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BBEJIEHUE. Ha ce2o0HAwHull OeHb Hem ucciedo8aHull, NOCBAUEHHbLIX CPABHEHUIO OMKPbLIMOU, 1aNApOCKONUYecKol U MpaHCaHanbHOU Me30peK-
mymaKmomuu.

L{EJIb NCCTIELJOBAHNA. CpasHums HenocpedcmseHHsle pe3ynsmamsl 8cex memodos TM3 ¢ nomouwybio MemaHanu3a OaHHbIX.

MATEPUAJIbI M METO/IbI. Cucmemamuyeckuli 0630p 8bINOHEH 8 coomgemcmauu ¢ npakmukol u pekomeHdayusmu PRISMA.

PE3YJIbTAThI. Copok 00Ha cmames 6blAa BKYEHA B8 AHAMU3, U3 KOMOPbIX 14 uccnedosaHul, NoCBAWeHb! CpagHeHuto mpaHcaHansHol TMI
(TA TM3) (n=480) c nanapockonuyeckoii TM3 (JIA TM3) (n=5344), 26 uccnedosaruii — cpasHeHuto JIA TM3 ¢ omkpeimoii TM3 (0TM3) (n=6820)
u 1 uccnedosarue — cpasHeruto 0TM3 ¢ TA TM3. Kayecmso me3opekmymakmomuu Grade 3 cmamucmuyecku 3Ha4yuMo 8Cmpeyanocs yawe npu
JIA TM3 8 cpasHeruu ¢ OTM3 (0LL/=1,24, N 1.09-1.40, p=0,001), npu cpasHeruu JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3 cmamucmuyeckoli pazHuysl noay4eHo He 6bi10
(p=0,36). Cemesoli memaaHanu3 0aHHbIX NO Kayecmsy me3opekmymakmomuu Grade 3, He 8bIABUN CMAMUCMUYECKUX PA3AUYUL HU NpU OOHOM
u3 Memooos. [lo3umusHas YupkynapHas epaHuua pesekyuu (LrP) ommeyaemcs pexe npu TA TM3, 8 cpasHeruu ¢ JIA TM3 (0LL=2,58, N 1.34-
4.97, p=0,005), npu cpasHeruu JIA TM3 ¢ OTM3 nozumusHas LI P scmpeyanace pexe npu JIA TM3 (0LL=0,73, N 0.63-0.85, p<0,0001). [1o yacmo-
me nocneonepayuoHHsix ocnoxHerul, cpasHusas JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3, pasnuyull He sbiasneHo (p=0,72), o0Hako npu cpasHeHuu JIA TM3 ¢ OTM3, ux
yacmoma cmamucmuyecku 3Ha4umo MeHbwe 8 epynne JIA TM3 (0LLI=0,75, AN 0.68-0.82, p<0,00001). Cemegoii memaaHanu3 demoHcmpupyem,
4mo Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbIx ocnoxHeHul npu JIA TM3 meHbwe, yem npu OTM3 (0LL=0,75, AN 0,65-0,84).

3AKJTHOYEHNE. Memoduka mpaHcaHansHol TM3 asasemcsa conocmasumoli no 3¢hexmusHoCmU € 1anapockonuyekol u omKpsImod, a no Hekomo-
pbiM napamempam, makum Kak nosumusHas I'P, kavecmso me3opekmymakmomuu Grade 1, yacmoma KoHBepcuu, NOCIe0NepayuUoHHas 3a0epXKa
MOYeucnycKaHus, Moxem 0asams BO3MOXHOCMb NOMYYAMb yYLUe pe3ybmamsi.

[Kntoyesbie cnosa: pak npamoti KUWIKU, XUpyp2us, Me30peKmym, momanbHas me3opekmymakmomus, TM3, nanapockonus, mpaxcaxansHas, TA TM3]

Ana yumuposarus: Xunbkos H0.C., MoHomapeHrko A.A., Pui6akos E.T., Wenbirnx H).A. OTKpbITas, 1anapocKonuyeckas 1 TpaHcaHanbHas Me30pek-
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OPEN, LAPAROSCOPIC AND TRANSANAL TOTAL MESORECTAL EXCISION:
A SYSTEMATIC LITERATURE REVIEW AND NETWORK META ANALYSIS

Khilkov Yu.S., Ponomarenko A.A., Rybakov E.G., Shelygin Yu.A.
State Scientific Centre of Coloproctology of the Ministry of Healthcare of Russia, Moscow, Russia

AIM: to compare the effectiveness of different methods of total mesorectumectomy (TME).

MATERIALS AND METHODS: the systematic review performed in accordance with PRISMA practice and recommendations.

RESULTS: Forty-one papers were included in the analysis. Fourteen studies were for transanal total mesorectumectomy (TA TME) (n=480)
compared with laparoscopic (LA TME), 26 — for LA TME vs open (n=6820), 1 — for open vs TA TME. There was no significant difference between
open TME, LA TME and TA TME in grade 3 quality of mesorectumectomy by Quirke. The positive circular resection margin (CRM) is less often in TA
TME group, then LA TME (OR=2.58, (I 1.34-4.97, p=0.005). There was significantly lower positive CRM rate in LA TME then open TME (OR=0.73, (I
0.63-0.85, p<0.0001). There were no significant differences in postoperative complications rates between LA TME and TA TME (p=0.72). Network
meta-analysis showed less postoperative complications followed LA TME than open TME (OR=0.75, (I 0.65-0.84).

CONCLUSION: TA TME is comparable with laparoscopic and open TME in short term results. Rates of positive CRM, the quality of Grade 1 mesorectal
excision, the conversion rate, the postoperative urinary dysfunction, may have better results in TA TME.
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BBEOEHWE

ToTanbHas Mme3opektymakTomus (TMI) B HacTosAwee
BpeMs SABNAETCA OOWENPUHATLIM CTAHAAPTOM XUPYPruu
paka npsMon Kuwku. [pumeHeHne TexHonorum TM3I
M03BOJIAET CHU3UTb YaCTOTY MECTHbIX peunansos ¢ 17%
[0 6% un yBenunynutb 5-netHiot0 1 10-NeTHIO BbIXKMBaE-
MOCTb Ha 50% [1].

MpumeHeHne nanapocKonuyeckoro noAxoAa ANA
BbiNONHeHUs TM3 npu pe3ekuun NpSMONA KWWKKM Npo-
LEMOHCTPUPOBANO COMOCTaBUMblE pe3y/ibTaThl MaTo-
MOp(ONOrMyecKkoro Kayectsa yAaNeHHOro npenapara,
4aCTOTbl peunanBoB, 3-NeTHEN U 5-NeTHel BbIXKMBA-
€MOCTU B CPaBHEHUM C OTKPLITOW onepauuein B MyNb-
TULEHTPOBbLIX PAHAOMU3UPOBAHHbLIX WCCNEA0BAHUAX
[2-4]. Takue cakTopbl KaK: MeCTHOPACMpPOCTPAHEHHbI
XapaKTep OMyxo/iu, y3Kuii Manbiil Ta3, OXUpeHue CO3-
[al0T TPYAHOCTW B BbIMOJSIHEHUM OTKPLITOA U nanapo-
CKOMMUYecKoW pesekuuu npamon kuwku c TM3I. [ns
BbINONHEHUSA NanapoCKONUYECKUX pe3eKLnii OXupeHne
M MECTHOPACNpPOCTPAHEHHbI XapaKTep OnNyXoiu MoryTt
ABNATLCA OTHOCUTENbHLIMU NPOTUBOMOKA3aHUAMU, TEM
He MeHee, paj aBTOPOB BBIMOJHAT Aanapockonuye-
CKMe pe3eKuWM npu MeCTHOPaCnpoCTpaHeHHOM pake
npAMON KUWKW [56] n/unn OXUPEHUN C WHAEKCOM
macchol Tena (MMT) =30 kr/m2[7]. Opyroit 0co06eHHOCTbIO
OTKPBITbIX M NaNapOCKOMUYECKUX Onepauuii ABnseTcs
nioxasa BU3yanu3auua AUCTaNbHOWM rPaHULLbl pe3eKuuu
NPAMON KULLKM.

B 2010 rogy, 6bin npeanoXeH MeTof TpaHCaHab-
HO TM3J (TexHONOrMA MOOUAM3ALUKM MPAMON KULIKMU
«CHU3Y BBEPX»), 0becneynBatlLnii 6onee NpeLnU3nNoH-
HYIO TEXHUKY BbIJeNIeHUA Me30PEeKTalbHON KNeTyaTKu
B AMCTaNbHbIX OTAENAX NPAMO KUWKK, B 0COBEHHOCTH
Nnpu AUCCEKUMM MO MepepHeit NOAYoKPYXKHOCTM nps-
MOW Kuwku. B uccnepoBanuax [8,9] TpaHcaHanbHas
TM3 npogeMOHCTpUpOBasa CONOCTaBUMbIE Pe3y/ibTaThbl
MO KayecTBY YAANEHHOro npenapata NpAMONA KULWKMK,
NpW OTAENbHOM CPaBHEHMM KaK C 1anapoCKOMUYeCcKon,
TaK M C OTKpbITON pe3ekuuen [10-12]. B uccneposanu-
AX nokasaHo, 4yto TM3J TexHuueckn G6onee ypobHa npu
MCNoNb30BaHUM TPAHCAHANbHON TEXHONOTUN B CPaBHe-
HWUU C OTKPLITOW MM NanapocKonuyeckoi. Mo gaHHbIM
cpaBHuTenbHoro uccnegosaHus Velthuis S. u coasr.
(2014), kayecTBO yAaNEHHOrO Npenaparta, COOTBETCTBY-
towee grade 3 B rpynne TATM3, BcTpevanocs y 24 nauu-
€HTOB npoTuB 18 B rpynne nanapockonuyeckoin TM3
(p<0,05) [13].

LLESTb

Ll,eJ'Ib [AHHOIMO MeTaaHanau3a — CpPaBHUTb Henocpen-
CTBEHHbIE pe3ysibTaTbl BCEX METOLO0B TM3.

KOJIOMPOKTOJIOINA, tom 18, N2 4, 2019

MATEPUATTBI 1 METObI

Cuctematuyecknii 0630p M MeTaaHanu3 BbIMONHEHBI
B COOTBETCTBUM C MPAKTUKOI M pekomeHaauusmu The
preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and
meta-analyses (PRISMA) [14]. Mownck nutepatypbl npo-
BOAMNCS NPU NOMOLYM INEKTPOHHON 6a3bl MEAULIMHCKO
nutepatypbl Medline, 3a Becb Nepuoa OTpaXKEHHbIN
B 6a3e flaHHbIX N0 9 HOs6ps 2018 rofa. Kntoyesble TepMu-
Hbl 3anpoca: «rectal cancer», «surgery», «mesorectumy,
«total mesorectal excision», «TME», «laparoscopy»,
«transanal», «TATME». W3 3anpoca 6binM UCKIOYEHS
“CCNesoBaHns Ha XMBOTHbIX. [lONONHWTENbHO NPOBO-
AWNCA NUTEPaTYpHbIA NoUCK no Gubnuorpaduyeckum
AaHHbIM OTOOPaHHbIX UCCNELOBAHUI C Lefblo BbisiBe-
HUA HEHaWeHHbIX CTaTell Npu NepBOHaYaNbHOM Mouc-
Ke. B cuctematnyeckuit 0630p M MeTaaHanus 6binu
BK/IIOYEHb MONHOTEKCTOBbIE CTaTbM Ha aHMIUACKOM
A3blKe, CpaBHMBAlOWME BbINOJHEHWE TOTaNbHOU Me30-
PEKTYM3IKTOMUM TpaHCAHaNbHbIM, JlanapoCKONUYecKUM
WU OTKPBITBIM CMOCOBOM.

CraTucTUyeckuit aHanus

CTraTuCTMYeCcKUil aHanW3 npu NpAMOM CpaBHeHUM
MeTOMK MPOBOAWAM NPU MOMOLM nporpamMmbl Review
Manager 5.3. CeTeBoii mMeTaaHanu3 NpPOBOAWNCA Npw
nomowm nporpammbl WinBugs version 1.6.1 (NetMeta
XL: Dichotomous date An Excel Tool for WinBugs). Mpu
BbIOOpE UKCMPOBAHHOI MU CAyYalHO MOJENU cpaBs-
HeHMs, oLeHUBanock 3HaveHune napametpa DIC (deviance
information criterion) B nporpamme WinBugs version
1.6.1 [15]. CymmapHOe 3Ha4yeHWe AUXOTOMUYECKUX faH-
HbIX OMMCaHO B BUAE OTHowWeHUA waHcos (OLWW) c 95%
poseputenbHoiM uHTepsanom ([N). OW paccunTbiBanu
no metogy Peto, eciv 0gHO 13 3HayeHWUI OBYXNONbHO
Tabnuubl paBHanock 0. CTaTUCTUYECKYIO reTepOreHHOCTh
cpeaM WCCNef0BaHWii OLEHWBANM C NOMOLLblO ¥ TecTa.
CTaTMCTUYECKN 3HAYMMOW TeTepOreHHOCTbI0 CYUTanu
12>50% u p<0,1.

Pe3synbratbl noucka

Mocne coctaBneHus 3anpoca B PubMed B 6aze Medline
HaipeHo 9722 ny6nukaumii (Iuarpamma 1). Mocne ckpu-
HUHIA 0CTanoch 221 NOAHOTEKCTOBbLIX UCCNeaoBaHMi. Ha
cnefytollem 3tane 6biin UCKI0YEHbl 0630pbl TUTEPATYPbI,
KIMHUYeckue cnydan. JlononHuTenbHo 6bin NponssefeH
MOUCK CPefin 0TOBPaHHbIX CTATel /15 aHanu3a, B CNUCKax
JINTEpPATypbl, 4TO NO3BONMNO BbIABUTL 10 UccnefoBaHUM.
B utore B aHanu3 BKNIOYEHO 42 CTaTbM, CPAaBHUBAIOLLNX
METOAMKM BbINOSHEHUA TOTANbHOM ME30PEKTYMIKTOMUM
MeXfy co6oi, M3 KOTOpbIX 14 MccnefoBaHUi, CPaBHU-
BalOWMX TpaHcaHanbHyto TMI ¢ nanapockonuyeckow,
26 MCCNefoBaHMii, CPaBHUBAIOLLMX N1aNAPOCKONUYECKYIO
TM3 ¢ otkpbiTol 1 1 uccnepoBaHWe, CpaBHUBAKLLEe

KOLOPROKTOLOGIA, v. 18, no. 4, 2019



CTATbS HOMEPA

ARTICLE OF ISSUE

Ta6bnuua 1. Xapakmepucmuka uccnedo8aHul, CpaBHUBAIOWUX 1ANAPOCKONUYECKYI0 MOMANbHYI ME30PEKMYMIKMOMUIO C MPAHC-

aHanbHol
Wikana N Non M/

Aetop fon | Mepuoa | Crpana ™0 | qavecrsa | TATMD | TATMD | NATMD | TATMD
Velthuis et al. [13] 2014 | 2012-2013 | HugepnaHael | npocn 8 25 25 18/7 18/7
Denost et al. [16] 2014 | 2008-2012 | ®paHuus paHA 7 50 50 32/18 37/13
Perdawood et al. [9] 2015 |2013-2015 | [laHus npocn 7 25 25 19/6 19/6
De' Angelis et al. [17] 2015 | 2011-2014 | lepmaHus npocn 7 32 32 21/11 21/11
Fernandez-Hevia et al. [18] 2015 | 2011-2013 | WcnaHus npocn 7 37 37 22/15 24/13
Chen et al. [11] 2015 |2013-2015 | Kutait npocn 7 100 50 76/24 38/12
Lelong et al. [8] 2016 | 2008-2013 | ®paHuus npocn 7 38 34 22/16 23/11
Marks et al. [19] 2016 | 2012-2014 | CLUIA npocn 8 17 17 H/8 H/L,
Rasulov et al. [20] 2016 | 2013-2015 | Poccus npocn 8 23 22 14/9 11/11
Chouillard et al. [21] 2016 | 2011-2014 | WTanus npocn 8 15 18 7/8 6/12
Chang et al. [22] 2017 |2014-2017 | Kurait npocn 7 23 23 13/10 13/10
Mege et al. [23] 2018 | 2014-2017 | ®paHuus npocn 8 34 34 23/11 23/11
Persiani et al. [24] 2018 | 2007-2017 | Wtanus npocn 8 46 46 31/15 30/16
Veltcamp Helbach et al. [25] | 2018 | 2009-2015 | Hupgepnaugpl | npocn 7 32 32 20/12 22/10

OTKPBITYIO METOAMKY BbiNosHeHUs TM3 ¢ TpaHcaHabHOM.
0aHo uccneposaHue Perdawood S.K. u coast. [12] 6bin10
UCKIOYEHO M3 aHaNuU3a, T.K. GblIn npefcTaBaeHsl ay6au-
pytowe faHHble uccnenoanus [9].

MonyyeHue paHHbIX

WHTepecylowmMmMn [aHHbIMKU, U3 BKIKOYEHHbIX B aHa-
JU3 UCCNefOBaHUN, ABNANUCH: aBTop, rof nybnuka-
UMK, AM3aiiH UCCNefOBaHUS, YUCI0 GONbHBIX B rpyn-
nax (TpaHcaHanbHoi TM3, nanapockonuuyeckoit TM3
W oTKpbITOi TM3), COOTHOWEHME ANL, MYXKCKOTO nona

K XeHCKoMy B rpynnax, so3pact, IMT, Hanuune onepa-
UMA B aHamHe3e, pa3Mep ONyxo/aW, HeoaLbloBaHTHas
XNT B aHamHe3e, OAUTENbHOCTb OMepaluu, 4acToTa
KOHBEpCUiA, KPOBOMOTEPSA, YacToTa U CTPYKTypa MHTpa-
M MocneonepauuoHHbIX OCNOXHEHUIE, KadecTBo TM3,
natepanbHas U AUCTanbHaa rpaHuLbl pe3ekuuu.

Kputepuu BKNIOYUEHUA U UCKNIOYEHUA

Kputepun BKNloYeHUs B aHanu3: onepaTuBHbIE BMeLIa-
TeNbCTBA Ha NPAMOW KULIKe MO NOBOAY PaKa, C ToTajlb-
HOW MEe30pPEeKTYMIKTOMMUEN, BbIMOSHEHHbIE OfHUM W3

Mowck crared B

Opyrue WCTouHWER

Madling -1
n-9722 n=
Yaanexwe
Aybnuearoe
1 CHPHHIHF Hermouenu
n=271 n=9500
h
Wececneaoonaimn,
MonHOTAKCTORLE CPHHHAHARD L WE
WCCNEeLosaHHA Tpancananuingio [M3 ¢
n=42 P G PO KO IR0
n=14
WICCNEROBAHHA, Weenepusanns,
UCKMHIYEHHAE W3 »f cpasuuEatouye ompuTyo
anannia . TMI ¢ nanapockonnyeckoi
n=1 n=26
Wececnenoeanus, Wccneaosanna,
BENMHYEHHRE B CPABHHEIHLLHE OTEDLITYHD
AHANMA TM3D ¢ TpascananbHoi
n—# n=1

Nunarpamma 1. [louck ucmoyHuKos aumepamypsi
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Tabnuua 2. Xapakmepucmuka uccnedo8aHul, CpasHUBAIOWUX MPAHCAHANbHYIO MOMA/IbHYI0 ME30PeKMYMIKMOMUIO C OMKPbIMOL

ABsTOp Ton Mepuop CrpaHa Tun Wkana N Mo M/
KayectBa | TATMI | Otk.TM3 | TATM3 | Otk.TM3
Kazieva et al. [10] 2016 | 2013-2016 Poccus npocn 8 35 35 22/13 21/14
Tabnuua 3. Xapakmepucmuka uccne0osaHull, CpasHUBAIOLWUX 1ANAPOCKONUYECKYI0 MOMAbHYI0 Me30PeKmMyMIKMOMUIO C OMKpbI-
modi
Wkana N Non M/X
Aetop fon | Mepuon | Crpaka | TN | oiecraa | NATMD | O, TMD | NATMD | Orw. TMD
Wu et al. [26] 2016 | 2010-2015 Kutait petpo 8 169 89 105/64 54/35
Baik et al. [27] 2011 | 2002-2005 CLIA npocn 9 54 108 37/17 62/46
Kang et al. (Corean Trial) [28] 2010 | 2006-2009 Kopes paHg 9 170 170 110/60 110/60
Pas et al. (Color IT) [29] 2013 | 2004-2010 | HupepnaHabl | paHg 9 699 345 448/251 | 211/134
Stevenson et al. (ALaCaRT) [30] 2015 | 2010-2014 | AscTpanus paHa 9 238 235 160/78 | 151/84
Fleshman et al. (ACOSOGZ6051) [31] | 2015 | 2008-2013 CLUA paHa 9 242 239 156/86 | 158/81
Gouvas et al. [32] 2009 | 2004-2007 lpeuus npocn 8 45 43 26/19 23/20
Kim et al. [33] 2015 | 2002-2011 Kopes peTpo 7 131 176 77/54 89/87
Choetal. [34] 2015 | 2003-2008 Kopes petpo 9 211 422 133/78 | 273/149
Kellokumpu et al. [6] 2012 | 1999-2006 | ®uHnsHama | npocn 9 100 91 65/35 65/26
McKay et al. [35] 2012 | 2001-2008 | AscTpanus | petpo 8 157 388 H/0 H/8
Breukink et al. [36] 2005 | 1996-2003 | Hugepnaugsl | npon 8 41 4 25/16 23/18
Khaikin et al. [37] 2008 | 2004-2006 CLIA petpo 9 32 50 13/19 30/20
Laurent et al. [38] 2007 | 1994-2006 OpaHuus petpo 9 238 233 140/98 156/77
Law et al. [39] 2006 | 2000-2004 Kurait npocn 8 98 167 68/30 | 112/55
Lelong et al. [40] 2006 | 1998-2004 OpaHuus npocn 8 104 68 H/8 H/A
Leung et al. [41] 1998 | 1993-1996 Kurait npocn 9 25 34 15/10 21/13
Liang et al. [42] 2011 | 2004-2008 Kurait paHa 9 169 174 104/65 | 92/82
Lujan et al. [43] 2009 | 2002-2007 Wcnauus paHg 9 101 103 64/39 62/39
Lujan et al. [44] 2012 | no 2010 WNcnavus npocn 9 1387 3018 903/484 | 2022/996
Morino et al. [45] 2005 H/8 Wranus npocn 9 98 93 59/39 57/36
Strohlein et al. [46] 2008 | 1998-2005 | [lepmaHus npocn 9 114 275 72/42 163/112
Veenhof et al. [47] 2007 | 1999-2005 | Hupgepnangpsl | npocn 9 50 50 28/22 32/18
Braga et al. [48] 2007 H/8 WTanus paHa 9 83 85 55/28 64/21
Ng et al. [49] 2008 | 1994-2005 Kuaii paHg 8 51 48 31/20 30/18
Ng et al. [50] 2013 | 2001-2007 CLUIA paHp 8 40 40 24/16 22/18
PeayneTaTsl
CpaBHeHHe Ha VHTpaonepauuoHtele | |MocneonepaunolHee Mopthonoruyeckan ‘
OfHOPOAHOCTE nokasarenu nokasaTtenw xapakTepucTuka

”_,/'

\‘

Bospact

AMT
HeoaguoBaHTHanA
XnT

pT4

PN1-M2

1. AnuTensHoCTE
onepawum

2. YacToTa KOHBEPCHM
3. KpoeonoTteps

4. YactoTa
HHTpaonepaunoHHLX
OCNO¥HEHWI

5. KpoBoTeyeHua

6. MoepexaeHue ypeTpel

lmarpamma 2. Cmpykmypa onucaxus pesynsmamos
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1. YacToTa nocneonepauMoHHEIX
QCNOMHEHMI

2. HecocToATENBHOCTE
aHacToMD3a

3. 3apgep#xa MoYEHCNYCKaHWA
4. Mapes HKT

5. CeppeuHo-neroyHsbie
QCNOMHEHWA

6. MNocneonepaynoHHan paHesan
WHdbeKUMA

7. Bo3HUKHOBEHME
nocneonepauuolHeix abcueccos
8. KpoeoTeueHua

9. MNocneonepauWoHHBIA KoiKo-
AeHb

1. Kauecteo TM3 Grade 3
2. Kauecteo TM3 Grade 2
3. Kavecteo TM3 Grade 1
4. MNosutnenan LINP

5. NoawtweHas AP

6. ArP, mm

7. UIP, mm

8. KonuyecTeo yaaneHHLIX
numchboysnos

KOLOPROKTOLOGIA, v. 18, no. 4, 2019



CTATbS HOMEPA

ARTICLE OF ISSUE

Tabnuua 4. CpasHeHue uccnedosarull Ha 00HOPOOHOCMb

JIATM3 vs TA TM3 JIATM3 vs Otk. TM3
Bospact 0LW=2,06, N 0.39-4.50, p=0,10 0LL=0,28, [11 0.95-0.40, p=0,42
NMT 0L=0,28, 1N 0.42-0.98, p=0,43 0LWU=0,10, 1N 0.46-0.26, p=0,57
HeoagbtoBaHTHas XJIT 0L=0,81, i1 0.50-1.30, p=0,38 0LLI=1,09, A 0.94-1.26, p=0,27
pT4 0LW=1,49, i 0.80-2.77, p=0,21 0LW=1,01, AN 0.49-2.07, p=0,98
pN1-N2 0LLI=0,74, N 0.53-1.04, p=0,08 0LW=1,09, AN 0.82-1.44, p=0,56

Tpex Bbllle YKa3aHHbIX CnocoboB, CpaBHeHME Kaye-
CTBA ME30PEKTYMIKTOMUM, LMPKYNAPHON U AUCTANbHOW
rPaHuLbl pe3eKuuu, CPpaBHEHWE YacToTbl U CTPYKTYpH
OCNOXHEHW.

Kputepuu ucknioyeHus: nybamposaHne fLaHHbIX MEXAY
aBTOpaMMm.

KauectBo uccnepoBanuim

Bce uccnenoBaHus Gblan npoaHanM3upoBaHbl N0 CUCTe-
Me OLEHKM KauyecTBa CPaBHUTENbHbLIX WCCNefoBaHUIA
Newcastle — Ottawa Score (NOS) (cm. Tabn. 1, 2, 3).
OnpepeneHue peiTUHra Kayectsa NPoOM3BOAMNOCH NS
KaX[oro uccnefoBaHus. BbiCOKOKaYeCTBEHHbIM CYMTa-
€TCA UCCNefloBaHMe NPU HANUYUM YPOBHA 7 U3 9 3BE3A.

PE3YJIbTATHI

Mo BO3pacTy, UHAEKCY MaccCbl TeJia, NPOBEAEHHOMY
HEe0aAbOBAHTHOMY XUMWONIy4EBOMY Ji€4YEHUIO, Npen-
CTaBJIEHHbIE UCCneAoBaHUA HE UMENU CTaTUCTUYECKK

nATMS TATM3

Study or Subgroup

Mean SD Total Mean SO Total Weight

3HauuMbIX paznunuuin (Ouarpamma 2). YuuTblBas, 4To
pacnpocTpaHeHHOCTb ONYyX0NW ONpefenseT Henocpep-
CTBEHHblE U OTAANEHHbIe Pe3ynbTaTbl NeYeHusn, a TaKkKe
MOXET CNYXUTb NPUYMHON OTKa3a OT JlanapocKonuye-
CKUX OMepaTUBHbIX BMeLWaTeNnbCTs, GbINO NPOBEAEHO
CpaBHeHMe Ha OJHOPOAHOCTb No KpuTepuio pT4 u pN1-
N2, cTaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMBbIX PA3NUYMUiA NONYYEHO He
obino (Tabn. 4).

WHTpaonepaunoHHbie NoKasarenu

1. InnTenbHOCTb ONepaTMBHOrO BMeLAaTeNbCTBa NpU
cpaBHeHuun JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3 (Puc. 1) cTatuctuyecku He
pasnuyanack (p=0,11), HO NPOCNEXNBAETCA TEHAEHLMS,
4TO OHO MOXeT 6biTb MeHble npu TA TM3, npu cpaBHe-
Hum JIA TM3 ¢ Otk. TM3 (Puc. 2), 6bina MeHblue B rpynne
OTk. TM3 (OLLI=43,26, 1N 29.65-56.86, p<0,00001).

2. YactoTa KOHBEpCHMM B OTKPbITOE OnepaTUBHOE BMe-
WatenbCcTBO Oblna MeHblue B rpynne TA TMI (Puc. 3), yem
B rpynne JIA TM3 (OLLI=4.05, 1N 2.11-7.76, p<0,0001).

3. Kposonoteps npu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3 u TA TM3
(Puc. 4) cTatuctnyecku He pasznuyanacs (p=0,36), ofHa-

Mean Differcnce
IV, Random, 95% CI

Mcan Difference
M. Random, 95% CI

Chang eta. 1918 648 Z3 00 &7d4 2D 127% -B.20[-43.58 2718

Chen ol cl. 17EF 348 100 1821 454 S0 22.0% 3.40[ 20.20,1%.<0 — =

Chouillard =t al. 27E 58 13 245 BE “E L% 300012327232

De'Angelis et al 200174 32790 436z 32 1E8%  SCCO[6.44 9220 I —
Farr “andaz-Hevia o7 51 255 &0 I M5 BC 37 O47.8%  3TOC[1.83 6217 —
meoe 21zl 247 kil 3 lah 4t 3 16d% TUURLEES, ZEEd -1

lotal (9% L) 21 194 100.0%  15.64 |-2.94, F022| Jeutfiie—
Heleruceneiby, Taw™= Z37.0C, Zhi*= " 1.52 Ur=4(F = 0.04), F=55% ) | i | | J
Tes! for overall effect: Z— 1 B1 (F - 0.7 1} 50 ]?SA IM':JU A mis 30

PucyHok 1. [lnumensHocms onepamusHo20 8MewamebCcmaa Npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHoli TM3

NATMS Ot TMS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total  Mean S0 Total WNeight IV, Randam, 25% CI I, Ranclom, 95% CI
-lrshman ptal MHAV O NN E ML ullK LI S H 14 AR kL A48 AW HH, I
Aniras et El Thk M LF 1434 1 13 H oAt AT AT, An kY, -
<370 et Al M Mma 1L 147 Eld  1rU Y% A7k [4414, 54 kK, -
_elony et al. 432 S0t 104 260 33 38 BF% 17200 [40ET, 233.33 —_—
_aung af al. M56 A7.C I 1EB3 6.3 24 8.2% AGEC 2591, 71 69 —_—
_iang eta . 12808 237 1BE 1MEE3 21833 171 " 041% 19.€€ [14 70, 2440 L4
_ujan et 2012 MT 83 10245 387 1BEZ8 10635 2018 -0.3% 3TAE 2431, 38,09 *
_ujan cta 2008 1037 451 101 1728 804 112 04% 20E0([5 24, 3526 —
Wy ctal 2003 21386 46.2 1 1E3T 434 42 83% 40.EC [3215, 5745 —_
g etal. 2011 2116 5z 2L 153 41.1 40 0.4% S0.EC [J7 02, 79.00° —
W oetsl 190 5207 16GE 10754 4°.0] 19 47% 246 [-220, 14200 T
Total (95% CI) 2503 4026 100.0% 4326 [29.65, 56.35] E 2
—eterogeneity: Taw™— 2Z8.06, CHF- 14203 of— - 0 F ~0.C00071% IF - 93% _ém __IDD 60 EEIEI

Teslivn veeral efcel 2= 3.23 (7 < 0.20001)

NATWD 0Tk TMD

PucyHok 2. [JnumensHocms onepamusHo20 sMewamesbCmaa npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpsimod TM3
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KO OHa Oblja CTAaTUCTUYECKM 3HAUMMO MeHble npu JIA
TM3 (Puc. 5) B cpaBHeHun ¢ Otk. TM3 (OLL=116,59, i
169.62-63.57, p<0,0001).

4. Yactota MHTpaonepaLuOHHbIX OCNOXHEHUN Mexny
JIA TM3 1 TA TM3 (Puc. 6) Gbina conocTaBuma (p=0,22),
npu cpaBHeHuun JIA TM3 ¢ Otk. TM3 (Puc. 7) pasnuywmii
TaK Xe He nonyyeHo (p=0,61).

5. Mo 4YacToTe MHTPaoNepaLMOHHbIX KPOBOTEUEHMIA HET
CTaTUCTUYECKOI pa3HuLbl Kak npu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3 ¢
TA TM3 (Puc. 8) (p=0,35), Tak u npu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3
¢ OTk. TM3 (Puc. 9) (p=054).

6. CpasHuBas JIA TM3 c OTk. TM3J no yacToTe MHTpaone-
pauuoHHoro nospexaeHus ypetpsl (Puc. 10), pasnuymii

He nonyyeHo (p=0,37).

MNocneonepaynoHHble nokasarenu

1. YacrtoTa nocfeonepaunoHHbIX  OCJIOXHEHUN
(Puc. 11) He pasnuyanack npu cpaBHeHum JIA TM3 ¢ TA
TM3 (p=0,72), ogHako oHa 6bina meHblwe npu JIA TM3
(Puc. 12) B cpaBHeHuun ¢ Otk. TM3 (OLI=0,75, A 0.68-
0.82, p<0,00001).

2. Mpwu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3 yacToTta HecocTo-
ATenbHOCTM aHacTomo3a (Puc. 13) 6nu3ka K cTatMCTH-
YecKoit pasHulie, OfHAKO NPOCNEXUBAETCA TeHAEHLUA
K e€ cHuxeHuto npu TA TM3 (OLWI=2,04, N 0.97-4.28,
p=0,06). Mpu cpasHeHumn JIA TM3J ¢ Otk. TMJ (Puc. 14)

na TM3 TATMS Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen et al. 5 100 1 50 14.2%  217[0.39,12.21]
De'Angelis et al. 1 32 1 32 54%  1.00[0.06, 16.39]
Denost et al 5 50 2 50 181%  2.49[054, 11.49) N R —
Lelong etal. ] a8 1 34 240%  5.53[1.46, 2088 e a—
Ferdawood et al. 4 25 0 25 103%  842[1.11,63.64)
FPersiani et al. ] 45 0 46 226%  8.86[2.28, 35.20] — &
Rasulov et al. 1 23 1 22 54% 0496006, 145.78]
Total (95% CI) 314 259 100.0% 4.05 [2.11, 7.76] -
Total events 34 4]
Heterogeneity: Chif= 4.88, df= B (P = 0.56); F=0% p =02 051 150 5’0

Test for overall effect £=4.21 (P = 0.0001)

NATMZ TATMS

PucyHok 3. Yacmoma koHsepcuu npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ mpa+caHansHol TM3

NA TMS TA TM2 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Studyor Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% Cl
Chang et al. 368 772 23 391 B35 23 378% -220[4316, 38.76] =
Chen etal. 882 1025 100 68 BOE A0 62.2% 2020[1174 5214] ]
Total (95% CI) 123 73 100.0% 11.73[-13.46, 36.92] —-_-—
1 1

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 071, df=1 (P = 0405 F=0%

Tastfor overall effact Z=0.91 (P = 0.38) 50 5 TATHD DTATMS 25 50
PUCYHOK 4. VlumpaonepayuoHHas Kposonomeps npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckoti TM3 ¢ mpaxcaHansHold TMI
NATMD O, TN Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SO Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Jaikela. 3132 2618 54 4206 34T 108 174%  -107 40[-195.£6, -1£.94] "
Flesran elal, 2361 3095 242 3134 33T 39 255% -62.30-119 33, -£.27] =
_ujd el 412008 1273 1133 101 2342 1743 103 310% -108 401487, -6E. 3] u
Muelal 3633 G651 168 27134 4188 B9 27A% -18501 FIIE2E,- 3274 =
Total (95% CI) 566 539 100.0% -116.59[-16D.62, -63.57] i
e eruger eily, Tau® = 202203, SP= 1060, =3 (=001}, *=71% N | N -l
Tesliurwesll eflesl, Z= £.31 (F = 0.0001) e o e
PucyHok 5. VlumpaonepayuoHHas kposonomeps npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckod TM3 ¢ omkpsimod TM3
NATMS TATM3 Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Chen et al. 5 100 3 a0 a4.8% 0820149, 3.60] ——
Mege et al. 2 3 7 M A53% 0.24[0.04, 1.26] B
Total (95% Cl) 134 84 100.0% 0.47 [0.14, 1.58] -~
Total events 7 10
Heterogeneity: Tau* =012, Chi*=118, df =1 P =027 F=16% T 0= z &

Testfor overall effect 2=1.22 (P=0.22)

NATMZ TATMZ

PucyHok 6. Yacmoma uHmpaonepayuoHHbIX 0CI0XHeHU npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3
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CTaTUCTUYECKOW pa3HuMLbl He nonyyeHo (p=090).

3. MocneonepalMoHHas 3afepxka MOYM BCTpevaeTcs
pexe npu TA TMI (Puc. 15) B cpaBHeHuu c JIA TM3
(OW=249, AN 1.12-5.54, p=0,03), cpaBHuBas JIA TM3
¢ OTk. TMJ (Puc. 16), pasnuunii He nonyyeHo (p=0,33).
4. Mo yvactote nocneonepaunoHHoro napesa KT He
NOJYYEHO pasnnyuii Kak npu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3 c TA
TM3 (Puc. 17) (p=0,39), Tak 1 npu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3
¢ OTk. TM3 (Puc. 18) (p=0,83).

5. CepAeyHO-NeroyHble OCNOXKHEHUA, BO3HMKaloWWe
B MOC/eOoNepaLMOHHOM Nepuoje, OTMEYANUCH Pexe npu
JIA TM3 (Puc. 20) B cpaBHenun ¢ OTk. TM3 (0LWW=0,62, N

0.48-0.81, p=0,0004), ogHaKO CTATUCTUYECKOMN pasHULbI
He noay4yeHo npu cpaBHeHuu JIA TM3 (Puc. 19) n TA TM3
(p=056).

6. MocneonepaunoHHas paHeBas UHMEKLMUA BO3HWUKANA
pexxe npu JIA TM3 (Puc. 21) B cpaBHeHun c OTk. TM3
(OWW=0,64, N 0.54-0.76, p<0,00001), cpaBHuBas JIA TM3
u TA TM3J (Puc. 22) pa3nuunii He nonyyeHo (p=0,65).

7. Mo yactoTe BO3HUKHOBEHWA MOC/HEONepaLUOHHBIX
abCLeccoB He MOJyYEHO pasHULbl, KaK MpU CPaBHEHUM
JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3 (Puc. 23) (p=0,29), Tak 1 npu cpaBHe-
Hum JIA TM3 ¢ Otk. TM3 (Puc. 24) (p=0,67).

8. Yactota nocneonepauMOHHbIX KPOBOTEYEHU He

JIA TM3 Ot TM3 Odids Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Fleshman et al. 26 242 17 239 40.3% 1.67 [0.83, 2.98] T
Fas etal 81 B94 49 344 46.9% 0.80 [0.54, 1.16] -
Yeenhofet al. 1 a0 ] A0 12.8% 0.058 [0.01, 0.76]
Total (95% Cl) 986 633 100.0% 0.79 [0.33, 1.90] -
Total ewents 108 Ta
Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.38; Chi*=7.84, dfi=2 (P =002, F=75% D.'DE IZIT1 1-0 SID

Testfor overall effect £= 052 (P = 0.61)

NATMS Otk TM3

PucyHok 7. Yacmoma uHmpaonepayuoHHbIx 0C0XHeHUl npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpeimod TM3

NA TM3 TATMS Peto Odids Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvenis Total Bvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen et al. 3100 2 a0 B2V% 0.73[0.11, 4.84] —i
tege et al. 0 34 1 34 12.2% 0.14[0.00,6.82]
Perdawood et al. 1 25 2 25 351% 0.50[0.05, 5.03] L E—
Total (95% CI) 159 109 100.0% 0.52 [D.13, 2.05] ~l-—
Total events 4 ]
Heterogeneity Chif= 0.88, df= 2 (P = 0.758); F=0% 2 D’Dﬁ IZ|=1 1=IZ| 26!]

Testfor overall effect: Z=093 (F =0.39)

NATMZ TATMZ

PucyHok 8. Yacmoma uHmpaonepayuoHHsix KpogsomeydeHull npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3

naTM> Ot TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvenis Total Bvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Fleshman et al. g 242 8 239 315% 0.99[0.36, 2.67]
Pas et al. 22 R94 11 344 59.4% 0.99[0.47F, 2.07]
Yeenhof et al. 0 a0 4 a0 8.1% 013 [0.02, 0,83
Total (95% CI) 986 633 100.0% 0.84 [0.47, 1.48]

Total events 30 23
Heterogeneity: Chif= 375, df=2(P=0158); F=47%
Testfor overall effect £= 061 (F=054)

ooz 041 1 10 50
TATME O TMS

PucyHok 9. Yacmoma uvmpaonepayuoHHbix KposomeyeHul npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ omkpeimoti TM3

naTma Ot TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvents Total Bvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Fleshman et al. 1 242 o 2349 T4% T.30([014, 36783
Pas etal. 9 G694 20 34 T1.0% 1.98 [0.56, 6.98] —;—
Yeenhof et al. 1 50 2 50 21.6% 0.81 [0.05, 4.98] I E—
Total (95% CI) 986 633 100.0% 1.62 [0.56, 4.69] B

Total events 11 4
Heterogeneity: Chif=1.66, di=2 (P=044); F=0%
Testfor overall effect £= 089 (F =0.37)

0.005 01 10 200

NATMZ OTH. TM3

PucyHok 10. Yacmoma uHmpaonepayuoHHo20 nospexdeHus ypempsl npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpsimodi TM3
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Ld)

AOCTUMIA CTAaTUCTUYECKON pasHuLbl Npu cpaBHeHun JIA
TM3 ¢ TA TM3 (Puc. 25) (p=0,20) 1 npu cpaBHeHuu JIA
TM3 ¢ Otk. TM3 (Puc. 26) (p=0,79).

9. MocneonepauyoHHbI KOWKO-AeHb Obl MEHbLUe Npu
JIA TM3 (Puc. 27), yem npu Otk. TM3 (OLU=235, N
3.87-0.83, p=0,002), npu cpaBHeHun JIA TMJ c TA TM3
(Puc. 28) paznnuuit He noayyeHo (p=0,41).

Mopdonoruyeckas xapakTepucTuka

1. KayectBo me3opekTymakTomuu Grade 3 cratucTtuye-
CKM 3HayMMo BCTpeyanoch yaiie npu JIA TM3 (Puc. 29)
B cpaBHeHun c OTtk. TM3 (OW=124, AN 1.09-1.40,
p=0,001), npu cpasHeHun JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3 (Puc. 30)
CTAaTUCTUYECKOMN pasHuMLbl nonyyeHo He Gbino (p=0,36).

2. Mo kauectBy TMJ Grade 2 He Nony4eHO pasHULbI KaK

0Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

JIATMS TATM3 Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI
Chang et al. 2 23 2 23 a.7% 1.00[0.13 7.78]
Chen et al. 17 100 10 50 MM.T% 0.82[0.34, 1.95]
De'Angelis et al. 12 32 g 32 20.7% 1.80[0.62, 5.27]
Mege et al. g 34 4 34 16.9% 1.44 [0.44 4.70]
Persiani et al. 10 46 11 46 251% 0.88[0.33, 2.34]
Total (95% CI) 235 185 100.0% 1.09 [0.67, 1.78]
Total ewents 14 ar

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi®=1.65, df=4 (P =0.80) F= 0%
Testfor overall effect £= 036 (P=0.72)

-

ot

0.2

0.5 2
ATMS TATMS

PucyHok 11. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbIx 0CI0XHEHUL npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3

NATMS O TM3 Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Baik et al. 12 a4 3108 1.8% 0.60[0.28 1.27] —
Braga et al. 24 a3 3 a5 21% 0.61[0.32,1.16] —
Cho et al. 33N TO o442 4.3% 0.93[0.589, 1.48] T
Fleshrman et al. 111 242 112 238 B.9% 0.96 [0.67,1.38] —_— T
Gouvas etal 14 45 N 43 1.2% 030012, 0.71]
kang et al. 36 170 40 170 34% 0.87[0.42,1.48] T
Kellokurmpu et al. 31 100 39 g1 2.58% 0.60[0.33,1.08] r
Laurent et al. TT o 238 838 233 A.2% 0790454 1.15] -1
Law et al. 24 a3 49 167 28% 0.82[0.47 1.45] —
Leung et al. 12 25 21 34 0.8% 0.67[0.20,1.63]
Lujan etal 2012 4831 1387 1375 3018 52.6% 0.74 [0.64, 0.84] :
Lujan etal.20049 no1m 30 103 25% 1.08[0.59, 1.96] T
Moring et al. 24 98 22 93 2.0% 1.06[0.54, 2.03] —_— T
Mg etal 2003 23 a1 il 48 1.4% 0.76[0.34,1.67] —
Mg etal 2013 13 410 22 a0 1.1% 0.39[0.16, 0.98]
Stewenson et al. 44 238 G2 235 4.6% 0.63[0.41,0.98] e
Weenhaf et al. 26 a0 kN a0 1.3% 038016, 0.88]
W et al. 46 169 29 ay 28% Q.77 [0.44 1.35] —
Total (95% CI) 3400 5268 100.0% 0.75[0.68, 0.82] L
Total ewents 1114 2117
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.00; Chi*= 16.55, df= 17 (P = 0.49); F= 0% sz 0?5 é é
Testfor overall effect: Z= 6.03 (P = 0.00001) TATMZ OTe. TM3

PucyHok 12. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbix 0CI0XHeHUL npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpsimod TM3
NA TM2 TATM2 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Bwents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chang etal. 023 123 36%  014[0.00,6.82)
Cienast et al ] a0 1 a0 20.3% 407 [0.75, 21.04] N
Fern“andez-Hevia et al. 4 kn 2 7 Z0.0% 205[0.35,10.74] N
Mege et al. 4] KL 1 3 198% 4.272[0.80,22.30] T =
FPerdawoad et al. 4 25 2 25 19.3% 2101[0.358,11.37] T
Persiani et al. 2 46 3 46 171% 0BG [0.11,3.95] e
Total (95% CI) 215 215 100.0% 2.04 [0.97, 4.28] *
Taotal events 20 10
Heterogeneity: Chi=4.73 df =5 (P =0.44), F= 0% D.EiDS 0!1 1ID EﬁlD

Test for overall effect; £=1.89 (P = 0.06)

NATMZ TATMZ

PucyHok 13. Yacmoma HecocmoamensHOCMU GHACMOMO3a Npu CpasHeHuU Aanapockonuyeckot TM3 ¢ mpaxcaHansHold TM3
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NnA TM3 O1. TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Bwvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Baik et al. 4 39 B a2 1.6% 1.47[0.37,5.83] I
Braga et al. 8 a3 9 g4 3.0% 0.90[0.33, 2.49] I
Breukink et al. 2 23 4 28 1.0% 089 [0.11, 3.21] —
Choetal 13 211 17 422 5.0% 1.60[0.74, 3.449] T
Fleshiman et al. 5 242 5 239 1.9% 0.99 [0.28, 3.49]  —
Gouvas etal. 7 45 4 43 1.9% 1.76 [0.50,6.18] 7
Kang et al. 2 170 0 170 04% 7.43[046, 11937
Kellakumpu et al. 11 71 g 7o 3.2% 1.41[0.54, 3.70] —_ T
Laurent et al. 12 238 15 233 5.0% 0.77 [0.36, 1.68] T
Law et al 1 93 5 167 1.1% 0.41[0.08, 2.19] -1
Lelong et al. 12 104 14 o] 4.1% 0.580[0.21,1.18] I
Liang et al. 4 164 B 174 1.9% (.68 [0.19, 2.40] I E—
Lujan et al. 2012 g1 1387 172 3018 40.0% 1.03[0.78,1.39] -
Lujan et al.2009 5 1M 10 103 2.7% 0.80[017,1.42]
torino et al. 10 498 3 93 2.4% 299 [0.57, 919
Mg etal 2013 1 40 2 40 0.6% 0.50[0.05, 4.99]
Fas et al 58 461 25 240 138% 1.23[0.76,1.99] e
Stevenson et al. 7238 8 235 2.8% 0.86 [0.31, 2.40] [ —
Strohlein et al. 9 114 42 275 7.2% 0.62 [0.27,1.00] -]
Yeenhof et al. 5 a0 3 a0 1.4% 1.71[0.41, 7.21] —
Total (95% CI) 3982 5835 100.0% 0.99 [0.83, 1.18] L
Total events a7 3a8
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 20,74, df=19 (F = 0.35), F= 8% DI 01 051 1ID 1|:|i:|
Test for overall effect: £= 012 (F = 0.90) ’ ’ NATMS OTe. TH

PucyHok 14. Yacmoma HecocmoamensHocmu aHacmomo3a npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ omkpsimodi TM3

NATMS TATMS Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chen et al. 3 100 il 50 10.8% 457 [0.41,51.27]
Denost et al 5 a0 3 50 30.8% 1.71[0.41, 7.21] I B E—
Fern‘andez-Hevia et al. 4 ar 1 AT 196% 3.56 (0.9, 21.60] e
Ferdawood et al. 8 25 4 25 3IB.6% 2.36 [0.65, 8.94] L
Total (95% CI) 212 162 100.0% 2.49[1.12, 5.54] -
Total events 20 8
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0.66, df= 3 (P = 0.88); F= 0% t f f t
Testfor overall effect 2= 224 (P=0.03) 0.0z 01 NATMS TATMS 1o 50

PucyHok 15. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHol 3a0epKu MOYeucnyCKaHus npu CpasHeHuu sanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHc-
aHanbHou TM3

JIA TM3 Ot TM3 Odids Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  BEvenis Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Eraga et al. 1 a3 1 a5 27% 1.02[0.06, 16.65]
Gouvas et al. 4 45 ] 43 11.1% 0.74 (0193 2.97] —
Laurent et al. 7238 2233 8.8% 3A0[0.72,17.03]
Law et al. A b} 2 167 TT% 4.44[0.84, 23.31]
Lelong et al. 5 104 3 it} 9.9% 1.059 [0.25, 4.74]
Leung et al. 5 25 ] 34 13.8% 0.65 [0.20, 2.40] e B
Lujan et al.2009 To1m 5 103 152% 1.46 [0.45, 4.76] I e —
Mg etal 2013 g 40 ] 40 18.5% 0.86 [0.29, 2.52] e
Stevenson et al. 1 238 2 235 IT% 0.45 [0.04, 5.46]
Wy et al. 9 163 2 a9 8.8% 2.45[0.52,11.488]
Total (95% CI) 1141 1097 100.0% 1.26 [0.79, 2.00] -l
Total ewents a2 410
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 747, df =3 (P = 0.62); F= 0% IZI=I35 012 % 2=D

Testfor averall effect 7= 093 (P=0.33) NATMS OTE. TM3

PucyHok 16. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHoU 3a0epxKu MOYeucnyCKaHUA npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckot TM3 ¢ omkpeimoli
™3
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npu cpaBHeHuu JIA TM3J ¢ TA TM3 (Puc. 31) (p=0,95), Tak
v npu cpasHeHuun JIA TM3J ¢ Otk. TM3 (Puc. 32) (p=0,98).
3. Hauxypwee kadvectso TM3J Grade 1 npu cpaBHEHMH
JIATM3 ¢ TA TME (Puc. 33) He [OCTUINIO CTaTUCTUYECKON
pa3HuLbl, 0JHAKO CMelieHne B cTopoHy TA TM3 moxet
CBWAETENbCTBOBATL O TOM, 4To npu TA TM3 Hauxyplwee
KaueCTBO Me30PEKTYM3IKTOMUM OyLET BCTPEYaThCs Pexe,
yem npu JIA TM3J (0LLI=1,58, AN 0.93-2.70, p=0,09), npw
cpaBHeHuu JIA TM3 ¢ Otk. TM3J (Puc. 34) pasHuupl He
nonyyeHo (p=0,83).

4. To3sutneHaa LIIP Bctpeyanach pexe npu TA TM3,

B cpaBHeHuu ¢ JIA TMJ (Puc. 35) (OW=258, AN 1.34-
4.97, p=0,005), npu cpaBHeHun JIA TM3 c Otk. TM3
(Puc. 36) no3utusHas LITP BcTpevanack pexe npu JIA
TM3 (OLLU=0,73, IV 0.63-0.85, p<0,0001).

5. Mo3utusHaa AP He gocTurna cTaTUCTUYECKUX pas-
nyuit npu cpasHenun JIA TM3 ¢ TA TMI (Puc. 37)
(p=0,553), npu cpaBHeHun JIA TMI u OTk. TM3 (Puc. 38)
TaK e He nony4eHo pasnuunii (p=0,20).

6. [uctanbHas rpaHuLa pe3eKuuMM CTaTUCTUYECKU He
pasnuyanacs, cpasHusas JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3 (Puc. 39)
(p=0,23), n npu cpaBHeHuu JIA TM3 c Otk. TM3 (Puc. 40)

JNIA TMS TATMS Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chang etal. 1 23 1 23 6.7%  1.00[0.06 16.50]
Chen et al. 2 100 0 50 B1%  4.53[0.24 B86.49]
Fern'andez-Hevia et al. 2 ar 4 v 19.2% 0.49[0.09, 2.87] —_— T
Marks et al. 1 17 3 17 12.5% 0.33[0.04, 2.60]
Mege et al. 2 34 4 34 191% 0.49[0.09, 2.57] I E—
Fersiani et al. ] 46 B 46 36.3% 1.00[0.30, 3.34]
Total (95% CI) 257 207 100.0% 0.73 [0.35, 1.50] T
Total events 14 18
Heterogeneity: Chi®=2.79, df= 5 (P=0.73); F= 0% 0 IDE 051 150 SIIZI

Test for averall effect: Z= 0.87 (P = 0.39)

NATMZ] TATMZ

PucyHok 17. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHozo napesza KT npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3

JNIA TMD O TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvents Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Baik et al. 4 54 18 108 32% 0.46[0.18,1.18] r
Gouvas et al. 2 45 7 43 1.5% 0.28[0.07,1.10]
Kang et al. 17 170 22 170 B5% 0.75[0.38, 1.48] -
Kellokurmpu et al. 3 100 1 91 07% 252[0.351818] —
Khaikin et al. 3 32 5 50 1.3% 0.83[0.21,4132] I E—
Law et al. 4 a8 10 167 2.3% 0.68 [0.22, 2.08] 1
Lelong et al. 11 104 5 68 26% 1.46 [0.51, 4.18] B E—
Lujan etal. 2012 149 1387 288 3018 6B36% 114092, 1.41] |
Lujan et al.2009 G 101 g 103 25% 0.75[0.25,2.27] T
Maorino et al. 3 38 1 93 0.7%  262[0.36,18891] —
Mg et al. 2008 1 51 2 43 05% 0.48 [0.05, 4.B9]
Pasz etal 33 /ar 12 345 T7.2% 1.35[0.72, 2.56] I
Stevenson et al. 11 238 24 235 B1% 0.44[0.22,0.88] —
Yeenhof et al. il a0 3 50 0.6% 013 [0.01,1.28]
Wu et al. 2 169 2 89 07% 0.50 [0.06, 3.97]
Total (95% CI) 3394 4678 100.0% 0.98 [0.83, 1.16] [ ]
Total events 2449 408
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 21.27, df=14 (P = 0.09); F= 34% 0 IDQ D=1 1=D 5’0

Testfor overall effect Z2=0.21 (F=0.83

NATMZ Otk TM3

PucyHok 18. Yacmoma nocneonepayuorHoz2o napeza XKT npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckoti TM3 ¢ omkpeimoti TM3

nA TMS TATM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chang et al. 1 23 0 23 33.3% TF.38[015 372.38] =
Marks et al. 1 17 0 17 33.3% T.39[015 372.38] =
Fersiani et al. ] 46 1 46 33.3% 0.14[0.00,6.82] =
Total (95% CI) 86 86 100.0% 1.95[0.20, 18.72] e Ra——
Total events 2 1
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 2.67, df= 2 (P = 0.26); F= 25% D.IjDS IZI:1 1ID Eﬁﬂ

Test for overall effect £= 058 (P = 0.96)

NATMZ TATMS

PucyHok 19. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbix cepOeyHOo-1e204HbIX OC0KHeHUL npu cpasHeHuU Aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpanc-

aHanbHou TM3
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JIA TM3 Ore. TM3 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Bvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Baik et al. 2 a4 0 108 0.9%  1033[0.48, 2158.11]
BEraga et al. B 83 3 a5 3.9% 2.13[0.51,8.81] ]
Ereukink et al. A 41 a8 41 5.2% 0.87 017, 1.93] .
Cho etal 202N 3422 2.8% 1.34 [0.22, B.06] —
Kellokumpu et al. 7100 B 91 5.9% 1.07 [0.34, 3.30] I —
Laurent et al. 2 238 7233 3.2% 0.27 [0.06, 1.33] EEEe—
Lawe et al. 8 a3 18 167 91% 0.65 [0.23, 1.65] T
Lelong et al. 10 104 14 o] 8.9% 0.41 [017, 0.99] I
Leung et al. a 25 3 34 0.9% 0.18 [0.01, 3.58]
Lujan et al. 2012 58 1387 208 3018 29.8% 0.559 [0.44, 0.79] -
Lujan et al.2009 1 1M 4 103 1.7% 0.25[0.03, 2.25] -
Fas etal ar  Bov 21 345 171% 0.86 [0.50, 1.50] —
Stewenson et al. 1 238 3 235 1.6% 0.33[0.03, 3.16] —
Yeenhof et al. 3 168 8 a9 4.3% 018 [0.05, 0.71] e
Wyl et al. G a0 ] a0 4.9% 1.23[0.35, 4.32] e —
Total (95% CI) 3596 5089 100.0% 0.65 [0.49, 0.88] L 3
Total ewents 148 n:
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*= 17.04, df= 14 (P = 0.25); F= 18% t t f f
Testfor overall effect: 2= 2.82 (P =0.0048) 0.005 mJ‘IATMS O TM:;D 200

Pucynok 20. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbiX cepOedHO-1e204HbIX OCNOXHeHUl npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyveckold TM3
¢ omKkpsimou TM3

nA TMS3 O TM3 Peto Odids Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Bvenis Total Bvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Baik et al. 3 a4 B 108 1.4% 1.00[0.24, 4.14]
Braga et al. B a3 13 a5 31% 0.45[017,117] E—
Breukink et al. 2 41 4 41 1.0% 0.49[0.09, 2.56] -1
Choetal 6 21 12 422 2.8% 1.00[0.37, 2.70] T
Gouvas et al. 4 45 14 43 2.6% 0.24 [0.08, 0.BET] I —
Kellakumpu et al. 6 100 17 91 3T% 0.30[0.13,0.73] I
khaikin et al. 1 32 3 a0 0.7% 0.54 [0.07, 4.20] e —
Law etal 2 498 4 167 1.0% 0.85[0.16, 4.54] e E—
Lelong et al. 4 104 ] o] 1.9% 0.580[0.13,1.99] — 1
Leung et al. 2 25 2 34 0.7% 1.39[018, 10.65] E—
Liang et al. 9 169 g 174 3.0% 1.17 [0.44, 3.09] T
Lujan etal. 2012 92 1387 M1 3018 57T% 0.64 [0.52, 0.80] |
Lujan et al.2009 o 1m 2 103 0.4% 014 [0.01, 2.200
Mo etal 2008 10 a1 10 43 2.9% 0.93 [0.35, 2.46] T
Mg etal 2013 1 40 7 40 1.3% 0.19[0.05,0.82] E—
Fas etal 28 BYY 17 345 7.0% 0.80[0.43,1.51] I
Strohlein et al. 4 114 13 275 2.9% 0.75[0.26, 217] T
Weenhof et al. 4 a0 B a0 1.7% 0.64 [0.18, 2.36] T
Wi et al. 22 168 13 a9 5.0% 0.87[0.41,1.85] T
Total (95% CI) 3571 5251 100.0% 0.64 [0.54, 0.76] [ ]
Total events 208 467
Heterogeneity: Chi®=16.04, df=18 {F = 0.59), F=0% D:m 051 150 1IZ=|IZ|
Test for overall effect £= 522 (P = 0.00001) ’ ’ NATMS OTE. TMS

PucyHok 21. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHoli paHesol UHGeKyuu npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ omkpeimod TM3

JIA TM3 TATM3 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Mege et al. 1 34 1 34 56.8% 1.00[0.06, 16.67] ]
Fersiani et al. 1] 46 1 46 43.2% 0.33[0.01,8.22] B
Total (95% CI) 80 80 100.0% 0.62 [0.07, 5.14] —en
Total ewents 1 2
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.26, df=1 (P = 0.61); F= 0% 0 ijz 051 1IIZI 5IIZI
Testfor overall effect £= 0,49 (P = 0.69) ' ’ TATMS TATMS

PucyHok 22. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHol paHesoll UHGeKyuu npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckoll TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TMI
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naTM2 TATM2 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Bwents Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

Chen etal. 4 100 3 a0 B0.4% 064013, 3.18] ——

Marks et al. 1 17 a 17 101% F.39[015 372.39]

Mege et al. 1] 34 3 34 29.5% 0.13[0.01,1.27] — &

Total {95% CI) 151 101 100.0% 0.51[0.15, 1.77] . .

Total events i) 6

Heterogeneity Chi®= 3.27, df= 2 (P = 0.20%; 7= 39% y f f f
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.06 (P = 0.29) 0.005 D'1J'IATM<3 TATM<31 0 200

PucyHok 23. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbix abcyeccos npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuydeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3

NA TM3 O1e. TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Eaik et al. 3 a4 3108 1.9% 2170359, 12.16] T
Eraga et al. 3 a3 4 85 25% 0.76[0.17, 3.45]  —
Fleshman et al. 1 242 0 239 04% T.30[014,367.83]
Kang etal. 0o 1v0 1 170 0.4% 0.14[0.00, 6.33]
Kellakumpu et al. 2 100 1 91 1.1% 1.79[0.18, 17.42] —
Leung et al. 1 25 ] 34 04% 10.59[0.20,559.11]
Liang et al. 2 164 1 174 11% 2.01[0.21,15.449] —
Lujan et al. 2012 85 1387 206 3018 86.45% 0.89 [0.69,1.148] .
Lujan et al.2009 3 1M 2103 1.8% 1.53[0.26, 9.01] —
Mg etal 2008 1 a1 1 48 0F% 0.94 [0.06, 1527
Mg atal 2013 1 40 1 40 07F% 1.00[0.06, 16.27]
Strohlein et al. 2114 202Ta 1.1% 27410032, 23.76] ]
YWeenhof et al. ] a0 2 0 0F% 013[0.01,2.158] —
Wi etal 2 164 1] 83 0F% 4 B3 [0.25, 8539 —
Total (95% CI) 2755 4524 100.0% 0.95[0.75, 1.20] 4
Total events 106 224

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 9.56 df=13{P=0.73); F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=043 (P =0.E7)

0.002 01 10 500
NATMZ Ok, TM3

PucyHok 24. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbix abcyeccos npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpeimoli TM3

nA TM2 TATMS Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup BEvents Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl
Chen etal. 1 100 2 a0 47.0% 0.22[0.02, 2.49] —
Fern‘andez-Hevia et al. 0 ar 1 71T E% 0.14[0.00,6.83]
Mege et al. 1 34 1 34 352%  1.00[0.06, 16.33) —
Total (95% CI) 171 121 100.0% 0.34 [0.07, 1.80] eI
Total events 2 4
Heterogeneity: Chif=0.91, df= 2 (P= 0.63); F= 0% } t f f
o N 0.00s 1N 10 200
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.27 {F=0.20) NATME  TATME

PucyHok 25. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbix KposomeyeHull npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonudeckoli TM3 ¢ mpaxcaxansHol TM3

NA TM3 One. TMD Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Eaik et al. a 54 1 108 0.7% 0.2210.00, 14.26]
Eraga etal. ] a3 4 ah 3.0% 013 [0.02, 0.97]
Ereukink et al. 2 41 1 41 2.3% 1.98[0.20,18.59)] —
Chaetal. o N 1 432 0.7% 0.221[0.00, 14.26]
Gouvas etal. 2 45 4 43 4.4% 0.47 [0.09, 2.44] I
Kang etal. 1 170 3170 3% 0.36 [0.04, 2.61] I
Kellakumpu et al. 2 100 1] 91 1.89% B.82[042,110.20] ]
Laurent et al. 6 238 To233 9.8% 0.84 [0.28, 2.51] e
Lelong etal. 5 104 4 63 B.3% 0.81[0.21,3.17] I —
Leung et al. 1 25 1] 34 0.8% 1059 [0.20,5599.11]
Lujan et al. 2012 29 1387 a6 3018 55.59% 1.131[0.71,1.80 e 3
Lujan et al.2008 1 1M 1 103 1.9% 1.02[0.06, 16.42] —
Stewvenszon at al. 10 238 4 235 10.5% 238082, 6.490] T
Total (95% CI) 2797 4651 100.0% 1.05[0.74, 1.48] &
Total events a4 26
Heterogeneity: Chi®=13.30,df =12 (P =0.35); F=10% 50 00z 051 150 SDE:I

Testfor overall effect Z=0.27 (F=0.79) NATMZ OTk TW2

PucyHok 26. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbIx KposomeyeHul npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuydeckod TM3 ¢ omkpsimod TM3
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nA TMS Oone. TM3 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Baik et al. T o38 a4 a.8 2 108 126% -1.80 [-3.62, 0.02]
Chaoetal 12 TN 16 8 422 140% -400[521,-2.79) e —
Fleshman et al. T3 54 242 T34 239 147% 030051, 1.11) -
Gouvas et al. a6 22 45 94 38 43 13.8%  -3.80[5.11,-2.44] e —
Lelong et al. 126 96 104 16 649 68 1089% -340[587,-093) ——————
Lujan etal.2008 g8z T3 1M 99 B8 103 123% -1.70 364, 0.24)] e —
mckay et al. 9 1486 157 10 11,3 288 107% -1.00 [-3.55,1.59] L
Strohlein et al. 181 86 114 187 18 2¥5 1M1% -360[587,-123) —————
Wil et al. 11.98 317 169 1329 411 i} Mot estimable
Total (95% CI) 1197 1646 100.0% -2.35[-3.87,-0.83] —~i—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.92; Chi*= 51.94, di= 7 (P = 0.00001); F= 87% 54 iz 1 152 ji
Testfor overall effect Z=3.03 (F=0.002) MATMS OTk. TM3
PucyHok 27. [TocneonepayuotHsili Koliko-0eHb Npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckoli TM3 ¢ omkpsimod TM3
nATMS TATM3 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Chang et al. 94 36 23 97 32 23 MA% -0.30 227, 1.87]
Chen etal. 710038 100 7425 a0 36.5% -0.30 [-1.32, 0.72] —
De'Angelis et al. Q.78 3.97 32 778 212 32 27 1% 1.97 [0.41, 3.53] - &
Mege et al. 11 5 34 10 B 34 14.9% 1.00[1.63, 3.63]
Total (95% CI) 189 139 100.0%  0.51[-0.71, 1.73] -—P—
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.79; Chi®= §.37, df=3 (P=0.10); F= 53% 52 =1 1 15 é
Testfor overall effect Z= 082 (F=0.41) MATMS TATMS
PucyHok 28. [locneonepayuoHHbili Koliko-0eHb npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckoli TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3
NATM3 O TM3 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Bwvents Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
Baik et al. ) a4 9 108 1.3% 112 [0.36, 3.453] -
Fleshman et al. 178 243 181 238 11.7% 0.84 [0.56, 1.26] — T
Gouvas et al. 43 45 3 43 0.5%  3.71[0.93 1477
Kang et al. 123 170 127 170 B1% 0.89[0.55,1.44]
Kim et al. 126 131 163 176 1.2% 2.01[0.70, 579 ]
Lujan etal. 2012 1143 1387 2282 3018 4B6% 1.81[1.29,1.78] . 3
Mg etal 2013 36 40 a7 40 0.9% 073015, 3.48)]
Pas etal A89  GBEB 303 331 10.9% 071 [0.45,1.11] — T
Stevenson et al. 206 238 216 235 6.8% 087 [0.31,1.03] —
Total (95% CI) 2973 4360 100.0% 1.24 [1.09, 1.40] ’
Total events 2445 33482
Heterogeneity: Chi®=27.32, df= 8 (P =0.0008); F=71% D!1 D!E D!S ﬁ :'5 1'D

Test for overall effect: £=3.26 (P =0.001)

NATMZ Otk TM2

PucyHok 29. Kavecmso TM3 Grade 3 npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpsimodi TM3

Study or Subgroup

Odds Ratio

Events Total Ewents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI

Chaouillard et al.

De' Angelis et al.
Denostetal
Fern‘andez-Hevia et al.
Lelong et al.

Marks et al.

Mege et al.
Ferdawood et al.
Fersiani et al.

Rasulov et al.
WVeltcamp Helbach et al.
Welthuis et al.

Total (95% CI)
Total events

naTm2 TA TM3
8 14 14
24 32 27
Ell 50 35
35 ar 34
20 ag 14
15 17 14
27 34 18
17 24 20
34 46 40
17 23 14
3o 32 32
18 24 24
374
281 293

12 7.0% 0.33 [0.07,1.47]
32 9.3% 0.56 [0.16, 1.83]
50 15.8% 0.70 [0.30, 1.61]
7 48% 1.54 [0.24,9.82]
34 13.8% 0.85[0.35, 2.22]
17 40% 1.00[0.12, 5.06]
34 116% 3430118, 9.89]
25 08% 0.53[0.15,1.93]
46 101% 0.84 [0.26, 2.71]
27 88% 1.32 [0.36, 4.87]
37 20% 019 [0.01, 4.07]
25 3T% 011 [0.01, 0.95]

372 100.0% 0.81[0.52, 1.26]

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.14; Chi*= 14582, df=11 (P =0.21); F= 24%
Testfor overall effect, 2= 0.92 (F = 0.36)

Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI
.
<
0.0 01 10 100

NATMZ TATM3

PucyHok 30. Kavecmso TM3 Grade 3 npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpaxcaHansHol TM3
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pasnuymii Tak xe He noayyeHo (p=0,87).

7. LiupkynspHas rpaHuua pesekuuu Obina cTaTucTuye-
CKM 3HaYumo 6onbue npu TA TM3 (Puc. 41) B cpaBHeHNUH
c A TM3 (OLWW=0,96, i1 1.30-0.62, p<0,00001).

8. Mo KonuyectBy yaaneHHblx nNUMGOY3N0B He nony-
YeHO pa3Huubl Kak npu cpasHeHun JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3

(Puc. 42) (p=0,60), Tak 1 npn cpasHeHuu JIA TM3 ¢ OTk.

TM3 (Puc. 43) (p=0,91).

CeTeBOi MeTaHanus

OyeHb BaXHO 6bIIO CPABHUTL [LOCTOMHCTBA M He0CTaT-
KW BCEX Tpex MeToA0B MpU CONOCTaBMMOM pacnpocTpa-

NATMS TATM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odids Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% C1
Chouillard et al. 3 18 2 18 4.9%  1.96([0.30,12.84]
De'Angelis et al. 4 32 3 32 7I% 1.37 [0.29, 6.51] —
Denaostetal 13 a0 gq 50 19.8% 1.59[0.62, 4.07] I e —
Fern'andez-Hevia et al. 2 ar 2 ar 4.4% 1.00[0.14, 7.40]
Lelong etal 16 38 15 34 20.4% 0.92[0.36, 2.33] I —
Marks et al. 1 17 2 17 3.2% 0.45[0.05, 5.08]
Mege et al. 3 34 q 34 11.4% 0.30[0.09, 1.04] e —
Perdawood et al. 4 25 13 25 BE% 0.77[0.18,3.200 e E—
Persiani et al. 5 46 4 46 9.4% 1.28[0.32, 5.01] I —
Rasuloy etal. 2 23 3 22 8.1% 0.61 [0.10, 3.86] — T
Yeltcamp Helbach et al. 2 32 a 32 2.2% TE3I[0.47 124.79]
Yelthuis et al. 2 25 1 25 3.3%  2.00([0.20, 20,200
Total (95% CI) 374 372 100.0% 1.01 [0.67, 1.54] <&
Total events ar A5
Heterogeneity: Chl::. a44, di=11 (P=067);F=0% IZI.'D1 IZI:1 1-0 1IjD
Testfar overall effect Z=007 (P = 095} NATME TATMS
PucyHok 31. Kauecmso TM3 Grade 2 npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckoti TM3 ¢ mpaxcaHanbHol TM3
A TM3 O1K. TM3 Odids Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Evenis Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Baik et al. 39 a4 85 108 11.7% 0.70[0.33, 1.449] .
Fleshman et al. 46 242 30 239 15.2% 1.64 [0.93, 2.649] —
Gouvas etal. 2 45 7 43 4.7% 0.24 [0.05, 1.22]
Kang et al. 33170 23170 14.0% 1.54 [0.86, 2.75] T
Kirm et al. 4 13 12 176 7.9% 0.43[0.14,1.37] e —
Lujan etal 2012 168 1387 507 3018 19.0% 0.68 [0.57, 0.82] -
Pas etal. 58 BEG 19 331 147% 1.57 [0.92, 2.68] T
Stevenson et al. 24 238 17 235 131% 1.44 [0.75, 2.75] -
Total (95% CI) 2933 4320 100.0% 1.00 [0.67, 1.50] -
Total ewents 374 7o
Heterogeneity: Tau=0.21; Chi®= 27 28, df=7 (P =0.0003); F=74% f I f
. 0.0s 0.z 5 20
Testfor overall effect: 7= 0.02 (P = 0.93) MATM3 OTe. TM3
PucyHok 32. Kavecmso TM3 Grade 2 npu cpasHeruu nanapockonuydeckol TM3 ¢ omkpeimod TM3
JNIA TM3 TATMS Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total BEvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chouillard et al. 4 15 2 18 9.4%  276[0.48 1585] I
De'Angelis et al. 4 32 2 32 10.3%  2.06[0.39,10494] e —
Denost et al ] 50 3] 50 19.8% 1.00[0.30, 3.32] —
Fern‘andez-Hevia et al. i} a7 1 a7 1.59% 0.14[0.00,6.82]
Lelong etal 2 38 0 34 37% B.A3[0.42 111.491]
Marks et al. 1 17 ] 17 1.8% 7.38[015 372.38]
Mege et al. 4 34 7 4 17.5% 053015, 1.900 e
Ferdawood et al. 4 25 ] 25 F.0%  842[1.11, 63.64] I —
Fersiani et al. 2 46 2 46 T.4% 1.00[0.14, 7.34] e
Rasulov et al. 4 23 4 22 126% 0.95[0.21, 4300 . —
Yelthuis et al. ] 25 ] 25 BE%  8.83[1.42 54949
Total (95% CI) 342 340 100.0% 1.58 [0.93, 2.T70] L
Taotal events 36 24
Heterageneity, Chi®=13.69, df=10(F=0.15); F= 27% 0005 0 o 500

Test for overall effect; £=1.68 (P = 0.09)

NATMZ TATMZ

PucyHok 33. Kavecmso TM3 Grade 1 npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ mparcaransHol TM3
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HEHHOCTM, B CBA3U C 3TUM HamMu OblN NPOBEAEH CETEBOI
MeTa-aHanu3 KOTOpbl NMO3BOAUT HaM OLEHUTb BCE TpU
MeTofia OHOBPEMEHHO.

Mo yacToTe MHTPaoNepaLMOHHbIX OCAOXKHEHMIA HEe BbINOo
NONYYEHO CTAaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMBbIX Pa3NUunin Mexay
NanapocKonuyecKo, TpaHCaHaNbHOW U OTKPLITOW MeTo-

AnKoit TMJ (Puc. 45). Mpu onocpesoBaHHOM CPaBHEHUM
He MOJIYYeHO CTAaTUCTUYECKUX Pa3Myuil Mo YacToTe
MHTPAoNepLUMOHHbIX KpoBoTeYeHuit (Puc. 46).

Yactota nocneonepauyoHHbIX OCNOXHEHW npu ceTe-
BOoM MeTa-aHanuse npu JIA TM3 (Puc. 47) meHblwe Ha
25%, 4yem npu Otk. TM3 (OWI=0,75 AN 0.65-0.84).

NA TM3 0. TM3 Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup BEvents Total BEvents Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Baik et al. a8 q4 12 108 12.0% 1.29[0.53, 3.64] I e —
Fleshiman et al. 19 242 11 239 16.2% 1.77 [0.82, 3.80] I
Gouvas et al. 1 44 2 43 2.5% 0.47 [0.04,5.33]
kang et al. 8 170 11 170 12.5% 0.71[0.28, 1.82] e
Kim et al. 1 13 1 176 1.8% 1.35([0.08, 21.72]
Lujan etal. 2012 7B 1387 229 3018 3% 0.71 [0.84, 0.92] —-
Fas etal. 19  BGB 9 331 15.2% 1.08[0.47, 2.35] I
Stewvenson et al. g 238 2 235 A 6% 405[0.858,19.29]
Total (95% CI) 2933 4320 100.0% 1.04 [0.70, 1.55] *‘
Total ewents 140 2rT
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.10; Chi*= 10.95, df= 7 (P = 0.14); P = 36% D.IDS sz é 2ID

Testfor overall effect £=0.21 (P=083

NATMS Otk TM3

PucyHok 34. Kavecmso TM3 Grade 1 npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpbimodi TM3

nA TM3 TATM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Chang et al. 4 23 I 23 104%  B852[1.12, 6482
De'Angelis et al. 3 32 1 32 10.6%  286([0.38, 21.29] I e —
Denost et al ] 50 2 A0 276%  412[1.18,14.33] —
Marks et al. 1 17 I 17 2.8% T7.389([0.15 372.38]
Mege et al, 5 34 4 34 221% 1.29[0.32,5.18] I —
Ferdawood et al. 4 25 1 25 12.8%  3.69[0.55 23.01] I e —
Rasulov et al. 0 23 1 22 2.8% 0.13[0.00,652]
Yeltcamp Helbach et al. 1 32 a 32 2.8% 739015 372.39]
Yelthuis et al. 1 25 2 25 8.0% 0.50[0.05, 5.03] -1
Total (95% CI) 261 260 100.0% 2.58 [1.34, 4.97] <
Total events 28 11
Heterageneity Chi®= 7.72, df= 8 (P = 0.46%; F = 0% 0 D=D:5 D=1 1=D 260

Testfor overall effect 2= 2.84 (P = 0.005)

NATMZ TATM3

PucyHok 35. [lo3umusHas YupKynapHas epaHuya pesekyuu npu cpagHeHuu aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpa+caHansHol TM3

naTma Ot TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Bwvents Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Baik et al. 0 54 7 108 0.9% 0.21[0.04,1.04]
Breukink et al. 3 41 i 41 1.0% 0.A8[0.14, 2.47]
Cho et al. 8 21 20 422 3.5% 0.90[0.41,1.98] —
Fleshman et al. 28 242 17 234 £.0% 1.75[0.96, 3.22] | —
Gouvas et al. 1 45 4 43 0.7% 0.27[0.04,1.63]
kang et al. 5 170 7T 170 1.7% 0.71[0.22, 2.24] —
kellokumpu et al. 5 100 3 91 11% 1.53[0.37, 6.27] —
Kim et al. 4 1N 7 176 1.5% 0.77[0.23, 2.58] —
Laurent et al. 16 238 11 233 3T% 1.45[0.67, 3.14] —_T
Lujan etal 2012 132 1387 482 3018 BE.2% 0.47 [0.48, 0.649] )
Lujan et al.2009 4 101 3103 1.0% 1.37 [0.30, 6.16]
Mg etal 2013 3 40 2 40 0.7% 1.62[0.25,9.21]
Pas etal. 56 588 30 300 10.0% 0.95[0.59,1.52] T
Stevenson et al. 16 238 0 235 2.2%  T.79[2.88, 21.09)
Total (95% CI) 3586 5219 100.0% 0.73 [0.63, 0.85] L 3
Total events 283 608
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 4693, df=13 (P = 0.00001); F=72% 0 IDS 052 % 250

Testfor overall effect: £= 414 (P = 0.0001)

NATMZ OTH. TM3

PucyHok 36. [lo3umusHas YUPKYAAPHAA 2paHUYA pe3eKyuu npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonudeckoli TM3 ¢ omkpeimoti TM3

OTKPbITAS, JIANTAPOCKOIMMYECKAS U TPAHCAHAJTIBHAS
ME3OPEKTYMOKTOMMS: CUCTEMATUYECKHNM OB30OP
JIUTEPATYPbI 1 CETEBOMN METAAHAJING SPPEKTMBHOCTH
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Tabnuua 5. Pezybmamsi

NATMI vs TATMI JIA TM3 vs Otk. TM3
ow, Au | p oL, A | p

WNHTpaonepauuoHHbIe NoKasatenu

[nnTenbHOCTb ONEepaTUBHOIO BMeLIaTeNbCcTBa 13,64 (2.94-30.22) p=011 43,26 (29.65-56.86) p<0,00001
YacToTa KoHBepcun 4.05 (2.11-7.76) p<0,0001

Kposonoteps 11,73 (13.46-36.92) p=0,36 116,59 (169.62-63.57) p<0,0001
MHTpaonepauuoHHble 0CNOXKHEeHUs 0,47 (0.14-1.58) p=0,22 0,79 (0.33-1.90) p=0,61
KpoBoTeueHue 052 (0.13-2.05) p=035 0,84 (0.47-1.48) p=054
MoBpexaeHue ypeTpsbl 1,62 (0.56-4.69) p=0,37
MNocneonepauuoHHble nokasarenu

MNocneonepalMoHHbIe OCNOXHEHUI 1,09, (0.67-1.78) p=0,72 0,75 (0.68-0.82) p<0,00001
HecocTosTenbHocTh aHacToMo3a 2,04 (0.97-4.28) p=0,06 0,99(0.83-1.18) p=090
3afepKa MoyencnyckaHus 2,49 (1.12-5.54) p=0,03 1,26 (0.79-2.00) p=033
Mapes KT 0,73 (0.35-1.50) p=039 0,98 (0.83-1.16) p=0383
CepaeyHo-neroyHble 0CA0XKHeHNS 1,95 (0.20-18.72) p=056 0,62 (0.48-0.81) p=0,0004
MNocneonepaloHHas paHeBas WHMEKLUSA 0,62 (0.07-5.14) p=0,65 0,64 (0.54-0.76) p<0,00001
Bo3HuKHOBEHME NocneonepaLnoHHbIX abcleccos 0,51 (0.15-1.77) p=0,29 095 (0.75-1.20) p=0,67
KposoteyeHus 0,34 (0.07-1.80) p=0,20 1,05 (0.74-1.48) p=079
MocneonepayoHHbIi KOWKO — AeHb 0,51 (0.71-1.73) p=041 2,35 (3.87-0.83) p=0,002
Mopdonoruyeckas xapakrepucrTmka

Kayectso TM3J Grade 3 0,81 (0.52-1.26) p=0,36 1,24 (1.09-1.40) p=0,001
Kayectso TM3J Grade 2 1,01 (0.67-1.54) p=095 1,00 (0.67-1.50) p=098
KauectBo TM3 Grade 1 1,58 (0.93-2.70) p=0,09 1,04 (0.70-1.55) p=083
MosuTusHas LI'P 2,58 (1.34-4.97) p=0,005 0,73 (0.63-0.85) p<0,0001
Mo3uTusHas [ArP 1,49 (0.42-5.24) p=0,53 0,71 (0.43-1.19) p=0,20
ATP, M 3,05 (8.00-1.90) p=0,23 0,07 (0.92-0.78) p=0,87
LIP, Mm 096 (1.30-0.62) p<0,00001

Konuuectso yaaneHHbIx numdoysnos 0,41 (1.10-1.92) p=0,60 0,05 (0.83-0.74) p=0,91

NnA TMS TATM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% Cl Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

De'Angelis et al. 0 32 2 32 202% 0.13[0.01,2.14]

Denostetal L) 50 1 50 45.3%  2.49[0.58 20.91] —

Lelang etal. 1 38 ] 34 10.2%  6.65[013 337.27]

Menge et al. 1 34 1 34 202% 1.00[0.08, 16.33]

Total (95% CI) 154 150 100.0% 1.49[0.42, 5.24] -

Total events f 4

Heterogeneity Chif= 4.41, df= 3 (P = 0.22); F= 32% D.=E|DS 0?1 150 2!5!]

Test for overall effect Z= 062 (P =093} NATHMS TATMS

PucyHok 37. [lo3umusHas oucmansHas epaHuya pe3ekyuu npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcanansHoli TM3

natma O1. TM3 Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Cho et al. o 211 1 422 1.8% 022000 14.26]
Fleshman et al. 4 242 4239 13.3% 099 [0.24, 3.89] . E—
Gouwas et al. 0 45 2 43 3.3% 013 [0.01, 2.09]
Laurent et al. 7238 200233 1448%  303[081,11.39 b
Lujan etal 2012 71387 36 I8 B1.9% 049 [0.26, 0.94] -
Stewenson et al. 2 238 1 235 50%  1.93[0.20 1863 e
Total (95% CI) 2361 4190 100.0% 0.71[0.43, 1.19] <
Total events 20 46
Heterogeneity: Chif= 8.64, di= 5 (P=0.13); F= 42% DIDDS 051 150 2IJ=IZI

Test for overall effect £=1.29 (P =0.20) .J'IﬁTMS Ok TMS

PucyHok 38. llozumusHas oucmanbHas 2paHuya pe3ekyuu npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ omkpeimod TM3
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HecoctosTensHocTh aHactomo3a (Puc. 48) He goctuma
CTaTUCTUYECKOW pa3HULUbl, NPU CPaBHEHWU BCEX TPeX
MeTofuK. LaHc pa3BnuTusa nocneonepaLmoHHol 3agepx-
Kn movemncnyckanus (Puc. 49) ctaTucTmyecku 3HaymMmo
Huxe npu TA TM3J B cpasHeHuu c JIA TM3 (0LL=0,36, N
0.14-0.91). Mo wvacToTe nocneonepaLMOHHOrO napesa
KT cratuctuyeckoii pasHuupl He nonydero (Puc. 50).
CepoeyHo-neroyHble OCN0XHEHUA CTaTUCTUYECKM 3Ha-
4yumo pexe BO3HMKanu B rpynne JIA TM3 (Puc. 51),
yem B rpynne Otk. TM3 (OW=0,63, AW 0.42-0.91).
MocneonepaunoHHas paHeBas MHMEKLMA BO3HMKaNA Ha
39% pexe npu JIA TM3 (Puc. 52) B cpaBHeHumn ¢ OTK.

TM3 (OlL=0,61, AN 0.46-0.78). YactoTa nocneonepa-
LMOHHbIX KPOBOTEYEHUI, HE [OCTUMNA CTATUCTUYECKOI
pasHULbl NPYU ONOCPEAOBAHHOM CPAaBHEHUM.

Mo kauecTBy Me3opeKkTyMakTOMUM Grade 3, He nonyyeHo
cTatucTuyeckux pasnuuuit (Puc. 53) npu cpaBHeHUM
NanapocKonMYecKoi, TpaHCaHaNIbHOW 1 OTKPLITOW MeTo-
Avku. KauecTBo ME30PEKTYMIKTOMMUM, COOTBETCTBYIOLLEE
Grade 2 (Puc. 54), TaK e He JOCTUIIO CTAaTUCTUYECKO
pasHuubl. Mo kayecTBy Me3opekTymaktomuu Grade 1
MeTOAMKM He pasnuyanuch (Puc. 55). LiupkynsapHas
rpaHuLa peseKkuuu He [OCTUINA CTaTUCTUYECKOW pas-
Huubl (Puc. 56), ogHako cmelieHne B cTopoHy TA TM3,

NA TM3 TATMS Mean Difference Mean Difference
Sludy vr Subgioup Mean SD Tolal Mean SD Tolal Weighl IV, Rarmdomn, 95% C1 IV, Rarnlorn, 35% C1
Chargeta. 1.5 1.05 2z 0.1 105 212 2E0% 0.2C [-0.41, 0.21] *
Ch2r el 4l 15 9 13C 24 12 51 2:T% -9OC[H1:276 -5.24) =
Chadillard =tal [T 138 18 325 16 13 124% 361 FE.ED, 13.800
Ce Angeis et sl 22492 C.44 Jz 2002 1354 a2 2:0% 1.530 257, 5.77] I e
Fernandez-Hevia et al. 17 13 37 2818 FF 1E9% -1MACHEA15 -388 ————F————
Total (5% Cly 207 160 100.0% -3.05 [-B.00, 1.90] —sut
Herringrnaite Tai?= 24 47, Thi®= 37 L5 of= 4 (P <0 NONNT); F= RR% } f

Testoraversll efest Z—1.21 (7 - 0.5 - n'jmg mm‘?ﬁ w

PucyHok 39. JJucmanbHasa 2paHuya pesekyuu mMm, npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonudeckoli TM3 ¢ mparcaxansHol TM3
NA TM2 Om. TM3 Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Choetal. 26 22 M1 27 26 427 458%  -010[-0.49,0.29]

Fleshman et al. 32 26 242 31 18 239 454%  010[0.31,051]

Gouvas etal. 323 166 45 421 133 43 18% -980[16.07,-353)

My etal 2013 26 15 40 28 14 40 17%  -3.00[-9.36, 3.36] —

W et al. 262 15 168 233 128 g4 9.3% 2.90[-0.549, 6.39] T

Total (95% CI) 707 833 100.0%  -0.07 [-0.92, 0.78] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.37; Chif=13.37, df= 4 (P = 0.010); "= 70% _150 I5 D % 1ID

Testfor overall effect 2= 017 (P=0.87)

NATMS OTH. TM3

PucyHok 40. [JucmanbHas epaHuya pesekyuu MM, npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonuyeckol TM3 ¢ omkpsimod TM3

na TM3 TA TN3 Mean Difference Mean Diffarance
Study or Subgroup Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight I, Random, 95% Cl M, Random, 95% CI
Cheneta. 14 77 03 118 74a a0 1.8%  -073F327 1.87) - 1
Choullard et 51 137 83 13 114 -] 18 1.5% 233273, 723
Cr'Ang2lis 2lal. 918 555 32 3.68 457 32 1.9%  -0.43 }2.58, 2.00| -
Fert'andez-Hevia et al. " e 37 c209 3 9345%  -1.0CH .35 -1.65 [ |
Wageata. 11 12 el | ©3 o] EL] 1.5% 1.01 FA.04, 3.04|
1otal [95% 1) 218 11T T0% -0.96 [-1.30, -0.62) L
Fataragene ty: Tawf - C.00; ChiF— 2435, df - ¢ (P - C.BEY F— 0% i‘ 52 é i
Tesl roveral ellecl Z=5.53(F = 0.0100°) MATNS —ATHA

PucyHok 41. LuprynapHasa epaHuya pesekyuu mMm, npu cpasHeHuu aanapockonudeckol TM3 ¢ mpaHcaHansHol TM3

NATM2 TATM2 Mean Difference Maan Diffarenca
Study or Subgroup Maan SD Tolal Mean SD Total Welghn v, Random, 25% CI IV, Randoim, 95% C|
Chang ol al. 106 26 23 228 (L8 23 T.i% 3.20[ 804, 2.34]
Lhzn et al 14 b= I N 11 | B AN - a1 Y% Uil 2.0, =48] e
Chauillard eta . 123 a4 1% 08 A3 12 TE% 1.0 [-2.89, £.89]
De Angells et al. 18E3 007 3z 1708 T4 32 O12E% 127 291, £.89] -
Ferm andez-Hewis et al. 147 53 743 -] 37 0EH 0.40 233, 2.13] —
e gu el al 14 8 34 14 10 34 12.5% 0.CO[4.30, 4.30]
Total (95% CI) 241 194 100.0% 0.41[-1.10, 1.92] -?-
Heseogeneity: Tau®= LO0; ChF = 218 df= £ (P = 0.82); *= 0% LS S
Testfor cverall effect Z=031 (" =0G60% JETMI ATUS
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na TM32 01 TM2 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Eaik et al. 107 46 a4 112 G 108 TA%  -0.80[217,1.17]
Zhoetal 18 CA 19 a 422 94%  -1.00[2.21,021] B
Fleshman et al. 17.9 101 242 165 84 239 T.Y9% 1.40 [-0.26, 3.06] T
Gouvas etal. 189 &7 45 198 87 43 39%  -0.90[-4.14,2.39]
Lelang et al. 112 47 104 106 482 58 8.3% 0.60[-0.93, 2.13] e
Liang etal. 705 505 18 744 483 174 100%  -039[1.44, 068 .
Lujan etal. 2012 14483 836 1387 1475 948 3018 11.5%  -0.22[-078,034] -
Lujan etal.2009 1363 626 101 1157 51 103 8.2% 2.06[0.49, 3.63] -
Mckay et al. 162 102 147 155 96 388 T.2% 070116, 2.56] e e —
Mg et al. 2008 124 67 a1 13 7 48 5.0%  -0.60[-3.30,2.10] L
Mg etal 2013 177 84 40 148 56 40 4.2% 2590023, 6.03]
Strohlein et al. 138 55 114 168 BB 275 9.2% -340[-4.68-2137] —
Wu et al. 13894 693 169 1354 717 89 TA% 0.401[-1.42 222 I e —
Total (95% CI) 2844 5015 100.0%  -0.05[-0.83, 0.74] ’

1 1

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.33; Chi®= 4386, df=12 (F < 0.0001); F=73%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.12(F=0.91)

N
NATMZ OTk. TM3

Fo

PucyHok 43. Kosnuvyecmso yoaneHHbIx 1UMgoy3108 npu cpasHeHuu nanapockonudeckoli TM3 ¢ omkpeimoti TM3

CBMAETENbCTBYET O TOM, YTO NpW GObLIEM KONUYECTBE
HabNOOEHUIA, HaWAYYWUIA pe3ynbTaT NOTEHLUANbHO
MoeT 6biTb npu TA TM3. [uctanbHas rpaHuua pesek-
LMK CTAaTUCTUYECKM He pas3nnyanacb HW Npu OAHOM U3
metogoB (Puc. 57)

OBbCYXOEHWME

MeTtopmka TpaHcaHanbHoi TM3 npepcrtasnsieT co6oif
nporpecc B 1anapoCKOMUYeCKOW XWUPYpPruu, KoTopas
NO3BONIAETCA PELNTb TEXHUYECKME CNOXKHOCTH, C KOTO-
PbIMW CTaNKMBAETCA XMPYpr, paboTas B Y3KOM Manom
Tasy W MpU HAAUYUM OXMPEHUA Yy NaALMEHTa KaK BO
BpEMSA N1anapoCKOMUYEeCKNUX pe3eKLmii, Tak U Npu OTKPbI-
ThiX. B cBOlO o4yepedp, 3TO No3BONAET U36EXaTb KOH-
BEpPCUM, @ Nyylias BM3yanusauus npu pabote Ha Auc-
TaNbHbIX OTAENAX MPsMON KUWKW MOXKeT obecnedyntb
6oee BbICOKUI pafuKan3m onepaTMBHOIO BMELLATENb-
cTBa. Xopollee KayecTBO yAaNeHHOro npenapata, a TaK

o -,

///TA'TM:;\\\

(n=480) |
/ 1 ucecnenoeaHue

e S =

(n=6820)

Puc. 44 fJuazpamma sbinonHeHUs Memo0os8 momabHol Me30-
pekmymaKmomuu

KOJIOMPOKTOJIOINA, tom 18, N2 4, 2019

e VHTaKTHas LWPKyNsApHas rpaHuLa pesekuun obe-
CMNeyunBalOT CHUXKEHWUE YaCTOTbl JIOKaNbHbIX PeLuANBOB
W YBEAWNYMUBAKOT NMPOAOIKUTENBHOCTb OE3peLmnanBHOIN
BbIXKMBAEMOCTU NauueHToB [51,52].

Jlanapockonuuyeckaa Xxupyprus npu pake npsaMon
KMIWKM NPOLEMOHCTPUPOBANa COMOCTaBUMbIE C OKPbI-
TOW XUPYprueil OHKONOrMYecKue pe3ynbrathbl, Kak no
KayecTBY yAaNeHHOro npenapara W MHTAKTHbIM rpaHu-
LaM pe3eKLnu, TaK 1 No BbixuBaemocTu [2,28,29,30,53].
MeToanka TpaHcaHanbHon TM3J pocTaToyHO HOBas M
TpebyeT NPOXOKAEHNUS OT XUpypra ANUTENbHON KPUBOIA
006y4eHus. Ha KoHCeHcyce, NOCBALWEHHOM TpaHCaHab-
HO TOTaNbHOW Me30PeKTYM3KTOMWUMU, NPOBEAEHHOM
B uione 2014 ropa, onpepeneHbl NpeanoyTUTENbHbIE
noKasaHua ANA [aHHOW METOAMKW, a MUMEHHO Y3KUW
uan tnyOoKuii manblil Tas, Myxckoir nosn, UMT>30
Kr/M?, pacnojioeHue onyxonu He Gonee 12 cm oT
aHanbHOro Kpas [54]. B 6onbwuHCTBE uMccnepnoBa-
Huit [1719,20,23,24,55] cpepHuii MHZEKC Macchl Tena
OONbHbIX HE MpeBblWan 26 Kr/M% 4To MOXeT CBUAE-
TeNbCTBOBATb 0 NOAGOPE NALMEHTOB B MpoLECcce HaKo-
NIeHUA OonbiTa NO [JAHHOW METOAWKE W OCTOPOXKHOM
€€ NpUMeHeHUM, HeCMOTPA Ha e€ OYEBWAHbIE MICHI.
Bonbwux paHAOMU3UPOBAHHLIX MYJbTULLEHTPOBLIX
uccnenosaHuit, cpasHusatowwmx JIA TM3 n TA TM3, He
nposoaunock. 0aHaKo, ony6aMKOBaHHbIE CPAaBHUTEb-
Hble UCCNefoBaHUA [EeMOHCTPUPYIOT COMOCTaBUMOCTb
pe3ynbTaToB MO KayecTBy YAANEHHOro npenapara U
obecneyeHus rpaHul pesekuum [9,23,24,56], a B paH-
LOMU3NpPOBAaHHOM MccnepoBaHumn Denost n coaBT. [16]
B rpynne TA TM3 cTaTucTUyeckn 3Ha4YMMO pexe BCTep-
YaeTCs NO3UTUBHAA LMPKYNAPHAA rpaHuua pesekuuu
B cpaBHeHuu c JIA TM3. B uccnegoBaHum Lacy u coasT.
[55], Bkntovatowum 140 nauueHToB, KayectBo TMI
Grade 3 6bi10 y 97,1%, a Grade 1 - 0,7%, no3uTUBHasA
LIP 6binay 6,4%. MeTaaHann3 faHHbIX NPOAEMOHCTPH-
poBaJ, 4To KayecTso npenaparta Grade 3 cTatucTuyecku
3HauMmo BcTpeyaetca vawe npu JIA TMI B cpaBHe-
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LA TME
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(0.17- | OpTME
3.19)
0.27 0.34
(0.04 - [0.04- | TATME
1.47) 7.54)

Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 0.R. (95% Cr.1.)

LA TME versus TA TME 0271004=157)

Op TME versus TA TME | 0.34(0.04 - 2.54)
—_——

LA TME versus Op TME [ 0.811(0.17-3.19)

Heterogeneity (Vague) =
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95% €r1(0.2246-1.939) o Random Effects (Vague Prior}

PucyHok 45. Yacmoma uHmpaonepayuoHHbIX 0CI0XKHeHUl

LA TME
0.68
(0.10- | OpTME
2.28)
0.44 0.69
(0.05 - (0.06 -
3.16) 10.32)

TATME

O.R. (95% Cr.1.)

Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 2

LA TME versus TA TME F ! 0.44 (0.05 - 3.16)
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Heterogeneity (Vaguej=

PucyHok 46. Yacmoma uHmpaonepayuoHHbIx KpogomeyeHul

TA TME
0.92
{0.59- | LATME
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0.68 0.75
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0.8146 Favours Favours
95% Crl {0.04003 —1.921)
Random Effects {Vague Prior)
Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 2 0.R. (95% Cr.l.)
TA TME versus Op TME 0.68({043-1.07)
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Heterogeneity {Vague}
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95% Crl {0.005816 Random Effects (Vague Prior)
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TA TME
0.62
(0.30 Op TME
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Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 2 O.R. (95% Cr.l.)
TATME versus Op TME . 0.62(030-1.27)
I—C-—l—l
TA TME versus LA TME t-{J)—l 0.62 (0.31-1.25)
Op TME versus LA 1.00(0.77-1.29)

0,1 1 10
Helerogeneity {Vague) =
0.2152 Favours Favours

95% Crl(0.00915-0.621) Random Effacts (Vague Prior)
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PucyHok 50. Yacmoma nocneonepayuorHozo napeza KT

0.R. (95% Cr.l.)
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0.82(0.55—1.12)

Pucynok 51. Yacmoma cepdeyHo-ne204Hbix 0CIOKHEHU
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1.40) 1.41)

PucyHok 55. Kayvecmso TM3 Grade 1
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PucyHok 57. [lo3umusHas ducmansHas epaHuya pesexyuu

Hum ¢ Otk. TM3J. Takoe cMeleHUe,BEPOATHEE BCErO,
BbI3BaHO TEM, YTO BO BKJIOYEHHbIX B aHANIM3 HEPAHLO-
MU3NPOBAHHbIX MCCNEA0BAHNAX OCYLLECTBAANCA NOA-
60p NayMeHToOB ANa nanapockonuyeckoi rpynnsl. Mpu
cpaBHeHun metopuk TA TM3 u JIA TM3 no kayecTBy
yoaneHHoro npeapara Grade 3, pas3ninMyuil nonyvyeHo He
6b110. OnocpefloBaHHOE CPaBHEHWE BCEX TPEX METOAMNK
TaKXe He BbIABMNO pa3nuunit. Yto KacaeTca Hauxyale-
ro KayecTBa yfaNeHHOro npenapara, To €CTb TeHAEeH-
LA, CBUAETENbCTBYIOWAS YTO 3TO MOXET BCTpevaTbes
yawe npu JIA TM3 B cpaBHenun c TA TM3J (p=0,09),
cpaBHuBas JIA TM3 c OTk. TM3 pa3nnuunin He NonyveHo.
CeTeBoi MeTaHanW3 JaHHbIX TaK e He BbIABUA pas-
nuuuin. NosutusHasa LUIP B npoBegeHHOM meTaHanuse
BCTpeyvanach yaue npu JIA TM3, B cpaBHeHun ¢ TA TM3
(p=0,005), Ho pexe uyem npu OTK. TM3 (p<0,0001).
CeTeBOM MeTaHanM3 MpoOLEMOHCTPUPOBAN, YTO NpU
Gonblem Konunyectse HabmogeHuin metoguka TA TM3
MOXET MMeTb MEHbLYI0 YaCTOTy nonoxutenoHown LIP.
Jlyywas Bu3yanusauus B npouecce MoGuUaIM3auuu
OUCTaNbHLIX OTAENOB NPAMOW KUWKKM NPU TpaHC-
aHaNbHOW METOAMKE MOXKET Cnoco6CTBOBATb CHUXKE-
HWIO 4aCcTOTbl KOHBEPCUU B OTKPbLITOE ONepaTuBHOE
BMewartenbctso [2,8,9,12]. MeTaHanu3 paHHbIX Tak
e NpoJeMOHCTPUPOBAN MEHbLIYIO YacTOTy KOHBEp-
cum npn TA TM3 B cpaBHeHuu ¢ JIA TM3 (p<0,0001).
06bemM WMHTpaonepaLMOHHOW KpPOBOMOTEPM, 3HAYM-
TENbHO MEHblle MpU NanapocKOMMUYeCcKUx onepa-
TUBHbIX BMELATENbCTBAX B CPABHEHUU C OTKPLITHIMU
[28,30,50], uTo CBA3aHO C MeHblEN onepaynoHHO
TpaBMOM M npuMeHeHWEM KapOOKCUNepUTOHeyMa.
MeTaHann3 Tak e MpPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAN MEHbIIYIO
kposonoTepto npu JIA TM3 B cpaBHeHuun ¢ OTk. TM3
(p<0,0001). YacToTa MHTPaonepaLMOHHbIX OCIOXHE-
HWI conocTaBuMa Kak npu cpasHeHun JIA TM3 ¢ OTk.
TM3, Tak n npu cpaBHeHumn JIA TM3 ¢ TA TM3. Puck
MHTPaonepaLMOHHOrO MNOBpPEXefeHUs COCeAHUX
OpraHoB M MACCHUBHbIX KPOBOTEYEHWUW NpPU WUCMOJb-
30BaHWM MaNOMHBA3UBHLIX METOLUK, KOppenupyet
C HaKONAEHHbIM OMNbITOM U MNPOMAEHHON KPWUBOWA
0byyeHus xupypra. Jlanapockonuyeckue onepaTus-
Hble BMeLATeNbCTBA M3-3a TEXHUYECKUX 0CObEH-

KOJIOMPOKTOJIOINA, tom 18, N2 4, 2019

Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 2 0.R. (95% Cr.l.)
TA TME
TA TME versus Op TME ; ' " | 051(0.05-5.38)
—_—
0.68
(0.10- LA TME TA TME wversus LA TME —_—— 0.68 (0.10-4.93)
4.93) LA TME versus Op TME 0.75(0.19 - 2.69)
0,01 0.1 1 10
0.51 0.75 Heterogeneity (Vague) =
[0.05 _ {0.19 i Op TME 1.059 Favours Treatment 1 Favours Treatment 2
5.38) 2.69) 95% Crl {0.09302 - 1.932) Random Effects (Vague Prior)

HOCTel WX BbIMONHEHUA ANATCA [ONblUE OTKPLITHIX,
YTO MOXET GbITb MPUUYUHON OTKA3a OT BbINONEHUS UX
Yy MOXMWAbIX NaLMeHTOB C OTATOLWEHHbIM COMaThye-
ckum cTtatycom, ogHako Wu u coaBsT. [26] paznuuuii
B MPOAOKMTENbHOCTU BBINOAHEHUA NanapocKonu-
YeCKMX W OTKPbITbIX ONepaTUBHbIX BMeLaTeNnbCTB He
noay4yunu. MetaHanus faHHbIX AEMOHCTPUPYET 60Jb-
Wyl NpOAOMIKUTENbHOCTh OMNEPaTUBHOTO BMeLa-
Tenbctsa npu JIA TM3 yem npu OTk. TM3 (p<0,0001),
cpaBHuBas JIA TM3 n TA TM3 pa3nuyunin He NoONy4YEHO.
MeHblas onepaunoHHas TpaBMa U, Kak ClNefCcTBUe, paH-
HAS aKTWBM3auMA NALMEHTOB MpW NanapoCKOMMecKux
OMepaTUBHbIX BMeLATeNbCTBaX, B CPaBHEHWU C OTKPbI-
TbIMW, B CBOIO OYepefb, peann3yeTca B MeHblleid 4acTo-
Te OCNOXHEHWIA, BO3HMKAIOWMX B MOCNeonepaLMoHHOM
nepuofe, YTo NOKa3aHo B AaHHOM MeTaaHanwu3se. Mpu JIA
TM3 yacToTa 0CNOXHEHW Ha 25% MeHblue B CPaBHEHUM
¢ OTk. TM3. TA TM3 no mepe HakonneHus yncna Habnoge-
HWi1, BEPOATHO, ByAeT UMETb NPENUMYLLECTBO CPeaN BCEX
MeTO[i0B, OfHaKO B HACTOALWIA MOMEHT MMEEeTCA NUllb
BbIpaXKeHHas TEHAEHLMA, He AOCTUraloWas craTucTuye-
CKOM pa3HuLibl.

OrpaHuyeHHoe paboyee nose B MasoM Tasy npu nana-
pOCKONMYeCcKoi XMpypruu, yawe Bcero TpebyeT npu-
MEHEeHUA HEeCKOJbKWX 3HAOCKOMWYECKUX CTennepos,
a GOpMUpYIOLLNIACA YroN MeXay TMHUAMU LWBOB, B CBOKO
oyepepb, ABNAETCA (PAKTOPOM pUCKA HECOCTOATENb-
HoCcTM aHacTomo3a [2]. MpsmMoe cpaBHeHMe MeTOLOB
LEMOHCTPUPYET TEHAEHLMIO K CHUXEHMIO 4acToTbl
HecocToATeNbHOCTU aHacTomo3a npu TA TM3 (p=0,06)
B cpaBHeHuu ¢ JIA TM3, npu ceTeBOM MeTaHanu3e BCex
Tpex MeTO[0B pa3Nuynii He noayyeHo. [lpumeHeHune
metonuku TA TM3J obecneynBaeT MeHbliee NoBpexpe-
HUe Ta30BbIX HEPBHbIX CMIETEHWI U3-3a NyYliel BU3ya-
NNALMK, YTO NPUBOLMUT K MeHblUei YacToTe HapyLeHWi
MOYenCcnycKaHusa. 3agepxka MOYencnyckaHma B nocne-
onepavLOHHOM Nepuofe BCTpeyanacb pexe npu TpaHC-
aHanbHoi TM3 B cpaBHeHuu ¢ JIA TM3, onocpefioBaHHOe
CpaBHEHME TaK e [AeMOHCTPUPYET MeHbWMWA LWaHC UX
pa3sutua npu TA TM3. OnocpepoBaHHOe CpaBHEHMe TaK
e BbIABMNO npeumyuiectsa metoguku JIA TM3 B cpas-
HeHun ¢ OTK. TM3J Kak no 4yactoTe CepAeYHO-NEeroYHbIX

KOLOPROKTOLOGIA, v. 18, no. 4, 2019
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MeTopuka TpaHcaHanbHon TM3J aBnAeTca CONOCTaBUMOW
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