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Evaluation for Ultrasonographic Findings of Hepatoma

Jung Whan Choi, M.D., Soo Il Lim, M.D., Myung Hee Shon, M.D.,
Kyu Yeob Im, M.D., Jong Keon Kim, M.D., Ki Chul Choi, M.D.

Department of Radiology, Jeon Bug National University Hospital

Ultrasonographic findings in 34 cases of primary hepatoma, and 18 cases of secondary hepatoma,

which had been proved histopathologically or suspected clinically and ultrasonographucally, wre re-

viewed,

The results were summarized as follows.

1. Among 52 cases, 40 cases were male and 12 cases were femae.

The male predominent than the

female with the ratio of 4:1. In 52 cases, 40 cases (77%) of the patients were between 41 years and

60 years,

2. The most common ultrasonographic finding of hepatoma was discrete homogeneous hyperechoic

mass,

3. Primary hepatomas were usually solitary and relatively large, while secondary hepatomas were usually

mutltiple and relatively small.

4, Hepatitis, liver cirrhsis, and clonorchiasis were more common in primary hepatomas than secondary

hepatomas.
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Table 1. Distribution of Cases
Male (%) Female (%) Total (%)
Primary 27 (52) 7(13) 34 (65)
Secondary 13 (25) 5 (10) 18 (35)
Total 40 (77) 12 (23) 52 (100)
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Table 2, Age and sex distribution

Table 3. Primary foci of secondary hepatoma

Primary foci No. of cases

Stomach
Colon

Lung
Pancreas
Gall bladder
Uterus
Unknown
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Table 4. Echopattern of hepatoma

Type Primary  Secondary Total
I: Discrete hypoechoic 5(15%) 3(17%)  B(15%)
II: Discrete hyperechoic  23(68%)  13(72%) 36(69%)

Ila: Homogeneous 14 8 22

discrete mass
[Ib: Inhomogeneous 9 5 14

discrete mass

1II: Diffuse infiltration  6(17%)  2(11%)  8(15%)

Total 34(100%) 18(100%) 52(100%)

Age (y1s) Male Female Total
3140 2 ( 4%) 2( 4%)
41-50 12 (23%) 9 (17%) 21 (40%)
51-60 17 (33%) 2( 4%) 19 (37%)
61-70 7 (13%) 7 (13%)
71-80 2 ( 4%) 1( 2%) 3(6%)
Total 40 (77%) 12 (23%) 52 (100%)
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Type I: Discrete hypoechoic mass.
Well defined hypoechoic mass in right lobe of
liver on oblique scan.
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Type lla: Homogeneous discrete hyperechoic
mass.

Well defined homogeneous hyperechoic mass in
upper portion of right lobe and contour de-
formity of the liver and pleural effusion on
longitudinal scan.
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Fig. 4.

Fig. 3. Type Ilb: Inhomogencous discrete hyperechoic mass.
A. A large hyperechoic mass with 2 central hypoechoic portions in right lobe of liver on longitudinal

scan,
B. Bull's eye pattern.

Type I11: Diffuse infiltration type.

Diffuse ill defined echogenic area throughout
entire liver and echogenic area in LV.C. on
longitudinal scan.

B

ST

Hyperechoic lesion with peripheral sonolucent rim in posterior portion of right lobe on longitudinal

scan,
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Table 5. Associated ultrasonographic findings

Primary  Secondary  Total
Ascites T(21%) 1( 6%) 8(15%)
Pleural effusion 2( 6%) 0 2( 4%)
1.V.C. invasion 1( 3%) 0 1( 2%)
Splenomegaly 8(24%) 1( 6%)  9(17%)
Contour deformity 28(82%) 12(67%) 40(77%)

Fig. 5. Hepatoma with pleural effusion and ascites.
Longitudinal scan.
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Table 6, Size, multiplicity, and lobar distribution

Primary Secondary

Size

larger than Scm 29(86%) 8(40%)

smaller than 5¢cm 5(14%) 10(60%)
Multiplicity

solitary 23(67%) 5(25%)

muliiple 11(33%) 13(75%)
Involved lobe

right lobe only 17(57%) 6(33%)

left lobe only 5(14%) 0

both lobes 10(29%) 12(67%)

Table 7. Clinical and laboratory data

Primary Secondary
Cirrhosis 19(56%) 1( 6%)
Clonorchiasis 13(36%) 5(28%)
HBs Ag (+) 21(62%), 3(17%)
AFP (1) 22(65%) 2(11%)
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