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Abstract

AIM: To compare the clinical effects of laparoscopic
vs open surgery for repair of gastroduodenal
ulcer perforation.

METHODS: Ninety-two patients with
gastroduodenal ulcer perforation were divided
into a study group (45 cases) and a control
group (47 cases). The study group received
laparoscopic surgery, and the control group
received open surgery. The operation situation,
postoperative recovery, postoperative
hospitalization duration, total treatment cost,
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the rate of complications, and ulcer healing
were compared for the two groups.

RESULTS: The operation time for the study
group was significantly longer than that for
the control group (118.21 min * 32.58 min vs
91.06 min * 19.12 min, P < 0.05), and the length
of incision and intraoperative blood loss for
the study group were significantly lower than
those for the control group (3.43 cm % 0.86
cm vs 16.22 ecm + 2.17 cm, 15.76 mL + 2.38 mL
vs 95.23 mL * 14.79 mL, P < 0.05). The visual
analogue scale score and the times to recovery
of gastrointestinal function and ambulation
for the study group were significantly better
than those for the control group (3.01 £ 1.06
vs 6.69 + 1.21, 80.26 h + 16.11 h vs 122.08 h +
2087 h,192d +0.68d vs3.39d £1.07d, P <
0.05). The rate of complications for the study
group was significantly lower than that for
the control group (4.44% vs 25.53%, P < 0.05).
The duration of hospital stay for the study
group was significantly lower than that for the
control group (5.15d +1.52d vs9.09d +2.21d, P
< 0.05). The total treatment cost for the study
group was significantly higher than that for
the control group (23989.44 yuan * 388.26
yuan vs 19151.06 yuan * 226.75 yuan, P < 0.05).
There was no significant difference in the rate
of ulcer healing situation (37.78% vs 36.17%,
13.33% vs 10.64%, 31.11% vs 34.04%, 17.78% vs
19.15%, P > 0.05).

CONCLUSION: Laparoscopic repair of
gastroduodenal ulcer perforation is associated
with minimal trauma, faster postoperative
recovery, fewer complications, and shorter
hospitalization time than open surgery.
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