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The Predicting Value of Molecular Subtype in Response and Prog-

nosis for Breast Cancer Patients with Neoadjuvant Chemotherapy
LEI Lei, WANG Xiao-Jia, YANG Hong-jian, et al.
(Zhejiang Cancer Hospital , Hangzhou 310022, China)

Abstract: [Purpose ] To investigate the predicting value of molecular subtype in the response and outcome
of breast cancer patients received neoadjuvant chemotherapy.[Methods] One hundred and fifty-seven pa-
tients undergoing neoadjuvant chemotherapy were enrolled retrospectively. Bosed on the expression of estro-
gen receptor(ER), progesterone receptor(PR),human epidermal growth factor receptor 2 (Her2) expression
level ,the cases were divided into 4 subtypes, Luminal A,Luminal B,Her2+ and triple-negative phenotype.
The correlation between molecular subtypes and clinic pathologic factors,efficacy of neoadjuvant
chemotherapy and 3-year survival were analyzed. [Resulis] Of the 157 patients, molecular subtypes corre-
lated with tumor size and lymph node metastasis. The cases with Ts;_, had a higher proportion than those
with T, in triple-negative phenotype(P=0.003). The proportion of triple-negative phenotype in cases with
No,N;,N; and N; was 44.4% ,23.8%,25.6% and 22.2% respectively with significant difference(P=0.014). No
significant difference between the molecular subtypes and the efficacy of neoadjuvant chemotherapy (P=
0.632). However, T stage (P=0.014) and N stage (P=0.031) related to the efficacy. Obvious difference were
found among 4 molecular subtypes in 3-years survival , Luminal A was the highest, triple-negative phenotype
was the lowest (P=0.049). Cox regression showed that molecular subtype (P=0.003),age (P=0.007),T stage
(P=0.013),N stage (P=0.000) were the independent prognostic factors in patients with breast cancer. [Con-
clusion] The breast cancer molecular subtypes relate to the tumor size and lymph node metastasis,those
could be used as the independent predictor for the efficacy of neoadjuvant chemotherapy.
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