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[ Abstract] Tumor stage and lymph node involvement are the most important prognostic factors for
patients with locally advanced cervical cancer. For cervical cancer, gynecologic oncologists generally apply the
criteria of the International Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics ( FIGO). However, in the current FIGO
2018 staging system, stage I C is based only on the anatomical location of metastatic lymph nodes, without
considering local tumor factors and other lymphatic status parameters, which limits its prognostic significance to
a certain extent. The aim of this article is to summarize the influence of local tumor factors and different lym-
phatic status parameters on prognosis and treatment options for stage I C cervical cancer.
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2.1 BEBMEREZ

FIGO 43 1 2 B} B2 AL WAL 1l 5 F U 3R 97 7
FWEAR RS, 2020 4F, REBEKAS Z RS
( American Joint Committee on Cancer, AJCC) ¥ #i
I3 TNM 73 BB 255 9 Wi, 5 FIGO 2018 43 1 R4t
—3(, FIGO 2018 M C ¥ CC 7F TNM H X 1 fl) & TX/
TO/T1~3-N1/N2-MO 8, Hrp T 25 g K/ h ik A7
19438 . Matsuo 25 44 A SEER ( Surveillance , Epide-
miology, and End Results) %(# % op 4] CC & 3t
11733 f, #R4E T 4% M C1 3 264750 2 0 07,
KBS R AFERAT Wme (T, 74.8%, T2,
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(Tl: 72%, T2: 63%, T3: 41%, P<0.0001) F11I
C2HIHEM S 4 PFS (T1: 62%, T2: 32%, T3:
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McComas %110 9l A 36 [ [E 55 50 1% 17 173 4] CC
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T2bh, 1B #IAY 1.835, 1.334, 1.480, 1.619 {5, %
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nodes, LODDs) J&f % K HMITERR",

2.2.1  PHPEM LSS B
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nPLN K 1~2 DHI>2 4 nPLN BH 1 5 4F A 1R R4
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M170.2%, H 1~24 PLN BEWTG 5K LAk E
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"B SR A0 Mg R A ST FUS R
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LNR 4 nPLN /i nELN B Hu i, 38431 58 0
LNR [t nPLN 7£ W00 I C 9] 58 2 /9 0S 5 ifif 5 2%
ARG, @ OLNR S C W CC B AR
JFHRC KR IR TL44 T oPLN 5
nELN, HWHZ T35, R, LNR A IFAGE
W LA R g, BN, 7E nELN B RRMER T,
LNR BB T BE SO B0 MR, BTz ik e &
THHF RS B LNR BB, — RS A
T 3325 HIMC W, 07 LNR fH{U R 0.0625%,
PAEAY LNR 37 “AH” B nELN I, {H nELN 1/}
ARG,
2.2.5 LODDs

LODDs M55 %52 log [ (nPLN+0.5) / (nELN-
nPLN+0.5) ], HALHIE TREMS X 70 B A M W LNR
R, R LNR 45 F 0 5 1, LODDs {54775 4% 5%
PECO ) RILRE S X TR N B MBS, Yi
227 RIS R, LODDs AR G 3 CC B A
TG A 8 br, 5T LODDs B3I KT 0S A
A RAFRAERR B
2.3 HMAE

XFF FIGO 2018 M C ] CC B3, Bx LikH &
Gh, IR, SRR, EARAEEY . R E
E iR E . ANFLLk W (human papilloma virus,
HPV) RS RFE S5 s %YM ¢, i, 7€
B C 8 CC p, AHEE T 098, M P55
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TURTHE Mk 2 b O BT SR 52, AR T 45 R )5 Fr 26 1k
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ARIIBT TR WSS EZERNR, H
", SNBSS (external-beam radiotherapy, EBRT)
BATFMLIT, BRI E0f)T  (concurrent chemoradi-
ation, CCRT), LM MBI T (brachytherapy,
BT) R IC IR brikinyr ik BB H AR
P4, EBRT O 28 N = 4k 3 e 78 S iR 58 56 3R 07
(intensity-modulated radiation therapy, IMRT) / KIE
R 5 SR JY (volumetric modulated are therapy,
VMAT) ; T 2D % BT &8 3D EE 51 5 Hid
VLR B i IR JY  ((image-guided adaptive brachyther-
apy, IGABT) FrAX, KR5S SHEIT (image-
guided radiation therapy, IGRT) 7EREAK 7 IEA R
WL, DA 6 T AR DE S B Oy T R AR A
A1, IGRT FI IGABT %5 &, TEREAR AT A I KR
A TRIERT AT A3 B de A e 0 4 T % AR AR A R
BEAN, BTy i R R ol AR BRI
SRR, B 1 REE 3 1 REUR I 2% 5 7
HEARTR M

3 FIGO 2018 NIC HEHIEMIANIAIEIT R EE

Jry vl F g LA R gt B 4 4R 2 3 AR IR 1 R AG: A
FAR AT PEAL . Knoth 2874 BB 5% £ W], MRI fI
I R IR A5 2 [MIFEAE 27% 199 25 5, MRT AJ 58 o
b PPAG iR /N B 55 T B S R A )
R U 3 IR A A A SRS B AR PR AL I
B4 3 B HOE B2 Rk, B >8 ~ 10 mm |
WRELZEIRR . %, (F9mES, xR, PET/
MRI WY R (94.74%) . ¢ (93.33%) FfE
i (93.88%) ¥ji T PET/CT, MRIV .
VAl bR I/INFIIbK S5 RS T E BB IR T SR
MEZENE, WG  IRIEHEF AR (radical sur-
gery, RS) FI/SK CCRT, RS RAHHRIAHET 2 WA
(radical hysterectomy, RH) +I LA ( lymph
node dissection, LND)

3.1 MCp BEHKIETT

MCp BELTARIFMHE, Rili FIGO /M H
I B1~2 WILL K364 T B3 A1 T A1 ], RS+CCRT 2
Hw Wiia sy X, ARJFH ) CCRT 7T i % §2 5
ITCp 1Y 5 4F 0S, HAMIRYy I Ul d . RS+EA4L

1256 November, 2024

Y (radiation, RT) ., RS+HL4ifkJ7 ( chemotherapy,
CT) . RS+CCRT+JL[#E CT, RS+FHRMALIT (sequential
chemoradiation, SCRT, U7 /& W/ A 3H 424k )7
+ BB B BI LYY (neoadjuvant chemotherapy,
NACT) +RS+RT/CT,

GART R B E55 R, BEAE ST IGGE RS B
FEATRI G CCRT BU5E i RS J5 #E17 %6 Bh M ik Ak 7 114 1
P, HATHE pE 2 — R =57, SR, Wenzel
SR SCEREE R R, BRIRTT RS AE AR B
KRR IFRAE A T AT AR A S e T C
E
3.1.1
g

— I T3 BE AL BRI RIS (STARS) A T
4l RT, CCRT { SCRT 1E N4 BIAYT RS J5 &/ Hh KU
FIGO 2009 I B~ T A #] CC HE (n=1048) MK
s, @B EW, S5l RT, CCRT 4AHH, SCRT
HEH 34 DFS RERF, ARKESERESE, 5
gl RT 4UAH G, SCRT 414 & WS — 2 B IK A 0S
Wl ek, SR, H4f RT, CCRT 417E DFS 8¢ 0S Jr
[E U =S e = A ) = , Soochit Al g
AR RS M Cp A&, $5 10 3 FiGyT 772U
0S Ll &2 5, H58a RT ML, SCRT nJ i3
DFS; ifif SCRT #15 CCRT #4Hf% DFS KA M L& X F .
K, SCRT Wl ge2&—Fpal B AR5 BT rl, |
SCRT 1 CCRT M4 A7 22 ATy T e 2F — 25 10 iy s 4
e AR DA Ak T 8y o i ) HE A
3.1.2 RS+CCRT 5 RS+Hi4fi CT 7 & HL#

gl CT AT RfE cC BE BT, X TR
AP (TNM 4810 TI/T2 1) TC1 W cC B3,
T1 #§ RS+CCRT 415 RS+H.4 CT 4115 T 25 5%,
i T2 W AR5 AUAT CT 7l BE 2 S 305 AR
— Sl X TR AN, TTRER R E AR R
PR 2R G0 I 8 7™ A3 1T e B AT RS+
gl T, BEHEATSRKE, ERGHA T Rt A R Y
HiIX, RS+l CT W] g —Fh A BRAYIAIT HEHE T |
3.1.3 RS+CCRT 5 RS+CCRT+JL[E CT & i

H T CCRT {8 31 CT 7T BE TG 2 MR BR Vs A 1 i
IR, W TR RAEARE (W0 nPLN 3 2 5[] i)
TS 553290 , 78 CCRT JR#E4TULRE CT n] BERENS Bk
HERE WG, Zhong % [ T 1M Cp HE & 1%Z LA
CTHITR, A HBEANJG HIZH B CCRT, B 417
RS+CCRT J& M52 3 AN HAZEILIE €T, 451 1
78, X nPLN>3 AN/ F7 7Rk KK A jiZ i/ = 1/3

RS+SCRT. RS+CCRT 5 RS+#.4fi RT 5 %&
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6] RV A R, B 419 DFS #1 0S T A 41, Kwon
AU RIS | Zh I nPLN>3 1] 88 s b 5 7% XU I
4% DFS, T2 CCRT+IL[E CT, Kk, RS+CCRT+
U CT, X 45 1 5 f £ 1) i Jed oz &b 5 7% T R 2
AHA, (DR PRSI HIUE CT J5 3 ~4 S g
il ) Sz A % L K B T i 32 15 L
3.1.4 NACT+RS+RT/CT

KHILIK, NACT —EAEAES I, NACT B
FEF AT BEARIE KN INF AL L, B NACT [H]
FERT AR S A B SR R AR 28 R TS e R S 4 1)
TRIT MG AR ) . Gupta ) AT T NACT+RS 5
CCRT 7EJ R0 CC & iy r 2, %I NACT+RS
JEARESAL DFS A A7 3k 25, SR OS AHEL, — I
Z U ETHEE I R (NCT03308591) HFSY T AT
P B3 ATl A2 BRE R TS, &I NACT+RS 41
5¥IH RS 41 5 4F 0S Hl PFS AL . Ye 17 g A
4086 {7 Il C ] CC B &, WITHIRIGIT 45 T RS,
NACT+RS Hl CCRT f iigd 2= i 5, S 2H 43 A Sk s
NACT 5 5 4F OS I DFS FEfILA 3¢, NACT e el Il
CRFARMAEAMA R, FIERE NACT/ERIIC
B IWILEIRTT J7 AN TR,

ik, XATEAr RS, R EF-Z=Cp 1Y
CC #3#, RJGHIBY CCRT AT, SCRT 4
5 CCRT A ¥4 spafi RT 520 CT 4158 & 345 4y
WA R, HWABREEFERETL R E 20, RS+
CCRT+YLE CT X T = fa ABFHs A, B
PEAE LI CT J5 35 RIVE F X R T 32 15 00 . T
NACT BER TGN F AL S, BN C B S
TS M AN — 3, T B — 2D OFE BE 2 4 0 D
UER
3.2 IICr BEMIETT

MCr B A BiG 22 K" CCRT RH F 5
BIT A, HoAb R Y O X i€ 5. LND + CCRT,
CCRT+Hi Bt 75 Y B AR (‘adjuvant hysterectomy,
HT) . NACT+RS/CCRT, RS+RT/CT,
3.2.1 CCRT. LND+CCRT 5 CCRT+HT J5 % LA

CCRT A% #L EBRT 258 45~50 Gy, Honl4%
HIBAA /NI 2556 RS, (AR LI KBk e s, —
TGy o UE M =15/20 mm 199k E 45 0 KBk
ELZET R Heml ok ) B itk EL 45 R K EBRT 7 &,
B R X SR A% B i U, AR, VIBR
KB ZE T3 5 CCRT MYYTRL, i i 7 = ilor
SIE M FEERY M Uterus- 11 BF5E & B, 1GI7 AT T
AR (AL DIBR R Hk L 45 ) Xt R ER g ce /&

# PFS I 3250 (H Uterus- 11 BF5E 40 A Y =) 348
M4 CC AL 45 FIGO 2009 4+ I/ 11 B ~ IVA ] H %,
CQGOGO103Mf5% (NCT04555226) J&—Ti £ HuL A R
W PEREHLY BGRE )  & T FIGO 2018 T Cr #1
BEHZ LND+CCRT 5 #.4f CCRT MAAr45 ), H
RIZE SR M AR A, Beah, oo B EEZ T
CCRT+HT 5%, M T CCRT i 5 194 AE AL 4 £F 4
b, AR S5 H B0 0 185 e 42 1 J5 e P 3 1 DX
B, b, 48R AR HERE CCRT+HT™
3.2.2 NACT+RS/CCRT

T NACT &, UATCr ] CC BE MBI
BARA B, FREX R 20 R/ cc, A FIGO
2018 I B3~IVA # CC, #4558 /R NACT 41 8% #E 1
JEITHIF TS, HAT AR S R AE L Lou
SEUURTSE T HE52 NACT+RS WM Cr/p 1 CC 3%, /&
FEONT iR, AR SO B A5 R 2 R AR I
m, YR RERM, Wer (+) ~TMCp (-) BHEM
lCr (=) ~MCp (+) BEHELTHEBG], —FA
FRIGI425, s, WMer (+) BETTRE
XFNACT Wy f b 4, I Cp (+) M5 Cr
(+) EZ, WL, NACT Wk RE N S EMIEFRZ
] AR SR I AR —2K
3.2.3 CCRT 5 RS+RT/CT &I

Ramirez 255590k , Me-T1 MEFEHEZ RS 5
SAERAATRE K 90% , M Cr H R T 43 B4 41K,
RS RJEHBAIT G, 5 CCRT ML, FARIBIT
M3 TE T A 8V Bk AL 08 B £ 40, 3R A5
TORMER R B B AR AT IR R,
FAR WG IR IIBEE T CCRT, HiAT, ZHXK
S0 A B BE BEOE #E F B B C-CRAL X 1
(ChiCTR2000041315) , B7EPHlA4% Il Cr 7E M 19 CC
BE W IR IAIT % RS B CCRT B9 % &P F A L
PECS BT S AR R RE DT, BRI AL E 1R
RS, Ha 1A AR,

XL 25 SR fB A AT AR TR YR YT R AN A B
f, WA R iR AN T Cr SR 2k 2 FARILE
SRR T 20300 B b R ik EL 45 Y JE il B AR it — 2 2
Mk EHEaE R CCRT, Rl M Cr RF R 2R
FEakes . B, T o 8s/NE, ATES: RS fE NP1 R
RIT s MR B REUREL 25, MR S
S A] % #% LND+CCRT,

LR RS, FARAAMINTHE, FHAM LACC
( Laparoscopic Approach to Cervical Cancer) R 45
T, CC B I BB A B 1Y RS g 24 45 4R 22
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TRIREE AL A T EE, TA A RI0kE e 240 i 1 1)
FARE AR BT A RS 5, HBUS 5HE RS
FHO0 SR, ATIIEEAE R, BEAERLR] RS ]
AN 28 5 e, sScE TR BT E i a) o, el
RS () PFS 4R K TP IE RSV 124 M ik, M
Fr i v HE R LACC IRI0 85 5, ik, BB B, )&
T AL M Cr B, 47T RSYARYY, NMUIFIE
HMF ., XFT LND+CCRT, @] LND 2%4n), BHA
£3FER CCRT (AT AL

4 INEE

— AR I R G AR BT A LR, A
(RS Z AL R I TS AR AL, W] R FH AL T itk 17
R AR, EET FIGO 2018 TG HA LAk B 45 i fit
PO E AR, 1R T AL PN ] ) TS A AR S T
TERIARIRTT IR T T, #E— R0 TG A e XU A
&, IR HIREE AR IIRIT T R A R T 2
TR P AL

EEEH: DA whk sk, ERX TR
BE, AW A KRG BE, ST AL T,
PIEEMR, AL H FRARAEFZ TR

O

2 % x #
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