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SI: PROSPERO Registration 

 



 



 

 



 



S2: Medline Search Strategy 
 

Medline 

1. (child* or children or childhood or kids or adolescen* or "young person*" or "young people" or teen* or 
youth* or boy* or girl* or juvenile).ti,ab. 
2. exp child/ 
3. exp adolescent/ 
4. 2 or 3 
5. (child or adolescent).ti,ab. 
6. 1 or 5 
7. ("physical* activ*" or "physical activity" or sport* or cycling or bicycling or bicycle* or walk* or "physical 
education" or "physical training" or exercis* or "energy expenditure" or danc* or "physical inactivity" or 
"physical fitness" or lifestyle or "active travel" or commut* or "aerobic fitness").ti,ab. 
8. exp motor activity/ 
9. exp sports/ 
10. exp exercise/ 
11. exp physical exertion/ 
12. exp "physical education and training"/ 
13. 8 or 9 or 10 or 11 or 12 
14. (motor activity or sports or exercise or physical exertion or "physical education and training").ti,ab. 
15. 7 or 14 
16. ("clinical trial" or "control* trial" or controlled or randomi#ation or randomised or randomized or 
randomization or randomly or randomisation or rct or "randomi#ed controlled trial*" or "randomised 
controlled trial" or "randomized controlled trial" or "cluster randomized controlled trial" or "group-
randomized controlled trial" or "randomized controlled study" or "randomised controlled study" or 
"random* sample" or trial* or evaluation or effect* or control* or cluster or intervention).ti,ab. 
17. exp randomized controlled trial/ 
18. exp clinical trial/ 
19. exp randomized controlled trials as topic/ 
20. exp clinical trial as topic/ 
21. 17 or 18 or 19 or 20 
22. (randomized controlled trial or clinical trial or randomized controlled trials as topic or clinical trial as 
topic).ti,ab. 
23. 16 or 22 
24. ("case study" or "case report" or "abstract report" or letter).ti,ab. 
25. exp letter/ 
26. exp historical article/ 
27. exp case report/ 
28. 25 or 26 or 27 
29. (letter or historical article or case report).ti,ab. 
30. 24 or 29 
31. 23 not 30 
32. (accelerometer or accelerometry or accelerometers or accelerometer-assessed or "counts per minute" 
or CPM or triaxial or Actigraph or Yamax or Actiheart or Omron, sensewear or caltrac or walk4life or ideea 
or actireg or lifecorder or tritrac or genea or stepwatch or actical or actiwatch or rt3 or activpal or 
actimarker or dynaport or CSA or MTI or pedometer or "heart rate" or pedometry or pedometers or uniaxial 
or actigraphy or undimensional or "objectively measur*" or "SenseWear Pro2 Armband" or "motion sensor 
data" or "activity monitor" or MVPA).ti,ab. 
33. exp monitoring, ambulatory/ 
34. exp actigraphy/ 
35. 33 or 34 
36. (monitoring, ambulatory or actigraphy).ti,ab. 
37. 32 or 36 
38. 6 and 15 and 31 and 37 
39. 6 and 15 and 31 and 37 



40. limit 39 to English Language 

+ Year limitation: 2016 – 2017  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

S3: Data extracted  
 

• Trial name  
• Authors  
• Publication year  
• Journal of publication 
• Country of implementation  
• Mean age of participants 
• Type of school  
• Number of schools total  
• Unit of randomization  
• Number of clusters (Intervention group) 
• Number of clusters (Control group) 
• Intervention components (Education, social environment, physical environment) 
• Intervention setting (School or school plus other contexts (home, community) 
• Behavioural approach (Physical activity only or physical activity and other behaviours)  
• Is the intervention theory based? 
• What is the proposed theory? 
• Duration of intervention (total weeks) 
• Duration (number of sessions/week) 
• MVPA accelerometer cut point 
• Timing of measurements (Time 1 (Baseline), Time 2, Time 3) 
• Main effect 

o Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
o Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
o Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 

• Gender effect - is the intervention targeted by gender? 
o Girls effect: 

§ Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 

o Boys effect: 
§ Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 

• Socioeconomic position effect -  is the intervention targeted by SEP (If yes by individual, school or 
community SEP) 

o Low SEP tertile 
§ Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 

o Middle SEP tertile 
§ Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 

o High SEP tertile 
§ Time 1: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 2: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 
§ Time 3: N, mean, SD for intervention and control group 

o Two or three groups? 
o Description for SEP indicator 

§ Indicator/cut off for low SEP 
§ Indicator/cut off for middle SEP 



§ Indicator/cut off for high SEP 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

S4: Template of data request form utilized  
 

Study name:   _________________ 

Corresponding author:   ____________ 

Outlined in the tables below is the information required. We ask all outcomes be in mean minutes of 
MVPA/day (across all valid days).  

Main Effect: 

 Mean N (sample size) Std. Deviation 
Time 1 (Baseline) 
Intervention    
Control     
Time 2 (Follow-up 1) 
Intervention    
Control    
Time 3 (Follow-up 2) 
Intervention    
Control     

 

Stratified by gender: 

Girls 

 N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation 

Time 1 (Baseline) 
Intervention    
Control     
Time 2 (Follow-up 1) 
Intervention    
Control    

Time 3 (Follow-up 2) 
Intervention    
Control     

 

Boys 

 N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation 

Time 1 (Baseline) 
Intervention    
Control     
Time 2 (Follow-up 1) 
Intervention    
Control    

Time 3 (Follow-up 2) 



Intervention    
Control     

 

Stratified by individual indicator of Socioeconomic Status (SES) 

We ask for the outcome to be presented in 3 groups (if this is not feasible, please provide based on 2 
groups).  

Preferentially, we would like this by indicator of 1) parental education (preferably maternal). If this is not 
available, we ask for the data by 2) an area-based marker of deprivation (e.g. Index of Multiple 
Deprivation or other postal code based indices), or alternatively 3) household income equivalised for 
household composition.  

If this is not possible and you have other individual indicators of SES we ask you to get in touch to discuss.   

 

SES indicator Used:   
Description of indicator:  
Criteria used to assign Group 1 (Low SES)  
Criteria used to assign Group 2 (Middle SES)  
Criteria used to assign Group 3 (High SES)  

 

Low SES group (Group 1) 

 N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation 

Time 1 (Baseline) 
Intervention    
Control     
Time 2 (Follow-up 1) 
Intervention    
Control    

Time 3 (Follow-up 2) 
Intervention    
Control     

 

Middle SES group (Group 2) 

 N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation 

Time 1 (Baseline) 
Intervention    
Control     
Time 2 (Follow-up 1) 
Intervention    
Control    

Time 3 (Follow-up 2) 
Intervention    
Control     



 

High SES group (Group 3) 

 N Mean mins MVPA/day Std. Deviation 

Time 1 (Baseline) 
Intervention    
Control     
Time 2 (Follow-up 1) 
Intervention    
Control    

Time 3 (Follow-up 2) 
Intervention    
Control     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

S5: Formula for imputing the standard deviation of the change  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

S6: Trials excluded in full text screening  
Trial Citation  Reason for 

exclusion 
Action 
3:30 

 Jago, R., Sebire, S. J., Davies, B., Wood, L., Edwards, M. J., Banfield, K., 
… J.E., P. (2014). Randomised feasibility trial of a teaching assistant led 
extracurricular physical activity intervention for 9 to 11 year olds: 
Action 3:30. The International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and 
Physical Activity, 11(1), no pagination–no pagination. Retrieved from 
http://www.ijbnpa.org/content/11/1/114 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Beat the 
Street 

Coombes E, Jones A. Gamification of active travel to school: A pilot 
evaluation of the Beat the Street physical activity intervention. Heal 
Place [Internet]. 2016;39:62–9. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2016.03.001 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Bristol 
Girls 
Feasibility 
Trial 

 Jago, R., Edwards, M. J., Sebire, S. J., Tomkinson, K., Bird, E. L., Banfield, 
K., … J.E., P. (2015). Effect and cost of an after-school dance programme 
on the physical activity of 11-12 year old girls: The Bristol Girls Dance 
Project, a school-based cluster randomised controlled trial Jago R. 
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 
12(1), no pagination–no pagination. http://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-
015-0289-y 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Couch 
Potatoes 
to 
Jumping 
Beans 

Mhurchu, C. N., Maddison, R., Jiang, Y., Jull, A., Prapavessis, H., & 
Rodgers, A. (2008). Couch potatoes to jumping beans: A pilot study of 
the effect of active video games on physical activity in children. 
International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical Activity, 5(8). 
http://doi.org/10.1186/1479 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Crouter 
(2015) 

Crouter, S. E., de Ferranti, S. D., Whiteley, J., Steltz, S. K., Osganian, S. K., 
Feldman, H. A., & Hayman, L. L. (2015). Effect on physical activity of a 
randomized afterschool intervention for Inner City Children in 3rd to 
5th grade. PLoS ONE, 10(10), e0141584–e0141584. Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=26510013 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Dudley 
(2010) 

Dudley, D. A., Okely, A. D., Pearson, P., & Peat, J. (2010). Engaging 
adolescent girls from linguistically diverse and low income backgrounds 
in school sport: A pilot randomised controlled trial. Journal of Science 
and Medicine in Sport, 13(2), 217–224. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2009.04.008 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

EASY 
Minds 

Riley, N., Lubans, D. R., Morgan, P. J., & Young, M. (2015). Outcomes 
and process evaluation of a programme integrating physical activity into 
the primary school mathematics curriculum: The EASY Minds pilot 
randomised controlled trial. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport / 
Sports Medicine Australia, 18(6), 656–661. Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=25304445 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  



Fit4fun 
Pilot 
Study 

Eather N, Morgan PJ, Lubans DR. Feasibility and preliminary efficacy of 
the Fit4Fun intervention for improving physical fitness in a sample of 
primary school children: a pilot study. Phys Educ Sport Pedagog. 
2013;18(4):389–411. 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Hands 
(2011) 

Hands, B., Larkin, D., Rose, E., Parker, H., & Smith, A. (2011). Can Young 
Children Make Active Choices? Outcomes of a Feasibility Trial in Seven-
Year-Old Children. Early Child Development and Care, 181(5), 625–637. 
Retrieved from 
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric&AN=EJ92
3980&site=ehost-live&scope=site 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Healthy 
Homewor
k pilot 
study 

Duncan, S., McPhee, J. C., Schluter, P. J., Zinn, C., Smith, R., & Schofield, 
G. (2011). Efficacy of a compulsory homework programme for 
increasing physical activity and healthy eating in children: The Healthy 
Homework pilot study. The International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition 
and Physical Activity, 8, no pagination–no pagination. 
http://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-8-127 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Maloney 
(2008) 

Maloney, A. E., Bethea, T. C., Kelsey, K. S., Marks, J. T., Paez, S., 
Rosenberg, A. M., … Sikich, L. (2008). A pilot of a video game (DDR) to 
promote physical activity and decrease sedentary screen time. Obesity, 
16(9), 2074–2080. http://doi.org/10.1038/oby.2008.295 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Memphis 
GEMS 
Pilot Trial 

Beech, B. M., Klesges, R. C., Kumanyika, S. K., Murray, D. M., Klesges, L., 
McClanahan, B., … B., M.-A. M. M.-A. M. (2003). Child- and parent-
targeted interventions: the Memphis GEMS pilot study. Ethnicity & 
Disease, 13(1 Suppl 1), S1–53. Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed6
&NEWS=N&AN=2003168621 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Minnesot
a GEMS 
Pilot 
Study 

 Story, M., Sherwood, N. E., Himes, J. H., Davis, M., Jacobs, D. R., 
Cartwright, Y., … Rochon, J. (2003). An After-school obesity prevention 
program for africian-americian girls: The Minnesota GEMS Pilot Study. 
Ethnicity & Disease, 13. 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Reznik 
(2015) 

Reznik, M., Wylie-Rosett, J., Kim, M., & Ozuah, P. O. (2015). A 
classroom-based physical activity intervention for urban kindergarten 
and first-grade students: A feasibility study. Childhood Obesity, 11(3), 
314–324. http://doi.org/10.1089/chi.2014.0090 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Robbins 
(2012) 

Robbins, L. B., Pfeiffer, K. A., Maier, K. S., Lo, Y.-J., & Wesolek, S. M. 
(2012). Pilot Intervention to Increase Physical Activity Among Sedentary 
Urban Middle School Girls: A Two-Group Pretest-Posttest Quasi-
Experimental Design. Journal of School Nursing, 28(4), 302–315. 
http://doi.org/10.1177/1059840512438777 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

The EASY 
Minds 
pilot RCT 

Riley, N., Lubans, D. R., Morgan, P. J., & Young, M. (2015). Outcomes 
and process evaluation of a programme integrating physical activity into 
the primary school mathematics curriculum: The EASY Minds pilot 
randomised controlled trial. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport / 
Sports Medicine Australia, 18(6), 656–661. Retrieved from 

Feasibility/
pilot  



http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=25304445 
 

Walking 
School 
Bus - 
Texas 
(Mendoza 
et al. 
2011)  

Mendoza, J., Watson, K., Baranowski, T., Nicklas, T., Uscanga, D., 
Hanfling, M. (2011). Pediatrics 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Wilson 
(2005) 

 Wilson, D. K., Evans, A. E., Williams, J., Mixon, G., Sirard, J. R., Pate, R., 
… J.R., S. (2005). A preliminary test of a student-centered intervention 
on increasing physical activity in underserved adolescents. Annals of 
Behavioral Medicine, 30(2), 119–124. 
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15324796abm3002_4 
 

Feasibility/
pilot  

Van Kann 
et al. 
(2016) 

Van Kann D, Kremers S, de Vries N, de Vries S. The effect of a school-
centered multicomponent intervention on daily physical activity and 
sedentary behavior in primary school children: The Active Living study. 
Prev Med (Baltim) [Internet]. 2016;89:64–9.  

Interventi
on design  

Prochaska 
(2004) 

Prochaska, J. J., & Sallis, J. F. (2004). A Randomized Controlled Trial of 
Single Versus Multiple Health Behavior Change: Promoting Physical 
Activity and Nutrition Among Adolescents. Health Psychology, 23(3), 
314–318. http://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.23.3.314 
 

Interventi
on design 

Beets et 
al. (2016) 

Beets, M. W., Weaver, R. G., Turner-McGrievy, G., Huberty, J., Ward, D. 
S., Pate, R. R., … Beighle, A. (2015). Making policy practice in afterschool 
programs: A randomized controlled trial on physical activity changes. 
American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 48(6), 694–706. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2015.01.012 
 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

Cradock 
et al. 
(2016) 

Cradock, A. L., Barrett, J. L., Giles, C. M., Lee, R. M., Kenney, E. L., 
deBlois, M. E., … Gortmaker, S. L. (2016). Promoting Physical Activity 
With the Out of School Nutrition and Physical Activity (OSNAP) 
Initiative: A Cluster-Randomized Controlled Trial. JAMA Pediatrics, 
170(2), 155–162. Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=prem&
NEWS=N&AN=26641557 
 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

Van Kann 
et al. 
(2016)  

Van Kann DHH, de Vries SI, Schipperijn J, de Vries NK, Jansen MWJ, 
Kremers SPJ. A Multicomponent Schoolyard Intervention Targeting 
Children’s Recess Physical Activity and Sedentary Behavior: Effects After 
One Year. J Phys Act Health [Internet]. 2016;1–28. 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

It's child's 
play 

Engelen, L., Bundy, A. C., Naughton, G., Simpson, J. M., Bauman, A., 
Ragen, J., … van der Ploeg, H. P. (2013). Increasing physical activity in 
young primary school children—It’s child's play: A cluster randomised 
controlled trial. Preventive Medicine: An International Journal Devoted 
to Practice and Theory, 56(5), 319–325. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.02.007 
 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 



Martin et 
al. (2016) 

Martins S, Palmeira A, Minderico C. Longitudinal outcomes of a school-
based lifestyle promotion program: Preliminary results [Internet]. 
Journal of Adolescent Health. Elsevier USA; 2011. p. S79–S79. Available 
from: 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed10
&NEWS=N&AN=70352287 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

STAR 
Program
me 

Ha, A. S., Burnett, A., Sum, R., Medic, N., & Ng, J. Y. Y. (2015). Outcomes 
of the Rope Skipping “STAR” Programme for Schoolchildren. Journal of 
Human Kinetics, 45, 233–240. http://doi.org/10.1515/hukin-2015-0024 
 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

STOPP Marcus, C., Nyberg, G., Nordenfelt, A., Karpmyr, M., Kowalski, J., & 
Ekelund, U. (2009). A 4-year, cluster-randomized, controlled childhood 
obesity prevention study: STOPP. International Journal of Obesity, 
33(4), 408–417. http://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2009.38 
 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

Weaver 
et al. 
(2016) 

Weaver RG, Moore JB, Huberty J, Freedman D, Turner-McGrievy B, 
Beighle A, et al. Process Evaluation of Making HEPA Policy Practice: A 
Group Randomized Trial. Health Promot Pract. 2016;17(5):631–47. 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

Wells 
(2014) 

Wells, N. M., Myers, B. M., & Henderson Jr., C. R. (2014). School 
gardens and physical activity: A randomized controlled trial of low-
income elementary schools. Preventive Medicine, 69, Supple, S27–S33. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2014.10.012 
 

Outcome 
(Not full 
day) 

Aburto 
(2011) 

Aburto, N. J., Fulton, J. E., Safdie, M., Duque, T., Bonvecchio, A., & 
Rivera, J. A. (2011). Effect of a school-based intervention on physical 
activity: Cluster-randomized trial. Medicine and Science in Sports and 
Exercise, 43(10), 1898–1906. 
http://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e318217ebec 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Eyre 
(2016) 

Eyre, E. L. J., Cox, V. M., Birch, S. L., & Duncan, M. J. (2016). An 
integrated curriculum approach to increasing habitual physical activity 
in deprived South Asian children. European Journal of Sport Science, 
16(3), 381–390. http://doi.org/10.1080/17461391.2015.1062565 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

FATaintP
HAT 

Ezendam, N. P. M., Brug, J., Oenema, A., JJ, R., I, A., PM, G., … I, D. B. 
(2012). Evaluation of the Web-Based Computer-Tailored FATaintPHAT 
Intervention to Promote Energy Balance Among Adolescents. Archives 
of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 166(3), 248. 
http://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.204 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Fit 'n' fun 
dudes 
program 
(2009) 

Hardman, C. A., Horne, P. J., & Lowe, C. F. (2009). A home-based 
intervention to increase physical activity in girls: The fit “n” fun dudes 
program. Journal of Exercise Science and Fitness, 7(1), 1–8. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1728-869X(09)60001-0 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Fit 'n' fun 
dudes 
program 
(2011) 

Hardman, C. A., Horne, P. J., & Lowe, C. F. (2011). Effects of rewards, 
peer-modelling and pedometer targets on children’s physical activity: A 
school-based intervention study. Psychology and Health, 26(1), 3–21. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/08870440903318119 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 



Fit4fun 
Trial 

Eather, N., Morgan, P. J., & Lubans, D. R. (2013a). Feasibility and 
preliminary efficacy of the Fit4Fun intervention for improving physical 
fitness in a sample of primary school children: a pilot study. Physical 
Education and Sport Pedagogy, 18(4), 389–411. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2012.690375 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Harder-
lauridsen 
(2014) 

Harder-lauridsen, N. M., Birk, N. M., Ried-larsen, M., Juul, A., & 
Andersen, L. B. (2014). A randomized controlled trial on a 
multicomponent intervention for overweight school-aged children - 
Copenhagen, Denmark. BMC Pediatrics, 273(14), 1–14. 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

lauft' trial 210.                      Suchert, V., Isensee, B., Sargent, J., Weisser, B., 
Hanewinkel, R., & Group, lauft. S. (2015). Prospective effects of 
pedometer use and class competitions on physical activity in youth: A 
cluster-randomized controlled trial. Preventive Medicine, 81, 399–404.  

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Lee 
(2012) 

Lee, L., Kuo, Y., Fanaw, D., Perng, S., & Juang, I. (2012). The effect of an 
intervention combining self efficacy theory and pedometers on 
promoting physical activity among adolescents. Journal of Clinical 
Nursing, 21(7-8), 914–922. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2702.2011.03881.x 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Lubans & 
Morgan 
(2008)  

Lubans, D., & Morgan, P. (2008). Evaluation of an extra-curricular school 
sport programme promoting lifestyle and lifetime activity for 
adolescents. Journal of Sports Sciences, 26(5), 519–529. 
http://doi.org/10.1080/02640410701624549 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

MacConni
e (1982) 

MacConnie, S. E., T.B., G., D.L., G., & A.E., P. I. I. I. (1982). Daily physical 
activity patterns of prepubertal children involved in a vigorous exercise 
program. International Journal of Sports Medicine, 3(4), 202–207. 
Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed1a
&NEWS=N&AN=1983072947 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

McManus 
(2008) 

McManus, A. M., Masters, R. S. W., Laukkanen, R. M. T., Yu, C. C. W., 
Sit, C. H. P., & Ling, F. C. M. (2008). Using heart-rate feedback to 
increase physical activity in children. Preventive Medicine, 47(4), 402–8. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2008.06.001 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

Physical 
Activity 
Leaders 
(PALS) 

Lubans, D. R., Morgan, P. J., Aguiar, E. J., & Callister, R. (2011). 
Randomized controlled trial of the Physical Activity Leaders (PALs) 
program for adolescent boys from disadvantaged secondary schools. 
Preventive Medicine, 52(3-4), 239–246. 
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2011.01.009 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 

PLAY Pangrazi, R. P., Beighle, A., Vehige, T., Vack, C., R.P., P., A., B., & T., V. 
(2003). Impact of Promoting Lifestyle Activity for Youth (PLAY) on 
children’s physical activity. Journal of School Health, 73(8), 317–321. 
Retrieved from 
http://ovidsp.ovid.com/ovidweb.cgi?T=JS&PAGE=reference&D=emed6
&NEWS=N&AN=14593948 
 

Outcome 
(Not via 
accelerom
eter) 



Program 
X 
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S7: Email request responses 
Active by Choice Today (ACT) Positive – data received, included 
Active for Life Year 5 (AFLY5) Positive – data received but not in appropriate 

form, excluded  
Andrade et al. (2014) Positive – data received, included 
ATLAS Positive – data received, included 
CHANGE!  Positive – data received, included 
Drummy et al. 2016 Positive – data received, included 
Energy Balance 4 Kids with Play Negative – data not received, excluded 
Healthy School Start 1 Positive – data received, included 
Healthy School Start 2 Positive – data received, included 
HEIA Study  Positive – data received, included 
IMPACT Negative – data not received, excluded 
KISS  Positive – data received, included 
Magnusson et al. 2011 Negative – data not received, excluded 
MOVE Project  Positive – data received, included 
NEAT Positive – data received, included 
PAAC Positive – data received but not in appropriate 

form, excluded 
Pathways Negative – data not received, excluded 
Physical Activity 4 Everyone  Positive – data received, included 
SCORES Positive – data received, included 
SPACE Positive – data received, included 
Swwitch play Negative – data not received, excluded 
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention Positive – data received, included 
The Bristol Girls Dance Project  Positive – data received, included 
UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention  Positive – data received, included 
Verstrate et al 2007 Positive – data requested not available, excluded 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

S8: Characteristics of included studies 
Active by Choice Today 

Country of implementation USA 
Mean age 11.34 (0.5) 
Type of school Middle School 
Number of schools total 24 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes, Self Determination Theory 
Duration of intervention total 17 weeks 
Follow up 1 (months) 2.25 (mid-intervention) 
Follow-up 2 (months) 4.75  
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? Yes, by school SEP 

 

Andrade et al. (2014) 
Country of implementation Ecuador 
Mean age 12.9 (0.8) 
Type of school Schools (with students in 8th or 9th year) 
Number of schools total 20 (18 with accelerometer measurements) 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? Yes 
Behavioural approach PA and other health behaviours 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes, Social Cognitive Theory, Information-Motivation 

Behavioural Skills Model, Control Theory, Trans- 
Theoretical Model and Theory Of Planned Behaviour 
were all used 

Duration of intervention total 28 months (once interrupted by 2 month annual break) 
Follow up 1 (months) 24 months 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No (but in LMIC country?) 

 

ATLAS 
Country of implementation Australia 
Mean age 12.7 (0.5) 
Type of school Primary schools 
Number of schools total 12 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach PA and other health behaviours 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes, Self Determination Theory and Social Cognitive 

Theory 
Duration of intervention total 20 weeks 
Follow up 1 (months) 8 months 



Gender targeted? Yes at Boys 
SEP targeted? Yes by school SEP 

 

CHANGE! 
Country of implementation UK 
Mean age 10.65 (0.3) 
Type of school Primary school 
Number of schools total 12 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach PA and other health behaviours 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes, Social Cognitive Theory 
Duration of intervention total 20 weeks 
Follow up 1 (months) 5 months 
Follow-up 2 (months) 7.5 months 
Gender targeted? NO 
SEP targeted? No 

 

Drummy et al. 2016 
Country of implementation Northern Ireland 
Mean age 9.5 
Type of school Primary school 
Number of schools total 7 (14 classes) 
Level of cluster randomization Classroom 
Education components? No 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? No 
Duration of intervention total 12 weeks 
Follow up 1 (months) 3 months 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No 

 

Healthy School Start 1 
Country of implementation Sweden 
Mean age 6.2 (0.3) 
Type of school Pre-school class 
Number of schools total 14 
Level of cluster randomization Classroom 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach PA and other health behaviours 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes, SCT 
Duration of intervention total 24 weeks 
Follow up 1 (months) 6 months 
Follow up 2 (months) 12 months 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? Yes, by school and community SES 



 

Healthy School Start 2 
Country of implementation Sweden 
Mean age 6.3 (0.3) 
Type of school Pre-school 
Number of schools total 13 
Level of cluster randomization Classroom 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Multi-behavioural 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Social Cognitive theory 
Duration of intervention total 6 
Follow up 1 (months) 6 
Follow up 2 (months) 11 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? Yes 

 

HEIA Study 
Country of implementation Norway 
Mean age 11.2 (0.3) 
Type of school Primary schools 
Number of schools total 37 
Level of cluster randomization Classoom 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? Yes 
Behavioural approach Multi-behavioural 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Social Ecological Framework 
Duration of intervention total 5 
Follow up 1 (months) 20 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No 

 

KISS 
Country of implementation Switzerland 
Mean age 9.25 (0.43) 
Type of school Elementary 
Number of schools total 15 
Level of cluster randomization Classroom 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Social Ecological Theory 
Duration of intervention total 9 
Follow up 1 (months) 9  
Follow up 2 (months) 36 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No 

 



MOVE Project 
Country of implementation UK 
Mean age 11.8 (0.5) 
Type of school Secondary schools 
Number of schools total 60 
Level of cluster randomization Schools 
Education components? No 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? No. 
Duration of intervention total 1.5 
Follow up 1 (months) 3 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No 

 

NEAT 
Country of implementation Australia 
Mean age 13.2 (0.5) 
Type of school Secondary school 
Number of schools total 12 
Level of cluster randomization Yes 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Mulit-behavioural 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Social cognitive theory 
Duration of intervention total 12 
Follow up 1 (months) 12 
Follow up 2 (months) 24 
Gender targeted? Yes 
SEP targeted? Yes 

 

Physical Activity 4 Everyone 
Country of implementation Austalia 
Mean age 12.0 
Type of school Secondary schools 
Number of schools total 10 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Social Cognitive Theory and Ecological Theory 
Duration of intervention total 24 
Follow up 1 (months) 24 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted?  

 

SCORES 
Country of implementation Australia 
Mean age 8.5 (0.6) 



Type of school Primary schools 
Number of schools total 8 
Level of cluster randomization Schools 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Self-Determination Theory and Competence 

Motivation Theory 
Duration of intervention total 12 
Follow up 1 (months) 12 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? Yes 

 

SPACE 
Country of implementation Denmark 
Mean age 12.5 (0.62) 
Type of school Not specified 
Number of schools total 14 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? Yes 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Social Ecological Model  
Duration of intervention total 24 
Follow up 1 (months) 24 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No 

 

The Active Smarter Kids Intervention 
Country of implementation Norway 
Mean age 10.2 (0.3) 
Type of school Elementary school 
Number of schools total 60 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? No. Social Ecological Framework 
Duration of intervention total 7 
Follow up 1 (months) 7 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? YEs 

 

The Bristol Girls Dance Project 
Country of implementation UK 
Mean age 11.5 
Type of school Secondary schools 
Number of schools total 18 
Level of cluster randomization School 



Education components? No 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Self Determination Theory. 
Duration of intervention total 5 
Follow up 1 (months) 5 
Follow up 2 (months) 13 
Gender targeted? Yes 
SEP targeted? No 

 

UP 4 Fun Pilot Intervention 
Country of implementation Belgium 
Mean age 10.9 (0.7) 
Type of school Primary schools 
Number of schools total 10 
Level of cluster randomization School 
Education components? Yes 
Social environment components? Yes 
Physical environment components? No 
Behavioural approach Targeting PA only 
Theory based? If yes what theory? Yes. Social Ecological Framework. 
Duration of intervention total 1.5 
Follow up 1 (months) 1.5 
Gender targeted? No 
SEP targeted? No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

S9: All figures 9.1 – 9.51  
 
Sub-contents:  
 
9.1 Main meta-analysis, fixed effects 
9.2 Main meta-analysis, random effects 
9.3 Main effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 
9.4 Main effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 
9.5 Main effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 
9.6 Main effect meta-regression by sample size 
9.7 Main effect meta-regression by participant age 
9.8 Main effect meta-regression by intervention duration 
9.9 Main effect funnel plot and eggers test  
 
9.10 Pooled boys and girls meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by gender 
9. 11 Pooled SEP tertiles meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by SEP 
 
9.12 Girls meta-analysis, fixed effects 
9.13 Girls meta-analysis, random effects 
9.14 Girls effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 
9.15 Girls effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 
9.16 Girls effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 
9.17Girls effect meta-regression by sample size 
9.18 Girls effect meta-regression by participant age 
9.19 Girls effect meta-regression by intervention duration 
 
9.20 Boys meta-analysis, fixed effects 
9.21 Boys meta-analysis, random effects 
9.22 Boys effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 
9.23 Boys effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 
9.24 Boys effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 
9.25 Boys effect meta-regression by sample size 
9.26 Boys effect meta-regression by participant age 
9.27 Boys effect meta-regression by intervention duration 
 
9.28 Low SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects 
9.29 Low SEP meta-analysis, random effects 
9.30 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 
9.31 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 
9.32 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 
9.33 Low SEP effect meta-regression by sample size 
9.34 Low SEP effect meta-regression by participant age 
9.35 Low SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration 
 
9.36 Middle SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects 
9.37 Middle SEP meta-analysis, random effects 
9.38 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 
9.39 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 
9.40 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 



9.41 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by sample size 
9.42 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by participant age 
9.43 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration 
 
9.44 High SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects 
9.45 High SEP meta-analysis, random effects 
9.46 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 
9.47 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 
9.48 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 
9.49 High SEP effect meta-regression by sample size 
9.50 High SEP effect meta-regression by participant age 
9.51 High SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration 
 

9.1 Main meta-analysis, fixed effects 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9.2 Main meta-analysis, random effects 

 

 

9.3 Main effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach  

 

 



9.4 Main effect subgroup analysis by setting  

 

 

9.5 Main effect subgroup analysis by Risk of Bias Score 

 



 

9.6 Main effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.572) 

 

 

 

 

9.7 Main effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.119) 

 

 



9.8 Main effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.975) 

 

 

 

 

9.9 Main effect meta-analysis funnel plot 

 

 

 

Eggers test (p-value: 0.497) 

 



9.10 Pooled boys and girls meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by gender 

 

 

Subsequent meta-regression by gender: Coef: -0.0043184, p-value: 0.972 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9.11 Pooled SEP tertiles meta-analysis and subsequent meta-regression by SEP 

 

Subsequent meta-regression by SEP: Coef: -0.018218, p-value: 0.679) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9.12 Girls meta-analysis, fixed effects 

 

 

9.13 Girls meta-analysis, random effects 

 



 

9.14 Girls effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 

 

9.15 Girls effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 

 



9.16 Girls effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 

 

 

9.17 Girls effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.435) 

 



9.18 Girls effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.584) 

 

 

9.19 Girls effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value:0.804) 

 



 

9.20 Boys meta-analysis, fixed effects 

 

 

9.21 Boys meta-analysis, random effects 

 



9.22 Boys effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 

 

9.23 Boys effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 

 

 

 



9.24 Boys effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 

 

 

9.25 Boys effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.349) 

 

 



9.26 Boys effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.600) 

 

 

9.27 Boys effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.494) 

 

 

 

 



9.28 Low SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects 

 

9.29 Low SEP meta-analysis, random effects 

 

 



9.30 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 

 

 

9.31 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 

 



9.32 Low SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 

 

 

9.33 Low SEP effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.654) 

 



 

9.34 Low SEP effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.055) 

 

 

9.35 Low SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.517) 

 



9.36 Middle SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects 

 

 

9.37 Middle SEP meta-analysis, random effects 

 



9.38 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 

 

 

9.39 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 

 



9.40 Middle SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 

 

9.41 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.830) 

 



9.42 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.745) 

 

 

9.43 Middle SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.570) 

 

 



9.44 High SEP meta-analysis, fixed effects 

 

 

9.45 High SEP meta-analysis, random effects 

 

 



9.46 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by behavioural approach 

 

9.47 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by intervention setting 

 

9.48 High SEP effect subgroup analysis by risk of bias 



 

 

9.49 High SEP effect meta-regression by sample size (p-value: 0.029)** 

 

 



9.50 High SEP effect meta-regression by participant age (p-value: 0.542) 

 

 

9.51 High SEP effect meta-regression by intervention duration (p-value: 0.082) 

 

 



 

S10: Failsafe ratio of included trials  
 

Trial Failsafe Number 
Active by Choice Today (ACT) 0.369393432 
Andrade et al. (2014) 1.987772818 
ATLAS 1.016884684 
CHANGE!  6.007396298 
Drummy et al. 2016 14.1020013 
Healthy School Start 1 8.93322253 
Healthy School Start 2 4.891004555 
HEIA Study  -2.146305388 
KISS  8.569520859 
MOVE Project  18.66453466 
NEAT 9.350694747 
Physical Activity 4 Everyone  15.68801568 
SCORES 19.14505705 
SPACE 4.570687241 
The Active Smarter Kids Intervention 11.43396927 
The Bristol Girls Dance Project  23.05178785 
UP 4 FUN Pilot Intervention  19.85089856 

* Trials are added in the order to which they appear in the meta-analysis  

S11: Risk of Bias assessment of included studies  
 

 Random
 sequence 

generation 

Allocation 
concealm

ent 

Blinding of assessors 
at baseline  

Incom
plete outcom

e 
data 

Selective Reporting  

Active by Choice Today (ACT) Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias 

Andrade (2014) Low risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

ATLAS RCT Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Change!  Low risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias  

Drummy et al. (2016) Unclear risk 
of bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

High risk of 
bias 

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Healthy School Start Study Unclear risk 
of bias  

Low risk of 
bias 

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Low risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias  

Healthy School Start Study II Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Low risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias 

HEIA study Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias  

KISS Low risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias 



MOVE Project Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Unclear risk 
of bias  

High risk of 
bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

NEAT girls Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias  

Physical Activity 4 Everyone Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

High risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias  

SCORES Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

High risk of 
bias  

SPACE Study Unclear risk 
of bias  

High risk of 
bias 

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

High risk of 
bias  

The Active Smarter Kids 
Intervention  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

High risk of 
bias  

High risk of 
bias 

The Bristol Girls Dance Project Unclear risk 
of bias  

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias 

Low risk of 
bias  

Low risk of 
bias 

UP4FUN pilot intervention 
(2012) 

Low risk of 
bias 

Unclear risk 
of bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

High risk of 
bias  

Unclear risk 
of bias  

** Note: Blinding of Outcome Assessment was removed for the included studies as we felt it was not 
applicable to the measurement of physical activity, objectively, through an accelerometer 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 

S12: PRISMA Checklist  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


