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Abstract: [ Purpose | To investigate the expression of pigment epithelium-derived factor(PEDF)
and its correlation with ultrasound features in breast cancer patients.[ Methods ] Two hundred and
eight breast cancer patients were enrolled,and the ultrasound features and blood flow were
recorded,and the expression of PEDF was analyzed immunohistochemically. The positive expres-
sion rate of PEDF was compared in the patients with different blood flow classifications and dif-
ferent ultrasound features. [Results| The positive expression rate of PEDF in ductal epithelial
hyperplasia disease group was significantly higher than that in breast cancer group (55.00% vs
29.81% ,P<0.01). There was significant difference of positive expression rates of PEDF among
patients with invasive ductal carcinoma,invasive lobular carcinoma,mucinous carcinoma and in-
vasive cribriform carcinoma (26.86%.,47.37% and 57.14%,P<0.05). There was significant differ-
ence of the positive expression rates of PEDF in patients with different color Doppler blood flow
classifications (0~ 1l :46.88%,31.82%,31.48% and 13.95% respectively, P<0.05). The positive ex-
pression rate of PEDF in patients with tumor diameter < 2c¢m was significantly higher than that
in patients with tumor diameter >2cm (44.63% vs 14.94%,P<0.05). [ Conclusion | The expression
of PEDF in breast cancer patients is obvious decreased,and the infiltrating ductal carcinoma pa-
tients are the lowest expression level. The expression of PEDF is correlated with the macroscopic
ultrasonic image.
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Table 1 The expression of PEDF in different types of breast diseases
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Table 2 The expression of PEDF in different types of breast cancer
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Table 3 The expression of PEDF in different color Doppler
blood flow grading of breast cancer lesions

PEDF expression  Positive

Flow classification - — X P
Negative Positive rate(%)
0 64 34 30 46.88
I 44 30 14 31.82
15.360  0.002
I 54 37 17 31.48
I 46 43 6 13.95

Table 4 The relationship between PEDF expression and breast
cancer ultrasound image features

The ultrasonic image PEDF expression  Positive

X P

characteristics Negative Positive rate(%)
Size(cm)
<2 121 67 54 44.63
20.425 0.000
>2 87 74 13 14.94
Boundary
Burr 101 77 24 23.76
2472 0.116
No burr 107 71 36 33.64
Shape
Regular 43 26 17 39.53
1.995 0.162
Irregular 165 118 47 28.48
Aspect ratio
<1 135 95 40 29.63
0.303 0.582
=1 73 54 19 26.03
Back echo
Attenuation 53 40 13 24.53
. 0.646 0.422
No attenuation 155 108 47 30.32
Internal calcification
Yes 101 74 27 26.73
0.638 0.425
No 107 73 34 31.78
BI-RADS
I~ 43 26 17 39.53 2795 0,099
V-~V 165 121 44 26.67 ' '
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Figure 1 Color Doppler ultrasound image of breast
cancer lesions

Figure 2 PEDF expression in breast infiltrative ductal
carcinoma
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