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K DKCIEPTHOMY 3aKJIIOUCHHIO O TPU3HAKAX JIKEHAYKH

B KOMMCPYECKOM TECTUPOBAHNH 110 KOKHBIM y30paM IAaJIbIEB PYK
http://klnran.ru/2016/05/memorandum01-dermatoglifika/

Meta-ananau3 u ROC-anann3 JaHHBIX 1epMaTOrJanuKu

H.H. Xpomos-bopucoe

[ToBTOpeHre — MaTh MO3HAHMS, & BOCIIPOU3BOJMMOCTh PE3YyJIbTaTOB — OCHOBA OCHOB JKCIIE-
PUMEHTAJILHOM HAayKH.

I[O6pOCOBeCTHHe aABTOPbI pa60T 110 I[epMaTOFJ'II/I(bI/IKe YCCTHO MPU3HAKOTCA, YTO UX PC3YJIbTAThI
nporuBopeunBsl. “The contradictory data in the literature on dermatoglyphics in mental disor-
ders suggest the need for further studies on these biological markers in order to identify their
place in the neurodevelopmental etiological model of these diseases (Ahmed-Popova et al.,
2014). It was imperative to discuss several limitations found in the studies that could make this
association as yet unsettled. At this time, it seems unwarranted to conclude that an intrinsic as-
sociation between the fetal development of dermatoglyphic features and the adult affliction with
hypertension has been satisfactorily demonstrated” (Wijerathne et al., 2015).

[TombITKON BBISIBUTH OCHOBHYIO TEHICHIIMIO B TIPOTHBOPEUYMBBIX PE3y/IbTaTax SIBISCTCS MeETa-
aHAJIN3, ¥ TIPEJCTABUTEIN (DUPM, 3aHUMAIOIIUXCSI COMHUTEIIBHBIMU TTPOIISAYPAMHE JTHATHOCTUKH,
B KQUeCTBE CBUCTEIHCTB HAYYHOW 0OOOCHOBAHHOCTH MX METOJIOB YAaCTO CCBHUIAIOTCS HA PE3YIib-
TaThl MeTa-aHaan30B (MA).

B obnactu pepmaTornuduky TakuxX aHATU30B MPOBEICHO Majo, U YK€ 3TO HacTopakuBaeT. Mx
YHCJIO HECPAaBHUMO C KOJIMYECTBOM padOT MO MeTa-aHAINU3Y APYIHMX OMOMEIUIIMHCKUX UCCIIE0-
BaHuii. Hanbospiiee BHUMaHUE UCCIIeI0BATENEH MPUBJICKAET TUIIOTETUYECKAsI CBSA3h OCOOCHHO-
CTeH NaJOHHBIX W/WIH HENANbIIEBBIX KOKHBIX Y30POB C MIM30(pPEHUEH.

B nepBom MeTa-aHann3e CyMMHPOBAHbI JaHHBIE O CBSA3M OCOOCHHOCTEH J1aJJOHHBIX KOKHBIX Y30-
poB ¢ mm3odpenuneit (Bramon et al., 2005a). CobOpaHbl 1aHHbBIE W3 ACBITH MMyOIUKAIHIA, BKIIO-
yatorue B oomel cinoxkHoctd 1303 manuenta u 1102 «xoHTposs». OCHOBHBIM MPU3HAKOM ObLI
nanoHHbIi a-b-rpedueBoii cuer (ABRC). OcHOBHOM Mepoi pa3iuyuii CIYKHJ CTaHIApTH3UPO-
BaHHBIA pasmep shdexra ES (Effect Size). Kak u monoxeHo, KOHEYHBIC pe3yabTaThl MA
HAarJISIHO MPECTaBICHBI B BUJE «IpeBOBUAHBIX rpadukoy (forest plot) (puc. 1).

OObenuHeHHBIN cTaHAapTU3NPOBaHHbIN pazmep 3¢ dekra (ES) cocrasuin 0,39 ¢ 95%-m AU (1o-
BeputenbHbIM uHTepBasioM) ot 0,05 mo 0,73. Iomywennsiii /I He HakpbIBaeT Oe3pa3nuyHOe
3HaueHue pasmepa ddpdexra ESg =0, u GpopmarbHO €ro MOKHO MPHU3HATH CTATHCTUYECKU 3HA-
yuMbIM (P = 0,03), HO TUIIH PU CAMOM CHHUCXOJIUTENLHOM ypoBHE 3HaunMoctu o = 0,05. OnHa-
Ko, ero HmwkHss rpanuna (ES. = 0,05) moutn kacaercs HyneBoro 3HaueHus ESy = 0 (HmkHui
BBITSIHYTBIA pOMO Ha rpaduKe) U, OYEBUIHO, YTO €ro MPaKTHIECKass 3HAYMMOCTh HUYTOXHA. bo-
Jiee TOro, aHAJIM3UpPyeMble BBHIOOPKM OKAa3bIBAIOTCS CTATHCTUYECKU BBICOKO 3HAUYMMO HEOHO-
ponubiMu (P < 0,001). Camu aBTOPBI PEIOCTEPETAIOT, UTO HaOMIOAaeMbie 3(HEKTHI XOTS U CTa-
TUCTUYECKH 3HAUMMBbIE, HO YMEPEHHBIE IO pa3Mepy.
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MeTta-a"Hann3 JaHHBIX
o magonHoM a-b-rpe6ueBom cuete ABRC

MeTta-a"Hann3 JaHHBIX
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Pucynox 1. Conocmasnenue mema-ananuzoe 0anuvix o ceazu oepmamoznughuyeckozo (ABRC) u
anekmouzuonoeuueckozo (amniumyoa eonnvt P300) npusnaxos ¢ wuzogpenueu. Cnedyem 06-
pamumv 6HUMAHUE HA paziuyue 8 macuimabde oceli abCyucc Ha IMuxX epaguxax.

Jlns cpaBHEHHS: T€ e aBTOPBI MPOBEIM METa-aHAIMU3 CBSI3U MEXKJY MMOKa3aTeNs MU BbI3BAaHHBIX
MOTEHITMAJIOB NIPH 300G peHUH st 46 uccieqoBaHui ¢ 00mMMHu 00beMaMu BhIOOpOK 1443 ma-
nueHTa u 1250 «koHTposneii». O0beIuHeHHas CTaHIaPTU3UPOBAHHAS PA3HOCTh ISl aMITTUTYIbI
BosHbl P300 cocraBmma ES = 0,85 ¢ 95%-m I ot 0,65 mo 1,05 (p <0,001) (Bramon et al.,
2004). Takoit pazmep 3¢h¢deKxTa NPUHAITO MHTEPIPETUPOBATh Kak OOJbIIOW. Pe3ynbraThl moj-
TBEPIWIINCH B METa-aHAIM3e ceMeiHbIX maHHbiX (Bramon et al., 2005b): ES = 0,61 ¢ 95%-m 1N
ot 0,30 10 0,91 (p < 0,001). iMeHHO OHM IPEACTABJIECHBI B IPaBOi yacTu puc. 1.

Eme oxgun Gosee coBpeMeHHBIN MeTa-aHaIN3 TaKXKe MOCBSIEH MMPOBEPKE CBA3M MEXIY AepMa-
tornuduueckumu aHomanusmu U mmsodpenueit (Golembo-Smith, 2012). Inst sToro ObutH co-
OpaHbl pe3yNabTaThl 22 uccienoBanuii 3a nepuos ¢ 1968 mo 2012 rr. ¢ obmumMu 06beMaMi BbI-
6opok 1699 nanueHToB u 1736 «xoHTpoJei». ABTOPHI YTBEPKAAIOT, YTO 3HAUUMBbIE, HO MaJble
3¢ eKThI BEISIBICHBI JIJIsl CYMMapHOTO naiblieBoro rpedHeBoro cuera (TFRC) u mis cymmapHo-
ro A-B-naponHoro rpednesoro cyera (TABRC), KOTOpble CHUKEHBI Y HHAWBUIYYMOB C IIH30-
¢dpeHueil Mo cpaBHEHUIO C KOHTpOJSMH. s Bcex APyrux nepMaTOrTu(UYECKUX aHOMAaTHA
3HaunMble 3()(HeKThl He BbIsABIEHBI. KoHeUHbIe pe3ynbTaTel MA HarisiHO MpeICTaBIEHbI B BUJIE
«apeBoBUAHBIX TpadukoBy (forest plot) (puc. 2).

MO’KHO BUAETD, YTO OOJBIINHCTBO JIOBEPUTEITHHBIX HHTEPBAIOB (TOPU30HTAIBHBIC OTPE3KH) JIIS
CTaHIApTU3UPOBAHHBIX pa3mMepoB 3¢ dekTa (ES), Habm0maeMBIX B pa3HbIX pab0Tax, HAKPHIBAIOT
Oe3pazimmuHoe 3HaueHue ESy = 0. D10 03HayaeT, 94To B OOJBITUHCTBE paboT HaOIOAaeMbIe 3 (-
(beKThl CTaTUCTUYECKH He3HauuMbl. CpelnHue 3Ha4deHus As pa3mMepoB dddekra (KBaapaTHBIC
TOYKH) pacrlojiaraloTcs Kak clieBa, TaK U CclpaBa OT BEPTUKAIBHOMN JIMHUU, UCXOAIICH U3 TOUKU
i ESg = 0. Camu cpennue 3HaueHus A pa3MepoB dddekra KonedIoTest OT MpeHeOPEKUMO
masioro (ESmin = 0,01) 1o ymepernoro (ESyax = 0,71). D10 03Hauaer, 4YTO pe3yibTaThl OYCHb
MIPOTUBOPEUYUBHI M CTATUCTHYCCKH UPE3BBIYAITHO BRICOKO I'€TEPOTEHHBI (0 YeM CBUICTEIHLCTBYIOT
BbICOKME 3HaueHUs cratuctuku Q-kpurepust Koxpena: ot 45 mo 151). @opmankHO CBOJHEIC
cpenuue pazmepsl 3pdexra Tompko s TFRC u TABRC oka3pIBalOTCS CTaATUCTUYCCKH YMEPEH-
HO 3HAYUMBIMH, COOTBETCTBEHHO: EStrrc = —0,20, ¢ 95%-m I ot —0,27 1o —0,13 (p < 0,05) u
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EStasrc = —0,31 ¢ 95%-m 1IN ot —0,38 1o —0,24 (p < 0,01). OxHako cToNb Maibie pasMepsl d(h-
dexTa IPUHATO HHTEPIPETUPOBATH KAK MPAKTUYECKH (KITMHUYECKN) HUUTOKHBIC.

TFRC Forest Plot

TABRC Forest Plot

ATD Angle Forest Plot

Q=57,0; p<0,001;
ESmin: 0,01, ESmaX: 0,71,
ESpooted = 0,27 =0,20 13

Q =151,0; p<0,001,
ESmin=0,03; ESmax=1,1;
ESpooted = 0,38 =0,31 0,24

Q =445; p<0,001;
ESmin: 0,01, ESmax: 0,84,
ESpooted= 0,20 0,10 0,01

Pucynok 2. J[pesosudnvie epaghuxu mema-ananuza ceésa3u 0epmamoiupuueckux npusHaKos
(TFRC, TABRC u yena ATD) c wuszogpenuei. Ha epagpuxax cmanoapmuzuposanHulii pazmep
agpghexma ES 0b6o3nauen kax hg.

Tperuil MeTa-aHaiaM3 NOCBSILEH MPOBEPKE I'MIIOTETUYECKOM CBA3M C JMAaOETOM BTOPOro THIIA
(Yohannes, 2015). Cobpanbl cBefenus o 6osee uem 44 000 ormeyarkoB nanbieB u 2300 oTre-
4yaTKOB JasoHell y npumepHo 4400 mHauBHIyyMOB. B kauecTBe Mephl CBS3M € 1MAaOETOM HC-
N0JIb30BaHO OoTHOmIeHUe mancoB (OR) — Juis 4acTOT THIIOB y30pa M CTaHAapTU3UPOBAHHBIN
pasmep 3 dexra (ES) — ms nanmbieBoro rpedHeBoro cuera. Kak u B ciiydasx ¢ IpeIbLayIIMH
MeTa-aHaJN3aMH, HaWJeHbl JMIIb CTATUCTUYECKH YMEPEHHO 3HAaYMMble 3(PQEKThI: CHUKEHUE
nomu nierens (OR = 0,76 ¢ 95%-m JIU ot 0,59 10 0,98) 1 ymeHblieHHEe aGCONMIOTHOTO TATbIIEBO-
ro rpebresoro cuera (ES = —0,19 ¢ 95%-m /I ot —0,33 no —0,04) B rpymiie GosbHBIX arade-
toMm. [Tockonbky BepxHusist rpanunia JIW mist OR. = 0,98 moutu conpukacaercs ¢ 0e3pa3TMIHBIM
3HaueHueM ORg = 1, a Bepxuss rpanuna JAW mis ES = —0,04 moutn kacaetcst 6€3pa3indHOro
3HayeHus ESy = 0, To 06a sdpdexra npakTndeckn nmpeHeOPEKNMO Ml U HE MOTYT HCIIOJIB30-
BaThCS B KAueCTBE JMATHOCTHYECKOTO mpu3Haka (puc. 3-4). [lns Ipyrux cemu jaepMaToriaudu-
YEeCKHUX MPU3HAKOB CTATUCTHUYECKHU 3HAUMMBbIe 3G (eKThl He BbisBIeHb! (I 1151 CBOAHBIX pa3me-
poB 3¢ dexToB HaKphIBaIOT Oe3pa3nunbie 3HaueHuss ORg = 1 wim ESp = 0).

Cnenyer eme pa3 0co00 OTMETHUTh, YTO KaK M B MPEIBIAYIIMX CIy4yasX, BCe aHATU3UPyEeMble
JAaHHBIC CTATUCTUYECCKH YPE3BBIYANHO T€TEPOTCHHBI. 3a MCKIIFOUCHHUEM OJHOI0 BapHaHTa JIaH-
HBIX JUIs1 aOCOTIOTHOTO MaIbIEBOTO TpeOHEeBOro cueta (puc. 4), Uil BCEX OCTaIbHBIX JIEpPMaTo-
rUGUIECKUX TPU3HAKOB 3HAYCHHS TMOKa3aTelsi TeTePreHHOCTH 2 BapbHUpyrOTCs OT 68% 10
98%. Takue 3HaueHUs TMPUHATO MHTEPIPETUPOBATH KaK 3HAYUTENbHBIC, U B TAKUX CIIydasx K
00o0maronmM oreHkam pasmepa 3(h(EeKToB cleayeT OTHOCUTHCS MpPelenbHO HACTOPOKEHHO U
ckenTudecku. [[OMbITKY BBISIBIATH HEKHE TEHICHIINH (HEKHe WHBAPUAHTHI) B CTATUCTUYECKH BhI-
COKO TeTepOreHHBIX Ha0Opax JTAHHBIX YPEBATHl COMHUTEILHBIMH BBIBOIAMH.




Diabetic Healthy Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Burute et al. (2013) 627 1010 591 1000 5.0% 1.13[0.95, 1.36] T
Desai & Hadimani (2013) 567 1000 587 1000 5.0% 0.92[0.77,1.10] T
Ferozkhan & Anjali (2011) 356 1000 596 1000 5.0% 0.37 [0.31, 0.45] E—
Gabriel & Babajide (2004) 264 490 298 518 4.9% 0.86 [0.67, 1.11] T
Marera et al. (2015) 883 1500 884 1500 5.1% 1.00 [0.86, 1.15] -
Mehta & Mehta (2015) 422 1000 626 1000 5.0% 0.44 [0.36, 0.52] _—
Nayak et al. (2015) 341 548 305 524  4.9% 1.18 [0.93, 1.51] T
Ojha & Gupta (2014) 489 1000 573 1000 5.0% 0.71 [0.60, 0.85] —
Pathan & Gosavi (2011) 357 1000 598 1000 5.0% 0.37 [0.31, 0.45] —_—
Rakate & Balbhim (2014) 1711 3499 2119 3499 51% 0.62 [0.57, 0.69] -
Rakate & Zambare (2013) 377 860 528 750 5.0% 0.33[0.27, 0.40] —
Ravindranath & Thomas (1995) 1009 1499 681 1199 5.0% 1.567[1.34, 1.83] —_—
Sachdev (2012) 572 1000 556 1500 5.0% 2.27 [1.93, 2.67) —
Sengupta & Boruah (1996) 431 880 461 790 5.0% 0.69 [0.56, 0.83] —_—
Sharma et al. (2012) 267 500 286 500 4.9% 0.86 [0.67, 1.10] T
Srivastava & Rajasekar (2014) 632 1480 1123 1480 5.0% 0.24[0.20, 0.28] ——
Sumathi & Desai (2007) 567 993 587 1000 5.0% 0.94[0.78, 1.12] —
Taiwo & Adebanjo (2012) 503 842 448 727  5.0% 0.92[0.75,1.13] T
Udoaka & Lawyer-Egbe (2002) 519 900 473 886 5.0% 1.19[0.99, 1.43] ——
Umana et al. (2013) 618 1010 806 1260 5.0% 0.89 [0.75, 1.05] —
Total (95% CI) 22011 22133 100.0% 0.76 [0.59, 0.98] ‘
Total events 11512 13126
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.31; Chi® = 785.77, df = 19 (P < 0.00001); I> = 98% t t t 1
0.2 0.5 1 2 5

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.15 (P = 0.03)

Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Healthy]

Pucynox 3. /[pesosuonviii epagux mema-ananu3a césaszu medxtcoy 4acmomori nemeisb u ouademom

6mopoco muna.

Diabetic Healthy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Burute et al. (2013) 143.36 66.28 101 161.04 63.26 100 26.1% -0.27 [-0.55, 0.01] —
Desai & Hadimani (2013) 168.66 7595 100 171.24 71.68 100 26.2% -0.03 [-0.31, 0.24] -
Ravindranath & Thomas (1995) 166.64 71.62 150 186.84 74.19 120 34.6% -0.28 [-0.52, -0.04] ——
Sharma et al. (2012) 202.76 75,53 50 208.32 57.63 50 13.1% -0.08 [-0.47, 0.31] I
Total (95% CI) 401 370 100.0% -0.19 [-0.33, -0.04] <o
Heterogeneity: Chi2 = 2.32, df =3 (P = 0.51); = 0% _I1 _3 s 5 + t

Test for overall effect: Z = 2.58 (P = 0.010)

Favours [Diabetic]

0.5 1
Favours [Healthy]

Pucynox 4. J]pesosuonviii epaghux mema-ananuza ceazu mexncoy abCoOmHbIM NAIbYesbiM epeo-

HeBbIM cUemom u ouabemom 6mopozco muna.

Diabetic Healthy Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Burute et al. (2013) 315 1010 376 1000 5.0% 0.75[0.63, 0.90] _—
Desai & Hadimani (2013) 399 1000 395 1000 5.0% 1.02[0.85, 1.22] -1
Ferozkhan & Anjali (2011) 582 1000 306 1000 5.0% 3.16 [2.63, 3.80] _—
Gabriel & Babajide (2004) 185 490 156 518 4.9% 1.41[1.08, 1.83] -
Marera et al. (2015) 527 1500 568 1500 5.0% 0.89 [0.77, 1.03] —
Mehta & Mehta (2015) 522 1000 284 1000 5.0% 2.75[2.29, 3.31] —_—
Nayak et al. (2015) 172 548 183 524 4.9% 0.85[0.66, 1.10] T
Qjha & Gupta (2014) 479 1000 373 1000 5.0% 1.55[1.29, 1.85] —_—
Pathan & Gosavi (2011) 578 1000 290 1000 5.0% 3.35[2.79, 4.04] —_—
Rakate & Balbhim (2014) 1689 3499 1213 3499 51% 1.76 [1.60, 1.94] -
Rakate & Zambare (2013) 457 860 192 750 5.0% 3.30 [2.67, 4.07] -
Ravindranath & Thomas (1995) 394 1499 466 1199 5.0% 0.56 [0.48, 0.66] —
Sachdev (2012) 329 1000 889 1500 5.0% 0.34 [0.29, 0.40] —
Sengupta & Boruah (1996) 388 880 309 790 5.0% 1.23[1.01, 1.49] —
Sharma et al. (2012) 209 500 194 500 4.9% 1.13[0.88, 1.46] -T—
Srivastava & Rajasekar (2014) 680 1480 326 1480 5.0% 3.01[2.56, 3.53] —_
Sumathi & Desai (2007) 392 993 395 1000 5.0% 1.00[0.83, 1.20] —
Taiwo & Adebanjo (2012) 253 842 179 727  5.0% 1.32[1.05, 1.65] —
Udoaka & Lawyer-Egbe (2002) 264 900 284 886 5.0% 0.88[0.72, 1.08] —T
Umana et al. (2013) 249 1010 322 1260 5.0% 0.95[0.79, 1.15] —_r
Total (95% CI) 22011 22133 100.0% 1.30[0.98, 1.72] ==
Total events 9063 7700
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.40; Chi? = 936.30, df = 19 (P < 0.00001); 1> = 98% 052 015 ] 2I é

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.83 (P = 0.07)

Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Healthy]

Pucynox 5. Jlpesosuonviii epaghux mema-ananuza cea3u medxcoy uacmomotu 3a6umKo8 u ouaode-

mom emopoco muna.



Diabetic Healthy 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Burute et al. (2013) 68 1010 33 1000 5.0% 2.12[1.38, 3.24]

Desai & Hadimani (2013) 34 1000 18 1000 4.6% 1.92[1.08, 3.42]

Ferozkhan & Anjali (2011) 62 1000 98 1000 5.2% 0.61[0.44, 0.85] n—

Gabriel & Babajide (2004) 41 490 64 518 5.0% 0.65 [0.43, 0.98] —

Marera et al. (2015) 90 1500 48 1500 5.1% 1.93[1.35, 2.76) I
Mehta & Mehta (2015) 55 1000 91 1000 5.1% 0.58[0.41, 0.82] —_—

Nayak et al. (2015) 35 548 36 524 4.8% 0.92 [0.57, 1.50] T

Ojha & Gupta (2014) 32 1000 54 1000 4.9% 0.58 [0.37, 0.90] _—

Pathan & Gosavi (2011) 65 1000 112 1000 5.2% 0.55 [0.40, 0.76] —_—

Rakate & Balbhim (2014) 99 3499 167 3499 53% 0.58 [0.45, 0.75] —_

Rakate & Zambare (2013) 26 860 30 750 4.7% 0.75[0.44, 1.28] —_—
Ravindranath & Thomas (1995) 96 1499 52 1199 5.1% 1.51[1.07, 2.13] —
Sachdev (2012) 99 1000 55 1500 5.2% 2.89 [2.05, 4.06] —
Sengupta & Boruah (1996) 61 880 20 790 4.7% 2.87[1.71, 4.80] —
Sharma et al. (2012) 24 500 20 500 4.5% 1.21[0.66, 2.22] [ e—
Srivastava & Rajasekar (2014) 168 1480 31 1480 5.1% 5.99 [4.05, 8.84] —_—
Sumathi & Desai (2007) 34 993 18 1000 4.6% 1.93[1.08, 3.45] I —
Taiwo & Adebanjo (2012) 86 842 100 727 5.2% 0.71[0.52, 0.97] —

Udoaka & Lawyer-Egbe (2002) 117 900 129 886 5.3% 0.88 [0.67, 1.15] —

Umana et al. (2013) 143 1010 182 1260 5.3% 1.41[1.09, 1.81] _—

Total (95% CI) 22011 22133 100.0% 1.19 [0.88, 1.60]

Total events 1435 1308

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.42; Chi* = 244.91, df = 19 (P < 0.00001); I* = 92% t t

S : 01 02 05 1 2
Test for overall effect: Z=1.12 (P = 0.26) Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Healthy]

Pucynox 6. Jlpesosuonvlii epagux mema-ananuza césizu mexncoy vacmomou oye u ouabemom
8MoOpo2o Mmuna.

Diabetic Healthy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean Sp Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Burute et al. (2013) 110.11 4049 101 12012 319 100 11.4% -0.27 [-0.55, 0.00] —
Desai & Hadimani (2013) 127.29 40.36 100 130.59 38.89 100 11.4% -0.08 [-0.36, 0.19] e
Fuller (1973) 132.19 4499 68 145.18 50.49 825 11.8%  -0.26(-0.51,-0.01] —
Karim & Saleem (2014) 114.31 35.93 50 98.67 3848 50 10.0% 0.42 [0.02, 0.81] —
Ojha & Gupta (2014) 85.27 19.98 100 74.12 2367 100 11.4% 0.51[0.23,0.79] —_—
Ravindranath & Thomas (1995) 133.14 39.94 150 139.15 39.47 120 11.8% -0.15 [-0.39, 0.09] ay
Sengupta & Boruah (1996) 113.7 39.54 83 142.04 36.35 83 11.0%  -0.74[-1.06, -0.43] —_—
Sharma et al. (2012) 140.04 35.59 50 14253 25.84 50 10.1% -0.08 [-0.47, 0.31] —T
Taiwo & Adebanijo (2012) 103 3849 B84 883 3161 73 11.0% 0.41[0.10, 0.73] —
Total (95% CI) 786 1501 100.0%  -0.03 [-0.29, 0.22] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.13; Chi = 53.07, df = 8 (P < 0.00001); 12 = 85% + _51 ) 1’| é
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.26 (P = 0.79) Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Heathy]

Pucyrnok 7. /[pesosudnulii epaghux mema-ananuza césa3u Mexicoy 00uum naiblyyesbim epeoHesbim
cuemom (TFRC) u ouabemom emopozo muna.

Diabetic Healthy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Bala et al. (2015) 47.48 1555 70 43.15 11.19 70 19.0% 0.32 [-0.02, 0.65] e =
Pathan & Hashmi (2013) 6825 8.35 100 70.8 8.11 100 21.5% -0.31 [-0.59, -0.03] I
Sharma et al. (2012) 77.84 925 50 756 1038 50 16.4% 0.23[-0.17, 0.62] 5 el
Sudagar et al. (2014) 6994 10.68 300 69.78 10.33 300 27.1% 0.02 [-0.14, 0.18] -
Sumathi & Desai (2007) 7427 11.14 60 78.35 11.72 40 16.1% -0.36 [-0.76, 0.05] o
Total (95% CI) 580 560 100.0% -0.02 [-0.25, 0.21] *
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.05; Chi? = 12.41, df =4 (P = 0.01); I = 68% -52 —‘:I ) _f él

Test for overall effect: Z=0.18 (P = 0.85) Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Healthy]

Pucynox 8. Jlpeeosuonulil epagux mema-ananiusa cea3u mexncoy o0uwuM 1a0OHHbIM
A-B-epebneswvim cuemom (TABRC) u ouabemom emopoco muna.



Diabetic Healthy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bala et al. (2015) 86.68 13.7 70 9045 1436 70 99% -0.27 [-0.60, 0.07] —
Desai & Hadimani (2013) 82.12 9.56 80 8264 1049 126 102% -0.05 [-0.33, 0.23] T
Gabriel & Babajide (2004) 779 5.73 49 82.05 6.5 52 9.4% -0.67 [-1.07, -0.27] e —
Mittal & Lala (2013) 826 7.93 100 7873 373 100 10.2% 0.62 [0.34, 0.91] —
Ojha & Gupta (2014) 84.17 11.02 100 81.08 888 100 10.2% 0.31[0.03, 0.59] —
Pathan & Hashmi (2013) 77.85 832 100 7822 768 100 10.2% -0.05 [-0.32, 0.23] I
Rajanigandha et al. (2006) 108.58 22.69 112 89.43 1066 142 10.3% 1.12[0.85, 1.39] -
Sharma et al. (2012) 85.88 14.82 50 80.28 144 50 95% 0.38 [-0.02, 0.78] |
Sudagar et al. (2014) 40.85 5787 150 41.91 5247 150 10.5% -0.19 [-0.42, 0.04] —
Trivedi et al. (2014) 8545 1442 50 81.08 1028 50 95% 0.35 [-0.05, 0.74] T
Total (95% CI) 861 940 100.0% 0.16 [-0.16, 0.48] ?

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.24; Chi? = 99.30, df = 9 (P < 0.00001); I = 91% +

Test for overall effect: Z=0.99 (P = 0.32) Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Heathy]
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Pucynox 9. Jlpesosuonuiii epagpux mema-ananuza césazu medncoy 1adonuvim yeiom A-T-D
(TABRC) u ouabemom emopozo muna.

Diabetic Healthy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bala et al. (2015) 11547 9.15 70 116.56 10.18 70 24.5% -0.11 [-0.44, 0.22] —_—
Mittal & Lala (2013) 116.88 7.14 100 118.83 7.64 100 26.8% -0.26 [-0.54, 0.02] e {
Ojha & Gupta (2014) ~ 117.77 1313 100 113.33 1213 100 26.8% 0.35[0.07, 0.63] —
Sharma et al. (2012) 113.08 132 50 11598 13.38 50 21.9% -0.22 [-0.61, 0.18] . —

Total (95% Cl) 320 320 100.0% -0.05 [-0.35, 0.25] -*-
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.07; Chi? = 10.89, df = 3 (P = 0.01); 2= 72%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.33 (P =0.74)

+ t +
05 0 05 1
Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Heathy]

Lt

Pucynox 10. [pesosuonwiii epagpux mema-ananuza ceszu meicoy aadonuvim yerom D-A-T (DAT)
u ouabemom 6mopoco mund.

Diabetic Healthy Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Bala et al. (2015) 157.44 1341 70 15299 141 70 24.8% 0.33 [-0.01, 0.66] =
Mittal & Lala (2013) 160.52 5.12 100 162.44 3.96 100 26.1% -0.42 [-0.70, -0.14] —.—
Ojha & Gupta (2014) 157.82 14.51 100 165.86 10.58 100 26.0% -0.63 [-0.91, -0.35] —
Sharma et al. (2012) 161 9.92 50 164.54 10.32 50 23.2% -0.35 [-0.74, 0.05] —
o, © - -
Total (95% Cl) 320 320 100.0% 0.27 [-0.68, 0.13] . q’ . .

Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.14; Chi2 = 19.43, df = 3 (P = 0.0002); 1> = 85%

T T
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.32 (P = 0.19) -2 -1 0 1 2

Favours [Diabetic] Favours [Heathy]
Pucynox 10. [{pesosuonwiii epagpux mema-ananusa ceszu mexcoy aadounvim yenom A-D-T (ADT)
u ouabemom 6mopoco mund.

CoBpeMEeHHBIM METO/I0M aHaJIM3a MHPOPMATUBHOCTH (pacro3HaBaTeIbHON U MpeacKa3aTeIbHON
criocoOHocTel) nuarHoctunyeckux tectoB saBisercds ROC-ananu3. K oleHke nTuarHocTUdeckoi
uHpOpPMaTUBHOCTHU JAepMmarormuduueckux npusHakoB ROC-aHanu3 Obl1 MPUMEHEH COBCEM He-
nasao (Morris et al., 2016). OxHuM U3 HETOCTATKOB IepMATOTIU(UKU SBISIETCS OTCYTCTBHE
CTAHAAPTH3AIUHU TIOJCUETOB M W3MEpeHUH. JlepMaTorimpuCThl MOCTOSIHHO MOJEPHUZHUPYIOT
CBOM METOJIBI, UTO 3aTPYIHSET COMOCTABICHUE PE3yIbTaTOB Pa3HBIX padoT. locTaTouHO HAMIOM-
HUTb, YTO TPEOHEBOW CUET y AYT M3-3a OTCYTCTBHUS TPHPAANYCa OOBIYHO NMPUPABHUBACTCS K HY-
a0 (cM., Hanpumep, XuTh U 1p., 2013), ograko Masyp (2009) neitanacek aenaTh TaKue MojcUe-
ThI. ECITM TIpUCYTCTBYIOT JiBa TpUpaaMyca, TO 3a TPeOHEBOW cYeT OOBIYHO MPHHUMAETCS 0OJb-
1Iee 3Ha4eHue, OJJHAKO HEJaBHO MPEITI0KEHO UCTIONB30BaTh MOyCyMMY ABYX 3HaueHuit (Morris
et al., 2016). DTu e aBTOPBI OTMEYAIOT OOJIBIIYIO JIONIO CyOBEKTHBH3MA NPU OOBIYHBIX (pyd-
HBIX) MO/ICYETaX U U3MEPEHUIX U MPEUIOKUIN BOCIOIB30BATHCS 00JIee CI0KHBIMU M U30LIPEH-
HBIMH KOMITbIOTEPU3HPOBAHHBIMU IPOIElypaMH paclio3HaBaHHsl 00pa3oB, KOTOpbIE yXke JaBHO
UCTIOJB3YIOTCS B TAKTHJIOCKOIIMM U OCHOBAHBI HA BEHBIIET-aHAIIN3E, XOPOIIIO TMPUCTIOCOOTICHHOM
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JUTS. U3YYEHUS] CHTHAJIOB M M300pakeHUi. Mcrmonb3yst ATOT MOAXO0M, OHU BBIYUCIISUTH 3HAYCHHS
ACHMMETPUH TMaJbIEBBIX Y30POB M OLIEHWIN WX MPUTOJAHOCTD JUIsl IMATHOCTUKH UadeTa MepBo-
ro u BToporo tunoB ¢ nomomipto ROC-ananu3a. MHTErpaqpHbIM MMOKa3aTeIeM B STOM clydae
spisiercss AUC (tumomans non ROC-kpusoit). 3nauenue AUCy = 0,5 sBisiercst 6e3pa3nuaHbIM.
Uewm nanpiiie KpUBasi OTKIIOHSETCS OT «Oe3pa3InyHOM» JUArOHAH, TEM JTy4llle JUArHOCTHYECKast
crocoOHoCTh mokasatelis. Tosbko ais map yerBepThix (V) u nateix (V) nansues 95%-e¢ AU mis
AUC ne nakpeBanu 6e3paznuunoe 3nadenne AUC, = 0,5, T.e. cTatucTidecku 3HaYMMO OTIINYa-
JMCh OT ATOTO 3HaveHus. boyiee WM MeHee MPUTOAHBIMH JIJISl JUATHOCTHKH TPUHITO CUYHUTATh
sHauenust AUC > 0,75, oHaKO HU OJTHO W3 TOJIYYCHHBIX 3HAYEHUH HE YIOBJICTBOPSET ATOMY
TPeOOBaHUIO: BO BCEX ATHX YETHIpEX CIydasx 3HaueHUs i HWKHHUX rpaHun 95%-x AU mis
AUC ne npeBbimanu 3nadenue 0,75. 9To o3Ha4aeT, 4TO MPEIOKEHHBIC aBTOPAMU BEHBIICT-
OIICHKU aCHMMETPHH MAIBIIEBBIX Y30POB BPSII JIM HAWAYT MPAKTUYSCKOE MPUMEHEHHE IS JHa-
THOCTHKH THa0eTOB.

ROC Curve ROC Curve
r Over 40 years of age N Over 40 years of age _
A B
I
P IS E’ 0.64
3 3
z g
& . @ o
’ "l i} _r? \'-',‘ |'wrﬁ ﬁ!i ‘_I'w UU 'w"\ r-'; F-Ia ‘\IF- 'IIR 5"1
1 - Specificity 1 - Specificity
AUC = 0,43 0,74 091, P = 0,04 AUC = 0,59 0,74 088 P = 0,02
ROC Curve ROC Curve
Qver 40 years of age - Over 40 years of age I
10 —
C D ]
0.5 89
> 061 2 06
z 5 —
f F
‘g 0 g 0.4
0 0.2
or T- T T T T T 0.0 U T T T T T
00 02 04 06 0.8 10 00 02 04 06 0.8 10
1 - Specificity 1 - Specificity
AUC = 0,64 0,80 0,96, P = 0,008 AUC = 0,70 0,85 1,00, P = 0,003

Pucynox 11. ROC-kpuevie 05 8uzyanuzayuu npedckazamenbHou cnocooHocmu eelignent-
3HAYeHUll NaIbYesoll acummempuu 01s ouabema emopozo muna (A — nanvywl IV, B — nanvysi
V) u ons ouabema nepsozco muna (C — nanvywt IV, D — nanvyst V). B 6ude noocmpounuxos
VKasauwl HudicHue u eepxuue panuysl 95%-x {1 ons AUC.
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@DaKTUYECKH 3TUM IMPUMEpPaMU HCUYEPIBIBAIOTCA PabOTHI MO MPOBEPKE MPUTOJHOCTU JAepMaTo-
MU(UKY JUISE MEIULIMHCKUX 1IeJIeH, 4YTO COBEPIIEHHO HECOMOCTAaBUMO C KOJHMYECTBOM IMyOInKa-
IUHA O JIWAarHOCTUYECKHX TECTaX, KOI/la OHU JACWCTBUTEIHHO MMEIOT PeajbHOE MPaKTUYECKOoe
PUMEHEHHE.

He npoBeneHo HHUKakuX MOJOOHBIX IMPOBEPOK MPUMEHUMOCTH JIEPMATOTIU(PUKUA K TECTUPOBa-
HUIO «YHUKAJIbHBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH U CIIOCOOHOCTEM, 3aJI0’KEHHBIX B YEJIOBEKA MPUPOAON», «CIO-
coOHOCTEW B TOM WJIM MHOM BHJE CIOPTA, HAMIPABJICHUU JEATEIBHOCTH, «CIIOCOOHOCTEH B KO-
OpPIMHAIIMOHHBIX BUAAX CIIOPTA CO CIOXKHOW OMOMEXaHMKOW JABUTATENbHBIX NEHCTBUIN, «KOOP-
JTUHAIMK, YMEHUS COXPAHATH PABHOBECHE UM BBIMIOJHEHHS CJIOXKHBIX MAaHEBPOBY, «YMEHHS XO-
POIIIO OPUEHTHUPOBATHCS B UTPOBBIX CHTYAIHSIX», «CIOCOOHOCTH MPOTHO3UPOBATH BO3MOXKHOE
HATPABIICHUSI Pa3BUTHUsS aTaKW MPOTHUBHUKAY», «OTICPATUBHOTO MPHHATUS PEHICHHS TPU BBIOOpE
MO3UIUNY», KAHTEPECOB U MOTPEOHOCTEH, BRIPAKEHHBIX Y YEIIOBEKAY», «TUIA JIMIHOCTHY, «IIPE-
MOYTUTEIIBHOTO MPOQHILHOTO 00pa30BaHUM», «HAIMPABICHHUS NPO(HECCUOHATHLHOU IeATeIhHO-
CTH», «aKTUBHOCTH KOMMYHUKATHUBHOU JEATEIBHOCTUY, «(U3HMUECKOTO MOTEHINANaY, «hu3nde-
CKHUX BO3MOXKHOCTEW U BBIHOCIHUBOCTH», <«IIPEAPACIOIOKEHHOCTH K IMOMCKY HECTaHAapTHBIX
pelIeHui JUIsi CTaHJAPTHBIX 33/1a4», «CIOCOOHOCTH BOIUIOIIATH B JKU3Hb MU JIPYTHX UYJICHOB
KOJUIEKTHUBAY, «IIPEANOYTEHHUS YETKOTO pacHpeeseHUs 3aa4 MEX1y YIaCTHUKAMH MPOIECCay,
«CTOCOOHOCTH JIONTO 3aHUMAThCS PYTUHHOH M MOHOTOHHOW pabOoTOi», «IOIydeHHs yJOBOJIb-
CTBUSI OT COBEPIICHCTBOBAHHS HABBIKOBY, «IIPEIAPACIIOIIOKCHHOCTH OpPraHW3Ma K pPa3InIHBIM
3200JICBAHUSIMY, «COMATHYECKHUX IMATOJIOTUNY, «IIPEIPACIIONOKEHHOCTH K TOJTHOTEY», «CTEIICHU
BBIPXCHHOCTH ITOW MPEAPACIIONOKECHHOCTHY, «BIIMSHHS AIKOTOJIS, «(PU3HOIOTHISCKHX OCO-
OCHHOCTEI», «TEeMIEPaMEHTa», «OPHUEHTUPYEMOCTH MPHU JOCTHKEHUU IIeNiel U MOCTaBJICHHBIX
3a[1a4», «YPOBHS U CTUJIS BOCIIPHUATHS HOBOM MHGOPMAIIUNY, «PA3TUYHBIX 3aBUCUMOCTEH U MPH-
BS3aHHOCTEH (K JFOASIM, KOMITBIOTEPHBIM HTPaM, cepraliaM, alKoTOoII0)», «ITOTeHIIMaIa HEPBHON
CUCTEMBI», «IIEPEKII0YaeMOCTH C OJHOTO BUJA JIEATEIHHOCTH Ha JPYTOi», «CIOCOOHOCTH KOH-
[IEHTPUPOBATh BHUMAHHE B TEUCHHUE MTPOJIOJKUTEILHOTO BPEMEHIY, «yCTOWIMBOCTH K BHEIITHUM
pa3ApaXUTENSIM», «CITOCOOHOCTH YACPKUBATh OOJBIION 00beM HH(POPMAIIHHY, «CTTIOCOOHOCTH B
CUTYaIlUU CTpecca MPUHUMATh TPE3BBIC PEHICHUS M COXPAHSITh CIIOKOHCTBUE, «THUIIA TIOBEIICH-
YECKOW aJlanTaIliiy, «THUIA BOCHPHUSTHS HOBU3HBI), «(PYHKIIMOHAIHHOTO CTATyCa JIMYHOCTH,
«aCCOILMATUBHBIX CMOCOOHOCTE», «aHATMTUYECKUX CIOCOOHOCTEH», «KOMMYHHMKAOEIHHOCTH,
«pPEYEBBIX CIMOCOOHOCTEN», «PEAKTUBHOCTUY, «BBIHOCIUBOCTHY, «KOOPAMHUPOBAHHOCTHY, «10-
MUHAHTHOCTH», «QKCTPABEPCUNY», «MHTPABEPCUMNY», IICUXO(PU3UOIOTUYECKOTO CTATyCca», <«JTUY-
HOCTHBIX XapaKTePUCTHUK», — BCET0 TOTO, YTO OOEMIAIOT MPOTECTUPOBATh JEPMATOTIN(PUCTHI B
CBOMX PEKJIAMHBIX MTPOCIIEKTAX.
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