 Supplemental table 2:  Risk of bias assessment 
	1. (38)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection
bias)
	Unclear risk
	patients with type 2 diabetes were randomized into either a control group, CON group per formed no additional exercise during the 12-week period, or an exercise group

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	After baseline assessment, participants were randomized to exercise or control group

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, four subjects declined participation (EXE, n=3; CON, n=1).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	Other biases have not been identified




	2. (39)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Low risk
	The sequence was decided using randomly permuted blocks of equal size, with each block containing ten allotments. using Sequentially Numbered Opaque Sealed Envelopes (SNOSE)

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	Block randomization was used to allocate partici pants to either group.

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	the main outcome assessor was blinded

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, there were 9 and 5 participants in the control and study groups respectively  

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	Other biases have not been identified



	3. (40)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	participants were randomly placed in one of two groups for the comparison of exercise intervention group and standard care group

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	Subjects were randomly assigned to the exercise group (n=8) or the control group (n=8). 

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	Information concerning blinding of the assessor were not provided  

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, there were 9 and 5 participants in the control and study groups respectively  

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	Other biases have not been identified

	4. (41)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection
bias)
	Unclear risk
	Randomization was performed using envelopes.

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Low risk
	Before commencing the first training session, each participant had to choose a randomization envelope.

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	The assessors examined the participants without being aware of the program followed by each individual.

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	High  risk
	During the follow-up period, four subjects declined participation (EXE, n=25; CON, n=13).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	Other biases have not been identified




	5. (42)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	The randomization was performed 

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Low risk
	Before commencing the first training, each patient had to choose a randomization envelope.

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	The measurements were done by masked assessors. They examined the participants without being aware of the programme followed by each individual.

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=2; CON, n=5).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 



	6. (43)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Low risk
	Allocation was per formed by a person not involved in the study selecting the envelope from a box.

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Low risk
	Participants included in the study were randomized by 41 sealed opaque envelopes, 21 to the concurrent ET group (CART-G) and 20 to the sedentary group (SG). Subjects were randomized in an equal ratio (1:1) with a random block size of 4.

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	The data were analyzed by a specialist who was blinded to participant group allocation

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=3; CON, n=5).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 



	7. (44)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	patients were divided into four groups each consisting of 15 participants.

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	patients were divided into four groups each consisting of 15 participants.

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	No information on blinding of outcome assessment

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=2).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 



	8. (45)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Low risk
	Randomization was performed with a computer-generated randomized sequence of group allocation created.

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Low risk
	The subjects were randomly grouped into combined resistant aerobic exercise (n = 13) and control groups (C) (n = 13).

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	No information on blinding of outcome assessment

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=1; CON, n=1).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 



	9. (46)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	The individuals were randomized into groups

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	No information

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	No information on blinding of outcome assessment

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=2; CON, n=0).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 





	10. (47)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	The individuals were randomized into groups

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Unclear risk
	No information

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Unclear risk
	Concerning blinding of participants were not provided

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	No information on blinding of outcome assessment

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=0; CON, n=0).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 



	11. (48)

	Factors
	Judgement 
	Justification for judgement 

	Random sequence
generation (selection bias)
	Low risk
	The randomization was conducted using a random number table.

	Allocation concealment
(selection bias)
	Low risk
	An independent coordinator (a dietitian) who was not involved in the study assigned participants to the groups

	Blinding of participants and
personnel
	Low risk
	Both participants and researchers were blinded

	Blinding of outcome assessment (detection
bias) All outcomes
	Unclear risk
	No information on blinding of outcome assessment

	Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) All outcomes
	Low risk
	During the follow-up period, subjects declined participation (EXE, n=1; CON, n=0).

	Selective reporting
(reporting bias)
	Low risk
	Expected outcomes were reported

	Other bias
	Low risk
	not been identified 




