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Supplementary Fig. 4. Comparisons of the values of parameters reflecting hepatic fibrosis assessed using different noninvasive 
methods according to the fibrosis stages (F0 vs. F1 vs. ≥F2) defined by histology in the biopsied subjects (n=54): (A) MRE vs. fi-
brosis stages; (B) TE vs. fibrosis stages; (C) ELF vs. fibrosis stages. MRE, magnetic resonance elastography; NS, not significant; TE, 
transient elastography; ELF, enhanced liver fibrosis. aP value by Kruskal-Wallis test between fibrosis stage F0, F1, and ≥F2.
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