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Comparison of application of ultrasound automatic breast volume scanner
and mammography in the diagnosis of breast cancer

PENG Bo
(Department of Ulirasound ,the Sixth Peoples Hospital of Chengdu ,Chengdu 610051 ,Sichuan,China)

[ Abstract] Objective: To explore the application of ultrasound automatic breast volume scanner ( ABVS) and mammography
(MG) in the diagnosis of breast cancer. Methods:The ABVS and MG imaging data of 120 patients with breast masses were retrospec-
tively analyzed and were compared with pathological results, and the diagnostic efficacy of ABVS and mammography was compared. Re-
sults : There was no significant difference in the detection rate of positive breast masses between ABVS and MG (P >0.05). The sensi-
tivity , accuracy and negative predictive value of ABVS with 93. 06% ,91. 67% and 89. 58% were higher than those of MG with
79.17% ,79.17% and 71.70% in the diagnosis of benign and malignant breast masses (P <0.05). There was no significant differ-
ence in the accuracy of ABVS and MG in the diagnosis of stage O breast cancer and stage 1 breast cancer (P >0.05). The accuracy of
ABVS in the diagnosis of stages II,III and IV breast cancer was higher than that of MG (97.67% wvs. 79.07% ,P <0.05). The accura-
cy of ABVS in the diagnosis of lymph node metastasis was higher than that of MG (77.42% wvs. 41.94% ,P <0.05). Conclusion: AB-
VS has better diagnostic efficacy than MG in the judgement of benign and malignant breast masses, performance of TNM staging and a-
nalysis of lymph node metastasis.

[ Key words] Breast cancer; Ultrasound automatic breast volume scanner; Mammography ; Diagnose
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