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Table S1. Characteristics of papers included in the meta-analyses. 
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Table S2A. Quantified outcomes for the core ADHD difficulties. 
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Table S2B. Quantified outcomes for the ADHD accompanying impairments. 
 

 
Figure S2A. Forest plot showing the subgroup analysis of ADHD by the outcome type. 

 
Figure S2B. Forest plot showing the follow up effects for ADHD. 
 



 

 

 
 

 
Figure S2C. Forest plot showing the sensitivity analysis of ADHD. 
 

 
Figure S3A. Forest plot showing the follow up effects for ADHD related impairment. 

 
Figure S3B. Forest plot showing the sensitivity analysis for ADHD related impairment. 


