Additional file 7A. Results for Subgroup and Meta-regression analyses for Q1 (PFP vs Controls for balance impairments).

. n PFP/
0, - 2 i
Analysis Control SMD (95% CI) p-value | Level of Evidence
AP postural stability; 19 studies 448/407 1.03(0.40t01.66) <0.001 86% GOOO VeryLow
by sex
Females; 8 studies 206/164 1.15(-0.26t02.56) 0.110 90% @HDSPO Moderate
Mixed; 10 studies 212/213  0.94 (0.27 to 1.60) 0.001 83% ©OO0O Very Low

by assessment method
Subgroup SEBT Anterior; 8 studies ~ 230/170  1.08 (0.21 to 1.96) 0.015 85% @DBPDO Moderate
analyses Posturography; 4 studies 79/79 0.85(0.37t01.32) <0.001 49% @ODSDO Moderate

CoP; 7 studies 139/158 1.19(-0.44t02.83) 0153 92% HBHOO Low

by task
Dynamic; 14 studies 351/291  1.26 (0.41to 2.11) 0.004 87% GHOOO VerylLow
Static; 5 studies 97/116  0.48(-0.26t01.22) 0.206 83% GHBOO Low

Meta-regression (age) = B=0.01, 95% CI —0.10 to 0.12; p=0.90; R?>=0%; 1°=86%
ML postural stability; 13 studies 261/279  0.87(0.31t0 1.42) 0.002 85% PDDO Moderate

by sex
Females; 5 studies 100/99  0.88(-0.18t01.93) 0.102 91% GHPOO Low
Mixed; 7 studies 131/150  0.83 (0.03 t0 1.63) 0.042 79% S0 Low

by assessment method

Sati]t;g:rg:sp Posturography; 4 studies 79/79 042 (-0.25t01.10) 0.222 78% HPOO Low
y CoP; 8 studies 172/190  0.84 (0.21 to 1.46) 0.009 86% DO DO Moderate
by task
Dynamic; 9 studies 182/200  0.92(0.13t01.71)  0.022  88% HHSHO Moderate
Static; 4 studies 79/79 0.81(0.02t01.59) 0.044 80% &BSOO Low
Meta-regression (age) = B=0.01, 95% CI —0.20 to 0.21; p=0.97; R?>=0%; 1°=84%
Overall postural stability; 15 studies 354/335 0.38(-0.05t00.82) 0.083 84% DD O Moderate
by sex
Females; 10 studies 218/199 0.31(-0.33t00.96) 0.341 89% DD DO Moderate
Mixed; 4 studies 106/106  0.30 (0.03 to 0.57) 0.032 0% ©DHPO High
by assessment method
Subgroup SEBT,; 2 studies 103/88 0.51 (0.06 to 0.96) 0.027 58% &GOO6 Low
analyses Posturography; 5 studies 101/101  0.47 (0.01t0 0.93) 0.048 63% DPSDOO Moderate
CoP; 8 studies 150/146 0.29(-0.51t01.10) 0475 91% HHSO Moderate
by task
Dynamic; 10 studies 258/239 0.30(-0.271t00.86) 0.301 87% &ESPHO Moderate
Static; 5 studies 96/96 055(-0.14t01.25) 0119 79% @HHOO Low

Meta-regression (age) = B=0.02, 95% CI —0.08 to 0.11; p=0.70; R?>=0%; 1°=86%
Abbreviations: AP = anteroposterior; CoP = centre of pressure; ML = mediolateral; PFP = patellofemoral pain; SEBT = Star Excursion Balance Test; SMD =
standardised mean difference.




- Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: females

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Steinberg et al. [85] 83 410 330 49 240 200 |—'—§ 059 [022;095] 13.0%
Carvalho-e-Siva etal [87] 25 6100 590 25 6070 6.00 — 0.05 [-0.50;060] 129%
Kim et al. [99] 19 001 000 19 000 000 | e 124 [054;194] 12.7%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 500 074 15 490 089 = 012 [[060;084] 127%
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 2604 1148 21 935 402 | — 190 [1.16;264] 12.7%
Song et al. [94] 16 6557 483 8 £354810 —— ! -0.32 [-1.18; 053] 12.5%
Zamboti et al. [95] 10 -8050 448 10 -79.88 497 — -0.13 [[1.00;0.75] 12.5%
Stensdotter et al. [97] 17 310 003 17 290 003 —— 6.51 [4.74;8.28] 109%
Random effects model 206 164 : | 1.15 [-0.26; 2.56] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1% = 90%, =2 = 3.9277, p < 0.01 ! ! ! '
2 0 2 4 6 8
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP

- Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: mixed-sex

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Coelho et al. [98] 45 -5860 660 48 -61.70 590 |—H 049 [0.08;090] 11.2%
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 28 359 097 28 329 117 = 028 [-0.25;080] 109%
Manojlovic et al. [100] 18 500 160 37 560 150 __f i -0.39 [-0.95;018] 107%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 180 120 15 160 110 —— 025 [-047,097] 102%
Negahban et al. [90] 15 283 147 15 212 088 T 057 [-0.16;1.30] 10.2%
MNasab et al. [91] 15 022 014 15 015 009 T 058 [-0.15;1.31] 10.2%
Loudon et al. [93] 29 -4080 910 11 -5360 670 e 147 [070;224] 101%
Goto et al. [25] 14 6617 499 14 -7084 439 N 096 [0.18;1.75] 10.0%
Aminaka et al. [30] 20 -6280 120 20 -6560 120 P 229 [147,310] 99%
Arun et al. [96] 10 4850 151 10 -53.90 088 —a 418 [250;587] 66%
Random effects model 212 213 - 0.94 [0.27; 1.60] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I° = 83%, t° = 0.9821, p < 0.01 ! ! ! ' '
-2 0 2 4 6 8
Betterin PFP  Waorse in PFP




- Balance for AP postural stability

Subgroup analysis: Star Excursion Balance Test Anterior Direction

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Steinberg et al. [85] 83 410 330 49 240 200 —'— 059 [0.22;095 139%
Coelho et al. [98] 48 5860 660 48 6170 590 B 049 [0.08;090] 13.8%
Loudon et al. [93] 29 4080 910 11 -5360 670 —— 147 [070;224] 128%
Goto et al. [25] 14 6617 499 14 -70.84 439 —— 096 [0.18;1.75] 12.7%
Aminaka et al. [30] 20 6280 120 20 -6560 120 P 229 [1.47:310] 126%
Song et al. [94] 16 6557 483 8 6354810 —— | 0.32 [-1.18; 053] 125%
Zamboti et al. [95] 10 -8050 448 10 -7988 497 ——— 013 [-1.00;0.75] 12.4%
Arun et al. [96] 10 4850 151 10 -53.90 088 P 418 [250;587] 93%
Random effects model 230 170 o 1.08 [0.21; 1.96] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1% = 85%, 12 = 1.4013, p < 0.01 ! ! ! '

-2 0 2 4 §

Betterin PFP  Waorse in PFP
- Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Posturography

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Ibrahim et al. [86] 30 330 230 30 130 030 -—°— 120 [0651.76] 29.9%
Kim et al. [99] 19 001 000 19 0.00 000 - 124 [054;194] 240%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 190 120 15 160 110 — 025 [-0.47;097] 23.3%
Negahban et al. [90] 15 283 147 15 212 088 T 057 [-0.16;1.30] 22.8%
Random effects model 79 79 - 0.85 [0.37; 1.32] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I° = 49% > =0.1143, p = 0.12 ! ! ! '

-2 0 2 4 6

Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Centre of Pressure Behavior

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Zeinalzadeh et al_ [24] 26 359 097 28 329 117 — 028 [[025,080] 147%
Carvalho-e-Silva etal [87] 25 6100 590 25 6070 600 — | 005 [-050;060] 146%
Manojlovic et al. [100] 18 500 160 37 560 150 *—f -0.39 [[0.95;0.18] 146%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 500 074 15 490 089 - 012 [060;084] 145%
Nasab et al [91] 15 022 014 15 015 009 T 058 [-0.15;131] 145%
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 2604 1148 21 935 402 —_— 1.90 [1.16;2.64] 145%
Stensdotter et al. [97] 17 310 0.03 17 290 003 —+— 651 [4.74;828] 127%
Random effects model 139 158 ~ni—— 1.19 [-0.44; 2.83] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 92%, t° = 46707, p < 0.01 ' ! ' ' '
-2 0 2 4 § 8
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP
- Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Dynamic measures
PFP Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Steinberg et al. [85] 83 410 330 49 240 200 . 059 [022;095] 76%

Coelho et al. [98] 43 5860 6.60 48 -61.70 590 £ 049 [0.08;090] 76%

Ibrahim et al. [86] 30 330 230 30 130 030 .3 1.20 [0651.76] 7.5%

Carvalho-e-Silvaetal [87] 25 6100 590 25 6070 600 puanll 005 [[050;060] 75%

Kim et al. [99] 19 001 000 19 0.00 0.00 . 1.24 [054;194] 74%

Akhbari et al. [89] 15 180 120 15 160 110 | 025 [047,097] 73%

Negahban et al. [90] 15 283 147 15 212 088 — 0.57 [[0.16;1.30] 7.3%

Loudon et al. [93] 29 4080910 11 -53606.70 . 147 [0.70;224] 7.3%

Goto et al. [25] 14 B617 499 14 7084 439 . 096 [018;175] 73%

Aminaka et al. [30] 20 65280120 20 6560120 — 229 [1.47,3.10] 7.2%

Song et al [94] 16 6557 483 & 6354810 —— | 032 [[118;053] 72%

Zamboti et al. [95] 10 8050 448 10 -79.88 497 —— -0.13 [1.00;0.75] 7T.1%

Arun et al. [96] 10 -4850 151 10 -53.90 0.88 P 418 [2.50;587] 59%

Stensdaotter et al [97] 17 310 003 17 290 003 —+— 651 [474,828] 58%

Random effects model 351 291 - 1.26 [0.41; 2.11] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I° = 87%, t- = 2.4129, p < 0.01 ! ! ! ! !
2 0 2 4 6 8
Betterin PFP  Warse in PFP




- Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Static measures

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 28 359 097 28 329 117 —'— 0.28 [-0.25080] 212%
Manojlovic et al. [100] 18 500 160 37 560 150 —'—|- -0.39 [-0.95,0.18] 20.8%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 500 074 15 490 089 - 0.12 [-0.60;084] 194%
Nasab et al. [91] 15 022 014 15 015 009 e 058 [-0.151.31] 193%
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 2604 1148 21 935 402 P 190 [1.16;2.64] 192%
Random effects model 97 116 . | 0.48 [-0.26; 1.22] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1° = 83%, ©° = 0.6032, p < 0.01 ! ' ' !
-2 0 2 4 4] 8
Betterin PFP  Woarse in PFP

- Balance for ML postural stability
Subgroup analysis: females

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Kim et al. [99] 19 001 000 19 001 000 =T -0.49 [-[1.14;,016] 20.2%
Lee et al. [29] 20 2470 1630 19 1350 440 e 091 [0.25157] 202%
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 2547 1240 21 970 370 i 169 [098;240] 199%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 718 209 15 739 240 = -0.09 [-0.81;063] 19.9%
Carvalho-e-Siva etal [87] 25 3230 550 25 2170270 P 241 [167;315] 198%
Random effects model 100 99 T— 0.88 [-0.18; 1.93] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1% = 91%, ©2 = 1.3214, p < 0.01 ! ' ' !
2 0 2 4 6
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for ML postural stability

Subgroup analysis: mixed-sex

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Gwynne [58] 30 150 015 30 143 010 —'—— 054 [0.03;1.06] 156%
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 286 289 106 28 254 055 THET 041 [[012;094] 155%
Manojlovic et al. [100] 18 590 220 37 660 240 = | -0.30 [[0.86;0.27] 154%
Negahban et al. [90] 15 307 130 15 245 145 T 044 [[029 116] 147%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 170 070 15 130 060 T 060 [-0.14;1.33] 146%
Nasab et al. [91] 15 034 021 15 014 005 - 127 [048:207] 143%
Arun et al. [96] 10 -4610 099 10 -5270 2.00 ——— 401 [237,564] 99%
Random effects model 131 150 s 0.83 [0.03; 1.63] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 79%, 12 = 1.0021, p < 0.01 ! ' ! '
2 0 2 4 6
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP
- Balance for ML postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Posturography
PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Ibrahim et al. [86] 30 300 180 30 150 060 —'— 110 [056;165] 271%
Kim et al. [99] 19 001 000 19 001 0.00 — 049 [-1.14;0.16] 25.3%
Negahban et al. [90] 15 307 130 15 245 145 B 044 [-0.29;1.16] 23.9%
Akhbari et al_ [89] 15 170 070 15 130 060 T 060 [-014;133] 237%
Random effects model 79 79 - 0.42 [-0.25; 1.10] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /- = 78%, - = 0.3610, p < 0.01 ! ! !
-2 0 2 4

Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for ML postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Centre of Pressure Behavior

PFP Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Gwynne [58] 30 150 015 30 143 010 N 054 [0.03;1.06] 13.2%
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 286 289 106 28 254 055 T 041 [-0.12;094] 13.1%
Manajlovic ef al. [100] 18 590 220 37 660 240 — 0.30 [[0.86;027] 13.0%
Lee et al [29] 20 2470 16.30 19 1350 440 — 091 [0.25 157] 125%
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 2547 1240 21 970 370 i 169 [098;,240] 122%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 718 209 15 739 240 e 0.09 [[0.81;0863] 122%
Carvalho-e-Silva etal [87] 25 3230 550 25 2170 270 P 241 [167;315] 121%
Nasab et al. [91] 15 034 021 15 014 005 ——— 127 [048,207] 11.8%
Random effects model 172 190 <ol 0.84 [0.21; 1.46] 100.0%
Heterogeneity I° = 86%, 12 = 0.6965, p < 0.01 ! ! '

-2 0 2 4

Better in PFP  Worse in PFP
- Balance for ML postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Dynamic measures
PFP Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Gwynne [58] 30 150 015 30 143 010 —— 054 [0.03;1.068] 11.8%
Ibrahim et al. [86] 30 300 180 30 150 060 . 1.10 [0.56;165] 11.7%
Manaojlovic et al. [100] 18 5090 220 37 660 240 — -0.30 [-0.86;0.27] 11.7%
Kim et al. [99] 19 001 000 19 001 000 —r -0.49 [-11.14;0186] 11.5%
Lee et al [29] 20 2470 1630 19 1350 440 —. 091 [025157] 11.4%
Negahban et al. [90] 15 307 130 15 245 145 - 044 [-0.29;1.16] 11.3%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 170 070 15 130 060 T 060 [-0.14;1.33] 11.2%
Carvalho-e-Silva etal [87] 25 3230 550 25 2170 270 S 241 [167;315] 11.2%
Arun et al. [96] 10 -4610 099 10 -52.70 2.00 ——— 401 [237;564] 81%
Random effects model 182 200 i 092 [0.13;1.71] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: I° = 88%, t° = 1.3002, p < 0.01 ! ' !

-2 0 2 4 6

Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for ML postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Static measures

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Zeinalzadeh et al [24] 286 289 106 28 254 055 —'—— 041 [[012;094] 272%
Matealleh et al. [92] 21 2547 1240 21 970 370 i 169 [0.98;240] 247%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 718 209 15 7.39 240 . -0.09 [[0.81;063] 246%
Nasab et al. [91] 15 034 021 15 014 005 —H— 127 [048;207] 235%
Random effects model 79 79 o 0.81 [0.02; 1.59] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /° = 80%, 1- = 0.5181, p < 0.01 ! ! '
-2 0 2 4 §
Betterin PFP  Woarse in PFP
- Balance for Overall postural stability
Subgroup analysis: females
PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Priore et al [101] 55 7800 800 40 -8400 800 + 074 [032; 1.17] 109%
Carvalho-e-Silva etal [87] 25 88870 7610 25 81290 6920 e 1.03 [043; 162] 104%
Yelvar et al. [102] 22 1216 314 22 1109 399 T 029 [-0.30; 0.89] 10.4%
Kim et al. [99] 19 0.04 0.01 19 0.04 0.01 — 019 [-0.82; 0.45] 10.3%
Silva et al. [26] 29 2640 750 25 4310 1020 — = -1.86 [[251;-1.21] 10.2%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 1612 466 15 1652 443 —i— -0.09 [-0.80; 063] 10.0%
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 56460 26370 21 18638 6804 —+— 193 [1.18; 267] 99%
Saad et al_ [27] 15 5663 2456 15 3634 1092 [ 104 [027; 181 98%
Zamboti et al. [95] 10 793 298 10 6.41 1.50 —— 062 [-0.28; 152] 93%
Carry et al_ [57] 7 545989 162774 7 6131.39 124087 — 043 [[150; 063] 87%

Random effec_ts model_ 218
Heterogeneity: I© = 89%, 1 = 0.9457, p < 0.01

199

— e 0.31 [0.33; 0.96] 100.0%

32 A 0 1 2 3
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for Overall postural stability
Subgroup analysis: mixed-sex

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Coelho et al [98] 48 8380 930 48 -8610 650 % 028 [[012;069] 455%
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 26 4036 1929 28 3769 2644 — 0.11 [0.42;063] 26.8%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 270 130 15 220 090 TE— 0.44 [0.29;1.16] 14.0%
Negahban et al [90] 15 454 177 15 363 135 T 056 [[017;129] 137%
Random effects model 106 106 - 0.30 [0.03; 0.57] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: I = 0%, 1 =0, p = 0.77 I I ! I I I
302 1 0 A1 2 3
Better in PFP  Waorse in PFP
- Balance for Overall postural stability
Subgroup analysis: SEBT
PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Coelho et al. [98] 48 8380 930 48 -8610 650 e 028 [-012;069] 510%
Priore et al. [101] 55 -78.00 800 40 -84.00 8.00 BEa 074 [0.32;1.17] 49.0%
Random effects model 103 88 i 0.51 [0.06; 0.96] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1> = 58%, t° = 0.0614, p = 0.12 T rr
32 1 0 1 2 3
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP
- Balance for Overall postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Posturography
PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Ibrahim et al_ [86] 30 490 310 30 220 070 —°— 119 [063;1.74] 223%
Yelvar et al. [102] 22 1216 314 22 11.09 3.99 I 0.29 [0.30;0.89] 21.3%
Kim et al. [99] 19 004 001 19 004 001 — -019 [-082;045] 202%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 270 130 15 220 090 - 0.44 [0.29;1.16] 18.2%
Negahban et al [90] 15 454 177 15 363 135 T 056 [-017;129] 18.0%
Random effects model 101 101 o 0.47 [0.01; 0.93] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1% = 63%, 1= = 0.1725, p = 0.03 oo o
3 2 41 0 1 2 3
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for Overall postural stability

Subgroup analysis: Centre of Pressure Behavior

PFP Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean 5D Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-CI Weight
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 28 4036 1929 28 3769 2844 —'— 0.11 [[0.42; 0.63] 13.3%
Carvalho-e-Silvaetal [87] 25 88870 7610 25 81290 6920 e 103 [043; 162] 13.0%
Silva et al. [26] 29 2640 750 25 4310 1020 —Ea -1.86 [-2.51;-1.21] 129%
Felicio et al. [88] 15 1612 466 15 1652 443 —a -0.09 [[0.80; 063] 126%
Matealleh et al. [92] 21 56460 26370 21 18638 6804 —— 193 [1.18; 267] 125%
Saad et al. [27] 15 5663 2456 15 3634 10092 [ 1.04 [0.27; 1.81] 12.4%
Zambati et al [95] 10 793 298 10 6.41 1.50 TEm 062 [028; 152] 119%
Carry et al. [57] 7 545089 162774 T 6131.39 124087 —1 043 [-1.50; 063] 11.3%
Random effects model 150 146 ot 0.29 [-0.51; 1.10] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 91%, 12 = 1.2022, p < 0.01 et
302 1 0 1 2 3
Better in PFP Worse in PFP
- Balance for Overall postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Dynamic measures
PFP Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean 5D Total Mean sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Coelho et al. [98] 48 8380 930 48 -86.10 6.50 —'— 028 [0.12; 069 109%
Priare et al [101] 55 7800 800 40 -8400 800 — 074 [032; 1.17] 109%
Ibrahim et al. [86] 30 490 310 30 2.20 0.70 P 119 [063; 1.74] 104%
Carvalho-e-Silvaetal [87] 25 88870 7610 25 81290 6920 f— 1.03 [043; 162] 103%
Kim et al. [99] 19 0.04 0.01 19 0.04 0.01 ——+ 019 [[0.82; 0.45] 101%
Silva et al. [26] 29 2640 750 25 4310 1020 e -1.86 [-251;-1.21] 101%
Akhbari et al. [89] 15 270 1.30 15 2.20 0.90 T 044 [[0.29; 1.16] 97%
Negahban et al. [90] 15 454 177 15 363 1.35 T 056 [[017; 129] 97%
Saad et al. [27] 15 5663 2456 15 3634 10092 — 1.04 [0.27; 1.81] 96%
Carry et al. [57] 7 545089 162774 T 613139 124087 —1 043 [-1.50; 063] 82%
Random effects model 258 239 : | *T-"*l | 0.30 [-0.27; 0.86] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I = 87%, t° = 0.7265, p < 0.01

|
-3

2 A 0 1 2 3
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP




- Balance for Overall postural stability
Subgroup analysis: Static measures

PFP Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Zeinalzadeh et al. [24] 28 4036 1929 28 3769 2844
Yelvar et al. [102] 22 1216 314 22 1109 399
Felicio et al. [38] 15 1612 466 15 1652 443
Motealleh et al. [92] 21 56460 26370 21 186.38 68.04
Zamboti et al. [95] 10 793 298 10 641 150
Random effects model 96 96

Heterogeneity: 1° = 79%, <~ = 0.5006, p < 0.01

Standardised Mean

Difference SMD
—- 0.11
e 029

—5— 0,09

e 0.62
| I I 1 I I |0'55

3 2 A 0 1 2 3
Better in PFP  Worse in PFP

95%-Cl Weight

[0.42;0.63] 21.9%
[-0.30.0.89] 21.2%
[0.80;0.63] 19.8%
[ 1 195%
- 1 176%

[-0.14; 1.25] 100.0%




Additional file 7B. Results for Subgroup and Meta-regression analyses for Q2 (Interventions for balance improvement)

. n
0, _ 2 H
Analysis Exp/Con SMD (95% CI) p-value | Level of Evidence
AP postural stability;11 studies 215/215  0.59 (0.04 to 1.14) 0.038 84% DOOO Low
by intervention characteristic
Passive; 7 studies 144/144  0.67(-0.191t01.52) 0.126 89% GOPOO Low
Exercise; 4 studies 71/71 0.48 (-0.03t00.99) 0.063 54% HOOO Very Low

by comparator
Sham/no intervention; 8 studies  164/165 0.63(-0.12t01.38) 0.102 88% &POO Low

Subgroup Exercise; 3 studies 51/50 0.49 (-0.03t01.00)  0.065 40% HPHOO Low
analyses by design
Parallel; 7 studies 127/127  0.39(0.06t00.72)  0.019  39% GDDO Moderate
Crossover; 4 studies 88/88 099(-050t0249) 0194 94% GOOO Very Low
by study interventions
Balance specific; 2 studies 45/45 0.89(0.46t01.33) <0.001 0% @GOOO VeryLow
Not specific; 9 studies 170/170  0.52(-0.16t01.20) 0.133 86% ©DPOO Low

Meta-regression
- age = B=0.01, 95% CI -0.10 to 0.13; p=0.81; R?>=0%); 1°=85%
- treatment duration (weeks) = B=0.04, 95% CI —0.09 to 0.16; p=0.53; R?=0%); 1°=85%

- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: studies that applied passive interventions

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Motealleh et al. [108] 22 6922 739 22 -£581785 —% -0.44 [-[1.04; 0.16] 14.5%
Ferreira et al. [109] 200 579 210 20 6.09 162 = -0.16 [[0.78; 0.46] 14.5%
Aminaka et al. [30] 20 -6350 130 20 -6280 120 —ma | -0.55 [-1.18; 0.08] 14.4%
Zarei et al [110] 20 089 011 20 -081 014 ] 062 [-1.26; 0.01] 144%
Ahmadi et al. [111] 16 140 025 16 139 020 = 004 [-065 074] 142%
Song et al. [94] 16 -66.15 464 16 6718 3.74 f—— 024 [-0.46; 093] 142%
Goel and Bhatia [112] 30 073 003 30 -064 003 —— -3.26 [4.05,-247] 13.68%
Random effects model 144 144 =l -0.67 [-1.52; 0.19] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1% = 89%, t° = 1.2052, p < 0.01 ! ! ! '
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours control




- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: studies that applied exercise as intervention

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference
Steinberg et al. [107] 28 5980 550 29 5480 530 —'*
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 035 011 16 048 018 —
Motealleh et al. [62] 14 070 011 14 071 017 TRE—
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 071 012 12 070 012 ——
Random effects model 71 71 - |

SMD 95%-Cl

-0.91
-0.86
0.07
-0.06

1.46;-0.37]
157.-0.14]
0.67; 0.81]

[_
[_
[_
[-0.87. 0.74]

Heterogeneity: 1% = 54%, t° = 0.1443, p = 0.09 ! !
4 2
Favours treatment

0

2

|
4

Favours control

Weight

30.4%
24 3%
23.5%
21.7%

-0.48 [-0.99; 0.03] 100.0%

- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability

Subgroup analysis: studies that used no intervention/sham as control intervention

Weight

12.9%
12.8%
12.7%
12.7%
12.4%
12.4%
12.1%
12.0%

Experimental Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI
Steinberg et al. [107] 28 -5980 550 29 -54.80 530 - -0.91 [-1.46;-0.37]
Motealleh et al. [108] 22 6922 739 22 6581785 : -0.44 [-1.04; 0.18]
Ferreira et al. [109] 200 579 210 20 609 162 e -0.16 [-0.78; 0.46]
Aminaka et al. [30] 20 6350130 20 -62801.20 —'—f -0.55 [-1.18; 0.08]
Ahmadi et al. [111] 16 140 025 16 139 020 e 0.04 [-065; 0.74]
Song et al. [94] 16 -66.15 464 16 6718 3.74 —— 0.24 [-0.46; 0.93]
Goel and Bhatia [112] 30 -073 003 30 -064 003 —— ‘ -3.26 [-4.05;-2.47]
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 071 012 12 -070 012 - -0.06 [-0.87; 0.74]
Random effects model 164 165 .\» -0.63 [-1.38; 0.12] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /° = 88%, v° = 1.0663, p = 0.01 ! !

Favours treatment

I
0

I
2

|
4

Favours control




- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: studies that used exercise protocols as control intervention

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD
Zarei et al [110] 20 089 011 20 -081 014
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 035 011 16 048 018
Motealleh et al. [62] 14 070 011 14 071 017
Random effects model 51 50
Heterogeneity: 1~ = 40%, v = 0.0811, p = 0.18

Favours treatment

Standardised Mean

Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight

—'— 062 [[1.26; 0.01] 37.0%

—Ea 086 [[157;-014] 321%

= 0.07 [0.67; 0.81] 30.8%

: : - : I-U.49 [-1.00; 0.03] 100.0%
4 -2 0 2 4

Favours control

- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability

Subgroup analysis: parallel-controlled trials

Experimental Control
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean
Steinberg et al. [107] 28 -59.80 550 29 -5480
Ferreira et al. [109] 20 579 210 20 6.09
Zarei et al [110] 20 -089 011 20 -081
Ahmadi et al. [111] 16 140 025 16 139
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 035 011 16 048
Motealleh et al. [62] 14 070 011 14 071
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 071 012 12 -070
Random effects model 127 127

Heterogeneity: 1° = 39%, t° = 0.0751, p = 0.14

Standardised Mean

sD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
5.30 —— | -091 [[1.46,-0.37] 18.0%
1.62 —— -016 [[0.78; 0.468] 157%
0.14 4'—| -062 [-1.26; 0.01] 153%
0.20 - 0.04 [-065; 074 13.8%
0.18 —'——| 086 [[1.57;-0.14] 13.2%
017 B 007 [-067;, 0.81] 126%
012 —— -0.06 [-0.87; 0.74] 11.4%
0‘ -0.39 [-0.72; -0.06] 100.0%

I T I T 1

-4 -2 0 2 4

Favours treatment Favours contral




- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: crossover-controlled trials

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Motealleh et al. [108] 22 6922739 22 £581785 —'— 044 [-1.04; 0.16] 253%
Aminaka et al. [30] 20 -6350 130 20 -6280 120 T 055 [-1.18; 0.08] 252%
Song et al. [94] 16 -66.15 464 16 -B7.18 3.74 P 0.24 [-0.46; 093] 249%
Goel and Bhatia [112] 30 073 003 30 064 003 —/—— -3.26 [-4.05;-247] 246%
Random effects model 88 88 | —-r-ﬁ—-— | | -0.99 [-2.49; 0.50] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I” = 94%, v° = 2.2086, p < 0.01
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours freatment Favours control

- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: studies aiming to evaluate the effects of balance exercises

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Steinberg et al. [107] 26 5980 550 29 5480 5.30 . 5 091 [-1.46;-037] 632%
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 035 011 16 048 018 . 086 [-[157,-014] 368%
Random effects model 45 45 - | -0.89 [-1.33; -0.46] 100.0%

-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours control

Heterogeneity: 1#= 0%, = 0,p=0580




- Comparison Intervention x Control on Balance for AP postural stability
Subgroup analysis: studies aiming to evaluate the effects of intervention not related to balance exercises

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Motealleh et al. [108] 22 £922 739 22 6581785 ﬁ -0.44 [-1.04; 0.16] 11.4%
Ferreira et al [109] 20 579 210 20 609 162 5 016 [[0.78; 046] 114%
Aminaka et al. [30] 20 6350130 20 6280120 — -0.55 [[1.18; 0.08] 11.3%
Zarei et al [110] 20 -089 011 20 -081 014 —] 062 [[126; 001] 113%
Ahmadi et al. [111] 16 140 025 16 139 020 e 0.04 [0.65; 0.74] 11.1%
Song et al. [94] 16 6615 464 16 65718 3.74 . 0.24 [-0.46; 0.93] 11.1%
Motealleh et al [62] 14 070 011 14 071 017 TRE 007 [-067; 081] 109%
Goel and Bhatia [112] 30 073 003 30 064 003 —— | 326 [405,-247] 107%
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 071 012 12 070 012 — -0.06 [0.87; 0.74] 10.7%
Random effects model 170 170 .\‘ | -0.52 [-1.20; 0.16] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1° = 86%, 2 = 0.9494, p < 0.01 ! ! ! !
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours control




Additional file 7C. Results for Subgroup and Meta-regression analyses for Q3 (Balance exercise for pain and function)

n

Analysis Exp/Con SMD (95% CI) p-value 12 Level of Evidence
Pain; 14 studies 439/398  0.82(0.30to 1.33) 0.002 89% BPOO Low
by study aim
Balance specific; 4 studies 91/91 1.47 (0.40 to 2.55) 0.007 88% HOOO Very Low
Not specific; 10 studies 348/307  0.57 (0.01to 1.11) 0.047 88%
Subgroup by comparator
analyses Minimal interventions; 9 studies 248/232  1.02 (0.35t0 1.69) 0.003 89% GO0 Low
Exercise; 5 studies 191/166  0.46 (-0.351t01.28)  0.266 88% HPOO Low
by interventions
Balance only; 2 studies 44/45 158 (-1.11t04.26) 0.249 95% HOOE Very Low
Balance + exercise; 12 studies 395/353  0.71(0.21t0 1.21) 0.006 88% HDPO Moderate
Meta-regression
- age = B=0.05, 95% CI —-0.06 to 0.15; p=0.42; R?>=0%; 1>=89%
- treatment duration (weeks) = B=0.07, 95% CI —0.05 to 0.19; p=0.26; R?>=0%; 1>=89%
Function; 10 studies 333/291  0.45(0.13t00.78) 0.006 68% HODHO Moderate
by study aim
Balance specific; 1 study Not applicable
Not specific; 9 studies 316/275  0.38 (0.06 t0 0.71) 0.019 65% HHPO Moderate
Subgroup _by comparator
analyses Minimal interventions; 6 studies 172/155  0.51 (0.03 to 0.99) 0.036 73% HPPO Moderate
Exercise; 4 studies 161/136  0.37(-0.09t00.83) 0.114 62% SPOO Low

by interventions

Balance only; no study
Balance + exercise; 10 studies

Not applicable

Meta-regression
- age = B=-0.05, 95% CI —-0.20 to 0.08; p=0.40; R?>=0%; 1>=68%

- treatment duration (weeks) = B=—-0.04, 95% CI —0.12 to 0.05; p=0.40; R?>=0%; 1>=70%




- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Pain
Subgroup analysis: studies aiming to evaluate the effects of balance exercises

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Steinberg et al. [107] 26 445 218 29 500 223 - 025 [[0.77; 0.28] 266%
Mahmoud and Kamel [114] 30 1.90 090 30 3.50 1.50 = -1.26 [-1.84,-072] 26.4%
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 158 093 16 331 113 — e 164 [-244;083] 245%
Yalfani et al. [128] 16 266 117 16 653 135 —— | 299 [4.03;-1.94] 224%
Random effects model 91 91 —— -1.47 [-2.55; -0.40] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1° = 88%, 2 = 1.0644, p < 0.01 ! ! ! ! !
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours control

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Pain
Subgroup analysis: studies aiming to evaluate the effects of exercise in general

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD  95%-CI Weight
Ferberetal. [122] 111 196 192 88 199 205 P -0.02 [-0.29; 0.26] 11.1%
van Linschotenetal [123] 65 381 290 66 460 300 - -0.27 [-061; 0.08] 11.0%
Clark et al. [124] 32 3295 3444 21 4180 4060 S -0.24 [-0.79; 0.32] 103%
Emamvirdi et al. [125] 32 310 161 32 610 112 — 214 [-2.76;-1.52] 10.0%
Boitrago et al. [61] 30 190 180 30 6.07 220 —a -2.05 [-268;-1.42] 10.0%
Rabelo et al. [32] 16 200 170 17 220 160 i -0.12 [-0.80; 0.57] 98%
Shadloo et al. [126] 15 200 154 15 200 166 S 000 [[0.72; 072] 96%
Molgaard et al. [127] 17 78.00 11.00 15 6900 15.00 P 067 [-0.04; 1.39] 96%
Loudon et al. [31] 18 2170 1631 11 3480 17.70 — 076 [-1.53; 0.02] 94%
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 171 138 12 307 182 ] -0.81 [-1.65; 0.03] 91%
Random effects model 348 307 - | -0.57 [-1.12; -0.01] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: I° = 88%, t° = 0.7058, p < 0.01 ' ' '
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours contral




- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Pain
Subgroup analysis: control interventions were minimal intervention protocols

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean 8D Difference SMD 95%-ClI  Weight
van Linschotenetal [123] 65 381 290 66 460 3.00 P -0.27 [[0.61; 0.08] 12.2%
Steinberg et al. [107] 28 445 218 29 500 223 . 025 [[077; 028] 117%
Clark et al_ [124] 32 3295 3444 21 4180 4060 P 024 [-079; 0.32] 116%
Emamvirdi et al. [125] 32 310 181 32 610 112 — 214 [2.76;-1.52] 11.3%
Boitrago et al. [61] 30 190 180 30 607 220 — 205 [-268;-142] 113%
Shadloo et al. [126] 15 200 154 15 200 166 P e 000 [-072; 072] 11.0%
Loudon et al. [31] 18 21.70 16.31 11 34.80 17.70 ] -0.76 [-1.53; 0.02] 10.8%
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 171 138 12 307 182 — -081 [-[165; 0.03] 105%
Yalfani et al. [128] 16 266 117 16 653 135 —— | -2.99 [4.03;-1.94] 96%
Random effects model 248 232 et -1.02 [-1.69; -0.35] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: 1% = 89%, 12 = 0.9335, p < 0.01 ! ' ' !
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours contral

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Pain
Subgroup analysis: control intervention were exercise protocols

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Ferberetal [122] 111 196 192 88 199 205 + 002 [-0.29; 0.26] 221%
Mahmoud and Kamel [114] 30 190 090 30 350 150 i -1.28 [-[1.84;-072] 205%
Rabelo et al. [32] 16 200 170 17 220 160 = 012 [-0.80; 0.57] 195%
Molgaard et al. [127] 17 78.00 11.00 15 6900 15.00 067 [-0.04; 1.39] 193%
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 158 093 16 331 113 —— -164 [-2.44;-083] 186%
Random effects model 191 166 *-lr- -0.46 [-1.28; 0.35] 100.0%

-4 -2 0 2 4
Favours treatment Favours control

Heterogeneity: I° = 88%, v~ = 0.7600, p < 0.01




- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Pain

Subgroup analysis: experimental interventions were only balance exercises

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Steinberg et al. [107] 28 445 218 29 500 223 —— 025 [0.77; 0.28] 51.4%
Yalfani et al. [128] 16 266 117 16 633 135 —— | 299 [4.03;-1.94] 48.6%
Random effects model 44 45 e ——— -1.58 [-4.26; 1.11] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 95%, t° = 3.5779, p < 0.01 ' ' ' '
4 -2 0 2 4

Favours treatment

Favours control

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Pain

Subgroup analysis: experimental interventions were only exercise protocols

Experimental Control

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean 8D
Ferberetal. [122] 111 196 192 88 199 205
van Linschotenetal [123] 65 381 260 66 460 300
Clark et al. [124] 32 3295 3444 21 4180 4060
Mahmoud and Kamel [114] 30 190 090 30 350 150
Emamvirdi et al. [125] 32 310 161 32 610 112
Boitrago et al. [61] 30 190 180 30 607 220
Rabelo et al. [32] 16 200 170 17 220 160
Shadloo et al. [126] 15 200 154 15 200 166
Molgaard et al. [127] 17 78.00 11.00 15 6900 15.00
Loudon et al. [31] 18 21.70 16.31 11 34.80 17.70
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 158 093 16 331 113
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 171 138 12 307 182
Random effects model 395 353

Heterogeneity: I° = 88%, v~ = 0.6800, p < 0.01

Standardised Mean

Difference SMD 95%-ClI  Weight
-0.02
027
-0.24
128
214
-2.05
012
0.00
0.67
-0.76
-1.64

-0.81

9.4%
9.2%
8.6%
8.6%
8.4%
8.4%
8.2%
8.1%
8.1%
7.68%
7.7%
7.6%

[-0.29; 0.26]
[-0.61. 0.08]
[-0.79; 0.32]
[-1.84:-0.72]
[-2.76; -1.52]
[-2.68; -1.42]
[-0.80. 0.57]
[0.72: 0.72]
[-0.04; 1.39]
[-1.53; 0.02]
[-2.44; -0.83]
[-1.65; 0.03]

- -0.71 [1.21; -0.21] 100.0%

|
-4

|
-2

| |
0 2 4

Favours treatment Favours control




- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Function (PROMs)
Subgroup analysis: studies aiming to evaluate the effects of balance exercises

NOT APPLICABLE

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Function (PROMs)
Subgroup analysis: studies aiming to evaluate the effects of exercise in general

Experimental Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Ferber et al. [122] 111 8795 1126 88 87.67 10.53 —'— 0.03 [[0.25031] 159%
van Linschoten etal [123] 65 7880 1550 66 7490 1760 N 023 [[011;058] 149%
Baitrago et al. [61] 30 8580 1230 30 7183 1180 P 114 [060;169] 118%
Clark et al. [124] 32 1075 1101 21 1380 1580 — i 023 [-078,032] 118%
Rabelo et al. [32] 16 8580 920 17 8370 830 — 023 [045,092] 99%
Molgaard et al. [127] 17 83.00 10.00 15 78.00 15.00 T 0.39 [[0.31;1.09] 97%
Shadloo et al. [126] 15 8866 3.01 15 8B8.06 312 — 019 [[0.53;091] 95%
Ebrahimi etal [113] 12 8836 603 12 8300 1046 o 061 [022;143] 83%
Loudon et al. [31] 18 8545 956 11 7120 1180 i—+—— 133 [049;216] 82%
Random effects model 316 275 "-" 0.38 [0.06; 0.71] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: /2 = 65%, t> = 0.1500, p < 0.01 ! ! ' !

2 -1 0 1 2

Favours control  Favours treatment

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Function (PROMS)
Subgroup analysis: control interventions were minimal intervention protocols
Experimental Control Standardised Mean

Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
van Linschoten et al. [123] 65 78.80 15.50 66 74.90 17.60 T 023 [[0.11;058] 21.0%
Boitrago et al. [61] 30 8580 1230 30 71.83 11.80 —— 1.14 [060;169] 18.0%
Clark et al_ [124] 32 1075 1101 21 1380 1580 — T 023 [078,032] 179%
Shadloo et al. [126] 15 8866 3.01 15 88.06 312 — 019 [[0.53;091] 154%
Ebrahimi et al. [113] 12 8836 603 12 8300 1046 - 061 [[022;143] 139%
Loudon et al. [31] 18 8545 956 11 71.20 11.80 ———— 133 [049;216] 137%
Random effects model 172 155 s 0.51 [0.03; 0.99] 100.0%
Heterogeneity: 1% = 73%, 2 = 0.2507, p < 0.01 ' ' ! !

-2 -1 0 1 2

Favours control

Favours treatment




- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Function (PROMs)
Subgroup analysis: control intervention were exercise protocols

Experimental Control Standardised Mean
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Difference SMD 95%-ClI Weight
Ferberetal [122] 111 8795 1126 88 8767 1053 —'— 0.03 [-0.25,0.31] 366%
Rabelo et al. [32] 16 8580 920 17 8370 830 T 023 [[0.45092] 219%
Molgaard et al. [127] 17 83.00 1000 15 78.00 15.00 —_1 0.39 [[0.31;1.09] 214%
Foroughi et al. [28] 17 8805 475 16 8193 579 — 113 [0.39,1.87] 202%
Random effects model 161 136 | : *-ﬁ*l | 0.37 [-0.09; 0.83] 100.0%

Heterogeneity: /1° = 62%, t° = 0.1307, p = 0.05

Favours control  Favours treatment

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Function (PROMs)
Subgroup analysis: experimental interventions were only balance exercises

NOT APPLICABLE

- Comparison Balance x No balance interventions on Function (PROMs)
Subgroup analysis: experimental interventions were only exercise protocols

NOT APPLICABLE




