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Figure 1. A, Forest plot of NMA of all trials for efficacy in the short-term: lumping approach. B, Forest plot of NMA of all trials for efficacy in the long-term: lumping approach
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Treatment (Randem Effects Model) SMD 95% Cl P Score
Self-administered treatment (4 / 51) 144 (026 to 262) B8
Education (1/17) - 147 (-024 10 3.17) B8
Binfeadback (8 / 58) - 141 (064 10217) B8
Ralaxation (10 / 89} —i— 1.38 (0810 2.14) B4
Psychological treatment (5 f 53) e 136 (01510 2.57) B2
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Treatment (Random Effects Model)  SMD 95% Cl P score
Salf-administered treatrment (4 / 51) 140 (02810 2.52) 70
Education (1/717) B 143 (-017 10 3.04) 68
Relaxation {10 / 99) — 1.35 (0.601o 2.09) 67
Psychological freatment (5 / 53) ——— 133 (01810247) B4
Biofeadback (8 / 58) - 1.21 (047 io 1.94) 57
Paychological placebe (6 / 72) R — 114 (00910 2.19) 50
Sham biofeedback {2/ 11) —_— 0.18 (-1.32 1o 1.68) A7
Waiting list (8 / 58) : | | —— 0.00 o7
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Figure retrieved from Koechlin et al., 2021.
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Figure 2. Forest plot showing cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) versus control, Outcome Pain intensity: postintervention

Study or subgroup CET Control Std. Mean Difference Weight Std. Mean Difference
N Mean|5D) N MeaniS0) Randam, 95% C1 Random, 95% CI

1.4.1 Active control or usual care

Levy 2010 83 162 B0 L3[LE) i 20.1T% 0.20140.1.0.51]
Palermea 2016 17 SBT) 14 49024) —— 1353% 0.34-0.37,1.085]
Sanders 1964 18 333 1 &TMm — 14.73% 0:43]-1.07,0.2]
van der Veek 2013 52 EB([ET) 52 BE[TY) e 18.05% -0.28[-0.67,0.1]
Subtotal "™ 170 167 -»> 67.38% -0.04]-0.39,0.31]

Heterogeneity: Tau=0U06; Chi*=8.44, di=3[P=0.09); ’=53.42%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.22(P=082)

L.4.2 Wait-list control

Grof 2013 15 0203 14 L9(LE) — 11.76% -1.481-2.32 -0.65)
Palermo 2009 14 RN 10 ELTri) —r 11.97% -0.38(-1.21.0.43)
Wassam 2008 7 430 8 504 —_— BB -01.89{-1.97,0.19)
Subtotal *** 36 32 e 32.62% -0.92]-1.59,-0.24]

Heterogeneity: Tau's(L14; Chi'=3 35, dfs2[Pe0.15); F=40.28%
Test for overall effect: 2=2.67(P=0.01)

Total ™™ 206 189 - 100% -0,33(-0.74,0.08]
Heterogeneity: Tau'=0019; Chi*=20,02, di=6{P=0}; I’=T0.03%

Test bor overall eflect: 2=1 57(P=0.12)

Test for subgroup diferences: Chi*=5.17, df=1 (P=0.03), F=B0.64%
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Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017
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Figure 3. Forest plot showing the odd ratio of pain improvement post-intervention for those receiving cognitive-behavioural therapy (CBT) compared to control (shown
according to “control” group type)

CBT Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl| M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Active control or usual care
Sanders 1994 1" 18 5 21 29.4% 5.03[1.26, 20.00] B —
van der Veek 2013 13 44 12 47 337% 1.22[0.49, 3.07] ;
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 68 63.1% 2.25[0.57,8.88]
Total events 24 17

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.64, Chi*=2.79,df=1 (P=0.10), F= 64%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.16 (P=0.25)

1.1.2 Wait.ist control

Grop 2013 12 15 0 14 156% 103.57[4.86,2205.00] —ef
Sanders 1990 6 8 2 8 21.3% 9.00 [0.94, 86.52) ———
Subtotal (95% Cl) 23 22 36.9%  24.55[2.24,269.03) e E—
Total events 18 2

Heterogeneity: Tau*=1.20; Chi*=1.64, df= 1 (P = 0.20); F= 39%

Test for overall effect Z= 2.62 (P = 0.008)

Total (95% CI) 85 90 100.0% 5.67 [1.18, 27.32) =i

Total events 42 19

Heterogeneity; Tau*=1.69; ChF= 1047, df=3 (P=001); F=71% } + t t
Test for overall effect Z= 2.16 (P=0.03) R Favo%:s control FavoursLPBT s

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*= 2,88, df=1 (P =0.09), F=65.3%
Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2018

Figure 4. Forest plot showing Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) versus control, Outcome Pain intensity: medium-term follow-up (3 to 12 months)

Study or subgroup CHT Cantrel Std. Mean Difference wWeight Std. Mean Difference
N Migan 50} N Meani|50) Randem, 05% CI Eandom, 5% C1
Grof 2013 15 01 j0.E) 14 1&(L5) o 1859 =l35{=4 1T 4153)
Ly 2010 8 1(14) T6 LT [LA - IL14% 0. 16{-0.15,0.48)
Palerms 2016 17 LT b 533 —— .35% -0.19{-0.8,051]
wwh disf Vesk 2003 LE] 56(T.1] 44 1.5 (6.6} —= 2050 0, 2T[-0.60,0.16)
Total *** 83 148 - 100% 0.33[-0.85,0.3)

Heterogeneity: Taw"=0.2; Chi'= 1226, d=RP=0.01}; "=TE 51
Test for overall eflect: 2=1.21{P=0.13)
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Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017
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Figure 5. Forest plot showing Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) versus control, Outcome Pain intensity: long-term follow-up (12 months or more)

Study or subgroup CET Control Std. Mean Difference Weight 5td. Mean Difference
N Mean[SD) N Mean|SD) Random, 95% CI Random, 95% CI
Levy 2010 8T 0.0 {1.4) £9 0.7{L5) = 44,270 0.16[-0.14,0.45]
Sanders 1994 22 0.6 (L.4) p] 2.1(3.6) —— 72.17% -0.54[-1.14,0.06]
van der Veek 2013 45 5.7(7.5) 42 5.5(6.2) - 13620 0.03}-0.38,0.45]
Total *** 155 153 * 100%: -0.04[-0.39,0.31]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.05; Chi*=4.14, df=2{P=0.13}; I’'=51L.73%
Test for owverall effect- Z=0.22(P=0.82) . . . .

Fawours CBET -5 L5 o 15 5 Fawvours control
Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017

Figure 6. Forest plot showing pain intensity for CBT vs no intervention

Pain intensity for CBT vs no intervention

CBT No intervention

STD mean difference IV, Favors : Favors no Weight,
Study or subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total random, 95% Cl CBT : intervention %
Bonnert et al, 16 2017 4.53 2.5366 47 5.53 243 54 -0.40(0.80t0 0.01) — 28.2
Gross and Warschburger,18 2013 0.16 0.32 15 193 164 14 -1.48 (-2.32t0 -0.65) —— 8.4
Hicks et al,19 2006 34 24 25 47 22 22 -0.55(-1.14 t0 0.03) —— 15.6
Lalouni et al,20 2019 433 2.5773 46 5.57 255 45 -0.48 (-0.90 to -0.06) —e— 26.1
Sanders et al,24 1994 3.27 833 22 6.67 7.04 22 -0.43(-1.03t00.17) — 15.0
Wassom et al,26 2013 431 102 9 5.01 0.36 11 -0.92 (-1.85t0 0.02) e — 6.8
Total (95% ClI) 164 168 -0.58(-0.83 t0 -0.32) <> 100
Heterogeneity: 12=.02; x2=6.17, df=5 (P=.29); 12=19% - -'2 . Zw 3

Test for overall effect: z=4.44 (P<.001) STD mean difference

Figure retrieved from Gordon et al., 2022
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Figure 7. Forest plot showing pain frequency for CBT vs no intervention
Pain frequency for CBT vs no intervention

CBT No intervention STD mean difference IV, Favors | Favors no Weight,
Study or subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total random, 95% CI CBT : intervention %
Bonnert et al,16 2017 319 212 47 366 213 54  -0.22(-0.6t0.17) — 19.5
Gross and Warschburger,18 2013  0.05 0.09 15 0.68 0.58 14 -1.50 (-2.34 to -0.66) —_— 8.0
Hicks et al,19 2006 11.6  19.1 25 145 116 22 -0.18 (-0.75 to 0.40) —— 13.4
Lalouni et al,20 2019 -3.81 224 46 -3 228 45  -0.36(-0.77 to 0.06) — 18.7
Nieto et al,21 2019 1.08 132 57 111 124 57  -0.02(-0.39t00.34) —— 20.6
Sanders et al, 24 1994 26 66 22 7.6 11.1 22  -0.54(-1.14t00.06) — 12.6
Wassom et al,26 2013 671 492 9 8.63 293 11  -0.47(-1.36t00.43) —_— 7.2
Total (95% CI) 221 225  -0.36(-0.63 to -0.09) > 100
Heterogeneity: 12=0.06; x2=11.21, df=6 (P=.08); I>=46% 5 5 A 5 I 3

Test for overall effect: z=2.58 (P=.01) STD mean difference, 95% Cl

Figure retrieved from Gordon et al., 2022

Figure 8. Forest plot showing Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) versus control, Outcome Functional disability or activity limitations: postintervention

Study or subgroup CET Control Std. Mean Difference Weight 5td. Mean Difference
N Mean(SD) N Mean({5D) Random, 95% CI Random, 95% CI

1.10.1 Active control or usual care

Palermo 2016 17 4.1(4.9) 14 3.4[25) —=— 25.14% 0.17]-0.54,0.88]

van der Veek 2013 45 1.2(8.8) 47 7.8(8.8) - 29.38% -0.07]-0.48,0.34]

Subtotal *** 62 61 L3 54.52% -0.01[-0.36,0.34]

Heterogeneity: Tau=0; Chi*=0.33, df=1[P=0.56); I’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.06[P=0.96)

1.10.2 Wait-list contrel

Grof 2013 15 5.3(6:8 4 2450141 — 2266% -1.72]-2.59,-0.85]
Palerma 2009 14 3(2.1) 10 5TET) —— 2283% -091[-1.77,-0.05]
Subtotal *** 29 24 - 45.48% -1.31[-2.1,-0.52]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.13; Chi*=1.68, d=1({P=0.13}; ’=40.64%
Test for overall effect- 7=3.23[P=0)

Total *** 91 85 - 100% 0.57[-1.34,0.19]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.4T; Chi*=14.97, df=3{P=0}; I*=T9.95%
Test for overall effect- Z=1.4T[P=0.14)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=8.59, df=1 (P=0), 1’=338.35%

Favours CET 5 = o 5 5 Fawours control

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017
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Figure 9. Forest plot showing Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) versus control, Outcome Quality of life (physical subscale): postintervention

Study or subgroup CBT Control Std. Mean Difference Weight 5td. Mean Difference
N Mean(SD) N Mean({5D) Random, 95% €I Random, 95% €I
Grof 2013 15 90.2 (7.9) 14 GLE(254) —=— 32.10% 1.5[0.65,2.34]
van derVeek 2013 45 4330121 4T 4T6(LT) 39.76% 0.05[-0.35,0.46]
Wassam 2009 7 73.4(13) 8 65.5(1.2) I — 28.06% 0.72[-0.34,L77]
Total *** &7 1] - 100% 0.71[-0.25,1.66]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.55; Chi*=8.7, df=2(P=0.01); I’=79.39%
Test for overall effect- 7=1.45[P=0.15)

Favours contral -5 15 o ] 5  FavoursCET

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017

Figure 10. Forest plot showing Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) versus control, Outcome Quality of life (psychosocial subscale): postintervention

Seudy ar subproup CET Contral Stel. Wian Difference Waight Sed. Mean Diffsrance
L Mean| 50 L Mean|50] Random, 35% C1 Random, §5%
Geafl 2013 15 88.3 (10,5} 14 TLA{19.% —i— FET% L0035, 1.83]
van der Veak 2013 45 533 (11} aT 53.3{10.M) E & 4E.3T% 0.05]-0U35, Dus]
Wassam 1009 T TO.T {18.1) ] 4.4 (1328 Coedk T2.06% 0.38]-0.65,1.4]
Total ** T & - 100% 0,43(-0.21,1.06]

Heterogeneity: Tau =018, Chi'=4 79, df=2[P=0.09); =542
Teat for cverall effect: Zn] 32(P=018)

Favours conerel -5 “LE L] 15 5 FavoursCET

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017
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Figure 11. Forest plot showing pain levels for music interventions and control groups in the pediatric population (analysis 1.6.1)

Music Interventions Cantral 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0  Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
1.6.1 Pediatric
Hartling et al. (2013) 267 444 21 4 5.93 21 16.2% -0.25 [-0.86, 0.36]
van der Heijden at al. (20:19) 219 3.23 43 393 3.77 30 18.9% -0.50[-0.97, -0.02] ——————
Subtotal (95% CI) 64 51 35.1% -0.40[-0.78, -0.03] e

Heterogeneity: Tau®' = 0.00; Chi = 0,40, df = 1 (P = 0.53); 1 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2,12 (P = 0.03)

1.6.2 Adults

Duroux et al, (2021) 11.38 17.72 72 719 1208 72 21.8%  0.27 [-0.05, 0.60] T
Parlar et al. (2015) 463 2.08 100 6 1.74 100 22.6% -0.71[-1.00,-0.43] —e—

Zengin et al, (Z013) i.14 1.06 50 3.86 1.B4 50  20.5% =0.48 [-0.87, -0.08] - ——

Subtotal (95% CI) 222 222 649% -030[-092,031] ————r—

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.27; Chi* = 20,40, df = 2 (P < 0.0001); I* = 90%
Test for overall effect: 2 = 0.97 (P = 0.33)

Total (95% CI) 286 273 100.0% -0.33 [-0.74, 0.07] ——*-—

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.17; Chi* = 20.92, df = 4 (P = 0.0003); I* = §1% k 4 - {

Test for overall effect: 2 = 1.61 (P = 0.11) = -0.5 0 0.5 I
D . iy Mussic Inte ti Controd

Test for subgroup differences: Chi® = 0.07, df = 1 (P = 0.79), F = 0% e rventions Lomir

Figure retrieved from See et al., 2023

Web-basedmobile health interventions  Control

Study Mean S0 Total Mean 50 Total Weight 3 Mean difference (95% CI}
I
i
Miiflin et al. (204 2) 34 25 42 605 268 47 16.42 0.81 (0.38-1.25) 1 ¥
1
i
Herimogly et al. (2043) 333 154 32 450 479 32 14.75 0.70 (0.20-1.24) i 5
I
I
Fortier et al. (2015) 435 247 38 570 242 M 16.15 0.83 (0.18-1.07) T
i
1
Stawart at al (20418) 286 116 51 3BT 164 5 17.36 0.50 (0.11-0.83) —'_:—
i
I
Marechalet 2l (2017) 418 207 60 405 186 55 18.05 —0.07 (<0.43-0.30) . m— :
1
1
N N - B
Seiden et al. (2014) 220 253 57 460 253 5H 17.26 0.95 (0.55~1.35) !
I
1
Total (35 % Cl) 280 280 100,00 058 (0.26-0.89) !
Heterogensitychi-squared = 16.66 [d.f. = 5) p = 0.005 <>
Overall(l-squared= 70.0%, p = 0.005) 1
Testof SMD =0z =361 p<0.001 i !
MNOTE: Weights are from random efiects analysis Fawours control ! Favours Intervention
1
I I I I I
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Figure 12. C, Forest plot of NMA of all trials for efficacy in the short-term: splitting approach. D, Forest plot of NMA of all trials for efficacy in the long-term: splitting approach

G Comparison: Intervention Versus Walting List

Treatment (Random Effects Model)  SMD 85% Cl Pscore
Relaxation + siress managemend (1 /18] ———=—— 250 (-0.7510 5.75) &1
Bicfeedback + siress management (4 / 42) I 181 (-0.70 o 4.31) .72
Transcandantal meditation (2 / 6) —_—t 123 (-1.76 o 4.21) B0
Relaxation (2 1 15) —_—t 1.08 (<217 to 4.34) 57
Autogenic feedback (31 24) = 1.00 (-0.55 10 2.54) .56
Education (1/17) —_—t 1.03 (-2.52 to 4.58) 54
Salf-administerad treatmant (4 / 51) B 0.85 (-1.76 to 3.66) .54
Psychological treatment (57 53) —_—T 0.92 (-2.02 bo 3.88) .53
Biofeedback (17 13) —— 0.83 (-2.40 bo 4,08) 49
Progressive muscle relaxation (5 7/ 58) —— 075 (=1.27T o 2.77) A8
Sham biofeedback (27 11) —_— 0.66 (-1.96 to 3.27) 45
Psychological placebo (6 1 72) —_— D67 (—-2.04 bo 3.37) 45
Autogenic training (27 10) —_—— 057 (-1.38 bo 2.52) 44
Ralaxation + education (2 / 6) —_— 045 (=1.75t0 2.64) 42
Bicfeedback + relaxation + education {2/ &) —p— 0.34 (-1.8510 2.53) 39
Waiting Est (B 7 58) 0.00 27
Hypnotherapy (217 7) —— =0.20 (-3.20 bo 2.79) .26

| I . — —
-4 -2 0 2 4
Favors "waiting list"  Favors “intervantion®

D Comparison: Intervention Versus Waiting List

Treatment (Random Effects Model) SMD 95% Cl P score
Relaxation + stress management (1/15) + 2.50 (-0.26 o 5.26) 85
Binfeedback + siress management (4 7 42) +——— 1.681 (=0.38 10 4.00) .74
Biofeedback (1/13) —_— 1.52 (~1.20 fo 4.24) .64
Relaxation {2 / 15) —_— 1.08 (-1.49 io 3.67) 58
Education (17 17) s e 1.03 (-1.78 fo 3.84) .55
Self-administerad treatrment (4 7 51) —_— 0.84 (-1.20 10 3.08) 54
Paychological treatment (5§ 53) —_— 0.92 (-1.41 10 3,25} 53
Autogenic feedback (3 1 24) T 0.82 (=042 to 2.05) .50
Autogenic training (2 £ 10) —— 0.78 (-0.80 fo 2.36) .49
Transcendental meditation (2 /&) —_— 0.76 (—1.67 fo 3.19) 48
Progressive muscle relaxation (5 7 59) —1=— 0.75 (-0.67 fo 2.37) 48
Sham biofesdback (2/11) —_— 0.66 (-1.66 o 297) 44
Paychological placeba (8 72) —_—— 06T (=147 10 2,82} 43
Relaxation + education (2 / &) —— 0.45 (=1.38 o 2.28) .39
Biofeadback + relaxation + education (2 / &) —— 034 (14810 217) 36
Hypnotherapy (2 7 T) —_— 0.03 (-2.41 10 2.47) 27
Waiting list (8 / 5B) 0.00 22

T T T 1
-4 = 0 4

Favors *waiting lisr*

Figure retrieved from Koechlin et al., 2021
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Figure 13. Forest plot showing Hypnotherapy (including guided imagery) versus control, Outcome Pain intensity: postintervention

study or subgroup Hypnotherapy control std. Mean DIfference welght std. Mean Difference

N (5D) N (sD) , 95% CI , 95% €l
2.2.1 Active control or usual care
Vileger 2007 27 2.9(3.4) 25 0.8(8) —— 31.28% -1.41[-2.02,-0.8)
weydert 2006 14 1.2(0.5) 2 16(11) — 17.44% -0.49[-1.37,0.4]
Subtotal *** 41 a3 e 48.72% -1[-1.9,-0.11]
Heterogenelty: Tau®=0.26; Chi*=2.83, df=1(P=0.08); '=64.66%
Test for overall effect: 2=2.19(P=0.03)
2.2.2 Walt-list control
Gulewtsch 2013 20 16(2.5) 18 45(23) —— 25.83% -1.17[-1.86,-0.47]
van Tilburg 2009 19 3.1(23) 15 47(1.8) —— 25.45% -0.73[-1.43,-0.03]
Subtotal *** 39 33 R 51.28% -0.95[-1.44,-0.46]
Heterogenelty: Tau*=0; Chi*=0.77, df=1({P=0.38); I*=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.77(P=0)
Total *** 80 66 L 2 100% -1.01[-1.41,-0.61]
Heterogenelty: Tau*=0.03; Chi*=3.8, df=3(P=0.28); I=20.95%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.97(P<0.0001)
Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P=0.92), *=0%

Favours hypnotherapy -5 25 o 5 5 Favours control

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017

Figure 14. Forest plot showing the odd ratio of pain improvement post-intervention for those receiving hypnotherapy compared to control

Hypnotherapy Control Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Rand 95% Cl M-H, Rand 95%C1
2.1.1 Active control or usual care
Viieger 2007 18 27 3 25 351% 10.67 [2.55, 44.57] iy
Weydert 2006 5 14 0 8 104% 9.84 [0.47, 205.62) g
Subtotal (95% CI) M 33 45.6% 10.51 [2.88, 38.33] ‘
Total events 21 3

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.00;, Chi*= 0.00, df= 1 (P = 0.96); F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.56 (P = 0.0004)

2.1.2 Wait-list control

Gulewitsch 2013 1" 20 1 18 183% 20.78[2.30,187.67] e —
van Tilburg 2009 10 19 5 15 3B1% 2.22[055,8.02 —_—

Subtotal (95% CI) 39 33 54.4% 5.77 [0.64, 52.05] =

Total events 21 6

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.69, Ch#= 290, df= 1 (P = 0.09), F= 66%
Test for overall effect Z=1.56 (P=10.12)

Total (85% CI) 80 66 100.0% 6.78[2.41,19.07] ==
Total events 42 ]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.26, ChP = 3.89, df= 3 (P = 0.27), F= 23%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.63 (P = 0.0003)

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi* = 0.21, df= 1 (P=0.65), F= 0%

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2018
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Figure 15. Forest plot showing Hypnotherapy (including guided imagery) versus control, Outcome 3 Pain frequency: postintervention

Study or subgroup Hypnotherapy Control std. Mean Difference Welght Std. Mean DIfference
N Mean(5D) N Mean(5D) Random, 95% CI Randem, 95% Cl

2.3.1 Actlve control or usual care

Vllegar 2007 27 3(5) 25 1L5(5) —-— 28.81% -1.67[-2.31,-1.04]

Waydert 2006 14 4.3(L7) 8 79(21) — 17.11% -1.94[-3.02,0.87]

Subtotal *** 41 33 - 45.92% -1.74[-2.29,-1.19]

Heterogenelty: Tau®=0; Chi*=0.17, df=1{P=0.68}; *=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=6.22(F<0.0001)

2.3.2 Walt-list control

Gulewitsch 2013 20 1.8(3) 18 6.2 (4.6) —— 27.09% -1.13[-1.82,-0.44]
van Tilburg 2009 10 23(13) 15 3.1(14) —— 26.99% -0.61(-1.3,0.00]
Subtotal *** 39 33 - 54.08% -0.87[-1.38,-0.35]

Heterogenelty: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=1.1, df=1(P=0.3); I*=8.78%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.32(P=0)

Total === 80 86 - 100% -1.28[-1.84,-0.72]
Heterogenelty: Tau®=0.18; Chi*=6.71, df=3(P=0.08); ’=55.31%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.48(P<0.0001)

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=5.22, df=1 (P=0.02), 1*=80.85%

Favours hypnotherapy -3 23 o 5 5 Favours control

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017

Figure 16. Forest plot showing the SMD of pain intenstity post-treatment for physical therapy compared to control

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% C| IV, Randlom, 95% C|
Chaudhurl 2013 1.3 413 53 355 3.3 69 1EEX  0.22[-0.14, 0.58] ™
Fallah 2018 4 4 18 §5 21 2 156N -1O08[-1.76 -0.4%] —
Jones 2007 17 1.3 27 L 1.5 27 161X -1.61 [-2.24, <0.99) ——
Kashlkar—Zuck X018 463 213 17 &3 31 18 15.5% -0.74 |-1.42, -0.08] —=
Tarake 2012 18.26 2366 43 934 ZEA45 I 17.59% 0.4 [H0.86, 0.02] -
Tormoes 2015 4.3 21 0o 44 1.K 31 162N 0010 [-0.71, 0.51) ——
Total (95% CI) 179 195 100.0% -0.60 [-1.15, -0.04] -
Hemrogeney: Taw® = 0.80; ChE = 32,06, df = 5 (P € 0.00001); F = Eax -54 _'L: ) i 4

Test for cverall effect: Z = 2.10 (P = 0.04} Favours experimental Favours control

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 17. Forest plot showing Yoga versus control, Outcome Pain intensity: postintervention

Study or subgroup Yoga Control Std. Mean Difference Welght Std. Mean DIfference

N Mean|sD) N Mean|5D) Random, 95% CI Randem, 95% CI
Evans 2014 18 2.5(L2) 11 3.2(L1) 22.13% -0.59[-1.36,0.18]
Korterink 2016 35 11.9(8.9) 34 13.2 (8.8) 58.38% -0.14[-0.61,0.33]
Kuttner 2006 13 47(23) 11 61(3) 19.48% -0,51[-1.32,0.31]
Total *** 66 56 100% -0.31[-0.67,0.05]
Heterogenelty: Tau*=0; Chi*=1.21, df=2{P=0.55); I*=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.69(P=0.09)

Favours yoga 5 25 o 15 5 Favours control

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017

Figure 18. Forest plot showing the SMD of pain intenstity follw-up for physical therapy compared to control

Experimental Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% C| IV, Random, 95% C|
Chaudhurl 2013 .06 4.14 48 08 2.52 B4 354N 0.27 [-0.11, 0.65]
Kashlkar=Zuck 201 4.62 1.8 17 6.28 2.08 18 284X -0.81 [-1.48, -0.12] ——
Tarnoe 2016 41 2.2 0 4.1 F 189 312X 000 [-0.E63, 0.63]
Total (95% CI) 85 102 100.0% -0.13 [-0.74, 0.48]
Heterogenelty: Taw®™ = 0.21; Chi' = 733, df = 2 (F = 0.03); I = 73N 4 5 ) 3 |

Test for overall effest 2 = 042 (F = (.68}

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Favours experimental Favours control

Figure 19. Forest plot showing the SMD of anxiety post-treatment for physical therapy compared to control

Weight

5ud. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 85% C|

Sud. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total
Evans 2011 jz. 72 1325 16 21.57 14.55 14
Kuttner 2006 10.64 5.2 14 14.75 &.42 11
Total (95% Cl) 32 25

50.5M
49.2%

100.0%

Hewroganehy: Taw® = 0.54; ChE = 7.02, df = 1 {F = (.008); F = KGN

Test for pverall effiect 2 = 0.08 {P = 0.91}

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 20. Forest plot showing Yoga versus control, Outcome Functional impairment: postintervention

Study or subgroup Yoga Contrel Std. Mean Difference Welght Std. Mean Difference
N Mean|sD) N Mean(sD) Random, 95% CI Random, 95% Cl
Evans 2014 18 16.6 (12.6) 1 16.1(11.9) 52.94% 0.04[-0.71,0.79]
Kuttner 2006 13 24.4(12.9) 11 34(12.6) 47.06% -0.73[-1.56,0.1]
Total *** 31 22 100% -0.32[-1.07,0.43]

Heterogenelty: Tau®=0.13; Chi*=1.8, df=1({P=0.18); |*=44.38%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.85(P=0.4)

Fawoursyoga -4 -2 o 2 4 Favours control

Figure retrieved from Abbott et al., 2017

Figure 21. Forest plot showing the SMD of functional disability post-treatment for physical therapy compared to control

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Evans 2011 15.72 10.84 1F 1807 BSOS 14 182X -0.23 [-0.83, 0.47] —
Kashlar=Zuck 2018 1871 481 17 2385 1104 18 10X -0.50 [-1.2, 0.08) —=
Kuttrzr 2006 2436 1248 14 34 1255 11 141X -0.73 [-1.55, 0.08] —
Tarakel 2012 009 034 43 064 071 3K 457K Q82127 0.38] -
Tatal (95% CI) 92 82 100.0% -0.64 [-0.95, -0.34] »
Hewrogenchy: Tau® = 0.00; Ch = 199, df = 3 (P = 0.58); F = 0¥ T ST B

Test for overall effect Z = 4.11 P < 0.0001) Favours experimental Favours contral

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Figure 22. Forest plot showing the SMD of functional disability follow-up for physical therapy compared to control

Expermental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Differenos
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% C| ¥, Random, 85% C|
Kashlkar-Zuck 20186 18.76 5.55 17 22866 §.01 15 10008 -0.35 [-1.04, 0.28]
Total (95% CI) 17 19 100.0% -0.38 [-1.04, 0.2E]
Heterogeneity: Not applicable I — : t
Tast for everall effect: 2 = 1.12 (7 = 0.26) S ¢ 2 s

Fawours experimental Favours control

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 23. Forest plot showing the SMD of pain intensity post-treatment for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological theraples Cantral Sud. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Barakar 2010 16.6 1&.57 ir 1726 23.21 0 .2 003 H0.E6, 0.61] -
Bonmert 2017 4.53 1.54 47 5.53 242 54 3.8 D40 [-0.50, -0.01] -
Bussone 19BR E5.4 55.1 20 963 IR 10 18N 049 -1.26 0.2H —
Chen 2014 z5 18 45 kT) Z1 45 3.1% =061 [-1.03, <0.19] -
Connelly 2006 .60 1.24 1r 2.8 101 20 Z.:x  —0.17 H.E1 048] -
Connelly 2018 3.1 15 144 5 x5 185 3N 0.08 015 0.31) 1+
Grob 2013 018 032 15 183 184 14 16X -1.4B [-2.3Z, -0.65] _
Gulewitsch 2013 1.6 2.45 20 448 233 18 Z.ON -1.17 [-1.BG, -0.47] E—
Hechler 2014 5.7 24 51 5.9 Z.5 52 3.2% 008 [H0.47 0.31] -1
Hicks 2006 3.4 24 25 4.7 .2 22 AN —0.55 [F1.14, 9.03]
Humg hreys 2000 0.78 14 46 42005 2377 15 LN -1.00 [-25H, -1.22] —_
Kashlcar-Zuck 2005 a4 1.91 14 582 204 13 18N 0.75 1.53, 0.04] —
Kashicar—Zuck 2012 5.3 2.3 57 ] 1.4 55 3.3%  —0.33 [HL.70, 0.04] -
Kroener—He nulg 2002 0.86 1.1 20 076 098 4§ Z.9% 0.10 HL37, 0.56] -T—
Lakounl 2018 4.33 2.55 45  5.57 .52 44 31N 045 [-0.51, 0.086] —
Law 2015 4.13 2.42 40  3.B3 228 37 30N 0.13 [-0.32 0.57] n
Lester 2020 3.58 2.32 Z4 284 IR 21 ZAN  0.27 [H).32, 0.86] -
Lewy 2010 1.68 2.02 K4 1.25  1.7% L.L] 3.6% 0.21 [H0.14, 0.51]
Lewy 2017 4.08 2.21 158 457 LIE Bl 37X 0.1 .48 0.05 —
Miegg 2018 iz7d  10.32 5 1155 KB4 36 .78 0.12 [-0.38, 0.63] T
Osterhaus 1897 2.3 1 25 26 07 14 22X —0.32[0.96, 0.33 —
Palermo 2000 3.54 2.42 23 4,76 1.64 30 Z.5% 057 [F1.32, 00011 I
Palerme 2016 (fzft 5.58 .03 3l 57 208 30 7% 008 [H).56, 0.44] -1
Palerme 2016 (remom} 5.57 .05 134 5556 15 135  3.6% 013 H0.11,0.37] -
Palermg 2020 5.8 1.8 73 61 1 70 35N =0.15 =D J.E. 0.18] -
Passchier 1980 2.3 0.8 &5 z.2 0.7 L4 3.8 0.13 [H0.23, D.49] —+—
Rapeff 2014 5.08 1.5 16 6.25 1.4z 17 1% 0668 [-1.36, 0.01] —
Richter 15886 .52 1.18 1s .38 1.33 12 1.BN 0.10 H0.66, 0.86] -1
Robins 2005 186.2 7.8 w187 8.7 5 TN =040 =082 0.11] —t
Sanclery 1004 3.27 5.33 2z GE? 704 22 24N 043 [-1.03,0.17] —t
Schatr 2015 16.4 14.3 23 17.7 143 23 24N 009 HLET, 0.49] -
Stinson 2010 .17 1.34 X 347 1 2 raw =071 [-1.31, 0.1 —
Trautrnann 2H16 5.3 2.15 3z 5.4 & 13 N 005 HLES, 0.600 -
Van der Veek 2013 23.1  15.82 52 2H.51 14.38 52 3.8 =022 =061, 0.16] -1
Van Tilburg 2009 2 8.3 15 169 11.5 14 1.8 =0.77 [-1.53, -0.01] —]
vheger 2007 3 34 7 5.4 5.7 25 2. 3% -1.36 [-1.96, -0.75] —
wahlund 2015 4.4 16 3l 7 ¥ 33 L8N 038 H0.11, 0.8E] -'—
Wicksell 2008 3.6 2.3 16 5 28 1§ xON -0.521.23 0.8 I
Total (95% CI) 1584 1441 100.0% =0.29 [-0.43, =0.16] [
Hemrogenely: Taw = 0.11; ChE = 113,72, df = 37 {F < 0.00001); F = &7% — ) i P

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.22 (P < 0.0001) Favours Infereention  Favaurs control

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 24. Forest plot showing the SMD of pain intensity at follow-up for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Std. Mean Differenoe Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight N, Random, 35% CI IV, Random, 85% CI
Barakar 2010 1671 23.03 1y 7.E4 1131 0 36N 045 [-0.1K 1.14] T
Bussone 1958 1) 18.1 20 BEE 1103 10 Z.EN -1.04 [1.85,-0.23] I
Connelly 2014 3.1 25 144 27 24 145 76X 016 [-0.07,033] =
Crob 2013 008 0.31 15 1.55% 1449 14 2.7 -1.35 [-2.17, 053] E—
Hicks 2006 .5 2.1 5 48 13 X2 3% -1.11 |-1.73, <0.45] -
Kashlkar=Zuck 2012 4.8 12 57 53 1 55 GIN =-0.0N [=0.54, 0.18] =T
Kroener-He rwlg 2002 D48 0.65 M D48 0861 27 4BX 003 [-0.49, D5E] T
Law 2015 419 Z.45 2B 3.7 254 22 44X 019 [0.37,0.75] T
Lester 2020 2E7 18 21 3407 164 1K 3B 017 [H0.80, 048] "
Lewy 2010 0.83 1.42 T8 0.7 153 T 67N 0.6 [=0.14, 0.47] +
Lewy 2017 348 213 151 378 248 7R 7. =0.13 [=0.a0, 0.14] -
Falerma 2016 (FZf 542 Z2.05 Eh | 53 i1z W 48X 006 [-0.45, 0.56] ]
Palerme 2016 {remome} 5.5 1.97 134 355 02 135  7.5% 015 [H0.00, 0.35] -
Pilermg )20 5.3 1.8 M &2 1K ™M &SN 048 [H0.52, -0.15] -
Rapoff 2014 448 1.88 11 368 204 11 ZEN 036 [-0.46, 1.23) -+
Richier 1286 Nz 1.48 W 0z 1.3 1z 36X 000 [<0.67, 0.67] T
Sanders 1004 054 1.38 2 ril A5& 2z 40K 053114, 0.07] ——
Trautrnann 2010 4.8 1.4 1z 55 1.8 15 1% -0.34 [-1.10, 0.41] i
Van der Veek 2013 1803 17.0383 52 17.72 151 52 GON Q08 [-0.30, D.47] T
Wahlund 2015 IR 148 1n B 16 33 50% Q.00 [-0.49, 0.49] - T-
Wicksz |l 2009 31 z.7 168 45 24 16 3% 053 [F1.24,0.17] T
Taotal (95% CI) 097 884 100.0%  -0.14 [-0.30, 0.02] ﬂ
Hemrogenely: Taw® = 0.08; Chi* = 51.58, df = 20 (P = 00001 F = 51X _" -lz i) i i

Test for everall effect 2 = 1.67 {F = 0.09}

Fawours experimental Favours control

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Figuren behorend bij tabel 1
Richtlijn Pijnmeting en behandeling bij kinderen 2025



Figure 25. Forest plot showing the SMD of 50% pain reduction post-treatment for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Barry 1887 Fi 12 2 17 1.0% 1.42 [0.23, 6.70] ]
Connelly 2006 7 14 4 20 4.7% 2.50 [0.80, 6.54] T
Griffiths 1906 12 15 3 12 4.7% 3.20 [1.16, B.BO0] ——
Hicks 2006 15 21 3 16 4 5% 3.81 [1.33, 10.94] ——
Jong 20186 35 86 15 37 9.8% 1.00 [0.63, 1.690] -1
Krogner—He rwig 2002 16 28 8 18 B.0x 1.31 [0.70, 2.44] T
labbe 1884 13 14 1 14 1.8% 13.00 [1.96, BE.42) S —
labbe 1995 18 20 & 10 9.2% 1.58 [0.95, 2.65] =
Larsson 1987 [ 12 F] 24 2.8% 6.00 [1.42, 25.39]
Larsson 1587a 13 30 1 11 1.8% 4.77 [0.70, 32.25) =
Larsson 1989 6 J 0 17 0.8% 7.31 [0.44, 122.42] —
Larsson 1996 9 13 1 13 1.7% 9.00 [1.32, 6§1.24]
Law 2015 12 44 7 39 6.1% 1.52 [0.66, 3.47] -T—
McGrath 1992 26 47 § 25 6.8% 2.30 [1.10, 4.85] —
Osterhaus 1557 12 5 0 14 0.6% 14.42[0.02, 226.80) -
Palermo 2000 10 23 3 21 4.08 3.04 [0.97,0.58] —
Palermo 2016 {remote} 2 AB 2 47 1.7% 0.98 [0.14, 6.67] —_—
Powrrs 2013 42 €4 26 71 11.2% 1.79 [1.26, 2.55] -
Rapoff 2014 7 18 6§ 17 578 1.10 [0.46, 2.62] -1
Sartory 1888 20 30 5 13 68% 1.73 (0.83, 3.81] T
Scharff 2002 7 13 1 23 1.6% 12.38 [1.71, B9.86]
Trawrmann 2010 16 35 ] 16 3.1x 3.66 [0.95, 14.05] |
Total (95% CI) 644 496 100.0% 2.11 (161, 2.77] +
Total events - - 307 104 .
Hemrogeneity: Tau® = 0.14; Chi* = 35,85, df = 21 (P = 0.02); ¥ = 41X —— - b +
Test for overall effect: Z = 5.42 (P < 0.00001) o.m:ll?amurtsl'gomrol]'Famu}sbexperirf\ggtal

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 26. Forest plot showing the SMD of 50% pain reduction at follow-up for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Hiks 2006 13 18 2 14 B.6X 5.06 [1.38, 1B.82]
Jong 2016 24 45 17 37 201X 1.16 [0.74, 1.81) ™
Labbe 1885 18 20 1 10 5.2% 9.50 [1.48, 61.15]
Larsson 1987 B 12 4 24 121X 4,00 [1.50, 10.66] —
Larsson 1887a 7 30 0 11 .75 5.61 [0.36, 93.98] —
Larsson 1896 8 13 4 13 13.2% 2.25[0.92,5.48] —
Law 2015 18 a4 10 38 17.1% 1.68 [0.89, 3.17] _-—
Palermo 2016 (remote)} 3 49 1 44  319% 2.69 [0.29, 24.96] —
Rapoff 2014 7 11 7 11 17.1% 1.00 [0.53, 1.88] -1
Total (95% CI) 242 203 100.0% 2.09 [1.29, 3.38] <
Total events 108 4§
Hetwerogenehty: Taw® = 0.25; Chi® = 18.06, df = B (P = 0.02); P = 56% :“ o1 0:1 1:“ 100=

Test for overall effect: 2 = 3.00 (P = 0.003)

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Favours control Favours experimental

Figure 27. Forest plot showing the SMD of anxiety post-treatment for psychological therapy compared to control

Psycholegical therapies Control 5td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% C|
Bennert 2017 25.23 1632 47 262 1631 54 5N 0.16 [-0.23, 0.55] T
Bussone 18BH 2.1 3.48 20 82 51 1 3N -0.26 [-1.0Z, 0.50] 1
Connelly 2018 46§ 113 143 455 11 145 92 012 [-0.11,0.35] T
Criffiths 1904 g 590 W 136 95 12 27X 055[-1.24,0.13] T
Hechler 2014 52.5 121 50 50 114 46 5N 0.21[-0.18, 0.81] T
Hickman 2)15 5256 7.38 16 47.38 6.1 17 IE% 0.75 [0.04, 1.48] —
Kashlar—Zuck 2012 211 0.2 50 2389 08 50 5BX -0.34 [-0.74,0.05] ]
Lakounl 2018 B58 7.7 45 1531 763 44 52N —.B7 [F1.30, D.43] —
Law 2015 46,33 k.98 30 4832 1081 25 40X  -0.20 [-0.73, 0.33] —T
Lester 2020 7.0 6.24 24 61 488 X1 3Aax 017 [-04Z,0.78] -
Levwy 2010 13.5 4.86 B3 13.04 404 B0 75X 0.10 [-0.21,0.41) +
Lewy 2016 B.2 2.8 B} B& 28 TR 74N 0.4 [F0.45 0.17)] -r
Lewy 2017 1.08 0.04 159 1.28 197 .18 E3%  -0.19 [-0.46, 0.05] =
Palerme 2016 (f2f 11.42 5.33 E3 S 13 603 30 43X -0.27 [-0.78,D.23] - T
Palermg 2016 (remome} 10.56 5.81 134 1085 &1 135 HOX -0.05 [-0.28, 0.18] T
Stapersma 2018 71 414 35 73 46 33 48X -0.05 [-0.52 0.43] -1
Trautmann 2000 30.9 7.95 R 3Ly B.3 1R 3.7%  <0.10 [-0.66, D.48] —r
van der veek 2013 6.53 € 5¢ 78 633 52 &0W 0.15 [H0.53, 0.24] -
wickse |l 2008 13.4 a8 1§ 1:6 55 16 26N  0.12 [-0.57, 0.52) B
Total (95% Cly 1084 947 100.0% -0.08 [-0.21, 0.04] [

{

Hemrogenely: Tau® = 0.03; ChEE = 31.94, df = 18 {P = 0.02); F = 44X
Taest for overall effiect: Z = 126 (P = 0.20)

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 28. Forest plot showing the SMD of anxiety at follow-up for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Std. Mean Difference Sud. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Bussone 10EE 278 X M 1 14 10 17K -0.62 [-1.39, 0.16] —
Connelly 2018 45.3 12 144 46 114 145 1878 -0.06 [-0.28,0.17] -
Kashlar=Zuck 2002 1.80 0.52 50 22 081 S50 &£7E 03B [-0.77,0.02] ——
Law 2015 4582 10.96 28 4536 9.9 22 14X 0.04 [H0.52,0.60] -1
Lester 2020 4,71 5.08 21 agr g9 18 LEX 0.15 [-0.48, 0.78] T
Liswy 2010 13.21 3.08 75 1250 414 63 8.3M  0.15 [-0.18, 0.48] T
Lewy 2018 7.8 31 &7 B2 12 &6 80N -D.08[-0.43,0.25] -
Lewy 2017 0.87 0.88 151 1.1 088 7B 13.9% -0.25[-0.52,0.02] =1
Palerme 2016 {fzft 1281 6.05 3 1121 555 MW 41X 0.24 [0.27,0.74] T
PRierme 2016 (remome} 10.35 g.12 134 10.23 545 135 1838 Q.02 [-0.22, 0.26] T
Trautmann 2010 24.85 H 31 281 88 10 20N -0.4D0 [-1.12,0.33] —
Van der Veek 2013 547 522 52 582 G098 52 7% -0.06 [-0.45, 0.32] |
Wickse | 2008 12.2 4.6 16§ 11y 58 16 22 0.00[-0.60,0.79] -1
Taotal (95% C1) B20 895 100.0% -0.07 [-0.17, 0.03]
Heterogenelty: Tau® = 0.00; Ch* = 11.21, df = 12 (P = .51 F = DX -'q -h g i )

Test for overall effect: 2= 1.31 (P = 0,18} Favours experimental Favours control

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Figure 29. Forest plot showing the SMD of school absence post-treatment for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Cantrol Stel. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 5% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Bonnert 2017 104 1.1 47 131 1.1 54 1258 —0.24 H0.64, 0.15] -
Gulewitsch 2013 0.5 0.65 14 0.85 1.37 18 B.7%  =0.13 -0.83, 0.57] —
Hechler 2014 16 3.3 ar L 61 47 12.2% .60 [-1.10, -0.27] ——
Hump hreys 2000 0.08 017 46 0.8 1.26 15 f.6x -1.16 [-1.78, —0.54] —
Lakounl 2018 0.21 0.54 45 041 053 44 122 -0.21 063, 0.200 -T
Lewy 2017 63 11.85 W5 78 15 108 144X =011 [H0.35,0.12] =
Van Tilburg 2009 1 1.3 14 1.79 1.25 14 AON -0.60-1.35 0.16] —
Wahlund 2003 1.24 3.36 34 00B 04 3 115X 0.50 [0.03, 0.95] —
Wahlund 2015 1.2 2.1 i1 03 08 i3 111x 0.57 0.07, 1.07] —
Total (95% CI) 483 373 100.0% -0.21 [-0.52, 0.10]
Hemrogenelty: Tauwd = 0,16; ChE = 33.44, df = B (P < 00001}, F = 76% _‘l‘ _'-z ) i '*
Test for everall effect: Z = 1.31 (P = 0.18) Favours experimental Fawours contral

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022
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Figure 30. Forest plot showing the SMD of school absence at follow-up for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight |V, Random, 95% CI I, Random, 95% CI
Barakar 2010 13.63 1433 17 11.84 825 20 16.7%  0.15 [H0.48, 0.50]
Lewy 20186 4.2 11.1 63 5.8 1586 68 274X -0.12|-0.47,0.21]
Levy 2017 1.3 505 156 26 7.6 78 00X -0.2Z [-).49, 0.06]
Wahlund 2003 038 0.53 3a 004 02 39 X 0.5& [0.38, 1.34] ——
Tatal (35% CI) 270 206 100.0% 0.14 [-0.32, 0.60]
Hetrogenehy: Taud = 0.17; Chi = 1548, of = 1 (P = 3.001); ¥ = BIX T T S |

Test for overall effect: 2 = 0.60 (P = 0.55)

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Fawours experimental Favours control

Figure 31. Forest plot showing the SMD of functional disability post-treatment for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychologlcal theraples Control Std. Mean DIfference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% C| IV, Rand 5% Cl
Chen 2014 16 B 15 20 10 45 468 -0.44 [-0.86, -0.01] —
Connelly 2006 12.2 B.g2 17 10.74 1161 w oM 0.13 [-0.52, 0.78)
Connelly 2018 2.2 24 144 1.7 2.2 145 65X 0.22 [-0.01, 0.45] =
Crob 2013 5.33 G6.64 15 24.52 14.06 14 ZO% -1.72 [-2.59, -0.65]
Gulewisch 2013 16.52 5.44 20 2767 07 1K ZEK -1.07 [F1.75, —0.38] —
Hechler 2014 7.8 8.7 47 4.2 BB 52 4.BK -0.68[-1.08 -0.27] —_—
Highman 2015 w25 311 16 30.88 30.02 18 TR 0.23 [-0.48,0.93]
Knshikar=Zuck 2005 15.07 .08 14 15.64 B3 13 EAX  =0.17 [-0.93, 0.58]
Kashikar—Zuck 2012 16.7 8.7 57 198 0.4 55 518 -0.34 [-0.71, 0.03] ——
Law 2015 4.3 4,78 W 4B 44 ir LGN -0.01 [-0.55, 0.54] -1
Lewy 2010 058 0.54 B4 055 048 B4 5EN  0.02 [-0.28,0.32]
Lewy 20106 5.6 5.7 B0 T3 8.3 7R 5.7% -0.24 [-0.55,0.07] -
Lewy 2017 5.51 E.14 158 7.65% 1044 B4  &IX  -0.Z4 [-0.50,0.03] _—
Nisto 2018 5.96 6.5 5 822 K6l i AOK  -0.20 [-0.80, 0.12] -
Falarme 2000 3.8 1.86 ) 6462 A6 21 MIK -0.76 F1.38,-0.15) —_—
Palerme 2006 (f2f B.52 6.47 3l 8.1 428 kL] 30N 0.25 [-0.25, 0.76)
Priermo 2016 {remone} 5.68 4.8 134 565 469 135 64X 0.01 [-0.23, 0.25]
Folermo 2020 34.9 5.4 73 Are 56 0 5.5%  -0.11 [-0.44, 0.22] -
Poveers 2013 15.5 17.4 64 106 422 71 AN =043 [-0.77, -0.08] -
Rapoff 2014 7.5 10.58 18 12.20 12.p4 17 LBX  -0.37 [-1.04, 0.30] .
Robins 2005 18.1 49 a0 196 59 26 40N -0.28 [-0.78,0.22] -
Van der Veek 2013 7.17 B.76 52 .79 AR 52 50K -0.07 [-0.45,0.31] -1
van Tilburg 2009 17.1 5,1 15 154 1046 14 EAN 008 [-1.76, -0.20] —
Wicksa |l 2008 123 13.8 16 146 113 168 r7X =0.18 [-0.87,0.52] -1
Total (95% CI) 1209 1149 1000% -0.25 [-0.39, -0.11] +
Hemrogenchy: Taw = 0.07; Ch = SK.06, df = 23 (P € 0.0001) P = 60X % 5 . '}

Tet for overall effect: Z = 3.43 (P = 0.0006)
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Figure 32. Forest plot showing the SMD of functional disability at follow-up for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Maan 5D Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% C|
Connelly 2018 F 2.2 144 1.8 L 145 106  0.05 [-0.18, 0.2E] T
Grob 2013 4.1 5.26 15 24.76 14 13 24X =1.81 [-i.B2, =1.01] _—
Kashlkar<Zuck 2012 134 B.a 57 17 105 55 7EX =0.37 [-0.74,0.01) —
Law 2015 5.15 5.02 2B L.Z7 461 22 40X 002 [.57,.0.54] -
Lewy 2010 0.38 0.38 78 048 058 by EOK  -0.25 [-0.57,0.07] -
Lewy 2016 5.1 6.4 a7 58 &K &6 BAX  =0.1Z [-0.46, 0.22] -
Lewy 2017 4.5 6.6 151 7.6 10.85 §2 100N -0.37 [-0.64, -0.10] -
Palerma 2016 {Fzf 7.04 5.5 3 A7y 464 M »GX 0.8 [-0.68, 0.33] -
Palerme 2016 {remaom}t 5.48 4,32 134 618 505 135 10.7% -0.15 [-0.39,0.09] -
Palermg 2020 a1 1.8 3 35l vy F0 E7X  -0.04 [-0.37, 0.28) T
Poweers 2013 78 16.8 57 18 &7 1N =0.46 [-0.61, =0.10] -
Rapoff 2014 0.1 1.45 11 35 486 11 25% -0.60[-1.56, 0.17] ]
van der veek 2013 5.8 E.2 52 4B 64 52 F.5% 0,12 [-0.26, 0.51] 1T
wicksell 2008 B.B 12.8 1§ 147 111 18 3.5% -0.46 [-1.16, 0.24] T
Toral (95% CI) 914 841 100.0% -0.23 [-0.3B, -0.08] ]
Hemrogenely: Tau = 0.04; ChE = ZE.79, of = 13 {P = 0.007); F = 55K _4 _-z { 2 *

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.096 (P = 0.003)

Favours experimental Favours control

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Figure 33. Forest plot showing the SMD of health-related quality of life post-treatment for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological therapies Control Std. Mean Difference Sud. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI W, Random, 95% CI
Bonngrt 2017 -TEhE  14.47 47 -74B5 1462 54 5.3X -0.14 [H0.53, 0.25] -1
Connelly 2018 -75.7 16.2 144 =778 1B.2 145 128% 0.13 [-0.10, 0.36] i
Grob 2013 =00.15 6.28 15 =71.27 17.06 14 39N -1.45 [-2.28B, -0.62] e
Higlks 2006 -3 153 &5 7RG 14 i@ 64N 0.08 048, 087 1
Lakoynl 2018 =347 1.07 45 =345 106 44 BEX -0.17 [H0.58, 0.25] -1
Lewy 2016 =137.5 17.3 71 -1328 189 &9 105N =0.25 [H0.58, 0.00] ]
Lewy 2017 -70.7 17.3 07 -3 1B.0 108 12.5% —0.02[0.25 0.21] -
Niew 2015 -Bl.hz 13.28 25 -7F7.55 1451 367X 027 H.75, 0.24] —
Rapoff 2014 -B3.7 1207 16 -60.65 1436 17 538 =0.22 [-0.58, 0.44] —1
Smpersma 2018 -14B.1 16.57 35 -1449 1723 33 78N -0.19 [-0.55, 0.29] —
Stinson 2010 -1.45 1.4 e 227 121 a0 63X 0.24 [H0.38, 0.82] -
Trawmann 2010 -3.7 0.5 iFr 35 03 17 €3N 0.44 [H.14, 1.02] T
Yan Tilburg 2008 =80.31 B.E3 12 -F4.31 13.81 11 33N =-1.35 [-2.2R, -0.43] —_—
Total (85% Cl) 703 584 100.0% =0.14 [-0.33, 0.05]

Hewregrnghy: Taw = 0.08; Chi* = 27,81, df = 12 (P = 0008} F = 57%

Text for pverall effect: Z= 1.43 (F = (.15)

Figure retrieved from Fisher et al., 2022

Figuren behorend bij tabel 1
Richtlijn Pijnmeting en behandeling bij kinderen 2025

-4

% g 3

Favours experimental Faveurs control

N

19



Figure 34. Forest plot showing the SMD of health-related quality of life at follow-up for psychological therapy compared to control

Psychological theraples Control Std. Mean Difference Sud. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 50 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Connelly 2018 =753 16.2 144 =76 143 145 234X -0.02 [H0.25, 0.21] -
Grok 2013 =-81.52 B.0a 15 -§B.71 18584 14 7.0N =-1.53 [-2.37, -0.58]
Hicks 2006 =76.2 15.2 25 =705 13 22 11.7%  0.23 [-0.35, 0.K0] —
Lievy 2016 -136.2 17 &7 -136.9 188 &6 19.1x  0.04 [H0.30, 0.38] -
Lewy 2017 -77.55 16.35 148 -FE3 16€& 78 21.7%  0.04 H0.23, 0.32] -T—
Rapoff 2014 -B4.6E  1B.22 1§ -B5.67 14.32 11  B§.IX  0.05 [H0.70, 0.50] —
Trawmann 2010 =395 0.45 3l =3.8 0.3 10 B.B¥ =0.35[-1.07,0.37] e
Tatal (95% Cl} 449 346 100.0%  -0.09 [-0.35, 0.16] *
Hemrogenehy: Taw = 0.06; ChEt = 14.17, dif = § (P = 0.03); F = 56% B N B

Teyt for pverall effect: £ = 0.73 (P = (.47}
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