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Abstract
AIM: To compare the diagnostic value of CT ver-
sus BUS in detection of acute appendicitis.

METHODS: Clinical data for 120 patients with
pathologically verified acute appendicitis who
underwent CT (n = 60) or BUS (n = 60) were
retrospectively analyzed to compare the value
of CT and BUS in diagnosis and differential di-
agnosis of this disease. The sensitivity of the two
modalities in the diagnosis of acute appendicitis
was compared.

RESULTS: The sensitivity of CT and BUS in the
diagnosis of acute appendicitis was 93% and
60%, respectively. The diagnostic accuracy of CT
for acute appendicitis was significantly better
than that of BUS (P < 0.05). However, there was
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no significant difference in diagnostic accuracy
between CT and BUS for other pathologic types
of appendicitis.

CONCLUSION: CT should be the first choice for
acute appendicitis, especially in patients with a
negative BUS examination.
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