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Introduction
The evaluation of patients with suspected small bowel disease, 

particularly in inflammatory bowel disease (IBD), has always 
been challenging because of the small bowel length and location. 
Capsule endoscopy has the advantage of direct visualization 
of the bowel lumen, but it is relatively contraindicated in 
the presence of strictures and has limited ability to assess 
extraluminal abnormality [1].  CT enteroclysis, another modality 
of small bowel imaging, requires fluoroscopic placement of a 
naso-jejunal tube to infuse contrast material; therefore, it has the 
disadvantages of poor patient tolerance associated with naso-
jejunal tube insertion and additional radiation exposure during 
the examination [2, 3].

Abstract
Objectives: To compare small bowel distension and bowel wall 

visualization among three different patients’ positions (supine, sitting 
and right decubitus) during administration of oral contrast media in 
preparation for CT enterography (CTE).

Methods: A total of 150 consecutive patients (104 males and 46 
females; mean age 34.6 years, range 15–78 years) who were scheduled 
to undergo CTE were recruited. Patients were randomly allocated into 
the three position groups during oral contrast media administration, 
and there were 50 patients in each group. Two blinded radiologists 
independently scored the luminal distension and visualization of the 
bowel wall using a continuous 5-point scale (1: worst and 5: best) at 
the jejunum and ileum. The Mann–Whitney U test was used to evaluate 
differences between any two groups among the three positions for 
bowel distension and wall visualization.

Results: For ileal distension, the supine and sitting positions 
performed better than the right decubitus position [for reader 1, mean: 
3.4/3.2/2.9 (hereafter, supine/sitting/ right decubitus in order), p = 
0.002/0.033; for reader 2, 3.3/3.0/2.6, p < 0.001/0.027]. However, 
there was no significant difference among the three groups for jejunal 
distension (for reader 1, 2.4/2.3/2.2; for reader 2, 2.4/2.4/2.2, p > 
0.05, respectively). For bowel wall visualization, the supine and sitting 
positions were superior to the right decubitus position for the ileum 
when scored by one reader (4.0/3.8/3.4, p = 0.001/0.015).

Conclusion: Supine and sitting positions during the administration 
of oral contrast media provided better ileal distension than the right 
decubitus position in obtaining CTE.

Key Words: Bowel; Imaging; Distension; Enterography

In contrast, CT enterography (CTE) and MR enterography, 
which use the oral administration of neutral contrast agent, are 
more convenient, non-invasive imaging modalities. Enterography 
gives excellent contrast resolution, does not require radiation 
exposure and has equivalent accuracy with CT, but it is expensive 
and time-consuming [4]. Therefore, CTE has been commonly 
used to evaluate the small bowel pathology [5–8].

The quality of CTE examination largely depends on adequate 
luminal distension and fold visualization. This requires an 
oral contrast agent, which should cause uniform intraluminal 
attenuation, high contrast between the luminal content and bowel 
wall, minimal mucosal absorption with maximum distension and 
the absence of artefact formation, as well as have no significant 
adverse effects [9]. Therefore, multiple studies have compared the 
performance of different oral contrast agents at CTE. Neutral oral 
contrast agents that have near water density, such as mannitol, 
lactulose, and barium solution with sorbitol, have been shown to 
be useful [10–16].

 Most of these studies that evaluate luminal distension have 
added comments about several other factors associated with 
luminal distension, including the oral contrast volume, continuous 
ingestion and time for ingestion and CT scanning [10–16].

Recently, a technical article with consensus statements on the 
technical performance of cross-sectional small bowel imaging 
was published [17].  It gives a detailed explanation of the patient’s 
preparation and basic CTE technique. The consensus statements 
also include recommended oral contrast agents, optimal oral 
contrast volume and the ingestion time of oral contrast media 
[17].

However, no study has evaluated the effect of the patient’s 
position during administration of oral contrast agents on small 
bowel distension and wall visualization. Therefore, the present 
study aimed to compare the small bowel distension and bowel wall 
visualization among three different patients’ positions (supine, 
sitting and right lateral decubitus) during the administration of 
oral contrast agents in preparing the patient for CTE.

Materials & Methods
This prospective study was approved by the institutional 

review board, and informed consent was received from all 
patients.
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Study Population

From July 2016 to June 2018, among the outpatients who 
were scheduled to undergo CTE, those who consented to the study 
were initially eligible. The inclusion criteria were as follows:

Patients clinically suspected of having IBD, irritable bowel 
syndrome and recurrent abdominal pain. The exclusion 
criteria were critical medical condition such as shock, apparent 
gastrointestinal bleeding and high-grade bowel obstruction. 
Finally, 150 patients were enrolled in the study. The patients 
were randomly allocated into three groups (50 patients per 
group) based on the position, i.e. the sitting, supine and the right 
decubitus positions, during oral contrast agent administration. 
Random allocation was done by using the envelope method. 150 
sealed envelopes (50 for each position) indicating each allocated 
position were shuffled and chosen by each patient prior to 
examination.

Oral Contrast Agent Administration

All patients were fasted for at least 4 h prior to the CT 
examination. A total of 1300 ml of low density (0.1% w/v) barium 
sulfate suspension (Microbar, Eskay fine chemicals Co.Ltd., 
Mumbai, India) was steadily administered (130 ml at every 5 
min) for 50 min prior to the examination. Each group-maintained 
position during the administration of oral contrast agent. To 
avoid aspiration of oral contrast media, the patients of supine 
and right decubitus position groups were only allowed to sit up 
momently to ingest the contrast media in our CT preparation 
room which was equipped with beds. After administration was 
complete, patients were asked to maintain their position and wait 
for an additional 10 min before CT scanning.

CT Technique

All scans were performed using a 64-multidetector CT scanner 
(Seimens; Healthcare, Milwaukee, WI). All patients were placed in 
a supine position and were scanned from the top of the diaphragm 
to the symphysis pubis. CT images were obtained in the enteric 
phase. Scanning was initiated using a fixed time delayed method, 
45 s after intravenous administration of the contrast agent at 
1.5 ml iohexol (CT VISION 350®; GKG HEALTH CARE Co. Ltd., 
Zorapur, INDIA) per kg of body weight, which was injected at a 
rate of 3 ml s−1 via the antecubital vein. No intravenous glucagon 
or metoclopramide hydrochloride was administered.

Reconstructions were performed using conventional filtered 
back projection with a reference noise index of 16, and coronal 
reformatted images were generated with a 3 mm section 
thickness. The scan parameters were as follows: a fixed tube 
potential of 120 kV, variable mA (90–210 mA) with an activated 
automatic exposure control, gantry rotation time, 0.5 s, pitch of 
0.984 and helical acquisition mode.

CT Interpretation

Image analysis was independently performed by two 
radiologists (SJH, BJY) who were blinded to the patient data 
with 23 and 3 years of experience in reading CT. Each radiologist 

performed the image analysis twice with a 6-week interval to 
evaluate intraobserver agreements. Coronal images were used to 
assess the small bowel because it is easier to globally evaluate 
the anatomical location on coronal images than on axial images 
[12]. The bowel segments were divided into the jejunum and 
ileum. The jejunum was grossly defined as the proximal 2/5 of 
small bowel, and ileum as the distal 3/5 of the small bowel. The 
jejunum is characterized by more prominent and thicker plicae 
circulares and the ileum is characterized by less prominent and 
thinner plicae circulares as well as additional information from 
the size of the valvulae conniventes. It is known that, on average, 
the jejunum has four to seven folds every 2.5 cm, and the ileum 
has three to five folds in the same length [18].

Qualitative Image Analysis

Qualitative analysis was performed for luminal distension 
and visualization of the bowel wall using a continuous 5-point 
scale at each bowel segment. A score of 1 indicated that all bowel 
loops within the segment were collapsed without any luminal 
separation, the walls could not be seen and a fold pattern could 
not be recognized. On the other hand, a score of 5 indicated that 
all bowel loops within the segment were adequately distended, 
the contrast between the lumen and bowel wall was optimal and 
a fold pattern could be easily recognized. The scores of 2, 3 and 4 
corresponded to the portion of the segment with adequate bowel 
distension and good wall visualization of less than 50%, 50 to 
80% and more than 80% of the segment, respectively. Adequate 
bowel distension was defined as a bowel diameter more than 
1.5 cm. To evaluate the composition of optimal/poor distension 
in each position group, the scores 3 or more were predefined as 
optimal distension whereas the scores 2 or less as poor distension. 
Visualization of the bowel wall and mucosal folds was defined 
as the reader’s ability to delineate the bowel wall and mucosal 
folds from the bowel lumen as well as to measure their thickness 
[12]. Additional image analysis was performed by another two 
radiologists in consensus to reveal the global distribution of oral 
contrast media. Predominant distribution of oral contrast media 
was determined by comparing relatively larger distension among 
stomach, small bowel and colon.

Statistical Analysis

The Mann–Whitney U test was used to evaluate any 
statistically significant difference between any two groups among 
the three positions (supine vs. sitting, sitting vs. right decubitus 
and right decubitus vs. supine) for bowel distension and wall 
visualization. To compare the distribution of oral contrast media 
between any two groups among the three positions, the Χ2 test 
was used. For interobserver and intraobserver agreement, the 
quadratic weighted κ value was calculated for bowel distension 
and wall visualization. The κ value was interpreted as follows: 
poor (< 0.20), fair (0.21–0.40), moderate (0.41–0.60), good 
(0.61–0.80) and very good (> 0.80). All statistical analyses were 
performed with software (MedCalc version 16.8.4, Mariakierke, 
Belgium). A p value of less than 0.05 was considered indicative of 
a statistically significant difference.

http://dx.doi.org/10.15226/2374-815X/6/4/001134
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Results
Demographics of the study population a total of 150 patients 

(104 males and 46 females, mean age 34.6 years, range 15–78 
years and body mass index 21.3 ± 3.3 kg m−2) were included in 
the study.

Qualitative image analysis

Luminal distension

As for the ileal distension, both the supine and sitting 
positions performed superior to the right decubitus position for 

both readers [for reader 1, mean: 3.4/3.2/2.9 (hereafter, supine/
sitting/right decubitus in order), p = 0.002/0.033 (supine/
sitting vs right decubitus) and for reader 2, mean: 3.3/3.0/2.6, 
p < 0.001/0.027] (Figure 1). There was no significant difference 
between the supine and sitting positions for both readers (for 
reader 1, p = 0.239; for reader 2, p = 0.120). Meanwhile, in terms 
of jejunal distension, no significant differences were found among 
the three position groups for both readers (for reader 1, mean: 
2.4/2.3/2.2, p > 0.05 and for reader 2, mean: 2.4/2.4/2.2, p > 
0.05) (Figure 2). The mean scores of each position for bowel 
distension are summarized in Table 2.

Figure 1: Coronal reformatted CTE images of 21/25/28-year-old males who maintained the supine/sitting/right decubitus position during oral 
contrast administration for (a), (b) and (c), respectively. For ileal distension (arrows), both readers scored Grade 4 for (a) and (b), while they scored 
Grade 3 for (c). Grade 4 corresponds to at least 80% and less than 100% of bowel was adequately distended. Grade 3 corresponds to 50–80% adequate 
bowel distension. Adequate bowel distension was defined as a bowel diameter more than 1.5 cm. CTE, CT enterography

Table 1:Demographics of the study population

All participants Supine Sitting Right decubitus

Mean age (years) 34.6 35.6 33.2 34.9

Sex (male/female) 104/46 31/19 37/13 36/14

Diagnosisa

Crohn’s disease 104 (69%) 35 (70%) 34 (68%) 35 (70%)

Tb enterocolitis 7 (5%) 2 (4%) 3 (6%) 2 (4%)

Ulcerative colitis 3 (2%) 0 1 (2%) 2 (4%)

Behcets disease 2 (1%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%) 0

Non-specific 
enteritis

34 (23%) 12 (24%) 11 (22%) 11 (22%)

Low gradea,b obstruction 11 (7%) 1 (2%) 4 (8%) 6 (12%)

History of small bowel surgerya 17 (11%) 6 (12%) 5 (10%) 6 (12%)

http://dx.doi.org/10.15226/2374-815X/6/4/001134
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Figure 2: Coronal reformatted CTE images of 37/35/37-year-old males who maintained the supine/sitting/right decubitus position during oral con-
trast administration for (a), (b) and (c), respectively. For jejunal distension (arrows), both readers scored Grade 2 for (a), (b) and (c). Grade 2 indicates 
less than 50% segment of bowel was adequately distended. CTE, CT enterography

Table 2: Results of the qualitative analysis in luminal distension

Supine Sitting Right decubitus p-valuea

Reader 1
Jejunum 2.4 (33%) 2.3 (30%) 2.2 (26%) 0.763 0.102 0.121

Ileum 3.4 (60%) 3.2 (56%) 2.9 (47%) 0.239 0.002 0.033

Reader 2
Jejunum 2.4 (36%) 2.4 (30%) 2.2 (27%) 0.843 0.114 0.068

Ileum 3.3 (57%) 3.0 (49%) 2.6 (37%) 0.120 <0.001 0.027

The proportion of optimal distension was higher in supine 
(86%) and sitting (78%) positions than in the right decubitus 
position (62%) in the ileum. A similar trend was observed in the 
jejunum in the same order (40, 28 and 20%, respectively). Further 
observation revealed that the distribution of oral contrast media 
was different between any two groups among the three positions 

(p < 0.0001, respectively). The right decubitus position showed 
colonic predominance in 23 patients (46%), compared with 
the sitting position (8 patients, 16%) and supine position (11 
patients, 22%) (p < 0.0001). The results of oral contrast media 
distribution for three position groups are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Results of the global distribution of oral contrast media

Supine Sitting Right decubitus p-value

Gastric predominance 20 (40%) 19 (38%) 12 (24%) <0.0001a

Colonic predominance 11(22%) 8 (16%) 23 (46%) <0.000lb

Even distribution 19 (38%) 23 (46%) 15 (30%) <0.0001c

Wall visualization

With respect to jejunal wall visualization, the supine position 
was superior to the right decubitus position for both readers 
(for reader 1, mean: 2.5/2.3/2.2, p = 0.034 and for reader 2, 
mean: 2.9/2.7/2.5, p = 0.005) (Figure 3). However, there were no 
statistically significant differences between the supine and sitting 
positions (for reader 1, p = 0.362 and for reader 2, p = 0.170) and 
between the sitting and right decubitus positions (for reader 1, p 
= 0.192 and for reader 2, p = 0.164).

Regarding ileal wall visualization, both the supine and sitting 
positions were superior to the right decubitus position for one 
reader [mean, 4.0/3.8/3.4, p = 0.001/0.015 (supine/sitting 
vs right decubitus)], which was similar to the ileal distension. 
There was no significant difference between the supine and 
sitting positions (p = 0.255). Meanwhile, only the supine position 
was superior to the right decubitus position for another reader 
(mean; 3.4/3.3/3.1, p = 0.017). There were no significant 
differences between the supine and sitting positions (p = 0.440) 
or between the sitting and right decubitus positions (p = 0.093). 
The mean scores of each position for bowel wall visualization are 
summarized in Table 4.

http://dx.doi.org/10.15226/2374-815X/6/4/001134
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Figure 3: Coronal reformatted CTE images of 37/29/39-year-old females who maintained the supine/sitting/right decubitus position during oral 
contrast administration for (a), (b) and (c) respectively. For jejunal wall visualization (arrows), both readers scored Grade 3 for (a), while they scored 
Grade 2 for (b) and (c). Grade 3 indicates a 50 to 80% segment of bowel wall was well visualized.
Grade 2 indicates less than a 50% segment of bowel shows good wall visualization. Visualization of bowel wall and mucosal folds was defined as the 
reader’s ability to delineate the bowel wall and mucosal folds from the bowel lumen

Table 4: Results of qualitative analysis in wall visualization

Supine Sitting Right decubitus p-valuea

Reader 1
Jejunum 2.5 2.3 2.2 0.362 0.034 0.192

Ileum 3.4 3.3 3.1 0.440 0.170 0.093

Reader 2
Jejunum 2.9 2.7 2.5 0.170 0.005 0.164

Ileum 4.0 3.8 3.4 0.255 0.001 0.015

Interobserver agreement

The weighted kappa values for luminal distension and wall 
visualization are summarized in Table 5. Jejunal distension in the 
right decubitus position group showed very good agreement.

Jejunal wall visualization in the sitting position group and 
ileal wall visualization in all groups showed moderate agreement. 
Other results indicated good agreement.

Intraobserver agreement

The weighted κ values in each reader for luminal distension 
and wall visualization are summarized in Table 6. Luminal 
distension and wall visualization of all position groups showed 
very good intraobserver agreement for both readers except good 
agreement in jejuna wall visualization in the right decubitus 
position for one reader.

Table 5: Interobserver agreement in the luminal distension and wall visualization

Supine Sitting Right decubitus

Luminal distension
Jejunum 0.695 0.782 0.847

Ileum 0.735 0.658 0.652

Wall visualization
Jejunum 0.613 0.453 0.750

Ileum 0.520 0.530 0.551

Table 6:  Intraobserver agreement in the lumina! distension and wall visualization

Supine Sitting Right decubitus

Luminal distension
Jejunum 0.847/0.823 0.852/0.896 0.826/0.874

Ileum 0.926/0.956 0.946/0.942 0.820/0.901

Wall visualization
Jejunum 0.807/0.890 0.813/0.927 0.716/0.890

Ileum 0.858/0.911 0.918/0.906 0.827/0.861

http://dx.doi.org/10.15226/2374-815X/6/4/001134
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Discussion
Our results demonstrated that both the supine and sitting 

positions were superior to the right decubitus position for 
ileal distension; however, there were no significant differences 
between them for jejunal distension.

We expected that ileal distension would be better in the right 
decubitus position than in the sitting or supine position based on 
the previous results that gastric emptying was easily observed in 
the right decubitus position compared to in the supine or sitting 
position [19, 20]. Unexpectedly, our results were as mentioned 
above. Our further observation revealed that the distribution of 
oral contrast media showed colonic predominance in the right 
decubitus position compared with the supine or sitting positions. 
Therefore, our results could be explained by this further 
observation, which reflected that the shifting of the oral contrast 
media from small bowel to the colon might be more boosted by 
rapid gastric emptying in the right decubitus position than by the 
fluid shifting in the supine or sitting positions.

Another interesting finding in our study is that the ileum 
was more distended than the jejunum for all positions. This 
observation is in contrast to those of previous studies [16, 21].

Megibow et al16 and Oliva et al [21] demonstrated relatively 
better luminal distension and wall visualization in the stomach, 
which was followed by the small bowel, and each bowel segment

(Duodenum, jejunum and ileum) showed similar luminal 
distension and wall visualization. The discrepancy between 
those results and ours could be explained by the volume of oral 
contrast media ingested as well as the time between oral contrast 
ingestion and CT scanning. The time interval in Megibow’s 
study was approximately 30 min; in addition, the amount of 
oral contrast media in Oliva’s study was 900 ml. Therefore, in 
our study, the predominant luminal distension in the ileum may 
reflect that fluid shifting from jejunum to ileum could be achieved 
within the time interval of 60 min as well as with 1300 ml of oral 
contrast media.

According to recent consensus statements, it is recommended 
that the optimal volume of oral contrast is 1000–1500 ml and 
the ingestion time of oral contrast should be 46–60 min in cases 
without previous major small bowel resection [17].

We believe that our observations may be used in individual 
patients on a customized basis. As the terminal ileum is the 
predominant site of small bowel pathology for IBD, [2–4, 18] 
the supine or sitting positions would be preferable for patients 
who are suspected of having small bowel pathology. For patients 
who are suspected of having combined colonic and small bowel 
pathology, the right decubitus position may be tried to evaluate 
both the colon and small bowel. Regarding wall visualization, our 
results exhibited that both the supine and sitting positions were 
superior to the right decubitus position for ileal wall visualization 
according to one reader. There was a similar trend for bowel 
distension. It can easily be understood that adequate bowel wall 
visualization can be guaranteed by optimal bowel distension with 

neutral oral contrast media.

In terms of interobserver and intraobserver agreement, 
intraobserver agreement was higher than interobserver 
agreement. We found that reader 2 graded the wall visualization 
higher than reader 1 did. We acknowledge that it might be due 
to systematic discrepancy, because the visual assessment of wall 
visualization could be subject to individual reader’s variation. 
However, regarding the bowel distension, the scoring system can 
be assumed to be reproducible based on the good agreements. 

There are several limitations to our study. First, the study 
population had various small bowel pathologies and a high 
prevalence of IBD. Our results may not be transferable to daily 
practice with a lower prevalence of IBD. As the single greatest 
determinant of luminal distension is the presence of stricturing 
disease (both inflammatory and fibrostenotic phenotypes), we 
caution drawing firm conclusion from our results. Although 
12 patients (8%) had low grade obstruction, it might affect the 
passage of contrast media. However, there was no high-grade 
obstruction associated with terminal ileal stricture in this study. 
Second, only qualitative evaluations were performed in this study, 
which contrasts with previous studies in which quantitative 
measures were accompanied by qualitative assessments [14, 
16]. However, our image analyses were conducted using a 
continuous 5-point scoring system on luminal distension and 
wall visualization. In addition, we tried to score the extent 
of the bowel segment by the percentage as well as luminal 
distension by the diameter. Therefore, our scoring method could 
be considered semi-quantitative. Furthermore, to the best of 
our knowledge, there is no readily available method that would 
allow for volumetric assessment of the gastrointestinal segment 
of interest [15]. Third, complete matching of the disease activity 
and bowel length could not be achieved due to random allocation. 
We conducted this study by using simple randomization, but 
not by stratified randomization. Fortunately, there was no 
significant difference among the three position groups when it 
comes to the composition of disease, the grade of obstruction 
and surgical resection of small bowel by chance. However, it was 
difficult to eliminate the effects of individual variability in disease 
activity. Fourth, only three different positions were evaluated. 
Other positions such as prone, standing and the left decubitus 
position [22, 23] could not be tested. However, we chose the 
three different positions evaluated in this study because they are 
clinically applicable, patient-friendly positions. In our study, the 
patient’s tolerance of the procedure was good and there were 
no complaints from patients. Last, in terms of bowel segments 
which were analyzed, we divided them into jejunum and ileum 
and we didn’t evaluate focusing on the terminal ileum, which is 
the predominant site of small bowel pathology for IBD. In other 
studies, more segments were used such as duodenum, jejunum, 
ileum and terminal ileum 12 or four quadrants [14]. Although 
more segments may have given more information, we believe 
that our classification is simple and convenient, thus easily 
incorporated into clinical practice. Although we didn’t focus on 
the terminal ileum, however, we evaluated the entire ileum by our 
grading system in terms of proportion of the segmental length. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.15226/2374-815X/6/4/001134
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Therefore, we believe that the terminal ileum may be assumed to 
show a similar trend to the entire ileum.

Conclusion
In conclusion, maintaining a supine or sitting position 

during the administration of oral contrast media provided better 
ileal distension than maintaining the right decubitus position. 
The performance of CTE largely depends on adequate luminal 
distension and wall visualization. As the terminal ileum is the 
predominant site of small bowel pathology for inflammatory 
bowel disease, the supine or sitting position would be preferable 
for patients who are suspected of having small bowel pathology.

References
1.	 Fork FT, Aabakken L. Capsule enteroscopy and radiology of the 

small intestine. Eur Radiol. 2007;17(12):3103–3111. 
2.	 Kohli MD, Maglinte DD. CT enteroclysis in small bowel Crohn’s 

disease. Eur J Radiol 2009;69(3):398–403. doi: 10.1016/ j. ejrad. 
2008. 11. 022

3.	 Mako EK, Mester AR, Tarjan Z,Karlinger K, Toth G. Enteroclysis and 
spiral CT examination in diagnosis and evaluation of small bowel 
Crohn’s disease. Eur J Radiol. 2000;35(3):168–175. doi: 10.1016/ 
S0720- 048X(00)00239-4

4.	 Wong J, Roger M, Moore H. Performance of two neutral oral 
contrast agents in CT enterography. J Med Imaging Radiat Oncol. 
2015;59(1):34–38. doi: 10. 1111/1754- 9485. 12256

5.	 Paulsen SR, Huprich JE, Fletcher JG, Booya F, Young BM, Fidler 
JL, et al. CT enterography as a diagnostic tool in evaluating small 
bowel disorders: review of clinical experience with over 700 cases. 
Radiographics. 2006;26(3):641–657. doi: 10. 1148/ rg. 26305516
2                                                                                                                                           

6.	 Huprich JE, Fletcher JG. CT enterography: principles, technique and 
utility in Crohn’s disease. Eur J Radiol. 2009;69(3):393–397. doi: 10. 
1016/ j. ejrad.2008. 11. 014

7.	 Markova I, Kluchova K, Zboril R, Mashlan M, Herman M. Small bowel 
imaging – still a radiologic approach? Biomed Pap Med Fac Univ 
Palacky Olomouc Czech Repub. 2010;154(2):123–132. doi: 10. 5507/ 
bp. 2010. 019

8.	 Ilangovan R, Burling D, George A, Gupta A, Marshall M, Taylor SA. 
CT enterography: review of technique and practical tips. Br JRadiol. 
2012;85(1015):876–886. doi: 10. 1259/ bjr/ 27973476

9.	 Furukawa A, Saotome T, Yamasaki M, Maeda K, Nitta N, Takahashi 
M, et al. Cross-sectional imaging in Crohn disease. Radiographics. 
2004;24(3):689–702. doi: 10. 1148/ rg. 243035120

10.	Paparo F, Garlaschi A, Biscaldi E, Bacigalupo L, Cevasco L, Rollandi 
GA. Computed tomography of the bowel: a prospective comparison 
study between four techniques. Eur J Radiol. 2013;82(1):e1–e10. 
doi: 10. 1016/ j. ejrad. 2012. 08. 021

11.	D’Ippolito G, Braga FA, Resende MC, Bretas EAS, Nunes TF, Rosas 
GDQ. Computed tomography enterography: a comparison of 
different neutral oral contrast agents. Radiol Bras 2012;45(3):139–
143.

12.	Lim BK, Bux SI, Rahmat K, Lam SY, Liew YW. Evaluation of bowel 
distension and mural visualisation using neutral oral contrast 
agents for multidetector-row computed tomography. Singapore 
Med J. 2012;53(11):732-736.

13.	Zhang LH, Zhang SZ, Hu HJ, Gao M, Zhang M, Cao Q, et al. Multi-
detector CT enterography with iso-osmotic mannitol as oral 
contrast for detecting small bowel disease. World J Gastroenterol. 
2005;11(15):2324–2329. doi: 10. 3748/ wjg. v11.i15. 2324

14.	Leduc F, De A, Rebello R, Muhn N, Ioannidis G. A comparative study of 
four oral contrast agents for small bowel distension with computed 
tomography enterography. Can Assoc Radiol J. 2015;66(2):140–144. 
doi: 10. 1016/ j. carj. 2014. 05. 004

15.	Koo CW, Shah-Patel LR, Baer JW, Frager DH. Cost-effectiveness and 
patient tolerance of lowattenuation oral contrast material: Milk 
versus VoLumen. AJR Am J Roentgenol. 2008;190(5):130713–13. 
doi: 10. 2214/AJR. 07. 3193

16.	Megibow AJ, Babb JS, Hecht EM, Cho JJ, Houston C, Boruch MM, et al. 
Evaluation of bowel distention and bowel wall appearance by using 
neutral oral contrast agent for multi-detector row CT. Radiology. 
2006;238(1):87–95. doi: 10. 1148/ radiol.2381041985

17.	Taylor SA, Avni F, Cronin CG, Hoeffel C, Kim SH, Laghi A, et al. The 
first joint ESGAR/ ESPR consensus statement on the technical 
performance of cross-sectional small bowel and colonic imaging. 
Eur Radiol. 2017;27(6):2570–2582. doi: 10.1007/ s00330- 016- 
4615-9

18.	Macari M, Megibow AJ, Balthazar EJ. A pattern approach to the 
abnormal small bowel: observations at MDCT and CT enterography. 
AJR Am J Roentgenol. 2007;188(5):1344–1355. doi: 10. 2214/ AJR. 
06. 0712

19.	Sanaka M, Urita Y, Yamamoto T, Shirai T, Kimura S, Aoyagi H, et al. 
Right recumbent position on gastric emptying of water evidenced 
by 13C breath testing. World J Gastroenterol 2013;19(3):362–365. 
doi: 10. 3748/ wjg. v19. i3. 362

20.	Victor YH. Effect of body position on gastric emptying in the neonate. 
Arch Dis Child. 1975;50(7):500–504. doi: 10. 1136/adc. 50. 7. 500

21.	Oliva MR, Erturk SM, Ichikawa T, Rocha T,Ros PR, Silverman SG, et 
al. Gastrointestinal tract wall visualization and distention during 
abdominal and pelvic multidetector CT with a neutral barium 
sulphate suspension:  comparison with positive barium sulphate 
suspension and with water. JBR-BTR. 2012;95(4):237–242. doi: 10. 
5334/ jbrbtr.628

22.	Young BM, Fletcher JG, Booya F, Paulsen S, Fidler J, Johnson CD, et 
al. Head-to-head comparison of oral contrast agents for cross-
sectional enterography: small bowel distension, timing, and side 
effects. J Comput Assist Tomography. 2008;32(1):32–38. doi: 
10.1097/RCT.0b013e318061961d

23.	Moore JG, Datz FL, Christian PE, Greenberg E, Alazraki N. Effect of 
body posture on radionuclide measurements of gastric emptying. 
Dig Dis Sci. 1988;33(12):1592–1595. doi: 10. 1007/ BF01535951

http://dx.doi.org/10.15226/2374-815X/6/4/001134
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17876583
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17876583
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19121904
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19121904
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19121904
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11000559
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11000559
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11000559
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11000559
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25345816
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25345816
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25345816
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16702444
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16702444
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16702444
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16702444
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16702444
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19118968
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19118968
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19118968
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20668493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20668493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20668493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20668493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3474054/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3474054/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3474054/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15143222
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15143222
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15143222
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22999647
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22999647
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22999647
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22999647
http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?pid=S0100-39842012000300004&script=sci_arttext&tlng=en
http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?pid=S0100-39842012000300004&script=sci_arttext&tlng=en
http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?pid=S0100-39842012000300004&script=sci_arttext&tlng=en
http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?pid=S0100-39842012000300004&script=sci_arttext&tlng=en
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23192500
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23192500
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23192500
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23192500
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15818746
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15818746
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15818746
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15818746
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25585562
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25585562
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25585562
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25585562
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18430848
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18430848
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18430848
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18430848
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16293806
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16293806
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16293806
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16293806
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27757521
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27757521
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27757521
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27757521
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27757521
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449781
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449781
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449781
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449781
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3554820/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3554820/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3554820/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3554820/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1544598/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1544598/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019990
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019990
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019990
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019990
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019990
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23019990
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18303285
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18303285
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18303285
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18303285
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18303285
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3271002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3271002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3271002

