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Abstract 

 

Objective: The objective of this study was to examine the prescribing of Chinese herbal medicine 

(CHM) by licensed acupuncturists in the United States during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 27, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.23.22276829doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.23.22276829


 2

Methods: A 28-question survey with nine branching questions was disseminated through 

collegial networks, paid advertisements, and a study website in April-July 2021. Participants 

indicated they were licensed acupuncturists that treated more than five patients for symptoms 

likely related to COVID-19 to gain entry to the full survey. Surveys were undertaken 

electronically through the Research Electronic Data Capture (REDCap) system. 

 

Results: The survey was undertaken by 103 participants representing all US geographic regions, 

and had an average of 17 years in practice. Sixty-five percent received or intended to receive the 

COVID-19 vaccine. Phone and videoconference were the predominant methods of patient 

contact; granules and pill forms of CHM were the most commonly prescribed. A wide variety of 

information sources were used in devising patient treatments inclusive of anecdotal, 

observational, and scientific sources. Most patients were not receiving biomedical treatment. 

Ninety-seven percent of participants reported that they had no patients die of COVID-19, and the 

majority reported less than 25% of their patients developed long hauler syndrome (post-acute 

sequelae SARS-CoV-2 infection). 

 

Conclusions: This study demonstrates that licensed acupuncturists were treating COVID-19 

infected individuals in the US during the early stages of the pandemic, and for many such 

patients this was the only therapeutic intervention they had access to from a licensed healthcare 

provider. Information disseminated from China through collegial networks, along with published 

sources including scientific studies, informed the approach to treatment for the vast majority of 

the acupuncturists surveyed. This study provides insight into an unusual circumstance in which 
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clinicians needed to establish evidence-based approaches to the treatment of a new disease in the 

midst of a public health emergency.  
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Strengths and Limitations of the Study  

• Detailed survey that was widely disseminated through paid advertisements and a study 

web site 

• Data was only collected from licensed clinicians who had treated more than five patients 

with symptoms likely related to COVID-19 

• Survey was undertaken through the Research Electronic Data Capture (REDCap) system 

• Statistical analysis was undertaken to determine associations between question responses 

• The survey was not psychometrically tested 
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Introduction 

One of the most concerning aspects of coronavirus disease (COVID-19) during the first year of 

the pandemic was that there were no biomedical antiviral treatments. In China use of traditional 

Chinese medicine (TCM) for COVID-19 was undertaken both alone and in combination with 

biomedical symptomatic treatments,1,2 and the Chinese government established a prevention and 

control strategy based on TCM and biomedicine.3 Chinese herbal medicine (CHM) was an 

important part of this strategy because it had been used extensively for numerous prior 

epidemics, which also significantly shaped theories and treatment approaches throughout the 

history of the use of CHM.2,4,5,6,7. More recently CHM was successfully utilized during the 2003 

SARs epidemic and the 2009-10 flu season associated with H1N1 virus.8,6,9 The broad symptom 

picture that COVID-19 infected patients can present with are encompassed by TCM diagnostic 

patterns and organ relationships,1 and the use of TCM theories has provided insight into the 

pathology associated with COVID-19 infection.10 

 

East Asian medicine (EAM) has been practiced throughout Asia for thousands of years, and 

more recently all over the world. EAM encompasses several different modalities including but 

not limited to acupuncture, CHM, moxibustion, cupping, and Tui Na (Chinese medical massage). 

A very large body of clinical research supports the efficacy and effectiveness of acupuncture,11 

which is now in widespread use throughout the US and covered by many private insurers and 

Medicare for lower back pain.12,13 A smaller body of research evidence supports the efficacy and 

effectiveness of the other EAM modalities, including CHM. Development of the knowledge base 

supporting CHM was largely undertaken in China throughout the last several millennia, and 

represents both classical and more modern approaches to the therapeutic use of the various 
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constituents in CHM pharmacopeia.14 The modern approach to EAM in China is referred to as 

Traditional Chinese medicine (TCM) and is distinguished from the preceding approaches 

commonly referred to as classical Chinese medicine.15 

 

The CHM pharmacopeia consists of over 500 different constituents, which are largely of plant 

origin, along with others of animal and mineral origin. The widespread acceptance of CHM was 

significantly increased following the Nobel Prize award to You-you Tu for the discovery of 

artemisinin, a therapeutic drug for malaria derived from the plant Artenisia annua, which is a 

constituent of the CHM pharmacopeia. It is estimated that more than one-third of clinical drugs 

are extracted and/or derived from CHM resources.16 

 

CHM prescriptions usually consist of 3-20 different constituents, which are called herbal 

formulas.17,18 Practitioners often start with a commonly used formula from documented sources 

(classical or modern) and then modify by adding and/or removing specific constituents such that 

the final formula is specific for the presenting condition of individual patients. Choice of 

formulas and individual constituents is made within the context of East Asian medical diagnostic 

and treatment theory, along with an understanding of the actions and effects of formulas and 

constituents. CHM can be taken internally as a decoction (CHM is cooked in water and strained), 

or a powder (often termed granules) that is dissolved in water, or in pill form.  

  

Given the use and applicability of TCM for managing the COVID-19 pandemic in China, 

information about its use, especially the use of CHM, spread rapidly to other countries in the 

early stages of the pandemic. In the United States (US) licensed TCM practitioners (usually 
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referred to as licensed acupuncturists) accessed this information through collegial networks, and 

through information distributed through continuing education providers, CHM companies, and 

East Asian medicine journals. One significant source of such information was through the Lotus 

Institute for Integrative medicine19 who also disseminated information from Dr. John Chen, an 

internationally recognized CHM expert who has authored many textbooks on this topic.20,21,18 In 

the US, state laws vary as to regulations associated with licensed acupuncturists prescribing 

CHM. Some states require licensed acupuncturists to pass a certification exam provided by the 

National Certification Commission for Acupuncture and Oriental Medicine22 that is specific to 

CHM. Other states have no regulations associated with prescribing and/or recommending CHM.  

 

By mid-2020 publications started to appear in scientific journals describing observational studies 

and randomized controlled clinical trials assessing the effectiveness and efficacy of CHM for 

COVID-19 symptoms. In a systematic review and meta-analysis published in July 202023 Xiong 

and colleagues pooled the data from 18 trials involving 2275 patients and concluded that there 

was suggestive evidence that CHM may be beneficial for the treatment of COVID-19 through 

improvements in clinical symptoms, imaging outcomes, laboratory indicators, shortening the 

course of the disease, and reducing the number of severe cases. Since that time many more 

randomized controlled trials of CHM for COVID-19 symptoms have been published,9,2 further 

suggesting CHM may be beneficial for treating COVID-19 symptoms. 

 

In many states throughout the US, licensed acupuncturists were not considered essential workers 

during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic and were required to close their offices due 

to lockdown mandates. Many continued to provide medical services to their patients through 
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telehealth24 and CHM medicine was one of the main therapeutic interventions that were offered. 

The importance of their role in providing treatment was accentuated by the lack of effective 

biomedical treatments and the rapid rise in infections and deaths. Given that this was a new 

disease, practice guidelines for using CHM for COVID-19 symptoms were nonexistent at the 

beginning of the pandemic. This obviously created a significant limitation to an evidence-based 

approach to treatment. Yet, classical and modern evidence on the use of CHM for infectious 

disease existed, which informed clinical decision making. Our study was designed to investigate 

how licensed acupuncturists who were treating patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-

19 with CHM made treatment decisions, and how the pandemic impacted their practices.  

 

Methods 

Survey instrument 

We used a cross-sectional study design with the anonymous survey distributed in the 

Spring/Summer of 2021. The survey questions were devised by the authors through an iterative 

process of survey draft editing conducted through email and study team meetings. The final 

survey instrument consisted of 28 primary questions. Nine of these questions had additional 

branching questions that depended upon the response to the primary question. The survey was 

not psychometrically tested.  

 

Initial survey questions collected general demographic information. The first two questions were 

– 1. Are you a licensed acupuncturist in the USA, and 2. Have you treated more than five 

patients with symptoms that may be related to COVID-19 with Chinese herbal medicine? If the 

respondents answered no to either of these questions they were discontinued from the survey. 
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Therefore, the survey only permitted completion by respondents who were licensed 

acupuncturists in the US, and who had treated more than five patients with symptoms that may 

be related to COVID-19 with CHM. The following questions after the demographic questions 

asked about personal infection and vaccine participation, numbers and types of patients treated 

with symptoms likely related to COVID-19, how patient appointments were conducted, form of 

CHM prescribed, sources of information used in devising CHM formulas, patients’ use of 

biomedical treatments, duration of CHM treatment, outcome assessment, side effects, difficulty 

obtaining herbs, and incidence of long-covid and death among patients.  

 

Participant recruitment  

Survey participants were recruited by disseminating survey invitations among the author’s 

colleagues, paid advertisements through Acupuncture Today, and by creating a website – 

www.teamcovidstudy.com. No compensation was provided to participants. At the end of the 

survey, there was an invitation to participate in an individual interview as part of the qualitative 

component of this study that is reported in a separate publication.   

 

Survey implementation 

The use and implementation of the survey was approved by the Institutional Review Board of 

Albert Einstein College of Medicine (Einstein). Information about the survey and informed 

consent was presented at the beginning of the survey, and survey participation indicated 

informed consent. The survey was conducted between April 1st 2021 and July 20th 2021. Surveys 

were undertaken online through the Einstein Research Electronic Data Capture (REDCap) 

system.  
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Statistical analysis 

We used descriptive statistics to report the number and percentage of responses to individual 

survey questions. We used Chi-square or Fisher exact tests to assess potential associations 

between formal research or evidence-based medicine training and 1) influence by scientific 

studies; 2) use of biomedical journals to inform COVID-19 herb formulations; and 3) use of 

outcome instruments. Fisher exact tests were used when expected frequencies of individual cells 

were less than 5.25 We used a two-sample t-test or ANOVA (when more than 2 groups were 

present) to assess for differences in years of clinical experience based on self-reported 1) use of 

clinical experience in COVID-19 herb formulation and 2) modifications to COVID-19 herb 

formulations. All analyses were conducted using Stata 13.1.26 

 

Results 

The survey was initiated by 125 respondents. Of the 125, two were not licensed acupuncturists in 

the US, and 20 had not treated more than five patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-

19 with CHM. Of the remaining 103 respondents, 25 partially completed the survey, and 78 

completed the survey.  

 

Table 1 presents the demographic data for participating acupuncturists. Fifty-eight percent of the 

participants had current certification through the National Certification Commission for 

Acupuncture and Oriental Medicine (NCCAOM), and 8% had had NCCAOM certification 

previously. Practitioners were representative of all four US geographic regions as defined by the 

US Census.27 Greater representation was from the northeast and west regions. Participants had 
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been in practice for an average of 17 years, with a range of 1 to 40 years. Sixty-eight percent had 

had formal research training, which had been completed on average 12 years prior (range 0-38 

years).  

 

As shown in Table 2, 17% of the participants had been infected by COVID-19, and 17% had 

possibly been infected. Of the infected and possibly infected participants, 97% took CHM for 

their symptoms. Sixty-five percent received or intended to receive the COVID-19 vaccine, and 

7% were unsure.  

 

The majority of the participants had treated 30 or fewer patients for possible COVID-19 

symptoms (Table 3). Participants varied considerably as to the proportion of patients that were 

treated during the acute initial stage of infection with 13% reporting that all the patients they 

treated were in this stage, and 15% reporting that less than 5% of their patients were in this stage. 

The majority of patients that participants treated had already tested positive for COVID-19. Of 

the participants’ patients that had access to COVID-19 testing, most tested positive.  

 

Table 4 presents data on how patient contact was undertaken. Most patients were seen by the 

participants either by phone (37%) or via videoconference (30%), with smaller numbers seen in-

person, or contacted by email. Ten percent of the participants never closed their office, 20% 

closed and later reopened, and 6% made house calls. Seventeen percent of participants did in-

person visits for post-acute COVID symptoms only. Seven percent of participants had difficulty 

obtaining personal protective equipment (PPE).  
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Table 5 indicates that the predominant form in which the CHM was taken by patients was 

granules (44%), followed by pill forms (33%). The duration of treatment was 30 or fewer days, 

with 11-20 days being the most common. Only two participants reported their patients 

experiencing side effects associated with the CHM, and this occurred in 5-25% of their patients 

treated with CHM for symptoms likely related to COVID-19. The severity of the side effects was 

rated as mild, and was associated with loose stools or constipation, nausea, and gagging. Forty-

nine percent of participants experienced difficulty in obtaining the Chinese herbs that they 

needed for patient treatment during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

 

Table 6 presents data related to the sources of information and their use in devising CHM 

formulas for patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-19. Many different sources of 

information were consulted in addition to their own clinical experience that was used by 50% of 

the participants. However, only two participants used primarily their own clinical experience 

alone. High frequency sources were continuing education providers (31%), colleagues (31%), 

Chinese medicine journals (28%), herbal medicine companies (27%), and notes from continuing 

education courses (25%). Sixty percent of the participants used information about the use of 

CHM for past viral outbreaks (SARS, Zika, Ebola, H1N1). Participants predominantly (24% of 

participants) used a combination of herbal formulas that had been created pre- and post-COVID-

19, which they had modified or not. Nineteen percent of participants mainly used pre-COVID 

non-modified formulas, and 18% of participants mainly used modified versions of formulas that 

were created to treat COVID-19 symptoms. Thirteen percent of providers used formulas that 

they designed themselves. The majority were influenced in their creation and prescribing of 

CHM formulas by the anecdotal information about the use of Chinese herbs to treat COVID-19 
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patients that came from China (69%), and by the scientific studies examining the use of CHM to 

treat COVID-19 (60%).  

 

Sixty-three percent of participants reported that the outcomes associated with CHM treatment of 

their patients was predominantly undertaken through discussions with them about their 

symptoms (Table 7). Ten participants used outcome instruments, and of these, four participants 

used them for all of their patients, and two participants used them for more than 75% of their 

patients. 

 

Most of the patients that the participants were treating for symptoms likely related to COVID-19 

were not also receiving biomedical treatments (Table 8). Ninety-seven percent of participants 

reported that they had no patients die of COVID-19. The majority of participants reported that 

25% or less of their patients developed long hauler syndrome (post-acute sequelae SARS-CoV-2 

infection - PASC).  

 

There were no significant associations between whether participants had received formal 

research or evidence-based medicine training and whether they were influenced by the scientific 

studies, used biomedical journals to inform their creation or choice of CHM formulas, or used 

outcome instruments to assess the success of the CHM medicine treatments (Table 9). We also 

found no association between participants’ years of clinical experience and whether they used 

their own clinical experience to devise CHM formulas, or between years of experience and 

whether they modified CHM formulas or designed their own formulas (Table 10).  

 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 27, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.23.22276829doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.23.22276829


 13

Discussion 

Our survey collected data from 103 licensed acupuncturists with on average 17 years of clinical 

experience who prescribed CHM to patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-19. Our 

participants came from all geographical regions across the US. About a third of participants may 

have been COVID-19 infected themselves, and of these 97% (all but one person) took CHM 

medicine for their symptoms. Contrary to popular belief28 the majority of participants (65%) had 

received the COVID-19 vaccine. This exceeded the proportion of the US population that had 

been vaccinated at the end of the study period – 57.2% for a single dose and 50.9% for two 

doses,29 and was similar to the proportion of hospital-based US healthcare workers that had been 

vaccinated by that time.30 Patients were treated in both the acute initial phase of COVID-19 

infection and in later stages, including patients with long hauler syndrome (post-acute sequelae 

SARS-CoV-2 infection - PASC). Most patients were known to have COVID-19 by virtue of a 

positive COVID-19 test. Our study suggests that for the majority of the patients treated by the 

participants, CHM was the only treatment provided by a licensed healthcare practitioner to which 

these patients had access. 

 

Seventeen percent of our participants saw patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-19 in 

person and 10% never closed their offices. This difference reflects the use of open-air locations 

including curbside treating patients in cars and outdoor clinics, as well as house calls. The most 

commonly used telehealth mechanism was the phone, which was similar to that reported in a 

survey of US acupuncturists investigating the use of telehealth during the COVID-19 

pandemic.24 Their study also reported that of the 1,045 respondents, only 103 had prescribed 

CHM for patients likely infected with COVID-19. This suggests that our sample size, although 
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small, may be representative of the licensed acupuncturists who were prescribing CHM during 

the pandemic.   

 

Granulated and pill forms of CHM were the most common forms prescribed, as would be 

expected because these are the easiest and most convenient for patients to consume. As was 

reported in studies conducted in China,23 the CHM was usually taken for 20 days or less with 

little side effects. Almost half of the participants experienced difficulty obtaining the Chinese 

herbs and this was likely related to greatly increased demand due to usage in China and other 

Asian countries,9,31,2 and pandemic related interruptions to the supply chain, and delivery 

services being delayed.  

 

Participants reported using a wide variety of different sources of information to inform their 

thinking around prescribing CHM for their patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-19. 

Such sources ranged from anecdotal information obtained from colleagues in the US and other 

countries, textbooks, continuing education sources, coursework notes, and from both Chinese 

medicine and biomedical journals. These sources cover all categories in the evidence pyramid32 

with a predominance for the lower rungs of the pyramid – expert opinions, textbooks and 

observational research. Most of the scientific studies that had been published by the end of the 

time when the survey was undertaken were case studies.33,23 As such, at that time there was 

limited access to randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and systematic reviews.  

 

This situation created a unique set of circumstances with regard to practicing evidence-based 

medicine. When evidence exists, sources highest on the evidence pyramid, RCTs and systematic 
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reviews, are the superior sources. Given that the majority of the study participants (68%) had had 

training in research or evidence-based medicine, and that 60% of them were influenced by the 

scientific studies examining the use of CHM to treat COVID-19, we speculate that had high-

quality RCTs and systematic reviews existed they would have been viewed as a reliable evidence 

source and been utilized.  

 

Given the necessity to use evidence sources lower on the evidence pyramid, our data shows a 

concerted effort by the participants to access as broad a range of information sources as possible. 

The extensive information about the use of CHM for past viral epidemics including SARs, and 

H1N1 influenza6,9 was used by 60% of the participants. Fifty-six percent of these participants 

reported that they used this information because there was no specific information about the use 

of CHM for COVID-19 at the time.  

 

There did not appear to be any association between those that had research and evidence-based 

medicine training and the use of scientific studies and biomedical journals. This may have been 

because of the lack of information from scientific sources relative to the large amount of 

information that was disseminated throughout the US about the use of CHM to treat COVID-19 

infected patients in China.19 The latter was also directly applicable to clinical practice, unlike 

many research studies where internal validity is often more important than external validity. The 

lack of clinical applicability to real-world acupuncture practice has been reported as a deterrent 

to the use of scientific research by licensed acupuncturists in previous studies.34,35,36 The 

importance of this may have been magnified by the extreme and unusual circumstances 

associated with the early stages of the pandemic where no biomedical treatments were available. 
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Survey participants reported that the majority of their patients were not receiving biomedical 

treatment. Considering death was a possible outcome, applying the treatment that had the best 

supporting evidence at that time, which was CHM, would have likely been seen as the most 

ethical and best choice.  

 

Half of the participants also used their own clinical experience; an essential component of 

evidence-based medicine practice, as originally defined by David Sackett.37 However, only two 

people exclusively used their own clinical experience. The use of clinical experience was also 

reflected in the majority of the participants either modifying existing CHM formulas or 

designing their own. This reflects a high level of confidence and experience with designing 

CHM formulas among the majority of the participants, as we might expect given that the average 

time in practice was 17 years.  

 

The death rate of patients treated by the participants appeared very low with only two 

participants reporting that patients they had treated died. The development of long hauler 

syndrome (post-acute sequelae SARS-CoV-2 infection – PASC) was also low with 82% of 

participants reporting that less than 25% of their patients had developed long-hauler syndrome. 

The incidence of long-hauler syndrome among COVID-19 infected individuals is estimated to be 

between 33-60%.38,39,40 Our study detailing the use of CHM for symptoms likely related to 

COVID-19, along with the systematic reviews and metanalyses published after our study was 

completed31,9 suggesting that CHM may be an effective treatment for COVID-19 infection, 

supports the need for further investigation.  
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Limitations 

There were several limitations to this study. We do not have conclusive data on how many 

licensed acupuncturists were treating patients with symptoms likely related to COVID-19 with 

CHM during this stage of the pandemic, and so are unable to verify how representative our 

sample was. The survey used in this study was not psychometrically tested.  

 

Conclusions 

Our study shows that licensed acupuncturists were prescribing CHM for patients who were 

infected with COVID-19, and for many such patients this was the only therapeutic intervention 

they had access to through a licensed healthcare provider. The majority of participants in our 

study had received the COVID-19 vaccine, accessed information about the use of CHM from 

journal articles and scientific studies as well as anecdotal sources, and assessed outcomes 

associated with their treatments in a systematic way. This reflects compliance with an evidence-

based medicine approach to patient care and to protecting themselves against COVID-19 

infection. Given the lack of biomedical treatments for COVID-19 it is possible that their efforts 

contributed to their patients’ recovery from COVID-19. Although at the time unproven through 

high-quality RCTs, CHM represented a possibly viable approach to treating COVID-19 infection 

according to the observational research that existed at that time. The participants in our study 

demonstrated a keen ability to make use of existing evidence to diligently contribute to a major 

public health crisis.  
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Table 1. Demographic data 

NCCAOM certification n (%) 

Yes 60 (58.3) 

No 35 (34.0) 

In past 8 (7.7) 

Location of practice n (%) 

Northeast 32 (31.4) 

Midwest 14 (13.7) 

South 15 (14.7) 

West 41 (40.2) 

Years in practice Mean (sd) 

[min – max] 

 

 

16.9 (10.3)  

[1 – 40] 

Research training  n (%) 

No 25 (32.0) 

Yes 53 (68.0) 

Years since completion of 

training 

Mean (sd) 

[min – max] 

 

 

12.1 (9.9)  

[0 – 38] 
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Table 2. Practitioner personal COVID-19 experience 

COVID-19 infection of practitioner n (%) 

Yes 17 (16.8) 

No 67 (66.3) 

Unsure 17 (16.8) 

Use of Chinese herbs for infection/possible 

infection 

n (%) 

Yes 33 (97.1) 

No 1 (2.9) 

Received or intend to receive the COVID-19 

vaccine 

n (%) 

Yes 67 (65.1) 

No 29 (28.2) 

Unsure 7 (6.8) 
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Table 3. Number of patients treated for possible COVID-19 symptoms and COVID-19 testing 

status 

Approximate number of patients treated for possible COVID-19 

symptoms  

n (%) 

Less than 10 29 (33.3) 

10 to 20 27 (33.8) 

21 to 30 10 (12.5) 

31 to 40 4 (5.0) 

41 to 50 2 (2.5) 

More than 50 8 (10.0) 

Proportion treated during acute initial phase of COVID-19 n (%) 

Less than 5% 12 (15.0) 

5 to 25% 15 (18.8) 

26 to 50% 11 (13.8) 

51 to 75% 10 (12.5) 

76 to 99% 22 (27.5) 

All of them 10 (12.5) 

Proportion starting treated without a positive test for COVID-19 n (%) 

Less than 5% 33 (41.3) 

5 to 25% 11 (13.8) 

26 to 50% 18 (22.5) 

51 to 75% 7 (8.8) 

76 to 99% 7 (8.8) 
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All of them 4 (5.0) 

Proportion with access to testing that were positive for COVID-19 n (%) 

Less than 5% 8 (10.1) 

5 to 25% 8 (10.1) 

26 to 50% 12 (15.2) 

51 to 75% 11 (13.9) 

76 to 99% 17 (21.5) 

All of them 17 (21.5) 

Unsure 6 (7.6) 
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Table 4. How patient contact was undertaken and impact upon practice* 

Visit format for patients treated for possible COVID-19 

symptoms  

n (%) 

In-person^ 21 (17.1) 

Phone 45 (36.6) 

Videoconference 37 (30.1) 

Email 18 (14.6) 

Combination 30 (24.4) 

Impact of COVID-19 on practice n (%) 

Never closed 12 (9.8) 

Closed and re-opened 24 (19.5) 

House calls for COVID symptoms 7 (5.7) 

In-person visits for acute COVID symptoms ONLY 1 (0.8) 

In-person visits for post-acute COVID symptoms ONLY 21 (17.1) 

In-person visits for any COVID symptoms 12 (9.8) 

Difficulty obtaining personal protective equipment (PPE) 9 (7.3) 

* Respondents could choose all that apply 

^ In-person was in office, curbside, and outside 
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Table 5. Form of Chinese herbs prescribed, duration of treatment, incidence of side effects, 

difficulty obtaining Chinese herbs 

Chinese herb formulations prescribed for possible COVID-19 

symptoms* 

n (%) 

Raw herbs 23 (18.7) 

Granules 52 (42.3) 

Patent formulas (pill) 40 (32.5) 

Differed by patient 5 (4.1) 

Differed within patient 15 (12.2) 

Other^ 8 (6.5) 

Main Chinese herb formulation for COVID-19 symptoms n (%) 

Raw herbs 11 (14.1) 

Granules 34 (43.6) 

Patent formulas (pill) 26 (33.3) 

Other 7 (9.0) 

Duration of treatment n (%) 

Less than 10 days 23 (29.5) 

11-20 days 26 (33.3) 

21-30 days 20 (25.6) 

31-60 days 8 (10.3) 

61-120 days 1 (1.3) 

121-180 days 0 (0) 

More than 6 months 0 (0) 
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Side effects from Chinese herbs for COVID-19 symptoms n (%) 

Yes 2 (2.6) 

No 76 (97.4) 

Proportion with side effects n (%) 

Less than 5% 0 

5-25% 2 

26-50% 0 

51-75% 0 

More than 75% 0 

Severity of side effects were mainlyΔ n (%) 

Severe 0 

Moderate 0 

Mild 2 

Difficulty getting Chinese herbs n (%) 

YesΣ 38 (48.7) 

No 40 (51.3) 

* Respondents could choose all that apply 

^ Other was pre-boiled vacuum packs, tinctures, and cooking recipes 

Δ Side effects reported were loose stools/constipation, nausea, gagging 

Σ Increased demand, supply chain and delivery issues 
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Table 6. Sources of information used and influences in devising Chinese herbal formulas 

Sources of information for devising Chinese herbal medicine formulas*  n (%) 

Text books 38 (30.9) 

Notes from coursework 17 (13.8) 

Notes from continuing education courses 31 (25.2) 

Herbal medicine companies 33 (26.8) 

Professional publications 19 (15.5) 

Continuing education providers 38 (30.9) 

Biomedical journals 19 (15.5) 

Chinese medicine journals 34 (27.6) 

Colleagues 38 (30.9) 

Clinical experience 62 (50.4) 

Primarily clinical experience alone 2 (1.6) 

Other^ 9 (7.3) 

Use of information from past viral outbreaks to inform Chinese herbal medicine 

prescribing 

n (%) 

YesΔ 47 (60.3) 

No 31 (39.7) 

Use and modification of preexisting Chinese herbal medicine prescriptions n (%) 

Mainly formulas that were not modified from sources created pre-COVID 15 (19.2) 

Mainly formulas that were not modified from sources describing the treatment of 

COVID infected patients 

6 (7.7) 

Mainly formulas that were modified from sources created pre-COVID 8 (10.3) 
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Mainly formulas that were modified from sources describing the treatment of 

COVID infected patients  

14 (18.0) 

Mainly formulas that were designed by the provider 10 (12.8) 

Combination of above 19 (24.4) 

OtherΣ 6 (7.7) 

Influenced by anecdotal information from China about use of herbs to treat COVID-

19?  

n (%) 

Yes 54 (69.2) 

NoΩ 24 (30.8) 

Influenced by scientific studies examining the use of herbs to treat COVID-19? n (%) 

Yes 47 (60.3) 

No 31 (39.7) 

*Respondents could choose all that apply 

^Other included research from China, and the use of classical texts 

Δ27/47 (56%) used it because there was no specific information about the use of Chinese herbs 

for COVID at the time 

ΣUse of patent formulas and classical Chinese herbal medicine formulas  

ΩFive responded in the open-ended section for this question that they had consulted with 

mentors, colleagues, or professors who had knowledge of the use of Chinese herbs for COVID-

19 in China 
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Table 7. Measurement of treatment success 

How provider measured success of herbal medicine treatment, n (%)  

Discussion with patient about symptoms 77 (62.6) 

Use of outcome instrument (e.g., MYMOP, pain scale, SF36 etc.)* 10 (8.1) 

Other^ 8 (6.5) 

What percentage of patients were assessed with an outcome instrument, n 

(%) 

 

Less than 5% 0 

5-25% 0 

26-50% 4 (40.0) 

51-75% 0 

More than 75% 2 (20.0) 

All of them 4 (40.0) 

*  Pain scales - 6 respondents, pulse oximetry – 2 respondents, 1 respondent each reported use of 

thermomotor, tongue and pulse diagnosis, orthopedic testing, SF36, clinical data, chest imaging 

outcomes, taste testing 

^ COVID testing – 2 respondents, Symptom resolution – 3 respondents, 1 respondent each 

reported tongue and pulse diagnosis, tongue diagnosis, energy levels, facial diagnosis 
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Table 8. Proportion of patients also receiving biomedical treatments, who died, and who 

developed long-COVID 

Proportion of patients with COVID-19 symptoms also receiving 

biomedical treatment, n (%) 

 

Less than 5% 39 (50.0) 

5-25% 18 (23.1) 

26-50% 9 (11.5) 

51-75% 3 (3.8) 

More than 75% 3 (3.8) 

All of them 6 (7.7) 

Patient deaths due to COVID-19, n (%)  

Yes 2 (2.6) 

No 76 (97.4) 

Percentage of patients with COVID-19 symptoms that developed long 

hauler syndrome, n (%) 

 

Less than 5% 46 (59.0) 

5-25% 18 (23.1) 

26-50% 6 (7.7) 

51-75% 2 (2.6) 

More than 75% 1 (1.3) 

All of them 1 (2.5) 

Don’t know 4 (5.1) 
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Table 9. Associations between formal research training and COVID-19 practice behaviors 

Practice 

behaviors 

Formal research or evidence-based medicine 

training? N (%) 

p-value 

(Chi-square or Fisher 

exact test) No Yes 

Influenced by scientific studies? 

No 13 (42%) 18 (58%)  

Yes 12 (26%) 35 (74%) 0.13 

Used biomedical journals to inform COVID-19 herb formulations 

No 22 (37%) 37 (63%)  

Yes 3 (16%) 16 (84%) 0.10 

Used outcome instruments 

No 24 (35%) 44 (65%)  

Yes 1 (10%) 9 (90%) 0.16 
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Table 10. Associations between years of clinical experience and CHM practice behaviors 

Practice behaviors 
Years of clinical 

experience# 

p-value 

(t-test or ANOVA F-

test) 

 
N 

Mean 

(SD) 

 

Used clinical experience for COVID-19 herb 

formulations 
  

0.12 

No 38 
14.8 

(10.0) 

 

Yes 62 
18.1 

(10.3) 

 

COVID-19 formulas (Q18)   0.07 

Did not modify from other sources 21 13.6 (7.1)  

Modified from other sources 22 
19.5 

(11.5) 

 

Designed themselves 10 20.3 (7.5)  

# Number of responses may differ from Table 6 due to missing data on years of clinical 

experience for some participants. 
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