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Lee et al. AJR 2024 (1,325 women)

Ha et al. Radiology 2024 (5,707 women)

Mammography with Mammography with Pvalue ~ Mammography Mammography P value
Al us with Al with US
CDR* 7.5(3.6-13.8) 9.1 (4.7-15.8) 0.67 3.5(2.3,5.4) 56(3.9,7.9) 0.002
[10/1,325] [12/1,325] [20/5,707] [32/5,707]
Recall Rate 14.9 (13.0-16.9) 11.7 (10.0-13.6) 0.02 5.0(45,5.6) 22.9(21.8,24.0) <0.001
[197/1,325] [155/1,325] [286/5707] [1,305/5,707]
Sensitivity  83.3(51.6-97.9) 100.0 (73.5-100.0) 0.12 60.6(43.7,75.3) 97.0(84.7,99.5) 0.002
[10/12] [12/12] [20/33] [32/33]
Specificity 85.8 (83.7-87.6) 89.1(87.3-90.7) 0.009 95.3(94.7,95.8) 77.6(76.5,78.6) <0.001
[1,126/1,313] [1,170/1,313] [5,408/5,674] [4,401/5,674]

Note. Except where indicated, data are percentages, with 95% Cls in parentheses and numbers of examinations in brackets.
* Data are reported as the rate per 1000 examinations. CDR = cancer detection rate
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