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The diagnostic value of enhancement parameters of contrast enhanced spectral mammography for breast
lesions HUA Bei, WANG Yong,LIU Zhai,et al.Department of Radiology and Nuclear Medicine, the
First Hospital of Hebei Medical University, Shijiazhuang 050051 ,China
[ Abstract] Objective: To compare the diagnostic efficiency of conventional mammography BI-
RADS classification and contrast-enhanced spectral mammography (CESM) BI-RADS reclassification
for breast lesions and pathological subtypes.Methods: The pathological and CESM images of 201 cases
with breast lesions were retrospectively analyzed.Chi-square tests were used to evaluate the diagnostic
accuracy of enhancement degree and pattern of breast lesions. Kappa index and chi-square test were
used to analyze the consistency and diagnostic efficiency of conventional BI-RADS classification and
CESM BI-RADS reclassification for breast lesions. The diagnostic sensitivity of various histological
subtypes was compared between the two groups.Results:71.68% of breast malignant lesions presented
strong enhancement,no or weak enhancement can be seen in 80.68% of the benign lesion (P <C0.001).
Among the benign and malignant breast neoplasms, there were 63.64% vs 6.19% in pattern [,
26.14% vs. 17.70% in pattern Il ,and 10.23% vs. 76.11% in pattern [l (P <C0.001,respectively).The
diagnostic efficiency of CESM BI-RADS was significantly higher than those of conventional BI-RADS
(P<C0.001), the sensitivity was 94.69% and 78.76 %7, specificity was 89.77% and 53.41% , accuracy
was 91.33% and 67.66 %, respectively. The diagnostic sensitivity of CESM BI-RADS was higher than
that of conventional BI-RADS in the subgroups of invasive ductal carcinoma,adenopathy,fibroadeno-
ma,and intraductal papilloma (97.80% vs. 83.52% ,P =0.001;81.82% vs. 50.00% ,P =0.016;93.33%
vs. 60.00% ,P<C0.001;85.71% vs. 35.71% ,P =0.016).Conclusion: CESM BI-RADS can integrate mor-
phological and functional characteristics of breast lesions,and effectively improve the diagnostic effi-
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ciency of mammography for invasive ductal carcinoma,adenopathy,fibroadenoma,and intraductal pap-

illoma.
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