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Worst pattern of invasion in oral squamous cell carcinoma is an independent prognostic factor.
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Table 1
Demographic details and Histopathologic Characteristics of the Study group.

Patient and Univanate Multivariate (p- 95% ClI
Tumor (p-vaue) value (Odds
Characteristice Ratio))
Demographics:
Age Mean + SD 0.94 - -
Mean Age (in 512+
years) 11.25
Gender n(%) 0.806 - -
Males 276(86.3)
Females 44(13.8)
Su b-si*s 0.764 - -
Buccal Mucoca 187(58.4)
and Alveolus
Tongue 133(41.6)
Tumor Factors and WPOI I-1ll vs IV,V Correlation:
cT Stage n(%) 0.000 0.566 -
T1 35(10.9)
12 74(23.1)
T3 38(11.9)
T4 173(54.1)
cN Stage n(%) 0.0018 0.600 -
NO 199(62.2
N+ 121(37.8)
DOI n(%) 0.000 0.033* 1.006-1.153
(1.077)
<4 59(18.43)
S5-10 108(33.75)
10-20 107(33.43)
=20 46(14.37)
PNI n(%) 0.000 0.033* 1.088-7.310
(2.821)
Prezent 77(24.1)
Abcent 243(75.9)
LVl 0.829
Precent 8(2.5) - -
Absent 312(97.5)
Grading 0.000 0.002* 1.113-2.630
(1.352)
WDSCC 135(42.2
MDSCC 122(38.1)
PDSCC 63(19.7)
Final Margins n(%) <0.249 - -
Free 279(87.2)
Cloce 37(11.6)
Involved 4(1.3)
Extra Nodal 0.163 - -
Extension
(ENE)
Precent 46(14.4)
Abgcent 274(85.6)
Adjuvant Treatment:
Observe 62
Adjuvant RT 210

Adjuvant CTRT 48
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70 14
£
60 £ 12
50 10
o
=
40 8
30 6
20 4
) l l z
o - — -
| ] m v v 0
| 1 1] v v
»\WPOI 0 125 85 20.2 60.8
u\WPOI 26 53 91 13 13.2
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Graph 1. WPOI association with DOI, PNI and Tumor differentiation.
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Graph 2. Kaplan Meier graph showing Disease free survival.



Table 2

Log Rank test comparing DFS vs WPOI Survival analysis between WPOI I-11I vs
IV vs V.

WPOI GROUP I-I11 1Y \Y
DISEASE FREE Chi- P Chi- P Chi- P
SURVIVAL sq value sq value sq value
I- 3.993  0.046 5.355  0.021
111
1Y 3.993  0.046 0.599 0.439

\ 5.355 0.021 0.599 0.439

Table 3

Tumor stage vs WPOI Survival analysis between Cohesive and Non cohesive
WPOIL.

Locoregional Failure Total Deaths
Pathologic T Stage Cohesive WPOI Non-cohesive WPOI
T1 0/12 2421 2/33
T2 1/6 8/32 9/38
T3 1/7 13/37 14/44
T4a 1/2 6/10 7712

Total 3/27 29/100 32/127




