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Plas N 5ERREFARIEIT B ERIL T Xt tk Meta 4347
TE%, MAXK, KE, TR, FRR, RV KL, LF

(EHRXFFARBEERFTEER MM, 4 K& 130021)

W OE BH: RETMHLERABIBRAR (RC) T B R AVE . AR TR
ik MR E AN R, UREE 2005 4F 1 —2015 4F 1 A& £HXTH RG FIEBEEE VB A (LG)
TRYT B IR0 h SCRISE SO SOk, RevMan 5.3 #4347 Meta 43 HT
BER: RAWPA S ROCHK, kit 5 286 il B, Hd RG 411 618 fil, LG 413668 il Meta 43
s eos, 5 L6 A, RG AR MW B (WMD=-38.79, 95% CI=-53.73~-23.84) ,
WEEE M H £ (WMD=2.13, 95% CI=1.45~2.80) , B WIhaEMk E mrin] . JF &k AR S 4 Be i
b 4i 4 (WMD=-0.27, 95% CI=-0.37~-0.16; WMD=-0.25, 95% CI=-0.37~-0.14; WMD=-0.82,
95% CI=—1.32~-0.32) , {HFAmHAEIHEERK (WMD=37.39, 95% CI=26.79~47.98 ) (] P<0.05) .
A 30 i D) 2% B RS Lt i U0 % B BRI OR S O JORE K AR R U T 25 S JE 48 i 2 L (WMD=0.05,
95% CI=-0.11~0.20; WMD=0.30, 95% CI=-0.28~0.88; OR=0.97, 95% CI=0.79~1.19) (] P>0.05) .
%1% RGIAITBHML AT, WTHUGE LG A Y S {03 B 7 &0 Ios AR IG ROCR

X $# 17 B BYIBRA; MLas A IEES; Meta 2047
HmESES: R735.2

Robotic versus laparoscopic gastrectomy for gastric cancer:
a Meta-analysis of short-term results

JI Guofeng, TAO Youmao, ZHANG Tao, WANG Gang, LI Juncheng, QI Shaolong, MA Chong
(Department of Gastrointestinal Surgery, China-Japan Union Hospital, Jilin University, Changchun 130021, China)

Abstract Objective: To systematically evaluate the safety, efficacy and short-term results of robotic gastrectomy (RG) for
gastric cancer.
Methods: The literature in both Chinese and English regarding studies comparing RG and laparoscopic
gastrectomy (LG) published between January 2005 and January 2015 were searched from national and
international databases. Meta-analysis was performed by using RevMan $.3 software.
Results: Fifteen studies were finally included involving S 286 patients, of whom 1 618 cases underwent RG (RG
group) and 3 668 cases underwent LG (LG group). Results of Meta-analysis indicated that in RG group compared
with LG group, the intraoperative blood loss was significantly reduced (WMD=-38.79, 95% CI=-53.73--23.84),
number of dissected lymph nodes was increased (WMD=2.13, 95% CI=1.45-2.80), time to first flatus and
oral intake, and length of hospital stay were shortened (WMD=-0.27, 95% CI=-0.37--0.16; WMD=-0.25,

WimBHE: 2015-02-02; f&iTHHA: 2015-03-10,
TEEBIY: W EE, HMRFP HIBGHE BEHT RBE X058, 2N E s MRy i s
BEEE: D, Email: machong1966@163.com
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95% CI=-0.37--0.14; WMD=-0.82, 95% CI=-1.32--0.32), but the operative time was significantly prolonged
(WMD=37.39, 95% CI=26.79-47.98) (all P<0.05). There was no significant difference in the length of proximal

and distal resection margin, or incidence of postoperative complications between the two groups (WMD=0.05,

95% CI=-0.11-0.20; WMD=0.30, 95% CI=-0.28-0.88; OR=0.97, 95% CI=0.79-1.19) (all P>0.05).

Conclusion: RG is safe and feasible in treatment of gastric cancer, and can achieve comparable or better short-

term and radical effect than LG.
Key words
CLC number: R735.2

Stomach Neoplasms; Gastrectomy; Robotics; Laparoscopes; Meta-Analysis

SR I AT R B ) R R A AL R — E A
JE AR RRATG , EL R G A A L PN R R AT
SAfn, MXRFEE P26, K TR, &
R A NS R R H AT TR YR AT R TR VA
B I — 7 vk . B O 1994 4F I8 I B H U1 R R
(laparoscopic gastrectomy, LG ) ¥ & K RiA L
K, LG N At B SR B IR AT, R
AT B G 5 1% 8 T I T A K 25 19 b g8 ARE 1 K 8K
G A WY s, T H A N WA PR S ]
AR B2 R T A ke TR I T AR 11— 25
B 02 W 0 B ok, A0 TR RS AR A RS T 2
R By YRR . AR R AR 5
IFIE) A R TR TC & R R4 o O T v IR R M i T
AW EZ 8, AW THLS AT ARRS . HAbl
Fhge A R FHLaR N E VIR AR (robotic gastrectomy,
RG) J7 LRI R, (HEADIESRFREA R /N, £
B RREME, NILRGHE® UG 5 LA 4 s AR Y
FARIFRARAFVIRIEEE . AOFFTENE T720054F 1
H—20154F1 7 M2 TF KRB ERCHILGIA YT 1
AT 39 7 % 10 v SORIE SCSCRR EAT Meta 20 BT, B 7E
RGN RGI AT AT | 22 A PEAIA 25

1 ARSI

1.1 K RKEE

fi % Pubmed . EMbase. Cochrane Library .
o 0 T SCBGIE R (CNKT) L B e 1) 4 ¢
Bl (1)), WEEBRAE 5200541 H —20154F
LA, KBgiEMAR, h3ciRA: “Pldt AOR

korar” , “BEEET . “BHUIBRART ; sk
KA M. “robotic OR robot OR da vinci” AND

gastrectomy AND “cancer OR carcinoma” AND

“laparoscopic OR laparoscopic” o

© WA )3 i [ & F A F A EFH

1.2 N EHERR IR
1.2.1 A4 E (1) 20054 1 —20154F 1 H
] A TF & R B 8 RG A LG 7 %% i wh SO S
ks (2) AT B AR5 3 2 B ZU2E R 520 H
(3) SCHk Z DR AL S 4 T 15 b 14 IR A K
(4) [R]— 1 2 sl [a) — B A, A0 5 AH [ 995 151) &2 2 1) 22 3
SCHk, AR RS B R . RS
5T
1.2.2 #Hmetr (D) 5 EHMWAZILE RC 5 LG
7R SCk 5 (2) STk o 4 R IR & M R R
i (3) JCIRFEIUR R 1 SCilk ;s (@) W —fE & sk
[Fi] — PR HE AT % R I SR
1.3 HRHEIFREIFM
1.3.1 TR H 240 E I AMEREE Uil 7 S E,
WHAFFE AL, ) 5 e g e ol 5 58 3 17 B W 4h
BRI R g e BEEUE R (D) — OB ER .
BFRAAMNR . SCHORE . WFFEFREAR & IR0 i $5 5k
(BMI) . TNM 7+, WEZEHEHE . oFsk
RIS, (2) 5 Rfa b N F RN . AR m & . 7
HiRE S E . RFHEA R, RE SRR, R
S A3 B KA T o A o V) Sk R R L R S T 0 (A
FEME s b . MR o . WA L i B
fili IR . b)Y A AERE . S )
1.3.2 mE#FM AW R Athanasiou 55 ® 4y
R0 R AW AT B A . A ST
I (L J2 AL BAFFE; 11 2 & BHA A bR
HI: SAEARTE RS 100 6]) . ot (a: 1
G5 b AEWY; ¢ BMI; d: MEERAL; e MR
) R RS S5 ) 3 Iy B i
fro W1 IEE k7, EMIL o w7 FESCERIk
6 7 4rLh L, WAk SOk AT
1.4 Gt F 4018
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424 %

EFEPRAE L (odds ratio, OR) H&EFHG
i, JEZEEERERT AU £ 2% (weighted
mean difference, WMD) , ORHIWMDIH95%
AE X (95% CI) #Rom . 25 BF 5T ) A S5 BT o %
FI X R B, 5 A0 AR5 6] JE B . S M (P>0.1,
P<50%) , SRR @A A IS i,
RZHEFERFE (P<0.1, I°>50% ) , WA
BEALROR BT R g i o

2 # =R

2.1 PANTHE—AEIE R

G FR A FIHEER AR i, &M A 155
kOO SR IS 286%], FHLRGHI1 61814,
LGZ3 668, Iy AL SCHR T & 1P 43k 6% 43 LU
B, A SR — SRR R R AN A B L2 M
#2,

R AN —AREHE

Table 1 General feature of the included studies
f ¥ = J PR
fen 0 % g BMI (x+5s) et 7k E‘ffl{ﬁ H
RG 21 LG 41 RG 41 LG 4 Yo [l
Lee, %1 2015 i [ 133 267 232+2.7 23.7+28 EG+AG D,
Zhou, % 2014 rh ] 120 394 21.6+28 21.7+26 EG+AG D,+D,
Noshiro, %! 2014 SN 21 160 22.8+3.1 21.8+28 EG+AG D,+D,
XL, &® 2014 [ 100 100 22.7+1.8 23.1+12 EG+AG D,
X, g o 2013 b [ 30 30 23.6+1.6 239+1.8 EG+AG -
XI5t , 4 Y 2013 ] 48 48 21.2+2.1 21.0+ 1.6 EG+AG D,
Kim, %! 2014 LHE 172 481 23.7+29 23.6+2.9 EG+AG D,+D,
Hyun, %™ 2013 iHE| 38 83 23.8+26 23.8+29 EG+AG D,+D,
N, g 2012 ] 97 70 225+3.6 21.7+2.1 AG D,
Uyama, % ") 2012 HA 25 225 22.6+3.1 22.0+3.1 EG+AG D,
Kim, %01 2012 i [ 436 861 23.6+3.1 235+2.8 EG+AG —
Kang, %" 2012 e 100 282 2374372 23.63+3.47 EG+AG D,+D,
Yoon % 1" 2012 i [ 36 65 232425 23.6+3.4 EG D,+D,
Woo, &1 2011 2N 236 591 235+3.0 235+3.0 EG+AG D,+D,
Kim, 4" 2010 i [] 16 11 213+34 25325 EG+AG D,+D,
e EG e RUUE R AG feb R B a7 faSCilRAE Ao
Note: EG, early gastric cancer; AG, advanced gastric cancer; “—”, data unavailable
xR 2 WMANXHEHEREIEN
Table2 Quality assessment of the included studies
e [GiEeaa) ZH A ] A ZERPEAL a4
I Il 1 a b c d e (MRESEEEE ) -~
Lee, % (o] — * * * * * * * ]
Zhou, %1 — * * * * * * . o Q%
Noshiro, 25 ® — * * * * * _ * % 7%
XL, 20 — * * * S * * * * ]
R — * — * * * * * * 7%
Xi| oy, 44 01 — * — * * * * — * 6%
Kim, ’fg [12] — * * * * * * * * 8
Hyun, % [13] _ * * * * * * * * ]
ok NE, dm i # * * * * #* * * Q%
Uyama, % [15] — * * * * * * * * 8%
Kim, % [16] _ * * * * * * _ * 7%
Kang, % [17] I * % * % * * I — 6%
Yoon 2 U8 — * * * * * * * * ]
Woo, % [191 — * * * * * * * * 8*
Kim, %20 — * — * * % % % % 7

W ZF 13285
Note: Reference to 1.3.2 portion
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2.2 Meta 3T &R

221 F KRutn

15 J SCHk Y B HGE T F R
R~ P=91%, R JH B HL AL

I Ia), S5 J5 1 A 06 45

JO7 55 7 3

g8 W oR . RG 41 T A a8 g K

T LG (WMD=37.39, 95% CI=26.79~47.98,

P<0.00001) (& 1) ,

RG A LG4 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
Kim, %5 2010 2592 389 16 2039 364 11 51% 5530[26.56, 84.04]
Woo, 252011 ™ 2195 468 336 1707 558 591  7.9% 48.80[41.62,56.28] -
KNG, 42012 2723 461 97 2403 891 70 6.0%  32.00[9.20, 54.80] -
Uyama, %5 2012 361 58.1 25 345 813 225  5.6% 16.00[-9.13,41.13] I
Yoon, £ 2012 3058 1158 36 2102 577 65 3.8% 95.60[55.26,135.94] -
Kang, %2012 202.05 5231 100 17345 512 282  7.5% 28.60[16.73,40.47] -
Kim, 4 2012 " 226 54 436 176 63 861  8.0% 50.00[43.41, 56.59] -
B 400131 1567 149 30 159 271 30 7.6% —-2.30[-13.37,8.77 -
X, 452013 MY 238 296 48 2215 331 48  74%  16.50[3.94,29.06] 1
Hyun, %5 2013 ™ 2344 48 38 220 606 83  64% 14.40([-5.67,37.47] "
Kim, % 2014 ™ 2064 383 172 167.1 552 481  7.9% 39.30[31.74, 46.86] -
XIVT. , 452014 ™ 237 46 100 188 52 100 7.3% 49.00([35.39, 62.61] .
Zhou, %5 2014 2348 424 130 2213 448 394  7.8%  13.50[4.97,22.03] N
Noshiro, 45 2014 ™ 439 86 21 315 90 160  3.9% 124.00[84.66,163.34] _
Lee, % 2015 2175 378 133 171 524 267 7.8% 46.50[37.51,55.49]
Total (95% CI) 1618 3668 100.0% 37.39 [26.79, 47.98] , ' ’, ,
Heterogeneity: Tau’=353.82; Chi’=157.91, df=14 (P<0.00001); I’=91% ~100 _50 0 50 100
Test for overall effect: Z=6.91 (P<0.00001) RG 41 LG 41

222 Rbda$
i, SRR B 4Y

7Y oy A, 4

Figure 1

Comparison of operative time between RG group and LG group

S

RG H5 LG AF RAE L E

14 B SR O TR

7~ P=95%, K JHFHLEL
7N : RG @A A Y if 5 B i 2 T

LG # (WMD=-38.79, 95% CI=-53.73~-23.84,

P<0.00001 ) (&2) ,

RG A LG A Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SDTotal Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Kim, % 2010 " 303 151 16 447 371 11 7.0%  -14.40[-37.54,8.74] B
Woo, 252011 ™ 916 1526 236 1479 269 591 6.4% -56.30[-85.44,-27.16]
Kang, % 2012 """ 9325 8459 100 17345 145.19 282  7.0%-80.20 [-103.91, -56.49]
KNG, AE 2012 808 531 97 1537 264 70 8.0% -72.90[-85.14, -60.66]
Uyama, % 2012 " 51.8 382 25 81 104.6 225 7.3% —29.20[-49.47,-8.93] "
Kim, % 2012 " 85 160 436 112 229 861 72% -27.00[-48.44,-5.56] "
Hyun, %5 2013 ™ 1313 10.1 38 13048 17.8 83 8.4% 0.82 [-4.18, 5.82] T
XI5t , & 2013 MY 107.8 559 48 1327 615 48 7.0% —24.90[-48.41,-1.39] ]
B 420131 38 179 30 85 408 30 7.7% -47.00[-62.94, -31.06] —
Kim, % 2014 " 598 71.6 172 1349 2467 481 69% -75.10[-99.61,-50.59] —
XINT, 45 2014 60 16 100 98 17 100 8.4% -38.00[-42.58, -33.42]
Noshiro, % 2014 1 9% 114 21 115 174 160  3.9% -19.00 [-74.72,36.72]
Zhou, % 2014 " 1183 558 130 137.6  61.6 394 8.1% -19.30[-30.66,-7.94] e
Lee, %5 2015 47 579 133 87.1 2169 267 6.6% -40.10[-67.92, -12.28] -
Total (95% CI) 1582 3603 100.0% —38.79 [-53.73, —23.84] -
Heterogeneity: Tau’=666.26; Chi’=243.09, df=13 (P<0.00001); I’=95 * ; y y
Test fof overzi/ll effect: Z:5.0’9 (P<0.0000?5 ( K ~100 -0 0 30 100
RG 21 LG 41

2.2.3

M e EaHKn

B2 RGAS5LGAARRHMELER
Figure2 Comparison of intraoperative blood loss between RG group and LG group

14 % j( @( [6-16,18-20] Tli

B AR E A TR, SRR 5 A RN

P=0.92, I’=0%, R [E & B AR 347, 45

© WA )3 i [ & F A F A EFH

7z

RGCAARHFMELHHEHZ F LG4 WMD=2.13,
95% CI=1.45~2.80, P<0.00001) (& 3) .
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RG A LG A Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
Kim, % 2010 2" 411 109 16 37.4 0 11 0.7% 3.70 [-4.27, 11.67] T
Woo, 252011 " 39 152 236 374 142 591 9.0% 1.60 [-0.65, 3.85] I
oNE L & 2012™ 231 540 97 20 43 70 21.1% 3.10[1.63, 4.57]
Yoon, 4 2012 "8 428 127 36 394 134 65 1.6% 3.40 [-1.87, 8.67] I~
Uyama, % 2012 " 443 184 25 432 15 225  0.8% 1.10[-6.37, 8.57] T
Kim, % 2012 " 402 155 436 376 139 861  154% 2.60[0.87,4.33]
Hyun, %5 2013 ™ 328 138 38 326 133 83 1.7% 0.20 [-5.04, 5.44] T
B, 252013 1 308 63 30 281 51 30  54% 2.70 [-0.20, 5.60] i
X5, 45 2013 M 347 52 48 325 47 48 11.6% 2.20[0.22, 4.18] i
Kim, %5 2014 " 373 135 172 36.8 133 481 8.4% 0.50 [~1.84, 2.84]
X, 42014 ™ 284 83 100 276 92 100  7.8% 0.80 [-1.63, 3.23]
Zhou, %5 2014 346 109 130 327 112 394  97% 1.90 [-0.28, 4.08] |
Noshiro, 45 2014 ® 44 19 21 40 15 160  0.6% 4.00 [-4.45, 12.45] "'
Lee, % 20151 412 131 133 393 133 267 6.1% 1.90 [-0.84, 4.64]
Total (95% CI) 1518 3386 100.0% 2.13 [1.45,2.80]

Heterogeneity: Chi’=6.55, df=13 (P=0.92); ’=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=6.16 (P<0.00001)

224 HoRHAWRET7E ko e s 200 g
B 7R JEE WA, Eﬁ‘@’l‘?%%%ﬁ

-100

B3 RGHE LG HMBLEFHHBE LR

Figure 3 Comparison of number of harvested lymph nodes between RG group and LG group

RG 4

' 50 100
LG 41

=50 0

RG A B WA R F LG 40 ( WMD=-0.27,
95% CI=-0.37~-0.16, P<0.00001) (& 4) ,

P=0.98, I’=0%, & FH [E & 50 B R 40, 25
RG A LG4 Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
Kim, 2§ 2010 ™ 32 11 16 36 09 11 2.0% —0.40[-1.16, 0.36]
FR/NEE 4R 201214 26 09 97 290 13 70 9.0% —0.30 [-0.65, 0.05]
Yoon, % 2012 1 42 14 36 49 79 65 0.3% -0.70 [-2.67, 1.27]
B, 452013 1 243 068 30 26 072 30 8.9% —0.17 [-0.52, 0.18]
X | 452013 MY 28 1.1 48 3.1 1 48  63% -0.30[-0.72, 0.12]
XN, 45 2014 ™ 24 05 100 27 06 100 47.8% -0.30 [-0.45, —0.15] ¥
Zhou, % 2014 " 31 11 130 33 09 394  257% —0.20[-0.41, 0.01]
Total (95% CI) 457 718 100.0% -0.27 [-0.37, -0.16] , , ,
Heterogeneity: Chi’=1.22, df=6 (P=0.98); '=0% ~100  -50 0 50 100
Test for overall effect: Z=4.92 (P<0.00001) RG 4 LG 41

225 HRFALFE 65

T ARG & REFE, 58P R545 R R P=0.88,

B4 RGHS5 LG ARGFERHESHELE

Figure 4 Comparison of time to first postoperative flatus between RG group and LG group

i@( [7, 10-11, 14-16] j:&

A Gk EfE B F LG 44 (WMD=-0.25, 95% CI=

-0.37~-0.14, P<0.0001) (& 5) .

P=0%, % [H 2 %5 0 455 R 4 #r N: RGAH
RG A LG A Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI
SR/NE: L 452012 M 32 08 97 36 12 70 123% -0.40 [-0.72, -0.08]
Uyama, %5 2012 " 3.56 1 25 378 091 225 7.7% -0.22 [-0.63, 0.19]
Kim, % 2012 " 44 1.8 436 47 22 861 25.6% -0.30[-0.52, —0.08] |
XI5, 45 2013 M 33 1.1 48 34 11 48  6.6% ~0.10[-0.54, 0.34]
B, 45 2013 1 117 046 30 143 073 30 135% -0.26 [-0.57, 0.05] !
Zhou, %2014 7 3.9 1 130 41 09 394 343% -0.20[-0.39, —0.01]
Total (95% CI) 766 1628 100.0% -0.25 [-0.37, —0.14]

Heterogeneity: Chi’=1.74, df=5 (P=0.88); '=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=4.38 (P<0.0001)

© MR ITF EHHBNHFEIH

-100
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Figure S Comparison of time to postoperative oral intake between RG group and LG group
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2.2.6 RJSAEREAF A 15 5 SCHk 70 HHRGE TR T LG 4 (WMD=-0.82, 95% CI=-1.32~-0.32,
Ja AR BER ], 5 5 R A 50 45 SRR P=70%, >R bl P=0.001) (K 6) .
BLAK N A5 Y 53 Hr ~: RG A AR B i ] /b
RG 4 LG Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI

Kim, %% 2010 ™ 51 03 16 65 08 11 113% -1.40 [-1.90, -0.90]

Woo, 452011 ™ 77 122 236 7 57 591 5.4% 0.70[-0.92, 2.32]

Uyama, % 2012 " 121 32 25 173 121 225  4.1% -0.52[-7.22, -3.18] N

Yoon, 5 2012 " 88 33 36 103 108 65 2.5% —1.50 [-4.34, 1.34] 7

Tk NE 422012 M 6.1 26 97 69 23 70 9.9% -0.80 [-1.55, -0.05]

ang, 257 9.81 12.16 100 811 41 282  32% 1.70[-0.73, 4.13] I

Kim, 2§ 2012 " 75 137 436 78 85 861 6.3% -0.30 [-1.71, 1.11]

X4t | %5 2013 M 75 13 48 79 14 48 11.1% ~0.40 [-0.94, 0.14]

B, 252013 1 403 089 30 537 15 30  10.6% -1.34[-1.96, -0.72]

Hyun, %5 2013 " 105 59 38 11.9 103 83 2.4% —1.40 [-4.30, 1.50] 7

Kim, % 2014 ™ 7.1 155 172 67 57 481 3.3% 0.40[-1.97,2.77] |

Zhou, % 2014 " 7.8 3 130 79 23 384 11.0% —0.10[-0.66, 0.46]

XL, 452014 53 26 100 6.1 31 100  9.6% -0.80 [-1.59, -0.01]

Noshiro, 45 2014 ™ 8 5 21 13 30 160 0.9% -5.00[-10.12, 0.12] -

Lee, %5 2015 62 38 133 7 64 267  84% —0.80[-1.80, 0.20]

Total (95% CI) 1618 3668 100.0% —0.82 [-1.32,-0.32] |

Heterogeneity: Tau’=0.51; Chi’=46.60, df=14 (P<0.0001); I’=70%
Test for overall effect: Z=3.23 (P=0.001)

S0 0 50
RG H LG 41

~100 100

E 6 RGASLGHRFERREILLE
Figure 6 Comparison of length of postoperative hospital stay between RG group and LG group

2.2.7 WsknseE 8 f gk ! e 18 g AHEFREWIGESE LN ERLTRITFE X
T VI R, S B AR 5 45 SRR P=0.56, ( WMD=0.05, 95% CI=-0.11~0.20, P=0.56 ) (&7 ),
P=0%, >k M s 0 By B, 25 R W
RG 4 LG4 Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight 1V, Fixed, 95% CI 1V, Fixed, 95% CI

Woo, &5 2011 372 253 236 361 24 391  16.1% 0.11 [-0.27, 0.49]

Yoon, % 2012 "8 45 36 36 43 25 65 1.3% 0.20 [-1.12, 1.52]

Kim, % 2012 " 3.8 249 436 3.68 255 861 273% 0.12[-0.17, 0.41]

KNG S 2012 1 52 15 97 48 21 70 6.9% 0.40[-0.18, 0.98]

Hyun, %5 2013 ™ 56 36 38 57 37 83 1.2% —0.10 [-1.49, 1.29]

X5, 45 2013 M 58 09 48 59 08 48 19.6% —0.10[-0.44, 0.24]

Zhou, %5 2014 55 1.2 130 56 22 394 254% -0.10 [-0.40, 0.20]

XN, 4 2014 53 3.6 100 48 37 100 2.2% 0.50[-0.51, 1.51]

Total (95% CI) 1121 2212 100.0% 0.05 [-0.11, 0.20] , ,

Heterogeneity: Chi’=4.30, df=7 (P=0.74); '=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.59 (P=0.56)

~50 0 50
RG 41 LG 41

~100 100

B 7 RGA5 LG HHI&KILE
Figure 7 Comparison of length of proximal surgical margin between RG group and LG group
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Figure 8 Comparison of length of distal surgical margin between RG group and LG group
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Figure 9 Comparison of postoperative complications between RG group and LG group
2.3 ARREHIT i
DL =F &0 b 2 O fay s 1 v A A 4
HOMGAEBIFL O - (95% CT) , ELRERAMIISY 051
ATl SET By BRI > (E10) 8
LY RO EAE TR A OE A TR £ 1.0
2.4 GBS z
SR FH Bt BIL 2850 vy A5 A8 5 o] A 280 I A 4L 7 3 A R
B i 7 s AT U A T, S ROR T A I R 0 OR
PRE AT IR I S5 ie — 5, BB A 001 01 1 10 100

Wk 12 — HEBR 5 B9 20 B 25 R — B0, BB SRR

& 10 Meta 5> #rim-E

TEPERE, T A R AT SRR RO .

© WA )3 i [ & F A F A EFH

Figure 10  Funnel plot for the Meta-analysis
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