Sham acupuncture

No acupuncture

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 Chronic pain studies

Birch 1998 -0.75 1.34 13 0.64 1.96 12 1.6% -0.81[-1.63, 0.01]

Brinkhaus 2006 43.7 29.8 70 58.6 25.1 74 4.4% -0.54 [-0.87, -0.21] -
Cherkin 2009 5.4 4.9 162 8.9 6 161 5.5% -0.64 [-0.86, -0.41] -

Facco 2007 6.25 2.4 61 9 3.1 34 3.5% -1.02 [-1.47, -0.58]

Foster 2007 5.98 4.3 115 6.86 4.2 105 5.1% -0.21 [-0.47, 0.06] -
Helms 1987 102.88 95.4 12 79.37 103.16 12 1.6% 0.23 [-0.57, 1.03]

Kotani 2001 5.7 1.4 23 6.4 1.7 24 2.6% -0.44 [-1.02, 0.14] -
Lee 2009 -3.5 3.6 12 -3.5 24 12 1.7% 0.00 [-0.80, 0.80]

Leibing 2001 -2.1 2.2 45 -1 1.7 46 3.7% -0.56 [-0.97, -0.14] -
Linde 2005 2.6 24 76 4.3 2.2 65 4.3% -0.73[-1.07, -0.39] -
Melchart 2005 10.8 8.3 57 16.3 7.4 63 4.1% -0.70 [-1.07, -0.33] -
Molsberger 2002 36 19 61 39 21 60 4.2% -0.15[-0.51, 0.21] - 1
Suarez-Almazor 2010 31 19.1 302 42.4 16.8 72 5.1% -0.61 [-0.87, -0.35] -

Witt 2005 36.3 21.88 73  49.98 16.7 67 4.3% -0.70 [-1.04, -0.35] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 1082 807 51.7% -0.53 [-0.67, -0.39] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.03; Chi2 = 24.68, df = 13 (P = 0.03); I2 = 47%

Test for overall effect: Z = 7.37 (P < 0.00001)

1.1.2 Short term studies

Cabrini 2006 61.7 24 16 66.6 28 16 2.0% -0.18 [-0.88, 0.51]

Fanti 2003 -86.7 10 10 -83.3 12.2 10 1.4% -0.29 [-1.17, 0.59]

Gioia 2006 31 20 25 39 25 25 2.7% -0.35[-0.91, 0.21] - 1
Karst 2006 3.21 2.74 19 5.71 2.83 10 1.6% -0.88 [-1.68, -0.07]

Li 1991 3 1 12 2.7 1 12 1.6% 0.29 [-0.52, 1.09]

Ziaei 2006 7.43 1.6 30 7.6 1.9 30 3.0% -0.10 [-0.60, 0.41] - 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 112 103  12.5% -0.23 [-0.50, 0.04] -
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.00; Chi2 = 4.57, df =5 (P = 0.47); 2= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.68 (P = 0.09)

1.1.3 Other studies

Allen 1998 -2.9 7.9 11 -6.1 10.9 11 1.5% 0.32[-0.52, 1.17]

Allen 2006 11.5 6.7 45 19 8.6 44 3.5% -0.97 [-1.41, -0.53] -

Asher 2009 9.3 6.04 29 11.9 6.29 30 3.0% -0.42 [-0.93, 0.10] B
Avis 2008 -0.5269 0.6321 17 -0.3203 0.6151 17 2.1% -0.32 [-1.00, 0.35]

Bullock 1999 0.23 0.11 79 0.25 0.1 78 4.6% -0.19 [-0.50, 0.12] .
Freire 2006 24.6 11 7 28.2 18 9 1.2% -0.22[-1.21, 0.77]

Lembo 2009 -4.87 1.31 75 -3.7 1 7 4.4% -1.00 [-1.34, -0.66] -

Medici 2002 -0.203 0.325 23 -0.095 0.306 18 2.4% -0.33 [-0.96, 0.29]

Rampes 1997 2.8 3.12 12 8.2 3.13 5 0.8% -1.64[-2.86, -0.42] *

Smith 2002 3.7 2.8 148 5 3 149 5.4% -0.45 [-0.68, -0.22] -
Tremeau 1992 -0.89 1.27 39 -1.08 1.38 25 3.1% 0.14 [-0.36, 0.65] I
Wang 2009 -23 26 54 -19 23 47 3.9% -0.16 [-0.55, 0.23] - 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 539 510 35.8% -0.42 [-0.66, -0.18] S
Heterogeneity: Tau2 = 0.10; Chi2 = 32.95, df = 11 (P = 0.0005); 12=67%

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.39 (P = 0.0007)

Total (95% CI) 1733 1420 100.0% -0.45 [-0.57, -0.34] <&
Heterogeneity: Tauz = 0.05; Chiz = 67.22, df = 31 (P = 0.0002); I2 = 54% 2 1 A 1 2

Test for overall effect: Z = 7.53 (P < 0.00001)

Favours sham acupuncture

Favours no acupuncture



