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Figure S1:

Extraction Non-extraction
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mandibular Angle: M3L - M2L  MD 95% CI Weight
Durgesh et al. (2016) 90 -426 3.1100 90 -2.98 1.7400 - -1.28 [-2.02;-0.54] 97.5%
Russell et al. (2012) 25 -1.96 16.2000 16 -0.09 9.9700 -1.87 [-9.88; 6.14] 0.8%
Russell et al. (2012) 25 -4.30 18.6300 16 -0.09 9.9700 -4.21 [-13.00; 4.58] 0.7%
Singh et al. (2020) 26 -6.33 11.7000 30 -4.80 15.6900 -1.53 [-8.72; 5.66] 1.0%
Random effects model 166 152 <o -1.31 [ -1.76; -0.85] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [ -2.49; -0.13]
Heterogeneity: /% = 0.0%, t* = 0, p = 0.9303 I T T !
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Extraction Non-extraction
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mandibular Angle: M3L-PP  MD 95% CI Weight
Al Kuwari et al. (2013) 20 -9.40 10.4460 20 -2.42 3.7060 — -6.98 [-11.83;-2.12] 19.0%
Jain and Valiathan (2009) 25 -7.25 59910 25 -1.50 4.8350 — -5.75 [-8.77;-2.73] 39.3%
Langer et al. (2023) 39 -16.80 12.6700 37 -9.70 11.0900 «—F—— -7.10 [-12.45; -1.75] 16.1%
Pefia-Reyes et al. (2024) 23 -3.53 9.2600 23 -2.75 11.2300 —%—— -0.78 [-6.73; 5.17] 13.4%
Pefia-Reyes et al. (2024) 24 -1.55 119600 23 -1.42 9.9800 —*—> -0.14 [-6.43; 6.15] 12.1%
Random effects model 131 128 = -4.85 [ -8.50; -1.21] 100.0%
Prediction interval — [ -9.29; -0.42]
Heterogeneity: 12 = 29.8%, % = 1.1644, p = 0.2232 I T ) !
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Extraction Non-extraction
Study Total Mean SD Total Mean SD Mandibular Angle: M3L-MP  MD 95% Cl Weight
Tarazona et al. (2010) 28 -12.08 18.1500 20 -8.89 12.2600 -3.19 [-11.80; 5.42] 46.0%
Tarazona et al. (2010) 30 -10.44 16.3400 20 -8.89 12.2600 ; -1.55 [-9.49; 6.39] 54.0%
Random effects model 58 40 O -2.30 [-12.69; 8.08] 100.0%
Prediction interval [-40.14; 35.53]

Heterogeneity: /° = 0.0%, ©* = 0, p = 0.7837 I | T !
-10 -5 0 5



Figure S2:
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Standardised treatment effect (z-score)
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Figure S3:

Study Total
Angle = M3L / PP

Al Kuwari et al. (2013) 20
Jain and Valiathan (2009) 25
Langer et al. (2023) 39
Pefia-Reyes et al. (2024) 23
Pefia-Reyes et al. (2024) 24
Random effects model 131

Extraction
Mean SD

-9.40 10.4460
-7.25 59910

-16.80 12.6700

-3.53 9.2600
-1.55 11.9600

Heterogeneity: /2 = 57.7%, t* = 0.0358, p = 0.0508

Angle = M3L / MP

Tarazona et al. (2010) 28
Tarazona et al. (2010) 30
Random effects model 58

-12.08 18.1500
-10.44 16.3400

Heterogeneity: 12 = 0%, t° = 0.0358, p = 0.8201

Angle = M3L/M2L

Durgesh et al. (2016) 90
Russell et al. (2012) 25
Russell et al. (2012) 25
Singh et al. (2020) 26
Random effects model 166

-4.26  3.1100
-1.96 16.2000
-4.30 18.6300
-6.33 11.7000

Heterogeneity: /1% = 0%, t* = 0.0358, p = 0.4897

Random effects model 355

Prediction interval

Heterogeneity: /% = 29.5%, 1 = 0.0250, p = 0.1652
Residual heterogeneity: /% = 32.9%, 1? = 0.0358, p = 0.1548
Test for subgroup differences: lg =4.52,df =2 (p =0.1044)

Total

20
25
37
23
23
128

20
20

20
16
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30
152

320

Non-extraction

Mean

-2.42
-1.50
-9.70
-2.75
-1.42

-8.89
-8.89

-2.98
-0.09
-0.09
-4.80

SD

3.7060
4.8350
11.0900
11.2300
9.9800

12.2600
12.2600

1.7400
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15.6900
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-0.87
-1.04
-0.59
-0.07
-0.01
-0.51

-0.20
-0.10
-0.15

-0.51
-0.13
-0.26
-0.11
-0.31

-0.37

95% CI Weight
[-152;-022] 6.6%
[-1.63;-0.45] 7.7%
[1.05;-0.13] 11.2%
[-0.65; 0.50] 8.0%
[-0.58; 0.56] 8.1%
[-1.06; 0.05] 41.7%
[-0.77; 0.38] 8.1%
[-0.67; 0.46] 8.3%
[0.74; 0.45] 16.3%
[-0.80;-0.21] 18.7%
[-0.76; 0.50]  7.0%
[-0.89; 0.37] 7.0%
[-0.63; 0.42] 9.3%
[-0.63; 0.02] 42.0%
[-0.59; -0.15] 100.0%

[-0.78; 0.04]



