Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Corticosteroids Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Corticosteroids versus Control
Adebajo 1990 -0.85 0.6708 20 -0.3 0.4472 20 14.1% -0.95 [-1.60, -0.29] -
Gialanella 2011 one shot -28 15 20 -29.9 14 10 13.0% 0.13[-0.63, 0.89] e I
Gialanella 2011 two shots -29.2 1 20 -29.9 14 10 13.0% 0.06 [-0.70, 0.82] -
Hong 2011 high dose 4.9 4.9 27 9.3 4.1 13 13.7% -0.93 [-1.62, -0.23] -
Hong 2011 low dose 6.1 23 25 9.3 4.1 14 13.7% -1.03[-1.72,-033) —
Kelle 2014 -26.8 54 45 -19.9 55 45 16.0% -1.26 [-1.71,-0.80) —
Penning 2012 -80.4 14.6455 45 -82.3 14.4643 48 16.5% 0.13[-0.28, 0.54] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 202 160 100.0% -0.56 [-1.06, -0.05] —~l—

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.36; Chi? = 29.76, df = 6 (P < 0.0001); 1> = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z =2.15 (P = 0.03)

1.2.2 Corticosteroids versus Active Control (Misc.)

Akgiin 2004 one inject. -89.8 9.5 16 -91.6 9.1 8 20% 0.19 [-0.67, 1.04]

Akgiin 2004 two inject. -91.6 8.3 16 -91.6 9.1 8 2.0% 0.00 [-0.85, 0.85]

Alvarez 2005 74.3 25.7 30 74.6 28.8 28 4.5% -0.01[-0.53, 0.50]

Alvarez-Nemegyei 2008 -51.9756  27.9635 27 -57.7508 32.8267 29  4.4% 0.19[-0.34, 0.71] -1
Celik 2009 Cortico -68.4 7.6 28 -64.7 7.7 28 43% -0.48 [-1.01, 0.05] - |

Cloke 2008 -2.56 16.1379 20 -2.25 31.9455 22 3.5% -0.01[-0.62, 0.59] -1
Crawshaw 2010 -14.9 15.4477 96  -16.87 15.5301 97  9.5% 0.13[-0.16, 0.41] -
Eyigor 2010 13.7 11.5 20 28.5 13.2 20 2.9% -1.17[-1.85,-050) ¥

Goksu 2015 23.6 14.36 31 29.25 13.69 30 4.6% -0.40 [-0.90, 0.11] I
Johansson 2011 -88 13.926 55 -91 12.8361 44  6.5% 0.22[-0.18, 0.62] -1
Kelle 2014 -26.8 5.4 45 -26.1 5.6 45  6.2% -0.13 [-0.54, 0.29] - 1

Kim 2012 -21.9 5.1 42 -22.8 6.8 38 57% 0.15[-0.29, 0.59] I
Lee 2011 46.2 211 30 37.3 16.8 31 4.6% 0.46 [-0.05, 0.97] T
Penning 2012 -80.4 14.6455 45 -76 13.8145 44 6.1% -0.31[-0.72, 0.11] e

Rabini 2012 -89.9 12.6 46 -88.1 20 46  6.3% -0.11[-0.52, 0.30] - 1

Rhon 2014 231 18.7795 48 216 18.8689 46  6.4% 0.08 [-0.33, 0.48] I
Shibata 2001 -5.0625 2.1309 40 -5.0368 2.3103 38 5.6% -0.01[-0.46, 0.43] - 1
Subasi 2014 14.5 13 35 15.3 14 35 52% -0.06 [-0.53, 0.41] - 1
Watson 2008 9.67 3.8805 99 9.82 3.8805 9  9.7% -0.04 [-0.32, 0.24] - T
Subtotal (95% CI) 769 736 100.0% -0.04 [-0.17, 0.08] <

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi? = 25.85, df = 18 (P = 0.10); I> = 30%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.65 (P = 0.52)

1.2.3 Local Corticosteroid versus Systemic Corticosteroid
Ekeberg 2009 29 21 53 32 23 53 100.0%  -0.14 [-0.52, 0.25] 1—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 53 53 100.0% -0.14 [-0.52, 0.25]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.70 (P = 0.49)

1.2.4 Corticosteroid versus NSAIDS

Adebajo 1990 085 06708 20  -0.85 04919 20 20.5% 0.00 [-0.62, 0.62]

Cift 2015 -38.6 143 20 447 720 202% 0.53 [-0.10, 1.16] O B —
Karthikeyan 2010 735 192 26 -54 283 30 21.9%  -0.78[-1.33,-0.24] —_—

Min 2013 0.4 264 15  -0.94 189 17 18.8% 0.58 [-0.14, 1.29] -
White 1986 2.9 27 15 238 34 15 187% -0.03 [-0.75, 0.68] —

Subtotal (95% Cl) 9 102 100.0% 0.04 [-0.48, 0.56] i

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.24; Chi? = 13.14, df =4 (P = 0.01); I = 70%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.14 (P = 0.89)

1.2.5 US-Guided versus "Blind" Injections

Cole 2015 -68 15 25 -65 20.3961 26 17.7% -0.16 [-0.71, 0.39] - 1
Dogu 2012 30.09 25.55 23 38.65 27.46 23  16.4% -0.32[-0.90, 0.26] D
Haghighat 2016 -31.1 9.8387 20 -23.15 10.3754 20 14.1% -0.77 [-1.42, -0.13] -
Haghighat 2016 -31.1 9.8387 20 -23.15 10.3754 20 14.1% -0.77 [-1.42,-0.13] -

Naredo 2004 -15 13.9 21 -5.6 7.7 20 14.2% -0.81[-1.45,-0.18] e

Saeed 2014 0.55072 1.5386227 41 0.6558 1.50798216 39 23.6% -0.07 [-0.51, 0.37] L
Subtotal (95% Cl) 150 148 100.0% -0.43 [-0.71, -0.15] P
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi>=7.13, df = 5 (P = 0.21); I> = 30%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.01 (P = 0.003)

1.2.6 Corticosteroid plus NSAID versus NSAID

Sahin 2016 132 61 33 8.6 5 33 100.0%  -0.82[-1.32,-0.31] i

Subtotal (95% Cl) 33 33 100.0% -0.82 [-1.32, -0.31]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.17 (P = 0.002)

1.2.7 Corticosteroid plus NSAID versus Kinesiotaping plus NSAID
Sahin 2016 132 61 33  -158 66 33 100.0% 0.40 [-0.08, 0.89] —t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 33 33 100.0% 0.40 [-0.08, 0.89] N
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =1.62 (P = 0.10)
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Figure Appendix-4b 1. Steroids: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Corticosteroids Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD_ Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Corticosteroids versus Control
Adebajo 1990 -0.85 0.671 20 -0.3 0.447 20 12.0% -0.95 [-1.60, -0.29]
Cloke 2008 -0.96 9.855 27 -0.88 10.832 17  12.8% -0.01 [-0.61, 0.60]
Gialanella 2011 one shot -34.7 14 20 -30.7 15 10 10.6% -0.27 [-1.03, 0.49] I B
Gialanella 2011 two shots -35.6 12 20 -30.7 15 10 10.5% -0.37 [-1.13, 0.40] I R
Hong 2011 high dose 6 4.7 27 10 3 13 11.5% -0.93 [-1.62, -0.23] -
Hong 2011 low dose 6.3 3.2 25 10 3 14 11.3% -1.16 [-1.87,-045] — =
Kelle 2014 -26.8 54 45  -19.9 55 45 15.2% -1.26 [-1.71,-0.800 —
Penning 2012 -79.4 16.164 52 -75.6 14.464 48 16.1% -0.25 [-0.64, 0.15] |
Subtotal (95% Cl) 236 177 100.0% -0.65 [-1.01, -0.29] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.17; Chi? = 20.01, df = 7 (P = 0.006); I = 65%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.52 (P = 0.0004)
1.2.2 Corticosteroids versus Active Control (Misc.)
Akgiin 2004 one shot -84.1 16.2 16 -82.1 16.1 8 23% -0.12[-0.97, 0.73]
Akgiin 2004 two shots -87.8 15.4 16 -82.1 16.1 8 23% -0.35[-1.21, 0.50]
Alvarez 2005 743 286 30 86.1 28.6 28  4.7% -0.41[-0.93, 0.11] —
Alvarez-Nemegyei 2008 29.483 27.356 27 25532 25.532 29  47% 0.15[-0.38, 0.67] ]
Celik 2009 Cortico -68.4 7.6 28 -64.7 7.7 28  4.6% -0.48 [-1.01, 0.05] B
Cloke 2008 -1.45 6.768 20 -2.23 7.307 22  3.8% 0.11[-0.50, 0.71] -
Crawshaw 2010 -15.74  14.29 99 -12.83 14331 106 8.5% -0.20 [-0.48, 0.07] /T
Eyigor 2010 221 15.9 20 425 14.7 20 3.2% -1.31[-2.00,-062]) ————
Goksu 2015 28.1 15.18 31 31.95 15.34 30 4.9% -0.25 [-0.75, 0.25] -1
Johansson 2011 -81 14.796 55 -81  13.157 44  6.4% 0.00 [-0.40, 0.40] 1
Kelle 2014 -27.4 4.1 45 -25.9 4.6 45  6.1% -0.34 [-0.76, 0.08] -
Kim 2012 -20.9 4.5 42 -20.8 5.8 38  57% -0.02 [-0.46, 0.42] I
Lee 2011 41.6 16.7 30 41 15 31 4.9% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.54] S —
Penning 2012 -79.4 16.164 52 <71 14.622 49  6.4% -0.54 [-0.94, -0.14] e
Rabini 2012 -82.4 17.7 46 -90.1 15 46  6.1% 0.47 [0.05, 0.88] S
Rhon 2014 23.2 18.521 46 222 18.612 42  6.0% 0.05 [-0.36, 0.47] A
Shibata 2001 -5.063 2.131 40 -5.037 2.31 38 57% -0.01 [-0.46, 0.43] S B
Subasi 2014 26.54 13.9 35 25 16.2 35 53% 0.10 [-0.37, 0.57] -1
Watson, NLM 9.67 3.881 99  9.82 3.881 99  85% -0.04 [-0.32, 0.24] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 777 746 100.0% -0.13 [-0.28, 0.01] .
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi? = 32.74, df = 18 (P = 0.02); I = 45%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.83 (P = 0.07)
1.2.3 Local Corticosteroid versus Systemic Corticosteroid
Ekeberg 2009 32 25 52 28 23 52 100.0% 0.17 [-0.22, 0.55] —t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 52 52 100.0% 0.17 [-0.22, 0.55]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.84 (P = 0.40)
1.2.4 Corticosteroid versus NSAIDS
Adebajo 1990 -0.85 0.671 20 -0.85 0.492 20 20.6% 0.00 [-0.62, 0.62]
Cift 2015 -38.6 14.3 20 -44.7 7 20 20.4% 0.53 [-0.10, 1.16] T
Karthikeyan 2010 19.6 12.9 26 4.6 6.1 30 20.9% 1.50 [0.90, 2.10] . ——
Min 2013 04 264 15 -0.94 1.89 17 19.1% 0.58 [-0.14, 1.29] T
White 1986 -2.9 2.7 15 -2.8 3.4 15 19.0% -0.03 [-0.75, 0.68] S
Subtotal (95% Cl) 96 102 100.0% 0.53 [-0.04, 1.10] el
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.31; Chi? = 15.26, df = 4 (P = 0.004); I> = 74%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.81 (P = 0.07)
1.2.5 US-Guided versus "Blind" Injections
Cole 2015 -68 15 25 -65 20.3961 26 17.7% -0.16 [-0.71, 0.39] L B
Dogu 2012 30.09 25.55 23 38.65 27.46 23 16.2% -0.32 [-0.90, 0.26] - 1
Haghighat 2016 -31.1 9.8387 20 -23.15 10.3754 20 13.7% -0.77 [-1.42,-0.13] -
Haghighat 2016 -31.1 9.8387 20 -23.15 10.3754 20 13.7% -0.77 [-1.42,-0.13] -
Naredo 2004 -15 13.9 21 -5.6 7.7 20 13.9% -0.81[-1.45,-0.18] -
Saeed 2014 0.43478 1.267 41 0.6123 1.438 39 24.6% -0.13[-0.57, 0.31] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 150 148 100.0% -0.44 [-0.70, -0.17] e
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi? = 6.36, df =5 (P = 0.27); I?=21%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.26 (P = 0.001)
1.2.6 Corticosteroid plus NSAID versus NSAID
Sahin 2016 132 61 33  -86 5 33 100.0%  -0.82[-1.32,-0.31] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 33 100.0% -0.82 [-1.32, -0.31]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=3.17 (P = 0.002)
1.2.7 Corticosteroid plus NSAID versus Kinesiotape plus NSAID
Sahin 2016 132 641 33 -158 66 33 100.0% 0.40 [-0.08, 0.89] -t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 33 33 100.0% 0.40 [-0.08, 0.89] 1

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.62 (P = 0.10)
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Figure Appendix-4b 2. Steroids: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.2.1 Ketoprofen plus Lidocaine Phonophoresis versus Ketoprofen Phonophoresis
Giiler 2009 -24.21 5 37 -24.6 3.49 33 100.0% 0.09 [-0.38, 0.56]
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 33 100.0% 0.09 [-0.38, 0.56]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.37 (P = 0.71)

2.2.2 Naprosyn plus Exercise versus Pre-Cut Kinesiotape plus Exercise

Devereaux 2015 -8.47 11.9869 38 -9.92 11.6192 33 100.0% 0.12[-0.35, 0.59]
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 33 100.0% 0.12 [-0.35, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.51 (P = 0.61)

U

2.2.3 Local Anaesthetic versus Corticosteroids

Akgiin 2004 one inject. -91.6 9.1 8 -89.8 9.5 16 10.1% -0.19 [-1.04, 0.67]

Akgiin 2004 two inject. -91.6 9.1 8 -91.6 8.3 16 10.1% 0.00 [-0.85, 0.85]

Alvarez 2005 74.6 28.8 28 74.3 25.7 30 27.5% 0.01[-0.50, 0.53] -
Alvarez-Nemegyei 2008  -57.7508 32.8267 29 -51.9756 27.9635 27 26.4% -0.19[-0.71, 0.34] I

Celik 2009 Cortico -64.7 7.7 28 -68.4 7.6 28 25.8% 0.48 [-0.05, 1.01] T =
Subtotal (95% CI) 101 117 100.0% 0.06 [-0.21, 0.33] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 3.58, df = 4 (P = 0.47); I?= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.42 (P = 0.67)

2.2.4 Diclofenac versus Placebo

Adebajo 1990 -0.85 0.4919 20 -0.3  0.4472 20 100.0% -1.15[-1.82, -0.47] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% -1.15 [-1.82, -0.47]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.34 (P = 0.0009)
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Figure Appendix-4b 3. Medications, and anaesthetic patch: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Medicaments Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.1.1 Ketoprofen and Lidocaine Phonophoresis versus Ketoprofen Phonophoresis
Giler 2009 -24.21 5 37 -246 3.49 33 100.0% 0.09 [-0.38, 0.56]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 37 33 100.0% 0.09 [-0.38, 0.56]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.37 (P = 0.71)

2.1.2 Naprosyn plus Exercise versus Pre-Cut Kinesiotape plus Exercise
Devereaux 2015 -8.47 11.9869 38  -9.92 11.6192 33 100.0% 0.12[-0.35, 0.59] i
Subtotal (95% ClI) 38 33 100.0% 0.12 [-0.35, 0.59]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.51 (P = 0.61)

2.1.3 Local Anaesthetic versus Corticosteroids

Akglin 2004 one shot -82.1 16.1 8 -841 16.2 16 10.2% 0.12[-0.73, 0.97]

Akglin 2004 two shots -82.1 16.1 8 -87.8 15.4 16 10.0% 0.35[-0.50, 1.21]

Alvarez 2005 86.1 28.6 28 743 28.6 30 27.1% 0.41[-0.11, 0.93] T =
Alvarez-Nemegyei 2008  25.532 25.532 29 29.483 27.356 27 26.7% -0.15[-0.67, 0.38] I

Celik 2009 Cortico -64.7 7.7 28 -68.4 7.6 28 26.0% 0.48 [-0.05, 1.01] T =
Subtotal (95% ClI) 101 117 100.0% 0.24 [-0.03, 0.51] >

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 3.39, df = 4 (P = 0.49); 2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.75 (P = 0.08)

2.1.4 Diclofenac versus Placebo

Adebajo 1990 -0.85 0.4919 20 -0.3  0.4472 20 100.0% -1.15[-1.82, -0.47] t
Subtotal (95% ClI) 20 20 100.0% -1.15[-1.82, -0.47]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.34 (P = 0.0009)
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Figure Appendix-4b 4. Medications, and anaesthetic patch: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Exercise Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 Exercise versus Nothing

Kachingwe 2008 616 359 8 -342 589 7 74%  -0.54[-158,050] —
Lombardi 2008 287 248 30 442 282 30 29.7% -0.58 [-1.09, -0.06] —=

Ludewig 2003 <1117 165016 34 -156 14.3614 33 33.0%  -0.61[-1.10,-0.12] —

Melegati 2000 6515 591 30 -5848 1698 30 299%  -0.52[-1.03,-0.00] —=—]

Subtotal (95% CI) 102 100 100.0%  -0.57 [-0.85, -0.29] L 4

Heterogeneity: Tau®
Test for overall effect:

.00; Chi* =0.07, df = 3 (P = 0.99); I = 0%
3.95 (P <0.0001)

3.2.2 Exercise versus Passive physical Therapy (US, TENS, Electro, etc.)

Aytar 2015 205 171 1 287 234 8 16.0% -0.39[-1.31,0.53) -1

Bae 2011 -33.9 10.8 17 -186 6.7 18 16.6% -1.67 [-2.46, -0.89] —

Littlewood 2014 209 19.2 12 207 203 12 16.6% 0.01[-0.79, 0.81] e
Littlewood 2015 142 20 20 214 254 22 174% -0.31[-0.92, 0.30] I

Melegati 2000 -65.15 5.91 30 -745 1069 30 17.6% 1.07[0.53, 1.61] -
Park 2013 -17.8 479 15 -6.64 4.81 15 15.9% -2.26(-3.21,-1.32] I —

Subtotal (95% CI) 105 105 100.0% -0.56 [-1.55, 0.42] i

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.36; Chi’ = 53.36, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I = 91%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.12 (P = 0.26)

3.2.3 Exercise versus Surgery

Brox 1999 20 19 45 25 24 38 217%  0.23[-0.20,066] T
Haahr 2006 -23  19.821 43 188 23.1277 41 222% -0.19[-0.62, 0.24] -
Ketola 2013 617 453364 52 -604 453364 57 288%  -0.03[-0.40,03] -+
Moosmayer 2010 641 199108 51 -649 172413 52 27.3%  0.04[-0.34,043) -
Subtotal (95% CI) 191 188 100.0%  0.01[-0.19,0.21] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.93, df = 3 (P = 0.50); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.10 (P = 0.92)

3.2.4 Specific versus Non-Specific Exercises

Beaudreuil 2011 -68.9 17 22 -2 214 26 445%  -0.35[-092,022] —a
Bjomsson Hallgren 2014 -72 19 51 52 23 46 565%  -0.95[1.37,-052] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 73 72 100.0%  -0.68 [-1.26,-0.10] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.11; Chiz = 2.69, df = 1 (P = 0.10); = 63%

Test for overall effect

3.2.5 Exercise versus Radial Extracorporeal Shockwave

Engebretsen 2011 1yr 24 234 48 279 266 46 100.0%  -0.15[-0.56,0.25] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 48 46 100.0% -0.15 [-0.56, 0.25]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.75 (P = 0.45)

3.2.6 Land Based versus Water Based Exercise

Subasi 2012 272 124 29 147 121 28 100.0% 1.01[0.45, 1.56] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 28 100.0% 1.01[0.45, 1.56]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.56 (P = 0.0004)

3.2.7 Traditional Exercise versus Neurocognitive Exercise
Marzetti 2014 8327 174781 24 7695 17.4781 24 100.0%  -0.36[-0.93,0.21] 1—
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 24 100.0%  -0.36[-0.93,0.21]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.22 (P = 0.22)

3.2.8 Scapular Oriented Motor Control (plus Manual Therapy) versus Classic Exercise (plus Manual Therapy)

Baskurt 2011 8261 1033 20 7082 197 20 351% 0.73(0.09, 1.38] ——
Mulligan 2016 755 193 21 77 161 22 36.0% 0.08 [-0.52, 0.68] —
Struyf 20

12 35 14 10 487 113 10 289%  -1.03[-1.98,-0.09]
Subtotal (95% CI) 51 52 100.0%  -0.01[-0.89,0.87]
Heterogeneity: Tau®

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.02 (P = 0.98)

.47, Chiz =9.21, df = 2 (P = 0.010); I* = 78%

—
—~—

3.2.9 Home-Based Exercise versus Occupational Therapy

Krischak 2013 19 132 16 -137 108 23 100.0% 0.15[-0.49, 0.79) t

Subtotal (95% CI) 16 23 100.0% 0.15[-0.49, 0.79]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.46 (P = 0.65)

3.2.10 High Dose Exercise versus Low Dose Exercise
Osteras 2010 -10 88 26 32 158 23 100.0%  -0.53[-1.10,0.04]
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 23 100.0%  -0.53[-1.10,0.04]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.82 (P = 0.07)

3.2.11 Clinic-based Work ing versus based Work
Cheng 2007 405 163 48 3154 1337
Subtotal (95% CI) 48

Heterogenelty: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.84 (P = 0.005)

060 (0.18, 1.01]
0.60 [0.18, 1.01]

3.2.12 Traditional plus Eccentric Exercise versus Traditional Exercise

Blume 2015 93 71 16 -12.1 1.7 18  40.5% 0.28 [-0.40, 0.96] i o
Maenhout 2013 =257 158 28 -27 195 22 59.5% 0.07 [-0.49, 0.63] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 44 40 100.0% 0.16 [-0.27, 0.59] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®
Test for overall effect: Z

00; Chi*=0.21, df = 1 (P = 0.65); I = 0%
.71 (P =0.48)

3.2.13 Closed Kinetic Chain versus Open Kinetic Chain

Boeck 2012 6242 449 7 7467 265 7 445% 3.11(1.39, 4.83] —»
Heron 2016 49 26667 40 34 25185 40 555% 0.570.13, 1.02) ——

Subtotal (95% CI) 47 47 100.0% 1.70 [-0.77, 4.47) e —
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 2.81; Chi = 7.87, df = 1 (P = 0.005); I* = 87%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.35 (P = 0.18)

3.2.14 Motor Imagery versus Control
Hoyek 2014 -43.47 1.2 8 -30.38 1242
Subtotal (95% CI) 8

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.93 (P = 0.05)

-1.05[-2.11,0.02] i
105 [-211,0.02]

3.2.15 Physiotherapy (TENS plus HOT Pack plus Exercise) plus Proprioception versus Physiotherapy (TENS plus HOT Pack plus Exercise)
Dilek 2015 775 20371 31 -89.37 16741 30 100.0% 063 (0.1, 1.14] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 31 100.0% 0.63[0.11,1.14]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.39 (P = 0.02)

3.2.16 Supervised versus Home-Based Exercises
Granviken 2015 21 18 21 24 24 18 1000%  -0.14[-0.77,0.49) t
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 18 100.0%  -0.14[0.77, 0.49]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.4 (P = 0.66)

3.2.17 Weighted Pendulum Exercises versus Unweighted Pendulum Exercises
Akkaya 2016 324 187 18 434 352 16 100.0%  -0.39[-1.07,0.29) 1—
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 16 100.0%  -0.39[1.07,0.29]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.12 (P = 0.26)

3.2.18 Eccentric versus Concentric Exercises
Dejaco 2016 144 104698 20 -98 82573 16 100.0%  -0.47[-1.14,0.20] 1-
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 16 100.0%  -0.47 [1.14,0.20]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.38 (P = 0.17)

3.219 Exercise plus ESWT versus ESWT
Santamato 2016 -92.1 63 15 759 67 15 100.0%  -2.42[-3.40,-145] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 1000%  -2.42([3.40, -1.45]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.89 (P < 0.00001)

3.2.20 Range of Motion Exercises versus Muscle Activation Exercises

Heron 2016 39 237037 20 49 26667 40 49.9%  -0.38[-0.92,0.16] —-
eron 39 237037 20 34 25185 40 50.1% 0.20 [-0.34, 0.74) —-—
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 80 100.0%  -0.09 [-0.66, 0.48] -

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.09; Chi* = 2.24, df = 1 (P = 0.13); I = 55%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.75)

-2 -1 1 2
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Figure Appendix-4b 5. Exercise: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Exercise Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup __ Mean SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 Exercise versus Nothing
Kachingwe 2008 616 359 8 342 589 7 232%  -0.54[1.58,050] —
Lombardi 2008 287 248 30 442 282 30 26.0% -0.58 [-1.09, -0.06] -
Ludewig 2003 147 283 34 -156 25 33 247%  -355[4.34,277) —
Melegati 2000 6515 591 30 -5848 1698 30 260%  -0.52[-1.03,-0.00] —=—]
Subtotal (95% CI) 102 100 100.0%  -1.29[-2.61,0.03] —~—

Heterogeneity: Tau®
Test for overall effect:

67; Chi = 47.47, df = 3 (P < 0.00001); I = 94%
1.91 (P = 0.06)

3.2.2 Exercise versus Passive physical therapy (US, TENS, Electro, etc.)

Aytar 2015 234 18.9 20 195 14 20 17.1% 0.23[-0.39, 0.85] -T—
Bae 2011 -33.9 10.8 17 -186 6.7 18 16.3% -1.67 [-2.46, -0.89] I

Littlewood 2014 209 19.2 12 207 203 12 16.2% 0.01[-0.79, 0.81] s
Littlewood 2015 324 202 27 307 19.7 33 17.5% 0.08 [-0.42, 0.59] T
Melegati 2000 -65.15 591 30 -745 1069 30 17.4% 1.07 [0.53, 1.61] -
Park 2013 -17.8 4.79 15 -6.64 4.81 15 15.5% -2.26(-3.21,-1.32) D

Subtotal (95% CI) 121 128 100.0% -0.38 [-1.29, 0.52] e

Heterogeneity: Tau®
Test for overall effect: Z

15; Chi? = 55.03, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I* = 91%
.83 (P = 0.41)

3.2.3 Exercise versus Surgery

Brox 1999 =20 19 45 =25 24 38 20.5% 0.23[-0.20, 0.66] ™
Haahr 2006 -201 159218 41 155 202763 41 20.3% -0.25[-0.68, 0.18] -
Ketola 2013 -50 46.9782 66 -53.2 46.9782 68 33.5% 0.07 [-0.27, 0.41) -*
Moosmayer 2010 -64.1 19.9108 51 -64.9 17.2413 52 257% 0.04 [-0.34, 0.43] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 203 199 100.0% 0.03 [-0.17,0.23] *

Heterogeneity: Tau®
Test for overall effect:

.00; Chi = 2.47, df = 3 (P = 0.48); I = 0%
.30 (P = 0.76)

3.2.4 Specific versus Non-Specific Exercises

Beaudreuil 2011 -638 169 30 -54 198 32 468%  -0.52[-1.03,-0.02)
Holmgren 2012 -24 14222 51 -9 13.4697 46 532% -1.07 [-1.50, -0.65)
Subtotal (95% CI) 81 78 100.0% -0.82 [-1.35, -0.28]

Heterogeneity: Tau®
Test for overall effect

0.09; Chi* =263, df = 1 (P =0.10); I = 62%
.98 (P = 0.003)

3.2.5 Exercise versus Radial Extracorporeal Shockwave
Engebretsen 2009 27 242 50 361 284 52 1000%  -034[-0.73,0.05] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 50 52 100.0%  -0.34[-0.73,0.05]

Heterogenelty: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.71 (P = 0.09)

3.2.6 Land Based versus Water Based Exercise

Subasi 2012 272 124 29 147 121 28 100.0% 1.01[0.45, 1.56) t
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 28 100.0% 1.01[0.45, 1.56]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.56 (P = 0.0004)

3.2.7 Traditional Exercise versus Neurocognitive Exercise
Marzetti 2014 755 19.0854 24 -74.57 19.0854 24 1000%  -0.05[-0.61,0.52] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 4 100.0%  -0.05 [-0.61,0.52]

Heterogenelty: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.17 (P = 0.87)

3.2.8 Scapular Oriented Motor Control (plus Manual Therapy) versus Classic Exercise (plus Manual Therapy)

Baskurt 2011 8261 1033 20 70.82 197 20 351% 0.73[0.09, 1.38] —=—
Mulligan 2016 -75.5 19.3 21 -7 16.1 22 36.0% 0.08 [-0.52, 0.68] -
Struyf 2012 35 14 10 487 113 10 289%  -1.03[-1.98,-0.09] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 51 52 100.0% -0.01[-0.89, 0.87] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.47; Chi? = 9.21, df = 2 (P = 0.010); I* = 78%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.02 (P = 0.98)

3.2.9 Home-Based Exercise versus Occupational Therapy
Krischak 2013 119 132 16 -137 108 23 100.0% 0.15 049, 0.79] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 23 100.0%  0.15[-0.49,0.79]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.46 (P = 0.65)

3.2.10 High Dose Exercise versus Low Dose Exercise
Osteras 2010 254 109 29 77 158 27 100.0%  -1.29[-1.87,-0.71] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 29 27 100.0%  -1.29[1.87,-0.71]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.37 (P < 0.0001)

3.2.11 Clinic-based Work versus based Work g

Cheng 2007 405 163 48 3154 1337 47 100.0% 0.60 [0.18, 1.01] ,

Subtotal (95% CI) 48 100.0% 0.60 [0.18, 1.01]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.84 (P = 0.005)

3.2.12 Traditional plus Eccentric Exercise versus Traditional Exercise

Blume 2015 93 7416 121 117 18 405% 0.28 [-0.40, 0.96) 1

Maenhout 2013 257 158 28 27 195 22 595% 0.07 [:0.49, 0.63] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 44 40 100.0% 0.16 [0.27, 0.59] >

Heterogeneity: Tau* = 0.00; Chi* = 0.21, df = 1 (P = 0.65); I*= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.71 (P = 0.48)

3.2.13 Closed Kinetic Chain versus Open Kinetic Chain

Boeck 2012 6242 449 7 7467 265 7 445% 3.11[1.39,4.83) —
Heron 2016 49 26667 40 34 25185 40 555% 0.57[0.13, 1.02] -

Subtotal (95% Cl) 47 47 100.0% 1.70 [-0.77, 4.17] ——re——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.81; Chi* = 7.87, df = 1 (P = 0.005); I* = 87%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.35 (P = 0.18)

3.2.14 Motor Imagery versus Control
Hoyek 2014 4347 112 8 -30.38 1242 8 1000%  -1.05[-2.11,0.02) 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 8 8 100.0%  -1.05[-2.11,0.02]

Heterogenelty: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.93 (P = 0.05)

3.2.15 Physiotherapy (TENS plus HOT Pack plus Exercise) plus Proprioception versus Physiotherapy (TENS plus HOT Pack plus Exercise)
Dilek 2015 90 13889 31 9562 903 30 1000%  -047[-0.98,0.04)

Subtotal (95% CI) 3 30 100.0%  -0.47[0.98,0.04]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.82 (P = 0.07)

(o

3.2.16 Supervised versus Home-Based Exercises
Granviken 2015 32 20 23 32 15 21 1000% 0.00 [-0.59, 0.59]
Subtotal (95% CI) 23 21 100.0% 0.00 [-0.59, 0.59]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.00 (P = 1.00)

3.2.17 Weighted Pendulum Exercises versus Unweighted Pendulum Exercises
Akkaya 2016 324 187 18 434 352 16 1000%  -0.39[-1.07,0.29]
Subtotal (95% CI) 18 16 100.0%  -0.39 [1.07,0.29]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.12 (P = 0.26)

3.2.18 Eccentric versus Concentric Exercise

Dejaco 2016 87.3 16.2 19 876 78 15 100.0% -0.02 [-0.70, 0.65]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 15 100.0% -0.02 [-0.70, 0.65]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.06 (P = 0.95)

3.2.19 Exercise plus ESWT versus ESWT
Santamato 2016 636 87 15 651 77 15 1000%  -0.18[-0.89,0.54]
Subtotal (95% CI) 15 15 100.0%  -0.18 [-0.89, 0.54]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.49 (P = 0.63)

O

3.2.20 Range of Motion Exercises versus Muscle Activation Exercises

Heron 2016 39 237037 20 34 25185 40 50.1% 0.20[-0.34,0.74] -
feron 39 237037 20 49 26667 40 49.9%  -0.38[-0.92, 0.16] .-
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 80 100.0%  -0.09 [-0.66, 0.48] >

Heterogeneity: Tau* = 0.09; Chi* = 2.24, df = 1 (P = 0.13); I* = 55%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.31 (P = 0.75)
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Figure Appendix-4b 6. Exercise: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Manual Therapy

Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.2.1 Manual Therapy versus Sham

Aytar 2015 28.7 234 8 243 19 12 41.5% 0.20 [-0.69, 1.10] bt
Guimaraes 2016 -2.8 11.9505 14 -46 12.0802 13 58.5% 0.15[-0.61, 0.90] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 25 100.0% 0.17 [-0.41, 0.75] —al—
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.01, df =1 (P = 0.92); I> = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.57 (P = 0.57)

4.2.2 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Exercise plus Tape

Kaya 2014 35.61 15.66 26 38.71 15.41 22 100.0% -0.20[-0.77, 0.37] 1_
Subtotal (95% CI) 26 22 100.0% -0.20 [-0.77, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)

4.2.3 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Naturopathic Care (Diet, Acupuncture, etc)

Szczurko 2009 -6
Subtotal (95% Cl)

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.71 (P = 0.0002)

18.8329

32 -21.64
32

13.4771

36
36

100.0%
100.0%

0.95 [0.45, 1.46]
0.95 [0.45, 1.46]

4.2.4 Neck or Thoracic Manual Therapy versus Shoulder Treatment Including Manual Therapy of the Shoulder

Cook 2014 -19.4 17.4
van Rensburg 2012 -22.48 5.52
Wright 2016 -36 22.3665

Subtotal (95% CI)

38 -247 16.6
6 -214 1.98
10 -38.9 119.8535

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 0.65, df =2 (P = 0.72); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.08 (P = 0.28)

4.2.5 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Corticosteroid Injection

Cloke 2008
Rhon 2014
Subtotal (95% Cl)

-2.23 7.3067
21.6 18.8688613

22 -0.96 9.8549
46 23.1 18.7794961

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.03, df = 1 (P = 0.86); 1> = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.60 (P = 0.55)

4.2.6 Manual Therapy plus Exercise plus Corticosteroid versus Corticosteroid Injection

Cloke 2008
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =0.19 (P = 0.85)

-1.45 6.7675

20 -0.96
20

9.8549

36
3

8
47

27
48
75

27
27

4.2.7 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Medication (no Corticosteroids)

Cloke 2008
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.45 (P = 0.65)

-2.23 7.3067

22 -0.88
22

10.8319

17
17

74.0%
8.0%
18.0%
100.0%

34.0%
66.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

4.2.8 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Sham Ultrasound and Placebo Gel

Bennell 2010
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.27 (P = 0.02)

14.1 14.6

4.2.9 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Exercise alone

Bang 2000 -38.22 4.68
Barbosa 2008 -84.43 6.97
Camargo 2015 -12.9 11.331
Citaker 2005 -9.4 1.14
Just 2009 -14.95 10
Kachingwe 2008 -56.1 24.6659
Kromer 2014 12.9 19.4

Subtotal (95% Cl)

59 222 22.8
59
23 -33.26 7.84
7 -74.14 5.18
23 9.1 10.869
20 -7.8 2.82
20 -13.59 10.2
18 -61.6 35.9
44 7.7 141
155

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.19; Chi? = 16.96, df = 6 (P = 0.009); I = 65%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.61 (P =0.11)

4.2.10 Manual Therapy versus Supervised Exercise

Aytar 2015
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.84 (P = 0.40)

28.7 23.4

8 205
8

171

61
61

43
146

1"
1"

100.0%
100.0%

15.6%
7.4%
15.9%
14.9%
15.5%
11.9%
18.7%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

0.31[-0.15, 0.77]
-0.20 [-1.59, 1.19]
0.03 [-0.90, 0.96]
0.22[-0.18, 0.61]

-0.14 [-0.71, 0.42]
-0.08 [-0.48, 0.33]
-0.10 [-0.43, 0.23]

-0.06 [-0.63, 0.52]
-0.06 [-0.63, 0.52]

-0.15 [-0.78, 0.49]
-0.15 [0.78, 0.49]

-0.42 [-0.78, -0.06]
-0.42 [0.78, -0.06]

-0.76 [-1.36, -0.16]
-1.57 [-2.82, -0.32]
-0.34 [-0.92, 0.25]
-0.73 [-1.37, -0.09]
-0.13 [-0.74, 0.47]

0.19 [-0.65, 1.02]

0.30 [-0.12, 0.73]
-0.34 [0.75, 0.07]

0.39[-0.53, 1.31]
0.39 [-0.53, 1.31]

4.2.11 Manual Therapy plus Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus Exercise plus Kinesiotape

Pekyavas 2016
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =2.20 (P = 0.03)

9.79 8.5

4.2.12 Manual Therapy versus Myofascial Trigger Point

Barra-Lopez 2015
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.01 (P = 0.99)

11.37 71

16 233 21.79
16
19 11.39 8.23
19

20
20

19
19

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

-0.77 [-1.45, -0.08]
-0.77 [1.45, -0.08]

-0.00 [-0.64, 0.63]
-0.00 [-0.64, 0.63]

—=
——
——
-

—
——
——
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Figure Appendix-4b 7. Manual therapy: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function
Manual Therapy Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

4.2.1 Manual Therapy versus Sham

Aytar 2015 19.5 14 20 188 135 20 59.8%
Guimaraes 2016 2.8 119505 14 -46 120802 13 40.2%
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 33 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.04, df =1 (P = 0.85); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.36 (P =0.72)

4.2.2 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Exercise plus Tape

Kaya 2014 35.61 15.66 26 38.71 15.41 22 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 26 22 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)

0.05 [-0.57, 0.67]
0.15 [-0.61, 0.90]
0.09 [-0.39, 0.57]

-0.20 [-0.77, 0.37]
-0.20 [0.77, 0.37]

4.2.3 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Naturopathic Care (Diet, Acupuncture, etc)

36 100.0%
36 100.0%

Szczurko 2009 -6 18.8329 32 -21.64 13.4771
Subtotal (95% CI) 32

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.71 (P = 0.0002)

4.2.4 Neck or Thoracic Manual Therapy versus Shoulder Treatment including Manual Therapy of the Shoulder

Cook 2014 -19.4 17.4 38 -247 16.6 36  74.0%
van Rensburg 2012 -22.48 5.52 6 -214 1.98 3 8.0%
Wright 2016 -36 22.3665 10 -38.9 119.8535 8 18.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 54 47 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.65, df =2 (P = 0.72); 1= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.08 (P = 0.28)

4.2.5 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Corticosteroid Injection)

Cloke 2008 -2.23  7.3067 22 -0.96 9.8549 27 35.5%
Rhon 2014 22.2 18.6123 42 232 18.5208 46 64.5%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 64 73 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.06, df = 1 (P = 0.80); I>= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.49 (P = 0.62)

0.95 [0.45, 1.46]
0.95 [0.45, 1.46]

0.31[-0.15, 0.77]
-0.20 [-1.59, 1.19]
0.03 [-0.90, 0.96]
0.22[-0.18, 0.61]

-0.14 [-0.71, 0.42]
-0.05 [-0.47, 0.36]
-0.08 [-0.42, 0.25]

4.2.6 Manual Therapy plus Exercise plus Corticosteroid versus Corticosteroid Injection

Cloke 2008
Subtotal (95% Cl)
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.19 (P = 0.85)

-1.45 6.7675 20 -0.96 9.8549 27 100.0%
20 27 100.0%

4.2.7 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Medication (no Corticosteroids)

Cloke 2008 -2.23 7.3067 22 -0.88 10.8319 17 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 17 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.45 (P = 0.65)

4.2.8 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Sham Ultrasound and Placebo Gel

Bennell 2010 20 16.3 59 2541 19.3 61 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 59 61 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.54 (P = 0.12)

4.2.9 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Exercise Alone

Bang 2000 -38.22 4.68 23 -33.26 7.84 23 15.7%
Barbosa 2008 -84.43 6.97 7 -74.14 5.18 7 51%
Camargo 2015 -129  11.331 23 -9.1 10.869 23  16.3%
Citaker 2005 -9.4 1.14 20 -7.8 2.82 20 14.4%
Just 2009 -14.95 10 20 -13.59 10.2 22 15.5%
Kachingwe 2008 -56.1 24.6659 18 -61.6 35.9 8  9.9%
Kromer 2014 -14.4 18.8 44  -10.8 15.8 43 23.1%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 155 146 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.06; Chi? = 9.20, df =6 (P = 0.16); I> = 35%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.66 (P = 0.008)

4.2.10 Manual Therapy versus Supervised Exercise

Aytar 2015 19.5 14 20 234 18.9 20 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 20 20 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =0.72 (P = 0.47)

-0.06 [-0.63, 0.52]
-0.06 [-0.63, 0.52]

-0.15 [-0.78, 0.49]
-0.15 [0.78, 0.49]

-0.28 [-0.64, 0.08]
-0.28 [-0.64, 0.08]

-0.76 [-1.36, -0.16]
-1.57 [-2.82, -0.32]
-0.34 [-0.92, 0.25]
-0.73 [-1.37, -0.09]
-0.13[-0.74, 0.47]
0.19 [-0.65, 1.02]
-0.21[-0.63, 0.22]
-0.41 [-0.71, -0.11]

-0.23 [-0.85, 0.39)]
-0.23 [-0.85, 0.39]

4.2.11 Manual Therapy plus Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus Exercise plus Kinesiotape

Pekyavas 2016 9.79 8.5 16 233 21.79 20 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 16 20 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =2.20 (P = 0.03)

4.2.12 Manual Therapy versus Myofascial Trigger Point

Barra-Lopez 2015 11.37 71 19 11.39 8.23 19 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 19 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.01 (P = 0.99)

-0.77 [-1.45, -0.08]
-0.77 [-1.45, -0.08]

-0.00 [-0.64, 0.63]
-0.00 [-0.64, 0.63]

—~———
— —
——.—
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Figure Appendix-4b 8. Manual therapy: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up
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Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Laser Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
5.2.1 Laser and Exercise versus Exercise (and Sham Laser)
Bal 2009 -32.3 2273 20 -36.8 24.05 20 23.0% 0.19[-0.43, 0.81] e
Calis 2011 -64.6 16.18 15 -56.25 13.12 16  18.7% -0.55[-1.27, 0.17] - 1
Dogan 2010 4054 214 30 31.87 21.08 22 26.6% 0.40 [-0.15, 0.96] -
Yeldan 2009 -11.53 10.73 34 -145 1289 33 31.6% 0.25[-0.23, 0.73] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 99 91 100.0% 0.12 [-0.24, 0.49] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi = 4.64, df = 3 (P = 0.20); I> = 35%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.67 (P = 0.50)
5.2.2 Laser versus Sham Laser
Kelle 2014 -26.1 5.6 45 -19.9 55 45 53.6% -1.11 [-1.55, -0.66] —a—
Vecchio 1993 Laser -3.6  3.923 19 -2.9 4.4 16 46.4% -0.16 [-0.83, 0.50] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 61 100.0% -0.67 [-1.59, 0.25] e —
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.36; Chi?=5.32, df =1 (P = 0.02); I?=81%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.43 (P = 0.15)
5.2.3 Laser and Exercise versus Ultrasound and Exercise
Otadi 2012 -29.95 13.049 21 -19.24 19.596 21 100.0% -0.63 [-1.25, -0.01] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 21 100.0% -0.63 [-1.25, -0.01]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.99 (P = 0.05)
5.2.4 Laser versus Ultrasound
Calis 2011 -64.6 16.18 15 -62.85 6.85 21 30.9% -0.15[-0.81, 0.52] - &
Santamato 2009 -12.69  3.64 35 -9.03 2.7 35 34.8% -1.13 [-1.64, -0.62] — &
Yavuz 2014 29.8 13.6 27 30.57 1447 29 34.3% -0.05[-0.58, 0.47] — &
Subtotal (95% ClI) 77 85 100.0% -0.46 [-1.17, 0.26] e
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.32; Chi? = 9.80, df = 2 (P = 0.007); I*> = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.25 (P = 0.21)
5.2.5 Laser versus Medication (Misc.)
Kelle 2014 261 56 45 -268 54 45 100.0% 0.13[-0.29, 0.54] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 45 45 100.0% 0.13 [-0.29, 0.54]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.60 (P = 0.55)

5.2.6 Laser plus Manual Therapy plus Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus Manual Therapy plus Kinesiotape plus Exercise

Pekyavas 2016 737 452 19 979 8.5 19 100.0% -0.35[-0.99, 0.29]
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 19 100.0% -0.35 [-0.99, 0.29]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.06 (P = 0.29)

Figure Appendix-4b 9. Laser: Outcome function at the longest follow-up
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Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Laser Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
5.2.1 Laser and Exercise versus Exercise (and Sham Laser)
Bal 2009 -32.3 22.73 20 -36.8 24.05 20 23.0% 0.19[-0.43, 0.81] I
Calis 2011 -64.6 16.18 15 -56.25 13.12 16  18.7% -0.55[-1.27,0.17] T
Dogan 2010 40.54 214 30 31.87 21.08 22 26.6% 0.40[-0.15, 0.96] T
Yeldan 2009 -11.53 10.73 34 -145 12.89 33 31.6% 0.25[-0.23, 0.73] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 99 91 100.0% 0.12 [-0.24, 0.49] <>

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi = 4.64, df = 3 (P = 0.20); I> = 35%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.67 (P = 0.50)

5.2.2 Laser versus Sham Laser

Kelle 2014 25.9 46 45 202 55 45 535%  -1.11[-1.56, -0.67] —-
Vecchio 1993 laser 36 3923 19 29 44 16 465% -0.16 [-0.83, 0.50] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 64 61 100.0% -0.67 [-1.60, 0.25] ——

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.37; Chi?=5.39, df =1 (P = 0.02); I?=81%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.42 (P = 0.16)

5.2.3 Laser and Exercise versus Ultrasound and Exercise

Otadi 2012 29.95 13.0494 21 -19.24 19596 21 100.0%  -0.63[-1.25,-0.01] t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 21 21 100.0%  -0.63 [-1.25, -0.01]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.99 (P = 0.05)

5.2.4 Laser versus Ultrasound

Calis 2011 -64.6 16.18 15 -62.85 6.85 21 30.9% -0.15[-0.81, 0.52] — .
Santamato 2009 -12.69 3.64 35 -9.03 2.7 35 34.8% -1.13 [-1.64, -0.62] —

Yavuz 2014 29.8 13.6 27 30.57 1447 29 34.3% -0.05 [-0.58, 0.47] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 77 85 100.0% -0.46 [-1.17, 0.26] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.32; Chi? = 9.80, df = 2 (P = 0.007); I*> = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.25 (P = 0.21)

5.2.5 Laser versus Medication (Misc.)

Kelle 2014 259 46 45 274 41 45 100.0% 0.34 [-0.08, 0.76] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 45 45 1000%  0.34 [-0.08, 0.76] ;

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.61 (P =0.11)

5.2.6 Laser plus Manual Therapy plus Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus Manual Therapy plus Kinesiotape plus Exercise

Pekyavas 2016 737 452 19 979 85 19 100.0%  -0.35[-0.99,0.29] 1—
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 19 100.0%  -0.35[-0.99, 0.29]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.06 (P = 0.29)
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Figure Appendix-4b 10. Laser: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Ultrasound Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
6.2.1 Ultrasound versus Sham Ultrasound
Kurtais 2004 345 19 17 367 18.1 16  33.2% -0.12 [-0.80, 0.57] Il —
Nykanen 1995 7 24 30 73 23 37 66.8% -0.13 [-0.61, 0.36] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 47 53 100.0% -0.12 [-0.52, 0.27] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.00, df = 1 (P = 0.98); I>=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.61 (P = 0.54)

6.2.2 Ultrasound plus Hotpack plus Exercise versus Hotpack plus Exercise
Calis 2011 6285 685 21 5625 1312 16 100.0%  -0.64 [-1.31,0.02] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 16 100.0% -0.64 [-1.31, 0.02]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.89 (P = 0.06)

6.2.3 Ultrasound versus Hyperthermia

Giombini 2006 -61.75 14.4799 12 -82 21.4397 14 100.0% 1.06 [0.22, 1.89] l
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 14 100.0% 1.06 [0.22, 1.89]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.49 (P = 0.01)

6.2.4 Ultrasound plus Exercise versus Sham Ultrasound and Exercise

Celik 2009 US 6565 765 20 6525 7.61 16 31.7% -0.05[-0.71, 0.61] —_——
San Segundo 2007 -12.2 93 16 -43 128 13 23.9% -0.70 [-1.46, 0.06] —_—
Yazmalar 2016 2688 1899 26 2345 1208 24 44.3% -0.21[-0.77, 0.35] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 62 53 100.0% -0.28 [-0.65, 0.09] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.70, df = 2 (P = 0.43); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.46 (P = 0.14)

6.2.5 Ultrasound versus Passive Exercises (Pendulum, Stretching, etc)

Giombini 2006 -61.75 14.4799 12 -63.27 18.4404 11 100.0% 0.09 [-0.73, 0.91] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 11 100.0% 0.09 [-0.73, 0.91]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.21 (P = 0.83)

6.2.6 Ultrasound plus Exercise versus Laser and Exercise

Calis 2011 5625 1312 16 -646 1618 15 426% 0.55[-0.17, 1.27] N B e
Otadi 2012 -19.24 20.6044 21 -29.95 13.0494 21 57.4% 0.61[-0.01, 1.23] — -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 37 36 100.0% 0.59 [0.12, 1.06] i

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.01, df =1 (P =0.91); I?=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.44 (P = 0.01)

6.2.7 Ultrasound versus Laser

Otadi 2012 -19.24 20.6044 21 -29.95 13.0494 21 31.3% 0.61[-0.01, 1.23] =
Santamato 2009 -9.03 27073 35 -12.69 3.6389 35 34.6% 1.13[0.62, 1.64] - &
Yavuz 2014 30.57 14.47 29 298 13.6 27  341% 0.05[-0.47, 0.58]

Subtotal (95% CI) 85 83 100.0% 0.60 [-0.05, 1.25]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.25; Chi? = 8.35, df = 2 (P = 0.02); I = 76%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.82 (P = 0.07)

6.2.8 Long Duration Ultrasound versus Short Duration Ultrasound

Yildirim 2013 -66.8 19.43 50 -59.38 15.32 50 100.0% -0.42[-0.82, -0.02]
Subtotal (95% CI) 50 50 100.0% -0.42 [-0.82, -0.02]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =2.08 (P = 0.04)

6.2.9 Ultrasound versus Phonophoresis with Dexketoprofen

N N
.‘
Perez-Merino 2015 51 99851 32 6.4 90246 33 100.0% 0.14 [-0.35, 0.62] i

Subtotal (95% CI) 32 33 100.0% 0.14 [-0.35, 0.62]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.54 (P = 0.59)

6.2.10 Ultrasound versus lontophoresis with Dexketoprofen

Perez-Merino 2015 -5.1  9.9851 32 -6.5 17.7693 34 100.0% 0.10 [-0.39, 0.58]
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 34 100.0% 0.10 [-0.39, 0.58]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.39 (P = 0.70)
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Figure Appendix-4b 11. Ultrasound: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Ultrasound Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
6.1.1 Ultrasound versus Sham Ultrasound
Kurtais 2004 34.5 19 17 36.7 18.1 16  33.2% -0.12 [-0.80, 0.57] I R
Nykanen 1995 4.2 1.3 30 4.4 14 37 66.8% -0.15[-0.63, 0.34]
Subtotal (95% CI) 47 53 100.0% -0.14 [-0.53, 0.26]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.00, df =1 (P = 0.94); I>=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)

6.1.2 Ultrasound plus Hotpack plus Exercise versus Hotpack plus Exercise

Calis 2011 -62.85 6.85 21  -64.6 16.18 15 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 21 15 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.43 (P = 0.66)

6.1.3 Ultrasound versus Hyperthermia

Giombini 2006 -60 11.1198 12 -78.1 15.8272 14 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 14 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.89 (P = 0.004)

6.1.4 Ultrasound plus Exercise versus Sham Ultrasound and Exercise

Celik 2009 US -58.3 9.07 20 -61.06 8.06 16 32.7%
San Segundo 2007 9.3 9 16 -2.7 11.6 13 27.9%
Yazmalar 2016 -26.88 18.99 26 -23.45 12.08 24 39.4%
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 53 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.08; Chi? = 3.46, df =2 (P = 0.18); I =42%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.62 (P = 0.54)

6.1.5 Ultrasound versus Passive Exercises (Pendulum, Stretching, etc)
Giombini 2006 -60 11.1198 12 -61.2 14.1952 11 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 11 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.22 (P = 0.83)

6.1.6 Ultrasound plus Exercise versus Laser and Exercise

Calis 2011 -62.85 6.85 16 -64.6 16.18 15 43.6%
Otadi 2012 -19.24 20.6044 21 -29.95 13.0494 21 56.4%

Subtotal (95% CI) 37 36 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.96, df = 1 (P = 0.33); = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.70 (P = 0.09)

6.1.7 Ultrasound versus Laser

Otadi 2012 29.95 13.0494 21 19.24 20.6044 21 31.3%
Santamato 2009 -9.03 27073 35 -12.69 3.6389 35 34.6%
Yavuz 2014 30.57 14.47 29 298 13.6 27  341%

Subtotal (95% CI) 85 83 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.25; Chi? = 8.35, df = 2 (P = 0.02); I = 76%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.82 (P = 0.07)

6.1.8 Long Duration Ultrasound versus Short Duration Ultrasound

Yildirim 2013 -66.8 19.43 50 -59.38 15.32 50 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 50 50 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =2.08 (P = 0.04)

6.1.9 Ultrasound versus Phonophoresis with Dexketoprofen

Perez-Merino 2015 -5.5 10.8172 32 -4.1  8.4606 33 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 33 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.57 (P = 0.57)

6.1.10 Ultrasound versus lontophoresis with Dexketoprofen

Perez-Merino 2015 -5.5 10.8172 32 -3.3 15.7631 34 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 34 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.65 (P = 0.52)

Figure Appendix-4b 12. Ultrasound: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up
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Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

ECSWT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.2.1 ECSWT versus Exercise
Engebretsen 2011 1yr 279 26.6 46 24 234 48 51.1% 0.15[-0.25, 0.56] — i
Melegati 2000 -74.5 10.69 30 -65.15 5.91 30 48.9% -1.07 [-1.61, -0.53] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 76 78 100.0% -0.44 [-1.64, 0.76] ——e N —
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.69; Chi* = 12.51, df = 1 (P = 0.0004); I* = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.72 (P = 0.47)
7.2.2 ECSWT versus Sham ECSWT
Galasso 2012 -74.09 20.56 11 -48 223 9 23.8% -1.17 [-2.14,-0.20] * bl
Schmitt 2001 -66.5 37.92 20 -64.39 32.68 18 35.4% -0.06 [-0.70, 0.58]
Speed 2002 -284 259 27 -304 312 32 40.7% 0.07 [-0.44, 0.58]
Subtotal (95% CI) 58 59 100.0% -0.27 [-0.90, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.18; Chi? = 5.03, df = 2 (P = 0.08); I = 60%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.85 (P = 0.39)
7.2.3 High Energy ECSWT versus Low Energy ECSWT
Schofer 2009 -41.69 35.24 19 -23.55 31.49 18 100.0% -0.53[-1.19, 0.13] i_
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 18 100.0% -0.53 [-1.19, 0.13] -
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.58 (P = 0.11)
7.2.4 ECSWT versus Radiotherapy
Haake 2001 -91.5 26 16 -79.5 287 14 100.0% -0.43 [-1.15, 0.30] i_
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 14 100.0% -0.43 [-1.15, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.15 (P = 0.25)
7.2.5 ECSWT versus Advice
Melegati 2000 -74.5 10.69 30 -58.48 16.98 30 100.0% -1.11 [-1.66, -0.57] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% -1.11 [-1.66, -0.57]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =4.00 (P < 0.0001)
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Figure Appendix-4b 13. Extracorporeal shockwave therapy (ECSWT): Outcome function at the longest

follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

ECSWT Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
7.2.1 ECSWT versus Exercise
Engebretsen 2011 1yr 279 26.6 46 24 234 48 51.1% 0.15[-0.25, 0.56]
Melegati 2000 -74.5 10.69 30 -65.15 5.91 30 48.9% -1.07 [-1.61, -0.53] ——
Subtotal (95% CI) 76 78 100.0% -0.44 [-1.64, 0.76]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.69; Chi* = 12.51, df = 1 (P = 0.0004); I* = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.72 (P = 0.47)

7.2.2 ECSWT versush Sham ECSWT

Galasso 2012 7409 2056 11 -48 223 9 329%  -1.17[-2.14, -0.20] —
Schmitt 2001 665 37.92 20 64.39 32.68 18 324%  -3.61[-4.67,-2.54] +®——

Speed 2002 284 259 27 -304 312 32 347% 0.07 [-0.44, 0.58] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 58 59 100.0% 1.53[-3.63,0.57] e ——

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 3.24; Chi? = 38.01, df =2 (P < 0.00001); 1> = 95%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.43 (P = 0.15)

7.2.3 High Energy ECSWT versus Low Energy ECSWT

Schofer 2009 3225 3539 19 -18.81 27.28 18 100.0% -0.41[-1.07, 0.24]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 18 100.0%  -0.41[-1.07, 0.24]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =1.25 (P = 0.21)

7.2.4 ECSWT versus Radiotherapy

Haake 2001 915 26 16 -795 287 14 1000%  -0.43[-1.15,0.30] 1—

Subtotal (95% Cl) 16 14 100.0% -0.43 [-1.15, 0.30]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.15 (P = 0.25)

7.2.5 ECSWT versus Advice

Melegati 2000 -74.5 10.69 30 -58.48 16.98 30 100.0% -1.11[-1.66, -0.57]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 30 100.0% -1.11 [-1.66, -0.57]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =4.00 (P < 0.0001)
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Figure Appendix-4b 14. Extracorporeal shockwave therapy (ECSWT): Outcome function at the shortest
follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Tape Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
8.3.1 Tape plus Exercises versus Physiotherapy (including Exercise)
Kaya 2011 18 11 30 31 18.5 25 27.3% -0.86 [-1.42, -0.31] - &
Kaya 2014 38.71 15.41 28 35.61 15.66 26 27.7% 0.20 [-0.34, 0.73] -
Miller 2009 8.5 19.4074 6 125 37.8519 11 20.0% -0.12[-1.11, 0.88] =
Pekyavas 2016 23.3 21.79 20 10.6 6.71 15  25.0% 0.73[0.03, 1.42] — &
Subtotal (95% Cl) 84 77 100.0% -0.02 [-0.74, 0.69] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.40; Chi* = 13.80, df = 3 (P = 0.003); I* = 78%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.06 (P = 0.95)
8.3.2 Tape versus Sham Tape
Kocyigit 2016 -71.5 6.2 22 -61.1 5.8 20 32.2% -1.70 [-2.41,-0.98) ®——
Thelen 2008 -21 16.2 21 -18.8 13.8 21 34.2% -0.14 [-0.75, 0.46] - &
Simsek 2013 -68.21 11.94 19 -62.53 12.74 19 33.5% -0.45[-1.10, 0.19] L
Subtotal (95% Cl) 62 60 100.0% -0.75[1.64,0.15] e ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.52; Chi? = 11.26, df = 2 (P = 0.004); I* = 82%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.63 (P = 0.10)
8.3.3 Tape and Exercise versus Corticosteroids and Exercise
Goksu 2015 29.25 13.69 30 236 14.36 31 46.1% 0.40[-0.11, 0.90] I
Subasi 2014 15.3 14 35 145 13 35 53.9% 0.06 [-0.41, 0.53] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 66 100.0% 0.21 [-0.13, 0.56]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 0.93, df =1 (P = 0.34); 2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.22 (P = 0.22)
8.3.4 Pre-Cut Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus NSAID plus Exercise
Devereaux 2015 -9.92 11.6192 33 -11.9 10.8313 29 100.0% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] _t
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 29 100.0% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)
8.3.5 Pre-Cut Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus Exercise only
Devereaux 2015 -9.92 11.6192 33 -8.47 11.9869 38 100.0% -0.12 [-0.59, 0.35] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 33 38 100.0% -0.12 [-0.59, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61)
8.3.6 Kinesiotape plus NSAID versus Corticosteroid plus NSAID
Sahin 2016 -15.8 6.6 33 -13.2 6.1 33 100.0% -0.40 [-0.89, 0.08] i‘
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 33 100.0% -0.40 [-0.89, 0.08] r
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.62 (P = 0.10)
8.3.7 Kinesiotape plus NSAID versus NSAID
Sahin 2016 -15.8 6.6 33 -8.6 5 33 100.0% -1.22 [-1.74, -0.69] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 33 100.0% -1.22 [-1.74, -0.69]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.51 (P < 0.00001)

Figure Appendix-4b 15. Tape: Outcome function at the longest follow-up
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Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Tape Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
8.3.1 Tape plus Exercises versus Physiotherapy (Including Exercise)
Kaya 2011 18 11 30 31 18.5 25 27.5% -0.86 [-1.42, -0.31] I E—
Kaya 2014 38.71 15.41 28 35.61 15.66 26 27.8% 0.20 [-0.34, 0.73] -
Miller 2009 20.5 14.3703704 5 42.6 37.4074074 12 19.5% -0.64 [-1.71, 0.43] "
Pekyavas 2016 23.3 21.79 20 10.6 6.71 15  25.3% 0.73[0.03, 1.42] - &
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 78 100.0% -0.12 [-0.87, 0.63] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.45; Chi? = 14.78, df = 3 (P = 0.002); 1> = 80%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.32 (P = 0.75)
8.3.2 Tape versus Sham Tape
Kocyigit 2016 -65.9 6.5 22 -59.6 6.1 21 32.9% -0.98[-1.62,-0.34] — & —
Thelen 2008 -21 16.2 21 -18.8 13.8 21 347% -0.14 [-0.75, 0.46] - &
Simsek 2013 -68.21 11.94 19 -62.53 12.74 19 32.4% -0.45[-1.10, 0.19] - &
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 61 100.0%  -0.52[-1.00, -0.04] —l—
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.08; Chiz = 3.54, df =2 (P = 0.17); 1> = 43%
Test for overall effect: Z =2.10 (P = 0.04)
8.3.3 Tape and Exercise versus Corticosteroids and Exercise
Goksu 2015 31.93 15.32 30 281 15.18 31 46.4% 0.25[-0.26, 0.75] B I B
Subasi 2014 15.3 14 35 145 13 35 53.6% 0.06 [-0.41, 0.53] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 65 66 100.0% 0.15 [-0.20, 0.49]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.29, df = 1 (P = 0.59); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.84 (P = 0.40)
8.3.4 Pre-Cut Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus NSAID plus Exercise
Devereaux 2015 -9.92 11.6192 33 -11.9 10.8313 29 100.0% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] _t
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 29 100.0% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)
8.3.5 Pre-Cut Kinesiotape plus Exercise versus Exercise only
Devereaux 2015 -9.92 11.6192 33 -8.47 11.9869 38 100.0% -0.12[-0.59, 0.35] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 38 100.0% -0.12 [-0.59, 0.35]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.51 (P = 0.61)
8.3.6 Kinesiotape plus NSAID versus Corticosteroids plus NSAID
Sahin 2016 -15.8 6.6 33 -13.2 6.1 33 100.0% -0.40 [-0.89, 0.08] i‘
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 33 100.0% -0.40 [-0.89, 0.08] r
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.62 (P = 0.10)
8.3.7 Kinesiotape plus NSAID versus NSAID
Sahin 2016 -15.8 6.6 33 -8.6 5 33 100.0% -1.22[-1.74, -0.69] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 33 33 100.0% -1.22 [-1.74, -0.69]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.51 (P < 0.00001)

Figure Appendix-4b 16. Tape: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up
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Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Hyaluron Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
9.2.1 Hyaluronate versus Placebo
Chou 2010 -79.24 13.09 25 -69.07 13.29 26  33.3% -0.76 [-1.33, -0.19] — &
Moghtaderi 2013 -70.4 16.9 20 -50.7 13.2 20 31.9% -1.27[-1.96,-0.59] & ———
Penning 2012 -76 13.81 44 -82.3 14.46 48 34.9% 0.44 [0.03, 0.86] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 89 94 100.0% -0.50 [-1.56, 0.55] e —
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.79; Chi? = 22.29, df = 2 (P < 0.0001); I>=91%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.94 (P = 0.35)
9.2.2 Hyaluronate versus Control
Byun 2011 -7 4.1 13 -4.3 2.6 13 50.0% -0.76 [-1.56, 0.04] — &
Ozgen 2012 -56.5 5.92592593 12 -56.6 14.0740741 12 50.0% 0.01[-0.79, 0.81] ‘_i
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -0.38 [-1.13, 0.38]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.13; Chi?=1.78, df = 1 (P = 0.18); I? = 44%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.98 (P = 0.33)
9.2.3 Hyaluronate versus Corticosteroids
Choi 2013 high dose -5.2 22 5 -11.8 4.3 10 7.4% 1.64 [0.37, 2.92] I
Choi 2013 low dose -5.2 2.2 5 -6.6 34 10 9.6% 0.43 [-0.66, 1.52]
Kim 2012 -22.8 6.8 38 -21.9 5.1 42 27.4% -0.15[-0.59, 0.29] — &
Penning 2012 -76 13.81 44 -80.4 14.65 45 28.4% 0.31[-0.11,0.72] N
Shibata 2001 -5.0368 2.3103 38 -5.0625 2.1309 40 27.2% 0.01[-0.43, 0.46] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 130 147 100.0% 0.21 [-0.17, 0.59] -

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 8.22, df =4 (P = 0.08); I? = 51%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.09 (P = 0.28)

1 1 1
1 05 0 05 1
Favours Hyaluronate Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 17. Hyaluronate: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Hyaluron Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
9.2.1 Hyaluronate versus Placebo
Chou 2010 -79.24 13.09 25 -69.07 13.29 26 33.3% -0.76 [-1.33, -0.19] —u—
Moghtaderi 2013 -70.4 16.9 20 -50.7 13.2 20 31.9% -1.27 [-1.96, -0.59] —
Penning 2012 -76 13.81 44  -82.3 14.46 48 34.9% 0.44[0.03, 0.86] el
Subtotal (95% CI) 89 94 100.0% -0.50 [-1.56, 0.55] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.79; Chi? = 22.29, df = 2 (P < 0.0001); I? = 91%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.94 (P = 0.35)
9.2.2 Hyaluronate versus Control
Byun 2011 -7 4.1 13 43 2.6 13 48.9% -3.19 [-4.40, -1.97] —i—
Ozgen 2012 -56.5 5.92592593 12 -56.6 14.0740741 12 51.1% 0.01[-0.79, 0.81] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -1.56 [-4.69, 1.58]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 4.83; Chi? = 18.55, df = 1 (P < 0.0001); I = 95%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.97 (P = 0.33)
9.2.3 Hyaluronate versus Corticosteroids
Choi 2013 high Dose -5.2 22 5 -11.8 43 10 7.4% 1.64 [0.37, 2.92] -
Choi 2013 low Dose -5.2 22 5 -6.6 34 10 9.6% 0.43 [-0.66, 1.52] e
Kim 2012 -22.8 6.8 38 -21.9 5.1 42 27.4% -0.15[-0.59, 0.29] .
Penning 2012 -76 13.81 44 -804 14.65 45 28.4% 0.31[-0.11,0.72] ™
Shibata 2001 -5.0368 2.3103 38 -5.0625 2.1309 40 27.2% 0.01[-0.43, 0.46] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 130 147 100.0% 0.21 [-0.17, 0.59] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 8.22, df =4 (P = 0.08); I = 51%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.09 (P = 0.28)
} } }
-4 -2 0 2
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Figure Appendix-4b 18. Hyaluronate: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

PEMF Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
10.2.1 PEMF versus Sham PEMF
Aktas 2007 -72.65 17.99 20 -72 12.78 20 42.3% -0.04 [-0.66, 0.58]
de Freitas 2013 -40.7 126 26 -356 117 30 57.7% -0.411[-0.95, 0.12]
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 50 100.0% -0.26 [-0.66, 0.15]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.81, df =1 (P = 0.37); I2=0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.25 (P = 0.21)

1 05 0 05 1
Favours PEMF Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 19. PEMF: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

PEMF Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
10.2.1 PEMF versus Sham PEMF
Aktas 2007 -72.65 17.99 20 -72 12.78 20 42.3% -0.04 [-0.66, 0.58]
de Freitas 2013 -40.7 126 26 -356 117 30 57.7% -0.41[-0.95, 0.12]
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 50 100.0% -0.26 [-0.66, 0.15]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.81, df =1 (P = 0.37); I?=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.25 (P = 0.21)

1 05 0 05 1
Favours PEMF Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 20. PEMF: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

TENS Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Eyigor 2010 28.5 13.2 20 137 115 20 100.0% 1.17 [0.50, 1.85]
Total (95% Cl) 20 20 100.0% 1.17 [0.50, 1.85] -
Heterogeneity: Not applicable =2 _=1 0 % é
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.40 (P = 0.0007)

Favours TENS Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 21. TENS: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

TENS Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Eyigor 2010 425 14.7 20 221 159 20 100.0% 1.31[0.62, 2.00]
Total (95% ClI) 20 20 100.0% 1.31[0.62, 2.00] —~al—
Heterogeneity: Not applicable _=2 _51 0 1= é
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.71 (P = 0.0002)

Favours TENS Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 22. TENS: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Experimental Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.3.1 Surgery versus Exercises

Haahr 2006 -18.8 23.1277 41 -23  19.821 43  28.3% 0.19[-0.24, 0.62] 1
Ketola 2013 -60.4 45.3364 57 -61.7 45.3364 52 36.8% 0.03 [-0.35, 0.40]

Moosmayer 2010 -64.9 17.2413 52 -64.1 19.9108 51 34.9% -0.04 [-0.43, 0.34] %
Subtotal (95% CI) 150 146 100.0% 0.05[-0.18, 0.28]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.66, df =2 (P = 0.72); I = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.43 (P = 0.67)

12.3.2 Primary Tendon Repair versus Physiotherapy with Optional Secondary Repair

Moosmayer 2014 -79.8 15 52 -74.2 20.3 51 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 51 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=1.57 (P = 0.12)

12.3.3 Surgery versus Comprehensive Physiotherapy

Farfaras 2014 -69.0882 21.1894 34 -61 22.2 21 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 21 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =1.32 (P = 0.19)

-0.31[-0.70, 0.08]
-0.31 [-0.70, 0.08]

-0.37 [-0.92, 0.18]
-0.37 [-0.92, 0.18]

b

1 1 1 1
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
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Figure Appendix-4b 23. Surgery: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
12.3.1 Surgery versus Exercise
Haahr 2006 -15.5 20.2763 41 -20.1 15.9218 43 26.0% 0.25[-0.18, 0.68] bl
Ketola 2013 -53.2 46.9782 68  -50 46.9782 66 41.8% -0.07 [-0.41, 0.27] —
Moosmayer 2010 -64.9 17.2413 52 -64.1 19.9108 51 32.2% -0.04 [-0.43, 0.34] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 161 160 100.0% 0.02 [-0.20, 0.24] —a—

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.47, df =2 (P = 0.48); I?= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.21 (P = 0.84)

12.3.2 Primary Tendon Repair versus Physiotherapy with Optional Secondary Repair

Moosmayer 2014 -79.8 15 52 -74.2 20.3 51 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 51 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.57 (P = 0.12)

12.3.3 Surgery versus Comprehensive Physiotherapy

Farfaras 2014 -69.0882 21.1894 34  -61 22.2 21 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 34 21 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.32 (P = 0.19)

-0.31[-0.70, 0.08]
-0.31 [-0.70, 0.08]

-0.37[-0.92, 0.18]
-0.37 [-0.92, 0.18]

——

<
<
—

1 1 1 1
05 025 0 025 05
Favours Surgery Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 24. Surgery: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bayram 2014 -18.3 2 38 -169 3 36 100.0% -0.55[-1.01, -0.08]
Total (95% CI) 38 36 100.0% -0.55[-1.01, -0.08] ~al—
Heterogeneity: Not applicable =1 -Ol 5 0 055 1’
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.30 (P = 0.02) Favours Nerve.BIock Favou.rs Control

Figure Appendix-4b 25. Nerve block: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bayram 2014 -17.9 31 38 -16.1 3.3 36 100.0% -0.56 [-1.02, -0.09]
Total (95% Cl) 38 36 100.0% -0.56 [-1.02, -0.09] —al—
. . 1 1 1 1
Heterogeneity: Not applicable _'1 -O' 5 0 0'5 a
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.35 (P = 0.02) Favours Nerve Block Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 26. Nerve block: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

15.2.1 Diacutaneous Fibrolysis versus Sham Diacutaneaous Fibrolysis

Barra Lopez 2013 424 117 40 62 63 40 100.0%  -0.65[-1.10, -0.20] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 40 40 100.0%  -0.65[-1.10, -0.20]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.84 (P = 0.004)

15.2.1 Diacutaneous Fibrolysis versus Control
Barra Lopez 2013 -124 117 40 -8.7 938 40 100.0% -0.34 [-0.78, 0.10] i_
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.34 [-0.78, 0.10] —
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=1.51 (P = 0.13)

1 05 0 05
Favours Diacut. Fibrol. Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 27. Diacutaneous Fibrolysis: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
15.1.1 Diacutaneous Fibrolysis versus Sham Diacutaneous Fibrolysis
Barra Lopez 2013 99 85 40 -6.2 6.3 40 100.0% -0.49 [-0.93, -0.04] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.49 [-0.93, -0.04]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.16 (P = 0.03)

15.1.2 Diacutaneous Fibrolysis versus Control

Barra Lopez 2013 99 85 40 -42 78 40 100.0% -0.69 [-1.14, -0.24] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -0.69 [-1.14, -0.24]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.00 (P = 0.003)

-1 05 0 0.5
Favours Diacut. Fibrol. Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 28. Diacutaneous Fibrolysis: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Acupuncture Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
16.2.1 Acupuncture plus Exercise versus Exercise
Lewis 2017 -43.23 6.75 61 -43.82 6.17 45 100.0% 0.09 [-0.30, 0.48]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 61 45 100.0% 0.09 [-0.30, 0.48]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.46 (P = 0.65)

16.2.2 Electro-Acupuncture plus Exercise versus Exercise

Lewis 2017 -44.22 5.11 59 -43.82 6.17 45 100.0% -0.07 [-0.46, 0.32] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 59 45 100.0% -0.07 [-0.46, 0.32]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.36 (P = 0.72)

16.2.3 Acupuncture versus Sham Acupuncture or other Sham Therapy

Kleinhenz 1999 -19.2 161 25 -84 146 27 100.0% -0.69 [-1.25, -0.13] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 27 100.0% -0.69 [-1.25, -0.13]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =2.42 (P = 0.02)

16.2.7 Laser Acupuncture versus Sham

Kibar 2016 156.83 9.52 30 41.62 10.48 32 100.0% -2.54 [-3.22, -1.86] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 32 100.0% -2.54 [-3.22, -1.86]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.33 (P < 0.00001)

2 - 0 1 2
Favours Acupuncture Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 29. Acupuncture: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

Acupuncture Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
16.2.1 Acupuncture plus Exercise versus Exercise
Lewis 2017 -39.12 6.04 67 -39.28 6.41 54 100.0% 0.03 [-0.33, 0.38]
Subtotal (95% CI) 67 54 100.0% 0.03 [-0.33, 0.38]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =0.14 (P = 0.89)

16.2.2 Electro-Acupuncture plus Exercise versus Exercise

Lewis 2017 -39.28 6.54 69 -39.28 6.41 54 100.0% 0.00 [-0.36, 0.36]
Subtotal (95% CI) 69 54 100.0% 0.00 [-0.36, 0.36]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =0.00 (P = 1.00)

16.2.3 Acupuncture versus Sham Acupuncture or other Sham Therapy

Kleinhenz 1999 192 1641 25 -84 146 27 100.0%  -0.69[-1.25,-0.13] t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 25 27 100.0%  -0.69 [1.25, -0.13]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.42 (P = 0.02)

16.2.7 Laser Acupuncture versus Sham

Kibar 2016 1583 952 30 4162 1048 32 100.0%  -2.54[-3.22, -1.86] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 30 32 100.0%  -2.54 [-3.22, -1.86]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =7.33 (P < 0.00001)

2 A 0 1 2
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Figure Appendix-4b 30. Acupuncture: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
17.2.1 Microwave plus Heat plus Exercise versus Exercise plus Heat plus Sham Microwave
Akyol 2012 -27.65 9.0784 20 -31.7 7.9604 20 100.0% 0.46 [-0.16, 1.09] _t
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 0.46 [-0.16, 1.09] -

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.45 (P = 0.15)

17.2.2 Microwave versus Corticosteroid Injection

Rabini 2012 -88.1 20 46 -89.9 12.6 46 100.0% 0.11 [-0.30, 0.52] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 46 46 100.0% 0.11 [-0.30, 0.52]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=0.51 (P = 0.61)

2 1 0 1 2
Favours Microwave Favours Control

Figure Appendix-4b 31. Microwave: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
17.1.1 Microwave plus Heat plus Exercise plus Heat plus Sham Microwave
Akyol 2012 2765 2 20 -30 169 20 100.0% 1.24.[0.56, 1.93] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 1.24 [0.56, 1.93]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.57 (P = 0.0004)

17.1.2 Microwave versus Corticosteroid Injection

Rabini 2012 901 15 46 -82.4 17.7 46 100.0%  -0.47 [-0.88, -0.05] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 46 46 100.0% -0.47 [-0.88, -0.05]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.20 (P = 0.03)
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Figure Appendix-4b 32. Microwave: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Physiotherapy Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
18.1.1 Manual Therapy plus Exercise versus Control
Dickens 2005 -20 19.0631365 42 -0.65 1.6293279 31 100.0% -1.32[-1.83, -0.80] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 42 31 100.0% -1.32 [-1.83, -0.80]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.03 (P < 0.00001)
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Figure Appendix-4b 33. Comprehensive physiotherapy: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

a4

Physiotherapy Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
18.1.1 Physiotherapy versus Control
Dickens 2005 -20 19.0631365 42 -0.65 1.6293279 31 100.0% -1.32[-1.83, -0.80] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 42 31 100.0% -1.32 [-1.83, -0.80]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.03 (P < 0.00001)
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Figure Appendix-4b 34. Comprehensive physiotherapy: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Myofascial Trigger Point Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
19.2.1 Myofascial Trigger Point Therapy versus Waiting List
Bron 2011 184 123 37 261 138 35 100.0%  -0.58[-1.06, -0.11] i
Subtotal (95% Cl) 37 35 100.0% -0.58 [-1.06, -0.11]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.42 (P = 0.02)

19.2.2 Trigger Point Dry Needling plus Exercises versus Exercises only

Arias 2016 1.6 1.8 24 155 111 23 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 23 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.01 (P < 0.00001)

19.2.3 Myofascial Trigger Point versus Manual Therapy

Barra-Lopez 2015 11.39 8.23 19 1137 741 19 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 19 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.01 (P = 0.99)

.74 [-2.42, -1.06] t
.74 [-2.42, -1.06]

0.00 [-0.63, 0.64] i
0.00 [-0.63, 0.64]

T :
-2 -1 0 1

. . Favours TrP Intervention Favours Control 2
Test for subaroup differences: Chiz = 13.87, df =2 (P = 0.0010), I* = 85.6%
Figure Appendix-4b 35. Myofascial Trigger: Outcome function at the longest follow-up
Myof. TrP. Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
19.1.1 Myofascial Trigger Point versus Waiting List
Bron 2011 184 123 37 26.1 13.8 35 100.0% -0.58 [-1.06, -0.11] 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 35 100.0% -0.58 [-1.06, -0.11]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z =2.42 (P = 0.02)
19.1.2 Trigger Point Dry Needling plus Exercise versus Exercise only
Arias 2016 232 438 25 438 64 25 100.0% -3.58 [-4.50, -2.67] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 100.0% -3.58 [-4.50, -2.67]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 7.65 (P < 0.00001)
19.1.3 Myofascial Trigger Point versus Manual Therapy
Barra-Lopez 2015 1139 823 19 1137 74 19 100.0% 0.00 [-0.63, 0.64] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 19 19 100.0% 0.00 [-0.63, 0.64]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.01 (P = 0.99)
il ] il ]
VR 0 5 ;

Test for subaroup differences: Chiz = 42.19, df = 2 (P < 0.00001). 12 = 95.3%
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Figure Appendix-4b 36. Myofascial Trigger: Outcome function at the shortest follow-up



Appendix 4b Forest Plots Function

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
20.2.1 Platelet Rich Plasma versus Dry Needling
Rha 2013 11.6 9.2 16 18.6 8.98 14 100.0% -0.75[-1.49, -0.00] t
Subtotal (95% CI) 16 14 100.0% -0.75 [-1.49, -0.00]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.97 (P = 0.05)

20.2.2 Interferential Light Therapy versus Conventional Light Therapy
Montes-Molina 2012 -4.4 34 13 -6.3 5.1 13 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 13 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.07 (P = 0.29)

0.42 [-0.35, 1.20]
0.42 [0.35, 1.20]

20.2.3 Microcurrent Electrical Stimulation versus Sham Microcurrent Stimulation

Atya 2012 60.65 7.7 19 67.6 6.88 21 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 21 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.79 (P = 0.005)

20.2.4 US-Guided Percutaneous Electrolysis and Eccentric Exercises
Arias-Buria 2015 -46.3 11.2807 17 -36.8 11.2037 19 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 19 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.36 (P = 0.02)

-0.94 [-1.59, -0.28]
-0.94 [-1.59, -0.28]

-0.83 [-1.51, -0.14]
-0.83 [-1.51, -0.14]
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Figure Appendix-4b 37. Miscellaneous interventions: Outcome function at the longest follow-up

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
20.1.1 Platelet Rich Plasma versus Dry Needling
Rha 2013 29.3 11.6276 20 30.8 11.3331 19 100.0% -0.13 [-0.76, 0.50]
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 19 100.0% -0.13 [-0.76, 0.50]

Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.40 (P = 0.69)

20.1.2 Inferential Light Therapy versus Conventional Therapy
Montes-Molina 2012 -4.4 34 13 -6.3 5.1 13 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 13 13 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.07 (P = 0.29)

0.42 [-0.35, 1.20]
0.42 [0.35, 1.20]

20.1.3 Microcurrent Electrical Stimulation versus Sham Microcurrent Stimulation

Atya 2012 60.65 7.7 19 676 6.88 21 100.0%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 19 21 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.79 (P = 0.005)

20.1.4 US-Guided Percutaneous Electrolysis and Eccentric Exercises
Arias-Buria 2015 -46.3 11.2807 17 -36.8 11.2037 19 100.0%
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 19 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Not applicable

Test for overall effect: Z =2.36 (P = 0.02)

-0.94 [-1.59, -0.28]
-0.94 [-1.59, -0.28]

-0.83 [-1.51, -0.14]
-0.83 [-1.51, -0.14]
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Figure Appendix-4b 39. Miscellaneous interventions: Outcome function at the longest follow-up



