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Meta — analysis of Fu’s Subcutaneous Needling therapy for Knee osteoarthritis
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Abstract: Objective To systematically review the efficacy of Fu’ s Subcutaneous Needling therapy in Knee osteoarthritis by u—
sing meta — analysis. Methods Databases including the PubMed Embase Cochrane Library CBM CNKI and WanFang Data
were searched for relevant clinical randomized controlled trials ( RCTs) about the efficacy of Fu’ s Subcutaneous Needling therapy
for Knee osteoarthritis from inception to Aug 2018. Two reviewers independently screened literature according to the inclusion
and exclusion criteria and evaluated the methodological quality of included studies. We carried out meta — analysis by using Rev—
Man 5.3 version. Results Totally 12 RCT including 1039 cases were included eventually. The analysis shows that Fu’ s Subcuta—
neous Needling therapy can increase total effective rate decrease VAS scores Lequesne index and WOMAC scores. Subgroup a—
nalysis suggested that Fu’ s Subcutaneous Needling therapy can increase total effective rate whereas there was no statistical signif-
icance in 5 courses; VAS scores were significantly reduced after 1 treatment but have no statistical significance in 4 courses;

WOMAC scores can be lowered and the state of knee illness could be relieved but there was no statistical significance in 5 cour—
ses; Lequesne index can also be effectively reduced. Conclusion The efficacy of Fu’ s Subcutaneous Needling was positive in im—
proving the overall efficiency of KOA patients and reducing the VAS scores Lequesne index and WOMAC scores. In the reduc—
tion of VAS score the Fu’s Subcutaneous Needling therapy was quick. However there was no obvious advantage in long — term
efficacy in total efficiency VAS and WOMAC scores.
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