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Supplementary Table 1. Search strategies for each database
	Database
	Search Strategy

	PubMed/MEDLINE
	("meta-analysis"[Publication Type] OR "systematic review"[Publication Type]) AND ("photobiomodulation"[MeSH Terms] OR "low-level laser therapy"[MeSH Terms] OR "low-intensity laser light" OR "LLLT")

	Embase
	'meta analysis'/exp OR 'systematic review'/exp AND ('photobiomodulation' OR 'low level laser therapy' OR 'low intensity laser light' OR 'LLLT')

	CINAHL (via EBSCO)
	MH "Meta Analysis" OR MH "Systematic Review" AND (TX "photobiomodulation" OR TX "low-level laser therapy" OR TX "low-intensity laser light" OR TX "LLLT")

	Web of Science
	TS=("meta-analysis" OR "systematic review") AND TS=("photobiomodulation" OR "low-level laser therapy" OR "low-intensity laser light" OR "LLLT")

	Google Scholar
	"meta-analysis" OR "systematic review" AND photobiomodulation OR "low-level laser therapy" OR "low-intensity laser light" OR LLLT


Abbreviation: LLLT, low-intensity laser light.


Supplementary Table 2. AMSTAR 2 quality assessment of meta-analyses
	Author, Year
	AMSTAR 2 items a, c

	
	1
	2 b
	3
	4 b
	5
	6
	7 b
	8
	9 b
	10
	11 b
	12
	13 b
	14
	15 b
	16
	Overall rating
(based on critical domains)d

	C Lu et al., 2023
	Y
	PY
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Low

	R Hanna et al., 2021
	Y
	PY
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	High

	I Lourinho et al., 2023
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Low

	JV Ferlito et al., 2023
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Low

	N Tripodi et al., 2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Low

	MB Stausholm et al., 2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Moderate

	SW Yeh et al., 2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Low

	MR Tehrani et al., 2022
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Low

	ALC Martimbianco et al., 2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Low

	FCJ Neto et al., 2020
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Low

	AH Bekhet et al., 2017
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Low

	J Huang et al., 2021
	Y
	PY
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Moderate

	CH Chen et al., 2020
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Low

	KH Liu et al., 2019
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Low

	Y Gao et al., 2023
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Low


b Critical Domains
c AMSTAR 2 items:
d Rating overall confidence in the results of the review:
HIGH: no on one non-critical weakness: The systematic review provides an accurate and comprehensive summary of the results of the available studies that address the question of interest.
MODERATE: more than one non-critical weakness (multiple non-critical weaknesses may diminish confidence in the review, and it may be appropriate to move the overall appraisal down from moderate to low confidence), and the systematic review has more than one weakness but no critical flaws. This may provide an accurate summary of the results of the studies included in the review.
LOW: one critical flaw with or without non-critical weaknesses: The review has a critical flaw and may not provide an accurate and comprehensive summary of the available studies that address the question of interest.
CRITICALLY LOW: more than one critical flaw with or without non-critical weaknesses: The review has more than one critical flaw and should not be relied on to provide an accurate and comprehensive summary of the available studies.

1. Did the research questions and inclusion criteria for the review include the components of PICO (Population, Intervention, Comparator group, Outcome)? YES/NO. For yes, must have all four items.
2. Did the report of the review contain an explicit statement that the review methods were established prior to the conduct of the review and did the report justify any significant deviations from the protocol? YES, PARTIAL YES, NO. For Partial YES, the authors state that they had a written protocol or guide that included ALL (review question(s), a search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and risk of bias assessment). For YES, as for partial yes, plus the protocol should be registered and should also have specified a meta-analysis/synthesis plan, if appropriate, and a plan for investigating causes of heterogeneity, justification for any deviations from the protocol. 
3. Did the review authors explain their selection of the study designs for inclusion in the review? YES/NO. For YES, the review should satisfy one of the following criteria: explanation for including only RCTs, explanation for including only NRSI, or explanation for including both RCTs and NRSI.
4. Did the review authors use a comprehensive literature search strategy? YES, PARTIAL YES, NO. for PARTIAL YES must have all of the following: searched at least two databases (relevant to the research question), provided key words and/or search strategy, justified publication restrictions (eg. Language). The YES should also have all of the following: searched the reference lists/biographies of included studies, searched trial/study registries, included/consulted content experts in the field, searched for grey literature where relevant, and conducted a search within 24 months of the completion of the review.
5. Did the review authors perform study selection in duplicate? YES/NO. for YES, either ONE of the following: at least two reviewers independently agreed on the selection of eligible studies and achieved consensus on which studies to include OR two reviewers selected a sample of eligible studies and achieved good agreement (at least 80 percent) with the remainder selected by one reviewer.
6. Did the review authors perform data extraction in duplicate? YES/NO. For YES, either one of the following: at least two reviewers achieved consensus on which data to extract from included studies, or two reviewers extracted data from a sample of eligible studies and achieved good agreement (at least 80 per cent) with the remainder extracted by one reviewer.
7. Did the review authors provide a list of excluded studies to justify the exclusions? YES, PARTIAL YES, NO. Partial yes must provide a list of all potentially relevant studies that were read in full-text form but were excluded from the review. The YES must also justify exclusion from the review of each potentially relevant study.
8. Did the review authors describe the included studies in adequate detail? YES, PARTIAL YES, NO. For PARTIAL, the YES must describe all of the following: populations, interventions, comparators, outcomes, and research designs. YES should also include all of the following: described populations in detail, described intervention and comparator in detail (including doses where relevant), described study setting, timeframe, or follow-up.
9. Did the review authors use a satisfactory technique for assessing the risk of bias (RoB) in individual studies that were included in the review? For RCTs: YES, PARTIAL YES, NO, INCLUDES ONLY NRSI. For PARTIAL, YES must have assessed RoB from unconcealed allocation and lack of blinding of patients and assessors when assessing outcomes (unnecessary for objective outcomes such as all-cause mortality); YES must also have assessed RoB from the allocation sequence that was not truly random and selection of the reported result from among multiple measurements or analyses of a specified outcome. For NRSI (non-randomized studies of intervention (NRSI): YES, PARTIAL YES, NO, INCLUDES ONLY RCTs. For PARTIAL, the YES must have assessed RoB for confounding and selection bias. For YES, one must also have assessed methods used to ascertain exposures and outcomes, and select the reported results from among multiple measurements or analyses of a specified outcome. 
10. Did the review authors report on the sources of funding for the studies included in the review? YES/NO. For YES, we must have reported the sources of funding for the individual studies included in the review. Note: Reporting that the reviewers looked for this information, but it was not reported by the study authors also qualifies.
11. If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors use appropriate methods for statistical combination of results? For RCTs: YES, NO, and NO META-ANALYSIS. For YES, the authors justified combining the data in a meta-analysis and used an appropriate weighted technique to combine study results and adjusted for heterogeneity if present, and investigated the causes of heterogeneity. For NRSI: YES, NO, NO META-ANALYSIS CONDUCTED. For YES, the authors justified combining the data in a meta-analysis and used an appropriate weighted technique to combine study results, adjusting for heterogeneity if present; they statistically combined effects estimates from NRSI that were adjusted for confounding, rather than combining raw data, or justified combining raw data when adjusted effect estimates were not available, and they reported separate summary estimates for RCTs and NRSI separately when both were included in the review.
12. If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors assess the potential impact of RoB in individual studies on the results of the meta-analysis or other evidence synthesis? YES, NO, NO META-ANALYSIS INCLUDED. For YES, we included only low risk of bias RCTs or, if the pooled estimate was based on RCTs and/or NRSI at variable RoB, the authors performed an analysis to investigate the possible impact of RoB on summary estimates of effect.
13. Did the review authors account for RoB in individual studies when interpreting/discussing the results of the review? YES/NO. for YES: included only low risk of bias RCTs or, if RCTs with moderate or high RoB or NRSI were included, the review provided a discussion of the key impact of RoB on the results.
14. Did the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and discussion of, any heterogeneity observed in the results of the review? YES/NO. For Yes: There was no significant heterogeneity in the results OR if heterogeneity was present, the authors investigated the sources of any heterogeneity in the results and discussed the impact of this on the results of the review.
15. If they performed quantitative synthesis did the review authors carry out an adequate investigation of publication bias (small study bias) and discuss its likely impact on the results of the review? YES, NO, NO META-ANALYSIS CONDUCTED. For YES, we performed graphical statistical tests for publication bias and discussed the likelihood and magnitude of its impact.
16. Did the review authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including any funding they received for conducting the review? YES/NO. For Yes, the authors reported no competing interests OR the authors described their funding sources and how they managed potential conflicts of interest.


[bookmark: _Hlk141880021][bookmark: _Hlk195926469]Supplementary Table 3. Grading of Recommendations Assessment, Development and Evaluation assessment of each association
	Outcome
	First author
	Imprecision
	Inconsistency
	Risk of bias
	Indirectness
	Publication bias
	Upgrade
	GRADE

	1. Burning mouth syndrome
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain intensity in patients with burning mouth syndrome
	Lu C
	0
	0
	-1
	-1
	-1
	0
	Moderate

	Quality of life in patients with burning mouth syndrome
	Lu C
	0
	-1
	-2
	-1
	-1
	0
	Low

	2. Temporomandibular disorders
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with temporomandibular disorders 
	Hanna R
	0
	-1
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	3. Rheumatoid arthritis
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain levels in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	Lourinho I
	-1
	-1
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	Very low

	Morning stiffness in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	Lourinho I
	0
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	Low

	Handgrip strength in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	Lourinho I
	-2
	-1
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	Very low

	Functional capacity in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	Lourinho I
	-2
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	Very low

	Inflammation in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	Lourinho I
	-1
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	Low

	Activity score in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	Lourinho I
	-2
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	Very low

	4. Plantar fasciitis
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain intensity in patients with plantar fasciitis
	Ferlito JV
	-1
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	5. Tendinopathy
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with tendinopathy
	Tripodi N
	0
	-1
	-2
	-1
	-1
	0
	Low

	Muscle strength in patients with tendinopathy
	Tripodi N
	-2
	-1
	-1
	-1
	-1
	0
	Very low

	6. Knee osteoarthritis
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain levels in patients with knee osteoarthritis
	Stausholm MB
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	0
	0
	Low

	Disability in patients with knee osteoarthritis
	Stausholm MB
	-2
	0
	-1
	0
	0
	0
	Moderate

	7. Fibromyalgia
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Changes in FIQ score in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	Low

	Changes in pain severity in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	-2
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Very low

	Changes in number of tender points in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	-2
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Very low

	Changes in severity of fatigue in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	2
	Moderate

	Changes in severity of stiffness difference in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	1
	Low

	Changes in severity of depression in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	Changes in severity of anxiety in patients with fibromyalgia
	Yeh SW
	-2
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	8. Myofascial neck pain
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Neck pain level in patients with myofascial neck pain syndrome
	Tehrani MR
	0
	-2
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	Pressure pain threshold in patients with myofascial neck pain syndrome
	Tehrani MR
	-2
	-2
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Very low

	9. Achilles tendinopathy
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain intensity in patients with Achilles tendinopathy
	Martimbianco ALC
	-1
	-1
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	Function in patients with Achilles tendinopathy
	Martimbianco ALC
	-2
	0
	-1
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	10. Fractures
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with fractures
	Neto FCJ
	-1
	0
	-2
	-1
	0
	0
	Low

	11. Carpal tunnel syndrome
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
	Bekhet AH
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	-1
	0
	Low

	Symptom severity scale in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
	Bekhet AH
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	-1
	0
	Low

	Functional severity scale in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
	Bekhet AH
	0
	-2
	-2
	0
	-1
	0
	Low

	12. Diabetic foot ulcers
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Complete healing rate in diabetic foot ulcers
	Huang J
	0
	0
	-2
	-1
	-1
	0
	Low

	Ulcer area reduction percentage in diabetic foot ulcers
	Huang J
	-2
	-2
	-2
	-1
	-1
	2
	Very low

	Mean healing time in diabetic foot ulcers
	Huang J
	-2
	0
	-1
	-1
	-1
	0
	Low

	13. Tinnitus
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Overall symptoms (THI score) in patients with tinnitus
	Chen CH
	0
	0
	-2
	0
	0
	0
	Moderate

	14. Androgenetic alopecia
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	Hair density in patients with androgenic alopecia
	Liu KH
	-2
	0
	-2
	0
	0
	2
	Moderate

	15. Cognitive function
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　
	　

	The effects on age-related cognitive impairment
	Gao Y
	0
	0
	-2
	0
	0
	0
	Moderate



* The GRADE, categorizing evidence from systematic reviews and meta-analysis, was modified as follows; moderate for large-scale prospective cohort studies and low for retrospective cohort studies. Each item was judged; 
1. Imprecision was rated as follows: no downgrade (0) if the total sample size was ≥200 and the 95% confidence interval (CI) did not overlap with the clinical decision threshold (e.g., SMD ±0.1 or RR outside 0.9–1.1); downgraded by one level (-1) if the sample size was between 100 and 199 or if the CI included the threshold; and downgraded by two levels (-2) if the sample size was <100 or the CI was too wide to judge clinical relevance.
2. Inconsistency was assessed based on heterogeneity (I²): no downgrade (0) if I² was <75%; downgraded by one level (-1) if I² was between 75% and 89%; and downgraded by two levels (-2) if I² was ≥90%.
3. Risk of Bias was determined by the proportion of included RCTs with low risk of bias: no downgrade (0) if ≥75% were low RoB; downgraded by one level (-1) if 50–74% were low RoB; and downgraded by two levels (-2) if <50% were low RoB or if no RoB assessment was conducted.
4. Indirectness was rated based on alignment with the PICO framework: no downgrade (0) if the population, intervention, comparator, and outcomes were clearly aligned; downgraded by one level (-1) if there was partial indirectness (e.g., mixed comparators such as placebo and active controls); and downgraded by two levels (-2) if multiple sources of indirectness were present (e.g., mixed interventions and heterogeneous populations).
5. Publication Bias was assessed based on funnel plot symmetry, Egger’s test, and search strategy: no downgrade (0) if publication bias was not detected and a comprehensive search across multiple databases with no language restrictions was performed; downgraded by one level (-1) if publication bias was suggested by Egger’s test (p < 0.10), funnel plot asymmetry, limited database coverage, or language restrictions.
[bookmark: _Toc151189478]6. Upgrade was considered for large or very large effect sizes: upgraded by one level (+1) if the effect size was large (SMD >0.8), the CI did not cross the null, and there were no serious concerns regarding RoB, imprecision, or indirectness; upgraded by two levels (+2) if the effect size was very large (SMD >1.2) under the same conditions.

Supplementary Table 4. Studies excluded, with reason for exclusion.
	Author, year
	Reason for exclusion

	Abesi F,20231
	Not RCT article

	Aguiar BRL,20212
	Not RCT article

	Akram Z,20183
	Not eligible for the full text

	Alayat MSM,20224
	Not RCT article

	Al-Rudayni AHM,20215
	Not eligible for the full text

	AlShahrani I,20196
	Not RCT article

	Ansari S,20227
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Anschau F,20198
	Not eligible for the full text

	Arjmand B,20239
	Not eligible for the full text

	Awotidebe AW,201910
	Not RCT article

	Ayar Z,202211
	Not eligible for the full text

	Bakdach WMM,202012
	Not eligible for the full text

	Barros AWP,202213
	Not RCT article

	Bensadoun RJ,201214
	Not RCT article

	Bjordal JM,201115
	Not eligible for the full text

	Bjordal JM,200816
	Not eligible for the full text

	Camolesi GCV,202217
	Not eligible for the full text

	Campos TM,202018
	Not RCT article

	Chang WD,201419
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Chaves IC,202320
	Not eligible for the full text

	Chen J,201521
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Chen Y,201922
	Not RCT article

	Cheung WKW,202023
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Cho Y,202324
	Not RCT article

	Chow RT,200925
	Not eligible for the full text

	Clijsen R,201726
	Not RCT article

	Costa ACF,202127
	Not RCT article

	Cronshaw M,202028
	Not RCT article

	Cruz AR,202329
	Not RCT article

	da Silva BM,202230
	Not RCT article

	de Almeida VL,201631
	Not eligible for the full text

	de Arruda JAA,202232
	Not eligible for the full text

	de Barros DD,202233
	Not eligible for the full text

	de Barros DD,202234
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	de Barros Silva PG,202235
	Not RCT article

	de Carvalho MM,202236
	Not RCT article

	de Lima VHS,202037
	Not RCT article

	De Marchi T,202238
	Not eligible for the full text

	de Oliveira-Souza AIS,202339
	Not RCT article

	Deana NF,202340
	Not RCT article

	Deana NF,202141
	Not RCT article

	Deana NF,201742
	Not eligible for the full text

	Domah F,202143
	Not eligible for the full text

	Dos Santos Mendes-Costa L,202144
	Not RCT article

	Dos Santos SA,201945
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Duarte de Oliveira FJ,202146
	Not eligible for the full text

	Dutra YM,202247
	Not RCT article

	Ebrahimi P,202148
	Not RCT article

	Eslamipour F,201749
	Not eligible for the full text

	Ferlito JV,202250
	Not eligible for the full text

	Firoozi P,202051
	Not RCT article

	Franco R,202352
	Not RCT article

	Freire BL,202353
	Not RCT article

	Gál P,201854
	Not eligible for the full text

	Galiano-Castillo N,202155
	Not RCT article

	Gam AN,199356
	Not RCT article

	Ge MK,201557
	Not RCT article

	Glazov G,201658
	Not eligible for the full text

	Gobbo M,202359
	Not eligible for the full text

	Grajales M,202360
	Not eligible for the full text

	Gross AR,201361
	Not RCT article

	Guimarães JS,202262
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Gupta AK,202163
	Not RCT article

	Hanna R,202164
	Not eligible for the full text

	Haslerud S,201565
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	He M,201866
	Not RCT article

	He W,201567
	Not eligible for the full text

	He W,201368
	Not eligible for the full text

	He WL,201569
	Not eligible for the full text

	He WL,201370
	Not RCT article

	Hoseinpour Jajarm H,201871
	Not RCT article

	Huang T,202372
	Not RCT article

	Huang Z,201573
	Not eligible for the full text

	Huang Z,201574
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Huang ZY,201775
	Not eligible for the full text

	Imani MM,201876
	Not eligible for the full text

	Jedliński M,202077
	Not RCT article

	Jing G,202178
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Jnaneshwar PR,202379
	Not eligible for the full text

	Kadhim-Saleh A,201380
	Not eligible for the full text

	Kheiri A,202081
	Not RCT article

	Lacerda-Santos JT,202382
	Not eligible for the full text

	Lai CC,202183
	Not eligible for the full text

	Leal-Junior EC,201584
	Not eligible for the full text

	Li BM,202385
	Not eligible for the full text

	Li J,202186
	Not RCT article

	Li X,201887
	Not eligible for the full text

	Li ZJ,201688
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Lin L,202189
	Not eligible for the full text

	Long H,201590
	Not RCT article

	Louzeiro GC,202091
	Not RCT article

	Luo WT,202292
	Not eligible for the full text

	Ma Y,202393
	Not eligible for the full text

	Malik S,202394
	Not eligible for the full text

	Máximo CFGP,202295
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Michelogiannakis D,202296
	Not eligible for the full text

	Munguia FM,201897
	Not RCT article

	Nambi G,202198
	Not eligible for the full text

	Naterstad IF,202299
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Nayyer N,2022100
	Not eligible for the full text

	Oberoi S,2014101
	Not eligible for the full text

	Olmedo-Hernández OL,2022102
	Not RCT article

	Pacheco JA,2022103
	Not RCT article

	Passos RM,2023104
	Not eligible for the full text

	Penberthy WT,2021105
	Not RCT article

	Peng J,2020106
	Not eligible for the full text

	Peralta-Mamani M,2019107
	Not RCT article

	Petrucci A,2011108
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Qu C,2022109
	Not RCT article

	Raji H,2022110
	Not RCT article

	Ramezani F,2020111
	Not eligible for the full text

	Rayegani SM,2019112
	Not eligible for the full text

	Rayegani SM,2017113
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Razaghi P,2022114
	Not RCT article

	Reis CLB,2022115
	Not RCT article

	Ren C,2017116
	Not RCT article

	Ren H,2022117
	Not eligible for the full text

	Salehpour F,2019118
	Not RCT article

	Santos CMD,2021119
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Shafaee H,2023120
	Not eligible for the full text

	Shafaee H,2020121
	Not RCT article

	Shi Q,2015122
	Not RCT article

	Smoot B,2015123
	Not RCT article

	Sobral AP,2021124
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Sourvanos D,2023125
	Not RCT article

	Stausholm MB,2017126
	Not eligible for the full text

	Stevens AR,2023127
	Not RCT article

	Tumilty S,2010128
	Not RCT article

	Vande A,2022129
	Not RCT article

	Vanin AA,2018130
	Not RCT article

	Wang B,2021131
	Not eligible for the full text

	Wang JY,2022132
	Not eligible for the full text

	Wang W,2019133
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Xiang A,2020134
	Not eligible for the full text

	Xu GZ,2018135
	Articles reporting overlapped results

	Yan B,2014136
	Not eligible for the full text

	Yavagal CM,2021137
	Not RCT article

	Zhang B,2021138
	Not eligible for the full text

	Zhang W,2021139
	Not eligible for the full text

	Zhang Y,2022140
	Not RCT article

	Zhao H,2021141
	Not eligible for the full text

	Zheng DH,2023142
	Not RCT article

	Zhi C,2021143
	Not eligible for the full text




Supplementary Table 5. Reanalysis of the estimated continuous using Der Simonian and Laird (DL) method and Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman (HS) method, heterogeneity I2, egger’s p-value, 95% prediction interval, and GRADE 
	[bookmark: _Hlk120101813]Outcome
	Included studies
	Metrics
	Total sample
	Reported summary estimated effect (95% CI); random effect model
	Re-analysed summary estimated effect (95% CI) DL method
	Re-analysed summary estimated effect (95% CI), HS method; random-effect model
	Heterogeneity I2 (%)
	Egger’s p-value
	Tau2
	95% prediction interval 
	eSMD*

	
	
	
	
	
	Fixed-effect model
	Random-effect model
	Largest study
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Burning mouth syndrome
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pain intensity in patients with burning mouth syndrome
	10
	SMD
	321
	-0.92 (-1.38 to 0.46)
	-0.84 (-1.07 to -0.61)
	-0.92 (-1.38 to -0.46)
	0.36 (-0.24 to 0.95)
	-0.95 (-1.45 to -0.44)
	74.79
	0.13
	0.40
	(-2.49, 0.64)
	-0.92 (-1.38 to -0.46)

	Quality of life in patients with burning mouth syndrome
	9
	SMD
	346
	0.03 (-0.63 to 0.70)
	-0.07 (-0.28 to 0.15)
	0.03 (-0.63 to 0.69)
	-1.14 (-1.59 to -0.69)
	0.03 (-0.73 to 0.78)
	88.74
	0.37
	0.89
	(-2.34, 2.40)
	0.03 (-0.73 to 0.78)

	2. Temporomandibular disorders
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with temporomandibular disorders 
	36
	SMD
	1109
	-0.55 (-0.83 to -0.28)
	-0.42 (-0.53 to -0.30)
	-0.56 (-0.83 to -0.29)
	-0.11 (-0.61 to 0.40)
	-0.56 (-1.06 to -0.05)
	80.03
	0.00
	0.51
	(-2.03, 0.92)
	-0.56 (-0.83 to -0.29)

	3. Rheumatoid arthritis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain levels in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	4
	MD
	176
	-0.36 (-1.50 to 0.78)
	-0.66 (-1.16 to -0.17)
	-0.37 (-1.50 to 0.77)
	-1.30 (-2.00 to -0.60)
	-0.35 (-1.91 to 1.22)
	75.39
	0.44
	0.97
	(-5.28, 4.55)
	-0.03 (-0.16 to 0.10)

	Morning stiffness in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	4
	MD
	209
	-10.84 (-49.29 to 27.61)
	2.77 (-11.51 to 17.06)
	-11.37 (-50.64 to 27.91)
	7.78 (-7.50 to 23.06)
	-10.47 (-67.95 to 47.01)
	41.79
	0.53
	632.02
	(-149.70, 126.96)
	-0.02 (-0.15 to 0.10)

	Handgrip strength in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	3
	SMD
	169
	-0.15 (-0.85 to 0.54)
	-0.35 (-0.65 to -0.05)
	-0.13 (-0.85 to 0.58)
	-0.62 (-1.06 to -0.18)
	-0.03 (-2.15 to 2.09)
	79.31
	0.06
	0.31
	(-8.55, 8.29)
	-0.03 (-2.15 to 2.09)

	Functional capacity in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	3
	SMD
	136
	-0.08 (-0.60 to 0.43)
	0.00 (-0.34 to 0.34)
	-0.10 (-0.63 to 0.42)
	0.21 (-0.23 to 0.64)
	-0.19 (-1.45 to 1.07)
	49.87
	0.24
	0.11
	(-5.53, 5.32)
	-0.19 (-1.45 to 1.07)

	Inflammation in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	4
	SMD
	176
	0.08 (-0.30 to 0.47)
	0.12 (-0.17 to 0.42)
	0.07 (-0.33 to 0.46)
	0.28 (-0.15 to 0.72)
	-0.01 (-0.77 to 0.75)
	38.59
	0.17
	0.06
	(-1.33, 1.46)
	-0.01 (-0.77 to 0.75)

	Activity score in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
	2
	SMD
	108
	0.35 (-0.06 to 0.76)
	0.35 (-0.05 to 0.75)
	0.35 (-0.05 to 0.75)
	0.38 (-0.10 to 0.86)
	0.35 (-0.28 to 0.98)
	0.00
	
	0.00
	(0.00, 0.00)
	0.35 (-0.28 to 0.98)

	4. Plantar fasciitis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain intensity in patients with plantar fasciitis
	3
	MD
	130
	-22.02 (-35.21 to -8.83)
	-21.96 (-30.87 to -13.06)
	-21.91 (-35.07 to -8.74)
	-22.00 (-34.48 to -9.52)
	
	48.92
	0.98
	66.67
	(-156.25, 112.43)
	-0.10 (-0.24 to 0.05)

	5. Tendinopathy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with tendinopathy
	9
	MD
	459
	1.06 (0.57 to 1.55)
	1.12 (0.94 to 1.31)
	1.06 (0.57 to 1.56)
	1.60 (1.28 to 1.92)
	
	84.01
	0.63
	0.46
	(-0.64, 2.77)
	0.16 (0.07 to 0.24)

	Muscle strength in patients with tendinopathy
	6
	SMD
	299
	0.66 (0.11 to 1.21)
	0.56 (0.33 to 0.79)
	0.66 (0.11 to 1.22)
	-0.16 (-0.67 to 0.35)
	0.68 (-0.06 to 1.43)
	82.33
	0.01
	0.40
	(-1.25, 2.58)
	0.68 (-0.06 to 1.43)

	6. Knee osteoarthritis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain levels in patients with knee osteoarthritis
	15
	MD
	581
	15.92 (6.47 to 25.37)
	20.37 (18.02 to 22.71)
	15.88 (6.44 to 25.31)
	39.15 (33.42 to 44.88)
	0.11 (0.04 to 0.17)
	93.13
	0.28
	305.19
	(-23.27, 55.02)
	0.02 (0.01 to 0.03)

	Disability in patients with knee osteoarthritis
	8
	SMD
	289
	0.66 (0.23 to 1.09)
	0.68 (0.45 to 0.92)
	0.65 (0.22 to 1.08)
	0.34 (-0.23 to 0.90)
	0.65 (0.14 to 1.15)
	68.70
	0.50
	0.26
	(-0.70, 2.01)
	0.65 (0.14 to 1.15)

	7. Fibromyalgia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Changes in FIQ score in patients with fibromyalgia
	5
	SMD
	173
	1.15 (0.75 to 1.54)
	1.15 (0.83 to 1.47)
	1.15 (0.75 to 1.54)
	1.75 (1.09 to 2.41)
	1.15 (0.61 to 1.69)
	35.10
	0.99
	0.07
	(0.08, 2.21)
	1.15 (0.61 to 1.69)

	Changes in pain severity in patients with fibromyalgia
	5
	SMD
	181
	2.18 (0.90 to 3.47)
	1.40 (1.06 to 1.75)
	2.19 (0.91 to 3.47)
	1.37 (0.75 to 2.00)
	2.49 (-1.19 to 6.18)
	91.93
	0.05
	1.87
	(-2.63, 7.02)
	2.49 (-1.19 to 6.18)

	Changes in number of tender points in patients with fibromyalgia
	5
	SMD
	182
	1.86 (0.66 to 3.05)
	1.24 (0.91 to 1.58)
	1.86 (0.67 to 3.06)
	1.27 (0.66 to 1.89)
	2.00 (-0.61 to 4.61)
	91.48
	0.05
	1.66
	(-2.67, 6.40)
	2.00 (-0.61 to 4.61)

	Changes in severity of fatigue in patients with fibromyalgia
	5
	SMD
	181
	1.25 (0.82 to 1.68)
	1.24 (0.93 to 1.56)
	1.25 (0.82 to 1.68)
	1.42 (0.79 to 2.04)
	1.25 (0.63 to 1.87)
	45.47
	0.89
	0.11
	(-0.01, 2.51)
	1.25 (0.63 to 1.87)

	Changes in severity of stiffness difference in patients with fibromyalgia
	5
	SMD
	182
	1.04 (0.55 to 1.54)
	1.03 (0.72 to 1.33)
	1.04 (0.55 to 1.54)
	1.15 (0.55 to 1.76)
	1.06 (0.36 to 1.77)
	61.28
	0.71
	0.20
	(-0.58, 2.67)
	1.06 (0.36 to 1.77)

	Changes in severity of depression in patients with fibromyalgia
	3
	SMD
	110
	1.11 (0.45 to 1.77)
	1.07 (0.68 to 1.47)
	1.12 (0.46 to 1.78)
	0.53 (-0.10 to 1.16)
	1.15 (-0.20 to 2.50)
	61.72
	0.72
	0.21
	(-6.08, 8.32)
	1.15 (-0.20 to 2.50)

	Changes in severity of anxiety in patients with fibromyalgia
	2
	SMD
	60
	1.65 (1.05 to 2.25)
	1.64 (1.07 to 2.22)
	1.64 (1.07 to 2.22)
	1.75 (1.01 to 2.49)
	1.64 (-0.13 to 3.42)
	0.00
	
	0.00
	(0.00, 0.00)
	1.64 (-0.13 to 3.42)

	8. Myofascial neck pain
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Neck pain level in patients with myofascial neck pain syndrome
	13
	MD
	556
	-1.29 (-2.36 to -0.23)
	-1.06 (-1.11 to -1.02)
	-1.39 (-2.03 to -0.76)
	-0.40 (-0.47 to -0.33)
	-1.11 (-2.50 to 0.28)
	99.29
	0.41
	1.25
	(-3.95, 1.17)
	-0.02 (-0.03 to -0.01)

	Pressure pain threshold in patients with myofascial neck pain syndrome
	9
	SMD
	324
	2.68 (0.30 to 5.07)
	1.22 (0.93 to 1.51)
	2.62 (0.98 to 4.26)
	0.92 (0.32 to 1.52)
	2.75 (-0.11 to 5.61)
	96.70
	0.01
	5.97
	(-3.48, 8.72)
	2.75 (-0.11 to 5.61)

	9. Achilles tendinopathy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain intensity in patients with Achilles tendinopathy
	3
	MD
	108
	-0.38 (-2.10 to 1.33)
	-0.30 (-0.81 to 0.21)
	-0.37 (-2.07 to 1.32)
	0.48 (-0.21 to 1.17)
	-0.33 ( -3.49 to 2.84)
	88.06
	0.90
	1.89
	(-21.00, 20.26)
	-0.02 (-0.16 to 0.13)

	Function in patients with Achilles tendinopathy
	2
	MD
	56
	-9.19 (-16.16 to -2.23)
	-9.12 (-15.77 to -2.47)
	-8.79 (-16.32 to -1.27)
	-10.90 (-18.58 to -3.22)
	-6.35 (-64.17 to 51.46)
	11.71
	
	4.85
	(0.00, 0.00)
	-0.02 (-0.20 to 0.16)

	10. Fractures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with fractures
	2
	MD
	106
	1.19 (0.61 to 1.77)
	1.19 (0.62 to 1.76)
	1.19 (0.62 to 1.76)
	1.27 (0.51 to 2.03)
	1.19 (0.00 to 2.38)
	0.00
	
	0.00
	(0.00, 0.00)
	0.18 (0.00 to 0.36)

	11. Carpal tunnel syndrome
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Pain levels (VAS score) in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
	4
	MD
	232
	-1.11 (-2.60 to 0.37)
	-1.25 (-1.38 to -1.12)
	-1.10 (-2.59 to 0.38)
	-0.40 (-0.58 to -0.22)
	-0.98 (-2.73 to 0.77)
	98.61
	0.97
	1.94
	(-7.92, 5.71)
	-0.07 (-0.20 to 0.06)

	Symptom severity scale in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
	5
	MD
	233
	-1.42 (-5.17 to 2.33)
	-1.62 (-1.86 to -1.38)
	-1.39 (-5.15 to 2.37)
	-0.28 (-0.59 to 0.03)
	-0.66 (-5.97 to 4.64)
	99.27
	0.85
	14.96
	(-15.12, 12.35)
	-0.01 (-0.13 to 0.10)

	Functional severity scale in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
	5
	MD
	233
	-1.33 (-3.30 to 0.65)
	-0.78 (-1.03 to -0.53)
	-1.32 (-3.29 to 0.64)
	-0.14 (-0.45 to 0.17)
	-1.25 (-3.22 to 0.72)
	96.77
	0.65
	3.84
	(-8.33, 5.68)
	-0.07 (-0.19 to 0.04)

	12. Diabetic foot ulcers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Complete healing rate in diabetic foot ulcers
	9
	RR
	468
	2.10 (1.56 to 2.83)
	1.81 (1.36 to 2.40)
	1.81 (1.36 to 2.40)
	1.17 (0.65 to 2.08)
	0.67 (0.32 to 1.01)
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	(1.09, 2.52)
	-0.22 (-0.62 to 0.01)

	Ulcer area reduction percentage in diabetic foot ulcers
	5
	SMD
	166
	3.52 (1.65 to 5.38)
	2.92 (2.44 to 3.39)
	3.52 (1.66 to 5.39)
	0.93 (-0.06 to 1.91)
	3.65 (0.54 to 6.76)
	93.01
	0.26
	4.10
	(-3.60, 10.64)
	3.65 (0.54 to 6.76)

	Mean healing time in diabetic foot ulcers
	2
	SMD
	80
	-1.40 (-1.90 to -0.91)
	-1.41 (-1.89 to -0.92)
	-1.41 (-1.89 to -0.92)
	-1.27 (-1.97 to -0.57)
	-1.41 (-3.19 to 0.37)
	0.00
	
	0.00
	(0.00, 0.00)
	-1.41 (-3.19 to 0.37)

	13. Tinnitus
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Overall symptoms (THI score) in patients with tinnitus
	5
	MD
	229
	-2.85 (-8.99 to 3.28)
	-2.85 (-8.82 to 3.12)
	-2.85 (-8.82 to 3.12)
	0.80 (-10.96 to 12.56)
	-3.44 (-10.57 to 3.70)
	0.00
	0.33
	0.00
	(-12.54, 6.84)
	-0.05 (-0.17 to 0.06)

	14. Androgenetic alopecia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	Hair density in patients with androgenic alopecia
	11
	SMD
	284
	1.32 (0.99 to 1.64)
	1.24 (1.08 to 1.41)
	1.31 (0.99 to 1.63)
	0.64 (0.31 to 0.97)
	1.32 (1.03 to 1.61)
	70.59
	0.23
	0.20
	(0.24, 2.39)
	1.32 (1.00 to 1.63)

	15. Cognitive function
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	　

	The effects on age-related cognitive impairment
	11
	SMD
	417
	0.51 (0.16 to 0.86)
	0.55 (0.35 to 0.75)
	0.49 (0.14 to 0.84)
	0.22 (-0.30 to 0.74)
	0.45 (0.04 to 0.85)
	65.12
	0.25
	0.22
	(-0.64, 1.62)
	0.49 (0.14 to 0.84)


Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval; eSMD, equivalent standard mean difference; MD, mean difference; RR, relative risk; SMD, standard mean difference;
The numbers in bold indicate a significant difference (P <0.05).
* eSMD was used to estimate the pooled effect size for each association. When the number of included studies was ≥10, the DerSimonian and Laird method was applied; for fewer than 10 studies, the Hartung-Knapp-Sidik-Jonkman method was used under a random-effects model.


Supplementary Figure 1. Association between PBM and pain intensity in patients with burning mouth syndrome
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
[image: ]



[image: ]


Supplementary Figure 2. Association between PBM and quality of life in patients with burning mouth syndrome
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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Supplementary Figure 3. Association between PBM and pain levels (VAS score) in patients with temporomandibular disorders
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 4. Association between PBM and pain levels in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 5. Association between PBM and morning stiffness in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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Supplementary Figure 6. Association between PBM and handgrip strength in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 7. Association between PBM and functional capacity in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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Supplementary Figure 8. Association between PBM and inflammation in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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Supplementary Figure 9. Association between PBM and activity score in patients with rheumatoid arthritis
1) Forest plot
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Supplementary Figure 10. Association between PBM and pain intensity in patients with plantar fasciitis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 11. Association between PBM and pain levels (VAS score) in patients with tendinopathy
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 12. Association between PBM and muscle strength in patients with tendinopathy
1) Forest plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 13. Association between PBM and pain levels in patients with knee osteoarthritis
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 14. Association between PBM and disability in patients with knee osteoarthritis
1) Forest plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 15. Association between PBM and changes in FIQ score in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 16. Association between PBM and changes in pain severity in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 17. Association between PBM and changes in number of tender points in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 18. Association between PBM and changes in severity of fatigue in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 19. Association between PBM and changes in severity of stiffness difference in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 20. Association between PBM and changes in severity of depression in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 21. Association between PBM and changes in severity of anxiety in patients with fibromyalgia
1) Forest plot
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2) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 22. Association between PBM and neck pain level in patients with myofascial neck pain syndrome
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 23. Association between PBM and pressure pain threshold in patients with myofascial neck pain syndrome
1) Forest plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 24. Association between PBM and pain intensity in patients with Achilles tendiopathy
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 25. Association between PBM and function in patients with Achilles tendiopathy
1) Forest plot
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2) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 26. Association between PBM and pain levels (VAS score) in patients with fractures
1) Forest plot
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2) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 27. Association between PBM and pain levels (VAS score) in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
[image: ]


[image: ]


Supplementary Figure 28. Association between PBM and symptom severity scale in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 29. Association between PBM and functional severity scale in patients with carpal tunnel syndrome
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 30. Association between PBM and complete healing rate in diabetic foot ulcers
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 31. Association between PBM and ulcer area reduction percentage in diabetic foot ulcers
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 32. Association between PBM and mean healing time in diabetic foot ulcers
1) Forest plot
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2) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 33. Association between PBM and overall symptoms (THI score) in patients with tinnitus
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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Supplementary Figure 34. Association between PBM and hair desity in patients with androgenic alopecia
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Supplementary Figure 35. Association between PBM and the effects on age-related cognitive impairment
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot
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3) P-curve
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 6 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 5 are p < .025.
There were 4 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Shooshtari et al., 2008 -2.430 -2.637 -2.223 0.106 0.011 -23.032 0.000 41.36 29.32

Fusakul et al., 2014 -0.400 -0.576 -0.224 0.090 0.008 -4.448 0.000 56.93 29.36

Tascioglu et al., 2012 -1.150 -2.262 -0.038 0.567 0.322 -2.027 0.043 1.43 25.29

Rayegani et al., 2013 0.100 -2.402 2.602 1.276 1.629 0.078 0.938 0.28 16.02

Fixed -1.249 -1.382 -1.116 0.068 0.005 -18.407 0.000

Random -1.105 -2.587 0.377 0.756 0.572 -1.461 0.144
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 2 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 2 are p < 025.
‘There were 2 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Chang et al., 2008 -7.150 -7.671 -6.629 0.266 0.071 -26.880 0.000 21.01 24.45

Yagci et al., 2009 0.310 -0.274 0.894 0.298 0.089 1.041 0.298 16.77 24.42

Fusakul et al., 2014 -0.280 -0.584 0.024 0.155 0.024 -1.808 0.071 61.97 24.53

Tascioglu et al., 2012 -0.980 -6.534 4.574 2.834 8.029 -0.346 0.729 0.19 15.98

Rayegani et al., 2013 4.800 -3.889 13.489 4.433 19.653 1.083 0.279 0.08 10.62

Fixed -1.622 -1.861 -1.383 0.122 0.015 -13.301 0.000

Random -1.388 -5.145 2.369 1.917 3.674 -0.724 0.469
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 1 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 1 are p < 025.
‘There were 4 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Chang et al., 2008 -3.930 -4.538 -3.322 0.310 0.096 -12.664 0.000 16.64 25.61

Yagci et al., 2009 -0.180 -0.802 0.442 0.318 0.101 -0.567 0.571 15.89 25.58

Fusakul et al., 2014 -0.140 -0.444 0.164 0.155 0.024 -0.904 0.366 66.82 26.09

Tascioglu et al., 2012 -1.400 -5.548 2.748 2.116 4.479 -0.661 0.508 0.36 12.11

Rayegani et al., 2013 -0.600 -5.257 4.057 2.376 5.646 -0.253 0.801 0.28 10.62
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 1 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 1 are p < 025.
‘There were 4 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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ModelStudy name Statistics for each study Rate ratio and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Rate Lower Upper  Relative Relative Relative Relative 

ratio limit limit Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Chen et al., 2003 2.530 0.902 7.096 1.764 0.078 7.57 7.57

Chi et al., 2002 1.710 0.937 3.120 1.748 0.080 22.25 22.25

Cui et al., 2009 1.710 0.826 3.541 1.444 0.149 15.18 15.18

Kaviani et al., 20111.850 0.670 5.109 1.187 0.235 7.80 7.80

Landau et al., 20112.700 0.852 8.553 1.688 0.091 6.05 6.05

Minatel et al., 20095.380 0.78237.034 1.710 0.087 2.16 2.16

Ortiz et al., 2014 1.170 0.654 2.093 0.529 0.597 23.79 23.79

Ouyang et al., 20104.670 1.58213.787 2.790 0.005 6.87 6.87

Zhang et al., 20121.500 0.561 4.009 0.808 0.419 8.33 8.33

Fixed 1.808 1.362 2.402 4.093 0.000

Random 1.808 1.362 2.402 4.093 0.000
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 3 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 3 are p < 025.
‘There were 6 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Hoseini et al., 2016 7.130 5.042 9.218 1.065 1.135 6.692 0.000 5.24 17.21

Kajagar et al., 2012 5.210 4.208 6.212 0.511 0.261 10.195 0.000 22.76 20.66

Kaviani et al., 2011 2.000 1.012 2.988 0.504 0.254 3.969 0.000 23.41 20.69

Mathur et al., 2017 2.980 1.945 4.015 0.528 0.279 5.643 0.000 21.32 20.57

Santos et al., 2018 0.930 0.015 1.845 0.467 0.218 1.992 0.046 27.27 20.86

Fixed 2.916 2.439 3.394 0.244 0.059 11.962 0.000

Random 3.524 1.663 5.386 0.950 0.902 3.712 0.000

-10.00 -5.00 0.00 5.00 10.00
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Power estimate: 99%, CI(99%,99
<==-== Null of no effect
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 4 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 4 are p < 025.
‘There was one additional resulf entered but excluded from p-curve because it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
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Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Arbabi-kalati et al., 2015


-1.250


-2.168


-0.332


0.468


0.219


-2.670


0.008


5.58


10.18


Bardellini et al., 2019


-1.140


-1.584


-0.696


0.226


0.051


-5.034


0.000


23.83


12.00


de Pedro et al., 2020


-0.260


-1.084


0.564


0.420


0.177


-0.618


0.536


6.92


10.59


Sikora et al., 2018


-0.200


-0.778


0.378


0.295


0.087


-0.678


0.498


14.04


11.56


Spanemberg et al., 2015 (a)


1.070


0.412


1.728


0.336


0.113


3.185


0.001


10.83


11.26


Spanemberg et al., 2015 (b)


1.660


0.948


2.372


0.363


0.132


4.572


0.000


9.27


11.05


Spanemberg et al., 2015 (c)


0.820


0.177


1.463


0.328


0.108


2.498


0.012


11.35


11.32


Valenzuela et al., 2016 (a)


-0.270


-0.991


0.451


0.368


0.135


-0.734


0.463


9.03


11.01


Valenzuela et al., 2016 (b)


-0.200


-0.916


0.516


0.366


0.134


-0.547


0.584


9.15


11.03


Fixed


-0.067


-0.284


0.149


0.111


0.012


-0.608


0.543


Random


0.030


-0.628


0.689
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0.113


0.090


0.928
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ModelStudy name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Arbabi-kalati et al., 2015 -1.250 -2.168 -0.332 0.468 0.219 -2.670 0.008 5.58 10.18

Bardellini et al., 2019 -1.140 -1.584 -0.696 0.226 0.051 -5.034 0.000 23.83 12.00

de Pedro et al., 2020 -0.260 -1.084 0.564 0.420 0.177 -0.618 0.536 6.92 10.59

Sikora et al., 2018 -0.200 -0.778 0.378 0.295 0.087 -0.678 0.498 14.04 11.56

Spanemberg et al., 2015 (a) 1.070 0.412 1.728 0.336 0.113 3.185 0.001 10.83 11.26

Spanemberg et al., 2015 (b) 1.660 0.948 2.372 0.363 0.132 4.572 0.000 9.27 11.05

Spanemberg et al., 2015 (c) 0.820 0.177 1.463 0.328 0.108 2.498 0.012 11.35 11.32

Valenzuela et al., 2016 (a) -0.270 -0.991 0.451 0.368 0.135 -0.734 0.463 9.03 11.01

Valenzuela et al., 2016 (b) -0.200 -0.916 0.516 0.366 0.134 -0.547 0.584 9.15 11.03

Fixed -0.067 -0.284 0.149 0.111 0.012 -0.608 0.543

Random 0.030 -0.628 0.689 0.336 0.113 0.090 0.928

-4.00 -2.00 0.00 2.00 4.00
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Variance
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p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Choi et al., 2019


-10.300


-26.164


5.564


8.094


65.513


-1.273


0.203


14.16


14.16


Teggi et al., 2009


-9.100


-22.243


4.043


6.706


44.967


-1.357


0.175


20.63


20.63


Cuda et al., 2008


0.800


-10.644


12.244


5.839


34.092


0.137


0.891


27.21


27.21


Rhee et al., 2006


1.300


-12.423


15.023


7.001


49.021


0.186


0.853


18.92


18.92


Mirz et al., 1999


0.100


-13.564


13.764


6.972


48.602


0.014


0.989


19.08


19.08


Fixed


-2.853


-8.822


3.117


3.046
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0.349
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3.117
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9.276
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0.349
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15.00


30.00
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Choi et al., 2019 -10.300 -26.164 5.564 8.094 65.513 -1.273 0.203 14.16 14.16

Teggi et al., 2009 -9.100 -22.243 4.043 6.706 44.967 -1.357 0.175 20.63 20.63

Cuda et al., 2008 0.800 -10.644 12.244 5.839 34.092 0.137 0.891 27.21 27.21

Rhee et al., 2006 1.300 -12.423 15.023 7.001 49.021 0.186 0.853 18.92 18.92

Mirz et al., 1999 0.100 -13.564 13.764 6.972 48.602 0.014 0.989 19.08 19.08

Fixed -2.853 -8.822 3.117 3.046 9.276 -0.937 0.349

Random -2.853 -8.822 3.117 3.046 9.276 -0.937 0.349

-30.00 -15.00 0.00 15.00 30.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 2 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 2 are p < 025.

There were no non-significant results entered.
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Choi et al., 2019


-10.300


-26.164


5.564


8.094


65.513


-1.273


0.203


14.16


14.16


Teggi et al., 2009


-9.100


-22.243


4.043


6.706


44.967


-1.357


0.175


20.63


20.63


Cuda et al., 2008


0.800


-10.644


12.244


5.839


34.092


0.137


0.891


27.21


27.21


Rhee et al., 2006


1.300
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7.001


49.021


0.186


0.853


18.92


18.92


Mirz et al., 1999


0.100
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0.014


0.989


19.08


19.08
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Choi et al., 2019 -10.300 -26.164 5.564 8.094 65.513 -1.273 0.203 14.16 14.16

Teggi et al., 2009 -9.100 -22.243 4.043 6.706 44.967 -1.357 0.175 20.63 20.63

Cuda et al., 2008 0.800 -10.644 12.244 5.839 34.092 0.137 0.891 27.21 27.21

Rhee et al., 2006 1.300 -12.423 15.023 7.001 49.021 0.186 0.853 18.92 18.92

Mirz et al., 1999 0.100 -13.564 13.764 6.972 48.602 0.014 0.989 19.08 19.08

Fixed -2.853 -8.822 3.117 3.046 9.276 -0.937 0.349

Random -2.853 -8.822 3.117 3.046 9.276 -0.937 0.349

-30.00 -15.00 0.00 15.00 30.00
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Statistics for each study
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Mean
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Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Leavitt et al., 2009


2.220


1.740


2.700


0.245


0.060


9.072


0.000


12.14


10.28


Kim et al., 2013


1.250


0.489


2.011


0.388


0.151


3.221


0.001


4.83


7.61


Lanzafame et al., 2013


0.900


0.265


1.535


0.324


0.105


2.779


0.005


6.93


8.76


Lanzafame et al., 2014


1.080


0.444


1.716


0.324


0.105


3.330


0.001


6.91


8.75


Jimenez et al., 2014 (a)


1.320


0.761


1.879


0.285


0.081


4.629


0.000


8.94


9.49


Jimenez et al., 2014 (b)


1.600


0.984


2.216


0.314


0.099


5.088


0.000


7.35


8.93


Jimenez et al., 2014 (c)


1.380


0.679


2.081


0.358


0.128


3.857


0.000


5.68


8.14


Jimenez et al., 2014 (d)


1.080


0.425


1.735


0.334


0.112


3.231


0.001


6.51


8.57


Barikbin et al., 2017


1.620


1.047


2.193


0.292


0.085


5.541


0.000


8.50


9.35


Friedman et al., 2017


1.410


0.737


2.083


0.344


0.118


4.104


0.000


6.16


8.39


Mai-Yi et al., 2018


0.640


0.313


0.967


0.167


0.028


3.833


0.000


26.07


11.72


Fixed


1.242


1.075


1.409


0.085


0.007


14.572


0.000


Random


1.315


0.995


1.635
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0.027


8.049


0.000
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Leavitt et al., 2009 2.220 1.740 2.700 0.245 0.060 9.072 0.000 12.14 10.28

Kim et al., 2013 1.250 0.489 2.011 0.388 0.151 3.221 0.001 4.83 7.61

Lanzafame et al., 2013 0.900 0.265 1.535 0.324 0.105 2.779 0.005 6.93 8.76

Lanzafame et al., 2014 1.080 0.444 1.716 0.324 0.105 3.330 0.001 6.91 8.75

Jimenez et al., 2014 (a) 1.320 0.761 1.879 0.285 0.081 4.629 0.000 8.94 9.49

Jimenez et al., 2014 (b) 1.600 0.984 2.216 0.314 0.099 5.088 0.000 7.35 8.93

Jimenez et al., 2014 (c) 1.380 0.679 2.081 0.358 0.128 3.857 0.000 5.68 8.14

Jimenez et al., 2014 (d) 1.080 0.425 1.735 0.334 0.112 3.231 0.001 6.51 8.57

Barikbin et al., 2017 1.620 1.047 2.193 0.292 0.085 5.541 0.000 8.50 9.35

Friedman et al., 2017 1.410 0.737 2.083 0.344 0.118 4.104 0.000 6.16 8.39

Mai-Yi et al., 2018 0.640 0.313 0.967 0.167 0.028 3.833 0.000 26.07 11.72

Fixed 1.242 1.075 1.409 0.085 0.007 14.572 0.000

Random 1.315 0.995 1.635 0.163 0.027 8.049 0.000

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 11 statistically significant (p <05} results, of which 11 are p < .025.
There were no non-significant results entered.




image121.png
Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
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Statistics for each study
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Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 
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limit
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error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Berman et al., 2017


0.200


-0.981


1.381


0.603


0.363


0.332


0.740


2.87


5.54


Blivert et al., 2022


0.080


-0.506


0.666


0.299


0.089


0.268


0.789


11.65


10.47


Bullock et al., 2021


0.400


-0.433


1.233


0.425


0.181


0.941


0.347


5.76


8.07


Chan et al., 2021


0.150


-0.714


1.014


0.441


0.194


0.340


0.734


5.36


7.81


Chao et al., 2019


-0.790


-2.025


0.445


0.630


0.397


-1.254


0.210


2.62


5.24


Kheradmand et al., 2022


0.700


0.013


1.387


0.351


0.123


1.997


0.046


8.48


9.44


Nagy et al., 2021


1.610


1.037


2.183


0.292


0.085


5.507


0.000


12.19


10.60


Nizamutdinov et al., 2021


1.090


0.512


1.668


0.295


0.087


3.697


0.000


11.98


10.55


Papi et al., 2021


0.150


-0.442


0.742


0.302


0.091


0.497


0.619


11.42


10.41


Zhao et al., 2022


0.220


-0.289


0.729


0.260


0.067


0.847


0.397


15.45


11.27


Qi et al., 2021


0.720


0.148


1.292


0.292


0.085


2.466


0.014


12.22


10.61


Fixed


0.551


0.351


0.751


0.102


0.010


5.395


0.000


Random


0.491


0.139


0.842
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0.032


2.734


0.006
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Berman et al., 2017 0.200 -0.981 1.381 0.603 0.363 0.332 0.740 2.87 5.54

Blivert et al., 2022 0.080 -0.506 0.666 0.299 0.089 0.268 0.789 11.65 10.47

Bullock et al., 2021 0.400 -0.433 1.233 0.425 0.181 0.941 0.347 5.76 8.07

Chan et al., 2021 0.150 -0.714 1.014 0.441 0.194 0.340 0.734 5.36 7.81

Chao et al., 2019 -0.790 -2.025 0.445 0.630 0.397 -1.254 0.210 2.62 5.24

Kheradmand et al., 2022 0.700 0.013 1.387 0.351 0.123 1.997 0.046 8.48 9.44

Nagy et al., 2021 1.610 1.037 2.183 0.292 0.085 5.507 0.000 12.19 10.60

Nizamutdinov et al., 2021 1.090 0.512 1.668 0.295 0.087 3.697 0.000 11.98 10.55

Papi et al., 2021 0.150 -0.442 0.742 0.302 0.091 0.497 0.619 11.42 10.41

Zhao et al., 2022 0.220 -0.289 0.729 0.260 0.067 0.847 0.397 15.45 11.27

Qi et al., 2021 0.720 0.148 1.292 0.292 0.085 2.466 0.014 12.22 10.61

Fixed 0.551 0.351 0.751 0.102 0.010 5.395 0.000

Random 0.491 0.139 0.842 0.179 0.032 2.734 0.006

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 3 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 3 are p < 025.
‘There were 8 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 5 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 5 are p < 025.
‘There were 4 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Z-Value
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weight


weight


weight


weight


Venancio et al., 2005


-0.490


-1.190


0.210


0.357


0.127


-1.373


0.170


2.73


2.97


Cetiner et al., 2006


-0.390


-1.019


0.239


0.321


0.103


-1.215


0.225


3.37


3.09


Mazzetto et al., 2007


-0.030


-0.580


0.520


0.281


0.079


-0.107


0.915


4.40


3.22


Da Chunha et al., 2008


-0.450


-1.056


0.156


0.309


0.095


-1.456


0.145


3.64


3.13


Emshoff et al., 2008


-71.710


-85.715


-57.705


7.145


51.057


-10.036


0.000


0.01


0.04


Frare et al., 2008


-0.690


-1.586


0.206


0.457


0.209


-1.509


0.131


1.66


2.63


Lassemi et al., 2008


-0.190


-0.745


0.365


0.283


0.080


-0.671


0.502


4.32


3.21


Carrasco et al., 2008


-1.340


-2.429


-0.251


0.555


0.309


-2.412


0.016


1.13


2.31


Carrasco et al., 2008 (c)


-1.320


-2.247


-0.393


0.473


0.224


-2.791


0.005


1.55


2.58


Shirani et al., 2009


-1.840


-2.966


-0.714


0.575


0.330


-3.202


0.001


1.05


2.25


Carrasco et al., 2008 (a)


-1.320


-2.247


-0.393


0.473


0.224


-2.791


0.005


1.55


2.58


Carrasco et al., 2008 (b)


-0.300


-1.129


0.529


0.423


0.179


-0.709


0.478


1.94


2.75


Marnini et al., 2010


-0.630


-1.106


-0.154


0.243


0.059


-2.592


0.010


5.88


3.33


Oz et al., 2010


-0.320


-0.921


0.281


0.307


0.094


-1.044


0.296


3.70


3.13


Venezian et al., 2010 (a)


-0.290


-1.053


0.473


0.389


0.151


-0.745


0.456


2.29


2.86


Venezian et al., 2010 (b)


-0.300
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0.463


0.389
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Rohlig et al., 2011


-2.290
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da Silva et al., 2012 (a)
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da Silva et al., 2012 (b)


-0.640
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0.192
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0.131


1.93
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De Carli et al., 2012


-0.140


-0.943


0.663


0.410


0.168


-0.342


0.733


2.07


2.79


Demirkol et al., 2014


-1.230


-2.143


-0.317


0.466


0.217


-2.640


0.008


1.60


2.60


Sancakli et al. 2015


-0.850


-1.716


0.016


0.442


0.195


-1.923


0.054


1.78


2.68


Costa et al., 2017


0.000


-0.495


0.495


0.252


0.064


0.000


1.000


5.45


3.30


Rezazadeh et al., 2017


-0.420


-1.080


0.240


0.337


0.113


-1.247


0.212


3.06


3.04


Seifi et al., 2017


-0.430


-1.263


0.403


0.425


0.181


-1.011


0.312


1.92


2.74


Shobha et al., 2017


0.690


0.070


1.310


0.316


0.100


2.181


0.029


3.47


3.10


Peimani et al., 2018


-0.110


-0.567


0.347


0.233


0.054


-0.472


0.637


6.38


3.36


Borges et al., 2018 (a)


-0.850
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0.242


0.557


0.310
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1.12


2.30


Borges et al., 2018 (b)


-0.640
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0.548


0.300


-1.168
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2.33


Borges et al., 2018 (c)
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0.359
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2.17
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2.63


2.95


Herpich et al., 2019


-0.730


-1.444


-0.016


0.364
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-2.004


0.045


2.62


2.94


Khairnar et al., 2019


-0.200


-0.787


0.387


0.300


0.090


-0.668


0.504


3.87


3.16


Chellappa et al., 2020


-0.110


-0.495


0.275


0.196


0.039


-0.560


0.576


9.00


3.45


Monteiro et al., 2020


-0.970


-1.596
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0.102


-3.037


0.002


3.40


3.09


Sobral et al., 2020


0.440


-0.344


1.224


0.400


0.160


1.099
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2.17


2.82


Fixed


-0.418


-0.533


-0.302


0.059


0.003


-7.090


0.000
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-0.557
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0.000
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Venancio et al., 2005 -0.490 -1.190 0.210 0.357 0.127 -1.373 0.170 2.73 2.97

Cetiner et al., 2006 -0.390 -1.019 0.239 0.321 0.103 -1.215 0.225 3.37 3.09

Mazzetto et al., 2007 -0.030 -0.580 0.520 0.281 0.079 -0.107 0.915 4.40 3.22

Da Chunha et al., 2008 -0.450 -1.056 0.156 0.309 0.095 -1.456 0.145 3.64 3.13

Emshoff et al., 2008 -71.710-85.715 -57.705 7.145 51.057 -10.036 0.000 0.01 0.04

Frare et al., 2008 -0.690 -1.586 0.206 0.457 0.209 -1.509 0.131 1.66 2.63

Lassemi et al., 2008 -0.190 -0.745 0.365 0.283 0.080 -0.671 0.502 4.32 3.21

Carrasco et al., 2008 -1.340 -2.429 -0.251 0.555 0.309 -2.412 0.016 1.13 2.31

Carrasco et al., 2008 (c) -1.320 -2.247 -0.393 0.473 0.224 -2.791 0.005 1.55 2.58

Shirani et al., 2009 -1.840 -2.966 -0.714 0.575 0.330 -3.202 0.001 1.05 2.25

Carrasco et al., 2008 (a) -1.320 -2.247 -0.393 0.473 0.224 -2.791 0.005 1.55 2.58

Carrasco et al., 2008 (b) -0.300 -1.129 0.529 0.423 0.179 -0.709 0.478 1.94 2.75

Marnini et al., 2010 -0.630 -1.106 -0.154 0.243 0.059 -2.592 0.010 5.88 3.33

Oz et al., 2010 -0.320 -0.921 0.281 0.307 0.094 -1.044 0.296 3.70 3.13

Venezian et al., 2010 (a) -0.290 -1.053 0.473 0.389 0.151 -0.745 0.456 2.29 2.86

Venezian et al., 2010 (b) -0.300 -1.063 0.463 0.389 0.151 -0.771 0.441 2.29 2.86

Rohlig et al., 2011 -2.290 -3.080 -1.500 0.403 0.162 -5.683 0.000 2.14 2.81

da Silva et al., 2012 (a) -0.640 -1.507 0.227 0.442 0.196 -1.447 0.148 1.77 2.68

da Silva et al., 2012 (b) -0.640 -1.472 0.192 0.424 0.180 -1.508 0.131 1.93 2.74

De Carli et al., 2012 -0.140 -0.943 0.663 0.410 0.168 -0.342 0.733 2.07 2.79

Demirkol et al., 2014 -1.230 -2.143 -0.317 0.466 0.217 -2.640 0.008 1.60 2.60

Sancakli et al. 2015 -0.850 -1.716 0.016 0.442 0.195 -1.923 0.054 1.78 2.68

Costa et al., 2017 0.000 -0.495 0.495 0.252 0.064 0.000 1.000 5.45 3.30

Rezazadeh et al., 2017 -0.420 -1.080 0.240 0.337 0.113 -1.247 0.212 3.06 3.04

Seifi et al., 2017 -0.430 -1.263 0.403 0.425 0.181 -1.011 0.312 1.92 2.74

Shobha et al., 2017 0.690 0.070 1.310 0.316 0.100 2.181 0.029 3.47 3.10

Peimani et al., 2018 -0.110 -0.567 0.347 0.233 0.054 -0.472 0.637 6.38 3.36

Borges et al., 2018 (a) -0.850 -1.942 0.242 0.557 0.310 -1.526 0.127 1.12 2.30

Borges et al., 2018 (b) -0.640 -1.714 0.434 0.548 0.300 -1.168 0.243 1.16 2.33

Borges et al., 2018 (c) -0.470 -1.645 0.705 0.599 0.359 -0.784 0.433 0.97 2.17

Brochado et al., 2018 -0.350 -1.062 0.362 0.363 0.132 -0.964 0.335 2.63 2.95

Herpich et al., 2019 -0.730 -1.444 -0.016 0.364 0.133 -2.004 0.045 2.62 2.94

Khairnar et al., 2019 -0.200 -0.787 0.387 0.300 0.090 -0.668 0.504 3.87 3.16

Chellappa et al., 2020 -0.110 -0.495 0.275 0.196 0.039 -0.560 0.576 9.00 3.45

Monteiro et al., 2020 -0.970 -1.596 -0.344 0.319 0.102 -3.037 0.002 3.40 3.09

Sobral et al., 2020 0.440 -0.344 1.224 0.400 0.160 1.099 0.272 2.17 2.82

Fixed -0.418 -0.533 -0.302 0.059 0.003 -7.090 0.000

Random -0.557 -0.826 -0.289 0.137 0.019 -4.063 0.000

-4.00 -2.00 0.00 2.00 4.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Percentage of test results

100% ——— Observed p-curve

Power estimate: 74%, CI(38°
Null of no effect
Tosis for ight-skewness: prus < 0001, pyus = 0007
———~ Null of 33% power

Tosts for flatness: Prus = 9632, Pras 9999, Porari = 8554
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 10 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 8 are p < 025,
‘There were 26 additional results antered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (ps<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. p=0547 72, p=0001 19, p=0007

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
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Statistical Power
Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 74%
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Ekim et al., 2007


-1.300
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0.111


-3.902


0.000
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31.15


Goats et al., 1996
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0.404
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18.25


Hall et al., 1994
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24.79


Meireles et al., 2010
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Ekim et al., 2007 -1.300 -1.953 -0.647 0.333 0.111 -3.902 0.000 57.29 31.15

Goats et al., 1996 -0.780 -2.612 1.052 0.935 0.874 -0.834 0.404 7.28 18.25

Hall et al., 1994 -0.300 -1.521 0.921 0.623 0.388 -0.482 0.630 16.39 24.79

Meireles et al., 2010 0.990 -0.143 2.123 0.578 0.334 1.713 0.087 19.04 25.81

Fixed -0.662 -1.157 -0.168 0.252 0.064 -2.626 0.009

Random -0.366 -1.503 0.771 0.580 0.336 -0.631 0.528

-4.00 -2.00 0.00 2.00 4.00
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 1 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 1 are p < 025.
‘There were 3 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Goats et al., 1996


30.000


-135.078
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84.225


7093.838
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0.722
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5.20


Hall et al., 1994


-50.300


-99.389


-1.211


25.046


627.294


-2.008
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8.47


31.89


Meireles et al., 2010
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1.013
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Miyagi et al., 1989
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower  Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Goats et al., 1996 30.000 -135.078 195.078 84.225 7093.838 0.356 0.722 0.75 5.20

Hall et al., 1994 -50.300 -99.389 -1.211 25.046 627.294 -2.008 0.045 8.47 31.89

Meireles et al., 2010 7.780 -7.272 22.832 7.680 58.976 1.013 0.311 90.09 58.12

Miyagi et al., 1989 -29.360 -201.769 143.049 87.966 7737.940 -0.334 0.739 0.69 4.80

Fixed 2.772 -11.515 17.059 7.289 53.134 0.380 0.704

Random -11.368 -50.644 27.909 20.039 401.579 -0.567 0.571

-250.00 -125.00 0.00 125.00 250.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Ekim et al., 2007


0.960


0.060


1.860


0.459


0.211


2.090


0.037


11.16


25.79


Meireles et al., 2010


-0.620


-1.053


-0.187


0.221


0.049


-2.804


0.005


48.14


37.57


Miyagi et al., 1989


-0.400


-0.871


0.071


0.240


0.058


-1.663


0.096


40.71


36.65


Fixed
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-0.655
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0.021
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Ekim et al., 2007 0.960 0.060 1.860 0.459 0.211 2.090 0.037 11.16 25.79

Meireles et al., 2010 -0.620 -1.053 -0.187 0.221 0.049 -2.804 0.005 48.14 37.57

Miyagi et al., 1989 -0.400 -0.871 0.071 0.240 0.058 -1.663 0.096 40.71 36.65

Fixed -0.354 -0.655 -0.053 0.153 0.024 -2.308 0.021

Random -0.132 -0.847 0.584 0.365 0.133 -0.361 0.718

-2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% 7 Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 58%, CI(5%,99"
- Null of no effect
Tosis for ightskewness: prus = 1422, Py = 2644
~— - Null of 33% power
Tests for flatness: Peu = .6424, Pras = 8319, Ppromia > 9999
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 1 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 1 are p < 025.
‘There were 2 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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Model


Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Ekim et al., 2007


-0.780


-1.657


0.097


0.447


0.200


-1.743


0.081


14.84


23.44


Goats et al., 1996


-0.060


-0.764


0.644


0.359


0.129


-0.167


0.867


23.02


30.43


Meireles et al., 2010


0.210


-0.219


0.639


0.219


0.048


0.961


0.337


62.14


46.13


Fixed


0.001


-0.337


0.339


0.172


0.030


0.006


0.996


Random


-0.104


-0.632


0.424


0.270


0.073


-0.387


0.699


-2.00


-1.00


0.00


1.00


2.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Ekim et al., 2007 -0.780 -1.657 0.097 0.447 0.200 -1.743 0.081 14.84 23.44

Goats et al., 1996 -0.060 -0.764 0.644 0.359 0.129 -0.167 0.867 23.02 30.43

Meireles et al., 2010 0.210 -0.219 0.639 0.219 0.048 0.961 0.337 62.14 46.13

Fixed 0.001 -0.337 0.339 0.172 0.030 0.006 0.996

Random -0.104 -0.632 0.424 0.270 0.073 -0.387 0.699

-2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Ekim et al., 2007


-0.750


-1.627


0.127


0.447


0.200


-1.676


0.094


11.34


15.66


Goats et al., 1996


-0.020


-0.729


0.689


0.362


0.131


-0.055


0.956


17.36


21.25


Hall et al., 1994


0.320


-0.286


0.926


0.309


0.095


1.036


0.300


23.78


25.98


Meireles et al., 2010


0.280


-0.149


0.709


0.219


0.048


1.281


0.200


47.51


37.11


Fixed


0.121


-0.175


0.416


0.151


0.023


0.800


0.424


Random


0.065


-0.333


0.464


0.203


0.041


0.322


0.748


-2.00


-1.00


0.00


1.00


2.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Ekim et al., 2007 -0.750 -1.627 0.127 0.447 0.200 -1.676 0.094 11.34 15.66

Goats et al., 1996 -0.020 -0.729 0.689 0.362 0.131 -0.055 0.956 17.36 21.25

Hall et al., 1994 0.320 -0.286 0.926 0.309 0.095 1.036 0.300 23.78 25.98

Meireles et al., 2010 0.280 -0.149 0.709 0.219 0.048 1.281 0.200 47.51 37.11

Fixed 0.121 -0.175 0.416 0.151 0.023 0.800 0.424

Random 0.065 -0.333 0.464 0.203 0.041 0.322 0.748

-2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Hall et al., 1994


0.270


-0.476


1.016


0.381


0.145


0.709


0.478


28.52


28.52


Miyagi et al., 1989


0.380


-0.091


0.851


0.240


0.058


1.580


0.114


71.48


71.48


Fixed


0.349


-0.050


0.747


0.203


0.041


1.715


0.086


Random


0.349


-0.050


0.747


0.203


0.041


1.715


0.086


-2.00


-1.00


0.00


1.00


2.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative Relative Relative Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Hall et al., 1994 0.270 -0.476 1.016 0.381 0.145 0.709 0.478 28.52 28.52

Miyagi et al., 19890.380 -0.091 0.851 0.240 0.058 1.580 0.114 71.48 71.48

Fixed 0.349 -0.050 0.747 0.203 0.041 1.715 0.086

Random 0.349 -0.050 0.747 0.203 0.041 1.715 0.086

-2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Model


Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 
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Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Basford et al., 1998


-8.250


-27.262


10.762


9.700


94.090


-0.851


0.395


21.95


28.06


Kiritsi et al., 2010


-22.000


-33.960


-10.040


6.102


37.234


-3.605


0.000


55.46


43.41


Macias et al., 2015


-35.200


-53.941


-16.459


9.562


91.425


-3.681


0.000


22.59


28.53


Fixed


-21.964


-30.871


-13.057


4.544


20.651


-4.833


0.000


Random


-21.908


-35.072


-8.745


6.716


45.108


-3.262


0.001


-55.00


-27.50


0.00


27.50


55.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower  Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Basford et al., 1998 -8.250 -27.262 10.762 9.700 94.090 -0.851 0.395 21.95 28.06

Kiritsi et al., 2010 -22.000 -33.960 -10.040 6.102 37.234 -3.605 0.000 55.46 43.41

Macias et al., 2015 -35.200 -53.941 -16.459 9.562 91.425 -3.681 0.000 22.59 28.53

Fixed -21.964 -30.871 -13.057 4.544 20.651 -4.833 0.000

Random -21.908 -35.072 -8.745 6.716 45.108 -3.262 0.001

-55.00 -27.50 0.00 27.50 55.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% — \ Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 91%, CI(40%,9
- = Null of no effect
Tosis for ight-skewness: prus = 0019, Py = 0069
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 2 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 2 are p < 025.
‘There was one additional result entered but excluded from p-curve because it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)

1) Studies contain evidential value.

7=2.9, p=.0019 Z7=-2.46, p=.0069

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p>9999 7-1.79, p=.9632 7-2.35, p=.9905
(Flatter than 33% power)

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 91%
I i I:

ical Power
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Model


Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Abrisham et al., 2011


1.600


1.285


1.915


0.161


0.026


9.952


0.000


34.38


13.11


Emanet et al., 2010 (a)


0.100


-0.378


0.578


0.244


0.059


0.410


0.682


14.95


12.26


Lam et al., 2007


1.040


0.295


1.785


0.380


0.145


2.734


0.006


6.14


10.52


Stergioulas et al., 2007 (a)


1.260


0.636


1.884


0.318


0.101


3.956


0.000


8.76


11.33


Stergioulas et al., 2008 (a)


1.940


1.281


2.599


0.336


0.113


5.771


0.000


7.86


11.10


Yeldan et al., 2009


-0.250


-0.965


0.465


0.365


0.133


-0.685


0.493


6.68


10.72


Emanet et al., 2010 (b)


0.820


0.254


1.386


0.289


0.083


2.841


0.004


10.67


11.71


Stergioulas et al., 2007 (b)


1.420


0.757


2.083


0.338


0.115


4.196


0.000


7.76


11.07


Stergioulas et al., 2008 (b)


1.800


0.695


2.905


0.564


0.318


3.194


0.001


2.80


8.17


Fixed


1.123


0.938


1.308


0.094


0.009


11.915


0.000


Random


1.063


0.571


1.556


0.251


0.063


4.230


0.000


-3.00


-1.50


0.00


1.50


3.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Abrisham et al., 2011 1.600 1.285 1.915 0.161 0.026 9.952 0.000 34.38 13.11

Emanet et al., 2010 (a) 0.100 -0.378 0.578 0.244 0.059 0.410 0.682 14.95 12.26

Lam et al., 2007 1.040 0.295 1.785 0.380 0.145 2.734 0.006 6.14 10.52

Stergioulas et al., 2007 (a) 1.260 0.636 1.884 0.318 0.101 3.956 0.000 8.76 11.33

Stergioulas et al., 2008 (a) 1.940 1.281 2.599 0.336 0.113 5.771 0.000 7.86 11.10

Yeldan et al., 2009 -0.250 -0.965 0.465 0.365 0.133 -0.685 0.493 6.68 10.72

Emanet et al., 2010 (b) 0.820 0.254 1.386 0.289 0.083 2.841 0.004 10.67 11.71

Stergioulas et al., 2007 (b) 1.420 0.757 2.083 0.338 0.115 4.196 0.000 7.76 11.07

Stergioulas et al., 2008 (b) 1.800 0.695 2.905 0.564 0.318 3.194 0.001 2.80 8.17

Fixed 1.123 0.938 1.308 0.094 0.009 11.915 0.000

Random 1.063 0.571 1.556 0.251 0.063 4.230 0.000

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Power estimate: 99%, CI(943% 99%)
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 7 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 7 are p < 025.
‘There were 2 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full pcurve Half p-curve
(ps<.05) (p's<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. =078 47, p<.0001 656, p<.0001

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p>.9999 7=5.17, p>.9999 7=6.22, p>.9999

(Flatter than 33% power)

Statistical Power
Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 99%
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Relative 


Relative 
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error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value
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weight


weight


weight


Emanet et al., 2010 (a)


0.140


-0.401


0.681


0.276


0.076


0.507


0.612


18.37


17.06


Lam et al., 2007


1.530


0.828


2.232


0.358


0.128


4.272


0.000


10.93


15.36


Stergioulas et al., 2007 (a)


0.960


0.385


1.535


0.294


0.086


3.270


0.001


16.26


16.70


Yeldan et al.,2009


-0.160


-0.660


0.340


0.255


0.065


-0.628


0.530


21.57


17.48


Emanet et al., 2010 (b)


0.240


-0.301


0.781


0.276


0.076


0.869


0.385


18.37


17.06


Stergioulas et al., 2007 (b)


1.410


0.800


2.020


0.311


0.097


4.534


0.000


14.49


16.35


Fixed


0.563


0.331


0.795


0.118


0.014


4.755


0.000


Random


0.663


0.107


1.218


0.284


0.080


2.338


0.019


-3.00


-1.50


0.00
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3.00
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Emanet et al., 2010 (a) 0.140 -0.401 0.681 0.276 0.076 0.507 0.612 18.37 17.06

Lam et al., 2007 1.530 0.828 2.232 0.358 0.128 4.272 0.000 10.93 15.36

Stergioulas et al., 2007 (a) 0.960 0.385 1.535 0.294 0.086 3.270 0.001 16.26 16.70

Yeldan et al.,2009 -0.160 -0.660 0.340 0.255 0.065 -0.628 0.530 21.57 17.48

Emanet et al., 2010 (b) 0.240 -0.301 0.781 0.276 0.076 0.869 0.385 18.37 17.06

Stergioulas et al., 2007 (b) 1.410 0.800 2.020 0.311 0.097 4.534 0.000 14.49 16.35

Fixed 0.563 0.331 0.795 0.118 0.014 4.755 0.000

Random 0.663 0.107 1.218 0.284 0.080 2.338 0.019

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% 7 Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 96%, CI(73%,99°
- Null of no effect
Tosis for ight-skewness: prus < 0001, Py <0001
~— - Null of 33% power
Tests for flatness: Pru = 9978, Prar = 9997, Peromial > 9999
75%

Percentage of test results
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25%
0% -
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.01 .02 .03 .04 .05
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 3 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 3 are p < 025.
‘There were 3 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (ps<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. p=125 26, p<.0001 79, p=.0001

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p>.9999 7=2.85, p=.9978 7=3.46, p=.9997

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 96%
lect ints I: (73% , 99%)
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Model


Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Gur ant Oktayoglu


5.000


-1.448


11.448


3.290


10.824


1.520


0.129


13.22


7.33


Gur et al., 2003 (1 Joules, 904 nm)


12.000


-1.936


25.936


7.110


50.557


1.688


0.091


2.83


6.51


Gur et al., 2003 (1.5 Joules, 904 nm)


13.000


-2.093


28.093


7.701


59.303


1.688


0.091


2.41


6.36


Koutenaei et al., 2017


13.500


7.841


19.159


2.887


8.336


4.676


0.000


17.16


7.39


Alfredo et al., 2011


16.750


7.826


25.674


4.553


20.733


3.679


0.000


6.90


7.11


Delkhosh et al., 2018


22.000


12.436


31.564


4.880


23.811


4.509


0.000


6.01


7.04


Hegedus et al., 2009


29.400


3.970


54.830


12.975


168.344


2.266


0.023


0.85


4.89


Helianthi et al., 2016


39.150


33.540


44.760


2.863


8.194


13.677


0.000


17.46


7.39


Nambi et al., 2016


58.000


50.341


65.659


3.908


15.269


14.843


0.000


9.37


7.23


Bulow et al., 1994


-7.940


-30.229


14.349


11.372


129.328


-0.698


0.485


1.11


5.33


Tascioglu et al., 2004 (3 Joules 830 nm)


-1.050


-13.978


11.878


6.596


43.505


-0.159


0.874


3.29


6.64


Nivbrant et al., 1992


2.000


-14.806


18.806


8.575


73.526


0.233


0.816


1.95


6.12


Tascioglu et al., 2004 (1.5 Joules 830 nm)


2.150


-12.282


16.582


7.363


54.221


0.292


0.770


2.64


6.45


Rayegani et al., 2012


8.500


0.893


16.107


3.881


15.062


2.190


0.029


9.50


7.23


Al Rashoud et al., 2014


18.000


7.823


28.177


5.192


26.961


3.467


0.001


5.31


6.97


Fixed


20.365


18.021


22.710


1.196


1.431


17.026


0.000


Random


15.875


6.442


25.309


4.813


23.167


3.298


0.001


-70.00


-35.00


0.00


35.00


70.00


Favours A
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ModelStudy name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Gur ant Oktayoglu 5.000 -1.44811.448 3.290 10.824 1.520 0.129 13.22 7.33

Gur et al., 2003 (1 Joules, 904 nm) 12.000 -1.93625.936 7.110 50.557 1.688 0.091 2.83 6.51

Gur et al., 2003 (1.5 Joules, 904 nm) 13.000 -2.09328.093 7.701 59.303 1.688 0.091 2.41 6.36

Koutenaei et al., 2017 13.500 7.84119.159 2.887 8.336 4.676 0.000 17.16 7.39

Alfredo et al., 2011 16.750 7.82625.674 4.553 20.733 3.679 0.000 6.90 7.11

Delkhosh et al., 2018 22.000 12.43631.564 4.880 23.811 4.509 0.000 6.01 7.04

Hegedus et al., 2009 29.400 3.97054.830 12.975 168.344 2.266 0.023 0.85 4.89

Helianthi et al., 2016 39.150 33.54044.760 2.863 8.194 13.677 0.000 17.46 7.39

Nambi et al., 2016 58.000 50.34165.659 3.908 15.269 14.843 0.000 9.37 7.23

Bulow et al., 1994 -7.940-30.22914.349 11.372 129.328 -0.698 0.485 1.11 5.33

Tascioglu et al., 2004 (3 Joules 830 nm) -1.050-13.97811.878 6.596 43.505 -0.159 0.874 3.29 6.64

Nivbrant et al., 1992 2.000-14.80618.806 8.575 73.526 0.233 0.816 1.95 6.12

Tascioglu et al., 2004 (1.5 Joules 830 nm) 2.150-12.28216.582 7.363 54.221 0.292 0.770 2.64 6.45

Rayegani et al., 2012 8.500 0.89316.107 3.881 15.062 2.190 0.029 9.50 7.23

Al Rashoud et al., 2014 18.000 7.82328.177 5.192 26.961 3.467 0.001 5.31 6.97

Fixed 20.365 18.02122.710 1.196 1.431 17.026 0.000

Random 15.875 6.44225.309 4.813 23.167 3.298 0.001

-70.00 -35.00 0.00 35.00 70.00
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100% ——— Observed p-curve

Power estimate: 99%, CI(98%,9
- - Null of no effect
Tests for nght skowness: prs < 0001, <0001

k2 — ——~ Null of 33% power
= 75% Tests for flatness: peu > 9999, Phar >.9999, Peinomial = 7409
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 8 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 6 are p < 025.
‘There were 7 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
1) Stuhdleks contain evidential value. 1485 2279, p<.0001 2-9.71, p<.0001
2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. 2-5.27, p>.9999 7-8.14, p>.9999

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 99%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (98% , 99%)
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error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Alfredo et al., 2011


1.030


0.386


1.674


0.329


0.108


3.133


0.002


13.58


13.00


Delkhosh et al., 2018


1.250


0.488


2.012


0.389


0.151


3.216


0.001


9.72


11.64


Helianthi et al., 2016


1.550


0.977


2.123


0.292


0.085


5.304


0.000


17.19


13.85


Tascioglu et al., 2004 (3 Joules 830 nm)


-0.040


-0.768


0.688


0.372


0.138


-0.108


0.914


10.63


12.02


Tascioglu et al., 2004 (1.5 Joules 830 nm)


0.000


-0.728


0.728


0.372


0.138


0.000


1.000


10.63


12.02


Nivbrant et al., 1992


0.210


-0.528


0.948


0.376


0.142


0.558


0.577


10.37


11.91


Al Rashoud et al., 2014


0.340


-0.211


0.891


0.281


0.079


1.210


0.226


18.59


14.11


Rayegani et al., 2012


0.800


0.021


1.579


0.397


0.158


2.014


0.044


9.30


11.45


Fixed


0.683


0.445


0.920


0.121


0.015


5.636


0.000


Random


0.654


0.225


1.083


0.219


0.048


2.988


0.003
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ModelStudy name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Alfredo et al., 2011 1.030 0.386 1.674 0.329 0.108 3.133 0.002 13.58 13.00

Delkhosh et al., 2018 1.250 0.488 2.012 0.389 0.151 3.216 0.001 9.72 11.64

Helianthi et al., 2016 1.550 0.977 2.123 0.292 0.085 5.304 0.000 17.19 13.85

Tascioglu et al., 2004 (3 Joules 830 nm) -0.040 -0.768 0.688 0.372 0.138 -0.108 0.914 10.63 12.02

Tascioglu et al., 2004 (1.5 Joules 830 nm) 0.000 -0.728 0.728 0.372 0.138 0.000 1.000 10.63 12.02

Nivbrant et al., 1992 0.210 -0.528 0.948 0.376 0.142 0.558 0.577 10.37 11.91

Al Rashoud et al., 2014 0.340 -0.211 0.891 0.281 0.079 1.210 0.226 18.59 14.11

Rayegani et al., 2012 0.800 0.021 1.579 0.397 0.158 2.014 0.044 9.30 11.45

Fixed 0.683 0.445 0.920 0.121 0.015 5.636 0.000

Random 0.654 0.225 1.083 0.219 0.048 2.988 0.003

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% 7 Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 94%, C1(62%,99
- Null of no effect
Tosis for ight-skewness: prus < 0001, pyus = 0007
~— - Null of 33% power
Tests for flatness: Pru = 993, Pras=.9993, Perome > 9999
75%

Percentage of test results

50%
25%
0% -
I T T T 1
.01 .02 .03 .04 .05
p-value

Note: The observed p-curve includes 3 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 3 are p < .025.
‘There were 5 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(ps<.05) (p's<.025)

1) Studies contain evidential value. 7=-3.8, p=.0001 7=-3.21, p=.0007

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p>.9999 7=2.46, p=.993 7=3.18, p=.9993

(Flatter than 33% power)

Statistical Power
Estimate: 94%

Power of tests included in p-curve
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Amargan et al., 2006


0.680


-0.007


1.367


0.351


0.123


1.940


0.052


21.12


20.99


Fermandez et al., 2011


0.840


0.130


1.550


0.362


0.131


2.318


0.020


19.77


20.12


Gur et al., 2002


1.750


1.106


2.394


0.328


0.108


5.328


0.000


24.07


22.76


Ruaro et al., 2014


1.400


0.464


2.336


0.478


0.228


2.930


0.003


11.37


13.61


Mariana et al., 2018


1.100


0.451


1.749
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3.321


0.001


23.66


22.52
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1.150
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0.000
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Amargan et al., 2006 0.680 -0.007 1.367 0.351 0.123 1.940 0.052 21.12 20.99

Fermandez et al., 2011 0.840 0.130 1.550 0.362 0.131 2.318 0.020 19.77 20.12

Gur et al., 2002 1.750 1.106 2.394 0.328 0.108 5.328 0.000 24.07 22.76

Ruaro et al., 2014 1.400 0.464 2.336 0.478 0.228 2.930 0.003 11.37 13.61

Mariana et al., 2018 1.100 0.451 1.749 0.331 0.110 3.321 0.001 23.66 22.52

Fixed 1.150 0.835 1.466 0.161 0.026 7.140 0.000

Random 1.148 0.753 1.544 0.202 0.041 5.689 0.000

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% ——— Observed p-curve

Power estimate: 79%, CI(27%9
- = Null of no effect
Tests fo rightskewness: prs = 0026, Py = 0027
§4] —— —— Null of 33% power
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 4 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 3 are p < 025.
‘There was one additional resulft entered but excluded from p-curve because it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. p=3125 2-28, p=0026 2-2.78, p=0027

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p=.7594 7=1.46, p=.9281 7=3.01, p=.9987

(Flatter than 33% power)

Statistical Power
Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 79%
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Fermandez et al., 2011


0.780


0.075


1.485


0.360


0.130


2.167


0.030


23.75


21.25


Gur et al., 2002 (a)


1.370


0.760


1.980


0.311


0.097


4.405


0.000


31.80


21.60


Gur et al., 2002 (b)


1.210


0.551


1.869


0.336


0.113


3.599


0.000


27.22


21.42


Ruaro et al., 2014


1.330


0.403


2.257


0.473


0.224


2.812


0.005


13.75


20.29


Mariana et al., 2018


7.790


5.949
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0.939
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0.000


3.49


15.44
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Fermandez et al., 2011 0.780 0.075 1.485 0.360 0.130 2.167 0.030 23.75 21.25

Gur et al., 2002 (a) 1.370 0.760 1.980 0.311 0.097 4.405 0.000 31.80 21.60

Gur et al., 2002 (b) 1.210 0.551 1.869 0.336 0.113 3.599 0.000 27.22 21.42

Ruaro et al., 2014 1.330 0.403 2.257 0.473 0.224 2.812 0.005 13.75 20.29

Mariana et al., 2018 7.790 5.949 9.631 0.939 0.882 8.293 0.000 3.49 15.44

Fixed 1.405 1.061 1.748 0.175 0.031 8.009 0.000

Random 2.194 0.915 3.472 0.652 0.426 3.362 0.001

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00
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Percentage of test results

100%

75%

50%

25%

0%

——— Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 93%, CI(66%,9!

= Null of no effect
Tests for right-skewness: pr. <0001

———~ Null of 33% power
Tesis for flainess: pru = 9967, Prar >.9999, Paorss = 8308

o <0001

60%

.01 .02 .03 .04 .05

p-value

Note: The observed p-curve includes 5 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 4 are p < 025.
There were no non-significant results entered.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (ps<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. p=1875 23, p<.0001 69, p<.0001

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p=8308 7271, p=.9967 7-4.72, p>.9999
(Flatter than 33% power)

Power of tests included in p-curve
e
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weight


Amargan et al., 2006


0.500


-0.178


1.178


0.346


0.119


1.446


0.148


24.23


20.98


Gur et al., 2002 (a)


1.270


0.670


1.870


0.306


0.094


4.150


0.000


30.91


21.29


Gur et al., 2002 (b)


0.720


0.095


1.345


0.319


0.102


2.258


0.024


28.47


21.19


Ruaro et al., 2014


1.880
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0.271


3.610


0.000


10.67


19.33


Mariana et al., 2018
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0.000
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17.22
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Amargan et al., 2006 0.500 -0.178 1.178 0.346 0.119 1.446 0.148 24.23 20.98

Gur et al., 2002 (a) 1.270 0.670 1.870 0.306 0.094 4.150 0.000 30.91 21.29

Gur et al., 2002 (b) 0.720 0.095 1.345 0.319 0.102 2.258 0.024 28.47 21.19

Ruaro et al., 2014 1.880 0.859 2.901 0.521 0.271 3.610 0.000 10.67 19.33

Mariana et al., 2018 5.640 4.245 7.035 0.712 0.507 7.922 0.000 5.71 17.22

Fixed 1.242 0.908 1.575 0.170 0.029 7.297 0.000

Random 1.863 0.666 3.059 0.611 0.373 3.050 0.002

-8.00 -4.00 0.00 4.00 8.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% ——— Observed p-curve

Power estimate: 97%, CI(78%,9
- - Null of no effect
Tests for nght skowness: prs < 0001, <0001
k2 — ——~ Null of 33% power
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 4 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 3 are p < 025.
‘There was one additional result entered but excluded from p-curve bacause it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
1) SRtuhdrleks contain evidential value. p=3125 51, p<.0001 07, p<.0001
2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p=7583 7-3.1, =999 7-4.68, p>.9999

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 97%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (78% , 99%)
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Fermandez et al., 2011


1.150


0.411


1.889


0.377


0.142


3.050


0.002


17.97


19.15


Gur et al., 2002 (a)


1.420


0.810


2.030
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4.566


0.000


26.41


23.40


Gur et al., 2002 (b)


2.020
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0.147


5.272


0.000


17.40


18.80


Ruaro et al., 2014


0.890


0.024
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2.014


0.044


13.08


15.80


Mariana et al., 2018


0.770
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0.016


25.13


22.85


Fixed
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0.000
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Fermandez et al., 2011 1.150 0.411 1.889 0.377 0.142 3.050 0.002 17.97 19.15

Gur et al., 2002 (a) 1.420 0.810 2.030 0.311 0.097 4.566 0.000 26.41 23.40

Gur et al., 2002 (b) 2.020 1.269 2.771 0.383 0.147 5.272 0.000 17.40 18.80

Ruaro et al., 2014 0.890 0.024 1.756 0.442 0.195 2.014 0.044 13.08 15.80

Mariana et al., 2018 0.770 0.145 1.395 0.319 0.102 2.415 0.016 25.13 22.85

Fixed 1.243 0.930 1.557 0.160 0.026 7.778 0.000

Random 1.249 0.820 1.678 0.219 0.048 5.703 0.000

-4.00 -2.00 0.00 2.00 4.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis


image61.emf
-3


-2


-1


0


1


2


3


0.0


0.1


0.2


0.3


0.4


0.5


Standard Error


Mean


Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Mean




-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

Standard Error

Mean

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Mean


image62.png
100% ——— Observed p-curve

Power estimate: 92%, CI(59%,9
- = Null of no effect
Tests for ightskewness: pr.s <0001, puus = 0075
§4] — — —— Null of 33% power
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 4 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 4 are p < 025.
‘There was one additional result entered but excluded from p-curve bacause it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (ps<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. 0625 91, p<.0001 43, p=0075

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
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Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Amargan et al., 2006


0.100


-0.568


0.768


0.341


0.116


0.293


0.769


20.95


20.77


Gur et al., 2002 (a)


1.150


0.560


1.740


0.301


0.091


3.820


0.000


26.85


22.62


Gur et al., 2002 (b)


1.120


0.471


1.769


0.331


0.110


3.381


0.001


22.18


21.21


Ruaro et al., 2014


1.440


0.499


2.381


0.480


0.231


2.999


0.003


10.55


15.20


Mariana et al., 2018


1.520


0.827


2.213


0.353


0.125


4.300


0.000


19.47


20.20


Fixed


1.026


0.720


1.332


0.156


0.024


6.577


0.000


Random


1.044


0.545


1.543


0.255


0.065


4.101


0.000


-3.00


-1.50


0.00


1.50


3.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Amargan et al., 2006 0.100 -0.568 0.768 0.341 0.116 0.293 0.769 20.95 20.77

Gur et al., 2002 (a) 1.150 0.560 1.740 0.301 0.091 3.820 0.000 26.85 22.62

Gur et al., 2002 (b) 1.120 0.471 1.769 0.331 0.110 3.381 0.001 22.18 21.21

Ruaro et al., 2014 1.440 0.499 2.381 0.480 0.231 2.999 0.003 10.55 15.20

Mariana et al., 2018 1.520 0.827 2.213 0.353 0.125 4.300 0.000 19.47 20.20

Fixed 1.026 0.720 1.332 0.156 0.024 6.577 0.000

Random 1.044 0.545 1.543 0.255 0.065 4.101 0.000

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 4 statstically significant (p < .05) results, of which 4 are p < 025.
‘There was one additional result entered but excluded from p-curve bacause it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
1) Stuhdleks contain evidential value. 0625 22375, p=.0001 013
2) studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p>.9999 7-2.26, p=.988 7-3.14, p=.9991

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 89%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (53% , 99%)
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Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)
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Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Gur et al., 2002


1.450


0.836


2.064


0.313


0.098


4.625


0.000


41.14


37.10


Ruaro et al., 2014


1.490


0.540


2.440


0.485


0.235


3.073


0.002


17.19


25.64


Mariana et al., 2018


0.530


-0.080


1.140


0.311


0.097


1.702


0.089


41.67


37.26


Fixed


1.073


0.679


1.468


0.201


0.040


5.339


0.000


Random


1.117


0.457


1.778


0.337


0.114


3.316


0.001


-3.00


-1.50


0.00


1.50


3.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Gur et al., 2002 1.450 0.836 2.064 0.313 0.098 4.625 0.000 41.14 37.10

Ruaro et al., 2014 1.490 0.540 2.440 0.485 0.235 3.073 0.002 17.19 25.64

Mariana et al., 2018 0.530 -0.080 1.140 0.311 0.097 1.702 0.089 41.67 37.26

Fixed 1.073 0.679 1.468 0.201 0.040 5.339 0.000

Random 1.117 0.457 1.778 0.337 0.114 3.316 0.001

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 2 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 2 are p < 025.

There was one additional result entered but excluded from p-curve because it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)

1) Studies contain evidential value.
ht ske

2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate.

.29, p=.0111

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 92%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (40% , 99%)
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Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)
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Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Ruaro et al., 2014


1.460


0.514


2.406


0.483


0.233


3.026


0.002


36.50


36.50


Mariana et al., 2018


1.750


1.033


2.467


0.366


0.134


4.783


0.000


63.50


63.50


Fixed


1.644


1.073


2.216


0.292


0.085


5.640


0.000


Random


1.644


1.073


2.216


0.292


0.085


5.640


0.000


-3.00


-1.50


0.00


1.50


3.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Ruaro et al., 2014 1.460 0.514 2.406 0.483 0.233 3.026 0.002 36.50 36.50

Mariana et al., 2018 1.750 1.033 2.467 0.366 0.134 4.783 0.000 63.50 63.50

Fixed 1.644 1.073 2.216 0.292 0.085 5.640 0.000

Random 1.644 1.073 2.216 0.292 0.085 5.640 0.000

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Model


Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


Arbabi-kalati et al., 2015


-1.800


-2.807


-0.793


0.514


0.264


-3.505


0.000


5.12


8.23


de Pedro et al., 2020


-1.430


-2.376


-0.484


0.483


0.233


-2.963


0.003


5.80


8.62


Sikora et al., 2018


0.360


-0.218


0.938


0.295


0.087


1.220


0.222


15.53


11.18


Skrinjar et al., 2020


-0.080


-0.850


0.690


0.393


0.154


-0.204


0.839


8.75


9.83


Spanemberg et al., 2015 (a)


-1.640


-2.352


-0.928


0.363


0.132


-4.517


0.000


10.25


10.25


Spanemberg et al., 2015 (b)


-1.460


-2.152


-0.768


0.353


0.125


-4.134


0.000


10.83


10.39


Spanemberg et al., 2015 (c)


-0.770


-1.413


-0.127


0.328


0.108


-2.346


0.019


12.55


10.73


Sun et al., 2021


-1.330


-1.985


-0.675


0.334


0.112


-3.979


0.000


12.10


10.65


Valenzuela et al., 2016 (a)


-0.680


-1.416


0.056


0.375


0.141


-1.812


0.070


9.60


10.08


Valenzuela et al., 2016 (b)


-0.710


-1.450


0.030


0.378


0.143


-1.880


0.060


9.47


10.05


Fixed


-0.843


-1.070


-0.615


0.116


0.014


-7.248


0.000


Random


-0.923


-1.382


-0.463


0.235


0.055


-3.935


0.000


-4.00


-2.00


0.00


2.00


4.00


Favours A
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ModelStudy name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error VarianceZ-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Arbabi-kalati et al., 2015 -1.800 -2.807 -0.793 0.514 0.264 -3.505 0.000 5.12 8.23

de Pedro et al., 2020 -1.430 -2.376 -0.484 0.483 0.233 -2.963 0.003 5.80 8.62

Sikora et al., 2018 0.360 -0.218 0.938 0.295 0.087 1.220 0.222 15.53 11.18

Skrinjar et al., 2020 -0.080 -0.850 0.690 0.393 0.154 -0.204 0.839 8.75 9.83

Spanemberg et al., 2015 (a) -1.640 -2.352 -0.928 0.363 0.132 -4.517 0.000 10.25 10.25

Spanemberg et al., 2015 (b) -1.460 -2.152 -0.768 0.353 0.125 -4.134 0.000 10.83 10.39

Spanemberg et al., 2015 (c) -0.770 -1.413 -0.127 0.328 0.108 -2.346 0.019 12.55 10.73

Sun et al., 2021 -1.330 -1.985 -0.675 0.334 0.112 -3.979 0.000 12.10 10.65

Valenzuela et al., 2016 (a) -0.680 -1.416 0.056 0.375 0.141 -1.812 0.070 9.60 10.08

Valenzuela et al., 2016 (b) -0.710 -1.450 0.030 0.378 0.143 -1.880 0.060 9.47 10.05

Fixed -0.843 -1.070 -0.615 0.116 0.014 -7.248 0.000

Random -0.923 -1.382 -0.463 0.235 0.055 -3.935 0.000

-4.00 -2.00 0.00 2.00 4.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 2 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 2 are p < 025.
There were no non-significant results entered.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)

1) Studies contain evidential value.

8, p=.0026

.22,p=.0131

2) studies” evidential value, if any, is
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Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 92%
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Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)
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Standard 
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Relative 


Relative 


Relative 
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limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


F Ceccherelli et al., 1989


-2.860


-3.451


-2.269


0.302


0.091


-9.482


0.000


0.60


7.80


Thorsen et al., 1991


4.200


0.541


7.859


1.867


3.485


2.250


0.024


0.02


2.21


Thorsen et al., 1992


0.950


0.366


1.534


0.298


0.089


3.187


0.001


0.61


7.81


A Hakguder et al., 2003


-1.810


-1.957


-1.663


0.075


0.006


-24.129


0.000


9.66


8.33


A Gur et al., 2004


-3.200


-3.513


-2.887


0.160


0.026


-20.010


0.000


2.13


8.20


E libuldu et al., 2004


-1.400


-1.749


-1.051


0.178


0.032


-7.866


0.000


1.72


8.16


L Altan et al., 2005


-0.400


-0.468


-0.332


0.035


0.001


-11.496


0.000


44.89


8.36


U Dunder et al., 2007


0.100


-0.165


0.365


0.135


0.018


0.740


0.459


2.98


8.24


A Akbari et al., 2012


-5.500


-6.006


-4.994


0.258


0.067


-21.318


0.000


0.82


7.94


A Manca et al., 2014


0.330


0.000


0.660


0.168


0.028


1.961


0.050


1.92


8.18


A Sumen et al., 2015


-1.330


-1.732


-0.928


0.205


0.042


-6.477


0.000


1.29


8.09


M Alayat et al., 2017


-0.880


-0.997


-0.763


0.060


0.004


-14.737


0.000


15.24


8.34


M Alayat et al., 2020


-2.300


-2.407


-2.193


0.055


0.003


-42.018


0.000


18.14


8.34


Fixed


-1.061


-1.107


-1.015


0.023


0.001


-45.516


0.000


Random


-1.391


-2.025


-0.757


0.323


0.105


-4.301


0.000


-8.00


-4.00


0.00


4.00


8.00


Favours A


Favours B


Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

F Ceccherelli et al., 1989 -2.860 -3.451 -2.269 0.302 0.091 -9.482 0.000 0.60 7.80

Thorsen et al., 1991 4.200 0.541 7.859 1.867 3.485 2.250 0.024 0.02 2.21

Thorsen et al., 1992 0.950 0.366 1.534 0.298 0.089 3.187 0.001 0.61 7.81

A Hakguder et al., 2003 -1.810 -1.957 -1.663 0.075 0.006 -24.129 0.000 9.66 8.33

A Gur et al., 2004 -3.200 -3.513 -2.887 0.160 0.026 -20.010 0.000 2.13 8.20

E libuldu et al., 2004 -1.400 -1.749 -1.051 0.178 0.032 -7.866 0.000 1.72 8.16

L Altan et al., 2005 -0.400 -0.468 -0.332 0.035 0.001 -11.496 0.000 44.89 8.36

U Dunder et al., 2007 0.100 -0.165 0.365 0.135 0.018 0.740 0.459 2.98 8.24

A Akbari et al., 2012 -5.500 -6.006 -4.994 0.258 0.067 -21.318 0.000 0.82 7.94

A Manca et al., 2014 0.330 0.000 0.660 0.168 0.028 1.961 0.050 1.92 8.18

A Sumen et al., 2015 -1.330 -1.732 -0.928 0.205 0.042 -6.477 0.000 1.29 8.09

M Alayat et al., 2017 -0.880 -0.997 -0.763 0.060 0.004 -14.737 0.000 15.24 8.34

M Alayat et al., 2020 -2.300 -2.407 -2.193 0.055 0.003 -42.018 0.000 18.14 8.34

Fixed -1.061 -1.107 -1.015 0.023 0.001 -45.516 0.000

Random -1.391 -2.025 -0.757 0.323 0.105 -4.301 0.000

-8.00 -4.00 0.00 4.00 8.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 11 statistically significant (p <05 results, of which 10 are p < .025.
‘There were 2 addifional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
1) Stuhdleks contain evidential value. p=.0059 7-18.43, p<.0001 19.1, p<.0001
2) studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p=9793 7-14.39, p>.9999 7-15.97, p>.9999

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 99%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (99% , 99%)
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Model


Study name


Statistics for each study


Mean and 95% CI


Weight (Fixed)


Lower 


Upper 


Standard 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Relative 


Mean


limit


limit


error


Variance


Z-Value


p-Value


weight


weight


weight


weight


A Hakguder et al., 2003


7.590


6.169


9.011


0.725


0.526


10.467


0.000


4.13


10.73


E libuldu et al., 2004


5.430


4.102


6.758


0.677


0.459


8.017


0.000


4.74


10.85


L Altan et al., 2005


0.920


0.335


1.505


0.298


0.089


3.085


0.002


24.42


11.51


JH Lee et al., 2011 (a)


1.150


0.326


1.974


0.421


0.177


2.734


0.006


12.28


11.34


JH Lee et al., 2011 (b)


-1.180


-2.009


-0.351


0.423


0.179


-2.790


0.005


12.14


11.34


JH Lee et al., 2011 (c)


-0.660


-1.442


0.122


0.399


0.159


-1.655


0.098


13.66


11.38


A Manca et al., 2014


0.800


-0.020


1.620


0.418


0.175


1.912


0.056


12.41


11.35


A Sumen et al., 2015


1.460


0.684


2.236


0.396


0.157


3.686


0.000


13.85


11.38


M Alayat et al., 2020


9.210


7.333


11.087


0.958


0.918


9.615


0.000


2.37


10.12


Fixed


1.223


0.934


1.512


0.147


0.022


8.296


0.000


Random


2.620


0.984


4.256


0.835


0.697


3.139


0.002


-12.00


-6.00


0.00


6.00


12.00


Favours A
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Meta Analysis


Meta Analysis




Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

A Hakguder et al., 2003 7.590 6.169 9.011 0.725 0.526 10.467 0.000 4.13 10.73

E libuldu et al., 2004 5.430 4.102 6.758 0.677 0.459 8.017 0.000 4.74 10.85

L Altan et al., 2005 0.920 0.335 1.505 0.298 0.089 3.085 0.002 24.42 11.51

JH Lee et al., 2011 (a) 1.150 0.326 1.974 0.421 0.177 2.734 0.006 12.28 11.34

JH Lee et al., 2011 (b) -1.180 -2.009 -0.351 0.423 0.179 -2.790 0.005 12.14 11.34

JH Lee et al., 2011 (c) -0.660 -1.442 0.122 0.399 0.159 -1.655 0.098 13.66 11.38

A Manca et al., 2014 0.800 -0.020 1.620 0.418 0.175 1.912 0.056 12.41 11.35

A Sumen et al., 2015 1.460 0.684 2.236 0.396 0.157 3.686 0.000 13.85 11.38

M Alayat et al., 2020 9.210 7.333 11.087 0.958 0.918 9.615 0.000 2.37 10.12

Fixed 1.223 0.934 1.512 0.147 0.022 8.296 0.000

Random 2.620 0.984 4.256 0.835 0.697 3.139 0.002

-12.00 -6.00 0.00 6.00 12.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis


image80.emf
-10


-5


0


5


10


0.0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1.0


Standard Error


Mean


Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Mean




-10 -5 0 5 10

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Standard Error

Mean

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Mean


image81.png
100% ——— Observed p-curve

Power estimate: 99%, 0I05%,99%)
- - Null of no effect
Tests for nght skowness: prs < 0001, <0001

k2 — =~ Null of 33% power
= Tests for flatness: Pru >.9999, Phar > 9999, Panomiar > 9999
2 75%
[
[
-
17}
2
k]

o
S 50%
o
2
c
Q
o
S 25% -
K o

0% -

I T T T 1
.01 .02 .03 .04 .05
p-value

Note: The observed p-curve includes 7 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 7 are p < 025.
‘There were 2 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > 05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (ps<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. =078 7888, p<.0001 7.87, p<.0001

ht ske
2) Studies’ evidential value, if any, is
inadequate.

7=7.75, p>.9999

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 99%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (99% , 99%)
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Stergloulas et al., 2008


-1.790


-2.669


-0.911


0.448


0.201


-3.993


0.000


33.88
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Tumiity et al., 2008
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Stergloulas et al., 2008 -1.790 -2.669 -0.911 0.448 0.201 -3.993 0.000 33.88 35.99

Tumiity et al., 2008 0.340 -1.570 2.250 0.975 0.950 0.349 0.727 7.17 26.48

Tumiity et al., 2012 0.480 -0.186 1.146 0.340 0.116 1.412 0.158 58.95 37.53

Fixed -0.299 -0.811 0.212 0.261 0.068 -1.147 0.252

Random -0.374 -2.072 1.324 0.867 0.751 -0.432 0.666

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% 7 Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 96%, CI(36% 99%)
- Null of no effect
Tests fo ightskewness: prs = 0057, Py = 0114
——— Null of 33% power
Tests for flatness: Pru = 9549, Prar = 9787, Pgromal > 9999
75%
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 1 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 1 are p < 025.
‘There were 2 additional results entered but excluded from p-curve because they were p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (ps<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. s 2-253, p=0057 28, p=0114

ht ske

2) studies” evidential value, if any, is
inadequate. p>.9999 7=1.69, p=.9549 7=2.03, p=.9787

Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 96%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (36% , 99%)
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Tumiity et al., 2008 -1.800 -16.830 13.230 7.668 58.803 -0.235 0.814 19.57 23.14

Tumiity et al., 2012 -10.900 -18.315 -3.485 3.783 14.311 -2.881 0.004 80.43 76.86

Fixed -9.119 -15.768 -2.469 3.393 11.510 -2.688 0.007

Random -8.795 -16.316 -1.273 3.837 14.726 -2.292 0.022

-20.00 -10.00 0.00 10.00 20.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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100% 7 Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 54%, CI(5%.99
- Null of no effect
Tosis for ight-skewness: prus = 173, P = 346
~— - Null of 33% power
Tests for flatness: Pru = 6123, Prar = 816, Pinoma > 9999
75%

Percentage of test results

50%
25%
0% -
I T T T 1
.01 .02 .03 .04 .05
p-value

Note: The observed p-curve includes 1 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 1 are p < 025.
‘There was one addifional result entered but excluded from p-curve because it was p > .05.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(Share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
1) Studies contain evidential value. s 0.94, p=173

(Right skew)
2) studies’ evidential value, if any, is

inadequate.

p>.9999 7-0.29, p=.6123 7=0.9, p=.816

Statistical Power
Estimate: 54%

Power of tests included in p-curve
90% Confidence interval: (5% , 99%)

(correcting for selective reporting)
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Model Study name Statistics for each study Mean and 95% CI Weight (Fixed)

Lower Upper  Standard  Relative  Relative  Relative  Relative 

Mean limit limit error Variance Z-Valuep-Value weight weight weight weight

Chang et al., 2014 1.080 0.202 1.958 0.448 0.201 2.411 0.016 41.76 41.76

Nesioonpour et al., 2014 1.270 0.527 2.013 0.379 0.144 3.349 0.001 58.24 58.24

Fixed 1.191 0.623 1.758 0.289 0.084 4.114 0.000

Random 1.191 0.623 1.758 0.289 0.084 4.114 0.000

-3.00 -1.50 0.00 1.50 3.00

Favours A Favours B

Meta Analysis

Meta Analysis
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Percentage of test results

100%
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50%

25%
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——— Observed p-curve
Power estimate: 54%, CI(5%.96

Null of no effect
Tests for right-skewness: pr.; = 0889, D= 4676

- Null of 33% power
Tests for flatness: Pru = 6568, Pras=.9136, Proma > 9999
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Note: The observed p-curve includes 2 statistically significant (p < .05) results, of which 2 are p < 025.
There were no non-significant resuts entered.
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Binomial Test Continuous Test

(share of results p<.025) (Aggregate with Stouffer Method)
Full p-curve Half p-curve
(p's<.05) (p's<.025)
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Statistical Power

Power of tests included in p-curve Estimate: 54%
(correcting for selective reporting) 90% Confidence interval: (5% , 96%)





