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Coblation versus monopolar electrocautery for
tonsillectomy : a meta-analysis

BIN Xiang ,ZHOU Yong, LU Shui-hong
( Department of Otolaryngology - Head and Neck Surgery ,the First Affiliated Hospital , Guangxi Medical University , Nan-
ning 530021, China)

Abstract:  Objective To evaluate the efficiency, effect and safety of coblation tonsillectomy compared with
monopolar electrocautery tonsillectomy through meta-analysis. Methods Randomized controlled trials ( RCT )
comparing coblation with monopolar electrocautery tonsillectomy or adenotonsillectomy were searched from Pubmed,
Embase , Cochrane Library and Chinese databases. Outcome indexes included postoperative hemorrhage , postoperative
pain, operative time, intraoperative blood loss and recovery condition. RevMan 5.2 software was used for statistical
analysis. Results 10 RCTs (n =716) met the eligibility criteria. Meta-analysis illustrated that the two groups were
similar in terms of postoperative hemorrhage [ OR =1.02,95% CI(0.51,2.03) ]. No significant differences were
found in operative time [ SMD =0.60,95% CI( -0.08,1.28) ], intraoperative blood loss [ SMD =0.34,95%
CI( -0.02,0.69) ] and postoperative pain [ SMD = - 0. 55,95% CI( —1.19,0.08 ) ]. Coblation was
associated with quick diet recovery, yet activity recovery was similar in two groups. Conclusions  Patients with
coblation tonsillectomy seem to have quicker diet recovery than those with monopolar electrocautery. Compared with
monopolar electrocautery tonsillectomy , coblation does not appear to decrease the postoperative hemorrhage rate,
intraoperative blood loss and postoperative pain.
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K1 PASCHRAYHEL TR

. No. of patients(n) mean age(y) followup adult/ bilateral/ tousillectomy/
No. first anthor year country . . .
CT ET CT ET (d) child unilateral adenotonsillectomy

1 Shah, U. K. 2002 USA 17 17 5.2 5.4 10 child bilateral adenotonsillectomy
2 Stoker, K. E. 2004 USA 44 45 6 6 16 child bilateral adenotonsillectomy
3 Littlefield. 2006 USA 17 17 NA NA 14 adult unilateral tonsillectomy

4 Noordzij. 2006 USA 48 48 22 22 14 adult unilateral tonsillectomy

5 Parsons, S. P 2006 USA 47 43 9.5 10.1 10 child bilateral adenotonsillectomy
6 Tan,A. K. L 2006 SG 29 38 27 25.2 21 adult bilateral adenotonsillectomy
7 Magdy 2008 EG 20 20 22.9 22.9 15 adult bilateral adenotonsillectomy
8 D’ Eredita, R. 2010 T 32 32 6.1 5.6 10 child bilateral adenotonsillectomy
9 Jones 2011 USA 61 61 10 10 14 child unilateral adenotonsillectomy
10 Parker,N. P 2011 USA 40 40 NA NA 14 child bilateral adenotonsillectomy

{1 : CT; coblation ; ET ; electrocautery ; NA ; not available ; UK ; United Kingdom ; USA ; United states ; SG ; Singapore ; EG ; Egypt ; IT ; Italy.

R2 YA BT A

No. year first author country random allocation pat-ient aSS(?SSOI" complete  selected ntber arade
sequence  concealmen blind blind result report bias
1 2002 Shah, U. K. USA unclear unclear yes unclear yes no no B
2 2004 Stoker, K. E USA yes yes yes no yes no no A
3 2005 Littlefield USA no no yes yes yes no no C
4 2006 Tan,A. K. L SG yes yes yes yes no no no A
5 2006 Parsons, S. P USA unclear unclear yes unclear yes no no B
6 2006 Noordzij USA unclear unclear yes no unclear no no B
7 2008 Magdy EG yes yes yes yes yes no no A
8 2010 D’ Eredita, R. IT yes yes yes yes yes no no A
9 2011 Parker,N. P USA no no yes no yes no no C
10 2011 Jones USA yes yes yes yes unclear no no B

1 : USA ; United states ; SG ; Singapore ; IT; Italy ; EG ; Egypt
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Coblation  Electrocaurtery Odds Ratio Weight Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total M-H,Fixed,95%CI (%) M-H, Fixed,95%CI
2002Shah,U.K. 1 17 0 17 2.8 3.18[0.12,83.76]
2004Stoker,K.E 4 44 2 45 ] 11.1 2.15[0.37,12.39]
2005Littlefield 1 17 2 17 — 11.6 0.47[0.04,5.72]
2006Noordzij 1 48 3 48 — 1 18.2 0.32[0.03,3.18]
2006Parsons,S. 1 47 2 43 - 1 12.6 0.45[0.04,5.10]
2006Tan,A.K.L. 2 29 0 38 * 2.5 7.00[0.32,151.63]
2008Magdy 0 20 0 20 Not estimable
2010D’ Eredita,R. 1 32 2 32 — 1 12.0 0.48[0.04,5.62]
2011Jones 4 61 4 61 S 23.1 1.00[0.24,4.19]
2011Parker,N.P 1 40 1 40 6.0 1.00[0.06,16.56]
Total (95%Cl) 355 361 100.0 1.02[0.51,2.03]
Total events 16 16

Heterogeneity:Chi?=4.82,df=8 (P=0.78);~=0% "
Test for overall effect: Z=0.06 (P=0.95) 0.01
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Coblation Electrocaurtery Std.Mean Difference Weight Std.Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total IV,Random,95%CI (%) 1V,Random,95%CI
2006Noordzij 3.32 0.1 48 339 0.1 48 k 265 -0.69]-1.11,-0.28]
2006Parsons,S.P 3.27 1.42 47 43 21 43 i 26.3  -0.57[-1.00,-0.15]
2006Tan,A.K.L. 36 14 29 31 12 38 ) 25.3 0.38[-0.10,0.87]
2008Magdy 3.93 098 20 5.7 141 20 ' 21.8  -1.43[-2.13,-0.73]
144 149 100.0 -0.55[-1.19,0.08]

Total(95%C) -100 -50 0 50 100

Heterogeneity:Tau?=0.35;Chi*>=20.27,
df=3(P=0.0001);=85%
Test for overall effect; Z=1.70(P=0.09)

&3

2.3.3 FARarE BT ASCEA 1T 540
BE VI BR R 2, A 47 e Bk A B AE 1R U0 B R 35
TE Meta 43 1 Hr , i Bk 4 D10 R AR It k44 it A K
YIRS 06 43 0 S8 . 3 R ScHk T RE T
i Bk A B A A 1) B T T IR, A R A SRR B
F AR T T AR B ) 22 5 41t 2% 8 [ SMD
=0.60,95% CI( —0.08,1.28)] (& 4).
3 R Al e B R D R R B 2 g R

Favours coblation Favours electrocautery

UNERSE NG

T8 s A AR IR R AR D) R R B i I I 0% SRR P sk
Z GRS, R REREFT Meta 23 #r, R FH $ 34 4
Sy, o — B 5" 4R R % B T Ak AR ) B R
- 27 F- AR (] L B AR L T DI BR R 24K 2 min , 55
4 ABFgE R OR W TR I ] 22 R R ST
X 23 b Meta 7387 Sofii i Vo0 A 45 L, 25
555 HACHR T e 6 R DD BROR BT 75 TR (] B
B, 2RILGEE L

-39 .



o [ - G A TR AR A 3

5520 %
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Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Std.Mean Difference
1V, Random,95%ClI

Weight Std.Mean Difference
(%) IV,Random,95%ClI

2002Shah,U.K. 23.8 79 17 16.2 32 17 al 28.0 1.23[0.49,1.97]

2004Stoker,K.E 227135 44 23 11.7 45 u 36.2 -0.02[-0.44,0.39]

2006Parsons,S.P  28.913.5 47 21 6.7 43 0 35.9 0.73[0.30,1.15]
108 105 100.0 0.60[-0.08,1.28]

Total (95%Cl) } } } |

Heterogeneity: Tau?=0.29;Chi’>=10.84, -100 -50 0 50 100

df=2(P=0.004) ; P=82%
Test for overall effect;:Z=1.72(P=0.09)
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Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total

Std.Mean Difference
IV, Fixed,95%CI

Weight Std.Mean Difference
(%) IV, Fixed,95%ClI

2004Shah,U.K 90.9 353 17 83.8 46.4 17
2006Parsons,S.P 215 326 47 11.3 12.8 43

64 60
Total (95%Cl)

Heterogeneity:Chi?=0.33,df=1(P=0.56);/*=0%
Test for overall effect:Z=1.86(P=0.06)
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