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Abstract: The long-term mortality risk from prostate cancer increases in lymph node (LN) positive patients. This 
study was done to assess the effect of lymph node Gleason score (LNGS) on prognosis in patients with LN-positive 
prostate cancer. Among the 1,415 patients who received pelvic lymph node dissection (PLND), 117 (8.4%) pa-
tients had a positive LN. The PGS of the prostate specimens and the LNGS of the positive LNs were assessed by 
uropathologists. The median age of patients at surgery was 67 years (interquartile range [IQR], 62-71 years) and 
the median follow-up duration was 44.3 months (IQR, 27.0-78.5 months). Pathologic Gleason scores (PGS) of 6-9 
included one (0.9%), 53 (49.5%), 22 (20.6%), and 31 (29.0%) patients. The median total number of retrieved LNs 
was 9.0 (IQR, 5.3-12.8). The median number of positive LNs was one (IQR, 1-2). Cancer architecture with a Gleason 
pattern and score were observed in LNs as in ordinary prostate specimens. LNGS 6-9 included nine (8.1%), 57 
(51.4%), 31 (27.9%), and 14 (12.6%) patients. The speaman’s analysis showed the meaningful correlation between 
PGS and LNGS (P = 0.249, P = 0.011). The univariate analysis showed that the number of positive LNs and LNGS 
were significantly associated with prostate cancer-specific survival (P = 0.028; P = 0.005). The same architecture 
that is seen in the prostate was seen in positive LNs, and LNGS may be a significant prognostic factor in patients 
with LN-positive prostate cancer.
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Introduction

Prostate cancer is the most common malignan-
cy in the US [26] and the fifth-ranking malignan-
cy in Korea. However, in Korea, the 13.5% 
annual increase in prostate cancer incidence is 
the fastest of all malignancies. The incidence of 
prostate cancer increased from 8.5 in 1999 to 
24.9 per 100,000 in 2009 [1]. Prostate cancer 
in Korea exhibits more aggressive characteris-
tics than the disease in the US [27]. For exam-
ple, prostate cancer in a Korean man tends to 
present at a more advanced stage, exhibits a 
higher Gleason score (GS), displays a higher 
level of prostate-specific antigen (PSA), and is 
more likely to involve more lymph node (LN) 
invasion [9, 15].

Radical prostatectomy is the gold standard 
treatment for localized prostate cancer, and 

pelvic lymph node dissection (PLND) is an 
important surgical procedure for accurate LN 
staging and to improve surgical outcomes [3, 
18, 24]. LN-positive prostate cancer indicates 
an aggressive disease progression. The long-
term mortality risk from prostate cancer in- 
creases in LN-positive patients [8]. However, 
few studies have investigated the prognostic 
factors for LN-positive prostate cancer, althou- 
gh age, size of metastatic LN, extent of PLND, 
number of LNs, number of positive LNs, patho-
logic stage, pathologic Gleason score (PGS), 
surgical margin (SM) status, and seminal vesi-
cle invasion (SVI) have been studied [11, 12, 
15, 16, 18, 24, 29]. However, their influence 
remains controversial. Thus, optimal manage-
ment for LN-positive prostate cancer has not 
been defined. Identifying prognostic factors for 
LN-positive prostate cancer is very important 
because patients with a poor prognosis must 
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immediately commence androgen deprivation 
treatment (ADT) that confers a survival benefit. 
This treatment, which can have a variety of 
adverse effects, can be delayed or avoided 
entirely in low-risk patients. 

GS is one of the most important prognostic fac-
tors for both localized and advanced prostate 
cancer [13]. However, information concerning 
the GS for LNs is lacking. Thus, we evaluated 
GS for LNs to study the effect of lymph node 
Gleason score (LNGS) on cancer-specific sur-
vival in patients with LN-positive prostate 
cancer.

Materials and methods

This retrospective study was conducted with 
1,415 patients who underwent radical prosta-
tectomy and PLND for localized prostate cancer 
at two tertiary hospitals from January 1998 to 
December 2009. Institutional review board 
approval was obtained for the retrospective 
analysis of this patient population. 

Staging Guidelines of the American Joint Com- 
mittee on Cancer. 

All of Radical prostatectomy specimens (1,415) 
were routinely cut in 4-mm transverse slices 
with perpendicular sections from the apex to 
the base, fixed in 10% neutral buffered forma-
lin, and embedded in paraffin. All freshly embe- 
dded PLND specimens were sent en bloc for 
pathological dissection by a pathologist. Sec- 
tions were obtained at a thickness of 5-μm and 
stained with hematoxylin and eosin (H&E) in 
the typical manner. The PGS of the prostate 
specimens and the LNGS of the positive LNs 
were assessed by uropathologists (KC Moon, 
JH Suh, and Y Park) in accordance with the 
2005 criteria developed at the International 
Society of Urological Pathology (ISUP) Conse- 
nsus Conference. Gleason score based on 
Gleason pattern for first and second most pre-
dominant patterns with a comment on the ter-
tiary pattern.

Among the 1,415 patients, 117 (8.4%) had a 
positive LN. One patient whose pathology had 

Table 1. Clinicopathologic variables 
n (%)

Age (IQR) 67 (62-71)
Neoadjuvant therapy (%) 16 (13.8)
Adjuvant therapy (%) 91 (78.4)
Initial PSA, ng/mL (IQR) 18.7 (9.7-36.1)
Tumor stage
pT2/pT3a/pT3b/T4 13 (11.6%)/28 (25.0%)/65 (58.0%)/6 (5.4%)
Extra-prostatic extension (%) 93 (80.2)
Seminal vesicle invasion (%) 71 (61.2)
Positive surgical margin (%) 85 (73.3)
No. of lymph nodes removed (IQR) 9.0 (5.3 -12.8)
No. of positive lymph nodes (%) n = 116
    1 71 (61.2)
    2 22 (19.0)
    ≥ 3 23 (19.8)
Pathologic Gleason score (%) n = 107
    6 1 (0.9)
    7 53 (49.5)
    8 22 (20.6)
    9 31 (29.0)
Lymph node Gleason score (%) n = 111
    6 9 (8.1)
    7 57 (51.4)
    8 31 (27.9)
    9 14 (12.6)

All patients were moni-
tored for PSA level, and 
received a digital rectal 
examination, transrec-
tal ultrasound guided 
biopsy, chest X-ray, pel-
vic magnetic resonance 
imaging scan, and a 
bone scan to rule out 
advanced prostate can-
cer prior to surgery. 
PLND was performed in 
patients with interme-
diate risk (cT2b, GS = 7, 
10 < PSA ≤ 20) or high 
risk (≥ cT2c, GS ≥ 8, 
PSA > 20) according to 
the D’amico classifica-
tion [5]. Although the 
extent of PNLD varies 
according to surgeons 
and hospitals, at least 
the external iliac and 
obturator LNs were 
included. A pathologist 
postoperatively evalu-
ated the prostate spec-
imens according to the 
criteria of the 2010 
Seventh Edition Cancer 
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both squamous cell carcinoma and adenocarci-
noma (GS 3+3) was excluded from the study. 
Sixteen patients received neoadjuvant treat-
ment and 91 patients received adjuvant treat-
ment (70 hormone treatment and 21 hormone 
and radiation treatment) postoperatively 1 
month later. Nine patients had only LNGS and 
did not have a PGS for their prostate specimen. 
Because four patients had a positive LN at fro-
zen biopsy during the radical prostatectomy, 
subsequent procedures were cancelled, and 
five patients who received neoadjuvant ADT 
before radical prostatectomy had an undeter-
minable PGS. Thus, these patients and five 
patients with missing LNGS were excluded from 
the survival analysis. 

Median follow-up duration was 44.3 months 
(interquartile range [IQR], 27.0-78.5 months). 
Patients were followed-up to determine PSA 
recurrence at 1 month postoperatively and 
every 3 months thereafter during the first year. 
If PSA was not elevated, it was followed-up 
biannually. Biochemical recurrence (BCR) was 
defined by an elevated serum PSA level (> 0.2 
ng/mL) on two consecutive occasions, or the 
initiation of adjuvant therapy due to PSA ele- 
vation.

SPSS ver. 19 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) was 
used for the statistical analysis. The Mann-Whi- 
tney test, Fisher’s exact test, and Spearman’s 
correlation analysis were used to assess the 
relationship among clinicopathologic variables. 
The Kaplan-Meier method and log-rank test 
were performed for the univariate survival anal-

ysis. A Cox-proportional hazard regression was 
performed for prostate cancer-specific survival. 
Each hazard ratio (HR) was given including the 
95% confidence intervals (CIs). A P-value < 0.05 
was considered significant. 

Results

The median age of the 116 patients at surgery 
was 67 years (IQR, 62-71 years), and the medi-
an preoperative PSA level was 18.7 ng/mL 
(IQR, 9.7-36.1 ng/mL) (Table 1). Extra-prostatic 
extension was evident in 93 patients (80.2%), 
and SVI was evident in 71 patients (61.2%). A 
positive SM was noted in 85 patients (73.3%). 
The median total number of retrieved LNs was 
9.0 (IQR, 5.3-12.8). The median number of pos-
itive LN was one (IQR, 1-2). Twenty-three 
patients (19.8%) had more than three positive 
LNs. According to the PGS, Gleason 6 included 
one (0.9%) patient, Gleason 7, 53 (49.5%), 
Gleason 8, 22 (20.6%), and Gleason 9, 31 
(29.0%) patients. According to the LNGS, 
Gleason 6-9 included nine (8.1%), 57 (51.4%), 
31 (27.9%), and 14 (12.6%) patients. Twenty-
three patients with a positive LN died during 
the follow-up period. Among them, seven died 
from prostate cancer. The 5 year cancer-specif-
ic survival rate was 91.0% (95% CI, 83.4-98.6, 
data not shown).

The cancer architecture with the Gleason pat-
tern and score was seen in LNs as in ordinary 
prostate specimens (Figure 1). LNGS 6-9 were 
associated with well-formed glands, discrete 
glandular formation and an ill-defined glandular 

Figure 1. Metastatic prostatic adenocarcinoma in the lymph node showing cribriform gland formation (Gleason 
score 8 (4+4)). (A) A low power scan. Left lower; positive lymph node, right upper; normal lymph node. (B) Higher 
magnification of (A) (Original magnification in (A), ×1.25 and (B) ×200).
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unit, large cribriform glands, and solid prolifera-
tion or single cell infiltration, respectively. Forty-
five (38.8%) patients had multiple positive LNs 
(Figure 2). These LNs had the same LNGS 
regardless of PGS and the number of positive 
LNs except one patient who had three positive 
LNs (PGS 9, two LNGS 8, and one LNGS 9). 

The speaman’s analysis showed the meaning-
ful correlation between PGS and LNGS (P = 
0.249, P = 0.011, Table 2). However, LNGS 
exhibited a down-graded tendency compared 
to PGS. Among the 51 patients with PGS 7, sev-
enteen patients (33.3%) showed the higher 
LNGS. But to the contrary, nineteen patients 
(67.9%) showed lower LNGS at PGS 9 patients. 
The univariate analysis showed that initial PSA, 
PGS, extra-prostatic extension, SVI, positive 

SM, and extent of PLND were not related to 
prostate cancer-specific survival. The number 
of positive LNs and LNGS were significantly 
associated with prostate cancer-specific sur-
vival (HR, 7.59; 95% CI, 1.25-46.11, P = 0.028; 
HR, 11.533; 95% CI, 2.10-63.35, P = 0.005; 
Table 3). 

Discussion

In bladder and obstetrical cancer, some pa- 
tients with positive LNs are expected to be 
cured by PLND. Prostate cancer overlaps with 
bladder cancer and obstetrical cancer in the 
involvement of lymphatic channels. Some 
patients with prostate cancer and a positive LN 
can be cured by PLND [17]. Several studies 
have reported that patients with LN-positive 

Figure 2. Examinations of metastatic carcinoma. A. Metastatic adenocarcinoma in lymph nodes showing Gleason 
score 6 (double sum of pattern 3). Well formed glands are observed in lymphoid tissue. (Original magnification = 
×200). B. Metastatic adenocarcinoma in lymph nodes showing Gleason score 7 (pattern 4 and pattern 3). Both 
discrete gland formation and ill defined glandular unit are observed in lymphoid tissue. (Original magnification = 
×200). C. Metastatic adenocarcinoma in lymph nodes showing Gleason score 8 (double sum of pattern 4). The large 
cribriform glands are observed in lymphoid tissue. (Original magnification = ×200). D. Metastatic adenocarcinoma 
in lymph nodes showing Gleason score 9 (pattern 4 and pattern 5). Poorly differentiated gladular cells with solid 
proliferation or single cell infiltration is observed in lymphoid tissue. (Original magnification = ×200).
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prostate cancer who received PLND had long 
BCR free survival without adjuvant treatment 
[2, 6, 19, 25]. However, prognostic factors for 
LN-positive prostate cancer have remained 
unclear. Cheng et al reported that dedifferenti-
ation in the metastatic progression of prostatic 
carcinoma was statistically significant only in 
univerate analysis in 1999, but there was no 
further study after then [4]. This is the first 
study to investigate the effect of GS in positive 
LNs. We could see the prostate gland in posi-
tive LNs. Cancer-specific survival differed 
according to LNGS. 

BCR occurred in more than three-quarters of 
the patients (81.0%) within 1 month postopera-
tively. This was because our patients had more 
aggressive disease. Several clinicopathologic 

more than three positive LNs were associated 
with death from prostate cancer [28]. 

Bodman et al. reported that PGS is a prognosis 
factor for patients with LN-positive prostate 
cancer. Those with < GS 7 had 72% recurrence 
free survival vs. > GS 8, with 36% recurrence 
free survival at 24 months [29]. Boorjian et al. 
reported that PGS (≤ 7 and ≥ 8) was a prognos-
tic factor for systemic progression and cancer-
specific survival, whereas PGS was not a prog-
nostic factor for BCR or local recurrence [2]. In 
our study, PGS was not statistically related to 
cancer-specific survival. However, the PGS 
showed a high HR (HR, 6.00; 95% CI, 0.67-
53.87, P = 0.109). If the more data were accu-
mulated, our data maybe show the similar 
results like as previous studies.

Table 2. Correlation between pathologic Gleason score and lymph 
node Gleason score (Spearman’s correlation analysis, P = 0.249, 
P = 0.011)

Lymph node Gleason score
6 7 8 9

Total 102 8 51 30 13
Pathologic Gleason score 6 1 0 1 0 0

7 51 5 29 15 2
8 22 1 10 9 2
9 28 2 11 6 9

studies on LN-positive patients 
reported a prevalence of PGS 
exceeding 7 (63.9-95%), medi-
an preoperative PSA level 
(11.6-16 ng/mL), SVI (50-
65.5%), positive SM (51-
62.1%), more than pathologic 
stage T3 (76.2-87%), and medi-
an number of removed LNs (11-
22) [2, 7, 25]. In comparison, 
nearly all of the present pa- 
tients had a PGS > 7 (99.1%), 
higher PSA (18.7 ng/mL; IQR, 
9.7-36.1 mg/mL), more SVI 
(74%), and greater prevalence 
of positive SM (85%). Addi- 
tionally, 88.4% of the patients 
had more than pathologic 
stage T3 disease.

Schumacher et al. reported 
that the number of positive LNs 
after extended PLND related to 
poor BCR free survival and 
patients with more than three 
positive LNs had poor cancer-
specific survival [25]. Boorjian 
et al. reported that a single 
positive LN increases the risk 
of BCR and more than two posi-
tive LNs after extended PLND 
was an adverse predictor of 
cancer-specific survival [2]. 
Touijer et al. argued that a sub-
classification of patients with 
positive LNs is needed. Their 
data and our data were similar; 

Table 3. Univariate analysis of risk factors associated with pros-
tate cancer-specific survival
Risk Factor HR 95% CI P value
Initial PSA 0.96 0.90-1.03 0.236
Extra-prostatic extension 2.21 0.27-18.40 0.464
Seminal vesicle invasion 0.64 0.16-3.12 0.638
Positive surgical margin 1.28 0.25-6.60 0.769
Extent of PLND(standard vs. extended) 1.05 0.13-8.73 0.967
No. of positive Lymph nodes
    1 Reference
    2 3.44 0.48-24.46 0.217
    ≥ 3 7.59 1.25-46.11 0.028
Pathologic Gleason score
    ≤ 7 Reference
    8 5.49 0.50-60.90 0.165
    9 6.00 0.67-53.87 0.109
Lymph node Gleason score
    ≤ 7 Reference
    8 0.00 0.00 0.980
    9 11.53 2.10-63.35 0.005
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Some patients with LN-positive prostate can-
cer show a good prognosis. Several studies 
have reported that 4-40% of LN-positive 
patients have long BCR-free survival without 
ADT [2, 6, 19, 21, 25]. This result indicates that 
some patients with positive LN could be cured 
by radical prostatectomy and PLND only. Our 
data that LNGS exhibited a down-graded ten-
dency compared to PGS may be related. 
However, we do not know which patients have 
long BCR free survival and why patients remain 
cancer free. Furthermore, appropriate manage-
ment of patients with LN-positive cancer has 
not been confirmed.

GS was the sum of the predominant Gleason 
pattern and the second most common Gleason 
pattern. The Gleason pattern was based just on 
tumor morphology and not on immunochemical 
staining or polymerase chain reaction or nucle-
ic acid analyses. However, the GS reflects bio-
logic aggressiveness well. It was recommended 
at the 2005 ISUP consensus conference that 
higher grade tertiary pattern at TRUS biopsy 
should be included in the GS [10]. After radical 
prostatectomy, if there is tertiary pattern 5 in 
GS 7 prostate cancer, patients have a higher pT 
stage, SVI, EPE, and BCR than GS 7 without a 
tertiary pattern 5 [14, 20, 22, 30]. This result 
means that GS and Gleason pattern itself are 
important prognostic tools anywhere. Recent 
study showed that, with sequential compari-
sons of GS 7 to 10, Gleason pattern 5 is inde-
pendent prognostic factors in metastatic can-
cer [23]. Thus, we believe that the GS for a 
positive LN is also meaningful for prognosis. 
LNGS 9, that included the Gleason pattern 5, 
showed very poor cancer-specific survival (HR, 
11.53; 95% CI, 2.10-63.35, P = 0.005) in our 
study.

This study had several limitations. First, we did 
not discuss BCR. However, almost all patients 
with a positive LN received adjuvant ADT or life-
long ADT (continuous or intermittent) after radi-
cal prostatectomy. A fair number of patients 
who did not receive ADT did not fall to the nadir 
(0.2 ng/mL). In these cases, BCR resumed 
immediately. Thus, a BCR analysis is very diffi-
cult for LN-positive prostate cancer. ADT 
decreases the risk of BCR, but ADT does not 
significantly affect cancer-specific survival [2]. 
We analyzed survival, although death from 
prostate cancer was small. Second, the extent 
of PLND varied according to the surgeon even if 

at least the external and obturator LNs were 
contained. Because 21% positive LNs were dis-
covered at the internal iliac LN, the extent of 
PLND could affect BCR free survival [25]. 
Finally, the LNs retrieved 9.0 (IQR, 5.3-12.8) 
might have been insufficient to remove all met-
astatic LNs.

Disclosure of conflict of interest 

None.

Address correspondence to: Dr. Choung-Soo Kim, 
Department of Urology, Asan Medical Center, 388-1 
Pungnap 2 dong, Songpa-gu, Seoul 138-736, Korea. 
Tel: 82-2-3010-3734; Fax: 82-2-477-8928; E-mail: 
cskim@amc.seoul.kr; Dr. Cheol Kwak, Department 
of Urology, Seoul National University Hospital, 101, 
Daehak-no, Jongnogu, Seoul 110-744, Korea. Tel: 
82-2-2072-2427; Fax: 82-2-742-4665; E-mail: mdra-
fael@snu.ac.kr

References

[1] National cancer information center web site. 
2009. http://www.cancer.go.kr/ncic/cics_f/ 
01/012/index.html.

[2] Boorjian SA, Thompson RH, Siddiqui S, Bag-
niewski S, Bergstralh EJ, Karnes RJ, Frank I, 
Blute ML. Long-term outcome after radical 
prostatectomy for patients with lymph node 
positive prostate cancer in the prostate specif-
ic antigen era. J Urol 2007; 178: 864-870; dis-
cussion 870-861. 

[3] Briganti A, Blute ML, Eastham JH, Graefen M, 
Heidenreich A, Karnes JR, Montorsi F, Studer 
UE. Pelvic lymph node dissection in prostate 
cancer. Eur Urol 2009; 55: 1251-1265. 

[4] Cheng L, Slezak J, Bergstralh EJ, Cheville JC, 
Sweat S, Zincke H, Bostwick DG. Dedifferentia-
tion in the metastatic progression of prostate 
carcinoma. Cancer 1999; 86: 657-663.

[5] D’Amico AV, Whittington R, Malkowicz SB, 
Schultz D, Blank K, Broderick GA, Tomaszews-
ki JE, Renshaw AA, Kaplan I, Beard CJ, Wein A. 
Biochemical outcome after radical prostatec-
tomy, external beam radiation therapy, or inter-
stitial radiation therapy for clinically localized 
prostate cancer. JAMA 1998; 280: 969-974.

[6] Daneshmand S, Quek ML, Stein JP, Lieskovsky 
G, Cai J, Pinski J, Skinner EC, Skinner DG. Prog-
nosis of patients with lymph node positive 
prostate cancer following radical prostatecto-
my: long-term results. J Urol 2004; 172: 2252-
2255.

[7] Dorin RP, Lieskovsky G, Fairey AS, Cai J, 
Daneshmand S. Outcomes after radical pros-
tatectomy for patients with clinical stages T1-

mailto:cskim@amc.seoul.kr
mailto:mdrafael@snu.ac.kr
mailto:mdrafael@snu.ac.kr


Lymph node Gleason score

6147 Int J Clin Exp Pathol 2014;7(9):6141-6148

T2 prostate cancer with pathologically positive 
lymph nodes in the prostate-specific antigen 
era. Urol Oncol 2013; 31: 1441-7.

[8] Eggener SE, Scardino PT, Walsh PC, Han M, 
Partin AW, Trock BJ, Feng Z, Wood DP, Eastham 
JA, Yossepowitch O, Rabah DM, Kattan MW, Yu 
C, Klein EA, Stephenson AJ. Predicting 15-year 
prostate cancer specific mortality after radical 
prostatectomy. J Urol 2011; 185: 869-875. 

[9] Eifler JB, Feng Z, Lin BM, Partin MT, Humphreys 
EB, Han M, Epstein JI, Walsh PC, Trock BJ, Par-
tin AW. An updated prostate cancer staging 
nomogram (Partin tables) based on cases 
from 2006 to 2011. BJU Int 2013; 111: 22-9.

[10] Epstein JI, Allsbrook WC Jr, Amin MB, Egevad 
LL. The 2005 International Society of Urologi-
cal Pathology (ISUP) Consensus Conference on 
Gleason Grading of Prostatic Carcinoma. Am J 
Surg Pathol 2005; 29: 1228-1242.

[11] Fleischmann A, Schobinger S, Schumacher M, 
Thalmann GN, Studer UE. Survival in surgically 
treated, nodal positive prostate cancer pa-
tients is predicted by histopathological charac-
teristics of the primary tumor and its lymph 
node metastases. Prostate 2009; 69: 352-
362. 

[12] Froehner M, Scholz A, Koch R, Hakenberg OW, 
Baretton GB, Wirth MP. Competing mortality 
contributes to excess mortality in patients with 
poor-risk lymph node-positive prostate cancer 
treated with radical prostatectomy. Urol Int 
2012; 89: 148-154. 

[13] Gleason DF, Mellinger GT. Prediction of progno-
sis for prostatic adenocarcinoma by combined 
histological grading and clinical staging. J Urol 
1974; 111: 58-64.

[14] Hattab EM, Koch MO, Eble JN, Lin H, Cheng L. 
Tertiary Gleason pattern 5 is a powerful predic-
tor of biochemical relapse in patients with 
Gleason score 7 prostatic adenocarcinoma. J 
Urol 2006; 175: 1695-1699; discussion 1699. 

[15] Kim SC, Jeong I, Song C, Hong JH, Kim CS, Ahn 
H. Biochemical recurrence-free and cancer-
specific survival after radical prostatectomy at 
a single institution. Korean J Urol 2010; 51: 
836-842. 

[16] Ku JH, Jeong CW, Park YH, Cho MC, Kwak C, 
Kim HH. Biochemical recurrence after radical 
prostatectomy with or without pelvic lymphad-
enectomy in Korean men with high-risk pros-
tate cancer. Jpn J Clin Oncol 2011; 41: 656-
662. 

[17] La Rochelle JC, Amling CL. Role of lymphade-
nectomy for prostate cancer: indications and 
controversies. Urol Clin North Am 2011; 38: 
387-395.

[18] Masterson TA, Bianco FJ Jr, Vickers AJ, DiBlasio 
CJ, Fearn PA, Rabbani F, Eastham JA, Scardino 
PT. The association between total and positive 

lymph node counts, and disease progression 
in clinically localized prostate cancer. J Urol 
2006; 175: 1320-1324; discussion 1324-
1325. 

[19] Messing EM, Manola J, Yao J, Kiernan M, Craw-
ford D, Wilding G, di’SantAgnese PA, Trump D. 
Immediate versus deferred androgen depriva-
tion treatment in patients with node-positive 
prostate cancer after radical prostatectomy 
and pelvic lymphadenectomy. Lancet Oncol 
2006; 7: 472-479. 

[20] Mosse CA, Magi-Galluzzi C, Tsuzuki T, Epstein 
JI. The prognostic significance of tertiary Glea-
son pattern 5 in radical prostatectomy speci-
mens. Am J Surg Pathol 2004; 28: 394-398.

[21] Palapattu GS, Allaf ME, Trock BJ, Epstein JI, 
Walsh PC. Prostate specific antigen progres-
sion in men with lymph node metastases fol-
lowing radical prostatectomy: results of long-
term followup. J Urol 2004; 172: 1860-1864.

[22] Pan CC, Potter SR, Partin AW, Epstein JI. The 
prognostic significance of tertiary Gleason pat-
terns of higher grade in radical prostatectomy 
specimens: a proposal to modify the Gleason 
grading system. Am J Surg Pathol 2000; 24: 
563-569.

[23] Rusthoven CG, Carlson JA, Waxweiler TV, Yeh 
N, Raben D, Flaig TW, Kavanagh BD. The prog-
nostic significance of Gleason scores in meta-
static prostate cancer. Urol Oncol 2014; 32: 
707-13.

[24] Schiavina R, Manferrari F, Garofalo M, Bertac-
cini A, Vagnoni V, Guidi M, Borghesi M, Baccos 
A, Morselli-Labate AM, Concetti S, Martorana 
G. The extent of pelvic lymph node dissection 
correlates with the biochemical recurrence 
rate in patients with intermediate- and high-
risk prostate cancer. BJU Int 2011; 108: 1262-
1268. 

[25] Schumacher MC, Burkhard FC, Thalmann GN, 
Fleischmann A, Studer UE. Good outcome for 
patients with few lymph node metastases after 
radical retropubic prostatectomy. Eur Urol 
2008; 54: 344-352. 

[26] Siegel R, Ward E, Brawley O, Jemal A. Cancer 
statistics, 2011: the impact of eliminating so-
cioeconomic and racial disparities on prema-
ture cancer deaths. CA Cancer J Clin 2011; 61: 
212-236. 

[27] Song C, Ro JY, Lee MS, Hong SJ, Chung BH, 
Choi HY, Lee SE, Lee E, Kim CS, Ahn H. Pros-
tate cancer in Korean men exhibits poor dif-
ferentiation and is adversely related to progno-
sis after radical prostatectomy. Urology 2006; 
68: 820-824. 

[28] Touijer KA, Mazzola CR, Sjoberg DD, Scardino 
PT, Eastham JA. Long-term outcomes of pa-
tients with lymph node metastasis treated with 
radical prostatectomy without adjuvant andro-
gen-deprivation therapy. Eur Urol 2014; 65: 
20-5.



Lymph node Gleason score

6148 Int J Clin Exp Pathol 2014;7(9):6141-6148

[29] von Bodman C, Godoy G, Chade DC, Cronin A, 
Tafe LJ, Fine SW, Laudone V, Scardino PT, East-
ham JA. Predicting biochemical recurrence-
free survival for patients with positive pelvic 
lymph nodes at radical prostatectomy. J Urol 
2010; 184: 143-148. 

[30] Whittemore DE, Hick EJ, Carter MR, Moul JW, 
Miranda-Sousa AJ, Sexton WJ. Significance of 
tertiary Gleason pattern 5 in Gleason score 7 
radical prostatectomy specimens. J Urol 2008; 
179: 516-522; discussion 522. 


