Advances in Clinical Medicine Ifi/REE2##E %, 2025, 15(1), 1551-1557 Hans X
Published Online January 2025 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/acm
https://doi.org/10.12677/acm.2025.151207

RIaMEBIFIBRYIBR AR F5 Y145 PR 1% S8 77 A 350 Y
=& 19vid

K, RRE, ELm’

VR RS IR ER R, TR AR
PRI BB B il PRAMRH(E R Ko B & 5 I PR R e R BHECR 2258 — MR = Be), T4 Il

Wk . 20244F12 220 FHEM: 20254F1H15H; KA H: 20254F1H27H

HE

5 B R 8 AR M R P R I 2 —,  H ATRG BRI SI BRI AR R IT S B R R M R R it
WRISIBE MR EETB. RMEFRERS BESHANEMAME, XFWRSBHFIRERNAENTR
EEIRREER, FA NG AR B B E TG EREE . ARG AR F ARG
PRI E BT R BUE, NIXFR AT ARIT R B L.

XK ia
HIBURRAE, MIRHERTFIRRTIBRA, D%, F

Recent Advances in the Treatment and
Prediction of Positive Surgical Margins
after Radical Prostatectomy

Honglin Huang?, Yixiang Zhang?, Yeqing Yuan?

1Second Clinical Medical College, Jinan University, Shenzhen Guangdong
’Department of Urology, Shenzhen People’s Hospital (Second Clinical Medical College of Jinan University, First
Affiliated Hospital of Southern University of Science and Technology), Shenzhen Guangdong

Received: Dec. 22"%, 2024; accepted: Jan. 15", 2025; published: Jan. 27t", 2025

Abstract

Radical prostatectomy is the primary treatment for organ-confined and locally advanced prostate
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cancer, a malignancy that is one of the most frequent among men. Despite the possibility of positive
surgical margins postoperatively, this may result in biochemical recurrence or even a clinical pro-
gression of prostate cancer. Therefore, effective treatment and predictive strategies are crucial for
improving patient outcomes. The aim of this article is to provide an overview of the most recent
progressions in diagnosing, treating, and forecasting those with positive surgical margins after rad-
ical prostatectomy, thereby offering insight into how to avert and treat them.
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1. 518

SERIEHE A, TS B A R T ke PR A A A G el O PSR R R, LB R AE T SRR
PERR R HER SR =, DGR TIE[L. HAT, MRERVERT S BRDIER ARG Iy RS 38 5 Jm BRAE AN &) #3391 iy
e i e IR T T B [2] . ARG E AT SRR DIBR AR ) B b 72 B UTBR AT 51 AR RS BERR, RN R S AR AN
i FP R DI BR OIS DL T, R TT BEM R B % PR BE ) S S DhE3] . SR ik, e T AR R H S AR S5
b8 Ry A (F8) a8 £ 20 SR RN S ) AT R BRI A B AR KT, R IR DI B LA i 1 WA PR AN
AR 2 i AL ER [ 1) 4] o 22 3 Hede Ay, AESEBRAT AT AU BRI R T AR b, )G 2 FHPE RIS DL o EE 10%~35%,
AR R PI 2 T RE S| AHT S B OB AL 2 S A (5] BT BAR TR 88 U0 G B AR ) T 2 A5 6
HE, ZXEEARERIRRIGT E R E

2. PIEBRERIE X

Hig b, BHEFARUIGH E Oy Mgy REIGIZIMM LR, HAMRHEIMAEH AL EYVITF[6]. 28
MM, BOAHTFI R B Z IR, & R b — = LR L B i iR 58, Bl AR A i 271 B
B, AL, IXPER IR e A T e BN AT AR, BN AT AR T, BRI B AT A R L R
B, WRZ X IR R S5 M B RIS FE L. N T SRR HE R 1035, TESERRI TR, AE
[ i ) 7 AR 70 TR RG #1602 T BEANAHRE 1~2 mm [7]. BRI, R AERRIG P FT 2 AR DI AR bs A ) 28 1
RO, FARDGA SHOAERYE. fERIRSEE A, BHEEVIZ AT DRI AW — KR H M
V%, Wit ey SR ai s LA, FARIGE B IERMIE, TS0 %3 0 H 4
Mo F—FIGOLRMRMEMEYZ, X2 H T FAREEDANOF I 7R, NS e S Qi AR
A 200 R [8] R bR 4 L 5 A R 4530 (<0.1 mm), (E S By B S SR R e, B 2 R 4
AL F- B AT AT S SR, LR NBAPE[O]. ARIE BT B RRFE AR T 5% W i o 7 B, 841
A DK BRI ) X1 53 T Ao 1 51 R 5 e R i 7 B () PR DD 2% o (RIS, AT TR W DA BH 4
G R BE AR, LI R Rt (A BN T 3 =K 2 A (2 N kB K
#3d 3 mm) [10].

3. YIGBAMERIEX
PR b ks FAR VI PSAL WIEEA L 518k A EIRELLSH6RS | Gleason V14045 B HEE — 2
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VRN T 535 T30 0 B R AR, BRI D) 2 BRI TEBE R AR T — PPN 1R BEARFAE [11] o AR AH O SRR IE
FRPEFARUIGREATSIIR Ca LW R MBI K R 2 —[12]. — It sedh s on, FARUIGAMEEE MI4d
WEREAZZFN 93.8%, 1T RIUIGIHMEEFHN 79.9% [13]. Hollemans [ B\ ) — I [31 3 14 A 75 Xt 254
% 63.5 % BPRBIEEAT TV, SREIR, USRI 0 A P A 2 52 R AT DA ARAE — AN B TR0 48 b
[14]. Sangchui Lee BN 1733 449 S S4B /R T AR HH AL DI BV BPH M s i, 3L 5 4F
AR ALK S AFIE 2 530038 2] 90%F1 83.4% [15].

ANTRIFIAL YDk B S )% BA P A TRV AFAE T AR A BRI R A — . 5 HARSRAAH L, B2 (AT
A7) R JR) T B A4 1) 2 ke R A X 50 8 B0 52 R IKURE [16] - Evren BIBA[L71RURIE SE 47, 21T 41 JIR 3 i H
FIBH DI G B, 5 N RIAEY S E KR IE 57%. SR, 2R X 48 e BH 4 1) 20 ] b s LA X
B, (B35 E N AR E R ERAREN, R 28%. Athul John 1B\ OB 7845 5 Son, FAYED) K
FERAEY) 2 N IS R A 2 AR B — TR, T H, MBHMETF ARG KE#RE 3 mm B, HA
Y OB R ARG 2 B 32 T . WA F AR DIZ, FEFARMIIGKEMRT 1 mm Bk 4y
=R R AN R R4 v [ 18]

4. YIZPAMBETT

IEECABR DI AR MR AR VIR, HS5 NS RAEFVIRRR, FrLAmKR B FARYIZEA M
(1) 58 3 R — LI PR A8 i A2 2010 . AE B AT T BE M D) 20 8 3 BT T i e I T E R — bt . i &
Z, FEHJIFSEEE: 1) EEEKLAEE M 4 (National Comprehensive Cancer Network, NCCN):
fRIE NCCN #RHfE[19], FHXSUIZFITERIN A, BATHER A TE N 52 PSA K, [, FATE &)
(RSB 100 S HL P e A, A SEORIER N IIRTT 38, AN SE O 209705 . A8 IS IR B0 #EAT I
PRSZIG . 2) BRI IR 4R} 224> (European Association of Urology, EAU): {&k#5 EAU $5 75 i45 5 5 I[20],
TRATBRZN L AL LE N G P (RN 2% e I 252 PSA A2, IR th 1T LA RE SR TSR VR T« BETT
P REERORRIAIETT, HERSIN IR S BARRIR YT U BRI S IR PR AN B
TEBAT MR I PEAS . 3) [ Bm AT 271 e BF 72 B 2H (International Prostate Cancer Study Group, IPCSG) /)%
WO, MK IPCSG MibniE, XU RRAMEREA, FATEBUBATHSZHEHATT . MR IR
BOEE . IRTT RN T B IR ACIRGL . 79 B AE A 2R R A AT A A I VA

4.1. HEBIEYATT

RS E R E VS B AR G PSA 7K BT, MoRgo e, AR B, KR BRE,
BB, FARUIGIAMNSE. BT UGV 82 R EA MR, EARAERNEIE K EY
B, ATV S Hl B BRI TT R A A gk 3 . 2 U TR R B, Rl B AR BUR AT T i S A
AIRTIUY PSAL kb JRIFE o 93/ 4 By it RN /& oo A A ZR R B s RE AR ] o A B IBSURR T R 20%
A 100%17) 2 S 55 PR PSA FEAIK A TR B9 7K~F- o £E Bradley C. Leibovich &5 AKX 76 441712 [H VLR i
AT I — U 5 R IR S B TBORNA T 1) BB 5 RS R T I B 1 5 AR IR AN A TG R AR
R A2 88%AH1 59%, A A& M [21]. —WESF =BT IS, BEFURT G 25 44 pT2 Y2 At EL
pT3a. pNO. MO JAETCHE FEIRIUHY &, W BT HIBIYT, SR FERERY]: X TUIZMHLEE, 558
ARG PERT P BRI BRAAH L, MG 1R AT 2 BR DD BR A 5 14 B o7 v BAE KA e Bk AE A7 I [22] . Bhindi
[2315 NAE— T 20 FERIBE VBB [ RER B FliBIOT 5 B AE AR R RS ARG, 1% BAI A4 152
% pT2NO e HF ARG L HVER) &3 . Frik, X T aiSIE AR BIRYT, SBIEEG T 2 b i B 2
FBo ABSRAE IR PR ) 2 SR B AT i B o7 MAE A AN 2, B B0 N BEAT R BIELT, BE 21
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32 B FLABFEM R 2K (s BLAR DR 20+ IR 0 301, R T PSA 458)9R3ly, AR f s RO BT 4% .
4.2. FENASHbIATY

A R TT R EE HYIZBATE . = Gleason PE4r(Gleason ¥H4r > 7). MR 4» BI(n T3, T4)&E &
JARSHRRAE ) 3 o DI BRI 38 RS AT REAFER A S8 2 VIBR IR 40, R VA YT W] DU I BRI A A R
FACPRAM X LG i (1 AR — T SR, RS R A 20 A6 7 RT DA 25 AR DD & BH 1 B i A =
KA, FFE LR RKAEAAR[24]. 51— o, SBOT SEERIRIT S-S, gt — P itm )%
BH 1 5 3 1 A2 47 2R [25]

5. PEHMFARENETN

FERIE LR, VR 2 G RAD HR 22 D5 3 i e S5 RVA AT ZI IR DI B R 5 I ) BP0, x4t
DK 22 A4 PSA K- PRI Bt Gleason )32k AT FIRII /AN RERERERE « SRR A 1) F- AR 450 DA
FFRM T EE . EHRA[26]5 N —IUF FL R PSA > 10 ng/mL & EZEARF M EFE T, KilE >
200 mL A BHPET R UIZ ) EEAR S HMK T 7 Min Seok Kim 25 N\ (KR 78 A AIE W i 51 R4 AR 5 B 1 T
RUIGTCAIRNE[27]; BhAb, HLUERRIE . MRAZEE S . PIE AR R AR ST AR M OCR R BT g2 )
GRBAMER AR s RIS R 1 5T HERA L TN AR v6 L AT FU AR V) BRA S DI BAYE, BF AL BLIF R T & Pt A A .
11 CAPRA-S (Cancer of the Prostate Risk Assessment Postsurgical Score): & T~ Il AR A A4S, A FEAEHS
PSA 7KF. Gleason 732 MyBARFIMUIZARESE . CONEE DI — MR35, FHARYEAF 2 K T 2 FH 14
IR, Partin 3R7R: FETIRPRFFE(ELHE PSA /KPR BAFN Gleason 425) Ay B AE (BLFE DI 2RIk
AR AR, T T A0 50 R TR AR J5 ) 2% BH 4 1 KUK - MSKCC (Memorial Sloan Kettering Cancer Cen-
ter) TN 75 i 2 TR ISR 50 BR & A E ., W4l PSA %M. Gleason iFZ. Y)H T
0 DA K R (1) RN, b5z T AR YERT SR F ARG, )10 2 ILPH M ) £ AT TG o PN R A% 5,
n MRI RS MG, St 1 3 E 1045 B T 00 20 e (0 I A D) 2k FE PR PP o 80 70 T SR R ALE
MRS AR, SRR ECEE, T UAH B T ) 2 BH L 0 XU . 4 TA Bismar [28]55 A\ (IR 7R 81, i
A1 e P 35 DR 3RV AR 1 5 2H SR 5 U BH M 2 TR A AR DRI o 38t 20 A 22k DR 3R A% B 2R 11 7 21 245K
i, FTRUR IS V)2 BIVERE G AR bR 64, TSR AL SE AR I T o AR, N LR RE(ADN TR PRI K
JEBAPE D) 2 ) TSR T 8 TR A7 1) Ml IRl MLass o) Bk se R e m L. BEALAR MK
PSR L P VED) S BN AR 3] 1 T2 S o 1K SRR E I A AT R 2 (A A 6% . PSA KL Jibigd 4y
HEE) AR 5 B DGR G AR R 2. dn,  Kumar 25(2020) T & (I L A 2 ST R, RS AR 2
PRV AR AAE T BH 1 D0 25 P A, T R IA 3 85% LA F[29]. 2) IREEE S SRAR T TR SRR
B HPHZ 2% (CNN)TEEE 2252 G P IS H 3832 . Il IR a4 38 MRI AT CT BIHE, B
T RERS E SR A R RN Gk 45 B, Zhang 25(2021) FI FHR B 24 ST B - Hr i 51 MRI 1%,
R T YD TG R I [30]. X FHHAR REAS /D N AR 22, St e V&Pl . 3) HidkEiz
5 TR R SR AT s B T R ID S (EHR) I K, B2 B AR 12 N 20 Kt R 20
Al TN EHR HHEECHEMEME R, 150 H S BHMEDI S S RIEE RS R 2R . XM A e m T 11
DRI, HOoMIG IR B AR PR gt T 3 AT i) B B

6. YISGKFAMEEITRRS

FHPEFARIGA T AR T — R FRERAAE, AT SS /AR DI 2 10 R A
1) FARERRIEGE T R Z B A 2 . RIS IES, 16 F5 FARAR M BEALEHE AL
RIBHPEDIER R [31]. —BUR AL R o, 2207 10 JOLaS AT ARSI AR i 510 fidee o 8 i B2 D L A5 T 21

DOI: 10.12677/acm.2025.151207 1554 I IR 2= =23t e


https://doi.org/10.12677/acm.2025.151207

LM 55

38.4%, SR1M, Z1f1 250 KT ARSI FT AL 55 4] ) E A4 163k B A5 20052 24.9% [32].

2) EFARBTHAT AT ARG AFEF A G5 MRIL B, 77U
SEMRAR AT B, A BT T AR ) 5% BH A P RS

3) ARATHTALN 4 Wby 1 AT LAY A S5 U0 1R R SR« A F 5 A BRI E2L 45 P9 B A S 2, [ I s
DLl 11 5 BR AR AR IR [33] [34]0 X T U AR S5 DD 2 B JR 2, A BT mT DA S — PR T B
FHARAT 0T AT LA K B B I A A, kb 52 R R I 1 UGS
7. ¥Wig

ARV R 51 B D) B A 5 V1) 25 BH 14 A2 R 21 B v 7w R0 DL Il R, [ 2 i R S () R Sl AR
EYERTII A S VI BHPE 2T R B 7 J , FRATTIA A J5 V) 2 BH PR I R0 35 13047 B B 38 73
FE B AR ), RN AN ZAR A4S B EH WS TN R, BAREREDSN R4 %, It
A, FAR S VPGS D B RIE FE AR AR AT RN Y6 T SR 8L T B 7 1), i — 2B I ALk A B
TARAGIRTT 5E0E, Il 5 s B SR T L (YR T 45 RAN TS .
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