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Abstract Background: The outcome
and quality of surgical treatment in
gastric cancer are closely associated
with specific postoperative morbidity
and mortality, in addition to an
oncosurgically adequate resection
status. In this context, a preventive
concept of decreasing the insufficien-
cy rate of esophageal anastomosis
may have a great impact. Method:
Over a time period of 12 months
(from 1 January 2002 to 31 December
2002), 1,199 patients (from 80 East
German hospitals) with gastric carci-
noma, carcinoma of the esophago-
gastral junction, or gastrointestinal
stroma tumor (GIST) were enrolled in
this prospective multicenter observa-
tional study with the aim of evaluat-
ing their early postoperative outcome.
By means of a logistic regression
analysis, independent variables,
which alter significantly the healing
of esophagojejunal anastomosis, were
determined; in addition, their clinical
impact on preventive management to
lower the insufficiency rate of esoph-
ageal anastomosis was investigated.
Results: In 1,139 patients, histologi-
cal investigation revealed gastric car-
cinoma. Out of these patients, 1,031
subjects underwent surgical interven-
tion (90.5%) and 891 individuals
underwent resection (86.4%). In 813
patients, radical resection (subtotal
resection and gastrectomy) was exe-
cuted (78.9%), whereas in 726 cases,
R resection was achieved (81.5%).
Gastrectomy was the preferred pro-
cedure in 649 patients, resulting in a
gastrectomy rate of 62.9% relating to
all patients who underwent operation

(curative and palliative intention,
80.3% and 19.7%, respectively). The
insufficiency rate of esophagojejunal
anastomosis was 5.7% (37/649).
Neither the comparison between the
various procedures for the recon-
struction of the esophagojejunal pas-
sage and anastomosing techniques
after gastrectomy nor that between
gastrectomies with curative and pal-
liative intention revealed any signifi-
cant difference. Dysphagia and gastric
outlet syndrome due to a stenosis
were determined as independent
variables by a logistic regression
analysis of all preoperative and intra-
operative variables. In all patients
with gastric carcinoma, both pa-
rameters were recorded in 9.9%
(113/1,139) and 6.7% (76/1,139),
respectively. Conclusion: Dysphagia
and gastric stenosis, which signifi-
cantly influence the healing of
esophagojejunal anastomosis after
gastrectomy, are considered charac-
teristics of an advanced tumor growth
and a pretherapeutic lack of an
adequate nutrition. This emphasizes
the necessity of an early diagnosis of
gastric cancer in order to lower peri-
operative morbidity. In addition, dys-
phagia is commonly associated with
an obstruction of the upper gastroin-
testinal tract, which can lead to
nutritional deficits, and thus deserves
specific care during preventive
management.
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Gastrectomy - Esophagojejunal
anastomosis - Anastomotic
insufficiency - Prevention
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Introduction

Gastric carcinoma is associated with 5-year survival rates of
between 8 and 85% after R resection, depending on tumor
stage [1, 2]. The outcome after surgical treatment is sig-
nificantly influenced by postoperative mortality and mor-
bidity (e.g., mortality has been reported from various surgical
centers to be between 0 and 15%) [3-7]. Perioperative
morbidity is determined by the occurrence of infectious
complications (such as wound infection, pneumonia, or
urinary tract infections), the number of red blood units or
required surgical revisions, and the insufficiency rate at the
esophagojejunal anastomosis as considerable factors. Var-
ious authors from surgical centers with adequate caseloads
have reported rates ranging from 1.3 to 15.9% [8-16].
Unfortunately, data obtained in prospective or multicenter

studies are rare or missing and are dominated by results from
retrospective studies [9-11, 13, 15, 16].

Based on prospectively documented cases with gastrec-
tomy due to gastric cancer in a database with a repre-
sentative case number for descriptive statistics, the aims of
the study were: (1) to determine the frequency and in-
fluencing factors of the insufficiency of esophagojejunal
anastomosis in a multicenter clinical observational study
and (2) to derive a preventive concept.

Patients and methods

The study was designed as a prospective multicenter ob-
servational study led by the Institute for Quality Control
in Operative Medicine, University Hospital, Otto-von-

Table 1 Characteristics of the

study “Quality Control in Gas- Category

Data

tric Carcinoma 2002 (Primary
Tumor Growth)”—general
aspects and patients

Type of study
Epidemiological classification

Data
Documentation

Evaluation

Study period

Participating hospitals
Number of patients (1)
Gastric carcinoma
Abdominal gastrectomy

Sex ratio (male:female)
Patients’ age [median (range)]

Number of patients per hospital enrolled in the study

[median (range)]

Profile of factors tested for a statistically significant

impact on anastomotic healing

Clinical observation
Patient cohort (gastric cancer)
Case series (abdominal gastrectomy)

Prospective (standardized documentation
form, electronic database)
Retrospective (computer-based
statistical tests)

1 January 2002 to 31 December 2002
80

1,139

586
59.5:40.5
68 (14-100)
12 (1-62)

Body mass index

Medical history (weight loss, dysphagia,
anemia)

ASA Physical Status Classification System
Comorbidity

Perioperative prophylaxis with antibiotics
Emergency intervention

Surgical intervention

Intention (curative vs palliative)

Duration

Reconstruction of the upper gastrointestinal
tract

Technique of anastomosis

Extent of lymphadenectomy

Intraoperative complications

Resection status and TNM staging
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Guericke University (Magdeburg, Germany). Data were
obtained from 80 East German hospitals of all levels of
clinical care, such as regional and university hospitals,
through a time period of 12 months (1 January 2002 to 31
December 2002). All patients with a primary and malignant
gastric tumor growth [such as gastric carcinoma, carcinoma
of the esophagogastral junction, or gastrointestinal stroma
tumor (GIST)] who were admitted to one of the participat-
ing surgical departments were enrolled in the study. Exclu-
sion criteria were tumor recurrence and other histological
entities.

Study participation was voluntary; no hospitals were
excluded. The participating surgical departments com-
mitted a complete prospective documentation of all con-
secutive patients meeting the inclusion criteria independent
of therapeutic modalities (conservative or operative). To
control the completeness of documentation, spot checks
comparing the data with lists of clinic documentation sys-
tems were performed. The rate of registration was >95%.

Precise descriptions of the study design and performance
have been summarized by Meyer et al. [17].

For specific aims, all subjects who underwent total ab-
dominal gastrectomy due to gastric carcinoma, including
esophagojejunal anastomosis, were investigated.

The patients were evaluated with regard to the following:

— Total number, age, and sex

— Operative vs. conservative (nonoperative) treatment
— Curative vs. palliative intention of surgical intervention
—  Various surgical procedures

— Reconstruction

— Type of anastomosis (Table 1).

In particular, the patients who underwent total abdom-
inal gastrectomy were investigated, since this group of
patients formed the case series with the greatest case
number and relatively homogenous characters, including
the criterion of an esophagojejunal anastomosis. Anasto-
motic insufficiency was defined as a radiologically and/or
endoscopically detectable leakage of the stapler or suture
area at the esophagojejunal anastomosis and was related to
the type of reconstruction of the upper gastrointestinal tract
after gastrectomy, anastomosis technique, and therapeutic
intention (curative vs. palliative).

Statistics

Descriptive statistics of the data were achieved using SPSS
for Windows (Version 12.0). All available preoperative and
intraoperative variables with possible correlation to anas-
tomotic healing were investigated (see Table 1). Logistic
regression was performed as a setup procedure. A uni-
variate analysis of all investigated parameters was followed
by a multivariate analysis to elucidate independent vari-
ables as appropriate, which influence the development of
anastomotic insufficiency.

Results

Through the 12 months of 2002, 1,199 patients from 80
hospitals with gastric carcinoma, carcinoma of the esoph-
agogastric junction, or GIST who were diagnosed by his-
tological investigation were prospectively documented
using a standardized protocol. Out of all these patients,
gastric carcinoma was diagnosed in 1,139. One-thousand
thirty-one individuals (90.5%) underwent surgical inter-
vention [nonsurgical treatment, n=108 (9.5%)]. Altogether,
649 patients were approached with total gastrectomy, re-
sulting in a gastrectomy rate of 62.9% (649/1,031). Con-
sidering the group of resected patients (n=891), the rate
was 72.8%, whereas the gastrectomy rate related to the
subjects with radical resection, such as subtotal resection or
gastrectomy, was 79.8%. Out of the 726 resected patients
with curative intention, 527 (72.6%) underwent gastrecto-
my (Table 2).

The case series of total, exclusively abdominal gastrec-
tomy comprised 586 patients, out of whom 475 individuals
(81.1%) were surgically approached with curative intention
and 111 subjects were surgically approached with (18.9%)
with palliative intention. The spectrum of various types of
anastomoses was dominated by a Roux-Y loop (n=526;
89.8%), subdivided into 380 cases (72.2%) without a
pouch and 146 cases (27.8%) with a pouch. The following
most frequently used types of anastomosis were: omega
loop in 27 patients (4.6%; without a pouch, n=12; with a

Table 2 Characteristics of the study “Quality Control in Gastric
Carcinoma 2002 (Primary Tumor Growth)”’—mnumber of surgical
interventions

Category Data

Treatment (7; nyo=1,139)
Operative

Conservative (nonoperative)
Patients with surgical intervention
(1; niorar=1,031)

No resection

Resections

Gastrectomies

Including extended gastrectomies
Only abdominal

Resections and intention (1; 7y, =891)
Curative

Palliative

Total gastrectomy

(including extended gastrectomies)

1,031 (90.5%)
108 (9.5%)

140 (13.6%)
891 (86.4%)

649 (62.9%)
586 (56.8%)

726 (81.5%)
165 (18.5%)

Total (n) 649
Percentage in all [n (%)]
Patients 649/1,139 (57.0%)

Patients with surgical intervention
Resected patients
Curatively resected patients

649/1,031 (62.9%)
649/891 (72.8%)
527/726 (72.6%)
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Table 3 Characteristics of the study “Quality Control in Gastric
Carcinoma 2002 (Primary Tumor Growth)”—total abdominal

gastrectomy

Category

Data

Total abdominal gastrectomy and
intention [n (%)]
Total
Curative
Palliative
Total abdominal gastrectomy and
reconstruction [n (%)]
Interposition of a segment of the
small intestine (Longmire)
Roux loop

Without pouch

With pouch
Omega loop

Without pouch

With pouch
Others
Total abdominal gastrectomy and type
of anastomosis [n (%)]
Stapler
Suture by hand

One layer

Two layers

586 (100.0%)
475 (81.1%)
111 (18.9%)
586 (100.0%)

25 (4.3%)
380 (64.8%)
146 (24.9%)
12 (2.0%)
15 (2.6%)
8 (1.4%)
586 (100.0%)

550 (93.9%)

31 (5.3%)
5 (0.8%)

pouch, n=15) and interposition of a small intestine segment
by Longmire in 25 cases (4.3%). Stapler anastomosis
dominated the profile of surgical techniques (n=550,
93.9%). Hand sewing of the anastomosis (n=36) was
infrequently used: one layer, n=31 (86.1%); two layers,
n=5 (13.9%) (Table 3).

The overall insufficiency rate of esophagojejunal anas-
tomosis in abdominal gastrectomy was 5.5% (32/586),
with no significant difference between the various types of
surgical reconstruction of the upper gastrointestinal tract
and various techniques for the esophagojejunal anastomo-
sis. Related to the type of surgical reconstruction of the
upper gastrointestinal tract, the insufficiency rates were as
follows: Roux-Y loop without a pouch, 5.3% (20/380) vs.
6.2% with pouch (9/146); interposition of a segment of the
small intestine by Longmire, 0% (0/25); and omega loop
with and without a pouch, n=0 (0/15) and 8.3% (1/12),
respectively.

Although stapler anastomosis was insufficient in 29 of
550 cases (5.3%), hand sewing (one layer) caused an
insufficiency rate of 9.7% (3 of 31 patients). In the five
subjects who received two-layered hand-sutured anasto-
moses connecting the aboral end of the esophagus with the
oral end of the jejunal loop, insufficiency or leakage was
not observed. Comparing curative intention with palliative
intention in surgical treatment, there was also no significant

difference in the postoperative development of anastomotic
insufficiency: 5.1% (24/475) and 7.2% (8/111), respec-
tively (Table 4).

The results of the univariate and multivariate analyses of
all investigated variables (see Table 1) are summarized in
Table 5. In the univariate analysis, we establish a signif-
icant connection of anastomotic insufficiency with preop-
erative dysphagia, gastric stenosis, positive (metastatic)
lymph nodes, nicotine abuse, and multivisceral resection.
In the following multivariate analysis, dysphagia and
gastric stenosis proved to be independent, significantly in-
fluencing factors for the occurrence of postoperative in-
sufficiency of the esophageal anastomosis with odds ratios
of 3.408 and 3.762, respectively.

In the group of total abdominal gastrectomies, 6.7%
(39/586) of the patients showed preoperative dysphagia
and 5.1% (30/586) showed gastric stenosis. Patients with
dysphagia suffered from an anastomotic leakage in 12.8%
(5/39), whereas patients without dysphagia suffered from
an anastomotic leakage in 4.9% (27/547). In addition, in-
sufficiency rate in patients with gastric stenosis was 16.7%
(5/30) and was therefore pronouncedly higher than the
4.9% (27/556) in patients without gastric stenosis.

Table 4 Characteristics of the study “Quality Control in Gastric
Carcinoma 2002 (Primary Tumor Growth)”—insufficiency of
anastomosis

Category Data

Anastomotic insufficiency and reconstruction
[7 (%); nywE=586 total abdominal gastrectomies]

NS (P=0.416)

Total 32/586 (5.5%)
Interposition of a segment of the small intestine  0/25 (0%)
(Longmire)

Roux-Y loop

Without pouch 20/380 (5.3%)
With pouch 1/146 (6.2%)
Omega loop

Without pouch 1/12 (8.3%)
With pouch 0/15 (0%)

Anastomotic insufficiency and type of anastomosis NS (P=0.243)
[7 (%); nio=586 total abdominal gastrectomies]

Total 32/586 (5.5%)
Stapler 29/550 (5.3%)
Suture by hand
One layer 3/31 (9.7%)
Two layers 0/5 (0%)
Anastomotic insufficiency and intention NS (P=0.357)

[7 (%); niww=586 total abdominal gastrectomies]

Total 32/586 (5.5%)
Curative 24/475 (5.1%)
Palliative 8/111 (7.2%)

NS Not significant
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Table 5 Characteristics of the study “Quality Documentation in
Gastric Cancer 2002 (Primary Tumor Growth)’—results of uni-
variate and multivariate analyses for anastomotic insufficiency (only
significant results)

Parameter Univariate Multivariate Odds
analysis (P) analysis (P) ratio

Dysphagia 0.003 0.005 3.408

Gastric stenosis 0.008 0.013 3.762

Positive lymph node 0.018

status

Nicotine abuse 0.019

Multivisceral 0.022

resection

Discussion

The insufficiency of the esophagojejunal anastomosis after
gastrectomy alters considerably the overall outcome in the
surgical treatment of gastric cancer. Various authors have
reported insufficiency rates to be between 1.3 and 15.9%
[9-12, 14-16]. In the present study, this rate is 5.7%. The
much comparable German Gastric Cancer Trial (GGCS)

found an insufficiency rate of 7.2% [8]. Although 19
hospitals were involved in the GGCS at the end of the
1980s, in particular and almost exclusively university
hospitals (gastrectomies, n=787), 80 hospitals of various
levels of clinical care participated in this study (gastrec-
tomies, n=586).

Comparing the same parameter (the number of radical
resections), gastrectomy rate is higher compared with
GGCS: 72.1 vs. 47.7%; including the extended gastrec-
tomies, the percentages are 79.8% in this study vs. 71.1%
in the GGCS. Other authors report gastrectomy rates to be
between 40 and 55% [18-21].

The majority of participating hospitals favored the Roux-
Y loop without a pouch for the reconstruction of the
upper gastrointestinal tract after gastrectomy, which was
used in 380 patients (64.8%). Similarly, stapler anasto-
mosis (93.9%) dominated hand-sewn anastomoses. Nei-
ther the comparison between the various procedures for
the reconstruction of the upper gastrointestinal tract
and the various anastomosing techniques after gastrec-
tomy nor that between gastrectomies with curative and
palliative intention revealed any significant difference
in the occurrence of postoperative insufficiency in the
esophagojejunal anastomosis. Therefore, identification

Table 6 Comparison of data from the literature on insufficiency rates of esophagojejunal anastomosis

Author Year Type of study Number of Anastomotic Remarks
patients insufficiency
Panieri and Dent 2003 Retrospective 175 4.0% No independent influencing factors
[11]
Yasuda et al. [15] 2001 Retrospective 97 14.0% Tumors &>10 cm, duration
of Op, blood loss, carcinoembry-
onic antigen
Lang et al. [10] 2000 Retrospective 1,114 7.5% Study period, 30 years; independent
of reconstruction/radical approach
Schardey et al. [13] 1998 Retrospective 838 15.9% Study period, 20 years; cardia,
splenectomy, Op>5 h, hand suture
Isozaki [9] 1997 Retrospective 404 8.2% Lymphocytes, albumin
Zilling [16] 1997 Retrospective 174 11.5% Case and work load (number
of interventions), surgeon
Seufert [14] 1990 Prospective, 80 n=1 (Stapler) No significant differences
randomized (duration of Op, morbidity,
(hand suture vs stapler) mortality, duration of
hospital stay)
Schardey et al. [12] 1997 Prospective, 102 vs 103 2.9 vs 10.6% Both groups with systemic
randomized prophylaxis with antibiotics
(oral decontamination vs
placebo)
Béttcher et al. [8] 1994 Prospective 787 7.2% Extended gastrectomy, surgeon,
assistant
East German Study 2004 Prospective 586 5.5% Dysphagia, gastric stenosis

Group

Op Operation (synonyma and surgical intervention)
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of further influencing factors in order to achieve a pre-
ventive effect is of great importance in univariate and
multivariate logistic regression analyses (a list of se-
lected reports is presented in Table 6). Important factors
established in these papers are advanced tumor growth,
extended surgical intervention, patient’s nutritional sta-
tus, and duration of the intervention. In addition, the
caseload of a surgical center and the factor “surgeon” are
considered as further criteria for the final outcome. How-
ever, there are only very few data on controlled studies
that are available in the literature [12, 14].

This study elucidates that dysphagia and gastric stenosis
are independent variables with a significant impact on the
development of esophagojejunal anastomosis insufficien-
cy. Both are characteristic aspects of an advanced tumor
growth and underline the required early detection and
diagnosis of gastric cancer.

In 52.5% (n=598) of the documented gastric cancer
cases of this study, stages 1l and IV, according to the Union
International Contre le Cancer classification, were diag-

nosed. In addition, dysphagia is the leading symptom of an
obstruction of the upper gastrointestinal tract, which is
frequently associated with a severe nutritional deficit. This
might offer possible options for a preventive approach prior
to gastric resection. First, the preoperative nutritional status
should be objectively characterized beginning with the
documentation of current nutritional aspects of a patient’s
medical history and a clinical examination of nutritional
status. According to the literature, this can be completed by
some special laboratory parameters, such as serum albumin
level and lymphocyte count as well as physiological pa-
rameters (e.g., body impedance analysis). The influence of
nutritional deficit on the complication rate and postoper-
ative outcome has been investigated several times and has
resulted in a significant impact of this relevant factor [22—
24]. Thus, an adapted, short-term, hyperkaloric preopera-
tive nutritional supplementation [25] can improve the
nutritional status prior to the surgical intervention and can
be supportive in the prevention of esophagojejunal anas-
tomosis insufficiency [26].

References

1

. Bollschweiler E, Bottcher K, Holscher

AH, Sasako M, Kinoshita T, Maruyama
K, Siewert JR (1993) Is the prognosis

for Japanese and German patients with
gastric cancer really different? Cancer

71:2918-2925

. Roder JD, Bottcher K, Siewert JR,

Busch R, Hermanek P, Meyer HJ,
German Gastric Carcinoma Study
Group (1993) Results of the German
Gastric Carcinoma Study 1992. Cancer
72:2089-2097

. Degiuli M, Sasako M, Ponti A, Calvo F

(2004) Survival results of a multicentre
phase II study to evaluate D2 gastrec-
tomy for gastric cancer. Br J Cancer
90:1727-1732

. Edwards P, Blackshaw GR, Lewis WG,

Barry JD, Allison MC, Jones DR
(2004) Prospective comparison of D1
vs. modified D2 gastrectomy for carci-
noma. Br J Cancer 90:1888-1892

. Hartgrink HH, van de Velde CJ, Putter

H, Bonenkamp JJ, Klein Kranenbarg E,
Songun I, Welvaart K, van Krieken JH,
Meijer S, Plukker JT, van Elk PJ,
Obertop H, Gouma DJ, van Lanschot
JJ, Taat CW, de Graaf PW, von
Meyenfeldt MF, Tilanus H, Sasako M
(2004) Extended lymph node dissection
for gastric cancer: who may benefit?
Final results of the randomized Dutch
gastric cancer group trial. J Clin Oncol
22:2069-2077

6.

McCulloch P, Ward J, Tekkis PP,
ASCOT Group of Surgeons, British
Oesophago-Gastric Cancer Group
(2003) Mortality and morbidity in
gastro-oesophageal cancer surgery:
initial results of ASCOT multicentre
prospective cohort study. BMJ
327:1192-1197

. Sano T, Sasako M, Yamamoto S,

Nashimoto A, Kurita A, Hiratsuka M,
Tsujinaka T, Kinoshita T, Arai K,
Yamamura Y, Okajima K (2004) Gas-
tric cancer surgery: morbidity and
mortality results from a prospective
randomized controlled trial comparing
D2 and extended para-aortic lymphad-
enectomy—IJapan Clinical Oncology
Group study 9501. J Clin Oncol
22:2767-2773

. Bottcher K, Siewert JR, Roder JD,

Busch R, Hermanek P, Meyer HJ
(1994) Risiko der chirurgischen

Therapie des Magencarcinoms in
Deutschland. Chirurg 65:298-306

. Isozaki H, Okajima K, Ichinona T, Hara

H, Fujii K, Nomura E (1997) Risk
factors of esophagojejunal anastomotic
leakage after total gastrectomy for
gastric cancer. Hepatogastroenterology
44:1509-1512

. Lang H, Piso P, Stukenborg C, Raab R,

Jahne J (2000) Management and results
of proximal anastomotic leaks in a
series of 1114 total gastrectomies for
gastric carcinoma. Eur J Surg Oncol
26:168-171

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Panieri E, Dent DM (2003) Implica-
tions of anastomotic leakage after total
gastrectomy for gastric carcinoma.

S Afr J Surg 41:66-69

Schardey HM, Joosten U, Finke U,
Staubach KH, Heiss A, Kooistra A,
Rau HG, Nibler R, Ludeling S, Unertl
K, Ruckdeschel G, Exner H, Schildberg
FW (1997) The prevention of anasto-
motic leakage after total gastrectomy
with local decontamination. A pro-
spective, randomized, double-blind,
placebo-controlled multicenter trial.
Ann Surg 225:172—-180

Schardey HM, Kramling HJ, Cramer C,
Kusenack U, Hadersbeck J, Schildberg
FW (1998) Risk factors and pathogenic
microorganisms in patients with insuf-
ficient esophagojejunostomy after gas-
trectomy. Zentralbl Chir 123:46-52
Seufert RM, Schmidt-Matthiesen A,
Beyer A (1990) Total gastrectomy and
oesophagojejunostomy—a prospective
randomized trial of hand-sutured versus
mechanically stapled anastomoses.

Br J Surg 77:50-52

Yasuda K, Shiraishi N, Adachi Y,
Inomata M, Sato K, Kitano S (2001)
Risk factors for complications follow-
ing resection of large gastric cancer.
Br J Surg 88:873-877

Zilling T, Olseen P, Walther BS (1997)
Prediction of hospital stay after total
gastrectomy. Anticancer Res 17:1355—
1359



516

17.

18.

19.

Meyer L, Steinert R, Nowak L, Gellert
K, Ludwig K, Saeger D, Gastinger I,
Lippert H (2005) Prospektive Multi-
zenterstudie zur Chirurgie des Magen-
karzinoms—ein Beitrag zur klinischen
Versorgungsforschung. Zentralbl Chir
130:97-105

Hansson LE, Ekstrom AM, Bergstrom
R, Nyren O (2000) Surgery for stomach
cancer in a defined Swedish population:
current practices and operative results.
Swedish Gastric Cancer Study Group.
Eur J Surg 166:787-795

Markus B, Pinter G (2001) Partial
versus total gastrectomy in the surgical
treatment of stomach cancer. Magy Seb
54:361-367

20.

21.

22.

23.

Meyer Ch, Lozach P, Rohr S, Topar P,
Youssef C, French Association of Sur-
gery (2002) Gastric cancer: the French
survey. Acta Gastroenterol Belg
65:161-165

Seulin P, Carrere N, Bloom E, Pradere
B, Tap G, Gouzi JL (2000) Stomach
cancer: have changes in surgical strat-
egy influenced the results? 20-Year
retrospective study. Ann Chir 125:131—
136

Bozzetti F, Gavazzi C, Miceli R, Rossi
N, Mariani L, Cozzaglio L, Bonfanti G,
Piacenza S (2000) Perioperative total
parenteral nutrition in malnourished,
gastrointestinal cancer patients: a ran-
domized, clinical trial. J Parenter
Enteral Nutr 24:7-14

Braga M, Gianotti L, Radaelli G,
Vignali A, Mari G, Gentilini O, Di
Carlo V (1999) Perioperative immuno-
nutrition in patients undergoing cancer
surgery: results of a randomized dou-
ble-blind phase 3 trial. Arch Surg
134:428-433

24.

25.

26.

Ikeda K, Kimura Y, Iwaya T, Aoki K,
Otsuka K, Nitta H, Ogawa M, Sato N,
Ishida K, Saito K (2004) Perioperative
nutrition for gastrointestinal surgery.
Nippon Geka Gakkai Zasshi 105:218—
222

Gianotti L, Braga M, Nespoli L,
Radaelli G, Beneduce A, Di Carlo V
(2002) A randomized controlled trial of
preoperative oral supplementation with
a specialized diet in patients with gas-
trointestinal cancer. Gastroenterology
122:1763-1770

Zazzo JF (2004) Preoperative screening
and nutritional support of nutritional
deficiencies. Ann Chir 129:323-331



	Insufficiency risk of esophagojejunal anastomosis after total abdominal gastrectomy for gastric carcinoma
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Patients and methods
	Statistics

	Results
	Discussion
	References




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


