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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the promoting effects of fire cupping on postoperative swelling, shoulder
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joint function (JOA score), and overall clinical efficacy in patients with proximal humerus fractures
after surgery. Methods: A total of 30 patients who underwent surgery for proximal humerus frac-
tures and were hospitalized in the Department of Orthopedics of Heyuan Hospital of Traditional
Chinese Medicine from March 2024 to July 2025 were selected as the study subjects. Using arandom
number table method, they were randomly assigned to an experimental group (n = 15) and a control
group (n = 15). The experimental group was treated with Taohong Siwu Decoction combined with
fire cupping therapy, while the control group was treated with Taohong Siwu Decoction alone. The
treatment course lasted for 4 weeks. The degree of swelling and the Japanese Orthopaedic Associa-
tion (JOA) scores were observed before surgery, after surgery, at 2 weeks postoperatively, and at 4
weeks postoperatively. The clinical efficacy was evaluated at 4 weeks postoperatively. Results: At 4
weeks postoperatively, the effective rate of the experimental group was 93.33%, which was signifi-
cantly higher than 73.33% of the control group. At 2 and 4 weeks postoperatively, the swelling de-
gree and JOA scores in the experimental group were significantly better than those in the control
group (P < 0.05).
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Table 1. (a) Comparison of baseline age data between the two groups; (b) Comparison of baseline gender data between the

two groups
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Table 3. Comparison of swelling severity
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