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A Systematic Review of the Effectiveness of Strength-Training
Programs for People With Cerebral Palsy
Karen J. Dodd, PhD, Nicholas F. Taylor, PhD, Diane L. Damiano, PhD

ABSTRACT. Dodd KJ, Taylor NF, Damiano DL. A
systematic review of the effectiveness of strength-training
programs for people with cerebral palsy. Arch Phys Med
Rehabil 2002;83:1157-64.

Objective: To determine whether strength training is bene-
ficial for people with cerebral palsy (CP).

Data Sources: We used electronic databases to find trials
conducted from 1966 though 2000; key words used in our
search were cerebral palsy combined with exercise, strength,
and physical training. We supplemented this search with cita-
tion tracking.

Study Selection: To be selected for detailed review, reports
found in the initial search were assessed by 2 independent
reviewers and had to meet the following criteria: (1) population
(people with CP), (2) intervention (strength training or a pro-
gressive resistance exercise program), and (3) outcomes
(changes in strength, activity, or participation). Of 989 articles
initially identified, 23 were selected for detailed review.

Data Extraction: Empirical studies were rated for method-
ologic rigor with the PEDro Scale, and studies with a PEDro
score of less than 3 were excluded. Review articles were
evaluated for quality with the National Health Service Centre
for Reviews and Dissemination form.

Data Synthesis: Of the 23 selected articles, 11 studies (10
empirical, 1 review) met the criteria for quality and were included.
Only 1 randomized controlled trial was identified. With respect to
impairment, 8 of the 10 empirical studies reported strength in-
creases as a result of a strength-training program, with effect sizes
ranging from d equal to 1.16 (95% confidence interval, .11–2.21)
to d equal to 5.27 (95% CI, 4.69–5.05). Two studies reported
improvements in activity, and 1 study reported improvement in
self-perception. No negative effects, such as reduced range of
motion or spasticity, were reported. There was insufficient
evidence from which to draw conclusions about the effects of
environmental and personal contextual factors.

Conclusions: The trials suggest that training can increase
strength and may improve motor activity in people with CP
without adverse effects. More rigorous studies are needed that
have a greater focus on changes in activity and participation
and that consider contextual factors.

Key Words: Cerebral palsy; Exercise therapy; Muscle
weakness; Rehabilitation; Review literature.
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CEREBRAL PALSY (CP) IS A CHRONIC neurologic
disorder caused by a static lesion to the immature brain

that is characterized by deficits in movement and postural
control. Because of impairments such as weakness, spasticity,
and incoordination, many people with CP have difficulty with
activities such as propelling their wheelchairs, walking inde-
pendently, negotiating steps, and running or navigating safely
over uneven terrain.1 Improving one’s ability to walk or to
perform other functional activities are often the primary ther-
apeutic goals for people with CP.2

Medical practitioners and physical therapists need to know
about the effectiveness of treatment techniques to make clinical
decisions about patient care and use of limited therapy re-
sources for people with CP. Evaluation and synthesis of the
literature can provide this information. In recent years,
strength-training programs have been advocated as 1 approach
to maximizing function in people with CP.3 Only 1 systematic
review4 has been published that examined the effects of
strengthening in this population. Although this review synthe-
sized the literature and provided useful insights, reports were
not excluded on the basis of poor methodologic quality. Also,
several potentially relevant trials have been conducted since the
review was published. Therefore, this earlier review may not
provide a sufficiently accurate and current assessment of the
effectiveness of strength training for people with CP.

The purpose of our review was to determine whether
strength training produces beneficial outcomes for people with
CP. The positive and negative outcomes of strengthening were
considered by using the International Classification of Func-
tioning, Disability and Health5 (ICF) framework for the de-
scription of health. In this framework, a person’s disability can
be considered in terms of impairments, activity limitations, and
participation restrictions. According to the ICF definitions,5
impairments are deviations or losses in body function or struc-
ture, activity limitations are difficulties in executing tasks or
actions, and participation restrictions are problems with in-
volvement in life situations. A person’s functioning and dis-
ability is considered as a dynamic interaction between the
health condition (in this case, CP) and contextual factors such
as the environment.

METHOD

Study Identification and Selection
Electronic databases (MEDLINE, PubMed, EMBASE,

CINAHL, Sports Discus, DARE, PsychInfo, ERIC, Ausport-
Med, AMI, Cochrane, PEDro) were searched back to the
earliest available time (1966) by using the following keywords:
cerebral palsy, in combination with exercise, strength, and
physical training. The search was limited to articles written in
English. In addition, the reference lists of identified articles
were scanned and the related articles link on PubMed was used
to identify relevant articles.

The titles and abstracts of articles identified by the initial
search strategy were assessed independently by 2 of us (KJD,
NFT) for the following inclusion criteria: (1) population (adults
or children with CP), (2) intervention (strength training or
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progressive resistance exercise program), and (3) outcome
(measurement of change in strength, activity [function], or
participation).

When the title or abstract did not clearly indicate whether an
article should be included, the complete article was obtained
and read to determine if it met all 3 inclusion criteria. For
example, articles were excluded if strength was used only as an
outcome measure for some other intervention such as hydro-
therapy or hippotherapy. Differences were resolved by con-
sensus.

Quality Assessment
Empirical studies that met inclusion criteria were rated for

methodologic quality with the PEDro Scale, based on the
Delphi list described by Verhagen et al.6 With the PEDro Scale,
the following indicators of methodologic rigor were scored
independently as either absent or present by 2 of us (KJD,
NFT): (1) specification of eligibility criteria, (2) random allo-
cation, (3) concealed allocation, (4) prognostic similarity at
baseline, (5) subject blinding, (6) therapist blinding, (7) asses-
sor blinding, (8) greater than 85% follow-up for at least 1 key
outcome, (9) intention-to-treat analysis, (10) between-group
statistical analysis for at least 1 key outcome, and (11) point
estimates of variability provided for at least 1 key outcome.
Interobserver agreement was calculated by using the weighted
� statistic. Kappa measures observed and expected disagree-
ment. Quadratic weights were used to rate the amount of
disagreement between the 2 reviewers’ final PEDro scores.
According to the PEDro guidelines, criteria 2 through 11 are
used for scoring purposes so that a score from 0 to 10 can be
obtained.7 The PEDro Scale has shown moderate levels of
interrater reliability (intraclass correlation coefficient�.54;
95% confidence interval [CI], .39–.71).8 To improve the reli-
ability of this scale, any disagreements between the 2 reviewers
were resolved by discussion until a consensus was reached.
Empirical studies with low methodologic quality (a PEDro
score �3) were excluded. Articles were also excluded if rele-
vant data on the review question were repeated in another
included article. The more comprehensive report was retained
when this occurred.

Review articles were evaluated for quality with the National
Health Service (NHS) Centre for Reviews and Dissemination
form.9 Review articles were included if at least 1 of the fol-
lowing NHS inclusion criteria were met: (1) sources of primary
studies were identified, (2) the process used for selecting stud-
ies for detailed review was reported, and (3) criteria for assess-
ing the quality of studies were detailed. Also, a review article
must have been based on at least 5 key articles.

Data Extraction
Data from the included empirical studies were summarized

on a standardized form described by Darrah et al4 that included
the following headings: objectives, design, subjects, treatment,
outcome measures used, results, conclusions, and other com-
ments. Data from the review articles were summarized on the
NHS form. That form includes items on methodologic quality
and also summarizes the objectives of the review, the interven-
tions investigated, the participants in the review, the outcomes
measured, how studies were combined, how differences be-
tween studies were investigated, the results of the review, and
the authors’ conclusions.9 From these summary forms, data
were extracted about impairment, activity limitation, participa-
tion restriction, and contextual factors.5 The contextual factors
of particular interest were (1) whether the programs were
administered in groups or to individuals; (2) whether the pro-
gram was administered in a community, laboratory, or clinical

environment; and (3) whether the cognitive function of the
participants was considered.

Data Analysis
Effect sizes with 95% CIs were calculated to allow compar-

ison between the outcome measurements of the selected stud-
ies. Initial inspection of the empirical studies suggested that
most were of a repeated-measures design without a control
group. For this reason, the effect size was calculated by sub-
tracting the posttreatment mean from the pretreatment mean
and dividing by the standard deviation (SD) of the difference
scores.10 Because the SD of the difference scores cannot be
calculated without access to the raw data, an approximation can
be made by relating the SD of the difference scores to the
correlation between the 2 sets of data.

Estimates of the reliability between pre- and posttest strength
measurements were obtained from the articles that provided
sufficient raw data. Estimates of reliability from these articles
were r equal to .91,11 r equal to .99,12 and r equal to .93.13

When calculating the effect size of studies with insufficient
data, a correlation of r equal to .91 was used as a conservative
estimate of pre–posttest reliability.

In many systematic reviews, a meta-analysis is performed,
statistically combining the results of the various studies into a
single estimated effect size. However, meta-analysis has been
described specifically for randomized controlled trials
(RCTs). In reviews such as this, which consist mostly of obser-
vational studies, the use of meta-analysis is generally not rec-
ommended.14

RESULTS
Initial searching of electronic databases and manual search-

ing of reference lists identified 989 articles. Of that number, 23
met the inclusion criteria; 18 articles reported the results of
empirical studies and 5 were review articles. The interobserver
reliability of assessing the methodologic quality of the empir-
ical articles was � equal to .88, with disagreements in the
PEDro score for 3 of the 18 articles. Five of the empirical
articles were excluded because of low methodologic quality,
with PEDro scores of less than 315-19; 2 articles20,21 were
excluded because the data included in them was reported in
other selected articles, and 1 article22 was excluded because
correlation was used as the outcome measurement. Of the 5
review articles, one23 was excluded because the study inclusion
strategy and criteria was not specified, and three24-26 were
excluded because they reported insufficient literature (�5 key
articles) and also because they did not report study inclusion
criteria.

Table 1 summarizes the findings of the 10 empirical stud-
ies.11,12,27-34 No article scored more than 6 out of 10 on the
PEDro Scale, and the median score was 4 (interquartile range,
3–5). Only 1 selected article32 was an RCT. Therefore, none of
the 9 other selected studies could fulfill criteria related to RCTs
(eg, group allocation and blinding) as detailed in PEDro criteria
2 through 6. Most of the studies fulfilled PEDro criteria 8
through 11, indicating that most subjects undertook the desig-
nated strength-training program and that their outcome mea-
sures were reported, along with statistical comparisons of both
point measures and measures of variability.

The only review article included in this systematic review
was that of Darrah et al,4 in which they evaluated the effects of
progressive resistance exercise on children with CP. After a
search of databases and reference lists, 7 articles were included
in their review. Methodologic rigor was assessed according to
Sackett’s levels of evidence.35 One article32 was rated by Dar-
rah4 as level I evidence (a randomized controlled design),
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whereas the remaining 6 articles12,15,16,21,28,31 were rated as
level V evidence (case series without concurrent or historical
controls). The Darrah review concluded that there was a low
level of evidence that supported the benefits of strengthening
exercises in children with CP. All studies they reviewed re-
ported positive results on strength increases and none reported
negative effects (eg, an increase in muscle spasticity). They
noted that the relation between strength gains and improvement
in function remained unclear. Four articles12,28,31,32 included in
Darrah’s review were also selected for this review.

Impairment
Figure 1 shows the individual effect sizes for strength

changes in people with CP as a result of a strength-training
program. Eight of the 10 selected studies12,13,27-29,31-33 reported
significant increases in strength. Among the studies that re-
ported positive strength-training effects, considerable variation
(heterogeneity) was noted in the effect size, ranging from 1.16
to 5.27. Power analysis of the 2 studies that did not report
positive strength increases demonstrated power of less than 0.8.
Toner et al11 reported that power equaled .44; Lockwood30

reported that power equaled .63 for knee flexion and was less
than .15 for knee extension.

Only 2 of the selected articles13,31 measured muscle spastic-
ity. These articles reported results that inferred either no
change or a reduction in spasticity after a strengthening pro-
gram. Tweedy13 measured the resistance to passive knee mo-
tion with an isokinetic dynamometer and found that the resis-
tance to passive movement was significantly reduced at 60°/s
but unchanged at other speeds. MacPhail and Kramer31 mea-
sured spasticity of the quadriceps and hamstrings muscles with

the Modified Ashworth Scale and found no significant change
after training. However, the number of subjects with scores �1
for the 2 muscle groups was reduced from 16 to 4 after training,
which suggests a trend toward reduction in muscle spasticity.

Four of the selected articles11-13,29 measured range of motion
(ROM). None reported a loss of ROM for people with CP who
participated in a strengthening program. In fact, 3 studies
reported significant increases in ROM after completion of a
strengthening program at the knee12,13 and ankle.11 Another
study29 that summed arm and leg flexibility into a single score
did not find any significant changes after strength training.

That same study29 measured the psychologic impairment of
self-concept. Darrah et al29 applied the Self-Perception Profile
for Adolescents34 and found an improvement in the subscale of
physical appearance (P�.006). This subscale measures the
degree to which an adolescent is happy with the way he/she
looks. Results on the same subscale of the Self-Perception
Profile for Children (age range, �12y) approached signifi-
cance, but the small number of children (n�4) meant that
power to detect a difference was low in this group.

Activity Restriction

Figure 2 shows the individual effect sizes for the effect of a
strength-training program on the activity or function of people
with CP. Only 427,29,31,33 of the 10 selected studies measured
the effects of a strength-training program on activity restric-
tion. In general, the effect sizes for activity appear smaller than
the effect sizes for strength and impairment. The largest effect
size for activity was 1.22, and only 3 of the 7 pre–posttest
comparisons reached statistical significance. There were no

Fig 1. Individual effect sizes
for muscle strengthening.
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negative effects on activity reported from the strength-training
programs.

Damiano and Abel27 found a significant increase in the
section of the Gross Motor Function Measure36 (GMFM) that
relates to walking, running, and jumping (dimension E). Sim-
ilarly, MacPhail and Kramer31 found that a significant number
of subjects showed improvement in dimensions D (standing)
and E of the GMFM after a strength-training program. An
effect size could not be calculated from MacPhail and
Kramer’s GMFM data because the data were reported as di-
chotomous.

The effects of a strength-training program on measures of
mobility were variable. Damiano and Abel27 found a significant
increase in walking speed after a strength-training program that
targeted the weakest leg muscles, whereas MacPhail and
Kramer31 detected no change in walking speed after their
subjects completed a program that strengthened the quadriceps
and hamstrings. Also, there were no significant changes in
walking efficiency as measured by the Energy Expenditure
Index.27,29,31 In terms of wheelchair mobility, O’Connell and
Barnhart33 found a significant improvement in the endurance-
based, 12-minute wheelchair test after their training program.
Although they did not detect a significant improvement in the
50-m wheelchair dash, the obtained effect size (1.01) for this
variable suggests that the small sample size (n�6) may have
adversely affected the power of this comparison.

Participation Limitation
None of the 10 articles measured the effect of a strengthen-

ing program on participation limitation. However, Lockwood30

and Darrah et al29 have reported anecdotal examples of indi-
viduals who increased their participation in school and recre-
ation after undertaking a strengthening program.

Contextual Factors
Six of the exercise programs were administered to individ-

uals11,27,28,31-33; one was a group program,29 whereas the re-
mainder of the studies did not specify this environmental
factor. Both nonsignificant and positive results were reported
for outcomes administered to individuals, whereas the only
group study29 reported positive effects.

Three of the studies11,27,28 implemented a mixture of home-
and clinic-based exercises. One program was conducted in a

community gymnasium.29 Again, both nonsignificant and pos-
itive results were found for the mixed programs, and positive
effects were reported for the community-based program. Six of
the studies did not provide details about the physical setting of
their programs.

With regard to the personal factor of cognition, 4 of the
articles11,13,29,31 excluded participants who had severe cognitive
impairment. Details were not provided about the cognition of
participants in the remaining articles. None of the articles
reported the inclusion of participants with significant cognitive
impairment.

DISCUSSION
Of the 10 empirical studies included in this review, only 132

was an RCT. The other 9 were observational studies that used
a repeated-measures, single-group design (table 1). Six of the
observational studies12,27,28,30,32,33 had no control data with
which to evaluate the effects of strengthening on people with
CP, making it difficult to ascribe outcomes to the effects of
intervention.

Three of the observational studies11,13,29 included a form of
control to establish stability of the outcome measure in the
absence of intervention. However, each of these studies had
methodologic limitations. Repeated baseline measures of the
dependent variable were taken in 2 of the studies. One of these
studies obtained 3 baseline measurements 24 hours apart, com-
pared with the 10-week time span between pre- and postinter-
vention measurements.29 The other study13 that incorporated
repeated baseline measures took 2 preintervention measure-
ments, but the time period between these measurements was
not reported. Although these trials controlled for confounding
variables such as familiarization to the testing procedure and
factors related to the reapplication of measurement tools, they
did not adequately control for other factors such as natural
variability in subject performance over longer periods. The
final observational study11 that included a form of control
involved 5 subjects with hemiplegic CP. In this study, the more
affected hemiplegic leg was trained while the contralateral leg
served as the control limb. The difficulty is that, although no
change was detected in the untrained limb, it cannot be as-
sumed that the hemiplegic leg would have shown similar
stability without intervention over the same period. Method-
ologic limitations like these limit the certainty with which

Fig 2. Individual effect sizes
for activity and gait.
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conclusions can be made. However, the observational studies,
when viewed collectively, provide an indication of the effects
of strength training in people with CP.

Impairment
Eight of the 10 empirical studies we reviewed concluded that

strength-training programs increase the muscle strength of peo-
ple with CP. One of the 8 studies was the RCT by McCubbin
and Shasby.32 These researchers reported increased strength in
the triceps (effect size�2.71) after a 6-week isokinetic training
program for adolescents with CP. The 2 trials11,30 that reported
no change in muscle strength proved to have had low power.
Experiments with low power have an increased risk of the
researchers concluding that no difference existed when in fact
it did (type II error). Small sample sizes (both n�6) could have
affected the power of these 2 studies. For example, if the effect
size were maintained in the study by Toner et al,11 and subject
numbers were increased from 6 to 14, there would have been a
greater than 80% chance of detecting a significant training
effect.

Despite the consistency of findings, wide variability in sub-
ject characteristics was evident in the 8 trials that reported
positive strength-training effects (table 1). For example, subject
age ranged from 6 to 47 years of age, and the severity of
disability varied from people who were nonambulatory to
people who could walk without assistive devices. The topo-
graphic classification (eg, diplegia, quadriplegia, hemiplegia)
of CP was similarly varied, although most subjects had spas-
ticity.

Variability was also evident in the training parameters. Dif-
ferences existed in the muscle group trained, the intensity and
duration of the program, the equipment and exercise details, the
method used to determine the amount of resistance applied, and
the outcome measure used to evaluate muscle strength. The
most consistent features of the training programs were that they
were performed 3 times a week over 6 to 10 weeks, and there
were mechanisms to regularly adjust resistance to ensure that
the exercises were of sufficient intensity, in accord with rec-
ommendations of the American College of Sports Medicine.37

Despite the variability in subject characteristics and program
parameters, the literature provides evidence, although it is
limited, that strength-training programs may provide positive
strength benefits for children and young adults with CP.

There is no empirical evidence that strength training in-
creases spasticity and contractures in people with CP. Some
clinicians have argued that people with spastic CP are not weak
and that the impaired performance of functional activities com-
monly observed is primarily a result of spasticity.38 On the
basis of clinical observations, it has been hypothesized that the
increased effort associated with strength training would in-
crease spasticity in people with neurologic disorders and this
would, in turn, lead to increased muscle and joint contractures
and decreased motor function.39 This view is not supported by
the available empirical literature. Studies of the effect of
strength training on spasticity show that strengthening has
either no effect on, or that training may possibly even reduce,
spasticity. Similarly, there is no evidence to support the view
that strengthening programs reduce the ROM of people with
CP. Rather, the evidence suggests that strength training might
lead to increased ROM, particularly in the lower limb.

The only study29 that investigated the effect of strength
training on psychologic impairment evaluated the effects of a
group fitness program on the self-confidence and perceived
competence of children and adolescents with CP. Strength
training was a major component of this community group
program. It was found that participation in the training program

significantly improved the subjects’ feelings about their ap-
pearance.

Activity
Only a handful of studies have measured the effects of a

strength-training program on activity in people with CP. A
comparison of figures 1 and 2 shows that the effect sizes for
activity were generally smaller than the effect sizes for mea-
sures of impairment. This is probably because other factors
such as sensory function, coordination, and even psychologic
factors such as fear contribute to motor performance. There-
fore, a strength-training program designed specifically to in-
crease muscle strength might be expected to have a smaller
effect on measures of activity than on measures of impairment
such as muscle strength.

Significant improvements were found in dimensions31 D and
E27,31 of the GMFM after subjects completed a strength-train-
ing program that targeted muscles of the lower limb. These
sections of the GMFM measure activities such as standing
alone, moving from sit to stand, walking, running, kicking,
jumping, and walking up and down a step. In contrast, no
change was detected in the composite GMFM score (ie, the
score from sections A–E).27 The composite score includes
items that measure lying and rolling, sitting, crawling, and
kneeling, as well as those related to the activities listed above.
Again, this finding is not unexpected because Damiano and
Abel’s training program27 specifically targeted lower-limb
muscles; it seems reasonable to predict that increased lower-
limb strength would have less effect on the performance of
activities such as sitting or lying and rolling than on activities
such as walking, running, and jumping. It is difficult to draw
from the literature conclusions about the effects of strength
training on mobility in the CP population. With respect to
walking speed, 1 study found a positive effect after strength-
ening,27 whereas another study detected no change.31 The tai-
lored nature of the training program may explain these dispar-
ate findings. In contrast to MacPhail and Kramer’s program,31

which involved strengthening of the quadriceps and hamstrings
regardless of each individual’s assessment findings, Damiano
and Abel’s program27 targeted training of each participant’s
weakest lower-limb muscles. This finding suggests that
strength-training programs that are tailored to individual needs
may result in better functional outcomes than do less individ-
ualized programs. Only 1 study33 investigated the effects of
strength training on wheelchair mobility. One of the limitations
of that study for the purpose of this review was that equal
numbers of children with spina bifida and CP participated in
the program, and data from each group were not reported
separately. Therefore, the findings of this study33 with respect
to CP should be interpreted with caution. It appears, however,
that upper-limb strengthening exercises can improve the en-
durance of children with CP and spina bifida in wheelchair
mobility.

Participation
Very little research has been conducted examining the ef-

fects of strength training on the societal participation of people
with CP. Participation was not measured in any of the 10
articles we reviewed. However, it was reported anecdotally that
after completing the program, a certain proportion of the par-
ticipants were confident enough to join a regular community
exercise program.29,30

Contextual Factors
Contextual factors are an important consideration in evalu-

ating the effects of strength-training programs. To implement
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an optimal program, clinicians need information about the
effects of different environmental and personal contextual fac-
tors. For example, should the program be administered on an
individual or a group basis? Is the program best administered in
a laboratory, clinical, or community setting? Do the cognitive
abilities of the participants affect the success of the program?

Despite the importance of these contextual factors, there was
insufficient information in the included articles from which to
draw firm conclusions. These factors need to be reported rou-
tinely to permit hypothesis generation, which can then be
formally evaluated in randomized trials.

General Discussion
There is a need to complete well-designed trials to evaluate

the effects of strength training in the CP population. Currently,
it appears that strengthening programs, in general, may be
effective in increasing strength in people with CP. However,
because of the methodologic limitations of the literature, we
are unable to make definitive recommendations. To provide
strong evidence to support clinical practice and maximize the
mobility, independence, and health of people with CP, re-
searchers must show that strength training is an effective in-
tervention. This could be achieved with well-designed RCTs.
Little information is available about the effects of strength
training on the activity and participation dimensions of func-
tioning and disability. In the management of CP, it has long
been recognized that “. . . the accomplishment of the necessary
or useful ‘life skills’ should be the treatment goal. . . .”40 How-
ever, most studies have only measured changes at the impair-
ment level (ie, muscle strength, spasticity, or joint ROM).
Clients, their families, and health service providers are often
more interested in measuring the effect of interventions in
terms of outcomes that reflect meaningful improvements in a
person’s ability to function within society. Health care provid-
ers must show that their treatments are effective from the
clients’ perspective. To achieve this, health care providers must
incorporate measurements of activity limitations and participa-
tion restriction in their assessments and then show that these
outcome measurements improve with treatment. This is a chal-
lenge that must be addressed.

A limitation of this systematic review was that the criteria
for assessing study quality (ie, PEDro Scale, NHS Centre for
Reviews) did not include items for assessing the reliability and
validity of the tools used in the studies. This would be of
greater concern if the studies had reported no effects; however,
most of them reported significant results that were consistent
with hypothesized changes. This suggests that the measure-
ment tools gave evidence of construct validity and hence ade-
quate reliability.

CONCLUSION
The results of this review suggest that there is evidence

supporting the view that strength-training programs improve
muscle strength in children and young adults with CP. In
addition, there appear to be no detrimental effects such as
increased spasticity. It remains undetermined whether strength
training affects the mobility, function, or the ability to partic-
ipate in normal societal roles. Contextual factors have not been
considered adequately. The conclusions drawn from this sys-
tematic review are similar to those of Darrah et al,4 although
some of the studies they included in their review we excluded
from our review (for methodologic reasons) and we included
some more recent studies in our review. More research of
higher quality and rigor is required to draw definitive conclu-
sions on the effects of strength training programs for people
with CP.
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