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Effects of Breastfeeding Interventions on Breastfeeding Rates at 1, 3 and 6 Months Postpartum: A
Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis

Park, Seol Hui' - Ryu, Seang?

Department of Nursing, MIZ-I Hospital, Mokpo
*Department of Nursing, Mokpo National University, Muan, Korea

Purpose: This study was a systematic review and meta-analysis designed to evaluate the effects of breastfeeding intervention on breastfeeding
rates. Methods: Based on the guidelines of the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses (PRISMA), a systematic
search was conducted using eight core electronic databases and other sources including gray literature from January 9 to 19, 2017, Two review-
ers independently select the studies and assessed methodological risk of bias of studies using the Cochrane criteria. The topics of breastfeeding
interventions were analyzed using descriptive analysis and the effects of intervention were meta-analyzed using the Review Manager 5.2 soft-
ware, Results: A total of 16 studies were included in the review and 15 were included for meta-analysis, The most frequently used intervention
topics were the importance of good latch-on and frequency of feeding and determining adequate intake followed. The pooled total effect of
breastfeeding intervention was 1.08 (95% Cl 1,03~1.13). In the subgroup analysis, neither pre-nor post-childbirth intervention was effective on
the breastfeeding rates at 1, 3, and 6 months, and neither group nor individual interventions had an effect. Only the 1 month breastfeeding rate
was found to be affected by the individual intervention with the persistent strategies 1.21 (95% Cl 1.04~1.40). Conclusion: Effective breastfeed-
ing interventions are needed to help the mother to start breastfeeding after childoirth and continue for at least six months, It should be pro-
grammed such that individuals can acquire information and specific breastfeeding skills. After returning home, there should be continuous sup-
port strategies for breastfeeding as well as managing various difficulties related to childcare,
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Figure 1. Study flow diagram of a systematic review.
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Table 1. Summary of RCTs with Breastfeeding Intervention
Subject Intervention Outcomes
No AutEZLsn(tyear)/ P&Eit?aarz:; ) ) Intervention Program  Breastfeeding Ii:crl:jt?
ry Exp Cont P Time Unit period ype ates ;) analysis
1 Bonuck, KA et al. 163 175 Primipara/ Prenatal/24 wks Home & Prenatal: 60 min/2 session Practice 1M (.850) Yes
(2005)/USA Multipara Postnatal/after Hospital/  Postnatal: Continuous 3 M (.450)
discharge Individual Hospital 90 min/1 session 6 M (.370)
Home 60 min/1 session
Telephone
needed/12 months
2 De Oliveira, LD etal. 71 132 Primipara/ Postnatal/within Hospital/ 30 min/1 session Practice 1M (.365) No
(2006)/Brazil Multipara  discharge Individual
3 Forster, D et al. 306 310 Primipara Prenatal/ Hospital/ 2.5 hrs/2 session Lecture 1M (.930) Yes
(2004)/Australia 20~25 wks Group 6 M (.530)
4 Flaherman, VJetal. 35 33 Primipara/ Postnatal/within Hospital/ 15 min/1 session Practice 1M (.080) Yes
(2011)/USA Multipara  12~36 hrs Individual 2 M (.020)
of birth
5 Fu,ICYetal (2014) 261 260 Primipara Postnatal/within Home/ 20~30 min/weekly for  Practice 1M (.003) Yes
/Hong Kong 72 hrs of Individual ~ up to 4 wks Continuous 3 M (.450)
discharge 6 M (.490)
6 Henderson, Aetal. 79 79 Primipara/ Postnatal/within Hospital/ 30 min/1 session Practice 1M (.300) Yes
(2001)/Australia Multipara 24 hrs of birth ~ Individual 3 M (.700)
6 M (.300)
7 Kupratakul, J et al. 40 38 Primipara/ Prenatal/least Hospital/ 3 hrs/1 session Practice 1M (.021) Yes
(2010)/Thailand Multipara 36 wks Individual 3 M (.158)
6 M (.005)
8 Kluka, SM. (2004) 107 89 Primipara Prenatal/ Hospital/ 16 hrs/3 session Lecture 2 wks (.800) Yes
/Canada 3rd tremester Group 3 M (.540)
6 M (.620)
9 Kronborg, Hetal. 587 575 Primipara Prenatal/ Hospital/ 9 hrs/3 session Lecture 1M (.130) Yes
(2012)/Denmark 30~35 wks Group
10 Mattar, CN et al. 73 85 Primipara/ Prenatal/least Hospital/ 31 min/1 session Practice 1M (.120) Yes
(2007)/Singapore Multipara 36 wks Individual 3 M (.030)
6 M (.140)
11 McDonald, SJetal. 418 421 Primipara/ Postnatal/24 hrs Home/ Telephone/2 session Practice 6 M (.750) Yes
(2010)/Australia Multipara  after birth Individual Home/6 session Continuous
12 Paul, IM et al. 583 586 Primipara/ Postnatal/within Home/ Home/1 session Practice 2 wks (.040) Yes
(2012) Multipara 48 hrs of Individual 6 M (.800)
JUSA discharge
13 Pugh, LCetal. 168 160 Primipara/ Postnatal/within  Home & Hospital: Daily Practice 1M (.050) Yes
(2010)/USA Multipara  24~48 hrs of Hospital/  Home: 45-60min/3 session Continuous 3 M (.070)
birth Individual  Telephone 24 wks/20 min 6 M (.460)
14 Srivastava, Setal. 122 118 Primipara/ Postnatal/ Hospital/ 2 hrs/1 session SKkin 1o skin Yes
(2014)/India Multipara  immediately Individual 1M (<.001)
i contact
after birth
15 Wallace, LM etal. 172 163 Primipara Postnatal/within Hospitals/ 4 hrs/1 session Practice 1M (.050) Yes
(2006)/England 24 hrs of birth  Individual 4 M (.800)
16 Wong, KL et al. Prenatal/ Hospitals/ 1M (.770) Yes
(2014)/Hong Kong 233 236 Primipara o 20~30 min/1 session Practice 3 M (.850)
least 35 wks Individual 6 M (550)

RCTs=Randomized Controlled Trial; wks=weeks; hrs=hours; min=minute.
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720 grds) - FHY

Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio Risk of bias
Study of subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random,95% CI A B CDE F G
1.1.1 1 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 60 79 55 79 5.3% 0.9210.79, 1.08] = GO 066
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 40 73 36 85 1.8% 1.29[0.94, 1.79] T [CICICIOICICIO)
Della Forster 2004 238 305 242 310 9.6% 1.00 [0.92, 1.08] + [CICICICICIOIO)
Hanne Kronborg 2012 503 587 478 575 11.9% 1.03 [0.98, 1.08] . ® 000G
lan M. Paul 2012 541 585 517 583 12.6%  1.04[1.00, 1.08] ; ® 000060
ICY Fu 2014 73 261 47 260 1.8%  1.55[1.12,2.14] —_ 0000000
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 31 40 20 38 1.7%  1.47[1.04,2.08] —— 0000000
Ka Lun Wong 2014 86 233 88 236 3.1% 0.99[0.78, 1.25] —_ [CICICICICIOIO)
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 21 163 25 175 0.7%  0.90[0.53, 1.55] T 0 0000
Linda C. Pugh 2010 111 168 91 160 4.8% 1.16 [0.98, 1.38] — [CICIOICIOICIO)
Louise M. Wallace 2005 42 172 37 163 1.3%  1.08[0.73,1.58] - CT X
Sandra marie kluka 2004 81 107 66 89 52%  1.02[0.87,1.20] -+ 0000000
Smita Srivastava 2014 104 122 74 118 54%  1.36[1.16,1.59) - 0000000
Valerie J Flaherman 2001 24 35 16 33 12%  1.41[0.93 2.15] T 0000000
Subtotal (95% CI) 2,932 2,904 66.6% 1.08 [1.02, 1.15] 0
Total events ) 1 '?55 1,802 )
Heterogeneity: Tau =.00; Chi'=29.71, df=13 (p=.005); I'=56%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.65 (p=.008)
1.1.2 3 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 56 78 57 76 4.3% 0.96 [0.79, 1.16] — 000 000
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 27 75 15 84 0.7% 2.02[1.16, 3.49] [CICICICICIOIO)
ICY Fu 2014 47 261 36 260 1.3% 1.30[0.87, 1.94] T [CICICICICIOIO)
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 20 40 13 38 0.7% 1.46 [0.85, 2.51] T [CICICICICIOIO)
Ka Lun Wong 2014 61 233 62 236 21% 1.00 [0.74, 1.35] — 000009 ®
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 1 163 16 175 0.4% 0.74[0.35, 1.54] —_— ® GO0
Linda C. Pugh 2010 83 168 65 160 3.0% 1.22[0.95, 1.55] ™ [CICICICICIOIO)
Sandra marie kluka 2004 61 101 47 84 29%  1.08[0.84,1.38] T 0000000
Subtotal (95% Cl) 1,119 1,113 15.3%  1.13[0.98, 1.30] | 2
Total events , 3266 311 ,
Heterogeneity: Tau =.01; Chi"'=10.69, df=7 (p=.15); '=34%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.62 (p=.11)
1.1.3 6 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 42 75 48 75 2.6% 0.88[0.67, 1.14] — ®Oe 060G
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 16 80 9 95  0.4% 2.11[0.99, 4.52] 000009 ®
Della Forster 2004 26 297 22 299  0.7% 1.19[0.69, 2.05] I [CICICICICIOIO)
lan M. Paul 2012 292 585 285 583 7.5% 1.02[0.91, 1.14] -+ ® O0GCH®
ICY Fu 2014 31 261 26 260 0.9% 1.19[0.73, 1.94] —1T ey )
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 8 40 0 38  0.0% 16.17 [0.97, 270.83] —— 00 0000O®
Ka Lun Wong 2014 30 233 34 236  1.0% 0.89[0.57, 1.41] — = [CICICICICIOIO)
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 9 168 14 160 03%  0.61[0.27,1.37] ——=—1— 0 0000
Linda C. Pugh 2010 49 168 45 160 1.7% 1.04 [0.74, 1.46] — [©ICICIOICIOIO)
Sandra marie kluka 2004 29 96 22 82 09%  1.13[0.70, 1.80] 1T 0000000
Susan J. McDonald 2008 73 418 70 421 21%  1.05[0.78,1.42] T e 0o
Subtotal (95% CI) 2,422 2,409 18.2% 1.02 [0.92, 1.14] L 2
Total events ) 6205 575 )
Heterogeneity: Tau =.00; Chi"=11.26, df=10 (p=.34); I'=11%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.42 (p=.68)
Total (95% CI) 6,473 6,426 100.0%  1.08 [1.03, 1.13] b
Total events 2,926 2,688 . .

Heterogeneity: Tau’=.00; Chi’=52.73, df=32 (p=.01); 1’=39% 0’2 0’5 PR :
Test for overall effect: Z=3.01 (p=.(23003) 5 ) o
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=1.22, df=2 (p=.54); ['=0% Experimental ~ Control

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias

Figure 3. Effect of breastfeeding intervention at 1, 3, and 6 months postpartum.
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(838%), 7Pt H3HE o83t ZNURIE FAl= 47(308%)°]  mentary 1).
Ach(Table 1). _
5. 2RR3Ae 21t
4. RQASZY0| Z2 )
el FA ) E%#%%ZHQI A&

BEAeREAe FAlE SHE B E27] PHol937%) 7P B AR T@ude] ZHE 169 AT 5 EF F BReHEA
ML, B RIEEBL2%), TR B AFE@L2%), o718 & anariolA oldAlE ES De Oliveira 5 [Appendix—2]¢] &
270 oJt 3 wol7](81.2%), g% 24 3FEL200 FIE Ol T RS Al 159S o2 Bkt BaSR NS He
on] REAS FUGLIN), BH4H A 715 AKIGL2%), AR @ =8 159 FolM BT/ BT 4 s =R VIE 1
A % 548 x@%ﬂ;usj%)% e BEES HYtkSupple- B, Y 8%, 74 11TOII BRSRFH A% BASAE

Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio Risk of bias
Study of subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.2.1 1 Months
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 40 73 36 85 1.4% 1.29[0.94, 1.79] T 0000000
Della Forster 2004 238 306 242 310 21.1% 1.00[0.92, 1.08] * ®OEOOO®®
Hanne Kronborg 2012 503 587 478 575 60.8% 1.03 [0.98, 1.08] [©ICICIOICIOIO)
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 31 40 20 38 1.3% 1.47 [1.04, 2.08] — ® 00000
Ka Lun Wong 2014 86 233 88 236 2.7% 0.991[0.78, 1.25] -+ 0000000
Sandra marie kluka 2004 81 107 66 89 5.6% 1.02[0.87, 1.20] -+ 0000000
Subtotal (95% CI) 1,346 1,333 92.8% 1.03 [0.99, 1.07] )
Total events ) 979 . 930
Heterogeneity: Chi"=6.75, df=5 (p=.24); I'=26%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.43 (p=.15)
1.2.2 3 Months
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 27 75 15 84 0.5% 2.02[1.16, 3.49] [©ICICICICIOIO)
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 20 40 13 38 0.5% 1.46 [0.85, 2.51] B 0000000
Ka Lun Wong 2014 61 233 62 236 1.6% 1.00 [0.74, 1.35] -1 0000000
Sandra marie kluka 2004 61 101 47 84 2.4% 1.08 [0.84, 1.38] - 000000
Subtotal (95% Cl) 449 442 51% 1.15[0.97, 1.37] 2
Total events ) 169 . 137
Heterogeneity: Chi =5.88, df=3 (p=.12); I'=49%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.63 (p=.10)
1.2.3 6 Months
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 16 80 9 95  0.3% 2.11[0.99, 4.52] 0000000
Della Forster 2004 26 297 22 299 0.5% 1.19[0.69, 2.05] B 0000000
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 8 40 0 38 0.0% 16.17 [0.97, 270.83] —— 000000 ®
Ka Lun Wong 2014 30 233 34 236  0.7% 0.89[0.57, 1.41] — [©ICIOCIOICIOIO)
Sandra marie kluka 2004 29 9% 22 82 0.7%  1.13[0.70, 1.80] T 00000060
Subtotal (95% CI) 746 750 2.2% 1.17 [0.90, 1.51] <
Total events ) 109 . 87
Heterogeneity: Chi'=7.02, df=4 (p=.14); I’ =43%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.14 (p=.25)
Total (95% CI) 2,541 2,525 100.0% 1.04 [1.00, 1.08] b
Total events 1,257 1 154
Heterogeneity: Chi’=22. 01, df=14 (p=.08); 1’=36% ; y

Test for overall effect: Z=1.91 (p=. 06) 5
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=2. 35, df=2 (p=.31); I'=15.0%

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias

4/ Effect of prenatal breastfeeding intervention

02 05 1 2 5
Experimental  Control

Figure 4, Effect of prenatal and postnatal breastfeeding intervention at 1, 3, and 6 months postpartum.
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Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio Risk of bias
Study of subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight [V, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random,95%ClI A BCDE F G
1.3.1 1 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 60 79 65 79 9.9% 0.92[0.79, 1.08] - 000 000
lan M. Paul 2012 292 583 285 586 12.3% 1.03[0.92, 1.16] - ® 00000
ICY Fu 2014 73 261 47 260 4.3% 1.55[1.12, 2.14] —_— OOOOOGG®
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 21 163 25 175 1.9% 0.90 [0.53, 1.55] —T 0 0000
Linda C. Pugh 2010 111 168 91 160 9.2% 1.16 [0.98, 1.38] - 0000000
Louise M. Wallace 2005 42 172 37 163 3.3%  1.08[0.73, 1.58] B 0000000
Smita Srivastava 2014 104 122 74 118 10.0%  1.36[1.16, 1.59] - 000000600
Subtotal (95% CI) 1,548 1,541 50.9% 1.13 [0.99, 1.30] >
Total events , 703 624
Heterogeneity: Tau =.02; Chi'=17.90, df=6 (p=.006); | =66%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.74 (p=.08)
1.3.2 3 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 56 78 57 76 8.4% 0.96 [0.79, 1.16] - 000 000
ICY Fu 2014 47 261 36 260 3.1% 1.30[0.87, 1.94] T 0000000
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 11 163 16 175 1.0% 0.74 [0.35, 1.54] . 0 0000
Linda C. Pugh 2010 83 168 65 160 6.4% 1.22[0.95, 1.55] T 0000000
Subtotal (95% Cl) 670 671 19.1% 1.08 [0.90, 1.29] >
Total events ) 21 97 174 .
Heterogeneity: Tau =.01; Chi"=4.28, df=3 (p=.23); I'=30%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.79 (p=.43)
1.3.3 6 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 42 75 75 75  58% 0.88[0.67, 1.14] —r 000 000
lan M. Paul 2012 292 583 285 586 12.3% 1.03[0.92, 1.16] i ® 00000
ICY Fu 2014 31 261 26 260 2.2% 1.19[0.73, 1.94] —_ 0000000
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 9 168 14 160 09%  061[0.27,137] ————7— 00 00060
Linda C. Pugh 2010 49 168 45 160 4.0% 1.04 [0.74, 1.46] — 0000000
Susan J. McDonald 2008 73 418 70 421 49%  1.05[0.78,1.42] - T ®e 00ee
Subtotal (95% ClI) 1,673 1,662 30.0% 1.01 [0.92, 1.11] 4
Total events , 496 488 )
Heterogeneity: Tau =.00; Chi"=3.23, df=5 (p=.66); '=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.20 (p=.84)
Total (95% Cl) 3,891 3,874 100.0% 1.08 [0.99, 1.16]
Total events ) 1 ,;396 1,286 . "
Heterogeneity: Tau =.01; Chi"=27.77, df=16 (p=.03); 1'=42% ' t t t i
02 05 1 2 5

Test for overall effect: Z=1.83 (p=.97) )
Test for subgroup differences: Chi'=1.84, df=2 (p=.40); '=0%

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other bias

4B Effect of postnatal breastfeeding intervention

Experimental Control

Figure 4. Effect of prenatal and postnatal breastfeeding intervention at 1, 3, and 6 months postpartum. (Continued)
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o] FA &3937)% 108 (95% CI 1.03~1.139) = Adwa thas 7
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2 AHEd 7iY 937]% 108 (95% CI 1.02~1.15)2 Mg}
txF 7o) BARS R {olg AtolE BHROm(Z=265, p=008),
7MY a7t=3719F 113 (95% CI 0.98~1.30), 6719 a3=7]= 102
(95% CI 0.92~1.14), BAHCZ foJgt ztol7h GIATHZ=162,
p=.11; 2=042, p=68). A& axt=7] o|AF& 1°=39%
(Chi=5273, df=32, p=.0DGom, 174¥ P=56% (Chi?=2971,
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df=13, p=1005), 371¥ *=34% (Chi*=1069, df=7, p=.15), 671€
P=11% (Chi?=11.26, df=10, p=234)2 =7t F59] o]&lXo| I}

1 8 4= QI (Figure 3).
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I iz 2] BAFO R {ogh Aozt YIATHZ=1.91, p=.06).
stz AwEH 1§ §3437] 103 (95% CI 0.99~1.07), 3
MY axt=27] 1.15 (95% C1097~1.37), 6709 &=7] 1.17 (95%
Cl 090~15)2 EAR o2 Golat xfo|7} HZ=143, p=15;
7=163 p=.10; Z=1.14, p=25). E7=719] oL *=36%
(Chi*=22.01, df=14, p=.08) o 17HE *=26% (Chi*=6.75,
df=5, p=.24), 3714 ’=49% (Chi*=5.88, df=3, p=.12), 671
=43% (Chi*=702, df=4, p=.14)2] F7F oJst¢] o/ doletn &
4= Qlck(Figure 4A).

4 T EReaEAE HEe =7 89 FolM avarig
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7MY &3+=7] 108 (95% CI090~1.29), 671 &t=17] 101 (95%
Cl 092~11)& EAF o2 §2J3t xto|7} UATHZ=174, p=08;
7=079, p=43; Z=0.20, p=.84). 33719 AL P=42%
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g ws& HEesh =7 3¢ "011*1 9972 BAE £ 9l
¥ o Y =E 1He 2 HE

H‘% W50 aNA7]E 102 (95% CI
098~1072 Aglaa} vz 7ke] BAE o= GOl xtol7} ¢l
thZz=111, p=27). S}jQ¥HE=E AvEH 17id &337] 1.02
(95% CI 0.98~1.06), 67§¢ &2+37] 115 (95% CI 0.81~1.64H)=
SAECZ o3t ztolt YIRTh(Z=1.02, p=31; Z=078, p=43).
kA7)0 o]AL P=0% (Chit=093, df=4, p=92)5.21 17}
9 ’=0% (Chi*=047, df=2, p=79), 6712 *=0% (Chi*=002,
df=1, p=88)2 °|&/do] A ch(Figure 5A).

7 E%% HEe =8 TH oM anariE 24T 4 Sl
[e)

df=6, p=.006), 37/HY 1?=30% (Chi*=4.28, df=3, p=23), 67¥ =22 i 78 IIY 49, 674 53o|Qict 7Hel w80 g3t3
Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio Risk of bias

Study of subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.4.1 1 Months
Della Forster 2004 238 306 242 310 23.8% 1.00 [0.92, 1.08] £ 0000000
Hanne Kronborg 2012 503 587 478 575 68.6% 1.03 [0.98, 1.08] ® 00000
Sandra marie kluka 2004 81 107 66 89 6.3% 1.02 [0.87, 1.20] - 0000000
Subtotal (95% CI) 1,000 974 98.7%  1.02[0.98, 1.06] b
Total events ) 822 ) 786
Heterogeneity: Chi'=0.47, df=2 (p=.79); '=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.02 (p=.31)
1.4.2 6 Months
Della Forster 2004 26 297 22 299 0.6% 1.19[0.69, 2.05] —_— 0000000
Sandra marie kluka 2004 29 96 22 82 0.8% 1.13[0.70, 1.80] — 000000
Subtotal (95% CI) 393 381 1.3% 1.15[0.81, 1.64] -
Total events ) 55 ) 44
Heterogeneity: Chi'=0.02, df=1 (p=.88); '=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.78 (p=.43) b
Total (95% CI) 1,393 1,355 100.0%  1.02[0.98, 1.07]
Total events 877 830

Heterogeneity: Chi’ =0.93, df=4 (p=.92); ’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.11 (p= 27) )
Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=0.44, df=1 (p=.51); I'=0%

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(G) Other bias

5A Group education

02 05 1 2 5
Experimental  Control

Figure 5. Effect of breastfeeding intervention unit on 1, 3 and 6 months.
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Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio Risk of bias

Study of subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random,95% CI A B CDE F G
1.5.1 1 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 60 79 65 79 11.2%  0.92[0.79, 1.08] -t OO 066G
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 40 73 36 85 4.5% 1.29[0.94, 1.79] — 000000 O®
lan M. Paul 2012 541 583 517 586 20.7% 1.05[1.01, 1.09] . ® 00000
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 31 40 20 38 4.1% 1.47 [1.04, 2.08] —— 000000 O®
Ka Lun Wong 2014 86 233 88 236 7.2% 0.99 [0.78, 1.25] —1 0000000
Louise M. Wallace 2005 42 172 37 163 3.4% 1.08 [0.73, 1.58] — 000000
Patricia McKeever 2002 40 53 30 48 6.1% 1.21[0.92, 1.58] +— [©ICICICICIOIO)
Subtotal (95% CI) 1,233 1,235 57.3%  1.07[0.98, 1.17] 4
Total events ) §4O 793 ,
Heterogeneity: Tau"=.00; Chi"=9.05, df=6 (p=.17); 1"=34%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.45 (p=.15)
1.5.2 3 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 56 78 57 76 9.4% 0.96 [0.79, 1.16] - 000 000
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 27 75 15 84 1.8% 2.02[1.16, 3.49] 0000000
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 20 40 13 38 1.9% 1.46 [0.85, 2.51] - 000000 O®
Ka Lun Wong 2014 61 233 62 236 5.0% 1.00 [0.74, 1.35] 1 0000000
Subtotal (95% CI) 426 434 18.2%  1.18[0.89, 1.58]
Total events ) 2164 147 ,
Heterogeneity: Tau =.05; Chi"=7.89, df=3 (p=.05); 1"=62%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.13 (p=.26)
1.5.3 6 Months
Ann Henderson 2001 42 75 48 75 6.2% 0.88 [0.67, 1.14] — 000 000
Citra Nurfarah Mattar 2007 16 80 9 95 1.0% 2.11[0.99, 4.52] 1 [©ICIOCIOICICIO)
lan M. Paul 2012 292 583 285 586 14.6% 1.03 [0.92, 1.16] - ® 00000
Jutamart Kupratakul 2010 8 40 0 38  0.1% 16.17 [0.97, 270.83] 1 00000 O
Ka Lun Wong 2014 30 233 34 236 2.6% 0.89[0.57, 1.41] —_— 0000000
Subtotal (95% Cl) 1,011 1,030 24.5%  1.04[0.81, 1.34] -
Total events ) 5’.’:88 376 )
Heterogeneity: Tau =.04; Chi"=8.85, df=4 (p=.06); I'=55%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.30 (p=.76)
Total (95% ClI) 2,670 2,699 100.0%  1.06[0.98, 1.15] 4
Total events ) 1 ,;92 1,316 , ) ) ) )
Heterogeneity: Tau™=.01; Chi"=26.25, df=15 (p=.04); 1'=43% 0'2 0'5 1 2 5
Test for overall effect: Z=1.53 (p=.213) ) ) o
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=0.50, df=2 (p=.78); I"=0% Experimental ~ Control

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)
(G) Other bias

5B Individual education

Figure 5. Effect of breastfeeding intervention unit on 1, 3 and 6 months. (Continued)
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df=15, p=04)%.om 171¥ #=34% (Chi’=905, df=6, p=17), 3
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tH(Figure 5B).
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Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio Risk of bias

Study of subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight |V, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI ABCDEFG
1.6.1 1 Months
ICY Fu 2014 73 261 47 260 9.8% 1.55[1.12, 2.14] — [CICICICICICIO)
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 21 163 25 175 3.5% 0.90[0.53, 1.55] — ® 066066
Linda C. Pugh 2010 111 168 91 160 34.4% 1.16[0.98, 1.38] - ®OOOOOG®
Subtotal (95% Cl) 592 595 47.8% 1.21[1.04,1.40] &
Total events ) 205 5 163
Heterogeneity: Chi'=3.57, df=2 (p=.17); I'=44%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.54 (p=.01)
1.6.2 3 Months
ICY Fu 2014 47 251 36 260 6.5% 1.30[0.87, 1.94] T [CICICICICICIO)
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 1 163 16 175 1.9% 0.74[0.35, 1.54] —_— ® 006G
Linda C. Pugh 2010 83 168 65 160 17.6% 1.22[0.95, 1.55] - OOOOO®
Subtotal (95% Cl) 592 595 26.0% 1.19[0.98, 1.46] >
Total events ) 141 , 117
Heterogeneity: Chi'=1.83, df=2 (p=.40); I"=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.73 (p=.08)
1.6.3 6 Months
ICY Fu 2014 31 261 26 260 4.3% 1.19[0.73, 1.94] o Crrerex e
Karen A. Bonuck 2005 9 168 14 160 1.6% 0.61[0.27,1.37] ————— ® GOGOO0OG®
Linda C. Pugh 2010 49 168 45 160 8.8% 1.04[0.74, 1.46] — [CICICICICIOIO)
Susan J. McDonald 2008 73 418 70 421 11.6% 1.05[0.78, 1.42] —— ®® 0OO®
Subtotal (95% Cl) 1,015 1,001 26.2% 1.01[0.92, 1.11] >
Total events ) 162 ) 155
Heterogeneity: Chi'=1.93, df=3 (p=.44); I'=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.32 (p=.75)
Total (95% CI) 2,199 2,191 100.0% 1.16 [1.04, 1.28] *
Total events ) 508 ) 435
Heterogeneity: Chi'=9.02, df=9 (p=.44); I'=0% + y

Test for overall effect: Z=2.80 (p=. 005)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=1.69, df=2 (p=.43); | ’=0%

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

F) Selective reporting (reporting bias)

(
E
(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
(
(G) Other bias

5C Individual including continuous strategies intervention

02 05 1 2 5
Experimental  Control

Figure 5. Effect of breastfeeding intervention unit on 1, 3 and 6 months. (Continued)
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0|7} IIch(Z=254, p=01; Z=173, p=08; Z=0.32, p=175). &3}
A719] o]ANe P=0% (Chi?=902, df=9, p=44)on 171¥

2=44% (Chi*=357, df=2, p=.17), 370 1?=0% (Chi*=

df=2, p=40), 672 F=0% (Chi*=1.93, df=3, p=44)Z &

5o oJ&Xolatar & 2= Qlck(Figure 50).
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