


Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram (PRISMA 2020)

Identification of studies via databases and registers



Records identified from: 
Databases (n = 229)
· MEDLINE (PubMED) (n=101)
· Cochrane Library (n=43)
· CINAHL (n=32)
· Web of Science (WOS) (n=53)
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Records removed before screening:

-Duplicate records removed (n = 189)





Records screened 
(n = 40)


Records excluded (n = 11)

-Title and abstract records removed (n=11) 


Screening





Records excluded (n = 11)
Articles excluded for not meeting eligibility criteria:

-Different study design (n=4)
-Other languages (n=5)
-Other interventions (n=1)
-Other measuring outcomes (n=1)
Reports assessed for eligibility 
(n = 29)







Included

Studies included in review 
(n = 18)






















Table 6. Data synthesis

Figure 2 and 3. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.	Comment by SEBASTIAN MARTIN PEREZ: Figure 2 and 3. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy. 
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Descripción generada automáticamente]Figure 2. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain (overall pain) in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.
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Figure 3. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain (orofacial pain) in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.









Figure 4. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to muscle strength in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.	Comment by SEBASTIAN MARTIN PEREZ: Figure 4. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to muscle strength in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy. 
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Figure 4. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to muscle strength (Lower Limb Muscle strength) in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy

Figure 5. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to fatigue in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.	Comment by SEBASTIAN MARTIN PEREZ: Figure 5. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to fatigue in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.
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Figure 5. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on fatigue in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy







 Figure 6. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on quality of life in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.	Comment by SEBASTIAN MARTIN PEREZ: Figure 6. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on quality of life in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy.
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Figure 6. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on quality of life in HNC undergone radio-chemotherapy


Figure 7 and 8. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain in HNC undergone surgery.	Comment by SEBASTIAN MARTIN PEREZ: Figure 7 and 8. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain in HNC undergone surgery.
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Figure 7. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain (overall pain) in HNC undergone surgery.
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Figure 8. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to pain (shoulder pain) in HNC undergone surgery.

Figure 9. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to fatigue in HNC undergone surgery.	Comment by SEBASTIAN MARTIN PEREZ: Figure 9. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to fatigue in HNC undergone surgery. 
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Figure 9. Forest plot of the effect of the exercise on functionality related to fatigue in HNC undergone surgery
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