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Overall
Heterogeneity: τ2 = 833.01, I2 = 97.73%, H2 = 44.14
Test of θi = θj: Q(7) = 146.27, p = 0.00
Test of θ = 0: z = -1.88, p = 0.06

Study

24
46
25
20
13
20
20
22

N
Intervention

111.50
146.40
171.40
137.00
161.23
145.60
144.60
132.00

Mean

35.50
34.80
65.74
11.34
46.24
11.38
12.80

0.53

SD

21
46
24
20
13
20
20
22

N
Comparator

139.90
231.40
160.04
139.90
186.77
152.30
142.90
156.00

Mean

35.50
37.50
53.52

9.92
51.83

8.67
10.83
10.40

SD

-100 -50 0 50

Favors Urtica dioica     Favors comparator

with 95% CI
Mean Diff.

-28.40 [
-85.00 [
11.36 [
-2.90 [

-25.54 [
-6.70 [
1.70 [

-24.00 [

-20.21 [

-49.19,
-99.78,
-22.29,

-9.50,
-63.30,
-12.97,

-5.65,
-28.35,

-41.30,

-7.61]
-70.22]
45.01]

3.70]
12.22]
-0.43]
9.05]

-19.65]

0.87]

12.24
13.00
10.26
13.70

9.61
13.72
13.66
13.81

(%)
Weight

Random-effects REML model

Urtica dioica - FBG


