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Abstract: Objective To evaluate the effects of Kangfuxin Liquid for treatment of recurrent aphthous ulcer. Methods Relevant
literatures before April of 2019 in CNKI, Wanfang Database, VIP, CBM, CCRCT, Jiangsu Engineering Technology Literature
Information Center, Pubmed and Sciencedirect were retrieved. The data that met the final inclusive criteria were meta-analyzed by
Revman 5.3 software. Results A total of 13 trials were involved, including 1 353 cases. The results of Meta-analysis showed that the
total effective rate of Kangfuxin Liquid (treatment group) [OR = 5.45, 95%CI(3.77, 7.88), P<0.000 01), was significantly higher
than that of watermelon frost and/or gargle solution (control group) for the treatment of recurrent aphthous ulcer. The average ulcer
period of treatment group[SMD=~-1.05, 95%C1(-1.39, —=0.71), P<0.000 01] was shorter than that of control group. The VAS pain
score of treatment group [SMD =-1.32, 95%CI(-1.94, -0.71), P<0.000 1] was significantly lower than that of the control group

after the treatmentment of 7 days. Conclusion Kangfuxin Liquid has better short-term efficacy in the treatment of recurrent
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aphthous ulcer, which can shorten the average ulcer period and reduce the VAS pain score. However, it remains to be confirmed by

more high-quality research. The safety and recurrence of RAU also need further attention and research.
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Table 2 Results of sensitivity analysis
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Fig.5 Funnel plot for average ulcer period
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