Figure S1. Quality of life (QoL) graph.
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Table S1. A network meta-analysis result regarding quality of life (QoL) change.
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Figure S2. Pain graph.
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Table S2. A network meta—analysis results regarding pain change.
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Figure S3. Depression graph.
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Table S3. A network meta-analysis results regarding depression change.
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Figure S4. Stiffness graph.
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Table S4. A network meta-analysis results regarding stiffness change.
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