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Supplementary Material-A: PRISMA guidelines 2020 for overviews of reviews of healthcare interventions
	Section Topic 
	# 
	Item 
	Location reported 

	TITLE 
	
	

	Title 
	1 
	Identify the report as an overview of reviews. 
	1

	ABSTRACT 
	
	

	Abstract 
	2 
	Provide a comprehensive and accurate summary of the purpose, methods, and results of the overview of reviews.  
	1

	INTRODUCTION 
	
	

	Rationale 
	3 
	Describe the rationale for conducting the overview of reviews in the context of existing knowledge. 
	1-2

	Objectives 
	4 
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) addressed by the overview of reviews. 
	2

	METHODS 
	
	

	Eligibility criteria 
	5a 
	Specify the inclusion and exclusion criteria for the overview of reviews. If supplemental primary studies were included, this should be stated, with a rationale. 
	2

	
	5b 
	Specify the definition of ‘systematic review’ as used in the inclusion criteria for the overview of reviews. 
	2

	Information sources 
	6 
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organizations, reference lists, and other sources searched or consulted to identify systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies (if included). 
Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.  
	2

	Search strategy 
	7 
	Present the full search strategies for all databases, registers and websites, such that they could be reproduced. Describe any search filters and limits applied.  
	Supplementary Material-B

	Selection process 
	8a 
	Describe the methods used to decide whether a systematic review or supplemental primary study (if included) met the inclusion criteria of the overview of reviews. 
	2

	
	8b 
	Describe how overlap in the populations, interventions, comparators, and/or outcomes of systematic reviews was identified and managed during study selection. 
	2

	Data collection process 
	9a 
	Describe the methods used to collect data from reports. 
	2

	
	9b 
	If applicable, describe the methods used to identify and manage primary study overlap at the level of the comparison and outcome during data collection. For each outcome, specify the method used to illustrate and/or quantify the degree of primary study overlap across systematic reviews.  
	2

	
	9c 
	If applicable, specify the methods used to manage discrepant data across systematic reviews during data collection. 
	2

	Data items 
	10 
	List and define all variables and outcomes for which data were sought. Describe any assumptions made and/or measures taken to identify and clarify missing or unclear information. 
	2

	Risk of bias assessment 
	11a 
	Describe the methods used to assess risk of bias or methodological quality of the included systematic reviews. 
	3-4

	
	11b 
	Describe the methods used to collect data on (from the systematic reviews) and/or assess the risk of bias of the primary studies included in the systematic reviews. Provide a justification for instances where flawed, incomplete, or missing assessments are identified but not re-assessed. 
	3-4

	
	11c 
	Describe the methods used to assess the risk of bias of supplemental primary studies (if included).  
	NA

	Synthesis methods 
	12a 
	Describe the methods used to summarize or synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s).  
	3-4

	
	12b 
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among results. 
	3-4

	
	12c 
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results. 
	3-4

	Reporting bias assessment 
	13 
	Describe the methods used to collect data on (from the systematic reviews) and/or assess the risk of bias due to missing results in a summary or synthesis (arising from reporting biases at the levels of the systematic reviews, primary studies, and supplemental primary studies, if included). 
	4

	Certainty assessment 
	14 
	Describe the methods used to collect data on (from the systematic reviews) and/or assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome. 
	2-3

	RESULTS 
	
	

	Systematic review and supplemental primary study selection 
	15a 
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, including the number of records screened, assessed for eligibility, and included in the overview of reviews, ideally with a flow diagram.  
	3-4

	
	15b 
	Provide a list of studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but were excluded, with the main reason for exclusion. 
	NA



	Section Topic 
	# 
	Item 
	Location reported 

	Characteristics of systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies 
	16 
	Cite each included systematic review and supplemental primary study (if included) and present its characteristics. 
	5-7

	Primary study overlap 
	17 
	Describe the extent of primary study overlap across the included systematic reviews.  
	NA

	Risk of bias in systematic reviews, primary studies, and supplemental primary studies 
	18a 
	Present assessments of risk of bias or methodological quality for each included systematic review. 
	4,8

	
	18b 
	Present assessments (collected from systematic reviews or assessed anew) of the risk of bias of the primary studies included in the systematic reviews. 
	NA

	
	18c 
	Present assessments of the risk of bias of supplemental primary studies (if included). 
	NA

	Summary or synthesis of results 
	19a 
	For all outcomes, summarize the evidence from the systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies (if included). If meta-analyses were done, present for each the summary estimate and its precision and measures of statistical heterogeneity. If comparing groups, describe the direction of the effect. 
	12-15 and Supplementary Material-D

	
	19b 
	If meta-analyses were done, present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity. 
	8 and16-17

	
	19c 
	If meta-analyses were done, present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of synthesized results.   
	13

	Reporting biases 
	20 
	Present assessments (collected from systematic reviews and/or assessed anew) of the risk of bias due to missing primary studies, analyses, or results in a summary or synthesis (arising from reporting biases at the levels of the systematic reviews, primary studies, and supplemental primary studies, if included) for each summary or synthesis assessed. 
	Supplementary Material-D

	Certainty of evidence 
	21 
	Present assessments (collected or assessed anew) of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome. 
	8-13

	DISCUSSION 
	 

	Discussion 
	22a 
	Summarize the main findings, including any discrepancies in findings across the included systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies (if included).  
	13-14

	
	22b 
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.  
	14-16

	
	22c 
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence from systematic reviews, their primary studies, and supplemental primary studies (if included) included in the overview of reviews. Discuss any limitations of the overview of reviews methods used. 
	17

	
	22d 
	Discuss implications for practice, policy, and future research (both systematic reviews and primary research). Consider the relevance of the findings to the end users of the overview of reviews, e.g., healthcare providers, policymakers, patients, among others. 
	17

	OTHER INFORMATION 
	 

	Registration and protocol 
	23a 
	Provide registration information for the overview of reviews, including register name and registration number, or state that the overview of reviews was not registered.  
	2

	
	23b 
	Indicate where the overview of reviews protocol can be accessed, or state that a protocol was not prepared. 
	NA

	
	23c 
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol. Indicate the stage of the overview of reviews at which amendments were made. 
	NA

	Support 
	24 
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the overview of reviews, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the overview of reviews. 
	18

	Competing 
interests 
	25 
	Declare any competing interests of the overview of reviews' authors. 
	18

	Author information 
	26a 
	Provide contact information for the corresponding author. 
	1

	
	26b 
	Describe the contributions of individual authors and identify the guarantor of the overview of reviews. 
	18

	Availability of data and other materials 
	27 
	Report which of the following are available, where they can be found, and under which conditions they may be accessed: template data collection forms; data collected from included systematic reviews and supplemental primary studies; analytic code; any other materials used in the overview of reviews. 
	18








Supplementary Material-B: Search strategy 
Pubmed
#1 "Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation"[MeSH Terms]
#2 (("tDCS"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "Anodal Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "Cathodal Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transcranial Alternating Current Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transcranial Random Noise Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "Repetitive Transcranial Electrical Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transcranial Electrical Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "High Definition Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "HD-tDCS"[Title/Abstract]) AND ("stimulation"[Title/Abstract] OR "electrical"[Title/Abstract] OR "neuromodulation"[Title/Abstract])) 
#3 #1 AND #2
#4 "Meta-Analysis"[Publication Type] OR "meta-analysis as topic"[MeSH Terms] OR "systematic revie*"[Title/Abstract] OR "meta analys*"[Title/Abstract]
#5 #3 AND #4
Embase
#1	'transcranial direct current stimulator'/exp OR 'transcranial direct current stimulator'
#2	'tdcs':ab,ti OR 'anodal stimulation transcranial direct current stimulation':ab,ti OR 'anodal stimulation tdcs':ab,ti OR 'anodal stimulation tdcss':ab,ti OR 'stimulation tdcs, anodal':ab,ti OR 'stimulation tdcss, anodal':ab,ti OR 'tdcs, anodal stimulation':ab,ti OR 'tdcss, anodal stimulation':ab,ti OR 'cathodal stimulation transcranial direct current stimulation':ab,ti OR 'cathodal stimulation tdcs':ab,ti OR 'cathodal stimulation tdcss':ab,ti OR 'stimulation tdcs, cathodal':ab,ti OR 'stimulation tdcss, cathodal':ab,ti OR 'tdcs, cathodal stimulation':ab,ti OR 'tdcss, cathodal stimulation':ab,ti OR 'transcranial alternating current stimulation':ab,ti OR 'transcranial random noise stimulation':ab,ti OR 'repetitive transcranial electrical stimulation':ab,ti OR 'transcranial electrical stimulation':ab,ti OR 'electrical stimulations, transcranial':ab,ti OR 'electrical stimulation, transcranial':ab,ti OR 'stimulations, transcranial electrical':ab,ti OR 'stimulation, transcranial electrical':ab,ti OR 'transcranial electrical stimulations':ab,ti OR 'high definition transcranial electrical stimulations':ab,ti OR 'hd-tdcs':ab,ti
#3	#1 OR #2
#4	'systematic revie*':ab,ti OR 'meta analys*':ab,ti
#5	#3 AND #4
Cochrane
#1	MeSH descriptor: [Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation] explode all trees
#2   (tDCS OR Anodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR Anodal Stimulation tDCS OR Anodal Stimulation tDCSs OR Stimulation tDCS, Anodal OR Stimulation tDCSs, Anodal OR tDCS, Anodal Stimulation OR tDCSs, Anodal Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCS OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCSs OR Stimulation tDCS, Cathodal OR Stimulation tDCSs, Cathodal OR tDCS, Cathodal Stimulation OR tDCSs, Cathodal Stimulation OR Transcranial Alternating Current Stimulation OR Transcranial Random Noise Stimulation OR Repetitive Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Electrical Stimulations, Transcranial OR Electrical Stimulation, Transcranial OR Stimulations, Transcranial Electrical OR Stimulation, Transcranial Electrical OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulations OR High Dedinition Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR HD-tDCS):ti,ab,kw (Word variations have been searched)	
#3	#1 OR #2
#4	(systematic revie* OR meta analys*):ti,ab,kw (Word variations have been searched)
#5	#3 AND #4
Web of science
#1 Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation  (Topic) OR tDCS  (Topic) OR Anodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation  (Topic) OR Anodal Stimulation tDCS  (Topic) OR Anodal Stimulation tDCSs  (Topic) OR Stimulation tDCS, Anodal  (Topic) OR Stimulation tDCSs, Anodal  (Topic) OR tDCS, Anodal Stimulation  (Topic) OR tDCSs, Anodal Stimulation  (Topic) OR Cathodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation  (Topic) OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCS  (Topic) OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCSs  (Topic) OR Stimulation tDCS, Cathodal  (Topic) OR Stimulation tDCSs, Cathodal  (Topic) OR tDCS, Cathodal Stimulation  (Topic) OR tDCSs, Cathodal Stimulation  (Topic) OR Transcranial Alternating Current Stimulation  (Topic) OR Transcranial Random Noise Stimulation  (Topic) OR Repetitive Transcranial Electrical Stimulation  (Topic) OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulation  (Topic) OR Electrical Stimulations, Transcranial  (Topic) OR Electrical Stimulation, Transcranial  (Topic) OR Stimulations, Transcranial Electrical  (Topic) OR Stimulation, Transcranial Electrical  (Topic) OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulations  (Topic) OR High Definition Transcranial Electrical Stimulations  (Topic) OR HD-tDCS  (Topic)		
#2 systematic revie* (Topic) OR meta analys* (Topic)	
TS= (systematic review) OR TS= (meta-analysis)
#3 #2 AND #1
CINNAHL	
S1	(MH "Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation")
S2	MH (MH "Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation") OR TI ( tDCS OR Anodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR Anodal Stimulation tDCS OR Anodal Stimulation tDCSs OR Stimulation tDCS, Anodal OR Stimulation tDCSs, Anodal OR tDCS, Anodal Stimulation OR tDCSs, Anodal Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCS OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCSs OR Stimulation tDCS, Cathodal OR Stimulation tDCSs, Cathodal OR tDCS, Cathodal Stimulation OR tDCSs, Cathodal Stimulation OR Transcranial Alternating Current Stimulation OR Transcranial Random Noise Stimulation OR Repetitive Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Electrical Stimulations, Transcranial OR Electrical Stimulation, Transcranial OR Stimulations, Transcranial Electrical OR Stimulation, Transcranial Electrical OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulations ) OR AB ( tDCS OR Anodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR Anodal Stimulation tDCS OR Anodal Stimulation tDCSs OR Stimulation tDCS, Anodal OR Stimulation tDCSs, Anodal OR tDCS, Anodal Stimulation OR tDCSs, Anodal Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCS OR Cathodal Stimulation tDCSs OR Stimulation tDCS, Cathodal OR Stimulation tDCSs, Cathodal OR tDCS, Cathodal Stimulation OR tDCSs, Cathodal Stimulation OR Transcranial Alternating Current Stimulation OR Transcranial Random Noise Stimulation OR Repetitive Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Electrical Stimulations, Transcranial OR Electrical Stimulation, Transcranial OR Stimulations, Transcranial Electrical OR Stimulation, Transcranial Electrical OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulations OR high-definition transcranial direct current stimulation OR HD-tDCS)
S3	TI Systematic Review OR AB Systematic Review
S4	TI Meta-Analysis OR AB Meta-Analysis
S5	S3 OR S4
S6	S2 AND S5
















Supplementary Material-C: Pre-specified Neurological Health Outcomes Mapped to the ICF Framework
	Health outcomes
	Specific Metric(s)
	ICF Component

	Stroke
	
	

	Score of MoCA
	MoCA
	Body Functions

	Score of MMSE
	MMSE
	Body Functions

	Score of LOTCA
	LOTCA
	Body Functions

	Score of MBI
	MBI
	Activities and Participation

	P300 latency
	P300 latency
	Body Functions

	PSD scale score
	HAMD/BDI/SADQ-H/SDS
	Body Functions

	Upper extremity motor function
	FMA-UE/ARRT
	Body Functions

	Score of BI
	BI
	Activities and Participation

	Change of FMA-UE score
	FMA-UE score
	Body Functions

	Lower extremity motor assessment
	FMA-LE
	Body Functions

	Spasticity
	MAS
	Body Functions

	Rating about TUGT
	TUGT
	Activities and Participation

	Rating about FAC
	FAC
	Activities and Participation

	Dysphagia
	DOSS/MMASA/FOIS/FDS/VFSS
	Body Functions

	Hemi-spatial neglect
	LBT
	Body Functions

	Parkinson’s disease
	
	

	Score of MoCA
	MoCA
	Body Functions

	Score of UPDRS-1
	UPDRS-1
	Body Functions

	Global cognition
	SCOPA/UPDRS/PD-MCI
	Body Functions

	Memory
	DS-F/S-IT/the Go/No-Go Task
	Body Functions

	Reaction time
	DS-F/S-IT/the Go/No-Go Task
	Body Functions

	Alzheimer’s disease
	
	

	Score of MMSE
	MMSE
	Body Functions

	Score of MoCA
	MoCA
	Body Functions

	Score of MODA
	MODA
	Body Functions

	P300 latency
	P300 latency
	Body Functions

	Cerebellar ataxia
	
	

	Score of SARA
	SARA
	Body Functions

	Score of ICARS
	ICARS
	Body Functions

	8-MWT
	8-MWT
	Activities and Participation

	Fibromyalgia
	
	

	Pain intensity
	VAS/NRS/FIQ-R/PCP:S
	Body Functions

	Depression
	HAM-D/BDI-II
	Body Functions

	Score of FIQ
	FIQ
	Body Functions

	Epilepsy
	
	

	the Frequency of seizures
	the Frequency of seizures
	Body Functions

	Disorders of consciousness
	
	

	Score of CRS-R
	CRS-R
	Body Functions

	Multiple sclerosis
	
	

	Gait functionality
	TUG,2MWT,25FWT
	

	Migraine
	
	

	Pain intensity
	Pain intensity
	Body Functions

	Adverse effect
	
	

	Mood change
	Mood change
	Adverse Effect




Supplementary Material-D 
Tab.D.1 AMSTAR 2 quality assessment of each study
	author/year
	1
	2*
	3
	4*
	5
	6
	7*
	8
	9*
	10
	11*
	12
	13*
	14
	15*
	16
	dating

	Lyu 2023
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	high

	Yi 2022
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	critically low

	Tang 2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	N
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	high

	Chow 2022
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	PY
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	moderate

	Huang 2022
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	low

	Dong 2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	N
	N
	Y
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	low

	Zhao 2022
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	 low

	Salazar 2018
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	low

	Liu 2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	low

	De Souza Souto 2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	high

	Hou 2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	low

	Chen 2021
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	N
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	high

	Yang 2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	Y
	N
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	high

	Lima 2024
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	N
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	low

	Fan 2023
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	high

	Nombela-Cabrera 2023
	Y
	Y
	Y
	PY
	N
	N
	PY
	PY
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	moderate

	Cai 2021
	Y
	PY
	Y
	PY
	Y
	Y
	PY
	PY
	Y
	N
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	low


* Critical Item
Rating Criteria:
High: no or one non-critical weakness across any of the domains.  Moderate: more than one non-critical weakness but no critical flaws.
Low: one critical flaw (with or without non-critical weaknesses).   Critically Low: more than one critical flaw.
Specific Item:
	Item
	Question

	1
	Did the research questions and inclusion criteria for the review include the components of PICO?

	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?

	3
	Did the review authors explain their selection of the study designs for inclusion in the review?

	4
	Did the review authors use a comprehensive literature search strategy?

	5
	Did the review authors perform study selection in duplicate?

	6
	Did the review authors perform data extraction in duplicate?

	7
	Did the review authors provide a list of excluded studies and justify the exclusions?

	8
	Did the review authors describe the included studies in adequate detail?

	9
	Did the review authors use a satisfactory technique for assessing the risk of bias in individual studies that were included in the review?

	10
	Did the review authors report on the sources of funding for the studies included in the review?

	11
	If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors use appropriate methods for statistical combination of results?

	12
	If meta-analysis was performed, did the review authors assess the potential impact of risk of bias on the results of the meta-analysis or other evidence synthesis?

	13
	Did the review authors account for risk of bias in individual studies when interpreting/discussing the results of the review?

	14
	Did the review authors provide a satisfactory explanation for, and discussion of, any heterogeneity observed in 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?

	16
	Did the review authors report any potential sources of conflict of interest, including any funding they received for conducting the review?





Tab.D.2 GRADE quality assessment of each study
	Health outcomes
	Author/year
	Study design
	Downgrade
	Upgrade

	Rating

	
	
	
	Risk of Bias
	Inconsistency
	Indirectness
	Imprecision
	Publication bias
	Large effect
	[bookmark: _Hlk215312503]Plausible confounding
	Dose-response
	

	Stroke

	Score of MoCA
	Lyu 2023
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Score of MMSE
	Lyu 2023
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Score of LOTCA
	Lyu 2023
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Score of MBI
	Lyu 2023
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	P300 latency
	Lyu 2023
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	PSD scale score
(HAMD/BDI/SADQ-H/SDS)
	Li 2022
	high
	not serious
	serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Upper extremity motor function
(FMA-UE/ARRT)
	Tang 2024
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	high

	Score of BI
	Tang 2024
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Change of FMA-UE score
	Chow 2022
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	large
	no
	no
	low

	Lower extremity motor
assessment(FMA-LE)
	Chow 2022
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Spasticity (MAS)
	Huang 2022
	high
	serious
	serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	critically low

	Rating about TUGT
	Dong 2021
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Rating about FAC
	Dong 2021
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Dysphagia
(DOSS/MMASA/FOIS/FDS/VFSS)
	Zhao 2022
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Hemi-spatial neglect (LBT)
	Salazar 2018
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Parkinson’s disease

	Score of MoCA
	Liu 2021
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Score of UPDRS-1
	Liu 2021
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Global cognition
(SCOPA/UPDRS/PD-MCI)
	De Souza Souto 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Memory
(DS-F/S-IT/the Go/No-Go Task)
	De Souza Souto 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Reaction time
(DS-F/S-IT/the Go/No-Go Task)
	De Souza Souto 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Alzheimer’s disease

	Score of MMSE
	Hou 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Score of MoCA
	Hou 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Score of MODA
	Hou 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	P300 latency
	Hou 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Cerebellar ataxia

	Score of SARA
	Chen 2021
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Score of ICARS
	Chen 2021
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	8-MWT
	Chen 2021
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	high

	Fibromyalgia

	Pain intensity
(VAS/NRS/FIQ-R/PCP:S)
	Yang 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Depression (HAM-D/BDI-II)
	Yang 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Score of FIQ
	Yang 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Epilepsy

	the Frequency of seizures
	Lima 2024
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	undetected
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Disorders of consciousness

	Score of CRS-R
	Fan 2023
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	no
	no
	no
	no
	moderate

	Multiple sclerosis

	Gait functionality (TUG,2MWT,25FWT)
	Nombela-Cabrera
2023
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	Strongly suspected
	no
	no
	no
	critically low

	Migraine

	Pain intensity
	Cai 2021
	high
	serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	no
	no
	no
	no
	low

	Adverse effect

	Mood change
	Yang 2024
	high
	not serious
	not serious
	not serious
	serious
	no
	no
	no
	no
	moderate


Grading rationale:
1.Inconsistency: Determined to exist when I² > 75%.
2.Indirectness: Focus on the differences between the study population and the target population.
3.Inaccuracy: Applicable when sample size＜800 or confidence interval is excessively wide (full range > 0.5 and does not span invalid values).
4.Publication bias: Assessed through funnel plot asymmetry, Egger's test (P<0.05),the "trim-and-fill" method(K＞0).
5.Large effect: Standardized mean difference > 0.8.
6. Plausible confounding: A reasonable residual impurity analysis may serve as supporting evidence to elevate the quality rating.
7.Dose-response relationship: The effect magnitude shows a significant trend with increasing exposure leve

Supplementary Material-E: Publication bias assessment of association between tDCS and each health outcome (Supplementary Figure 1-35)
Stroke
Fig. E.1 Association between tDCS and Score of MoCA (Montreal Cognitive Assessment Test)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]










2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.2 Association between tDCS and score of MMSE (the Mini-Mental State Examination)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]
3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
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Fig. E.3 Association between tDCS and score of LOTCA (Loewenstein Occupational Therapy Cognitive Assessment)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.4 Association between tDCS and score of MBI(Modified Barthel Index)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]



Fig. E.5 Association between tDCS and P300 latency 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel  and trimfill Z]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel  and trimfill Z]



Fig. E.6 Association between tDCS and PSD(post stroke depression) scale score
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.7 Association between tDCS and upper extremity motor function 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]












2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel and trimfill Z]
3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfill Z]

Fig. E.8 Association between tDCS and score of BI (Barthel Index) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]




Fig. E.9 Association between tDCS and change of FMA-UE (upper extremity Fugl–Meyer Assessment)
1) Forest plot
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2) Funnel plot with contours
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3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
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Fig. E.10 Association between tDCS and Lower extremity motor assessment (FMA-LE) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]
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2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.12 Association between tDCS and spasticity 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel and trimfill Z]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfill Z]



Fig. E.12 Association between tDCS and rating about TUGT (Timed Up and Go Test) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.13 Association between tDCS and rating about FAC (Functional Ambulation Category) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.14 Association between tDCS and dysphagia 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]



Fig. E.15 Association between tDCS and hemispatial neglect 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]



Parkinson’s disease
Fig. E.16 Association between tDCS and score of MoCA (Montreal Cognitive Assessment Test) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnelZ]
Fig. E.17 Association between tDCS and UPDRS-1(the Unified PD Rating Scale I) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnelZ]

Fig. E.18 Association between tDCS and global cognition 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.19 Association between tDCS and memory 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.20 Association between tDCS and reaction time
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Alzheimer’s disease
Fig. E.21 Association between tDCS and score of MMSE (the Mini-Mental State Examination)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]


Fig. E.22 Association between tDCS and score of MoCA (Montreal Cognitive Assessment Test)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Fig. E.23 Association between tDCS and score of MODA (Milan overall Dementia assessment) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnelZ]



Fig. E.24 Association between tDCS and p300 latency 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Cerebellar ataxia
Fig. E.25 Association between tDCS and score of MMSE (the Mini-Mental State Examination)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]


Fig. E.26 Association between tDCS and score of ICRARS (international cooperative ataxia rating scale) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]


Fig. E.27 Association between tDCS and 8-MWT (8-meter walk time)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]
2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”

[image: funnel and trimfillZ]




Fibromyalgia
Fig. E.28 Association between tDCS and pain intensity 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]


Fig. E.29 Association between tDCS and depression 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfillZ]


Fig. E.30 Association between tDCS and score of FIQ-R(Modified Fibromyalgia Questionnaire)
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]














2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Epilepsy
Fig. E.31 Association between tDCS and the frequency of seizures
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]













2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Disorders of Consciousness
Fig. E.32 Association between tDCS and Score of CRS-R(Coma Recovery Scale–Revised) 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]












2) Funnel plot with contours
[image: funnelZ]

3) Funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: trimfillZ]



Multiple Sclerosis
Fig. E.33 Association between tDCS and gait functionality 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnel and trimfill Z]


Migraine
Fig. E.34 Association between tDCS and pain intensity 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours and funnel plot with contours by “trim and fill”
[image: funnelZ]


Adverse effect
Fig. E.35 Association between tDCS and mood change 
1) Forest plot
[image: forestZ]

2) Funnel plot with contours 
[image: funnelZ]
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Beaulieu 2019 575 3.88 7 246 354 7 10.8% 3.29[-0.60; 7.18]
Jin 2019 3.30 1579 10 1.20 1772 10 1.2% 210[-12.61;16.81]
Oveisgharan 2018 14.30 36.00 10 9.90 11.92 10 0.5% 4.40[-19.10; 27.90]
Rocha 2015 (Anodal)  11.10 4.20 7 385 788 7 5.0% 7.25[ 0.64;13.86]
Rocha 2015 (Cathodal) 7.30 3.96 7 385 788 7 5.1% 3.45[-3.08; 9.98]
Achacheluee 2018 0.07 565 15 026 575 15 10.2% -0.19[-4.27; 3.89]
Alisar 2019 9.12 19.26 16 1.74 23.55 16 1.1% 7.38[-7.53;22.29]
Allman 2016 11.46 1373 11 911 16.06 13 1.8% 2.35[-9.57;14.27]
Ang 2015 090 591 10 280 6.39 9 6.6% -1.90[-7.45; 3.65]
Bornheim 2019 11.62 1466 25 470 1482 25 3.5% 6.92[-1.25;15.09]
Kim 2010 (Anodal) 14.57 11.92 6 831 11.70 7 1.5% 6.26[-6.63; 19.15]
Kim 2010 (Cathodal) ~ 13.84 16.05 5 831 11.70 7 0.9% 5.53[-10.99; 22.05]
Liao 2020 534 982 12 375 983 8 3.1% 1.59[-7.20;10.38]
Lindenberg 2010 5.60 12.81 10 1.20 11.65 10 2.1% 4.40[-6.33;15.13]
Mazzoleni 2019 12.00 18.86 20 1573 1543 19 2.1% -3.73[-14.52; 7.06]
Nair 2011 4.10 1217 7 1.70 10.00 7 1.8% 240[-9.27; 14.07]
Prathum 2021 7.09 11.27 12 3101127 12 29% 3.99[-5.03;13.01]
Viana 2014 9.30 1487 10 7.50 15.11 10 1.5% 1.80[-11.34; 14.94]
Bolognini 2011 6.15 11.97 7 2231453 7  1.3% 3.92[-10.03; 17.87]
Edwards 2019 6.30 17.59 34 8.10 17.81 35 3.4% -1.80[-10.15; 6.55]
Fusco 2014 3.97 28.79 5 397 2222 6 0.3% 0.00[-30.87; 30.87]
Hesse 2011 (Anodal)  10.50 9.64 28 930 991 28 7.5% 120[-3.92; 6.32]
Hesse 2011 (Cathodal) 11.00 7.80 29 9.30 9.91 28 8.6% 1.70[-2.94; 6.34]
Pinto 2021 520 1791 31 460 1210 29 3.9% 0.60[-7.09; 8.29]
Rossi 2012 340 845 25 500 914 25 8.0% -1.60[-6.48; 3.28]
Straudi 2016 3.97 17.82 12 5.19 1475 " 1.4% -1.22 [-14.55; 12.11]
Triccas 2015 8.73 16.13 12 7.73 14.99 " 1.6% 1.00 [-11.72; 13.72]
Yao 2020 10.10 17.21 20 6.40 1581 20 23% 3.70[-6.54;13.94]
Total (95% CI) 403 399 100.0% 1.77 [ 0.68; 2.86]

Prediction interval

[-1.87; 5.41]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.4525; Chi? = 13.41, df = 27 (P = 0.9864); I> = 0.0%
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image25.tiff
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bornheim 2019 29.51 20.64 25 24.43 20.64 25 4.8% 5.08[-6.36; 16.52] #*

Chang 2015 33.50 0.70 12 3140 2.10 12 39.8% 2.10[0.85; 3.35] .

Prathum 2021 24.38 15.25 12 15.25 1.72 12 7.7% 9.13[0.45; 17.81] :

Seo 2017 24.10 3.40 11 2140 4.70 10 24.7% 2.70 [-0.84; 6.24] -—-—

Pinto 2021 17.90 6.60 31 17.20 8.40 29 229% 0.70[-3.14; 4.54] —-—

Total (95% Cl) 91 88 100.0% 2.62[-0.34; 5.57] -
Prediction interval [-4.23; 9.46] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 4.2300; Chi® = 3.38, df = 4 (P = 0.4968); I> = 0.0% T T
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image28.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Qu 2009 150 0.80 25 2.00 060 25 83% -0.70[-1.27;-0.12] —.i
Hesse 2011 340427 64 350 400 32 89% -0.02[-0.45; 0.40]
Wu 2013 1.00 0.75 45 2,00 050 45 87% -1.56[-2.03;-1.08] =
Viana 2014 110090 10 150 070 10 7.0% -0.48[-1.37; 0.42] ———
Lee 2014 0.60 0.80 39 0.70 050 20 8.5% -0.14[-0.68; 0.40] -
Cheng 2015 258079 19 292 100 19 8.0% -0.37[-1.01; 0.27] s an
Andrade 2017 925237 40 15.00 150 20 7.7% -2.67[-3.40;-1.94] —@— i
Wang 2019 -33.60 8.95 30 -24.39 1477 30 85% -0.74[-1.27;-0.22] —.—
Mazzoleni 2019 0.90 1.52 20 121 242 19 8.1% -0.15[-0.78; 0.48] I
Zhang 2019 0.78 0.37 36 128 027 36 85% -1.53[-2.06;-1.00] =
Zheng 2020 -2.56 1.26 80 -2.21 156 40 9.0% -0.25[-0.64; 0.13]
Zhou 2020 1.30 046 50 212 068 50 88% -1.40[-1.84;-0.96] =
Total (95% ClI) 458 346 100.0% -0.83 [-1.33; -0.33] >

Prediction interval

[-2.53; 0.87]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.5432; Chi? = 82.40, df = 11 (P < 0.0001); I = 86.6%





image29.tiff
Standard Error

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

Funnel Plot with Contours

0.1>p>0.05
0.05>p > 0.01
p <0.01

Standardized Mean Difference (SMD)

0.0




image30.tiff
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Danzl 2013 -32.14 25.93 4 -0.80 9.56 4 7.2% -31.34[-58.43; -4.26] S

Klomia 2018 360 257 19 -1.40 220 19 24.1% -2.20[-3.72;-0.68]

Madhavan 2020 -1.10 1.90 20 -1.00 1.70 20 24.2% -0.10[-1.22; 1.02]

Maniji 2018 460 11.30 15 -1.40 666 15 21.3% -3.20[-9.84; 3.44]

Tahtis 2014 464 5.07 7 -0.01 1.87 7 23.1% -4.63[-8.63;-0.63]

Total (95% ClI) 65 65 100.0% -4.57 [-15.17; 6.03]

Prediction interval [-32.34; 23.20] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 80.4742; Chi® = 13.24, df = 4 (P = 0.0101); 1> = 69.8% ' ' '
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image33.tiff
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chang 2015 0.75 045 12 0.41 0.51 12 20.0% 0.34[-0.04; 0.72] —.—
Danzl 2013 1.75 0.25 4 0.75 0.25 4 20.8% 1.00[0.65; 1.34] ——
Geroin 2011 1.00 0.21 10 1.20 0.20 10 23.5% -0.20[-0.38;-0.02] =
Leon 2017 1.27 113 26 1.09 113 23 15.1% 0.18[-0.45; 0.81] —E—
Seo 2017 0.50 0.50 11 0.10 0.30 10 20.7% 0.40[0.05; 0.75] ——
Total (95% CI) 63 59 100.0% 0.34 [-0.22; 0.90] ’
Prediction interval [-0.92; 1.59]

| T T | T 1

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1635; Chi? = 40.96, df = 4 (P < 0.0001); I? = 90.2%
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image36.tiff
Experimental

Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chen 2020a 260 089 30 170 090 30 6.1% 0.99[0.45;1.53]
Chen 2020b 1.03 089 30 0.64 082 30 6.2% 0.45][-0.06;0.96]
Huan 2018a 11.86 9.07 7 5.38 11.73 8 49% 0.58[-0.47;1.62]
Huan 2018b 6.28 9.21 7 5.38 11.73 8 49% 0.08[-0.94;1.09]
Hui 2020 419 178 20 117 117 20 56% 1.97[1.20;2.73]
Juan 2020 478 055 25 269 045 25 50% 4.09[3.09;5.10]
Kumar 2011 260 1.64 7 126 1.26 7 47% 0.86[-0.25;1.97]
Pingue 2018 065 149 20 035 144 20 59% 0.20[-0.42;0.82]
Shigematsu 2013 140 1.54 10 050 1.10 10 5.2% 0.64[-0.26; 1.55]
Shu 2018 9.70 1254 20 320 9.67 20 59% 0.57[-0.06; 1.20]
Song 2019 1423 757 43 685 749 41 63% 0.97[0.52;1.42]
Suntrup 2018 1.70 228 29 1.00 232 30 6.2% 0.30[-0.21;0.81]
Xiao 2020 291 157 23 183 163 24 6.0% 0.66[0.07;1.25]
Yang 2012 -13.53 12.72 9 -988 8.39 7 50% -0.31[-1.31;0.68]
Ying 2015 8.40 13.68 15 3.40 1047 15 57% 0.40[-0.32;1.12]
Young 2017 0.62 1.81 13 0.38 1.35 13 5.6% 0.15[-0.62; 0.92]
Zhi 2018 14.00 14.23 12 270 9.98 12 54% 0.89[0.04;1.73]
Zhi 2019 464 1.11 14 3.03 1.35 14 54% 1.26[0.44;2.09]
Total (95% Cl) 334 334 100.0% 0.80 [ 0.35; 1.26]

Prediction interval

[-1.06; 2.67]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.7293; Chi? = 72.91, df = 17 (P < 0.0001); I* = 76.7%
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image38.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bang 2015 -5.93 0.89 6 -4.40 0.73 6 256% -1.73[-3.14;-0.33] —.——

Yi 2016(a) -14.40 8.91 10 -7.00 8.1 5 376% -0.80[-1.93; 0.32] +—

Yi 2016(b) -14.80 8.08 10 -7.00 8.1 5 36.8% -0.91[-2.04; 0.23] —.——

Total (95% Cl) 26 16 100.0% -1.08 [-2.26; 0.10] "
Prediction interval [-3.11; 0.95]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0723; Chi = 1.15, df = 2 (P = 0.5619); I> = 0.0% T rd
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image40.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Li 2019 26.35 561 28 21.04 478 28 43.6% 1.00[0.45; 1.56] —-—
Zhu 2020 2695 157 352570 164 35 56.4% 0.77[0.28; 1.26] =
Total (95% CIl) 63 63 100.0% 0.87 [-0.61; 2.35] —‘—
Prediction interval [-1.72; 3.47]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0045; Chi? = 0.39, df = 1 (P = 0.5345); I* = 0.0% T rod
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Wu 2016 160 020 50 220 0.70 50 52.9% -1.16[-1.58;-0.73] -.-

Yang 2017 1.59 0.24 47 224 058 47 471% -1.45[-1.91;-1.00] =

Total (95% CIl) 97 97 100.0% -1.30[-3.17; 0.58] —-:‘--—
Prediction interval [-3.99; 1.40]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0132; Chi? = 0.87, df = 1 (P = 0.3523); I* = 0.0%
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image44.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Aksu 2022 (2) 3.15 089 13 3.75 128 13 4.0% -0.53[-1.31;0.26]

Aksu 2022 (10) 369 1.10 13 4.07 1.25 13 4.0% -0.31[-1.09; 0.46]

Aksu 2022 (3) -113.08 7745 13 -9860 46.78 13 4.1% -0.22[-0.99;0.55]

Aksu 2022 (11) 85.00 2490 13 89.30 19.75 13 4.1% -0.19[-0.96; 0.59]

Aksu 2022 (6) 2450 9.86 13 26.33 14.65 13 4.1% -0.14[-0.91; 0.63]

Aksu 2022 (8) 16.23 580 13 16.38 6.07 13 4.1% -0.02[-0.79; 0.74]

Aksu 2022 (4) -59.76 46.45 13  -62.00 47.92 13 4.1% 0.05[-0.72; 0.81]

Aksu 2022 (13) 1461 086 13 14.53 112 13 4.1% 0.08[-0.69; 0.85]

Aksu 2022 (12) 9.84 409 13 9.46 417 13 4.1% 0.09[-0.68; 0.86]

Manenti 2014 (2) -10.72 3.66 10 -11.19 3.17 10 3.4% 0.13[-0.74; 1.01]

Lau 2019 -1.92 028 10 -1.99 040 10 3.4% 0.19[-0.68; 1.07] ——

Aksu 2022 (7) 2275 4.28 13 21.90 3.91 13 4.1% 0.20[-0.57; 0.97] —_——

Aksu 2022 (9) 4061 509 13 39.23 6.37 13 4.1% 0.23[-0.54; 1.00] —

Adenarto 2019 (2) -2096.00 939.00 10 -2370.00 1084.00 10 3.4% 0.26[-0.62; 1.14] _—

Manenti 2014 -10.28 3.08 10 -11.19 3.17 10 3.3% 0.28 [-0.60; 1.16] ——.—

Firouzi 2020 34.00 7350 10 15.00 36.20 10 3.3% 0.31[-0.57;1.20] — T

Adenarto 2019 -2096.10 727.00 10 -2391.10 1042.00 10 3.3% 0.31[-0.57; 1.20] —r

Boggio 2006 -485.77 83.91 9 -525.88 94.66 9 3.0% 0.43[-0.51; 1.36] =

Aksu 2022 (5) 1516 493 13 12.81 530 13 4.0% 0.44[-0.34;1.22] —

Aksu 2022 492 132 13 4.38 0.96 13 4.0% 0.45[-0.33; 1.23] —

Boggio 2006 (3) -439.33 161.65 9 -513.88 126.17 9 3.0% 0.49[-0.45; 1.43] =

Aksu 2022 (17) -0.43 0.06 13 -0.47 0.08 13 4.0% 0.57[-0.22; 1.35]

Boggio 2006 (4) -417.55 133.90 9 -513.88 126.17 9 29% 0.71[-0.25; 1.66] =

Boggio 2006 (2) -459.11 65.85 9 -525.88 94.66 9 29% 0.78[-0.19; 1.75] =

Aksu 2022 (14) 1792 3.79 13 14.07 5.42 13 3.8% 0.80[-0.01; 1.60] =

Aksu 2022 (16) -040 0.05 13 -0.45 0.06 13 3.8% 0.83[0.02;1.63] =

Aksu 2022 (15) 20.38 4.07 13 15.23 4.83 13 3.6% 1.12[0.28; 1.95] ——

Total (95% CI) 317 317 100.0% 0.25[0.10; 0.40] L 2

Prediction interval [-0.31; 0.81] ——
T 1

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0657; Chi = 22.09, df = 26 (P = 0.6836); I° = 0.0%
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image47.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Aksu (10) 369 110 13 407 125 13 10.2% -0.31[-1.09; 0.46]
Aksu 2022 (11) 85.00 2490 13 89.30 19.75 13 10.3% -0.19[-0.96; 0.59]
Aksu 2022 (12) 9.84 409 13 9.46 417 13 10.3% 0.09[-0.68; 0.86]
Aksu 2022 (13) 1461 086 13 1453 112 13 10.3% 0.08 [-0.69; 0.85]
Aksu 2022 (14) 1792 3.79 13 1407 542 13 9.8% 0.80[-0.01;1.60]
Aksu 2022 (15) 20.38 4.07 13 1523 483 13 93% 1.12[0.28;1.99]
Boggio 2006 -485.77 83.91 9 -525.88 94.66 9 8.0% 0.43[-0.51; 1.36]
Boggio 2006 (2) -459.11 65.85 9 -525.88 94.66 9 7.6% 0.78[-0.19;1.75]
Boggio 2006 (3) -439.33 161.65 9 -513.88 126.17 9 7.9% 0.49[-0.45; 1.43]
Boggio 2006 (4) -417.55 133.90 9 -513.88 126.17 9 7.7% 0.71[-0.25; 1.66]

Lau 2019 -192 028 10 -199 040 10 87% 0.19[-0.68;1.07]
Total (95% CI) 124 124 100.0% 0.35[ 0.04; 0.66]
Prediction interval [-0.45; 1.15]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1023; Chi? = 11.51, df = 10 (P = 0.3189); I* = 13.2%
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Manenti 2014 -10.72 3.66 10 -11.19 3.17 10 15.7% 0.13[-0.74; 1.01] —F
Adenzato 2019 (2) -2096.00 939.00 10 -2370.00 1084.00 10 15.6% 0.26 [-0.62; 1.14] ——l—
Manenti 2014 (2) -10.28 3.08 10 -11.19 3.17 10 15.6% 0.28 [-0.60; 1.16] —r
Adenzato 2019 -2096.10 727.00 10 -2391.10 1042.00 10 15.5% 0.31[-0.57; 1.20] ——
Aksu 2022 (2) -0.43 0.06 13 -0.47 0.08 13 19.2%  0.57 [-0.22; 1.35] —
Aksu 2022 -0.40 0.05 13 -0.45 0.06 13 18.4% 0.83[0.02; 1.63] —.—
Total (95% CI) 66 66 100.0% 0.41[0.14; 0.69] ‘
Prediction interval [-0.15; 0.98]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0148; Chi? = 1.79, df = 5 (P = 0.8770); I* = 0.0% R rr
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Zhang 2022 2847 162 17 26.53 2.75 13 15.6% 1.94[0.26; 3.62] ——
Gangemi 2021-2 15.83 2.84 9 11.92 2.77 9 9.8% 3.91[1.32;6.50] ——
Gangemi 2021-1 14.85 2.64 13 13.62 296 13 12.2% 1.23[-0.93; 3.39] =
Im 2019 21.20 440 11 20.60 4.50 7 48% 0.60[-3.63;4.83] -
Khedr 2019 17.65 456 23 1329 277 21 11.9% 4.36[2.15;6.57] —
Fileccia 2019 26.60 0.50 17 2510 1.20 17 24.5% 1.50[0.88;2.12] =
Wang 2016 20.60 250 60 18.90 3.20 60 21.1% 1.70[0.67;2.73] =
Total (95% CI) 150 140 100.0% 2.11[ 0.99; 3.23] ->

Prediction interval

[-0.66; 4.88]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.0105; Chi® = 9.23, df = 6 (P = 0.1612); I> = 35.0%
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Experimental

Control

Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Huang 2021 22.40 2.50 10 21.75 3.67 12 43% 0.65[-1.94; 3.24] —

Ai 2021(ST) 18.07 4.53 14 18.36 6.03 14 24% -0.29[-4.24; 3.66] —

Liu 2021 1292 570 25 1152512 25 3.6% 1.40[-1.60; 4.40] —r——
Wang HY 2021 18.74 422 31 16.32 440 34 55% 2.42[0.32;4.52] —_—
Wang JH 2021 21.36 2.73 39 1898 294 41 83% 2.38[1.14;3.62] =
Wang YL 2021 25.64 2.39 46 23.51 224 46 94% 2.13[1.18;3.08] -.—

Ai 2021(AT) 17.92 4.25 14 18.36 6.03 14 2.5% -0.44[-4.30; 3.42] —_———
Yan 2021 19.13 3.01 30 16.83 325 30 7.1% 2.30[0.71;3.89] ——
Zhang 2020 23.86 3.02 15 18.30 2.61 15 5.7% 5.56[3.54; 7.58] P ——
Jia 2020 2423 3.08 30 2050 412 30 6.3% 3.73[1.89;5.57] i
Chen 2019 23.47 153 30 20.73 1.55 30 10.0% 2.74[1.96; 3.52] I

Mi 2019 21.00 2.10 15 18.93 1.79 15 7.8% 2.07[0.67; 3.47] —.—
Tong 2019 20.70 350 31 17.70 290 31 7.0% 3.00[1.40;4.60] ——
Zeng 2019 16.29 2.70 15 13.57 2.22 15 6.5% 2.72[0.95;4.49] —
Luo 2019 24.01 4.01 32 2215413 32 5.8% 1.86[-0.13; 3.85] —
Tong 2018 20.80 260 26 18.00 250 26 7.8% 2.80[1.41;4.19] —=—
Total (95% CI) 403 410 100.0% 2.46 [ 1.83; 3.09] <
Prediction interval [ 0.15; 4.77] — ?

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.0544; Chi? = 19.55, df = 15 (P = 0.1897); 12 = 23.3%





image55.tiff
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Gu 2022 2215248 20 2110 234 20 11.5% 1.05[-0.44; 2.54] ——
Gonzalez 2021-1 25.70 240 21 25.80 250 24 12.3% -0.10[-1.53;1.33]
Gonzalez 2021-2 25.70 240 21 25.70 2.80 21 10.6% 0.00 [-1.58; 1.58] ?

He 2021 2217 1.38 24 22.19 1.39 19 23.3% -0.02[-0.85;0.81] ;

Liao 2021 24.90 3.62 10 25.30 3.19 10 3.6% -0.40[-3.39; 2.59] ——

Xu 2019-2 2553 168 33 2419 204 32 21.4% 1.34[0.43;2.25] ——
Xu 2019-1 24.67 195 30 23.70 244 31 17.2% 0.97 [-0.14; 2.08] T—HE—
Total (95% CI) 159 157 100.0% 0.54 [-0.08; 1.16] -
Prediction interval [-0.80; 1.89] ——ll

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.2114; Chi® = 7.32, df = 6 (P = 0.2927): I> = 18.0% Fr
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Experimental Control Weight Weight Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total (common) (random) IV, Fixed + Random, 95% CI IV, Fixed + Random, 95% CI
Gangemi 2021-1 73.75 3.78 13 67.12 4.21 13 82.1% 82.1% 6.63 [ 3.55; 9.71] _'
Gangemi 2021-2 70.83 6.63 9 64.81 7.61 9 17.9% 17.9% 6.02 [-0.57; 12.61] —=
!
Total (common effect, 95% ClI) 22 22 100.0% . 6.52[ 3.73; 9.31] "
Total (random effect, 95% CI) . 100.0% 6.52[ 3.55; 9.49] <
Prediction interval [-11.57; 24.61] ——
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0025; Chi2 = 0.03, df = 1 (P = 0.8695); 12 = 0.0% T T
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image60.tiff
Experimental Control Weight Weight Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total (common) (random) IV, Fixed + Random, 95% CI IV, Fixed + Random, 95% CI
Gu 2022 277.25 28.54 20 334.00 34.32 20 38.0%  34.8%  -56.75[-76.31;-37.19] _._

Wang 2016 336.50 49.30 60 367.20 49.40 60 46.6%  37.5%  -30.70[-48.36; -13.04] ——

Khedr 2014-1 336.50 49.30 11 371.20 49.40 11 8.5%  15.0% -34.70 [-75.94; 6.54] R

Khedr 2014-2 357.90 62.50 12 371.20 49.40 11 6.9%  12.7%  -13.30[-59.16; 32.56] —_—

Total (common effect, 95% C) 103 102 100.0% | -39.73[-51.78; -27.68] -

Total (random effect, 95% Cl) ~100.0%  -38.15[-65.51; -10.79] i

Prediction intervj'll [-88.37; 12.08] ———
Heterogeneity:Tau‘= 159.0293 Chf= 5.25, df = 3(P= 0.1547); P= 42.8% [

-50 0 50




image61.tiff
Standard Error

10

15

20

Funnel Plot with Contours

0.1>p>0.05
0.05>p > 0.01
p <0.01

Mean Difference (MD)





image62.tiff
Standard Error

10

15

20

Funnel Plot with Contours

0.1>p>0.05
0.05>p > 0.01
p <0.01

Mean Difference (MD)





image63.tiff
Experimental

Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Barretto 2019 -4.36 3.52 7 1.07 257 7 147% -1.65[-2.92;-0.38] —l——

Benussi 2015 -1.73 4.90 19 -0.34 4.81 19 31.7% -0.28[-0.92; 0.36] B
Benussi 2017 -2.80 3.67 12 -0.20 5.03 8 224% -0.59[-1.50; 0.33] —
Benussi 2018 -4.40 472 20 -0.20 468 20 31.2% -0.88[-1.53;-0.22] —.—

Total (95% Cl) 58 54 100.0% -0.74 [-1.56; 0.09] ’

Prediction interval

[-2.32; 0.85]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.1636; Chi’ = 4.13, df = 3 (P = 0.2473); 1> = 27.4%
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Benussi 2015 -5.52 10.79 19 -0.77 10.64 19 40.1% -0.43[-1.08; 0.21] —.——
Benussi 2017 -9.00 9.54 12 -0.60 12.46 8 19.7% -0.75[-1.68; 0.18] ———®——
Benussi 2018 -10.00 12.12 20 -0.60 12.37 20 40.2% -0.75[-1.40;-0.11] —=—
Total (95% CI) 51 47 100.0% -0.62 [-1.10; -0.15] ‘
Prediction interval [-1.59; 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0052; Chi? = 0.55, df = 2 (P = 0.7580); I> = 0.0% T T
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image68.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% ClI
Benussi 2015 -1.79 440 19 -0.04 478 19 39.3% -0.37[-1.01; 0.27] —l——
Benussi 2017 -0.80 3.42 12 0.30 1.80 8 19.9% -0.36[-1.27; 0.54] =
Benussi 2018 -1.40 2.04 20 -0.30 2.35 20 40.8% -0.49[-1.12; 0.14] ——
Total (95% CI) 51 47 100.0% -0.42 [-0.60; -0.24] >
Prediction interval [-1.30; 0.47]
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.0001; Chi? = 0.08, df = 2 (P = 0.9593); I> = 0.0% ' ' '
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image70.tiff
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
Fagerlund 2015 426 190 24 522 150 24 42% -0.55[-1.13; 0.03]
Fernandez 2022 50.73 20.47 40 57.95 20.62 40 4.4% -0.35[-0.79; 0.09]
Fregni 2006-M1 353 067 10 7.15 0.51 5 19% -5.45][-7.94;-2.96]
Junior 2015 360 184 10 560 250 10 3.8% -0.87[-1.80; 0.05]
Khedr 2017 449 1.33 18 6.58 0.79 18 4.0% -1.87[-2.66; -1.07]
Loreti 2022 329 153 17 528 118 18 4.0% -1.43[-2.18;-0.68]
Melo 2020 5.05 249 11 482 3.34 9 39% 0.08[-0.81; 0.96]
Mendoca 2011 495 263 6 6.93 3.59 6 35% -0.58[-1.75; 0.59]
Mendonca 2016 440 285 12 520 225 11 3.9% -0.30[-1.12; 0.52]
Mendonca 2011 532 3.83 6 6.93 3.59 6 3.5% -0.40[-1.55; 0.75]
Paula 2022 441 055 22 500 059 21 4.2% -1.02[-1.66;-0.38]
Paula 2022LDN 510 0.61 21 467 0.58 22 42% 0.71[0.09; 1.33]
Riberto 2011 5416 12.24 12 61.36 13.20 11 3.9% -0.55[-1.38; 0.29]
Valle 2009-M1 3.96 052 14 563 0.75 7 33% -2.66[-3.93;-1.39]
Zandieh 2020 5.04 097 25 6.80 1.41 25 42% -1.43[-2.06;-0.81]
Brietzke 2020 3.71 090 10 546 048 10 3.5% -2.32[-3.50;-1.13]
Caumo 2022 17.65 4.94 32 19.98 5.49 16 4.2% -0.45[-1.05; 0.16]
Dadarkhah 2020 526 184 23 6.54 1.18 23 42% -0.81[-1.42;-0.21]
Fregni 2006-D 5.05 062 10 7.15 0.51 5 27% -3.36[-5.11;-1.60]
Matias 2021 349 214 17 562 0.70 14 4.0% -1.25[-2.03;-0.47]
To 2017-D 461 058 11 548 0.46 8 3.6% -1.56[-2.62;-0.49]
Valle 2009-D 488 0.75 13 563 0.75 7 3.7% -0.96[-1.93; 0.02]
Veiga 2022 336 3.15 28 3.64 3.24 8 4.0% -0.09[-0.87; 0.70]
To 2017-ON 498 0.51 15 5.48 0.46 8 3.8% -0.98[-1.89;-0.06]
Yoo 2022 5.33 0.46 21 6.64 0.27 16 3.7% -3.29 [-4.31; -2.26]
Mendonca 2011-Cat  4.55 4.05 6 6.93 3.59 2 28% -0.52[-2.16; 1.12]
Mendonca 2011-SO 5.32 3.80 6 6.93 3.59 2 29% -0.37[-1.99; 1.25]
Total (95% Cl) 440 352 100.0% -1.08 [-1.53; -0.64]

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.1417; Chi? = 114.80, df = 26 (P < 0.0001); I = 77.4%

[-3.33; 1.16]
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image73.tiff
Experimental Control Weight Weight Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total (common) (random) IV, Fixed + Random, 95% CI IV, Fixed + Random, 95% CI
Fagerlund 2015 3.76 2.77 24 541 3.37 24 10.1% 7.6% -0.53 [-1.10; 0.05] ﬂ
Fernandez 2022 17.25 716 40 16.43 9.44 40 17.4% 8.1% 0.10 [-0.34; 0.54] i

Fregni 2006-M1 18.60 9.10 10 18.00 7.70 5 2.9% 5.4% 0.06 [-1.01; 1.14] —4—l—
Khedr 2017 10.72 3.66 18 17.66 3.34 18 5.1% 6.5% -1.94 [-2.74; -1.13] — i

Loreti 2022 12.76 2.44 17 13.72 2.35 18 7.4% 71% -0.39 [-1.06; 0.28] —:-——
Mendonca 2016 13.80 2.10 12 18,50 3.20 11 3.5% 5.8% -1.69 [-2.67; -0.71] —— i

Paula 2022 17.33 1.76 21 20.90 2.67 22 7.0% 71% -1.54 [-2.23; -0.85] ——

Paula 2022LDN 17.86 2.45 22 16.40 2.23 21 8.9% 7.4% 0.61[-0.00; 1.22] I ——
Veiga 2022-M1 19.07 9.86 29 20.00 7.27 8 5.4% 6.6% -0.10 [-0.88; 0.69] —E—I—
Brietzke 2020 11.80 5.63 10 21.50 6.60 10 3.2% 5.6% -1.51[-2.53; -0.49] —I—'I

Caumo 2022 13.43 7.75 32 18.77 9.97 16 8.9% 7.4% -0.62 [-1.23; -0.00] +

Fregni 2006-D 14.60 570 10 18.00 7.70 5 2.8% 5.3% -0.50 [-1.59; 0.59] —
Matias 2021 15.29 9.83 17 15.64 11.49 14 6.7% 7.0% -0.03 [-0.74; 0.68] —4—.—
Veiga 2022-D 18.50 6.47 26 20.00 7.27 8 5.3% 6.6% -0.22 [-1.01; 0.57] —EI—
Veiga 2022-0OIC 18.07 7.93 28 20.00 7.27 8 5.4% 6.6% -0.24 [-1.03; 0.55] ——il—
Total (common effect, 95% ClI) 316 228 100.0% . -0.43 [-0.61; -0.24] ‘

Total (random effect, 95% Cl) . 100.0% -0.54 [-0.95; -0.12] >
Prediction interval [-2.02; 0.94] —

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.4342; Chi? = 54.50, df = 14 (P < 0.0001); I? = 74.3% f T T !
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image75.tiff
Experimental

Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Fagerlund 2015 41.51 23.99 24 47.27 18.16 24 7.9% -0.27[-0.83; 0.30] ‘i
Fernandez 2022 54.10 20.21 40 54.87 18.38 40 8.4% -0.04[-0.48; 0.40]
Fregni 2006-M1 78.64 4.97 10 87.91 5.76 5 49% -1.67[-2.94;-0.39] S
Junior 2015 35.42 12.84 10 42.42 28.24 10 6.5% -0.31[-1.19; 0.58] —
Loreti 2022 31.92 3.50 17 41.54 3.99 18 6.4% -250[-3.41;-1.59] —8&— |
Riberto 2011 48.99 15.08 12 57.68 18.09 11 6.7% -0.51[-1.34; 0.33] —.—
Valle 2009-M1  63.67 7.70 14 81.37 9.84 7 55% -2.01[-3.14;-0.89] :
Veiga 2022-M1 56.27 23.68 29 53.75 23.30 8 6.9% 0.10[-0.68; 0.89]

Dadarkhan 2020 32.96 6.88 23 37.35 445 23 7.7% -0.74[-1.34;-0.15]

Fregni 2006-D  78.64 4.97 10 87.91 5.76 5 49% -1.67[-2.94;-0.39]

Matias 2021 53.56 18.83 17 58.94 16.03 14  7.2% -0.30[-1.01; 0.41]

Valle 2009-D 67.76 11.48 13 81.37 8.84 7 59% -1.22[-2.23;-0.21]

Veiga 2022-D 50.73 22.14 26 53.75 23.30 8 6.9% -0.13[-0.92; 0.66]

Veiga 2022-OIC 49.99 24.70 28 53.75 23.30 8 6.9% -0.15[-0.94; 0.64]

Yoo 2018 43.77 16.24 21 58.80 12.32 16  7.3% -1.00[-1.69; -0.31]

Total (95% CI) 294 204 100.0% -0.75[-1.18; -0.31]

Prediction interval [-2.30; 0.80]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.4799; Chi? = 45.54, df = 14 (P < 0.0001); I = 69.3%
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image78.tiff
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Ashrafzadeh 2023 13.22 2267 9 1656 1225 9 217% -3.34[ -20.17; 13.49] *
Auvichayapat 2016 1002.00 1131.00 15 1680.00 5505.00 7 0.0% -678.00 [-4796.05; 3440.05]
Fregni 2006 470 5.30 10 8.00 520 9 231% -3.30[ -8.03; 1.43]
Luo 2021 102.15 118.10 14 10227 8448 11 89% -0.12[ -79.61; 79.37]
Rezakhani 2022 570 1.77 10 8.80 3.05 10 23.2% -3.10[ -5.29; -0.91]
San 2017 4577 13858 20 7647 167.52 8 43% -30.70[-161.71; 100.31]
Yang 2020 1011 5488 49 1396 6396 21 186% -3.85[ -35.23; 27.53]
Total (95% ClI) 127 75 100.0% -4.31[ -11.86; 3.25]

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: Tau"= 1026.6509 Chi= 0.29, df = 6(P= 0.9996); 2= 0.0%

[ -91.36; 82.74]
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Experimental
Study Mean SD

Control

Total Mean SD

Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Estraneo 2017 0.15 0.69
Huang 2017 0.88 1.11
Martens 2018  1.59 2.24
Martens 2020 0.24 1.79
Thibaut 2014 0.84 1.82
Thibaut 2017 2.25 2.18
Wu 2019 1.80 3.03
Zhang 2017 5.77 5.49
Zhang 2021 3.00 3.00

Total (95% CI)
Prediction interval

13
33
22
46
29
16

5
13
55

232

0.00 0.58
0.00 1.32
0.32 2.57
0.38 2.16
-1.22 0.96
-0.69 2.36
0.00 0.00
1.69 1.70
1.00 1.50

13
33
22
46
26
16

5
13
50

15.2%
14.9%
11.4%
14.1%
14.3%
10.7%

0.0%

5.5%
13.8%

224 100.0%

0.15 [-0.34; 0.64]
0.88[0.29; 1.47]
1.27 [-0.15; 2.69]
-0.14 [-0.95; 0.67]
2.06 [ 1.30; 2.82]
2.94[1.37; 4.51]
1.80
4.08[0.96; 7.20]
2.00[ 1.10; 2.90]

1.39 [ 0.34; 2.44]
[-1.55; 4.33]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 1.3328; Chi® = 40.81, df = 7 (P < 0.0001); 12 = 82.8%
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Prediction interval

[-2.61; 1.27]

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study Mean SD Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Marotta 2022 -1.31 3.57 9 -1.50 3.22 12.8%  0.05[-0.90; 1.01] —i—
Mohammadkhanbeigi 2022 -2.36 1.98 9 012 0.93 12.0% -1.56 [-2.62;-0.50) —8#—-
Oveisgharan 2019 -2.70 3.43 7 050 219 11.0% -1.01[-2.20; 0.17] ——
Pilloni 2020-1 -0.14 3.14 9 -0.61 3.44 12.8% 0.14 [-0.82; 1.09] —
Pilloni 2020-2 -14.53 37.49 9 0.43 52.00 12.1% -0.32[-1.36; 0.72] —
Rahimibarghani 2022 312 126 21 -1.41 1.09 14.7% -1.41[-2.12;-0.70]
Baroni 2022 0.03 1.13 8 -0.48 0.48 12.4% 0.56 [-0.45; 1.56] P
Nguemeni 2022 217 114 12 -054 042 12.3% -1.76 [-2.78; -0.75]
Total (95% Cl) 74 100.0% -0.67 [-1.41; 0.07] -

I

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.5699; Chi? = 22.74, df = 7 (P = 0.0019); I? = 69.2%
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
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