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AKTYAJIbHOCTb: 3ndockonudeckas noocausucmas ouccekyus (31[) ssnsemcsa cospemeHHbIM 3¢pekmusHsIM Memodom sleveHUs nayueHmos
¢ 006pOKayecmseHHbIMU 3NUMENUATbHBIMU ONYXOAAMU U PAHHUMU hopMamu paka moacmoil KuwKu. lpumeHeHue Makozo mexHUYecKo2o npuema
npu 301/}, kak co30aHue moHHena («KapmaHa») 8 NOOCAUUCMOM C/l0e NOO ONYX0JbIo, CO30aem YCN08UA 014 YNy4YUeHUs Kayecmsa onepayuoH-
HO20 Npenapama u CHUXeHUs Yacmomsl e2o ppazmeHmayuu.

LEJIb UCCIIELOBAHNA: usyqums 3¢ppexmusHocms u 6esonacHocms monHensHod 314 (T3M14) 8 cpasHeruu ¢ knaccuyeckol 3N (K3M4) npu
JledeHuU a0eHoM U paHHUX (opm paka moacmodll KUWKU.

MATEPUAJIbI M METO/IbI: nouck numepamypsl U Mema-aHanu3 npou3soouscs 8 coomsemcmsuu ¢ pekomeHoayuamu PRISMA npu nomowu nouc-
Kool cucmems! PUBMED 8 snekmporHoli 6aze Medline 6e3 oepaHuyeHus damsi nybaukayuu cpedu aHanos3si4Hol aumepamypsl. B cucmemamu-
Yeckuli 0630p BKIOYEHbI BCe UCCEA0BAHUS, NOCBALYEHHbIE CPABHEHUIO MOHHENbHO20 U Kaaccuyeckozo memodos 3M1/.

PE3YJIbTAThI: 8 aHanu3 sktodeHsl 4 uccnedosanus (1422 6onbHblx, 458 8 epynne T3 u 961 8 epynne K3IMJ). [pynnsi 6einu conocmasu-
mbl no Konudecmsy adeHom (OlLI=1,25; 95% [jN=0.87-1,79; p=0,22), adeHokapyurom (OLL=0,96; 95% [iN=0,49-1,87; p=0,90),no pasmepam
Hogoobpasosaruli (95% AN=-6,26-1,22; p=0,19) u no Hanuyuio nodcrusucmoeo ubposza (p=0,69). llo yacmome UHMPAONEPAUUOHHBIX KPO-
someyeruli (Ol=1,24; 95% [V 0,53-2,88; p=0,61) docmosepHbix pasnuyuli nomyyeHo He 6bi10, 0OHAKO, nepopayuu dawe BO3HUKANU npu
ucnons3osanuu KA (0W=0,35; 95% AN=0,15-0,83; p=0,02). K3/ 3aHuman docmosepHo bonbwe spemeHu 8 cpasHeruu ¢ T3/ (0ll=-19,1;
95% [IN=-33,89-4,45; p=0,01). Yacmoma pesekyuli en bloc (Oll= 16,06; 95% [JN=4,95-52,11; p<0,0001) u RO-pesexyuii (OLUI=3,28; 95%
[N=1,30-8,32; p=0,01) 6binu docmosepHo bonbwe npu TIJ.

3AKJIIOYEHNE: moHHenbHbIlG Memod nodcauzucmoli duccekyuu ssnsemcs 3ggekmusHol u 6e3onacHoli ansmepHamuBsol Kaaccudeckomy memo-
dy. 00Hako, 8 Hacmosuwee spems ommeyaemcs HeOOCMAMoK OGHHbIX OIS pewleHus 8onpoca o ssibope Memoda nodcauzucmoli uccekyuu npu
KpYNHbIx a0eHoMax u paHHux popmax paka moacmodi KUwKu, 4ymo mpebyem 0ansHelWux CpasHUmMesbHbIX Uccne008aHud.

[Knwoyesole cnosa: 3H0ockonudeckaa nodcau3ucmas OUCCeKyusA; KapMaHHbIi Memood; MOHHeNbHbIi Memod]
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BACKGROUND: endoscopic submucosal dissection (ESD) is a modern effective method for patients with benign epithelial tumors and early
colorectal cancer.

The use of such a technique for ESD as a submucosal tunnel (‘pocket’) — creation under a tumor creates conditions for improving the surgical
specimen qualityand reducingfragmentationrate.

Aim: to study the effectiveness and safety of the tunnel method of ESD (TESD) in comparison with classical ESD (CESD) in colorectal adenomas
and early colorectal cancer.

MATERIALS AND METHODS: literature search and meta-analysis were performed in accordance with the PRISMA recommendations using the
PUBMED search system in the Medline electronic database without limiting publication datesin the English language literature. The systematic
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review included all the studies on comparison of the tunnel and classical ESD methods.

RESULTS: the analysis included 4 studies (1,422 patients, 458 in the TESD group and 961 in the CESD group). The groups were comparable in the
number of adenomas (OR=1.25; 95% (I=0.87-1.79; p=0.22), adenocarcinomas (OR=0.96; 95% (I=0.49-1.87; p=0.90), in the size of neoplasms
(95% (I=-6.26-1.22; p=0.19), and in the presence of submucosal fibrosis (p=0.69). There were no significant differences in intraoperative
bleeding rate (OR=1.24; 95% (I=0.53-2.88; p=0.61); however, perforations occurred more often when using CESD (OR= 0.35; 95% (1=0.15-0.83;
p=0.02). The CESD took significantly longer time than the TESD (OR=-19.1; 95% (I=33.89-4.45; p=0.01). The frequency of en bloc resections
(OR=16.06; 95% (I=4.95-52.11; p<0.0001) and RO-resections (OR=3.28; 95% (I=1.30-8.32; p=0.01) were significantly higher in the TESD.
CONCLUSION: the tunnel method of endoscopic submucosal dissection is an effective and safe alternative to the classical method. However,
there is currently a lack of data for the choice of submucosal dissection method for large colorectal adenomas and early colorectal cancer, which
requires further comparative studies.
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BBEOEHWE

B HacTosiwee Bpems umeeTcs 6OMblIOE KOAUYECTBO
IHOOCKONUYECKUX METOAO0B, NO3BOASAIWMX GE30MacHo
yAansTb HOBOOOPa30BaHUA TONCTON KMUWKK. Takue 0THO-
CUTENIbHO MPOCTble M PacnpoCTpaHEHHbIe MeTofbl, Kak
JHAOCKOMMYECKAs MYKO33KTOMUA W 3EKTPOIKCLUM3UA
UMeIOT pAJ, HeraTUBHbIX 0COGEHHOCTE, TaKMUX KaKk dpar-
MEHTaLMA M CHUXEHUEe KayecTBa ONEepaLyoHHOro npe-
napara, 4To 3aTpyAHAET OCYLWeCTBAEHUE MOSHOLEHHOIA
mopdonornyeckoii oueHkm [1].

[ns npeofoneHns 3TUX HepoCTaTKOB Obil pa3paboTaH
MeTo[, 3HLOCKOMUYECKOW AUCCEKLWU B MOACIM3UCTOM
cnoe (3N) [1], KoTopblit NO3BOAUA YAYYLWKUTL KAYECTBO
yoanseMoro npenapara, yBeanuus 4actoty RO-pesekumu
00 90% 1 cHM3MB ypoBeHb hparmeHTaLum go 10% [2,3].
OpHako, nNpu KpynHbIX HOBOOOpa3oBaHuax (6onee 40
MM), yactoTa RO-pesekuun MoxeT cHuxatbcs Ao 70%,
YTO CBA3AHO C TEXHUYECKUMU TPYAHOCTAMMW BU3YaIu-
3auMmu NOACAU3NUCTOTO COA MPU KPYMHBIX ONYXONAX U
BEAET K ynaneHnio HoBoobpa3oBaHua nyTem ero dpar-
MeHTauum [4-6]. Knaccuyeckas metoguka MM npeg-
rnonaraet BBel€HMEe pacTBopa B CYOMYKO3HbIN CNOii NOA
onyxonblo («MMATUHT) U LUPKYNAPHOE pacceyeHue
CNIM3UCTON BOKPYF OMYXOJW Ha PaccTOAHUM He MeHee 1
MM. Ha cnepytowem sTane HauyMHAlOT BbINMONHATL OTAe-
JIeHWe NOJCAU3UCTON OCHOBbI OT MbILIEYHOW 0OO0NOYUKM.
Mpu 3TOM, paHee BBEAEHHbIN pacTBOp A NUGTUHTA
HayMHaeT BbITEKATb MO BCEW ANWUHE OMNEpaLUOHHOW
paHbl, YTO CyLECTBEHHO 3aTpyaHAeT auddepeHunpos-
Ky cnoeB. 3To TpebyeT 4acToro NOBTOPHOTO BBELEHUS
pacTBopa, HEpeKo COMpPOBOXAAtolerocs obpa3oBaHu-
€M remaToM U Apyrux He6naronpuATHbIX NOCNELCTBUI,
VXYALAIOWMX BU3YANU3aALMIO.

B kauyecTBe coBeplEHCTBOBAHUA TEXHUKN BbINONHEHNS
3N[, 6610 NpeanoxeH METOA CO3AaHNUA TOHHENs («Kap-
MaHa») B MOACAM3UCTOM ClOe MOJ OMyXONblo MyTeM
pacceyeHus CAU3UCTON TONbKO C OAHOrO M3 Kpaés
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HOBOOOpa30BaHWA, 4YTO MO3BONAET COXPAHATb aAfeK-
BaTHbI TUMTUHT HA MPOTAXKEHWUU BCEro BMeELIATENb-
CTBa, CO3[aBas /yylne ycnoBua AN GOpMUPOBAHUSA
KayeCTBEHHOTO yAanseMoro npenapara, He npuberas
K ero ¢parmeHTauuu [7-9]. Metoa nonyuun HasBaHue
TOHHENbHOM 3HLOCKONNYECKOW [UCCEKLMU B MOACAH-
3uctom cnoe (T3NN).

LLESTb

Llenb paHHOro meta-aHanusa — cpaBHeHue 3dhdeKTus-
HoCTM n 6GesonacHocTu knaccuyeckoi 3NM (K3INA)
n TINA.

MATEPUATTBI 1 METObI

CuctemaTnyecknii 0630p M MeTa-aHanau3 BbIMOJHEHbI
B COOTBETCTBUU C pekoMmeHpauuamu PRISMA npu nomo-
wu nouckosoi cuctembl PUBMED B anekTpoHHoil 6ase
Medline 6e3 orpaHuyeHus patbl nybauMKauuu cpeam
aHrmnosnA3blyHoi nutepatypel [10]. Mouck nposopumn-
ca no knoyeBbiM cnoBam: «Endoscopic submucosal
dissection», «pocket-creation», «endoscopic tunnely.
B cuctematuyeckunit 0630p BOWAM BCE WUCCIEAOBaHUS,
noceaweHHble cpasHeHuto K3MNA wu TINA. B wuccne-
LOBaHME BK/IIOYANNUCh MOSHOTEKCTOBbIE AHIOA3bIYHbIE
cTatby.

Bbino o6HapyxeHO 284 uccnefoBaHWs, COLEPIKALLUX
KntoyeBble cnosa. lpu npoBefeHUN CKPUHUHFA 3TUX
paboT M3 HKx 6bl0 0TOGpaHO 87 UccnefoBaHMil. 3aTem
nyTem aHanusa ObiNM UCKIKYeHbl 78 uccnefoBaHuii
no NpUMeHeHWI0 AaHHOW METOAMKM Npu 3aboneBaHUAX
ApYrUX NoKanusauuii: nuueBoaa, Xenyaka, 12-nepcr-
HOM KUILKMW, OBHO UCCNEA0BAHNE HA KMBOTHbLIX U 6 ONU-
CaHU KNMHMYEeCKMUX ciyyaeB. Takxe ObINO UCKIIOYEHO
1 06cepBaLMOHHOE UCCNE[OBaHNWE, B KOTOPOM OMUCHI-
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BaJMCb MpefBapuUTeNbHble pe3ynbTaThl JIeYeHUs nauu-
€HTOB C OMyXONAMU MPAMON KUWKKU C NPUMEHEHUEM
TaNn[. Cnepyer oTMeTWTb, YTO B AOCTYMHOM HayyHOM
JNTepaType OTCYTCTBYIOT MPAMbIE CPaBHEHUS TOHHENb-
Horo u knaccuyeckoro metoga 3M[I npu Tonbko Kpyn-
Hbix (6onee 30 MM) 3NUTEAMUANBHBIX ONYXONAX TOJCTOIA
KUIWKK. B KOHEYHOM UTOTe B METa-aHanu3 Gblan BKIOYe-
Hbl 4 UccnefoBaHna — 1 NpocnekTUBHOE U 3 peTpocnek-
TUBHBIX UCCNefoBaHMsA. Takum 06pa3oM, B MeTa-aHau3
OblIM BKNOYEHBI 1422 nalneHTa, U3 HUX 458 — B rpynne
T3NL4 n 964 — B rpynne K3MNM.

CpaBHuTtenbHbI aHanu3 metogos TIMNA u KM npo-
BOAMAICA C U3YYEHUEM TaKUX KPUTEPUEB KaK pa3mepsl
yOANeHHbIX ONYXONel, WX TUCTONOrMYecKas CTPYKTypa
(apeHoMa/afeHOKapLuMHOMA), Hanuumne Grubposa B Noa-
CNU3UCTOM CJI0e, 4acToTa W XapaKTep OCIO0XHEHWi
(kpoBoTeyeHns u nepcdopauuu), NPOJOMKUTENBHOCTD
KaXX[oro M3 MeTofoB (MMH.), YacToTa pesekunii en bloc
u yactoTa RO-pe3ekuun.

CTATUCTUYECKMM AHANTNG

Cratuctuyeckun aHanu3 npu nNpAMOM CpaBHEHUU
MeTOfMK MPOBOAWAM MPU MOMOLM nporpamMmbl Review
Manager 5.3. CymmapHoe 3HauyeHuWe [AUXOTOMUYE-
CKMX AAHHbIX MPefCTaBleHO B BUAE OTHOLWEHWA WaH-
cos (OW) c 95% poseputensHbiM MHTepBanom (OU).
CraTucTnyeckyto reTeporeHHOCTb Cpeau WCCNefoBaHuiA
OLeHMBanu ¢ nomolybto x? Tecta. CraTMCTUYeCKU 3HaYM-
MOi4 reTeporeHHoCTbIo cynTanu I12>50% u p<0,1.

PE3YJIbTATHI

[laHHble 0 pa3mepax yAaneHHbIX OMyxonenl co 3Haye-
HUAMKU CTAHAAPTHOrO OTKNOHEHUs 6blAN 06HAPYKEHDI
B 2 uccneposanuax (Puc. 2). Mpu cratuctnyeckom
aHanu3e pa3MepoB 06pa3oBaHMil NO pesynbTataM Mop-
thonornyeckoro nccnefoBaHus onepaLmMoHHbIX Npena-
patos, B rpynne T3M[ pa3mep B cpegHem Gbin Gonblue
Ha 2,5 mm, yem B rpynne K3M[, ogHako pasnuuus He
ObIIN CTAaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMBI (95% OWN= -6,26-1,22;
p=0,19).

[laHHbIe 0 TMCTONOTNYECKON CTPYKTYpe YAANEHHbIX Omy-
xonei (apeHoma/afeHoKapLUHOMa) MMEeNUCh BO BCEX
4 nybnukaumax. CoOTHOWEHWe afeHOM W ajeHoKap-
umHom coctasuno 3:1. Mexpy rpynnon T3MM u rpyn-
noit K3MNJ no 3ToMy nokasatento JOCTOBEpPHble pa3u-
4us BbisBNeHbl He Obiin (OW=1,25; 95%[1N=0,87-1,79;
p=0,22).

Mo AaHHbIM MHOrMX aBTOPOB, (HMGPO3 MOACAU3UCTOrO
CNos B OCHOBAHUW yAANAEMON ONyxXonu npeacraBaseT
coboii foCTOBepHbIi (haKTOp pUCKA pa3BUTUS MHTpa-
¥ NOCNeonepaLNoHHbIX OCNOXHEHNI, a TaKKe yBenunye-
HUA BeposTHOCTU KoHBepcuu 3N, B TpaHcabAOMUHaANb-
Hoe BMelwarensctso [6] (Puc. 4).

Bbino yCTaHOBNEHO, YTO Uccaegyemble rpynnbl G
COMOCTaBUMbI N0 YacToTe GUOPO3a NOACAUZUCTOrO CNOS
(0W=1,12; 95% [=0,64-1,97; p=0,69).

YacTtota pa3BuTUS MHTPaonepaLMOHHbIX KPOBOTEYEHUH
Take 6blna conocTaBuMMa B 06eux rpynnax (Ol=1,24;
95% [11=0,53-2,88; p=0,61) (Puc. 5).

l My6nukauum, HaitaeHHble B 6a3e Medline (N=284) I

v

l CkpuHuHr nybnukaumnin (N=90) I

NcknioueHsl:

- ny6nuKaLumu, nocBAlLeHHbIe NpumMeHeHuio MM
NpyW BMeLLaTeNbCTBax Ha NMULLEBOAE, eNyfKe
1 12-nepctHoit kuwkm (N=78)

- UccnefioBaHMA Ha MBOTHbIX (N=1)

- KnuHnyeckue ciyyam (N=6)

- 06cepBaLMOHHOE NCCTIe[0BaHME C TPUMEHEHNEM

TOHHENbHOM NOACAN3UCTOI ANCCEKLMN NPU
BMeLuaTeNbCTBax Ha npamoit kuwke (N=1)

A 4

My6nukauuu, Bowegwue B uccnegosaHue (N=4)

PucyHok 1. CkpuHuHe nybaukayudi
Figure 1. Publications screening
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Mpn aHanuM3e 4acToTbl MHTPaonepaLMOHHbIX nepdopa-
LMiA CTEHKM KULWKK ObINO yCcTaHOBAEHO, yTo npu TAMN[ 3T0
OCNOXHEHWe pa3BMBanoch LOCTOBEPHO pexe (0LW=0,35;
95% [11=0,15-0,83; p=0,02) (Puc. 6).
MpogomxkutensHocts TIMN[, 6bina LOCTOBEPHO MEHblE
knaccuyeckoit metoguku (K3NM), B cpegHem, Ha 19 muH.
(OLI=-191; 95% AWN=-33,89-4,45; p=0,01)(Puc. 7).
YacToTa pesekuuii en bloc npu TN, Gbina goctoBepHo

6onblue, yem npu KINJ (OW=16,06; 95% [AN=4,95-52,11;

p<0,0001) (Puc. 8).

Hons RO-pesekuuit 6bina goctosepHo 6onbuie npu TN/
(OLWW=3,28; 95% [1=1,30-8,32; p=0,01) (Puc. 9).

T3N40, Kang, Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Takezawa 35 13 280 35 16 263 4B1% 0.00 [2.46, 2.46]
Yoshida {with fibrosis) m 9 21 34 18 99 283%  -4.00[-8.97, 047
‘rashida {without fibrosis) 31 14 3r 37 148 500 224% -6.00[12.26, 0.26]
Total (95% CI) 338 862 100.0% -2.52[-6.26,1.22]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 5497, ChF=4.36, df=2(F=011), F= 54%

-100

Test for overall effect Z=1.32(F=0.149) -50 TSI‘I,EI,DKGI'I,EL 50 100
PucyHok 2. Pazmepsl onyxoneli 8 epynne T3[1[] u epynne K311/
Figure 2. Tumor sizes in the TESD and the CESD groups

T2na Kang 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

kanamori 40 47 ar 43 107% 0.93[0.249, 3.01] —

Sakamaoto a8 T3 a8 53 16.89% 1.53 [067, 3.48] T

Takezawa 248 Z80 228 263 498% 1.191[0.71,1.89] ——

voshida (with fibrosis) 14 21 63 99 136% 1.14[0.42, 3.09] i

voshida (without fibrosis) 34 ar 438 500 91% 1.60[0.48, 5.38]  —

Total (95% CI) 458 958 100.0% 1.25[0.87, 1.79] [

Total events 394 204

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.70, df= 4 (P =085, F=0% f } } |

Testfor overall effect Z=1.22 (F=022) 0.01 01 TaNL K3ng 10 100
PucyHok 3. Kosuvecmso adeHom 8 epynnax TN u K3
Figure 3. The number of adenomas in the TESD and CESD groups

T3ana K3ann Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup  BEvents Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI

Kanarnari 18 47 18 49 47 .5% 1.07[0.47, 2.44]

Sakamoto a2 73 36 83 52.45% 117054, 2.57]

Total (95% CI) 120 102 100.0% 1.12 [0.64, 1.97]

Total events To a4

Heterogeneity, Chi = 002, df=1{FP=0288F=0% o 0 ] o 100

Test for overall effect Z= 040 (F = 0.649) Tana Kana
PucyHok 4. Yacmoma ¢ubposa 8 noocausucmom cnoe 8 epynne T3 u K3MJ
Figure 4. Submucosal fibrosisincidence in the TESD and CESD groups

Tann Kang 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI

Kanarnoti 447 4 49 339% 1.05 [0.25, 4.45] ——

Sakamaoto 1 73 2 53 120% 0.35[0.03, 4.01]

Takezawa B 280 3 283 36.4% 1.90[0.47, 7.67] — 1

Yoshida fwith fibrosis) 1 pal 1 99 9.0% 4.90[0.29, 81.64]

Yoshida fwithout fibrosis) 0 ar 11 A00 8.7% 047 [0.03,3.82]

Total (95% CI) 458 964 100.0% 1.24[0.53, 2.88] ~<g{fn=

Total events 12 pal

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 265, df=4 (F=062), F=0% I f f |

Testfor owerall effect: Z= 0480 (P =061} 0.01 01 ToNO K3Mn 1o too

PucyHok 5. Yacmoma kposomeyerud npu T3 u K31]
Figure 5. The bleeding incidence in the TESD and CESD groups
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OBCYXIOEHWE PE3YJIBTATOB

B HacToswee Bpems, 3H{OCKOMMYecKas AUCCEKLMS
B nogcnusuctom cnoe (3M[) sensetca metonom BoiGopa
NpU XMPYPruyecKom NIeYeHUU afieHOM U paHHUX GopMm
paka TosicToit kuwkm [11]. Mpu 3TOM U3BECTHBI KNaccu-

yeckas MeToaMKa U TOHHeNbHas. Cnegyer OTMETUTD, YTO
nepBoOHaYaNbHO TOHHENbHBbI cnocob BeinonHeHus 3M[
CTaN NPUMEHATLCA NPU NOKaAM3aLum HoBOOGPa3oBaHUM
B BEPXHUX OTAENaX KeNy[AOYHO-KMUEYHOro TPaKTa, Kak
W Knaccuyeckas metoauka [12].

«KapmaHHbiity cnoco6 3M[ paspabotaH Miura V.
c coaBT. (2015). Ero addekTnBHOCTE M 6E30MACHOCTH

Tangn Kann Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
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PucyHok 6. Yacmoma nepghopayudi npu T34 u K3MJ
Figure 6. Perforations in the TESD and CESD groups
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PucyHok 7. [lpodonxumensHocms onepayuu
Figure 7. Procedure time
T3aN4n Kann Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
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PucyHok 8. Yacmoma pe3sexyuii en bloc npu 73114 u K3M[J
Figure 8. En bloc resections in the TESD and CESD groups
T3aN4n Kann Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
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PucyHok 9. Yacmoma RO-pe3exyuli
Figure 9. RO resection rate in TESD and CESD groups
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BrepBble OblNM NPOLEMOHCTPUPOBAHbI NPU 3IHAOCKO-
NUYECKOM yaaneHuu onyxonei 12-nepCTHOM KULIKM.
ABTOPbI NPULLAN K 3aKJIOYEHUIO, YTO 3@ CYET YBEPEHHON
cTabunu3sauuu MaHUNyNsaTopa 3HLOCKONA B NOACAU3N-
CTOM C/10€, AaHHbI MeTog ABAseTcs Gonee 6e30nacHbIM
npu TPYAHbIX JlOKanu3auusx HoBooOGpasoBaHuit [13].
Bnpouem, Yuyong Tan 1 coaBT. CYMTAIOT, 4TO Npeano-
EHHbIA Miura 1 CoaBT., «KapMaHHbIii» cnocob noacnu-
3UCTOM Auccekumm asnsetca mogudukauuein TIMNM, npu
BbIMOJIHEHUW KOTOPOI (HOPMUPYEMbIA TOHHENb UMeeT
TOJIbKO OfMH CNIENO 3aKaHYMBAKLWMIACA «KapMaHy [14].
MocTeneHHo B NWTepaType CTaiu MOABAATbCA Ny6au-
Kaluuu, CBUAETENbCTBYIOWME 06 yAy4ylWIeHWM KadyecTBa
ONepaLyoHHbIX NpenapaToB y NauMeHTOB C KPYMHbIMU
HOBOOOPa30BaHUAMM TOICTON KULWIKKU NPU UCMONb30Ba-
Huu TIMN[, TaK KaK 3TOT BONPOC ABNAETCA OYEHb BAXKHbIM
npu OueHKe NAaTOMOP(ONOrMYecKoro MccnefoBaHus
VOANEHHBbIX MpenapaTtoB M aHanu3e OHKONOTMYecKom
3ddektuHocTu. Tak, Kanamori u coaBT. ycTaHOBMAY,
YTO AaXKe NPW KPYMHbIX aleHOMax TOHHENbHbIA Cno-
cob6 MOACAM3UCTON AMCCEKLMW MO3BONSET BbIMONHATH
RO-pe3ekuun B 100% cnyyaes, TOrga Kak npu Knaccu-
yeckoM crnocobe 3TOT noKasatenb MeHblie Ha 15-20%
[15]. B npepncTaBneHHOM MeTa-aHanu3e Takxe Obl1O
BbiABNEHO npeumylectso TIM[ nepep knaccuyeckum,
KaK B 4acToTe MoJiyyeHWU npenapata efuHbIM 610KOM
(en bloc), Tak u B yacToTe BbiNoAHEHMA RO-pe3ekuuu.
CnepyeT OTMETWUTb, YTO MOJYYEHHbIE HAMU pe3yNbTaThl
NOATBEPKAAIOT AaHHbIE HEMHOTOYMUCIEHHbIX 06cepBa-
LUMOHHbIX uccnepoBaHuid. Tak, Jin-LinYang u coasrT.,
NpW aHanuM3e HayanbHOro onsiTa npumeneHus TIMN[,
vy 19 nauueHTOB C noKanu3auuein OnNyxonum NpsAMON
KWWKe YCTAaHOBMAM, YTO 4actoTa pesekuui en bloc
coctasuna 98%, a yactota RO-pe3sekunin npu pasmepe
HoBOOOpa3oBaHuit MeHee 50 MM — 83%. [pu pasmepe
onyxoneii Gonee 50 MM, 3TU MOKa3aTenu COCTaBUAM
99% u 87%, cootBetcTtBeHHo [8]. Aslan F. u coasrT.,
onucanu ciydai ycnewHoro yaaneHus eauHbiM 610KOM
¢ nomoubto TIM[ «rMraHTCKONY cTentoleics afeHoMbl
npamoit kuwku (LST) npoTaxeHHocTbio 18 caHTUMe-
TpoB. [0 MHeHMIO aBTOPOB, 3TO 0Ka3an0Ch BO3MOXHbIM
MCKNIOYNUTENBHO 3a CYET NPUMEHeHUA NpUémMa Co3faHus
TOHHens B nofcausucTom cnoe [16].

Heobxoanumo o6bpatutb BHUMaHue, uto 3IM[ sensercs
OTHOCUTENbHO 6e30MacHbIM METOLOM XWUPYPrUYecKoro
NleYeHus KonopeKTanbHblx onyxonen [12,17]. Puck kpo-
BOTEYEHUIA Npu 3TOM cocTasnset 3,5%, a nepdopauuit —
15% [11]. Pe3ynbTaThl NMpPOBEAEHHOTO MeTa-aHanau3a
NOATBEPKAAIOT 3TW faHHble. Hamu He 6bin0 nonyyeHo
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K MHTpaonepaLuoHHbiM nepdopaumnam (OW=0,35; 95%
[N=0,15-0,83; p=0,02).

K ToMy e, KaKk NoKa3anu faHHble NPOBEAEHHOro MeTa-
aHanu3a, TIMNM, B cpaBHeHun ¢ KIMNI cratuctuyecku
3HAYMMO COKpallaeT NPOAOIKUTENbHOCTL BMellaTeb-
ctea (OW=-19,1; 95% W= -33,89-4,45; p=0,01), kak pa3
3a CYET CO34aHMA TOHHENA B NOACAU3UCTOM C0e.

B 370/t cBA3M Hebe3biHTEpEeCHbIM ABASETC NPOBEAEHMUE
MCCNeAOBaHWUIN, HANPaBNIEHHbIX HA CPaBHEHMe pa3iny-
HbIX CNOCOGOB BbINONHEHUS AUCCEKLMM B MOACIU3UCTOM
CNOe, 4TO NPUBEAET, B NEPBYI 04Yepedb, K CHUKEHUIO
4aCTOThl MECTHbIX PELMAMBOB, a TaKXe K YAyYWEHWIO
pe3ynbTaToB fleYeHns 6OMbHbIX C HOBOOGPA30BaHUAMY
TONCTON KULWKK.
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