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CT A2 MRI 8 4 # & 2 3 1 0.7%~8.7% 7 2.4%~
49.1%, F 4 b & I 8 8 2 % 3k 50% . B #T PCNs
By B R T A BIR AR, B A 3.6%~36.7% H PCNs
BELER, BHEHKS0% N EFEERE DI
PCNs'™. Hi# PCNs & t £ #2 % ,PCNs % 78 5| 2 &
k% ki, PCNs T E @ HF R A MK & %M H
(serous cystic neoplasm, SCN) . & 7& & % ¥ i &
(mucinous cystic neoplasm, MCN) | 5 & 1y 7L 3k Ik 45
7 M fF /2 (intraductal papillary mucinous neoplasm,
IPMN) | 5 % {51 3k 4k BF 78 (solid pseudopapillary
neoplasm, SPN) % , 1 6] 75 & 2 A 4 4 AT Ky 2 #
R FAGHAZZRNES —, 5 &AL EF A TR
AE L ETAREROEZ AR T —F LT AR #,

PCNs #h % i i W 7 i% & 4% # # . CT. MRV
MRCP A EUS. EUSE WS BA 5 8 4 5 48 4 &
WA, HTEFERLINMLES BR R ER/RRIE,
R R A A AR R A T e o R
R E TR ER, E bl IR L N
F M AN LW, MENRRAR R A
BT T K B, EUS B T fE % 5L 1 % 9 3R EUS
(contrast-enhanced EUS, CE-EUS) #1 EUS 5| & T 4
4 4 % K (EUS-guided fine-needle aspiration,
EUS-FNA) b th R 7l D Wi 8K, B B Bk
A ENGEEE RNARERCEHAR EN
7 £ (EUS-guided through-the-needle biopsy sampling,
EUS-TTNB) % # A o # th H % 1% %8 &, EUS &
G FTAHXDH R A% A PCNs By D BT (1 E
%15 8,8 B TR 5B, A L4285 PCNs thy 15 i1 o
i, E WA TE A FE EUSTE Y PCNs DTN £
FAbw Y, B, EUSEPCNs Bl # A &
AR, &6 BATH T4 L&A Ui, UL T4 %
AIN-BEUS A5 3T £ 7|46 & 5 KA PCNs B
A

— EUS % CE-EUS 7 PCNs ¥ # # 8 15 A

LEUS: & T & # 30 & 1 B 1 7 % 2 PCNs,
EUS Tt PCNs 8y 4 7 38 % B 4§ DL TR AR
T E #E AN S REEE AALRE
B FERANMBE N EER L AD ELE T K
N RELSETH R EBGAENEA L LR AL
4L % . EUS T SCN By 2 A % 3L 2 0 A& 1 AU 8y
AEAMERNEERE ,AENT LB KL
FEIEMENRAZHER DT 2mm By T8,
MCN ty A L IR B RS FH M EERE, BN
FTR2M, BT EHER—KAT2mm, [PMN

HAEUSTHWHRAXIAZSREMANELR L.
5 CT A MRIAE b, EUS B & 5 K /N F 654 B 45
T BN IRF A A, A KA T EUS,
CT 2 MRI, X 3 EUS % 45 % # H % & (35.3% b
5.8% 11 6.3%) . % 1 4 [fa & H 5 (60.3% t 34.6%
#146.9%) , H # 734 41t % & XL (P<0.05)",

KT E Au w3 AR EUS K B R R KA
PCNs, #1142 tH 7 — A 7 69 PCNs 89 EUS 4 &,
Z 4 AL B 4 EUS % 3 fn % 7 CEA K F % PCNs #
T% 5 % 8. B %K FE EUS % 3 ¥ PCNs 2 %
3A T AN EEH, BN R0, EFE
KAN=BG DA A AR, BN T4, T
KANAR—; MAESRER, EALFO~34 . KE,
HTF LR A, %K 7 B SCN f2 MCN, B K 7 %
o 1AL 35 B4R U O MCN, 3 BB 4 7
U % SCN; I AL ot | 25 6 8% 3 8 45 49 U] 5 MCN, # 4
e ARG U 7 SCN; I &Y op | 3 A B 45 4 ) o
MCN, # 75 B 4 ¥ {2 CEA>192 wg/L, Il 4 MCN, #
7o BE %5 ¥ {2 CEA<192 wg/L, Ul & SCN, #| A % 4
A ¥ Wy MCN 89 80 JZ A 5 5+ £ 20 5] h 85.7% #n
80.0%, ¥ W v i % 82.93%, M4, BRIV BT
EUS T SCN #2 MCN # 4 Wi AR " B MR & AL T
LI S R A REES2 AU R B
(B B JE<2mm) %t T 9 B SCN B A 4 7 %, X
4NEUS # 3 45 AE £ & 2 TER & 1F N A7 1 7 SCN
Hy Az 8 7% 5 (0.824) , &l B 4, ik JR BUR & 89 R B0E
Fks 5 E (7 5 7 84.2% .80.6%) 5 T MR & AL T 14
R NWANEL 2RI E 025 URTER(E
BE B JE>2 mm) X T 2 B MCN B & £ 7 M L iX 4
EUS % {5 #:AE (£ & 3 BUEk & 1F 4 AR vE 5 MCNs By
Az 18 % % (0.808) , &l B ik #k BUAx & 09 R BUE R
W (95 K 77.4% 84.2%) .

2.CE-EUS: CE-EUS 2 #§ 3 3t # il E 47 3% % 7
7 M A E O AR R R LR LA E
TIEW . HFEUSKAEMF L F A LMK, E
TERX o REET KRALALZNARY,CE-EUS
TATEANEMER> R R LA EEH
A A A A AT T IR AL, IR0 4 R SR
HFRRPN A 28N, —THN10TH R (HF
532 7] PCNs & # ) t] Meta 9 #7 & 7~ CE-EUS 45 4%
W B AE OB LR E O 88.2% (95%CI: 82.7%~
92.5%) , % 5 £ 4 79.1% (95%CI : 74.5%~83.3%) ,
W W R 89.6%(95%C1: 83.4%~95.8% ) 5 H Th
QIER S WA KWK, NN ST
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Xt e 8 5 AE X By #F R (25320 ) PCNs &%) , 15 BT
BEGE W SR E R F E] 97.0% (95%CI': 92.5%~
99.2%) , ¥ 5% JE # & %] 90.4% (95%CI: 85.2%~
94.2%) , ¥ Wy U H F E 95.6% (95%CI: 92.6%~
98.7%)"" . BT #IFATHF 5 A K B MEAn % M PCNs
MBUE R AR ELRRE, TR LR ERR, R
i 76 4 5 PCNs 89 25 & J7 & , CE-EUS 1 W v #4 1= 9A
%% T #58 CT #1 MRI(92.3% . 76.9%, 93.0%
78.9%)", i TEELH RPCNs BLWH LR F
— B WK R BT At T # E PCNs By B & B A
FEEEN,SEUSAATHELE Y , BT F
CE-EUS # Bh % 7| ¥ By .

Z .EUS-FNA # % # AR 7 PCNs - W7 9 # 1 J#

L.LEUS 5| & T % #| 4 B % 7K 2 47 : EUS-FNA 3k
BEBRAERE, HATER TR —FFRWT &,
AEERRERE ERAN METIN I ER L
F AR E AN E,

ERBEFAEFTERLRATRNLKEHE, IF
PR P RAEM R R R AR
B, BT FHRNETHLKE, —MAEMCNF
AR A B B AT A A B R 22 K E AW E T
b Leung &' kAT 2 K F>3.5 mm 5 &
BB AR R H AR EIRE . Bick ™ R#E fr
21 em HFFE s H B AL AE M, B RE 4
L IAE, L 2 AE D B MCN B 8UR L 2
P M 7 A A BR M AR 4 B 58% (95%CI:
44%~70%) ,95%(95%CI: 83%~99%) ,94%(95%ClI ;
81%~99% ) 1 60%(95%C1:46%~T72% ) , ELHI 4 4E [
PEEK A CEA>200 pg/L #| £ MCN #y VE 7% & A 74% Fn
83% 1% & 5 89%(P<0.05) . — T E [F % 0 #F % 3
MNIAM A FEHNEE M IFEH LA HE S
TLREREIRANELERRIALENEH E X 2
FRMR SR ENER T A -, B 24
MM A BT B MR E, A ALK
JE=1 em N AL 2 AE 0, 37 2 K E>2 em 3t F 4 £ 4E
PEMEH E TR, EV AN TR 2K E<2 em B
AR A A A A B AR R R

T A TEAT AT, B R A R R
CEA Fo ] ] # . % J 7R 2 4 B 4 B <250 U/L B, 7]
HEWR B PR B M 3 i, 22 TPMN P2 BB b 2 7+,
B R AW, CEATEH AN E K 55K
Mg B MEPCNs W AR S, & ZEZH
FAE R 192 pe/L. CEA>192 pe/L % B MCN # 4Rk
JE A0 3 B 37.5%~T7% 70 63%~91%>>%

% 2 R KT % B MCN By 15 B #r k=40, &
# #E <500 mg/L ¥ W MCN B9 8 & #0457 251
W 89%~95% 1 57%~87% > . — T4 N\ 8 BHF
(609 1) Jik % % 1 & B3 ) B Meta 2 A7 B 7+ 3 7
A & AE 287 2 B MCN 8 8RR E (91% th 56%, P<
0.001) Fn o # % (94% b, 85%, P<0.001) ¥ & & T
CEA,HZHREZR AR THFEX  HBKAHEH
WA CEARQ TR B oM A H B RE AR T L
B4 W th VE A R (97% 1 94%, P>0.05), 2022 4
— % d 0 A HF K K R B IR MCN %, CEA
W =192 wg/L 0 B L An 4 3 E 29 5l K 62.7% Fo
88.2% , T i 2 4% WKk E <250 mg/L B9 R gk R
25 K 88.1% F191.2%,ROC ¢h & T @ B 4 5 A
0.81#10.96(P=0.03) , & 7~ & % & 24 th T CEA” .
H ot | AR & 4 (CA19-9, CA72-4, CA125 #u
CA15-3 %) A M AT T 1P, (23 CEA 892 7
BER, REEMARER, FEHHBARK,
ek An 5 523, 0 2 B8 % E AT T AE O 5 A R
MCN Hy 5t &£ AR F 4o

ERF 2T EWiTE 4 EHE DNARNA K A
FrRn R4 AR R A R RAR R i A
Jil & % 519 W PCNs, 18 % i IR T 2> St ® AL, H
-4 A PG RT E AR B0 45 AT B 5 H 2 PCNs 26 AL Bk = 4%
FHARIEY, ARSI FAREEESL N, kKA
e K™z B F . H o AR i % B9 KRAS A1 GNAS R
A % fE R MCN 15 W o Rk & 2 7l 45%(95%C
25%~56% ) 1 36% (95%CI : 8%~65%) , s 5t £ 4+ 7
H 94% (95%CI; 85%~100%) F1 100% > , {8 18 1% i+
B K R P K I KRAS & H R %
SAMEN  FEARENE, FRTHEEEY W
BEP, X EAR K TR F A A&, s R
R EwFEEREH Rt —FNiE, AR EEF
R RS 4y 9 3E BEIE A5 B AR VE o

QEUSH S TERENFRLE . EARL T A
EUS 5| & T3 i % #| £ 4 SpyGlass ot 4 3 X\ PCNs
RN, AEEEMENEMHAATHE, & —FHH
B ¥ B7 PCNs 8y 77 5. KA 436 KR RED
B 8 PCNs & % SpyGlass % T &k AIH#AT 2 8 7 -
B BE B R AR AL E AT AR I 4 A & SCN BN A AE
Mk I (B E 69%, 8 5 £ 91%) , T 3L 3k 4 45
% MCN B 45 fE M & I (B8R B 22%, B 7 &
92%) , B MBI N % W& g B4 e 3E 38U R
P, b F SpyGlass 4 % Bl & &, b T % & W
BEERE L EMEREPERN TR, 8w xR
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AL R T EH - PR K

BEUSH R THA4 AHLEREEHNER
% (EUS-guided needle-based confocal laser endomi-
croscopy, EUS-nCLE) : EUS-nCLE 5% # fik 7 4 %% &
£, @ FRAEANCLER K, LHNEZEANAL
2 L2 1 45 A B — A R . EUS-nCLE o WL 2 2] %
F M4 B B4R 7R SCN, 7L 3k 4k 28 42 B b & IRk 45 4
BERTIPMN, % R mi B AL R K
A B 32 28 MCN, % & 2 37 3% 4 Ji 22 3L HE 7] B 42 7
M B B R R — T4 N 20 TR 55 (1 023 £
JEFR B MR R B ) B Meta 941 & 5§ EUS-TTNB
A8 H , EUS-nCLE & &2 W7 5 # 5 (85% b 74% , P<
0.000 1), ¥ W 8RS JE Fn 4 5 J AH %4 (80% . 86%,
80% b 83%, P>0.05) , 3 K IE K £ W& T % =
(5% . 3%,P>0.05)*", EUS-nCLE = —# % &4
B EFT R, EXRTAENELE BEHE
B RAEXE ARG RZ g REEE X LA
PCNs & 32 # By i 18 .

4.EUS 5| & T 40 i 4 43K B 25 : PCNs 7 32 %
VW, REFRERERAY , A RALRIEE,
RIS, BREE RN A, REam
1 5 BT % M PCNs B9 8UKE R 2 50%, (2 B &
W3 2 (B % T SPN Fa 22 4 400k B 195
i e # ZR  B] K T0%~81% F 70%~89%™ , B T 4t
TFHRHEREREBMFDHERAEL, ATHRER
HZY W NEURE A AT 7 R E h A e dE o R

(1) 20 i B B < I B 40 i 3 B0 AR 4 38 3K AR 19
F AR, — TR R 5 th 589 EUS-FNA ¥ i 77 %
X, BT W AR R R R R E T 81%,
%o BB R (45%) B 3 T CEA K 15
(45%) 09 2 1%, 7] /& & EUS-FNA 48 }fl, % 2 7 5 K %
HE—AFE™, Kk E AR R, R
TZB A R

Q) REmMBR L AT F R4 ENHH
Rl 3t T EEBAT R R D 7 ik, — TN
N30 ) B 3 1 BT BB PR T K B 3 K #E4T PCNs
B, WOl R FRE@ARFLH , ZHKS
EUS-FNA %1 1 5 ¥ Wi A8 b, 3K 4% 48 1 (73% 1t 36%,
P=0.08) 71 £k i 40 i (50% . 18%, P=0.016) th H, 17
HE,10% B2 K & KE , 2P A L BIE R 0% 2
BHEXERERH LA TFINMNARERTHEED,
— AN 3T P B2 B R UE M ok AT R AR 40 e R
BHAIWFNAER G KRG @M A EEE A MNP i
MCN, # 8%(3/37) K 4 3t K JE , & 1 ] 3 /4 4 o,

20 B MR K, BRF BT D, KT, — T
AN 65 ) Ji B B M R B N S A K AL R A
%P R 5 FNA At , 8 40 0 Rl A 2 5F R 4R 8 R IR
EHERENDEEREY, FERHMARER, R
AR B - E A RIER W R LB B AR
& AR R 40 B R $E 4T PCNs B 2 .

(3) BERFRER: BEAFRA4 FRHEAE
M B B B BE R B A 48 4 AT 0 B9 T B L A I
BAREAEFTURRE L AL KD — TR E
M4 N 69 1 R IR T MR R B B EE R R 22 G AR
YEFNA 4T 347 B8 % R, 81% 3k 1% 40 J, % 4 H7 ,30%
(10/33) & 7 40 fe. A0 & 7 2 A7 % & 9F MCN 8y B 3,
% 7 B 5 |5 W MCN,67%(6/9) [ V> T %
HATRB N L EE TR F AL B N MCN, B
40 T MR R A Z R BRI, E AR
B FNA TR AT, BB 5 R A R A R
M FikE BT R 4R 5 29%(20/69, P<0.01) , 12 1 A
(1.45%) K £ IR K. — T4\ 60 ] J iR B M
WA EME S F QR R, # A 22 G ProCore &
R4 34T F R, 65% 6 & KA 4 ML F LW,
SR A B R R S, W R A F 94.4%
#1100% , H 46.1% B 5 % FRAT A% o 4 R BEAT AL 4R
FREIFE,ARE 1A EANE L EZELE, 16X #
WL BT R AP EFRLELEY ., BNF
RERA L ERAEFETUREE L@ A
O N2 e R R s i = o o W v R N
TR T AT TR SATER TS BN R R
RE LR E WD W — A

(4)EUS-TTNB: & ¢ — o /N oy 7 A 4 18 3 5
FI4TENPCNs BN, AEX RE RN N2 IF L
MRk 2 S FEATE AR, AT R IR 4 AT RATH R
#r 2, 3k B| %t PCNs 8945 # ¥ B . EUS-TTNB 8 ¥
Ve Z 78.8%~86.7%, B B & 82.2%~90.1%, #F
& 94%~96.8% , 3+ K JE A [ 1.08%~8.6% , . /" & 7
KAE KRN — T 5N 45 B R R
W& B 90T, EUS-TTNB 4 1k & 37 % 100%, % #7
ERU, BAREFRAFHAU LWL HEAL ST
43 LT (93% H 67%,P=0.045) , 3t K48 & £ R T%
(3/45) , G FE 2Bl B E AR R 10 B IRMEE
W, REAERKERETREHEY, £ Meta
A1 B 7= EUS-TTNB % 2 fik & T EUS-FNA 41 g
FAMHS BN 11 B % (518 16 J i7 3 1
G & B ) Meta 24T . 7~ EUS-TTNB 4 A # K A&
o % 97.12% (95%CI: 93.73%~98.71%; ' =34.49) ,
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B WF % 79.60%(95%CI - 72.62%~85.16% ; '=56.00) ,
W R 82.76% (95%CI : 77.80%~86.80% 5 ’=0.00) ,
FFEALREMNREREE N 1.08% (95%CI: 0.43%~
2.69%;=0.00); 5 ¥ 4 FNA /i kb , TTNB £ £ #£ 5
T % £[0R=4.79(95%CI: 1.52~15.06, P=0.007) ]
#9769 M [ OR=8.69(95%CI: 1.12~67.12, P=
0.038) 1", —IH N8 THF K (F 426 1) Jif ix &
A& B FH ) B Meta 2 4 & 7~ TTNB & & & 7 %
98.2%, Xt MCN 4 W7 0y B8R & A ¢ 7 £ 2 5| h
90.1% 1 94% , % B % & T FNA(89% th 41%)'* .
— TN 9 T 52 (3£ 454 5] ik B3 3 M 8 B8 ) Y
Meta T 41 4 #7 & 7 TTNB B9 4 Wr & 5 95 & K /N
X, EUS-TINB ¥ #{FM®E , Dl £ %, Wl L
PR RAE R AWM, 5 FE AR AT
#F 7% I F 7 PCNs 5 W F B0 18 Bl RAR TEHL S, ]
it FEHATENESHNHE -SRI HL L EF
BmARENMRETH - PRF DI AR,

-1

PCNs & & % Mm A LA FRELBEWFS
HERK XN SHALERNRE —, FEAES
KM T RAE , W% PCNs 4 ) R 7 Wy 3 Jm , 2 AF
BB REER S EN. KEBEFRERST
PCNs Wy 2 BB s R B IR, T EUS R 5| & T %
Pl LB RS HIAEE T PCNs S T vEH =, B
VWA S MR T EA N EAME S . EUS T
EBREHZBRAEVNXR UMK FZERA,BE
P& ENT A, BEHREGEUS DB AT, &
PCNs ¥ ,EUSH X ¥ B L K ey 45, 4 & B R
FAE BREER EMHRE BEHFIRETEHAT
MRS B A5 B T R B HLTE S AR B —
PR, G AT ERHF5 6% T EUSH BT
WHENE, MEAFEXEMM SN LR, EUSHE
PCNs % i F B4 A & o
FUZEIRZE  FIAT1E 74 IR 2776 R 25 T

2 % x #t
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