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Meta-analysis of efficacy of extraperitoneal versus
transperitoneal colostomy following laparoscopic
Miles’operation for rectal cancer

FAN Yiyi, SUN Mingming, DANG Shengchun
(Department of General Surgery, the Affiliated Hospital, Jiangsu University, Zhenjiang, Jiangsu 212001, China)

Abstract Objective: To compare the efficacy of extraperitoneal and transperitoneal colostomy after laparoscopic Miles’
procedure.

Methods: The clinical studies comparing the efficacy of extraperitoneal and transperitoneal colostomy after
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laparoscopic Miles’ operation publicly published before August 2017 were collected by searching several

national and international databases. Meta-analysis was performed on relevant variables by using RevMan 5.3

Results: A total of 15 studies involving 1 162 patients were included, with 615 cases in extraperitoneal group and
547 cases in transperitoneal group. The results of pooled Meta-analysis showed that except the increased incidence
of stomal edema (OR=5.19, 95% CI=2.15-12.53, P=0.0002), the incidence of parastomal hernia (OR=0.10,
95% CI=0.04-0.22, P<0.00001), incidence of stoma necrosis (OR=0.37, 95% CI=0.16-0.86, P=0.02), incidence
of stoma prolapse (OR=0.22, 95% CI=0.09-0.57, P=0.002), incidence of internal hernia (OR=0.23, 95% CI=0.06—
0.81, P=0.02), incidence of stoma retraction (OR=0.25, 95% CI=0.07-0.81, P=0.02), and incidence of stoma
mucocutaneous separation (OR=0.30, 95% CI=0.12-0.76, P=0.01) were all significantly decreased, with reduced
length of postoperative hospital stay (MD=-0.70, 95% CI=-1.14--0.27, P=0.002) and improved sensation of
defecation (OR=20.32, 95% CI=9.05-45.62, P<0.00001) in transperitoneal group compared with extraperitoneal
group. There were no differences in variables that included stoma infection, operative time, time of colostomy

creation, stoma constriction, intestinal obstruction, time to first postoperative gas passage, intraoperative blood

Conclusion: Transperitoneal colostomy has better efficacy than that of extraperitoneal colostomy after
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loss, stoma bleeding and parastomal inflammation between the two groups (all P>0.05).
laparoscopic Miles’ operation.
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Table 1 The basic characteristics and assessment of the included studies
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(P=0.76, P=0%) , KB ER MR, 45500R,
Z NGRS A R A 1 1 R R I 0 5 AR SR
& (OR=030, 95% CI=0.12~0.76, P=001) ( & 12) .
12 FRAFHEME IR G 4 55 ek " RaE TR
ARJG PAFHEAE A IE O, e B R Pk (P=0.10,
P=52% ) , RJBEVLAOV R . Bdls o, 280 I
AP R A IR R T T ) AR AT HEAE 2% OR=13.22,
95% CI=5.64~30.99, P<0.000 01) ., H T % &t
B (P=0.58, I’=0% ) , #4788 o0, HE
B SCHk O R, R I s RN R R B R
28 T MR A 3 A58 R A AR A OR R T B AR A HE i Rk
( OR=20.32, 95% CI=9.05~45.62, P<0.000 01 )
(K13) .

ZIERRSMNA ZEEREA 0Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Fixed, 95% CI M-H, Fixed, 95% CI
THE, & 0 25 3 34 5.1% 0.18[0.01,3.58] +
PN ey 0 30 1 30 2.6% 0.32[0.01, 8.24]
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JE g | A 120 0 33 4 34 7.6% 0.10[0.01, 1.96] +
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Figure 2 Comparison of the incidence of parastomal hernia
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LG A LG

B3 EARFEEERNLE

Figure 3 Comparison of the incidence of stoma necrosis
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ZRERESMNA ZREREAE Mean Difference Mean Difference
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Leroy, %5 71 320.83 65.84 12 350 648 10 2.3% -29.17[-83.95,25.61]
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Figure4 Comparison of operative times

ZIERRSMNA ZREREA Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Events SD Total Events SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI 1V, Random, 95% CI
s oha | 4 120 23 5 21 15 3 21 24.6% 8.00[5.51, 10.49] —
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Test for overall effect: Z=0.21 (P=0.83) -20 -10 0 10 20
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22.17 3.02 30 8.4% 1.26 [-0.14, 2.66] —-—

115 252%  —1.65 [-8.65, 5.34] . o

15 3 21 82% 8.00[5.51, 10.49]
214 26 34 85% -8.00[-9.05,-6.95] -
2217 3.02 30  84% 1.26 [-0.14, 2.66]

85 25.1% 0.36 [-8.30, 9.02] —=nnB

15 3 21 8.2% 8.00[5.51, 10.49] —_—
1931 53 51 8.5% 1.87[-0.22, 3.96] r——
22.17 3.02 30 8.3% 1.26 [-0.14, 2.66] -

102 24.9% 0.36 [-8.30, 7.36] ool

15 3 21 8.2% 8.00[5.51, 10.49] —_—
214 26 34 8.5%  -8.00[-9.05, -6.95] -
1931 53 51 8.3% 1.87[-0.22, 3.96] —

106 99% 0.58 [-9.27, 10.42]

408 100.0% 0.71 [-2.68, 4.10] -’
11 (P<0.000 01); ’=99% I t . t |

=20 -10 0 10 20

Test for subgroup differences: Chi’=1.97, df=3 (P=0.58); '=0% ZIEN AL ML

B 5 EORERLLRRERES T

Figure S Comparison of times of colostomy creation and sensitivity analysis

© WA )T i [ & F I F 2P H

http://www.zpwz.net



—H— F ; Y. S T R 2 5
108 Eikle, % EWE SRR Miles R R RSNG4 B IE1R 12 5 It E AT A8 Meta 247 1237
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Figure 6 Comparison of incidence of stoma prolapse
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Figure 7 Comparison of incidence of internal hernia
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Figure 8 Comparison of incidence of stoma retraction
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Leroy, %5 171 14331338 12 165 15.65 10 13% -2.17[-14.47,10.13]
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Leroy, %5 171 14.33 13.38 12 165 15.64 10 0.1% -2.17[-14.47,10.13]
TEZE A5 85 29 48 103 35 64 134% -1.80[-2.99,-0.61] -
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Figure 9 Comparison oflengths of hospital stay and sensitivity analysis
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Figure 10 Comparison of times to first gas passage and sensitivity analysis

http://www.zpwz.net



Tkle, % EMEEER

Miles A £ f8 4N 5 2 8 fif i

RIEG R

AST AL Meta 247

1239

ZRERRSMA ZRERRA
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Figure 10 Comparison of times to first gas passage and sensitivity analysis (continued)
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Figure 11 Comparison of incidence of stoma edema
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Figure 12 Comparison of incidence of stoma mucocutaneous separation
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ko | A0l 08 20 2 20 36.9% 6.00[2.98, 12.07] —a—

A S A 25 28 12 32 212%  13.89[23.44.56.05] —_—
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Figure 13 Comparison of sensation of defecation and sensitivity analysis
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