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Arthroscopic single-bundle vs double-bundle posterior cruciate ligament reconstruction .

a Meta analysis

Xu Tian’ en, Zhang Shaobo, Guo Laiwei, Jiang Jin, Zhang Bo, Meng Huiqiang, Zhang Chengjun, Sheng Xiaoyun,
Yun Xiangdong, Xia Yayi ( Department of Orthopaedics, Gansu Provincial Key Laboratory of Orthopedics of Second
Hospital , Lanzhou University, Lanzhou, Gansu Province, 730000, China)

[ Abstract ] Objective To evaluate the effectiveness of single-bundle vs double-bundle posterior
cruciate ligament ( PCL) reconstruction under arthroscope. Methods Randomized controlled trials ( RCTs)
and non-randomized controlled trials ( non-RCTs) of arthroscopic single-bundle vs double-bundle PCL
reconstructionpublished in PubMed, Embase, Cochrane library, China national knowledge infrastructure
(CNKI) , Chinese biomedical literature database (CBM) ,and VIP were searched. All the data were analyzed
by 2 reviewers independently using RevMan5. 3 software. Results The Meta analysis included 323 patients
with PCL injure, and there were four RCTs and four non-RCTs. The results of Meta analysis showed that there
were significant differences in Lysholm scores [ MD = —3.51, 95% CI( —-4.54, -2.48), P <0.000 01 ],
Tegner scores [ MD = - 0.52, 95% CI( -0.89, -0.14), P =0.007 ], IKDC normal and nearly normal
[OR=0.40, 95%CI (0.19,0.84), P =0.01], IKDC abnormal and severe abnormal [ OR =2.48, 95% CI
(1.20,5.15), P =0.01], and flexion 90° posterior stability [ MD =0.92, 95% CI (0.18,1.56), P =

0. 01 ] between single-bundle PCL reconstructionand double-bundle PCL reconstruction. However, no
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statistical significance difference was found in flexion 30° posterior stability [ MD =0.63, 95% CI ( —1.63,
2.61), P =0.54] and postoperative complication rate [ OR =0. 60, 95% CI (0.22,1.62), P =0.32].

Conclusion The current clinical evidence shows that single-bundle PCL reconstruction is superior to double-

bundle PCL reconstruction, with easy operation, less injure and easily controlled tunnel location, but the

flexion 90° posterior stability is inferior to double-bundle PCL reconstruction.

[ Key words ]

arthroscope ; single-bundle reconstruction; double-bundle reconstruction; posterior

cruciate ligament; Meta analysis

Supported by the General Program of National Natural Science Foundation of China (81450042 ) and the Project of Science and Technology Program of Lanzhou

(2014-2-27). Corresponding author: Xia Yayi, E-mail; xiayayi@ 126. com

B 575 J5 28 4] 77 ( posterior cruciate ligament,
PCL) R FF G R E i R —, — Rl
B4 0] 38 ( anterolateral bundle, AL) 1 J5 N ] 38
( posteromedial bundle, PM) " ~* SEHE M T, B4l
AR T 9%, T %% PCL #4557 LA IE T AR AR SFIG
7, AR s E IF 0 S A 7205 2 AT ARG
I7 . TARIGYT PCL ML AETE 2R RS, BT %
AR R B OG5 B2 T 47 B3R (single-bundle, SB) F ¢
AL & WU ( double-bundle, DB) # & AP il R
b RZRM AR EE PCL, AN RSV E N
HME KRR SR A PCL I RT3 BT, LA
WA R H A PCL 1Y PRV IS S HE

1 SRS ®

L1 ZANLHRARE

OWFFEAAY A s R BT, A5G B Bt
5 (RCT) FEHEREHLNT IS (non-RCT) . QBFFEXF 4
AR B PCL 4507 10 B AT T 53 oAb 2ty
i, BARHEAT 7 EOC BT 19 PCL H A s HEBR bR
HEATARRSCTT B T PCL # Z AR A SCHR, XU R ¢ 75
HRAT 40 9 SCHR , TC 12 S BRI 1) SCHR . T Tt -
S MR OGN &S R AT B E R, X
MRLNTEIROCTT 58 T &It B BRI A7 BUR B AR, B A
YA e I ANBR , B B R 245 E AT A MR, 3L
WO AR AR A AMUAS NOR S TR, @I
$8#5 . IKDC $¥-43  Lysholm P43 Tegner $¥-43 BT
fih 30° M Y J ) AR PRI 23 JREOC Y T il 90° I B i 1)
FasE VPP ARJE I AIE o
1.2tk Rw

@D it & ML A 2% Pubmed , Embase , The Cochrane
Library | A [ 3] ] 4= SCECHE 45 ( CNKT) | i [ 2R 1 1R 2
SCHRESH 28 (CBM) | rp SORHE ) FIEdk 122 (VIP) #E47
TCTERNRI H RS FY BRI A A6 2R 5 ORG ZR1) « 9 SR 3R LA
“posterior cruciate ligament, PCL, single bundle, double

bundle, reconstruction” A FH G K 0], KR L 5

XA JE TR R OBUR O F AR
1) s BT TAEER « X AH A0 1) F B P A TR R DA K
Y ASCHR B9 275 3Tk
1.3 REFH

49 A SCRRTE B Cochrane handbook5. 1.0 F 424t
(I BELC RIS 1 T L PPN AR XS RCT AT PEAG
i FEARBEAL G REGRLS (MINORS) (14 77 12 2% 5 | X [0 Jist
PEXT RBFTE BEATREAG O o
1.4 3RBEE

2 B 9E 4 i FRBEAIL 6 B OOUE bR iR 7T
W If 4 RS SE BT A SRAR A TR R PR L
1.5 %itF o

XSG B HE ) SCHR R F Cochrane PR I 42 4t 11y
Review anager 5. 3 it 8 F 478t o3 7, 1= 7K
SR HINAL Y %022 (WMD 150088 80 R FH AR X 1 B
(OR) #4753 81 o TE 95% CI Seflf s B P A 5 , 25 i 5%
2R G2 (P >0.1 F1 P <50% ) Wk
JFH 1 5 5O AR Y, #5058 22 B B 22 53 A8 e 2 )
SR FH BEAILAS N B AEY | BH 58 A s R S o 2 SR FH 47 38 1
MBSO 20 73 B KB 43 # o

2 #R

2.1 Xkt kR

IR SCHiK 182§, Zead iB 2T e , Be A 8 F 3L
Bk, fUF5 4 F RCT, 4 F Bl i X BEBF 5T . SCHk i 8 I
LSS NS
2.2 WIANFFR 8 —RRAFIE

SR A 8 e Scik,3 At ke p g L4 g
R E KRB, L AT Sk AR E A4 T
SCHRFPAE RS RN R x x5 FR, Hx 4 B R 395K
For s R SR AR R v 1 AT SR 4R 22
Pt 55 2T ik e e U T SR R —
PR A ,3 1 Sk v B U R A SR B B A
WIARSE AR 52 et SCik b o UUR R Y 1] 5 T
KogeFE. Wik L,



424

S =B, 2016,38(4)

http : //aammt. tmmu. edu. cn

R1 HANTFR—REHE

T (B4 . o ‘ [ 5 77 2 - B
fE# [EES FIR (%) — % Bt () ZAE () By R —— PEN R
SB DB JiE e e
Yoon[12] i 28.5/27.4 20/5 5/3  25/28 31/33 37/35 ATA/ATA MIS/MIS AIS/AIS DBOD®
MeHas(17] hE 28.42+6.53/29.03£8.11 N N 27/25 18/18 4.54+1.91/5.02 £2.12 ATA/ATA AIS/IM IM/AIS [0OGE)
i
Wang! 18] B 29.4+13.6/28.2£10.4  14/5 2/4  19/16  41+13/28.2+4.2  8.5+8.0/6.5+5.9 STG/STG AIS/AIS ATS/AIS DORB@DOD
B
Lil15] E 25.1+2.6/23.5+5.2 15/7 18/6  22/24 28.7+3.0/30.4+5.1 5+3.64/6.0+2.6 TAA/TAA AIS/ATS EB/EB DRB@D©
Kim[13] i [ 31.9/33.6 8/3 7/3 11710 36.3/29.4 9.4/9.4 ATA/ATA AIS/ATS AIS/ATS [0OBO)
Ay AR ]| 35.5/33 14/4 102 18/12 23/17 N BPTB/STG 1S/ AIS MIS 5§ AIS/AIS DD®
Bl 14] S| 37 +13/37 £10 16/6 8/6  22/24 24/24 21 +38/24 +40 [FIU STG/ KU ST 1S K SP/IS Jz SP EB/EB DRBB®
Shon[ 1] W 34/36 11/3 15/1  14/16 90. 5/64 11.3/7.1 BPTB Hl ATA/ATA CSW/BSS AIS 1 NIS/AIS ®©D
D W€ % > = = Y
B3k 20 ;DB R 20 ;STG ; @ 4k B WUAn AT 3 VUNLAE ; BPTB : B -82 B - ; ATA : B) A7 AR SR B2 ; TAA ; B A 5+ 4K B2 B BT WLVULRE

ATBA ; B A 554K 3 B 3 64 SR ;ST B 4K 2 MUALEE ( semitendinosus ) ; EB ; Endobutton ; IS : 7 /& #3247 ; IM ; &

A B He 64 JILBE ; CSW - 4

SRR SRATAR VA S ALS ;v BOMCHF R 3R4T s NIS . R 7T BOKHF IR 5847 BSS . A My B Hr R 3247 A= 11 AL 4T ; MIS :/ﬁ/r%’}f?fiﬂf?ﬁ';gpz I1A4T
@ : Lysholm #%4-;2):1KDC % %-; ®: Tegner #F %-; @ : KT-1000; 5): KT-2000; ®: M % ¥ j& @42 2 bk ;D &t 90° B 44 J5 F B X,
& (posterior drawer test at 90° of flexion) ;@) Jr 2 FEH ;O i ETFTE N ;#. 8 N AR A

SOCHURE Pubmed. |1 XA E@ﬁ%gw
Embase, Cochrane library e [ A W = A B T
HRRH 99 55 ] P A 83 f

T—;&I@J
|

[estte e 182 | HE A A 119 47 |

U TR g7 5 R A
63 i 18 1o ] 3 A S o
i B S
YA R R UM AT E
HSCEE 9 f
A P FA TR
2 fii @1%&%’ PIA RT3
BRI A SO 2 R

ft—t

RAMASRE R |

B1 x#tiFiERiEReER

2.3 REHH
AN 4 F RCT Scakeb, 3 4™ ™ SCHkBEMLIT
B e i L R S /0 e Bt s2 e " Stk ket
WA G ANGST S & R o, HA KRR B 1 At
SCHR AR NI S 45 S5 2 S 1 vk 54 et e
MRS Bl T Sse PR 5 T 52 45 SR 0 D R XU G o 494
K 4 TS R g AL BRI B, ZERFSE E Y
Bt TE] X BB R pE % X BRZHL [R 48 Gt b
1A A HARHE T 715 S . AW RCT (195
HEEPEOT UL 2 5 9 A BIF S 9 [l Ja 1 o REBIF 52 1Y) Joa it
WK 2,
2.4 Meta 54 R
2.4.1 Lysholm P£43 7 FSSCHRRIE T Lysholm ¥
4%, b 35 RCTH 71 4 g4 ROTH! P 1100 Sy
NI 270 {51, Forb SB H 133 {5i], DB 4H 127 {5i], Meta

ST R BN, WA KR EGRITHFBE(P =
0.16,1° =35% ) , R F [ 52 SR AR | 45 95550 17 e A T
Z =6.68,P <0.01,SB 215 DB #{ Lysholm ¥-5r A 4t
H22E B[ MD = -3.51,95% CI( -4.54, —2.48),
P<0.01], LK 3,

17

B5r.
¥ 2 B O
® |~ | ®|® | FEYUTFI A GEEEER )
©® |~ | @ O i EREGEPEmR)
S| | @ | @ | XTHFSERGRNAYT S R ik (SR )
S | | @ | XSS S R i (I R )
® ® OO 4asuniseE (D)
® O OO | vt EPIRGS RO W)
N -~ ~ -~ :ﬁ:,{t%{ﬁ
E2 WMA#HZR RCT HREEN

F2 XMANBIIERENLI R LI B R E TG

MINORS J7 ¥4

JEREHLNT BRI 56

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 j4
#eJpE14] 2 1.0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 17
o4 L1 2 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 14
Shonl11] 20 0 1 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 13
Kim[13] 20 0 1 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 13

MINOR ik A L3654 B . 1. AL L TR A
892 AN B A E T3 TR MIE AR 4. T B AR
Bedh B 0GB R AT R 60 B 8955 & B IS AR IR 00 B M

6: K37 Bt 8] 2 % 757 k5 FAKT 5% ;8. Kmﬁgﬁfr
K39, B FELTH Y10, 5BEELERF;11.
A ALEL T 12: A F5MATB ;04 kAR
Hl A TEEERAS2 5 RETLREET £
i1z 8



http ://aammt. tmmu. edu. cn = ZEBE K AR ,2016,38(4) 425
2.4.2 Tegner ¥4y 4 fRi SCHRHRGE T Tegner PF47, 2.4.5 BTy th 30° I Y f5 AR PEVE 43 35

o 2 B RCTHS ™ 2 B RCTH™ 5 4 A% 1)
157 45, Hirpr SB 40 77 451, DB 20 80 f4i], Meta 43 Hr4k
B, AW B A G 22 R R (P = 0. 66, 1 =
0% ) , R JFH [ 2 BN AR FY A5 FF R A 30 Z =2. 71,
P =0.007,SB Z15 DB 41 Tegner ¥4 HAG G124 2 X
[MD = -0.52,95%CI( —-0.89, —0.14) ,P =0.007 ], Ui
K4,

2.4.3 IKDC IEH SHEH TS 5 SCHkRIE
T IKDC IE % 5 $iE E W 4, Hob o4
RCT!> 57180 1 g4 RCTH  He4) A g 1] 232 f3i], 3L
Hh SB 4l 115 4], DB 2 117 5], Meta 43 #1445 H B~ ,
WA T EA G # (P =0.97,F =0%) , >k
[ VB R, & I RN A S Z =2.44,P =0.01,
SB 415 DB 44 IKDC 1E& 5#0E1E# W B A 4t
25 0R=0.40,95% CI1(0.19,0.84) ,P=0.01], i
K5,

2.4.4 IKDC AIEH 5™\ AIEHEWTS 5 kOt
fiB 1 IKDC A IEH 5™ BN IE T, b 4 55
RCTH>! 1780 1 g RCTH™ 5 Jbah A i) 232 f3i], 1
1 SB 41 115 f5i], DB 41 117 5], Meta 73 B 455 WoR
WA BA G2 R T (P =0.97,F =0% ) , >R H
[ A VAR R A SN A SR Z =2.44,P =0.01,
SB 415 DB 4 IKDC AN IE# 5™ HEAIE# W0 BA 5
2% 5% [OR =2.48,95% CI(1.20,5.15),P =
0.01], WE6,

SCHRAGE T R 567 J il 30° B 119 5 1) e 1E 4y, H
Hi 1B RCT' 2 Bk RCTH10 eyl A1) 112 4],
Hirr SB 2159 {4, DB 2H 53 f5i], Meta 43H745 5K B, 44
AW EA G2 R it (P <0.01,F =99% ) , >R
BEALRCN LAY, & IR R e Z =0. 62, P =0. 54,
SB #[1 5 DB 2l 55 T il 30° 8 (1) J [l A 1k 43 T
GiiteE22 5[ MD =0.63,95% CI( -1.63,2.61) ,P =
0.54], WKET,

2.4.6 WO 90° w1 G mARE VRS TR
SCHRIRGE T 1 5635 JE il 90° i) 9 ) 1) 5 R IE 4y,
i3 f RCT ™8 4 ik RCTH! 1710100 3y A g ]
261 5], H.Ap SB 28 131 ], DB #H 130 5], Meta 43 H74%
BB WA TS B G R R (P <0.01,F =
81% ) , >R FHBEHUS AT , A A0 A5 Z =2. 44,
P =0.01,SB 415 DB 415 it 90° B 9 J5 [l o
PEVES A Giit 222 5 [ MD = 0. 92,95% CI (0. 18,
1.56),P=0.01]., UL 8.

2.4.7 JFRAE 4G SCERIGE 1O AORE, Kb 3 R
RCT!™ 710 1 g5 RCT™M s Shgy A5 51 170 {5, Hor
SB 24 85 {51 ,DB £ 85 5], Meta s3#r 455 Wos , A B
RIGATFFE(P =0.62,1 =0% ) , % A 52 5500
R AUV RS ER Z =1.00,P =0.32,SB 415 DB
HIFRIE TG 2253 [ OR =0.60,95% CI(0. 22,
1.62),P=0.32]., WK 9,

SBéR DB ¢8 HgE ESEIES
LD 98 EE 48 19 EE HAB REy EENCHER osvaliERiE EEiaigs sssElsKiE
RCT
Wang [18] 88 10 19 89 9 16 2.7% -1.00[-7.30,5.30] I
SkEE (17] 853 7.09 27 888 6.61 25 7.7% -350[7.22,0.22) |
Li[15] 88 4.2 22 898 38 24 197% -1.80[-4.12,052] T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 68 65 30.0% -2.16[-4.04,-0.28] <&
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.72, df=2 (P=0.70); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.25 (P = 0.02)
Non-RCT
Sung-Jae Kim [13] 79.7 11.67 11 843 9.74 10 1.3% -4.60[13.77,4.57]
Shon [11] 881 7.32 14 887 9.1 16 3.1% -0.60[-6.48,5.29] -1
PRERL [16] 92.4 3.7 18 943 34 12 16.0% -1.90[-4.47,0.67] T
TEMNY 93 2 22 98 3 24 496% -5.00[-6.46,-3.54) w_a
Subtotal (95% Cl) 65 62 70.0% -4.09[-5.32,-2.86] L 2
Heterogeneity: Chi*=5.63, df=3(P=0.13); F=47%
Test for overall effect: Z= 6.51 (P < 0.00001)
Total (95% Cl) 133 127 100.0% -3.51[-4.54,-2.48] 2
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 9.18, df= 6 (P = 0.16); F= 35% 1:0 5 ) 5 1:0
Test for overall effect. Z= 6.68 (P < 0.00001) SB#l DB#

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 2.83. df=1 (P=0.09). F=64.6%
E 3 SB 45 DB 4 Lysholm ¥4y i) Meta 547



426

S =B, 2016,38(4)

http : //aammt. tmmu. edu. cn

A _SBA __DB4 BEE Ll
B AREE HAE 198 REE AR NSy BB osvallEXKiE EEMiigs! oseElEXKiE
RCT
Li[15] 62 09 22 68 12 24 375% -060[1.21,0.01] — ]
Wang [18] 45 17 19 52 16 16 116% -0.70[1.79,0.39 T
Subtotal (95% ClI) 41 40 49.1% -0.62[-1.16,-0.09] -
Heterogeneity. Chi*=0.02, df=1 (P=0.88), F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=2.29 (P=0.02)
Non-RCT
Shon [11] 74 108 14 81 093 16 26.4% -0.70[-1.43,0.03] -
HTENY 63 11 22 64 15 24 244% -010[-0.86,0.66] e
Subtotal (95% CI) 36 40 50.9% -0.41[-0.94,0.11] P
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.26, df=1 (P=0.26); F=21%
Test for overall effect. Z=1.54 (P=0.12)
Total (95% Cl) 77 80 100.0% -0.52[-0.89,-0.14] . 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 1.59, df= 3 (P = 0.66); I*= 0% A5 1 3
Test for overall effect. Z=2.71 (P =0.007) SB#l DBA
Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=0.31.df=1 (P=0.58). F=0%
E 4 SB 45 DB 48 Tegner i£4y i Meta 547
SB4R DB:H 1ExifeReE 1ERiRReE
D RAG SHE RASIE DB RES EERniER osvalEXiE  EEXEER osvRlEXiE
RCT
Li[15] 18 22 22 24 16.3% 0.41 [0.07, 2.49) —
Wang [18] 11 19 13 16 25.2% 0.32[0.07,1.50) -
Yoon [12] 18 25 24 28 26.9% 0.43[0.11,1.69) - &
skE=(17] 24 27 23 25 11.3% 0.70[0.11, 4.55) - 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 93 93 79.7%  0.43[0.19, 0.95] -
Total events 71 82
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.40, df=3 (P=0.94); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.07 (P = 0.04)
Non-RCT
TEMN4Y 17 22 22 24 20.3% 0.31[0.05,1.79] -1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 24 20.3% 0.31[0.05, 1.79] —eatl—
Total events 17 22
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.31 (P=0.19)
Total (95% CI) 115 117 100.0%  0.40[0.19, 0.84] -
Total events 88 104
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.51, df= 4 (P = 0.97); F=0% :0.01 0?1 : 1%0 100
Test for overall effect. Z= 2.44 (P = 0.01) SB# DB#

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=0.11.df=1 (P=0.74). F=0%

5 SB 45 DB 4 IKDC IE & 5#%iEIE & 148 Meta 4347



http ://aammt. tmmu. edu. cn = ZEBE K AR ,2016,38(4) 427
N SB4 DB:H 1ERIERE HERTERERE
i SEPIET SPIE EERE Dbl NEs EEREEN svaliiRiE | EEsiEn sl
RCT
Li[15] 4 22 2 24 16.5% 2.44[0.40,14.91) — 1 -
Wang [18] 8 19 3 16 19.9% 3.15[0.67,14.86) T
Yoon [12] 7 25 4 28 28.6% 2.33[0.59, 9.20) B I
skE=E [17] 3 27 2 25 19.4% 1.44[0.22, 9.41) I
Subtotal (95% Cl) 93 93 84.4% 2.34[1.05,5.23] -
Total events 22 11
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.40, df=3 (P = 0.94); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.07 (P =0.04)
Non-RCT
‘BN 5 22 2 24 156% 3.24[0.56,18.76) -1 -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 24 15.6% 3.24[0.56, 18.76] —l———
Total events 5 2
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=1.31 (P=0.19)
Total (95% CI) 115 117 100.0%  2.48[1.20,5.15] -
Total events 27 13
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.51, df= 4 (P= 0.97); F= 0% 00 ] 0f1 1 1=0 100’
Test for overall effect. Z= 2.44 (P = 0.01) SsSB4l DBH
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=0.11.df=1 (P=0.74). F= 0%
6 SB 45 DB ZH IKDC RIEE 5EEAREE TSR Meta 5347
SBéH DB Bz s
A BEATEE HAE 98 1pEE HEE NSy BNNGHER! osvnliEXiEl FEYUIRRE oseal{EXiEl
RCT
skE=E[17] 208 017 27 252 023 25 341% -0.44[-055,-0.33] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 27 25 34.1% -0.44[-0.55,-0.33] ¢
Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z= 7.79 (P < 0.00001)
Non-RCT
Shon [11] 28 119 14 27 115 16 321% 0.10[-0.74, 0.94] N
BrRERRR [16] 62 05 18 4 04 12 338% 2.20[1.88,2.52] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 32 28 659%  1.19[-0.87,3.24] e —
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 2.10; Chi*= 20.90, df=1 (P < 0.00001); F= 95%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.13 (P = 0.26)

Total (95% Cl) 59

Test for overall effect. Z=0.62 (P = 0.54)
Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=2.40. df=1 (P=0.12). = 58.3%

53 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.01; Chi*= 229.57, df= 2 (P < 0.00001); I*= 99%

0.63[-1.36, 2.61]

SB#A DB#4A

E7 SB5 DB ARKXTIEH 30°H 85 @IZEMITSH Meta 2347
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N SB4 DB4R 9= =
AR 198 fEE A8 98 IREE HFE sy BNNEES osvnliEXiE RN RS oswml{EXia
RCT
Li[15] 41 13 22 22 13 24 16.5% 1.90[1.15, 2.65)
Wang [18] 23 14 19 31 3 16 10.3% -0.80[-2.40, 0.80] —
Yoon [12] 45 23 25 31 24 28 125% 1.40[0.13, 2.67] =
Subtotal (95% CI) 66 68 39.3%  0.97[-0.47,2.41] —sll—
Heterogeneity: Tau®*=1.24; Chi*=8.97, df=2 (P=0.01); F=78%
Test for overall effect. Z=1.32(P=0.19)
Non-RCT
Shon [11] 3 11 14 26 049 16 17.4% 0.40 [-0.22,1.02 T
Sung-Jae Kim [13] 47 162 N 36 143 10 122% 1.10 [-0.20, 2.40] T
TENY 4 29 22 16 15 24 119% 2.40[1.05, 3.75] -
BRERR [16] 45 04 18 44 05 12 191%  0.10[-0.24,0.44] T
Subtotal (95% ClI) 65 62 60.7%  0.77[-0.00, 1.54] -
Heterogeneity: Tau*= 0.42; Chi*=12.15, df= 3 (P = 0.007); F=75%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.95 (P = 0.05)
Total (95% Cl) 131 130 100.0% 0.92 [0.18, 1.65] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.70; Chi*= 31.66, df= 6 (P < 0.0001); = 81% 4 £ 5 = H
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.44 (P=0.01) SB# DB
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=0.06. df=1 (P=0.81). F=0%

E 8 SBZH5 DB AKX TIE# 90° KA FEERE 4TS5 Meta 5347
- SB4 DB 1ERtRReE 1ERteReE
B REHIZY SHI LEHIEY DH1% NEs  BlEER osvnliEXiE EEiimEs! essaliEXiE

RCT
Wang [18] 3 19 3 16 26.6% 0.81[0.14,4.72] e
Yoon [12] 25 2 28 17.6% 0.54 [0.05, 6.36] -
SkE=E [17] 0 27 3 25 345% 0.12[0.01,2.38] ¢ L
Subtotal (95% CI) 71 69 78.7%  0.45[0.13, 1.51] i
Total events 4 8
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.23, df=2 (P=0.54); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.30 (P = 0.20)
Non-RCT
Shon [11] 3 14 3 16 21.3% 1.18[0.20, 7.08] —|;
Subtotal (95% Cl) 14 16 21.3%  1.18[0.20,7.08]
Total events 3 3
Heterogeneity. Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.18 (P = 0.85)
Total (95% CI) 85 85 100.0%  0.60[0.22, 1.62] -
Total events 7 11
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 1.80, df= 3 (P = 0.62); F= 0% ou " 0 1 3 1=0 100’
Test for overall effect: Z=1.00 (P = 0.32) SB#l DB#

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=0.78.df=1 (P=0.38). F=0%

B9 SBAS5 DB AHKEREZEE Meta 5347

3 iFig

AT R, G 5N S ACRIBUR 5 # PCL 7R
Lysholm 143 Tegner ¥4y . IKDC 1E % 5 431 1IE % ¥
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TGt 25
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1 Yoon 25U WFSY k BL, BSR AN XU H A I A2
P AR5 TR T 1 B B, Lysholm 143 Tegner 1
43 IKDC FWIE4J7 LGt it 242 5, R4 DB 4 4E
JEMfaEE LS SBAA 1.4 mm WES, B TR0
VEAr T JC 25 5, Ur L DB #5¢ SB 41 AE I RS 24 LA B
HARBIRH ., Wang 25" g BT 57 3 B, B0 R0 R0UOR & 4
J& 28 A O D RE VRN A AN st D RETE 4y
TS X TN 7 T RG24 5 L, kst
2011 AR FT 45 BT, B AR T I 28 L)t
AJ5 Lysholm 343 IKDC 343 2 28 g 515 i il 30° 711
90°f Fl KNEELAX3 - i - it 4 i 5 Ak UL 1 gk 22
Wo Li 251 RIS F A A S AR RO R A8 L)
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Y BB R B, B alf PCL 450403 (o JH B SR A RUR
A, ARG IR PE 2 FIS2 AR 2 VA0 7 T g2 22
5t G RR WA BT R R T I 4R i RO E
DI AR 3, WO o A 45 PR o IR AT B e
e, AR Meta Sr #8558 A0L . TERAEY) I [ T
7T, Sun 2570 i) — 4 56 TSV B R 5 28 LA
i RS AORR R A 0 00 SCHik 48 B AR LSRR
AP S #BARAT T B0 B8 35 0 B, TR D Re v 40
W ER G2 S B, 5 AR T, AR
FAE Y SR AR 345 T B 9 45 5 s Gupta 212"
A — 01 S5 A= W ] I A 4 e MR T T 5 S A XY T
ALY IR B AT AR AW 7 20 0 BE R IR
WFFE R, A Wy ] W ISR AT A 5 5 R RE T T I AN I
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Vel WS BRET T LI bR T AR 1 42 JE 59 [R] 2 5 Panchal
ST TP MUR AT AR T T RS
B AR S 52 A B R GO R R g
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5o RUOREE R KRR Fibty Ts e RE#, 0
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MERERCR, TR B K, B 5 31 28 S5 I, X AR
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GE B gk AR LR AR T RIAEAE 25 5 (AR A ST A
B IR 2 AR B, BT AT R B . AR

Yy B [ 5 75 2O AR 2R 21 (1 RGN
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L) RPN R 7 2 A7 AR 22 55 IR OG0 R 1) A2
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