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Abstract

AIM: To assess systematically the effectiveness and
safety of polyethylene glycol (PEG) vs mannitol
for colonoscopy preparation.

METHODS: Medline, PubMed, EMBASE, China
Biology Medicine disc and China Journal Full-
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text Database were searched for randomized
controlled trials that evaluated the effectiveness
and safety of PEG and mannitol for colonoscopy
preparation. According to the inclusion and
exclusion criteria, the studies were determined.
The quality of the included studies was evaluated,
and Meta-analysis was performed using Statal2
software.

RESULTS: A total of 15 studies involving 3131
cases were included. Meta-analysis showed
that the PEG group had a higher rate of
adequate cleaning quality (RR = 1.08, 95%CI:
1.05-1.12, P = 0.000) of all colon segments than
the mannitol group, and the rate of excellent
cleansing quality (RR = 1.23, 95%CI: 1.09-1.39,
P =0.001) in the PEG group was also superior
to that in the mannitol group. The PEG group
was associated with significantly lower
incidences of cramps and bloating (RR = 0.29,
95%Cl: 0.22-0.39, P = 0.000), nausea and emesis
(RR =0.32, 95%CI: 0.20-0.50, P = 0.000), as well
as hunger, dizziness and fatigue (RR = 0.25,
95%ClI: 0.12-0.50, P = 0.000) than the mannitol

group.

CONCLUSION: Polyethylene glycol is superior
to mannitol in terms of effectiveness and safety
for colonoscopy preparation, however, more
high-quality randomized controlled trials are
needed to confirm our finding.

© 2015 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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BEY: 2430 55 R T =8 (polyethylene
glycol, PEG)#f= 55 8% & 45 My ke & 2T 47
R A A

J77i%: #%Medline. PubMed. EMBASE.
v E A E P AR R AP B AR A
BABRE P FR, KWESPEGHH EBTE W
A AT M i B AR R 0 ALK BRBE R, AR
Y& WX\ Fo HETR AR R SR B Sk, RIS
M MNFT R 69 . KA Statal 284 34T
Metaz#7.

R EAANLHKISE, 2 EF31314).
Metap MER B« EAEMA TR
B &7 &, PEGH T H & B & (RR = 1.08,
95%CI: 1.05-1.12, P = 0.000). f£4A %
HERERF RS @, PEGRAKL THE
BRI (RR = 1.23, 95%CI: 1.09-1.39, P =
0.001). /27 B R 7 &1, PEG4ELJE MR LAk
(RR = 0.29, 95%CI: 0.22-0.39, 2 = 0.000).
L. ek (RR = 0.32, 95%CI: 0.20-0.50, P =
0.000). #U#k-kEZ A (RR = 0.25, 95%CI:
0.12-0.50, P = 0.000)7% @69 % A £33 A B
AR T H K By 2.

it 5HEEL, PEGRE—4F & i A
AR B ARG, A2 ER S ZHREN
A AL BRATE 50 Am A B AiE.,
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i o3 e ) SR A A R BR ). At 9012 FHMeta
I3 T I3 VR X PE G H i I 19 o 245 AT 45 1 45
o 25 T i T HE A% 1) AR BA AN BSOS 3 AT 5%
be, S ZFHAE ER IR ZE R, N iiE
& 23 B R (KA.

1 MRRTSE

1.1 A4 LIS oedin] “Polyethylene glycol” <
“PEG” - “Colonoscopy
preparation” . “bowel preparation” R
fEMedline. PubMedFIEMBASEX#E % %
DLCERRC®E”  “HEBERE” . “4W
B “lplEnEs” SR ATE P EAEYE Y
SCHERBSCHE RN T 4 SO R R R I
F LA R AR 2 VOCIR SR AT KRB,
KRR N1999-01/2014-11, FRfE 9N HE
BRbRIEEAT IR,

1.2 7%
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g A B EORIT B, TS PEGHIH
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U (DIEH SRR (A R &M SR
L B L. Kt UL, ke 20
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2015-07-28 | Volume 23 | Issue 21 |



HEE F EDRI_BSHERATEHRNRE ESNERIMERZ EMEMeta )

R 1 AAHARNERFIE
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ZEER 2011 68 59 NA/NA NA NA 1. 2. 3 A
PR 2" 2006 48 47 62/33 51.00 5200 1.3 C
FEBE" 2011 405 382 428/355 42.70 4320 1 C
FRE® 2011 271 241 252/260 53.60 5230 1. 2.3 B
ZMES" 2006 50 51 46/75 48.00 4900 1.2.3.4.5 C
Bm#S 2004 106 105 95/116 45.43 4541  1.2.4.5.6 A
FEHEE 2008 70 70 58/82 40.69 4325 1. 2. 3.6 C
BB 2010 30 30 36/24 48.00 53.00 1. 2.3.6 C
BEgE"" 2009 80 80 76/84 40.69 4251 1.3 C
SR 2007 21 22 22/21 43.70 4420 1.2.3 B
BA18=" 2013 90 90 98/82 55.44 5772 1.3 B
BRI 2010 120 120 NA/NA NA NA 1.3 C
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SKAEIB"® 2006 80 80 94/72 56.30 5560 1.3 C
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AR, 3194445 8. 1 AMetaZr #T(E1B). PEG
2(678/990, 68.4%)520% H #&EE4H(527/954,
55.2%) A, SRR, T = 68.5%>50%, K
FABENL RS AL AT MetaZy #7 S 7RPEGALIL T
20% H B EEZH(RR = 1.23, 95%CI: 1.09-1.39, P =
0.001), ZRA G2 L.

222 RERBEFAR: (HIMF RIS TIE
i EIKEEIR R A 2, FEAR S 171241
(1C). PEGZH(52/883, 5.89%)520%H #&
B2 (168/829, 20.3%)tb#%, SRR IGT =
45.3%<50%, K H [l E RN AR AL AT Metas) B
BRPEGH IR AEZMLT20% H B EF4(RR =
0.29, 95%CI: 0.22-0.39, P = 0.000), ZHFH
Gt E G (L0 AR 10, K
SR R AR, BEAR M 75601(E1D). PEG
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R, FEARRENT3B(FIE). B RERRDT =
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B/RPEGH IR A AT 20% H B IF 4L (RR =
0.25, 95%CI: 0.12-0.50, P = 0.000), Z 34 4;
HED-9¢
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A Events mzAwH
) i EE R —
Study ID RR(95%Cl P M Weight(% N
y 95%a 4 a S B Y
WZEES 2011 1.02(0.89, 1.17)  60/68 51/59 453 W ERALE, 2
RS ZEY 2006 . 1.35(1.09, 1.67)  44/48 32/47 2.13 O E SR
RIS 2011 - 112(1.07,1.18) 382/405 321/382  11.83 f?f% ;ﬁ‘;T;
i oz s E A
PRI 2011 - 1.06(1.02,1.10) 266/271  223/241  13.12 R R
ZMEZS" 2006 - = 1.22(1.05, 1.43)  48/50 40/51 3.62 HT AT AR
EMmH=" 2004 e 1.16(1.04, 1.29)  98/106 84/105 5.86 WM B R 5% G
£ L £KE
Sz {419 _ ZEAY 5 &) :E
469 2008 | m 1.16(1.03, 1.30)  67/70 58/70 5.38 T Mk
BE" 2010 1.12(0.93, 1.35)  28/30 25/30 2.68 T
BFFE"" 2009 B 1.13(1.02, 1.26)  76/80 67/80 5.94
ZERIEE" 2007 = 1.18(0.86, 1.61)  18/21 16/22 1.09
BABE" 2013 1.01(0.96, 1.12)  86/90 83/90 8.91
BRAZE" 2010 . 1.04(0.96, 1.11)  113/120  109/120 9.18
KFZF" 2010 = 1.04(0.96, 1.13) 115/124  106/119 8.37
s igB"™ 2006 da 1.02(0.98, 1.07)  80/80 84/86 13.04
hERIR="" 2010 = 1.03(0.90, 1.18)  30/32 31/34 4.32
Overall(? = 52.8%, P = 0.009) 1.08(1.05, 1.12) 1511/1595 1330/1536 100.00

0.600 1.000 1.670

B Events

Study ID RR(95%Cl) PR MZE  Weight(%)
2= 2011 1.43(0.98,2.10)  38/68 23/59 6.29
PR 55 2006 = ————>264(1.45,4.84) 27/48 10/47 3.35
PR 2011 - 1.21(1.07,1.36) 204/271  150/241 13.44
ZMES" 2006 1.02(0.59, 1.76)  17/50 17/51 3.89
BIHEE® 2004 1.05(0.71, 1.54)  36/106 34/105 6.28
=9 2008 — 1.61(1.27,2.03)  61/70 38/70 10.00
BB 2010 = 1.35(0.93, 1.96)  23/30 17/30 6.54
SR E" 2007 . 0.84(0.26,2.70)  4/21 5/22 1.06
B85 2013 n 1.03(0.88, 1.21)  70/90 68/90 12.21
KFIF" 2010 = 1.48(1.25,1.76) 105/124  68/119 11.86
KB 2006 o 1.03(0.87,1.21)  63/80 66/86 12.17
fERihs"" 2010 —— 1.03(0.90, 1.18)  30/32 31/34 12.93
Overall(l’ = 68.5%, P = 0.000) 1.23(1.09, 1.39) 678/990  527/954  100.00

‘ ‘
0.207 1.000 4.840

c Events

Study ID RR(95%Cl) PZH MR Weight(%)
PR 2006 — e 0.26(0.12,0.563)  7/48 29/51 16.18
FRE® 2011 S 0.38(0.18,0.82)  9/271 21/241  12.79
ZMES" 2006 - e 0.14(0.05, 0.37)  4/50 29/51 16.52
9 2008 0.40(0.08, 1.99)  2/70 5/70 2.88
BB 2010 0.50(0.05,5.22)  1/30 2/30 1.15
BE"" 2009 . 0.33(0.07, 1.60)  2/80 6/80 3.45
BEA1B5"Y 2013 e 0.39(0.17,0.89)  7/90 18/90 10.36
EREF" 2010 S N 0.85(0.39, 1.81)  11/120 13/120 7.48
KHF" 2010 e 0.15(0.08,0.30)  9/124 45/96 29.19
Overall(l? = 45.3%, P = 0.067) 0.29(0.22,0.39) 52/883  168/829 100.00

‘ ‘
0.479 1.000 20.900
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Study ID RR(95%Cl) PR MZE  Weight(%)
Iz EEE" 2006 e 0.09(0.03,0.28)  3/48  32/47 9.03
PR 2011 —- 0.29(0.17,0.50) 16/271 49/241  15.27
ZMEZ" 2006 —— 0.14(0.05,0.36)  4/50  30/51 10.38
L 2008 — 0.35(0.15,0.84)  6/70  17/70 11.39
2L 2010 0.71(0.25, 2.00)  5/30 7/30 9.77
BgE"" 2009 —_— 1.25(0.35, 4.49)  5/80 4/80 7.72
w2007 . 2.00(0.20, 20.41)  2/21 1/21 3.24
BA1B5E" 2013 S — 0.13(0.03,0.57)  2/90  15/90 6.60
ExRLE"2010 0.54(0.22,1.30)  7/120 13/120 11.25
KFIF" 2010 e 0.23(0.13,0.38) 14/124 51/102  15.35
Overall(l> = 58.0%, £ = 0.011) 0.32(0.20, 0.50) 64/904 219/852 100.00

0.302 1.000 33.200

E Events

Study ID RR(95%Cl) PR MZB  Weight(%)
R 2006 — = 0.19(0.07,0.50)  4/48  21/47 15.11
FRE® 2011 0.67(0.23,1.89) 6/271 8/241 1464
E=MES" 2006 . 0.02(0.00,0.32) 0/50  25/51 5.07
LS 2008 0.08(0.00, 1.34)  0/70 6/70 4.84
" 2010 0.14(0.01, 2.65)  0/30 3/30 4.68
BgiE"" 2009 0.14(0.01,2.72)  0/80 3/80 4.62
BF1B5" 2013 — 0.20(0.06,0.67)  3/90  15/90 13.27
&= 2010 = 0.65(0.46, 0.93) 34/120 52/120  20.24
KFIFE" 2010 - 0.20(0.10, 0.40)  8/124 39/119  17.52
Overall(l?> = 69.9%, P = 0.001) 0.25(0.12, 0.50) 55/883 172/848 100.00

‘ ‘
0.00125 1.00000 800.00000
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confidence limits
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