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Abstract

AIM: To investigate the therapeutic effects of dif-
ferent surgical approaches for adenocarcinoma
of the esophagogastric junction (AEG).

METHODS: One hundred and fifty AEG pa-
tients were randomly divided into either an
experimental group or a control group. The
experimental group underwent surgery via a
transabdominal approach, while the control
group was treated via a transthoracic approach.
The operation situation, postoperative pathol-
ogy and complications were compared between
the two groups.

RESULTS: There were significant differences in
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mean operative time (187.42 min * 48.47 min vs
225.79 min * 83.98 min), mean blood loss (128.09
mL + 48.95 mL vs 208.01 mL * 70.12 mL), num-
ber of paraesophageal lymph nodes (0.18 = 0.67
vs 0.18 + 0.67), number of cleared lymph nodes
(12.71 £ 7.19 vs 8.20 £ 5.31), number of lymph
nodes in the lesser curvature (6.51 + 3.09 vs 1.72
* 1.83), number of paraesophageal lymph nodes
(12 vs 44), and number of cleared lymph nodes
in the lesser curvature (330 vs 102) between the
experimental group and control group (All I <
0.05). No significant difference was noted in the
rate of positive margins (14.66% vs 10.66%, P >
0.05) between the two groups. The rate of posi-
tive curvature lymph nodes in the lesser cur-
vature was significantly higher than that in the
periesophagus in both groups (75.76% vs 11.11%,
66.04% vs 22.73%). No anastomotic fistula oc-
curred in either group, although the complica-
tion rate was lower in the experimental group
than in the control group (2.67% vs 14.67%, P <
0.05).

CONCLUSION: Transabdominal surgery can
clear more lymph nodes than transthoracic sur-
gery. Total gastrectomy does better in the clear-
ance of perigastric lymph nodes, especially those
in the lesser curvature.

© 2013 Baishideng Publishing Group Co., Limited. All
rights reserved.

Key Words: Adenocarcinoma of esophagogastric
junction; Transabdominal approach; Transthoracic
approach; Clinical curative effect

Zhu SM, Lu SW, Zhang ], Gong QH. Different
surgical approaches for adenocarcinoma of the
esophagogastric junction. Shijie Huaren Xiaohua Zazhi
2013; 21(31): 3405-3408 URL: http://www.wjgnet.
com/1009-3079/21/3405.asp DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.11569/wcjd.v21.i31.3405

il
L5 - 3R I AR IT AL

ik R IEMGE 01500 2% § 4430 %

m¥ 3 k4

B E R A
B #% (adenocarci-
noma of esopha-
gogastric junction,
AEG)RIARE
R Rt
BB KB A )
B AR % 404290
MNZEF L5 cmX
BN A B
BRI X oo 1l
N AR AR A
AAEAET, B
AEGH £ 2
KT BHFLKER
K. XA A
EE X S L
ZE PR RE
IR AT K A R
WEEREEH
B, kX T FH
AR B8 9T 0 R
A AL,

W@ 5 LA
HEE, FEE
I, P E R
% — W E R K
1o A A+

2013-11-08 | Volume 21 | Issue 31 |



3406 ISSN 1009-3079 (print) ISSN 2219-2859 (online) THFHEA NG 201311888 215 $3148
Wi £ B¢ BHETAMI o A F ot fe st BN, FIA 84 e B R BORIUT M) B A& B3 A7 D1 1 1 7%

HoFHEEL,
W4 T # KW
% R (endoscopic
mucosal resec-
tion, EMR) % ¥
HAEGIE K%
FERIE T 4
By KP b
Y. EBERE
AN =X & R
8] 2.5 B AR H-.

(49

TEE
Jaishideng®

Z LW EFIO AN, SBAEEZENE
TBh R G AP B o A, LR A B F R
R RGIREBRAR)GHE R EAFI.

HR: ZBA-FHF RE(187.42 mint
48.47 min vs 225.79 min+83.98 min). K
34 1k f22(128.09 mL+48.95 mL vs 208.01
mL=+70.12 mL) &R & B B #k &4/~ 4(0.18
+0.67 vs 0.18 £0.67)3) 9 ALK T AF R840, £ 7
A B EM(P<0.05); FhslFiamke s B4
(12.71£7.19 vs 8.20+5.31). DB MM E L
AH(6.5113.09 vs 1.72+1.83) B2 5k &
LF A2 vs 40 R BAKT 2R,
M)k € 25 7 32 50(330 vs 102)8A 2% T x4+ 8 28,
£ BA B EEP<0.05); HmAEFF Kino
MM (14.66% vs 10.66%) 4% £ F 4t 5
& L(P>0.05); #2035 M Ak F(75.76%
vs 11.11%, 66.04% vs 22.73%)34 A 2.& TR %
FraER Z2FBLA R FHP<0.05); HAE
H ARG NG E A p b vk, R T A5
BB A R2.67% vs 14.67%) FAK T 2+ B4,
£ BA B FHHP<0.05).

Gt ZEARF A F AL E 2T h
K, 4Bt RSB ML E R B AR,
AT F Rog 12 40 B R 6 B H TR 52
FRHE LA R & A R 2L 4, RS TUS 2R

© 2013FRINIBEBERETERATAE.

X AE B AMRE SMAR, SRR,
I PRI 2%

BORR: AR RBEELZ2 EE EdioA
3%, BB K 2 AN T8 I8 G S b e A5
MEBHABFFRIERL., REmERREFL
JE R AL, R4, ZEART KA E A
B F R E MR, £ B R ARt T Ak e g
HREAMIK, EHITF KRR RFGERLH
BH R EIRE AR BHERR AT, RS
TG R

REABR, FOERS, sKiE, BRZ. RLEBEPUDOASESTESE
BHEETIRENIBRT . BRENBIRG 2013; 21(31):
3405-3408 URL: http:/Awww.wjgnet.com/1009-3079/21/3405.
asp DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.11569/wcjd.v21.i31.3405

0 3I5
B H 45 AT I (adenocarcinoma of esopha-

gogastric junction, AEG)Z157E & B 45 &l

WCJD | www.wjgnet.com

5 om DI TR IR, AL G0 RCRZ R AL
VR SRR 20 Ol B e oS e, (HIR R
FUUESEH A B i ol B A AE UK 72 5. AEG
FNGRIT B A S A R, 2O AR R
WRERIATT, (HAEGHTALR I HAL BN Rk, Tk
FARNE T N Z . I BT AR A7
(FIAEG A I AR GEREEAT [ BUE 73 B, SR AN
(] T AN B (R A 7 2%, ARAE R

1 RT3
1.1 AHH I I BE2007-03/2013-03 096 1115041
AEGEEVE NN G, i B#H¥ITFAAEG
i 2 Wi b ), HL 28 5 B3 R & T AR B
B2, IS R EBIERAZ NS (American
Joint Committee on Cancer, AJCC)#IE/#F
W4T AEG o P K5 15041 5 BEHL 4 h
S R AL, DAL R AEE . RS
AEGH A Jityy 7 s PR E R B G X
(P>0.05), AT ATELME(R D).
1.2 7%
1.2.1 FREA2: LA RNAIE TR, i FIg
IEHF DTN KR AR A 22 TR, EEUE
M 5757 By 18] J AMI) N BR ™, 5 20 58 2 24 A A
R A A Rk B R AT, TR
2 JHS RN PR RS REAT
1.2.2 WLESgAF: MEWALEH F ARG (TFAR
I IR) S A ) . A 9 B G 9 L A R
K. AW ELE AR NI KB R e
2E N BCA R BEPE S, AN R) B O 4K B R S (FH
PER = BBk ELAE B B0 =2 K E0 S R R I
FORE R AR DR S . W4 L. W4
1R ) g A N R 7 R

Gt P HdE I SPSS17.05H
NP EAT et S Ab 2 S v BRI ek
B, TR YO mean + SD# 7R, 10 SR L H]
VKK, P<0.05 K4 % A Giih 2 X

2 BR

2.1 WA BHEFAELE LA T AR
LTI NG SR S N 1 = S = S = e B NS R (8 ]
B RAR TR R, 22 3 B 8 35 P (P<0.05); K
56 ZH 37 1 9K B2 4 i HSORT /N2 R B 5 A S84 B
WAT TR IR, 72 5 HAT W PR (P<0.05)(FR2).
22 HAEHERE LK E mb R ki WA

2013-11-08 | Volume 21 | Issue 31 |



KB & R FERTFPUIOAES ST REBE S EIRENIRRTH 3407
mARLE
& = Jf — & iE
Sk B Ak G I AR
=] SCI64A XHIR4A =] SCIG4A XHIRLA FARKAES A2
M3l <3cm ﬁf{;ﬁ%?%f
B B S K A e i
2 57(76.00) 59(78.67) sl 6(8.00) 4(5.33) FAMEEILL
94 18(24.00) 16(21.33) =]z 35(46.67) 8(10.67) FRHENBT K.
TYFHR(Z) 61.38+7.52 60.06+7.87 3-5cm
AEGHTY bEIE 4(5.33) 3(4.00)
Il 7Y 42(56.00) 23(30.67) B 14(18.67) 33(44.00)
I 7 33(44.00) 52(69.33) >5 cm
B oI sl 1(1.33) 1(1.33)
BELRBURRA BRIt 15(20.00) 26(34.67)
PUBRBNBEURRA 43(57.33) 42(56.00)
SHBNE DR 4(5.33) 3(4.00)
SR 039 206
SRR 2(2.67) 3(4.00)
%Ztﬂﬁi\:k . SCX4E XR4E
PALBURRA 13(17.33) 12(16.00) (=) aEE 1B BEE IEW
SHIRUER 2(2.67) 3(4.00) O ; va4 o o
SFATATE D TIRR 1(1.33) 2(2.67) - , )
Hif 9(12.00) 8(10.67) i 12 330 44 102
EeE(%) 9.33 73.33 24.00 57.33
[EEB 1 50 5 35
% 2 BEBETARBRLE 17 = 75 mean = 5D) i) 9 e 22 53
fBEE(%) 1.1 75.76° 2273  66.04°
] e SifRed P<0.05 vs WIBZE; "P<0.01 vs WIBLH; P<0.01 vs BES.
TFANBE(min) - 187.42 +48.47° 225.79 + 83.98
AROOIEIIHEMME(L) 128.09 +48.95° 208.01 +£70.12
TIFBREE (Cm) 5.32+4.19 6.07+3.48 R 5 REBEARGHAERERRLR =75 (%)
BIEINESR 12.71+7.19° 8.20+5.31
1)\ SMBHEES T 6.51+3.09  1.72+1.83 FAERE TR IR
EEEEMESTE  0.18+0.67° 0.69 + 1.05 WS O 2067)  1(1.33)
WsOLm 0(0) 1(1.33)
°P<0.05 vs SYHRLE; °P<0.01 vs SIIREA. ZEMIBIRSAR AR 0(0) 6(8.00)
BBk 2(2.67)  3(4.00)
BETFARYOMERL R ZR LS it % ZURHAAK 0(0) 1(1.33)
RRER(%) 2.67° 14.67

(P>0.05)(#3).

23 MAEFFRREF AN T MK L LI
SEI6 AR /N AR 2 5 T B0 v TR B
H, B S MEETER] BT R A, =
st B A W FEVE(P<0.05); W2 R /N B A
HLPE S TEESHER, 2R A EE
(P<0.05)(34).

2.4 WL EH KRG IFREL AWK ILLE Y
BHRIGAIBIR AW G FEE, SR A JF RO
MEERHEMR TN RA, =5 B0 58FE %
(P<0.05)(3K5).

3 11e
AEGRIFHLH EEAFTEHA, L —2EHEE R

(49

TR

Baishideng® WCJD | www.wjgnet.com

*P<0.05 vs NW8BZH.

RSN T BRI b R R I s, B
B IRA 2 Ty RE I A0 1R 1) AR L B2 4 T A A,
e G A AL LR e M A B K EU
18 1 Ml b B A A s R 1 A 51 A e
AR, R R SRR R A 5N R
R AR HE N A, DIIEAE G H R W] B A%
TV RIS E K. XM IR % T B 2 HURH
JESZ B W] ANTEAE IR TRt 12 I 1 28 i
BRI, K2 T IR IAT TR R AL,
e TR, ABET R DIER R (endo-

2013-11-08 | Volume 21 | Issue 31 |



3408 ISSN 1009-3079 (print) ISSN 2219-2859 (online) HFENHIAE 20135E11888 5216 H31H
;ﬁl fﬁ‘zﬁl‘ scopic mucosal resection, EMR)/EHHIAEGIK 4 SEIEA
HEAMAH, \ , e G
B 2y T LEBUL TR, Repihind, MR 1 R S e TIPTCE. R
B2 s E B IR e ey A A S L . NIB b2 2012; 20: 79-84 )
gl w ARERER RSB ROERT UGB e s aommmomrimar. torse At
TR 52 MR BRI RORE K 2 A R %;ﬁ 2%90;8;195'20? i AR AEEA
S s B ‘ s 3 BN, B, TAL AR NSEE BT
THEMRAE 56 b I AT o AR (8000 P K2, TN, AR 2010; 18:
SRR IR A, meae
N . , . . 4 . BEHESHIE T AR ARTARARN
A SRR EEY) 20 T AN T i SRR 1 s il (SR RO
HE). FE2H TEMRAGETREEEH, 4 5 Kim JH, Park SS, Kim J, Boo Y], Kim SJ, Mok YJ,
NSV, Sy N . N Kim CS. Surgical outcomes for gastric cancer in the
TR B B AERA G 0L, R D)ERE K ) u :
> pper third of the stomach. World ] Surg 2006; 30:
PR3 L5 1 e M DA 1 0 M L, e B S BT 1870-1876; discussion 1870-1876 [PMID: 16957826]
ST - — . 6 TSl BERT, BN aERESIE T ARARKS
ngﬁj(l&'ﬂ*ﬂ:ﬂ”_, J[;E'T/EZ:'fX%‘J:ﬁ, mﬂﬁﬁﬁ‘l‘iiﬁ EEJET% qjiﬁw\f[;;;nz 33: 295L_5297 g
=M A SRR RN 5 S E R LSRR 7 ML, BAZ. ATUBREE B G AA LR, &
, , Vl s R ES RS M e 2012; 32: 283-287
1% TS 5 LG 5 — %
hE’ {R" IEEN E{E =& }MI’ %I\ 7'( I t’ ]]EbT( 3 U fﬁ 8 Jeurnink SM, Steyerberg EW, Hof Gv, van Eijck CH,
SRR FAL G TN TF R LGSR, SRR Kuipers EJ, Siersema PD. Gastrojejunostomy versus
A e = stent placement in patients with malignant gastric
S AN IR PR SRR T I S5 DU e e £ outlet obstruction: a comparison in 95 patients. |
N i Surg Oncol 2007; 96: 389-396 [PMID: 17474082 DOL
NS [N - 10.1002/js0.20828]
AEGHIFE Iy A BHE BB MIEE o gpy 10spaarmssamin AL 7
B KBRS SRR e, 5 A DR R 02
. , N N N 10 Hasegawa S, Yoshikawa T, Cho H, Tsuburaya A,
RN Bt L 25 T R HRA AE G I G B, Koba{;;lashi O. Is adenocarcinoma of the esopiago—
IGIRTEIT R B, ZE N BR YA T B8 S 45 4 e gastric junction different between Japan and west-
e e g . " ern countries? The incidence and clinicopathologi-
RILZHAR R AR B B DIBR b HA cal features at a Japanese high-volume csncer cegn-
B A3, Retg e iE S s ke a0 | ter. World | Surg 2009; 33: 95-103 [PMID: 18958523
N 7 N - e DOI: 10.1007 /s00268-008-9740-4]
AR Z o0 IR AR AN R R, MELVHEAT S 11 bmk dome, Tt SR, S0, sk, gEne, 5
AL A R A A S i, PR SRR oo, 7%
NN N . N FARICRS ; Ui /04
Wﬁééﬁﬁéﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁl]%{%ﬁ%%ﬁ I ER VR A 12 BaiJG, Lv Y, Dang CX. Adenocarcinoma of the
PRIt St I A I U B 7 S 3 s e i ) A HIF S Esophagogastric Junction in China according to
,A: e N ) L Siewert's classification. Jpn | Clin Oncol 2006; 36:
Hh S22 £R A NS )RR 2 S5 VS A e 364-367 [PMID: 16766566 DOI: 10.1093 /jjco/ hy1042]
M & £ S S P 4k e okt ) +HE 4 13 A I, MEEEESESEEFARG TN
AL RO BT, w17 S R R e
UESE TIX— 0. ok, Sl N B Rt 14 Hosokawa Y, Kinoshita T, Konishi M, Takahashi S,
S ek 1) K R S e SR U M 53 s B Gotohda N, Kato Y, Daiko H, Nishimura M, Katsu-
%]7’ iﬁﬂﬂm {E&J&’ *}ﬁ}??’iﬁ?’iizﬂjiﬁ( Rk mata K, Sugiyama Y, Kinoshita T. Clinicopathologi-
FSIEARZR S EN PN cal features and prognostic factors of adenocarci-
22 % S PR noma of the esophagogastric junction according to
BL, CMEN BT AR R L 4 8 Siewert classification: experiences at a single insti-
?’J@J}EE, é%‘ﬂ]ﬁ%*;ﬁfd\%ﬂw{% E%{%Tﬂ%%}?ﬂ] tution in Japan. Ann Surg Oncol 2012; 19: 677-683
TP Sk A o S A R g [PMID:\21822549 DOI: 10.1245/510434-011-1983-x]
G, AEHEAT T ARBR R RN s 220 S AR FAL S5 15 A, [HEIE. DIFARA LW EERSATETHILER.

(49

TEE
Jaishideng®

B 0 LU R 1A 5 BRI, 3 i P CR.

WCJD | www.wjgnet.com

HHFAE NS 2 2012; 20: 3471-3475

A M Wi FLH

2013-11-08 | Volume 21 | Issue 31 |



