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Abstract

Objective: To evaluate the clinical efficacy of single-needle knife therapy in patients with humerus
lateral epicondylitis using meta-analysis methods. Methods: A computerized search was conducted
in databases including China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), Wanfang, VIP, China Biol-
ogy Medicine (CBM), Embase, and PubMed. The search covered records from the inception of the
databases to October 30, 2024, for randomized controlled trials (RCTs) on needle knife therapy for
humerus lateral epicondylitis. After applying inclusion, exclusion, and withdrawal criteria to filter
the literature, data extraction was performed, followed by a meta-analysis. Results: A total of 13
articles involving 1109 patients were included. The meta-analysis indicated that needle knife ther-
apy had a higher efficacy rate compared to Local Injection Therapy [RR = 1.16, 95% CI (1.10, 1.22),
P < 0.0001], but there was no statistically significant difference when compared with shock wave
therapy or acupuncture. Five studies reported Visual Analogue Scale (VAS) scores, with a standard-
ized mean difference [SMD = -0.51, 95% CI (-1.70, -0.68), Z = 0.84, P > 0.05], indicating no statisti-
cally significant difference compared to the non-needle knife group. Conclusion: Needle knife ther-
apy has a higher efficacy rate in treating humerus lateral epicondylitis and can effectively improve
patient pain symptoms. However, the quality of the included articles is not high, and more high-
quality randomized controlled trials are expected in the future to further validate the clinical effects
of needle knife therapy for humerus lateral epicondylitis.
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Figure 2. Literature quality assessment diagram
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Figure 3. Age data balance analysis
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Figure 4. Effectiveness rate
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Figure 5. Subgroup analysis of effectiveness rate
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Figure 7. Funnel plot of effectiveness rate
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