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Abstract

AIM: To evaluate the safety and efficacy between
minimally invasive pancreaticoduodenectomy
and open pancreaticoduodenectomy.

METHODS: Medline, EMBASE, Science Direct
and Springer link databases (till March 31, 2014)
were searched by computer to collect the articles
that compared the efficacy and safety of mini-
mally invasive pancreaticoduodenectomy vs
open pancreaticoduodenectomy. The trials were
selected according to the inclusive and exclusive
criteria, and the quality of the included trials
was assessed. The data were extracted and ana-
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lyzed using RevMan 5.2.7 software.

RESULTS: A total of 8 articles were included
in the present meta-analysis. The meta-analysis
showed that there were no significant differ-
ences in perioperative complications, mortal-
ity, pancreatic fistula, delayed gastric empty,
postoperative hemorrhage, reoperation, mortal-
ity or RO resection rate between the minimally
invasive pancreaticoduodenectomy group and
open pancreaticoduodenectomy group (P > 0.05).
There were significant differences in operative
time, estimated blood loss and length of hospital
stays between the two groups (P < 0.05).

CONCLUSION: This meta-analysis indicates
that minimally invasive pancreaticoduodenec-
tomy is associated with shorter hospital stay
and less estimated blood loss compared with
open surgery, although there are no differences
in preoperational complications or postopera-
tive pathological diagnosis. Minimally invasive
approach can be a reasonable alternative to
laparotomy pancreaticoduodenectomy with po-
tential advantages. Nevertheless, future large-
volume, well-designed randomized control trials
with extensive follow-up are awaited to confirm
and update the findings of this analysis.

© 2014 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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Mt —3mn AsbunZE?"2012 541 88 53 401 108 215 13.70 140.00[112.26, 167.74] -

RegmAFAF  BuchsZFH""2011 444 935 44 559 135 39 13.20 -115.00[-165.58, —64.421*

KXegriz, 2R ChalikondaZ'92012 476 91 30 366.48 97.25 30 13.30 109.52[61.86, 157.18] -

RN RWIEL  Cho=""2009 338 48 15 287 117 15 12.80  51.00[-13.00, 115.00] =

K AN, Kuroki®2012  656.6 1914 20 554.6 119.4 31 11.70 102.00[8.18, 195.82] ——

HERBRRHAE. | gasigng 4915 94 20 2649 637 67 1340 226.60[182.67, 270.53] -
ZhouZ""2011 718.75 186.66 8 420 127.17 8 9.00 298.75[142.24, 455.26] —_—
Zureikat=""2011  457.25 71.884 14 415.75100.717 14 12.80  41.50[-23.32, 106.32] -
Total(95%Cl) 204 419 100.00  99.72[20.72, 178.73] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 11618.22; Chi’= 120.55, df = 7(P < 0.00001); I> = 94% ‘ | | )
Test for overall effect: 27 = 2.47(P = 0.01) -500 -250 0 250 500
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5 MIPD{EFIOPDEF AIEILLEHIFRAE. OPD: JHIEIE T 35U A; MIPD: faIFA.

Study or MIPD OPD Weight  Mean Difference Mean Difference

Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total (%) IV, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95%CI

AsbunZ?"2012 8 32 53 124 85 215 2500 -4.40[-5.83, —2.97] n

Buchs%""2011 13 75 44 146 95 39 2040 -1.60[-5.31,2.11]

ChoZx""2009 164 37 15 156 1.3 15 2410  0.80[-1.18,2.78]

LaiZ"2012 13.7 6.1 20 258 231 67 14.80 -12.10[-18.24, —5.96] -

Zhou%E"92011 16.4 4.1 8 243 71 67 1580 -7.90[-13.58, —2.22] -

Total(95%Cl) 140 344 100.00 -4.26]-7.85, —0.68]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 12.88; Chi? = 29.62, df = 4(P < 0.00001); I* = 86% w | | |

Test for overall effect: 7 = 2.33(P = 0.02) -500  -250 0 250 500
MIPD OPD

6 MIPDZEFIOPDLERGIEFSEEILLREVZRIAE. OPD: TSN 351714 A, MIPD: fEIFFA.

Study or MIPD OPD Weight Mean Difference Mean Difference
Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total (%) IV, Random, 95%CI 1V, Random, 95%CI
AsbunZ2"2012 23.44 101 39 16.84 10.6 141 14.90 6.60[2.98, 10.22] -
BuchsZ"2011 16.8 10 44 1 6.3 39 15.10 5.80[2.24, 9.36] -
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ChoZ""2009 185 59 15 20 89 15 10.10 -1.50[-6.90, 3.90] —=
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ZhouZ5"%2011 125 4 8 128 39 8 1410 -0.30[-4.17,3.57] -
ZureikatZ""2011 185 62 12 191 83 12  9.20 -0.60[-6.46, 5.26] ——
Total(95%Cl) 168 312 100.00 1.92[-0.32, 4.17] ?
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 5.37; Chi* = 16.00, df = 6(P = 0.01); I> = 62% : : ‘ :
Test for overall effect: 7 = 1.68(P = 0.09) 20 -10 0 10 20
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