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Table 1.

Colon Cleansing Methods

Castor oil with Castor oil with

Time Normal saline
normal saline soapsuds
1 day prior examination h
1:00 PM Lunch Lunch Lunch
5:00 PM Dinner Dinner Dinner
8:00 PM Castor oil Castor oil
50cc then water 50ce then waler
200~ 300cc 200-- 300cc
after 8:00 PM NPO except NPO except NFO except

Examination day
6:00 AM

2 hours prior examination

clean water

Normal saline
1,500cc enema

4 times

clean water clean water

Castor oil Castor oil
50cc then water

200~300cc

50¢c then water
200~300cc
Normal saline " Soapsuds

enema 1,500cc cenema 1,500ce

Magnesium citrate

Magnesium citrate

Time Golytely
with normal saline with soapsuds
] day prior examination
1:00 PM Lunch Lunch Lunch
5:00 PM Dinner Dinner Dinner
8:00 PM Magnesium citrate Magnesium citrate

after 8:00 PM

Examination day

6:00 AM

2 hours prior examination

250ce then water
200~ 300cc
NPO except

clean water

Normal saline

enema 1,500cc

250¢ce then water
200~300ce
NPO except

clean water

No limitation

Golytely 125¢c

to each bmin

(total 4 4)
Soapsuds

enema 1,500cc
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Table 2. Scoring System for Colon Cleansing

Table 4. Age and sex distribution of patients

Grade Description
1 Clear colon wall or only clear water
retained
2 Yellow or turbid water, reguire aspir-

ation procedure, not interfering with

complete examination

3 Small fecal material, require irrigation
procedure, sulficient to compromise
examination .

1 Large amount of fecal material, unace-

eptahle examination

Bgs NHYer TERAGCH ok KBRRSR
w6 WASAG. = KBREO 9 $ydos
Besdn #d¥ol glow mEd MmMAAZL Faw
WE Ay 283 ABKEC 2EHYALG ESatn
MEH HEAAC BHUET 9 wuges TEs
Arh(Table 3). 227 BAANE= YRgs savh

Table 3. Classification of Colonic Mucosal

Changes after Preparation

Mucosa Description
Normal Pale pink-yellow, smooth shiny
mucosa.
Clean and sharp vascular
margin of vascular tree.
Abnormal Pink, smooth, turbid mucosa.

Blurring of vascular margin of

vascular tree.

m. 4 =

1.9 o My

= g4 2479 (gA 1339, <A 1149)e) gL
BE 43215089 16~8DAR KBBEFE & 27
ol = Apelw “a’i‘iiﬂr a8z A e 9y viE L
17:18 2 el &2 o7} glgiont Agadaz
32171, Me. citratest ¥ AGETe v} o
2 g@okti(Table 4).
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No. of cases

Age(vrs)
Regimen
Male Female Total Mean Range
Normal saline 20 4 24 4613 26~57

Castor oll with
normal saline 30 28 58  43x16 16~67

Castor oil with
soapsuds 20 16 36 40x16 16~78

Mg. citrate with
normal saline 12 28 40 39x14 19~69

Mg. citrate with

soapsuds 122 18 40 49£16 16~78
Golytely 29 20 49 45215 17~81
Total 133 114 247 43115 16~81

2. FREERI FRE

Ed$ zagle] KERES 83 2428 £
T BEE 19 25 4 TN 2E YA GETe
244 & 1608 66.6%, HelARs HYAGEREE
58] Z B4el = 93.2%, Hulab-fa A4 Hl‘fcﬂ]-ﬂf% 36
g = 3042 83.3%, Mg. citrates} Alal2ds
104 F 18| 2 45.0%, Mg. citrates} dA4duzadz

L 40 F 2842 70.0%, ZElm Golytely® F L 49
01] 3 47z 95929 FIHE Bd BEEE
Golytelys}, Hoiztfot Maldgds, dnpasep o4
WEdl, Mg citrate®t fA¥ S, dgAgss, o2

I Mg. citratest a2 gFel 2 olgiv)

ZeEu FEE 1T E B do] T Golytely®

T 93.9%, AvkAfret g2 H4T 69.0%, HolAs
91- M8 9T 66.6%, Mg. citrates) 4oy
45.0%, 28] 3 Mg. citrate?} A4 95t 20.0% 2
Fo 2 Golytely? 2] &¥E7} 714 E3 3 (Table 3).
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Table 5. The grade of preparation with various

preparation method

Table 7. The preparation grade with various
preparation method in 75 cases with

constipation

Ne. of Girade
Regimen e
cases 3 2 3 4 No. of Grade
: Regimen e
-Nermal saline 2 16(66.8) 4(167) 4(16.7) cases 1 2 3 4
Casior oil with Normal szline 10 4(40.0)  4340.0)  2(20.0)

normal saline 28 40(69.0) 14(242) 20 34) 20 34)
Castor oil with
soapsuds ¥ 24(66.6) 6(167) 6Q8.7)
Mg. citrate with
normal-saline &) 8(20.0) 1002500 12(30.0) 10(25.0)
Mg. citrate with
soapsuds 40

Golytely 49

18(450) 10(B.0) 1058 % 50
BB 10200 24D

() percentage of patients

¢ 2= 25.0%, 47} 212 25.0%, Mg, citratesd 944
A e 2o F HdA7l g 3eldth I¥T
Golytelydi ¥ 2 16 Z @7} {FHE 1At &
Yawdiel R I oAb Golytely o el A
Mg. citrateid 2ot S ¢ tH(Table 6).
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Table 6. The preparation grade with various
preparation method 1n 46 cases with

normal bowel habit

No. of Grade
casges 1 2 3 4

2(100.0)

Regimen

Normal saline 2

Castor oil with

normal saline 16 15(100.0)
Castor oil with
soapsuds 2 2(100.0)
Mg. citrate with
normal saline 8 40500, 2( 25.0) 22.0)
M. citrate with
soapsuds 2 2(100.0)
Goly tely 16 1601000)

( ) percentage of patients

N A
U 478 T wHEE 7B oe ThEoE FE
Fikel ME §Rzel FFol& R Table 79 Zrh

28 CHEZIE HI29F M 3 E('90. 7-8¥E) A H1565

Castor eil with

normal saline 18 6(33.3) B8(445) 20111 2(1L1)
Castor qil with

soapsuds 10 6(60.0)  2(20.0)  2(20.0)

Mg. citrate with

normal saline 13 4(308) 2(154) 4(308) 3(230)
Mg. citrate with

spapsuds T 6(375) 4(0) 4(B0) 2(125)
Golyrely 3 7(875) 1(125)

() : percentage of patients

i
LY

# Z2Agle] KWAMRMHRES Add = s
FEgE 1T 28 B9 AEAGSTdAAM 10 £ 4
= 200%, Hriase AAALFT 184 F 149
B 77.8%, dutAlfet dAu S 104 F 8=
80.0%, Mg. citratest AlAgETF 134 F
46.2%, Mg. citrated} €dv]5AFS 164 Z 104
Z 62.5%, 22| n Golytelyd] L 84 84 = 100.0%

il

ofy

Table 8 The preparation grade with various
preparation method in 126 cases with

loose stool or diarrhea

No. of - b}a—de

Regimen
' cases 1 2 3 4
Normal saline 12 10(83.3) 2(167)

Castor oil with
normal saline 24 18(720)  6(25.0)
Castor oil with
soapsuds 24 16(66.6) 4(167) 4(16.7)
Mg. citrate with
normal saline 19 4211 4(211) 6(315) 5(26.3)
Mg. citrate with
soapsuds 22

Golyrtely 25

12(545)  6(27.3) 4(18.2)
23(42.0) 2 80)

() percentage of patients



3 4 2 4AA
A A 2479 F 1260004 9 Exe daleln
7t Fo A o5l FiEEE Table 87 Z3tvh
Ewe zage] AbRBHEES AL 5 =
B 13 2= A ddST 124 F 042 83.3%,
Jdutapgel del A gag 246 F 242 100.0%, 7
ol gek AAYFAF 244 F 2042 83.3%, Me.
citrate9} MEAd5F 194 F 8«42 422%, Mg.
citrate?} B RAF 224 ZF 1842 8lE%,
:Lr.?].n_ Golytely® & 25¢ =

4. HEEE RIER

KEFEFE 02 k8 KbNe HaE 2
Table 99 Zgrth A AHEEE A2 5T 249
= 24d|2 100.0%, HruiAlfet Yl GrT L b8
Z 402 69.0%, griAfet A48 FAEE 369
2 1242 33.3%, Mg. citrates} AHHNEFZL 40
ol ZF 300fZ 75.0%, Mg. citrates) @A ujxal

104 = 492 10.0%, GolytelyH 2 49¢] F 494
S 2 1000%019Th & KBRESAsT kKRR A
ZHAE He 7)ﬂ_ A2 F+st Golytelyd, Mg.
citratest B2l 44y, Hrigel G495, Jaia

4

O

1o

Table 9. Colonoscopic observation of mucosal
and vascular changes with various

preparation method

Normal

2 23¢) 2 920% o]t}

Regimen No. of cases Abnormal

Normal saline 24 24(100.0)°
Castor oil with

normal saline 58 40( 69.0)  18(31.0)
Castor oil with

soapsuds 36 12¢ 33.3)  24(66.1)
Mg. citrate with

normal saline 40 30¢ 75.0)+  10(25.0)
Meg. citrate with

soapsuds 40 40 10.0)  36(90.0)
Golytely 49 49(100.0)
Total 247 159( 64.4)  B8(35.6)
() : percentage of patients
£ob @Ay, 2 Mg. citratest S4HTH
9 % ol

5. A&

KIEiFigd D& e 3}1}1’3—3 ™ Table 10
o Bgth ALEFYE AGHGFTAA 24041 Z 184

= 75.0%, HebAfs Qe H%J Z& 584 F 42
2 724%, AuiAtE-ek dAu A TS 364 F 324

Table 10. Untoward symptoms with various preparation method

Complaints

No. of
Regimen . abdominal abdominal dizziness heavy nausea  vomiting headache Total
patients X
ullness pain quantity
Normal saline 24 16(66.7) 12(50.0) 18(75.0)
Castor oil with
normal saline 58 33(96.9) 36(62.1) 26(44.8)  3( 5.2) 42(72.4)
Castor oil with
- soapsuds 36 23(63.9) 25(69.4) 25(69.4)  2( 5.6) 32(88.9)
Mg. citrate with
normal saline 40 24(60.0) 12(30.0) 9(22.5) 1 2.5) 1(2.5) 27(67.5)
Mg. citrate with
soapsuds 40 26(65.0% 17(42.,5) 15(37.5)  4(10.0) 29(72.5)
Golytely 49 22(44.9) 7(14.3) 25(51.00)  21(42.9)  5(10.2) 39(79.6)

() percentage of patients
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{Abstract)
The Effect of Various Cleansing Methods for the Total Colonofiberscopy

Hye-Zong Yang, RN, Myung-Hee Woo, RMN.
(Hae Wha Hospital, Korea University Medical Center)

It is a fact that there are recent increasing trends of incidence of the colorectal carcinoma
among other colorsctal diseases. In such trend, the early detection remain to be most impor-
tant by the air contrast barium enema and total colonofiberscopy.

There are several ways to prepare the colon for barium enema and colonofiberscopy which
include several agents. The mechanical cleansing have been used most frequently since Brewn’s
method was adapted to be most perfect for colon cleansing. The ideal laxatives and ensma
solutions were limited to adequate dose, it's effectiveness, patient’s diet and bowel habit, minimal
side effect, low cost and simple to perform.

[n order to compare the effectiveness of various cleansing solutions, six experimental meth-
ods were formed as shown ;

. normal saline enema,

. castor oil with normal saline enema,
. castor oil with soap suds enema,

. magnesium citrate with nomal saline,

. magnesium citrate with soap suds enema and

Ty o L DD

. ingestion of Golyetly solution.

The authors have compared and determined the degree of cleanness by an experienced en-
doscopiat.

The total number of patients was 247, age distribution was 43415 years old, and sex distri-
bution was 133 males and 114 females.

The grade I and I represented nc difficuties at performing the colonofiberscopy, but grade
M and IV had some difficulties, even unable to perform the ceclonofiberscopy.

The effectiveness the cleansing agents, represented with grade 1 and I was 95.9%(47/49)
in method 6, 93.2%(54/58) in method 2, 83.3%(30/33) in method 3, 70.0%(28/40) in method 5,
66.79(16/24) in method 1, and 45.7%(18/40) in method 4.

Method 2 and 6§ were the most effective in normal bowel habit patients.

In constipated patients, method 8 was the mest effective and all method except method 4
were effective in diarrhea patients.

The degrees of less mucosal irritation by various bowel cleansing method were in the order
of method 6(100%), 1(100%), 5(74%), 2(69%).

In subjective syraptoms and cleansing groups, abdominal distension, pain, nausea and vomi-

ting were complained, and that’s subject symptoms were in the order of method 3(88.9%), 6
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(79.6%), 1(75%), B5(725%), 2(724%), 4(67.5%).

In conclusion, we believe that the Golytely ol the mechanical cleansing solution for colo-
nofiberscopy was the most effective, but others depended on the paticnl's condition and bowel
habit.

Key words ! Mechanical cleansing methods [or colonofiberscopy.
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