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MpeuMyliecTBa M HEZOCTATKM NANAPOCKONUYECKOrO
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AKTYAJIbHOCTb: 3K3eHmepayus op2aHo8 Majn020 mMaAsa — 3mMO Xupypau4yeckas onepayus, BbINOJHAeMAA yauje
BCE20 NpU MECMpPacnpocmMpaHeHHOM paKe 0p2aHO8 MAn020 Masa 015 OOCMUMXEHUA ONMUMANbHbIX 2PAHUY pe3eK-
yuu. LlenecoobpasHocms B8bINONHEHUA MAKUX onepayull 1anapocKkonuyecKkum 0ocmynom HOCUM CNOPHbIU XapakK-
mep. [na oyeHku 3¢pexmusHoCmU 1ANAPOCKONUYECKUX 3K3eHmepayuli opeaHos8 Manoeo0 masd, BbINOJHEHHbIX
no nosody paka npAmMoll KUWKU nposedeH MemaaHanus.

MATEPUAJIBI M METO/bI: cucmemamuyeckuli 0630p 8biNOAHEH 8 coomsemcmauu ¢ pekomeHoayusmu PRISMA.
Mouck numepamypsl BbINOJIHEH 8 3IRKMPOHHbIX 6a3ax meduyuHckol numepamypsl PubMed u eLibrary. Omo6paro
4 pempocnekmusHble CpasHUMesbHble UCCIe008aHUSA, BKAKYaluue pesyasmams neveHus 220 60/bHbIX Mecm-
HOpacnpocmpaHeHHbIM paKoM NpAMoU KULIKU, KOMOPbIM BbINONHANACL 1ANAPOCKONUYeCKaa 3k3eHmepayus u 311
60/1bHbIX, NEPeHeCLUX OMKPbIMble BMeWamensCmad.

PE3YJIbTATbI: nony4eHbl cmamucmu4ecku 3Ha4yuMble pasiuyus 8 CHUXeHUU UHmMpaonepayuoHHol Kposonomepu
Ha 427 mn, 95% AN (p = 0,0004) u onumensHocmu npebbiBaHus 8 cmayuoHape Ha 2 0Hs, 95% AN (p = 0,003)
B8 epynne nanapockonuyeckux onepayuti. Conocmasumble OaHHbIe NOAYYEHbI N0 NPOOOIKUMENLHOCMU onepayuu
(p = 0,45), yacmome no3umugHo2o kpas pesekyuu (O = 0,85; 95% [IN: 0,19-3,93; p = 0,84), obweli yacmome
nocneonepayuoHHsix ocnoxHernul (Ol = 0,62; 95% AN: 0,23-1,86; p = 0,34) u uHpexyuli obnacmu xupypaudecko-
20 smewamenscmsa (Ol = 0,56; 95% AN: 0,18-1,64; p = 0,29).

3AKJTHOYEHUE: nanapockonu4eckue 3K3eHmepayuu masa npu MecmHopacnpocmpaHeHHOM pake npamoll KUWKU
CONpOBOXOAMCA CMAMUCMUYeCKU 3HaYuMo MeHbwel Kposonomepel U NOCAEONepayuoOHHbIM KOUKO-OHeM,
npu 3mom He OmMAUYAMCA OM OMKPLIMbIX BMELUAMENLCMB NPU CPABHeHUU Opyeux HenocpeoCcmBeHHbIX pe3yJib-
mamos.

KJIDYEBBIE CJIOBA: pak npamoll KUWKU, 3K3eHmepayus opeaHos8 mMaao20 masa, 1anapocKonus
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Advantages and disadvantages of laparoscopic access
for pelvic exenteration in patients with locally advanced
rectal cancer (a meta-analysis and a systematic review)
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VAL (al AIM: pelvic exenteration is a surgical procedure for locally advanced pelvic organ cancer in order to achieve optimal
resection margins. The expediency of performing such operations with laparoscopic access is controversial. A meta-
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analysis was done to evaluate the effectiveness of laparoscopic pelvic exenterations for rectal cancer.

MATERIALS AND METHODS: a systematic review was conducted in accordance with PRISMA practices and recom-
mendations. Literature search was carried out in the electronic medical literature databases PubMed and elibrary.
According to a meta-analysis of 4 original studies, the results of treatment of 220 patients who underwent laparo-
scopic exenteration and 311 patients who underwent open surgery were evaluated.

RESULTS: significant differences were obtained in the reduction of intraoperative blood loss by 427 ml, 95% (I,
p = 0.0004, and postoperative hospital stay by 2 days, 95% (I, p = 0.003 in the laparoscopic group. Comparable data
were obtained for the operation time, p = 0.45, for the positive margin of resection (OR 0.85; 95% (I 0.19-3.93;
p = 0.84), for the postoperative morbidity (OR 0.62; 95% (I 0.23-1.86; p = 0.34) and for surgical site infections
(OR 0.56; 95% (I 0.18-1.64; p = 0.29).

CONCLUSION: laparoscopic exenterations are comparable in operation time to open procedure, reduce intraoperative
blood loss and postoperative hospital stay days.
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BBELEHWE

MporpeccuBHoe pa3BUTME HEOALbIOBAHTHOrO seve-
HWA paKa NpsAMON KWULWKW, B TeyeHue nocnegHux 10
NeT, CHWU3UNO HeobXOAWMOCTb KOMOWHMPOBAHHBIX
onepauuin ¢ pesekuueil COCEAHUX OPraHoB, OHAKO
He WCKNYMNo ux nonHocteto [1-3]. BuinonHeHue
3K3eHTepauuit OpraHoB Manoro Tasa OCTaeTCs akK-
TyanbHbIM Yy 6ONbHbIX MECTHOPACNPOCTPAHEHHbIM
paKoM NpAMOM KUWKKU AN LOCTUKEHUA ONTUMaNb-
HbIX rpaHul pesekuuu [4]. Mop 3K3eHTepauusmu
MOHWMAIT TOTaNlbHOE WM YaCTUYHOE ypaneHue
opraHoB Manoro Ta3a [3-5]. [aHHble onepaTus-
Hble BMelaTenbCTBa CBA3aHbl C HWU3KOM 5-neTHen
BblXXMBaeMoCTbto — 25-50%, HWU3KUM KayeCTBOM
XMU3HU OONbHLIX U BbICOKOW 4acTOTOW nocheonepa-
LLMOHHBIX OCNOXHEeHUH — oT 25% po 100% [3,4,6].
Jlanapockonuyeckuit goctyn y 60NbHbIX pakom nps-
MOW KuwkuM 3ddeKkTMBEH M GesonaceH, NpUBOAUT
K CHUXEHMWI0 nociieonepaLMoHHOro KOMKO-AHA, Ya-
CTOTbl MHTPA- M NocheonepayMoHHbIX OCNOXHEHUHN,
NpuM COMNOCTaBMUMbIX OHKONOrMYECKUX pe3ynbTaTax
[6-10]. CornacHo faHHbIM NUTEPATYpbl, BBINONHEHUE
3K3eHTepauuit opraHoB Manoro Tasa jlanapockonu-
YEeCKMM [JOCTYNOM TaKXe AONYCTUMO M 6Ge3onacHo
ans nauueHTa [1,8,9,11,12]. YunuTbiBas AOCTaTOYHOE
KONMYeCTBO UCCNef0BaHUIA, CPaBHUBAKOWMNX Nanapo-
CKOMMUYECKUe W OTKPbITbie 3K3eHTepaluu, 6ol npo-
Be[leH AaHHbIi MeTaaHanus.

npeMMyu.LecTBu U HE[QOCTATKU HUHQPOCKOHH‘IECKOFO
AOCTYNa NPM 3K3€HTEPALMAX OPTaHOB MANOTO TA3A

y 60MbHBIX MECTHOPACNPOCTPAHEHHBIM PAKOM NPSMO
KMLWKHM (MeTaaHan1s 1 cuctematuyeckni o63op)
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MATEPUATTBI 1 METObI

MeTaaHanu3 Obln BbIMONHEH B COOTBETCTBUM C Mpak-
TMKOW u pekomeHpauuamu «The preferred report-
ing items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses
(PRISMA)» [13]. OueHKa KayecTBa peTpOCMEKTUBHbIX
WCCNeL0BaHWI BbIMONHANACH C MOMOLbID aHaNOroBOW
wkanbl Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (Tabn. 1). B meTtaaHa-
JIM3 BKJIOYEHbI NOMHOTEKCTOBbLIE CTaTbU HA aHTANIACKOM
A3bIKE, B KOTOPbIX OTPAXKEHbI Pe3ybTaThl leyeHus 60b-
HbIX MeCTHOPACMpOCTPAaHEHHBIM PAKOM MPAMON KUIWKK
Npu NOMOLM NanapoCKONUYECKUX TEXHONOTUN B 00b-
eme 3K3eHTepaluit OpraHoB Manoro Tasa. B pesynbtate
NouCcKa NUTEpaTypHbIX AaHHbIX B 6a3e faHHbIx MedLine
(PubMed) no 3anpocy «pelvic exenteration» and «rectal
cancer» HalpeHo 866 cTaTeil, B pe3ynbTaTe UCMOAb30-
BaHUsA QUALTPOB U NpU PYYHOM OTOOPE UCCNELOBAHWIA,
B TOM YMCie NpU noMoLn 6ubamorpadmyeckux AaHHsIX,
He CBA3aHHbIX C TEMOM, NPOaHaNN3MPOBaHbI Pe3yibTaThl
YeTblpex OpUrMHANbHLIX PETPOCMEKTUBHBIX UCCNef0Ba-
Huit (Puc. 1).

B pesynbTaTe noucka MccnefoBaHUil B 0ase AaHHbIX
eLibrary cxoxux nccnepnoBaHuit, CpaBHUBAKOLWMX OTKPbI-
Tble M NanapoCKoNMyeckne 3K3eHTepauum, HaiaeHo He
6obino0.

Cmamucmuyeckuii aHanus
[lns npoBefeHUs CTaTUCTUYECKOrO aHann3a npuMeHsaIu
nporpammy Review Manager 5.4.3 u RStudio (Rv. 4.4.0
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Ta6bnuua 1. Xapakmepucmuka uccnedo8arull, BKIOYEHHbIX 8 MEMAAHANU3
Table 1. Characteristics of the studies included in the meta-analysis

ABTOp Top Jlanapockonuyeckue OTKpbITbIE Tun NOS*
Zhuang M. 2023 54 51 peTpo 9
Tang J.Q. 2023 82 91 petpo 8
Kazi M. 2021 61 97 peTpo 8
Kumar A.N. 2020 23 72 petpo 9

Mpumeyarue: *NOS — Newcastle-Ottawa Scale

RCoreTeam, Vienna, Austria) ¢ npumeHeHuem 6GubAU-
otek meta, metafor u metamedian. leTeporeHHocTb
BKJIIOYEHHbIX UCCNEfOBaHMit oLeHnBann Kputepuem I2,
YmepeHHo cunTanu reteporeHHocTb npu 12<50%, a npu
I? = 50%, oTMeyanacb BbICOKAsi Pa3HOPOAHOCTb [aH-
HbIX, BK/IOYEHHbIX B MeTaaHanus, B 060UX Cnyyasx uc-
noab30BaNu Moaenb cayyaiiHbix apdektos. CymmapHoe
3HaYeHWe ANs AUXOTOMMYECKMUX AAHHBIX OMUCAHO OT-
HOLWeHNeM WaHCOB € 95% foBepUTENbHBIM UHTEPBAIOM
M paccymtaHo no metogy Mantel-Haenszel. Pasuuuy
MefMaH UNU CpefHUX MPOBOAWAN Ha OCHOBAHWUM MMe-
IOLMXCA NePBUYHbIX JAHHbIX B PAMKaxX Kax ol rpynmbl
no oOLeMy KOMMYECTBY YENOBEK, Mepbl LEHTPanbHOIA
TEHAEHUMN (MEeANaHbI MU CPeHEro 3HaYeHMUsA) 1 Bapu-
auum (MHTepkBapTuabHoro fuanasoHa (IQR), nubo pas-
maxa (Range), B TOM yucne u CTaHLAPTHOTO OTKIOHEHUS
(SD)) ¢ ykasaHuem 95% p[oBepuUTENbHOrO WHTEpBana
(OW). CraTucTMYecKn 3HAYMMBIMK Pa3NUYUs CYUTANUCD
npu p < 0,05.

PE3YJIbTATHI

lMpoBeaeH aHanu3 pe3ynbTaToB NeyeHus 531 6onbHoro,
nepeHecllero MynbTUBUCLIEPANbHbIE pe3eKLnn NpaMon
KUWKK NO NOBOAY pakKa, Mpu 3TOM OTKPbITbIX — 311,
nanapockonuyeckux — 220.

CTaTUCTUYECKN 3HAUMMO He pasinyanach, Ho 6bina 6osb-
Wwe B rpynne nanapocKonuyeckux onepauuit Ha 60,2
MUHYTbI (95% OW: -96,7 — -217,2, p = 0,45), cooTBeT-
cTBeHHo (Puc. 2).

MeamaHa WHTpaonepauMOHHON KpoBonoTepu Gbina
CTaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYMMO Huxe Ha 427 mn (95% [N:
-662 — —192) B rpynne 1anapocKkonnyeckux onepauui,
p=0,0004 n 1?2 =82,7% (Puc. 3).

06bwas vactota MNOCNEONEPALUOHHBIX OCHOXHEHUN
no Cl-Dindo I-IV ctenenu He gocturna CTaTUCTUYECKU
3HauYnMbIx pasnuuuit — 77/220 (35%) npotus 151/311
(48%) B rpynne oTkpbiThix: OLL = 0,62 (95% [W: 0,23-
1,86), p=0,34 (Puc. 4).

Yactota MHdekunii obnact XMpypruyeckoro BMme-
watenscTa (MOXB) Takxe He pasnuyanacb B nana-
pockonuyeckoit rpynne — 40/220 (18%) no cpas-
HeHUto ¢ oTkpeiToi 92/311 (30%); OW = 0,56 (95%
IW:0,18-1,64), p=0,29 n I = 79%, COOTBETCTBEHHO
(Puc. 5).

[nnTenbHOCTb HaxoXAeHWs NauueHTOB B CTaLMOHape,
B MocneonepauMoHHOM nepuope, Gblna CTaTUCTUYECKM
3HAYUMO HMxKe Ha 2 KoMKo-gHA (95% [OWN: -1 — —4)
B rpynne nanapockonuyeckux onepauuit, p = 0,003,
Npu 3TOM OTMEYAeTCA HWU3KaA reTeporeHHOCTb AAHHbIX
12 = 0% (Puc. 6).

CTaTucTMyecku 3HAYMMO He pasnuyanach M yactoTa
naToMopdoN0rnyecknx NO3UTUBHBIX FPAHNL, pe3eKLuu

Mpu BLICOKOW reTeporeHHOCTH faHHbix 12 = 97,5% me- 26/220 (12%) — B rpynne nanapockonuyeckux, npo-
LMaHa [ANWTEeNbHOCTM  OMnepaTuBHbIX BMewatensct8 T 31/311 (10%) — B rpynne oTKPbITbIX Onepauuit:
866 crareit B 6aze MedLine | | @UNETPAMK UCKITIOYEHBI:
1. "letters"”
2."case report”
3. "meta-analysis"”
4. "review"
MCKNIONEHB! 5. “sygtematic review"
1. 32 HE0AQLIOBAHTHOMY NEYEHUID 82 CTaTeM 6. "animals"
2. 9 BU1€0 ONepaTUBHbIX BMELLATENbCTE
3. 3 cnocoGam 3aKpbiTUA NPOMEXKHOCTHOM
paHbl
4.7 cavwam nocne KOMGMHWPOBAHHDIX
W
5. 15 guarHocTuke
6. 10 HECOCTOATENBHOCTH @aHACTOMO30B 4 cTatbu
7. 2 onucaTenbHble CTaTbH

PucyHok 1. [lpeso noucka 8 6ase darHbix MedLine (PubMed)
Figure 1. Search tree in the MedLine database (PubMed)
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MeTaaHanM13
Laparoscopic Open
Study Median Mean IGR/SD/Range Total Median Mean IQRISD/Range Total Difference of Medians and Means [95% CI]
Zhuang 2023 240 200;338 54 295 250;359 51 —-— -55.00 [-99.40, -10.60]
Tang 2023 3193 1293 82 4173 155 91 - -98.00 [-140.40, -55.60]
Kazi 2021 640 500,690 61 450 360; 540 97 — 190.00 [ 138.04, 241.96]
Kumar 2020 640 420-800 23 432 180-660 72 ———— 208.00[14521,270.79]
RE Model  Heterogenity: Q= 116.17,df=3 (p ¢.0001};I2:9?.5%, = 24975.21 o ——— R ——— 60.21[-96.74, 217.16]
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.75 (p=0.45)
Laparoscopic | Open
I T T T 1
-200 -100 0 100 200 300

Difference of Median and Mean Duration of operation (min)

PucyHok 2. []pesosudHsiii 2paguk memaaxanuza — 0numesbHOCMb onepayuu
Figure 2. Forest plot of the meta-analysis — duration of the operation

Laparoscopic Open
Study Median 10R or Range Total Median 1QR or Range Total Difference of Medians [95% CI]
Zhuang 2023 100 50,300 54 300 100;600 51 —a -200.00[-323.21, -76.79]
Tang 2023 175 20-2000 82 500 20-4500 91 —a—— -325.00 [ -457.90, -192.10]
Kazi 2021 900 600;1700 61 1600 1100;2200 97 -700.00 [-1019.81, -380.19]
Kumar 2020 900 300-2600 23 1550 150-4000 72 -650.00 [ -995.56, -304.44]
REModel  Heterogenity: Q = 12.54, df = 3 (p=0.0057); I = 82.7%, 1° = 43532.64 | —cE—— -426.71[-661.83,-191.60]
Test for overall effect: Z = -3.56 (p=0.0004)
Laparoscopic i Open
T T T T T T
1200 -1000 -800 600 400  -200 0
Difference of Median blood loss (ml)
PucyHok 3. [JpesosudHsili 2paguk memaaHanuza — UHmMpaonepayuoHHas Kposonomeps
Figure 3. Forest plot of meta-analysis — intraoperative blood loss
nanapockonu4yeckmne OTHPLITLIE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Kazi M. etal. 2021 37 61 52 97  26.4% 1.33 [0.70, 2.56] -
Kumar A N. etal. 2020 14 23 35 72 23.3% 1.64 [0.63, 4.28] T
Tang G. Q. etal. 2023 15 82 34 91 259% 0.38(0.19, 0.76) e
Zhuang M. etal. 2023 11 54 ! 51 24.3% 0.18(0.08, 0.43) ——
Total (95% CI) 220 311 100.0% 0.62 [0.23, 1.66] e
Total events 77 151
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.85; Chi*=19.17, df= 3 (P = 0.0003), F= 84% "001 0*1 130 100’
Test for overall effect Z=0.95(P=0.34) laparoscopy open
PucyHok 4. [lpesosudHsiii epacuk memaaHanusa — obwas 4acmoma nocaeonepayuoHHbIX 0CI0KHeHU
Figure 4. Forest plot of the meta-analysis — the overall of postoperative morbidity
nanapocKonuyeckne OTKpbITLIE Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Kazi M. etal. 2021 19 61 27 97 28.8% 1.17 [0.58, 2.36] ——
Kumar A N. et al. 2020 13 23 32 72 26.1% 1.63 [0.63, 4.19] b
Tang G. Q. etal. 2023 B 82 21 91 259% 0.26 [0.10, 0.69] ——
Zhuang M. et al. 2023 2 54 12 51 19.3% 0.13(0.03, 0.59) e
Total (95% CI) 220 311 100.0% 0.56 [0.19, 1.63] e
Total events 40 92
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.89; Chi*= 13.95, df= 3 (P = 0.003); F= 79% Ko o 1 % o)

Test for overall effect: Z=1.06 (P =0.29) laparoscopy open

PucyHok 5. []pesosudHsili epaguk memaaranuza — yacmoma M0XB
Figure 5. Forest plot of meta-analysis — frequency of infections of the surgical area
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Laparoscopic Open

Study Median IQR or Range Total Median IQR or Range Total Difference of Medians [95% CI]
Zhuang 2023 10 8,14 54 13 11,17 51 —. -3.00[-5.15,-0.85]
Tang 2023 12 4-60 82 15 7-87 91 F = i -3.00 [-6.88, 0.88]
Kazi 2021 11 10,16 61 12 10,20 97 —.— -1.00[-3.39, 1.39]
Kumar 2020 11 7-42 23 12 5-94 72 ; f -1.00 [-6.64, 4.64]
RE Model Heterogenity: Q = 1.84, df = 3 (p=0.61); ¥ = 0.0%, 1° = 0.00 - -2.16[-3.58,-0.73]
Test for overall effect: Z = -2.96 (p=0.0031)
Laparoscopic Cpen
| | |
-10 -5 0 5
Difference of bed days
PucyHok 6. [lpesosudHsiii epaguk memaarHanu3a — nocieonepayuoHHsll KolUKo-0eHb
Figure 6. Forest plot of meta-analysis — postoperative hospital stay days
nanapockonu4yeckme OTHPbLITLIE Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Kazi M. etal. 2021 19 61 E] 97 28.3% 4.42[1.85,10.60] ——
Kumar A N. etal. 2020 3 23 8 72 253% 1.20[0.29, 4.96] —
Tang G. Q. etal. 2023 1 82 6 91 19.8% 0.17 [0.02, 1.48] —_—
Zhuang M. et al. 2023 3 54 8 51 256% 0.32 (0.08,1.27) —
Total (95% Cl) 220 311 100.0% 0.85[0.19, 3.93] e e
Total events 26 i
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.87; Chi*= 14.85, df= 3 (P = 0.002); F= 80% .01 o1 10 100

Test for overall effect: Z=0.20 (P = 0.84)

laparoscopy open

PucyHok 7. [lpesosudHsiii epacuk memaaranusza — 4acmoma RO pesexkyull

Figure 7. Forest plot of meta-analysis — RO resection rate

ow = 0,85 (95% AW: 0,19-3,93), p = 0,84 u I* = 80%
(Puc. 7).

OBCYXIOEHUE

JK3eHTepauna OpraHoB Majoro Ta3a MNo-NpexHeMmy
oCTaeTcs onepauueit Bbibopa npu MecTHopacnpocTpa-
HEeHHbIX OMyXOMAX Majoro Tasa M Yalle BCEro BbINOA-
HAETCA OHKOTMHEKOJOraMum MpW pake LWeNnKn MaTKy,
BNaranuua, AM4Hukos [14-16]. [laHHbil BuA onepa-
TUBHbIX BMeLATeNbCTB — OAWUH M3 CaMbIX CIOXHbIX
“3-3a OMyX0NeBOro NOpaKeHUs HEeCKONbKUX OpraHoBs
W Yy3KOro aHaTOMMYeCKOro MpoCTPaHCTBA Majoro Tasa
[17]. CoBepleHCcTBOBaHME XMPYPrUYECKONH TEXHUKM
BbINMONHEHUS TaKWUX Onepauuin CHU3UNO PaHHIo Mno-
CneonepauyoHHYI0 NeTalbHOCTb, HO YacToTa OC/OXHe-
HUI No-npexHeMy ocTaeTcs Bebicokoi [11,18]. B 2003
rogy Pomel n coaBT. Bnepsble onucan BO3MOXHOCTb
N1anapoCKOMNNYECKON 3K3eHTepaluun OpraHoB Masnoro
Tasa npu peuuanse paka wenku matku [19]. C Tex nop
TMHEKONOrU BCe yalle npuberaioT K ManoMHBA3UBHbIM
BMeLIaTeNbCTBAM, HO NPOBOAAT CTPOTYIO CENeKLMio na-
UMEeHTOB MO PacnpoCTPaHEHHOCTW OMyxonu, n3beras
NanapocKonMYecKoro MeTofa Npu BOBAEYEHUU GOKOBbIX
CTEHOK Ta3a u Kpectua. MetaaHanu3 170 nauueHTOB,
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BbINOJHeHHbI rpynnoit PelvEx, nokasan, 4to nanapo-
CKonuyeckne 1 poboTUYECKME IK3EHTEPALLMM N0 NOBOAY
paKa XeHCKWX MOJIOBbIX OPraHOB MPUBOJAT K MEHbLUei
KpOBOMOTEpE, MEHbLUEMY KONKO-AHIO U MEHbLUEH NHTEH-
CMBHOCTM BONEBOr0 CUHLPOMA, BMECTE C TEM YBENNYU-
BalOT NPOLOIKNUTENbHOCTb ONepaLuu, B CpefHeM, Ha 83
MuHyThl [1]. OgHaKo, B HacTosWee BpeMS HeT Npocrek-
TUBHbIX MHOFOLEHTPOBBIX WCCNELOBaHMIA, CpaBHUBalO-
LWMX NpenMyLLecTBa U HeA0CTaTKM MaNOUHBA3UBHBIX 3K-
3eHTepauuit. HecMoTps Ha NoKasaHHble NPenMyLLecTBa,
HECPaBHUMbIMW BBIFAAAAT KOMOMHMPOBAHHbIE BMella-
TeNbCTBA MO MOBOJY 3/I0KAYECTBEHHbIX HOBOOOPa30Ba-
HUW Y EHLWMH N MYXYUH BBMAY Pa3HON aHaTOMUK Ta3a
[20].

MpuMeHeHWe ManoMHBA3MBHBIX TEXHONOTMII B KONOPEK-
TaNIbHOW XMPYPrumn Takxe ABNAETCA NPUOPUTETHOW 3a-
Aayeii, CBA3aHHON C ynyylleHWem pe3ynbTaToB XWUpyp-
rMyeckoro neyeHus 6onbHbix [6]. OgHAKO MeTaaHanus,
nposefaeHHbI Hoshino N. ¢ coasT., BKatoyatowmit 20000
naLuMeHTOB, NepeHecilnX 1anapocKONUYecKne n OTKPbI-
Tble HW3KWe NepefHue pe3eKuuW NPAMONA KWLWKM, Bbl-
NONHEHHbIE N0 NOBOAY pakKa, He NOoKa3an CTaTUCTUYECKH
3HAYUMbIX Pas3NyYKil MO YPOBHIO KPOBOMOTEPH, YacToTe
HECOCTOATENbHOCTM aHACTOMO3a, a Takxke obueil n 6es-
peunanBHON BbIXKMBAEMOCTHM, HO B Tpynne nanapo-
CKOMUYECKMX OMepaLunii 3HaYMMO Huxe Oblna yactoTa
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no3uTuBHoro kpas pesekuun OW 0,75 AN (0,65-0,85),
p < 0,001, obwas 4actota ocnoxHeHnuin OW 0,76, AN
(0,67-0,87), p < 0,001 [21].

lpoBefeHHbI HamMu MeTaaHanu3, CpaBHUBAKOWMIA Na-
MapoCKONMUYECKUE U OTKPbITbE IK3EHTepaLuu, BbINOs-
HEHHble MO NOBOAY MECTHOPACMpPOCTPAHEHHOro paka
NpAMOIi KULWKM, NOKa3an, 4To Npu CONOCTaBUMOW Anu-
TENIbHOCTW ONEepaTUBHBIX BMELATENLCTB U YacToTe NaTo-
MoOphONOrnYeckoro NO3UTUBHOTO Kpas pe3ekumnn Mano-
MHBA3MBHble BMeLIaTeNbCTBA UMeNU psaf NpenmyLlecTs
3a CYeT CHUXEeHWA MHTpaonepauMoHHON KpoBOMOTepU
W nocneonepauuoHHOro Koitko-gHa. ConoctaBumble
LaHHbIE MOJTyYEHbI MO YACTOTE NOC/EONEPaLUOHHbIX OC-
JIOXKHEHUI M UH(EKLMIA 061aCT XMPYPruyecKoro Bme-
wartenbctBa. OfAHAKO K MONYYEHHbIM [aHHbIM Cnepyert
OTHOCUTBCSA C OCTOPOXHOCTbIO BBUAY HEBONMBLIOTO KONMU-
YecTBa UCCIEA0BAHMIA, KOTOPble HOCUIM PETPOCMEKTUB-
Hblit xapakTep. Kpome Toro, Bce BKIKOYEHHbIE B aHanu3
nccnefoBaHua ObiM PacTAHYTH BO BpeMeHu oT 5 go 15
NeT BBUAY HeGONbLIOr0 KOMMYECTBA TaKUX Onepawmil
W cTporo nof6opa nokasaHum k Hum [8,9,11,12]. Cnepyert
OTMETUTb HEOAHOPOLHOCTb MPOAHANN3UPOBAHHBIX AaH-
HbIX, TaK KaK B KOJOPEKTaNbHOW XUPYPruu He MpUHATO
pa3fenATb IK3EHTEpaLWUM Ha nepefHue, 3afHWE W TO-
TanbHble [4,5]. Tak, B uccnegosaHum Zhuang M. c coasrT.,
NPOaHaNM3MPOBaHbl  Pe3y/bTaThl, NPenMyLEecTBEHHO,
3a[JHUX 3K3EHTpaLMi Ta3a C yfaneHnem nNpsamon KULWKHY,
OpraHoB PenpoayKTUBHO CUCTEMbI U COXPAHEHUEM MO-
4eBoro nyssips. B Tpex Apyrux uccnefoBaHusx He 6610
pacnpegenenus mexgy uWHdpa- M cynpaneBaTOpHbIMMU
3K3eHTepaluAM, TOraa Kak 370 ABe pa3Hble rpynnsl na-
LMEHTOB C GOJblieil TpaBMOK NpuU MHGPaNeBaTOPHbIX
onepaumsax U pasHoit YacToOTO OCNOXHeHui [1,4,7].
ConoctaBumble [aHHble MO OHKONOTMYECKOMY pafu-
Kanu3My Mexnay NanapoCKONUYecKMMU U OTKPbITHIMM
3K3eHTepaLMsMM Ta3a NokKasanu 6e3onacHoCTb Majio-
MHBA3MBHbIX METOAMK, OHAKO B HACTOsILLEE BPEMS HET
MCCNefoBaHWA, CPaBHUBAWLWMX OTAANEHHblE pe3yb-
TaTbl IEYEHUS U IKOHOMMUYecKylo 3ddekTuBHOCTL [1].
HecMoTps Ha nonyYeHHble LaHHbIE, WWPOKOE BHEAPEHNE
MaJIOMHBA3UBHbIX MyJIbTUBUCLEPANIbHBIX PE3EKLUI B HA-
CTOsillee BPeMSA MANOBEPOATHO, MOCKOJbKY YUCIO NaLm-
€HTOB, CYMTAWLLMUXCA NOAXOAAWMMU ANA BbINONHEHUS
TaKUX ornepayuii HeBeIMKO, ONbIT XMPYProB OrpaHUYEH,
a npouecc obyyeHus oCTaeTca CNoXHbIM [22].
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