Sports specific applications of compression:

Inflammatory implications and
recommendations for future research

Coventry
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Overall effect: p < 0.00001, Z =5.46, ES = 0.38 [0.25, 0.51]
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Rugby - Performance

The effect of CG on strength recovery in rugby players
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Rugby - Performance

The effect of CG on swelling and [CK] in rugby players
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Elite athlete studies
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Elite athlete studies
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Pressure
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Effects of Pressure???

Meta-analysis showed no effect of pressure

i Limited by number of trials taking direct measurements and
distribution of trials eliciting EIMD vs other exercise modalities

i Beliard et al., (2015)
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Swelling

Changes in T2 relaxation time of the VL with
compression (Miyamoto et al., 2014)
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A Unknown whether improved exercise recovery is related to
observed reductions in limb circumference

A Pressure optima?
A Watanuki et al., (1994)
A Lee et al., (2018)
A Hargens et al., (1981); Levick, 1987, 1991)



