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Abstract
Background High and individual positive end-expiratory pressure (PEEP) during laparoscopic surgery may improve 
oxygenation and respiratory mechanics.

Methods We searched RCTs in PubMed, Cochrane Library, Web of Science, and Google Scholar from from from 
January 2000 to December 2023 comparing the different intraoperative PEEP (low PEEP (LPEEP): 0–5 mbar; moderate 
PEEP (MPEEP): 6–9 mbar; high PEEP (HPEEP): >=10 mbar; individualized PEEP (iPEEP): PEEP set by special physiological 
technique) on arterial oxygenation, respiratory compliance (Cdyn) or driving pressure, mean arterial pressure (MAP), 
and heart rate (HR) in patients during laparoscopic surgery in reverse Trendelenburg position. We calculated mean 
differences (MD) with 95% confidence intervals (CI), and predictive intervals (PI) using random-effects models. The 
Cochrane Bias Risk Assessment Tool was applied.

Results 8 RCTs (n = 425) met the inclusion criteria. HPEEP vs. LPEEP increased PaO2/FiO2 (+ 129.93 [+ 75.20; +184.65] 
mmHg, p < 0.0001) with high variation of true effect (Chi2 34.92, p < 0.0001; I2 89%). iPEEP vs. LPEEP also increased 
PaO2/FiO2 + 130.23 [+ 57.18; +203.27] mmHg, p = 0.0005) with high variation of true effect (Chi2 26.95, p < 0.0001; I2 
93%). HPEEP vs. LPEEP increased Cdyn (+ 15.06 [5.47; +24.65] ml/mbar, p = 0.002) with high variation of true effect 
(Chi2 93.16, p < 0.0001; I2 96%). iPEEP vs. LPEEP increased Cdyn (+ 22.46 [+ 8.56; +36.35] ml/mbar, p = 0.002) with high 
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Introduction
Every year around 230  million patients worldwide 
undergo surgery under general anesthesia with mechani-
cal ventilation [1]. Since their introduction in the late 
1980s, laparoscopic procedures have gained widespread 
acceptance in surgery due to their numerous advantages 
over traditional open surgeries, including reduced post-
operative pain, shorter hospital stays, and faster recovery 
times [2]. However, despite these benefits, laparoscopic 
surgeries present unique challenges, particularly in obese 
patients.

During laparoscopic surgery, carbon dioxide insuffla-
tion is commonly used to create a working space within 
the abdominal cavity. However, this insufflation displaces 
the diaphragm upward, leading to decreased functional 
residual capacity (FRC), compliance, and worsening ven-
tilation-perfusion (V/Q) ratio. This can ultimately result 
in atelectasis, where portions of the lung collapse due to 
inadequate ventilation [3]. Moreover, the positioning of 
patients on the operating table, such as the Trendelen-
burg position commonly used during laparoscopic proce-
dures, can further exacerbate pulmonary complications 
[4]. Studies have shown that the Trendelenburg position 
contributes to the development of atelectasis, worsened 
oxygenation, and reduced respiratory compliance, par-
ticularly in non-obese patients [5].

Obesity adds another layer of complexity to these 
challenges. Obese patients are more prone to postop-
erative pulmonary complications (PPCs) due to their 
significantly reduced FRC [6]. As body mass index (BMI) 
increases, FRC decreases exponentially, resulting in 
V/Q mismatch, intrapulmonary shunting, and arterial 
hypoxemia. During general anesthesia, these respira-
tory changes are further accentuated, with obese patients 
experiencing a notable decrease in FRC by approxi-
mately 50%, compared to 20% in non-obese patients [7]. 
The patient’s respiratory mechanics phenotype could 
further influence V/Q mismatch [8]. One of the factors 
that causes V/Q mismatch is the airway closure leading 
to expiratory flow limitation (EFL) which was found in 
about 38% of patients who underwent laparoscopic gyne-
cological surgery in the Trendelenburg position [9].

Mechanical ventilation, while essential during sur-
gery, poses inherent risks to lung tissue and respiratory 
muscles. Prolonged mechanical ventilation can lead to 
ventilator-associated lung injury, including barotrauma, 
volutrauma, and atelectotrauma, as well as stress inju-
ries caused by repeated alveolar collapse and reopen-
ing. To mitigate these risks, clinicians employ protective 
ventilation strategies, including the use of PEEP in con-
junction with low tidal volume ventilation. PEEP helps 
to recruit and maintain alveoli open, improving oxygen-
ation, and increasing FRC and lung compliance [10–12]. 
Multiple strategies can be employed for the titration of 
PEEP, such as electric impedance tomography or lung 
ultrasonography, to attain elevated dynamic compliance, 
enhanced oxygenation index, and minimized driving 
pressure [6, 10, 13]. Dynamic compliance may serve as 
an indirect indicator of the quantity of ventilated alveoli. 
Yueyi and colleagues conducted a meta-analysis compar-
ing various PEEP levels, reporting that individualized 
PEEP, determined through titration and imaging tech-
niques, conferred advantages to patients undergoing tho-
racic surgeries. However, determining the optimal level 
of PEEP for obese patients during laparoscopic surgery 
remains a subject of debate [10–12].

Recent studies have suggested that individualized PEEP 
strategies, tailored to the patient’s specific physiological 
needs, may offer benefits in terms of improved oxygen-
ation, and reduced postoperative pulmonary complica-
tions [14–16]. However, the efficacy and safety of these 
approaches require further investigation.

Given the complexities and uncertainties, the aim of 
this systematic review and meta-analysis is to compre-
hensively evaluate the effects of fixed and individualized 
PEEP strategies on respiratory mechanics, oxygenation, 
and hemodynamics in obese patients undergoing lapa-
roscopic surgery. Through careful analysis of random-
ized controlled trials (RCTs), we aim to provide valuable 
insights that can inform clinical practice and improve 
patient outcomes in this high-risk group.

variability of the true effect (Chi2 53.92, p < 0.0001; I2 96%). HPEEP group had higher MAP as compared to LPEEP) + 4.36 
[+ 0.36;+8.36], p = 0.03), variability of the true effect was nonsignificant. HR did nit differ between all comparisons.

Conclusion In patients with obesity undergoing surgery in the reverse Trendelenburg position HPEEP and iPEEP may 
improve oxygenation, decrease driving pressure, and increase dynamic compliance compared to LPEEP with high 
variation of true effect without relevant hemodynamic compromise. Data with MPEEP comparisons are inconclusive.

PROSPERO Registration CRD42023488971; registered December 14, 2023.

Keywords Positive end-expiratory pressure, PEEP, Laparoscopic surgery, Lung protective ventilation, Compliance, 
Oxygenation, Obese, Obesity, Pneumoperitoneum, Meta-analysis
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Methods
We conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis 
following the guidelines outlined in Preferred Report-
ing Items for Systematic Review and Meta-analysis 
(PRISMA). The protocol for this meta-analysis was previ-
ously registered in the International Prospective Register 
of Systematic Reviews database (CRD42023488971; reg-
istered December 14, 2023).

Search strategy
We conducted a search for English-language random-
ized controlled trials (RCTs) that investigated the impact 
of varying PEEP levels on blood oxygenation, respira-
tory compliance, and hemodynamics in obese patients 
undergoing laparoscopic surgery. Studies were identified 
through electronic searches of PubMed, Google Scholar, 
Cochrane Library, and Embase databases from the 2000s 
to December 2023. Two researchers independently con-
ducted the search without delving into the study details. 
All articles identified on this platform were initially 
assessed for relevance based on their titles and abstracts. 
Full-text articles were obtained and analyzed for poten-
tially relevant studies. Additionally, related reviews and 
meta-analyses were examined, and all relevant titles and 
links were manually reviewed.

The following search terms or combinations of search 
terms were used:

Keywords: (((((((((((((“Tidal Volume“[Mesh]) OR Tidal 
Volumes) OR Volume, Tidal) OR Volumes, Tidal))) OR 
((((((((((((((((((“Positive-Pressure Respiration“[Mesh]) 
OR Positive-Pressure Respiration) OR Positive-Pres-
sure Respirations) OR Respiration, Positive Pressure) 
OR Respirations, Positive-Pressure) OR Positive Pres-
sure Ventilation) OR Positive-Pressure Ventilation) OR 
Positive-Pressure Ventilations) OR Ventilation, Posi-
tive Pressure) OR Ventilations, Positive-Pressure) OR 
Positive End-Expiratory Pressure) OR End-Expiratory 
Pressure, Positive) OR End-Expiratory Pressures, Posi-
tive) OR Positive End-Expiratory Pressure) OR Positive 
End-Expiratory Pressures) OR Pressure, Positive End-
Expiratory) OR Pressures, Positive End-Expiratory))))) 
AND Randomized Controlled Trial[Publication Type]) 
NOT (((animals [Mesh] not (humans [Mesh] and animals 
[Mesh])))))))) AND laparoscopic AND (obese AND obe-
sity). This study adheres to the PRISMA 2020 statement 
(see Supplement 2).

Selection process
Two independent authors conducted a literature search, 
selecting and excluding irrelevant articles. Titles and 
abstracts were independently screened to identify poten-
tially relevant studies evaluating the effects of PEEP levels 
on the respiratory system and hemodynamics in obese 
patients undergoing laparoscopic surgery. Reviewers 

subsequently compared their initial selections; any dis-
agreements were resolved through consensus among 
reviewers during discussions. Finally, potentially relevant 
randomized controlled trials (RCTs) published in full text 
in English were evaluated against the final inclusion cri-
teria. We included only studies that reported on various 
parameters including PEEP, arterial partial pressure of 
oxygen (PaO2) or the PaO2 to inspiratory oxygen frac-
tion ratio (PaO2/FiO2), dynamic respiratory compliance 
(Cdyn), static respiratory compliance (Cstat), plateau 
pressure (Pplat), peak inspiratory pressure (PIP), driving 
pressure (DP), mean arterial pressure (MAP), and heart 
rate (HR) in obese adults undergoing laparoscopic sur-
gery. This encompassed studies with a defined subgroup 
focusing on laparoscopic colorectal resection within 
mixed surgical procedures, as well as studies categorizing 
patient groups as ‘colorectal’ despite only abdominal inci-
sions being performed, excluding perineal incisions.

Inclusion/exclusion criteria
We included studies with the following PICOS criteria:

1. Population: obese adult patients who underwent 
general anesthesia with mechanical ventilation with 
tidal volumes ≤ 8 ml/kg during laparoscopic surgery 
in reverse Trendelenburg position (published from 
January 2000 to December 2023).

2. Intervention: PEEP level during mechanical 
ventilation.

3. Comparison: the lung ventilation strategies were 
divided by PEEP levels according to the most 
common stratification in the included studies: (low 
PEEP (LPEEP): 0–5 mbar; moderate PEEP (MPEEP): 
6–9 mbar; high PEEP (HPEEP): >=10 mbar; 
individualized PEEP (iPEEP): PEEP set by special 
physiological technique– best compliance, electrical 
impedance tomography or ultrasound guided).

4. Outcomes: SpO2 or PaO2/FiO2, Cdyn, Cstat, Pplat, 
PIP, DP, MАP, HR.

5. Study design: randomized controlled trial.

We excluded studies that were not in English, not avail-
able as full text, or involved the use of a laryngeal mask 
for mechanical ventilation during general anesthesia.

Data collection
The primary objective of the study was to compare the 
effects of different PEEP strategies on oxygenation and 
respiratory mechanics in obese adult patients undergo-
ing laparoscopic surgery under general anesthesia with 
mechanical ventilation in the reverse Trendelenburg 
position. The secondary objective was to evaluate the 
effect of PEEP on hemodynamics.
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Oxygenation was evaluated through intraoperative 
measurements of PaO2 or PaO2/FiO2 during pneumo-
peritoneum. Respiratory compliance was assessed using 
static compliance (Cstat, measured via Pplat), dynamic 
compliance (Cdyn, measured via PIP), or driving pres-
sure (DP). Hemodynamics were evaluated through non-
invasive measurements of mean arterial pressure (MAP) 
and heart rate (HR).

When data were missing, studies were excluded from 
the meta-analysis. Studies that lacked standard devia-
tions (SD) and where it was impossible to extract them 
were excluded from the meta-analysis, as they could sig-
nificantly impact the overall results. For studies with dif-
ferent units of oxygenation measurement, the data were 
converted to a common unit (mmHg). We used GetData 
Graph Digitizer 2.25 ( h t t p  : / /  g e t d  a t  a - g  r a p  h - d i  g i  t i z e r . c o m 
/) to quantify the data presented only in graphical form.

Statistical analysis
Data were analyzed using Review Manager (RevMan, 
version 5.4) and Stata 17.0 (StataCorp, College Station, 
TX, USA). Pooled continuous data were presented as 
mean differences (MD) with 95% confidence intervals 
(CI) and standardized mean differences (SMD). 95% pre-
dictive intervals (PI) were used to describe the true sig-
nificance of the effect within studies. A random-effects 
model was assumed due to the expected heterogeneity 
between studies. Heterogeneity was assessed using the 
Chi-squared test (χ²), the variance of the true effect size 
(T²), and the ratio of excess variance to total variance (I²). 
We considered that the true effect varies if the p-value 
for the Chi-squared test was < 0.10. We conducted Egg-
er’s test to statistically evaluate the presence of publica-
tion bias by examining the asymmetry of the funnel plot. 
Funnel plots were drawn to explore publication bias, and 
forest plots were used to visualize the effect sizes and 
confidence intervals of individual studies, as well as the 
overall effect estimate in the meta-analysis. Sensitivity 
analysis was performed by excluding one study at a time 
to assess the robustness of the results.

Quality assessment
We used the Cochrane Risk of Bias Assessment Tool 
(RevMan, version 5.4) to assess the quality of the included 
studies in seven domains: random sequence generation 
[D1], allocation concealment [D2], performance bias 
[D3], detection bias [D4], incomplete outcome data [D5], 
selective reporting [D6] and other bias [D7] [17]. Also, 
we rated each domain as high risk, low risk, or some 
concern using the Risk of Bias Assessment Tool [17]. We 
performed a P-curve analysis, and False Discovery Rate 
(FDR) adjustments to assess the likelihood of publication 
bias and the potential impact of multiple comparisons 
by the online software using R code ( h t t p  s : /  / w w w  . p  - c u r 

v e . c o m / a p p 4 / and  h t t p  s : /  / t o o  l s  . c a  r b o  c a t i  o n  . c o m / F D R, 
respectively).

Results
Studies characteristics
Overall 38 RCTs were identified, that were published 
from January 2000 until December 2023, from which 
only 8 studies met inclusion criteria, and were analyzed 
for this meta-analysis (Fig. 1). These studies included 425 
obese patients during laparoscopic surgery in the reverse 
Trendelenburg position under general anesthesia and 
volume-controlled mechanical ventilation with different 
PEEP levels, three of them used recruitment maneuvers. 
Four studies used individualized PEEP settings accord-
ing to Cdyn. These studies aimed to assess the effect of 
different PEEP strategies on oxygenation (PaO2/FiO2 all, 
except Stankiewicz-Rudnicki - they used SpO2) [6], static 
respiratory compliance (Cstat and/or DP) or dynamic 
compliance, hemodynamics (HR and MAP), and post-
operative pulmonary complications. The types of pro-
cedures included laparoscopic bariatric surgery (gastric 
bypass or sleeve) in most patients. Table 1 demonstrates 
the baseline parameters of these studies [6, 13–16, 18–
21]. The study made by Elokda SA and Farag HM [11] 
was excluded from the meta-analysis due to the lack of 
statistically relevant data.

Evidence quality and the risk of bias
Six of the included studies had a low risk [13, 14, 16, 
18, 20, 21], and two studies had some concerns [6, 19] 
regarding random sequence generation (Fig.  2). Due to 
the complete outcome data, the risk of attrition bias was 
assessed as low. Three studies did not provide informa-
tion on allocation concealment [16, 19, 20]. Five trials 
lacked details on the blinding of participants and person-
nel [6, 16, 18, 19, 21], and one trial exhibited a high risk 
of performance bias [13]. Two studies did not report the 
blinding of outcome assessment [19, 21], and one study 
showed a high risk of detection bias [6]. Due to the nearly 
complete outcome data, the risk of attrition bias was 
assessed as low. One study demonstrated an increased 
risk of selective bias [20], and three trials had some con-
cerns [6, 18, 21]. For more information see Supplement 3.

Oxygenation
All studies used PaO2/FiO2 as a method for oxygenation 
evaluation, except the study by Stankiewicz-Rudnicki et 
al. (the authors used SpO2 measurements only).

Meta-analysis of 5 studies comparing the influence 
of LPEEP vs. HPEEP (n = 200) on PaO2/FiO2 showed an 
increase in PaO2/FiO2 in every particular study in the 
HPEEP group and overall increase in effect was (+ 129.93 
(+ 75.20; +184.65) mmHg, p < 0.0001), but variability of 
true effect was also evident (Chi2 34.92, p < 0.0001). The 

http://getdata-graph-digitizer.com/
http://getdata-graph-digitizer.com/
https://www.p-curve.com/app4/
https://www.p-curve.com/app4/
https://tools.carbocation.com/FDR
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distribution of true effect size was wide (T2 = 3334.08 
and I2 89%), which reveals a high real variation of the 
true effect of PaO2/FiO2 increase in the HPEEP group 
(Fig.  3a). Estimation of the prediction interval of true 
effect showed a broad distribution of predicted effect 
(Fig. S1). The precision was low, and the risk of publica-
tion bias was high (Fig. S2). A similar picture was seen 
in 3 studies comparing iPEEP versus LPEEP (n = 159), as 
iPEEP studies in fact used HPEEP. In the iPEEP group, 
PaO2/FiO2 was higher than in LPEEP (+ 130.23 (+ 57.18; 
+203.27) mmHg, p = 0.0005), also PaO2/FiO2 was higher 
in every single study with high variation of the true effect 
(Chi2 26.95, p < 0.0001), wide distribution of true effect 

size (T2 = 3828.72 and I2 93%) (Fig. 3b), and wide predic-
tive interval of the effect (Fig. S3). The precision was low, 
and the risk of publication bias was high (Fig. S4). In two 
studies a comparison between HPEEP and iPEEP did not 
find a difference in PaO2/FiO2 (+ 21.99 (-105.69; +149.67) 
mmHg, p = 0.74), but meta-analysis revealed variation of 
the true effect size (Chi2 11.97, p = 0.0005) with very high 
heterogeneity of the true effect (T2 = 7779.79, I2 92%)
(Fig. 3c), and wide predictive interval (Fig. S5). The pre-
cision and the risk of publication bias are presented in 
Fig. S6. Only one study [21] that included 36 patients in 
two arms, comparing LPEEP (zero PEEP) (alone or with 
the recruitment maneuvers) and moderate PEEP, did not 

Fig. 1 PRISMA flow chart of the included studies
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show the difference in PaO2/FiO2 (p = 0.13), variation of 
the true effect was not significant (Chi2 2.01, p = 0.16)
(Fig. 3d). We did not draw any conclusion by the predic-
tive interval and funnel plot because only two studies 
were included Fig S7-8.

Dynamic respiratory compliance
Meta-analysis of 5 studies comparing the influence of 
LPEEP vs. HPEEP (n = 90) on Cdyn has shown a signifi-
cant increase in Cdyn in the HPEEP group (+ 15.06 (5.47; 
+24.65) ml/mbar, p = 0.002) but high variability of the 
true effect (Chi2 93.16, p < 0.0001). The distribution of 
true effect size was wide (T2 = 113.75), and I2 96%, which 
can correspond to a high real proportion of true effect 

Fig. 2 Cochrane risk of bias assessment tool
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variation (Fig.  4a). The prediction interval of true effect 
was wide (Fig. S9), and a high risk of publication bias (Fig. 
S10). Comparison of LPEEP and iPEEP in three stud-
ies (n = 159) showed similar results Fig.  4b): increase in 
Cdyn in iPEEP group (+ 22.46 (+ 8.56; +36.35) ml/mbar, 
p = 0.002) with high variability of the true effect (Chi2 
53.92, p < 0.0001) and wide distribution of true effect 
(T2 = 144.52) and high proportion of true effect variation 
(I2 96%), wide predictive interval (Fig. S11), and high risk 
of publication bias (Fig. S12). Meta-analysis of another 
two studies comparing HPEEP and iPEEP (n = 146) 
revealed no difference in Cdyn (+ 12.92 (-5.01; +30.85) 
ml/mbar, p = 0.16)(Fig.  4c), with high variability of the 
true effect (Chi2 24.56, p < 0.0001), wide distribution of 
true effect (T2 = 160.63) with high proportion of real true 
effect variation (I2 96%), also wide predictive interval 
(Fig. S13) and high risk of publication bias (Fig. S14).

Driving pressure
Meta-analysis of three studies (n = 190) revealed sig-
nificant decrease in driving pressure in HPEEP group as 
compared with LPEEP (-10.12(-13.17;-7.06), p < 0,0001) 
with high variability of the true effect (Chi2 23.53, 
p < 0.0001), but relatively narrow distribution of true 
effect (T2 = 6.52), high real proportion of the true effect 
variation (I2 = 92%)(Fig.  5a), but predictive interval was 
wide (Fig. S15). The funnel plot of LPEEP vs. HPEEP 
studies reveals high publication bias (Fig. S16). LPEEP 
vs. iPEEP meta-analysis (n = 119) found a decrease in 
driving pressure in the iPEEP group (-8.26 (-9.63;-6.89), 
p < 0,0001) but low variability and narrow distribution 
of the true effect (Chi2 2.42, T2 = 0.58, p = 0.12), high real 
proportion of true effect variation (I2 = 59%) (Fig.  5b). 
LPEEP vs. iPEEP studies in DP had a narrow predic-
tive interval for the true effect (Fig. S17), and low risk 

Fig. 3 Forest plot for PaO2/FiO2 comparing different PEEP strategy groups: (a) LPEEP vs. HPEEP; (b) LPEEP vs. iPEEP; (c) HPEEP vs. iPEEP; (d) LPEEP vs. MPEEP. 
Data are presented as mean differences and 95% confidence intervals. The vertical line represents no effect with the value of 0. The diamond represents 
the pooled mean effect estimate with 95% CI. It provides an overall measure of the difference in PaO2/FiO2 values between different PEEP strategy groups. 
Abbreviations: CI: confidence interval; SD: standard deviation; I2: the ratio of excess dispersion to total dispersion; Тau2: the variance of the true effect sizes; 
Chi2: observed weighted sum of squares; df: degrees of freedom; PaO2/FiO2: arterial oxygen partial pressure to fractional inspired oxygen ratio; LPEEP: low 
positive end-expiratory pressure group; MPEEP: moderate positive end-expiratory pressure group; HPEEP: high positive end-expiratory pressure group; 
iPEEP: individualized positive end-expiratory pressure group
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of publication bias (Fig. S18). Meta-analysis of one RCT 
with three arms did not found significant decrease in 
driving pressure in MPEEP group as compared with 
LPEEP (-3.12(-9.48; 3.25), p = 0,34) with high variability 
of the true effect (Chi2 13.31, p = 0.0003), but relatively 
narrow distribution of true effect (T2 = 19.54), high real 
proportion of the true effect variation (I2 = 92%)(Fig. 5c). 
Data on the predictive interval and funnel plot are incon-
clusive (Fig. S19-S20).

Plateau pressure
Meta-analysis of five studies (n = 229) comparing differ-
ences in plateau pressure between LPEEP and HPEEP 
studies found small but significant increase in plateau 
pressure (Pplat) in HPEEP group (+ 3.10(+ 0.37;+5.82), 
p = 0.03) with high variability of the true effect (Chi2 
23.47, p < 0.0001), relatively narrow distribution of true 
effect (T2 = 7.80), and high real proportion of the true 
effect variation (I2 = 83%)(Fig. S21), but predictive inter-
val was wide (Fig. S22). The funnel plot of LPEEP vs. 
HPEEP studies concerning Pplat reveals high publication 
bias (Fig. S23). LPEEP vs. iPEEP meta-analysis (n = 159) 
did not find significant changes in plateau pressure in 
the iPEEP group (+ 3.12 (-1.23;+7.48), p = 0.16) with high 
variability and high distribution of the true effect (Chi2 

23.30, T2 = 13.54, p < 0.0001), high real proportion of true 
effect variation (I2 = 91%)(Fig. S24).The predictive inter-
val for the true effect of LPEEP vs. iPEEP comparison 
in Pplat was wide (Fig. S25), and included studies had a 
high risk of publication bias (Fig. S26). LPEEP vs. MPEEP 
meta-analysis (n = 45) did not find significant changes 
in plateau pressure (p = 0.05) and significant variation of 
true effect (Chi2 2.47, T2 = 4.77, p = 0.12)(Fig. S27). The 
predictive interval for the true effect of LPEEP vs. MPEEP 
comparison in Pplat is presented in Fig. S28. Data on the 
risk of publication bias is inconclusive (Fig. S29).

Peak inspiratory pressure
Meta-analysis of five studies (n = 199) comparing differ-
ences in peak inspiratory pressure (PIP) between LPEEP 
and HPEEP studies found small increase in PIP pressure 
in HPEEP group (+ 3.92(+ 1.95;+5.89), p < 0.0001) with 
high variability of the true effect (Chi2 11.76, p = 0.02), 
narrow distribution of true effect (T2 = 3.27), moderate 
real proportion of the true effect variation (I2 = 66%)(Fig. 
S30), and wide predictive interval for the true effect (Fig. 
S31). The risk of publication bias for LPEEP vs. HPEEP 
studies concerning PIP was high (Fig. S32). Meta-analysis 
(n = 159) found a significant PIP increase in the iPEEP 
group as compared with LPEEP (+ 4.51 (+ 2.35;+6.68), 

Fig. 4 Forest plot for Cdyn comparing different PEEP strategy groups: (a) LPEEP vs. HPEEP; (b) LPEEP vs. iPEEP; (c) HPEEP vs. iPEEP. Data are presented as 
mean differences and 95% confidence intervals. The vertical line represents no effect with the value of 0. The diamond represents the pooled mean effect 
estimate with 95% CI. It provides an overall measure of the difference in Cdyn values between different PEEP strategy groups. Abbreviations: CI: confidence 
interval; SD: standard deviation; I2: the ratio of excess dispersion to total dispersion; Тau2: the variance of the true effect sizes; Chi2: observed weighted 
sum of squares; df: degrees of freedom; Cdyn: dynamic compliance; LPEEP: low positive end-expiratory pressure group; MPEEP– moderate positive end-
expiratory pressure group; HPEEP: high positive end-expiratory pressure group

 



Page 12 of 20Yessenbayeva et al. BMC Anesthesiology           (2025) 25:61 

p < 0.0001) with insignificant variability of the true effect 
(Chi2 5.01, T2 = 2.20, p = 0.08, I2 = 60%) (Fig. S33). The 
predictive interval for the true effect of LPEEP vs. iPEEP 
comparison in PIP was wide (Fig. S34), but included stud-
ies had a low risk of publication bias (Fig. S35). PIP was 
low in LPEEP vs. MPEEP meta-analysis (n = 34)(p = 0.02), 
but variation of true effect was insignificant (Chi2 0.06, 
T2 = 0.00, p = 0.80)(Fig. S36). The predictive interval for 
the true effect of LPEEP vs. MPEEP comparison in PIP is 
presented in Fig. S37. Data on the risk of publication bias 
is inconclusive (Fig. S38).

Mean arterial pressure and heart rate
Meta-analysis of five studies (n = 249) showed signifi-
cant increase in MAP in HPEEP groups as compared 
to LPEEP groups (+ 4.36 (+ 0.36;+8.36), p = 0.03), vari-
ability of the true effect was nonsignificant (Chi2 9.26, 
T2 = 10.59, p = 0.10) (Fig.  6a), but predictive interval for 
the true effect showed wider range crossing zero line (Fig. 
S39). The risk of publication bias for LPEEP vs. HPEEP 
studies in MAP comparison was low (Fig. S40). Compari-
son of MAP in LPEEP vs. iPEEP meta-analysis (n = 159) 
found nonsignificant differences (+ 1.58 (-1.95;+5.11), 
p = 0.38) with nonsignificant heterogeneity of the true 
effect (Chi2 2.43, T2 = 1.80, p = 0.30) (Fig. 6b), the predic-
tive interval for true effect was wide, crossing zero line 

(Fig. S41), and the publication bias was low (Fig. S42). 
MAP in LPEEP vs. MPEEP meta-analysis (n = 34) did not 
differ (+ 1.29 (-4.12;+6.70), p = 0.64) and heterogeneity of 
the true effect was nonsignificant (Chi2 0.02, T2 = 0.00, 
p = 0.89) (Fig.  6c), the predictive interval for true effect 
was wide, crossing zero line (Fig. S43), and the data on 
publication bias was inconclusive (Fig. S44).

Three meta-analyses comparing the heart rate in 
LPEEP vs. HPEEP, LPEEP vs. iPEEP, and LPEEP vs. 
MPEEP did not find significant differences between 
groups (Fig.  7a and c, respectively), all predictive inter-
vals for the true effect showed a wider range crossing 
zero line (Figs. S45, S47, S49, respectively), and the rest 
of publication bias for all comparisons was low (Figs. S46, 
S48, S50, respectively).

Postoperative pulmonary complications
Methods for PPC detection were heterogeneous between 
studies, thus we did not perform a meta-analysis. Overall, 
all studies except Li et al. [14] and Elshazly et al. [13] have 
not found any differences in PPCs. These abovemen-
tioned studies have found a decrease in postoperative 
atelectasis and early postoperative hypoxemia.

P-curve analysis, and FDR analysis to assess the like-
lihood of publication bias and the potential impact of 
multiple comparisons are presented in the Supplement 

Fig. 5 Forest plot for DP comparing different PEEP strategy groups: (a) LPEEP vs. HPEEP; (b) LPEEP vs. iPEEP; (c) LPEEP vs. MPEEP. Data are presented as 
mean differences and 95% confidence intervals. The vertical line represents no effect with the value of 0. The diamond represents the pooled mean effect 
estimate with 95% CI. It provides an overall measure of the difference in DP values between different PEEP strategy groups. Abbreviations: CI: confidence 
interval; SD: standard deviation; I2: the ratio of excess dispersion to total dispersion; Тau2: the variance of the true effect sizes; Chi2: observed weighted sum 
of squares; df: degrees of freedom; DP: driving pressure; Cdyn: dynamic compliance; MPEEP: moderate positive end-expiratory pressure; iPEEP: individual-
ized positive end-expiratory pressure group
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4. These analyses found that the effects observed in the 
studies measuring plateau pressure are likely genuine, 
with minimal publication bias and no major issues with 
false positives. However, missing studies (like those with 
unreported p-values) might slightly affect the overall 
effect size. Sensitivity analysis are presented in the Sup-
plement 5. For the meta-analyses with less than five stud-
ies we additionally used fixed-effects model. For studies 
with high risk of biases which concerned blinding of par-
ticipants and personnel (performance bias) and blinding 
for the outcome (detection bias) we performed addi-
tional metaanalyses after removing these studies. After 
changing the statistical model for the meta-analyses and 
removing studies with high risk of bias overall estimates 
remained robust.

Discussion
Mechanical ventilation during anesthesia can lead to 
several side effects, including airway closure and atelec-
tasis in dependent regions, which may result in hypox-
emia and pneumonia [22]. These conditions are among 
the main postoperative pulmonary complications (PPCs) 
[23]. In obese patients, mechanical ventilation during 

anesthesia often results in increased pleural pressure and 
decreased respiratory compliance, as demonstrated in 
physiological studies [24]. The pneumoperitoneum asso-
ciated with laparoscopic surgery can further decrease 
respiratory compliance and increase pleural pressure due 
to elevated intra-abdominal pressure [25]. Therefore, the 
careful selection of PEEP levels during anesthesia is cru-
cial for this patient population, as it can enhance respira-
tory compliance and reduce the risk of PPCs [26–28].

An intraoperative increase in venous admixture due 
to decreased respiratory compliance, atelectasis, or air-
way closure can be managed by increasing the inspira-
tory oxygen fraction. However, a reduction in respiratory 
compliance (or an increase in its inverse for constant 
tidal volume, known as driving pressure) can lead to lung 
overdistension (also known as strain) during mechanical 
ventilation [29]. This overdistension can be mitigated by 
selecting an appropriate PEEP level during pneumoperi-
toneum (PNP). Conversely, excessive PEEP levels may 
exacerbate lung overdistension and reduce blood flow in 
alveolar vessels [30]. A large analysis of several RCTs in 
ARDS patients found that higher driving pressure was 
associated with increased mortality [31]. Similarly, in 

Fig. 6 Forest plot for MAP comparing different PEEP strategy groups: (a) LPEEP vs. HPEEP; (b) LPEEP vs. iPEEP; (c) LPEEP vs. MPEEP. Data are presented as 
mean differences and 95% confidence intervals. The vertical line represents no effect with the value of 0. The diamond represents the pooled mean effect 
estimate with 95% CI. It provides an overall measure of the difference in MAP values between different PEEP strategy groups. Abbreviations: CI: confidence 
interval; SD: standard deviation; I2: the ratio of excess dispersion to total dispersion; Тau2: the variance of the true effect sizes; Chi2: observed weighted sum 
of squares; df: degrees of freedom; MAP: mean arterial pressure; LPEEP: low positive end-expiratory pressure; MPEEP: moderate positive end-expiratory 
pressure; HPEEP: high positive end-expiratory pressure group; iPEEP: individualized positive end-expiratory pressure group
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elective surgical patients undergoing general anesthesia, 
higher driving pressure was linked to a greater risk of 
postoperative respiratory failure [32].

PEEP could help counterbalance not only the increased 
pleural and abdominal pressure but also the expira-
tory flow limitation caused by airway closure. EFL can 
be detected, and airway opening pressure (AOP) can 
be measured through a simple analysis of the pressure 
curve during intraoperative ventilation with a constant 
flow if «conductive pressure» exceeds resistive pressure 
[33]. The prevalence of the AOP in obese patients dur-
ing PNP was 22–38% [9, 34]. In these patients, lung infla-
tion begins if the airway pressure exceeds AOP. PEEP 
level that could reverse EFL and decrease shunt reached 
8–15 cmH2O during PNP and Trendelenburg position 
[9]. Intraoperative atelectasis formation is linearly related 
to body mass index within a range from 18 to 30 kg/m2 
at zero PEEP [35]. Both PNP and obesity reduce trans-
pulmonary pressure, leading to conditions that favor lung 
collapse (36–37). In obese patients during PNP and Tren-
delenburg position, end-expiratory transpulmonary pres-
sure close to zero or above zero was achieved at the mean 
PEEP 9.1 cm H2O for BMI 25 to 29.9, PEEP 11.2 cm H2O 
for BMI 30 to 34.9, PEEP 12.8  cm H2O for BMI 35 to 

39.9, and PEEP 16.8 cm H2O for BMI 40 or above [38]. 
Postoperative atelectasis in patients with morbid obesity 
was observed after 24 h from the operation with PNP and 
reverse Trendelenburg position with the tidal volume of 
10 ml/kg and PEEP 6 cm H2O. Still, this was not the case 
for non-obese patients [37]. Spadaro S. et al. found a sig-
nificant shunt reduction during laparoscopic surgery in a 
flat position was observed at PEEP 10 cmH2O compared 
to PEEP 5 cmH2O, or zero PEEP [39]. The authors also 
showed that PEEP 5 cmH2O was sufficient to decrease 
the shunt during laparotomy, and a further increase in 
PEEP had no positive effect on the shunt.

The position of the patient during PNP also affects 
lung volumes. The supine position was associated with a 
marked decrease in FRC as compared to the sitting posi-
tion [40], and it could be more pronounced in the Tren-
delenburg position [41] with the formation of zones of no 
ventilation in dorsal parts of the lungs [42]. Shono A. et 
al. found with the EIT that these zones during PNP and 
the Trendelenburg position were partially reversed by 
PEEP about 15 cmH2O in a study by [43]. On the con-
trary, another EIT study showed that reverse Trendelen-
burg position could improve lung ventilation in obese 
patients with PNP [6]. PEEP 10 cm H2O was insufficient 

Fig. 7 Forest plot for HR comparing different PEEP strategy groups: (a) LPEEP vs. HPEEP; (b) LPEEP vs. iPEEP; (c) LPEEP vs. MPEEP. Data are presented as 
mean differences and 95% confidence intervals. The vertical line represents no effect with the value of 0. The diamond represents the pooled mean effect 
estimate with 95% CI. It provides an overall measure of the difference in HR values between different PEEP strategy groups. Abbreviations CI: confidence 
interval; SD: standard deviation; I2: the ratio of excess dispersion to total dispersion; Тau2: the variance of the true effect sizes; Chi2: observed weighted sum 
of squares; df: degreeы of freedom; HR: heart rate; LPEEP: low positive end-expiratory pressure group; MPEEP: moderate positive end-expiratory pressure 
group; HPEEP: high positive end-expiratory pressure group; iPEEP: individualized positive end-expiratory pressure group
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to improve respiratory mechanics compared with PEEP 5 
cmH2O during gynecological robotic surgery with deep 
Trendelenburg position and PNP [44].

«Traditional» tidal volume (VT) (10–15 ml/kg of pre-
dicted body weight (PBW)) has been widely used intra-
operatively to prevent atelectasis formation as it was 
demonstrated almost 50 years ago as compared to low 
tidal volume [45]. It has been shown in 2000 that tra-
ditional VT increased mortality in ARDS patients [46] 
due to lung overdistension (volutrauma) as an impor-
tant cause of ventilator-associated lung injury [47]. In 
the experimental study, the volutrauma (or strain) was 
more pronounced during zero PEEP as compared to 
PEEP 10 cm H2O with the same VT used [48]. The use 
of low VT with PEEP 6–8 cmH2O as compared to 10 ml/
kg PBW and zero PEEP in intermediate-risk and high-
risk patients undergoing major abdominal surgery was 
associated with a reduction of postoperative pulmonary 
complications in a large RCT [49]. Secondary analysis of 
RCT in laparoscopic abdominal surgery demonstrated a 
lower rate of PPCs with VT 6 ml/kg PBW and PEEP 5 cm 
H2O vs. 10 ml/kg PBW and PEEP 5 cm H2O [50]. These 
findings may be associated with lower driving pressure 
but not lower VT per se, as was demonstrated in a large 
registry study [51]. Driving pressure is a reverse measure 
for respiratory compliance during ventilation with the 
stable tidal volume, and it is particularly associated with 
lung strain [36].

A transient increase in airway pressure or volume 
(recruitment maneuvers) aimed to increase transpulmo-
nary pressures to open (recruit) poorly or non-ventilated 
lung regions. Besides this aim, the types and methodol-
ogy of RM are heterogeneous, and the PEEP level after 
RM differs significantly (6, 16, 18, 20–21). Futier E et 
al. has shown that using RM combined with a PEEP of 
10  cm H2O, compared to PEEP of 10  cm H2O alone, 
increased end-expiratory lung volume in patients under-
going laparoscopic surgery in the Trendelenburg posi-
tion, regardless of whether they are obese or non-obese 
[52]. Additionally, RM with PEEP in patients during 
PND and Trendelenburg position decreased elastance of 
the lung and chest wall, improving oxygenation without 
causing clinically significant hemodynamic compromise 
[53]. Differences in the methodology of RMs combined 
with the different PEEP strategies make the results of 
meta-analyses inconclusive.

In our meta-analysis, we focused on a highly specific 
cohort: obese patients undergoing pneumoperitoneum 
(PNP) in the reverse Trendelenburg position. Our find-
ings indicate that both high PEEP (HPEEP) and individu-
alized PEEP (iPEEP) strategies improved oxygenation, 
reduced driving pressure, and increased dynamic com-
pliance during carboxyperitoneum compared to low 
PEEP (LPEEP). Despite these improvements, there was 

considerable variability in the true effects, and no signifi-
cant differences were found between HPEEP and iPEEP. 
Additionally, neither HPEEP nor iPEEP adversely affected 
mean arterial pressure (MAP) or heart rate (HR) rela-
tive to LPEEP. However, the predictive intervals for the 
true effects on oxygenation, respiratory compliance, and 
MAP in comparisons of HPEEP and iPEEP versus LPEEP 
showed a broad range, suggesting that these strategies 
might pose a risk of harm to some patients. Postopera-
tive pulmonary complications were comparable across all 
PEEP groups, and the data comparing low PEEP (LPEEP) 
and moderate PEEP (MPEEP) were inconclusive.

Most studies and meta-analyses exploring PEEP levels 
in abdominal surgery focused on hypoxemia, hypoten-
sion, and postoperative pulmonary complications. First 
of all, the meta-analysis in non-cardiac surgery found 
that intraoperative ventilation with low tidal volume and 
PEEP was associated with the reduction in PPCs, but 
higher levels of PEEP as compared to lower PEEP had no 
additional positive effect [54]. Another meta-analysis for 
the influence of intraoperative PEEP in non-cardiotho-
racic and non-neurological surgery that included the big-
gest multicenter randomized controlled trials up-to-date 
(PROVHILO, iPROVE, and PROBESE) demonstrated 
that patients in the higher PEEP group had less frequent 
decrease in oxygen saturation but higher risk of intraop-
erative hypotension without influence on postoperative 
pulmonary complications [55]. These meta-analyses are 
not applicable to the population of patients selected for 
our meta-analysis. To begin with, it used heterogeneous 
populations of patients concerning type of surgery, body 
position, and body weight. Of note, in the latter meta-
analysis in a subgroup of laparoscopic surgery post-
operative pulmonary complications were significantly 
lower. Furthermore, large RCTs focusing on PEEP levels 
intraoperatively did not provide relevant data concern-
ing obese patients and PNPs. For example, patients with 
obesity and PNP were excluded from the PROVHILO 
study [56]. Moreover, the PROBESE trial included a 
mixed population of obese surgical patients (BMI > 40 kg/
m2), including not only PNP but also open abdominal 
and non-abdominal surgery [57]. Two other recent meta-
analyses found better oxygenation, higher respiratory 
compliance, fewer postoperative pulmonary complica-
tions, and a decrease in markers of inflammation (such as 
IL-6) in the individualized PEEP groups in non-selected 
patients who underwent abdominal surgery (58–59). Our 
recent meta-analysis of PEEP selection during PNP in 
non-obese patients found that HPEEP and iPEEP (that 
was higher than HPEEP) improved oxygenation, and 
reduced driving pressure as compared to LPEEP, but 
did not lead to overdistension or affect hemodynamics 
(MAP or HR) in all studies without significant variabil-
ity of true effect [5]. However, further investigation using 
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meta-regression found that not HPEEP per se, but the 
combination of HPEEP with higher tidal volume (above 
8 mL/kg) may cause overdistension and decrease MAP. 
Meta-analysis of trials in non-obese patients undergoing 
surgery with PNP showed improvement in oxygenation 
and respiratory compliance with HPEEP with low het-
erogeneity of true effect variation. On the opposite, this 
meta-analysis in obese patients undergoing surgery with 
PNP and reverse Trendelenburg position also showed 
improvement in oxygenation and respiratory mechanics 
generally, but the true effect variation was high. We may 
assume that «high» PEEP levels in non-obese patients 
may be sufficient to maintain oxygenation and respira-
tory mechanics, but in obese patients, these values may 
be lower than needed. Also, we have to keep in mind that 
this meta-analysis included only patients with the reverse 
Trendelenburg position which had a smaller negative 
impact on respiratory mechanics than the Trendelenburg 
position.

Before RCTs, some observational studies had shown 
promising results using HPEEP or iPEEP in patients with 
obesity and pneumoperitoneum. For instance, an EIT 
study found that the optimal PEEP level for these patients 
was approximately 15  cm H₂O after intra-abdominal 
gas inflation and before surgery [60]. This PEEP level 
was effective in maintaining normal functional residual 
capacity, minimizing shunt, and keeping the PaO₂/FiO₂ 
ratio stable before and after surgery. Additionally, a cross-
over study by Boeing C et al. found that in super-obese 
patients undergoing laparoscopic bariatric surgery, indi-
vidualized PEEP based on the best compliance method 
improved respiratory mechanics, lung volumes, and oxy-
genation without causing hemodynamic compromise, 
compared to a fixed PEEP level of 8 cm H₂O [61]. In this 
study, the iPEEP level in the reverse Trendelenburg posi-
tion was also around 15  cm H₂O (15.8 ± 2.5), consistent 
with the previously mentioned EIT study.

A recent study compared iPEEP using electrical imped-
ance tomography alone (PEEPEIT) with PEEPEIT com-
bined with recruitment maneuvers during bariatric 
laparoscopic surgery. This study found a slight increase 
in oxygenation with no significant differences in the EIT 
data; however, it also observed an increase in vasopressor 
use in the PEEPEIT combined with recruitment maneu-
vers group [62].

In a sub-study of the PROBESE RCT, PEEP set at 12 cm 
H₂O reduced driving pressure, intra-tidal recruitment, 
elastance, and mechanical power compared to PEEP set 
at 4  cm H₂O in obese patients undergoing abdominal 
surgery [63].

One recent meta-analysis of obese patients undergo-
ing bariatric surgery appears comparable to ours [64]. 
However, in that meta-analysis, the authors compared 
PEEP with and without recruitment maneuvers. The 

PEEP levels, tidal volumes, and methods of recruit-
ment maneuvers varied widely among studies, leading to 
inconsistent interpretations.

Another meta-analysis focused on PEEP levels in obe-
sity [65]. However, the authors of this meta-analysis did 
not focus on the type of surgery (open or laparoscopic) 
or region of excision and excluded many relevant studies 
that were included in our meta-analysis due to «wrong 
intervention», «wrong patient population», and «wrong 
study design».

More comprehensive results on the impact of ventila-
tion strategies on lung function in obese patients were 
presented by Wang J et al. [66]. They examined a diverse 
group of surgical patients, including those undergo-
ing open abdominal, laparoscopic, cardiothoracic, and 
peripheral surgeries. The study not only compared differ-
ent PEEP strategies but also assessed the effects of ven-
tilation modes and recruitment maneuvers. The authors 
concluded that volume-controlled ventilation combined 
with individualized PEEP and recruitment maneuvers 
was the optimal strategy for improving oxygenation and 
respiratory compliance in obese patients. However, only 
the combination of volume-controlled ventilation, high 
PEEP, and recruitment maneuvers effectively reduced 
postoperative atelectasis caused by inflammation.

Our study has several limitations. First, the included 
studies exhibited high heterogeneity regarding PEEP 
levels and recruitment maneuvers, and were small. Sec-
ond, there was variability in the measures of respira-
tory compliance used (e.g., Cdyn, DP, Cstat), along with 
methodological issues such as estimating plateau pres-
sure without measuring driving pressure or assessing 
peak inspiratory pressure without calculating dynamic 
compliance. Third, different methodologies for recruit-
ment maneuvers were employed across studies. Fourth, 
all studies were heterogeneous concerning FiO2, includ-
ing fixed FiO2 (50% [18, 20] and 80% [21]), or FiO2 not 
less than 40% to obtain SpO2 > 90–92% [16, 19]; one study 
did not report FiO2 values [13]. This heterogeneity could 
impact PaO2/FiO2 because of the dependency of PaO2/
FiO2 on FiO2 [67]. Additionally, postoperative pulmonary 
complications (PPCs) were not included in our meta-
analysis. Finally, some meta-analyses may be underpow-
ered and have a high risk of publication bias, although 
P-curve and FDR analyses did not reveal these concerns. 
Generalizability of our findings may be limited due to the 
small sample sizes of the included istudies.

Our study has several strengths. We conducted our 
meta-analysis focusing on a highly specific group: obese 
patients undergoing laparoscopic surgery in the reverse 
Trendelenburg position. This approach minimized poten-
tial heterogeneity related to the Trendelenburg posi-
tion or variations in body weight. We demonstrated that 
both HPEEP and iPEEP strategies improved oxygenation 
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and respiratory compliance during surgery compared 
to LPEEP with the high heterogeneity in the true effects 
observed. Importantly, these strategies did not result in 
hemodynamic compromise. Additionally, we utilized 
predictive intervals to provide a more accurate represen-
tation of the true effects.

Conclusions
In patients with obesity undergoing surgery in the reverse 
Trendelenburg position, HPEEP and iPEEP strategies, 
when compared to the LPEEP strategy, may improve 
oxygenation, decrease driving pressure, and increase 
dynamic compliance. These improvements occur with 
a high variation of true effect, without causing relevant 
hemodynamic compromise. Data comparing MPEEP are 
inconclusive.

Abbreviations
ARDS  Acute respiratory distress syndrome
BMI  Body mass index
Cdyn  Dynamic compliance
Cstat  Static respiratory compliance
CI  Confidence intervals
DP  Driving pressure
EELV  End–expiratory volume lung volume
EIT  Electrical impedance tomography
FiO2  Fraction of inspired oxygen
FRC  functional residual capacity
HPEEP  High positive end–expiratory pressure
HR  Heart rate
IAP  Intra–abdominal pressure
iPEEP  Individualised positive end–expiratory pressure
ICU  Intensive care unit
LPEEP  Low positive end–expiratory pressure
LPV  Lung protective ventilation
MAP  Mean arterial pressure
MD  Mean difference
MPEEP  Moderate positive end–expiratory pressure
SMD  Standardized mean difference
PaO2  Arterial partial pressure of oxygen
PBW  Predicted body weight
PEEP  Positive end–expiratory pressure
PEEPEIT  Positive end–expiratory pressure selected by EIT
Pes  Esophageal pressure
PIP  Peak inspiratory pressure
PNP  Pneumoperitoneum (carboxyperitoneum)
PPC  Postoperative pulmonary complication
Pplat  Plateau pressure
PRISMA  Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and 

Meta–analysis
RCT  Randomized controlled study
RM  Recruitment maneuver
RR  Risk ratio
SpO2  Peripheral oxygen saturation
TV  Tidal volume
V/Q  Ventilation–perfusion
ZEEP  Zero end–expiratory pressure

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r 
g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  1 2 8 7 1 - 0 2 5 - 0 2 9 3 3 - 2.

Supplementary Material 1

Supplementary Material 2

Supplementary Material 3

Supplementary Material 4

Supplementary Material 5

Acknowledgements
We greatly appreciate support and assistance by Anatoliy Sergienko, MD.

Author contributions
GAY: study design, data collection, analysis, manuscript writing, and revision; 
АMM: data analysis and interpretation; SIK: data collection; MBZ: data 
collection; GSB: data collection; SBS: data analysis and interpretation; DSZ: 
data analysis and interpretation; IYM: manuscript revision; YAY: data analysis 
and interpretation; DAK: data collection; AIY: study design, data analysis and 
interpretation, manuscript writing and revision. All authors revised the drafted 
manuscript, and all read and approved its final version.

Funding
No funding sources.

Data availability
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Author details
1National Research Oncology Center, Astana, Kazakhstan
2Nazarbayev University, Astana, Kazakhstan
3Multidisciplinary Hospitals Named After Professor H.J.Makazhanov, 
Karaganda, Kazakhstan
4Astana Medical University, Astana, Kazakhstan
5Kazakhstan Medical University “Higher School of Health Care 
Organization”, Almaty, Kazakhstan
6Karaganda Medical University, Karaganda, Kazakhstan
7Sechenov First Moscow State Medical University (Sechenov University), 
Moscow, Russia
8Pulmonology Department, Sechenov First Moscow State Medical 
University (Sechenov University), 8/2, Trubetskaya Str., Moscow  
119991, Russia

Received: 26 August 2024 / Accepted: 29 January 2025

References
1. Buonanno P, Marra A, Iacovazzo C. Impact of ventilation strategies on 

pulmonary and cardiovascular complications in patients undergoing general 
anaesthesia for elective surgery: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Br J 
Anaesth. 2023;131(6):1093–101.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . b j a . 2 0 2 3 . 0 9 . 0 1 1.

2. John AS, Caturegli I, Kubicki NS, Kavic SM. The rise of minimally invasive 
surgery: 16 year analysis of the progressive replacement of open surgery with 
l`aparoscopy. Published online; 2020. h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  4 2 9 3  / J  S L S . 2 0 2 0 . 0 0 0 7 6

3. Arinalp HM, Bakan N, Karaören G, Şahin Ö, Çeliksoy E. Comparison of the 
effects of PEEP levels on respiratory mechanics and elimination of volatile 
anesthetic agents in patients undergoing laparoscopic cholecystectomy; a 
prospective, randomized, clinical trial. Turk J Med Sci. 2016;46(4):1071–7.  h t t p  
s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  3 9 0 6  / s  a g - 1 5 0 5 - 2 5.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-025-02933-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-025-02933-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2023.09.011
https://doi.org/10.4293/JSLS.2020.00076
https://doi.org/10.3906/sag-1505-25
https://doi.org/10.3906/sag-1505-25


Page 18 of 20Yessenbayeva et al. BMC Anesthesiology           (2025) 25:61 

4. Ciftci B, Aksoy M, Ince I, Ahıskalıoglu A, Yılmazel Ucar E. The effects of positive 
end-expiratory pressure at different levels on postoperative respiration 
parameters in patients undergoing laparoscopic cholecystectomy. J Invest 
Surg. 2018;31(2):114–20.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 8 0  / 0  8 9 4  1 9 3  9 . 2 0  1 7  . 1 2 9 6 9 8 4.

5. Yessenbayeva GA, Yukhnevich YA, Khamitova ZK, Kim SI, Zhumabayev MB, 
Berdiyarova GS, Shalekenov SB, Mukatova IY, Yaroshetskiy AI. Impact of 
a positive end-expiratory pressure strategy on oxygenation, respiratory 
compliance, and hemodynamics during laparoscopic surgery in non-obese 
patients: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled 
trials. BMC Anesthesiol. 2023;23(1):371.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  1 2 8 7 1 - 0 2 3 - 0 
2 3 3 7 - 0.

6. Stankiewicz-Rudnicki M, Gaszynski W, Gaszynski T. Assessment of ventilation 
distribution during laparoscopic bariatric surgery: An electrical impedance 
tomography study. Biomed Res Int. 2016;2016. h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 5 5  / 2  0 1 6 / 
7 4 2 3 1 6 2

7. Nutritional diseases: obesity and malnutrition - Clinical Key. Accessed March 
16, 2024. h t t p  s : /  / w w w  - c  l i n  i c a  l k e y  - c  o m .  e z p  r o x y  . n  u . e d u . k z / # ! / c o n t e n t / b o o k / 
3 - s 2 . 0 - B 9 7 8 0 3 2 3 7 1 8 6 0 8 0 0 0 2 8 8

8. Scaramuzzo G, Karbing DS, Fogagnolo A, Mauri T, Spinelli E, Mari M, Turrini 
C, Montanaro F, Volta CA, Rees SE, Spadaro S. Heterogeneity of Ventilation/
Perfusion Mismatch at different levels of PEEP and in mechanical phenotypes 
of COVID-19 ARDS. Respir Care. 2022;68(2):188–98.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  4 1 8 7  / r  e 
s p c a r e . 1 0 2 4 2.

9. Fogagnolo A, Spadaro S, Karbing DS, Scaramuzzo G, Mari M, Guirrini S, Raga-
zzi R, Al-Husinat L, Greco P, Rees SE, Volta CA. Effect of expiratory flow limita-
tion on ventilation/perfusion mismatch and perioperative lung function 
during pneumoperitoneum and Trendelenburg position. Minerva Anestesiol. 
2023;89(9):733–43.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  2 3 7 3  6 /  S 0 3  7 5 -  9 3 9 3  . 2  2 . 1 7 0 0 6 - 9.

10. Yueyi J, Jing T, Lianbing G. A structured narrative review of clinical and experi-
mental studies of the use of different positive end-expiratory pressure levels 
during thoracic surgery. Clin Respiratory J. 2022;16(11):717–31.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r 
g /  1 0 .  1 1 1 1  / c  r j . 1 3 5 4 5.

11. Elokda SA, Farag HM. Preemptive alveolar recruitment maneuver followed 
by PEEP in obese patients undergoing laparoscopic gastric banding. Does it 
make a difference? A randomized controlled clinical study. Open Anesth J. 
2019;13(1):31–9.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  2 1 7 4  / 2  5 8 9  6 4 5  8 0 1 9  1 3  0 1 0 0 3 1.

12. Park MH, Yoon S, Nam JS. Driving pressure-guided ventilation and postopera-
tive pulmonary complications in thoracic surgery: a multicentre randomised 
clinical trial. Br J Anaesth. 2023;130(1):e106–18.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . b j a . 2 
0 2 2 . 0 6 . 0 3 7.

13. Elshazly M, Khair T, Bassem M, Mansour M. The use of intraoperative bedside 
lung ultrasound in optimizing positive end expiratory pressure in obese 
patients undergoing laparoscopic bariatric surgeries. Surg Obes Relat Dis. 
2021;17(2):372–8.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . s o  a r d  . 2 0 2  0 .  0 9 . 0 2 3.

14. Li X, Liu H, Wang J. Individualized positive end-expiratory pressure on postop-
erative atelectasis in patients with obesity: a Randomized Controlled Clinical 
Trial. Anesthesiology. 2023;139(3):262–73.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 
0 0  0 0  0 0 0 4 6 0 3.

15. Wang ZY, Ye SS, Fan Y. Individualized positive end-expiratory pressure with 
and without recruitment maneuvers in obese patients during bariatric 
surgery. Kaohsiung J Med Sci. 2022;38(9):858–68.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 0 2  / k  j m 
2 . 1 2 5 7 6.

16. Nestler C, Simon P, Petroff D, et al. Individualized positive end-expiratory 
pressure in obese patients during general anaesthesia: a randomized con-
trolled clinical trial using electrical impedance tomography. British J Anaes. 
2017;119:1194–1205.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 3  / b  j a / a e x 1 9 2

17. Sterne JAC, Savović J, Page MJ, Elbers RG, Blencowe NS, Boutron I, Cates CJ, 
Cheng HY, Corbett MS, Eldridge SM, Emberson JR, Hernán MA, Hopewell S, 
Hróbjartsson A, Junqueira DR, Jüni P, Kirkham JJ, Lasserson T, Li T, McAleenan 
A, Reeves BC, Shepperd S, Shrier I, Stewart LA, Tilling K, White IR, Whiting PF, 
Higgins JPT. RoB 2: a revised tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials. 
BMJ. 2019;366:l4898.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 3 6  / b  m j . l 4 8 9 8.

18. Whalen FX, Gajic O, Thompson GB, Kendrick ML, Que FL, Williams BA, Joyner 
MJ, Hubmayr RD, Warner DO, Sprung J. The effects of the alveolar recruitment 
maneuver and positive end-expiratory pressure on arterial oxygenation 
during laparoscopic bariatric surgery. Anesth Analg. 2006;102(1):298–305.  h t t 
p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 2 1 3  / 0  1 . a  n e .  0 0 0 0  1 8  3 6 5 5 . 5 7 2 7 5 . 7 a. Erratum in: Anesth Analg. 
2006 Mar;102(3):881.

19. Simon P, Girrbach F, Petroff D, Schliewe N, Hempel G, Lange M, Bluth T, Gama 
de Abreu M, Beda A, Schultz MJ, Pelosi P, Reske AW, Wrigge H. PROBESE 
investigators of the Protective Ventilation Network* and the Clinical Trial Net-
work of the European Society of Anesthesiology. Individualized versus fixed 

positive end-expiratory pressure for Intraoperative Mechanical Ventilation in 
obese patients: a secondary analysis. Anesthesiology. 2021;134(6):887–900.  h t 
t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 3 7 6 2.

20. Van Hecke D, Bidgoli JS, Van der Linden P. Does lung compliance optimiza-
tion through PEEP manipulations reduce the incidence of postoperative 
hypoxemia in laparoscopic bariatric surgery? A Randomized Trial. Obes Surg. 
2019;29(4):1268–75.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 0 7  / s  1 1 6 9 5 - 0 1 8 - 0 3 6 6 2 - x.

21. Wei K, Min S, Cao J, Hao X, Deng J. Repeated alveolar recruitment maneuvers 
with and without positive end-expiratory pressure during bariatric surgery: a 
randomized trial. Minerva Anestesiol. 2018;84(4):463–72.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  2 
3 7 3  6 /  S 0 3  7 5 -  9 3 9 3  . 1  7 . 1 1 8 9 7 - 3.

22. Bigatello L, Pesenti A. Respiratory physiology for the anesthesiologist. Anes-
thesiology. 2019;130(6):1064–77.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 
2 6 6 6.

23. Serpa Neto A, Hemmes SN, Barbas CS, Beiderlinden M, Fernandez-Busta-
mante A, Futier E, Hollmann MW, Jaber S, Kozian A, Licker M, Lin WQ, Moine P, 
Scavonetto F, Schilling T, Selmo G, Severgnini P, Sprung J, Treschan T, Unzueta 
C, Weingarten TN, Wolthuis EK, Wrigge H, Gama de Abreu M, Pelosi P, Schultz 
MJ. PROVE Network investigators.Incidence of mortality and morbid-
ity related to postoperative lung injury in patients who have undergone 
abdominal or thoracic surgery: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Lancet 
Respir Med. 2014;2(12):1007-15.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / S  2 2 1 3 - 2 6 0 0 ( 1 4 ) 7 0 2 2 
8 - 0. Epub 2014 Nov 13. Erratum in: Lancet Respir Med. 2014 Dec;2(12):e23.

24. Behazin N, Jones SB, Cohen RI, Loring SH. Respiratory restriction and elevated 
pleural and esophageal pressures in morbid obesity. J Appl Physiol (1985). 
2010;108(1):212–8.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 5 2  / j  a p p  l p h  y s i o  l .  9 1 3 5 6 . 2 0 0 8.

25. Regli A, Pelosi P, Malbrain MLNG. Ventilation in patients with intra-abdominal 
hypertension: what every critical care physician needs to know. Ann Inten-
sive Care. 2019;9(1):52.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  1 3 6 1 3 - 0 1 9 - 0 5 2 2 - y.

26. Reinius H, Jonsson L, Gustafsson S, Sundbom M, Duvernoy O, Pelosi P, Heden-
stierna G, Fredén F. Prevention of atelectasis in morbidly obese patients 
during general anesthesia and paralysis: a computerized tomography study. 
Anesthesiology. 2009;111(5):979–87.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 b 0  1 3 e 3  1 8  
1 b 8 7 e d b.

27. Ferrando C, Suarez-Sipmann F, Tusman G, León I, Romero E, Gracia E, 
Mugarra A, Arocas B, Pozo N, Soro M, Belda FJ. Open lung approach versus 
standard protective strategies: effects on driving pressure and ventilatory 
efficiency during anesthesia - A pilot, randomized controlled trial. PLoS ONE. 
2017;12(5):e0177399.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 3 7 1  / j  o u r  n a l  . p o n  e .  0 1 7 7 3 9 9.

28. Duggan M, Kavanagh BP. Pulmonary atelectasis: a pathogenic perioperative 
entity. Anesthesiology. 2005;102(4):838–54.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / 0  0 0 0  0 5 4  
2 - 2 0  0 5  0 4 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 2 1.

29. Chiumello D, Carlesso E, Cadringher P, Caironi P, Valenza F, Polli F, Tallarini F, 
Cozzi P, Cressoni M, Colombo A, Marini JJ, Gattinoni L. Lung stress and strain 
during mechanical ventilation for acute respiratory distress syndrome. Am J 
Respir Crit Care Med. 2008;178(4):346–55.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 6 4  / r  c c m . 2 0 0 7 
1 0 - 1 5 8 9 O C.

30. Guérin C, Matthay MA. Acute cor pulmonale and the acute respiratory 
distress syndrome. Intensive Care Med. 2016;42(5):934–6.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 
0 0 7  / s  0 0 1 3 4 - 0 1 5 - 4 1 9 7 - z.

31. Amato MB, Meade MO, Slutsky AS, Brochard L, Costa EL, Schoenfeld DA, 
Stewart TE, Briel M, Talmor D, Mercat A, Richard JC, Carvalho CR, Brower RG. 
Driving pressure and survival in the acute respiratory distress syndrome. N 
Engl J Med. 2015;372(8):747–55.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 5 6  / N  E J M s a 1 4 1 0 6 3 9.

32. Santer P, Wachtendorf LJ, Suleiman A, Houle TT, Fassbender P, Costa EL, Tal-
mor D, Eikermann M, Baedorf-Kassis E, Schaefer MS. Mechanical power dur-
ing General Anesthesia and postoperative respiratory failure: a Multicenter 
Retrospective Cohort Study. Anesthesiology. 2022;137(1):41–54.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r 
g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 4 2 5 6.

33. Haudebourg AF, Moncomble E, Lesimple A, Delamaire F, Louis B, Mekontso 
Dessap A, Mercat A, Richard JC, Beloncle F, Carteaux G. A novel method for 
assessment of airway opening pressure without the need for low-flow insuf-
flation. Crit Care. 2023;27(1):273.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  1 3 0 5 4 - 0 2 3 - 0 4 5 6 0 - 0.

34. Grieco DL, Anzellotti GM, Russo A, Bongiovanni F, Costantini B, D’Indinosante 
M, Varone F, Cavallaro F, Tortorella L, Polidori L, Romanò B, Gallotta V, Dell’Anna 
AM, Sollazzi L, Scambia G, Conti G, Antonelli M. Airway Closure during Surgi-
cal Pneumoperitoneum in obese patients. Anesthesiology. 2019;131(1):58–
73.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 2 6 6 2.

35. Hedenstierna G, Tokics L, Reinius H, Rothen HU, Östberg E, Öhrvik J. Higher 
age and obesity limit atelectasis formation during anaesthesia: an analysis of 
computed tomography data in 243 subjects. Br J Anaesth. 2020;124(3):336–
44.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . b j a . 2 0 1 9 . 1 1 . 0 2 6.

https://doi.org/10.1080/08941939.2017.1296984
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-023-02337-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-023-02337-0
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/7423162
https://doi.org/10.1155/2016/7423162
https://www-clinicalkey-com.ezproxy.nu.edu.kz/#!/content/book/3-s2.0-B9780323718608000288
https://www-clinicalkey-com.ezproxy.nu.edu.kz/#!/content/book/3-s2.0-B9780323718608000288
https://doi.org/10.4187/respcare.10242
https://doi.org/10.4187/respcare.10242
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0375-9393.22.17006-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/crj.13545
https://doi.org/10.1111/crj.13545
https://doi.org/10.2174/2589645801913010031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2022.06.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2022.06.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soard.2020.09.023
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000004603
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000004603
https://doi.org/10.1002/kjm2.12576
https://doi.org/10.1002/kjm2.12576
https://doi.org/10.1093/bja/aex192
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.l4898
https://doi.org/10.1213/01.ane.0000183655.57275.7a
https://doi.org/10.1213/01.ane.0000183655.57275.7a
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000003762
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000003762
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11695-018-03662-x
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0375-9393.17.11897-3
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0375-9393.17.11897-3
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000002666
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000002666
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-2600(14)70228-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-2600(14)70228-0
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.91356.2008
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13613-019-0522-y
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0b013e3181b87edb
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0b013e3181b87edb
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0177399
https://doi.org/10.1097/00000542-200504000-00021
https://doi.org/10.1097/00000542-200504000-00021
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.200710-1589OC
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.200710-1589OC
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-015-4197-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-015-4197-z
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa1410639
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000004256
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000004256
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13054-023-04560-0
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000002662
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2019.11.026


Page 19 of 20Yessenbayeva et al. BMC Anesthesiology           (2025) 25:61 

36. Williams EC, Motta-Ribeiro GC, Vidal Melo MF. Driving pressure and Transpul-
monary pressure: how do we Guide Safe Mechanical Ventilation? Anesthesi-
ology. 2019;131(1):155–63.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 2 7 3 1.

37. Eichenberger A, Proietti S, Wicky S, Frascarolo P, Suter M, Spahn DR, Magnus-
son L. Morbid obesity and postoperative pulmonary atelectasis: an underesti-
mated problem. Anesth Analg. 2002;95(6):1788–92.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / 0  
0 0 0  0 5 3  9 - 2 0  0 2  1 2 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 6 0.

38. Tharp WG, Murphy S, Breidenstein MW, Love C, Booms A, Rafferty MN, 
Friend AF, Perrapato S, Ahern TP, Dixon AE, Bates JHT, Bender SP. Body 
Habitus and Dynamic Surgical conditions independently impair pulmonary 
mechanics during robotic-assisted laparoscopic surgery. Anesthesiology. 
2020;133(4):750–63.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 3 4 4 2.

39. Spadaro S, Karbing DS, Mauri T, Marangoni E, Mojoli F, Valpiani G, Carrieri C, 
Ragazzi R, Verri M, Rees SE, Volta CA. Effect of positive end-expiratory pressure 
on pulmonary shunt and dynamic compliance during abdominal surgery. Br 
J Anaesth. 2016;116(6):855–61.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 3  / b  j a / a e w 1 2 3.

40. Lumb AB, Nunn JF. Respiratory function and ribcage contribution to ventila-
tion in body positions commonly used during anesthesia. Anesth Analg. 
1991;73(4):422–6.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 2 1 3  / 0  0 0 0  0 5 3  9 - 1 9  9 1  1 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 1 0.

41. Regli A, Habre W, Saudan S, Mamie C, Erb TO, von Ungern-Sternberg BS, Swiss 
Paediatric Respiratory Research Group. Impact of Trendelenburg positioning 
on functional residual capacity and ventilation homogeneity in anaesthe-
tised children. Anaesthesia. 2007;62(5):451–5.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 1 1  / j  . 1 3  6 5 
-  2 0 4 4  . 2  0 0 7 . 0 5 0 3 0 . x.

42. Ukere A, März A, Wodack KH, Trepte CJ, Haese A, Waldmann AD, Böhm SH, 
Reuter DA. Perioperative assessment of regional ventilation during changing 
body positions and ventilation conditions by electrical impedance tomogra-
phy. Br J Anaesth. 2016;117(2):228–35.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 3  / b  j a / a e w 1 8 8.

43. Shono A, Katayama N, Fujihara T, Böhm SH, Waldmann AD, Ugata K, Nikai 
T, Saito Y. Positive end-expiratory pressure and distribution of Ventilation in 
Pneumoperitoneum Combined with Steep Trendelenburg position. Anesthe-
siology. 2020;132(3):476–90.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 3 0 6 2.

44. Spinazzola G, Ferrone G, Cipriani F, Caputo CT, Rossi M, Conti G. Effects of two 
different ventilation strategies on respiratory mechanics during robotic-
gynecological surgery. Respir Physiol Neurobiol. 2019;259:122–8.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  
r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . r e s p . 2 0 1 8 . 0 8 . 0 1 2.

45. Suter PM, Fairley HB, Isenberg MD. Effect of tidal volume and positive end-
expiratory pressure on compliance during mechanical ventilation. Chest. 
1978;73(2):158–62.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 3 7 8  / c  h e s t . 7 3 . 2 . 1 5 8.

46. Acute Respiratory Distress Syndrome Network, Brower RG, Matthay MA, 
Morris A, Schoenfeld D, Thompson BT, Wheeler A. Ventilation with lower tidal 
volumes as compared with traditional tidal volumes for acute lung injury and 
the acute respiratory distress syndrome. N Engl J Med. 2000;342(18):1301–8.  
h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 5 6  / N  E J M  2 0 0  0 0 5 0  4 3  4 2 1 8 0 1.

47. Dreyfuss D, Saumon G. Barotrauma is volutrauma, but which volume is the 
one responsible? Intensive Care Med. 1992;18(3):139–41.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 
0 0 7  / B  F 0 1 7 0 9 2 3 6.

48. Dreyfuss D, Soler P, Basset G, Saumon G. High inflation pressure pulmonary 
edema. Respective effects of high airway pressure, high tidal volume, and 
positive end-expiratory pressure. Am Rev Respir Dis. 1988;137(5):1159–64.  h t t 
p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 6 4  / a  j r c c m / 1 3 7 . 5 . 1 1 5 9.

49. Futier E, Constantin JM, Paugam-Burtz C, Pascal J, Eurin M, Neuschwander A, 
Marret E, Beaussier M, Gutton C, Lefrant JY, Allaouchiche B, Verzilli D, Leone 
M, De Jong A, Bazin JE, Pereira B, Jaber S, IMPROVE Study Group. A trial of 
intraoperative low-tidal-volume ventilation in abdominal surgery. N Engl J 
Med. 2013;369(5):428–37.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 5 6  / N  E J M o a 1 3 0 1 0 8 2.

50. Karalapillai D, Weinberg L, Neto AS, Peyton PJ, Ellard L, Hu R, Pearce B, Tan CO, 
Story D, O’Donnell M, Hamilton P, Oughton C, Galtieri J, Wilson A, Liskaser 
G, Balasubramaniam A, Eastwood G, Bellomo R, Jones DA. Low tidal volume 
ventilation for patients undergoing laparoscopic surgery: a secondary analy-
sis of a randomised clinical trial. BMC Anesthesiol. 2023;23(1):71.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r 
g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  1 2 8 7 1 - 0 2 3 - 0 1 9 9 8 - 1.

51. Ladha K, Vidal Melo MF, McLean DJ, Wanderer JP, Grabitz SD, Kurth T, 
Eikermann M. Intraoperative protective mechanical ventilation and risk of 
postoperative respiratory complications: hospital based registry study. BMJ. 
2015;351:h3646.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 3 6  / b  m j . h 3 6 4 6.

52. Futier E, Constantin JM, Pelosi P, Chanques G, Kwiatkoskwi F, Jaber S, Bazin 
JE. Intraoperative recruitment maneuver reverses detrimental pneumoperi-
toneum-induced respiratory effects in healthy weight and obese patients 
undergoing laparoscopy. Anesthesiology. 2010;113(6):1310–9.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g 
/  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 b 0  1 3 e 3  1 8  1 f c 6 4 0 a.

53. Cinnella G, Grasso S, Spadaro S, Rauseo M, Mirabella L, Salatto P, De Capraris 
A, Nappi L, Greco P, Dambrosio M. Effects of recruitment maneuver and posi-
tive end-expiratory pressure on respiratory mechanics and transpulmonary 
pressure during laparoscopic surgery. Anesthesiology. 2013;118(1):114–22.  h t 
t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 b 0  1 3 e 3  1 8  2 7 4 6 a 1 0.

54. Bolther M, Henriksen J, Holmberg MJ, Jessen MK, Vallentin MF, Hansen FB, 
Holst JM, Magnussen A, Hansen NS, Johannsen CM, Enevoldsen J, Jensen 
TH, Roessler LL, Carøe Lind P, Klitholm MP, Eggertsen MA, Caap P, Boye C, Dab-
rowski KM, Vormfenne L, Høybye M, Karlsson M, Balleby IR, Rasmussen MS, 
Pælestik K, Granfeldt A, Andersen LW. Ventilation strategies during General 
Anesthesia for noncardiac surgery: a systematic review and Meta-analysis. 
Anesth Analg. 2022;135(5):971–85.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 2 1 3  / A  N E .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 
0 6 1 0 6.

55. Campos NS, Bluth T, Hemmes SNT, Librero J, Pozo N, Ferrando C, Ball L, 
Mazzinari G, Pelosi P, Gama de Abreu M, Schultz MJ, Serpa Neto A. REPEAT; 
investigators for the PROVHILO study; iPROVE study; PROBESE study investi-
gators; PROVE Network. Intraoperative positive end-expiratory pressure and 
postoperative pulmonary complications: a patient-level meta-analysis of 
three randomised clinical trials. Br J Anaesth. 2022;128(6):1040–51.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  
. o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . b j a . 2 0 2 2 . 0 2 . 0 3 9.

56. PROVE Network Investigators for the Clinical Trial Network of the Euro-
pean Society of Anaesthesiology, Hemmes SN, Gama de Abreu M, Pelosi P, 
Schultz MJ. High versus low positive end-expiratory pressure during general 
anaesthesia for open abdominal surgery (PROVHILO trial): a multicentre 
randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2014;384(9942):495–503.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  
1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / S  0 1 4 0 - 6 7 3 6 ( 1 4 ) 6 0 4 1 6 - 5.

57. Writing Committee for the PROBESE Collaborative Group of the PROtective 
VEntilation Network (PROVEnet) for the Clinical Trial Network of the European 
Society of Anaesthesiology, Bluth T, Serpa Neto A, Schultz MJ, Pelosi P, Gama 
de Abreu M, PROBESE Collaborative Group, Bluth T, Bobek I, Canet JC, Cin-
nella G, de Baerdemaeker L, Gama de Abreu M, Gregoretti C, Hedenstierna 
G, Hemmes SNT, Hiesmayr M, Hollmann MW, Jaber S, Laffey J, Licker MJ, 
Markstaller K, Matot I, Mills GH, Mulier JP, Pelosi P, Putensen C, Rossaint R, 
Schmitt J, Schultz MJ, Senturk M, Serpa Neto A, Severgnini P, Sprung J, Vidal 
Melo MF, Wrigge H. Effect of intraoperative high positive end-expiratory 
pressure (PEEP) with recruitment maneuvers vs low PEEP on postoperative 
pulmonary complications in obese patients: a randomized clinical trial. JAMA. 
2019;321(23):2292–2305.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 0 1  / j  a m a . 2 0 1 9 . 7 5 0 5. Erratum in: 
JAMA. 2019 Nov 12;322(18):1829–1830.

58. Li X, Ni ZL, Wang J, Liu XC, Guan HL, Dai MS, Gao X, Zhou Y, Hu XY, Sun X, 
Zhou J, Zhao Q, Zhang QQ, Liu H, Han Y, Cao JL. Effects of individualized 
positive end-expiratory pressure combined with recruitment maneuver on 
intraoperative ventilation during abdominal surgery: a systematic review 
and network meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. J Anesth. 
2022;36(2):303–15.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 0 7  / s  0 0 5 4 0 - 0 2 1 - 0 3 0 1 2 - 9.

59. Zorrilla-Vaca A, Grant MC, Urman RD, Frendl G. Individualised positive 
end-expiratory pressure in abdominal surgery: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Br J Anaesth. 2022;129(5):815–25.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 1 6  / j  . b j a . 2 0 2 2 . 
0 7 . 0 0 9.

60. Erlandsson K, Odenstedt H, Lundin S, Stenqvist O. Positive end-expiratory 
pressure optimization using electric impedance tomography in morbidly 
obese patients during laparoscopic gastric bypass surgery. Acta Anaesthesiol 
Scand. 2006;50(7):833–9.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 1 1  / j  . 1 3  9 9 -  6 5 7 6  . 2  0 0 6 . 0 1 0 7 9 . x.

61. Boesing C, Schaefer L, Hammel M, Otto M, Blank S, Pelosi P, Rocco PRM, 
Luecke T, Krebs J. Individualized positive end-expiratory pressure titration 
strategies in Superobese patients undergoing laparoscopic surgery: prospec-
tive and nonrandomized crossover study. Anesthesiology. 2023;139(3):249–
61.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 9 7  / A  L N .  0 0 0  0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0 4 6 3 1.

62. Wang ZY, Ye SS, Fan Y, Shi CY, Wu HF, Miao CH, Zhou D. Individualized positive 
end-expiratory pressure with and without recruitment maneuvers in obese 
patients during bariatric surgery. Kaohsiung J Med Sci. 2022;38(9):858–68.  h t t 
p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 0 2  / k  j m 2 . 1 2 5 7 6.

63. Scharffenberg M, Mandelli M, Bluth T, Simonassi F, Wittenstein J, Teich-
mann R, Birr K, Kiss T, Ball L, Pelosi P, Schultz MJ, Gama de Abreu M, Huhle R. 
PROBESE-investigators; Protective Ventilation Network; clinical trials network 
of the European Society of Anaesthesiology and Intensive Care. Respiratory 
mechanics and mechanical power during low vs. high positive end-
expiratory pressure in obese surgical patients - a sub-study of the PROBESE 
randomized controlled trial. J Clin Anesth. 2024;92:111242.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  
1 0 1 6  / j  . j c  l i n  a n e .  2 0  2 3 . 1 1 1 2 4 2.

64. Costa Souza GM, Santos GM, Zimpel SA, Melnik T. Intraoperative ventilation 
strategies for obese patients undergoing bariatric surgery: systematic review 

https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000002731
https://doi.org/10.1097/00000539-200212000-00060
https://doi.org/10.1097/00000539-200212000-00060
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000003442
https://doi.org/10.1093/bja/aew123
https://doi.org/10.1213/00000539-199110000-00010
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2044.2007.05030.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2044.2007.05030.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/bja/aew188
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000003062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resp.2018.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resp.2018.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.73.2.158
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM200005043421801
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM200005043421801
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01709236
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01709236
https://doi.org/10.1164/ajrccm/137.5.1159
https://doi.org/10.1164/ajrccm/137.5.1159
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1301082
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-023-01998-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-023-01998-1
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h3646
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0b013e3181fc640a
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0b013e3181fc640a
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0b013e3182746a10
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0b013e3182746a10
https://doi.org/10.1213/ANE.0000000000006106
https://doi.org/10.1213/ANE.0000000000006106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2022.02.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2022.02.039
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)60416-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)60416-5
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2019.7505
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00540-021-03012-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2022.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bja.2022.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1399-6576.2006.01079.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/ALN.0000000000004631
https://doi.org/10.1002/kjm2.12576
https://doi.org/10.1002/kjm2.12576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinane.2023.111242
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinane.2023.111242


Page 20 of 20Yessenbayeva et al. BMC Anesthesiology           (2025) 25:61 

and meta-analysis. BMC Anesthesiol. 2020;20(1):36.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  
1 2 8 7 1 - 0 2 0 - 0 9 3 6 - y.

65. Choi JY, Al-Saedy MA, Carlson B. Positive end-expiratory pressure and post-
operative complications in patients with obesity: a review and meta-analysis. 
Obes (Silver Spring). 2023;31(4):955–64.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 0 0 2  / o  b y . 2 3 6 7 5.

66. Wang J, Zeng J, Zhang C, Zheng W, Huang X, Zhao N, Duan G, Yu C. Opti-
mized ventilation strategy for surgery on patients with obesity from the 
perspective of lung protection: a network meta-analysis. Front Immunol. 
2022;13:1032783.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  3 3 8 9  / fi   m m u . 2 0 2 2 . 1 0 3 2 7 8 3.

67. Gattinoni L, Vassalli F, Romitti F. Benefits and risks of the P/F approach. Inten-
sive Care Med. 2018;44(12):2245–7.  h t t p s :   /  / d o  i .  o r  g  /  1 0  . 1 0   0 7  / s 0 0  1 3 4 -  0 1 8 -  5 4 1 
3 - 4.

Publisher’s note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-020-0936-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12871-020-0936-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/oby.23675
https://doi.org/10.3389/fimmu.2022.1032783
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-018-5413-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-018-5413-4

	Impact of a positive end-expiratory pressure on oxygenation, respiratory compliance, and hemodynamics in obese patients undergoing laparoscopic surgery in reverse Trendelenburg position: a systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled tria
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Search strategy
	Selection process
	Inclusion/exclusion criteria
	Data collection
	Statistical analysis
	Quality assessment

	Results
	Studies characteristics
	Evidence quality and the risk of bias
	Oxygenation
	Dynamic respiratory compliance
	Driving pressure
	Plateau pressure
	Peak inspiratory pressure
	Mean arterial pressure and heart rate
	Postoperative pulmonary complications

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References


