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JED Barrett JRENZ W E WIS ERDL H LD, KA
T REYIBRNEAR T, U o SHiEE b ETER
WrHEBID sampling BETH D, 3 EEFHRIF20%
~0WETEE & Z DRBICKE BEE "D 52, L
LI, I—ua v XzHduiic ) v EigiE O EE

DRI S IR, BENCK > THBIMIC X 2 itk
RS 2 S e 3R Y > NHTERE YA S, i < HA
DFEBICITDVERE S S NODDH LRI TH 55, 7
72, PEORE D Stage BlIC & 5 &, pStage I
(TINOMO) @ 5 FH4FFHKI1L76.8% & RIFTh % 713,
pStage IIPABEIC 72 5 £ IT A (T2-3NOMO0) T55.9
%, II B (T1-2N1MO0) T53.5%, i bIEFIDZ
pStage Il (T3N1IMO % 7z 1 TANXMO0) TI3E»

AR

172% £ ERERWED VL DT R W, L
L, AR OB FRIZIZIZRA & T 57z
BN H Y, MEHBEEECLERELEL L, o
modality & DFHAE LI X 2 HIN - THIERNE TR
B M E %K 2 A RRER OREL DS 7% 5 BT
LFO@EERS TS, 22T, RETIERCK L
ENCB U 2 REEEROEE E HH 2 S L, fs
Lnifﬁbmmf%tﬁﬁfuﬂﬁé EFHRERR

HRI & 2 0D i o0 — i % B
. BRRICE TR ETREREAENES
HAWZ B W TIZIRE ﬁWhnw%ﬁH%h®L&ﬁ>

5, FHBNEE L L TR iR F s &
TEIREDN D 505, BKIZBWWT bi%ﬂi“*?‘?ZﬂF
B O primary treatment TH % & W 5§25k 1T H
A < 7z <, TETRHBTE R EmI I T b, 4b
Bhagiz zh 2 fise s 2 BW RO A2 Vikkd 5
TEANCH 5.
1. iR

1980FMRIL - S K T,  fTHITB2EEZ + 4l

F1 BEECNT STEMLEEEDO RCT
FEGIEL . . RO YIBR3R EEHR ol £4FR
N i 2 1 \,\ P —g
NACvss T #if% regimen %)  (MST: A) (%) fie
6
iggag 21 vs 24 sCcC CDDP+5FU 44vs42  10vs10  20vs32 (14E) N.S
H 2
%gfmg 24 vs 22 SCC CDDP+VDS+BLM NE. 17vs17  31vs30 (34F) N.S.
Law?
. T4vs T3 SCC CDDP+5FU 67vs35  17vs13  44vs3l (24F) N.S
Kelsen® CDDP+5FU
A s ey o).
1998 213 vs 227 C/SccC i+ ) 62 vs 59 15vs16 23vs26 (34) N.S
9
g;;?na 48 vs 48 SCC CDDP+5FU 79vs74  25vs24  34vs22 (54F) N.S
MRC!
200 400 vs 402 AC/SCC CDDP+5FU 60vs54  17vs13  43vs34 (24F) 0.004
3 h 11
ZC(;JOr;nmg M 950vs253  AC CDDP-+epi-ADM+5FU  69vs66  24vs20  36vs23 (54E) 0.009

RCT : randomized controlled trial,

5FU : 5-fluorouracil,

not significant

SCC : squamous cell carcinoma, AC:
VDS : vindesine, BLM : bleomycin, epi-ADM : epirubicin, MST : median survival time,
N.E. . not examined, N.S.:

adenocarcinoma, CDDP : cisplatin,



68 %@
T & FAT R X 2 MEE 2 LB (RCT ! ran-
domized controlled trial) 23%(% < #Mgf &N T &
7z. EXRCTOHE IR L o< T, CDDP+
VDS-+BLM T Maipang %2 73, CDDP+5FU T
Schlag®, Law’, Kelsen®, Ancona &° 23#g L T\
25, WINbLEELR LEEHRIED Tokgn,
MRC (Medical Research Council Oesophageal
Cancer Working Group)!° 25 CDDP+5FU T,
Cunningham &' 8 CDDP+5FU+epi- ADM D i
HI i 5 CREFROUEL AT E LTV,
BB X 2 SEEAFIRTL3% vs 34%, 1B 13 b FEAEFR
TOlBETIE D % 236%vs23% & HAEAD
JCOGI907 12 B 1 2 AMTHITLAHERED 5 AR ¢
60.1% D EAE? 12 133E 12 & IE 2 v, meta-analysis
WZBWTH ROYIBRFEIZ\ LS5 08EFROM L
WWIEEFES LW E WS ONR—&RF T, systemic
therapy T 2 {bFEEETE» TIWIXE DO EH VAR
Finc & 2 BETHESNE EF 2 5,
2 . PG IETRRR k

Wk D F i RFTHIE O [F_E 2 30 5 7o b i
LR TH S, 19924, 19974122k E RTOG (Radia-

K2 HURKIEEREHRIREIC B T 2 Rl

TG T3/ T4HIE BUNMIRE RIHER

RTOG 85-01"* 61 8 50 47
INT 0123"7 109 43 50 52
INT 0123' 109 48 64 56
Stahl et al’® 86 100 >65 58

H

H

A

tion Therapy Oncology Group) X vV CDDP+5FU
FEIREGE A LR (50Gy) & IER i (64
Gy) % i U7z RTOGS5-01 DFER AR THRE
ST, 2 AEJFRTETEEE 1 45% vs 59%, 34
EFFH30% vs 0 % TV b Bl DL USRI
EHOIEBCREFTH Y, DR HUEAIEROFAb
IR R SR HE R & A o 7210, i T inter-
group AR & L C, {b#ki3 [ U CDDP+5FU %
EIREGEA & U, IREHREE%50.4Gy £64.8Gy THIK
9% RTOGY5-05/int0123 FEE ST L7z, BE D
DA S T2y, FRIIBEFEO N EFE
TTEY, 2 OIREEEET b 2 % vs 10% L 5BFJD
ANRT, Bk DAL B #fE % 1& CDDP+5FU+
50.4Gy RT EHERE L e - 7217, 7272, Zho®
& LARARLF G O R FTES - PR 2
FET50% %25 bDO0% L (F2)71, HEHGY]
EROBMBIBET SN B ICES Tz,
3 . MTRMESA IO  + TR

Stahl £ 3R KL BRI AR L TR LAk
BRI X 2 RCT 217- 72, SMRHIIER
DOEINZEFIHE O IERIC XS Uk 72 [T
IR FHS »icm < (2 FRATEEEEFE
40.7% vs 64.3%, p=0.003), RATHIENIZFMTIEL
BThbEWIONFEwmTHo72, LrL, fifeik
SRR+ FM OB b 2 E TD RCT D
HizkniE, I FITEMEE L D XA O
EREIZALY, BEEZCRELATOLRL (F
3)+20-26 iff— Walsh ED ANEEENH 5 Lk

R3  AEEITT BITE LA RE R D RCT
FEBIEL ekl g regimen TR e AR RE 3 EedER Pl
CRT+SvsS AC/SCC(%k) o Tee (Gy) (MST : A) (%)
N 20
lggaard 53 vs 50 0/100 CDDP+ BLM 35 TvsT 17vs9 NS
3 21
ﬁgegfnse 41 vs 45 0/100 CDDP+5FU 20 vs1l 19vs14  N.S.
M 22
g‘;fop 35 vs 34 0/100 CDDP+5FU 10 9.7vs7.4 %vs2 N.S.
Bosset?®
Lo 143 vs 139 0/100 CDDP 37 18.6vs18.6  39vs37 N.S.
Ish*
Yg;; 58 vs 55 100/0 CDDP+5FU 10 16 vs 11 32vs6  0.01
Urba?* CDDP+5FU
2 4 17.6 vs 16. 1 .
2001 50 vs 50 75/25 b latine 5 7.6vs16.9  30vs16  0.07
3 25
ZBO‘;rzme‘Ster 128 vs 128 CDDP+5FU 35 21.7vs18.5 NE  0.38
26
goeongL 52 vs 50 CDDP+5FU  45.6 98.2 vs 27.3 NE NS

RCT : randomized controlled trial, AC : adenocarcinoma, SCC : squamous cell carcinoma, CDDP : cisplatin,
BLM : bleomycin, 5FU : 5-fluorouracil, MST : median survival time, N.E.: not examined
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U7z 23, FATHMEED 3FEEGFEEN 6 B HE D IZ
&t o 7272 T, AL AR + FREEO B
M1E32% DG LRIRETH L L roHEL
X8 2% W EFH 2 5, meta-analysis DFEETIE, fiif
AR R SRR EFE 2 HIH L, 3 4R
KL TR FPRBBCHFSG T2 L5 /@ Th-o
722, U U, s I B U i b Ui
HBICTFHZ2EBINT %, Liawnizhrb s $E% T,
@ EALSEERE OBINO LB R S e,
4 . EABEREE TGS U + T
Jin %13 retrospective 12 E AL EDOF KT
TR 2O AR I+ ATV IR O pAE % Hig U 7z
2, AN, REFEN, RPTEEFEHHE,
EIEEEFRIMN S T IcB W CEAMEERERNEE
WRIFTh-Ic b L Tnws?, Dbk D{b5E
TG BETHRRERE + FT O 3 BRSO EFHNEHRE T
DOEFER LRI E T30, $REEwRIETTw
B, 7272, ARSI O RN R 2 B
3% & Grade2 DL EOREEEE MR O FEEED 1
FT49% EFEBMPID 4% I LEREICE L (p=
0.003), Zg2MIES L TCWBIRkE S H 03, Zelkz
SO THEEZZORR L2 T 20E N’ D 5.

BRHKDH 7 51 ) o RS IR 7 B R & 7R
®»THH Y, primary treatment 3G REGE
E DR <, SRR IS SRR X 5
Ao RFEFEREGEORMT & ) >/ E#i D sampling
ZEIC £ 5 staging & WO EERAGWLTEHW &£ Bbh
%, HRREO—DO Th 2 EERICH L, EFHIIE
B 5T 72 & %169 modality ORhE % i KR I
FHEL T THIEOENEIT 23R T, AR
BOENOFEEL B 50, B E L OFEOEX
ABIFC B T 2 BHATHIEIOEICK E 2B R H 5
EEZD,

II. BRIZETDETREEARNERE

B EOBERIRE X, SR OGN DB KR
Lk, 130 NIREIEROFEM T & B, %
NZE D W EBHFHEIEEOMEE, LoD &F
it & v S JRRTHIERGER 2 Fui i BEfE A B S T
&7z,

1. FhpE

KE IS 3FEER Y VNHiIEIEDOEATH
% . HSE O ME R T b Y 8 v T
THEE S X D) v SHigE DA TH o7z, L
L, 19804FE=F NS - AthR OB D FERE &
ZFOHEOE S BHRE LY, FHLIBRIELR - L
R ET 3 > NEIENE A S, FATRGE

IR R U 7e, SPNEEEHE LE Y o NETENE
WY EEBEINT WD, 3 HEEBENGIC X 5 1EH
ISR Z DB O FIADEH S ik 512D
, T K [EIRHEE B D > SHi 2 BT & iR
W CEEREI, D ORUSINCERNGE 5 2 LAV
VEETHD LEHINDICES T2, ik, 5T
132 HEERY S ORHENE & WA B, O K AR
JABY > RHITH B FEREERE Y > VHi b IREA R
DERE L, LHEFRIBE 2 WIS T 2 2 e AR L R
5> T3, ARFMFEINITIZIZRA £ R L
WL ENT XA H Y, BERKE IR RE
TARTRHRAT 72 £ OBRERAT & FESIFMT O A
X AREBELEA TN R EZATH S, SHBOK
A I ISR OGRS 2 > Tw 5,
2 . B

EOENC B W TRELTEE s ARTeEk e E
WHREE %2 =4k & 3 2 HFW%E 7 Vv —7Th % Japan
Clinical Oncology Group (JCOG) DOrhDR3ERE7
N— 7" THRR DRI HED s Tnws, DIT iR
non-T4 cStage II/IIKTERRERE I 3 5 R RER
DERIEE #F DEBTH 5.
2-1. JCOG8201 iy i HL S KRG vs T B2 ST R iG
ﬁ{ﬂ

T AI30GyY HiT 224Gy HRETHE & 712 D A D50Gy
TR C R U 7228, AETF A el 394 H vs
648 H CHEREWHRICEIF T (p=0.0069), firEiikss
BRI TROWZFCHFS L v eilmdTsn
7.
2-2. JCOG8503 fli e MURHRIAIE vs i bt ieikee

i #50Gy W8 &t B & CDDP 50 mg/m?*+ VDS 3
mg/m? IZ & % i bk T RCT bk
2, 5 EEAFTRIZA4% vs 42% TERFED o Tz,
—RICERKETHRE SN T W/ CDDP 0o& L b b D
WE TR L BIFEORIRBE N2 L LD,
DARE g b ik & e Rk & L € CDDP o #%
S8 %270 mg/m? &£ L CFMEE I 2 EREER)
HeWstyazrenore,
2-3. JCOG8806 = it H Jht 35 #% vs it £ b % #% &
(CDDP+VDS) 3

F it B4 EE &« CDDP 70 mg/m?+ VDS 3 mg/m?
12 & BTSRRI X 2 RCT »MTb iz,
5 FEETFFRIZA5% vs 48% THEZ X7 <, CDDP+
VDS 2 & i bk PR LI 3% 5 Lk
WEWIFERTH - 7.
2-4. JCOG9204 = 1iit H& Jh 35 2 vs fiT 22 b o &
(CDDP+5FU)?®

Z DB X CDDP+5FU D vV Y X v 93
standard & 7% > T < %, JCOG T % CDDP+5FU



70 %
2R3 % 58 IARRRER DS T, Bh3R1X36% & <,
ZOEMEBTR SN, £ 2T, iiBREEED
VY X > % CDDP+5FU & U C AT ha: & i
T2 RCT »MTb iz, % DfEE, £EFEHM TR
FCHEZ RS o 1208, 5 EMREAERIZA5% vs
55% & e O LA AN ERICRIFCh > /12
(p=0.037) (M1-a), iV > HEEEOFET
BRI % &, pNOFEFITIEMEICZEIZFED 20
DD, pN1FEFNZ BT 5 FEMFRAEFER1338% vs
52% L K& 2Bl E 258 (p=0.041) (M 1-Db),
CDDP+5FU v ¥ X iz & i bEsdiEiz ) ~
I ETERE RS MEERNC B W CHEFIGIRIE D B 5 LG
AT o M, RIEYIERE O pN1ESNZX T 2 11
Brixoi, Lal, 24FHMoRmcixEHFS L
TEST, MiBiTe v ATRERDES (75.8
%) WHEE 3, RHIMEEREORTRA O
BRI Th iz,
2-5. JCOG9907 fiHifb 2Tk vs M bar gk
RN IR LERE DS TR CTh 5, TDER
DHIEE, FEEMEIIRIC X Ao E, MU
BB OHIENC X 2 BFEE, BEtEsEe L To
BERETHBH, TNz, FrCHgEssm
HWINDHI, 7 3FMEENIAZENICEREGTE S
Z LIz X B3 drug delivery 8 X 5% EROHE TO
benefit  HiffF S 1L 5. # Z TJCOGY204 & [{ U
CDDP+5FU v & X > T, iS55 & i 55
TEBEGRIZ O W TR T 2 RCT Bfibh
72, FEfENT I B¢, primary endpoint T 5 it
WA O R IYE X 3 4 vs 2 T, R T
BEL TV PEL LD HAETEE» 272500
(B 2-a), &AEFEMRETIZS F4FEE 60.1% vs

2
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38.4% (p=0.013) & BEREICMBMLFHERL REF
ThHY (K2-b), {LFREOFERZLAMBAE
PHEICZZRD NI £ oRIR « ZeUFHiRE
=XV BEHOBRAROEE ko7, PIE&DY,
BIAERAE I B 5 cStage 11/ £ 38 #7812 5t
T 2 EHER I CDDP+5FU 12 X A1l Hi b 2 ik
ERo T3,
2-6. BOEIC B B BET R

EZLHA XYY —HFEBICE W CTnon-T4
cStage II/TNzx 3 2 ARG LA IET R & Tt
HPVAHE & retrospective 12 R U 72 i S0 R 4E X
Nz, i L, BB L ST EERERE D 5
PR, LR REIX46% £ 347 HT, Fif
HMBEEDS51% 407 HICH UIZIZFRIFORERTH
D, ARG EFBERRREEE S TN b 2 EHEG IR
CHIRF s LI, IR =TT JCOG HkE 1 ANE
TN =7 BT JCOG906 : cStage II/IIEAER
S BRI 3 B ERALTR k O B AR B M T
bivlz, WEEITFM EFERKRO 3EE 2 &AW
DT, BEREIZ60GY TITbhiz, &%, CREIGE
68%6°C, 34/ 5 FRAEFHIZ5%/31% L BRI
BT - 725, JCOGIT DAMFHIILEFE D Bk
MRz e VLB THo72. CREILK
LHHDEHFE L2 ET-LTEY, non-CRHIEHbES
ERDRI 2/3 TR & OGBS LB EFE 2 &
iz, FEEE salvage surgery 23T Lz D IFED
16%TH - 72%. %7z, Grade3 DL EOBEREEES
FeUTHAK 2 9.2%, LEEK - 15.8%, il - 4.0
%, BB 1 13.2% %R, IHRBAEET $5.3%
ARSI 2 Lo, BRIEHRMLFHUERRE T TR
TIREEERE X 2 option 1B L L T BED T &

1 JCOGY9204 : cStage II/IIHEST £ ¥
x93 2R L& (CDDP +5FU) 04
Vel Hiscab CGEIIM) ORE (k35
X DEH)
a) fEEA AN
b) FEHIZEHY Y oSS OB CE R
16 U 7 i 2E A7 1A

2 JCOGI9907 : EFRFEIA LI s & O I i
HRES AT % 5FU+Y AT T F
UTHT I LR R & e rliBh bt
D7 8 ML ORAE T2 &

06
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Unadjusted one - sided stratified
logrank p== 0.0444>0.0254 (alpha)
Hazard ratio=0.76 (94.91%Cl : 0.56~1.04)

Hazard ratio by Cox model

2 3 4
Years after randomization

Unadjusted two-sided logrank p= 0.013

=0.64 (95%Cl:0.45~0.91, p= 0.014)
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hiz., Lo L, RERGFELEAET 2EFPUIER
TREAERE T U CIIME—DIRGHIEFETH Y, Bl
EIXEAMAEFEREREFEL, RTOG VY X ThH
%50.4Gy &, O TEAERE TIXZ MRS
12 & DDA OIS 28T 2 7% RS HRICEBIER
mz7z7a s a—vERWTENRAL S —fiRk
JhE 2 Ll 5 ITHERBR T, KSR 5 DIRTT
ThY, ZOHEMME, Zetririsns.

BOREICB W TIEE K DARIEDIET: b DF )
EEERREfEATIC X D, V) SV oRHTERE B & T
=X i3RI £ TR Z 50, BIE TR
HLEO®mWEATHIEIRS RO ICE ST, Z
DFMIHE % 7 L& & 2 7z 12 B s 55
SNTED, ZHBL T FNGHE % i ik
O THENICEERROPRN S T EREEN D
2. ZO—D—DDHEAELDERIHLE DA
$ECH 5 cStage II/ILIc x4 2 fiTEi{b2 B ETH
%, BATEETH 2 F S GETH b3 Ek
LT S L0 DXIER I reasonable 72 {5
HIEThD, ZnbZNZHROIEHE modality DR
BHERARIE» LTRREFE 2 5, 550 JCOG
B5e & LTk CODDP+5FU Iicfb % L vimfie v
Y x> & LT Docetaxel+CDDP+5FU (DCF) 0 f&
R MRET S 2288 1 /1IAHRBR - JCOG0807 <o itk
fy7: salvage surgery %% & L 7z cStage II /1%t
T 5 HRIAR L BETER I B 7 % 28 TR S Y
FIEPTH 5,

[II. Non-T4 cStage II/IETEEEICXNT &
SERAEOE Y H A

non-T4 cStage II/IIEERE I L TRATHEILE
PR+ S U 72 200 % 18 5 SRR 23 b iR TESY
ml, BHEREE ok, L, EBERTIX
cStage II /MBI TRTLFHEE & AT 3 X & 2,
Y e EFLEREAE X 2, B IFTFHRE KT %
IEHEZ RS R B TSk ORERH 5. Z
MICBIL T, FAIEYKRZEICEMET 2 BT O KBRS
L2 B g\ fEF5 R 20 & FDG-PET 2l &
U 7o S G FEEIR C B D $HA TR ISR 2 08, i
2B W T FDG-PET OB MR %  OFEET
WESNFEHESNLTW S, I 2 TRRBRKRERRO
BAE & U BAE DR 2 OHLD fA R FEAT 5.
1. ARSI 2 W SRAER] D ZEH]

non-T4 cStage II /11, FRFEEIZVIERAEEZR NO
HWiE NI BERTH S, HIAUIEREO RERDRK
LW TFRETFIREFEN Y VO NHEEOERETH
D, 4fEE T 5 P L ORRRE B T 2 ERPS

) UONHERRE O R & S WEE S mm %8 2 5 iE
PlETFERARTH 2EDHEVDH 5, FDG-PET
% glucose @ analogue T & % '°F -2- fluoro -2~
deoxy-D-glucose (FDG) %##5 L, BEEHIIENIC
B YA F iz FDG % positron emission tomogra-
phy (PET) T3 22k TH 5. HxiE, 20
FDG DY A B W3 SR I AHBE 9 5 2 & 2]
S LTS, 2 X iE PET OfHUEE R
T®H % SUVmax=2.5fH4 3 2 JEE A X333
mm? (X 3), 2%V FDG OERBRHIEZ NI
EES~6mmP FOEETHE I LE2RET
24, thhnilE, cStage I[I/IIITY » 3fic—EH L T
FDG OERERO 2[EHB I TFERRDIZIT TH 5.
% 2T, flini® FDG-PET & TV > 8ffiic—8 L
7-: FDG £ B5 M : PET-N  positive ® non-T4

30

25 A

SUVmax

0 10 200 300 400 500 600
33mm? .
Tumor size (mm?)
3 FDG-PET i28J % FHEHE D SUVmax &
KBS & OMBE CLik4l & D 51H)
— : SUVmax=2.5, FDG #£/ DR
9 2 iR SIS T TR

PET-N negative
(n=49)

PET-N positive

2 iy PETN positive
(n=14)

0 - (p<0.0001)
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 (V)

4 YIBTTRE non-T4 cStage II/IIEEREIC B 1T
% PET-N S5 0 FiMT H G5 B



72 ESS

cStage II/IIEERE T EREERE : PET-N  nega-
tive IZEE U PP HE & RE L retrospective 12 Fliy
HHEE D63 THigt L7z, PET-N positive %14
%], PET-N negative 134901 TdH - 7253, Z D5FELE
FHI1E8.9% vs 83.8% (p<0.0001) THLNIZERER
WZHT#E D PET-N positive BN RR T (X 4), #iC
PET-N negative T» NIETAFHEMAEETH T4
WIS D L wr Tz, £z, U 2ok
¥cd, PET-N negative FiZ &2 3 HEL T TH
S>7zDxt L, PET-N positive BEIZ 1141 (79%) »3
4L EEF T 2EHNCh o7, M EX Y, fifaifk
213 PET-N positive fl3 B Wilin & F 2 51
7z.
2 . IRENSEE

FDG OSEREIZEE Y A XA 2 KT 2 2 &5,
BRI T SUVmax OZEbh» & 1EESIR 255
ZEWTE S, Ld T viable 7z EEHHIIE D &
DFHIT, WREBFZIEROBFAE L LV IE
T ERHioS T RE T, A OGBSI E 12 F
ATh2EoMmEFIFZ L2, LrL, FLiE non-T4
cStage I1/IIRTERE TR IR RFEEIZ IR EE
THY, WMEORbMTFREFHN ) > HlRE T
bprIEeEFEETLE, RIEROVIELZIETIIE
{, WY v BT 2 IRESIR D R b TR
Mo 2eHEz/. 22T, GEED Y > s
% FDG O #7216 PET-N negative
fER % responder, EHEE S V v $ 5 FDG
DEREHEE L7 PET-N  positive fi£ il # non-
responder & HUE L (B 5), bk 2 b Lz,
Responder 132441 (58.5%), nonresponder X174
Q1pl) <, 5 FHEFHKILT3.9%vs19.6% (p<
0.0001) & nonresponder TIITHTILAFEE HE D %hH
13 ED T, PET-N (+) FijHEMHEE L A0
ETho7z (K6). —7F, responder IZ V> Ty
BT PET-N negative #ICI1Z %5 H DD ZF i
VLRSS S, BFRER %A TDH responder Ff
TRBHEEIEECHIHEN D R E, BOIESR)
HWraRanhiz (F4), 20, YIEWE PET-N
positive RIEREIC BV TUL, FFHETIE R L, U ooy
HiRE BT 3 2 R RR % PET TO FDG 0%
BOEEC X VT 2 2 e EET, i, »
DIEME, L2 bIERENICTREZTFHT L Z &b
TEHHTHMOTEREFZ TS,

MAMEFEEEIZE T H % £ v T b survival
benefit i responder IZFR & 41, HEIER b FE D 1B
TH 5. T DREKRTHRN, HH%O FDG-PET 2
W VE B\ B 2 E L T { R TAEEART]
ROBET, TOBEEBIBOTRKEVWEFZ 5,

| PET-N negative : responder ‘ | PET-N positive : non-responder

pre post pre post

5 BT PET-N positive FEBNZ 3 2 ik
Rt O FDG-PET 12 & % IGHShRHE
pre : YRR, post 1 BRI
—  FDG-PET positive V >/ ¥ffi

post-PET-N negative
responder (n=24)

.6

. (P<0.0001)

2 S,
post-PET-N positive

0 non-responder (n=17)

T T T T I T T T T T T T I T T T T T T
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8 9(V)
6 NI PET-N positive SEG 3554 2 iRk
S D% PET - N J5 30 5L 2 7
DR

24 non-T4 cStage II/1I PET-N positive fEfIZ
X5 2 IBEF BRI R

Patterns of posttreatment PET

. p-value
failure PET-N positive PET-N negative
Local recurrence 0(0%) 0(0%)
LN(N1) 2(12.5%) 3(12.4%) 1.0000

Distant metastases ~ 12(75.0%) 5(20.8%) 0.0007
MILYM 7(43.8%) 4(16.7%) 0.0602
Dissemination ~ 3(18.8%) 000%) 0.0274
M10ORG 7(43.8%) 3(12.5%) 0.0253

Total 13/16(81.7%) 6/24(25.0%) 0.0005

VI. b 1) IZ

ok & FAENC B 1 2 ETRIEREICN T SN
FRDOZE % non-T4 cStage I1 /1% sz BESE L,
REBRICHZ OB A EBN LTz, BOEORERE
BRI, F, BEHREEILCHES THEORW b O
ThH Y, FE TIEFHIE T3 2 NS IR/
KB B PAFE S LB 0 &, BTN BT L TR
Dby 7ETH#HL TS, ZOHERE & U RAnAE
RN, SEIGET 2EEEEO LV Y X v OBFES®
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TFEEH SN TWAEY 7 F RO 2 Y, M
AEDE B EHREOE DR E L FRGEORH
FRUGEDOHEIED L F 2 5, Lo L, mass TS
L CHEZERTH > THEZ DEFNIC B W T
all or none T, no response C & XK 72 28
5z, BELNEORKYFH 2K L0 T
Hb, 2O xR ILSTHRL, HCHRRELE
B E R L TR T L, IR TFHIOMEIIC D
NEFESREEFZ 5, SBHPKOTNICEL S
n5Zlnl, HROBMAER TS TIEFRGE & &
BrucEox, M EORERICHE L 2GR Y, Bk
WKIET 2 R BRLTW ZEBHETS
5.
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