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CORRELATION BETWEEN HISTOLOGICAL GRADING
AND PROGNOSIS OF PROSTATIC CARCINOMA

—A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF JAPANESE GENERAL RULES OF PROSTATIC
CANCER (JGRPC) AND GLEASON’S CLASSIFICATION—

Toyoaki Ucnipa, Mikitoshi Go, Hirotaka Naxkajo,
Yutaka Takaci, Masakazu Muravama, Naoyasu Honpa,
Masamichi Icarasui, Akira IsmiBasur and Ken KosHiBa

From the Department of Urology, Kitasato University School of Mediciae
(Director: Prof. K. Koshiba)

One hundred and sixty-seven patients with newly diagnosed, previously untreated prostatic
adenocarcinoma, during the period between July, 1971 and March, 1934, wece studied. The
histopathologic specimens of the prostate were classified by the Japanese General Rules of
Prostatic Cancer (JGRPC) and by Gleason's classification. The number of patients with well,
moderately and poorly differentiated prostatic carcinomas according to the JGRPC classification
was 42, 74 and 51 respectively, and the number of the patients with Gleason’s pattern 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5 was 24, 20, 32, 43 and 48, respectively. The number of patients with Gleason’s score
(primary plus secondary pattern) 2 to 4, 5 to 7 and 8 to 10 groups was 40, 76 and 51 respec-
tively. There was no significant difference in survival rate between well and moderately
differentiated groups, but the survival rate of the group with poorly differentiated tumor was
significantly lower than that of the moderately differentiated (p<{0.01) and well differentiated
(p<0.001) groups. There was no significant difference in 10-year survival rate between the
score 2-4 and score 5-8 groups, but the score 9-10 group had a significantly lower survival rate
than the score 5-8 group (p<0.0l) and score 2-4 (p<{0.005) group. JGRPC and Gleason's
classification are thought to be equally useful in estimating prognosis of prostatic cancer, but
the former is more concise and easily applicable than the latter.
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FIC I 5 RERERBE O CTRIIBEL, B
PR oWTHL, SEESORRE~AOBITLED
CIEVIERD 5 bleick L Ak, RABTEOHTE
BB HED T 5bDLELLIS.

BN B0} 5 SN ERES UL, Gleason
(1966012 X % pke L i<~ x — v R EMBE L
5 BYRS4H8E, Mayo Clinic (1969)24 X5 /NEERES,

)

MRVRE SR, Bkos WEEEFR, S8
B, BEMYER L4 BWAME, Mostofi (1975)0
CILBEEEOHLEBOBBEDEST X5 3 B
T8, Gaeta (197991 I 5 i & BT BA 2 &y
i 4 BFESHE, M. D. Anderson Hospital (19
82)°i2 X% METWROE A B L 3 RgsE

R R X h o WIS R et
DEANLART L SRMSERE, 2E0L o
VWhh T3,
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SEibhbiu, JEB SRR Lk E I 13420
M4BT ABE LingR U2 RER 179 fidh, #&{m
A ENC AL IRE & 28T S his 167 BlicovT, B
YRR S ED 35 X Ok A RS R T
W5 Gleason 582 @ D5 & b HBFOEMNRE L
Ftk & ORARIT OV CHIBRE LD CHET 5.

xf %

197127 B X D 19844 3 B ¥ T 1248 8 » Aldhicdr
BREREWREFhC B\ CARGERY 51, REs
BERNCHINIIRSE L WIS Rl 167 Bla R & L
FEBI O EERBL55HEA B I0EE TEHEMITT2. 455 T H -
f.

TR FRER I > F B 38 R B AT LIS BB 7 14661,
BEBREHERE 186, REMINIERET 3 6ITH
-7z,

BHESSE -

BEHEAIZBEDR K7k L O Gleason 4
BPRDHED PTFOIEL FE L. MR
BBNILIT O 3 B HE LTV 5.

Bt (well-differentiated) :

IREs D TR, B—ERBE» LB L0
oL, BEOXESCHEBAMEREOSEX
v» (WHO #4#F :simple glands, small acinar,
large acinar).

F153 (Lg% (moderately differentiated):

JRELTRANC, FRRIE RS TR D 5
VX EE OFHMESTs b o (WHO 48 : cribriform,
fused glands) &#\+ 5.

E51LlgsE (poorly differentiated):

BEBRCZLL, BRI DD IHZEAL
Do, BEL - LEROBEEYFRTLO(WHO
4348 : solid, trabecular) %\~ 5.

REBEATRILE OIb G LELARATR SO, &7
{LEESIEEER % (adenocarcinoma, unclassified)
ELT5.

Gleason Z¥EV2, BEOBMEELT Tl MR
BRAIMR LU T o5 B 3B Eh T35,

Pattern 1: R HEAIBERCRBHRED % &
hisnw—FoREREY R TR EERE.

Pattern 2: HbETHBH, 1B EHBL, X
DS, SRR E L, BERBEKES > Ty
5 BHIE R TH B,

Pattern 3: /NREH L RREY 7T oA T,
BRCHETSREFRRXYEL, ATRD5\VIZER

BEYETS.

Pattern 4: raggedly iz{hjg L, BISEFRBEY R
L, UL ey, Baigsctls.

Pattern 5: REOREHED & 48 0 ES LT
RCERORCBEECHBLTVA. %7 Geason
TREBR SR DB R T AROR (primary
pattern) L RIZEHBH X RTHE 2 HOR (secondary
pattern) D& HET UEST score 2 25 10 ¥T
CHE LT3,

REFRIRMEFERYEEL, AROBEED
H5EL generalized Wilcoxon test® %\ 7.

] 3

BRI B & 5 B & R & DB
5D EESERL stage A H33001 & KR LD,
O\ C stage B, C, D 266, 46l 2F0IETH
~To. WL BET stage A M5 stage D ¥ TEA
RABKBLERER20, 9, 21, UFTH-T. &
LB stage A 23961, B #1645l C 256l D
21 L 12 & A & stage C, D i@ LT\ ~7z (Table
1). Gleason score & BHEEXA% & score 2 b
5 |% stage A, B, score 6 35 9 A K stage ITEA
~NAKLBL, scorelOit stage C, D wExiwE LT
Wi (Table 2).

B IREIRR B s B R LBl H5
1LZ7441, 1845 1LBI5140, Gleason ¥ Cid pattern
L 73244, pattern 2 #3204, pattern 3 53324,
pattern 4 5343%l, pattern 5 248 TH -7z, Fi:

Table 1. JIIZIREER\HRFNC & 5 BEHEE & BRI

=l Aa|B|C|D o
wel 306|424
Mode 20| 0 ] 21 |24 |
Poor | 9 | 6 |15]21|®m
Total | 59 | 21 | 40 | 47 | 167

Table 2. Gleason 5¥E1C X 5 Bk & B

pe3-J: 4
A B8 c D Total
Gleason

acor
2 17 3 2 0 22
3 5 1 [} 1 7
4 8 1 2 0 "
5 4 3 1 1 9
6 6 1 3 8 18
7 7 4 13 10 34
8 3 2 5 5 15
9 5 4 5 7 21
10 4 2 9 15 30
Total 59 21 40 47 167
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Bt Gleason ZH¥H® pattern 1 76 2, fi53
1LTNL pattern 2 ps 6 4, {E3CTIE pattern 4 235
5 B/ LT\ (Table 3).

Gleason S D &5t A =7 i1 score 2 7220,
score 3 237 fi, score 4 #3116, score 5 A9 Fl,
score 6 218f, score 7 A334%, score 8 A 156,
score 9 3214, score 10 230 TH -7z, FiE
4t Gleason score @ 2 236 5, Fryp{bilix 5
b 8, ESEEIT 9 25 10 WR LT i (Table
4),

TISZARAER > 0 BHESE i L 5 EFR
ik, BB (4260) o 3EERERBY%, 5 HI8%,
84F78%, 109F68%, ALt (746D o 3FEEHFR
80%, 5%E76%, 81E44%, 105E44%, ESLEE (51
B o 3EEFERSSS, 5426%, 814E12%, 10512
B ThHote. BFCOVTHEEEXRHBELLLIAE
LR E R EREZRTED bR h o fes, &
S AE & EA LT Tk p<0.01, LR L Bl
1k p<0.001 TR ICHEERRD b hic (Fig
1).

Gleason I X 5 BB EHFHIL, pattern

(248 TiL 34E90%, 5482%, B4EB2%, 104782
%, pattern 2 (2001) % 34E88%, 5%465%, 84iF
65%, 104E40%, pattern 3 (326) Tit3480%, 5
#80%, 84E48%, 104E48%, pattern 4 (4361) Tit

34E80%, 54E716%, 81FE43%, 10%4E43%, pattern
5 (48fl) Tt 34E52%, 54E24%, 848%, 104
8% THh -1 (Fig. 2).

X B Gleason score = X 2 RAEAERY Hr+
5 4E77

%%, score 2~4 T (406D Tik 34E88%,

%
100

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

WRIRE 344

18

%, 8LET1%, 10466%, score 5~8 B¢ (764) Tk
3480, 54E76%, 81FE45%, 104E45%, score 9,
105 (316 Tix 34E58%. 5429%, 84115, 10
ENBThHote. BECOWTEREYEBELILED
%, score 2~4 Bk score 5~8 BETILAEEIITED
Bivied o tedt, score 5~8 BEE score 9, 10 B,

19884

Table 3. FiSZEBEUR\ H#H5EE Gleason 5
T X B B L
JGRPC: HARLIERE -HaH

JGRPC
Well Moderate Poor Total
Gleason
pattern
1 24 0 0 24
2 18 2 0 20
3 0 32 0 32
4 0 40 3 43
5 0 0 48 48
Total 42 74 51 167
Table 4. FIZEERIR-BHS5EE Gleason 7587

(BFtA27) X HBEHED HE
JGRPC: BABILIBEIREV-HH5E

JGRPC

Gleason Well Moderate Poor Total
score
2 22 0 0 22
3 7 0 0 7
4 11 0 0 1M
5 2 7 0 8
6 0 18 0 18
7 0 34 0 34
8 0 15 0 15
9 0 0 21 21
10 0 0 30 30
Total 42 74 51 167

Well(n =42) e
n.p
4

Mode (n =74) P <0.001

P <0.01

l

12
Poor(n =51) e

012345

6

7 8 9 [1lyears.

Fig. 1. FIZBRERHR -SSR X 5 EHENER4EFR
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B2
Gleason 1 (n=24)

3 (n=30)

4 (n=43)
2 {n=20)

4
Gleason
43

O Gleason
Gleason

Gleason 5 (n=48)

1 2 3 4 5 6

7

8 9 10 years

Fig. 2. Gleason fEBIERAFE

7

60+

40+

204

\ﬂf_zs
Gleason 2 ~ 4 7

I (n=40)

Gleason 5~ 8

(n=76) » <0.005

p <0.01

Gleason 9, IO-J
{n=51)

1T 2 3 4 5

; é j9 I'll years

Fig. 3. Gleason SO FFH 2 = 7 JISERAFR

p<0.01, score 2~4 ¥t& score 9, 10 FETIL, p<
0.005 THERCEEEV FED b (Fig. 3).

% Z

WRBEEM B O H TR, BEE B
Mol s LA EEREREE THS. AXCHTSHH
STARAERTIESE TSRy, 19504E0.2, 1975%E2.32% & if
MERAR LTS, KE LB T EEEEPRER
T 2% ¥ Tk b, Haenzel and Kunihara!®
DREDOTEL, KEEFAABSLICHAA—HEH
AREEE A AN R 5 FNIREOTETRL, KEEE
AAA—EAHEOFHEEZLED TV B LHEELTE

D, FHCIRTLRAERLIT U LT 5 EERENK
REWEL>0B DB, SHELTLRBIET
BADEBEBREORCHLERELMELYLHDTLDH0
RS,

AR RAE T 52 BHEBEBO KHS L BRETH Y
B OMBEFERE & FH & ORI EBERER
BBHZEINRINTWS. L LBEETHL Ok
SEREMESEEINREIRTE Y, Yhi BEER
FTREPEBTHZ EDD5.

BISZHRE e x5 BUES B L, 19264 Bro-
ders'V oS IsE 5. Broders IX{LEOE| AN
5, grade 1 (3 {bR# 1 /4% 5B & L, LT grade
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2 AL LSRG AS 1/2 0, grade 3 1L
B 1/4, KR 3/4, grade 4 13L& THRO(EIE 4
MeHB L. Zofis  DBERESRENRE S
M T2, £0hTHREALR TV HRENEN:
ESBERC WL TERINC A S &, 19664 Gleason?
D2T0BI DRI IREEESI % & Lz 5 pattern FPMEHxFE
# L, pattern A ERATHIZORTTFHRIIEL Lot
L& Lic. Gleason ik ik b ESEBSLE
(primary pattern) & Zhic2 &5 L (secondary
pattern) D& score iBEEE score &N LAl
FREWBL L5, L URETREIE, 2#EE
score #BRHF L7 primary pattern & secondary
pattern OAEF score ThH 2h 5100 9EE TR
TIENBNL5THSB. FOBRES 7V — 713N
Bz Gleason SEEIZ D » & »CTHE LTV 5. Mel-
linger 5327082 o\ T #E} L, Gleason pattern
DEEEL X HEAL, FEEoHlad pattern 1
TR 0% TH-7ch’, pattern 5 Ti250% & pattern
BERTHC O TEEOLE S FA LI EBELT
WA, X HIT19724F Gleason B2 1, 032610 BTl
FEFEBIOVT Gleason I D » & > THHEL,

primary %5 X Uf secondary pattern & HIZJET-FK & XL
SHEBE Lz &3 LTy % . oW T19754F, Mostofi®
DRSS G Ti O BB L sk U 3 B
B #E L. grade | 3o {LB oo BRI g
PREDO LD, grade 2 IHFZEEOBRMM Y ET S
b, grade 3 IEEEE DI & £E - 1 RAG TR
HBHERL TS o L LTwa., Harada 5'¥43
Mostofi B L 5 HEOKE X3 X UKD BRI
WTTHRELBRE Ll 25, oKX Z30LTIL
FREEIDD LR -1, BOBRHMEMNE L 7
BIPE->THER S ER L HE L TV5. DT
19704 Gaeta %73, 1696 RSB RE G4 1645 H]
BEBEL, RMELBRVE,S 4BHSEL, F
BEREmELTVA. CoORKE, BErELBEEN
& < FEBET % LIMTHEIER b grade 1 116Kt L

grade 2 {364%, grade 3 1389%, grade 4 1394%
EXISHBLELBRELTV S, 1980FERIA - T
b FEDOGEDFTL Gleason ¥ L 2 EMEE
FHROBRFPIIES S #E S h Tv %, Kramer
(1980) 5411446 o\ T Gleason 4¥HE Y v <
EEB R LR Lick 25, Gleason score #18,

9, 10BECix29BI2761 (93%) 1LY v <EilEB AR
BdhRi-Orx L, Gleason score 2, 3, 4B T3l
Blh 0 (0%) Thot-b @B L, Gleason score
HBBE stage BTFRTHFIFICiB LB~T
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15

\%. ¥7: Thomas (1982) '8 130 flic2 T
Gleason #H & Gaeta ¥R 0 2 FEETHEL,
Gleason SN I FHREHBE LI LBEL TV 5.
X Hz Gleason score 7 L) En86%13 stage C LA L,
Gleason score 2 /16 5 134T stage A HH\Wik
stage B Th oot HE LTV 5.

Sogani'® {3, 196240 B 196555 I IGH L 782810
RISZREEEAI D\ CEHEE %R Gleason B CHIE
L, x0#osFER ¥Rt Licdk 25, Gleason score
4 fou U S CILERESI2. 5%, score 6 Ci82. 5%,
core 7 ;b 8 TI1180%, score 9 »v 5 10CiX100%
LIREL, Gleason ZEINAEFRORIFL
B ERRTWB, Lo L Gleason FBOEHETH,
primary pattern & secondary pattern ¥ RET 5
BHHEIREOFEHIC L » TREIW BT T
<, WisCigfED $¥ i {bcid primaty pattern,
secondary pattern DA Tfg{ third pattern 2 X
DEMENESCEAIEDOR B EHD. IO
primary pattern & secondary pattern O3t score
5 o4, 2-3, 3-2, 1-4, 4-1 |3 score isBHic Y
DORESANE 2 b h . Fi- Harada 53 Gleason
AHITE L1584l 2 7 4 FEERHTEHRET L, Gleason
@ primary pattern (164%, secondary pattern (X
44%, &t score TR TMIBEH—F LIcOKRT
BotcbBELTWB. o ki F—Es)
SE L1772 Cix, primary pattern ©D81%, secon-
dary pattern D 73% 20— L= #E L Gleason
SFRCRT B OWTRIEL LT 5.

FRABTIIRES (1986)7 43 50 B0 B SZBUEEE
Blic o~ THli 2 D 538k % BV TR BN AR
HLHER SEBRMARE L edMicsd 517
B RTES, REER OB A —ERHE L
POBBEMLRES S L RE LTS,

RIILIRFRC 350 B B ES BRI O\ GRX B B,
ER LT bR L URRIERRIGED
BOHHD. BECHBZHEEE LCHERED S
Wd stage A HISZIRE OB A VR R B AT SR
i (LT TURP) mEfoBieE, HREhi-AkE
ARIZBE OB — MDA BE LTV BicT Fiel
L&z bhb. Catalona 536680 iSRS
OV THE L, EROEE under-staging 214

(383%), over-staging #1561 (8%) Zeb bt b
#WEL, ¥ Lange 51372614 ME L, TURP
B LUEHAERBEIL8% A under-grading T - &

FLTB. o) Mills BRS3BlIIc S\ T4
BRE (SHER3800, TURP 1561) & IRBMTImRE

19884F
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HHTER I 351 ) 5 BMRE S Gleason D - & b i
B L& h, 5140 —F, Licht 5 %Ik over-
grading, 45% %% under-grading, 2% h HEDH
PEMEEAE Hc L BE LT3, Bk,
HSEIEEB OB A 20~40 %4 under-grading
ELTHEEINBZ ENBWZ EEXERTHLELNS
5EBbh5.

BRI SELE LT, SMEEI Y TE B
L, FRBEEMOR—HEMEL, TL T
X 9 % stage RFHRoMICHR-HBIBIROB LR &
L@ Eh A,

A 1 B IR HS B, WHO
SRR IAL LT Mostofi 33? L Gaecta 559
FEfIRicdbo L Bbhs. bhbh ot
R LRE42BIR300] (712) % stage A, {K53{bfEs]
B3661 (71%) Histage G, D Thote. FhEms
{tBfiL Gleason pattern 1 238 2 B L, kit
{2 Gleason pattern 2 2055 4, {E45{LEL Gleason
pattern 4. S B LT\ vio, HFRMLAS L&
WOWFEFIITBL R L, ha{ui44%, E51L
HLRBCEEENR S D> TFEHEITRR TH
-7

LA $6 v % BNAZIREE R 140 5 B,
Gleason HERASLTFHRETED HBABEGAER LT
B, SBEMAOERCHVGZLIERERELIN
Ah0tBbhs.

&

R AHRGEMRBE BT, 19717 AN D
19844F 3 A % T 134N Lic 179 PO RISIIRE
REGIR R AT MR CHERE L1817 167 filic 2
WCEMEOE  bHE L, HTOMERER.

D B2 VCRAT X A BEEELSE T, &0
L4200, b {LRI746), EHERSF T I h
7.

2) Gleason G¥HiC X 5 EHESBITIL, pattern 1
H 244, pattern 2 #3206, pattern 3 332ff, pa-
ttern 4 A343%l, pattern 5 2348f &\ 5 NETH -
#=. ¥ Gleason score |T X %54 TiL score 2 A3
22(, score 3 237 5], score 4 A 116, score 3 A3
94, score 6 43184, score 7 %334ffl, score 8 A
156, score 9 »3214, score 1043306 TH - 1.

3) BZIERURY - HS B L Gleason FBR X5
EHEY T 5 &, &5 EBIE Gleason score 2
b 5, FoEE 5 »o 8, EALEL 95
10 & LTV e,

B

R

4 HEMENO 5 Fis XL CI0EEFERE, B
BE578%, 109E68%, - LRIRE 5 4ET6%, 10444
%, BACTRES £26%, 10E12%TH 1. Bk
FEL Lo A FRICEE 2 LBD Hhieh o f
B, A eEE L B LR 1t p<0.01, S bBELE
LR p<0.001 THEEIED bt

5) Gleason pattern Blic$siT 2 5% IO 1044
TFHRIL, pattern | P 5 482%, 104£82%, pattern
2 BEIX5%465%, 104240%, pattern 3 Bfi% 5 4E80
%, 10%E48%, pattern 4 T 54E76%, 104E43%,
pattern B 5 424%, 1048 % TH ~7:.

6) Gleason score |2 X %7Kk, score 2 A4
BT 5 FT7%, 10466%, score 3 b 8 FTIT
54E76%, 104E45%, score 9, 10 Pix 54E29%, 10
Fl% THote, BRI THE score 2 b 4
FEE D5 b 8 FERNCHEZELRD bhich - 1ehs,
score 5 7% 8 FEX score 9, 10 Rz p<0.01,
score 2 2B 4 BEE score 9, 10 ¥R 1% p<C0.005
THEZENAD ORI,

LAk & v EISTIRER S DL Gleason 474
CIELBATH b, HoREE, FHE b E-EEIR
B LRI
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