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ABSTRACT

BACKGROUND

Postoperative pain is a type of nociceptive pain that originates from tissue
damage due to trauma caused by surgery. Pre-emptive analgesia is
treatment that starts before surgery, to prevent or reduce the establishment
of sensitization of dorsal horn neurons caused by tissue injury, the
sensitized neurons being supposed to amplify postoperative pain. Pre-
emptive analgesia consists of administering analgesic medication before
tissue injury, that is, before the reception, transmission, modulation, and
nociception of the aggressive stimulus, aiming to prevent hyperalgesia.
This review aims to compare the efficacy of pre-emptive analgesia and
preventive analgesia in postoperative pain.

METHODS

Article searching was done on five databases (PubMed, ProQuest, Scopus,
ScienceDirect, ClinicalKey). Hand-searching was also done to find
additional articles. We have only included double-blind, randomized,
controlled trials (RCT). A total of fifteen articles were included and all were
RCT studies comparing pre-emptive analgesia with preventive analgesia.
The quality of the included studies was evaluated with Cochrane risk-of-
bias assessment tools. Quantitative analysis was performed by Review
Manager 5.4.

RESULTS

Fifteen studies comprising 830 subjects were included in this study. Our
analysis revealed that pre-emptive analgesia significantly improved visual
analog scale (VAS)/numeric rating scale (NRS)/verbal rating scale (VRS) 4
hours postoperatively [mean difference (MD) =-0.25, 95% ClI: [-0.49, -0.02];
12 = 94%)]. Unfortunately, pain scoring at 6, 12 and 24 hours after surgery did
not differ significantly between pre-emptive and preventive analgesia.
Duration of analgesia was comparable between the two groups. Time to
rescue analgesics was similar between the two groups, but the pre-emptive
group was associated with less analgesic consumption postoperatively than
the preventive group.

CONCLUSION

Pre-emptive analgesia provided better pain relief than preventive analgesia
during the short term. Time to rescue analgesics is comparable between
both groups, but pre-emptive analgesia is associated with lower amounts of
rescue analgesics postoperatively.
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INTRODUCTION

Postoperative pain is a form of acute pain
caused by surgical trauma accompanied by an
inflammatory reaction and initiation of an afferent
neuronal barrage.(V) Several factors are associated
with effective postoperative pain management,
such as a structured acute management team,
regular staff training, patient education, regular
pain assessment tools, use of balanced analgesia,
and adjustment of strategies needed for special
patient groups.®® Every surgical procedure needs
effective postoperative pain control as it is an
essential and humanitarian need of every
patient.® Poorly controlled acute postoperative
pain is linked with increased morbidity, quality-
of-life impairment, prolonged duration of opioid
use, delayed recovery time, and higher healthcare
costs. ©® Additionally, the presence of acute pain
during or after surgery is associated with the
development of chronic pain.®”

Several concepts have been developed to
improve postoperative pain management, such as
pre-emptive analgesia and preventive analgesia.
Pre-emptive analgesia means the administration
of analgesic treatment prior to a tissue injury or
surgical insult.(%'"Y Meanwhile, preventive
analgesia is a wider concept where the timing of
analgesic treatment in relation to the surgical insult
is not critical.'*'® Preventive analgesia is an
antinociceptive treatment that attenuates pain
from high-intensity noxious stimuli before, during,
and after the insult.

In the current general consensus, the use of
pre-emptive analgesia is not consistent with a
better clinical outcome after surgery. Several
randomized clinical trials (RCT) provided unclear
evidence regarding the benefits of pre-emptive
analgesia.('’?” Theoretically, pre-emptive
analgesia suppresses the stimulation of pain
receptors and escalates the pain threshold.?) Pre-
emptive analgesia also prevents the establishment
of altered afferent processing input, which
amplifies pain postoperatively.?? As promising as
it sounds, the results of clinical studies focusing
on the value of pre-emptive analgesia are still
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controversial. A large number of new studies on
pre-emptive analgesia were published, but these
publications did not significantly change the
occurrence ratio between negative and positive
outcomes of pre-emptive and preventive
treatments. Most of these studies were
inconclusive regarding the roles of pre-emptive
and preventive analgesia.* 2> The differences
in analgesic techniques, types of surgeries
performed, and research settings, all play a
significant role in the findings obtained.

However, pre-emptive analgesia and
preventive analgesia are still considered essential
to reduce inflammatory injury.G%3) This meta-
analysis aims to compare postoperative outcomes,
especially pain, between pre-emptive and
preventive analgesia.

METHODS

Search strategy

A literature search was conducted on five
databases (PubMed, ProQuest, Scopus,
ScienceDirect, Clinical Key) on March 8, 2022.
Hand-searching was also done to retrieve more
studies. The following query search was utilized
in all five major databases: pre-emptive AND
preventive analgesia AND postoperative pain. The
study protocol had been registered with
International Platform of Registered Systematic
Review and Meta-analysis Protocols (INPLASY
202360005).

Study selection and data extraction

Articles were included in this study only if
they fulfilled the following requirements: adults
with a scheduled surgery or intervention (P),
patients to whom analgesia was administered
before surgical insult (I), patients to whom
analgesia was administered after surgical insult
(C) and postoperative pain or other postoperative
outcomes available in the study (O). Randomized
controlled studies (RCT) were included. Exclusion
criteria for the articles: the study design is other
than RCT, the study has undesirable intervention
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or population, and the study is not available in
English.

Abstracts, studies, and full articles were
selected by three reviewers independently (HA,
APN, and MAIM). If there were any
discrepancies, these were to be solved with a
discussion until an agreement was reached and
if not then the articles were to be reviewed by
ART independently. Data from included
randomized trials were extracted independently
by HA.

The following information was extracted
from the included randomized trials: first author,
year of publication, country of origin, criteria of
inclusion, criteria of exclusion, intervention,
control, total patients, duration of observation, rate
of drop-out, additional rescue analgesic therapy,
and outcome data. The outcome measures were
defined as follows: (i) visual analogue scale
(VAS): a psychometric measuring instrument
designed to rate the severity of pain; (ii) verbal
rating scale (VRS): adjectives used to describe
the severity of pain; (iii) numerical rating scale
(NRS): a numeric scale used to rate the severity
of pain; (iv) duration of analgesia (DA): time
elapsed during analgesia; (v) time to rescue
analgesic (TRA): time needed from the
postoperative period to the first request for
additional analgesic use; (vi) analgesic use (AU):
analgesic usage experienced by all patients; and
(vii) adverse effects (AEs): total number of
patients experiencing adverse effects such as
nausea and vomiting. Among all the outcomes,
VAS/VRS/NRS was considered the primary
outcome. We included these three because each
of'them has a uniform rating of pain, which starts
from 0 (no pain at all) to 10 (maximum imaginable

pain).

Bias assessment

The quality of the included studies was
assessed with Cochrane risk-of-bias assessment
tools. Evaluations were carried out by ART and
RF independently. Each study was to be assessed
as “low-risk”, “high-risk” or “unclear risk” based
on seven evidence-based domains, namely:
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“random sequence generation (selection bias)”,
“allocation concealment (selection bias)”,
“blinding of participants and personnel
(performance bias)”, “blinding of outcome
assessment (detection bias)”, “incomplete
outcome data (attrition bias)”, “selective reporting
(reporting bias)”; “other bias”.
Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using
Review Manager version 5.4. Weighted mean
differences (MDs) were used to evaluate
continuous data, namely VAS, VRS, NRS, DA,
TRA, and AU. Meanwhile, risk ratio (RR) was
used to evaluate dichotomous data such as AEs.
The Mantel-Haenszel y? test and the I?test were
used to evaluate the heterogeneity of the study.
If the 1> value was more than 50%, this indicated
a high level of heterogeneity.

Ethical Statement

Our study did not require ethical board
approval because it did not contain human or
animal trials.

RESULTS

Selection of studies and study characteristics

The process of literature selection is based
on the “PRISMA 2009 Flow Diagram” as seen
in Figure 1. From database searching and other
sources, a total of 661 study articles were found.
One study was found from manual searching.
After the removal of duplicates, 627 articles were
left for initial screening. The selection of articles
was conducted with a consensus of 3 investigators
(RF, APN, and MAIM), and 610 articles were
eventually excluded as they did not meet our
inclusion criteria based on the title and abstract.
Full-text screening was conducted on the
remaining 17 articles, among which 2 articles
were left out because one article was not available
in English and the other study had the pediatric
population as the subject of the study. Therefore,
we obtained 15 articles eligible to be included in
this systematic review and meta-analysis.
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Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram

Included studies were published between
1993-2015. There were 830 subjects included in
all of the studies. The intervention and the control
treatment of each study are slightly different. The
analgesics used either as pre-emptive or
preventive analgesia in the studies comprise
morphine, fentanyl, alfentanil, bupivacaine,
dextromethorphan, tramadol, lidocaine, lignocaine,
gabapentin, acetaminophen, and ropivacaine. The
timing of pre-emptive analgesia in each study is
also not exactly the same, it varies from an hour
before skin incision to exactly before skin incision.
The same goes for the timing of preventive
analgesia, which varies from exactly after skin
incision to before skin closure. The duration of
observation is mainly a day after surgery, but some
studies extend their observation until 2/3 days
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after surgery. Rescue analgesics provided for the
patients consisted of morphine, meperidine,
sodium diclofenac, ibuprofen, paracetamol and
fentanyl. A summary of the characteristics of
included studies can be seen in Table 1.

Risk of bias

Of all the included studies, one study did
not explain the process of randomization of
subjects. Therefore, there was an unclear bias
risk regarding selection bias. Nine studies did not
explain allocation concealment. From five studies
that did not explain the blinding of outcome
assessment, three studies also did not explain the
blinding of participants and personnel. Thus, there
was an unclear risk regarding both performance
and detection bias. One study had a high risk of
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attrition bias, because this study had a dropout
rate of 8/60 participants and did not implement
an intention-to-treat analysis approach. All studies
reported their outcomes based on their proposed
design. Accordingly, the risk of reporting bias was
low. Additionally, all methods stated in the studies
were quite clear to exclude other biases. The risk
of bias summary can be seen in Figure 2.

Quantitative analysis

Generally, all fifteen studies, comprising a
total of 830 subjects, were included for the
purpose of quantitative analysis. Specifically, three
studies #4449 were included for assessment of
pain 4 hours after surgery, five studies ©¢6-37:42:45:46)
were included for assessment of pain 6 hours after
surgery, six studies ¢6404244-46) ywere included for
assessment of pain 12 hours after surgery and
lastly, eight studies (3336:40.:41.4244-46) were included
to assess pain 24 hours after surgery. Some
studies presented their findings in graphs and did
not present a table or provided raw data, therefore
we did not include their findings in our analysis.
As shown in Figure 3, as primary outcome of the
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study, pre-emptive analgesia resulted in lower
VAS/VRS/NRS significantly only up to 4 hours
after surgery, with a mean difference (MD) of -
0.25(95% CI[-0.49,-0.02]; p<0.00001) and high
level of heterogeneity (I’=94%) (Figure 3A).
There is no significant difference regarding VAS/
VRS/NRS during 6, 12 and 24 hours after surgery,
with a mean difference of -0.38 (95% CI [- 0.83,
-0.06]) (Figure 3B), -0.18 (95% CI1[-0.37,-0.00])
(Figure 3C) and 0.03 (95% CI [-0.13, -0.18])
(Figure 3D), respectively. These findings
indicated that pre-emptive analgesia might be
beneficial in reducing VAS/VRS/NRS only in the
short term, but not in the long term.

Three studies %342 reported adverse
effects, with the most common adverse effects
reported being nausea and vomiting. The
occurrence of nausea and vomiting was similar
in both groups, indicating that neither the use of
pre-emptive nor preventive analgesia will benefit
the patients in terms of side effect occurrences.
Regarding rescue analgesic needed, the most
common rescue analgesics prescribed are
morphine (four studies,®>3*3749 meperidine (two
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Figure 2. Risk of bias summary
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Figure 3. Forest plot analysis of VAS/VRS/NRS. A. 4 Hours, B. 6 hours, C. 12 hours, D.- 24 hours after surgery

studies %4 and diclofenac sodium (two
studies.®#* In those studies, similar results had
been reported. Consumption of morphine and
meperidine (mg) post-surgery reduced the pain
significantly in patients given pre-emptive
analgesia.

DISCUSSION

Our meta-analysis indicated that pre-
emptive analgesia was only beneficial
postoperatively for the short-term in terms of pain
control. This is shown in the graphs of Fig 3, where
VAS/VRS/NRS was only significantly lower
during 4 hours after surgery. Unfortunately, the
heterogeneity of these results was high (1>=94%),
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which might be due to one study with an extremely
contradictory result when compared to the other
studies. In our findings, VAS/VRS/NRS were
similar during 6,12 and 24 hours after surgery,
indicating that long-term pain relief'is not different
between pre-emptive and preventive analgesia.
This might be due to the fact that inflammatory
injury followed by incisional injury will be reduced
over time, “75% and that reduced inflammatory
injury means reduced pain hypersensitivity, ¢33
However, pre-emptive analgesia was still
beneficial during the short term. Pre-emptive
analgesia prevents the formation of altered
afferent processing input, which will reduce pain
post-operatively. This might also explain why the
patients receiving pre-emptive analgesia were
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taking fewer analgesics postoperatively than did
the patients receiving preventive analgesia.

Differences in analgesic effectivity between
each study might be related to some factors, such
as the half-life of the drugs used and the duration
of surgery.®¥ Morphine has a half-life of about 2
to 3 hours, while lidocaine has a slightly shorter
half-life of about 1.5 to 2 hours.®> 3 Longer-
lasting analgesics are more effective in
suppressing pain hypersensitivity than are shorter-
lasting analgesics.CV Therefore, the selection of
analgesic agents is important in achieving
effective postoperative pain control. A study by
Cruz et al.®” revealed that a shorter duration of
surgery correlated with reduced postoperative
pain. Duration of surgery is known to be
correlated with increased interleukin-6 (IL-6)
levels, where IL-6 is a pro-inflammatory cytokine
responsible for stimulating C-reactive protein
(CRP) and procalcitonin (PCT). Longer periods
of surgery might lead to more extensive tissue
injury, which might amplify pro-inflammatory
responses created by the body.®? Therefore, the
duration of surgery is also an important factor in
achieving effective postoperative pain control.
The longer the surgery, the more likely it is to
result in worse postoperative pain,©8-69

According to prior studies that included 4-
hour postoperative pain outcomes individually, one
study had an extremely different outcome
compared to the other studies. The study by Lam
et al.®V failed to demonstrate the benefits of pre-
emptive analgesia with 1% lignocaine compared
to preventive analgesia with the same agent. This
might be due to lignocaine belonging to a group
called aminoethyl amides and being fast acting
after parenteral, oral or topical administration. Its
half-life is around 100 minutes and then the
lignocaine will be metabolized by the liver.©#%-1)
This may explain why infiltration of surgical
wounds with lignocaine before wound closure
would be of more benefit than pre-emptive
infiltration of lignocaine.¢>64)

From all the studies that include 6-hour
postoperative pain outcomes, Helmy et al.G®
demonstrated the clinical benefits of pre-emptive
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dextromethorphan injected intramuscularly. The
elimination half-life of oral dextromethorphan is
around eight hours. Intramuscular injection of
dextromethorphan provides higher bioavailability
than oral administration of dextromethorphan. A
long-acting anesthetic agent administered
preoperatively will reduce pain hypersensitivity,
thus resulting in a better pain outcome post-
operatively.G139 Other studies in this group
showed similar pain outcomes 6 hours
postoperatively between pre-emptive and
preventive analgesia.

All studies included for analysis of 12-hour
postoperative pain outcomes are consistent, in that
they all demonstrated similar pain outcomes
between pre-emptive and preventive analgesia.
Meanwhile in studies that analyzed 24-hour
postoperative pain outcomes, only Song et al.“®
showed better clinical outcomes in preventive
analgesia compared to pre-emptive analgesia. This
might be explained by their concomitant therapy,
where dexamethasone 10 mg IV was
administrated before skin closure. This means that
the preventive group, which already received a
local anesthetic injection containing 0.5%
ropivacaine and 1% lidocaine (40 mL) before skin
closure, would receive the additional anti-
inflammatory effect of dexamethasone, which is
along-acting corticosteroid with a half-life of 36
to 72 hours.®® Clearly this is an advantage
compared to the pre-emptive group, where the
patients already received infiltration of ropivacaine
and lidocaine before skin incision, therefore
reducing the benefits of additional dexamethasone
because the agents administrated beforehand
might already have been partially metabolized.
This might decrease the additive effects of
ropivacaine/lidocaine and dexamethasone.

There are some limitations in our study.
There are still some studies with unclear risk of
bias or high risk of bias in some aspects. Secondly,
some studies did not provide mean and standard
deviation, but provided median and interquartile
ranges instead. Therefore, we had to estimate
the mean from the median and also estimate the
standard deviation from the range of data. Lastly,
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there is still high heterogeneity in some outcomes
due to the different methods of each study. Further,
we did not consider the influence of variations in
surgical procedures since different surgeries may
produce differing pain severity and type.
Considering our limitations, further prospective
studies are needed to support the benefits of pre-
emptive analgesia. Postoperative pain is an
important part of patient well-being and good
postoperative pain control means a better quality
of'life for the patient.

CONCLUSION

Our analysis demonstrated the benefits of
pre-emptive analgesia in achieving better pain
relief than those of preventive analgesia during
the short term. Furthermore, pre-emptive
analgesia is also associated with fewer rescue
analgesics taken postoperatively. Further
prospective studies with better methods,
especially those that include 4, 6, and 12-hour
postoperative outcomes, are needed to support
the clinical benefits of pre-emptive analgesia.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

There is no conflict of interest.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

None
FUNDING DISCLOSURE

There was no funding for this study.
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conception and design of the case series:
ART, RF. Informed consent: HA, APN.
Interpretation and analysis of data: ART, HA, RF.
Drafting the manuscript: ART, HA, APN, MAIM.
Final approval of the manuscript: ART, RF. All

authors have read and approved the final
manuscripts. i

236

Pre-emptive versus preventive analgesia

REFERENCES

1.  Chen YK, Boden KA, Schreiber KL. The role of
regional anaesthesia and multimodal analgesia in
the prevention of chronic postoperative pain: a
narrative review. Anaesthesia 2021;76 Suppl
1(Suppl 1):8-17.doi: 10.1111/anae.15256.

2. Small C, Laycock H. Acute postoperative pain
management. Br J Surg 2020;107:¢70-¢80. doi:
10.1002/bjs.11477.

3. Fregoso G, WangA, Tseng K, Wang J. Transition
from acute to chronic pain: evaluating risk for
chronic postsurgical pain. Pain Physician
2019;22:479-88.

4. Richebé P, Capdevila X, Rivat C. Persistent
postsurgical pain: pathophysiology and
preventative pharmacologic considerations.
Anesthesiology 2018;129:590-607. doi: 10.1097/
ALN.0000000000002238.

5. LeeB, Schug SA, Joshi GP, Kehlet H; PROSPECT
Working Group. Procedure-Specific Pain
Management (PROSPECT) - an update. Best Pract
Res Clin Anaesthesiol 2018;32:101-11. doi:
10.1016/).bpa.2018.06.012.

6. SoV,KlarG, Leitch J, et al. Association between
postsurgical pain and heart rate variability:
protocol for a scoping review. BMJ Open
2021;11:¢044949. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2020-
044949.

7. Khaled M, Sabac D, Marcucci M. Postoperative
pain and pain management and neurocognitive
outcomes after non-cardiac surgery: a protocol
for a series of systematic reviews. Syst Rev
2022;11:280. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-022-
02156-3.

8. Belay MZ, Yirdaw LT. Management of
postoperative pain among health professionals
working in governmental hospitals in South
Wollo Zone, Northeast Ethiopia. Prospective
cross-sectional study. Ann Med Surg (Lond)
2022;80:104148. doi: 10.1016/j.amsu.2022.104148.

9. Xuan C, Yan W, Wang D, et al. Efficacy of
preemptive analgesia treatments for the
management of postoperative pain: a network
meta-analysis. Br J Anaesth 2022;129:946-58. doi:
10.1016/j.bja.2022.08.038.

10.  Kim MP, Godoy C, Nguyen DT, et al. Preemptive
pain-management program is associated with
reduction of opioid prescriptions after benign
minimally invasive foregut surgery. J Thorac
Cardiovasc Surg 2020;159:734-44.e4. doi: 10.1016/
J4tcvs.2019.06.056.

11. Taumberger N, Schiitz AM, Jeitler K, et al.
Preemptive local analgesia at wvaginal
hysterectomy: a systematic review. Int



Univ Med

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Urogynecol J 2022;33:2357-66. doi: 10.1007/
s00192-021-04999-1.

Alyahya A, Aldubayan A, Swennen GRIJ, Al-
Moraissi E. Effectiveness of different protocols
to reduce postoperative pain following
orthognathic surgery: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Br J Oral Maxillofac Surg 2022;60:
el-e10.doi: 10.1016/j.bjoms.2022.03.013.
Stasiowski MJ, Pluta A, Lyssek-Boron A, et al.
Preventive analgesia, hemodynamic stability, and
pain in vitreoretinal surgery. Medicina (Kaunas)
2021;57:262. doi: 10.3390/medicina57030262.
Gabriel RA, Swisher MW, Sztain JF, Furnish T1J,
Ilfeld BM, Said ET. State of the art opioid-sparing
strategies for post-operative pain in adult surgical
patients. Expert Opin Pharmacother 2019;20:949-
61.doi: 10.1080/14656566.2019.1583743.

Huang CC, Sun WZ, Wong CS. Prevention of
chronic postsurgical pain: the effect of preventive
and multimodal analgesia. Asian J Anesthesiol
2018;56:74-82. doi: 10.6859/2ja.201809 56(3).0002.
Martinez-Dominguez JM, Quiroz-Williams J,
Quintela-Nufiez del Prado H. Analgesia preventiva
en pacientes sometidos a cirugia abierta por
reparacion del manguito rotador [Preventive
analgesia in patients undergoing open surgery
for rotator cuff repair]. Acta Ortop Mex
2020;34:272-5.

Vicioni-Marques F, Paula-Silva FWG, Carvalho
MR, et al. Preemptive analgesia with ibuprofen
increases anesthetic efficacy in children with
severe molar: a triple-blind randomized clinical
trial. J Appl Oral Sci 2022;30:¢20210538. doi:
10.1590/1678-7757-2021-0538.

Nguyen TK, Geiger P, Huang VC, et al. Preemptive
analgesia after lumbar spine surgery by
pregabalin and celecoxib: a prospective study.
Drug Des Devel Ther 2019;13:2145-52. doi:
10.2147/DDDT.S202410.

Wang Y, Guo X, Guo Z, Xu M. Preemptive
analgesia with a single low dose of intrathecal
morphine in multilevel posterior lumbar interbody
fusion surgery: a double-blind, randomized,
controlled trial. Spine J 2020;20:989-97. doi:
10.1016/j.spinee.2020.03.001.

Baloyiannis I, Theodorou E, Sarakatsianou C,
Georgopoulou S, Perivoliotis K, Tzovaras G. The
effect of preemptive use of pregabalin on
postoperative morphine consumption and
analgesia levels after laparoscopic colorectal
surgery: a controlled randomized trial. Int J
Colorectal Dis 2020;35:323-31. doi: 10.1007/s00384-
019-03471-3.

Barut G, Tunc M, Sahin S, Ulus F, Sazak H. Effects
of epidural morphine and levobupivacaine

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Yol 42 No. 2

combination before incision and after incision and
in the postoperative period on thoracotomy pain
and stress response. Turk J Med Sci 2018;48:716-
23. doi: 10.3906/sag-1706-106.

Ruiz-Cantero MC, Gonzalez-Cano R, Tejada MA,
et al. Sigma-1 receptor: a drug target for the
modulation of neuroimmune and neuroglial
interactions during chronic pain. Pharmacol Res
2021;163:105339. doi: 10.1016/j.phrs.2020.105339.
Sierzantowicz R, Lewko J, Bitiucka D, Lewko K,
Misiak B, tadny JR. Evaluation of pain
management after surgery: an observational
study. Medicina (Kaunas) 2020;56:65. doi:
10.3390/medicina56020065.

Doleman B, Leonardi-Bee J, Heinink TP,
Bhattacharjee D, Lund JN, Williams JP. Pre-
emptive and preventive opioids for postoperative
pain in adults undergoing all types of surgery.
Cochrane Database Syst Rev2018;12:CD012624.
doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD012624.pub2.

Yang L, Zhang J, Zhang Z, Zhang C, Zhao D, LiJ.
Preemptive analgesia effects of ketamine in
patients undergoing surgery. A meta-analysis.
Acta Cir Bras 2014; 29: 819¢25. doi: 10.1590/S0102-
86502014001900009.

Cooper HJ, Lakra A, Maniker RB, Hickernell TR,
Shah RP, Geller JAH. Preemptive analgesia with
oxycodone is associated with more pain following
total joint arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty 2019;34:
2878-83.doi: 10.1016/j.arth.2019.07.021.

Alyahya A, Aldubayan A, Swennen GRIJ, Al-
Moraissi E. Effectiveness of different protocols
to reduce postoperative pain following
orthognathic surgery: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Br J Oral Maxillofac Surg
2022;60:¢1-e10. doi: 10.1016/j.bjoms.2022.03.013.
Gebremedhn EG, Sefefe WM. Pre-emptive
analgesia for the prevention of chronic
postsurgical pain: a systematic review and meta-
analysis with trial sequential analysis. J Anesth
Clin Res 2022;13:054. doi: 10.35248/2155-
6148.22.13.1054.

Verret M, Lauzier F, Zarychanski R, et al.
Perioperative use of gabapentinoids for the
management of postoperative acute pain: a
systematic review and meta-analysis.
Anesthesiology 2020;133:265-79. doi: 10.1097/
ALN.0000000000003428.

Xiao K, Yu L, Xiao W, et al. Pain management
using perioperative administration of parecoxib
for total hip arthroplasty: a randomized, double-
blind, placebo-controlled trial. Pain Physician
2019;22:575-82.

Vadivelu N, Mitra S, Schermer E, Kodumudi V,
Kaye AD, Urman RD. Preventive analgesia for

237



Tantri, Firdaus, Angkasa, et al.

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

41.

42.

238

postoperative pain control: a broader concept.
Local Reg Anesth 2014:7 17-22 doi: 10.2147/
LRA.S62160.

Richmond C, Bromley L, Woolf C. Preoperative
morphine pre-empts postoperative pain. The
Lancet 1993;342:73-5. doi: 10.1016/0140-
6736(93)91284-s.

Fassoulaki A, Sarantopoulos C, Zotou M,
Papoulia D. Preemptive opioid analgesia does not
influence pain after abdominal hysterectomy. Can
J Anaesth 1995;42:109-13. doi: 10.1007/
BF03028261.

Griffin M, Hughes D, Knaggs A, Donnelly M,
Boylan J. Late-onset preemptive analgesia
associated with pre-incisional large-dose
alfentanil. Anesth Analg 1997;85:1317-21. Doi:
10.1097/00000539-199712000-00025.

Ke R, Portera G, Bagous W, Lincoln SR. A
randomized, double-blinded trial of preemptive
analgesia in laparoscopy. Obstet Gynecol 1998;
92:972-5.doi: 10.1016/s1068-607x(98)00131-0.
Helmy S, Bali A. The effect of the preemptive use
of the NMDA receptor antagonist
dextromethorphan on postoperative analgesic
requirements. Anesth Analg 2001;92:739-44. doi:
10.1097/00000539-200103000-00035.

Kilickan L, Toker. K The effect of preemptive
intravenous morphine on postoperative analgesia
and surgical stress response. Panminerva Med
2001;51:503-10.

Uzunkdy A, Coskun A, Akinci O. The value of
pre-emptive analgesia in the treatment of
postoperative pain after laparoscopic
cholecystectomy. Eur Surg Res 2001;33:39-41. doi:
10.1159/000049691.

Wordliczek J, Banach M, Garlicki J, Jakowicka-
Wordliczek J, Dobrogowski J. Influence of pre or
intraoperational use of tramadol (preemptive or
preventive analgesia) on tramadol requirement in
the early postoperative period. Pol J Pharmacol
2002;54:693-7.

Katz J, Cohen L, Schmid R, Chan V, Wowk A.
Postoperative morphine use and hyperalgesia are
reduced by preoperative but not intraoperative
epidural analgesia. Anesthesiology 2003;98:1449-
60. doi: 10.1097/00000542-200306000-00023.

Lam K, Pun T, Ng E, Wong K. Efficacy of
preemptive analgesia for wound pain after
laparoscopic operations in infertile women: a
randomised, double-blind and placebo control
study. BJOG 2004;111:340-4. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-
0528.2004.00083 x.

Pandey C, Singhal V, Kumar M, et al. Gabapentin
provides effective postoperative analgesia
whether administered pre-emptively or post-

43.

45.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

Pre-emptive versus preventive analgesia

incision. Can J Anaesth 2005;52:827-31. Doi:
10.1007/BF03021777.

Karaaslan D, Syvacy R, Akbulut G, Dilek O.
Preemptive analgesia in laparoscopic
cholecystectomy: a randomized controlled study.
Pain Prac 2006;6:237-41. doi: 10.1111/j.1533-
2500.2006.00092.x.

Barczynski M, Konturek A, Herman R. Superiority
of preemptive analgesia with intraperitoneal
instillation of bupivacaine before rather than after
the creation of pneumoperitoneum for
laparoscopic cholecystectomy: a randomized,
double-blind, placebo-controlled study. Surg
Endosc 2006;20:1088-93. doi: 10.1007/500464-005-
0458-1.

Khalili G, Janghorbani M, Saryazdi H, Emaminejad
A. Effect of preemptive and preventive
acetaminophen on postoperative pain score: a
randomized, double-blind trial of patients
undergoing lower extremity surgery. J Clin
Anaesth 2013;25:188-92. doi: 10.1016/
JjJjclinane.2012.09.004.

SongJ,LiL, YuP, Gao T, Liu K. Preemptive scalp
infiltration with 0.5 % ropivacaine and 1%
lidocaine reduces postoperative pain after
craniotomy. Acta Neurochir (Wien) 2015;157:993-
8.doi: 10.1007/s00701-015-2394-8.

Bui TM, Wiesolek HL, Sumagin R. ICAM-1: a
master regulator of cellular responses in
inflammation, injury resolution, and
tumorigenesis. J Leukoc Biol 2020;108:787-99. doi:
10.1002/JLB.2MR0220-549R.

Komi DEA, Khomtchouk K, Santa Maria PL. A
review of the contribution of mast cells in wound
healing: involved molecular and cellular
mechanisms. Clin Rev Allergy Immunol 2020;58:
298-312.doi: 10.1007/512016-019-08729-w.
Wilkinson HN, Hardman MJ. Wound healing:
cellular mechanisms and pathological outcomes.
Open Biol 2020;10:1-9. doi: 10.1098/rs0b.200223.
Rodrigues M, Kosaric N, Bonham CA, Gurtner
GC. Wound healing: a cellular perspective.
Physiol Rev 2019;99:665-706. doi: 10.1152/
physrev.00067.2017.

Matsuda M, Huh Y, Ji RR. Roles of inflammation,
neurogenic inflammation, and neuroinflammation
in pain. J Anesth 2019;33:131-9. DOI: 10.1007/
s00540-018-25794.

JiRR, Nackley A, Huh Y, Terrando N, Maixner W.
Neuroinflammation and central sensitization in
chronic and widespread pain. Anesthesiology
2018;129:343-66. doi: 10.1097/ALN.
0000000000002130.



Univ Med

53.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

O’Neill A, Lirk P. Multimodal analgesia.
Anesthesiol Clin 2022;40:455-68. doi: 10.1016/
j-anclin.2022.04.002.

Cata JP, Gorur A, Yuan X, Berg NK, Sood AK,
Eltzschig HK. Role of micro-RNA for pain after
surgery: narrative review of animal and human
studies. Anesth Analg 2020;130:1638-52. doi:
10.1213/ANE.0000000000004767.

Ihmsen H, Schittler J, Jeleazcov C.
Pharmacokinetics of morphine and morphine-6-
glucuronide during postoperative pain therapy
in cardiac surgery patients. Eur J Drug Metab
Pharmacokinet 2021;46:249-63. doi: 10.1007/
s13318-020-00663-z.

Torp KD, Metheny E, Simon LV. Lidocaine toxicity.
Treasure Island (FL): StatPearls Publishing; 2022.
Cruz J, Kather A, Nicolaus K, et al. Acute
postoperative pain in 23 procedures of
gynaecological surgery analysed in a prospective
open registry study on risk factors and
consequences for the patient. Sci Rep 2021;11.
DOI: 10.1038/s41598-021-01597-5.

Paruk F, Chausse J. Monitoring the post surgery
inflammatory host response. JECCM 2019;3:47.
doi: 10.21037/jeccm.2019.08.06.

Loriga B, Di Filippo A, Tofani L, et al.
Postoperative pain after vitreoretinal surgery is
influenced by surgery duration and anesthesia
conduction. Minerva Anestesiol 2019;85:731-7.
doi: 10.23736/S0375-9393.18.13078-1.

60.

61.

62.

63.

65.

Vol 42 No. 2

Wu Y, Tian L, Li C, et al. Factors affecting
sufentanil consumption for intravenous
controlled analgesia after hepatectomy:
retrospective analysis. BMC Anesthesiol
2021;21:308. doi: 10.1186/s12871-021-01526-z.
Hussein A, Torky H, Aly R, et al. Lidocaine vs.
tramadol vs. placebo wound infiltration for post-
cesarean section pain relief: a randomized
controlled trial. J Perinat Med 2022:1073-7. doi:
10.1515/jpm-2021-0624.

Gau TP, Wu SH, Huang JM, et al. Multimodal
analgesia with local wound infiltration and
intravenous parecoxib for thyroidectomy.
Laryngoscope Investig Otolaryngol 2023;59:855.
doi: 10.1002/1i02.635.

Adenekan AT, Aderounmu AA, Wuraola FO, et
al. Feasibility study for a randomized clinical trial
of bupivacaine, lidocaine with adrenaline, or
placebo wound infiltration to reduce
postoperative pain after laparoscopic
cholecystectomy. BJS Open 2019;3:453-60. doi:
10.1002/bjs5.50159.

Raeder J. Pain treatment and prophylaxis on pain.
Curr Opin Anaesthesiol 2022;35:684-90. doi:
10.1097/AC0.0000000000001190.

Jamil K, Qaisar R. The effect of dexamethasone
on postoperative pain in patients after
laparoscopic cholecystectomy. Cureus 2022;14:¢
32067. doi: 10.7759/cureus.32067.

239



