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Comparison of Local Recurrence Rate and L ivability of Low Rectum Cancer after Opera-
tion

XION G Zhi-guo' ,ZHANG Keliang' , XIA He shun?

1. Dept. of General Surgery and Urology, Hubei Cancer Haospital ,Wuhan 430079, China;2. Dept. of
Pathology

Abgtract :Objective To compare local recurrence rate (L RR) and 5-year livability of three different oper-
ations on low rectum cancer with or without anal sphincter preservation and to discuss the choice among
them three. Methods The history of 254 patients with low rectum cancer was collected and divided into
three groups depending on the method of surgical treatment. Study their L RR and 5-year livahility retro-
spectively. Results Loca excison group, 32 patients; Dixon with Total Mesorecta Excison(TME)
group , 192 patients; Mileswith TME group , 30 patients. The total rate of anal sphincter preservationis
88.2 9%(224/ 254) , and the L RR of tumor in group 1 is 15.0 % with 5 recurrent cases in 2 years and
100 % 5-year livahility; 16.7 % in group 2 with 32 recurrent cases and 75.5 % 5-year livability , 20 % in
group 3 with 6 recurrent cases and 47.7 % 5-year livability. Thereis no statistic difference between their
LRR(P>0.05). Conclusion We choose different operation method according to the size of the tumor
pathologic style and the Duke stage of the low rectum cancer. Operations with anal sphincter preservation
were chosen in most cases. Milesis no longer the have-to-do operation on patients with low rectum canc-
er.
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