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Proseal Laryngeal Mask Airway Used in Lateral General Anesthetic Operation

CAl Jun, GUAN lJian- giang, ZHOU Shao- li, HEI Zi- ging
( Department of Anesthesiology, The Third Affiliated Hospital, Sun Yat- sen University, Guangzhou 510630, China )

Abstract: Objective  To observe the safey and efficacy when Proseal laryngeal mask (LAM) used in lateral
general anesthetic operation under positive pressure ventilation. Methods 40 ASA  ~  patients undergoing
elective general anesthetic operation in lateral position were randomly allocated to either Proseal laryngeal mask
airnay group (P, n=20) or tracheal tube group(T, n=25). After anesthesia induction and tracheal tube or laryngeal
mask intubation, Monitoring parameters included HR, interval noninvasive MBP, MV, VT, P, SPO,, Ps CO, The
attempts of intubation, success rate, the top airnay pressure, extubation response, and postoperational complications
were recorded. Results  HR and MBP in Group T were significantly increased after intubation and before
extubation (P<0.05), but group P were not, so there was significant difference between the two groups (P< 0.05).
MV, VT, P, SpO,, Per CO, were similar at all the time points between the two groups(P >0.05). The success rate of
intubation at first attempt was 80% in group P, and was 100% at second attempt. The top airway pressure before
lateral was similar to that after lateral in group P. Group T had higher incidence of coughing before extubation (P<
0.05).The incidence of sore throat and hoarse there was not significant difference between the two groups.

Conclusions  LAM- Proseal intubation can provide the same safe and effective ventilation as tracheal intubation in
lateral general anesthetic operation under positive pressure ventilation, LAM - Proseal is superior to tracheal
intubation in insertion response and coughing response.
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Table 1 General condition of patients in the two groups Proseal ’
oes 1720 P ey ™ W
Group  Age(d) Male/female Body mass(kg) Anesthesia time(min) (T2) 3 min(T,) (To)
e w  mm o swm om
(MBP) ; 10 min(T,)
tory -0553 0533 0.283 0.932
P 0583 0465 0.779" 0.357" 10 min(T;) 60 min(T.) (To)
P: proseal laryngeal mask airway group; T: tracheal tube (MV) (VT) (Prex)
group; 1)t test; 2) Chi- Square test. (SPG,) (Per COY) ;
1.2 1.4
30 min SPSS 11.0 +
0.5 mg, 0.1 g, : (x%s) ,
(BP) (ECG) (SPO,), , X
5 min 0=0.05
2 mg/kg 3 ug/kg
0.1 mg/kg P 3*Proseal 2
, 4* Proseal ,
, , 2.1 Proseal
( 3" <20 mL, 4* < 30 mL), Proseal 80%, 4

2 i)
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100% P Poery (23.68 % min(T,) (Ts) (Te)
0.98)mmHg, Pary (22.26 % T (P<0.05, 2)

1.13) mmHg, :1=0.67, P=0.53 >0.05, P (Ta) 3 min(T,)

(P >0.05) (Ts) (Te) T

2.2 (P< 0.05, 2)
P (T3) 3
2
Table 2 Comparison of the heart rate and mean blood pressure between the two groups (xxs, n=20)
Group T, T, T, T, Ts Ts T;

HR(min%) P 8048 76+12 77+8Y 7449 86+8Y 83+7Y 80+7
T 7918 73t£14 8719 8317 9649 9049 8648
MBP(mmHg) P 8848 707 T4£7? 74472 93472 88+8? 86+7
T 9048 73+7 96+14 89+12 101+12 95+11 91+10

Group P: proseal laryngeal mask airway group; Group T: tracheal tube group; T,: before induction; T,: before intubation;Tsimmediately after

intubation; T, 3 minutes after intubation; Ts: immediately before extubation; Te:

immediately after extubation; T;: 3 minutes after extubation.; 1)

Comparison of heart rate between the two groups (repeat measures), F=14.18, P< 0.05; Comparison with group T at time point T; T, Ts Te, P< 0.05;
2) Comparison of mean blood pressure between the two groups (repeat measures), F=18.09, P=0.015; Comparison with group T at time point Ty T, Ts,

Ts, P< 0.05.
2.3
Prex MV VT PCO,
(P >0.05, 3),
SPO, >98%
2.4
P T ,

(P< 0.05, 4);

3
Table 3 Comparison of the respiratory parameters between
the two groups (s, n=20)

Group T, Ty T T
Pra(mmHg)? P 11.7¢11  124+11 12.7+11 12.8+10

T 124+09 124+09 125£11 12.7+10
MV(L/min)? P 49+03 50+04 5.0+#03 51+04

T 49+03 49+03 49+03 49403
VT(mL)? P 491+32  498+36  500+33 503+37

T 488+32  490+29  492+30 49033
P& CO,(mmHg)* P 34.3+2.0 345+17 349+16 34.9£1.1

T 33.8+1.7 34.6+2.0 34.7+1.1 35.0£15

T, 10 min before lateral, T, 10 min after lateral, T;: 60 min

after the beginning of operation, T, the end of the operation ;1)
Comparison between two groups (repeat measures), F=0.89, P=0.452

>0.05; 2) Comparison between two groups (repeat measures), F=
3.27,P=0.075 >0.05; 3) Comparison between two groups (repeat
F=2.57,P=0.058 >0.05; 4) Comparison between two
groups (repeat measures), F=0.31, P=0.58 >0.05.

measures),

4
Table 4 Comparison of the complications between the two

groups [case (%), n=20]
Group Body movement Coughing Blood cuffe Sore throat Hoarse
P 2(10) 3(15) 3(15) 2(10) 2(10)
T 6(30) 12(60) 4(20) 6(30) 7(35)
X 141 8.64 0.00 141 2.29
P 0.236 0.003" 1.000 0.236 0.130
1) Compared with Group T, P< 0.05
(P >0.05, 4)
3
P 1
80%, 4
, [5]
, 100%,
[6]
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