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A Eo] FEES)0] A3 X8 BA50IA HEHT YeHAS AR A4, 2016).
- st N A

CHXJ'%E@} Al 4”1(2012)01 e sy e Al MIH o, AR 2 AA, A9 A
% 2

= ﬂloﬂ’ﬂ —r‘ﬂ 3o Lﬁ(pedlcle)cﬂﬂi AT} EA| T 2A TS FoFZoM F2AA F=t,
A EAA| E B2 Pl 59 AT E =S A AL I |
e oA O}X] %L, &= 3} %Proﬂﬁ et shyo= A uiEjsie] 2 5l GAIE s Eotal

f

f
4
i
£
=)
o)
=2
i
™
i<l
1o

- AEEWE ol8F A AAS

ot A4TH2012)e] Tl ST WA G FE5] oje]
A1, A 9] 4~5em A1 B84 Hwﬁ Aol WA B

o|-g-5to] Zgutal HuslRAS $Hlo 2 HAsh Besles g o2 Acty Agsiict. g
RS WA 2Pkl 550 itk olR = 4 iﬂi AAR, 2 7P7olef A 4Fo] o] FofAl=
A5olls 553 deho] A& 4= AL 11E AES5o] AA R 3 the Aol foIsfoF

AT}, J-Q‘rﬂ AL A4H2016)°04 = it 502 -4 R, A &, A7,

e
P
F_Ef rir
i
LA

F 0}, t59p0] A4 4 9w, 9Jx]slo] 3 A AFEU|E ol 8% XA AAS] A= gl
Aoz B shgrt
133, BA BESA(RAR g, TUE Zi2 5)

QItA HxgA o2 BAA FQX g, IFME e, HolA gy, FEFATAAY, Wk
HEAMNE, B deE, A AeHEE 5ol ehEst Al4d, 2012)

FAR) P& 2 o] Q= Hulsl 222 ol 4415 FUslA X A543 vk} dast S-S
oA, Hutele] A gwo] =3t ¥y, v USIE FHoto] X8| o] FAE A oS sfal
A 39] kS S 1550 17goto] B8-S T W o[t st A4, 2012). FAIA FU4&9]
785 o1& 7HA FAAIZF AR EAIRE 5% phenol and almond oil®] E%eo] Fo] 2tol= Ao A2A
tHASH | A1 E Al43, 2016).

= 2Es9] AF F=2 2~3=9] Ao ARgE= o=, A1) 1~2em ARelA Eoidd

E
i
0
il
d
¢
o
L

o)
e

lil
rg::

oo



FolF= Al%ol ﬁ:‘c‘z}ﬂ AAG A4, 2016). LFHHE A& HPH F SIURE S
- 6mmelA & 12

g = 3
st Hos —’?E PASS X] QH%}XP% dVdo =z A2 & Kzt A4, 2012)

FELA AP 2 512} 51 KA o] 3RE249-91 ST pectenband) Q. FHE0| FolA], HjwQ]
A7go] tha: e £ of g A7e] o] F7lsto] A Wo] ZEE o= Q5] A Fo] %‘?—iﬂ“ o]

FEARE Ao E2HN A G5 FA S-S 7ok ot

T8y bAoA = SAS] - A S kS 4= Ao XFRA|7F gloj A A] gk

ofol RS TR I, Mute] &, g%, HATE 59 YA7sdE A&t E}.

ekt BE AL toKko] 7)ol S7bel X|gol el A EILE X|8lo] 7|8 S il o
PBEIA out Aok 2125 2o HJL 491} BoR10] 7]i5alo] Qs 9o e AN} vhio]

AN 552 N oo] Y2 £33 FUAA BEES A0 F4:3] 831 2wl BrsaloR
102 o1 Haglol SEASE AWY 4+ 08 L HTes] AV, s
WA, 55, £, AuEe So] UrHThR R A4, 2012). TapAo] tw g NEHe As
3 37} go] 4712 ke X zaio] )8 o] glo] 1980\t) Fut o]t & 0] T 9IA] glrki
A=t
AYFRALLL AW go5o] BRE FFsks SUS AUFo RN NH2H0] 915 7|tk
HpHo T RS A4, 2012). EEE 0] §3te] AX|AF] £X)S Ho} BHH= P
Ayt |2 b, Aol ke )7} 317ko] ofx] S 5 4714 f
opol the Amato] uli @ 7] o] e A7t Lasih 371 A)



NEC ZSI} QL5 XHSWZES

1.4. YNFIZX|Z

2|3 3x}of| tigt 2| YA A R]o] 7fdtE]o] Q12| 2oL} 2010 National Institute for Health and
Clinical Excellence (NICE) 7}o|E2}Rloj| A= X igkAtol| 4| 9] A| S5 A 2ol tisf s 2|5 7]<&0]
97| € 371402 HEAR] A -EAE B EVIE o83t A3 17d<E(haemorrhoidopexy)oll thet
BIFARQI tieto] ™, 831 FH A7} §le2 B lkar Agskal Ik whA] A4l AA
AA, 52 L ZA7E AT E = B9 AR o Utk B7H 0 = A|A6HelH

_

A7 & AAZ EArE BAS mofsly] Y3 PubMed E 204 HEE £HS 57
Z ! Wy M F(haemorrhoids and perianal venous thrombosis) A&
Fo R 251 Fot AW A e ol AN EH1ES FP5 £ 28-S IRISHITHE

Liu 520162 A&(hemorrhoidal disease, HD) ¥TAE ooz =it [FTof
A5 A& E(doppler-guided haemorrhoidal artery ligation, DGHL)2] QF/4d W S 3432 7}
Stith. & 5HO] RCT A7 =™ o] & 2HE 233 7t fle AW 2421t
H| AL, Y A] 32 A SHE2| 70| Bl n At T, s R0l A= Blalee F-25to]
A oHA 90, ER 0= HIEHEA S skt A AT, 229 R ol A dE A dEe

2 Ale(Z29 -n-E7]' e AAEH e, AT &) H| WA, YIHOE B U 7IER
dst7]olls 2717 FESIAH e § 285 RR=0.89, 95% C10.62, 1.28, p=0.53; +& ¥ 55
MD=-1.01, 95% CI-2.27, 0.26, p=0.12; &=& 455 RR=0.89, 95% CI 0.73, 1.09, p=0.27; ==Xk
MD=11.41, 95% CI -9.26, 32.09, p=0.28; A3} A& RR=1.07, 95% CI 0.83, 1.39, p=0.60).

Pucher 5(2013)2 223 F-2ot AU A TdES T2 i] S o2 g 3 antk é%
71519t} 78] B L ATHRCT Suﬂ NRS 2u%)9} 2199 IS EATV} BFHE|gloH, 5 28| F

rl'

2F A=t sig w0l = A= E6HA] 9k, S 02 HAEAS S-Skl
28WH 0| A3 1At Ayt 7‘]‘—’3 XH%}‘%S 3~60% Ato]Fom, grade IV 552 XA A o)A
gl 7H =4tk & T JSA ARBES 0~38%0| oM, & ATRE 19~35% A9,
ZHrA o & B2k H]8-2 ko 1 0 & XA &8 E(overall bleeding rate)2 5%, AA| A&E(overall
re-intervention rate}= 6.4%C| At A= 5 71&2 grade -1 532 XHZRo|A A 1312 02

Aenst 2 9l i@ obdskY aifzlolel B usldA|ut 0.4 5154 RCT B8lut matelo] e
Y] o] FASF] RS B 59t
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H1.6 M¥=Es 0z
PICO
PSP A L Pige=rS AMI[ZE A St eI H| DX 2H At 2 s
(P) (1 ©) O)
* MEHSS: RCT 5™
« H|WIXF 12 Q0] HIEREM 43 =31} RE5t
o ..~ X[ LB RR=1.07, (95% Cl: X|HSWAZES
o Famany endeoint: - 0.63-1.39), p=0.60 2 NS (EaT
= LS E=X = =
B KB 91 2SS0t X X ST 9t ©+5%83 S L e
Liu, 2016  XIHSHZHS(DGCHL)Y ~2014.10.1. (hemorrhoid A[USHAEE  HMSIlE - Secondary endpoint: | (. o) vd- P 95% Cl: ;H;__‘f?,g’
OFEA Ol STH T} patient) (DGHL) @ 22 A2t - & Az MD=11.41, (95% CI:  R[SHZX|&)2t
crTes JEA=N -9.26-32.09), p=0.28 BT, QAR OZ
A2 mms - 24 5 SR RR=089 (95% [ 95t 7jaz
TEoo= Cl: 0.62-1.28), P=0.53 57 |0l= 2747t
- 3= 8435 RR=0.89, (95% CI: £=st
0.73-1.09), p=0.27
 MEHES: RCT 5, NRS 2,
ISE ¢ 21H
* HWST(RCT, NRS)Q| AL
* Primary endpoint: oI 2 SutES WIS ISE  Grade Il -1l S22
@ Xy ool 42 I yTts Bokst R|SHEERLOf AA
@+2E 83 * HIEREAME 351X 240, TRFHOZ MEdgt &
* Secondary endpoint:  ENEMES et U= 2=
RRRES PRIZSINRESE oy ARHER =S RES & A7t - X|3 JfLE: 3~60%, grade IV QIFI5ID
Pucher, 2013 X[StZWZZ=(DGHL)2| 201231 (hemorrhoid  R[SiSWZEE  HEQlE @223 EES S5 XXM IHLUEO|  S2AHOIXT
QMM 2 FIHA I} "~ patient) (DGHL) @ H7|X B4 (O Y =US QF 5HO| RCT
UWE, £, §50] -3& S XEH AMEE: 0~38% 23D ZEE
H7|X(long-term)2 - & AlZh 19~352 S AW |
2 UELE= 39) -3 3 YIS [ENoR 20 2HE0
@ MeeE BN HER Y2 Moz My B
Z£3E(overall bleeding rate)2
5%, T = E(overall

reintervention rate)2 6.4%%

efo]: RCT, Randomized Controlled Trials; NRS, Non-randomized studies; DGHL, Doppler-guided haemorrhoidal artery ligation
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

AAH EA1EE 983 £ 29 o]Q]of], AXEHA2 1H(Brown et al., 2016)°l41= grade 11—
I 539 AAZANA 220+ FLol A H5HEZE(haemorrhoidal artery ligation with
doppler HAL with Doppler)¥ IFHE= ZZ&(rubber band ligation, RBL)ZH] H| R A1E

\r
ey
off

WISk SFAT, OUSE HASY 59 o1f2 T U2 WG Busislon, 3

4011*1 127, HlalgolA 37go] S5 o] TSI 5 Hadd 3~6F FATE AH
A HaEglom, & o1t 7ofgtk Aol7E it A ALES 19 FATE Ao EalEgle

), YEHE A& vl A] fooHA FUAITHHAL with Doppler: 30%(48/161%); RBL:
49%(87/176%); OR=2.23, 95% CI 1.42, 3.51, p=0.0005), AAH= IFHE A&&0] Al&IHA
HHE Wi (repeat banding) E3517] wiol, ¥HE idS 3 A| 230t fEof AN eH A&
ko] XA g Qo] 5% A¥E HY Aojgtal HAsIgch AFFog 22ut fiest A
S AFEo] IFHE Az vlof Gakxto]7} Qlokal & AL BEStotal B skt

12
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NEC

=3 R=o} XASHZHS

H 2.1 PICOTS-SD

e

NEUHE

Patients(CHA} EEXY)

Intervention(ZX{H)

Comparators(H| x| 2 )

{712 O|&otH X[HEX=
= T|]1|I*H|E

= (Lix[eH) HHl=
- WOHMSIAIR |G S

0
42 > FHO
a lI°|'

Outcomes(ZnfHy)

- X|HSERAH0: HSS T, BH0| SHE

[

ror

- 3 USRI AZH
- 2 TR KB 42 AIZ,
- X

- A QoL 24 5

- B} BIEC(0]: AJ0j DSt 8K 4 5
" 9 e ngos s

ME7 |12t s

~

At &

on

)

Time(FX7|Zh

HEEX| S

[ESy=]

Setting(M|E!) HSHEX| 945
Study designs(¢I7RE) AN ANAI” A

A= K|St N [RIEONE =S
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1.3.1. =¢|

=9] gloJgjHjo]AE Ovid-Medline, Ovid-EMBASE, Cochrane CENTRALS ©]83to] AA A

BHnE A Fo FugoR THHE dojeuo]
MedlineolH AL A8jolg 71,0 2 2t Ay 91e] 540

At A 5] G152 285 Bl A

H 2.2 29| TX} GO H[0] A

AE TIBIPTHE 2.2). AMol= Ovid-
u

| A 574519 25, MeSH term, =2 A4},
A 9 A A= 25 4o] A A5

20| 23 #uN

URL &

Ovid MEDLINE(R) In-Process & Other Non-Indexed Citations

and Ovid MEDLINE(R)

http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com

Ovid EMBASE

http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com

Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials

http://www.thecochranelibrary.com

1.3.2. =LY

=4l HlojefHjo] A= oFf 9] 57 AAARS o]-83t0] YIATHE 2.3).

H 2.3 7 X} H|O|E{H| O] A

ETECE LR

== O

URL =&

KoreaMed

http://www.koreamed.org/

O[5 =2H|0|EfH| 0| AZAY(KMBASE)

http://kmbase.medric.or.kr/

St | O|E{H|0| A ZHM(KISS)

http://kiss.kstudy.com/

SR uSSIEFE HRISS)

http://www.riss.kr/

ScienceON

https://scienceon.kisti.re.kr/

LA ATE)/HA 7)20] 9 Aste] st on, FAE BE Bas] ojs) & Hel EA
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NEC

=3 R=o} XASHZHS

AEstod Aol et

2 A3 39S &) oA YAE o|REE 519t A 3L Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analysis (PRISMA) SE5& & A|A[S}A T ZASH S A8 /8)A|
718 th20] I 2.49} At

H 2.4 23| Me 2l HiH| 7|&

MEH7|Z(inclusion criteria) i &I 7|Z(exclusion criteria)

- 917 T 9177} OFd AR(S2RT T N7
- K7L OPd HTHEA, letter, comment S)
A5 U SISRYHUSNE BS WO BT - 50| TE B0JZ SWEK) 92 25
Zal} Rol XsHAESS st AT - SMBSHEE LRE AL, SI=E, 7[HEIN S
A0l HOISH S A 0l Btk S+ peer-reviewE HX|X| %2 E?)
ot= = Q0= SHE AT - HE EH 27t
- S5 EUE F0 AT S5, B0E 2K EE
=5t 017
1.5. HISE = o}t
HEHAE B7l= 5 78 ol AEAP 5HH 02 A|d¥stal, JAEDA] Al =& &5 2G5t
HIEE Y 7= 72 ol AT Aol AR8El= Cochrane®] Risk of Bias (RoB)E AR851]
A5t Higgins et al., 2011). Cochrane®] Risk of Biase= & 771 #3802 o]|Fojx o Z} Z3lo]|
o5l ‘low/high/unclear’ 9] 3714] B2 H7151A Tt Risk of Bias H7FE¥} low oH HIEH o] &2
ZOo 2 Wt 2 Adgh <A S ARESIEA, B 287 AEEA], el &

TYEREA, 252 5 A7F AEPA, AHE 2aE A= QIlEAIet 71E BlEE FEoM=

77199 A AL S41E EIsto] B716t3iH. RoB E7to] A4 Q1 7RSS 1.5 59F 2SIt

1.6. XI2E=
AFlo] Mol A AmE A Al geoto] T o] AEA} =g o g e, oA EAX7} QLS AL
wol2 23] Folslgltt. AR32E Yol ATAA, AFAL, S %, HHA AT} axbd A

[e]
Sol Zelgct

1.7. X=ghy

Az 54 9] A9 A B4 (quantitative analysis)®] 72k 735
2 HE(qualitative review) S A-85to] A|A|SHTt HEREA] 3

AN HE = (relative risk ratio, RR), &8 HEolM = H 7 5LA%H 59 715 HatAlel(weighted mean
difference, WMD), A&7} thE AL #F5} H-A}ol(standardized mean difference, SMD)Z

16



F Aot fEREA A, o] AA] T2 -4 AJZHH O F forest plot2 &R151AL, Cochrane Q statistic
(P < 0.10 994 T2 12 SARRS 71E 02 B4 75414 o2 witslgitt. 12 BA1%0] 50%

ol HL &4l 7 o]AAo] Q= Aoz T 3?‘2'11’4(H1gg1ns et al., 2008).

H g7lof| A =985t A A A E3 118 A3ko] 27 52 Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) F<+ W02 H7I5tAtHd4Y 5, 2011). Z& 23X 3=
O HAA(critical), @ 5 5FA|TF A& 0] Z] E2{(important but not critical), @ & %-8.3Hlimited
importance)2] 37] E5=of| w2t %8 = (importance) S 72511 O H4ZQA(critical), @ F5FA |9
HA Ao A] 2(important but not critical) AR HE A0 & GRADE ZA4-EFS H716HH.

2. M=1H Jix] Gt

of57] A7 1o] Lk Fule] oA W] ol 5 71%0] AIA 1 ARG el Fste
YEAS olgole] m/lewWt FWIAY AL FsET: Fueldel Aug AR
3191915]0] A8l 71A1o] chst AR OIS HISkoR), ol olm 1S AsIoNA A 2l
gt FUHeIRe od £7 P BF 30 ANtk

3. HAISE HAl

ol=7|e A At A9sle] PEOAS TMefstel HEA1)S Kae 3 oldf 3 2,59} o] F
AILSFE AT,

disa o5
A8t 7MY AdH g gty 27t SEot, 1 9 FUtdE S5 SYHCE J2foliS I =L
- A JEOIM T 227 |29 AIES HAIE!

ZAS | BIHYO] YA g gakdol 2 3 1 9 HItelE S5 SREC 2 U0t I &Y HE0IH 7t
AT | X[of| MR} IIICHALO] QA ©2M0| r_rafm X 0101 Bt Q|27 |50] AR S X7 5f B2 MOz Hst

TGO | BIIHYO| YA gl 2ltgol 24 H 1 9 BUesE STYHCE IHoiiE I =4 Y o4&
[Ei=s Ofl A ot O|E7| B ._J SRl %42

Tt 2l Yo g 2k SO Hiol THE PYH/H FE50 IH P SN oS A=)
Lo | 29 AR OiE HS2E AN
2. X%x Hoz é!g |

2B20 7|28

N
Jal
o
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NEC

=3 R=o} XASHZHS

oraa;

1. SsiMd™ &4t

1.1. SsIM™E L

- 9] glojgHlo|AS B3l & 1,203H(Z9] 1,076H, = 127H)o] HM=EloH, Z DBE
SEANE B34S AAS F 8508 (=] 828%, = 22H)S o E 2= 9 YR AEE 59
FFHOoR F 308 30 Edo] A= LAY S8 IY 3.13% 2o, HF
AR 552 SUAE £0 2 HE 6o AA|5] 7|&stict. £ 34 uijAld £ EH 20
7|&5F ATt

18

O 3.1 SREMTE Tt 7o M

29| H|O|E{H|0A (n = 1,076) ZLY HO|EHIO0|A (n = 127) =7|18M (n=0)
*MEDLINE (n = 261) +AZOMHE(N=27) <KISS (n =10)
*EMBASE (n = 660) *RISS(n = 35) *SCIENCEON (n = 39)
*Cochrane Library (n = 155) *KMBASE (n = 16)
|
=E 3 HE 4E F HidIE 28 %= ( 20)
« X7t oPd ¢t (n =168)
* SIMESH (n = 244)
Z=H7 5 92 231(n = 850) * =0 2 Poj= SMEX| U2 27 (n = 100)
. 22| DB (n = 828) + SECT A MAYAHAT (0 = 2)
« 2L DB (n = 22) * AFEO| A= CHARIO sHEotR| 2= 42 (h = 3)
* A0 HEE STHE0H| SHHSHK| = 42
(n=129)
* AP0 Hofot ZuKIHE HEIoHK| 2= 42 (n= 3)
« YRSV 2 B8 (n=0)
+ 35 EUE 28 (n =68)
« 2 Gt FH| oK 2 B3 (n=11)
* A0l FolE HAAI 2R 2 R (n =93)
ot MEiE 2
(n=30)
29| DB (n=30)
* 3L DB (n=0)
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AEHE S
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A% e B 4 3080 AP0 2001~202240] WGt ATFFRA I G3o]
19%(63.3%), oPAlok GB(20.0%), 55 38(10.0%), o127k 28(6.7%) %02 e, gasto 2t
ojgelort 7HO2 71 Wk

BE A7 NS o Suugion, & 3,148%9 AviuAe @mu} Denoya

5(2014)7} Denoya 5(2013)2 22 YA H o 2 iR} FEE 9871 e 5 omz 2719
£ 5 WA 471 B Eo] EaE 1H(Denoya et al., 2013)7HE 1125131t

0

Ao AR8-E 717]+= R Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization (THD)ARY] Al&-&
ARESIEARE 1 Q]9 Agency for Medical Innovations (AMDAF, EndomedAte] AlEo] it?}ﬂcﬂ
USLTE.

HuHol= og BExeAs Blugt 23 9%(
21 (AR 2,1337)0] =] Siet.

279 Astao] 9jglom 7z 21 =
| EA| o] Jlelom 22t 139, 7Ho 1A, 1H Y - A ATA & A A dA|eS HF HnHo =
ct.
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NEC/\ zsngmst ssuzas

H 3.1 MEiE39 EH
o H1 &K} o CHAH CHARRES G1AI% STAl= HIWAlE
-T (BEYR) 27t st (I/C) °® =y HIZAL H| MM
DG-HAL vs. EX&A! 9 (D2EHEZAES 2T non-doppler HAL 5™, S8 1M, ASIQH 1)
1 Sheee ome &SR 5005/25) 4%  DG-HAL - s RBL
B AMI HAL Doppler system, CJ o
2 (Bzr&wé} T Samx 337161/176) 45%  DG-HAL Medical, Truro, UK 2! ALTHE RBL
= THD SpA, Correg gio, ltaly ===
Alemrajabi 2-3% . - non-—
3 (2022) Ol x| SHSER} 36(18/18) 53%  DG-HAL  AMI Ltd, Feldkirch, Austria DG-HAL -
1-3&
Ahmad ol == _ _ _ non-— _
4 (2027) Ol 7'£|C6>_|HT;I_OX) 120(60/60) DG-HAL DG-HAL
— P - —
5 Pepoiots  gea 3EORL 60@0/30)  42%  DG-HAL - i e
6 SC?;(;J{SHn L_”EEﬂE‘__l.E i|6_H3§I.X|. 73(38/35) 34% DG_HAL THD Amerlcaulsrx:, Tampa, FL, DggﬁTA\L _
Gupta 3E(5EY - o
7 (20%1) ol 7'(|3(_F,|O§,_PX?) 48(24/24) 48%  DG-HAL - DEQEAL Ligation and mucopexy
(=5 A
8 ’(Azh&‘%? o | 7_%@(%1%0) 245(116/129)  41%  DG-HAL  AMI Ltd, Feldkirch, Austria Sl Infrared coagulation
9 g%vzezﬁ maez  ZSE. 4602/24)  65% DG-HAL  AMILd Feldkirch Austia 312 Sclerotherapy
DG-HAL vs. R|gi= 218 (R[Ei2X]z= 13, FARNSEE7|E 0|8 X[eEAE 7H, X[HZX &1 FHNSEE7|E 0185 XeEM =S 20| H1st Z31 11H)
- _ Ligasure™
10 ('lér(()ezn;l) AR LH%@@%& 80(39/41) 28%  DG-HAL  THD SpA, Correg gio, ltaly ~ A[SiZX|& hemorgrhoidectomy
(Vessel-sealing device)
(I 52 xaZxm  8040/40) - DG-HAL  AMILU Feldkich Austia  XaiTxlg  HgaSure assisted pile
; _ Minimal open
12 é%g/bﬁ HoE= 7-(|5H4;E;q 98(50/48) 58%  DG-HAL  THD SpA, Correg gio, ltaly X|HaX|E hemorrh_oide?:tomy
o 2 and diathermy
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HI1 XXt o1
CHAKXES
SHAIE
HlmAl&

(i]ﬂ,q EHAI'
SMaAr) 27} ’g;} N
G(zeﬂova N = (1/C) &% i
019) 130} 3-4% XY
. X|aH X} 89(45/44) ~ et W EIN, H|Z o
. _ Ab
(SB/aJal A9 34= AL THD SpA, Correg gio N SHIE
19) |21 (Z5XM) 9 gio, ltaly PSRN = Mili
,—q%HT;O 40(20/20) 409 A= h ligan morgan
Tsunoda mk=a 0%  DG-HAL  AMIL emorrhoidectomy
2017) o= ] »35_ td, Feldkirch, Austria X|HAK|S
Leu st e 4422/22)  16%  DG-HAL o Hemorrhoidectomy
n - T
(2017 5= 2-3& HD SpA, Correg gio, ltaly X[ X|=
xiasa  8040/40) 0 h=xle Ultrasonic scalpel
Denoya 35%  DG-HAL ~ THDS hemorrhoidectomy
(2014) o= 3-4= pA, Correg gio, ltaly R[S X|= Tissue-selectin -
De N d x|5_||'| _._X|' 27(12/1 5) 30% DG HA —||_X|E A (a ﬂO\/eI st%;?ecgmque
aral -HAL em i
(2014) 0|E2|0} 3k THD SpA, Correg gio, ltaly Z|H2% |2 orrhoidectomy)
xiaix  D025/25)  34% szl Ferouson and Heaton
Denoya ( DG-HAL THD SoA _ emorrhoidectomy
(2013) o|= LH%ZﬁE; 10 pA, Correg gio, ltaly X[t |S Excisional
E|mer | = 9—|_|'X|' (20/20) 60% DG—HAL = he;n%rrhoidectomy
(2013) AQE 2-3% THD SpA, Correg gio, tal <15 nd diathermy
Zampieri X|eH SR} 39(20/19) 59%  DG-H aly  X[RHEX|E A Ferguson
(2012) O|Etz2|of 3= Oy AL THD SpA, Correg gio, Italy o aemorrhoidectomy
X|eH & ’ X[HEX|=
Bursics - |34 Sk} 114(46/68) 38%  DG-HAL [SHZX|& Opena?%rréprrhoidectomy
(2004) 51712 _|1—4E 5 B o iathermy
o SRt 0(30/30 AHZRIE Ligasure™
(Venara ) 55%  DG-HAL hemorrho%rgctomy
201 S)T oA -3k h X|HAX|S C
= - SN E losed sci
xafzix  3770193/184) - DGHAL THD SpA, Correg gio, It remarthoidectomy
4  Giarratano A Ctaly _
(2018) orelop L3TAE AMI Ltd, Feldkirch, Austria AHEHE (reular stapled
X3l 10 emorrhoidpex
Ventur SH SXt 0(50/50) 48% DG=HAL (1.PPH, 2. HpEI\/I
(2016) 0|k2|of 13-4 THD SpA, Correg gio, ltaly X[ Kil= Circular
Leh Gikaal 70(35/35)  50% DG S hemorrhcﬁggleegf
(2016) oy -3 -HAL  THD SpA, Correg gio, Italy  X[SHZ| e
xah sk 3930197 ’ HEH= Stapled an
|. /196)  37%  DG-HAL THD SpA CECErlr_eg gio, ltaly (PPH)Opexy
AMILtd, F ki : X[BHEH|2
eldkirch, Austria [ 2RI PPH or HEM




NEC/\ zsngmst ssuzas

M1 XXt s CHA CHAKKE A= HlwAlE S
oW < X EHEE I
(gEeE) =4 mw o M* sy N uzg e =7
, SN (59
27 Locelloigaor  LAR. 124(63/61)  51%  DG-HAL  THDSpA Comeggio, haly  KISHIE PPH .14 N
28 MMDOoigaor  ;aEx  169685/84)  31%  DG-HAL  THDSpA Comeggio haly  AISHIE PPH 14 674
20 (SSeN ugee GnAS. 4103/18)  30%  DGHAL Endomed™ E=NE PPH 6%
_ X|&ZX|= 1. Open haemorrhoidectom
0 Loy ome A 4505/15/15) 29%  DG-HAL - = P s
- SRS 2. PPH

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; THD, Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization; AMI, Agency for Medical Innovations; PPH, procedure for prolapse and
hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy and prolapse stapler; RCT, Randomized controlled trial; RBL, Rubber Band Ligation

*3-arm study
*4-arm study
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1.3. HIEEIE Bt

HIE TSI H7He RoB w78 AR83lo] Fatg) wigded A4, WAl v, A7 HolA) 2 Aol
ol 71, 2hg71ol dhet tevbel, Bt A, A9 B, 7 9] ulEeio] Relel st
TR R AAIE 308 F 1¥H(Denoya et al., 2013)2 ALl HIEHAA B
$3Y513 2™, Denoya 520147 22 DA 02 HIE- TS Ee = H7I5HA] &1L Denoya
5(2014)7} Denoya 5(2013)2 S H7lotict. W7HAx QoF Jeius= 117 3.2 2 117 3.309]
SREEE

B7I9EE A E T, TR 8] AB/dol gt Brtoll A= 13| A-HAlemrajabi et al., 2022;
Trenti et al., 2022; Lee et al., 2021; Genova et al., 2019; Shehata et al., 2019; Giarratano et
al., 2018; Ahmad et al., 2013; Elmer et al., 2013; Festen et al., 2012; Shuurman et al., 2012;
Zampieri et al., 2012; Gupta et al., 2011; Bursics et al., 2004)°14] F2-uPHo] ofgt 41421
Qigo] glo Bz WS, 1 9o RE ol AHHT olge U 33 5o Wue
ol gsi9iTi Qo] Elojglol AlE WESITo] Reos Wit WEeA Lol AL
13H(Trenti et al., 2022; Ahmad et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021; Carvajal et al., 2019; Genova
et al., 2019; Shehata et al., 2019; Giarratano et al., 2018; Venara et al., 2018; Ahmad et al.,
2013; Festen et al., 2012; Infantino et al., 2012; Zampieri et al., 2012; Bursics et al., 2004)°1A4]
TFAZRI Ago] glo] B4 = H7IskiTh

AR 7} 578 AGTo] BRI Aol FE VA P2 A0 Weisle] JIEY
ASiSI BRI B 202 BRI, AR AR 3%, RE BRONHE 224)
QAL ST 2 1 *}0}711 tiyﬂo}n% Aol n]X)4) S Ao Bsto] S AR
weo grleglon] 4 ool A= 17]9] £ (Carvajal et al., 2019)041= AFdo] 8

TS dF é‘iﬂrxlﬂ—iﬁ’l—% E_I_O}i’ ol BIEAAE S =7 B7erie, ole] e 2dEsllM=
Aol Abdo] Asfixl W= thRol A Hal BlEH S WA BVt 1 9 71E‘r‘ﬂ1g‘%H s
(Denoya et al., 2014)°14= =771 At 2| U] E o} A5 3t A o= Hoj

Random sequence generation (selection bias) —:l

Allocation concealment (selection bias) _:l

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) _
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) _
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) _

Selective reporting (reporting bias) _

Other bias [ |
0% 25% 50% TE%  100%
| [ Lowe risk of bias [CJunclear risk of bias Bl High risk of bias |

OE 3.2 HIEEAE 122
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NEC/\ =zsngmst sz

T
o
0
2
5 3
= g B
s € s
2 @ T & &
2 2 £ & 5 _
=) o T £ B =
£ © = 2 & 2
= w c Y P} =
i) = w w + =]
T E » w B =
m = = = 5} g
s £ 2 2 £ 3
= ¥ 5 5 5 Z2
z 2 £ £ g2 =
= £ & T 8 =
bt = = = b} bt w0
S 2 2 m g 9 0m
EE 2 2 8 & £
= = b=] = £ = =
§F 2 E£E E£E 5 7§ £
o e M m = o o
01. Shehata 2014 | (2 D e -
izerown201s | @ | O | O |9 O @ @
03.2emraanizozz |2 | | O | O | @ | @ 2
nd.ahmad2021 (@ |2 | @ | O | O | O |2
05. Perivoliotis 2021 | @) | @ (@ | O | @ | @ | 2
06 Shuurman 2012 | 2 | @ [ @ | @ | @ | @ | 2
irouptazon |7 || O O O O @
08 ahmad2013| 2 |2 | @ | @O | | @ | 2
naNees2022 | @ | O 9| D O O @
W.Tentizzz| 2 |2 | @O O & @
Mieezoz |2 |2 | @D (@ @ @) 2
12.Ronik2020 | @D | D | O | O | D O | @
13.cenvaz0e |2 |2 || O O @2
14cavaaizone (@7 | O @ O @ @
15.Teunoda 2017 | D | D | D | O | O | @ | 2
16.Leung 2017 | @) | O [ D | O @ | @) 2
17. Denoya 2014 . . . . . . .
15.0evariz01s [ @D | O | O | O | O O O
0.Emer2012 |2 | D O D O @ @
21 Zampieizniz |2 |2 | @ | @ | @ | @ | 2
22.Bursics2004 [ 2 |2 | @D | ® | @ @ 2
myvenara20ie | @ (2 || O O @
24 Gianatano 2018 |2 |2 [ @ | O | @ | © | @
2 venuiznts | @ | OO @ O O @
. Lenur20te | @ |2 | O O O O @
27 Lucareliz01: | @ | D | O | O | D | O | 2
28 Infantno 2012 (@ |2 | O | O | @ | @) 2
28.Festenz012| 2 |2 | @ | @ | @ | @ | 2
30. khafagy 2008 | @ [ @ [ O (@ | @ | @ | 2

JIE 3.3 HIZE 0| CHet B7H2a 20F
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223}t §EoF X5 A ZE(Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation, DG-HAL)¥} t}&
T2 F 9ol o] F AT E AT H| W 7312 29, non-DG-HALT

HlE B 19, Aska vt vlad 2 180w Selwr,

o
Sy

i)

2.1.1.1. & 30|

H 32 [=80 Rco XHSHARE vs. EXSA]] & F 0|48 HA| 0|4EHS
CIREEL ez o[ =5 | DG-HAL | XEa2
H| Wt H|11
w| @z | T NE | e A® [N[n|N|n| P B
Overall
2r
Vs 15 1 " 1 0.73 X[eHSER}
Shehata | eHS CHA
ni=l = Hoo o JHY e
1 (2019) vy (complication) e | one 3z
=== 0] 0 14| 3| om =
CHY
serious AE
(Om| SRS, o 1=
_ - a -
) Brown J_’_‘\:/Ii-ﬁc T SIS RRRH S 1 162 6 | 178 2 NR
(2016) vy Apistemg)
==2= AE -
(31 mh % 6% |143] 3|15 0| NR -
= =
Perivoliotis s o] AE % o 30| 16| 30| 5 | 0.002 -
3 (2021) N on—DG—H AL S7| AE % 129 | 30| 1] 3] 0| 0313 -
Y71 AE & 8¢ | 30| 7 | 30| 2| 007 -
SHHZ=
HoOo o v, QéJ _
4 Sc(f12u611r;r;an non—SZ—H AL (complication) s | ol SS9 el 0 o005 |
Pauoez | 8| oM 38| 7] 3] 2 -
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NEC Z2I} QL5 XHSUZES

A 1XKL H@ Ery o | =3 | DGHAL | X|si+= T
W (AE) = k1 | M8 [N[n|[N[n| P
FHE0| =7t Y=Zet
s ||
FHEXE R o | FEEE )
§|'I|- _)|\_ o oY 38 5 35 0
o o B
° (2013) VS o8 (Comphcatlon) ° | 1=q 16| 2 | 1291 13| <0.05
overall 2HHZ o | FEHE ~
(complication) © 8z 22| 15| 241 6 | 0.003
Neves |\ ion | mid BES | o | FE )
6 (2022) vs. 3o (complication) 3 8= 22| 13| 24| 5| 0.003
moderate &HS ESshibs,
D:‘ -
(complication) © 8% 22| 0 24] 1 0.95

9Fo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; AE, Adverse events
9.0o35 710 WElEA A AL gkl

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H. Random, 95% CI M-H. Random, 95% Cl
211vs, D2MHE S
22 Shehata 2019 1 i) 4 28 13.8% 0.25[0.03, 2.08] _
23. Brown 2016 B 162 2178 17.3% 330067 16.10] e
Subtotal {(95% CI) 187 203 31.1% 1.00 [0.08, 12.50] e —
Total events 7 |43

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.42; Chi®= 3.65, df=1 (P =0.06);, F=73%
Test for owerall effect Z=0.00{F =1.00)

2.1.2 vs. non-DG-HAL

26. Perivoliotis 2021 7 30 2 30 18.0% 3.60[0.79, 15.49] T

27. Shuurman 2012 3 38 1] 35 9.8% B.46 [0.35,120.81] *
Subtotal (95% CI) 68 65 27.7% 3.97 [1.05, 14.95] e

Total events 10 2

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.14 df=1 {P=0.71); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=2.04 (P = 0.04)

21.3vs. S0

29 Ahmad 2013 2 116 13 129 181% 0.17 [0.04, 0.74] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 116 129 18.1% 0.17 [0.04, 0.74] _"'_
Total events 2 13

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect Z=2.36 (P=0.02)

21.4vs. Bsiad

30, Meves 2022 14 22 i} 24 23.0% 27301.29,577] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 22 24 23.0% 2.73[1.29,5.77] -
Total ewents 14 B

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=2.62 (P = 0.004)

Total (95% CI) 393 421 100.0% 1.40 [0.44, 4.47] i
Total events 34 27

. = . = = = F= k + t d
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.39; Chi*=17.38, df=8(FP=0.004); F=71% 0.01 K] 10 100

Test for owerall effect Z=0.56 (P = 0.58)
Testfor subdroup differences: Chi=12.63. df= 3 (P = 0.006Y. F=76.3%

O 3.4 [X3T0} R XHSUAEHS vs. EXEA] 5 F 0|YHIE: A 0|8

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

rd

d 55°]

>

AA(overall) o dHHS 9 KA AHE= Ale T £, aH, 83, T9H, Al
I ATHIE 3.3).

HEREA o] 7Fs 3t Al FA e Al T S8 #| T Als = S0 tisf HERE AR Z22H5H),
HEEA 73 8w SAZelA £ o] foloHA # A4 et 1™ 3.5, RR 2.19, 95% CI 1.19,
4.03). guo] dis HEREMGH)T A, EEreATHn ATl 237t FelsHAl B =4
HRAYSIATHIE 3.6; (RR 8.24, 95% CI 2.26, 30.0).
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B 3.3 [RS1} Q=S AUSUZLE vs. BESA] 45 3 OIS MEXE
1X X}t F< il =) = DG-HAL HX=sA
2 @ L X o |  Am N | n N | n P i
A& 22 =3(bleeding or hemorrhage)
3 E L [6HE AF
1 Shehata(2019) vs. NRHHE Az minor &8 % g;:g 18 (1.) u ? 0(_)'329 gé ;:;:Z‘ji[ EHZ
= % 18 3 18 4 »0.999 -
2 Alemrajabi(2022) vs. non-DG-HAL £ H I 18 0 18 2 »0.999 -
= 671 18 0 18 0 0.999 -
3 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL &3 = 1 30 5 30 1 0.085 -
4 Gupta(2011) vs. non-DG-HAL £ 3 a9 22 1 23 NR NR -
Neves mild 28 = 274 22 3 24 1 0.003 -
o (2022) vs. non-DG-HAL moderate 3 o ke 2 13 24 5 0.003 .
b7 1S HoH
PIPNE i '|7H*:éJ 18 2 18 2 0.658 -
(Gas incontinence) %: g;:;aj 13 8 13 8 >%g%% :
1 Alemrajabi(2022) |  vs. non-DG-HAL e o s I8 ] 18 5 30.999 -
(Fecal inl_cirletinence) 3 Iz 18 0 18 0 20.999 -
¥ 671 18 0 18 0 »0.999 -
63 = OISt XI0|7} YRS
2 Ahmad(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL E1X|2(Sailing) o U = OISt XI0|7} YRS
14 = o5t X{0|7} iU
3 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL el 3 % 30 5 30 0 0.02 -
63 38 2 35 2 NR
HYEHEON Sl ! Y= 38 4 35 15 NR
14 38 21 35 25 NR
63 38 25 35 15 NR
4 Schuurman(2012) vs. non-DG-HAL mild HEAZIOH 3 (= 38 14 35 28 NR
14 38 11 35 13 NR
63 38 20 35 12 NR
severe HYEAZOK o (Y= 38 4 35 7 NR
14 38 3 35 0 NR
QH|(urinary retension)
1 | Brown(2016) | vs. 1PH= ZHzs o % 14 162 2 178 0 NR -
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NEC

Z3T {ol X[ASHBES

247 Ct =X — KAl
[= AL [=]
2 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL fodic] | 1Y 30 14 30 1 <0.001 -
3 Gupta(2011) vs. non-DG-HAL fedii] H HFS(1H) 22 3 23 1 NR -
=R
1 Brown(2016) vs. PHHE ZAzks = | ES 143 0 150 0 NR -
=) e 18 0 18 2 0.486 -
2 Alemrajabi(2022) vs. non-DG-HAL & 3 e 18 1 18 2 »0.999 -
o 6712 18 0 18 0 »0.999 -
3 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL = H z 30 3 30 0 0.1 -
4%
o K= 18 3 18 4 »0.999 -
1 Alemrajabi(2022) vs. non-DG-HAL 43 3 e 18 0 18 0 »0.999 -
= 671 18 0 18 1 »0.999 -
2 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL & H = 30 0 30 0 NR -
3
1 Brown(2016) vs. I2HHE Azks =S| H ES 143 10 150 10 NR -
2 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL RS 3 = 30 1 30 0 0.31 -
A& 23 E(pain)
i o Jhel . K[RHSER} A
1 Shehata(2019) vs, IRHHE ZRks severe £ o 27:% 1(5) 8 u ; 85? gé x:au;;( EH o
2 Neves(2022) vs. d3QH mild & = 270E 22 10 24 4 0.003 -
i =]
1 Brown(2016) vs. PHHE ZAzks & | 14 162 1 178 0 NR -
2 Gupta(2011) vs. non-DG-HAL i} =] 3 Fes(1E) 22 0 23 0 NR -
SIESQ BN
1 Gupta(2011) vs. non-DG-HAL IR0 S = oFeis(1d) 22 NR 23 3 NR -
2 Neves(2022) vs. G310 AR o ¥ 270 22 0 24 1 0.95 -
a9
VS, T s 3 14 162 3 178 0 NR -
1 Brown(2016) ToNE Zae Lz o = 143 0 150 0 NR -
SRR 3 1o 30 1 30 0 0.313 -
S HAHS 3 1 30 7 30 2 0.071 -
2 Perivoliotis(2021) vs. non-DG-HAL e o 12 30 6 30 0 0.01 -
5= ! 1 30 3 30 1 0.301 -
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XX} ZAa o =3 DG-HAL BXs
2 (@) S X2 o N N : N - P Hiz1
25 g z 30 1 30 0 0.367 -
HE 3 e 30 4 30 2 0.561 -
FHFE(Tenesmus) H 174 30 0 30 0 NR -
eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported

*Clavien-Dindo classification

3-arm study
ASYE =2 HEEA Al A8H 3
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NEC

=3 R=o} XASHZHS

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
221vs. WM EASS
01. Shehata 2019 1 258 1 245 8.48% 1.00[007,1512] ‘
Subtotal (95% CI) 25 25 8.5% 1.00[0.07,15.12]
Total events 1 1
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.00 (P =1.00)
2.2.2 vs. non-DG-HAL
03 Alermnrajabi 2022 3 18 4 18 341% 0.75[0.20, 2.88] — e E—
05, Perivoliotis 2021 ] 30 1 el 8.8% 500[062 40.28]
07. Gupta 2011 3 22 1 24 81% 3.27[0.37 2918]
09. Meves 2022 13 22 ] 24 407% 284 [1.21, 6.6E] —
Subtotal (95% CI} 92 96 91.5% 2,30 [1.23,4.32] -
Total events 24 11
Heterageneity: Chi®*= 352, df=3(FP=032),F=15%
Test for overall effect: 2= 2,88 (P =0.010)
Total (95% Cl) 117 121 100.0% 219[1.19,4.03] -
Total events 25 12
Heteragenaity: Chi*= 2.83, df = 4 (P = 0.43); F= 0% Iu.m 0?1 150 prs
Test for overall effect: £= 251 (P=0.01) o . -
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 0.34. df= 1 (P = 0.56). 1= 0% Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

12 3.5 (RS0 QE 5 AHSHARS vs. HESA] 42 5 0|AEIS: A2 23 5
DG-HAL Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Evenis Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H. Fixed. 95% CI
231vs. ST EZSS
23. Brown 2016 2 162 0 178 198% 549[027 113.42] +
Subtotal {(95% CI) 162 178  19.8% 5.49[0.27, 113.52] e —
Total events 2 0
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.10{P=0.27)
2.3.2 vs. non-DG-HAL
26. Perivaliotis 2021 14 30 1 30 41.5% 14.00[1.96, 99.85] —
28. Gupta 2011 3 20 1 23 386%  3.45[0.38, 3059 L)
Subtotal {95% CI) 50 53 B0.2% 8.92[2.13, 37.38] —i———
Total events 17 2
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 083, df=1 (P=033), F=0%
Testfor averall effect £= 299 (P =0.003)
Total (95% CI) 212 231 100.0% 8.24 [2.26, 30.00] —
Total events 19 2
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 0896, df=2 (P=062), F=0% ID.D1 IJ!1 1 1'0 100

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.20 (P =0.001)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=0.08. df=1(P=0.78). F= 0%

1% 3.6 [Z3Mt Rot AHSUEHS vs. EX2E

30

Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]



T T J4E Hugh 3HIA B F #1105k Zpol7t YI9iT
H 3.4 [R3L QLo XSS MARS vs, HXEA] 5 & 0|AEIS: HiH M4
o 1 XK} Za} £d DG-HA x|z
H@ 2 ool | T =
| (9E) = | g ¥ i@ [N [M[so| N[M]|sD| P
=M | 147 | 53 | 48 | 142 | 59 | 52 | NR
Brown VS. Vaiz
1| eote) | mewe | TS | me | 6% | 132 | 41 | 49 | 137 | 4 | 45 | 086
di= =T
19 | 107 | 45 | 45 | 118 | 4 | 47 | 038
Alemrajabi vs. Wexnor ZWH | 18 | 527 | 288 | 18 | 461 | 3.03 | 0.39
2 (2022) non- x| -
DG-HAL | =T oSt 18 | 211 | 156 | 18 | 2.66 | 2.49 | 0.39
operative
=M | 38 | 273 NR | 35 | 296 | NR | NR
Sch vs. Hi
3 C(zu(;‘]r;“)a” non- SN 6 38 | 345 | NR | 35 | 404 | NR | NR
DG-HAL | Fax
oM | 38 | 427 | NR | 35 | 452 | NR | 0.167

QFol: M, mean:; SD, standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not

reported
*FREZSE SN

5 AR HEE AN e w2 2
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

255 Fedt AHSHEEE(DG-HAD I HHE A e} vadt £ § 2180 = SRIFA
o] T AT AeT vlad A2 138, YPAETAVIE ol & AdEA e vlad £ 74,

21.21. 2 3 0[S

79| B SIA W LAPAENA 5 B oINS OR 5 5 F3} 7)7] 9 4Eo0] Busigit

& 5 2@l W) et 23, F 21 frofRt 2fol7F /IITHIH 3.7 RR 0.54, 95% CI
0.16, 1.81).

H 35 [£S1} Q6 AIHSUZTE vs. X[s42] 22 5 04U
al xR o [E¥ ] DG-HAL EES
H| = X |5 4
W (95) . = g Ad| N | n N | n P
Overall
Denoya VS. Intraoperative _
1 (2013) X[SHAX|E | adverse events | © 20 1 20 1 NS
Carvajal Vs, Intraoperative o _
2 (2019) X[S#HZX|& | complication e 20 0 20 0 NR
& & £9(blood loss)
Rorvik Vs, = o ~
1 (2020) R[S |S =2 3 50 46 48 43 0.67
Giarratano VS. = o ~
2| oy PPH == S 50 1 50 3 03
Lucarelli VS. = o _
3 (2013) PPH == S 63 4 61 7 0.482
7|17| &=
Giarratano VS, device
o _
" o) PPH failure S 50 1 50 2 0.55
Lehur VS, device
=] -
2| (016) | PPH+HEM | dysfunctions | © 197 12 196 2 NR
a) MR ©[E3 [ DG-HAL e
H|w 2 ZAMK|E = cH
H| (AE) late il /M8 N[ M[sD|N[M][sD| P
+& & £83(blood loss)
Tsunoda VS. =2t ~
Vo) | zemre 23y ml 2 | B2 0B 2| 7 | 2% 007
Denoya VS. - ~
2 (2013) X[HIRIE =85 ml N | 63|54 | 0 | 62| 38| NS

9Fol: M, mean; SD, standard deviation; PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy
and prolapse stapler; AE, adverse events; NS, Not significant: NR, Not reported
Ao ZES WER A K8 3]
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Experimental Control Risk Ratio

Risk

Ratio

M-H. Random, 95% CI

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H. Random. 95% CI
111vs. QAN S

02 Lee 2021 a 40 24 40 28.8% 0.33[0.17, 0.65]
03. Rorvik 2020 46 50 43 48 31.48% 1.03[0.91,1.17]
Subtotal {95% Cl) 90 88 60.3% 0.60 [0.11, 3.18]
Total events a4 67

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.40; Chi*= 24.12, df=1 (F = 0.00001}); "= 96%
Test for overall effect: Z= 060 (P = 0.55)

1.1.2 vs. BN = (PPH)

15, Giarratano 2018 1 50 3 80 15.3% 0.33[0.04, 3.10]
18, Lucarelli 2013 4 63 7Bl 244% 0.55[0.17, 1.80]
Subtotal (95% CI) 113 111 30.7% 0.50 [0.17, 1.40]
Total events 5 10

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0,16, df=1 (P = 0.69), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.32 (P=0.19)

Total (95% CI) 203 199 100.0% 0.54 [0.16, 1.81]
Total events HEE] 77

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.21; Chi*= 31.30, df= 3 (P =< 0.00001); IF= 90%

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.00(P=0.32)

Testfar subaroun differences: Chi*=0.04. df=1(P=0851. F=0%

I 37 (ESN QEst AHSUBES vs. XHSS] 22 5
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01
Favours [experimental]

]
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10
Favours [control]

2!

100
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H

21.22. 72 2 0|4MS

204 9] 2R Bl Y IAAOIA p F- oV HALSIAH. e 5 A o kS overall)
HERE AR AYH6H), F w7E 7% Aol7t AAUTHLH 3.8; RR 0.89, 95% CI 0.73, 1.08).

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.21vs. A 2A =
10. Trenti 2022 0 KL 1 41 0.9% 0.35[0.01,8.34]
12 Rornik 2020 20 an al 48 13.4% 0.91 [0.87, 1.46] -
21 Zampieri 2012 3 46 12 63 6.1% 037 [011,1.24] - |
Subtotal (95% CI) 135 157 20.4% 0.73[0.47,1.13] ‘.
Total events 23 34

Heterogeneity: Chi®=2.33, df=2 (F=0.31); F=14%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.42 (P =0.16)

1.2.2 vs. AT E M Z(PPH+HEM)

23.Venara 2018 a7 193 49 1834 31.3% 0.91 [0.65, 1.29]
26. Lehur 2016 a7 197 50 196 31.3% 0.94 [0.66, 1.32]
28. Infantino 2012 26 84 27 84  17.0% 0.95 [0.61, 1.49]
Subtotal (95% CI} 475 464 T9.6%  0.93[0.75 1.15]
Total events 120 126

Heterogeneity, Chi*= 002, df= 2 (F=0.99), F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z= 066 (F = 0.51)

Total (95% Cly 610 621 100.0%  0.89 [0.73,1.08]
Total events 143 160

Fosttor ool et o120 oy I 1' RRT
Testfor subaroun differences: Chif= 0.07. df=1 (P = 0.3, F= 0% Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

% 3.8 [230 Kot AASUAHE vs. XAlFE] +& & 0[QHS: WA 018
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H 3.6 [23T} QL6 X[HSUEES vs. X[HE-E] 2 T 0|AEHES: M| 0| MELS
] 1 XX} 2 o £ DG-HAL =&
H| =t H|11
i ) X|E Wiz | g Al N | n N | n P 2
overall
1 Trenti(2022) &HES(complication) vs. A[SHAX|= A 24 39 0 41 4 NR -
50 6 48 11 0.15 GRACE 163 *
2 Rorvik(2020) AE vs. AR |E & 14 50 11 48 3 0.12 GRADE 253 *
50 3 48 5 0.48 GRACE 352 *
3 Leung(2017) SHHZ(complication) vs. X[SHZX|& H 14 40 0 40 0 NR -
4 De Nardi(2014) S (complication) vs. X[SHZX|& H postoperative 24 0 23 0 NR -
L &5 (complication) & N o ) )
5 Zampieri(2012) ol (readmission) vs. X[SHZX|& o postoperative 46 3 63 12 {0.05
6 Bursics(2004) S (complication) vs. AAXE | H early postoperative 30 0 30 0 NR -
47 49
7 Venara(2018)* HAR0| 2ASH 2Kt 4= vs. PPH+HEM bl 374 193 (THD:26, 134 (PPH:35, NR GRADE 1-352*
AM:21) HEM:14)
KU 197 27 196 25 0.78
3] GRADE 152 *
© -1 197 10 196 10 0.99 1=
UE 197 17 196 16 0.87
= GRADE 253
F— < IfE-14 197 2 196 6 0.65
BAZ0| Llict 2tAt 4 5
g | [Lehu016) [SERLENE o PPHHHEM I 197 3 19 9 0.087 N
% GRADE 353 *
pE-14 197 16 196 7 0.055
KU 197 47 196 50 0.7
[mz] C_RQDE _ *
° JhE-14 197 28 196 19 0.17 s
AE A operative 197 10 196 13 NS -
. o L g 171 85 26 84 27 NS -
SHH= o =
9 Infantino(2012) 215 (complication) vs. PPH 5 T e vt 5 o 5 G055 -

efo]: THD, Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization; AMI, Agency for Medical Innovations; PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy and
prolapse stapler: AE, Adverse Events; NS, Not significant: NR, Not reported
*Clavien-Dindo classification

T4-arm study
AZJ9 g2 HEHEA Al A8 3
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

N

T A oVdHES{overall) 9] M/ A B 2= v G, 83, Ale B &, 93, e
3 ot

= l X
A, Higol(dysuria), AA, AlE T 55, AE, EF, A 50l SAHU. HEREA o] 7ks
s i

gt

=
[e)
A #= 85, iR Ao, Ale ¥ 28, I 7

1, Ale ¥ 55, A, eIt

1T.1-" 2 O Oy

=

o

A5(128)0f] sl HEREA 23}, Aspatol vlsl SRl |7t fefsiAl A BAYstAr 1
3.9; RR 0.68, 95% CI 0.48, 0.98).

i 7)5 Zol(9H)of] tiel WleREA Axt & #7215 2Fo| 7 AUt IEH S 3.10; RR 1.02, 95%
CI 0.55, 1.90).

Ale T 2Ol Hish miekt A A, 7 23t fFolRt 2ol JIFHITH™ME 3.11: RR 0.69, 95%
CI0.45, 1.04).

P2 T RGO el HekE A3t =23t felgt Al YItHIE WS 3,12, RR 1.1, 95%
CI 0.42, 2.91).

Al B3 5Tl sl Hekt 23 = 23Eeft Alel7E YT I E WS 3.13; RR 0.66, 95%
C10.36, 1.21).

B ol(Dysuria)ofl thsh HEREA(3H) 23, 7 3t -F-213t Zfo]7} QIRITHTHM S 3.14: RR 0.98,
95% CI 0.4,2, 41).

AR ol WieHE 23}, = 21 7-2J3t Z1o] 7 IItH ™S 3.15: RR 0.2, 95% CI10.04,
1.16).

A3 H)of| thaf HeREA A3}, F 7 3-2l3t Aol 7} GIATHIH WS 3.16; RR 0.47, 95% C10.11,
2.07).

GFGH)Of Hisf HEREA A3t F 272t Aol 7 IATHIHM S 3.17: RR 1.1, 95% CI 0.44,
2.27).
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T 3.7 [28T} QL5 X[HSMHAAE vs. X[Si4a] 2 T 0|MHIZ: EX|E
o B . DG-HAL e
(o | ul 247 n =X A1 = I
” 1HXHSE) Hlu & ZAX| o B HAIH N | - N | - p H|T
it |5 2Ol
‘ N 2t o 2 % 0 39 0 NR NR
SH1: A [ = g () [
Trenti2022) | vs. XI=AIE SXEASailing) 5 24 % 0 9 0 NR NR
2 Ronik(2020) | vs. X[stix| SR Solling) = 19 44 26 45 14 0.75 075
3 Genova(2019) | vs. A[siZX|= X R(Soiling)0 | SALSH SR} 4= 3 1= 45 4 44 9 NR NR
= X & 20 6 20 7 NS NS
‘ ey N = 15 20 1* 20 5* NS NS
SHAX|E =2
Carvajal(2019) | vs. X[SZX|E X (Soiling) o i 0 " 20 P NS \S
= (= 20 1* 20 1* NS -
Denoya(2014) | vs. X|[SH2R|E AR o | &) 34 12 0 15 1 0.362 -
e o 24 24 0 2 0 NR -
De Nardi(2014) | vs. X[3HZX|& A o 24 24 0 23 0 NR -
HXESailing) o 24 24 0 23 0 NR -
o= o ES 20 1 20 1 NS -
L =T o 2% 20 2 20 0 NS -
SHT|A H= [=] T
Denoya(2013) | vs. X[BHZRIE | o o 20 5 20 i S -
=] o PES 20 1 20 1 NS -
= X & 20 13 19 17 NR -
Emer2013) | vs. X[BZR|S X (Sailing) o | 24K 20 3 18 1 NR -
o 19 20 6 18 3 NR -
Venara(2018)™ | vs. PPH+HEM AT e Fut o kY| 193 i 184 I NR | GRADE153*
. —e0 4 "He o = (THD:‘], A,V"g) (H""'H’I,"ENQ) od
b Y| 197 4#* 196 s NR | GRADE1SZ*
BAIS = St g
Lehur(2016) | vs. PPHHHEM Cee e A g 197 0¥ 196 7+ NR | GRADE 152*
i o 174 63 3 61 2 0.975 -
o y | M 63 9 61 7 079 -
Lucarelli(2013) vs. PPH | ° | ok
. O
X ESoll 3 T 10 61 5 0.301 -
BiSoling ° | Enom
. Ea o | 19 e 85 0 84 1 NR -
Infantino(2012) vs. PPH bl o EpeTS, a5 0 81 1 NR -
Festen(2009) vs. PPH HEUTISTORMI bladder dysfunction) | & 65 23 NR 18 1 NR




NEC 220 Q5 R[S AR

o 1= DG-HAL xr=
o | 1RED) | HEz R 5| FENE - S - p | Hm
HX(Soiling) H 6+ 23 1 18 NR NR
+ | vs. XBERES biteotris= et o o 15 0
14| Khafag(2009) vs. PPH (Deterioration of continence) © S 15 0 15 0 NS
QH|(Urinary retension)
1 Lee(2021) vs. A[HER|= QI 3 12A12¢ 40 1 40 11 0.002 -
2 Rorvik(2020) | vs. XA[eiEX|= Q| o 14 50 3 48 0 0.02 | GRADE25=*
3 | Carvajal(2019) | vs. X[eiZX|= kol 3 152 20 2 20 2 0.54 -
N o o early _
4 | Tsunoda(2017) | vs. X[&iZXIE e 3 st e 22 3 22 1 NR
5 Leung(2017) | vs. X[SH2X|& o 3 1% 40 1 40 0 NR -
6 | Denoya(2013) | vs. X[SHZX|& Q| 3 25 20 0 20 4 0.012 -
7 Elmer(2013) vs. A[HER|= QI 3 174 20 4 19 3 NR -
8 Bursics(2004) | vs. X[ei2X|& QN & 1 30 NR 30 1 NR -
* o) e el SR
9 | Venara(2018)" | vs. PPH+HEM | 371 193 (HD4, AMY) 184 (PPH6, HEMIA) NR GRADE 152
a 34 197 11%* 196 10%* NR GRADE 162 *
Qr
10 Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM H o operative 197 10 196 13 NS -
11 Lucarelli(2013) vs. PPH QI 3 171 63 5 61 8 0.517 -
12 | Infantino(2012) vs. PPH Q| & 174 85 5 84 12 NR -
vs. PPH o & Y= 15 0 15 1 NS -
o)
13 | Knafagy(2009) | s isimsia 1 o | 15 0 15 5 NS -
Al& &3 £8(bleeding or hemorrhage)
. -y =4 g 14 50 0 48 1 NR GRADE 252 *
SHR (A == o [ od
1| Rorvik(2020) | vs. RHZRIS Tpia0| Lost 28 R 50 1 48 1 NR | GRACE3bSE*
2 | Tsunoda(2017) | vs. X[i2X|& Z5{Secondary hemorrhage) o postearly " 22 1 22 1 NR -
3 | Carvajal(2019) | vs. X[SHZR|= £ ¥ | postoperative 20 2 20 3 1 -
4 Eimer(2013) | vs. A[SH2ZX|& E5{Secondary hemorrhage) H 174 20 0 19 2 NR -
12% 8*
' . ' NR GRADE 255 *
5 | Venara2018)* Vs £y H It 19 LoD, S0 184 (2.l
PPH+HEM (0 6% NR GRADE 352 %
(THD:0, AMI:0) (PPH4, HEM:2) o=
6 | Garatano2019) vs. PPH &8 H | postoperative 50 1 50 4 0.16 | GRADE1S3*
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= B 5 DG-HAL e
PR CEREE o | BEA DOsHAL TR p B
A ey 1% gr* NR | GRADE2SZ2*
7 | Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM e A pE 197 i 196 2% NR | GRADE2S2*
A I 0% 6+ NR | GRADE3s2*
8 | Infantino(2012) vs. PPH = 3 174 85 5 84 3 NR -
vs. PPH . N 15 1 NS -
9 | Knafagy(2009) | Fig5iix EL | K 2 0 15 0 NS -
8&H(Stenosis)
1 | Rorvik(2020) | vs. X[axle Riake o 14 50 0 48 2 048 | GRACE 3bs2
2 | Genova(2019) | vs. xat2xiz S}o5iR} o 34 45 0 44 0 NR -
3 | Tsunoda(2017) | vs. X[etx|& Slo5iR} = he 22 0 22 0 NR -
4 | Denoya(2014) | vs. X[SH2XIS SIEEE Y| & 3 12 0 15 0 NR -
5 | De Nardi(2014) | vs. x[a#2xj& SIoBiR} o 24 24 0 23 0 NR -
6 | Venara(2019)! vs. s1o5ixt 3 e 198 o* 18 o NR | GRADE3SZ*
PPH+HEM (THD:0, AMI:0) (PPHO, HEMIO)
7 | Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM Sl2aixt A Ih 197 0% 196 1 NR | GRADE3S2*
Sexol HH
1| Tsunoda(2017) | vs. X[aHx|& =P o post;'zre'fanve 22 3 22 1 NR -
2 | Elmer(2013) | vs. x[at2xjs e o 4 20 0 19 2 NR -
3 | Venara(2018)* PPH\:-SHEI\/I =T =i Y 198 (THD:& e 184 (PPI-I:O(,)HHEI\/I:O) NR | GRADE3S2*
4 | Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM el bl ey 197 1 196 0% NR | GRADE3s2*
5 | Infantino(2012) vs. PPH =r) 3 Ve 85 2 84 3 NR -
AX(scars or wound)
1| Trenti(2022) | vs. Xsxle AR = 24 39 0 M 4 0.116 -
N - 3h 45 42 44 NR NR -
2 | Genova(2019) | vs. X[GiZ2X|& = g 14 15 13 44 NR NR -
3 | Carvajal(2019) | vs. X[BiZx|E = 671 20 0** 20 1 NR -
4 | Denoya(2014) | vs. X[SHEXIE Y| (&% 3 12 0 15 1 0.362 -
Alg 28 55
1| Venara(2018)t | vs. PPH+HEM ! kY= 193 & 184 & NR GRADE 252 *
(THD'6, AM:2) (PPH6, HEM2)




NEC 220 Q5 R[S AR

[ — XIS
2| e | emz ZaR|E S =ma DEHAL HEEE p | Hm
Yz =5 o | i > " NR | GRADE3SZ*
e e ° = (THD0, AM:0) (FPHO, HBVI) °
UHS Q= MU ES a K% = 197 gr* 196 7= NR | GRADE2SZ*
2 Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM MUSHES bl JhE-1E 34 0 21 0 NR GRADE 252 *
55 al K= 64 0 68 1 NR GRADE 352 *
3 | Lucarelli(2013) vs. PPH AE &S 3 174 63 8 61 4 0.161 -
4 Infantino(2012) vs. PPH 30 O XISH &5 3 14 eh 85 0 84 3 NR -
 Hi:=Z0H(Dysuria)
1 Denoya(2013) vs. X[ei2X|& HH e HO0H o ES 20 1 20 1 NS -
2 Lucarelli(2013) vs. PPH HH e 0K H V= 63 3 61 4 0.964 -
3 Infantino(2012) vs. PPH HH e 0K H (V= 85 ) 84 4 NR -
X|=(Fissure)
1 Denoya(2014) | vs. X[oH2X|& g ¥ | k34 12 0 15 1 0.362 -
2 Venara(2018)T | vs. PPH+HEM X 3 3 193 (THDZ11, AMO) 184 (PPI-HZT-EI\/H) NR GRADE3SE*
3 Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM x| H KU 197 1*¥ 196 2%* NR GRADE 382 *
&Z(Hematoma)
1 Giarratano(2018) vs. PPH =ES H | postpoperative 50 0 50 2 0.15 | GRADE2S=*
2 | Lucarelli2013) vs. PPH 8= ¥ = 63 4 61 2 0.463 -
3 | Infantino(2012) vs. PPH =53 H = 85 5 84 4 NR -
Z(Infection)
1 Rorvik(2020) vs, A[HAX|& e A 1 50 2 48 0 NR GRADE 252 *
74 yIE] *% *% =%
2 | Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM =4 24 7 yﬁgéﬂjﬁ lg; S lgg 2 HE S%E 1;5
id(Fever)
1| Rovik(2020) | vs. Xlataxis b= g 1d 50 1 48 0 0.5 | GRADE 152*
2 Bursics(2004) | vs. X[iZX|= B 3 B3 30 NR 30 9 NR -
EHIIE(Impaction)
1| Venara(2018)" | vs. PPH+HEM Sy o | 193 > 184 & N | GraDE 153
B (THD:4, AM:1) (PPH4, HEMY) | NR
Fal Y= 197 H*¥ 196 6** NR GRADE 182 *
2 Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM el == 2 ey 197 v 19 - NR | GRADE1S2*
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of —
S inmes | ez x|z Sommna POHAL A p | Hz
n Ji
Tis==(Reopertation) - ‘ ’
1 Elmer(2013) | vs. X[8iZX|= N 3 170 20
oh— 3 = 1 19 NR NR -
2 Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM PUESS ] 2 *x
Ssi(S tg) T 3 JE-14 197 18 196 7** NR GRADE 352 *
1 Trenti(2022) vs. X[giZX|E FA & 24 3
o | = — 9
I3 (Septic) ) :
1| Bursicst2008) |- ApietIfy g | o 30 0 30 0 NR | SVDEZSE
Vs, e | S Y Y Y MY T GRADE 2 eoi
5 postoperitlve GRADE 252 *
2 | Lehur(2016) | vs. PPH+HEM et I i I 197 L 190 2 NR..| GRADE 255
e s ral 1A 197 0** 196 0** NR GRADI 2;*
Symptomatic anal complication (X, &H S) 22
1 Venara(2018)t | vs. PPH+HEM Synptorm_tic ar_lal complication | E 18 6"
(xR EHS) H Y= 193 (HD0, AV9 184 (PPHS, FEVH) NR GRADE 162 *
2 Lehur(2016) | vs. PPHHHEM Syrrptoma_tlca;nal conplication vl 3ZH% 197 18%* 196 10%* NR GRADE 182 *
e (= R=5ES ] Pl 1A 197 3*¥ 196 11** NR GRADE 182 *
od
1| Trenti2022) | vs. xist2RIS E%e 8e
= (sphincter lesions) 3 24 39 0 4 1 0.429 -
27108 H | postoperative 40 35 40 1 NR -
2 Lee(2021) VS ilgH:ilA _‘?__?‘DE IE-JL)IK_7|' ZIE',{ Do:| pOGTOperatlve 40 5 40 4 NR -
P EE (edema) FSES bS] s i
MaIHA- H | postoperative 40 0 40 25 NR -
. 7t 6l B | postoperative 40 0 40 14 NR -
S5, £ E= |HRIC= Qlsh o
QoIS 3 1= 50 2 48 5 0.15 | GRADE15=*
= EE ST B R gl = = 50 ==
3 | Rowik2020) | vs. RS | E5 BH = HpROR oIt | . ° i ° O
x7(018)/THel 3 14 50 6 48 2 0.12 | GRADE2s=*
AHY | 14 50 NR 48 1 048 | RAE3ass*
%‘_’F g = 50 1 48 1 0.48 G?ADES_b%*
4 | Genova(2019) | vs. X[3H2X|& s S:":i' e e Ik 45 NR a4 4 NR -
e B E?:: AKIEM:L o 1 45 0 44 0 NR Z
P! VS. NS So L 7}—/521: I?:):' 67H% 46 O 68 O NR -




NEC 220} Q5| X|HSU AR

A
aEEa

o B DG-HAL Asrs

i 247 Io =1 I
o 1MXHSHE) Hln 2| E o | SYAHE N 0 N n p H|1
6 Infantino(2012) vs. PPH S & 14 e 85 0 84 1 NR -

¢Fol: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; THD, Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization; AMI, Agency for Medical Innovations; PPH, procedure for

prolapse and hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy and prolapse stapler; NR, Not reported; NS, Not significant
*Clavien-Dindo classification

o FAkgo] MRS IAbE TR T
T3-arm study
T4-arm study
AZJ9 g2 HEHEA Al A8 3
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DG-HAL
Events Total

Control
Study or Subgroup

Risk Ratio

Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Risk Ratio
M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

1.31vs. A& 22X =

11. Lee 2021 1 40 11 40 15.7% 0.091[0.01, 0.67] e —

12, Rorvik 2020 3 50 0 48 0.7% B.73[0.36, 126.89]

14, Carvajal 2019 2 20 2 20 2.9% 1.00[0.16, 6.42]

18 Tsunoda 2017 3 22 1 22 1.4% 3.00[0.34, 26.66] I

16. Leung 2017 1 40 0 40 0% 2.00([013,71.81]

19. Denaoya 2013 0 20 4 20 B.4% 0.11 [0.01, 1.94]

20. Elmer 2013 4 20 3 19 4.4% 1.27[0.33, 4.83] I

30. Khafagy 2009 o 15 5 15 7.9%  0.08[0.01,1.51]

Subtotal {95% CI) 227 224 401%  0.56 [0.31, 1.02] &

Total events 14 26

Hetarogeneity: Chi®= 13.84, df = 7 (P = 0.08); F= 43%

Testfor overall effect: £=1.89 (P = 0.06)

1.3.2 vs. A EH| S{PPH+HEM)

23 %enara 2018 11 193 10 184 146% 1.05[0.46, 2.41] -1

26. Lehur 2016 11 187 10 186 14.3% 1.09[0.48, 2.52] -

27 Lucarelli 2013 ] 63 8 61 11.6% 0.6110.21,1.74] -

28 Infantino 2012 ] a5 12 a4 17.2% 0.411[015,1.12] —

30. Khafagy 2008 a 15 1 15  21% 0.33[0.01, 7.58]

Subtotal {95% CI) 553 540 59.9% 0.76 [0.49, 1.19] &

Total events 3z 41

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.20, df= 4 (P =0.53); F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=118(P=024)

Total (95% CI) 780 764 100.0% 0.68 [0.48, 0.98] L 2

Total events 46 67

Heterageneity: Chi®= 16.80, df=12 (P = 0.16); F= 29% uu:us 0:1 ] 1:0 250

Testfar averall effect Z= 210 {P = 0.04) T L .

Testfor subarous diferances: CHiF= 0.65. df= 1 (P = 0.42). F= 0% Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]
O3 3.9 [Z30} Rot XHSUARS vs. R|lie2] 2 F 0|MHE: 2

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

1141 vs, A ZAE

12. Rorvik 2020 26 44 14 45 227% 1.80[1.15,3.13] —

13. Genowa 2019 4 45 g 44 14.4% 0.43[0.14,1.31] -

14. CGarvajal 2019 1 20 1 20 4.4% 1.00[0.07, 14.90]

17. Denoya 2014 a 12 1 18 34% 0.41[0.02,9.29]

20. Elmer 2013 B 20 3 18 12.8% 1.80[0.53,6.16] -

Subtotal {95% Cl) 141 142 57.9% 1.17 [0.56, 2.43] -

Total events ar 28

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 026, Chi*=6.78 di= 4 (P=0159);, F=41%

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.41 (P = 0.68)

1.14.2 vs. ASZ | = (PPH+HEM)

23 Venara 2018 4 193 13 184 14.4% 0.281[0.10,0.88] -

26. Lehur 2016 4 197 2 196 8.9% 1.99[0.37,10.74] I

27. Lucarelli 2013 10 63 ] 61 15.5% 1.84 [0.70, 5.34] T

28. Infantino 2012 a a5 1 84 33% 0.33[0.01,7.497]

Subtotal {95% CI) 538 525 421% 0.88 [0.27, 2.84] —~elii——

Total events 13 al

Heterogeneity: Taw®=0.79; Chi*=7.44 df= 3 (F = 0.06); F=60%

Testfor overall effect £=0.21 {(F=0.83)

Total {95% Cl) 679 667 100.0% 1.02 [0.55, 1.90]

Total events 54 49

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.37; Chi®= 16.02, df= 8 (P = 0.04); F= 50% =u p” u=1 ] 1=n 1nu=

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.07 (P = 0.99)
Testfar subaroun differences: Chi*=016. df=1 (P=069. F=0%

J% 3.10 (2SI} REot Xt SHARS

vs. X[Sie=

]

Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

& 2 0[S HiH7|S Fol
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NEC/\ =zsngmsassuzse
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
141 vs. 2T S
12. Rorvik 2020 1 Al 2 4a 4.0% 042004 512
14, Caryajal 2019 2 20 3 20 5.9% 067012 3.57] —
148 Tsunoda 2017 1 22 1 22 20% 1.00([0.07, 15.00]
20 Elmer 2013 1} 20 2 14 5.0% n19[0.01,373 *
30, Khafagy 2009 0 14 ] 15 10.8% 0.09 [0.01,1.51] *
Subtotal (95% CI) 127 124  27.7% 0.35[0.13, 0.95] —~l——
Taotal events 4 13
Heterogeneity, Chi®=2.25 df=4 (P = 0.69), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=2.07 (P = 0.04)
1.4.2 vs. KIHE K| = (PPH+HEM)
23 Wenara 2018 12 1493 14 184 281% 082039173 .
24, Giarratano 2018 1 a0 4 a0 T.8% 0.25[0.03, 2.16]
26 Lehur 2016 12 1487 14 196 275% 0.85[0.40,1.80] —
28 Infantino 2012 a a5 3 a4 5.9% 1.65[0.41, 667] - 1
30, Khafagy 2009 0 14 1 14 2.9% 0.33[0.01, 7.58]
Subtotal (95% CI) 540 529 T2.3% 0.82 [0.51,1.30] <
Taotal events an 36
Heterogeneity, Chi®=2.45 df=4 (P =0.69), F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.85 (P = 0.40)
Total (95% Cl) 667 653 100.0%  0.69 [0.45, 1.04] S o
Tatal events 34 44
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 5.94, df=8 (P = 0.75); F= 0% Iu.m 0?1 150 a0

Test for overall effect: Z=1.76 {P = 0.08)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=2.29. df=1 (P=0.13). F= 56.2%

Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

O 311 (RS} RT3 AHSHALS vs. X3$2] £4 £ 0|NES: AlS T &Y
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H. Fixed, 95% CI
1.5 vs. AJE 2R &
08, Tsunoda 2017 3 22 1 22 132%  3.00[0.34, 26 66]
11. Elmer 2013 a 20 2 19 337% 019001, 373 ¢ =
Subtotal {95% CI) 42 41 46.9%  0.98 [0.23, 4.09] —~———
Total events 3 3
Heterogeneity: Chif= 217, df=1 (P =014}, F= 54%
Testfor overall effect 2= 0.03 {F = 0.98)
1.5.2 vs. K|S EH| S(PPH+HEM)
14, Venara 2018 1 193 0 184  67% 286([012 6978
17. Lehur 2016 1 197 0 196  BE% 298[012 7283
149, Infanting 2012 2 84 3 A4 397% 0.BE 011, 3.84] B E—
Subtotal (95% CI) 475 464 531%  1.23[0.33, 4.53] ~e——
Total events 4 3
Heterageneity: Chi®=1.05, df=2 (P =0.59); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect Z=0.31 (P =076
Total (95% Cl) 517 505 100.0%  1.11[0D.42, 2.91]
Tatal events 7 g
Heterogeneity: Chi*=3.19, df=4(P=053), F=0% ID.D1 0 1' 1'0 100

Test for overall effect Z=0.21 (F=0.83)

Testfor subaroun diferences: Chif=0.05.df=1 (P=082) . F=0%

O 3.12 [X2T} Qo) XSS M AR vs.
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Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]
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Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.7.2 vs. \IE E M| = (PPH+HEM)

14. Venara 2018 8 183 9 184 36.4% 0.85[0.33,219]

17. Lehur 2016 8 197 g 196 31.7% 0.89[0.38, 2.60]

18. Lucarelli 2013 i} 63 4 61 18.0% 0.11[0.01,1.96] *

18. Infantino 2012 i} a5 3 84 13.9% 0.14[0.01,269) *

Subtotal {95% CI) 538 525 100.0% 0.66 [0.36, 1.21] -

Total events 16 24
Heterogeneity: Chif= 352 df=3 (P =032 F=15%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.33 (F=0.18)

Total {(95% CI) 538 525 100.0% 0.66 [0.36, 1.21] .
Total events 16 24
Heterogeneity: Chif= 352 df=3{P=032F=15%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.33(P=018)

Testfor subaroun differences: Mot applicable

J2 313 22T Rrot XASUEERS vs. X[AlF-E] & T O|HES: Mg HH S5

001 04 10 100
Favours [experimentall Favours [Contral)

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed. 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.7 1vs. A8 2R &

19. Denoya 2013 1 20 1 20 11.0% 1.00([0.07,14.90] i
Subtotal {95% CI) 20 20 11.0% 1.00 [0.07, 14.90]
Total events 1 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: 2= 0.00 {F = 1.00)

1.7.2 vs. AJRHE NI &(PPH)

27 Lucarelli 2013 3 63 4 61 447% 073017, 3.11] —
28. Infantino 2012 i 84 4 g4 44.3% 1.24[0.34, 4.44] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 148 145 89.0%  0.98 [0.38, 2.54] i
Total events 8 g

Heterogeneity: Chif=0.29, df=1 (P =0.59), F= 0%
Testforoverall effect Z=0.04 (P =0.87)

Total (95% CI) 168 165 100.0%  0.98 [0.40, 2.41]
Total events 9 ]
1

Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.29, df=2 (P =087), F=0% ID.D1 D!1 1ID 1DDI

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.04 (F = 0.97) . - y
Testfor subaroun differences: Shif= 0.00. df= 1 (P = 0.88%. F= 0% Favours [expenimental] Favours [Control]

O3 3.14 [230} R0t XSHSWAES vs. XS+S] 2 F 0[S ik O (dysuria)

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H. Fixed, 95% CI
1.6.1 vs. A& 2 X &
04, Carvajal 2014 a 20 1 0 03% 033001, 777
06 Tsunoda 2017 a 34 4 41 a84% 0.12[0.01,210 * i
08. Denoya 2014 a 14 1 15 203% 0.33[0.01, 7.48]
Subtotal {95% CI) 74 76 100.0%  0.20 [0.04, 1.16] ——e——
Total events a 4
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.33, df=2 (P =0.84); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=180(F =0.07)
Total (95% CI) 74 76 100.0%  0.20 [0.04,1.16] ————
Total events a g . . .
Hre - - - SR =
Heterogeneity, Chi®=0.33, df=2(P=0.85), F=0% ID.IZI1 Df1 1'D 100'

Testfor overall effect 2=1.80 {F = 0.07)
Testfor subaroun differences: Not apnlicable

T2 3.15 [0} R0} XHSMAHE vs. XSHra] 2 T 0[S N

Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]
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Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H. Fixed. 95% Cl M_-H. Fixed, 95% CI
1.8.1vs, A 22X =
08. Denoya 2014 u] 12 1 15 24.9% 0.41 [0.02, 9.25]
Subtotal (95% CI) 12 15 24.9%  0.41[0.02,9.25]
Total events 0 1

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Test for owerall effect 2= 0.56 (F = 0.58)

1.8.2 vs. Aj# 2} & (PPH+HEM)

14 Venara 2018 1 193 2 184 3749% 0.48 [0.04,5.21]
17. Lehur 2016 1 197 2 186 3F1% 0.580[0.05, 5.44]
Subtotal {95% CI) 390 380 T751% 0.49 [0.09, 2.64]
Total events 2 4

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.00, df=1 (P = 0.98); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=0.83 (F = 0.40)

¢

Total (95% CI) 402 395 100.0% 0.47 [0.11, 2.07]
Total events 2 g
Heterogeneity, Chi#= 0.01, df= 2 (P = 1.00); 7= 0% f t t

0.01 0.1 10 100
Test for overall effect Z=1.00 (P = 0.32) .
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= 0.01. df=1 (P =0.4921 F= 0% Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

17 3.16 RS0 QL5 XIHSUBHS vs. X|342] 45 5 0[AS: X|Z

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed. 95% Cl M-H. Fixed. 95% CI
1.9.2vs, AsHEH =
24, Giarratano 2018 ] 50 2 50 29.2% 0.20[0.01, 4.08] * =
27. Lucarelli 2013 4 63 2 61 23.8% 1.94[0.37 1019 S I —
28. Infantino 2012 ] a5 4 84 47.0% 1.24[0.34, 4 44] f
Subtotal {95% CI) 198 195 100.0%  1.10[0.44, 2.72]
Total events ] a
Heterogeneity: Chi=1.71, df=2 (P=0.43), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 020 {F = 0.84)

Total (95% CI) 198 195 100.0%  1.10[0.44,2.72]
Total events q a

Heterogeneity: Chi=1.71, df= 2 (P =043}, F= 0% ID.D1 D!1 11 110 o0

Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

Testfor overall effect £Z=0.20 (P = 0.84)
Testfor subaroun differences: Mot anolicable

O% 3.17 [2230 Kot XHSUAHE vs. X&H+E] £2 T 0|3 E@F
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GHO] Eo|A v 7] 5-2] A2 v A, B 5 31, HH| 2R ARE-Z HATs|iTt. o] F HEREA 0]
7s8h v H4x(4H)of| Tl A5 A}, F -2l ol 7t Yls Al E UERHTHI " s 3. 18;
SMD -0.29, 95%3 CI -0.71, 0.14). ‘1}~ 1¥(Denoya et al., 2013)01 e ok B9t Hﬂ‘ﬂ

Qo1 Aol g, ol 1u%<zamplen et ol 201209141 A Aol Aol Az
#u)7} A E R A17o] SLolahAl B9k, H T 67he Ao B0l thrct wulok
A}go] oI5 B Atk

H 3.8 [23L Ko} XSiSHEESE vs. X[Hps] 2 § O|HEHS: HiH Mo
A | 1XXt HlZ Zat ot =4 DG-HAL xsiss
Wl@s) | T P 9| M8 [ N[ M[sD|[N|[M][sD| P
1 (Tzrgg') siotaxs | VareyER | mA| 24 02 | 08 | 30 | 02 | 06 | o
Hel e
pe) =0
A | ™A B =9 | 013 9 | 012
Wexner & Mo 14 43 ~3 | R 44 %2 | IR on
9 Rorvik VS. 40 48
(2020) | RIBHERIE . Rl HR:
Revised Fecal =0 | o1 0| 07
i A ] L n
IncorEience S 19 41 20 | 1R 45 ~0| R 043
=T 20 2.0
S 22 1.1 b.44 22 04 5.64 0.3
FISI M4 T 74 2 0.3 2.72 2 1.1 6.02 0.52
. Tsunoda vs. Y =] 22 1.1 6.61 22 1.1 427 0.15
% |BHL X |
Q17) | *Et=RtE =E | 2 | 16 | 38| 2 | 2 | 54 | 015
ODSEe | ma| VKR | 2 | 3 |47 | 2 | 3 | 35 | 09
K7 =] 22 1.8 3.89 22 1.8 3.89 09
Denoya vs. 512 SQtHHHH -
4| oo | xsians = 3 | o2z 20 | 11 ] 07| 20 | 08| 08 | NS
il N post-
. 46 1.3 09 68 15 1.2 006
5 Zampieri VS. 712t cays operative (
(2012) | XHZRIE
HHH|F AL - = SIHZOA] CHEFEC} #H|OF ARR0| B MRS (p<0.05)
obszae |ma| 12\ e |26 | 1 | & |35 | 15 | 00
Infantino 67112 ' ) ) '
6 (2012) vs. PPH 1
Wexner M%= | B4 67I|1_94 5o RS RI0= A

eFol: M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; FISI, Fecal
Incontinence Severity Index; ODS, obstructed defecation syndrome; IQR, Inter Quatile Range: NS, Not
significant

HE JSE BESE A

AL IE e et A 28 g
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV. Random, 95% CI
1151 vs, A# 2R &
10, Trenti 2022 02 08 36 0.2 0B 39 M47% 0.00 [0.45, 0.45] -
12. Rorik 2020 o 275 41 o 174 45  257% 000042 0432] I B
18, Tsunoda 2017 0g 18 22 1.8 389 22 205% -0.32 [0.92,0.27] - 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 99 106  70.9% -0.07 [-0.34, 0.21] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 090, df= 2 (P = 0.64); F=0%
Testfor overall efiect Z=0.49 (P =0.62)

1.15.2 vs. XISEH Z(PPH)

28, Infantino 2012 26 1 85 3457 14 24 291% -0.76 [-1.07,-0.45] —

Subtotal (95% Cl) 85 84  29.1% -0.76 [-1.07, -0.45] -

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=4.76 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 184 190 100.0% -0.29 [-0.71, 0.14] —~i—

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.13; Chi*= 11.46, df= 3 (P = 0.008); F= 74% '1 -DIS 7 DIS 1'
Testfor overall effect Z=1.33 (P = 0.18) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= 10.86. df=1 (P = 0.001. F=90.5%

38 3.18 [=3T Kot XHSUBHE vs. XS] HiEH H

iR

18(Lee et al., 2021)9] FRINA =& F oVJHI-S-O =2 RE2 HIIsIG o, Hizato] vls] SALA

85 M7t foIsHA stk

H 3.9 [220 RS XHSUAHE vs. X[lE] 8 T 0|MUS: 23 Hp
1Xx} Znp | o | =¥ DG-HAL XHrE
o1 H| D2 =
T @) | M= | xm | @ N[ M [SD]| N s | P
Lee VS. 8E | .| post-
1 0021) | xpimre | mar | T operative 40 0.256 | 0.67 40 465 | 1.05 | <0.001

eFol: M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation
*04: 5o HolA| ok 27! mild % 44 15 6 A 1%
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2.2. 2ty

FIL B TAE9] BEEAT} XS0 met wb AT E
s

=
==

=4

=8, AT

o}, AjAle, A

HpE7IA19] 7178, 4 T ATEGRARE A7), A, SR, s0] 4, 4w Honol

15717 9742 55} shof AAISHSITh

2.2.1. ST QES} AHSUHELS vs,

7]
HI
kX
>
Jz

291 Sl XM= A L<L(DG-HAL) T}

41
Eﬁ
%
~|
k3
&

2] FARHA Bl AW AN S8 B AR SE T &

%oﬂ Huﬂ Q-x]-

= 1¥H(Ahamd et al., 2021 = &= &4 &
H(Schuurman et al., 2012)2 5414 o3-S HII5HA] YUttt

H310 (221} QT5t AIHSUATE vs. HESA] S 24 3K &
% 15X} 4 o Ct = DG-HAL HESA
251010 > 60 50 60 49 | 0.559
(NOEbEIe:dTn 0| @ 67t 60 | 51 | 60 | 50 | 0.54
14 60 49 60 51 0.597
= 60 9 60 10 NS
midEd | g he 60 |8 60 |10 | NS
(Mild bleedmg) < o1z
1 Ahmad Vs, (= 60 7 60 7 NS
(2021) non-DG-HAL | Moderate &Y > 60 1 60 0 NS
(Moderate 3 (= 60 0 60 0 NS
bleeding) = 60 1 60 0 NS
AlZt5t £5 ES 60 1 60 0 NS
(Severe H 67112 60 1 60 0 NS
bleeding) 14 60 0 60 0 NS
£ QS R 38 3 35 8 NR
(Blood H 6 38 14 35 15 NR
loss_none) 674 38 24 35 30 NR
Schuurman Vs mild &8 R 38 22 35 22 NR
2 e (Blood = 62 38 [ 24 | 35 |18 | NR
loss_mild) 671 38 13 35 5 NR
Aot &5 ESN R 38 13 35 5 NR
(Blood 3 6d 38 0 35 2 NR
loss_severe) 674 38 2 35 0 NR

9Fo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; NS, Not significant
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NEC/\ =zsngcstxpisuzis
£¢ 45 B3t 13H(Schuurman et al., 2012)04 2432 6719 A1 &8 A= F 2l
Ajol7} gl Ao Bistet

H3.11 (RS0 REG AIHSUZYS vs. HES4] 58 B4
A 15X}t Za | o _ DG-HAL HX=Al
H| @2 EX™A|H

W | @z | "MF I xm | g B8 "N TwmM[so| N [ M]|so| P

Schuur Vs, =z BT ER 38 | 277 | NR 35 | 337 | NR NR
1 -man non-— EAE* e 6 38 | 405 | NR | 35 | 45 | NR NR

(2012) | DGHAL | =7 | ®% =] 38 | 445 | NR | 35 | 486 | NR | 0.221

eFol: M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not

reported
"5 YA ARE A BT eSS 54
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2.2.1.2. XSS
6He| FAR A B AFAIECNA AeSAdst B A B2 AL} SR ¢, AT
Wd7HA1 9] 28713, AHSS Ha-E HALSIRHE 3.10).

A HSAFLS) TR} (6H)of| ol HEREASH A3, F 7Rt Alol= QIItHIE ™S 3.19; RR
1.02, 95% CI 0.83, 1.25).

= S d ko) = A =] = i
21 9] TN XASA ANA7IA] 9] 48717 H A SFAY A 4eof] sl B arstgict. 1#(Shehata et
L= A O J181=% L=
al., 201901 Tl B)h ZAZAA Al T HehEAo] A= t7A] 2841710 o Agiont,
= o o = = 1 = Z =
T2 BAA o2 Er 2 HskA] ottt o2 1#H(Brown et al., 2016)914+= 43 63
= rd kel = 7 =20 L O 015
AVEolH EAlo] tzol sl fols) AeiE4t 47} B ko), 19 AlolAE = 27kl
o]} = Fo 2 Bustgr
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

2101 vs, P EAES

01. Shehata 2019 22 258 24 25 221% 0.892[0.78,1.08] .

02, Brown 2016 38 123 35 131 13.2% 1.16[0.78,1.70] ]

Subtotal (95% Cl) 148 156  35.3% 1.00 [0.70, 1.44] -

Total events 60 59

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.05; Chi®=3.05, df=1{P=0.08);, F=67%

Test for overall effect. 2= 0.02 (P =099}

2.10.2 vs. non-DG-HAL

04, Perivaliotis 2021 148 30 a 30 4.4% 3.00101.25, 7.21]

06, Shuurman 2012 29 a8 30 35 197% 089071, 1.11] T

Subtotal (95% Cl) 68 65 24.1% 1.55 [0.36, 6.71] e —

Total events 44 34

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.01; Chi*=10.53, df=1 (P = 0.001); F=91%

Test for overall effect. 2= 059 (P = 0.548)

2103vs. S0H

08 Ahmad 2013 111 116 104 129 246% 1.1911.08,1.30] -

Subtotal (95% CI) 116 129 24.6% 1.19[1.08, 1.30] +

Total events 111 104

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.61 (P =0.0003)

2104 vs. AslaH

09. Meves 2022 148 22 22 24 161% 0.74 [0.585, 1.01] —=

Subtotal (95% Cl) 22 24 16.1% 0.74 [0.55, 1.01] ’

Total events 15 22

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.87 (P = 0.08)

Total (95% CI) 354 374 100.0% 1.02 [0.83, 1.25] *

Total events 230 220

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04, Chi®= 2217, df=5 (P =0.0008);, F=77% D!'I sz D!S é é 1'0

Testfor overall effect Z= 018 (P =0.85)
Testfor suboroun diferences: Chi®= 8.67. df= 3(P = 0.03). F= 65.4%

O3 3.19 [Z30 Rot XIHSHARS vs. EXEA]] XHSH2AS} §A}

Favours [control]  Favours [experimental]
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

H 3.12 [2ST} RTot XHSUHES vs. EESA]] XHS A5}
| 1X%} ct =3 DG-HAL HX=Al
H|m 2 AWK E
Shehata VS. SH0| 2FH5| 7= o
U o019 | mesezms | T sma g | o 25 22 25 24 | 062
=0 | SKIK| Ot=
o ';;Am =y | e 143 | 13 | 150 | 44 | Qoo
Brown VS. S
2 £ H 150 5 146 2 NR
—DHHCZ4% =A q
(Q016) | eu=a ogalri”t% ¥ | & 137 | 52 | 142 | 44 | o
= 14 123 38 131 3B | 042
3 Pf%oz“f)“s e | BopEEs | | @ | a0 | 15 | 0 | 5 [o006
4 Schuurman VS. SHO| T 2K} 2~ o o= 38 25 35 28 0.172
(2012) | non-DG-HAL (ERI=) ° | e 38 29 35 30 | 0.298
_ 120 116 | 100 | 129 79 | (0.05
Z=Al | sl
5 /?;5?2? o nglq“f*“ % | kR | 116 | 108 | 129 | 98 | (005
o =N = 116 | 1M 129 | 104 | (0.05
S NIPN N =
NG NES g | o 22 15 24 22 | 0.045
(complete)
e SN
6 Neves V. Bt eiRt4 ] 14 22 5 24 2 0.175
(2022) Zsi08] (partial)
WNEAE R=ie o u )
SN/ EVVES = 14 22 2 24 0 | 0284
(Therapeutic)
A7 HAlpt skt | o 14 22 15 24 22 | 0.131
| 1X%} ct =3 DG-HAL HX=Al
H|m 2 AWK E =
| (AE) i x| 9| Nd [N[M[sD/N[M][sD| P
X[RHS 0| 2F5|
Shehata VS.
] THNE T 77 e Y _ .
1| ootg | moveams H*i@Hmw [ 674 25| 58| NR| 25| 51| NR| MR
=M | 50| 64| 3 | 146 | 65| 33| NR
p | Brown vs. spEa e | ma | e 1373 e w4 35 ] 00
14 123 36| 33| 131 | 36| 32| 08

eFol: M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not
reported

" QB A7} 08 E 18 B 5

o 157 w2 THF: 0-182 Ao AR (cure) ek et

AZFH g HEREA Al A-8d 7
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2.2.1.3. Ml

40) SRS 1 TN Fol A AN 2 Hsteich AAI&E)ol el ey A} T 27
B9J5}F Zpol= QATHIHWM S 3.20; RR 0.63, 95% CI 0.35, 1.14).
H 313 [2S0 Rot X5 H AR vs. EXESA] MA|E
o 1XXF ct - DG-HAL N
H|2 3 QX E ZEXIA|I™
FlaaE | e @ e | 4 | s | 3 | o
stz | 4
1 Brown . 4o Bt & 3 19 161 7 176 | 23 NR
(2016) TPHEZES | FTLAR(EH)S
B wo sixra | B 14 1| 7 | 176 | 4 NR
It AN&SHE
4o it & o 19 161 1 176 | 2 NR
Perivoliotis vs. Whes g2 o E
2 | @) | non-DG-HAL SRt 4 e (= % | 8 | 0| 8 | 005
Al=0| QS =
3 Schuurmen VS, M liER'}* = A 6% K] 8 b 2 0.114
[ M
(2012) non_DG_HAL (%XI’E_’L) Ijo:| 67H_%| 33 6 35 3 03%
Ahmad THA|=0| TSt
o7 = u] TH

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; RBL, rubber band ligation; EH,
excisional haemorrhoidectomy: SH, stapled haemorrhoidopexy
g e vER A 48 21

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
2121 vs. QU EASNS
23, Brown 2016 29 161 B0 176 35.5% 0.53[0.36, 0.78] &
Subtotal (95% Cl) 161 176 35.5% 0.53 [0.36, 0.78] <>
Total events 29 1]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £=3.22 (F=0.001)

2.12.2 vs. non-DG-HAL

26. Perivoliotis 2021 a 30 a 30 22.8% 1.00[0.43, 2.31] —

27. Shuurman 2012 3 3a 3 35 13.8% 1.84 [0.50, 6.81] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 68 65 36.7% 1.20[0.59, 2.42] -

Total events 14 11

Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.00; Chi*= 060, df=1 (P=044) F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 0449 (P=0E62)

2123 04

29, Ahmad 2013 10 116 36 129 27.8% 0.31[0.16, 0.59] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 116 129 27.8% 0.31 [0.16, 0.59] -
Total events 10 36

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: £= 3.42 (F=0.0004)

Total (95% Cl) 345 370 100.0% 0.63 [0.35, 1.14] -
Total events 53 107
Testfor subaroup differences: Ghit= 7.67. df= 2 (F = 0.02. F= 73.8% Favours [experimental] - Favours [control]

38 3.20 [=30 Rrot XAASHEES vs. EXEA] MAIE
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NEC Z20 QT XHSUATS

2.2.1.4. A i#7x|e] 712t

S Hf7ER 9] 717k sl Hargt Zel2 /i3l
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2.2.15. &2 #3 K&
7] HAIMIA H| W JAAHOA & T 55 BAlsH &R} 5 A7 QY717 AEA AR, &
¥ 55 W48 e TRl AR BT,
4 F5E BT B4 FGH)E vERA Fak 27 RO Aol YrkaIU NS 3.21: RR
1.07, 95% CI 0.39, 2.93).
B 314 221} QES AHSULHS vs. BEEA] 45 BE KE: 42 § 55 HIH X 2
15X Zn DG-HAL PN [ B
o | o) | wmz | B jee| mwaw PR SRR o
S % 12 16 | 97 | 160 | 90 | MR
A - = 129 1 72 s | 3| W
pa bl - ES 129 | 25 | 155 | 48 | MR
P o 6= 12 6 2 0 | W
VAS o 12 136 [ 18 [0 | % | MR
.| Bown vs. e - 1= 129 75 s | a8 ] MR
Qoie) | meMiczas | P fol o 3= 127717 e s R
3 e 12w | s | W
VAS o 12 136 21 0 | % | W
b B 1= 129 [ 3 |55 | 69 | MR
ppai;ful o 3% 1277775 9 s ] R
o = 12 e 2 e | MR
- . g 6 = 221 S0f5t A0D} 9IS
' Ex o VI = 2171 Solst %07} oioie
2| w1 | non-DG-HAL 55 < 6 HLE Trd RATTOPHEAS
H (L= T 2 {olst X107t Si%ts
=) X % [ 5 | 3 [ 5 | M
sxge | o 62 B 71 s T W
ol e I - S B S B BV
Schuur e =1 = e I e B B S 7 B BV
3 - v oplo|gx | o 62 2 70w s W
o1p | MonDGHAL o 38 [ 13 % 9 NR
=) B [0 [ | 8 | W
MNZstEs | o 62 B 76 || 7 W
ol 2 70 s 0| W
Ahmad AL S
ST Ex H
4 ooy | v 82 ex % | erepnive) | 18| 1| | 21 |00

eFol: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; VAS, visual analogue scale; NR,

Not reported

ASYH g e A 488 g
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NEC XS0} QL5 XSS AR

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
2201 vs. QM EESE
23. Brown 2016 72 128 38 155 38.0% 2.28[1.66, 3.12] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 129 155 38.0% 2.28[1.66, 3.12] L
Total events 72 38

Heterngeneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: =510 (P = 0.00001)

2.20.2 vs. non-DG-HAL

27. Shuurman 2012 B 38 7 35 18.6% 0.79[0.29,212] — .
Subtotal (95% CI) 38 35 28.6% 0.79 [0.29, 2.12] ~alli—
Total events B 7

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.47 (P = 0.64)

2.203vs. S10H

29. Ahmad 2013 11 116 21129 33.4% 0.58 [0.29, 1.18] —&
Subtotal (95% Cl) 116 129  33.4% 0.58 [0.29, 1.16] -
Total events 11 al

Heterngeneity: Mot applicahle
Test for overall effect: Z=185{F=012)

Total (95% CI) 283 319 100.0% 1.07 [0.39, 2.93] e
Total events a4 GG

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.67; Chi®= 15.24, df= 2 (P = 0.0005), F = 87%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.12 (P = 0.90)

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®= 1498 df= 2 (P=0.0006). IF= 86.6%

J% 3.21 [0 RS XHSUAHE vs. HESA]] 2 A XH: 52

0.01 04 10 100
Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

i

&5 B At 5

m

6Ol AR A7 IRE TSA AR, pe & 55 el s EaLstgler o] & HEREAe] 7hset

A#e FeAE e & 55 HAeAh

HEHEY Ay} B 2EAlto] H]8 SATIA Y] EA7H3H)o] F-ol5HA o ZJATHAEHS 3.22;
SMD 2.47, 95% CI 0.77, 4.16).

T F 55 AGH)= F YR A7 GIITHIIE S 3.23; SMD 0.61, 95% CI-0.11, 1.33).
HEHEH o] E7Fse X = QY717 2 AEA| AREo]Tt

Y717 & 2Ho|A Hst9i=d], 2H(Perivoliotiset al., 2021; Ahmad et al., 2013) 2%
SAltof| B|5f| SAtoll A Q] A 7]7o] f-olstkA o At

AEA A2 F 3904 HarslEd], 2W(Perivoliotiset al., 2021; Gupta et al., 2021)
HzeAqo) o) Aol A Z-EA ARg717te] f-skA o 71 A L2 vrgkal, YA 13H(Alemrajabi
et al., 2022)%= ZEA| ARE717 o] SAolA Bl 71 A2 YA SAIF 2 F-olokxl ket Z-EA
ARE- Zofl tisfiA= 13(Gupta et al., 2021)0l4 Earstg o, S|4 525k o B2 XEAE
ARERE Z o2 YERT

b
+

fi
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H 3,15 (S0 QEot XUSUZES vs. BESA|] 42 Bt K|E: G4 #a
XX} 24 o cto = DG-HAL HE=4
Ll () H| ot ALK E e SHAH N M D N M D p
AT
1 Perivoliotis(2021) | vs. non-DG-HAL SNt =2 - 30 35.03 7.79 30 16.67 459 0.001
2 Gupta(2011) vs. non-DG-HAL FEARE = - 2 31 5.4 23 9 6.3 0.003
3 Ahmad(2013) vs. S LmAl7E = - 116 21 N 129 12 6 {0.05
X247 |7t
OIS7tSTHXIS AlZE )
1| Perivoliotis(2021) | vs. non-DG-HAL (Mobilization) AlE | postoperative %0 887 52 0 467 223 | 000
E[ETK|S A2t ARE postoperative 30 28 13.39 30 23.9 8.2 0.155
2 Ahmad(2013) vs. 2118 A&7 17+ ARE perioperative 116 6 2.3 129 2 1.3 {0.05
NSH AL
1 Alemrajabi(2022) | vs. non-DG-HAL TISH ALE Alzt « pES 18 88 25 18 83 2.2 0.6%
2 Perivoliotis(2021) | vs. non-DG-HAL F7} XEH| A A7t ARt postoperative 30 6.42 3.67 30 452 3.35 0.292
TISH ALZ A2 A postoperative 2 13 ol 9-12 23 9 Hol: 4-9 0.02
3 | Gupta0TN) | vs.nonDGHAL 1 g g X alets | mxmiael | 2 7 essis | m 1 weraas | oo
+EEET e
=0 A 150 25 27 148 22 25 NR
1o 140 46 28 162 34 2.8 <0.001
S30|olFU XEE ER | e 13 133 31 24 157 1.6 2.3 <0.001
3 129 14 19 151 1.3 2 044
6 137 1 1.8 144 12 2.1 0.32
Brown(2016) i EU R 150 25 2.7 148 22 25 NR
1 vs, NRHHE AR S30| 137t KISH A (ES 133 6.3 2.9 157 39 32 0.001
42 =T KES 129 24 25 151 2.1 2.7 0.33
63 137 16 2.3 144 17 2.6 0.56
B S M-12 MD 136 2.1 3 160 1.1 3.1 0.007
VAS 4 FSES =X ®-12= MD 129 0.7 2.8 155 0.7 29 <0.0001
= Mg =X M-3F MD 127 -1 2.8 149 -1 29 <0.0001
B S H-63 MD 132 -1.3 26 142 -1 2.9 0410
2 Alemrajabi(2022) | vs. non-DG-HAL VAS H=a T 2 18 6.7 15 18 6.7 15 0406
. . N N 1242 30 633 166 o 25 2 (0.001
3 Perivoliotis(2021) | vs. non-DG-HAL VAS 4 e 1= 0 A53 53 0 6 18 0001
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NEC

Z3T {ol X[ASHBES

15X} ° = DG-HAL HX=A
Gt (A1) Hln FETUNE:2 i SHAHE N M D N M D p
S 3 332 NR 3H 332 NR 0.265
19~7¢ 3 NR NR 3b NR NR 0.14
1 38 NR NR 3H NR NR 0.326
2y 38 NR NR 35 NR NR 0.442
o)
4 Schuurman(2012) | vs. non-DG-HAL VAS H$ He iz % HE HE gg HE mg 8?3
5 3 NR NR 3H NR NR 0.118
6 3 3.73 NR 35 3% NR 0.268
1= 38 39 1 35 45 1 0.522
(e 38 463 NR 35 464 NR 0.702
ol ot
5 Gupta(2011) vs. non-DG-HAL VAS F= g 1% 2 44 9063 23 22 1759 0.002
Fo]: MI()i Mean difference: M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; VAS, visual analogue scale; NR, Not
reSEgirtrel study

4-arm study

AZFE P2 A

58
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subaroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl

2.22.1 vs. non-DG-HAL

26. Perivoliotis 2021 3503 T.F9 30 16.687 4.89 300 332% 2.83[2.11, 3.56] ——
28. Gupta 2011 M 54 22 9 B3 23 316% 3.68 [2.69, 4.66] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 52 53 64.9% 3.19[2.37, 4.00] ".‘
Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.16; Chi*=1.81, df=1 {F=018), F=45%

Test for overall effect: Z=7.66 (P = 0.00001)

2.222vs. S

25, Ahmad 2021 1 1 MB 12 B 129 351% 1.03[0.76, 1.29] -

Subtotal {95% CI) 116 129  35.1% 1.03 [0.76, 1.29] L 4
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Test for overall effect: Z=7.54 (P = 0.00001)

Total (95% CI) 168 182 100.0% 247 [0.77,4.16] "-"
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 2.10; Chi®= 42.79, df= 2 (F = 0.00001); F= 85% _54 '2 7 é f

Test for overall effect: Z=2.86 (F = 0.004)
Test for suboroun differences: Chi®= 24 36, df=1 (P = 0.00001). F=95.9%

J% 3.22 [X30 REo} XHSHAEHSE vs. EXE4]] o5 28 X[H: A2

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subaroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% Cl
2.231vs, JMHEASrS
02. Brown 2016 B3 29 133 39 32 1587 220% 0.78 [0.54, 1.02] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 133 157  22.0% 0.78 [0.54, 1.02] ‘

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=6.38 (P = 0.00001)

2.23.2 vs. non-DG-HAL

03, Alemrajahi 2022 67 18 15 BT 14 18 18.7% 0.00 [-0.69, 0.64] I —

04, Perivoliotis 2021 4453 2324 an 163 18 30 19.8% 1.37[0.81,1.94] -
06. Shuurman 2012 a9 1 a8 44 1 35 20.6% -0.59[-1.06,-0.132] -

07. Gupta 2011 445 085 22 3105 22 18.8% 1.54[0.86, 2.22] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 105 105 78.0% 0.57 [-0.52, 1.66] —

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.13; Chi®= 40.61, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F= 93%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.03 (F = 0.30)

Total (95% CI) 238 262 100.0% 0.61 [-0.11, 1.33] e
Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.58; Chi*= 44.32, df= 4 (P = 0.00001); = 91% 5 + ) ] }
Test for overall effect: £=1.67 (F=010) - X -
Fav tal] Fav trol
Test for subaraun differences: Chi*= 0.14. df=1 (F = 0.71). F= 0% avours [experimental] Favours [control]
o % kA A AA T CAA = = A
12 3.23 [AST Q5 AHSHARS vs. BESA 44 B X|E: 22 3 55 He



NEC Z2I} QL5 XHSUZES

2.2.1.6. T

5T FALY BB SAHNA Al & A Ealoklnt. wEREA 23, BEed
3.

FATON A Q] Ado] F-ol5HA] AJTHIH™S 3.24; RR 0.64, 95% CI 0.49, 0.84).

o] H|

3

H 3.16 [=31} Rot X[SHSUARSE vs. ERSA]] T
o = — XAl
S | umR | zmmm | o | smwm AL EEES_
[ [ T
Shehata VS. o
1 (2019) Doz Wi ¥ 67112 25 1 25 3 NR
UL 3 14 161 48 176 87 0.0005
9 Brown Vs, THar
(2016) DRHEAZES (%XE__,‘_) 3 = 161 34 176 37 0.85
171 18 0 18 0 »0.999
Alemra vs
3 —jabi : i ¥ I 18 2 18 0 0.486
-DG-HAL
022 | ™"
= 18 1 18 2 »0.999
Perivolio
. VS.
4 ~tis WE 3 = 30 2 30 0 0.15
-DG-HAL
@o21) | "
Gupta Vs, " o Jney
5 (2011) non-DG-HAL RHE d 1271 22 4 23 3 0.93

eFol: DG- HAL Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported
Aoy ]E].H S| /\] zLQ.g_ Zd

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
2.26.1vs. JSUHE ASNS
22 Bhehata 20149 1 24 3 25 33% 0.33 [0.04, 2.99]
23. Brown 2016 48 161 87 176 90.8% 0.60 [0.46, 0.80] !
Subtotal (95% Cl) 186 201 941%  0.59[0.45,0.78]
Total events 49 90

Heterageneity: Chi®= 028, df=1 (P=060);, *=0%
Test for averall effect: £= 3.67 (P = 0.0002)

2.26.2 vs. non-DG-HAL

24 Almrajahi 2022 1 18 2 18  22% 0.50 [0.05, 5.04]

26. Perivoliotis 2021 2 30 a 30 05% 5.00([0.25 95.45]

28. Gupta 2011 4 22 3 23 31% 1.39[0.35,5.43] - 1
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 7 59%  1.40[0.49,3.95] i
Total events 7 ]

Heterogeneity: Chi®=1.46, df= 2 (P = 0.48), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=063 (P=043)

Total (95% Cl) 256 272 100.0%  0.64 [0.49, 0.84] L 2
Total events 56 a5

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 3.60, df= 4 (P = 0.46), F= 0% om 051
Testfar overall effect: 2= 3.25 (P = 0.001) ’ )
Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=242. df=1(P=012). F=587%

% 3.24 [=30f Rot AIHSHAHS vs. EXSA]] LY

60
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2.2.1.7. EXNNEL

29 o] TR B w i FAI R ol A DJX} IZEE A& T3 3 & 9 IuEr dhg
B sttt Al tisf TE3 Sx14=E Bt 1H(Schuurman et al., 2012)004 & #7F-F-2Jgt
o7} Qi ERNEEE 8 K15 1 H(Perivoliotis et al., 2021)0f1A41E tzto] vl SAwol| A
AT H7t-ROfsH| 3t

H 3.17 [Z30 K5t XHSUHEE vs. EXE4]] SXTFT
oA | 1X%} - DG-HAL HE=4
H| g2 AKX Che| | XA
H|_1 (ﬁE) IJ-|-|_ E-'-I' I |_'I"| é ||:| N n N - P
20| st 6+ 38 25 35 28 0.172
ECICINES °
VS, 671 38 29 35 30 0.298
Schuur o
1 -man non T Al 22 o =
2012 DG-HAL ABS urs 6+ 38 24 35 21 0.823
o30| =
i} 4 = 38 30 35 30 0.437
T T
A 15X} - DG-HAL HESA
HIT HAK| T Cho| | EXAIX
Perivolio VS, SO
1 ~tis non- “H'j;' B 171 30 | 753|243 | 30 | 867 | 1.18 | 0.025
(2021) | DG-HAL =T

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; M, mean; SD, Standard deviation
e PANEE} 2
A2 ghe vetiA 4] 488 gt
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

2.2.1.8. 42 H

21 0] AR Bl A FA oA 4] F(EQ-5D X SF-36)2 HAlsHitt.

1H(Brown et al., 2016)°14= F2TE 1-79 Al 419 A o= F 2 FofRt A7k gl o,
A2 21Y9-19 AJFo A= 2o 7F gt T2 13 (Perivoliotis et al., 2021)°41= 3232 1714
Aol SF-369] B FYolA F 27 A7k ROstal, FAHE 19 AldolM= SF-362
A27]%5(Role functioning) (physical) FHE A5 Y R] HE G4 F 7t 2ol 7} F-2l7h
Aog Bkt
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H 3.18 [=230} Kot XS MEE= vs. EESA] 40 &
o 1 XXt = DG-HAL HX&A
H| (fE) Hlad anxiE . s8Ma N M SD N M SD P
F = & 152 0.89 0.15 149 0.9 0.12 NR
H 1Y 141 0.76 0.22 162 0.84 0.19 {0.001
: Brown vs. EO-5D-5L Fa 1 133 0.83 0.18 157 0.92 0.15 {0.001
(2016) | UEHHCZES T 3= 129 0.93 0.11 151 0.92 0.14 0.35
bSEs 6= 137 0.94 0.11 144 0.92 0.22 0.12
H 14 123 0.91 0.16 128 0.89 0.17 0.46
SF-36 He =X 30 67.5 33.13 30 61.3 26.2 0.427
AT A3 =2 BB 1742 30 826 27.59 30 99 3.8 0.002
—Teen PSES 14 30 91.8 17.29 30 99.83 0.91 0.014
SF_36 H =X A 30 35 476 30 38.3 48.12 0.788
AR 2lolo2 oIt ois HEt F 170 30 733 44.97 30 9.6 18.25 0.01
e - 14 30 0 30.5 30 100 0 0.078
SF-36 He =X 30 36.6 46.6 30 35.5 47.89 0.928
Jp02 oIt ofat Hal T 170 30 76.6 41.1 30 9.4 21.59 0.04
—heT Ee e Fax 19 30 83.8 29.4 30 100 0 0.043
SF_36 H =X A 30 425 19.6 30 43.1 14.35 0.881
oL PSEN 17h 30 65.83 13.77 30 86.8 12.35 {0.001
9 Perivoliotis VS. - FSE 14 30 70.5 14.34 30 90.6 9.8 {0.001
(2021) | non-DG-HAL SF-35 PSES =R 30 46.9 18.6 30 48 16.3 0.814
KR OFY e 170 30 64.6 14.85 30 86.8 13.12 (0.001
-eee 4 14 30 69.3 16.48 30 90.4 1.4 {0.001
SF_36 H =X A 30 475 26.3 30 40.8 17 0.249
R PSES 174 30 64.58 2154 30 88.75 12.43 {0.001
e PES 19 30 65.83 19.4 30 93.3 97 {0.001
SF-36 He =X 30 53.2 234 30 48.8 18 0.416
e T 170 30 70.08 19.9 30 89.25 14 (0.001
-=° 4 14 30 78.6 16.72 30 94 9.2 <0.001
SF_36 H =X A 30 53.3 20.2 30 53 17.7 0.946
FEEE 747} OJAl g = 30 65 19.78 30 87.3 15.18 {0.001
-CeEe e e 19 30 70.16 21.43 30 90 12.79 {0.001

ofo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; EQ-5D-5L, European Quality of Life-5 Dimensions (5-level
version); SF-36, Short Form 36 health survey
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

2.2.1.9. 94y £= 2O R9| 3157|2t

3H O] F2ufA v W AFAI oA YA T 20 29| 3|1E7|7HS Hskqi)

2H(Perivoliotis et al., 2021; Neves et al., 2022)94= A& & YA} B ZAF0 29] 5]E 7] 71o]
o] vls] Sl Al FelokA o AL, UHA] 18(Schuurman et al., 2012)°4&= & &3+
f-olgt Ao 71 gl it

1 XX} ch| _ DG-HAL HESA
ole HZZ | ZIX|E =A™
| gy | HE2 (EENER | o BBME T T [N [ M [sp] P
Perivo vs. RIXIO _
1| ddiotis | non- | oeo | 2] PO | 30 | 62 |sm | @ | 3 |37 | 008
o21) | paHaL | =i operative
Schuur Vs, oltoz
2 | -man non- St | 2|27 [ B[ 77| W | B |08 | R 01
(2012) | DG-HAL =e
Neves vs. o=z | o
TN
3| opy | msew | sappr | 2| 2V | 2 | 95 [ 101 | 24 | 06 | 02 | QOO

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; M, mean; SD, Standard
deviation
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222, ZSIt QI5} XHSUBLS vs. Xe22

287} §8h A FMALL(DG-HAL T T Aol v]ast BHL 5 21809l

i

149 F2Jul7g vl w QA FolA 83 H=E A 12 S8 WY 3R = 4 &8 FE H sl
HEEA A3} X Srato] vl SAToA &8 WY 2R ~(119)7F R-2J5HA A AtH I8 S
.25; RR 0.71, 95% CI 0.55, 0.92).

HA4E B35 23O A = 1H(Lee et al., 2021)2 A AG&wto] v SALoA &8 F47)
Ao F2 A0S 2o ofE 1H(Leung et al., 2017)2 32 471Q A A7 = = 27

ofgt Ato7t gl e, 18 Algollrte Aol Bls] SALolA 28 A7t wolohA | 2

(O8]

f 2o o
19 ek
g‘L

H 3.20 [=30} Rof X[HSUAES vs. XHr] 2
< Zo [ e[ DG-HAL e
H| ot =XA|H =
| () = | g | g | B N n N n P
108 40 32 40 16 NR
Lee St 40 8 40 2 NR
1 (2021) CHI IOOrative 40 0 40 2 NR
P 40 0 40 0 NR
40 0 40 0 NR
2 Z%EVB% & = 44 15 45 16 0.89
3 %3810 ;a/)a i|sHv—§Li|§ EL 3 3 18’ NR 19° 2 NR
=Nk 20 19 20 18 NS
Carvajal Vs S 20 2 20 3 1
4 (2015) xpions | =2 | 9 15 20 3 20 7 S
HCAE 17"'% 20 ']§ 20 2§ NS
ohe 20 18 20 o NS
Tsunodal Vs N 22 14 29 9 NR
S| o | xpome | 52| B 2 22 5 22 4 NR
R i 2 1 2 1 NR
=51
6 ?268;) X)a i|g|:/_—sl.7-( s (;;;_T'_) H | (Eksd 12 2 15 2 0.809
’ D(‘v;(m)dl ilé'*vislilﬁ g | 8 24 24 1 23 3 0.33
Denoya Vs, HHfEHA|
8 ooy | xmmae | = | B 2 20 2 20 3 NS
Elmer Vs 152 20 1 19 0 NR
S| 013 | zpoxe | 2B | ° Vi 20 14 18 11 NR
o ol 20 2 18 0 NR
0 Zé%]?gl spoxe | B2 | B oR 46 0 68 12| <005
M ?;(r)sé)lz)s i|s£}(|% £ 'E'S' & 30 7 30 7 NR
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NEC

=3 R=o} XASHZHS

o X ZAar | o | _ - S
H | (8F) g | 4 N n N n
= 30 0 30 3 NR
S
Lucarelli s &2k Ao
12 vs. PPH = e 63 19 61 14 0.481
(2013) == ° | ooER
(2R L
_ = ost
e post 23 NR 18 2 NR
13 Festen vs. PH o operative
(2009) ’ S2ES | © 6T 23 NR 18 1 NR
An=o 6+ 23 1 18 NR NR
VS.
Khafa o - 15 11
14 (Zoogffy AEzis | 28 | g | 1% 15 8 NS
vs. PPH 15 9
A XX F<inl cht | _ - e
i 15 I‘ HlII'_E' = I‘ |°_ ;@*lﬁ DG-HAL [ p
H @) X8 7 N M SD | N SD
Lee Vs. = post
1 A K . 40 04 | 0.81 | 40 1.3 1.16 0.001
(2021) RHER ol =T operative (
Zok: | Hoy: =0 EHO|-
7H 40 | ST 2TE a0 | B =T 0174
= 1 1-4 1 1-3
Leun VS. = Zok: | Hel: Zoks | QY
) N R P e P I L P L LA e
(2017) | REHZAIE | ER 1 1-3 1 1-3
he | el he | el
16 4 | < STl a0 | © =T | 0005
2 1-5 1 1-2
eFol: M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not
reported; NS, Not significant; PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids
*07: ol Al E8 g2 1278 vl & Ao B2 FEo £l s 357 Hi¥l F |0 R & = Qe 80l U
673: v Al AE(et) 80l & 7-83: AR £371 & &9 £¥0| A&
#1-58: 192 554o]n] 592 ofate Z442 oJulgt
f3-arm study
4 A} A
‘Eo WAT TS Yo 3
A g WErEA A 28H gk
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.10.1 vs. A3 22X =
02 Lee 2021 ] 40 24 40 254%  0.33[017,0.65] —
03. Rorvik 2020 15 44 16 45 167%  0.96[0.54,1.69] —
05. Carvajal 2019 1 20 0 20 05% 3.00[013, 6952
06. Tsunoda 2017 1 22 1 22 11% 1.00[0.07,15.00]
08. Denoya 2014 2 12 2 15 1.9% 1.25[0.21, 7.62]
09. De Mardi 2014 1 24 3 23 3.2% 0.32[0.04, 2.85]
11. Elmer 2013 2 20 0 18 0.6% 452[0.23 88.38]
12. Zampieri 2012 1] 46 12 68 10.7% 0.06[0.00,0.97] ¢
13. Bursics 2004 1] 30 3 30 3T% 0.14[0.01, 2.65) ¢
21. Khafagy 2009 ] 15 11 15 11.68%  0.73[0.41,1.29] T
Subtotal {95% Cl) 273 296 75.4%  0.57 [0.41,0.78] &>
Total events 38 72
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 13.96, df= 8 (P = 0.12); I*= 36%
Testfor overall effect Z= 3,42 (P = 0.0006)
1.10.2 vs. K EAET| = (PPH)
18. Lucarelli 2013 149 B3 14 61 15.0% 1.31[0.73,2.38] -
21. Khafagy 2009 ] 14 9 15 9.5% 0.89[0.47, 1.67] -
Subtotal (95% CI) T8 76  24.6% 1.15 [0.74,1.79] -
Total events 27 23
Heterogeneity: Chi®=0.84, df=1 (P =036}, F=0%
Testfor overall effect 2= 061 (P =054}
Total {95% CI) 351 372 100.0%  0.71[0.55,0.92] <>
Total events 1] a5
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 18.06, df= 11 (P = 0.08); F= 39% :u o 011 110 00

Testfor averall effect: Z=259(F=0.010)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= B.36. df=1 (P = 0.011. F= 84 3%
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swo] RS B EMAI ROl AalEAess Aaisiol gokEl Bt 4, Aot Aew

H 3.21 [=30 Lo} AHZUMAES vs. R[] XSS Hetst
A 1XXt et - DG-HAL X|sir=
| K| =XAIHA =t
XREA S M Recovery) | ES 41 | 27 | 43 | 35 NR
: Rorvik vs. MM SO opiol 5 < 2% 41 | 36 | 43 | 37 NR
(2020) | REHERKE | AREEM SE M Recoery) | H IES 41 13 | 43 7 NR
oLy il 2= 43 1 43 | 4 | 036
X[at
. L 3 A )
, Eimer s, seae | =2 1 20 | 7 18 | 3 | 006
yN (11 = OX |5t SkRF 2 x [GH
(2013) | XjHZREE | QKRISHEXL 4 :xlﬁ o " 20 ) 18 1 NR
553
Venturi XRU XISHAILOR | | g o
, ) 3671
3 0ote) | ¥® PPH Sixf o | (@WH36ME | 3B | 25 | 35 | 33 NR
_ ApEAO|e srEER s | o | BMT 63 | 36 | 61 | 45
4 Lucarelli PP - S (B9 40742 0.229
03 | ¥ RRUSAO| SME Sixf 3 | & HES= 63 | 16 | 61 | 11 |V
AeUSHO|fetE Bkt | B | (ZQ) 43 | 63 | 16 | 61 | 5
5 | ooy | o PRH | TEENolesEERS | o 6% 23 | 18 | 18 | 15 | 0648

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation: NR, Not reported; PPH, procedure for prolapse
and hemorrhoids

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H. Fixed, 95% Cl M-H. Fixed. 95% CI
1131 vs, A8 22X =
12. Romwik 2020 36 41 a7 43 25.3% 1.02[0.86,1.200
Subtotal (95% CI) 41 43 25.3% 1.02 [0.86, 1.20]
Total events 36 a7

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.24 (P =0.81)

1.13.2 vs. Al EH| & (PPH)

28, Venturi 2016 249 35 33 3 231% 0.76 [0.61, 0.99] -

27 Lucarelli 2013 52 63 il 61 39.8% 0.901[0.78,1.03 —&

29. Festen 2012 18 23 14 18 11.8% 0.94[0.70,1.27] - T
Subtotal (95% CI) 121 114  747%  0.86 [0.77, 0.96] <

Tatal events 945 104

Heterogeneity Chif=1.895 df=2 (P=0.38), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 265 (P =0.008)

Total (95% CI) 162 157 100.0% 0.90 [0.82, 0.99] <>
Tatal events 131 141

Heterogeneity: Chi*=4.51, df=3(P =021}, F= 34%

Testfor overall effect: £=2.20 (F = 0.03)

Test for subaroun differences: Chit= 277, df=1 (P= 0100 F= 63.9%

12 3.26 (21 Q&S XIBSUALE vs. XatidD] XIHSAS) B} 4

05 or 1 15 2
Favours [Control] Favours [experimental]
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ZAREA

=S Riot AlSUZEES

T 3.22 [=80} QLo X[HSMARE vs. X[Six5] X[HSAASH Hp
A | 1HX} ct =4 DG-HAL X|sie=
Wl @ | E | BE o N|M]|SOD|N|M]|sp| P
= % | 124 | 35 | 2 | 134 | 34 | 0376
et | i 174 % | 17 |22 ™ 217 25 |0
1 Bl o a0 % |14 32 o e |12 [ oe
Q02 | g | B EEE
= N | ® | Mo| 38 | ® |-25| 36 | 008
el el
| w | Hoss | Tow e a || OI7 g | ERE 01T g
9 Rorvik Bt | B 5 IOR: 3 IOR:
(2020 | Sl : 9.0 5.0
mproe 14 44 | 636 | 534 | 45 | 84 | 465 | 0.058
-ment
= | 197 | 66 | 24 | 1% | 65 | 25 | MR
5 | Lehur | oor, REEN | Ll M o | 2 |25 [ 1% | 23 | 27 | MR
(2016) HEM Sy T e 197 2 22 | 1% | 21 25 NR
1 o2 X T 7 S R ' B/ M B A B
Infanti
41 -no FY;H PATE2000" | ®4| 196 | & | 406 | 166 | & | 351 | 1% | 0%
(2012)

eFo]: MD, Mean difference; M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; HDSS, Hemorrhoidal Disease Symptom Score;

NR,

Not reported; IQR, Inter Quatile Range; PATE, Prolapse+Acuteness+anal Tone+External piles; HEM,

hemorrhoidopexy and prolapse stapler

" gess 2R

frons =)y

*The Short Form Health Survey 36 (SF36) A&
%94% Byl

Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean

SD Total Weight

JollA Severity symptom 9

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% CI

qudh w255 SV

Std. Mean Difference
IV. Random, 95% CI

1151 vs. A8 2 A&

10. Trenti 2022 14 32 36 06 1.2 39 27.0% 0.33[012, 079
12. Rorvik 2020 6.36 5.34 44 8.4 465 45 291% -0.40 [0.82, 0.03]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 80 84 56.0% -0.04 [-0.76, 0.68]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.22; Chi®*= 543 df=1 (P=0.02); F=82%

Test for overall effect: Z=0.11 {F = 0.91}

1.15.2 vs. vs. AIBIE H| & (PPH+HEM)

26. Lehur 2016 21 24 197 2027 198 440% 0.04 [0.16, 0.24]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 197 196  44.0% 0.04 [-0.16, 0.24]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: Z=039 (P =0.70)

Total (95% CI) 277 280 100.0% -0.01 [-0.35, 0.33]

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi®=5.74, df=2 (P = 0.06), F=65%
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.06 {F = 0.95)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®=0.04. df=1 {(P=083". F=0%

O3 3.27 [=30 Kot X

S
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2.2.2.3. TAl&

99| F-2RPPEY B B FAI AN AA e Barstir. HEREY 2

S8
5.

AHaatol] v]sh SAlA

AAl&o] §-oJ5HA Wkt 1d ¥3 3.28; RR 3.07, 95% CI 1.72, 5.46).
H 3.23 [230} RL5t XHSMHES vs. X&) AIE
XXt o] 5 DG-HAL [ X3i$2
i Ll H| w3t AR T Z=XA|™
IR (Excision of skin
tago A2 MBS | o 19 50 6 48 3 NR
N
TISHHE Z4% AO
| Ronik vs. *“;;fff”*ég 3 | 1 4 0 |
om0 | s | o e
s | 8 (15| 4 0 | M
N R DN N E =
Twosma | B 15| 7 0 | 0013
2 | G| e | WEEEemu | ® | w2 | 2 | 2| 1| W
TN ES He SiR 40 g | 1EoKe | 2 2 2 1 NR
3 Tsunoda VS.
NN ES TIEHHE Z4% A0
o\ A L“_HEEER%EM =lg | o | 2] 2| 2| W|MW
N T
Leun S AL BES =
4 (201 7% i|su:1'i| . | DGHALZIN S22 | & 14 40 1 40 0 NS
- ENES
X[ (ambulatory o g
s 3
5 | Delerd vs. therapyt QB ERtS | © | ¢ 2412 | B | 0 |06
(2014) RHZRIE 2% R[2(surgical o g
a 3
Bursics VS. DG-HALZ A2 He
6 (2004) ilsﬁHEilé %W—ﬂ“— = Do:' 1"& 30 NR 30 1 NR
Venturi Vs, o (B
7 (2016) 7—:|6—HE’7—:|$ IH)\E) I?:):' 3ll_j 15 15 15 NR NH
S
&S
. T
8 L(Lﬁrg)“' vs. PPH N o ﬂogi? &8 | 6 | 61 | 2 |02
(59K
1o
. _(_DH_ %O_ E:AAO o
9 ”2280”1“2”)0 v PPH XU%JEHWLE B2 | o | e | s | 0 | & | 6 | om
N T

9Fo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; NS, Not significant

a) TAE 29 T 182 A8 58, YA 152 AAIAEE T2 27 1592 A8
b) S 2 5 AHATA &S TS, g2 192 FA|&E(excisional surgery)

2 glo.
= o

SO (e}
e e

o) A= 5 4% A9 22, AT 159 5 1982 Stapled Anopexy, WHA] 192 Milligan-morgan
hemorrhoidectomyE 82

d) SAE 68 2T 2%, 5 84S IR 782 /Y AEZAE, UHAl 192 A52d7] A

SHA

==

Al

0 (o)
=2 Uk
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup  Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% Cl M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1131 B 2RS
12. Romik 2020 21 50 3 48 MT%  BTZ[2.14,21.08] -
14. Carvajal 20149 2 20 1 20 7%  200[0.20,20.33]
15. Tsunoda 2017 2 22 1 22 7%  200[0.20, 20.49]
16. Leung 2017 1 40 ] 40 3.48% 3.00([013,71.81]
18. De Mardi 2014 1 24 a 23 36%  288([012 67.29)
Subtotal (95% CI) 156 153  42.9% 4.54[1.95,10.54] -~
Total events 27 ]
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1.55, df=4 (P =0.82);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=3.52 (F = 0.0004)
1.13.2 vs. BN = (PPH)
27. Lucarelli 2013 B 63 2 61  14.4% 2890([0.61,13.84] -
28. Infanting 2012 10 a5 4 84 42T7% 1.65[0.63, 4.33] —T
Subtotal (95% CI) 148 145 57.1%  1.96 [0.87, 4.44] .
Total events 16 g
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 037, df=1 P =054, F=0%
Testfor overall effect Z=162 {P=011)
Total (95% CI) 304 298 100.0%  3.07 [1.72, 5.46] -
Tatal events 43 13
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 3.67, df= B (P = 0.72); F= 0% Io ” 0’1 1’0 00

Testfor overall effect: Z= 381 (P = 0.0001)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=1.95. df=1 (P = 0.16). = 48.8%

18 3.28 [=30 Rrot XAIASHEES vs. Xt+E] MAIE

70
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2.2.2.4. A ui#HMx|e] 712t

3] Fkolelg ulTAIAAIHNA Al T A euiztx 2] 717+ B stech, ek At As 5

A WiR7ER] 71700l S o R-elgh Zfo) 7t RIATHIE W3 3.29; SMD -0.45, 95% CI1-1.28, 0.37).
H 3.24 [=80 o} X5 H AR vs. XS] A XS] 7|2t
A | 1XXt — EZfTS = =X DG-HAL N
M| (HE) = XE 9| Md [N|M|SD| N|[M[sD| P
Tsunod 5 fy post
sunoda VS early
_ HHEHTIER|Q] Ql ) . . . . .
1 (017) TR IS H._7|77f+|| aperative 22 1.3 | 1.17 2 14 | 1.36 0.78
L A iy
eung Vs B ol =
2 (2017) BRI H7|7Pr|| = 1 40 [ 158 | 115 | 40 | 155 | 1.03 | 0472
S A
3 | Deoa | vs HTH;walzl g 0% 20 | 13|09 | 20 | 46 | 31 | 0001
Q013 | RHRRIE >t

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; M, mean

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV. Random, 95% CI
1171 vs, N ZA S
15, Tsunoda 2017 1.3 117 22 1.4 1.36 22 331% -0.08 067, 0.51]
16. Leung 2017 1.58 1.148 40 1.585 1.03 40 359% 0.03 [0.41,0.47]
19, Denoya 2013 1.3 04 20 46 31 20 3.0% -1.42[212,-077] e —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 82 82 100.0% -0.45[1.28, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.44; Chi*=12.44 df=2 (P=0002); F=84%
Testfor overall effect 2=1.09 (P =0.28)

Total {95% CI) a2 82 100.0% -0.45[-1.28, 0.37]

Heterogeneity: Tau™= 0.44; Chi*=12.44, df= 2 (P = 0.002); F= 4% 4 4 } 1 }
Testfor overall effect Z=1.09 (P =0.28) - . -

Test for subaroun differences: Mot aonlicable Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

% 3.29 [x30 REo XHSMARE vs. XS] X HHHIX|Q| 7|2+
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

2.2.25. = &H X2

201 9] F2AR{El A B FAI oA o T Zlﬂ—ii FE YL HE S, SFE B Y U
ki

=
Bt 5, ABA G, 54 5 55 Bt

o] %S4l Ei WY Y BX 5, S T B2 BTG R 5, S ARE AT WEA AL
T3 44 F BF Ao sto] skl Fssieith

& T 55 B 32 99 e F w7 723 Zfol 7k QIITHI ™S 3.31; RR 0.94, 95% CI
0.47, 1.89).

Aol Bl SAENM Y eAlRH148)0] 725 AATHIHRS 3.32; SMD 0.68, 95%
CI0.14, 1.23).

QL7 7H7H) S T 27 §-9)5t Aol QAT 1™H S 3.33; SMD -0.29, 95% CI -0.72, 0.13).
1= QIQtHa ¥ S 3.34; SMD -0.6, 95% CI-2.15, 0.95).

HEREA] A3, A[dleato] s SAlEOIA & 55 A(108)7F 25 B Rt IS
3.35; SMD -0.48, 95% CI -0.88, -0.08).

By
-
ﬂ
36
o
N
&
Fr
Jo
o
ot
Wi

0o
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H 325 [281} REt AMSUBES vs. X[s42] £2 B X|H: 0|28 Ha

1 X4t A o = DG-HAL FETeS
bl (©IE) H| 2=t =il pNE: o E™AH N o N | n p
ool o3t SR &
1 | Ronvik(2020) | vs. XBZRIE EEETEWES ] - 50 41 48 | 5 0.27
EENEENTEE (P
1 Lee(2021) vs. X[iR|E 12121 Lol el Lifelst 2ixf o 1242 40 1 40 1 (0,001
e SO0 List stxf . 20 2 20 1 NS
2| Denoya2013) | vs. AR i Qllat s} 2 * 20 0 20 1 NS
3 Venara(2018)* AT Ig\Z;PH SHEM) Hospital stay &t &tx} 2 g Rar=ere=s 193 ATKA?J,Z 184 EEI\H/I ;(8) NR
TSR AR
> 45 15 44 30 NR
1 Genova(2019) vs. X[SH2X|E TISHE MESH 2Rt 4 ! 2% 45 NR 44 13 NR
= 45 NR 44 7 NR
2 Denoya2013) vs. X[iR[E 77 O TSRS A3t 3K & 9 = 20 6 20 20 0.001
AL B EX LB K A
7
4 % VAS F471H0-E0| LIER 815t 4 = e e e e
1 Lee(2021) vs. X[BR& 2 5 VAS M7 4-6HO| LI BIRF 2 | 6:'3 38 i 38 ?g HE
7
i
2 Rorvik(2020) vs. X[SHIX|& L5 5 EXS SAS SR 4 2 = 44 20 45 15 0.24
3 Genova(2019) vs. A[BIZR|& SA M EE2 5452 —1‘— 3 ES 45 3 44 7 NR
EXA R 20 3 20 1 NS
14 20 0 20 1 NS
2 20 0 20 1 NS
3 20 0 20 1 NS
(e]]
4| Canvaipl2019) | ve. REHTAE A2 B VAS HATLORO| UEf 8K 2 | o o 2 2 2 : 2
6 20 2 20 2 NS
74 20 5 20 2 NS
8 20 6 20 2 NS
] 20 6 20 2 NS
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NEC 220 Q5 R[S AR

XX] _ — XSS
o | ol bz AnKE o | AAE DETHAL | JiEeE p
102 20 6 20 3 NS
1 20 7 20 3 NS
122 20 9 20 3 s
132 20 9 20 3 s
142 20 10 20 2 s
302 20 19 20 15 NS
274 7 2 7 2 7 NR
5 | Tsunoda(2017) | vs. Rst2RfE S22 545t E1} 4 o 174 2 1 2 2 NR
e 2 0 2 0 NR
- 52 iﬁ* gt 4 g (E9) 367t 12 1 15 1 0.869
6 | Denoyal2014) vs. AiEAlE X b A| S22 55+ & s 2% 20 1 20 19 0011
7 De Nardi(2014) vs. R[e2R|E 52 Sact st 3 24 24 4 23 1 0.49
8 | Denoya2013) | vs. RS T Dot E5 SA5 3 4 o 2% 20 2 20 1 0001
o 274 7 20 3 19 NR
9 Elmer(2013) vs. X[SHZR[& 558 A%t M+ ° 2-474 20 2 18 1 NR
e I 20 2 18 0 NR
S— o S30/ exjel g7 & g 2547 e | s
10 02 vs. RSRIS £20| Jhiie sinf = o 2-wried 46 i 68 4 0.05
£20| Jrj2 QA sin 4 o i 16 5 68 9
I =T RS
0| | ewew | mmmewme  |a| e |2 sl
. VASE} 0-30] LiEfL! 1R} 4 50 2 50 44 0
12 ooy | v FEEHEPPH) VASEAIF4-720] LiEf 8 4 3 24 50 | 22 | 50 | 6 0
VASE7} 8-1080] LIEfLS iR} = 50 6 50 0 0
13| Lucarell2013) | vs. KISEHIS(PPH) 32 52 545 8T 4 g | 2N g: :; e |63 7 61 9 0.736
IR A
W | 09! |- PIEETE S5 34 74U BB BR 4 o i 5 | 8 2 : NS

eFo]: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; VAS, visual analogue scale; THD, Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization; AMI, Agency for Medical Innovations:
IT)PH procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrh01dopexy and prolapse stapler; NR, Not reported
3 arm study

T4-arm study
AZJd g2 HEREA Al A8 3
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Risk Ratio
Weight M-H. Random. 95% Cl

Control
Events Total

Experimental

Study or Subgroup _ Events  Total

Risk Ratio
M-H. Random, 95% CI

1.21.1vs. AHE 2R S

02, Les 2021 1 40 14 40 27.6% 0.07 [0.01, 0.52]
10, Denoya 2013 2 0 220 28.9% 1.00 [0.16, 6.47]
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 60 56.5% 0.27 [0.02, 4.16]
Total events 3 16

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.91; Chi*=4.03, df=1 (F=0.04); F=75%
Testfor overall effect £=0.93 (P = 0.35)

1.21.2 vs. AEAEH = (PPH+HEM)

14. Venara 2018 63 193 48 184 43.5% 1.25[0.91,1.72]
Subtotal {95% CI) 193 184  43.5% 1.25[0.91,1.72]
Total events 63 48

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=1.38{(F=0.17)

Total (95% CI) 253 244 100.0% 0.53[0.10, 2.92]
Total events &3] 64

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.71, Chi*=8.87, df=2 (F=0.01); F=77%

—.—

—

s

01 1 10

0.o1 100

Testfar averall effect Z=0.73 (P =0.47) . : .
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi= 118, df=1 (P= 0.28). F= 155% Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

o =L %15 b =5l A A O — o o] S
1% 3.30 [=30 REo X[HSUAHS vs. Xlies] 5 2E X H: S54 = Hel WY Xt

Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H. Random, 95% CI
1.201 vs. AE 2 A &
11. Lee 2021 4 40 16 40 13.1% 0.25[0.09, 0.68] -
12. Raowik 2020 20 44 14 45 16.3% 1.36 [0.81, 2.30] T
13. Genowa 2019 3 45 7 44 11.1% 0.42[0.12,1.52] I
17. Denoya 2014 1 12 1 15 4.9% 1.25[0.09,17.98]
18. De Mardi 2014 4 24 1 23 6.8% 3.83[0.46, 31.749]
21. Zampieri 2012 i 16 9 BT 12.9% 0.81 [0.28, 2.26] - "
22. Bursics 2004 1 30 4 30 B.7% 0.251[0.03, 2.11]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 241 264 T71.8% 0.71 [0.35, 1.46] -~
Total events 38 k]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.45; Chi*= 1369 df=6 (P=0.03); F= 56%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.93 {F = 0.39)
1.20.2 vs. RN EZ2H S(PPH)
24, Giarratano 2018 28 a0 G 50 14.6% 467 [2.12,10.28] -
27. Lucarelli 2013 7 63 ] 61 13.6% 0.75[0.30,1.80]
Subtotal (95% CI) 113 111 28.2% 1.91 [0.32, 11.43] --_--
Total events Kl 14
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.48; Chi*=8.71,df=1 (F = 0.003); F= 89%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.71 {(F = 0.48)
Total (95% CI) 354 375 100.0% 0.94 [0.47, 1.89]
Total events 73 loE:]
Testtor ovaral ot 22 047 o 087y bor o BN

e o Faw tal] Fav Cuontrol
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 1.00. df= 1 (P = 0.32). F= 0.0% avours [experimen a] avours [Controf

O 3.31 [=3T} Ko} XHSHWHES vs. XE¢E] o2 2 XH: 2 F 8T EU8 &Xp 5
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NEC

Z30 Rro} X[HSH A=

FH

26 (221} QEGH AHSUZES

3. 3
A 1K X} = DG-HAL x|
H| @2 EZfnIyNE: cto EPINES| =
H  (dE) JadE 2] ¥ A N M | sD N M SD P
ST
1 Lee(2021) vs, X[SHER|& FEAZ g2 - 40 30.26 2.07 40 26.76 1.91 {0.001
_ - A& =2 - 50 57.6 13.2 48 29 14.2 (0.001
[] by 2
2| Ronikl2020) | vs. RIEERIE SO ARNR | g - 50 106.6 186 48 75.0 196 [ <0.001
N SA|7H(3T Bt LA = - 27 NR #H2[:40-55 25 NR H2|: 38-58
DH:,- e
3| Genowl2019) | vs. AR LN Gc x| 8 18 NR | el ase8 |19 NR | sl 400 | 0%
4 | Carvajal(2019) vs, A[&lZX|E Surgical time 2 - 20 S 41 | ©: 30-60 20 S5 | HY: 15-50 0
5 | Tsunoda(2017) vs. K[ |S A2A[Z = - 22 35.9 12.24 22 19 16.32 00001
6 | De Nardi(2014) vs. X[hIR|& AaA[ZE = - 24 35 20 23 25 10 (0.001
7 | Denoya(2013) vs. X|SH2X|s L7t = - 20 36.6 12.7 20 54.3 38.7 0.43
8| Elmer(2013) vs. X[SHER|= SEATE = - 20 36 =He|: 30-45 19 20 He|: 10-34 NR
9 | Zampieri(2012) vs, X[SHEX|& FEA|gt = - 46 20 5.1 68 28 4.2 (0.05
THD: 43.6 | THD: 1.4 PPH: 34.4 | PPH:1.2
f AL A7 = -
10| Venara(2018) vs. PPH+HEM W\ = 193 A 44.6 AME 1.9 184 HEM: 24.3 HEM: 1.2 NR
11| Giarratano(2018) | vs. X[SHEXI=(PPH) LA = - 50 28.7 6.35 50 22.2 3.69 0
12| Venturi2016) | vs. X[SH=HIZ(PPH) L&At = - 35 37.9 50.2 35 33.3 58.4 NR
13| Lehur(2016) vs. PPH+HEM A&7 g2 - 197 44 16 196 30 14 (0.001
14| Lucarelli(2013) | vs. X[SH=RIZ(PPH) AEARE 2 - 63 35 20.25 61 35 19.92 0.419
15| Infantino(2012) | vs. X[SHEKI=(PPH) BT 2 - 85 26.6 8.4 84 25.7 7.8 NS
Knafagy I O . B 15 18.17 2.37 NS
16 (ng)f vs. X[SHEK&(PPH) FEAZE o= 15 18.1 2.57 15 2215 573 {0,001
17| Festen(2009) | vs. X[SHEHIZ(PPH) A&AH ! - 23 34 NR 18 23 NR 0
X247 |7t
1| Rorvik(2020) vs. X[BHZX|& e |2t A Perioperative 50 0.6 0.4 48 0.4 0.2 0.0
2 | Genova(2019) vs. X[BIR|S E|7IX|9] 7|7t % 25 45 NR Hol: 06 44 NR #ol: 3-9 NR
3 | Tsunoda(2017) | vs. x[stRIS 7|2t e carly 5] 2.1 0.19 22 2.1 0.19 0.31
postoperative
4| Bursics(2004) | vs. XSRS HE 1zt U 30 198 2 30 629 29 | 000
postoperative 1
THD: 1.4 | THD:0.1 PPH: 1.5 PPH: 0.1
T 247 |2¢ Y olFge
5 | Venara(2018) vs. PPH+HEM 72t 0| 013012 193 AV 0.8 AV 01 184 LEM 09 | HEM 0.1 NR
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A 14Xt = DG-HAL x|
H o2 ANX|T Cto EMAIY .
H (@E) JadE . ¥ ald N M SD N M SD P
6 | Venturi2016) | vs. X[SHEX|(PPH) 277t A operative 35 2.1 3.1 35 2.2 34 NR
7 Lehur(2016) vs. PPH+HEM 27|17+ A = 197 1.2 1.2 196 1.2 1.2 NR
8 | Infantino(2012) | vs. X[S4EX|=(PPH) sy days AFeUS 85 1.14 0.5 84 1.36 0.6 0.03
+ vs. X[SHEX|& . ol = 15 1.12 0.23 NS
9 | Khafagy(2009) Ve, 3R PR Hospital stay 2 12 15 1.12 0.28 15 593 053 S
TISH AR
ol TISH| tablet ~
(Paracetamol) A2 | (500mg) 25 41 54.6 29 43 54 27 0.92
Rorvik - O£ 2M|(Ibuprofen) | tablet
SHx | =
1 (2020) vs. X|eH2X|& Jrees (400mg) 2% 41 18.8 11.9 43 17.6 9.2 0.6
0tk XISH|(Opicids) | tablet ~ = oAl 82l 0-64 =olA- #Q|: 0-52
=5 (10mg) ™ M ST IOR: 4.8 43 Shr or35 | 08
R 22 0.7 1.17 22 0.7 0.97 0.85
1o 22 1.8 2.53 22 2 2.72 0.85
2 22 0.9 1.75 22 1.6 2.53 0.23
9 Tsunoda B+ MSH|(Oral tablet 3y 22 0.6 1.94 22 1.7 418 0.03
(2017) analgesics) Af22 4 22 0.5 1.55 22 1.8 3.5 0.04
5 22 0.5 1.55 22 1.7 3.89 0.05
6 22 0.7 1.75 22 1.6 3.89 0.12
7L 22 6.3 0.12 22 1.6 3.89 0.01
njoby ZIE A
o8t tablet [ES 40 8.18 13.9 40 (X 16.6 0.532
3 Leung v, XETKS (Tramadol) At8%
- ST s XIEH
@07 o TEH Panadol) | et [E 40 13.5 19.9 40 20 18.7 0.918
ANEY
Denoya . Ofepy TS| (narcotic ol = 1.1 14.3
4 2013 vs. X[Si2X|& ralleste) NI ] 2% 20 (oA ) 2.2 20 (S0 7) 18.4 0.001
£l ofekd ZISH|
5 mer vs. A[##3xZ | (dextropropoxyphene) | ¥ 2= 20 Zo B9l 0-14 18 Zolg | #90-14 | NS
(2013) e
7|t
Bursics -2 . early
SHOX|A XER AM22f
6 (2004) vs. X[SHZX|& minor 2SH| A2 dose oostoperative 30 2.9 7.7 30 1.7 12.6 0.005
L " HIAHZ0(= ASEH| |
7 (UZ‘E;V; V] s, RIBHRINIS(PPH) (parenteral a”_‘g;’“ ol 63 3 2.02 61 3 1.09 0.363
diclofenac) Al22F
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NEC 220 Q5 R[S AR

o 1K _ DG-HAL L s
H o2 AKX Cto EMAIY .
M (HE) = 2| # JAE N M SD N M SD p
Khafagy vs, X[SHR[= e ° 15 372 081
i 2 T MEX A V= . .
8 (2009) ve. xppiER(Epr) | OFF 8 il AL dose i 15 ok P 15 081 012 S
+=S ST M
Lee A ~ BAH 40 203 127 40 483 113 {0.001
SHAx | AL S A A
! (2021) vs. RIAIE TESVASET o 12 40 0.6 13 40 35 175 {0.001
EHO|-
AL S EX KA A [E] Z=O|A- &L 0-100 Z=OJA- S
As 5 EX A TN 14 41 seat | S 42 | z9075| 10810 | 073
' IOR: 29.5
Rorvik . 28 5 Poak EX 9] 0-120 B9l 4-108
SHIx|A KA [E] ES PN ZOIA:
2 (2020) vs. X[HEX|& P oT [}=! 41 S 44 IOR: 45 42 S 445 IOR: 40 0.2
PUREIN B 2l 8-126
S maw = = 41 Z9:35 | 0-1108 a2 | B%kesa | S |00
So oT |QR 51 .
5 Genova vs, X[HTA[S 22 EZHL NR 1 SX0| hEF0| HlsH E5HE7} E8H(P=0.049)
(2019) A= EM S EZ ML NR ES 0| CHELO]| HIoH EEHEIF LSHEAN Qo142 HIAGHK| 4S)
ESTES] 20 Zolx 55 NR 20 Zopag NR S
12 20 Zope: 7 NR 20 Solr 75 NR NS
29 20 zops g NR 20 Zop 7 NR S
39 20 Zol NR 20 Zopay NR NS
42 20 ELIPS NR 20 Zop NR S
52 20 Zol g NR 20 Zoln 65 NR NS
6 20 Zop45 NR 20 Zola 6 NR S
Carvajal o s = 20 Zor 4B NR 20 ELP NR NS
4 (2019) vs. Ah=RtE TERVASES B gl 20 Sepi4E NR 20 Zolis NR NS
9o 20 zols NR 20 =0l 55 NR S
102 20 Zoln )5 NR 20 ELPs NR NS
1Y 20 Zo 15 NR 20 Zop NR NS
129 20 Zope ] NR 20 Zop NR S
13 20 Zol NR 20 Zoln 35 NR S
= 20 o105 NR 20 Zopy NR S
7hg 20 Zola NR 20 Zolp NR NS
5 Tsunoda vs. R[HZX|= FAN 5 Hpr* T EN R 22t RS R017t RS NS
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o 1K 74 _ DG-HAL L s
niyg:3 Cio ESPAES| =
19 =t gost AU NS
2-4Y =2t fost AU S
5 = 2t Rt AAUS NS
6-7 = A7t gofst AAS S
@017) x = J7t 90| oIS NS
1o £ 2R AUS NS
HiHA| S5 Bap** T 2-74 st R9Y = NS
2z Ry b= NS
Leung A A = e e
6 0017) vs. VAS Fa PSS ES 40 3.38 0.75:0.0 0.09
D BPI E(&Zist §5) M (B9 34 12 0.25 0.62 1.6 0.481
. enoya vs. BPI H4-(Q A0 Tn o) a4
(2014) Hr5H7} = Oft £X) M (B8 34 12 0.08 0.91 0.259
1Y 24 5.5 7 NR 0.67
1% 24 2.5 3 NR 0.71
A
g| DeNardi e VAS B N 2= 24 0 1 NR 0.71
(2014) ' =T 174 24 0 0 NR 0.98
= 24 3 5 NR 0.07
HHEHA PSEN L
HERAI VAS B 2% 24 1 2 NR 0.57
T 1 = NS
T 3 = NS
9 Denoya vs = 5 BPI &3 e Y b= NS
(2013) ' A ~ EHT0lIA] CHEFLRCH Uk , S0M O Z2 HLE
ST T A ( o
A S5 Fp** T 2% 20 2.9 29 0.001
= 20 S NR NS
29 20 = 7 NR S
3y 20 =018 8 NR S
Eimer 4Y 20 zop 7 NR S
10 2013) VS. Peak §5 Ha** e 5 20 =7 NR S
6 20 S NR S
7 20 S NR NS
8 20 =946 NR NS
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NEC

22T} Qs XiHSUZ

o 1 XXt [ cro = DG-HAL XSie=
| (AE) Hlui R 2d | SBAE N M SD N M SD p
9y 20 Zo1x 5 NR 18 Z=o18 3 NR NS
102 20 Zo1x 5 NR 18 Zo18 3 NR NS
1 20 ZoA NR 18 9 3 NR NS
129 20 Zola 4 NR 18 Zpx 1 NR NS
13Y 20 Zoln 4 NR 18 =01 NR NS
142 20 ZOA NR 18 =& 0 NR NS
Peak EZ X[ 7|7t o B 20 ZoA 7 ol 0-13 18 Zolr 12 | He5-14 | 0.01
1Y 20 ZoA: NR 19 ZoA: NR NS
2 20 ZoAr 4 NR 18 =915 NR NS
3 20 Zola 4 NR 18 E=CIENYI NR NS
49 20 =oa 5 NR 18 Zolxi 4 NR NS
5 20 ZoA NR 18 ZoA NR NS
6 20 ZoA: NR 18 =91 3 NR NS
= i N 79 20 ZopA: NR 18 Zo|: 3 NR NS
ce =T =T 8 20 =9 3 NR 18 =94 3 NR NS
oy 20 =0 3 NR 18 Zolar3 NR NS
10 20 =0 3 NR 18 Z9p: 2 NR NS
1 20 = NR 18 ZoA: NR NS
129 20 Zo1x: 3 NR 18 ZoA NR NS
132 20 ZoA: NR 18 =011 NR NS
149 20 Zop: NR 18 =91 NR NS
EZ X&)zt o ES 20 NR NR 18 NR NR NS
1Y 35 3.1 3.1 35 32 32 NR
29 35 33 26 35 35 29 NR
Venturi B 3y 35 33 26 35 3.4 26 NR
11 0016) vs. X|SHEMIZ(PPH) VAS Ez ¥SEs 49 35 2.9 26 35 3.0 2.3 NR
5 35 2.7 3.2 35 2.8 3.1 NR
6 35 2.3 26 35 2.4 2.9 NR
74 35 1.8 2.1 35 1.9 2.6 NR
E[2A| VAS T2 e ool 197 2.2 1.9 196 2.8 2.2 0.003
Lehur B =1 M 197 47 26 196 3.9 26 NR
12 (2016) vs. PPH+HEM VAS R4 g Y= 197 1.1 1.9 196 1.2 1.8 NR
¥SES i 197 1 1.8 196 0.9 16 NR

80



o 1K _ DG-HAL L s
HZ 3 HIK|E cto EXA|IH =
| (AE) = 2| # aM N M SD N M SD p
PPN 13 197 1 19 196 0.9 16 NR
13 L(“Z%irg)'" vs. R[SHEFH|(PPH) VAS H TN 12 63 4 405 61 3 199 | 0234
Infantino o VAS B RILES) Ha 14 e 85 202 49 84 241 5 NS
[SiESyR[ES
14 (2012) vs. AIZAZ(PPH) VAS Ha(HiHA| £5) M 1 G 8 27 52 ) 331 53 0.145
ostn Ha 12 23 31 125 18 5.1 2 0
15 2009 s. XIMERIS(PPH) | 22 SVAS EA PPN 1= 23 16 125 18 32 175 0
Ha 3= 23 0.2 05 18 1 175 0.06
vs. X[Sx|& VAS % 5 - 5 15 275 121 NS
vs. X[SHEK=(PPH) (24A12t O|LH) : ' 15 7.99 0.81 <0.001
Khafagy vs. X[BHZX|& VAS X4 A o 15 1.23 0.23 NS
Ve
Bl gt | ve xpiEHEERE) | (M2 2xu ) =T Sk 19 21 042 15 7.01 130T (0,001
vs. R[B2x|& VAS F% 5 om0 07 15 0.39 0.61 NS
vs, X[SHEK=(PPH) (125 O|LH) ' ' 15 2.51 0.71 {0.001

¢Fol: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; VAS, visual analogue scale; THD, Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization; AMI, Agency for Medical Innovations;
PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy and prolapse stapler; MD, Mean difference; M, mean: SD, Standard deviation: BPI, Brief Pain Inventory;

I;TR Not Reported NS, Not significant; IQR, Inter Quartlle Range

3 arm study

T4-arm study
*EZ AT w_ﬁj Zarols}
**O_ —y = oq o by

I
\3O)
22
SL
A
EQ,
In
kd
fi
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NEC

=3 R=o} XASHZHS

Std. Mean Difference
V. Random, 95% CI

Experimental Control 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD_ Total Mean SD Total Weight V. Random, 95% CI
1201 vs. AJH 2 A&
11. Lee 2021 oze 207 40 2676 1.9 40 6.8% 1.74[1.22,2.26]
12, Rorvik 2020 a76 132 50 29 142 48 BE% 2.07[1.58, 2.57]
14. Carvajal 2019 43 TA 20 1875 875 20 6.0% 2.92[2.00,3.83]
158, Tsunoda 2017 359 1224 22 19 1632 22 G.6% 1.15[0.51,1.79]
18, De Mardi 2014 35 20 24 25 10 23 BT% 0.62[0.03,1.20]
18 Denaya 2013 366 127 20 543 387 20 G.6% -0.60[-1.24,003]
20. Elmer 2013 36 3¥5 20 20 B 20 5.9% 313[218, 409
21, Zampieti 2012 20 5.1 46 28 42 68 B4% S1TIR2AT, 1300
30, kKhafagy 2009 181 257 18 1817 237 15 G.4% -0.03 [0.74, 0.69]
Subtotal (95% CI) 257 276  58.6% 1.01 [-0.09, 2.10]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.69; Chi®= 232,58, df=8 (P = 0.00001), F= 87%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.80 {F =0.07)

1.20.2 vs. K SHZ I = (PPH+HEM)

24, Giarratano 2018 287 635 a0 222 369 a0 6.9% 1.24[0.81,1.67]
25 Venturi 2016 378 502 35 333 584 ki 6.9% 0.08 [-0.39, 0.55]
26. Lehur 2016 44 16 197 30 14 198 7.21% 0.93[0.72,1.14]
27, Lucarelli 2013 35 2025 63 35 1892 61 0% 0.00 [-0.35, 0.35]
28, Infantino 2012 26.6 8.4 85 2a7 T8 a4 1% 011 [-0.189, 0.41]
30. Khafagy 2009 181 257 15 2215 &F3 15  B3% -0.89[-1.64,-0.13]
Subtotal (95% CI) 445 441 41.4% 0.29 [-0.21, 0.80]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.35, Chi®= 57 .82, df=5 (P = 0.00001), F=91%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.14 (F=0.25)

Total (95% CI) 702 717 100.0% 0.68 [0.14,1.23]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.06; Chi®= 291.22, df=14 (F = 0.00001); F= 95%
Testfor averall effect 2= 2.47 (P =0.01}
Testfor suboroun differences: Chi®=1.34. df=1 (P = 0.25. F= 25.9%

% 3.32 [0} Ko XHSHARE vs. X|

el

-
-

-4 -2 0 2
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

FE] a5 HE X H: 2SA12

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1211 vs. N ZA S
12, Rarvik 2020 06 04 50 04 02 48 157% 062 [0.221.03] —_
148 Tsunoda 2017 21 019 22 21 0149 22 141% 0.00 [-0.59, 0.589] I
22 Bursics 2004 198 418 0 6289 29 30 14.5% -1.18 F1.73,-0.63] -
30. kKhafagy 2008 1.2 0.28 15 112 023 15 1249% 0.30 042, 1.02] I
Subtotal {95% CI) 117 115  57.1% -0.06 [-0.90, 0.77] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.64; Chi®= 2736, df= 3 (P = 0.00001);, F=89%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.14 (P =0.88)
1.21.2 vs. AJFEH| & (PPH+HEM)
25 Venturi 2016 21 31 35 22 34 35 182% -0.03 [-0.50, 0.44] -1
26. Lehur 2016 1.2 1.2 197 1.2 12 186 169% 0.00 [-0.20, 0.20] T
30, Khafagy 2009 1.2 0.28 15 223 043 15 10.8% -2.36 [3.33,-1.40] -
Subtotal {95% CI) 247 246  42.9% -0.65 [-1.56, 0.26] ~a-
Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.55; Chi*= 2236, df=2 (P = 0.0001}; F=91%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.40 (P = 0.16)
Total {95% Cl) 364 361 100.0% -0.29 [-0.81,0.22]
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.40; Chi*= 50,25, df= 6 (P = 0.000013; F= 88% _54 '2 7 é ft

Testfor overall effect £=1.12 (P = 0.26)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= 0.87. df =1 (P=0.35). F=0%

% 3.33 [=30 RLot XHSHAH

82

= vs. A[AlE] 5 HH

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
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Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV. Random, 95% CI
1211 vs. N ZA S

15, Tsunoda 2017 6.3 012 22 1.6 3849 22 205% 1.68 [0.98, 2.37] =
149. Denaya 2013 11 22 20 143 184 20 208% -0.959 [-1.65,-0.33] —

22, Bursics 2004 29 IF ;- M7 128 30 208% -0.83[1.36,-0.30] I

30, Khafagy 2008 04y 012 15 372 081 15 18.0% -4 B2[-6.07,-318] —

Subtotal (95% Cl) 87 87 79.8% -1.09 [-2.89, 0.71] ~i———

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 3.15; Chi*= 72.47, df= 3 {F = 0.00001); F= 96%
Testfor overall effect Z=119 (F=0.23)

1.21.2 vs. XS E M & (PPH)
30, Khafagy 2008 049y 012 15 081 012 18 20.2% 1.30 [0.50, 2.08] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 15 15 20.2% 1.30 [0.50, 2.09] -
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect £=3.19 (P = 0.001)

Total (95% CI) 102 102 100.0% -0.60 [-2.15, 0.95] *‘

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2.94; Chi*= 8843, df=4 (P = 0.00001), F= 95% T 5 b M H
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.76 (P = 0.44) » : »
Test for subaroun differences: Chi®= .67 df=1{P=0.02. F=82.4% Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

12 3.34 [230 Rt XHSUHAEHS vs. XS] o5 2 X H: ZSH ALY

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV. Random, 95% Cl
1.23.1 vs. A& 2R &
11. Lee 2021 06 13 40 35 175 40 9.2% -1.86 [-2.39,-1.33] -
12. Rorvik 2020 M 25 40 27520 42 97% 0.15[-0.28, 0.59] T
16. Leung 2017 338 1.97 40 368 208 40 9.7% -0.15 [-0.59, 0.29] -
17. Denoya 2014 0.25 062 12 06 18 15  7.8% -0.27 [1.03, 0.49] -1
30. Khafagy 2009 042 07 15 0.39 061 15 B1% 0.04 [-0.67, 0.76] -1
Subtotal (95% CI) 147 152 44.6% 0.42[-1.18,0.34] "‘

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.66; Chi®= 38.52, df= 4 {F = 0.00001); F= 90%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.08 (P=0.28)

1.23.2 vs. A EH &(PPH+HEM)

26, Venturi 2016 18 21 35 19 26 m 0 95% -0.04 051, 0.43] -
26. Lehur 2016 11 148 147 1.2 18 196 107% -0.05 [0.25, 0.14] T
27, Lucarelli 20132 4 405 63 2189 61 101% 0.31 [0.04, 0.68] N
28, Infantino 2012 02 449 25 241 ] 24 10.3% -0.781.10,-0.47] -

29 Festen 2012 02 04 23 1 175 18 86% -0.65[-1.28,-0.01] —
30 Khafagy 2009 042 o7 15 2481 071 15 B.2% -2.88[-3.95,-1.82] -

Subtotal (95% Cl) 418 409  55.4% -0.52 [-1.03, -0.01] <>

Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.33; Chi*= 5030, df=5 (P = 0.00001); P=50%
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.99 (P = 0.05)

Total (95% CI) 565 561 100.0% -0.48 [-0.88, -0.08] &>
\ \

,
-4 -2 0 2
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Heterogeneity, Tau?= 0.37; Chi*= 90.38, df= 10 (P = 0.00001); F= 89%
Testfor overall effect £= 237 (P=0.02)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®= 0.04. df =1 (P =084} F=0%

113 3.35 [=30} Kot XHSHARE vs. XS] 5 3
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NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

2.2.2.6. X

12H9] B2l Bl AAFOA A EAsict HetRs Ayl XH5eET) BlIA|
SA oA Aol F-o]5kA WITHIHH S 3.36; RR 2.8, 95% CI 1.93, 4.07).

H 3.27 [ES1} RE5} XHSUHTE vs. X[32] XY
al xx 2 . DG-HAL S
Hlu =t AKX E EX I\t olf

w| @ | HaE ) FME ) o) SBAE T TN T |LP
1 (Tzrggl) i|s|§;-<|§ Al = 24 36 3 39 0 |01086
2 ?26(?? g)a i|s|+vji|% A 3 3d 18’ 0 19 2 NR
3 fi&%ﬁ" i|sHV:SL,—(|% N | 1Y 20 2 20 2 0.54
4 (Lze(;n% i|6}:/__slly'( & H g 19 40 17 40 4 | 0001

Denoya i|s|§;-<|§ MCMED) | & (B9 34 12 2 15 1 0411
5 (2014) VS. ATy | o | (el au

IR fHERELD) | B (B9 3d 12 6 15 4 0212

6 D(i(')%jl i|6uvzsti|§ R 3 24 2 3 23 1 \R
/ ?5532; i|6r:/——st% & A g 14 30 4 30 4 NR

Venara ar o 5 THD: 13, PPH: 5,
8| ooyigr | vePPH THe e 1 165 | 10| " | evs | MR
9 G'ggitg)”o vs.PPH e o 4 50 g 50 5 0o
10 \(/268;29 vs.PPH PUEL | (mz) 34 3 5 5 1 NR

S

Lucarelli (E=94) 40742

T oy | e e ) I 63 16 | 61 5 | 002
(B2 4301

Infantino (@)

2| “ogip | VePPH WE Y I 85 12 84 6 | 022

eFol: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; THD, Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization;
AMI, Agency for Medical Innovations; PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy
and prolapse stapler; NR, Not reported

*4-arm study

L A o
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Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
1.231vs. X8 22X &
10. Trenti 2022 3 36 i 38 14% 7.A57[040,14162]
14. Carvajal 2019 2 20 2 20 549% 1.00[016,6.42]
16. Leung 2017 17 40 4 40 11.9%  4.25[1.87,11.82] e
17. Denoya 2014 2 12 1 15 26% 2.50([0.26 24.38]
18. De Mardi 2014 3 24 1 23 30% 288032 2569]
22, Bursics 2004 4 30 4 30 11.9% 1.00[0.28, 3.63] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 162 167 36.8%  2.57[1.39,4.73] e
Total events kil 12
Heterogeneity: Chi*=4.55 df=5{F=047), F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=3.02 (P=0.003)
1.23.2 vs. T EN| Z(PPH+HEM)
23 Venara 2018 23 162 7 164 Z06% 3.33[1.47,7.54] -
24, Giarratano 2018 g 50 2 50 5.9% 4.00([0.8917.81]
24 Venturi 2016 ] a 1 5 3T7%  3.13[0.50,18.55] -
27. Lucarelli 2013 16 B3 ] 61 15.1% 310[01.21,7.54] [
28. Infantino 2012 12 i) 5 g4 17.9% 1.98[0.78,5.02] Tt
Subtotal (95% CI) 368 364 63.2%  2.04[1.84,4.70] o
Total events G4 21
Heterogeneity, Chi®*= 096 df=4 {(F=0.92), F=0%
Test for overall effect: £= 4 51 (P = 0.00001)
Total {95% CI) 530 531 100.0%  2.B0[1.93, 4.07] <
Total events 45 33
Heterogeneity, Chi*= 5.73, df= 10 (P = 0.84); F= 0% Iu.m 0?1 150 1uo=

Test for overall effect: Z=5.43 (P = 0.00001%

Testfor subaroun differences: Chif=012.df=1 (P=0.73). F= 0%

12 3.36 (2210 QES XIMSHALS vs, X|322]

Favours [experimental] Favours [Control]

N

=13
=
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NEC Z2I} QL5 XHSUZES

2.2.2.7. EAXNNEL

10919] FA91 A PA FoIH DRASES Al 05 ) 5 3 RS 4 B sl

HEHEA AT, Algo] TSR3} (@)= F w1 -Relt Ao 7t /IUTHIE 3.37; RR 0.84, 95%
CI0.7, 1.02).
Experimental Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio

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

1.251 vs. RIE 2X &

10. Trenti 2022 32 36 38 39 15.8% 0.91 [0.80, 1.04] b

11. Lee 2021 38 40 3z 40 14.8% 1.19[1.00, 1.41] ™

12. Rowik 2020 kil 44 38 45 13.6% 0.83 [0.66, 1.08] ™

18. De Mardi 2014 18 24 22 23 13.2% 0.78[0.61, 1.00] ™

Subtotal (95% Cl) 144 147 57.6% 0.93 [0.78, 1.11] 4

Total events 1149 130

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 1060, df= 3 (P=0.01); F=72%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.82 (F=0.41)

1.25.2 vs. RS &(PPH+HEM)

24. Giarratano 2018 B a0 45 50 4.5% 0.13 [0.06, 0.28] -

28, Venturi 2016 13 34 14 35 6.3% 0.93 [0.51, 1.68] I
26. Lehur 2016 182 197 185 196 16.8% 0.98[0.93,1.03] b
27. Lucarelli 2013 45 63 53 61 14.8% 0.54 [0.70, 1.01] ]
Subtotal (95% CI) 345 342 42.4% 0.64 [0.38, 1.08] -
Total events 247 297

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.24; Chi®= §3.59, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); F=95%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.67 (P = 0.09)

Total (95% CI) 489 489 100.0% 0.84 [0.70,1.02] *

Total events 366 427

T 0 =T < -5
Z=178(P=10. Favours [Control] Fav imental

Test for subaroun differences: Chif= 1.77. df= 1 (P = 0.18). F= 43 4% avours [Control] Favours [experimental]

18 3.37 [=30 REol AIASHEES vs. X[AlFE] ASUFE
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H 3.28 [=230} Lol AHZUHAES vs. XS] AISTEL
A | 1XXt S = o DG-HAL | Z|glida
M| (o) Hlu ANX| T ° ES™AHE N . N . p
S0E ¥ | 2 | 9] 0 | 0483
1 Trenti Vs, CiA BEE o o4 36 2 39 1 0483
(022 | ABEERE o ° = 36 11 39 11 0433
RO % | 21| 9| 27 | 043
SO 40 1 0 | 2 NR
9 Lee VS, == o ol 40 1 40 6 NR
(1) | XEiEXlE = ° = 40 1 40 16 NR
RO 0 | 37 | 0 | 16 NR
SIKOEEL (01 206 M| 2 | 1 0.049
SRPEEL 2 M| 6 | 4 1 0.049
Ronik s BRI 3 M| 3 | | 2 | 00
3| oo | xpors SIS 4 = 14 M| 2 | 45 | 3 | 000
= SRR 5 a4 4 45 1 0.049
SIRREEE 6 4 1 10 | 4 | 13 | 000
SRR 7(0jenks) M | 17 | 45 | 24 | 0040
x 65 | 13 ] 4 | 13 NR
Genova VS. a ir 5 31 a 13 NR
Yy | msoxs o E Sa O s 8
JiES 465 | 45 | 4 | 13 NR
o 5 | NR| 4 | & NR
. o E % | 0 | 5| 0
= © 24 24 3 23 4 | ZEpEt
Coks o 17H x| 3 | x| 0 7H:
5 | DeNerd vs. = © 24 2 | 3 | 23 1 NS
@4 | REt2AE ol o I % | 4 | % | 16 | FxpE
= S 24 24 | 5 | 3| 5 | 2pz
oo 7h % | 18] % | 9 NS
Ol 25 E 24 24 | 13 ] 23| 17
Ais2 sy .
6 Zampieri vs. (Sleep better) E e “6 0 68 0 NR
X [oHx &= S SHAL
S (Aiti/ﬁy_‘b:t?;r) E oHe 4% | 4 | e | B | <0k
Garalen S0E(poor) 0 | 6 | 50 | 0 001
7 $2019) vs. PPH B&(good) H 24 50 | 38 50 5 0
0(excellent) 5 | 6 | 50 | 4 0
IR =0k ¥ | 3 | x| 3 NR
Venturi =T o b 17 35 18 NR
8 1 oo | &P D e 362 B T 17 12N
0RO B | 2 | B | 2 NR
(2016) | PPH+HEM = < =
= 14 197 | 182 | 1% | 185 NR
i (39K
10 L(ng)'“ vs. PPH oS o %Zg ('JSM 6 | 46 | 6 | 8 | 075
4K

eFol: DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; NR,
Not reported; NS, Not significant; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy and prolapse stapler

= gre WiEkA A 488 2l

!
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23 9] FeollM EAIELE H-E Hasi3let. 18(Leung et al., 2017)2 A[aatol] vl SARLIA
a7t FolsA | W9ttt vlsssiA, Y A] 18(Lehur et al., 2016)%= A pato] HIg] SANA

A7k B ROroL T 20 BAK R0l o) Hsh ekt

H 3.29 [=30 R0} AHZMAES vs. X[eips] SRITEE M
A | 1XXt = = DG-HAL Xetr=
HZz | ZAIXE ZXAIH =
W | @ | = | FWE MB "NT M s | N[ M |sD| P
lewg | v | BRREE | 4 59 | el 59 | el
U o | reeme TAx =T = O g | 1g | O] sy | g |00
= 197| 853 | 239 | 196| 829 | 231 | MR
’ Lehur Vs, SRREE |
(2016) | PPHHHEM | R | &7 e7H 197| 838 | 252 | 196| 821 | 256 | NR
14 197 821 | 256 | 196] 83 | 25.1 | NR

eFol: MD, Mean difference; M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery
ligation: NR, Not reported; HEM, hemorrhoidopexy and prolapse stapler
17 o EREE 47 e v

0-1004: S U
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AlO |
20 —i

2.2.2.8.

87°) TR W] T

FOREEERE R

3.38; SMD -0.14, 95% CI

B % 23} golgt Aol} ¢

L
BATT

Experimental
Study or Subgroup  Mean

SEERE

SD Total Mean

13l A

-0.49, 0.2

Control

1.26.1 vs. AE2A &

D}

A< SF-12 2 FIQoLE K15ttt

o & JLEslo] EA519 e WEHRY Ay} A4 99
A d9(1¥ 3.39; SMD 0.11, 95% CI-0.07, 0.28)

Al

Aoz et

Std. Mean Difference

SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

Std. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

10. Trenti 2022 383 4 34 414 3 35 30.4% -0.51 [0.97,-0.05]
17. Denoya 2014 G6.09 259 12 5547 33 15 15.8% 0.20 [0.56, 0.96]
Subtotal {95% CI) 48 54 46.1% -0.22 [-0.90, 0.46]
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.15; Chi*=2.42, df=1 (P =0.12); F=59%

Testfor averall effect Z= 064 (P=0.52)

1.26.2 vs. MR | S ({PPH+HEM)

26 Lehur 2016 821 86 187 83 251 196 A39% -0.04 [[0.23,0.16]
Subtotal (85% CI) 197 196 53.9% -0.04 [-0.23, 0.16]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testior overall effect Z=0.35(FP=0.73)

Total (95% Cl) 245 250 100.0% 0.14[-0.49, 0.21]

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi®=3.99, df=2 (P = 0.14); F=50%

Testfor overall effect 2= 0.80 (P = 0.42)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi®= 027 df=1{P =061 F=0%

—_—

J

————

-

R

1 0 1 2

Favours [experimental] [control] Favours [experimental]

1% 3.38 [=20} RTol X[HSHARSE vs. X|Stig-a] 49 H: MAH FY
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean S0 Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
1271 vs. N ZA S
10, Trenti 2022 456 4 36 43 52 39 146% 0.55[0.09, 1.01] -
17. Denaoya 2014 55.08 259 12 558 G688 15 5.4% -0.13 089, 0.63] - 1
Subtotal (95% Cl) 48 54 20.1% 0.37 [-0.03, 0.76] -
Heterogeneity, Chi®= 224, df=1 (P=013), F=55%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.83 (P =0.07)
1.27.2 vs. N E M =(PPH+HEM)
26, Lehur 2016 535 68 197 532 78 196 T9.9% 0.04 [0.16, 0.24] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 197 196 79.9% 0.04 [-0.16, 0.24]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=0.41 (P = 0.63)
Total (95% CI) 245 250 100.0% 0.11 [-0.07, 0.28] ’

Heterogeneity: Chi®= 435, df=2 (P=0.11); F=54%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.18 (P = 0.24)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chif= 212 di=1(P=015. F=52.7%

| T 5t R[S

13 3.39 [=31

23S vs. X2z

-2 -1 0 1 2
Favours [control] Favours [experimental]
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H 3.30 [Z3T Kot XHSUAEE vs. X|Al5S] 42 &2

1 XXt - DG-HAL e
oty H|m = KT o EZXAIH =
(®15) = 2 # JAE N M SD N M SD P
Trenti o AR 2o 36 39.3 4 39 41 3 0.058
Sz — A [E]
1 (o) | Vo FRIERIE | SFH12 HAIN o40] =T 23 36 456 55 39 23 52 10036
e): telt
Rorvik Y Short Health Scale B 14 44 S 4-19 45 =S¢ 6 4-19 0.08
2 vs. A[HEX|E ) )
(2020) IOR: 6 IOR: 5
SF-36-version 2 PSES {IE] £ 77 Q0[5 RI0|= GIo1S
o b = 17t Q0[5 RI0|= GIolS
A 4 ASH =2 A
S 8 SE ar i < 221 QOf5H R0l IS
AFE 2002 0I5t oft N K £ 7F Q0[5 RI0|= Q%S
it =T Ihe £ A7t Q0[5 RI0|= Q%S
o s 174 £ 22 RO A0l s
So = Ihe = 17 Q0[5 RI0|= GIOIS
it 7424 ol " FE = a7t %9|§_ ROl 91915
3 Tsunoda | RS SF-12 2! T RS X0|= Y
(2017) = oA N (= = 2 RIS A0 YU
=T Ihe £ A7F Q0[5 RI0|= Q%S
- N 171 & 27t 95t X0= AS
X ASH A
M = i 22t 993t R0l 318
e P £ 77 Q0[5 RI0|= GIo1S
ZHHO O|5t &t HIe A
FESSERREAR | B o < 221 Qolst O[ 015
e £ 7F Q0[5 R|0|= Q%S
S 8 o Vi = 221 2005t 3j0[i 8IS
Lifestyle 12 118 0.6 15 113 052 | 0827
AEHA M HE(Coping) | 12 127 0.91 15 113 052 | 0623
4 Denoya vs. FHTFIA FIQOL 287t =T (@) 3¢ 12 1.18 0.6 15 1.2 0.56 0.938
(2014) A= S5t 12 1.27 0.91 15 1.13 052 | 0623
N oo i oL 12 56.09 259 15 55.47 331 | 0609
— = :‘
SF12 FAR ooy =T (&3 12 55.09 6.91 15 55.8 6.86 | 0.797
5 Zgg?'z‘j” vs. RIBR| QoL - - SRR, AR DE AOR0| SAE. T 37t Q0[5 X0l 9918
Venturi . , EU RN 35 15.1 8.0 35 15.0 8.9 NR
— AlHIA 26l == ;ISV\
6 (2016) vs. PPH SF-36 HAH =+ S5 ™ 313 67H 35 20,1 10.7 35 203 100 | NR
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TXXF _ DG-HAL REESS
oty H| g2 K| E Cto SXAIH
(@IE) |z i # JAE N M SD N M SD P
_ S M 35 5.9 40 35 6.0 47 NR
AHBIE 284 bSEN 2005
o =T 36N 35 6.4 4.4 35 6.1 46 NR
AR goloz oistog | ESES 35 55 40 35 57 a4 NR
Kot =T 34 6711 35 6.4 4.4 35 5.7 4.0 NR
ex i = 5 35 46 4.0 35 46 4.0 NR
°e =T 34 671 35 3.1 3.2 35 3.1 34 NR
S o " =1 35 6.8 49 35 6.9 5.1 NR
- 34 670 35 4.4 43 35 4.6 4.0 NR
ey S ™ 35 4.1 4.1 35 2.3 4.4 NR
Yoz oI5t gt Aist B e

g% il T 34 6711 35 4.7 3.8 35 4.8 4.1 NR
oL IR EXA R 35 33.2 12.6 35 34.2 12.0 NR
34 671 35 329 11.6 35 33.1 12.6 NR
FIHER 247} 014 HA RS 35 12.8 7.7 35 12.9 6.8 NR
34 670E 35 1.4 7.7 35 11.4 6.9 NR
7| e | e e Qol | 146l B, R 25 40M0) 28 NA
=M™ 197 484 8 196 49.3 8 NR
AR o s Iy 197 53.2 7 196 52.8 82 | NR
e 671 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
Lehur 14 197 h3.b 6.8 196 h3.2 7.8 NR
8 (o1p) | VS PRHHHEM | SF=36 ESVES 197 471 108 196 446 12T NR
HAIR o T 374 197 48.7 9.3 196 48.2 10.2 NR
671 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR
14 197 48.2 10.2 196 48 10.1 NR

efo]: MD, Mean difference; M, mean; SD, Standard deviation; DG-HAL, Doppler guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported; MD, Mean difference; PPH, procedure for
prolapse and hemorrhoids; IQR, Inter Quartile Range; QOL, Quality of life; SF, Short Form Health Survey: FIQOL, Fecal Incontinence Quality of life Scale
o] A Fae F2E RS 9

AZFE g2 ke A 284 ¢



NEC Z20 QIT} XHSUATE

2.2.2,9. o4 = EH™OR9| 3=7|2t
9H o] TN & & A T A O 29| JEVTRE BAIsIoH. wEREA A3, 3E7|7H &+
7F 8915t Zjo |7} It IS 3.40; SMD -0.39, 95% CI -1.2, 0.42).
2 3.31 [Z80} Kot X[HSUAEE vs. X[Sipg] YN = XHOZ9| 5|=27|7t
o 1XX} H@ Z o =3 DG-HAL R
| Q) “ | xNE |9 M® N[ M[sD|[N[M]|[sD| P
Genova Vs R0 el He:
" ooy || s | B2 BN g s N g | M
QIA} [C=
Tsunoda vs. To = early post
2 cey—e e | ARIOZ0| Ql . 22 3.7 5.01 22 94 13.41 0.006
(2020) | RIHEXEE §T§7 7t = | operative
Leung Vs, dYo=9| |
3 (2017) IR si=27|7t = 1= 40 158 | 0.93 40 1.37 0.68 0122
QIA} L=
g | DeNerdi | vs oo | o | ompe | 4 | 0 | 1| B | 2 | 21 | o
(2014) | RiBHZEREE =77t
YHOZ9 =9 | =9 = | Eeh
5 Elmer vs. =R 1, pes qae | 810713 | 3 ] 0713 0.045
(2013) | RjHZAIE | EHORO| | = T a9 | el =9 | el NS
=717+ 12 | 1-25 214 | 1-22
Bursics VS. UrMOZQ| early post
6 (0004 | REDRS E§|§7|7_+ o o | P 3 55 | 30 | 249 | 245 | {00006
Giarratano vs. AFo=ol | post
7 2018) PPH 1=7)7+ = ve 50 & | 588 50 6.12 1.75 0
Venturi vs. Yoz |, .
8 (2016) PPH 312717t 2 | operative €9 109 185 35 12.9 21.1 NR
Lucarelli Vs, dyo=9| |, post
9 (2013) PPH 31277t = cperative 63 14 6.07 61 12 7.97 0.273

eFo]: MD, Mean difference; M, mean; PPH, procedure for prolapse and hemorrhoids; DG-HAL, Doppler
guided-hemorrhoidal artery ligation; NR, Not reported: SD, Standard deviation
g TR B4 %

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV. Random, 95% Cl
1.20.1 vs. A8 2R &
06. Tsunoda 2017 37 am 22 94 134 22 125% -0.55 [-1.16, 0.08] ]
07. Leung 2017 1.488 093 40 1.37 068 40 12.9% 026 [0.18,0.70] T
08. De Mardi 2014 10 11 24 22 hal 23 125% -0.71 [F1.30,-012) -
11. Elmer 2013 728 324 20 475 3325 18 12.3% 0.751[0.09,1.41] —
13. Bursics 2004 3 a4a 30 249 245 30 10.9% -5.08 [6.14,-4.01] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 136 133 61.1% -1.00 [-2.36, 0.36] "‘"

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 2.27, Chi*= 9514, df=4 (P = 0.00001}; F= 96%
Testfor averall effect Z2=1.44 (P=0.15)

1.20.2 vs. N\ EH| Z(PPH)

14. Giarratano 2018 11.85 588 50 612 175 50 12.49% 1.31[0.88,1.74] -
16. Venturi 2016 104 184 3E 1249 2111 35 12.8% -0.10[-0.57, 0.37] -/

18, Lucarelli 2013 14 607 63 12 7497 61 131% 0.28 [-0.07, 0.64] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 148 146 38.9% 0.50 [-0.28, 1.28] -

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.43; Chi®= 2118, df=2 (P = 0.0001); F=91%
Testfor averall effect 2=1.25 (P=0.21)

Total (95% CI) 284 279 100.0% -0.39 [-1.20, 0.42] q

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 1.28; Chi®= 137.88, df= 7 (P = 0.00001); F= 95% N 2 ) 2 4
Testfor overall effect Z= 0895 (P =0.34) . R .

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi®=3.52. df=1 (P=0.06). F=71.6% Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

O3 3.40 [=30 Kot XSHSHARS vs. KPS| Lot E= HFQZ9| 3|=7(2t
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2.3. 71z Q9%

£STE o} A ASA TS T}

ket 2ot

B 332 [RST RES AMSUHTS vs. HESA] BoH2D Qo1
DG-HAL vs. HXZ4]
el 57 & | WEEM Zm 95% C) | P | Javs
1. QFHY
e Overall 6 RR 1.4 (0.44, 4.47) 71% 2134
()Tjtf% IR = 5 RR 2.19(1.19, 4.03) 0% | 1235
o 3 RR 8.24 (2.26, 30.00) 0% | 1236
2 B
R[ZAL 23} 3K} & 6 RR1.02 (0.83, 1.25) 77% | 322319
TN SR 4 4 RR 0.63 (0.35, 1.14) 64% | 12320
R A2 5 EX LTS BN A 3 RR 1.07 (0.39, 2.93) 87% | 1321
*f;f% s 3 SMD 2.47 (0.77, 4.16) 95% | 123.22
LSS ESHA 5 SMD 0,61 (-0.11, 1.33) 9N% | 18323
T B A 5 RR 0.64 (0.49, 0.84) 0% | 12324

9Fo]: RR, Relative Risk; SMD, Standardized mean difference; CI, Confidence Interval

3} 29: favour control, T 2%F: favour experimental
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2GS} A MENARET 5T H e Ao)A ShelEl Qb4 9wk ATt goke rhe)

— ==
ER=y == [ W o % |<§;===‘ 2 | Jzms
1. kM

22 5 O[S 58 4 RR 0.54(0.16, 1.81) 0% | 1z37

Overall 5 RR 0.89 (0.74, 1.08) 0% | 1238

on 12 RR 0.68 (0.48, 0.98) 20% | 1239

Y7 | o 9 RR 1.02 (0.55, 1.90) 50% | 322310

Aig B2 5 9 RR 0.69 (0.45, 1.14) 0% | 2311

312 70| M 5 RR 1.11(0.42, 2.91) 0% | 2312

(ﬁé Ag B ES 4 RR 0.66 (0.36, 1.21) 15% | 12313

Y= X0H(dysuria) 3 RR 0.98 (0.4, 2.41) 0% | I3.14

A 3 RR 0.20 (0.04, 1.16) 0% | 2315

Xl 3 RR 0.47 (0.1, 2.07) 0% | 22316

Sz 3 RR 1.10(0.44, 2.72) 0% | 2317

g R 4 SMD -0.29 (-0.71, 0.14) 74% | 12318

2 &

S8 UM BT} 4 1 RR 0.71 (0.55, 0.92) 39% | 12325

J— TN (RS 4 RR 0.90 (0.82, 0.99) 4% | 12326
a2 [ AlRte} K4 3 SMD -0.01 (-0.16, 0.24) 65% | & 3.27
NE N ES 7 RR 3.07 (1.72, 5.46) 0% | 1328

A HiER[Q) 77t 3 SMD -0.45 (-1.28, 0.37) 8% | 12329

ST/ L 31K} 4 3 RR 0.53 (0.10, 2.92) 77% | 122330

455 EZHTSEN 4 9 RR 0.94 (0.47, 1.89) 72% | 12331

ﬁ 2BARH 14 SMD 0.68 (0.14, 1.23) 95% | 12332
XE et 7 SMD -0.29 (-0.72, 0.13) 87% | 12333
TER| AR 4 SMD 0.6 (-2.15, 0.95) 95% | I334

22 S EXHS 10 SMD -0.48 (-0.88, -0.08) 80% | 12335

R SRt 2 1 RR 2.8 (1.93, 4.07) 0% | 18336
V=S 8 RR 0.84(0.70, 1.02) 80% | 12337

e AR %ot 3 SMD -0.14 (-0.49, 0.21) 50% | 121338
Caa HAIR oo 3 SMD 0.11 (-0.07, 0.28) 54% | 12339
U = XROR0| Bj=TE 8 SMD -0.39 (-1.2, 0.42) 95% | 12340

9Fo]: RR, Relative Risk; SMD, Standardized mean difference; CI, Confidence Interval

F3 29: favour control, B &9Y: favour experimental
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2.4. GRADE %% Ty}

= AR E= O HHA R (critical), @ F 5T A4l A 0] 2] &-2(important but not critical),
® 9 Z83Hof limited importance)?] 37] ¥3ol| w2} £2 Z(importance)® &1, O
HAARI (critical), @ 2 8HA|TF A& 0] 2] &2(important but not critical) Z2XA|HE tjAto=2
GRADE 2AFEE gRIskt). AYH3]ofA= b, B3bd A& IRlstal 7 ZapH49)
FTREE tha} Zo] 2453l

2925 (1-08)
of sl | ECREL B0 5
AWKE Q5 importance "fito‘i"t'c,f: _ﬂt,',‘;ao',
=] §R°|‘) 3HA§:6°|'II (°ﬂ = |_)
SHAIXO|X| 942)
1 2 3|4 5 6|7 8 9
SXR 9 ONEIS(O: 29, T, A|E S) 0O
X[3H Afer ®
P
(Ol HSS &%, 40| SHH 8%} 4 5) O
=5 O
B T[S0 BT S4, 9 A, 8 29, A 5
HiEIEXI2] A2t S)
2% 3 KB 42 5 £5, 22 AZL NE 5
T, 21 7|2k HALE )
HO] A/ER B0 QoL M4, Oiast BT
2 oNOR 5|=/=3 |7t 5) ©

O

AW ZApo|A 220 FEol AAFHALE0] qiMdo] IALEE BHEEAY HIA Very
low~Moderate °|21 1L, 715 8H 2} &G A Ho|ATE ZAGEC] "Moderate’ & Ut A&t
H|WA] ZAGFES Very low~High 0|11, T3 AlETUEE | HO AT EA4E0] High' 2 Uttt
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NEC

£S1 5t XS

y o
BEs

H 3.35 EX=A|1 H|W: GRADE Evidence profile
HX=An} H|W: GRADE Evidence profile 2t =}
5 = i anezE =
=8 ﬁ? HIE_%I HIQIE  HRINA HREA 7|E} =5 Bx Relative Absolute THTE 3.k
F 8 ¢ HISE =2 (95% CI) (95% CI)
[OtFY] 2 T 0|MEIS
0 RCT ) ) - ) . . . & F 0[MU3SE Est 2310] QRS . SHAITIO|
[PtHY] & £ 0|MEES: HHM(overall) O[S
not 9 not I 34/393  27/41 ~ 0800 gl
6 RCT serios serious serious serious none ©7%  (64% RR 1.4 (0.44, 4.47) Low SHAZO|
[OIHM] &2 & O[MEES: (MEXIE) Al 2H =8
o ., ot o 25117 12121 ] 6000  gumiol
5 RCT  serious serious serious serious none 014% 9% RR 2.19(1.19, 4.03) Very Low SHAIZIO|
[PtY] & £ 0MEES: (MEX|E) HiHIIS Zoj
- (4™) 2™(Alemrajabi 5, 2022; Ahmad 5, 2021)0N=
HX|HO| Lt 2Kt =0 U0 F 22t K3 X017} GIA
on, LIHX| 1H(Schuurman 5, 2012)0l= CHARO]|
H|oH S0l HHHEONTF St SfXF =7t O MUKX|TH
5 RCT not not not very one 263 255 T 2t EAN Qo4 BIIGIA| 9f2. 1H(Perivoliotis OO0  guaxiol
serious serious serious  serious™ S, 2021)0M= iR HIGH SAHZOIA] HH|S A L =t Low e
A7t H RSP HUZ
- (3H) Hi#7|s &=0f 2104, Brown S(2016), Alemrajabi &
(2022), Schuurman 5(2012) M| ™ & = F7t Qo[6t X{0|
71 SIS
[OIHM] & & O[HHES: (MEXIE) Q|
not not not - 19/212  2/231 ~ 000  saimiol
3 RCT serious serious serious serous none ©0%  09% RR 8.24(2.26, 30.00) Moderate = '
[2atd] =8
- (2M) 23 20| 1, 1H(Ahamd §, 2021)2 F #2 §
olgt XJ0[7} QIR O, LIHA| 1®(Schuurman &, 2012)2
2 RCT not not not serious” none 98 95 EH}_EM!:H|6H %XH'_O")SI @DEJ =20] H;tla'_g%ﬂ 7t ©090 ML
serious serious serious UXBH, F 27 SAN RAHS EIGHK| 4dE Moderate
- (1) =& F20f l0f, Ahamd 5(2021)2 FHBE 6742

96



[23td] x|siSetetst eixt 4
not o not /A 220/374 00
6 RCT Serious serous serious 65.0%  (58.8%) RR 1.02(0.83,1.25) Low
[23t4] THAlE Xt 5
not - not 53/345  107/370 SSO0)
4 RCT serious serous serious (15.4%)  (28.9%) RR 0.63(0.35,1.14) Low
[Eotd] = 3 XE: (MEX|ZE) FSA12H
3 RCT  seriows” MOt not 1B 1R - SMD 2.470.77, 4.16) 90O
serious serious Low
[Eotd] = 3 X|E: (MEX|ZE) H7|2H
(2]5>1(P | 2021)0A= EIRI7|ZH0] & 27t Q0
-1 er|v0|ot|s§ 71710 = 2t R4 000
2 RCT  serious”  serious? not 146 159 3.) X0[7} @i wwu:. \? L
Serous 18(Ahmad 5, 2013) CHEZ0f HI3H SMZ0IA Mzizh e HoW
O] REIGHA| E‘I QA=
[23td] £+ 2 XE: (MEXE) ST4/4H
0 RCT B B . B B Sod E= gH YR St E B
[23t4] 2 EH XE: (MEXE) ISH AL
(3H)
- 2111(A|emréab| 5, 2022; Perivoliotis S S 2021) XEX|
3 RCT oo Mot not 0 7 NZ7[Z10] SI0] < 1371 SOIst 0]} S ©200
serious SefioUs serious - 1H(Gupta S £ 2011) ZIEIS EHXFLOH lﬂloH SO £ Low
SH AREF(tablets)OI Foo f71| O HUL, AFE7(Zt0] 2
[23t4] & 2 XE: (MEXE) S5 Host
not - not 89/283  66/319 SSO0)
3 RCT serious serous serious (31.4%)  (20.7%) RR 1.07(0.39, 2.93) Low
[23td] & #H XE: (MEXE) §5 e
5 RCT MO0 i DO 28 MW - SMD 0.61(-0.11, 1.33) 9990
serious serious Low
[23td] THY SkRp 5
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RR 0.64(0.49, 0.84) - G000 sl

5 RCT not serious? not serious® none %/25  %/272 Low

serious serious 21.9%  (34.9%)

[Fatd] SXAEE

(2'H)
- 131._1(Schuurman 2012)0| 2XIQHHAE H|w QAAISN|A 000 ZQ3K|t
2 RCT  serious”  serious” not v, none 68 65 HI5HAIE HE Q}Xk 27t = A7E Q0|5 x[0|7} QUGS O oHAIJdOIIl
serous - serious - 1]1._1(Perivo|_|ot|s 20210 Ea16t SRHEE Hat Very Low 22
Tl s S0l Soloi Sore

(2m)

- 1H(Brown £, 2016)01|AE FNEE 1-7U0| M= S|
HIalH CHEZOA 49 & BTt RO EUCLE, FHUE
21213 AF0M= __|LL .7_* XO7t U= SQoX|at
2 RCT not serious? not serious” none 171 192 - 1®(Perivoliotis S, 2021)0A{= ATEE! 1742 AIEIOIA S0 °"*'x"0|x|
serous serous SF-362] BE SI0jM ZX=0f BIH CiE01M 4Fo| & Low o2
It RYSPH| =US. —’F—ﬁj’.:f’_é’ 19 A™O|ME SF-364
O“"’*7|'_(O7<1|7H) SIS HlofEt D= YA0IM S0l Bl
CHEZOIM RS &2 B M7t =4S
[2aty] 2 EE= EXOR9 3|57|2t
(3]5)1( 0 022)01 M= T
- 28 (Perivoliotis &, 2021; Neves &, 2022)0| M= Oi=
= = K [ = SROI'XIDI‘
3 RCT not serious? not serious” none 0 89 o E@hgﬁl-_&oﬂﬁ UY E= Aoz F=7zI0] Rost  ©S00 oHMx-io|x|
serious serious A AAS Low
- 1M(Schuurman 5, 2012)0A= CHEZO| HI3H SAH=L0IA =2

3|15 7|210] B BUCH, o 7 AO[7H ROYSHA| YRS
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9Fo]: RCT, Randomized Controlled Trials; RR, Relative risk

A VuEY 9F 9rHAT F 08 Frhd FEo] 17o]AY “BEEl o] 27 o4 W7, ? Ate] wikdo] AWEA] ok, Yevent $7F HEA] R2(300L V1E20E ) Y HESTL S
oA F2(4002 71222 7

GRADE TA$£9] 9v]

-8(high): T3] 240l T2 Al(confidence)o] AA| wtol 7hgehs 2L WS- AT 5 e,

5 E(moderarc); 3ol 2] te} S SEEw Y+ olck A3kel PPN A T TAY A0 ROVY P ThE $E 9T
& (low): ] F X0 ek Salo] ARFAolck, UA| I TIFPHG 4P| ThE % k.

A% R(very low): Ek] 3470] T2t SHA10] A2 giet. A EIke Asfe] 2719 48] ThE Aoltt



H 3.36 x|si4=1t H|W: GRADE Evidence profile

X|si423t H|w: GRADE Evidence profile gxt =,
25 o3 HEY 7|E} Xl Relative Absolute oHTE
1 ] HIQUZA  HIZIEHA  HRUAM =X
+ gy gm O3 HAES HPEE uea M o (95% Cl) (95% C)
[OtHY] 2 T oMuIS: &
not not not o 59203 77/199 B S S>®)
4 RCT serious serious serious serous none (29.1%)  (38.7%) RR 0.54(0.16,1.81) Moderate
[OIHM] & F O[S HXH|(overall) OJAHES
not not not ) 143/610  160/621 B 6660 SHAIEIO|
6 RCT serious serious serious serous none (234%)  (27.4%) RR 0.89(0.73,1.08) Moderate e
[OIHM] 2 F O[HEES: (MEXIE) HiHI|S Zoj
. 1 . 2) nOt . 3) 55/ 679 49/ 667 _ GOOO 3 |I‘|0|
9 RCT  serious serious seriows serious none Q4% O%% RR 1.02(0.55, 1.90) Very Low SHAIX{O|
[PtHY] & £ O[MEES: (MEX|E) HiH H+
4  RCT  serious” not not serious” none 184 190 - SMD -0.29(-0.71, 0.14) S000 SHAIZIO|
serious serious Low
[OIHY] 5 £ 0|MEES: (MEX|E) o
not _ not o 46/780  67/764 ~ 00
12 RCT serious serious serious serious none 6.9% 08% RR 0.68(0.48, 0.98) Low
[OIMM] & & O[MELS: (MEXIE) Al 2 &8
not I not o /667 49/653 B o000
9 RCT serious serious seriows serious none 6.1% 75% RR 0.69(0.45, 1.04) Low
[OIHY] & F o|MEIS: (MEX|E) &2 F9 8™
not 9 not g 7/517 6/505 _ o000
5 RCT serious serious seriows serious none (1.4%) (1.2% RR 1.11(0.42, 2.91) Low
[OIMM] 2 F O[AHES: (MEXIE) Al B3 §F
not not not ) 16/538  24/525 B 6660
4 RCT serious serious serious serous none (4.5%) (4.6%) RR 0.66(0.36, 1.21) Moderate

QY] & F 0|8HS: (MEXIE) BHiF0l(dysuria)




NEC/\ zsngcst sz

I not not 3 9/168 9/165 B 6600
3 RCT  serious serious seriows serious none (5.4%) 55% RR 0.98(0.4, 2.41) Low
[OIHM] & F O[HES: (MEXIE) AX
not not not - 0/74 6/76 B SSS0
3 RCT serious serious serious serous none 0% (7.9%) RR 0.20(0.04,1.16) Moderate
[OIHM] 2 F O[AHES: (MEXIE) X|E
not not not S 2/402  5/3% B SSS0
3 RCT serious serious serious serous none 0.5%) (1.3%) RR 0.47(0.11, 2.07) Moderate
[OIHM] 2 = O[MEES: (MEXIE) 85
N N not - 9198  8/1% ~ o000 SHAIRIO|
3 RCT  serious serious seriows serious none 45%) 41% RR 1.10(0.44, 2.72) Very Low SHAZO|
[2Od] &8 2 Xt
_— _— not I 65/351  95/372 B 000
4 RCT  serious serious serious serious none 1850  (55% RR 0.71(0.55, 0.92) Very Low
[EatY] x|siSMetsl: X|siZSAtsl &AL 4
not not not I 131162 141/157 ~ o0
4 RCT Serious serious serious serous none (80.9%)  (89.8%) R 0.90(0.82, 0.99) Moderate
[E2HY] x|siSAtetsl: X|siZAets My
3 RCT not serious? not serious” none 277 280 - SMD -0.01(-0.16, 0.24) oS00
serious serious Low
[23t4] THAlE Xt 5
not not not - 4334 13/298 B SSSO
/ RCT serious serious serious serous none 14.1%)  (4.4%) RR 3.07(1.72, 5.46) Moderate
[2ad] A HEDEXIS] 7[2t
3 RC not not not serious” none 2 R - SMD -0.45(-1.28, 0.37) S0
serious serious serious Moderate
[EoHY] 2 A XE: (MEXE) ST/EH LY &xt
. . 66/253 064/244
3 RCT Ser;%zs serious? S;%ES seiois”  none (26/_ o (26/_ wy ~ RR053(0.10,2.92) - egcvao
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[E2tY] 2 B3 XE: (MEXE) S5 E0st &t 5
_ - not -~ 73/354  68/375 _ 000 o
9 RCT  serious serious serious serious none 006%  (181% RR 0.94(0.47, 1.89) Very Low HAZO|
[E0d] & FH X|E: (MEX|E) A2
14 Rcr "ot not not not none 702 717 - SMD 0.680.14,123) 999 szl
serious serious serious serious High
[2atd] & B XE: (MEXIE) 1472
7 RCT MO g MOt not none 449 45 - SMD -0.20(-0.72,0.13) 9990 spumiol
serious serious serious Moderate
[EatY] 2 H3 XE: (MEXE) HSH A2
4  RCT not serious? not serious” none 102 102 - SMD -0.6(-2.15, 0.95) S0 SHAITO|
serious serious Low
[E0Hd] &= 3 X|E: (MEXE) 55 He
10 RCT "' syio» MOt not none 565 561 - SMD -0.48(-0.88, -008) 2990 spmiol
serious serious serious Moderate
[2atd] THL skkp 5
not not not ) 95/530  33/531 B aaa® SHALRIO
1 RCT serious serious serious serous none (17.9%  (6.9%) RR 2.8(1.93, 4.07) Moderate e
[E0Hd] Al&0| Q=SS 8t
not not not not 366/489  427/489 B 0000  =QsK|at
8 RCT serious serious serious serious none (74.8%)  (87.3%) RR 0.84(0.70,1.02) High siAMo| o2
[Eapd] &9l &: MYyY HH
=O5HK|D
3 RCT ™ i M iow®  none 25 250 - SMD -0.14(-049,0.21) SO0 BRBIXEL
serious serious Low SHAKIO| i
[Eaty] 4ol Z: HUH dHY
=O5HK|D
3 RCT ™ i ™ ios?  none 45 250 - SMD 0.11(-007,0.29) ©900  ZaBixEL
serious serious Low SHAKIO| P12
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NEC 220 Q5 R[S AR

[2atd] L& = ZIHORO| 3|57|2t
not 5 not o B ~ ~ 00  =ospxpt
8 RCT serious serious seriols serious’ none 284 279 SMD -0.39(-1.2, 0.42) Low SAIRO| O
25517 4S(300S 71202 3 Y RS &

9Fo]: RCT, Randomized Controlled Trials; RR, Relative risk
A Vg 99 WA B e 0% Wb §=o] UlolAu Buek ol 27] o4 Bk, 2 dstel Waie] YEEX 92, ¥ event 47
B3R 45400 71202 )
GRADE 2A%<¢) /7]
E(high): &239] A gt F4l(confidence)o] A &3t 7Hdth= A
vﬂli(moderate) B FAA o it g4l %—E—Ei s —’F ATt 579 —’?‘—Xé "
R2(low): ETH9] X0 gt gHAlo] Zﬂ"WO]"% fi FAA 9 o] ohE 5 T

H—or S (very low): ZTHO] A0 tgt &H4lo]

mlo
A :u:

HolAgt 3] thE & A
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goraq

9678 %48”4(50 0%)01A o] == {et. A Fol] et 143} skl 104 el 6.174,
71| 748 3 adto] s 22t 7.85$§, 7.75%, 1811 7]%9) AS i 7.85H 02 st
2= FEOA EE’ FEOE YE oL, s Aro] &Rt 7HEoA 71l FEE Al Ll thE

A 7 FEES YOl Phe B WrE AT

23 3= (2!:!- A) 108 1008 TZmx} ==cg-7l Z|CHZt E|AZ
o T oHdH T %‘-E SHA} e ey Sotk = Hlea SHA
HERH (48) 6.17 57.4 2.6 7 10 1
QUAH QMY (48) 7.85 76.2 1.4 8 10 4
UMM SIS (48) 7.75 75.0 1.5 8 10 4
g7z Mak (48) 7.85 76.2 1.6 8 10 4
6.178 7.858
0.0
18.8 G
45.8 l
2 2 = PrE
7.758 7.85%
0.0 0.0
39.6 333
] o|g7|E MEE

0% 3.41 S VT 224 2EZAF 2t
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4.1.1 Ovid MEDLINE(R) 1946 to June 13, 2022

(A 2022. 06. 13.)

e ot 4ol HMEIN)
1 exp hemorrhoid/ or h?emorrhoid*.mp. 7,793
2 Perianal venous thrombosis.mp. 4
Chet Xt
3 transanal*.mp. 4,982
4 Tor2or3 12,557
5 arter* ligation®.mp. 7,755
6 dearterialization®.mp. 263
7 MUCOPEXY.Mp. 85
=X _
8 recto$anal* repair*.mp. 8
9 RAR.mp. 4,891
10 5or6or7or8or9 12,863
CHAMKFRESKH 11 4and 10 261
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4.1.2 Ovid-Embase (1974 to 2022 June 13)

(AAY: 2022. 06. 13.)
T= it Mo AMAIN(H)
1 exp hemorrhoid/ or h?emorrhoid®. mp. 13,359
2 Perianal venous thrombosis.mp. 5
ChARRY
3 transanal*.mp. 8,092
4 Tor2or3 20,966
5 arter* ligation*.mp. 21,264
6 dearterialization*.mp. 408
7 mucopexy.mp. 206
X .
8 recto$anal* repair*.mp. 30
9 RAR.mp. 5,727
10 5o0r6or7or8or9 27,286
CHA KIS N 11 4and 10 660
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4.1.3 CENTRAL

(AL 2022. 07. 28.)
e ot 0] HMATH)

1 h?emorrhoid* 1,990

2 Perianal venous thrombosis 26
CH&SRL

3 transanal* 490

4 #1 or #2 or #3 2,408

5 arter* ligation* 862

6 dearterialization* 53

7 mucopexy 59
M .

8 recto*anal* repair* 23

9 RAR 333

10 #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 1,227
CHAFRIRES XK 11 #4 and #10 155
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(AAY: 2022. 06. 13.)
EVISFIES ot 0] AMSss:  HT
1 hemorrhoid artery ligation 5
2 haemorrhoid artery ligation 0
3 hemorrhoids artery ligation 7
4 haemorrhoids artery ligation 0
5 hemorrhoidal artery ligation 7
6 haemorrhoidal artery ligation 0
7 transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization 2 ZMmE o
KoreaMed 8 hemorrhoid mucopexy 0 HHE 018
9 haemorrhoid mucopexy 0
10 hemorrhoids mucopexy 1
11 haemorrhoids mucopexy 0
12 hemorrhoidal mucopexy 1
13 haemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
14 rectoanal repair 4
2A 27
1 hemorrhoid artery ligation 6
2 haemorrhoid artery ligation 0
3 hemorrhoids artery ligation 0
4 haemorrhoids artery ligation 0
5 hemorrhoidal artery ligation 6
6 haemorrhoidal artery ligation 0
7 transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization 2
8 hemorrhoid mucopexy 0
B ofSf= 2 HI0|EHI01 2 9 haemorrhoid mucopexy 0 jﬂfﬁHiE,lEﬂ
(KMbase) MHE 018
10 hemorrhoids mucopexy 0
11 haemorrhoids mucopexy 0
12 hemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
13 haemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
14 rectoanal repair 1
15 R =W HEE 1
16 A =M HEHs 0
A 16
stastayH 1 hemorrhoid artery ligation 3 HH S&
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EVI=LIVES A rely MR |2
2 haemorrhoid artery ligation 0
3 hemorrhoids artery ligation 2
4 haemorrhoids artery ligation 0
5 hemorrhoidal artery ligation 3
6 haemorrhoidal artery ligation 0
7 transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization 0
8 hemorrhoid mucopexy 0
9 haemorrhoid mucopexy 0 PALLN T
(KISS)
10 hemorrhoids mucopexy 0
11 haemorrhoids mucopexy 0
12 hemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
13 haemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
14 rectoanal repair 1
15 XK sM A& 1
16 NESR R S P 0
2A 10
1 hemorrhoid artery ligation 7
2 haemorrhoid artery ligation 0
3 hemorrhoids artery ligation 7
4 haemorrhoids artery ligation 0
5 hemorrhoidal artery ligation 7
6 haemorrhoidal artery ligation 0
7 transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization 3
8 hemorrhoid mucopexy 1 _
emuSsEEEd 9 haemorrhoid mucopexy 0 AHEEEE
(RISS)
10 hemorrhoids mucopexy 1
11 haemorrhoids mucopexy 0
12 hemorrhoidal mucopexy 1
13 haemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
14 rectoanal repair 4
8 XK sM AHs 4
9 A =M HEHs 0
2A 35
1 hemorrhoid artery ligation 4
é"%ﬂfé—m%giﬁ?% 2 haemorrhoid artery ligation 0 2o
(SienceON)
3 hemorrhoids artery ligation 9
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4 haemorrhoids artery ligation 0
5 hemorrhoidal artery ligation 12
6 haemorrhoidal artery ligation 0
7 transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization 3
8 hemorrhoid mucopexy 0
9 haemorrhoid mucopexy 0
10 hemorrhoids mucopexy 1
11 haemorrhoids mucopexy 0
12 hemorrhoidal mucopexy 1
13 haemorrhoidal mucopexy 0
14 rectoanal repair 3
8 Aol S AEs 4
9 NESR R S P 0

2 39
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5. HISHAY B U XABEE YA

5.1 HIEE?E gt

- RoB
HH(Ref ID)
1A ETAE)
g9 HIZE S Ms
Adequate sequence 2
generation ==
(R A ) O ==
) oge
Allocation concealment 0O oo
(H52H 2H) SERN
Blinding of participants Oue
and personnel O oo
(7 O, HERf0)| Tt 0 S5l
=71 ==
Blinding of outcome O3
assessment ==
(B0l oist =71 O ==
Incomplete outcome OS
data addressed O=2
(BEESt Zuxi=) 0=
Free of selective OS
reporting O=2
(MEN H ) O =%
. . O%2
Other bias : Funding =2
(a9 HEY [ 254
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Clinical Outcome after Doppler-Guided

1 Shehata Hemorrhoidal Artery Ligation and Rubber Clinical Outcome after Indian Journal
Band Ligation for Treatment of Primary of Surgery. 2019:;81:332-7.
Symptomatic Hemorrhoids
The HubBLe Trial: haemorrhoidal artery
ligation (HAL) versus rubber band ligation

2 Brown (RBL) for symptomatic second - and Health Technology Assessment.
third-degree haemorrhoids: a 2016;20(88):1-150.
multicentre randomised controlled trial
and health—economic evaluation
Simple mucopexy and hemorrhoidal arterial

3 Alemrajabi ligation with and without Doppler guide: a Annals of Coloproctology. 2022
randomized clinical trial for short-term '
outcome
A Randomized Clinical Study to Compare
Compare the Outcome of Hemorrhoidal Indian Journal of Surger

4 Ahmad Artery Ligation (HAL) Procedure with and 2021:83-1153-7 gery.
without Doppler Guidance in Grades -l e )
Hemorrhoidal Disease
Non-Doppler hemorrhoidal artery ligation
and hemorrhoidopexy combined

5 Perivoliotis with pudendal nerve block for the treatment  International Journal of Colorectal
of hemorrhoidal disease: a non-inferiority Disease. 2021;36:353-63.
randomized controlled
trial
Hemorrhoidal Artery Ligation Procedure : :

6 Schuurman  With or Without Doppler Transducer in ézgis of surgery. 2012:255(5)
Grade Il and Il Hemorrhoidal Disease ’
Doppler-guided hemorrhoidal artery ligation

7 Gubta does not offer any advantage over suture Techniques in coloproctology.

P ligation of grade 3 symptomatic 2011;15: 439-44.

hemorrhoids
Comparative Analysis of Doppler Guided

8 Ahmad Hemorrhoidal Artery Ligation Indian Journal of Surgery. 2013;75:
(DG-HAL) & Infrared Coagulation (IRC) i~ 274-7.
Management of Hemorrhoids
3% polidocanol foam sclerotherapy versus

9 Neves hemorrhoidal artery ligation with recto anal Rev Esp Enferm Dig.
repair in hemorrhoidal disease grades II-1ll:  2023;115(3):115-20.
a randomized, pilot trial
Transanal Hemorrhoidal Dearterialization
with Mucopexy vs Vessel Sealing Device .

10 Trenti Hemorrhoidectomy for Grade Il1-IV Diseases of the Colon & Rectum.

Hemorrhoids: Long—term Outcomes from
the THDLIGARCT Randomized Clinical Trial

2022
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Lee

Doppler-guided hemorrhoidal artery ligation
with suture mucopexy compared with
LigaSure™-assisted pile excision for the
treatment of grade Il hemorrhoids: a
prospective randomized controlled trial

Minerva Surgery. 2021;76(3):264-70.

12

Rarvik

Minimal Open Hemorrhoidectomy Versus
Transanal Hemorrhoidal Dearterialization :
the Effect on Symptoms: an Open-
Label Randomized Controlled Trial

Diseases of the Colon & Rectum.
2020;63(5):655-67.

13

Genova

Transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization
versus Milligan—-Morgan hemorrhoidectomy
in grade I1I/IV hemorrhoids

Ann ltal Chir. 2019;90:145-51.

14

Carvajal

Prospective Randomized Trial Comparing
HAL-RAR Versus Excisional -
Hemorrhoidectomy: Postoperative Pain,
Clinical Outcomes, and Quality of Life

Surgical Innovation. 2019;26(3):
328-36.

15

Tsunoda

A prospective randomized trial of transanal
hemorrhoidal dearterialization with
mucopexy versus ultrasonic scalpel
hemorrhoidectomy for grade llI
hemorrhoids

Techniques in Coloproctology.
2017,21:657-65.

16

Leung

A prospective randomized controlled trial
evaluating the short-term outcomes of
transanal hemorrhoidal dearterialization
versus tissue—selecting technigue

Techniques in Coloproctology.
2017;21:737-43.

17

Denoya

Hemorrhoidal dearterialization with
mucopexy versus hemorrhoidectomy:
3-year follow-up assessment of a
randomized controlled trial

Techniques in coloproctology.
2014,18:1081-5.

18

De Nardi

A prospective, randomized trial comparing
the short- and long-term results of
doppler—guided transanal hemorrhoid
dearterialization with mucopexy versus
excision hemorrhoidectomy for grade Il
hemorrhoids

Diseases of the colon & rectum.
2014;57(3):348-53.

19

Denoya

Dearterialization with mucopexy versus
haemorrhoidectomy for grade Ill or IV
haemorrhoids: short-term results of a
double-blind randomized controlled trial

Colorectal disease.
2013;15(10):1281-8.

20

Elmer

A Randomized Trial of Transanal
Hemorrhoidal. Dearterialization With
Anopexy Compared With Open
Hemorrhoidectomy in the Treatment of
Hemorrhoids

Diseases of the colon & rectum.
2016;56(4):484-90.

21

Zampieri

Long-term results and quality of life in
patients treated with hemorrhoidectomy
using two different techniques:

Ligasure versus transanal hemorrhoidal
dearterialization

American Journal of Surgery.
2012;204(5):684-8.
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Comparison of early and 1-year follow —up
29 Bursics results of conventional hemorrhoidectomy International journal of colorectal
and hemorrhoid artery ligation: a disease. 2004;19:176-80.
randomized study
A comparison of surgical devices for grade
[I'and lll hemorrhoidal disease. Results
273 Venara from the LigaLongo Trial comparing International journal of colorectal
transanal Doppler—guided hemorrhoidal disease. 2018;33:1479-83.
artery ligation with mucopexy and circular
stapled hemorrhoidopexy
Transanal Hemorrhoidal Dearterialization.
. Versus Stapled Hemorrhoidopexy: long Surgical innovation. 2018;25(3):
24 Giarratano -Term Follow- -up of a Prospective 236-41.
Randomized Study
Stapled anopexy versus transanal
25 Venturi hemorrhoidal dearterialization for Minerva Chirurgica.
hemorrhoidal disease: a three-year 2016;71(6):365-71.
follow—-up from a randomized study
26 Lehur Cost-effectiveness of New Surgical Annals of surgery.
Treatments for Hemorrhoidal Disease 2016;264(5):710-6.
Tranoanal haemorrhoidal desrterialisation i of The Royal College of
27 Lucarelli pexy ver pier Surgeons of England. 2013;95(4):
haemorrhoidopexy: a randomised
T 246-51.
trial with long—term follow-up
Prospective randomized multicentre study
comparing stapler haemorrhoidopexy with . . :
28 Infantino Doppler-guided transanal haemorrhoid Colorectal Disease. 2012:14(2):
L2 ; 205-11.
dearterialization for third—degree
haemorrhoids
Treatment of grade Il and IV
29 Festen haemorrhoidal disease with PPH or THD. A International journal of colorectal
randomized trial on postoperative disease. 2009;24:1401-05.
complications and short —term results
Conventional Haemorrhoidectomy, Stapled
Haemorrhoidectomy, Doppler Guided _ )
30 Khafagy Haemorrhoidectomy Artery Ligation; Post Hepato-gastroenterology. 2009;

Operative Pain and Anorectal Manometric
Assessment

56(93):1010.
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