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Low-level laser therapy Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Gelik G_2024 2.26 0.32 34 258 073 34 692% -0.32[-0.59,-0.09]
Yafel G_2024 281 0.77 32 289 0® 28 30.8% -0.08 [-0.48,0.32]

Total (95% CI) 66 62 100.0% -0.25[-0.47,-0.02]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.95, df=1 (P = 0.33), F= 0% k
Test for overall effect. Z= 216 (P=0.03)
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Low-level laser therapy Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Gelik G_2024 232 2815 34 371 254 34 576% -1.39[266,-012]
Yagel G_2024 2.75 3.03 32 375 284 28 424%  -1.00[-2.49,049]

Total (95% CI) 66 62 100.0% -1.22[-2.19,-0.26] |
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.15, df=1 (P=0.70), F= 0% k +
Test for overall effect. Z=2.48 (P = 0.01)
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Low-level laser therapy Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV,R 95% Cl Year IV, R: 95% CI
Celik G_2024 51.41 6.5 34 4745 957 34 53.0% 3.96 [0.07,7.85] 2024
Yagcl G_2024 5176 11.74 32 532 6.26 28 47.0% -1.44[6.12,3.24] 2024
Total (95% CI) 66 62 100.0% 1.42[-3.86,6.71]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 9.76; Chi*= 3.02, df=1 (P =0.08); F=67%

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.53 (P = 0.60) -100 -50 0 50 100

Favours [control] Favours [intervention]
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Low-level laser therapy Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Rand 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
Gelik G_2024 49.57 9.81 34 4489 835 34 56.0% 4.68[0.35,9.01]
Yagcl G_2024 524 1207 32 557 1488 28 44.0% -3.30[10.22, 362
Total (95% CI) 66 62 100.0% 1.16 [-6.60, 8.93]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 23.17; Chi*= 3.67, df=1 (P = 0.06), F=73%

Test for overall effect Z=0.29 (P=0.77) -1o0 -0 v 50 100

Favours [control] Favours [intervention]
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Low-level laser therapy Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Rand: 95% CI IV, Rand 95% CI
Celik G_2024 34417 1465 34 3226 13 34 320% 1.91 [-4.67,8.49]
Yafel G_2024 40.07 815 32 385 953 28 68.0% 1.567 [2.95,6.09]
Total (95% CI) 66 62 100.0% 1.68 [-2.05, 5.41]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P=0.93);, F=0%

Test for overall effect Z= 0.88 (P = 0.38) -100 -0 v 50 100

Favours [control] Favours [intervention)
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Low-level laser therapy Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Gelik G_2024 1959 2312 34 3423 226 34 52.0% -14.64[-2551,-3.77] ——
Yagel G_2024 26.32 2413 28 26.32 243 32 480% 0.00[12.28,12.28]
Total (95% CI) 62 66 100.0% -7.61[-21.95,6.73]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 7217, Chi*= 3.06, df=1 (P = 0.08), F=67%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.04 (P = 0.30) -100 50 v 50 100

Favours [intervention] Favours [control]
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