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Abstract
Purpose of Review This review briefly covers the history of stapedectomy, discusses the indications and problems encountered 
with revision surgery, and provides case examples with solutions.
Recent Findings Revision surgery is challenging and successful outcome even in the most experienced specialists is 45–71%, 
which is far less than that of primary surgery.
Summary Careful evaluation of the reasons for reoperation, anticipation of the common problems, and patient education 
on reasonable expectations are all very important for success.
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Introduction

Stapedectomy is performed primarily for the condition 
of otosclerosis in which there is ankyloses of the sta-
pes, first described by Joseph Toynbee who studied 1659 
temporal bones [1, 2]. The condition is histologically 
characterized by resorption and deposition of bone at 
the fissula ante fenestra in 80% of cases [3]. Clinically, 
it may be observed as a “Schwartze’s sign,” a reddish 
hue behind the tympanic membrane as described by Her-
man Schwartze 1873 due to increased vascularity of the 
cochlear promontory [4]. Disease progression can then 
lead to fixation of the stapes footplate, causing conduc-
tive hearing loss, typically with a Carhart’s notch where 
there is a tendency toward closure of the air–bone gap 
(ABG) at 2000 Hz [5]. Less frequently, there can be 

involvement of the endosteal layer of the otic capsule 
which can cause sensorineural loss as well. Histological 
prevalence of otosclerosis has been reported to range 2.5 
to 8.3%, but clinically significant prevalence is estimated 
to be 0.3% [6].

The first otologist to mobilize and remove the stapes 
was Johannes Kessel in 1876 [3]. Although many attempts 
were made thereafter, due to complications and even 
deaths in the 1900s, these operations were shunned by 
prominent otologists such as Adam Politzer and Friedrich 
Siebenmann and stapes surgery halted for many decades. 
Kessel was censored for unscrupulousness and ultimately 
retired embittered [7]. Later, Jenkin and Holmgren found 
that fenestration of the lateral semicircular canal would 
improve hearing. Sourdille then improved on this with 
a three-stage tympanolabyrinthopexy open approach [7]. 
Lempert then heard Sourdille’s lecture and developed a 
single-stage endaural fenestration approach. Rosen then 
resurrected the stapes mobilization. Inspired by Rosen 
and realizing the importance of sealing the oval window 
after reading a case report by Frederick Jack from the 
Mass Eye and Ear Infirmary, Shea improved the stapedec-
tomy procedure by utilizing a vein graft and polyethylene 
tubing fashioned into a prosthesis [7]. As stapedectomy 
procedure took off, Lempert’s career ended as he failed 
to adopt this technique.
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Primary Stapedectomy

Stapedectomy, as we know today, is an elegant procedure 
further refined after the initial description by Shea. Most 
procedures are approached transcanal with removal of 
sufficient scutum to expose the incudostapedial joint, the 
pyramidal process, and the tympanic portion of the fallo-
pian canal. Many now choose to use laser for hemostasis 
and minimize the use of drilling on the footplate, although 
the surgery can be performed without laser or a combina-
tion of both. The stapedial tendon is cut, the incudostape-
dial joint disarticulated, the posterior crus of the stapes 
is weakened with the laser, and the stapes suprastructure 
downfractured toward the promontory. The footplate is 
either lasered in a rosette fashion, or the fenestration can 
be done with a low rpm (revolutions per minute) drill. A 
small-hole fenestration is performed of approximately 
0.7 mm in diameter. There are various pistons that are 
placed within the stapedotomy and hooked onto the incus; 
the author uses a Teflon or fluoroplastic stapes piston with 
a nitinol Shepherd’s crook which is tightened with a pulse 
of a laser. In patients with a nickel allergy, nitinol should 
be avoided, and a prosthesis is chosen that must be crimped 
by hand. The overall risk of deafness is 1–2%, and overall 
success rate to an air–bone gap of ≤ 10 dB can be as high 
as 94% [8•].

Revision Stapedectomy

Indications for revision surgery should be considered after 
a period of observation. Aside from intractable vertigo or 
facial nerve complication requiring immediate interven-
tion, revision surgery is indicated primarily for persistent 
or recurrent conductive hearing loss of ≥ 20 dB. Because of 
the postoperative inflammation, it is best to wait at least sev-
eral months before consideration of revision surgery. Recur-
rent hearing loss would suggest a problem that developed 
over time after initial successful surgery with air–bone gap 
closure (such as incus erosion), while persistent hearing 
loss after an otherwise straightforward surgery may sug-
gest other conditions that also cause conductive hearing 
loss (such as a third window or ankylosed malleus). Pre-
operative computed tomography (CT) imaging should be 
considered in identifying the causes for symptoms (i.e., 
prosthesis displacement and incus long handle erosion). It 
may also reveal unanticipated causes of persistent conduc-
tive hearing loss, such as semicircular canal dehiscence 
(most commonly superior canal, but posterior canal open-
ing into the jugular bulb should also be investigated) which 
are unmasked by an otherwise apparently successfully per-
formed surgery [9]. CT can also overestimate the depth of 

penetration of the prosthesis into the vestibule, and thus, 
interpretation of CT must be taken cautiously [10].

As in initial stapedectomy, a transcanal approach is used. 
We prefer monitored anesthesia care (MAC) because having 
the patient awake for the manipulation of the prosthesis is 
valuable to assess vertigo. Endaural incisions may improve 
visualization if needed. The tympanomeatal flap is elevated. 
The chorda tympani nerve may be scarred and difficult to 
preserve. Lasers  (CO2, KTP, or argon) may be helpful to 
lyse adhesions, though not necessary. The scutum is likely 
adequately open from prior surgery. By far, the most com-
mon site of failure is the prosthesis position with or without 
incus erosion [11–15]. Thus, the prosthesis position and 
oval window are carefully examined. Often, replacement of 
the initial prosthesis with a new one is necessary. However, 
checking the entire the ossicular chain for mobility is essen-
tial as bony fragments or unappreciated ankyloses of the 
malleus and incus may have caused the poor hearing result. 
If the patient is awake during the procedure, the hearing 
can be tested intraoperatively with a tuning fork and soft 
whisper. After reestablishment of the ossicular chain, the 
oval window should be sealed with tissue (fat or perichon-
drium) or blood, and the tympanomeatal flap is laid back 
down. The authors strongly prefer a tissue seal to prevent a 
persistent fistula.

Problems Encountered in Revision Surgery

Immediately or over time, conductive hearing loss of greater 
than 20 dB may occur after initial stapedotomy or stapedec-
tomy. Revision may be required in approximately 20% regard-
less of the method of primary stapedectomy or stapedotomy 
[16]. There are various findings that account for this, includ-
ing (1) prosthesis displacement or malfunction, (2) necrosis of 
incus, (3) adhesions, (4) osseous closure of the oval window, 
(6) ankyloses of malleus or incus to the attic, and (7) repara-
tive granuloma. The first two, individually or in combination, 
account for the vast majority of cases, 82% [17].

Prosthesis Problem

Prosthesis malfunction is by far the most common reason 
for revision; it accounts for up to 60% of cases [11–15]. 
The majority are due to displacement out of or to the edge 
of the oval window, displacement at the wire attachment to 
the incus, or both [11, 13]. These problems are much more 
amenable to repair with a superior success rate overall 
compared to other problems described below [11]. Most 
often, the problem is traced to inappropriate prosthesis 
length (too short) chosen at the time of primary surgery. 
Change in prosthesis length between primary and revision 
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surgeries is required in 73.5% of cases [18] with the vast 
majority (64–85%) of these requiring a longer prosthe-
sis [12, 18]. Thus, measurement is an essential part of 
successful primary surgery. One explanation for this may 
be that surgeons may err on placing a shorter rather than 
longer prosthesis due to potential risk of vertigo with a 
longer prosthesis. However, one must account for a poten-
tial 0.5-mm displacement of the prosthesis once it is in 
place [19]. Thus, careful measurement and selection of 
the appropriate length of the prosthesis may avoid need for 
future revision surgery. A simple method to determine if 
the prosthesis is too short is to gently nudge the prosthesis 
from side to side, and if it is short, it will slide out of the 
fenestrated opening in the footplate.

Erosion of the Incus

Erosion of the incus is the second most commonly seen 
cause for revision stapedectomy, ranging from 6.3 to 32% 
[11, 13, 15, 20, 21]. The incus long process is supplied 
by the incudal artery (arising from the ossicular branch 
of the anterior tympanic artery) which feeds the mucosal 
arteries and the nutrient foramen (within the incus body). 
The lenticular process is also supplied by anastomoses 
from the arteries of the stapes tendon and posterior cru-
ral artery [22]. Avascular necrosis has been thought to be 
caused by compromised blood supply by a tightly crimped 
wire. However, Schuknecht challenged this idea stating 
“the incus contains a central nutrient vessel and a network 
of mucosal vessels adequate to supply the tip of the long 
process” [23]. A recent study showed that most nutritive 
foramina are found in the upper two-thirds of the long pro-
cess along the anteromedial aspect where it is unlikely to 
be affected by a crimped prosthesis [24]. Incus necrosis is 
now widely believed to be in fact due to too loose a crimp 
which allows the prosthesis to continually rub and gradu-
ally erode the long process. Although erosion is commonly 
seen with crimped wire, it can also be seen with a variety 
of other prostheses [17, 21]. The author has noted several 
cases where loose prostheses have caused notching of the 
lateral surface of the incus and the recurrence of a fluc-
tuating conductive hearing loss. Early intervention with 
tightening and use of bone cement is recommended before 
the incus completely necroses. The author has also had 
several cases where the oval window fenestrations were 
too small, causing rocking of the prosthesis and upward 
pressure also leading to erosion of the incus, lateral dis-
placement, or even extrusion of the prosthesis through the 
tympanic membrane. Char or burn of the incus adjacent to 
a crimped wire is not uncommonly encountered and poses 
a theoretical risk that thermal injury due to laser may lead 
to incus necrosis.

For repair, in the case of incus erosion, replacement 
with an appropriately sized prosthesis higher up the incus 
handle may be possible. This can pose several problems 
including re-erosion, improper angle of the prosthesis in 
order to reach the oval window, or the prosthesis may have 
a tendency to rest on the facial nerve [14]. In this case, the 
use of a wire that can be bent away from the facial nerve 
is an advantage over non-bendable materials. Also, the 
tapered end of the eroded incus may not allow for pros-
thesis to attach securely. The use of hydroxyapetite bone 
cement to rebuild the shortened incus or to stabilize a 
prosthesis can be implemented (Fig. 1; case 1, case 2), and 
the outcomes are very good (72–78% within 10 dB) with 
either method [21, 25, 26]. In the case of a short incus, a 
Megerian Nitinol Stapes Replacement prosthesis (Fig. 1C) 
or a Kraus K-Helix prosthesis (Fig. 1D) or may be suit-
able. Alternatively, a malleus to oval window prosthesis 
may be utilized.

Adhesions

Adhesions and fibrous bands are common. The incus or 
prosthesis can be fixed by dense fibrous tissue [11]. The 
rate of adhesions is higher with stapedectomy versus sta-
pedotomy (7.9% vs. 20.6%) and is attributed to a less trau-
matic approach with stapedotomy [11]. Atraumatic lysis 
may be more easily achieved with a laser, particularly 
around the oval window. One study reported improved 
revision outcomes from 70 to 91% (ABG within 10 dB) 
with the implementation of the argon laser during revi-
sion surgery [13]. Although a more recent study, com-
paring the energy level of the laser and use of the laser 
versus not did not find an effect on outcome of hear-
ing improvement after revision stapedectomy [27]. The 
author routinely utilizes the argon laser to lyse adhesions 
and strongly feels that, at primary surgery, care should be 
taken not to disrupt or traumatize the mucosa surrounding 
the oval window or promontory that can lead to fibrosis 
of the prosthesis or incus binding it to the promontory or 
tympanic membrane.

Oval Window Problems

A fairly common occurrence and need for revision are osse-
ous regrowth at the stapedectomy or oval window fenestra 
30.2% [11]. Rarely, oval window membrane lateralization or 
bony regrowth can displace the prosthesis out of the vesti-
bule [11, 17]. A fenestra that is too small can bind the pros-
thesis and may require drilling or use of a laser to widen the 
fenestration. Obliterative otosclerosis that greatly thickens 
the footplate is rare and can be a daunting experience when 
deep drilling cannot identify a vestibule. Inexperienced 
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surgeons should probably abandon these cases and recom-
mend amplification.

Ankylosis of the Malleus or Incus

It is important to palpate the entire ossicular chain as one 
cause for persistent conductive hearing loss may be from 
a fixed malleus and/or incus, either congenitally or from 
bone dust or fragments at the primary surgery. Although this 
occurs rarely (less than 4%) [11, 14], it portends a poorer 
hearing outcome with a high failure rate of 37.5% [11]. In 
the case of malleus head fixation, if a bony bridge can be 
reached, it can be freed with the use of a laser or a drill, but 
often, this is not possible as the bridge of bone is anterior 
and superior to the head of the malleus. In such a case, the 
head can be removed with a malleus nipper, and a malleus 
attachment prosthesis employed after the incus is removed.

Perilymphatic Fistula

Perilymphatic fistula (PLF) can be encountered incidentally 
during revision surgery (case 3) or during revision surgery 
being performed because of new onset of vertigo or per-
sistent vertigo after a primary surgery that was otherwise 

uneventful. Typically, one would not operate on sensorineu-
ral hearing loss after stapedectomy, unless there was symp-
tomatic vertigo concerning for PLF. In one study, the inci-
dence of delayed vertigo after stapedectomy was 0.5% [28]. 
Among nine patients taken for exploration, the presence of 
PLF was only identified in three, although all underwent 
fibrin glue repair with resolution of vertigo. This and other 
studies suggest that the presence of PLF is likely underesti-
mated [13]. Another study reported that PLF accounted for 
9% of revision stapes, and all of them were associated with 
vertigo [15]. These data suggest that, if a patient experiences 
vertigo (with or without sensorineural hearing loss), suspi-
cion for PLF should be raised and exploration be performed. 
If a tissue seal was not performed at the primary surgery, 
then suspicion for PLF should be heightened in a patient 
with vertigo. Although early postoperative hearing may not 
be significantly changed, there may be delayed sensorineural 
hearing loss and decreased discrimination [17].

Reparative Granuloma

This is a rare condition that occurs usually 7–15th-day post-
operatively after a stapedectomy [29]. It was highly associ-
ated in the past with manufactured gelfoam-wire prostheses, 

Fig. 1  Solutions for incus ero-
sion. (A) Arrow points to the 
incus erosion, and the pros-
thesis is placed higher up the 
incus long process. (B) Bone 
cement is then used to stabilize 
the prosthesis. Alternatively, 
a Megerian Nitinol Stapes 
Replacement prosthesis (C) or 
Kraus K-Helix prosthesis (D) 
can be utilized. (E) Hydroxya-
petite bone cement can also be 
used to rebuild the shortened 
incus long process onto which 
the prosthesis can be secured
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but since they were taken off the market, this is an even rarer 
occurrence. Some are thought to be due to powder on gloves, 
but this has not been proven [29]. A recent report involved 
a granuloma after acellular porcine small intestinal submu-
cosa was used to seal the piston at the oval window (Fig. 2) 
[30•]. Patients present with worsening sensorineural hear-
ing loss after initial improvement and may be accompanied 
by worsening imbalance. On examination of the ear, there 
will be fullness and a darkened area in the posterior meso-
tympanum where the granuloma typically covers the incus 
and surrounds the prosthesis down to the oval window. In 
a survey done of stapes surgeon, it was determined that the 
incidence in stapedectomy cases was 0.1%, and in stape-
dotomy, the incidence declined to 0.07% [31]. Management 
of these cases is controversial. One school of thought is to 
emergently return the patient to the operating room and to 
remove the granuloma and replace the prosthesis with a new 
one, combined with concurrent antibiotics and high dose 
steroids [29, 32]. The other consideration is to simply treat 

the patient with corticosteroids based on experience that the 
outcomes will be the same [33]. Since this is a rare condition 
in the modern era of stapes surgery, it is still unknown which 
method of management is preferable.

Case Examples

Here, we provide a few examples of commonly described 
problems along with their solutions.

Case 1 (Fig. 3), Dislodged Prosthesis and Shortened 
Incus

The twenty-three-year-old male had undergone two prior sta-
pedotomies and had a recurrent maximum conductive hear-
ing loss in the right ear with the wire protruding through the 
tympanic membrane. He underwent a revision at which time 
the dislodged prosthesis was removed, and the lenticular pro-
cess of the incus was found to be necrosed and too short for 
a traditional piston. The fenestration of the footplate was 
seen to be too small, so it was enlarged with an argon laser. 
A Kraus K-Helix prosthesis (Fig. 1D) was then used, and its 
attachment was coated with bone cement. No post-operative 
complications occurred and he had excellent post-op hearing 
improvement.

Case 2 (Fig. 4), Incus Erosion, Rebuilding of Incus 
with Bone Cement

Sixty-six-year-old male underwent prior bilateral stapedoto-
mies and a revision on the left side. He recently developed 
a further drop in left hearing with vertigo, imbalanced, and 
a profound mixed loss with 60% speech discrimination. 
He experienced vertigo undergoing a tympanometry test. 
He underwent left middle ear exploration with monitored 
anesthesia and was found to have incus necrosis with the 
piston medially displaced into the vestibule. A laser was 
used to lyse adhesion, and the piston was slowly lifted out 
of the vestibule. There was a medially displaced portion of 
the footplate that was carefully removed with a small hook. 
The incus was short, so hydroxyapetite bone cement was 
used to extend the incus, and then, a new nitinol prosthesis 
was placed, and additional bone cement was applied to fur-
ther secure it (Fig. 1E). The patient had total resolution of 
his dizziness, and hearing was significantly improved with 
return of his speech discrimination to 96%.

Case 3 (Fig. 5), Lenticular Process Fracture, Medial 
Displacement of Prosthesis, and Perilymph Leak

A forty-two-year-old female had undergone bilateral sta-
pedotomies many years before. She had a sudden drop in 

Fig. 2  Post-stapedotomy reparative granuloma following use of acel-
lular porcine small intestinal submucosa. A Intraoperative view of 
reparative granuloma surrounding Biodesign (porcine graft) and 
bucket-handle prosthesis. B Removal of bucket-handle prosthesis 
from incus and off footplate reveals granuloma centered around Bio-
design and oval window. (Reprinted from Ghazi et al. Am J Otolaryn-
gol. 2021;42(3):102,933, with permission from Elsevier) [30•]
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Fig. 3  Case 1, dislodged prosthesis and shortened incus

Fig. 4  Case 2, incus erosion, rebuilding of incus with bone cement
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hearing in the right ear that showed a severe mixed loss 
with good speech discrimination. Upon exploration under 
monitored anesthesia, the lenticular process was found to 

be fractured, and the entire piston of the prosthesis had been 
displaced medially into the vestibule with an obvious peri-
lymph leak. An argon laser was used to lyse all adhesions, 

Fig. 5  Case 3, lenticular process fracture, medial displacement of prosthesis, and perilymph leak

Fig. 6  Case 4, tympanic membrane perforation, displaced prosthesis, and obliterative otosclerosis
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so that the wire and footplate could be seen clearly. The 
Shepherd’s crook was used to lift the prosthesis out of the 
vestibule, and the patient monitored for dizziness which did 
not occur. A new nitinol prosthesis was hooked onto the 
remaining incus and crimped with a laser. Morselized ear 
lobe fat was placed around the prosthesis, and bone cement 
was then applied to stabilize the prosthesis on the incus. The 
patient had an uneventful recovery with good closure of the 
air–bone gap.

Case 4 (Fig. 6), Tympanic Membrane Perforation, 
Displaced Prosthesis, and Obliterative Otosclerosis

A fifty-one-year-old female with prior stapedotomies in 
both ears had excellent results until 14 years later when, 
after aerotitis (pain and pressure on decent), her hearing 
declined. A few months later, she was noted to have a perfo-
rated right tympanic membrane with exposed prosthesis. Her 
right Rinne was negative (bone greater than air conduction). 
Upon exploration, the prosthesis was found displaced off 
of the footplate, and the incus had a notch where the loose 
Shepherd’s crook was still attached. The piston was not in 
the vestibule and was removed. The footplate was obliterated 
with new overgrowth of otosclerosis. A low rpm drill was 
used to fenestrate the footplate, and a new nitinol prosthesis 
was secured with a laser. Bone cement was applied over the 
crimp after small pieces of ear lobe fat were placed around 
the piston. Excellent post-op hearing was achieved.

Conclusions

With improvements to stapedectomy, the rate of success of 
primary surgery is excellent. The closure of the ABG may 
not remain so over time, however. The mean time between 
primary and revision operations is typically 7–11 years 
[11, 14, 18]. Typical time to the next re-revision is shorter, 
2–4 years [11, 14]. The most common indication for revision 
surgery is persistent or acquired conductive hearing loss, 
although sometimes, it is for vertigo.

Revision surgery, however, continues to prove chal-
lenging with the problems that are encountered and with 
the overall success rate which is much less than that of 
primary surgery, even in the most experienced hands. The 
overall closure of the ABG is 45–71% to within 10 dB and 
75.7–86.3% to within 20 dB [11, 13, 17, 34, 35]. Unsur-
prisingly, the outcome is worse by 10–20 dB with each 
successive revision [13, 17]. Furthermore, risk of develop-
ing a dead ear is slightly higher at ~2% [14].

The vast majority of cases have a prosthesis displace-
ment with or without incus erosion. These cases can be 

repaired by various ways as aforementioned. The good 
news is that the repair of these problems fair well. The 
same cannot be said for malleus/incus ankyloses and oblit-
erative otosclerosis which routinely have poor outcome but 
are encountered less often.

How do we maximize the success of revision surgery? 
First, it is important to carefully evaluate the reasons for 
re-operating. Reasons include a persistent or acquired con-
ductive hearing loss of > 20 dB, a clear prosthesis prob-
lem seen on exam or CT, and vertigo due to suspected 
perilymphatic fistula or too long a prosthesis. Revision 
stapedectomy should not be performed within 6 weeks 
of primary surgery, for sensorineural hearing loss in the 
absence of vertigo, obliterative otosclerosis seen on CT 
not amenable to drill out, round window obliteration, and 
the presence of the third window such as a semicircular 
canal dehiscence. The surgeon must also understand his/
her own ability to anticipate and manage the intraopera-
tive findings as described earlier. Lastly, it is important 
that the patient is educated on realistic expectations with 
revision outcomes.

Author Contribution Both authors contributed equally to the writing 
of the manuscript.

Compliance with Ethical Standards 

Conflict of Interest Hitomi Sakano declares no conflict of interest.  
Jeffrey P Harris has equity and consulting agreement with Otonomy, 
Inc.

Human and Animal Rights and Informed Consent This article does not 
contain any studies with human or animal subjects performed by any 
of the authors.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References

Papers of particular interest, published recently, have 
been highlighted as:  
• Of importance  

47Current Otorhinolaryngology Reports  (2022) 10:40–48

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


•• Of major importance

 1. Toynbee J. Pathological and surgical observations on the dis-
eases of the ear. Med Chir Trans. 1841;24:190–211. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1177/ 09595 28741 02400 115.

 2. Toynbee J. Pathological researches into the diseases of the ear. 
Med Chir Trans. 1849;32:69–106. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
 09595 28749 03200 109.

 3. Tange R. A treatise on otosclerosis and its treatment. Amster-
dam, The Netherlands: Kugler Publications; 2019.

 4. Habermann J. The pathology of the so-called otosclerosis. Annals 
of Otology, Rhinology & Laryngology. 1903;12(4):627–96.

 5. Carhart R. Audiometric manifestations of pre-clinical stapes 
fixation. Ann Otol Rhinol Laryngol. 1964;73:740–55. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00034 89464 07300 313.

 6. Declau F, Van Spaendonck M, Timmermans JP, Michaels L, 
Liang J, Qiu JP, et al. Prevalence of otosclerosis in an unselected 
series of temporal bones. Otol Neurotol. 2001;22(5):596–602. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00129 492- 20010 9000- 00006.

 7. Shea JJ Jr.  A personal history of stapedectomy. Am J 
Otol. 1998;19(5):Suppl S2–12.

 8.• Khorsandi AM, Jalali MM, Shoshi DV. Predictive factors in 
995 stapes surgeries for primary otosclerosis. Laryngoscope. 
2018;128(10):2403-7. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ lary. 27160. A 
recent statistical analysis reveals positive predictors for 
successful primary stapes surgery including female gender, 
right ear, bilateral disease, nonobliterative footplate, and 
smaller preoperative ABG but age was not a predictor.

 9. Yong M, Zaia E, Westerberg B, Lea J. Diagnosis of superior 
semicircular canal dehiscence in the presence of concomitant 
otosclerosis. Otol Neurotol. 2017;38(8):1071–5. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1097/ MAO. 00000 00000 001490.

 10. Warren FM, Riggs S, Wiggins RH 3rd. Computed tomographic 
imaging of stapes implants. Otol Neurotol. 2008;29(5):586–92. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ MAO. 0b013 e3181 758e96.

 11. Gros A, Vatovec J, Zargi M, Jenko K. Success rate in revision 
stapes surgery for otosclerosis. Otol Neurotol. 2005;26(6):1143–
8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 01. mao. 00001 72414. 64907. 9d.

 12. Wegner I, Vincent R, Derks LSM, Rauh SP, Heymans MW, 
Stegeman I, et al. An internally validated prognostic model for 
success in revision stapes surgery for otosclerosis. Laryngo-
scope. 2018;128(10):2390–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ lary. 27132.

 13. Lippy WH, Battista RA, Berenholz L, Schuring AG, Burkey 
JM. Twenty-year review of revision stapedectomy. Otol Neu-
rotol. 2003;24(4):560–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00129 492- 
20030 7000- 00005.

 14. Lundman L, Stromback K, Bjorsne A, Grendin J, Dahlin-
Redfors Y. Otosclerosis revision surgery in Sweden: hear-
ing outcome, predictive factors and complications. Eur Arch 
Otorhinolaryngol. 2020;277(1):19–29. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00405- 019- 05652-w.

 15. Glasscock ME 3rd, McKennan KX, Levine SC. Revision stape-
dectomy surgery. Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg. 1987;96(2):141–
8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01945 99887 09600 205.

 16. House HP, Hansen MR, Al Dakhail AA, House JW. Stapedectomy 
versus stapedotomy: comparison of results with long-term follow-
up. Laryngoscope. 2002;112(11):2046–50. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 
00005 537- 20021 1000- 00025.

 17. Derlacki EL. Revision stapes surgery: problems with some solu-
tions. Laryngoscope. 1985;95(9 Pt 1):1047–53.

 18. Marchica CL, Saliba I. The relationship between stapes prosthe-
sis length and rate of stapedectomy success. Clin Med Insights 
Ear Nose Throat. 2015;8:23–31. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4137/ CMent. 
s27284.

 19. Huttenbrink KB. Clinical significance of stapedioplasty bio-
mechanics: swimming, diving, flying after stapes surgery. Adv 
Otorhinolaryngol. 2007;65:146–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1159/ 
00009 8791.

 20. Ramaswamy AT, Lustig LR. Revision Surgery for Otosclerosis. 
Otolaryngol Clin North Am. 2018;51(2):463–74. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. otc. 2017. 11. 014.

 21. Krieger LW, Lippy WH, Schuring AG, Rizer FM. Revision sta-
pedectomy for incus erosion: long-term hearing. Otolaryngol 
Head Neck Surg. 1998;119(4):370–3. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
S0194- 5998(98) 70081-6.

 22. Schuknecht HF. Pathology of the Ear. Cambridge, Massachusetts,  
U.S.A.: Harvard University Press; 1974.

 23. Schuknecht HF. Stapedectomy. 1st ed. Boston: Little; 1971.
 24. Gerlinger I, Toth M, Lujber L, Szanyi I, Moricz P, Somogyvari 

K, et al. Necrosis of the long process of the incus following 
stapes surgery: new anatomical observations. Laryngoscope. 
2009;119(4):721–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ lary. 20166.

 25. Sioshansi PC, Schettino A, Babu SC, Bojrab DI, Sargent EW, 
Michaelides EM, et al. Bone cement fixation of stapedotomy 
prostheses: long-term outcomes in primary and revision sta-
pes surgery. Ann Otol Rhinol Laryngol. 2021;130(7):769–74. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00034 89420 971337.

 26. House JW, Lupo JE, Goddard JC. Management of incus necro-
sis in revision stapedectomy using hydroxyapatite bone cement. 
Otol Neurotol. 2014;35(8):1312–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 
MAO. 00000 00000 000496.

 27. Schonfeld U, Weiming H, Hofmann VM, Jovanovic S, Albers 
AE. CO2 laser stapedotomy safety: influence of laser energy 
and time on bone-conduction hearing levels. Eur Arch Otorhi-
nolaryngol. 2017;274(12):4131–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00405- 017- 4769-3.

 28. Albera R, Canale A, Lacilla M, Cavalot AL, Ferrero V. Delayed 
vertigo after stapes surgery. Laryngoscope. 2004;114(5):860–2. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00005 537- 20040 5000- 00013.

 29. Kaufman RS, Schuknecht HF. Reparative granuloma follow-
ing stapedectomy: a clinical entity. Ann Otol Rhinol Laryngol. 
1967;76(5):1008–17. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00034 89467 07600 511.

 30.• Ghazi TU, Sioshansi PC, Hong RS. Post-stapedotomy repara-
tive granuloma following use of acellular porcine small intesti-
nal submucosa. Am J Otolaryngol. 2021;42(3):102933. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. amjoto. 2021. 102933. This case report 
raises awareness that, although rare, reparative granuloma 
is a complication of stapes surgery and is the first of such 
reported to be associated with a xenograft.

 31. Seicshnaydre MA, Sismanis A, Hughes GB. Update of reparative 
granuloma: survey of the American Otological Society and the 
American Neurotology Society. Am J Otol. 1994;15(2):155–60.

 32. Gacek RR. The diagnosis and treatment of poststapedectomy 
granuloma. Ann Otol Rhinol Laryngol. 1970;79(5):970–5. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00034 89470 07900 516.

 33. Elies W, Hermes H. Early complications following stapedectomy–
surgical or conservative treatment? HNO. 1990;38(2):67–70.

 34. Babighian GG, Albu S. Failures in stapedotomy for otosclerosis. 
Otolaryngol Head Neck Surg. 2009;141(3):395–400. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. otohns. 2009. 03. 028.

 35. Andersen SA, Ohman MC, Sorensen MS. The stability of short-
term hearing outcome after stapedotomy: a prospective database 
study. Acta Otolaryngol. 2015;135(9):871–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3109/ 00016 489. 2015. 10354 02.

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

48 Current Otorhinolaryngology Reports  (2022) 10:40–48

https://doi.org/10.1177/095952874102400115
https://doi.org/10.1177/095952874102400115
https://doi.org/10.1177/095952874903200109
https://doi.org/10.1177/095952874903200109
https://doi.org/10.1177/000348946407300313
https://doi.org/10.1177/000348946407300313
https://doi.org/10.1097/00129492-200109000-00006
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.27160
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0000000000001490
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0000000000001490
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0b013e3181758e96
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.mao.0000172414.64907.9d
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.27132
https://doi.org/10.1097/00129492-200307000-00005
https://doi.org/10.1097/00129492-200307000-00005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-019-05652-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-019-05652-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/019459988709600205
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005537-200211000-00025
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005537-200211000-00025
https://doi.org/10.4137/CMent.s27284
https://doi.org/10.4137/CMent.s27284
https://doi.org/10.1159/000098791
https://doi.org/10.1159/000098791
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.otc.2017.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.otc.2017.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0194-5998(98)70081-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0194-5998(98)70081-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.20166
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003489420971337
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0000000000000496
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0000000000000496
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-017-4769-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-017-4769-3
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005537-200405000-00013
https://doi.org/10.1177/000348946707600511
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjoto.2021.102933
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amjoto.2021.102933
https://doi.org/10.1177/000348947007900516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.otohns.2009.03.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.otohns.2009.03.028
https://doi.org/10.3109/00016489.2015.1035402
https://doi.org/10.3109/00016489.2015.1035402

	Revision Stapes Surgery
	Abstract
	Purpose of Review 
	Recent Findings 
	Summary 

	Introduction
	Primary Stapedectomy
	Revision Stapedectomy
	Problems Encountered in Revision Surgery
	Prosthesis Problem
	Erosion of the Incus
	Adhesions
	Oval Window Problems
	Ankylosis of the Malleus or Incus
	Perilymphatic Fistula
	Reparative Granuloma

	Case Examples
	Case 1 (Fig. 3), Dislodged Prosthesis and Shortened Incus
	Case 2 (Fig. 4), Incus Erosion, Rebuilding of Incus with Bone Cement
	Case 3 (Fig. 5), Lenticular Process Fracture, Medial Displacement of Prosthesis, and Perilymph Leak
	Case 4 (Fig. 6), Tympanic Membrane Perforation, Displaced Prosthesis, and Obliterative Otosclerosis

	Conclusions
	References




