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The comparison study of the value of mammography and

magnetic resonance imaging in diagnosising breast diseases
Du Beijue Zheng Suisheng Zhao Hong et al
( Dept of Radiology The Second Affiliated Hospital of Anhui Medical University Hefei 230601)

Abstract Objective To compare the clinical value of digital mammography and MRI in the diagnosis of breast
diseases. Methods A retrospective analysis of molybdenum target X—-ray and MRI iconography performance of 57
lesions of 43 cases with mammary gland disease diagnosed by histopathology and to contrast pathology comparing
the sensitivity specificity and accuracy of diagnosis. Results The malignant and benign of histopathology in 57 le—
sions was 23 and 34 respectively. The sensitivity specificity and accuracy of mammary gland disease diagnosed by
molybdenum target X-ray was 60.87% 61.76% and 61.40% and that of MRI diagnosis was about 95. 65%
88.24% and 91.23% respectively. Differences of sensitivity specificity and accuracy of mammary gland disease
diagnosed by two kinds of iconography methods were of statistical differences ( P <0.05) . Conclusion The diag-
nosis value of MRI in diagnosising breast disease is better than that of mammography.
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