
 

     -   ,    82

 616.697-08 

   
   

. . , . . , . . , . .   

    

     
  .  

  16,5%  (  
 )    (14 35 ).  

      
  .  

    
10 14%  ,   

’     ,  
 ,  .  

  40%      
    .  
    -

  12 25% ,     
     
   .   

 -  -
,    , -

      -
       

  . 
   NIS USA   

   2  3     
  ,     -

   ,    -
     

 (    ’  
).   ,   [1,2] 

     
 :  

1.  2  3     
 ,     -

.    20 25    
  ,     

 '      
    ( ,  

25%    '  
  ).     -

      
   ,   

  .   -
,    ,   35 

,   , -
   ,  ,  -

   '   -
 ,      

. 
2.  -   (   

 )     
,    (    

- ).  
3.   .  -

,      -
    ,   

,     ,  
'    . 

4.      ( -
)  .   (  2 ) 

       
      

   .     
    

     -
   ,    

   .  
    , -

    -
,    , -

,    -
 (   ’    -

 ). 
   ,  

     -
  ,   ,   
   ,    

     
   ,      

     ( . 1). 
     

 ’     ( -
)      

      
 ( . 2). 



 

   -   ,    83

 
.1.   ’    

 

      
       

   -
 ’    .  

 

 
. 2.  . ’        

       

 
 ,    

 ,     -
    .   

,        
 : 

1.  ( ) ’  -
  - .     

   ,  
  ’        

,        , 
  ,    

'      . 
   ,   

 . :  -
 ,     . 

       
  ,  -

     



 

     -   ,    84

    5 .    
      -

 ,      
. :  , ’    

  ,    -
    , 

       
 , ,   -

   . 
2.   ’   

,  ,     
 .     -

 (      -
 )  2   -

,      
,    ( ) . , -

  : 1-2 ,  -
    -

.  ,    -
'  ( )     '  

 ,      ( -
  ' ,     

).      (  
   -

),   ,   
  3 %     

  10,3-13,2%  -
 . « »   

 .  5-  -
     

  (   -
   ) 

 3   2   , 
 ,  ,   . 

3.   [5]   
  (  -

 ).      
 2,5 4 ,   ,  

  ' ,   -
   (  -

        
   ).  -

      
 (     

   2 3  ,    ) 
    (     

   - ,   -
    , 

     -
 ,   
  ).  -

    ,    
      

   ( . 3),    
   (  -
    – . 4) [6]. 

 

 
 

. 3.         



 

   -   ,    85

 
 

. 4.       

 
  ,       

:       
 ,     -

   ' ,   
     .   

     
2 4    -

 ,     
.     ’ -

 ,     -
 -   ,   

      
    ( -

, , ).   , 
   ,   

   (  70 %),  
    -

      -
.     -

 ( )  .  
-     

      
,      

 (       -
   ),  

      
 .    

    
 ( )   ,   
     ,  

   .  

    -
       

’  ,        
   , 

       
. 

 ,     
    ,  

    -
 2 :   

  (  ) 
     -

.    -
        

(   -  ) 
   (  ) 

  .   , 
     -

,    . -
      

    (  ) -
    -

     -
.  

     -
      

    . 

    

   . . .   
2009 2012     237 



 

     -   ,    86

   ,   
      

     
( ).  

     
 (     -

 ’   ),  -
       , 

     
   .   

      
.     -

 : , ,   -
 .  

     
  ,   

  ,   -
        

. 
    4 :  

1-    41 ,   
     3  5  

  . 

2-    88 ,   
     -

    3  5   -
  
3-   – 53 ,   

      
,   3    

 . 
4-   – 57 ,  -
   ,  -

    7 . 

    

    ,  1,5  
3     , 

    . 
   ,  

      -
,     2-   

3-  ,      
    -

 (35  88 (39,7%)  29  57 (40,3%). 

 

       

/ 
 1-  2-  3-  4-  

’  ,  
2,3+0,25/ 
2,4+0,3/ 
2,9+0,34 

2,2+0,24/ 
2,5+0,27/ 
3,2+0,31 

2,5+0,27/ 
2,8+0,31 
3,3+0,35 

2,3+0,22/ 
2,2+0,27/ 
2,5+0,34 

  
, . 

105,4+7,8/ 
111,5+4,5/ 

158+6,3 

103,8+4,2/ 
148,3+11,0/ 
206,3+15,2 

108,4+6,3/ 
156,3+10,5/ 
228,2+12,1 

106,4+9,1/ 
98,3+8,7/ 

134,7+11,8 

  
, % 

37,3+3,2/ 
43,3+2,7/ 
56,7+2,9 

36,8+4,1/ 
56,7+4,5/ 
68,2+5,7 

34,6+4,6/ 
64,3+5,2/ 
78,3+6,5 

38,6+5,1/ 
36,4+4,8/ 
42,3+4,3 

 -
   
 (  

+ ),% 

23,1+2,2/ 
25,6+2,3/ 
41,3+3,5 

21,5+2,1/ 
28,6+3,1/ 
47,4+4,0 

22,7+3,2/ 
34,6+2,9/ 
61,3+5,7 

24,1+2,6/ 
22,3+2,1/ 
28,3+2,3 

   
 ,% 

5,1+0,56/ 
4,3+0,41/ 
3,2+0,28 

5,3+0,48/ 
3,8+0,31/ 
2,5+0,22 

5,6+0,49/ 
3,1+0,3/ 
2,1+0,26 

5,3+045/ 
4,9+0,41/ 
4,1+0,35 

- , + 
3,8+0,28/ 
3,3+0,22/ 
2,3+0,21 

3,7+0,31/ 
3,1+0,29/ 
2,1+0,2 

3,6+0,32/ 
2,8+0,25/ 
1,7+0,15 

3,7+,32/ 
3,5+0,29/ 
3,1+0,26 

  
24,3+1,7/ 
48,5+1,1/ 
85,2+2,2 

22,3+2,6/ 
42,4+3,4/ 
97,8+6,2 

24,6+2,1/ 
54,1+3,0/ 
109,8+6,3 

25,6+2,3/ 
21,9+1,7/ 
38,1+2,6 

 
 

1.     -
      

 

 
 -    -

   . 



 

   -   ,    87

2.       
    -

    ,   
   ,   

     -
 . 

3.       
(39,7%  40,3%),    -

 ,   -
  ’     

      3 5  
 . 

  

1. Ficarra V., Cerruto M.A., Liguori G., et al. Treatment of varicocele in subfertile men: the Cochrane 
review, a contrary opinion. Eur Urol 2006;49(2):258–63. 

2.  . ,  . ,  . .  : , , 
. – :  , 2011.– 128 . 

3. Kamal KM, Jarvi K, Zini A. Microsurgical varicocelectomy in the era of assisted reproductive 
technology: influence of initial semen quality on pregnancy rates. Fertil Steril 2001;75(5):1013–6. 

4. O’Brien J, Bowles B, Kamal KM, et al. Does the gonadotropin-releasing hormone stimulation test 
predict clinical outcomes after microsurgical varicocelectomy? Urology 2004;63(6):1143–7. 

5. Marmar JL, Kim Y. Subinguinal microsurgical varicocelectomy: a technical critique and statistical 
analysis of semen and pregnancy data. J Urol 1994;152(4):1127–32. 

6. Goldstein M, Gilbert BR, Dicker AP, et al. Microsurgical inguinal varicocelectomy with delivery of 
the testis: an artery and lymphatic sparing technique. J Urol 1992;148(6):1808–11. 

 

  -
   -

 

. . , . . , 

. . , . .   

    -
     

     
 ( ). ,   -
 (   -

 )   
      

   ,  -
    .  

 -   -
 ,     

  .  

 : -  
, ,  , -

, ,   
, . 

Summary 

OPTIMIZATION OF TREATMENT COM-
BINATION FORM OF THE MALE  INFER-
TILITY 

V.N. Lesovoy, A.V. Arkatov, 
A.V. Knigavko, D.A. Levchenko  

The article describes the options of surgical 
care of combination bilateral varicocele and male 
genital tract infections (MGTI). Found that the best 
results (confirmed by the number of registered 
pregnancies) have operations Marmara right and left 
operation Ivanisevich during treatment MGTI per-
formed simultaneously or with a time interval. When 
you register or mixed ileo-testicular reflex operation 
Marmara left the most pathogenetically substan-
tiated. 

Key words: excretory-toxic infertility, varico-
cele, surgery Marmara Ivanisevicha, Goldstein, ge-
nital tract infection, fertility. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 




