FRR17TE10A 1 B

%34 E L ET R REES
B D PET 2

& W
EMEBRERE Y —8 3RHARE (EES)

1. Lz

ISF 7N0AuFAX v 7 A a—RFEDG)EEH LIRERT 58P b a v #E (Positron
emission tomography;PET) fMRE CHHEKOERMERITEGRELNDS, 1 0HEDE
Eokr (B, NER. EERE. 8. BBHE. BE. XBE. BHEelE.,
BV UARE, RRAAE) BIRLGHAATEY T 28, TAPADHEREZEHO
1 2HBNR2002 FIR/RBRERE R, T2 EBIZ AAROPET BRITAFEITHE X |
ERBILEY, ZRARZ Y =NV PET OBRBIBEE -/, PET DEEZH~DOX
BHREBRISASHESEOEBINBE N OHBTE>)Z bV, thoKRBR L KT
i D PET 2 ORI EIIE - BL HbITRELE D, REMNRHLE LV E2—-LAER
LRRFET 5, ~

2. EBH

CTOERIZLVOBEBEROBESM EL, BEEMBENLOERIRKNREEL
RHOBER LM L, BEREZ., LEIHRTOERDDIVECTHA FRLIZL
HERER TR ONRWR Y BRRHICHENAE CER Tk, FDG-PET iZ
LH5BHBERTHS, TROLEE~DO FDGEFIERBOAELZRLTEY ., E
BOBMELRBT S, PET CTHRMEORL, WEETARZ KOO FHREYE
n, BETHNITBRBEENEYIhEND,

iR Ei ¥ O FDG-PET BWHEIZOWT, X4 0B ZRBICHFERN LAY -
THYVABRREINLQ), THIZLB L, 1474 OFREEOBRRKLEFTRE - FEE

(ROC BHTICBVWTRELERERE L RBELDR) #891.2%, EEOZH LD
BRE - BFREL 96.8%.77.8% Th o7z, £LT, lem REDHBEEIZ SOV TOHREITD
FTHALPRVWHDOD, FDG—PET 3D EBERERICHTOIREORVREELETH
BEREATWS, —HFCTILLHERBZETIX. BIBEIRERE D, Thbb
BEXEL 9% EVEERBEINRTWS, LELBEORE. BRER. HKARE
RALLASMIZ B O BETRILBZ LW IZIEL 50-60%E SN TW3,

MO RE~D FDG EHF T, KB TEL . BHLERE TIEL< . 2LE & FDG
EFEBHEET I ERBLN TV, BICKEIHBLERE (BAC) TIHERBINIE
Wiz $HIC FDG-PET THRBRMEICR D Z &3 H 5 & Higashi bz XV BEINTWVWB(3),
Cheran & X FDG BEFBETARMEL B o B 20 FlIZ D WTET L. 7 ADIRIE.
6 ABS BAC CHLIZFE 4 DMBIBE o7, 206 19 FHITRATF—T 1 T, 18 AZIEEY
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BROFEHmNITON. FDGREOHEIL. B CTFREF THo@), X 0. 2l
DNV CFDGRBHDO L &L, BED LS X TREBFRBYMELO T, L
VI PUBRTHAROEEEE= S —THARBEENRFRETHILEXLLND,

BRBOTNELWSORBRLTEERENABRZ TR, BliEltvsur7r—Y
RENR2COREMR. FALE., BETIBETFARR CRERRZEBRT IHE
BMOLERZERBHZ2ToTREY, ., yYraf F— R, BERLVOBEEBEORIE
FBRIZLE W FDG £FBRLNBG). 201D, BWEOABROBWT 7 TixH
FEIZ L DABENBIBZLELR TR RECRREINDIERNARF DGEREMN,
FDG-PET IZ L 2 B2 OB ROBMER LWL 3,

3. mHIZH

CTTH MRITHEEOREZH TR U AEOKE IR E LCER & Ut
5, ERHDIVEER Icm U LEBIEL THBWEER RO THD, BBABRED
BRI, MEESCRME, BREMRER B OSHERSEL . RIGEDY v il
RRBRIEBRONDEENE, AREBHNITRHEL VWEIEH, ARILLRLE
Blem BX32BE. BEOY U REEXLSEBOENIRETHS, TLERL c
mUTTHEEDOHD Y R EEIEET S, ZODHERKICIEIRAEH S,

FERRY U AEIEBOBMBEEIZ OV THAY - TTF U VABFEEENLTVSEG6), 3
MIRAEORERIZOWTORAT— VW ORI PET 14 . CT 29 BE T L.
EHOBE - FRENL PET T 79%. 91%. CT Tit 60%., 77%7E >z, BiddA T,
Y REIDEBOARIZLVBRHNEDY, BERH#H - PEBKELEDD, BEOD
VKLY, BRERIBEESSOBRNRAEL R D,

PET B OIRBE S D L 5 REBE2EX D2 RRRBBREINTVS,
FIVEPLORESINEEERBMC L2 ZHRILBMMARETIT (PLUS LW I LHID
BRR) MEBEERVOBRE 188 A%, BEORERITITI N -6 AL ERIZMAT
PETHITH I N7 92 ALEEBIZEVZT. TLETNORE/FRCESHTHEF
RERTLL, PHROLEBHLE, ZOBRTE, FHRBBRICETS AR LOT
holeh, The bFBBUIROHBEEHNFRREFHTROENRTH LD
RBZY RRA Y PZBREEINT, TORERE. BEOREETORTHIEH CLVE
D 41% (39/96) TH B DIZRF L, PETEHITLEH T, AR TRVFENDS 21%
A9/92) > E VA TRVWENZ S1%BLTZ &N TE, ik p=0.003 THEZEL
Tholk, BHRFHROBA LV HBELZRAVWAZ LIZLY PET 0F AT EEBR
BLVWOBELTEFVRADULRADOEWFE TR SN,

PETIZ LB THRAOEREBORRFEAEIZOVWTHE, A7 — Y 30BAFIIfhL gk
LTEBMICEREBORREEREVLEDLNATVS, 2FOREREEZITIZ LR
TE& B PET OR[REMIIKRE W, L, £BHAZEBOBVRTIR, M 22REBRE
HarvirSAMRORTEH TERVWED MR LY LEERED B, FE TR,
FDG-PET+ /¥ MRI D AGHOEREE LV,
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4. TBEFE

AR T, FHBRLIBERORVERERTHEI LV IBEREH S, PETIC
X3 FMEEOBMERLBIRIZE YV FHHREOM EE FROBENHHFTE 5, PLUS
RRBEOLEHNRPRAELZ =V FRA VP E LTS, —F., (LFERIECBHRIBR
D PETIZ X D7, EHICFHLMBEDLRIERAT V23V MRIEDOPETIZL D
FHEBHRDNTHEINDE LS IZRoT,

Weber 513, B £ IVHOENIRMEEOBRET PETBI RS FF FREA %
MAEDbRTLERIE 1 3 — X% O PET ZLh#k L, FDG EMHENR 20% U EIETF LD
® % metabolic response & L7z, 7NVa—RBREDORZA PVRARV R %, BEEED
EEFEMmE (CTRYIZLDYA AOFM) THEMEL, BRERL L, 1 a—RKT
# @ metabolic response tX. FHRE 95%. HRE MU TEKEREZTFATE, £
metabolic response DE LN IEH TIX, ARICHERERBETOREB L CAEFRED
Ehole, LT, 1| 23— RZ%® metabolic response #2352 L2k 0. HIEAOHE%
HEBRMICHETE, RERHOHA T ba—A~DERER R/ TCEE LHRAT
W5 (8), MacManus b i, 73 A/bERED L IBURRBEROMBLCE 708 Z
AIZ.PET L CT#MITL., MEDOFMEEGFEREZ LB L, CT-PS- KE - KRR
CLHIIEEBMITETO L. IWREO PET O EOLRNEF AR L AROEBE R
L7z, B9 % 0 PET XA % O CT. HH. BEMPS RLXLV bENL-FETRARF
ThBHERRLTVBO),

5%, (bEHESEEOT T Fa—VIZ PET REEBMIZHZAENL., B O R
ERBEZEOBNTE ba—V~OFEERTLRD LI IERB LHAFENDS,

5. B2

HEOBRMERER, BEACEBLCTOERPET L0 HEV., CTRZIZOVWTIE
BRLOBMELUE, Fe 2RFAXRTORL TV, PETRZIZOVWTIREDL bWEE
ERRALLLVWIBEDHLT, HERLHANE, BOBR~OHRZLITH>VTiR=Y
FYARZLVORERTH S, —FH. BAORAHLIX. 2FOEFEORHEH R
BPETIX, ThihizAY vy bEHD, BECHLIRER EPET OFH AL EAL,
BOFETHA—THRIETShERRIZRY 55, #HELEX MIBET LA RVO
T, PRETRENIRBOLDIARITTHD,

6. ¥£¢8

FDG-PET TiX. CT R L BEENRBHEZH V. BoRBEFRICL52H%2 LR
ThHhZEizkY, BEERFOZHEEOM EBHSTE S, BN, VUi - E
REB2ZE ., BRZH. BETHECLFOREZHCERATH 5, ZEREOR LB,
XV EG BRI ORBIR, BEZTHROUBIZERT I Z L BHFIND,
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