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Table 1. Comparison of data for the two study groups (1)

Prophylactic antibiotics Cefotiam Cefpiramide P-value.
_ male 17 24
Sex female 29 25 »
total 46 49 NS -
mean 53.9+12.2 52.3+12.6 NS
Age ( ) range 26-80 19-83
e (years
ge tyear under 40 7 9
over 70 5 4
<1 31 29
Duration of symptoms (years) 1-4 9 13
>4 6 7 NS

NS : not 'significant

Table 2. Comparison of data for the two study groups (2)

Cefotiam Cefpiramide P-value
(n=46) (n=49)
Obesity 5 (10.9%) 6 (12.2%) NS
- Diabetes mellitus 3 ( 6.5%) 4 ( 8.2%) *NS
Jaundice 0 (0.0%) 3 (6.1%) —
Anemia 6 (13.0%) 4 ( 8.2%) NS
Hypoproteinemia 3 (6.5%) 4 (8.2%) NS
Liver dysfunction 11 (23.9%) 11 (22.4%) NS
Renal dysfunction 0 ( 0.0%) 1 (2.0%) -
Positive bile culture 8 (17.4%) 8 (16.3%) NS

NS : not. significant
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Table 3. Comparison of diagnoses in the two study groups
Disease Cefotiam Cefpiramide P-value
Benign diseases
Cholelithiasis 38 38
Polyp of gall bladder 5
Others 2
Total 45 NS
Malignant diseases
Hepatoma 1
Cancer of biliary tract 5 3
Total 4 NS
NS : not significant
Table 4. Comparison of surgical procedures in the two study groups
Cefotiam Cefpiramide P-value
Cholecystectomy 32 38
Cholecystectomy choledochotomy T-tube drainage 9 7
Pancreatoduodenectomy 3 3
Partial hepatectomy 2 1
Total 46 49 NS

NS : not significant

(Table 1),
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Table 5. Infectious complications in the two study groups

Cefotiam Cefpiramide P-value
Related infection
cholangitis 2 1 NS
intraabdominal abscess 4 1 NS
wound infection 1 0 -
Subtotal 7 2 P<0.1
Unrelated infection
catheter sepsis 1 0 -
respiratory tract infection 0 1 -
urinary tract infection 1 0 -
Subtotal 2 1 NS
Total 9 (19.6%) 3 (6.1%) P<o0.1

NS : not significant

Table 6. Postoperative complications in the two study groups

Cefotiam Cefpiramide P-value
Postoperative infection 9 (19.6%) 3(6.1%) P<0.1
Postoperative liver dysfunction 5 (10.9%) 6 (12.2%) NS
Side effect of the prophylactic antibiotics -
Diarrhea 0 (0.0% 0 (0.0%)
Eruption 0 (0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%)

NS : not significant

Table 7. Bacteria isolated from postoperative infections in the two study groups

Cefotiam Cefpiramide
S. aureus 1 0
GPC Coaglase (—) Staphylococcus sp. 1 0
Enterococcus spp. 2 0
E. coli 0 1
P. aeruginosa 1 1
GNB
E. cloacae 1 0
C. freundii 1 1
Fungus Candida albicans A 0 1
Total 7 4

¥K, Enterococcus spp.; 28k, BE 4D 7 5 ARMERR ¥k, C.freundii ; 1 ¥k, &5 38D 7 7 s[aMREND
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Table 8. MIC data in the two study groups

Isolated bacteria Cefotiam Cefpiramide Prop'hyla.cttc
antibiotics
GPC Enterococcus sp. 50 12.5
E. cloacae 25 6.3 cefotiam
P. acruginosa 100> 3.2
GNB P. acruginosa 100> 12.5
L. coli 0.2 100 cefpiramide
C. freundit 1.6 3.2
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PROPHYLACTIC ANTIBIOTICS FOR PATIENTS UNDERGOING
BILIARY TRACT SURGERY : A PROSPECTIVE RANDOMIZED
STUDY OF CEFOTIAM AND CEFPIRAMIDE

Masavukr Muramoro, Nacao SHiNacawa, AkIRA Mizuno,
Hirosui IsuiHArRA, Noriaki Mouri, SATosHI SAKURAL,
Taxuyt Fukul, Kencur Hori, Keijr Mashira,
Takumi Hanai, Tersurou Takaoka and Jiro Yura

First Department of Surgery, Nagoya. City University
1 Aza kawasumi, Mizuho-cho, Mizuho-ku, Nagoya 467, Japan

A prospective randomized study was performed to compare the safety and efficacy of cefotiam with
those of cefpiramide for prophylaxis in 100 patients undergoing elective biliary tract surgery from
April 1986 till November 1987. Patients were allocated at random to receive an intravenous dose of
2 g of either cefotiam or cefpiramide at the beginning of surgery. The intravenous dose of cefotiam
was continued at 1g every 8 hours and of cefpiramide every 12 hours for 4 days postoperatively.
Of the 100 patients, 5 were withdrawn because the operations performed were not concerned with
this study. The incidence of postoperative infection was higher in the cefotiam group (n=46) than
in the cefpiramide group (n=49), but no significant difference (P<0.1) was recognized.

There was also no significant difference in the rate of side effects between the two groups. Cefpi-
ramide twice a day is thus more useful than cefotiam three times a day in preventing postoperative
infections following biliary tract surgery.



