Supplemental Digital Contents 4. Forest plot of pairwise meta-analysis (UPDRS III and UPDRS II)

4.1 Acupuncture + Conventional drug therapy vs Conventional drug therapy, UPDRSIII score

Acupuncture+CONV CONV Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subaroup Mean SD__ Total Mean SD Total Weight IV. Random, 95% CI IV. Random. 95% CI
1.1.1 Electroacupuncture
Chen 2012 2988 826 30 3358 8459 30 322%  -3.60[-7.86, 0.66] —
Gu 2013 29.04 1062 23 3312 1742 25 8.9% -4.08[F1217 4.01] e
Huang 2009 328 128 15 386 1254 14 7.2% -5.80[14.80,3.200 D
Liu 2016 2895 10589 39 32.24 1568 3 15.4% -3.29[-9.46, 2.88] e
Wang 2015 206 27 28 225 121 200 201%  -1.90[7.30, 3.50] - 1
Hu 2020 2388 1373 33 28.84 11.68 37 162% -4.96[10.97,1.08] e
Subtotal {(95% CI) 168 162 100.0% -3.63 [-6.05,-1.21] <>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 083, df =5 (F =088y F=0%
Testfor overall effect £=2.94 (P = 0.003)
1.1.2 Manual Acupuncture
Cho 2012 133 T.78 13 1544 828 ] TA%  -213[9.53,527] I
Lizog 21.64 1368 14 2673 14.03 11 40% -5.09[16.05,5.87] —
Lu 2020 1785 417 20 18.05 34 200 26.0%  -0.50[3.00, 2.00] .
Mizushima 2011 11.9 6.8 103 182 9.8 95 268% -6.30[-8.67,-3.93] —
Ren 2011 11,73 294 90 16.458 308 a0 35.2%  -485[5.73,-3.97] &
Subtotal (95% CI) 240 225 100.0% -3.90 [-6.24, -1.57] .
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.83; Chi*=13.03, df= 4 {(P=0.01); F=69%
Testfor overall effect 2= 3.28 (P = 0.001)
1.1.3 Bee Venom Acupuncture
Cho 2012 1m0 5823 13 1544 928 9 100.0% -5.44[F1214,1.26 i—
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 9 100.0% -5.44[12.14,1.26] T
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.59 (P =011}
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Testfor subaraun differences: Chi*= 0.25. df = 2 (P = 0.88). F= 0% cUpunCire

4.2 Acupuncture + Conventional drug therapy vs Sham Acupuncture + Conventional drug therapy, UPDRSIII

score
Acupuncture+CONV SHAM+CONV Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD _ Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV. Random, 95% Cl
2.1.1 Electroacupuncture
Lei 2016 191 109 10 372 116 ] TT% -18.10[30.31,-5.89]
Subtotal (95% CI} 10 5 7.7% -18.10[-30.31, -5.89] ————

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=2.91 (P = 0.004)

2.1.2 Manual Acupuncture

Jung 2006 12.44 7.99 16 1086 9.07 21 19.3% 1.688[3.93,7.09] -
Kluger 2016 21.3 8.8 47 259 17T 47 231% -4.60 [-5.79,-0.41] —

Kaong 2017 2248 121 19 237 104 17 145% -1.20 871, 6.31] - T
Lizoe 21.64 1368 14 1825 9.1 12 120% 230[-6.47, 11.25] N R
Park 2007 1786 15813 21 18.69 10.08 13 126% -0.83 [-9.31, 7.65] - T
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 110 81.5% -1.55 [4.32,1.21] &

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.20; Chi*=4.07, df =4 (P=040) F= 2%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.10(FP =027}

2.1.3 Bee Venom Acupuncture
Hartmann 2016 2527 12.8 15 324 16.09 20 108%  -7TA3[1671,2.49] -
Subtotal (95% CI} 15 20 10.8%  -T.13[-16.71,2.45] —~i—
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.46(F =0.14)

Total (95% CI) 142 135 100.0% -2.91 [-6.80, 0.98] -
ity: == cChif= = = E= 1 } 1 1
Heterogeneity: Tau®=12.48;, Chi®=11.65 df=6 (P =007) = 49% 0 10 b 10 30

Testfor overall effect Z=147 (P =014}
Acupuncure+CONYV  SHAM+CONV
Testfor subsroun diferences: ChiF= 7.69. df= 2 (P = 0.02). F= 72.7% FUpunElre "




4.3 Acupuncture + Conventional drug therapy vs Conventional drug therapy, UPDRSII score

Acupuncture+CONV CONV Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight V. Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Electoacupuncture
Gu 2013 861 k] 23 1386 637 215 334% -535[8.29,-241] —&—
Liu 2016 852 3 39 1257 G280 35 488%  -4.05[6.45 -1.65] —
Hu 2020 2306 T.25 33 2719 103 37 168%  -413[B.2F 0.01] — ]
Subtotal (95% Cl) a5 97 100.0% -4.50 [6.19,-2.80] \ 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChF=049 df=2(P=078); F=0%
Test for overall effect. £=5.20{F = 0.00001)

1.2.2 Manual acupuncture

Cho 2012 1077 405 13 11.22 64 9 25% -0.45[545 4.455] I
Liz01g g 44 141227 730N 23%  -RIT[0.48,1.84] -
Lu 2020 259 345 200 285 438 20 105% -2.60[5.04,-0.16] /]
Mizushirma 2011 TE g 103 122 72 9% 203% -460[6.34,-2.86] -

Ren 2011 872 282 a0 13.03 356 90 64.3% -4.31[5.25,-3.37] |
Subtotal (95% CI) 240 225 100.0% -4.07 [-4.87,-3.27] ¢

Heterogeneity Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 410, df= 4 (P=0.39); F= 2%
Test for overall effect 7= 9.97 (P = 0.00001)

1.2.3 Bee Venom Acupuncture

Cho 2012 FEY 437 13 1122 64 9 100.0%  -353[8.34,1.29] 1‘
Subtotal (95% CI) 13 9 100.0% -3.53[8.34,1.28]

Heterageneity; Mot applicahle

Testfor overall effect Z=1.44 (P=0.15)
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Testfor subarous differences: GhiF= 0.26. df= 2 (F = 0.86). = 0% Acupuncture+CONV CONV

4.4 Acupuncture + Conventional drug therapy vs Sham Acupuncture + Conventional drug therapy, UPDRSII

score

Acupuncture+CONV SHAM+CONV Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD  Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.2.1 Electoacupuncture
Lei 2016 10.8 fi.6 10 166 719 5 BA% -580[F1384, 224 —
Subtotal {95% Cl) 10 5 85% -5.80[-13.84, 2.24] —~li—

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.41 (=016}

2.2.2 Manual Acupuncture

Jung 2008 g.88 473 16 8.57 6867 21 33.3%  0.31[3.76 438 —
L2018 9 44 14 1033 528 12 386%  -1.33[5.10,244] ——
Park 2007 1206 943 21362 621 13 186% 187686372 T
Subtotal (95% CI) 51 46 91.5% -0.79[-3.24,1.67] <>

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.44, df= 2 (P = 0,807 F= 0%
Test for overall effiect 2= 063 (F=0.53)

Total (95% CI) &1 5 100.0% 1.21[-3.56,1.13]
?et?;ugenem,rl:lT?ru :2P3;$h|p=—1j8;1| df=3 (P =061} F=0% -EID _1'0 ﬁ 1'0 EID
estfor overall eflect 2=1.01 (P = 0.31) Acupunclure+CONV  SHAM+CONY

Testfor subaroun differences; Chi*=1.37. df=1 (P =024 F=26.8%



