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ABSTRACT
Introduction  Rectal cancer is one of the top 10 cancers 
worldwide. Up to 80% of patients with rectal tumours 
have had sphincter-saving surgery, mainly due to the large 
expectation of anal preservation. However, patients tend 
to experience low anterior resection syndrome (LARS) 
after rectal resection, which is disordered bowel function 
that includes faecal incontinence, urgency, frequent 
defecation, constipation and evacuation difficulties. LARS, 
with an estimated prevalence of 41%, has been reported 
to substantially decrease the quality of life of patients. 
However, no comprehensive preventive strategies are 
currently available for LARS. This systematic review aims 
to synthesise evidence on the current LARS preventive 
strategies.
Methods and analysis  This protocol is reported 
according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols (PRISMA-P) 
checklist. Literature in PubMed (via Medline), Embase 
and the Cochrane Library from inception to July 2023 
will be searched to identify articles relevant to preventive 
effectiveness against LARS. The Cochrane Collaboration’s 
risk of bias tool for randomised controlled trials and the 
Newcastle-Ottawa Scale for clinical controlled trials, cohort 
studies and case–control studies will be used to assess 
the risk of bias. We will group the included studies by the 
type of LARS prevention strategy and present an overview 
of the main findings in the form of evidence mapping. A 
meta-analysis is planned if there is no substantial clinical 
heterogeneity between the included studies. The Grading 
of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and 
Evaluation (GRADE) will be used to evaluate the quality of 
the evidence.
Ethics and dissemination  Ethical approval is not needed 
for systematic review of published data. The findings will 
be published in a peer-reviewed journal and disseminated 
at scientific conferences.
PROSPERO registration number  CRD42023402886.

INTRODUCTION
Rectal cancer is one of the top 10 cancers 
worldwide, with an estimated 732 210 new 
cases (3.8% of the total cases) and 339 022 
new deaths (3.4% of the total deaths due 
to cancer) in 2020.1 Radical rectectomy has 
remained the cardinal treatment for rectal 
tumours. Due to advancements in surgical 

techniques and patients’ expectations for 
anal preservation, more and more patients 
prefer to avoid a permanent colostomy, and 
sphincter-saving surgery is performed in 
up to 80% of patients with rectal cancer.2 
However, the structural preservation of the 
anus does not assure the complete functional 
preservation of the anal sphincter complex. 
Up to 90% of such patients were reported to 
experience major changes in bowel habits, 
including faecal incontinence, urgency, 
frequent defecation, diarrhoea, constipation 
and evacuation difficulties occurring alone 
or in combination.3 This wide spectrum of 
disturbed bowel movements occurring after 
rectal resection is termed low anterior resec-
tion syndrome (LARS).4

LARS was pragmatically defined as ‘disor-
dered bowel function after rectal resection, 
leading to a detriment in quality of life’ in 
2012.3 A meta-analysis found that the esti-
mated prevalence of major LARS (regarded 
to have a significant impact on quality of 
life) was 41% (95% CI: 34% to 48%).5 The 

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY
	⇒ This study will comprehensively identify and sum-
marise evidence relevant to low anterior resection 
syndrome (LARS) prevention strategies for perioper-
ative management.

	⇒ The review will be conducted in accordance with 
the Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews 
of Interventions, and the protocol was registered in 
PROSPERO, indicating the transparent process.

	⇒ Evidence mapping, with an overall and clear un-
derstanding of the current diagnosis and treatment 
of LARS, will be performed to contribute to clinical 
awareness and practical management.

	⇒ Large heterogeneity might exist among the included 
studies due to the usage of different scoring sys-
tems for evaluating bowel dysfunction.

	⇒ Our findings may be affected by potential publica-
tion bias because of the restriction to the English 
language.
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rectum plays a role as the reservoir of stool.3 Thus, resec-
tion of the rectum results in a partial loss of this function. 
In addition, radiotherapy, with accompanying surgical 
damage to the anal sphincter and anastomotic leakage, 
could also contribute to the deterioration of defeca-
tory function.2–6 Of more than 30 symptoms associated 
with LARS reported in 128 studies, the most frequently 
mentioned symptom was faecal incontinence (97% of the 
studies), followed by stool frequency (80%), flatus incon-
tinence (70%), urgency (67%) and pad-wearing (66%).4 
Toileting dependence caused by such daily episodes of 
troublesome defecation has a strong impact not only 
on patients’ social and daily activities but also on their 
mental and emotional well-being.7 Furthermore, LARS 
tends to persist for a prolonged period, even up to 15 
years.2 3 And worse, a proportion of patients undergoing 
sphincter-saving surgery require a colostomy again to 
eliminate LARS.8 9

No current comprehensive preventive strategies are 
presently available for LARS. LARS is a series of multi-
factorial postoperative complications, and the causative 
factors have been identified to include radiotherapy, 
tumour height, anastomotic technique and diverting 
stoma.5 6 Trials have been conducted to explore the modi-
fiable variables for preventing LARS, such as preoperative 
consult,10 colonic J-pouch or side-to-end anastomosis,11 
pelvic floor rehabilitation12 and dietary modifications.13 
However, data were scattered and not systematic, and 
little evidence on preventive interventions for LARS has 
been reported in guidelines and expert consensuses. 
One management guideline for LARS covers its preven-
tion and supportive care. However, most recommenda-
tions were based on expert opinions.14 Therefore, this 
study aims to conduct a systematic review to synthesise 
evidence on current preventive strategies concerning 
LARS, which could contribute to clinical awareness and 
practical management. We also aim to demonstrate avail-
able evidence in the form of evidence mapping to depict 
a clear understanding of LARS for medical staff and 
patients.

METHODS
The protocol was designed in line with the Cochrane 
Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions and 
reported according to the Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses Protocol (PRIS-
MA-P).15 16

Patient and public involvement
No patients will be involved in this study.

Research questions
In directing the systematic review, research questions 
were identified consistent with our research objectives, as 
follows:
1.	 What is the current evidence on preventive strategies 

for LARS before, during or after sphincter-preserving 
surgery?

2.	 Would these interventions be effective in reducing the 
incidence or severity of LARS?

Eligibility criteria
Studies will be included if (1) the study participants 
diagnosed with rectal cancer had or will have sphincter-
preserving surgery; (2) the interventions of interest could 
avoid LARS or minimise the incidence and severity of 
LARS, such as faecal incontinence, urgency, frequent 
defecation, diarrhoea, constipation and evacuation diffi-
culties, before, during or after surgery; (3) the outcomes 
of interest include at least one type of bowel dysfunction 
evaluated by validated scoring systems (eg, LARS scale, 
Jorge-Wexner scale, International Prostate Syndrome 
Score or Cleveland Clinic Incontinence Score) or objec-
tive measurements (eg, bowel squeeze pressure, resting 
pressure, tolerated volume or the incidence of bowel 
dysfunction) and (4) the study type is a randomised 
controlled trial (RCT), clinical controlled trial, cohort 
study or case–control study, in which the baseline charac-
teristics of the participants were comparable in all groups.

We will exclude (1) conference abstracts, (2) 
animal studies and (3) cross-sectional studies lacking 
comparisons.

Search strategy
We will develop search strategies combining LARS-
related terms used in systematic reviews and guidelines 
in this area.4 6 14 A comprehensive literature search will 
be conducted in PubMed (via Medline), Embase and 
the Cochrane Library from inception until July 2023. A 
manual search will also be performed by screening the 
references of the included studies and similar reviews to 
identify relevant reports missed in the search strategies. 
Only articles in English will be included, without restric-
tions on publication time. The search strategy to be used 
in Pubmed (via Medline) is presented in table 1. Similar 
strategies will be performed in Embase and the Cochrane 
Library (online supplemental file 1).

Study selection
Two reviewers (X-YZ and K-LY) will independently screen 
the titles and abstracts of the articles identified from the 
databases based on the eligibility criteria using Endnote 
and Rayyan software and review the full text of poten-
tially eligible studies. Any discrepancies in the selection 
process will be resolved through discussion with the third 
reviewer (QW). After exclusion, we will report the litera-
ture selection and final totals in a PRISMA flow diagram.

Data extraction
Two reviewers (YL (Air Force Military Medical Univer-
sity) and RSL) will independently extract data from 
the included studies using a standardised data collec-
tion form designed for our study. The data charted will 
include but not be limited to the following items: first 
author, year of publication, country of origin, study 
design, purpose, sample size, diagnosis, tumour height, 
surgery, radiotherapy, anastomosis, diverting stoma, 
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intervention characteristics, follow-up duration and inci-
dence or severity of LARS. All extracted information will 
be cross-checked in Microsoft Excel by two reviewers for 
validation.

Risk of bias assessment
Two reviewers (YL (Capital Medical University) and S-QW) 
will independently assess the risk of bias in the included 
studies. We will use the risk of bias tool recommended by the 
Cochrane Collaboration to assess RCTs.17 The tool contains 
six domains, including selection bias, performance bias, 
detection bias, attrition bias, reporting bias and other bias, 
which can be assessed as low, unclear or high risk of bias. 
We will use the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) to assess non-
randomised studies (NRS, including CCTs, cohort studies 
and case–control studies). The NOS contains eight items, 
with a total scale score of 9.18 Higher scores suggest a lower 
risk of bias. Any disagreements regarding quality ratings will 
be resolved by consulting the third reviewer (QW).

Data synthesis and analysis
We will group the included studies by the type of LARS 
prevention strategies and summarise the population char-
acteristics, intervention details and LARS measurements in 
each group, along with other main findings. We will calculate 
the relative risk with 95% CI for dichotomous data and mean 
differences with 95% CIs for continuous data. We will synthe-
sise and present the results concerning the effectiveness of 
LARS prevention in the included studies in the form of forest 
plots using Review Manager (RevMan V.5.3) if there is no 
significant clinical heterogeneity. The results of each preven-
tion strategy will be subtotaled and totaled simultaneously 
based on the different study types. However, we will not pool 
the data if there is significant clinical heterogeneity. The Chi-
squared (I2) test will be used to evaluate the statistical hetero-
geneity of results between the included studies. We will use 
the random-effects model to synthesise the data regardless of 
statistical heterogeneity, as there are likely to be many sources 

of heterogeneity. We will also demonstrate the overview of 
our main findings in the form of evidence mapping, such as 
graphs and tables, for clear understanding.

We plan to conduct a subgroup analysis according to 
risk factors, such as radiotherapy, tumour height, anasto-
motic technique and diverting stoma if the relevant data 
are available. Tests of interaction terms will be performed 
to determine statistical differences in the effect estimates 
in different subgroups.

If more than 10 studies are included in the meta-
analysis, we will assess publication bias using funnel plots.

Quality of evidence
Two reviewers (X-YZ and K-LY) will independently assess 
the quality of evidence produced in this systematic review 
using the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, 
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach.19 
Evidence in different study types will be assessed and 
graded separately using the corresponding evaluation 
criteria. The quality of evidence will be graded as high, 
moderate, low or very low. Five factors will be used to 
rate the quality of the evidence for risk of bias, incon-
sistency of results, indirectness of evidence, imprecision 
and publication bias. Any divergence will be resolved by 
discussion between two other reviewers (QW and X-NL).

Study selection is being performed and is anticipated to 
be completed in December 2023.

DISCUSSION
In this review, we will systematically appraise and summarise 
LARS prevention strategies in the perioperative period 
of sphincter-preserving surgery. Sphincter-saving surgery 
was originally developed to preserve normal anal defeca-
tion and avoid impairing body image. However, its surgical 
outcomes have been disputed as a result of the extremely 
low life quality.20 An international consensus definition of 

Table 1  Search strategy in PubMed (via Medline) database

No. Search term

#1 ‘Low Anterior Resection Syndrome’ [MeSH] OR ‘Low Anterior Resection Syndrome’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Anterior 
Resection Syndrome’ [Title/Abstract]

#2 ‘Transanal Endoscopic Surgery’ [MeSH] OR ‘Transanal Endoscopic Microsurgery’ [MeSH] OR ‘Sphincter-
Preserving Surgery’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Sphincter Saving Surgery’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Low Anterior Resection’ 
[Title/Abstract] OR ‘Intersphincteric Resection’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Transanal Local Resection’ [Title/Abstract] 
OR ‘Transanal Excision’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Transanal Endoscopic Microsurgery’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Transanal 
Minimally Invasive Surgery’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Natural Orifice Transluminal Endoscopic Surgery’ [Title/Abstract] 
OR ‘Anterior Perineal Plane for Ultra-Low Anterior Resection of the Rectum’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Transanal Total 
Mesorectal Excision’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Coloanal Anastomosis’ [Title/Abstract]

#3 ‘Diarrhea’ [MeSH] OR ‘Fecal Incontinence’ [MeSH] OR ‘Constipation’ [MeSH] OR Diarrhea*[Title/Abstract] OR 
Diarrhoea [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Bowel Incontinence’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Fecal Incontinence’ [Title/Abstract] OR 
‘Faecal Incontinence’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Faeces Incontinence’ [Title/Abstract] OR ‘Rectal Incontinence’ [Title/
Abstract] OR Constipation [Title/Abstract] OR Obstipation [Title/Abstract] OR Dyschezia [Title/Abstract] OR 
‘Faecal Urgency’ [Title/Abstract]

#4 #2 AND #3

#5 #1 OR #4
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LARS identified eight symptoms and eight consequences, 
including physiology, psychology, emotion, social activities, 
relationships and responsibility, which covered almost all 
essential aspects.7 Two scoping reviews reported intervention 
options for managing bowel symptoms after sphincter-saving 
rectal cancer surgery. However, they both only focused on 
postoperative interventions.21 22 Prevention strategies presur-
gery and during surgery are lacking. Therefore, compre-
hensive prevention strategies for avoiding or minimising 
the incidence or severity of LARS with evidence mapping 
will be reported on the completion of this systematic review. 
According to our findings, future research recommendations 
will be suggested, and an evidence-based preventive strategy 
for preventing LARS may be conducted.

Author affiliations
1Ambulatory Surgery Center, Xijing Hospital, Air Force Military Medical University, 
Xi'an, China
2West China School of Nursing, Sichuan University, Chengdu, China
3Academic Center for Nursing and Midwifery, Department of Public Health and 
Primary Care, University of Leuven (KU Leuven), Leuven, Belgium
4Department of Nursing, Air Force Military Medical University, Xi'an, China
5Department of General Surgery, Beijing Friendship Hospital, Capital Medical 
University, Beijing, China
6Department of Gastrointestinal Surgery, Xijing Hospital of Digestive Diseases, Xijing 
Hospital, Air Force Military Medical University, Xi'an, China

Contributors  QW, X-NL and YL (Capital Medical University) conceived the idea and 
designed the study protocol. X-YZ and K-LY developed the search strategy. YL (Air 
Force Military Medical University), R-SL, YL (Capital Medical University) and S-QW 
extracted data and assessed the risk of bias of included studies. X-YZ and QW 
drafted the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final version.

Funding  This work is financially supported by Disciplinary Booster Programme 
of Xijing Hospital, China (No. XJZT21CM27, XJZT19X11 and XJZT18Z22) and Key 
Research and Development Project of Shaanxi Province (No. 2022ZDLSF04-04). 
The funders are not involved in study design, paper screening, data extraction, data 
synthesis, evidence evaluation and conclusions.

Competing interests  None declared.

Patient and public involvement  Patients and/or the public were not involved in 
the design, or conduct, or reporting or dissemination plans of this research.

Patient consent for publication  Not required.

Provenance and peer review  Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Supplemental material  This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer-reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access  This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use 
is non-commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iD
Quan Wang http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2821-5017

REFERENCES
	 1	 Sung H, Ferlay J, Siegel RL, et al. Global cancer Statistics 2020: 

GLOBOCAN estimates of incidence and mortality worldwide for 36 
cancers in 185 countries. CA Cancer J Clin 2021;71:209–49. 

	 2	 Martellucci J. Low anterior resection syndrome: A treatment 
algorithm. Dis Colon Rectum 2016;59:79–82. 

	 3	 Bryant CLC, Lunniss PJ, Knowles CH, et al. Anterior resection 
syndrome. Lancet Oncol 2012;13:e403–8. 

	 4	 Keane C, Wells C, O’Grady G, et al. Defining low anterior resection 
syndrome: a systematic review of the literature. Colorectal Dis 
2017;19:713–22. 

	 5	 Croese AD, Lonie JM, Trollope AF, et al. A meta-analysis of the 
prevalence of low anterior resection syndrome and systematic review 
of risk factors. Int J Surg 2018;56:234–41. 

	 6	 Sun R, Dai Z, Zhang Y, et al. The incidence and risk factors of low 
anterior resection syndrome (LARS) after sphincter-preserving 
surgery of Rectal cancer: a systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Support Care Cancer 2021;29:7249–58. 

	 7	 Keane C, Fearnhead NS, Bordeianou LG, et al. International 
consensus definition of low anterior resection syndrome. Diseases of 
the Colon & Rectum 2020;63:274–84. 

	 8	 Pachler J, Wille-Jørgensen P. Quality of life after Rectal resection for 
cancer, with or without permanent Colostomy. Cochrane Database 
Syst Rev 2012;12:CD004323. 

	 9	 Trenti L, Galvez A, Biondo S, et al. Quality of life and anterior 
resection syndrome after surgery for mid to low Rectal cancer: A 
cross-sectional study. Eur J Surg Oncol 2018;44:1031–9. 

	10	 Battersby NJ, Bouliotis G, Emmertsen KJ, et al. Development and 
external validation of a Nomogram and online tool to predict bowel 
dysfunction following restorative Rectal cancer resection: the 
POLARS score. Gut 2018;67:688–96. 

	11	 Parc Y, Ruppert R, Fuerst A, et al. Better function with a Colonic J-
pouch or a side-to-end anastomosis?: A randomized controlled trial 
to compare the complications, functional outcome, and quality of life 
in patients with low Rectal cancer after a J-pouch or a side-to-end 
anastomosis. Ann Surg 2019;269:815–26. 

	12	 Allgayer H, Dietrich CF, Rohde W, et al. Prospective comparison of 
Short- and long-term effects of pelvic floor exercise/Biofeedback 
training in patients with fecal Incontinence after surgery plus 
irradiation versus surgery alone for colorectal cancer: clinical, 
functional and endoscopic/Endosonographic findings. Scand J 
Gastroenterol 2005;40:1168–75. 

	13	 Sun V, Crane TE, Slack SD, et al. Rationale, development, and 
design of the altering intake, managing symptoms (AIMS) dietary 
intervention for bowel dysfunction in Rectal cancer survivors. 
Contemp Clin Trials 2018;68:61–6. 

	14	 Christensen P, Im Baeten C, Espín-Basany E, et al. Management 
guidelines for low anterior resection syndrome – the MANUEL 
project. Colorectal Dis 2021;23:461–75. 

	15	 Moher D, Shamseer L, Clarke M, et al. Preferred reporting items for 
systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015 
statement. Syst Rev 2015;4:1. 

	16	 Shamseer L, Moher D, Clarke M, et al. Preferred reporting items for 
systematic review and meta-analysis protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015: 
elaboration and explanation. BMJ 2015;350:g7647. 

	17	 Higgins JPT, Altman DG, Gøtzsche PC, et al. The Cochrane 
collaboration’s tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials. 
BMJ 2011;343:d5928. 

	18	 Stang A. Critical evaluation of the Newcastle-Ottawa scale for the 
assessment of the quality of Nonrandomized studies in meta-
analyses. Eur J Epidemiol 2010;25:603–5. 

	19	 Guyatt GH, Oxman AD, Vist GE, et al. GRADE: an emerging 
consensus on rating quality of evidence and strength of 
recommendations. BMJ 2008;336:924–6. 

	20	 Pucciani F. A review on functional results of sphincter-saving surgery 
for Rectal cancer: the anterior resection syndrome. Updates Surg 
2013;65:257–63. 

	21	 Burch J, Swatton A, Taylor C, et al. Managing bowel symptoms after 
sphincter-saving Rectal cancer surgery: A Scoping review. J Pain 
Symptom Manage 2021;62:1295–307. 

	22	 Pape E, Burch J, van Ramshorst GH, et al. Intervention pathways 
for low anterior resection syndrome after Sphincter‐Saving Rectal 
cancer surgery: A systematic Scoping review. Colorectal Dis 
2023;25:538–48. 

P
ro

tected
 b

y co
p

yrig
h

t, in
clu

d
in

g
 fo

r u
ses related

 to
 text an

d
 d

ata m
in

in
g

, A
I train

in
g

, an
d

 sim
ilar tech

n
o

lo
g

ies.
 . 

E
n

seig
n

em
en

t S
u

p
erieu

r (A
B

E
S

)
at A

g
en

ce B
ib

lio
g

rap
h

iq
u

e d
e l

 
o

n
 Ju

n
e 10, 2025

 
h

ttp
://b

m
jo

p
en

.b
m

j.co
m

/
D

o
w

n
lo

ad
ed

 fro
m

 
1 D

ecem
b

er 2023. 
10.1136/b

m
jo

p
en

-2023-077279 o
n

 
B

M
J O

p
en

: first p
u

b
lish

ed
 as 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2821-5017
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21660
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000000495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(12)70236-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/codi.13767
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2018.06.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00520-021-06326-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000001583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/DCR.0000000000001583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD004323.pub4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD004323.pub4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2018.03.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2016-312695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000003249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00365520510023477
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00365520510023477
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2018.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/codi.15517
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-4-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.g7647
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d5928
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10654-010-9491-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.39489.470347.AD
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13304-013-0220-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2021.05.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2021.05.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/codi.16412
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


Search Strategies

1. Medline (via PubMed) Search Strategy

No. Search Term

#1
"LowAnterior Resection Syndrome"[MeSH] OR "LowAnterior Resection Syndrome"[Title/Abstract]
OR "Anterior Resection Syndrome"[Title/Abstract]

#2

"Transanal Endoscopic Surgery"[MeSH] OR "Transanal Endoscopic Microsurgery"[MeSH] OR
"Sphincter-Preserving Surgery"[Title/Abstract] OR "Sphincter Saving Surgery"[Title/Abstract] OR
"LowAnterior Resection"[Title/Abstract] OR "Intersphincteric Resection"[Title/Abstract] OR
"Transanal Local Resection"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transanal Excision"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transanal
Endoscopic Microsurgery"[Title/Abstract] OR "Transanal Minimally Invasive
Surgery"[Title/Abstract] OR "Natural Orifice Transluminal Endoscopic Surgery"[Title/Abstract] OR
"Anterior Perineal Plane for Ultra-LowAnterior Resection of the Rectum"[Title/Abstract] OR
"Transanal Total Mesorectal Excision"[Title/Abstract] OR "Coloanal Anastomosis"[Title/Abstract]

#3

"Diarrhea"[MeSH] OR "Fecal Incontinence"[MeSH] OR Constipation[MeSH] OR
Diarrhea*[Title/Abstract] OR Diarrhoea[Title/Abstract] OR "Bowel Incontinence"[Title/Abstract] OR
"Fecal Incontinence"[Title/Abstract] OR "Faecal Incontinence"[Title/Abstract] OR "Faeces
Incontinence"[Title/Abstract] OR "Rectal Incontinence"[Title/Abstract] OR
Constipation[Title/Abstract] OR Obstipation[Title/Abstract] OR Dyschezia[Title/Abstract] OR
"Faecal Urgency"[Title/Abstract]

#4 #2 AND #3
#5 #1 OR #4

2. Embase Search Strategy

No. Search Term

#1 'low anterior resection syndrome':ti,ab,kw OR 'anterior resection syndrome':ti,ab,kw
#2 'transanal endoscopic surgery'/exp OR 'transanal endoscopic microsurgery'/exp OR

'sphincter-preserving surgery':ti,ab,kw OR 'sphincter saving surgery':ti,ab,kw OR 'low anterior
resection':ti,ab,kw OR 'intersphincteric resection':ti,ab,kw OR 'transanal local resection':ti,ab,kw OR
'transanal excision':ti,ab,kw OR 'transanal endoscopic microsurgery':ti,ab,kw OR 'transanal minimally
invasive surgery':ti,ab,kw OR 'natural orifice transluminal endoscopic surgery':ti,ab,kw OR 'anterior
perineal plane for ultra-low anterior resection of the rectum':ti,ab,kw OR 'transanal total mesorectal
excision':ti,ab,kw OR 'coloanal anastomosis':ti,ab,kw

#3 'diarrhea'/exp OR 'feces incontinence'/exp OR 'constipation'/exp OR diarrhea:ti,ab,kw OR
diarrhoea:ti,ab,kw OR 'bowel incontinence':ti,ab,kw OR 'fecal incontinence':ti,ab,kw OR 'faecal
incontinence':ti,ab,kw OR 'faeces incontinence':ti,ab,kw OR 'rectal incontinence':ti,ab,kw OR
constipation:ti,ab,kw OR obstipation:ti,ab,kw OR dyschezia:ti,ab,kw OR 'faecal urgency':ti,ab,kw

#4 #2 AND #3
#5 #1 OR #4
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3. Cochrane Library Search Strategy

No. Search Term

#1 MeSH descriptor: [LowAnterior Resection Syndrome] explode all trees
#2 (LowAnterior Resection Syndrome):ti,ab,kw OR (Anterior Resection Syndrome):ti,ab,kw
#3 #1 OR #2
#4 MeSH descriptor: [Transanal Endoscopic Surgery] explode all trees
#5 MeSH descriptor: [Transanal Endoscopic Microsurgery] explode all trees

#6

(Sphincter-Preserving Surgery):ti,ab,kw OR (Sphincter Saving Surgery):ti,ab,kw OR (Low
Anterior Resection):ti,ab,kw OR (Intersphincteric Resection):ti,ab,kw OR (Transanal Local
Resection):ti,ab,kw OR (Transanal Excision):ti,ab,kw OR (Transanal Endoscopic
Microsurgery):ti,ab,kw OR (Transanal Minimally Invasive Surgery):ti,ab,kw OR (Natural Orifice
Transluminal Endoscopic Surgery):ti,ab,kw OR (Anterior Perineal Plane for Ultra-Low Anterior
Resection of the Rectum):ti,ab,kw OR (Transanal Total Mesorectal Excision):ti,ab,kw OR
(Coloanal Anastomosis):ti,ab,kw

#7 #4 OR #5 OR #6
#8 MeSH descriptor: [Diarrhea] explode all trees
#9 MeSH descriptor: [Fecal Incontinence] explode all trees
#10 MeSH descriptor: [Constipation] explode all trees

#11

(Diarrhea*):ti,ab,kw OR (Diarrhoea):ti,ab,kw OR (Bowel Incontinence):ti,ab,kw OR (Fecal
Incontinence):ti,ab,kw OR (Faecal Incontinence):ti,ab,kw OR (Faeces Incontinence):ti,ab,kw OR
(Rectal Incontinence):ti,ab,kw OR (Constipation):ti,ab,kw OR (Obstipation):ti,ab,kw OR
(Dyschezia):ti,ab,kw OR (Faecal Urgency):ti,ab,kw

#12 #8 OR #9 OR #10 OR #11
#13 #7 AND #12
#14 #3 OR #13
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