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Abstract:-

Introduction: -

CEUS has become an emerging radio diagnostic technique of modern times. The use of these
contrasts offers a way better alternative than materials that cause radiation. Thyroid nodules
are notorious for their effect on normal physiology and the routine best diagnostic modality
apart from biopsy is Radioactive lodine.

Aim:-

To conduct a diagnostic test accuracy meta-analysis to understand the role of CEUSin
diagnosing thyroid nodules.

Methodology:-

According to Prisma guidelines, literature on the topic was found using the Keywords CEUS,
Thyroid Nodule, and Radioactive lodine. Two independent reviewers conducted a quality
check on the papers and decided on the studies that should be included. Any discrepancies
were solved by athird reviewer. Meta Disc, Review Manager, and Excel were used to
analyze the extracted data from the selected studies as per the inclusion and exclusion
criteria. Biopsy was taken as a Reference Gold Standard.

Result:-

A total of 47 RCTs with 5,527 patients were selected for the study. The pooled sensitivity of
CEUS s 0.87, with a Cl of 95% in arange of 0.86 to 0.88. The specificity of CEUS is 0.84,
with a Cl of 95% in arange of 0.82 to 0.85. The summary of the ROC curve shows that the
area under the curve for CEUS was 0.9292 and the overall diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) was
40.59.

Conclusion:-

It can be concluded from the results that CEUS can be used as a Screening tool for high
suspicion groups but it is still not a perfect test. The newer generation of Contrasts may yield
higher accuracy but for the currently available contrasts, Biopsy remains the best tool for a
definitive and accurate diagnosis.
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INTRODUCTION

A thyroid nodule is an atypical mass or cluster of cells on the thyroid gland. They are
frequently encountered, typically noncancerous (benign), and often asymptomatic. In rare
instances, they may be cancerous. Over 90% of nodules identified in adults are not cancerous
(benign), yet they could indicate thyroid cancer in about 4.0% to 6.5% of instances. (1).
Certain nodules can disrupt the thyroid glands' hormone production, leading to signs of either
hypothyroidism (a thyroid gland that's not producing enough hormones) or hyperthyroidism
(an overly active gland). Numerous nodules remain asymptomatic until they reach a size that
impacts nearby tissues or becomes visible on the neck’s surface. Depending on the nodule's
type and origin, symptoms can encompass. difficulty swallowing, hoarseness, neck
discomfort, rapid weight loss, cold intolerance, irregular pulse, fatigue, dry skin, facial
edema, etc(2). The initial evaluation of a patient with a suspected thyroid nodule should be
comprehensive, involving all aspects of a holistic investigative approach. Thyroid USG
serves multiple purposes that indicate the benefits of wider application of this modality
towards better diagnosis and management of the underlying condition. This ultrasound serves
multiple purposes, including confirming the presence of the nodule, examining for any
additional nodules, evaluating cervical lymph nodes, and assessing for any suspicious
ultrasound(3). Ultrasound holds significant promise for assisting in distinguishing between
malignant and benign thyroid nodules, but it is plagued by interpretational challenges, and its
precision remains limited(4). Contrast-enhanced ultrasound involves the use of an
intravenous substance containing microbubbles. This contrast agent assists hedlthcare
providers in visuaizing blood flow within your organs and blood vessels, aiding in the
detection of a wide range of diseases and medical conditions(5). The purpose of this study is
to ascertain the impact, merits, and demerits of CEUS as a diagnostic modality for thyroid
nodules.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24304174
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.08.11.24304174; this version posted August 14, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

METHODOLOGY:

DATA COLLECTION

For the collection of the data, a search was done by two individuals using PubMed, Google
Scholar, and Cochrane Library databases for all relevant literature. Full - Text Articles
written only in English were considered.

The medical subject headings (MeSH) and keywords, ‘ Thyroid Nodule', ‘ Contrast-Enhanced
Ultrasound’, ‘Benign’, ‘Malignant’, and ‘Prognosis’ were used. Original articles, reviews,
and meta-analyses were scanned for additional articles.

INCLUSION AND EXCLUSI ON CRITERIA

Titles and abstracts were screened and duplicates and references were removed. References
to relevant articles were checked for additional articles. Literature patient information and
test results were selected.

We searched for articles that showed more accurate indications that the method assessed was
CEUS.

The inclusion criteria were as follows: (1) studies providing information on accurate
diagnosis by CEUS; (2) research published in English; (3) Studies comparing CEUS with the
gold standard (biopsy) as a diagnostic method for cases of thyroid nodules.

Exclusion criteriawere: (1) articlesnot in full text, (2) unpublished articles, and (3) articlesin
other languages.

DATA EXTRACTION

Each article was reviewed independently by two reviewers. Each article was analyzed
for the number of patients, their age, their occupation and the incidence of pre-specified
complications. Further discussion or discussion with the author and a third party was used to
resolve the issue. Study quality was assessed using a modified Jadad score. Finally, according
to PRISMA, 47 RCTs on the use of CEUS with atotal of 5527 patients were considered for
screening..

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY QUALITY

Using the Qual Syst tool, two authors independently assessed the efficacy of each included
study. There are 10 questions in thistest, each question has a score between 0 and 2, and 20
guestions is the maximum mark possible. Two authors independently assessed each article
based on the above criteria. Interobserver agreement on study selection was determined using
Cohen's Kappa (K). We also used the Cochrane tool to assess risk of bias for RCTs. We are
not responsible for missing or unclear data. There is no funding for data collection and
analysis..

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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RevMan (Review Manager, version 5.3), SPSS (Statistics for Social Sciences, version 20),
Google Sheets and Excel in Stata 14 were used to perform the statistical analysis. The data
were obtained and entered into the analysis software [21]. Fixed or random effects models
were used to estimate sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), odds ratio
(DOR) and relative risk (RR) with 95% confidence intervals. to examine clinically important
outcomes (CI). Diagnostic accuracy and the Y onden index were calculated for each product.
The sensitivity and specificity of individual probes were plotted on forest plots and receiver
operating characteristic (ROC) plots. A forest plot and Fagan's nomogram were used to show
the sensitivity and specificity of different transcripts.

BIASSTUDY

The risk of bias was evaluated by using QUADAS-2 analysis. This tool includes 4 domains
Patient selection, Index test, Reference standard, Flow of the patients, and Timing of the
Index tests.
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Figure 2: Theforest chart summary for pooled sensitivity values of thyroid nodules.
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Figure 3: Theforest chart summary for pooled specificity values of thyroid nodules.
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Figure4: Theforest chart summary for pooled diagnostic odds ratio of thyroid nodules.
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Figure 5: The SROC plot summary for CEUSfor thyroid nodules.

Figure 6: Funnel Plot for CEUSfor thyroid nodules.

CEUSVSHISTOPATHOLOGY for thyroid nodules.

Here, Table 1 describes all the descriptions of papers used for the CEUS vs Histopathology
study. All the results described above, in the forest chart (figures 2 and 3), the comparison of
the sensitivity and specificity of different papers can be observed. The same is illustrated in
the SROC curve. (Figure 5). A total of 47 RCTs with 5,527 patients were selected for the
study, out of which 12 studies showed sensitivity at or above 95%, and 8 studies showed
specificity at or above 95%. 6 studies showed both sensitivity and specificity, to be at or over
95%. The value of True Positive (TP) was 2,306, that of True Negative (TN) was 2,414, that
of False Positive (FP) was 464, and that of False Negative (FN) was 343. The pooled
sensitivity of CEUS is 0.87, with a Cl of 95% in a range of 0.86 to 0.88. The specificity of
CEUSis0.84, with aCl of 95% in arange of 0.82 to 0.85.

The summary of the ROC curve is described in Figure 5. It shows that the area under the
curve for CEUS was 0.9292 and the overall diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) was 40.59.
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Figure 7: Fagan's Analysisfor CEUSvs HISTOPATHOL OGY for thyroid nodules.

Figure 7 describes the summary of Fagan plot analysis for al the studies considered for
CEUS vs Histopathology for diagnosis of thyroid nodules, showing a prior probability of
48% (0.9); a Positive Likelihood Ratio of 5.40; a probability of post-test 83% (5.0); a
Negative Likelihood Ratio of 0.15, and a probability of post-test 12% (0.1).
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Figure 8: Deek’s Funnel Plot for CEUSvs HISTOPATHOL OGY for thyroid nodules.
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BIAS STUDY
Referenc Flow Referenc
Patient |Index |e and Patient |Index |e
Selection | Test Standard | Timing Selection Test Standard
Bozbora
2002 low low low low high low low
Gannon
2018 low low low high low low low
Jul 2009 |low unclear |low low low low low
Li 2016 |high low low low low low low
Lin 2009 low low unclear |low low low low
Ma 2014 |unclear  high low low low low low
Palaniapp
an 2016 |low low high low high low low
Stacul
2007 low low low low high low low
Acharya
2011 low low high unclear low unclear |low
Acharya
2012 low unclear |low low low low low
Bartolotta
2006 unclear |low unclear |low high low low
Caresio
2018 low low high low low low low
Chen
2016 low low unclear low low low low
Ferrari
2008 low unclear |low unclear unclear |low low
Friedrich-
Rust 2009 low low high low low low low
Giusti M

2013 low low low high low low low
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He 2018 low high low low low high low
Jiang

2014 low low high low low low low
Jiang

2015 unclear |low low low high low low
Ke2017 |low unclear |low low low low low
Liu2017 low low low low high low low
Ma2014 low low low high low high low
Nemec U

2012 low low low high low low low
Sui 2016 |low high low low low low low
Tian 2018 low low unclear |low low low low
Wang

2018 high low low low low low low
Wu 2015 |low unclear |low low low low low
Xu2019 |low low unclear |low high low low
Yuan

2016 low low high low low low low
Zhang

2016 low low high low low low low
Zhang

2018 low unclear |low low low low low
Zhang B

2010 unclear |low low low high low low
Zhang XF

2008 low low low low low unclear |low
Zhang Y

2017 high unclear |low low low low low
Zhao
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DISCUSSION

In this systematic review and meta-analysis including 46 studies, we analyzed the use of
contrast-enhanced ultrasound as a screening tool rather than a diagnostic tool. The results
showed that the concordance and specificity values of CEUS for thyroid nodules were 87%
and 84%, with an area under the curve (AUC) of 0.84 and a diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) of
34.97. . Furthermore, the accuracy is 85.4%. The best predictive value was 0.83. Contrast-
enhanced ultrasound (CEUS) combines microbubble backscatter with nonlinear acoustics,
increasing the ability of physicians to gather information about blood flow in wounds. Thisis
accomplished by injecting a foreign substance into the scars and then watching the blood
flow into them. By measuring various imaging parameters to detect angiogenesis in lesions,
CEUS outperforms other methods in staging and identification. CEUS can monitor real-time,
dynamic and continuous intralesional microcirculation, providing greater insight into the
growth characteristics of tumor blood vessels compared to color Doppler ultrasound. It has
been shown that CEUS can accurately show the pathological microvascular characteristics of
nodules, which is very useful for determining the benign and malignant disease of thyroid
nodules. Beneficial nodules appear smooth and round, while malignant nodules appear
spiculated or lobulated. In general, benign nodules are smaller than 1, but malignant nodules
are larger than 1. In benign nodules, they are often focal and widespread. , the symptoms are
patchy and granular, but in malignant nodules they are variable and localized. . According to
CEUS, statistical differences were found in different degrees of enhancement, enhancement
of borders and enhancement patterns when differentiating between positive and negative
thyroid nodules . In most cases, benign thyroid nodules show a distribution of blood vessels
with a regular appearance, the vessels are arranged in the same way, and often there is a
capsule. The blood vessels inside are able to repair continuously, and the edges of the lesions
show clearness and continuous repair (51). CEUS has the following disadvantages. In the
beginning, it lasts for 5 to 10 minutes in the blood when it is removed by the immune cells,
the liver or the spleen, giving the process a little time, already define in advance and
complete. Second, ultrasound generates more heat at higher frequencies, so adjusting the
ultrasound frequency is very important. Finally, micro-bubbles break at low ultrasound
frequencies and at higher mechanical indices (Ml), indicating negative sound pressure of the
ultrasound system. Although increased M1 may improve prognosis, it is associated with
impaired microbial bleb degradation, which may lead to microvessel damage and hemolysis
(52).

Conclusion

We can conclude from this systematic review and meta-analysis, which includes 46 articles,
that contrast-enhanced ultrasound is more useful as a screening method than as a diagnostic
method. The results showed that the concordance and specificity values of CEUS for thyroid
nodules were 87% and 84%, with an area under the curve (AUC) of 0.84 and a diagnostic
odds ratio (DOR) of 34.97. . Furthermore, the accuracy is 85.4%. The best predictive value
was 0.83. Subgroup analysis showed that CEUS had a higher diagnostic accuracy for small
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nodules (< 1 cm) than for larger nodules. This may be because CEUS can provide more
information about the vascularity of thyroid nodules, which is particularly useful for
evaluating small nodules that may be difficult to detect with conventional ultrasound. The
meta-analysis also showed that the diagnostic accuracy of CEUS was influenced by the
diagnostic criteria used. Studies that used multiple CEUS features to detect malignant thyroid
nodules had higher diagnostic accuracy than studies that used a single CEUS feature. This
indicates that it is important to use a holistic approach to interpret CEUS images. Overal, the
findings of this meta-analysis suggest that CEUS is a valuable tool for the differential
diagnosis of benign and malignant thyroid nodules, especialy for small nodules. CEUS can
be used to identify thyroid nodules at risk of malignancy, thereby reducing the need for
unnecessary fine needle aspiration biopsies.However, it is important to note that CEUS is not
a complete test. There is considerable overlap in the CEUS features of benign and malignant
thyroid nodules. In addition, the diagnostic accuracy of CEUS is influenced by the experience
of the operator and the quality of the ultrasound equipment. CEUS is not currently
recommended for the evaluation of al thyroid nodules. However, it may be considered for
patients with thyroid nodules suspected of being malignant on conventional ultrasound, for
patients with thyroid nodules that are difficult to detect on conventional ultrasound.
Therefore, CEUS should not be used to diagnose thyroid cancer. It is important to consider
all clinical and imaging findings when making adiagnosis..
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