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ESM Table A. PEDro scale

Study Eligibility | Random | Concealed | Similar | Subjects | Therapists | Assessors |>85% | intention- | Between- Pointand | Total
criteria allocation | allocation |at blinded blinded blinded |follow- |to-treat |group variability | PEDro

baseline up analysis | comparisons | measures |score
Bouillon (2006) [22] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Flynn (1999) [23] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Gannon (1998) [12] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Lee (2005) [27] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Moyna (1996) [31] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Strasner (1997) [25] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
McFarlin (2003) [28] 1 0 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 5
Palmo (1995) [30] 1 0 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 5
Brenner (1999) [26] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Brenner (1996) [11] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
McFarlin (2003) [28] 1 1 0 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 6
Miles (2002) [29] 1 1 1 1 n/a n/a 0 1 1 1 1 7

Criteria (2-11) were used to calculate the total PEDro score. Each criterion was scored as either 1 or 0 according to whether the criteria was met or not. n/a = not applicable




Study TE SE  Weight
Brenner(1999)a [26] 3.16 0.74 3.8%
McFarlin(2003)b [28] 2.20 0.43 5.8%
Brenner(1996) [11] 2.16 0.49 5.3%
Strasner(1997)a [25] 1.74 0.45 5.6%
Brenner(1999)c [26] 1.42 0.40 6.0%
McFarlin(2003)a[28] 1.42 0.33 6.5%
Bouillon(2006)b [22] 1.12 0.41 5.9%
Miles(2002) [29] 1.09 0.40 6.0%
Gannon(1998) [12] 0.88 0.29 6.7%
Bouillon(2006)a [22] 0.68 0.38 6.2%
Brenner(1999)b [26] 0.64 0.34 6.4%
McFarlin(2005) [24] 059 0.21 7.3%
Lee(2005) [27] 059 0.21 7.3%
Palmo(1995) [30] 0.47 0.23 7.1%
Flynn(1999) [23] 0.42 0.13 7.6%
Strasner(1997)b [25] 0.22 0.32 6.5%
Total (95% ClI) 100.0%

Prediction interval

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% ClI
3.16 [ 1.72; 4.60]
2.20[1.37; 3.04]
2.16[1.19; 3.12]
1.74[0.87; 2.62]
1.42[0.63; 2.21]
1.42[0.77; 2.07]
1.12[0.31; 1.94]
1.09[0.31; 1.87]
0.88[0.31; 1.45]
0.68 [-0.06; 1.41]
0.64 [-0.02; 1.30]
0.59[0.18; 1.01]
0.59[0.18; 1.00]
0.47[0.02; 0.92]
0.42[0.16; 0.68]
0.22 [-0.41; 0.85]

1.08 [ 0.69; 1.47]
[-0.49; 2.64]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.50; Chi? = 55.49, df = 15 (P < 0.01); I° = 73%

Test for overall effect: t;5 = 5.86 (P < 0.01)

ESM Figure A. Forest plot of NKCA results (exercise versus control group) immediately after

physical exercise (pre versus post) without outliers
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Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study TE SE  Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% ClI

Brenner(1999)a [26] 3.82 0.93 3.4% 3.82[2.00; 5.63] =

Lee(2005) [27] 2.78 0.42 6.3% 2.78[1.96; 3.59] - ——

McFarlin(2003)b [28] 2.68 0.50 5.7% 2.68 [ 1.69; 3.66] —B—

Strasner(1997)a [25] 2.30 0.54 5.5% 2.30[ 1.24; 3.36] ——.—

Brenner(1999)c [26] 2.25 0.53 5.6% 2.25[1.21; 3.29] ——.—

Brenner(1996) [11]  2.17 0.49 5.8% 2.17[1.20; 3.13] — R —

Miles(2002) [29] 1.70 0.48 5.9% 1.70 [ 0.75; 2.65] — B

Bouillon(2006)a [22] 1.69 0.49 5.8% 1.69 [ 0.73; 2.65] —

Bouillon(2006)b [22]  1.68 0.49 5.8% 1.68[0.72; 2.63] —i—

Gannon(1998) [12]  1.45 0.34 6.8% 1.45[0.79; 2.11] —

McFarlin(2003)a [28] 1.23 0.32 7.0% 1.23[0.61; 1.85] ———

Brenner(1999)b [26] 1.02 0.36 6.7% 1.02[0.30; 1.73] ——

Palmo(1995) [30] 0.95 0.25 7.3% 0.95 [ 0.46; 1.44] —J:

Flynn(1999) [23] 091 0.14 7.8% 0.91[0.62; 1.19] B

McFarlin(2005) [24]  0.46 0.21 7.6% 0.46 [ 0.05; 0.86] =

Strasner(1997)b [25] 0.44 0.33 6.9%  0.44[-0.20; 1.09] R —

Total (95% Cl) 100.0%  1.59[1.14; 2.05] -

Prediction interval [-0.16; 3.35]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.62; Chi? = 69.56, df = 15 (P < 0.01); I = 78% ! ! ! ! ! !

Test for overall effect: t;5 = 7.44 (P < 0.01) -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
NKCA

ESM Figure B. Forest plot of NKCA results in the exercise groups immediately after physical
exercise (pre versus post)



Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study TE SE  Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Brenner(1999)c [26] 0.54 0.33 3.7% 0.54 [-0.11; 1.19] =
Bouillon(2006)a [22]  0.40 0.36 3.1% 0.40 [-0.31; 1.11] &
Lee(2005) [27] 0.33 0.20 9.6% 0.33[-0.07; 0.73] ———
Bouillon(2006)b [22]  0.29 0.36 3.1% 0.29 [-0.42; 0.99] =
Strasner(1997)a[25] 0.24 0.32 3.9% 0.24 [-0.39; 0.87] § =
Strasner(1997)b [25] 0.24 0.32 3.9% 0.24 [-0.39; 0.87] =
Brenner(1999)b [26]  0.22 0.32 3.9% 0.22 [-0.41; 0.86] § =
Palmo(1995) [30] 0.16 0.22 8.0% 0.16 [-0.28; 0.60] ——-—
Brenner(1999)a [26] 0.13 0.32 3.9% 0.13 [-0.50; 0.76] -
Flynn(1999) [23] 010 0.13 235%  0.10 [-0.15; 0.36] ——
Gannon(1998) [12] 0.08 0.27 5.7% 0.08 [-0.44; 0.61] -l—
Brenner(1996) [11]  -0.02 0.33 3.6%  -0.02[-0.67; 0.63] & §
Miles(2002) [29] -0.09 0.34 35%  -0.09 [-0.76; 0.58] R
McFarlin(2005) [24] -0.14 021  9.5%  -0.14 [-0.54; 0.26] —
McFarlin(2003)a [28] -0.24 0.27 5.6%  -0.24[-0.76; 0.28] —-——
McFarlin(2003)b [28] -0.24 0.27 5.6%  -0.24[-0.76; 0.28] —-——
Total (95% Cl) 100.0% 0.10 [-0.01; 0.21] >
Prediction interval [-0.01; 0.21] =

I I I I

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0; Chi% = 9.58, df = 15 (P = 0.85): I = 0%

Test for overall effect: ty5 = 2.02 (P = 0.06) -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 15
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ESM Figure C. Forest plot of NKCA results in the control groups immediately after physical
exercise (pre versus post)
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ESM Figure D. Bubble plot of meta-regression results immediately after physical
exercise (pre versus post)



Study TE
McFarlin(2003)b [28] 1.16
Brenner(1999)a [26] 1.09
Flynn(1999) [23] 0.49
Brenner(1996) [11] 0.49
Strasner(1997)b [25] 0.45
Strasner(1997)a [25] 0.35
Bouillon(2006)b [22] 0.22
McFarlin(2003)a [28] 0.22
Bouillon(2006)a [22] 0.11
McFarlin(2005) [24] 0.08
Brenner(1999)b [26] 0.08
Brenner(1999)c [26] -0.13
Palmo(1995) [30] -0.22
Gannon(1998) [12] -0.46
Lee(2005) [27] -0.58
Miles(2002) [29] -2.50

Total (95% ClI)
Prediction interval

SE
0.18
0.22
0.13
0.16
0.22
0.22
0.24
0.18
0.24
0.10
0.21
0.21
0.22
0.18
0.21
0.29

Weight
6.3%
6.2%
6.5%
6.4%
6.2%
6.2%
6.1%
6.3%
6.1%
6.6%
6.2%
6.2%
6.2%
6.3%
6.2%
5.9%

100.0%

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% ClI
1.16 [ 0.81; 1.52]
1.09[0.66; 1.53]
0.49[0.24; 0.75]
0.49[0.17; 0.80]
0.45[0.02; 0.88]
0.35[-0.08; 0.77]
0.22 [-0.25; 0.68]
0.22 [-0.13; 0.56]
0.11 [-0.35; 0.57]
0.08 [-0.11; 0.28]
0.08 [-0.34; 0.49]
-0.13 [-0.55; 0.29]
-0.22 [-0.66; 0.22]
-0.46 [-0.82; -0.11]
-0.58 [-0.98; -0.17]
-2.50 [-3.06; -1.93]

0.06 [-0.37; 0.50]
[-1.71; 1.84]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.64; Chi = 178.13, df = 15 (P < 0.01); I> = 92%

Test for overall effect: t;5 = 0.31 (P = 0.76)

ESM Figure E. Forest plot of NKCA results in the exercise groups after the recovery period

(pre versus recovery)
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