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2 AT FdolA Futed g4 714 (Shear wave
elastography, SWE) 277 §22 84 Ird 2 Hopr
g o] of i 7Ho] JUAAE
W 59 195H 20249 8E 3147kA] = Al 7 713
A AR o Mg A=, A3 71 5/ =
< HAFE Al et F A Y AA 23 G
o8 AT & A 255 HAFE AP 1t 204]
o]Aro] Aol BAE A 2 B-mode -2 ut9} 3 utghA
A& d5ot e (Mean elasticity value), T

gk (Median elasticity value), ZtHEHdgt(Maximum
lasticity value), €8] (Elasticity ratio)] U] 7}A] Z|&
4%, Bty AAF Ao 23t Wz 2 s}

A AT ofetE Hay Mol ofBEE 7] (reference
i

o o
)
filo

o

standard) © 2 oo, ZF &2 Het T2 84 Td
2 g1y Holeto] ATAdS EATE F 4987 9] o g
AH(Ed 99 54.0 + 11.24)7F B4 Zg= S oH, 3
o TF 371= 211 £ 11.8 mmAS. ZF S % 3
A WAL 98.3 + 45.4 kPa, ZderAgg 97.1 +
46.0 kPa, ZtHEtAZE 139.2 + 73.0 kPa, BH4H] 7.4 +
5595, ALERA 841 3779(75.7%), Z2AXH|
2 284 323(64.9%), AZF AuAE 4% Q1A; 5
SA| 2= 88 (17.7%) 1A HA= o™, 1119(22.3%)
o A et A Hol7t Sl o AERA 484
A2 /3ol vlol &Agu|7E Folok Al Weke (7.0 +
5.0vs. 8.3 £ 6.5 P =0.045), TE2AAEZ 584 A
TAAE FURt AgFo] HAH (6.9 £ 5.0vs. 8.2  6.15
P =0.016). ATt oA E F A2 84 2 ST
w3l Hls) Htieggto] felobA Wetou(121.0 £
7.3 vs. 143.0 £ 75.3; P = 0.003), &HAJH| = o] =& 1S
HPE@B.6 + 6.5vs. 7.1 £ 5.2; P =0.038). gtH, Ko}
oy Aoyt e A9 BE SR A dBEA
E2 S B, Aol HFdoltel H]E]
(113.8 + 49.0 vs. 93.1 + 43.3; P € 0.001),
(113.4 + 51.4 vs. 91.7 + 43.2; P < 0.001),
(158.1 + 71.2 vs. 133.9 + 72.9; P = 0.002), &
+ 6.8 vs. 6.8 £ 4.9; P =0.002)7} 25 §oJ51A =
SEotH, et dgdelA SAE SN E F &
NAERA 84 E Z2AAHE 584 ddt
AEE A3T 4= dom, B, T4, Ao S9aka
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H

[El
i
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Bl of ox of 1o ol oX ret M e o mi 1o flo Ix

Aol AAHEA 7 e e A oot 9AE
25] mpofsh= H A7 9lot, e A EA oA ek
28 FHE 5 4 e st RS A%
"asdol A71E (11, 12). F=d Molg FHIg K}
AA) FF2 TFA &2 -9 vlaste] 229 7
EoME Aol S B ThsAdo] Q= wetA Rutes
& ade 8ot el e A WrtellA et |
dAHE AT o ddHes f8% RS
AEE = e Aoz 7Idd
A7 B dgdrlen g 222 484
2 g ZApory ] ddde 247 Aol Ead
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HE oo, tifi B 7t AP o] AL @ 7] & 2. 8¢ A UE U Z3t
FA Aof Z|Hretlon, Avf T3 e ] o2 A5
7} woke (3, 6, 13, 14). E5] et AL AR} 1) G2 3 CfAF O BHH
ol whet Axte] Ho|Z S o glong wEoLE 2 071 A A= =l 3 71l 2 gl 7]
A EREZS 7dto g g B A0] W Qe oo B I o] JAATL-&2¢1¥ 3] (Institutional Review Board)
| 4= =W ‘ﬂ N 71l A oB] £S5 Sl HAFEHEe 9] S Wo REglen, BE AR R A
okt &, 0 e e gAE AgHer o Uit FYAME I55Hde. AT tA = 9T 7]
Zsto] 74 } o, o] Foll FEYY] TEE 8 7HEeF AF ol 71l yiste] Y 22 HARE A
Ay 3 detE Jud o] o Hoto] FUPAE 4 W A F, ZAYAA A U e R AdET
Skalt o e A 250 HARE AR T 204 o)/ 4
QA SHAE tF o= g Z3ut HAL oo A-FH = EA|

=] [}
g_lpwgﬂﬂkf-‘a_ s . Ool- E|_|-AO-IZ)I\-|_ 54 1 kPa 2||:H EI—A‘I?I-
1.8 cm Ea— - i | - H 8 76 k a, EI'A H||_ 4 18§ ZZ-I

5
Sigton, of B 23| Wyt B2
SO} oS ol SEE. FEY

e e == = 2T O . TTCTIT o
+R Bre Les EQI 1 e : —— dAls 2Y AEZU 84 S
EQI Avg 535kPa —_— = - _ . N OD2HAHZ 424 DAO-I 0|7}
EQIMed 54.1 kPa [0 —— 1 = | © "
EQI Max 76.5 kPa : = ! ”JililE *g*ig %?:}mﬂﬂ 2 D/gi
12 R Breast EQI 1 e = S= 28 _n__._l- o2 ZIthe|]
EQIAvg 12.8 kPa o —— ' 1 Ki-67 SAMLE32%HS. T
EQI Med 12.9 kPa e === 1 T - - ' Al EIEZE* AOH7-5| 7 |-0H9_|-|:| 2o
EQI Max 17.6 kPa : _ 30| BaT|x] oot
R EQIRatio1 4.18 - g - G0l &Z& 5D

a8 2, 2= RY9 Aerd Fade
= 2ICHE 60Nl O] S3Y. =
d Z2SO0IM 2= R 1A L0
9f 29 mm 37|9| St2lot HEfRL
A 20|z AHol|2 27t 2.
ELASTQ@: = T L e ATERE YoM B, S A 2|
Do”zzow;.— = = LY ez 22179, 186.1 17225 kPa
CT 40— — M o0 ernis 15982 2FE|gio
o - . = ==t Of, 25 A HH HA20 =2 2
= B2 FERrgEAsS A|808}
s O Ee[stHo2 OAEZU +~84
+R Bre Les EQI1 = : - o ¥d ZERALEHE £84 ¥4, ¢
EQlAvg 179 kPa P A : - = x| ZHATME A2 olzp 283 2 24
EQIMed 186 kPa - : 2 - co L7 Torl s a'o
EQIMax 225 kPa \ 2 9| 157 g fudez oly|
;xR Breast EQI 1 = = = 91_7’_, Ki-67 %&!XH\—E 20‘30%5&
EQIAvg 11.2kPa : - S ZkA| 2L MAHM 2719 2T
EQIMed 10.6 kPa S. 84 5=2 cB -l a=
EQIMax 18.8 kPa - Z0j| A 2CHA 0l (macrometastasis)

R EQIRatio 1 15.98 Jhaolg|9le.
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= B oy AAleS A3 49, Juetd g
F4o] Ao FAetet (o B A77F5 emE
fsto] HAgt At G50l ol %), B WYX
St At SRIEA] ohe A= Aol Aleet
F=A Gkt B o A4 (multifocal) 22 oA
(multicentric) FH o] = Ad-tole 7P & HHS

A o e,

RE AA= I8 251k AH|(EPIQ Elite, Philips
Healthcare)2} 18 -5 MHz F1t4= HOE 7A]= A9

B 1,7 Ch4 B2 2 eI £

Characteristics N

All 498 (100)
Age at diagnosis (years)* 540+11.2
Tumor size (mm)* 21.1+11.8
Pathology

Invasive ductal carcinoma 403 (80.9)

Invasive lobular carcinoma 35(7.0)

Others 60 (12.1)
ER

Negative 121 (24.3)

Positive 377 (75.7)
PR

Negative 175 (35.1)

Positive 323 (64.9)
HER2

Negative 410 (82.3)

Positive 88 (17.7)
Ki-67 proliferation index

Low (£14%) 236 (47.4)

High 014%) 250 (50.2)

NA 12 (2.4)
Molecular subtype

Luminal A 212 (42.6)

Luminal B 165 (33.1)

HER2 45 (9.0)

Triple negative 76 (15.3)
Lymph node metastasis

No 367 (73.7)

Yes 111 (22.3)

NA 20 (4.0)

Note.—Data are numbers of patients or lesions with

percentages in parentheses, unless otherwise noted.

* Data are mean = standard deviations.

ER = estrogen receptor, HER2 = human epidermal growth

factor receptor 2, PR = progesterone receptor.

0%
0Q
0%
10
Ao
o
—
2
rot
10
oS
oY
2al
[e)

[Sfo| X2 CH7 |2 St B 11A

g HEAE ol-&sto] oyt AAbe 59 oo H
Zeu ZET 19 oo I 95 Bde 7t
7 gArefstat ool o5 APl on, HARAF 7+ ¥
olF F|Aslsl7| Yol oH] THS T TEEE FFS}
E AFS. 2 ¥¥e WA B-mode 2212 &I 7,
o] ZH A Hols A e S5t A
4 5 7f ol4e] A 4 (orthogonal images)= 2153
o]% FUR AN Pt = IS5, '
ZE o] 2 0= A7 R Yl 45}
SF AJHIOlA oF 10x o RISt A d4e 9
B3t Bupebd 9ARe B-mode FAF $lof HHEHEE color
map FEHE BAEHGOH, & A AN, W HF
Aoe Mo mdd. 855 A A0 Sd=
Holg s it & ¥ Ul T W I 79
2mm* 2719 9F BHY

9 (region of interest, ROI)
el ROIE A/ A 4=
= 8 (15). EA ol AR5 4]

]

g ZH(Mean elasticity value) ¥ S 4 &4 ZH(Median
elasticity value), 3% Wl 7Mg =& ZAE

e ZF(Maximum elasticity value), 71
Ay 22 7] A A E AfolE
(Elasticity ratio)2 A& (1, 3, 16-22).
Heehy 242 XAHA B R AA" 23S
7|Z (reference standard) 22 $3h5F Edole= 22Y
(histologic type), ¥ 27|, A2EZA 4
receptor, ER) ¥ Z2AAEZR &4 (progesterone
receptor, PR) & AT, Q17+ oAl 47 1A 484
2(human epidermal growth factor receptor 2, HER2) &
A A, Ki-67 $4214, 2|1 HepR fad Hol of
HE zoket A eerd JHE 2okgh S22 4
2 QAT A A G QA 8A4 2 EA R =
, o

= uAl — =

2] 5}st 4 M (immunohistochemistry)S &5l H7F51% S

o, B A QIZF AT E A A7 84 29 F 3
o

FA A2 F 3P (fluorescence in situ hybridization)& ©
&oto] F7F Zelgh. fete] EAESH ofg2 2013
| St. Gallen International Expert Consensus 7]<=of wh
2t o AERA -8A, QIZF A AT I3 84 2
e A 9 Ki-67 SA1 245 £8619] luminal A-like,
luminal B-like, 17t A= Ala 47 QIA} 84| 2 A
o}, triple—negative o} 0 &2 H3g}

EA B4 SPSS Statistics (Version 23, IBM Corp.)
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2§93t 71202 FI.

g (47.4%)°1A 14% olst, 2507 (50.2%)°l4 14% %
a1, 127 (2.4%) 4= AT 4+ gldla. £t
L luminal A 2129 (42.6%), luminal B 1659 (33.1%),
triple-negative 76 (15.3%), A3t Aol A A4 21zt
T84 2 oFd 457 (9.0%) <=o]lom, et Hxd H
o= 1119 (22.3%)0l A4 214,

AA| o] P BAdR2 98.3 + 45.4 kPa%l3 (Table

2) A7 Z2 2). 22 584 2 A AHAlE A A 84 2

% 49899] % BA} 2% BAo) THHYS. o Aol 4 HF AR BF 493 Aol HolA ¢
g Ao Pt AP 54.0 £ 112419, B % 2 U= CI2EZZ 841 99.0 vs. 98.0 kPa, P = 0.849;
7l 21.1 £ 11.8 mm%= (Table 1). H&eHy o= TZ2AAHE $84: 98.0 vs. 98.4 kPa, P = 0.937; 9l
= HeA feto] 4039 (80.9%) 0 2 7HAF wWerom X F AIAE AR AAF =84 20 99.8 vs. 91.3 kPa, P =
4 29 359 (7.0%), 715k 249 607 (12.1%)°]  0.113). ¥ Ki-67 FA 240l whepA= |23t 2po]7}
Ag. HAzZssty EQA AERA 84 377 TEESIOH, TAAFTE FE FoflA o =2 P B
g (75.7%), Z2ALEHE $8A4= 3239 (64.9%)° S B2 (102.6 vs. 93.2 kPa, P = 0.021). Ex}otd 7+
A FAgollom, IZF oA 4 At 84 25 ok FoRt AFol7t ERIEGle™ (P = 0.042), luminal A
885 (17.7%)oN A FAdola. Ki-67 FAATE= 236 (103.6 + 47.9 kPa), triple-negative (102.1 + 45.3 kPa),
B2 322 $83 95 U AepRTH 0| of R0 [ BIEHIZ, SYEHIZL ZIHEZL U S|

Mean elasticity value Median elasticity value Maximum elasticity value Flasticity ratio
(kPa) (kPa) (kPa)
Mean £ SD P-value Mean + SD P-value Mean + SD P-value Mean + SD P-value

All 983t454 97.11£46.0 139.2+73.0 74+55
ER 0.849 0.832 0.874 0.045

Negative 99.0+450 9781458 140.1£67.8 83165

Positive 98.0£455 96.8146.1 13891746 70£50
PR 0.937 0.955 0.663 0.016

Negative 98.0£453 96.9+46.2 13731669 8.216.1

Positive 984+455 972%459 140.2+76.1 6.9+50
HER2 0.113 0.151 0.003 0.038

Negative 99.8+46.3 9841468 143.0+753 7.1+52

Positive 9131403 90.7+41.7 1210£73 86165
Ki-67 proliferation index 0.021 0.03 0.032 0.400

Low (<14%) 10261470 10111473 14571709 115,

High (>14%) 9321422 9221431 13161736 76156
Molecular subtype 0.042 0.069 0.035 0.117

Luminal A 103.6479 102.1+485 1476705 71453

Luminal B 91.04413 90.1+419 12761784 69146

HER2 93.6+445 9331473 1292619 88176

Triple negative 10214453 100.6£45.0 1464+70.6 81+58
Lymph node metastasis <0.001 <0.001 0.002 0.002

No 93.1+433 91.7+432 13391729 6.8+49

Yes 113.8149.0 1134514 1581712

ER = estrogen receptor, HER2 = human epidermal growth factor receptor 2, PR = progesterone receptor, SD = standard deviation.
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A7 A 47 AA; =84 2 oFF (93.6 £ 44,5
kPa), luminal B (91.0 + 41.3 kPa) &0 & LS. o
S g Ho|Fo A= Hol7t §l= wol Hlof B &
Azkol G5 =S (113.8 vs. 93.1 kPa, P < 0.001).

A7) WHo) S VAR 9.1 + 460 kPash. ol
=24 £8A, 22ALAE 34, A0 PAA2 4
% QA 587 2 Jefell 2 Aol B §2Jsh Sksk

& (97.8 vs. 96.8 kPa, P = 0.832: 969vs 972kPa P =
0.9555 98.4 vs. 90.7 kPa, P = 0.151). Ki-67 S| 5&
T R role BEge Bon, W2 oA o
=2 & B9 (1011 vs. 92.2 kPa, P = 0.030). £2fo}

B 3. U 221010 T2 EFYR|HO| £ 20|
Mean difference |

4 SE P-value
Mean elasticity value (kPa)
Luminal A - Luminal B 126147 0.038
Luminal A - HER2 100%74 0.534
Luminal A - Triple negative 14460 0.995
Luminal B - HER2 26176 0.986
Luminal B - Triple negative -11.1+6.3 0.283
HER?2 - Triple negative -85+85 0.746
Median elasticity value (kPa)
Luminal A - Luminal B 1201438 0.058
Luminal A - HER2 88%75 0.645
Luminal A - Triple negative 1.5+6.1 0.995
Luminal B - HER2 3277 0.976
Luminal B - Triple negative -10.5+6.3 0.352
HER2 - Triple negative -73+86 0.832
Maximum elasticity value (kPa)
Luminal A - Luminal B 201£76 0.041
Luminal A - HER2 1844120 0.42
Luminal A - Triple negative 12+97 0.999
Luminal B - HER2 17123 0.999
Luminal B - Triple negative -18.9+10.1 0.241
HER2 - Triple negative -17.2£13.7 0594
Elasticity ratio
Luminal A - Luminal B 02+06 0.989
Luminal A - HER2 -1.7£09 0.225
Luminal A - Triple negative -0.9+0.7 0.563
Luminal B - HER2 -79£09 0.169
Luminal B - Triple negative -1.1+£0.8 0.445
HER2 - Triple negative 08+1.0 0.88

HER2 = human epidermal growth factor receptor 2,
SE = standard error.

| St B0l ats| /St TIoNsks| XI@l Ly |2 AT H A

7k Bl o A= luminal ASA 7HY =2 AFS B
A7 7= b 2pol= frolskA] ke (P = 0.069). et
g HolFo A= Aol7t gl 2ol Hloh 5% &4
o] Foo =2 (113.4 vs. 91.7 kPa, P € 0.001).

A o] o) SAE2 139.2 + 73.0 kPag, o 2E
24 784 9 Z2ALEE 484 AHo] IE Atole
Fol5lA] eek2 (140.1 vs. 138.9 kPa, P = 0.874; 137.3
vs. 140.2 kPa, P = 0.663). §F 17t AnA|x A4 ¢l
2+ # ’] 12 FelelMe 587olA 8 w2 2o &A%
2 B3-S (143.0 vs. 121.0 kPa, P = 0.003). Ki-67 54
A F2 oA o =2 e B9s (1457 vs. 131.6
kPa, P = 0.032). Extotq 7rell Zpol7t qlglom (P =
0.035), luminal A%} triple—negativeol A L2 w2
T2 Hols 2= Aol A Aozt glis ool Hlsh
F| o gggko] oot =ok= (158.1 vs. 133.9 kPa, P =
0.002).

38
o

AA o] & 74 £ 5598 BAHE oA

Eiﬁl 784 9 ZRALEHE 84 47l o =

2 FH& HY& (8.3 vs. 7.0, P = 0.045: 82 vs. 6.9, P =

0.016). i A7 AR 3 AR 8 2 Fdel
[e]

ME H = 2 B35 8.6 vs. 7.1, P = 0.038). Ki-67
%@'X]TQP‘ gt g HolA] ebt= (7.1 vs. 7.6,
P = 0.400). &Atote Tt vl M 2ol = glols (P =
0.117). 924 HolFoA& Ae]7} gl vl Hls T4
H| 7} F-2l5H A =8k (9.0 vs. 6.8, P = 0.002).

S99 BAjolge] e XS LI Ao|T B
7¥et AL B o A ot ©J22 luminal A7} luminal B
B} fostA =t (P #to] 12.6 £ 4.7 kPa, P =
0.038), o e&Azk 9 A] luminal A7} luminal BXEttH &
Ol =%= (20 1 £ 7.6 kPa, P = 0.041) (Table 3). 1

o] WA= frolet Aol 7§+

3) A4 Zip o

= B8 A AT E BEehE Yuted 947
e A-gsto] ool gz et et 54 7
o dYAe A= O 2Y, B, Y Y A 24
U2 Ki-67 S47|5 3 Hepif g o] o] fep 79
RS Holom, Exfotd Tl dF Aot W
H O, JAERA 84 2 ZRALHE S8 2
ol = BHlofl M= Aol & Helou, ohE e A Eeh=
TR AVAS HolA] 4she

WA, T2 84 T FH et FF FAE T
Al disiAle 71E A5 bl AdRrd 237t Halslo]
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CER AFAE 2R EA I o R i
Lo 8935t zto]7} gickyl Hugh vk (23,
o} Hh-S-(desmoplastic reaction)®] oJs] T =2&
A TFNA o =2 AT Yepdtiy B
ATtEME =2 AE g
2

7

08 A7t e Aog &
Uzt 584 2 24T Kin67

7] (26-30). °l=
T8 ot FF
71 49] o 9 22 ALx0] W3} 5 TRt
He TS AARRE of

luminal A o} A= Al
93P} SUEYA o 5o
H AFoA luminal A ©

= Hel Aoty dytE sFEo= siAH, 7]
A EAtordt g3k Alell s ot
BHEI Qlom (3, 6, 13, 14, 26, 27, 32), ©

H, ROI A, 28 54 59 7ol 7192
[e]

o H > rr HE ox olN

o o gy rlo

1

o)
Q
o

_H

ol

£,

=

=}

=

=3

=

K
ng Nl Tg i
= re flo :‘El,

I‘TF

ox Ml
-,

A

N

olr

]_
LB QPL | A% AAs BEokE TRESS
1.g5te] dolelS SRSt Fol A 1E AT oy
HEE £ e ANTLE 9ot 92,
SAolR YmA o] ojRol BHAE 719
Q7oA 7V QA ekt 2uz, B

o

N

re
e
o,

o o & o

(o]
30 o 12 rjr Y fo it X 1o b rfm

ofy
. °%

re

-

Y,
B
2
H‘]

M =2 #E Baler, ol
g+ (21, 33, 34). B4 Hol&
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