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ABSTRACT

Objective To explore the diagnostic accuracy rate of contrast-enhanced ultrasound (CEUS) and
contrast-enhanced computed tomography (CECT) for liver cancer of different diameters. Methods
A total of 78 patients suspected as liver cancer who were admitted between January 2015 and
June 2018 were selected for the study. All patients were examined by CEUS and CECT. Pathological
examination was used as the gold standard to evaluate the efficacy of different examination methods
for diagnosis of liver cancer. The patients were grouped according to the diameter of liver cancer
lesions, and the diagnostic accuracy rates of CEUS, CECT and combined examination for liver cancer of
different diameters were compared. Results There was no significant difference in sensitivity of CEUS
and CECT in the diagnosis of liver cancer (P>0.05), and the sensitivity of combined diagnosis of liver
cancer was higher than that of CEUS or CECT (P<0.05). There was no statistically significant difference
in the specificity of CEUS, CECT and combined diagnosis of liver cancer (P>0.05), and there was no
significant difference in the accuracy rate of CEUS and CECT in the diagnosis of liver cancer (P>0.05),
and there was no significant difference in the accuracy rate of combined diagnosis and CEUS diagnosis
of liver cancer (P>0.05), and the accuracy rate of combined diagnosis of liver cancer was higher than
that of CECT (P<0.05). There was no significant difference in the accuracy rate of CEUS, CECT and
combined diagnosis in the diagnosis of liver cancer lesions with diameter <3cm and diameter 23cm
(P>0.05). Conclusion Both CEUS and CECT are effective methods for the diagnosis of liver cancer, and
the combination of the two methods has higher efficacy. However, there was no significant difference
in the accuracy rate of CEUS, CECT and combined diagnosis in the diagnosis of liver cancer of different
diameters.
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