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Abstract

AIM: To compare the clinical efficacy of enteral
nutrition combined with parenteral nutrition
versus total parenteral nutrition in patients after
pancreaticoduodenectomy.

METHODS: Eighty patients who underwent
pancreaticoduodenectomy from January 2013 to
December 2013 at our hospital were randomly
and equally divided into two groups: A and B.
Group A was given enteral nutrition combined
with parenteral nutrition postoperatively, while
group B was given total parenteral nutrition.
The clinical effects were compared between the
two groups.

RESULTS: Before treatment, patients between
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the two groups had comparable white blood cell
count, serum albumin and transferrin (P > 0.05
for all). After treatment, white blood cell count,
serum albumin and transferrin were significant-
ly improved in both groups, but there were no
significant differences between the two groups
(P> 0.05 for all). The hospital stay and treatment
costs were significantly lower in group A than
in group B [33.41d £11.82d vs39.73d +13.72d,
(6.36 £ 1.21) ten thousand Yuan vs (8.9312.14) ten
thousand Yuan, P < 0.05 for both]. There was no
significant difference in the rate of postoperative
complications (12.5% vs 15.0%, P > 0.05). Before
treatment, the two groups showed no signifi-
cant difference in body weight (P > 0.05). After
treatment, body weight increased significantly
in group A (P < 0.05). The times to recovery of
bowel sounds, exhaust and defecation were sig-
nificantly better in group A than in group B (P <
0.05 for all).

CONCLUSION: Both enteral nutrition combined
with parenteral nutrition and total parenteral
nutrition have good clinical efficacy in patients
after pancreaticoduodenectomy, with the former
having lower costs without increasing the risk of
postoperative complications.

© 2014 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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