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Abstract  CNKI PubMed and other databases were retrieved to extract eligible randomized controlled trial ( RCT) about modified
Xuefu Zhuyu Decoction ( MXZD) combined with Western medicine ( trial group) versus Western medicine alone ( control group) in the

treatment of leiomyoma. Therefore a total of 25 RCTs were included involving 2 328 patients. Bias risk evaluation tool in Cochrane
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Handbook 5. 1. 0 was used for evaluating the quality of these RCTs. Meta-analysis was performed for the reported indicators including
total efficiency serum hormone level progesterone ( P) luteinizing hormone ( LH) estradiol ( E,) follicle stimulating hormone
(FSH)  uterine size fibroids size and adverse reactions by using Stata 14. 0 software. Meta-analysis showed that the total efficiency
(RR=1.21 95%CI 1.17 1.25 P<0.05) of trial group was better than that of control group. Serum hormone level ( WMD, =
=3.86 95%CI -4.31 -3.41 P<0.05; WMD,;;=-3.64 95%Cl -4.47 -2.82 P<0.05; WMD; =-39.99 95%CI -53.45
-26.52 P<0.05; WMD,,;=-3.79 95%CI -4.86 -2.72 P<0.05) uterine size ( WMD=-50.02 95%CI -55.98 -44.06
P<0.05) fibroids size ( WMD=-15.79 95%CI -18.11 -13.46 P<0.05) and adverse reactions ( RR=0.65 95%CI 0.48
0.88 P<0.05) of trial group were all lower than those of control group with statistical significances. Trial sequential analysis ( TSA)
was performed by using TSA 0.9 software and showed a reliable therapeutic effect of the experimental group. In short our study indi—
cated that modified Xuefu Zhuyu Decoction combined with Western medicine had a better therapeutic effect on leiomyoma than Western
medicine alone but more high—quality studies are needed to verify this conclusion in the future.

Key words  leiomyoma; mifepristone; modified Xuefu Zhuyu Decoction; therapeutic efficacy; Meta-analysis; sequential analysis
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Table 1 Basic information of included studies
/
C T C T C /
2019 1° 35.1+2.2 35.3+2.2 56 56 10 mged™! + 2 @@ abed) D
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@B
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2017 4 40.26£2.36 41.89%2.66 25 25 10 mged”! + 3 @O@(abed)
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)+ BWE
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3@
2018 2 29.6+2.8  31.5£2.8 60 60 50 mged™! ( 8 1 D abed) A
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2017 * 36.3+3. 1 35.9+3.7 45 45 10 mged™! + 3 DB B
2018 ¥ 33.36£7.69 34.37£¢7.98 30 34 10 mged"! + 3 D@6 A
2014 3 39.6x12.4  40.5:13.9 80 80 - ( 3 2 (D abed) A
)+ 25 mged™ !+
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Table 2 Subgroup analysis of serum hormone level

SMD 95%CI P
/% P
1 1% -0.96 —-1.34 -0.58 <0.05
2 6 1016182630 34 0 0. 480 -1.47 -1.66 -1.28 <0.05
3 5 A5 22731 61.9 0.033 -1.40 -1.77 -1.02 <0.05
6 2B 0 0. 629 -0.61 -0.88 -0.34 <0.05
n 21720 0 0. 966 -1.41 -1.68 -1.14 <0.05
5 mged™! 1% -1.08 -1.62 -0.54 <0.05
10 mged™! 510182257 42.9 0.135 -0.94 -1.16 -0.73 <0.05
12.5 mged™! 4 15178 31 20.8 0.285 -1.31 -1.51 -1.11 <0.05
25 mged™! 2162 0 0.762 -1.13 -1.42 -0.85 <0.05
50 mged™! 220 66.9 0. 082 -0.97 -1.55 -0.40 <0.05
2 %3 0 1.00 -2.33 -2.66 -2.01 <0.05
5 mged™’ 1% -0.93 -1.47 -0.40 <0.05
10 mged™! 5 1018222527 39.4 0. 159 -1.00 -1.22 -0.78 <0.05
12.5 mged™! 4 13178 31 0 0. 746 -0.45 -0.64 -0.27 <0.05
25 mged™! 2162 0 0.530 -0.30 -0.57 -0.03 <0.05
50 mged™! 2 0% 87.7 0. 004 -0.72 -1.66 -0.22 <0.05
2 %34 0 1. 00 -5.87 -6.46 -5.29 <0.05
5 mged™! 1% -0.51 -1.03 0 >0. 05
10 mged™! 4 14257 0 0. 664 -0.49 -0.74 -0.25 <0.05
12.5 mg+d™! 4 1517831 72.5 0.012 -1.01 -1.40 -0.62 <0.05
25 mged™! 2162 0 0. 664 -0.66 -0.94 -0.39 <0.05
50 mged™! 208 0 0. 507 -1.22 -1.53 -0.90 <0. 05
223 0 1. 00 -1.52 -1.81 -1.23 <0.05
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Table 3 Subgroup analysis of uterine size and fibroids size
SMD 95%¢CI
/% P
10 mged™! 7 13442122 25 2733 0 0. 633 -2.46 -2.68 -2.22
12.5 mged™ 2 B 0 0.872 -2.78 =-3.09 -2.48
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10 mged™! 6 131422252733 0 0. 495 -1.97 -2.20 -1.73
12.5 mged™ 2 B 0 0.908 -2.99 -3.31 -2.67
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50 mged™! 2 1920 22.7 0. 255 -1.23 -1.59 -0.87
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