G VAN

Journal of Isotopes

Vol.30 No. 2
May 2017

304 524
20174 5 A

PET/CT 7£ ¥ U B ¥ 45 3K 25 B 923
I r RN A

REE R OBFEX.ZLY

CHp T B R R 2 B T 5 — R e AR~ L 10T 3R 110001

TEE A SCATE A bR o P O i R FD T 2 8k = J7 EdE PET/CT T S5 R b i Ak 97 97 2507t 547 B 45
SR EW M PET/CT 474057 97 S0 A i 5 I AR 4l AS [8) Bi 98 R Ak o7 B 4 i 28 658 & 0 TR T B, X

WA T B i o ME R i T E 58 38 Bt — 2L B0 0E .

KR IE T R ST LR B8 (PET/CT) s SS R B s 4k y7 s I K7 S0

th & 4325 :R445. 6 XERFRERG A XEHS:1000-7512(2017)02-0148-05

doi:10. 7538/tws. 2016. youxian. 045

The Application of PET/CT in Predicting and Evaluating
the Therapeutic Response in Chemotherapy of Solid Tumor
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Abstract: Three aspects of the application of PET/CT in solid tumor chemotherapy
were summarized, including the selection of evaluation criteria, the proper time of using
PET/CT in the evaluation and the parameters of PET/CT in evaluating the response of
chemotherapy. It showed that when using PET/CT in the evaluation of chemotherapy
efficacy., suitable evaluation method according to the different characteristics of tumor
and chemotherapy should be chosen, and perfect designed researches needed to confirm
the conclusions.
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