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Abstract

The objective of this review was to critically and systematically appraise the available evidence regarding the
effectiveness of high-energy laser therapy (HELT) with flapless corticotomy in accelerating orthodontic
tooth movement and the associated untoward effects.

We searched eight databases electronically in August 2021: PubMed®, Medline®, Google Scholar, Cochrane
Library, Scopus®, Web of Science™, Trip, and PQDT OPEN from ProQuest. Another search was done in the
reference lists of the included studies. Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) were included in which patients
had received fixed orthodontic treatment combined with HELT-assisted corticotomy in comparison with
traditional orthodontic treatment. Cochrane’s risk of bias (RoB2) tool was used to assess the risk of bias.

Five RCTs and one CCT were included in this review (155 patients). The HELT-based corticotomy around the
upper canines led to a greater canine retraction at the first and second months (P < 0.001). In the third
month, no statistically significant differences were noticed. In one RCT focusing on incisor intrusion, the
irradiated upper incisors showed a greater intrusion speed than that of the control group (4.587 mm in 59
days vs. 3.78 mm in 95.8 days, respectively). No significant side effects associated with the application of
HELT were reported. According to the GRADE (Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development,
and Evaluations) approach, the quality of evidence supporting these findings was low to moderate.

Although the acceleration of tooth movement appeared to be significant at least in the first two months,
there was low to moderate evidence concerning the efficacy of HELT-based flapless corticotomy in the
acceleration of orthodontic tooth movement. There is a need for more well-conducted high-quality RCTs.

Categories: Dentistry, Oral Medicine

Keywords: complications, treatment time, acceleration of tooth movement, upper incisors intrusion, canines
retraction, laser-based flapless corticotomy, er: yag laser, high-energy laser therapy, lasers, accelerated tooth
movement

Introduction And Background

Traditional orthodontic treatment for moderate to severe malocclusions usually takes several years when
fixed appliances are used [1], and this can reduce patient compliance and cause multiple side effects [2]. A
lot of subjects, particularly adults, refuse orthodontic treatment since it takes extended treatment time,
especially if fixed appliances are used, which may have a negative impact on their daily life [3]. Thus,
accelerating orthodontic treatment is a primary concern for both patients and clinicians.

In an attempt to accelerate orthodontic tooth movement, several approaches have been studied, including
surgical approaches, such as corticotomy [4], distraction osteogenesis [5], and corticision and piezocision [6],
and non-surgical approaches such as low-intensity laser irradiation, resonance vibration, pulsed
electromagnetic fields, electrical currents, and biological approaches [7].

Dental lasers are generally divided into high-energy laser and low-level laser devices [8]. High-energy laser
treatment (HELT) has a power output greater than 500 mW and can be used for cutting soft and hard tissues.
Its energy ranges from hundreds to thousands of watts per square centimeter [8] such as neodymium-doped
yttrium aluminum garnet (Nd: YAG) laser, argon laser, carbon dioxide (CO2) laser, erbium-doped yttrium
aluminum garnet (Er: YAG) lasers, and the erbium-chromium yttrium scandium gallium garnet (Er, Cr:
YSGQG) lasers. High-energy laser therapy (HELT) is widely used in dentistry; it is used in caries removal,
bacterial reduction during endodontic therapy, treatment of dentinal hypersensitivity, periodontal therapy,
gingivectomy, and bone and soft tissue ablation [9]. In orthodontics, HELT has been shown to be effective in
preventing enamel demineralization [10], preparation of surfaces for bracket bonding [11], debonding of
ceramic brackets [12], and accelerating tooth movements [153].
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Recently, HELT has been suggested to be used in performing alveolar corticotomy to induce the so-called
‘regional acceleration phenomenon' (RAP) [13-14]. Erbium lasers can be used to perform flapless
corticotomy due to their ability to ablate soft and hard tissues with minimal damage [15]. Therefore, they
offer an alternative drilling modality to piezocision and conventional bur to drill holes, cut bone with
minimal thermal damage, and have precise control of bone-cutting [16]. This causes transient
demineralization and increases the activity of cells that accelerate tooth movement [17]. Therefore, it is
considered one of the minimally invasive surgical methods of acceleration [13], whereas the low-level laser
therapy (LLLT), which is considered one of the physical methods of acceleration, has been shown to affect
bone remodeling by stimulating osteoclast, osteoblast, and fibroblast propagation, thereby accelerating
orthodontic tooth movement [18].

Despite the importance of high-energy laser therapy and its widespread use in medical centers and teaching
hospitals, few clinical trials have evaluated its efficacy as an adjunctive procedure for conducting
corticotomies for accelerating tooth movement [13]. There are more than 10 systematic reviews and
traditional reviews about the effectiveness of the LLLT in accelerating tooth movement [19-20], whereas,
surprisingly, there is no single systematic review evaluating the effectiveness of high-energy laser therapy
with flapless corticotomy in accelerating orthodontic tooth movement. Thus, the purpose of this systematic
review was to critically and systematically appraise the existing evidence concerning the effectiveness of
high-energy laser therapy in accelerating orthodontic tooth movement and the associated untoward effects
with this procedure.

Review
Materials and methods

A scoping PubMed search was performed to confirm the existence of similar systematic reviews and to
investigate potentially relevant papers prior to writing the final systematic review protocol. No systematic
review was found in the literature evaluating the effectiveness of high-energy laser therapy with flapless
corticotomy in accelerating orthodontic tooth movement.

Eligibility Criteria

Exclusion and inclusion criteria were established according to the PICOS (Participants, Interventions,
Comparisons, Outcomes, and Study design) framework:

Study design: Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) of any design: parallel-group design, split-mouth design,
or compound design (two or more parallel-group designs with a split-mouth design in each group) and non-
randomized controlled trials (CCTs) were included, without time-of-publication or language restrictions.

Participants: Healthy patients of all ages and malocclusions, both males and females, of all ethnic groups
who received orthodontic treatment using a fixed orthodontic appliance were included.

Type of interventions: All types of treatment using fixed orthodontic appliances (with or without extraction)
assisted by HELT-based corticotomies for accelerating orthodontic tooth movement were included.

Comparisons: Patients receiving traditional orthodontic treatment (without additional procedure to
accelerate tooth movement) using fixed orthodontic appliances (with or without extraction).

Outcomes: The primary outcome was the rate of orthodontic tooth movement (RTM) or any measure
indicating the effectiveness of high-energy lasers in accelerating teeth movements (i.e. treatment time,
retraction time, the net of tooth movement, etc.). The secondary outcomes were patient-reported outcomes
(pain, discomfort, alteration in mastication, other experiences, and satisfaction), loss of anchorage, and
unwanted tooth movements. In addition, the other secondary outcomes were gingival and periodontal
problems (gingival recession, loss of attachment, depth of probing, bone resorption), iatrogenic harm to
teeth (vitality loss, root resorption), or stability of treatment in the long term.

Search Strategy

The following databases were electronically searched in August 2021: PubMed®, Medline®, Google Scholar,
Cochrane Library databases, Scopus®, Web of Science™, Trip, and PQDT OPEN (to identify dissertations
and theses).

The following terms and their derivatives were used: (Orthodontic) AND (Acceleration) AND (high-energy
laser). Table I shows the details of the electronic search strategy. Another search in the reference lists of the
included studies was done for any possible related paper that may have not been discovered by the electronic
search.
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Database

CENTRAL
(The
Cochrane
Library)

PubMed

Google
Scholar

Scopus

Web of
Science

PQDT
OPEN

Trip

Search Strategy

#1 orthodontic* OR "Tooth movement" OR "orthodontic tooth movement" OR "Tooth displacement " OR "orthodontic Treatment" OR
"orthodontic Therapy" #2 accelerat* OR rapid* OR short* OR speed* OR fast OR velocity OR duration OR rate OR time OR "regional
accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP. #3 laser OR high intensity laser therapy OR HELT OR hard laser OR high-energy laser OR Erbium
lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR CO2 laser OR Nd:YAG laser. #4 laser-assisted corticotomy OR lasersicion OR laser-
assisted” OR laser induced* OR laser decortication. #5 #3 OR #4 #6 #1 AND #2 AND #5

#1 orthodontic* OR "Tooth movement" OR "orthodontic tooth movement" OR "Tooth displacement " OR "orthodontic Treatment" OR
"orthodontic Therapy" #2 accelerat* OR rapid* OR short* OR speed* OR fast OR velocity OR duration OR rate OR time OR "regional
accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP. #3 laser OR high intensity laser therapy OR HELT OR hard laser OR high-energy laser OR Erbium
lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR CO2 laser OR Nd:YAG laser. #4 laser-assisted corticotomy OR lasersicion OR laser-
assisted” OR laser induced* OR laser decortication. #5 #3 OR #4 #6 #1 AND #2 AND #5

#1(orthodontic OR "Tooth movement") AND (accelerate OR acceleration OR accelerating OR duration OR rate) AND (laser OR high
intensity laser therapy OR HELT OR hard laser OR high-energy laser OR Erbium lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR
CO2 laser OR Nd:YAG laser) #2 (orthodontic OR "Tooth movement") AND (accelerate OR acceleration OR accelerating OR duration OR
rate) AND (laser-assisted corticotomy OR lasersicion OR laser-assisted* OR laser induced* OR laser decortication)

#1TITLE-ABS-KEY (orthodontic* OR "Tooth movement" OR "orthodontic tooth movement” OR "Tooth displacement “OR "orthodontic
Treatment” OR "orthodontic Therapy"). #2 TITLE-ABS-KEY (accelerat* OR rapid* OR short* OR speed* OR fast OR velocity OR duration
OR rate OR time OR "regional accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP) #3TITLE-ABS-KEY (laser OR high intensity laser therapy OR HELT
OR hard laser OR high-energy laser OR Erbium lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR CO2 laser OR Nd:YAG laser). #4
TITLE-ABS-KEY (laser-assisted corticotomy OR lasersicion OR laser-assisted* OR laser induced* OR laser decortication). #5 #3 OR #4
#6 #1 AND #2 AND #5

#1TS= (orthodontic OR "Tooth movement" OR "orthodontic tooth movement” OR "Tooth displacement “OR "orthodontic Treatment" OR
"orthodontic Therapy"). #2TS= (accelerat* OR rapid* OR short* OR speed* OR fast OR velocity OR duration OR rate OR time OR
"regional accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP). #3TS= (laser OR high intensity laser therapy OR HELT OR hard laser OR high-energy
laser OR Erbium lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR CO2 laser OR Nd:YAG laser). #4 TS= (laser-assisted corticotomy
OR lasersicion OR laser-assisted* OR laser induced* OR laser decortication). #5 #3 OR #4 #6 #1 AND #2 AND #6

#1(orthodontic OR "Tooth movement") AND (accelerate OR acceleration OR accelerating OR accelerated OR rapid OR speed OR fast
OR quick OR velocity OR duration OR rate OR time OR "regional accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP) AND (laser OR high-intensity laser
therapy OR HELT OR hard laser OR high-energy OR laser OR Erbium lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR CO2 laser OR
Nd:YAG laser) #2 (orthodontic OR "Tooth movement") AND (accelerate OR acceleration OR accelerating OR accelerated OR rapid OR
speed OR fast OR quick OR velocity OR duration OR rate OR time OR "regional accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP) AND (laser-
assisted corticotomy OR lasersicion OR laser-assisted* OR laser induced* OR laser decortication)

(orthodontic OR "Tooth movement") AND (accelerate OR acceleration OR accelerating OR accelerated OR rapid OR speed OR fast OR
quick OR velocity OR duration OR rate OR time OR "regional accelerated phenomenon" OR RAP) AND (laser OR high-intensity laser
therapy OR HELT OR hard laser OR high-energy OR laser OR Erbium lasers OR Er: YAG laser OR Er,Cr:YSGG laser OR CO2 laser OR
Nd:YAG laser OR laser-assisted corticotomy OR lasersicion OR laser-assisted* OR laser induced* OR laser decortication)

TABLE 1: Electronic search strategy

Study Selection and Data Extraction

Two reviewers (RIS and MYH) independently assessed the articles for suitability according to the selection
criteria; a third reviewer (GM) was asked to decide in case of disagreement. Initially, the titles and abstracts
of articles were checked by the two reviewers during the search by using the eligibility criteria. Then, the
same two reviewers evaluated the full text of all articles that might be included in the review or if the title or
summary was ambiguous to reach a clear judgment. If any article did not fulfill one or more of the eligibility
criteria, it was discarded from the review. Finally, the same two authors (RIS and MYH) conducted data
extraction in the piloted and predefined data extraction tables. The data extraction sheet contained the
following elements: general information (author's name, publication year, and place of study); method
(study design, comparison group); participants (sample size (Male/Female), mean age, malocclusion);
interventions (type of laser, type, and site of intervention); outcomes (primary and secondary outcomes);
and results (the main finding). Other information about orthodontic aspects (appliance characteristics and
biomechanics, anchorage tools, frequency of orthodontic adjustments, follow-up time, methods of outcome
measurements) was also included.

Assessing the Risk of Bias of the Included Studies

The two reviewers (RIS and MYH) independently assessed the risk of bias of all included studies using
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Cochrane’s risk of bias tool for randomized trials (RoB2) and the risk of bias in non-randomized studies of
interventions (ROBINS-I) tool for non-randomized controlled trials [21-22]. Then, the judgments of both
reviewers were compared, a third reviewer (GM) was asked to decide in case of disagreement and could not
reach a consensus by discussing. For randomized trials, the following fields were judged as having a high,
low, or unclear risk of bias: Randomization process, Deviations from intended interventions, missing
outcome data, Measurement of the outcome, Selection of the reported result. Then, the overall risk of bias
for each trial was reported according to the following criteria: low risk of bias was reported if all fields were
assessed as having a low risk of bias; moderate risk of bias was reported if one or more fields were assessed as
having an unclear risk of bias; high risk of bias was reported if one or more fields were assessed as being at
high risk of bias.

Results

Literature Search Flow and the Retrieved Studies

A total of 2780 references were found in the electronic search. Five hundred ninety-seven citations were
carefully checked after duplicate references were removed. The titles and abstracts were checked for
eligibility and all papers that did not meet the selection criteria were discarded. As a result, six studies were
left for full-text assessment. No studies were excluded. Finally, six studies were included in the systematic
review [13,16,18,23-25]. Figure I shows the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews (PRISMA) flow
diagram.

Records identified through database
searching (n = 2780)
s CENTRAL (Cochrane Library): n = 232
= PubMed: n =614
= Scopus: n = 213
% Web of science: n = 324
k=3 Trip: n =250 Additional records identified
Google scholar: n = 1032 through other sources
PQDTOPEN: n =115 (n=0)
) v ¥
Records after duplicates removed
o (n =597)
£
c
)
g
3 ¥
Records screened R Records excluded
(n=597) 4 (n=591)
—
—_—
Y
> Full-text articles assessed Full-text articles excluded,
5 > .
i—g for eligibility g with reasons
) (n=6) (n=0)
w
— l
)
Studies included in
qualitative
synthesis (n = 6)
-]
[T}
-
=
=
£ Studies included in
quantitative synthesis
(meta-analysis)
(n=0)
-~ J

FIGURE 1: PRISMA 2009 flow diagram of the included studies

PRISMA: Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
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Study/ setting

Study

Jaber et al.
2021 [24]

Mahmoudzadeh
et al. 2020 [25]

Alfawal et al.
2020 (23]

Country

Syria

Characteristics of the Included Studies

An overview of the characteristics of the six included studies is given in Table 2. Out of the six included
trials, five were RCTs. However, the designs of these studies were not similar. One RCT was a parallel-group
design with a control group of non-accelerated tooth movement [18], two RCTs were compound trials (two-
arm parallel-group design with a split-mouth design for each arm [13,23], and the last two RCTs had a split-
mouth design [24-25]. In addition, the only CCT in this systematic review also had a split-mouth design [16].

All of these studies were written in English. All of the studies included males and females without any

gender preference. Patient ages ranged between 16.9%2.5 and 21.7 years, noting that the study of Al-Jundi et
al. did not mention the mean age of its patients [18].

Methods

Study
design

RCT split-

mouth

RCT split-
mouth

Compound
study

Treatment
comparison

Er: YAG
laser + OT
vs. OT

Er: YAG
laser + OT
vs. OT

Piezocision
+ OT vs.
laser-
assisted
flapless
corticotomy
+OT vs.

Participants

Patients
(M/F) Mean
age (years)
Malocclusion

Patients
(M/F): 18
(7/11)
Control: 18,
Exp: 18
Mean age:
16.9+25
Malocclusion:
class Il
division 1

Patients
(M/F): 12(3/9)
Control: 12,
Exp: 12
Mean age:
18.91+3.87
Malocclusion:
Patients
scheduled for
bilateral
extraction of
premolars
followed by
canine
retraction

Patients
(M/F): 32
(13/19)
Piezocision:
16, LAFC: 16
Mean age:
18.25+ 3.5
Malocclusion:

Interventions

Type of
laser

Er: YAG
(2.94 pm)
with two
hand-
pieces
(2060): 200
mJ, 12 Hz
(2062): 100
mJ, 10 Hz

Er, Cr:
YSGG
laser 2780
nm 3.5 W,
30 Hz,
40% air,
80% water
using the
MZ5 tip
with 500 p
diameter.

Er: YAG
laser with
R14C
handpiece
two
parameters
were used:
100 mJ, 10
Hz, 2 W,

Type and site
of

intervention

8 small
perforations
(3-mm depth)
in the buccal
gingiva, 4 at
the first
premolar
extractions
sites and the
other four
were around
the canine.

A vertical
incision (2 to
3 mm depth)
in the buccal
gingiva
parallel to the
mesial and
distal
surfaces of
canine root 1
mm below
the alveolar
crest to the
mucogingival
junction.

Piezocision
(upper
canines); 2
corticotomies
(3-mm depth
and 10-mm
length) in the
buccal at
equal
distance
from the
upper canine
and second
premolar. -
LAFC (upper
canines); 5

small

Appliance
characteristics

- 0.022-inch
slot MBT
brackets -
Elastic chains
from canine
brackets to
first molars
bands, with
150-g force
for retraction.

-0.022-inch
slot MBT
brackets
0.016 x 0.022
S.S wire
inserted After
the leveling
and
alignment, a
nickel-titanium
closed-coil
spring (150 g
force to each
side) was
used for
canine
retraction.

-0.022-inch
slot MBT
brackets - a
nickel-titanium
closed-coil
spring (150 g
force to each
side) was

Anchorage

Self-drilling
miniscrew
(13*8
mm)
between
the
maxillary
2nd
premolar
and the first

molar.

NR

Soldered
transpalatal
arches

Orthodontic
adjustments

every 2
weeks

After one
month only

every 2
eeks

Follow-up

Till the
completion
of space
closure

One
month

Till the
completion
of space
closure
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Al-Jundi et al.
2018 (18]

Alfawal et al.
2018 [13]
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Syria

RCT

Compound
study

oT

Er: YAG
laser + OT
vs. OT

Piezocision
+ OT vs.
laser-
assisted
flapless
corticotomy

class Il
division 1

Patients
(M/F): 30
Control: 15,
Exp: 15
Mean age:
NR
Malocclusion:
Deep bite

Patients
(M/F): 36
(24/12)
Piezocision:
18, LAFC: 18
Mean age:
18.08 £ 3.5

then 200
mJ, 12 Hz,
3W

ErYAG
(2.94 ym)
with two
hand-
pieces
(2060)
(2062)
(2062): 400
mJ, 10 Hz
in a pulsed
mode, 5
seconds,
4W, pulse
duration:
300 ps,
Power
density:
100
W/cm? and
fluence: 10

Jicm?
(2060): 400
mJ, 15 Hz,
5 seconds,
average
power 6W,
pulse
duration:
300 ps,
Power
density:
150
W/cm? and
fluence: 10

Jicm?

Er: YAG
laser with
R14C
handpiece,
two
parameters
were used:
100 mJ, 10

perforations
(3-mm depth;
1.3-mm Wide
and away
from others
1.5-2 mm) at
equal
distance
from the
upper canine
and second
premolar.

Perforations
in the cortical
bone using a
2060
handpiece
on the buccal
side
according to
the vertical
imaginary
guiding lines,
which were
parallel to the
long axis of
the upper
incisors'
roots and by
the
horizontal
parallel lines,
which formed
multiple 3 x 4
mm
rectangles.

Piezocision
(upper
canines); 2
corticotomies
(3-mm depth
and 10-mm
length) in the
buccal at
equal
distance
from the
upper canine
and second
premolar. -
LAFC (upper
canines); 5

small

used for
canine

retraction

0.022-inch
slot MBT
brackets -
After the
leveling and
alignment, the
upper incisors
intrusion
commenced
using an
intrusion
0.016 0.022
S.S wire with
T loops and a
constant force
of 50 g

-0.022-inch
slot MBT
brackets - a
nickel-titanium
closed-coil
spring (150 g
force to each
side) was

self-drilling
mini-
implants
between every 3
the upper weeks
central and

lateral

incisors

Soldered

every 2
transpalatal v

eeks
arches

Till the
completion
of
intrusion
of the
upper
incisors

Till the
completion
of space
closure

60f 18



Cureus

Salman and Ali

Ira
2014 [16] .

+ OT vs. Malocclusion:  Hz, 2 W, perforations  used for
oT class Il then 200 (3-mm depth; canine
division 1 mJ, 12 Hz,  1.3-mm Wide retraction
3w and away
from others
1.5-2 mm) at
equal
distance
from the
upper canine
and second
premolar.
-Soft tissue
incision by A
KAVO .
perforations
i laser
Patients K (3-mm depth;
device .
(M/F): 15 . 1.5-mm in
using a .
(5/10) Mean - diameter and
special
age: 21.7 X away from
. handpiece
Malocclusion: . others 2-3
Laser- with a
i Class | or . mm) .
. assisted fiber-optic Six weeks
CCT, split- . Class Il k between
corticotomy i delivery . NR NR NR after
mouth malocclusion maxillary
+ OT vs. system. - . surgery
cases that lateral incisor
oT i Er: YAG .
require . and canine
. laser using
bilateral and the other
. parameters
extraction of was between
i for bone .
maxillary i maxillary
ablation .
premolar canine and
and
the 2nd
another
premolar.
type of
handpiece

TABLE 2: Characteristics of included studies in the systematic review

RCT: randomized controlled trial, CCT: clinical controlled trial, OT: orthodontic treatment, (M/F): male/female, Exp: experimental group, S.S: stainless

steel, NR: not reported

Extraction treatment (maxillary first-premolar extraction followed by a canine retraction) was performed in
five studies [13,16,23-25], and only one study evaluated the effect of HELT-based flapless corticotomy on
upper incisors' intrusion; it was a non-extraction-based study [18].

A pre-adjusted orthodontic appliance (MBT 0.022 x 0.028-inch slots) was used in the five trials to investigate
the effects of HELT on tooth movement [13,18,23-25]. The sixth study by Salman and Ali did not report any
information about the type and prescription of brackets [16]. The canine retraction was done using a nickel-
titanium closed-coil spring, which applied 150 g force, in three studies [13,23,25]. Jaber et al. used elastic
chains that extended from canine brackets to the first molars bands, with 150 g force to retract canines [24].
The upper incisors intrusion was commenced using 0.016 x 0.022-inch stainless steel archwire with T-loops,
which applied a constant force of 50 grams on each side in the Al-Jundi et al. trial [18]. Of note, the study by
Salman and Ali was lacking this information [16].

Two types of erbium laser were evaluated (erbium-doped yttrium aluminum garnet (Er: YAG) [13,16,18,23-
24] and erbium, chromium-doped yttrium scandium gallium garnet (Er, Cr: YSGG) [25]. The Er: YAG laser
(2.94 ym) was used in five studies. The KAVO laser device (Biberach an der Riss, Germany) with two hand-
pieces (2062 and 2060) was used in three studies [16,18,24], whereas the LightWalker®ST-E Fotona device
(Dallas, Texas) with an R14C hand-piece was used by Alfawal et al. [13,23].

Different laser parameters were also used by researchers; Al-Jundi et al. used 400 mJ/10 Hz/4W for gingival
perforations, then 400 m]/15 Hz/6W for alveolar bone perforations [18]. However, Alfawal et al. used these
parameters: 100 mJ/10 Hz/2 W, then 200 mJ/12 Hz/3 W for gingival and alveolar bone penetration,
respectively [13,23]. The parameter 200 mJ/10 Hz, followed by the parameter 100 mJ/12 Hz were used by
Jaber et al. depending on the handpiece used [24].
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On the other hand, Mahmoudzadeh et al. used Er, Cr: YSGG laser to accelerate canine retraction movement.
In this study, the Waterlase iPlus Biolase device (Foothill Ranch, California) was used with the following
parameters: 3.5 W, 30 Hz, H mode 40% air and 80% water, using the MZ5 tip (500 p diameter) [25].

The primary outcome was the rate of canine movement in three studies [13,24-25], the net canine movement
in one study [16], and the time of teeth movement in one study [18]. However, the primary outcome in the
sixth study of Alfawal et al. [23] was a secondary outcome in the current review (i.e., patient-centered
outcomes associated with upper canine retraction). The secondary outcome, such as pain, was evaluated in
four studies [18,23-25]. Anchorage loss and undesirable tooth movements were evaluated in two studies
[13,25], and periodontal problems were evaluated in two studies [16,25].

The follow-up lasted until the completion of the intended tooth movement in four studies and ranged from
two to four months [13,18,23-24], whereas Mohmoudzadeh M et al. followed up the patients for one month
only [25]. Finally, the trial of Salman and Ali followed the recruited patients for only six weeks [16]. The
included studies were published from 2014 to 2021.

Risk of Bias in the Included Studies

The summary of the overall risk of bias of the included RCTs is shown in Figures 2-3. The five RCTs were at
unclear risk of bias, whereas the only CCT was also at moderate risk of bias. The five included RCTs
adequately addressed sequence generation (randomization). For blinding, only the outcome assessor's
blinding was possible in these studies because the included patients and the investigators could not be
blinded regarding the surgical intervention performed. For missing data and selective reporting bias, all
studies were at low risk of bias. More information about the risk of bias assessment, along with the reasons
supporting each assessment can be found in Appendices 1 and 2.

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 overall

Jaber et al.
2021 [24]

Mahmoudzadeh et al.
2020 [25]

Alfawal et al.
2020 [23]

Al-Jundi et al.
2018 [18]

Alfawal et al.
2018 [13]

00 oo
00006
00 0o
00006
@0|0|0|@

D1: Randomization process . low risk

D2: Deviations from intended interventions ? some concern
D3: Missing outcome data @ unclear risk
D4: Measurement of the outcome

D5: Selection of the reported result

FIGURE 2: Risk of bias summary: the review authors’ judgments about
each item of the risk of bias for the included studies
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FIGURE 3: Risk of bias graph: the review authors’ judgments about
each item of the risk of bias, presented as percentages across all the
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Effects of Interventions

Primary outcome: Rate of tooth movement. Out of the six included trials, four trials assessed the effect of
erbium lasers on canine retraction speed after premolar extraction [13,16,24-25], the fifth trial evaluated the

effect of Er: YAG laser on the incisors intrusion rate in a non-extraction treatment [18]; Table 5 and

Appendix 3.
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TABLE 3: Results of the included studies in this systematic review

CRR: canine retraction rate, CMR: canine movement rate, TTM: time of teeth movements, NCM: net canine movement, MAL: molar anchorage loss, CR:
canine rotation

The effect of erbium lasers in accelerating upper canine retraction: three split-mouth trials [16,24-25] and
one compound trial [13] assessed the efficacy of erbium lasers in accelerating upper canine retraction.
Noteworthy, the results could not pool in a meta-analysis because of the differences in the way of
orthodontic force delivery, types and parameters of lasers, and laser application protocol.

The amount of maxillary canine retraction at the first month was assessed by 3 trials [13,24-25], comprising
94 left and right canines. There was a greater canine retraction (1.57+0.36, 1.21+0.35, 1.95+0.22 mm,
respectively) in the laser-assisted flapless corticotomy group (p<0.001) compared to the control group.
According to the GRADE (Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development, and Evaluations)
approach, the quality of evidence supporting this outcome was moderate (Table 4).

Weighted Quality
No.of No. of mean of the
Comments
studies patients difference evidence

(95% Cl)  (GRADE)

Upper canine retraction facilitated by Er: YAG laser (month 1)

Relative
37 effect ®doo
3RCT patients (95% Cl):  Moderate There was a significant difference between the conventional and experimental groups.
SMD not a
estimable

upper canine retraction facilitated by Er: YAG laser (month 2)

Relative
% effect (95 ©©00  Also, this outcome was assessed at 3 months in 2 studies (35 patients). the difference was not
2RCT  patients
SMD % Cl):not  LowP significant between both groups (=0.11 lower to 0.12 higher) with a quality of evidence low ®@@eP.
estimable

Upper incisors intrusion facilitated by Er: YAG laser

Relative
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30 effect (95 ©0©00 There was a significant difference in the treatment time between the conventional and experimental
1RCT patients % Cl):not  Jow © groups (95.8 vs. 59 days, respectively, the time for the treatment in the experimental group was 38.4%
PGD estimable less compared with the control group).

Pain and discomfort:

76

patients (3 Relative The levels of experienced pain and discomfort were significantly greater at the experimental sides as
ARCT RCTs effect (95 ©©O©O  compared to the control sides on the first day only (p = 0.005 and p < 0.001, respectively). We could

SMD, and % Cl):not |ow d not pool the results of the previous 4 trials which evaluated this outcome to quantitative synthesis due

1RCT estimable to differences in specific treatments (non-extraction vs. extraction) and evaluation tools.

PGD)

Anchorage loss

Relative
29
2RCT tient effect (95 dooe There were no significant differences between the experimental and control sides during the four
atients
ZMD % Cl):not  |ow © evaluation times (p > 0.05).
estimable

undesirable tooth movements (canines’ rotation)

Relative
29
2 RCT ent effect (95 ©©OO  The differences between the experimental and control sides were negligible and insignificant (p >
patients .
% CI): not e 0.05).
SMD o ) low )
estimable
Periodontal problems
1RCT 27 Relative
a1 tent effect (95 ©©O0O© There is no significant change in the gingival sulcus depth, width of attached gingiva, and gingival
an patients . :
% CI): not f index pre and post-surgery.
cetT SMD o Cl) very low p p gery.

estimable

TABLE 4: Summary of findings according to GRADE guidelines

C: confidence interval; PGD: parallel-group design; SMD: split-mouth design
a Decline one level for risk of bias (unclear risk of bias of deviations from intended intervention in [13,24-25]) and one level for indirectness*

b Decline one level for risk of bias (unclear risk of bias of deviations from intended intervention in [13,24]), one level for indirectness*, and one level for
imprecision**

¢ Decline one level for risk of bias (unclear risk of bias of deviations from intended intervention in [18]), one level for indirectness*, and one level for
imprecision**.

d Decline one level for risk of bias (unclear risk of bias of deviations from intended intervention in [18,23-25]), one level for indirectness*, and one level for
imprecision**.

e Decline one level for risk of bias (unclear risk of bias of deviations from intended intervention in [13,25]), one level for indirectness*, and one level for
imprecision**.

f Decline two levels for risk of bias (moderate risk of bias in classification of interventions[16], unclear risk of bias of deviations from intended intervention
[25]), one level for imprecision**, and one level for indirectness*.

*Outcome is not directly related; the included trials involved only adult patients, so the efficacy of Er: YAG radiation could not be confirmed on adolescent
patients. Also, patient-centered outcomes were very limited.

**Limited number of trials, of limited sample size

GRADE: Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development, and Evaluations

The study by Salman and Ali also found that the canine in the laser side moved twice the amount of that in
the control side after six weeks of observation [16]. Two trials assessed the cumulative maxillary canine
movement following the first-premolar extraction with two months observation period [13,24], comprising
70 left and right canines. There was a greater canine retraction (1.25+0.30, 0.40+0.18 mm, respectively) in
the laser-assisted flapless corticotomy group (p< 0.001). According to GRADE, the quality of evidence
supporting this outcome was low (Table 4).

2022 Shaadouh et al. Cureus 14(2): €22337. DOI 10.7759/cureus.22337 11 0f 18



Cureus

The degree of retraction at the third month was assessed by two trials [13,24], comprising 70 canines. The
retraction rate on the experimental side was almost equal to its rate on the control side (p=0.220, p=0.427,
respectively). According to GRADE recommendations, the strength of evidence supporting this outcome was
low (Table 4).

Effect of Er: YAG laser in accelerating upper incisors intrusion. One trial conducted by Al-Jundi et al.
evaluated the acceleratory effect of using the Er: YAG laser in flapless corticotomy at the anterior regions of
the maxilla for incisor intrusion [18]. This study was performed on 30 adult patients with a deep overbite. An
intrusion arch with T loops of 0.016*0.022 stainless steel wire and attached to mini-implants of self-drilling
type inserted between the upper central and lateral incisors by an elastic chain was used to accomplish
incisor intrusion in patients. The Er: YAG laser was started on the same day as the placement of the intrusion
arch. This study reported a significant difference in treatment time between the conventional and
experimental groups (3.78 mm in 95.8 days vs. 4.587 mm in 59 days, respectively). The time for the
treatment in the experimental group was 38.4% less compared with the control group.

Secondary Outcomes

Pain and discomfort: Four trials evaluated the levels of pain and discomfort associated with erbium
laser radiation [18,23-25]. However, the results could not be pooled to quantitative synthesis due to the use
of different scales for pain assessment.

Alfawal et al. [23] evaluated pain and discomfort levels associated with laser-assisted flapless corticotomy
during canine retraction using self-reported questionnaires. The levels of pain and discomfort were
significantly higher in the experimental group on the first day compared to the control group (mean NRS
difference was 4 and 5.5 with P-values of 0.005 and <0.001 for pain and discomfort, respectively). Then, the
levels of experienced pain and discomfort dramatically decreased in the experimental group at three days
(T2); seven days (T3); and 14 days (T4), and insignificant differences were reported between the two sides.

A five-item questionnaire was used by Jaber et al. [24] to assess the levels of pain and discomfort during
canine retraction. They found that 11.1% and 44% of the patients experienced severe and mild pain during
the first day, respectively. On the third day, 72.2% of the patients were free of pain, and this percentage rose
to 83.3% on the seventh day. Of the 12 patients examined by Mahmoudzadeh et al. [25], only one patient
reported mild pain in the laser side after the wire insertion (visual analog score (VAS) score: 2), and it lasted
for less than one day. Al-Jundi et al. assessed pain during acceleration of tooth intrusion [18]. There was no
significant increase in pain scores. On Day 3 as on Day 7, the pain score in the experimental group was
significantly lower as compared with the control group. According to GRADE recommendations, the strength
of the evidence supporting this outcome was low (Table 4).

Anchorage loss and undesirable tooth movements: Only two trials evaluated these variables [13,25]. Alfawal
et al. and Mahmoudzadeh et al. investigated molar anchorage loss and upper canines' rotation during their
retraction (Table 5).

For molar anchorage loss, the differences between the experimental and control sides were not significant
during the observation time (p>0.05 and p= 0.680, respectively). The observation time in the study of
Mahmoudzadeh et al. [25] was only one month. According to GRADE, the evidence supporting this outcome
is very low (Table 4).

The rates of canines’ rotation were greater in the experimental sides compared to the control sides in both
trials. However, these differences were insignificant (p>0.05) after four months of observation in the Alfawal
et al. trial [13]. There was very low evidence supporting this outcome according to GRADE (Table 4).

Periodontal problems: These problems were evaluated in two studies [16,25]. Salman and Ali compared
mean gingival sulcus depth values of retracted canines pre and post-surgery and found clinically
insignificant differences (i.e. less than 4 mm) [16]. The width of the attached gingiva and gingival index were
evaluated by Mahmoudzadeh et al. who did not find any significant difference between the laser and control
sides in these measures [25].

Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first systematic review in the literature evaluating the effectiveness of high-
energy lasers therapy (HELT) with flapless corticotomy in accelerating orthodontic tooth movement. The
present review performed an overall qualitative assessment of the currently available studies, which
comprised 155 patients from six trials. In order to minimize bias and possible confounders, only randomized
and non-randomized controlled trials were included. The six trials that evaluated HELT were judged to be at
unclear risk of bias; Participant blinding was the most problematic field. So this has affected the level of
certainty of the achieved results.

Four trials investigated the efficacy of erbium lasers irradiation in accelerating canine retraction after
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premolar extraction [13,24-25]. They reported greater tooth movement with the erbium laser as compared to
the conventional method by 2- and 1.5-fold in the first and second months, respectively. However, the
retraction rate on the experimental side was almost equal to its rate on the control side at the third month of
intervention. This acceleration can be explained by the RAP phenomenon that was induced by laser-assisted
corticotomy and decreased resistance of the alveolar bone to tooth movement [17,26]. In addition, the
increased expression of inflammatory markers and cytokine levels stimulated by the selective removal of
alveolar bone may have led to an increase in osteoclast activity, which, in turn, may have enhanced bone
remodeling and accelerated tooth movement [27-28]. The temporary nature of the RAP could also explain
why the acceleration occurred in the first two months only and then the canine retraction speed decreased
gradually.

With erbium lasers, the peak of the RAP was after a month and decreased at the end of the second month.
However, Wilcko et al. reported that the RAP phenomenon starts within a few days following injury, reaches
its peak after four to eight weeks, and lasts for two to four months [26,29]. This difference with laser-assisted
flapless corticotomy could be attributed to the less aggressive nature of this intervention compared to that of
Wilcko. On the other hand, the present findings corroborate the results of Alfawal et al. who reported a
significant reduction in treatment time when using minimally invasive flapless techniques for corticotomy
like micro-osteoperforations or piezocision during teeth movement [6]. They showed that the tooth
movement increased in the first two months, which is similar to what was found in this systematic review.

Al-Jundi et al. evaluated the effectiveness of flapless corticotomy with Er: YAG laser in accelerating incisors
intrusion (non-extraction treatment) and reported a significant difference in the overall treatment time; the
mean increase in the rate of tooth movement was 38.4% (95.8 and 59 days, respectively) [18]. When
comparing the findings of this non-extraction-based trial (the tooth movement was approximately 2.5 times
faster in the experimental group) [18] with the three previous extraction-based trials (the tooth movement
was approximately two times faster in the experimental group) [13,24-25], it seems that the types of
movements did not influence the accelerating rate by the erbium laser.

One hundred fifty-five participants were included in the six studies. The six trials included only adult
patients. The previously included trials evaluated a variety of flapless corticotomy protocols with variations
in the design and size of the cortical bone cuts. Therefore, future studies must test the effect of these
differences on the amount of acceleration and the adverse side effects of each individual intervention.

The levels of pain and discomfort associated with HELT were higher at the experimental sides than those at
the control sides on the first day only [23-24]. The trauma of the alveolar bone and gingiva after surgery and
the associated increase in inflammatory markers and cytokine levels can explain these slightly greater levels
of perceived pain during the application of laser. When comparing the levels of pain and discomfort
associated with laser-assisted flapless corticotomy with conventional corticotomy [4], no significant levels of
pain and discomfort associated with erbium laser radiation were reported. This can be explained by the
conservative and less invasive nature of this irradiation. Also, no flap reflection or sutures were required.
Another assumption is related to the sensory nerve endings that may have been blocked by the protein
coagulation caused by laser cutting and thus relieving the sensation of pain [30]. Furthermore, the non-
contact mode used with laser-assisted flapless corticotomy was accompanied by no mechanical pressure on
the gingival tissue as opposed to the traditional corticotomy, which resulted in less discomfort.

Although no important levels of pain and discomfort associated with laser-assisted flapless corticotomy
were reported in the evaluated trials, the evidence is weak. Therefore, further trials should investigate this
outcome as well as other patient-reported measures.

Only two included trials investigated the undesirable tooth movements (canine rotation, molar anchorage
loss) associated with laser-assisted flapless corticotomy [13,25]. Insignificant differences between the
experimental and control groups were reported about the loss of anchorage. The anchorage loss rate ranged
from 0.11 to 0.61 mm/month. However, these mean values are considered clinically insignificant and can be
attributed to the conservative and less invasive nature of laser-assisted flapless corticotomy. Minimal
weakening of the alveolar cortical bone may have allowed the upper canines to retract without exerting
enough forces to allow mesial drifting of the posterior anchoring teeth.

Higher canines’ rotation rate was reported on the surgical side compared to the control side [13,25].
However, this increase was not significant and could be negligible. This may be attributed to the high
retraction rate and least alveolar bone density on the surgical site so that the movement of the teeth became
easier and the surrounding structures were less resistant.

The included trials did not report any adverse effects of laser-assisted flapless corticotomy on the
periodontal tissue [25]. Salman and Ali evaluated only the gingival sulcus depth to assess periodontal
changes following the acceleratory intervention [16], whereas the width of the attached gingiva and the
gingival index were evaluated by Mahmoudzadeh et al. [25]. However, they did not assess other important
variables such as plaque index, bleeding index, and gingival recession. Therefore, future research work
should place more emphasis on the possible side effects of laser-assisted flapless corticotomy on periodontal
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tissues.

Limitations

A lack of large, high-quality studies investigating HELT-based flapless corticotomy in the acceleration of
tooth movement is evident. Altogether, most of the included studies were at unclear risk of bias and had
small sample sizes. Most studies evaluated part of the provided orthodontic treatment and not the entire
treatment duration. Adverse effects are investigated in a limited number of studies, and there have been no
attempts to assess the interventions in terms of cost-benefit analysis. Long-term follow-up of the response
to these interventions was also lacking among the included studies.

Conclusions

The efficacy of HELT with flapless corticotomy in accelerating tooth movement appeared to be significant at
least in the first two months according to this review. However, the evidence has been found low to
moderate according to the GRADE approach. More well-conducted studies are needed, with more attention
paid to the size of the sample, the overall follow-up period, the surgical protocol (site, size, and design of
surgical procedure, and the number of surgical interventions), the type of orthodontic treatment (extraction
vs. non-extraction), side effects, and cost-benefit ratios.
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TABLE 5: Assessment of the risk of bias with supporting reasons for each assessment
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TABLE 6: Risk of bias of the included CCT in this systematic review

CCT: non-randomized controlled trial
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Discomfort  T2(3 days)
T3(7 days)

T4(14 days)

The mean of total

TTM (days)
days
TO-T1 (1st
month)

T1-T2 (2nd
month)
RCR

T2-T3 (3rd
(mm/month)

month)

T3-T4 (4th
month)

TO-T4

Mean of total
NCM

NCM

Time points of

Surgical group (mean *SD)

0.85+0.21

0.72+£0.20

1.21+0.35

0.40 £ 0.18

0.23£0.10

9.290 + 3.49

LG PG
Madian/IQR ~ Madian/IQR
4/2-5 5.5/4-7
1/0-2 1.5/1-2.75
0/0-1 1/0-1

0/0-0 0/0-0

LG PG
Madian/IQR ~ Madian/IQR
5.5/5-7 8/6-9
3/1.25-4 3/2-4.75
0/0-1.75 0/0-2
0/0-0.75 0/0-0.75

59.000 + 13.496

LG 1.570.36 PG 1.650.40

1.250.30 1.38 0.32
1.06 0.28 1.100.29
0.89 0.16 0.87 0.11
1.140.10 1.190.16
1.63

Non-surgical group(mean *SD)

0.34 £0.16

0.38 £0.15

0.69 +0.34

0.22 +£0.08

0.26+0.10

9.89 +2.57

LG
Madian/IQR
2/1.275

1/0-1

0/0-1

0/0-0

LG
Madian/IQR
3/2-4

2/1-2.75

0/0-0.75

0/0-0.75

95.80 +12.35

LG 0.790.11

0.850.14

0.96 0.25

0.90 0.16

0.84 0.05

0.82

PG Madian/IQR
1.5/0.25-2.75

1/0.25-1.75

0/0-1

0/0-0

PG Madian/IQR
4/3-5

2/1-3

0/0-1

0/0-0

PG 0.830.18

0.88 0.14

0.98 0.22

0.94 0.09

0.90 0.09

P-value

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

<0.001

LG PG
0.005  0.001
0.106  0.100
0.157  0.157
0.157  0.317
LG PG
<0.001 <0.001
0.096  0.065
0.167 0.121
1.000 0.317
NR

LG PG
<0.001 <0.001
<0.001 <0.001
0.220 0.134
0.791 0.23
0.006  0.007
NR

TABLE 7: A synopsis of quantitative measurements for the primary outcome in each study

RCR: rate of canine retraction, CMR: canine movement rate, TTM: time of tooth movement, NCM: net of canine movement, LG: laser group, PG:
piezocision group, NR: not reported

Additional Information

Disclosures

Conflicts of interest: In compliance with the ICMJE uniform disclosure form, all authors declare the

following: Payment/services info: All authors have declared that no financial support was received from
any organization for the submitted work. Financial relationships: All authors have declared that they have
no financial relationships at present or within the previous three years with any organizations that might
have an interest in the submitted work. Other relationships: All authors have declared that there are no
other relationships or activities that could appear to have influenced the submitted work.

2022 Shaadouh et al. Cureus 14(2): €22337. DOI 10.7759/cureus.22337

16 of 18



Cureus

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Tsichlaki A, Chin SY, Pandis N, Fleming PS: How long does treatment with fixed orthodontic appliances
last? A systematic review. Am J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop. 2016, 149:308-18. 10.1016/j.ajodo.2015.09.020
Talic NF: Adverse effects of orthodontic treatment: A clinical perspective . Saudi Dent J. 2011, 23:55-9.
10.1016/j.sdentj.2011.01.003

Yassir YA, McIntyre GT, Bearn DR: The impact of labial fixed appliance orthodontic treatment on patient
expectation, experience, and satisfaction: an overview of systematic reviews. Eur ] Orthod. 2020, 42:223-30.
10.1093/ejo/cjz043

Al-Naoum F, Hajeer MY, Al-Jundi A: Does alveolar corticotomy accelerate orthodontic tooth movement
when retracting upper canines? A split-mouth design randomized controlled trial. ] Oral Maxillofac Surg.
2014, 72:1880-9. 10.1016/j.joms.2014.05.003

Al-Ainawi KI, Al-Mdalal Y, Hajeer MY: The effect of using a modified dentoalveolar distractor on canine
angulation following rapid canine retraction: A split-mouth design randomized controlled trial. ] Contemp
Dent Pract. 2016, 17:49-57. 10.5005/jp-journals-10024-1802

Alfawal AM, Hajeer MY, Ajaj MA, Hamadah O, Brad B: Effectiveness of minimally invasive surgical
procedures in the acceleration of tooth movement: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Prog Orthod.
2016, 17:33. 10.1186/540510-016-0146-9

Nimeri G, Kau CH, Abou-Kheir NS, Corona R: Acceleration of tooth movement during orthodontic
treatment - a frontier in orthodontics. Prog Orthod. 2013, 14:42. 10.1186/2196-1042-14-42.

Yassaei S, Fekrazad R, Shahraki N: Effect of low level laser therapy on orthodontic tooth movement: a
review article. ] Dent (Tehran). 2013, 10:264-72.

van As G: Erbium lasers in dentistry. Dent Clin North Am. 2004, 48:1017-59, viii.
10.1016/j.cden.2004.06.001

Raghis T, Mahmoud G, Abdullah A, Hamadah O: Enamel resistance to demineralisation around orthodontic
brackets after CO2 laser irradiation: a randomised clinical trial. ] Orthod. 2018, 45:234-42.
10.1080/14653125.2018.1504410

Lee BS, Hsieh TT, Lee YL, Lan WH, Hsu Y], Wen PH, Lin CP: Bond strengths of orthodontic bracket after
acid-etched, Er:YAG laser-irradiated and combined treatment on enamel surface. Angle Orthod. 2003,
73:565-70.

Rickabaugh JL, Marangoni RD, McCaffrey KK: Ceramic bracket debonding with the carbon dioxide laser. Am
] Orthod Dentofacial Orthop. 1996, 110:388-93. 10.1016/50889-5406(96)70040-9

Alfawal AM, Hajeer MY, Ajaj MA, Hamadah O, Brad B: Evaluation of piezocision and laser-assisted flapless
corticotomy in the acceleration of canine retraction: a randomized controlled trial. Head Face Med. 2018,
14:4. 10.1186/s13005-018-0161-9

Seifi M, Younessian F, Ameli N: The innovated laser assisted flapless corticotomy to enhance orthodontic
tooth movement. J Lasers Med Sci. 2012, 3:20-5. 10.22037/2010.v3i1.2658

Ishikawa I, Aoki A, Takasaki AA: Potential applications of erbium:YAG laser in periodontics . ] Periodontal
Res. 2004, 39:275-85. 10.1111/.1600-0765.2004.00738.x

Salman LH, Ali FA: Acceleration of canine movement by laser assisted flapless corticotomy: an innovative
approach in clinical orthodontics. ] Baghdad Coll Dent. 2014, 26:133-7. 10.12816/0015238

Frost HM: The regional acceleratory phenomenon: a review . Henry Ford Hosp Med J. 1983, 31:3-9.
Al-Jundi A, Sakka S, Riba H, Ward T, Hanna R: Efficiency of Er:YAG utilization in accelerating deep bite
orthodontic treatment. Laser Ther. 2018, 27:193-202. 10.5978/islsm.27 18-OR-15

Imani MM, Golshah A, Safari-Faramani R, Sadeghi M: Effect of low-level laser therapy on orthodontic
movement of human canine: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized clinical trials. Acta
Inform Med. 2018, 26:139-43. 10.5455/aim.2018.26.139-143

Bakdach WM, Hadad R: Effectiveness of low-level laser therapy in accelerating the orthodontic tooth
movement: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Dent Med Probl. 2020, 57:73-94. 10.17219/dmp/112446
Sterne JA, Hernan MA, Reeves BC, et al.: ROBINS-I: a tool for assessing risk of bias in non-randomised
studies of interventions. BMJ. 2016, 355:14919. 10.1136/bmj.i4919

Higgins ], Sterne ], Savovic ], et al.: A revised tool for assessing risk of bias in randomized trials . Cochrane
Database Syst Rev. 2016, 10:1.

Alfawal AM, Hajeer MY, Ajaj MA, Hamadah O, Brad B, Latifeh Y: Evaluation of patient-centered outcomes
associated with the acceleration of canine retraction by using minimally invasive surgical procedures: a
randomized clinical controlled trial. Dent Med Probl. 2020, 57:285-93. 10.17219/dmp/120181

Jaber ST, Al-Sabbagh R, Hajeer MY: Evaluation of the efficacy of laser-assisted flapless corticotomy in
accelerating canine retraction: a split-mouth randomized controlled clinical trial. Oral Maxillofac Surg.
2022, 26:81-9. 10.1007/s10006-021-00963-x

Mahmoudzadeh M, Poormoradi B, Alijani S, Farhadian M, Kazemisaleh A: Efficacy of Er,Cr laser incision
corticotomy in rapid maxillary canine retraction: a split-mouth randomized clinical trial. ] Lasers Med Sci.
2020, 11:442-9. 10.34172/jlms.2020.69

Wilcko WM, Wilcko M T, Bouquot JE, Ferguson DJ: Rapid orthodontics with alveolar reshaping: two case
reports of decrowding. Int ] Periodontics Restorative Dent. 2001, 21:9-19.

Baloul SS, Gerstenfeld LC, Morgan EF, Carvalho RS, Van Dyke TE, Kantarci A: Mechanism of action and
morphologic changes in the alveolar bone in response to selective alveolar decortication-facilitated tooth
movement. Am | Orthod Dentofacial Orthop. 2011, 139:583-101. 10.1016/j.ajod0.2010.09.026

Teixeira CC, Khoo E, Tran ], et al.: Cytokine expression and accelerated tooth movement . ] Dent Res. 2010,
89:1135-41. 10.1177/0022034510373764

Wilcko MT, Wilcko WM, Bissada NF: An evidence-based analysis of periodontally accelerated orthodontic
and osteogenic techniques: a synthesis of scientific perspectives. Semin Orthod. 2008, 305:16.
10.1053/j.s0d0.2008.07.007

Romaniello A, Iannetti GD, Truini A, Cruccu G: Trigeminal responses to laser stimuli. Neurophysiol Clin.
2003, 33:315-24. 10.1016/j.neucli.2003.10.010

2022 Shaadouh et al. Cureus 14(2): €22337. DOI 10.7759/cureus.22337

17 of 18


https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2015.09.020?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2015.09.020?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sdentj.2011.01.003?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sdentj.2011.01.003?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cjz043?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cjz043?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.joms.2014.05.003?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.joms.2014.05.003?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5005/jp-journals-10024-1802?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5005/jp-journals-10024-1802?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40510-016-0146-9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40510-016-0146-9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2196-1042-14-42?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2196-1042-14-42?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4264099/?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cden.2004.06.001?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cden.2004.06.001?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14653125.2018.1504410?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14653125.2018.1504410?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/14580025/?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0889-5406(96)70040-9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0889-5406(96)70040-9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13005-018-0161-9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13005-018-0161-9?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.22037/2010.v3i1.2658?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.22037/2010.v3i1.2658?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0765.2004.00738.x?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0765.2004.00738.x?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.12816/0015238?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.12816/0015238?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://scholarlycommons.henryford.com/hfhmedjournal/vol31/iss1/2/?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5978/islsm.27_18-OR-15?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5978/islsm.27_18-OR-15?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5455/aim.2018.26.139-143?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.5455/aim.2018.26.139-143?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.17219/dmp/112446?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.17219/dmp/112446?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i4919?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i4919?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://research.monash.edu/en/publications/a-revised-tool-for-assessing-risk-of-bias-in-randomized-trials?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.17219/dmp/120181?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.17219/dmp/120181?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10006-021-00963-x?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10006-021-00963-x?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.34172/jlms.2020.69?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.34172/jlms.2020.69?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/11829041/?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2010.09.026?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2010.09.026?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022034510373764?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022034510373764?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.sodo.2008.07.007?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.sodo.2008.07.007?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neucli.2003.10.010?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neucli.2003.10.010?utm_medium=email&utm_source=transaction

	Systematic Review: Is High-Energy Laser Therapy (HELT) With Flapless Corticotomy Effective in Accelerating Orthodontic Tooth Movement?
	Abstract
	Introduction And Background
	Review
	Materials and methods
	TABLE 1: Electronic search strategy

	Results
	FIGURE 1: PRISMA 2009 flow diagram of the included studies
	TABLE 2: Characteristics of included studies in the systematic review
	FIGURE 2: Risk of bias summary: the review authors’ judgments about each item of the risk of bias for the included studies
	FIGURE 3: Risk of bias graph: the review authors’ judgments about each item of the risk of bias, presented as percentages across all the studies included
	TABLE 3: Results of the included studies in this systematic review
	TABLE 4: Summary of findings according to GRADE guidelines

	Discussion
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	Appendices
	Appendix 1
	TABLE 5: Assessment of the risk of bias with supporting reasons for each assessment

	Appendix 2
	TABLE 6: Risk of bias of the included CCT in this systematic review

	Appendix 3
	TABLE 7: A synopsis of quantitative measurements for the primary outcome in each study


	Additional Information
	Disclosures

	References


