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Correlation of Diffusion Weighted MR Imaging with Tumorous Cellular Density and Microvessel
Density in Hepatocellular Carcinoma # CHEN Bing,ZHA O Zhen-hua,YANG Jianfeng,et dl.
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Note: A : ADC of HCC lesion in the left lobe of liver;B:TCD index of the lesion was 0.9;
C:ADC value was significantly negatively correlated with TCD (r=-0.873, P<0.001).

Figure 1 Correlation between ADC and TCD in HCC
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Figure 2 Correlation between MVD and ADC in HCC
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