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Supplementary Material 1: Forest Plots of Mean Differences and Correlations 
Figure 1. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with depressive disorders and healthy controls. [image: Table
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Figure 2. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with depressive disorders and healthy controls.
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Figure 3. 
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with depressive disorders and healthy controls.
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Figure 4. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with depressive disorders and healthy controls.  
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Figure 5. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anxiety disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 6. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anxiety disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 7.
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anxiety disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 8. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anxiety disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 9. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with eating disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 10. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with eating disorders and healthy controls. 
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Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with eating disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 12. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with eating disorders and healthy controls. 
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Figure 13. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with major depressive disorder (MDD) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 14. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with major depressive disorder (MDD) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 15. 
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with major depressive disorder (MDD) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 16. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with major depressive disorder (MDD) and healthy controls.
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Figure 17. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bipolar disorder (BP) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 18. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bipolar disorder (BP) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 19. 
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bipolar disorder (BP) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 20. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bipolar disorder (BP) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 21. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with panic disorder (PD) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 22. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with panic disorder (PD) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 23. 
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with panic disorder (PD) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 24. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with panic disorder (PD) and healthy controls. 
[image: A picture containing text, receipt, screenshot

Description automatically generated]







Figure 25. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anorexia nervosa (AN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 26. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anorexia nervosa (AN) and healthy controls.
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Figure 27. 
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anorexia nervosa (AN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 28. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with anorexia nervosa (AN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 29. 
Forest plot of mean TAS scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bulimia nervosa (BN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 30. 
Forest plot of mean DIF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bulimia nervosa (BN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 31. 
Forest plot of mean DDF scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bulimia nervosa (BN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 32. 
Forest plot of mean EOT scores: standardized mean effect size for differences (SMD) between individuals with bulimia nervosa (BN) and healthy controls. 
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Figure 33. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between TAS scores and disorder symptom severity in depressive disorders. 
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Figure 34. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DIF scores and disorder symptom severity in depressive disorders.
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Figure 35. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DDF scores and disorder symptom severity in depressive disorders. 
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Figure 36. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between EOT scores and disorder symptom severity in depressive disorders. 
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Figure 37. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between TAS scores and disorder symptom severity in anxiety disorders. 
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Figure 38. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DIF scores and disorder symptom severity in anxiety disorders. 
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Figure 39. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DDF scores and disorder symptom severity in anxiety disorders. 
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Figure 40. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between EOT scores and disorder symptom severity in anxiety disorders. 
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Figure 41. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between TAS scores and disorder symptom severity in eating disorders. 
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Figure 42. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between TAS scores and disorder symptom severity among those with major depressive disorder.
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Figure 43. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DIF scores and disorder symptom severity among those with major depressive disorder.
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Figure 44. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DDF scores and disorder symptom severity among those with major depressive disorder.
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Figure 45. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between EOT scores and disorder symptom severity among those with major depressive disorder.
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Figure 46. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between TAS scores and disorder symptom severity among those with panic disorder. 
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Figure 47. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DIF scores and disorder symptom severity among those with panic disorder.
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Figure 48. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between DDF scores and disorder symptom severity among those with panic disorder. 
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Figure 49. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between EOT scores and disorder symptoms among those with panic disorder. 
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Figure 50. 
Forest plot of correlation coefficients: the association between TAS scores and disorder symptom severity among those with anorexia nervosa. 
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Supplementary Material 2 – Non-Significant Findings from the Meta-regression Analyses
Table 1
Table showing meta-regression results investigating mean age and proportion of females as moderators of correlations between disorder symptoms and alexithymia in depressive and anxiety disorders.
	Variables
	Scale
	Moderators
	b Weight
	SE
	t-value
	p-value
	95% CI

	Depressive Disorders
	TAS
	Mean Age
	-0.0005
	0.006
	-0.09
	0.93
	[-0.01; 0.01]

	
	
	Proportion of females
	0.003
	0.004
	0.78
	0.46
	[-0.006; 0.01]

	
	DIF
	Mean Age
	0.008
	0.005
	1.67
	0.13
	[-0.003; 0.02]

	
	
	Proportion of females
	-0.002
	0.003
	-0.58
	0.58
	[-0.009; 0.005]

	
	DDF
	Mean Age
	-0.018
	0.03
	-0.71
	0.5
	[-0.08; 0.04]

	
	
	Proportion of females
	0.03
	0.02
	1.68
	0.14
	[-0.01; 0.07]

	Anxiety Disorders
	DDF
	Mean Age
	0.02
	0.01
	1.2
	0.25
	[-0.01; 0.05]

	
	
	Proportion of females
	0.005
	0.005
	1.03
	0.34
	[-0.007; 0.02]


Note. TAS=Toronto Alexithymia Scale; DIF = Difficulties Identifying Feelings subscale; DDF = Difficulties Describing Feeling subscale


Table 2
Table showing meta-regression results investigating mean age and proportion of females as moderators of correlations between disorder symptoms and alexithymia in panic disorder and anorexia nervosa specifically.
	Variables
	Scale
	Moderators
	b Weight
	SE
	t-value
	p-value
	95% CI

	PD
	DDF
	Mean Age
	0.02
	0.02
	0.9
	0.41
	[-0.03; 0.06]

	
	
	Proportion of females
	0.006
	0.006
	0.93
	0.4
	[-0.01; 0.02]

	AN
	TAS 
	Mean Age
	-0.31
	0.17
	-1.82
	0.17
	[-0.86; 0.23]

	
	
	Proportion of females
	-0.03
	0.05
	-0.61
	0.58
	[-0.19; 0.13]



Note: PD = Panic Disorder; AN = Anorexia Nervosa; DDF = Difficulties Describing Feeling subscale; TAS=Toronto Alexithymia Scale
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Montebarocci 2006 18 18.44 43800 18 14.83 4.7500 - 0.77 [0.09; 1.45] 5.1%
Amianto 2016 83 16.18 5.9500 80 12.29 4.3800 L] 0.74 [0.42;1.08] 5.6%
Marchiol 2020 34 1550 56900 28 11.93 4.5100 - 0.68 [0.16;1.19] 5.3%
Speranza 2004 84 16.00 4.0000 518 13.60 4.0000 0.60 [0.37;0.83] 5.6%
Marchiol 2020 29 14.68 4.8000 28 11.93 4.5100 - 0.58 [0.05;1.11] 5.3%
Marchesi 2014 52 13.70 5.5000 78 11.00 4.6000 - 0.54 [0.18;0.90] 5.5%
Marchiol 2020 30 14.30 54900 28 11.93 4.5100 - 0.46 [-0.06;0.99] 5.3%
DePanfilis 2003 64 13.50 5.3000 68 11.70 4.7000 0.36 [0.01;0.70] 5.5%
Amianto 2016 70 16.02 16.1800 80 12.29 4.3800 0.32 [-0.00; 0.65] 5.6%
Montebarocci 2006 16 15.62 5.0400 18 14.83 4.7500 0.16 [-0.52;0.83] 5.1%
Provini 2015 44 1160 5.1000 72 12.40 4.2000 -0.17 [-0.55;0.20] 5.5%
Random effects model 853 1748 - 0.99 [ 0.45; 1.54] 100.0%
T T T T T 1

Heterogeneity: 1% = 86%, * = 0.9738, p < 0.01
6 -4 2 0 2 4 6
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Montebarocci 2006
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Kuhnpast 2012
Miyake 2012
Montebarocci 2006
Marchiol 2020
Marchesi 2014
DePanfilis 2003
DeZzwaan 1996
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Sureda 1999
Speranza 2004
DeZwaan 1996
Gramaglia 2016
Speranza 2004
Provini 2015

Random effects model

Total

19
18
30
13
30
16
29
52
64
22
34
35

149

22
39
84
44

700

Heterogeneity: 1 = 81%, v = 0.2451, p < 0.01

Control

Mean SD Total Mean sD
18.70 2.1000 34 15.50 1.2000
19.56 7.5400 18 14.39 4.6500
19.33 5.3300 28 16.14 5.3900
17.80 4.1000 13 15.80 2.9000
19.60 3.3000 20 17.80 3.4000
17.00 5.3100 18 14.39 4.6500
18.68 5.0200 28 16.14 5.3900
18.70 6.3000 78 16.00 5.9000
17.90 6.6000 68 15.60 5.1000
17.80 4.9000 32 16.90 5.2000
16.85 4.4900 28 16.14 5.3900
14.54 4.0800 35 14.79 4.7800
17.30 4.0000 518 17.90 5.0000
15.80 4.6000 32 16.90 5.2000
2529 43173 48 26.25 4.3478
16.40 5.0000 518 17.90 5.0000
18.70 5.4000 72 22.80 7.0000
1588

Standardised Mean

SMD

—&— 200

—.— 0.81

0.59

- 0.55

0.53
0.51
0.48
0.44
0.39
017
0.14
-0.06
-0.12
-0.22
-0.22
-0.30
-0.63

0.25 [-0.04;

95%-Cl Weight

[131; 2.68]
[0.12; 1.49]
[0.06; 1.11]
[

[-0.05; 1.11]
[-0.17; 1.20]
[-0.05; 1.01]
[0.09; 0.80]
[0.04; 0.73]
[-0.37; 0.72]
[-0.36; 0.64]
[-0.52; 0.41]
[-0.31; 0.06]
[-0.76; 0.33]
[-0.64; 0.20]
[-0.53; -0.07]
[+1.02;-0.25]

5.0%
5.0%
5.8%
4.5%
5.5%
5.0%
5.8%
6.6%
6.6%
57%
5.9%
6.1%
7.2%
57%
6.3%
71%
6.5%

0.55] 100.0%
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MDD Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Koelkebeck 2018 32 50.50 82000 32 37.30 5.3000 —®— 1.89 [1.29;248] 11.4%
Marchesi 2014 38 58.90 12.1000 78 40.10 11.5000 - 1.60 [1.16;2.04] 13.6%
lancu 1999 20 72.70 9.5000 20 58.30 9.9000 —a— 145 [0.75;2.16] 10.0%
Didonna 2019 50 55.80 12.8000 49 39.20 9.8000 —— 1.44 [1.00;1.89] 13.5%
lancu 1999 20 74.30 13.6000 20 58.30 9.9000 —— 1.32 [0.63;2.01] 10.2%
Bailer 2017 33 50.50 12.4000 52 38.00 8.8000 —— 1.20 [0.72;1.67] 13.1%
Gulec 2014 131 57.00 10.0000 99 46.40 10.3000 - 1.04 [0.76;1.32] 15.7%
Marchesi 2008 16 38.40 7.3000 112 36.30 10.1000 0.21 [-0.31;0.74] 12.4%
Random effects model 340 462 — 1.26 [ 0.84; 1.67] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1 = 72%, t* = 0.1720, p < 0.01
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Study

Koelkebeck 2018
Celikel 2010
Bailer 2017
Marchesi 2014
Chan 2023
Gulec 2014

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: 1% = 82%, 12

Total

MDD
Mean

32 19.00
81 20.44
33 16.80
38 21.50
150 23.72
131 20.30

5.7000
5.3500
5.8000
7.2000
5.8300
6.8000

465

=0.1728, p <0.01

SD Total Mean

Control
SD

32 9.60 2.2000
51 11.36 3.9600
52 9.60 2.9000
78 13.00 4.8000
50 16.48 4.9300
99 14.80 6.5000

362

Standardised Mean

Difference SMD 95%-ClI
m— 215 [153,277]
fm— 186 [144;2.27]
—m— 168 [1.17;2.18]
- 1.48 [1.05; 1.92]
- 1.28 [0.94; 1.63]
- 0.82 [0.55; 1.09]
—— 1.50 [1.01; 1.99]
I 1

Weight

13.5%
17.0%
15.4%
16.7%
18.2%
19.3%

0.0%

100.0%
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MDD Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Koelkebeck 2018 32 15.70 3.3000 32 10.90 3.3000
Chan 2023 150 16.45 3.5400 50 12.16 3.4800
Bailer 2017 33 14.50 4.8000 52 9.80 3.4000
Marchesi 2014 38 16.00 4.8000 78 11.00 4.6000
Celikel 2010 81 14.37 3.8500 51 11.55 2.3100
Gulec 2014 131 14.80 4.2000 99 11.50 3.6000
Random effects model 465 362

Heterogeneity: 12 = 24%, v = 0.0133, p = 0.25

Standardised Mean

Difference

SMD 95%-ClI

“—=— 1.44 [0.88; 1.99]
~m—  1.21 [0.87; 1.55]

—i=—  1.16 [0.69; 1.64]
—n— 1.06 [0.65; 1.48]

- 0.84 [0.47;1.20]

- 0.83 [0.56; 1.10]

- 1.04 [0.81; 1.27]
T 1

Weight

9.2%
19.6%
12.0%
14.9%
17.9%
26.3%

0.0%

100.0%
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MDD Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Marchesi 2014 38 21.30 3.0000 78 16.00 5.9000
Chan 2023 150 22.43 3.7700 50 18.64 4.2800
Celikel 2010 81 21.41 4.6700 51 19.36 2.9000
Gulec 2014 131 21.90 4.0000 99 20.10 4.8000
Koelkebeck 2018 32 15.80 3.3000 32 16.80 0.6000
Random effects model 432 310

Heterogeneity: /2 = 85%, 2 = 0.2650, p < 0.01

Standardised Mean
Difference

SMD 95%-Cl

| —m— 1.02 [0.61; 1.43]

—
S —

0.97 [0.63; 1.30]
0.50 [0.14; 0.86]
0.41 [0.15; 0.68]
-0.42 [-0.91; 0.08]

0.51 [0.19; 1.21]

Weight

19.5%
20.5%
20.3%
21.3%
18.3%

0.0%

100.0%
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BP Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Herold 2017 14 81.07 10.2500 14 35.00 4.9300 —®— 556 [3.83;7.29] 17.0%
Boen 2022 22 55.00 12.1000 23 36.50 7.4000 - 1.82 [1.12;2.53] 20.3%
Ospina 2019 56 48.54 13.8600 50 35.40 10.4200 - 1.06 [0.65;1.46] 20.9%
Yilmaz 2016 70 55.04 15.8500 70 43.90 12.4700 - 0.78 [0.43;1.12] 21.0%
Kefeli 2018 40 52.85 12.9000 40 43.58 12.3200 - 0.73 [0.27;1.18] 20.8%
Random effects model 202 197 — 1.85 [-0.54; 4.24] 100.0%
| e s e |

Heterogeneity: 1 = 89%, * = 3.1232, p < 0.01
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BP Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Herold 2017 14 32.29 7.1900 14 8.93 1.9800 —®— 430 [2.88;5.72] 17.3%
Boen 2022 22 23.30 45000 23 10.30 3.3000 —— 3.25 [2.34;4.16] 19.5%
Ospina 2019 56 16.61 7.7800 50 9.48 4.0600 - 1.12 [0.71;1.53] 21.0%
Yilmaz 2016 70 19.43 7.9200 70 13.46 5.3200 - 0.88 [0.53;1.23] 21.2%
Kefeli 2018 40 17.28 7.2100 40 12.48 5.6700 - 0.73 [0.28; 1.19] 20.9%
Random effects model 202 197 [— 1.96 [0.00; 3.91] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I = 91%, t* = 2.1987, p < 0.01
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Study

Herold 2017
Boen 2022
Ospina 2019
Yilmaz 2016
Kefeli 2018

Random effects model

BP
Total Mean

14 17.21 3.1400
22 15.00 4.8000
56 13.61 4.9300
70 14.09 5.1200
40 13.65 5.0500

202

Heterogeneity: I° = 62%, t* = 0.1140, p = 0.03

Control

14
23
50
70
40

197

SD Total Mean sD

11.21 2.9900
10.00 3.4000
9.54 4.3600
11.23 4.3700
11.38 4.3800

Standardised Mean
Difference

SMD 95%-Cl

—=—— 1.90 [0.99; 2.81

T
-

]
1.19 [0.55; 1.82]
0.87 [047;1.26]
0.60 [0.26; 0.94]
0.48 [0.03;092]

0.88 [0.27; 1.48]

Weight

1.2%
16.8%
23.8%
25.8%
22.4%

100.0%
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BP Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Yilmaz 2016 70 22.34 49000 70 19.41 4.9400
Kefeli 2018 40 21.93 43200 40 19.73 4.4700
Ospina 2019 56 18.32 19.6700 50 16.38 4.4600
Boen 2022 22 16.60 4.6000 23 16.20 4.4000
Herold 2017 14 15.00 3.5700 14 14.86 2.6800
Random effects model 202 197

Heterogeneity: 1 = 21%, v = 0.0213, p = 0.28

Standardi:

ised Mean

Difference

SMD 95%-Cl Weight

~—m—— 059 [0.25;0.93]
———=—— 050 [0.05:094]

|
la

013 [0.25;0.51]
0.09 [0.50; 0.67]

H
0.04 [-0.70; 0.78]

29.9%
21.0%
25.8%
13.9%

9.3%

0.33 [0.01; 0.65] 100.0%




image21.png
PD
Study Total Mean
Galderisi 2008 28 57.43 11.7800
Altintas 2018 58 60.10 9.0000
Marchesi 2014C 58 52.20 14.4000
Cucchi 2012 139 52.36 11.1500
lancu 2001 14 68.10 12.8000
lancu 2001 28 67.90 10.9000
Zou 2016 142 54.15 10.3200

Izci 2014 60
Marchesi 2014P 21

Random effects model 548

53.00 11.5000
36.70 10.1000

Heterogeneity: 1% = 76%, v = 0.1511, p < 0.01

Control

SD Total Mean

32 38.66
49 49.90
78 40.10
157 43.21
24 62.70
24 62.70
146 49.74
62 48.40
256 34.50

828

sD

8.6100
7.0000
11.5000
10.7200
5.9000
5.9000
9.3700
9.8000
9.0000

Stant

dardised Mean
Difference

SMD

—a— 181

-
-
-

-
—-—

1.24
0.94
0.84
0.59
0.57
0.45
0.43
0.24

95%-Cl Weight

[121;242]
[0.83; 1.66]
[0.58; 1.30]
[0.60; 1.07]
[-0.09; 1.26]
[001; 1.13]
[0.21; 0.68]
[0.07;0.79]
[-0.20; 0.69]

9.0%
11.3%
12.0%
13.4%

8.3%

9.6%
13.4%
12.0%
11.0%

0.77 [0.41;1.13] 100.0%




image22.png
PD Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Altintas 2018 58 20.20 6.4000 49 10.90 3.6000 —&— 1.74 [1.29;2.19] 15.8%
Marchesi 2014C 58 20.90 6.4000 78 13.00 4.8000 —— 1.42 [1.04;1.80] 16.5%
Cucchi 2012 139 20.30 6.2500 157 13.72 5.5200 - 1.12 [0.87;1.36] 17.5%
Izci 2014 60 18.20 6.2000 62 14.90 5.8000 —— 0.55 [0.18;0.91] 16.6%
Zou 2016 142 19.66 53600 146 17.26 6.2800 - 0.41 [0.18;0.64] 17.6%
Marchesi 2014P 21 11.60 4.1000 256 10.60 4.9000 0.21 [-0.24;0.65] 15.9%
Random effects model 478 748 —— 0.90 [0.27; 1.54] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1> = 91%, v = 0.3231, p < 0.01
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PD Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Altintas 2018 58 14.70 2.8000 49 12.70 3.1000 ———=—— 0.68 [0.28; 1.07] 10.0%
Zou 2016 142 13.71 3.3800 146 12.21 3.7500 —— 0.42 [0.19;0.65] 28.1%
Cucchi 2012 139 14.09 4.8200 157 12.28 4.3900 —— 0.39 [0.16;0.62] 28.9%
Marchesi 2014b 58 12.60 44000 78 11.00 4.6000 - 0.35 [0.01;0.69] 13.1%
Marchesi 2014a 21 9.60 4.3000 256 9.20 3.5000 —— 0.11 [-0.33;0.56] 7.7%
Izci 2014 60 12.90 3.9000 62 12.50 4.1000 —— 0.10 [-0.26;0.45] 12.2%
Random effects model 478 748 — 0.37 [0.19; 0.54] 100.0%
e A |

Heterogeneity: 1 = 18%, v < 0.0001, p = 0.30
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Study

Marchesi 2014b
Izci 2014
Cucchi 2012
Zou 2016
Marchesi 2014a
Altintas 2018

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: 1% = 51%, ©*

PD

Control

Total Mean SD Total Mean sD

58 18.70 6.3000
60 21.80 3.6000
139 17.96 4.2300
142 20.77 3.5100
21 15.50 4.9000
58 25.20 4.0000

478
=0.0267,p =0.07

78 16.00 5.9000
62 21.00 3.2000
157 17.21 4.4900
146 20.26 5.0700
256 16.60 5.1000
49 26.30 4.1000
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Standardised Mean
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0.23
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0.12
-0.22
-0.27

95%-Cl Weight
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[-0.12; 0.59]
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[-0.11; 0.35]
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[-0.65; 0.11]

15.6%
15.0%
22.2%
22.0%
11.4%
13.8%

0.11 [-0.16; 0.37] 100.0%
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Study Total
Schmelkin 2017 19
Miyake 2012 30
Tchanturia 2012 72
Kerr-Gaffney 2021 41
DeZwaan 1996 2
Kerr-Gaffney 2020 45
Kinnaird, 2020 37
Montebarocci 2006 18
Speranza 2004 149
Marchiol 2020 34
Gramaglia 2016 39
Amianto 2016 70

Random effects model 576

AN
Mean

53.90
63.60
60.50
57.75
53.30
58.16
61.43
62.67
55.80
54.12
60.26
56.13

Control
SD Total Mean sD

3.1000 34 3420 2.7000
9.6000 20 44.20 8.4000
13.7000 43 37.90 8.2000
13.7600 40 36.00 9.9700
11.6000 32 36.80 7.7000
13.5000 46 37.47 11.2600
13.1200 37 41.76 13.4500
11.4500 18 50.61 12.1400
11.0000 518 46.40 11.0000
16.0900 28 41.25 13.3000
11.1199 48 51.70 9.5086
54.1300 80 40.86 8.8700

944

Heterogeneity: I = 91%, t* = 1.9335, p < 0.01

Standardised Mean
Difference

SMD

—=— 6.82
2.09
1.88
1.79
1.72
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1.47
1.00
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0.85
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0.40

95%-Cl Weight

5.36; 8.27]
[1.38; 2.80]
[1.43; 2.33]
[1.27; 2.31]
[1.08; 2.36]
[1.17; 2.13]
[0.95; 1.98]
[0.30; 1.70]
[0.67; 1.04]
[0.33; 1.38]
[0.39; 1.27]
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6.8%
8.2%
8.5%
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8.3%
8.5%
8.5%
8.2%
8.7%
8.5%
8.6%
8.7%

1.69 [0.71; 2.67] 100.0%
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AN

Control

SD Total Mean sD

Study Total Mean

Schmelkin 2017 19 20.80 1.4000
DeZwaan 1996 22 20.40 5.1000
Miyake 2012 30 24.10 5.6000
Marchiol 2020 34 2370 8.7700
Speranza 2004 149 21.70 6.0000
Gramaglia 2016 39 19.23 7.3283
Amianto 2016 70 21.57 21.2000
Montebarocci 2006 18 24.67 3.6600

Random effects model 381

Heterogeneity: 1 = 93%, t* = 6.0598, p < 0.01

34 9.40 1.2000
32 10.60 3.0000
20 12.40 3.6000
28 13.18 6.3100
518 15.00 5.0000
48 12.55 5.5496
80 11.36 4.2000
18 21.39 6.9900

778
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—&— 881
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222

95%-Cl Weight
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[1.61; 3.09] 12.6%
[0.78; 1.89] 12.7%
[1.08; 147] 128%
[058; 1.48] 12.7%
[0.36; 1.02] 12.8%
[0.09; 1.24] 12.6%

[0.04; 4.39] 100.0%
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AN
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean
Schmelkin 2017 19 14.40 1.0000
DeZwaan 1996 22 15.10 4.0000
Miyake 2012 30 20.00 3.9000
Gramaglia 2016 39 16.06 4.0943
Speranza 2004 149 16.80 4.0000
Montebarocci 2006 18 18.44 4.3800
Marchiol 2020 34 1550 5.6900
Amianto 2016 70 16.02 16.1800

Random effects model 381
Heterogeneity: 1 = 91%, % = 2.4737, p < 0.01
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[ e e E e
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0.32 [-0.00; 0.65]
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12.9%

1.48 [ 0.08; 2.88] 100.0%
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Schmelkin 2017
Montebarocci 2006
Miyake 2012
DeZwazan 1996
Marchiol 2020
Speranza 2004
Gramaglia 2016

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: 1 = 86%, ©*

AN
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Total Mean SD Total Mean sD

19 18.70 2.1000
18 19.56 7.5400
30 19.60 3.3000
22 17.80 4.9000
34 16.85 4.4900
149 17.30 4.0000
39 25.29 4.3173
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=0.4614,p <0.01
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Kuhnpast 2012
Tchanturia 2012
Sureda 1999
DeZwaan 1996
Amianto 2016
Marchiol 2020
Speranza 2004
Montebarocci 2006

Random effects model

Total

13
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22
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30
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55.40
56.80
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50.20
54.13
54.80
54.70
59.81

Control

SD Total Mean

8.7000
13.4000
12.2500
12.8000
14.6100
12.5600
10.0000
11.8800

Heterogeneity: I° = 68%, t* = 0.1184, p < 0.01

13 37.10
43 37.90
35 57.40
32 36.80
80 40.86
28 41.25
518 46.40
18 50.61

767

sD

6.8000
8.2000
9.3600
7.7000
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11.0000
12.1400
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BN Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Kuhnpast 2012 13 21.70 2.5000 13 11.80 4.6000 ———— 259 [1.51;3.67] 4.1%
Amianto 2016 83 21.20 6.5100 80 11.36 4.2000 - 1.78 [1.42;2.15] 21.5%
DeZwaan 1996 22 19.80 7.2000 32 10.60 3.0000 —— 1.77 [1.12;2.41] 10.0%
Sureda 1999 35 27.02 44200 35 18.20 6.3800 —a— 1.59 [1.05;2.13] 13.0%
Speranza 2004 84 22.20 6.0000 518 15.00 5.0000 - 1.40 [1.15;1.64] 30.8%
Marchiol 2020 30 21.17 6.6500 28 13.18 6.3100 —-— 1.21 [0.65; 1.78] 12.2%
Montebarocci 2006 16 27.19 4.5800 18 21.39 6.9900 — 0.95 [0.23; 1.66] 8.4%
Random effects model 283 724 - 1.53 [1.20; 1.86] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I° = 45%, ©* = 0.0288, p = 0.09
32101 23
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BN Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean  SD Total Mean ~ SD Difference SMD  95%-Cl Weight
Kuhnpast 2012 13 15.90 3.0000 13 9.50 3.5000 ——=—— 1.90 [0.95;2.85] 9.2%
DeZwaan 1996 22 14.60 44000 32 9.20 2.9000 —m— 149 [087:2.10] 13.3%
Sureda 1999 35 30.51 7.2600 35 2146 6.3000 - 132 [0.80;1.84] 14.7%
Amianto 2016 83 16.18 59500 80 12.29 4.3800 - 0.74 [0.42;1.06] 17.4%
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95%-Cl Weight

[0.99; 2.81]
[0.88: 1.99]
[0.87; 1.55]
[0.55; 1.82]
[0.69; 1.64]
[0.65; 1.48]
[0.47; 1.26]
[0.49; 1.19]
[0.47: 1.20]
[0.56; 1.10]
[0.26; 0.94]
[0.03; 0.92]

2.6%
5.9%
10.5%
4.8%
7.3%
8.6%
8.9%
10.3%
9.8%
12.8%
10.6%
7.9%

[0.75; 1.15] 100.0%




