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(# E] BH®: BH Meta 010 B shFUR B FEAEL RS (automated breast volume scanning, ABVS) 5Pk
(hand-held ultrasound , HHUS) *TZLAR R | SBUEME 2, Fik: RAENL A B AT LK% COCHRANE \WEB OF
SCIENCE ,PUBMED ,EMBASE , *P SCR} AT 42 SCECH 12 | Hp AR 0 52 SRR 122 .m0 260 099 ( CNKT) 3 5 B0 A 0 ) 4 S8
PEPE (K RMHA], BEE 201543 H 7 H), #M4EFMEE HHUS 55 ABVS % 51132 Wi & R 7L R o i Scik, i
STATA12.0 FAEXT A BESCER AR I B AT 4087 . Z5 R 117 & SCHRAF B 9 ABR#E, ABVS Fl HHUS & 3£ W7 LU A8 43500
95.21(53.85~168.36) , 28.88(16.15~51.66), & - H¢ 5 £ 437 > 0.90 (0.86~0.93) ,0.84 (0.78~0.89) , & FF # &% B 43 51l 9 0.91
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Diagnostic accuracy of ABVS versus HHUS for benign and malignant lesions in breasts:

a meta-analysis
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[Abstract]
(HHUS) in benign and malignant breast tumor by meta-analysis. Methods: The Cochrane Library,Web of Science,the PubMed,
EMBASE, VIP,CBM, CNKI and Wanfang databases(From date of creating database to 2015/03/07) were searched for studies on the
diagnosis of breast cancer with ABVS and HHUS according to inclusion criteria,and then STATA12.0 software was performed to

Objective;To assess the diagnostic value of automated breast volume scanning (ABVS) versus hand-held ultrasound

analyze the selected documents. Results: A total of 17 studies were included after screening. The pooled diagnostic odds ratio,
specificity and sensitivity of ABVS and HHUS were 95.21 (53.85-168.36)and 28.88 (16.15-51.66), 0.90 (0.86-0.93) and 0.84(0.78-
0.839), 0.91(0.88-0.93)and 0.84(0.79-0.88), respectively. Conclusion:The results of meta-analysis suggest that ABVS has higher value
than HHUS in the diagnosis of benign and malignant breast tumor.

[Keywords] breast neoplasm; ultrasound; automated breast volume scanning; meta-analysis
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Figurel Flowchart of the study screening process
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Tablel Characteristics of included studies

51.66);ABVS & I 7 B 24 0.90(0.86~0.93) ,HHUS

E S K 0.84(0.78~0.89) ; ABVS & - Uk

7091 (0.88~0.93), HHUS &I H 0.84 (0.79~

0.88) (&l 2),

2.4 ASFeg TR AL R b AR SROC 14
ABVS F1 HHUS A& - FH 1 ARLSK Lt 43 51 R 9.20

(6.28~13.46) .5.35 (3.74~7.66); ABVS Fil HHUS &

L R EE E THAE BAKC K& TP FPOFN TN 9 LEREPC ey SCHRIg
) GE) ik () () () () st (ks W) A
Lin Chen!'®! 2013 "PE J9E 417 175(-)  ABVS 62 21 0 131 [EIEiPE Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 59 19 8 133 Acuson S2000 14 L5
Xi Lin"” 2012 P[E FEiE 407 81(78)  ABVS 15 1 0 19 [El#fE Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 15 3 0 17 ACUSON S2000 18L6HD
Hong Yan Wang™ 2012 Hi[E JEiE 43.0 213(213) ABVS 81 30 4 124 FiiB&EME Acuson S2000 5-14 MHz B
HHUS 77 27 8§ 127 GE LOGIQ 7 M10L
Acuson S2000 18L6
Zhi Li Wang™' 2012 "[H JGE  43.1 155(-) ABVS 99 5 4 57 [EME Acuson S2000 14L-5BV B
HHUS 96 7 55 Acuson S2000 14L-5
iU22 US L12-5
e g 20 2012 th[E F3C 419 84(-) ABVS 44 12 8 34 [EIEiH: Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 41 11 11 35 Acuson S2000 14L-5
e Ry 2012 tR[E F3C 49.0  60(60)  ABVS 32 3 7 30 [Al#iE Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 28 8 11 25 Siemens 18L6
TR g e 22) 2013 th[E i3 43.1 155(155) ABVS 99 5 4 57  [IEPE AcusonS2000 14L5BV B
HHUS 96 7 7 55 Acuson S2000 14L5
Philips iU22 L12-5
HAF 2013 HE e KSR 84(84)  ABVS 36 9 1 57 [ElFME AcusonS2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 36 9 1 57 GE LOGIQ-9, GE LOGIQ-7,
Philips iU22 7-14Hz
TR 2013 HE H3X 340  84(-) ABVS 46 7 4 27 [EEE AcusonS2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 38 14 12 20 AcusonS2000 14L5
TR 2014 E 3z 423 191(191) ABVS 32 13 7 52 [#E AcusonS2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 29 18 10 47 AcusonS2000 18L6
RFE) 2014 HE 3z 450 71(71)  ABVS 29 2 5 35 [OEiME AcusonS2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 28 7 6 30 AcusonS2000 14L5
P4 R 2014 ThE e 422 100(-) ABVS 54 7 8 45 [l Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 49 12 13 40 iR
ZE g 2014 H1E 3r 452 102(102)  ABVS 58 7 10 59 [P Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 55 16 13 50 Acuson S2000 18L6
e 2014 tPE i 442 98(98)  ABVS 38 9 6 66 [EFHM: Acuson S2000 14L5BV B
HHUS 30 21 14 54 Acuson S2000 14L5
kB 2014 R 3 48.8 128(128) ABVS 70 2 4 54 [EFHM: Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 67 7 7 49 Acuson S2000 14L5
Phillips iU22 L12-5
AT 2014 hE 3z 43.0  84(84)  ABVS 36 5 4 46 [P Acuson S2000 14L5BV C
HHUS 28 5 12 46 Acuson S2000 914
SRR 2014 hE "3z 38.0 185(185) ABVS 30 5 483 i Acuson S2000 5~14 MHz C
HHUS 24 6 482 Acuson S2000 5.5~18MHz
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Figure 2 Dagnostic sensitivity and specifity of ABVS and HHUS
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