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JNTANMAPOCKOMMNYECKHME PE3EKLUUU C
TPAHCAHAJIbHbIM YOAJIEHMEM MPEMAPATA B
XUPYPTUYECKOM JTEYEHMM PAKA NMPAMOM KULLKU

(cucTemaTtHueckmit 0630p nuTepaTypbl M MeTaaHaNM3)
Yephbiwos C.B., Ceiues C.M., NoHomapeHko A.A., Peibakos E.T.

dreyY «<HMUL, kononpokronorun nmenn A.H.Peixmux» Munusgpasa Poccum
(yn. Cansma Apguns, p.2, 123423, Mockea, Poccus)

BBEJJEHWNE: memoduka NOSES nozsosnsiem ydansms npenapamsi 6e3 pazpe3os Ha nepedHell OPpIOWHOLU cmeHKe U conpoBoXOaemcs MeHbwum
KOIUYeCmBOM 0COXHeHUll 3a cyem CHUXEHUS 4acmomsl paHesol uHpekyuu. Pe3ynbmamsl 3mux onepayuli npu onyxoasx npamol KuKu npeo-
Cmas/ieHsl 8 02pPaHUYEHHOM KOJUYecmae pasHopoOHbIX uccnedos8aHul, Ymo obycrasnusaem Heob6X00UMOCMb NOYYeHUs 06beKMUBHbIX OaHHbIX
€ noMowbto MemaaHanu3d.

L{EJIb NCCIIELJOBAHWA: cpasHums HenocpeOcmBeHHble U omoaneHHsle pe3ynbmamsl 08yX Memo0o8 Xupypeuyeckoeo siedyeHus paxka npamol
KUWKU.

MATEPUAJIbI M METO/IbI: cucmemamuyeckuli 0630p 8bIN0JIHEH 8 cOOmMBemMcmauU ¢ npakmukol u pexkomeHdayusmu PRISMA.

PE3YJIbTATbI: omo6bpaHo 9 cpasHumensHsix uccnedosarudi 3a nepuod ¢ 2014 no 2019 z2. B memaaranu3 sknodeHo 1693 nayueHma: y 765(45,0%)
npenapam c onyxonsio Gbin ydaneH mpaHcaHansHo (2pynna NOSES) u'y 928(55,0%) - yepe3 mununanapomomusili docmyn (epynna LA). Pazmep
onyxonu 8 epynne NOSES okazancs Ha 0,5 cm meHbwe (0LU=0.5, N95% 0.2-0.8, p=0,0004), yem 8 2pynne LA. [lo pyeum nokasamenam apynnsl
He umenu ny6auKayuoHHbIX cmeweHud. MpodomkumensHocms onepayuu npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA 6bina conocmasumoli (p=0,11). bonesoli
cuHdpom no BALLl okasancs, 8 cpedHem, Ha 2 6anna (Ol=1.8, [IN95% 1.2-2.4, p<0,00001) Gonee sbipaxeH 8 epynne LA. [locneonepayuoHHsili
KoliKo-OeHb bl MeHble B 2pynne ¢ MpaHcaHanbHeim yoaneHuem npenapama (OLLU=0.8, N95% 0.4-1.3, p=0,0003). lLlaxc pazsumus nocneo-
nepayuoHHsix ocnoxHeruli 8 2pynne NOSES cocmasun (OLU=0.5, IN95% 0.4-0.8,p=0,0004) c yacmomoti 62/765(8%) cny4aes, no cpasHeHuio ¢
KoHmponbHol epynnol — 130/931 (14%). LaHc pazsumus paHesol uHgexyuu 6bin ssiwe 8 2pynne LA (0LL=0.2, N95% 0.1-0.3, p<0,00001).
Pa3znuyuli 8 yacmome HeCOCMoAMeNbHOCMU KONOPEKManbHO20 aHacmomo3a He 6bio (p=0,97). Tak xe He 6bi10 paznuduii 8 namunemrel obuwel
(p=0,74) u KaHyep-cneyuguyeckol sbixusaemocmu (p=0,76).

3AKJIIOYEHNE: ucnons3osaHue mexHonoeut NOSES cozdaem nydwue ycnogus 045 peabuiumayuu nayueHmos 8sudy HU3KOU 4acmomsl
nocneonepayuUoHHbIX OCIOKHeHUSA 3a cdem omcymcmsus paHesol uHgekyuu u ssasemcs besonacHol manunynsyuel. 00HaKo Hanuyue ny6au-
KAUUOHHbIX CMeweHul mpebyem ocmopoxHoU uHmepnpemayuu noaydeHHsIx 0aHHbIX.

[Kntouessie cnosa: pak npamoll KUWIKU, KONOPEKMAAbHAA XUpypaus, OHKONI02Us, NGNAPOCKONUYECKAs Xupypaus, MemaaHanu3s]
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LAPAROSCOPIC RESECTIONS WITH TRANSANAL
SPECIMEN EXTRACTION IN RECTAL CANCER SURGERY

(a systematic review and meta-analysis)

Stanislav V.Chernyshov, Sergey |.Sychev, Alexey A.Ponomarenko, Eugeniy
G.Rybakov

Ryzhikh National Medical Research Center of Coloproctology (Salyama Adilya
str., 2, Moscow, 123423, Russia)

INTRODUCTION: the NOSES technique allows one to remove specimen without incisions on the anterior abdominal wall and is accompanied by
fewer complications by reducing the incidence of wound infections. The results of these surgeries on colorectal tumors are presented in a limited
number of heterogeneous studies, which necessitates obtaining objective data using meta-analysis.

AIM: to compare the immediate and long-term outcomes of two methods for surgical treatment of colorectal cancer.

MATERIALS AND METHODS: a systematic review was carried out in accordance with PRISMA practice and recommendations.
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RESULTS: nine comparative studies were selected for the period from 2014 to 2019.

1,693 patients were included in the meta-analysis: in 765 (45%), the tumor specimen was removed transanally (NOSES group) and in 928 (55%)
it was removed via minilaparotomy (LA group). The tumor size in the NOSES group was 0.5 cm smaller (OR=0.5, C(195% 0.2-0.8, p=0.0004) than
in the LA group. In regards to the other parameters the groups had no publication bias. The surgery duration when comparing NOSES with LA
was comparable (p =0.11). The VAS pain was on average 2 points (OR=1.8, (195% 1.2-2.4, p<0.00001) more pronounced in the LA group. The
postoperative hospital stay was less in the group with transanal specimen removal (OR=0.8, CI95% 0.4-1.3, p=0.0003). The chance of develop-
ing postoperative complications in the NOSES group was (OR=0.5, (I95% 0.4-0.8, p=0.0004) with a rate of 62/765 (8%) cases, compared with
the control group - 130/931 (14%). The chance of developing wound infection was higher in the LA group (OR=0.2, CI95% 0.1-0.3, p<0.00001).
There were no differences in the incidence of anastomotic leakage (p=0.97).

There were also no differences in the five-year overall (p=0.74) and cancer-specific survival (p=0.76).

CONCLUSION: using NOSES techniques creates better conditions for the patients’ recovery due to the low incidence of postoperative complica-
tions due to the absence of wound infection and is a safe manipulation. However, the presence of publication biases requires a careful interpre-
tation of the data obtained.

[Key words: rectal cancer, colorectal surgery, oncology, laparoscopic surgery. metaanalysis]
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BBELOEHWE

BHefpeHuMe nanapoCcKONUYeCKUX TEXHONOMUIA B XUPYP-
TMI0 paka NpAMOA KUWKKM MO3BOJUAO 3HAYUTENBHO
CHU3UTb KOJMYECTBO MOCNEONEPaLMOHHbIX OCIOXHE-
HWIii, yCKOPMTb peabunutalnio NauueHToB v yayylnTb
KOCMeTUYeCKMin 3 deKT onepaTUBHbIX BMELIATENbCTB
[1-4]. OgHAKO MUHMNANAPOTOMHbIA pa3pes, HeobXxo-
OUMBIA JA WU3BJEYEHUA OMEepaLMOHHOro npenapa-
Ta, 0CNOXHAeTCA UHdekuymen B 10,3-22,7% cnyvaes,
ABNAETCA OCHOBHON NPUYMHON MOCNEONepaLuoHHOro
60N1eBOro CHHAPOMA, @ TAKKe UCTOYHWUKOM nocieone-
paLMOHHBIX TPbIX [5-7].

B 1993 rogy 6bina npeanoxeHa nanapockonuye-
cKas pe3ekuusa Tonctoi kuwku no metoguke NOSES
(Natural orifice specimen extraction surgery) c yna-
JleHMeM npenapaTa yepe3 eCTeCTBEHHble OTBEPCTUSA
6e3 pa3pe3oB Ha nepefHeil 6GplowWwHON cTeHke [8].
OcHOBHbIMKM (haKTOpaMu, NpPenATCTBYIOWMMU WNPO-
KOMY MPUMEHEHWID 3TOW METOLUKMW, ABNAITCA: Npo-
LO/IKUTENBbHOCTb U CIOXHOCTb ONepaTUBHOrO BMeLla-
TeNbCTBA, @ TaKXXe PacnpoOCTPaHEHHOCTb ONYX0eBOro
npouecca 1 pa3mepsl nepeuYHoi onyxonu [9].
MpeameToM AUCKYCCMM OCTaeTCA BOCNPOU3BOAMMOCTb
3TUX onepauuii, 6e3onacHoCTb s NaLWeHTa, B TOM
yucne oHKonoruyeckas. B 3Toil cBA3M Hebe3biHTe-
pecHbIM NpefCcTaBnAeTCcAs aHanu3 MUPOBON NuTepa-

JIAMAPOCKOIMMYECKUME PE3EKLIMM C TPAHCAHAJIbHBIM
YOAJTEHWEM TPETIAPATA B XMPYPTMHECKOM JIEHEHUU PAKA
MPSIMOM KMLLIKU (cncremarnueckmii 0630p nntepatypbl u MeTaaHanms)

Typbl A OUEHKM 3deKTUBHOCTM M Be3onacHoCTy
N1anapocKonuyeckux peseKkuUihn C TpaHCAHaNbHbIM
yhaneHuem npenapata no metoguke NOSES B xupyp-
TMYECKOM JIEYEHUW paKa NPAMON KWLWKKW, B CPAaBHEHUN
C TPajULMOHHBIMU, NanapoCKONUYecKn-accucTupye-
MbIMKU OnepaLuaMu.

MATEPUATBI 1 METObI

Cuctematyeckuii 0630p M MeTaaHanMU3 BbIMONHEHbI
B COOTBETCTBUM C pekomeHaauusamu «The preferred
reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses» (PRISMA) [10].

Mouck nyénukauumm

MonCK OpUTUHANbHBIX UCCNefOBaHUIA ANs aHanu3a
NPOBOAMIICSA B 37IeKTPOHHbIX 6a3ax faHHbix Medline
u E-library no knio4yeBbiM CNOBaM: «KOJOPEKTaNb-
HbIl paK», «KOJOPEKTaNbHAA XUPYPrus», «pak nps-
MO KWKy, «rectal cancery, «colorectal surgery»,
«colorectal disease» «NOTES», «NOSES», «natural
orifice specimen extraction”, “transanal specimen
extraction,” u “hybrid natural orifice transluminal
endoscopic surgery».

B meTaaHanu3 BKAOYANU CpPaBHUTENbHbIE UCCNERO-
BaHWUsA Ha PYCCKOM W aHTAUIACKOM sA3biKax 6e3 orpa-
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My6aukaumu,
MAEHTUOULMPOBAHHbIE Yepes
nowck B 6asax gaHHbix: PubMed
(n=1016) u E-library (5).
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PucyHok 1. PRISMA-Ouazpamma noucka cmameli
Figure 1. PRISMA-article search chart

HUYEHUI NO AaTe UM cTatycy nybnamMKauuu, B KOTO-
pbIX NanapocKonuyeckue peseKkuUMU N0 MeTOAMUKe
NOSES (c TpaHcaHanbHbIM ypaneHuem npenapara)
CpaBHMBaNM C 1anapoCKONUYeCKN-acCUCTUPYeMbl-
MU pe3eKUMsMU, FLe Makponpenapart yaansanu us
OpIoWHON NMONOCTM NOCPEACTBOM MUHWUIANAPOTOM-
Horo poctyna. WccnepoBanus, B KOTOPbIX OMNyX0nb
VAAnAAM TPaHCBArMHaNbHO, ObIIN WCKAIOYEHBI W3
nouWcKa, Tak Kak Npu CPaBHEHUWM C TpaHCaHanb-
HbIM CMOCOGOM 3TO MOMNO CYWECTBEHHO MCKA3UThb
pe3ynbTaThl. Takxe ObIMN MCKItOYeHbl UCCNeAoBa-
HWA Ha XMBOTHbIX. [lOMONHUTENBHO NPOBOAMIM
NUTEPATYPHbIA NOUCK No 6Gubanorpamyeckum gaH-
HbIM OTOOGPaHHbIX MCCNefOBaHUA C LeNblo BbIAB-
NIEHUA HEHaW[EeHHbIX CTaTell NMpWM NEepBOHAYANbHOM
noucke.

KOJIOMPOKTOJOINA, tom 19, N2 4, 2020

Kputepum BKIIOYEHUA U UCKNIOYEHUA

Kputepusamu BKAOYEHUA B WUCCNeAOBaHUE ABAANUCH
nauMeHTbl C afeHOKapLMHOMON NpAMOi Kuwku ¢ T1-T3
CTagueil No JaHHbIM NpefonepaLuoHHON KOMMblOTEp-
Hol Tomorpacum (KT).

Kputepuun ucknioueHns u3 meTaaHanusa: paHHUN pak,
VAANAEMbIiA C NOMOLLbIO TPAHCAHANLHON IHAOMUKPOXU-
pypruu (TIM), peumnanBHble, MECTHO-PACNPOCTPAHEHHbIE
1 MeTacTaTUyecKue onyxonu, a Takxke yganeHue npena-
paTa TpaHCBarvHanbHO.

MonyyeHue paHHbIX

Cnepytolwme AaHHble M3BAEKANUCb M3 WUCCNE[OBAHMIA:
aBTOp, rof nybavKauuu, Au3ailH MccnefoBaHus, Kaye-
CTBO UCCNefoBaHUA, Yucno 6onbHbIX B rpynnax (nana-
pOCKOMMYecKne € TpaHCaHalbHbIM yAaneHueM npena-
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Tabnuua 1. Xapakmepucmuka u kKayecmso ucciedosaHudl
Table 1. Characteristics and quality of research

Ne ABTO Top, Mepwuop, CrpaHa Tun Wikana N flon

- P P P Kauectsa | O6wee | NOSES | LA | NOSES | LA
1| YiDingetal. | 2019 | suBapb 2015 - centa6ps 2017 | Kuraii ”;’:;:’ 9 86 43 43 | 25\18 | 22\&1
2 Ho;}gl Ng 2018 | ceHTAGpb 2013 - utoHb 2016 | Kutait | petpo 7 73 35 38 20\15 | 22\16
3 Huetal. 2019 nioHb 2015 - 2018 Kurait peTtpo 8 52 26 26 17\9 15\11
4| Liuetal. |2019 | snsaps 2015 - gexabps 2017 ;(:CT?:,, peTpo 8 768 356 42 |192\164 | 235\177
5 Park et al. 2018 | sHBapb 2006 - HOs6pb 2012 | Kopes | petpo 8 276 138 138 32\106 | 41\97
6 | Wangetal. | 2019 | sHBapb 2011 - ceHTAbpb 2013 | Kutait | petpo 8 67 30 37 19\11 | 20\17
7 | Hisadaetal. | 2014 2011 - 2012 finoHus | petpo 7 70 20 50 12\8 H\a
8 | Xingmao et al. | 2014 Mait 2012 - nionb 2013 Kutaii | petpo 8 197 65 132 32\33 | 57\75
9 Zhou et al. 2019 | suBapb 2017 - aHBaps 2018 Kutait | petpo 8 104 52 52 27\25 | 27\25

pata M nanapocKOMMYecKU-acUCTUPyeMble pe3eKuuu),
XapaKTepuCcTUKa rpynn, nocieonepaluoHHbIe OCIOX-
HeHus, 6ONEBON CUHAPOM MO BU3YyaNbHO-aHANOrOBOIA
wkane (BALU), obwas u KaHuep-cneyuduyeckas 5-net-
HAA BbIXXMBAEMOCTb, YAOBJAETBOPEHHOCTb KOCMeTUYe-
CKUMU pe3ynbTaTamMu.

CratucTuyeckmin aHanus

Cratuctuyeckun aHanu3 npu nNpAMOM CpaBHEHUU
MeTOfMK MPOBOAWAM MPU MOMOLM nporpamMmbl Review
Manager 5.3. CymmapHOe 3HaueHWe [UXOTOMUYECKMUX
LaHHbIX OMUCaHO B BuAe OTHoweHus waHcos (OW) c
95% poBepuTtenbHbiM MHTepBanom (OW). OW paccum-
TeiBanu no metopy Peto, ecnn ogHO W3 3Ha4YeHWit [BY-
nonbHoi Tabnuubl paBHanock 0. HenpepbiBHble faHHble
OMUCLIBANIN He CTAaHAAPTU3UPOBAHHbLIM B3BELWEHHbLIM
cpegHum ¢ QN 95%. CraTUCTMYeCKyl reTeporeHHOCTb
Cpeau UccnefoBaHui OLLeHMBANMU C NOMOLYbIO ¥ 2-TecTa.
CratucTMyecku 3HAYMMON reTepOreHHOCTbIO CYUTanu
npu p<0,1 u I? >50%.

KauectBo uccnepoBaHum
KauyecTBO BK/IIOYEHHbIX UCCNEA0BAHMUIA OLEHUAN cornac-
Ho wkane Newcastle-Ottawa Score (NOS). Mpu Hanuyuu
VPOBHs 7 U3 9 3Be3[ UCCNELOBAHUE CYUTANIOCH BbICOKO-
kayecteHHbIM (Tabn. 1).

PE3YJIbTATHI

Mocne coctaBneHus 3anpoca 6Obino HailgeHo 1016
cTateit B 6ase PubMed u 5 crateit B E-library.
[lononHutensHo 6bi0 MAeHTUDULMPOBAHO 6 CTa-
Teil U3 6uUbAMOrpaduYeCcKMX CNUCKOB HaWOEHHbIX
cTateii. Ha cnepylowem 3Tane noucka Gblin ucknio-
yeHbl Ay6AMKATHl M CTaTbW, He MNOAXOAAlME NOA
uenu uccnepoBanus. [lanee 6bln npoBefieH KpUTUYE-
CKMI aHanu3 HaNJeHHbIX UCTOYHWUKOB, B pe3yibTaTe

JIAMAPOCKOIMMYECKUME PE3EKLIMM C TPAHCAHAJIbHBIM
YOAJTEHWEM TPETIAPATA B XMPYPTMHECKOM JIEHEHUU PAKA
MPSIMOM KMLLIKU (cncremarnueckmii 0630p nntepatypbl u MeTaaHanms)

KOTOPOro 0ToOpaHO 9 MONHOTEKCTOBbLIX MUCCIefoBa-
HWIL, nopxopAlWmX nof uenu metaaHanusa (Puc.l).
Bocemb MccnefoBaHUil ObINM PETPOCNEKTUBHLIMMU
no Au3aiHy U OfHO - MPOCMNEKTUBHbIM PaHAOMU3N-
poBaHHbIM, ony6inMKOBaHHble 3a nepuop ¢ 2014 no
2019 rr. Bcero B MeTaaHanu3 Bkaw4yeHo 1693 nayu-
€HTa, U3 KOTopbIX Yy 765(45,0%) npenapar ¢ onyxo-
nblo 6bIN ypaneH TpaHcaHanbHo (rpynna NOSES) u
y 928(55,0%) - yepe3 MUHWMIANAPOTOMHbLIA AOCTYN
(rpynna LA).

PesynbtaThl npoaHanuM3uposaHbl B Chefylolem
nopsAfKe: uccnefoBaHue nybauKauuii Ha Hanuuue
reTeporeHHoCTH B rpynnax no npesonepaLuoHHbIM
nokasaTensMm, aHaau3 MHTPaonepaLMoOHHbIX NOKa3a-
Tenen, HeNOCpPeACTBEHHbIX U OTAANIEHHbIX pe3ynbTa-
T0B (Puc.2).

MPEOOTMEPALMOHHBIE NMOKASATENN

WccnepoBanua no nony, BO3pacTy, MHAEKCY MaccChl
Tena, NpoBefleHHOMY He0afblOBAHTHOMY NeYeHMUIo,
MONOCTHLIM BMeLWaTeNbCTBaM B aHaMHe3e, JOKa-
AN3aLUN U PacCTOAHUIO ONYXONKU OT Kpas 3ajHero
npoxofa, a Takxe ctaguum T He uMenu nybnuka-
LUMOHHBIX CABUTOB. EAMHCTBEHHBIM CTaTUCTUYECKM
3HayumbelM daktopom (p=0,0004) npu cpaBHeHUM
NOSES u LA oka3ancs pasmep onyxonu (Tabn.2).
[laHHble 0 pa3mepe onyxonu npepcTaBfieHbl B 7
nybnukaumax, BKioYalwmux 893 nauueHTta, U3
koTopbix NOSES- 383, LA- 490 (Pwnc.3). CpepHuii
pas3mep onyxonun B rpynne NOSES oka3ancs Ha
0,5 cm meHbwe (AN 95% 0.2-0.8, p=0,0004), yem
B rpynne LA. Nmetowasnca reTeporeHHOCTb AEMOH-
CTpUpyeT TOT (PaKT, YTO NpPU UCMONb30BAHUN NOJ-
X0fia C TpPaHCaHanbHbIM yAaneHnem npenapara ocy-
wecTBaancs noa6op nayuMeHToB C HeboNbWUMU
OnyXxonfMu.
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Pe3synbTatbl

L

CpaBHeHuWe Ha MHTpaonepaunoHHble HenocpeacTeeHHble OTpaneHHble

0fHOPOAHOCTb nokasatenu pesynbraThl pe3ynbTaThl
-Mon -MpoponknTenbHOCTb -M\o 6on1eBoit cHAPOM -Yn0BNeTBOPEHHOCTD
-Bospacr onepaumu -BocctaHoBnenume dyHKumm KKT KOCMETUYECKMMM
-UMT -MHTpaonepaumnoHHan -MoTpebHOCTb B pesynbTaTamu
-HeoagwbtoBaHTHaA X1T KpoBonoTepa [ONONHUTEIBHOM -MatunetHas obwasn
-Onepauuu B aHamHese -YacToTa KoHBeEpCUuii 06e36011BaHUK BbI}KMBaeMoCTb

-Jlokanusauma onyxonu
-BbicoTa onyxonwu ot
Kpas aHyca

-Yacrota dopmupoBaHus
NPEBEHTUBHOM CTOMbI

-M\o KoMKo-AeHb
-06Lee KoNNYecTso
OC/IOKHEHUI

- NATMNETHAS KaHuep-
cneupnduyeckas
BbIKMBAEMOCTb

-Pasmep onyxonu

-M\o paHesas nHdekuus

-M\o 3agep)kKa MoYencnycKaHums
-YactoTa HecocTosTebHOCTH
KO/IOPEKTaNbHOTO aHacToMo3a
-Yacrora pa3sutua n\o napesa
KT

PucyHok 2. bioK-cxema onucaHus pesynsmamos
Figure 2. Block diagram description of the results

MHTPAOTEPALIMOHHbIE NMOKA3ATESTA

1. MpofoMKUTENBHOCTL ONEPALLIMM B MUHYTAX NPU CpaB-
HeHun NOSES c LA okasanacb conoctaBuma (p=0,11).
[aHHble npepcTaBneHsl B 8 UCcnegoBaHuaAx, BKAOYAl0-
wux 925 naumentos: 409 —NOSES u 516 — LA (Puc.4).
2. [laHHble 06 06bemMe MHTPaonepaLMoHHOI KpoBonoTe-
pu umetoTcs B 8 NyGiMKaLuax, BKIoYaowmx 925 naym-
eHToB: 409 - rpynna NOSES n 516 rpynna LA (Puc.5).
WHTpaonepauuoHHas KpoOBONOTEPA OKa3anacb MeHblle
Ha 18 mn (OW 95% 10-27, p<0,0001) B rpynne NOSES.
Bonpekn nmetoLeiicst reTeporeHHOCTH, pasHnLa B 06b-
eme KpoBOMoTEpU NpeHeOpeXMTeNbHO Mana 1 He UMeeT
KAMHUYECKOr0 3HaYEeHUA.

3. [laHHble 0 YacToTe KOHBEPCHiA NpeACTaB/EeHbI B 2 UCCie-
JOBaHuAx, BKAYaowmx 1044 nauueHTa, u3 KOTopbix 494
— NOSES, 550 — LA (Puc.6), npu 3tom B rpynne NOSES 3a
KOHBEPCUIO NPUHUMANCS NEPEXOA KaK B OTKPLITOE onepa-
TUBHOE BMELIATENbCTBO, TaK M B JIAaNapOCKONUYeCKn-accu-
CTUPYEMYIO OMepaLmMio C MUHUAANAPOTOMHBIM LOCTYMOM.
Mpu cpaBHeHun NOSES c LA pasnuunii B €€ yactote He
BbisiBNeHO (p=093).

4. Yactota dopMUpOBaHUS MPEBEHTUBHOI CTOMbI npef-
CTaBJieHa B 2 UCcnenoBaHunax, Bkaoyaowmnx 1044 naymeH-
Ta, U3 KoTopbix 494 — NOSES, 550 — LA (Puc.7). B rpynne
NOSES otkntoyatowasi ctoma 6bina chopmuposaHa y 13
nauneHToB U3 494(3,0%), a B rpynne LAy 24 u3 550(4,0%),
pasnnymsa cTaTucTYeckn He 3Haunmel (p=0,13).

Ta6nuua 2. CpasHerue 2pynn Ha 00HOPOOHOCMb NO NpedonepayuoHHsIM Napamempam
Table 2. Comparison of groups for homogeneity by preoperative parameters

Mapametp NOSES vs LA
Bo3spacr 0LL=0.27, N 95%1-1.6, p=0,69
Mon OLLI=1.04, 1N 95%0.8-1.3, p=0,69
NMT 0LW=0.03, 1N 95% 0.3 -0.4, p=0,88

HeoapvloBaHTHas XJIT

0LLI=1.30, N 95% 0.7-2.2, p=0,36

Onepaunu B aHaMmHe3e

Oll=1.35, AN 95% 0.7-2.5, p=0,34

Jlokanusauusa onyxonu

0L=0.83, 1N 95% 0.5-1.2, p=0,34

BbicoTa onyxonu oT Kpas aHyca (cm)

0LLI=0.09, 11 95% 0.3-0.4, p=0,63

Pa3mep onyxonu (cm)

OLL=0.54, 1N 95% 0.2-0.8, p=0,0004

cT3

OLl=1.35, AN 95% 0.8-2.1, p=0,21
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NOSES LA Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95%, CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Hisada et al. 2014 2.7 09 20 3.85 1 50 155% -1.15[-1.63,-0.67] —
Wang et al. 2019 341 14 30 424 195 37 9.0% -0.83[-1.63,-0.03]
Xingmao et al. 2014 29 15 65 37 1.7 132 159% -0.80[-1.27,-0.33] e —
YiDing et al. 2019 3.1 17 43 36 19 43 9.6% -0.50[-1.26,0.26] - 1
Zhou et al. 2019 34 13 52 3.7 1 52 164% -0.30[-0.75,0.15] —
Hoi-LoiNgetal.2018  3.05 092 35 325 099 38 16.7% -0.20[-0.64,0.24] R
Park et al. 2018 336 1.73 138 354 19 138 169% -0.18[-0.61,0.25] e
Total (95% Cl) 383 490 100.0% -0.54[-0.84,-0.24] 2o
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.09, Chi? = 13.92, df = 6 (P = 0.03); 12 = 57% 11 0’5 5 ols 1I
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.56 (P = 0.0004) l\’lOSES LA !

PucyHok 3. CpasHeHue epynn Ha 0OHOPOOHOCMb NO pazmepy onyxonau

Figure 3. Comparison of groups for homogeneity in tumor size

NOSES LA Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95%, CI
Hisada et al. 2014 278 39 20 240 77 50 5.9% 38.00[10.66, 65.34]
Hoi-Loi Ng et al. 2018 170.37 3291 35161.82 8.1 38 14.6% 8.55[-2.65,19.75] -
Hu et al. 2019 182.1 229 26 1854 266 26 12.9% -3.30[-16.79,10.19] _
Park et al. 2018 171,86 57.36 138 149.8146.76 138 13.7% 22.05[9.70, 34.40] —_—
Wang et al. 2019 188.27 70.89 30196.4380.86 37  3.8% -8.16 [-44.52, 28.20]
Xingmaoetal.2014 1116 254 65 1153 23 132 17.6% -3.70[-22.02,3.62] —=
YiDing et al. 2019 131.59 2643 43 123.2823.87 43 15.1% 8.31[-2.33,18.95] T
Zhou et al. 2019 1112 235 52 1109 236 52 16.3% 0.30[-8.75,9.35] ——
Total (95% CI) 409 516 100.0% 6.44[-1.41,14.29] 1‘
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 76.98, Chi2 = 21.86, df = 7 (P = 0.003); I = 68% 5’0 255 o 255 5’0
Test for overall effect: Z=1.61 (P=0.11) NOSES LA

PucyHok 4. [[numensHocms onepamusHo2o smewamenscmsa npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA

Figure 4. Surgery duration when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95%, CI
Hisada et al. 2014 114 72 20 120 56 20 4.8% -6.00[-41.17,29.17]
Hoi-Loi Ng etal. 2018 49.89 14.63 35 69.29 13.54 38 21.2% -20.00[-26.48,13.52] —
Huetal. 2019 608 50 26 662 484 26 72% -540[-32.15,21.35] _
Park et al. 2018 3137 27.21 138 4967 619 138 17.0% -18.30[-29.58,-7.02] —
Wang et al. 2019 88 50.61 30 81.76 70.97 37 64% 6.24[-22.93,3541] _
Xingmao et al. 2014 70.2 66.1 65 1263 586 132 11.1% -56.10[-75.02,-37.18] —————
YiDing et al. 2019 59.31 1464 43 75411816 43 20.8% -16.10[-23.07,-9.13] —-—
Zhou et al. 2019 498 481 52 625 471 52 11.5% -12.70[-31.00, 5.60] —_—
Total (95% CI) 409 516 100.0%-18.67 [-27.25,-10.10] <o
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 79.22, Chi? = 20.37, df = 7 (P = 0.005); I = 66% f f f f
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.27 (P < 0.0001) -50 -25 0 25 50
NOSES LA

PucyHok 5. MHmpaonepayuoHHas kposonomeps npu cpasHeruu NOSES ¢ LA

Figure 5. Intraoperative blood loss when comparing NOSES with

HEMOCPEOCTBEHHbIE PE3YJIbTATbI

1. [laHHble 0 nocneonepalunoHHoM 60neBOM CUHApOME
UMEITCA B 4 UCCNefoBaHUAX, BKAOYaOWMX 453 nauu-
eHTa: 186 - NOSES u 253 — LA (Puc.8). NHTeHcMBHOCTb
60/1€BOr0 CMHAPOMA OLEHMBANW Ha 1-e CyTKM noche

JIAMAPOCKOIMMYECKUME PE3EKLIMM C TPAHCAHAJIbHBIM
YOAJTEHWEM TPETIAPATA B XMPYPTMHECKOM JIEHEHUU PAKA
MPSIMOM KMLLIKU (cncremarnueckmii 0630p nntepatypbl u MeTaaHanms)

LA

onepauuu no BALW (rge 0 6annos — oTcyTcTBME GOMK,
a 10 6annoB — MakcumanbHas 6onb). bonesoil cuH-
Apom no BALU okaszancs Ha 2 6anna (AN 95% 1.2 -2.4,
p<0,00001) Gonee BbipaxeH B KOHTPOJLHON rpynne.

2. Cpoku BocctaHoBneHus dyHkuum XKKT npegcraBneHsl
B 6 MccnenoBaHMAx, BKAoYatoWwmx 576 nauneHToB: 236 —
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NOSES LA Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI

Liuetal. 2019 1 356 2 412 50.2% 0.58[0.05, 6.40] il

Park et al. 2018 2 138 1 138 49.8% 2.01[0.18,22.48] i

Total (95% Cl) 494 550 100.0% 1.08[0.20, 5.91]

Total events 3 3

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi2=0.52, df = 1 (P = 0.47); I = 0% } } t t

Test for overall effect: Z=0.08 (P = 0.93) 0.05 0.2 1 5 20
NOSES LA

PucyHok 6. Yacmoma xoxsepcuti npu cpasHeHquu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 6. Conversion rate when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI

Liuetal. 2019 9 356 18 412 71.5% 0.5710.35,1.28] |

Park et al. 2018 4 138 6 138 28.5% 2.66[0.18,2.38] =

Total (95% CI) 494 550 100.0% 0.59[0.30, 1.18] ’»

Total events 13 24

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi2 = 0.04, df = 1 (P = 0.85); I = 0% } } } }

Test for overall effect: Z=1.50 (P =0.13) 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
NOSES LA

PucyHok 7. Yacmoma ¢opmuposarus npesenmusHoli cmomsi npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 7. Preventive stoma rate when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Huetal. 2019 27 18 26 46 1.9 26 16.8% -1.90[-2.91,-0.89]

Xingmao et al. 2014 38 12 65 61 12 132 322% -230[-2.66,-1.94] —=—

YiDing et al. 2019 42 16 43 59 14 43 250% -1.70[-2.34,-1.06] —_—

Zhou et al. 2019 42 14 52 54 1.7 52 26.0% -1.20[-1.80,-0.60] —_—

Total (95% Cl) 186 253 100.0% -1.80[-2.36,-1.24] ’

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.22, Chi2=10.34, df =3 (P = 0.02); = 71% } } } }
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.30 (P < 0.00001) -2 -1 0 1 2

NOSES LA
PucyHok 8. MumeHcusHocms 601e8020 cuHopoma npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 8. Pain intensity when comparing NOSES with LA
NOSES LA Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Hisada et al. 2014 4 14 20 43 09 50 7.3% -0.30[-0.96,0.36]

Hu et al. 2019 2.6 1 26 34 09 26 11.5% -0.80[-1.32,-0.28]

Wang et al. 2019 317 19 30 313 123 37 53% 0.04[-0.75,0.83]

Xingmao et al. 2014 27 08 65 34 09 132 372% -0.70[-0.95,-0.45] — .

YiDing et al. 2019 2.1 1 43 26 1.2 43 13.8% -0.50[-0.97,-0.03] -

Zhou et al. 2019 28 08 52 32 09 52 249% -0.40[-0.73,-0.07] e
Total (95% Cl) 236 340 100.0% -0.54[-0.73,-0.36] ‘

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.01, Chi*=5.86, df =5 (P = 0.32); > = 15% } | } }
Test for overall effect: Z=5.71 (P < 0.00001) -1 -0,5 0 0,5 1
NOSES LA

PucyHok 9. Boccma+osneHue ¢yHkyuu XKT npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 9. Recovery of bowel function when comparing NOSES with LA
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NOSES LA Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Hu et al. 2019 3 26 16 26 22.1% 0.08[0.02,034] ——a——
Xingmao et al. 2014 5 65 31 132 46.0% 0.27[0.18,2.38] ——
Zhou et al. 2019 4 52 13 52 31.9% 0.25[0.08, 0.83] —-—
Total (95% CI) 143 210 100.0% 0.20[0.10, 0.40] ‘
Total events 12 60
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi? = 1.99, df =2 (P = 0.37); ? = 0% } } } }
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.562 (P < 0.00001) 0.02 01 1 10 50
NOSES LA
PucyHok 10. flompe6Hocmb 8 donosHumensHom obezbonusaruu npu cpasHeruu NOSES ¢ LA

Figure 10. Need for additional pain relief when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95%, Cl
Hisada et al. 2014 118 16 20 11 32 50 10.1%  0.80[-0.33,1.93] —
Hoi-LoiNgetal.2018 577 094 35 6.76 0.75 38 23.7% -0.99[-1.38,-0.60] ——
Huetal. 2019 71 17 26 83 1.1 26 154% -1.20[-1.98,-0.42]
Park et al. 2018 986 3.5 138 1187 6.17 138 9.6% -2.01[-3.19,-083] ———78 =—«—
Wang et al. 2019 10.73 508 30 107 7.51 37  20%  0.03[-3.00,3.06]
Xingmao et al. 2014 9 19 65 9.9 2 132 19.6% -0.90[-1.47,-0.33] —
YiDing et al. 2019 6.9 3 43 77 33 43 81% -0.80[-2.13,0.53] —
Zhou et al. 2019 9 2 52 94 32 52 115% -0.40[-1.43,0.63] _—
Total (95% CI) 409 516 100.0% -0.82[-1.26,-0.37] ’
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.18, Chi? = 14.13, df = 7 (P = 0.003); I* = 50% '2 '1 5 ; é
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.58 (P = 0.0003) NOSES LA

PucyHok 11. [IpodosxumensHocmb nocieonepayuoHHo20 Koliko-0Hs npu cpagHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 11. Duration of a postoperative hospital stay when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% Cl
Hisada et al. 2014 1 20 4 50 2.3% 0.611[0.06, 5.77]
Hoi-Loi Ng et al. 2018 0 35 10 38 1.4% 0.04[0.00, 0.68]
Huetal. 2019 6 26 10 26 7.9% 0.4810.14,1.60] e
Liuetal. 2019 15 356 20 412 24.6% 0.86[0.43,1.71] —a—
Park et al. 2018 21 138 35 138 31.8% 0.53[0.29, 0.96] —a—
Wang et al. 2019 7 30 16 37 10.1% 0.40[0.14,1.16] R |
Xingmao et al. 2014 4 65 23 135 9.4% 0.32[0.11,0.97] -]
YiDing et al. 2019 4 43 4 43 5.4% 1.00[0.23,4.29] .
Zhou et al. 2019 4 52 8 52 7.2% 0.461[0.13,1.63] I
Total (95% Cl) 765 931 100.0% 0.54[0.39, 0.76] PS
Total events 62 130
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi?=7.19, df =8 (P = 0.52); > = 0% I ) " i
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.52 (P = 0.0004) 0.002 0.1 10 500
NOSES LA

PucyHok 12. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHbix ocnoxHerud npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 12. Postoperative complications rate when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES 1 340 — LA (Puc.9). Ucnonb3oBanucs cnepytowme
KpuTepumn Hopmanusaunu dyHkumm KKT: BO3MOXKHOCTb
NUTATLCA IHTEPANIbHO U/UNW HAYaNO0 OTXOXAEHNA CTyNa
unu razos. B rpynne NOSES oTmeyeHo BoCCTaHOBNEHME
tyHKumn XKKT B Gonee paHHue cpoku (0LL=0.5, 1N95%
0.4-0.8, p<0,00001). B uenom, cpoku e€ BoccTaHoBne-
HUS He NPEBbICUNN 4 CYTOK s 0beux rpynn.

JIAMAPOCKOIMMYECKUME PE3EKLIMM C TPAHCAHAJIbHBIM
YOAJTEHWEM TPETIAPATA B XMPYPTMHECKOM JIEHEHUU PAKA
MPSIMOM KMLLIKU (cncremarnueckmii 0630p nntepatypbl u MeTaaHanms)

3. MotpebHOCTb B [OMNOAHUTENLHOM 06€36011BaAHNK
npencrasieHa B 3 UccnepoBaHusax, BKAoYawowmx 353
nauueHta: 143 — NOSES u 210 — LA (Puc.10). B koH-
TpONbHOW rpynne oHo noTpe6osanock 12/143 (8%)
nauueHtam, a B rpynne NOSES - 60/210 (29%). Paznuuns
CTaTUCTUYECKM 3HauYnMbl (p<0,0001).

4. MNocneonepaunoHHbI KOWKO-AeHb NpefcTaBieH B 8
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NOSES LA Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total  Events Total Weight Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoi-Loi Ng et al. 2018 0 35 10 38 18.6% 0.11[0.03,0.42] —_—
Hu et al. 2019 0 26 1 26 2.1% 0.14[0.00, 6.82]
Liuetal. 2019 0 356 3 412 6.3% 0.15[0.02, 1.50] _
Park et al. 2018 1 138 8 138 18.6% 0.20[0.05,0.76] —_—
Wang et al. 2019 0 30 8 37 15.1% 0.13[0.03,0.58] _
Xingmao et al. 2014 1 65 17 135 30.8% 0.26 [0.09, 0.73] —a—
YiDing et al. 2019 0 43 2 43 4.2% 0.13[0.01,2.15]
Zhou et al. 2019 0 52 2 52 4.2% 0.13[0.01,2.15] —
Total (95% ClI) 745 881 100.0% 0.17[0.10, 0.31] <
Total events 2 51 I " " |
Heterogeneity: Tau> = 1.31, df =7 (P = 0.99); I = 0% 0.005 0.1 1 10 200
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.02 (P < 0.00001) NOSES LA

PucyHok 13. Yacmoma nocneonepayuorHoli paHesol uHgexyuu npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA

Figure 13. Postoperative wound infection rate when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Peto Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total  Events Total Weight  Peto, Fixed, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI
Hoi-Loi Ng et al. 2018 0 35 0 38 Not estimable
Hu et al. 2019 4 26 4 26 63.6% 1.00[0.22, 4.45]
Liuetal. 2019 0 356 0 412 Not estimable
Park et al. 2018 1 138 3 138 36.4% 0.36[0.05,2.61] -
Wang et al. 2019 0 30 0 37 Not estimable
Xingmao et al. 2014 0 65 0 135 Not estimable
YiDing et al. 2019 0 43 0 43 Not estimable
Zhou et al. 2019 0 52 0 52 Not estimable
Total (95% Cl) 164 164 100.0% 0.69[0.21, 2.27]
Total events 5 7 | } T } {
0.05 0.2 1 5 20

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.64, df = 1 (P = 0.42); I> = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.61 (P = 0.54)

NOSES LA

PucyHok 14. Yacmoma nocneonepayuoHHoli 3adepxku moyeucnyckarus npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 14. Postoperative urinary retention rate when comparing NOSES with LA

nccnenoBaHusx, oblLee KOMYECTBO BKITIOYEHHbIX NALM-
eHToB cocTaBuno 925: rpynna NOSES — 409, rpynna LA
— 516 (Pnc.11). MocneonepalnoHHbIA KOWKO-AeHb OKa-
3a0CcA MeHblle B rpynne C TpaHCaHaNbHbIM yAaneHuem
npenapata (OW=0.8, AW 95% 0.4-1.3, p=0,0003).

5. 06uee KONMYECTBO MOCNEONEPALMOHHBIX OCIOX-
HEeHWIA npeAcTaBNeHO B 9 ucCnepoBaHUAX, BKAOYA-
ownx 1696 nauueHToB: 765 — B rpynne NOSES wu
931 — B rpynne LA (Puc.12). laHc pa3Butus nocne-
OMepauMOHHBIX OCNOXHEHUI OKa3ancs MeHblue
B rpynne NOSES (OL=0.5, AN 95% 0.4-0.8, p=0,0004)
C YacToToit 62/765 (8%) cny4yaes, Mo CpaBHeHU C
KOHTpOAIbHON rpynnoit — 130/931 (14%).

6. Takxke HaMu ObINO OTAENbHO paccyuTaHa 4acToTa
nocneonepaumoHHoOi paHeBoi uHbekuun. B rpynne
NOSES oHa cocTaBuna 2/745 (0,3%), a B rpynne LA -
51/881 (6%). Takum 06pa3oM, WAHC pPa3BUTUA paHEBO
nHbeKumMn 6bin Bbille B KOHTPONbHOI rpynne (0LL=0.2,
N 95% 0.1-0.3, p<0,00001). laHHble NpeAcTaBiEHb B
8 nybnukauusx, BkatoYaowmx 1626 nauneHTos: 745 —
NOSES n 881 — LA (Puc.13).

7. TlocneonepaunoHHas 3afepxKa MoYencnyckaHus
OTMEeYeHa B 2 WUCCNefoBaHUAX, BKAOYawuWwmux 328

KOJIOMPOKTOJOINA, tom 19, N2 4, 2020

nauuentoB: 164 — rpynna NOSES u 164 - rpynna
LA (Puc.14). B rpynne ¢ TpaHcaHanbHbIM yhaneHnem
npenapata 4acTtoTa MOC/IeONepaLMoHHON 3afepxkKu
MmouyeucrnyckaHus coctasuna 5\164 (3%) cnydyaes u
7\164 (4%) — B KOHTpONbHOW rpynne. CraTucTnyeckn
3HAYMMOW pa3HULbl Mexay rpynnamu MoJy4yeHo He
Obino (p=0,54).

8. Mpwn cpaBHEHWUM Tpynn B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT 4aCTOThbI
HECOCTOATENbHOCTU KONIOPEKTAJIbHOTO aHACTOMO3a He
Obl0 BLIABNEHO CTAaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYMMBIX PA3ANUYUi
(p=0,97). HaHHble npeacTaBneHbl B 8 uccnefoBaHusx,
BrAtoYaowmx 1620 nauuenTtoB: 730 — rpynna NOSES
u 890 - rpynna LA (Puc.15). YacTtota HecocTosTenb-
HOCTM B rpynne C ynaneHueMm npenapara TpaHcaHanbHO
coctaBuna 29 Ha 730 (4%) cnyyas, a B KOHTPOJbHOI
rpynne - 37 Ha 890 (4%).

9. Yacrota pa3BMTUA MOC/IEONEPaLMOHHOrO napesa
KT B rpynne NOSES cocraBuna 3/658 (05%), a B
rpynne LA - 10/777 (1,3%), npu 3TOM He 6bl0 nosy-
YEHO CTAaTUCTMYECKN 3HAYUMbIX pasnuyuit. [aHHble
npeacTaBneHsl B 5 nybnaukauuax, Bkawoyvawolmx 1431
nauueHTos (654 - rpynna NOSES w 777 - rpynna LA)
(Puc.16).
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NOSES LA Odds Ratio Peto Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI Peto, Fixed, 95% CI

Hisada et al. 2014 1 20 4 50 5.2% 0.61[0.06, 5.77]

Huetal. 2019 0 26 2 26 2.8% 0.1810.01,4.05]

Liuetal. 2019 12 356 9 412 34.3% 1.56 [0.65, 3.75] I

Park et al. 2018 9 138 1 138 31.5% 0.81[0.32,2.01] -

Wang et al. 2019 3 30 4 37 10.5% 0.9210.19, 4.45] .

Xingmao et al. 2014 2 65 6 132 9.9% 0.67[0.13, 3.40]

Yi Ding et al. 2019 1 43 0 43 2.5% 3.07[0.12,77.50]

Zhou et al. 2019 1 52 1 52 3.4% 1.00 [0.06, 16.43]

Total (95% Cl) 730 890 100.0% 0.99[0.59, 1.66] ?

Total events 29 37 I ' | " i

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi? = 3.27, df = 7 (P = 0.86); I’ = 0% 0.01 0.1 1 10 100
NOSES LA

Test for overall effect: Z=0.03 (P = 0.97)

PucyHok 15. Yacmoma HecocmoamenbHocmu KoaopekmasnbHo20 aHacmomo3a npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 15. Colorectal anastomotic leakage rate when comparing NOSES with LA

NOSES LA Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Liuetal. 2019 1 356 1 412 19.2% 1.16[0.07, 18.58]
Park et al. 2018 1 138 5 138 31.8% 0.19[0.02, 1.68] _
Xingmao et al. 2014 0 65 2 132 15.9% 0.40[0.02,8.42] .
YiDing et al. 2019 1 43 1 43 18.8% 1.00 [0.06, 16.52]
Zhou et al. 2019 0 52 1 52 14.3% 0.33[0.01,8.21] .
Total (95% CI) 654 777 100.0% 0.45[0.13, 1.52] i
Total events 3 10 ) ) ) )
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi?> = 1.40, df = 4 (P = 0.84); I = 0% '0.01 o1 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z=1.29 (P = 0.20) NOSES LA

PucyHok 16. Yacmoma pa3zsumus nocneonepayuoHHozo napesa KT npu cpasHeHuu NOSES c LA
Figure 16. The incidence of postoperative ileus when comparing NOSES with LA

OTOAJIEHHBIE PE3YJIBTATbI

1. B pByx uccnepoBaHusx Obina OTCAeXeHa yaoBieT-
BOPEHHOCTb KOCMETWYEeCKMMMW pe3ynbTaTaMu CnycTa 2
Mecsilia nocae onepauuu. B npepcraeneHHbIx ny6auka-
LMAX OLEHKY MPOW3BOAWNM METOAOM ONpoca No Jecs-
TMbanNbHoI WKane, rae 0 6annoB — NojHas HeyLoBneT-
BOPEHHOCTb, @ 10 6annoB - MaKkCUManbHas YAOBNETBO-
PEHHOCTb KOCMETUYEeCKUMU pe3ynbTataMu. Bcero Obino
BK/OUEHO 138 nauueHToB (Mo 69 B KaXAOW rpynne)
Npu TpaHCaHaNbHOM W3BNEYeHUU npenapara naluueHTl
OLLEHUIM KOCMeTUYEeCKMe pe3ynibTathl, B CPEAHEM, Ha 3
6anna sbiwe (AN 95% 0.1-6, p<0,04), 4eM B KOHTPONILHON
rpynne (Puc.17).

2. Npn aHanu3e OHKONOTUYECKUX pe3ysbTaToB - MATU-
NIETHAR 00Las BbXKMBAEMOCTb OTC/IEXKEHA B 2 UCCNESO-
BaHMAX, BKItoYawwWwmx 380 nauueHTos (no 190 B Kaxpoil
rpynne) (Puc.18). Cratuctuyecknm 3Haummoit pasHuupl
MeXfy ABYMs rpynnamu He 6610 nonyyeHo (p=0,74).

3. MATuneTHAs KaHuep-cneunduyeckas BbIXKMBAEMOCTb
npoc/iexeHa B 2 MCCNeA0BaHMAX, BKAYawwmx 380
nauueHtos (no 190 B kaxpoi rpynne) (Puc.19). Mpw
CPaBHEHUM TPYNN CTATUCTUYECKU 3HAYUMOW Pa3HULbI He
BbifiBNeHo (p=0,76).

JIAMAPOCKOIMMYECKUME PE3EKLIMM C TPAHCAHAJIbHBIM
YOAJTEHWEM TPETIAPATA B XMPYPTMHECKOM JIEHEHUU PAKA
MPSIMOM KMLLIKU (cncremarnueckmii 0630p nntepatypbl u MeTaaHanms)

OBCYXAOEHUE

B KOHUe npownoro cronetus OblAM 0NyGAMKOBaHSI
ycnewHble pe3ynbratbl NepBOM 1aNapoOCKOMMYECKOW
KON3KTOMUW C TpaHCaHanbHbIM yAaneHWeMm npenapara
no metopuke NOSES (Franklin M.E. et al, 1993) [8].
C atoro momeHta NOSES-onepauuu ctanu npueneka-
TENbHON anbTepHaTUBON TPAAMLMOHHLIM NanapocKo-
MUYeCKMM BMeLlaTeNbCTBaM, Tak Kak OTCYTCTBME nana-
pPOTOMHOTO pa3pe3a CBOAUT K MUHUMYMY BEpOSTHOCTb
paHeBOW MHQEKLMM, COMPOBOXKAAETCH MeHee Bblpa-
KEHHBIM MOCNE0NepaLMoHHbIM GONEBbIM CUHAPOMOM W
KOPOTKUMU cpoKamu peabunutauum [9]. B 10 e Bpems
MEeTOAMKA WMMeeT paj OrpaHuyYeHUn B BUAe pa3mepa
W NoKanusauuu onyxonu. TpaHCBarMHanbHbIA €Nocob
NO3BONIAET YCMelWHO YAANATh KpPyMHble 0nyxonu nioboii
noKanu3sauuy, YTo HarnsAHO NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBANMU B
cBoeM uccnepoBaHuu Yagci M.A. u coast. B 2017 roay,
yOannB OMyXofb CNenoi KUWKn guametpom 9,0 cm [11].
Hanpotus, npu TpaHcaHanbHOM cnocobe, Mo AaHHbLIM
NNTEpaTypbl, MaKCUManbHO-AOMYCTUMbIA pa3mep yaans-
eMoil onyxonu He npesbiwaet 6,5 cm [12]. Kpome Toro,
Npy TpaHCaHaNbHOM yAaneHun onyxofeil 060404YHOI
KUIWKM PUCK KOHBepcuit B 13,3 pa3a Bbllwe, Yyem npu
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NOSES LA

Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95%, CI
Huetal. 2019 88 14 26 42 11 26 49.8% 4.60[3.92,5.28] ——
YiDing et al. 2019 8 15 43 64 1.1 42 50.2% 1.60[1.04, 2.16] —-
Total (95% Cl) 69 69 100.0% 3.09[0.15,6.03] -—-.——-
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 4.40, Chi? = 44.47, df = 1 (P < 0.00001); I> = 98% } } } } }
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.06 (P = 0.04) -4 -2 0 4
NOSES LA
PucyHok 17. YoosnemsopeHHocms Kocmemuyeckumu pezynsmamamu npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 17. Satisfaction with cosmetic results when comparing NOSES with LA
NOSES LA Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Park et al. 2018 112 138 120 138 81.8% 1.23[0.59, 2.55]
Zhou et al. 2019 48 52 49 52 18.2% 0.73[0.16, 3.46] =
Total (95% CI) 190 190 100.0% 1.12[0.52,2.17]
Total events 171 169
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi2 = 0.35, df = 1 (P = 0.56); I = 0% | | | |
Test for overall effect: Z=0.34 (P = 0.74) 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
NOSES LA
PucyHok 18. llamunemHss obuas seixusaemocms npu cpasHeruu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 18. Five-year overall survival when comparing NOSES with LA
NOSES LA Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% ClI
Park et al. 2018 123 138 120 138 69.3% 1.23[0.59, 2.55] L
Zhou et al. 2019 44 52 45 52 30.7% 0.86[0.29, 2.56] o
Total (95% CI) 190 190 100.0% 1.10[0.60, 2.02]
Total events 167 165
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00, Chi>=0.29, df = 1 (P = 0.59); I = 0% } } } }
Test for overall effect: Z=0.31 (P =0.76) 05 07 1 15 2
NOSES LA

PucyHok 19. [TamunemHas kaHyep-cneyuguyeckas svixusaemocms npu cpasHeHuu NOSES ¢ LA
Figure 19. Five-year cancer-specific survival when comparing NOSES with LA

VAANEeHUU ONyXonen NpPAMON KULIKK, O YEM CBUAETENb-
CTBYeT PeTpOCNeKTUBHOE WCCAefoBaHWe, BKAOYawLee
72 nauumeHTa, nposefeHHoe Karagul u coaBT. B 2015
rogy [13].

0aHaKo TexHMYecKas CNOXHOCTb BMeLATeNbCTB, BMe-
CTe C HeoOX0AMMOCTbIO WUCMOJIb30BAHMA CMELNANbHOMO
060pyaoBaHNs, 06yCNaBAIMBAOT BECbMA OrPaHUYEHHOe
KOANYEeCTBO OMyONMKOBAHHbLIX MCCNeJoBaHUI, CPaBHU-
Batowwumx pesynbtatel NOSES ¢ TpaguumoHHbIMM nana-
pPOCKOMMYECKMMU BMellaTenbcTBaMu. Takxke cnepyet
OTMETUTb, YTO UMEKOLWMECS UCCNef0BaHNA HE B NOJAHON
Mepe COOTBETCTBYIOT TpeGOBaHUAM COBPEMEHHOM A0Ka-
3aTe/ibHOW MefWUMHbI, TaK Kak 8 M3 9 uccnefoBaHuin
peTpocnekTuBHble [14-21] U TONBKO OfHO — MpoOCHek-
TUBHOE paHLOMU3MpOBaHHOE [22].

C uenblo nonyyeHns 06BHEKTUBHBLIX HEMOCPEACTBEHHbIX
M OTAANEHHBIX PE3YALTATOB 1anapoCKONUYEeCKUX pe3ek-
LUMIA C TpaHCaHaNbHbIM yaaNeHUMeM npenapata Hamu

KOJIOMPOKTOJOINA, tom 19, N2 4, 2020

OblI0 MHULMMPOBAHO NpoBefeHMe MeTaaHanusa. [ns
TOro, YTOObl UCKNOUYNTL BEPOSTHOCTb CUCTEMATUYECKUX
owmnboK 0TOOPa, pelweHo 6bi0 He BKMOYaThb B aHann3
MCCNeoBaHUA, B KOTOPbIX BbIMOJAHANOCH TpPaHCBAru-
HanbHOe yaaneHue.

BesonacHoctb — Haubonee BaKHbI UM OLEHWBAEMbIN
KpuTepuit. Yactota u CTpyKTypa nocieonepalMoHHbIX
OC/NIOXHEHUN ABNAIOTCA KPAaeyrofibHbiM KaMHeM BCex
HOBbIX METOJOB NleYeHUs, OCOBEHHO B XUPYpruu, rae
LeHa OWMBKM - XKWU3Hb W 340poBbe nauueHTa. Mpw
aHanu3ze metagaHHbix rpynna NOSES npogemoHcTpupo-
BaJa MEHbLWMI WaHC pa3BuTUa ocnoxHenuint (OLL=0.5,
[195% 0.4-0.8, p=0,0004) B CpaBHEHWUU C KOHTPOJILHOIA
rpynnoii: obuiee KonnyectBo ocnoxHeHuit B NOSES u
LA coctasnset 8% u 14%, cooTBeTCTBEHHO. JIOrMYHbIM
BbIMIAANT U TO 06CTOATENCTBO, YTO Y NALUEHTOB, KOTO-
pbIM BbINONHANACH IKCTPAKLMA OnepaLMOHHOro npena-
paTa yepes janapoTomuio, npeobnafaeT nocneonepauu-
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OHHas paHeBas MHMeKUMA 6% B OTIMYME OT Onepawuii
no TexHonornu NOSES - 0,3% (OW=0.2, 1N95% 0.1-0.3,
p<0,00001).

BaXkHO MoAYyepKHYTb, Y4TO Tpynnbl He OTAMYAAUCHL MO
4acToTe HeCOCTOATENbHOCTM aHAaCTOMO33, Tak Kak (op-
MUPOBAHWE €ro B LI€JIOM CTAaHLAPTU3UPOBAHO U HE 3aBU-
CUT OT cnocoba ynaneHWs onepaLuMoHHOro npenapara.
®aktop (hopMMPOBAHMA MPOKCUMANbHOW CTOMbI MOT
KOCBEHHO MOB/IMATb HA YACTOTY Pa3BUTUS KIMHUYECKM
3HAYMMOW HECOCTOATENbHOCTU KONOPEKTaNbHOro aHa-
cTOMO3a. B 3T0i1 cBA3M Hamu Obina NpoaHanu3upoBaHa
yactota )OPMUPOBAHUS MPEBEHTUBHON CTOMbI B Npea-
CTaBfIeHHbIX UCCNE[0BaHUAX, OHAKO He Oblo BbisB/E-
HO CTATUCTUYECKM 3HauyuMbIX paznuuuit (p=0,13). Tak B
rpynne NOSES npeBeHTuBHas ctoma cchopmupoBaHa y
13/494 (3%), a B rpynne LA -y 24/550 (4%). OgHako
noflyyeHHble pe3yibTaTel He MO3BONAIT OGBEKTUBHO
CYAMUTb O BAMAHMM 3TOr0 akTopa Ha YacToTy HecocTos-
TENIbHOCTY, TaK KaK [JaHHble NPeACTaBieHbl B OTPaHUYEH-
HOM KONWYecTBe UCCNeA0BaHMIA.

Be3zonacHocte NOSES - onepauuit nopatBepxpaercs
pe3ynbratamu nevyeHus 139 nauueHToB B NEPBOM U Hau-
6onee nonHom muposom peectpe NOSES  onepaumit
— GERMANNOTES REGISTRY (GNR). Tak GNR panoptytot
0 CpPaBHUMOW unu faxe Gonee HU3KOW CMEPTHOCTH
nocne NOSES onepauuu B cpaBHeHuu ¢ LA, 4To, B CBOIO
ouepenp, CBA3aHO ¢ 6oNee HU3KOIA YaCcTOTOI nocneone-
PaLMOHHbIX OCNOXHeHMi [23].

Hu3kaa uyactota nocneonepauuoHHbIX OCHOXHEHWI
He ABNAETCA efMHCTBeHHbIM npeumyuecteom NOSES.
[laHHble MpeAcTaBAeHHOrO MeTaaHanu3a MoKasbiBaloT,
yTo cpefHU Koitko-geHb B rpynne NOSES Takxke oka-
3anca MeHblwe, yem B rpynne LA (OW=0.8, AN 95%
0.4-1.3, p=0,0003). [laHHble NOCNEAHUX UCCNEAOBAHNMIA
LEMOHCTPUPYIOT, Y4TO MpW NanapoCKONUYECKOM AOCTY-
ne, BHyTPEHHWe OpraHbl MOryT M36exaTb KOHTaKTa C
OKpy’KatoLiei Cpefoil U He BbiTb KOHTAMUHWUPOBAHHbLIMY
VCNOBHO-NAToreHHoit cnopoii [24]. bonee Toro, NOSES
no3sonseT u3bexarb TpaBMbl nepefHelt OpIOLWHOI
CTEHKM NanapoTOMHbIM pa3pe3oM W COMPOBOXAATCA
MEHbLWMWM PUCKOM TPaBMbl COCYAOB M HepBoB [25], uTo
HenocpefACTBEHHO BIUSET Ha BbIPAXXEHHOCTb 6oneBoro
CUMHAPOMa, KOTOpbI MeHee BbipaxeH B rpynne NOSES
(p<0,00001). MocnepHuit hakTOp MOXET NOCPEACTBOM
MOBBIWEHUS TOHYCA CUMNATUYECKOWN HEPBHOW CUCTEMbI
KOCBEHHO BNUATb Ha BEPOATHOCTb Pa3BUTUA MOC/IEO-
nepauuoHHoro napesa KT [26]. B Hawem meTaaHanu-
3e UMeeTcs TEeHJEHUMS B MeHblueil 4acToTe pa3BuUTUS
napesa KT B rpynne NOSES u, xota pasnuuusa He
LOCTUrHYTbI (p=0,2), B rpynne c TpaHCaHaNbHbIM yaane-
HMEM OTMeYeHO BOCCTAHOBJ/IEHWE HOPMaNbHOMN (DYHKLMUM
KT B 6onee paHHue cpoku (OLW=0.5, 1N 95% 0.4-0.8,
p<0,00001), 4TO TaK}Ke KOCBEHHO NOATBEPXKAAET BbILBU-
HYTYIO TeOpHIo. 3TN TpU (aKTopa, BEPOATHO, 06BACHAIOT
KOpPOTKME CPOKM peabunuTalum nayueHToB nocie one-

JIAMAPOCKOIMMYECKUME PE3EKLIMM C TPAHCAHAJIbHBIM
YOAJTEHWEM TPETIAPATA B XMPYPTMHECKOM JIEHEHUU PAKA
MPSIMOM KMLLIKU (cncremarnueckmii 0630p nntepatypbl u MeTaaHanms)

pauuu. OOHafexMBalOWUM ABASETCA OTCYTCTBUE pas-
HULbl B 4acTOTe BO3HWKHOBEHUSA MOCIE0NEPaLMOHHON
3a[lePKKM MOYEUCNyCKaHus, KoTopas Mora Obl Hera-
TUBHO NMOB/IMATL HA NPOAOKUTENBHOCTL peabunuTaLmu
NaLWeHTOB, B CBA3W C PUCKOM TPaBMUPOBAHUS TAa30BbIX
HEPBHbIX CMJETEHUA NPU TPAHCAHANbHbIX MAHWUMyNs-
umsx. Mpu cpaBHenun NOSES ¢ namapockonuyeckumu
pe3eKuMAMU CTaTUCTMUYECKM 3HAYUMbBIX Pa3inyuil nony-
YeHo He Obino (p=0,54).

Mpu olLeHKe OTAANEHHbIX PE3yNbTAaTOB BaXHbIM (haKTo-
pOM sABIAETCA BEPOATHOCTb WMMMIAHTALMOHHbIX MeTa-
CTa30B MpW TpaHCaHaAbHOM W3BfleYeHUM npenapara.
N36exatb AMCCEMUHALMM OMYXONEBbIX KNETOK MOXHO
MpW UCNOb30BAHUA CMEeLMabHbIX CTEPUIIbHBIX KOHTE-
HepoB Ans u3sneyeHus [27]. Hekotopble uccneposate-
NV NPeAnoYMTaloT MUCMO/b30BaTh C 3TON LENblo paHo-
npotektopbl [28-30]. B pe3synbrate, npu cpaBHeHUM
NOSES c KOHTpOAbHOW rpynnoii MeTaaHanu3 He BbIABUA
pasnuuunii B obuen u KaHuep-cneuuduyeckoir 5-net-
Hell BbiuBaemoctn (p=0,74 n 0,76, COOTBETCTBEHHO).
Franklin M.E. n coast. B 2013 rogy npoBenn peTpocnek-
TUBHOE MCCNefoBaHMe Ha BbiGopKe M3 179 nauyueHToB
M NPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAIN AHANOTUYHbIE [AHHbIE: ABYX-
NeTHss 6e3peunanBHas BbIXKMBAEMOCTb Y MALMEHTOB
nocne NanapocKonMYyecKnx peseKumnit C TpaHCaHa bHbIM
ynaneHuem npenaparta coctaBuna 95% [31], uto He ycTy-
naet 93,4% KaHuep-cneunmdnyeckol BbIXXMBAEMOCTH
y NauueHTOB MoC/ie TPAAMULMOHHBLIX Nanapockonuye-
CKMX BMeWaTenbCTB [32]. BmecTe ¢ TeM, CTaTUCTUYECKU
3HAYMMbIMKU (haKTOpamMK, BAMAIOWMMKU HA OTHANEHHbIE
pe3ynbTaThl, ABAAIOTCA HE METOAbl U3BJEeYEeHUA onepa-
LLMOHHOTO Npenaparta, a GaKTopbl, CBA3aHHbIE Henocpen-
CTBEHHO C OMYXOJIEBbIM NPOLECCOM, — Pa3Mepbl HOBO-
00pa3oBaHUs, cTaaus 3ab0neBaHUsA, a TaKXKe KauyecTBo
yAaNeHHOro onepauyoHHOro npenapara.

BaxHo oTmeTutb o4eBupHoe npemmyuectso NOSES -
onepauuii Npu aHanu3e yLoBNETBOPEHHOCTM NALMEHTOB
KocMeTuyeckumu pesynstatamu (p<0,04).

MonyyeHHble faHHble TPe6YIOT OCTOPOXKHOI MHTepnpe-
Tauum. lpu aHanuse uccnefoBaHUN HA OJHOPOAHOCTb
6bin10 ob6HapyxeHo, yto B rpynny NOSES oco3HaHHO
0TOMPanu NaLWUeHTOB C OMYXONAMU, KOTOPble Ha 5 MM
(8N95% 0.2-0.8, p=0,0004) 6bI11 MeHbLUE, TO €CTb UMe-
nacb cucTematuyeckas owwubka ot6opa. Moatomy Ans
nonyYeHns 0OGBLEKTUBHBIX JAHHbIX HEOOXOAMMO MpoBe-
A€HWEe PaHAOMU3NPOBAHHBIX UCCIEA0BAHWIA, MO3BONAIO-
WMX HUBENUPOBATL CUCTEMATUYECKME OWINOKMN.

SAKIMKOYEHUE

lpoBefeHHbIN MeTaaHann3 faHHbIX NUTepaTypbl NoKasan,
yto ucnonb3oBaHue TexHonornin NOSES BbimnsauT nep-
CMEeKTUBHbLIM HanpaBfieHNeM B XWUPYpPruu paka npaMmoii
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KULWKM W CO3JAET Nyuline YCIOBUA LS peabuiuTauuu
nauMeHTOB BBUAY HU3KOW 4ACTOThl NOCIEONEPaLMOHHbIX
OCNOXHEHWA 33 CYeT OTCYTCTBUA PaHeBON WUHDEKLUU.
0pHaKo Hanuuue nyGNMKALMOHHBLIX CMelleHuid TpebyeT
OCTOPOXHO UHTEpPNpPETaL MM NONYYEHHBIX AAHHbIX.

YYACTUE ABTOPOB:

KoHuenuus u pusaitH uccneposanus: Coives C.U.,
YepHbiwos C.B.

C6op u obpaboTka matepuanos: Coives C./.
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