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Table S1. PRISMA guidelines

Section and Item Location
. Checklist item where item
Topic .
is reported
TITLE
Title 1 Identify the report as a systematic review. 1
ABSTRACT
Abstract 2 See the PRISMA 2020 for Abstract checklist. 2-4
INTRODUCTION
Rationale 3 Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
Objectives 4 Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
METHODS
Eligibility 5 Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses. 6
criteria
Information 6 Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to 6
sources identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
Search 7 Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, including any filters and limits used. 6&
strategy supplemental
data
Selection 8 Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many 6&7
process reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable,
details of automation tools used in the process.
Data 9 Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each 6&7
collection report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study
process investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
Data items 10a List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with 6&7

each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the
methods used to decide which results to collect.
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Section and Item Location
. Checklist item where item
Topic # .
is reported
10b List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, 6&7

Study risk of
bias
assessment
Effect
measures
Synthesis
methods

Reporting bias
assessment
Certainty
assessment
RESULTS

Study
selection

11

12

13a

13b

13¢

13d

13e

13f
14

15

16a

funding sources). Describe any assumptions made about any missing or unclear information.

Specity the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how
many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of
automation tools used in the process.

Specity for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or
presentation of results.

Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study
intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).

Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing
summary statistics, or data conversions.

Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.

Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). If meta-analysis was
performed, describe the model(s), method(s) to identify the presence and extent of statistical heterogeneity, and
software package(s) used.

Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup
analysis, meta-regression).

Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.

Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting
biases).

Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.

Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the
number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.

n/a

n/a

8&
supplemental
data
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Section and Item Location
ection a “M " Checklist item where item
Topic # .
is reported
16b Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were  n/a

Study
characteristics

Risk of bias in
studies

Results of
individual
studies

Results of
syntheses

Reporting
biases

Certainty of
evidence

DISCUSSION

Discussion

17

18

19

20a
20b

20c¢
20d
21

22

23a
23b
23c
23d

excluded.
Cite each included study and present its characteristics.

Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.

For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an
effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.

For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.

Present results of all statistical syntheses conducted. If meta-analysis was done, present for each the summary
estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval) and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing
groups, describe the direction of the effect.

Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.

Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis
assessed.

Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.

Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.

Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.

Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.

Supplemental
data

Supplemental
data

8&9 &
Figure 1&2

8-10

n/a
n/a

7&
Supplemental
data

8-10

10-14
14

14
15&16
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Section and Item Location
ection a ¢ Checklist item where item
Topic # .
is reported
OTHER INFORMATION
Registration 24a Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number, or state that the 6
and protocol review was not registered.
24b Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared. 6
24c¢  Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol. n/a
Support 25 Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the 13
review.
Competing 26 Declare any competing interests of review authors. 13
interests
Availability of 27 Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; 7

data, code and
other materials

data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses; analytic code; any other materials used in the
review.
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Table S2. Full database queries used in the present study

Database Search no. Search terms No. of
studies
PubMed/medline 1 (Alzheimer*[Title]) AND (behavio* variant[Title] OR executive variant[Title] OR 492

dysexecutive variant[ Title] OR behavio*/dysexecutive AD[Title] OR frontal variant|[ Title]
OR frontal presentation|[Title] OR nonamnestic[ Title] OR non-amnestic[Title] OR
heterogene*[Title] OR atypical[Title])

2 (frontotemporal dementia[Title]) AND (pathology[Title] OR clinicopathologic* [Title]) 73

Web of Science 1 TITLE: (Alzheimer*) AND TITLE: (behavio* variant OR executive variant OR 581

dysexecutive variant OR behavio*/dysexecutive AD OR frontal variant OR frontal
presentation OR nonamnestic OR non-amnestic OR heterogene* OR atypical)

2 TITLE: (frontotemporal dementia) AND TITLE: (pathology OR clinicopathologic*) 111
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Table S3. Risk of bias assessment per domain according to the ROBINS-I tool per study included in the meta-analyses.

Study D1 Bias D2 Biasin D3 Biasin D4 Bias DS Bias D6 Bias in D7 Bias in Overal bias

due to selection of classificat due to due to measure selection

confoundin participant ion of deviations  missing ment of of the

g s into the interventi from data outcomes reported

study ons intended result
interventio
ns

Woodward et al. 2010" Y Y NA NA PY N N Serious risk of bias
Balasa et al. 20112 PY PY NA NA N N N Moderate risk of bias
de Souza et al. 20133 Y PN NA NA N N N Moderate risk of bias
Mendez et al. 20134 Y PN NA NA N N N Moderate risk of bias
Fernandez-Calvo etal. PY PY NA NA PY N N Moderate risk of bias
20133
Blennerhassett et al. PY PN NA NA PN N N Moderate risk of bias
20149
Ossenkoppele et al. PN PN NA NA PN N N Moderate risk of bias
20157
Phillips et al. 20188 PN PY NA NA PN PY N Moderate risk of bias
Sala et al. 2020° Y PN NA NA PY N PY Moderate risk of bias
Therriault et al. 2020'° PN PY NA NA PY N N Moderate risk of bias
Bergeron et al. 2020"'  PY Y NA NA PY PN PY Moderate risk of bias
Singleton et al. 2021!2 PN PN NA NA PN PY N Moderate risk of bias
Lehingue et al. 2021'*  PY Y NA NA PY PN N Serious risk of bias

Y=yes, N=no, PY=possible yes, PN=possible no.



Table S4. Characteristics of included studies in chronological order
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Study Design Country N Partic Controls Age Sex MMSE Confirma Main topic of Type of data in
ipants tion of group study case studies
AD CCSNPG
LOOI AE
Brunet  Case study Sweden 5 bvAD - 56 60 n/a Autopsy X X
al. (5.69)
1976'4
Shibaya  Case study Japan 1 bvAD - 70 0 n/a Autopsy X X
ma et al.
197813
Shuttlew  Case study US 2 bvAD - 49 0 n/a No XX X
orth 3)
198416
Brun Case study Sweden 2 bvAD - 75 100 n/a Autopsy X X
1987!7 (6)
Perani et Case study Italy 1 bvAD - 56 100 n/a No XX X
al. (within a
198818 cross-sectional
observational
study)
Bird et Cross-sectional US 2 bvAD - 66 0 n/a Autopsy X X X
al. observational (1)
198917 study
Grady et  Cross-sectional US bvAD Subgroups  71.5 20 8 No Neuroimaging
al. observational of AD (7
19902° study
Molchan Case study US 2 bvAD - 58 50 12.5 No X X
et al. 3) (0.5)
1990?!
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Raux et  Case series France 3 bvAD - 493 100 n/a Genetic

al. (10.4)

2000

Rippon Case study US 2 bvAD - 43.5 0 18.5 XX XX X
et al. (1.5) (5.5

2003

Yokota  Case study Japan 3 bvAD - 33.7 66.7 n/a Autopsy X X X
et al. 4.5)

2003

Doran & Case study 2 bvAD - 49 50 n/a Genetic X X X
Larner (0)

2004%

Kertesz ~ Cross-sectional Canada 1 bvAD - n/a n/a n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo

et al. observational gical

20052 cohort study

Shietal. Cross-sectional China 1 bvAD - 59 0 n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo

2005%7 cohort study gical

Forman  Cohorts study US 1 bvAD FTLD 60.3 47 20.1 Autopsy Clinicopatholo

et al. 9 (2-29) gical

20068

Larner Case study UK 2 bvAD - 54 0 16.5 No XX X X
2006 (2) (0.5)

Alladiet Corss-sectional UK 2 bvAD atypical AD n/a n/a n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo

al. observational gical

20073° cohort study

Rabinovi Cross-sectional US 2 bvAD - 54 50 22.5 Amyloid  Neuroimaging

cietal. observational (1) 2.5 PET

2007! study

Snowden Cross-sectional UK 1 bvAD AD& 49 25 n/a No Cognitive &

et al. observational 2 atypical AD (8) Genetic

200732 cohort study
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Taylor et Case study UK 1 bvAD - 66 0 28 Autopsy XX XX
al.
2008
Kile et Case study US 1 bvAD - n/a 0 30 Autopsy
al.
2009
Bigioet  Cross-sectional US 1 bvAD AD&FTD 58 30 n/a Autopsy X X
al. observational 0 (6.5)
20103 study
Habek et Case study Croatia 1 bvAD - 56 0 n/a Biopsy X X
al.
2010%
Lehman  Cross-sectional UK 2 bvAD AD&FTD 59 50 9.5 Autopsy Clinicopatholo
et al. observational (1.4) (0.7) gical &
2010°7 study Neuroimaging
Piscopo  Case study Italy 1 bvAD - 63 n/a 11 Genetic X X X
et al.
2010%
Woodwa Cross-sectional Canada 1 bvAD AD&FTD 747 444 18.6 No Clinical &
rdetal.  observational 8 (7 5.9 Genetic
2010! cohort study
Balasaet Cross-sectional Spain 7 bvAD AD& 55.6 28.6 n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo
al. 20112  observational atypical AD (3.7) gical &
cohort study Genetic
Rabinovi US 3 bvAD AD,FTD & n/a n/a n/a PET Neuroimaging
cietal. CN
2011%
Snowden Cross-sectional UK 2 bvAD - 60.5 50 n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo
et al. observational (6.5) gical
201140 study

10



Ossenkoppele et al. 2021

Whitwell Cross-sectional US bvAD AD & CN 5833 333 n/a Autopsy Neuroimaging
et al. observational (3.3)

20114 study

Borroni  Case study Italy bvAD - 68 0 21 Genetic &

et al. CSF

20124

Duker et  Case study US bvAD - 58 0 n/a No X X
al.

20124

Wallon  Case series France bvAD - n/a n/a n/a Genetic Genetic

et al.

20124

De Case series France bvAD AD,bvFTD 63.5 12.5 17.6 CSF Cognitive &
Souza et & CN (8.9) 5.6 Neuroimaging
al. 20133

Fernande Cross-sectional Spain bvAD AD & CN 72.8 31 22.5 No Cognitive &
z-Calvo  observational (7.6) 2.1 Neuropsychiatr
et al. study ic

20133

Herrero-  Case study Spain bvAD - 56 50 n/a Autopsy X
San 4)

Martin et

al.

2013%

Marini et Case study Italy bvAD - 59 100 n/a Genetic

al.

20134

Mendez  Cross-sectional US bvAD FTLD 69.3 143 133 Autopsy Clinicopatholo
et al. observational (8.3) 9.4 gical

20134 cohort study

11



Ossenkoppele et al. 2021

Blennerh Cross-sectional Australia bvAD AD & 68 334 n/a Autopsy Pathological

assett et  observational bvFTD (14)

al. 2014°  study

Legeret Cross-sectional US bvAD FTLD n/a n/a n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo

al. observational gical

20144 study

Nijgaard Case study US bvAD - 52 0 30 Genetic X X X
et al.

20144

Balasaet Cross-sectional Spain bvAD FTLD n/a n/a n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo

al. observational gical

2015% study

Ossenko  Cross-sectional Netherla bvAD AD,bvFTD 64.7 273 225 Autopsy Clinical,

ppele et observational nds & & CN (8.8) 5.4 Cognitive &

al. 20157 study Us Neuroimaging

Paterson  Cross-sectional UK bvAD AD, 61.5 62.5 174 CSF/PET/  Cerebrospinal

et al. observational atypical AD (6.4) 6.1 autopsy fluid

2015 study & CN

Woodwa Cross-sectional NA bvAD AD 81.6 38.5 239 No Neuroimaging

rdetal.  observational 4.1)

2015 study

Lietal. Case study China bvAD bvFTD 71 100 15 PET X X X
2016

Ossenko  Cross-sectional US bvAD AD, 59 0 21 PET

ppele et observational atypical AD

al. study & CN

20163

Scialo et Case study Italy bvAD - 68 100 27 PET X X X
al.

2016

12
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Dickerso Case series US bvAD - 62 100 n/a CSF XX X
netal.

2017°°

Duclos et Case study France bvAD CN 60 100 n/a CSF XX XX
al.

2017%

Kawakat Case series Japan bvAD - 57.7 333 n/a Autopsy X X X
su et al. (1.3)

2017°7

Oboudiy  Cross-sectional US bvAD - n/a n/a n/a CSF & Cerebrospinal

atet al. observational autopsy fluid

20178 study

Perryet  Cross-sectional US bvAD FTLD 62.8 333 19.8 Autopsy Clinicopatholo

al. observational (43- 6.9 gical &

2017%° study 83) Neuroimaging

Rawtaer  Case study Canada bvAD - 68 0 11 No XX X X
et al.

2017

Sawyer  Case series US bvAD - 76.3 333 n/a Autopsy XX XX
et al. 3.1

2017°!

Bagyinsk Case series Korea bvAD - 41 100 24 Genetic XX X X
zy et al.

2018%

Boonet  Cross-sectional Netherla bvAD AD 60.7 0 n/a Autopsy Pathological

al. observational  nds (1.3)

201863 study

Phillips ~ Observational  US b/dA  AD, 64.3 50 19.6 CSF/autop Neuroimaging

et al. cross-sectional D atypical AD (8.2) 8.4 sy & Pathological

20188 study & CN

13
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Seo etal. Retrospective  US 2 bvAD - n/a n/a n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo
2018% observational 3 gical

study
Whitwell Cross-sectional US 6 bdA AD& n/a n/a n/a PET Neuroimaging
et al. observational D atypical AD
2018%° study
De Case study Brazil 1 bvAD - 68 100 29 CSF XX XX
Souza et
al.
2019%
Foiani et Cross-sectional UK 2 bvAD FTLD n/a n/a n/a CSF Cerebrospinal
al. observational fluid
2019%7 study
Monacell Case study Italy 1 bvAD - 60 100 25 Genetic XX X X
1etal.
201998
Nolanet Cross-sectional US 5 bvAD AD, 66.2 20 n/a Autopsy Pathological
al. observational atypical AD (4.8)
2019% study & CN
Pawlows Cross-sectional Germany 8 bvAD AD&FTD n/a n/a  n/a CSF Clinical &
ki et al. observational Cerebrospinal
20197 study fluid
Phillips ~ Cross-sectional US 1 bvAD AD, 639 417 23 CSF/autop Neuroimaging
et al. & longitudinal 2 atypical AD (59.7- (17-26) sy
20197 observational & CN 69.5)

study
Pillaiet  Cross-sectional US 4 b/dA AD& n/a n/a n/a CSF Cerebrospinal
al. observational D atypical AD fluid
201972 study

14
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Tan etal. Cross-sectional Australia bvAD AD 65 22 n/a Autopsy Pathological
201973 observational (10)

study
Wang et  Cross-sectional China b/dA  AD, 68 69.2 17 PET Neuroimaging
al. obersational D atypical AD (3.4) (5.6)
20197 study & CN
Wong et Case study Australia bvAD AD,bvFTD 57 0 n/a PET XX XX
al. & CN
20197
Bergeron Cross-sectional Canada b/dA  Atypical 61.6 n/a  20.7 CSF/PET  Neuroimaging
et al. observational D AD & FTD
2020 study
Caietal. Case study China bvAD - 52 100 n/a PET XX X X
202076
Cousins  Cross-sectional US bvAD AD, n/a n/a n/a Clinicopatholo
et al. observational atypical gical &
202077 study AD,FTD & Cerebrospinal

CN fluid

Lietal.  Case study Taiwan bvAD - 66 0 10 PET XX X X
202078
Paquin et Case study Canada bvAD - 60 100 28 Tau and X X
al. amyloid
20207° PET
Sala et Cross-sectional Italy b/dA AD& 62.47 333 165 CSF Neuroimaging
al. 2020°  observational D atypical AD (5.7) 5.2)

study
Scarioni  Cross-sectional Netherla bvAD FTLD n/a n/a n/a Autopsy Clinicopatholo
et al. observational ~ nds gical
202080 study
Singleto  Cross-sectional US bvAD AD,bvFTD 644 41 22 CSF/PET/ Neuroimaging
n et al. observational & CN 9.4) (5.9) autopsy
20208%! study

15
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Therriaul Cross-sectional Canada 1 b/dA AD&CN 65.93 60 19.6 Tau & Neuroimaging
tetal. observational D (8.8) (5.3) amyloid
202010 study PET
Bergeron Case series Canada 8 bvAD AD& 59.5 25 22.3 CSF/PET  Cognivite &
et al. bvFTD (7.9) (5.9) Neuropsychiatr
2021% ic&
Neuroimaging
Lehingue Cross-sectional France 2 bvAD AD& 71.5 35 25 CSF Cognitive &
et al. prospective 0 bvFTD (66- (21-26) Neuropsychiatr
202113 observational 76) ic&
study Neuroimaging
Singleto  Cross-sectional Netherla 7 bvAD AD 69.1 143 21.7 CSF/PET  Neuroimaging
netal. observational  nds, & B4) & (2.8) and & Pathological
202112 study Sweden 8 & 50.0 autopsy
& US 06.6
(6.0)
Zhu et al. Case study China 1 bvAD - 63 0 3 CSF & XX X X
202183 PET

Numbers are depicted as mean (sd). CL=clinical, COG=cognition, SOC=social cognition, N/=neuroimaging, PA=pathological, GEN=genetic, CSF'=cerebrospinal fluid,

PET=positron emission tomography, AD=Alzheimer’s disease, bv4AD=behavioral variant of Alzheimer’s disease, bvFTD=behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia.

16
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Table SS. Weighted mean percentage of patients with separate behavioral and neuropsychiatric symptoms in bvAD and bvFTD.

Diagnosis bvAD bvFTD tAD P-value of y>-test P-value of y>-test
bvAD vs bvFTD bvAD vs tAD

bvFTD criteria, no 148+ 313*

Disinhibition 60.80 68.58 0.10 NA

Apathy 68.80 77.37 0.05 NA

Loss of empathy 54.64 53.64 0.83 NA

Compulsiveness 45.00 68.50 <0.00001* NA

Hyperorality 35.89 64.11 <0.00001* NA

NPI, n0 52 156 1090-=

Eating changes 41.33 44.64 314 0.57 0.12

Night-time behaviors 39.60 40.73 20.0 0.94 0.0003*

[rritability 50.81 42.15 42.9 0.33 0.32

Euphoria 16.62 27.09 6.0 0.16 0.005*

Anxiety 54.15 43.10 31.6 0.17 0.001*

Depression 34.19 35.10 32.1 0.93 0.78

Agitation 67.85 43.42 16.2 0.003* <0.00001*

Hallucination 28.23 9.00 4.6 0.0003* <0.00001*

Delusions 36.62 13.42 9.3 0.0003* <0.00001*

Motor behavior 50.38 57.10 18.9 0.38 <0.00001*

bvAD=behavioral variant of Alzheimer’s disease, bvFTD=behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia, z4D=typical Alzheimer’s disease.

tBased on estimates from 7 group studies(de Souza et al. 20133, Mendez et al. 20134, Blennerhassett et al. 2014°, Ossenkoppele et al. 20157,

Perry et al. 2017, Leger et al. 2014%", Phillips et al. 20197")

* Based on estimates from 4 group studies (Mendez et al. 20134, Ossenkoppele et al. 20157, Perry et al. 2017%°, Leger et al. 2014%7)
0 Percentages are based on percentage per symptoms assessed by NPI, clinical evaluation or chart reviews from studies specified above.
0 Percentages are based on percentage per symptoms assessed by NPI from two studies (Mendez et al. 2013%, Leger et al. 2014%).

= Based on a cohort of AB-positive AD dementia patients from the Amsterdam dementia cohort (Eikelboom et al.?%).

17



Table S6. Results of functional connectivity and white matter hyperintensities in bvAD
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Study Subjects Age Sex MM AD Contrasts Modality Findings
SE  confirmation
Functional connectivity
Wang et 13b/dAD  68.0 30.7 17.0 PiBPET 38 typical AD,  FDG-PET The left executive control network showed the highest goodness-
al. 3.4) 7 (5.6) 20 CU of-fit in both b/dvAD and tAD and no differences in PiB PET
20197 uptake in network templates was observed
Phillips 12 bvAD 16.0 58.3 23.0 CSF/autopsy 17 typical AD Diffusion MRI Higher node degree predicted greater annualized grey matter
et al. [13.5, [17.0, volume loss in both bvAD and typical AD groups and bvAD
2019"! 18.0] 26.0] showed a less negative slope of association between node degree
and longitudinal atrophy than typical AD
Singleton 29bvAD  64.4 59.0 22.0 CSF/PET/autops 28 typical AD, 28 FDG-PET The anterior default mode network showed highest goodness-of-fit
et al. (9.4) 59 vy bvFTD, 34 CU in bvAD (tAD <bvAD=bvFTD), and significantly less metabolic
2020%! connectivity of the posterior cingulate cortex to the (right)
prefrontal cortex was observed in bvAD compared to tAD
White matter hyperintensities
Singleton 29bvAD 644 59.0 22.0 CSF/PET/autops 28 typical AD, 28 FLAIR-MRI  In comparison to tAD, bvAD patients showed lower juxtacortical
et al. (9.4) 59 vy bvFTD, 34 CU left temporal and subcortical WMHYV and higher right temporal
2020 juxtacortical WMHV

b/dAD=behavioral/dysexecutive variant of Alzheimer’s disease, bv4D=behavioral variant of Alzheimer’s disease, bvFTD=behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia,
tAD=typical Alzheimer’s disease, CU=cognitively unimpaired individuals, CSF=cerebrospinal fluid, PET=positron emission tomography, MR/=magnetic resonance imaging.

18
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Figure S1. Funnel plots of meta-analyses of behavorial/neuropsychiatric data for behavioral
variant AD versus typical AD and bvFTD.
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the dotted triangles, indicating symmetrical locations surrounding the mean effect size, with smaller studies at the
lower ends of the plot and larger studies on the higher end of the plot.. The dark blue, medium dark blue and light
blue parts represent the locations where the effect of the individual study is significant at p<0.05, p<0.025 and
p<0.01 compared to the standardized mean difference at 0, whereas the dotted lines represent the mean effect size
of the specific studies included. The current plots suggest a lower symmetrical tendency in bvAD vs tAD contrasts
compared to bvAD vs bvFTD contrasts, indicating higher publication bias in the bvAD vs tAD contrasts, although
the number of studies and sample sizes were small.
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Figure S2. Funnel plots of meta-analyses for behavioral and neuropsychiatric symptom data

separately for bvAD vs typical AD and bvFTD.
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Funnel plots displaying the position of individual studies on their standardized mean difference (x-axis) relative
to their standard error (y-axis). If no publication bias were present, studies would be aligned symmetrically within
the dotted triangles, indicating symmetrical locations surrounding the mean effect size, with smaller studies at the
lower ends of the plot and larger studies on the higher end of the plot. The dark blue, medium dark blue and light
blue parts represent the locations where the effect of the individual study is significant at p<0.05, p<0.025 and
p<0.01 compared to the standardized mean difference at 0, whereas the dotted lines represent the mean effect size
of the specific studies included. The current plots suggest a higher symmetrical tendency in the MMSE contrasts
than in the memory and executive domains, indicating higher publication bias in the memory and executive
functioning domains than in the MMSE, although the number of studies and sample sizes were small.
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Figure S3. Funnel plots of meta-analyses of neuropathological data in bvAD versus typical
AD and bvFTD.
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Funnel plots displaying the position of individual studies on their standardized mean difference (x-axis) relative
to their standard error (y-axis). If no publication bias were present, studies would be aligned symmetrically within
the dotted triangles, indicating symmetrical locations surrounding the mean effect size, with smaller studies at the
lower ends of the plot and larger studies on the higher end of the plot. The dark blue, medium dark blue and light
blue parts represent the locations where the effect of the individual study is significant at p<0.05, p<0.025 and
p<0.01 compared to the standardized mean difference at 0, whereas the dotted lines represent the mean effect size
of the specific studies included. Although few studies were included per plot, the current plots show an overall
symmetrical tendency, marking marginal publication bias.
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Figure S4. Summary results of Risk of Bias assessment according to the ROBINS-I tool for studies included in the meta-analyses

Ossenkoppele et al. 2021

Bias due to confounding
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Bias in classification of interventions

Bias due to deviations from intended interventions

Bias due to missing data

Bias in measurement of outcomes

Bias in selection of the reported result

0% 25%

50% 75%

NA . Low risk

Moderate risk . Serious risk

100%

The ROBINS-I tool for non-randomized studies (https://www.riskofbias.info/) was applied to assess Risk of Bias across studies. Since the domains ‘Bias in classification of

interventions’ and ‘Bias due to deviations from intended interventions’ were not applicable to the currently assessed studies, these were not filled out (NA=not available). See

Table S3 for further details.
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Figure S5. Flow chart of study inclusion

Literature search
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Search results combined after deduplication
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Articles screened on the basis of title and abstract

Excluded from database search (n=633) and cross-
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Review/non original research

—p No AD pathology

Comorbid AD

No subvariant of AD

Other atypical AD (dysexecutive, language or visuospatial)

Other heterogeneity

v

| Included (n=116)

|

| Manuscript full text assessment

Excluded from database search (n=29) and cross-

references (n=4) - (total n=33):
Dysexecutive AD (n=8)

Other atypical AD (n=6)

) Other heterogeneity (n=6)

No behavior (n=8)

No AD (n=2)
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Clinical non-AD dementia not specified (n=1)
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l Y l

Group study: Group study: Case studies
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pathological AD CSF/PET/autopsy

(n=15) (n=31)

'

‘ No of articles suitable for meta-analysis (n=13)

v v v

Behavior/neuro Cognition Pathology
psychiatry (n=8) | | (n=9) (n=4)

AD=Alzheimer’s disease, bvAD=behavioral variant of AD, bvF'TD=behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia,

CSF=cerebrospinal fluid, PET=positron emission tomography.
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Figure S6. Meta-analyses for behavior and neuropsychiatric symptoms separately in bvAD vs typical AD and bvFTD
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Plots showing meta-analysis results for behavior and neuropsychiatric symptoms separately between patient groups. These plots show similar scores in both behavioral as
neuropsychiatric scales scores in bvAD versus bvFTD and a similar difference in behavioral and neuropsychiatric scale scores in bvAD versus typical AD. For all meta-analyses,
positive standardized mean differences indicate a greater neuropathological burden in bvAD versus typical AD.

bvAD=behavioral variant of AD, t4D=typical AD, bvFTD=behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia, FAB=Frontal Assessment Battery, PBAC=Philadelphia Brief
Assessment of Cognition, DCQ=Dépistage Cognitif de Québec, SMD=standardized mean difference.
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Figure S7. Meta-analyses for neuropathological data in bvAD vs typical AD
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The figure shows results of meta-analyses across frontal (top row), medial temporal (middle row) and occipital (bottom row) regional quantification of postmortem tau (left
column) and amyloid-f (right column) pathology in bvAD versus typical AD. For all meta-analyses, positive standardized mean differences indicate a greater

neuropathological burden in bvAD versus typical AD.

SMD=standardized mean difference, S-O=semi-quantitative.
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