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Abstract

A Study on the Characteristics of Computerized
Tomographic X-Ray Film

Man Koo Lee, Se Sik Kang, Jae Wan Lee*
Dept. of Radiotechnology, WonKwang Public Health Junior College

This thesis compared and analyzed the characteristics, centered on a characteristic curve,

about X-ray computerized tomographic film generally used in Korea recently.
The results were as follows:

1. Maximum gradient (gamma) was film A-2.19, film B-2.00, film C-1.92.
Latitude was confined within the limits of density 0.6-2.0 in all,

3. When we changed window center from 0 to 40, the difference of density, which was in 1.0,
was film A-0.12, film B-0.16, film C-0.14.

4. When we changed window width from 0 to 500, the difference of density, which was in 1.0,
was film A-0.06, film B-0.08, film C-0.05.

5. In the case of window width 50 and window center 20, latitude was 0.5-2.0, 0.5-2.2, 0.5-1.9
and gamma value was 1.74, 1.82, 1.72 respectively.

6. In the case of window width 80 and window center 30, latitude was 0.6-2.2, 0.6-2.3, 0.8-2.2
and gamma value was 2.0, 2.13, 1.95 respectively.
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Fig. 1. Comparative study of window center (window width : 50, window center : 0-40)

—50—



~2.52, 0.25~2.56, 0,32~2,54 Afolell gl 2
99 windowgll A8 & ¥=5 o] Hejd] Tg=G
o}, Windowgt Alol8]l ¥=3He 5% 10014 #4
+0.06, 30,08, +0,070]5lo =3 55 1,04
4] CT grade scale gt windowgt 04 CT
grade scale & 24 8.90, 8,40, 9.80°|i win-
dow3t 409 A& 42 8,45, 7,20, 8.800°13l.0
a5 0,45, 1,20, 1,001k

s fe il 5 HKgradient + % window
A5 AYEd AL 2,19, BYEAA 2,00, CH
o4& 1,920]9%, F-§E(latitude)= EF 0.6
~ 2,0 Atold] gl

2. Window E2| %54

Fig, 24 vEbR #pkfhgal 2ol WEA, B, €
ol 48] FZel & windowE 104 0,21~
2.26, 0.34~ 2,38, 0,28~2,180]3, windowH
4000 A& 27t 0,24~ 2,44, 0.38~ 2,83, 031~
2.42 Aloledl] glgleml 9]¢l v}E windowe| 2
FE5 2t of Held] Usich

Window& o8l F53e 55 1,094 22 +
0,03, +£0,04, +0.,0259] Aslx, =3 F= 1,04
9l CT grade scale 32 AY §(Fig, 2a) win-
dowE 108 CT grade scale 8,70¢4 window
Z 5004 CT grade scale® 8,20 4told] gl =2

D [ a D
2.5 2.5
2.0 2.0
1.5 1.5
1.0 1.0
0.5} 0.5}

A& 0.50019le=, BHE(Fig, 2 b} 9.20004
8.60 fol 2 23}& 0,60°013l2, CHE(Fig. 2¢)
< 9,800 4 9,4040]2 2 A= 04051t}

T HHg 5 2ehe ol windowgellAE
AYEL 2,00, BYEL2 2,10, CYEL 1,98 ©]
don AETE BE 0,6~2.040)6 AT

3. %4 UE9 k% @it

@® window® 50, windowgt 209 7% Fig,
30| A 9 2o ko] B-EE= AYEA 0.5
~2,0, BEEs4] 0.5~2,2, CHESoll4 0.5~1.9
olgdx, ek 22 1,74, 1.82, 1,72°1%ith

® windowZ 80, window3t 302 7% Fig,
4o Ho} zro| Htkinigel A-&=E el WU Fel
A 0.6~2.2, 0.6~2.3, 0,8~2.20]9% yt &4
Z 2,0, 2,13, 1,95°1¢ivh

N.& =
Y59 #pp@e o P59 BXE, Gammads,
HEE 59 o BES P & F gm0 &
HE oA BROA EA S IS CTH -
Wk 2 s o R HEBE MEEge CT &
@] FAE CTHS Ws 2 Fdghe Ao
el v ¥4 E windowd] 28 8w 2

2.5
2.0
1.5

1.0

2 4 6 81012 1416
CT-grade scale (number)

24 6 S 10121416
CT-grade scale (number)

54 6 8 1012 14 16
CT-grade scale (number)

Fig. 2. Comparative study of window width (window width : 10-500, window center : 20)



i 1 A 1 I 1 4
2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 (number)
CT-grade scale

Fig. 3. Comparative study of CT
films ( window width : 50,
window center : 20)
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Fig. 4. Comparative stuly of CT
films (window width : 80,
window center : 30)
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