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Abstract: The aim of this study is to evaluate surgical results and long-term survival of combined thoracoscopic-
laparoscopic esophagectomy (TLE) performed for esophageal squamous cell carcinoma. Data of 59 patients with 
esophageal squamous cell carcinoma, undergoing TLE from January 2007 to January 2015, were compared to a 
control group of 59 patients who underwent open esophagectomy (OE) during the same period. The two groups 
were matched in terms of age, sex, American Society of Anesthesiology (ASA) score and clinical TNM stage. Lapa-
roscopic approach resulted in longer operating time (P=0.003) and lower blood loss (P=0.000). There was no 
difference in perioperative morbidity and mortality rate; TLE approach was associated with a shorter hospital stay 
(P=0.000). After a mean follow up of 38 months, 5-year disease free survival and 5-year overall survival were 38% 
and 50% for TLE group, and 36% and 45% for OE group (P>0.05). TLE for esophageal squamous cell carcinoma 
is feasible and safe in selected patients and can result in good surgical results, with similar outcomes in terms of 
long-term outcomes.
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Introduction

Esophageal squamous cell carcinoma is one  
of the most common neoplasms in the Eastern 
Asia countries, such as China, Japan and Ko- 
rea [1-5]. Radical esophagectomy is considered 
a crucial treatment for patients with esopha-
geal squamous cell carcinoma [1-5]. Minimally 
invasive esophagectomy was first described in 
1990s [6-8], and since then, the availability of 
new surgical instruments, modern anaesthesi-
ological techniques and intensive care ideas 
allowed the diffusion of combined thoracoscop-
ic-laparoscopic approach for resection of eso- 
phageal carcinoma [9-14]. Nevertheless, the re- 
al benefits of combined thoracoscopic-laparo-
scopic approach for esophagectomy are still un- 
der controversial, as well as the potential risks 
of postoperative complications and inadequate 
radicality of tumor resection [15-18]. The aim of 
this study is to compare the results of combin- 

ed thoracoscopic-laparoscopic and open eso- 
phagectomy performed for esophageal squa-
mous cell carcinoma using a case matched ana- 
lysis for age, sex, American Society of Anes- 
thesiology (ASA) score and clinical TNM stage.

Patients and methods

This study complied with the Declaration of 
Helsinki. This retrospective research was app- 
roved by the Ethics Committee of the Second 
Affiliated Hospital of Nanchang University. Writ- 
ten informed consent was obtained from all 
patients and their families before esophage- 
ctomy.

On January 2007, a clinical program of com-
bined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic esophagec-
tomy (TLE) was started. Since then, data con-
cerning all cases have been collected. Patients 
who were potential candidates for liver resec-
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tion were systematically evaluated for com-
bined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic approach at 
routine multidisciplinary meetings. The combi- 
ned thoracoscopic-laparoscopic approach was 
considered on the basis of the patient status 
and tumor status: it was proposed for lesion 
located in the middle and lower thoracic esoph-
agus, with clinical T1-3N0M0 stage and without 
neoadjuvant therapy. Patients with resection  
of other organs were not suitable for TLE be- 
cause of higher risk of positive surgical margin. 
Patients with previous upper abdominal or tho-
racic surgery, cardiac or respiratory impairme- 
nts were not suitable for TLE.

We searched our prospectively maintained da- 
tabase starting from the January 2007 for 
patients who underwent TLE for respectable 
esophageal squamous cell carcinoma. Fifty-
nine patients from January 2007 to January 
2015 underwent TLE for respectable esopha-
geal squamous cell carcinomas are considered 
the study group.

Preoperative assessment included s upper 
gastrointestinal endoscopy, endoscopic ultra-

underwent esophagectomy for esophageal 
squamous cell carcinoma by open thoracoto-
my-laparotomy approach (OE group) during the 
same period. The following criteria were mat- 
ched for each patient: age, sex, ASA score and 
clinical TNM stage. Fifty-nine patients fulfilled 
all selection criteria and formed the control gr- 
oup.

The surgical technique of TLE has been de- 
scribed elsewhere [21]. Briefly, thoracoscopic 
was performed through thoracoscopic mobili-
zation of the esophagus and resection of the 
mediastinal lymph nodes; laparoscopic was per- 
formed through laparoscopic resection of ab- 
dominal lymph nodes.

Postoperative complications, morbidity occur-
ring within 30 postoperative days or hospital 
stay, were classified using Clavien-Dindo clas-
sification [22]. Major complications were 
defined as grades 3, 4 and 5. Minor complica-
tions were classified as 1 and 2. After the dis-
charge, all patients were followed with a proto-
col of surveillance that included abdominal and 
chest computed tomography scan and ultraso-

Table 1. Characteristics features
TLE (n=59) OE (n=59) P value

Age (years) 57 (41-72) 56 (48-71) 0.381
Sex 0.689
    Male 42 40
    Female 17 19
ASA score 0.536
    I 41 38
    II 16 18
    III 2 3
Comorbidity 0.605
    Hypertension 3 4
    Stable angina 1 1
    Diabetes Mellitus 2 3
    Interstitial lung disease 1 0
    Arrhythmia 3 1
Clinical TNM stage (7th AJCC-UICC) 0.635
    IB 17 15
    IIA 37 38
    IIB 5 6
Tumor location 0.575
    Middle thoracic esophagus 23 26
    Lower thoracic esophagus 36 33
TLE: combined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic esophagectomy; OE: open esopha-
gectomy.

sonography, computed tomogra- 
phic scans of brain, chest, and 
upper abdomen and ultrasonogra-
phy of neck. Positron emission to- 
mography-computerized tomogra-
phy (PET-CT), mediastinoscopy and 
bone scanning were selectively 
used. The clinical stage of esopha-
geal carcinoma was based on the 
7th edition of the TNM classifica-
tion of esophageal carcinoma whi- 
ch was proposed by Union for In- 
ternational Cancer Control (UICC) 
and American Joint Committee on 
Cancer (AJCC) [19]. For those of the 
patients operated before 2010, th- 
eir TNM staging was recalculated 
to match the 7th TNM esophageal 
carcinoma classification by UICC 
and AJCC [19]. The lymph nodes 
map was based on the tenth edi-
tion of Japanese Classification of 
Esophageal Cancer [20].

In a case-matched analysis, data 
from patients undergoing com-
bined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic 
approach (TLE group) were com-
pared with data of patients who 
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nography of neck at 3 months after resection. 
Upper gastrointestinal endoscopy is suggested 
every once a year for after surgery. The follow-
up was closed in February 2015.

Data were presented as mean and standard 
deviations for variables following normal distri-
bution and were analyzed by t test. For data fol-
lowing non-normal distribution, results were 
expressed as median and range and were com-
pared by nonparametric test. Differences of 
semi-quantitative results were analyzed by 
Mann-Whitney U-test. Differences of qualitative 
results were analyzed by chi-square tests or 
Fisher exact test as appropriate. The overall 
survival was assessed from the date of esopha-

resections were performed by the same surgi-
cal team with proven expertise in esophageal 
carcinoma. The combined thoracoscopic-lapa-
roscopic procedure was successfully complet-
ed in all patients without conversion to open 
resection. The median operative time was 250 
min in the TLE group and 200 min in the OE 
group (P=0.003). Intra-operative blood loss 
was 190 ml in the TLE group and 420 ml in the 
OE group (P=0.000). No death within 30 post-
operative days or in hospital stay was recorded 
in both groups. Postoperative complications 
occurred in fourteen patients in the TLE group 
(23.7%) and nineteen patients in the control 
group (32.2%) (P=0.305). Median postopera-

Table 2. Surgical results
TLE (n=59) OE (n=59) P value

Operative time (min) 250 (210-320) 200 (170-250) 0.003
Blood loss (ml) 190 (150-420) 420 (250-550) 0.000
Blood transfusion (patients) 5 (3-6) 6 (4-9) 0.000
Postoperative stay (d) 9 (7-19) 15 (10-28) 0.000
Overall complications n (%) 14 (23.7) 19 (32.2) 0.305
Major complications n (%) 3 (5.0) 5 (8.5) 0.714
    Pulmonary embolism 1 2
    Anastomosis leakage 2 3
Minor complications n (%) 11 (18.6) 14 (23.7) 0.499
    Recurrent laryngeal nerve injury 4 5
    Pneumonia 2 4
    Urinary tract infection 1 1
    Atelectasis 2 1
    Heart failure 2 3
TLE: combined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic esophagectomy; OE: open esophagectomy.

Table 3. Pathological results
TLE (n=59) OE (n=59) P value

Retrieved lymph nodes 15 (13-28) 16 (14-27) 0.582
Pathological TNM stage (7th AJCC-UICC) 0.877
    IB 12 11
    IIA 26 27
    IIB 18 17
    IIIA 1 3
    IIIB 2 1
    IIIC 2 1
Resection margin 1.000
    R0 59 59
    R1 0 0
    R2 0 0
TLE: combined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic esophagectomy; OE: open esophagectomy.

gectomy by OE or TLE until 
the last follow up or death 
of any cause. The disease-
free survival was calculat-
ed from the date of esoph-
agectomy until the date of 
cancer recurrence or death 
of any cause. Univariate 
analyses were performed 
to identify prognostic vari-
ables related to overall sur-
vival and disease-free sur-
vival. Univariate variables 
with probability values less 
than 0.10 were selected 
for inclusion in the multi-
variate Cox proportional 
hazard regression model. 
Adjusted odds ratios (HR) 
along with the correspond-
ing 95% confidence inter-
vals (CI) were calculated. P 
< 0.05 was considered sta-
tistically significant.

Results

Patient Characteristics fea-
tures are summarized in 
Table 1. Patient character-
istics, such as age, sex, 
ASA score, comorbidities 
and clinical TNM stage 
were similar between the 
TLE and OE groups.

Surgical and pathological 
results are summarized in 
Tables 2 and 3. All surgical 
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tive hospital stay was 9 days in the TLE group 
and 15 days in the OE group (P=0.000).

In all patients of TLE and OE group the final his-
tology showed clear margins (R0 resection, 
Table 3).

The median follow-up was 38 months. No 
patients developed port-site metastases in the 
TLE group. The 5-year disease-free survival was 
38% in the TLE group and 36% in the OE group 

Minimally invasive esophagectomy for esopha-
geal carcinoma is still a developing field [23-
25]. Even though more than 20 years have 
already elapsed since the first minimally inva-
sive esophagectomy was performed, only in the 
recent years this surgical procedure is gaining 
progressive acceptance [26-30]. Our series 
showed that TLE for esophageal squamous cell 
carcinoma is safe and feasible, without com-
promising overall and disease-free survival.

Figure 1. Disease-free survival curve by type of resection was shown. Analysis 
showed no significant difference between TLE and OE (P=0.352). TLE: combined 
thoracoscopic-laparoscopic esophagectomy; OE: open esophagectomy.

Table 4. Multivariate Cox regression analyses of 
disease-free survival

Regression variables Adjusted 
hazard ratio 95% CI P value

Pathological T stage
    T1/T2 1.00

    T3/T4 4.52 2.01-7.02 0.020

Pathological N stage
    N0/N1 1.00

    N2/N3 3.85 3.01-8.02 0.021

Angiolymphatic invasion
    Yes 1.00
    No 3.21 2.05-5.28 0.030

(Figure 1, P=0.352). Mul- 
tivariate Cox regression 
analysis of disease-free 
survival of all patients 
was performed. Significa- 
nt predictors of worse 
disease-free survival we- 
re advanced pathologic 
T3 or T4 stage, pathologic 
N2 or N3 disease, and pa- 
thologic angiolymphatic 
invasion (Table 4). Surgi- 
cal approach by combi- 
ned thoracoscopic-lapa-
roscopic approach was 
not found to be a signifi-
cant predictor for disea- 
se-free survival by univar-
iate analysis and multi-
variate analysis.

Five-year overall survival 
was 50% and 45%, res- 
pectively, in the TLE gr- 
oup and the OE group 
(Figure 2, P=0.504). In 
TLE group, twenty pati- 
ents died for tumor recur-
rence, two for stroke and 

one for accident. In OE group, twenty-six 
deaths were recorded during the follow-up 
period: twenty-one patients died for tumor 
recurrence, and five for unrelated causes. 
Multivariate Cox regression analysis of over-
all survival of all patients in the whole coh- 
ort was also performed. Significant predic-
tors of worse overall survival were advanced 
pathologic T3 or T4 stage, pathologic N2 or 
N3 disease, and poor differentiation of eso- 
phageal squamous cell carcinoma (Table 
5). Surgical approach by TLE was not found 
to be a significant predictor for overall sur-
vival by univariate analysis.

Discussion
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Open esophagectomy requires incisions thr- 
ough the rectus abdominis and ribs which are 
painful and leaves large, asymmetric scars. On 
the other hand, minimally invasive esophagec-
tomy is associated with decreased need for 
narcotic pain relief, less blood loss, shorter 
hospital stay, faster recovery, better cosmetic 
results and evidence of decreased physiologic 
stress [31-33].

open resection patients, after a postoperative 
course with a reduced complication rate, th- 
ough without statistical evidence. The combin- 
ed thoracoscopic-laparoscopic approach might 
reduce postoperative complications in patients 
because the chest and abdominal wall is pre-
served. By decreasing surgical stress, minim- 
ally invasive surgery results in reduced pos- 
toperative pain and need for analgesic drugs, 

Figure 2. Overall survival curve by type of resection was shown. Analysis showed 
no significant difference between TLE and OE (P=0.504). TLE: combined thora-
coscopic-laparoscopic esophagectomy; OE: open esophagectomy.

Table 5. Multivariate Cox regression analyses of 
overall survival

Regression variables Adjusted 
hazard ratio 95% CI P value

Pathological T stage
    T1/T2 1.00

    T3/T4 4.58 2.87-10.87 0.008

Pathological N stage
    N0/N1 1.00

    N2/N3 5.84 2.05-7.89 0.019

Differentiation grade
    Good/Moderate 1.00
    Poor 4.20 1.89-8.21 0.013

Our paper uses a case-
matched analysis to com-
pare short- and long-term 
outcome variables betwe- 
en patients undergoing TLE 
versus OE for esophageal 
squamous cell carcinoma. 
Case-matched study is id- 
eal in small studies, beca- 
use a single case can be 
matched with multiple con-
trols in order to increase 
the power of the study. In 
addition, subjects can be 
matched according to kn- 
own risk factors affecting 
overall survival and cancer 
recurrence.

Technical advances have 
allowed for minimally inva-
sive esophagectomy to be 
performed safely, but radi-
cal esophagectomy for es- 
ophageal squamous cell ca- 
rcinoma must demonstrate 
equivalent long-term outco- 
mes before minimally inva-

sive esophagectomy can be considered a 
suitable alternative to open resection [26-
30]. Currently, the surgical literature on the 
subject has relatively few papers dedicated 
exclusively to malignant lesions. Furthermore, 
there is a lack of studies using sound statisti-
cal methods to compare oncological outco- 
mes or TLE versus OE in matched patients.

This case-matched analysis demonstrates 
that combined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic 
approach to esophagectomy for esophageal 
squamous cell carcinoma offers significant 
advantages over the traditional open resec-
tion. Blood losses have been reduced in the 
TLE group than in the OE group. TLE patients 
were discharged significantly sooner than 
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earlier ambulation and oral food intake, better 
fluid balance. These results are confirmed also 
by studies concerning the application of mini-
mally invasive surgery to other thoracic surger-
ies [26-38].

The main concern about the use of combined 
thoracoscopic-laparoscopic technique for mali- 
gnancies is the risk of inadequate tumor resec-
tion; obtaining a negative margin (R1 or R2 
resection) is a well known prognostic factor in 
resection for esophageal squamous cell carci-
noma [38]. In our series no laparoscopic patient 
had a R1 resection, and the width of free mar-
gin did not differ between the two groups (data 
not shown). Another concern about combined 
thoracoscopic-laparoscopic resection of malig-
nancies is the risk of port site tumor recur-
rence, which was not recorded in our series.

Upon analysis, neither margin status, nor over-
all survival, nor recurrence was significantly dif-
ferent between the two cohorts. This suggests 
that use of laparoscopic surgery does not com-
promise oncologic outcomes. Our findings cor-
roborate other studies with the same conclu-
sion [26-34].

It is becoming increasingly well recognized th- 
at minimally invasive esophagectomy can be 
performed safely in skilled thoracic surgeons 
with proven expertise in esophageal carcino-
ma. However, minimally invasive esophagecto-
my for esophageal neoplasm carries a heavier 
burden of proof: it must also demonstrate 
equivalent prognosis. A head-to-head compari-
son with a large, multi-center, prospective, ran-
domized trial would be the best way to defini-
tively compare minimally invasive esophage- 
ctomy versus open resection for esophageal 
squamous cell carcinoma, however, due to the 
technically difficult; such a trial with large sam-
ple size is unlikely to be performed nearly. Per- 
forming case-matched analysis with multiple 
controls can optimize smaller series, such as 
this one.

Every study had limitations. The main limitation 
of this study remains not prospective, random-
ized study. Imbalance between patient charac-
teristics that were not recorded could bias the 
results. This limitation should be taken into 
account when interpreting the results. In addi-
tion, the follow-up period was relatively shorter, 
so tumor recurrence or death related to cancer 

may not have been observed during the time of 
analysis.

In conclusion, the present study shows that 
combined thoracoscopic-laparoscopic appro- 
ach for esophagectomy is feasible and safe for 
the treatment of esophageal squamous cell 
carcinoma. It can drive to clinical advantages in 
recovery, cosmetic results, intraoperative blood 
losses and postoperative hospital stay without 
jeopardizing the oncological outcome, since 
long-term results concerning disease-free sur-
vival and overall survival are comparable to 
open resection. However, this procedure should 
be performed for selected patients and by an 
expert thoracicl team. These favorable findings 
in minimally invasive resection for respectable 
esophageal squamous cell carcinoma need fur-
ther investigation in larger group of patients.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by the grant from the 
Education Department of Jiangxi Provincial, 
China (grant No. GJJ12167).

Discourse of conflict of interest

None.

Address correspondence to: Han Jiang, Department 
of Cardiothoracic Surgery, The Second Affiliated 
Hospital of Nanchang University, 1 Minde Road, 
Nanchang 330006, Jiangxi, People’s Republic of 
China. E-mail: hanjiangnc@hotmail.com

References

[1] Baba Y, Watanabe M, Yoshida N and Baba H. 
Neoadjuvant treatment for esophageal squa-
mous cell carcinoma. World J Gastrointest On-
col 2014; 6: 121-128.

[2] Napier KJ, Scheerer M and Misra S. Esopha-
geal cancer: A Review of epidemiology, patho-
genesis, staging workup and treatment mo-
dalities. World J Gastrointest Oncol 2014; 6: 
112-120.

[3] Sun F, Li X, Lei D, Jin T, Liu D, Zhao H, Yang Q, 
Li G and Pan X. Surgical management of cervi-
cal esophageal carcinoma with larynx preser-
vation and reconstruction. Int J Clin Exp Med 
2014; 7: 2771-2778.

[4] Cao F, Zhang W, Zhang F, Han H, Xu J and 
Cheng Y. Prognostic significance of high-risk 
human papillomavirus and p16 (INK4A) in pa-
tients with esophageal squamous cell carcino-
ma. Int J Clin Exp Med 2014; 7: 3430-3438.

mailto:hanjiangnc@hotmail.com


Minimally invasive esophagectomy

13522 Int J Clin Exp Med 2015;8(8):13516-13523

[5] Yang X, Huang Y and Feng JF. Is there an as-
sociation between ABO blood group and over-
all survival in patients with esophageal squa-
mous cell carcinoma? Int J Clin Exp Med 2014; 
7: 2214-2218.

[6] Peyre CG and Peters JH. Minimally invasive 
surgery for esophageal cancer. Surg Oncol Clin 
N Am 2013; 22: 15-25, v.

[7] Guo W, Ma L, Zhang Y, Ma X, Yang S, Zhu X, 
Zhang J, Zhang Y, Xiang J and Li H. Totally min-
imally invasive Ivor-Lewis esophagectomy wi- 
th single-utility incision video-assisted thoraco-
scopic surgery for treatment of mid-lower eso- 
phageal cancer. Dis Esophagus 2014; [Epub 
ahead of print].

[8] Braghetto MI, Cardemil HG, Mandiola BC, Ma-
sia LG and Gattini SF. Impact of minimally inva-
sive surgery in the treatment of esophageal 
cancer. Arq Bras Cir Dig 2014; 27: 237-242.

[9] Alldinger I, Schmitt MM, Dreesbach J and 
Knoefel WT. Endoscopic treatment of anasto-
motic leakage after esophagectomy or gastre- 
ctomy for carcinoma with self-expanding remo- 
vable stents. Hepatogastroenterology 2014; 
61: 111-114.

[10] Ito M, Asano Y, Shimizu T, Uyama I and Horigu-
chi A. Comparison of standard laparoscopic 
distal pancreatectomy with minimally invasive 
distal pancreatectomy using the da Vinci S sys-
tem. Hepatogastroenterology 2014; 61: 493-
496.

[11] Kawahara H, Watanabe K, Tomoda M, Enomo-
to H, Akiba T and Yanaga K. Single-incision clip-
less laparoscopic total colectomy. Hepatogas-
troenterology 2014; 61: 453-455.

[12] Kamiyama T, Tahara M, Nakanishi K, Yokoo H, 
Kamachi H, Kakisaka T, Tsuruga Y, Matsushi- 
ta M and Todo S. Long-term outcome of lapa- 
roscopic hepatectomy in patients with hepa- 
tocellular carcinoma. Hepatogastroenterology 
2014; 61: 405-409.

[13] Zhou Z, Zhou J, Wu Z and Peng B. Laparoscop-
ic splenectomy for adult lymphangiomas of the 
spleen: case series and review of literature. 
Hepatogastroenterology 2014; 61: 285-290.

[14] Yamamoto M, Zaima M, Yamamoto H, Harada 
H, Kawamura J and Yamaguchi T. A modified 
overlap method using a linear stapler for intra-
corporeal esophagojejunostomy after laparo-
scopic total gastrectomy. Hepatogastroenterol-
ogy 2014; 543-548.

[15] Sarkaria IS and Rizk NP. Robotic-assisted mi- 
nimally invasive esophagectomy: the Ivor Lew-
is approach. Thorac Surg Clin 2014; 24: 211-
222, vii.

[16] Dhamija A, Dhamija A, Hancock J, McCloskey 
B, Kim AW, Detterbeck FC and Boffa DJ. Mini-
mally invasive oesophagectomy more expen-
sive than open despite shorter length of stay. 
Eur J Cardiothorac Surg 2014; 45: 904-909.

[17] Kubo N, Ohira M, Yamashita Y, Sakurai K, Toyo-
kawa T, Tanaka H, Muguruma K, Shibutani M, 
Yamazoe S, Kimura K, Nagahara H, Amano R, 
Ohtani H, Yashiro M, Maeda K and Hirakawa K. 
The impact of combined thoracoscopic and 
laparoscopic surgery on pulmonary complica-
tions after radical esophagectomy in patients 
with resectable esophageal cancer. Anticancer 
Res 2014; 34: 2399-2404.

[18] D’Journo XB and Thomas PA. Current manage-
ment of esophageal cancer. J Thorac Dis 2014; 
6 Suppl 2: S253-S264.

[19] Yegin EG and Duman DG. Staging of esopha-
geal and gastric cancer in 2014. Minerva Med 
2014; 105: 391-411.

[20] Akutsu Y and Matsubara H. Lymph node dis-
section for esophageal cancer. Gen Thorac 
Cardiovasc Surg 2013; 61: 397-401.

[21] Xie MR, Liu CQ, Guo MF, Mei XY, Sun XH and Xu 
MQ. Short-term outcomes of minimally inva-
sive Ivor-Lewis esophagectomy for esophageal 
cancer. Ann Thorac Surg 2014; 97: 1721-1737.

[22] Clavien PA, Barkun J, de Oliveira ML, Vauthey 
JN, Dindo D, Schulick RD, de Santibañes E, Pe-
kolj J, Slankamenac K, Bassi C, Graf R, Vonlan-
then R, Padbury R, Cameron JL and Makuuchi 
M. The Clavien-Dindo classification of surgical 
complications: five-year experience. Ann Surg 
2009; 250: 187-196.

[23] Luketich JD, Alvelo-Rivera M, Buenaventura 
PO, Christie NA, McCaughan JS, Litle VR, 
Schauer PR, Close JM and Fernando HC. Mini-
mally invasive esophagectomy: outcomes in 
222 patients. Ann Surg 2003; 238: 486-494; 
discussion 494-495.

[24] Nguyen NT, Dholakia C, Nguyen XM and Reavis 
K. Outcomes of minimally invasive esophagec-
tomy without pyloroplasty: analysis of 109 
cases. Am Surg 2010; 76: 1135-1138.

[25] Predina JD and Morse CR. Minimally invasive 
esophagectomy and its current role in esopha-
geal cancer. Minerva Chir 2014; 69: 363-370.

[26] Yamamoto M, Weber JM, Karl RC and Meredith 
KL. Minimally invasive surgery for esophageal 
cancer: review of the literature and institution-
al experience. Cancer Control 2013; 20: 130-
137.

[27] Shah RD and D’Amico TA. Modern impact of 
video assisted thoracic surgery. J Thorac Dis 
2014; 6: S631-6.

[28] Schoppmann SF, Prager G, Langer FB, Riegler 
FM, Kabon B, Fleischmann E and Zacherl J. 
Open versus minimally invasive esophagecto-
my: a single-center case controlled study. Surg 
Endosc 2010; 24: 3044-3053.

[29] Filip B, Scarpa M, Cavallin F, Alfieri R, Cagol M 
and Castoro C. Minimally invasive surgery for 
esophageal cancer: a review on sentinel node 
concept. Surg Endosc 2014; 28: 1238-2149.



Minimally invasive esophagectomy

13523 Int J Clin Exp Med 2015;8(8):13516-13523

[30] Warner S, Chang YH, Paripati H, Ross H, Ash-
man J, Harold K, Day R, Stucky CC, Rule W and 
Jaroszewski D. Outcomes of minimally invasive 
esophagectomy in esophageal cancer after 
neoadjuvant chemoradiotherapy. Ann Thorac 
Surg 2014; 97: 439-445.

[31] Kinjo Y, Kurita N, Nakamura F, Okabe H, Tana-
ka E, Kataoka Y, Itami A, Sakai Y and Fukuhara 
S. Effectiveness of combined thoracoscopic-
laparoscopic esophagectomy: comparison of 
postoperative complications and midterm on-
cological outcomes in patients with esopha-
geal cancer. Surg Endosc 2012; 26: 381-390.

[32] Singh RK, Pham TH, Diggs BS, Perkins S and 
Hunter JG. Minimally invasive esophagectomy 
provides equivalent oncologic outcomes to 
open esophagectomy for locally advanced 
(stage II or III) esophageal carcinoma. Arch 
Surg 2011; 146: 711-714.

[33] Sundaram A, Geronimo JC, Willer BL, Hoshino 
M, Torgersen Z, Juhasz A, Lee TH and Mittal 
SK. Survival and quality of life after minimally 
invasive esophagectomy: a single-surgeon ex-
perience. Surg Endosc 2012; 26: 168-176.

[34] Lee JM, Cheng JW, Lin MT, Huang PM, Chen JS, 
Lee YC. Is there any benefit to incorporating a 
laparoscopic procedure into minimally invasive 
esophagectomy? The impact on perioperative 
results in patients with esophageal cancer. 
World J Surg 2011; 35: 790-797.

[35] Zingg U, McQuinn A, DiValentino D, Huang PM, 
Chen JS and Lee YC. Minimally invasive versus 
open esophagectomy for patients with esopha-
geal cancer. Ann Thorac Surg 2009; 87: 911-
919.

[36] Dolan JP, Kaur T, Diggs BS, Luna RA, Schipper 
PH, Tieu BH, Sheppard BC and Hunter JG. Im-
pact of comorbidity on outcomes and overall 
survival after open and minimally invasive 
esophagectomy for locally advanced esopha-
geal cancer. Surg Endosc 2013; 27: 4094-
4103.

[37] Parameswaran R, Veeramootoo D, Krishnadas 
R, Cooper M, Berrisford R and Wajed S. Com-
parative experience of open and minimally in-
vasive esophagogastric resection. World J Surg 
2009; 33: 1868-1875.

[38] Noble F, Kelly JJ, Bailey IS, Byrne JP, Under-
wood TJ; South Coast Cancer Collaboration-
Oesophago-Gastric (SC3-OG). A prospective 
comparison of totally minimally invasive versus 
open Ivor Lewis esophagectomy. Dis Esopha-
gus 2013; 26: 263-271.


