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Comparison study of effect of MST administered rectally and orally in patients with Cancer pain

YU lJircai ,GUO Cheng-ye, XU Xiao- mei, YAN Chun( Qingdao Municipal Hospital , Qingdao 266011 , China)

ABSTRACT :OBJECTIVE To evaluate the analgesic and side effects of controlled-release morphine sulfate ( MS T) administered rec-
tally and orally in patients with moderate and severe cancer pain. METHOD 85patients with moderate or severe cancer pain were as-
signed to two groups in random : A .oral ad ministration group with 42 patients . B. Rectal ad ministration group with 43 patients . RE-
SULTS The effective rates of group A with different dosage (60 mg/ day and > 60 mg/ day) were 86 .8 % and 100 % respectively ,and
those of group B with different dosage were 89 .2 %and 83 .3 % respectively . There was no significant difference in effective rate be-
tween group A and B. Further studies have also been made on the effective rates of MST on patients in group A and B in different
grade and kind of cancer pain . The results de monstrated that no statistical significance- was-observed. Further more no significant dif-
ference has been show in side effects such as nausea, vomiting ,lethargy and constipation . CONCLUSION Rectal administration of
MST has the similar efficacy and side effect in comparison with oral administration. And Rectal administration is one of the safe , ef-

fective and convenient analgesic. methods in relieving cancer pain.

KEY WORDS :Cancer Pain; Oral and Rectal Administration
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10 30mg/ , =CR+PR.
10,20,30,40,60,90,120 mg . .. , , 2, 3 MST
10d WHO (1979)
2
2.1 VAS, 10cm
, 0 g ~3 4~6 ,7~9 ,10 4.1
A <60mg/d 38 ,CR+PR 33 86.
2.2 8 %(33/38) ;>60 mg/ d 4 ,CR+ PR 4 ,
, (CR) : ; 100 %(4/4) . B <60mg/d 37 ,CR+PR 33
(PR) : , , 89.2%(33/37); >60 mg/ d 6 ,CR+PR 5
; ( MR) : , 83 .3 %(5/6) . (P>0.05), 1.
s ; ( NR) :
1 MST
Tab1 Comparison of effective dosage and effect betwwen group A and B
A (42 ) B (43 )
( mg/ d) CR PR MR NR RR( %) CR PR MR NR RR( %)
20 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0
40 2 1 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0
60 35 15 16 4 0 34 13 17 4 0
90 3 2 1 0 0 1 2 1 0
120 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0
42 19 19 4 0 90 .5 43 16 22 5 0 88 .4
2 MST
Tab2 Comparison of the effect of different grade of cancer pain between group A and B
A (42 ) B (43 )
CR PR MR NR RR( %) CR PR MR NR RR( %)
7 4 3 0 0 100 9 4 4 1 0 88 .9
35 15 16 4 0 88 .6 34 12 18 4 0 88.0
42 19 19 4 0 90.5 43 16 22 5 0 88 .4
3 MST ( )
Tab3 Comparison of the effect of different kind of cancer pain between group A and B
A (42 ) B (43 )
CR PR MR NR RR( %) CR PR MR NR RR( %)
18 7 10 1 0 19 8 10 1 0
7 2 3 2 0 10 3 5 2 0
4 3 1 0 0 6 3 3 0 0
6 4 1 1 0 4 1 2 1 0
+ 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
+ 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
+ 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0
42 19 19 4 0 90 .5 43 16 22 5 0 88 .4
4.2 4 MST
A , CR+PR 38 , 90 . Tab4 Comparison of side effect between group A and B
5%(38/42) . B ,CR+ PR 38 s A (%) B (%)
88 .4 %(38/43) . 2. 5(11.2) 4(9.3)
4.3 63((174..1 3)) 73((176-.03))
(P>0.05), 3. 1(2.4) 0(0)
44 0(0) 1(2.4)
1(2.4) 0(0)
(P>0.05), 4. 1(2.4) 2(4.7)
18(42.8) 17(39.5)
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