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Abstract

AIM: To compare the diagnostic yield of
contrast-enhanced ultrasound (CEUS) vs
contrast-enhanced computed tomography
(CECT) in the detection of small lesions in the
liver of patients with liver cirrhosis.

METHODS: One hundred and five small
hepatic nodular lesions in 88 patients with
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cirrhosis were examined by CEUS and CECT.
Based on the biopsy or pathological results, the
diagnostic performance of the two modalities
was compared.

RESULTS: Of the 105 small lesions, 54 were
small hepatocellular carcinoma (SHCC) (high
differentiation 25, low differentiation 29), 51
were benign nodules (regeneration nodules
36, highly dysplastic nodules 10), 3 were focal
inflammatory lesions, 1 was hemangioma, and
1 was focal nodular hyperplasia. The ability
to judge the nature of small lesions between
CEUS and CECT was not different.

CONCLUSION: There is no obvious difference
in diagnostic efficiency between CEUS and
CECT. Both CEUS and CECT can be used
as effective methods for screening of small
nodules.

© 2015 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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