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[ Abstract] Objective: To compare the imaging quality of multi-sensitivity encoding diffusion-
weighted imaging (MUSE-DWI) and single-shot echo planar imaging diffusion-weighted imaging (ss-
EPI DWI) in lung cancer.Methods: A total of 44 patients with lung cancer who underwent chest mag-
netic resonance imaging in the Affiliated Hospital of Yangzhou University were continuously collected.
Ss-EPI DWI and MUSE-DWI images were obtained, and two observers performed subjective visual
qualitative assessment of the image quality of the two DWI sequences, The evaluation indicators in-
cluded lesion identification,image artifacts,degree of deformation and overall image quality.In terms of
objective evaluation,signal-to-noise ratio (SNR),contrast-to-noise ratio( CNR),apparent diffusion co-
efficient (ADC), maximum transverse and longitudinal diameters were calculated and compared. Re-
sults: In terms of subjective evaluation: MUSE-DWI sequence was superior to traditional ss-EPI DWI
in lesion identification, image artifacts, deformation degree and overall image quality, and the differ-
ences were statistically significant (P <C0.001).For objective evaluation; MUSE-DWI sequence showed
higher SNR and CNR of lung cancer lesions than those of ss-EPI DWI,and the differences were statis-
tically significant (P <C0.001, P <C0.05).There were statistically significant differences in the maxi-
mum longitudinal diameter of lung cancer between the two groups (P<C0.001).There was no signifi-
cant difference in ADC value and maximum transverse diameter of lesions between the two groups.
Conclusion: Compared with conventional single-shot planar echo diffusion-weighted imaging, MUSE-
MRI can improve the image quality of lung cancer,reduce artifacts and geometric deformation in lung
DWI images,improve the SNR and CNR of lesions,and improve the clarity of anatomical details and
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lesion boundaries without affecting ADC value measurement.

[Key words] Lung neoplasms; Diffusion-weighted imaging; Multiple sensitivity encoding; Im-

age quality control
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