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Abstract
Purpose No clear consensus exists on how to routinely assess the integrity of the colorectal anastomosis prior to ileostomy 
reversal. The objective of this study was to evaluate the accuracy of contrast enema, endoscopic procedures, and digital rectal 
examination in rectal cancer patients in this setting.
Methods A systematic literature search was performed. Studies assessing at least one index test for which a 2 × 2 table was 
calculable were included. Hierarchical summary receiver operating characteristic curves were calculated and used for test 
comparison. Paired data were used where parameters could not be calculated. Methodological quality was assessed with 
the QUADAS-2 tool.
Results Two prospective and 11 retrospective studies comprising 1903 patients were eligible for inclusion. Paired data 
analysis showed equal or better results for sensitivity and specificity of both endoscopic procedures and digital rectal exami-
nation compared to contrast enema. Subgroup analysis of contrast enema according to methodological quality revealed that 
studies with higher methodological quality reported poorer sensitivity for equal specificity and vice versa. No case was 
described where a contrast enema revealed an anastomotic leak that was overseen in digital rectal examination or endoscopic 
procedures.
Conclusions Endoscopy and digital rectal examination appear to be the best diagnostic tests to assess the integrity of the 
colorectal anastomosis prior to ileostomy reversal. Accuracy measures of contrast enema are overestimated by studies with 
lower methodological quality. Synopsis of existing evidence and risk–benefit considerations justifies omission of contrast 
enema in favor of endoscopic and clinical assessment.
Trial registration https:// www. crd. york. ac. uk/ prosp ero/ displ ay_ record. php? ID= CRD42 01910 7771

Keywords Ileostomy reversal · Anastomotic leak · Diagnostic test accuracy · Endoscopy · Digital rectal examination · 
Contrast enema

Introduction

Anastomotic leak is a much-dreaded complication after 
coloanal or colorectal anastomosis. The most common indi-
cation for this type of anastomosis is anterior resection for 
mid to low rectal cancer. Since the most serious implications 
of anastomotic breakdown include inflammation abscess or 
sepsis, rectal resection is usually combined with concurrent 
proximal fecal diversion through formation of a temporary 
ileostomy. Although anastomotic leak cannot be prevented 
by this measure, this greatly mitigates the incidence and 
impact of a clinical leak that can thus oftentimes be treated 
without reintervention [1, 2].
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Before restoration of gastrointestinal continuity, however, 
the anastomosis is usually assessed for asymptomatic leaks 
that could become clinically apparent after reversal. Contrast 
enema (CE), digital rectal examination (DRE), and flexible 
or rigid endoscopic procedures (EP) are the most common 
examination techniques for this indication. All index tests 
can cause significant discomfort and furthermore occupy 
time of a skilled medical professional. Furthermore, EP 
are carried out under conscious sedation in some centers, 
accompanied with risks of respiratory and hemodynamic 
depression, and the risk of perforation has to be considered. 
During CE, dilation due to contrast agent instillation can be 
painful and thus sometimes requires sedation as well, and 
the patient is exposed to radiation. To make the diagnostic 
process prior to ileostomy reversal as convenient for patients 
and cost-effective as possible, an evidence-based algorithm 
would be desirable.

The target condition is asymptomatic anastomotic defect 
in patients awaiting ileostomy reversal that would lead to 
complications if gastrointestinal continuity was restored. 
This definition was chosen to separate clinically relevant 
asymptomatic leaks from previously described leaks that 
may be found in imaging test but lead to no complications 
after reversal [3, 4]. Clinical anastomotic leaks that were 
already suspected because the patient showed correspond-
ing symptoms were not the target condition of this review. A 
systematic review and meta-analysis of CE for assessment of 
anastomotic integrity was published in 2015 by Habib et al. 
[5], but it remained unclear whether routine CE provides 
additional information over clinical assessment alone. How-
ever, new studies on CE have since been published, poten-
tially leading to more insight. Moreover, Habib et al. did 
not assess methodological quality of the included studies, 
potentially leading to overestimation or underestimation of 
the utility of CE.

Furthermore, to this date no review and meta-analysis 
has been done that included other diagnostic tools prior to 
ileostomy reversal. This systematic review aims at a direct 
comparison of CE, DRE, and EP in search of an evidence-
based diagnostic algorithm prior to ileostomy reversal.

Methods

Protocol and registration

Preliminary research was started on October 1, 2018. Formal 
literature search was done until December 31, 2018. Follow-
ing the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA 2009) [6], an a priori proto-
col for this review was constructed and registered on Janu-
ary 10, 2019 in the PROSPERO database, an international 
prospective register of systematic reviews. It is accessible 

online via https:// www. crd. york. ac. uk/ prosp ero/ displ ay_ 
record. php? ID= CRD42 01910 7771 under register number 
CRD42019107771.

Eligibility criteria

Prospective and retrospective clinical trials of cross- 
sectional, cohort, or case-control design were considered for 
this diagnostic test accuracy review. No language restrictions 
were applied. The reviewed setting is the diagnostic process 
prior to ileostomy reversal, for detection of asymptomatic 
anastomotic leaks after mid to low rectal resection and 
formation of a temporary ileostomy for rectal cancer. 
Preliminary searches had shown a scarcity of studies solely 
comprised of rectal cancer patients. Thus, studies with mixed 
underlying pathologies were included if the majority of the 
cohort (> 50%) consisted of rectal cancer patients. Types 
of anastomoses are end-to-end, side-to-end, and colonic 
J-pouch. Eligible index tests for assessment of anastomotic 
integrity were antegrade or retrograde contrast enema, digital  
rectal examination, and endoscopic imaging such as flexible  
sigmoidoscopy or rigid proctoscopy. The target condition was  
asymptomatic anastomotic leak. Outcome after ileostomy 
reversal serves as reference standard, preferably supported 
by other factors such as laboratory findings or further testing. 
Changes in clinical management alone, such as a delay in 
the reversal of the ileostomy in a non-blinded clinical study, 
were considered unfavorable reference standards by the 
authors of this review, as those characteristics are heavily 
influenced by the results of the index tests and thus are prone  
to bias. Studies reporting only whether patients had ileostomy  
reversed, without postoperative follow-up on the outcome, 
were not deemed eligible for this review.

Information sources

A search of the electronic databases MEDLINE, Cochrane 
Library, Google Scholar, clinicaltrials.gov, CINAHL, and 
Web of Science, as well as cross search of references of 
relevant articles, was performed by two authors (SL, SE) in 
cooperation with an institutional database researcher. Data 
from an additional primary study, recently conducted by 
authors of this review, was included prior to its publication 
[7].

Search strategy

As an example, the search strategy used for PubMed (MED-
LINE) is presented in Table 1. Advanced search options 
including synonyms, truncations, and combinations were 
used. Search results were checked for inclusion of all litera-
ture that was found in preliminary searches.
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Study selection

Two review authors (SL and SE) independently assessed the 
search results for eligibility. After removal of duplicates, the 
results were screened by title and abstract. Eligible studies 
were then checked by full text for inclusion in the review 
and meta-analysis. Definitive inclusion was then decided by 
discussion (SL, SE, and FH).

Data extraction

Two review authors (SL and SE) independently extracted 
data using a data extraction form, tailored to this review 
question. A third review author (FH) evaluated any discrep-
ant judgments. Data extraction of true positive, false posi-
tive, false negative, and true negative values to generate a 
2 × 2 discrepancy table was performed for each study.

Statistical analysis

Comparison of the index tests by analyzing differences in 
their respective HSROC curve was the primary aim of this 
meta-analysis. Investigating the influence of methodological 

quality was the secondary aim. For the calculation of the 
HSROC model parameters, the bivariate model parameters 
and the confidence and prediction regions of the SAS macro 
MetaDAS (version 1.3), provided by the Cochrane Collabo-
ration [8], were used. This analysis was performed with SAS 
software, release 9.4 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA). 
Where HSROC parameters could not be calculated, infor-
mal analysis of paired data was performed. For this, index 
test results of comparative studies are plotted in the same 
diagram and connected with a dotted line to aid visual inter-
pretation. Further comments on the statistical analysis are 
provided as supplementary material [Addendum 1].

Assessment of methodological quality

The risk of bias in individual studies was assessed using 
QUADAS-2 [9] by two review authors (SL and SE). The 
tool content was tailored to the question of this systematic 
review [Addendum 2]. Differences were resolved by discus-
sion and consensus between the review authors. All sign-
aling questions that were changed, added, or omitted are 
listed in Table 2. For subgroup analysis, number of domains 
marked with high risk were calculated for each study, and 
studies were accordingly split into two as equal as possible 
sized groups.

Table 1  Basic search 
strategy used for the PubMed 
(MEDLINE) Database

(stoma*[tiab] OR "Ileostomy"[Mesh] OR ileostom*[tiab])

AND
(reversal[tiab] OR closure[tiab] OR reanastomosis[tiab] OR takedown[tiab])
AND
("Enema"[Mesh] OR Enema*[tiab] OR Pouchogra*[tiab]
OR
"Colonoscopy"[Mesh] OR Coloscop*[tiab] OR Colonoscop*[tiab] OR Sigmoidoscop*[tiab] OR 

"Proctoscopy"[Mesh]
OR Proctoscop*[tiab]
OR
"Digital Rectal Examination"[Mesh] OR Digital rectal examination*[tiab])

Table 2  Changes to QUADAS-2 signaling questions after review-specific tailoring

Domain Omitted signaling question Added signaling question

2
Index test(s)

Were the index test results interpreted without knowledge 
of the results of the reference standard?

Were the index test results interpreted without knowledge 
of the results of the reference standard or other index 
test(s)?

2
Index test(s)

If a threshold was used, was it pre-specified? Was the index test interpreted by a senior consultant?

3
Reference standard

Were the reference standard results interpreted without 
knowledge of the results of the index test?

Was the reference standard a clinical outcome or were 
results interpreted without knowledge of the results of 
the index test?

2
Index test(s)

Did surgeons and radiologists cooperate in conceiving the 
study/interpreting results?

4
Patient flow and timing

Was there an appropriate interval between index test(s) 
and reference standard?

Was the time interval between index test(s) and reference 
standard ≤ 30 days?
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Results

The database searches produced 330 articles. Twenty-three 
articles had already been identified through preliminary 
searches, one of those were data prior to publication. After 
removal of duplicates and screening by title and abstract, 
25 full-text articles were assessed for eligibility. Of those, 
11 retrospective [4, 7, 10–18] and 2 prospective studies [19, 
20] were included in the review. The 12 excluded articles 
[3, 21–31] and the reasons for their exclusion are listed in 
Table 3. Characteristics of the included studies are shown in 
Table 4. The 13 included studies comprised 1903 patients. 
A 2 × 2 discrepancy table could be calculated for 1818  
contrast enemas in 13 studies, 852 endoscopic assessments 
in 4 studies, and 779 digital rectal examinations in 5 studies.  
The PRISMA 2009 [6] flow diagram and PRISMA 2018 
checklist [32] are provided as supplementary material  
(Supplementary Fig. 1) and (Supplementary Table 1). 

Methodological quality of included studies

Results of the QUADAS-2 assessment for each included 
study are shown in Fig. 1. The overall methodological qual-
ity of studies using CE as index test was poorer than that of 
studies also assessing DRE or EP.

Proportion of underlying pathologies

As predicted by preliminary searches, there was a scarcity 
of studies that comprised solely of rectal cancer patients. 
Seven of the included 13 studies had patients with other 
underlying pathologies, such as other malignant dieseases, 
inflammatory bowel disease, or diverticulitis. However, of 
the 4 largest included studies with more than 200 patients 
each, 2 exclusively consisted of rectal cancer patients, and 

of the total 1903 patients in all included studies, 1619 (85%) 
were rectal cancer patients.

Calculation of HSROC curves

For CE, an HSROC curve, representing sensitivity in rela-
tion to specificity, was calculated (Fig. 2). Too few studies 
were eligible to calculate HSROC parameters for EP and 
DRE. 

Diagnostic test accuracy of CE according 
to methodological quality

There were 8 studies with one or less domains marked 
as high, thus comprising the lower risk of bias group, 
and 5 studies with two or more domains marked as high, 
thus comprising the higher risk of bias group. Subgroup 
analysis showed the overestimation of CE accuracy 
measures in the group with a higher risk of bias. There 
was higher sensitivity for equal specificity and vice versa 
(Fig. 3).

Comparison of CE and EP

Since HSROC parameters for EP could not be calculated, 
informal analysis by paired data was performed (Fig. 4). 
This showed equal or superior accuracy measures of EP in 
all studies. There were 4 comparative studies [4, 7, 12, 16], 
but for one (Shalabi 2016) sensitivity could not be calculated 
due to a 0% incidence. Specificity of EP was superior to CE. 
In all assessed cases, no leak found by CE was overseen by 
EP.

Comparison of CE and DRE

HSROC parameters for DRE could also not be calculated; 
thus, again paired data were used to perform informal 

Table 3  Reasons for exclusion 
after full text assessment

Author Year Reason for exclusion

Karanjia 1994 No assessment of diagnostic tools; thus no eligible data available
Lim 2006 Setting does not fit review question; no eligible reference standard
Khair 2007 Not all patients received index test; no eligible reference standard
Karsten 2009 No eligible reference standard; number of false negatives not stated
Phillips 2010 No diagnostic study; no eligible index test
Palmisano 2011 Ileostomy only in selected patients; no eligible reference standard
Killeen 2013 No reference standard available; calculation of 2 × 2 table not possible
Reilly 2014 Insufficient reference standard
Dimitriou 2015 No false/true negatives available; calculation of 2 × 2 table not possible
Seo 2015 No false/true negatives available; calculation of 2 × 2 table not possible
Sherman 2017 Literature overview; no eligible data available
Climent 2018 Missing data; calculation of the 2 × 2 table not possible
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analysis (Fig. 5). In all studies, there were superior or 
equal accuracy measures of DRE compared to CE. For 
2 (MacLeod 2004; Shalabi 2016) out of the 5 available 

studies [4, 12, 16, 19, 20] sensitivity could not be calcu-
lated due to a 0% incidence. In all assessed cases, no leak 
found by CE was overseen by DRE.

Fig. 1  QUADAS-2 questionnaire results listed by individual study

Fig. 2  Overall diagnostic test 
accuracy of contrast enema. 
Each individual study is plotted 
by respective sensitivity and 
(1 − specificity). Test accuracy 
thus improves from bottom right 
corner to top left corner. As no 
fixed threshold can be assumed, 
a hierarchical summary 
receiver operating characteristic 
(HSROC) curve was calculated 
to summarize the findings. 
The HSROC curve represents 
the underlying correlation of 
sensitivity and specificity of all 
studies 
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Comparison of DRE and EP

There were 3 studies available [4, 12, 16]. Sensitivity could 
not be calculated in one study due to a 0% incidence (Shalabi 
2016). Paired data analysis of DRE and EP showed concord-
ance of all findings and thus equal sensitivity and specificity 
(Fig. 6).

Routine imaging vs. selective use

All diagnostic tools have unsatisfactory sensitivity in 
routine testing, and prevalence of asymptomatic anasto-
motic leakage is relatively low. To assess whether routine 
imaging of patients who had an uneventful postoperative 
course is useful, or if diagnostic tools should be reserved 
for those patients who developed anastomotic leakage after  
the initial operation, studies providing individual data on  
those two groups were assessed. There were only 3 avail-
able studies, with a total of 518 eligible patients without 

anastomotic leakage following rectal resection and 103 
patients with previous anastomotic leak. Only one of those 
studies had intended a direct comparative assessment of 
these groups. Mean prevalence of asymptomatic anasto-
motic leak prior to ileostomy reversal in the group without 
previous leak was 0.5% (± 0.8%); thus, approximately 200 
patients have to be tested to find one leak. In contrast, in 
the group that developed a leak after the initial operation, 
16.4% (± 8.0%) showed an asymptomatic leak prior to 
ileostomy reversal. Here, only approximately six patients 
have to be tested in order to find an asymptomatic anas-
tomotic leak.

Discussion

This systematic review and meta-analysis demonstrates 
that sensitivity and specificity of CE for the detection of 
asymptomatic anastomotic leak are probably overestimated 
due to study bias. Studies with higher risk of bias reported 

Fig. 3  Subgroup analysis 
of contrast enema studies 
according to risk of bias. Each 
individual study is plotted 
by respective sensitivity and 
(1 − specificity). Test accuracy 
thus improves from bottom right 
corner to top left corner. For 
comparison according to risk of 
bias, the underlying diagnostic 
test accuracy of the groups with 
higher and lower risk of bias 
was assessed separately. As no 
fixed threshold can be assumed, 
a hierarchical summary 
receiver operating characteristic 
(HSROC) curve was calculated 
to summarize the findings for 
each group. The HSROC repre-
sents the underlying correlation 
of sensitivity and specificity of 
all studies in each group
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better accuracy measures than those with lower risk of bias. 
Availability and tradition, rather than a supporting evidence, 
seems to be the explanation for the widespread use of CE 
throughout the world. There are too few studies assessing EP 
and DRE to make any definitive statements on the clinical 
value of those tests. Generally, they seem to be of at least 
comparable value. Studies including those tests were less 
prone to bias and paired data analysis indicates that both 
could be more accurate than CE. This is supported by the 
fact that no study reported a leak found in CE that was over-
seen by DRE or EP.

The acquired data suggest that routine use of any 
diagnostic tool prior to ileostomy reversal rarely detects 
significant anastomotic defects in patients that had no 
previously reported problems of their anastomoses. 
Omission of diagnostic tests in those patients has previously 
been proposed [28, 33]. Evidence is not strong, but the 
low prevalence in this group might support those views. 
In patients that had a leak after the initial operation, six 
have to be tested to find an asymptomatic leak. In patients 
without a previous leak this number rises to 200. However, 

this assessment was not the primary aim of this review, 
and prospective studies are needed to make any definitive 
judgments.

Limitations of this review

This review and meta-analysis aimed at comparing the 
index tests after resection of rectal cancer. However, 
compromises had to be made to aquire sufficient data for 
statistical analysis. Overall, rectal cancer patients comprised 
85% of included patients. Furthermore, there were too 
few studies assessing EP and DRE to fulfill the primary 
objective of the meta-analysis, a formal comparison of the 
index tests. Overall, methodological quality of the eligible 
studies was moderate and most studies were retrospective. 
Blinded prospective clinical trials are completely missing. 
The overall evidence on which this systematic review and 
meta-analyis is based is fragile and conclusions drawn from 
it must be well-considered. The primary aim, to deduct an 
evidence-based algorithm for the diagnostic process, could 
not be fulfilled.

Fig. 4  Paired data analysis of 
contrast enema and endoscopic 
procedures. Index test results of 
each comparative study are plot-
ted by respective sensitivity and 
(1 − specificity). Test accuracy 
thus improves from bottom 
right corner to top left corner. 
Contrast enema and endoscopic 
results of each study are con-
nected with a dotted line to aid 
visual interpretation
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Implications for clinical practice

The collected evidence clearly points towards the 
omission of CE wherever an EP is available, since no 
additional information is gained. Of all 3 investigated 
tests it is also the one most associated with patient 
discomfort. Additionally, radiation exposure must be 
considered. There are limitiations to the evidence, as 
mentioned above. To gain stronger evidence, prospective 
and larger studies are needed. In our opinion, although 
desirable, it appears unlikely that those studies will be 
made. Thus, a pragmatic synopsis of existing evidence, 

patient comfor t,  and economic and r isk-benefit 
considerations must be made. Another use for CE, the 
prediction of fecal incontinence, has been shown to be 
of little value [17, 34]. Although knowledge concerning 
diagnostic procedures for the detection of anastomotic 
strictures is very limited, in our experience this condition 
can be sufficiently assessed by EP, very low anastomoses 
even by DRE.

Since the use of CE is not supported by evidence, it 
may be omitted as a routine screening test for asympto-
matic anastomotic leak prior to ileostomy reversal in rectal 
cancer patients when EP and DRE are available. 

Fig. 5  Paired data analysis of 
contrast enema and digital rectal 
examination. Index test results 
of comparative studies are plot-
ted by respective sensitivity and 
(1 − specificity). Test accuracy 
thus improves from bottom 
right corner to top left corner. 
Contrast enema and digital 
rectal examination results of 
each study are connected with 
a dotted line to aid visual inter-
pretation
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Conclusion

Endoscopy and digital rectal examination appear to be the 
best diagnostic tests to assess the integrity of the colo-
rectal anastomosis prior to ileostomy reversal. Accuracy 
measures of contrast enema are overestimated by studies 
with lower methodological quality. Synopsis of existing 
evidence and risk–benefit considerations justifies omis-
sion of contrast enema in favor of endoscopic and clinical 
assessment.

Supplementary information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00384- 021- 03963-1.
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Fig. 6  Paired data analysis of 
endoscopic procedures and 
digital rectal examination. Index 
test results of comparative 
studies are plotted by respective 
sensitivity and (1 − specificity). 
Test accuracy thus improves 
from bottom right corner to 
top left corner. Endoscopic 
and digital rectal examination 
results of each study are con-
nected with a dotted line to aid 
visual interpretation

2396 International Journal of Colorectal Disease (2021) 36:2387–2398

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-021-03963-1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


1 3

References 

 1. Matthiessen P, Hallbook O, Rutegard J, Simert G, Sjodahl R 
(2007) Defunctioning stoma reduces symptomatic anastomotic 
leakage after low anterior resection of the rectum for cancer: a 
randomized multicenter trial. Ann Surg 246(2):207–214. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1097/ SLA. 0b013 e3180 603024

 2. Tan WS, Tang CL, Shi L, Eu KW (2009) Meta-analysis of defunc-
tioning stomas in low anterior resection for rectal cancer. Br J 
Surg 96(5):462–472. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ bjs. 6594

 3. Lim M, Akhtar S, Sasapu K, Harris K, Burke D, Sagar P, Finan 
P (2006) Clinical and subclinical leaks after low colorectal 
anastomosis: a clinical and radiologic study. Dis Colon Rectum 
49(10):1611–1619. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10350- 006- 0663-6

 4. Shalabi A, Duek SD, Khoury W (2016) Water-soluble enema prior 
to ileostomy closure in patients undergoing low anterior resection: 
is it necessary? J Gastrointest Surg 20(10):1732–1737. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ s11605- 016- 3218-8

 5. Habib K, Gupta A, White D, Mazari FA, Wilson TR (2015) Utility 
of contrast enema to assess anastomotic integrity and the natural 
history of radiological leaks after low rectal surgery: systematic 
review and meta-analysis. Int J Colorectal Dis 30(8):1007–1014. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00384- 015- 2225-7

 6. Moher D, Liberati A, Tetzlaff J, Altman DG, Group P (2009) Pre-
ferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: 
the PRISMA statement. PLoS Med 6(7):e1000097. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pmed. 10000 97

 7. Lindner S, von Rudno K, Gawlitza J, Hardt J, Sandra-Petrescu F, Seyfried  
S, Kienle P, Reissfelder C, Bogner A, Herrle F (2020) Flexible  
endoscopy is enough diagnostic prior to loop ileostomy reversal. Int J 
Colorectal Dis. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00384- 020- 03766-w

 8. Takwoingi Y DJ (2010) MetaDAS: A SAS macro for meta- 
analysis of diagnostic accuracy studies. User Guide version 1.3. 
Available from: https:// srdta cochr ane. org/

 9. Whiting PF, Rutjes AW, Westwood ME, Mallett S, Deeks JJ, 
Reitsma JB, Leeflang MM, Sterne JA, Bossuyt PM, Group Q- 
(2011) QUADAS-2: a revised tool for the quality assessment of 
diagnostic accuracy studies. Ann Intern Med 155(8):529–536. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 7326/ 0003- 4819- 155-8- 20111 0180- 00009

 10. Da Silva GM, Kaiser R, Borjesson L, Colqhoun P, Lobo C, 
Khandwala F, Thornton J, Efron J, Vernava III AM, Weiss EG, 
Wexner SD, Gervaz P, Nogueras JJ (2004) The effect of diverticu-
lar disease on the colonic J pouch. Colorectal disease 6(3):171–
175. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1463- 1318. 2004. 00544.x

 11. Cowan T, Hill AG (2005) Ileostomy closure without contrast study 
is safe in selected patients. ANZ J Surg 75(4):218–219. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1445- 2197. 2005. 03369.x

 12. Kalady MF, Mantyh CR, Petrofski J, Ludwig KA (2008) Routine  
contrast imaging of low pelvic anastomosis prior to closure of 
defunctioning ileostomy: is it necessary? J Gastrointest Surg 
12(7):1227–1231. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11605- 008- 0510-2

 13. Jeyarajah S, Sutton C, Miller A, Hemingway D (2008) Colo-
anal pouches: lessons from a prospective audit. Colorectal Dis 
10(6):599–604. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1463- 1318. 2007. 01468.x

 14. Hong S, Kim D, Oh S (2012) Routine barium enema prior to closure 
of defunctioning ileostomy is not necessary. J Korean. https:// synap se. 
korea med. org

 15. Nabi H, Morgan M, Ooi K, Turner C, Kozman D (2013) The rou-
tine use of contrast enemas performed prior to the reversal of loop 
ileostomies does affect management. World J Colorectal Surg 3(4)

 16. Larsson A, Lindmark G, Syk I, Buchwald P (2015) Water  
soluble contrast enema examination of the integrity of the rectal 
anastomosis prior to loop ileostomy reversal may be superfluous.  
Int J Colorectal Dis 30(3):381–384. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00384- 014- 2113-6

 17. Goetz A, da Silva NPB, Moser C, Agha A, Dendl LM,  
Stroszczynski C, Schreyer AG (2017) Clinical value of contrast 
enema prior to ileostomy closure. RoFo : Fortschritte auf dem 
Gebiete der Rontgenstrahlen und der Nuklearmedizin 189(9):855–
863. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1055/s- 0043- 111598

 18. Katory M, McLean R, Osman K, Ahmad M, Hughes T, Newby 
M, Dennison C, O’Loughlin P (2017) The novel appearance of 
low rectal anastomosis on contrast enema following laparoscopic 
anterior resection: discriminating anastomotic leaks from “dog-
ears” on water-soluble contrast enema and flexible sigmoidoscopy. 
Abdominal radiology (New York) 42(2):435–441. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s00261- 016- 0885-6

 19. MacLeod I, Watson AJ, Hampton J, Hussey JK, O’Kelly TJ (2004) 
Colonic pouchography is not routinely required prior to stoma 
closure. Colorectal disease : the official journal of the Association  
of Coloproctology of Great Britain and Ireland 6(3):162–164. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1463- 1318. 2004. 00626.x

 20. Tang CL, Seow-Choen F (2005) Digital rectal examination com-
pares favourably with conventional water-soluble contrast enema 
in the assessment of anastomotic healing after low rectal excision: 
a cohort study. Int J Colorectal Dis 20(3):262–266. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s00384- 004- 0652-y

 21. Karanjia ND, Corder AP, Bearn P, Heald RJ (1994) Leakage from 
stapled low anastomosis after total mesorectal excision for carci-
noma of the rectum. Br J Surg 81(8):1224–1226

 22. Khair G, Alhamarneh O, Avery J, Cast J, Gunn J, Monson JR, 
Hartley J (2007) Routine use of gastrograffin enema prior to the 
reversal of a loop ileostomy. Dig Surg 24(5):338–341. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1159/ 00010 7713

 23. Karsten BJ, King JB, Kumar RR, Karsten BJ, King JB, Kumar RR 
(2009) Role of water-soluble enema before takedown of diverting 
ileostomy for low pelvic anastomosis. Am Surg 75(10):941–944

 24. Phillips BR, Harris LJ, Maxwell PJ, Isenberg GA, Goldstein SD 
(2010) Anastomotic leak rate after low anterior resection for rectal 
cancer after chemoradiation therapy. Am Surg 76(8):869–871

 25. Palmisano S, Piccinni G, Casagranda B, Balani A, de Manzini 
N (2011) The reversal of a protective stoma is feasible before 
the complete healing of a colorectal anastomotic leak. Am Surg 
77(12):1619–1623

 26. Killeen S, Souroullas P, Ho Tin H, Hunter IA, O’Grady H, Gunn 
J, Hartley JE (2013) Outcomes of asymptomatic anastomotic leaks 
found on routine postoperative water-soluble enema following 
anterior resection for cancer. World J Surg 37(11):2700–2704. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00268- 013- 2193-4

 27. Reilly F, Burke JP, Appelmans E, Manzoor T, Deasy J, McNamara  
DA (2014) Incidence, risks and outcome of radiological leak 
following early contrast enema after anterior resection. Int 
J Colorectal Dis 29(4):453–458. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00384- 013- 1820-8

 28. Dimitriou N, Panteleimonitis S, Dhillon A, Boyle K, Norwood M, 
Hemingway D, Yeung J, Miller A (2015) Is the routine use of a 
water-soluble contrast enema prior to closure of a loop ileostomy 
necessary? A review of a single institution experience. World 
journal of surgical oncology 13:331. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s12957- 015- 0742-z

 29. Seo SI, Lee JL, Park SH, Ha HK, Kim JC (2015) Assessment by 
using a water-soluble contrast enema study of radiologic leak-
age in lower rectal cancer patients with sphincter-saving surgery. 
Annals of coloproctology 31(4):131–137. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3393/ 
ac. 2015. 31.4. 131

 30. Sherman KL, Wexner SD (2017) Considerations in stoma reversal. 
Clin Colon Rectal Surg 30(3):172–177. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1055/s- 
0037- 15981 57

 31. Climent M, Pascual M, Alonso S, Salvans S, Mf G, Grande L, 
Pera M (2018) Contrast radiography before diverting stoma 

2397International Journal of Colorectal Disease (2021) 36:2387–2398

https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3180603024
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3180603024
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.6594
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10350-006-0663-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11605-016-3218-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11605-016-3218-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-015-2225-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-020-03766-w
https://srdtacochrane.org/
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-155-8-201110180-00009
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1463-1318.2004.00544.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1445-2197.2005.03369.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1445-2197.2005.03369.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11605-008-0510-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1463-1318.2007.01468.x
https://synapse.koreamed.org
https://synapse.koreamed.org
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-014-2113-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-014-2113-6
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0043-111598
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00261-016-0885-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00261-016-0885-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1463-1318.2004.00626.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-004-0652-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-004-0652-y
https://doi.org/10.1159/000107713
https://doi.org/10.1159/000107713
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-013-2193-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-013-1820-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00384-013-1820-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12957-015-0742-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12957-015-0742-z
https://doi.org/10.3393/ac.2015.31.4.131
https://doi.org/10.3393/ac.2015.31.4.131
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0037-1598157
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0037-1598157


1 3

closure in rectal cancer is not necessary on a routine basis. Cir 
Esp. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ciresp. 2018. 08. 005

 32. McInnes MDF, Moher D, Thombs BD, McGrath TA, Bossuyt PM, 
the P-DTAG, Clifford T, Cohen JF, Deeks JJ, Gatsonis C, Hooft 
L, Hunt HA, Hyde CJ, Korevaar DA, Leeflang MMG, Macaskill 
P, Reitsma JB, Rodin R, Rutjes AWS, Salameh JP, Stevens A, 
Takwoingi Y, Tonelli M, Weeks L, Whiting P, Willis BH, (2018) 
Preferred reporting items for a systematic review and meta-analysis 
of diagnostic test accuracy studies: the PRISMA-DTA statement. 
JAMA 319(4):388–396. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1001/ jama. 2017. 19163

 33. Khair G, Alhamarneh O, Avery J, Cast J, Gunn J (2007) Routine 
use of gastrograffin enema prior to the reversal of a loop ileos-
tomy. Dig Surg

 34. Stadelmaier U, Bittorf B, Meyer M, Hohenberger W, Matzel KE 
(2000) Estimating continence after rectal resection. Der Chirurg; 
Zeitschrift fur alle Gebiete der operativen Medizen 71 (8):932–
938. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s0010 40051 158

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

2398 International Journal of Colorectal Disease (2021) 36:2387–2398

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ciresp.2018.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.19163
https://doi.org/10.1007/s001040051158

	Less is more—the best test for anastomotic leaks in rectal cancer patients prior to ileostomy reversal
	Abstract
	Purpose 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 
	Trial registration 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Protocol and registration
	Eligibility criteria
	Information sources
	Search strategy
	Study selection
	Data extraction
	Statistical analysis
	Assessment of methodological quality

	Results
	Methodological quality of included studies
	Proportion of underlying pathologies
	Calculation of HSROC curves
	Diagnostic test accuracy of CE according to methodological quality
	Comparison of CE and EP
	Comparison of CE and DRE
	Comparison of DRE and EP
	Routine imaging vs. selective use

	Discussion
	Limitations of this review
	Implications for clinical practice

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References


