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Abstract

In recent years, the incidence of prostate cancer is increasing in China. Prostate biopsy remains
the gold standard for the diagnosis of prostate cancer. However, there are many unnecessary
prostate biopsies in clinical practice and various opinions about biopsy indications, biopsy me-
thods, number of biopsy cores and biopsy related complications. So, this review focuses on these
factors.
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1. 51§

TEMFEEE N, #5050 I A0 2 A7 JE B MR R 5 2 A [1], T 0w A e v 2 B T v U7
%, HABEE N CERAABOI R IR S5 o DL BRI BRI, Ik 38 m[2]. Eafak
(digital rectal examination, DRE), 7141l 455t 31 & (prostate specific antigen, PSA)%5E L6 = $ br A1 45 HL
8 7 (transrectal ultrasound, TRUS). L4z (magnetic resonance imaging, MR35 545 2446 A ¥4 Bh T 1 51
JiRges (R U A AN W, T2 R 2 A TS SRR S BT U () “ SAniE ™, EL A A 2 T A — T
BRIERNE, U] 52 T 210 B 2 5 G B 1 2 k2> 2 TR AH OC I AORE— LR AT LR = AL, B DAARSC [
ot 1 6 9 A AR DG SRR, B R A M 2 R A G SORE 5V BT DL A 5 IR ACRE S5 T SR AR 1T F1 i
o Ao BB T

2. BIFIBREERFEH HOIE B UE
2.1. Eiiste

B TR R A ANZ WA Al 0 BB A T B B RS R AT 2R AT . Walsh AL S5k
B A B AR L2 Wi 51 e A RSB PR AR, S 2330 D9 81% 411 40%,  FHETRINE 9 42%,  76% 9 e 28 0l T
B e [3] o (B — IO T EL A A1 25 5 51 filed (14 25 2 704 S, 5= W 0 RO AIE 308 SRF B FAs (1043 281k
FEAHERE B R R A iU S (4] FLAT, X T B e e 57 3 T 2 WUAT 2 T

2.2. MIFIBRFF R IR

PSA J&—F EH AT AR T4 b B 0 i R v i = AR R e R, EAT, PSA RSN k) vz N
THRIFI R TR A . Wi ABEYT, (2 PSA & “JREHRes” MAR “Hidmie s , sMarssgE. &
JiESE 2 R K KT 512 PSA (7. IEH PSA iz 4~10 ng/ml, PSA > 10 ng/ml i, i 41 s B R ¢
i BIRAT HT S AR A R AT B i . Caliskan S 3#idxf 878 44 PSA fi7 T 4~10 ng/ml AT i 41
MR ZE RS, AHILHT B R B P 20 22.20% [5]. %F T PSA AT 4~10 ng/ml, & 33 5 PSA/EL PSA EUfH
(free PSA/total PSA, fPSAtPSA). Tilj 41| i 57 P Bt J5 % JiZ (prostate specific antigen density, PSAD) A #4144 %
SHHE, NATHTY R TGRS . Caliskan S B FL4RIE, 4 PSA i 0~4 ng/ml B, 16.38%[H & # #1211 41
B [5], B PSA IEH I HAREHEBR AT ZI B T R . 1 X S B3 5, 30 & e Eio Bh T4 e
i 470 s B 1

2.3. 8 PSA/R PSA

24 PSA £ - 4~10 ng/ml 5}, fPSAPSA X 1 41 i (112 Wi H 2% X [5]. Catalona 15 {XHRkiE 1, Xf
T PSA £ T 4~10 ng/ml, fPSAMPSA W] i 41l s o Hh 2 A0 ek A 0 B 27 )75 #r [6] . Caliskan S Hiff
FURIE, fPSA/tPSA <0.14 AffEakal, BUSIEFIFR T4 500 45.64%. 79.09%, UL4h, 4 fPSA/PSA <
0.25 i, BUBHEAIR; S04 51N 87.18%. 23.39% [5]. H Al [ A 15 B 72 LA fPSAtPSA < 0.16 15 il 41 i
2 AT R
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24. BIFIRFFRMMREE

PSAD J2 Ifili5 tPSA {E 5 5T I AR I LUAR A BT X 23 1 41 i R0 AT i, mT LAk > A
BTG H AR HITEAS . — T T BN PSA K2 PSAD (1528 & T /E4FAE 1 28 (receiver operator characteristic
curve, ROC)RF 5t &3, 4 PSAD LA 0.15 A5, 2Wiai 41l Jigsm Ukt 89.7%, Fimik 41.7% [7]. i H,
Aganovic D 2551 78I\ 9, #HET PSAD < 0.15, PSAD > 0.15 [ 3 () Gleason ¥4 ¥ =(6.7 + 2.4 vs. 5.9 +
1.7; p < 0.003) [8]. PSA T 4.0~10 ng/ml (&, 4 PSAD < 0.15. ELBFRFIER, % PIREvimA
ITEERER, (AEBIER B G AR W, AT ISR A .

25. AFIBREFRIERER

T 510 B 7 71 Ji7. 3 6 (prostate specific antigen velocity, PSAV)E PSA 7£ — Bt a] A AR AL &, 8
18 2 4 A A /DRI 3 YRIMLE PSA WK FEARAL I 1155 PSAME R 4a it 4E 14 in &, HIE # (i A &H4E < 0.75 ng/ml.
— UK A AR TH AW S0, X T 60 % LA R 3, PSAV # £ 0.75 ng/ml/4ERS fli s, AIRESIRTS 48%
HIRT S, AR BT, PSAV #i5 N 0.4 ng/ml/AER, UK A 67.3%, HFH1F 81.2%, FHMETH
18 16%, [ 1 FIIE 98% [9], F B PSAV > 0.4 ng/ml/4E {4 4% T 4 5 Al 471 fses (1) XU B8 s, S5 VIBE T
PSAV #5 a1 ) £ 35 kAT 7] B 12 9 BT 21 e -

2.6. BEHTFIR LERBT

B AT FI IR b Fz R AR (High-grade intraepithelial neoplasia of the prostate, HGPIN){E Jy 5l %1 flst i Bif
WAE, SRIHI IR A SR Z V)55 & . Totaro A 2500, FIVOEK: HGPIN J5 12 Bl 41 s 1 XU £
N 20%~30%, X HAS E T IRy RV S B2 A0 A R 00 KU, T L, 7R B S TS A D A A B 1
B, KZ 4 Gleason V4324 6 43 [10] R A Gk, 7E4) VR 51 g 2 5 A Hh & I HGPIN B AT %€ HGPIN,
L5 e v B EE A
2.7. {psaBIEY

WIR RN G5 RO E SRS A (R R 3, TR B 5 (1 38 5 28 Vs A o R IR0 &1 i 1Y) J L% s, Totaro A
LRI, IR RITER A S A I AR () B, 2 27%~47% 1) B 7R B R RS WO R S i, K23
Gleason ¥¥43 <6 4r[10], FrLA, 4 REFRISE ROAFEMAIG LR, RAT H 2 2R .

3. HISURREHI T &
3.1. ZEHBYIRERER

Hodge 7F 1989 “E4 & Bl /= 51 3 TE BEMRI VIR EHIA, SEMISFEHRNER. Hil, £
H AR 51 5 N4 1R 2 R AT 212 W v e i S bR, R TR K 2 B Al R AT B R 2R
RIT5, IR IO A AR AT i 7, i ELAE RN B n] LT
REZHNHOIN ZRE SR (HEEmF R TR IR . B, B, HER W ML A0E,
Jedt, BT RRGEHIOE R E S T 22 R[], wH 2R T 5l 51 AR AT RIS, 4B 5 Rl 1)
i 51 A Hh R A [12]

3.2. &LFARTIBRERIER

2 B i o s A 2 Wil S e ) 25, B Bl TR R RGO SOE R AR B . L
ARAER, BRI NSGEI R SRS RGO P AR 20 B 5 Rk AR
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TR, Ak

PR, AT PR N 1~2 AN B OEE RN, 5 TR 5 B R B e A1 T 4 R R AT 22 i HURE
Hossack T & LRI, M TEEMmIRE, G2 @A AR T 235 MR s H 2% 5 51 (16.2% vs 12%),
MR T A G PV BH I A T AT DATE SN R AR (1.4 vs 2.1 om®) A R 43 A (L s MR 0
13% vs 28%) A BRI [12], R HHZ 22 Bl A n] DU R BLHT 71 i, I S (45 T & #9697 . Crawford
ED 0N, &2 ARTSIIR G R S REA G B R — e Ar[13], XA Bh T AR BT IR PPl Kbl e & 3
BT R aWigRR—Mw s, HRNFERIERE, B TEGIERIERRE[LL, E& THERBESRE
GYER R N A KA IE G E BRI S . (HESIRTEWA AR AL, BAERRIEH, 27 Rl a]
B PIRRIE, T EL TR B SRR A, SRIMBE 2RI VRIS . B &N, S BEEm
BT 5 T AT EAL

3.3. ¥BE R

S HE M 5 S N AT AR SRR R 2 W A IR 0 R B, H T LY R R R A R A
XPEUE, BBIvERRE R . Rk 2 1 R e R SR ) 57 ), B TR SE IR 51 3 8 1) 28 VEAS A Bh T3 s
TIPS, FEA VR =Rk BESLIRS1 S NI A 0, RESLERE A 5] B ) o
(MRI-US fusion targeted biopsy, MRUS-TB), 1\ A1l 4 7] 28 il (cognitive fusion biopsy, CFB). £ /i %1l i
R R TH, = F B X A

WESEIR G 5 B RE R B TE SR B R rp, SRR ST Y 2w 45 1 5 T de g St
PRI 45 BB AT RS, SRIEXT T B A AT R, ORI A T DASE R SR AL, e
HERf, AEXRP v BRI B 4, HRRR K, SR, PRI T HBH . —BURR 2 O arhE
PERF IR L, ERGSEIREI S T SRR 20, 159/626 (26%) Ak AA & X HT 5 i, 88/626 (14%) ik &
To R SCRTBIBRE, M/ES H s 5| S A BB TR, 146/626 (23%) M KA & SLRTZIRE, 155/626
(25%) 9l PR JG 3 SCHT B s [14], 2 BRAE ) 28 il T DAE S BEARIG PR A 7= ST 21 e BE P 22 i[RI, BRI
I R TG 2 SCRT B BRI IR e, AT kb b B2 12 W 2697 . Baboudjian M ZE8F 50 R 00, REAE4R 51 5 T 104
)5 AR G0 2E R A 2 o w1 B 9 I £t 26 49 0 58.3%, 65% 711 71.2% (P = 0.02), ItAh, X
FEIRBIMEE AT AR, KIN 12.5% I IRA & AT A IR [15], 2R BIREEIR I 1 HEAS Rl G471 571 iR 2
FURGY o8

MRUS-TB Sl 1RGSR AL 5 PR AR AS B VR RO s, @ A S R A o P A 2 B A T ik
A B EERYE A S PR IRI AL 10 AT BRI LR S B A 51 5 R TR AL B R R, %7k
e TR R R, ERRSEE KRBT I MR . — TGN 231 BIAT R 41 R ) 2
(1 =V 7R B, MRUS-TB ¥ 51 i PH 1 %6 2 3% i T R 40 % 0(48.1% VS 32.0%, P = 0.03), 1M H.,
HET RS 5 R, MRUS-TB AJ LLE 23 5 Gleason > 7 43 B 41 iR HOAS Hi(61.5 vs 37.5%, P = 0.04), [A]
I 3 2 B A% Gleason < 6 ) T 51 e (K L (38.5 vs 62.5%, P = 0.04) [16]. Hanna N ZRF 5t iR, R4
ZFHIF MRUS-TB [l R & ST SRR PR E 3R 0 51 24.7% vs 30.8% (P = 0.001), {HAZ, i H4T
MRUS-TB, 7t 185 l#fi2 MimARA & R R i &, A 29 Gl3w2[17]. FrBAEST MRUS-TB ]
[F] B AT 22 G0 28 T8 SR 12 e R = ST Z1 A B e

CFB /& il AT WAL, FHHBTEELL, SRS IS fE4 E I 5 51 5 T 0 AT Be i k47 28
fil. CFB %4, B AHRERREEMFR L, B2, HTRZRGmmeEEG, NN LRE
M H s B S vl e B Im 2, S307 CFB IEH R /EH 45 . )R 1., Barbas Bernardos
G Wik, *TEEF RGNS, CFB ML E A 5 5 2B i 5 i Bl 51 B 250 51
9 44.4%7F11 16.4% (P = 0.0001) [18]. A5 E W] CFB 5 MRUS-TB {Ei2 Wil A A & X Hi 5 i /i, I
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WAV, (1 CFB W LSS — S0 NITTEER AL, 454 CFB R RS 5 M T Ak DU 2 1 B
4. HUFIBRERRISHEL

FEGE1) 6 514 B B FI AR 2RI AR /& B Hodge B SGFEH 1, 12057206 5 41 g 12 W HAT ARG R 3L,
SRS TR ZIRAR R RS, 6 AHERT A s R BUK . v T I mnl I A H 26, — L3 X 4%
gt 6 £hvECl, HILT 8. 10, 12, 18. 21 #FEEFFRIVE, Ak, H —LeE SR, TEASNF RET
BOEEA b, SR AT BRI SR, 110 + X, 12 + X £, Soga N 25 i 41 AT 58 Al 41 e HR 4> 6
BRAL. 8 4M4HAN 10 4141, KIL 6. 8. 10 %1% fil BH 243 54 30.1%. 43.4%. 53.1% [19], 7 Al 51 i
BH P 22 o o R T B D im 52 v B0 90 ARG DR, B 28 R 5, 2 SR B P 2Rt B 3
— TR\ 3460 44 AT 5E H 51 s S OB LR B, A 4T URARL > 55 cm® i, 18 &HARIHT SRR G
R ET 12 £1(31.5% vs 24.8%, P < 0.01), HIET 12 5%, 18 4MEIRE T ISR 12, FEAR it
RAERI KA, 0 18 £k o 2 IR JC & AT FI RS , 7T R4 5 80 JE 2 W7 K767 [20] . Ghafoori M
SRR 12 £H5 18 BFIFRT S AREAR B 5 2 RI(P = 0.572), {H 18 ARSIt RAER EFK m T
12 4(P = 0.028) [21], T Ploussard G &R 5t &I, 21 & ZE filARE: 12 442 1 AT ZI s s i 22, B3t
FEREINE AL, PIRE S SR Z IR AORE[22] . A — I AT 12 + X BT AT SRR AT H e T 12 £HA
[23]. HHT, EPNKZHEGCRI 12 + X 85 filik, (H0FESERFARAR 77510 A8 1) 2 1 K i
RN 2, HT AR T .

5. BIFUBREFRIAIH R IE

BT A AR 28 ) ) JORE AR I, Y. . N RBEIR KR . REML . AR
TERIAR 5 8 W HRAEZ —, AIRIUNIMIR . BEp L. MRS, WRAEFERRE. MRE L. WEER
(AR ER I TV AN [R], 2 RIR S MR IR A2 2600 2%~84% [24], ZHCNERUMLER, HF™ & M R
Be# b Sl RARRL, EAR B ECE W HERM, ZhEMRE, (HmENER S e E R4, 1E
ERSPC W7t IMtg A& A2 50.4%, 1M HLMIRS 1) & A2 5 48 (P < 0.001) BEAEZR JRIE Fi 41 i L 1) (TURP)
S(P < 0.001) AT Z1 BRARFA(P < 0.001) R AAAHIK[25]. A A 28 R AT e 2 N R IRESREIR, AHEL T2 E W
Ffll, KLAFRERSRAEREE, B2 REEMHE, HFATENIBTFARTH, o 2R FE BT
Bi R WA R (1 K 2 [24]. ERSPC R FEREA, JRUEER SaTHIRATR. BATH 5 A1 51 i S AR Lo A8 A0 bR A 51
JRAEARPE S (IPSS) 2 IEAHIE[25] o IR EFE RN IR, SPEFTFIR A, B =2 RARIRERESE, ARATHEN
T TR P A8 A 28 PT DAk IR G S R (4 A o o S v i P S e i 24 P B G K, DRI e
FRSE WA B ¥ 2  G N [26] . M KEM A RO R AERIRE, TR OEE, R, HET, O3RN,
ML B
6. B4

HI iR 2 RS AT 2 2 Wi 2 B O B2, (EAE N — A E QA SANAT I G 2 — LEAR 5 JF
KAE, FTCL, Tgrer 8 PSA KMMRSH. HpiRaMAE kR . MRS, JOE2 51T 5 R
Ko X HATHIZI IR RVERE, SEBERE 5 A ER T RERKNAE, R, Z2Pligied
AR BRI T 3, AR R TR A R I R SR SRR AR R, SRR AR R TE R LR A
FeE A o [R5 8 R B RT SRR SR 3R, ) S B o BB e, XPTEAT S AR 2 R
BRI P AT T R0 1 5 R A R BRI AR 516 Y7 W] A 0D 5 R J& F ROIE )
K.
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