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Evidence and potential mechanisms of traditional Chinese

medicine for the treatment of type 2 diabetes: A systematic

review and meta-analysis

Jiaxing Tian PhDY"

Haiyu Zhang MD! | Zezheng Gao MD! | Juexian Song PhD? | Fengmei Lian PhD! |

| DelinMD¥® | QiBaoMD?! | Qiyou Ding MD?! |

Xiaolin Tong PhD*
TCM Control
Study ’ No of Relative risk (95% Cl) : No of Relative risk (95% Cl)
Intervention Intervention
events/total events/total
Fang 2014 Shenzhu Tiaopi granule 19/223 = | NA 33/216 0.56 (0.33, 0.95)
Gao 2013 Tangzhiping granules 51/230 = NA 100/228 0.51(0.38, 0.67)
Lian 2014 Tianqi capsule 36/198 i placebo 56/191 0.62 (0.43, 0.90)
Sun 2011 Tiangi capsule 17/109 = placebo 37/105 0.44 (0.27, 0.74)
Sun 2015 JinQi Jiangtang tablets 30/182 e placebo 52/180 0.57 (0.38, 0.85)
Wang 2008 Qiweitangping capsule 2/48 placebo 12147 0.16 (0.04, 0.69)
Wang 2011 Tianqi capsule 20/89 Ex placebo 28/70 0.56 (0.35, 0.91)
l Total (95% CI) 0.53(0.45 to 0.63) 175/1079 ¢ I 318/1037
&
M-H, Fixed effect (P=0.67), /°=0% } } } 4 : — / I \ L (]
0.02 0.1 10 50 u / , [
Favours TCM Favours Control l J

FIGURE 1 Data summary of the high-quality randomized controlled trials of traditional Chinese medicine interventions for prediabetes

TCM

Control

Study Intervention Mean + SD_No of subject St Moarn cference (95% Cl) intervention _ Mean +SD_Noof subject__ 0 Mean (95% C)
TCMvs. Placebo
Tong 2009 Tangmining Pill 6.78+1.15 67 Placebo 763¢148 69 -0.85(-1.29, -0.41)
Tong 2013 Tang Mn Ling Pill 6.90+1.07 292 —_ Placebo 7.30£1.13 107 -0.40 (-0.65, -0.15)
Wang 2014 Tangke soft Capsules  7.41+1.31 89 B Placebo 7.69+123 89 -0.28 (-0.65, 0.09)
Xu 2014 Gegen Qinlian Decoction  7.45+1.24 52 Placebo 769+1.16 4 0.24(-0.73,0.25)
Zhang 2008 Berberine 66+0.7 57 Placebo 7.3+11 49 -0.70 (-1.06, -0.34)
Subtotal (35% CI) -0.49(-0.70 to -0.28) 557 - 355
M-H, Random effect (P < 0.00001),/°=39%
TCM vs. Western medicine
Guo 2016 Sancai powder 72405 47 = Metformin 7.1£06 49 0.10(-0.12,0.32)
412013 Xiaoke Pill 6.79+1.07 153 b B Glbenclamide ~ 6.85+122 150 0,06 (-0.32, 0.20)
Lian 2008 Kalyu Qingre-Jiangzhuo  7.59+1.72 59 e Metformin  7.39+126 60 0.20 (-0.34,0.74)
Tu 2013 Fructus Mume formula  6.78+1.32 41 —_—t Metformin ~ 6.76+126 39 0.02 (-0.55, 0.59)
Sublotal (95% Cl) 0.05(-0.11 0 0.20) 300 > 298
M-H, Random effect (P = 0.57),/°=0%
TCM+Western medine vs. Placebot+Western medicine
Hu 2016 JanYuTangKang 64:08 59 = Placebo 8.7+0.7 53 -0.30 (-0.58, -0.02)
Lian 2011 Tiangi Jiangtang capsule  6.87+1.31 40 _ Placebo 7.09+1.15 39 -0.22 (-0.76, 0.32)
Lian 2015 Jinlida 7.18+1.13 92 — = Placebo 7.8:1.44 94 -0.62 (-0.99, -0.25)
Sublotal (95% Cl) -0.39(-0.61 0 -0.17) 191 -> 186
M-H, Random effect (P = 0.0006), /°=11%
Total (95% CI) -0.28(-0.46 to -0.10) 1048 > 839
05 1
M-H, Random effect (P = 0.0004), /°=67%
Favours TCM Favours Control

FIGURE 2 Data summary of the high-quality randomized controlled trials of traditional Chinese medicine interventions for diabetes
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BM) Open Non-aristolochic acid prescribed
Chinese herbal medicines and the risk 47,876 TEMEBHHEE A - 84

of mortality in patients with chronic JRD40% FETE
kidney disease: results from a 2014 (LHID2000)

population-based follow-up study

Chuan Fa Hsieh,"2 Song Lih Huang,® Chien Lung Chen,* Wei Ta Chen,® Huan
Cheng Chang,*® Chen Chang Yang"”

http://www.kidney-international.org clinical investigation

© 2015 International Society of Nephrology

see commentary on page 1223
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use with risk of end-stage renal disease in patients
with chronic kidney disease
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- b Qigong No exercise Mean difference Mean difference
Study or subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total IV, random, 95% CI IV, random, 95% CI
2.1.1 HbAIC

Cheng et al. 2013 -0.69 095 20 -031 095 20 52% -0.38(-0.97,0.21] —
Yuxiang et al. 2012 -1.34 075 39 -0.35 0.68 40 8.5% -0.99([-1.31,-0.67] —_—

Sun et al. 2010 -0.7 078 11 0 1.07 10 3.5% -0.70[-1.51,0.11]

Huang and Deng 2011 -079 09 30 -0.12 077 30 7.1% -0.67[-1.09,-0.25] —_—

Jietal. 2012 -2 052 32 -1.25 047 30 9.5% -0.75[-1.00,-0.50] —

Li 2009 -2.12 117 40 -092 137 39 55% -1.20[-1.76,-0.64] B —

Lietal. 2013 -155 149 50 -0.82 147 44 5.1% -0.73[-1.33,-0.13] _—

Lin and Wei 2013 -1.03 078 19 -0.16 0.83 19 6.0% -0.87 [-1.38,-0.36] —_—

Liu et al. 2012 -0.89 089 33 -0.17 1.02 36 6.8% -0.72([-1.17,-0.27] —_—

Honghua et al. 2014 -1.12 08 20 -036 093 20 5.8% -0.76[-1.30,-0.22] —_—

Huanshan and Yichong 2008 -0.93 1.05 24 -037 0.81 24 5.8% -0.56[-1.09,-0.03] —_—

Wu and Wei 2015 -0.7 05 20 05 042 20 9.0% -1.20[-1.49,-0.91] R —

Yang 2012 -0.896 0.69 29 027 071 30 8.0% -1.17[-1.52,-0.81] —_—

Zhang 2011 -0.74 084 15 -095 1.16 15 4.1% 0.21 [-0.51,0.93]

Zhang et al. 2015 -1.5 09 32 -1 091 18 59% -0.50[-1.02,0.02] —_—

Zhou 2014 -144 091 13 064 093 12 4.1% -2.08[-2.80,-1.36] —

Subtotal (95% CI) 427 407 100.0% -0.84 [-1.02, —-0.65] B

Heterogeneity: T° = 0.08; x* = 37.56, df = 15 (P = 0.001); I* = 60%

Test for overall effect: Z = 8.96 (P < 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 427 407 100.0%|-0.84 [-1.02, -0.65] & |
Heterogeneity: 7° = 0.08; y* = 37.56, df = 15 (P = 0.001); I* = 60% . T : T

Test for overall effect: Z = 8.96 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: not applicable

-2 0
Favours Qigong

1
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