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ECHOGRAPHIC MARKERS OF INTRAUTERINE INFECTION
Nikulin L.A., Boyko N.V., Pomortsev A.V., Kulagina M.G.

Kuban’ medical university, Krasnodar

This article is devoted to complex ultrasound evaluation of fetoplacental system in preg-
nant women with high infection index for predicting intrauterine infection in newborn infants
and its conseguences.

We examined 123 pregnant women at gestational period of 30 to 36 weeks.
All the newborn infants were divided into 4 groups depending on the severity of their

state. The infants with satisfactory state born by women with good pregrancy were included in a
control group (1). The infants born by mothers with high infection index, with local or general-
ized manifestations of intrauterine infection were included in the main group (1-4).

As a result of our research work we discovered echographic markers of amnionitis, pla-
centitis and proper infectious affection of fetus which is the most significant matter for predict-
ing a birth of an infant with intrauterine infection.

Pathological indices of biophysical activity, Dopler ultrasonography reflect systemic ab-
normalities in a fetus state, its distress.

Thus, the more echographic markers of intrauterine infection occur in a fetus, the higher
the probability of giving birth to an infected child is.


