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Supplementary Table 1   Judgement and support for the judgment of each included study in the PEDro scale

Entries Judgment
(Yes/No)

Support for judgment

Quote Comment of author

Heger M et al., 2006

　Eligibility criteria
　specified Yes "Inclusion criteria were (1) climacteric

complaints…" Eligibility criteria were specified.

　Random allocation Yes "Women were randomized to either …" Subjects were randomly allocated.

　Concealed
　allocation Yes

"Both participants and investigators and the data
monitoring committee were blinded with regard
to the individual treatment allocation."

Concealment was maintained.

　Groups similar at
　baseline Yes

"None of these characteristics, including serum
hormone levels, differed significantly between the
treatment groups."

Groups were similar at baseline.

　Subject blinding Yes
"Both participants and investigators and the data
monitoring committee were blinded with regard
to the individual treatment allocation."

Subjects were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Therapist blinding Yes
"Both participants and investigators and the data
monitoring committee were blinded with regard
to the individual treatment allocation."

Therapists were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Assessor blinding Yes
"Both participants and investigators and the data
monitoring committee were blinded with regard
to the individual treatment allocation."

Subjective scales were used, hence assessor was
blinded, and procedures were informed.

　Less than 15%
　dropouts No As shown in Table 2 of study article

More than 15% dropouts observed in any one of
the interventional groups.

　Intention-to-treat
　analysis Yes

"109 women, 54 in the ERr 731 group and 55 in
the placebo group, were included in the intention-
to-treat population."

Intention-to-treat analysis method was used.
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Supplementary Table 1   Judgement and support for the judgment for each included study in the PEDro scale (continued)

Entries
Judgment
(Yes/no)

Support for judgment

Quote Comment of author

　Between-group
　statistical
　comparison

Yes Described in detail in study article Between-group statistical analysis was performed,
and results are reported.

　Point measures and
　variability Yes Described in detail in study article Data of point measure and measure of variability

for at least one key outcome were reported.

Kaszkin-Bettag M et al., 2009

　Eligibility criteria
　specified Yes "Inclusion and exclusion criteria" Eligibility criteria were specified.

　Random allocation Yes "All enrolled trial subjects were randomized to
treatment …" Subjects were randomly allocated.

　Concealed
　allocation No Not applicable No details regarding randomization concealment

provided.

　Groups similar at
　baseline Yes "None of the baseline characteristics differed

markedly between the treatment groups …" Groups were similar at baseline.

　Subject blinding Yes
"This was a 12-week, multicenter, prospective,
randomized, double-blind, parallel-group,
placebo-controlled, phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Subjects were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Therapist blinding Yes
"This was a 12-week, multicenter, prospective,
randomized, double-blind, parallel-group,
placebo-controlled, phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Therapists were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Assessor blinding Yes
"This was a 12-week, multicenter, prospective,
randomized, double-blind, parallel-group,
placebo-controlled, phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Subjective scales were used, hence assessor was
blinded, and procedures were informed.

　Less than 15%
　dropouts Yes As shown in Fig. 1 of study article

Data from more than 85% of the subjects initially
allocated to groups were obtained for at least one
key outcome.

　Intention-to-treat
　analysis Yes

"All women in the ERr 731 and the placebo group
were included in the intention-to-treat analysis
…"

Intention-to-treat analysis method was used.

　Between-group
　statistical
　comparison

Yes Described in detail in study article Between-group statistical analysis was performed,
and results are reported.

　Point measures and
　variability Yes Described in detail in study article Data of point measure and measure of variability

for at least one key outcome were reported.

Hasper I et al., 2009

　Eligibility criteria
　specified Yes "Inclusion criteria for the RCT were …" Eligibility criteria were specified.

　Random allocation Yes
"A total of 110 women enrolled in the trial were
randomized to one of the two treatment groups
…"

Subjects were randomly allocated.

　Concealed
　allocation No Not applicable No details regarding randomization concealment

provided.

　Groups similar at
　baseline Yes "At baseline (day 0 of the RCT), no remarkable

differences in age, height, weight, and BMI, …" Groups were similar at baseline.

　Subject blinding Yes
"The initial trial was a 12-week multicenter,
prospective, randomized, double-blind, placebo-
controlled, phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Subjects were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Therapist blinding Yes
"The initial trial was a 12-week multicenter,
prospective, randomized, double-blind, placebo-
controlled, phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Therapists were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Assessor blinding Yes
"The initial trial was a 12-week multicenter,
prospective, randomized, double-blind, placebo-
controlled, phase III clinical trial …"

Subjective scales were used, hence assessor was
blinded, and procedures were informed.
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Supplementary Table 1   Judgement and support for the judgment for each included study in the PEDro scale  (continued)

Entries
Judgment
(Yes/No)

Support for judgment

Quote Comment of author

　Less than 15%
　dropouts No Not applicable No accurate details regarding dropouts are

provided.

　Intention-to-treat
　analysis Yes

"The intention-to-treat data set comprised all
enrolled women who appeared for at least the first
observational contact."

Intention-to-treat analysis method was used.

　Between-group
　statistical
　comparison

Yes Described in detail in study article Between-group statistical analysis was performed,
and results are reported.

　Point measures and
　variability Yes Described in detail in study article Data of point measure and measure of variability

for at least one key outcome were reported.

Thiemann E et al., 2017

　Eligibility criteria
　specified No Not applicable Eligibility criteria not specified.

　Random allocation Yes "12-week double-blind, randomized placebo-
controlled, prospective phase Ⅲ clinical trial …" Subjects were randomly allocated.

　Concealed
　allocation No Not applicable No details regarding randomization concealment

provided.

　Groups similar at
　baseline Yes "At screening, no remarkable clinical differences

…" Groups were similar at baseline.

　Subject blinding Yes "12-week double-blind, randomized placebo-
controlled, prospective phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Subjects were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Therapist blinding Yes "12-week double-blind, randomized placebo-
controlled, prospective phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Therapists were blinded and the procedures were
informed.

　Assessor blinding Yes "12-week double-blind, randomized placebo-
controlled, prospective phase Ⅲ clinical trial …"

Subjective scales were used, hence assessor was
blinded, and procedures were informed.

　Less than 15%
　dropouts No Not applicable No accurate details regarding dropouts are

provided.

　Intention-to-treat
　analysis Yes As shown in Table 1 of study article Intention-to-treat analysis method was used.

　Between-group
　statistical
　comparison

Yes Described in detail in study article Between-group statistical analysis was performed,
and results are reported.

　Point measures
　and variability Yes Described in detail in study article Data of point measure and measure of variability

for at least one key outcome were reported.
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