medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.16.21267900; this version posted February 11, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

1 Title: Individualized exercise in chronic non-specific low back pain: a systematic review with
2  meta-analysis on the effects of exercise alone or in combination with psychological
3 interventions on pain and disability
4
5  Author names and affiliations:
6  Johannes Fleckenstein®,
7  Philipp Flossel’,
8 Tilman Engel",
9  Laura Klewinghaus®,
10  Josefine Stoll,
11  Martin Behrens®',
12  Daniel Niederer®
13
14  ®Goethe-University Frankfurt, Institute of Sports Sciences, Department of Sports Medicine and
15  Exercise Physiology, Ginnheimer Landstr. 39, 60487 Frankfurt am Main
16 bUniversity Center for Orthopaedic and Trauma Surgery, University Hospital Carl Gustav Carus,
17  Fetscherstr. 74, 01307 Dresden, Germany
18  ‘University of Potsdam, University Outpatient Clinic, Sports Medicine and Sports Orthopedics, Am
19  Neuen Palais 10, 14469 Potsdam, Germany
20  ‘YUniversity of Wuppertal, Department of Clinical Psychology and Psychotherapy, Max-Horkheimer-Str.
21 20, 42119 Wuppertal, Germany
22  °Department of Sport Science, Institute I, Otto-von-Guericke University Magdeburg, Magdeburg
23 39104, Germany
24 fDepartment of Orthopaedics, University Medicine Rostock, Doberaner Str. 142, 18057 Rostock,
25 Germany
26
27  Corresponding author:
28 Johannes Fleckenstein, Goethe-University Frankfurt, Institute of Sports Sciences, Department of
29  Sports Medicine and Exercise Physiology, Ginnheimer Landstr. 39, 60487 Frankfurt am Main,
30  Germany, phone: +49 (0)69 798 24484, mail: johannes.fleckenstein@sport.uni-frankfurt.de
31

1

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.16.21267900

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.16.21267900; this version posted February 11, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

45
46
47
48

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Contributorship

All authors contributed to the planning of the study. JF, PF and DN conducted the study, JF wrote and
DN analysed data, JF wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All authors read, revized and approved
the manuscript.

JF accepts full responsibility for the work and/or the conduct of the study, has access to the data, and
controlled the decision to publish.

The corresponding author attests that all listed authors meet authorship criteria and that no others
meeting the criteria have been omitted.

Conflict of interest
JF received honorary for scientific counselling from the German Medical Acupuncture Association. All
other authors declare no conflict of interest.

Funding
This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, commercial, or
not-for-profit sectors.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.16.21267900

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.16.21267900; this version posted February 11, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

ABSTRACT

This systematic review with meta-analysis and meta-regression investigated the effects of
individualized exercise interventions consisting with or without combined psychological intervention on
pain intensity and disability in patients with chronic non-specific low-back-pain. Databases were
searched up to 31 January 2022 and we selected randomized controlled trials involving adults with
chronic non-specific low-back-pain being treated with individualized/personalized/stratified exercise
interventions with or without psychological treatment compared to any control.

Fifty-eight studies (n = 10084) were included.

At short-term follow-up (12 weeks), low-certainty evidence for pain intensity (SMD -0.28 [95%CI -0.42
to -0.14]) and very low-certainty evidence for disability (-0.17 [-0.31 to -0.02]) indicates effects of
individualized versus active exercises, and very low-certainty evidence for pain intensity (-0.40; [-0.58
to -0.22])), but not (low-certainty evidence) for disability (-0.18; [-0.22 to 0.01]) compared to passive
controls.

At long-term follow-up (1 year), moderate-certainty evidence for pain intensity (-0.14 [-0.22 to -0.07])
and disability (-0.20 [-0.30 to -0.10]) indicates effects versus passive controls.

Sensitivity analyses indicates that the effects on pain, but not on disability (always short-term and
versus active treatments) were robust. Pain reduction caused by individualized exercise treatments in
combination with psychological interventions (in particular behavioural-cognitive therapies) (-0.28 [-
0.42 to -0.14], low certainty) is of clinical importance.

Certainty of evidence was downgraded mainly due to evidence of risk of bias, publication bias and
inconsistency that could not be explained.

Individualized exercise can be recommended from a clinical point of view to treat pain and disability in
chronic non-specific low-back-pain. Sub-group analysis suggests a combination of individualized
exercise (especially motor-control based treatments) with behavioural therapy interventions to booster
effects. Certainty of evidence was moderate for long-term follow-up.

PROSPERO registration: CRD42021247331

Keywords: sports medicine; pain therapy; spine; multimodal; integrative medicine
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77  Introduction

78  Back pain, in particular chronic non-specific low back pain, is one of the most serious public-health
79  problems worldwide.” Its global median 1-year period prevalence in the adult population is around
80  37%.% Together with the consequences of low back pain, such as loss of labour productivity or rates
81  of hospital admissions, this high number of involved people results in tremendous direct and indirect
82  costs for societies’ healthcare systems and economies.®® For those affected, pain symptoms are often
83  accompanied by functional limitations and decreased performance, substantially deteriorating the
84  quality of their individual and family lives.>” ®

85 Exercise therapy and psychological (especially cognitive behavioural) therapy, both as stand-alone
86 treatments but especially in combination, are considered being effective in the treatment of chronic
87  low back pain.* Still, current research reveals only relatively small and heterogeneous effects when

88  combining exercise and cognitive-behavioural therapies.® % %

This is likely to be attributed to inter-
89 individual heterogeneities in the effects.® Stratified or even individualized/personalized therapies may
90 be the potential key to increase the (group and individual) therapeutic effect.”® On a somatic-biological
91  level, patients with low back pain predominantly present deficits in motor control strategies, though

40, 59

92  varying in its characteristics between individuals. On a psychosocial level, dysfunctional cognition

93 (fear-avoidance-beliefs, catastrophizing) and dysfunctional pain behaviour (kinesiophobia) are known
94 risk factors for chronification or for a worsening of symptoms in chronic low back pain.** >

95

96  Functional strength/restoration, coordination (Pilates, McKenzie) and stabilization training are, based
97  on meta-analytic evidence on comparative effectiveness, likely to be the most effective types of

98  exercise in the management of chronic non-specific low back pain.? **

Simply and mechanistically
99  expressed, all these training modalities improve motor control.>® Unfortunately, such effects are only of
100 limited validity for the affected individuals due to the presence of heterogeneous influencing
101  psychosocial factors in group analyses.”” The latter has been addressed by a variety of validated
102  individualized psychological interventions against chronic low back pain. A prominent approach is the
103  STarT Back Screening Tool, used to classify patients with low back pain into tailored focus therapy
104  groups (exercises and cognitive-behavioural strategies) based on bio-psycho-social factors.?’
105 stratification, or even better personalisation/individualisation of exercise and psychological
106 interventions may consequently lead to better therapeutic outcomes (fewer days of illness,
107  improvement of symptomatology) than mono-interventions or, even non-personalized therapies only.™
108 *
109  cConsequently, individualized exercise with or without psychological interventions were investigated by
110  a large number of clinical trials. However, individualisation as an independent variable defining
111  exercise has not been assessed on a meta-analytical level before. There is one recently published
112  review analysing the effects of classification-based exercise to treat chronic low back pain,”® showing
113  small and no meaningful effects. However, this study focussed on classification systems and not on
114 exercise that was individualized based on the patient's needs. In addition, exercise was often
115 combined with psychological interventions, which may have impacted the overall outcomes.
116  Consequently, the aim of this systematic review with meta-analysis and —regression is to qualify and
117  quantify the effects of individualized exercises as mono-therapies, or in combination with cognitive or
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118  behavioural types of psychological interventions. Adding many sensitivity analysis allows to distinguish
119  active and passive controls, and to differentiate the type of individualized exercise. This consolidates
120  previous knowledge and builds a bridge to known effects such as the above mentioned classification
121  systems *° or classical exercise.?

122

123

124  Methods

125 The systematic review with meta-analysis and meta-regression protocol was developed using
126  guidance from the Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols
127  (PRISMA-P) statement,® registered in the PROSPERO database (CRD42021247331, Date of
128  registration in PROSPERO: 10 May 2021, Date of first submission: 09 April 2021, update 10 February
129 2022, available at: https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display record.php?RecordID=247331).

130

131  Studies were identified by searching multiple databases, including PubMed, Cochrane Central
132  Register of Controlled Trials, EMBASE, Clarivate Web of Science, and Google Scholar from their
133  inception to March 2021. The search terms were identified after preliminary searches of the literature

134  and by comparing them against previous systematic reviews. A sensitive search strategy was used
135 based on the recommendations of the Cochrane Back and Neck Group for ‘randomized controlled
136 trials’ (RCT) and ‘low back pain’,** combined with search terms for ‘exercise’. The full search strategy
137 s presented in the supplementary data appendix B. In addition, reference lists of relevant reviews and
138  included RCTs were manually searched, and citation tracking of all included trials was performed. A
139  grey literature search in google scholar was further performed. The searches and inclusion criteria
140  were restricted to English, German, French, Spanish, and Italian.

141  We tested the eligibility criteria by piloting a small sample (10 trials). Two independent researchers
142  (JF, PF) screened titles and abstracts of the publications retrieved by the search strategy and
143  assessed the full texts for potential inclusion. Studies not meeting the inclusion criteria were
144  discarded. Disagreements between researchers were resolved by discussion and consultation with a
145  third reviewer (DN), if necessary.

146  For the sake of brevity, the term (chronic) low back pain in this manuscript refers to chronic non-
147  specific low back pain if not stated otherwise.

148

149  Eligibility criteria:

150 This study followed the participants, interventions, comparisons, outcomes, and study design (PICOS)
151  framework.

152

153  Population

154  The population of interest was patients suffering from chronic non-specific low back pain that have
155  been treated with any approach of stratified, personalized and/or individualized exercise. Chronic non-
156  specific low back pain is defined as pain without a known pathoanatomical cause *, chronicity of pain
157  lasting longer than 3 month, or recurrent low back pain defined as two episodes per year.? All studies
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158 had to research populations were the aforementioned criteria were fulfilled for the majority of their
159 included patients to be considered potentially eligible.

160

161 Intervention (exposure):

162 The interventions/exposures were all forms of individualized, tailored, personalized, or stratified
163 exercise of any frequency, intensity, volume or type, with a duration of at least 4 weeks. Interventions
164 that consisted of exercise alone or exercise combined with psychological interventions (i.e.
165 behavioural or cognitive, or combined behavioural-cognitive therapy) were considered.

166

167  Comparison:

168  Eligible comparators were all matched or non-matched conservative (non-surgery) control/comparator
169  groups, that could be either active, passive, or no treatment (real) controls

170

171  Outcomes

172  We reported the following outcomes up to 1 year after randomisation:

173  Pain intensity, measured with a pain scale (for example, visual analogue scale (VAS), numerical rating
174  scale (NRS), or McGill pain score)

175 Disability, measured with a back pain-specific scale (for example, the Roland-Morris Disability
176  Questionnaire (RMDQ)*, or the Oswestry Disability Index (ODI)*?). The two scales can be matched.’
177

178  All scores were normalized to VAS-scores (range 0 to 10, with O indicating no burden and
179 10 = maximum suffering from symptom).**

180

181  Planned secondary outcomes were the number of days of absence from work and a measure of
182  quality of life.

183

184  Study design: Only RCTs were eligible.

185

186 Data extraction: We designed and piloted a data collection form created with Excel (Microsoft). Two
187 researchers (JF, PF) independently extracted the study characteristics and outcome data.
188 Disagreements were resolved through discussion or with assistance from a third researcher (DN), if
189  necessary. From each study we extracted: number of study arms, predetermined duration of chronic
190  non-specific low back pain, real duration of low back pain, number of participants (total and in study
191 arms), age, sex, type of interventions (individualized, exercise, psychological), type of control, length
192  of training period (both intervention and controls, training frequency (sessions per week), single
193 training duration (minutes), number of adverse events.

194

195  For the effect size calculations, change scores of the outcomes and standard deviations of the change
196  scores of the outcomes were retrieved. If not directly retrievable from the studies, the required data

197  was calculated/imputed from the available data (baseline, change score, follow-up-values, and their
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198 standard deviations) according to the formulas defined in the Cochrane handbook. In addition (or,
199  were not applicable), missing data was requested from the corresponding authors.

200 Effect sizes were processed as negative values (indicating a decrease in pain, which equals a
201  symptom improvement), i.e. higher negative values indicate larger effect sizes.

202

203  Study risk of bias assessment: Two researchers independently assessed the risk of bias (RoB) for the
204  outcomes of interest of the included trials. We assessed the RoB for each study/outcomes using the
205 following RoB assessment tools recommended by the Cochrane Collaboration:*® random sequence
206  generation, allocation concealment, blinding of participants, providers and outcome assessment,
207 incomplete outcome data (dropouts) and selective outcome reporting. In the selective outcome data,
208 we accounted for a broader assessment considering also the selective non-reporting RoB due to
209 missing results in index meta- analyses (e.g., missing or unavailable outcome results crosschecked

210  from method plans) according to published criteria.*® *

For each study, the score of the items
211  indicated high, low or some concerns (not enough information reported) regarding RoB.?® As both pain
212  and disability are considered comparable in terms of the impact of bias on the effect sizes, they were
213  rated cumulatively.

214

215  Certainty assessment:

216 Certainty of evidence was assessed applying the framework as provided by the Grading of
217 Recommendations Assessment, Development, and Evaluation (GRADE) system of rating quality of
218 evidence and grading strength of recommendations in systematic reviews (see supplementary data
219  appendix F.'" The five GRADE domains were applied: study limitations, indirectness, inconsistency,
220  imprecision and publication bias.

221

222  Tointerpret the clinical relevance of the meta-analyses results, we considered a 1.5-point difference in
223  pain and a 1.0-point difference on a 10 point VAS in disability to be clinically important for the
224  comparisons of exercise versus any comparator group 22 We interpreted smaller differences in the
225  effectiveness of exercise treatments compared to other conservative treatments as 'probably
226  meaningful', when the 95% confidence interval was entirely on one side of the no effect line. This is
227  relevant given similar inconveniences and adverse effects for comparison of treatments considered in
228  this review."’

229

230  Statistics: Meta-analysis and -regression

231  For data pooling, random-effects meta-analyses were modelled. Main analyses were calculated
232  separated by outcome (pain versus disability), by the combined comparator (active/exercise or
233  passive comparator group), and by the intervention duration (short- and long-term-effects). Weighted
234  standardized mean differences between the intervention and control/comparator groups (Hedge’s g)
235  were used as effect size estimators. For pooling analyses, mean effect sizes and their 95% confidence
236 intervals were calculated; summary estimate data were displayed using Forest plots. To test for overall
237  effects, Z-statistics at a 5% alpha-error-probability level were calculated.
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238  Between-effects heterogeneity was assessed using the I>- and, using restricted maximum-likelihood
239  estimators, Tau’statistic. In case of heterogeneity (tau? > 0) a prediction interval for the true outcomes
240  was also provided.

241  Sensitivity analyses were performed including only effect sizes from studies without a serious overall
242  RoB and using the exercise type, the type of psychological intervention, and the characteristics of the
243  comparator group.

244  To detect outliers on study level, Studentized residuals and Cook's distances were used. Outliers were
245  Bonferroni-corrected with two-sided alpha = 0.05.

246  To check the included studies for a potential publication bias, Funnel plots and Egger's regression
247  test, to check a potential funnel plot asymmetry using the standard error of the observed outcomes as
248  predictor, were used.

249  All pooled effects analyses were performed using the MAJOR package for jamovi (version 1.6.23,
250  jamovi.org, Sydney, Australia).

251

252  Meta-regressions were further calculated. Independent variables were the intervention duration, the
253  type of comparator (active versus passive), known effective versus rather ineffective exercise types,
254 control group matched to the intervention group “yes versus no”, behavioural treatment “yes versus
255  no”, number of the participants, overall RoB rating, and mean age of the participants. The dependent
256 variables were the effect sizes for pain and disability (continuous). For the regression model, a syntax
257  for IBM SPSS was used (D.B. Wilson; Meta-Analysis Modified Weighted Multiple Regression; MATRIX
258  procedure Version 2005.05.23). Inverse variance-weighted regression models with random intercepts
259  and fixed slopes were calculated. Homogeneity analysis (Q and p-values), meta-regression estimates

260  (95% confidence intervals and p-values), and Z-statistics were calculated.
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261 Results

262  Our electronic database searches identified 1,172 unique citations. We screened the full-texts of 109

263  publications, identified 73 as potentially eligible, and included 58 RCTs of individualized exercise
264  treatment for chronic low back pain in this systematic review with meta-analysis and meta-regression.
265 At least, 53 studies contained sufficient data to be included into the qualitative analysis, with five
266  studies lacking sufficient follow-up data. Figure 1 provides detail about the flow of citations and studies
267  through our search and selection process. References to included and excluded studies at the full-text
268  stage are provided within supplementary data appendix D.

269

270  Study characteristics: A total of 10084 participants were included in 58 trials (Table 1, supplementary
271  data appendix D). The sample size of trials ranged between 69 and 238 participants (IQR) with a
272  median of 121 participants for each study. Reported inclusion criteria for low back pain in trials was
273  more than 12 (6 to 12) weeks prior to study inclusion, and if reported the median time of perceived
274  burden was 111 (55-450) weeks. Thirteen studies included as well sub-chronic pain duration and sub-
275  acute intervals of low back pain,® * & 3 16 20,24, 29, 31, 46, 48,52, 60 1y )¢ consisted with a major share of
276  participants with chronic or chronic-recurrent pain.

277  The median year of publication of RCTs was 2015 (range 1993-2021). The median age of participants
278  was 45.4 years (IQR 41.7-49.4), and the median percentage of females was 55.7% (50.2%—62.5%).
279  The median training period was 8.0 (6.0-12.0) weeks, and the median number of training sessions per
280 week was 2.0 (1.5-3.0) for the individualized exercise and 1.5 (1.0-2.4) for the control exercises.
281  Duration of training was 50.0 (35.0-60.0) minutes for individualized, and 50.0 (30.0-60.0) minutes for
282  control exercise. Twenty-four (41.4%) studies investigated mixed individualized exercises, and 22
283  studies (37.9%) sensorimotor training (SMT). Other individualized interventions included aerobic
284  (n=75), pilates (n = 1), McKenzie (n = 4), back schools (n = 4), and yoga (n = 1).

285  Thirty-four (58.6%) studies added some form of psychological intervention to the exercise procedure,
286 i.e., cognitive-behavioural therapy (n = 9, 15.5%), behavioural therapy (n = 2, 3.4%), or other (n = 24,
287  34.8%).

288 In total, 61 control groups could be identified, with eleven studies presenting more than one control
289  group. Forty-two (68.9%) of control interventions were non-individualized active exercises, and 21
290  (34.4%) no treatments with advice to stay active and usual care. Other controls were true controls (no
291 treatment, n = 3), passive controls (n =5), and medications (n = 1). Eleven of these control groups
292  were matched (i.e., same type of exercise except individualisation).

293

294  There was not sufficient data to analyse secondary data.

295

296  >>INSERT FIGURE 1<<

297  >>INSERT TABLE 1<<

298

299
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300 RoB assessement:
301 RoB assessments on study level (as derived from the outcomes) are summarized in Figure 2 and
302  supplementary data appendix E. Of the 58 studies, 26 (44.3%) had an overall unclear RoB (i.e., some
303  concerns), and 32 (55.7%) a high overall RoB. In summary, there was a considerably high overall RoB
304  and this due to deviations from intended interventions (Figure 2, supplementary data appendix C).
305
306  The funnel plot (supplementary data appendix E) highlights the RoB across studies (publication bias
307  on meta-level for the main outcomes pain and disability (short-term, in comparison to any comparator
308  group). For the detailed main analyses, both the rank correlation and the regression test indicated no
309  funnel plot asymmetry for pain in the short-term follow-up versus active treatments (Egger’s regression
310 test=-1.407, p = 0.2; rank correlation: -0.202, p = .1) but versus passive treatments (test = -3.313, p =
311 0.001; rank = - 0.373, p = 0.009). In the long-term follow-ups on pain, no publication bias was
312 indicated (rank = 0.117, Egger = 0.18, both p > .05; versus active; rank = 0.029, Egger = 0.288, both p
313 > .05 versus passive). No funnel plot asymmetry was detected in any disability model (rank between -
314  0.029 and -0.173, Eggers between -0.623 and -0.030, all p> .05). Only for the pain model of short-
315 term follow-up versus passive measures, a publications bias is supposable, whereas it is unlikely for
316 the pain contrast to active measures or long-term pain and disability models.
317
318  >>INSERT FIGURE 2<<
319
320  Overall GRADE assessment:
321  The overall certainty of the evidence was rated as low for meta-analytic outcomes of self-reported pain
322 and disability. The main reasons for downgrading the evidence were RoB, inconsistency, and
323  publication bias. Imprecision and indirectness were no problem, as this systematic review
324  encompassed specific populations, types of interventions, and outcome measures (see Table 2 and
325  the certainty of evidence section in supplementary data appendix F,).
326
327  Results of individual studies:
328  Pain intensity was assessed in 46 studies at short-term (closest to 12 weeks after randomisation or
329  after 12 weeks of intervention) or at long-term follow-up (closest to 12 months after randomisation).
330 Mean pain intensity at baseline was 4.90 (standard deviation 1.38) on a VAS in the individualized
331  groups and 4.89 (1.45) in controls. Pain following individualized exercise was reduced to 2.88 (1.25) at
332 12 weeks and 3.15 (1.09) at 52 weeks. Pain intensity in controls decreased to 3.62 (1.24) at 12 weeks
333  and 3.49 (1.14) at 52 weeks.
334 Disability was assessed in 45 studies at short-term or at long-term follow-up. Mean disability at
335 baseline was 3.53 (1.42) VAS in the individualized groups and 3.46 (1.51) in controls. Disability
336 following individualized exercise was reduced to 2.41 (1.48) at 12 weeks and 2.47 (1.39) at 52 weeks.
337 At 12 and 52 weeks, disability in controls was reduced to 2.65 (1.51) and 2.70 (1.21),. For individual
338 differences in studies see supplementary data appendix C.
339
340  Pain intensity

10
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341 Individualized exercise significantly reduced pain compared with all active comparators at short-term
342  follow-up (closest to 12 weeks after randomisation; 1° = 73%, k = 32 SMD -0.28; 95% CI —0.42 to —
343  0.14; Figure 3), but not at long-term follow-up (closest to 12 months; I> = 41%, k = 16 SMD -0.10; 95%
344 ClI -0.21 to 0.01; supplementary data appendix H). Mean clinically important differences did not
345  suggest relevance at short-term (-0.67 cm VAS) or long-term follow-up (-0.19).
346  The intensity of pain following the intervention showed that individualized exercise significantly
347  reduced pain compared with passive treatments or true control at short-term follow-up (1 = 89%,
348 k =32 SMD -0.40; 95% CI -0.58 to —0.22; Figure 4), and at long-term follow-up (1=29%, k=17
349 SMD -0.14; 95% ClI -0.22 to —0.07; supplementary data appendix H). Mean clinically important
350 differences did not suggest relevance at short-term (-0.33 cm VAS) or long-term follow-up (-0.18).
351
352  Disability
353  Under consistency, individualized exercise did significantly reduce disability compared with all active
354  comparators at short-term follow-up (I* = 73%, k = 32 SMD -0.17; 95% CI -0.31 to —0.02, Figure 5),
355  but not at long-term follow-up (I = 69%, k = 15 SMD -0.12; 95% CI -0.27 to 0.03, supplementary data
356  appendix H). Mean clinically important differences did not suggest relevance at short-term (-0.33 cm
357  VAS) or long-term follow-up (-0.18).
358 Individualized exercise did not reduced disability compared with passive treatments or true control at
359  short-term follow-up 1> = 54%, k = 22 SMD -0.09; 95% CI —0.18 to 0.01, Figure 6) but significantly at
360 long-term follow-up (I°=51%, k=15 SMD -0.20; 95% Cl -0.30 to —0.10, supplementary data
361 appendix H). Mean clinically important differences did not suggest relevance at short-term (0.18 VAS)
362  or long-term follow-up (-0.96).
363
364  Certainty of evidence:
365  Main outcomes on pain intensity have been graded with low (vs. active at short- and long-term) and
366  very low at short-term and moderate at long-term (vs. passive interventions). Certainty of disability
367  outcomes was graded as very low (vs. active) at short- and long-term) and moderate (vs. passive at
368  short- and long-term, see supplementary data appendix F).
369
370  Sensitivity and moderator analyses
371 Al effects at short-term follow-up were calculated in comparison to other active treatments (exercises).
372  The effect on pain, but not on disability, was robust when only studies with utmost moderate overall
373  RoB were pooled (according to Table 1, and supplementary data appendix E)
374  Most further sensitivity analyses, i.e., i) individualized multimodal (mixed) exercise interventions, ii)
375 individualized exercise in combination with psychological intervention, iii) individualized exercise
376 interventions based on SMT, iv) only studies with matched control groups, v) only studies with the
377 inclusion criterion of low back pain lasting for at least 12 weeks, and vi) only studies with an additional
378  behavioural treatment showed individualized exercise to significantly reduce pain intensity at short-
379  term follow-up compared with other active treatments, but not disability (Table 2, supplementary data
380  appendix I11-17). In contrast, the comparisons to vi) only true control comparators revealed superior
381 effects by the individualisation in both pain and disability.
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>>INSERT TABLE 2<<<

Mean differences when compared to controls ranged from -0.09 to -1.27 VAS (depending on the
sensitivity scenario) for pain intensity, with largest clinical effects for combined treatments of
individualized exercise and cognitive behavioural therapy (-1.27 VAS), and from -0.09 to -0.80 for
disability (see supplementary data appendix G). On an individual level, all effects of individualized
exercise on pain were clinically important (> 1.50 VAS). Effects on disability were clinically important
at both short-term and long-term follow-up, except for individualized exercise not including
psychological interventions and studies including low back pain episodes shorter than 12 weeks.
Controls showed clinical important effects when including psychological interventions, and on long-
term disability.

Dose-response relationships have been performed by means of meta-regression analysis
(supplementary data appendix 18). The independent variables (intervention duration, type of
comparator, distinction between rather effective or ineffective exercise, matched control group,
additional psychological intervention, total study size (n), overall risk of bias rating, and mean age)
explained 13% of the pain and 6% of the disability effect size heterogeneity. For pain, the only
significant contributor was the training duration (in weeks, longer durations mediated larger effect
sizes). For disability, no significant regressors could be identified (see supplementary data appendix
18).

Adverse Events
Adverse events have been reported by 14 (24%) of studies, with a total of 553 events, of which 50
(9%) were at least possibly treatment-related. Retrieved data did not allow to distinguish between

types of active interventions or perform further analysis.
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408 Discussion

409  This systematic review and meta-analysis with meta-regression found that individualized exercise

410 interventions versus other active exercise interventions, or passive controls and usual care were

411  associated with reduced self-reported pain intensity and disability at short- and long-term follow-up.

412  Our analysis revealed medium effect sizes for the reduction of pain intensity by individualized exercise

413  with low levels of certainty when compared to active and very low certainty compared to passive

414  treatments at the follow-ups closest to 12 weeks. Disability was reduced with low certainty and small

415  effects size compared to active controls. At long-term follow-up (closest to 12 months) moderate

416  certainty suggests small effect sizes comparing individualized exercise to passive treatments. We

417  could not detect effects on pain intensity at long-term follow-up compared to active controls (low to

418  moderate certainty). Sensitivity analysis (Table 2) revealed on a low level of certainty that the

419  combination of individualized exercise in combination with psychological interventions (e.g., cognitive

420  and/or behavioural therapy) showed moderate effect sizes on pain and disability compared to both

421  active and passive treatments. Effects obtained following individualized exercise were mostly clinically

422  relevant. Sensitivity analysis also showed superiority of motor-controlled individualized interventions

423  (low certainty), and of individualized exercise when compared to real controls (moderate certainty).

424  Meta-regression did not reveal any substantial influencers.

425

426  These data indicate that general individualized exercise can be recommended in principle to achieve

427  improvements in in pain intensity and disability in low back pain patients

428

429  From aclinical and therapeutic point of view, we calculated MCIDs implicating individualized exercise

430 to better reduce pain and disability compared to both, active and passive controls. However, MCID

431  mostly failed to be relevant by definition, i.e. below 1.5 points on the VAS for pain and 1.0 point for

432  disability outcomes. Anyhow, we consider (based on the confidence intervals) most effects on pain as

433  probably clinically relevant when individualized exercises are compared to passive measures or other

434  exercises. The clinical relevance may be strengthened due to the following reasons: i) adding a

435  stratification and /or personalisation to the exercise intervention is simple and almost time and cost

436  neutral, ii) at 12 weeks pain intensity was reduced by individualized exercise by 40% and at 26 weeks

437 by 38%, which from a patient’s perspective is of clear benefit, iii) all results are at least consistent in

438 the point that there is a trend (or, even, mostly a significant between-group difference leading to a

439  probable relevant effect) towards individualized treatments that becomes larger when not comparing

440 to active but passive controls, iv) taking into account the strong known placebo effects in low back

441  pain® emphasizes the small effects retrieved in our study. As all studies were patient-examiner

442  blinded -what hands-on trials cannot be blamed for- this observation seems robust.

443

444  Compared to other low back pain treatments, the observed effect sizes in our study are superior to,

445  e.g., paracetamol (which has been declared being not effective compared to placebo),”, somewhat

446  larger than therapeutic ultrasound (small to no effects versus placebo),10 non-steroidal

447  anti-inflammatory drugs (small effects versus placebo),58 spinal manipulative therapy (small effects

448  versus standard care),” and comparable to acupuncture (low-certainty evidence to reduce pain and
13
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449  improve function compared to sham and no treatment).*” Hayden et al. recently assessed the effects
450  of exercise on chronic low back pain and disability to be small compared to no treatment, usual care or
451  placebo comparisons, and other conservative treatments.?” Certainty of evidence is low to moderate,
452  and studies did not meet the threshold for minimal clinically important difference.?” The mean

453  difference between groups as assessed by the meta-analysis on classification-based exercise in low
454 back pain,56 was presented as the difference to all comparators, suggesting small effects. All above
455  mentioned reviews are principally in line with our results, suggesting effects on very low to moderate
456  certainty, which are at first sight not clinically important. The problem of the above made assumptions
457 s that the clinical relevance of the effect cannot just be defined by the MCID.® Medical assessment
458  should include other factor as well, such as regression, baseline severity, or even expectations. If the
459  MCID is calculated on the basis of a comparison to no treatment controls, it reflects well the clinical
460  state of art.” % In the case of the present systematic review, patients usually received at least advice,
461 and a larger number of no-treatment controlled studies is missing (see Table 1). Calculating the mean
462  differences compared to no treatment controls (n = 4) or usual care and advice only (n = 16; see

463  supplementary data appendix G) resulted in clinically relevant intragroup differences for the

464  individualized exercise group, but not controls, making our findings more likely. Consequently, the
465  MCID is a context-specific value rather than a fixed number,® and gives insight into relative but also
466  absolute effects. The absolute symptom reduction varied between 40% (pain) and 33% (disability)
467  from baseline, which can indeed be considered clinically relevant from a pain physician’s perspective.
468  Especially with regard to the combined approaches (adding psychological interventions or exercise
469  based on motor control) the reduction of pain intensity (on a low to moderate certainty level) is

470  promising from a clinical point of view. In this context, the impact of the results as shown by Tagliaferri
471  etal. can be regarded clinically relevant.”® Summarising our data, the overall low certainty, RoB,

472 MCID, and SMDs, data support the conclusion that individualized exercise interventions versus other
473  active exercise interventions or usual care or passive controls are associated with clinically relevant
474  reduced self-reported pain intensity and disability.

475

476  Recent clinical practice guidelines™ ** % *’

are basically in line with our findings. The German national
477  guideline on chronic non-specific low back pain® strongly recommends the combination of exercise
478  treatments with education, the latter based on behavioural therapy, to treat sub-acute and chronic low
479  Dback pain, and to promote physical activity.

480  The NICE guidelines® universally recommend to consider a combined physical and psychological
481 intervention, incorporating a cognitive behavioural approach. Physical programs refers to a group

482  exercise program (biomechanical, aerobic, mind—body or a combination of approaches) for people
483  with specific episodes or flare-up of low back pain with or without sciatica that should take people's
484  specific needs, preferences and capabilities into account when choosing the type of exercise.

485  The guideline of the North American Spine Association®* recommends cognitive behavioural therapy
486  in combination with physical therapy, as compared with physical therapy alone, to improve pain levels
487 in patients with low back pain over 12 months on level A. Cognitive behavioural therapy in combination
488  with physical therapy is recommended to improve functional outcomes (disability) and return to work in
489  low back pain patients on a level B.
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We belief that our results strengthen the use of exercise therapies in multimodal settings for low back
pain therapies. On the basis of our data, the guideline statements in regard of patients’ needs and
differentiation among exercise modalities seem justified. Personalisation is an important option in
tailoring exercise to patient’s needs. Different exercise modalities seem to have different impact on
pain and disability. Furthermore, the bio-psycho-social dimension of low back pain should also be

addressed using adequate psychological interventions.

Promising research deficits regarding that should be subject to future research include aspects like
digitalisation® or cost-effectiveness.®. From a therapist's point of view, different forms of exercise
therapy should be compared with each other to determine a potentially superior mode of exercise
training for rehabilitation. However, given the current paucity of literature, pairwise meta-analyses may
be limited in drawing such conclusions. Network meta-analysis may be more suitable for determining
potentially superior modes of exercise training and have recently gained momentum in the field of
sports medicine.* Studies should focus on strong methodological rigor and larger sample sizes to
reduce the RoB and increase the certainty in observations. To ensure a low risk of bias, placebo- or
sham-controlled trials should be considered.?® Furthermore, the studies should follow current
guidelines for intervention description (e.g., the template for intervention description and replication
checklist®®) to enable transparent evaluation and replication of intervention programs and should
report factors potentially influencing the findings (e.g. comorbidities and pain management). Despite of
a low adverse effects risk being attributed to exercise therapies,** the reporting of adverse events in
retrieved studies was poor. Our observations mainly rely on one large study,® including almost 75%
(n = 414) of reported adverse events, of which 98 are treatment-related. The strengths of our study
include the overall assessment of individualized exercise intervention to give a concise overview of the
different modalities how personalisation in exercise therapy might be performed (Supplementary File
Appendix C). We also retrieved studies that included patients with sub-chronic low back pain, and
sensitivity analysis suggested these patients not to distort our analysis. This group of patients could
also benefit from individualized exercise. Statistical sensitivity analyses were finally conducted for all

outcomes to further check the robustness and validity of the results.

Limitations

There were no included studies with a low RoB. We also could not assess the effect of individualized
exercise on the number of days of absence from work and measures of quality of life, because the
included studies did not report these important variables consistently. Consequently, our outcome is
restricted to pain or disability only. It should also be noted that the results only apply to land-based
interventions. In regard to our certainty assessment downgrading was necessary due to supposed
inconsistency. When individual study sample sizes are small, point estimates may vary substantially
but, because variation may be explained by chance, 1> may be low. Conversely, when study sample
size is large, a relatively small difference in point estimates can yield a large 1°.>* This might also be a
reason for the supposed publication bias regarding pain outcomes.

In addition, the terms personalized and especially stratified do not exactly mean the same, but
address same aspects of medicine. We adhere to the definition, that the term ‘stratification’ more
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accurately “reflects the realistic effects of medicines at population level, while the term ‘personalized
medicine’ reflects the possibly overambitious promise of specifically tailoring a treatment on an
individual level.** ® In addition, individualisation within our studies covers a broad field of
interventions, what should not automatically imply all types of intervention being equally efficient. We
are aware that future studies will need to more accurately define exercise in this regard.

Finally, although exercise training is considered relatively safe in general,** adverse events could not
be adequately assessed given insufficient reporting.

Conclusions

This systematic review shows on average low-certainty evidence for the effectiveness of individualized
exercise on pain and disability in chronic non-specific low back pain. The effects are of clinical
importance when assessing individualized exercise by its own. Given the little extra effort to
individualise exercise, practitioners should be encouraged to use this approach. Effects are larger
when combining exercise and cognitive-behavioural interventions for the treatment of chronic low back
pain. With regard to the bio-psycho-social dimension of low back pain, it is important to address
psychosocial characteristics, such as inappropriate beliefs about pain, pain catastrophizing, and/or
depression, besides bodily functions.*
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Legends for Figures

Figure 1: Flow Chart. RCT = randomized controlled trial, LBP = chronic non-specific low back pain

Figure 2. Risk of bias rating on an individual study level, displayed as traffic light plot for each
study/outcome with green lights = low, yellow = unclear/moderate, and red = high risk of bias. The
aggregate Cochrane Risk-of-bias appraisal results summary plot is displayed in the supplementary

data appendix E.

Figure 3. Forest plot for the effect sizes for the short-term follow-up (closest to 12 weeks
following randomisation) of individualized exercise versus other active treatments on pain
intensity. The plot depicts model fit, individual study and pooled effect size estimates (standardized
mean differences (SMD) and corresponding 95% confidence intervals (95% CI)). The size of the

boxes corresponds to the respective studies’ (inverse variance) weighting.

Figure 4. Forest plot for the effect sizes for the short-term follow-up (closest to 12 weeks
following randomisation) of individualized exercise versus passive treatments, true control,
and usual care on pain intensity. The plot depicts model fit, individual study and pooled effect size
estimates (standardized mean differences (SMD) and corresponding 95% confidence intervals (95%
Cl). The size of the boxes corresponds to the respective studies’ (inverse variance) weighting.

Figure 5. Forest plot for the effect sizes for the short-term follow-up (closest to 12 weeks
following randomisation) of individualized exercise versus other active treatments on
disability. The plot depicts model fit, individual study and pooled effect size estimates (standardized
mean differences (SMD) and corresponding 95% confidence intervals (95% CI). The size of the boxes

corresponds to the respective studies’ (inverse variance) weighting.

Figure 6. Forest plot for the effect sizes for the short-term follow-up (closest to 12 weeks
following randomisation) of individualized exercise versus passive treatments or true control
on disability. The plot depicts model fit, individual study and pooled effect size estimates
(standardized mean differences and corresponding 95% confidence intervals). The plot depicts model
fit, individual study and pooled effect size estimates (standardized mean differences (SMD) and
corresponding 95% confidence intervals (95% ClI). The size of the boxes corresponds to the

respective studies’ (inverse variance) weighting.
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583  Table 1. Characteristics of included studies. Inclusion criteria of LBP indicates if the study had a defined onset of the current LBP episode, whereas duration
584  of LBP refers to the overall duration of the complaint if indicated. | = individualized group, C(s) = control group(s), SMT = sensorimotor training, BT = behavioural
585 therapy, CBT = cognitive behavioural therapy, LBP = chronic non-specific low back pain, w = weeks, y = years, n = number, min = minute, RoB = Risk of Bias
Author, Year Study Inclu  Durati N N Age Femal Indi- Psycho-  controls trainin  training freque  traini  traini  Overall
arms sion on of  total group Mea es (%) vidualized logical g frequenc ncy ng ng RoB
(n) criter LBP s n (y) inter- inter- period vy (sessio durat durat
ia (w) vention vention (w) (session nsper ion ion
LBP S per week) (min)  (min) >
(w) week) control contr E
ol %
Aasa, 2015 2 12 330 70 |.35; 42 55.7 SMT no active control 8 1.5 1.5 25 60 some %
C:35 concerns é
Andersen, 2016 3 12 140 | 46; 45.6 55.7 mixed other C1: passive 10 3 1 50 150 high z
Cs: 47 control g
C2: active ®
control %
Apeldoorn, 2012 2 6 4 156 |: 74; 42 57.1 SMT no active control 8 high 2‘
C: 82 ?
Azevedo, 2018 2 12 148 1. 74; 41.9 61.5 mixed other active control 8 1.5 1.5 53 53 high -:;Z
C:74 3
Brady, 2018 2 12 111 48 | 24; 54 81.3 mixed other active control 12 1 1 some g'
C: 24 concerns
Cairns, 2006 2 100 97 |:47; 38 51.5 SMT no active control 12 1 1 30 30 high
C: 50
Cherkin, 1998 3 1 321 |:133; 40.7 48.0 McKenzie no C1: passive 4 2.3 2.3 high
C: 122 control
C2: usual care
C2: 66 and advice
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Table 2. Sensitivity analysis of outcomes pain and disability at short-term follow-up comparing individualized exercise with active controls. Bold

standardized mean differences (SMD) indicate significant effects towards the individualized group. Certainty of evidence was rated according to the GRADE

system.'® SMT = sensorimotor training

Sensitivity analysis

Studies with utmost moderate
overall risk of bias
Individualized multimodal
(mixed) exercise interventions
without any form of
psychological therapy
Individualized exercise
including psychological
interventions

Individualized exercise based
on motor control principles
Only matched comparator
groups (same intervention
except individualisation)

Only LBP at inclusion > 12
weeks

Only studies with a true control
comparator group

Outcome

pain
disability

pain

disability

pain
disability
pain
disability
pain
disability
pain
disability
pain

disability

k (included
studies)

10

11

10

10

22
22

19
19

23
22
14

17

SMD [95 %
confidence interval]
-0.24 [-0.42 to -0.05]
-0.26 [-0.53 to 0.01]
-0.17 [-0.33 to -0.001]

-0.21 [-0.51 to 0.09]

-0.28 [-0.42 to -0.14]
-0.15 [-0.32 t0 0.01]

-0.35[-0.51 to -0.18]
-0.18 [-0.36 t0 0.01]
-0.36 [-0.74 t0 0.02]

-0.19 [-0.57 t0 0.18]

-0.33[-0.49 to -0.17]
-0.10 [-0.27 t0 0.07]
-0.48 [-0.69 to -0.27]

-0.18 [-0.280 to 0.08]

I2-statistics

61%
83%
15%

71%

78%
74%

55%
55%
86%

80%

64%
66%
78%

73%

Certainty of

evidence

Low (O®00)
Low (O®o0)
Moderate (OO®0)

Low (O(®o0)

Low (O®00)
Low (O(®00)

Low (O®o0)
Low (O(®o0)
Low (O(®o0)

Low (O(®00)

Low (O(®00)
Very Low ((Dooo)
Low (O®00)

Low (O®o0)
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Study-ID (Intervention vs comparator)

SMD [95% CI]

Aasa_2015 (1+0vs3) 0.12[-0.34, 0.59]
Andersen_2016 (10+4vs3) —a—H -0.33 [-0.74, 0.08]
Azevedo_2018 (10+4vs3) —— -0.11[-0.43, 0.21]
Cuesta-Vargas_2011 (3+4vs3) e -0.09 [-0.65, 0.47]
Descarreaux_2002 (1+0vs3) [ . g -1.13 [-2.07, -0.18]
Diaz-Arribas_2015 (1+4vs3) HH -0.06 [-0.28, 0.16]
Geisser_|1_2005 (1+4vs3) —a— -0.48 [-1.04, 0.07]
Geisser_|1_2005 (1+4vs3) —a— -0.79 [-1.36, -0.21]
Geisser |1 2005 (1+4vs3) —- -0.65 [-1.21, -0.08]
Goertz_2017 (10+4vs3) . 0.58[0.15, 1.00]
Hansen_1993 (1+0vs3) - -0.13 [-0.49, 0.23]
Henry_2014 (1+0vs3) ——— -0.20 [-0.66, 0.25]
Hill_2011 (10+4vs3) HEH | -0.26 [-0.40, -0.11]
Hurley 2015 (3+0vs3) b -0.12[-0.42, 0.19]
Long_I1_2004 (6+4vs3) - -0.86 [-1.19, -0.52]
Macedo_2012 (1+1vs3) - 0.00 [-0.30, 0.30]
Magalhades_2018 (10+0vs3) - 0.16 [-0.32, 0.65]
Michaelson_2016 (1+0vs3) [ | 0.16 [-0.31, 0.63]
O'Keeffe_2020 (10+1vs3) . : -0.93 [-1.22, -0.64]
Rabiei_2021 (1+1vs3) —a— -0.77 [-1.25, -0.30]
Rabin_2014 (1+4vs3) —a— -0.15[-0.53, 0.24]
Salas_2019 (10+0vs3) -1.12[-2.17, -0.06]
Suh_[1_2019 (1+4vs3) —a— -0.23 [-0.95, 0.48]
Suh_I1_2019 (1+4vs3) [ -0.20 [-0.92, 0.52]
Suh 12_2019 (1+4vs3) ] 0.01[-0.70, 0.73]
Suh_I2_2019 (1+4vs3) b 0.07 [-0.64, 0.79]
Thanawat_2017 (10+4vs3) - 0.17 [-0.18, 0.52]
Van Baal_2020 (1+0vs3) i -0.75 [-1.45, -0.05]
Verra_2018 (10+2vs3) N -0.04 [-0.43, 0.36]
Vibe Fersum_2013 (10+1vs3) —.— : -0.87 [-1.24, -0.49]
Wajswelner_2012 (5+0vs3) Fom -0.39 [-0.81, 0.04]
Walti_2015 (1+4vs3) : ® i -0.82 [-1.59, -0.05]

Random-Effects Model: Z =-3.90 (p <.001) & -0.28 [-0.42, -0.14]

Heterogeneity:

12 =73%: Tau? = .11 | I I I I |

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2
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Study-ID (Intervention vs comparator)

SMD [95% CI]

Heterogeneity:

Andersen_2016 (10+4vs2) - -0.41[-0.82, 0.01]
Diaz-Arribas_2015 (1+4vs1) — -0.13[-0.38, 0.12]
Ford_2016 (10+0vs5) = =B -0.39 [-0.62, -0.16]
Garcia_2018 (6+4vs1) ——— -0.43[-0.76, -0.11]
Godfrey_2020 (10+4vs5) = B -0.23[-0.48, 0.02]
Goertz_2017 (10+4vs5) Coom 0.20 [-0.22, 0.62]
Gudavalli_2006 (10+0vs2) C 0.38[0.12, 0.64]
Hansen_1993 (1+0vs1) - -0.13[-0.49, 0.23]
Heinrich_I2_2009 (10+0vs5) — -1.00 [-1.37, -0.63]
Heinrich_I1_2009 (10+1vs5) = -1.23[-1.54, -0.92]
Highland_2018 (9+0vs5) —— -0.80 [-1.30, -0.31]
Hill_2020 (10+4vs5) I -0.10 [-0.27, 0.08]
Hurley_2015 (3+0vs5) — 0.05 [-0.25, 0.36]
Jay_2015 (10+1vs5) : . ; -0.54 [-1.35, 0.27]
Kim_2020 (1+4vs5) : - | -1.27 [-1.96, -0.58]
Lang_2021 (3+4vs5) N -0.33[-0.64, -0.01]
Long_|2_2004 (6+4vs5) . -0.76 [-1.08, -0.44]
Moore_2000 (7+1vs5) —E— -0.28 [-0.54, -0.02]
Petersen_2011 (6+4vs2) =B -0.13[-0.34, 0.08]
Rasmussen-Barr_2009 (1+0vs5) i—l—-—| -0.11 [-0.58, 0.35]
Sandal_2021 (10+4vs5 HEH -0.23 [-0.42, -0.05]
Schaller_2016 (7+4vs2) - -0.09 [-0.28, 0.10]
Soukup_1999 (10+4vs5) — -1.46 [-2.00, -0.93]
Tsauo_2009 (10+0vs5) : . . -1.39[-2.11, -0.67]
Von Korff_2005 (7+1vs5) — -0.16 [-0.41, 0.09]
Random-Effects Model: Z =-4.31 (p <.001) . -0.40 [-0.58, -0.22]

12 =89%; Tau? = .18
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Study-ID (Intervention vs comparator)

SMD [95% CI]

Heterogeneity:

12 =73%; Tau? = .1 I
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1
1

Favours control / comparator

Aasa_2015 (1+0vs3) H—a— 0.34 [-0.13, 0.81
Andersen_2016 (10+4vs3) ; 0.14[-0.27, 0.54
Azevedo_2018 (10+4vs3) —— -0.08 [-0.41, 0.24
Caims_2006 (1+4vs3) ; 0.11[-0.28, 0.51
Cuesta-Vargas_2011 (3+4vs3) ] -0.36 [-0.93, 0.20]
Descarreaux_2002 (1+0vs3) [ . i -1.08 [-2.02, -0.14
Diaz-Arribas_2015 (1+4vs3) -0.00 [-0.22, 0.22
Geisser_|1_2005 (1+4vs3) ——— 0.21[-0.34, 0.76
Geisser 11 2005 (1+4vs3) —a— -024[-0.79, 0.32
Geisser 11 2005 (1+4vs3) - 0.11 [-0.44, 0.66]
Goertz_2017 (10+4vs3) ; 0.26 [-0.16, 0.68
Henry_2014 (1+0vs3) —— 0.14 [-0.31, 0.60]
Hill_2011 (10+4vs3) HEH ¢ -0.29[-0.44, -0.15]
Hurley_2015 (3+0vs3) E 0.27 [-0.04, 0.58]
Lehtola_2016 (1+0vs3) —a— -092[-1.42,-043
Long_I1_2004 (6+4vs3) —-— i -0.78 [-1.11, -0.45]
Macedo_2012 (1+1vs3) ; 0.16 [-0.14, 0.45]
Magalhaes_2018 (10+0vs3) . 0.02 [-0.46, 0.50]
Michaelson_2016 (1+0vs3) . -0.02 [-0.49, 0.45]
O'Keeffe_2020 (10+1vs3) - -0.68 [-0.97, -0.40]
Rabin_2014 (1+4vs3) —a— -0.33 [-0.71, 0.06]
Salas_2019 (10+0vs3) b . : -0.51 [-1.51, 0.48
Suh_11_2019 (1+4vs3).1 b ' 0.00 [-0.72, 0.72
Suh_I1_2019 (1+4vs3).2 : -0.04 [-0.76, 0.67]
Suh_12_2019 (1+4vs3).1 : 0.03 [-0.68, 0.79]
Suh_12_2019 (1+4vs3)2 } , 0.01[-0.71, 0.72
Thanawat_2017 (10+4vs3) i 0.27 [-0.08, 0.62
Van Baal_2020 (1+0vs3) F = : -055[-1.23, 0.14
Vemra_2018 (10+2vs3) —— -0.06 [-0.46, 0.33]
Vibe Fersum_2013 (10+1vs3) [ : -1.05[-1.43, -0.67]
Wajswelner_2012 (5+0vs3) - -0.49[-0.92, -0.06
Walti_2015 (1+4vs3) } -— -0.47 [-1.23, 0.28]
Random-Effects Model: Z =-2.30 (p =.02) -0.17 [-0.31, -0.02]
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Study-ID (Intervention vs comparator)

SMD [95% CI]

Andersen_2016 (10+4vs2) : 0.28 [-0.13, 0.69]
Cherkin_1998 (6+0vs2) —— -0.01 [-0.25, 0.24]
Cherkin_1998 (6+0vs5) |—.—| -0.03 [-0.33, 0.26]
Ford_2016 (10+0vs5) e -0.10 [-0.32, 0.13]
Garcia_2018 (6+4vs1) s — 0.00 [-0.32, 0.32]
Godfrey_2020 (10+4vs5) e 0.20 [-0.05, 0.45]
Goertz_2017 (10+4vs5) M S— 0.11[-0.31, 0.53]
Gudavalli_2006 (10+0vs2) I—*—I—i 0.11[-0.15, 0.36)
Heinrich_l2_2009 (10+0vs5) S 0.21[-0.14, 0.56]
Heinrich_|1_2009 (10+1vs5) |——-—| 0.22 [-0.07, 0.51]
Highland_2018 (9+0vs5) —— | -0.69 [-1.18, -0.20]
Hill_2020 (10+4vs5) . 0.00 [-0.17, 0.18]
Hurley_2015 (3+0vs5) l—i—i -0.03 [-0.34, 0.27]
Kim_2020 (1+4vs5) : . i -0.65 [-1.30, -0.01]
Lang_2021 (3+4vs5) —a— -0.27 [-0.58, 0.05]
Long_l2_2004 (6+4vs5) — - -0.46 [-0.78, -0.15]
Moore_2000 (7+1vs5) |—I—4 -0.24 [-0.50, 0.02]
Petersen_2011 (6+4vs2) 1—.—~| -0.14 [-0.35, 0.07]
Rasmussen-Barr_2009 (1+0vs5) |—-—~—| -0.14 [-0.61, 0.32]
Sandal_2021 (10+4vs5 R -0.08 [-0.26, 0.11]
Tsauo_2009 (10+0vs5) | . ¥ -0.76 [-1.42, -0.09]
Von Korff_2005 (7+1vs5) - -0.38 [-0.63, -0.12]
Random-Effects Model: Z =-1.81 (p =.07) Qd -0.09 [-0.18, 0.01]

Heterogeneity:

12 =54%; Tau? = .02 I
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