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A system review on efficacy and safety of Shuxuetong Injection in treatment of
acute cerebral infarction
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Abstracts: Objective Using Ginkgo biloba extract injection as control drug, to systematically review the efficacy and safety of
Shuxuetong Injection in the treatment of acute cerebral infarction. Methods Database including PubMed, Medline, CNKI, VIP and
WanFang Data were searched to collect randomized controlled trials (RCTs) about Shuxuetong Injection versus G biloba extract
injection in the treatment of acute cerebral infarction from database setup time to July of 2016. Two reviewers independently screened
literature, extracted data and assessed the risk of bias of included studies. The meta-analysis was conducted by RevMan 5.2 software.
Results Total of 11 RCTs, 1 338 patients were included. Meta-analysis showed that Shuxuetong Injection was significantly better than
G biloba extract injection in clinical total effective rate [RR = 1.17, 95%CI(1.11, 1.23), P < 0.01], reducing neurological deficit score
[MD = —4.46, 95%CI (—6.07, —3.25), P < 0.01] and improving life ability score [MD = 13.98, 95%CI (11.30, 16.65), P <0.01], there
was no serious adverse reaction in both groups. Conclusion Current evidence shows that Shuxuetong Injection is effective and safe in
the treatment of acute cerebral infarction better than G biloba extract injection.
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