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Abstract

Introduction: Breast cancer remains the most prevalent malignancy among women
worldwide, with lymph node metastasis serving as a critical determinant of prognosis.
Mutations in the TP53 gene, leading to the expression of dysfunctional p53 protein, have
been implicated in tumor progression and nodal dissemination. This study aimed to
analyze the association between mutant P53 expression and lymph node metastasis
(LNM) as well as histopathological grading in breast cancer patients.

Methods: Retrospective cross-sectional study of 83 patients treated (Jan 2021-Dec 2024)
at Dr. Saiful Anwar General Hospital, Indonesia. Mutant p53 was assessed by
immunohistochemistry. Associations with LNM were tested by chi-square; correlations
with grade by Spearman’s rho.

Results: The mean age of the subjects was 51.27 + 10.24 years. Based on nodal staging,
the majority of patients were classified as N1 (67.47%). Histopathological grading
revealed Grade 3 as the most prevalent (53.0%). Statistical analysis demonstrated a
significant association between mutant P53 expression and lymph node metastasis (p <
0.001; r = 0.670), indicating a strong positive correlation. In contrast, no significant
association was observed between mutant P53 expression and histopathological grading
(p=0.485; r=0.078).

Conclusion: Mutant p53 expression is strongly associated with lymph node metastasis
but not with histological grade in breast cancer. Prospective studies incorporating
advanced assessment methods are warranted to validate these findings.
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Introduction

Breast cancer is the most frequently diagnosed
malignancy among women and a leading cause
of cancer-related mortality worldwide [1]. In
2022, an estimated 2.3 million new cases and
670,000 deaths were reported globally [1].
Clinical outcomes are heterogeneous and
strongly influenced by tumor biology and the
extent of regional spread. Regional lymph node
metastasis (LNM) remains a critical prognostic
factor and a cornerstone of staging and
treatment planning [2]. In the TNM system,
nodal status is integrated with tumor size and
distant metastasis to guide therapy [3].
Histological grade is another established
parameter reflecting differentiation and mitotic
activity, where higher grades are associated
with aggressive tumors [4]. However, patients
with similar stage and grade often experience
different outcomes, indicating a need for
additional biological markers to capture tumor
aggressiveness.

Among molecular alterations, 7P53 is one of
the most frequently mutated genes in breast
cancer. The p53 protein is a key tumor
suppressor regulating cell-cycle arrest and
apoptosis [5]. 7P53 mutations disrupt these
functions and often confer oncogenic gain-of-
function properties, linked to increased
proliferation and poor prognosis [5, 6]. In
routine practice, pS53 alterations are often
inferred using immunohistochemistry (IHC),
where overexpression suggests a mutation,
although this is an imperfect surrogate [6].
Studies have reported that p53 overexpression
is associated with high histological grade and
lymph node involvement [7, 8], though findings
vary across populations. Data from South-East
Asian tertiary referral centers remain limited.
This study aimed to evaluate the association
between mutant p53 expression, assessed by
IHC, and (i) lymph node metastasis and (ii)
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patients treated at a tertiary referral hospital in
Indonesi.

Materials and Methods

This retrospective cross-sectional study was
conducted at the Oncology Surgery Clinic and
Department of Anatomical Pathology, Dr.
Saiful Anwar General Hospital, East Java. Data
collection spanned from January 2021 to
December 2024. The study included patients
with breast cancer confirmed via clinical,
radiological, and histopathological evaluation.
Patients with incomplete medical records or
non-representative  paraffin  blocks were
excluded.

The independent variable was mutant p53
expression, determined via IHC using anti-p53
antibody (Santa Cruz, catalog DO-1: sc-126).
Expression was classified as positive when
$\ge$5% of tumor cells demonstrated nuclear
staining. The dependent variables were lymph
node metastasis status (classified according to
AJCC criteria into NO, N1, N2, N3) and
histopathological grading (Grade 1, 2, or 3).
The sample size was calculated based on a
correlation coefficient from prior literature,
requiring a minimum of 80 patients [9].
Sampling was conducted using a non-
probability purposive technique.

Data were analyzed using SPSS version 25.0.
The association between mutant p53 expression
and lymph node metastasis was evaluated using
the Chi-square test, while correlation with
histopathological grade was assessed using
Spearman’s rank correlation test. A p-value <
0.05 was considered statistically significant.

Results

A total of 83 patients were included, with a
mean age of 51.27 10.24 years. The distribution
of lymph node metastasis and histopathological

histopathological grade in breast cancer grading is summarized in Table 1.
Table 1: Sample Characteristic.

Characteristic n %
Lymph Node Metastasis
NO 12 14.46
N1 56 67.47
N2 11 13.25
N3 4 4.82
Histopathological Grading
Grade 1 6 7.2
Grade 2 33 39.8
Grade 3 44 53.0
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The majority of patients were classified as N1
(67.47%). Grade 3 was the most prevalent
histological grade (53.0%). Representative
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examples of mutant p53 expression are
illustrated in Figure 1.
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égniﬁceffon: (a) négative (400x%),

(b) positive (400x), (c) negative (100x), (d) positive (100x).

A significant association was identified
between mutant p53 expression and lymph
node metastasis (p <0.001). Most patients with
nodal involvement exhibited positive mutant
pS53 expression, particularly in the N1 group

(63.9%). No negative p53 expression was
observed in patients with N2 or N3 disease. The
analysis yielded a correlation coefficient of r =
0.670, indicating a strong positive relationship
(Table 2).

Table 2: Distribution of Mutant p53 Expression by Lymph Node Metastasis.

. Mutant p53 Expression Mutant p53
Lymph Node Metastasis Positive Negative Expression
n % n % X?
NO 7 8.4% 5 6.0%
NI 53 639% 3 3.6% f:;g;)om
N2 11 13.3% 0 0.0% '
N3 4 48% 0 0.0%

Note: Statistical test = Chi-square; » denotes the reported association coefficient.

Mutant p53 expression was most frequent in
Grade 3 tumors (47.0%), followed by Grade 2
(36.1%) and Grade 1 (7.2%) (Table 3). Despite
this distribution, statistical analysis revealed no

significant association between mutant p53
expression and histopathological grade (p =
0.485).

Table 3: Distribution of Mutant p53 Expression by Breast Cancer Grading.

Breast Cancer Grading Ml.ltant pS3 Expressmn. Degree of
Positive Negative Association
n % n Y%
Grade 1 6 7.2% 0 0.0% —0.485
Grade 2 30 36.1% 3 3.6% f; 0' 078
Grade 3 39 47.0% 5 6.0% )

Note: Statistical test = Spearman’s rank correlation.
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Discussion

This study identified a strong positive
correlation between mutant p53 expression and
lymph node metastasis in breast cancer patients.
These results corroborate the established role of
p53 mutations in disrupting cell cycle
regulation and apoptosis, thereby contributing
to tumor progression and lymphatic
dissemination [10]. Consistent with previous
reports, our findings support the view that
increased p53 immunoexpression serves as a
marker of more aggressive tumor biology and a
higher probability of nodal involvement.

The association between mutant p53 and lymph
node metastasis is likely mediated through
gain-of-function properties that enhance
invasion and metastasis. Mutant p53 can impair
apoptotic pathways, allowing cancer cells to
migrate into lymphatic tissues, and promote
epithelial-mesenchymal transition (EMT),
increasing cellular motility [5]. Clinical data
from other cohorts support this link; Noguchi et
al. found p53 expression was significantly
associated with the number of positive axillary
lymph nodes [8]. Furthermore, p53
overexpression tends to cluster with higher
nodal burden, particularly in aggressive
subtypes like triple-negative breast cancer [7].

However, the association in our study was
assessed  using  univariable analysis.
Consequently, residual confounding by
established prognostic factors such as tumor
size and molecular subtype cannot be excluded.
Without multivariable adjustment, mutant p53
should be interpreted as a correlate of nodal
involvement rather than an independent
predictor.

Regarding histological grade, while 7P53
mutations are recognized drivers of high-grade
morphology, the present study did not
demonstrate a  statistically  significant
association between mutant p53 expression and

References

1. Bray F, Laversanne M, Sung H, Ferlay J,
Siegel R, Soerjomataram I, et al. Global
cancer statistics 2022: GLOBOCAN
estimates of incidence and mortality
worldwide for 36 cancers in 185 countries.
CA Cancer J Clin. 2024;74(3):229-63.
doi:10.3322/caac.21834.

2. Harbeck N, Penault-Llorca F, Cortes J,
Gnant M, Houssami N. Breast cancer. Nat

Iranian Journal of Breast Diseases | Budianto M, et al

histopathological grade. This discrepancy may
be due to the predominance of high-grade
tumors in our cohort, which reduced variability
and limited statistical power. Additionally, the
inability to stratify analyses by intrinsic subtype
may explain the lack of significance, as p53
expression is known to interact with receptor
profiles [7].

Clinical Implications

The observed association suggests that p53
immunoexpression may reflect a more
aggressive tumor phenotype. In resource-
limited settings, p53 assessment by THC could
be incorporated into risk stratification models
alongside established factors to inform
decisions  regarding  systemic therapy.
However, it should not be used in isolation to
guide axillary management. Furthermore, the
potential for targeted therapies designed to
restore mutant p53 function offers promise for
improving outcomes in this subset of patients

[5].

Limitations

This study has limitations, including its
retrospective  cross-sectional design and
reliance on IHC without confirmatory
sequencing. The lack of multivariable

adjustment means residual confounding cannot
be excluded. Additionally, as a single-center
study, generalizability may be limited.

Conclusion

This study demonstrated a strong positive
correlation between mutant p53 expression and
lymph node metastasis in breast cancer patients.
In contrast, no significant association was
observed between mutant p53 expression and
histopathological grade. Future research should
employ prospective designs to validate these
findings.

Rev Dis Prim. 2020;5(1):66.
doi:10.1038/s41572-019-0111-2.

3. Kalli S, Semine A, Cohen S, Naber S,
Makim S, Bahl M. American Joint
Committee on Cancer’s Staging System for
Breast Cancer, Eighth Edition: What the
Radiologist Needs to Know. Radiographics.
2020;38(7):1921-33.
doi:10.1148/rg.2018180054.


http://dx.doi.org/10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88
https://irjbd.com/article-1-1209-en.html

Association of Mutant p53 Expression with ...

[ Downloaded from irjbd.com on 2026-06-17 ]

[ DOI: 10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88 ]

4. Dooijeweert C van, Diest P van, Ellis L

Grading of invasive breast carcinoma: the
way forward. Virchows Arch.
2022;480(1):33-43.  doi:10.1007/s00428-
021-03148-8.

. Marvalim C, Datta A, Lee S. Role of p53 in

breast cancer progression: An insight into
pS53 targeted therapy. Theranostics.
2023;13(4):1421-42.
doi:10.7150/thno.77863.

. Abubakar M, Guo C, Koka H, Sung H, Shao

N, Guida J, et al. Clinicopathological and
epidemiological significance of breast
cancer subtype reclassification based on p53
immunohistochemical expression. NPJ
Breast Cancer. 2020;5(20).
doi:10.1038/s41523-019-0120-0.

. PanY, Yuan Y, Liu G, Wei Y. P53 and Ki-

67 as prognostic markers in triple-negative

breast cancer patients. PLoS One.
2017;12(12):e0172324.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0172324.

. Noguchi M, Kitagawa H, Kinoshita K,

Thomas M, Miyazaki I, Saito Y, et al. The
relationship of p53 protein and lymph node
metastases in invasive breast cancer. Surg
Today. 1994;24(6):512-7.
doi:10.1007/BF00311876.

. Darling H. Basics of statistics — 4 : Sample

size calculation ( ii ): A narrative review.
Cancer Res Stat Treat. 2020;3(4):817-28.
doi:10.4103/crst.crst_133 20.

10.Tang Q, Su Z, Gu W, Rustgi A. Mutant p53

on the Path to Metastasis. Trends Cancer.
2020;6(1):62-73.
doi:10.1016/j.trecan.2019.11.003.

18(4):88-101


http://dx.doi.org/10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88
https://irjbd.com/article-1-1209-en.html

[ Downloaded from irjbd.com on 2026-06-17 ]

[ DOI: 10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88 ]

sy Al
SHa> 30 9 Gglad dué jliwbio b Al yue> PS3 ly byl
Ol G g 4 Wano (51 slow 30 S § o) gianad

S J PV VR R PRy AN PON DV PN IV U3¢ IPON PRRI ST AT FRYWRNICE SR

SiVle byl oSl = lgil Jhoms 110 coger Gl slom (53555l (> y2 s

&3l

S9! SVl dilom gl olKisls «Sy5lily cogilil e

sl SVl o gly olKsls ( gabs psle 5 Ll oaSsls oLl

639l SVl lgil Jghow 5150 sagas Gl lom = blomgl olStsls o > 250
o>

Saé jluulte 5 el Gle ol 53 005 Glee 53 (o S @S by by tdede

Sz w5 o0 dos o] 510k e 50 Gl 00 e ole S st 4 (sl

Jlogs lastl s jge8 Cdyiny 50 Wigh oo ndLo S PS3 (e n Ol 4 y2e &S TPS3 (5

Golad vue jliwlin g audl iz P53 lo flee bl )l Ldow Baa b aslllas ol ailosgs Juzo

5 el Gl b 4 3ie lilew 50 Sl gnns (Ganaz ;0 (uizen 5 (LNM)

ool B YY) wgils Sloj o3l j0 a5 jlaw AY (g9, 9uiSily i) (oalnio axllas (b g9,
P53 b pll wiog ool Hloys (s3sl Llgil Jehew SS9 seges liw)lewm yo YYVF
oolawl b (gglasd sag jliwlie b wlblslal ob )l comdgimpgiges] 5l oolatwl b 4l yige

W) Q}.A)‘T oyl p8 5l ookl b az o b b Sican 5 JeSl-lS Qs.eﬂ 3

lo,5 gomaz o bl g Jlo OVTY £V /VF daadllas 550 of 81 o .l Sl
S5l s s> A L3 CPVIFV) NI sainti 5 ol o 51 gl
Sy saimo bt )bl Ll sl (OY]+) 550 oy 5aulis (Grade 3) ¥ azyo o ols olis
45 555 (p < 0.001; 1= 0.670) (g5l o jlislio ¢ 4l jigz P53 oo ol slolins bl
bz P53 ol oo s ol LLS 1 gd ¢ Jilie 5o canl (658 Cotio (Ko S 0L

(p=0.485;1=0.078) aii oanlive SG5glg5ly gt (goizaz )5

42,0 b Ll sl laspe (gl sud jlilie b ol @y atdl iz PS3 oo 1g pS A
il slagiy, Jals o Soanl Slallhs o) (L)l iy ooy 53 K3t
g n oyt Azl pl i Liel (sl cardl atb iy

S35k gt (gamaz ;8 (gl sag jlialie axdl g P53 (liny ol j 1 guals (sloe g

‘,.A.Lsﬂu:.an
Oy Ol sy
VEEACE): M=)+

VECE VI F bl b
AAEATARYER RV VP T )

i ghamno oy 93
tommy@ub.ac.id

VA(F): AA-Y -


mailto:sha_haghighat@yahoo.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88
https://irjbd.com/article-1-1209-en.html

[ Downloaded from irjbd.com on 2026-06-17 ]

[ DOI: 10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88 ]

oolaiul l) usLC‘ p53 u‘).»...u ‘&5"””) U"”?) 6[.%‘5.»)).' L)
3ok 9530 oy (THO) (poriigimgisesl |
Sl sl b g SO 4 e TPS3 sla i
5 4Bl gex Sy098 Joho sladian ;o &5 Wed
5 b THC 1o 353 SloGie plye @ Sl o
S Cexdy lp Al Rl Sl a2 S
a8 Wloo,S Liy)58 anlllae cpous [0 V] cudd Slup;
S Sy b Siglgics az )0 b P53 ol Gl
sl 3ud (65250 Rl ol 5 alhael SG5elsn
ol 5o bal Wz cpl L DYV] el Ls e
LU &l g ol (ys5anl plizman wilize oldlas
@ Ol o 5 5 sslid jlialie PS3 Condy o
Sglite (JoSIgo slaggin; g galsz los 50 w00 a0
o529 4 ] 5,00 wgix Gbolis 5l aosls Dy oyl wsl
ol Sguze Lo s mhaw gl | 35110

a8 g ol sae sl (350 AB 4 a2y L
P33 ol 4l 55 (b9, (A5 Tk 5o Seislgns
by B Gl laane; ;o byl )l (nl 4 4555
P33 ol Olee Bl (b)) Saa b (oalais asdllae o
() 5 28 b))l ordgiugpgisel b oS adl s>
s AJCC s o N al> o 3. (gglad vue il
Ol @ M hles )0 Silgilgucs ax)s (V)
Srel 5o aw mhaw gl )l b loes SG 0 &5 Ly
k&i o ‘b.:‘s) U”‘ R l.: A ‘nl?u‘ s.\:vés.} W) L’)La)\)
Soge a oad Qlulid Slse I 68 eSS (5
Slo LT aS oS s 8ls auad anlllas oyl cguiSanly 5
095 o2 950 )0 (6 i Sledlbol sl gz P53
e b amo e il e SG35lg3ly Jalse 51 5158 5508
sl Jas ;0 P53 plesl 550 ,o el sla)ls sl g
o3l allas ae cal o (ST

L gy 9 9lge

adlho o,b

S5, b oslsalin Ll 2,k S ) aslllas ()l
ol el 5l Bam o5 0500 5eiSenly 5, (selate
gl 20 jliulie sl g P33 ke Ol bL3)
e olilos 3 SeIelsilginen sanaz s 5 ladlase

doddo

ol ools il cena (nials by by
Ot 51 (AU ey S o (hol Jle 51 (So 5 5 Olee
085 e YTV Jlo o I¥ O] ol ezl o
@a.w)ésj).o?\/’,”’ g M 0500 ygudes VIV a5 0l
JB e b el opl &S el oal 215 Sk
5ol Hls (b el V] was o i |, 4z
Ol 9 H509 (gmlidicans ) S cov Sad a4 g ol
0o jliwbie [¥] o)ls )18 cews y98 g (gldilare Lucl
oloe (e 51 (S plizen (LNM) (slailaze (slad
Oloyd Gytelin 5 ol e slo Sow 5 STk
S5y e ipls (dhpy golad sue ol
Ohlews o3 B B Y dg0> ;0 aF wiiwe Skl
5 1o )l solad sus (ol JLis 4 g wes 0 )
TNM e 5o LF X il 13 VSoaMST g
lo ) Condg (AJCC) by (IS, pol S s aaS
Al o B 99 g0 S 5 Canwd 590 Slialin 5 55095 0lul L
wlodl) ) Seattcrs Gloyo 5 00,5 5580 |) Seegsli]
5 il bl Sy ax s lo] ws
Slas 5T opled sarao il g sads cots a5 el
59095 b (IS sk ay VL az o g Coul (g Cdlad
al> o b phlow (Ji ool b LF] sl s o 5 cenles
Sad @ gbbasly lisres cosl Sew aline a0
s, Slis wes o plis a5 wuS 4 1) Jglate
298 09 o2 S e sl e Sslen
ol 5L50 590
e0; Grrtie )l L TPS3 ( JsSse Sl Gl 5
O n S9hse s s Gl plb s jo oS
ST &5 Sl je58 GolS FosS s Sy P53
s DNA (e Joho a5 2 895 oalas L 1) (o095
el as TP53 sloiga A V] aiS o Lais jgm0)]
Jlasl s (missense) labi glyl &jao 4
s S5 ailgi oo g 03,5 Jixe |, DNA &y (ol JIgs
Py &5 o )3 e G I jees SosS e
ol TN YT aiss o Jleel 1) 150y olasST g8 ,5 18
o2l Gl Splb sl pecSy 390 50 a g
5 Oloy a4 Cwglie iS5 Al L g i e £
IV Al wlesgs o o ciuns (5T i

Ol 2 ol s slowt sode alomo | o)y500 5 9L 3g1 iy ol

VACE): AA-Y -\


http://dx.doi.org/10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88
https://irjbd.com/article-1-1209-en.html

5 3 3 (59l ul liuslia b axdly ier P53 sl b

[ Downloaded from irjbd.com on 2026-06-17 ]

[ DOI: 10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88 ]

VA(E): AA-Y -

b gyl ppgal o)l ST ea b aS oy (oS Sls
3 WW?—‘?—“‘ Cul...) (ol yogdle .;.\5.)‘0‘59 RN
15 Shles g bl slie bl 3L slacS s,
0ol oyl (Sos slaodigy a5 wiadh Bi>  J9e
o gimadgigenl Jd= 6lp 8L slaSel b all

Lgis odld s cawlie

W jdiio (5 puS'e Il g iy pa
a5 o9y ax8l gz P53 o caddllas (pl jo S yiite
R ‘_;el.gs’:ﬂ ool b candigiuadgigel &b 5l
o= (Santa Cruz, catalog DO-1: sc-126) p53
504 a5 ws samaidb cuie Sl ole
Syl ols LS sl (5520155 (555095 sla g
oAV &S Hle o gyses Jeke Yoo s,
oozl bowslsoe ol oS gigas]
plml xF e aloiS )5 0 (edzrsd (5555 PoSs S
Jlie Condg (1) 15 Diogs & lee danly (6ld yuico A
Soislanoly 5 Sl bl @iy 1A gslad sas
N3 N2 N1 .N0«4 AJCC sla,lre 5.k g b))
Oy So39d5il g (gataz )0 (V) 5 s guiail
anles olol py suliiionn] (aasie Luugs a5 ol
4250 Olpie g et (omgm SLadised (255w S

Al gadrd Vaz o LY ax o)

Gid s,
lonigp (i )liel 5 2Lk Gayb 5l ol ilew slaosls
Jsb 558 (gagee (b lon 50 Gl Olbpw (S35
olBialojl jo (8l g (slodiges el s 4y g3l
o gmatgigel ablae sl 5 olulid pwliboa]
oMol pds il (5318 5 0 st o JSSg  5ubo
@ S a5 ab bl cwlibeaw! laase bwg
a5 azsly wisgs (,55) o5Th iy Comds 5 jlaws o
S5 b S (e b oo andl i P53 le Ol
A ools Gudat iy o gl Sl sleosls b aslsl

Sl Juloxs
SPSS jl38le 5 YO0 aseus 5l oolawl b bools  olos
al Jdss ABM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA)

oy SeilS 5 el ales gy iy oy 4
Olsslon Seogill pulidanl i3y 5 (53505l
& 9lanz o ool (B ol lgil Jshews 2155 agar
ploul YoV Y oluo B Y-V aygly Sloj o3l yo Wosls
ass) 5l plfilel slaghlesl &5 Jo o s S

W pdy Sygo Yo TO ates HYHYF

Agod g oz
392 Ol by M Ghlew ol Baa oo
Wloads (lays gl Johow 53 (agee (bl j0 a5
lopy 51 S 02 (Shlew Sl USaste o yimws 50 Comox
@ ool Cawd @ b pwwse Gyb 5l 8L sladiges
Jel slp g ead Lis 8L oSl ©jee
51 00 00ld aSeid cwlin (G ol g gigan)]
(S g1 e Jgo8 Syl eolitul b gl o
Syge > (Vo) Syl 2lyy 90 o a5 Hsboles
W0 ,8 Al (ol 0l g AT Aiged e dwle

tad Jleel (Siod oy S5 61y 25 Jge s VY
n=(zl—a+z1-P)2z02+3n=202(z1—a+z1-4)2+3

Ol o as
20=0.5(Inifo}(1+p0)—In{0}(1-p0))z0
=0.5(In(1+p0)—In(1-p0)),

p)

p0=0.309p0=0.309
s AT ole o8 bog ead Zliseial iy olosl
390 diged px> [+ O L plp O aed 50 (5 lobne mlaws
ol osimop)lis dpnlone (ol ad Gl b 4 5l
ooliinl b (5,5 aiged 392 Loz Ar 5L 0 90 diged x>
Ohlex &5 (5 9k i plonil Jloio| o8 anedan s, 5
Bas diged w2 ) Gy U (Jlgte job 40 Ll 10wl

Ty 99959 syl
Loty olb s s die olile Jolds 54,5 slo,Lxs
(RS GlBaw 5,5y, @i,k jl oo ML: eI
397y peimed 3 Soidgibsiace 5 Sojdaol, (b
Andd Gél)f%.ﬂ) Jolis ol 09 JolS Olbeiy slrools
SIS P (g, slojbvle by slp) anw
SIS P 5 (o908 § (D50 Sz, l ) (liwy
LS Jhol gbjube oLl slp) oo


http://dx.doi.org/10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88
https://irjbd.com/article-1-1209-en.html

[ Downloaded from irjbd.com on 2026-06-17 ]

[ DOI: 10.66224/ijbd.18.4.88 ]

Ollews s S 5e
eSiloo a5 wind 5ls anlllae ol o legs AY legome
0ué jliwlio g595 g Jlo OV/YY £V /YF o]
o\ Jouz p3 Suislgilgiand gonaz ;s g sl

] 00
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Histopathological Grading
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Grade 3 44 53.0
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Fig 1: Positive and negative mutant p53 expression under microscopic magnification: (a) negative (400x),
(b) positive (400x), (c) negative (100x), (d) positive (100x).
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Table 2: Distribution of Mutant p53 Expression by Lymph Node Metastasis

. Mutant p53 Expression Mutant p53
Lymph Node Metastasis Positive Negative Expressil())n
n % n % X3
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Breast Cancer Grading 1\{[1-1tant pS3 Expressmn- Degree of
Positive Negative Association
n Y% n %
Grade 1 6 7.2% 0 0.0% ~0.485
Grade 2 30 36.1% 3 3.6% f: 0' 078
Grade 3 39 47.0% 5 6.0% )
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