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Fig. 1. Fingerprint artifact left before expo- Fig. 2. Fingerprint artifacts by lotion after ex- Fig. 3. Plus-density linear artifact by fingertip
sure showed minus-density (oval marking).  posure showed minus-density (arrows). pressure after exposure (arrow).

Fig. 4. Poor screen-film contact caused by Fig. 5. Regional area of blurring due to poor Fig. 6. White dots by dust on screen.
lint (arrow). screen-film contact (arrows).



Fig. 7. The film (A) was correctly loaded with the emulsion side in contact with the intensifying Fig. 8. Artifact caused by improper (up-

screen, whereas the film (B) was incorrectly loaded and is underexposed. side-down) loading of the cassette into the
Bucky tray. The internal structure of the
cassette is superimposed on the image.

Fig. 9. The film (A) was exposed with use of a proper grid, whereas the film (B) was exposed Fig. 10. Failure to change the cassette be-
without the grid in place. Note the degradation of contrast due to increased scatter in B. tween exposures (Double exposures).
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(Fig.
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Fig. 11. Film fog artifact (arrows) caused Fig. 12. Static artifact (arrows). Fig. 13. Roller marks showed plus-density
when the technologist briefly turned on the bands (arrow heads).

darkroom overhead light before the film had

entered the processor completely.

Fig. 14. Artifacts by dirt on rollers (arrows). Fig. 15. (A) Scratch artifact and (B) emulsiort pick-off” artifact caused by dirty rollers.
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(Fig. 13). , ,

(Fig. 14).

(Fig. 15).

(Fig. 16).
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Fig. 16. Fading and brownish discoloration Fig. 17. Film mottle caused by contaminated Fig. 18. Blurring due to patient' s motion dur-
caused by improper developer fixation. developer (arrows). ing exposure.

Fig. 19. Artifact caused by superimposition of Fig. 20. Artifact caused by superimposition of Fig. 21. Artifact caused by patient’ s hair (ar-
the patient’ s opposite breast (arrows). the patient’ s fingers (arrows). rows).
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| chemo—port (Figl. 22),
Bucky (Fig. 23), (Fig. 24),

Fig. 22. Artifact caused by a chemo-port. Fig. 23. Artifact caused by a pace maker. Fig. 24. Artifact caused by V-P shunt tube.

Fig. 25. Minus-density linear artifact caused Fig. 26. Metallic skin marker showed beam Fig. 27. Minus-density linear artifact by phar-
by fragments of glass (arrow). hardening artifact around metallic BB marker maceutical plaster (arrows).
(arrow).



Fig. 28. Large, well-circumscribed round arti- Fig. 29. Inhomogeneous

to move.

(Fig. 25), , :
(Fig. 26), :
(Fig. 27)
, Bucky , ,

(Fig. 28).
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white and black Fig. 30. The posterior lip of the paddle to be
fact. lines owing to failure of the reciprocating grid superimposed on the mammogram, creating

a linear area of cutoff (arrows).

(Fig. 29).

(Fig. 30).
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Factors that create artifacts may be related to the technologists, the processor, mammography unit, or
the patients. A variety of artifact on mammograms can create pseudolesion or mask true abnormalities. It
is therefore important for technologists and radiologists involved in mammography to be aware of such
artifacts and to know how to correct them. Scheduled activities of programming quality control can
reduce or eliminate most mammographic artifacts.
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