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Appendix C: Meta-analysis forest plots

All conditions

C1. Treatment vs. control, chronic pain (excluding headache) conditions, pain at post-treatment. (For Headache pain, see figures C9-11) 
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C2. Treatment vs. control, chronic pain (excluding headache) conditions, pain at follow-up
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C3. Treatment vs. control, all conditions, disability at post-treatment
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C4. Treatment vs. control, all conditions, disability at follow-up
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C5. Treatment vs. control, all conditions, depression at post-treatment
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C6. Treatment vs. control, all conditions, depression at follow-up
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C7. Treatment vs. control, all conditions, anxiety at post-treatment
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C8. Treatment vs. control, all conditions, anxiety at follow-up

[image: image8.png]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
Bussone 1998 204 405 20 3245 365 10 137%  -076[1.54,0.03]

KashikarZuck2012 189 082 50 222 081 50 276%  -0.38[0.7,002] —

Lew 2010 1321 388 75 1250 414 63 30E%  015[016,0.49] T
Trautmann 2010 236 43 12 281 93 10 120% 0590145027 —————
Wicksell 2008 122 46 16 117 58 16 161% 008060079 e
Total (95% CI) 173 149 1000%  -0.22[-0.57,0.14] -
Heterageneity: Talr = 0.08; ChP= £.13, 0= 4 (P= 0.08), F= 51% — 5t o

Testfor oversl effect: 2

20¢

029 Favours [experimental] Favours [control]




Headache pain
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C9. Treatment vs. control, headache pain at post-treatment

C10. Labbe plot. Treatment vs. control, headache pain at post-treatment. 
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C11. Treatment vs. control, headache pain at follow-up
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C12. Treatment vs. control, headache pain, disability at post-treatment
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C13. Treatment vs. control, headache pain, depression at post-treatment
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C14. Treatment vs. control, headache pain, anxiety at post-treatment
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C15. Treatment vs. control, headache pain, anxiety at follow-up
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Recurrent abdominal pain

C16. Treatment vs. control, RAP, pain at post-treatment
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C17. Treatment vs. control, RAP, pain at follow-up
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C18. Treatment vs. control, RAP, disability at post-treatment
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C19. Treatment vs. control, RAP, disability at follow-up
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C20. Treatment vs. control, RAP, depression at post-treatment
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C21. Treatment vs. control, RAP, depression at follow-up
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C22. Treatment vs. control, RAP, anxiety at post-treatment
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C23. Treatment vs. control, RAP, anxiety at follow-up
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Musculoskeletal pain

C24. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, pain at post-treatment
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C25. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, pain at follow-up
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C26. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, disability at post-treatment
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C27. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, disability at follow-up
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C28. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, depression at post-treatment
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C29. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, depression at follow-up
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C30. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, anxiety at post-treatment
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C31. Treatment vs. control, musculoskeletal pain, anxiety at follow-up
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