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orroto Hay L A XY e o R & ¥
A2 o] dAgst= oo & 19994 Z7HHHIEA 7} A
2% olg) iy Z7ksta Qlth 19999 ke d¥E
I ELS oA A 109 FF 24,57 0] o1, 2012
o= 447 02 {8 F71stdet (1). 3= /ol
Ao gHIor B S AL oA} THE JAMS Eo]tq
E3], 38 Ago] 45~49M 2 AL oJAof g B X
9 Y RIEZ Y oAl SEA AT (2, 3).

P ooz Lo

m

9

=3, &S ROl Y ATES Pa
AZITHs §-843 87 3T (overdiagnosis), 73]
E b

overtreatment), ¢ ¥/ (false positive) @ ¢
(false negative) A& WA T Z 9] 9aje 2 4
A ATt (4).

oo AA B & 7| o 7|7t fHYe R 7
©E 45 dYBN, AUEIE V15 2904 3
g BEUE g o] Y Ade otz ¢t

2 7|2t
Oxg @EYg7]7](Full-field digital mammo-

graphy device) & o] &3t AAZE A|ZE A17]1Q1 2008
39058 2016\ 39714 oF 8 1ke] AR 7)%, $3
294 /1%, 29704 237t el Hgic,

BAAR: BB

(06591) Al&A| A2+ HFE & 222,

S EEEREREE R AT

Tel. (02)2258-6253, Fax. (02)599-6771
E-mail: lionmain@catholic.ac.kr

ZA AAS £&E B3 Yo FAH = 2,644
Y 3o ANAHR FHE Y& (Full-field digital
A3t

mammography (FFDM)), & A7 EAE A

2 1
1. Clinical Information (24 X H)

(1) Age (n=2,644)

AR Ao SR HF A 522492
(Mean * SD: 52.2 + 11.1), ¥ ¢]&= 13944tk 7H &
HHoko] M7} =8 Ao 50-54M| 2 3+ oj Ao §1
oF 3uh Aoz A7 45-49M Rt 54 7HF =T
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50-54A4] o]Z o= LAadhe FHE Hole o+ A 2. Mammographic Findings (n=2,644)
o] 37VELE Y BAYE| T AT O

Gt (5). (1) Breast composition (n=2,644)

Breast composition N %
(2) Sex (n=2, 644) a 163 6.16
Sex N % b 568 2148
Male 5 0.19 C 1,018 38.50
Female 2,639 99.81 d 515 19.48
No data 380 14.37

JA o] gHreke m29lét3] (ACS, American Cancer
Society) ol A W3z st EAAE (Breast Cancer Facts &
Figures, 2011-2012)°] 2™ 1% FZol4, 2008E %
of ¥8dH eyl FYATEFERY FAAE fEH
0.6% BEE NYgolA L o TPERTGE= 25 2
2 A0 gHA A} (6). £ A= 02% THFOE
o @kt o] = FFDMS EoA &gst xE 7|+

2 agong AA NEHT 4 A Ugks 4+ 9
Ao & A7 e

o
o
=

(3) Site (n=2,644)

Site N %
Lt.b t 1,318 49.85 . ..
Rt breast 1918 16,07 74 &gt % A4 4 (Breast composition)
. breas , X
& c g v xY - o "}yl %]l o)
Bilateral breasts 56 2.12 3 ¢ 3L, HIAE (Non denss]) ;Tibjj]; (Dense) 9]
29 . = o
Lt axilla 27 102 H]+= 32 : 68 (731:1533) 2 29U &1} A& 3kz}17} 28] o]
Rt. axilla 24 091 gol At
Bilateral axillae 1 0.04

(2) Mammographic image findings (n=2,644)

%= 94 (bilateral breasts)o] HHE Z= 567 =,

Mammographic image findings N %
36To| F&/d Bt (Invasive ductal carcinoma), Negative 129 488
127 o] #ZUd (DCIS), 48] J&4d 2H4Y Mass 718 27.16
(Invasive lobular carcinoma), 30| 28 && gz = Mass with microcalcifications 522 19.74
Ao 2 Qlsh gkl obd A% (Lymphoma/leukemia), Asymmetry or focal asymmetry 224 8.47
19 o] ANt (Mucinocus carcinoma) o]t} 4Z & Distortion 113 427
o] ol o2 AP A, W77t =AY 2717t Microcalcifications only 381 14.41
o £ (i) 98 7122 330t e el e s s
deb WHS e 5289 &4 F, 308l Axillary LAP 44 166
lymphoma/leukemia, 227 ¢] Zo]¢ (Metastasis) Inflammatory 28 1.06
ot o] F, 5 dotH W] Q= 1982 lymphoma/ Others 20 0.76
leukemia T}, No data 309 11.69
FHete 714 &3 WHE 3 (Mass+ mass
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with microcalcifications, 46.9%)<} 1Al A 3] 3}
(Mass with microcalcifications+microcalcificati
ons only+asymmetry or focal asymmetry with
microcalcifications, 40.1%) ©] T},

BI-RADS Category N %
Category 0 806 30.48
Category 1 129 4.88
Category 2 43 1.63
Category 3 40 1.51
Category 4 998 37.75

4a 225 8.51

4b 332 12.56

4c 328 12.41

Category 5 601 22.73

No Category 27 1.02
No Category

1%

Category0
30%

3 Category 1
Category4 3 5%
i Category 2

2%
Category 3
1%

BI-RADS9] A gof QlojA = 4the} 5th editiono] &
T o] &E

o] & Category 1, 2, 39! 79& mammography (-),
mammographic occult breast cancer2 £F3}o] ofj

o o] BAHststt

(3) Mammographic occult breast cancer

Breast cancer (not seen on MMG) (n=212) 8.02%
Non-dense (a, b) 32 15.09%
Dense (c, d) 180 84.91%
Breast cancer (seen on MMG) (n=2,432) 91.98%
Non-dense (a, b) 699 28.74%
Dense (c, d) 1733 71.26%

o] tlolH= AR ofyzh, A4 549 I
zgelof glom, 25uket I APE FEEIE=E
o] 917] m2ell, FEEFEolA Kol 3]
7 A RE e 2ol His FgE B 4 9l

ol

Lu o

MMG (+) MMG (-)

Non-dense (a, b) 699 32 95.62% 4.38%
Dense (c, d) 1733 180 90.59% 9.41%
28.74% 15.1%

71.26%  84.9%

I = Estal, FEEIdsolA ¢ ol /3
o] M= 28 SH (Dense breast)olA] 9.4%2 H] %]
9 (Non-dense breast)®] 4.4%°] H]3j 21} o]/} &=
T}

30 12 o2

3. Patholgoic Findings (n=2,644)

(1) Pathologic size (surgical result based)
Mean £ SD : 23.6 £ 18.1 mm
Range : 1-150 mm

(2) Pathologic type

Pathologic type N %
DCIS 381 14.42
IDC 1,966 74.36
ILC 94 3.56
Lymphoma/leukemia 41 1.55
Medullary 9 0.34
Metaplastic 13 0.49
Mucinous 53 2.00
Papillary 15 0.57
Sarcoma 11 0.42
Tubular 15 0.57
Metastasis 28 1.06
Others 18 0.68

Pathology type of Reference %

invasive breast cancer N % A2 g9

(n=2,165) R kA
IDC 1,966 90.81 60-80
ILC 94 434 10-15
Mucinous 53 245 3
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Papillary 15 0.69 2
Tubular 15 0.69 2
Metaplastic 13 060

Medullary 9 042 3-4

e e VEs Had #39e (Invasive
ductal carcinoma)©] 90.8%%Z &3] =ttt 1 th&o
2 A8 A9Y (Invasive lobular carcinoma) 4.3%
olgli=tl, e W=l 10-15%l Hla) Wkt Helot
(Mucinocus carcinoma)< 25% % oju] && 7 uie}t &
AFsETE (7). L Q9] ¢hEo] 1%0]8tE, ojn] &zl W
Lol vl @ottt. §3], 2 (Medullary carcinoma)
o] MIT 0.4%% Wl¢ Wt ol Ut e 7
B9 AFAHEHE A3, A Selket ool
£ A vl3] 4% (Medullary carcinoma)?] B1=7}
42 Aoz o ZH (8, 9).

(3) Immunohistologic type

ER (n=1861) N %
Negative 503 27.03
Positive 1358 72.97

PR (n=1861)

Negative 678 36.43
Positive 1183 63.57

HER2 (n=1853)

Negative 1440 77.71
Positive 413 22.29

Ki-67 (n=1790)
<14% 721 40.28
>14% 1069 59.72

4. Limitation of this data

2 29% (FFDM) 7|53}
27 Z3jo] B4 tgol B Hole2 9P
FERIED SIE FYY WA A Sl

g 2, FFDMo] A=A e
215 FA ol xﬂwcﬂ Qict.

3. BI-RADSY] 4th and 5th editiono] ¢J3 #H=o] &
T =l

4. Q)% glo|elo] 9 BI-RADSY| w2 #HEo] gl
B 2] glrh

5. Qo) el frEAolx 7% o slof the ¢

off
re
10
Jo
of
ﬂlt’i

%% GIOIEIZ 71E5t §12 o190l Syt Y 1=

Z3eo] k. o] L3 FFS Ye =20l 2 &
A& A Zot Ttttk
6. W24 e2 B4 (Immunohistologic analysis)=
42 BN E TR AAE T 9o}, A% Qo
ol e 9] -9 I A| 3ttt
A5, A0 A FAY 2 Hlal, 259EAReEY
T 24 5ol o]RofAGE ¢ gt JEHE de &
A& Ao AZ4HE
2 B

o] tlo|g 9] o] Agt Holle E5taL, 3t 7] ol A
o 717 gAY fHEYe 7S5 24 AAF daE
AEet AS g, skt o oA fidol tist AEFS AE
_Eﬂ = O ] 2 AoZ Aﬂﬂ-%];]—

FHEIeY dH 78787 A et A (5
3], =t o g fHol A A fdo] B2 H) o= Qe gt
= oA FHEFEY g diste] o7 At
ojdo] Qloy, ojn XdH FHYS EUE AHE $
Ao FEEFES A %

te) el e F08 4
HE FE A E 5 9 Rl
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