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Abstract
tration discectomy(FD) in the treatment of Lumbar disc herniation(LLDH). Methods: The randomized controlled trials
(RCT) for comparing PTED and FD in the treatment of LDH were retrieved from MEDLINE, EMbase, Pubmed. Co-
chranc library, CBM,CNKI, WANFANG and VIP databases by computer. The related orthopedic documents were col-
lected by manual retrieval, all the dates is rated by NOS Scale (The Newcastle-Ottawa Scale) , the RevMan5. 3 statistical
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Objective: To compare the efficacy of percutaneous transforaminal endoscopic discectomy(PTED) versus fenes-

software(supplied by Cochrane collaboration) was used for conducting the meta analysis. Results: Twenty-one RCTS are
included, involving 1564 patients, in which 839 cases are treated with PTED and 725 cases with FD. To compare the two
surgical methods., PTED has the obvious advantages on Hospital stay, Blood loss, Incision length and bedridden time,
but as a classic surgical method, FD can shorten the operation time. In terms of efficacy evaluation, the VAS indexes of
FD and PTED show no difference, but long-term ODI index of FD is better than that of PTED. It’s thought that PTED
having better final efficacy than FD. Conclusion: Both PTED and FD are the most popular surgical methods, but they
have different characteristics, which can be chose in clinic according to the specific situation.
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