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Abstract

AIM: To evaluate the value of endoscopic ultra-
sound (EUS) combined with Lugol’s staining in
the diagnosis of early esophageal cancer (EEC).

METHODS: White light endoscopy (WLE) was
used to identify focal lesions, which were de-
fined as any small local mucosal lesions with
abnormal shape or color. Biopsy with pathologi-
cal examination was performed to test the diag-
nostic accuracy of EUS combined with Lugol’s
staining for EEC.

RESULTS: A total of 72 focal lesions from 67 pa-
tients were identified by WLE from August 2009
to September 2011. Of 72 focal lesions, 16 were
pathologically diagnosed as EEC, including 9
treated by endoscopic submucosal dissection

(ESD) or endoscopic mucosal resection(EMR),
and 7 resected surgically. The sensitivity, speci-
ficity and accuracy of conventional WLE for di-
agnosing EEC are 81.3%, 66% and 62.5%, respec-
tively. The corresponding percentages for EUS
combined with Lugol’s staining are 87.5%, 98.2%
and 95.8%, respectively.

CONCLUSION: EUS combined with Lugol’s
staining is an effective method for the diagnosis
of EEC.
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