Supplementary Material 6. Pairwise Forest Plots
1) NMDAR
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NMDAR impact on negative symptom scores in CHR. 

2) Omega-3
A.
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B.
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Omega 3 impact on negative symptom scores in CHR at (A) 6 months and (B) 12 months. 

3) CBT
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CBT impact on negative symptom scores in CHR. z = CBT + Placebo vs Supportive + Placebo 
4) Family therapy 
Family therapy observational interventions examining pre/post negative symptom scores in CHR, using only studies that used no CHR control group. Random effects model (Z= -1.082, P=0.279).
5) Risperidone + CBT
A.
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Risperidone + CBT vs Controls impact on negative symptom scores in CHR at (A) 6 months and (B) 12 months. 

6) Aripiprazole 

Aripiprazole observational interventions examining pre/post negative symptom scores in CHR. Random effects model (Z= -3.561, P=0.00).
7) CRT
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CRT impact on negative symptom scores 
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