2.18 [D.86, 5.51] -
Total events 27 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.65 (F=0.10)
4.1.4 Lisdexamfetamine 70mg/day
McElray 2015 31 513 5 21 11.0% 2.00([0.89, 4.49] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 65 21 11.0%  2.00[D.89, 4.49] e
Total events K} ]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=1.69 (F = 0.04)
Total (95% CI) 582 450 100.0%  2.60 [2.02, 3.36] L 2
Total events 220 62
Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.49 df=4 (P =0.83);, F=0% 'D.D1 0!1 1'0 1DD'

Testfor overall effect Z=7.39 (P = 0.00001}
4 Testfar subgroup differences: Chif=1.44, df= 3(P=070), F= 0%

5 Figure 1450: BMI — change scores
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Appetite Suppressant Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
5.2.1 Flexible dose
McElroy & Hudsaon 2016 Study 1 -6.25 4.02 190 0.1 4 184 27 T% -1.58[-1.82,-1.39) =
McElroy & Hudson 2016 Study 2 -5.57 4.62 174 -015 468 176 28.0% -1.16 [-1.39, -0.94] o
Subtotal (95% CI) 364 360 55.6% -1.37 [1.78, -0.96] *
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.07; Chi*=6.42 df=1{(P=001), F=84%
Test for overall effect: Z= 6.54 (P = 0.00001)
5.2.2 Lisdexamfetamine 30mag/day
McElray 2015 -3 3.64 66 -01 309 21 15.2% -0.85[-1.359,-0.34] -
Subtotal (95% CI) il 21 152% -0.85 [-1.35, -0.34] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.26 (P = 0.001)
5.2.3 Lisdexamfetamine 50mg/day
McElray 2015 -4.9 4.43 65 -01 309 21 147% -1.15[-1.67,-0.62] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 21 14.7% -1.15 [1.67, -0.62] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=4.30 (P = 0.0001)
5.2.4 Lisdexamfetamine 70mag/day
McElray 2015 -4.9 3.93 65 -01 309 21 145% -1.27 [-1.80,-0.74] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 21 14.5% -1.27 [1.80, -0.74] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=4.70 (P = 0.00001}
Total (95% CI) 560 423 100.0% -1.24 [1.51, -0.98] L]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=10.51, df= 4 (P = 0.03); F=62% 1 1 {

Test for overall effect: Z=9.30 (P = 0.00001)

Testfar subgroup differences: Chi*= 2,64, df= 3 (P=045), F=0%

Appetite Suppressant

Study or Subgroup Events

Placebo

Figure 1451: Withdrawn due to adverse events

Total Events Total Weight

10

Risk Ratio

M-H, Fized, 95% CI

-5 0

5 10
Favours Appetite Sup Favours Placebo

Heterogeneity was detected at i>=62% overall and at 84% for the flexible dose group. There
was no obvious risk of bias, whilst data on duration of illness was not available. Lifetime and
current comorbidities were exclusion criteria for the three studies.The studies followed the
same protocols and participants had similar illness severity. Hence, the observed
heterogeneity remains unexplained and a random effects was presented..

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

4.3.1 Flexible dose

McElroy & Hudson 2016 Study 1 12 192
McElroy & Hudson 2016 Study 2 T 181
Subtotal (95% Cl) 373
Total events 14
Heterogeneity: Chif=011, df=1 (P = 0.74); F= 0%

Testfor overall effect £=1.86 (F = 0.06)

4.3.2 Lisdexamfetamine 30mo day

McElroy 2015 3 G
Subtotal (95% CI) 66
Total events 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z2=10.56 (F=0.58)

4.3.3 Lisdexamfetamine S0ma day

McElroy 2015 1 B4
Subtotal (95% Cl) 65
Total events 1
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect £=0.00 (F=1.00)

4,3.4 Lisdexamfetamine 70mg/day

McElroy 2015 3 Ba
Subtotal (95% Cly 65
Total events 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z2=057 (F=057)

Total (95% CI) 569

Total events 26
Heterogeneity: Chif= 032 df=4 (P = 0.98); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect 2=1.98 (F = 0.05)

Testfar subgroup diferences: Chif=0.21, df= 3 (P = 0.98),

11 Figure 1452: Binge Eating Scale

5 187 449%
4185 3E1%
372 80.0%

9
i 21 6.7%
21 6.7%

i
0 il 6.7%
21 6.7%

0
0 Al 6.7%
21 6.7%

0
435 100.0%

4

F=0%

289

2.34 [0.84, 6.51]
1.79(0.53, 6.01]
2.10 [0.96, 4.58]

2.30[0.12, 42.75]
2.30[0.12, 42.78]

1.00[0.04, 23.67]
1.00 [0.04, 23.67]

2.33[0.13, 43.42)
2.33[0.13,43.42]

2.05[1.01, 4.18]

0.01
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Appetite Suppressant Placebo 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
4,7.2 Lisdexamfetamine 30mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 -161 1016 G668 -12.2 1008 20 335% -0.38 [-0.88, 013
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 20 33.5% -0.38 [-0.88, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overalleffect 2=148 (F=0.14)
4,7.3 Lisdexamfetamine 50mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 -17.6 992 64 -12.2 1008 21 340% -0.54 [-1.04,-0.04] bl
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 21 34.0% -0.54 [-1.04, -0.04] L]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £= 211 (F=0.04)
4.7.4 Lisd featamine 70mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 -20.6 9.84 63 -12.2 1008 21 325% -0.84 [1.35,-0.33] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 63 21 32.5% -0.84 [-1.35, -0.33] 4
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £2=3.23 (P=0.001)
Total {(95% CI) 193 62 100.0% -0.58 [-0.88, -0.29] []
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.63, df=2{P =044} F= 0% -1'D _.5 b é 1'0

Testfor overall effect £=23.93 (P = 0.0001)

; ) Favours Appetite Sup Favours Placebo
1 Testfor subgroup diferences: Chi®=1.63, df=2 (P =044, F=0%

2 Figure 1453: Depression

Appetite Suppressant Placeho 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
4.12.2 Lisdexamfetamine 30mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2014 -1.8 2.76 66 1.7 276 20 32.7% -0.07 [-0.57, 0.43]
Subtotal {95% Cly 66 20 32.7% -0.07 [-0.57, 0.43]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.28 (P=0.78)

4.12.3 Lisdexamfetamine 50mg/day - change scores

McElroy 2015 -1.3 2,64 64 -1.7 276 21 337% 0.15[-0.34, 0.64] o
Subtotal {95% Cly 64 21 33 0.15 [-0.34, 0.64] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: £=0.599 (P = 0.56)

4.12.4 Lisdexamfeatamine 70mg/day - change scores

McElroy 2015 -1.6 262 63 -1.7 276 21 33.6% 0.04 [-0.456, 0.53]

Subtotal {95% Cly 63 21 33.6% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.53]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.15 (P=0.88)

Total (95% Cl) 193 62 100.0% 0.04 [-0.25, 0.33]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 038, df= 2 (P= 0.83); F= 0% 5_1 p % B é 10:

Testfor averall effect Z=027 (P=0.79

. - Favours Appetite Sup  Favours Placebo
3 Testfor subgroup diferences: Chif=0.38, df=2(P=083), F=0%

4 Figure 1454: General physical functioning

Appetite Suppressant Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.12.2 Lisdexamfetamine 30mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 26 £.09 66 1.3 614 20 32.8% 0.21 [0.28,0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 20 32.9% 0.21 [-0.29, 0.71]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar overall effect: Z=083 (P =0.41)

5.12.3 Lisdexamfetamine 50mag/day - change scores

McElray 2015 24 5.92 G4 1.3 614 21 33.8% 0.18 [F0.31, 0.68] :
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 21 33.9% 0.18 [-0.31, 0.68]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=072 (P =047

5.12.4 Lisdexamfeatamine 70mg/day - change scores

McElroy 2015 349 5.95 63 1.3 614 21 33.3% 0.43 [0.07,0.83] K
Subtotal (95% CI) 63 21 33.3% 0.43 [-0.07, 0.93]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: £=1 .69 (P = 0.09)

Total {95% CI) 193 62 100.0% 0.27 [-0.01, 0.56] "
Heterogeneity: Chif= 067, df= 2 (P = 0.748); F= 0% t t 1 |
Testf Il effect: Z=1.87 (P = 0.06 1o s o > 1

estfor averall effect: 2=1.87 (P = 0.08) Favours Placebo Favours Appetite Sup
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 057, df=2 (P=078), F=0%
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2 Figure 1455: General mental functioning

3

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Appetite Suppressant Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total VWeight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
5.13.2 Lisdexamfetamine 30mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 ] 812 66 49 a1 200 327% 0.01 [-0.49,0.51]
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 20 327% 0.01 [-0.49, 0.51]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=0.05 (F = 0.86)
5.13.3 Lisdexamfetamine 50mg/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 548 7.92 G4 49 811 21 35T7% 0.07 [[0.42,0.57] z
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 21 337% 0.07 [-0.42, 0.57]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfar overall effect Z=030(F =077
5.13.4 Lisdexamfeatamine 70mgi/day - change scores
McElroy 2015 449 794 63 49 811 21 336% 0.00 [-0.49, 0.459]
Subtotal (95% CI) 63 21 33.6% 0.00 [-0.49, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £=0.00 (P =1.00)
Total (95% CI) 193 62 100.0% 0.03 [-0.26, 0.32]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.0, df= 2 (F=0.498), F= 0%
Testfar overall effect: £=0.20 (P = 0.84)
Test for subgroup differences; Chi*= 005, df=2 (P=0.98), F=0%

T
-5 i

] 10

Favours Placebo Favours Appetite Sup

M.5.54 Any antiepileptic versus placebo in adults with binge eating disorder

5
6

10
11
12
13

14

Figure 1456: Remission (ITT)

Antiepileptic Placebo

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total

Risk Ratio

Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

Risk Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% Cl

4.1.2 Zonisamide

McElroy 2006 15 ] 13 30 456%
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 45.6%
Taotal events 15 13

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0452 (P = 0.61)

4.1.3 Lamotrigine

Guerdjikova 2008 13 25 18 25 44.4%
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 25  54.4%
Total events 13 18

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=1587 (P=012)

Total (95% CI) 56 55 100.0%
Total events 28 kil

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 2.00, df=1 (P = 0.16); F= 50%
Test for averall effect: 2= 0.52 {F = 0.60)

Testfor subgroup difierences; Chif= 1.7, df= 1 (P = 0.16), F= 49.2%

115 [0.67, 1.99]
1.15 [0.67, 1.99]

0.69 [0.44, 1.10]
0.6 [0.44, 1.10]

0.88[0.53, 1.44]

_.__
>

-

0.0

01

10 100

Favours Placebo Fawvours Antiepileptic

Heterogeneity was detected at i?>=50%. There was no obvious risk of bias, nor difference in
comorbidities and duration of illness. In addition to the studies examining different types of
antiepileptic, heterogeneity might be explained by severity of illness: the participants of
Guerdjikova 2009 had a lower severity of illness in terms of binge frequency (less than 18
binge episodes or binge days per month) compared to those of McElroy 2006. A random

effects was presented.

Figure 1457: BMI
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2

3

Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fized, 95% Cl IV, Fized, 95% CI
4.2.1 Topiramate
McElroy & Arnald 2003 -0.79289 0.265978 30 300 10.3% S0.78 F1.31,-0.27] -
McElroy & Hudson 2007 -0.33408403 010146413 195 199 T0.8% -0.33 [0.53,-0.14]
Subtotal (95% CI) 225 220 814%  -0.39[-0.58,-0.21] ]
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.60, df=1 (F=0.11); F= 62%
Testfor overall effect Z=4.14 (P = 0.0001})
4.2.2 Zonisamide
McElroy 2006 -0.8906278 0271128 30 30 9.9% -0.91 [1.44,-0.37] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 30 9.9%  -0.91[-1.44,-0.37] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.34 (P = 0.0008)
4.2.3 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 -0.49403 0.284349 26 25 9.0% -0.49[-1.05, 0.08] ™
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 25 9.0% -0.49 [-1.05, 0.06] L
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=1.74 (P = 0.08)
Total (95% CI) 281 284 100.0% -0.45 [-0.62, -0.29] t
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 582, df= 3 (F=012), F= 48% I—1D _I b é o
Testfor overall effect: 2= 5.30 (P = 0.00001) Favours Antiepileptic Favaurs Flaceho
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®= 3.22, df= 2 (F=0.20), F= 38.0%
Figure 1458: Binge frequency
Antiepileptic  Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4.3.2 Zonisamide
McElray 2006 0.007746 0.2582 15 18 27.3% 0.01 F0.50,0.51] -
McElroy 2006 -0.136845 0.258501 15 18 27.3% -0.14 [0.64,0.37] -
Subtotal {95% Cl) 3o 30 54.6% -0.06 [-0.42,0.29] +
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 016, df=1 (P = 0.69); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=035(F=072)
4.3.3 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 -0.42484 0.283251 13 13 227% -0.42 [[0.98,0.13]
Guerdjikova 2009 -0.43173 0.283353 13 12 22.7% -0.43 [0.99,0.12] B
Subtotal {95% Cl) 26 25 45.4% -0.43[-0.82, -0.04] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P =0.949), F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z2=214 (P=0.03)
Total (95% Cly il 55 100.0% -0.23[-0.49, 0.03] 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.96, df= 3 (F = 0.58); F= 0% =-1D = ; é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.70 (P = 0.09) Favours Antiepileptic  Favours Placebo
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.80, df=1{P =018}, F= 44.5%
4 Figure 1459: Withdrawn due to adverse events

Antiepileptic Placeho Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
4.4.1 Topiramate
WfcElroy & Arnold 2003 3] 30 3 3 12.4% 207057 7.52] -
wicElroy & Hudson 2007 29 189 16 202 B6E6% 1.84 [1.03, 3.28] —
Subtotal (95% Cly 229 233 79.0% 1.88 [1.11, 3.18] -
Total events 35 19
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.03, df=1 {P=0.87), F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 234 (P =002
4.4.2 Zonisamide
hicElray 2006 a 30 4 30 16.8% 200067, 5.54] Tt
Subtotal (95% Cly 30 30 16.8% 2.00[0.67, 5.94] -
Total events a8 L)
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.25 (P =0.21)
4.4.3 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 3 26 1 25 4.3% 2.88[0.32 25.82]
Subtotal {95% CIy 26 25  43% 2.88[0.32,25.92] — e
Total events 3 1
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 095 (P =0.34)
Total {95% Cly 285 288 100.0% 1.94[1.22, 3.08] -
Total events 46 24
Heterogeneity: Chi*=017, df=3 (P =0.98), F=0% o 0 0 100

5
6

Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antiepileptic Placebho

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.80 (P = 0.005)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=014, df= 2 (P=083) F=0%

Figure 1460: EDE-Q-global

Favaours Antiepileptic Favours Placeho
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Forest Plots

Antiepileptic Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
4.5,1 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 796 4.61 26 891 419 259 100.0% -0.44 [-0.99,0.132]
Subtotal (95% CIy 26 25 100.0% -0.44 [-0.99, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.83{F =012}
Total {95% Cl) 26 25 100.0% -0.44[-0.99, 0.12]
et 1 01 SO WL
estioraverall eflect. 2=1. =0 ) Favours Antiepileptic  Favours Placeho
1 Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
2 Figure 1461: EDE-Q-dietary restraint
Antiepileptic Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
4.6.1 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 11 04 26 1.2 1.06 25 100.0% -0.12 [-0.67,0.43]
Subtotal (95% CIy 26 25 100.0% -0.12 [-0.67, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=0.44 {F = 0.65)
Total {95% CI) 26 25 100.0% -0.12 [-0.67, 0.43]
e et - S S S
estioroverall e ec.. =044 (P=10 ) Fawvours Antiepileptic Favours Placeba
3 Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1462: EDE-Q-weight concern
Antiepileptic Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
4.7.1 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 235 1.47 26 3.09 147 259 100.0% -0.48[-1.04, 0.08]
Subtotal (95% CIy 26 25 100.0% -0.48 [-1.04, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=1.68 {F = 0.09)
Total {95% Cl) 26 25 100.0% -0.48[-1.04, 0.08]
et o 0 it
estioroverall e ec.. =163P=0 ) Favours Antiepileptic Favours Placeha
5 Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
6 Figure 1463: EDE-Q-eating concern
Antiepileptic Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
4.8.1 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 1.29 1.06 26 1.43 1.21 259 100.0% -0.03 [-0.598, 0.61]
Subtotal (95% CIy 26 25 100.0% -0.03 [-0.58, 0.51]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far averall effect: Z= 012 (P = 0.80)
Total {95% Cl) 26 25 100.0% -0.03 [-0.58, 0.51]
e e P S S S
estior avarall e ec.. =012(FP=0 ) Favours Antiepileptic Favours Placeha
7 Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
8 Figure 1464: EDE-Q-shape concern
Antiepileptic Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
4.9.1 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikova 2009 312 1.76 26 419 246 259 100.0% -0.48[-1.04, 0.08]
Subtotal (95% CIy 26 25 100.0% -0.48 [-1.04, 0.08]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect: Z=1.68 {F = 0.09)
Total {95% Cl) 26 25 100.0% -0.48[-1.04, 0.08]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable T = b : 10

9

Test for averall effect: Z=1.69 (F = 0.09)
Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicahle

10 Figure: Depression
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

1 Antiepileptic Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup 5td. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.15.1 Topiramate
MeElray & Arnald 2003 0.279243 0.257353 a0 31 220% 0.28[-0.23,0.78]

MeElray & Hudson 2007 0.075663 0.1008 1495 188 36.5% 0.08[F012,0.27]

Subtotal {95% CI) 225 229 58.5% 0.10 [-0.08, 0.29] '

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.54, df=1 (P = 0.46); F= 0%

Test for overall effect Z=1.09{F =0.27)

4.15.2 Zonisamide

MeElroy 2006 0.379552 0.260513 a0 30 21.8% 0.38 013, 0.89] =

Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 21.8% 0.38 [-0.13, 0.89] »

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=1.46(P=015)

4.15.3 Lamotrigine

Guerdjikova 2009 -0.63084 0.286599 26 25 18.7% -0.63 [-1.19,-0.07] -

Subtotal (95% CI) 26 25 19.7%  -063[-1.19, -0.07] L

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=2.20{F =0.03)

Total (95% CI) 281 284 100.0% 0.05[-0.30, 0.39] L 4

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.08; Chi®=8.04, df= 3 {F =0.08), F=63% [10 I5 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.27 (P = 0.79) Favours Antiepileptic Favours Placebo

Test for subgroup differences: Chif=7.50, df=2 (P=002), F=73.3%

2
3 Heterogeneity was detected at i>=63%. There was no obvious risk of bias, nor differences in
4 duration of illness and comorbidities. Heterogeneity might be explained by severity of iliness:
5 the participants of Guerdjikova 2009 had a lower severity of illness in terms of binge
6 frequency (approximately less than 18 binge episodes or binge days per month) compared to
7 the other studies (approximately more than 18 binge episodes or binge days per month).
8 Figure 1465: Sensitivity analysis for depression
Anliepileptic  Placebo S0, Mean Difference SAd. Adean DifTeremnon

Shudy od Suibgioup Sl Mazan Diffisfénci SE Todal Tolal Wiight N, Fisoisdd, 065% C1 IV, Fintiedd, 9% £1

5.15.1 Topeamale

WiElngy & Amold 2003 0379343 0257353 kls} I 1E% 0.28F0.23,0.74) #

MiElroy & Hudgon 2007 0.OF&RE3 iR i1 195 198 TETS% 008F012, 027

Subibotal {B5% Clh X265 s D10 [0, 10.26] 1

Heterapeneity, Chif= 054, df= 1 (P = 046y F= 0%

Tisd for ovierall #Mect 2=103{P= 02T}

5152 Zonssamide

Wi:Elriry 2008 0.37a55 0260513 n n 115% 033 F0.13, 0BG =

Sulitatal (5% Clh an 3 11.5% 38 013, 0.8%] »

Heteragenaity, Mol apphicable

Tesd for overall efect I=1.46 (F = 0.15)

Tiotal {(25% CI) 55 Fai 0L O3 [0, 10,39 '

Heteraganaity, Chi"= 1.54, df= 2 (P = 046y, P = 0% :-1IZI 5 % 1|:|:

Test for overall efect 2= 1.52(F = 0.13} Favnues Antiepllegtc  Favours Placebo

Tersl for subgoup diferendes: ChiT= 100, d7= 1 (F = 0.32), F= 0%
9

10 Figure 1466: Clinical Global Impressions-severity
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Antiepileptic Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup 5td. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.17.1 Topiramate
McElray & Arnold 2003 -0.612413 0.262041 30 31 254% 0.61 [1.13,-0.10] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 3 254% -0.61 [1.13, 0.10] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 2=2.34 (P =0.02)
4.17.2 Zonisamide
McElroy 2006 -0.73221 0104084 30 0 81.2% -0.73 [0.94,-0.53] |
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 30 51.2% -0.73 [-0.94, 0.53] L]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: £=7.03 (P = 0.00001)
4.17.3 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikava 20049 -01301951 0.280406 26 285 234% -0.13[0.68, 0.42] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 26 25 23.4% -0.13 [-0.68, 0.42] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.46 (F = 0.64)
Total (95% CI) 36 86 100.0% 0.56 [0.90, 0.23] [ ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*= 4.08, df= 2 (P = 013); F=51% I 1 1 {
Tastfi Il effect: Z=3.29 (P = 0.001 10 5 b 5 10
estfor overall effect Z=3.29 (P = 0. J Favours Antiepileptic Favours Placebo

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=4.08, df=2(P=013), F=51.0%

Heterogeneity was detected at i>=51%. There was no obvious risk of bias, nor differences in
duration of iliness and comorbidities. Heterogeneity might be explained by severity of illness:
the participants of Guerdjikova 2009 had a lower severity of illness in terms of binge
frequency (approximately less than 18 binge episodes or binge days per month) compared to
the other studies (approximately more than 18 binge episodes or binge days per month).

Figure 1467: Sensitivity analysis for Clinical Global Impressions-severity

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
4,171 Topiramate
WeElroy & Arnold 2003 -0E12413 0262041 136% -0.61 F1.13,-0010] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 13.6% -0.61 [-1.13, -0.10] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 7= 234 (P=0.02)
4.17.2 Zonisamide
McElroy 2006 -0.73221 01040858 B64% -0.73[-0.84,-0.53] .
Subtotal {95% CI) 86.4% -0.73 [-0.94, -0.53] []
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=7.03 (F = 0.00001)
Total (95% CI) 100.0% -0.72 [-0.91, -0.53] L ]
Heterogeneity; Chif= 018, df= 1 (P= 0.67); F= 0% 5_1 P 55 1 é 10:

Testfor overall effect: Z= 7. 40 (F = 0.00001)

. ) Favours Antiepileptic Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=018, df=1 (P=067), F=0%

Figure 1468: Sheehan Disability Scale

Antiepileptic  Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Sti. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
4.20.1 Topiramate
McElroy & Hudson 2007 -0.25 0101157 1494 199 88.5% -0.25 [-0.45,-0.09]
Subtotal (95% CI) 195 199 88.5%  -0.25 [0.45, 0.05] +
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 247 (P =001}
4.20.3 Lamotrigine
Guerdjikava 2009 -0.175629 0.280649 26 25 11.8% -0.18 [-0.73,0.37] -
Subtotal (95% Cly 26 25 11.5% -0.18 [-0.73, 0.37] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 063 (P =043)
Total (95% Cl) 221 224 100.0% -0.24 [0.43, -0.05] ¥
Heterageneity: Chi*= 0.06, df=1 (P = 0.80); F= 0% I-WD 55 ; é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 7= 254 (P = 0.01) Favours Antiepileptic Favours Placebo

Testfor subgroun differences: Chi®= 0.06. df=1 (P=0.800. F=0%
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M.5.5.11 Any substance abuse treatment agent versus placebo in adults with binge eating
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Figure 1469: Remission (ITT)

Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% Cl
8.1.1 Acamprosate
McElroy 2011 B 20 4 20 39.6% 1.50 [0.50, 4.52]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 39.6% 1.50 [0.50, 4.52]
Total events G 4
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=072 (F=047)
8.1.2 ALKS-33
McElroy 2013 ] 32 19 37 BO04% 0.85[0.28, 1.04] —l—
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 37 60.4% 0.55 [0.29, 1.04] -
Total events 9 19
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.85 (P = 0.08)
Total (95% CI) 52 57 100.0% 0.82 [0.31, 2.15] i
Total events 15 23
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.20; Chi®= 2.41, df=1 (P=0.12); F= 59% ID_D1 0?1 150 1E|D=
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.41 (F = 0.68) Favours Placebo Favours Sub Abuse Agent

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=240,df=1 {(P=012), F=58.4%

Heterogeneity was detected at i?=59%. McElroy 2013 carried a high risk of bias as the
participants in the ALKS-33 group (unlike the acamprosate group) were significantly younger
than the relevant placebo group suggesting a failure of randomisation. However, removing it
would not explain the heterogeneity with only 2 studies, hence a random effects analysis was
presented. Duration of illness and comorbidities other than depression were not reported in
the two studies.

Figure 1470: BMI

Substance Abuse Agent Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
8.2.1 Raw scores
McElroy 2011 384 6.2 15 456 4 9 453% 1.18[2.08,-0.27] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 9 453% -1.18 [-2.08, -0.27] <o

Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.55 (P = 0.01)

8.2.2 Change scores

MeElroy 2013 0.01 0.69 26 -00F7 1.27 36 54T% 0.07 [-0.43,0.58] :

Subtotal (95% CI) 26 36 54.7% 0.07 [-0.43, 0.58]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=029 {(F=0.77)

Total (95% CI) 1 45 100.0% 0.49[1.71,0.73] *—

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.64; Chi*= 5.61, df=1 (P = 0.02); F= 82% t t T t |

Test for overall efect Z=0.79 (P = 0.43) e 3 v 3 1
. . : Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placebo

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 861, df=1(F =002, F=822%

Heterogeneity was detected at i?=59%. McElroy 2013 carried a high risk of bias as the
participants in the ALKS-33 group (unlike the acamprosate group) were significantly younger
than the relevant placebo group suggesting a failure of randomisation. However, removing it
would not explain the heterogeneity with only 2 studies, hence a random effects analysis was
presented. Duration of iliness and comorbidities other than depression were not reported in
the two studies.
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Figure 1471: Weight

Substance Abuse Agent Placebo 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
8.3.1 Raw scores
McElroy 2011 114.8 247 15 1238 174 9 267% -0.39 F1.23,0.44]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 9 26.7% -0.39 [-1.23, 0.44]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.92 (P = 0.36)
8.3.2 Change scores
McElroy 2013 -0.03 202 26 -0.23 318 36 733% 0.07 [-0.43,0.58] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 36 T33% 0.07 [-0.43, 0.58]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.28 (P =0.78)
Total (95% CI) 41 45 100.0% -0.05[-0.48, 0.38]

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.87, df=1 (F=0.38); F= 0%

. b ,

|
10 -5 0 5

- _ 10
Testfor overall effec.t. Z=024(F - 0.sn Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup differences; Chi®= 087 df=1 (P =035, F=0%

Figure 1472: Binge episodes/week
Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
6.4.1 Acamprosate
McElray 2011 1.6 2 15 27 3 9 266% -0.43 [1.27,0.40]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 9 26.6% -0.43[-1.27,0.40]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.01 (P =0.313
6.4.2 ALKS-33 - change scores
McElroy 2013 -3.3 24 26 -32 18 36 TIA% -0.05 [-0.55, 0.46]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 26 36 734% -0.05 [-0.55, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.19 (P = 0.85)
Total (95% Cly 4 45 100.0% -0.15 [-0.58, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0,89, df=1 (P = 0.44); = 0% 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: Z=088 (p:. 0.50 Favours Sub Abuse agent Favours Placeba
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=0.59, df=1 (P =044, F=0%
Figure 1473: Binge days/week
Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
6.5.1 Acamprosate
McElray 2011 1.6 2 15 22 24 9 27.0% -0.27 [1.10, 0.56]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 9 27.0% -0.27 [-1.10, D.56]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=063 (P =053}
6.5.2 ALKS-33 - change scores
McElroy 2013 -24 1.6 26 -27 148 36 7I0% 019 [0.31,0.70] !
Subtotal (95% Cl) 26 36 73.0% 0.19[-0.31, 0.70]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.74 (P = 0.46)
Total (95% Cly 4 45 100.0% 0.07 [-0.36, 0.50] ?
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.86, df=1 {F = 0.35); F= 0% I_1 2 =5 p é 1D=

Testfor averall effect Z=0.31 (P =0.76)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 086, df=1(FP=0.35,F=0%

7 Figure 1474: Withdrawn due to adverse events

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

297

Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placeba



~OOWoo~NOCOTPhhW N

A A A
w N

14

15

16
17

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 85% Cl
8.6.1 Acamprosate
McElray 2011 2 20 1 20 53.6% 2.00[0.20,20.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 53.6% 2.00[0.20, 20.33]
Total events 2 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.59 (P = 0.56)

8.6.2 ALKS-33

MeElroy 2013 12 ki a 37 46.4%  29.69[1.83,432.04] e E—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 31 37 46.4%  29.60 [1.83,482.04] ——e——
Total events 12 0

Heterogeneity: Kot applicable
Test for overall effect, 2= 2.38 (P =0.02)

Total {(95% CI) 51 57 100.0% 6.99 [0.40,123.52] —re——

Total events 14 1

?etf;ﬂgenemrl:lT?ru ;ZE??;;:SMP:_ED.SES, df=1{F=011) F=60% 'U.UEI1 031 1'U 1000'
estfor overall effect 2=1.33 (P=0.18) Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placebo

Test for subgroup differences; Chi*=213,df=1{P=014), F=53.0%

Heterogeneity was detected at i>=60%. McElroy 2013 carried a high risk of bias as the
participants in the ALKS-33 group (unlike the acamprosate group) were significantly younger
than the relevant placebo group suggesting a failure of randomisation. . However, removing it
would not explain the heterogeneity with only 2 studies, hence a random effects analysis was
presented. Duration of illness and comorbidities other than depression were not reported in
the two studies. In addition over 20% of the participants in ALKS-33 group reported several
side effects, including nausea, dizziness, headaches and insomnia, which may explain the
variability. By contrast, these side effects were relatively uncommon in the acamprosate
study.

Figure 1475: Depression

Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
8.9.1 Acamprosate
McElray 2011 14 2.7 15 1.7 21 9 100.0% 0.08 [-0.90, 0.749]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 9 100.0% -0.08 [-0.90, 0.75]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=018 (P =0.85)

10 -5 0 5 10
Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placebo

Testfar subgroup differences: Mot applicahle

Figure 1476: Depression - change scores

Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
8.10.1 ALKS-33 - change scores
McElroy 2013 -0.7 35 26 -24 449 36 100.0% 0.43[-0.08, 0.95]
Subtotal {95% CI) 26 36 100.0% 0.43 [-0.08, 0.95]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.67 (P=010)

10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placebo
Testfar subgroup differences: Mot applicahle

Figure 1477: General physical functioning
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Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI1 IV, Fixed, 95% CI
8.7.1 Acamprosate
McElray 2011 46.7 7.6 15 449 5.8 9 100.0% 0.25 [0.58,1.08]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 9 100.0% 0.25 [-0.58, 1.08]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: £= 099 (P = 0.56)

I
-10

i 1
-4 1] ]

10
. . Favours Placebo Favours SATA
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
1
2 Figure 1478: General mental functioning
Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
8.8.1 Acamprosate
MecElroy 2011 531 97 15 488 123 9 100.0% 0.39 [-0.45,1.23]
Subtotal {(95% CI) 15 9 100.0% 0.39 [-0.45,1.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.91 {P = 0.36)
10 -5 0 5 10
) ) Favours Placebo Favours SATA
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable
3
4 Figure 1479: Clinical Global Impressions-severity
Sub Abuse Treatment Agent Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
6.22.1 Acamprosate
McElray 2011 26 14 15 a 2 9 27I3% -0.28[1.12,0.585]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 9 27.2% -0.28 [-1.12, 0.55]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.67 (P = 0.50)
6.22.2 ALKS-33 - change scores
McElroy 2013 -1.6 1.6 26 -21 1.3 36 72E% 0.34 [0.16, 0.85] E
Subtotal (95% Cl) 26 36 72.8% 0.34 [-0.16, 0.85]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=1.33(P=018)
Total (95% Cly 4 45 100.0% 0.17 [-0.26, 0.61] ?
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.60, df=1 (P = 0.21); I*= 38% 5_1 p 55 p é 1D=
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.78 (P = 0.43) Favours Sub Abuse Agent Favours Placebo
5 Testfor suboroun differences: Chi=1.60. df=1(P=0211. F=37.5%
M.5.5.26 Other pharmacological interventions versus placebo in adults with binge eating
7 disorder
8 e Atomoxetine versus placebo
9 Figure 1480: Remission (ITT)
10
Atomoxetine Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
6.1.1 Atomoxetine
McElray & Guerdjikova 2007 14 20 £ 20 1000% 2330113 483 t
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0%  2.33[1.13,4.83]
Total events 14 B
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 228 (P =0.02)
0.0 0.1 10 100
) ) Favours Placebo Favours Atomoxetine
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
11

12 Figure 1481: Binge frequency
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

1 Atomoxetine Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup 5id. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
6.3.1 Atomoxetine
McElroy & Guerdjikova 2007 -0.749468 0327141 10 10 49.8% -0.75 [1.38,-0.11] i
MeElroy & Guerdjikova 2007 -0.6957 0.325653 10 10 80.2% -0.70 [-1.33,-0.08] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0%  -0.72 [-1.17,-0.27] L 3
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P=091); F=0%
Testforoverall effect: Z=3.13 (P = 0.002)
10 5 0 5 10
) Favours Atomoxetine  Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
3 Figure 1482: BMI
Atomoxetine Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
6.3.1 Atomoxetine
McElroy & Guerdjikova 2007 -0.73997 0326871 20 20 100.0% -0.74 [1.38,-0.10] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -0.74 [1.38, -0.10]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect Z=2.26 (P = 0.02)
To 5 0 : 10
. . Favours Atomoxetine Favours Placebo
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
6 Figure 1483: Weight loss (kg)
Atomoxetine Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 85% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
6.4.1 Atomoxetine
MeElroy & Guerdjikava 2007 27 37 20 0 3z 20 100.0% 077012 1.41]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 077 [0.12,1.41]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: £= 233 (F=0.02%
Total (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 077 [0.12,1.41] L 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D 55 3 % 105
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.33 (P = 0.02) Favours Placebo  Favours Atomoxeting
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
7
8 Figure 1484: Withdrawn due to adverse events
Atomoxetine Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
6.5.1 Atomoxetine
McElray & Guerdjikova 2007 3 20 1 20 100.0%  3.00([0.34, 26.45] l
Subtotal {95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 3.00 [0.34, 26.45]
Total events 3 1
Heterageneity: Mot applicahle
Testfar overall effect Z= 099 (F =0.32)
I } } |
0.01 0.1 10 100
. . Favours Atomoxetine Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup differences: Mat applicable

11 Figure 1485: Depression

Atomoxetine Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Std. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 85% CI
6.10.1 Atomoxetine
MeElray & Guerdjikova 2007 0.047434 0316272 20 20 100.0% 0.05 F0.57, 0.67]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 0.05 [-0.57, 0.67]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=015 (P = 0.88)
t 1 1 } {
-10 Bil i 10
. . Favours Atomoxetine Favours Placebo
Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicahle
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

1 Figure 1486: Clinical Global Impressions-severity of iliness

2
Atomoxetine Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup 5td. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
6.11.1 Atomoxetine
McElray & Guerdjikava 2007 -1.10047 0.33932 20 20 100.0% 140 [F1.77,-0.44] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0%  -1.10 [-1.77, -0.44]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z= 324 {P = 0.001)
-10 5 0 : 10
Favours Atomoxetine  Favours Placebo
Testfor subgroup diferences: Mot applicable
4 o Armodafinil versus placebo
5 Figure 1487: Remission (ITT)
Armodafinil Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Fvents Total Fvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
McElroy & Guerdjikova 2014 7 27 3] 28 100.0% 121047, 3.14] |
Total {95% CI) 27 28 100.0%  1.21[0.47,3.14] ——e———
Total events 7 5]
T 070 B
6 estfor overall efiect 2=10.39 (7 = 0.70) Favours Placeho  Fawours Armodafinil
7 Figure 1488: Binge frequency
Armodafinil Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup 5td. Mean Difference SE Total Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
8.2.1 Change scores
McElroy & Guerdjikava 2015 -0.3788 0371 13 14 505% -0.38 F0.91,0.18]
MeElroy & Guerdjikova 2015 -0.5549 0.27487 14 14 49.5% -0.55[1.09,-0.02]
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 28 100.0%  -0.46[-0.84, -0.09] L2
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.21, df=1 (P=064);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £= 2.40 (P = 0.02)
Total {95% CI) 27 28 100.0%  -0.46 [-0.84, -0.09] [
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 021, df=1 (P=064); F=0% I_1 0 _I T | 10:
Testfor overall effect 7= 2.40 (P = 0.0) Favours Armodafinil Favours Placeho
8 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
9 Figure 1489: BMI — change scores
Armodafinil Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
McElray & Guerdjikava 2015 -06 08 27 0112 28 100.0% -0.67 [-1.22,-0.13]
Total {95% CI) 27 28 100.0% -0.67 [1.22, -0.13] L 2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D =5 1 1 1D=
10 Testfor overall effect 2= 2.43 (P = 0.02) Favours Armodafinil Favours Placebo
11 Figure 1490: Withdrawn due to adverse events
Armodafinil Placebo Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% Cl
McElroy & Guerdjikava 20145 2 30 2 30 100.0% 1.00[0.15, 6.64]
Total (95% CI) 3o 30 100.0% 1.00 [0.15, 6.64]
Total events 2 2
e e - 109 O RO ST
estfor overall efiect Z=0.00 (P =1.00) Favours Armodafinil  Fawours Placeho
12
13 Figure 1491: Clinical Global Impressions-severity
Armodafinil Placeho Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5SD Total Weight I, Fizxed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI|
8.6.1 Change scores
McElroy & Guerdjikova 2015 -23 17 715 15 28 100.0% -0.49[-1.03, 0.04]
Subtotal (95% CIy 27 28 100.0% -0.49 [-1.03, 0.04]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect £=1.80 (P=0.07)
10 -5 ; - 10

14
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

1 Figure 1492: Depression

Armodafinil Placeho Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I/, Fixed, 95% CI|
£.10.1 Change scores
MeElroy & Guerdjikova 2015 54 BA 27 55 79 28 100.0% 0.01 [-0.52, 0.54]
Subtotal {95% CIy 27 28 100.0% 0.01[-0.52, 0.54]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.05 (P = 0.86)

10 5 0 5 10
2 Favours Armaodafinil Favours Placebo

M.5.5.33 Any antidepressant-1 and CBT-ED versus any antidepressant-2 and CBT-ED in adults
4 with binge eating disorder at end of treatment

5 Figure 1493: Binge frequency

Antidepressant-1+CBT Antidepressant-2+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
10.1.1 FAuoxetine+CBT v Fluvoxamine+CBT
Ricca 2001 [ 46 22 3 32 23 100.0% -0.50 [-1.08, 0.10]
Subtotal (95% Cly 22 23 100.0% -0.50 [-1.09, 0.10]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.64 (P=010)

-10 -5 g 10
6 Testfor suboroup differences: Mot apnlicable Favours AD-T+CBT - Favours AD-2+CHT
7 Figure 1494: Withdrawn due to adverse events
Antidepressant-1+CBT  Antidepressant-2+CBT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Ewvents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% CI
10.2.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v Fluvoxamine+CBT
Ricca 2001 3 22 3 23 100.0% 1.05[0.24, 4 64]
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 23 100.0% 1.05 [0.24, 4.64]
Total events 3 3
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.06 (P =0.95)
o o 1 T 100
8 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable Favours AD-1+CET Favaurs AD-2+CET
9 Figure 1495: Binge Eating Scale
Antidepressant-1+CBT Antidepressant-2+CBT Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI
10.4.1 Paroxetine+CBT v Venlafaxine+CBT
Cristina 2014 274 2.84 10 27.2 2.57 10 100.0% 025 [-063,1.13]
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 10 100.0% 0.25[-0.63, 1.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect 2= 055 (F = 0.58)
10 1n

M.5.5.41 Any antidepressant-1 and CBT-ED versus any antidepressant-2 and CBT-ED in adults
12 with binge eating disorder at follow up

13 Figure 1496: Binge frequency

Antidepressant-1+CBT Antidepressant-2+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
10.8.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v Fluvoxamine+CBT
Ricca 2001 7 34 16 3 24 18 100.0% -0.34 [1.01, 0.34]
Subtotal (95% Cly 16 18 100.0% -0.34 [-1.01, 0.34]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=0.97 (P =0.33)

10 -5 0 3 10
. . Favours AD-1+CET Favours AD-2+CET
14 Testfor suboroup differences: Mot apnlicable
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

M.5.5.51 Any antidepressant and CBT-ED versus placebo and CBT-ED in adults with binge
2 eating disorder at end of treatment

3 Figure 1497: Remission (ITT)

Antidepressant+CBT  Placebo+CBT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.1.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 15 26 15 28 1000% 1.08[0.67,1.73]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 1.08 [0.67, 1.73]
Total events 15 14

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble
Testfor overall effect: 2= 030 {F = 0.76)

0.01 01 1 10 100

. ) Favours Placeho+CBET Fawours AD+CET
4 Test for subgroup differences: Mot applicable
5 Figure 1498: Binge frequency
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.2.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 47 11.8 26 18 389 28 100.0% 0.33[0.21,0.87]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.33 [-0.21, 0.87]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.20 (F=0.23
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
Favours AD+CET Favours Placeho+CET
6 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
7 Figure 1499: BMI
Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.3.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 344 74 26 342 58 28 100.0% 0.10[0.43, 0.63]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.10[-0.43, 0.63]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.37 (FP=071)

0 -5 0 5 10
Favours AD+CET  Favours Placebo+CET

8 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

9 Figure 1500: EDE-Q-global

Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.4.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 22 1.4 26 21 1 28 100.0% 0.08 [-0.46, 0.61]
Subtotal (95% Cly 26 28 100.0% 0.08 [-0.46, 0.61]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.29 (F=077)

,
=10 -5 0 5 10
Favours AD+CET Favours Placeho+CET

10 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable

11 Figure 1501: EDE-Q-dietary restraint

Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.5.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 1.4 1.4 26 1.4 1 28 100.0% 0.00[0.53, 0.53]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.00[-0.53, 0.53]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £2=0.00 (F=1.00)

0 -5 0 5 10
Favours AD+CET  Favours Placebo+CET

12 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

13 Figure 1502: EDE-Q-eating concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.6.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 1.4 1.3 26 1.7 07 28 100.0% -019[0.73,0.34]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.19 [-0.73, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.70 (F=0.48)
} } } } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
) . Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
1 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
2 Figure 1503: EDE-Q-weight concern
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.7.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 24 1.5 26 2.6 1 28 100.0% -0.16 [-0.69, 0.38]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% -0.16 [-0.69, 0.38]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2= 057 (F=0457)
I } ) } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
3 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1504: EDE-Q-shape concern
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.8.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 31 1.8 26 32 14 28 100.0% -0.06 [-0.60, 0.47]
Subtotal (95% Clj 26 28 100.0% -0.06 [-0.60, 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=0.23 (F=0.82)
} } } } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
. i Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
5 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1505: Depression
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.13.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2005 92 7.3 26 65 B8 28 100.0% 0.38[-0.16,0.92]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.38 [-0.16, 0.92]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=137 (P=017)
Total {95% CI) 26 28 100.0% 0.38 [-0.16, 0.92]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 7 é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=137 (P=017) Favours AD+CET  Favours Placebo+CET
7 Testfor subaroun differences: Mot anplicable
M.5.5.68 Any antidepressant and CBT-ED versus placebo and CBT-ED in adults with binge
9 eating disorder at follow up
10 Figure 1506: Remission (ITT)
Antidepressant+CBT  Placebo+CBT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events  Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
11.14.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 7 26 10 28 1000% 0.75[0.34, 1.689]
Subtotal (95% CIy 26 28 100.0%  0.75[0.34, 1.69]
Total events 7 10
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: Z=0.65 (P = 0.49)
I } } } {
0.1 0. 1 10 100
. , Favours Placebo+CET  Fawours AD+CET
11 Test far subgroup differences: Mot applicable

12 Figure 1507: Binge frequency
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.15.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 464 74 19 463 694 22 100.0% 0.00[0.61, 0.62]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% 0.00 [-0.61, 0.62]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=0.00 (F=1.00)
Total (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% 0.00 [-0.61, 0.62]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D _I5 T é 1D=
Testfor overall effec_t Z=000{F=1 .DD_) Favours AD+CET Favours Placebo+ BT
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1508: BMI
Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
11.16.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 3583 2483 19 3476 239 22 100.0% 0.43[0.19,1.08]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% 0.43[-0.19, 1.05]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect 2=135(F=018)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -5 0 5 10
. . Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1509: Percentage weight loss
Antidepressant+CBT Placebho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Stil. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Grilo 2012 -413 1569 19 -8.84 1492 22 100.0% 0.37 [-0.25, 0.949]
Total (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% 0.37 [-0.25, 0.99]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable 5_1 0 % 1 é 0
Testfor overall effect Z=1.16 (P=0.25) Favours AD+CET Favours PL+CET
Figure 1510: EDE-Q-global
Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.18.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 24 1.08 19 273 113 22 100.0% -0.29 [-0.91, 0.33]
Subtotal (95% Cly 19 22 100.0% -0.29 [-0.91, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=10.92 (P = 0.36)
I 1 1 } |
=10 -5 0 5 10
i . Favours AD+CET Favours Placeho+CET
Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1511: EDE-Q-dietary restraint
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.19.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 14 1.26 19 237 127 22 100.0% -0.36 [-0.98, 0.26]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% -0.36 [-0.98, 0.26]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.15 (P =0.25)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -3 0 ] 10
. . Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1512: EDE-Q-eating concern
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.20.1 Fluoxzetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 1.94 1.38 19 198 1.41 22 100.0% -0.04 [-0.65, 0.58]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 22 100.0% -0.04 [-0.65, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.11 (F =091}
I 1 1 } |
=10 -5 0 5 10

Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1513: EDE-Q-weight concern
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Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Antidepressant+CBT Placebo+CBT 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.21.1 Fluozetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 263 1.22 19 303 1.22 22 100.0% -0.32 [-0.94, 0.30]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% -0.32 [-0.94, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z2=1.02 (P =031}
I 1 1 } |
=10 -5 0 5 10
) . Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1514: EDE-Q-shape concern
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% C1
11.22.1 Fluoxetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 295 1.38 19 3487 136 22 100.0% -0.45[1.07,0.17]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 22 100.0% -0.45 [-1.07, 0.17]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.41 (F=0.16)
I 1 1 } |
-10 -3 0 ] 10
. . Favours AD+CBT Favours Placebo+CET
Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1515: Depression
Antidepressant+CBT Placeho+CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% C1 I, Fixed, 95% CI
11.24.1 Fluozetine+CBT
Grilo 2012 1117 6.84 19 11.43 6499 22 100.0% -0.04 [-0.65, 0.58]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 22 100.0% -0.04 [-0.65, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=012 (F =091}
I 1 1 } |
=10 5 0 5 10

Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable

Favours AD+CET  Favours Placebo+CET

Any antidepressant and CBT-ED versus CBT-ED in adults with binge eating disorder

at end of treatment

Figure 1516: Binge frequency

Antidepressant+CBT CBT Only Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% ClI
12.1.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Molinari 2005 21 1.79 20 ng 1.32 20 35.3% 0.81[0.16, 1.46] el
Ricca 2001 & 4.6 22 g 39 10 321% -0.44 [-1.20, 0.31] =
Subtotal {95% CI) 42 30 67.5% 0.20 [-1.03, 1.43] S

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.66; Chi®= 6.09, df=1 (P =0.01); F= 84%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.32 (P = 0.75)

12.1.2 Fluvoxamine+CBT v CBT Only

Ricca 2001 a 32 23 8 39 10 32.5% 0.00-0.74,0.74]
Subtatal (95% CI) 23 10 32.5% 0.00 [-0.74, 0.74]
Heterogeneity: kot applicable

Testfor averall effect 2= 0.00 {F = 1.00)

Total (95% CI) 65 40 100.0% 0.14 [-0.60, 0.89]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 030, ChiF=6.47 di=2{F=0.04), F= 69%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.38 (P = 0.70)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=0.07, df=1 (P=079), F= 0%

*

10

-5 :
Favours AD+CBT Favours CBT Only

Heterogeneity was detected at i2=84% for the fluoxetine and CBT-ED subgroup. One study
by Molinari 2005 appeared to be an outlier. Molinari 2005 carried a high risk of bias given
that part of the study was conducted in an inpatient setting (4 of the 52 weeks), the duration
of the treatment was twice that of Ricca 2001 (12 months vs 6 months), participants were on
a diet and also received group nutritional counselling. Hence, it is difficult to compare the
efficacy of the combined treatments and a random effects analysis was presented.

Figure 1517: Withdrawn due to adverse events
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant+CBT CBT Only

Risk Ratio {Mon-event)

Risk Ratio {Non-event)

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
12.2.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Malinari 2005 1 20 i 20 550% 0.85[0.83,1.09]
Ricca 2001 3 22 i 10 21.8% 089072, 1.10] -
Subtotal (95% CIy 42 30 76.8% 0.93 [0.83, 1.05] L
Total events 4 a
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi*=0.30, df=1 (F=0.549); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z=118(F=0.24)
12.2.2 Fluvoxamine+CBT v CBT Only
Ricca 2001 3 23 i 10 23.3% 0.89[0.73,1.10] &
Subtotal (95% CIy 23 10 23.2% 0.89[0.73, 1.10] 4
Total events 3 a
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for averall effect. Z=1.04 (F=0.30)
Total (95% CI) 65 40 100.0% 0.92[0.84, 1.02] #
Total events 7 a
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*=0.42, di=2 (P = 0.81); F= 0% ) t t |
. 0.01 01 10 100
Testfor overall effect. Z=154 (F=012) Favours GET Only Favours AD+CET
1 Testfor subaroup differences: Chif=012,df=1(P=0731, F=0%
2 Figure 1518: Percentage weight loss
Antidepressant+CBT CBT Onhy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
12.3.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Molinari 2005 B.78 3.94 20 753 387 20 100.0% -0.20 F0.82,0.43]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -0.20[-0.82, 0.43]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 062 (P = 0.54)
Total (95% Cly 20 20 100.0% 10.20 [-0.82, 0.43]
Heterogeneity; Mat applicable l t 1 } |
-100 -A0 0 a0 100
Testfor overall effect: Z= 062 (P = 0.54) Favours CET Only Favours AD+CET
3 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
4 Figure 1519: EDI-2-bulimia
Antidepressant+CBT CBT Onhy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CIl
12.4.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Molinari 2005 8.3 4.66 20 32 318 20 100.0% 1.25[0.57,1.94] !
Subtotal (95% Cly 20 20 100.0% 1.25 [0.57, 1.94]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect £=3.59 (P =0.0003)
-10 -5 0 5 10
. . Fawours AD+CEBT  Fawours CET Only
5 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
6 Figure 1520: Binge Eating Scale
Antidepressant+CBT CBT Only 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
12.5.1 Paroxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Cristina 2014 278 285 10 2871 246 5 &0.9% -0.28 [1.36, 0.80]
Subtotal {95% CI) 10 a5  50.9% -0.28 [-1.36, 0.80]
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61)
12.5.2 Venlafaxine+CBT v CBT Only
Cristina 2014 27.2 257 10 2871 246 5 491% -0.56 [-1.66, 0.54] —-
Subtotal {95% CI) 10 5 49.1% -0.56 [-1.66, 0.54] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.00 (P =0.32)
Total {95% CIy 20 10 100.0% -0.42 [-1.19, 0.35] q
Heterogeneity: Chi*=013,df=1 (F=072);, F=0% 0 * b 5 0

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.06 (P = 0.29)
7 Testfor subgroup diferences: Chif=013, df=1({FP=072), F= 0%

8 Figure 1521: Depression
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Eating disorders: recognition and management

Forest Plots

Antidepressant+CBT CBT Only Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% Cl
12.6.1 Paroxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Cristina 2014 B7.8 3.58 10 BY9.86 539 5 205% -0.46 [-1.55, 0.63] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 5 20.5% -0.46 [-1.55, 0.63] -
Heterogeneity: Nat applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.83 (P=0.41)
12.6.2 Venlafaxine+CBT v CBT Only
Cristina 2014 6E.6 469 10 B9.86 539 5 18.9% -0.62 [-11.73, 0.48] =T
Subtotal (95% CI) 10 5  19.9% -0.62 [-1.73, 0.48] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.11 (P=0.27)
12.6.3 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only
Molinari 2005 61.8 5.35 20 566 926 20 59.6% 0.67 [0.03,1.31] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 59.6% 0.67 [0.03, 1.31] >
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.07 (P=0.04)
Total (95% CI) 40 30 100.0% 0.18[-0.31, 0.68]

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 565, df=2 (P = 0.06), F=65%

. ) A

5 :

=10 g 10
Testfor overall effect: Z= 073 (P=0.47) Favours AD+CET Favours GET Only
1 Testfor subgroup differences: Chif= 565, df=2 (P = 0.08), F= 64 6%
2 Figure 1522: Family functioning
Antidepressant+CBT CBT Onhy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl I, Fixed, 95% CI
12.7.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only
holinari 2005 4.8 7.95 20 522 998 20 100.0% 0.28 [-0.34, 0.91]
Subtotal (95% Cly 20 20 100.0% 0.28 [-0.34, 0.91]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.89 (P = 0.38)
Total (95% CIy 20 20 100.0% 0.28 [-0.34, 0.91]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I_1 0 l5 1 t 1D:

Testfor owverall effect Z= 089 (P = 0.38)
Testfor subdgroup differences: Mot apnlicable

3

]
Favours AD+CET Fawours CBT Cnly

M.5.5.84 Any antidepressant and CBT-ED versus CBT-ED in adults with binge eating disorder

5 at follow up

6 Figure 1523: Binge frequency

Antidepressant+CBT CBT Only Std. Mean Difference Sti. Mean Difference

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

12.16.1 Fluoxetine+CBT v CBT Only

Ricca 2001 7 3.4 16 g 51 8 46.9% -0.24 [-1.09, 0.61]

Subtotal {95% CI) 16 8 46.9% -0.24 [-1.09, 0.61]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z= 055 (P = 0.598)

12.16.2 Fluvoxamine+CBT v CBT Onhy

Ricca 2001 g 2.4 18 g 8.1 9 531% 0.00[-0.80, 0.80] t

Subtotal {95% CI) 18 9 53.1% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor averall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)

Total {95% CIj 34 17 100.0% 011 [-D.70, 0.47] ?

Heterogeneity: Chi*= 016, df=1 (P = 0.63); F= 0% ' ! T ! |
-10 Bil 0 i} 10

Testfor overall effect: Z= 038 (P=0.71) Favours AD+GET Favours GET Only

7 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 016, df=1 (P = 0.69), F= 0%

M.5.5.98 Any antiepileptic and group CBT-ED versus placebo and group CBT-ED

9 Figure 1524: BMI

AE+Group CBT Placebo+Group CBT 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Claudino 2007 3| 38 a0 367 4.7 26 100.0% -0.41 [[0.94,012]
Total (95% CI) 30 26 100.0% -0.41 [-0.94, 0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I 1 1 1
Tastf Il effect: Z=1.51 (P=0.13 10 i 5 10
1 1 estfor overall effect Z=1.51 (P=0.13) Favours PL + Group CBT Favours AE + Group CBT

12 Figure 1525: Number of people achieving weight loss of 10% or more

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

308



N =~

N

»

7

M.5.5.108
9

10

11
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Forest Plots

Antiepileptic+Group CBT  Placebo+Group CBT Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fized, 95% CI
13.3.1 Topiramate + Group CBT
Claudino 2007 1 30 3 26 100.0% 3.18[0.99,10.17] i
Subtotal (95% Cly 30 26 100.0% 3.18[0.99, 10.17]
Total events " 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.94 (F = 0.05)

0.01 01 10 100
. . Favaurs PL+Group CBT  Favours AE+Group CET
Testfor subgroun differences: Mot applicable
Figure 1526: Withdrawn due to adverse events
Antiepileptic+Group CBT  Placeho+Group CBT Risk Ratio (Mon-ewvent) Risk Ratio {Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Evenis Total Evenis Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
13.4.1 Topiramate + Group CBT
Clauding 2007 1 37 1] 36 100.0% 0.97 [0.90, 1.08]
Subtotal (95% CIy 37 36 100.0% 0.97 [0.90, 1.05]
Total events 1 0
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor averall effect Z=0.70 (P = 0.48)
L t T + d
0.0 0.1 1 10 100
. . Favours Placebo+Group CBT Favours AE+Group CBT
Test for subaroup differences: Not applicable
Figure 1527: Binge Eating Scale
Antiepileptic+Group CBT Placebo+Group CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
13.5.1 Topiramate + Group CBT
Claudino 2007 7.5 7.4 30 2.6 5.7 26 100.0% -0.17 [-0.69, 0.26]
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 26 100.0% -0.17 [-0.69, 0.36]
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 062 (P=0.53)
k + T t {
-10 -5 5 10
. Fawours AE+Group CET  Favours PL+Group CET
Testfor suboroup differences: Mot apnlicable
Figure 1528: Depression
Antiepileptic+Group CBT Placebo+Group CBT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
13.6.1 Topiramate + Group CBT
Claudino 2007 109 T 30 9.2 5.9 26 100.0% 0.24 0.29, 0.77]
Subtotal {95% CI) 30 26 100.0% 0.24 [-0.29, 0.77]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 090 (P =0.37)
I 1 1 t {
-10 -5 10

Testfor subgroupn differences: Not applicakle

]
Favours AE+Group CET  Favours PL+Group CET

Any antidepressant, antiepileptic, CBT-ED and group behavioural weight loss therapy

versus antidepressant, CBT-ED and group behavioural

Figure 1529: BMI

weight loss therapy

Diet+CBT+AD+AE Diet+CBT+AD Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Erambilla 2009 ki B 10 32 g 10 100.0% 0.41 [-0.48, 1.25]
Total {(95% CI) 10 10 100.0% 0.41 [-0.48,1.29]

Heterageneity: Mat applicable I
Test for overall effect 2= 080 (P=0.37)
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M.5.5.111 Any antiobesity agent and CBT-ED versus placebo and CBT-ED in adults with binge
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eating disorder at end of treatment

Figure 1530: Remission (ITT)

Antiobesity+CBT-ED  Placebo+CBT-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheh & Salant 2005 16 25 ] 25 100.0% 1.781[0.98, 3.24] T
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0%  1.78 [0.98, 3.24] |- —
Total events 16 ]
ity: i ; . : f : |
e ey o : E
estfor overall effect: 2=1.88 (P = 0.08) Favours PL + gSH CBT-ED  Favours AQ +gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1531: Binge frequency
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 3.2 4.5 28 3.6 52 25 100.0% -0.07 F0.63, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -0.07 [-0.63, 0.48]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D » b é 105
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.28 (P = 0.79) Favours AD+gSH CBT-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
H . H )
Figure 1532: Weight loss>=5% (ITT)
Antiobesity+CBT-ED  Placebo+CBT-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total _Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheh & Salant 2005 9 25 2 25 100.0% 4.50([1.08,18.77]
Total (85% CI) 25 25 100.0% 4.50 [1.08,18.77] ——en
Total events 9 2
estfor overall effect 2= 2.08 (7 = 0.04) Favours PL + gSH CBT-ED  Favours AO + gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1533: Weight loss (kg)
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grila, Masheb & Salant 2005 38 148 25 1.6 2.4 25 100.0% 0.62[0.05,1.19]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.62 [0.05, 1.18] L2
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—1D 55 1 ! 101
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.15 (P = 0.03) Favours PL+g3H CBT-ED  Favours AQ+gSH CBT-ED
. . Py .
Figure 1534: Mean % weight loss
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grila, Masheb & Salant 2005 33 33 25 1.6 2.4 25 100.0% 0.581[0.01,1.159]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.58 [0.01, 1.15]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable I—1D 55 1 ! o
Test for overall effect: Z=2.01 (P = 0.04) Favours PL+g3H CBT-ED  Favours AQ+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1535: EDE Global
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 21 1 28 24 or 25 100.0% -0.34 [-0.90, 0.22]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -0.34 [-0.90, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 b é 105
Testfor overall effect Z=1.20 (P = 0.23) Favours AQ+gSH CBT-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1536: EDE Dietary Restraint
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 21 23 28 2z 1.1 25 100.0% 0.05 [-0.50, 0.61]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.05 [-0.50, 0.61]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =—1D 1 1 é 105

Testfor overall effect Z=10.19 (P = 0.85)
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Figure 1537: EDE Eating Concern

Antiobesity+CBT-ED

Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 0.9 1 28 1 1 256 100.0% -0.10 [-0.65, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.0 [-0.65, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-m :5 o é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.35 (P = 0.73) Favours AD+gSH CET-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1538: EDE Weight Concern
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 2.8 1.1 28 3 07 256 100.0% -0.21 077, 0.34]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.21 [0.77, 0.34]
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable I_m 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=10.75 (P = 0.43) Favours AO+gSH CBT-ED  Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1539: EDE Shape Concern
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 2.8 1.4 28 3.3 1.1 256 100.0% -0.39 [-0.85,0.17]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -0.39 [-0.95, 0.17]
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable I_m 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall efect Z=1.37 (= 0.17) Favours AO+gSH CBT-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1540: Depression
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 101 77 25 147 9 25 100.0% -0.54 [1.11,0.03]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.54 [1.11, 0.02] <
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable I—WD 55 b é 105
Testfor overall efect Z=1.87 (P = 0.06) Favours AO+gSH CBT-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Any antiobesity agent and CBT-ED versus placebo and CBT-ED in adults with binge
eating disorder at follow up
Figure 1541: Remission (ITT)
Antiobesity+CBT-ED  Placebo+CBT-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheh & Salant 2005 13 25 13 25 100.0% 1.001[0.549,1.70]
Total (95% Cl) 25 25 100.0%  1.00[0.59,1.70]
Total events 13 13
o ) \ . , \ , )
?et?;ogenemjl.l Nfort atp;h_c;bulz oot 00 '0.1 012 0\5 1. ﬁ é 1D.
estfor overall effect. Z=0.00 (F =1.00) Favours PL +gSH CBT-ED  Favours AQ + gSH CET-ED
Figure 1542: Binge frequency
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 34 6.5 28 28 5.3 256 100.0% 0.10 [-0.46, 0.65]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.10 [-0.46, 0.65]
Heterngeneity Mot applicable =-‘H] =5 T t 1|]=

Testfor overall effect Z=0.35{P=072)

1]
Favours AQ+g5H CBT-ED  Favours PL+g5SH CBT-ED
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Figure 1543: Weight loss>=5% (ITT)

Antiobesity+CBT-ED  Placebo+CBT-ED Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total \Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Grilo, Masheh & Salant 2005 g 25 2 25 100.0% 4.00([0.94,17.00] T
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 4.00 [0.94,17.00] e ——
Total events g 2
ity: i ; . : |
o
estforoverall efiect Z=1.88 (P = 0.06) Favours PL + gSH CBT-ED  Favours AQ + gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1544: Weight loss (kg)
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grila, Masheb & Salant 2005 34 g 5 1.3 34 25 100.0% 0.50 [-0.07, 1.06]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.50 [-0.07, 1.06]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable =-1D 55 1 t 101
Test for averall effect: 2=1.73 (F = 0.08) Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED  Favours AQO+gSH CBT-ED
. . o .
Figure 1545: Mean % weight loss
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 50 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Grila, Masheb & Salant 2005 33 g a5 1.3 3 25 100.0% 0.48 [-0.08, 1.04]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.48 [-0.09, 1.04]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable [10 55 1 t 101
Test for averall effect: 2=1.66 (F=0.10) Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED  Favours AQO+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1546: EDE Global
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 2.2 1.1 28 23 1 256 100.0% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.46]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -0.09 [-0.65, 0.46]
Heterogeneity Mot applicable =-1E| 15 b % 1E|=
Testfor averall effect Z=0.33 (P = 0.74) Favours AD+gSH CBT-ED  Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1547: EDE Dietary Restraint
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 21 1.3 28 23 1.3 256 100.0% -0.18 071, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 045 [-0.74, 0.40]
Heterogeneity Mot applicable =-1E| 15 b % 1E|=
Testfor overall effect Z=0.53 (P = 0.55) Favours AQ+gSH CBT-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1548: EDE Eating Concern
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 1.1 1.3 28 1.2 1.4 256 100.0% -0.07 [F0.63, 0.48]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.07 [-0.63, 0.48]
Heterngeneity Mot applicable =-1E| =5 b t 1E|=
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.28 (P = 0.80) Favours AD+qSH CBT-ED  Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED
Figure 1549: EDE Weight Concern
Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 2.8 1.3 28 27 1.1 256 100.0% 0.08 [-0.47, 0.64]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.08 [-0.47, 0.64]
Heterogeneity Mot applicable =-‘H] 15 1 t 1IJ=

Testfor overall effect Z=0.20{P =077}
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Figure 1550: EDE Shape Concern

Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 2.8 1.6 28 3 1.4 256 100.0% -0.07 [-0.62, 0.49]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.07 [-0.62, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable =-m :5 o é 1D=
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.23 (P = 0.82) Favours AD+gSH CET-ED Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED

Figure 1551: Depression

Antiobesity+CBT-ED Placebo+CBT-ED Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Gtilo, Masheb & Salant 2005 9.9 8.6 25 146 109 256 100.0% -0.47 [-1.03, 0.09]
Total (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% 0.47 [-1.03, 0.09]
Heterogeneity. Mot applicable I_m 55 b é 1D=
Testfor overall efect Z=1.64 (= 0.10) Favours AO+gSH CBT-ED  Favours PL+gSH CBT-ED

Clinical question: Does any nutritional intervention
produce benefits/harms on specified outcomes in people
with eating disorders?

Nutritional interventions for people with anorexia nervosa

Nutritional counselling compared with any other intervention in adults with anorexia
nervosa at end of treatment

Figure 1552: Relapse

Hutritional counselling Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Pike 2003 8 15 4 18 100.0% 2.401[0.90, 6.43] T
Total {95% CI) 15 18 100.0%  2.40 [0.90, 6.43] e ———
Total events 8 4
Heterngeneity: Mot applicable I t t ! ! |
o _ 01 0z 0.5 2 ] 10
Testfor overall effect. 2=1.74 (F = 0.08) Favours Other Favours Nutrition counsel

Nutritional counselling compared with any other intervention in adults with anorexia
nervosa at follow-up

Figure 1553: Weight

Nutritional counselling Other 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Hall 1887 46 B 15 451 10 15 100.0% 0.11 [0.61, 0.82]
Total (95% CI) 15 15 100.0% 0.11 [-0.61, 0.82]

Heterageneity: Mat applicable k T t

, |
s _ -0 -5 0 3 10
Taestfor overall effact 2= 029 (F=077) Favours Other Favours Nutritional counselling

Figure 1554: Menstruation regular

Nutritional counselling Other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Hall 1987 3 14 3 14 100.0% 1.00[0.24, 4.18]
Total (95% Cl) 15 15 100.0%  1.00[0.24,4.18]
Tatal events 3 3

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble

Test for overall effect Z= 0.00 (P = 1.00) 0.01 01 1 10 100

Favours Other Favours Mutritional counselling

Figure 1555: Menstruation absent
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Nutritional counselling Other

Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CIl
Hall 1987 10 14 g 14 100.0% 1.25 [0.69, 2.26] —

Total (95% Cl) 15 15 100.0%  1.25[0.69, 2.26] —~— i
Tatal events 10 g

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahble

01 D02 0.5

- _ a 10
1 Testfor overall effect Z=0.74 (P = 0.48) Favours Mutritional counselling Favours Other
2 Figure 1556: Remission
Nutritional counselling Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)

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

Hall 1987 0 148 4 15 100.0% 1.35[0.98 1.85]

Total (95% CI} 15 15 100.0% 1.35 [0.98, 1.85] -'"-

Total events 1] 4

Heterageneity: Mot applicable 501 052 0:5 é é 10:

Testforoverall effect Z=1.83 (P=0.07)

3

Favours Mutritional counselling Favours Other

M.6.1.34 Zinc supplementation compared with placebo in adults with anorexia nervosa at end

5 of treatment

6 Figure 1557: BMI gain/day

Zinc Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Birmingharm 1994 0.0v79 ooy 16 0.039 0.0g 19 100.0% 0.60 [-0.08, 1.29]
Total {95% CI) 16 19 100.0% 0.60 [-0.08, 1.29]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable :—1E| 55 1 é 10:
7 Test for overall effect Z=1.74 (P =0.08) Favours Placebo  Favours Zinc
8 Figure 1558: Side-effects
Zinc Placebo Risk Ratio {(Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Birmingham 1394 a 16 a 19 100.0% 1.00[0.80,1.11]
Total (95% CI) 16 19 100.0% 1.00 [0.90, 1.11]
Total events a a
Heterogeneity: Mot appllcable -0.1 sz DTS 1. ﬁ :'5 1D.
Test for overall effect £= 0.00 (F = 1.00) Favours Zinc  Favaurs Placebo
9
10 Figure 1559: Percent body fat gain/day
Zinc Placebo Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Birminghar 1994 018 018 16 0.02 027 19 100.0% 0.67 [F0.02,1.36]
Total {95% CI) 16 19 100.0% 0.67 [0.02,1.36]
Heterogeneity: Notappllcable T £ b : 0
Test far awverall effect: £=1.91 (P = 0.06) Favours Placeba Favours Zinc
11
12 Figure 1560: Remission
Nutritional counselling Other Risk Ratio (Non-event) Risk Ratio (Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Pike 2003 1 15 8 18 100.0% 1.68[1.09, 2.54]
Total (95% CI) 15 18 100.0% 1.68 [1.09, 2.59] -
Total events 1 8
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 'D.1 052 0!5 é é 1D'

Testfor overall effect 2= 234 (P=10.02)

13

Favours Mutritional counselling Favours Other

© National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 2016

314



M.6.21

M.6.2.12
3

4

»

(o0}

10

11

Eating disorders: recognition and management
Forest Plots

Nutritional interventions for bulimia nervosa

Nutritional counselling versus any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at
end of treatment

Figure 1561: Meal frequency

Mutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.1.1 Nutritional+Cognitive Therapy v Cognitive Therapy only - change scores
Hsu 2001 7.07 5.86 9 5.42 6.4 26 34.2% 0.25[-0.81,1.01]
Subtotal (95% Cly 9 26 34.2% 0.25[-0.51, 1.01]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 065 (P =041}

1.1.2 Hutritional+Cognitive Therapy v Self-Help Support Group only - change scores

Hsu 2001 7.07 5.86 9 374 7.83 24 33.0% 0.43[-0.34,1.21] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 9 24 33.0% 0.43 [-0.34, 1.21] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle

Test for overall effect Z=110{F=0.27)

1.1.3 Hutritional+Cognitive Therapy v Nutritional - change scores

Hsu 2001 7.07 5.86 9 4.87 6.97 23 3249% 0.32 [-0.45,1.10) T
Subtotal (95% Cly 9 23 32.9% 0.32 [-0.45, 1.10] >
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.81 (P=042)

Total (95% Cly 27 73 100.0% 0.34 [-0.11, 0.78] P

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.11, df= 2 (P=0.95); = 0% I + T i |
Testfi Il effect Z=1.48 (F=0.14 10 S v 5 10
estfor overall effect Z=1.48 (P=014) Favours Mut Counselling  Favours any other

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 011, df= 2 (P = 0.95), F= 0%

Figure 1562: Calories/day

Hutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.2.1 Nutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1991 1,697 547 22 1,584 530 26 100.0% 0.21 [-0.36, 0.78]
Subtotal (95% Cly 22 26 100.0% 0.21[-0.36, 0.78]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: 2= 0.71 (P = 0.48)

.
“n -5 0 3 10
Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favours any other

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1563: EDI-bulimia

Mutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.3.1 Hutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1891 36 49 22 47 53 26 100.0% -0.21 [0.78, 0.36]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 26 100.0% 0.21[-0.78, 0.36]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=073(FP=047)

0 -5 0 5 10
Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favours any other

Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1564: EDI-body dissatisfaction

Hutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.4.1 Nutritional v CBT
Sundgot-Borgen 2002 14.24 553 17 9.64 4.86 14 100.0% 0.85[0.11,1.60] !
Subtotal (95% CIy 17 14 100.0% 0.85 [0.11, 1.60]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.25 P =0.02)

1.4.2 Nutritional v Stress Management

Laessle 1991 13 T3 22 108 6.6 26 100.0% 0.35 [-0.22,0.93] !
Subtotal (95% Cly 22 26 100.0% 0.35[-0.22, 0.93]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: 7=1.21 (P=022%

1
-10 -5 5 10
Favours Mut Counselling  Favours any other

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*=1.09. df=1 (P = 0.30). F= 8.4%
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1 Figure 1565: EDI-drive for thinness
Nutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.5.1 Nutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1991 7.4 5.6 22 6.4 47 26 100.0% 0.19[-0.38, 0.76]
Subtotal (95% CIy 22 26 100.0% 0.19 [-0.38, 0.76]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z= 066 (P =051}
0 -5 0 g 10
. . Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favours any other
2 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
3 Figure 1566: Depression — raw scores
Mutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
1.6.1 Hutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1591 9.3 9.2 22 11.8 125 26 100.0% -0.22 [-0.79, 0.35]
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 26 100.0% -0.22 [-0.79,0.35]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.76 (P = 0.45)
0 -5 0 5 10
) ) Favours Mut Counselling  Favours any other
4 Testfor subaroup differences: Mot applicable
5 Figure 1567: Depression — change scores
Mutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
1.7.1 Hutritional+Cognitive Therapy v Cognitive Therapy only - change scores
Hsu 2001 -8.33 T.35 9 -4 46 T.98 26 338% -0.48 [-1.25,0.28]
Subtotal (95% CI) 9 26 33.8% -0.48 [-1.25, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=1.23 (P=0.22)
1.7.2 Hutritional+Cognitive Therapy v Self-Help Support Group - change scores
Hsu 2001 -8.33 T.35 9 -4.33 a.08 24 33.0% -0.49 [-1.27,0.28] —-
Subtotal (95% CI) 9 24 33.0% -0.49[-1.27,0.28] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.25 (P =021}
1.7.3 Hutritional+Cognitive Therapy v Nutritional - change scores
Hsu 2001 -8.33 T.35 9 -5.96 1111 23 333% -0.23 [-1.00, 0.59] —a—
Subtotal (95% CIy 9 23 33.3% -0.23 [-1.00, 0.55] <
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 057 (P=0.457)
Total (95% Cly 27 ¥3 100.0% -0.40[-0.85, 0.04] .l
Heterogeneity Chi®= 0.30, df= 2 (P= 0.86), F=0% I_1 0 55 D é ml
Test for overall eﬁec.t: Z=1.76 (p:. 0.08) Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favaurs any other
6 Testfor suboroun diferences: Chi®= 030, df= 2 (P=0.86). F=0%
M.6.2.27 Nutritional counselling versus any other intervention in adults with bulimia nervosa at
8 follow up

9 Figure 1568: Recovery from bulimia

Mutritional Counselling  Any other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

1.9.1 Nutritional v CBT

Sundgot-Borgen 2002 0 g g 14  35.8% 0.15[0.01, 2.43] .

Subtotal (95% CI) 8 14 358% 0.15[0.01, 2.43] ——e———

Total events 1] ]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.33 (FP=0.18)

1.9.3 Hutritional v Physical

Sundgot-Borgen 2002 0 el g 12 E4.2% 0.08[0.00,1.17] ——

Subtotal (95% CI) 9 12 64.2%  0.08[0.,00, 1.17] —— R ——

Total events 1] g

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z2=1.85 (P = 0.06)

Total {95% CI) 17 26 100.0% 0.10 [0.02, 0.71] —~e il

Total events 1] 13

Heterogeneity, Chi*= 0,12, df=1 (P = 0.73); F= 0% ID 201 051 150 10005

Testfor overall effec.t: £=231 (p:. 0.0z Favours any other Favours Mut Counselling
1 O Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*F=012, df=1{P=073, F=0%
11
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Figure 1569: Satisfies EDNOS criteria

Mutritional Counselling  Any other intervention Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.10.1 Nutritional v CBT
Sundgot-Borgen 2002 2 g 2 14 158% 1.75[0.30,10.14]
Subtotal (95% CIy 8 14 159% 1.75[0.30,10.14]
Total events 2 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.62 (P =0.53)

1.10.3 Nutritional v Physical

Sundgot-Bargen 2002 2 g 9 12 841%  0.30(0.08, 1.04] ——
Subtotal {95% Cl) a 12 84.1% 0,30 [0.08, 1.05] —e——
Total events 2 9
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z2=1.88 (P = 0.06)
Total {95% CI) 17 26 100.0% 0,53 [0.20, 1.36] el
Total events 4 11
!l—_let?;ogenemfl:l CQ| T;f&: g;:;fP;g.H);l =61% 'D.D1 Df1 1'0 100'
estior overall e ec.. =133 T 1 Favours any other Favours Mut Counselling
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 258, df=1 (P =011) F=61.3%
Figure 1570: Calories/day
Mutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% CI
1.11.1 Nutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1591 1,703 589 18 1,639 549 24 100.0% 010 [F0.81, 0.71]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 18 24 100.0% 0.10[-0.51, 0.71]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect Z=032 (P =074)
0 -5 0 5 10

. . Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favours any other
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Figure 1571: EDI-bulimia

Nutritional Counselling Any other intervention 5td. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
1.12.1 Nutritional v CBT
Sundoot-Borgen 2002 8.47 214 17 214 1.83 14 48.32% 3.06[1.98, 4.14] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 14 49.2% 3.06 [1.98, 4.14] L

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect £=5.56 (F = 0.00001)

1.12.2 Nutritional v Stress Management

Laessle 1991 3 ar 18 5.2 4.6 24 408% -0.44 [-1.06, 0.18] ﬁ
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 24 50.8% -0.44 [-1.06, 0.18]

Heterogeneity: Mat applicable
Test for overall effect Z=1.40{F=0.16)

Total (95% CI) 35 38 100.0% 1.28[-2.15,4.72] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 5.94; Chi*= 30,45, df=1 (P = 0.00001); F=97% F + b 1 o

Testfor averall eﬁec.t:Z: 0.73 (p:. 0.46) Favours Nut Counselling Favours any other
Testfor subgroup diffierences: Chi*= 30.45, df=1 (F = 0.00001), F= 96.7%

Heterogeneity was detected at i?=97%. Laessle 1991 carried a high risk of bias given that the
participants in the stress management group had significantly lower BMI than the nutritional
management group suggesting a failure of randomisation. Moreover, the participants in this
study were severely ill experiencing over 40 bulimic episodes per month. Duration of illness
in both studies was relatively similar, whilst comorbidities and severity of illness were not
reported in Sundgot-Borgen 2002. In the absence of an explanation, a random effects
analysis was presented.
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1 Figure 1572: EDI-body dissatisfaction

Nutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fized, 95% Cl
1.13.1 Nutritional v CBT
Sundgot-Borgen 2002 12.71 5.58 17 1071 345 14 42.2% 0.41 [0.31,1.13]
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 14 42.2% 0.41[-0.31, 1.13]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.12 {P = 0.26)
1.13.2 Hutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1991 123 TE 18 11.4 6.6 24 57 8% 013049 074]
Subtotal {95% Cly 18 24 57.8% 0.13[-0.49,0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z= 040 (F = 0.649)
Total (95% Cly 35 38 100.0% 0.25[-0.22, 0.71]
Heterageneity, Chi®= 0.35, df= 1 (P = 0.58); F= 0% 1_1 0 '5 : é 1D=
Testior overall eﬁec.t: Z£=104 (Pz_ 030 Favours Mut Counselling  Favours any other
2 Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=0.35, df=1 (P = 0.55), F= 0%
3 Figure 1573: EDI-drive for thinness
Hutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.14.1 Nutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1991 5.3 45 18 6.2 6.3 24 100.0% -016 FO.77, 0.46]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 18 24 100.0% -0.16 [-0.77, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=050(F=062)
Total {(95% CI) 18 24 100.0% -0.16 [-0.77, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle 1_1 2 55 D é 1D=
Testfor overall eﬁec.t: Z=0.50(P=10 62_) Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favours any other
4 Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable
5 Figure 1574: Depression
Hutritional Counselling Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1.15.1 Nutritional v Stress Management
Laessle 1991 5.1 g 18 8.3 9.7 24 100.0% -0.35 [0.96, 0.27]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 18 24 100.0% -0.35 [-0.96, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=111(FP=027)
Total {(95% CI) 18 24 100.0% -0.35 [-0.96, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable Mo * b : PP

Testfor averall effect Z=111(FP=027)
Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

6

8 up

9 Figure 1575: Satisfies EDNOS criteria

Favaurs Mut Counselling  Favours any other

M.6.2.37 Nutritional counselling versus wait list control in adults with bulimia nervosa at follow

Hutritional Counselling WiLC Risk Ratio (Mon-event) Risk Ratio {Non-event)
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Sundgot-Borgen 2002 4 17 i 14 100.0% 0,77 [0.58,1.03]
Total (95% CI) 17 15 100.0% 0.77 [0.58, 1.03] -
Total events 4 0

Heterogeneity. Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect Z=1.79 (P = 0.07)

10

01 02 .
Favours Mut Counselling  Favours WL
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M.6.2.41 Nutritional therapy versus wait list control in adults with bulimia nervosa

2 Figure 1576: Meal frequency

3

. N -10 - 5 10
Testfor overall effec.t. Z=010(F B 0.83) Favours Mutri Therapy  Favours any ather
Test for subgroup differences: Chi®= 019, df=1 (P = 0.66), F= 0%
4 Figure 1577: Depression — change scores
Mutritional Therapy Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I/, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.2.1 Nutritional v Cognitive Therapy - change scores
Hsu 2001 -5.86  11.1 12 -44A 7.98 26 521% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.53]
Subtotal {95% Cly 12 26 52.1% -0.16 [-0.85, 0.52]
Heterogeneity, Mot applicable
Test for averall effect 2= 0.46 (P = 0.64)
3.2.2 Nutritional v Self-Help Support Group - change scores
Hsu 2001 -596 11.11 11 -4.33 .08 24 47.9% -0.17 [0.89, 0.54] t
Subtotal {95% Cly 1 24 47.0% -0.17 [-0.89, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect Z=048(P=063)
Total (95% CI) 23 50 100.0% -0.17 [-0.66, 0.33] ﬁ
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.98); F= 0% 5_1 0 1 D é 1D=

5

Mutritional Therapy Any other intervention Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% CI
3.1.1 Hutritional v Cognitive Therapy - change scores
Hsu 2001 4.87 B.97 12 5.42 6.5 26 52.2% -0.08 077, 0.60]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 26 52.2% -0.08 [-0.77, 0.60]

Heterageneity: Mat applicable
Test for overall effect Z=023 (P=0.382)

3.1.2 Nutritional v Self-Help Support Group - change scores

Hsu 2001 487  B.O7 11 379 7.83 24 478% 0.14 [-0.58, 0.85]
Subtotal (95% CI) 11 24 47.8% 0.14 [-0.58, 0.85]
Heterageneity: Mat applicable

Test for overall effect Z=038{F=0.70)

Total (95% Cl) 23 50 100.0% 0.02 [-0.47, 0.52]
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 018, df=1 (P = 0.66); F=0% t

-

. * .

Test for overall effect: 2= 0.67 (P = 0.50)
Test far subaroup differences: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =098}, F=0%

Favours Mutri Therapy

Favours any ather

M.6.2.56 Healthy weight program versus wait list control in adults with bulimia nervosa at end
7 of treatment

8 Figure 1578: Remission (ITT)

Healthy Weight Program Wi C Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Burton 2006 7 43 1 42 100.0%  6.84[0.88, 23.20] b
Total (95% Cl) 43 42 100.0% 6.84 [0.88, 53.20] | — e ———
Total events 7 1
Heterogenelt\t:Notappllcable o 07 10 100
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.84 (P =0.07) Favours WG Favours HWP
9
10 Figure 1579: Binge frequency
Healthy Weight Program WLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Burtan 2006 237 3.58 43 B.E5 539 42 100.0% -0.95[-1.40, -0.50]
Total (95% Cly 13 42 100.0%  -0.95[-1.40, -0.50] [ 2
Heterageneity: Mot applicable |_1 o _-5 0 1D'

11

Testfor overall effect Z=4.14 (P = 0.0001)
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M.6.2.61 Healthy weight program versus wait list control in adults with bulimia nervosa at
2 follow up

3 Figure 1580: Remission (ITT)

Healthy Weight Program Wi C Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Ewents Total Weight M-H, Fized, 95% CI M-H, Fixzed, 95% CI
Burtan 2006 15 43 4 42 100.0% 3B6[1.32,10.13]
Total (95% Cl) 43 42 100.0% 3.66 [1.32, 10.13] -l
Total events 14 4
Heterogenelt\t:Notappllcable o 01 10 100
Testfor overall effect Z= 250 (P =0.01) Favours WL Favours HWE
4
5 Figure 1581: Binge frequency
Healthy Weight Program WiLC Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% Cl
Burton 2006 1.149 2.44 43 F.82 1064 42 100.0% -0.86 [-1.30,-0.41]
Total (95% Cl 13 42 100.0% -0.86 [-1.30, -0.41] Q
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable 5_10 . p é m
6 Test for overall effect: 2= 3.77 (P = 0.0002) Favours HWP  Favours YiLo
7 Figure 1582: General functioning
Healthy Weight Program WiLC Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean sD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Burton 2006 304 B.07 43 3289 832 42 100.0% -0.31 F0.74,012]
Total (95% Cly 43 42 100.0% -0.31[-0.74,0.12]
Heterogeneity: Mot apphcable T 5 s ; 0
8 Testfor overall effect Z=1.432 (P =0.15) Favours HWP  Favours W
9 Figure 1583: Service use
Healthy Weight Program WiLC Stil. Mean Difference Stil. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Burtan 2006 0.49 0.76 43 0B 075 42 100.0% -0.16 [-0.58, 0.27]
Total (95% Cly 13 42 100.0% 20.16 [-0.58, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable |_1 o _-5 ﬁ é 10
4 0 Testfor averall effect: Z=0.72 {F = 0.47) Favours HWP  Favours WLC

M.6.31 Nutritional interventions for binge eating disorder

M.6.3.12 Online nutritional counselling versus treatment as usual in adults with BED at end of
13 treatment

14 Figure 1584: Weight (lbs — change scores)

Online NC TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Earnes 2014 -49 6.1 29 -04 B2 30 100.0% -0.72[-1.25,-0.19]
Total (95% Cly 20 30 100.0% -0.72[-1.25, -0.19] L 2

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable f

Testfor overall effect Z= 2.68 (P = 0.007) -10 Famrfomme NE E'Famurs TASU 1o
15
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1 Figure 1585: EDE-global

Online NC TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Barnes 2014 12 05 28 15 049 30 100.0% -0.40[F0.92 0.11]
Total {95% Cl) 20 30 100.0% -0.40[-0.92,0.11]
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable f f T !
Testf lleffect: Z=1.54 (P=012 10 S o s 10
2 estfor overall efiect: Z=1.54 (P =10.12) Favours Online MG Favours TAL
3 Figure 1586: Depression
Online HC TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Barnes 2014 a1 38 29 Y A2 30 100.0% -0.34 086, 017
Total {95% Cl) 20 30 100.0% -0.34 [-0.86, 0.17]
e et e s I SR R
4 estioraverall efiect 2=1.30 (P =019 Favours Online NG Favaurs TAU
5 Figure 1587: General functioning
Online NC TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% C1
Barnes 2014 645 07 249 63 1 30 100.0% 023028 0.74]
Total {95% CI) 20 30 100.0% 0.23[-0.28,0.74]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle |_1 0 ;5 ﬁ é 1D'

Testfor overall effect: £= 0.87 (P = 0.38)

6

Favours TAL Favours Online MG

M.6.3.27 Online nutritional counselling versus treatment as usual in adults with BED at follow

8 up

9 Figure 1588: Weight (Ibs —

change scores)

Online NC TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% Cl
Barnes 2014 AT 8 28 04 72 30 100.0% -0.74 [1.27,-0.21)
Total {95% Cl) 20 30 100.0% -0.74[-1.27, 0.21] &
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable i_1 P 15 3 % 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z=2.74 (F=0.006) Favours Online MG Favaurs TAL
10
11 Figure 1589: EDE-global
Online HC TaU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fized, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Barnes 2014 13 07 29 145 04 30 100.0% -0.24 FO.7E, 0.27]
Total {95% Cl) 20 30 100.0% -0.24 [-0.76, 0.27]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicabla I_1 0 I5 ] % 1D=
Testfor averall effect Z=0.93 (P =0.35) Favours Online MG Favours TAL
12
13 Figure 1590: Depression
Online HC TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Studhy or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Fixed, 95% CI I, Fixed, 95% CI
Earnes 2014 a4 47 29 7.8 84 30 100.0% -0.35 [0.86, 0.17]
Total {95% Cl) 20 30 100.0% -0.35[-0.86, 0.17]
ity i } t 1 t |
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable T = b : 0

Testfor averall effect Z=1.32 (P=019)

14
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Forest Plots

1 Figure 1591: General functioning

Online NC TAU Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fized, 95% CI I, Fized, 95% CI
Earnes 2014 64 0.8 249 1 30 100.0% -0.11 FO.62, 0.40]
Total (95% CI) 20 30 100.0% -0.11 [-0.62, 0.40]

Heteragenaity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z= 042 (P = 0.68)

2

4 end of treatment

5 Figure 1592: Remission

10

-5 :

Favours TAL Favours Online MG

10

M.6.3.33 Behavioural weight loss therapy versus any other intervention in adults with BED at

BWLT anmy other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.1.1 BWLT v gSH CBT-ED
Wilson 2010 26 32 BB 47 B% 0.99[0.81,1.21]
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 66 47.6% 0.99 [0.81, 1.21]
Total events 26
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.07 (P =099}
2.1.2 BWLT v IP Psychotherapy
Wifilson 2010 26 32 A 924% 0.94 [0.78 1.13] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 75 52.4% 0.94 [0.78, 1.13]
Total events 26
Heteraogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.67 (P=0.50)
Total (95% Cl) 64 141 100.0% 0.96 [0.84, 1.11] L 3
Total events a2
Heterogeneity: Chi : 017, df=1{F=068) F=0% T 0z s 3 L 0
Test for overall effect: Z= 052 (P =060} Favours any other  Favours BWiLT
O  Testfor subaroup differences: Chir= 017, df=1 (P = 0.68, F= 0%
7 Figure 1593: BMI
8
BWLT any other Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
2.3.1 BWLT v gSH CBT-ED
Wilson 2010 354 A7 32 4.4 GE  49.0% -0.14 [-0.57, 0.28]
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 66  49.0% -0.14 [-0.57, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect Z= 066 (P =0.51)
2.3.2 BWLT v IP Psychotherapy
Wiilson 2010 354 A7 32 3589 53 75 51.0% -0.09[-0.51, 0.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 75 51.0% -0.09 [-0.51, 0.32]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect 2= 043 (P = 0.66)
Total (95% CI) 64 141 100.0% 012 [-0.41,0.18]
Heterogeneity: Chi*f=0.03, df=1 (P = 0.86); F= 0% =—1D |5 B % 1D=
Testfor overall effect Z=077 (P=0.44) Favours BWLT Favours Any other
Testfor subgroup differences; Chi*= 003, df=1 (P=0.86), F=0%
9
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1 Figure 1594: Number of people losing 5% or more weight

2

3

4

5

BWLT amy other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Buvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI|
2.3.1 BWLT v gSH CBT-ED
Wiilson 2010 20 32 14 BB 52.2% 2.75[1.64, 462] —i—
Subtotal (95% CIj 32 66 52.2%  2.75[1.64, 4.62] B
Total events 20 148
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test far overall effect: 7= 3.82 (P =0.0001)
2.3.2 BWLT v IP Psychotherapy
Wilson 2010 al 32 15 TA AT 8% 3.281[1.96, 5.51] —i—
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 75 47.8%  3.2B[1.96,5.51] e
Total events hl 18
Heterogeneity; Mot applicable
Test far overall effect: £= 4,50 (P = 0.000013
Total (95% Cl) 64 141 100.0%  3.00[2.08, 4.33] e
Total events 41 30
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 022 df=1 (P=064); F=0% f f t I f |
Test far overall effect: £= 989 (P = 0.00001) 0.1 Eézvours aa.\,rsother Favoufs BWLT 5 1o
Test for subgroup differences: Chif= 022, df=1 (P=0.64), F=0%
Figure 1595: Rapid response
BWLT any other Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI 