5523 % 2 W hEEEMRIEE Vol.23  No.2
2014 42 A Chinese Joumal of General Surgery Feb. 2014

o -
SN (0i:10.7659/].is5n.1005-6947.2014.02.003 « ABXE INFLEH AR RFGT ¢
.;' "' http://www.zpwz.net/CN/abstract/abstract3777.shtml

Hﬁﬂﬁ%ﬂ'ﬁ%ﬁﬁ%ﬂti TS EEMIGRIER
Meta 534

@, X &, EaKC

(1. L EFHRBERR FFRAEIN, J & ZRE519041; 2. 7 RAERINTILEER L@, 7 & EI] 518026 )

W o= BE9: il Meta 0B 975 15 HOBOR I 85 5 0T I T ARA 7 S8 R 1 MELBAE 408 i 1 A 20 A 22 e
Frik e A EE AN ECE P A O IR I B 5 T IR TR A T /0 LR A S0 i 2R A Dl B 0 A O 491 X

PRWESE, PR 1 22 A5 1 7 35 SCHRTT Meta 2347 o
BER: BAYIA 0 CHR, 31394 IR, Hd 589 HIATIE G TR (JEEEA ) . 805 HIATHF
WEFAR (FFEH) . SHFEHAILE, BEGHT AN EER (WMD=54.51, 95% CI=24.37~84.64,
P<0.05) ; AWM iEE /L (WMD=-16.27, 95% CI=-21.16~-11.39, P<0.05) ; AJ5 & &H< 1w}
(6] . £ A 45 %8 (WMD=-1.2, 95% CI=-1.22~-1.18; WMD=-1.31, 95% CI=—1.62~-1.00, 3
P<0.05) ; RJGAEBE W] 5 3 & 9E & Ak R > ( WMD=-3.04, 95% CI=—4.08~-2.36; OR=0.37,
95% CI=0.15~0.90, ] P<0.05) .

g% WEIEE T AR T I T ARG T IHLEAE 2 BA B W a3 BEE W SRR 5 AR E K1)
AW R, IR BTN O IR T IS R E AR

[hELEMRIZE, 2014, 23(2):153-159]
KR RS RN MR T AR Meta 5047

RESES: R657.4

Laparoscopic versus open surgery for choledochal cyst: a Meta-analysis
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ABSTRACT Objective: To compare the safety and efficacy between laparoscopic and open surgery in treatment of
choledochal cyst by using Meta-analysis.
Methods: The retrospective or case-control studies comparing laparoscopic versus open surgery for choledochal
cyst in children were searched from the national and international databases. Meta-analysis was performed after
literature screening according to the inclusion criteria.
Results: Ten studies were finally included, involving a total of 1 394 patients, of whom, 589 cases underwent
laparoscopic surgery (laparoscopic group) and 805 cases underwent open surgery (open surgery group). In

laparoscopic group compared with open surgery group, the operative time was prolonged (WMD=54.51,
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95% CI=24.37-84.64, P<0.05), while the intraoperative blood loss was reduced (WMD=-16.27, 95% CI=
-21.16--11.39, P<0.05), time to first postoperative flatus and food intake was shortened (WMD=-1.2, 95% CI=
-1.22—-1.18; WMD=-1.31, 95% CI=-1.62—-1.00, both P<0.05), and length of postoperative hospital stay and
incidence of postoperative complications were decreased (WMD=-3.04, 95% CI=-4.08--2.36; OR=0.37,
95% CI=0.15-0.90, both P<0.05).
Conclusion: Laparoscopic surgery has shown superiority in treatment of choledochal cyst compared with open
surgery. With the improvement of laparoscopic techniques and deftness of surgeon’s practice, laparoscopic surgery may
become the first choice procedure for choledochal cyst.

[Chinese Journal of General Surgery, 2014, 23(2):153-159]
Choledochal Cyst; Laparoscopes; Meta-Analysis
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Table 1 The general features of the included studies

A st AL B 1 L sl AR (%) e JE

fis 0 BOORR e mal R PNA WRRAL JPRAL ™ X g ¢ R
Huang, 25" 2011 [T 39 38 7/28 9/30 4 5 1,2),4.,5,6) 4 2 2 8
Liem, 2™ 2011 JRHINIE 113 261 — 4+02 53+024 1),3),3),6) 4 1 2 7
S A1 2008 MBI 102 38 29/73 731 4 4 1),2),5),6) 4 1 2 7
A2 &M 2011 MM 218 200 56/162  51/149 4.16 459 1,2),4,5,6) 4 2 2 8
RS, 2008 JRIRTIR 9 26 1/8 7119 519+336 294+308 1),2,3.,4.5 3 2 1 6
i 2011 [ATJEsHE o3 18 28 6/12  10/18 42.1+112 443+134 1),2),3),4.,5,6) 4 2 2 8
L2 2009 FEfEINT IR 20 20 6/14 713 24+94  23£82 1),2).3).4.5.6 4 2 2 8
Fxb, M 2012 ST 50 115 19/33  35/80 4.37 1),2),3,4.,5,6) 4 1 2 17
JELL T, 4 2009 [IEHESMT 10 14 417 3/11 26 35 6) 4 2 1 7
She, %5 2009 [lEitksr 10 65 — 375 6) 4 0 2 6

e 1) TR, 2) ARh R ilig; 3) HEURTE; 4) #EEIEL 5)EREE; 6) RIGIFARE A: IFFEXFZERS B: IR

C: Ffa NN
Note: 1) Operative time; 2) Intraoperative blood loss; 3) Time to first postoperative flatus; 4) Time to food intake; 5) Length of
postoperative hospital stay; 6) Postoperative complications A: Object selection; B: Comparability between groups C: Measurement of

exposure factors
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I
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Figure 1 Comparison of the operative time between laparoscopic group and open surgery group
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BERESRA FrREHE
B2 EREASFEARPRNSLER
Figure2 Comparison of the intraoperative blood loss between laparoscopic group and open surgery group
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me 21719011 25 0.1 113 37 01 261 992%  -1.20[-1.22,-1.18]
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Total (95% CI) 212 450 100.0%  -1.20 [-1.22, -1.18]
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FERRiE A FFREH
B3 MEERESFEALTHSKE S

Figure 3 Comparison of the time to first postoperative flatus between laparoscopic group and open surgery group
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RS, 2112008 389 0.6 9 542 204 26 83% -1.53[-2.41,-0.65] "

g " 2011 36 05 18 51 08 28 189% -1.50[-1.88,-1.12] 4

W, 4512009 325 06 20 545 167 20 97%  -2.20[-2.98,-1.42] o

Ft, 25 192012 371 085 50 469 077 115 21.8% -0.98[-1.25,-0.71] g

Total (95% CI) 354 427 100.0%  -1.31 [-1.62, -1.00] [

Heterogeneity: Tau’=0.09; Chi’=17.13, df=5 (P=0.004); '=71% [ : : :
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Figure 4 Comparison of the time to first postoperative food intake between laparoscopic group and open surgery group
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IEREEEA FFREH Mean Difference Mean Difference
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Figure 5 Comparison of the length of postoperative hospital stay between laparoscopic group and open surgery group
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JELL T, 4 112009 1 10 3 14 7.4% 0.41[0.04, 4.62]
B "9 2011 0 18 2 28 5.6% 0.291[0.01, 6.32] |
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-
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Test for overall effect: Z=2.19 (P=0.03) 0.005 0.1 1 10 200

iyt FFREH
6 MERRASFEARBHRELR

Figure 6 Comparison of the incidence of postoperative complications between laparoscopic group and open surgery group
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Figure 7 Funnel plot for detection of bias A: Postoperative complications; B: Operative time
3 it g FARMA, (EA A L I F AR R HE

AU [R) R B N A 2 LTI PR TR AR
i Meta 31 7736 %F 1394 (IR G BERP R R T RAEZMG D TIPI TR . o8 TR a] 5 4R}
BRI ROR AR R W GAR UR R Z T IR A A B AR AR EE FOR B . R R A 0L A

© A )7 [5] 8 38 51 F 3 & FT A http://www.zpwz.net



158 HE

UGS

2385

K, NOZHETEE IR T ai R o RIS IFRAE 2T
Hr—Fp FAR L2V EEIR bR, AR T 5L Bl
Vi I ] AT BT AS 6], A7 08 SCRR T B A 1 30T Bl D7 19 45
R, SBORBIFRIEAY, AfriE— LU
AR A BT AR5 2R Be 28 AR H , ok xd
VoI B TR AT TR Z 8] 2 T 22 00, HAE 4
JE TSt AR R R X — R, B (A TR
()%, 1F Huang 25 " BF5E T, ARG I K IE R
I B L A O R ) R AR T TR
41, A Bl 8 A B BT ST R A I SR I I U
AR, kR T R DR D JRR I R PR R A A
A TR E AR T WEGE R G 1y JL AR
— LRV

B T BT a5 SRR B LA RS, R T ARG
I IH A R i BAT D) s BRI O L 4R AEAS AN
R MUR . ARG PRI, Rl 2 e/ JLIEE
MR YT X LA A B T R AR 5E R, E
e 25 PRI KRB iR & B, A 3 mm 3K 5 mm
o Js s T R AR G R R B N B, a4 A4
Trocar A7 B B Sk 7T L 25 55 M AN [R) 7 =) #4825 B Y
JIEL 47 0 A (] A5 DL G A IH A 2R G 4 A A IE A
. WEERE, MEF NN H e L 7R AL
R ek AR v R PR R T AR B R 3 O BRI A
AR, EEAPOLCEITRE T RAEERE ARG
I /N UNH GVE 2 i i i A, Tl S AR SR I B T
ARECRE XS LEAFTE B, AL L4, Rk
Vi8R 5L G T AU P BRI EEE
H B e PR TR, Wit UL AR B2 AR 0 20 5 4 4
HE T B i T HELEE SR I A AR Sk o B B B Y
KIE, BIEGARX ZizH, HAEMH S8 %2
LA O, IS T & 51 AR T IF ik T
AN B A RE NS A, KT
AR T 528 P B L 9 E AT SR WA R e I
TR RIE. &Aoo AE T I SR B ZH,
55 SRR EAR T I TR, —J5 o R T ARIT R
RAF e, o5 — O T IR 5 TR gt AT i iR b
ME G 2338 B B SR BUATG A th G T I By A . B i
T KA, VF 2 B B TR R ) D
B TT RN W BB AR, AR R AR I I B 1A 2
GRG0 BT AR I A] 5 TR TR A A
25 BR, BTN R 2 0 oL B R 45 SR W] LR
), WgTFAREER RN, WERLARNES, 2
A DURE T A I R) A B p 4 0, L3S T I TR i [A)
FHZETCILE " TR B, R s A A A R 4 e A

© WA )3 i [ & F A F A EFH

P 595 N Bt 2 [a) 14 34 G5 S At BE D A IR T RO 32k
TR ) 3o R B AR I R AE

A Meta AT BAFAE—E MR BRIE . (1) AR
B (R BIF T A s 191 %ok BECRI [ PR AF Y, B = B
L AR AR BEPL BB ST, i H oA T AR
FARAR B BRI, sl 5 250 =I5 45 4 fig ik 2 R
HEOWE W25, T LA REHRBR 16 25 0 a7 149 52 1 5
(2) o Ml Ol 7 - AR I RO SR RIDGE, R A T
il 1 Bl SCHK, AT RE 2 = B0 A6 G A T b A A 5 F
gt (3) KFMmr: RAERE T 2R, HEJ50K
L HEBR TR AR 10 K R fey 75 ZEAE LUR B#T 58 HPoin ok
BEACHE s (4) Shtifa fay . AR M K 241y
5T, AR B SMBREE A A T AREE TS AR R A [R]
T OLHY AL AR S IR TT 3P BAE TS R REIA B S8 —
P, DR AT BE A AR S R o, BT LA TR R 2
TR A 09 B8 SR IR SE AR AT T B 598

L bRk, MR BT RA T IE AR B b R
AR, Rl T E R SRR K R AR B AEAT]

IS B4R ey, AR e BE I R T i
% ik

[1] Miyano T, Yamataka A, Kato Y, et al. Hepaticoenterostomy after
excision of choledochal cyst in children: a 30-year experience with
180 cases|]]. J Pediatr Surg, 1996, 31(10):1417-1421.

[2] Farello GA, Cerofolini A, Rebonato M, et al. Congenital choledochal
cyst: video-guided laparoscopic treatment[]]. Surg Laparose Endosc,
1995, 5(5):354-358.

[3] Tanaka M, Shimizu S, Mizumoto K, et al. Laparoscopically assisted
resection of choledochal cyst and Roux-en-Y reconstruction[J]. Surg
Endosc, 2001, 15(6):545-552.

[4] Li L, Feng W, Jing-Bo F, et al. Laparoscopic-assisted total cyst
excision of choledochal cyst and Roux-en-Y hepaticoenterostomy[J]. J
Pediatr Surg, 2004, 39(11):1663-1666.

[5] Vila-Carb6 JJ, Lluna Gonz @ lez J, Hern @ ndez Anselmi E, et al.
Congenital choledochal cyst and laparoscopic techniques[J]. Cir
Pediatr, 2007, 20(2):129-132.

[6] Diao M, Li L, Zhang JZ, et al. A shorter loop in Roux-en-Y
hepatojejunostomy reconstruction for choledochal cyst is equally
effective: preliminary results of a prospective randomized study[J]. J
Pediatr Surg, 2010, 45(4):845-847.

(7] EAML, PMIPR . Rl iRy 7 e R M NELE A
I RANBHL S | 2011, 19(2):95-96.

[8] Jeifk. JE L. RPN S R AR BRR T HERE ()], BEg
iR , 2009, 15(24):3759-3761.

[91 ik, B &, R, &5 . /N LI I B H A 4 i U B R

FERP A2 0]

http://www.zpwz.net



52 YA, S BESE SR FARBT

& F Pl R R Meta AT 159

45 ) [J]. R N LSMEHIERE | 2013, 12(1):25-27.

[10] 5759 , XUE, WR . 25 . Meta M7 22902 10 - WLEEERIFFE 0
PO LA [J]. FEETEC A BE A L 2012, 4(4):297-299.

[11] Huang LM, Zhang HW, Liu G, et al. The effect of laparoscopic
excision vs open excision in children with choledochal cyst: a midterm
follow-up study[J]. J Pediatr Surg , 2011, 46(4):662-665.

[12] Liem NT, Pham HD, Vu HM. Is the laparoscopic operation as safe as
open operation for choledochal cyst in children?[J]. J Laparoendosc
Adv Surg Tech, 2011, 21(4):367-370.

[13] 1**)‘(% ooy A1 VARSI Y8 RSP N i BN SN

1B | 2008, 7(5):381-382

[14] A%, MM, B2, 45 . RIS ST E s v & ARG
ST KA IR B FE I TR AL (], AR/ NLAMR RS | 2011,
10(5):325-328.

[15] ZRZS . FhDAR . /N LIE IR B 5 FRIE IRV 3 I AR A A 19 LR 4% ().
FP ] AL AR 2 4R A . 2008, 18(2):255-256.

[16] #ZAZE . 18 il TN LA 2 b I s BEAR B ARY 7007 )], th
FE EITHE 245 | 2011, 34(6):49-50.

[17] PR, Bem . BRh . RS RE M IIBR AR T Se R M BT 4
PIARZ R 0], A EREHE SRR | 2009, 18(12):1288-1290.

[18] Tk, 15, BEME, 45 . BRI T Je KM AR S A R A I R
WFFE (1] HhAE/NLAMBER A | 2012, 33(10):733-736.

FENTIFRA [J].

[19] LD, fenmim , Talig 4 . BEEEE R IO RIIIE T ARM
PRZ: (0] INVE BERFA 2541, 2009, 40(7):657-659.

[20] She WH, Chung HY, Lan LC, et al. Management of choledochal
cyst:30 years of experience and results in a single center[J]. J Pediatr
Surg, 2009, 44(12):2307-2311.

[21] EFE, 200, EHIT, 55 . 45 IR I B 0
HhaE/NLAMRH A | 2005, 26(1):20-23.

[22] A3, $ME, M5, 55 L 2RO E BT 25 1 Roux-en-Y
W AR A YT L ARSI P (0], AR/ N LSRR SR AR
2012, 33(7):488-492.

[23] #iZ, AT, FmEME | 4 MRS PN LY RIS 4

AL T BT IRARIFRLEL (1] P E P EES AR | 2009,
15(4):396-397.

BN A (]

(ALm#t £9)

ZISS'CEI R B, X EE . B S T T ARG T
AV B PRAGCR A Meta 2387 (1], 7 5 @ MRS | 2014,

23(2).153 159. doi: 10.7659/j.issn.1005-6947.2014.02.003

Cite this article as: ZENG SD, LIU L, WANG B. Laparoscopic versus open

surgery for choledochal cyst: a Meta-analysis[ J]. Chin J Gen Surg, 2014,

23(2):153-159. doi: 10.7659/j.issn.1005-6947.2014.02.003

AT 2014 FRHRERATLH

AF) 2014 FRPESABTZHNT, RiDGHE,

S 15 MAVETIR R ER AR

£ 28 BERREBEEIMNM

%31 MERRBRKEAM S Ih R K BRBRSMR
$ 48 HLEMERE BN

58 FUAR. BWRBREREA SN
£ 6 MEIMENERZEST

© MR ITF EHHBNHFEIH

E7H  FFRESMIERMSIEK

$8H FELEMEBRAFERA

O BRARPMEARBRAR ML

$£108 BhEMEREERENINLETT
F 118 ZURMEEEMRERARR RS
F 128 mMESMIShERMKER R HAi

o 4B S A 5 2

http://www.zpwz.net



