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MR cholangiopancreatography in diagnosis of biliary Stones and comparative study of different imaging methods ZHOU Liangeo,
CHEN Kemin, DING Xiaolong, et al. Department of Radiology, Beizhan Hospital, Shanghai 200070
[ Abstract]l Objective: To evaluate MR cholangiopancreatography (MRCP) in diagnosis of biliaty stones. Methods: 120 patients with

biliary stones diagnosed by MRCP were compared with surgical findings and clinical diagnoss as well as other imaging examinations. Re-

sults: The diagnostic accuracy rate of MRCP was 79. 6% , and the diagnostic accuracy rate of MRCP combined with the source MRI was
92.3% . The difference between the later and the total accuracy rate of MRCP and US was significant by McNemar X? test ( P< 0.01).
The detection rate of MRCP combined with the source MRI was not sinficantly different from that of ERCP/ PTC by Chi-square test

(P> 0.05). Conclusion: MRCP combined with the source MRI has high detective rate for diagnosing biliary stones. To get knowledge of

misdiagnoss or blind area of MRCP can improve the diagnostic accuracy of biliaty stone. PI'C may be replaced by MRCP in diagnosis of

biliary sones.
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