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Abstract ; [ Objective ] To investigate the expression and clinical significance of Runx2 and Slug
in patients with breast cancer. [ Methods ] The expression of Runx2 and Slug was detected in 105
cases of primary breast invasive ductal carcinoma(IDC) and 105 cases of para-tumor breast tissues
by immunohistochemistry ,and the relationship between expression of Runx2 and Slug with the
clinical pathological features of breast cancer was evaluated. [Results] The positive expression
rates of Runx2 and Slug in IDC were 69.52% (73/105) and 42.86%(45/105) respectively, which
were higher than those in para-tumor breast tissues (P<0.05). The expression of Runx2 and Slug
both negatively correlated with the expression of ER in IDC (1=-0.302, P<0.01;:=-0.368, P<0.01).
Furthermore ,Runx2 and Slug expression showed a significant relationship with histopathologic
grade,lymph node metastasis and pTNM stage of IDC,but did not correlate with patients’ age
and tumor size. [ Conclusion] Runx2 and Slug may be important factors to evaluate the malignant
degree and assess the prognosis in patients with breast cancer.
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Figure 1 Positive expression of Runx2 in IDC
(IHC x200)
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Figure 2 Positive expression of Slug in IDC
(IHC x200)
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Table 1 Relationship of Runx2 and Slug expression with features in breast cancer
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Table 2 Correlation of Runx2 and Slug in breast cancer
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