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Tuboplasty vs. IVF-ET
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AYH-FH - Tuboplasty vs. IVF—ET

AT B £33 AdFAA g Hste B F& AFE BAGD Y 9 o A7
2345 43 vuge o] i} FAE, g 71N, F47I%F T ol frastojof & %
Tk ofue} A3t HgTt YA A, E4E FoE HYsite Ak gFl Folof it

B oM izt 248t iioﬂ oM #ate] A, ohE EYUAte 4 47 F
aEste] Al vlE, JAE Fo FANA AdFPMETd TAEEE 4T vlalsto 7))
2 gt F AeeRAeT dREdPed TS, AP, T 58 nETeEN At &
Yot Mgol AAHR] E&E Faa drt
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m{:z };s il
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BERAA £ AFEo] N&Hoz YHT glo] JdEelal BYsiate] A 5A dBAEE
Aee Azt AFHL YA olF T AR & 7S YA oR T3 AXE AAEkL U
t} 53] dH@AddEsAldE g 29 & dyo) $4-e Fastd, AR, fibrin &
A, B30 WA, A (barrier agent) 5O & WA E $5te] REA 02 AMEE L ok
v} o]2]dt H-2 WRjAle] Aol gt o3t Aol g eYEAE gorng dukyo
2 FaA FARA Adsln, IS FAsA Agsks Zlo] dAE D A} H2 dudd

A6 BH7%0] Bol ol 8H T Yom, HEe 2
#3t d 2o) SRl o B YA Sol Bt
29 A% MUY Folo B78n AR $2] o Bol A4gx r:s_wr.

1. T2 {&F (Peritubal adhesion)

GHFY FaAL viAeeR AAY Fof AW dUEL 21~62%2 TS BalE s Qo

Table 1. Adhesiolysis by microsurgery

Author Paens  umtienof - lnauerne - Ecople - Term
Diamond (1979) 140 >1 year 86 (61) 8( 6) 80(57)
Hulka (1982) z ggﬁg’ 6 months4 years Z gi’g o g Zg ; g%
Frantzen & Schlosser (1982) 49 1 year 204D 2( 4 19 (3%
Kelly & Roberts (1983) 21 28 months 5(249) 0(0) 4(19)
Donnez & Casanas-Roux (1986) 42 12-86 months - 1(2 27(64)
Luber et al. (1986) 13 3 years 8 (62) 1(8) 7(54)
Jacobs et al. (1988) 15 50 months 7(47) 0(0) 6 (40)
Singhal et al. (1991} 79 55 months 32(41) 4(5) 2937
Oesneretal (1994 TR G IO

Values in parentheses are percentages.
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(Table 1). +22] FEi= filmly typed}t dense type o2 T 4 glom, AAEE 7}z 39%,
21%2A =}o)7} it} (Hulka, 1982). Kelly & Roberts (1983)= 5% ¥ 1d7F 38239 A3 ¢
A& 24%, Y4 AR7A Y 7172 FHE 52709 otk SR AEAES 6%, AT
2 dalEgL 2%E B1E v} g1t} (Donnez & Casanas-Roux, 1986). Filmly type2] T3¢ F-3HA]
#n| st fFaAASE Aed B 2408 F FHALNEE 8%EA ALFAANE 577 F 4
A& 49% (Guzik et al., 1986), 51% (Tan et al,, 1992)0] ¥]&ko] E ek 22} dense typed) A4 &
Agol 19%EA FY8tA Rol AejFAA &S AlPshs Zlo] x| A =gol Hr} (Oelsner
et al. 1994)

FMEEE FAAASES AP A AE GAEL 57~602%=2A $Tg Ale ol
BIEI Tt (Table 2). EF 941 o] duk Axe Alg F 67149 ojujel] PAlo] AU}
(Gomel et al, 1989). WebA] FEFY o] EUFY F4a AAAAA B FEAAE £ o

AEe Foiskd & Jdvh FiEs FEAAEY AL vAFEd FEAAe] Mg dde 2
A& 9k BFAIRF dense type?] f-ato] 53] dAo} Gy Alolo] EA)E woll= FubEEo] Al
2o ojg9) MEzo] o AFH ok

o{;

i

HEHE Y (Proximal tubal obstruction)

LT—'?‘
2% dusdY AzPe B BYS T INW AFTRBRGEY 12 JFEE o
$oug Ad £ HFEE FAdsrlde oE A7t Bk 1970dd] FRA] ddo] A

o
Aa
ol 9P dAHANA 7IE AFHLE A oy, ofF G-z} EFeo] § 4s=H
LF HIAE 44%9] vl go] BuE|k e T % 2yt IFEJY i
AE G| Zol7t Fe 7Y, kel Hut 2o} &ado] e e, A d9F 5o Ay
25l gste] do] EEO] Qle A oA FE F dFIE £x] Yk olE o dAER
(istmus)”} 1 em oW &4E B¢ TAAAEL 45%0)A W 1 em oPF EFE B¢ 2%2 Th
S} (Donnez & Casanas-Roux, 1986)

T F 4FE WA Holol ige T3 2L BT AT (peritoneal entry) & 395t A
go] o]&HI| % sh=d olgg WHog2 Zgu, x3F7, fluoroscopy, recanalization faHopio—
scopy 5] Utk Fluoroscopic recanalization®] 7% 31%, transcervical balloon tuboplasty®] 7

Table 2. Adhesiolysis by laparoscopy

Author Patients Duration of Intrauterine Ectopic Term
follow-up preg. preg. preg.

66 moderate 36 (55) 5(8)

Bruhat et al. (1982) 27 severe >18 months 12 (44) 2(7) -
32 avascular 20(62)

Donnez (1987) 22 vascular 18 months - - 11 (50)

Fayez (1988) 49 2 years 28(57) 24 23 (47)

Gomel (1989) 92 >9 months 57 (62) 5(5) 54 (59)

Values in parentheses are percentages.
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34%9] PAgo] BuH7|E 319k
1980 dd] E°] AT £dE T PAEL 58%, AU E 12%, THAFAAE 53%7HA]
FFE o8 (McComb & Gomel, 1980), Jacob 5 (1988)% 3dzte] FA T & AXE 65%, A
TP E 6% Btk ol Guzk ¥ (1986)01 B8 BPolx BAAioM AR
A& 557]) A& o] A BukE 49%9) -rr/\w FEoIUT 12082 U422 ¢ Dubuisson -
(1997)2] Aol 9atd 5 F 4l AY7AY 7174 H 101704 ojled, ghalkdil g 57%,
g2 AA-E 11%0]31 T} (Table 3).

3. {8 A (Distal tubal obstruction)

A5 G s el i]f—i‘?.j% 1;_}3}3}} #2338 < (fimbrioplasty), 'd¥X217l+% (neosalpingostomy)
ol AW & I 9T FBEE] X354 FNHE g0l AdEI|E 8, EEE o
T vlAlgzo] AlFEHIIE gt I A ofFtH AEeg ol&st dRAANFEA] 244]3F
o] #e eIz X857} 7bssie, dalegx ""“}73%‘% o] &3 & Ao frAtsitt ol
GRAEEEe 9 4 diF 28 Axo wet dEgo] Ao FRANTE AEA
F oA FRAZE V1% GEHE o M] 273 3 cm o]de] W] Sy
T G Qe AS, SNk Fratol ERlske 4 Folvh gk i Aol A
T = YHF- B3N FEE ]*—?‘—011}7} "

durd o B AR Y zo] G T vste o JFAA XNEHOR AAHL

Donnez & Casanas-Roux (1986) &< HHANFEoA 5 & Yil&o] 31%EA ‘r_}ﬁzﬂaﬂzﬂ
£9] 60%°l vlsted Axt o]5}Qd % 4 22 B3I} (Table 4 & 5). Posaci 5 (1999)2 ¥$5F ¢
A E FEY AL FAL &Y &4 o, T2 B, 3@ 7Y o) Fol EAsH

T o O o ol

N
e and

Table 3. Proximal tubal operation by microsurgery

Author Patients Egﬁa;iglgf ‘"ﬁgjggﬁne E;ggfc gfg
Rock et al. (1979)” 52 50 months 13 (25) 2( 4) 8(15)
McComb & Gomel {1980)" 38 - 23 (61) 2(5) 20 (53)
Winston (1980)" 43 - - 1(2) 16 37
Frantzen & Chlosser (1982)° 28 >1 year 12 (43) 2(7 12 (43)
Gomel (1983)" 48 >1 year 30 (63) 3(6) 27 (56)
McComb (1986)* 26 50 months 15(58) 3(12) 14 (54)
Donnez & Casanas-Roux (1986)" 82 - - 6(7 36 (44)
Jacobs et al. (1988)" 17 3 years 11 (65) 1( 6) 8(50)
Singhal et al. (1991)‘ 27 50 months 9(33) 2( 8) 6 (22)
Singhal et al. (1991)" 9 50 months 2(22) (0 11
Dubuisson et al. (1997)‘ 120 3 years 89 (74) 1311 68 (57)

*: tubocornual anastomosis, **: tubocornual implantation
Values in parentheses are percentages.
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Table 4. Salpingostomy by microsurgery

Author Patients nglrlztxigf Intr;;g;ﬁne Er(’::zg.ic g:g
Swolin (1975) 33 8-13 years 13 (39) 8(24) 12 (36)
Gomel (1978) 41 >] year 12 (29) 5(12) 1127)
DeChemney & Kase (1981) 54 >2 years 20(37) 4(7) 14 (26)
Mage & Bruhat (1983) 68 >18 months 19(28) 6(9) 1421
Tulandi & Vilos (1985) 67 2 years 15 (22) 3(4H -
Russel et al. (1986) 68 6 years 28 (42) 12(18) 28 (42)
Donnez & Casanas-Roux (1986) 83 42 months - 6(7) 26 (31)
Luber et al. (1986) 17 12-86 months 2(12) 2(12) 2(12)
Jacobs et al. (1988) 71 3 years 29 (41) 8(11) 23(32)
Schlaff et al. (1990) 95 4 years 19 (20) (7 -
Winston & Margara (1991) 323 1-10 years 106 (33) 32(10) 72(23)
Singhal et al. (1991) 97 50 months 33(34) 6( 6) 28 (29)
Audebert et al. (1991) 135 2 years 38 (28) 16 (12) -

Values in parentheses are percentages.

Table 5. Fimbrioplasty by microsurgery

Author Patients I?.::;]Zt\islgf Intr::;gﬁne Egigg‘ic gf:;
Patton (1982) 35 2 years 21 (60) 1(3) -
Donnez & Casanas-Roux (1986) 132 36 months - 2(2) 79 (60)
Luber et al. (1986) 20 12-86 months 6 (30) 3(15) 3(15)
Jacobs et al. (1988) 29 3 years 20 (69) 2(7 17 (59)
Audebert et al. (1991) 76 2 years 27(36) 5(7 -

Values in parentheses are percentages.

EF T o 24 A E0] 3%l EFeE W] o]2g A7t ¢l A9 whakdalgol 59%
ZA AL AAE 557 A8 T 38% (Tan et al, 1992), 46% (Pouly et al, 1995) ol vI5to ¥
Ko, 53] vjMgeo] HLEolok ghokal 343t vl gtk HA 24P £ ¥ 4R BF
7} 4" Addle 73 59 AEFo] {7 gEY, ghA ol Aole ALFAAE
o} Algjx|ojo}

e o] &3 AR dEeA A8 F 2P P4l 59 Ao rlMgE) vigke o
"ol Ao E Yehtal lom (Table 6), AA7HA] mlalFen) vlag Agkd F249] A7) 4
Al b gIAIRE ARk o 2 AFE-L i Aol AR A #Heo] Qe Aoz d#A Q)
Tl Audebert 5 (1998)2 51%9] 3F4E A&7} 23%9] ta & AFoldal &8 Baigh v} 9ok
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Table 6. Distal tubal surgery by laparoscopy

Duration of  Intrauterine  Ectopic = Term

Author Patients  Type of operation follow-up preg, preg. preg.
14 Fimbrioplasty 2 years 321 2(14) 3@2h

Fayez (1983) 19 Salpingoneostomy 2 years 00 231 0(0)

Daniel & Herbert (1984) 21 Salpingostomy 18 months 4(19) 1(35 2010
31 Fimbrioplasty 18 months

Dubuisson et al. (1990) 8 (26) 3(10)  7(23)

34 Salpingoneostomy 18 months

Fimbrioplasty 10(2%9) 1(3)

Canis et al. (1991) 87 Salpingostomy 3 years 29 (33) 6(7) -
24 Fimbrioplasty 4(17) (49 _
Audebert et al. (1991) 31 Salpingostomy 2 years 4(13) 2( 6)
McComb & Paleologou (1991) 22 Salpingostomy >1 year - 1(5) 5(23)
Dubuisson et al. (1994) 81 Salpingostomy 3-60 months 26 (32) 4(5 26(32)
Audebert et al. (1998) 35 Fimbrioplasty 2-5 years 18(51) 8(23) 1337
Values in parentheses are percentages.
Table 7. Reversal of tubal ligation by microsurgery
Author Patients Tubal li.gation Anastomosis Duration of  Intrauterine  Ectopic  Term
techniques type follow-up preg. preg. preg.
. Partial resection,
Winston (1977) 16 diathemny Tubocomnual - 11(69) 1(6) -
Upto
Gomel (1980) 118 Mostly Pomeroy Tubotubal 40 months 76 (64) 1(1) 69(58)
: . Tub 1(14
Silber & Cohen (1980) 25 Mostly coagulation szg:;);;;’?l 1() ) Siyear 1456)  1(4 -
. 62 - Tubotubal 37(60) 2(3)
Winston (1980) 8 - Tubocornual - 2660 1(2)
22 Fallopian ring Tubotubal 40 months 20001 2(9) 19(86)
Rock etal. (1987) S8  Unipolarcautery  Tubotubal 40 months 18(66)  8(14) 30(52)
45 Coagulation 15(33) 3(7
Trimbos-Kemper (1990) 9 Pomeroy - 12-29 months 5(56) 0(0) 2633
24 Rings and clips 15¢63)  0( 0)

Values in parentheses are percentages.

4. 2= (Tubal reanastomosis, TR)

AAlEEA YHARE S B oA 02%d4 FEELEE APstA Pt dEE
o) B3] Gomel T (1980b)S FRELE F 64%9] YA & 1% AT Y4I S
v} 9l diEEe] A9 Pomeroy HHOE dHto] AFHNH, 75 T ol AH
A 9] 717+ FF 102709 ek &t} (Table 7). AR 5 (1997)0] 1,118} YaAdds &
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A% Bpfoz VBRAGE A4T F 1T s sut FAVAT 2% BN v o)

oz oA
TEE 882%, YAEL 548%, EUEL 2.5%0190 00, £ T Yal A@A 9 7zke BE
G Hol7t AFE [ostA &rh

4%%%%91 ¥ dHAFEEY Y, 9Hd B 79, 9H9] do], e EJUAY &
A AR Foll ojste] At d@el 4% vhid wWE duEde A ¥ dAEe duEE
A ‘&‘:\" A7 223 7% 49%&*% 7V ‘%‘%}.—Jﬁ ring, clip 9 7% 67%, Pomeroy 22
A5 15%0100k dEHe] Y 29 £ 4l @fvz’——ﬁ"?—, A7 PR T Zo] Y F

Aol A de] AH o)zt 2—%%?% o &7} &E} B 3] Zolx F83 g FRIAZA
4 cm PTR1 A @ JAEE Holn, date] Hojo} By F Aal HBAA 9] 7171 Aolof o
vl &l #A7F A (Gomel & Swolin, 1980).

el GREase Agslr] b 2 s

A ERRAALE AAste daEd e X9 Wy,
HAE EQ T 4@ ol kg IvkEge §5 59 dFUAE S4Bz grishs Aol
88k, o F7} x| & Ao AvHU TN e AldskeE Ao lﬁéﬁh‘&

FH8 Trimpos-Kemper (1990)3 404] 1%94 3% o AdolA] GEEdEs At 45%9 4T
g AUl ES 4 4 den, & F AN YA 7)10E B SSNERA Bla
vt B0tk Tan 5 (1992)2 404] o)) 113 oJAollA AfFAN =S 33 AgsR
& AT e 10%0192H, 43] ol At E g Fog T flicha Bas)
R mWEbA GHZAFE0 7|gEo] Ue 404 o4 EAZAA AQFAA &S 33 AR ¥
B A3 Folm galo] AfEs A9 vAres o83 dHEdES 18d & g Ao
2 Algdo

5. HetdE e B Alg i

e@%ﬂﬁl ol dad s GHFY ol MY £ dHAEEEey HEFolvh ABHeR

dEddeol AgE] $d AT st SHF dHudE £ 4 glon, ojHg Ay 3
ojal4 »M 282t FgEol T2 AleH o] 9k Mayo clinicol A 1977328 19813707] ik
d 59 Vg™ mires o8 I THF TS AL 16159 YIRS
o2 3z FABAR AT} 71%el Galo] HAL, ©1F 50%1M E4k, 30%elA AR, 6%
olA APl Fol HAh Gillett 5 (1989)9] B.uol| ojatd d#-2gzt REE S APEe
462 FAE A7t FHBAT A FHINEE 56%0IU 7] F AFM Ale At
olof zbo) 7t lsleont 1709y el (fecundablhty)fi Ztz}t 3.5%2A S48k

S

T OE dHAEEY HSFoE 4R dnudE £ lon, ol AS JdHddse
NEe, B2 FNEEE o848l olFolx} & Od:;l E;o%} D] “—%73%2 o]-§8 ey
GALAH S Al 8789 RN Hd AAEL 333%01U T, 90%7F & F 1 ool
dalo] Ay o, FEf&L 3%t} (Canis et al, 1991). = % AF M= D3° gxE
Hgoz AN FREYYEE AL 647 BAjol|A A& 19%0]1A 3, FElES 2%0°]
Ao} (Williams et al,, 1988). Carey 5 (1987) 65‘”‘«1 Aol A Tk dAE s 9 T"rz}%‘a}%—"—

t} &
3 A, 12904 dilo] FEEO YAEL 18%01U L, 75 T 167190l AU dAle] HA
Aolle BE dolA 2kl gal oo, FElEe 2% vvtellrial Baskelch
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dHdds olFe dHEde: dHAE e He5o] Aot dHEdes F e E5se
90%0l o]2X|gk FH YL olo] & ux| A ©r}l Henderson 5 (1984) HHE Q4L Alghit
< 10289 &AM 1d ol FHAAT A YNEL 68%, TAIESARES 52%, FAMES 11%,

o

A UAELS 5%010 21, FHES 8%t B1sl3ith
o

GHANE AF3] A 134 Feo] FHES 2% mlTollA] 35%0] o227 vHEA ] J
Hde 7o FHE2 oy A28k Lawitsen T (1982)9] A7l ofshd 23 dHYFES AlY
HE 313 BAA 16,509 FA77E F 16%004 dAlol AYEHUL, FElES B3 1%0]
itk w3 dAgEE F FEE] sl o] FF AL olHd dadPEel AR st
o AlgE et sl Holoh Watson 5 (1990)2 dHAEE AF7t gle BHAdA 45 ¢
3 A5 o2 JANEES AAT A BAUANEL 4%E2A AATAAE, T2 d3d

=
e Mg 282A Eud 7P @2 A vlaste e ¢ 2 A2k skl
. delaFAl=

FHZ AFAANES dHx BYSe X8 glo] YA dioto] e Bk oy
2t ZujAel HRE AAsla Yok AeEAAIgo] drigor nHsigd ue} Alg 7)HE Z
7 F7HERLH, AYFRAESL EUBA A dRAATE T ATl folstA HAA
gF AFAQ A2l 7]wo] HQsi)

ulak QA oshs] (ASRM)OlA] 20001 1090l 2T 19973 % FAld ot Aol ]zl
51,344 710 A A=) 15,0477 7104 9733 Palel AEEUH, 12,3025 7)o 4] &7l o]
Folz] GAAHAT B2 279%, 93 HUAEE 39.0%01th A2 AAFAAEA ¢
AEL 8802 NMED, AFAAEL BAEJAR ofAE thge] wjols xFF o]4
ghol|l whg tjejgAilgo] & Aot}

T T 2-4%2 FHES Hole duA e vlgtd A Uik 1Y o AoA
o] FElg 20% 7R A S Kol g 3
o} il 71sEHA s AHol ok T
AVE AAS7] Aol #xte] A& E EdUA}el mE AojaAAE
7 53 2 A ARE FES) AlFsioor e Aolth 53] AoFAAeA iR &
Hjolo] 2] F=7]% take-home-baby rate®t A YAIEE W= BEURF A giFolok gt A9
FANES 23] Agshs o] HHgrol Balele SHd HMo] ofA glonzm gurzow
47F7) A Fo] FAYANES deiF € Ao Alggch o]9]o) 7z Al whgel A
Z, A, AL 2o gl 5o fgAel Balex mABlojof g} ol#g HRE A|lzdo}
ofgr BRu= Al Ale WHE A9 4 A ok

S

A7A A7 Ead vl oJshd A5 3 TR dHASS Ad FL @AM G
AR wo] S0z AEEojo} sluf, P Skl FEE TG T GHEEE A
o] FatAE AelFAAlEe]l A Ag We] sojof dnh w3 dHo] gAY, A 3
A9 7190l Aol A Feo] ErFed A, dHd el AT By, G T HE
EANA} BESE AE FoME AFAA g0l LT AE WRe] B



dHH. AFA+TH

ool Aol Frigel weh spdEo] A8 gAadRe] ALALAHAEA] 354 o4 EAt
FolA Mg 4F7] F9 FAHYANEE 41%2A Aled WES R o o4k ek ¢€on, 39
A ol BabzolA Al 2F7] o FHYAEL 167%EA 4] ¢ o4 FkeA] e Ao
2 2FEAT (Pouly et al, 1995). WEtA o] EAAolAE Wt Adefoll B Brivh A&
8] o]Folxof sta, AfA o g zld g ZHE 5= dEe AFHAlEo] AeE|ofo}f gt
T & A BERRAA 59 22 A5A g A 2 pEF A5 PP gdke Ao] #gd
olty. &H A BAlE £F7] Tk dalo] AHEA &= 7§ Timbos-Kemper T (1990)°]
FA5 vio} o] dAYes APsks AT A8 Wyo] F & vk T3 EY e A9

el Ale Ao 43 vlAH, A7 Ed3xAE dEEER
A 7hsAdo] AuH oz Horng AesAAlgoe] AdeiE oo} gt

AejFEA e dEdd WwHeR r|& Fuhy ¥u g AAY = oy dEAy
AA7} 7VesH, 5 F 23] ol4te] Yale] sbesithe Aol dtk ey Hidnia e} A
A FE2 A% Y, FHNAS, 29 F7) 5ol dHoz A gtk AQ5A
Mol 9oA] o] Folx|= WA FHFo R YA AXITFZEF (OHSS), TN F

1 )
N oy 2 orfo

o

Azt tisle] AlSlAR BAdol FobEI glo, T ok

T Adg B9 dido] FHa ok gk EYE s Ey 23 g0 reFed &9
] a#steiol it} (Table 8). 9] Eo] /jdH o= 9
I} >o"-’£ %:‘1} 7&%”70: "F‘%@v f‘l-g-}\] 5‘-@"“”‘%
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o
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Sl olft
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v. 24 &
dHA BG@AelA shed Mg HEe AFAAEd dEE e AR gEE ¢
Aem, del g, oe YA A {5, BYFT 89 v & nest M

428 28 WS Fofo do EF BEYFFIA QA BHE st BE Jhed AR PEE
o Fsted Boktn =77 sk Ak Fag a7 dido] €k
. [o}

P

7
Htnt SAw dug &3 FE A Bools Jago] Az
ANE BBy Perths AUSINEL neistlol Bk B3 o

i,
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do
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e
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Table 8. Cost for IVF-ET and tubal surgery per delivery

IVF-ET Tubal surgery
Holst et al. (1991, Norway) $12,000 $ 17,000
Neumann et al. (1994, USA) $ 66,000 $ 50,000
Van Voorhis et al. (1997, USA) $43,138 $76,232
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e e T dA80] 10% PTelBR $££4 X8 PiRdE AdFHr o] FHd
Az T+ /i, w22 (micromanipulation) S $1A18F 4l7]&e] Wl Fo= 2
=] dHo] Hr1H 0 R gl wEt Gz B 2S5 o] HA HlEle
W AdEe] Zo] Stk AoeAAEL dRE Y& v]sle A&l HsEta, &
o, g W87} rheet vk YA HAF5IF (OHSS), THElYAl 53 2o @
T Ark gate] Aol B A, At G EA, dadEE T Jald AuE A
Aozl $HH0F g Eolof 5“4
H v, A g, AAFBAES I BegAE o $HE dEdz Y
A gl 74 % 718 0. Z7P\]ﬁ‘4 oujdt X5 WPE AA A= zo|A],
A e X5 WHoZ ABY ZUA TL& 47| 71&d vie} go] 7 BEJ@Art X
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