NKR34 - Pico 5 - Meniscus pathology: Supervised exercise vs. instruction after arthr@6e0p-2015

Figures
Figure 2 (Analysis 1.2)
Intervention Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Fys vs. No treatment (One-leg-jump ratio(%), higher=better (6w to 12m))
Osteras 2014 -96.2 4.8 200 -B22 104 18 335% -14.00[19.29,-8.71] —-
Osteras 20144 -967 &1 33 -814 83 31 4B7% -15.30[18.70,-11.90] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 53 49  80.2% -14.92 [-17.78, -12.06] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.16, df=1 (P =064}, F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=10.22 (P = 0.00001)

1.2.3 Fys. vs. Home program (One-leg-jump ratio(%), higher=better (6w to 12m))
Goodwin 2003 -88 149 41 -2 18 36 19.8% -6.00 [-14.27, 2.27] —= 92727220808
Subtotal (95% CI) M 36  19.8% -6.00 [-14.27, 2.27] & ot
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=1.42 (P=0.16)

Total (95% CI) 94 85 100.0% -13.02 [-17.44,-8.61] L 2
Heterogeneity, Tau®=7.87, ChiF=416, df=2(P=013), F=52%
Test for overall effect Z=5.78 (P = 0.00001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*= 399, df=1 {(P=0.05), F=749%
Eisk of bias legend

(A) Sequence Generation

(B} Allacation concealment

(C) Blinding of participants and personnel

(D) Blinding of outcome assessors - subjective outcomes

({E) Blinding of outcome assessors - objective outcomes

(F) Incomplete outcome data

(G) Selective outcome reparting

(H) Other sources of bias
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Forest plot of comparison: 1 Supervised exercise vs instruction, outcome: 1.2 Function.
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