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Survival proportions
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T1,2NO Oral cancer
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Results

T1,T2NO oral cancer

patients Univariable Multivariable
. Method: Method: Forward stepwise
Expire 11 (cox regression analysis) (Conditional LR)
Survive 115
HR (95%) P value HR (95%) P value
Tumor size
T1 1.0 0.822
T2 1.165 (0.308-4.407)
Radiotherapy
Yes 4.844 0.012%*
No l.o
Age 0.981(0.929-1.034) 0.471
Differentiation
Well 1.0 12.845(1.655-99.677) 0.015*
Moderate 3.086(0.641-14.860) 0.160
Poor 12.728(1.788-90.593) 0.011*
Tumor thickness 1.093 0.253
Nerve invasion
(+) 19.957|  <0.001** | [HISGEMECE0RD) | FOIOONES
(-) 1
Vascular invasion
(+) 7.459 0.057
(-) 1.0
Lymph node
number/each level
| 0.974 0.749
1l 0.875 0.087
1l 0.924 0.306
\Y 1.002 0.979
\Y 0.859 0.320
Lymph nodes
(Total numbers) 0.953(0.885-0.988) 0.017*| FESECETE0E08 0.044*
Recurrent
Yes 1.139 0.869
No 1.0




A Mann—Whitney test demonstrated a significant difference in the total
number of examined lymph nodes between those patients who survived and
died of pT1/T2NO oral cancer; P =.038

PT1,T2NO oral cancer
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ROC curve
e Cut off point : 36.5

ROC Curve
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Kaplan—Meier curves demonstrated a significant difference in survival
between the total number of retrieved lymph nodes: 237 and <37; P =.019

PT1,T2NO Oral cancers
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Kaplan—Meier curves demonstrated the overall survival of patients with
T1/T2NO oral squamous cell carcinoma after a supraomohyoid neck dissection
(SOHND), selective neck dissection (SND), and modified radical neck
dissection (mMRND); P = .431

pPT1,2NO oral cancer
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Demographics and clinical pathological characteristics of
T3,T4 NO oral cancer patients (total 247) with neck dissection

Demographics

N (%)

Age 54.79 (30-86)
Gender
Male 231(93.5)
Female 16 (6.5)
Location
Tonguel 30(12.1)
Buccal 102 (41.3)
Gum 82 (33.2)
Palate 19 (7.7)
Other 14 (5.7)
T & Stage classification
1] 48(19.4)
IVA 190(76.9)
[\%:) 9(3.7)

Depth of invasion

Mean=15.7mm (113-134mm)

Margin
>=5mm (safe margin) 21(32.3)
<5mm (close margin) 36 (55.4)
0 mm (positive) 8(12.3)
Differentiation

Well 113 (45.7)

Moderate 124 (50.2)

Poor 10 (4.1)
Nerve invasion

N- 216 (87.4)

N+ 31(12.6)
Vascular invasion

V- 237(96.0)

V4 10 (4.0)
Neck dissection

Bilaterl neck 36 (14.6)

SOHND  (L,I1,111) 18(7.3)

Selective  (1,11,111,1V) 13 (5.3)

Mrnd (LILILIV,V) 110 (44.5)
Radiotherapy

Negative 89(36.0)

Positive 158(64.0)
Recurrent

Negative 206 (83.4)

Positive 41 (16.6)
Prognosis

Survive 166 (67.2)

Expire 81(32.8)
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Crosstab
18410
0 1 Total
#5(1,0) alive Count 152 14 166
% within 183£10 73.8% 34.1% 67.2%
Count 54 81
% within 184£10 26.2% 32.8%
Total Count 206 41 247
% within €10 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. | Exact Sig. (2- | Exact Sig. Point
Value df (2-sided) sided) (1-sided) | Probability
_ 24.379% 1 .000 .000
Continuity Correction® 22.614 1 .000
Likelihood Ratio 22.898 1 .000 .000 .000
Fisher's Exact Test .000 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 24.281° 1 000 000 .000 .000
N of Valid Cases 247
b. Computed onlyfor a 2x2 table
c. The standardized statistic is 4.928.
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R B IER B S R 2 M %
B — T e = 3 L
Tumorthicknessmm_15 * 7£7%(1,0) Crosstabulation
#5(1,0)
Total

Tumorthicknessmm_15 <15 Count 62

% within 775(1,0) 54.9%

Count 51

-% within 775(1,0) 45.1%

Total Count 113

% within 77)%(1,0) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. | Exact Sig. (2- | Exact Sig. Point
Value df (2-sided) sided) (1-sided) | Probability

Pearson Chi-Square 5.8612 1 .018 .014
Continuity Correction® 4.762 1 029
Likelihood Ratio 5.901 1 .015 .018 .014
Fisher's Exact Test .018 .014
Linear-by-Linear Association 5.809° 1 016 .018 .014 .011
N of Valid Cases 113

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table
c. The standardized statistic is 2.410.
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t test -- HEE R

Group Statistics
Std. Std. Error
1E823£10 N Mean Deviation Mean
Tumor thickness 1 8 19.25 13.936 4.927
(mm) o
105 15.48 11.310 1.104
" LA
Magin(mm) 1 3 3.67 2.082 1.202
[ A
0 62 3.42 2.658 338
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for Equality|
of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error ofthe Difference
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference | Difference Lower Upper
Tumor thickness Equal variances assumed 1.491 225 895 111 373 3.774 4.215 -4579 12.127
(i) Equal variances not
747 7.719 AT7 3.774 5.049 -7.944 15.492
assumed
Magin(mm) Equal variances assumed 262 610 158 63 875 247 1.562 -2.874 3.368
Equal variances not 198 2.328 859 247 1.248 -4.461 4.955
assumed
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Pearson's correlation analysis

Correlations

Tumor thickness
LSRR Magin(mm) (mm)

RS Pearson Correlation 1 -.158 156

Sig. (2-tailed) 279 127

N 175 49 97
Magin(mm) Pearson Correlation -.158 1 -178

Sig. (2-tailed) 279 162

N 49 65 63
Tumor thickness (mm) Pearson Correlation 156 -178 1

Sig. (2-tailed) 127 162

N 97 63 113
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Survival proportions
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2. Maginmm

L

2,

2

Case Processing

Summary
[EaE Valid N
10 _ROC (listwise)
Positive® 48
Negative 17
Missing 182

Larger values of the test
result variable(s) indicate

stronaer evidence for a
a. The positive actual

state is 1.

ROC Curve
10
0.8
2 067
2
=
‘w
=
[T}
P g
0.2
oo T T T T
00 02 0.4 06 08 10
1 - Specificity

Diagonal segments are produced by ties.

Area Under the Curve

Test Result) Magin(mm)

Asymptotic 95%
Confidence Interval
Asymptotic | Lower Upper
Area Std. Error® Sig.b Bound Bound
548 .088 .555 375 722

The testresult variable(s): Magin(mm) has at least one tie
between the positive actual state group and the negative actual
state group. Statistics may be biased.

a. Under the nonparametric assumption

b. Null hypothesis: true area = 0.5



3. MESRR

Case Processing
2 —r L)
L w ﬁ‘ﬂl‘ ; Summary
e N (= Valid N
10 RoC* | (istwise)

£
-5 ~r :-%: )/4 ;:,::j: 129
B3 BE2 '

46
Missing 72

Larger values of the test
result variable(s) indicate
stronger evidence for a
positive actual state.

a. The testresult
variable(s): 45 EE%
has atleast one tie

b. The positive actual
state is 1.

10 ROC Curve
BRI EEBTR SAES HEF [
I PO OBEAR HHBE 4 o r
b ) 10.? Speciﬁc::y

Diagonal segments are produced by ties.

Area Under the Curve

Test Result OG5

Asymptotic 95%
Confidence Interval
Asymptotic Lower Upper
Area Std. Error® Sig." Bound Bound
.556 .051 261 456 .656

The test result variable(s): ;45585 has atleast one tie
between the positive actual state group and the negative actual
state group. Statistics may be biased.

a. Under the nonparametric assumption

b. Null hypothesis: true area = 0.5
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Survival Functions
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Pairwise Comparisons
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Iva Ivb
Staging_gp2 Chi-Square Sig. Chi-Square Sig.
Log Rank Iva 3.670 055
(Mantel-Cox)
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T3,T4ANO oral cancer

Univariable Multivariable
patients
Method: Method: Forward stepwise
Expire 81
(cox regression analysis) (Conditional LR)
Survive 166
HR (95%) P value HR (95%) P value
Age 1.005(0.984-1.026) 0.657
Tumor thickness 1.040(1.001-1.079) 0.044*
Differentiation
Well 1.0 0.097
Moderate 1.638(1.034-2.594)) 0.035*
Poor 1.706(0.601-4.840) 0.315
Neck dissection
Negative 1.0
Positive 2.397(1.349-4.258) 0.003**
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Demographics and clinical pathological characteristics of T1,72 NO and T3,T4 NO oral cancer patients with neck dissection

Demographics N (%) N(%) P valug
T1,T2 NO (126 cases) T3,T4 NO (247 cases)
Age 52.9(30-87) 54.79 (30-86)
Gender
Male 112(88.9) 231(93.5) P=0.999
Female 14(11.1) 16 (6.5)
Location P<0.0001***
Tongue 52(41.3) 30(12.1)
Buccal 51(40.5) 102 (41.3)
Gum 10 (7.9) 82 (33.2)
Palate 8 (6.3) 19 (7.7)
Other 5 (4.0) 14 (5.7)
T & Stage classification
| 43(34.1) I 48(19.4)
1 83(65.9) IVA 190(70.9)
VB 9(3.6)
Depth of invasion Mean=5.24mm (0.5-23mm) Mean=15.7mm

(113-134mm)

Margin P=0.0001***
>=5mm (safe margin) 23(60.6) 21(32.3)
<5mm (close margin) 14(36.8) 36(55.4)
0mm (positive) 1(2.6) 8(12.3)
Differentiation P=0.082
Well 55(43.7) 113 (45.7)
Moderate 65 (51.6) 124 (50.2)
Poor 6 (4.7) 10 (4.1)
Nerve invasion P=0.499
N- 115(91.3) 216 (87.4)
N+ 11 (8.7) 31(12.6)
Vascular invasion p=0.407
V- 124(98.4) 237(96.0)
V+ 2 (1.6) 10 (4.0)
Neck dissection Neck dissection
SHND (1,11 4(32) Bilaterlneck 36(20.3
SOHND  (1,I1,111) 43(34.1)  SOHND (LL1Il) 18(10.2)
Selective (1,IL11,1V) 26(20.6) Selective (L,IL1IL1V) 13(7.3)
Mrnd  (LIL1ILIVV) 53(42.1)  Mrnd (LILILIVV) 110(62.2)
Radiotherapy
Negative 110(87.3) 89(36.0)
Positive 16 (12.7) 158(64.0)
Recurrent P=0.422
Negative 111(88.1) 206 (83.4)
Positive 15(11.9) 41(16.6)
Prognosis P<0.001***|
Survive 115(91.3) 166 (67.2)
Expire 11 (8.7) 81(32.8)




Locational distribution of T1,2vs T3,4
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margin distribution
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Differentiation distribution
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Nerve invasion distribution
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vascular invasion distribution
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Recurrent distribution
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Survival distribution
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