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Comparison of the Diagnostic Value between MAM and MAM with US in Diagnosing Breast Cancer
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Table 1. Characteristics of cases (N=89).
Benign Malignancy Total
P value
No % No % No %
Age (years)
>19 1 1.1 0 0 1 1.1
20~29 5 5.6 1 1.1 6 6.7
30~39 21 23.6 4 4.5 25 28.1
40~49 17 19.1 14 15.7 31 34.8
50~59 5 5.6 14 15.7 19 21.3
60~69 1 1.1 4 4.5 5 5.6
70< 1 1.1 1 1.1 2 2.2
Mean+SD 40.12+£9.98 48.5849.78 P<0.001%
Chief complaint
Palpable lump 26 29.2 28 31.5 54 60.7
Abnormal mammography 5 5.6 3 3.4 8 9.0
Breast pain 1 1.1 3 3.4 4 45
Nipple bleeding 0 0 1 1.1 1 1.1
Other nipple discharge 4 4.5 0 0 4 4.5
Unknown 15 16.9 3 3.4 18 20.2
DensityJr
Almost entirely fatty 2 2.2 2 2.2 4 4.5
Scattered
fibroglandular tissue 6 6.7 8 2.0 14 157
Heterogeneously dense 23 25.8 12 13.9 35 39.3
Extremely dense 17 23.0 4 4.5 21 23.6
Unknown 3 3.4 12 13.9 15 16.9
P=0.110"
Total 51 57.3 38 42.7 89 100.0
*By independent t-test, ' Density: Radiographic breast density, ¥ Comparison of distribution of radiographic breast densities by

Fisher’s exact test.
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Table 2. Result of mammography and breast ultrasonography.
Us*
Total
Negative results Positive results
Cases negative for malignancy
Negative results 27 5 32
MAM' Positive results 8 11 19
Total 35 16 51
Cases positive for malignancy
Negaive results 3 1 4
MAM Positive results 1 33 34
Total 4 34 38
Total 39 50 89

*US: Breast ultrasonography, " MAM: Mammography.
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Table 3. Results and diagnostic value of tests (N=89).

Tests " Total Diagnostic value Age-adjusted +
. . OR* (95% CI)
Benign Malignancy
MAM?
Negative 32 4 36 Sensitivity=89.5% 15.32
Positive 19 34 53 Specificity=62.7% (4.21~55.72)
Accuracy 74.2%
PPV =64.2%
US I
Negative 35 4 39 Sensitivity=89.5% 18.83
Positive 16 34 50 Specificity=68.6% (5.09~69.74)
Accuracy=77.5%
PPV=68.0%
MAM+US(A)
Negative 27 3 30 Sensitivity=92.1% 16.03
Positive 24 35 59 Specificity=52.9% (3.72~69.13)
Accuracy=69.7%
PPV=59.3%
MAM+US(B)
Negative 40 5 45 Sensitivity=86.8% 21.75
Positive 11 33 44 Specificity=78.4% (6.40~73.83)
Accuracy=82.0%
PPV=75.0%
Total 51 38 89

*OR: Odds ratio, Age adjusted ORs were calculated from logistic regression models, ¥ MAM: Mammography, SPPV: Positive predictive
value, "US: Breast ultrasonography.
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Table 4. Diagnostic values of mammography by age (N=89) & density (N=74).
Pathology
Factor Group Result Total Diagnostic value
Benign Malignancy
Age <49 years
itivity =84.
Negative 27 3 30 Sen31.tlv.1ty 84.2%
. Specificity=61.4%
Positive 17 16 33
Total 44 19 61 Accuracy=70.5%
PPV*=48.5%
>50 years
itivity =94.
Negative 5 ! 6 SCHSIItIV.lty 94.7%
i Specificity=71.4%
Positive 2 18 20
Total - 19 2% Accuracy=88.5%
PPV*=90.0%
Total 51 38 89
L F ¥
Density Non-dense breast
Negative 6 3 Sensitivity=70.0%
.. 9 Specificity=75.0%
Positive 2 / 9 Accuracy=72.2%
Total 8 10 18 PPV*=78.8%
Dense breast’
Negative 26 1 27 Sen51.t1V.1ty=93.8%
i Specificity=65.0%
Positive 14 15 29
Total 40 16 56 Accuracy=73.2%
PPV*=51.7%
Total 48 26 74

*PPV: Positive predictive value,
tissue, ‘Dense Breast: Heterogeneously dense+Extremely dense.

BT, 94.7% vs 84.2%, W= OR=3.83, 95% Al 3t
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test, P=0.046).
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Table 5. Characteristics of cases with intermediate mammo-
graphy results (N=21).

MAM?* result Intermediate All P-value
results

Age (years)

>19 0 1
20~29 2 6
30~39 7 25
40~49 10 31
50~59 0 19
60~69 1 5
70< 1 2
Mean=SD 40.80+10.15 43.73+10.70 P=0. 194+
Density*
Almost entirely fatty 0 4
Scattered 2 14
fibroglandular tissue
Heterogeneously dense 9 35
Extremely dense 5 21
Unknown 5 15
P<0.001°
us' finding
True negative 7 35
True positive 6 34
False negative 0 4
False positive 8 16
Total 21 89

*MAM: Mammography, ' By Mann Whitney U-test, i Density:

Radiographic breast density, §Comparison of distribution of density

by xz—test, ''US: Breast ultrasonography.
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ABSTRACTS

Comparison of the Diagnostic Value be-
tween Mammography and Mammography
with Breast Ultrasonography in Diagnosing
Breast Cancer

Sok Young Lim, M.D., Sang Jun Lee, M.D., Yong Kyung
Shin, M.D., MPH, Sun Nyu Lee, M.D., Jun Young Choi,
M.D., Dae Ryong Kang, M.S.*, Joo Ho Kang, M.D.**

Department of Family Medicine, Gil Medical Center, Gachon Medical
School, Inchon, Korea, *Department of Preventive Medicine and
Public Health, College of Medicine, Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea,
**Department  of General Surgery, Gil Medical Center, Gachon
Medical School, Inchon, Korea

Background: Because the sensitivity of mammography
(MAM) is lower in young women than in old and in
women with dense breast than those without, many
physicians utilize breast ultrasonography (US) with
MAM. But the addictive value of US is unclear. This
study compared the diagnostic value between MAM
and MAM+US.

Methods: Between September, 2002, and February,
2003, there were 89 cases of breast disease confirmed
by surgery, that had both MAM and US results. The
results of MAM and US were classifed by Breast
Imaging Reporting and Data System (BI-RADS) and
were categorized as positive or negative. Among the
positive results, BI-RADS Category 0 and Category 3
with recommendation of other test were regarded as
an intermediate result.

Results: Among all 89 cases, 38 cases were malignan-
cies. The receiver operating characteristic curves showed
non-significant increase in diagnostic value by adding
US to MAM. The sensitivity of MAM was non-signifi-
cantly higher in above-50-years women than in below-
49-years women and in women with dense breast
than in women with non-dense breast. Among posi-
tive results of MAM, 21 cases were ’intermediate re-
sults’. US correctly regraded 8 benign lesions from 19
cases of false-positive MAM and 1 extra malignancy

932 | IR EEER

with palpable lump from 4 false-negative MAM.
Conclusion: MAM is a valuable test in diagnosing
breast cancer. US is a valuable complementary test to
MAM in evaluating palpable lump with negative MAM
and intermediate result of MAM. (J Korean Acad Fam
Med 2003;24:925-933)

Key words: breast cancer, mammography, breast ultra-
sonography
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