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SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE S1. Additional characteristics from the meta-analysis participants.

Study Group
Egegaard et al. G
(2019) HIEG
CG
Mijwel et al.
2018) HIEG-R
HIEG-A
Adams et al. CG
(2018) HIEG
CG
Van Waart et al. HIEG
(2017)
LIEG-H
CG
Persoon et al.
(2017)
HIEG
Mijwel et al. ca
2017) HIEG-R
HIEG-A
Toohey et al. HIEG
(2016) MIEG
Schmitt et al. HIEG
(2016) LIEG
Dunne et al. CG
(2016) HIEG
CG

Kampshoff et al. HIEG
(2015)

LMIEG

Stage (%)

Illa (28.6%) I1Ib (57.1%) IV
(14.3%)

IIa (37.5%) IIIb (50.0%) IV
(12.5%)

I-1la

NR
NR
11 (13%) I (75%) IV (13%)

11 (14%) III (86%) IV (0%)

11 (13%) 111 (75%) IV (13%)

NR

NR

I-1la

NR
NR

NR

NR

NR
NR

L1 (68%) II-IV (32%)
11 (75%) 1I-1V (25%)

I-I1 (60%) II-IV (40%)

Physical activity level
NR

NR

MVPA: 8.5 % of wear time SED: 66.6 % of

wear time

MVPA: 9.6 % of wear time SED: 63.7 % of

wear time

MVPA: 8.3 £2.8 % of wear time SED: 65.6

+ 6.2 % of wear time

Aerobic 25% Resistance 35.7%
Aerobic 45.7% Resistance 20%

Not following a formal exercise program

(sedentary and active)

Sports history (66%)

Sports history (61%)

MVPA: 68 min/day SED: 548 min/day
MVPA: 79. min/day SED:530min/day
MVPA: 71 min/day SED: 544. min/day

NR
NR

NR

NR

NR
NR

Sport history (54%) Exercise during

chemotherapy (11%)

Sport history (50%) Exercise during

chemotherapy (23%)

Sport history (65%) Exercise during

chemotherapy (22%)

Study

Martin et al.
(2015) ¢)

Martin et al.
(2015) a)

Van Waart et
al. (2015)

Moller et al.
(2015)

Edvardsen et al.

(2015)

Cormie et al.
(2013)

Andersen et al.

(2013)

Hwang et al.
(2012)

Adamsen et al.
(2009)

Group
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG

HIEG

LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG-

CG

HIEG

LIEG

CG

HIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG

CG

HIEG

CG
HIEG

CG

HIEG

Stage (%)

1(3.5%) 11 (54.28%) 111 (34.28%)
1(11.1%) 11 (62.96%) 111 (25.92%)
1(20%) II (68%) III (12%)
1(42%) 11 (50%) TII (8%)

1(46%) 11 (54%)

1(42%) T1 (50%) TIT (8%)
1(6%) 11 (48%) 111 (46%)
1(7%) T (42%) TIT (51%)

1(3%) 11 (52%) 111 (45%)

NR

NR

NR

1(48%) 11 (39%) TIT (7%) V (3%)
1(60%) T (23%) TIT (17%)
1(31.6) I (47.3%) IIT (21.1%)
1(9.1%) T (81.8%) TIT (9.1%)
1(23.8%) 11 (47.6%) 111 (28.6%)

NR

NR

LA (9.1%) IV (90.9%)
LA (7.7%) I B (15.4%) IV (76.9%)

NR

NR

Physical activity level
Total Activity 51.1% Moderate 4.7% Vigorous 2.6%
Total Activity 32.5.8% Moderate 1.9% Vigorous 0.8%
Total Activity 30% Moderate 2.7% Vigorous 1.4%
Total Activity 35.3% Moderate 3.1% Vigorous 1.6%

Total Activity 20% Moderate 1.5% Vigorous 0.8 %
Total Activity 32.2% Moderate 3.4% Vigorous 0.8%

Not following a formal exercise program (sedentary
and active)

<150 min moderate activity/week (42.85%) >150
min/week (57.14%) <2x20 min strenuous activity /
week (100%)
<150 min moderate activity/week (42.85%) >150 min/
week (57.14%) <2x20 min strenuous activity / week
(100%)
<150 min moderate activity/week (26.66%) >150
min/week (78.57%) <2x20 min strenuous activity /
week (100%)
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
Sedentary (16.3%) For pleasure (25%) Regular
exercise (61.5%) Intese exercise (5.8%)
Sedentary (17.3%) For pleasure (56.7%) Regular
exercise (23.1%) Intese exercise (2.9%)
NR
NR
Sedentary (19.8%) For pleasure (38.1%) Regular
exercise (37.3%) Intense activity (4.8%)

Sedentary (17.4%) For pleasure (56.8%) Regular
(22.7%) Intense physical activity (3.0%)

CG: (inactive) control group: HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; HIEG-R: high-intensity exercise group with resistance component; HIEG-A: high-intensity exercise group with aerobic component; MIEG: moderate intensity exercise group; LIEG:

low intensity exercise group; LMIEG: low to intensity exercise group; MVPA: moderate to vigorous physical activity; NR: not reported



SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE S2. Characteristics of the participants included only in the systematic-review.

Study

Pereira et al.
(2020)

Christensen
et al. (2018)

Toohey et al.

(2018)

Brunet at al.
(2017)

Waked et al.

(2016)

Midtgaard et
al. (2013)

Design

Randomized
Control Trial

Safety and
feasibility
study

Randomized
Clinical Trial

Non-
randomized
controlled
pilot trial

Randomized
control
trial

Randomised
controlled
trial

Group

CG
HIEG
MIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

LIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

Sample size (%
of females)
n=66 (100%)
n=70 (100%)
n=80 (100%)

n=29 (6.89%)

n=21 (14.28%)

n=25(100%)

n=25(100%)

n=25 (100%)

n=13 (31%)

n=22 (36%)

n=23 (100%)

n=23 (100%)

n =106 (83%)

n= 108 (83.3%)

Age (SD)

53 (7)
55 (5)
51 (4)

27.8(5.5)

28.4 (5.6)

57(11.5)

48 (11.9)

52 (12.4)

72

64

48.3(8.9)

49.82
(9.9)

46.2
(11.6)

48.2
(10.1)

Cancer type (%)

Breast cancer

Adenocarcinoma

Breast (83%), Ovarian
(8.5%), Appedix,
Cervical (8.5%)
Breast (88%), Cervical
(4%), Liver (4%),
Esophageal (4%)
Breast (75%), Ovarian
(5%), Appedix (5%),
Malenoma (5%),
Leiomyosarcoma (5%),
Unknow primary (5%)

Rectal cancer

Rectal cancer

Breast cancer

Breast (60.2%) Bowel
(5%) Ovaries (2%)
Uterus (2%) Testicles
(8%)

Breast (61.1%) Bowel
(6%) Ovaries (6%)
Uterus (5%) Testicles
(3%)

Stage (%)

II

0 (3%) I (17%) 11
(62%) 111 (17%)
0 (14%) 1 (33%) 1I
(38%) III (14%)
I-11 (83%) II-1V
(17%)

-1 (19%) 1I-1V
(21%)

I-11 (76%) II-1V
(24%)

>T2/N+

>T2/N+

Local (30.4%)
Loco-regional
(30.4%) Metastasis
(39.1%)
Local (21.7%)
Loco-regional
(39.1%) Metastasis
(39.1%)

NR

NR

Treatment

Surgery (14%) Chemotherapy (60%)
Radiation therapy (70%) Hormone therapy
(43%)

Surgery (79.31%) Chemotherapy
(89.65%)

Surgery (90.47%) Chemotherapy
(95.24%)

Surgery (100%) Radiation therapy (83%)
Hormone therapy (75%) Chemotherapy,
(66%)

Surgery (88%) Radiation therapy (75%)
Hormone therapy (79%) Chemotherapy
(82%)

Surgery (95%) Radiation therapy (62%)
Hormone therapy (71%) Chemotherapy
(71%)

Chemoradiation (100%)

Chemoradiation (100%)

Surgery (56.5%) Chemotherapy (34.8%)
Radiation (8.7%)

Surgery (47.8%) Chemotherapy (39.1%)
Radiation (13.0%)

Surgery (82.07%) Chemotherapy (100%)
Radiation (68.86%) Homonotherapy
(47.17%)

Surgery (77.77%) Chemotherapy (100%)
Radiation (60.18%) Homonotherapy
(45.37%)

Timing BMI
30 (4.2)
After 31 (3.9
29 (54)
. 27.8
During (5.5)
. 28.4
During (5.6)
After NR
After NR
After NR
Before 249
surgery 3.9)
Before 274
surgery 5.1
After NR
After NR
25.1
After (3.8)
24.6
After (3.8)

Physical activity level

Sedentary
NR

NR

Sedentary

Sedentary

Sedentary

NR

NR

NR

NR

Sedentary (13%)
Walking or cycling
for pleasure (60.2%)

Regular physical
exercise at least 3
h/week (25%)
Sedentary (10.2%)
Walking or cycling
for pleasure (63.9%)
Regular physical
exercise at least 3
h/week (25.9%)

CG: (inactive) control group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; HIEG-R: high-intensity exercise group with resistance training; HIEG-A: high-intensity exercise group with aerobic training; MIEG: moderate intensity
exercise group; LIEG: low intensity exercise group; LIEG-H: low intensity exercise group at home; NR: not reported; BMI: Body Mass Index.



SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE S3. Characteristics of the exercise interventions included only in the systematic-review.

Study Group

Pereira et al. CG
(2020)  HIEG

MIEG

Christensen CG

etal. (2018) HIEG
Toohey et CG
al. (2018)
HIEG
MIEG
Brunet at al.
(2017) HIEG

Waked et al. CG
(2016) HIEG

Midtgaard CG
etal. (2013) = HIEG

Duration

36 weeks

36 weeks

3-20 weeks
3-20 weeks

12 weeks

12 weeks

12 weeks

6 weeks

8 weeks

8 weeks

12 months
12 months

Sessions
duration

70 min

70 min

75 min

20-30 min

30 min

30 min
(first 3
sessions)
40 min

90 min

90 min

Weekly
frecuency

3
times/week

3
times/week

2
times/week

3
times/week

3
times/week

3
times/week

3

times/week

3h/week
1 time/week

Setting

NR

NR

Centre for
Physical
Activity
Research,

Supervised

Supervised

Hospital

National
Cancer
Institute

Supervised

Exercise description

10 min warm-up

30 min aerobic: 30 s intervals
20 min resistance

10 min cool-down

10 min warm-up

30 min aerobic

20 min resistance

10 min cool-down

10 min cycle warm-up
Aerobic:4x4 min intervals with 3 min active
recovery between/ Resistance: four exercises

major muscle groups: 3 series of 8-12 repetitions

5 min warm-up

7x30s intervals with 1min rest

5 min cool-down

5 min warm-up

20 min cycle continuous Aerobic
5 min cool-down

5 min warm-up

3 min braked cycle ergometer intervals with 2
min intervals

5 min cool-down

30 min warm-up: dynamic exercises
45 min resistance: 6 exercise 3 series 5-8 rep
15 min aerobic cycling

Aerobic:

30s-6 min cycle ergometers intervals with a
revorery ratio of 1:2 3:1

Resistance: 3 series of 8-10 repetitions

Intensity progression and control

Aerobic: intercalated intervals of 60-80 % (HRmax) and
80-90% (hrmax)

Resistance: 60% RM

Additional control: RPE

Aerobic: 60-80 % (HRmax)

Resistance: 60% RM

Additional control: RPE

Intervals: high intensity
Recovery: low intensity

Intervals >85% (HRmax)

From 3 intervals in the first session to 7 intervals in week 5
Additional control: Blood pressure

< 55% predicted maximal heart rate

3 min Intervals: moderate intensity (80% of oxygen uptake
at lactate threshold)

2 min intervals: vigorous intensity (50% of the difference
in work rates between peak oxygen uptake and oxygen
uptake at lactate threshold)

Resistance: 70-100% RM (5.5 METs)
Aerobic: 70-250 W 85-95% (HRmax) (15 METs)

Intervals: 30 s (maximun intensity) 6 min 90-95% (HRmax)
Resistance: 70%- 90% (RM)
Resistance increased when 12 repetitions could be done

Attendance

68.7%

Compliance:
92%

96% (5.0)

66.6%

CG: (inactive) control group: HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; HIEG-R: high-intensity exercise group with resistance component; HIEG-A: high-intensity exercise group with aerobic component; MIEG: moderate intensity exercise group;
W: watios: PP: power peak; RM: repetition maximum; METs: Metabolic equivalent; RPE: rate of perceived exertion; HR: heart rate; CPET: Cardiopulmonary exercise test; NR. Not reported.



SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE S4. HRQoL outcomes not included in the meta-analysis because not having enough
data to compare.

EORTC QLQ- C30

SF 36

FACT G

Study

Pereira et al.
(2020)

Mijwel et al
(2017)

Persoon et al
(2017)

Schmitt et al.
(2016)

Moller et al
(2015) (a)

Moller et al
(2015) (b)

Adamsen
(2009)

Dunne
(2016)

Adamsen
(2009)
Adamsen
(2009)

Moller
(2015) (a)

Moller
(2015)
Prostate
cacer

Andersen

(2013)

Toohey et al.
(2016)

Group

CG
HIEG
MIEG
HIAG
HIAG
HIAG

CG
HIRG
HIAG

CG

EG

CG
EG

HIEG

MIEG
HIEG
MIEG

HIEG
MIEG
HIEG

MIEG

CG
HIEG
LIEG

CG
HIEG
LIEG

CG

EG

CG

EG

CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG

LMIEG

CG
HIEG

LMIEG

CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG
HIEG

MIEG

HIEG
MIEG
HIEG

Variable

Global QoL

Insomnia
Appetite loss
Diarrhoea

Financial difficulties,

Disease symptomsd

Side effects

Insomnia

Appetite loss

Diarrhoea

Financial difficulties

Financial difficulties

Financial difficulties

Financial difficulties

Overall QoL

Mental component

Physical component

Role emotional

Role emotional

General score

Physical wellbeing

Functional wellbeing

General score

Physical wellbeing

Mean
pre
64.5
58.6
60.7

31.85
24.5

13.15
20.11
21.73
16.54
19.8
16.6

21.9
21.5

48.8

61.5
7.7

20.5
5.1
333

28.2

385
303
15.15
303

41.67

143
11.1
71

65
46.9
44.2
443
46.5
70.5

76
69.7

66.67

11.11

78.84
81.14
19.77
20.64
17.85
18.93
77.63
81.25

22.63
21.63
18.13

SD pre

12.9
17
16.7
25.58
26.7
22.87
31.95
31.75
26.85
14.6
13.1

11.8
9.7

29.4

26.9
20

25.6
12.4
334

42.7

35.7
34.82
22.92
34.82

50

27.7
215
200

230
10.2
8.4
8.3
9.7
19.3
21.6
43.35
33.33

19.25

13.97
14.51
5.44
5.41
5.81
4.97
13.59
9.45

5.93
3.16
5.94

Mean
ost
63.3
125
68.7
27.51
19.53
17.74
18.67
25.45
23.19
18.8
18.7

12.1
10.6

38.5

435
2.5

7.6
5.1
153

25.6

40.5
2593
14.81
25.93

25
11.11
13
10.8
71

77
473
474
45.1
50.5
66.2
75.1

70.37
16.67

33.33

22.22
81.45
84.41
20.59
21.92
18.67
19.92
89.50
85.88

24.75
23.75
22.63

SD post

134
11.8
13.6
28.92
24.97
26.42
32.53
34.71
33.54
17.1
12.8

8.9
8.1

26.9

252
9.2

14.5
12.4
29.2

33.8

38.1
40.06
294
40.06

31.91
19.25
25.9
19.3
220

180
10
6.7
8.5
9.4
20.6
20.4
4231
23.57

47.14

19.25
13.33
12.88
5.19
4.59
5.1
4.88
6.82
7.38

1.39
2.25
3.34

p value

SDBG p=0.002
SDBG p<0.001
NSDIG
NSDIG
NSDIG
NSDIG
SDIG p<0.05

NSDIG ;NSDBG
NSDIG;NSDBG

NSDIG;NSDBG

NSDIG;NSDBG
SDIG p=0.02
NSDBG
SDIG p=0.01
NSDBG
NSDIG ; NSDBG
SDIG p=0.04
NSDBG
NSDIG
NSDBG
NSDIG
NSDBG
NSDIG
NSDBG
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NSDBG
NSDBG
NSDIG
SDIG p=0.002
SDBG p=0.028

SDBG p=0.004

SDBG p=0.02
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

NR

NSDBG p=0.21

NSDBG p=0.13

NSDBG p=0.26
SDBG p<0.05

NSDIG
NSDIG
SDIG p<0.05



Martin et al
(2015)
Breast
cancer

Martin et al
(2015)
Prostate
cancer

Egegaard
(2019)

Waked
(2016)

FACT -B

MIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG

HIEG

LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG
HIEG
LIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG

CG

HIEG

Functional wellbeing

General score

Physical wellbeing

Functional wellbeing

FACT-B

General score

Physical wellbeing

Functional wellbeing

FACT-P

Physical well-being

Functional well-being

Global score

FACT-L

Global score

20.88 3.94 23.13 3.04
83.8 13.5 91.1 11.6
83.8 132 90.9 9.3
81.8 15.5 84 16.8
22.5 4.2 24.7 2.8
21.7 5.6 243 3
21.1 4.4 223 4.5
20.9 4.4 23.8 3.7
20.7 4.4 23 32
20.8 5 214 4.8
107.6 18.5 116.2 16.9
106.8 17.2 107.6 18.5
104.1 19.2 116.9 12.8
873 12.7 90.1 9.6
84.2 11.8 86 12
82.5 16.4 85.7 14.5
23.7 4.2 24 33
22.9 3.6 23.9 3.9
22.6 4.1 24.1 3.6
22.7 54 242 3.1
21.3 4.2 21.9 43
19.4 6.5 21 5.2
122.2 17.4 126.0 14.9
117.2 15.4 120.5 17.1
113.9 22.4 121.5 18.8
19.2 8.3 22.0 43
21.4 6.4 20.9 5.6
17.4 7.1 17.4 4.7
17.6 54 18.0 5.5
80.2 16.4 83.8 12.9
79.1 12.7 81.0 12.5
99.6 19.0 106.6 14.3
96.6 14.8 99.0 16.2
80.43 10.90 82.86 12.34
78.13 12.14 112.1 11.08

NSDIG
SDIG p=0.044

SDIG p=0.019

NR
NR
NR
NR

SDIG (CG)

p=0.014

SDIG p=0.044
SDIG p=0.019
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NSDIG

NSDBG

NSDBG
NSDBG
NSDBG
NSDIG

SDIG p<0.001
SDBG p<0.001

CG: (Inactive) control group: HIEG: High-intensity exercise group; HIEG-A: High-intensity exercise group with aerobic component; MIEG:
moderate intensity exercise group; SDIG: Significant difference inside group; SDBG: Significant difference between groups; NSDIG: Not

significant difference inside group; NSDBG: Not significant difference between groups, NR. Not reported.

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE S5. HRQoL outcomes not included in the meta-analysis because not reporting the
necessary statistic data.

Study
=
on
g
o
=
o4 Midtgaard
= (2013)
=4
o
/m

Group
CG

HIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG
CG
HIEG

CG
HIEG

Outcome mesure

Global quality of life

Physical functioning

Role functioning

Emotional functioning

Cognitive functioning

Statistic results

Mean before 67.16 CI: 62.65 - 71.52
Mean after: 77.44 CI:72.74 - 81.82
Mean before 67.21 CI: 62.70 - 71.56
Mean after: 81.71 CI: 77.16 - 85.85
Mean before 67.21 CI: 86.85 - 91.71
Mean after: 81.71 CI: 91.19 - 95.61
Mean before 90.97 CI: 88.54 - 93.13
Mean after: 95.94 CI: 93.97.57
Mean before 82.51 CI: 77.05 - 87.37
Mean after: 90.93 CI: 85.87 - 94.96
Mean before 79.82 CI: 74.10 - 84.99
Mean after: 95.35 CI: 91.24 - 98.20
Mean before 84.13 CI: 76.96 - 85.17
Mean after: 88.59 CI: 84.47 - 92.15
Mean before 81.24 CI: 80.09 - 87.79
Mean after: 77.44 CI: 86.55 - 93.91
Mean before 85.43 CI: 80.99 - 89.38
Mean after: 90.55 CI: 78.65 - 88.58
Mean before 89.14 CI: 85.17 - 92.56

p value
SDIG p<0.001

SDIG p<0.00INSDBG

SDIG p<0.001

SDIG p<0.001 NSDBG
SDIG p<0.001

SDIG p<0.01 NSDBG
SDIG p<0.01

SDIG p<0.001 NSDBG
NSDIG

SDIG p<0.05 NSDBG



SF-36

Midtgaard
2013

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG

CG

HIEG
CG

Social functioning

Fatigue

Nausea and vomiting

Pain

Dyspnoea

Diarrhoea

Constipation

Appetite loss

Insomnia

Financial difficulties

Psysical functioning

Role Physical

Bodily pain

General health
perceptions

Vitality

Social functioning

Role emotional

Mental health

Mean after: 93.29 CI: 80.99 - 89.38
Mean before 86.84 CI: 82.20 -90.88
Mean after: 94.65 CI: 90.77- 97.51
Mean before 86.55 CI: 81.88 - 90.63
Mean after: 96.3 CI: 92.90 - 98.71
Mean before: 34.56 CI: 29.46 - 39.85
Mean after: 22.68 CI: 17.62 - 28.18
Mean before:38.50 CI: 33.26 - 43.87
Mean after: 21.88 CI: 16.74 - 27.49
Mean before 1.03 CI: 0.48 - 1.80
Mean after: 0.54 CI: 0.12 - 1.26
Mean before 1.06 CI: 0.49 - 1.83
Mean after: 0.19 CI: 0.00 - 0.71
Mean before 11.16 CI: 7.53 - 15.40
Mean after: 10.38 CI: 6.41 - 15.19
Mean before: 10 CI: 6.58 - 14.05
Mean after: 6.4 CI: 3.24 - 10.54
Mean before 8.51 CI: 5.61 - 11.93
Mean after: 2.01 CI: 0.57 - 4.30
Mean before 4.2 CI: 2.23 - 6.77
Mean after: 1.57 CI: 0.32 - 3.75
Mean before 4.83 CI: 2.45 - 7.97
Mean after: 2.06 CI: 0.45 -4.81
Mean before: 3.43 CI: 1.47 - 6.17
Mean after: 0.83 CI: 0.01- 2.89
Mean before 2.22 CI: 0.91 - 4.09
Mean after: 0.92 CI: 0.11 - 2.51
Mean before 2.98 CI: 1.42 - 5.09
Mean after: 0.45 CI: 0.00 - 1.73
Mean before: 0.93 CI: 0.29 - 1.94
Mean after: 0.80 CI: 0.15 - 1.97
Mean before: 1.75 CI: 0.80 - 3.06
Mean after: 0.03 CI: 1.33 - 0.49
Mean before 23.82 CI: 16.72 - 32.54
Mean after: 18.02 CI: 11.10 - 26.20
Mean before 22.07 CI: 15.36 - 29.62
Mean after: 18.65 CI: 11.39 - 27.21
Mean before 9.84 CI: 5.35 - 15.49
Mean after: 8.79 CI: 4.17 - 14.90
Mean before 4.55 CI: 1.67 - 8.75
Mean after: 0.98 CI: 0.00 - 3.85
Mean before: 87.86 CI: 85.10 - 90.38
Mean after: 93.71 CI: 91.37 - 95.70
Mean before 4.55 CI: 1.67 - 8.75
Mean after: 95.44 CI: 93.29 - 97.20
Mean before 35.16 CI: 24.87 - 46.21
Mean after: 73.80 CI: 61.72 - 84.28
Mean before 31.71 CI: 21.74 - 42.61
Mean after: 80.03 CI: 68.10 - 89.73
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Mean before: 45.81 CI: 44.33 - 47.29
Mean after: 49.38 CI: 47.73 - 51.02
Mean before: 46.68 CI: 45.19 - 52.26
Mean after: 50.50 CI: 48.74 - 52.26
Mean before 44.9873 CI: 43.13 - 46.85
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Mean before: 45.3077 CI: 43.43 -47.19
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CG: (inactive) control group: HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; HIEG-A: high-intensity exercise group with aerobic component; MIEG:
moderate intensity exercise group; SDIG: Significant difference inside group; SDBG: Significant difference between groups; NSDIG: not significant
difference inside group; NSDBG: not significant difference between groups; NR: not reported; CI: confident interval.



High Intensity Exercise Programmes Effects in Each Health-Related Quality of Life Dimension

Global health status is presented in Figure S1. HIEG presented a higher global health status in comparison with CG
(p=0.0002, with SMD of 0.25 and a 95% CI from 0.12 to 0.39). Differences between HIEG and LMEG were not significant
(p=0.12). Improvements in Global health status were observed during (p=0.02, with SMD of 0.22 and a 95% ci from 0.03
to 0.40) and after (p=0.003, with SMD of 0.30 and a 95% CI from 0.10 to 0.50) cancer treatment. Regarding the type of
interventions, only the following significant results could be reported: 1) only those programmes with resistance component
achieved significant results (p=0.0008, with SMD of 0.25 and a 95% CI from 0.10 to 0.39); 2) interventions with a duration
of eight weeks or less (p=0.04, with SMD of 0.23 and a 95% CI from 0.01 to 0.45), as well as longer ones (p=0.002, with
SMD of 0.27 and a 95% CI from 0.10 to 0.45), are effective; 3) a frequency of 2 days/week (p=0.002, with a SMD of 0.26
and a 95% CI from 0.10 to 0.42) and also 3 days/week (p=0.03, with a SMD of 0.22 and a 95% CI from 0.02 to 0.42); 4)
interventions should involve 120 minutes of exercise or more (p=0.03, with SMD of 0.18 and a 95% CI from 0.02, to 0.42);
and, 5) the part of the session of high-intensity should be longer than 15 minutes (p=0.001, with a SMD of 0.32 and a 95%
Cl from 0.13 to 0.51), less than 15 minutes was reported as p=0.05.

Supplementary Figure S1. Meta-analysis results of the Global health dimension.
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CG: inactive control group; LMEG: low to moderate intensity exercise group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; * specific duration of the high-intensity exericse part (with rests)

Functional scale

Regarding physical functioning (Figure S2), HIEG significantly improved the physical component when compared to the
CG (p=0.0009, with SMD of 0.30 and a 95% CI from 0.12 to 0.49) Differences between HIEG and LMEG were not
significant (p=0.91). Concerning cancer treatment timing, increases were only reached in programmes developed during
treatment (p=0.0005, with SMD of 0.42 and a 95% CI from 0.18 to 0.66) but not after treatment (p=0.22). For type of
exercise, programmes with any kind of resistance training increased physical functioning significantly (p=0.0006, with
SMD of 0.34 and a 95% CI from 0. 15 to 0.53). In contrast, interventions with only cardiovascular training did not improve
physical function (p=0.17). The significant physical functioning improvements were dependent on the training duration:
interventions of 8 weeks or less (p=0.04, with SMD of 0.04 and a 95% CI from 0.01 to 0.45), programmes with a frequency
of 2 days/week (p=0.005, with SMD of 0.37 and a 95%CI from 0.11 to 0.62) and at least 120 minutes of exercise/week
(p=0.006, with SMD of 0.24 and a 95% CI from 0.07 to 0.40), and work-out with a high-intensity part of the session of 15
minutes or less (p=0.003, with a SMD of 0.29 and a 95% CI from 0.10 to 0.48).

Supplementary Figure S2. Meta-analysis results of the Physical functioning dimension.
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CG: inactive control group; LMEG: low to moderate intensity exercise group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; * specific duration of the high-intensity exericse part (with rests)



Considering the role functioning, or physical role, the HIEG showed significant enhancements versus CG (p=0.001, with
SMD of 0.23 and a 95% CI from 0.09 to 0.37). Differences between HIEG and LMEG were not significant (p=0.15) (Figure
S3). As for the CG and HIEG comparison, programmes with interventions implemented during the cancer treatment had
significant benefits (p=0.0003, with SMD of 0.35 and a 95% CI from 0.16 to 0.54), however, programmes that were initiated
after treatment did not (p=0.37), and only significant improvements were found in programmes of 8 weeks or less (P=0.02,
with SMD of 0.26 and a 95% CI from 0.04 to 0.49), with a frequency of 3 times/week (P=0.04, with SMD of 0.21 and a
95% CI from 0.01 to 0.42) and having a high-intensity part of the session of 15 minutes or less (p=0.0004, with SMD of
0.34 and a 95% CI from 0.15 to 0.54).

Supplementary Figure S3. Meta-analysis results of the Role functioning/Physical role dimension.
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CG: inactive control group; LMEG: low to moderate intensity exercise group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; * specific duration of the high-intensity exericse part (with rests)
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No significant effects were noted for emotional wellbeing or mental health when comparing HIEG results with CG or with
LMEG (Figure S4) as well as in the cancer treatment timing subgroup analysis. However, exercise programmes with only
cardiovascular components showed positive significant differences between groups (p=0.007, with SMD of 0.36 and a 95%
ClI from 0.10 to 0.63) which did not occur when resistance training was used exclusively or when added (p=0.14). No
statistical differences were found in the combination of programmes according to the duration characteristics analysis done.

Supplementary Figure S4. Meta-analysis results of the Emotional functioning/ Wellbeing and Mental health

Emotional Functioning/ Wellbeing and Mental Health
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CG: inactive control group; LMEG: low to moderate intensity exercise group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; * specific duration of the high-intensity exericse part (with rests)

Statistical improvements were found in cognitive functioning_in the overall analysis of HIEG versus CG (p=0.001, with
SMD of 0.22 and a 95% CI from -0.01 to 0.39) but not in the HIEG and LMEG comparison (p=0.07) (Figure S5). When
considering intervention duration, statistical increases were found in programmes of more than 8 weeks (p=0.04, with SMD
of 0.20 and a 95% CI from 0.01 to 0.40), with an exercise frequency of 2 times/week (p=0.003, with SMD of 0.25 and a
95% CI from 0.08 to 0.42) and both, sessions with a high- intensity part of 15 minutes or less (p=0.04, with SMD of 0.20
and a 95% ClI of 0.10 and a 95% CI from 0.01 to 0.39) and sessions with a longer duration of this part (p=0.02, with SMD
of 0.23 and a 95% CI from 0.04 to 0.41).



Supplementary Figure S5. Meta-analysis results of the Cognitive functioning dimension.
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CG: inactive control group; LMEG: low to moderate intensity exercise group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; * specific duration of the high-intensity exericse part (with rests)

Regarding social functioning, there were statistically significant improvements in the HIEG compared to the inactive CG
(p=0.03, with SMD of 0.12 and a 95% CI from 0.01 to 0.23), but not in contrast to LMEG (p=0.62) (Figure S6). Only those
interventions carried out during the cancer treatment had significant increases (p=0.03, with SMD of 0.16 and a 95% ClI
from 0.01 to 0.32). Moreover, only the interventions involving just aerobic exercise reported significant enhancements in
social functioning (p=0.03, with SMD of 0.29 and a 95% CI from 0.03 t00.55). In terms of groups created based on their
duration characteristics, there were no statistically significant increases in any of the analyses, except programmes with a
high-intensity training component of more than 15 minutes duration (p=0.03, with SMD of 0.17 and a 95% CI from 0.01
to 0.33).

Supplementary Figure S6. Meta-analysis results of the Social functioning dimension.
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CG: inactive control group; LMEG: low to moderate intensity exercise group; HIEG: high-intensity exercise group; * specific duration of the high-intensity exericse part (with rests)

Symptom scale

As for fatigue or vitality outcomes, statistical improvements were achieved when contrasting HIEG and CG outcomes
(p<0.0001, with SMD of -0.32 and a 95% CI from -0.47 to -0.18) but not with the comparison to LMEG (p=0.62) (Figure
S7). All the sub-analysis related to the exercise intervention characteristic reported a significant difference between HIEG
and CG. In the sub-analysis of all the comparisons related to the intervention’s type of exercise and duration, statistical
differences between HIEG and CG fatigue were shown. Bodily pain, dyspnea and insomnia, reported significant
improvement in the overall comparison of HIEG and CG only (p=0.02, with SMD of -0.18 and a 95% CI from -0.21 to -
0.02 in pain analysis; p=0.002 with SMD of -0.34 and a 95% CI from -0.55 to -0.13 in the dyspnoea results and p=0.003,
with SMD of -0.29 and a 95% CI from -0.47 to -0.10 in insomnia) (Figures S8 and S9). Thus, in diarrhoea, nausea,
constipation and appetite loss significant increases after exercise interventions were not achieved in any of the analyses
realized (Figures S9 and S10)



Supplementary Figure S7. Meta-analysis results of the Fatigue/ Vitality dimension.
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Supplementary Figure S8. Meta-analysis results of the Bodily Pain dimension.
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Supplementary Figure S9. Meta-analysis results of the Dyspnoea, Diarrhoea and Nausea and vomiting dimensions.
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Supplementary Figure S10
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Supplementary Figure S11: Effects in the global health dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control

META-ANALYSIS RESULTS

group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

0.4 0.3 0.2

Favours high-intensity group

0.1

Global health dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

0.1 0.2

Favours control group

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 52.2 6.8 3 509 83 28 74% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] S -
Adamsen 2009 67.2 203 135 633 224 134 32.1% 0.18 [-0.06, 0.42] T
Cormie 2013 50.4 82 22 47 123 19 4.8% 0.32 [-0.29, 0.94] = = _
Hwang 2012 78.2 16.1 13 652 153 11 26% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64] T ===
Kampshoff 2015 82 13.6 91 753 154 91 21.2% 0.46 [0.16, 0.75] —
Mijwel 2017 8368 19.11 74 5991 1903 60 15.8% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] T
Moller 2015 (a) 863 17.24 9 59.26 20.6 9 21% 0.18[-0.74, 1.11]
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.68 2 08% 0.43 [-1.32, 2.18]
Persoon 2017 75 18.4 50 734 184 47 11.8% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48] —
Van Wart 2017 738 15.5 6 726 157 8 16% 0.07 [-0.99, 1.13]
Total (85% CI) 439 409 100.0% 0.25[0.12, 0.39] &
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.94, df = 9 (P = 0.84); R = 0% 2 1 A 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.67 (P = 0.0002)

Global health dimension

Favours Control

: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

Favours High-intens

3
ity

High-Intensity group Active group Std. Mean Differsnce Std. Mean Differsnce
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cornie 2013 50.4 8.2 22 508 10 21 149% -0.04 [-0.64, 0.55] Sl
Kampshoff 2015 82 13.6 91 79.7 161 95 64.2% 0.15[-0.13, 0.44] -l
Moller 2015 (a) 63 17.2 9 60.19 18.99 9 62% 0.15[-0.78, 1.07] *
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4722 26.79 3 23% 0.41[-1.12, 1.84]
Schmitt 2016 73 11.2 13 583 188 13 8.0% 0.93[0.11, 1.74] — &
Van Wart 2017 73.8 15.5 6 75 1138 7 45% -0.08 [-1.17, 1.01] =
Total (95% Cl) 145 148 100.0% 0.18 [-0.05, 0.41] "

0

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 =4.10, df =5 (P = 0.54); 2= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.54 (P = 0.12)

-1 1

Favours Active Favours High-intensity
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Supplementary Figure S12: Effects of high-intensity training in global health according to the treatment timing.

Global health dimension: During treatment

High-ntensity group Control group Sid. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Tofal Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 672 203 135 633 224 134 585% 0.18 [-0.06, 0.42] il
Hwang 2012 782 16.1 13 652 153 11 48% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64] 1
Mijwel 2017 63.68 19.11 74 5991 18.03 60 28.8% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] T
Moller 2015 (a) 83 17.24 9 59.26 20.6 9 39%% 0.19[-0.74, 1.11] .
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.68 2 1.1% 043 [-1.32, 2.18]
Van Wart 2017 738 155 6 726 157 8 3.0% 0.07 [-0.99, 1.13]
Total (95% CI) 241 224 100.0% 0.22 [0.03, 0.40] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.08, df = 5 (P = 0.84); I = 0% 2 1 o 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z=2.30 (P = 0.02) Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Global health dimension: After treatment
High-Intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 52.2 6.8 35 509 83 28 16.5% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] ®
Cormie 2013 50.4 8.2 22 47 123 19 10.7% 0.32 [-0.28, 0.94] »
Kampshoff 2015 82 13.6 91 753 154 91 47.1% 0.46 [0.16, 0.75] — &
Persoon 2017 75 184 50 734 184 47 25.7% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48] =
Total (85% CI} 198 185 100.0% 0.30 [0.10, 0.50] i
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.49, df =3 (P = 0.48); I = 0% t f t t
, Sasdee & 05 026 0 025 05
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.92 (P = 0.003) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity
Supplementary Figure S13: Effects of the type pf exercise in global health dimension.
Global health dimension: High-intensity cardiovascular training
High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 522 6.8 35 509 83 28 28.7% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] — T
Hwang 2012 78.2 16.1 13 652 153 11 10.1% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64] 1
Mijwel 2017 6368 19.11 74 5991 1903 60 861.2% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] Tl
Total (95% CI) 122 93 100.0% 0.25 [-0.02, 0.52] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.82, df =2 (P = 0.40); ? = 0% _?2 _‘1 0 i

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.83 (P = 0.07)

Favours Control

Global health dimension: High-intensity cardiovascular training + Resistance training

2
Favours High-intensity

High-ntensity group Control group Sitd. Mean Dlfference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 67.2 203 135 633 224 134 357% 0.18 [-0.08, 0.42] T
Cormie 2013 50.4 8.2 22 47 123 19 54% 0.32 [-0.29, 0.94] ]
Kampshoff 2015 82 13.8 91 753 154 91 236% 0.46 [0.16, 0.75] —
Mijwel 2017 63.68 19.11 74 5991 1803 60 17.6% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] e
Moller 2015 (a) 83 17.24 9 59.26 20.6 9 24% 0.19[-0.74, 1.11]
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.88 2 07% 0.43 [-1.32, 2.18]
Persoon 2017 75 184 50 734 184 47 128% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48] S T
Van Wart 2017 73.8 15.5 6 726 157 8 1.8% 0.07 [-0.99, 1.13]
Total (85% Cl} 391 370 100.0% 0.25 [0.10, 0.39] &
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 3.21, df = 7 (P = 0.86); I = 0% 2 1 3 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 3,36 (P = 0.0008) Favours Control Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S14: Effects of the exercise programs length in global health dimension.

Global health dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Diference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 67.2 20.3 135 633 224 134 85.7% 0.18 [-0.06, 0.42] 1
Hwang 2012 78.2 16.1 13 652 153 11 7.0% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64]
Moller 2015 (a) 83 17.24 9 59.26 206 9 57% 0.19 [-0.74, 1.11] —*
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.68 2 1.6% 0.43 [-1.32, 2.18]
Total (95% CI) 161 156 100.0% 0.23 [0.01, 0.45] B
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz = 1.97, df = 3 (P = 0.58); I = 0% 2 1 o 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.03 (P = 0.04)

Favours Control

2
Favours High-intensity

Global health dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program

High-intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 52.2 6.8 3 509 83 28 12.2% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] i
Cormie 2013 50.4 8.2 22 47 123 19 7.9% 0.32 [-0.29, 0.94] »
Kampshoff 2015 82 136 91 753 154 91 34.9% 0.48 [0.16, 0.75] - &
Mijwel 2017 63.68 19.11 74 59.91 19.03 60 26.0% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] -
Persoon 2017 75 184 50 734 184 47 19.1% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48] e s
Total (95% Cl} 272 245 100.0% 0.27 [0.10, 0.45] o=
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.76, df =4 (P = 0.60); 2 =0% _’1 _&5 0 ois %

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.08 (P = 0.002)

Supplementary Figure S15: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in global health dimension

Global health dimension: 2 times per week

Favours Control Favours High-intensity

High-Intensity group Conirol group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adamsen 2009 67.2 20.3 135 63.3 224 134 45.0% 0.18 [-0.08, 0.42] N
Cormie 2013 50.4 8.2 22 47 123 18 6.7% 0.32 [-0.29, 0.94] —
Kampshoff 2015 82 13.6 91 753 154 91 29.7% 0.46 [0.16, 0.75] i
Persoon 2017 75 184 50 734 184 47 16.2% 0.09 [-0.31, 0.48] e
Van Wart 2017 73.8 15.5 6 726 157 8 23% 0.07 [-0.98, 1.13]
Total (85% Cl) 304 299 100.0% 0.26 [0.10, 0.42] ®
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 3.06, df =4 (P = 0.55); F = 0% g~ g 3 : 5
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.12 (P = 0.002) Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Global health dimension: 3 times per week
High-Intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 5% ClI
Adams 2018 52.2 8.8 35 509 83 28 16.5% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] — e
Adamsen 2009 67.2 203 135 633 224 134 71.5% 0.18 [-0.06, 0.42] -
Hwang 2012 78.2 16.1 13 652 153 11 58% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64] I
Moller 2015 (a) 83 17.24 9 5926 206 9 4.8% 0.19 [-0.74, 1.11] -
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.88 2 1.3% 0.43[1.32,2.18]
Total (95% CI) 196 184 100.0% 0.22 [0.02, 0.42] i
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.01, df =4 (P = 0.73); P = 0% 2 1 A 1

Test for overall effect: Z=2.12 (P = 0.03)

2
Favours Control Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S16: Effects of training minutes per week in global health dimension.

Global health dimension: Less than 120 minutes of exercise per weeks

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 52.2 6.8 35 509 83 28 63.6% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.67] —il—
Hwang 2012 78.2 16.1 13 652 153 11 223% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64] =
Van Wart 2017 738 156.5 8 726 157 8 14.1% 0.07 [-0.99, 1.13] -
Total {95% CI) 54 47 100.0% 0.30 [-0.10, 0.69] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.78, df =2 (P = 0.41); P =0% t

s - 4 05 0 05 1
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.47 (P = 0.14) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity

Global health dimension:120 minutes or more or exercise per weeks

High-intenslty group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 67.2 203 135 633 224 134 479% 0.18 [-0.08, 0.42] L
Cormie 2013 504 82 22 47 123 19 7.2% 0.32 [-0.29, 0.94] ]
Mijwel 2017 63.68 19.11 74 5991 1803 60 23.6% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] T
Moller 2015 (a) 83 17.24 9 59.26 206 9 32% 0.19[-0.74, 1.11]
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.88 2 09% 0.43 [-1.32, 2.18]
Persoon 2017 75 184 50 734 184 47 17.3% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48] &
Total (95% CI} 204 2711 100.0% 0.18 [0.02, 0.35] &
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.51, df =5 (P = 0.99); # = 0% 2 1 A 1

o - 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.15 (P = 0.03) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S17: Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in global health dimension.

Global health: 15 minutes or les of high-intensity training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 67.2 203 135 633 224 134 8634% 0.18 [-0.08, 0.42] L
Mijwel 2017 63.68 19.11 74 59.91 19.03 60 31.2% 0.20 [-0.14, 0.54] S E_
Moller 2015 (a) 63 17.24 9 59.26 206 9 42% 0.18 [-0.74, 1.11] '
Moller 2015 (b) 625 34.36 4 4583 17.68 2 1.2% 0.43 [1.32, 2.18]
Total (95% CI} 222 205 100.0% 0.18 [-0.00, 0.38] >

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.08, df =3 (P = 0.99); P =0% :

e < 2 -1 0 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.95 (P = 0.05) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Global health: More than 15 minutes of high-intensity training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 52.2 6.8 35 509 83 28 15.1% 0.17 [-0.33, 0.87] —
Comie 2013 50.4 8.2 22 47 123 19 9.8% 0.32 [-0.29, 0.94] -
Hwang 2012 78.2 16.1 13 652 153 11 5.3% 0.80 [-0.04, 1.64]
Kampshoff 2015 82 13.6 91 753 154 91 43.0% 0.46 [0.16, 0.75] —i—
Persoon 2017 75 18.4 50 734 184 47 23.5% 0.08 [-0.31, 0.48] -
Van Wart 2017 73.8 15.5 6 726 157 8 3.3% 0.07 [-0.99, 1.13] =
Total (85% Cl) 217 204 100.0% 0.32 [0.13, 0.51] <

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 3.98, df =5 (P = 0.55); P =0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.25 (P = 0.001) LW SN SR

Favours Confrol Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S18: Effects in the physical functioning dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity
training group and control group, and high-intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Physical functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group.

High-ntenslty group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 54.4 4.4 35 548 37 27 87% -0.10 [-0.60, 0.41]
Adamsen 2009 89 12.4 135 864 145 134 18.4% 0.18 [-0.05, 0.43] i
Comie 2013 48.5 78 22 454 97 19 6.5% 0.35[-0.27, 0.97] il
Hwang 2012 92.3 8.6 13 879 119 1" 4.1% 0.45 [-0.36, 1.27]
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 9.5 91 841 134 91 15.8% 0.35 [0.08, 0.64] e
Mijwel 2017 85.88 15.87 74 7749 19.85 60 13.6% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] =
Moller 2015 (a) 21.11 6.67 9 8687 6.87 9 32% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2848 4 80 0.01 2 1.1% -0.18 [-1.87, 1.54]
Persoon 2017 83.1 19.1 50 841 153 47 1.7% -0.08 [-0.46, 0.34] S
Van Wart 2015 803  14.1 76 681 176 76 14.3% 0.76 [0.43, 1.09] ——
Van Wart 2017 75.2 16.2 6 771 153 8 286% -0.11 [-1.17, 0.95] "
Total (95% CI) 515 484 100.0% 0.30 [0.12, 0.49] 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 16.30, df = 10 (P = 0.08); I = 39% Ez 1 s 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.32 (P = 0.0008) Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Physical functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group
High-Intenslity group Active group Std. Mean Differance Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Comie 2013 48.5 7.8 22 492 58 21 116% -0.10 [-0.70, 0.50] — &
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 9.5 91 896 102 95 37.9% -0.15 [-0.44, 0.14] —
Moller 2015 (a) 91.11 6.67 9 9037 7.54 9 5.2% 0.10 [-0.83, 1.02] — |#®&r
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2848 4 77.78 13.88 3 20% -0.10 [-1.60, 1.40] -
Schmitt 2016 87.2 1 13 815 113 13 71% 0.50 [-0.29, 1.28] 1. =
Van Wart 2015 80.3 14.1 76 778 17.2 77 33.0% 0.16 [-0.16, 0.48] T
Van Wart 2017 75.2 16.2 6 914 12 7 31% -1.07 [-2.27, 0.13] ”
Total (95% Cl) 221 225 100.0%  -0.01[-0.23, 0.20] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi2=6.78, df=6 (P =0.34); 2= 11% '2 '1 0 1' é
Test for overall effect: Z=0.11 (P = 0.91) Favours Active Favours High-intensity
Supplementary Figure S19: Effects of high-intensity training in physical functioning according to the treatment timing
High-ntensity Physical functioning dimension: During treatment e Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SI Cl IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 89 124 135 884 145 134 321% 0.19 [-0.05, 0.43] T
Hwang 2012 92.3 8.6 13 879 119 1" 7.3% 0.45 [-0.36, 1.27] '
Mijwel 2017 85.88 15.87 74 7749 19.85 60 23.8% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] e
Moller 2015 (a) 91.11 6.67 9 8667 6.67 9 5.5% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59] 2
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2848 4 80 0.01 2 1.9% -0.18 [-1.87, 1.54]
Van Wart 2015 80.3 1441 76 681 176 78 24.9% 0.76 [0.43, 1.09] — &
Van Wart 2017 75.2 18.2 6 771 153 8 4.8% -0.11 [1.17, 0.95] %
Total (95% Cl} 317 300 100.0% 0.42 [0.18, 0.66] ‘
Heterogeneity: Tauz = 0.03; Chi? = 9.24, df =6 (P = 0.16); I* = 35% 2 1 o 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.47 (P = 0.0005)

Physical functioning dimension: After treatment

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 544 4.4 35 548 37 27 191% -0.10 [-0.60, 0.41] b
Comie 2013 48.5 7.8 22 454 97 19 13.5% 0.35[-0.27, 0.97] "
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 9.5 91 841 131 91 40.2% 0.35 [0.06, 0.64] —
Persoon 2017 83.1 19.1 50 841 153 47 27.1% -0.08 [-0.48, 0.34] &
Total (95% CI) 198 184 100.0% 0.15 [-0.09, 0.40] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 4.07, df = 3 (P = 0.25); I* = 26% = s > = ]
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.22 (P =0.22) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S20: Effects of the type of exercise in physical functioning dimension.

Physical functioning: High-intensity cardiovascular training

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD_Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 544 4.4 35 548 37 27 34.0% -0.10 [-0.80, 0.41] L
Hwang 2012 923 8.6 13 879 119 11 17.3% 0.45 [-0.36, 1.27] »
Mijwel 2017 85.37 1449 70 7749 1985 60 48.7% 0.48 [0.11, 0.81] ——
Total (95% CI) 118 98 100.0% 0.27 [-0.11, 0.65] 1‘—

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi = 3.32, df = 2 (P = 0.19); I* = 40% ) i ? o :
Test for overall effact: Z = 1.38 (P = 0.17) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Physical functioning: High-intensity cardiovascular training + Resistance training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 8D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 2009 89 124 135 864 145 134 21.1% 0.19 [-0.05, 0.43] T
Cornie 2013 48.5 7.8 22 454 97 19 74% 0.35[-0.27, 0.97] 7
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 9.5 91 841 131 91 18.2% 0.35 [0.06, 0.64] — %
Mijwel 2017 85.88 15.87 74 7749 19.85 60 15.8% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] —
Moller 2015 (a) 91.11 6.67 9 86.67 6.67 9 3.6% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2848 4 80 0.01 2 1.2% -0.18 [-1.87, 1.54]
Persoon 2017 83.1 19.1 50 841 153 47 134% -0.06 [-0.48, 0.34] e
Van Wart 2015 80.3 14.1 76 681 176 76 16.4% 0.76 [0.43, 1.09] —
Van Wart 2017 75.2 16.2 6 771 153 8 3.0% -0.11 [-1.17, 0.95] *
Total (35% CI) 487 448 100.0% 0.34 [0.15, 0.53] L =

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 13.52, df = 8 (P = 0.10); P =41% 5 + 5 3 3

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.44 (P = 0.0006) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S21: Effects of the exercise programs length physical functioning dimension.

Physical functioning dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

High-ntensity group Contrel group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 54.4 4.4 35 548 37 27 15.0% -0.10 [-0.80, 0.41] .
Comie 2013 48.5 78 22 454 87 19 10.8% 0.35[-0.27, 0.97] ¥
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 95 91 841 1341 91 29.1% 0.35[0.06, 0.64] S T
Mijwel 2017 8588 15.87 74 7749 19.85 60 24.5% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] - &
Persoon 2017 83.1 19.1 50 841 153 47 20.8% -0.08 [-0.46, 0.24] -
Total (95% CI} 272 244 100.0% 0.23 [0.00, 0.45] i

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chi® = 6.23, df =4 (P =0.18); ? = 36%
Test for overall effect: Z= 1.98 (P = 0.05)

Physical functioning dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program

.05 -025 0 025 05
Favours Control Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean $D Total Welght IV, Random, 95% €l IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adamsen 2009 89 124 135 864 145 134 855% 0.18 [-0.05, 0.43] i
Hwang 2012 92.3 6.6 13 879 118 11 74% 0.45 [-0.36, 1.27] ¥
Moller 2015 {a) 91.11 6.67 9 B6.67 B.67 9 54% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59] "
Moller 2015 {b) 75 2848 4 80 o0.01 2 1.7% -0.16 [-1.87, 1.54]
Total (95% Cl} 161 156 100.0% 0.23 [0.01, 0.45] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz=1.28,df =3 (P = 0.74); = 0% iz 1 o 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.03 (P = 0.04) Favours Control Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S22: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in physical functioning dimension

Physical functioning dimension: 2 times per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dliference Std. Mean Diiference
Study or Subgroup Mean 8§D Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Cormie 2013 485 78 22 454 97 19 11.3% 0.35 [-0.27, 0.97] "
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 95 91 841 131 91 23.2% 0.35 [0.06, 0.64] e~
Mijwel 2017 8588 15.87 74 7749 19685 60 20.7% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] — &
Persoon 2017 83.1 19.1 50 841 153 47 18.4% -0.06 [-0.46, 0.34] e~
Van Wart 2015 80.3 14.1 76 681 176 76 21.5% 0.78 [0.43, 1.09] T T
Van Wart 2017 75.2 18.2 6 771 153 8 49% -0.11 [-1.17, 0.95]
Total (95% Cl} 319 301 100.0% 0.37 [0.11, 0.62] ~ii
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi? = 10.89, df = 5 (P = 0.05); I* = 54% 1 -o=.5 5 ois 1
Tentaronanallefecy; & =261 (F=0.005) . I . . . Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Physical functioning dimension: 3 times per week
High-intensity group Conirol group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 544 4.4 35 548 37 27 16.3% -0.10 [-0.60, 0.41] e
Adamsen 2009 89 124 135 864 145 134 716% 0.19 [-0.05, 0.43] -
Hwang 2012 923 6.6 13 879 119 1 6.2% 0.45 [-0.36, 1.27] "
Moller 2015 {a) 91.11 8.67 9 88.67 6.67 9 45% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59] x
Moller 2015 {b) 75 28.48 4 80 0.01 2 1.4% 0.16 [-1.87, 1.54]
Total (85% Cl} 1986 183 100.0% 0.18 [-0.03, 0.38] .
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 2.62, df =4 (P = 0.62); ' = 0% 5 - 3 : 3
Test for overall effect: Z=1.71 (P = 0.09) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S23: Effects of training minutes per week in physical functioning dimension.

Physical fuctioning dimension:Less than 120 minutes of exercise per weeks

High-ntenslity group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Std. Mean Diference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 89 124 135 864 145 134 48.0% 0.18 [-0.05, 0.43] T
Cormie 2013 485 78 22 454 97 19 7.3% 0.35[-0.27, 0.97] 1
Mijwel 2017 85.88 15.87 74 7749 19.65 60 23.2% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] — &
Moller 2015 (a) 91.11 6.67 9 8687 6.87 9 31% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2848 4 80 0.01 2 1.0% -0.16 [-1.87, 1.54]
Persoon 2017 83.1 19.1 50 84.1 153 47 175% -0.08 [-0.46, 0.34] —
Total (95% CI) 294 271 100.0% 0.24 [0.07, 0.40] L =
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 5.01, df =5 (P = 0.41); P =0% 12 _=1 0 "I 2'
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.76 (P = 0.006) Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Physical functioning dimension: 120 minutes or more or exercise per weeks
High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dlfference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 54.4 44 35 548 37 27 295% -0.10 [-0.60, 0.41] S
Hwang 2012 92.3 6.6 13 879 118 11 20.4% 0.45 [-0.36, 1.27] .
Van Wart 2015 80.3 14.1 76 681 176 76 34.9% 0.76 [0.43, 1.09] —&—
Van Wart 2017 75.2 16.2 6 771 153 8 15.2% -0.11 [-1.17, 0.95] »
Total (95% CI) 130 122 100.0% 0.31 [-0.21, 0.84] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.18; Chi? = 9.04, df = 3 (P = 0.03); I =67% t = 1 o 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.17 (P =0.24) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S24: Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in physical functioning dimension

Physical functioning dimension: |5 minutes or les of high-intensity training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 89 124 135 884 145 134 63.9% 0.19 [-0.05, 0.43] -
Mijwel 2017 85.88 15.87 74 7749 1985 60 30.8% 0.47 [0.13, 0.82] —
Moller 2015 (a) 91.11 6.87 9 8667 6.87 9 40% 0.63 [-0.32, 1.59] *
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2848 4 80 0.01 2 13% -0.16 [-1.87, 1.54]
Total (95% CI) 222 205 100.0% 0.29 [0.10, 0.48] &>
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.48, df = 3 (P = 0.48); I? = 0% 2 1 A 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.89 (P = 0.003) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Physical functioning dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity training
High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean $D  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 54.4 44 35 548 37 27 147% -0.10 [-0.60, 0.41] =
Comie 2013 48.5 7.8 22 454 97 19 11.8% 0.35[-0.27, 0.97]
Hwang 2012 92.3 66 13 879 1.9 11 8.3% 0.45 [-0.26, 1.27]
Kampshoff 2015 88.1 95 91 841 1341 91 21.5% 0.35 [0.06, 0.64] - s
Persoon 2017 83.1 191 50 8441 153 47  17.9% -0.06 [-0.46, 0.34] - "
Van Wart 2015 80.3 14.1 76 681 178 76 20.2% 0.76 [0.43, 1.09] -
Van Wart 2017 75.2 16.2 6 771 153 8 5.5% 0.1 [-1.17, 0.95]
Total (95% CI) 293 279 100.0% 0.28 [0.00, 0.56] reatt -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.07: Chiz = 13.75, df = 6 (P = 0.03); I = 56% 1 _6‘5 5 0f5 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.95 (P = 0.05)

Favours Control  Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S25: Effects in the role functioning dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and
control group, and high-intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Role functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 534 72 35 537 6 27 74% -0.04 [-0.55, 0.46] *
Adamsen 2009 748 283 135 689 285 134 32.6% 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46] i
Cormie 2013 498 78 22 481 105 19 5.0% 0.18 [-0.43, 0.80] c
Hwang 2012 96.1 73 13 909 156 11 28% 0.42 [-0.39, 1.24]
Kampshoff 2015 825 214 91 82 214 91 222% 0.02 [-0.27, 0.31] —
Mijwel 2017 7158 27.25 74 5484 33.03 60 15.8% 0.56 [0.21, 0.90] —
Moller 2015 (a) 75.93 16.9 9 61.11 23.57 9 2.0% 0.68 [-0.27, 1.65]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 45.13 4 50 23.57 2 08% 0.33 [1.40, 2.05]
Persoon 2017 81 238 50 734 318 47 11.7% 0.27 [-0.13, 0.67] ¥
Total (95% CI) 433 400 100.0% 0.23 [0.09, 0.37] @
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 7.65, df = 8 (P = 0.47); R =0% 2 1 s 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.29 (P = 0.001)

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity

Role functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

8td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, $5% Cl

Experimental

Study or Subgroup Mean

SD Total Mean

Active group

SD Total Weight

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 85% CI

Cormie 2013 498 78 22 515 8 21 240% -0.21 [0.81, 0.39] —
Kampshoff 2015 961 123 91 835 211 95 337% 0.72 [0.43, 1.02] —
Moller 2015 (a) 7593 169 9 7222 3333 9 158% 0.13[0.79, 1.06] =

Moller 2015 (b) 6667 4513 4 7222 2546 3 80% 0.12[-1.62, 1.38] -

Schmitt 2016 885 171 13 718 22 13 184% 0.82[0.01, 1.62] w
Total (95% ClI) 139 141 100.0% 0.35 [-0.12, 0.83] 1‘

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.15; Chi? = 9.39, df =4 (P = 0.05}; I = 57%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.45 (P = 0.15)

-1

0 1 2

Favours Active Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S26: Effects of high-intensity training in role functioning according to the treatment timing.

Role functioning dimension: During treatment

High-Intensity group Contro group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 5% Cl IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 53.4 72 35 537 6 27 16.1% -0.04 [-0.55, 0.46] »
Cormie 2013 49.8 78 22 481 105 19 10.7% 0.18 [-0.43, 0.80] o
Kampshoff 2015 825 214 91 82 214 91 48.0% 0.02 [0.27, 0.31] ——
Persoon 2017 81 238 50 734 318 47 253% 0.27 [-0.13, 0.67] -
Total (95% CI) 198 184 100.0% 0.09 [-0.11, 0.29] ’

Heterogensity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi*=1.34, df =3 (P =0.72); 2 =0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.89 (P = 0.37}

Role functioning dimension: After treatment

05 025 0O

Favours Control

025 05
Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Diference Std. Mean Diifference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 2009 74.8 28.3 135 689 285 134 860.8% 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46] il
Hwang 2012 96.1 73 13 909 1586 1" 5.3% 0.42 [-0.39, 1.24] —
Mijwel 2017 7158 27.25 74 54.84 33.03 60 29.0% 0.56 [0.21, 0.90] —
Moller 2015 (a) 75.93 16.9 9 61.11 23.57 9 38% 0.68 [-0.27, 1.65] x
Moller 2015 (b) 66.87 45.13 4 50 23.57 2 12% 0.33 [-1.40, 2.05]
Total (95% Cl} 235 216 100.0% 0.35 [0.16, 0.54] g =
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.94, df =4 (P = 0.57); I = 0% 2 1 A 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.66 (P = 0.0003)

Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S27: Effects of the exercise programs length in role functioning dimension.

Role functioning dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

2
Favours High-intensity

High-intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Tofal Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 74.8 28.3 135 689 2865 134 858% 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46]
Hwang 2012 96.1 73 13 909 156 11 7.4% 0.42 [-0.39, 1.24] =
Moller 2015 (a) 75.93 16.9 9 61.11 23.57 9 54% 0.68 [-0.27, 1.65] »
Moller 2015 (b) 66.87 45.13 4 50 23.57 2 1.7% 0.33 [-1.40, 2.05]
Total (95% Cl} 161 156 100.0% 0.26 [0.04, 0.49] L2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.02, df =3 (P = 0.80); = 0% _=2 _‘1 0 i é

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.34 (P = 0.02)

Role functioning dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity

High-intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 53.4 72 35 637 8 27 15.2% -0.04 [-0.55, 0.46] o
Cormie 2013 49.8 78 22 481 105 19 11.2% 0.18 [-0.43, 0.80] "
Kampshoff 2015 825 214 91 82 214 91 29.0% 0.02 [-0.27, 0.31] —_
Mijwel 2017 7158 27.25 74 54.84 33.03 60 24.2% 0.58 [0.21, 0.90] =
Persoon 2017 81 23.8 50 734 318 47 20.5% 0.27 [-0.13, 0.67] =
Total (95% CI) 272 244 100.0% 0.21 [-0.02, 0.44) ool

itv: 2= . 2= = = 2= t } t t

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi? = 6.47, df =4 (P = 0.17); P =38% 05 025 0 055 05

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.78 (P = 0.07)

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S28: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in role functioning dimension.

Role functioning dimension: 2 times per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Cormie 2013 4.8 78 22 481 105 19 13.6% 0.18 [-0.43, 0.80] i .
Kampshoff 2015 825 214 91 82 214 91 33.5% 0.02 [-0.27, 0.31]
Mijwel 2017 71.59 2725 74 5484 33.03 60 28.4% 0.56 [0.21, 0.90] - &
Persoon 2017 81 238 50 734 318 47 244% 0.27 [0.13, 0.67] "
Total (95% CI) 237 217 100.0% 0.26 [-0.00, 0.52] e
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chiz = 5.37, df = 3 (P = 0.15); 2 = 44% _0' 5 _0525 0 o0 ’25 0*5
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.93 (P = 0.05) Favours control Favours high-intensity

Role functioning dimension: 3 times per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Diiference Std. Mean Dlference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 534 7.2 35 537 6 27 16.3% -0.04 [-0.55, 0.46] e
Adamsen 2009 74.8 28.3 135 689 285 134 71.68% 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46] L
Hwang 2012 96.1 73 13 909 156 11 6.2% 0.42 [-0.39, 1.24] = T
Moller 2015 (a) 75.93 16.9 9 61.11 23.57 9 45% 0.69 [-0.27, 1.65] -
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 45.13 4 50 23.57 2 14% 0.33 [-1.40, 2.05]
Total (95% CI} 186 183 100.0% 0.21 [0.01, 0.42] ‘
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.24, df =4 (P = 0.69); P =0% _:2 _=1 0

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.07 (P = 0.04)

Supplementary Figure S29: Effects of training minutes per week in role functioning dimension.

Favours Control

Role functioning dimension: 15 minutes or less of high-intensity training

Favours High-intensity

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI

Adamsen 2009 748 263 135 689 265 134 64.1% 0.22 [-0.02, 0.46] L

Mijwel 2017 7159 27.25 74 5484 3303 60 30.6% 0.56 [0.21, 0.90] ——

Moller 2015 (a) 7593 169 9 6111 2357 9 40% 0.68 [-0.27, 1.65] -

Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 45.13 4 50 2357 2 1.2% 0.33 [1.40, 2.05]

Total (95% ClI) 222 205 100.0% 0.34 [0.15, 0.54] S

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chiz = 2.91, df = 3 (P = 0.41); R =0% i g’ 8 ; 3

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.52 (P = 0.0004)

Favours Control

Role functioning dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity trai

Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Conirol group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Diiference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 95% €l
Adams 2018 534 7.2 35 537 6 27 151% -0.04 [-0.55, 0.46] —
Cormie 2013 498 7.8 22 481 105 19 10.1% 0.18 [-0.43, 0.80] "
Hwang 2012 96.1 7.3 13 909 156 11 58% 0.42 [-0.39, 1.24]
Kampshoff 2015 825 214 91 82 214 91 452% 0.02 [-0.27, 0.31] —
Persoon 2017 81 238 50 734 318 47 23.8% 0.27 [-0.13, 0.67] T
Total (95% Cl) 211 195 100.0% 0.11 [-0.08, 0.31] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau = 0.00; Chi* = 1.94, df =4 (P = 0.75); F = 0% 7 s s s :
el Favours Control - Favours High-intensity




Supplementary Figure S30: Effects of high-intensity exercise in emotional functioning according to the treatment timing.

Emotional functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group.

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 534 5.2 35 51 8.3 27 5.3% 0.35 [-0.15, 0.86] :t'—
Adamsen 2009 81.3 172 135 806 178 134 23.8% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]
Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 1891 373 107 18.8% 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36] o
Cormie 2013 47.8 112 22 484 126 19 3.68% -0.05 [-0.66, 0.56] —
Egegaard 2019 18.9 38 8 202 3.1 5§ 1.1% -0.34 [-1.47, 0.79]
Hwang 2012 91.7 123 13 856 13 11 2.0% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] R
Kampshoff 2015 88.3 153 91 833 175 91 15.9% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] [
Martin 2015 (a) 19.6 26 12 206 3.2 23 28% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] = [
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 28 25 45% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.46] —
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 256 60 11.7% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.43] e
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 7407 2017 9 15% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 24.53 4 5417 589 2 04% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]
Persoon 2017 86.2 16.3 50 86 147 47 8.6% 0.01 [-0.39, 0.41] e
Total (95% CI} 585 560 100.0% 0.11 [-0.01, 0.22]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 8.21, df =12 (P = 0.77); 1= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.81 (P = 0.07)

1

2

1 2
Favours High-intensity

-1 0
Favours Control

Emotional functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

High-Intenslity group Active group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% Cl
Cormie 2013 47.8 11.2 22 544 78 21 13.8% -0.67 [-1.28, -0.05]
Kampshoff 2015 88.3 153 91 84 173 95 33.9% 0.26 [-0.03, 0.55] i
Martin 2015 (a) 19.6 26 12 196 4 18 10.6% 0.00 [-0.73, 0.73] —
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 3.7 24 16.1% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.47] e
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 8241 193 9 7.0% 0.24 [-0.68, 1.17] D
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 24.53 4 7778 4.81 3 2.8% -0.49 [-2.03, 1.06]
Schmitt 2016 71.9 18.7 13 712 259 13 9.7% 0.03 [-0.74, 0.80] —_—
Toohey 2016 19.38 2.62 8 17.75 3.01 8 61% 0.55 [-0.46, 1.55] — T %
Total (95% CI) 185 191 100.0% 0.02 [-0.24, 0.29]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi* = 9.05, df = 7 (P = 0.25); I*= 23% £ 5 3 ; 3

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.17 (P = 0.86)

Favours Active Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S31: Effects of high-intensity training in global health according to the treatment timing.

High-Intensity group

Emotional functioning dimension: During treatment

Control group

Std. Msan Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 2009 81.3 17.2 135 806 178 134 40.1% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]

Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 1891 3.73 107 31.7% 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36]

Egegaard 2019 18.9 38 8 202 31 5 1.8% -0.34 [-1.47, 0.79]

Hwang 2012 91.7 12.3 13 856 13 1" 3.4% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] = e =
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 258 80 19.7% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.43] —

Moller 2015 (a) 8704 16.72 89 74.07 20.17 9 2.5% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]

Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 24.53 4 5417 589 2 0.7% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]

Total (85% CI) 349 328 100.0% 0.09 [-0.08, 0.24]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 =3.12, df = 6 (P = 0.79); 2 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.20 {P = 0.23)

Emotional functioning dimension: After treatment

. r

2 -1 0 1 2
Favours control Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 8D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adams 2018 534 5.2 35 51 83 27 131% 0.35 [-0.15, 0.86] ]
Cormie 2013 47.8 11.2 22 484 126 19 8.9% -0.05 [-0.66, 0.56] *
Kampshoff 2015 88.3 15.3 91 833 175 91 39.1% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] -
Martin 2015 (a) 19.6 28 12 2086 32 23 88% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] *
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 28 25 11.1% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.46] o
Persoon 2017 86.2 16.3 50 86 147 47 211% 0.01 [-0.39, 0.41]
Total (835% CI) 236 232 100.0% 0.13 [-0.05, 0.31]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 4.99, df = 5 (P = 0.42); P =0% 1 _0 3 5 of z 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.40 {P = 0.16)

Favours Control Favours High-intenstity



Supplementary Figure S32: Effects of the type pf exercise in global health dimension.

Emotional functioning dimension: High-intensity cardiovascular training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adams 2018 534 5.2 35 51 83 27 271% 0.35 [-0.15, 0.86] -
Egegaard 2018 18.9 3.8 8 202 341 5 54% -0.34 [-1.47, 0.79]
Hwang 2012 91.7 12.3 13 856 13 11 104% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] .
Mijwel 2017 7891 15.84 70 701 256 B0 57.1% 0.42 [0.07, 0.77] —l—
Total (95% Cl) 126 103 100.0% 0.36 [0.10, 0.63] R
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 1.65, df = 3 (P = 0.65); = 0% & a8 © 58
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.71 (P = 0.007) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity

Emotional functioning dimension: High-intensity cardiovascular training + Resistance training

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 2009 813 172 135 806 178 134 26.0% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28] ——
Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 1891 373 107 20.5% 0.08 [-0.18, 0.36] -
Cormie 2013 47.8 112 22 484 126 19 3.9% -0.05 [-0.66, 0.56] e —
Kampshoff 2015 88.3 153 91 833 175 91 17.4% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] =%
Martin 2015 (a) 196 26 12 206 32 23 3.0% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] — =
Martin 2015 (b) 20 35 26 203 28 25 49%% -0.09 [-0.64, 0.46] - |
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 256 60 12.8% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.43] —E
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 7407 20.17 9 18% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 24.53 4 5417 589 2 05% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]
Persoon 2017 88.2 16.3 50 86 147 47 9.4% 0.01 [-0.39, 0.41] S Sl
Total (95% Cl} 529 517 100.0% 0.09 [-0.03, 0.21]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 5.89, df =9 (P = 0.75); = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.46 (P = 0.14)
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Supplementary Figure S33 Effects of the exercise programs length in emotional functioning dimension.

Emotional functioning dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

l‘ .

1 2
Favours High-intensity

High-ntensity group Control group Sitd. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 2009 81.3 17.2 135 806 178 134 433% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]
Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 1891 373 107 34.3% 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36]
Egegaard 2019 189 38 8 202 31 5 1.9% -0.34 [-1.47, 0.79]
Hwang 2012 91.7 123 13 856 13 1" 3.7% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] =
Martin 2015 (a) 19.6 26 12 206 32 23 5.0% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] —— =
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 28 25 8.2% -0.09 [-0.64, 0.46] -
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 7407 20.17 9 27% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 24.53 4 5417 589 2 08% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]
Total (95% CI) 313 316 100.0% 0.06 [-0.10, 0.21]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.71, df = 7 (P = 0.70); I = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z= 0.71 (P = 0.48)
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A
Favours Control

Emotional functioning dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program

‘OP

1 2
Favours High-intensity

High-Intensity group Conirol group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adams 2018 53.4 5.2 35 51 83 27 11.8% 0.35 [-0.15, 0.86] -
Cormie 2013 4738 11.2 22 484 126 19 8.0% -0.05 [-0.66, 0.56] "
Kampshoff 2015 883 153 91 833 175 91 353% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] — &
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 258 60 26.0% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.43] =
Persoon 2017 86.2 16.3 50 86 14.7 47 19.0% 0.01 [-0.38, 0.41]
Total (95% Cl) 272 244 100.0% 0.17 [-0.00, 0.34] o
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 2.60, df =4 (P = 0.63); F = 0% i o & um uE
Thesticravst SfecrsmiLEd fRs 008 Favours Control Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S34: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in emotional functioning dimension.

Emotional functioning dimension: 2 times per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Cormie 2013 47.8 11.2 22 484 1286 18 9.1% -0.05 [-0.66, 0.56] »
Kampshoff 2015 88.3 163 91 833 175 91 40.0% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] =
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 256 60 294% 0.09 [-0.25, 0.43] =
Persoon 2017 86.2 16.3 50 86 147 47 215% 0.01 [-0.38, 0.41]
Total (95% CI) 237 217 100.0% 0.15 [-0.04, 0.33]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 2.03, df = 3 (P = 0.57); I2 = 0% y ! T ! t
e e -0.5 -0.25 0 0.256 0.5
Test for overall effect: Z= 1.55 (P =0.12) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity

Emotional functioning dimension: 3 times per week

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Diiference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 534 52 35 51 83 27 9.0% 0.35 [-0.15, 0.86]
Adamsen 2009 813 172 135 8068 178 134 402% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]
Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 18.91 3.73 107 31.8% 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36]
Hwang 2012 91.7 123 13 856 13 11 35% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] —1 = -
Martin 2015 (a) 19.6 26 12 206 3.2 23 47% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] — &
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 28 25 7.8% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.46] .
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 7407 20.17 9 25% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.67 24.53 4 5417 5.89 2 07% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]
Total (95% Cl} 340 338 100.0% 0.09 [-0.06, 0.24] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 5.36, df = 7 (P = 0.62); P = 0% _’2 _51 s % é

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.17 (P = 0.24)

Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S35: Effects of training minutes per week in emotional functioning dimension.

Emotional functioning dimension: Less than 120 minutes of exercise per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adams 2018 53.4 5.2 35 51 83 27 63.0% 0.35 [0.15, 0.86] ——
Egegaard 2019 189 38 8 202 3.1 5 127% -0.34 [-1.47, 0.79] .
Hwang 2012 91.7 12.3 13 856 13 11 24.3% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] &
Total {95% Cl) 56 43 100.0% 0.29 [-0.11, 0.69] ’

Hetsrogensity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2=1.43,df=2 (P =

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.43 (P =0.15)

0.49); P=0%

4 05 0 o 1
Favours Confrol Favours High-intensity

Emotional functioning dimension:120 minutes or more or exercise per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dliference Std. Mean Diference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 5% CI
Adamsen 2009 81.3 172 135 806 178 134 314% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]
Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 1891 373 107 249% 0.09 [-0.18, 0.36]
Cormie 2013 47.8 112 22 484 126 19 48% -0.05 [-0.88, 0.56] .
Martin 2015 (a) 19.6 26 12 206 32 23 36% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] T
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 28 25 6.0% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.46] —
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 256 60 15.5% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.43] —
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 7407 20.17 9 20% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.87 24.53 4 5417 5.89 2 08% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]
Persoon 2017 86.2 16.3 50 86 147 47 11.3% 0.01 [-0.39, 0.41] e
Total (95% CI) 438 426 100.0% 0.05 [-0.09, 0.18] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 3.44, df =8 (P = 0.90); P =0% _‘2 _=1 0 'i é

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.68 (P = 0.50)

Favours Control Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S36: Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in emotional functioning dimension.

Emotional functioning dimension: |5 minutes or les of high-intensity training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dliference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 5% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 813 172 135 806 178 134 41.5% 0.04 [-0.20, 0.28]
Andersen 2013 19.25 3.76 106 1891 3.73 107 328% 0.08 [-0.18, 0.36]
Egegaard 2019 18.9 38 8 202 31 5 1.9% -0.34 [-1.47, 0.79]
Mijwel 2017 7224 2223 74 701 256 60 20.4% 0.08 [-0.25, 0.43] B
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.72 9 7407 20.17 9 26% 0.67 [-0.29, 1.62]
Moller 2015 (b) 66.87 2453 4 5417 5.89 2 08% 0.47 [-1.29, 2.22]
Total (95% Cl}) 336 317 100.0% 0.08 [-0.07, 0.23] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 2.28, df =5 (P =0.81); R =0%

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.01 (P = 0.31)

2
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Favours Control

Emotional functioning dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity

Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 85% Cl
Adams 2018 53.4 5.2 35 51 83 27 124% 0.35 [-0.15, 0.86] |
Cormie 2013 478 11.2 22 484 126 19 84% -0.05 [-0.686, 0.56] .
Hwang 2012 91.7 12.3 13 856 13 1  4.8% 0.47 [-0.35, 1.28] "
Kampshoff 2015 88.3 15.3 91 833 175 91 37.3% 0.30 [0.01, 0.60] —
Martin 2015 (a) 196 26 12 206 32 23 6.4% -0.32 [-1.03, 0.38] s
Martin 2015 (c) 20 35 26 203 28 25 10.5% -0.08 [-0.84, 0.46] -
Persoon 2017 86.2 16.3 50 86 14.7 47 201% 0.01 [-0.39, 0.41]
Total (95% CI} 248 243 100.0% 0.15 [-0.03, 0.33] ;

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 5.61, df =6 (P = 0.47), F=0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.61 (P = 0.11)
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Supplementary Figure S37: Effects in the cognitive functioning dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group
and control group, and high-intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Cognitive functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intensity group Control group Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean 8D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 83.8 16.7 135 813 198 134 32.6% 2.50[-1.88, 6.88] =
Hwang 2012 87.2 13.9 13 848 117 11 6.0% 240[-7.84,12.64] [
Kampshoff 2015 84.3 175 91 806 211 91 19.9% 3.70[-1.93, 9.33] T
Mijwel 2017 78.29 20.13 74 70.76 26.65 60 9.5% 7.53 [-0.63, 15.69] .
Moller 2015 (a) 7963 13.89 9 77.78 833 9 57%  1.85[-873,1243] —®F
Moller 2015 (b) 7% 2152 4 50 0.01 2 1.4% 25.00 [3.91, 46.09]
Persoon 2017 83.7 18 50 823 204 47 10.7% 1.40 [-6.28, 9.08] B
Van Wart 2015 78.2 19 76 702 231 77 14.1% 8.00 [1.30, 14.70] — &
Total (95% CI) 452 431 100.0% 4.15 [1.63, 6.67] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.08; Chi*=7.04, df =7 (P = 0.42); F= 1% [50 25 o 255 50=

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.23 (P = 0.001)

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity

Cognitive functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity

High-Intentity group Actlve group Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Kampshoff 2015 84.3 17.5 91 803 195 95 56.2% 4.00[-1.32, 9.32] T
Moller 2015 (a) 79.63 13.89 9 70.37 27.36 9 4.0% 9.26[-10.79, 29.31] *
Moller 2015 (b) 75 2152 4 8333 0.01 3 38% -8.33[-29.42,12.76] -
Schmitt 2016 69.2 29.5 13 731 24 13  37% -3.90[-24.57, 16.77]
Van Wart 2015 78.2 19 76 736 248 77 32.5% 4.60 [-2.40, 11.60] — -
Total (85% ClI) 193 197 100.0% 3.67 [-0.32, 7.66] <o~
HATH = - 2= = = |2 = t t f y
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi?=2.14, df =4 (P=0.71); 2= 0% 20 10 0 10 20

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.80 (P = 0.07)

Favours Active Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S38: Effects of the exercise programs length in global health dimension.

Cognitive functioning dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adamsen 2009 83.8 16.7 135 813 198 134 85.5% 0.14 [-0.10, 0.38] i
Hwang 2012 87.2 13.9 13 848 117 1  7.6% 0.18 [-0.63, 0.98] =
Moller 2015 {a) 79.63 13.89 9 77.78 8.33 9 57% 0.15[-0.77, 1.08] e
Moller 2015 {b) 75 21.52 4 50 0.01 2 12% 1.07 [-0.92, 3.08]
Total (85% CI} 161 156 100.0% 0.15 [-0.07, 0.37] P

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? =0.85, df =3 (P = 0.84); 2 =0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.35 (P =0.18)

2 -

Favours Control

Cognitive functioning dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program

0 1 2
Favours High-intensity

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Kampshoff 2015 843 17.5 91 806 211 91 324% 0.19 [-0.10, 0.48] &
Mijwel 2017 7829 20.13 74 70.76 26.85 60 234% 0.32 [-0.02, 0.66] -
Persoon 2017 83.7 18 50 823 204 47 17.3% 0.07 [-0.33, 0.47] .
Van Wart 2015 78.2 19 76 702 231 77 26.9% 0.38 [0.086, 0.70] L
Total (95% CI) 291 275 100.0% 0.25 [0.08, 0.42] ~efi—

itv: 2 = 3 2= = = " R= t t t t

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.69, df =3 (P = 0.64); ? = 0% 05 025 0 0.95 05

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.96 (P = 0.003)

Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S39: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in cognitive functioning dimension.

Cognitive functioning dimension: 2 times per week

Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Kampshoff 2015 843 17.5 91 806 21.1 91 44.3% 0.18 [-0.10, 0.48] &
Mijwel 2017 7829 20.13 74 70.76 2685 60 32.0% 0.32 [-0.02, 0.66] =
Persoon 2017 837 18 50 823 204 47 23.7% 0.07 [-0.33, 0.47] =
Total (95% CI} 215 198 100.0% 0.20 [0.01, 0.40] o~
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.88, df =2 (P = 0.64); I = 0% y = = f
T = 05 -0.25 0 0.25 0.5
Tt fov.avemll effect: Z=2.08 (P=0.04) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Cognitive functioning dimension: 3 times per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adamsen 2009 83.8 16.7 135 813 198 134 85.5% 0.14 [-0.10, 0.38] i
Hwang 2012 87.2 13.9 13 848 117 11  7.6% 0.18 [-0.63, 0.98] ]
Moller 2015 {a) 79.63 13.89 9 77.78 8.33 9 57% 0.15[-0.77, 1.08] [
Moller 2015 {b) 75 21.52 4 50 0.01 2 1.2% 1.07 [-0.92, 3.08]
Total (95% CI} 161 156 100.0% 0.15 [-0.07, 0.37] r

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2=0.85, df =3 (P =0.84); P =0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.35 (P =0.18)

2 -
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Supplementary Figure S40: Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in cognitive functioning dimension.

Cognitive functioning dimension: |15 minutes or les of high-intensity training

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Tofal Mean SD Tofal Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% ClI
Adamsen 2009 83.8 16.7 135 813 198 134 83.7% 0.14 [-0.10, 0.38]
Mijwel 2017 7829 20.13 74 70.76 26.85 60 31.1% 0.32 [-0.02, 0.66] Bl
Moller 2015 (a) 79.63 13.89 9 77.78 8.33 9 43% 0.15[-0.77, 1.08] —
Moller 2015 (b) 75 21.52 4 50 0.01 2 09%% 1.07 [-0.92, 3.086]
Total (95% Cl} 222 205 100.0% 0.20 [0.01, 0.39] &
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 1.51, df =3 (P = 0.68); = 0% _’2 _=1 0 1' é

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.08 (P = 0.04)

Favours Control

Cognitive functioning dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity training

Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Hwang 2012 87.2 13.9 13 848 11.7 11 5.2% 0.18 [-0.63, 0.98] .
Kampshoff 2015 84.3 17.5 91 806 21.1 91 40.1% 0.19 [-0.10, 0.48] T
Persoon 2017 83.7 18 50 823 204 47 21.4% 0.07 [-0.33, 0.47] .~
Van Wart 2015 78.2 19 76 70.2 231 77 33.2% 0.38 [0.08, 0.70] — &
Total (95% CI} 230 226 100.0% 0.23 [0.04, 0.41] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 1.49, df = 3 (P = 0.68); I = 0% 2 = > == :
Test for overall effect: Z =2.40 (P = 0.02) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity

Supplementary Figure S41: Effects in social functioning dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control

group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Social functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 45 5.1 35 426 74 27 AT% 0.38 [-0.12, 0.89] =
Adamsen 2009 826 20.5 135 794 208 134 209% 0.15 [-0.08, 0.39] T
Andersen 2013 23.25 3.84 106 2327 3.73 107 16.6% -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26] T G
Cormie 2013 48.2 84 22 485 121 19 32% -0.03 [-0.64, 0.59] - _a
Egegaard 2019 233 58 8 242 38 5 1.0% -0.18 [-1.28, 0.96]
Hwang 2012 N 129 13 878 218 1" 1.8% 0.18 [-0.83, 0.98]
Kampshoff 2015 89.6 1541 91 852 217 91 141% 0.23 [-0.06, 0.53] T %
Martin 2015 (a) 24 35 12 221 54 23 24% 0.38 [-0.32, 1.09] —r®
Martin 2015 (c) 20.2 36 26 215 44 25 3%% -0.32 [-0.87, 0.23] e
Mijwel 2017 6232 46.87 74 633 27.67 60 10.3% -0.02 [-0.37, 0.32] -
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 16.2 9 7407 147 9 1.3% 0.80 [-0.17, 1.77]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 3191 4 ©66.67 47.14 2 04% 0.18 [-1.52, 1.89]
Persoon 2017 86 20.3 50 837 204 47 7.5% 0.11 [-0.29, 0.51] — T
Van Wart 2015 735 216 76 679 2941 77 11.9% 0.22 [-0.10, 0.54] il -2
Total (85% CI} 661 637 100.0% 0.12 [0.01, 0.23] ®
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 8.92, df = 13 (P = 0.78); 1= 0% 2 1 o 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z=2.19 (P = 0.03)

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity

Social functioning dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% Cl
Adams 2018 45 5.1 35 426 74 27 13.0% 0.38 [-0.12, 0.89] -
Commie 2013 48.2 8.4 22 485 1241 19 89%% -0.03 [-0.64, 0.59] "
Kampshoff 2015 89.6  15.1 81 852 217 91 39.3% 0.23 [-0.06, 0.53] T
Martin 2015 (a) 24 35 12 221 54 23  6.7% 0.38 [-0.32, 1.09] .
Martin 2015 (c) 20.2 3.6 26 215 44 25 10.9% -0.32 [-0.87, 0.23] ¥
Persoon 2017 86 20.3 50 83.7 204 47 21.1% 0.11 [-0.29, 0.51] D Ea
Total {(95% CI}) 238 232 100.0% 0.15 [-0.03, 0.34] <‘
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 4.67, df = 5 (P = 0.46); I = 0% g r A = :
Tostforoverall effect. 2= 1.65.(F=0.10) Favours Control Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S42: Effects of high-intensity training in social functioning according to the treatment timing.

Social functioning dimension: During treatment

High-ntensity group Control group Sid. Mean Dlfference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 45 51 35 426 74 27 89% 0.38 [-0.12, 0.89] &
Andersen 2013 8286 20.5 135 794 208 134 40.0% 0.15 [-0.08, 0.39] T
Egegaard 2019 233 58 8 242 38 5 18% -0.16 [-1.28, 0.96]
Hwang 2012 91 129 13 878 218 11 35% 0.18 [-0.83, 0.98]
Mijwel 2017 62.32 46.87 74 633 2787 60 19.8% -0.02 [-0.37, 0.32] — %
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 18.2 9 7407 147 9 24% 0.80 [0.17, 1.77]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 31.91 4 66.67 47.14 2 08% 0.18 [-1.52, 1.89]
Van Wart 2015 735 216 76 679 291 77 22.7% 0.22 [-0.10, 0.54] T
Total (95% Cl} 354 325 100.0% 0.16 [0.01, 0.32] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 3.98, df =7 (P = 0.78); R = 0% 1 0 5 o 0{ 5 1

Test for overall effect: Z=2.13 (P = 0.03)

Social functioning dimension: After treatment

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% Cl
Adams 2018 45 5.1 35 426 74 27 13.0% 0.38 [-0.12, 0.88] -
Comie 2013 48.2 8.4 22 485 121 19 89% -0.03 [-0.64, 0.59] .
Kampshoff 2015 89.6 161 91 852 217 91 39.3% 0.23 [-0.086, 0.53] T—
Martin 2015 (a) 24 35 12 221 54 23 6.7% 0.38 [-0.32, 1.09] i
Martin 2015 (c) 20.2 3.6 26 215 44 25 10.9% -0.32 [0.87, 0.23] "
Persoon 2017 86 20.3 50 83.7 204 47 21.1% 0.11 [-0.29, 0.51] I I —
Total (95% Cl) 238 232 100.0% 0.15 [-0.03, 0.34] s
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 4.87, df = 5 (P = 0.46); I? = 0% 1 _05'5 3 of =

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.65 (P =0.10)

Supplementary Figure S43: Effects of the type of exercise in social functioning dimension.

Social functioning dimension: High-intensity cardiovascular training

Favours Control

1
Favours High-intensity

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.84, df =3 (P = 0.84); R =0%

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Sitd. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 5% CI
Adams 2018 45 5.1 35 426 74 27 26.8% 0.38 [-0.12, 0.89] =
Egegaard 2019 233 58 8 242 38 5§ 55% -0.16 [-1.28, 0.96] "
Hwang 2012 91 129 13 878 218 11 10.6% 0.18 [-0.83, 0.98] ”
Mijwel 2017 7133 23.94 70 633 27.67 60 57.1% 0.31 [-0.04, 0.66] i
Total (95% Cl} 126 103 100.0% 0.29 [0.03, 0.55] <

0

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.16 (P = 0.03)

-2

A1
Favours Control

Social functioning dimension: High-intensity cardiovascular training + Resistance training

1
Favours High-intensity

2

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S§D Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 826 205 135 794 208 134 226% 0.15 [-0.08, 0.39] T
Andersen 2013 23.25 3.84 106 2327 373 107 17.9% -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26] o
Cormie 2013 482 8.4 22 485 121 19 34% -0.03 [-0.64, 0.59]
Kampshoff 2015 896 15.1 91 852 217 91 15.2% 0.23 [-0.08, 0.53] =
Martin 2015 (a) 24 3.5 12 221 5.4 23 26% 0.38 [-0.32, 1.09] —1 =
Martin 2015 (c) 20.2 3.6 26 215 44 25 42% -0.32 [-0.87, 0.23] e
Mijwel 2017 6232 46.87 74 633 2767 60 11.2% -0.02 [-0.37, 0.32] . T
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 18.2 9 7407 147 9 1.4% 0.80 [-0.17, 1.77]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 31.91 4 66.67 47.14 2 04% 0.18 [-1.52, 1.89]
Persoon 2017 86 203 50 837 204 47 82% 0.11 [-0.29, 0.51] T
Van Wart 2015 735 216 76 67.9 29.1 77 12.8% 0.22 [-0.10, 0.54] T
Total (95% CI) 605 594 100.0% 0.11 [-0.00, 0.22] I‘

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 7.61, df = 10 (P = 0.67); 1= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.91 (P = 0.06)

1 0
Favours Control

Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S44: Effects of the exercise programs length in social functioning dimension.

High-intensity group

Control group

Std. Mean Difference

Social functioning dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

$id. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight N, Random, 95% CI I/, Random, 95% Cl
Adamsen 2009 826 205 135 794 208 134 433% 015 [-0.08, 0.39] —i—+
Andersen 2013 2325 3.84 106 2327 373 107 344% -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26]
Egegaard 20149 233 548 8 242 a8 5 2.0% -016 [-1.28, 0.96]
Hwang 2012 91 128 13 B78 2118 11 38% 018 [-0.63, 0.98]
Martin 2015 {a) 24 A 12 221 54 23 50% 0.38[-0.32,1.09)] S B —
Martin 2015 ic) 202 36 268 215 4.4 25 B1% -0.32 [-0.87,0.23] e
Moller 2015 {a) g7.04 16.2 9 7407 147 9 206% 080017, 1.77]
Maller 2015 ib) FE Iy W 4 GB.BT 4714 2 09% 018[-1.52,1.89]
Total (95% Cl) 313 316 100.0% 0.08 [-0.07, 0.24] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi#= 5.83, df=7 (P = 0.56); F= 0% _52 51 5 15 25
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.05 (P =0.29) Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Social functioning dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program
High-imtensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl N, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 45 a1 35 426 74 27 117% 038012 0.89]
Cormie 2013 482 g4 22 485 121 19 B.0% -0.03 064, 0.59]
Kampshoff 2015 a9.6 151 91 852 M7 81 35.4% 0.23[-0.06, 053] -
Mijwel 2017 6232 4887 T4 B33 2TEY B0 26.0% -0.02 037, 0,32 |
Persoon 2017 BB 203 50 837 204 47 18.9% 011 [-0.29, 0.51] =
Total (95% Chy 272 244 100.0% 0.14 [-0.03, 0.31] et
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 2.49, df= 4 (P = 0.65); F= 0% _055 —IZIIQE 5 IIIIES EIIE
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.58 (P =0.11) Favours Control  Favours High-intensity
Supplementary Figure S45: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in social functioning dimension
Social functioning dimension: 2 times per week
High-intenslty group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 85% CI
Cormie 2013 48.2 8.4 22 485 1241 19 6.8% -0.03 [-0.84, 0.59] ®
Kampshoff 2015 89.8 15.1 91 852 217 91 30.0% 0.23 [-0.08, 0.53] L
Mijwel 2017 62.32 46.87 74 633 2787 60 22.0% -0.02 [-0.37, 0.32] =
Persoon 2017 86 20.3 50 837 204 47 16.0% 0.11 [-0.29, 0.51] »
Van Wart 2015 73.5 21.6 76 67.9 291 77 252% 0.22 [-0.10, 0.54] i
Total (95% CI) 313 294 100.0% 0.14 [-0.02, 0.30] =
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2=1.83,df=4 (P =0.77); R =0 f ; f f
Testgr;ove:ayll effect: Z = 1.67 (P = 0.10) : i e s g2y 9
Favours Control Favours High-intensity
Social functioning dimension: 3 times per week
High-intensity group Control group Sitd. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Tofal Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 45 5.1 35 426 74 27 9.0% 0.38 [-0.12, 0.89] I
Adamsen 2009 828 20.5 135 794 208 134 402% 0.15 [-0.08, 0.39] T
Andersen 2013 23.25 3.84 106 23.27 373 107 31.9% -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26] ——
Hwang 2012 91 129 13 878 218 11 38% 0.18 [-0.63, 0.98]
Martin 2015 (a) 24 35 12 221 54 23 46% 0.38 [-0.32, 1.09] O R
Martin 2015 (c) 20.2 36 26 215 44 25 75% -0.32 [-0.87, 0.23] SR S T
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 18.2 9 7407 147 9 24% 0.80 [-0.17, 1.77]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 31.91 4 66.67 47.14 2 08% 0.18 [-1.52, 1.89]
Total (95% CI} 340 338 100.0% 0.12 [-0.04, 0.27] p
Heterogeneity: Tauz = 0.00; Chi? = 6.80, df = 7 (P = 0.45); R = 0% 2 1 5 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.49 (P = 0.14)

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S46: Effects of training minutes per week in social functioning dimension.

Social functioning dimension: Less than 120 minutes of exercise per weeks

High-intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dlfference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 45 5.1 35 426 74 27 241% 0.38 [0.12, 0.89] &
Egegaard 2019 23.3 5.8 8 242 38 5 4.9% -0.16 [-1.28, 0.96]
Hwang 2012 91 12.9 13 878 218 11 9.6% 0.18 [-0.63, 0.98] -
Van Wart 2015 735 21.6 76 679 281 77 ©61.4% 0.22 [-0.10, 0.54] —i—
Total (95% CI) 132 120 100.0% 0.23 [0.01, 0.48] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.84, df = 3 (P = 0.84); P =0% 5 e b o' ;
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.84 (P = 0.07) Favours Control Favours High-intensity

Social functioning dimension:120 minutes or more or exercise per weeks

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 2009 826 20.5 135 794 208 134 31.4% 0.15 [-0.08, 0.39]
Andersen 2013 23.25 3.84 106 2327 373 107 249% -0.01 [-0.27, 0.26]
Cormie 2013 48.2 84 22 485 121 19 48% -0.03 [-0.684, 0.59] ——
Martin 2015 (a) 24 35 12 221 54 23 36% 0.38 [-0.32, 1.09] — 1 *
Martin 2015 (c) 20.2 36 26 215 44 25 59% -0.32 [-0.87, 0.23] — &
Mijwel 2017 62.32 4687 74 633 27.87 60 15.5% -0.02 [-0.37, 0.32] e
Moller 2015 (a) 87.04 162 9 7407 147 9 18% 0.80 [-0.17, 1.77]
Moller 2015 (b) 75 3191 4 66.67 47.14 2 08% 0.18 [-1.52, 1.89]
Persoon 2017 86 203 50 837 204 47 11.3% 0.11 [-0.289, 0.51] = E-aae
Total (95% Cl) 438 426 100.0% 0.07 [-0.07, 0.20] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 6.06, df = 8 (P = 0.64); P = 0% _‘2 _*1 6 1* é

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.97 (P = 0.33)

Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S47 Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in social functioning dimension.

Social functioning dimension: |5 minutes or less of high-intensity training

High-intensity group

Control group

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Favours High-intensity

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Adamsen 20049 826 2045 135 784 208 134 HdA% 014 [-0.08, 0.39)

Andersen 2013 23.25 3.84 106 2327 373 107 329% -0.01 [F0.27, 0.26]

Egegaard 2014 2313 58 g 242 ig g 1.9% -046 [-1.28, 0.96]

Mijweal 2017 B2.32 4687 T4 B33 2ZTET 60 205% -0.02 [F0.37, 0.32] —
Moller 20145 (&) ar.04 16.2 9 F407 147 g 25% 080047, 1.77]

Moller 2015 (k) EETc N 4 GBEY 4714 2 0.8% n18[1.52 1.89]

Total (95% CI) 336 317 100.0% 0.08 [-0.08, 0.23]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.00; Chi*= 342, df= 5P =064} F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £= 096 (F=0.33)

. *

Favours Cantrol

4 08 0 05 1

Social functioning dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity training

High-intensity group

Control group

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Favours High-intensity

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 445 a1 3, 426 T4 27 9.4% Q.28 [-0.12,0.89] '
Cormie 2013 43.2 3.4 22 4348 1241 19 fi.4% -0.03 [-0.64, 0.849)]

Hwang 2012 91 124 13 8ra 218 11 3T7% 018 [-0.63, 0.98]

Kampshoff 2015 396 151 91 8582 1.7 91 2845% 0.23 006, 0.53] -
martin 2015 (&) 24 358 12 221 5.4 23 4 9% Q.28 [-0.32,1.09)]

Martin 20145 () 202 3.6 218 44 28 T.9% -0.32 08T, 0.23)

FPersoon 2017 a6 20.3 a0 837 204 47 15.2% 011 [-0.29, 0.581]

VanWart 2014 734 216 7B BF9 281 FTOO239% 0.22[F010,0.54] N L E—
Total (95% CI) 325 320 100.0% 0.17 [0.01, 0.33] ""'
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00: Chi*= 4.79, df= 7 (P = 0.69); F= 0% 51 _DI P 3 I:IIS 15

Test for overall effect: Z= 214 (P =0.03)

Favours Control

Favours High-intensity



Supplementary Figure S48: Effects in the fatigue dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Fatigue dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intenslity group Control group Sid. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 -55 78 35 -508 89 28 87% -0.50 [-1.00, 0.01]
Adamsen 2009 M8 243 135 41 227 134 384% -0.27 [-0.51, -0.03] —
Cormie 2013 -48.8 94 22 -482 139 19 58% -0.20 [-0.82, 0.41] — =1
Hwang 2012 94 11.9 13 17.2 18.2 1" 3.3% -0.50 [-1.32, 0.32] T
Mijwel 2017 37.18 23.7 74 48.49 24.88 60 18.6% -0.46 [-0.81, -0.12] —
Moller 2015 (a) 39.51 2883 9 50.62 28.39 9 25% -0.37 [-1.30, 0.56] —  * T
Moller 2015 (b) 4187 31.91 4 66.67 3143 2 07% .63 [-2.43, 1.17]
Van Wart 2015 46 23.7 76 513 237 77 21.9% -0.22 [-0.54, 0.10] A
Total (95% Cl} 368 340 100.0% -0.32 [-0.47, -0.18] @
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.12, df =7 (P = 0.95); R = 0% _=2 _=1 0 "I

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.28 (P < 0.0001) Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Fatigue dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

High-intensity group Active group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Cormie 2013 -48.6 94 22 543 73 21 244% 0.66 [0.05, 1.28] [
Moller 2015 (a) 39.51 2893 9 50.62 28.39 72 23.0% -0.39 [-1.08, 0.31] T
Moller 2015 (b) 4167 31.91 4 66.67 31.43 9 15.0% -0.74 [-1.96, 0.49] [
Schmitt 2016 271 13.9 13 51.85 16.97 3 128% -1.63 [-3.04, -0.21] - &
Van Wart 2015 46 237 76 383 217 13 24.8% 0.33 [-0.26, 0.92] T
Total (95% CI) 124 118 100.0% -0.17 [-0.83, 0.50] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.37; Chi? = 13.14, df =4 (P = 0.01); 2= 70% -_4 _‘2 {')

2
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.49 (P = 0.62) Favours High-intensity Favours Active

Supplementary Figure S49: Effects of high-intensity training in fatigue according to the treatment timing.

Fatigue functioning dimension: During treatment

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Diference Std. Mean Diference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adamsen 2009 348 243 135 41 227 134 855% -0.27 [-0.51, -0.03]
Hwang 2012 94 11.9 13 17.2 18.2 11 7.4% -0.50 [-1.32, 0.32] =
Moller 2015 (a) 3951 2893 9 5082 28.39 9 58% -0.37 [-1.30, 0.56] - & |
Moller 2015 (b) 4187 31.91 4 6667 3143 2 1.5% 0.63 [-243,1.17]
Total (95% CI) 161 156 100.0%  -0.30 [-0.52, -0.08] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.43, df =3 (P =0.83); P =0% -=2 _=1 0 "I '2

Test for overall effect: Z= 2.64 (P = 0.008)

Fatigue functioning dimension: After treatment

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dlfference
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 -55 78 35 -508 B89 28 262% -0.50 [-1.00, 0.01] i
Cormie 2013 -48.6 94 22 482 139 19 17.6% -0.20 [-0.82, 0.41] -
Mijwel 2017 37.18 23.7 74 4849 2488 60 56.1% -0.48 [-0.81,-0.12] ——
Total (95% CI) 131 107 100.0% -0.43 [-0.69, -0.17] -
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi = 0.64, df =2 (P = 0.73); F = 0% 1 -o=.5 o 0{5 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.24 (P = 0.001)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control



Supplementary Figure S50: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in fatigue dimension.

Fatigue functioning dimension: 2 times per week

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Cormie 2013 -48.6 94 22 -482 138 19 12.6% -0.20 [-0.82, 0.41] ¥
Mijwel 2017 37.18 237 74 4849 2488 60 40.1% -0.46 [-0.81, -0.12] =
Van Wart 2015 46 237 76 513 237 77 47.3% -0.22 [-0.54, 0.10] — &1
Total (95% CI) 172 156 100.0%  -0.32 [-0.54, -0.10] R .

itv: 2= - 2= = = 2= } t t t

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.17, df =2 (P = 0.56); I = 0% 05 025 0 055 05

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.84 (P = 0.005)

Fatigue functioning dimension: 3 times per week

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 -55 7.8 35 -508 89 28 16.2% -0.50 [-1.00, 0.01] ]
Adamsen 2009 348 243 135 41 227 134 71.6% -0.27 [-0.51, -0.03] .
Hwang 2012 94 11.8 13 172 182 1" 6.2% -0.50 [-1.32, 0.32] —— e~
Moller 2015 (a) 3951 28.93 9 5062 28.39 9 47% -0.37 [-1.30, 0.56] — &
Moller 2015 (b) 4187 3191 4 66.67 3143 2 1.3% -0.63 [-243, 1.17]
Total (95% Cl} 186 184 100.0% -0.33 [-0.53, -0.13] e 3
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.94, df =4 (P = 0.92); 2 = 0% 2 1 A 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.20 (P = 0.001)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S51: Effects of training minutes per week in fatigue dimension

Fatigue dimension: Less than 120 minutes of exercise per week

High-Intensity group Control group Std. Msan Difference Std. Mean Diiference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adams 2018 -55 7.8 35 -508 89 28 256% -0.50 [-1.00, 0.01] — &
Hwang 2012 9.4 11.9 13 17.2 182 11  9.8% -0.50 [-1.32, 0.32] -
Van Wart 2015 48 237 76 513 237 77 84.6% -0.22 [-0.54, 0.10] ——
Total (95% CI) 124 116 100.0%  -0.32 [-0.58, -0.06] i
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 =1.03, df =2 (P = 0.60); P =0% _‘1 0'5 ) of5 1'

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.46 (P = 0.01)

Fatigue dimension:120 minutes or more of exercise per week

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

High-Intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 5% CI
Adamsen 2009 36 243 135 41 227 134 58.1% -0.27 [-0.51, -0.03] -
Cormie 2013 -48.6 94 22 -48.2 139 19 8.8% -0.20 [-0.82, 0.41] —
Mijwel 2017 37.18 23.7 74 4849 2488 60 28.1% -0.46 [-0.81, -0.12] —&—
Moller 2015 (a) 39.51 2893 9 50.62 28.39 9 38% -0.37 [-1.30, 0.56] &1
Moller 2015 (b) 41687 31.91 4 66.67 3143 2 1.0% -0.63 [-2.43, 1.17]
Total (95% CI) 244 224 100.0%  -0.33 [-0.51, -0.14] &
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.08, df =4 (P = 0.90); I = 0% _=2 -11 0 % é

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.50 (P = 0.0005)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control



Supplementary Figure S52: Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in fatigue dimension

Fatigue dimension:15 minutes or les of high-intensity training

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 348 243 135 41 227 134 8638% -0.27 [-0.51, -0.03] -
Mijwel 2017 37.18 23.7 74 4849 24.88 60 30.9% -0.46 [-0.81, -0.12] &
Moller 2015 (a) 39.51 28.93 9 50.62 28.39 9 42% -0.37 [-1.30, 0.56] = &
Moller 2015 (b) 4187 31.91 4 66.67 31.43 2 11% -0.63 [-2.43, 1.17]
Total (95% CI) 222 205 100.0%  -0.34 [-0.53, -0.15] R

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi = 0.91, df =3 (P =0.82); P=0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.47 (P = 0.0005) o 4 . ! 2

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Fatigue dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity training

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dlfference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 895% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Adams 2018 -85 7.8 35 -508 89 28 21.8% -0.50 [-1.00, 0.01] - &
Cormie 2013 -48.6 9.4 22 462 138 18 14.7% -0.20 [-0.82, 0.41] »
Hwang 2012 04 11.9 13 17.2 182 11  83% -0.50 [-1.32, 0.32] €
Van Wart 2015 48 23.7 76 513 237 77 55.1% -0.22 [-0.54, 0.10] —&—
Total (95% CI} 146 135 100.0% -0.30 [-0.54, -0.07] e

Heterogenseity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 =1.15, df =3 (P = 0.76); 2 =0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.52 (P =0.01) 1 e 0 46 {

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S53: Effects in the bodily pain dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Bodily pain dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 525 73 35 -52.8 79 27  95% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.54] e
Adamsen 2009 14.8 171 135 16.8 206 134 38.2% -0.12 [-0.36, 0.12] —.
Cormie 2013 -49.9 9.1 22 -52.8 96 19 6.3% 0.30 [-0.31, 0.92] 1 *
Mijwel 2017 21.01 24.06 74 2795 30.2 60 19.9% -0.26 [-0.80, 0.09] —
Moller 2015 (a) 20.37 18.22 9 2583 2222 9 28% -0.26 [-1.19, 0.67]
Moller 2015 (b) 3333 4513 4 50 70.71 2 08% -0.25 [-1.97, 1.46]
Van Wart 2015 223 20.1 76 318 222 77 224% -0.45[-0.77,-0.13] —
Total (95% CI) 355 328 100.0% -0.18 [-0.34, -0.02] 0

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 6.24, df = 6 (P = 0.40); P = 4% & i 5 j 3

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.26 (P = 0.02) Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Bodily pain dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

High-intensity group Active group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Cormie 2013 -49.9 9.1 22 -51.7 87 21 17.5% 0.20 [-0.40, 0.80] [~
Moller 2015 (a) 2037 18.22 9 20.37 18.22 9 74% 0.00 [-0.92, 0.92]
Moller 2015 (b) 33.33 4513 4 2222 19.256 3 28% 0.25[-1.26, 1.76]
Schmitt 2016 19.2 20.2 13 32 188 13  10.0% -0.64 [-1.43, 0.15] =
Van Wart 2015 223 201 76 199 248 77 62.4% 0.11[-0.21, 0.42]
Total (95% CI) 124 123 100.0% 0.04 [-0.21, 0.29]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi2 = 3.34, df =4 (P = 0.50); 12 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.34 (P = 0.73)

4 05 0 05 1
Favours High-intensity Favours Active



Supplementary Figure S54: Effects of the exercise programs length in bodily pain dimension

Bodily pain dimension: Eight weeks of exercise program or less

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Dliference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 14.6 171 135 16.8 206 134 92.1% -0.12 [-0.36, 0.12]

Moller 2015 (a) 20.37 18.22 9 2593 2222 9 61% -0.26 [-1.19, 0.67] »

Moller 2015 (b) 3333 45.13 4 50 70.71 2 18% -0.25 [-1.97, 1.46]

Total (95% Cl) 148 145 100.0% -0.13 [0.36, 0.10] q

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.11, df =2 (P = 0.95); I = 0%

i . -2 -1 0 1 2
Testlorovsrall affact: Z=1.08 (P=0:28) Favours High-intensity Favours Control
Bodily pain dimension: More than eight weeks of exercise program
High- intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Adams 2018 -52.5 7.3 35 528 78 27 294% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.54] 1
Cormie 2013 -49.9 9.1 22 -528 96 19 21.2% 0.30 [-0.31, 0.92] =
Mijwel 2017 2101 2406 74 2795 30.2 80 49.4% -0.26 [-0.60, 0.09] — T
Total (95% CI) 131 106 100.0%  -0.05[-0.36, 0.26] ~,—-
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.02; Chiz =2.72, df = 2 (P = 0.26); 2 = 27% = = T ! f
05 025 0 025 05
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.31 (P = 0.75) Favours Hiagh-intensity Favours Control
Supplementary Figure S55: Effects of the weekly exercise frequency in bodily pain dimension.
Bodily pain dimension: 2 times per week
High-Intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Cormie 2013 -49.9 9.1 22 -528 96 19 21.0% 0.30 [-0.31, 0.92] w
Mijwel 2017 21.01 2408 74 2795 302 60 386% -0.26 [0.60, 0.08] — % [
Van Wart 2015 223 20.1 76 318 222 77 404% -0.45[-0.77, -0.13] — &
Total (95% CI) 172 156 100.0%  -0.22[-0.56, 0.13] -’-—
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi = 4.49, df =2 (P = 0.11); I = 55% % g 3 o }
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.21 (P = 0.23) Favours High-intensity Favours Control
Bodily pain dimension: 3 times per week
High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adams 2018 -52.5 7.3 35 -52.8 7.9 27 17.3% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.54] f
Adamsen 2009 146 1741 135 168 206 134 76.2% -0.12 [-0.36, 0.12]
Moller 2015 (a) 20.37 18.22 9 2593 2222 9 51% -0.26 [-1.19, 0.67] ”
Moller 2015 (b) 3333 45.13 4 50 70.71 2 1.5% -0.25 [-1.97, 1.46]
Total (95% CI) 183 172 100.0% 40.10 [-0.31, 0.11] q
Heterogeneity: Tauz = 0.00; Chi? = 0.46, df = 3 (P = 0.93); R = 0% 2 1 o 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.92 (P = 0.36)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control



Supplementary Figure S56: Effects of the high-intensity training part duration in bodily pain dimension.

Bodily pain dimension: 15 minutes or les of high-intensity training

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Dliference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% ClI
Adamsen 2009 148 171 136 16.8 2068 134 63.5% -0.12 [-0.36, 0.12]
Mijwel 2017 21.01 24.06 74 2795 302 60 31.1% -0.26 [-0.80, 0.09] — &
Moller 2015 (a) 2037 18.22 9 2593 2222 9 42% -0.26 [-1.19, 0.67]
Moller 2015 (b) 3333 4513 4 50 70.71 2 1.2% -0.25 [-1.97, 1.46]
Total (95% CI) 222 205 100.0%  -0.17 [-0.36, 0.02] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.48, df =3 (P = 0.92); P = 0% 2 1 A 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z=1.72 (P = 0.09)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Bodily pain dimension: More than |5 minutes of high-intensity training

High-Intensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Adams 2018 -52.5 7.3 35 528 79 27 320% 0.04 [-0.46, 0.54]
Cormie 2013 -49.9 9.1 22 528 96 18 26.7% 0.30 [-0.31, 0.92] =
Van Wart 2015 223 20.1 76 318 222 77 41.3% -0.45[-0.77, -0.13] — &
Total (95% CI) 133 123 100.0% -0.09 [-0.55, 0.37]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.11; Chiz = 5.69, df = 2 (P = 0.06); I = 65% 1 -0:.5 5 055 1

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.39 (P =0.70)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S57: Effects in the dysnoea dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Dyspnoea dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intenslity group Control group Std. Mean Dlfference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 143 215 135 182 244 138 458% -0.17 [-0.41, 0.07] i
Edvardsen 2015 37 253 30 58 321 31 143% -0.72 [1.23, -0.20] -
Hwang 2012 38 5.5 13 136 146 11 58% -0.89 [1.74, -0.04]
Mijwel 2017 35.17 28.83 74 4349 2897 60 28.1% -0.28 [-0.83, 0.06] ]
Moller 2015 (a) 1111 16.87 9 18.52 24.22 9 49% -0.34 [1.27, 0.59] — &
Moller 2015 (b) 8.33 16.67 4 50 70.71 2 12% -0.87 [-2.77, 1.02]
Total (95% Cl) 265 251 100.0% -0.34 [-0.55, 0.13] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 5.84, df = 5 (P = 0.32); I = 14% 2 1 P 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.15 (P = 0.002)

Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Dyspnoea dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

High-intensity group Active group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Moller 2015 (a) 11.11 16.67 9 18.52 24.22 9 358% 0.34 [-1.27, 0.59] L
Moller 2015 (b) 8.33 16.67 4 11.11 1935 3 13.8% -0.13 [-1.63, 1.37] »
Schmitt 2016 20.3 16.7 13 322 237 13 50.3% -0.56 [-1.35, 0.22] L]
Total (95% CI) 26 25 100.0% -0.42 [-0.98, 0.14] R oo
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 0.30, df = 2 (P = 0.86); I* = 0% T 3% © ©5 .

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.49 (P = 0.14)

Favours High-intensity Favours Active



Supplementary Figure S58: Effects in the diarrhoea dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Diarrhoea dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dliference Std. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 17 26.1 135 13 219 134 63.5% 0.17 [-0.07, 0.40] _‘I.!'
Mijwel 2017 89 18.88 74 847 1655 60 31.4% 0.02 [-0.32, 0.36]
Moller 2015 (a) 2222 28.87 9 3.7 1111 9 39% 0.81 [-0.16, 1.78] =
Moller 2015 (b) 16.867 19.25 4 33.33 47.14 2 1.2% -0.48 [-2.22, 1.29]
Total (95% CI} 222 205 100.0% 0.14 [-0.05, 0.33]

2 -1 0 1 2
Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 2.75, df =3 (P = 0.43); P =0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.42 (P = 0.16)

Diarrhoea dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group

High-intensity group Active group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Mijwel 2017 89 18.88 74 1239 19.93 72 87.6% -0.18 [-0.50, 0.15] —-
Moller 2015 (a) 2222 2887 9 741 147 9 11.3% 0.62 [-0.34, 1.57] i
Moller 2015 (b) 16.67 19.25 4 11.11 19.25 3 47% 0.24 [1.27, 1.75] %
Schmitt 2016 5.1 12.4 13 153 29.2 13 16.4% 0.44 [-1.22, 0.34] —
Total (95% CI) 100 97 100.0% 0.11 [-0.44, 0.22] ?

2 40 1 2
Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 3.29, df = 3 (P = 0.35); P =8%
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.67 (P = 0.51)

Supplementary Figure S59: Effects in the nausea dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control group.

Nausea dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group.

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 134 173 135 137 184 134 405% -0.02 [-0.26, 0.22]
Mijwel 2017 5.02 10.1 74 7.79 20.37 60 25.8% -0.18 [-0.52, 0.16] T
Moller 2015 (a) 741 121 9 1852 13.03 9 42% -0.84 [-1.82, 0.13] — &
Moller 2015 (b) 25 16.67 4 4167 11.79 2 1.2% -0.86 [-2.74, 1.03]
Van Wart 2015 42 9.6 76 104 228 77 28.3% -0.35 [-0.87, -0.03] = I
Total (95% CI) 298 282 100.0% -0.20 [-0.40, 0.01] 0
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01; Chi? = 5.15, df =4 (P = 0.27); R = 22% 2 1 o 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.89 (P = 0.06) Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Supplementary Figure S60: Effects in the constipation dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group.

Constipation dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group.

High-ntensity group Control group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 20.8 39.4 118 184 253 117 30.7% 0.07 [-0.18, 0.33] —-—
Mijwel 2017 10.14 21.79 74 1447 23.76 60 27.4% -0.18 [-0.53, 0.15] — &
Moller 2015 (a) 7.41 14.7 9 1481 24.22 9 108% -0.35 [-1.28, 0.58] e
Moller 2015 (b) 25 16.87 4 33.33 47.14 2 40% 0.24 [-1.95, 1.47] v
Van Wart 2015 33 14 71 177 263 68 27.3% -0.68 [-1.03, -0.34] — &
Total (95% CI} 276 254 100.0% -0.26 [0.63, 0.10] .r

2 A 0 1
Favours High-intensity Favours Control

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09; Chi? = 12.10, df = 4 (P = 0.02); > = 67%
Test for overall effect: Z= 1.43 (P = 0.15)
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Supplementary Figure S61: Effects in the insomnia dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.

Insomnia dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group

High-intensity group Actlve group Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Tofal Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% ClI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 184 239 135 284 275 134 61.2%  -0.31[-0.55,-0.07] —i
Mijwel 2017 31.34 30.37 74 39.37 34.52 72 33.3% -0.25 [-0.57, 0.08] — &
Moller 2015 (a) 1852 24.22 9 37.04 42.31 9 4.0% -0.51 [-1.45, 0.43] .
Moller 2015 (b) 58.33 16.87 4 50 23.57 3 15% 0.36 [-1.17, 1.88]
Total (95% CI) 222 218 100.0%  -0.29 [-0.47, -0.10] e
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 1.00, df = 3 (P = 0.80); R = 0% 2 1 5 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.86 (P = 0.003) Favours High-intensity Favours Control
Insomnia dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group
High-intenslity group Actlve group Std. Mean Difference Sitd. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Mijwel 2017 31.34 30.37 74 39.37 34.52 72 744% -0.25 [-0.57, 0.08] —
Moller 2015 (a) 1852 24.22 9 37.04 42.31 9 89% -0.51 [-1.45, 0.43] "
Moller 2015 (b) 58.33 16.687 4 50 23.57 3 34% 0.36 [-1.17, 1.88]
Schmitt 2016 385 269 13 435 252 13 13.3% -0.19 [-0.96, 0.58] .
Total (85% Cl} 100 97 100.0% -0.24 [0.52, 0.04] s
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.93, df =3 (P = 0.82); R = 0% 2 1 o 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.68 (P = 0.08) Favours High-intensity Favours Control
Supplementary Figure S62: Effects in the appetite loss dimension of the comparisons between high-intensity training group and control
group, and high- intensity training group and low- intensity exercise group.
Appetite loss dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and control group.
High-intensity group Control group Std. Mean Dilfference Sid. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Adamsen 2009 12 223 135 146 221 134 63.5% -0.12 [-0.36, 0.12]
Mijwel 2017 13.33 2382 74 1883 2666 60 31.1% -0.22 [-0.56, 0.12] — &
Moller 2015 (a) 1111 16.67 9 1852 2422 9 42% -0.34 [-1.27, 0.59] -
Moller 2015 (b) 16.67 33.33 4 33.33 33.33 2 12% -0.40 [-2.14, 1.34]
Total (95% CI} 222 205 100.0% -0.16 [-0.35, 0.03] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.45, df = 3 (P = 0.93); F= 0% 5 - ! p 3
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.66 (P = 0.10) Favours High-intensity Favours Control
Appetite loss dimension: Comparison between high-intensity group and low-moderate intensity group
High-ntensity group Active group Std. Mean Difference Sid. Mean Dliference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Welght [V, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Mijwel 2017 13.33 2362 74 1953 2497 72 744% -0.25 [-0.58, 0.07] —
Moller 2015 (a) 1111 16.687 9 14.81 33.79 9 92% -0.13 [-1.06, 0.79] .
Moller 2015 (b) 16.67 33.33 4 33.33 33.33 3 34% -0.42 [-1.95, 1.11]
Schmitt 2016 25 92 13 76 145 13 13.0% -0.41[-1.18, 0.37] IR T
Total (85% Cl} 100 97 100.0% -0.27 [0.55, 0.01] <l
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi* = 0.25, df = 3 (P = 0.97); P = 0% 5 & s i 3

Testiorvanl efinckie= 1A% =000 Favours High-intensity Favours Control



