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Intervention components
Excerpt of coding of intervention components. Please see provided excel file (Intervention components table) or OSF project for full details: https://osf.io/9uxgp/
	
	Structural components
	Components from psychotherapeutic approaches
	Skills training
	Psychoeducation (PE)
	Building resources

	Intervention
	Assessment
	Practical support
	Goal setting
	Facilitated parent-child interactions
	Practice between sessions
	Play/creativity/drama therapy
	Systemic family therapy
	Multi-family or group therapy
	Cognitive-behavioural therapy
	Video feedback
	Mindfulness/relaxation
	Communication skills
	Problem-solving and coping skills
	Communication about PMI
	Parenting 
	PE mental illness
	PE PMI
	PE child development
	Family care plan
	Building support networks children
	Building support networks parents 
	Links other services /signposting

	Coping and Promoting Strength (CAPS)
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	x
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	CBT mother-child interaction 
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	Ecologically based family therapy (EBFT)
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	Eltern- und Kinder-Training in emotional belasteten Familien (EFFEKT-E)
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	




[bookmark: _Toc142996975]Definition of coded intervention components
Assessment: Assessment of family or individual strengths and weaknesses, or problems, at the start.
Practical support: Any practical support, e.g. helping to call someone.
Setting goals for the intervention: If family or individual goals for the treatment were set at the start.
Facilitated parent-child interactions: We do NOT code this component if they just talk about improving/stimulating/supporting the parent-child relationship or family cohesion. We DO code it, if they specify specific interactions together, e.g., playing during sessions (therapeutic play sessions as well as games) aimed at improving the relationship, learning about spending positive time with your child, ‘homework’ to spend time with child. We have NOT coded it if they merely have time together without mentioning this as an aim to improve relationship (eg. simply having sessions with parents and child involved).
Encouraging practice in between sessions: Usually referred to as homework. Also coded if the intervention description mentioned that participants had to practice between sessions.
Play/creativity/drama therapy: Any play, creativity, arts or games for children. This can be with a specific therapeutic goal, but equally for fun.
Systemic family therapy: Coded if the intervention referred to systemic theory, the ecological model or being systemically informed.
Multi-family or group therapy: Coded if the intervention used a group setting.
Cognitive behavioural therapy: This is coded if the intervention mentions to be based in CBT or using CBT or cognitive restructuring skills or strategies.
Video feedback: When video feedback to support parents in learning skills is being used.
Mindfulness/relaxation: This component reflects mentioning using mindfulness or relaxation techniques or elements in the intervention. 
Communication skills: This is about learning communication skills. If communication an such is enhanced in the family, family meetings are organised, of families are supported to communicate about PMI, this was not coded here.
Problem-solving and coping skills: This reflects any problem-solving or coping skills for parents and/or children. This was initially coded for parents and children separately. However, most papers either taught those skills to all family members or didn't specify to whom. The only times when it was specified for one person, was if the intervention was targeted at the young person (for example) and parents were only informed or included in child treatment.
Supporting families to communicate about PMI: This reflects stimulating families to talk about PMI during and/or outside of sessions. This includes stimulating a family understanding of the PMI as this presumes having talked about it in the family.
Parenting skills: All parenting skills. coded if general parenting skills or specific skills are being mentioned. Also enhancement of parenting competence or confidence is scored. Psycho education about parenting is not coded (e.g. about cultural differences regarding parenting)
Psychoeducation on mental illness: This is about psychoeducation about mental health/illness in general, causes, symptoms etc
Psychoeducation on impact of PMI: This is about psychoeducation about the impact of PMI on families or the potential consequences of PMI for parenting and family life. This includes co-occurrence of MI in parent and child.
Psychoeducation on child development: This is about psychoeducation on child development in general.
Developing a family care plan: This was only coded if a clear and specific plan (e.g. safety or relapse plan) was developed to support the family after the intervention and which families could fall back upon in times of need. Examples included a relapse prevention plan or the detailing of post-intervention goals. Teaching families skills to keep their home safe was not scored, as this is not a plan they can use. Coping plans for children were also not coded as a family plan.
Building support networks for children: Activities that actively promote development of a support network. This does not include peer network through group session, but it does if there are ‘alumni’ sessions post-intervention. Also learning about friendship, identifying key people in network etc are coded.
Building support networks for parents: Same as for children but with focus on adults
Links with other services and signposting: coded if description talked about referring or signposting to other services. Also coded if the intervention was linked to other services or if information about other services was provided.
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[bookmark: _Toc142996977]Child internalising outcomes reported by child
Figures S1 to S8 show the forest plots for child reported internalising symptoms for the 4 different times of follow-up time points. Each meta-analysis was conducted with 2 different outcomes sets, as some studies used multiple measures to assess similar constructs.
Figure 1S is equal to Figure 1 in manuscript and is presented here for easier overview.
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Figure 1S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (0-6 months) reported by child (a)
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Figure 2S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (0-6 months) reported by child (b)
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Figure 3S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (6-10 months) reported by child (a)
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Figure 4S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (6-10 months) reported by child (b)
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Figure 5S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (10-18 months) reported by child (a)
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Figure 6S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (10-18 months) reported by child (b)
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Figure 7S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (18+ months) reported by child (a)
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Figure 8S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (18+ months) reported by child (b)


[bookmark: _Toc142996978]Child internalising outcomes reported by parents
Figures S9 to S16 show the forest plots for parent reported child internalising symptoms for the 4 different times of follow-up time points. Each meta-analysis was conducted with 2 different outcomes sets, as some studies used multiple measures to assess similar constructs. Figure 9S is equal to Figure 2 in manuscript and is presented here for easier overview.
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Figure 9S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (0-6 months) reported by parent (a)
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Figure 10S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (0-6 months) reported by parent (b)
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Figure 11S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (6-10 months) reported by parent (a)
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Figure 12S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (6-10 months) reported by parent (b)
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Figure 13S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (10-18 months) reported by parent (a)
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Figure 14S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (10-18 months) reported by parent (b)
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Figure 15S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (18+ months) reported by parent (a)
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Figure 16S Forest plot child mental health outcomes (18+ months) reported by parent (b)




[bookmark: _Toc142996979]Parent mental health outcomes 
Figure 17S to 24S show forest plots for parent mental health outcomes for four follow-up time points. Each meta-analysis was conducted with 2 different outcomes sets, as some studies used multiple measures to assess similar constructs.
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Figure 17S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 0-6 months (a)
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Figure 18S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 0-6 months (b)
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Figure 19S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 6-10 months (a)
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Figure 20S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 6-10 months (b)
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Figure 21S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 10-18 months (a)
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Figure 22S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 10-18 months (b)
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Figure 23S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 18+ months (a)
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Figure 24S Forest plot for parent mental health outcomes at 18+ months (b)
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We only show results for meta-regressions that could be performed with sufficient number of studies. 
[bookmark: _Toc142996981]Meta-regression with child internalising outcomes reported by children at first follow-up
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc142996982]Meta-regression with child internalising outcomes reported by children at second follow-up
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[bookmark: _Toc142996983]Meta-regression with child internalising outcomes reported by parents at first follow-up
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[bookmark: _Toc142996984]Meta-regression with child internalising outcomes reported by parents at second follow-up
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[bookmark: _Toc142996985]Meta-regression with parent outcomes reported at first follow-up
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[bookmark: _Toc142996986]Bias assessment
[bookmark: _Toc142996987]Funnel plots
We conducted multiple funnel plots for studies child and parent mental health outcomes. Additionally, we conducted Egger’s test. All are presented below.
[image: A diagram of a funnel plot

Description automatically generated]
Figure 25S Funnel plot including studies with parent reported child outcomes
[image: A diagram of funnel plot

Description automatically generated]
Figure 26S Funnel plot including studies with child reported child outcomes
[image: A diagram of a funnel plot

Description automatically generated]
Figure 27S Funnel plot including studies with parent outcomes



[bookmark: _Toc142996988]Galbraith plots
[image: A graph showing a graph of a child internaling

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Figure 28S Galbraith plot child internalising levels reported by children at first follow-up
[image: A graph of a graph with purple dots

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
Figure 29S Galbraith plot child internalising levels reported by children at second follow-up
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Figure 30S Galbraith plot child internalising levels reported by parents at first follow-up
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Figure 31S Galbraith plot child internalising levels reported by parents at second follow-up
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Figure 32S Galbraith plot parent mental health outcomes at first follow-up

[bookmark: _Toc142996989]Egger’s tests:
Child report internalising (A measures)
Regression-based Egger test for small-study effects
H0: beta1 = 0; no small-study effects
beta1 =1.34
SE of beta1 =2.164
z = 0.62
Prob > |z| = 0.5362

Child report internalising (B measures)
Egger test for small-study effects
H0: beta1 = 0; no small-study effects
beta1 = 1.10
SE of beta1 = 1.988
z = 0.55
Prob > |z| =    0.5802

Parent report child internalising (A measures)
Regression-based Egger test for small-study effects
H0: beta1 = 0; no small-study effects
beta1 =     -0.28
SE of beta1 =     2.019
z =     -0.14
Prob > |z| =    0.8889

Parent report child internalising (B measures)
Regression-based Egger test for small-study effects
H0: beta1 = 0; no small-study effects
beta1 =      0.75
SE of beta1 =     1.775
z =      0.42
Prob > |z| =    0.6715

PARENT INTERNALISING
Regression-based Egger test for small-study effects
H0: beta1 = 0; no small-study effects
beta1 =      3.48
SE of beta1 =     2.114
z =      1.65
Prob > |z| =    0.0996


[bookmark: _Toc142996990]Trials excluded from meta-analysis with reasons
	Trial ID
	Paper ID
	Country
	Sample
	Control group
	Design
	Quality rating
	Reason for exclusion

	2
	73
	Germany
	Nt 28 
Nc 49 
	passive
	fRCT
	**
	Pilot study

	5
	180
	USA
	Nt+c 28
	active
	RCT
	**
	no descriptive statistics provided

	6
	148
162
177
178
179 

	USA
	Nt 55 
Nc 44 
	active
	RCT
RCT
RCT
RCT
RCT
	***
*****
***
***
****
	no descriptive statistics provided for mental health outcomes

	10
	10
	UK
	Nt 20 
Nc 15 
	TAU
	MIXED (fRCT)
	***
	feasibility trial

	11
	11 
19 
31 
48
	USA
	Nt 123
Nc 66 
	active
	RCT
RCT
RCT
RCT
	*
***
-
**
	- no mental health measures 
- insufficient studies on substance use

	17
	62
	USA
	Nt 16 
Nc 8 
	active
	fRCT
	*
	Feasibility/pilot trial

	20
	86
	USA
	Nt 35 
Nc 37 
	TAU
	RCT
	*****
	- no mental health measures 
-insufficient studies on substance use

	24
	118
	Germany
	3751 
	TAU
	NRCT
	**
	no descriptive statistics provided

	26
	143
	Spain
	Nt 15 
Nc 16 
	passive
	NRCT
	***
	no descriptive statistics provided

	28
	173
176 

	USA
	Nt 77 
Nc 58 parents
	TAU
	RCT
RCT
	**
***
	no mental health outcomes 

	31
	92
	USA
	Nt 25 
Nc 18 
	TAU
	fRCT
	*****
	feasibility/pilot trial

	32
	208
	USA
	Nt 43 
Nc 44 
	TAU
	RCT
	***
	no mental health outcomes 

	33
	6
202

	USA
	Nt 61 youth
Nc 66 youth

	active
	RCT
RCT
	*****
****
	insufficient trials with incidence data

	34
	205 
211
	China
	Nt 37 
Nc 74 
	active
	NRCT
NRCT
	**
***
	no mental health outcomes

	35
	212
	Iran
	Nt 30 
Nc 30
	TAU
	NRCT
	***
	no post-intervention descriptive statistics

	36
	94
	USA
	NCt 21 
NCc 19
	active
	RCT
	*****
	insufficient trials with incidence data


 
image2.jpeg
Internalising symptoms at follow up: 0-6 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 157 .94 32 203 123 041[-0.91, 0.08] 1343
Ginsburg, 2009 20 1932 1216 20 1943 1218 -0.01[-0.62, 0.60] 10.91
Pella 2017 70 1421 1075 66 1207 9.19 021[-0.12, 0.55] 18.05
Ginsburg, 2015 63 54 454 60 674 431 030[-0.64, 0.04] 18.02
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.05, I’ = 52.11%, H’ = 2.09 -0.12[-0.42, 0.19]
Testof 6, = 0; Q(3) = 6.31,p = 0.10

Testof 8=0:2=-0.75,p =045

child depression

Femando 2018 60 811 503 44 1292 805 —fl— 0.74[-1.14, -0.34] 16.13
Mason etal,, 2012 13 831 688 11 873 99 -0.05[-0.82, 0.73] 803
Clarke, 2001 40 178 87 47 225 13 -0.46(-0.88, 0.03] 15.42

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I” = 14.40%, H* = 1.17
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 2,63, p = 0.27
Testof 6=0:z=-343,p=0.00

overall
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.07, I = 59.31%, H* = 2.46
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(6) = 15.31, p = 0.02

Testof 6=0:z=-196,p=0.05

Test of group differences: Qi (1) = 3.48, p = 0.06

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

-0.53[-0.83,

23]

-0.27[-0.53, 0.00]
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: 0-6 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |

Ginsburg, 2009 20 1932 1216 20 19.43 12.18 -0.01[-0.62, 0.60] 1152
Pella 2017 70 1421 1075 66 1207 9.19 0.21[-0.12, 0.55] 17.34
Ginsburg, 2015 63 54 454 60 674 431 -0.30[-0.64, 0.04] 1732
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.05, I* = 54.80%, H* = 2.21 -0.04[-0.38, 0.31]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 4.49, p = 0.1

Testof 8 0.21,p =084

child depression

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 11.23 563 32 947 6.13 029[-0.20, 0.79] 1376
Femando 2018 60 811 503 44 1292 805 —M— | 0.74[-1.14, 0.34] 15.88
Mason etal,, 2012 13 831 688 11 873 99 -005[-0.82, 0.73] 884
Clarke, 2001 40 178 87 47 225 13 -0.46(-0.88, -0.03] 1533
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.16, I” = 72.14%, H* = 3.59 -0.27[-0.74, 0.20]
Test of 8, = 8 Q(3) = 10.97, p = 0.01

Testof6=0:z=-112,p=0.26

overall 0.47[-0.46, 0.13]

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.10, I* = 67.41%, H* = 3.07
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(6) = 18.85, p = 0.00
Testof =0:z=-110,p=0.27

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 0.61, p = 0.44

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A

shown by subgroup
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: 6 > to < 10 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 1.4 93 32 172 1.05 — -0.32[-0.81, 0.18] 977
Creswelletal, 2015 62 23.88 17.37 56 21.05 16.24 —m- 017019, 053] 1063
Ginsburg, 2009 20 17.39 105 20 166 9.79 + 0.08(-0.53, 0.68] 8.99
Pella 2017 70 1184 993 66 10.88 827 - 010[-0.23, 0.44] 1077
Ginsburg, 2015 51 409 454 54 7.03 431 - 066[-1.00, -032] 10.72
Heterogeneity: T = 0.10, I = 70.19%, H’ = 3.36 d» -0.13[-0.47, 0.20]
Testof = 6;: Q(4) = 14.63, p = 0.01 !

Testof=0:2=-078,p=044 }

child depression }

Punamaki 2013 56 81 7255 64 635 T 025[:013 062] 1053
Loechneretal, 2021 50 828 6.45 50 567 4.05 |—— 048[ 009, 088] 10.42
Femando 2018 60 7.36 569 44 16.14 594 —— | 1.50(-1.94, 1.07] 10.15
Mason etal., 2012 13103 101 11 755 1152 ——— 025[-053, 102 781
Clarke, 2001 40 151 10 47 215 136 ——| -0.53[-0.95, -0.10] 10.23

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.62, I” = 92.30%, H* = 13.00
Test of 6 = 0 Q(4) = 54.55, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:2=-059,p=0.55

Overall
Heterogeneity: T = 0.31, I’ = 87.12%, H* = 7.76
Testof 6, = 6 Q(9) = 69.48, p = 0.00
Testof8=0:2=-093,p=035

Test of group differences: Qu(1) = 0.05, p = 0.83

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

e 0.22[-0.95, 051]

|
|
|
B -0.18[-0.55, 0.20]
|
|
|
|
|
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: 6 > to < 10 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety

Ginsburg, 2009 20 1739 105 20 166 9.79 0.08[-0.53, 0.68] 8.87
Pella 2017 70 11.84 9.93 66 10.88 827 010[-0.23, 0.44] 10.85
Ginsburg, 2015 51 409 454 54 7.03 431 -0.66[-1.00, -0.32] 10.80
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.16, I = 79.07%, H’ = 4.78 0.18[-0.70, 0.34]

Testof 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 10.82, p = 0.00

Testof 8= 0:2=-0.69, p = 0.49

child depression

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 873 4.17 32 728 4.27 034[-0.16, 083 972
Fernando 2018 60 7.36 569 44 1614 594 -1.50(-1.94, -1.07] 10.16
Creswelletal, 2015 62 4 517 56 451 529 -0.10[-0.46, 0.26] 10.70
Mason etal., 2012 13103 101 11 7.55 11.52 025[-053, 1.02] 759
Clarke, 2001 40 151 10 47 215 136 -0.53[-0.95, -0.10] 10.24
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.50, I” = 89.93%, H’ = 9.93 -0.33(-0.99, 0.33]

Test of 6, = 6: Q(4) = 38.78, p = 0.00

Testof 0=0:2=-0.98,p=033

child internalizing

Punamaki 2013 56 35 215 52 302 23 021[-0.16, 0.59] 10.58
Loechneretal, 2021 50 7.95 69 50 802 524 -0.01[-0.40, 0.38] 10.49

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6 = 8;: Q(1) = 0.67, p = 0.41
Testof 8=0:2=0.76, p=0.44

Overall
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.27, I = 85.51%, H* = 6.90
Test of 0, = 0;: Q(9) = 58.92, p = 0.00

Testof 8=0:z=-1.09, p=0.27

Test of group differences: Qy(2) = 2.01, p = 0.37

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A
shown by subgroup

0.41[-0.16, 0.38]

0.20[-0.55, 0.16]
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: 10 > to < 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |

Creswelletal, 2015 62 2115 18.65 56 18.24 13.31 —+—— 0.18[-0.18, 0.54] 26.04
Ginsburg, 2009 20 1728 118 20 19.16 9.62 047[-0.78, 0.44] 1156
Pella 2017 70 1315 1192 66 1257 10.37 005[-0.28, 0.39] 2864
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 0.07 [ -0.16, 0.30]
Testof 8, = 8 Q(2) = 0.95, p = 0.62

Testof6=0:2=061,p=054

child depression

Compas 2015 90 801 845 90 10.19 845 -0.26 [ -0.55, 0.04] 33.76
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I = .%, H* = -0.26 [ -0.55, 0.04]

Testof 6, = 6;: Q(0) = 0.00, p

Testof0=0:z=-1.72,p=0.08

Overall
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.02, I = 31.58%, H® = 1.46
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(3) = 3.96, p = 0.27

Testof 6=0:2=-040,p=0.69

Test of group differences: Q(1) = 3.01, p = 0.08

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

-0.05[-0.27, 0.18]
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: 10 > to < 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |
Ginsburg, 2009 20 1728 118 20 19.16 962 ——@———— -0.17[-0.78, 044] 1366
Pella 2017 70 13.45 1192 66 1257 10.37 005[-0.28, 0.39] 28.28
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I° = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 i -0.00[-0.29, 0.29]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 0.39, p = 0.53 |
Testof 8= 0:z=-0.00, p = 1.00 }

|

child depression |
Compas 2015 90 801 845 90 1019 845 —.,— -0.26[-0.55, 0.04] 31.77
Creswelletal, 2015 62 4.61 6.74 56 3 391 L m— 029[-007, 0:65] 26.20

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.12, I = 81.01%, H® = 5.27
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 5.27, p = 0.02
Testof =0:2=002,p=099

Overall
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.03, I = 48.62%, H® = 1.95
Testof 6 =6; Q(3)=5.71,p=0.13
Testof=0:z=-0.11,p=091

Test of group differences: Q(1) = 0.00, p = 0.99

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A
shown by subgroup

—‘- 0.00[-0.53, 0.54]

-0.02[-0.28, 0.25]
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: > 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |
Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 14 93 32 166 104 —@—— -0.26[-0.75, 0.23] 14.28
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = %, H’ = . ——agE— -0.26 [-0.75, 0.23]
Test of 6, = 6 Q(0) = 0.00, p }
Testof 8=0:z=-1.03, p=0.30 |

|
child depression }
Punamaki 2013 56 759 568 52 635 65 ———— 020[-0.17, 058] 24.67
Compas 2015 90 1042 10.97 90 11.44 10.97 — . 0.09[-0.38, 0.20] 41.11
Clarke, 2001 40 195 98 47 199 104 -0.04 [-0.46, 0.38] 19.94

Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 1.53, p = 0.46
Testof 8=0:2=005,p=096

Overall
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6, = 0 Q(3) = 2.48, p = 0.48
Testof6=0:2=-035,p=073

Test of group differences: Q(1) = 0.94, p = 0.33

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

0.00[-0.20, 0.21]

-0.03[-0.22, 0.15]
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Internalising symptoms at follow up: > 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child depression !

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 813 377 32 7.09 413 026[-0.23, 0.75] 1427
Compas 2015 90 10.42 10.97 90 11.44 10.97 -0.09(-0.38, 0.20] 41.10
Clarke, 2001 40 195 98 47 199 104 -0.04[-0.46, 0.38] 19.94
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 -0.01[-0.23, 0.20]
Testof 8, =6;: Q(2) = 1.47, p = 0.48

Testof=0:z=-0.11,p=091

child internalizing

Punamaki 2013 56 342 228 52 303 206 0.18[-0.20, 0.55] 24.69

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.00, I* = .%, H’
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(0) = -0.00,

Testof0=0:2=093,p=0.35

Overall

Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6, = 0: Q(3) = 2.21,p = 0.63
Testof 6=0:2=037,p=0.71

Test of group differences: Q(1) = 0.74, p = 0.39

0.18[-0.20, 0.55]

0.04[-0.15, 0.22]

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A

shown by subgroup
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Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: 0-6 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |

Ginsburg, 2009 20 13.1 9.05 20 1588 9.69 0.29[-0.90, 032] 2525
Pella 2017 70 1369 3.31 66 16.14 10.16 -0.33[-0.66, 0.01] 39.84
Heterogeneity: 1* = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 -0.32[-061, -0.02]
Testof 6 = 8;: Q(1) = 0.01, p = 0.92

Testof 8=0:z=-2.11, p=0.03

child depression

Clarke, 2001 40 78 5547 64 35 031[-0.11, 0.73] 3491

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = .%, H’
Testof 8 = 6;: Q(0)=0.00,p =
Testof8=0:2=143,p=015

Overall
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.09, I = 63.50%, H’ = 2.74
Testof 6= 6; Q(2) = 569, p = 0.06

Testof 6=0:2=-045,p =066

Test of group differences: Q(1) = 5.68, p = 0.02

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

031[-0.11, 0.73]

0.10[-052, 0.33]
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Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: 0-6 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |
Ginsburg, 2009 20 13.1 905 20 1588 969 —@———  029[-0.90, 032] 1747
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I’ = .%, H’ = —e=cTE e -0.29[-0.90, 0.32]
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(0) =-0.00, p = |
Testof6=0:2=-093,p=0.35 i

|
child internalizing |
Pella 2017 70 467 337 66 52 3.87 —.}— 0.45(-0.48, 0.19] 4862
Clarke, 2001 40 147 103 47 129 7 —+——— 021[-021, 0.62] 3391

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.02, I = 39.31%, H® = 1.65

Testof 6 = 6: Q(1) = 1.65,p = 0.20
Testof 0 =0:2=0.04,p=0.97

Overall

Heterogeneity: T = 0.01, I = 15.10%, H* = 1.18

Testof 6, = 6: Q(2) = 2.34,p = 0.31
Testof 0= 0:2=-0.38, p = 0.70

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 0.69, p = 0.41

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A

shown by subgroup

e

0.01[-0.33, 0.35]

-0.05[-0.32, 0.21]
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Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: 6 > to < 10 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety I

Creswelletal, 2015 62 2226 11.19 56 224 16.33 + -0.01[-0.37, 035] 2357
Ginsburg, 2009 20 946 833 20 1361 1015 —&—— -0.44[-1.05, 0.18] 8.03
Pella 2017 70 1276 86 66 167 13.33 -0.35[-0.69, 0.01] 26.75
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.01, I° = 23.08%, H’ = 1.30 -0.23[-0.50, 0.04]
Testof 6 = 6; Q(2) =2.38, p = 0.30

Testof =0:2=-168,p=0.09

child internalizing

Punamaki 2013 56 1.88 1.82 52 185 217 001(-0.36, 039] 21.63
Loechneretal, 2021 50 7.22 751 50 814 549 0.14[-0.53, 025] 20.03
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 -0.06([-0.33, 0.21]
Testof 6 =6; Q(1)=0.31,p = 0.58

Testof =0:2=-043,p=067

Overall 0.16(-0.33, 0.02]

Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 8, = 8;: Q(4) = 3.54, p = 0.47
Testof 6=0:z=-176,p=0.08

Test of group differences: Q(1) = 0.78, p = 0.38

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup
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Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: 6 > to < 10 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |
Ginsburg, 2009 20 946 833 20 1361 10.15 ——@——— 0.44[-1.05, 0.18] 8.03
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I° = %, H -0.44[-1.05, 0.18]
Testof 8 = 6;: Q(0) = 0.00, p =
Testof 8= 0:2=-1.40,p=0.16
child depression
Creswelletal, 2015 62 433 474 56 512 581 0.15[-0.51, 021] 2351
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = .%, H 0.15[-051, 021]
Testof 8 = 6;: Q(0) = 0.00, p
Testof 8=0:2=-0.81,p=042
child internalizing
Punamaki 2013 56 188 182 52 185 217 001[-0.36, 0.39] 2163
Loechneretal, 2021 50 722 7.51 50 8.14 549 -0.14[-053, 025] 20.03
Pella 2017 70 379 339 66 504 42 0.33[-066, 0.01] 26.81

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00

Testof = 0 Q(2) = 1.79, p = 0.41
Testof 8=0:z=-152,p=0.13
Overall

Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6 Q(4) = 2.52, p = 0.64
Testof 8=0:2=-2.05,p=004

Test of group differences: Qu(2) = 0.73, p = 0.70

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A
shown by subgroup

0.16[-0.37, 0.05]

-0.18[-0.36, -0.01]
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Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: 10 > to < 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety I
Ginsburg, 2000 20 874 931 20 177 11.03 —M— | -0.86[-1.50, 0.22] 1931
Pella 2017 70 11.98 956 66 14.4 11.82 - 0.22[-0.56, 0.11] 27.30
Heterogeneity: T = 0.13, I = 66.71%, H’ = 3.00 ‘} -0.48[-1.09, 0.13]
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(1) = 3.00, p = 0.08 |
Testof 0=0:z=-1.55,p=0.12 |

|
child depression |
Clarke, 2001 40 72 57 47 54 39 +—  037[-005 079] 2500
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I = .%, H* = . @ 0.37[-0.05 0.79]
Test of 8, = 8;: Q(0) = -0.00, p = |
Testof=0:2=172,p=008 :
child internalizing !
Compas 2016 9 667 672 90 859 672 }: -0.28[-0.58, 0.01] 2839
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I = .%, H* = . 0‘ -0.28[-0.58, 0.01]
Testof 6, = 8;: Q(0) = 0.00, p |
Testof 6=0:2=-1.91,p=0.06 |

|
Overall - -0.22[-0.65, 0.22]
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.15, I = 79.70%, H’ = 4.93 |
Testof 6= 6; Q(3) = 11.51,p = 0.01 |
Testof8=0:2=-096,p=034 }
Test of group differences: Q,(2) = 7.77, p = 0.02 |

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup





image15.jpeg
arent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up:

10 > to < 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child anxiety |

Ginsburg, 2009 20 874 931 20 177 1103 —@— | -0.86[-1.50, -0.22] 13.80
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I* = .%, H’ i -0.86 [ -1.50, -0.22]
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(0) = 0.00, p = |

Testof 8= 0:z=-2.65,p = 0.01 }

child depression |

Creswelletal, 2015 62 371 478 56 4.06 543 -0.07[-0.43, 0.29] 2134
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I* = .%, H’ -0.07[-0.43, 0.29]

Test of 8, = 8;: Q(0) = 0.00, p

Testof 6=0:2=-037,p=0.71

child internalizing

Compas 2016 90 667 672 90 859 672 0.28[-0.58, 0.01] 2335
Pella 2017 70 349 31 66 426 383 -0.22[-0.56, 0.11] 2206
Clarke, 2001 40 142 114 47 105 73 0.39[-0.03, 0.81] 19.45

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.09, I = 74.89%, H* = 3.98
Testof 6, = 0; Q(2) = 7.17, p = 0.03
Testof 8=0:2=-0.30,p=0.76

Overall
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.10, I = 72.32%, H’ = 3.61
Testof 6, = 6 Q(4) = 12.26, p = 0.02

Testof 8=0:2=-103,p=0.30

Test of group differences: Q,(2) = 5.1, p = 0.08

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A

shown by subgroup

-0.06 [-0.46, 0.34]

-0.47[-0.50, 0.16]
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Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: > 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child depression |
Clarke, 2001 40 8 6547 39 29 | —M— 083[039 127] 3199
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = .%, H* = . | el 0.83[ 0.39, 1.27]
Test of 8 = 6;: Q(0) = 0.00, p |
Testof 6=0:2=3.74,p=0.00 !

|
child internalizing |
Punamaki2013 56 177 184 52 173 177 + 002[-0.35, 0.40] 3325
Compas 2016 9 685 7.79 90 911 7.79 —— -0.29[-0.58, 0.00] 34.76

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.02, I = 39.12%, H* = 1.64

Testof 6 = 6: Q(1) = 1.64,p = 0.20
Testof 0 =0:z=-1.02,p=0.31

Overall

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.29, I’ = 89.43%, H’ = 9.46

Testof 8 = 6: Q(2) = 17.51, p = 0.00
Testof 0= 0:2=0.52, p = 0.60

Test of group differences: Q,(1) = 13.34,p =

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

0.00

016 [-0.46, 0.14]

047[-0.47, 0.82]

15




image17.jpeg
Parent reported child internalising symptoms at follow up: > 18 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
child internalizing }

Punamaki2013 56 177 184 52 173 177 —f— 002[-0.35, 0.40] 33.12
Compas 2016 9 685 7.79 90 941 779 —M— -0.29(-0.58, 0.00] 35.31
Clarke, 2001 40 149 124 47 87 54 | — 8 066 0.23, 1.09] 3157

Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.19, I’ = 85.12%, H* = 6.72 -’» 0.11[-0.43, 0.66]
Testof 6, = 6 Q(2) = 12.86, p = 0.00
Testof 8=0:2=0.41,p=0.68

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.19, I* = 85.12%, H = 6.72
Testof 6, = 0 Q(2) = 12.86, p = 0.00
Testof8=0:2=041,p=

.68

|
|
i
|
|
Overall ETEE— 0.11[-0.43, 0.66]
|
|
|
|
|
i
Test of group differences: Q,(0) = 0.00, p = . ]

1

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A
shown by subgroup




image18.jpeg
Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
parent anxiety

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 418 672 32 4519 72 —@—— -0.48[-0.98, 0.02] 28.83
Heterogeneity: T° = 0.00, I = .%, H = ——eouii—— -0.48(-0.98, 0.02]

Test of 6, = 6: Q(0) = 0.00, p

Testof 6=0:z=-189,p=0.06

parent depression

Beach , 2008 95 1508 577 64 1801 577 —M— -0.51[-0.83, 0.19] 4829
Murnan 2018 25 2618 1202 19 2475 16.34 ———®——— 0.10[-049, 069] 2288
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.13, I* = 68.31%, H* = 3.16 — -0.25[-0.84, 0.33]
Testof 6 = 6;: Q(1) = 3.16,p = 0.08

Testof 0=0:2=-0.85, p=0.39

Overall ~— -0.36 [-0.68, -0.04]

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.03, I = 35.21%, H = 1.54
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 3.31,p = 0.19
Testof 6=0:z=-2.18,p=0.03

Test of group differences: Qy(1) = 0.33, p = 0.57

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)

parent depression

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 16.83 174 32 1747 208 —@—— -0.33[-0.82, 0.17] 29.11

Beach , 2008 95 1508 577 64 1801 577 —f— 0.51[-0.83, -0.19] 47.99
Murnan 2018 25 2618 12.02 19 2475 16.34 —&— 0.10[-0.49, 0.69] 22.90
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.03, I = 35.94%, H® = 1.56 il -0.32[-0.64, 0.01]

Testof 8 = 6; Q(2) =317, p=0.20

Testof =0:2=-190,p=0.06

Overall e -0.32[-0.64, 0.01]

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.03, I” = 35.94%, H* = 1.56
Testof 6, = 0; Q(2) =3.17,p=0.20
Testof 8 =0:2=-1.90, p=0.06

Test of group differences: Q,(0) = -0.00, p =

Random-effects REML model





image20.jpeg
Parent mental health outcomes at follow up: 6 > to < 10 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
parent anxiety

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 3503 5.16 32 3672 5.97 -0.30[-0.79, 020] 1755
Creswell et al., 2015 45 71 8.1 38 73 9 -0.02[-0.45, 0.40] 23.47
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 -0.14 [ -0.46, 0.18]
Testof 8 =6;: Q(1) = 0.68, p = 0.41

Testof 0= 0:2=-0.85,p = 0.39

parent depression

Loechneretal, 2021 50 11.96 898 50 13.92 7.99 -0.23[-062, 0.16] 2820
Fernando 2018 46 2137 10.77 25 2398 7.91 0.26[-0.75, 022] 18.36
Murnan 2018 25 2555 1672 19 215 14.92 025[-0.34, 0.84] 1242

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00

Testof 6, = 6: Q(2) = 2.12,p = 0.35
Testof 0= -1.01,p=031
Overall

Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(4) = 2.80, p = 0.59
Testof8=0:z=-132,p=019

Test of group differences: Qy(1) = 0.00, p = 0.99

Random-effects REML model
shown by subgroup

-0.44[-0.41, 0.13]

-0.44[-0.35, 0.07]




image21.jpeg
Parent mental health outcomes at follow up: 6 > to < 10 months

Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
parent depression }

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 14.67 145 32 1544 181 ——+ -0.46 [-0.96, 0.04] 17.33
Loechneretal, 2021 50 1196 898 50 1392 7.99  —fM— -0.23[-0.62, 0.16] 2827
Femando 2018 46 2137 1077 25 2398 7.91 0.26[-0.75, 0.22] 18.41
Creswelletal, 2015 45 102 8 38 10 96 002[-0.41, 0.45] 2353
Murnan 2018 25 2555 1672 19 215 14.92 0.25[-0.34, 0.84] 1245

Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(4) = 4.26, p = 0.37
Testof 8=0:z=-148,p=0.14

-0.16[-0.36, 0.05]

Overall -0.16[-0.36, 0.05]
.00%, H’ = 1.00

.37

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I =
Testof 6, = 6; Q(4) = 4.26, p =
Testof 0=0:2=-1.48,p=0.14

Test of group differences: Qy(0) = 0.00, p =

Random-effects REML model - Sensitivity analysis A
shown by subgroup




image22.jpeg
Treatment Control
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD

Hedges'sg  Weight
with 95% C (%)

parent anxiety

Creswelletal, 2015 33 45 53 32 7.3 103
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I’ = .%, H’ =

Test of 6, = 6: Q(0) =-0.00, p =

Testof 6=0:z=-137,p=047

parent depression
Murnan 2018 25 18.38 1662 19 19.27 11.13
o, H

Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I
Test of 6, = 6 Q(0) = 0.00, p
Testof6=0:2=-020,p=0.84

Overall
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 0.52, p = 0.47
Testof8=0:z=-119,p=0.23

Test of group differences: Qy(1) = 0.52, p = 0.47

Random-effects REML model

-0.34[-0.82, 0.14] 59.44
-0.34[-0.82, 0.14]

——————-0.06[-0.65, 0.53] 40.56
e 0,06 [ -0.65, 0.53]

—

-0.23[-0.60, 0.15]
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Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% Cl (%)

parent depression
Creswelletal, 2015 33 78 73 32 89 106 —f———  -0.12[-0.60, 0.36] 59.75

Murnan 2018 25 18.38 1662 19 19.27 1113 — @ -0.06[-0.65, 0.53] 40.25
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H’ = 1.00 ——— -0.10[-0.47, 0.28]
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 0.02, p = 0.88

Testof 0 =0:z=-0.51,p=0.61

Overall ——e— -0.10[-0.47, 0.28]
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.00, I” = 0.00%, H* = 1.00

Testof 6= 0; Q(1) = 0.02, p = 0.88

Testof 6=0:2=-0.51,p=061

Test of group differences: Qy(0) = 0.00, p =

Random-effects REML model
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Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight
Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)

parent anxiety

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 34 4.41 32 3547 511 ——— -0.30[-0.80, 0.19] 3165
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.00, I” = %, H* = e -0.30[-0.80, 0.19]

Test of 6, = 6: Q(0) =-0.00, p =

Testof6=0:2=-120,p=0.23

parent depression

Beach , 2008 95 1568 577 64 1801 577 —fl— -0.40[-0.72, 0.08] 4133
Murnan 2018 25 2043 1366 19 155 1171 ——— 038[-0.21, 0.97] 27.03

Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.24, I* = 80.63%, H = 5.16
Testof 6, = 0; Q(1) = 5.16, p = 0.02
Testof 6=0:2=-0.14,p=0.89

Overall
Heterogeneity: T = 0.10, I = 63.65%, H = 2.75
Testof 6, = 6;: Q(2) = 5.23, p = 0.07

Testof 8=0:z=-0.71,p=048

Test of group differences: Qy(1) = 0.29, p = 0.59

Random-effects REML model

e -0.05[-0.81, 0.70]

—~— 016 [-0.60, 0.28]
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Treatment Control Hedges'sg  Weight

Study N Mean SD N Mean SD with 95% CI (%)
parent depression

Giannakopoulos, 2021 30 123 147 32 1253 208 < —@—— -0.13[-0.62, 0.37] 3164
Beach , 2008 95 1568 577 64 1801 577 —fl— 0.40[-0.72, -0.08] 4157
Murnan 2018 25 2043 1366 19 155 11.71 —i— 0.38[-0.21, 0.97] 26.79
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.09, I = 62.51%, H® = 2.67 e -0.11[-0.54, 0.33]
Testof 6, = 6 Q(2) = 5.29, p = 0.07

Testof 0= 0:z=-0.48, p = 0.63

Overall R -0.11[-0.54, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 0.09, I” = 62.51%, H* = 2.67

Testof 6 =8 Q(2) = 5.29, p = 0.07

Testof =0:2=-0.48,p =063

Test of group differences: Q,(0) = 0.00, p =

Random-effects REML model




image26.emf
Test of residual homogeneity: Q_res = chi2(4) = 17.06    Prob > Q_res = 0.0019

                                                                                   

            _cons    -.2987172   .5014435    -0.60   0.551    -1.281528    .6840941

Totalnrofsessions     .0149361   .0391134     0.38   0.703    -.0617248     .091597

                   

               5     -.1215636   .5744909    -0.21   0.832    -1.247545    1.004418

               4     -.0269436   .4589253    -0.06   0.953    -.9264207    .8725334

               3      .5362975   .4512974     1.19   0.235    -.3482291    1.420824

             qual  

                   

         passive     -.2104793   .3303088    -0.64   0.524    -.8578727    .4369141

          control  

                                                                                   

         _meta_es   Coefficient  Std. err.      z    P>|z|     [95% conf. interval]

                                                                                   

                                                    Prob > chi2    =    0.7191

                                                    Wald chi2(5)   =      2.88

                                                       R-squared (%) =    0.00

                                                                  H2 =    3.91

                                                              I2 (%) =   74.45

                                                                tau2 =   .1538

Method: REML                                        Residual heterogeneity:

Random-effects meta-regression                      Number of obs  =        10

          Std. err.: _meta_se

        Effect size: _meta_es

  Effect-size label: Hedges's g


image27.emf
. 

Test of residual homogeneity: Q_res = chi2(4) = 38.45    Prob > Q_res = 0.0000

                                                                                   

            _cons    -.1629563   .7477151    -0.22   0.827    -1.628451    1.302538

Totalnrofsessions      .033456   .0597667     0.56   0.576    -.0836846    .1505965

                   

               5     -.7646383   .8661255    -0.88   0.377    -2.462213    .9329366

               4     -.5622674   .6717082    -0.84   0.403    -1.878791    .7542564

               3      .3279686   .6523312     0.50   0.615    -.9505771    1.606514

             qual  

                   

         passive     -.3913921   .4952378    -0.79   0.429     -1.36204    .5792561

          control  

                                                                                   

         _meta_es   Coefficient  Std. err.      z    P>|z|     [95% conf. interval]

                                                                                   

                                                    Prob > chi2    =    0.7027

                                                    Wald chi2(5)   =      2.98

                                                       R-squared (%) =    0.00

                                                                  H2 =    8.58

                                                              I2 (%) =   88.35

                                                                tau2 =     .41

Method: REML                                        Residual heterogeneity:

Random-effects meta-regression                      Number of obs  =        10

          Std. err.: _meta_se

        Effect size: _meta_es

  Effect-size label: Hedges's g


image28.emf
Test of residual homogeneity: Q_res = chi2(2) =  1.61    Prob > Q_res = 0.4465

                                                                                   

            _cons    -.3494671    .225087    -1.55   0.121    -.7906296    .0916954

Totalnrofsessions     .0028841    .018185     0.16   0.874    -.0327578    .0385259

                   

               5             0  (empty)

               4      .3955651    .230612     1.72   0.086    -.0564261    .8475563

             qual  

                   

         passive      .1334672   .2484973     0.54   0.591    -.3535785    .6205129

          control  

                                                                                   

         _meta_es   Coefficient  Std. err.      z    P>|z|     [95% conf. interval]

                                                                                   

                                                    Prob > chi2    =    0.2018

                                                    Wald chi2(3)   =      4.62

                                                       R-squared (%) =  100.00

                                                                  H2 =    1.00

                                                              I2 (%) =    0.00

                                                                tau2 = 1.6e-07

Method: REML                                        Residual heterogeneity:

Random-effects meta-regression                      Number of obs  =         6

          Std. err.: _meta_se

        Effect size: _meta_es

  Effect-size label: Hedges's g


image29.emf
Test of residual homogeneity: Q_res = chi2(3) = 28.33    Prob > Q_res = 0.0000

                                                                                   

            _cons    -.0450566   .8409572    -0.05   0.957    -1.693302    1.603189

Totalnrofsessions     .0252063    .067336     0.37   0.708    -.1067699    .1571825

                   

               5     -.8165403   .9328059    -0.88   0.381    -2.644806    1.011726

               4      -.560804   .7190341    -0.78   0.435    -1.970085    .8484769

               3      .1632369    .750018     0.22   0.828    -1.306771    1.633245

             qual  

                   

         passive     -.4876758   .5617042    -0.87   0.385    -1.588596    .6132441

          control  

                                                                                   

         _meta_es   Coefficient  Std. err.      z    P>|z|     [95% conf. interval]

                                                                                   

                                                    Prob > chi2    =    0.8436

                                                    Wald chi2(5)   =      2.04

                                                       R-squared (%) =    0.00

                                                                  H2 =    9.40

                                                              I2 (%) =   89.37

                                                                tau2 =   .4781

Method: REML                                        Residual heterogeneity:

Random-effects meta-regression                      Number of obs  =         9

          Std. err.: _meta_se

        Effect size: _meta_es

  Effect-size label: Hedges's g


image30.emf
. sum Totalnrofsessions

Test of residual homogeneity: Q_res = chi2(1) =  0.01    Prob > Q_res = 0.9335

                                                                                   

            _cons     .1000564   .2990772     0.33   0.738    -.4861241    .6862369

Totalnrofsessions            0  (omitted)

                   

               4     -.1233046    .370258    -0.33   0.739    -.8489969    .6023877

               3     -.0905773   .4874655    -0.19   0.853    -1.045992    .8648374

               2      -.598059   .3291824    -1.82   0.069    -1.243245    .0471267

             qual  

                   

         passive     -.2383135   .3294314    -0.72   0.469    -.8839872    .4073602

          control  

                                                                                   

         _meta_es   Coefficient  Std. err.      z    P>|z|     [95% conf. interval]

                                                                                   

                                                    Prob > chi2    =    0.2326

                                                    Wald chi2(4)   =      5.58

                                                       R-squared (%) =  100.00

                                                                  H2 =    1.00

                                                              I2 (%) =    0.00

                                                                tau2 = 1.4e-09

Method: REML                                        Residual heterogeneity:

Random-effects meta-regression                      Number of obs  =         6

          Std. err.: _meta_se

        Effect size: _meta_es

  Effect-size label: Hedges's g
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Galbraith plot for child internalising levels reported by child at irst follow-up

—
g
<
K
20
3
£
2
s
@ " .
o 2 ) 6
Precision (1/se))
L eswol ©  Studes
Regression line No effect
so; estimated o

Galbraith plot suggests two influential studies





image35.png
Galbraith plot child internalising levels reported by child at second follow-up
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Galbraith plot for child intemalising levels reported by parents at second follow-up.
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image1.emf
# ▲ Searches Results

1 adolescent/ or child/ or child, preschool/  3070569

2 (offspring or child* or schoolchild* or preschooler? or pre-schooler? or boys or girls or toddler? or teen* or 

adolescen* or young people or young men or young women or young male? or young female? or youth? or 

youngster?).ti,ab,kw. 

1824106

3 1 or 2  3695338

4 exp Parents/  116519

5 (parent? or parental or mother? or mum? or mom? or maternal or father* or dad? or paternal).ti.  201019

6 4 or 5  256981

7 mental disorders/ or exp anxiety disorders/ or exp "bipolar and related disorders"/ or exp mood disorders/ 

or exp "schizophrenia spectrum and other psychotic disorders"/ or exp substance-related disorders/ or 

exp "trauma and stressor related disorders"/ 

763934

8 ((mental* or psychiatr* or psycholog* or emotional or personality or mood) adj2 (health or disorder? or 

ill* or distress or stress)).ti. 

120124

9 (anxiety or depress* or psychos?s or psychotic or schizophren* or bipolar or posttraumatic stress or post-

traumatic stress or ptsd).ti. 

341242

10 (((substance or alcohol or drug) adj2 (disorder? or dependence or misuse* or abuse* or use* or addict*)) 

or alcoholi*).ti. 

110206

11 7 or 8 or 9 or 10  982513

12 6 and 11  25502

13 ((parent? or parental or mother? or mum? or mom? or maternal or father* or dad? or paternal?) adj5 

(mental* or psychiatr* or anxiety or depress* or psychos?s or psychotic or schizophren* or bipolar or 

posttraumatic stress or post-traumatic stress or ptsd)).ti,ab,kw. 

27431

14 ((parent? or parental or mother? or mum? or mom? or maternal or father* or dad? or paternal) adj5 

(psychological health or psychological stress or psychological distress or emotional health or emotional 

stress or emotional distress or personality disorder?)).ti,ab,kw. 

1959

15 ((parent? or parental or mother? or mum? or mom? or maternal or father* or dad? or paternal) adj5 

(substance* or alcohol* or drug*)).ti,ab,kw. 

19893

16 12 or 13 or 14 or 15  57483

17 Family Therapy/  8895

18 Psychotherapy, Group/ and Family/  397

19 ((famil* or multigeneration* or multi-generation*) adj5 (therap* or psychotherap* or psychoeducat* or 

counsel* or intervention? or program* or approach* or process* or prevention or preventive or educat* or 

training)).ti,ab,kw. 

79135

20 ((famil* or multigeneration* or multi-generation*) and group* and (therap* or psychotherap* or 

psychoeducat* or counsel* or intervention? or program* or approach* or process* or prevention or 

preventive or educat* or training)).ti,ab,kw. 

90448

21 (family centred or family centered or family based or family focused or family orient*).ti,ab,kw.  14001

22 (("whole famil*" or multifamil* or multi-famil* or multigeneration* or multi-generation*) and (therap* or 

psychotherap* or psychoeducat* or counsel* or intervention? or program* or approach* or process* or 

prevention or preventive or educat* or training)).ti,ab,kw. 

2195

23 (parenting adj3 (therap* or psychotherap* or psychoeducat* or counsel* or intervention? or program* or 

approach* or process* or educat* or training)).ti,ab,kw. 

3216

24 17 or 18 or 19 or 20 or 21 or 22 or 23  165922

25 3 and 16 and 24  4677

26 (randomized controlled trial or controlled clinical trial).pt. or randomized.ab. or randomised.ab. or 

placebo.ab. or randomly.ab. or trial.ab. or groups.ab. or (single arm or pilot or feasibility or pre-post or 

preintervention or pre-intervention or postintervention or post-intervention or "before and after" or 

((before or after) adj2 intervention)).mp. 

3647346

27 exp animals/ not humans.sh.  4780931

28 26 not 27  3140815

29 25 and 28  2069


