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THORACICOABDOMINAL WOUNDS

ABSTRACT The article is based upon the results of surgical treatment of 192 patients with thora icoabdominal 
wounds by surgical tactics optimization. Diagnostic algorithm is suggested and it let to shorten the terms of 
preoperative diagnosis, to reveal the dominating injury, to choose the operative access and sometimes to perform 
endovideosurgical interventions which would be conducive to reduction of surgical aggression severity.
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