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T TS Nz 123BR 2 R & LR, OES & ik
L CCESIZVAPDIEAEROT & BHE T 5 2 & A S
7z (OR:0.77 : 95%CI: 061, 098)12, L2L. F4
(¥Liang 5 DSR + MAIZ & F N 7220 RERICOWTVAP
JEBIBOIMBIGRY DB L L 2R LY, 12HDR
BRiZArdehali5 i & % b DT, L TIZCESH: T10/1.
OESEETI2BIDOVAPHFEA: LG BEMICH B &k e v
EENTW2AY (OR:080:95% CI: 032, 2.02)3, OES
HEC22BIFE Lz kRS Tz (OR:0.35595% CI -
0.15, 0.81) 2, 2o H®#ExEIZAdamsHIZL B D DT, i
LTIRWITNOHTHVAPORAEIRD LN oz b
WiE I N TWz?, CESH TR, OESH T7THIOVAP
VRO LNz ERBEINTWY, T2, GALEEBRD
7= F O Y 1E, 20224: D Sanaie H DSR + MA (2
RO SNz,

DEd S, VAPZ EEEHlIHHE & L725FDSR - MA
EBHEILEDTOLBY LD, 20074FE-DSolas 10 &
20084E D Siempos 5 ¥ MSR - MATIZ., OES&CES& ®
MICHBEREIZVWERE STz, —7, 20154ED
Kuriyama® %, 20224 ®Sanaie ., 20244 P Liang 5 ¥
DSR - MATIZ., OES& b8 L CCESIZVAPDZEAFD
T EBET 2 EmESN TV, e OFRHIZE - T,
Sanaie 5 3, Liang 5 2 ®SR - MAIZASHIBIE S, VAP
DIHFNZ DOV TCESES &\ ) R DD 5 W Rk %
505 FROFBRIELZH TRV, 20720, 2015
EDKuriyamab 3 OSR - MAZ AT 25 &, HENT
13OES & lACESHVAPDIPHNZ B3 5 W et D 5
B GR2EDSA - MADIBIEHZDORER ZEHTRET
H5b,
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FAa OWER L7-#PH Tl S8 1R 9 & % Mk
L72SR - MAIZ7%: <. RCTH4MdH -7 (%R2). Moham-
madpour 5 & Dastdadeh & @ FRER TIEZWL5 1R TED L
W& EN7zA B Ebrahimian » & Khayer & OB C
(ZOESHEIZHCESHE TG NNTHE ) EIH O DM &
s nzs, KRBROBRI—HLEWHEEKE LT
3 NRBERLITHMEOZER, MAANIEREIZRIchmond
agitation sedation scale (RASS) ZPBY3 % ie# oA Mk,
PRI DO GIRM DB NDE 2 S, M L7 % W
HEIZLTWa, WREFIEBIR N A 7S AR EZ 1Y -
ICUDEH W - SMGEINRIGEE Y - SRR E S
EWVH) EIHIT, FRBRTRLDZHNRTH o7z, Bl
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E3l VAPICDWTOHBRBILE
OESHE CESHE CES
SCHk g B VAP )
) £ RUE | 791 ~ PIEd VAP . VAP I AR X2 s FH AR
[ige R R e EA¥S
TR SR 2
. VAPRAERICE I hro
- HE, 5 IRf S
18 | Conrad et al. 1989 RCT | AL 6 15 6 16 24WEM] | BRIR IS (OFS : 40.0% vs. CES : 375%).
. AR - SEESRICU . VAPFAERIZE I o T2
153 BRRIZ
19 | Deppe et al 1990 | RCT | 7 11 38 12 46 2451 | BRI (OES : 289% vs, CES : 26.1%) .
, 5 - SEEBRICUD . . VAPRAEFIZ I e ho 7z
S * 123 SR
20 | Johnson et al. 1994 | RCT |45 10 19 8 16 245 | BRI (OES : 625% va. CES : 500%).
. B AR 4 C IR T
2 | Adams et al** 1907 | rer | rf;aw;gmm 0 10 0 10 245 | BRI | B VAPIZSAE LA o 720
B\
VAPS$4: %13 OESHEC64.0%. CES
. | BET333% TH o 7
* IR 2 AL | BRI | .
21 | Welte et al. 1997 | RCT | AW B 16 2 9 27 | FikZ L | BRI (AL 7 i 2 o C R
o).
, R LO00EH Had 72 ) OVAPHEAHRIZ
22 | Combes et al.* T # 2000 RCT EEI,T{EQEICUL)\ 9 50 4 54 241K FERIGEEWT | 23 72
s (OES : 159 vs. CES : 7.3),
. WERR - SHESRICU | VAPR AR o 72
K TE i GYNISEA
23 | Zeitoun et al 2003 RCT DI 11 24 7 23 2451 | BRIRIY S (OES : 458% vs. CES : 30.4%) .
OESHIZHRCESHIZBIF 5 VAP
24 | Lee et al.® 2004 | RCT |ICU®B#E 14 38 2 32 T2MEM | BERAYBRT | SIS > 7
(OES : 359% vs. CES : 65%).
S & i
SH | 70 -
2 |Topelietal'* | 2004 | RCT |WHRICUOEE | 9 | 37 | 13 | 41 | 2% Lo | BRigisli | oo o e h o
e (OES : 24.3% vs. CES : 31.7%) -
Beo WA
OESHAZHRCESHIZBIF 5 VAP
5 | Rabitsch et al**# 2004 | RCT |WHERICUDBE 5 12 0 12 24WEH] | BRIRAYBHT | FEESIIMLA > 72
(OES : 41.7% vs. CES : 0%)
. WA - SHESRICU . . VAPRAEFIZ T R ho 7z
T3 123 SEAL
3 | Lorente et al. 2005 | RCT | 42 233 43 210 | 24WEH | ERREYZ T (OFS : 18.0% vs, CES : 205%).
FEMEY
WEHR - SHRHRICU . VAPFAEFIZE I L h o7z
*TE o - e
4 | Lorente et al. 2006 RCT e 31 221 33 236 | K. ij: [EZRISEALT (OES : 14.1% vs. CES : 139%).
PSR
OESH: I He_CESHEIC 51F 2 VAP
26 |Lietal® 2007 | RCT | ALIMEE 21 40 9 40 2415 1] CPIS | Sesksidfkar o 72
(OES : 525% vs. CES : 22.5%)
OESH:IZ H_CESHEIC 51F 2 VAP
27 | Fakhar et al.* 2010 | RCT |ICUDBH 36 74 23 82 2415 1] CPIS | Sesksidfkar o 72
(OES : 486% vs. CES : 28.0%)
29 18 FGPR B35 T
(R BRIG (BRI PRI | (OES : 29% vs. CES : 18%)
28 | David et al.* " 2011 | RCT |WHRICUOBE | @5 / | 100 | W) / | 100 | 168K | Hlkis X 0| $ L UCPIS
18 10 CPIS | (OES : 18% vs. CES : 10%)
(CPIS) (CPIS) TVAPHARKIZE I 22 > 7o
) VAPHAHI L 2 o 72
1g al ¥ T 3 /7“ ‘%\ HT‘
29 | Hamishekar et al. 2014 | RCT |[#FERICUDBE 10 50 6 50 481K 1H] CPIS | (RS : 20% ve. CES : 12%)..
OESHEIZ L RCESEHIZ 51 5 VAP
30 | Alipour et al.f 2016 | RCT |ICUOHHE 17 43 7 43 | FoiRA L CPIS | sz o 72
(OES : 395% vs. CES : 16.3%) .
. . VAPFAEFIZE I L h o7z
* DB it
31 | Ardehali et al. 2020 | RCT |ICUDHEE 12 60 10 60 481 1H) CPIS | (1S + 200% vs. CES © 16.7%)..

CES : closed endotracheal suctioning; CPIS : clinical pulmonary infection score; ICU : intensive care unit; OES : open endotracheal suctioning; RCT : randomized

controlled trial; VAP : ventilator-associated pneumonia
*YAFIT A v 7 LE2a— (systematic review : SR) + *# % 7 F 1) ¥ A (meta-analysis : MA) ®Liang® (2024) DI E T 7238k
TSR - MA®Sanaie b (2022) OREIZE T /-l

#SR - MA®Kuriyama® (2015) D58 F iz ilk
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WA DN TR TS % B SAT | & BB RS | 04 ko LR
—+I54 7V a—
EA &0V TORBRHE
SCHik e OES | CES RASSIZBIT 2l A AN L . .
> ~ . & f‘,é‘:
v it SR | 794 Y = [ e W |7 FE AR
RASSZ a7 —-1F 721300 EETH
%, W5 | i 155 12100 ,
15 [Mobammadpour| o |l s | || ORISR HORIED B | GREOWA T, iiﬁ??;g?;%ﬁi;;i
et al AR O LH IS S OB AT B | BIELS0~200mmHg |t T TR
A 2 Ao 720 TIBEEEIL T, |
PRI IR STV,
OESIZIZRASS+12° 5 — 4D B E DS
“Eh, CESICIZRASS+125 -3
5t N 7
ggfﬂigff,;;;;p%i reis | PR L100%
I Lo | ROBARIT . W51, W, 557, 15561
14 |Dastdadeh etal | 2016 | RCT |[ICUDHEH | 30 | 30 |hip 0o o = KB FE120mmHg | 315 2BPSIZO W TREMIZ# 1 2%
B L7 C10~ 15FHRIEE| LT | 2o 7
PURIEITOL T, R | ol
ERNEPR S FRY T Do S0
PUTEOWINBEZ BRI L2 L 0D
RROATH - 72,
CPOTA Q7D Tid, W51
I T DI 2L CIRER 14T
RASSOFEHIE 7 o 720 e ERRO NI
. BEGH B SO R & LCu | 1o 0 2III00% i, P65 149 (OBS) vs 030
Ebrahimian ICUD 451k o [ E R AN
8 | el 2020 | RCT | iy | 56 | 56 BVEBH IR L7, U5 | I 120mm g | 78 (CES);
o o W3 | B0 BIIELT DR | om0 f_g 3min, 464%238 (OES) vs. 239+
Wiz o 72 i =° 163 (CES);
and 7min, 1.27+1.76 (OES) vs.
0.39=0.86 (CES),
— - B <
iﬁ?sxj? 1F 721300 BHTH CPOTX I 7 i4.
et e s | BB BIHE1T100% FESE | WEBIH (OES : 550=188 vs. CES :
ﬁﬁfﬁi};ﬁiﬁ?@fi%g ZUHGL (BN 4382160 5 % 0WER 1104
5 | khaveretal | 20m | mor |ICUPRE| | ﬁgjf% < SO i L), (OES : 320138 vs. CES : 218+
aver et B0 B e T o B AURHE120mmHg | 1.40) 1235 C. CESBEASOESE
FUEIICOWTIE, T T ban | S .
RN R S e LT (5] | & D AT P
EHALBHGGERDS LOVIRD | oy ycin U)o | 318305 Cld, WEMICAT R
EHE 2 BRI L 72 20 R0 A Mo
S o7

BPS : behavioral pain scale; CES : closed endotracheal suctioning; CPOT : critical-care pain observation tool; ICU : intensive care unit; OES : open endotracheal

suctioning; RASS : richmond agitation-sedation scale; RCT : randomized controlled trial

al pain scale™ AMEH Tz, MAANIEHEIZON
T3 RASSOFHAMITOd 5\ & — 1D & 5 illR 1315,
FLAANILAEIZE T VR, GERO % WikER®Y 3
LTz, kOGRS >WTIE, Y barvk
2 DO BE 2RI 231D, LRS- L
TV WEBEEZWRIZT LR, SLHI R VAR »
Holz,

Do X912, BUIEE TH 541 ORCT DGR A —E
LTwiwn/zed, BN TIZOESE CESD &8 & T
Whizwhid, HETE 2w,

3. iy & EIR

A& O TIIFR EFEBRICB S 2 5HIIE E 125w T
MEGE L 7 MALE RS 72 597, 20074 DSola b DSR &
20084E DPagotto 5 DSR3 S E N Tz, TS24
DSRIZEEFNT-RBOM R E EbE BT L, DT
DI Do HIEBIZBW TG [H:0ENTE 2V
IR OESIZ A, CESTHLT [/ 35 X UWEH 1 DSpo,
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A3 € 520243840 W5 [ D BEREY IR SR DA AV E
W G [ 3 KOS [ OAEERIZ O W TIZOESIZ
HARCESTAHENRDFEAE DML 2039, Pa0, Paco,® 249,
SEIBRE - OIAEL (HR) 2038394049 12D TR BRRS
BlZ—HLTwiw (R3),

20084E DSRH I ER. WEH 112 X 2 Wil o0 i A4t & LT
REMFR SRS 2 F%E05 T b T & 72 4%, Heinze b
& SEHOWS 1 (a. EERIEKPOCES; b,
BRI HDOCES 5 ¢. OES) OW§Fh &5 #2050
ARG REIIET L2200, AERMTIRE TR
bOWBIEDHRTH -7 HE L7z (a. 958+9%, p=
0053 b. 947+98%, p=0026; c. 924+212%, p=
0.127) ¥, Z OFEREMHEEICER TR & M, N
KRAEOWEIIRT D205 % TH ol VI HTHY,
W5 iR EZOZELTIE V. Corley 513, BEREIITRAL
OGN RME AN A v =5 2% FIH L. OESIC
HARCESTHG [ OME#HEKNA » E—F ¥ 20T
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R EERICOVTORRBE
) OES | CES : . )
23 % WIHE | 794 AR B ORE W | ik ER 33 T
iz | B
W5 | #0100 % FRF A G-tk Wy [iHg, 30B R OMEIZ B
T BRILAR S A E & R I AR SR AR (2 3 R T OMIED
¥4 3 ¥ 7 TOESEHC A CESBEA B WM Td - 720
BRIRIRIZY 2 b— b A ¥ MRER
R [Tt & APACHER 2712, ~— | DOVIBRIZD 70— b A MRIER |\ b i 54 3 ¥ 7 COESBELS H~CESHEAE
M5 - SRR BN - - B L7z (100% e #3~500) y
20 | Johnson et al. 1990 | RCT | L [ 19 16 | AT A Y ORFRISENOERE L | Jo d o e Crse | CETH
- (OES : 271 vs. CES : 334) eSS, 155 T;m Lo, | HRIKUES 1308 HOESBRIZ J~CESBEATR T b > 22 (OES:
&P S 11218/min vs. CES : 100+ 14/min)o W3[5 X U3 1 #
OFRYENRIFOESEEIC HACESEE Tk 5 72 (OES © 14% vs.
CES : 2%).
. OESIZH~CESALE W ) BAERIBRAUIR & Spo, DB F AV S <
] D) 7 L — B
CUDALLD N2 T4 Y OP/FRI92ET0 i ot | (B2, OES : - 123152858 3mL. vs. CES : ~1332
39 | Cereda et al. 2001 | Crossover g (‘10%9 NA. | NA. | (fATEREHDA L8 2 B (FFRAL & WH}(’TILiTV}(?TEIOOmmI:Ir T’ZO*’J\)W;Z +129.9mL; Spo,, OES : 94.6+51% vs. CES : 97.2+29%) .,
= n) ﬁ’b o 8PP MAPISS #4282 5 72 (OES : 832 147mmHg vs. CES :
S 812+119mmig) .
SIZ HE~_CESAISpo,D 4 55 1% & 2 DD
N—254 ¥ DSpo, (OES : 9550 OFst lIL'\L{SSﬁ Spf?.)wlﬂl%@llii&kllm‘ﬁﬂ%in Eﬁ I 10<
£ 470% vs. CES - 96,362 3.27%) COBIEE IR, OES : 9536590% vs. CES : 9807+ 2.87%:
: : DO 21 W51, OES : 9579+567% vs. CES : 97.00%3.64%).
DPE (OFS : 202164/ min vs. | 100%3 4wy ooz pg | 2 HASIH, OFS : 5:70:=5,67% vs. CES : 9700 3.64%)
SHERICUD CES:2143+761/min) HR (OES: | 3IHi300. 4W31#308 M L7, | XM E2AHMIIMOMAIC (Rllesiih, OBS: 10229
38 | Leeetal 2001 | Crossover o NA. | NA. ) T ) X N - - +20.53/min vs. CES : 9643+ 2040/min; 2[1l HWH [/, OES :
B (14%) 100.29+22.05/min vs. CES : 10000 | W3 1251/ 120mmHg T108 5 ) e )
1060/ mim. MAP (ORS : 5943 | bl 7 106642 3086/min vs. CES : 9743+19.79/min). MAPOW[IIL
:19'5“:“1[‘ V; CES - 8'7 57'+ - 5l OMAHMEA - 72 (OES : 93.14=21.03mmHg vs. CES :
U imﬁr%aift = 84.64+19.68mmHg). W51 O FAEIRIZOESHED A582% L 72
y 12
& * (385%). WWLEIZBEI TR 20 72,
OESIZ -~ CESOWLS 15 & U3 | #1070 DO BB TR AU D
) WARAVNS o7 (BB, OES : —1466+586mL vs. CES :
ALLH %\ i 100% Mg %1% 5- DRkl 7 v
140 | Maggiore etal | 2003 | Crossover ARD&;@;# NA. | Na. | LISA 77297038 Fﬁxfwﬁfgﬂ&auﬁu;m{ o5 | 7581=228mL; WEIGINPULEE, OBS : ~1116=460mL vs.
L ISSOV¢ P N AN WAL WAL i J - 8
8 0% N—2 T4 Y OP/FIIA325 OB LA € CES: -122+101mL)., 7=, OESIZH~. CESOWLZIHi0
~ ii 2o
' g SpO,PWAAVNE B (OES : ~92+76% vs. CES 1 —2.2
£27%).
ICUD#RIE F—HTI100% MK A F, B e N
o PACHE T 07101 irimwmﬁﬁw&ij OESI2 H<CES O W31 B MIALR DA B 5 o 72
el ~F Bl £ D =4, & 0 3 ST o
41 | Fernandez et al. | 2004 NA. | NA. ES: -1218403mL vs. CES : —449£370mL). Spo,.
erndndez et al. | 2004 | Crossover | .y 2oy N=2514 ¥ OP/FH2T3=28 W11 31150~ 200mmE g T10 isd fdal o SP;ROB]\'&P\!;S;L 9370mL). Spo,
# (10%) ~15HMIEHL 7. S T
<=2 51 ¥ OSpo, (OES : 967+ "
St osm0, (OSSO OBSHHZ H~CESHE WA L5 & (308 0Sp0, 4o 72
24 | Lee et al* 204 | RCT |ICUDEHE | 38 | 32 (’OE:_‘1'()[)6;i5‘3'/111’in’w° o : | N (%, OES : 940+33% vs. CES : 976+2,0%; 308, OES:
S 1 100.6:+15.3, s. CES : . 98305 200,
96.0+154/min) FEMIZHE127% L 965:22% vs. CES : 980=20%)
SO H L 30 H ORI o
A — Spo, (1HH, OES:97.2+19% vs. | 100%0:5 % W | Hi# 1208 M 64 L | SUEHTAF1H H &30 H & 12, OESBHCIA, CESHOWS|iM
5 |Rabitschetal | 2004 | RCT | " 12 | 12 |CES:96.3%1.4%; 30 H, OES: | 7= #OSpoAEIRo 72 (IHH, OES : 896+25% vs. CES : 963
= 96.8+1.0% vs. CES : 97.0+1.4%) | (W3IIE & W43 W3 Al i) +10%; 30 H, OFES :896%19% vs. CES : 964+08%).
BICEE A L
I OESW, ~—2%F4 > Offi (Pao, 221+87mmHg; Paco, 41
W15 6 5 63055 £ 100 7 Ay oM (a0, 221 =STmmlly: Paco. i1
oo A L A W |2 IE 147 +7mmHg) &AL W55 - 35014 - 1055 DOPa0, 2L T &
. ALLE# N—2A 74 ¥ OP/FI169 =55, o & (14rt%, 185+65mmHg; 3/7#. 175+68mmHg: 105-7%, 178
42 | Lasocki et al. 2006 | Crossover NA. | NA. - mmHg T20f M % L 7zc (CES® K
(9%) LISA3 72305 RS B20E O ) 7 — b2 5 1 =64mmHg). %5115 %D Paco, % LA S¥72 (44+9mmHg).
ol ) CESiZ. NX—=2 74 ¥ Ofii & le_WH 35 % DPao,» L5 L 7=
YOO, ZOMOMEMATEAEIE Ao 7o
N=2F 4 ¥ OLIEB B X OIS | W5 HT12100% 8% % 15545 L 7z . —_—
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closed endotracheal suctioning; GCS : glasgow coma scale; HR : heart rate;



L og
e | Wt

L0

RN DN T B H 09 % B SE We s | & FSHASUE W5 1 0 A TR beik

—F 7747 a—

INE o Tz L7z (mean difference © —905 imped-
ance units ; 95% CI : —1,234, —587) %, W5 OEIE
22V TiE, OESIZHARCES TR A A Ao Tz L3
HINTW2Y, ZO/BREHNTHBITERTRES
(& W5 %28~ 108 MI21m FE it 3~ % — MG | FHE KGR &
W) RITH D HEIG | D5 R & IX AT & v,
F 72, 20084E DOSRULRE2M-ORCT AT 4. OESH & It
NCESHECTHRFALAS R < | TEERTEAE (T, HR. A%EIR)
FHBTEEZVWERE ST T80,

D &) IZIFRIZEIT 2 I8 TIZOES & HRCESD X
) DBHIG 2 B BRI T REESH 5 — T IEBR
T AHRETIEETIRVWE VI EROONL, £
DOIEIZIE, W5 & 5Spo, VT RBAIEERICHEE S5 2
BIEETREGh o/ & WG LM THRRDOZEDM E T
ERVIENEZEROND, REITE N IERIBEIC
DV THiE L72R BTG 13 TSp0,1393% DL %
FL T8 13203839 - PHIEVE IR TP 0 B2 B v
TTIEH 5 A% AFRFIMIE D MEDS & ZFHIR?ECiSpOZ
ERDOMBBRIZH D 10, %@ﬁﬁf%??ﬁﬂf RE S I
EFIESpO,2590% LT & R AR E TV D LIfE X
NTWB7, —IIIEHT] J#’) iR AIA AN 2 1
AL S, HRBESLH T2 e NS E, L
L. WHDEHTHRARIEB Y, G B HH a3k
% EDENH LWRG EM TEBOEDND 5 I E T &
L7285 Ty WEREBTAHERIHOZE WiE T
EVEWV) T LD, EERIREICBIT WG ERTEE
RO VRBHERIEE L CO LS L L E 2D
s,

PLE2 o, Iz oW, —#3l5IFFOCESIZ X %
BREMR A E O BEELEIXH 2 b DD, OESIZHART
CESIZWZ5 |7 B & OWEH 1 # D Spo, MK T Wk s | h o #hE
FRR DR 5 EOFEFRRID LR CTREDLND 5.
PEEBR~OFEIZE L T3, HIFR TIZOESECESD &
LCTHENL RV, HBTE v,

4, aX b

WG FHAZ b 2 EHYmO I A - 23 s IE
O7-MAIZR N7 59, 20084 12Pagotto S 3 & Siempos
53 PSRT, ENFNAMEORCTZFLARICE LdDTW
72o Pagotto® 3 134fFH 31D FRER TOESIZ L RCESD
TR NPEL RolzEHiE L, Siempos 5 2 3 &0 723
BROFERIE—FH L T2 LTwi, 2m2o
DOSRIZEEN-HB TR T 5 &, 3P EBEL T
720, bbb LFEORCTHEENT VWD Z LIk 5,

R\

79

Ieag#EE  Jpn J Respir Care Vol.43 No.1
Sato R, et al

ZO5tFD 9 B, 2 TCESIZBWT I A R A% £ 29,
PTG L DB X 251 R h o 7242 (14 TldMa!
FHNHERZOBED T TV o722) (RA). Tl
78 D20084E DSRD {412 TN 72RCTTld. CESHT
FEWCIHH72) 03X & o722 & (OES : 1384
YFvE— [290KFV] vs.CES: 2724 Y F + V¥ —
(ALK F]) ki s hi-®),

Pagotto 5 ®SR3 & gFrOSRUEDARCT® # 5 F 2
e, HRAYMmOI A MIDOWTIE, OESIZIEXCESAHS
FOCITEEYEDSD 225, RO EN—FH L T wvE
15 L7-Siempos 5 DSR¥? 4 H 5720, BIEIZTE &\,

W5 ED#ENI LD A A FDHEIIOVTEZ LB, OES
TOWSIAIE, CEST/NA ZADRZHMIMICR &S 5 NE
Bdbbo 9. OESTOWGHBIZONWTHERD, 1FLA
EORETIE, OESD I A M EHREAX O TG [n$d 5 v
R T — T VAR AR R U/ LR L T 2320203
Adams 5 OABRTIE, OESEEDO1H OFI905 [ 101451310.0
HTHY, 1MEEIH72) 145V A THAHH., IHD
RO A MI1ASKR Y FE %) OESEEACESH:
D1689K v F LK LZMiTH > 722 — T W5 LM
TED W & L 7zJohnson 5 O FERTIE. OESH D
LH O WEIREI6HTH ). 1KEH72D 93t > T
HAH70, IHOMRAYFHO T A MI1488 Kk FivE i,
CESHDI1300K FV & #D % o722, KIZ, CEST
INA 2D DO W THIHT 5. CESDT /N 2D
WA LTI, RAEWIZSR & % o> TWw 5, Pagottob
R Siempos 5 DSRIZE FN2RCTIZETEWLITH
0 2320208 F 7-OESIZHARCESASE W & il L 7235k

TRETERRETH 5722328, —T, Lorente b Id5E
WIS U e\ 2 3R L VAPTEAE SRR 2 & M ISR 13k
BTEP RV ERE LY,

U EnS, WEIREHDE L %<, CESDTINA X %5
T 26 OESICILRCESIXERY Mo a3 A b3
HWEEZEZbNA.

5. XMADRRE

AW CTIIME THERHHIRZIT- 722 L &0 5%
THA VEHRLZZ LS, XHE T NETETW
RWHREEN D Do LA L. ARHFZETIZ3D DMK T —
yR—=Z2%FHL. SR-MA, RCT, 70 AxF—"—3k
BRI T Y ALNVOEVIRLERY AATWS 72
O, —EKEDRLEZTOEETELLEZ TV, £
72y ARWEFEIE— 8 ORI AL EE THACRI I SCHIR SR - U
LaHiliZ 479 SRTIERwvizo, ZiEE b ok BEOT



o
# | dh

R DN TP Z 09 5 B A S| & PSR SE WS |0 A BT Mg
—+9547L¥a—

Ieag#EE  Jpn J Respir Care Vol.43 No.1
Sato R, et al

EA DX MIOWTOKEBRE
SCHR X OES | CES ) CESF /34 A .
7L > g B Tk
s e | HRUAE | 7L v PIE | o = RGPS DA TR RER
OES® I 2 M a3l 4 57— 7 93+ ¥ M2l
BHEIHH 720 o FR51mE (16l/H) % " .
OESEEDIH&H 720 » 3 A M 21488K Fv
Johnson 54155 - SV BHT T L7z OFSEOIBED *
2 H B . =8 T Zo
20 1994 | RCT |RICUDHE| 19 | 16 |CES® I X Hil,b;%lgljrjf_V)@CEST/\»f 2415 ] CESBED 7 2 ME1H 37 h 1300k KT
# ATHM L7720 WHIHHIZOWTid, OEST B0 . OESEE L ORI bFiCdyo i
(Z16H)/H & A D - 72 h5, CESTIREMRAT : - o7
ol
} T —7 )
LN 4 OESOWEID I A b 5177~ 7 1k OESEHZ I ~<CESBEOLH 37 ) 05| 3
Adams WHFEIO TSRy R E LCEE L 72, . o . e 1
2 1997 | RCT | CTHBIHiZ| 10 | 10 . - 241K H] A FAE A o7 (OES:1.458 ¥ F vs.
etal. PG BB DWW TIE, OESTIX100 (4B, 0 CES : 16893 > F)
e ~43), CESTI3166 (ffiPH, 2~33) Th-7z. e °
OES® a A M A 7 — 7 V350K R [E ™7 +
A T — T VAERK207 2 S L7z,
CESHa X MECEST/ % 3 % | 230000 1B 7:) OESI3 A H250 T, OESH
L AREET 3 Y ESTHoRIEE AT TN C7.245 KR Y 4 ¥, CESEE T
2 | ¢ 2004 | RCT |ICUD#E | 38 | 32 |350kMREY + Y ICIAM72 ) OFHF— | 72K HAO TR : N
et al. - " ] 12100 K8 RE Y + » Th o7z Ratm
TIVARE6AR % i 7l (2,100 KR E > + BT ORIIE S L)
V) RRLTEMLZ IHd2) OFYH e ! s
— T VAR OB H o 72 AW [ E 2>
WCRFLH)
OES® A MIZLHEOITA b (iVETH
F—=7 V. REFE 227 25411030
K RV) S 2 B & #h A T o
Lorente WER - 4k HECllo THIL 720 OESEEIZHACESHEOBHIAIHBH 72 ) D
3| ol 2005 | RCT |#HRICU® | 233 | 210 | CES® 3 & Mid. CESTF /N4 ADMREIKICT | 2485 W53 A MEEs o7 (OES: 25+ 1.1k
era e 42 AR OI0K FLEENT, A TIFEO U vs. CES : 111 =235 F 1),
HEcHE->THEHL .
W I DOV TREIC 1 2 A - 72 (OES:
83=37[8/H vs. CES : 81+35[/H),
BAEINHB720) WG X MZOWTH
EE ol 1S5 :24+051—
OESOHE® 7 2 } 30301 — 10 (V45T Rie=Rzo7k (OFS:24=052—n
Wiln =7, A7, WETREGL). ve. CES 233721
Lorente WESR - A CES® T 2 Hi101~\:r‘ (CESF/54 A0 3 BRI, | AN I R 254 H BUF TIXOESHEIZ L~
4 2006 | RCT |#HRICU® | 221 | 236 = B, CESEET I A FA%Ei A - 724 (OES: 1.9
et al. i A bsa—m1) T L7 .
B 1~ - | PEERE | £061—1 vs. CES: 72+472—1), A
W3 oW TREMIC 213 2 hr 5 72 (OES: - A N oo
79260/ H vs. CES : 8.1+ 27/ H ). TR AS4 H % i 2 5 & OESHRIZ I~
v " e CESEET I A FAME{ % -7z (OES:25
+0521—1 vs. CES : 1.6+281—1),
. ESEEICHARCESHO1H &7 ) DY
David PR RICU sl T L T (R 2 R AR B Rt (OB
PR o = .o . v N 2: s - .
e 2011 | RCT | e 100 | 100 iiéi;)u’rﬁkainto () T 168 | T (2045 F 1] vs, CES : 2724 ¥ I -
" WE— [BILK V],
CES : closed endotracheal suctioning; ICU : intensive care unit; OES : open endotracheal suctioning; RCT : randomized controlled trial

Ty A RETE TRV,
TV a—& LTl ORI RESARNA S B X O#EE
o TR LEn SO IE LR HH T2 5o, &
DOVWTHRHRBTETNVWDLEEZ TV,

D |
IR S

T

LaL, 43 FI774

BT 10,

SR OWETTid, OESE ik L CCESIZVAPTAEED

T & B3 A REME. Spo, R BEAERIFR SR 2 MEFF 9 %
WREMEARIR S 720 PEBRAN D

WX EL S TH VAR TE Y, 3R bﬁf“li%@l

M A%

72 L CESTINA A & EiAcH# U785

IZCES

80

TEL LATRENH S, L7zdo T, TXTOEHI

BOTHUWEEZERTL20TIE R L, VAPOY X2
WPIREpREE, Wik &, BHEIL
DIRFEAFHM L 729 2 TR

ZED L&
WG k2 IR 5 2 e

FLuo Sk TRTROWE HEASHIE S~ & B
DFSRIRIEE B 52T 5 RBDKD BN
#E RMNELL RN LS S EFOMCEREINED 77—
Y a EORE BRCEHB LTSRS,
S I NS

ARODTRTOEFICRE SN ACOlTE W,



“

R

B

WA DN T RS 2 BBGRARAER 5 & BSURE WS [0 F Itk i

—+9747bvEa—

BE XM

1)

2)

9)

RARES, A& NBFEEL  JEESIAA KT 1
2023 [RETEE3MR] RACAIREEE T EED/-HD. T
KA. 2024 ; 41 1 1-47.

Adams DH, Hughes M, Elliott TS : Microbial colonization of
closed-system suction catheters used in liver transplant patients.
Intensive Crit Care Nurs. 1997 ; 13 : 72-6.

Lorente L, Lecuona M, Martin MM, et al : Ventilator-associat-
ed pneumonia using a closed versus an open tracheal suction
system. Crit Care Med. 2005 ; 33 : 115-9.

Lorente L, Lecuona M, Jiménez A, et al : Tracheal suction by
closed system without daily change versus open system. Inten-
sive Care Med. 2006 ; 32 : 538-44.

Rabitsch W, Kostler WJ, Fiebiger W, et al : Closed suctioning
system reduces cross-contamination between bronchial system
and gastric juices. Anesth Analg. 2004 ; 99 : 886-92.

Devlin JW, Skrobik Y, Gelinas C, et al : Clinical Practice
Guidelines for the prevention and management of pain, agita-
tion/sedation, delirium, immobility, and sleep disruption in
adult patients in the ICU. Crit Care Med. 2018 ; 46 : e825-73.
FARER, HAKRE, BEZTERED  KERSIAARF 1>
2013 (RATCAIREEZEETHEENZDD). NIHE
2013 ; 30 : 75-91.

Ebrahimian A, Tourdeh M, Paknazar F, et al : The effect of the
open and closed system suctions on pain severity and physiolog-
ical indicators in mechanically ventilated patients with traumatic
brain injury: a randomised controlled trial. Turk J Anaesthesiol
Reanim. 2020 ; 48 : 202-7.

Grap MJ, Blecha T, Munro C : A description of patients’ report
of endotracheal tube discomfort. Intensive Crit Care Nurs.
2002 ; 18 : 244-9.

10) Sola I, Benito S : Closed tracheal suction systems versus open

tracheal suction systems for mechanically ventilated adult pa-
tients. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2007 : CD004581.

11) Chastre J, Fagon JY : Ventilator-associated pneumonia. Am J

Respir Crit Care Med. 2002 ; 165 : 867-903.

12) Liang Z, Liao Q, XuJ, et al : Comparative analysis of open

and closed tracheal suction systems on mechanical ventilation
efficiency in adults: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Aust
Crit Care. 2024 ; 38 : 101106.

13) Mohammadpour A, Amini S, Shakeri MT, et al : Comparing

the effect of open and closed endotracheal suctioning on pain
and oxygenation in post CABG patients under mechanical venti-
lation. Iran J Nurs Midwifery Res. 2015 ; 20 : 195-9.

14) Dastdadeh R, Ebadi A, Vahedian-Azimi A : Comparison of the

effect of open and closed endotracheal suctioning methods on
pain and agitation in medical ICU patients: a clinical trial. Anesth
Pain Med. 2016 ; 6 : €38337.

15) Khayer F, Ghafari S, Saghaei M, et al : Effects of open and

closed tracheal suctioning on pain in mechanically ventilated pa-
tients. Iran J Nurs Midwifery Res. 2020 ; 25 : 426-30.

16) Baethge C, Goldbeck-Wood S, Mertens S : SANRA-a scale for

the quality assessment of narrative review articles. Res Integr
Peer Rev. 2019 ;4 : 5.

17) Green BN, Johnson CD, Adams A : Writing narrative literature

reviews for peer-reviewed journals: secrets of the trade. J Chiro-
pr Med. 2006 ;5 :101-17.

18) Conrad S, George R, Romero M, et al : Comparison of noso-

comial pneumonia rates in closed and open tracheal suction sys-
tems. Chest. 1989 ; 96 : 184S.

19) Deppe SA, Kelly JW, Thoi LL, et al : Incidence of coloniza-

tion, nosocomial pneumonia, and mortality in critically ill pa-
tients using a Trach Care closed-suction system versus an
open-suction system: prospective, randomized study. Crit Care
Med. 1990 ; 18 : 1389-93.

20) Johnson KL, Kearney PA, Johnson SB, et al : Closed versus

open endotracheal suctioning: costs and physiologic conse-
quences. Crit Care Med. 1994 ; 22 : 658-66.

21)Welte T, Ziesing S, Schulte S, et al : Incidence of ventilator

81

Ieag#EE  Jpn J Respir Care Vol.43 No.1
Sato R, et al

associated pneumonia in mechnaically ventilated pateints: a
comparison of closed versus open endotracheal suctioning. Eur
RespirJ. 1997 ; 10 : 319.

22) Combes P, Fauvage B, Oleyer C : Nosocomial pneumonia in
mechanically ventilated patients, a prospective randomised
evaluation of the Stericath closed suctioning system. Intensive
Care Med. 2000 ; 26 : 878-82.

23) Zeitoun SS, de Barros AL, Diccini S : A prospective, random-
ized study of ventilator-associated pneumonia in patients using a
closed vs. open suction system. J Clin Nurs. 2003 ; 12 : 484-
9.

24) Lee ES, Kim SH, Kim JS : Effects of a closed endotracheal
suction system on oxygen saturation, ventilator-associated
pneumonia, and nursing efficacy. Taehan Kanho Hakhoe Chi.
2004 ; 34 : 1315-25.

25) Topeli A, Harmanci A, Cetinkaya Y, et al : Comparison of the
effect of closed versus open endotracheal suction systems on
the development of ventilator-associated pneumonia. J Hosp In-
fect. 2004 ; 58 : 14-9.

26) Li JQ, LiXY, HelJ : Influence of different ways of sputumn suc-
tioning on ventilator-associated pneumonia. J Nurs Sci. 2007 ;
22 :20-1.

27) Fakhar HRE, Rezaie K, Kohestani HR : Effect of closed endo-
tracheal suction on incidence of ventilator-associated pneumo-
nia. Scientific journal of kurdistan university of medical scienc-
es. 2010; 15 : 79-87.

28) David D, Samuel P, David T, et al : An open-labelled random-
ized controlled trial comparing costs and clinical outcomes of
open endotracheal suctioning with closed endotracheal suction-
ing in mechanically ventilated medical intensive care patients. J
Crit Care. 2011 ; 26 : 482-8.

29) Hamishekar H, Shadvar K, Taghizadeh M, et al : Ventilator-as-
sociated pneumonia in patients admitted to intensive care units,
using open or closed endotracheal suctioning. Anesth Pain
Med. 2014 ; 4 : e21649.

30) Alipour N, Manouchehrian N, Sanatkar M, et al : Evaluation of
the effect of open and closed tracheal suction on the incidence of
ventilator associated pneumonia in patients admitted in the inten-
sive care unit. Arch Anesth & Crit Care. 2016 ; 2 : 193-6.

31) Ardehali SH, Fatemi A, Rezaei SF, et al : The effects of open
and closed suction methods on occurrence of ventilator associ-
ated pneumonia; A comparative study. Arch Acad Emerg Med.
2020 ; 8 : e8.

32) Siempos Il, Vardakas KZ, Falagas ME : Closed tracheal suction
systems for prevention of ventilator-associated pneumonia. Br J
Anaesth. 2008 ; 100 : 299-306.

33) Kuriyama A, Umakoshi N, Fujinaga J, et al : Impact of closed
versus open tracheal suctioning systems for mechanically venti-
lated adults: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Intensive
Care Med. 2015 ; 41 : 402-11.

34) Sanaie S, Rahnemayan S, Javan S, et al : Comparison of
closed vs open suction in prevention of ventilator-associated
pneumonia: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Indian J Crit
Care Med. 2022 ; 26 : 839-45.

35) Sato R, Kawai Y, Nakane M : Concerns about misquoted data
in the systematic review and meta-analysis of closed versus open
endotracheal suctioning by Liang Z et al. Aust Crit Care.
2025 ; 38 : 101220.

36) Sato R, Kawai Y, Nakane M : Concerns regarding errors in the
systematic review and meta-analysis of ventilator-associated
pneumonia. Indian J Crit Care Med. 2025 ; 29 : 792.

37) Pagotto IM, Oliveira LR, Araljo FC, et al : Comparison be-
tween open and closed suction systems: a systematic review.
Rev Bras Ter Intensiva. 2008 ; 20 : 331-8.

38) Lee CK, NgKS, TanSG, etal : Effect of different endotracheal
suctioning systems on cardiorespiratory parameters of ventilated
patients. Ann Acad Med Singap. 2001 ; 30 : 239-44.

39) Cereda M, Villa F, Colombo E, et al : Closed system endotra-
cheal suctioning maintains lung volume during volume-controlled
mechanical ventilation. Intensive Care Med. 2001 ; 27 : 648-



."f’it = e
)
Ieag#EE  Jpn J Respir Care Vol.43 No.1

WA D N TR 1235 2 BIRGR S ASE ] & BRSO HITED Sato R, etal

—+9547L¥a—

54.

40) Maggiore SM, Lellouche F, Pigeot J, et al : Prevention of en-
dotracheal suctioning-induced alveolar derecruitment in acute
lung injury. Am J Respir Crit Care Med. 2003 ; 167 : 1215-24.

41) Fernandez MD, Piacentini E, Blanch L, et al : Changes in lung
volume with three systems of endotracheal suctioning with and
without pre-oxygenation in patients with mild-to-moderate lung
failure. Intensive Care Med. 2004 ; 30 : 2210-5.

42) Lasocki S, Lu Q, Sartorius A, et al : Open and closed-circuit
endotracheal suctioning in acute lung injury: efficiency and ef-
fects on gas exchange. Anesthesiology. 2006 ; 104 : 39-47.

43) Bourgault AM, Brown CA, Hains SM, et al : Effects of endo-
tracheal tube suctioning on arterial oxygen tension and heart rate
variability. Biol Res Nurs. 2006 ; 7 : 268-78.

44) Heinze H, Sedemund-Adib B, Heringlake M, et al : Functional
residual capacity changes after different endotracheal suctioning
methods. Anesth Analg. 2008 ; 107 : 941-4.

45) Corley A, Spooner AJ, Barnett AG, et al : End-expiratory lung
volume recovers more slowly after closed endotracheal suction-
ing than after open suctioning: a randomized crossover study. J
Crit Care. 2012 ; 27 : 742.e1-7.

46) Sasaki N, Nagai M, Mizuno H, et al : Associations between
characteristics of obstructive sleep apnea and nocturnal blood
pressure surge. Hypertension. 2018 ; 72 : 1133-40.

47) Kario K : Obstructive sleep apnea syndrome and hypertension:
ambulatory blood pressure. Hypertens Res. 2009 ; 32 : 428-
32.

82



