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RKERFEZHET %, BMEENSHBER., CT. MRIX THEHEZENIZRET Y 2k, TEZXZWcBIrLoD5 %
W, VBT T T ¢ ORI FREEN B OBERZH X DR D EEZEDEERINZNIC, SVET T T 40135 F
T7FaldBMMMIRE LTHLER> T e, UL, TYRIVIVET T T 4 DT THEOHMOESITZE LN E
DWHD, T4 IWVLAT V=2 (SEM) IO TH R VET T T 4 BMNCE TV 2V ENEA TN, SIcE K LD
O%%oﬁﬁ@ﬁﬁ@??&WV/%7774HCRV/%7774%74WAEQ%HHﬁA—P:E—%%ﬁ$bf
HBM, TIVTIXRVEST T T ¢ (fullfield digital mammography LA~ FFDM) 7% €= X2 Wid 2 fisk & 1R 4 I
MmLooH %, DHAEOHIETEERMZITHES VET T T 0 TITONTWE D, TOX I RIRIW T, T\/ﬁ/b?/—"&
757 4 DERICRZ OB TITONTWA ETAERBIHEIML TVD, TIRIVVET T T 4 DRZICENTT F
07V AT LERAFEDNZFBETE 20 E S MIIEFICEBRFETDH %,
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OFHADOMHAIEEGRDENZN Y, ERMZL NIV TREREOZWIFZEIEA A0 TirhbNiz /)LD z—0 SFM & FFDM
EDLHETH B, Oslo 1 study® Tid, 3,683 %D LcMEIC SFM & FFDM D i /57 #igi UK ECT 31 FIOFLE M E L Tw
%o SFMTI& 284, FFDM Tid 23 flOFIEMMEEINTID, ZTOMHE, 0.76% L 0.62% DHEICIFEREATRDEN
mholze KW TOslo 1T study ¥ Tlk, 45 ~ 695D 25,263 N SICHE/EAHMHIC KD SFM &% 1 & FFDM A3t
fraEntz, MLz 2 EFBE MM TbN, SEMERZITZ 17911 AL S 73 NDOFLFE. FFDM6,997 Ah 5 41 ADFLFE
M E NIz, 2k LTORMBRHFIZSEM T3 0.41%, FFDM Tl:0.59%. p=06 THEZZ AN 57 50 ~ 697HD
7 )V—T"TlESFMT0.54%. FFDMT0.83%. p=053 THEMERICEEIADNIN, Ml FNEREETIEESEN >
7zo 45~ 49K TIFSFM T0.22%. FFDMO.27 % DR T, AEFEIIHENE M7z, Oslo T study Tl s 1
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WETH>TEH, TZEZBZMICBWTIE, BRI TUVVAT LB EZAGICEHADNRETH S LR L
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FDG-PET 2L A DA — = I N TZE NS ERS IE 7200,

i H I % FDG-PET 25 AFv VI KB FIEOMHRIZHADOHE TIE 1/1105=0.09% V' THH, HARICEBITIZT
VRIS T 4 LS OO AT B I B MREHR031%? KOBEL, I N A BRI HEIERD B>,
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[74/97]) LU TNERE CIEARIEENME (35% [8/23]) 9, (ARG RAEM IR R EARMEIIE TH -T2V
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FE50° D0 10mm A FORRZS, M NESEICB D TRRRMEL 25 TeNH 551, X BIEBRAICN TS PETLEY
F7 574 LD TIRIAFIEERICEB O TE FDG-PET DIEED & WA, GBI TldEy > F 7570 DEED EOE
WEINTNS ! 410,

BRI ClE. SRR RO BRI A £ 72 (X AE5 < —— D DERENEED NSRRI, 525V IERATHRDHEEL T
I T OIEFRLFE DORMER IR D FEFOYVE . I6RHZOFHIiE LT FDG-PETMEMN M TSN BTN EL, TNHORER]
RHCBWCIAEHTOAEENZD ! 12 9] BN EROREBIRICB W TED RS REERZHRELT, EOREDHE
THRAEZITARLVDNICOVTRELZ T aMEHE RSN TR,
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