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INEERTEVL, PSA 10 ng/mlPA E, 7213 Gleason score
4+3=T7LA EOEFNTH LT, BHSHY >/ XHiEhE DA
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RN B L O R pAE O L #z13dKruskal-Wallis i
TE, 1 2FME £ 7213 FisherfE & VY, TNTHp<
0.05D & ZICHERBEHE L=, UIRKGREMEZEET
ZRTFIZEAL TIE, ZWiREPSAf# (<10 ng/ml vs 210 ng/
ml), BRI (=cT2 vs =cT3), Body mass index
(BMI) (<25 kg/m? vs =25 kg/m?), EMBHIER (<25%,
=25%), D'Amico!) X 77 4348 (low, intermediate vs high),
AN IR E & (<40 g vs 240 g), MHRRGFOEE, il
(LRP vs RALP) 248t & L THRW, O AT 1 v IR
HzHWTHER, ZEEMTz{TY), U <P<0.05
DESHEBEEHEL 2.
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DODEIICEBZZRD Mo =N, HiHn, Gleason
score, cTstagellHEAZRD, E£7/=D'Amicod ) X
7 5 FE T, LRPTlow risk 15561 (28%), high risk 136
Bl (23%) THo =Dk L, RALPTIiXlow risk 64
(7.8%), high risk 30f (39.0%) &RALP TiZhigh riskJiE
BN < EEN TNV,

FHEERIE, LRPEIRICH W THYE273%) (118~
805 Th oo FMKED T —=2 71— T %5E
U, LRPORHIH28VER], #H282FEH THIT 2 &, Hi
BV YL fE295%) (140~805%3) 1%t L T HAIE2405)
(118~51043) & B3 tE %88 Tz (P <0.0001),
—4, RALPO TR, > — VB O FYLfdld
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LRP3 K U'RALP O Ji B AR Rk A AURE SR 2 R21TR L
7z Gleason scorel3HEH I 5= & [FIFRICRALP CHEIZ
WHEERTH > 7o RHEEITHFEIE, LRP Ts<pT2: 399
Bl (71%), pT3a: 131451 (23%), pT3b: 31451 (6%), pT4:2
%1 (0.4%), RALPTId=pT2: 50%1 (65%), pT3a: 234
(30%), pT3b: 4%l (5%) CTHEREMIIFED RN > .
—75, YRR S RIL, LRPMD33.4%I2% L T,
RALPTI322.1% & HE (P =0.046) IZk> L, pT2icH
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TR ke I B S S kA, RS, A EMT
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NUZERTF &7 o 72 (3).

x1. BEEER
LRP (n =563) RALP (n=77) P-value

AF fh

<65 236 (41.9%) 17 (22.1%) <0.001

=65 327 (58.1%) 60 (77.9%)
BMI (kg/m?)¥ 23.6 (15.1-31.3)  23.2(18.7-30.2) 0.146
PSA (ng/ml)¥ 7.1 (1.6-44.4) 7.4 (3.6-79.7) 0.643
AR IR =cT2 (%)* 246 (43.7%) 58 (75.3%) <0.001
Gleason score*

<6 242 (43.0%) 16 (20.8%)

7 244 (43.3%) 45 (58.4%) <0.001

=8 77 (13.8%) 16 (20.8%)
D'Amicol) A 77 /) $E*

low 155 (27.5%) 6 (7.8%)

intermediate 272 (48.3%) 41 (53.2%) <0.001

high 136 (24.1%) 30 (39.0%)

*Number (%), ¥Median (range)
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N, BUE, KETIXRISIR 2 REBRT D85% LA LS [ERA
BCHIITENDIFIETHITHE KR L TWD, ABITHBN
TH2012ME4 H 0 S RGN RIS & 72D, 20154F3
ABTE, 188BEMEAINT NS, Y2 TIX20004E
S5LRPZfif7 L, 20134E10 /M S5RALPIZEBITLTH
0, ZOHIHAE ARG E BT L 7,

ARt D EFE L = TIE, RALPIChigh riskiEFIAIZ <

T~

BENTVWED, ZIUXLBEDLRPY 5RALPADKTT
(2 D high riskiEF] O EISIERITEK T2 HD EE A
%, 4B B DLRPDhigh riskJiE i Tldhigh risk & 72
BRFBNDET TH DIEFIMN94% &% < Z 5D TN
7zo U725 TLRPDSHEPSAIEFE AL, intermediate
riskf7380.9% TH > 7= DITHF L,  high risk#2372.7% &
HEZDIEWI ENMERINTNDEY, ZOXDYH
MSRALPTIIIERY D INEIESEN A HEE o= 2 &
C, high risk®Dfactorz &K U £ < FEMEF] S FAliiE s &
L7z, BEERIGEWIAELEZEEDN S,
B ERE BT DBBEOFNE AT 2RO E
ARSI 2 ER (0S) TH DA, WRFEMERINIEE D
OSZ a9 BT RMOBISRIR NN E L7125, TD
7= DRI IR BRI TIZOS DVEEIE & U TA(LZW
HIERPHNSNZD, FEHFMR A OHE TRk
Wik e RN AW S N5, YIBRERE I AL
D A0 e MERREENI E 2 BELERTHINTT
HDEWRESNTHBO O, YIBRWmHESHERIZ6% 0 S
52% EWEIA < R STV B2 Sooriakumaran 5 1 RR

R2. JRHLAAORE R

LRP (n=563) RALPm=77) P-value
Gleason score*
<6 118 (21.0%) 3(3.9%)
7 341 (60.6%) 48 (62.3%) <0.001
=8 104 (18.5%) 26 (33.8%)
JJ—IE%E’JT /\;kg (pT)*
<pT2 399 (70.9%) 50 (64.9%) 0.286
=pT3 164 (29.1%) 27 (35.1%)
B B3R Wi i B 1 2 (%) *
pT2 25.9% 14.0% 0.043
=pT3 52.2% 37.0% 0.106
Prostate volume (g)¥ 40 (13-113)F 46 (26-98)F 0.006
*Number (%), ¥Median (range)
+3. YIBRIrm S BT % KT O fEt
B R EZ
OR 95% CI P-value OR 95% CI P-value
#ATPSA (<10 ng/ml) 1.89  1.31-2.71 0.001 1.81 1.22-2.66 0.003
BEIRFIT 038 (cT2 vs cT3) 1.26  0.45-3.51 0.662 1.20  0.39-3.65 0.749
BMI (25 kg/m?) 1.02 0.71-1.48 0.897 1.08  0.73-1.58 0.711
Positive core rate (=25%) 1.33  0.95-1.86 0.095 1.20 0.83-1.72 0.329
D'Amico risk (low int. vs high) ~ 1.59  1.10-2.31 0.013 1.48 0.98-2.23 0.064
Prostate volume (=240 g) 0.57 0.41-0.81 0.001 0.55 0.39-0.79 0.001
NVB preservation 0.81 0.58-1.12 0.205 093 0.65-1.33 0.673
LRP vs RALP 0.55 0.31-0.97 0.040 0.55 0.31-0.99 0.049

OR, odds ratio; NVB, neurovascular bundle
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