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ABSTRACT

Introduction

Kinesio taping (KT) has been extensively applied in the management of musculoskeletal
disorders. Although plentiful systematic reviews (SRs) have evaluated its efficacy, there are no
convincing conclusions due to disperse and inconclusive results, and its clinical relevance
remains unclear. Hence, there is a need to summarise all the SRs for the comprehensive and
consistent evidence. This overview aims to appraise the overall effectiveness of KT in
musculoskeletal disorders, and provide evidence maps to visualise the findings.

Method and analysis

Electronic databases (Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, MEDLINE, Embase,
Epistemonikos, PEDro, Scopus, ISI Web of Science) and reference lists will be searched from
inception to September 2024 for the SRs of randomised controlled trials (RCTs). The SRs
involving comparisons of the effectiveness between single or adjunctive KT and other
interventions for patients with musculoskeletal disorders will be included. The primary and
additional outcome to be considered will be the core outcome set, and the patient-reported
outcome measure and patient-important outcome, respectively. Two reviewers will
independently screen and select studies, extract the data, and evaluate the reporting and
methodological quality of eligible SRs as well as the risk of bias of included RCTs. For the SRs
without meta-analysis, we will collate the number of RCTs that showed any differences in
outcomes. For the SRs with meta-analysis, we will provide the original summary of evidence
(e.g., pooled effects and heterogeneity) for outcomes with an evaluation of missing results and

clinical relevance. The certainty of each outcome will be measured, and user-friendly maps of
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findings will be presented graphically.

Ethics and dissemination

Formal ethical approval for this study is not required, since the data will be only collected from

published literature in public databases. The results will be disseminated in the peer-reviewed

academic journal, and relevant datasets will be preserved in the online repository.

PROSPERO registration number

CRD42024517528

Strengths and limitations of this study

This study will be carried out and reported following the Cochrane Collaboration
Handbook for Overviews of Reviews and the Preferred Reporting items for Overviews of
Reviews statement.

This study will only include systematic reviews with and without meta-analysis of
randomised controlled trials.

This study will evaluate the reporting and methodological quality of systematic reviews,
examine the risk of bias and degree of overlap of randomised controlled trials, and manage
discordant results by selecting the most representative research.

This study will perform the assessment of missing results and certainty for the evidence,
interpret the clinical relevance between effects and outcomes, and provide evidence maps
of comprehensive and systematic findings.

This study may not be up-to-date as newly published randomised controlled trials will not
be included, and ultimate conclusions will probably be limited by clinical heterogeneity

due to variations in dose or application method of kinesio taping.
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INTRODUCTION
Musculoskeletal disorders are a major and serious healthcare issue.[1] It consist of a group of
more than 150 different and irreversible diseases/conditions that affect the locomotor system
(including muscles, bones, joints and adjacent connective tissues).[2,3] Among them, the most
prevalent conditions are low back pain, fractures, osteoarthritis, other injuries, neck pain,
amputation, and rheumatoid arthritis.[4,5] Globally, musculoskeletal disorders are common
among adolescents to the elderly, and the highest burden is expected to be concentrated in
people aged 50-54 years.[6,7] Over the past few decades, with the growth and
aging of population, musculoskeletal disorders have become increasingly serious.[4,5]
Estimates of the prevalence of musculoskeletal disorders suggested substantial increases
in global cases and years of life lived with disability, affecting approximately 1.71 billion
individuals.[4,5] Patients with musculoskeletal disorders may suffer from various health-related
negative outcomes, involving problems in pain intensity, functional status, psychological state,
quality of life, and more.[5,8,9] The consequences of these problems may lead to work-related
disability while reducing productivity and increasing direct and indirect economic
costs.[3,8,10,11] In addition, the risk of developing other noncommunicable diseases,
especially cardiovascular diseases, is higher in people with musculoskeletal disorders than in
those without them.[12] As a typical feature of musculoskeletal disorders, co-occurring
persistent pain in different body regions beyond the primary pain may have implications for
patients' prognosis, treatment method, and outcome.[13,14] Hence, research on musculoskeletal
disorders requires more attention, although they mainly lead to disability rather than

death.[15,16]
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84 In an attempt to meet the massive demand of rehabilitation services,[4,5] active
85 management for musculoskeletal disorders is needed.[16-18] Currently, non-invasive
86  treatments have a significant impact on the treatment of various musculoskeletal disorders.[15]
87  Among them, kinesio taping (KT), a form of taping technique, has been extensively utilized
88  across countries/regions for many years to support sports science and rehabilitation.[19] The
89  application of KT in musculoskeletal disorders is widespread.[20]
90
91  Description of the intervention
92 KT is an elastic therapeutic taping tool consisting mainly of cotton, originally created and
93  introduced by Dr. Kenso Kase in the 1970s.[21] It is lightweight, waterproof, breathable and
94  available in a wide range of colours, types, lengths, widths, textures and techniques.[21]
95  Following assessment and instruction from healthcare professionals, KT can be directly fixed
96 to the target tissue with different combinations of cuts (e.g., Y, I, X tape), tensions (e.g.,
97  percentage of stretch), and directions (e.g., muscle insertion to origin).[21] Wearing of KT may
98  maintain the effect for 3 to 5 days, ideally following the 24 hours application rule based on the
99  skin condition.[22]
100 Over the past decade, the popularity of KT is increasing worldwide given the promising
101 benefits suggested by plentiful clinical studies.[19,22] KT assists users with musculoskeletal
102  disorders in relieving pain intensity,[23] modulating extremity function,[23] and improving
103  proprioception,[24] stability,[25] range of motion,[26] and quality of life.[27] These therapeutic
104  effects are probably supported by the mechanisms of KT that it increases the subcutaneous

105  space, stimulates skin sensory receptors, and provides support for mechanical behaviour and
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106  biomechanics of the skin.[21,28-30] Applying different tensions of it on the skin may reduce
107  partial pressure, accelerate blood and lymphatic circulation, and increase muscle temperature,
108  thus promoting regional microcirculation.[21,31,32] People with a psychologically anticipated
109  response to the effect of KT are likely to induce greater placebo effects, thus contributing to
110  enhanced muscle function.[33-35] Although there is some evidence to support the theory of KT,
111 its precise working mechanism remains unclear and many studies showed conflicting
112 therapeutic results.[36] Consequently, the inconclusive findings of KT have resulted in a
113  longstanding debate regarding the effectiveness and clinical relevance.

114

115  Significance of conducting the review

116  Due to substantial controversy over the results of KT reported in the primary studies,
117  researchers have carried out plentiful systematic reviews (SRs) with and without meta-analysis
118  to evaluate the clinical effectiveness of KT.[37-40] However, the inconclusive evidence of
119  musculoskeletal disorders was presented in the SRs as well, involving elbow,[41,42]
120  shoulder,[43-45] back,[46-48] knee,[49-51] and spine.[52]

121 Meanwhile, the majority of SRs may not examine the clinical relevance of KT. The
122  minimal clinically important difference (MCID) is considered to be the smallest change that
123 appears to have a benefit implication for patient’s treatment outcome.[53,54] The application
124 of MCID assists in establishing numerical thresholds for clinical research that only identified
125  statistically significant impacts of intervention with little or unknown clinical relevance for
126  patients.[55-57] Nevertheless, Embry and Piccirillo retrieved the journal and found that large

127  percentage of randomised controlled trials (RCTs) (69%) did not define the MCID or mention
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128  it.[58] The lack of additional confirmation regarding the clinical relevance of KT presumably
129  added difficulties to clinical interpretation of its effects.

130 As the number of SRs increased to date, the existing evidence of KT probably created gaps
131  between research and practice, as well as variations in clinical opinions among healthcare
132 providers.[59,60] Hence, there is a need to summarise and assess the overall effectiveness of
133 KT in musculoskeletal disorders from all the SRs.

134 Overview of SRs, a method of reviewing multiple SRs, is capable of collating broad
135 information, synthesizing diverse findings, and presenting a well-organized and detailed
136  summary of evidence.[61,62] This evidence-based method is frequently applied to develop a
137  unified perspective when there are conflicting conclusions on a specific topic at the level of the
138 SRs due to different selection methods, potential sources of heterogeneity and risk of bias, and
139  variable reporting and methodological quality.[61,62] In addition, evidence mapping is a
140  effective and evolving methodological tool for integrating and presenting evidence through
141  user-friendly visual graphics.[63,64] Cupler and colleagues have provided an evidence map of
142  four types of taping (KT, Rigid taping, McConnell taping and Mulligan taping) for
143 musculoskeletal conditions.[65] However, the limitation of the study is that the evidence maps
144  were based on the included RCTs and did not clarify the relationship between the outcomes and
145  the contradictory findings of the SRs. Application of evidence mapping for overview of SRs
146  plays a complementary role in conveniently identifying research gaps and rapidly disseminating
147  knowledge.[63,64,66,67]

148 To date, no studies have evaluated the existing evidence on the effectiveness and clinical

149  relevance of KT in musculoskeletal disorders from the SRs. To fill the gap of knowledge, we
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150  will conduct an overview of SRs and evidence mapping to inform evidence-based clinical
151  practice and support healthcare decision-making. The relevant findings obtained by this study
152 will be expected to benefit researchers, physiotherapists, stakeholders, and particularly multiple
153  patients at various stages of musculoskeletal rehabilitation.

154

155  Objective and research question

156  This study aims to appraise the overall effectiveness of KT in musculoskeletal disorders, and
157  provide evidence maps to visualise the findings. This study will examine the following research
158  questions: (1) Is KT effective in patients diagnosed with musculoskeletal disorders? (2) What
159  types of outcomes does KT demonstrate positive, no, or negative effects on?

160

161 METHODS AND ANALYSIS

162  Protocol and registration

163  This study is designed as an overview of SRs and evidence mapping. We have prospectively
164  registered this protocol within the International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews
165  (PROSPERO, Registration number: CRD42024517528). The protocol has been presented in
166  accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis
167  Protocols (PRISMA-P) statement (Supplementary File 1).[68] We will conduct the overview
168  following the methodology of Cochrane Collaboration Handbook for Overviews of
169  Reviews.[69]

170

171 Patient and public involvement
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No patients or the public involved in this overview of SRs and evidence mapping.

Eligibility criteria

Types of studies

Standard-compliant SRs with and without meta-analysis of RCTs will be considered for
inclusion. The definition of systematic review and meta-analysis will be adhered to the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) 2020
statement,[70] as follows: systematic review means to use explicit, systematic methods to
collate and synthesise findings of studies that address a articulated question; meta-analysis is a
statistical method for synthesising results when research effect estimates and their variances are
available. If the SRs were published in other languages than English, or only searched one
database, or no details of primary RCTs were provided, they will be excluded. Protocols of

overview and SRs, scoping review and network meta-analysis will be excluded as well.

Types of participants

Guided by the International Classification of Diseases 11th revision (ICD-11),[71] we will
include participants who have a diagnosis of musculoskeletal disorders. Eligible individuals
will be included, regardless of their age, gender, and region. Additionally, we will exclude

animals from participation.

Types of interventions

The SRs that evaluated the effectiveness of KT in musculoskeletal disorders will be considered
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194  for inclusion. KT must be used as a core treatment method in the experimental group, either as
195  monotherapy or combination therapy. The way of applying KT on the body must be related to
196  the musculoskeletal system. It will not be limited by tension, direction, and regimen.

197

198  Types of comparators

199  No strict intervention limitations on the type of control group will be set, such as no treatment,
200 standard of care, placebo control, medication therapy, rehabilitation, and other interventions
201 (e.g., traditional Chinese medicine therapy, surgical treatment). KT as a treatment method will
202  be excluded in this group.

203

204  Types of outcome measures

205  With the ability to lower the risk of heterogeneity, inconsistency, and outcome-reporting bias
206  between trials, the core outcome set will be the primary outcome.[72] First, we will search
207  specific musculoskeletal disorders related to KT usage in eligible SRs on the MEDLINE or the
208  website (https://comet-initiative.org/). Then, we will select the most up-to-date (i.e., date
209  approaching 2022-2024), credible (e.g., registered research, multi-round survey, more
210  stakeholders included), and standard (e.g., reported more complete items in the checklist of
211 Core Outcome Set-STAndards for Development)[73] core outcome set to consider any
212  promising outcomes that must be relevant to patients.

213 If partial musculoskeletal disorders are not assessed by the core outcome set, we plan to
214  consider patient-reported outcome measures [ 74] and patient-important outcomes.[75] They are

215  able to reflect patient perspectives on their symptoms, functional status, quality of life, and
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216 more. The following additional outcomes will be considered:

217 1. Pain intensity, which measured by standard or specific scales (e.g., Numerical Rating Scale
218  (NRS), Visual Analogue Scale (VAS)).

219 2. Upper and lower limb function and/or disability status, which measured by standard or
220  specific scales (e.g., Range of Motion (ROM), Disabilities of the Arm, Shoulder and Hand
221 (DASH), Victorian Institute of Sport Assessment-Patella Questionnaire (VISA-P), Roland-
222 Morris Disability Questionnaire (RMDQ)).

223 3. Quality of life, which measured by standard or specific scales (e.g., Short-Form 36 Health
224  Survey Questionnaire (SF-36), EORTC Core Quality of Life questionnaire (EORTC QLQ-C30),
225  WHO Quality of Life Brief Questionnaire (WHOQOL-BREF)).

226 4. Disease-specific symptom, which measured by standard or specific scales (e.g., Grip Strength
227  (GS) for lateral epicondylitis).

228

229  Search strategy and selection

230  According to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses
231  literature search extension (PRISMA-S) guideline,[76] our search will be conducted in the
232  following electronic databases (Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, MEDLINE,
233  Embase, Epistemonikos, PEDro, Scopus, ISI Web of Science) from inception to September
234 2024. We will also perform a search to identify any registered yet unpublished SRs and grey
235 literature in the PROSPERO and OpenGrey, respectively. In addition, we will hand-search the
236  reference lists of included SRs for any relevant cited SRs in Google Scholar. The search strategy

237  is developed involving the integration of MeSH terms, keywords and free text terms related to
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238  KT: (kinesio taping OR kinesio tape OR kinesiotaping OR kinesiotap OR physiotape OR tape
239  OR taping) AND (systematic review OR meta-analysis).

240 Two independent literature reviewers will screen titles and abstracts of the SRs output
241  through the EndNote V.21 software to identify eligible articles. Then, the same reviewers will
242  download the promising SRs and assessed them by full-text reading for final inclusion.
243  Afterwards, applying Gwet's AC1 statistics and related 95% confidence interval (CI),[77] one
244  reviewer will evaluate the agreement on study selection between two reviewers using R
245  language V.4.3.2. Considering that application of the classification from Landis and Koch to
246  Gwet's AC1 is inappropriate,[78] the inter-rater reliability will be cautiously explained. The
247  Fisher's exact test will be performed to determine its statistical significance (P value). Any
248  disagreement will be discussed or consulted the third reviewer for a consensus.

249

250  Data extraction

251  We will extract and cross-check data from the SRs in standardised tables based on predefined
252  criteria, using an electronic form of Microsoft Excel 2019. All data must be related to KT only.
253  Data concerning the basic information (first author’s name, year of publication, country/region
254  of the first author's affiliation, and number of the included primary RCTs), participants
255  characteristic (number of participants and disease or condition), search strategy (number and
256  names of databases searched and date range of search), type of comparison, outcome
257  measurement, evidence assessment tool (risk of bias and certainty of evidence) and study
258  conclusion (e.g., positive effect, no effect, negative effect) will be extracted. If we identified

259  discrepant data of included same studies in different SRs, we plan to contact the corresponding
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260  authors or to retrieve and follow the raw data of primary RCTs.

261 If the SRs with meta-analysis analysed outcomes with more than one study, two reviewers
262  will extract the analytical methods (fixed or random effects model), heterogeneity (Cochran’s
263  Q test P value and I-square statistic), pooled effects with 95% CI (mean difference (MD) or
264  standardized mean difference (SMD) for continuous outcome; relative risk (RR) or odds ratio
265 (OR) for binary outcome), direction (differences in favour of KT or control intervention),
266  statistical significance (P value) and publication bias (at least 10 studies). If the follow-up data
267  is available, we will extract them as well.

268 To provide a complete summary of KT, we will use the Risk of Bias due to Missing
269  Evidence (ROB-ME) tool to assess the meta-analysis results.[79] Briefly, three steps will be
270  conducted following the tool: select meta-analyses related to outcome (step 1), determine which
271 eligible studies have missing results (step 2), and consider potential for missing studies (step 3).
272 Response options for the signal questions are categorised as ‘yes’, ‘probably yes’, ‘probably
273 no’, ‘no’, ‘no information’ or ‘not applicable’. Then, the results will be judged and interpreted
274 as ‘low risk of bias’, ‘some concerns’ or ‘high risk of bias’. Discrepancies considered potentially
275  relevant by one reviewer will be discussed and, if needed, will be ultimately resolved by the
276  third reviewer.

277

278  Managing the overlap between primary RCTs

279 As the number of SRs and updated SRs for KT increased to date, the identical or highly similar
280  questions related to musculoskeletal disorders were probably answered.[80] To avoid double

281  counting data from overlapped SRs, we will extract the information on characteristics of


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.07.24303944
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.07.24303944; this version posted March 9, 2024. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

282  primary RCTs separately (first author’s name, year of publication, number of participants, type
283  of comparison, pre- and post-intervention outcome measurement data with or without follow-
284  up). After removing duplicated articles, we will combine the results into a table.

285 Based on the specific clinical question, a matrix of included primary RCTs in the SRs will
286  be created and visualised to evaluate the amount of overlapping using the Graphical
287  Representation of Overlap for OVErviews (GROOVE) tool.[81] When collating each outcome
288  in the matrix, we will calculate the corrected covered area (CCA) regardless of any structural
289  missing data. The CCA refers to a measurement for the degree of overlap and it will be
290 interpreted as ‘slight overlap’ (0%—5%), ‘moderate overlap’ (6%—10%), ‘high overlap’ (11%—
291 15%) or ‘very high overlap’ (>15%).[82]

292

293  Assessment of the reporting quality

294  Transparent and complete reporting of SRs supports to examine the feasibility of the methods
295 and the reliability of the findings, thus bolstering evidence-based decision-making.[70,83] Two
296  reviewers will separately evaluate the reporting quality of SRs with and without meta-analysis
297  in accordance with the Synthesis without meta-analysis (SWiM) reporting guideline [83] and
298  the PRISMA 2020 statement.[70] The SwiM guideline consists of 9 items and contains critical
299  features of synthesis in the SRs without meta-analysis (e.g., the method of study category, data
300 presentation, finding summary). The PRISMA checklist covers 27 items and is designed for
301  SRs with meta-analysis that require detailed reporting in different sections (e.g., abstract,
302  methods, results). Each item of the above checklist will be recorded and graded as ‘completely

303 reported’, ‘partially reported’ or ‘not reported’ depending on whether the domains were clearly
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304  documented. Then, we will calculate the compliance rate of the reporting in each of SRs to
305 overview the overall reporting quality. Any differences of opinion will be resolved through
306  discussion or determined by the third reviewer.

307

308  Assessment of the methodological quality and the risk of bias

309 The quality assessment of eligible SRs includes both the methodological quality and the risk of
310  bias [84]. Two reviewers will independently assess them by the A Measurement Tool to Assess
311  Systematic Reviews 2 (AMSTAR 2) [85] and Risk of Bias in Systematic reviews (ROBIS),[86]
312  respectively. The AMSTAR 2 is a valid, reliable and user-friendly appraisal tool and most of
313  the questions are binary.[87] After answering 16 original items (recommended critical domains
314 are2,4,7,9, 11, 13, and 15), the overall methodological confidence of SRs will be judged as
315  follows: ‘high’ (no or one non-critical weakness), ‘moderate’ (more than one non-critical
316  weakness), ‘low’ (one critical flaw with or without non-critical weaknesses) or ‘critically
317 low’ (more than one critical flaw with or without non-critical weaknesses). The ROBIS
318  has rigorous methodology and is intended for assessing the level of bias within SRs through
319 three phases: assess the relevance of SRs to outcome for KT (phase 1), identify concerns with
320 the review process including study eligibility criteria, identification and selection of studies,
321  datacollection and study appraisal, synthesis and findings (phase 2), judge the risk of bias based
322  on the concerns of each domain bias (phase 3).[86] The overall risk of bias will be rated as
323  ‘low’, ‘unclear’ or ‘high’ according to the answers to signalling questions.

324 In addition, we plan to re-evaluate the quality of each primary RCTs using the Cochrane

325  Risk of Bias assessment tool 2.0 (ROB 2.0),[88] if the SRs appraised the risk of bias by means
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326  of other tool (e.g., Cochrane risk of bias tool, Jadad scale, PEDro scale). The ROB 2.0 consists
327  of five bias domain originating from the randomisation process, deviations from intended
328 interventions, missing outcome data, measurement of the outcome and selection of the reported
329  result. Each domain will be required to rank the levels of evidence bias through a series of
330  signalling questions to determine the judgement of overall risk of bias as ‘low risk of bias’,
331  ‘some concerns’ or ‘high risk of bias’.[88] Any differences will be settled through discussion
332  or with the assistance of the third reviewer.

333

334  Strategies for data analysis

335  Within the SRs without meta-analysis, we will collate and summarise the number of RCTs that
336  demonstrated any differences in the outcomes (i.e., statistically significant positive effect
337  [direction of effect in favour of KT, statistically significant negative effect [direction of effect
338 in favour of control intervention] and non-statistically significant effect). Statistical significance
339  will be defined as a P value less than 0.05.[89] If the SRs incorporated comparisons that did not
340 meet the eligible inclusion criteria, the corresponding RCTs will not be applicable for
341  calculation. Using the vote counting method, we plan to present these RCTs as a percentage of
342  all primary studies in the SRs along with 95% CI (Wilson interval).[90]

343 Regarding the SRs with meta-analysis, we will present the original summary of evidence
344  (e.g., pooled effects, heterogeneity and direction) without carrying new meta-analyses for
345  outcomes. However, when the same conceptual outcome that included interventions beyond
346 KT (e.g., Rigid taping, McConnell taping, Mulligan taping) or was reported by different

347  measurements (e.g., outcome of interest that should be calculated in MD but was calculated in
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348  SMD), we plan to back-translate the primary data in the SRs to re-estimate the overall effects.
349  For re-analysing the outcome data that incorporated other distinct types of KT, we will exclude
350 these RCTs by examining the characteristics of primary studies. Then, the associated findings
351  (i.e., pooled effects, heterogeneity and direction) will be extracted, and the publication bias (at
352 least 10 RCTs) will be evaluated by the Egger’s regression test. For the conversion of
353  appropriate outcome measurements, we will present the binary outcomes as RR since the usage
354 of OR in RCTs may exaggerate the effect size, leading to the misinterpretation in decision-
355  making.[91,92] And the continuous outcomes will be presented as MD (same conceptual
356  outcomes are measured on same scales) or SMD (same conceptual outcomes are measured on
357  different scales).[93] In the above procedures, to maximise the retention of the authors' data
358  processing methods, the re-estimation will be performed under the same settings corresponding
359  to the SRs using the Review Manager V.5.4 software.

360

361  Strategies for managing concordant or discordant results

362  To provide the concordant evidence, we will organise the final results of KT (i.e., the proportion
363  of RCTs that showed any effect and the overall pooled effects) from the SRs with and without
364  meta-analysis into three categories (positive effect, no effect, and negative effect).[69] Table 1
365  provides detailed criteria for classification. A threshold of 80% SRs in the same classification
366  will be set to determine the concordance of results [94] and the robustness of review findings
367  will be discussed.[95]

368


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.07.24303944
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.07.24303944; this version posted March 9, 2024. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

369

370

371

372

373

374

375

Type of systematic review Category of effect

Description

Systematic review without  Positive effect

meta-analysis

No effect

Negative effect

Systematic review with Positive effect

meta-analysis

No effect

Negative effect

The proportion of RCTs that showed
statistically significant effect in favour of KT
is the highest

The proportion of RCTs that showed non-
statistically significant effect is the highest
The proportion of RCTs that showed
statistically significant effect in favour of
control intervention is the highest
Continuous outcome: the statistically
significant pooled effect size and associated
95% Cl is higher than 0 points (direction of
effect in favour of KT)

Dichotomous outcome: the statistically
significant pooled effect size and associated
95% Cl is higher than 1 points (direction of
effect in favour of KT)

Continuous outcome: the associated 95% CI of
pooled effect size crosses 0 points

Dichotomous outcome: the associated 95% CI
of pooled effect size crosses 1 points
Continuous outcome: the statistically
significant pooled effect size and associated
95% CI is lower than 0 points (direction of
effect in favour of control intervention)
Dichotomous outcome: the statistically
significant pooled effect size and associated
95% CI is lower than 1 points (direction of
effect in favour of control intervention)

Table 1 Effects classification criteria. CI, confidence interval; RCTs, randomised controlled

trials; KT, kinesio taping.

When there are discordant results, methods of treatment involves examining and recording

discordance, using adjunct decision rules or tools, and selecting the most representative study

among the SRs.[96] In this management, we will consider varied standards for choosing the

best SR, as the new meta-analyses will not be conducted and the utilization of Jadad algorithm
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376  will be difficult to follow (i.e., limitations in operationalization and interpretation).[97] First,
377  we will examine the resemblance of clinical question (e.g., moderate to very high overlap
378  presented in CCA, similar scale used to combine effect size) across the SRs. Afterwards, the
379  four-domain strategies (comprehensiveness, timeliness, riskiness, and reporting) will be applied
380 to select the best SR that reported relatively trustworthy findings, as below:

381 1. Comprehensiveness: the SRs included the highest number of RCTs and participants.

382 2. Timeliness: the SRs conducted the most recent search date (i.e., date approaching 2022-2024)
383  in the largest number of databases (e.g., MEDLINE, Embase, CINAHL).

384 3. Riskiness: the SRs that were evaluated as the highest methodological quality and the lowest
385  risk of bias according to the AMSTAR 2 and ROBIS tool.

386 4. Reporting: the SRs reported the most complete items (number of items completely reported
387  and partially reported) in the checklist of the SwiM guideline and the PRISMA 2020 statement.
388

389  Assessment of the certainty of evidence

390 Certainty of evidence supports the clinical and health decision-making process and its
391  assessment is an essential part of overview of SRs according to the Cochrane guidelines.[98,99]
392  For the SRs without meta-analysis, we will assess the overall quality of evidence following the
393 Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development, and Evaluation (GRADE)
394  framework.[100] Details of the application of the GRADE framework in the SRs without meta-
395  analysis are in Supplementary File 2.

396 If the SRs with meta-analysis used the GRADE methodology to determine the quality of

397  evidence, we will extract and present the following information associated with outcomes: five
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398  domains of downgrade (risk of bias, inconsistency, indirectness, imprecision and reporting bias),
399 three domains of upgrade (large effects, dose response and opposing plausible residual bias and
400  confounding) and the corresponding certainty (high quality, moderate quality, low quality and
401  very low quality).[101] In contrast, if these SRs did not report the certainty of evidence, we will
402  evaluate the overall quality of summary of evidence by the GRADE methodology.

403

404  Assessment and interpretation of clinical relevance

405  We propose comparing the continuous pooled effects with 95% CI from each meta-analysis to
406  the MCID. With the increasing publication of MCID measurements involving different
407  outcomes in musculoskeletal disorders,[102-105] there may be overlap. Hence, we will search
408  and select the MCID that most closely resemble the outcomes and participants in electronic
409  databases corresponding to our search strategy (e.g., MEDLINE, Embase, ISI Web of Science).
410  Priority consideration will be given to the MCID determined through anchor-based methods.
411 The MCID described as percentage change from baseline for outcomes will not be considered
412  since this method may not be suitable for statistical analysis.[106] If the included MCID is
413  appropriate, the pooled effects reported in MD will be directly compared to it. The pooled
414  effects reported in SMD will not be compared to the MCID as various lumped scales may lead
415  to substantial uncertainty. Nevertheless, when the pooled effects reported in SMD is greater
416  than 0.5 (medium effect size), we will consider the difference between KT and other
417  interventions as the MCID.[55,93] If the appropriate MCID is not available, we will select and
418  use the standard deviation for distribution-based calculation.[55,56] Details of the calculation

419  of clinical relevance are in Supplementary File 3.
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420 Subsequently, we will adopt the systematic method provided from Man-Son Hing et al. to
421  determine and interpret the clinical relevance of results (Figure 1).[107] The approach focuses
422  on four levels of clinical importance between the MCID and the pooled eftects with 95% CI, as
423 below:

424 1. Definite: the lower limit of the 95% CI is greater than the MCID.

425 2. Probable: the lower limit of the 95% CI is smaller than the MCID, but the pooled effect size
426  1is greater than the MCID.

427 3. Possible: the pooled effect size is smaller than the MCID, but the upper limit of the 95% CI
428  1is greater than the MCID.

429 4. Definitely not: the upper limit of the 95% CI is smaller than the MCID.

430

431  Evidence mapping of findings

432  To provide credible evidence maps related to KT, we will summarise the evidence from the SRs
433  and create user-friendly matrices of the relationship between effectiveness (positive effect, no
434 effect, and negative effect) and outcomes. Then, we will grade the strength of evidence into five
435  levels (convincing, highly suggestive, suggestive, weak, and non-significant evidence).[108-
436 110] For the SRs without meta-analysis, we will evaluate the strength of evidence of positive
437  or negative effects using the binomial test. This test (null hypothesis is equal to 0.5) will be
438  applied to detect whether KT has a true effect.[90] For the SRs with meta-analysis, the strength
439  of evidence will be assessed through strict criteria (e.g., number of participants and statistical
440  significance). We will calculate the 95% prediction interval from the primary study specific

441  data that corresponds to the SRs for outcomes. We plan to examine the excess of statistically
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442  significant bias by detecting whether the number of observed nominally significant studies

443  differs from the expected number of research with significant results.[111] Details of the

444  classification criteria for strength of evidence are in Table 2.
445
Type of systematic review  Strength of evidence Description
Systematic reviews with Class I: convincing Number of included participants>1000;
meta-analysis evidence statistical significance at P<10; no
large heterogeneity (I-square<50%);
95% prediction interval not including
null value; no small-study effects; no
excess significance bias
Class IlI: highly Number of included participants>1000;
suggestive evidence statistical significance at P<10®; largest
study significant
Class Ill: suggestive Number of included participants>1000;
evidence statistical significance at P<10°
Class IV: weak evidence  Statistical significance at P<0.05
Non-significant evidence  Statistical significance at P>0.05
Systematic reviews without  Class I: convincing Probability of observing the evidence if
meta-analysis evidence positive or negative effects are not true
at P<0.05
Class IV: weak evidence  Probability of observing the evidence if
positive or negative effects are not true
at P>0.05
Non-significant evidence  Evidence of no effect observed
446  Table 2 Classification criteria of strength of evidence.
447
448  Strategies for evidence synthesis

449  We will report the overview following the Preferred Reporting items for Overviews of Reviews
450  (PRIOR) statement.[112] The selection of the SRs will be reported using the PRISMA flow
451  chart in accordance with the PRISMA-S guideline, and the associated inter-rater reliability

452  (Gwet's ACI1 statistics) will be presented in narrative form. A list of included and excluded SRs
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453  will be provided with descriptive explanation of reasons.

454 The characteristics of the included SRs regarding the relevant details of basic information,
455  participant characteristic, search strategy, type of comparison, outcome measurement, evidence
456  assessment tool and study conclusion will be summarised and reported in tabular form. The
457  matrix of evidence table at the outcome level will be visually presented in the heat map graphics
458  that informed the degree of overlap between primary RCTs in the SRs.

459 We will report the results concerning the quality of the RCTs (risk of bias assessed by the
460 ROB 2.0 tool) and the quality of the SRs (reporting assessed by the SWiM guideline and the
461  PRISMA 2020 statement, methodology assessed by the AMSTAR 2, risk of bias assessed by
462  the ROBIS tool) in tables. The final summary of evidence (the proportion of RCTs that showed
463  any effect and the overall pooled effects) will be tabulated, along with the discussion of
464  sensitivity to concordant or discordant results.

465 The effectiveness (positive, unclear, negative effect) of KT for each outcome of interest in
466  musculoskeletal disorders will be presented accompanied by the clinical relevance and certainty
467  of evidence using tables and figures. The visual evidence maps of evidence (the relationship
468  between effectiveness and outcomes) with the corresponding strengths will be plotted, sub-
469  grouped by different body regions (lower extremity, upper extremity, spinal conditions, and not
470  otherwise classified).[65]

471

472 ETHICS AND DISSEMINATION

473  This overview of SRs and evidence mapping does not require ethical approval, as the data will

474 be only collected from published literature in public databases. This results will be published


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.07.24303944
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.07.24303944; this version posted March 9, 2024. 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.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

475  in the peer-reviewed academic journal, and relevant datasets will be preserved in the online
476  repository.

477
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835 FIGURE LEGENDS
836  Figure 1 Method of interpreting clinical relevance developed by Man-Son-Hing et al.[107] and
837  adapted. Dotted lines represent the clinical relevance threshold. MCID, minimal clinically

838  important difference.
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