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Abstract. Long-term results in patients with intracranial aneurismal subarachnoid hemorrhages and their 
prognosis. Dudukina S.O. In 260 patients with intracranial aneurism hemorrhages long-term results were estimated 
according to Rankin scale 2,5 years after operation. Long-term results by Rankin 0-2 were considered to be “good”,  3-
5 were considered to be “bad” ones. Two years after operation 53% of all patients had “good” long-term outcome. 
Factors negatively influencing long-term outcomes are to be the following: intra-operational aneurism rupture, 
temporary arterial clipping in the process of operation, complications in the post-operational period, angiospasm 
according to the transcranial Doppler sonography, angiospasm prevalence, clinicopathologic hemorrhage 
characteristics “subarachnoid hemorrhage+others”, critical condition according to H-H>1, feminine sex, aneurism 
location in the forebrain arteria, subarachnoid hemorrhage lesion according to Fisher> II, ischemic heart disease, 
pathological comorbitidy, ABO blood group – III or IV. “Good” treatment results 2,5 years after treatment are 
prognosticated in patients with severe invalidity by Glasgo scale (GOS=3) on hospital discharge, in those who didn’t 
experience ischemic stroke after operation and with severity of condition I or II according to H-H on admission. In 
patients with GOS-3 on hospital discharge the best long-term results according to Rankin were observed in those 
treated under hypothermia conditions. Hypertensive disease worsens long-term results according to Rankin even in 
patients with GOS-5 on hospital discharge. With positive renovation results by Rankin 0 or 1 in the post-operation 
period (GOS = 5) excellent long-term results are prognosticated, but the best results could be obtained in patients 
without hypertensive disease under prophylactic hypothermia. 
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 1  

 (n=328) (n=257) (n=71) 

./% ./% ./% 

-  I 104 (31,7) 82 (31,9) 22 (30,98) 

-  II 122 (37,19) 93 (36,18) 29 (40,84) 

-  III 77 (23,47) 61 (23,73) 16 (22,53)

-  IV 20 (6,09) 17 (6,61) 3 (4,22) 

-  V 5 (1,52) 4 (1,55) 1 (1,4) 

 GCS    

15 186 (56,7) 143 (55,64) 43 (60,56) 

13-14 83 (25,3) 72 (28,01) 11 (15,49) 

7-12 56 (17,07) 40 (15,56) 16 (22,53) 

3-6 3 (0,91) 2 (0,77) 1 (1,4) 

    

 70 (21,34) 58 (22,56) 12 (16,9) 

 151 (46,03) 127 (49,41) 24 (33,8) 

 95 (28,96) 68 (26,45) 27 (38) 

 7 (2,13) 4 (1,55) 3 (4,22) 

 5 (1,52) - 5 (7,04) 

-     

 214 (65,24) 170 (66,14) 44 (61,97) 

+  61 (18,59) 51 (19,84) 10 (14,08) 

+  34 (10,36) 21 (8,17) 13 (18,3) 

+ +  19 (5,79) 15 (5,835) 4 (5,63) 

 110 (33,53) 110 (43,47) - 

 48 (14,63) 48 (18,675) - 

 29 (8,84) 27 (10,5) 2 (2,81) 

 118 (35,97) 99 (38,52) 19 (26,76) 

 46,83±0,69 47,13±0,78 45,71±1,49 

 43 (13,1) 35 (13,61) 8 (11,26) 

    

 157 (47,86) 122 (47,47) 35 (49,29) 

 171 (52,13) 135 (52,52) 36 (50,7) 

 C4.5 [4]. 

 [1, 2, 3,]. -

, / -
.

, -
,
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 [1, 3], 
.

 Rankin 
 ( . 2). 

 2  

 2,5 

(n=328) (n=257) (n=71) 

./% ./% ./% 

 40 (12,1) 35 (13,6) 5 (7,04) 

    

 229 (69,8) 181 (70,42) 48 (67,6) 

 35 (10,7) 24 (9,33) 11 (15,49) 

 23 (7,01) 17 (6,61) 6 (8,45) 

    

 30  1 (0,3) 1 (0,38) - 

 6  5 (1,82) 5 (1,94) 1 (1,4) 

 3  13 (3,96) 11 (4,28) 2 (2,81) 

 59 (17,98) 51 (19,84) 8 (11,26) 

 9 (2,74) 4 (1,55) 5 (7,04) 

 2,5  Rankin Grade 

Rankin 0 59 (17,98) 39 (15,17) 20 (28,16) 

Rankin 1 83 (25,3) 62 (26,45) 21 (29,57) 

Rankin 2 35 (10,67) 30 (11,67) 5 (7,04) 

Rankin 0-2 177 (53,96) 131 (50,97) 46 (64,78) 

Rankin 3 52 (15,85) 43 (16,73) 9 (12,67) 

Rankin 4 25 (7,62) 22 (8,56) 3 (4,22) 

Rankin 5 6 (1,82) 6 (2,33) - 

Rankin 3-5 83 (25,3) 71 (27,62) 12 (16,9) 

Rankin 6 13 (3,96) 11 (4,28) 2 (2,81) 
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 2 ,  2,5 
 53,96%  " -

" , 25,3% - 
" ", 3,96% -

.
-

, '

 (0,12 
(p=0,048)), -

(0,198 (p=0,001)),  (0,491 
(p=0)), -

 (0,575 (p=0)), 
 (0,248 (p=0,00004)), 

 (0,196 
(p=0,001)),
(0,501 (p=0)), 

 (0,183 (p=0,003)), -

 (0,151 (p=0,044)), -
 (0,234 

(p=0,005)), -  (0,412 (p=0)), 
 (0,272 (p=0,0005)), -

 (0,216 (p=0,048)), 
 GOS  (0,626 (p=0))  6 

 (0,677 (p=0)). -
' -

(0,147 (p=0,014)), -
 (0,158 (p=0,009)), 

 (0,217 (p=0,0003)), -
 (0,13 

(p=0,032)),  GCS (-0,338 
(p=0,00000001)).  

,
 Rankin, 

 3.

 3  

,
 Rankin 

Variable Odds Ratio 95% Confidence Interval 

1,955 0,999- 3,824 

2,38 1,407- 4,026 

10,692 5,729- 19,953 

1,467 0,852 - 2,524 

1,685 0,593 - 4,789 

- + 2,323 1,366 - 3,95 

- > I 3,121 1,741 - 5,593 

- > II 1,511 0,89; 2,567 

1,466 0,89 - 2,415 

3,144 1,827 - 5,412 

 GCS<12 7,22 2,955 - 17,643 

 Fisher> II 2,013 1,179; 3,438 

 Fisher >III 1,443 0,498 - 4,177 

1,107 0,596 - 2,055 

1,294 0,76 - 2,204 

 ABO - III 1,498 0,77 - 2,914 

 ABO - IV 1,317 0,394 - 4,404 

 GOS 112,5 26,356 - 480,213 
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