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CURRENT CONCEPTS IN THE MANAGEMENT OF ESOPHAGEAL 
PERFORATIONS: A TWENTY YEAR BULGARIAN EXPERIENCE

Ch. Tsekov, A. Loukova, J. Vanev, K. Petrov, L. Svilenov, K. Kostov and A. Cherveniakov
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Summary. Perforation of the oesophagus remains a challenging clinical problem. A retrospective review was performed of patients 
diagnosed with an oesophageal perforation admitted to the Pirogov Hospital – So  a from 1993 to 2013. Univariate and multivariate logistic 
regression was used to determine which factors had a statistically signi  cant effect on mortality. There were 54 patients; 11 with cervical, 
40 with thoracic, and 3 with abdominal perforations. Fifty one percent of all the perforations were iatrogenic and 33% were spontaneous. 
Multivariate logistic regression analysis revealed that patients with preoperative respiratory failure requiring mechanical ventilation had a 
mortality odds ratio of 32.4 (95% con  dence interval [CI] 3.1 to 272.0), followed by malignant perforations with 20.2 (95% CI 5.4 to 115.6), 
a Charleston comorbidity index of 7.1or greater with 19.6 (95% CI 4.8 to 84.9), the presence of a pulmonary comorbidity with 13.9 (95% 
CI 2.9 to 97.4), and sepsis with 3.1 (95% CI 1.0 to 10.1). A wait time of greater than 24 hours was not associated with an increased risk 
of mortality (p = 0.52). Malignant perforations, sepsis, mechanical ventilation at presentation, a higher overall burden of comorbidity, and 
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a pulmonary comorbidity have a signi  cant impact on the overall survival. Time to treatmentis not as important. Restoration of intestinal 
continuity, either by primary repair or by excision and reanastomosis can be attempted even in patients with a greater time from perforation 
to treatment with respectable morbidity and mortality rates.
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