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Y JICTOYHBIX y3JI0B, MOJIO3PUTEIBHBIX B OTHOILIEHUHU 3JI0KAYE€CTBEHHOCTH.
puanvt u memoowt. Ilpoenén mouck B 0azax manHbix PubMed u Google Scholar 3a
o 7 ampens 2021 r. BKIIOYUTENBbHO. B COOTBETCTBUM C KPUTEPHUSIMU COOTBETCTBUS
00paHbl HCCIEOBAaHUA, B KOTOPHIX MpoBoauiack oneHka crocooHoctn MPT u KT k
ISIBJICHUIO JIETOYHBIX Y3JI0B, TOJO3PUTEIBHBIX B OTHOIICHUHU 3JIOKAYECTBEHHOCTH. BEBIOOD
€TOJIa aHAJIN3a U TPYNIUPOBKU JTAHHBIX O YYBCTBUTEIBHOCTH W CIEHU(PUIHOCTH BBITIOJIHSIIN
pe3yJibTaTaM OLIEHKM TE€TEPOr€HHOCTH HWCCIEeNOBaHUM. /[l OLIEHKM CTaTUCTUYECKOU
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reTEPOreHHOCTH MCCIIEIOBAHUM, BKJIIOUYEHHBIX B METAaHAIU3, MPUMEHSLI epui acus
ITupcoHa y? ¥ MHAEKC TeTeporeHHocTH |2,
Pesynomameut. o pesynbratam noucka Obuio oroOpano 168 pabor, B anuzgeonuio 21

uccienoBanre. OroopanHbie padoThl BKirovany 1188 marmenTtos. [1o pesynapTraTam MeTaanammsa
BBISIBIICHO HAJIMYHE CTATHCTUYECKM 3HAUMMOil reteporennoctu P <0,00001 mo xputepuio y° u
WHJEKC TETEPOr€HHOCTH 1°=99% st YyBCTBUTEIBLHOCTH U crienuPpuaHOCTH. B CBsI3M ¢ aTHM 171s
aHaJIM3a IaHHBIX UCIMOJIL30BAM METOJ CIydaiHbIX 3 (HeKTOB. 3HAUCHUS YyBCTBUTEIHHOCTH IS
MPT naxoaumucs B auamnasone ot 70,4 no 100%, cnenudpuunoctu — ot 60,6 1o 100%.

3aknouenue. Takum o6Opazom, MPT obnamaer m0 CTBUTENBHOCTBIO U
CHeUGUIHOCTBIO JIJISl OMPE/IeNICHUs 37I0KaueCTBEHHOCTH X y3J10B, OOHapy>KEHHBIX MpU
KT-auarnocruke.
KiloueBble cjI0Ba: MarHUTHO-PE30HAHCHAs TOMOHP
YYBCTBUTEIHHOCTD; CIIEIIU(UIHOCTS.
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ABSTRACT %

ABSTRACT

AIM: Evaluate the ability of magnetic resonance imaging
pulmonary nodules compared to computed tomography (&
MATERIALS AND METHODS: We searched the @

he chest to detect malignant

t
g datalases with the final date of
ding to the inclusion and exclusion
alignant lung nodules by both MRI
ificity. Method of the analysis and
| heterogeneity of the studies included in the
heterogeneity.
icles found in the PubMed and Google
ere included in the meta-analysis. Meta-analysis

search on April 7th, 2021: PubMed, Google Schol
criteria, we selected studies that assessed the detectio
and CT and included information about sensitivity and spe
data grouping was chosen with regard to statiSti
analysis. We used 2 test and 12 statistic to evalua
RESULTS: For the systematic review w
Scholar databases. 21 studies on 1188 patie
revealed the presence of statistically sig@ifi
for sensitivity and specificity. Hence, we dom effect model for further analysis. As
result, values of sensitivity for dgtection of pulmonary nodules with MRI ranged from 70.4 to
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st y3en (solitary pulmonary nodule, SPN) — enuHslii, OTTpaHMYECHHBIA OKPYTJIBIA Oyar
*pamu MeHee 3 cM B auamertpe [1, 2]. JIErouHoi y3en MoJHOCThI0 OKPYKEH HEM3MEHEHHOMN
TKaHbIO, HE CBS3aH C aTEJICKTa30M, KOPHEM JIETKOTO WM cpeiocTeHneM. JlaHHoe
HHE MOXET TPEACTAaBIATh CO00H 1O0OpOKAYeCTBEHHBIC MPOIECCHI, TaKUe Kak
apToMa, pa3uuHble MH()EKIMOHHBIC MOPaKEHUs, TPaHyJIeMaTO3HOE BOCHAJICHUE, a TaKKe
JIOKAYEeCTBEHHBIC TMPOILECChl (Takue Kak TEepPBUYHBI pak JIETKOT0, METacTaTHYeCKOe
ojieBaHMe WM JMMdoma. 370Ka4eCTBEHHOCTh Y3JIOB MPEAIOJaraeTcsi A0 TeX HOop, MoKa He
J0Ka3aHo oopatHoe [2].
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B nacrosimee Bpems kommbiotepHas Tomorpadus (KT) sBasercs 30710
OLIEHKM M JIMHAMHYECKOTO KOHTPOJSA 3a JIETOUYHBIMU Yy3JIaMH,
3nokadectBeHHOCTh [3]. KT mnpu Hamumuum OONBLOIOrO KOJMYECTBA yIIEETB HMMEET

IpPOrpaMMHOr0  oOecredeHHs MOHMCK HOBBIX aJIbTEpHATUBH
ctaHoBUTCA odeBUAHbIM. llocnennue 20 ner wu3ydeHue
MarHuTHO-pe3oHaHcHou Tomorpaduu (MPT) mnsa aquarsoct
KJIETKH TIO3BOJIHIIO BBIICIUTHh OTICIBHYIO O0JIACTh Hay
BBIABJICHUIO JIETOYHBIX y3JI0B nocpeactsoM MPT. [Ipeumym oM MPT sBisieTcs OTCyTCTBHE
BO3JICUCTBUSI MOHU3UPYIOIIETO H3IyYEHHUS, a TaAKKE jasi KOJIMYECTBEHHAsI OLIEHKa
BBISIBJICHHBIX U3MEHEHHH Jja’ke IPU OTCYTCTBUU BBE/IS
IMean ucciaenoBannss — OlleHKa BO3MOXHOCTU ME
co crangaptHoi KT mist BBISIBIIEHUS 3]JI0KAYECTBEHHBI

0 TPHUMCHCHUMA
OpraHoB TPyJIHOMH

OB TPYJHOU KJIETKH 110 CPAaBHEHUIO
'OUHBIX Y3JIOB.

METOAbI
Jannas pabora Obuta odopmieHa CoOrjgacHoO apTy PENOPTUPOBAHUS PE3YIHTATOB
CUCTEeMAaTHUYECKOTO 0030pa U MeTaaHalln eferred Reporting Items for Systematic

Reviews and Meta-Analyses) [4]. &

Tun uccaenoBanuii
Kpumepuu eéxnrouenus:

e () mpocrekTUBHBIC WCCIACIOBAHUS MO THIY CIy4ail-KOHTPOJb, PETPOCHEKTUBHBIC
UCCIICIOBAHMS TI0 THUITY CIy4Yali-KOHTPOJIb, MPOCIEKTHBHBIE KOTOPTHBIC HCCICIOBAHUS,
PETPOCIIEKTUBHBIC KOTOPTHBIC UCCIICOBAHUS;

e () mccaemoBaHus, BKIIIOYAONINE OIMCAHHME HCIONb30BaHus MPT s BbIgBICHUS
37I0Ka4eCTBEHHbBIX JIETOUHBIX y3JIOB;

e (I1l) aTaIOHHBIM METOIOM BBICTYII

e aiaKT;

e (IV) Hannuue cBeCHMIA O YYBCTBUTECILHOCTH M CIICIIM(PUIHOCTH.

Kpumepuu uckniouenus:

(I) monHBIi TekCT pabOTHI HEJOCTYIICH;

(1) uccnemoBanme MPOBOAMIOCH HE HA JIFOJIAX;

(1) uccnenoBanue MPOBOAMIOCH C YUaCTHEM JIETEH;

(IV) onucanusi KIMHUYECKUX CIyYaeB, UCCICIOBAHME CEPUHU CITyYacB, CHCTEMATHYCCKUE
0030pBI, METaaHaJH3bI,

(V) coueranue mno3utpoHHO-IMHccHOHHOM Tomorpaduu (I19T) m KT (IIDT/KT) u
COYeTaHUE MO3UTPOHHO-IMHUCCHOHHOM ToMorpaduu u MPT (IIDT/MPT); uccnenoBanus
C KOHTPACTHBIM YCUJICHUEM;

e (VI) BriroueHHe B HCCIEAOBAaHHE MAIIMEHTOB C JErouHOM (opmoii TyOepkyné3a u

JPYTUMHU BOCTIATUTEIbHBIME 3a00I€BaHUSMH JIETKUX.

Tunbl y4acTHUKOB
[Taumentsl crapuie 18 ner.
v
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B 0030p HEe BOLULIM TAIUEHTHI, AT KOTOPBIX OTCYTCTBOBAIM IAHHBIE MO JAHATHOCTUKE C
MPUMEHEHHUEM CTaHIapTHBIX ATATOHHBIX MeTo0B (cTannapTtHast KT opranoB rpy1Ho# KJIE€TKH).

Tunel BMemarte1bcTBa
HccnenoBanusi, B KOTOPBIX MPOBOJIMIACH OIEHKA CIOCOOHOCTH T #Vcrangapraoit KT k
BBISIBJICHUIO JIETOYHBIX Y3JIOB, TOJO3PUTEIBHBIX B OTHOIIEHUH 311 CABEHHQ

Tunsl pe3yjbTaTOB

Ilepsuunvle pe3ynbmamul: YUCIOBBIE 3HAYCHHS] YYBCTBUTENBHOCTH W crnenupuyHoctd MPT
JETKUX I OLIEHKH BBISBIICHHS 3JI0KAUECTBEHHBIX JIETOYHBIX y3JI0B.

Bmopuunvie  pesynbmamul:  BBIABIEHHWE ~ Hauboiee  ONTHMAIbHBIX  MP-UMIyIBCHBIX
IIOCJIENOBATEILHOCTEN.

HUcrounuxku ungopmanuu
[MpoBenén nouck B 6a3ax nanubix PubMed u Google Scholar B nepuoz no 7 anpens 2021 r.

Tlonck
B 6aze pgannpix PubMed npumensium
TepMuHOB Oubimoreku MeSH wu
nockonbky B PubMed Ttpebyercs ok
OIyOJIMKOBaHHOM paborTe:

«Magnetic Resonance imaging»
«Lung neoplasms» [Mesh] org«Solitary Pulmonary Nodule» [Mesh] and «Sensitivity» and
«Specificity»;
«Lung MRI» or «chest MR
«Solitary Pulmonary Nodule».

BbIX 3aIIpOCOB — C HCIIOJIb30BAHHUEM
CJIOB JI1 TIOHMCKa CpCeau HCIAaBHUX CTaTeﬁ,

IIpouecc coopa
C nmomomipio cepBlica Googl Spreadsheet pa3pa60TanH TaOJIMIly W3BJICUCHUS TaHHBIX. ABTOPHI
UMENU OJH
(0.10.I1a K) U3BJIECKJIM CIEAYIOLIUE JaHHbIE U3 0T06paHHI>IX paboT: Ha3BaHUE
CTaThH, €pBUC TSI pa3MENIeHUs MPENPUHTOR), narta myosmkaiuu, DOI, mpoTtokon
MPT, e MarHUTHOM MHIAYKUUMU MPT, TUIBI BBISBIEHHBIX OYaroB, YyBCTBHUTEIbHOCTb,

cneuu(UYHOCTH OBTM  PAaCCUMTAHBl JUIA KaKIOW HMIYJIBCHOMN
parenibHOCTH (MII) oTmenbHO, B MeTaaHanMW3 BKIIOYAIUCh HamOoJiee 3¢ ¢heKTHUBHBIC

pyrux uccneposarens (E.C. Axmazn, }0.H. Bacunsea u FO.A. BacuibeB) ocymiecTBim
U3BJICUEHHBIX JAaHHBIX. Bce pasHormacust ObUIM pemieHbl B X0 00CYKICHHUS MEXITy

HCK CHCTEMATHYECKOil OINOKH B OTIEJIbHBIX HCCIeT0BAHUAX
TOPBI MCIOJIBL30BAJIM KOHTPOJbHBIN crricok QUADAS-2 (Quality Assessment of Diagnostic
Accuracy Studies) [5], pexoMeHIOBaHHBIM I MPOBEACHUS CHCTEMATHYECKHX 0030pOB
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AreHTCTBOM I/ICCJ'ICI[OBaHI/Iﬁ U OHOCHKH Ka4deCTBa 3APABOOXPAaHCHHA for
Healthcare Research and Quality, Cochrane Collaboration, AHRQ). Ka OpaHHBIX
paboT OIIEHWBAIM MO YETHIPEM JOMEHaM: OTOOp MAIlMEHTOB, HUCCIE AIIOHHBIN
TECT U IIOTOK ITaITMCHTOB. ITomHOE OMMCaHMe KaXXa0T0 HallpaBJICHUA KpUTCpUn

CYXICHHs TpuBeIcHbl B KOKPaHOBCKOM pPYKOBOJCTBE I1O UYeCKuM  0030pam
menuimHckux BmemmaTenseTB (Cochrane Handbook) [6].

CraTucTuyecKkuii aHaIn3
Bribop Meroma aHanm3a W TPYNIHUPOBKU JAHHBIX O Y
(Momens ciaydalHBIX A(P(GEKTOB WIH MOJETh (HUKCUPOB
pe3yiabTataM OLIEHKU Te€TePOreHHOCTH HCCIEIO0B]

reTepOreHHOCTH UCCIIeI0BaHUM, BKIIOUEHHBIX B METadH TIPUMERSITH KPUTEPHiT y° ¥ MHIEKC
rereporenHocTH |2, CTaTHCTHUECKH 3HAYMMAas TeTePORCHHIPTH B MCCIIEJOBAHMIX COOTBETCTBYET
p <0,10 B kputepun x> u 1>40%. MeTaaHanus TpoBOIMAL PK TIOMOIITM TIPOTPAMMHOTO TIAKEeTa
RevMan 5.4.1.

1 W CHEIU(PUIHOCTH
HEPO S(dekTa) BBITOTHIN TIO
i OICHKM CTaTUCTUYECKON

PE3YIbTATbI

[To pe3ynbraTam nowucka B 0a3ax JaHHb

OBLTH UMITOPTHUPOBAHBI B OMOIMOTEKY rp 1
JOTIOTHUTENFHOW TPOBEPKU HA KPHUTE B
MCCJIEIOBAaHMUH 0CTaI0Ch 33 pabOThI ).

oogle Scholar 168 oroGpanHbIx paboT
JuTst yripaBiieHust ccbuikamMu Mendeley. ITocie
HUS M UCKJIIOUEHHUS W M3YyYEHHS TEKCTa

&
N
&
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JInTepaTypHbLIA NOWCK
ba3el AaHHBIX:
[ 4

Pubmed, Google Scholar

WcrnoueHel cepum
KNWHWYEeCKHX Cnyyaes,
cucTeMaTHyeckue ob3aopel,
MeTa-aHann3el,
wcnonezoeaHue MIT/SKT, .
PesyneraThl N3T/MPT, otcyTcTeme
noucka n=168 ‘—" NONHOID TEKCTa

| PeayneTaTel NnoMcka n=33 |

WeckmioyeHsl n=12
HET IHAYEHWIA
YYBCTBMTRIHOCTH
H
cne M HUHDCTH
KT -10
CKPHHUHI
TEKCTOB W cpaHenune c KT ¢
abcTpaxToB KOHTPACTHBIM
cTaTen yCuneHueM - 2
BrnroyeHsl
MeTaaHanms
n=21

BI0O OTCYTCTBOBAIM 3HAYCHHSI UyBCTBUTEIBHOCTH U cnerupuanoctd A KT, mostomy
PUHATO pelieHne o0 UCKIIOYeHHHM JaHHBIX HcclefaoBaHui. B meraaHanus ObUin
BI CTaThH, IJIe KOHTPOJIBHBIM UCCIIeI0BaHNEeM BhicTynana Huzkoao3osas KT [9, 10, 16],
niasicss KpUTepueM MCKIIIoueHus. TakuM o0pa3oM, HEMOCPEICTBEHHO B MeTaaHallu3
110 BKJIFOUEHO 21 uccienoBanue (cM. puc. 1).
OtobOpannbie padboThl BKIouanu 1188 manuentoB. Bee nccnmenoBanus conepykalid CBEACHUS O
onenype nposenenuss MPT u KT nérkux. Jlannasie o wyBctButensHoctd 11t MPT u KT Obutn
IpEeJICTaBJICHBI BO BCceX paboTax, OJHAKO B TPEX CTAThIX MOKa3aTeld CHEHU(PUUHOCTH HE ObUIH
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yka3zanbl [8, 16, 30]. BoabIIMHCTBO HMCCIIEIOBAHUI BBIMIOJIHEHBI HA TOMO

maraurHoro mosst 1,5 T (EGH).

Tadauna 1. XapakTepuCTUKU UCCIEIOBAHUM, BKIIOUEHHBIX B METaaHAIN3

X C e

Nuaykuus Mo
No HccnenoBanus Tox MArHMTHOTO AICTh, IPOM3BY 1 MPT
MPT
moJs, Ta

p | Both[7] 2005 15 Magnetom E, HASTE, T2TSE

Siemens
o | Bruegel[8] 2007 1,5 STIR

Chang [19] 2015 15 SS-TSE-HF
Cieszanowski [30] T2TSE, T2-STIR, T2-

4 2016 1,5 HASTE
5 | Dewes[33] 2016 3,0 Prisma, | c AIPIRINHA-VIBE
6 | Fatihoglu [34] 2019 15 gra, Siemens | DWI (ADC)
7 | Heye [35] 2012 15 Avanto, Siemens VIBE, HASTE
8 | Huang [39] 2020 15 netom Aera, Siemens | UTE free-breathing
9 | Koo [36] 2019 om Skyra, Siemens | T2FSE
10 | Koyama [37] 2008 , Philips STIR
11 | Koyama [38] 2015 Achieva, Philips DWI (ADC)
12 | Meier-Schroers [9] 2016 genia, Philips T2FSE
13 mgier—SChroers 2019 15 Ingenia, Philips T2STIR
14 Ohno [11] Vant_age Titan, Canon UTE

Medical Systme
15 | Regier [12] Achieva, Philips DWI (ADC)
16 | Satoh [13] Intera NovoDual, Philips DWI (ADC)
17 Schaefer [14] Magnetom Expert, PDWI

Siemens
18 Schroeder [15] 15 lv_Iagnetom Sonata, HASTE

Siemens
19 Sommer [16] 1,5 Magnetom Avanto, HASTE

Siemens
20 Vogt [17] 1,5 Magnetom Sonata, HASTE

Siemens

3,0 Achieva, Philips T1WI 3D TFE*

HHTC

HUMITYJIbCHBIC TOCJICA0OBATCIbHOCTH MaFHI/ITHO-pe?)OHaHCHOﬁ TOMOFpa(l)I/II/I.

{HOMY TecTam [7, 8, 10-13, 15-18, 33]. OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHHKOM OIIUOOK SIBJISLICS

geT (MPT) u ero unaTepnperamms (-2) B HexoTOpBIX MCCenoBaHusIX HE OBLIO
CHHBIX JaHHBIX JJI51 BO3MOXKHOCTU CYIUTh O PUCKE MPEAB3SATOCTH. HAIpUMEp, ObUIH JIH
DETHPOBAHBI PE3YJIBTAThl HHICKCHOTO TeCTa 0€3 3HaHUS Pe3yJIbTaTOB ATAJOHHOTO TECTa,
000POT, HHTEPIPETAIHSI ATAJIOHHOTO TecTa 0e3 3HaHUS pe3yJIbTaTOB MHAEKCHOTrO. MMeercs
WCK CHUCTEMAaTHYeCKOW OIMMOKH B Cllydae, €CIIM HCCICIOBAaHUs, B KOTOPBIX BBISBIICH
¢dexT, ObuM OmyOJMKOBAaHBI C OOJbIIEH BEPOSTHOCTHIO, YEM HCCIIECAOBAaHUS, B KOTOPBIX
ekt orcyrcTByeT. OTHAKO BO BCEX MCCICIOBAHUAX YYACTHUKU COOTBETCTBOBAIU KPUTEPHSIM
MPOTOKOJIA HACTOSIIETO 0030pa.
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OT160p naumeHToB
WHOEeKCHbIN TecT
OTanoHHbIA cTaHaapT
TeveHune u cUHXpOHU3ALUA

OBLWMIA pUCK NpeaB3ATOCTH

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

. Hwakni puck D EcTb comHeHuna . HeT paHHbIX

Puc. 2. T'uctorpamMma prcka CHCTEMaTHYECKOI OIIHOKH.

ITo pesynapraTamM MeTaaHann3a BBISIBICHBI HATHYHE
P <0,00001 1O KpHTEpHIO y° M HHIEKC TI'€TEPOTEHHOC
cienupuyHOCTH. B cBs3m ¢ 3TUM A1 aH
s dexTos.

WYCCKU 3HAYMMOM T'eTepOTeHHOCTH
2=09% s YYBCTBUTEIBHOCTH U

JAunarnocruyeckasi rounocts MPT opra
B kaxmoit u3 21 paGot ObuTO MPOBE
yyBCTBUTENBHOCTH ist MPT Haxoaunuch ana3one ot 70,4 mo 100%, cnenupuaHOCTH — OT
60,6 mo 100% (PHEH3). Cpensee 3HaucH yBcTBUTENbHOCTH MPT cocraBuno 88,3%,
cneuuuynoctn — 71,3. B 00Tax, TIIe HE YKa3blBAJUCh NapaMeTpbl CTaHAAPTHOTO
oTrkioHeHus: SD st wyBeT CTM W CHEeUU(UIHOCTH, PACUYET TPOM3BOIWICA MYTEM
OLIEHKU 3HAYEHUI IoKa3aTe

MPT KT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% ClI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Both 2005 100 1 20 100 1 20 5.7% 0.00 [-0.62, 0.62]
Bruegel 2007 0 0 28 0 0 28 Not estimable
Chang 2015 89 1.275 36 25.6 14.703 36 5.6% 6.01 [4.90, 7.12] -
Cieszanowski 2016 0 0 50 0 0 50 Not estimable
Dewes 2015 79.1 2.25 54 100 1 54 5.5% -11.92 [-13.58, -10.26] -
Fatihoglu 2019 88.2 1.43 53 100 1 53 5.6% -9.49 [-10.85, -8.14] -
Heye 2012 100 1 28 100 1 28 5.7% 0.00 [-0.52, 0.52]
Huang 2020 98.9 0.099 120 100 1 120 5.7% -1.54 [-1.83, -1.25] -
Koo 2019 70.4 2.527 68 100 1 68 5.5% -15.32[-17.19, -13.44] -
Koyama 2008 60.6 1.882 161 100 1 161 5.5% -26.08 [-28.12, -24.05] —
Koyama 2015 33.3 3.926 32 100 1 32 4.7% -23.00 [-27.14,-18.86] —
Meier-Schroers 2016 100 1 30 100 1 30 5.7% 0.00 [-0.51, 0.51]
Meier-Schroers 2019 93 0.719 82 100 1 82 5.7% -8.00 [-8.93, -7.07] -
Ohno 2017 99.6 0.055 52 99.6 0.055 52 5.7% 0.00 [-0.38, 0.38]
Regier 2011 92.3 1.589 20 100 1 20 5.6% -5.68 [-7.14, -4.23] -
Satoh 2008 61.1 3.328 51 100 1 51 5.4% -15.71[-17.95,-13.48] -
Schaefer 2006 75 3.125 36 100 1 36 5.5% -10.66 [-12.51, -8.81] -
Schroeder 2005 935 1.11 30 100 1 30 5.6% -6.07 [-7.31, -4.84] -
Sommer 2014 0 0 49 0 0 49 Not estimable
Vogt 2004 96.2 0.468 61 100 1 61 5.7% -4.84 [-5.55, -4.13] -
Yi 2007 67 1.962 127 100 1 127 5.5% -21.13[-23.00, -19.26] -
Total (95% CI) 1188 1188 100.0% -8.28 [-10.45, -6.11] <&
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 21.41; Chi? = 2471.61, df = 17 (P < 0.00001); I> = 99% t v

20 -1o 0 10 20

Test for overall effect: Z = 7.48 (P < 0.00001) MPT [experimental] KT [control]
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MPT KT Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Both 2005 100 1 20 100 1 20 4.9% 0.00 [-0.62, 0.62] T
Bruegel 2007 72 3.81 28 100 1 28 4.5%  -9.91[-11.89, -7.94] -
Chang 2015 84.8 1.678 36 84.8 1.678 36 4.9% 0.00 [-0.46, 0.46]
Cieszanowski 2016 100 1 50 100 1 50 4.9% 0.00 [-0.39, 0.39]
Dewes 2015 88.1 1.427 54 100 1 54 4.7% -9.59[-10.95, -8.23] -
Fatihoglu 2019 72.2 3.684 53 100 1 53 4.7% -10.22 [-11.68, -8.77] -
Heye 2012 100 1 28 100 1 28 4.9% 0.00 [-0.52, 0.52]
Huang 2020 81.2 3.684 120 100 1 120 4.9% -6.94 [-7.62, -6.27] -
Koo 2019 70.4 2.527 68 100 1 68 4.5% -15.32[-17.19, -13.44] -
Koyama 2008 96.1 0.295 161 100 1 161 4.9% -5.28 [-5.74, -4.81] -
Koyama 2015 70.4 3.684 32 100 1 32 4.5% -10.83[-12.83, -8.83] -
Meier-Schroers 2016 100 1 30 100 1 30 4.9% 0.00 [-0.51, 0.51]
Meier-Schroers 2019 87 1.249 82 100 1 82 4.7% -11.44[-12.73, -10.15] -
Ohno 2017 93 0.903 52 93.4 0.855 52 4.9% -0.45 [-0.84, -0.06] =
Regier 2011 97 0.651 20 100 1 20 4.8% -3.48 [-4.50, -2.47] -
Satoh 2008 88.9 1.382 51 100 1 51 4.7%  -9.13[-10.47, -7.80] -
Schaefer 2006 100 1 36 100 1 36 4.9% 0.00 [-0.46, 0.46]
Schroeder 2005 85.4 2.276 30 100 1 30 4.6% -8.20 [-9.80, -6.60] —_
Sommer 2014 78 2.451 49 100 1 49 4.6% -11.66[-13.37,-9.95] -
Vogt 2004 93 0.834 61 100 1 61 4.8% -7.55[-8.58, -6.53] -
Yi 2007 97 0.258 127 97 0.258 127 4.9% 0.00 [-0.25, 0.25]
Total (95% CI) 1188 1188 100.0% -5.59 [-7.01, -4.16] L 2
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 10.70; Chi? = 2239.91, df = 20 (P < 0.00001); I> = 99% + +

-20 -10 0 10 20

Test for overall effect: Z = 7.70 (P < 0.00001) MPT [experimental] KT [control]

b

Puc. 3. ®opect-rpaduk CrpynmApOBaHHBIX TaHH oct (@) u uyBctBuTensHocTH (b) [40].
IIpumeuanue. SMD (standardized mean diffegence TaHapTH3UpOBaHHas cpennss pasuuna; CI (confidence
interval) — moBepuTeNbHBII HHTEPBAT.

B - MIPEJCTaBICHBl Xap

HanOoJIee BBICOKMMHU 3HAUYEH
cormoctaBuMeiMu ¢ KT. H

€pPUCTUKHU MIOYEHHBIX B METAaaHaJIW3 WCCICIOBAHHUUA C
BCTBUTEIBHOCTH U crnemuduaHoctu st meroga MPT,
JTaHHBIC MCCIICAOBAHHMS OTMEUCHBI KaK HWMCIOIIHe
u cnemuduanoctu st MPT u KT.

¢ HauOoJiee BBICOKUMHU IIOKA3aTEIIIMHU YyBCTBUTEJIBHOCTU U

TeabHOCTh | CrnenuuyHOCTH Nuaykuus
No oommii (oOwmii HIl MPT MATHUTHOTO
NMOKA3aTeJlb) NMOKa3aTeJlb) noJist, Ta

VIBE, HASTE,

100 100 ToTSE 1,5
T2TSE, T2-STIR,

100 ) T2-HASTE 15

100 100 T2FSE 15

97 92,3 DWI (ADC) 15

100 100 VIBE, HASTE 15

100 75 PDWI 15

JAHHOTO  MeTaaHalu3a JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT MEHBILIME CpPEIHUE  3HAYEHUS
YHOCTH M YyBCTBUTEIHHOCTH i1 Metoaa MPT mno cpaBHennio ¢ KT. B GonpmmncTBE
CJIEIOBaHMM, BKIIFOUEHHBIX B METaaHAIHN3, YyBCTBUTENLHOCTh U cnenuduunocts KT opranos
YAHOW KJIETKU ISl BBISIBICHUS JIETOYHBIX Y3510B cocTtaBuiia 100%. Toabko Tpu paboThl UMeNn
7iee HU3KHE TOKa3aTelid. JTO OOBSCHSAETCS TEM, YTO BO BKIIOUEHHBIX ucchemoBaHusx KT
BBICTYNAJIO B pojH 3TaioHHOTO Tecta. [lyist MPT opranoB rpyaHoO# KJIETKH S5 MCCIEOBaHUN U3
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21 umenu 100% dYyBCTBUTENBHOCTH, a Bcero 2 uccrnenoBanus — 100% BUTE T U
crenupUIHOCTb.

I[Ipn amamm3e pe3ynbTaTOB  MeTaaHaldW3a  BBIIBICHO, 4YTO
YYBCTBHTEIHLHOCTH HAOJIONAINCh B HCCICAOBAHUAX, B KOTOPBI
MOKA3aTeIH YyBCTBUTEILHOCTH U CHEIIU(PUIHOCTH JyIst Bcero MP-
kaxaoit UIT (cm. Taba. 2). JlanHOe sABJIEHNE TOKa3bIBACT OCOOCHH

B e Ka3aTeian
Chb o0O0mue
, @ HE OTACIJIBHO ISt
s METaaHaIM3a
pOM3BOJIUTCA B
COBOKYITHOCTH C IPOTOKOJIOM CKaHHMpoOBaHMs. JlaHHBIE MpHU) JIeTENLCTBOBATh O

g BHOW JIMATHOCTHUKE
UII, a Taxxke TIHATEILHOU
NOBBICUTH 3((HEKTUBHOCTH
TEPUCTHUK, YTO OCOOCHHO

JErOYHBIX Y3JI0B, HEOOXOJUMOCTH HCCIEIOBAaHUS COBpE
HacTpoiike pyrunHbix UIT Ha Tomorpade. Takoit momy

HEKOTOPBIX CTPaHaX B PaMKaxX CKPUHHUHTA MPOBO
pucka. Ho B Hacrosiiee BpeMs oXBar H
KPUTEPUU BKJIIOYCHUS MAIMEHTOB

MMOW CKPHHUHTA OCTa€TCs HU3KHM, a
BI, YTOOBI oOOecnednTh e€ HSKOHOMHUYECKYIO

IUIsi  PEHTTEHOJOr0B, TakK
MapIIpyTU3alUY IalUEHTa

W paka. B HameM ucclieoBaHWM aKIEHT ObUT CAENIaH Ha
0JIb30BaHUsI KOHTPACTHOTO YCHUIICHUS.

pasmepsl ouyaroB ObuIH Oosbiie 6 MM. Bo-miepBbIX, pasmepsl y370B
€ YacTO BCTPEYAIOTCS B MCCIENOBAaHUAX; BO-BTOPBIX, IO IMOCIEAHUM

KM JIETOYHBIX Y3JIOB, IIOAO3PUTEIBHBIX B OTHOLIEHWH 3JI0KAYE€CTBEHHOCTH,
ennbix npu KT. Cpeanee 3nauenue uyBcTBHTENbHOCTH MPT cocraBuno 88,3%,
emudrunoctu — 71,3%.

PT sBnsieTcs HEMOHU3UPYIOMIUM METOJOM JIy4eBOW NUArHOCTUKU U, KPOME TOTO, MPU OLIEHKE
nuyHbIX I MoXXeT BrICTynaTh JOMOIHUTEIbHBIM METOJIOM B PEILICHUU CIIOPHBIX CIIy4aceB.
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Heo6xoaumo JaJIbHEN1Iee U3y4dEeHHE Haubosee s deKxTHB UM CHBIX
II0CJIEI0BATENBHOCTEN, 11€J1eCO00Pa3HOCTH KOHTPACTHOTO YCUIIEHUS! U HOBBIX NYECKUX
peleHui s Ka4eCTBEHHON JUArHOCTUKHU JIETOYHBIX Y3JI0B.

AONOJIHUTENBHO

Hcrounnk puHaHCHPOBaHUS. ABTOPHI 3aiBISIOT 00 OTCYTCTBU eropruHaHcupoBaHUs
IIPY IPOBEIEHUH TOMCKOBO-aHAIUTHUECKOW PabOThI U IOJATOTQE
Konduukr wuHTEepecoB. ABTOpHl JEKJIAPUPYIOT OTCYTGHB
KOH()JIMKTOB HHTEPECOB, CBSI3aHHBIX C MyOJIMKae HacTofl
Bxkuaax aBTopos.

10. A. BacunbeB — pa3paboTka KOHIICTIIINH, HAITHCAH i; ]

IIOTCHIHUAJIbHBIX

1, TOMCK NyOJMKamuii mo Tteme,
a o03opa; E.A.I'pux — mnowuck

pesynptaroB, O. lO. Ilanmna — pa3paboTka KQ
00paboTKa TOJYYEHHBIX pE3YyJbTAaTOB, HAIHCAHIE
nyOnukanuii mo teme, oOpaboTka mMONMy4YeHHBIX pe3yabIaroB; E.C. Axmag — oOpaboTka
pe3ynbTaToB, cUCTeMaTu3alus U (uHaIbHOE gpenakTupoBalle obd3zopa; FO. H. BacunbeBa —
aHAJIU3 M SKCIIEPTHASI OIICHKA Pe3yIbTaToB, (U 0€ peIaKTHpOBaHUE 0030pa.

Bce aBTOpBI MOITBEP)KIAIOT COOTBETCTBHE CBOE TOPCTBAa MEXKIYyHAPOJIHBIM KpPUTEPUIM
ICMIJE (Bce aBTOpHI BHECIH CYILECTBE pa3paboTKy KOHLENIMH, MOArOTOBKY
CTaThH, IPOUWIH B OJ0OPHITH (UHATHHYES BE nepes1 myouKanyen).
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