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Letter to Editor:
Regarding the article by Krishnamurthy et al. on 60 laryn-

gectomized patients with prosthetic voice rehabilitation (Mar. 9
issue) [1], 82% of patients preserve successful trachea-
esophageal speech. These data agree with the existing literature
[2]. What’s striking about the obtained results is the excellent
mean device life-time (16 months), which is much higher than
the one shown in the literature in general [3], as well as in the
most recent articles [4, 5] that place the cipher in 2–4 months.
This is a fact that the authors themselves highlight in their own
review. Perhaps this is due to the extreme values shown (1–
42months), and it may bemore convenient to show themedian.
In any case, the fact of not explaining the statistical methodol-
ogy does not allow us to check if these results are adequate.

To confirm how these results were obtained, it would
be convenient to know what type of statistical analysis
was carried out. The existence of a follow-up with a wide
range (1–50 months) could cause an important bias if the
different times were not weighted. An explanation of how
the devices’ survival was valued, perhaps by Cox regres-
sion or by Kaplan Meyer curves, is necessary. Likewise,
the ordinary regression models do not take into account
the time, so a special type of analysis such as a binomial
or a Poisson model should have been used with the ob-
jective of controlling the effect of follow-up time. Another
aspect to take into account is the motive of replacement,

which is an aspect not included in this work.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

The author declares that he has no conflict of interest.

References

1. Krishnamurthy A, Khwajamohiuddin S (2018) Analysis of factors
affecting the longevity of voice prosthesis following total laryngec-
tomy with a review of literature. Indian J Surg Oncol 9(1):39–45

2. González Poggioli N, Herranz González-Botas J, Vázquez Barro JC,
Novoa Juiz V, Martínez Vidal J (2007) Fístulas fonatorias hoy. Acta
Otorrinolaringol Esp 58(3):110–112

3. Lorenz KJ (2015) The development and treatment of periprosthetic
leakage after prosthetic voice restoration. A literature review and
personal experience part I: the development of periprosthetic leak-
age. Eur Arch Otorhinolaryngol 272(3):641–659

4. Mayo-Yáñez M, Cabo-Varela I, Dovalo-Carballo L, Calvo-
Henríquez C, Martínez-Morán A, Herranz González-Botas J
(2018) Provox 2® and Provox Vega® device life-time: a case-
crossover study with multivariate analysis of possible influential
factors and duration. Eur Arch Otorhinolaryngol 275:1827–1830.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-018-5008-2

5. Serra A, Spinato G, Spinato R, Conti A, Licciardello L, Di Luca M
et al (2017) Multicenter prospective crossover study on new pros-
thetic opportunities in post-laryngectomy voice rehabilitation. J Biol
Regul Homeost Agents 31(3):803–809

* Miguel Mayo-Yáñez
miguelmmy@gmail.com

1 Otorhinolaryngology – Head and Neck Surgery Department,
Complexo Hospitalario Universitario A Coruña (CHUAC), 15006 A
Coruña, Galicia, Spain

2 Clinical Research in Medicine, International Center for Doctorate
and Advanced Studies (CIEDUS), Universidade de Santiago de
Compostela (USC), 15782 Santiago de Compostela, Galicia, Spain

Indian Journal of Surgical Oncology (March 2019) 10(1):219
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13193-018-0831-x

Analysis of Factors Affecting the Longevity of Voice Prosthesis Following
Total Laryngectomy with a Review of Literature

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s13193-018-0831-x&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1829-6597
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-018-5008-2
mailto:miguelmmy@gmail.com

	Analysis of Factors Affecting the Longevity of Voice Prosthesis Following Total Laryngectomy with a Review of Literature
	References


