Table 3. Graphs

Analysis 3.1.1. 
Exercise treatment versus no treatment/waiting list controls: Pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.1.2 
Exercise treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls: disability post-



treatment
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Analysis 3.1.3 
Exercise treatment versus no treatment/waiting list controls: pain intensity 




intermediate (6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.2.1.
Exercise therapy versus usual care: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.2.2. 
Exercise therapy versus usual care: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.2.3. 
Exercise therapy versus usual care: pain intensity long-term (12 months or nearby) 


follow-up
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Analysis 3.2.4. 
Exercise therapy versus usual care: disability intermediate (6 months or nearby) 



follow-up
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Analysis 3.2.5. 
Exercise therapy versus usual care: disability long-term (12 months or nearby) 



follow-up
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Analysis 3.3.1. 
Exercise therapy versus back school/education: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.3.2. 
Exercise therapy versus back school/education: pain intensity at short-term (3 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.3.3. 
Exercise therapy versus back school/ education: disability at short-term (3 months or 


nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.3.4. 
Exercise therapy versus back school/education: pain intensity at intermediate (6 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.2.5. 
Exercise therapy versus back school/ education: disability at intermediate (6 months 


or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.3.1. 
Exercise therapy versus behavioural treatment: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.3.2. 
Exercise therapy versus behavioural treatment: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.3.3. 
Exercise therapy versus behavioural treatment: pain intensity at intermediate (6 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.3.4. 
Exercise therapy versus behavioural treatment: disability at intermediate (6 months 


or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 2.3.3. 
Exercise therapy versus behavioural treatment: pain intensity at long-term (12 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.3.5. 
Exercise therapy versus behavioural treatment: disability at long-term (12 months or 


nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.4.1. 
Exercise therapy versus TENS/laser therapy/ultrasound/massage: pain intensity post-


treatment
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Analysis 3.4.2. Exercise therapy versus TENS/laser therapy/ultrasound/massage: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.4.3. 
Exercise therapy versus TENS/laser therapy/ultrasound/massage: pain intensity at 



short-term (3 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.4.4. 
Exercise therapy versus TENS/laser therapy/ultrasound/massage: disability at short-


term (3 months or nearby) follow-up

[image: image23.png]TENS Placebo/SHAM Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup _Mean _ SD_Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Deyo 1990 217 14 60 24 17 60 292%  -230[787.327] :L
Ghoname 1999 56 19 60 55 18 B0 27.5% 1.00 -5.80, 7.80]

Jarzem2 2005 43 175 25 409 183 25 224% 210(8.11,12.31] i
Topuz 2004 37.3 162 15 8§91 137 12 209% -21.80[33.08,-10.52] I

Total (95% C1) 160 157 1000%  -4.47[-12.84,3.89] -
Heterogeneity. Tau= 54,27, Ch*= 13.01,df= 3 (P = 0.008); F= 77%
Testfor overal effect. Z= 1.05 (P= 0.29)

010 010 20
Favours experimental Favours control






Analysis 3.5.1. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.5.2 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 2.5.2. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: pain intensity at short-term (3 


months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.5.3. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: disability at short-term (3 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.5.4. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: pain intensity at intermediate 


(6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.5.5. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: disability at intermediate (6 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.5.6. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: pain intensity at long-term (12 


months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 2.5.8. 
Exercise therapy versus manual therapy/manipulation: disability at long-term (12 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.6.1. 
Back school versus waiting list controls/ no treatment/ usual care: pain intensity 



post-treatment
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Analysis 3.6.2. 
Back school versus waiting list controls/ no treatment/ usual care: disability at short-


term (3 months or nearby) follow-up
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Test for overall efiect Z= 2.65 (P = 0.008)
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Tumer 1988 237 158 29 284 158 21 B7%  -470[1360,420] —
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61 (P < 0.00001)

L 75 a0
Favours experimental Favours control





Analysis 3.7.1. 
Back school versus active treatment: pain intensity at short-term (3 months or 



nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.7.2. 
Back school versus active treatment: disability at short-term (3 months or nearby) 



follow-up
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Heterogeneity: Taw*= 26.43; Chi*= 29.39, df=7 (P = 0.0001); F= 76%
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Analysis 3.7.3. 
Back school versus active treatment: pain intensity at intermediate (6 months or 



nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.7.4. 
Back school versus active treatment: disability at intermediate (6 months or nearby) 


follow-up
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Analysis 3.8.1. 
TENS versus sham treatment: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.8.2. 
TENS versus sham treatment: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.9.1. 
TENS versus PENS/acupuncture: pain intensity post-treatment
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Total (95% C1) 202 200 1000%  -4.51[-9.33,030] *
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00; Ch =4 (P= 081 F=0% 5t &

Testfor oversl effect: 2

846

Favours experimental Favours control




Analysis 3.9.2. 
TENS versus PENS/acupuncture: pain intensity short-term (3 months or nearby) 



follow-up
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Analysis 3.10.1. 
Low Level Laser therapy (LLLT) + exercise versus SHAM LLLT + exercise: pain 


intensity at short-term follow-up
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Analysis 3.10.2. 
Low Level Laser therapy (LLLT) + exercise versus SHAM LLLT + exercise: disability 


at short-term follow-up
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Analysis 3.11.1. 
Patient education versus active non-educational interventions: pain intensity at 



intermediate (6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.11.2. 
Patient education versus active non-educational interventions: disability at 




intermediate (6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.11.3. 
Patient education versus active non-educational interventions: pain intensity at long-


term (12 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.11.4. 
Patient education versus active non-educational interventions: disability at long-term 


(12 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.12.1. 
Massage versus passive treatments: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.13.1. 
Behavioural treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls/ placebo: pain 



intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.13.2. 
Behavioural treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls/ placebo: disability 


post-treatment
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Analysis 3.14.1. 
Behavioral treatment in addition to another treatment versus the other treatment 



alone: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.14.2. 
Behavioral treatment in addition to another treatment versus the other treatment 



alone: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.14.3. 
Behavioral treatment in addition to another treatment versus the other treatment 



alone: pain intensity during intermediate (6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.14.4. 
Behavioral treatment in addition to another treatment versus the other treatment 



alone: disability intermediate (6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.14.5. 
Behavioral treatment in addition to another treatment versus the other treatment 



alone: pain intensity during long-term (12 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 2.14.7. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: disability intermediate (6 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.14.8. 
Behavioral treatment in addition to another treatment versus the other treatment 



alone: disability long-term (12 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.15.1. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.15.2. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.15.3. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: pain intensity short-term (3 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.15.4. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: disability short-term (3 months 


or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.15.5. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: pain intensity intermediate (6 


months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.15.6. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: pain intensity long-term (12 



months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.15.7. 
Behavioral treatment versus other kinds of treatment: disability long-term (12 months 


or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.16.1. 
Comparison among different types of behavioural treatment: pain intensity post-treatment
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Analysis 3.16.2. 
Comparison among different types of behavioural treatment: disability post-treatment
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Analysis 3.17.1. 
Multidisciplinary treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls: pain intensity at 


short-term (3 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.17.2. 
Multidisciplinary treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls: disability at 



short-term (3 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.17.3. 
Multidisciplinary treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls: pain intensity at 


long-term (12 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.17.4. 
Multidisciplinary treatment versus no treatment/ waiting list controls: disability at 



long-term (12 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.18.1. 
Multidisciplinary treatment versus other kinds of active treatment: pain intensity at 



short-term (3 months or nearby) follow-up
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Analysis 3.18.2. 
Multidisciplinary treatment versus other kinds of active treatment: pain intensity at 



long-term (12 months or nearby) follow-up
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