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Evaluation of CT examination, using the images of 35 cases
with primary and metastatic liver cancer.

Hiroko Maeda, Hirofumi Ishida, Shigetoshi Shirakawa, Wataru Kutani,
Tsunehiko Sakata, Akira Yonemitsu, Kouichi Yamazaki, Takeshi Kawali,
Hideaki Nishigami and Hiroaki Akagi

Department of Radiology, Osaka Medical College, Osaka, Japan

Research Cord No.: 514
Key Words:  Computed tomography, Liver cancer

The usefullness of CT examination for the diagnosis of hepatic mass lesions was evaluated by the
readings of CT images of 35 cases with primary or metastatic liver cancer and of 23 controls.

The readings were carried out by 10 radiologists (6 specialists in CT scan except liver—A-group, 4
nonspecialists in CT scan—B-group), and rates of correct diagnosis (RCDG), correct detection of

mass lesions in the liver (RCDT), and ratio of RCDG to RCDT were calculated.
In group A, RCDG, RCDT were 60, 75% respectively and 32, 559, for primary liver

1)
cancer, 44, 729, for metastatic liver cancer.
RCDG, RCDT in metastatic liver cancer were higher than those in primary liver cancer.

2)

3) In primary liver cancer, RCDG, RCDT in single lesion were higher than those in multiple
lesions, but in metastatic liver cancer, RCDG, RCDT in multiple lesions were higher than those in
And as a whole, RCDG, RCDT in multiple lesions were higher. Those radiologists

single lesion.

were used to consider that single lesion was primary and multiple lesions were metastatic.
4}  Doctors in A-group showed better results than doctors in B-group.
5) Artifact in CT images decreased RCDG and RCDT, especially in B-group, and had no

effect on false positive cases, but increased the occurance of false negative cases.

Trial of decision of primary or metastatic in 30 cases showed a possibility of differential

6)
diagnosis of hepatic mass lesions up to 75%,.
Therefore 70-80%, of hepatic mass lesions were detected from only CT images and 75% of those

detected were diagnosed in quality.
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L [keoic

£ 5y RS Wi R 25 5 CT (computed tomography)
DB S TRk, S o £ RS b A
R IR T5D, RIEMEBRBCIIIHEE -
TUNTEle,

= DIHITIFZED W b fEflo CT g%
W, TRE O &2 ded TiTY, CT ffo
iR AT - o, WS & LB I s
T ARADOEETHY, HERIEE CIUREDF
EFELE WD THS. HH LHEL, 3
[RB D FEERE, EEEE & BRI oEA %
B, TTORREIhTWA AT -7y CT
B U< B4 LER L.

& 0 CT oW THEIREHEL0R 2 T hEh
37 LT CT 02 & 5 RERFT RO & 2l
1T\, Fha#E L CT g o BRI %
M & L7

n 5 &

AERI524E 2 A EMI CT 5005/12 % 2¢E 1L
3, 53MET HETCI4To7c CT Murid44384k+#
(Table 1) THFlEZ 04 & Li-0113858 (213
E@D ThHhoTc.

FFigieo CT iy, A9 A AlF13mm, AF A
AR 10~20mm, 1 A5 4 A0, 8A5 A4 A
1L LTERL, CT 413320320~ ) v 7
AL LTS T — 7Fedigk Lic.

Table 1 Number of CT Examination
(January, 1977— July, 1978)

Anatomical site No. of examination
Head 3007 (67.7)
Thyroid 61 ( 1.4)
Chest 225 ( 5.1)
Liver 385 ( 8.8)
Pancreas 239 ( 5.4)
Kidney 98 ( 2.2)
Bone 114 € 2.5)
Prostata 88 ( 2.00
Genitaria 142 ( 3.2)
Others 79 (1.8)

Total 4438 ( % )

483—(17)

Table 2 Final diagnosis of 58 cases

Final diagnosis | no; o | No- o | g
Prirnary liver single | 12(21) 17¢29)
cancer multiple 5( 8) 8
Metastatic liver | single | 6(10) 18(31)
cancer multiple| 12(21.) '
Normal and Hepatocelluler ,
diseace £ 25(40) | 23(40)

Total 58(%)

o Ol b RS C R © MESL L7 S
P Q7ED, R 8D, ZO IR
(Frffatk Bz ats) (2361) O56fER] (Table
2) #FY, &FEMHE IVC (independent viewing
centre) 12 J b 2% window [i§200, window level
20, —#ix window 1100, window level 2004
fECHBIYZ 54 22 =&V, 2HDFR2Y)
T4 NACAATAADOHBAFT A AD CT
P U< PERE LERHE L,

CT BoFMIBEHRERED > AH CT
BAECHF LTV 50, FREEME LTuwicw
bo 6% (AR, HE CT ffCfE L Twis
WD 44 (BRE) BrhZhinr LTT- 1.

TAER L LTBHA LT RO b BEEWINT
DAS A AES L HAR % BRL, RREEL
A, BIRER, REGUHIRALER LTz

WZE DR DOHE LA DL CHRE LIIHEEAL
ECRE ORIy —E T 25BN QB &L
EFHF OHAIRE O DFRMWD fo v D& B
(IF) & Lo, X3 DRIEOBEIRKA DR
OB OBHMNIE L 2% Ths T &N
ol ShTws e il GB) & Lic. B
(IE) WgHifnisi & a8 L, i B
DHETHY, BWiRD Bkl i< —B 3 52
FREEME L T 5 BETi B2k (3R, il
GR) & Lic. UREOMEXIE L\, B
JFFIE 2 I St & Rk L7o3end 2l GR),
B (E) &L, AR 2H G,
B (B &L

BRIz osEoh ol (B) o#le (&8
HHE) XIEBREL, Bl (E) O&lGEHHE
L, F2RNBEHEOAHTERE LCEHL
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) ral b = correct diagnosie rale

BECRRITEER 215 BT, B 6 ADKuR et
BHERSRO, S-S OT Basic et LT\ 5 Bl S ANPNEC
P ASEGID CT fide i\ RN, BRSNS ol L5 _,_ﬂ L‘ﬁ_, o
D CT ROMME B Ll 0 b ERMIE, B ;Y __ ,\__z_ i
PERFREA 15615 DFF0REBI 0 CT {Ric>\CTIRFE 40
M - BRI ORI R, OFRREYHE "
RELTREKLL.

o # £ 0

A B C D E F G H I J
LY r \ ’

1) EBR LR (Table 3, 4, Fig. 1)

A, BE&fo F2RIX55+9.7%, B9
+9.9% Th - iz,

BT, FEWGIOIIELHREIET.8% L B
RRTH-ony, RAEEFEOFEZHRIZ25116.1

A-group B-group

Fig.1 Resulis of the readings of CT images
correct diagnosis rate and correct detection rate
of the whole 58 cases.

%, HEZR5812.9% & RIEIEFE X b B SR

%, WE44+18.7%, HER2+15.9%, ER g,
MR T, E2340+13.0%, HiHi=68+10.9 AT, ABEDOERR60L9.1%, #HHEKT

Table 3 Results of the readings of CT images
Rate of correct diagnosis and collect detection of mass lesions in the liver. (%)

Final diag. Normal Primary Metastatic Whole
Readers diag. (detec) diag. (detec) diag. (detec) diag. (detec)
A-group A 74 ( 74) 18 (47) 44 (67) 48 (64)
B 91 ( 91) 65 (82) 55 (83) 72 (86)
C 96 ( 96) 30 (53) 28 (55) 55 (71)
D 96 ( 96) 35 (71) 55 (67) 66 (79
E 96 ( 96) 12 (30 28 (67) 50 (72)
F 100 (100) 35 (47) 55 (78) 67 (78)
Mean -+ S.D. 92 + 8.5 2+16.8 44+12,1 60-£9.1
(92 + 8.5) (5517.0) (72+ 8.9) (75:£6.9)
B-group G 87 ( 87 18 (41) 50 (78) 55 (71D
H 83 ( 83) 12 (18) 17 (44) 41 (52)
I 83 ( 83) 12 (24) a3 (61) 47 (59)
J 83 ( 83) 12 (47) 33 (67 47 (60D
Mean - 5.D, 84+ 1.7 13+ 2.6 33+11.6 48+ 4.9
(84 = 1.7 (26+11.9) (63+12.2) (61:k 6.8)
Whole 89 + 7.8 25+16.1. 40%13.0 55+ 9.7
(89 = 7.8) (44%+18.7) (68+10.9) (69£ 9.9)

A-group is specialist in CT examination except liver scan.

B-group is nonspecialist in CT examination.

diag.: rate of correct diagnosis (%)

detec.: rate of correct detection (%)
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Table 4 Ratio of ‘“‘diag.” in “‘detec.”” (1) (%)
Readers Primary Metastatic ‘Whole Tumor

A-group A 38 66 54

B 79 66 72

C 57 51 54

D 49 82 68

E 40 42 35

F 71 71 75
Mean =+ S.D. 56£15.7 63+13.0 60+13.7
B-group G 44 64 57

H 67 39 45

I 50 54 53

J 26 49 49
Mean =+ 8.D. 47£14.6 52 9.9 51+ 4.4
Whole 52+15.9 53+12.9 56:+11.7

¢‘diag.”, “detec.” are the value in Table 3 and ratio is‘“diag/detec” 100 in Table 4.

Table 5§ Number of lesion and the readings of CT images.
Rates of correct diagnosis and correct detection by number of lesions
in the liver in the primary and metastatic liver cancer. (%)

Final diagnosis

No. of lesions

A-group

B-group

Whole

diag. (detec)

diag. (detec)

diag. (detec)

i single 35x21.1 (49%16.3) | 16k 3.8 (19% 7.0) | 27+19.8 (37+19.8)
P“m}{ver cancer | multiple 27+27.4 (70%£25.1) | 10:£10.0 (45£21.7) | 20£23.6 (60426.8)
whole 32416.8 (65+17.0) | 13:k 2.0 (26=£11.9) | 25:16.1 (44:+18.7)

} single 22415.6 (83t 9.5) | 4k 7.4 (71 6.9) | 15%15.7 (78210.4)
Metastatic o | _multiple | 56:15.7 (6715.7) | 48:£14.9 (5617.5) | 63+15.8 (63+£17.0)
whole 44+12.1 (72 8.9) | 33:£11.6 (6312.2) | 40%13.0 (68210.9)

diag.:
detec.:

rate of correct diagnosis
rate of correct detection

Table 6 Ratio of ““diag’ in ““detec” (2)
in single lesion and multiple lesions. (%)

A-group B-group ‘Whole
Final diagnosis No. of lesions
Mean + S.D. Mean -+ S.D. Mean -+ S.D.

, single 67+19.4 84416.0 74%19.8

Primary : . =
liver cancer multiple 32433.7 194:20.7 26+29.9
whole 561+15.7 47414.6 52£15.9
y ] single 28+23.1 61:10.8 19422.0
S e cancer | multiple 8416.8 82t 4.1 83%13.3
whole 63£13.0 524: 9.9 58+12.9

“diag”, sidetec’’

are the value in Table 5 and ratio is ‘“diag’’/*‘detec’” %100 in Table 6.
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£6.9% T, TOEBITIE, EWHFDO ELR2
+8.5%, R D E%3R321+16.8%,
$55+17.0%, HER6+15.7%, EBEEO
E2¥44x12.17%, BeHi=72+8.9%, HITEZR63

+13.0% Thoto. BEEOELRIT 48+4.9%,
WiHHE61+6.8% T, FoEBRTR, FEFO
IERHBAE1.7%, JEFEHENTHE © IE2R 13+2.6

%, BiHiZR26+11.9%, ¥ER4AT+14.6%, BB
PR OIERRI3E11.6%, HHE6e31+12.2%,
HERS2E9.9%TH - T,

2) WREOBW X HERR - K OEL

IRFEPENT, R AN L 25y
BHL, ThXhoEZR - Gl Ry HEHEF L
(Table 5, 6, Fig. 2, 3),

EEEATE, BREEOTFRR2E16.2%, B
HER514-14.6%, HERA:17.9%, SFHHEDOF
P®43114.5%, HiHR621:15.9%, HERESE
12.1% & IERR, WK, HERKICERMEDFH
/=R NN

JRAEMFFE T, BRM0IERR27E19.2%,
BEHER37+£19.8%, HIERKTAE19.8%, HFkko
ER320+23.6%, HWiHi=601+26.8%, HIFEHR26
+29.9% &, ERRTIRBAEMOLMREL, BH
RTIERMED, CHER T EWREMD Bho
p 8

{ Primary liver cancer )

HREZHRHMFEREE 0% H55

[ single
EZ77d multiple
correct diagnosis rate

100, (%)

80

60

40

2 3 I-

0 [—tﬂ I Z

Prirary metastatic primary  metastatic
A-group B-group

Fig. 2 Difference of correct diagnosis rate in the
single and multiple lesions.

BB, EREOIERRISE15.7%,
HRHHERT810.4%, JIERK19:£22.0%, LFHD
IEZER563:£15.8%, MHER63:E17.0%, FIERS3
£18.8% L IEZR L HERIIEFMD, WHKT
RS R <, AR & a0 SRS
fo.

NEER T, AR, FEREFEEREOCTES
5354+21.1%, WiH=EK 491416.3%, HEXK 67+
19.4%, #3MOTFBH27+27.4%, BWHET0+

=== single
— mltiple

| Metastatic liver eancer )

(%) (%)
100 100
o
. & / N
A
I
1
GOj GO 11
I
l ;!
40 40 1 1
A N
* i ’
(Y
20| 20 S v oo
v 1
’ \
‘ Ly A
(] 0 ¥ L
A B C D E F G H I J A B C D E F G H I 7T
u /' e —
A-group B-group A-group B-group

Fig. 3 Difference of ratio of ‘“diag’ in ‘“detec’” by number of lesions.
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25.1%, HIGESRS2+:33.7%, EBEIFEE D
F#£%224+15.6%, WiHi#E83+£9.5%, FIGER28
+23.1%, %FMEDIEBHR6115.7%, HiiEe7
+15.7%, IFEHES4+£16.8% Th T, BETIL
JRFEERF RS D TE23K1613.8%, #HisK19
+7.0%, YIEKS4+16.0%, HFMEOFLZEI0
+10.0%, MHER+21.7%, FIEHEI9+20.7
%, EBAEITRRIREMED F2R 4+£7.4%, Bl
RT1+6.9%HIER 6 £10.8%. LFi:D [F2FR
48114.9%, HHEE8+17.6%, FIEIS2+4.1
% T, ABEDOHNEBENCRD T,

MRS S BT B LT, BIEMES S
PR OIERR LR Y B5 L (Fig. 4) FEREH:

1) single lesion
{Primary liver cancer)
(%)
1001
80t

60

40

’“ S~
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P TR BRI 35 CIERSSRILBH RICIT i
TR LTWED, SFEME PR~ TER
ROBEL, WHECTKERENRD SR, Wi,
EBEFEC, 2R s TIEZRITEH R
I MER R, BT, ERRIYER
B, MECKRERENED SR, Bl Fig. 3
CRbADINS, RERERCEBERC ST 5
HIE L A HHIERTEH b s ie g 2 b e,

3) artifact {2 X A F2% « HLEOZEL
*Er580I 4 artifact DFEEEIC 1 b artifact(—) :
F&EAE arttifact ZERD Y, () : BERD S,
(+) :hEEL ERD B0 SEMCOEL, 1
ZE, WHE, HEREHR Lz (Table 7),

Xyt correct detection rate
Sy correcl diagnosis rale

(Metaslatic liver cancer)

: \“\/H\w/

~N

: /\

A B C D E F G H I J

A-group B-group
2) multiple lesions
(Primary liver cancer)

%)
100]

80

J !

M
/T
L/ \_

A B C D E F G H I J

A-group B-group

(Metastatic liver cancer)

AN/
/ /\v\/ﬂ f:“.

2

40

20

A B C D E F G H I T

A-group B-group

100]
A B C D E F G H 1 J
PN ’

A-group B-jgroup

Fig. 4 Comparison between correct diagnosis rate and correct detection rate.
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B AREZH RSN 530% B5F

Table 7 Artifact and the readings of CT images (1)
Rates of correct diagnosis and correct detection by the grade of artifact (%)

A-group BE-group
Final diagnosis artifact No. of cases
diag. (detec) diag. (detec)

] (&) 5 43+24.3 (77:£26.8) 45t 8.6 (40%+14.1)
Primasy or cancer () 4 38::23.9 (54::33.5) 0% 0.0 (19+20.7)
(+) 8 17+12.0 (38:£12.3) 6+ 6.5 (22£13.7)
) (- 2 100+ 0 ¢ 100 0) 75£25.0 (75425.0)
Metastarle [&5) 6 53£17.7 (83 9.8) 46% 7.3 (83£12.0)
(+) 10 30£17.3 (62:£16.7) 18+14.7 (48+10.8)
(- 60£17.2 (83:£19.1) 46+11.9 (50=%15.9)
Whole (+) 10 47£16.9 (72:£14.6) 28+ 4.3 (58+12.9)
) 18 25412.3 (51£10.4) 13+10.8 (37£11.7)

artifact (—) ¢ Artifact is recognized little.
(4) : Artifact is recognized slightly.

(+) + Artifact is recognized moderately.

diag.: rate of correct diagnosis
detec.: rate of correct detection

4T, ABEBREIIT artifact DIghn &
e, TEBER -« HHE - HEROMW B {E T &
Rt

JRFEMERHETrX, AR artifact () DEZ
#]A43+24.3%, BHHT 77£26.8%, HIEER 49+
26.2%, (&) OIEZH38:+23.9%, HHiHs54+
33.5%, HIERTI£36.5%, (+) OIEZRITE
12.0%, #Hi#38+12.3%, HER43+24.7%,
BiftL artifact () DI 3518.6%, #iH
R40£14.1%, HERR2E14.2%, (£) DEZ
R0%, HHFEI9E20.7%, FEL0Y, (+)

DIEZHE 6 £6.5%, HH=E22+13.7%, HER
21£21.7% &, ABRIANBRFILEWIME T 22
Lichs,

EB TR T, ARRY artifact (=) DOFZ
#1004 0 %, MHEI00+ 0%, FIERK100+0
%, (X) OIFZHR53E17.7%, #HH*E 83+9.8
%, HIER63+E21.3%, (+) DIELH30£17.3
%, WHE62:16.7%, FIEHRATE20.0%, BEF
i artifact (—) DIFERLKT5+125.0%, WIHETS
+25.0%, HIERI0E 0%, (&) DIFZHRIE*
7.3%, ﬁkhz'é-‘ 83:12.0%, FFER 55+5.0%,
(+) DIFEZLRI8*F14.7%, HH=48+10.8%,

HESR31+24.7% & artifact ORI - T2
RILFEEOEIE TE T 2R L.

4) JEZERH o false positive, false negative.
JFZEMH o false positive, false negative [,
4A{£ T lalse positive § £5,7%, false negative
26:+8.1% Th-Tc. ARETIL false positive 5+
3.7%, false negative 22--6.1%, BTl false

=== false negative

(%)

50 -— false positive
14 LY
Y
[N
T
T T T T (3446, 0)
30 f !
» 1
\‘ / ‘\L ,z&\ /
s R M
' 22+6. 1
201 W 216,
v .
\‘ ! tﬁ.—(l.n: .3
10 ) /\
— 7\ (543.7)
0 \ \

A B C D E F G H I J
S — et . ——————
A-group B-group

{ }: Mean +5.D.

Fig. 5 Comparison of false positive and false
negative
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Table 8. Artifact and the readings of CT
images ( 2)
Rates of false positive and false negative
cases by the grade of artifact. (%)
17 False positive

| artifact

| A-group l B-group ' whole
- | o0 | 18£11.0 | 13108
e | 3£3.0 | ux 3.8 | 6t 5.4
| 4xs51 | 16% 6.3 | 9% 8.0
whole | 5 3.7 15t 2.3 | 8%57

23 False negative

artifact | A-group B-group whole

- | n=+12.1 | 32%10.1 | 19+15.3

+ | 11E£ 6.4 18+ 5.6 14+ 6.9

ax 38X 7.8 50+ 9.0

43%10.0

whole 22+ 6.1 33x 6.0

26+ 8.1

artifact (—) : artifact is recognized little.

(4D : artifact is recognized slightly.

(+) : artifact is recognized
moderately.,

Table 9 Trial of reading of CT
images in 30 cases.
(primary: 15 cases, metastatic: 15 cases)
Rate of correct decision (%)

Fi\r:qu ! | ‘.\.;};)le
O 1a:g primary metasstatlt‘:E tumor
P 73 87 80
Q 67 80 | 73
R 87 80 83
S 73 73 73
T 73 67 70
U 73 80 77
Mean+8.D. | 74+ 6.1 | 78+ 6.3 | 76+ 4.5

Note: Information to readers that all cases had
primary or metastatic liver cancer was
given prior to his decision.

positive 154+-2.3%), false negative 33+6.0% TA
BEOHBBVEETH - (Fig. 5).

S artifact i1 43%i - % & (Table 8) false
positive (% artifact O & PR AL,

489—(23)

false negative |, artifact O§hn & i3 2
A A ER Bt HRC BRETIL artifact (4)
DEE50% 7@ false negative %o L-.

5) HER

[T & RPN © A 300N B LT 78
P BERBIEA DR LT, FOMPRA K FER
& L7z (Table 9).

SOFEGI A DHIESRIL 76+4.5%, [RFAMENTH
DHFERINTAE6.1%, BBMIEO HIERZT
+6.3% & AN Rohi. SEGIBIOHEFER o 5
i (Fig. 6) %, 75%Ll @b Lic b oi8f (60
%), 50~T74% : 64 (20%), 25~49% : 4 {7(13
%), 0~24%: 261 (71%) Th-1.

No. of cases
20

AN AR AR AR AR RN Y N AN AN

o o0

0-24 25-49 50-74 75100 ()

rate of correct
decision

Fig. 6 Trial of CT images in 30 cases. (primary:
15 cases, metastatic: 15 cases) Distribution of
cases by rate of correct decision.

Iv. 2 =

CT 2 EERE < FIH X W X oiic., Tin
B, B3 % 5 ROk & o gt
PR TERD, Bx DRGNS T3, Alfidi
BV BFIES R 2226176 (77%) © iR
%, Stanley &2 XFIESERHZLTHIRZET (+) :
161 (65%), () : 58] (29%), Levitt ¥
VIR P ZE 446 b 415] (93%), Mac Carty
BOVEIFFIERRZE 1311 (84%), Billos,®
VRIS MR 2S5 BI R 43 ) (T8%) L& L Tuw
5.
B2y, CT BOZNLLOEZEK - HHICHY



490—(24)

L TR 21T - fofi 3, CT MArfediss <y,
2RI1360%, BHEHBL THS .

PEBATUL, MBI ZE o IR 7 B 781 o IR 7E
PR OB REAE L, Zhil, EEECAEL -
Fo i TRy L oA e Tl , I
Wig OGO E LB IsViEfI L B D, AR
i R e B A 2 F s foicd b Bk
6’”6]FJ

R FEYER 2 Rtk 08, Bl BFEER ’-b_—'
LA OIERE, HERIIAR TRBI L%

_~_. o LLe e b T e 45 B
")AL’:.JLL-LAHJJJ—\H-L.FA.)’I"J/{\
=

&
Bl iR BIEHI T, BB 2k o LI
i & D@ W] nf:ﬁﬁ%ﬁi_?ct T IR &
T END O ST

PRI TR E OS5 G, B S S
THoH, R EREIRPT L, FEBRIT
BTh-tz. ERMEOEEGIEEO2LRERR
Ik b oartifact (4) OFEFIL S S T2z, €
WHIHER AR Lchs, B SR oA IIEIE L
it ST Hik.clr'-ifﬁi”F:J?”ﬂ’Ef, -%/
=BtV oFE LR LT
.

artifact [ LT, 2hE T4 CT gk -k x
EETH D, FRohF B oREICE S T
i AROAIRRY B &2 L ) MARANIC artifact
mikez b, CT G dEfclic LT &
WV HHENSE T E R TWBRYOD,

Tx oLEIOFRTY artifact 3Bz 5
TIEZE, REFROME T 2ilnic, FRC, JFEREME
W O% 4 artifact N X o TR MR R L
Tk, EdEFEoRiiolfisa+Hb LT

HrrcBbhi.

false positive |+ artifact (PG < —H%ICE
duRleh, oy, EFGIE F SRR
T ENBLENE L, ;ﬁhi:mﬂﬁ".ﬁﬁ%ﬂi]nJlg‘:i“—
3B RN S D hib .

g CT fEsiss L IRpEsRss Tk false positive,
false negative I:jcdEfftdrE o i<, Hic s
FWEORIMCBE L TL WS ieaiBbic. S¢
BN B LTk, RN R O MR M I B

1 L e e e SR

S VL HAETE D Hrag

r) ;,_,/)

(Ve

HAREZHHRESHE B35 H5%5

Tk CT WifrdEptdig CiziE < CT &
DFNIFERD AR TIATES TH B LBbh
fz. ZhERIBT Az, HEF CT o2
IHEEE LT B BRI T AL DRk e T 7o 30 RE & o
FloRE i, B, BT oHE 3

Wﬁﬂmmwﬂﬁ,WW1.2.

1) HFEH:o = L p3% < M & IR
hnH., FFREBLREC Lich 0Ty, S%8kY
.

e

%N o= A
&) Tl"JfA.V’J‘ TR
3

Case 1 8.0. 58Y. Primary liver cancer. CT image
showed protruded anterior surface at left hepatic
lobe which showed slightly low density.

Case 2. K.T.60Y. Primary liver cancer. CT im-
age showed ascites, protruded anterior surface at
both hepatic lobes and small low density area
at right lobe which was intrahepatic metastasis.
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Case 3. M.O. 56Y Metastatic liver cancer. CT
image showed multiple low density areas, which

were clear.

Case 4. K.S5. 64Y. Metastatic liver cancer. CT
image showed single low density area which
was comparatively clear.
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