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Figure A1l. Risk of bias summary: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries. Risk of bias

graph: C) Asian countries; D) Non-Asian countries




Appendix A2
2.1 Upper-extremity strength

Figure A2.1.1. Sensitivity analysis of upper-extremity strength (Asian and Non-Asian

countries)

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A2.1.2. Funnel plot of upper-extremity strength (Asian and Non-Asian countries)
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Figure A2.1.3. Egger’s regression plots of upper-extremity strength (Asian and Non-Asian

countries)



. metabias ES _seES, egger graph
Note: data input format theta se theta assumed
Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 10 Root MSE = 1.621

Std Eff Coef. Std. Err. 5% P>|t] [95% Conf. Interval]
slope .7136522 .4640081 1.54 0.163 —-.3563523 1.783657
bias -1.856176 1.877728 -0.99 0.352 -6.186224 2.473873

Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.352

Figure A2.1.4. Egger’s test of upper-extremity strength (Asian and Non-Asian countries)



2.2 Upper-extremity strength

o

SMD *

study Effect (95% Cl) Weight

Zhu, Chan etal. 2019 S 0.18(-0.27, 0.63) 1392
|

Kim, Kojima et al. 2020 —_— 006(-0.29,040) 2398
|

Kim, Kim et al. 2016 _— 0.08(-0.38, 0.55) 13.09
'

Yamada, Kimura et al. 2019 - 0.40(-0.13, 0.93) 10.12
1

Li, Cui etal. 2021 r—t— 0.04 (-0.39, 0.47) 15.42
'

Shahar, Kamaruddin et al. 2013 7 -0.03(-0.71,0.65) 6.19

Nabuco, Tomeleri etal. 2018 : 0.01(-0.76,0.78) 4.80

Kemmler, Teschler et al. 2016 : 0.08(-0.47, 0.64) 9.22

Maltais, Ladouceur et &l. 2018 : 0.06 (-0.87, 0.99) 3.28

Overall, DL (I° = 0.0%, p = 0.989) <<> 0.11(-0.06,027)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random-effects model
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Figure A2.2.1. Forest plots of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study (Asian

and Non-Asian countries)
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Figure A2.2.2. Sensitivity analysis of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study

(Asian and Non-Asian countries)

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A2.2.3. Funnel plot of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. Study (Asian

and Non-Asian countries)
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Figure A2.2.4. Egger’s regression plots of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al.

study (Asian and Non-Asian countries)

. metabias ES _seES, egger graph
Note: data input format theta se_theta assumed
Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 9 Root MSE = .4911
std_Eff Ccoef.  std. Err. E P>|t] [95% Conf. Intervall
slope .1153167 .1556442 0.74 0.483 -.2527235 . 4833568
bias -.0400565 .6039274 -0.07 0.949 -1.468118 1.388005

Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.949

Figure A2.2.5. Egger’s test of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study (Asian

and Non-Asian countries)



2.3 Lower-extremity strength

Figure A2.3.1. Sensitivity analysis of lower-extremitystrength (Asian and Non-Asian

countries)

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A2.3.2. Funnel plot of lower-extremity strength (Asian and Non-Asian countries)
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Figure A2.3.3. Egger’s regression plots of lower-extremitystrength (Asian and Non-Asian

countries)



. metabias _ES _seES, egger graph
Note: data input format theta se theta assumed
Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 6 Root MSE = .818

Std_E.ff coef. Std. Err. i P>lt] [95% Cconf. Interval]
slope .1288897 .5261226 0.24 0.819 -1.331861 1.58964
bias .4447049 2.02241 0.22 0.837 -5.170405 6.059815

Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.837

Figure A2.3.4. Egger’s test of lower-extremity strength (Asian and Non-Asian countries)



2.4 Muscle mass

Figure A2.4.1. Sensitivity analysis of muscle mass (Asian and Non-Asian countries)

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A2.4.2. Funnel plot of muscle mass (Asian and Non-Asian countries)
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Figure A2.4.3. Egger’s regression plots of muscle mass (Asian and Non-Asian countries)
metabias _ES _seES,egger graph
Note: data input format theta se theta assumed
Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 14 Root MSE = .7886

std Eff coef. std. Err. t P>\t [95% Conf. Intervall
slope .135968 .1925231 0.71 0.494 -.2835038 .5554398
bias -.0803815 .7628751 =0.11 0.918 -1.742544 1.581781

Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.918

Figure A2.4.4. Egger’s test of muscle mass (Asian and Non-Asian countries)



2.5 Gait speed

Shahar, Kamaruddin et al

Nabuco, Tomeleri et al. 2

Figure A2.5.1. Sensitivity analysis of gait speed (Asian and Non-Asian countries)

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A2.5.2. Funnel plot of gait speed (Asian and Non-Asian countries)
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Figure A2.5.3. Egger’s regression plots of gait speed (Asian and Non-Asian countries)
. metabias _ES _seES, egger graph

Note: data input format theta se theta assumed

Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 9 Root MSE = .9291

Std Eff Coef. Std. Err. = P>|t] [95% Cconf. Interval]
slope .4224439 .2917403 1.45 0.191 -.2674123 1.1123
bias -1.805281 1.122108 -1.61 0.152 -4. 458644 .8480829

Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.152

Figure A2.5.4. Egger’s test of gait speed (Asian and Non-Asian countries)



Appendix A3

SMD i

study Effect (95% Cl) Weight

Nabuco, Tomeleri et al. 2019 0.01(-0.76,0.78) 27.74

Kemmler, Teschler et al. 2016 0.08 (-0.47,0.64) 53.30

Maltais, Ladouceur et al. 2016 0.06 (-0.87,0.99) 18.96

1
|
1
:
1
Overall, DL (I° = 0.0%, p = 0.989) <:> 0.06(-0.34,047)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random-effects model
T
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Figure A3.1. Forest plots of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study:

Non-Asian countries.

MNabuco

hler et al. 2016

Figure A3.2. Sensitivity analysis of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study:

Non-Asian countries.

Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A3.3. Funnel plot of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study:

Non-Asian countries.
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Figure A3.4. Egger’s regression plots of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al.
study: Non-Asian countries.

. metabias ES _seES, egger graph

Note: data input format theta se theta assumed

Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 3 Root MSE = .1189
Std Eff Coef. 5td. Err. t P>|t] [95% Conf. Interval]
slope .1453098 .1151323 1.26 0.427 -1.317584 1.608204
bias -.2430976 .321755 -0.76 0.588 -4.331383 3.845188

Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.588

Figure A3.5. Egger’s test of upper-extremity strength without Rondanelli et al. study:

Non-Asian countries.



Appendix A4

nar, Kamaruddin et al. 2013 Maltais, Ladouceur et al. 2(

Figure A4.1. Sensitivity analysis of upper-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B)

Non-Asian countries.

A Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits B Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A4.2. Funnel plot of upper-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian

countries.
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Figure A4.3. Egger’s regression plots of upper-extremity strength A) Asian countries; B)

Non-Asian countries.

metabias _ES _seES, egger graph metabias _ES _seES, egger graph

Note: data input format theta se_theta assumed A Note: data input format theta se_theta assumed B
Egger's Lesl for small-sLudy effecls:
Regress standard normal deviate of intervention

effect estimate against its standard error

EBgger's test for small-study effects:
Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studics = € Root MSE -  .e184 Number of studies = 4 ROOT MsE: = 1.33
std Eff Coef. std. Err. © P>t [95% Conf. Interval] SLd_ELL Coel. Std. Erc. L B>t [95% conf. Inlerval]
slope -.0179837  .2065728 -0.06 0.855 -.8414017 8054342 slope 1.79602  .5392872 3.33  0.080 -.5243454 4.116386
bias 5853392  1.281751 0.46 0.672 -2.973372 4.144051 bias -4.523214  1.938637 -2.33  0.145 -12.86449 3.818066

Test of HO: no small-study effects P =0.672 Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.145

Figure A4.4. Egger’s test of upper-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian

countries.
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Figure A5.1. Sensitivity analysis of lower-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B)

Non-Asian countries.
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Figure A5.2. Funnel plot of lower-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian
countries.
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Figure A5.3. Egger’s regression plots of lower-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B)

Non-Asian countries.
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. metabias _ES _seES, egger graph s

A B

Note: data input format theta se_theta assumed

Note: data input format theta se_ theta assumed =

Bgger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Rgger's test for small-study effects:
Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies = 4 Root MSE = .375 Number of studies — 2 Root MSE = o
std_Eff Coef.  std. Err. N Sk [95% Conf. Intervall Std_Etft Coet.  Std. Err. € P>ltl Lys% Cont. Interval]
slope | -2.215405  .6495676  -3.41 0.076  -5.010269 .5794585 slope 1.097684
bias 10.22309  2.700569 3.79  0.063  -1.396516 21.8427 bias -2.649029
Test of HO: no small-study effects P - 0.063 Test of HO: no small-study effects P =

Figure A5.4. Egger’s test of lower-extremity strength: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian

countries.
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Figure A6.1. Sensitivity analysis of muscle mass: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries.
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Figure A6.2. Funnel plot of muscle mass: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries.
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Figure A6.3. Egger’s regression plots of muscle mass: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian

countries.

. metabias _ES _seES, egger graph

Note: data input format theta se theta assumed

Egger's test for small-study effects:

Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

A

. metabias _ES _seES, egger graph

Note: data input format theta se theta assumed

Rgger's test for small-study effects:
Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error

Number of studies — 7 Root MSE - .9416  Number of studies = 7 Root MSE =  .6396
Std_Ett Coet.  Std. Err. t P>t] L95% Cont. Intervall std_Eff Coef std. Err t B>lt| [95% Conf. Intervall
slope 2780722  .3040146 0.91  0.402 -.5034221 1.059567 slope .1675128  .3075879 0.54 0.609 -.6231669 . 9581926
bias -.3203842  1.080628 -0.30 0.779 -3.098228 2.457459 bias -.4517065  1.332546 -0.32  0.748 -3.877124 2.973711

Test of HO: no small-study effects P =0.779 Test of HO: no small-study effects P =o0.748

Figure A6.4. Egger’s test of muscle mass: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries.



Appendix A7
B

Nabuco, Tom

Kemmiler, T ler et al. 2016

Figure A7.1. Sensitivity analysis of gait speed: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries.

A Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits B Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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Figure A7.2. Funnel plot of gait speed: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries.
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Figure A7.3. Egger’s regression plots of gait speed: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian

metabias _ES _seES, eggexr graph matabias _ES _seES, egger graph B
Note: data input format theta se_theta assumed £\ Notc: data input format theta se_theta assumcd
Egger's test for small-study effects: Egger's test for small-study effects:
Reyress slandard normal deviale of intervenLion Regress standard normal deviate of intervention
effect estimate against its standard error effect estimate against its standard error
Number of studies = 6 Root MSE = .81B4 Number of studies = 3 Root MSE = 1.081
sid BLL Coef.  SLd. Brr. L B>IL] [95% Conl. Inlervall Std_Eff Coef std. Err t B>t [95% Conf. Intervall
slope -.112596  .3983725 -0.28 0.791 -1.218655 . 9934634 slope 517312 .9749149 0.53  0.689 -11.87016 12.90478
bias 6788823  1.709132 0.40 0.711 -4.066429 5.424194 bias -2.525053  2.681981 -0.94 0.519 -36.60285 31.55275
TesL of HO: no small-sludy effecLls P =0.711 Test of HO: no small-study effects P = 0.519

Figure A7.4. Egger’s test of gait speed: A) Asian countries; B) Non-Asian countries.



