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Abstract 

Purpose 

 Congenital anomalies are one of the causes of the high mortality rate in children diagnosed with cancer. 

However, there is a gap of evidence of the rate of cancer mortality in older patients who had congenital 

anomalies. The study, therefore, aimed to investigate the epidemiology of cancer mortality in those patients. 

Methods 

Data were retrieved for patients with cancer and died due to congenital causes throughout 43 years from 

Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results program SEER. The age of patients was divided into nine groups 

each is formed of 10 years  interval. Joinpoint analysis was used to calculate the trends of Cancer mortality and 

Cox proportional hazard ratio to identify the mortality risk factors. 

Results 

We have included 2682 patients with death associated with congenital malformation. The mortality of cancer 

patients due to congenital anomalies greatly enhanced in the last years with the overall average annual percent 

was 3.8%.  Interestingly, congenital anomalies had less mortality risk than other causes reported in SEER. 

Moreover, age, sex, radiation, chemotherapy, and behavior of tumor were significantly associated with higher 

survival in patients with congenital anomalies. 

Conclusions 

Cancer patients with congenital anomalies had less mortality risk than patients with other diseases reported in 

SEER. The mortality rates decreased recently, with the most mortality in the bone marrow and prostate tumors.  

Implications for Cancer Survivors 

Congenital anomalies are considered the least studied diseases in cancer patients. In this study, we studied how 

congenital anomalies did not increase the risk for cancer. However, our analysis implied the congenital 

anomalies in the male reproductive system were associated with the highest risk of cancer.  

Keywords: cancers; congenital anomalies; death; prognostic factors; SEER. 
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Introduction 

Congenital anomalies, which are diagnosed in at least 120,000 infants annually in the United States, are a major 

cause of infant death as well as pediatric hospitalizations [1-3]. The maternal diagnosis of cancer, whether 

before or after pregnancy, has been associated with a higher risk of congenital anomalies in the offspring [4].  

Although the etiology of childhood malignancies remains poorly understood, several studies have provided 

evidence for an increased risk of cancer in children with congenital anomalies [5, 6]. The aforementioned 

association may suggest potential cancer-predisposing conditions and further involvement of developmental 

genetic mechanisms [7, 8]. There are several different ways in which the presence of birth defects might lead to 

the risk of childhood cancer development, including shared genetic and/or environmental factors, or diversity in 

organ structure or function, or through adapted lifestyle related to human disability. For instance, homeobox 

genes were among the genes implicated in congenital anomalies and also were related to a high risk of cancer 

[9]. It has been also found that patients with chromosomal aberrations had a higher risk for leukemia while non-

chromosomal abnormalities had a higher risk for non-Hodgkin lymphoma [10].  

Several congenital anomalies have been associated with certain cancers risk. For example, Down syndrome is 

associated with the risk of specific leukemias, autosomal deletion with retinoblastoma, and Beckwith-Weideman 

syndrome with Wilms’ tumor [11, 12]. Moreover, various published studies have reported that patients with 

congenital anomalies have an increased risk of developing cancer, such as leukemia, lymphoma, brain tumor, 

neuroblastoma, germ cell tumor, retinoblastoma, and soft tissue sarcoma [2, 13-18]. The risk of congenital 

anomalies has been suggested to be higher in infants born to mothers who were diagnosed with pregnancy-

associated cancer [19], including lymphomas [20] and breast cancer [21]; however, the results have not been 

consistent and more studies are needed [22, 4]. A study found that there is a decreased risk of tumors due to 

congenital anomalies in adolescents due to less effect of developmental genes in this age group [10]. 

Despite the increasing evidence that the presence of congenital anomalies increased the mortality in childhood 

tumors, there is little or no evidence indicating the mortality risk in older patients. Therefore, this study aims to 

investigate the trend and prognostic risk of cancer mortality in patients with congenital anomalies. We also 

would investigate the age groups associated with higher mortality and whether the high mortality rate is only 

limited to a younger age.  

Methods 

Study population and characteristics 
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Data were extracted from SEER database using SEER*stat 8.3.6 . The extracted data included marital status, 

race, age, chemotherapy, radiation, sequence, surgery, site, laterality, pathology, sex, and behavior regarding the 

cancer patients who died due to congenital anomalies. For the trend analysis, the year of death due to congenital 

anomalies was calculated as the sum of the year of cancer diagnosis and survival months. We extracted the age 

of the patients and divided it into nine intervals of 10 years each. 

For comparison to the other causes of death in SEER database, we matched the cases with our cohort of 

congenital anomalies for age and sex with rate of one to one so each cohort had 2682 cases using MatchIt 

package in R [23]. 

Statistical analysis 

All analyses were conducted using R 3.6.0 [24]. The categorical variables were expressed in percentage and 

continuous variables in mean and standard deviation (SD); otherwise, median and interquartile range were used. 

Trend analysis was used to calculate the annual cancer deaths due to congenital anomalies. First, we extracted 

the diagnosis year and survival months then we calculated the year of death for each patient. Moreover, trend 

analysis was conducted using joinpoint regression analysis with four join points and annual percentage change 

(APC) was calculated and its 95% confidence interval [25]. The joinpoint regression analysis was conducted 

using Joinpoint 4.6.0 [26]. 

Missing data were imputed using the KNN algorithm with several neighbors equal to 5. The imputation was 

conducted in R using VIM library [27]. In addition, a Proportional Hazards Cox Regression analysis was 

performed, and the accuracy of the model was tested using the concordance index. The significant variables 

resulting from univariate Cox regression analysis were used to construct multivariate Cox regression.   

A survival decision tree was constructed using rpart package [28]; we used the minimum variable at each split 

of 10 and the maximum depth of 10 then we pruned the tree to avoid overfitting. The prediction error was 

calculated using an integrated brier score using ipred package [29]. Results were considered significant when 

the p-value was less than 0.05. 

Results 

We identified 2682 cases that died due to congenital anomalies from 1975 to 2018. The cohort included 1511 

males representing 56.3% of the total cohort Table 1. The mean age of cancer patients who died due to 

congenital anomalies was 60.6 years old. We grouped the patients based on age into nine groups; each group has 

10 years interval. Interestingly, we found that most cancer patients who died due to congenital anomalies were 

old patients (range: 70 – 80 years old). We found that the age group from 10 to 20 years old were the least group 
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to die due to congenital anomalies. Most patients were married (52.9), white (68.2), and had a malignant tumor 

(90.2%). Most patients received radiotherapy and surgery but not chemotherapy Table 1. 

Furthermore, adenoma and adenocarcinoma had the highest numbers among patients who died due to congenital 

anomalies (n = 909) (Figure 1). 

The male genital system was the site for most of the adenoma and adenocarcinoma cases representing 34% of 

all cases. Meanwhile, bone marrow (n = 362) and prostate (n = 337) were the most common site associated with 

mortality (Supplementary figure 1A, B). 

Trends and incidence of cancer deaths due to congenital anomalies 

The standardized mortality rate was 1.16 [95% CI (0.1; 1.33)]. The annual percent increase of mortality cases 

was 14.81% [95% CI (11.6; 18.1), p-value < 0.001] from 1975 to 1993 which was significant increase that 

continues till 2015 [4.3% [95% CI (2; 6.7), p-value < 0.001] (Figure 2). However, massive significant decline 

was observed from 2015 to 2017 [-60.4, (95% CI = -83.7; -4.1), p-value <0.001] (Figure 2).   

Comparison between mortality due to congenital anomalies and other causes 

We matched a cohort of cases that died due to causes other than congenital anomalies. Our analysis revealed 

that there was a significant difference between survival duration for both cases (71 months for congenital 

analysis versus 92.52 for other causes, p < 0.001). Malignant tumors were significantly less prevalent in 

congenital anomalies Table 2. Other significant variables are present in Table 2.  

Comparing the survival curves for cancer patients who died due to congenital anomalies and others who died 

due to other causes (in a matched cohort), congenital anomalies had less mortality risk than other causes 

reported in SEER database [HR = 1.28, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001] (Figure 3).  

However, comparing the survival curves between congenital anomalies and others who died due to other causes 

in specific cancers e.g. breast adenomas and GIT adenomas did not reveal any significant difference 

(Supplementary figure 2A, B). 

Univariate cox regression analysis implied that only age, sex, radiation, marital status chemotherapy, and 

behavior of the tumor have affected the survival of these patients. Stratifying age into different groups implied 

that the highest mortality risk group was from > 80 years old [HR = 1.34, SE = 0.12, p = 0.01] (Figure 4).  

Other groups had less risk of mortality than the first decade of life Table 3. In addition, these variables 

maintained their importance in the multivariate cox regression analysis. 

 Discussion 
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Our study has revealed that most patients with congenital anomalies have adenoma or adenocarcinoma. Higher 

mortality rates were observed in Bone marrow and prostate cancer. There were several factors, including age, 

sex, radiation, chemotherapy, and behavior of tumor having an association with the survival of cancer patients. 

In addition, the trend analysis revealed that there was a decline in cancer mortality caused by congenital 

anomalies in recent years. We could not find an explanation for this decline in the recent year from information 

present in the SEER database. 

According to Dolk. H et.al. reported 2.5% of live births with congenital anomaly died in the first week of life 

and 2.0% were stillbirths or fetal deaths from the second trimester and terminations of pregnancy following 

prenatal diagnosis occurred approximately 20% of all patients [30]. Especially, the live neonates accounted for 

an overwhelming percentage with 80% [31]. Followed that, despite the fact is that having birth defects was 

associated with a rise in the risk of childhood cancer [5, 6], in our study, an intriguing finding pointed out 

throughout ten years of research there are only 2682 cancer patients died related to congenital anomalies and a 

group of age from 70-year-old to 80-year-old had the largest percentage, accounting for more than 25%. 

Meanwhile, only 4.1% and 2.2% of cancer patients aged 0 to 10 and 10 to 20, respectively, have the death 

attributed for this reason.  

The previous study reported that the age of the patient is essential for evaluating cumulation and/or exposure to 

carcinogenic factors combined with the presence of congenital anomalies [32].  

The results of our study supported that there was a worse survival in unmarried cancer patients who died 

because of congenital anomalies, which is supported by the result of the previous study [36]. This might result 

from less social support, leading to decrease treatment adherence. Furthermore, lack of social support also 

affected immune and endocrine function which played a critical role in the growth and progression of cancer 

[37]. 

The data analysis of our study showed chemotherapy and radiation have increased the risk of mortality. Since 

patients received these therapies were often at the late stage or unresectable or metastatic or contraindications of 

curative treatment as surgery. Another reason worth mentioning is that the variable side effects of chemotherapy 

can increase mortality rate [38]. 

 Besides, although during 42 years from 1975 to 2017, the annual percent of mortality cases increase by less 

than 4%, in two years from 2015 to 2017, the number dropped significantly [-60.4, (95% CI = -83.7; -4.1), p-

value <0.001]. This might be a result of different trends of incidence and mortality of cancers. 
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This study figured out those patients between 80 and 85 years old who had birth defects were at the highest risk 

of death which was similar to the general cancer patients [39]. In addition, bone marrow is the most common 

site associated with mortality in those cancer patients with death-related congenital malformations. Interestingly, 

a study in New York State figured out acute myeloid leukemia (AML) children with down syndrome showed 

better survival in comparison to children with other birth defects or no birth defects [41]. The reasonable 

explanation is typically genetic and other biological features, having a superior response to chemotherapeutic 

agents in the treatment and relapse frequent seen in DS children was low [43, 44]. Thus, deaths caused by those 

birth defects are possibly attributed to the poor survival outcome observed for AML patients with other 

congenital anomalies.  

Adenoma and adenocarcinoma had the highest proportion among  patients who died due to congenital 

anomalies. The male genital system comprised most of the adenoma and adenocarcinoma cases representing 

34% of cases. The possible cause of this is at birth, cryptorchidism is the most frequent male genital disorder 

presented at birth, affecting 0.1–9% of all male newborns [45]. It is also one of the few known risk factors for 

testicular germ cell tumors (TGCT). It has been postulated that other congenital malformations, particularly 

hypospadias, are also related to a higher risk of cancer [46-48]. Moreover, data showed that the risk of TGCT 

rises significantly in urogenital abnormalities, specifically cryptorchidism, hypospadias, and inguinal hernia 

patients [48, 49].  
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Tables 

Table 1. Characteristics of included patients 

  Overall 

n  2682 

Sex (%) Female    1171 (43.7)  

 Male    1511 (56.3)  

Age (mean (SD))    60.61 (21.07) 

Age groups 00 to 10   111 (4.1) 

 10 to 20    59 (2.2) 

 20 to 30   105 (3.9) 

 30 to 40   137 (5.1) 

 40 to 50   196 (7.3) 

 50 to 60   382 (14.2) 

 60 to 70   599 (22.3) 

 70 to 80   675 (25.2) 

 80 to 85    418 (15.6) 

Marital status (%) Married    1419 (52.9)  

 Separated     208 (7.8)  

 Single     653 (24.3)  

 Widowed     402 (15.0)  

Race (%) American Indian/Alaska Native      20 (0.7)  

 Asian or Pacific Islander      98 (3.7)  

 Black     251 (9.4)  

 White    2313 (86.2)  

Survival months (mean (SD))   71.18 (77.14) 
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Chemotherapy (%) No    2269 (84.6)  

 Yes     413 (15.4)  

Radiation (%) Beam radiation    2518 (93.9)  

 Combination of beam with implants or 

isotopes 

     46 (1.7)  

 Other than beam radiation      14 (0.5)  

 Radioactive implants (includes 

brachytherapy) 

     51 (1.9)  

 Radioisotopes      26 (1.0)  

 Refused      27 (1.0)  

Radiation sequence with 

surgery (%) 

Intraoperative radiation       1 (0.0)  

 Not both    2431 (90.6)  

 Radiation after surgery     227 (8.5)  

 Radiation before and after surgery       2 (0.1)  

 Radiation prior to surgery      21 (0.8)  

Surgery (%) No    1128 (42.1)  

 Yes    1554 (57.9)  

Laterality (%) Bilateral      19 (0.7)  

 Left     416 (15.5)  

 Not a paired site    1799 (67.1)  

 Right     448 (16.7)  

Behavior (%) Benign      75 (2.8)  

 Borderline malignancy      33 (1.2)  

 In situ     151 (5.6)  

 Malignant    2423 (90.3)  

 

Table 2. The difference between cancer mortality due to congenital anomalies or other causes 

 level Other causes Congenital 
anomalies 

p 

n  2682 2682  
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Age (mean (SD))  61.62 (18.07) 60.61 
(21.07) 

0.059 

Sex (%) Female  1399 (52.2)   1171 
(43.7)  

<0.001 

 Male  1283 (47.8)   1511 (56.3)  

Marital status (%) Married  1284 (47.9)   1411 
(52.6)  

<0.001 

 Separated   255 (9.5)    212 (7.9)  

 Single   439 (16.4)    651 (24.3)  

 Unknown   171 (6.4)      0 (0.0)   

 Widowed   533 (19.9)    408 (15.2)  

Race (%) American Indian/Alaska Native     7 (0.3)     20 (0.7)  0.027 

 Asian or Pacific Islander   110 (4.1)     98 (3.7)  

 Black   253 (9.4)    250 (9.3)  

 Unknown     4 (0.1)      0 (0.0)   

 White  2308 (86.1)   2314 (86.3)  

Survival months (mean 
(SD)) 

 92.52 (102.40) 71.55 
(76.73) 

<0.001 

Chemotherapy (%) No  2097 (78.2)   2269 
(84.6)  

<0.001 

 Yes   585 (21.8)    413 (15.4)  

Radiation (%) Beam radiation  2612 (97.4)   2557 
(95.3)  

<0.001 

 Combination of beam with implants 
or isotopes 

   58 (2.2)     40 (1.5)  

 Other than beam radiation     0 (0.0)     17 (0.6)  

 Radioactive implants     3 (0.1)      0 (0.0)   

 Radioactive implants (includes 
brachytherapy) 

    0 (0.0)     32 (1.2)  

 Radioisotopes     9 (0.3)     14 (0.5)  

 Refused     0 (0.0)     22 (0.8)  

sequence (%) Intraoperative radiation     1 (0.0)      1 (0.0)  0.003 

 No  2347 (87.5)   2431 (90.6)  

 Radiation after surgery   300 (11.2)    227 (8.5)  

 Radiation before and after surgery     8 (0.3)      2 (0.1)   

 Radiation prior to surgery    26 (1.0)     21 (0.8)  

Surgery (%) No  1021 (38.1)   1122 
(41.8)  

0.005 

 Yes  1661 (61.9)   1560 (58.2)  

Laterality (%) Bilateral    31 (1.2)     19 (0.7)  <0.001 

 Left   518 (19.3)    416 (15.5)  

 Not a paired site  1608 (60.0)   1797 (67.0)  

 Right   525 (19.6)    450 (16.8)  

Behaviour (%) Benign     2 (0.1)     75 (2.8)  <0.001 

 Borderline malignancy     2 (0.1)     33 (1.2)  

 In situ    95 (3.5)    151 (5.6)  

 Malignant  2583 (96.3)   2423 (90.3)  
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Table 3. Univariable and multivariable cox regression analysis 

 HR SE p HR 95% CI p 

Age 1.0052

8 

0.0010

8 

1.10E-

06 

1.01099 0.008 0.013 0 

 0 to 10 Reference 

10 to 20 0.7822 0.1681 0.14381     

20 to 30 0.8422 0.1448 0.23563     

30 to 40 0.6757 0.1363 0.00403     

40 to 50 
0.5962 0.1283 

5.60E-

05 
 

   

50 to 60 0.6887 0.1167 0.00139     

60 to 70 0.6743 0.1126 0.00046     

70 to 80 0.9132 0.1122 0.41869     

>80 1.339 0.1168 0.01247     

Sex        

Female Reference 

Male 1.1812 0.0391 2.10E-

05 

1.11463

2 

0.026 0.191 0.01020

9 

Radiation        

Beam radiation Reference 

Combination of beam with implants or 

isotopes 

0.9495 0.1505 0.7306 0.86572

7 

-0.44 0.152 0.33963

8 

Other than beam radiation 0.21 0.2912 8.30E-

08 

0.25249

9 

-1.95 -

0.802 

2.59E-

06 

Radioactive implants (includes 

brachytherapy) 

1.4223 0.1343 0.0087 1.21784

9 

-

0.068 

0.462 0.14496 

Radioisotopes 1.2037 0.1901 0.3295 1.50607

2 

0.034 0.785 0.03275

5 

Refused 2.2877 0.1939 2.00E-

05 

1.93848

5 

0.28 1.044 0.00069

1 
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Chemotherapy        

No Reference  

Yes 1.3583 0.0538 1.20E-

08 

1.30072 0.152 0.374 3.42E-

06 

Marital status        

Married Reference 

Separated 1.0749 0.074 0.33 1.17844

2 

0.017 0.311 0.02835

7 

Single 1.2663 0.0474 6.40E-

07 

1.47213

2 

0.277 0.496 3.97E-

12 

Widowed 1.3267 0.0566 5.80E-

07 

1.32069

6 

0.159 0.397 4.35E-

06 

Behavior        

Benign Reference 

Borderline malignancy 1.119 0.209 0.59 1.08352

3 

-0.33 0.49 0.70134 

In situ 0.599 0.142 0.0003 0.65504

9 

-

0.713 

-

0.133 

0.00429

5 

Malignant 0.707 0.118 0.0033 0.60756

2 

-0.74 -

0.256 

5.43E-

05 

Surgery        

No Reference  

Yes 0.54 0.0398 <2e-16 0.58525

5 

-

0.619 

-

0.452 

0 

 

Figure legends 

Figure 1. The number of mortality cases due to congenital anomalies based on the pathology of tumor 

Figure 2. Joinpoint regression trend analysis of congenital anomalies caused deaths in cancer 

Figure 3. Kaplan Meier analysis showing that congenital anomalies (1) had less mortality risk than other causes 

(0). 
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Figure 4. Kaplan Meier analysis showing the survival probability for each age group 

Supplementary figure 1 A, B. Case mortality numbers due to congenital anomalies recorded in each site of 

cancer (Supplemental files) 

Supplementary figure 2. Kaplan Meier curves comparing survival probability of congenital anomalies and 

other causes of death for GIT adenoma (A) and breast adenoma (B) (Supplemental files) 
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Table 1. Characteristics of included patients 

  Overall 

n  2682 

Sex (%) Female    1171 (43.7)  

 Male    1511 (56.3)  

Age (mean (SD))    60.61 (21.07) 

Age groups 00 to 10   111 (4.1) 

 10 to 20    59 (2.2) 

 20 to 30   105 (3.9) 

 30 to 40   137 (5.1) 

 40 to 50   196 (7.3) 

 50 to 60   382 (14.2) 

 60 to 70   599 (22.3) 

 70 to 80   675 (25.2) 

 80 to 85    418 (15.6) 

Marital status (%) Married    1419 (52.9)  

 Separated     208 (7.8)  

 Single     653 (24.3)  

 Widowed     402 (15.0)  

Race (%) American Indian/Alaska Native      20 (0.7)  

 Asian or Pacific Islander      98 (3.7)  

 Black     251 (9.4)  

 White    2313 (86.2)  

Survival months (mean (SD))   71.18 (77.14) 

Chemotherapy (%) No    2269 (84.6)  

 Yes     413 (15.4)  

Radiation (%) Beam radiation    2518 (93.9)  
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 Combination of beam with 

implants or isotopes 

     46 (1.7)  

 Other than beam radiation      14 (0.5)  

 Radioactive implants (includes 

brachytherapy) 

     51 (1.9)  

 Radioisotopes      26 (1.0)  

 Refused      27 (1.0)  

Radiation sequence with 

surgery (%) 

Intraoperative radiation       1 (0.0)  

 Not both    2431 (90.6)  

 Radiation after surgery     227 (8.5)  

 Radiation before and after surgery       2 (0.1)  

 Radiation prior to surgery      21 (0.8)  

Surgery (%) No    1128 (42.1)  

 Yes    1554 (57.9)  

Laterality (%) Bilateral      19 (0.7)  

 Left     416 (15.5)  

 Not a paired site    1799 (67.1)  

 Right     448 (16.7)  

Behavior (%) Benign      75 (2.8)  

 Borderline malignancy      33 (1.2)  

 In situ     151 (5.6)  

 Malignant    2423 (90.3)  
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Table 2. The difference between cancer mortality due to congenital anomalies or other causes 

 level Other causes Congenital 

anomalies 

p 

n  2682 2682  

Age (mean (SD))  61.62 (18.07) 60.61 

(21.07) 

0.059 

Sex (%) Female  1399 (52.2)   1171 

(43.7)  

<0.001 

 Male  1283 (47.8)   1511 (56.3)  

Marital status (%) Married  1284 (47.9)   1411 

(52.6)  

<0.001 

 Separated   255 (9.5)    212 (7.9)  

 Single   439 (16.4)    651 (24.3)  

 Unknown   171 (6.4)      0 (0.0)   

 Widowed   533 (19.9)    408 (15.2)  

Race (%) American Indian/Alaska Native     7 (0.3)     20 (0.7)  0.027 

 Asian or Pacific Islander   110 (4.1)     98 (3.7)  

 Black   253 (9.4)    250 (9.3)  

 Unknown     4 (0.1)      0 (0.0)   

 White  2308 (86.1)   2314 (86.3)  

Survival months 

(mean (SD)) 

 92.52 

(102.40) 

71.55 

(76.73) 

<0.001 

Chemotherapy (%) No  2097 (78.2)   2269 

(84.6)  

<0.001 

 Yes   585 (21.8)    413 (15.4)  

Radiation (%) Beam radiation  2612 (97.4)   2557 

(95.3)  

<0.001 

 Combination of beam with 

implants or isotopes 

   58 (2.2)     40 (1.5)  

 Other than beam radiation     0 (0.0)     17 (0.6)  

 Radioactive implants     3 (0.1)      0 (0.0)   

 Radioactive implants (includes 

brachytherapy) 

    0 (0.0)     32 (1.2)  

 Radioisotopes     9 (0.3)     14 (0.5)  

 Refused     0 (0.0)     22 (0.8)  

sequence (%) Intraoperative radiation     1 (0.0)      1 (0.0)  0.003 

 No  2347 (87.5)   2431 (90.6)  

 Radiation after surgery   300 (11.2)    227 (8.5)  

 Radiation before and after 

surgery 

    8 (0.3)      2 (0.1)   

 Radiation prior to surgery    26 (1.0)     21 (0.8)  

Surgery (%) No  1021 (38.1)   1122 

(41.8)  

0.005 

 Yes  1661 (61.9)   1560 (58.2)  

Laterality (%) Bilateral    31 (1.2)     19 (0.7)  <0.001 

 Left   518 (19.3)    416 (15.5)  

 Not a paired site  1608 (60.0)   1797 (67.0)  
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 Right   525 (19.6)    450 (16.8)  

Behaviour (%) Benign     2 (0.1)     75 (2.8)  <0.001 

 Borderline malignancy     2 (0.1)     33 (1.2)  

 In situ    95 (3.5)    151 (5.6)  

 Malignant  2583 (96.3)   2423 (90.3)  
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Table 3. Univariable and multivariable cox regression analysis 

 HR SE p HR 95% CI p 

Age 1.00528 0.00108 1.10E-06 1.01099 0.008 0.013 0 

 0 to 10 Reference 

10 to 20 0.7822 0.1681 0.14381     

20 to 30 0.8422 0.1448 0.23563     

30 to 40 0.6757 0.1363 0.00403     

40 to 50 0.5962 0.1283 5.60E-05     

50 to 60 0.6887 0.1167 0.00139     

60 to 70 0.6743 0.1126 0.00046     

70 to 80 0.9132 0.1122 0.41869     

>80 1.339 0.1168 0.01247     

Sex        

Female Reference 

Male 1.1812 0.0391 2.10E-05 1.114632 0.026 0.191 0.010209 

Radiation        

Beam radiation Reference 
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Combination of beam with implants or isotopes 0.9495 0.1505 0.7306 0.865727 -0.44 0.152 0.339638 

Other than beam radiation 0.21 0.2912 8.30E-08 0.252499 -1.95 -0.802 2.59E-06 

Radioactive implants (includes brachytherapy) 1.4223 0.1343 0.0087 1.217849 -0.068 0.462 0.14496 

Radioisotopes 1.2037 0.1901 0.3295 1.506072 0.034 0.785 0.032755 

Refused 2.2877 0.1939 2.00E-05 1.938485 0.28 1.044 0.000691 

Chemotherapy        

No Reference  

Yes 1.3583 0.0538 1.20E-08 1.30072 0.152 0.374 3.42E-06 

Marital status        

Married Reference 

Separated 1.0749 0.074 0.33 1.178442 0.017 0.311 0.028357 

Single 1.2663 0.0474 6.40E-07 1.472132 0.277 0.496 3.97E-12 

Widowed 1.3267 0.0566 5.80E-07 1.320696 0.159 0.397 4.35E-06 

Behavior        

Benign Reference 

Borderline malignancy 1.119 0.209 0.59 1.083523 -0.33 0.49 0.70134 

In situ 0.599 0.142 0.0003 0.655049 -0.713 -0.133 0.004295 
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Malignant 0.707 0.118 0.0033 0.607562 -0.74 -0.256 5.43E-05 

Surgery        

No Reference  

Yes 0.54 0.0398 <2e-16 0.585255 -0.619 -0.452 0 
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