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Abstract Introduction The purpose of this retrospective bibliometric study was to assess the
discrepancies between coloproctology surgery meeting abstracts and subsequent full-
length manuscript publications.
Methods Abstracts presented at the Brazilian Congress of Coloproctology Surgery
from 2015 to 2019 were compared with matching manuscript publications. Discrep-
ancies between the abstract and therefore the subsequent manuscript were catego-
rized as major (changes within the purpose, methods, study design, sample size,
statistical analysis, results, and conclusions) and minor (changes within the title,
authorship, and number of female authors) variations.
Results The conversion rate of abstracts in published manuscripts was 6,9% (121
abstracts). There were inconsistencies between the study title (66,1%), authorship
(69,5%), study design (3,3%), sample size (39,2%), statistical analysis (24,8%), results
(25,6%), and conclusions (12,4%) of manuscripts compared with their corresponding
meeting abstracts.
Conclusion As changes occur before manuscript publication of coloproctology
surgery meeting abstracts, caution should be exercised in referencing abstracts or
altering surgical practices based on abstracts content.
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Introduction

The presentation of abstracts of scientific papers in Medical
and Academic Congresses is an integral and essential com-
ponent not only in medical research, but also in the training
and updating of specialists.1–3 These events function as an
opportunity for communication and learning about the
medical specialty of peers, as well as stimulating debate.

However, there could be inconsistencies in complete
manuscripts in journals, which results in a limiting factor
of the applicability of new discoveries and knowledge shared
with the academic world and also with professionals who
could not attend the congress.3,4

Thus, the objective of this descriptive study was, based on
the compilation of bibliometric data from the Brazilian
Congress of Coloproctology from 2015 to 2019, to evaluate
discrepancies between the work presented at the congress
and its subsequent scientific publication. No similar study
regarding differences in abstracts presented at coloproctol-
ogy conferences and subsequently published as full manu-
scripts were found in the literature.

Methods

Abstracts presented at the Brazilian Congress of Coloproctol-
ogy, headed by the Brazilian Society of Coloproctology
(SBCP) over a period of five years (between 2015 and
2019) were analyzed, using the annals available on the
website of the Brazilian Society of Coloproctology and pub-
lished in the format of supplements of the Journal of Colo-
proctology, also from the same institution. Only oral
presentations/free themes and posters were included, there-
fore, presentations in free-video format were not included.
As an exclusion factor, abstracts that were not complete, title
did not match the text content and absence of authors were
not included in the sample.

Two separate examiners used a standard form for data
collection through the Microsoft Excel 2019 program. To
ensure the uniformity of the analyses, 15 (fifteen) abstracts
of each year were used as a test and evaluated in a calibration
meeting between the reviewers. No reliability interval was
used between the different investigators, because all dis-
crepancies and/or conflictswere separated and subsequently
discussed in regular meetings until a consensus was found.
To evaluate the consistency of the sample, themain author of
the study performed blind/random searches validating frag-
ments collected from the database.

Regarding publications in peer-reviewed journals, they
were identified through a standardized search in MEDLINE
(PubMed), SciELO and Google Scholar databases from March
to November 2021. Whenever a peer-reviewed manuscript
was retrieved, the information contained in the abstract and
in the manuscript were compared to determine the corre-
spondence between them according to the strict criteria
previously applied.

The changes observed comparing the abstract presented
at the coloproctology congress with its respective publica-
tionwere added according to the following analysis: changes

in relation to the title; findings; conclusions; study design;
level of evidence; number of total authors and women,
including changes in position at workor exchange of authors;
number of patients and statistical analysis. The potential
discrepancies were categorized into major and minor. The
major inconsistencies that potentially limited the validity of
the abstracts included changes in the study objective and/or
hypothesis, results, conclusions, sample size or number of
patients involved, and presence of statistical analysis. The
smallest included differences in the title of the study, num-
ber of authors, number of female authors.

Statistical Analysis

In order to ensure the consistency and uniformity of the data,
the same form by the Microsoft Excel 2019 program was
used; all data collected were carefully checked, aiming at
eliminating inconsistencies (e.g., repeated records, misun-
derstandings in the categorization of articles). For descrip-
tive analysis, the mean was used for metric variables and
percentages for categorical variables. Intra-period and inter-
period correlations were performed. Analysis of Variance,
Equality of Two Proportions, paired T-student test, Chi-
Square, and Confidence Interval for Mean were applied in
statistical comparisons. All analyses were performed with
the Statistical Package for Social Science program (SPSS
version 20.0 for Windows, Chicago, IL, USA). The values
were considered significant for a 95% confidence interval
(p<0.05).

Results

A total of 1,756 abstracts presented at the Brazilian Congress
of Coloproctology were analyzed over 5 years, from 2015 to
2019. Being 1169 (66.6%) in the poster category, and 587
(33.4%) in the oral category. From the total abstracts ana-
lyzed, 121 abstracts published as complete articles were
found, representing a conversion rate of 6.9% for complete
manuscripts when we analyzed the 5 years grouped.

The authorship of the papers, when we analyze only data
from the published works, is similar to the results of the
abstracts, with an average of total authors and women,
respectively, 6.67�0.48 and 2.04�0.34. However, there
was a drop in the presence of women from 91.6% to 75.2%
when the publication occurs.

When comparing the number of authors of the abstracts
presented at the congresswith the publication of the original
article, it was seen that there was a change in more than half
of them, with a 33.1% increase and a 36.4% decrease in the
number of authors. Another change was in relation to the
order/position of the authors, who previously occupied first
or last place, which occurred in 85.1% of the cases. For
women, there was a change in the order of those who held
an important position (first or last author) in 39.2%.

Another interesting fact is in relation to the presence of
statistical analysis of the published papers which was 74.3%,
while for all abstracts in general it was 33.6%. Nevertheless,
there was a change to the presence of statistical analysis in
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24.8% when comparing the abstracts and later their pub-
lished manuscript.

Other changes that occurred when the abstract was
published were title 66.1%%, number of patients 38%, results
25.6%, conclusions 12.4%, as described in►Table 1. However,
when analyzed year by year these numbers vary and do not
follow any increasing or decreasing trend.

The study design and level of evidence showed insignifi-
cant changes when comparing the abstracts presented that
respectively, as described in ►Table 2.

When analyzing the distribution of Published for the
factors of Change, reported as major and minor criteria,
from the previously described method, it was observed,
through the Two Proportion Equality test, statistical signifi-
cance in the distribution of all factors, as in “Change in
Outcome” where we had 74.4% (p-value¼<0.001). Another
relevant example is the distribution of “Change in Article
Title” where the vast majority statistically significant had a
change in 66.1% (p-value <0.001).

Discussion

Scientific meetings, conferences and congresses aim to ex-
change experiences among physicians, researchers, sharing
results, diagnosticmethods, treatments, aswell as discussion

of clinical cases.5 In this context, knowing the importance of
Medical Congresses in the dissemination of scientific knowl-
edge, it is expected that the final destination of the presen-
tations made in these events will result in publications in
peer-reviewed journals.1

Considering that these abstract presentations are the first
step towards dissemination of knowledge acquired through-
out research, a continuous analysis of the conversion rate is
an interesting data for medical and scientific societies to
evaluate the scientific level of their events.5–8 This is essen-
tial to note that only 6.9% of the total of 1,756 abstracts
presented at the Brazilian Congress of Coloproctology from
2015 to 2019 were published.

Many of these scientific meetings are the basis for the
creation of guidelines for the diagnosis and treatment of
various diseases. Previous studies suggest that 53% to 63% of
the chapter content of a medical treatise include summaries
presented at international meetings of that specialty.9,10 The
presentations of papers in congresses and scientific events,
whether oral or in poster format, ideally represent the
vanguard of scientific knowledge, because this is where
the discussion of original research themes that have not
yet been published takes place.11 Nevertheless, it is not
recommended to use abstracts as bibliographic references.12

It has already been demonstrated that the abstracts

Table 1 Changes in published ones. Using the two-proportion equality test

Published N % P-value

Change in the title of the article No 41 33,9% <0,001

Yes 80 66,1%

Author changes Increased 40 33,1% 0,589

Decreased 44 36,4% Ref.

Manteined 37 30,6% 0,34

Changes of authors (change of order) No 18 14,9% <0,001

Yes 103 85,1%

Changes of female authors Increased 27 25,7% <0,001

Decreased 24 22,9%

Manteined 54 51,4%

Change of female authors (changed order) No 65 61,9% <0,001

Yes 40 38,1%

Change in outcome No 90 74,4% <0,001

Yes 31 25,6%

Change in conclusions No 106 87,6% <0,001

Yes 15 12,4%

Change in Study Design No 117 96,7% <0,001

Yes 4 3,3%

Change in Number of Patient Increased 21 18,3% <0,001

Decreased 24 20,9% <0,001

Manteined 68 59,1% Ref.

Not Meseaured 2 1,7% <0,001
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presented at the congresses may have incomplete or unsat-
isfactory data andwhenpublished as a complete article, their
results and conclusions may undergo substantial changes.13

A comparison of the abstracts that were presented in the
event with the same research in the version that was
published, some changes were observed. The major incon-
sistencies, which potentially limited the validity of the
abstracts, included changes in the study objective and/or
hypothesis, results, conclusions, sample size or number of
patients involved, and presence of statistical analysis. Other
less important differences included differences in the title
of the study, number of authors and number of female
authors.

Inconsistencies classified as minor (54.6-92%) were more
prevalent in the literature,2 although small discrepancies,
such as alterations in authorship and title, do not represent
critical factors2,3,14; large inconsistencies can alter the in-
terpretation of scientific data and should be avoided.8,14–17

Among the most important discrepancies, the one that
occurred the most was a change in sample size (39.2%),

followed by changes in results (25.6%), change in conclusions
(12.4%) and change in study design (3.3%).

In similar researches, the change in sample size of the
study was reported between 25–43.7%.3,14,18 Changes in the
sample size may occur for several reasons, such as continued
allocation of individuals to the study after sending the
abstract, censoring data by exclusion/inclusion criteria, and
also the peer review process can lead to the exclusion of
some segment of the sample.8,14,19 According to Dagi AF,17

changes in the number of the sample studiedwere associated
with risks of discrepancies (OR 10.38, 95% CI 5.16–20.86,
P<0.001). A decrease in the sample greater than 10%
increases the discrepancy in the article published by 25
times (OR 24.92, 95% CI 8.66–71.68, P<0.001), while an
increase in the sample greater than 10% increases the
discrepancy by 8 times (OR 8.36, CI 3.69–19.00,
P<0.001).20 In the case of Coloproctology, the sample of
patients in the articles that were published increased in
18.3% of the cases, while in 20.9% it decreased. Because
changes in sample size correlate strongly with changes in

Table 2 Publication associated with qualitative factors. Analysis performed using th Chi-square test

Unpublished Published Total P-value

N % N % N %

Category Oral 512 31,3% 75 62,0% 587 33,4% <0,001

Poster 1.123 68,7% 46 38,0% 1.169 66,6%

Multicentric No 1.504 92,0% 103 85,8% 1.607 91,6% 0,019

Yes 131 8,0% 17 14,2% 148 8,4%

Awarded No 890 98,9% 84 93,3% 974 98,4% <0,001

Yes 10 1,1% 6 6,7% 16 1,6%

Presence statistical analysis No 538 68,3% 52 50,9% 590 66,3% <0,001

Yes 249 31,7% 50 49,1% 299 33,7%

Presence of women No 91 7,4% 21 20,0% 112 8,4% <0,001

Yes 1.140 92,6% 84 80,0% 1.224 91,6%

Classes de n° autoras Zero 91 7,4% 21 20,0% 112 8,4% <0,001

One 216 17,5% 21 20,0% 237 17,7%

2-3 591 48,0% 51 48,6% 642 48,1%

4-5 290 23,6% 9 8,6% 299 22,4%

�6 43 3,5% 3 2,9% 46 3,4%

Study design Randomized clincal trial 4 0,2% 0 0,0% 4 0,2% <0,001

Experimental Studies 40 2,4% 11 9,1% 51 2,9%

other 23 1,4% 1 0,8% 24 1,4%

Prospective 188 11,5% 39 32,2% 227 12,9%

Case report 848 51,9% 19 15,7% 867 49,4%

Retrospective 482 29,5% 44 36,4% 526 30,0%

Literature review without
systematic review

4 0,2% 0 0,0% 4 0,2%

Systematic review 7 0,4% 1 0,8% 8 0,5%

Case series 39 2,4% 6 5,0% 45 2,6%
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statistics, results and clinical outcomes, it is recommended
that the abstracts indicatewhether the sample size is final at
the time of presentation and whether the sample sizes have
changed since previous publication or presentation.

Among the main inconsistencies, we found that in 25.6%
of the cases therewas a change in the results, changing 12.4%
of the conclusions. Studies also evaluated rates of changes in
results very varied in relation to results (14-48.2%) and
conclusions (4-38.6%).3,17,21–23 These data alert to the
need for caution when referencing and using summary
data that have not been published.6,24 Regarding the author-
ship of the papers, the abstracts published as complete
manuscripts present on average a total number of authors
6.67�0.48 andwomen 2.04�0.34, an average similar to the
abstracts only presented at the congress. When comparing
the number of authors, there was a change in more than half
of the cases, and 33.1% increased and 36.4% decreased the
number of authors; In similar studies, the change of authors
reported was comparatively lower, between 43–54%.2,6,17,25

In Brazil, 32% of coloproctology specialists are female, in
contrast to other surgical subspecialties such as thoracic
surgery, oncologic surgery, digestive tract and urology
(10.4%, 14.6%, 10.8% and 2.3%, respectively) which has the
lowest number of women working, according to the last
medical demographic census of 2020. However, contradic-
torily, it is noted that in the analysis of the presence of
women there was a drop from 91.6% to 75.2% in the pub-
lished articles. This may occur due not only to the greater
male presence in publications within the specialty and,
therefore, greater chances of being present in a published
article, but also because of the possible social misogyny
behavioral issue.

In addition, in our data, 85.1% of the cases occurred change
of order/position of the authors, who previously occupied
first or last place. In the literature, this change is justified by
the need for credit for authorship for interns, disagreement
among potential authors, aswell as increasedmultidisciplin-
ary and complex research and pressure to publish for aca-
demic promotion.25

The presentation of abstracts in professional congresses
offers a forum for the introduction of new research and
feedback. This feedback received after presentation or peer
review, may correct inadequacies in the design and qualify
the study for publication.26 Once submitted, the peer review
process improves data quality and often determines meth-
odological changes in the manuscripts under review.6,11,21

In fact, ethical research obligations require the proper to
meet submission deadlines.

However, the frequency of discrepancies and the reduced
publication rate suggests that the scientific data brought by
abstracts presented at coloproctology conferences should be
questioned and should not modify patterns in clinical care.
Data should be explicitly marked as preliminary until they
have reached convincing and clinically relevant statistical
significance.

It would be interesting for the published studies to
indicate whether the results or outcomes changed, in rela-
tion to those reported in abstracts previously.21

In addition to the considerations made above, it is essen-
tial to emphasize the limitations of our investigation. The
reasons for the discrepancies between the abstracts and their
corresponding articles were not analyzed; and, therefore,
additional research should evaluate the explanatory causes,
as understanding them would help readers better interpret
the results.

Another limitation was to evaluate in a specific time
interval a single niche, which is the specialty of coloproc-
tology, and, therefore, any generalization of the findings
should be limited to time and regional comers.13 It is
possible that the analysis of other meetings and variable
time intervals showed different discrepancy rates. Conse-
quently, new research should emerge through methodolog-
ical changes, such as the inclusion of different criteria and
evaluation of disparities between abstracts presented and
later published. Evaluating the explanatory causes, as un-
derstanding them would help readers better interpret the
results.

Although we have categorized the discrepancies into
minor and major, based on previously adopted crite-
ria4,13,28,29 we cannot provide substantial comments on
the impact of the above differences in scientific inference
and/or decision-making for surgical physicians and colo-
proctologists. Sincewe could only compare publishedmanu-
scripts with meeting abstracts presentations, the
discrepancy rate is potentially higher when considering
the rate of non-publication of coloproctology meeting
abstracts.

In addition, data collection lasted a little more than two
years after the last congress evaluated (2019), and perhaps
little time to capture manuscript publications. It is possible
that some abstracts will be later published, with longer
follow-up; however, the vast majority (88.4%) of the manu-
scripts were published within 24 months after presentation,
according to data from the literature6,24,25,30 thus, it is
unlikely that we have significantly underestimated the pub-
lication rate and, therefore, the discrepancies between pre-
sentations and published works.

Conclusion

The main changes between the abstract presented at the
congress and its subsequent publication found in this study
were related to the sample size, results, conclusion, title,
number and order of the authors. The frequency of discrep-
ancies and the rate of non-publication suggest that scientific
abstracts presented at coloproctology conferences should not
be entrusted blindly or able tomodify patterns in clinical care.

Conflict of Interest
None declared.

Acknowledgments
We are grateful for the support of the Pontifícia Universi-
dade Católica de Campinas/PUC-Campinas for creating a
prosperous environment for research and development in
the academic environment by its professors and students.

J Coloproctol Vol. 43 No. 3/2023 © 2023. Sociedade Brasileira de Coloproctologia. All rights reserved.

Discrepancies of Abstracts Presented in Coloproctology Congresses Junior et al. 183



References
1 Smart RJ, Susarla SM, Kaban LB, Dodson TB. Factors associated

with converting scientific abstracts to published manuscripts. J
Craniofac Surg 2013;24(01):66–70

2 Theman TA, Labow BI, Taghinia A. Discrepancies between meet-
ing abstracts and subsequent full text publications in hand
surgery. J Hand Surg Am 2014;39(08):1585–90.e3

3 Preston CF, Bhandari M, Fulkerson E, Ginat D, Egol KA, Koval KJ.
The consistency between scientific papers presented at the
Orthopaedic Trauma Association and their subsequent full-text
publication. J Orthop Trauma 2006;20(02):129–133

4 Yuan JC, Galang MT, Lee DJ, Barão VA, Shyamsunder N, Sukotjo C.
Differences between ADEA Annual Session poster abstracts and
their corresponding full published articles. J Dent Educ 2011;75
(11):1476–1481

5 Erkal KH, Yuce Y. Publication rate of abstracts presented in
national congress of Turkish society of anesthesiology. J Clin
Anal Med 2018;9:195–199

6 Rosmarakis ES, Soteriades ES, Vergidis PI, Kasiakou SK, Falagas
ME. From conference abstract to full paper: differences between
data presented in conferences and journals. FASEB J 2005;19(07):
673–680

7 Fernandes FAMH, Ventura DE, Del Grande JC. Publication Index of
presented manuscripts in the XXIV Brazilian Surgery Congress.
Rev Col Bras Cir 2003;30:392–395. ISSN 0100-6991. Available
from: http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?script¼sci_arttext&pid¼
S0100-69912003000500011&nrm¼iso

8 Scheffer ME. Medical Demography in Brazil. University of São
Paulo Medical School: CFM; 2020. ISBN: 978-65-00-12370-8

9 Bhandari M, Devereaux PJ, Guyatt GH, et al. An observational
study of orthopaedic abstracts and subsequent full-text publica-
tions. J Bone Joint Surg Am 2002;84(04):615–621. Doi:
10.2106/00004623-200204000-00017

10 Al-HouraniK,Al-ArefR, Ley-GreavesR,BalloutF,MesfinA. Five-year
publication rate of podium presentations at SICOT Annual Confer-
ence: an observational study and new objective proposal of confer-
ence power. SICOT J 2017;3:36. Doi: 10.1051/sicotj/2017019

11 Aksüt M, Çekmecelioğlu D, Günay D, et al. The publication rate of
oral presentations presented in national congresses of Turkish
Society of Cardiovascular Surgery. Turk Gogus Kalp Damar Cerra-
hisi Derg 2019;27(03):329–335

12 Beker-Acay M, Fidan N, Unlu E, et al. The fate of abstracts
presented at Turkish national radiology congresses in 2010-
2012. Diagn Interv Radiol 2015;21(04):322–326

13 Denadai R, Araujo GH, Pinho AS, Denadai R, Samartine H Jr,
Raposo-Amaral CE. Discrepancies Between Plastic Surgery Meet-
ing Abstracts and Subsequent Full-Length Manuscript Publica-
tions. Aesthetic Plast Surg 2016;40(05):778–784

14 Durani P, Rimouche S, Ross G. ‘Howmany plastic surgeons does it
take to write a research article?’ - Authorship proliferation in and
internationalisation of the plastic surgery literature J Plast
Reconstr Aesthet Surg 2007;60(08):956–957. Doi: 10.1016/j.
bjps.2006.08.002

15 García-Berthou E, Alcaraz C. Incongruence between test statistics
and P values in medical papers. BMC Med Res Methodol 2004;
4:13. Doi: 10.1186/1471-2288-4-13

16 Dagi AF, Parry GJ, Labow BI, Taghinia AH. Discrepancies
between Conference Abstracts and Published Manuscripts
in Plastic Surgery Studies: A Retrospective Review. Plast
Reconstr Surg Glob Open 2021;9(09):e3828. Doi: 10.1097/
gox.0000000000003828

17 Toma M, McAlister FA, Bialy L, Adams D, Vandermeer B, Arm-
strong PW. Transition from meeting abstract to full-length jour-
nal article for randomized controlled trials. JAMA 2006;295(11):
1281–1287. Doi: 10.1001/jama.295.11.1281

18 Tzanetakis GN, Tzimpoulas N, Floratos S, Agrafioti A, Konta-
kiotis EG, Shemesh H. Full text publication rates of research
abstracts presented at the European Society of Endodontology
(ESE) Congresses in the last 20 years. Int Endod J 2017;51(02):
215–222

19 Yoshida WB, Holmo NF, Corregliano GT, Baldon KM, Silva NS.
Indexed publications generated from abstracts of congresses of
angiology and vascular surgery in Brazil. J Vasc Bras 2008

20 Brito MV, Botelho NM, Yasojima EY, et al. Publication rate of
abstracts presented in a Brazilian experimental surgery congress.
Acta Cir Bras 2016;31(10):694–697

21 Harnard S. The Access/Impact Problem and the Green and Gold
Roads to Open Access. Ser Rev 2004;30(04):310–314. Doi:
10.1080/00987913.2004.10764930

22 Yoshida WB, Holmo NF, Corregliano GT, Baldon KM, Silva ND.
Indexed publications generated from abstracts of congresses of
angiology and vascular surgery in Brazil. Brazilian Vascular
Journal 2000;7:293–297

23 Dechartres A, Ravaud P. Better prioritization to increase research
value and decrease waste. BMC Med 2015;13:244. Doi: 10.1186/
s12916-015-0492-3

24 PeakeM, Rotatori RM, Ovalle F, Gobble RM. Publishing Conversion
Rates and Trends in Abstracts Presented at the American Associ-
ation for Hand Surgery Annual Meeting: A 5 Years Review. Hand
(N Y) 2021;16(03):397–401

25 Costa-Val R, Filho JCS. The cientific production of the Brazilian
Vascular Journal: challenges ans achievements. J Vasc Bras 2008;
7:6–17

26 Ejnisman L. Publication index of manuscript presentations in the
Orthopedic and Thaumatology Brazilian Congress. Acta Ortop
Bras 2013;21:285–287

27 Sully BGO, Julious SA, Nicholl J. A reinvestigation of recruitment to
randomised, controlled, multicenter trials: a review of trials
funded by two UK funding agencies. Trials 2013;14:166. Doi:
10.1186/1745-6215-14-166

28 Prasad S, Lee DJ, Yuan JC, Barao VA, Shyamsunder N, Sukotjo C.
Discrepancies between abstracts presented at International As-
sociation for Dental Research annual sessions from 2004 to 2005
and full-text publication. Int J Dent 2012

29 Cartwright R, Khoo AK, Cardozo L. Publish or be damned? The fate
of abstracts presented at the International Continence Society
Meeting 2003. Neurourol Urodyn 2007;26(02):154–157

30 Barochiner J, Martínez R, Choi M, Espeche W, Micali RG, Tomat A.
Rate and factors influencing the conversion of abstracts presented
at the argentinian congress of hypertension meetings to indexed
full peer-reviewed publications. Hipertens Riesgo Vasc 2018:
28–33

J Coloproctol Vol. 43 No. 3/2023 © 2023. Sociedade Brasileira de Coloproctologia. All rights reserved.

Discrepancies of Abstracts Presented in Coloproctology Congresses Junior et al.184

http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?script&x003D;sci_arttext&x0026;pid&x003D;S0100-69912003000500011&x0026;nrm&x003D;iso
http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?script&x003D;sci_arttext&x0026;pid&x003D;S0100-69912003000500011&x0026;nrm&x003D;iso

