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Effect of Hwanggigyejiomul-tang on Postoperative
Breast Cancer-related Lymphedema (BCRL): A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis

Yeong-seo Lee, Ye-seul Kim, Young-kyun Kim, Kyoung-min Kim
Dept. of Korean Internal Medicine, Dong-Eui University Korean Medical Hospital

ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study assessed the effectiveness of Hwanggigyejiomul-tang for postoperative breast cancer-related lymphedema
(BCRL) by a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials (RCTs).

Methods: A search was conducted using keywords such as “breast cancer”. “lymphedema”, “edema”, “Huangqi Guizhi Wuwu
decoction”, “Huangqi Guizhi Wuwu tang”, and “Hwanggigyejiomul tang” in 10 databases (PubMed, Cochrane, ScienceDirect,
CNKI, CiNii, RISS, KISS, ScienceON, OASIS, DBpia) on February 11, 2024. There were no limits on the publication period
and language, and the quality of the studies was evaluated using Cochrane’s risk of bias tool. A meta-analysis was performed
based on the outcome measurements, such as total effective rate (TER), increase in shoulder joint mobility (flexion, extension.
abduction, adduction), Fugl-Meyer assessment (FMA), and visual analog scale (VAS) using Review Manager Web.

Results: Eleven RCTs were selected. The treatment group (Hwanggigyejiomul-tang-gagambang or hapbang with control
group intervention) showed a more statistically significant effect compared with the control group (physical therapy or western
medicine) in TER (upper limb circumference change), TER (upper limb edema grade change), increase in flexion angle, increase
in extension angle, increase in adduction angle, FMA, and VAS.

Conclusions: Hwanggigyejiomul-tang is effective in treating postoperative BCRL. However, because of the low quality of
the included studies, more clinical studies are required to increase the possibility of clinical use.

Key words: breast cancer, lymphedema, Hwanggigyejiomul-tang, systematic review, meta-analysis
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Table 1. Summary of 11 Included Studies

Edema grade

First SainI;Sle Age (range/average) (mild:moderate Treatment
author DI ‘severe) Intervention (I) Control intervention (C) .
DI period
(year) 9 C 2) C DI
2) C
HGOT" (po) Furosemide 20 mg
1) 20 _ +HGOT" (hot pack) +Spironolactone 40 mg
2010) 2) 18 Total 33~68 NR e (A ML UIEEE GA LN sy O mOms
H%) (ad) Hi) (ad)
) il /=% [ S
BSGE 1) 40 1) 32~T71/521411.82 1) 18:12:10 HGOT+DJS (bid) %@%fd (fgin;;x)iﬁda -
(2016) 2) 40 2) 30~75/486+10.91 2) 16:15:9 +(C) ShReEsE (bid 15~20 min))
EM 1) 40 1) 57.9458 D 17:11:12 o WRERRE: (DRSS,
Q017) 2) 40 2) 53863 9 19:11:10  HGOT (bid)+(C) WHEH) 14 days
KE 1) 38 1) 51841230 1) 15:20:3 HGOT+DJS (bid) %@%fd <155 ’ﬁiix;i%ﬂa @
(2019) 2) 37 2) 52.39+11.94 2) 16:18:3 +(C) IhHEAESE (hid. 1B min))
WE 1) 19 HGOT (po) (tid) YEEEE (O E
(2013) %) 18 NR NR +HGOT" (hot pack) (hs, 15 min), 14 days
(qd, 30 min)+(C) W iRE (6~8 hour))
=R 1) 19 1) 28~66/457+8.2 1) 9:6:4 , WERREE (HasREREE
Q00 2 19 2) 0~65/455:83  2) §:5:6 HGOT+(O) (4 15 min), Dhigiissk (6id) OB
TP 1) 36 1) 5~71/484447.82 1) 15:12:9 HGOT+DJS (bid) Wik (RbBge:
(20200 2) 36 2) 25~68/48.26+7.75 2) 14:13:9 +(C) (qd. 15 min), ORGSR (tid) = oo
BiLE 1) 43 1) 35~T1/541946.08 NR HGOT (bid)+(C)  Diosmin 09 ¢ (bid) 28 days

(2021) 2) 43 2) 34~T75/53.9246.27
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0/9IA - ZI0j - Zi%ia7 - ZIZ4a]

How Oouo

PR (ERIE NER
HGOT" (po) (hid) (qd, 30 min),
NR + HGOT" (hot pack)  ThAe#l# (bid, 30 min), 2 weeks
(qd, 25 min)+(C)  mLATHEE (hs, 20 min),
M HEH)
Y (ShAsaik)
(bid or tid, 10~20 min)

fURE 1) 31 1) 37~67/52.83+6.93
(2021) 2) 31 2) 37~66/52.79£6.91

WEM 1) 43 1) 28~66/47.4246.61
(2022) 2) 43 2) 26~65/46.85+6.20
s 1) 30 1) 24~64/42.68+5.45 NP YRR (ThREHSHR)
(2023) ) 30 2) 2~64/4275+558 NR HGOT' (bid) +(C) (bid. 20 min)

I : intervention, C : control, NR : not reported, HGOT : Hwanggigyeiomul-tang, HGOT : Hwanggigyejiomul-tang-gagam,
DJS : Dangguijakyak-san. po : per os, qd : once a day, bid : twice a day, tid : three times a day, hs : 30 minutes
before sleep, min : minutes

NR HGOT" (bid) +(C) 2 weeks

2 weeks

Table 2. Result of 11 Included Studies

First
author Outcome measurement Effective result
(year)
ke *
(2010) 1) TER D (D 80% » (C) 55.6% (*)
1-1) TER (upper limb circumference change) :
(I) 925% > (C) 75.0% (*)
1) TER (upper limb circumference change, 12 E}%P{?S(gf/op? ngb Seng;'la(gl;ade change) :
s Upeer imb edema grade change. VAS 1) qgR (VAS change) : (D) T7:5% ) (C) 550% (*)
(2016) ) Increise of shoulder oint mobilit ) Total @ (I) 40.8+1.6° > (C) 30.8¢1.8° (**)
(flox waer jomnt, Yo 241 flexion ¢ (D) 152+12° > (C) 10.0£09° (%)
exion, extension, abduction, adduction) 9) extension : (1) 9.2£0.6° > (C) 75411° (%)
3) abduction : (I) 5.9£1.0° < (C) 6.3£1.1° (P)0.05)
4) adduction : (I) 10.50.7° > (C) 7.0£0.7° (**)
#H 1) TER (upper limb edema grade change) ) 87.5% > (C) 65 0% (*)

) 23.3+6.1 < (C) 26.545.3 (*)

) 97.37% > (C) 83.78 (%)

) < (C) (%)

flexion : (I) 16.20£1.51° » (C) 10.951.69° (*)
extension : (I) 9.17£1.55° > (C) 6.98+1.69° (*)

)
)
)
(
(2017) 2) Involved upper limb function score (
(
(
)
) )
) abduction : (I) 6.00+1.22° > (C) 4.12%1.19° (*)
) I (
(
(
(
(
)
)
)
)

)
)
)
)

— | — —

1-

2

2-

2-

2-

2-

1

2

1

) TER 2
% 2) TSS (KHE %, MA) 3-
(2019) 3) Increase of shoulder joint mobility 3-
3-

3-

1

2

3

1

2-

2-

2-

2-

1
2
(flexion, extension, abduction, adduction) 3-3
4

(
adduction : (I) 41.4320.74° > (C) 31.56+0.58° (*)
) 94.73% > (C) 8333% )
) 4.44£3.10 < (C 641i3.07 (")
) 88.88%7.14 > (C) 83.16+7.82 (*)
) 89.47% > (C) 57.89% ("
flexion : (I) 15.4£1.3° > (C) 9.7#0.8° (**)
extension : (I) 9.4+0.7° ) (C) 7.3+1.2° (**)
abduction : (I) 6.8+1.1° ) (C) 5.1£0.5° (**)
adduction : (I) 10.6+0.5° » (C) 6.7£0.5° (**)

e ) TER (upper limb circumference change)
oy 2) TSS (FEhE, %, BiA, #E¥E 1)

(2019) 3) KPS

—_ = = —
— | — — —

w 1) TER (upper limb edema grade change)
HE

(2020) 2) Shoulder joint mobility (flexion, extension,

1
2
abduction, adduction) 3
4
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D (D) 94.44% > (C) 61.11% (*”‘)
2-1) flexion : (I) 4112039 > (C) 3.47+0.55 (**)
2-2) extension : (I) 3.95+0.44 > (C) 3.26+0.60 (**)
2-3) abduction : (I) 4.25£0.32 > (C) 3.50+0.56 (**)
i 1) TER (upper limb edema grade change) 2-4) adduction : (I) 4.05£0.40 > (C) 3.44+0.52 (**)
(2090) 2) Upper limb function score 3-1) physical pain : (I) 75.36£12.36 ) (C) 68.39£14.25 (*)
3) WHOQOL-BREF 3-2) physiological function :
(I) 75.62£9.85 > (C) 69.15+13.14 (*)
3-3) psychological health :
(I) 80.14+8.48 > (C) 72.48+9.56 (**)
3-4) general health : (I) 72.36+948 > (C) 65.17£13.23 (*)
D (D) 9%.35% » (C) 79.07% (*)
1) TER (upper limb circumference change) 2-1) Time of edema disappearance :
BT % 2) Time of symptom recovery (edema (I) 11.59+1.36d < (C) 15.61+2.13d (**)
(2001) disappearance, circumference recovery)  2-2) Time of circumference recovery :
3) DASH (I) 13.63£1.98d < C) 19.342.24d (**)
4) FACT-B 3) (I) 35.09+4.43 < ( 53 34+6.14 (%)
4) (1) 113.82414.17 > ) 93.18+10.28 (*)
0, 0, £
1) TER (upper limb circumference change) ;; EB 36(77)/0(>)(C) 77'42/0 )
2) TSS (iR, MEHE, JRiEhrcis Bimik EE. 3) (D) < (C) (%)
Ak St SRR WA ) (1) 0654021 ¢ () 09803 ()
3) Circumferer;ce of the edema 5) (I) 7.08:047 < (C) 9.83:043 (i‘)
fLIAE 1) VAS 6) (I) 3.82+0.41 < (C) 5.21+0.39 (¥)
(2021) 5) Circumference ratio 7-1) flexion : (I) 90.48+4.48° > (C) 83.29+4.42° (*)
; . . 7-2) extension : (I) 46.1243.27° > (C) 42.29£3.24° (*)
g; gﬁss‘iz T e fexion, extensio, ) Abduction © (D) 12832075 > (C) 1084873 ()
abgfmfg nJOl;d dfcou;;l yexteeﬁ;ln}g?afﬂion’ 7-4) adduction : (I) 35.935.98° > (C) 3L1.095.08° (*)
nternal ’t ion) ’ " 7-5) external rotation : (I) 64.39£3.78° > (C) 5633389 (%)
{hiernat rotation 7-6) internal rotation : () 59742332 > (C) 5L29:32%° (%)
T 1) TER (upper limb edema grade change) 1) (I) 95.35% » (C) 81 40% (*) -
@022) 2) VAS 2) (I) 2.800.19 < ( 346i0.22 (**)
3) FMA-U 3) (I) 75.27+7.19 > ) 61.46+7.22(**)
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D (D) 96.67% > (C) 66.67% (**)
2) (I) 2.74%0.16 < (C) 3.45i0.21 (")
3) (I) 75.25¢7.18 » (C) 61.41£7.14 (*)
1) TER (upper limb edema loss) 471) physiological functlon i .
9) VAS (I) 78. 54+.1 36 > (C) 62.22+1.34 (*) .
s 3) FMA-U 4-2) social function : (I) 78.4626.67 > (C) 60.71£2.39 (’:‘)
4-3) physical function : (I) 75.42+2.65 > (C) 58464623 (*)
(2023) 4) SF-36 B . S
5) Increase of shoulder joint mobility 4-4) ‘psychological function : .
(flexion, extension, abduction, adduction) (D) 7446257 ) (C) 64.58£2.35 (*) .
5-1) flexion : (I) 15.14£1.16° > (C) 9.98+0.87° (*)
5-2) extension : (I) 9.17+0.58° ) (C) 7.49£1.08° (*)
5-3) abduction : (I) 6.59+0.68° > (C) 5.87+0.97° (*)
5-4) adduction : (I) 30.77£1.79° > (C) 10.45+1.56° (*)

I : intervention, C : control, TER : total effective rate, VAS : visual analog scale, TSS : TCM symptom score, KPS
. karnofsky performance status, WHOQOL-BREF : world health organization quality of life-brief version, DASH :
disability of the arm, shoulder and hand, FACT-B : functional assessment of cancer therapy-breast, FMA-U :
fugl-meyer assessment-upper limb, SF-36 : short-form 36, * : P<0.05, ** : P<0.01

Table 3. Composition of Hwanggigyesiomul-tang, Hwanggigyejiomul-tang-gagam used in 11 Included Studies

First
author Basic medicinal herbs Additional medicinal herbs
(year)

Angelicae Sinensis Radix (‘&) 10 g Cnidii Rhizoma (JI[%)
15 g, Alismatis Rhizoma (#8) 15 g. Mori Ramulus (Z4%)
10 g, Gleditsiae Spina (‘2f44l) 15 g, Cyathulae Radix
JI141) 10 g, Liquidambaris Fructus (##:@) 10 g,
Spatholobi Caulis (%8M0#&) 15 g, Pheretima (Mi#E) 10 g
Zaocys dhumnades (EAHie) 1%

Astragali Radix (¥#£) 30
. Cinnamomi Ramulus (k%) 10 g,
(2010) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (#%38) 15 g,
Zingiberis Rhizoma (4E) 10 g
Zizyphi Fructus (KZ) 108

Astragali Radix (¥1%) 30 g
e Cinnamomi Ramulus (#:#%) 10 g, Angelicae Sinensis Radix (&%) 10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JI|%)
?;Olé_) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (#x%%€) 10 g, 10 g Atractylodis Rhizoma Alba (FHJIt) 10 g, Poria (Hoelen)
Zingiberis Rhizoma (4%E) 10 g, (%) 15 g Alismatis Rhizoma (%) 10 ¢
Zizyphi Fructus (KZ) 20 g

Astragali Radix (¥#) 30 g Persicae Semen (Bt1=) 10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JI[%) 10 g,
#1H  Cinnamomi Ramulus (A:#%) 10 g Alismatis Rhizoma (%) 10 g, Angelicae Koreanae Radix (&)
(2017) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (%) 15 g, 10 g Oldenlandiae Diffusae Herba (E1EREER) 15 g, Lobeliae
Paeoniae Radix Alba (F25%) 15 g Chinensis Herba (4#5#) 15 g, Glycyrrhizae Radix (H%) 5 ¢

Astragali Radix (F1%) 9 g
Cinnamomi Ramulus (#:#%) 9 g, Angelicae Sinensis Radix (‘E%%) 9 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JI[%)

é%i) Paeoniae Radix Alba (%) 9 g, 10 g Paeoniae Radix Alba (FHZ5%%) 48 g, Atractylodis
Zingiberis Rhizoma (4E) 18 g, Rhizoma Alba (EJt) 12 g, Alismatis Rhizoma (i) 24 g
Zizyphi Fructus (KZ) 20 g
eI Astragali Radix (#15) 30 g Angelicae Sinensis Radix (‘&%) 10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (}Llﬁ)
(2015) Cinnamomi Ramulus (#:#%) 10 g, 10 g Hirudo (ki) 10 g, Curcumae Longae Rhizoma (E#)

Paeoniae Radix Rubra (#25%%) 10 g 10 g, Mori Ramulus (Z4%) 15 g, Lycopi Herba (ZRd) 10 g
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Astragali Radix () 30 g,

Persicae Semen (Bt{=) 10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JI[%) 10 g,

#ZE  Cinnamomi Ramulus (&:#%) 10 g, Alismatis Rhizoma (i) 10 g Angelicae Koreanae Radix (F&i%)
(2020) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (#%#) 15 g, 10 g Oldenlandiae Diffusae Herba (E1EREER) 15 g, Lobeliae

Paeoniae Radix Alba (FH%5%%) 15 g Chinensis Herba (4553

) 15 g, Glycyrrhizae Radix (H#¥) 5 g

Astragali Radix () 30 g,

Cinnamomi Ramulus (£#%) 15 g, Angelicae Sinensis Radix (%5 15 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JII%5)

éggg(l)]) Paeoniae Radix Alba (FZ5%£) 15 g, 15 g Atractylodis Rhizoma Alba (Fit) 15 g Poria (Hoelen) (F%45)
Zingiberis Rhizoma (4E) 15 g, 15 g, Alismatis Rhizoma (i) 15 g
Zizyphi Fructus (KZ) 28
Astragali Radix (1) 30 g, Persicae Semen (Bk{=) 10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JII%) 10 g
W14 Cinnamomi Ramulus (B#%) 10 g, Alismatis Rhizoma (&%) 10 g Angelicae Koreanae Radix (&%)

(2021) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (x%#) 15 g, 10 g Oldenlandiae Diffusae Herba (FTERETEHR) 15 g, Lobeliae
Paeoniae Radix Alba (F75%%) 15 g Chinensis Herba (445#) 15 g, Glycyrrhizae Radix (H#%) 5 g

Astragali Radix (¥1%) 25 g,
fUEE  Cinnamomi Ramulus (BE#%) 8 g
(2021) Paeoniae Radix Rubra () 15 g,
Paeoniae Radix Alba (F%%8) 15 ¢

Persicae Semen (Bt{=) 10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JI[%) 12 g,
Alismatis Rhizoma (%) 10 g Angelicae Koreanae Radix (F&if)
10 g Oldenlandiae Diffusae Herba (E1EREER) 18 g, Lobeliae
Chinensis Herba (4
Longae Rhizoma (EE) 12 g, Glycyrrhizae Radix (H®) 5 g

) 15 g, Hirudo (Zk#Z) 12 g, Curcumae

Astragali Radix (F£) 30 g,

Persicae Semen (k1)
Cinnamomi Ramulus (##%) 10 g, Alismatis Rhizoma (128) 10 g Angelicae Koreanae Radix (&%)

10 g, Cnidii Rhizoma (JII=) 10 g.

022) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (#%5%£) 15 g, 10 g Oldenlandiae Diffusae Herba (E1EREER) 15 g, Lobeliae

Paeoniae Radix Alba (F%%) 15 g Chinensis Herba (Zs#

) 15 g Glycyrrhizae Radix (%) 5 g

Astragali Radix (F£) 25 g,

Persicae Semen 7le:1_ 6 g Cnidii Rhizoma (JI[=) 8 g.

475 Cinnamomi Ramulus (£#%) 10 g, Angelicae Koreanae Radix (3£iE) 8 g Oldenlandiae Diffusae

(2023) Paeoniae Radix Rubra (#x%j%%) 10 g, Herba

Paeoniae Radix Alba (%) 10 g

(Afeke EE) 12 g, Lobeliae Chinensis Herba (423&5i#)

12 g, Glycyrrhizae Radix (H%) 6 g
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& T LUS RU HB 2T PTROR)M HEF YK SY(EREREYS)S 21 ¢ AN 28 1 o vjEt 24
3591 e} 3 ok (Fig. 3-D).

A7 g9 24 Axel wel TERE A +5 o8 Ad Azl wet TERE Ak ¥
B 4APEE doz el ¥ A3t % g pUPBBING gayo z Wee 3 A3t 3]
NAA &7 7 e +IA 8 B AA &G Tt we i+ EEA RS AT
ohe AR ABTE ERAR EE gk AN Aead seARE AR Hxvel wa) TER
gzl Wl TERo] 1214 o $AHC= of 133 ol FAHCR FoT AFE e
o A4S Jelii=HRR ¢ 121 9%5% CI SeHRR ¢ 133, 9% CI 117~1.51. P<0.000D).
110~133, P=0.0001). '=0%=2 £d%E 7t2] °4 F=18%% £AE 7] o442 stoh(Fig. 3-2).

Experimental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
K373E(2016) 37 40 30 40 241% 123[1.01,1.51] I
FLER(2021) 30 31 24 31 23.8% 1.25[1.02,1.53] e
BIIE(2021) 4 43 34 43 343% 121[1.02,1.43] ]
FH#(2019) 18 19 15 18 17.8% 1.14[0.90, 1.43] -
Total (35% CI) 133 132 100.0% 1.21[1.10,1.33] 1]
Total events: 126 103
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi* = 0.42, df = 3 (P = 0.94); IF = 0% 001 o1 1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z = 3.82 (P = 0.0001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 3-1. Result of meta-analysis for total effective rate (upper limb circumference change).

Experir‘nental Control Risk ratio Risk ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H. Random, 95% CI
2 #1(2020) 34 36 22 36 18.2% 1.55[1.18 . 2.03] gt
= 3E(2016) 30 40 21 40 12.1% 1.43[1.01.2.02] .
=E(2020) 17 19 11 19 87% 1.55[1.02 . 2.34] e
BB(2017) 35 40 % 40 202% 1.35[1.04 . 1.74] -
= E(2022) 11 43 35 43 40.9% 1.17[1.00, 1.37] n
Total (85% CI) 178 178 100.0% 1.33 [1.17, 1.51] 4
Total events: 157 15
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi® = 4.85, df = 4 (P = 0.30); I = 18% 6o o . 5 Gt

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.39 (P < 0.0001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 3-2. Result of meta-analysis for total effective rate (upper limb edema grade change).
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P0.00001).
oH(Fig. 4-1).
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o}H(Fig. 4-2).
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21122, 95% CI 4.43~18.00.

= o — 2 _ = = [

Fo3HAE eHMD = 073, %% CI -0.49~1.94, P=0.001). I"'=100%2 F+3E5 7He] o] A =k

— 2 _ p= .
P=0.24). P=05%2 FIAE 79] o4 =9t} oh(Fig. 4-4).
(Fig. 4-3).

Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI

AH{(2023) 15.14 1.16 30 9.98 0.87 30 36.3% 5.16 [4.64 , 5.68] m

R E(2016) 152 12 40 10 09 40 452% 520[4.74 , 5.66]

EEF(2019) 16.2 1.51 38 10.95 1.69 37 18.5% 5.25[4.52, 5.98] »

Total (895% Cl) 108 107 100.0% 5.19 [4.88, 5.51] |

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*=0.04, df =2 (P = 0.98); I?= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 32.58 (P < 0.00001) 00 50 0 50 100

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Fig. 4-1. Result of meta-analysis for increase in flexion angle.

Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 856% CI IV, Random, 85% CI

Bib(2023) 917 0.58 30 7.49 1.08 30 3/0% 1.68 [1.24 ,2.12]

S3B(2016) 92 0.6 40 7.5 1.1 40 485% 1.70[1.31,2.09]

EE(2019) 917 1.55 38 5.93 1.69 37 135% 2.19[1.46,2.92]

Total (85% Cl) 108 107 100.0% 1.76 [1.49, 2.03]

Heterogeneity: Tau* = 0.00; Chi*=1.54, df =2 (P = 0.46); I* = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 12.75 (P < 0.00001) 100 -50 0 50 100

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Favours [experimental]

Fig. 4-2. Result of meta-analysis for increase in extension angle.

Favours [control]

Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% CI
AiP(2023) 6.59 0.68 30 5.87 0.97 30 3B7% 0.72[0.30, 1.14]
2E(2016) 59 1 40 6.3 11 40 33.5%  -0.40[-0.86, 0.06] [
EE(2019) 6 1.22 38 412 1.19 37 328% 1.88[1.33, 2.43] I
Total (85% CI) 108 107 100.0% 0.73 [-0.49 , 1.94]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 1.10; Chi* = 39.55, df = 2 (P < 0.00001); I* = 95%

Test for overall effect: Z=1.17 (P =0.24)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

-100 -50
Favours [experimental]

Fig. 4-3. Result of meta-analysis for increase in abduction angle.

0 50 100
Favours [control]
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Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
AH(2023) 30.77 1.79 30 10.45 1.56 30 33.2% 20.32[19.47, 21.17] [
EE(2016) 10.5 0.7 40 7 0.7 40 33.4% 3.50[3.19, 3.81] ]
EE(2019) 41.43 0.74 38 31.56 0.58 37 334% 9.87 [9.57 , 10.17] []
Total (85% CI) 108 107 100.0% 11.22 [4.43 . 18.00] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 35.88; Chi* = 1766.25, df = 2 (P < 0.00001}); I* = 100%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.24 (P = 0.001) 100 50 0 50 100

Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 4-4. Result of meta-analysis for increase in adduction angle.

3) FMA

FMAS 23 A z2 ARgh 3 287 o3}

4) VAS
VASE 23 Az A3 £ 3

&l

SCRL

of debiAS Aol of WebiA S g

webiA 23, 374 g% P+ ERA debid Azt S7AA L EY s +EEA
25 AHT AsTe SRS AT e 25 AT ArTe ERAEE AR e
ol ®ls) FMA-U A7t A+ 13.824 #7 ¥4 of wls VAS Ha7h H 0574 wA £4 5
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Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference

Study or Subgroup Mean  SD  Total Mean SD  Total Weight IV, Random,95% Cl IV, Random, 85% Cl

Bp(2023) 7525 718 30 6141 714 30 414% 1384(1022  17.46] u

EX9(2022) 7527 719 43 6146 722 43 586% 1381(10.76 , 16.86] o

Total (95% Cl) 73 73 100.0% 13.82[11.49, 16.15] )

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df = 1 (P = 0.99); = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 11.62 (P < 0.00001) 460 =0 o 0 100

Test for subgroup differences:. Not applicable

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 5. Result of meta-analysis for Fugl-Meyer assessment.

Experimental Control Mean difference Mean difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean sD Total Mean sD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bib(2023) 274 0.16 30 3.45 021 30 335% -0.71[-080,-0.62] i
FLRER(2021) 0.65 0.21 k1l 0.98 0.23 31 327% -033[-044,-022] [
HEH(2022) 28 0.19 43 3.46 0.22 43 338% -066[-0.75,-0.57] [
Total (85% CI) 104 104 100.0% -0.57 [-0.79,-0.35]
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.03; Chi* = 30.28, df = 2 (P < 0.00001); I*=93%

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.14 (P < 0.00001)
Test for subgroup differences: Not applicable

Fig. 6. Result of meta-analysis for visual analog scale.
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[Supplementary 1] Search terms and search formula used in database
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Database

Search formula

Results

PubMed

(Breast Neoplasms[mh] OR breast cancer[tiab] OR Breast Cancer Lymphedemalmh]
OR Lymphedemalmh] OR Edemalmh]) AND (it fi#i%tiabl OR Huangai
Guizhi Wuwu decoction[tiab] OR Huangqi Guizhi Wuwu tang[tiab] OR Hwanggigyejiomul
tang[tiab])

77

Cochrane
library

(breast neoplasm OR breast cancer ORlymphedema OR edema) AND (FiGHtk R
%O0R Huangqi Guizhi Wuwu decoction OR Huanggi Guizhi Wuwu tang OR
Hwanggigyejiomul tang)

52

Science
Direct

(breast neoplasm OR breast cancer ORlymphedema OR edema) AND (FiGHtk R
%O0R Huangqi Guizhi Wuwu decoction OR Huanggi Guizhi Wuwu tang OR
Hwanggigyejiomul tang)

CNKI

((SU =4U5% + ZLIEE + FL7E + breastneoplasm+breast cancer +lymphedema +edema) OR
(TT =317+ L5 + L% + breastneoplasm +breast  cancer+lymphedema+edema) OR
(AB =FUF+ 7L + 7 J&+ breastneoplasm+breast cancer+lymphedema+edema)) AND
((SU = 2 FOpER L% + S E R R g+ H M L %+ Huanggl Guizhi Wuwu
decoction+Huangqi Guizhi Wuwu tang+Hwanggigyejiomul tang) OR (TI=% etk
Wi+ EEAER G + R A%+ Huanggi Guizhi Wuwu decoction+Huangqi
Guizhi Wuwu tang+Hwanggigyejiomul tang) OR(AB =¥k s+ HERER T
B+ E R A% +Huanggd  Guizhi Wuwu  decoction+Huanggi  Guizhi Wuwu
tang+Hwanggigyejiomul tang))

78

CiNii

(%LF%% OR 4LIE OR %L OR breastneoplasm OR breast cancer OR #L7°A OR
lymphedema OR V) »/¥{#& OR edema) AND (FErHALTMEG OR HERALMS
ORFE AN H% OR Huangai Guizhi Wuwu decoction OR Huangai Guizhi Wuwu
tang OR Hwanggigyejiomul tang)
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