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Abstract: Objective To compare the success rate of puncture and stability of the needles by reverse venous puncture versus normal
puncture on dorsal surfaces of metacarpophalangeal (MCP) joints for intravenous infusion, and to assess the feasibility of intrave-
nous infusion by reverse puncture. Methods We retrieved all literatures on controlled clinical trials of retrograde venous infusion by
reverse puncture from Medline, the Cochrane Library, the China National Knowledge Infrastructure Database, the Chongqing VIP
Chinese Science and Wanfang Data. The data were analyzed by using RevMan 5. 1 software. Results A total of 14 randomized con-
trolled trials (RCTs) and controlled clinical trials (CCTs) were retrieved. Compared with the normal puncture, the success rate of
reverse puncture is much higher, with statistical significance between the two puncture methods (OR=4.46,95%CI.2.71—7.32,
P<C0.01); the liquid leakage rate is lower, with statistical significance between the groups (OR=0. 26,95%CI:0.19—0. 34, P<<
0.01). Conclusion Reverse puncture has higher success rate, lower liquid leakage rate, which puts reverse puncture into a favorable
situation for clinical utilization.
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