Figure 1. Forest plot of the difference in cervical range-of-motion between baseline and follow-up.[image: Macintosh HD:Users:nicholashui1:Desktop:ILP:CTDR biomechanics meta-analysis:Plots Difference baseline FU :Edited:Difference cervical ROM1.jpg]


Figure 2. Forest plot of the difference in C2/C7 Cobb angle between baseline and follow-up.[image: Macintosh HD:Users:nicholashui1:Desktop:ILP:CTDR biomechanics meta-analysis:Plots Difference baseline FU :Edited:Difference Cobb angle1.jpg]


Figure 3. Forest plot of the difference in functional spinal unit angle between baseline and follow-up.[image: Macintosh HD:Users:nicholashui1:Desktop:ILP:CTDR biomechanics meta-analysis:Plots Difference baseline FU :Edited:Difference FSU angle1.jpg]


Figure 4. Forest plot of the difference in functional spinal unit range-of-motion between baseline and follow-up.[image: Macintosh HD:Users:nicholashui1:Desktop:ILP:CTDR biomechanics meta-analysis:Plots Difference baseline FU :Edited:Difference FSU ROM1.jpg]
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Figure 5. Forest plot of the difference in range-of-motion of the inferior spinal segment between baseline and follow-up.[image: Macintosh HD:Users:nicholashui1:Desktop:ILP:CTDR biomechanics meta-analysis:Plots Difference baseline FU :Edited:Difference ROM lower1.jpg]


Figure 6. Forest plot of the difference in range-of-motion of the superior spinal segment between baseline and follow-up.[image: Macintosh HD:Users:nicholashui1:Desktop:ILP:CTDR biomechanics meta-analysis:Plots Difference baseline FU :Edited:Difference ROM upper1.png]
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