Additional File 8 – Sensitivity analyses for highest and lowest ICCs and analyses using fixed effects models

Sensitivity analyses – ICC 

Additional Figure 8.1 short term alcohol use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.2 short term alcohol use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.3 long term alcohol use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.4 long term alcohol use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.5 short term heavy alcohol use (binge drinking) outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.6 short term heavy alcohol use (binge drinking) outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.7 long term heavy alcohol use (binge drinking) outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.8 long term heavy alcohol use (binge drinking) outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.9 short term tobacco use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.10 short term tobacco use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.11 long term tobacco use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.12 long term tobacco use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.13 short term illicit drug use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.14 short term illicit drug use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.15 long term illicit drug use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.16 long term illicit drug use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.17 long term cannabis use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.18 long term cannabis use outcome with highest reported ICC

[image: Chart, box and whisker chart

Description automatically generated]


Additional Figure 8.19 short term cannabis use outcome with lowest reported ICC
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Additional Figure 8.20 short term cannabis use outcome with highest reported ICC
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Sensitivity analyses – fixed effects models 

Additional Figure 8.21 short term alcohol use outcome with fixed effects model
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Additional Figure 8.22: Short term heavy alcohol use (binge drinking) outcome with fixed effects model
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Additional Figure 8.23 short term tobacco use outcome with fixed effects model
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Additional Figure 8.24 short term cannabis use outcome with fixed effects model
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Additional Figure 8.25: Short term illicit drug use outcome with fixed effects model
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Additional File 8 – sensitivity analyses forest plots
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years
Comparison: 1 Alcohol
Outcome: 1 Alcohol Use (short-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
1 Individual Targeted
D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.45 (0.04) - 100.0% 1.57 [1.45; 1.71]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =11.02 (p < 0.01)
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.50 (0.03) = 49.6% 0.60 [0.57; 0.64]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.22 (0.01) [ | 50.4% 0.80[0.79; 0.82]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 i 100.0% 0.70 [0.53; 0.92]
Heterogeneity: 1? = 99%, t° = 0.0388, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.58 (p = 0.01)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.90 (0.07) -.— 100.0% 0.41[0.35; 0.47]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-12.48 (p < 0.01)
4 Family Universal
Bauman 2002 531 604 -0.22 (0.16) — 40.7% 0.80[0.59; 1.10]
Schinke 2009 434 430 -0.48 (0.01) [ ] 59.3% 0.62 [0.61; 0.63]
Subtotal (95% CI) 965 1034 i 100.0% 0.67 [0.53; 0.85]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 62%, t° = 0.0206, p = 0.11
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-3.32 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.29 (0.04) 5 34.3% 0.75[0.69; 0.82]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.06 (0.21) —s— 19.8% 0.94 [0.62; 1.42]
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.83 (0.15) —— 25.4% 0.44 [0.33; 0.58]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.11 (0.20) —s— 20.5% 0.90 [0.60; 1.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 i 100.0% 0.71 [0.52; 0.96]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 80%, t° = 0.0714, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.21 (p = 0.03)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 579 526 0.26 (0.13) —— 9.1% 1.30[1.02; 1.67]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 -0.01 (0.28) 4.9% 0.99[0.57; 1.71]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.15 (0.17) — 7.8% 1.16 [0.83; 1.61]
Ellickson 2003 828 278 -0.18 (0.14) —— 8.7% 0.83[0.63; 1.10]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.00 (0.17) —— 7.7% 1.00 [0.71; 1.40]
D'Amico 2012 4764 4764 -0.32 (0.45) + 2.6% 0.73[0.30; 1.75]
Midford 2014 1161 585 -0.14 (0.10) —= 9.9% 0.87 [0.71; 1.06]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.12 (0.10) = 9.9% 1.13[0.92; 1.39]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.37 (0.13) — 8.9% 0.69 [0.53; 0.90]
Sanchez 2017 2091 2091 -0.22 (0.15) —— 8.3% 0.80 [0.59; 1.08]
White 2017 391 342 0.20 (0.22) S 6.2% 1.22[0.79; 1.89]
Guo 2015 845 830 -0.02 (0.25) . E— 5.5% 0.98 [0.59; 1.61]
Weichold 2012 82 23 0.23 (0.44) 2.6% 1.26 [0.53; 3.00]
Hernandez-Serrano 2013 391 89 -0.41 (0.27) * 5.1% 0.67 [0.39; 1.13]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.05 (0.42) + 2.8% 0.95[0.42; 2.17]
Subtotal (95% CI) 17813 13990 <> 100.0% 0.96 [0.85; 1.07]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 38%, t° = 0.0177, p = 0.07
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.76 (p = 0.45)
7 Combination Targeted
Elder 2002 328 258 0.33 (0.32) - 100.0% 1.39[0.74; 2.61]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 1.03 (p = 0.30)
8 Combination Universal
Roberts 2011 1161 533 -0.09 (0.12) — 100.0% 0.92 [0.73; 1.15]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.77 (p = 0.44)
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Heterogeneity: 1? = 97%, t° = 0.0556, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =301.76,df =7 (p < 0.01)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years
Comparison: 1 Alcohol
Outcome: 1 Alcohol Use (short-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
1 Individual Targeted
D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.45 (0.04) - 100.0% 1.57 [1.45; 1.71]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =11.02 (p < 0.01)
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.50 (0.03) [ 49.6% 0.60[0.57; 0.64]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.22 (0.01) 50.4% 0.80[0.79; 0.82]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 i 100.0% 0.70 [0.53; 0.92]
Heterogeneity: 1? = 99%, t° = 0.0388, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.58 (p = 0.01)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.90 (0.07) -.- 100.0% 0.41[0.35; 0.47]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-12.48 (p < 0.01)
4 Family Universal
Bauman 2002 531 604 -0.22 (0.16) —— 40.5% 0.80[0.59; 1.10]
Schinke 2009 434 430 -0.48 (0.01) [ | 59.5% 0.62[0.61; 0.63]
Subtotal (95% CI) 965 1034 o 100.0% 0.67 [0.53; 0.85]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 62%, t° = 0.0206, p = 0.11
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-3.32 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.29 (0.04) 37.4% 0.75[0.69; 0.82]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.06 (0.29) — s 14.9% 0.94 [0.53; 1.68]
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.83 (0.15) — 27.5% 0.44 [0.33; 0.58]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.11 (0.22) — 20.2% 0.90 [0.58; 1.39]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 i 100.0% 0.70 [0.50; 0.97]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 78%, t° = 0.0782, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.17 (p = 0.03)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 579 526 0.26 (0.19) — 8.8% 1.30[0.89; 1.90]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 -0.01 (0.28) —_— 6.1% 0.99 [0.57; 1.71]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.15 (0.17) - 9.7% 1.16 [0.83; 1.61]
Ellickson 2003 828 278 -0.18 (0.25) —— 7.0% 0.83[0.51; 1.35]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.00 (0.17) — 9.7% 1.00[0.71; 1.40]
D'Amico 2012 4764 4764 -0.32 (0.45) 3.2% 0.73[0.30; 1.75]
Midford 2014 1161 585 -0.14 (0.10) 12.5% 0.87 [0.71; 1.06]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.12 (0.20) B 8.4% 1.13[0.76; 1.69]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.37 (0.21) ——] 8.2% 0.69 [0.46; 1.05]
Sanchez 2017 2091 2091 -0.22 (0.15) —— 10.4% 0.80 [0.59; 1.08]
White 2017 391 342 0.20 (0.32) 51% 1.22 [0.65; 2.30]
Guo 2015 845 830 -0.02 (0.45) 3.2% 0.98 [0.41; 2.34]
Weichold 2012 82 23 0.23 (0.57) 2.1% 1.26 [0.41; 3.90]
Hernandez-Serrano 2013 391 89 -0.41 (0.52) + 2.5% 0.67 [0.24; 1.84]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.05 (0.46) 3.0% 0.95[0.38; 2.37]
Subtotal (95% CI) 17813 13990 100.0% 0.94 [0.85; 1.05]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p =0.69
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.07 (p = 0.28)
7 Combination Targeted
Elder 2002 328 258 0.33 (0.44) - 100.0% 1.39[0.59; 3.29]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.75 (p = 0.45)
8 Combination Universal
Roberts 2011 1161 533 -0.09 (0.18) —.— 100.0% 0.92 [0.65; 1.29]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.50 (p = 0.61)
[ I I
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Heterogeneity: 1? = 97%, t° = 0.0545, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =301.42,df=7 (p <0.01)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 1 Alcohol

Outcome: 2 Alcohol Use (long-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted

Fang 2010 50 43 -0.05 (0.08) 100.0% 0.96 [0.82; 1.11]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.57 (p = 0.57)
4 Family Universal

Schinke 2009 415 413 -0.54 (0.01) - 100.0% 0.58 [0.57; 0.59]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-60.69 (p = 0)
5 School Targeted

Sussman 1998 493 232 -0.06 (0.17) —— 50.9% 0.95[0.68; 1.31]

Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.15 (0.19) —— 49.1% 0.86 [0.59; 1.25]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 el 100.0% 0.91 [0.71; 1.16]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.71
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.78 (p = 0.44)
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 2786 2710 -0.17 (0.08) —— 20.2% 0.84 [0.72; 0.99]

St Pierre 2005 1100 550 0.09 (0.14) —r— 18.8% 1.10[0.83; 1.45]

Sloboda 2009 10028 7292 0.15 (0.04) = 20.7% 1.17 [1.09; 1.25]

Botvin 1995 515 124 0.67 (0.41) = 11.0% 1.96 [0.88; 4.36]

Sanchez 2017 1815 1815 0.01 (0.13) — 19.0% 1.01[0.78; 1.31]

Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.44 (0.44) = 10.2% 0.64 [0.27; 1.53]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16326 12514 N 100.0% 1.03 [0.86; 1.24]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 72%, t° = 0.0286, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.36 (p = 0.72)
7 Combination Targeted

Elder 2002 301 236 0.34 (0.39) - 100.0% 1.40 [0.66; 2.99]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.87 (p = 0.38)
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Heterogeneity: 1> = 98%, t° = 0.1856, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =92.12,df=4 (p <0.01)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 1 Alcohol

Outcome: 2 Alcohol Use (long-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted

Fang 2010 50 43 -0.05 (0.08) 100.0% 0.96 [0.82; 1.11]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.57 (p = 0.57)
4 Family Universal

Schinke 2009 415 413 -0.54 (0.01) - 100.0% 0.58 [0.57; 0.59]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-60.69 (p = 0)
5 School Targeted

Sussman 1998 493 232 -0.06 (0.17) —— 55.6% 0.95[0.68; 1.31]

Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.15 (0.27) —— 44 4% 0.86 [0.51; 1.46]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 - 100.0% 0.92 [0.70; 1.22]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.76
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.58 (p = 0.56)
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 2786 2710 -0.17 (0.10) — 24.5% 0.84 [0.70; 1.02]

St Pierre 2005 1100 550 0.09 (0.34) — 14.9% 1.10[0.57; 2.12]

Sloboda 2009 10028 7292 0.15 (0.07) - 25.3% 1.17 [1.03; 1.33]

Botvin 1995 515 124 0.67 (0.92) * 3.9% 1.96 [0.32; 11.94]

Sanchez 2017 1815 1815 0.01 (0.13) —— 23.3% 1.01[0.78; 1.31]

Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.44 (0.58) = 8.1% 0.64 [0.21; 1.98]
Subtotal (95% CI) 16326 12514 . 100.0% 1.01 [0.85; 1.20]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 43%, t° = 0.0163, p = 0.12
Test for effect in subgroup: z =0.13 (p = 0.90)
7 Combination Targeted

Elder 2002 301 236 0.34 (0.52) - 100.0% 1.40[0.51; 3.87]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.65 (p = 0.52)
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Heterogeneity: 12 = 95%, t° = 0.1510, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =89.22, df =4 (p <0.01)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 2 Binge drinking

Outcome: 1 Drunkenness or Excess Drinking (short-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
1 Individual Targeted

D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.25 (0.30) —— 100.0% 1.29[0.71; 2.33]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.84 (p = 0.40)
2 Individual Universal

Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.31 (0.01) 100.0% 0.73[0.72; 0.75]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-33.70 (p < 0.01)
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 3145 3112 -0.49 (0.18) —— 19.8% 0.61[0.43; 0.87]

D'Amico 2012 4764 4764 -0.32 (0.61) 5.1% 0.73[0.22; 2.38]

Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.23 (0.13) — 23.0% 1.26 [0.98; 1.64]

Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.34 (0.16) —8— 21.3% 0.71[0.52; 0.97]

Sanchez 2017 2060 2060 -0.22 (0.18) —s 20.2% 0.80[0.57; 1.13]

Hernandez-Serrano 2013 391 89 -1.73(0.36) ——=—— 10.6% 0.18 [0.09; 0.36]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12800 11107 i 100.0% 0.66 [0.43; 1.00]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 84%, t° = 0.2102, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.94 (p = 0.05)
8 Combination Universal

Skarstrand 2013 320 188 -0.07 (0.69) - 100.0% 0.93 [0.24; 3.58]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.11 (p = 0.92)

[ I I I I 1
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Heterogeneity: 1> = 78%, t° = 0.0810, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =3.84,df=3 (p = 0.28)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 2 Binge drinking

Outcome: 1 Drunkenness or Excess Drinking (short-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
1 Individual Targeted

D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.25 (0.30) —-.— 100.0% 1.29[0.71; 2.33]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.84 (p = 0.40)
2 Individual Universal

Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.31 (0.01) - 100.0% 0.73[0.72; 0.75]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-33.70 (p < 0.01)
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 3145 3112 -0.49 (0.18) —— 21.8% 0.61[0.43; 0.87]

D'Amico 2012 4764 4764 -0.32 (0.61) * 4.2% 0.73[0.22; 2.38]

Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.23 (0.15) T 25.5% 1.26 [0.95; 1.69]

Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.34 (0.17) —— 22.8% 0.71[0.51; 1.00]

Sanchez 2017 2060 2060 -0.22 (0.18) —= 22.4% 0.80[0.57; 1.13]

Hernandez-Serrano 2013 391 89 -1.73 (0.70) + 3.3% 0.18 [0.05; 0.70]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12800 11107 - 100.0% 0.75 [0.54; 1.06]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 70%, t° = 0.1061, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.64 (p = 0.10)
8 Combination Universal

Skarstrand 2013 320 188 -0.07 (0.69) - 100.0% 0.93 [0.24; 3.58]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.11 (p = 0.92)
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Heterogeneity: 1> = 65%, t° = 0.0463, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =3.62,df=3 (p = 0.30)
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Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years
Comparison: 2 Binge drinking
Outcome: 2 Drunkenness or Excess Drinking (long-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 2747 2662 -0.52 (0.15) —— 49.9% 0.59 [0.44; 0.80]

Sanchez 2017 2060 2060 -0.01 (0.15) i 50.1% 0.99[0.74; 1.33]

Subtotal (95% CI) 4807 4722 100.0% 0.77 [0.47; 1.27]

Heterogeneity: 1> = 82%, t° = 0.1075, p = 0.02
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.04 (p = 0.30)

8 Combination Universal
Skarstrand 2013 283 164 0.48 (0.27) - 100.0% 1.61[0.94; 2.76]

Test for effect in subgroup: z = 1.73 (p = 0.08)

L, 5 04 05 2 3
Heterogeneity: I” = 83%, " = 0.1628, p < 0.01
Test for subgroup differences: xf =3.90,df=1 (p = 0.05)
Favours Intervention Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years
Comparison: 2 Binge drinking
Outcome: 2 Drunkenness or Excess Drinking (long-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 2747 2662 -0.52 (0.15) —— 49.9% 0.59 [0.44; 0.80]

Sanchez 2017 2060 2060 -0.01 (0.15) i 50.1% 0.99[0.74; 1.33]

Subtotal (95% CI) 4807 4722 100.0% 0.77 [0.47; 1.27]

Heterogeneity: 1> = 82%, t° = 0.1075, p = 0.02
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.04 (p = 0.30)

8 Combination Universal
Skarstrand 2013 283 164 0.48 (0.27) - 100.0% 1.61[0.94; 2.76]

Test for effect in subgroup: z = 1.73 (p = 0.08)

04 05 2 3
Heterogeneity: 1° = 83%, t° = 0.1628, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xf =3.90,df=1 (p = 0.05)
Favours Intervention Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 3 Tobacco

Outcome: 1 Tobacco Use (short-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 0.06 (0.03) [ ] 49.6% 1.06 [1.00; 1.13]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.36 (0.01) [ ] 50.4% 0.69 [0.68; 0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 o 100.0% 0.86 [0.57; 1.30]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 99%, t° = 0.0903, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.72 (p = 0.47)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.69 (0.36) —.— 100.0% 0.50 [0.25; 1.01]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.93 (p = 0.05)
4 Family Universal
Bauman 2002 531 604 -0.28 (0.12) -.- 100.0% 0.76 [0.60; 0.95]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.36 (p = 0.02)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.31 (0.05) [ 37.4% 0.73[0.67; 0.80]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.31 (0.21) —s 22.2% 0.73[0.48; 1.10]
Sussman 1998 756 318 0.28 (0.27) T 17.3% 1.32[0.78; 2.26]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.16 (0.20) —— 23.1% 0.85[0.57; 1.26]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 N g 100.0% 0.80 [0.66; 0.99]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 41%, t° = 0.0184, p = 0.17
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.09 (p = 0.04)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 581 528 -0.17 (0.13) — - 11.4% 0.84 [0.65; 1.09]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 -0.16 (0.29) — 6.1% 0.85[0.48; 1.50]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.24 (0.26) —T 6.8% 1.27 [0.76; 2.12]
Ellickson 2003 828 277 -0.04 (0.15) —a— 10.7% 0.96 [0.71; 1.29]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.15 (0.21) B e 8.4% 1.16 [0.76; 1.76]
Midford 2014 1161 585 -0.34 (0.13) —— 11.3% 0.71[0.55; 0.93]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.51 (0.13) —— 11.4% 1.66 [1.28; 2.16]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.17 (0.14) — 11.2% 0.84 [0.65; 1.10]
Sanchez 2017 1992 2154 -0.36 (0.43) —_—— 3.6% 0.70[0.30; 1.62]
White 2017 391 342 0.16 (0.20) —TE— 8.9% 1.18 [0.80; 1.74]
Guo 2015 845 830 0.08 (0.28) — 6.3% 1.09 [0.62; 1.90]
Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.17 (0.44) . E— 3.5% 0.84 [0.35; 2.00]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.62 (1.31) 0.5% 0.54 [0.04; 6.97]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12561 9201 ) 4 100.0% 0.99 [0.84; 1.18]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 57%, t° = 0.0495, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.07 (p = 0.95)
7 Combination Targeted
Elder 2002 328 257 -0.42 (0.44) —.—— 100.0% 0.66 [0.28; 1.57]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.95 (p = 0.34)
8 Combination Universal
Roberts 2011 1161 533 -0.26 (0.24) —_ 74.3% 0.77 [0.49; 1.23]
Skarstrand 2013 320 188 0.01 (0.52) I 25.7% 1.01[0.36; 2.82]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1481 721 100.0% 0.81 [0.53; 1.23]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.64
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.99 (p = 0.32)
[ I I I 1
0.03 0.13 0.5 2 4 8

Heterogeneity: 12 = 91%, t° = 0.0599, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xg =6.97,df=6 (p = 0.32)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 3 Tobacco

Outcome: 1 Tobacco Use (short-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 0.06 (0.03) [ ] 49.6% 1.06 [1.00; 1.13]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.36 (0.01) [ ] 50.4% 0.69[0.68; 0.71]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 o 100.0% 0.86 [0.57; 1.30]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 99%, t° = 0.0903, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.72 (p = 0.47)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.69 (0.36) —.— 100.0% 0.50 [0.25; 1.01]
54 50
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.93 (p = 0.05)
4 Family Universal
Bauman 2002 531 604 -0.28 (0.12) -.- 100.0% 0.76 [0.60; 0.95]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.36 (p = 0.02)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.31 (0.05) = 44.6% 0.73[0.67; 0.80]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.31 (0.37) — & 13.5% 0.73 [0.36; 1.49]
Sussman 1998 756 318 0.28 (0.27) —] & 19.7% 1.32[0.78; 2.26]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.16 (0.24) —&— 22.2% 0.85[0.53; 1.37]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 - 100.0% 0.83 [0.64; 1.06]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 39%, t° = 0.0269, p = 0.18
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.51 (p = 0.13)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 581 528 -0.17 (0.24) — 12.5% 0.84 [0.53; 1.35]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 -0.16 (0.29) — 10.0% 0.85[0.48; 1.50]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.24 (0.26) —T 11.3% 1.27 [0.76; 2.12]
Ellickson 2003 828 277 -0.04 (0.32) — 9.0% 0.96 [0.52; 1.78]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.15 (0.21) —TE— 14.0% 1.16 [0.76; 1.76]
Midford 2014 1161 585 -0.34 (0.33) — 8.6% 0.71[0.38; 1.36]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.51 (0.35) T 8.0% 1.66 [0.85; 3.28]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.17 (0.28) — 10.5% 0.84 [0.49; 1.46]
Sanchez 2017 1992 2154 -0.36 (0.43) e 5.9% 0.70[0.30; 1.62]
White 2017 391 342 0.16 (0.55) * 3.9% 1.18 [0.40; 3.46]
Guo 2015 845 830 0.08 (0.66) * 2.9% 1.09 [0.30; 3.94]
Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.17 (0.69) * 2.6% 0.84 [0.22; 3.26]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.62 (1.31) 0.8% 0.54 [0.04; 6.97]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12561 9201 <& 100.0% 0.99 [0.83; 1.18]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.87
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.14 (p = 0.89)
7 Combination Targeted
Elder 2002 328 257 -0.42 (0.74) - 100.0% 0.66 [0.15; 2.82]
100.0% 0.66 [0.15; 2.82]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.57 (p = 0.57)
8 Combination Universal
Roberts 2011 1161 533 -0.26 (0.46) —— 55.5% 0.77 [0.31; 1.89]
Skarstrand 2013 320 188 0.01 (0.52) : 44.5% 1.01[0.36; 2.82]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1481 721 100.0% 0.87 [0.44; 1.70]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.70
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.41 (p = 0.68)
I T T T 1
0.03 0.13 0.5 2 4 8

Heterogeneity: 1> = 89%, t° = 0.0550, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xg =5.98,df =6 (p = 0.43)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 3 Tobacco

Outcome: 2 Tobacco Use (long-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted

Fang 2010 50 43 -0.52 (0.38) - 100.0% 0.591[0.28; 1.25]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.38 (p = 0.17)
5 School Targeted

Sussman 1998 493 232 0.23 (0.28) = 41.7% 1.26 [0.73; 2.16]

Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.41 (0.19) —— 58.3% 0.66 [0.46; 0.96]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 e ————— 100.0% 0.88 [0.47; 1.65]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 73%, t° = 0.1501, p = 0.05
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.38 (p = 0.70)
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 2699 2637 -0.20 (0.07) —— 29.1% 0.82[0.72; 0.93]

St Pierre 2005 1100 550 0.03 (0.16) —— 22.6% 1.03 [0.75; 1.41]

Sloboda 2009 10028 7292 0.24 (0.04) = 30.1% 1.27 [1.17; 1.38]

Sanchez 2017 1767 1852 -0.06 (0.38) # 10.1% 0.94 [0.45; 1.98]

Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.26 (0.44) * 8.1% 0.77 [0.32; 1.83]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15676 12354 i 100.0% 0.99 [0.74; 1.33]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 88%, t° = 0.0711, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.04 (p = 0.97)
7 Combination Targeted

Elder 2002 300 235 -0.13 (0.51) - 100.0% 0.88[0.32; 2.39]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.26 (p = 0.80)
8 Combination Universal

Skarstrand 2013 283 164 0.12 (0.35) - 100.0% 1.13 [0.57; 2.25]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.35 (p = 0.73)

[ [ [
0.2 0.5 2

Heterogeneity: 1? = 79%, t° = 0.0693, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =1.94,df=4 (p =0.75)

Favours Intervention

Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 3 Tobacco

Outcome: 2 Tobacco Use (long-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted

Fang 2010 50 43 -0.52 (0.38) - 100.0% 0.59 [0.28; 1.25]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.38 (p = 0.17)
5 School Targeted

Sussman 1998 493 232 0.23 (0.28) . 57.1% 1.26 [0.73; 2.16]

Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.41 (0.33) = 42.9% 0.66 [0.35; 1.27]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 e —— 100.0% 0.94 [0.50; 1.75]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 55%, t° = 0.1126, p = 0.14
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.20 (p = 0.84)
6 School Universal

Faggiano 2008 2699 2637 -0.20 (0.12) — 39.9% 0.82[0.65; 1.03]

St Pierre 2005 1100 550 0.03 (0.52) 5.2% 1.03 [0.37; 2.84]

Sloboda 2009 10028 7292 0.24 (0.10) —— 42.9% 1.27 [1.04; 1.56]

Sanchez 2017 1767 1852 -0.06 (0.38) 9.0% 0.94 [0.45; 1.98]

Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.26 (0.69) 3.0% 0.77 [0.20; 2.99]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15676 12354 100.0% 1.01 [0.76; 1.34]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 52%, t° = 0.0420, p = 0.08
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.04 (p = 0.97)
7 Combination Targeted

Elder 2002 300 235 -0.13 (0.84) 100.0% 0.88 [0.17; 4.52]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.16 (p = 0.88)
8 Combination Universal

Skarstrand 2013 283 164 0.12 (0.35) 100.0% 1.13[0.57; 2.25]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.35 (p = 0.73)

[ I I 1
0.2 0.5 2 4

Heterogeneity: 1? = 29%, t° = 0.0245, p = 0.17

Test for subgroup differences: xi =1.94,df=4 (p =0.75)

Favours Intervention
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 6 Other lllicit Drug Use
Outcome: 1 Other lllicit Drug Use (short-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.70 (0.03) [ | 49.8% 0.50[0.47; 0.53]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.15 (0.01) n 50.2% 0.86 [0.84; 0.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 - 100.0% 0.65 [0.38; 1.12]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 100%, t° = 0.1496, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.55 (p = 0.12)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.56 (0.36) —.—- 100.0% 0.57 [0.28; 1.15]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.56 (p = 0.12)
5 School Targeted
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.25 (0.14) 1 56.0% 0.78 [0.59; 1.03]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.17 (0.25) 44.0% 0.84 [0.52; 1.37]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1162 453 L 4 100.0% 0.80 [0.63; 1.01]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.79
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.86 (p = 0.06)
6 School Universal
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.31 (0.22) T8 19.5% 1.37 [0.89; 2.10]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.14 (0.43) — 10.9% 1.15[0.49; 2.68]
Vogl 2014 570 403 -0.23 (0.79) I E— 4.6% 0.79[0.17; 3.75]
Vogl 2014 569 403 -0.16 (0.64) . E— 6.4% 0.85[0.24; 3.00]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.33 (0.17) 8 21.9% 0.72[0.52; 1.00]
Sanchez 2017 1994 2155 -0.36 (0.48) —T— 9.5% 0.70[0.27; 1.81]
Sanchez 2017 1994 2155 0.69 (1.50) 1.5% 2.00[0.11; 37.95]
White 2017 391 342 0.29 (0.26) - — 17.7% 1.34[0.81; 2.22]
Guo 2015 845 830 -2.16 (0.90) * 3.7% 0.12[0.02; 0.67]
Butzer 2017 110 91 1.44 (1.58) 1.3% 4.22[0.19; 94.09]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.15 (1.02) + 3.0% 0.86 [0.12; 6.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 11300 9939 <> 100.0% 0.96 [0.70; 1.31]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 32%, t° = 0.0715, p = 0.14
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.26 (p = 0.80)
8 Combination Universal
Skarstrand 2013 320 188 0.00 (0.58) —.— 100.0% 1.00[0.32; 3.13]

Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.00 (p = 1.00)

Heterogeneity: 1? = 95%, t° = 0.1300, p < 0.01
Test for subgroup differences: xi =2.83,df =4 (p =0.59)

[ I I I I I I ]
0.03 0.13 0.5 2 4 8 16 32
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 6 Other lllicit Drug Use

Outcome: 1 Other lllicit Drug Use (short-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.70 (0.03) [ | 49.8% 0.50[0.47; 0.53]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.15 (0.01) : 50.2% 0.86 [0.84; 0.88]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 100.0% 0.65[0.38; 1.12]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 100%, t° = 0.1496, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.55 (p = 0.12)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.56 (0.36) -l 100.0% 0.57 [0.28; 1.15]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.56 (p = 0.12)
5 School Targeted
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.25 (0.14) 60.9% 0.78 [0.59; 1.03]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.17 (0.32) 39.1% 0.84 [0.45; 1.59]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1162 453 100.0% 0.79 [0.61; 1.02]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.83
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.82 (p = 0.07)
6 School Universal
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.31 (0.22) L 23.1% 1.37[0.89; 2.10]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.14 (0.43) 13.0% 1.15[0.49; 2.68]
Vogl 2014 570 403 -0.23 (0.79) —— 5.4% 0.79[0.17; 3.75]
Vogl 2014 569 403 -0.16 (0.64) — 7.6% 0.85[0.24; 3.00]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.33 (0.41) —8— 13.9% 0.72[0.32; 1.60]
Sanchez 2017 1994 2155 -0.36 (0.48) — 11.3% 0.70[0.27; 1.81]
Sanchez 2017 1994 2155 0.69 (1.50) 1.7% 2.00[0.11; 37.99]
White 2017 391 342 0.29 (0.26) = 21.0% 1.34[0.81; 2.22]
Guo 2015 845 830 -2.16 (2.48) 0.7% 0.12 [0.00; 14.99]
Butzer 2017 110 91 1.44 (2.45) 0.7% 4.22[0.03; 517.18]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.15 (1.58) + 1.6% 0.86 [0.04; 18.91]
Subtotal (95% CI) 11300 9939 1 4 100.0% 1.14 [0.88; 1.48]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.88
Test for effect in subgroup: z =1.01 (p = 0.31)
8 Combination Universal
Skarstrand 2013 320 188 0.00 (0.58) — 100.0% 1.00[0.32; 3.13]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.00 (p = 1.00)
[ I I L
0.03 0.13 051 2 4 81632

Heterogeneity: 1? = 95%, t° = 0.1318, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =7.23,df=4 (p =0.12)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 6 Other lllicit Drug Use

Outcome: 2 Other lllicit Drug Use (long-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 50 43 -0.74 (0.38) - 100.0% 0.48 [0.23; 1.01]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.94 (p = 0.05)
5 School Targeted
Sussman 1998 493 232 -0.29 (0.16) —— 71.6% 0.75[0.55; 1.03]
Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.92 (0.30) i 28.4% 0.40[0.22; 0.72]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 —een—— 100.0% 0.58 [0.31; 1.06]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 71%, t° = 0.1428, p = 0.06
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.76 (p = 0.08)
6 School Universal
Sanchez 2017 1767 1856 -0.21 (0.26) —.— 100.0% 0.81[0.48; 1.36]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.80 (p = 0.42)
8 Combination Universal
Skarstrand 2013 283 164 -0.26 (0.46) - 100.0% 0.77 [0.31; 1.91]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.56 (p = 0.57)
[ I I I 1
0.125 0.25 0.5 2 4

Heterogeneity: 1° = 17%, t° = 0.0169, p = 0.30

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =1.63,df=3 (p = 0.65)

Favours Intervention

Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 6 Other lllicit Drug Use

Outcome: 2 Other lllicit Drug Use (long-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted

Fang 2010 50 43 -0.74 (0.38) _— 100.0% 0.48 [0.23; 1.01]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.94 (p = 0.05)
5 School Targeted

Sussman 1998 493 232 -0.29 (0.16) —.— 93.8% 0.75[0.55; 1.03]

Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.92 (0.63) - 6.2% 0.40[0.12; 1.37]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 - 100.0% 0.72 [0.53; 0.98]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.33
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.08 (p = 0.04)
6 School Universal

Sanchez 2017 1767 1856 -0.21 (0.26) —.—— 100.0% 0.81[0.48; 1.36]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.80 (p = 0.42)
8 Combination Universal

Skarstrand 2013 283 164 -0.26 (0.46) - 100.0% 0.77 [0.31; 1.91]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.56 (p = 0.57)

Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.68

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =1.38,df=3 (p =0.71)

0125 0.25 0.5
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 5 Cannabis use
Outcome: 2 Cannabis Use (long-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 50 43 -1.19 (0.39) - 100.0% 0.30[0.14; 0.65]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-3.08 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
Sussman 1998 493 232 -0.07 (0.29) 46.3% 0.93 [0.53; 1.66]
Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.08 (0.19) 53.7% 0.92 [0.63; 1.35]
Subtotal (95% CI) 877 424 100.0% 0.93 [0.68; 1.27]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.98
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.47 (p = 0.64)
6 School Universal*
St Pierre 2005 1100 550 0.24 (0.14) —E— 28.4% 1.27 [0.97; 1.65]
Sloboda 2009 10028 7292 -0.72 (0.05) = 30.1% 0.49 [0.44; 0.53]
Botvin 1995 515 124 -0.10 (0.29) — 23.1% 0.90 [0.51; 1.60]
Sanchez 2017 1764 1856 -0.30 (0.42) & 18.5% 0.74 [0.33; 1.67]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13407 9822 e 100.0% 0.80 [0.42; 1.50]

Heterogeneity: 1? = 94%, t° = 0.3545, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.71 (p = 0.48)

[ I I I ]
0.125 0.25 0.5 2 4

Heterogeneity: 1? = 90%, t° = 0.2714, p < 0.01
Test for subgroup differences: x; =7.13,df=2 (p =0.03)
Favours Intervention Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years
Comparison: 5 Cannabis use
Outcome: 2 Cannabis Use (long-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio

Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
3 Family Targeted

Fang 2010 50 43 -1.19 (0.39) —.— 100.0% 0.30[0.14; 0.65]

Test for effect in subgroup: z =-3.08 (p < 0.01)

5 School Targeted

Sussman 1998 493 232 -0.07 (0.29) 67.3% 0.93 [0.53; 1.66]
Sussman 2003 384 192 -0.08 (0.50) 32.7% 0.92 [0.35; 2.47]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 877 424 100.0% 0.93 [0.57; 1.53]

Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.99
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.28 (p = 0.78)

6 School Universal*

St Pierre 2005 1100 550 0.24 (0.70) = 10.9% 1.27 [0.32; 5.00]
Sloboda 2009 10028 7292 -0.72 (0.17) —=— 60.1% 0.49 [0.35; 0.68]
Botvin 1995 515 124 -0.10 (1.21) . 4.0% 0.90 [0.08; 9.68]
Sanchez 2017 1764 1856 -0.30 (0.42) = 25.0% 0.74 [0.33; 1.67]
Subtotal (95% CI) 13407 9822 - 100.0% 0.54 [0.40; 0.74]

Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p =045
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-3.95 (p < 0.01)

[ I I I ]
0125 0.25 0.5 2 4

Heterogeneity: 1° = 34%, t° = 0.0720, p = 0.17
Test for subgroup differences: x; =6.50,df =2 (p = 0.04)
Favours Intervention Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 5 Cannabis use

Outcome: 1 Cannabis Use (short-term, low ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
1 Individual Targeted
D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.22 (0.06) - 100.0% 1.24 [1.10; 1.41]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 3.47 (p < 0.01)
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.64 (0.03) [ ] 49.9% 0.53[0.50; 0.56]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 0.21 (0.01) [ | 50.1% 1.23[1.21; 1.25]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 ——eee N —— 100.0% 0.81 [0.35; 1.84]
Heterogeneity: 1? = 100%, t° = 0.3544, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.51 (p = 0.61)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.98 (0.36) - 100.0% 0.37[0.18; 0.76]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.71 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.35 (0.05) = 29.1% 0.70[0.64; 0.77]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.11 (0.21) — s 24.5% 0.90 [0.59; 1.36]
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.01 (0.28) —— 21.7% 0.99[0.58; 1.71]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.28 (0.20) — 24.7% 0.76 [0.51; 1.14]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 L 4 100.0% 0.72 [0.66; 0.78]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p =042
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-7.80 (p < 0.01)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 575 526 -0.10 (0.20) — 12.7% 0.91[0.61; 1.34]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 0.32 (0.26) T 11.5% 1.38 [0.83; 2.30]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 -0.05 (0.33) S EE— 10.0% 0.95[0.50; 1.82]
Ellickson 2003 828 279 -0.16 (0.18) — 13.1% 0.85[0.60; 1.21]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.20 (0.35) — T 9.6% 1.22 [0.61; 2.43]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.23 (0.17) T 13.2% 1.26 [0.90; 1.77]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.17 (0.14) — & 13.9% 0.85[0.65; 1.10]
Sanchez 2017 1998 2152 -0.36 (0.48) * 7.2% 0.70[0.27; 1.81]
White 2017 391 342 0.00 (0.55) 6.3% 1.00 [0.34; 2.93]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.15 (1.06) + 2.4% 0.86 [0.11; 6.87]
Subtotal (95% CI) 10473 7761 <@ 100.0% 0.98 [0.84; 1.13]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p =0.66
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.33 (p = 0.74)
I T T T T T T 1
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Heterogeneity: 1? = 98%, t° = 0.2177, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =60.70,df =4 (p < 0.01)

Favours Intervention

Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 5 Cannabis use

Outcome: 1 Cannabis Use (short-term, high ICC sensitivity)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Random[95%CI] IV,Random[95% ClI]
1 Individual Targeted L
D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.22 (0.06) 100.0% 1.24[1.10; 1.41]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 3.47 (p < 0.01)
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.64 (0.03) [ | 49.9% 0.53 [0.50; 0.56]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 0.21 (0.01) L 50.1% 1.23[1.21; 1.25]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 100.0% 0.81 [0.35; 1.84]
Heterogeneity: 1? = 100%, t° = 0.3544, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-0.51 (p = 0.61)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.98 (0.36) —_— 100.0% 0.37[0.18; 0.76]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.71 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.35 (0.05) = 34.2% 0.70[0.64; 0.77]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.11 (0.53) 15.5% 0.90[0.32; 2.55]
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.01 (0.28) T 25.9% 0.99[0.58; 1.71]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.28 (0.31) —— 24.5% 0.76 [0.42; 1.39]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 ¢ 100.0% 0.71 [0.65; 0.77]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p =0.63
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-7.79 (p < 0.01)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 575 526 -0.10 (0.54) I E— 8.9% 0.91[0.32; 2.59]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 0.32 (0.26) T 15.5% 1.38[0.83; 2.30]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 -0.05 (0.33) —&— 13.6% 0.95[0.50; 1.82]
Ellickson 2003 828 279 -0.16 (0.57) —_— 8.2% 0.85[0.28; 2.62]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.20 (0.35) —TE 13.0% 1.22[0.61; 2.43]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.23 (0.24) T — 15.9% 1.26 [0.78; 2.04]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.17 (0.42) —— 11.3% 0.85[0.37; 1.93]
Sanchez 2017 1998 2152 -0.36 (0.48) — 9.9% 0.70[0.27; 1.81]
White 2017 391 342 0.00 (2.39) 0.8% 1.00[0.01; 108.82]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.15 (1.17) + 2.9% 0.86 [0.09; 8.54]
Subtotal (95% CI) 10473 7761 <> 100.0% 1.10 [0.87; 1.40]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.96
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.80 (p = 0.43)
I I I I I 1
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Heterogeneity: 1° = 98%, t° = 0.2314, p < 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =62.73,df =4 (p <0.01)
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 1 Alcohol
Outcome: 1 Alcohol Use (short-term)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Fixed[95%CI] IV,Fixed[95% CI]
1 Individual Targeted
D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.45 (0.27) -—.— 100.0% 1.57 [0.92; 2.69]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 1.66 (p = 0.10)
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.50 (0.24) —8— 22.9% 0.60 [0.38; 0.96]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.22 (0.13) —.— 771% 0.80[0.62; 1.03]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 . 100.0% 0.75 [0.60; 0.94]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 7%, > = 0.0029, p = 0.30
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.53 (p = 0.01)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.90 (0.36) - 100.0% 0.41[0.20; 0.83]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-2.49 (p = 0.01)
4 Family Universal
Bauman 2002 531 604 -0.22 (0.16) — 37.6% 0.80[0.59; 1.10]
Schinke 2009 434 430 -0.48 (0.12) —8— 62.4% 0.62[0.49; 0.79]
Subtotal (95% CI) 965 1034 - 100.0% 0.68 [0.56; 0.83]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 39%, t° = 0.0129, p = 0.20
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -3.87 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.29 (0.29) — 11.7% 0.75[0.43; 1.31]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.06 (0.20) 23.6% 0.94 [0.63; 1.40]
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.08 (0.15) T 43.0% 0.92 [0.69; 1.23]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.11 (0.21) —&— 21.7% 0.90 [0.59; 1.35]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 - 100.0% 0.90 [0.74; 1.09]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.92
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.10 (p = 0.27)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 579 526 0.26 (0.16) T 9.2% 1.30[0.96; 1.77]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 -0.01 (0.28) —_— 2.9% 0.99 [0.57; 1.71]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.15 (0.17) - 7.8% 1.16 [0.83; 1.61]
Ellickson 2003 828 278 -0.18 (0.19) — 6.3% 0.83[0.58; 1.21]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.00 (0.17) —— 7.6% 1.00[0.71; 1.40]
D'Amico 2012 4764 4764 -0.32 (0.17) —— 7.8% 0.73[0.52; 1.01]
Midford 2014 1161 585 -0.14 (0.10) —& 21.2% 0.87 [0.71; 1.06]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.12 (0.14) —TE— 10.9% 1.13[0.85; 1.50]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.37 (0.16) — 8.5% 0.69 [0.51; 0.95]
Sanchez 2017 2091 2091 -0.22 (0.15) — 9.4% 0.80 [0.59; 1.08]
White 2017 391 342 0.20 (0.30) I B — 2.5% 1.22 [0.68; 2.20]
Guo 2015 845 830 -0.02 (0.33) D E— 2.1% 0.98 [0.52; 1.85]
Weichold 2012 82 23 0.23 (0.49) 0.9% 1.26 [0.49; 3.28]
Hernandez-Serrano 2013 391 89 -0.41 (0.37) 1.7% 0.67 [0.33; 1.36]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.05 (0.45) + 1.1% 0.95[0.39; 2.32]
Subtotal (95% CI) 17813 13990 < 100.0% 0.93 [0.85; 1.02]
Heterogeneity: 1° = 20%, t° = 0.0090, p = 0.23
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.48 (p = 0.14)
7 Combination Targeted
Elder 2002 328 258 0.33 (0.36) - 100.0% 1.39[0.68; 2.83]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.91 (p = 0.36)
8 Combination Universal
Roberts 2011 1161 533 -0.09 (0.14) —.— 100.0% 0.92[0.70; 1.20]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.65 (p = 0.52)
I T T
0.2 0.5 2

Heterogeneity: 1° = 37%, t° = 0.0203, p = 0.03

Test for subgroup differences: x§ =20.81,df=7 (p <0.01)
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Favours Control
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Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 3 Tobacco
Outcome: 1 Tobacco Use (short-term)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Fixed[95%CI] IV,Fixed[95% CI]
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 0.06 (0.24) — 23.1% 1.06 [0.67; 1.69]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.36 (0.13) -.- 76.9% 0.69 [0.54; 0.90]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 <> 100.0% 0.77 [0.61; 0.96]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 60%, t° = 0.0546, p = 0.11
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.34 (p = 0.02)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.69 (0.36) —.— 100.0% 0.50 [0.25; 1.01]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.93 (p = 0.05)
4 Family Universal
Bauman 2002 531 604 -0.28 (0.12) -.- 100.0% 0.76 [0.60; 0.95]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.36 (p = 0.02)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.31 (0.29) — 17.7% 0.73[0.42; 1.28]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.31 (0.20) — 35.7% 0.73[0.49; 1.08]
Sussman 1998 756 318 0.28 (0.27) —] & 19.5% 1.32[0.78; 2.26]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.16 (0.23) — 27.1% 0.85[0.54; 1.33]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 S g 100.0% 0.85 [0.68; 1.08]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 14%, t° = 0.0098, p = 0.32
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.31 (p = 0.19)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 581 528 -0.17 (0.21) — 15.6% 0.84 [0.56; 1.27]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 -0.16 (0.29) — 8.2% 0.85[0.48; 1.50]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.24 (0.26) —T 10.1% 1.27 [0.76; 2.12]
Ellickson 2003 828 277 -0.04 (0.28) — 9.2% 0.96 [0.56; 1.64]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.15 (0.21) — 15.4% 1.16 [0.76; 1.76]
Midford 2014 1161 585 -0.34 (0.28) — 8.7% 0.71[0.41; 1.24]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.51 (0.30) T 8.0% 1.66 [0.93; 2.97]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.17 (0.23) — 13.0% 0.84 [0.54; 1.33]
Sanchez 2017 1992 2154 -0.36 (0.43) — ] 3.8% 0.70[0.30; 1.62]
White 2017 391 342 0.16 (0.47) A 3.2% 1.18 [0.47; 2.95]
Guo 2015 845 830 0.08 (0.53) 2.4% 1.09 [0.38; 3.09]
Weichold 2012 82 23 -0.17 (0.60) + 1.9% 0.84 [0.26; 2.72]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.62 (1.31) 0.4% 0.54 [0.04; 6.97]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12561 9201 <& 100.0% 0.98 [0.83; 1.15]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.76
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.24 (p = 0.81)
7 Combination Targeted
Elder 2002 328 257 -0.42 (0.64) - 100.0% 0.66 [0.19; 2.28]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.66 (p = 0.51)
8 Combination Universal
Roberts 2011 1161 533 -0.26 (0.40) — 63.0% 0.77 [0.35; 1.70]
Skarstrand 2013 320 188 0.01 (0.52) : 37.0% 1.01[0.36; 2.82]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1481 721 100.0% 0.85 [0.46; 1.59]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p=0.68
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -0.50 (p = 0.62)
I T T T T 1
0.03 0.13 0.5 2 4 8

Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p =055

Test for subgroup differences: xg =7.06,df=6 (p =0.31)
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Favours Control




image23.tiff
Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years
Comparison: 5 Cannabis use
Outcome: 1 Cannabis Use (short-term)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Fixed[95%CI] IV,Fixed[95% CI]
1 Individual Targeted
D'Amico 2013 109 78 0.22 (0.06) - 100.0% 1.24[1.10; 1.41]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 3.47 (p < 0.01)
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.64 (0.24) —&— 22.8% 0.53 [0.33; 0.84]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 0.21 (0.13) -.- 77.2% 1.23 [0.95; 1.58]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 A 4 100.0% 1.01 [0.81; 1.27]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 90%, t° = 0.3182, p < 0.01
Test for effect in subgroup: z =0.12 (p = 0.91)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.98 (0.36) —.— 100.0% 0.37 [0.18; 0.76]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.71 (p < 0.01)
5 School Targeted
McCambridge 2005 84 78 -0.35 (0.29) — 18.6% 0.70[0.40; 1.23]
McCambridge 2008 164 162 -0.11 (0.20) i 37.6% 0.90[0.61; 1.33]
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.01 (0.28) 19.8% 0.99[0.58; 1.71]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.28 (0.25) — 24.0% 0.76 [0.46; 1.24]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1410 693 - 100.0% 0.84 [0.66; 1.07]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p =0.80
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.41 (p = 0.16)
6 School Universal
Snow 1992 575 526 -0.10 (0.34) — s 9.7% 0.91[0.46; 1.77]
McCambridge 2011 206 210 0.32 (0.26) T 16.8% 1.38 [0.83; 2.30]
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 -0.05 (0.33) —— 10.3% 0.95[0.50; 1.82]
Ellickson 2003 828 279 -0.16 (0.35) — 9.0% 0.85[0.42; 1.70]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.20 (0.35) I 9.1% 1.22[0.61; 2.43]
Malmberg 2014 1648 692 0.23 (0.21) T 25.3% 1.26 [0.84; 1.91]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.17 (0.29) — 13.6% 0.85[0.48; 1.49]
Sanchez 2017 1998 2152 -0.36 (0.48) I R 4.8% 0.70[0.27; 1.81]
White 2017 391 342 0.00 (1.58) 0.5% 1.00 [0.05; 22.03]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.15 (1.12) + 0.9% 0.86 [0.10; 7.68]
Subtotal (95% CI) 10473 7761 > 100.0% 1.06 [0.86; 1.31]
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0%, = 0,p =0.91
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.57 (p = 0.57)
I T T T T 1
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Heterogeneity: 1> = 48%, t° = 0.0448, p = 0.01

Test for subgroup differences: xi =17.98,df =4 (p <0.01)

Favours Intervention

Favours Control




image24.tiff
Review: Individual-, family-, and school-level interventions for preventing multiple risk behaviours relating to alcohol, tobacco and drug use in individuals aged 8 to 25 years

Comparison: 6 Other lllicit Drug Use

Outcome: 1 Other lllicit Drug Use (short-term)

Experimental Control log[odds ratio] Odds ratio Weight Odds ratio
Study or subgroup N N (SE) IV,Fixed[95%CI] IV,Fixed[95% CI]
2 Individual Universal
Schwinn 2010 118 118 -0.70 (0.24) —&— 22.7% 0.50[0.31; 0.79]
Schwinn 2018 396 392 -0.15 (0.13) . 77.3% 0.86 [0.67; 1.11]
Subtotal (95% CI) 514 510 L 4 100.0% 0.76 [0.61; 0.95]
Heterogeneity: 1> = 76%, t° = 0.1134, p = 0.04
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -2.42 (p = 0.02)
3 Family Targeted
Fang 2010 54 50 -0.56 (0.36) —.—- 100.0% 0.57 [0.28; 1.15]
Test for effect in subgroup: z =-1.56 (p = 0.12)
5 School Targeted
Sussman 1998 756 318 -0.25 (0.14) 79.7% 0.78 [0.59; 1.03]
Valente 2007 406 135 -0.17 (0.28) 20.3% 0.84 [0.49; 1.46]
Subtotal (95% CI) 1162 453 100.0% 0.79 [0.62; 1.02]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p =0.81
Test for effect in subgroup: z = -1.84 (p = 0.07)
6 School Universal
Ringwalt 2009 2470 2470 0.31 (0.22) L 32.9% 1.37[0.89; 2.10]
Sun 2008 1455 609 0.14 (0.43) — 8.4% 1.15[0.49; 2.68]
Vogl 2014 570 403 -0.23 (0.79) R 2.5% 0.79[0.17; 3.75]
Vogl 2014 569 403 -0.16 (0.64) — 3.8% 0.85[0.24; 3.00]
Sussman 2012 792 390 -0.33 (0.29) —& 19.3% 0.72[0.41; 1.26]
Sanchez 2017 1994 2155 -0.36 (0.48) — 6.7% 0.70[0.27; 1.81]
Sanchez 2017 1994 2155 0.69 (1.50) 0.7% 2.00[0.11; 37.99]
White 2017 391 342 0.29 (0.26) L 23.8% 1.34[0.81; 2.22]
Guo 2015 845 830 -2.16 (1.69) 0.6% 0.12[0.00; 3.15]
Butzer 2017 110 91 1.44 (1.96) 0.4% 4.22[0.09; 197.07]
Butzer 2017 110 91 -0.15 (1.26) + 1.0% 0.86 [0.07; 10.17]
Subtotal (95% CI) 11300 9939 » 100.0% 1.09 [0.85; 1.39]
Heterogeneity: %= 0%, = 0,p=0.68
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.65 (p = 0.51)
8 Combination Universal
Skarstrand 2013 320 188 0.00 (0.58) —.— 100.0% 1.00[0.32; 3.13]
Test for effect in subgroup: z = 0.00 (p = 1.00)
I T T T T T 1
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Heterogeneity: 12 = 11%, t° = 0.0112,

Test for subgroup differences: xi =6.40,df=4 (p = 0.17)

p =0.32

Favours Intervention

Favours Control




