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Purpose: This supplementary file contains a sub-analysis of gait training cardiopulmonary exercise test (CPET) modalities. The purpose was to compare whether there are any transfer effects between a gait training intervention and upper-body exercise (i.e., arm crank ergometry performance in a CPET). 

[image: ]Conclusion: Although there are no significant subgroup differences between arm-crank ergometry and treadmill performance following a gait training exercise intervention, there are larger pooled effect estimates for absolute and relative peak oxygen consumption in interventions using a treadmill CPET. 

Figure 1: Forest plot of absolute peak oxygen consumption with gait training interventions grouped into subgroups by cardiopulmonary exercise test (CPET) modality. Subgroup difference p-value was adjusted for multiple comparisons; statistically significant at p<0.025.
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Figure 2: Forest plot of relative peak oxygen consumption with gait training interventions grouped into subgroups by cardiopulmonary exercise test (CPET) modality. Subgroup difference p-value was adjusted for multiple comparisons; statistically significant at p<0.025.
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Figure 3: Forest plot of peak power output with gait training interventions using arm-crank ergometry (ACE) cardiopulmonary exercise test (CPET). No interventions used treadmill CPET. 
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Pre Post

Weight MD [95% CI]

Study Mean SD Mean SD TotalN
ACE CPET

Alrashidi 2021 (BWSTT) 61 30 69 30 14
Beillot 1996 129 20 131 20 10

RE Model for ACE CPET: p = 0.68; I” = 0.0%

38.4% 8.0[-14.2,30.2]

61.6% 2.0[-15.5,19.5]
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RE Model for All Studies (p = 0.68; T* = 0.00; Z = 0.61; I” = 0.0%)
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Pre

Post

Test for Subgroup Differences: Q =2.31, df =1, p=0.13

Study Mean sSb Mean SD  TotalN Weight MD [95% CI]
ACE CPET :

Alrashidi 2021 (BWSTT) 110 040 1.10 0.30 14.00 —— 13.07% 0.00 [-0.26, 0.26]
Beillot 1996 118 028 118 032 10.00 —-— 12.90% 0.00 [-0.26, 0.26]
Hoekstra 2013 116 041 121 040 9.00 —— 6.40% 0.05([-0.32, 0.42]
Piira 2019 140 050 1.30 0.00 10.00 —— 9.33% -0.10[-0.41, 0.21]
RE Model for ACE CPET: p = 0.84; I = 0.0% - -0.01[-0.16, 0.13]
Treadmill CPET :

Kressler 2013 (DGO) 132 040 128 040 14.00 —_— 10.21% -0.04 [-0.34, 0.26]
Kressler 2013 (OG) 1.00 0.39 1.13 045 15.00 —— 9.87% 0.13[-0.17,0.43]
Kressler 2013 (TM) 097 025 147 035 17.00 - 21.44% 0.20 [-0.00, 0.40]
Kressler 2013 (TS) 1.07 036 1.17 044 18.00 - 12.99% 0.10[-0.16, 0.36]
Wouda 2018 (HIIT) 270 0.81 3.00 0.62 10.00 —— 2.24% 0.30[-0.33, 0.93]
Wouda 2018 (MIT) 279 079 3.23 0.94 10.00 —_— 1.55% 0.4 [-0.32, 1.20]
RE Model for Treadmill CPET: p = 0.34; I = 0.0% - 0.13[0.01, 0.26]
RE Model for All Studies (p = 0.14; T* = 0.00; Z = 1.49; I* = 0.0%) > 100.00% 0.07 [-0.02, 0.17]
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Post

Study Mean SD Mean SD TotalN Weight  MD [95% CI]
ACE CPET :

Alrashidi 2021 (BWSTT) 133 59 13.3 52 14.0 —— 14.4% 0.0 [-4.1, 4.1]
Beillot 1996 200 4.2 200 45 10.0 —— 16.8% 0.0(-3.8, 3.8]
Cheung 2019 257 7.2 264 7.0 80 —_— 51% 0.7[-6.3, 7.7]
Hoekstra 2013 157 51 165 57 9.0 — 9.8% 0.8[-4.2, 5.8]
RE Model for ACE CPET: p = 0.83; I = 0.0% - 02[-2.1, 2.6]
Treadmill CPET :

Brazg 2017 (High-intensity) 200 7.9 200 7.5 15.0 —_— 8.1% 0.0[-5.5, 5.5]
Brazg 2017 (Low-intensity) 18.0 6.8 18.0 6.1 15.0 — 11.5% 0.0 [-4.6, 4.6]
Gorman 2016 202 7.4 227 75 120 —_—— 6.9% 2.5[-3.5, 8.5]
Gorman 2019 (Lokomat) 149 43 17.0 6.1 17.0 —— 19.5% 2.1[-1.4, 5.6]
Wouda 2018 (HIIT) 321 9.1 357 5.3 10.0 —_— 5.7% 3.6[-2.9,10.1]
Wouda 2018 (MIT) 36.9 11.8 42.3 12,0 10.0 —_— 2.3% 5.4[-5.0, 15.8]
RE Model for Treadmill CPET: p = 0.12; I = 0.0% = 1.7[-0.4, 3.8]
RE Model for All Studies (p = 0.40; T* = 0.00; Z = 1.28; I = 0.0%) = 100.0% 1.0 [-0.5, 2.6]

Test for Subgroup Differences: Q = 0.81, df =1, p = 0.37
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