PLas NFARERIRIMEHH RIIZH

WS Y kkE, ZETF
VU1K 24 P BE BE RETE 7R, T 610041

BEEE: 85, Hif: 028-85422465; Mi%: Ify_74@hotmail.com

URHE Y B85 SN T ARBOR f e m AR 8 XL NANBHEOR I R e, H AR
BB AT AR 1032 HI T BRI IR 85 b S si tbas, Hlas A
i et EV A MEE DT IS I & . B4 H AR 1 HLas N iR T7 R
BRBtRE R ey AT B RV BR AR IR 3R I S AR A A HE AT B B

(<8 ] BRARMRE : Hlas NAbRL HBIohEL.

Hai-Jie Hu, Yong-Qiong Zhang, Fu-Yu Li
Department of Biliary Surgery, West China Hospital of Sichuan University, Chengdu
610041, Sichuan Province, China
Corresponding Author: Fu-Yu Li  Tel.: 028-85422465, E-mail: Ify_74
@hotmail.com.

[ Abstract] With the improvement of surgical technique and the development of
laparoscopic and robotic surgery technology, more and more laparoscopic or
robot-assisted surgeries are used in patients with pancreatic cancer. Compared with
the traditional laparoscopic surgery, the robot assisted surgery is expensive, with the

obvious advantages in terms of anastomosis and reconstruction. The author reviewed
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the safety and feasibility of robot assisted surgery in pancreatic cancer so as to
provide a new basis and method for the treatment of pancreatic cancer.
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Buchs 2011 44 33 444+93.5 387+334 45 36.4 18.2 13 93.2
Chalikonda 2012 30 14 476.2 485.8 12 30 6.7 9.79 100.0
Zhou 2011 8 8 718+186 153+43 25 25 16.4+4.1 87.5
Giulianotti 2010 60 45 421 394 11 - 31.7 22.2 91.7
Zeh 2012 50 37 568 350 16 30 22 10.0 89
Lai 2012 20 15 4915+94 247 5 50 35 13.7 73.3
Narula 2010 5 1 420 - 60 0 0 9.6 100
Baker 2015 32 22 527.4+87.7 467 +452.3 15 40.7 7.4 10.1+538 74
Chen 2015 60 38 445 500+200 3.3 35 13.3 20 97.6
Cunninham 2016 96 43 356.6-363.5 150-225 - 18.8 19.7 7.7-6.8 -
Polahco 2016 150 123 515.1+106 300 7.3 - 17.3 9 (4-87) -
Boggi 2016 83 79 527.2+166 - 13.3 735 33.8 17(14-26) 87.5
Macedo 2011 5 4 640 - 20 - - 25.8 (12-52) -
Radhid 2015 21 17 681 200 9.5 428 - 12 100
Boone 2015 200 120 417 +78 250 3.3 67 6.9 9 (7-14) 914
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Waters 2010 17 - 1 298 681 12 18 0 4 10588 100
Kang 2010 20 - 19 258241186  372+3415 - 20 - 71422 8300 -
Daouadi 2013 30 22 2 293+03 150 0 66 46 61+17 - 100
Giulianotti 2010 46 18 23 421 394 65 - 196 9.3 - 100
Duran 2014 16 12 2 315+62 100 125 0 0 8.87 - 100
Lee 2014 37 12 3 213%557 193 38 43" 8 5 (5-8) - 100
Chén 2015 69 15 47 150(120-180) 100(50-200) O 406 246 11666 - 100
Butfurini 2015 22 3 6 265(145-420) - 45 - 50 7 (4-28) - 100
Zufeikat 2013 83 60 - 256+093 50-300 2 723 43 6 (4-12) - 97
Xourafas 2017 200 108 16 243 - 8 37 21 5 (0-36) - -
Lai 2015 17 4 9 2214732 1003 0 471 412 114469 - 100
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