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(FF])EHE O Stage 11 /NI FERT_E BRI 3 2 BHERIR IWHILSIRETH 208, ARBIER S, M
BEROMHANEN BHEOFRETH 5. Fx 13 TER% PET positive LNs % & D PET-N (+) 38§ I3 VIBRTHET

B o THFEHERETHAMEAREDONREE L TREFETH L EREL TS,
R ]PET-N (—) WIS 2R S bR THRIEYIBR 06261 T F R
BRRITT ) A 7 WNF 2L RN UIRER, pT3 3

RO HTHERS RER 25 & » 23 5.
BT ZMET L7,

USR] fmEryed R (RFS) i

[HW]PET-N(—) ¥z B 2 7

— DM TFHRETFTH -7, FDG-PET O E | SUVmax 3EE & LHEAZRT 2 &5 6, pT3 OFfHiTHIC

B % Ei# SUVmax i % ROC itz A CHET L 7z,

Hoiz.

cut-off fH6.12 TIEE1009%, FFEET6.2%, P<0.001T
PET-T SUVmax=6.12 (high) (n=30) X 18<6.12 (low) (n=32) @ 2 @b L CHEgd 2 &,

PET-T high vs. low #T pT3 #1366.6% vs. 0%, 5% RFS 1348.5% vs. 83.3% (P=0.002), #FEFEZHKIF50.0
% vs5.15.6% (P=0.004) & PET-T high BECHEEICARR T, fHE) v HivEmmligsm ic i 2% < #Aw i (P=

0.003638 L ' P=0.0014). [H53E

] PET-N(—)® 5 % PET-T SUVmax =6. 120OERIT R EGREET, RN

B & CIMATHNRER RS O C L o £SO LE LM EEFEONRETDH 5 Z LARBR I NIz,
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e

REEIIETHR L, EHEE» DILHFICY > )
i (LN) I 26 T 2 BHEOREWERETH Y, K
k2 HIE L CRBANCITETGESTTb I T X
7o, BOETIE, HARRKESZ Vv—7 (JCOG) O
RS 7V — 712 & B JCOGI907 3Bk ¢ Stage 11/
UGS SEN R o2 T 5 i MR i 2 v = 2
B DHE AL EIER KRR (RCT) THREE S 1,
HIZE OO FPERNERICRIFCTh > 1z 2 & Sl
(LB A DIEREIRIFR E o> Twa2, Lo,
Z DEHRIIEN8% TH VL, Z DHEIEIFFETH
WCEOSWTHEBMET NS EF 2 5,

AJCC/UICC & TNM 43 %26 7 iR T N KT 38z
% LN OIBALZ W 2 & $HE LN OB AHKZ K <
ZHEI NIz & 5128, YIBRTREA BB B W TR

i

HFEREETS LN 4 (oN H50) 235 & BE L PR
FTh5., IO A TFETECE T 3
HELHETH 29, @EEO CT HECEETEAN
g (EUS) #b->TCLTd, {Hx D LN g2

WIZBRAD D 54, —7F, LN ERER TR L, 25
mm? A EDOKE SO LN ERHE%EZ b DRER b [k
KTFBRARTH 2 EOHENDH S5, 2O pN {HEH»
S LN BER R~ & FEE 2R L 72 LN 52832 W
WBAL T, HEHDZHED BF-fluorpdepxyg-
lucose positron emission tomography (FDG-PET)
DEREZHEL TWES PET 1281 % FDG 0%
M8 : SUVmax IZEE O K & S hfld 223, %
DORHREFUTEREE mm K, % D WrimfE25 mm?
WAL 7RSS ETOEHETH S L w5 Rz b
o7, PIEX Y, #1513 LN ERBHEY A X 5325 mm?
UEFE 7oL, FDG-PET ©® LN ~dD

KERFRBIRILTTREFFRI77-2 (T589-8511)
ZAF CPRR24EI0H1TH, ZE SPR245E12H 3 H
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EROAETFHATRET, 2T TR EMEET 5 L
EZ, TOZUEEBRE Lz, EE, PET TLN A
EREERED T PET-N(+) L £/ 2D 2w PET-
N (=) TiE, BER5mm {25 S IcIEE R
DRESIFEZY, PET-N(+)EFN 7 1T
L, 5ESEHFEL0S)F30%TLrRWDIIHL,
PET-N()IF0% t EBRCRIFTH -7z (p=
0.002). Ls»d, TNMETW S LN (% 3
LA £ pN2 D #1413, PET-N(+) 085% 12
L, PET-N(—)xf#» 8 %, PET 12 & 2 Nl
X pN2 LEOFEAREEOFHICERT, PET-N
(+) DRTHRER O RIEFI TH 5 LR TV 56, L
L, PET-N(+) TPEAR LATENC FHIS L 5
DBRRBYIRBOETHFED 6 ENCE £ 5. KR 4%
DFFAEE % iz PET-N (=) fEFl o H & FHl
L, fiEHGEEMAZ T P ROFETH 5.

PET-N (=) 1% pN {E#»n D a3k, FHRHREE
W7 & LTI SRREEREGERE pT) oSy
KEweEzonsd, Lrl,CTick s THRFZH
FEENT, FENLEGZERETZL L, EUS
LT O ESLREOERICEL SN % EORME
Whb, —FH, TRTFEIEEY A X EHET 2L
%2 % &, NWTRE#BHIZ PET T SUVmax {#
T pT Z1THTIC, FHICTHIT 2 2 L IZARE L %
Z 5, ZZTHEHRL I, MEAEOE L 55k
ZHMZ, PET-N(—-)fEFNICE T 2 FERRTFE L
TpTHFDOEFE & PET ® SUVmax i X % pT
DOEBITH & T & ORE 2 5 1A W92 TRES
L.

MFREHE

K GEBI

20064F 5 B2 520094F 7 B & T2 FAli 2 fifT L 72
WIFEHTE A R b R 1885, LU 8141 (1l
IR 550, VLN — DA L1061, Rk
561, hEYIER 1 2 B, YEEIEEGE ¢ 46, Tl
REEZET © 24, fiiRsE © 341 2Kk < 1074 %205
L7, ZOA, fiEic FDG-PET %#§Ef7 L CT\wis
W18 & fR s 7o TR G I THRIGEIER D8IFIIZ 351>
T, PET T® LN ~® FDG O OG5l L
7z. PET-N(+) #3276, PET-N(—) %6261 T, &
1% Z D PET-N (—) D624 % f & A 70 0 SFER &
L, %25AEHIET I OO TRNT 2B L7k,

HEATEE X, ATAT 2 ER AN AT & e EERIEAE
BN, B - Mk - lEE xS 0ER CT &
& £8 FDG-PET/CT ## iz CiHii L, AJCC/
UICC @ TNM 535 7 f® TR 2l Lz,
FDG-PET ## 5 & O PET-N 2ZH#7

Bt

K 4R OMAR, REHD THEIN
FDG %#90-210 MBq, 2 43PAE»UEIRESL, 1
#2112 PET/CT (Siemens Molecular Imaging
Inc., Hoffman Estates, Illionis, USA) T4 &4
sz, 2fl, PET MAREO MFEHEIZ150 mg/dl 2
TTholz, BohleT —2 FFEME SN, esoft
workstation (Siemens Molecular Imaging Inc.)
Tl s nlz. FDG O&EFEE, BILEE (RO
WO FmAME - SUVmax THHM L, BHER DO SUV-
max=2.0%% v b4 7L LT, SUVmax=2.0%
positive, <2.0% negative & ¥|E L7z, PET-N i3,
CT THEXL77: LN i&c—& L7 FDG O EEHE THE
fliL, SUVmax<2.0Tw3ho LN I L TH
BERD R WER % PET-N(—) L 2K L7, A
DFEEHB L TIE, CT TOEFEBIZ—KL
FDG 0 #F % PET-T SUVmax & L T % O #lE
ETHEM L7z, Wi 2L, BEHEE 14 L
REFEEHEME T 2R 2 B X 0 To 7.
Frr=X

efI MR E RSN HIT S h, S8FINHE
BETHESH, BY O 4PIEBURED - OFESE
[B% R THES Nz, 353k LN 2iE Ok,
1) IR - $HE L £ 72 13 K B A fE AR LN
RSB, 2) M EEEEEES], 3) - b
HEBR I MR _E A LN 13380 72 WL ISR RS « FER
TERHERT, it REFEEF LN offrhdudz
W CIRE MRS S LICHER®, D 3 1T, £
FEGNEBERFNE & Al U7z 2 sIlEig & L7e.

T ER AR S s

/W L7z LN i34 TUIBREAR D o @A i L,
2TO LN DWW THRAEIR TOEBEZE 21T -
To. TR OBEGEERE L, MEEORAER 2 &l
BOEETFOEIE TITV, £ ORES TR L7z,
Wbk~ VEERONT T 4 EHE T Ty
7 X0 BEYIEAR % E# L, Hematoxylin-Eosine
(HE) Jttfic, WHEMEC L > TRELz. &
HAHBA I L, BBk WHRIEE10R 1 L
Tehio iz,

e 5 AERIE 3 — 6 » HRER TokEbe e L,
2[EORIM (EE~—»—%2&8) BXUOEBL»S
B F CoER CT M, &1 Eo FEEHEANR
fRtRAr 2 D7 < L bITV, BEEIC X FDG-PET/
CT#HEZEINL THFEOBMEZFHEL /2. FFIX
JEFT « SR »oNEIESE, ERETE GERRY oS
TH¥E, HREMERETE, MATHERESRESE) CTH%EL
7z.

KT T
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2 T O HIL, a7 — 5130 1 2 TRE,
M5 7T — 2 1k ANOVA b U < & student ¢ #RE T
fERT U7z, et 3 2 U X 7 7T I Cox Eh
N — R oHT % i AR B L S RfF#T CfT
> 7z, EEFAEFEHR (RFS) R H » & I8
FWHE TE LT Kaplan-Meier {5 TEHE L, 17
RO H X log-rank Ik CHE L7z, pT THICEE T
% PET-T SUVmax OFE®# A v N4 7f#Hix, PET
~T SUVmax OEFE#HxE T, pT icxf 3 2K
B BEERE 2 ki 7 a v » L7z ROC B ##
(receiver operating characteristic curve) THENT
L7z, & TIEBWT PE<0.052 Mt ¥ EEED
D&l

& S

BETR

122l OoBRFEFNEETRRF 2T
T BEENTI.0% T, HEHFEEEREL53.2% &
b%moiz, 2 PET-N(—) T, pN {E%k 2 HUT
® pNO/N1IEFIHEH] (88.7%) %7z, PET-
T iz B U T % positive #3491 T, ¥ ¥ PET - T
SUVmax 137.99CH-> 7. TEZWricBL T cT1/
T2/T3=28/17/17 1z L pT1/T2/T3=34/8/20 &
EHOX£FD (P<0.001). 34EEk LN 55312

R1 EARRHEFREETS

22.6%1fTb Tz hs, ¥y LN 8 %130.93
HThH-o7z.
PET-N(—)# 2B 2 FRET

ERFAFIAMNICREE 2 RT3 R R E R T
% Cox LNy — R 7NV CHERMBFT 2 &,
pT KT (pT1/2 vs. pT3 £721% pT1 vs. pT2/3),
pN HF (pNO vs. pN1/2/3 %7213 pNO/1 vs. pN2/
3), pStage VI N b HELHFHIIN T2 ) A 7K
TFThH-71:(F2). P<O1DORT % LE M IC#
/N BRI ha O Nl =101 D O M S S B A o s
2. pT B LU pN KT EHHS NI % pStage
ERA LT, & pT 8L U pN KFOEES T P E
D&V, pT1/T2 vs. pT3 & pNO vs. pN1/2/3 D 2
HEHZZHE LTAN, ZEERNTZTo7. 20
FEER, pT BT 0O A05HFE L AR L BHE 270, pT3
X PET-N(=) 2B 2 ML L7-FHFHEY A2 HFT
bbb EWHS I 5Tz (VA7 H3.414, P=
0.014) (F&2).

pT KRFHC 5 FFMFFF AR = i U 72 23,
pT1/T2 d81.2%/75.0% izt L, pT31x38.6% &

BIZARTH-72 (P=0.003) (X1).
PET-T SUVmax IZ X % pT3 FH#l

pT1/2/3 L ¥R PET-T SUVmax O¥-#%)
2T % &, 3.98/12.1/13.2 L GHEENEL &

Ao T FEBI%L
SHERIE 62
G i S (diEH) 65.3 (34-82)
TR B/ 49/13
5 BB AT B/ A/ T 11/33/18
BRI T cT /F cT1/T2/T3 28/17/17
cN WF cN0/N1/N2/N3 50/10/2/0
cM |H+ cM0/M1 62/0
cStage IA/IB/IIA/IIB 28/13/9/4
IIIA/IIB/IIC/IV 6/2/0/0
PET-N Negative/Positive 62/0
PET-T Negative/Positive 49/13
S (diE) 7.99 (2.0-31.1)
By 2 TEiE/ 3 pHIE 48/14
ZRE Y o NEE R R ) 47.2 (18-138)
R oo NEE S Sy (d#HiPH) 0.93 (0-8)
JRELA IR pT W+ pT1/T2/T3 34/8/20
pN K+ pN0/N1/N2/N3 37/18/6/1
pM A+ pMO0/M1 62/0
pStage IA/IB/IIA/IIB 4/23/7/12
IITA/IIIB/IIC/IV 9/5/2/0
A G1/G2/G3 9/37/16
) 2oNEERE (ly) 0/1/2/3 40/17/4/1
R (v) 0/1/2/3 59/2/1/0

G1 : well differentiated, G2 : moderately differentiated, G3 : poorly differentiated
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£2 Cox HBINY—FETIVIC & 2 MEFEASFEWRICNT 2 ) X2 KF

fa A7 BAZE AT 247 B fRAT
DAZ 95%EEXE P VAZH 9B5%EEXE  P{HE
i <65 vs. >65 1.103 0.456-2.738 0.827
eyl B ovs. & 1.312 0.426-3.389 0.608
o BT TER vs. R/ L 0.518 0.214-1.324 0.163
JREEAIINT  pT1/2 vs. pT3 4.224 1.740-10.82  0.002 3.414 1.280-9.567 0.014
pT1 vs. pT2/3 3.429 1.372-9.699  0.008
pNO vs. pN1/2/3 2.716 1.121-6.944  0.027 1.627 0.612-4.518 0.332
pN0/1 vs. pN2/3 3.310 1.064-8.726  0.040
pStage I/II vs. pStage III 3.039 1.222-7.368  0.018
TR B G1 vs. G2/3 0.867 0.291-3.719  0.823
G1 : well differentiated, G2 : moderately differentiated, G3 : poorly differentiated
P=0.003
1.00 ] Ad
pT1(n=34) 0.90 |
----------------------- 0.80
ﬁ pT2(n=8) ] .
ﬂ 0.70 ]
£ L 060
: pT3(n=20) 3 0.50
021 0.40
0.0 , ‘ : ‘ ‘ 0.30 I I
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 0.20
i (B)
§ 0.10
K1 pT KB AT ST A 7 R 000_. 1 I
0.00 0.20 040 060 080 1.00
. 1-H%EE
30
E =i BE  HREE AUC P&
> e SUVmax
=
o 20 . 6.12 100.0% 76.2% 0.880 <0.001
}—
1 -
o E] Fq X3 pT3F#IcE¥ 2 PET-T SUVmax @
& ROC i
< 10 . g . . .
g . SUVmax : maximum standardized uptake
€ — value, AUC : area under the curve, ROC :
0 receiver operating characteristic
pT1 ‘ pT2 ' pT3

pT1 (h=34) pT2(=8) pT3 (n=20)
PET-T SUVmax V¥  3.98 12.1 13.2
(P (2.0-18.4)  (2.0-30.2) (6.12-31.1)

X2 pT HFHNZAI PET-T SUVmax O54F

BIFFE TR %77, box WO IE507$—
¥ ANEE, box FTFORBHRIZTSE L O
25— ¥ 4 V%R $, SUVmax :

maximum standardized uptake value,

DICFEWERE D K E L R A EMAZ5ED 7 (K2).
% Z T ROC Hifg 2 W pT3 FHlic £ 4 PET-

T SUVmax O % v b4 7{EZMET L7223, 6.120
B, SO 1 10096, FRELE 1 76.2%, AUC (Area under
the curve) : 0.880, P<0.001T, &b pT3 O
BEREWI Ebhrolz (K3).
PET-T SUVmax 12 X 2 @5tk o BEi 5
PET-T SUVmax=6.12% PET-T high# (n=
30), <6.12% PET-T low £ (n=32) & LT 2 #H
wH U7z (3R 3). Ffm, A, HEIBALICHE VT
M EEZRRO R o 70y, 3 HBENEEIX
PET-T high #£12% <, P LN @b 1.47(H
T, PET-T low BED0. 44U EREICE 15 72



PET-N (—) £ 0 TR HR TMRAT 12 250\ > 72 AT BT 2 00 S 93
%3 PET-T SUVmax 3|0 BEL&
e PET-T high PET-T low
ESE (SUVmax=6.12) (SUVmax<6.12) PiA
SfER] 30 32
D g (&) 65.1 (34-74) 65.6 (51-82) 0.780
T B/ 23/7 26/6 0.658
o B 7 /v TR 6/12/12 5/21/6 0.106
PET-T g (HERH) 13.5 (6.12-31.1) 2.82 (2.0-6.04) <0.001
S EipH D2/D3 18/12 30/2 0.002
B oo SRS etsy (4ipH) 56.1 (18-138) 38.8 (19-72) <0.001
HERE ) oo SEE S Sy (#iEE) 1.47 (0-8) 0.44 (0-6) 0.001
R R T
T T pT1/T2/T3 4/6/20 30/2/0 <0.001
NHEF pN0/N1/N2/N3 12/12/5/1 25/6/1/0 <0.001
MEAF pM0/M1 30/0 32/0 —
Stage IA/IB/IIA/IIB 0/3/6/6 4/20/1/6 ~0.001
IIIA/IIIB/IIIC/TV 9/4/2/0 0/1/0/0 '
ek e ib PN
ax(d; 3 G1/G2/G3 4/19/7 5/18/9 0.851
Y Lo (ly) 0/1/2/3 15/11/3/1 25/6/1/0 0.116
IR (v) 0/1/2/3 28/1/1/0 31/1/0/0 0.580
G1 : well differentiated, G2 : moderately differentiated, G3 : poorly differentiated
o P=0.002 %4 PET-T SUVmax Hlic 27 FHREN
. PET-T low(n=32) St PET-T high PET-T low -
{3_} ‘L\ SR 0 0 —
0.6 by, SEBLY S OSEIER 6 (20.0%) 1 (3.13%)  0.036
ﬁ """ T = - PR 12 (40.0%) 5 (15.6%) 0.032
i 04 PET-T high(n=30) SRY VTR 3 (10.0%) 3 (9.68%)  0.934
) TR 2 (6.67%) 0 0.138
0.2 MATENSEE S 9 (30.0%) 2 (6.25%) 0.014
00 EFFER 15 (560.0%) 5 (15.6%) 0.004
. ' T T T T T T T T T T '
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
mr (R) PET-T high B3 1561 (50.0%) & HECS < D
X4 PET-T SUVmax 6.12CE#IL L 7z EFF BB 2B (P=0.004). hTd, 48 >

A

(P=0.001). %7z, PET-T low #i21Z pT3 fEFNZX
7 <, pN KT8 & U pStage #£12 PET-T high #f
THEICHETLTW ., LxrL, MBENMEeY
VOREHRER, FIMBIRICIIEEZE I B o T,
PET-T SUVmax HC & /- EFEFAEFFHARM

ST ARED O BIZHAMNE 48 .54 A (36.0
K APS70.5% A) T, 14/34F/5 FEHFER
HAfX, PET-T low #£D93.8%/87.5%/83.3% 2
%tL, PET-T high #1360.0%/53.3%/48.5% &
BIARTH-72 (P=0.002) (X3).
PET-T SUVmax Az &7z R

PET-T low #DOFEFIE 5 H] (15.6%) ZxL,

Hi M TR 2 % <o 7z (P=0.03636 L O
P=0.014) (%4).

% =

a2 FYIBR T RE BRI xR, HilElo
WL CERBHEIDS  FHRAR TG EOX R &
L7z PET-N(+) ZWE D @ PET-N (—)FEH
I B BATHIERE DX RIER % FEREF O 5k
AU 7o AT OSSR, pT3 28 PET-N (—) fiEfH]
BT EHE—DTFERRTFTHY, pT3 FHICET 2
ROC f##r1c X » PET-T SUVmax=6.12Td» 1
X, 1009, FREET6.2% T pT3 ZfivHiic FHIT
X5 WL T2, FRIZBALTY, PET
-T SUVmax=6.120> PET-T high fEH1 % 2124
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T® PET-T low ERIZ b U IR LN 52 ¥
MWL FEARTHY, PET-N(—)»>D PET-T
SUVmax =6. 120EFNIM TG IC £ D BT
PRLBELFERRERTH 2 2 L RB SN, —
4, PET-N(—)»> PET-T SUVmax<6.120D%E
Bix 5 £ RFS 2383.3% & pStage I O T I i
L, fAMEZEREIC & 2 7RO LREEERIEZ L
EEZ o,

BERRER, IhE THRIBVIRERO M P
T & 2 FUEE % HIE L CHEIRFNCHTRTEE Y
fToh, ROV YA DBEPIHEI N T,
BEDAY « 7F ) ¥ AT, b, wi
BFEBEHREEDO W TN b PREUWET L LW I
EnE s T 0, #EITREREC U TIEAMHET
EHE+ FR O EER ARG & 2> Tw b, L L,
MHGEOREIZ DLV Y A v 2V ELTH—
EBDZENENIR &N TH DY, FUEH i B A
BEMEE2ET2HRETHL I 2HETLE, 5%
R OMANGIE X ZTEAEOE DM EA2 K5 X
EEH2 D,

BRYIER S Wi BREFEO FHREAF L L TiE, pN
i #0>' LN 2 % 2 (pN 1l #¢/%8 1 LN @
O, B IER LN S EECe »’EETh 5 &
Y D% OMEHND 558, LN SENHUE L TiTb
NBZEHAENZBWTIE, pN R b BE L T
HERTFTHS. LL, 20 pN EED IEHE MR
ZWIREE T, B OETERZENCE D W TG
OB 2 HIW T 5 Lk <, JCOGI907 LAKED T
PIETIEMTHT LB N UIBR AT EE D cStage 112
DEEFEITN T SFHERFTE L LT~ A A F 74
VTHRIN TV 200 BRTH 2, 2oL
TIE, PET-N(+)/(=)1c X 222 pN2 U_E (pN
% =3) DifiEBEFEEEREOMET TR LT, &
B, B, 2L UEEEOSTERETHS C
ERBRICHRE L TE B TH DC, B, LT
YIBR W RE B R 0 3 2 ARG O B LG PRI
£ LT, %9 PET-N Z#nc o v TRl bR
OHFIGDMERME 2K > T 5,

—7, PET-N(—)HEFNIX92.0%%% pN1 AT (pN
% =2) (N54.0%73 pNO) T, pN2 (pN {f#=3)
PLED84.6% %58 % PET-N(+H)ICtLLEEICTF
BRIFTH 55, LrL, pNO-1FEFITH->TH pT
HTFEL 21 ONTFRIFMET L, Worldwide
esophageal cancer collaboration (WECC) D% i
oo ENET - Ik 2 AEETHELRD
4627 N2tk & L7 fi#fT ¢, pNOMO o 5 &4 7%
KX pTis/T1/T2/T3=86%/79%/57%/48% T &
D, pT3 B TFERRTH -7, £z, BIOWETIZ

Bt

PNIMO I27: % & pT3 D) R 7 F#tk 5 FAEFR
FHI20%HTF LD TFERARTH 2, SEIOMK
NTH, PET-N(—) 04FR% pT WFCEIMLS
%L pT3EFITAERICEL, LEEMFHTH pT3
BEERTEBARERATFTHo7 (P=0.014). O F
D, PET-N(+) 1z < aiasE O fE Bt o x5 ix
pT3 &F z oz,

L L, pT3 OIEMELTRTRZEN IZER CT 2 EUS
ZRAWT ORI T 2 <, FRINERLAE W
TOWREETHD, I T, REEEOKE S EIED
%R LY, » OEBINFH o WEEL PET B0
% FDG 0 #£55E : SUVmax 12 X % pT3 ¥l izt
T 2 2ZWrRE 2 #EF L7z, ROC i B o iz v b
#+ 7 SUVmax {E136.12C, pT3 £z THl+ 2 =
EWVRETH o7z, ZOET 2 FECSERME U 7z o
Ti%, PET-T high D pN %1 .47 & 2
AT TH 2 bEb o TN FFKL, PET-T
low FEICHL L BREICTFEANR TH - 7z, pN (+)FEH]
X, PET-T low #To 7/32 1 (21.9%) XL,
PET-T high 1% 18/30 f51] (60.0%) & pN (+) 23
v iz, pN2 L EOEFD 6 fle %<, 3t
HEAIH S L LN SR cAREIcLZwIg Y
b S THEE LN B & O T IKesH 235 6
BERISBEAERICE o T, BB IITEEE O
T LNEBECHAOER 2 HERICE->TL 3
EHEHIE N, PET-N(—) &wz £% PET-T high
%~ 3 RER X systemic disease DIRFETH % & F
Zoniz, DB, EESEEE KT 5 PET-T
SUVmax 13 3 fEE O FH 72 B BT 1z Z o v
TFHRFHELTEREEZ .

PET-T SUVmax O F#ERT & L TOHE AL,
INETRKHBWL O0OHMELDH 2. EIMLT %
SUVmax f#1%4.5%21, 52 5\ 136.6% LR TH S
2, wihd PET-T SUVmax high##THEICTF
BARTH-7. LirL, WECC IZ X 24627 ADF
T B HIG O B IEHE B O T T, pT W+ Ik
pNO fEF 7 £ R FHE O X WESICB W TIEE
7 FHERT225, pN (+) 7 £ O FHRAR R OREHIC
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