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Table 3. Comparison of Preference to 3DFT CISS MRM
and 3DFT FISP MRM by Three Readers in Visualization
of Compression of the Dural Sac

Prefer to Prefer to
Readers CISS FISP . Total Readers CISS FISP Total
A 29 (85%) 7 (15%) 34 A 21 (91%) 2 (9%) 23
B 29 (85%) 5 (15%) 34 B 20 (87%) 3 (13%) 23
C 30 (88%) 4 (12%) 34 C 21 (91%) 2 (9%) 23
mean 29.3(86%) 4.714%) 34 mean 20.7(90%) 2.3(10%) 23
p value 0.0004 p value 0.0016

Table 2. Comparison of Preference to 3DFT CISS MRM
and 3DFT FISP MRM by Three Readers in Differentiation

of the Nerve Roots and CSF

of the Nerve Root Sleeves

Table 4. Comparison of Preference to 3DFT CISS MRM
and 3DFT FISP MRM by Three Readers in Visualization

Prefer to Prefer to
Readers CISS FISP Total Readers CISS FISP Total
A 25(74%) 9(26%) 34 A 25(74%) 9(26%) 34
B 29(85%) 5(15%) 34 B 24(71%) 10(29%) 34
C 21(62%) 1338%) 34 C 20(59%) 14(41%) 34
mean 25(74%) 9(26%) 34 mean 23(68%) 11(32%) 34
p value 0.0168 p value 0.0872
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Fig. 1. Normal ; 3DFT CISS MR myelograms (A) show more homogeneously high signal intensity and
better delineated margin of dural sac, and better differentiation of nerve roots and CSF than 3DFT
FISP MR myelograms (B) do.

Fig. 2. L4-5 HNP; 3DFT CISS MR myelograms (A) are superior to 3DFT FISP MR myelograms (B) in
sharpness of dural sac, in differentiation of nerve roots and CSF, in visualization of dural sac com-
pression at L4-5 level(arrows), and in visualization of nerve root sleeves.
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Fig. 3. Degenerative spinal stenosis; 3DFT CISS MR myelograms (A) show better delineation of multiple levels of dural
sac compression than 3DFT FISP MR myelograms (B) do.
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Lumbar MR Myelography with Constructive Interference
in Steady State(CISS)—3DFT!

Jae Yeong Park, M.D., Hak Jin Kim, M.D., Sung Gab Lee, M.D., Seong Youb Lim, M.D.,
Doo Young Jung, M.D., Byung Mann Cho, M.D.?, Byung Soo Kim, M.D.

]Department of Diagnostic Radiology, College of Medicine, Pusan National University
2Department of Preventive Medicine, College of Medicine, Pusan National University

Purpose:To evaluate the usefulness of 3DFT CISS MR myelography(MRM) by comparing it with
3DFT FISP MRM

Materials and Methods: Thirty-four subjects consisting of normal volunteers and patients
complaining of back pain underwent lumbar spine MRI, 3DFT CISS MRM, and 3DFT FISP MRM.
The 3DFT FISP MRM and 3DFT CISS MRM images were analysed and in each case, the following
were compared : sharpness of the dural sac;differentiation of nerve roots and CSF; visualization of
the nerve root sleeve and of dural sac compression.

Results:Image acquisition time of 3DFT CISS MRM was shorter than that of 3DFT FISP MRM,
and the former was significantly superior to the latter in sharpness of the dural sac(86%, p=0.004),
differentiation of nerve roots and CSF(74%, p=0.0168), and visualization of dural sac compression
(90%, p=0.0016). With regard to visualization of nerve root sleeves, 3DFT CISS MRM was superior
to 3DFT FISP MRM, but not significantly (68%, p=0.0872).

Conclusion :3DFT CISS MRM requires a shorter image acquisition time and gives a better image
than 3DFT FISP MRM ; we therefore consider it to be a useful MR method.

Index words : Myelography, comparative studies
Magnetic resonance(MR), technology
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