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1.2 Pairwise meta-analysis of FSH
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1.4 Pairwise meta-analysis of LH
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0dds Ratio
M.H, Random, 95% C1

Experimental  Control 0dds Ratio
Study or Subaroup _Events _ Total Events Total Weight M.H,Random, 95%Cl
1.1.1 Acupuncture VS Western medicine
Fu2015 % 48 34 48 49% 9.47[2.02, 44.48]
6u02017 5 3 2 30 73% 1.82(0.52,6.38)
Li2014 8 30 22 30 43% 5.08(0.98, 26.43]
Luo2014 0 33 20 33 8% 6.50 [1.64, 25.76]
Sha1999 68 76 48 75 143% 4.78(2.00,11.43)
Xia02015 7w 0 20 51% 567 [1.25, 25,61
Yang2008 7 3 17 30 80% 6.88[1.71,27.75]
Yang2018 24 30 20 30 83% 2.00(0.62, 6.46]
Ya02019 a7 82 3/ 52 95% 457 [1.54,1357)
Subtotal (95% CI) 349 348 66.0% 4.35[2.87,6.59]
Total events 312 228

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 5.48, df= 8 (P = 0.71); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect. Z= 6.93 (P < 0.00001)

1.1.2 Acupoint embedding VS Western medicine

Bian2016 7 3 26 30 45%
Chen2017 13 18 9 17 59%
Liu2008 B4 66 56 66 4.8%
Xu2008 2 33 2433 26%

Subtotal (95% CI)
Total events 136 15

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*= 3.36, df= 3 (P = 0.34); F=11%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.73 (P = 0.006)

147 146 18.0%

1.1.3 Warm acupuncture VS Western medicine

Yan2017 23 25 22 25 34%
Subtotal (95% C1) 25 25 34%
Total events 23 22

Heterogeneity. Not applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.47 (P = 0.64)

114 e and VS Western

Li2018 2 25 16 25 55%
Xu2019 18 25 18 25 72%
Subtotal (95% C1) 50 50 12.7%
Total events 40

Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.84; Ch*= 2.73, df= 1 (P 0.10);F=63%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.69 (P = 0.49)

Total (95% CI)
Total events 511 400

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 15.73, df=15 (P = 0.40); F= 5%
Testfor overall effect Z=7.09 (P < 0. nnum)

Testfor subaroun difierences: Chi

571 569 100.0%

a1

59 F= 0%

1.38(0.28,6.80]
231(057,9.41]
5.71(1.20,27.19]
12.00[1.42,101.25]
33101.40,7.81]

1.57(0.24,10.30)
1.57[0.24,10.30]

413[0.95,17.70]
0.81(0.23,2.88]
1.76[0.36, 8.63]

3.53[2.49,5.01]
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Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

Experimental Control

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight
4.1.1 Acupuncture VS Western medicine

Fu2o1s 4031 15863 48 5236 16.32 48 89.0%
Gun2017 3263 987 30 4007 17.64 a0 7.8%
Lizo14 497 185 30 563 142 30 7.4%
Sha1999 517 227 76 643 264 75 7.6%
iaoz015 55 237 20 663 265 20 5.0%
‘fang2008 4545 1421 30 5446 1435 a0 7.8%
‘Yang2018 4257 758 30 4783 841 30 36%
‘Yao2019 418 128 52 694 167 42 8.2%
Subtotal (95% CI) 316 315  60.5%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 59.02; Chi*= 42.03, df=7 (P < 0.00001); F= 83%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.79 (P = 0.0001)

4.1.2 Acupoint embedding VS Western medi

ine

Bianz016 33.68 1047 30 3033 11.48 30 8.3%
Chenz017 4479 5096 18 5753 428 17 8.8%
*uz008 39 227 33 432 244 33 B4%
Subtotal (95% CI) 81 B0 23.4%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 86.98; Chi* = 23.83, df= 2 (P < 0.00001), F= 92%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.77 (P = 0.44)

4.1.3 Warm acupuncture VS Western medicine

Yanz2017 228 183 25 203 13 25 7.5%
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 7.5%
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.60 (P = 0.55)

4.1.4 Acupuncture and moxibustion VS Western medicine

Hu2019 3328 833 25 2855 726 25 8.6%
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 8.6%

Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.14 (P=0.03)

Total (95% CI) 447 445 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 78.25; Chi*= 112,82, df= 12 (P = 0.00001}; F= 89%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 2.82 (P = 0.005)

Testfor subaroun differences Chifr=19 77 df=2((P=000072"7 |

4 oo

12,05 [18.44,-5.68]
754 [14.72,-0.36)
-6.60 [14.85,1.75)
-12.60 [-20.46,-4.74]
11,30 12698, 4.28)
-5.01 [16.24,-1.78)
541 [9.48,-1.33]
-2760 133.32,-21.88]
-11.60 [-17.59, 5.61]

3.35 2.0, 8.90)
1274 [16.16,-8.33]
420 [156.57,7.17)
-4.70[-16.59, 7.19]

250 15,67, 10.67]
2.50 [-5.67, 10.67]

4.73(0.40, 9.08)
4.73[0.40, 9.06]

-7.53[12.76, -2.28]
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Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD_Total Mean SD_Total Weight

Mean Difference
IV, Random. 95% CI

Mean Difference

IV, Randol

m. 95% CI

3.1.1 Acupuncture VS Western medicine

Fuzois 14215 14.26 48 121.39 1365 48 2.0%
Guo2017 a7.23 2161 30 83 1731 30 78%
Lizo14 1763 264 30 1682 311 30 7.4%
Sha19a9 168.5 243 65 1186 31 61 78%
Hiao2019 188.3 329 20 12685 307 20 7.0%
‘Yang2008 1802 17.34 30 1745 2641 30 7%
‘Yang2018 2703 936 30 2478 336 30 81%
‘Yan2019 1696 144 52 1187 112 52 81%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 305 301 61.9%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 572,65, Chi*= 311.06, df= 7 (P = 0.00001); F= 98%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.06 (P = 0.002)

3.1.2 Acupoint embedding VS Western medicine

Bian2018 99.37 1415 30 1022 13.83 30 8.0%
Chen2017 15825 16.74 18 14225 1578 17 7%
Hu2008 2085 213 33 1289 301 33 76%
Subtotal (95% Cl) a1 80 23.3%

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 1627.54; Chi*= 128.30, df = 2 (P = 0.00001); F = 98%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.34 (P=0.18)

3.1.3 Warm acupuncture VS Western medicine

‘fan2017 794 344 Fi 84 374 25 6.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 6.9%
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.45 (F = 0.65)

3.1.4 Acupuncture and moxibustion VS Western medicine

Hu2018 78.41 16.54 25 7536 17.22 25 78%
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 7.8%
Heterageneity: Not applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.64 (P= 0.52)

Total (95% CI) 436 431 100.0%
Heterageneity: Tau™= 596.88; Chi*= 457.85, df= 12 (P < 0.00001), F= 97%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3.39 (P = 0.0007)

Test for suboroun diffterences Chif=812 df=3(P=004) |

100

20.76[15.18, 26.34)
14.23[4.32,24.14]
.10 650, 22.70]

50,90 [41.11, B0.68)

62.80 [43.08, 82.52)
570 15.61,17.01]

225[1.31,5.81]

5090 [45.94, 55.86)
26.55 [9.53, 43.58]

-2.83 9,91, 4.25)
17.00(6.23, 27.77]
80.60 [65.02, 83.18]
31.36 [-14.68, 77.41]

-4.60 [-24.55, 15.35]
-4.60 [-24.55, 15.35]

3.05 6,31, 12.41]
3.05[-6.31, 12.41]

23.59[9.93, 37.25]
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Experimental Control Mean Difference

Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random. 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
2.1.1 Acupuncture VS Western medicine

Fu201s 3832 11.27 48 4762 1066 48 13.2% -9.30[-13.69,-4.91] -
Guo2017 204 484 30 2813 543 30 16.6% -7.73[10.33,-5.13] -
Lizo14 477 123 30 443 154 30 8.8%  3.40[-3.6510.45] T
Shat0gg 378 173 7307 181 B 10.5% -1.80[7.72 412 -
Xiao2014 32 168 200 385 173 20 66% -7EO0F1771,271] i
Yano2008 4267 124 30 4351 1834 30 78% -084[876 7.08] -1
Yano2018 4183 101 30 50 336 30 14.3% -817[11.98,-4.36) -
Yao2019 78 174 52 398 182 52 91%  -2.00[8.84 484 -T
Subtotal (95% Cly 312 306 85.9% -5.02[-7.93,-2.11] L]

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 8.14, Chi*=16.76, df=7 (P = 0.02), = 58%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.38 (P = 0.0007)

2.1.2 Acupoint embedding VS Medicine

Bianz016 28.77 1542 30 261 1393 30 83% ZETH4.77,10.11]
Chen2017 40.05 1676 18 4397 1438 17 67% -382[1381 6.07]
Subtotal (95% CI) 48 47 141%  0.25[-5.97,6.48]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.53, Chi*=1.08 df=1 (P=0.30), F=7%
Testfor overall efflect: Z=0.08 (P=0.94)

Total (95% CI) 360 353 100.0% -4.23[-7.09,-1.38]

+

Heterogeneity: Tau®=11.08; Chi®= 22.25, df= 8 (P = 0.008), F= 60%
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.90 (P = 0.004)
Testfor suboroun differences: Chi M df=1iP=0N13 |RF= 55 9%,
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