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1D Difference {35% Cl) Weight
1
Andrén (2013) —— 2.00 (1.09, 2.91) 6.64
Foss (2007) —— 1.00 (-0.48, 2.48) 573
Gleichgerrcht (2009) —_— 2.60 (-0.15, 5.35) 3.70
Hellstram (2008) - i 1.00 (0.36, 1.64) 6.98
Hiraoka {2015) I i — 2.50 (-0.61, 5.61) 3.25
Iddon (1999} \ 8.09 (6.25, 9.93) 511
Katzen (2011) _— 1.08 (-2.12. 4.28) 315
Kazui (2015) —t—i- 1.50 (0.50, 2.50) 6.51
Lundin {2013} —_— 0.00 (-2.05, 2.05) 476
Matard (2007) — 2.40(0.02, 4.78) 4.23
Mariya (2015) —E—o— 3.00 (1.49, 4.51) 567
Peterson (2015) — ! 0.50 {(-0.58, 1.58) 6.39
Poca (2004) —— 1.23 (-0.43, 2.89) 542
Saito (2011) —t—i- 1.00 (-0.56, 2.56) 5.58
Solana (2012) = 1.00 {-0.67, 2.67) 539
Stambrook (1988) L 460 (0.90, 8.30) 264
Thomas (2005) | —_— 5.40 (4.10, 6.70) 6.03
Virhammar (2014) —0:— 2.00 (1.33, 2.67) 6.95
Yamamoto (2013) —_— 2.50 (1.12, 3.88) 5.89
Overall (l-squared = 81.9%, p = 0.000) <D- 2.20 (1.44, 2.95) 100.00
¥
MNOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis !
I
-9.93 0 9.93

Figure 1. Forest plot for difference in MMSE. The pooled outcome was determined using a random-

effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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i
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Duinkerke (2004) . 11.80 (4.53, 18.67) 531
1
|

Hellstrém (2008} —_— 6.00 (4.07, 7.53) 2282
1
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Hellstrém (2012) —_— B6.00 (4.16, 7.84) 2337
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!

Matard (2003) . 11.00 (2.57, 19.43) 353
i
1

Matard {2007) ——t:— 3.54 (-1.09, 8.17) 10.08
1
1
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Solana (2012} —_— 3.07 (1.43, 4.71) 2485
I
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Thomas {2005) —_— 7.22 (250, 11.54) 983
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Overall {l-squared = 57 2%, p = 0.025) <> 5.64 (185, T7.43) 100.00
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Figure 2. Forest plot for difference in RAVLT total verbal recall. The pooled outcome was determined

using a random-effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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Figure 3. Forest plot for difference in RAVLT delayed verbal recall. The pooled outcome was

determined using a random-effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per cent confidence

intervals.
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Figure 4. Forest plot for difference in backwards digit span score. The pooled outcome was

determined using a random-effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per cent confidence

intervals.
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1] Difference (35% CI) Weight
|

Duinkerke (2004} —0—;— 1.80(-2.91, 8.51) 11.63
I

Hiraolka {2015) —0—;— 2.00{-1.32, 532) 17.95
|

Katzen (2011) I 10.30 (2.23, 18.37) 4.84
i

Matarg (2003} I 3.50(-3.73, 10.73) 5.86
i

Matard {2007) —:—0— 4.27 {0.95, 7.68) 17.42
i

Peterson (2015) —:—0— 6.24 (060, 11.88) 2.80
i

Saito (2011) : 0.20{(-2.03, 2.43) 2678
i

Savolainen (2002) —t—:— 1.50 (-4.58, 7.58) 782
i

Owerall {|l-squared = 33.5%, p = 0.160) Q 273084, 483) 100.00
|
i

NOTE: Weights ar= from random effects anahysis :

| ' |
-18.4 18.4

Figure 5. Forest plot for difference in phonemic verbal fluency. The pooled outcome was determined

using a random-effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per cent confidence intervals.
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Dulnkzrie (2004) —_— 1240 (-197 53, -2647) 93
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|

Stamonocks [125) [ o S 17.25(-22.05, 56.55) 1421
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Figure 6. Forest plot for difference in trail making test B score (seconds to complete). The pooled
outcome was determined using a random-effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per

cent confidence intervals.
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Figure 7. Forest plot for difference in trail making test A score (seconds to complete). The pooled

outcome was determined using a random-effects model. Average differences are shown with 95 per

cent confidence intervals.



