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Purpose : The aim of this study is to rise interest in system control for digital image of
high quality by investigating diagnostic value of Digital radiographic system in upper

gastrointestinal study

Materials and Method : Upper gastrointestinal study was petformed in 19,587 patients,
the study was done by film screen system(from January to December in 1999) or digital
radiographic system(from July 2001 to June 2002). The diagnostic findings were classified
into seven disease, We also compared with the naked eye each of ten images acquired

with the two system. The statistic analysis used a SPSS program,

Results : The results were as follow :

1. Of total 19,587 cases, normal finding and disease finding was 46.9% and 53,1%
respectively. In this disease finding, gastritis and ecarly gastric cancer was found in
49.6% and 0,3% respectively,

2, In age group of normal finding, age of 29 years and below account for 71.8% and
60 years and over 30,93%, In disease finding, age of 60 years and over account for
62.33% and 29 years and below 26.2% in gastritis finding, age of 60 years and
over(0,69%) account for highter than the other age group in early gastric cancer, and
ulcer finding was higher by being increased age(p<0.01).

3. In diagnosis rate by the two system, normal finding, gastritis, ulcer, polypoid mass
account for 62.7%, 33.2%, 1.47%, and 0.77% respectively in film screen system, and
gastritis, normal finding, ulcer, polypoid mass account for 77.7%, 19.6%, 0.73%, and
0.33% respectively in digital radiographic system(p(0.01),

4. As a results of comparative analysis of image acquired the two system by five value,
mean value were 4 and 3.71 in the film screen system and digital radiographic

system respectively,
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guaranteeing the image quality,

: In conclusion, digital radiographic system for contrast fluoroscopy should be
recommented on the group that it can control image quality and check immediately the

image during the study, and attended with study on image improvement and program for
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Table 1, Status of patients age and sex

Film screen 12362 63.1
System DR 7225 36.9
Total 19587 100
~29 1304 6.65
30~39 4270 21.8
40~49 7915 40.41
Age 50~59 4229 21.6
60~ 1869 9.54
Total 19587 100
Male 12047 61.50
Sex Female 7540 38.50
Total 19587 100
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Table 2. Results of Disease detection on UGI series

Classification Number Percentage(%)
Normal 9174 46,9
Gastritis 9724 49.6
EGC 57 0.3
AGC 19 0.1
Polyp 119 0.6
Ulcer 235 1.2
Others 259 1.32
Total 19587 100
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Table 3, Comparison of disease rale in UGl series by
Age

 Classification

Normal 936 2463 3600 1597 578
Gastritis 342 1698 4058 2461 1165
EGC 1 10 18 15 13
AGC % 4 4 4 7
Polyp 6 21 49 23 20
Ulcer 7 41 107 58 22
Others 12 33 84 71 58

Total 1304 4270 7915 4229 1869

* Pearson Chi-square Value = 1031,380, df = 30, Sig =0.000
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Table 4, Comparison of disease rale by examination
system

7,755(62.7)
DR(%) 1,419(19.6)

4,607(37.3)
5,806(80.4)

12,362(100)
7,225(100)

Film screen(%)

* Pearson Chi-square Value = 3385.878, df =1, Sig = 0,000
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Table 6, Comparison with the naked eye by technigue in
UGI series

Double contrast ' 5 5
Compression + single 4 5
Compression + double 3 1

Erect 4 3
Mucosal relief 4 5
Barium pool 4 3
Barium flow 4 4
Total average 4.00 3.71

Table 5, Comparison of detail disease rale by examination system

F/S 7755(62.7) 4110(33.2) 30(0.2) 12(0.0) 95(0.77) 182(1.47) 178(1,44) 12362(100)
DR 1419(19.6) 5614(77.7) 27(0.4) 7(0.0) 24(0.33) 53(0.73) 81(1.12) 7225(100)
* Pearson Chi-square Value = 3689,670, df = 15, Sig = 0.000
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Fig. 1. Comparative image of film screen system with DR system

B) Compression + double

A) Compression + single

Fig. 2. Comparative image according to UGI series technioue by DR system
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