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Comparsion of short-term efficacy of endoscopic mucosal resection and mucosal dissection in treatment of early e-
sophageal cancer LIU Guo-qing” , LI Yan. Infectious Disease Hospital of Liaocheng, Liaocheng 252000 , China
Abstract Objective: To compare the short-term efficacy and safety of endoscopic mucosal resection and mucosal dis-
section in treatment of early esophageal carcinoma. Methods: The clinical data of patients with early esophageal cancer un-
dergoing endoscopic mucosal resection and submucosal dissection were analyzed retrospectively. Results; There were 1 and 2
cases of vertical and horizontal positive margins in patients with submucosal dissection, respectively. There were 4 cases of
vertical and horizontal positive margins in patients with mucosal resection respectively. The patients positive for horizontal
margins were given mucosal resection again. In the patients with vertical positive margins, 2 cases of esophageal cancer con-
firmed pathologically postoperatively were given remedial surgical incision, and the remaining 2 cases of atypical hyperplasia
were subjected to mucosal stripping. The total resection rate was 80.0% and 76.5% , respectively. The total resection rate
of mucosal dissection was 100% . The operation time of mucosal resection was shorter than that of submucosal dissection. The
severe hemorrhage rate in submucosal dissection was significantly higher than that in mucosal resection (P <0.05). The in-
cidence of esophageal stenosis postoperation in mucosal resection was significantly higher than that in submucosal dissection
(P<0.05). Conclusion; The short-term efficacy of mucosal dissection surgery is better. In terms of complications, these

two surgical procedures have their own advantages and disadvantages.
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