Appendix Table 5. Results of included studi
Author, year, country Primary outcome (¥ defined)

Kirkloy, A. (1) 1999 (a),

() Mean WOSI (30) 3t five years (75 months) (€1 9851
(1) 2005 (15), Canada %1

Intervention: 86% - Contral: 74.8% [-5.8% to
Mo Sratisteatly significan differentes batwoen 6roups

- (0 1999 (),
1295 (161, Swees

Jakobsen, 8. 2007 (3).
Benmark

abineon, C. 2008 (6), UK Redislocation rate: Intervention: /42 (750) - Cantrol: 12/42 (3250

(scotiand) Statiztical difference between Eroups not re;
Subluxation rate: Intervention: 0/32 (0%) - Corrol: 4/42 (10%)
Statistical difference between groups not reported

Arm position
Itoi, €. 2007 (a3), Japan  Recurrent instability rate: Intervention: 22/85 (26%) - Control: 31/74 (42%)
Absolute RR 16.0%, Relative RR 35.25%
Statistical difference betwaen groups, P=0.033

Finestone, A. 2009 (a1),
tera

Liavasg, s. 2011 (44),
Norway

Heidari, K. 2014 (a2),

current instability rate: intervention: 2/51 (3.9%) - Control: 17/51 (33.3%)
Absolute RR 29.4%, Relative RR: 88.2%
Statistical difference between groups, P<0.001

Redisiocation rate: Intervention: 6/27 (22%) - Control: 8/25 (32%)
Subluxation rate: Intervention: 4/27 (15%) - Control: 2/25 (8%)
Statistically significant differences between Broups

Whelan, D. 2014 (a5),
Canada

Use of restriction band
Itoi, E. 2013 (53), Japan  Redislocation rate:
Interventiond: 10/31 (32%) - Intervention2: 10/30 (33%) - Control: 8/29 (28%)
No statistically significant differences between groups

Secondary outcome.

() Redisiocation rate at two.
Inkervention: 3/15 (165) - Control: 9/19 (475%)

rvention: 5/19 (26%) patients - Control: 16/19 (84%)
rs (33.87 months) [95% Cl for botween groups difforence]

ntrol: 69.8 (1.6 to 33.2]

Betwaen group differance, P-0.03, clinically relevant (MCID - 10%)

(1) Miean ASES (79 months) [95% C for betwean groups differencel]: Intervention: 94.7% - Control
93.5% [-8.0 t0 6.2]
Mean DASH (79 months) [95% CI for between groups difference]: Intervention: 95.8% - Control

No statistically significant differences between groups In any outcome
rvenion: 4/30 (13%) - Control: 13/30 (43%)

o) Intervension: 7/36 (5720) - Controt: 17/23 (7a%)

Statistical difference between £roups, P-0.008

Rowe score (excellent): Intervention: 22/25(73%)—comru\ /23 (39%)

Statistical difference botween 8roups, P

(1 Redistocation rate; ntervention: 3/15 (20%) - Control: /15 (60%) -
Planne. 2/15 (13%) - Contrel: 6/15 (40%) - P=0.11

nd relocation 53% - Control: 75% -

Intarvention: 91 - Control: §7 - b not significant

two years: Intervention: 1/37 (3% - Contro: 21/39 (34%)

Redislocation rate at

1 rervemion: 3/36 (%) - Control: 24/39 (6236)
Statistical differance betwean gmp, ot reported

bers not reported
N Statistcaty Sigmiicant alfferences betweon £rouns of nonredisiocated shoulders

SF-36, DASH, WOSI and ROM: Exact numbers not reported
No statistically significant differences between £roups in SF-36 or ROM
Statistical difference between groups in DASH and WOSI, P<0.05,

Surgery because of recurrent instabili
Tntarvantion: /33 (36%) - Control: /31 @0

Statistical differance batween £roups not rel

Compliance (ful time): Inervertion: 61/55 (72%)—(pnvo\ 39/74 (53%)

Redistocation rate: Intervention: 10/27 (375%) - Control: 10/24 (42%)
statistically significant differences between £roups

Maan time £ redistocation: momths (range): Intervention: 13.8 (4 to 43) - Control: 12.4 (4 to 36)

Operative treatment: Total: 6/20 (30%) redisiocated shoulders.

Statistical difference between groups not reported

Redisiocation rate: Intervention: 26/93 (31%) - Control: 23/93 (25%)
Recurrent Instabiliy rata: mtorvention: 31/81 (385 - Control: 36/82 (125

WO traw, Inveravariie ranae): Intervention: 238 (101 16 707) - Controt: 375 (135 0 719)
No statistically significant differences between 8roups

ecurran instabliiy rate (compllant patients): (ntervention: 1/41 (2.4%) - Control: 16/48 (33.3%)
Botween group difference, P < 0.00:

raar WS} (raw (S5) (33 monshe): Intervention: 187.72 (67.5) - Control: 230.92 (478.8)
Statistical differance betwean groups, P < 0.004

Questionable clinical significance and borderline statistical significance (=0.05)

Interventiona: 21/24 (88%) - interventiona: 16/22 (73%) - Control: 18/23 (86%)
N statistcaily signiicant diference between grour

Return to preinjury level in

InvervemionT: 14723 (585 - tmvervention2: 12/22 (5550 + Contrls /21 (6261
No statistically significant difference between gro.

Harms Comments.

(1) Septic arthritis: Intervention: 1/19 (5%)
(W) Not reported

One redisiocation in the intervention aroups
accurred according to the Kaplan - Mayer curve at
three years, but it seems to be reportad to have
occurred at two years

(Mo ntra or potoperative complications Patient materials and outcomes incoherantly
) Not reported reported between reports

Pain or stiffness of the index shoulder
Intervention: 4/37 (89%) - Control: 4/39 (10%)

Erythema and swelling: Intervention: 1/42
Adnasive capsulits: Intervention. 2/42 (53
=ulotomy: Intervention: 1/42 (.

(256) - Control: 1/42 (26)
) Control: 1/42 (2%)

Number of patients in results in treatment groups
o not mateh with reported in follow-up
Statistical differences between Broups in DASH and

= not clinically retevant (differences below
mcio)

mporary stiffaess
Intervention: 6/85 (%)

Sureary bacause of recurrant insability: 6/20 (30%)
Axillary nerve neurapraxia: 10/51 (20%)
Axillary rash 2724 (3%)

ntervention: 1/01 (1%)
ntervention: 1/91 (1%)
Cutaneous hypoestesia: Control: 1/93 (0%)

Transient shoulder rigidity: Intervention: 3/51 (5.9%) Differance between groups in WOSI scores is not

clinically relevant (MCID = 210 points)

Not reported

Not reported

Chronic post-traumatic
shoulder instability
Open versus arthroscoplc

Sperber, A. 2001 (46), Recurrent instability rate: Intervention: 7/30 (235%) - Control: 3/26 (125%)
Swadan Siatietical diference natween Brouns, Po0.65

Fabbriciani, C. 2004 (2),
naty

Netto, NA. 2012 (5), Brazil  Mean DASH (range, S
Intervention: 2.65 (0 to 24, +7.3) - Control: .22 (0 to 21, +5.8)
Statistical difference batwean groups, P-0.031

Mean WOS! (3) (CI 95%, D) Baseline - Two year follow-uy
Intervention: 41.7% (37.9 to 45.5, £19.0) -> §5.29% (80.5 to 9.8, 120.4)
Control: 40.6% (36.9 10 4.3, +15.4) > B1.9% (77.4 o 56.

No statistically significant differances between groups

Montadi, N. 2014 (47),
Canada

Absorbable versus

warme, Wi 1695 {567, USA|

Tan, C. 2006 (49), UK

Milano, G. 2010 (48), ialy  Median DASH (range) (1 95%1:
tervention: 4.5 (0 to 27) o1: 7 (0t 25) [-3.25 t0 2.84]

No statistically significant differences betwean Sroups

Arthroscopic versus
arthroscopic surgery

Castagna, A. 2009 (51),
naty F (Forward flexion, degrees)

3.3 (a5.75)
Statistially significant difference between intervention and control groups
regarding the change of forward flexion (P<0.001)

Absorbable versus
absorbable implant
materials (tacks)
(0 Magnucson L. 2008 (32), () oril nole visilly: More visible n ihe iniervention srau (°<0.000)
Sweden itv: More visible in the intervention group (P<0.0001)
() Elmiund, A. 2009 (56),

eden

orbable versus

Rehabilitation
03 (58), Korea  Redislocation rate: 0/62 (0%)
ubluxation rate: 0/62 (0%)

No statistically significant differences between groups

Anatomic versus
nenanatomic surgical
technigue
Salomonsaon,
Swaden

ntervention: 100 (82-100) - Control: 98 (67-100)
Statistical difference batween groups not reporte

owe score: Intarvention: 100 (90-100) - Control: 95 (75-100)
Statistical difference between groups not reporte
Loss of external rotation (degrees): Intervention: © - Control: 10

Statistical differance batween group:

coraral: 867 (+6.07) [20.2 (48.22)] poines

Relative © side):

ervention: 57.1% (4.6 - Conrol: 9415 (2737

No statistically significant difforences between §roups in sither outcome
o score (5D)

Intervention: 91 (+15.06) - Control: 86.5 (+12.92)

2 tarvantion: 100% - Control. §2.4%
RO o climieat differcntes betwroen traatment prou
N Statiscicaly siamificant differencos botooen iroums i any outcome

Mean ASES (€1 95%, SD) Baseline - > Two year follow-up:
Intervention: 67.3 (63.5 to 71.0, +18.7) -> 91.4 (88.5 0 94.4, 212.7)
Control: 64.0 (59.6 to

ncorvention: 7/80 (8.8%) - Control: 16/87 (18.4%)
Subluxation rate: Intervention: 2/80 (2.5%) - Control: 4/87 (4.6%)
Satisticaty sigmificons difference bovween Broum. =008

Mean loss of external rotation, ER (degreas):
Intervention: 3 (0-15)
Control: 3 (0-10)

Mean Rowe score > two year
vervarion: 43 (15 = 56 (12)
Control: 47 (12) -> 93 (

iow-up (D)

aifferance in scores between groups, P=0.55

ting: Not reported

ity e
Drill holes in radiographs (At two years): "Uniformly difficult to distinguish”

Recurrent distocation: Intervention: 1/18 (6%) patients - Control: 1/20 (5%) patients.
Subluxation: Contral: 1/20 (%) patients

Baseline > Two year follow-
Moan G515 (SByIntervention: 36 (+8) == 18 (16) - Control: 36 (17) = 20 (410)
Statistical difference between 8roups not reporte:

0.7) - Contral: 1.8 (£1.3) = 0.7 (+1.6)
2) - Control: 4.7 (+1.6) = 1.1 (20.3)

i 1/36 (35%) - Control: 2/34 (6%)
N statsicatty Hirificant differencas batosaan hroums n any outcome

Mean Constant Basefine -> Two year follow-up:

inservention: 73.1 (65-80) -» 80.3 (72-87)

Control: 75 (67-50) > 89.9 (84.

Statistically significant m"aren:e betwaen aroups In Improvemant, P<0.001
up:

N statistically significant difference between groups in increase, P=0.089

Post-hoc.
Recurrent instability
Intervention: 1730 (55¢) patients - Control: 0/20 (0%)

Baseline > (1) Two year follow-up -> (1) Seven year follow-up

con: core (range):
5 to 89) -= 84 (35 to 97) > 84.5 (29 to 96)

(5 0 100) > 88 (25 to 99)

N statistical difference betwean Eroups

Interventions: 55.5 (39 to 88) -> 30 (25 t0 100) - 89 (45 0 100)
Control: 59 (40 10 91) -> 90 (30 to 100) -» 85.5 (27 10 98)

ention: /20 (%) patients - Conirol: 1/20 (5%) patients
nts - Control: 2 + 1 patie:
atistical differance hetween £roups

Mean Rowe (range)
Intervention: 83.51 (35 to 100)

Control: 79.58 (35 to 100)

Mean ASOSS (range):

Intervention: 84.09 (40 to 98)

Control: 79.25 (40 to 98)

Moan deficit In ER (degrees, range): 5 (3 to 12)
Failure (not defined):

N statistical differences batween groups

Baseline -> Two year follow-up:

Mean UCLA (range, SD):

Intervention: 18.7 (14 to 23, £2.3) > 32.7 (27 to 35, £2.2)

Control: 18.5 (13 0 22, 42.4) = 32.4 (27 t0 35, 42.5)

Mean ASES (ranes, <D

Intervention: 49.6 (40 ta 66, £5.7) > 85.1 (70 to 96, £8.9)

Comtrols 45.3 (36 46 67, 28.8) = 88.0 (70 10 98, 277
Rowa (range, SD).

Intervention: 23.8 (10 to 40, +7.9) -> 91.9 (55 to 100, 19.9)

Control: 22.7 (10 0 40, +8.7) > 90.5 55 10 100, +10.7)

N statistically significant differences batween groups In any outcome

Rowe at two years: Intervention: 90 - Control: 90

bility rate at 10 years: 15/32 (59%) - Control: 15/30 (50%)
Rediclocation rate at 10 years: intervention 11/32 (34%) - Control: /30 (275%)
o statistcally signifcant diference between ar
at 2 (13%) - control: 4/30 (13%)

Lot therscie nerve injury: 1/30 (35%) patients
Reoperation: 1/30 (3%) patients
Conts

Secondary outcomes are reported only in stabl
Cnoatders

Persistont pain: 1/26 (4%) patients
Reoperation: 1/26 (%) patients

No intra or postoperative complications

Redistocations: Control: 2/25 (8%) UCLA and Rowe scores not reported in numbers

Superficial wound infection: Intervention: 1/22 (55%)

Interventio
Temporary nerve dysfunction (resolved completely): 3/79 (3.8%)
Superficial waund infection: 2/75 (

Stich abscess: 1/79 (1.2%)

Allergic reaction to NSAIDS: 2/79 (2.5%)

Control:
Temporary nerve dysfunction (resolved uneventfully): 1/83 (1.25)

Not reported Outcomes were not defined preoperatively

Redistocation:

tervention: /63 (556 - Contrel: /61, (726)

e 6/14 (37%)
Superficial wound infectior

ntervention: 1/63 (2%) - Control: 1/61 (2%)

Not reported

Infaciion or Intra and postoperative neuro vascule
complications."

(1) Reflex sympathetic dystrophy: Control: 1/20 (5%) Failure rate reported for 36 patients, which does
(1) Intervention: 3 patients had sarly (1day to 4 weeks) unspecified ot match with the number of patients at the end
symptoms as pain. grinding and lowarade fever (subsided in 48hours), 1. of the attow-un

1 patient developed

moderate degenerative arthritic changes

Not reported Results given for followed patients only

“Failure” Is not further defined
Functional examinations are not further defined

ot reported

Abbreviations

Ases - am. Elbow Surgeons
AsOss - Athievic Shoulder Outcome Scoring System
- Confidence Intervai

DSt - Disaiities of Arm, Shouder and Hand
0515 - Oxtord Shouider instability Score

e of M
SANE - Single Assessment Numeric Evaluation Score

eles shouider score
o Grtario Shouder tnstasiiiey o



