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Purpose:

We evaluated the image quality between the phase contrast imaging for mammography (PCM) and the flat panel detector
(FPD) mammography (2000D) .

Methods and Materials:

We measured the physical imaging properties of the PCM and the 2000D. Observer performance experiments were done by
using a CD-MAM phantom with the PCM and the 2000D. We exposed a phantom to three parameters, including tube voltage (26,
30, 35 kV), phantom thickness (3,4,5,6 cm), and average glandular dose (1,2,3,4 mGy) . Sample images were printed on hard-
copies with the optical density variation range within 1.5%£0.1. The experiment results were evaluated by calculated image quality
figures (IQF) . Observers included 10 radiological technologists certified as screening mammography technologists in Japan.
Results:

The IQF increased when the average glandular dose increased when the tube voltage and the phantom thickness were fixed.
The IQF decreased when the phantom thickness increased when the tube voltage and the average glandular dose were fixed.
However, the IQF did not changed when the tube voltage was increased and the average glandular dose and the phantom thickness
were fixed.

The modulation transfer factor of the PCM was less than the 2000D, but the Wiener spectrum at below 1 cycle/mm of the
PCM was about the same as the 2000D.

Conclusion:

Observer performance did not show a significant difference between the PCM and the 2000D. However the resolution of the

PCM was less than the 2000D, and the noise properties were about the same in the low frequency region.
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