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AHHOTALMUA

BeegeHue. Bonpoc 06 onTMmanbHOM BapuaHTe PEKOHCTPYKLUMK nocne ractpaktomuu (IM3)
npu pake xenygka (P>XX) Ha cerogHAWHWIA OeHb OKOHYaTElNbHO HE peLUeH, U OOHUM U3 Ha-
npaBfieHnn NMOUCKOB SIBNSAETCSA NPUMeEHeHne (PyHKUMOHanbHbIX METOA0B, B YAaCTHOCTM CO-
XPaHSLWMX OyOAeHanbHbIA Naccax, No3BONSLWNX 4OOUTECS yNyYLleHUst Ka4ecTBa KU3HU
(KXX) n HyTputHnBHoro ctatyca (HC) naumeHTOB.

Lienb nccnegoBaHmMsa — aHanu3 paH4oMU3NPOBaHHbIX KNMHMYECKUX nccrnegoanun (PKN),
00BbEKTOM KOTOPbLIX ABNANNCH NaumeHTbl ¢ PXK, noasepriunecsa pagukansHon "9, B KOTOPbIX
CpaBHMBanNMCb MeTOAbl PEKOHCTPYKLMK, coxpaHaowme (COMM) n He coxpaHawwme gyoae-
HanbHbIN naccax (HC[OIM) B nnaHe HenoCpeACTBEHHbIX Pe3ynbTaToB, NOCTracTPaKTOMUYe-
ckux cuHgpomos, HC n KXK.

MeToabl. [poBeaeH NOMCK B MeXAYyHapOOHbIX ANEeKTPOHHbIX 6asax AaHHbiXx PubMed, the
Cochrane Library, Google Scholar, poccuiicknx anekTpoHHbIX 6ubnunotekax «KnbeplleHnHkay,
eLIBRARY.RU. NpoBegeH metaaHanus PKW, coOOTBETCTBYIOWNX KPUTEPUSM NPUEMNEMOCTH
(15 nybnukaunin). Pasnnuns B pesynsratax NpeacTaBnsany B Buae oTHoweHus puckos (OP),
cTaHgapTHyt owmnbky Bbliumcnsanu n3 95% [, ctatnctnyeckn 3HauyMMbliM pasnnyne cymta-
noce npu p < 0,05. Ctatuctnyeckas obpaboTka npoBogunach ¢ UCNONb30BaAHWEM NPOrpamMmbl
Review Manager (Computer program, Version 5.4, The Cochrane Collaboration, 2020).

PesynbTaTtbl. B aHanus sknounnu 15 PKW (1766 naumeHToB, 722 — rpynna CAIM; 1044 —
HCAIM). YacToTa 0CNoXXHEHWI N NTIETANbHOCTU HE UMeNa CTaTUCTUYECKN 3HAUYNMbIX pasfinymni
mMexay rpynnamu. MetaaHanua nokasan ctatMcTuyeckn aHaunmoe npeumyiiectso ' ¢ CAMN
B OTHOLLUEHMM Y4aCTOTbl OEMMUHI-CUHAPOMA CYMMAapHO MO BCEM CpOKaM Mocne onepauuu
(OP =0,32[95% OW: 0,22—-0,48], p = 0,00001), a Takxe B cpokun 3 n 12 mec., B Cpok 24 mecsua
pasnu4ynii He Nony4veHo. He BbISIBIEHO CTATUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMbIX Pasnuyuin Mexagy rpynna-
mu COMN n HCAN B oTHOWweHUN pedntokca, cTa3-CMHApoMa, a Takxke nokasarenen HC. O6-
Hapy>keHa 3HauunTenbHas reTeporeHHOCTb NyonukaLmi no metogukam oueHkn KX, npm atom
B 4 n3 7 nybnukaumi aBTopbl coobwunm o npemmywiecteax CAl, a B 3 pabotax He Gbino
BbISIBNIEHO CTATUCTUYECKN 3HauYnMbIX pasnuuui B KXXK mexay rpynnamu COM v HCAIM.

3aknto4yeHue. Heobxoaumbl ganbHenIne HayvHble UCCNeoBaHns B HanpaBneHnm ob0CHO-
BaHWsl ONTUMAarnbHbIX METOO0B PEKOHCTPYKLMWU, B YACTHOCTM BOCCTaHaBMMBAKLUUX Naccax
nuwm no ArNK, nocne 'S, obecneunBatoLLmx Hanbonee GnaronpusaTHble nokasatenu KX n HC.
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ABSTRACT

Background. Optimal reconstruction after gastrectomy (GE) in gastric cancer (GC) is currently a
pressing issue, with research continuing to advance functional methods, especially those preserv-
ing duodenal passage, to improve the patient’s quality of life (QOL) and nutritional status (NS).

Objectives. An evaluation of randomised clinical trials (RCTs) targeting GC patients with radi-
cal GE and comparing duodenal passage-preserving (DPP) and non-preserving (NDPP) recon-
struction techniques in terms of immediate outcomes, post-gastrectomy syndrome, NS and QOL.

Methods. Sources were mined in the PubMed, Cochrane Library, Google Scholar electron-
ic databases, as well as CyberLeninka and eLibrary national resources. The RCTs meeting
eligibility criteria (15 publications) were covered in a meta-analysis. Outcome variations were
defined via odds ratio (OR), standard error estimated with 95% ClI, statistical significance was
assumed at p <0.05. Review Manager (RevMan v. 5.4., the Cochrane Collaboration, 2020) was
used for statistical data processing.

Results. A total of 15 RCTs were surveyed (1,766 patients; 722 in DPP and 1,044 in NDPP
cohort). The complication and mortality rates did not differ significantly between cohorts. The
meta-analysis elicited a significant advantage of DPP-GE regarding the dumping syndrome
incidence at all post-surgery terms cumulatively (OR = 0.32 [95% CI: 0.22—0.48], p = 0.00001),
as well as the 3- and 12-month terms, with no difference observed for 24 months. No statis-
tically significant DPP vs. NDPP cohort variations have been found regarding reflux, stasis
syndrome or NS values. The RCTs were evidently diverse with respect to QOL assessment
techniques; 4 of 7 publications reported DPP advantages, and 3 — no significant variation in
QOL between the DPP and NDPP cohorts.

Conclusion. Further research is necessary to substantiate optimal reconstruction methods,
particularly those restoring food passage through duodenum after GE, to facilitate the patient’s
most favourable QOL and NS.
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BBEOEHUE

Pak xenygka (PX) Ha cerogHAWHWI OeHb SBNS-
€TCHA OHOWM N3 CaMbIX PacnpOCTPaHEHHbIX 3roKave-
CTBEHHbIX OMyXoren YenoBeka, 3aHMmMast 5-e Mecto
B CTPYKType 3aboneBaemocTu (6onee 1 MIIH HOBbIX
Crny4aeB exerogHo) n 3 — B CTPYKType CMEPTHOCTHU
(784000 cnyyaeB cmepTty 3a 2018 rog) oT 3nokave-
CTBEHHbIX HOBOoOGpasoBaHui (3HO) B mupe [1-3].
OCHOBHbIM METOOOM JeveHuss naumeHtoB ¢ PXK
T1b-4N nob6oe MO sBnsieTca xmpyprudeckoe Bme-
LWaTenbCTBO [2, 4], Npy CBOEBPEMEHHO BbIMONHEHUM
KOTOpOro oxvgaemasi 5-netHas BbPKMBAEMOCTb KO-
nebnetcsa B npegenax 20-80 %, gocturasi npu paH-
HUX cTagusax ypoBHs Bbiwe 90 % [5-9]. B cooTBeT-
CTBUM C 3TUM PacTyT 1 TpeboBaHUA Kak NauneHToB,
Tak W OHKOMoroB K kadecTtBy >u3Hu (KXK) nocne
XMPYPrMYEecKoro nedeHuns. ATOT nokasaTtenb nocne
pagukanbHbIX onepauui B 3HAYUMTENbHOW CTeneHu
3aBMCUT OT obbema pesekuun opraHa W, Npu npo-
4YMX paBHbIX YCOBUAX, OT CNOcoba BOCCTAHOBMEHUS
HenpepbIBHOCTM NuLLEeBapuTensHom Tpyokn [10—13].
OcobeHHO 3TO akTyanbHO Afsi onepauuun racTpak-
Tomumn ('3), BbLINONHEHME KOTOPOW BedeT K Bblpa-
KEHHbIM HapyLUEHUSIM aHaTOMO-(PU3NONOTMYECKNX
B3aMMOOTHOLLEHWIA OPraHOB NpY PEKOHCTPYKTUBHOM
aTane u K pasBUTUIO Y MAUMEHTOB TSDKEMNOW HYTpU-
TUBHOW HegocTaTouHOCTHM [14]. HYyTpuTMBHBIN CTaTyC
(HC), Tak xe kak n KX, nocne 'S B 3HauuTenbHoum
CTeneHn 3aBUCAT OT crnocoba pekoHCTpyKuun XKKT
[15-17]. YcTaHOBNEHO, YTO «BbIKMOYEHNEY ABEHAa-
uatunepcTtHon kuwkmn (OMNK) npn ctangapTHbIX Me-
TOOAaxX PEKOHCTPYKUUKN NPUBOAUT K YCyrybneHuo Ha-
PYLUEHMIA NPOLECCOB MULLIEBAPEHMS, BO3HUKAIOLLMX
BCMeacTBME MOMHOro yaaneHus xenygka [18-20].
B HacTosiee Bpemsi Bonpoc 06 onTMmMasnbHOM Ba-
puaHTe PEeKOHCTPYyKUuMn nocre TID oKoH4YaTernbHO
He pelUeH, U OOHUM M3 HarnpaBneHUN NMOWUCKOB $IB-
nsieTca NpMMeHeHne (PyHKUMOHanbHbIX 1 hr3nono-
MYHbIX METOAOB, B YACTHOCTM COXPaHEHMS Maccaxa
no ArK, no3sonstowmx gobutbea ynydweHna KK
n HC y naumeHToB ¢ PX [21-23].

LUenb uccnegoBaHusi — aHanu3 paHaoOMU3N-
POBaHHbIX KIMMHUYECKNX MUCCNeaoBaHUN, 0ObEKTOM
KOTOpbIX SBNSNUCh nauuneHTbl ¢ PXK, nogsepriive-
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Csl pagvkanbHOMY BMmellaTenbCcTBy B obbeme O,
B KOTOPbIX CPaBHMBANNCb METOAbl PEKOHCTPYKLM
C COXpaHeHneM n 6e3 coxpaHeHust yoaeHanbHoro
naccaxa B nraHe HeMnoCPeACTBEHHbIX PE3yNbTaToB.,
NMOCTracTPIKTOMMYECKNX (PYHKLIMOHAbHbBIX CUHAPO-
moB, HC n KX, BbisiBneHne nmetromxca npobenos
N NPOTUBOPEYMIA B Hay4HbIX AaHHbIX, KacatoLmnxcs
onTUMarnbHOro cnocoba peKkoHCTpykumm nocne 9,
1 obocHoBaHMe LenecoobpasHoCT U METOA0MOMNN
JanbHenLWwmnx nccrnegoBaHnin no 3Ton Teme.

METO[ObI

MpoTokon u peructpauusi — He npegycmaTpu-
BasCh.

KpuTepuu npuemnemocTtu

Kpumepuu ekmnroyeHusi: B 063op Gbinv cnefyto-
Lye: naumeHTbl (Monynsiums) — B3pocrible GonbHblE
paKoMm >enyaka; BMeLlaTenbCTBO — paavkarbHasi ra-
CTP3KTOMMSI; CpaBHEHVE — 2 METOAA PEKOHCTPYKLMK,
OAOVH U3 KOTOPbIX BbIN C COXpaHEHEM OyoaeHanbHO-
ro naccaxa (MHTEPNO3ULWMSt TOHKOM KWLLIKK, hyHKLMO-
HanbHas MHTepPNo3nums), a BTOpoli — 6e3 BKIYEHNS!
(pekoHcTpyKUyMst no Py, aHacTomo3 Ha neTrne ¢ Gpay-
HOBCKUM COYCTbEM); pe3ynsTaT — MocrieonepaLmoH-
HblE OCIOXHEHUS!, NETanbHOCTb, MOCTTaCTPIKTOMU-
YecKMe CUHOPOMbI, HYTPUTUBHLINA CTaTyC U Ka4ecTBO
XXWU3HW; TUM MCCNefoBaHNs — pPaHOOMU3VMPOBaHHOE
KOHTPOMNMpYEMOe vccriefoBaHue.

Kpumepuu  ucknro4eHusi:  vccnegoBaHus,
0ObEKTOM KOTOpbIX ObIM MauMeHTbl ¢ [obpo-
KayeCTBEHHbIMW 3aboneBaHVAMU Xenygka; 9Kc-
nepMMeHTanbHble WCCMeqOBaHWs Ha XMBOTHbIX;
AV3alH — HepaHAOMMU3NPOBAaHHbIE UCMbITAHWS,
pPeTPOCNEKTUBHbIE UKW HabniogatenbHble uccre-
AOBaHus; gybnukaTel nybnukaumn; nccrnegoBaHus,
N3 KOTOPbIX HEBO3MOXHO M3BMNeYb AeTarnbHble AaH-
Hble. PaccmatpuBanucb TOMbKO OMy6rmkoBaHHbIE
paboTbl, B @aHanu3 He BKIIHOYanu Te3ncbl 1 MaTepu-
anbl KoHGepeHunn. MyBbrHy noncka He orpaHnyu-
Banu, B CBA3W C TEM YTO MPU CKPUHMHIE BbISIBIIEHO
HebonbLIOEe KONMMYECTBO NpUeMIieMbIX Nyonukaumm
N OorpaHmdeHne Morfno Obl MPMBECTM K 3HAYMMOMY
CABUry pe3ynbraToB.
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UcTo4HMKM nHcpopmanum

lMpoBeneH Nouck B MeXOyHApPOOHbIX 3MEKTPOH-
HbIX 6a3ax gaHHbIx PubMed, the Cochrane Library,
Google Scholar, a Takke B POCCUMCKUX Hay4YHbIX
3MNEKTPOHHbIX  ©Bubnuotekax  «KunbeplleHnHkay,
eLIBRARY.RU. [JononHntensHO Ans onpeneneHus
PYCCKOSI3bIYHbIX WCCMEeAOBaHUA NPOBEAEH MOUCK
B 9N1IEKTPOHHbIX apXMBax POCCUMNCKUX HayYHbIX Me-
OVLMHCKNX XKypHaIoB Mo TeMaTkaM «KIIMHU4YecKas
XUPYPrusi» 1 «KNnHMYeckas oHkornorus». Mocneg-
HUIW Nouck ocyecTensancsa B none 2021 roga.

Mowuck

CTtparternsa nowucka npegycmatpuBana Mouck
no knito4veBbiM cnoeaM: («stomach tumor» OR
«stomach neoplasm» OR «stomach cancer» OR
«gastric neoplasm» OR «gastric cancer») AND
(«total gastrectomy») AND («Jejunal interposition»)
AND («Roux-en-Y procedure» OR «Roux-
Y reconstruction» OR  «Roux-en-Y») AND
(«preservation» OR «restoration» OR «maintaining»
OR «maintenance») AND («duodenal passage»)
NOT «animals». B pycckosidbluHbIX 6a3ax Mcnosb-
30Bany Kr4veBble CroBa B KOMOMHALMK: «paK e-
nyaka», «racTpaKTOMUS», «PEKOHCTPYKLMSA Mo Py»,
«EKHOoracTponmacTmkay, «TOHKOKULLEeYHasi MnacTu-
Ka», «TOHKOKMLUEYHas BCTaBKa», «peayoneHusa-
LumMs», «BKMOYEHWEe ABeHaALaTUNepCTHON KULLIKY,
«COXpaHeHve AyofAeHanbHOro naccaxa.

OT60p uccnegoBaHum

Mpouenypa otbopa uccnegoBaHWA BkMoYana:
NOEHTUMMKALMIO, CKPUHMHT MO 3aroroBkam W pe-
3l0Me, UckniodeHne aybnukatoB. VccnenoBaHus,
NpoLLeaLIne CKPUHWMHT, OLEHMBaANMCb Ha npuemne-
MOCTb MO MOMHbIM TEKCTaM cTaTei, Ha JaHHOM 3Ta-
ne UCKMYeHbl Nybnukaumm, He COOTBETCTBYOLLME
KpuTepusim npvemnemoctu. B utore, ons kadvect-
BEHHOIO W KONMYECTBEHHOro aHanu3a (MeraaHa-
nn3) 6binun otobpaHbl 15 nybnvkaumi.

Mpouecc c6opa AaHHbIX

Mpouecc cbopa [aHHbIX BKIYan W3Bne4vyeHue
OOCTYMHbIX KaYeCTBEHHbIX U KONMUYECTBEHHbIX MO-
KasaTenew 13 NonHOTEKCTOBbLIX BEPCUI UCCreaoBa-
HUA U BHECEHWE MX B MPOMEXYTOYHYIO TabnnyHyo
dopmy B TabnuuHoMm npoueccope Microsoft Excel.
[ononHUTENbHOrO MNOATBEPXKAEHUS U YTOUHEHUS
OaHHbIX NyTEeM KOHTaKTa C aBTOpaMun He nony4arnu.

DaHHble

Llenn paHHoOro o63opa npegycmartpuBanv MoWCcK
N U3BreYeHne NOMMMO OBLLMX XapaKTePUCTMK MUC-
CrefoBaHUiA creyoLlmMX AaHHbIX: YacTOTbl OCHOX-
HEHW W neTanbHOCTW, nokasaTtenen HyTPUTUBHOIO
cTatyca (guHamMmuKa Macchl Tena, ypoBHU reMormnoou-
Ha, obLero 6enka, anbOyMuHa, CbIBOPOTOYHOTO Xe-

nesa), 4acToTbl MOCTracTPIKTOMUYECKMX (DYHKLIMO-
HarbHbIX CUHAPOMOB (4EeMMUHI-CUHAPOM, pedritoKce,
CTa3-CYHOPOM), MoKa3aTeNn Ka4ecTBa KU3HU.

Puck npeaB3ATOCTU B OTAEJIbHbIX
nccrnenoBaHuUAX

Puck npegB3aTocTM M KayecTBO METOAONOMNn
BKMIOYEHHbIX B aHanu3 uccrefoBaHun OueHuBa-
nncb C MOMOLLBID pa3paboTaHHOro opraHu3aumen
«KokpaHoBckoe  CoOTpyOHMYECTBO»  MHCTPYMEH-
Ta oueHKn pucka cuctemHom owmnbkm (Cochrane
Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions)
[24] B pycckom nepeBoae v aganTtauuu ¢ ONosiHe-
HuaMK [25]. AHanuanpoBanuce cneayowme gome-
Hbl (MCTOYHUKM CMCTEMATUYECKOM OLIMOKKM): MEeTOoA
paHgoMu3aumn (cuctemartmdeckass owwunbka pac-
npegeneHns naumeHToB MO rpynnam); COKpbITUE
paHOoOMM3aUWOHHOM nocnegoBaTenbHOCTU (cucTe-
MaTuMyeckas owmbka pacnpegeneHus no rpynnam);
«ocnenneHne» NauueHToB 1 MegnepcoHana (cuc-
Tematmdeckas owwmnbka MCMONHEeHus); «ocnenne-
HMe» Nnuu, oueHMBalLWmnX 3heKkT BMeLLaTenscTs
(cuctemaTtnyeckas owmnbka WUCXOZOB); MPOMYCKU
AaHHbIX 006 wmcxopax (cucrtemartmdeckas owmbka
nponycka [faHHbIX); npegocTaBreHne pesyrbra-
TOB wuccrnedoBaHus (cuctemaTtmyeckast olmbka
npeacTaBneHnst pesynsraTtoB); ApYyrne BO3MOXHbIE
WCTOYHMKN CUCTEMATUYECKMX OLImMboK. [Ona kax-
OOro JOMEeHa PUCK BO3HUKHOBEHUSI cucTeMaTtude-
ckon owmnbkn (CO) onpegensetca kak Huskun (0),
HeonpegeneHHbin (1) wnnu Beicokun (2). Wccne-
O0BaHUSA C HU3KMM PUCKOM BCEX PACCMOTPEHHbIX
CO wnn ¢ HeonpegeneHHbIM PUCKOM OLHOW (nto-
6o1) CO paccmaTpmBanumcb Kak MMeLMEe HU3KUIA
obwun puck CO (A), ¢ HeonpeaeneHHbIM PUCKOM
OByx 1 6onee CO — kak umetoLLme cpegHuin ooLummn
pUCK cucTemaTmyeckmnx owmbok (B), ¢ BbICOKMM pu-
ckoM ogHoun n 6onee CO — kak nMetoLne BbICOKUI
obLLMi puck cucteMaTmyeckmx owmnbok (C).

CtatucTnyeckum aHanus

CraTtnctnyeckasa obpaboTka mpoBogunachb € uUc-
none3oBaHvemMm nporpammbl  Review Manager
(Computer program, Version 5.4, The Cochrane
Collaboration, 2020).

O606wweHHas BennunHa adgpcekTa

Pasnuunsa B pesynbratax npegcraBnanv B Buge
oTHoweHusa puckos (OP) cobbitusa cpaBHMBaeMbIX
rpynn n 95% [OW k paHHomy nokasartento. Ctan-
OapTHy owwmnbKy Bblumcnany ns 95% [OW. OocTo-
BepHOCTb 0606LeHHbIX OP onpegensinacek B COOT-
BETCTBUN C Z-TeCTOoM; npun aTom p < 0,05 cuntanoch
CTaTUCTMYECKN 3HaYMMbIM. CTaTucTU4eckui aHa-
nn3 BkMoYan B cebsa TecT X2 ANs NOATBEPXOEHUS
OOHOPOOHOCTM Pe3yrnbTaToB BKIOYEHHbIX B aHanu3
nccnegosaHun. B oTcyTcTBUE CTaTUCTUYECKU 3Ha-
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YMMOW reTeporeHHOCTU pe3ynsTaToB UCCneaoBaHNin
(p > 0,1) meToa «generic inverse variance» ¢ uk-
CYPOBaHHLIM 3PIEKTOM NPUMEHANN ANA OLEHKU
OTHOLLEHUSA PUCKOB COBLITMA U nocTpoenns 95%
OW. MNpu reTeporeHHOCTM pe3ynbTaToB MUccrenoBa-
HWIA NpUMeHsiINack MOAeErb CriyYyanHbIX 3hEKTOB.

CuHTe3 pe3ynbTaToB

CrteneHb HEOOQHOPOAHOCTU M3Mepsifiacbk Npu Mno-
MOLUM cTaTUcTU4Yeckoro mHaekca |2. 3HaveHue |?
MeHblle 25% COOTBETCTBOBANIO HU3KOMY YPOBHIO
HeogHopoaHocTy, |2 B guanasoHe ot 25 go 50 %
cuMTanochb nokasaTenem yMepeHHoOn HeOQHOPOLHO-
ctn, a 12 6onbLue 50 % oTpaxano BbICOKYt HEOOHO-
poaHocTb. [locTtoBepHoCTb 0606w eHHbLIX OP onpe-
Jensnacb B COOTBETCTBUM C Z-TECTOM; MPU 3TOM
p < 0,05 cumtanocb CTaTUCTUYECKN OOCTOBEPHLIM.
Onsa o606LeHns pe3ynsTaToB OTAENbHbIX COCTaB-
NSALWMX MeTaaHanmaa bbinm NOCTPOEHbl NlecoBua-
Hble AnarpamMmmei.

Puck npeaB3ATOCTU NO BCeM UccriegoBaHmnAm

C uenblo OUEeHKM pucka npenB3AaTocTn (cucte-
MaTM4yeckonm owmnbkn), cBA3aHHOW C nybnukauu-
en, Bbinn NOCTPoeHbl BOPOHKOOOpasHble rpadumku
CO 3HayeHusMM cTaHgapTHon owubkn (log OP)
no ocu opauHat n oTHoweHueM puckoB (OP)
AOnsi MeTaaHanu3oB, BkMovawwumx bonee 5 uccne-
[JOBaHUN.

JononHutenbHble aHanNn3bl

JononHUTEnNbHbIX
He ObIno.

aHanmM3oB  npeaycMoTpeHO

PE3YINbTATbI

Bcero B aHanua sknoumnu 15 paHgommnanposan-
HbIX KIMHUYECKNX WCCreaoBaHui, BOBMEKaroLLMX
1766 naumeHToB, N3 KOTOPbIX 722 OTHECEHbI K rpyn-
ne onepauuin, COXpaHsALWMUX AyodeHanbHbIA nac-
cax (rpynna CAMM), n 1044 — x rpynne onepauuin,
He COXpaHsIloLWMX AyodeHanbHbI naccax (rpynna
HCOMM) (puc. 1).

XapaKkTepucTtuka uccnegoBaHumn

XapaKTepucTukn  BKITHOYEHHbIX
obbeanHeHbl B Tabnuue 1.

ncecrnegoBaHum

Puck npegoB3ATOCTU BHYTPU nccnegoBaHUM

KayecTBeHHble moKasaTenm u pUCKM CUCTEMHBbIX
OWNBOK BKIMOYEHHBIX MCCNEeOOBaHUN OTPaXKEHbI
B Tabnuue 2. [1Ba nccnegoBaHnsa Obinv OTHECEHbI
K rpynne A ¢ Huskum puckom CO, 12 — Kk rpynne
B co cpeaHnm obuimm puckom CO 1 TONbKO 0QHO —
kK rpynne C, T.e. Kak UMelOLLEE BbICOKUA OOLLNIA
puck CO. B uenom Ka4eCcTBEHHbIE XapaKTEPUCTUKN
BKITOYEHHbLIX B MeTaaHanu3 uccrnenoBaHui Obinm
nNpuemMnemMbIMN; PUCK CUCTEMATUYECKON OLLINMBKM
pacLeHeH Kak yMepeHHbIN.

62

2022 | Tom 29 | Ne 2 | 58-78

P93yJ1bTaTbl oTAeNbHbIX UCCIIeAOBaHUN U UX
CUHTE3

Oc10)XKHeHus1 u iemajibHocmb

CefeHuns 06 OCNOXHEHMAX U NeTaNbHOCTY Npes-
cTaBreHol B 8 wuccregoBaHuax (594 ydvacTHuka)
[27, 30, 31, 33, 34, 36, 37, 39] (puc. 2). Yactota
OCNOXHEHWI HE UMena CTaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMBbIX
pasnuuun mexagy COMN v HCAOM (OP = 1,39 [95%
[n: 0,68-2,82], p = 0,37). NletanbHOCTb B 6 13 8 1C-
cneposaHui [30, 31, 33, 34, 36, 37] 6bina Hynesown
B 00eux rpynnax, MeTaaHanua AaHHbIX AByX uccre-
aoBaHun [27, 39] (166 y4acTHMKOB) He BbISIBUM CTa-
TUCTUYECKN 3HAYUMbIX PasnuyMin B nokasartesne no-
cneonepauumoHHon netaneHoctn (OP = 0,42 [95%
an: 0,06-2,95], p = 0,38).

Mocmaacmpakmomuyeckue CUHOPOMbI

OemnuHr-cuigpom (OC) B pasnunyHble CPOKM
nocrnie onepauum oueHeH B 12 unccrnegoBaHMsX
(1502 naumeHTa, 589 CArl, 913 HCAOM) [27-29,
31, 33-40]. Pesynbratel MeTaaHanusa (puc. 3)
CBMOETENbCTBYOT O CTATUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMOM
npevmywectee 'S ¢ CAlN B OTHOWeEHMM YacTo-
7ol OC cymmapHo no Bcem cpokam (OP = 0,32
[95% OW: 0,22-0,48], p = 0,00001). MNMokasaTtenb
yactotbl [IC ObIn CTAaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYMMO HUXKE
y nauynentoB ¢ CAI B nocneonepaunoHHbIE CPo-
kn 3 mec. (OP = 0,17 [95% [OW: 0,07-0,45], p =
0,0004), 6 mec. (OP = 0,31 [95% OW: 0,12-0,83],
p =0,02), 12 mec. (OP = 0,36 [95 % OW: 0,2-0,66],
p = 0,0008), yepes 24 mecsaua 3HAYNMMON pasHULbI
Mexay rpynnamu nonyyeHo He 6bio (OP = 0,34
[95% OW: 0,06-1,82], p = 0,21).

OHTepo-330hareanbHbll pedritokc U ero  Knu-
HUYECKME MPOSABIIEHUS B BUOE CUMMTOMA M3XKOTU
ObINN OLleHEHbI B pasnMyHble CPOKW Mocre onepa-
umm B 9 nccneposanusx (1264 nauneHta, 479 CArT,
785 HCQOI) [28-31, 33, 35, 38—40]. MeTtaaHanus,
npoBefeHHbI ansa cpokoB 3, 6, 12 mec. nocne
onepauun, He BbISBUN CTAaTUCTUYECKM 3HAYUMbIX
pasnuunii B OTHOLLEHWM pedoritokca Mexay rpynna-
mu COM v HCAIM (puc. 4), Tak xe Kak U cyMMapHo
ans scex cpokos (OP = 0,89 [95% [OWU: 0,66-1,21],
p =0,46).

CuHgpoM cTasa oueHeH B 5 wnccnegoBaHusiX
¢ 1084 yuyactHukamm (393 ¢ CAIM, 691 ¢ HCAOIM)
[29, 30, 31, 35, 40]. NMpn meTaaHanuse AaHHbIX
3TUX UCCMELOBaHUN BbIABMEHa TEHAEHUUS K npe-
MMyLLEeCTBY pekoHcTpykuum CAIM, ogHako pasHu-
Lua He JOoCTUraeT rpaHul, CTaTUCTUYECKOW 3Hauu-
moctn (OP = 0,50 [95 % AW: 0,22—-1,16], p = 0,11)
(puc. 5).

lMoka3zamesiu HympumueHoO20 cmamyca

MoTeps Beca, BbipaxkeHHas B KurorpaMmmMax, oLeHe-
Ha B 4 uccnegosaHusx, Bkroyaromx 1073 yyactHuka
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My6nukaumm naeHTUULMpPoBaHHbIE [ononHutenbHble Ny6nvkaumm, naeHTUUUMPOBaHHbIE
Yyepes nouck B 6asax gaHHbIx (N=163) yepes apyrme UCTOYHUKKM (N=23)

<

A.
My6nukaummn nocne yganeHus ayénukatos
(n=161)

> VckntoyeHHble ny6nukaumm (n=132)

My6nukaumu, npoleatune cKpUHUHL (N=29)

A

[MonHoTekcToBbIE CTaTbW, OLIEHEHHbIE
Ha npuemnemocTs (n=29) McknioyeHHble MonHoTeKkcToBble cTaTbhn (N=14):
HepaHOOMU3NPOBaHHbIV An3aliH — 5;
PeTPOCNEKTUBHbIE UCCNEAOBaHNS — 4;
HabntogaTernbHble UCCreaoBaHns — 2;
HEeKOppeKTHoe NMpeAcTaBreHne pe3ynbTaTos,
HEBO3MOXHOCTb U3BMNEYEHNS KONMMYECTBEHHbIX AaHHbIX
ans aHanusa — 3

A 4

A 4

VccnepnoBaHust, BKMIOYEHHbIE B KQYECTBEHHbBIN
cuHTes (n=15)

A 4
WccnepnoBaHus, BKNOYEHHbIE B KONIMYECTBEHHbBIN
cuHTe3 (MeTaaHanua) (n=15)

[ MNpremnemocTb ] [ [Mpuemnemoctb ] [ CKpMHMHrI [I/I,quTwchKauMﬂ ]

Puc. 1. Bnok-cxema ombopa uccnedosgaHul 05151 cucmemamu4yecko20 ob3opa u MemaaHasiusa, co2/1acHoO PeKo-
meHOauyusm Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) [http://www.prisma-
statement.org/PRISMAStatement/].

Fig. 1. Sources selection flowchart for systematic review and meta-analysis, as per recommendations by the Pre-
ferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) [http://www.prisma-statement.org/
PRISMAStatement/].

Tabnuya 1. Xapakmepucmuka 8KIIro4eHHbIX 8 0630p uccrnedosaHull
Table 1. Reviewed studies description

L+ 11 (14)
Schwars A can UTK | fda 24 | 59,0£31 | 13/11 wevao | o
etal, 1996 [26] Heon | Py | ma | 24 | e30%35 | 177 |||I:|I\I/(g)5)
can UTK | Jda 53 58 37/16 I+ 11(27)
Fuchs K. et al., 1995 I+ 1V (27) 5 or
[27] HCOn Py [a 53 5 32/21 I+ 11 (25)
Il + 1V (28)
can UTK | Dda 14 8.0 10/4 I+ 11 (14)
Nakane Y. et al., ’ I+ 1V (0) 6 ner
2001 [28] HCOn Py fa 13 . 172 I+11(10)
: I+ 1V (3)
can OU | Her | 71 5 40/31 I+ 11 (13)
Ding X. M+IVE8) |4y ec
etal., 2015 [29] HCAM Py Het | 79 55 59/20 I+ 11 (14) '
Il + 1V (65)
can on | Her [ 88 | g, | 4UT7 I+11(29)
Wang H. 1l (29) 18 mec
et al., 2020 [30] HCan Py Het | 55 44/11 +11(23) '
58,2 £ 1,6 1 (32)
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lpodomxeHue mabn. 1
Table 1 (continued)

can O | Her | 15 9/6 I +11(4) | 16,5 mec.
Yun L. 59,3£10,1 I (1) (12,5—
etal., 2020 [31] Hcan Py Het 35 508 + 8.1 29/6 I +11(18) 22 mec.)
Il (27)
Ishigami S. con | WUTK | Her | 51 la—Illb
ot a(ﬁ, 2011 [32] HCON | Py | Her | 52 <80 H-A la—Illb 3ropa
con | wIK | ga | 10 s 73 I+ 11 (6)
Nakane Y. 7 i+ 1V (4) 5 net
etal, 1995 [33] HCaonm | Py oa | 10 530 6/ L+ 11(7)
’ I+ 1V (3)
con | Wik | ga | 10 9/1 I+ 11 (8)
53
I (2)
Adachi S. Hcom | P Her | 10 8/2 I+11 (8
et al, 2003 [34] A ! 59 i (2() : 5 net
HConm | Py oa | 10 575 6/ I+ 11 (8)
1M (2)
con | WK | pa | 45
can o | Her | 168
Pan Y. Hcan n+6 Het 48 58 514/ I+ 11 (141) 12 mec
etal,, 2008 [35] HCOm | Py Oa | 87 190 41V (563) :
HCOM | U-Py | Her | 239
HCOn | U-Py | fOa | 117
con | WUTK | Her | 75 5 52/23 I(7)
Zherlov G. 111 (68) 3rona
et al., 2006 [36] HCOM | Py | Her | 80 62/18 I (11)
60
llla (69)
Dikic S. con | WK | pa | 30
etal., 2012 [37] HCOn | Py | Her | 30 64 4915 o111 (60) 6 mec.
con | WTK | Her | 31 51 15/16 I+ 11 (23)
Olesiniski T. I+ 1V (8) 10 net
etal, 2017 [38] HCOMm | Py | Her | 37 o3 2215 |+ 11 (23)
NI+IV (14)
Pyakni 1B, AL, | CAN | WTK | Her | 30 | g0 40, | 15/15 I+ 11 (18) 12,9
2015 [39] 1210, M+1V(12) | +2,3wmec.
HCOMm | Py | Her | 30 17113 I+ 11 (23) 211
65890 W+IV(7) | £1.9 mec,
ZongaP.etal, 2016 | CON | WTK | da | 37 620 2314 I+ 11 (12)
140] : m+v@s) | oo
HCOMm | Py | Her | 35 635 26/9 I+ 11 (16) :
' I+ IV (19)

IpumeuaHue: H. 0. — Hem danHbvlX; CAIT — coxpanstowuil dyodeHaavHblil naccaxc; HCAII — He coxpaHsowuil
dyodenaavhblil naccaxc; UTK — unmepnosuuus moHkol KuwKku, Py — pekoHcmpykuus no Py; ®H — GyHKUUOHANb-
Has unmepno3uyus; U-Py — pekoncmpyxkuus Uncut Py (c HenepeceueHHoll nemaeill); I + b — nem.esoll aHacmomo3

¢ 6pAyHOBCKUM COYCMbEM.

Note: 0 — low risk of systematic error; 1 — uncertain risk of systematic error; 2 — high risk of systematic error; A —
study with low overall risk of systematic error; B— study with uncertain overall risk of systematic error; C — study
with high overall risk of systematic error.

64 Ky6aHckun Hay4HbI meguumnHckun BecTHuk / Kuban Scientific Medical Bulletin
2022 | Tom 29 | Ne 2 | 58-78




W.B. VBapos, O.M. Acunosuy, C.H. AepbeHes.

CpaBHUTEeABHAs OLIEHKA METOAOB PEKOHCTPYKIIMHU IIOCAE TACTPIKTOMHH C COXPaHEHUEM U 6e3 COXPaHeHHUH. .

Tabnuya 2. OuyeHka pucka nped83ssmocmu U kKa4ecmea Memo0o0 102Ul 8K/TIOYEHHbIX 8 aHaslu3 uccredosaHull

Schwarz A. et al., 1996 [26]

Table 2. Risk of bias and methodology quality assessment of included studies

Fuchs K. et al., 1995 [27]

Nakane Y. et al., 2001 [28]

Ding X. et al., 2015 [29]

Wang H. et al., 2020 [30]

Yun L. et al., 2020 [31]

Ishigami S. et al., 2011 [32]

Nakane Y. et al., 1995 [33]

Adachi S. et al., 2003 [34]

Pan Y. et al., 2008 [35]

Zherlov G. et al., 2006 [36]

Dikic S. et al., 2012 [37]

Olesinski T. et al., 2017 [38]

O|O|O|ON|O|O|=|O|0|OC|O|= |-
o|lOo|~ |~ [N|O|O|~|O|O|OC|O ||~

PyukunH O.B., AH L., 2015 [39]

PN =N G [N R N = N SN N an J o [ SN (PSS N RN
Alalalalalalalalalom|Ala—
RAllAalAalalalalalala|lOomn=lala
AlalalalalaAalaAalalaAaloalala|a

Zonca P. et al., 2016 [40]

o
o

OIN|I_ A~ lO|O|~ OO~

> 0w W wO| W (> o o o

0 0 0

—_

IIpumeuanue: 0 — HU3KUlL puck cucmemamuueckoll owubku; 1 — HeonpedeaeHHbLU PUCK cUCMeMAMUYecKOoll ouwuo-
KU; 2 — 8blCOKULL pUCK cucmeMamuuecKoll owubku; A — uccaedo8aHue ¢ HUSKUM OOUUM PUCKOM cUCmMeMamuieckoll
owubKu; B — uccaedosarue c HeonpedeaeHHbIM 00UWLUM PUCKOM cucmemamuyeckoll owubku; C — uccaedosatue ¢ 8vl-

COKUM 06u4um puckKkom cucmemamuyeckotl owubKu.

Note: 0 — low risk of systematic error; 1 — uncertain risk of systematic error; 2 — high risk of systematic error; A —
study with low overall risk of systematic error; B— study with uncertain overall risk of systematic error; C — study

with high overall risk of systematic error.

(395 c COn, 678 c HCAOM) [27, 29, 30, 35]. B 3 3 4 uc-
cnefoBaHU OTMeYeHa TeHOEHUMST K MeHbLLEN noTe-
pe Beca y nauneHToB ¢ pekoHcTpykumen COI, ogHako
npu MeTaaHanm3e pasHuua mexgy rpynnaMmu He Jo-
cturna cratuctmdeckon 3Hadumoctn (OP= —1,34
[95% OW: —2,71-0,03], p = 0,06) (puc. 6).

YpoBeHb remornobuHa 4Yepes 12 mec. nocne one-
pauun oueHeH B 3 uccnepgoBaHusax [26, 30, 38],
ypoBeHb obOuero 6enka — B 2 pabotax [30, 39],
YpOBeHb anbbymuvHa — B 2 wuccnegoBaHusax [30,
38]. MeTaaHanu3 aTux wuccnegoBaHUM MO BCEM
NEpPEYNCIIEHHBbIM MYyHKTaM He BbISIBUT CTaTUCTU-
YECKM 3HaUYUMbIX pasnuuui mexay rpynnamu COM
n HCAOM (puc. 7). B nccneposanumn [29] aBTopbl
onucanu rnokasaTtenu OTHOCUTENBLHOMO YyBenu4ye-
HUs1 YypoBHSA o6Lero 6enka Ha 3-n 1 12-n mec. no-
cne onepawuu, Npu 3TOM BbISIBIIEHO CTAaTUCTUYECKN

Ky6aHckun Hay4HbIi MeauumHcknin BecTHuK / Kuban Scientific Medical Bulletin

3HauyMMmoe npenmyLectso onepaumi ¢ COrM. Yun L
et al. (2020) npeacTtaBunM OTHOCUTENbBHbIE NOKa3a-
Tenn anbbymuHa B BuAae % OT MCXOQHOIO YPOBHS
(COm — 0.81 £ 0.08; HCAOM — 0.76 £ 0.11 yepes
12 mec. nocne onepauun), He NOATBEPANB NPENMY-
wecTBO HU oagHoun u3 rpynn [31].B 2 nccnepgosaHu-
AX aBTOPbl AONOXUNIN 06 YPOBHSIX CbIBOPOTOYHOIO
xenesa: A. Schwarz et al. (1996) [26] (COI1 ¢ pas-
HoW anuHou pesepsyapa — 18,40 £ 1,36 n 17,80
+ 1.27 npotms 11,30 = 1,29 mmons/n npu HCOI,
pasHuua goctoepHa, p < 0,01) n T. Olesinski et al.
(2017) [38] (COM — 15,12 £ 7,15; HCOM — 13,43 +
6,24 mmonb/n yepes 12 mec. nocrne onepauuu, pas-
HULA CTaTUCTUYECKN He 3Hadmma, p = 0,311).

Kadyecmeo »u3Hu

MokazaTenu ka4ecTBa KN3HW OLleHEHbI B 7 uccne-
aoBaHusax [26, 27, 30, 32, 38—40]. AHanns nokasan
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can HCOn Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% C| M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.1.1 OcnoxHeHun
Adachi 5. et al,, 2003 5 10 2 20 88% 9.00[1.32,61.14)
Dikic 5. etal., 2012 1 30 1 30 46% 1.00 [0.06, 16.76)
Fuchs K. etal., 1995 14 53 13 53 24.0% 1.10 [0.46, 2.65] e —
Nakane Y. etal., 1995 2 10 2 10 71% 1.00[0.11, 8.95)
Wang H. et al., 2020 6 58 0 55 43% 13.74[0.76, 250.04) +
YunL. etal, 2020 4 15 § 35 129% 2.18(0.49,963) s L
Zherlov G. et al., 2006 ] 75 7 80 182% 0.91[0.29, 2.83] e T
Pyukuu 4B, AH U, 2015 2 30 6 30 10.7% 0.29 [0.05, 1.55) O ——
Subtotal {(95% CI) 281 313 90.6% 1.39[0.68, 2.82)] =L
Total events 40 36
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.34; Chi*= 1068, df=7 (P=0.15); PF= 34%
Test for overall effect: 2= 0.90 (P = 0.37)
1.1.2 NetansHocTb
Fuchs K etal., 1985 1 53 2 53 59% 0.49 [0.04, 5.58)
Pyakwn B, An L, 2015 0 30 1 30 35% 0.32[0.01,8.24)
Subtotal (95% CI) 83 83 9.4% 0.42 [0.06, 2.95] *
Total events 1 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.04, df=1 (P = 0.84); F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z= 0.87 (P = 0.38)
Total (95% CI) 364 396 100.0% 1.22 [0.65, 2.30] i
Total events 4 39
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.24; ChiF= 11.88, df=9 (P = 0.22), F= 24% EI] o1 D%‘I 1*0 1EID=

Testfor overall effect: Z= 0.61 (P=0.54)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.27 df=1 (P=026). F=21.2%

B nonesy CAN B noneay HCAN

Puc. 2. JlecosudHasi Ouaapamma cpasHUMesIbHOU OUEHKU Yacmomabl OCIOXKHEeHUU u riemarnbHocmu Me)K@y pe-

koHcmpykyusamu CAOM u HCAMM npu 3.

Fig. 2. Forest plot of comparative complication and mortality rates for DPP vs. NDPP reconstructions in GE.

3HAYUTENBHYHO reTEPOreHHOCTb Nyonukaummn no me-
TOOMKaM OLIEHKM W NPELACTaBMEHUIO pe3yrbTaTos,
B CBS3M C YeM MPOBECTU MeTaaHanm3 okas3anocb
HEBO3MOXHbIM. [MpoBeaeH onucaTenbHbIN aHanms,
pesynbraThbl KOTOPOro NpeAcTaBneHsl B Tabnuvue 3.
B 3 pabotax [27, 32, 38] He ObINo BbIABNIEHO CTaTU-
CTMYEeCKN 3HauMmbIxX pasnunuun B KXK mexay naum-
eHTamu 13 rpynn COM v HCAOM [26].

H. Wang et al. (2020) [30] nokasanu npeumy-
wecteo CAMN no wkane GSRS 4yepe3 12 mec. no-
cne onepauuu, HO Npu oueHke no wkanam Visick
n ECOG kak B paHHUWe, Tak 1 No3aHne CPpoKM nocne
onepaumn pasnmunin Nory4eHo He BGbino.

Puck npeaB3ATOCTUN NO BCeM UccriegoBaHnAm

BopoHkooGpasHble  Auarpammbl  npeacTasrie-
Hbl Ha pucyHke 8. PacnpegeneHue vccnenoBaHuin
ObIN0 4OCTAaTOYHO CUMMETPUYHO OTHOCUTENBHO OCH
LeHTpanbHOW TeHAEHUMU B aHanM3e 4acToTbl pe-
dortokca, YTO ykasbiBaeT Ha TO, YTO NybnMKaunoH-
HOe cMmelleHne HeaHaunTenbHoe (B). Ha rpadukax,
NpencTaBnsloLWmnX NccrnegoBaHe YacToTbl OCIOX-
HeHu (A) n gemnuHr-cuHgpoma (bB), Habnogaetcs
ACMMMETPUYHOCTb OTHOCUTENBbHO OCK LEeHTpanb-
HOW TeHOeHUMM B 0bnacty 6omnbLunx 3Ha4YeHun ocu
OpAVHAT, YTO MOXET CBMAETENbCTBOBATb O Hanu-
4M NyOnuKaUMOHHOro cMmelleHud. Yto kacaetcs
OPYIrMX OLEHEHHbIX NapamMeTpoB, TO B 3TV aHanu3bl

66

2022 | Tom 29 | Ne 2 | 58-78

ObINM BKIIOYEHbI 5 N MeHee UCCredoBaHWA, crie-
AoBaTtesibHO aHalln3 BOpOHKOO6pa3HbIX anarpavm
HEe npoBOAUIICA U BO3MOXHOCTb NMpeaB3ATOCTU Nny-
Onvkauumn He NCKNKOYeHa.

[dononHuTtenbHbIe aHanM3bl JaHHBIM UCCMEeOo-
BaHMEM NpeayCcMOTPEHbI He Bblnn.

OBCYXOEHUE

ToTtanbHaga ractpaktomus npu PXX, no onpegene-
HUIO MpedycmaTpuBaloLLas MOMHOE ydarneHune xe-
nyaka, accouumMpyeTcsl C XygwvMK nokasatensiMum
KX n dyHKuMoHanbHbIMKM pesynsrataMmyM B Cpas-
HEeHUM c auctanbHon [41-43] U npokcMMarnbHOW
pesekumen xenyaka [23, 44, 45]. OyHKUMOHaANbHbIE
pesynbsratbl MpU 3TOM B 3HAYUTENbHOW CTENEeHu
3aBMCAT OT BapuaHTa BOCCTAHOBMIEHUS HeEMNpepbIB-
HOCTM nuuleBapuTenbHon cuctembl [10-13, 46,
47]. WccnepoBaHua, nocesileHHble oueHke KXK
N HYTPUTMBHOMY CTaTyCy Mpv pasfnyHbIX BapuaH-
Tax pekoHcTpykummn XKKT nocne D, oTHocuTenb-
HO HEMHOroYMcreHHbl. PaccmatpuBas BapuaHTbl
pekoHcTpykumm nocne I3, C. Naum et al. (2020)
[48] BblaensawT cnegylowme OCHOBHbIE METOAbI:
PEKOHCTPYKUMK: Ha netne, no Py c pesepByapom
n 6e3 Hero U MHTEPMO3NLMIO TOLLEN KULLKMA C pe-
3epByapoM u 6e3 Hero. MHorvme uvccnegoBatenu
NpuxoasT K BbIBOAY, YTO «BbIKMIOYEHWE» ABeHan-
uatunepctHon kumwkn (OMNK) npu cTtaHgapTHbIX
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can HCan

Study or Subgroup

Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% C|

Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio

M.H, Random, 95% CI

2.1.1 Oemnuur 3 mec

Adachi S. etal.,, 2003 0 10 0 10
Dikic 5. etal., 2012 2 30 13 30 50%
Makane Y. etal,, 1995 0 6 0 9
Makane Y. etal, 2001 0 14 1 13 14%
Zherlov G. et al., 2006 3 N 12 80 68%
Subtotal {95% Cl) 135 142 13.2%

Total events 5 26
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.87, df= 2 (P = 0.65), F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.57 (P = 0.0004)

2.1.2 flemMnuHr 6 mec

Adachi S. etal, 2003 0 10 0 10
Dikic S. etal., 2012 . 30 4 30 42%
MNakane Y, etal,, 1995 0 6 0 9
Makane Y, etal,, 2001 0 14 0 13
Zherlov G. et al., 2006 4 75 14 80 81%
Subtotal {95% Cl) 135 142 12.3%

Total events 6 18
Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.27, df=1 (P = 0.61); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 234 (P=0.02)

2.1.3 flemnuur 12 mec

Ding X. etal,, 2015 4 71 13 79 8.0%
Fuchs K etal., 1995 0 53 2 53 1.6%
Nakane Y. etal,, 1995 1 6 0 9 1.3%
Makane Y. etal., 2001 0 14 0 13

OlesinskiT.etal, 2017 16 ki 16 37 10.3%
PanY.etal, 2008 211 213 121 491 18.2%
YunL. etal, 2020 1 15 B 35 2.9%
Zherlov G. et al., 2006 5 75 18 80 9.3%
Zonéa P etal, 2016 1 36 B i 3.0%
Pyakud 0B, AK L, 2015 7 N 8 17 44%
Subtotal (95% Cl) 535 845 58.9%

Total events 51 191
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.28, Ch*=13.71, df=8 (P=0.09), F= 42%
Test for overall effect Z= 3.36 (P = 0.0008)

2.1.4 lemnuur 24 mec

MNakane Y. et al,, 1995 0 s 0 8

Makane Y. et al,, 2001 0 14 0 13
OlesinskiT.etal, 2017 1 20 12 20 7.2%
Zherlov G. et al., 2006 4 75 22 80 B85%
Subtotal {95% Cl) 114 121 15.7%

Total events 15 34
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.10; Chi*= 3.97, df=1 (P = 0.05); F=75%
Test for overall effect: Z=1.26 (P =0.21)

Total (95% CI)
Total events 77 268

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.16; Chi*= 20.96, df=15(P = 0.14), F= 28%
Test for overall effect: Z= 5,57 (P < 0.00001)

Taect far cutharnun difarancas Chif=1 77 Af=2/DL-NEN BF-NK

919 1250 100.0%

Mot estimable
0.09 [0.02, 0.47)
Not estimahle
0.29[0.01, 7.70)

0.24 [0.08, 0.87]
0.17 [0.07, 0.45]

~eis

Not estimable
0.46 [0.08, 2.75]
Not estimable
Not estimable

0.27 (0.08, 0.85)
0.31[0.12, 0.83]

-~z

0.30 [0.09, 0.98)
0.19[0.01, 4.11]
5.18[0.18, 150.45]
Not estimable
1.40 [0.54, 3.65]
0.33[0.20, 0.55]
0.35 [0.04, 3.1§)
0.23 [0.08, 0.65]
0.12[0.01,1.05]
0.12 [0.02, 0.68]
0.36 [0.20, 0.66]

L 4

e
——

——
g

Not estimable
Not estimable
0.81 [0.23, 2.86)

0.15 [0.05, 0.46]
0.34 [0.06, 1.82]

P

0.32[0.22, 0.48)

0.01 01 10
B noneay CAN B noneay HCAN

100

Puc. 3. JlecosudHas duaspamma cpasHUMEIbHOU OUEHKU Yacmombl 0eMrnuHa-CuUHOpoMa 8 pasfiudHble CPOKU
rocre onepayuu mexdy pekoHcmpykuyusamu CAMN u HCAM npu 3.
Fig. 3. Forest plot of comparative dumping syndrome rates at post-surgery terms for DPP vs. NDPP reconstructions

in GE.

MEeTOAax PEKOHCTPYKLMM NPUBOOMUT K yCyrybneHuo
HapyLUEHMI NPOLECCOB MULLIEBAPEHMUS, BO3HMKAI0-
WX BcrneacTeue yaaneHus xenyaka [18, 19, 49].
B aTOM CBA3N MMEKTCS TEOPETUYECKME U MPaKTU-
yeckne npeanochbinkn (OYHKLMOHAMNbHBIX MpenMy-
LLEeCTB ornepauur, COXpaHSALWNX U BOCCTaHaBMNU-
BalLWMX AyodeHanbHbIn naccax [21-23, 50-52].
Tem He MeHee gaHHble UMEILLUXCA UCCIegoBaHnumn

Ky6aHckun Hay4HbIi MeauumHcknin BecTHuK / Kuban Scientific Medical Bulletin

[AOCTaTO4HO NPOTMBOPEYMBBI U HE AAT OJHO3Hau-
HOro oTBETa Ha Bonpoc 06 onTumansHoM criocobe
PEKOHCTPYKLMKN nocre TotansHon '3 n o uenecoo-
6pa3HOCTM BOCCTAHOBIEHNS AyOEeHanbHOro nacca-
xa [47-49, 53, 54].

Hamu BbINOMHEH cucTeEMaTUYeCKnin 0630p n MeTa-
aHanmn3 OCHOBHbIX UMEKLLMXCS Ha AAaHHbIA MOMEHT
KIMNMHUYECKUX paHOOMU3NPOBAHHBLIX nccnegoBaHuin,
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can HCAN Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
3.1.1 3 mec nocne onepauuM
Nakane Y. et al,, 1995 0 6 3 9 30% 014[0.01,3.35) 4
Nakane Y. etal., 2001 2 14 3 13 30% 056008 4.01] e
Wang H. etal,, 2020 8 58 5 55 50% 1.60(0.49, 523 = .
Subtotal (95% CI) 78 77 11.0% 0.92[0.37,2.27] -‘-
Total events 10 1"
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 243, df=2 (P=0.30), F=18%
Test for overall effect: Z= 019 (P = 0.85)
3.1.2 6 Mec nocne onepauu4
Nakane Y. etal., 1995 0 6 0 9 Not estimable
Nakane Y. etal., 2001 3 13 2 13 1.7% 1.65[0.23,11.99) —
Wang H. et al, 2020 10 58 5 55 4.8% 2.08 [0.66, 6.54] a T I
Subtotal (95% Cl) 77 77 6.5%  1.97[0.73, 5.30] -
Total events 13 7
Heterogeneity. Chi*= 0.04, df=1 (P = 0.84), F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.34 (P=0.18)
3.1.3 12 Mec nocne onepaunu
Ding X etal., 2015 3 71 13 79 13.2% 0.22 [0.06, 0.82) — ——
MNakane Y. etal., 1995 0 6 0 9 Mot estimahle
MNakane Y. et al,, 2001 1 14 3 13 32% 026002 285
Olesirfiski T. etal,, 2017 8 31 9 37 68%  1.08[0.36,3.25) e
PanY. etal, 2008 20 213 64 491 39.3% 0.69 [0.41,1.17) —7
Wang H. et al., 2020 1 58 7 65 ©65% 1.60 [0.57, 4.49) -
YunL. etal, 2020 3 15 5 35 27% 150[0.31,7.29) S —
Zonca P.etal, 2016 5 36 1 31 1.0% 4.84[053 4389
Pyakud .B., Au L., 2015 4 22 3 17 31%  1.04[0.20,5.41) e
Subtotal (95% CI) 466 767 76.0%  0.80 [0.56, 1.15] <A
Total events 55 105
Heterogeneity: Chi*=1013,df=7 (P=0.18), F=31%
Test for overall effect. Z=1.19 (P =0.24)
3.1.4 24 mec nocne onepauuu
MNakane Y. et al., 1995 0 5 0 8 Mot estimable
Makane Y. et al., 2001 1 14 1 13 11% 0.92[0.05,16.46)
Olesinski T. etal, 2017 B 20 7 20 55% 0.80 [0.21, 3.00) — e —
Wang H. etal,, 2020 6 58 3 0 Not estimable
Subtotal (95% Cl) a7 41 6.6% 0.82[0.24,2.72] #—
Total events 13 1
Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.01, df=1 (P=0.93), F= 0%
Testfor overall effect. Z=033 (P=0.74)
Total (95% CI) 718 962 100.0%  0.89 [0.66, 1.21] <@
Total events 91 134

e - e T g | . . .

Heterogeneity: Chi*=15.29, df=14 (P=0.36), F= 8% T 01 1 10 100

Testfor overall effect, Z=0.73 (F = 0,46)
Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*= 280 df=3(P=042). F=0%

B noneay CAMN B noneay HCAN

Puc. 4. JlecosudHasa Ouazpamma cpasHUMeEbHOU OUEHKU Yacmombl 3HMepo-330¢hazeanbHo20 pechbriokca
8 pa3riuyHble cpOoKU nocne onepayuu Mmexoy pekoHempykyusamu CAOM u HCAOM npu 3.
Fig. 4. Forest plot of comparative reflux-oesophagitis rates at post-surgery terms for DPP vs. NDPP reconstructions

in GE.

B KOTOPbIX NPOBOAMMOCH CpaBHEHWE METOAOB pe-
KOHCTPYKUMM C COXpaHeHneM u 6e3 coxpaHeHusi
Oyo[leHanbHOro naccaxa, B nNiaHe HEMOCPeACTBEH-
HbIX Pe3ynbTaToB, MOCTrAaCTP3IKTOMUYECKUX OYHK-
LMOHasnbHbIX CUHOPOMOB, HYTPUTUBHOIO cTaTyca
N KayeCTBa XWU3HU Yy NaUMEHTOB C PaKOM Xenyaka,
NOABEPTLUMXCS paavKanbHOMY XUPYpruieckomy re-
YeHuo B 06beMe paamKanbHoOM ToTanbHom 3.

Haunbonee nomnHbIi cuctematuyeckmin 063op, no-
CBSILLEHHbIN JaHHOW TemaTuke, Obin npencTtasrneH
B 2013 roay Y. Yang et al. [49]. Bonpoc coxpaHeHns
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AyO[eHanbHOoro naccaxa 3arparvsarncs Takxke B 06-
30pax U MeTaaHanmsax [48, 53, 54], HO He sBnancs
npegMeToM NpULENbHOrO aHanmMsa s aBTOpPOB,
YAENSABLUMX OCHOBHOE BHUMaHWE APYruM acnektam
pekoHCcTpykummn nocne TI3.Y. Yang et al. [49] npwu-
LUK K 3aKIIOYEHWNIO, YTO COXpaHEHWE AyodeHalbHO-
ro naccaxa nocne T3 He NpMBOAUT K 3HAYUTEMb-
HOMY YBENUYEHUIO 4acCTOTbl MocreonepaunoHHbIX
OCMNOXHEHUA W NETaNbHOCTU, CYLLECTBEHHO YBe-
NMYMBaAET NPOAOIMKMTENBHOCTL ONepaunn, a Takke
MMEEeT MpevMyLLecTBO B MfaHe napamMeTpoB Mu-
TaHWs1 B KPATKOCPOYHOW MepcrnekTuBe mnocre one-
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can HCAOn Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Ding X etal, 2015 4 71 14 79 202% 0.28 [0.09, 0.89) ———
PanY.etal, 2008 N N3 109 491 30.4% 0.60 [0.39,0.92) —_—
Wang H. et al, 2020 10 58 4 55 194% 2.66 [0.78, 9.04) H———
YunL etal, 2020 1 15 18 35 105% 0.07[0.01,057] ¥——————
Zoncéa P.etal, 2016 5 36 9 31 194% 0.39[0.12,1.34] M
Total {95% ClI) 393 691 100.0% 0.50 [0.22, 1.16] e
Total events 51 154
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.55; Chi*= 11.81, df= 4 (P = 0.02); F= 66% :U o1 051 1:0 100’

Test for overall effect Z=1.62 (P = 0.11) B nonbay CAN B nonsay HCAMN

Puc. 5. JlecogsudHas duaepamma cpasHUMesIbHOU OUEHKU Yacmombl CUHOpOMa cma3sa Mex0y PeKOHCMpPYyKyUsi-
mu CAIM u HCAMM npu '3 (12 mecsyees nocne onepayuu).

Fig. 5. Forest plot of comparative stasis syndrome rates for DPP vs. NDPP reconstructions in GE (12 months
post-surgery).

can HCAan Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI

Ding X. etal,, 2015 311 247 71 536 25 79 241% -225F3.05,-145) —%—

Fuchs K etal,, 1995 35 12 63 34 18 53 250% 0.10}051,0.71) e

PanY, etal, 2008 41 21 213 68 42 491 255% -270(-3.17,-223] —=—
WangH.etal, 2020 751 083 58 804 167 55 254% -053[1.03,-0.03 —
Total (95% CI) 395 678 100.0% -1.34[-2.71,0.03) ——esEEEE——

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 1.87; Chi*= 69.35, df= 3 (P < 0.00001); F = 96% t—t— 13
Testfor overall effect Z=1.91 (P = 0.06) B nonbay CAN B noneay HCAMN

Puc. 6. JlecosudHas duazpamma cpasHUMebHOU OUEeHKU rnomepu Macchkl mesia 8 nocreonepayuoHHOM repuo-
Oe npu 'S ¢ pekoHcmpykyusmu CAIM u HCAl (12 mecsiyes nocne onepayuu).

Fig. 6. Forest plot of comparative post-operative weight loss for DPP vs. NDPP reconstructions in GE (12 months
post-surgery).

can HCAn Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
6.1.1 Femornobuu
Olesiniski T. etal, 2017 126 16 N 123 23 37 41% 3.00[-6.31,12.31) +
Schwarz A. et al,, 1996 139 43 24 125 44 24 0.7% 14.00[-10861,38.61] +
Wang H. etal,, 2020 114 10 58 112 12 53 12.2% 200[-213,6.13) . —
Subtotal (95% CI) 113 114 17.0% 2.44 [-1.30,6.47] e R

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 0.00, Chi®= 0.90, df= 2 (P = 0.64), F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.28 (P=0.20)

6.1.2 OB Genok

Wang H. etal,, 2020 66 2 58 71 3 53 223% -5.00[5.96,-4.04) B
Pyarun A.B., An UL, 2015 643 42 30 636 51 30 18.0% 0.70 [-1.66, 3.06) e
Subtotal (95% ClI) 88 83 40.3%  -2.26[-7.84,3.33) el e—

Heterogeneity. Tau®= 15.40, Chi*=19.18, df= 1 (P < 0.0001), F= 85%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.79 (P = 0.43)

6.1.3 ANbGYMHH
Olesifiski T. etal, 2017 397 43 31 393 34 37 197%  040[147,227 —
Wang H. et al, 2020 38 2 58 42 15 55 229% -3.00[-3.65,-2.35) -

Subtotal (95% CI) 89 92 426%  -1.42[4.74,1.91] R

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 5.27; Chi*= 11.35, df= 1 (P = 0.0008); = 91%
Test for overall effect Z= 0.84 (P = 0.40)

Total (95% ClI) 280 289 100.0% -1.13[-3.22, 0.95] q
Heterogeneity. Tau®™= 4,82, Chi*= 47,91, df=6 (P < 0.00001), F= 87% _1:0 _:5 ) é 1:0
Test for overall effect: Z= 1.07 (P = 0.29) B none3y CAN B noneay HCAN

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*= 2.95. df= 2 (P = 0.23). F=32.2%

Puc. 7. JlecosudOHas duaepamma cpasHumersibHOU oueHKU nabopamopHbix rnokalamesiel 8 rnocreonepayuoH-
Hom niepuode npu '3 ¢ pekoHecmpykyuamu CAMN u HCAI (12 mecsyees nocne onepayuu).

Fig. 7. Forest plot of comparative post-operative laboratory values for DPP vs. NDPP reconstructions in GE
(12 months post-surgery).
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Tabnuya 3. Pe3ynbmambl OUeHKU rnokasamernel Kkayecmaa Xu3Hu

Table 3. Quality of life assessment

3 mec. >0,05

Schwarz A. et al., 1996 [26] H.Y. 6 mec. <0,05
Fuchs K. et al., 1995 [27] Visick 36 mec. >0,05
3 mec. >0,05

. . 6 mec. >0,05
Ishigami S. et al., 2011 [32] H.Y. 12 mec. ~0.05
60 mec. >0,05

GSRS 12 mec. 0,015

3 mec. 0,365

6 mec. 0,828

Visick 9 mec. 0,634

12 mec. 0,354

Wang H. et al., 2020 [30] 18 mec. 0,786
3 mec. 0,234

6 mec. 1,000

ECOG 9 mec. 0,497

12 mec. 0,437

18 mec. 1,000

. 12 mec. 0,479
Olesinski T. et al., 2017 [38] EORT QLQ-C30 10 net 0.665
Zonca P. et al., 2016 [40] GlQLl 12 mec. 0,0016
Pyukun [.B., AH L., 2015 [39] Visick 12 mec. <0,05

IpumeuaHue: H.y. — He ycmaHosaeH; Visick — wkana Visick I-IV; GSRS — onpocHuk Gastrointestinal Symptom
Rating Scale; ECOG — wkaaa Eastern Cooperative Oncology Group; EORT QLQ-C30 — onpocHuk European
Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer quality of life questionnaire QLQ-C30; GIQLI — onpocHuk

Gastrointestinal Quality of Life Index.

Note: 0 — low risk of systematic error; 1 — uncertain risk of systematic error; 2 — high risk of systematic error; A —
study with low overall risk of systematic error; B — study with uncertain overall risk of systematic error; C — study

with high overall risk of systematic error.

pauMu MO CpaBHEHWIO C rpynnon 6e3 coxpaHeHusi
AyofeHanbHoro naccaxa. [pv aTom aBTopbI HE BbI-
ABUNM  BNaronpusTHOTO  BIAUSIHUST  KBKITHOYEHUSI»
OIMNK Ha npepoTBpalleHne NOCTracTPIKTOMUYECKNX
CMMMTOMOB.

Haw o630p Obin AONOMHEH HOBbLIMW MCCReno-
BaHUSMW M3y4aBLUMX, B YACTHOCTW, HOBbI MeTOoA
BOCCTaHOBMEHMS OyodeHarnbHOro naccaxa
PYHKLMOHANbHYIO WMHTEPMO3ULMIO TOHKOW  KULL-
kn [29-31]. lNMpoBeOeHHbIN HaMu aHanu3 npuBen
kK cxogHbiM €Y. Yang et al. [49] pesynsratam B nnaHe
nocrneonepawlmoHHbIX OCMIOXXHEHWI U NEeTanbHOCTH,
HO B Hallem 0630pe BbISBNEHO TakKe MPeBOCXOACT-
BO METOZOB C COXpaHeHneM gyofeHansHoro nacca-
Xa no yacTtoTe AeMNUHr-CMHApPOMa, Npu OTCYTCTBUU
pasnMynuin B HYTPUTUBHBIX NapameTpax. AHanormy-
Ho c Y. Yang et al. [49] HaMmn OTMeYeHa 3HaUNTESb-
Has reTeporeHHOCTb B METOAMKax W pesyrbrarax
OLEHKMN KayecTBa XW3HW, YTO He MO3BONWMO che-
natb OfHO3HaYHbIX BbIBOOOB O BIIUSAHUWN COXpaHe-
HWA Oyo[eHarnbHOro naccaxa Ha napamMmeTpbl Kaye-
CTBa XU3HW.
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OrpaHuyeHus

Cnep,yeT OTMETUTb, YTO UHTEepnpeTauna nonyyeH-
HbIX pe3yrnbraTtoB Tpe6yeT onpep,eneHHon OCTOPOX-
HOCTU, Y4NUTbIBAA HEKOTOPblE OrpaHn4YeHna gaHHOro
cncrtemMaTmn4eckoro 063opa N MeTaaHanmsa.

Bo-nepBbIx, Ka4ecTBO MCCIeaoBaHWi, BKITHOYEH-
HbiX B 0630p, Henb3s Ha3BaTb MOSHOCTBLIO YOOB-
NeTBOpPUTESNbHBLIM, YTO GbINO NOKa3aHO NP OLEHKe
pvucka npeaB3siTOCTU UccnefoBaHuin. [ockonbky
HageXHOCTb MeTaaHanmaa onpeaenseTcs rmaBHbIM
06pasoM Ka4yecTBOM BKIHOYEHHBbIX B HEro uccre-
[OBaHWiA, pesynkTaTbl HACTOALLEro MeTaaHanusa
[OIKHbl MHTEPNPETUPOBATLCH C OCTOPOXHOCTHLIO.
Bo3MoxHO, nosiBNeHne HOBbIX UCCMed0oBaHWIA C XO-
pOLLIO MpPOAYMaHHbIM AWM3aiHOM U BbICOKMM Kave-
CTBOM METOAONOMMN MOXET NMPUBECTU K KOPPEKLNM
NOMNy4YeHHbIX Pe3ynbLTaToB.

Bo-BTOpbIX, AMarHoCTMKa TaKUX  COCTOSIHWM,
KaK AeMMUHr-CMHAPOM, CUHAPOMbI pedritokca U cTa-
33, a Takke OLieHKa Ka4yecTBa XXN3HW, CUIbHO 3aBUCAT
OT CyGbEKTMBHOIO MHEHWSI aBTOPOB UCCEA0BaHMiA.
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[] 12 mec nocne onepawmn

B mec nocne onepawm A 24 mec NOCNE onNepawmn

F 3 MeC NOCNE oNEpaLIM

B

Puc. 8. BopoHKkoobpasHble epachuku Ons MemaaHasiu3os, 8K4uswux 8 cebs 6onee 5 uccrnedosaHul:
A — OC/IOXHEeHUs u riemarnibHocme; b — demnuHe-cuHOpom; B — pecbritokc.
Fig. 8. Funnel plots for meta-analyses including >5 studies: A — complications and mortality; 6 — dumping syn-

drome; B — reflux.

Hn B ogHOM 13 BKNMOYEHHbLIX MCCNeaoBaHni He ObInm
YETKO ornpenerneHbl KpUTepumn, Ha KoTopbix 6a3npo-
Banvcb amnarHosbl. B oueHke KX Bo MHormx pabotax
NCMNOnb30Bannchb CyObLEKTUBHbBIE LLKasbl. OTO MOXET
CNYXWTb MPUYNHON KIMHUYECKOW HEeOL4HOPOOHOCTU
MOMyYeHHbIX Pe3yrbTaTtoB, MOSTOMY HENb3s WUCKITHO-
YNTb MOTEHUMArbHYHO CUCTEMHYKO OLUMOKY, CBA3aH-
Hyl0 C pesynbrataMu. HeogHOPOOHOCTE OTYETHOCTU
006 ncxogax Morna cratb NPUYUHON MOTEHUMANbHOM
CUCTEMHOW OLUMOKN N UCKa3WUTb AaHHble, MOJyyYeH-
Hbl€ B YKa3aHHbIX NCCIeJ0BaHMSIX.

B-TpeTbux, B 6OMbLUIMHCTBE UCCNEAOBaHUIA OTYe-
Tbl O pesynbratax npeactasneHbl B 0606LeHHON
dopme, 6e3 TouyHOM MHGOpPMaUUKM O nauMeHTax
N 1Mcxogax, YTo He MO3BOSIANO NPOBECTU MEeTaaHa-
N3, OCHOBaHHLIN Ha NoApPOOHOM NepcoHanbHOM
WHopmauun.

Taknm 06p330M, npeacrtaBlieHHblE OrpaHn4yeHuA
MOrun NpmuBeCTn K CMeLEeHND pe3ynbraTtoB aHHO-
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ro MeTaaHanmsa. Hannume BbISIBNEHHbIX Npobenos
B METOAOMOMMM 1 pesyrbraTax BKIHOYEHHbIX B 0630p
nyonukauun Takke gaeT OCHOBaHWE Afs npoBene-
HUS JanbHenWwmnx uccrefoBaHUK, HanpasBreHHbIX
Ha OOBLEKTUBHYK OLIEHKY BIUSAHWS METOAOB pe-
KoHCTpyKumm XXKT nocne TI'D Ha HenocpeacTBeH-
Hble pe3ynbTaTbl, HyTPUTUBHbIN CTaTyC U Ka4yecTBO
YKW3HW NaLMEHTOB.

3AKNMIOYEHUE

Y mauueHToB nocne pagukansHon D no nosoay
P>X pekoHcTpykumns ¢ CIIN He noBbIWAET YacToTy
OCMNOXHEHWI 1 neTanbHocTn. PekoHcTpykuusa ¢ CAOT
xapaktepuayetcs 6onee HU3KOM 4YacTOTON Pas3BUTUS
AeMnuHr-cuHgpomMa B cpokn oT 3 go 12 mecsues
rnocne onepauuu, Npyu OTCYTCTBMM MNPEVMYLLECTB
yepes 24 mecsua. [Nokasatenu YyactoTbl pedrokca,
CTas-cMHOpOMa, a Takke nmokasaTenu HyTPUTMBHO-
ro craryca (OQUHamuka Maccbl Tena, ypoBHU reMo-
rmobuHa, CbIBOPOTOYHOIO kenesa, obulero Gerka,
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anbBbyMMHA) He VIMEIT CTaTUCTUYECKU 3HAYUMbIX
pasnuuuii Mexagy rpynnaMu ¢ coxpaHeHuem u 6es
COXpaHeHVsl AyoeHarbHOro naccaxa.

3HaumTenbHas reTeporeHHOCTb B METoAMKaX U pe-
3yrnbraTtax OLUEHKM He NO3BOMSIET cAenatb OAHO3HaY-
HbIX BbIBOZOB O BIUSIHMN COXPaHEHWs AyodeHarnbHO-
ro naccaxa Ha KayeCTBO >XW3HW Yy NaLVeHTOB rnocre
3. Heobxoanmbl ganbHelnlwme HayyHble McCreno-
BaHWs B HarnpasrieHnM 060CHOBaHWUSI OMTUMAarbHbIX
METOL0B PEKOHCTPYKLMM, B HACTHOCTM BOCCTaHaBMM-

CMUCOK NIUTEPATYPbI

BaroLLmx naccax nuwiy no Ar1K, nocne ractpakromum,
obecneymBarolLMx Hanbornee GnaronpusiTHble Moka-
3aTenun Ka4ecTBa XMU3HW 1 HYTPUTMBHOIO cTaTyca.
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