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Abstract

AIM: To assess the efficacy and safety of non-
abdominal drainage vs abdominal drainage after
laparoscopic cholecystectomy (LC).

METHODS: Randomized controlled trials
(RCTs) comparing the efficacy of preopera-
tive non-abdominal drainage vs abdominal
drain in LC were searched in China National
Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI), China Biol-
ogy Medicine disc (CBMdisc), Wanfang Data-
base, Foreign Medical Journal Full-Text Ser-
vice (FM]S), PubMed and Cochrane Library.
The RevMan 5.1 software was used for meta-
analysis.

RESULTS: This study included 5 RCTs in-
volving 1226 patients. Meta-analysis showed
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that compared with abdominal drainage, non-
abdominal drainage was associated with sig-
nificantly shorter operative time (WMD = -9.93,
95%CI: -19.41--0.45, P < 0.05), less complica-
tions (RR = 0.81, 95%Cl: 0.66-0.98, P < 0.05), and
shorter duration of hospital stay (WMD = -0.67,
95%Cl: -0.97--0.37, P < 0.0001).

CONCLUSION: Compared with abdominal
drainage, non-abdominal drainage can signif-
icantly reduce the incidence of complications
and shorten the duration of hospital stay and
operative time. However, our findings need
further confirmation by high-quality, large
scale, double-blind randomized controlled
trials.

© 2014 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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