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The Comparison of Open and Laparoscopic Appendectomy

Seung-Hui Cheon - Seog Ki Min - Hyeon Kook Lee - Woon Sup Han*
Department of Surgery and Pathology,* College of Medicine, Ewha Womans University

Objectives : The purpose of study is to compare the laparoscopic appendectomy with the open
appendectomy in the clinical outcomes.

Methods : From March 2001 to June 2004, a total 118 appendectomy were retrospectively revie-
wed. These were comprised of 57 laparoscopic appendectomy (LLA), and 61 open appendectomy
(OA) selected by random method among 1193 open appendectomy cases during same period.
Hospital stay, length of operation times, recovery of bowel function, postoperative complication,
postoperative pain, pathologic classification were compared in both groups.

Results : The operation times were 68.6 minutes (LA) and 51.6 minutes (OA), respectively (p=
0.021) . There were no statistical differences in the duration of hospital stay, recovery of bowel
function, complication rate, although LA group trend the shorter duration of the hospital stay,
faster recovery of bowel function and low rate of complication than OA group. The patient’s
satisfaction was higher in LA group than OA because of the operation wound scar.

Conclusions : The LA was no difference clinical outcomes except operation time as compared
with OA. LA, however, may be have the merit of minimal invasive surgery and satisfaction of
patient. So, LA method is attractive option for the management of appendicitis.

KEY WORDS ' Laparoscopic appendectomy - Laparoscopic surgery - Appendectomy.
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Table 1. Age and sex distribution between laparosco-
pic appendectomy (LA) group and open ap-
pendectomy (OA) group

91 J% A= é’.ﬂﬁ *¢-°l g E’M_ﬁlf%?_%l_%i_?—% A
st §

LAgroup  OA group

Characteristics (N=57) (n=61) p-value
Age(mean'SD)  35:+150 30119.0
<20 8(14.0%) 21(34.4%)
20 16(26.3%) 12(19.7%)
30y 16(28.1%)  10(16.4%) 0191
401l 8(14.0%) 8(13.1%)
504 5( 8.8%) 5( 8.2%)
60> 5( 8.8%) 5( 8.2%)
Sex
Male 23(40.4%)  32(52.5%) 0.188
Female 34(59.6%)  29(47.5%)

* : chi-square test
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Table 2. Comparision of patient outcomes between LA group and OA group

LA group (n=57)7

OA group (n=61)*

Characteristics (mean=SD) (mean+SD) p-value *
Hospital stay (day) 45+ 238 51* 2.89 0.273
Operation time (min) 68.6:30.28 56.6+35.08 0.021
Passage of flatus (POD***) 1.3+ 0.61 1.4+ 0.92 0.432
Soft diet start day (POD***) 23+ 1.08 24+ 1.29 0.789
Analgesics use** 1.6+ 1.59 1.2+ 1.41 0.246

* . Independent student T test, #x :

Total number of injection of analgesics, *#* :

Postoperative day, T : Laparo-

scopic appendectomy group, T : Open appendectomy group

Table 3. Comparison of postoperative complication and pathologic classification between LA group and OA group

LA group (n=57)**

OA group (n=61)***

Characteristics N (%) N(%) p-value*
Postoperative complication
No 54(94.7) 55(90.2)
Yes 3(53) 6( 98 0.493
Intestinal obstruction 1(1.8) 0](0))
Wound infection 2( 3.5) 4( 6.6)
Urinary retention 00} 2( 3.3)
Pathologic classification
Nonperforated appendix 53(93.0) 54(88.5)
Normal appendix 2( 3.5) 2( 3.3)
Suppurative 41(71.9) 47(77.0) 0.531
Gangrenous 9(15.8) 4( 6.6)
Other pathology 118t 1Ciet
Perforated appendix 4 7.0) 7(11.5)

: Fisher's exact test, =+ : Laparoscopic appendectomy group, *+* : Open appendectomy group, T : Fibrotic op-

pendlx F : Chronic inflammation of serosa
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