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Abstract: Objective To investigate the effect of early enteral nutrition combined with parenteral nutrition on patients
received pancreaticoduodenectomy. Methods A retrospective analysis of 222 patients who underwent
pancreaticoduodenectomy at Nanjing Drum Tower Hospital from January 2012 to November 2018 was conducted.
According to different feeding methods, patients were divided into two groups: early enteral nutrition combined with
parenteral nutrition group (EEN+PN group, n=141) and total parenteral nutrition group ( TPN group, n=81). The
nutritional indicator, liver function at 1 day before operation and 6 days after operation, postoperative complications and
hospital stay were compared between the two groups. Results Compared with TPN group, the decrease difference of
prealbumin (PAB) in EEN+PN group was statistically significant ( P<0.05). Total bilirubin (TB) and direct bilirubin
(DB) in EEN+PN group decreased significantly on the 6th day after operation (P<0.01). The hospital stay in EEN+PN
group was significantly shortened (P<0.05). The infection complications in EEN+PN group were less than those in TPN
group (41.8% vs 65.4% , P<0.05). The delayed gastric emptying rate and hyperglycemia rate in EEN+PN group were
lower than those in TPN group (P<0.05). Conclusion Early enteral nutrition combined with parenteral nutrition can
significantly improve the liver function of patients after operation, reduce infection and delayed gastric emptying, and

shorten the postoperative hospital stay.
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Tab. 1 Comparison of general data between two groups

) TPN EEN+PN 4
WA @:8% (n:l4l)ﬂ X2/ P
PR B/ 2, ) 49/32 93/48 0.814 0.417
AR (4 xxs) 51.9+12.4 514117 0.360 0.971
ARBTE I ( %) 77.8 81.6 0.463  0.496
A Hi4F ENBD( %) 55.6 48.2 1.106  0.293
ARAGMELLE I (g/L,x+s)  11.4£1.3 11.7+1.5  1.508 0.349
RAEEA (gL, x%s) 37.6£2.7  36.9:4.5  1.639 0.967

337.2+63.5 312.9+53.1 3.055 0.765
625.3£254.9 676.3+191.8 1.688 0.367

FARI[E] (min, x£s)
FAR B ML (ml,75)

HiM.(%) 29.6 32.1 0.125 0.723
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AT B 23 40
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FAG T, A2 WE (5.0 g/ke) FIIE D 3L R0 69 L B
20 1, AB 2R UE R bm o B ot 7L 710 (20% 2L 77, 55K
5.5 ml/kg, KBE =P H M - PEE=BEH MO 1 1,48
FZl, PEVESR) o BERARA 1.5 g &L/ kg, L
i b T 3RAS 10 2 A 2 B TR T T ( 20% V5 W, 4 i il
2y, P EVTH) 4525, MAREEEARES AL
B354 501.6 kJ/g (120.0 keal/g) o WHANEFR HE
ST T e PN 2 WY B Sl T P 1 7 R g - R LN
FEHATIRE . SRR BRNTFLA EATE S e T 4
ARAHEEICE MRS YRS OBk ES T
HEFARIGH 3 K2 4 K, — B IniBhaek &, i
A B DR R IR RK AL S P A I

FARARUEHE B Tgnjatovie 257 HVR (A7 vk T 45
HENERBEAT . AMRREE AR AR R 09 75 1547 PD F-
Ko RJg, irfs B MR A=



- 178 - FEIGE ARG 2023 452 HE5 36 %55 2] Chin J Clin Res, February 2023, Vol.36, No.2

EEN+PN 4R {4 MU B 5@ B . 55w
HARGERUG KRBT AE SN B A S B T 8 528
FFRE (10F, 21 3 75 W21 24, far 22 ) D S s 1) 255 Ji i
HAEE A 20~25 em, HHE B35 M0 B EBUE S 8
FE G,

AW T, BF AR E hy 46.3 ~ 86.9 kg, -1
62.3 kg, 7£ EEN+PN Zirh BB RF P M4 T
WETE. RJFH 1 RIFMRE A 82 & i d 100 ml
5% FHEEAL BN S (GNS) 5 565 2 KA 500 ml
5%GNS; 55 3 RIFUEZ T 250 ml H 3 47 (500 keal/
500 ml, 213 75 3 1 25, ff %) F1 250 ml 5% GNS; 45
4 RYEAS00 ml H 7555 5 KFEA 1000 ml 7
T1o NEE 3 RITUG AR A B IR F i g o 8
FEMIEL 7, PN AT EN () S B 5 0B K 125.4 kl/kg
(30.0 keal/kg) . 55 6 RiF1EMINE 3%, & @S A
7R B ST AR e K (B K 30 ml/kg) o 5
7T RIFIRE VIR, YA T 32 1 IR B O IREEA
R 1000 keal/d B {5 11 N E 5%

1.3 MEIAF  FARET 1 RAARGE 6 K REHIK
FFZIMAE . WAL NA B0 =355 (1) EFRAEX
VRS AFE VS H A E (ALB) (BT 2 H (PAB) &
BEE(TP) B8 E H (TF) A1 T 4 J 31 %L
(TLC), ALB PAB.TP F1 TF ] A shA: k43 HrA% ( H
37 7600) M E o %4 2 i 48 j 53 A A A T 2
T, TS E RS A (PNI) 5 PNI=5xTLC
(10°/L) +F1 8 M (g/L) . PNI IF % {H>50, <40 Ky
FAR . AP AATA(g/d)= [ EHBREA
H(g/y)/6.25 | - [ IR RZE (g/24 h)/2.14+3 (g,
RERAZEE D LR E) 1. (2) JFIREITAL, 2
FEDUE Mg SNLLE (TB) ML (DB) (N4
MRS RS (ALT) (K[ TZF R A SL LA (AST)
FFLIR MG Z B (LDH) . JF T fg B H 3l A 4k 43 X
(H57.7600) M5E . (3) PD ARJFIFAGER AL, 1% 1R
Clavien-Dindo 43%% , X TR I I B AE AT T 481t
FAME™ o M~ VI R BA N R E A,
PEFN DGE J&AK 35 [ P J B 78 FBHAfF 58 41 ( International
Study Group of Pancreatic Surgery,ISGPS) il 5 I i€ X
PRUESTY S FRIET R A B AR T Bk B
30 dNFET . AR JS BE DI K AR B I R RE 30 d
ICF BT 30 d INAIFFABETE ML

1.4 sit® %k RH SPSS 23.0 44784 o
Mo TR PRI xs Fom o A LSRR HISTAR AR ¢

Krmr o 4 IE A 5340 AR AN B Sz B, 28 18] b AR
Mann-Whitney %% . THECFENL n (%) R, AR
BERFX® Kgek, Fisher BUIMER . P<0.05 % 5F
EENES -8

2 5 R

2.1 MmABHRAMEIIFE P4 TP . TF . PNI F
RHTIG A 27T g2 X (P>0.05) , 5 PD R
Hi 1 dAHEE , R4 TE PD J5565 6 X TP TF \PNI G
B F R (P>0.05), TPN 41 PAB B i F & (P<
0.05) ;5 TPN 41 H4% , EEN+PN 4 PAB T [ i o7
R, ZFAGIFE L (P<0.05) o T2 & - ] 4
MIMAEARSG 6 d, WA 22 R TG 2#E L (P>0.05),
W2,

22 MR WARFIF IR 2R TSR
THFE L (P>0.05) . 5ARMAT1 d e, gl R
J545 6 K ALT AST . TB .DB LDH ¥ i &AL ( P<
0.05), EEN+PN #{ & #& R J5 TB DB ¥ i % %k
(P<0.01), 5 TPN @44 #H [, EEN+PN 41 /) ALT,
TB.DB.LDH FEEMEE K, ZERA%ITEE XL
(P<0.05), PR AST 2 % T Ge it 2= X (P>
0.05), W3 3,

2.3 sk R Joliat 2R T —Fh PD 5 1 E
JERAER TG 4y, 2 4 51 T4 PD RJ5 &
BLIFAAE I TN KBS P43, PRALAE 4 B TE S |22
FIEGI2EE L (P>0.05)

EEN+PN 25 TPN 41 AR J5 B i 0] 22 56 Se it
FEEN(P<0.05), W5, 0Jb 12 il F T 7o
B IR FAR BT JE PR R 0 (TPN 41
1 571 EEN+PN 20 2 4] ) , w301t i (TPN 25 1 451 0
EEN+PN 21 2 f5i]) , B3 ( TPN 4 v 2 {5 Fil EEN+
PN #( 2 f4i)) F iz #HBH (TPN 2H 1 5] F1 EEN+PN 25 1
1) o AW FE R A BE B K R B A BH (TPN 21 2 {4,
EEN+PN 2 2 f5i] ) F1JlH4 ¢ (TPN 41 1 5], EEN+PN
24,

55 TPN £H(65.4% ) ¥, , EEN+PN £H (41.8% ) Ji&
YuIFRAE KA B AR (P<0.01) ., EEN+PN 4
DGE FI7 i3 B 5 f#& AR ( P<0.05) . EEN+PN 4047
37 B 53 EAH S IF LT AR IR TS I K AR B2
I o IR SR AR I T 3 S ek 12 i oA e O B B2 T 2
Wi, B 1 BlfE ki N asR . TPN 416 1 6k
SR OCH I AGE . W3R 6,



r I RS

2023 4E 2 A5 36 %% 2] Chin J Clin Res, February 2023, Vol.36, No.2

- 179 -

K2 PHEFRMEIEIR LR (3xs)
Tab. 2 Comparison of nutrition-related data between the two groups  (x+s)

A 431 1k AR 1d AR 6 K ZEH(H 1 R4 6 K)
TP(g/L) TPN 24 81 63.87+7.59 63.08+7.37 0.79+5.69

EEN+PN Z 141 64.25+7.13 63.97+6.92 0.28+2.52
PAB(mg/L) TPN 2 81 195.41+65.24 115.63+71.62% 79.78+23.52

EEN+PN #H 141 171.35+63.10 163.37+62.79 7.98+50.22"
TF(g/L) TPN 24 81 2.81+£3.71 2.14+2.68 0.73+£3.66

EEN+PN # 141 2.75+£3.73 2.16x£2.72 0.59+3.69
PNI TPN 2 81 51.42+9.07 50.03+8.27 1.39+7.84

EEN+PN 21 141 51.94+8.16 50.68+9.70 1.26+9.46
AT (g/d) TPN 24 81 15.31+6.14

EEN+PN £ 141 16.26+7.92

0 5ARFT 1 d A, *P<0.05; 5 TPN 40 L4k, " P<0.05,
®3 MU RIRIRRI LR ()
Tab. 3 Comparison of liver function data between the two groups (xs)

i H 4151 % A1 d ARJFH 6 K ZEH 1 R-5 6 K)
ALT(uw/L) TPN 24 81 141.3+47.2 84.7+43.6" 56.6+45.9
EEN+PN 24 141 147.6+40.3 80.2+39.1° 67.4+£39.7¢
AST(uw/'L) TPN 24 81 98.2+35.6 57.5+32.7° 40.7+27.5
EEN+PN 2§ 141 104.2+42.6 65.3+37.8" 38.9+23.4
TB( wmol/L) TPN 44 81 110.7+35.6 65.4+30.5° 45.3+£32.0
EEN+PN 24 141 113.2+39.8 47.1+36.4° 66.1+£37.6°
DB( wmol/L) TPN 24 81 77.1+31.6 39.2+28.3" 37.9+25.2
EEN+PN 2§ 141 82.6+34.5 23.2+18.7" 59.4+27.3¢
LDH (u/L) TPN 41 81 315.7+87.9 253.2+101.7* 62.5£49.5
EEN+PN 2] 141 334.6+103.2 209.4+87.1° 125.2+68.7¢

W 5ARNT 1 d A, 2 P<0.05,"P<0.01; 5 TPN 41 H#%, ©P<0.05,

R4 WL PD ARJE FZIF AR B9 T KU P

(i)

Tab. 4 Predictive risk score of main complications after

RS ARG L

Tab. 5 Comparison of postoperative situation between

PD between the two groups (case) the two groups

. TPN#4l  EEN+PN#4l ) . TPN 241 EEN+PN# )

YA (n=81) (n=141) XM PH HH (n=81) (n=141) X7/t1H PE

I i S Jpig i 49 96 1300 0.253 ﬁ?xfﬁ[ (%) ]
TR 32 45 G 28(34.6) 56(39.7)

s

[ A >3 mm 58 106 0340 0.560 1% 39(48.1) 49(34.8)
<3 mm 23 35 I % 33(40.7) 40(28.4)

N = g

A <700 ml 64 107 0284 0.504 Ma 2% 12(14.8) 24(17.0) io17 0377
=700 ml 17 34 b % 5(6.2)  11(7.8)

X EPREEE 1 2R 37 72 Va2 0 0

SRSy %% 39 62 0.640  0.726 Vb %% 0 0
11§24 5 7 VL (3ET) 0 0

RS IT4 0~3 % 28 51 ZRFRH(%) ] 5(6.2)  7(5.0)  0.147  0.702
4~7 4y 26 42 0320 0.956 B A HABELB(%) ] 3(3.7)  4(2.8)  0.127  0.722
8~114) 23 39 ' ' AJG AL ] (d,7+5) 17.2+5.2  13.3x4.5 5875  0.047
12~15 4% 4 9
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RO MHAREIFIIEM AR LR [H1(%) ]
Tab. 6 Comparison of postoperative complications

between the two groups [ case( %) ]

o INE BN g
SR I R RE 53(65.4)  59(41.8) 5796  0.002
JHERE A 2t 1(1.2) 2(1.4)

B 2% 2(2.5) 4(2.8)  0.000  1.000

C% 0 0
Yok 12(14.8) 13(9.2)  1.612  0.027
U5 I I fe 9(11.1) 8(5.7)  2.151 0.034
JiliEE3 6(7.4) 11(7.8)  0.011 0.915
fin 4 5(6.2) 4(2.8) 0739  0.039
PR 4(4.9) 7(5.0)  0.000  0.933
i ¢ 10(12.3) 8(5.7)  3.074  0.048
SR R M AE 4(4.9) 2(1.4) 1270  0.026
TH A0 H o 4(4.9) 5(3.5)  0.023  0.879
JIE s L1 5(6.2) 6(4.3)  0.098  0.755
DGE 14(17.3) 9(6.4)  6.583  0.010
15 A B SRR T R AE
ik 0 9(6.4)
E?E g 1?;;2:: 25.506  <0.001
MK It 0 3(2.1)
e IR 13(16.0) 8(5.7) 6.467 0.011
3 it it

IV AR G 5 B HEAR R IERY ARG Stk
JRERR A RS IE £ R E, FEURE TR AR,
HUAEFEA R AT BB & 5 30 PD RJ5 & A IF & 5E
EHER Tz " RSB RE  F
KA R, M AEEC KA P REENERA
R 5 PD TR KR, A ARG E 5 R
BEEARIGE 6 KX TP TF PNI JCHH I T [, HIt,
PRl AR 8 SR SRRk 2 R 3 AR A 25 1, b E
AT LAREARBE T 3 R A0 KU, 46 J A Be s 7]

Bl N RS AR (ERAS) B 2%, B T F R &
R R AN, B A B S SRl & 5 AT
B KA IaIAS a2 X i T AN I 3 £ 7 A — Qi
NG . DFRE R AR B RS Sl TR &
PR B 53 W6, TN OR BV L B R YY AR, BT
SU AT B TR A3 i A AR 4, IR fE i R sl
JIRHERE i PD AR5 KIIES AR 45 5) 8 i 52 i R
ORI SO EE T . RJE R O R SR E
SR UE IR A, HAT B ORI 18 Bt i R g IR
PERAEEEN o R, B S I BR AR DR R
FRARME TR S0 EL (1) BE 18 AN S4B, iR 0] EN
BERRIRAX— AR, DFFERM, AJE R0 E 5L

FRRRA WER), H EN M T TPN fE 2 H ., —
gl A 8 T A B P R AL B () Meta 20 AT B
HHH EN 0] /DR 5 WOURE 55 3 & 5 19 & A2 %, Ik
SERETE R AR A D aat . Rk, 5%
HNEFEAR L, ARG H R N B SR BB BRI R A
D AEBERT R R, BN 20 HEZS 1R s R 5 iR
AT RAE . AN, EN [ TPN 222V &5, ik
BAEE O SR, RS 4 EN AT RE ST RIS TE E
JHK IS R 255 FAE , 36 S0 R B A A e B8 A 38 g
TR, B2 S E EN gt k-7 B, Ak R
N BRGNS R ZE LN ERELHMARE
BREIF. AR, 5 TPN 4 i, EEN+
PN 20 R Y - e & A 538 Bt AR, AR 5 3 Bt B 1]
A0, U BH IR g TN B SR SRR A T B 3R T 4 R
HRESE BTl 7R RS A A BT T, EEN+PN 44
PAB 5 TPN 4 AH LE T B0 BE B8/, 42 R B EN (1)
BEREEFRRES L N DaevEAS 77 18, Ir A
PD ##F ARJ5 ALT AST TB DB LDH ¥ i &, {H
EEN+PN 21 TB i DB () B2 B 5 TPN 28 5 i B
b, AR BIEA EH EN BB N B TR HE B E T )
HerIPRA o

DGE /2 PD RJ5# W RIEZ —. BEAEMST
2B, DGE T 857 21| 22 F K &K 1952 ), L5 B5 PR
JEFRIH A S | A B W HEZEEL  PD KRG H s RKF
RE AT B v AN JE 5 S 1Y S th % ok S i 22 S BT F
YRR AR R S R NE s R S ALl T
WM BRI RM, 5 TPN M H EEN BE4 PN i
WA DGE &A=, g Bemf i) > . fEABFSE v,
EEN+PN 41 DGE %A= R0 AKX F TPN 41, 15 B 7 1]
o N B SR SRR YT 1T B TR T HEZS IR AR

AW FATAFAE—E B FRAE : (1) A5 2 B it
P, B — e R R AR S B w45 (2) T
ARG ALY AR BN, A R K
FEARR TG SERE; (3) M EFRAI LR L
—, A Zoufbik

2R LTIk I N E SRS I ANE SR T 2
B F I EFRIROCIT D68, BRGS0 A S HE
2 IEIR B R A AR G B A] . X E TR0
AMER PD B, FLHHEA (0 FH g 8 5 55 1T B B 4
PR S35 o
Rz

S Sk
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