SUPPLEMENTARY DIGITAL MATERIAL 4

Supplementary Table I11.—4.1. RAT effect on motor function during subacute phase.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference §td. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 85% CI
3.1.2 With outliers

Aisen etal, 1997 141 a7 10 101 11.63 10 25% 036 [-0.53,1.24] -T—
Burgar et al., 2011 {a) 14.4 36 17 14 36 18 3.0% 0.11 [-0.85, 0.77] -
Burgar et al., 2011 ) 6.8 1.9 18 14 36 18 2.5% -2.47 [-3.34,-1.889] I
Daunaraviciene etal., 2016 12,99 1.95 17 97 077 17 25% 217 [1.30,3.03] -
Dehemetal., 2014 1895 18485 15 108 1958 17 2.9% 0.44 [-0.26,1.14] T
Hesse etal, 2005 167 1235 hal a 5.25 22 2.9% 1.42[0.74,2.09] -
Hesse etal, 2014 1.1 106 24 12 127 25 3% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.48] -

Hsieh etal, 2016 11 8.22 16 1053 12.25 14 2.9% 0.04 [-0.66, 0.74] T

Lum etal., 2006 a3 1.2 10 25 0.6 B 1.6% 258113, 4.02] -
Masiero etal., 2007 12.8 a4 17 75 95 18 249% 0.66 [-0.02,1.35] .
Masiero etal, 2011 T.33 47 11 7.37 7.3 10 2.6% -0.01 [-0.86, 0.89] -
Masiero etal, 2014 11.66 5.35 14 9 103 16 2.8% 0.31 [-0.41,1.03] T
Orihuela-Espina etal., 2016 9.11 407 9 687 318 8 23% 0.58 [-0.40,1.56] T
Rabadi etal, 2008 11.08 2539 10 12.84 2802 10 2.5% -0.68 [-1.58,0.23] T
Saleetal, 2013 1718 1027 9 195 16.66 11 2.5% -016[-1.04,0.73] T
Saleetal, 2014 8.64 782 26 363 107 T 3% 083 [0.02,1.08] ™
Tomic etal, 2017 18 9.4 13 TA 8.5 13 2.6% 1.32 [0.46, 2.18] -
Wolpe et al, 2000 g 248 a0 4 2 26 3.2% 0.43[-0.10, 0.96] ™
Walfetal, 2014 93 11.203 47 9567 11.073 45 35% -0.02[-0.43,0.39] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 335 332 521% 0.36 [-0.02, 0.74]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.55; Chi®= 9497 df=18 (P = 0.00001); F=81%

Testfor overall effect: £=1.87 (P = 0.06)

3.1.3 Without outliers

Aisenetal, 1997 141 a7 10 101 11.63 1m0 25% 036 [-0.53,1.24] T
Burgar et al., 2011 {a) 14.4 36 17 14 36 18 3.0% 0.11 [-0.85, 0.77] -
Burgaretal., 2011 (b 6.8 1.9 15 14 36 18 Mot estimahle

Daunaraviciene etal., 2016 12.99 1.95 17 a7 0.77 17 25% 217 [1.30,3.09 I
Dehemetal., 2014 1895 18485 15 108 1958 17 2.9% 0.44 [-0.26,1.14] T
Hesse etal, 2005 167 1235 21 31 5.25 22 289% 1.42[0.74, 2.09] -
Hesse etal, 2014 1.1 106 24 12 127 25 3% -0.08 [-0.64, 0.45] -

Hsieh etal, 2016 11 8.22 16 1053 12.25 14 2.9% 0.04 [-0.66, 0.74] T

Lum etal,, 2008 53 1.2 10 245 0.6 B Mot estimable

Masiero etal., 2007 12.8 a4 17 TA 9.5 18 2.9% 0.66 [-0.02,1.358] —'—
Masiero etal, 2011 T.33 47 11 7.37 7.3 10 2.6% -0.01 [-0.86, 0.89] -
Masiero etal., 2014 11.66 5.35 14 ] 10.3 16 2.8% 0.31 [0.41,1.03] T
Orihuela-Espina et al., 2016 9.11 4.07 9 G687 318 g 2.3% 0.58 [-0.40, 1.56] T
Rabadi etal, 2008 11.08 2539 10 12.84 2802 10 2.5% -0.68 [-1.58,0.23] T
Saleetal, 2013 1718 1027 9 185 1666 11 2.5% -0.16[-1.04,0.73] -
Saleetal, 2014 8.65 7.52 26 363 107 27 3.2% 0.53 [-0.02,1.08] "—
Tomic etal, 2017 18 9.4 13 TA 8.5 13 2.6% 1.32 [0.46, 2.18] -
Yaolpe et al., 2000 5 25 30 4 2 26 3% 0.43[-0.10, 0.98] .
Wolfetal, 20145 9.3 11.203 47 9867 11.073 45 3.5% -0.02 [-0.43,0.39] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 306 308 47.9% 0.42 [0.14,0.71]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.23; Chi®= 46.40, df= 16 (P = 0.0001), I*= BE%

Testfor averall effect 2= 289 (P = 0.004)

Total (95% CI) 641 640 100.0% 0.39 [0.15, 0.63] U
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.38, Chi®=141.70, df= 35 (P = 0.00001);, F=75% 55 b % 0

Testfor averall effect 2= 3.23 (P = 0.001)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=0.07, df=1 (F= 079 F=0%

Favours [control] Favours [experimental]
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Supplementary Table I11.—RAT effect on motor function during chronic phase.

Study or Subgroup

Control
SD Total Weight

Experimental
Mean SD Total Mean

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

3.1.1 With outliers
Angetal, 2014
Brokaw et al., 2014
Burgar et al., 2000
Byl etal, 2013 {a)

Byl etal, 2013 ()
Conray etal, 2011 (a)
Conray etal., 2011 (h)
Dalyetal, 2005
Hsieh etal., 2011 {a)
Hsieh etal, 2011 {b)
Hsieh etal., 2012
Hsieh etal, 2014
Hsieh etal, 2018

Klamrath-Marganska etal, 2014

Liaoetal, 2012
Linetal, 20145
Loetal, 2010

Lum etal, 2002
McCabeetal, 20148
Simkinz etal., 2013 {a)
Simkins et al,, 2013 (b}
Stein et al, 2004
Susanto etal, 2015
Yalpe et al, 2008
Wuetal, 2012
Yangetal, 2012
Subtotal {(95% CI)

72 23 2 449 41 71.8%
1.86 53 7 16 268 5 1.7%
5 4 11 24 24 M0 21%
38 062 5 6 412 3 1.3%
4 014 5 6 412 2 11%
229 072 14 043 072 14 19%
114 075 13 043 072 14 23%
1 632 fi 95 443 6 1.8%
533 622 6 283 744 6 1.8%
233 648 6 283 744 6 1.8%
522 4543 18 2895 624 18 25%
612 602 16 381 502 168 2.4%
424 0735 12 22%
34 a a8 26 57 34 28%
6.3 464 10 13 742 M0 21%
11.06 463 16 171 348 17 22%
111 1. 26 -1.068 1 27 24%
33 or 13 16 0.3 14 1.7%
77 384 12 949 405 11 231%
38 BE7 5 65 915 4 1.4%
34 73 5 65 915 4 1.4%
5.2 LR 49 LR 42 4  21%
511 BAS 9 57 435 1m0 21%
318 1.2 11 34 1.08 10 22%
385 671 14 314 745 14 24%
27 7828 7T 148%
302 291 51.8%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.56; Chi®= 83.04, df= 25 (P = 0.00001); F=73%
Testfor overall effect £=2.98 (P=0.003)

3.1.2 Without outliers
Angetal, 2014
Brokaw et al., 2014
Burgar etal., 2000
Byl etal, 2013 {a)

Byl etal, 2013 (b
Conray etal, 2011 (a)
Conray etal., 2011 (h)
Daly et al., 20048
Hsieh etal., 2011 {a)
Hsieh etal, 2011 ()
Hsieh etal., 2012
Hsieh etal., 2014
Hsieh etal, 2018

Klamroth-Marganska et al., 2014

Liaoetal, 2012
Linetal, 2015
Loetal, 2010

Lum etal, 2002
McCabe etal, 2015
Simkinz etal., 2013 {a)
Simking etal, 2013 ()
Stein et al, 2004
Susantoetal, 2015
Yalpe et al, 2008

Wiy etal, 2012
Yangetal, 2012
Subtotal (95% Cl)

72 23 a 44 41 7T 148%
1.86 53 7 16 268 5 1.7%
] 4 11 245 245 1m0 21%
38 062 5 6 412 3 1.3%
4 014 5 6 412 2 11%

229 072 14 043 072 14
114 075 13 043 072 14 23%
1M 632 4 94 443 6 1.8%
533 622 6 283 744 6 1.8%
233 649 283 744 6 1.8%
522 4543 18 2895 624 18 25%
612 B.02 16 381 402 16 24%
424 0735 12 22%
34 a8 a8 26 57 I\ 18%
6.3 464 10 13 742 M0 21%
11.06 463 16 171 348 17 22%
111 1. 26 -1.068 1 27 24%

33 or 13 16 0.3 14
77 384 12 99 405 11 2.2%
38 BE7 5 65 915 4 1.4%
34 73 il 65 915 4 1.5%
5.2 LR 49 LR 42 4  21%
511 645 49 57 435 M0 21%
318 1.2 11 34 1.08 10 22%
385 671 14 314 755 14 24%
6.1 405 7 27 7828 7T 1.48%
275 263 48.2%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.31; Chi*= 58.80, df=23 (P = 0.0001); F=61%
Testfor overall effect 2= 2.47 (P =0.01)

Total (95% Cl)

577 554 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.43; Chi®*=152.70, df = 49 (P < 0.00001); F = 3%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.89 (P = 0.0001}
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 044, df=1 (P=0.510, F=0%

066 [-0.39,1.72]
0.05[-1.08,1.20]
0.71 [-0.18, 1.60]
-0.79[2.32,0.74]
-0.91 [-2.70,0.88]
2.51[1.48, 3.53]
0.95[0.15,1.75]
0.25[-0.88,1.39]
0.36 [-0.79, 1.50]
-0.07 [-1.20,1.07]
0.38 [-0.28,1.04]
0.41[-0.29,1.11]
0.82 [-0.00, 1.64]
0.11 [-0.35, 0.57]
0.70 [0.21,1.61]
1.95[1.10,2.79]
213[1.44,2.82]
31001.93, 4.28]
-0.458 [1.31, 0.36]
-0.30[-1.63,1.03]
-0.34 [1.67, 0.949]
0.03 [-0.84,1.01]
-010F1.00, 0,80
-0.27 [1.13,0.549]
0.10 [-0.64, 0.84]
0.49 [-0.58, 1.56]
0.53[0.18, 0.87]

0.66[-0.39,1.72]
0.05[-1.09,1.20]
071018, 1.60]
-0.79[F2.32,0.74]
-0.91 [F2.70,0.88]
Mot estimable
0.95[0.15,1.75]
0.25[-0.88,1.39]
0.36[-0.79,1.50]
-0.07 F1.20,1.07]
0.38[-0.28,1.04]
0.41[0.29,1.11]
0.82[-0.00, 1.64]
0.11[-0.35,0.57]
0.70[0.21,1.61]
1.951.10, 2.79]
213[1.44,2.82]
Mot estimable
-0.48 [1.31, 0.36]
-0.30 F1.63,1.03]
-0.34 1,67, 0.99]
0.08[-0.84,1.01]
-0.10 [1.00,0.80]
-0.27 F1.13,0.59]
0.10[-0.64,0.84]
0.49[-0.58, 1.56]
0.37 [0.08, 0.67]

0.45[0.22, 0.68]

3 I|1||'|i||"|11|11|{"|'|

T i|i1|11'|11| EERE

||ll|ll{

+

i
-5

Favours [control]

1]

]

Favours [experimental]

10



Supplementary Figure 2.—Distribution.
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Supplementary Table IV.—VR effect on motor function during chronic phase.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 With outliers
Askin etal, 2018 433 G667 18 067 149 20 20% 0.76[0.10,1.42] —
Chenetal, 2015 (2) 15 1218 g 109 428 8 1.3% 0.42[057,1.42] T
Chen etal, 20145 (b} TH 1245 8 1089 428 g 1.3% -0.34 [-1.32, 0.65] T
da Silva Ribeiro etal, 2014 TEH 1271 15 106 11.99 18 1.8% -0.24 [0.95, 0.48] -
Duffetal, 2010 -0.25 414 11 6.8 4481 10 1.3% -1.87 [2.57,-0.56] —_—
Fluetetal., 2015 23 48 10 04 1.1 11 1.5% 0.40[0.47,1.26] -T—
Givan et al, 2015 322 2045 24 265 1468 23 2.2% 0.28 [[0.30, 0.85] T
Henrigue et al., 2019 1468 067 16 807 1.34 18 0.7% 5,22 [3.66,6.78]
Housman et al., 2009 33 24 14 22 26 14 1.8% 0.43[0.32,1.18] T
Hung et al., 2019 35 BES 17 338 1084 16 1.9% 0.01 067, 0.69] T
Inetal, 2012 104 582 11 3 252 8 1.2% 1.49[0.43, 2.54] —
Jang et al., 2005 7193 5 24 1.2 5 05% 2.59 [0.67, 4.50]
Kiper etal., 2014 B8 885 24 321073 21 2.2% 0.36 [0.23, 0.95] T
kottink etal,, 2014 1.4 23 g 23 28 10 1.4% -0.29 [-1.23, 0.64] -
Leeetal, 2014 4 266 12 2 1.6 12 1.6% 0.88[0.03,1.79 —
Levin etal., 2012 T2 o822 G 2.6 82 B 1.1% 0.52 [0.64,1.68] T
Marouzi etal, 2013 21 11.42 9 -02 7454 9 1.4% 023070, 1.19] I
Ogun etal, 2019 691 837 33 148 544 320 4% 0.99 [0.47,1.51] -
Ohetal, 2019 14 3 17 21 2 14 1.9% -0.07 [0.78, 0.63] -1
FParketal, 2016 a2 0.9 15 4.2 1.4 15 1.8% 0.83[0.08,1.58] —
Parketal, 2017 98 485 10 6.2 522 10 1.4% 0.68 [0.22,1.59] s
Parketal, 2018 14 28 12 21 27 13 1.7% -0.07 [0.86, 0.71] -
Piran et al., 2008 83 474 18 22 2895 18 1.9% 0.77 [0.09,1.45] —
Firan et al., 2010 73 686 7 26 613 20 2% 0.70[0.11,1.30] —
Reikensmeyer etal, 2012 33 685 13 04 449 13 1.7% 0.39[0.39,1.17] T
Shinetal, 2015 466 6.48 16 547 10.24 16 1.9% -0.10[-0.80, 0.55] -1
Sinetal, 2013 1089 6.3 18 653 26 17 1.9% 0.87[0.18,1.57] —
Sucaretal, 2008 188 7.82 11 83 147 11 1.3% 1.74[0.73,2.75] —_—
Thielbaretal, 2014 17 637 7 1.7 G668 T1.2% 0.00[-1.05, 1.05] -
Turolla etal., 2013 65 9893 263 3 11.04 113 31% 0.34 [0.12, 0.56] r~
Yiana etal, 2014 93 ar 10 7A 71 10 1.5% 0.27 [0.61,1.15] - T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 686 520 51.0% 0.48[0.24, 0.72] [ ]

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.27; Chi*= 94.98, df= 30 (P = 0.00001); F= 68%
Testfor overall effect £=3.98 (P = 0.0001)

3.1.2 Without outliers

Askin etal, 2018 433 66T 18 067 1.43 20 20% 0.7B[0.10,1.42] —
Chen etal, 2015 (a) 15 12.18 8 109 428 3 1.3% 0.42 [0.57,1.42] -T—
Chen et al,, 2015 {b) TE 1245 3 108 428 3 1.3% -0.34 [1.32, 0.65] -
da Silva Ribeiro etal, 2015 7B 1271 15 106 11.99 15 1.8% -0.24 [0.95, 0.48] -
Duffetal., 2010 -0.25 414 11 6.8 4481 10 Mat estimable

Fluet et al., 2015 23 48 10 0.9 1.1 1 1.5% 0.40[-0.47,1.26] - —
Givan et al, 2015 322 2045 24 265 1468 23 2.2% 0.28 [[0.30, 0.85] T
Henrique et al., 2018 1468 067 16  9.07 1.34 14 Mot estimable

Housrnan et al, 2009 33 24 14 22 25 14 1.8% 0.43[0.32,1.18] T
Hung et al., 2019 35 BES 17 338 1084 16 1.9% 0.01 067, 0.69] T
Inetal, 2012 104 582 11 3 242 8 1.2% 1.49[0.43, 2.54] —
Jang etal., 2005 7143 3 2.4 1.2 5 05% 2.59[0.67, 4.50]

Kiper etal., 2014 B8 885 24 321073 21 2.2% 0.36 [0.23, 0.95] T
Kottink etal,, 2014 1.5 23 g 23 2.8 10 1.4% -0.29 [1.23, 0.64] -
Leeetal, 2014 4 266 12 2 1.6 12 16% 0.88[0.03,1.73] —
Levin etal., 2012 73822 G 26 3.2 6 11% 0.52 [-0.64, 1.68] -T—
Morouzi etal, 2019 21 11.42 9 -0.2 754 9 1.4% 0.23[0.70,1.14] -1
Ogun et al, 2019 691 537 33 1.5 444 32 24% 0.99[0.47,1.51] -
Ohetal, 2018 19 3 17 21 2 14 1.9% -0.07 [0.78, 0.63] -
FParketal, 2016 a2 0.9 15 4.2 1.4 15 1.8% 0.83[0.08,1.58] —
Parketal, 2017 9.5 485 10 6.2 4822 10 1.4% 0.68[0.22,1.59] e
Park etal., 2019 1.9 28 12 21 27 13 17% -0.07 [0.86,0.71] -
Piran et al., 2008 83 474 18 22 2895 18 1.9% 0.77 [0.09,1.45] —
Piron etal., 2010 7.3 B.86 27 26 613 200 21% 0.70[0.11,1.30] —
Reikensmeyer etal., 2012 33 B85 13 0.9 49 13 17% 0.39[-0.39,1.17] T
Shinetal., 2015 466 6.48 16 557 1024 16 1.9% -0.10[0.80, 0.59] -1
Sinetal., 2013 1089 B.31 18 B.53 2.6 17 1.9% 0.87 [0.18, 1.57] —
Sucaretal, 2009 1845 7.82 11 8.3 147 11 1.3% 1.74[0.73,2.75] —
Thielbaretal., 2014 1.7 B37 7 1.7 B.ES 7TO12% 0.00[-1.05,1.08] —_
Turolla etal., 2013 65 9893 263 3 11.04 113 31% 0.34 [0.12, 0.56] r~
Wiana etal., 2014 9.3 57 10 7.5 7 10 1.5% 0.27 [0.61,1.18] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 659 495  49.0% 0.45[0.28, 0.62]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.07; Chi*= 43.55 df=28 (P =003} I*= 36%
Testfor overall effect Z=5.16 (P = 0.00001)

Total {95% CI) 1345 1015 100.0% 0.46 [0.32, 0.60] ¢

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.16; Chi*= 138.53, df= 59 (P = 0.00001); F= 57% 5_1 0 =5 b é 10!
Testror overall efiect Z=56.24 (F = 0.00001) Favours [control] Favours [experimental]
Testfar suboroun differences: Chi®= 005, df=1 (P =082}, F= 0% h )




Supplementary Figure 3.—Distribution.
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Supplementary Table V.—TR effect on activity during subacute phase.

Experimental Caontrol Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
3.1.1 With outliers
Chumbler etal., 2012 0.2 B.147 24 0.6 7.B22 19 20.6% -0.06 [-0.6E, 0.54]
Duncan et al, 1538 13 516 10 133 4827 10 18.7% -0.06 [-0.83, 0.82]
Duncan et al., 2003 0.36 01 44 2142 1.34 49 11.3% 1.81 [1.32, 2.30] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 78 78 60.7% 0.59 [-0.77,1.95]

Heterogensity Tau?= 1.34; Chi#= 27.72, df= 2 (P = 0.00001); F= 93%

Testfor overall effect Z=0.85 (FP=0.40)

3.1.3 Without outliers
Chumbler etal., 2012 0.2 6147 24
Duncan etal,, 1993 13 416 10

Duncan et al., 2003 0.36 01 44
Subtotal (95% CI) 34

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P =1.00); F= 0%

Testfor overall effect: £=0.22 (P = 0.82)

Total (95% CI) 112

06 7.622 19 206%

133 427 10 18.7%
-1.42 1.24 49

29 39.3%

107 100.0%

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.92; Chi®= 37.21, df= 4 (P = 0.00001}; = 89%

Testfor averall effect 2= 0.75 (P = 0.46)

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=0.76, df=1 (P= 038, F=0%

Supplementary Figure 4.—Distribution.
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Supplementary Table VI.—RAT effect on activity during chronic phase.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1 With outliers
Lum et al., 2002 0.2 0.z 13 0.001 0.001 14 187% 1.39[0.54, 2.29] —
Shin et al., 2016 103 27 24 348 1.4 22 156% 3.07[2.19, 3.54] —
Wolfetal, 2015 51 22.85 47 8.8 2319 45 18.0% -0.16 [-0.57, 0.28] -
Wy etal, 2012 0.28 0.393 14 035 0.688 14 16.4% -0.12 [-0.86, 0.63] -
Subtotal (95% CI) ag 95 B5.6% 1.02 [-0.39, 2.42] B
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.91; Chi*= 49.85, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); IF= 94%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.42 (P =0.16)
3.1.2 Without outliers
Lum et al., 2002 0.2 0.z 13 0.001 0.001 14 Mot estimahble
Shin et al., 2016 103 27 24 348 1.4 22 Mot estimahble
Wolfetal, 2015 51 22.85 47 8.8 2319 45 18.0% -0.16 [-0.57, 0.28] -
Wy etal, 2012 0.28 0.393 14 035 0.688 14 16.4% -0.12 [-0.86, 0.63] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 61 53  34.4% -0.15[-0.51, 0.21] *
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.01, df=1 (F =092} F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.82 (P =0.41)
Total (95% CI) 159 154 100.0% 0.60 [-0.23, 1.44]

Heterogeneity, Tau® = 0.97; Chi*= 56.12, df= 5 (P = 0.00001); F= 91%

-5 0

Testforo\reralleﬁec_tZ:'I.M (P:_D'15) o Favours [control] Favours [expirimental] "0
Testfar subgroup differences: Chif= 249, df=1(P=0.113 = 59.8%
Supplementary Figure 5.—Distribution.
SE(SMDN
0T I
1
1
1
1
i
1
01 !
1
1
1
:
1
0.2+ !
o !
1
1
1
i
1
03T !
1
:
1
Q|
04 :
1
0 4
1
1
\ SMD
0.5 i f f i
-10 -5 0 5 10

Subgroups
’6 With autliers

<> Without outliers




Supplementary Table VII.—VR effect on activity during chronic phase.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
3.1.1 With outliers
Agkin etal, 2018 1.7 133 18 o 7.8 0 23% 0.16 [-0.48, 0.80] T
Broeren etal., 2008 28 10 11 0.4 10.56 11 1.5% 0.22 [-0.61, 1.06] T
Byl etal., 2013 (a) 18 832 5 65 103 3 0E% -0.45 [1.92,1.01] T
Byl etal., 2013 (h) -0.2 11.25 ] 65 103 3 0E% -0.53 [2.01, 0.95] I
Chenetal, 2015 (a) 49 12 g 14 7.25 8 1.2% 0.32 [-0.66, 1.31] T
Chen etal, 2014 (k) 31 1312 g 148 7.25 8 1.3% 0.14[-0.84,1.12] -
Croshie etal., 2012 06  4.93 9 28 1172 9 1.3% -0.24 [1.17, 0.68] T
Duffetal, 2012 047  0.36 11 04584 028 10 1.5% -0.21 [-1.07, 0.65] - T
Givan etal, 2015 -0.3 1464 20 83 1475 21 2.3% -0.57 [1.20, 0.05] -]
Housman et al., 2009 0.1 0.4 15 0.1 0.7 16 2.0% 0.00 [-0.70, 0.70] -
Hung etal., 2019 0.085 0.4 17 007 072 16 2.0% 0.03 [-0.66, 0.71] T
Inetal, 2012 26.35 32.08 11 343 76T 8 1.1% 0.87 [-0.08, 1.83] —
Jang et al,, 2005 4 4384 5 16 591 5 07% 0.94 [-0.41, 2.28] T
Joetal, 2012 8.4 VT 15 2 329 14 17% 1.05[0.27,1.84] -_—
Kim etal., 2012 1.8 1081 10 028 506 10 1.4% 0.14 [-0.74,1.02] T
Kiperetal, 2014 197 17.78 24 g 1483 21 2.5% 0.46 [-0.13, 1.09] ™
Kottink et al., 2014 34 449 g g 5.1 10 1.3% -0.21 F1.14,0.72] —T
Lee etal, 2013 871 8m 748 TAB 7T10% 0.45 [-0.62, 1.51] T
Lee etal, 2016 285 1047 13 284 1048 13 1.7% 0.03 [-0.74, 0.80] -1
Lewin etal, 2012 08 17.28 3 3.4 1283 6 0.9% -0.16 [1.29, 0.98] T
Morouzi etal., 2019 0.2 14.66 9 16 918 3 1.3% 0.14 [-0.79, 1.07] T
Ogun etal, 2019 834 478 33 125 389 32 26% 1.60[1.04, 2.17] -
Ohetal, 2019 34 449 17 34 7.2 14 20% -0.02 [0.72, 0.69] -
Parketal, 2014 43 549 12 48 5.9 12 1.6% -0.08 [-0.88, 0.72] -
Piron etal, 2010 5B 7.22 7 47 9.07 20 25% 0.11 [-0.47, 0.69] T
Rand etal., 2017 11.7 11.42 11 9 1261 10 1.5% 0.22 [-0.64, 1.08] T
Schuster-Amftetal, 2018 2437 152 22 2007 215 2 27% 0.22 [-0.33, 0.76] T
Sinetal, 2013 9456 461 18 271 312 17 17% 1.69[0.91, 2.48] -
Thielbar et al., 2014 31 5.6 735 8 7T10% 0.89 [-0.22, 2.01] T
Turolla et al, 2013 TE 1242 263 B9 12499 113 5.3% 0.06 [-0.17, 0.28] T
Zondervan et al, 2016 or 23 9 -06 29 8 1.3% 0.48 [-0.49, 1.44] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 654 493 52.1% 0.26 [0.07, 0.46] ]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.14; Chi*= 61.81, df= 30 (P = 0.0006); F=51%
Testfor overall effect 2= 263 (P =0.009)
3.1.2 Without outliers
Agkin etal, 2018 1.7 133 18 o 7.8 0 23% 0.16 [-0.48, 0.80] T
Broeren etal., 2008 28 10 11 0.4 1056 11 1.5% 0.22 [-0.61, 1.06] T
Byl etal., 2013 (a) 18 832 5 65 103 3 0E% -0.45 [1.92,1.01] T
Byl etal., 2013 (h) -0.2 11.25 ] 65 103 3 0E% -0.53 [2.01, 0.95] I
Chenetal, 2015 (a) 49 12 g 14 7.25 8 1.2% 0.32 [-0.66, 1.31] T
Chen etal, 2014 (k) 31 1312 g 148 7.25 8 1.3% 0.14[-0.84,1.12] -
Croshie etal., 2012 06 493 9 29 1172 3 1.3% -0.24 [1.17, 0.68] T
Duffetal., 2012 047 036 11 0454 028 10 1.5% -0.21 [1.07, 0.65] -
Givan etal, 2015 -0.3 1464 20 83 1475 21 2.3% -0.57 [1.20, 0.05] -]
Housman et al., 2009 0.1 0.4 15 0.1 0.7 16 2.0% 0.00 [-0.70, 0.70] -
Hung etal., 2019 0.085 0.4 17 007 072 16 2.0% 0.03 [-0.66, 0.71] T
Inetal, 2012 26.35 32.08 11 343 76T 8 1.1% 0.87 [-0.08, 1.83] —
Jang et al,, 2005 4 4384 5 16 591 5 07% 0.94 [-0.41, 2.28] T
Joetal, 2012 8.4 VT 15 2 329 14 17% 1.05[0.27,1.84] -_—
Kim etal., 2012 1.8 10581 10 028 508 10 1.4% 0.14 [-0.74,1.02] T
Kiperetal, 2014 197 17.78 24 g 1483 21 2.5% 0.46 [-0.13, 1.09] ™
Kottink et al., 2014 34 449 g g 5.1 10 1.3% -0.21 F1.14,0.72] —T
Lee etal, 2013 a7t am 748 TAB 710% 0.45 [-0.62, 1.51] T
Lee etal, 2016 285 1047 13 284 1048 13 1.7% 0.03 [-0.74, 0.80] -1
Lewin etal, 2012 08 17.28 3 3.4 1283 6 0.9% -0.16 [1.29, 0.98] T
Morouzi etal., 2019 0.2 14.66 9 16 918 3 1.3% 0.14 [-0.79, 1.07] T
Ogun etal, 2019 834 478 33 125 389 32 Mat estirmakble
Ohetal, 2019 34 449 17 34 7.2 14 2.0% -0.02 [0.72, 0.69] -
Parketal, 2014 43 549 12 48 5.9 12 1.6% -0.08 [-0.88, 0.72] -
Piron etal, 2010 5B 7.22 7 47 9.07 20 25% 0.11 [-0.47, 0.69] T
Rand etal., 2017 11.7 11.42 11 9 1261 10 1.5% 0.22 [-0.64, 1.08] T
Schuster-Amftetal, 2018 2437 152 22 2007 215 2 27% 0.22 [-0.33, 0.76] T
Sinetal, 2013 9456 461 18 271 312 17 Mat estirmable
Thielbar et al., 2014 31 5.6 735 8 7T10% 0.89 [-0.22, 2.01] T
Turolla et al, 2013 TE 1242 263 B9 12499 113 5.3% 0.06 [-0.17, 0.28] T
Zondervan et al, 2016 or 23 9 06 29 8 1.3% 0.48 [-0.49, 1.44] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 603 444 AT.9% 0.11 [-0.01, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2244 df= 28 (P =076); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.78 (P =0.07)
Total (95% CI) 1257 937 100.0% 0.20 [0.08, 0.32] |
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.06; Chi®= 8A.68, df= 9 (P = 0.01); F=31% i_1 P 15 p % 1D=

Test for overall effect 2= 3.36 (P = 0.0008)
Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®=1.57 df=1 (P=021), F=36.2%

Favours [control]

Favours [experimental]
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Supplementary Table VIII.—New technologies effects on motor function when provided in

addition (all studies vs only time-matches interventions).

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.1.1In addition (all)
Aizenetal, 1897 141 a7 10 101 11.63 10 1.0% 0.36 [-0.53,1.24] T
Aprile etal, 2020 85 8067 91 857 8022 a9 3.4% -0.01 [-0.29, 0.28] T
Askinetal, 2018 433 B.B7 18 067 1.49 20 1.5% 0.76[0.10,1.43] —
Chenetal, 2015 (a) 15 1218 a 1089 426 8 0.8% 0.42[-057,1.43] T—
Chenetal, 2015 () TH 1245 8 109 4.28 8  08% -0.34 [-1.32,0.69] -
Choietal, 2014 78 76 10 a7 10 10 1.0% -0.10[-097,0.78] -
Choietal., 2016 1908 1338 12 987 1422 12 1% 0.66 [-0.17,1.48] "*
da Silva Cameirao etal, 2011 467 11.33 8 425 1338 8 0.8% 0.29[-0.69,1.28] I
Dehernetal, 2019 195 1858 16 108 19.48 17 1.4% 0.44 [-0.26,1.15] T
Hsiehetal, 2018 11 822 16 1053 1225 14 1.4% 0.04 [-0.68, 0.75] T
Hsiehetal, 2018 492 0838 12 4325 0735 12 1T1% 0.22[-0.00,1.64] —
Kiper etal, 2011 9.8 1032 40 1.6 1081 40 2.4% 076 [0.31,1.22] -
Kiper etal, 2018 472 1078 68 314 108 i3} 3.0% 0.60 [0.26, 0.95] -
Kong etal, 2016 182 11.08 33 135 1073 34 22% 0.42 [-0.06, 0.91] —
Kuon etal, 2012 261 3.36 13 547 77 13 1.2% -0.47 [-1.25,031] -
Lesetal, 2014 4 2,66 12 2 16 12 1.0% 0.881[0.03,1.73] —
Lesetal, 2018 az 6.35 15 233 5.08 15 1.2% 0.99[0.23,1.76] —
Liao etal , 2012 6.3 564 10 13 7482 10 0.9% 0.70[-0.21,1.81] e
Masiero et al., 2007 128 55 17 75 9.5 18 1.4% 0.66 [-0.02,1.39] *
Masiero etal., 2011 733 47 "M 737 7.3 10 1.0% -0.01 [-0.86, 0.85] 1T
Masiero etal., 2014 11.66 5.35 14 9 103 16 1.3% 0.31[-0.41,1.03] T
McCabe etal, 2015 T 2.84 12 a9 6.08 1" 11% -0.42[-1.371,0.36] -
Morouzietal, 2019 21 1142 9 -02 T.54 9 0.9% 0.23[0.70,1.149] I
Qrihuela-Espina et al., 2016 a1 4.07 9 687 218 2 0.8% 0.58 [-0.40,1.56] T
Parketal, 2016 62 0g 14 42 1.4 14 1.2% 0.83[0.08,1.58] i
Farketal, 2017 a8 485 10 6.2 622 10 0.89% 0.68[-0.22,1.59] e
Farketal, 2013 18 28 12 21 27 13 1.2% -0.07 [-0.86,0.71] -
Frange etal, 2015 78 a3 3E 102 9.6 a3 22% -0.25[-0.73,0.22] =T
Rabadi etal , 2008 1105 2538 10 12584 2802 10 0.8% -0.68 [-1.58,0.23] 7
Sale etal, 2013 1718 1027 9 195 1668 11 1.0% -0.16 [-1.04,073] -
Shin etal,, 2014 17 6.46 a9 6.3 744 7 0.8% 0.74[-0.29,177] T
Shinetal, 2015 468 6.48 16 557 1024 16 1.4% -0.10[-0.80, 0.59] -
Sinetal, 2013 1089 6.31 18 6353 26 17 1.4% 0.87[018,1.57] —
Thielbar etal,, 2014 17 B.37 T 17 6.68 T 0r% 0.00[-1.05,1.05] T
Tomicetal, 2017 18 9.4 13 ] 4.5 13 1.0% 1.32[0.48,2.18] I
Turolla etal, 2012 6.5 993 262 3 11.04 112 3.9% 034012, 0.56] [
Viana etal, 2014 a3 a7 10 78 71 10 1.0% 0.27 [0.61,1.19] I
Yolpe etal, 2000 5 25 30 4 2 26 2.0% 0.43[-0.10, 0.96] '—
Wolfetal, 2015 9.3 11.203 47 9567 11.073 45 2.6% -0.02[-0.43,039] T
Yang etal, 2012 6.1 5.05 7 27 7628 7 0.7% 0.49[-0.58, 1.56] T
Yinetal, 2014 1633 1682 11 1366 2001 12 11% 0.08[-0.73, 0.91] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 994 848 56.7% 0.32[0.19, 0.45] i

Heterageneity: Tau®=0.05; Chi*= 6117, df= 40 (P = 0.02), F=35%
Test for overall effect: Z= 4.85 (P = 0.00001)

3.1.2 In addition {only time-matched interventions)

Aizen etal, 1997 141 a7 10 101 11.83 10 Mot estimable

Aprile etal,, 2020 85 8087 91 857 8022 a9 34% -0.01 [-0.29, 0.28] T
Askinetal, 2018 433 B.67 18 0E7 1.49 pii} Mot estimable

Chenetal, 2014 (a) 148 1218 2 109 4.26 2 0.8% 0.42[-0.57,1.42] T
Chenetal, 2014 (b} 7E 1245 2 109 4.26 2 0.8% -0.24 [-1.32,0.69] -
Choietal., 2014 7.8 7.6 10 ar 10 10 1.0% -0A0-087, 078 -1
Choietal, 2016 1908 1338 12 867 14322 12 1T1% 0.66 [-0.17,1.48] _
da Sikva Cameirao etal, 2011 467 1135 8 425 1538 8 0.8% 0.29[-0.69,1.28] T
Dehemetal, 2013 195 1855 15 108 1458 17 1.4% 0.44 [-0.26,1.15] T
Hsieh etal, 2016 11 822 16 1053 1235 145 1.4% 0.04 [-0.66, 0.75] T
Hsiehetal, 2018 492 0838 13 4325 0735 12 1T1% 0.82[-0.00,1.64] —
Kiper etal, 2011 98 1032 40 18 1081 40 2.4% 0.78[0.31,1.23] -
Kiperetal, 2018 972 1078 68 314 108 68 3.0% 0.60[0.26, 0.95] -
Kong etal, 2016 182 11.09 33 135 10789 34 Mot estimable

Kweon etal, 2012 261 3.36 13 547 77 13 Mot estimable

Leeetal, 2014 4 2.66 12 2 16 12 1.0% 0.88[0.03,1.72] —
Leeetal, 2012 a2 6.35 16 233 6.08 14 1.2% 0.99[0.23,1.76] —
Liaoetal, 2012 6.3 6.64 10 1.3 7.92 10 0.9% 0.70[-0.21,1.61] e
Masierg etal., 2007 128 6.5 17 78 a5 12 1.4% 0.66 [-0.02,1.39] _
Masiera etal, 2011 7.33 47 M1 737 7.3 10 1.0% -0.01 [-0.86, 0.85] T
Masiero etal, 2014 11.66 635 14 a 103 16 1.3% 0.31 [-0.41,1.03] T
McCabe etal, 2015 77 384 12 a8 505 Ah| Mot estimable

Morouzi etal, 2014 21 1142 a4 -0z 7.54 q Mot estimable

Otihuela-Espina et al, 2018 a1 4.07 9 687 318 8 0.8% 0.58 [-0.40, 1.56] T
Partketal, 2018 52 08 15 42 1.4 15 Mot estimable

Parketal, 2017 a8 485 10 B2 5.22 10 Mot estimakle

Parketal, 2019 19 28 12 21 27 13 1.2% -0.07 [-0.86, 0.71] -1
Prange etal., 2015 74 a3 3E 102 9.6 33 22% -0.25[-0.73,022] 1
Rabadi etal., 2008 11.05 2538 10 1284 2802 10 0.9% -0.68[-1.58,0.27] ]
Saleetal, 2013 1718 1027 9 195 1666 1" 1.0% -0.16[-1.04,073] -
Shinetal, 2014 mr 6.46 9 6.3 T.44 T 0.8% 0.74[-0.29,1.77] T
Shin etal, 2015 4.66 6.48 16 557 1024 16 1.4% -0.10-0.80,0.59] -1
Sinetal, 2013 1089 6.31 12 6453 26 17 Mot estimahle

Thielbar etal, 2014 17 6.37 7 17 6.68 7 0.7% 0.00[-1.05, 1.05] -
Tomic etal, 2017 18 9.4 13 75 A5 13 1.0% 1.32[0.46, 218] I
Turolla etal, 2013 6.5 983 263 3 1104 113 3.8% 0.34 (0132, 0.56] ~
Wianaetal, 2014 a3 a7 10 75 71 10 Mot estimable

Walpe etal, 2000 5 25 a0 4 126 20% 0.43 [-0.10, 0.96] —
Walfetal, 2015 93 11.203 47 9567 11.073 45 2.8% -0.02 [-0.43, 0.39] T
Yang etal, 2012 61 5.08 7 27 7628 70T 0.49 [-0.58, 1.56] T
Yinetal, 2014 1533 1682 11 1366 20001 12 Mot estimakle

Subtotal (95% CI) 835 687  43.3% 0.31[0.16, 0.46] i

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.0%; Chi®= 46,56, df= 20 (P = 0.02), F=38%
Test for overall effect: Z= 4.07 (P = 0.0001)

Total (95% Cl) 1829 1535 100.0% 0.32[0.22,0.41] b

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi®= 107 76, df= 70 (P = 0.003); F= 35% s _15 é 1El=
Testfor overall effiect Z= 640 (P < 0.00001) Favours [control] Favours [experimental]
Test for subgroup differences: Chi=0.01, df=1 (P=0.92), F= 0% ) )




Supplementary Table IX.—New technologies effects on motor function when provided in

substitution (all studies vs only time-matches interventions).

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.2.1 In substitution (all)
Angetal, 2014 72 23 8 43 41 7T 09% 066 [0.39,1.72) T
Brokaw et al, 2014 186 53 716 269 5 08% 0.05F1.09,1.20) -1
Burgar et al, 2000 5 4 11 25 25 10 10% 0.71 F0.18, 1.60) —
Burgar et al, 2011 (3) 144 36 17 14 3B 18 14% 011 F0.55,0.77) -
Burgaretal, 2011 (k) 6.8 1.9 19 14 36 18 Mot estimable
Byl etal, 2013 (a) 38 062 g 6 412 3 05% -0.79F232,074 I
Byl etal, 2013 (b} 4 019 g 6 412 2 04% -0.91 F2.70,0.88) - 1
Conroy etal, 2011 (a) 229 072 14 043 072 14 Mot estimable
Conroy etal, 2011 () 115 075 13 043 072 4 1.2% 0.95[0.15,1.79 —
Crameretal, 2019 786 6.6 62 836 T.04 62 18% -0.07F0.42,0.28) T
Datyetal., 2005 " B3 [ 95 443 6 0.8% 0.25[-0.88,1.34] —
da Silva Ribeiro etal, 2015 76 1271 15 106 1198 15 13% -0.24 085,048
Daunoraviciene etal, 2016 1283 185 17 a7 077 17 1% 247 [1.30,3.03] -
De Araujo etal, 2011 967 469 6 1083 873 B 08% -015 129,088
Duffetal, 2012 -025 414 " B8 451 10 Mot estimable
Duncanetal, 1938 84 1087 10 22 11 10 10% 054 [-0.36,1.43]
Duncanetal, 2003 448 081 44 404 08 48 18% 0.51(0.08,083]
Fluetetal, 2015 23 48 10 LE:) 11 " 1% 040[-047,1.26]
Galvao etal, 2015 1022 1112 18 311 1374 10 12% 057 [0.22,1.38]
Givonetal, 2015 322 058 24 285 198 23 15% 028[-0.30,0.85]
Henrique etal, 2019 1483 067 16 907 134 15 Mot estimable
Hesse etal, 2005 167 1235 2 31 525 22 13% 1.42(0.74,2.09)
Hesse etal, 2014 M1 108 24 12 127 25 15% -0.08 054,048
Housman et al, 2003 33 24 14 22 28 14 12% 043[-032,1.18]
Hsieh etal, 2011 (a) 533 522 6 283 744 B 08% 036 [0.79, 1.50)
Hsieh etal, 2011 ta) 233 649 6 283 744 B 08% -0.07 }1.20,1.07]
Hsieh etal, 2012 531 543 18 285 624 18 1.4% 038 }0.28, 1.04]
Hsieh etal, 2014 612 602 16 381 502 16 13% 0.41 F0.29,1.11]
Inetal, 2012 104 582 " 3 252 8 09% 1.49(0.43,2.54
Jang etal, 2005 7183 g 24 1.2 9 04% 2.59(0.67, 4.50]
Kiper etal, 2014 6.8 889 24 32 1073 2 1.9% 0.36[-0.23,0.95]
Klamroth-Marganska etal., 2014 34 8 3\ 26 &7 ¥ 1i% 0.11[-0.35,0.57]
Kottink et al, 2014 1.9 23 8 23 8 M 10% -0.291.23,0.64]
Levin etal, 2012 72 8321 B 28 8.2 6 08% 052 [-0.64,1.68]
Linetal, 2015 54 462 § 66 4.9 a9 07% -019[1.44,1.09)
Loetal, 2010 1m 25 106 1 7 13% 213[1.44,287)
Lumetal, 2002 33 o7 13 16 03 14 Mot estimable
Lumetal,, 2006 53 1.2 10 25 06 B Mot estimable
Nijenhuis etal , 2016 03 1902 8 2 1663 10 10% -0.08[-089,081]
Ogun etal, 2018 681 537 a3 15 644 32 18% 088 (0.47,1.51]
Chetal, 2018 19 3 17 21 2 14 13% -0.07 078,063
Piron etal, 2007 77 59 25 34 T4 13 13% 065[-0.03,1.34]
Piron etal, 2008 54 582 5 66 55 5 07% -019[1.44,1.08)
Piron etal, 2009 53 474 18 22 205 18 13% 0.77(0.09,1.45]
Piron etal, 2010 73 686 27 26 613 20 15% 0.70(0.11,1.30]
Reikensmeyeretal, 2012 33 685 13 LE:) 49 13 12% 039[-039,117]
Saleetal, 2014 865 752 26 383 107 27 18% 053[-0.02,1.08]
Simkins etal, 2013 (a) 38 687 5 65 0915 4 0B% -0.30 163,103
Simking etal, 2013 (o) 34 73 5 B5 915 4 06% -0.34 [1.67,0.89]
Stein et al, 2004 52 48 9 48 42 9 10% 0.08F0.84,1.01]
Sucar et al, 2009 185 7.82 11 83 147 11 09% 1.74[0.73,2.75)
Susanto etal, 2015 511 655 9 57 435 10 10% -0.1011.00,0.80]
Volpe etal, 2008 318 1.2 " 35 108 Mmoo 1% -0.27 113,059
Wi etal, 2012 385 BT1 14 314 755 14 1.1% 0.10[-0.64,0.84]
Subtotal (95% CI) 742 705 53.2% 0.42 [0.25, 0.60]

Heterogeneity Tau®=0.20; Chi*=110.59, df= 47 (P < 0.00001); I*= 55%
Testfor gverall effect Z=4.76 (P = 0.00001)

3.2.3 In substitution only time matched interventions)

Angetal, 2014 72023 8 48 41 7 08% 0.66-0.39,1.72) T
Brokaw et al, 2014 18 53 7 1B 288 5 08% 0.05[1.09,1.20] -
Burgar et al, 2000 5 4 11 25 25 10 Mot estimable

Burgar etal, 2011 (a) 144 36 17 14 3B 18 Mot estimable

Burgar etal, 2011 (k) 68 19 18 14 36 18 Mot estimable

Byl etal, 2013 (a) 38 062 5 B 412 3 05%  -D79[232,074 —
Byl et al, 2013 (b) 4 019 5 B 412 2 04%  -001[270,0.88 —T
Conroyetal, 2011 (a) 220 072 14 043 072 14 Hot estimable

Conroyetal, 2011 (b 145 075 13 043 072 14 12% 0.95 [0.15,1.75] —
Crameretal, 2019 786 BES B2 838 704 62 10%  -0.07[0.420.28 1
Daly et al,, 2005 11 B32 B 895 443 B 08% 0.25[-0.88,1.39)

da Silva Ribeiro etal, 2015 TE 1271 15 106 1189 15 13%  -D.24[0.05,048)

Daunoraviciene etal., 2016 1289 185 17 97 077 1T Hat estimable

De Araujo etal., 2011 SBF 469 B 1083 873 B 08% -015[1.29,0.98] I
Duffetal, 2012 -0.25 414 1 68 451 10 Mot estimable

Duncan etal, 1998 84 1087 10 22 11 10 Mot estimable

Duncan etal, 2003 448 081 44 404 09 48 Mot estimable

Fluetetal, 2015 23 48 10 08 11 11 1A% 0.40F0.47,1.26) T
Galvag etal, 2015 1022 1142 18 311 1374 10 12% 0.57 F0.22,1.36) —
Glvan etal, 2015 322 205 4 265 196 23 15% 0.280.30, 0.85) —
Henrigue etal, 2019 1489 067 16 907 134 15 ot estimable

Hesse etal, 2005 167 1235 3 31 5215 22 13% 1.42[0.74,2.08) -
Hesse etal, 2014 110 106 24 12 127 25 15%  -0.08F0.64,0.48)

Housman etal, 2008 23 24 14 22 16 14 12% 0.4310.32,1.18)

Hsieh etal. 2011 (a) 533 522 B 283 744 B 08% 0.360.79, 1.50)

Hsieh etal, 2011 th) 233 643 B 283 744 B 08%  -007[1.20,1.07)

Hsieh etal, 2012 532 543 18 285 B24 18 1.4% 0.38[0.28,1.04]

Hsieh etal, 2014 612 E02 16 381 502 16 13% 0.41[0.29,1.11] —
Inetal, 2012 104 582 1 3 252 8 00% 1.49 [0.43, 2.54] —
Jang etal, 2005 7183 5 34 12 5 04% 2.50 [0.67, 4.50]

Kiper etal., 2014 68 885 24 32 1073 2 15% 0.36 [-0.23, 0.95] —
Karnroth-Marganska etal, 2014 34 8 38 26 &7 35 17% 0.41 [0.35, 0.57) r
Koftink et al, 2014 15 23 8 23 28 10 10%  -D.29[1.23,084 —
Levin etal, 2012 71 822 6 26 82 6 08% 0.52[-0.54, 1.58]

Lin etal, 2015 54 562 5 BE 55 5 07%  -D19[1.44,1.09 —
Loetal, 2010 141 101 25 408 1 27 13% 213 [1.44,2.82) —
Lurn etal, 2002 31307 13 16 03 14 Hot estimable

Lumetal, 2006 53 12 10 25 06 B Mot estimable

Nijenhuis etal, 2016 03 1902 El 2 1663 10 1.0% -0.08[-0.99,081] -1
Ogun etal, 2019 691 537 33 15 544 32 1.6% 0.99[0.47,1.51] -
Ohetal, 2018 1.9 3 17 21 2 14 1.3% -0.07 [-0.78, 0.63] -
Firon et &l., 2007 7759 35 34 T4 13 13% 0.65F0.03,1.34) —
Firon et &, 2008 54 562 5 BB 55 5 07%  -D19F1.44,1.09 —
Firon et &, 2008 53 474 18 22 295 18 1.3% 0.77 [0.09, 1.45) —
Firon et al, 2010 73 686 37 26 613 20 1.5% 0.70[0.11,1.30) —
Relkensmeyer etal, 2012 33 685 13 08 48 13 1.2% 0.39F0.39,1.17) —
Sale etal, 2014 865 752 26 363 107 27 16% 0.530.02, 1.08) —
Simkins etal., 2013 (a) 38 687 & B5 015 4 06%  -D30F1.63,1.09 —
Simkins etal., 2013 (b 34 73 5 B5 015 4 0B%  -0.34[1.67.089 —
Stein et al,, 2004 52 48 8 48 432 9 10% 0.08[-0.84,1.01] —
Sucar etal, 2009 185 782 11 83 147 11 08% 1.74 [0.73,2.76] —
Susanto etal, 2015 511 655 8 57 435 10 10%  -010[1.00,0.80) -
Volpe etal, 2008 3218 12 11 35 108 10 14%  -0.27[1.13,0.58 —t
W etal, 2012 385 B71 14 314 TES 14 12% 0.0 [0.54, 0.84]

Subtotal (95% CI) 643 602 46.8% 0.38 [0.20, 0.57]

Heterogenelty: Tau?= 0.18; Chi*= 82.95, df = 42 (P = 0.0001}; F= 55%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.10 (P < 0.0001)

Total (95% CI) 1385 1307 100.0% 0.41[0.28,0.53] |
Heterogenelty: Tau?= 0.19; Chi*= 203.75, df= 80 (P < 0.00001); = 56% ' ; } ]
Testfor overall effect 7= 6.33 (P < 0.00001)

Testfor subaroup differences: Chif= 0.11.df=1 (P=0.74),

5 5
Favours [control]  Favours [experimental]




Supplementary Table X.—New technologies effects on activity when provided in addition (all

studies vs only time-matches interventions).

Experimental Control $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
3.3.1 In addition (all)
Aisenetal, 1997 256 T7.23 0 257 1225 10 1.1% -0.010.89,0.87] -1
Aprile etal, 2020 6.04 8.547 91 B7 484 Qg 7% -0.10F0.38, 019 i
Askinetal, 2018 175 133 18 o 781 20 1.6% 0.16 [-0.48,0.80] I
Broeren etal., 2008 28 10 1 04 1056 11 1.1% 0.22[-061,1.08]
Brunneretal,, 2017 18 1201 57 126 1183 a5 2.4% -0.06 [-0.43,0.31] T
Chen etal, 2015 (a) 48 12 5 15 725 6 08% 0.32 0,66, 1.31] —_
Chen etal, 2015 () 31 1392 g 15 728 8 0.9% 0.14[0.84,1.17]
Chenetal, 2017 M5 785 26 1178 801 24 1.8% -0.00 [-0.56, 0.55]
Choietal, 2014 126 a7 m 153 72 10 1.0% -0.40[-1.29,0.49] -
Croshieetal, 2012 0e 493 a 9 172 9 1.0% -0.24 (117, 0.88] -
da Silva Cameirao et al, 2011 BO7 10.31 8 461 1105 8 0.8% 1.29[018, 2.40] —
Dehem etal, 2019 6.5 914 15 31 726 17 1.4% 0.40F0.30,1.11] T
Hung etal, 2019 g.0es 041 17007 072 16 1.5% 0.03[-0.66,0.71] T
Kihoon etal., 2012 a5 77 15 2 329 14 1.2% 1058027, 1.84] -
Kim etal., 2011 9.4 16.25 15 9 1217 13 1.3% 0.03[072,077] T
Kimetal, 2012 15 1051 10 028 508 10 11% 014 074,107
Kimetal, 2018 a4 868 " 86 1035 8 1.0% -012[1.03 079] -
Kiperetal, 2011 193 1459 40 43 12863 40 1% 0.80[0.34,1.29] -
Kiperetal, 2018 1066 12.75 B8 EOD7 1226 [t} 25% 0.36[0.03,0.70] I
Kong etal, 2016 15 12.34 33 126 1176 a4 2.0% 0.20[-0.28,0.68] T
Kwonetal, 2012 2469 149 12 2161 1007 12 1.3% 0.23[0.54,1.01]
Laffont et al, 2020 157 163 245 T4 1232 26 1.8% 047[001,1.13]
Leeetal, 2013 a7 om 7 o481 718 7 0E% 0.45F062,1.51]
Leeetal, 2018 2.85 10.47 13 254 1048 12 1.3% 0.03[-0.74,0.80]
Masiero et al, 2007 3276 72 17 255 105 18 1.4% 0.78[0.09,1.47] —
MNorouzietal, 2019 0.2 14.668 9 16 918 9 1.0% 0.14[079,1.07] -,
Parketal, 2019 43 459 12 48 59 12 1.2% -0.08[-0.88,072] -
Rahadietal, 2008 -053  7.33 10 384 32 10 1.0% -0.77 168, 0.15] 7
Rand etal,, 2017 M7 1142 " 9 12681 10 1.1% 0.22[-0.64,1.08] T
Rogers etal, 2018 173 a6 10 8.4 53 11 1.0% 1.21[0.26, 2. 18] —
Saposnik etal, 2010 a6 Xl q 12 418 a 0.9% -0B0F1.77,017] 7
Shinetal, 2014 11.3 10.64 ) B3 587 7 0.9% 0.53[-0.428,1.54 o
Shinetal, 2016 103 27 24 34 14 22 Mot estimable
Sinetal, 2013 9.56 461 12 271 312 17 Mot estimahle
Thielharetal, 2014 31 a8 7T o-35 80 7 0.7% 0.89[-0.22,2.01] T
Tarnic etal, 2017 141 78 13 67 78 13 1.2% 041[010,1.73] |
Turkbey etal, 2017 137 7.53 10 478 788 9 0.9% TA1[012,2.09] —
Turollaetal, 2013 7B 1242 283 B9 1289 113 3.0% 0.06[-017,028] T
Villafane etal,, 2018 228 24 16 216 24 16 1.4% 0.43[-022,1.19] el
Yolpe etal, 2000 15 348 30 195 39 26 1.7% 1.55[0.99,2.14] -
Wolfetal, 2015 41 2285 a7 88 23189 45 23% -016 [F0.57, 0.24] -
Wiuetal, 2012 023 0383 14 035 0.588 14 1.3% -0.12 [-0.86, 0.63] -
Yinetal, 2014 1837 20 " 17 i 12 1.2% 0.06[-0.75,0.89] T
Zonderéan etal, 2016 o7 23 a -06 29 8 0.9% 0.48[-0.49,1.44] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 1045 890 57.8% 0.26 [0.12,0.41] ¥
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.09; Chi* = 78.25, df= 41 (P = 0.0004); = 48%
Testfor overall effect Z=3.62 (P = 0.0003)
3.3.3 In addition (only time matched interventions})
Aisen etal, 1897 266 723 10 257 1225 10 Mat estimable
Aprile etal, 2020 6.04 8.947 1 67 484 ag 7% -010F0.38 019 h
Askin etal, 2018 1.75 133 18 o s 20 Mot estimable
Broeren etal, 2008 28 o N 0.4 1056 11 Mot estimable
Brunneretal., 2017 1.8 12.01 57 126 1183 a5 2.4% -0.06 [-0.43,0.31] T
Chenetal, 2015 (a) 48 12 5 15 725 6 08% 0.32 0,66, 1.31]
Chenetal, 2015 {h) 311312 il 148 72§ g 00% 014024117
Chenetal, 2017 M5 785 26 1178 801 24 1.8% -0.00 [-0.56, 0.55]
Choietal, 2014 126 a7 m 153 72 10 1.0% -0.40[-1.29, 0.49] -
Croshie etal, 2012 06 4493 a 19 172 9 1.0% -0.24 [-1.17, 0.68] -
da Silva Cameirao et al, 2011 BO7 10.31 8 461 1105 8 0.8% 1.29[018, 2.40] —
Dehem etal, 2018 65 914 15 31 726 17 1.4% 0.40[-0.30,1.11] hl
Hung etal,, 2019 0.085 041 17 007 072 16 1.5% 0.03 [-0.66,0.71] T
Kihoon etal., 2012 85 T7 15 2 328 14 Mot estimable
Kim etal., 2011 9.4 16.25 15 9 1217 13 Mot estimahle
Kimetal, 2012 15 10.51 10 0328 508 10 Motestimable
Kimetal, 2018 84 868 " 86 1035 8 1.0% -012[1.03 0749 -
Kiperetal, 2011 153 1459 40 43 1263 40 21% 0.20[0.34,1.29] -
Kiperetal, 2018 1066 12.75 B8 EOD7 1226 [t} 25% 0.36[0.03,0.70] I
Kong etal, 2016 165 12.34 33 126 1176 a4 Mat estimable
Kwonetal, 2012 1469 149 13 21.61 1007 13 Motestimable
Laffont et al, 2020 157 163 245 T4 1232 26 1.8% 047[001,1.13] *’
Leeetal, 2013 a7 801 7 o481 716 7 Mat estimable
Leeetal, 2018 2.85 1047 13 254 1048 12 1.3% 0.03[0.74,0.80] T
Masiero et al, 2007 3278 T2 17 255 105 18 1.4% 0.78([0.09,1.47] —
Morauzi etal, 2019 02 14.68 9 16 918 9 Mot estimable
Parketal, 2019 4.3 a9 12 48 59 12 1.2% -0.08[-0.88,0.72] -
Rahadi et al, 2008 -058  7.33 10 384 32 10 1.0% -0.77 [-1.68,0.15] 7
Rand etal, 2017 1.7 11.42 1 9 12681 10 1.1% 0.22[-0.64,1.09 -
Rogers etal, 2018 173 86 10 8.4 53 11 Mot estimable
Saposnik etal, 2010 a6 a8 a 12 418 a 0.9% -0B0F1.77,017] 7
Shinetal, 2014 11.3 10.64 a B3 967 7 0.9% 0.53[0.48,1.54 I
Shinetal, 2016 103 27 24 345 14 22 Mot estimable
Sinetal, 2013 956 461 12 271 312 17 Mat estimable
Thielharetal, 2014 31 a8 T35 8 7 0.7% 0.89[0.22,2.01] T
Tomic etal, 2017 141 78 13 BT T8 13 1.2% 0481[010,1.73] -
Turkheyetal, 2017 137 7.83 10 478 788 a Mot estimahle
Turollaetal, 2013 7B 1242 263 B9 1289 112 3.0% 0.06 017,028 T
Willafane etal, 2018 228 24 16 216 24 16 1.4% 048022119 el
Vaolpe etal, 2000 15 38 30 195 35 P 1.7% 1.55([0.99,2.19] -
Wolfetal, 2015 41 2285 a7 88 23189 45 23% -016 [F0.57, 0.24] -
Wuetal, 2012 028 0.383 14 035 0.588 14 1.3% -0.12 [-0.86, 0.63] -
Yinetal, 2014 18.37 20 " 17 2 12 Mot estimable
Zonderéan et al, 2018 o7 23 9 -06 29 8 0.9% 0.48[-0.49,1.44] T
Subtotal (95% CI} 873 T 42.2% 0.23[0.06, 0.41] "
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.11; Ghi* = B5.08, df= 28 (P = 0.0001); F= 57%
Test for overall effect Z= 2,60 (P = 0.008)
Total (95% Cl} 1918 1607 100.0% 0.25 [0.14, 0.36] b
Heteragenelty: Tau®= 0.09; Chi*=143.49, df= 70 (P < 0.00001); = 51% e 4 ; o

b &
Testfor overall effect 2= 4.48 (F < 0.00001) Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

Test for suboroun differences: Chi® = 0.06. df=1 (P = 0.80). F=0%



Supplementary Table XI.—New technologies effects on activity when provided in

substitution (all studies vs only time-matches interventions).

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
3.4.1 In substitution (all)
Byletal, 2013 (a) 18 832 ] 65 103 3 05% -0.45 [-1.92,1.01] T
Byl etal, 2013 () -0.2 11.25 ] 65 103 3 05% -0.83 [2.01, 0.95] 1
Chumbleretal., 2012 02 6147 24 06 7622 19 249% -0.06 [-0.66, 0.54] -
Duffetal., 2012 047 036 11 0484 028 10 1.4% -0.21 [-1.07, 0.649] -
Cuncan etal., 1998 13 516 10 133 527 1m0 1.4% -0.06 [-0.93,0.82] -1
Duncan etal, 2003 0.36 0.1 44 142 1.34 44 Mot estirmahle
Givon etal, 2015 -0.3 1464 20 83 1475 21 27% -0.57 [-1.20, 0.05] —
Hesseetal, 2014 9.2 108 25 13 10.76 25 3.4% -0.35 [-0.91, 0.21] -
Houstman et al., 2008 01 0.4 15 0.1 07 16 21% 0.00 F0.70, 0.70] I
Inetal, 2012 2635 32.09 11 343 767 8 1% 0.87 [0.08,1.83] —
Jang et al,, 2005 -0.3 1464 20 83 1475 21 27% -0.57 [-1.20, 0.05] —
Kang etal, 2009 92 108 25 13 10.76 285 34% -0.35 [-0.91, 0.21] =T
Kiperetal, 2014 01 0.4 14 0.1 07 16 21% 0.00 F0.70, 0.70] -
Kaong etal, 2014 15 12,34 33 126 1176 34 45% 0.20 [-0.28, 0.68] T
kattink et al., 2014 39 49 g L] 51 1m 1.2% -0.21 114,073 -
Levinetal, 2012 0g 17.28 G 34 1283 6 0.8% -0.16 [1.29, 0.98] T
Limetal., 2014 5 8.8 11 29 463 12 1.5% 028 [F0.53,1.12] -
Lum et al., 2002 0.2 0.2 13 1] 0 14 Mot estimahle
Lum et al., 2006 31 1.4 10 3.2 1.4 B 1.0% -0.07 [-1.08, 0.94] —_
Mijenhuis etal., 2016 -0.37 2197 9 323 1524 10 1.3% -0.18[1.09, 0.7 T
Ogun etal, 20149 834 478 33 125 389 32 Mot estimable
Ohetal, 2018 34 449 17 348 72 14 21% -0.02 [-0.72, 0.69] -
Firan etal, 2007 16.8 18.37 25 77 1841 13 23% 047 F0.21,1.14] T
Firan etal, 2010 a6 722 27 47 4907 20 31% 011 [0.47, 0.649] I
Saposniketal, 2016 76 1062 549 89 939 62 8.2% -0.13[0.49,0.23] -r
Schuster-Amftetal, 2018 2437 152 22 2017 215 32 35% 0.22[0.33, 0.76] T
Standenetal, 2017 317 834 9 117 369 9 1.2% 0.30 [F0.63,1.23] . T
Subtotal (95% CI) 422 405 55.0% -0.06 [-0.20, 0.08] L
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*=17.89, df= 23 (P =0.76); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.86 (P = 0.35)
3.4.3 In substitution (only time matched interventions)
Byletal, 2013 (3) 18 832 5 65 103 3 05% -0.45[-1.92 1.01] T
Byl etal, 2013 (1) -0.2 11.25 ] 65 103 3 05% -0.83 [2.01, 0.95] 1
Chumbleretal., 2012 02 6147 24 06 7E22 19 Mot estimahble
Duffetal., 2012 047 036 11 054 028 10 1.4% -0.21 [1.07, 0.65] -
Duncan etal., 1998 13 816 10 133 837 10 Mot estimahle
Duncan etal., 2003 0.36 0.1 44 -1.42  1.34 49 Mot estimahle
Givon etal, 2015 -0.3 1464 20 83 1475 21 27% -0.57 [-1.20, 0.08] -
Hesseetal, 2014 92 108 25 13 10.76 25 34% -0.35 [0.91, 0.21] =T
Housman et al., 20049 0.1 0.4 15 0.1 0.7 16 21% 0.00[-0.70, 0.70] T
Inetal, 2012 2635 32049 11 343 TE7 8 1% 0.87 [0.08,1.83] —
Jang et al, 2004 -0.3 1464 20 83 1475 21 27% -0.57 [-1.20, 0.05] —
Kang etal, 2009 92 108 25 13 1076 25 34% -0.35 [-0.91, 0.21] -
Kiperetal, 2014 01 0.4 14 0.1 07 16 21% 0.00 F0.70, 0.70] -
kang etal, 2014 15 12.34 33 126 1176 34 Mot estimahble
Kottink et al.,, 2014 39 49 g 5 51 10 1.2% -0.21 114,072 "
Levin etal, 2012 08 17.28 G 34 1283 6 08% -0.16 [-1.29, 0.98] T
Linetal, 2014 ] 8.8 11 29 463 12 1.5% 029 [F0.53,1.12] I
Lurm et al., 2002 0.z 0.2 13 1] 0 14 Mot estirmahle
Lum et al., 2006 a1 1.4 10 32 1.4 6 1.0% -0.07 [-1.08, 0.94] T
Mijenhuis et al., 2016 -037 2177 9 323 1524 10 1.3% -0.18[1.08,0.72] -
COgun etal, 20149 834 478 33 128 389 32 Mot estimable
Ohetal, 2019 34 49 17 348 7.2 14 21% -0.02 [0.72, 0.69] -
Piran etal, 2007 16.8 18.37 25 77 1851 13 23% 047 [0.21,1.15] T
Firan etal, 2010 86 T.22 v 47 4907 200 31% 011 [0.47, 0.64] -
Saposniketal., 2016 76 1062 59 89 939 62 8.2% -0.13[0.49,0.23] -
Schuster-Amftetal, 2018 2437 152 22 2017 M5 32 35% 0.22[0.33, 0.76] T
Standenetal, 2017 317 834 9 117 3649 9 Mot estimahle
Subtotal {95% CI) 346 333 45.0% -0.10 [-0.25, 0.06] L
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Chi*=16.10,df=19 (P =0.65); F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=1.24 (P =0.213
Total (95% Cl) 768 738 100.0% -0.08 [-0.18, 0.03] K
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3421, df=43 (P =083, F=0% |_1 0 -'5 b é 1U'

Testfor overall effect Z=1.47 (P=0.14)
Test for subgroup differences: Chif=012, df=1 (P=073), F=0%

Favours [control]

Favours [experimental]



