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Postoperative of Temporary Loop Ileostomy (LI) Versus Loop
Colostomy ( LC) for Temporary Decompression of Colorectal
and/or Coloanal Anastomoses:a Meta Analysis

XIE Jiangbo, WANG Zihuan, WANG Yiren
( Tumor Hospital Xiangya School of Medicine of Ceniral South Uniersity ,Changsha ,Hunan 410013, China)

Abstract: Objective Comparing the complications of postoperative of temporary loop ileostomy (LI) and loop co-
lostomy ( LC) for temporary decompression of colorectal and/or coloanal anastomoses. Methods The articles of all ran-
domized controlled trials and observation studies about the complications of postoperative of temporary loop ileostomy (LI)
and loop colostomy ( LC) for temporary decompression of colorectal and/or coloanal anastomoses were retrieved (up to March
12,2012) from Elsevier, MEDLINE , EMBAS, China National Knowledge Infrastructure ( CNKI) , Wanfang Data,and VIP in-
formation database. We use Statall.0 & RevMan5. Ofor all the analysis and evaluation. Results Based on the selection
criteria, 12 articles of randomized controlled trials and observation studies were selected. The LI cases and LC cases were
604 and 605 respectively. This analysis suggests that LI can reduce some complications than L.C,such as prolapse[ OR =0.
15(95% CI1:0.06,0.36) ,P <0.05] ,wound infection[ OR =0.31(95% CI:0.17,0.57) ,P <0.05 Jand hernia[ OR =0. 21
(95% C1:0.07,0.62) ,P <0.05]. Conclusions ; Temporary loop ileostomy ( LI) for temporary decompression of colorectal
and/or coloanal anastomoses is better than loop colostomy (LC).
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LI LC Odds Ratio Odds Ratio
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