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ABSTRACT 

Background 

Induction of labour (IDP) is the artificial initiation of labour with the goal of achieving a 

vaginal delivery. IDP is one of the most frequently performed obstetric procedures in 

the world. Recent data indicate a highly variable percentage of induction depending on 

the country. 

Methods 

A descriptive study was carried out on different aspects that are part of the ITP process 

through a survey prepared according to the Delphi method distributed among the 37 

participating hospitals from June to October 2021. 

Results 

The mean induction rate was 30.6%. The average rate of caesarean sections was 21.4%. 

75% of the centers had a rate higher than 20% and only in 1 center was it lower than 

15%. In 11 centers they were not available to use misoprostol and in 4 centers they did 

not have oxytocin as PDI. Mechanical methods were available in 23 hospitals. In 16 

centers they had a double Cook balloon; in 5 they used a Foley catheter and in 2 hospitals 

they used both devices. In 4 hospitals they used mechanical methods simultaneously 

with prostaglandins. In all but 5 centers, continuous monitoring was performed in low-

risk pregnancies, at least for the first hour. In these 5 centers, windows of 20 minutes 

were carried out from the start of the induction 

INTRODUCTION 
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Induction of labour (IDP) is the artificial initiation of labour with the aim of achieving a 

vaginal birth. The Spanish Society of Obstetrics and Gynaecology (SEGO) defines it as the 

initiation of labour by means of medical or mechanical procedures, before the 

spontaneous onset of labour, with the aim of achieving delivery of the foetoplacental 

unit (1). Other international scientific societies define it as: 

- artificial stimulation of uterine contractions before the spontaneous onset of 

labour to achieve vaginal delivery (ACOG) (2). 

- initiation of contractions in a pregnant woman who has not gone into labour to 

assist her in achieving a vaginal delivery within 24-48 hours (SOGC) (3). 

- artificial onset of labour (RCOG) (4). 

 

In general, it is universally accepted that induction of labour (ITP) is indicated when the 

outcomes for the foetus, the mother or both are considered better than expectant 

management, i.e. waiting for spontaneous onset of labour (2). 

Cervical ripening is fundamental for the evolution of labour and is a key factor in 

reducing the induction failure rate (IF). For the SEGO, cervical ripening is considered part 

of the IDP process and is defined as the set of biochemical and functional changes that 

occur in the connective tissue of the cervix, beginning in the first trimester of gestation 

and progressing to term, with the end result being changes in the cervix such as 

softening, shortening and dilatation (1). 

Therefore, it can be said that cervical ripening is part of the IDP process and is indicated 

in cases where the conditions of the cervix are unfavourable at the beginning of the 

procedure. 
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Induction of labour (IPL) is one of the most frequently performed obstetric procedures 

in the world (1). The global frequency of IP has more than doubled between 1990 and 

2012, rising from 9.5% to 23.3% (5). 

Recent data indicate an induction rate of up to 35.5% in countries such as Sri Lanka (6) 

and 24.5% in the United States (7).  

In Europe, the average rate of PID is 20%, but there are significant differences between 

countries. Thus, frequencies vary from 6.8% in Lithuania to 33% in Belgium according to 

the 2013 EURO-PERISTAT project report (8). 

The same EURO-PERISTAT report of 2013 provides information from our country on the 

Valencian Community, with one of the highest rates at European level, 31.7% (8). We 

have not found reliable national figures, although very different rates are published for 

different national hospitals. In 2018, of the 250,704 deliveries attended in Spain, labour 

was induced in 83,624. The percentage of induced deliveries in public hospitals-SNS was 

34.2%, continuing the upward trend of recent years (9). 

Despite the extreme diffusion of the procedure, there are still many unanswered 

questions, or issues that have not obtained a unanimous consensus in the scientific 

literature. 

 

 

Medical and obstetric indications for termination of pregnancy by IDP 

The only options for termination of pregnancy are induction of labour or caesarean 

section. Given the increased maternal risks associated with caesarean section, PID is the 
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preferred option in the absence of contraindications to vaginal delivery. Current 

consensus indications include: post-term pregnancy, preterm and term premature 

rupture of membranes, hypertensive states of pregnancy, maternal DM, fetal growth 

restriction, twin pregnancy, chorioamnionitis, NIPPD, intrauterine fetal death. 

Contraindications for PID 

There are a number of circumstances where the maternal and/or foetal risks associated 

with vaginal delivery, and therefore with induction, are greater than the risks associated 

with performing a caesarean section, therefore induction of labour is usually 

contraindicated (1): previous classical or corporal caesarean section, pregnancy after 

uterine rupture, pregnancy after transmural uterine incision with entry into uterine 

cavity, active herpes infection, placenta previa or vasa previa, umbilical cord prolapse or 

persistent cord procidence, transverse fetal status and invasive cervical cancer. 

Procedures available for induction of labour 

A wide variety of methods are currently available to carry out PID. These can be divided 

into pharmacological and mechanical methods (10).  

The most commonly prescribed drugs for labour induction worldwide are oxytocin and 

the synthetic prostaglandins (PGs) E2 (dinoprostone) and E1 (misoprostol). Oxytocin is 

the active substance we know most about because of its use over the years. It has been 

used alone, in combination with amniotomy or after cervical ripening with 

pharmacological and non-pharmacological methods. 

In 2008 the Spanish Agency for Medicines and Health Products authorised the use of 

misoprostol 25 μg (Misofar® 25 μg, Pfizer S.L. Madrid, Spain) in vaginal tablets for 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


induction of labour and vaginal misoprostol 200 μg (Misofar® 200 μg, Pfizer S.L. Madrid, 

Spain) for cervical ripening in gynaecological interventions. The bioavailability of PgE1 is 

three times higher vaginally than orally, and its peak action occurs around 45 minutes 

after administration (11).  

The preparation of dinoprostone (PgE2) available in Spain is in the form of a vaginal 

pessary (Propess ® Ferring Pharmaceuticals, Germany): it is a controlled-release vaginal 

device containing 10 milligrams of dinoprostone. The device releases 0.3 

milligrams/hour for 24 hours. After 24 hours the device should be removed. Once 

removed, wait 30 minutes to initiate oxytocin (12).  

Within the mechanical methods, there are single (Foley catheter) or double (Cook® 

double balloon) intracervical balloons or probes. Theoretically, they work by direct 

physical pressure on the internal cervical orifice and produce the release of PG from the 

decidua, membranes and/or cervix. In addition, they promote biochemical and 

biophysical changes leading to cervical ripening and increased myometrial contractility 

(13). 

BISHOP INDEX 

In 1964, Edward Bishop established criteria for elective induction of labour that included 

parity, gestational age, fetal presentation, obstetric history and patient consent, as well 

as a scoring system for the cervix to help predict successful induction of labour. This 

pelvic scoring system, widely known as Bishop's index, remains an important 

determination in predicting successful induction of labour. The score can be determined 

in a patient at the time of induction by digital cervical examination to determine whether 

cervical ripening is necessary prior to induction.  
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This index has a minimum of zero points and a maximum of 13 points. The scoring 

system uses cervical dilatation, position, effacement, cervical consistency and fetal 

station. A Bishop's score of 8 or more is considered favourable for induction, or the 

likelihood of vaginal delivery with induction is similar to spontaneous labour. A score of 

6 or less is considered unfavourable if induction is indicated and cervical ripening agents 

may be used in these cases (14). 

 

The ideal procedure for PID is difficult to establish. This decision will depend on the 

clinical characteristics of the pregnant woman and foetus, the reason for induction and 

cervical maturity.  

OBJECTIVE 

The main objective is to highlight the great variability in PID-related processes among a 

representative group of Spanish hospitals. 

As secondary objectives we aimed to assess knowledge gaps in relation to induction 

procedures. 

SUBJECTS AND METHODS 

This is a descriptive study on different aspects that are part of the ITP process by means 

of a Delphi survey that was distributed among the PIs of 51 national hospitals between 

June - October 2021.  

 

Survey design  
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Descriptive study conducted in Spain by a panel of experts following the online modified 

Delphi methodology with three rounds of participation. The project was coordinated by 

a scientific board of five experts led by PBF who designed and developed the Delphi 

consensus. The first round was held from 1 June to 21 June 2021, the second round from 

21 June to 30 June 2021 and the third round from 1 July to 30 October 2021. 

Questionnaire 

Initially, a PubMed and manual search was performed using specific keywords on four 

different topics: induction of labour, chronologically prolonged gestation, premature 

rupture of membranes, prostaglandins, twin pregnancy. 

We designed the survey using the Delphi method with 3 evaluation phases with 3 

concentric groups of experts. The questions were weighted until there was no significant 

variation in the experts' opinions on the questions in the successive rounds. The steps 

we followed to reach consensus on the survey were as follows: 

• Definition of the topic (induction of labour). 

• A first panel of experts is selected. 

• The first questionnaire was developed. 

• We distribute the questionnaire and start the first round. Once the answers are 

obtained, the most relevant questions are established and the results are 

compared between centres. 

• We defined the second panel of experts (researchers from a collaborative 

Emergency Obstetric Group whose work is primarily in the delivery room).  
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• Second round: we distributed and obtained the responses among another group 

of experts and developed and applied a new, more specific questionnaire based 

on the responses from the first round after expert consensus. 

Determining the degree of consensus in the first and second rounds 

A 5-point Likert scale was used for responses to each item: strongly disagree, disagree, 

neither agree nor disagree, agree and strongly agree. After the first round, the 

percentage of each response for each item was determined. A second round was 

conducted to obtain consensus on those items where there were discrepancies. 

A consensus of agreement was established when more than 80% of the participants 

responded with "agree" or "strongly agree" for the inclusion of the corresponding item. 

Similarly, a disagreement was defined when more than 80% of the participants 

responded "disagree" or "strongly disagree" to the corresponding item. When the two 

possible consensus options were not met, it was established that there was no 

consensus on the corresponding item. 

We conducted a third round to reach a consensus with the second group of experts on 

the borderline discrepancies that remained after the second round and produced the 

final questionnaire. 

After receiving the corresponding approvals from the Ethics and Research Committees, 

37 of the 51 hospitals of the Spanish Group of Obstetric Emergencies that expressed 

interest in participating responded to the survey.  

The remaining 14 centres did not receive Committee approval and did not participate in 

the study. The Spanish Obstetric Emergencies Group was formed in March 2020 to study 
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the influence of COVID 19 and pregnancy with a grant from the Instituto Carlos III. This 

group registered cases of COVID 19 and pregnancy until April 2021 and has produced 

numerous publications. Heir to this group of 76 centres, the Spanish Obstetric Safety 

Group www.gesobstetrica.com was formed on 3 March 2022. It is in this group that this 

study, called InducEspaña, was initiated. 

RESULTS 

Hospital characteristics 

The number of deliveries attended in the 37 participating hospitals in 2020 was 74876. 

Not all hospitals responded to all the questions asked. The mean induction rate was 

30.6%; 65.7% of the centres (25/37) had induction rates above 30%. The mean 

caesarean section rate was 21.4%. Seventy-five per cent of the centres had a rate higher 

than 20% and only 1 centre had a rate lower than 15% (table 1). 
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NUMBER OF CENTRES  

NUMBER OF BIRTHS 2021 
 

<1500 
 

1500-2500 
 

2500-2999 
 

> 3000 
 

TOTAL: 74876 deliveries 
 

% INDUCTION 
 

<15 
 

15-19.9 
 

20-24.9 
 

25-29.9 
 

30-34.9 
 

35-39.9 8 

>40 
 

Average % of inductions: 30.6%. 
 

OVERALL % OF CAESAREAN DELIVERIES 
 

<15 1 

15-19.9 
 

20-24.9 21 

25--29.9 
 

>30 1 

Average % of caesarean sections: 21.4%. 
 

CAESAREAN SECTIONS IN INDUCTION 
 

<15 1 

15-19.9 5 

20-24.9 
 

25--29.9 
 

>30 
 

Average % of caesarean sections: 25.2%. 
 

 

Table 1: Characteristics of participating hospitals. 

Regarding the indications for caesarean section and its relation to induction, the most 

frequent indication for caesarean section was dystocia (32.6%) followed by loss of foetal 

wellbeing (27.6%). The indication for caesarean section due to induction failure was 

17.5% although in 3 hospitals (8%) the rate of induction failure was higher than 30%. 

The mean caesarean section rate for induced deliveries was 25.2%, although again there 

was great inter-hospital variability: in 1 centre this rate was less than 15%, while in 2 
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centres it was more than 35%. Sixty percent of the centres that responded to this section 

(18/30) had induction failure rates of less than 15%. 

Only 3% of hospitals (1 centre) had overall caesarean section rates above 30%, 

compared to 26% (9 centres) with caesarean section rates above 30% in induced 

deliveries.  

Overall, 73% of maternity hospitals had higher caesarean section rates for induced 

versus spontaneous onset deliveries, except in 2 hospitals (5%) where the caesarean 

section rate for induction was lower (figure 1). 

 

Figure 1: Indications for caesarean section during induction 

The pharmacological methods available were prostaglandins (PgE1 and PgE2) and 

oxytocin. In 100% of the hospitals PgE2 was available for use. In 11/37 centres (29.7%) 

PgE1 was not available for use as an induction method and in 4 centres (10.8%) oxytocin 

was not used as an induction method.  

In relation to mechanical methods, these devices were available in 23/37 of the delivery 

centres (62.1%). Specifically, in 16 centres (43.2%) the Cook® balloon was available; in 5 

32.61%

27.9%

17.51%

Indications for caesarean 
section during induction

Distocia

Abnormal Foetal
Heart pattern

Induction Labour
Failure
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hospitals (13.5%) the Foley catheter was used and in 2 hospitals (5.4%) both devices 

were used interchangeably. In 4 hospitals (10.8%) they use mechanical methods 

simultaneously with prostaglandins as a method of labour induction. The remaining 14 

centres do not use these intracervical balloons. 

In 44.4% of hospitals (12/27) the most commonly used induction method was 

dinoprostone; in 28.6% (6/21) misoprostol; in 13.6% (3/22) oxytocin, while in 6.6% 

(1/15) more than 50% of inductions were performed with mechanical methods (table 

2). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Induction of labor methods Number 
of 

centres 
Induction methods for all indications 
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Oxytocin  33 

Prostaglandin E1 26 

Prostaglandin E2 
 

Mechanics 23 

Induction methods in RPM 
 

oxytocin  
 

Prostaglandin E1 10 

Prostaglandin E2 18 

Mechanics 0 

Methods of induction in twin pregnancies 
 

Oxytocin  
 

Prostaglandin E1 1 

Prostaglandin E2 
 

Mechanics 5 

Induction methods in previous caesarean section  
 

Oxytocin  1 

Prostaglandin E1 0 

Prostaglandin E2 23 

Mechanics 
 

Induction methods in RIC/PEG 
 

Oxytocin  0 

Prostaglandin E1 
 

Prostaglandin E2 23 

Mechanics 
 

Induction methods in GVP  
 

Oxytocin  1 

Prostaglandin E1 
 

Prostaglandin E2 
 

Mechanics 1 

Table 2: Induction methods used according to indication 

 

In all delivery centres the two most frequent indications for induction were prolonged 

gestation (PVG) and premature rupture of membranes (PROM). In 21/37 centres (56.7%) 

the first cause was PVG while in 16/37 hospitals (43.2%) it was PROM. 

When the reason for induction was PVG, delivery was abdominal in 25.7% of cases, 

whereas when the indication was PROM, the mean caesarean section rate was 31.5%. 
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The percentage of caesarean sections was higher in the PROM induction group (figure 

2). 

 

Figure 2: Most frequent indications for induction and percentage of caesarean sections 

When asked about the indication for induction in premature rupture of membranes, the 

hours of latency allowed before induction were up to 12h in 19 centres (51.3%); in 7 

hospitals (18%) they waited up to 12-24h before induction and in 5 centres they delayed 

the start of induction up to 24-36 hours. In 4 centres (11%), they waited between 6-12 

hours, which reflects an active induction behaviour in PROM. The most commonly used 

induction method in this situation was PgE2 (18 centres, 49%), followed by PgE1 (10 

centres, 37) and finally oxytocin in 9 centres (24%). 

The mode of gestational age at which prolonging pregnancies beyond 41 weeks were 

induced was 41+3 weeks, a scenario that occurred in 10 of the 37 centres surveyed 

(27%). Two centres (5%) waited until 42 weeks to induce labour.  

The most commonly used method to induce labour in hospitals with a prolonged 

gestation was PgE2 in 16 centres, followed by PgE1 in 13 centres, mechanical induction 
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in only one centre and direct IV oxytocin in another centre. Specifically, only 31 of the 

37 participating centres answered this question. The use of Bishop's index to determine 

the method of induction in each case was always used in 17 of the centres, only a few 

professionals used it in 10 hospitals, none in 3 of the centres and 1 hospital used other 

methods to establish the method of induction. The cut-off point for this Bishop's index 

to determine the induction method was <6 for 18 hospitals, <5 for 2 hospitals and in 8 

centres there was no cut-off point, it was set at the discretion of the practitioner.  

In 9 centres (24.3%) macrosomia was considered a criterion for induction; in 16 hospitals 

(43.2%) it was not a criterion for termination of pregnancy, while in 12 cases (32.4%) 

macrosomia was a criterion for induction only in diabetic pregnant women. In the 

specific case of obesity, in 89% of the centres (33/37) it was not a reason for induction.  

In cases of SGA/RCI foetuses, dinoprostone was the most common method of induction 

in 23 cases (62%), followed by mechanical methods in 12 centres (33%) and in only 2 

hospitals (5%) was misoprostol the method used. 

The gestational age at which twin pregnancies were induced was 38 weeks in 19 

hospitals (51.3%). Fourteen percent of the hospitals (5/37) induced between 38 and 39 

weeks of gestation. As induction methods, dinoprostone was used first (28/37 centres), 

followed by mechanical methods (5/37 centres), oxytocin (3/37 centres) and finally 

misoprostol in only one hospital.  

Hospitals requesting patients to sign an informed consent form for induction of labour 

in case of previous caesarean section were 25 (65.7%), while 11 (29.7%) did not require 

such a requirement. The gestational age at which labour was induced by previous 

caesarean section was the same as when there was no such history in 25 hospitals 
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(65.7%) and in 11 of them (29.7%), the gestational age of induction of previous 

caesarean section was set at 41 weeks. The method of induction in these patients was 

mechanical in 13 of the centres (35%) and pharmacological in the remaining 24 centres 

(65%). Specifically, within the pharmacological methods, oxytocin was used in 1 centre 

and in 23 hospitals (62%) PgE2 was the elective induction method in patients with 

previous caesarean section (figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Induction method in previous caesarean section 
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In 33/37 centres (89.2%) the indications for induction are protocolised, the rest being 

discretionary. In 5 of the 37 hospitals no informed consent document was provided. In 

27 centres, this document was drawn up at the centre itself; in 4 centres the document 

used was the one drawn up by the SEGO and in 1 hospital the hospital's own document 

was provided together with that of the SEGO. In 27 cases, this document was given to 

the pregnant woman at the time the indication for induction was given, and in 7 cases 

the time of delivery was indifferent. In 3 centres, the document was given at the time of 

admission for induction. The preferred time of admission was first thing in the morning 

(32/37; 86.5%). Low-risk inductions were admitted on the ward in 22 hospitals (59.4%); 

in 12 cases they were admitted in the delivery room. In 1 centre, low-risk inductions 

were ambulatory and performed by mechanical methods. In all but 5 centres continuous 

monitoring was performed in low-risk pregnancies at least during the first hour. In these 

5 centres, 20-minute windows were performed from the start of induction. In 29 

hospitals analgesia was administered when requested by the pregnant woman 

irrespective of the stage of labour while in 8 (21.6%) analgesia was administered when 

requested by the pregnant woman, but only if she was in active labour (table 3). 

 

ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS 

NUMBER  

CENTRES 

Signed informed consent  

Protocolised induction 33 

Time of admission in the morning  

Place of induction 

- Inpatient ward 

- Delivery room 

- Outpatient 
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Analgesia 

- At maternal request, regardless of the stage of delivery 

- At maternal request in active labour 

 

29 

8 

Table 3: Organisational aspects of induction of labour 

Prostaglandin induction 

In 2 hospitals (5.4%) the Dinoprostone pessary was applied in a protocolised manner by 

the midwife; in 20 delivery rooms (54.0%) it was the obstetrician, while in 15 (40.5%) it 

was indifferent, it could be administered either by the obstetrician or the midwife in 

charge. The interval to the first examination, in the absence of contractions and with 

reassuring RCTG, was mostly at 12h (13/37), although in some centres it was done at 4-

6h (11/37), in 8 centres (29.7%) at 8h and in 5 cases (13.5%) it was not explored unless 

the woman reported painful dynamics at some point in the process.  The number of 

dinoprostone devices for induction was one in 33 hospitals; two in 2 centres and one 

every 24h in a row in 2 other delivery rooms. In case of hyperdynamia with foetal impact, 

8 hospitals (21.6%) used O2 as part of the resolution measures. Specifically, 22 centres 

(59.4%) used ritodrine as a tocolytic, while 13 hospitals used atosiban (35%); the rest 

(5.6%) used one or the other interchangeably as resolution of hyperdynamia.  When 

after 24h Bishop's test was less than 7, 28 hospitals (76%) started amniotomy followed 

by oxytocin; 6 centres (16%) used oxytocin without amniotomy and only in 3 cases 

another induction device was placed again. 

In relation to the use of misoprostol, the route of administration of this PgE1 was vaginal 

in 27 centres (73%) of cases. Only one hospital used the oral route in addition to the 

vaginal route. In 9 of the 37 hospitals surveyed, low-dose misoprostol was not available 

for induction of labour in their regular medical clinic. In 13 centres (35%) it was 
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administered by the obstetrician; in the same percentage the professional administering 

it was indifferent and in 2 hospitals (5%) it was administered by the midwife. The 

maximum total dose of PGE1 was 125mcg in 13 centres (35%); in 6 hospitals (16%) 150 

mcg and in 5 centres (14%) the maximum number of tablets was 4 (100mcg). The interval 

between doses was 4h in 19/27 hospitals; and in 7 of the centres 6 hours elapsed 

between one tablet and the next. Among the hospitals where misoprostol was available, 

13 (46.4%) centres administered a maximum dose of 5 tablets (125 mcg). In case of 

hyperdynamia with foetal impact, the figures were similar to those for hyperdynamia 

with PgE2. 5 hospitals (18.5%) used oxygen in the resolution set; about 61% (13/29) used 

ritodrine as a tocolytic; and 31% (8/29) used Atosiban; the rest of the hospitals used 

Atosiban or ritodrine indifferently. 

Mechanical methods 

The volume of saline with which the balloon was filled was 80 ml in 68% of cases while 

in 7 centres it was 60 ml. Balloon inflation was progressive in 7 cases (30.4%) while in 15 

centres (65.2%) it was progressive. In 1 case there is no fixed pattern of balloon or 

catheter filling. Regarding the use of analgesia, 18 centres (78%) did not use any method 

of pain relief during catheterisation. In 16 hospitals (70%) no traction was applied to the 

catheter. In 16 hospitals (69.5%) the low-risk induction was performed in a ward room; 

in 6 centres (26.1%) this occurred in a dilatation; and 1 of the hospitals had an outpatient 

protocol for low-risk balloon inductions. In 15 hospitals (65.2%) the catheter was kept in 

place for 12 hours while in 8 hospitals (34.7%) the time the catheter was kept in place 

was 24 hours. If after insertion of the cervical catheter and after 12-24 hours the Bishop's 

test was less than 7, in 19 hospitals (82.6%) amniorrhexis and subsequent administration 
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of oxytocin was performed and in 4 centres (17.4%) the next step was administration of 

prostaglandins. In only 2 centres (9%) was balloon tube insertion considered difficult. 

Despite this, 28 centres (75.6%) considered that specific training on the application of 

the balloon catheter was desirable. The same number of hospitals considered that this 

training would reduce inter-hospital variability and 6 centres (16%) did not answer this 

question.  

DISCUSSION 

With the data obtained in our study we can see the great variability that exists between 

hospitals in our country when it comes to choosing the method of induction of labour.  

The overall average caesarean section rate is similar to the average established in 

Europe according to the recently published EURO-PERISTAT report of November 2022. 

According to this review, there is a large variation in caesarean section rates, as well as 

differentiated trends. Caesarean section rates varied geographically in 2019, with lower 

rates in northern Europe (16.4 % in Norway, 16.6 in Iceland, 17.4 % in the Netherlands, 

17.9 % in Finland) and higher rates in southern and central Europe (53.1 % in Cyprus, 

44.4 % in Poland, 41.5 in Hungary, 34.8 % in Ireland). Spain, with 25.7 %, is very close to 

the European average (26.0 %). Between 2015 and 2019, twelve European countries 

have experienced a decrease in caesarean section rates, while in nine countries they 

have increased and in others they have remained stable. In Spain, the caesarean section 

rate has decreased slightly from 26.6 % in 2015 to 25.7 % in 2019 (15). 

If we analyse the place where inductions are carried out, we can see that in almost all 

hospitals they are performed with hospitalisation and only one centre performs 

inductions with mechanical methods as an outpatient. American researchers have 
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reported that preinduction with mechanical methods at home can be safe in 

appropriately selected patients, always being women with singleton low-risk gestation 

and excluding women with previous caesarean section, gestational hypertension or pre-

eclampsia, pregestational diabetes, growth restriction or ruptured membranes (16-19).  

In our setting the most common method of induction is dinoprostone, followed by 

misoprostol, oxytocin and mechanical methods respectively.  

The most widely used system for establishing the induction method to date is still 

Bishop's index. Multiple studies use it to divide patients into pre cervical ripening or 

direct IV oxytocin induction, with most of them setting the cut-off point at 6 (20). 

A 2016 meta-analysis (21) comparing the use of misoprostol, dinoprostone and 

intracervical balloon for cervical ripening concluded that no method was clearly superior 

when taking into account both the 24h vaginal delivery failure rate, uterine 

tachysysystole with alterations in fetal heart rate (FHR) and caesarean section rate. 

Vaginal misoprostol and vaginal dinoprostone reduced the risk of failure of vaginal 

delivery within 24 hours, but increased the risk of uterine hyperstimulation with 

alterations in FHR. However, intracervical balloon was the least associated with uterine 

hyperstimulation with alterations in FHR. Finally, the use of oral misoprostol was 

associated with a lower risk of caesarean section. However, a meta-analysis recently 

published this November (22), involving 5460 women from 12 individual studies, has 

established that intracervical balloons, compared to vaginal prostaglandins, did not 

result in a significantly different rate of caesarean delivery (12 trials, 5414 women; crude 

incidence 27.0%; adjusted OR (aOR) 1.09, 95% CI 0.95-1.24; I2=0%), caesarean delivery 

for failure to progress (11 trials, 4601 women; aOR 1-20, 95% CI 0.91-1.58; I2=39%), or 
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caesarean delivery for fetal distress (10 trials, 4441 women; ORa 0.86, 95% CI 0.71-1.04; 

I2=0%). Adverse perinatal outcome was lower in women allocated intracervical balloons 

than in those allocated vaginal prostaglandins (10 trials, 4452 infants, crude incidence 

13.6%; aOR 0.80, 95% CI 0.70-0.0). 92; I2=0%). There was no significant difference in 

adverse maternal outcome (10 trials, 4326 women, crude incidence 22.7%; aOR 1.02, 

95% CI 0.89-1.18; I2=0%). 

According to Beckmann et al. if the cervix remains unfavourable after prostaglandin 

administration, the dose could be repeated or oxytocin could be started (23). 

Performing early amniorrhexis after the last dose of misoprostol or after withdrawal of 

dinoprostone shortens the induction time compared to waiting for spontaneous 

amniorrhexis (24,25). This is what happens in most hospitals in our study, where 76% of 

hospitals after 24h with a Bishop's test <7 perform amniorrhexis and start intravenous 

oxytocin perfusion.  

We can see that most hospitals that use misoprostol administer it vaginally and only one 

hospital also uses the oral route. This drug is rapidly absorbed both vaginally and orally 

(26) and there is no data to support one route as better than the other in terms of health 

outcomes. Looking at the results of our study for misoprostol, there is also variability in 

the dose used and the interval between doses. A meta-analysis conducted in 2021 

supports the use of low-dose misoprostol for induction of labour and suggests that a 

starting dose of 25 mcg may be adequate, taking into account efficacy and safety (27).  

If the decision is made to induce with dinoprostone, we can see that most hospitals use 

a single device per induction, relegating to a minority those hospitals that repeat with a 

new device if Bishop's rate does not improve within 24h.  
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Of the hospitals surveyed, just over half (62%) have mechanical methods for induction 

of labour, the majority being the double Cook® balloon. The fact that almost 40% of 

hospitals do not have this type of method is surprising, as studies to date associate 

mechanical methods with a lower risk of tachysysystole than prostaglandins (28,29). 

Moreover, according to the literature, only 6% of women who undergo cervical 

ballooning have an unfavourable cervix at 12 hours (28). In our setting, when this occurs, 

most hospitals (82.6%) proceed to perform amniorrhexis and subsequent oxytocin 

infusion. Early amniotomy (within the first hour after removal of the catheter) is 

associated with a higher success rate of vaginal delivery in the following 24 hours (31).  

We have compared the overall caesarean section rate with the caesarean section rate 

in induced labour. The work of Grobman (32) emphasises that it is not an accurate 

comparison to assess the effect of induction of labour alone on the caesarean section 

rate; in his work comparing elective induction of labour in low-risk nulliparous women 

versus expectant management he concludes that the caesarean section rate is lower in 

the induction group. As is logical, the induction of labour group includes high-risk 

pregnancies in which the rate of operative delivery is naturally increased, which may 

lead to a bias when interpreting this type of results.  

A decade ago, the administration of epidural analgesia was considered to be associated 

with an increased rate of caesarean section. A systematic review, published in May 2011 

(33), coincides in its objective with this question. The authors in this review conclude 

that there is no increased risk of caesarean section or instrumental vaginal delivery if 

women start analgesia early (with cervical dilatation less than 3 cm) compared to 

starting analgesia at a later stage. 
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Intrauterine fetal resuscitation or intrauterine resuscitation is a set of non-operative 

techniques applied to the mother with the aim of improving fetal oxygenation by 

reversing the cause of the deteriorating fetal status, determined by a non-reassuring 

fetal heart rate (FHR) pattern. One such manoeuvre is the administration of oxygen to 

the mother when there is a repercussion of fetal heart rate tracing in prostaglandin-

induced hyperdynamia. A recent pooled review (34) suggests that studies to date do not 

demonstrate an association between maternal oxygen and a clinically relevant 

improvement in UA pH or other neonatal outcomes, a practice that is routinely 

performed in 20% of our hospitals.  

The success rate of vaginal (VP) delivery after caesarean section ranges from 72-76% 

(35-38), rising to 87-90% if there has been a previous vaginal delivery (38). For this to be 

possible, an appropriate balance between risks and chances of success is essential. 

Certain conditions make PV less likely, such as advanced maternal age, high BMI, high 

ultrasound-estimated fetal weight (EFW) and failure of progression of labour as the 

cause of the previous caesarean section (39). A retrospective cohort of women with a 

previous caesarean section as the only delivery (n=46,176) (40) describes the outcomes 

of induction of labour at 39-41 weeks and compares them with elective caesarean 

section and expectant management. They found a lower rate of caesarean section with 

induction, with no significant effect on perinatal mortality or uterine rupture, but with 

a higher risk of admission to the neonatal unit. The same study establishes that the risk 

of uterine rupture when there is only one previous caesarean section and the uterine 

incision was low transverse segmental is 0.31-0.47%. Although the absolute risk of 

uterine rupture after induction of labour is low, the relative risk, especially with the use 

of prostaglandins, is higher (35,36). Oxytocin, among pharmacological methods, 
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represents the safest option for induction of labour (41). In a retrospective study 

published in France in 2017 (42), with a total of 269 patients, where prostaglandins were 

used as an induction method in patients with unfavourable cervix, it was concluded that 

dinoprostone was an effective procedure in patients with previous caesarean section, 

with morbidity comparable to other methods of labour induction. In our country, a study 

published in 2021 evaluating the efficacy and safety of dinoprostone in pregnant women 

undergoing PID with previous caesarean section found that this method did not appear 

to be associated with worse obstetric or neonatal outcomes compared to PID in 

pregnant women without previous caesarean section, but that it should be performed 

with special caution in this population group, using induction protocols and standardised 

doses of IV oxytocin due to the higher risk of uterine rupture (43).  

 

These findings in the literature and in the routine clinical practice of 23 of our hospitals 

are extremely striking, since the same technical data sheet of the drug contraindicates 

its use if the patient has previously undergone an operation on the uterus, including 

delivery by previous caesarean section (12). Furthermore, the SEGO in its 2010 protocol 

for vaginal delivery after caesarean section, reflects a higher risk of uterine rupture, 

limiting its use with strict indications in immature cervices. From our results, we can say 

that the use of dinoprostone as an induction method is considered safe in patients with 

previous caesarean section.  

Although the number of published studies is small, PgE1 (misoprostol) has been found 

to be associated with a very high risk of uterine rupture, with reported rates of up to 

18% (44). Therefore, it should not be used in women with previous caesarean section 
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(34,44) and more controlled studies are needed in this regard (46). Our published data 

are consistent with the literature and show that no hospital surveyed uses this method 

of induction in this group of patients.  

Regarding indications for induction of labour and methods there are different positions 

in the literature. A systematic review (47) concludes that while for some indications 

induction of labour is clearly recommended, for some other common indications there 

is no strong evidence to support it. Overall, few RCTs have evaluated the various 

indications for induction. For conditions where there may still be a clinical trade-off 

regarding timing of birth, such as suspected macrosomia and high BMI, researchers and 

funding agencies should prioritise sufficiently powered studies that can provide quality 

evidence to guide care in these situations. 

The development of a Clinical Practice Guideline by the scientific societies would 

contribute to the reduction of the variability found and improve the success rate of 

inductions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

• There is great variability in indications, availability of methods, drug 

administration, resuscitative measures and timing of analgesia. 

• There is variability in the use of mechanical methods of labour induction that are 

subject to an official technical sheet. 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


1. Spanish Society of Gynaecology and Obstetrics. Induction of labour (updated July 

2013). Prog Obstet Gynaecol. 2015; 58 (1): 54-64.  

2. ACOG. Practice Bulletin No. 107: Induction of labour. Obstet Gynecol 2009;114:386-

397.  

3. SOGC. Clinical Practice Guideline No 296: Induction of labour. J Obstet Gynaecol Can 

2013; 35 (9): S1-16.  

4. National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Induction labour (Clinical Guideline 

70): 2008.  

5. Osterman MJ, Martin JA. Recent declines in induction of labour by gestational age. 

NCHS Data Brief. 2014 Jun;(155):1-8.PMID: 24941926.  

6. Vogel JP, Souza JP, Gülmezoglu AM. Patterns and Outcomes of Induction of Labour in 

Africa and Asia: a secondary analysis of the WHO Global Survey on Maternal and 

Neonatal Health. PLoS One. 2013 Jun 3;8(6):e65612. doi: 

10.1371/journal.pone.0065612. PMID: 23755259 PMCID: PMC3670838. 

7. Martin JA, Hamilton BE, Osterman MJK, Driscoll AK, Drake P. Births: Final Data for 

2016. Natl Vital Stat Rep. 2018 Jan;67(1):1-55. PMID: 29775434. 

8. Euro-Peristat (2013). European Perinatal Health Report: Health and Care of Pregnant 

Women and Babies in Europe in 2010.  

9. Perinatal care in Spain. Analysis of physical and human resources, activity and quality 

of hospital services, 2010-2018. Ministry of Health. Health information and statistics 

2021. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/pmc3670838/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


10. Mozurkewich EL, Chilimigras JL, Belman DR, Perni UC, Romero VC, King VJ, Keeton 

KL. Methods of induction of labour: a systematic review. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth 

2011; 11:84. doi: 10.1186/1471-2393-11-84. PMID: 22032440 PMCID: PMC3224350. 

11. Hofmeyr G, Gülmezoglu A, Pileggi C. Vaginal misoprostol for cervical ripening and 

induction of labour. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2010 Oct 6;2010(10):CD000941. doi: 

10.1002/14651858.CD000941.pub2. PMID: 20927722 PMCID: PMC7061246. 

12. Propess technical sheet. Cima-aemps. Last revision September 2021. 

13. Grobman W. Techniques for ripening the unfavourable cervix prior to induction. In: 

Lockwood CJ, Barss VA, editors. UpToDate. Waltham, UpToDate; 2019. 

14. Wormer KC, Bauer A, Williford AE (2022). Bishop Score. StatPearls [Internet]. 

Treasure Island (FL): StatPearls Publishing. 

15. Euro-Peristat (2022). European Perinatal Health Report: Core indicators of the health 

and care of pregnant women and babies in Europe from 2015 to 2019. 

16. Sciscione AC, Muench M, Pollok M, et al. Transcervical foley catheter for 

preinduction cervical ripening in an outpatient versus inpatient settinG. Obstet Gynecol 

2001; 98:751. doi: 10.1016/s0029-7844(01)01579-4. PMID: 11704164. 

17. Sciscione AC, Bedder CL, Hoffman MK , et al. The timing of adverse events with Foley 

catheter preinduction cervical ripening; implications for outpatient use. Am J Perinatol 

2014; 31:781. doi: 10.1055/s-0033-1359718. PMID: 24347259. 

18. Kuper SG, Jauk VC, George DM, et al. Outpatient Foley catheter for induction of labor 

in parous woman: a randomized controlled trial. Obstet Gynecol 2018: 132:94. doi: 

10.1097/AOG.00000000000000002678.PMID: 29889751. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/pmc3224350/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/pmc7061246/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29261961/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


19. Ausbeck EB, Jaul VC, Xue Y, et al. Outpatient foley catheter for induction of labour in 

nulliparous women: a randomized controlled trial. Obstet Gynecol 2020; 136:597. doi: 

10.1097/AOG.0000000000004041.PMID: 32769658. 

20. Penfield CA, Wing DA. Labor Induction Techniques: Which Is the Best?. Obstet 

Gynecol Clin North Am. 2017 Dec;44(4):567-582. doi: 10.1016/j.ogc.2017.08.011.PMID: 

29078939. 

21. Chen W, Xue J, Peprah MK, et al. A systematic review and network metaanalysis 

comparing the use of Foley catheters, misoprostol, and dinoprostone for cervical 

ripening in the induction of labour. BJOG 2016; 123:346. doi: 10.1111/1471-

0528.13456.PMID: 26538408. 

22. Jones MN, Palmer KR, Pathirana MM, et al. Balloon catheters versus vaginal 

prostaglandins for labour induction (CPI Collaborative): an individual participant data 

meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials. Lancet. 2022 Nov 12;400(10364):1681-

1692. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(22)01845-1. PMID: 36366885. 

23. Beckmann M, Kumar S, Flenady V, Harker E. Prostaglandin vaginal gel induction of 

labor comparing amniotomy with repeat prostaglandin gel. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2015; 

213:859.e1. doi: 10.1016/j.ajog.2015.07.043.PMID: 26254207. 

24. Makarem MH, Zahran KM, Abdellah MS, Karen MA. Early amniotomy after vaginal 

misoprostol for induction of labour: a randomized clinical trial. Arch Gynecol Obstet 

2013; 288:261. doi: 10.1007/s00404-013-2747-6.PMID: 23430026. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29078939/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


25. Bostanci E, Eser A, Yayla Abide C, et al. Early amniotomy after dinopostrone insert 

used for the induction of labour: a randomized clinical trial. J Matern Fetal Neonatal Med 

2018; 31:352. doi: 10.1080/14767058.2017.1285893.PMID: 28110590. 

26. Khan RU, El-Refaey H, Sharma S, et al. Oral, rectal and vaginal pharmacokinetics of 

misoprostol. Obstet Gynecol 2004; 103:866. doi: 

10.1097/01.AOG.0000124783.38974.53.PMID: 15121558 

27. Kerr RS, Kumar N, Williams MJ, et al. Low-dose oral misoprostol for induction of 

labour. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2021; 6:CD014484. doi: 

10.1002/14651858.CD014484. PMID: 34155622. 

28. Vacknin Z, Kurzweil Y, Sherman D. Foley catheter ballon vs locally applied 

prostalandins for cervical ripening and labor induction: a systematic review and 

metaanalysis. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2010; 203:418. doi: 

10.1016/j.ajog.2010.04.038.PMID: 20605133. 

29. Fox NS, Saltzman DH, Roman AS, et al. Intravaginal misoprostol versus Foley catheter 

for labour induction: a meta-analysis. BJOG 2011; 118:647. doi: 10.1111/j.1471-

0528.2011.02905.x. Epub 2011 Feb 18.PMID: 21332637. 

Jozwiak M, Bloemenkamp KW, Kelly AJ, et al. Mechanical methods for induction of 

labour. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2012; CD001233. doi: 

10.1002/14651858.CD001233.pub2. PMID: 22419277. 

31. Battarbee AN, Palatnik A, Peress DA, Grobman WA. Association of Early Amniotomy 

After Foley Balloon Catheter Ripening and Duration of Nulliparous Labor Induction. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Obstet Gynecol 2016; 128:592. doi: 10.1097/AOG.0000000000001563. PMID: 

27500341. 

Grobman WA, Rice MM, Reddy UM, Tita ATN, Silver RM, Mallett G, Hill K, Thom EA, El-

Sayed YY, Perez-Delboy A, Rouse DJ, Saade GR, Boggess KA, Chauhan SP, Iams JD, Chien 

EK, et al.; Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human 

Development Maternal-Fetal Medicine Units Network. Labor Induction versus Expectant 

Management in Low-Risk Nulliparous Women. N Engl J Med. 2018 Aug 9;379(6):513-

523. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa1800566. PMID: 30089070; PMCID: PMC6186292. 

33. Wassen MM, Zuijlen J, Roumen FJ, Smits LJ, Marcus MA, Nijhuis JG. Early versus late 

epidural analgesia and risk of instrumental delivery in nulliparous women: a systematic 

review. BJOG. 2011 May;118(6):655-61. 

34. Raghuraman N, Temming LA, Doering MM, Stoll CR, Palanisamy A, Stout MJ, Colditz 

GA, Cahill AG, Tuuli MG. Maternal Oxygen Supplementation Compared With Room Air 

for Intrauterine Resuscitation: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. JAMA Pediatr. 

2021 Apr 1;175(4):368-376. doi: 10.1001/jamapediatrics.2020.5351. PMID: 33394020; 

PMCID: PMC7783592. 

Society of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists of Canada (SOGC). Guidelines for vaginal 

birth after previous cesarean birth: No. 155. J Obstet Gynaecol Can. 2005; 27: 164-74. 

36. Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists (RCOG). Birth After Previous 

Caesarean Birth: Green-Top Guideline No. 45. London: Royal College of Obstetricians 

and Gynaecologists, 2007. Accessed 10 June 2010; Available at: 

http://www.rcog.uk/women'shealth/clinical-guideance/birth-after-previous-

caesarean-birth-green-top45. 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


37. Vaginal birth after previous caesarean delivery. Practical Bulletin no 54. ACOG. 2004. 

38. Vaginal birth after cesarean: new insights. March 8-10, 2010. National Institute of 

HealthConsensus Development Conferences Statement. Obstet Gynecol. 2010; 115: 

1279-95. 

39. ACOG. Practice Bulletin No. 184: Vaginal Birth After Cesarean Delivery. Obstet 

Gynecol. 2017 Nov;130(5):e217-e233. 

40. Stock SJ, Ferguson E, Duffy A, Ford I, Chalmers J, Norman JE. Outcomes of induction 

of labour in women with previous caesarean delivery: a retrospective cohort study using 

a population database. PLoS One. 2013;8(4):e60404. doi: 

10.1371/journal.pone.0060404. Epub 2013 Apr 2.PMID: 23565242. 

41. Guise JM, Eden K, Emeis C, Denman MA, Marshall N, Fu R et al. Vaginal birth after 

caesarean: New insights. Evidence report / technology assessment No 191. (Prepared 

by the Oregon Health & Science University Evidence-Based Practice Center under 

contact No 290-2007-10057-I). AHRQ Publication No 10-E001. Rockville, MD: Agency for 

the healthcare research and quality. March 2010. 

42. Coste Mazeau P, Catalan C, Eyraud JL, Aubard Y, Gauthier T. Cervical ripening after 

previous cesarean section with dinoprostone vaginal insert. Gynecol Obstet Fertil Senol. 

2017 Feb;45(2):77-82. doi: 10.1016/j.gofs.2016.12.018. PMID: 28368799. 

43. López-Jiménez N, García-Sánchez F, Pailos RH, Rodrigo-Álvaro V, Pascual-Pedreño A, 

Moreno-Cid M, Hernández-Martínez A, Molina-Alarcón M.  

Induction of Labor with Vaginal Dinoprostone (PGE2 ) in Patients with a Previous 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Cesarean Section: Obstetric and Neonatal Outcomes. J Clin Med. 2021 Nov 

9;10(22):5221. doi: 10.3390/jcm10225221. PMID: 34830502. 

44. Blanchette HA, Nayak S, Erasmus S. Comparison of the safety and efficacy of 

intravaginal misoprostol (prostaglandin E1) with that of dinoprostone (prostaglandin E2) 

for cervical ripening and induction of labor in a community hospital. Am J Obstet 

Gynecol. 1999; 180: 1551-9. doi: 10.1016/s0002-9378(99)70051-7. PMID: 10368503. 

45. American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists. Induction of labor for vaginal 

birth after cesarean delivery. Obstet Gynecol. 2002; 99: 679-80. doi: 10.1016/s0020-

7292(02)90065-2. PMID: 12150147. 

46. Plaut MM, Schwartz ML, Lubarsky SL. Uterine rupture associated with the use of 

misoprostol in the gravid patient with a previous cesarean section. Am J Obstet Gynecol. 

1999 Jun;180(6 Pt 1):1535-42. doi: 10.1016/s0002-9378(99)70049-9. PMID: 10368501. 

47. Coates D, Makris A, Catling C, Henry A, Scarf V, Watts N, Fox D, Thirukumar P, Wong 

V, Russell H, Homer C. A systematic scoping review of clinical indications for induction 

of labour. PLoS One. 2020 Jan 29;15(1):e0228196. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0228196. 

PMID: 31995603; PMCID: PMC6988952. 

 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.23.22283250
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

