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2

12 Abstract

13 Acupotomy, originally named ‘Nine Needles’ in Ling Shu, was invented as a new type of TCM 

14 instrument in 1976, an innovative combination of acupuncture and surgical treatment. Its forward 

15 development is related to the Clinical effectiveness and safety. RCTs are gold standards in clinical 

16 practice and were welcomed in Acupotomy recently. The CONSORT Statement is set to guide the 

17 designing, analysis and interpretation of trials. But there haven’t been many Acupotomy RCTs until 

18 now, with few on quality evaluation, therefore design quality of Acupotomy RCTs is still weakness. 

19 This study aims to assess design quality of acupotomy RCTs by CONSORT statement, to analyze 

20 the overall quality status and influencing factors.

21 PubMed database was used to search keywords like ‘Acupotomy’ and ‘Randomized Controlled 

22 Trial’. All 48 Acupotomy RCTs published from January 2006 to January 2024 were included. The 

23 CONSORT(2010) was used for quality assessment.

24 48 studies were included for analysis, with 39 articles from Grade 3A hospitals and 9 from 

25 non-Grade 3A hospitals. Scores of RCTs ranged from 33 to 82, the mean score of 53.1 and median 

26 of 49. Grade 3A and non-Grade 3A hospitals differed significantly only in item 8, no studies 

27 reported item 18, and items 11, 14, and 23 had the highest frequency of reporting as failed.

28 Based on 48 Acupotomy RCTs included, the publication time associated with the quality of 

29 reports. The number of authors and possession of funding were the most important factors affecting 

30 the total score. Number of beds, hospitals’ grade, sample sizes, and region GDP/PP did not relate to 

31 the total score. Among 25 items, Ancillary analyses, Blinding, Recruitment were the worst-

32 performing items. Therefore, updating and standardizing the use of CONSORT can help to improve 
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33 quality of RCTs, and cross-team communication and cooperation could promote the use of 

34 CONSORT.

35

36 Introduction

37 Acupotomy

38 A new-style bladed needle that has a flat head and a cylindrical body is named Acupotomy, 

39 which is a particular type of acupuncture, using a blade-needle combined with a flat surgical scalpel 

40 at the tip of the needle(1, 2). Through stripping adhesions and releasing contractures of deep soft 

41 tissues through the flat knife at the tip of the needle(3), it has been widely used for the treatment of 

42 musculoskeletal pain, soft tissue injuries, and bone hyperplasia(4), such as knee osteoarthritis(3, 5). 

43 The Acupotomy was originally derived from ‘The Nine Needles’ recorded in the Lingshu(6), 

44 then was improved and reinvented by Prof. Zhu Hanzhang in China in 1976(7, 8), and it also been 

45 described with similar terminologies such as Acupotomology, Acupotome, needle knife, needle 

46 scalpel, miniscalpel, stiletto needle, sword-like needle, mini needle knife and xiaozhendao(9). 

47 Acupuncture is one of the most widely recognized Complementary and Alternative Medicine(CAM) 

48 therapies(10), and clinical studies have shown that Acupotomy is more effective in improving 

49 pressure-pain thresholds(11), and also has the effect of reducing inflammatory factors(12). 

50 As an innovative and organic combination of traditional acupuncture therapy in Traditional 

51 Chinese Medicine(TCM) and surgical therapy in Western medicine today(13), Acupotomy shows 

52 promise as a new alternative to non-pharmacologic interventions(14), while the clinical 

53 effectiveness and safety are the key factors affecting its continued development(15, 16).
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54 Randomized control trials

55 Randomized control trials (RCTs) are the gold standards in evaluating and efficiently 

56 translating research data into clinical practice(17). Owing to requiring large amounts of patient data 

57 to identify modest differences between treatments, a well-designed and rigorously conducted RCT 

58 can produce the most valid and precise scientific evidence to a certain extent(18). Thus, considering 

59 it could adequately assess the efficacy of an intervention (ie, what can work)(19), RCTs have been 

60 welcomed in Acupotomy clinical trials recently, especially represented by the analysis of the 

61 specific pain or disease, such as Lumbar Spinal Stenosis(20) and Cervical Spondylosis(21). 

62 However, completing all included trials and results analysis does not equate to finishing a RCT 

63 trial at a high level, the quality of its completion is one of the determinative factors in evaluating 

64 the trails’ value(22). For instance, Lin has pointed out that partial trials were of low quality and 

65 adverse effects were not recorded in s systematic review of the effects of small needle-knife therapy 

66 (23).

67 The CONSORT statement

68 To help increase trial utility, replicability and transparency(24), a team of professional editors 

69 and scientists developed the CONSORT (Consolidated Standards for Reporting of Trials) 

70 statement(17), which has been supported by more than 400 journals and multiple editorial 

71 groups(e.g., International Committee of Medical Journal Editors) since its publication in 1996(25, 

72 26), and was widely recognized internationally(27, 28). 

73 However, CONSORT has been adopted relatively late in China (29, 30). Only a few Chinese 

74 medical journals recommended using CONSORT in the part of Author Instructions or Guidelines 
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75 previously(31). In recent years, it has gradually received more attention(32-34). 

76 The CONSORT statement is set to regulate the standards for the trial’s design, analysis and 

77 interpretation of the results(35). It’s made up of a 25-item checklist that provides authors with a 

78 solid backbone around which to construct and present an RCT(36). 

79 While most Acupotomy clinical researches focus on the systematic review and meta-analysis 

80 of RCTs, taking the risk of bias as the indicator for evaluating quality on the whole, there is little 

81 study that concentrates on the perspective of CONSORT assessment(37). So, this study aims to 

82 assess the design quality of acupotomy RCTs from 2006 to 2024 by using the CONSORT 2010 

83 statement as the evaluation criterion, revealing whether there have been changes in the design 

84 quality of acupotomy RCTs over the past 18 years.

85

86 Materials and Methods

87 Literature selection

88 Using the PubMed database, all randomized controlled trials published by January 2024 

89 assessing the efficacy of Acupotomy were included. The search strategy is shown in Table 1.

90 Table 1. The search strategy

Concept1

Acupotomology

A

N

D

Concept2

RCTs

N

O

T

Limits A

N

D

Article Type

"Acupotomology"[Title/Abstract] OR "randomized controlled trial"[Publication 

Type] OR

"Animals"

[MeSH 

Terms]

Clinical trial

[Filter]

"acupotomy"[Title/Abstract] OR "controlled clinical trial"[Publication 

Type] OR

Randomized 

controlled trial

[Filter]
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"Acupotome"[Title/Abstract] OR "randomized"[Title/Abstract] OR

"needle knife"[Title/Abstract] OR "placebo"[Title/Abstract] OR

"needle scalpel"[Title/Abstract] OR "drug therapy"[MeSH Subheading] OR

"miniscalpel"[Title/Abstract] OR "randomly"[Title/Abstract] OR

"stiletto needle"[Title/Abstract] OR "trial"[Title/Abstract] OR

"sword like needle"[Title/Abstract] OR "groups"[Title/Abstract]

("mini"[All Fields] AND "needle 

knife"[Title/Abstract]) OR

"xiaozhendao"[Title/Abstract]

91 To confirm study eligibility, searches were followed by a manual review in which study titles 

92 were examined first, then abstracts, and finally the full text.

93 Inclusion criteria

94 Reports were included only if they involved human subjects. There were no language 

95 restrictions on the reports. Acupotomy can be used alone or in combination with drugs or other 

96 therapeutic measures. There is no restriction on the technique or type of acupotomy, including 

97 traditional acupotomy, point acupotomy and other new types of acupotomy.

98 Exclusion criteria

99 Studies related to Needle-knife Fistulotomy(NK-F), draft study protocols, case-control studies, 

100 studies that have not been finalized, systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and follow-up studies of 

101 previously published trials.

102

103 Report evaluation criteria

104 All evaluators assessed articles using the revised CONSORT2010 checklist (Table 2), the 

105 CONSORT Interpretation Guidance document, and the examples cited within it. Since the 

106 CONSORT list does not assign weights to the 25 items(38, 39), in this study, 25 items were assigned 
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107 an average of 4 points for a total of 100 points based on the experience of the relevant research 

108 literature.

109 Table 2. CONSORT 2010 Checklist 
Item 
No. Checklist item Score

Title and abstract
1a Identification as a randomised trial in the title 2
1b Structured summary of trial design, methods, results, and 

conclusions (for specific guidance see CONSORT for 
abstracts)

2

Methods
3a Description of trial design (such as parallel, factorial) 

including allocation ratio
2Trial design

3b Important changes to methods after trial commencement 
(such as eligibility criteria), with reasons

2

4a Eligibility criteria for participants 2Participants
4b Settings and locations where the data were collected 2

Interventions 5 The interventions for each group with sufficient details to 
allow replication, including how and when they were 
actually administered

4

6a Completely defined pre-specified primary and secondary 
outcome measures, including how and when they were 
assessed

2Outcomes

6b Any changes to trial outcomes after the trial commenced, 
with reasons

2

7a How sample size was determined 2Sample size
7b When applicable, explanation of any interim analyses and 

stopping guidelines
2

Randomisation
8a Method used to generate the random allocation sequence 2Sequence 

generation 8b Type of randomisation; details of any restriction (such as 
blocking and block size)

2

Allocation 
concealment 
mechanism

9 Mechanism used to implement the random allocation 
sequence (such as sequentially numbered containers), 
describing any steps taken to conceal the sequence until 
interventions were assigned

4

Implementation 10 Who generated the random allocation sequence, who 
enrolled participants, and who assigned participants to 
interventions

4
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11a If done, who was blinded after assignment to interventions 
(for example, participants, care providers, those assessing 
outcomes) and how

2Blinding

11b If relevant, description of the similarity of interventions 2
12a Statistical methods used to compare groups for primary 

and secondary outcomes
2Statistical 

methods
12b Methods for additional analyses, such as subgroup 

analyses and adjusted analyses
2

Results
13a For each group, the numbers of participants who were 

randomly assigned, received intended treatment, and were 
analysed for the primary outcome

2Participant flow 
(a diagram is 
strongly 
recommended) 13b For each group, losses and exclusions after randomisation, 

together with reasons
2

14a Dates defining the periods of recruitment and follow-up 2Recruitment
14b Why the trial ended or was stopped 2

Baseline data 15 A table showing baseline demographic and clinical 
characteristics for each group

4

Numbers 
analysed

16 For each group, number of participants (denominator) 
included in each analysis and whether the analysis was by 
original assigned groups

4

17a For each primary and secondary outcome, results for each 
group, and the estimated effect size and its precision (such 
as 95% confidence interval)

2Outcomes and 
estimation

17b For binary outcomes, presentation of both absolute and 
relative effect sizes is recommended

2

Ancillary 
analyses

18 Results of any other analyses performed, including 
subgroup analyses and adjusted analyses, distinguishing 
pre-specified from exploratory

4

Harms 19 All important harms or unintended effects in each group 
(for specific guidance see CONSORT for harms)

4

Other information
Registration 23 Registration number and name of trial registry 4
Protocol 24 Where the full trial protocol can be accessed, if available 4
Funding 25 Sources of funding and other support (such as supply of 

drugs), role of funders
4

Total 100

110 The 2010 revised CONSORT statement has 25 items, 12 of which are divided into two sub-

111 items (37 items in total). 13 individual items without sub-items are awarded 4 points for adequate 

112 reporting, 2 points for inadequate reporting or mentioning only, and 0 points for missing items, 

113 while 12 items with sub-items are awarded 2 points for each sub-item of adequate reporting, 1 point 
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114 for inadequate reporting or mentioning only, and 0 points for missing items, and the sum of the two 

115 sub-items is the score for this item(40).

116 A report is considered adequate only if it is detailed explicit and written in the required 

117 structural subdivisions. If the content is sufficient but appears in a structure not the CONSORT 

118 required, the report is considered insufficient or only mentioned. Additionally, the location of the 

119 setting where the data were collected in item4b was judged to be adequate only if the content 

120 included, but was not limited to, the hospital, department, time of collection, and time of treatment. 

121 Item 15 required a table of baseline data for subjects in the Result, but if the study included a table 

122 of baseline data for the population in the section of Method and did not state it in the section of 

123 Result, the report was deemed inadequate.

124

125 Data extraction and evaluator training

126 48 studies were evaluated independently by three evaluators. In addition to the evaluated scores, 

127 the extracted data also included descriptive information such as year of publication, sample size, 

128 number of authors, level of hospital to which the study belonged and number of established beds, 

129 foundation support for the study, and GDP per capita value for 2023 at the municipal level in the 

130 region of publication (the region of publication was determined based on the address of the first 

131 author’s institution).

132 The three assessors, all professionals from the University of Macau with a background in 

133 medical administration, were trained in assessing RCTs using the CONSORT checklist, and the 

134 definition of each checklist item was discussed and agreed upon before the data extraction. The full 
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135 text of each RCT was then assessed independently by each evaluator. If the inter-assessor 

136 concordance was low, a fourth professional assessor was introduced to further assess the full text, 

137 and the final agreed score would be confirmed after the consultation in all four.

138

139 Statistical analysis

140 All data were typed into the extraction form and descriptive statistical data analysis was 

141 performed using Microsoft Excel 2007 and SPSS 29. The level of significance was set at P<0.05.

142 Cohen’s kappa was determined to assess inter-assessor agreement for each CONSORT item. 

143 Kappa values between 0.6 and 0.8 were considered to indicate substantial agreement, while values 

144 above 0.8 were considered to indicate almost perfect agreement.

145 The univariate analyses as well as multifactorial impact analyses of possible determinants were 

146 performed. The date of study publication and the 2023 GDP per capita (CNY) of the hospital’s city 

147 were used as independent variables and the total score as the dependent variable for linear regression 

148 analysis. The chi-square test was utilized to study the impact of Grade 3A hospitals versus non-

149 Grade 3A hospitals on the extent of each item. The correlation analysis was used to study the 

150 relationship between the number of beds, the number of authors, the sample size and the 25 items. 

151 The Pearson analysis was performed to analyze the factors affecting the scores.

152

153 Results

154 An initial literature search identified 93 studies from October 1994 through January 2024. After 
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155 the screening of titles and abstracts, 32 studies were excluded as they were irrelevant, including 9 

156 articles from between 1994-2005, all of which were excluded for related cutting techniques such as 

157 needle-knife fistulotomy(NK-F). The remaining 61 articles from the beginning of 2006 were 

158 evaluated for full text, of which 6 articles were not available to read and 7 were considered not 

159 eligible, resulting in the inclusion of 48 studies for analysis. Of the 48 eligible articles, 6 were 

160 published before 2010, 42 were published later, 46 published were from China, and 2 were from 

161 South Korea; the literature screening process and results are shown in Fig 1.

162 Figure 1. Literature selection flowchart

163

164 Overall compliance with the CONSORT statement

165 As shown in Fig 2, the lowest score out of 48 studies from 2006 to 2024 was 33, the highest 

166 score was 82, the mean score was 53.1, the median score was 49, and the quality of reporting 

167 improved over time. Using the year of publication as the independent variable (X) and the total 

168 score as the dependent variable (Y), it was found that there is a correlation between the year of 

169 publication and the total score of the report (R2=0.455, F=38.350, P<0.001).

170 Figure 2. The bar chart with scatter of publication year versus score of report quality

171

172 Compliance with the CONSORT statement in different 

173 grades of hospitals

174 Of the 48 articles, 39 were sourced from Grade 3A hospitals and 9 from non-Grade 3A 

175 hospitals. To compare whether the two hospitals responded differently to items, the mean scores of 
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176 the RCTs of Grade 3A hospitals and non-Grade 3A hospitals for each of the 25 items were calculated 

177 separately in Table 3, as well as the frequency of obtaining excellent, good, and failed, where a 

178 score of 0 is considered as failed, 0-2 is considered as accepted, and 3-4 is considered as excellent.

179 Table 3. Mean scores of 25items and their frequency of excellent, accepted and failed

Items Grade 3A Non-Grade 3AMean

(Grade 

3A)

Mean

(Non-

Grade 3A)
excell

ent
accep

ted
failed excell

ent
accep

ted
failed

X2 P

1 2.90 2.67 18 21 0 3 6 0 0.488 0.485
2 3.74 3.67 39 0 0 9 0 0 - -
3 1.97 2.00 0 39 0 0 9 0 - -
4 3.69 3.78 37 2 0 9 0 0 0.482 0.488
5 3.90 3.78 37 2 0 8 1 0 0.447 0.504
6 1.90 1.89 1 38 0 0 9 0 0.236 0.627
7 1.13 0.78 5 13 21 0 4 5 1.413 0.493
8 3.49 4.00 34 3 2 0 8 1 29.302 0.001*
9 1.38 0.89 11 5 23 2 0 7 1.664 0.435
10 1.13 0.67 6 11 22 1 1 7 1.499 0.473
11 0.38 0.44 0 10 29 0 3 6 0.219 0.640
12 2.05 2.00 1 38 0 0 9 0 0.236 0.627
13 1.97 1.56 14 11 14 3 2 4 0.253 0.881
14 0.46 0.44 3 5 31 0 3 6 2.694 0.260
15 2.62 2.22 18 14 7 3 5 1 1.194 0.551
16 4.00 4.00 39 0 0 9 0 0 - -
17 2.00 2.00 0 39 0 0 9 0 - -
18 0.00 0.00 0 0 39 0 0 9 - -
19 1.18 0.67 8 5 26 2 0 7 1.295 0.523
20 1.74 1.33 18 0 21 2 0 7 1.723 0.189
21 3.95 4.00 38 1 0 9 0 0 0.236 0.627
22 3.95 4.00 38 1 0 9 0 0 0.236 0.627
23 0.82 0.44 8 0 31 1 0 8 0.424 0.515
24 1.28 1.33 10 4 25 3 1 5 0.250 0.882
25 2.26 3.11 22 0 17 7 0 2 1.396 0.237

180 It is observed that there is a difference between Grade 3A hospitals and non-Grade 3A hospitals 

181 only in Sequence generation and related details (item 8), as detailed in Table 3.

182 In addition, among the 25 items, Ancillary analyses (item 18) had no studies reported, and 

183 items 11, 14, and 23 had the highest frequency of being reported as failed.
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184

185 Impact of different sizes of hospitals (number of beds), 

186 number of authors, sample size, and availability of funding on 

187 evaluation quality

188 The size of the hospital is indicated by the number of established beds in the hospital to which 

189 it belongs. Funding support showed whether there was a source of funding for the trial, and authors 

190 were asked to report any sources of support for the study, such as project fund sponsored, supply of 

191 drugs or equipment, etc. The correlations between the 25 items and the number of beds, number of 

192 authors, and sample size are shown in Table 4.

193 Table 4. Correlations between number of beds, authors, sample size, funding and 25 items, 

194 total score

Item Number of beds Number of authors Sample size Funding
1 0.154 0.292* -0.300* 0.035*
2 0.178 0.454** 0.037 0.003**
3 0.06 -0.097 -0.07 0.398
4 -0.139 0.207 0.094 0.506
5 -0.337* 0.173 -0.157 0.036*
6 -0.028 0.328* -0.311* 0.272
7 0.153 0.304* -0.261 0.22
8 -0.042 0.324* -0.003 0.331
9 0.271 0.452** -0.222 0.025*
10 0.344* 0.468** -0.272 0.040*
11 0.129 0.396** -0.246 0.016*
12 0.191 0.244 0.05 0.398
13 0.276 0.312* 0.108 0.415
14 0.11 0.118 0.057 0.221
15 0.126 0.315* -0.127 0.079
16 0 0 0 2
17 0 0 0 2
18 0 0 0 2
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19 0.212 0.239 -0.321* 0.303
20 0.23 0.311* -0.22 0.433
21 -0.085 -0.146 0.065 0.398
22 0.06 0.049 0.015 0.398
23 0.271 0.642** -0.26 0.005**
24 0.176 0.508** -0.128 0.025*
25 0.012 0.527** -0.154 0.000**
Total 0.254 0.598** -0.254 0.000**
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01

195 The number of authors showed a significant correlation with Item1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 

196 20, 23, 24, 25, 14 items and the total score; the sample size had a certain negative correlation with 

197 Item1, 6, 19, 3 items; the number of beds established in the affiliated hospitals had a certain negative 

198 correlation with Item5, and a certain positive correlation with Item10; the presence of funding 

199 showed a certain significant difference for Item1, 2, 5, 9, 10, 11, 23, 24, 25, 9 items and the total 

200 score. Scatter plots were drawn with the independent variable as the number of beds and the 

201 dependent variable as the total evaluation score, and the total score was not correlated with the size 

202 of the hospital to which it belongs as seen in Fig 3 (P>0.05).

203 Figure 3. Scatterplot of the number of beds established in affiliated hospitals versus the total 

204 score

205

206 The effect of economic level in different regions on the quality 

207 of reports

208 In Fig 4, The GDP per capita in 2023 of the cities where the hospital the study belongs to is 

209 the independent variable, and the total score of the report quality is the dependent variable, inferring 

210 from the scatter plot that there is no significant correlation between the total score of the report 
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211 quality and the level of the economy of the region(P=>0.05).

212 Figure 4. Scatterplot of GDP per capita in 2023 and scores of report quality

213

214 Multi-factor impact analysis

215 The Pearson test is shown in Table 5 for a total of six impact factors, including the number of 

216 beds established in the hospitals, the grade of the hospitals, the number of authors, the sample size, 

217 the presence of funding and the per capita GDP of the affiliated region.

218 Table 5. Pearson test for six impact factors

Impact factors r P

The number of beds 0.254 0.082

The grades of the hospitals -0.062 0.676

The number of authors 0.598 <0.001*

The sample size -0.254 0.081

The presence of funding -0.438 0.002

The per capita GDP 0.228 0.119*

219 The number of authors and the existence of foundation funding were the most important factors 

220 affecting the report score, and the number of beds prepared by the hospitals, the grade of the 

221 hospitals, the sample size, and the per capita GDP of the affiliated regions were not related to the 

222 total report score of the evaluation.

223
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224 Discussion

225 This article was the first attempt to evaluate the design quality of acupotomy RCTs according 

226 to the CONSORT statement (2010). 48 acupotomy RCTs published in PubMed from January 2006 

227 to January 2024 were evaluated based on the 25 items that were evenly scored. The previous studies 

228 focusing on acupotomy mostly were systematic reviews and Meta-analyses, with risk of bias as the 

229 principle for evaluating overall quality(41-45), lack of studies using the CONSORT checklist to 

230 assess the quality of acupotomy RCTs, which was met by this study. 

231 This article used the international RCT standard CONSORT guidelines, which are more 

232 authoritative for quality evaluation(46, 47). In addition, in studies using CONSORT for evaluating 

233 the quality of RCTs, most only selected part of 25 items(48-50). But in this article, the 25 items of 

234 CONSORT were averaged scored, with the same weighting between the items, which emphasized 

235 more on the completeness and standardization of the article’s structure and content. Therefore, the 

236 standardization and comprehensiveness of data is better.

237

238 Overall quality to be improved

239 In studies of acupotomy RCTs from 2006 to 2024, the overall quality needs to be improved. 

240 Among the 48 studies, the lowest score was 33 points, the highest score was 82 points, the average 

241 score was 53.1 points, and the median score was 49 points. This condition is not uncommon, and a 

242 2021 Korean study similarly showed that the reports’ quality of acupotomy therapy is currently 

243 low(51). 

244 As shown by some studies, there is still no significant improvement in the quality of RCT 
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245 reports in fields such as dentistry, psychiatry, psychology, cardiothoracic surgery, etc., since the 

246 release of the updated CONSORT list in 2010(52-56), Qi Cui MM et al. also argued that the quality 

247 of current RCTs is not as great as expected(57), and the mere publication of the CONSORT 

248 guidelines did not appear to have a significant impact on the quality of RCTs, whereas the authors’ 

249 awareness of the CONSORT items was relevant to the improvement of the RCTs quality(52, 58, 

250 59). 

251 Since factors such as the training background of the researchers, the original design of the trial, 

252 and the requirements of the journals are closely related to the quality of the final report, improving 

253 the design, implementation, and reporting of RCTs is a systematic and multifaceted task that 

254 demands a very close understanding of and rigorous compliance with the CONSORT checklist to 

255 ensure RCTs’ completeness and standardization, systematically accomplishing the entire 

256 experimental procedure(57, 60).

257

258 Different quality levels among different items

259 There were large differences in quality levels between 25 items, and some items were still 

260 irregularly reported. The Ancillary analyses were not mentioned in any of the articles, and Blinding, 

261 Recruitment, and Registration were the three items with the lowest quality of reporting, which 

262 probably was due to the lack of rigor in blinding methods, poor recruitment methods, and omission 

263 of key information(61, 62). 

264 It is one of the key features of RCTs that lack of blinding may lead to a risk of bias in treatment 

265 effects(63). Although there was previously some controversy over the method of blinding(64), the 
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266 researchers suggest that the integrity of blinding must still be maintained by devoting sufficient 

267 resources, consideration, and programming to it(65). 

268 Recruitment of physicians and patients has always been one of the difficulties in clinical 

269 trials(66), most trials fail to complete recruitment on time, resulting in longer recruitment time, less 

270 reliable results, and even additional costs (67). Therefore, some scholars evaluated the potential 

271 factors affecting the effectiveness of recruitment, which revealed that better recruitment methods, 

272 as well as monitoring and managing poor recruitment, can contribute to the success of 

273 recruitment(68). 

274 Similar to the International Conference on Harmonisation of Technical Requirements for 

275 Pharmaceuticals for Human Use(ICH), whether or not a study is registered is an important factor in 

276 study reliability(69). 

277 A previous study also found fewer reports of methodological quality in the areas of 

278 randomization methods, allocation concealment, and blinding details(70-73), probably because 

279 methodological content has been analyzed separately from other CONSORT projects previously(74, 

280 75). 

281 Therefore, based on the updated CONSORT guidelines, researchers should focus on the overall 

282 structural integrity of the design quality of RCTs.

283

284 Higher potential for use of CONSORT in Grade 3A hospitals

285 This study showed that over 80% of the 48 studies were from Grade 3A hospitals, which shows 

286 that in studying the efficacy of Acupotomy, a larger percentage of hospitals with higher grades are 
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287 among those that follow the CONSORT statement. Such hospitals have more stringent requirements 

288 for the process of randomized controlled trials, which may be due to the more advanced equipment 

289 in higher-grade hospitals, and a better-quality clinical trial environment provides hospitals with 

290 more accurate data sources and results, which is consistent with the findings of Xuan Zhang and 

291 other scholars(76). 

292 Nisha Berthon-Jones et al. proposed that multicenter randomized clinical trials facilitate 

293 meeting required timelines and increasing cost-effectiveness by initiating, recruiting, and collecting 

294 data and samples in different areas(77), so that, high-quality multicenter RCTs can strengthen the 

295 external validity of findings in practice(78). 

296 But among 25 items, the parts of Sample size（item7）, Allocation concealment mechanism

297 （item9）, Implementation（item10）, Blinding（item11）, Recruitment（item14）, Ancillary 

298 analyses（item18）, Harms（item19） are poorly reported by these articles, which means that the 

299 hospitals should pay more attention to the details. 

300 We found that in the Ancillary analyses (item18) section, the compliance of both Grade 3A 

301 hospitals and non-Grade 3A hospitals was not enough. The investigators should state the results of 

302 the study completely in the report so as not to affect the results of the trial or lead to duplication and 

303 waste of future research, and how to improve the quality of the report further was all mentioned in 

304 these reports. This view was echoed by Mercieca-Bebber R et al.(79). 

305 In addition, as hierarchical medical system continues to advance in China, the relevant 

306 authorities can introduce policies to encourage cooperation and exchanges between hospitals in 

307 different grades, clarify the roles and priorities of their respective clinical fields, and realize the 

308 rational allocation of high-quality medical resources, thereby taking advantage of each hospital’s 
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309 strengths, promoting the conduct of high-quality clinical trials, improving the quality of research, 

310 and strengthening the scientific research capacity of the hospitals(80, 81).

311

312 Trend of increasing scores over time

313 In the 18 years since the first small-needle RCT was published in 2006(82), the quality of 

314 articles has gradually improved over time. This is consistent with the study by Fay Karpouzis et al. 

315 suggesting that the report quality of the medical literature has significantly improved with the 

316 adoption of the CONSORT guidelines(83-85). The CONSORT statement was first published in 

317 1996(86), and officially translated and endorsed by the CONSORT panel in 2007. Scholars such as 

318 Tian-Jiao Song have shown that although CONSORT has been neglected during this period, the 

319 evidence suggests that the overall quality of RCTs published in Chinese journals has improved from 

320 2005 to 2015(31, 60, 87). 

321 On the one hand, with the development of science and technology, the medical equipment and 

322 technology in clinical experiments have been improving, and a favorable medical experimental 

323 environment is a necessary prerequisite for research results; on the other hand, with the constant 

324 refinement of the preliminary experiments, it also provides abundant theoretical and practical 

325 experience for the later experiments, therefore the quality of the experimental reports has been 

326 improving with the time. 

327 According to Letícia Maria Wambie, the increase in scores on the CONSORT assessment 

328 reflects the growing familiarity of researchers with the rules of CONSORT, which in turn improves 

329 their research reporting skills(88), and the CONSORT checklist is constantly updated, with 
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330 statements becoming clearer and more accurate, which will also contribute to the quality of 

331 reporting(12, 89), to some extent reflecting the mutually reinforcing relationship between the two.

332

333 Factors affecting the design quality of RCTs

334 Among the factors affecting the report quality, the number of authors and the presence of fund 

335 support had a certain impact on most of the evaluation indicators, while the sample size and the 

336 number of established beds in the affiliated hospitals had an impact on only a few of the indicators, 

337 and whether it was a Grade 3A hospitals, the economic level of the region and the quality of the 

338 report had no correlation with each other. Sabapathy P. Balasubramanian et al. similarly found high 

339 number of authors, multicenter studies, and statement of funding sources to be factors significantly 

340 associated with better quality of reporting in a general surgery RCT quality assessment(90, 91). 

341 This suggests that the size of the research team and financial support are important for 

342 improving the quality of reporting, but simply increasing sample size and hospital size does not 

343 completely address the issue of reporting quality(92). Furthermore, even if it is a large hospital or a 

344 more economically developed region, it does not mean that all of its studies are of high quality. This 

345 finding is partially consistent with the findings of Ioannis Liampas et al. who concluded that the 

346 number of authors had a meaningful impact on the study, whereas sample size and commercial 

347 funding reports had a less impact on the study(93). A study by Parish AJ et al. concluded that 

348 scientific collaboration (number of authors) is associated with higher citation impact(94). Although 

349 the primary responsibility for improvement rests with the investigators(95), reviewers and editors 

350 of surgical journals can promote this process by endorsing CONSORT guidelines(96, 97), such as 
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351 requiring authors to follow the guidelines as a condition of publication, and assessing the reliability 

352 of RCTs to be published(98). 

353 Therefore, advocating more efficient cooperation and resource sharing, such as cross-region, 

354 cross-hospital, and multi-team cooperation, is conducive to integrating the resources of all parties, 

355 and sharing the experience of trial design, data collection, and statistical analysis, to improve the 

356 feasibility and efficiency of the trial, which will establish a more regularized standard of research 

357 based on consensus(99, 100).

358 In further study, the number of included articles, the weight allocation of items in CONSORT 

359 and the analysis of CONSORT should be improved. The number of included articles needs to be 

360 raised, for one is due to the international terminology of acupotomy is not clear, and the words used 

361 in previous studies are confusing, this study has tried to check the whole, but there may still be 

362 omitted articles, the second is that this study lacks the articles of 2010, 2015, which may affect the 

363 analysis. The weights of 25 items need to be clarified, there were sub-items for different items, with 

364 different content and length, which were of different significance for the article, affecting the 

365 different value evaluation of the RCTs from different perspectives. The instructions of CONSORT 

366 need to be refined, the CONSORT instructions only have short statements currently, which are 

367 understood differently by people with different research backgrounds and experiences, it is 

368 recommended that examples or detailed instructions be introduced(101). Due to the limited sample, 

369 there are limited statistical analyses available, and it is hoped that with the inclusion of more relevant 

370 literature and more standardized evaluation, a more in-depth analysis of influencing factors can be 

371 carried out.

372
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373 Conclusion 

374 This study showed that of the 48 Acupotomy RCT studies published during 2006-2024, based 

375 on the CONSORT statement, the highest score was 82, the lowest score was 33, the mean score was 

376 53.1, and the median score was 49, and there was a positive correlation between the report quality 

377 and the time of publication. 

378 Among the many factors affecting the quality of the report, the number of authors and the 

379 possession of foundation support were the most important factors affecting the total score, while the 

380 number of beds in the affiliated hospital, the hospital grade, the number of samples, and the per 

381 capita GDP of the affiliated region did not correlate with the total score of the report assessment. 

382 Among the 25 items, Ancillary analyses were not reported by any study, as well as Blinding and 

383 Recruitment were reported as failed with the highest frequency. 

384 Therefore, updating and standardizing the use of the CONSORT checklist can help to improve 

385 the quality of RCT reports, and cross-team communication, cooperation and resource sharing can 

386 help to integrate resources and establish a more standardized research standard.

387
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