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Supplemental Material S5. Forest plot after removing outliers. Forest plot with effect size
(Hedges’s g) and confidence intervals for included studies after the removal of three outliers.
Grey squares depict individual effect sizes of pitch processing in ASD compared with TD, with
sizes indicating the relative weight of each study’s effect size estimate to the analysis. Blue
diamond reflects the overall pooling effect across studies.

Study TE seTE g 95% Cl weight
Heaton et al.1, 1998 1.46 0.5080 146 [0.47; 2.46] 0.0%
Heaton et al.2, 1998 1.30 0.4960 i——=—— 1.30 [0.33; 2.27] 1.7%
Mottron et al., 2000 0.66 0.4030 T 0.66 [-0.13; 1.45] 2.4%
Foxton et al., 2003 -0.01 0.3790 —_— -0.01 [-0.75; 0.74] 2.7%
Heaton1, 2003 0.91 0.3470 —— 0.91 [0.23; 1.59] 3.0%
Heaton2, 2003 0.65 0.3400 e 0.65 [-0.02; 1.31] 3.1%
Heaton3, 2003 0.40 0.3230 —— 0.40 [-0.23; 1.04] 3.4%
Heaton1, 2005 0.48 0.3240 T 0.48 [-0.16; 1.11] 3.4%
Heaton2, 2005 0.15 0.3200 —— 0.15 [-0.48; 0.77] 3.4%
Altgassen et al.1, 2005 -0.35 0.3710 —& -0.35 [-1.07; 0.38] 2.8%
Altgassen et al.2, 2005 0.23 0.3697 —r 0.23 [-0.49; 0.96] 2.8%
Jarvinen-Pasley et al., 2007 -0.26 0.3258 —— -0.26 [-0.90; 0.38] 3.3%
Jarvinen-Pasley et al., 2008 0.73 0.3269 —— 0.73 [0.08; 1.37] 3.3%
Heaton, Davis, et al., 2008 1.70 1.1349 1.70 [-0.53; 3.92] 0.4%
Heaton, Hudry, et al., 2008 1.27 0.4165 1.27 [0.45; 2.09] 0.0%
Heaton, Williams, et al.1, 2008  -0.07 0.2447 —a -0.07 [-0.55; 0.41] 4.8%
Heaton, Williams, et al.2, 2008 0.17 0.2450 —— 0.17 [-0.31; 0.65] 4.8%
Jones et al., 2009 -0.22 0.1869 —aa -0.22 [-0.59; 0.15] 6.2%
Eigsti & Fein, 2013 0.34 0.2927 e 0.34 [-0.24; 0.91] 3.8%
Stanutz et al.1, 2014 0.19 0.2835 — 0.19 [-0.36; 0.75] 4.0%
Stanutz et al.2, 2014 0.60 0.2893 — 0.60 [0.03; 1.17] 3.9%
Stanutz et al.3, 2014 0.63 0.2900 ——— 0.63 [0.06; 1.20] 3.9%
Jiang et al.1, 2015 0.48 0.3481 T 0.48 [-0.20; 1.16] 3.0%
Jiang et al.2, 2015 0.85 0.3590 S 0.85 [0.15; 1.56] 2.9%
Globerson et al.1, 2015 -0.01 0.2850 ——:——— -0.01 [-0.57; 0.55] 4.0%
Globerson et al.2, 2015 0.11 0.2853 — 0.11 [-0.45; 0.67] 4.0%
Mayer et al.1, 2016 0.37 0.3813 — 0.37 [-0.38; 1.11] 2.6%
Mayer et al.2, 2016 -0.37 0.3274 —& 1 -0.37 [-1.02; 0.27] 3.3%
Cheng et al., 2017 -0.04 0.3163 —'l— -0.04 [-0.66; 0.58] 3.5%
Germain et al., 2019 0.05 0.3339 —i— 0.05 [-0.61; 0.70] 3.2%
Schelinski & von Kriegstein, 2019 -0.41 0.3575 — -0.41 [-1.11; 0.29] 2.9%
Jamey et al., 2019 0.25 0.3179 — 0.25 [-0.37; 0.88] 3.4%
Weiss et al., 2021 -0.80 0.2886 -0.80 [-1.37;-0.24] 0.0%
Overall effect L 2 0.24 [ 0.10; 0.38] 100.0%
Prediction interval —— [-0.23; 0.70]

Heterogeneity: /2 = 34% [0%; 58%], p = 0.04 ' ' ' '



