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Comparison of metastatic prognosis in patients with gastrointestinal stromal
tumors from different primary anatomical segments
WANG Weiguo
(Department of Internal Medicine . Fangta Chinese Medicine Hospital of Songjiang
District,Shanghai 200000 ,China)

Abstract: Objective  To investigate the metastatic prognosis of patients with gastrointestinal stromal
tumors from different primary anatomical segments. Methods Totally 104 patients with gastrointestinal stro-
mal tumors diagnosed in the hospital from 2012 to 2014 were selected. The anatomical distribution of the pri-
mary lesion was counted and the situation and characteristics of patients with different anatomical segments of
tumors who were followed up for 2.5 years were analyzed and discussed. Results In this study, 104 patients
included 61 males,43 females. The proportion of male and female stromal tumors in the stomach was 55. 74 %
and 53.49% ,in the duodenum was 9. 84 % and 9. 30% ,in the straight colon was 6.56% and 6. 98% , respec-
tively. The differences of the proportion of primary lesion anatomical between gender was no statistically sig-
nificant (P>>0. 05). In addition,the mean diameter of the primary tumor in male was (6. 34=%3.51)mm and in
female was (6. 7274 3. 02)mm, the difference was not statistically significant (P>>0. 05). Nine cases of primary
ileum stromal tumor metastasis, metastasis rate was 30. 00%. One case of primary colorectal tumor metasta-
sis,metastatic rate was 14, 29%. One case of duodenal tumor metastasis, metastatic rate was 10. 00%. Four ca-
ses of gastric metastasis, the metastatic rate was 7. 02%. The difference in metastatic rate between different
parts were statistically significant (y*=8. 589, P=0.035). Further analysis of the results suggested that pa-
tients with liver metastases in the primary site of the stomach accounted of 36. 36 % ,the primary site for the
duodenum and straight colon of the proportion were 9. 09%, primary in the empty ileum accounted for
45.45% ,but there was no statistically significant differences in the proportion of follow-up metastases of gas-
trointestinal stromal tumors in different anatomical segments (P >>0. 05). Patients with gastric metastases
were all from stromal tumor patients with ileum in the primary site. Patients with colonic metastases were all

from the primary interstitial tumor. In addition, one case of gastric primary mesothelioma patients was other

EEEN . ETELS, FREN, TEAFHE AR,



BHELEEK 2018 4 8 A% 15 %% 16 3 Lab Med Clin, August 2018, Vol. 15,No. 16

+ 2463 -

organ metastatic. There were no statistically significant differences in the proportion of follow-up metastases

of gastrointestinal stromal tumors in four different metastatic segments (P>>0. 05). Conclusion

The propor-

tion of primary gastric stromal tumors in the primary site is the highest,but the metastasis rate is the highest

in the patients with primary ileum. It is worthy of clinical attention. However, there is no difference in stromal

metastasis between different anatomical segments.
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