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Abstract

AIM: To evaluate the effects of combined tho-
racoscopic-laparoscopic esophagectomy (TLE)
versus open esophagectomy (OE) in the man-
agement of esophageal cancer.

METHODS: Eligible studies were identified
from electronic databases including Medline,
Embase, OVID, Cochrane Library, Springerlink,
CNKI, WanFang Data and VIP. We screened the
retrieved literature according to the inclusion
and exclusion criteria and performed a Meta-
analysis with the software RevMan 5.2 after
identification of the relevant data.
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RESULTS: A total of 1448 patients from 14 stud-
ies were included for the analysis, including 735
patients who underwent TLE and 713 patients
who underwent OE. TLE was associated with
less blood loss, fewer respiratory complications
and shorter length of hospital stay. However,
TLE had longer operative time. There was no
significant difference in the incidence of anas-
tomotic leak or the number of lymph nodes
harvested (P > 0.05 for both) between the two
groups.

CONCLUSION: TLE for esophageal cancer of-
fers results as good as or better than those with
open esophagectomy. TLE is associated with
reduced perioperative complications and short-
ened length of hospital stay.

© 2014 Baishideng Publishing Group Co., Limited. All
rights reserved.
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PhamZ", 2010 407 267 44 780 610 46 53% -37300(-566.13,-17987] ——
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M Jexd kB2 HamoudaZ®, 2010 1 26 2 24  39% 0.441[0.04,5.19] —
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ﬁkagfﬁ o LeeZ"", 2011 2 30 18 64 20.7% 0.18[0.04, 0.85] —
Total (95% CI) 735 713 100.0% 0.93[0.63, 1.37] 2
Total events 55 61
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 18.79, df = 13 (P = 0.13); = 31% 1 1 1 1
Test for overall effect: 7 = 0.38 (P = 0.70) 0.00 01 1 10 100
TLE OE
4 WEARGEOBELEREREIMetaD .
EMNERR WASEREL  n SRR WMD/OR(95%CI) BHANE
FANE 14 1398  P<0.00001, I =97% 53.70(28.29, 79.11) 7= 4.14, P<0.0001
TIEBEREL 7 696  P<0.00001, I>=83% -2.43(-5.69, 0.83) Z=1.46,P=0.14
ICU 12838415 7 843  P<0.0001, I”=82% 0.15(-0.23, 0.53) Z=0.76, P = 0.45
ANoEFREL 4 533  P<0.0001, ”=87%  -1.33(-2.59, -0.07) Z=2.07,P=0.04
BEFAHCX 8 757 P=0851"=0% 0.75(0.34, 1.66) Z=0.70, P =0.48
IR ARG RIE 9 882 P =0.008, I*=61% 0.43(0.21, 0.86) 7=237,P=0.02
EIRBEIRD 9 997 P =0.007, 1>=62% 0.90(0.28, 2.86) Z=0.19, P=0.85
FLEEH 9 840 P =0.80,1"=0% 0.86(0.41, 1.80) Z=0.40, P = 0.69
“RFR 6 507 P=041,1"=1% 0.88(0.49, 1.58) Z=043,P=067
IVERRR 7 698 P =0.18, 1°=33% 0.88(0.55, 1.40) Z=055,P=0.58
WEOm= 4 439 P =0.08, I”=56% 2.02(0.71, 5.74) Z=133,P=018
BSH=EE 5 628 P=0.14,1°=43% 0.59(0.26, 1.33) Z=127,P =020
AERRRA 5 822 P=0.051"=49% 0.59(0.28, 1.25) Z=138,P=017
IR 5 426 P=0.09, I*=50% 0.42(0.08, 2.21) Z=1.03,P=0.30
i Es 4 399 P=0611"=0% 0.46(0.11, 1.82) Z=111,P=027
IIRE=IS 3 256 P =041,1"=0% 0.54(0.15, 2.03) Z=091,P =036
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