Supplementary Figure 1. Forest Plot: Mobility PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Risk of Bias

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 33.2 273 380 333 28 3IFFT 181% -0.10 [4.04, 3.84] .
Monticone 2015 268 12 35 408 153 35 9.6% -14.10[-20.54,-7.66]
Tickle Degnen 2010 & 321 2 ar 4 14 40 361% -1.80[-2.77,-1.03] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 301 1.9 39 34 14 40 36.2% -3.90 [-4.74,-3.08] =
Total {95% CI) 491 492 100.0%  -3.47 [-5.78, -1.16] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.66; Chi*= 24.01, df= 3 (P = 0.0001}; F= 88% = 1o b o e

Testfor overall effect: £= 2.94 (F=0.003)
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Supplementary Figure 2. Forest Plot: Mobility PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDETFG
Clarke 2016 36 28.4 380 352 ITH 37T 22.8% 0.503.189, 4.79] —— [ITTITIT]
Monticone 2015 202 123 35 355 115 35 106% -1530[2088,-972 ——— 2000000
Tickle Degnen 20108 345 2 37 26 1.9 40 28.3%  -1.50[2.37,-063] = @® @
Tickle Degnen2010b 297 18 38 36 18 40 28.3%  -6.30[7.14,-5.46] = @ eee
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0%  -4.95[8.90,-1.01] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®=13.62; Chi®*=81.76, df= 3 (P = 0.00001}); F= 96% -2'EI -1'EI ) 1-0 2'0

Testfor overall effect Z= 2 46 (F=0.01)

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
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Supplementary Figure 3. Forest Plot: ADL PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias

Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl ABCDEFSG
Clarke 2016 321 238 380 315 238 3T7 24.0% 0.50 [-2.79, 3.99] —— [TIITTIT]
Monticane 2015 202 9 35 400 BE 35 220% 20702482 1658 (1T 11 TT17T]
Tickle Degnen2010a 345 23 37 336 22 40 26.5% 0.90 011, 1.91] o (11111 1]
Tickle Degnen2010h 207 2.2 33 336 22 40 265%  -3.80 [4.87,-2.97] = 292000 08®
Total {95% CI) 491 492 100.0%  -5.40 [10.61, -0.19] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 26.38; Chi*=127.83, df=3 (P = 0.00001); F= 98% a0 10 4 10 70

Test for overall effect £= 2.03 (P =0.04)

Risk of bias legend
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Supplementary Figure 4. Forest Plot: ADL PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Clarke 2016 328 241 380 340 245 377 238% -1.30 [-4.76, 2.16] —
Monticone 2015 117 44 35 366 143 35 19.1% -24.90[-30.33,-19.47] +—
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 323 24 37 3| 23 40 285% -2 70[-3.75,-1.65] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 kb 327 23 39 3|m 23 40  285% -2.30[-3.31,-1.29] &
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -6.48 [-10.53, -2.44] -l.-
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 14.66; Chi®= 65.26, df= 3 (P < 0.000013; F= 95% 20 -1’0 5 1’0 2ID
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.14 (P = 0.002) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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Supplementary Figure 5. Forest Plot: Emotional Well-Being PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 258 198 380 255 203 377 M.9% 0.40 [-2.46, 3.26] —
Monticone 2015 206 121 35 354 118 35 10.4% -14.80[-20.40,-9.20] —
Tickle Degnen 2010 & 26.8 2 3F 288 19 40 33.8% -2.00[-2.87,-1.13] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 262 189 39 288 19 40 33.9% -2.60[-3.44,-1.76] =
Total {95% Cl) 491 492 100.0%  -3.01 [-5.16, -0.86] &>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.36; Chi*= 23.51, df= 3 (P = 0.0001); F= 87% -EID _150 b 150 250
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.75 (F = 0.008 Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
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Supplementary Figure 6. Forest Plot: Emotional Well-being PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDEFG
Clarke 2016 26 21 380 283 1 3FF 23.2% -2.30 [-5.29, 0.69] T
Monticone 2015 158 8.4 35 355 115 35 17.0% -19.70[-24.42,-1488 —=—
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 261 21 ar .z 2 40 29.9% -4.10[-5.02,-3.18] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 2549 2 39 302 2 40 30.0% -4.30[-5.18,-3.42] =
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -6.39 [-9.28, -3.49] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 7.09; Chi*= 42.75, df =3 (P = 0.00001); F=93% —ZED —1=D b 110 2=D
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.32 (P = 0.0001) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
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Supplementary Figure 7. Forest Plot: Stigma PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 198 231 380 176 21.3 377 134% 2.20 [-0.96, 5.36]
Monticone 2015 11 108 35 258 162 35 121% -14.80[21.35,-8.45]
Tickle Degnen 2010 & 18.4 2 aF o191 19 40 32.2% -0.70 F1.57,017]
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 208 19 39 191 1.9 40 32.3% 1.80 [0.96, 2.64] =
Total {95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -0.93[-3.73,1.88]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.15; Chi*=39.50, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F=92% _250 _150 b 150 250
Testfor overall effect Z= 0.85 (F = 0.52) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
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Supplementary Figure 8. Forest Plot: Stigma PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI ABCDETFSG
Clarke 2016 203 234 380 201 216 377 21.4% 0.20 [3.01, 3.41] —— [ITIITTT]
Monticone 2015 107 8 35 266 118 35 144% -1500[2082,-1088 ———— 00008 e
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 17 18 ar 21 18 40 321% -4.00[-4.80,-3.20] = . .
Tickle Deghen 2010 b 184 148 39 21 18 40 321% -2.60[-3.39,-1.81] = @ eee®
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -4.37 [-6.85, -1.89] ‘
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4.81; Chi®= 35,67, df=3 (P = 0.00001), F= 52% -ZEU -1=E| b 1=D EID
Testior overall efiect: Z= 3.45 (P = 0.0008) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
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Supplementary Figure 9. Forest Plot: Social Support PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl ABCDETFSG
Clarke 2016 1003 174 380 9.3 181 377 242% 1.00 [1.32,3.32)
Monticone 2015 108 165 3|11 1113 33 7.2% -10.20[16.79,-3.61]
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 196 1.8 T A 1.8 40 34.2%  -1.50[-2.30,-0.70] L

Tickle Degnen 2010 b 177 18 3@ 171 1.8 40 34.3% 060 [-0.19,1.39]

Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -0.80 [-2.79,1.18]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.82; Chi®= 23.15, df= 3 (P = 0.0001); F= 87%
Testfor overall effect Z=079 (F=043)

20 -0 0 10 20
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Risk of bias legend
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Supplementary Figure 10. Forest Plot: Social support PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Clarke 2016 9.8 177 3|0 112 168 377 256% -1.40 [-3.86, 1.06]
Monticone 2015 86 126 35 263 122 35 150% -17.70[-2341,-11.89) ————
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 172 1.7 3F 156 1.7 40 29.7% 1.60[0.84, 2.36] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 kb 193 1.7 3\ 1568 1.7 40 29.7% 3.70[2.95, 4.45] =
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% 1.44[-4.62,1.73]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 8.68; Chi®= 70.86, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 96% 20 -1’0 5 1’0 2=D
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.89 (P = 0.37) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
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Supplementary Figure 11. Forest Plot: Cognition PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 288 206 380 2896 216 377 16.3% -0.80 F3.81, 2.21] "
Monticone 2015 21.2 105 3| 316 107 35 T.9% -1040[15.37,-5.43]
Tickle Degnen 2010 & 348 18 3F 3\e 1.7 40 37.8% -1.00[-1.78,-0.22] Ll
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 343 18 33 3|e 1.7 40 37.9% -1.50[-2.27,-0.73] ]
Total {95% Cl) 491 492 100.0%  -1.90 [-3.46, -0.35] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.50; Ghi*=13.79, df= 3 (P = 0.003); F= 78% _250 _150 5 150 250
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.40 (F = 0.02) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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Supplementary Figure 12. Forest Plot: Cognition PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 291 205 380 317 213 3IFF 234% -2.60 [5.58, 0.38] — ]
Monticone 2015 196 11.8 3| 3 137 35 11.8% -159.50[-21.49,-9.51]
Tickle Degnen 2010 & 36.1 2 aFr 3|2 19 40 325% -0.10 F0.97, 0.77] »
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 341 1.8 39 3|2 1.9 40 326% -2.10[-2.94,-1.26] =
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0%  -3.14 [-5.69, -0.60] <
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 4.9%9; Chi*=33.06, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F=91% _250 _150 b 150 250
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.42 (F=0.02) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend

(A)Random sequence generation (selection bias)
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
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Supplementary Figure 13. Forest Plot: Communication PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 208 201 380 2.8 211 3T 191%  -1.00[-3.94,1.54] —
Monticane 2014 2323 3 34 155 35 32% -8.40[17.59,079] r
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 289 2 a7 334 2 40 38.8% -4.50[-5.39,-3.61] L
Tickle Deghen 2010 b 275 2 39 334 2 40 3849% -580[6.78,-5.02 L
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -4.50 [-6.22, -2.79] &»
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 1.78; Chi®= 1284, df = 3 (P = 0.005); F=77% 20 _150 i 150 2ID
Test for overall effect: Z=45.15 (F = 0.00001} Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)
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Supplementary Figure 14. Forest Plot: Communication PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Clarke 2016 206 20,2 380 235 228 37V 294% -280[9497 017 —
Monticone 2015 216 221 35 3 168 35 B.2% -9.40[-18.60,-0.20]
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 327 23 JEC ) ) 40 33.2% 1.00 [-0.01, 2.01] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 288 22 39 3y 22 40 33.3%  -2.80[3.87 -1.93] =
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -2.14[-5.15, 0.87] o
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 6.85; Chi®= 34 34, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F= 91% 20 _150 p 150 250
Testfor overall effect Z=1.38 (F = 0.16) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
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(G) Other bias

Supplementary Figure 15. Forest Plot: Bodily discomfort PDQ-39 at 2-3 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Clarke 2016 36.5 244 380 386 241 IFF 243% -2.10 F5.55,1.35] —
Monticone 2015 187 116 35298 1141 35 20.3% -14.20[18.42 -8.88] —
Tickle Degnen 2010 & 418 28 37 396 27 a0 ITT% 2.20[0.97, 3.43] -
Tickle Degnen 2010 b 363 27 39 396 27 0 27 T% -3.30 [-4.49,-2.11] -
Total {95% Cl) 491 492 100.0% -3.70 [-8.22,0.82] e
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 18.78; Chi*= 64.35, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F=95% _250 _150 b 150 EID
Testfor overall effect Z=1.61 (F=10.11) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend

(A) Random sequence generation (selection bias)

(B) Allocation concealment (selection bias)

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
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(G) Other bias



Supplementary Figure 16. Forest Plot: Bodily Discomfort PDQ-39 at 6-12 month follow-up

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference Risk of Bias
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Clarke 2016 36.7 237 380 384 249 377 23E6% -1.40 [-4.86, 2.06] —
Monticone 2015 109 1048 33 3.3 183 35 12.3% -20.40[27.39,-13.41] =
Tickle Degnen 2010 a 387 28 3F 428 27 40 32.0% -3.20[-4.43,-1.97)] -
Tickle Degnen 2010 kb 3|2 27 38 428 27 40 321% -4.70[-5.89, -3.51] -
Total (95% CI) 491 492 100.0% -5.37 [-8.45, -2.30] .-
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 7.30; Chi®= 26.24, df= 3 (P = 0.00001}; F= 89% 20 -1’0 5 1’0 2=D
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.42 (P = 0.0008) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Risk of bias legend
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(C) Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)
(D) Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

(E) Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)
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