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Crohn’s disease (CD) is an idiopathic inflammatory bowel disease involving the small and/or large intestine. More than 50% of
Western CD patients and up to 88% of Asian CD patients may have small intestinal involvement. Video capsule endoscopy (VCE)
has a higher diagnostic yield than small bowel barium radiography and computed tomography enterography for the detection
of small intestinal involvement of CD. VCE also provides diagnostic yields comparable to magnetic resonance- (MR-) based
enterography or enteroclysis and may have several advantages over MR-based tests for the detection of early small intestinal lesions.
Several studies have suggested the use of VCE-based disease activity scoring systems to evaluate small intestinal mucosal disease
activity, although their clinical relevance needs to be further studied. A possible indication for VCE is recurrence monitoring after
complete surgical excision of CD-involved segments but its usefulness and efficacy compared with conventional endoscopy should
be evaluated. The capsule retention rate ranges from 0 to 5.4% in suspected CD patients and from 0 to 13.2% in established CD
patients. If VCE is necessary, significant small bowel stricture should be ruled out before VCE by performing a patency capsule

study and/or small bowel radiological study in suspected or established CD patients.

1. Introduction

Crohn’s disease (CD) is a chronic, idiopathic inflammatory
bowel disease (IBD) that mainly involves the small and/or
large intestines. According to population-based epidemio-
logic studies, more than 50% of Western CD patients [1-5]
and 77-87.7% of Asian CD patients have small bowel involve-
ment at diagnosis [6-8]. Therefore, evaluation of the small
and large intestine is essential for the diagnosis of CD, but
there are no known pathognomonic features in endoscopic
and radiologic studies.

Given that mucosal healing is considered a target of CD
treatment in the biologic era [9], the endoscopic evaluation
of the intestinal mucosa is crucial for assessing the treatment
response and establishing a treatment strategy. In the past,
small bowel follow-through (SBFT), enteroclysis (EC), and
surgical exploration were the only methods for evaluating

the status of the small intestine in CD patients. With techno-
logical advances, computed tomography- (CT-) based imag-
ing protocols, such as CT enterography (CTE)/CT enterocly-
sis (CTEC), and magnetic resonance- (MR-) based imaging
protocols, such as MR enterography (MRE)/MR enteroclysis
(MREC), have become available for the radiological inves-
tigation of small intestinal lesions. However, none of these
radiologic modalities can provide direct visualization of the
small bowel mucosa and, thus, all carry an intrinsic limitation
in the precise assessment of mucosal healing.

The introduction of wireless video capsule endoscopy
(VCE) and device-assisted enteroscopy has enabled the direct
visualization of the small intestinal mucosa. Because of the
reduced invasiveness of VCE compared with device-assisted
enteroscopy, VCE is more suitable for the diagnosis of CD and
the assessment of the treatment response, unless the patients
have suspected intestinal strictures that can potentially cause
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capsule retention. Our present review is focused on the
clinical usefulness and application of VCE in CD.

2. Diagnostic Yield and
Performance of VCE in CD

CD frequently involves the terminal ileum which usually can
be evaluated using ileocolonoscopy. However, the involve-
ment of small intestine more proximal to terminal ileum
is common in CD and often affects the patients’ clinical
manifestation and outcomes. Small bowel barium radiogra-
phy, including SBFT and EC, was a traditional diagnostic
modality for evaluating the entire small intestine but has been
progressively substituted by cross-sectional radiologic tests
such as CTE/CTEC and MRE/MREC for the evaluation of
the patients with suspected or established small intestinal
CD. However, given that the VCE can visualize the intestinal
mucosa directly, VCE is more likely to detect earlier lesions or
subtle mucosal lesions than small intestinal radiologic studies
including small bowel barium radiography, CTE, and MRE.
Many investigators have compared the diagnostic yield of
VCE with that of other radiologic studies in the patients with
suspected or established CD.

Comparing with small bowel barium radiography, such
as SBFT or EC, VCE showed better diagnostic yield for the
patients having suspected CD (Table 1). The reported diag-
nostic yield of VCE ranged from 49% to 77%, whereas those of
SBFT and EC ranged from 21% to 67% [10-13] and from 12%
to 36% [14-16], respectively. Although the number of partic-
ipants in each study was small, meta-analyses reported again
that VCE is superior to small bowel barium radiography in
terms of diagnostic yield [17-19].

The reported diagnostic yield of VCE was higher than that
of CTE/CTEC in most previous studies (Table 2). The diag-
nostic yield was 61% for VCE and 29% for CTEC according to
a prospective comparison of VCE and CTEC for the diagnosis
of small bowel involvement in established CD patients [20].
The diagnostic yields of VCE and CTE in three studies of
suspected or established CD patients ranged from 30% to 77%
and from 33% to 53%, respectively [12, 21, 22]. Two of these
studies reported a better diagnostic yield of VCE compared
with CTE [12, 21] but the other study, using ileocolonoscopic
findings and surgery as the gold standards, reported a similar
diagnostic yield of the two modalities for terminal ileal CD
[22]. However, although the diagnostic yield was similar
between VCE and CTE in that larger study (30% for VCE and
33% for CTE), VCE showed higher sensitivity and specificity
for the detection of terminal ileal lesions than CTE (sensitiv-
ity, 100% for VCE versus 76% for CTE; specificity, 91% for
VCE versus 85% for CTE) [22]. On the other hand, another
study reported that the sensitivity of VCE was similar to that
of CTE but that the specificity was inferior to that of CTE [23].
The sensitivity and specificity of VCE and CTE/CTEC may
result from different definitions of positive findings between
two modalities, but this study concluded the diagnosis of
small intestinal CD based on the consensus panel of the
coinvestigators instead of specifying findings for diagnosis of
small intestinal involvement. Considering the nature of each
diagnostic modality and the limited number of participants
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in most studies, if the proportion of CD patients having
subtle small intestinal lesions was small, such studies could
not show the superiority of VCE in the diagnostic yield
comparing with CTE/CTEC. Although a few studies did not
show the superiority in diagnostic yield, recent meta-analyses
concluded that VCE had superior diagnostic yield in the small
bowel CD compared with CTE/CTEC.

Several prospective studies reported the diagnostic yield
or performance of VCE and MRE/MREC (Table 3) and a
recent meta-analysis that included five prospective studies
reported that the effectiveness of VCE and MRE/MREC in
the diagnosis of small bowel CD was comparable [18]. In spite
of similar diagnostic yields between two modalities, VCE
showed better sensitivity than MRE/MREC in several studies.
One study suggested MREC was superior to VCE in the diag-
nostic performance. However, the diagnostic performance of
MREC in all participants (including 34% of stenotic CD)
was compared with the diagnostic performance of VCE in
the nonstenotic CD [24]. Therefore, this study is not suitable
to conclude the difference in the diagnostic performance
between VCE and MREC for the nonstenotic CD patients.

Four prospective studies [21, 25-27] and two abstracts
[28, 29] have compared the diagnostic yield of VCE and ileo-
colonoscopy in CD patients (Table 4). According to a recent
meta-analysis that included these six studies, the weighted
incremental diagnostic yield of VCE compared with ileo-
colonoscopy was 0.12 (95% confidence interval [CI], 0.00-
0.23; P = 0.04). Because push enteroscopy cannot effectively
shorten the bowel, the depth of insertion is usually less than
120 cm from the Treitz ligament, even with an overtube [30,
31]. VCE and push enteroscopy in small bowel CD patients
have been described in only one prospective study [15]
and one abstract [28]. A meta-analysis of these two studies
showed that the weighted incremental diagnostic yield of
VCE compared with push enteroscopy was 0.43 (95% CI,
0.32-0.53; P < 0.00001) [18].

3. Clinical Application of VCE in CD

3.1. Diagnosis of CD. According to the previous studies, the
diagnostic yield of VCE is better than that of SBFT or CTE/
CTEC and comparable to MRE/MREC. However, before
performing VCE, clinician should take into account several
things. First, diagnostic yield does not mean diagnostic accu-
racy. The diagnostic yield does not mean the number of tests
with “diagnostic” findings among the total number of tests but
the number of tests with abnormal findings among the total
number of tests. Moreover, there are no available standardized
VCE findings for diagnostic or specific to CD. Therefore, a
high diagnostic yield in a certain study does not indicate
high diagnostic accuracy and the diagnostic yield can also
be influenced by the study participants’ likelihood of having
CD. In a previous study, for example, the yield of VCE for
the evaluation of abdominal pain and/or diarrhea lasting
longer than 6 months was low [35], but 12 of 17 patients with
nondiagnostic ileocolonoscopic and radiologic studies, who
had abdominal pain, diarrhea, anemia, and weight loss for 6.3
years on average, showed abnormal VCE findings compatible
with CD [36]. The international conference on capsule



9®[N)S PUE ‘SAINIOLI)S JO/pue
s1s0Ua)s paxy @douereadde su03$3]qqod TOPIOQ ILIUISIUT T}

VN (1£/8) %9¢ U0 SUOT)eIddN Jo 2dudsaid ayy ‘urdyjed renpou Iia 2y jo (T¢ =) Od
soouereadde remuersd ‘woneradmn snoyyde ‘Suruadpry) pog Ie aanoadsoig (71 (s007)
Iepou ‘Te 30 OWLIBIA]
VN (T€/2T) %1L Jo ‘reaur] ‘Gumsareod ‘Jurmssy doap ‘snourdidios a1om jer (1€ = u) DA
SI90N IO ‘SUOISOId (¢<) S[dnNuI ‘SUOISI] [oMOQq [[EWS ISNYI(]
%¥6/%S9 VN VYN od sz aarpadsorg (€] (80027)
%ES/%ES YN YN ADA i & 32 W08
SB[NISY PUE ‘SaINJOLIIS PIXY a
VN %9¢ @ouereadde au03$9[qqod I9PIOQ JLIDJUISIW Y} Je I[N 4 paoadsns 97
‘soouereadde renpou ‘uorjeradn snoyyde ‘Suruapryy prog a [91] (6007) T&
aanpadsorg
$2IM)OLIIS PAYSI[qeIS? 6T 32 norwdyyyg
VN %29 pue (Surosafeod pue ‘[eao reaut] ‘snourdidias) adeys juaioyIp ADA [e303 UT /§
JO s1907n ‘s10[n snoyjyde ¢< ‘SUOISOID “BWIYILI ISNYI(
SE[NISY O ‘SAINIOLIIS ‘SI[N
VN %¥T TeaUI[ ‘SPOJ [BSOONUI [EWLIOU JO SSO] AJLIe[NpOU [EWLIOUqY L4 /L1 aanodadsorg CN_ (9002)
VN %IL SOINIOLIIS IO ‘I[N ‘SUOTSOI ADA [e 33 BIPH
VN %IT sad£iqns Suneroyrod/3urznisy Jo LI0jWIWRYUT JATIOY 149S g [o1] (S007) T®
VN %29 SUOTJBIIN ¢Z JO 2OUISAI ADA 6¢ 9AN9dS01d 32 oouddqNg
JUIWIDAJOAUT
u» ()[< pUe ‘SUOIIBIIO[N JAISU)XD ‘seare dnjs “e[nisy :¢ opein
JUSWIA[OAUT U ()]-G pue
VN %29 ‘SUIMOLIRU [EUIUN] [EUITUTU ‘SID]N JAISUIIXS JIOUI 7 dPLID) 1149S
JUSUIDA[OAUT UID G> PUB T9JOWEIP (url ¢ v
[eUTWIN] [EWLIOU ‘SUOTIRII[N fﬁm?ﬁo: [ewurTuIwr ;] 9peIn) 1 (¥00c
eutIou 0 apein, 0¢ 2AAdSOId - 15 weYPNg
21nJoL1)s J0/pue ‘SUrpas[q snoduejuods SIAO[N ¢ IpeIn)
JI2[N OU ‘UOISOId 7 dPeIn)
VN %0L SSOT I[[TA P2Ye[OST ‘BUWAYIAIS :] IpeID) HOA
[BULIOU :() 9peID)
VN %ET SIOO[N pUE ‘WNI]I [BUTWLIS) UT AJLIeNpou “Guruadry) [[epm 1448
ersejdrod4y c¢ aanpadsoig . [ct] (v002)
VN %LL proyduw4] zenpou pue veyjyde ‘ewoy1f19 ‘SUOISOId/SI0]N) 2oA 1?39 tRed
Ayrogads/Aanisuag uumﬂmwwa s3urpuy aanisod 103 wondrosap/uontuyeq $183], jo b@”ﬂﬂ udisaq Apmg

Gastroenterology Research and Practice

"9SBASIP SUYOID) PAYsI[qe)sd 10 pajdadsns 10y souewrrojrad 1o praif onsouSerp :Ayderdorper winireq pmoq [rews ym £doosopus a[nsdes oapia Jo uostredwo)) ;1 a14V],



Gastroenterology Research and Practice

"Apm3s s1Y) Ul $107e81S2AUT0D 3} JO [oued snsuasu0d e Aq apeur sem sisouder( "1xa) oY) ut papraoid azom D Jo sSurpuy aanisod 10 BLIAILID dY13ds ON o
"35B3SIP SUYOID) ‘(D) SISA[P0IUd D Y3NOIY)-MO[[0] [9MO(q [[ews T IS D[qe[rear Jou ‘YN Adoosopua ansdes 0apia ‘GOA

VN (¥1/%) %6C VN (#1=4) 04 ao [z€] (S002)
VN (£1/21) %26 oroqeseowes  (1=w)dADA  pawddsns ez sumaadsoig 2 32 19q1Y
VN (£2/91) %65 VN (Le=u)Dd
wroned
JTe[nosea 3s0[ 10 pajenuaje Yim Ajurenuerd pue ‘Surireds an sanpadsoig [z€] (S002)
VN (PT/ET) %6 SNOIQY JO/pue BWIdP20 0} anp Jurmolreu feurwun| ouereadde (F1 = u) ADA paystqelss g ’ Te 19 11aqy
2U0359[qq02 ‘(3UTPa[q YIIM PIJeId0SSE A[[BUOISEID0) $I20N
[eanssy 10 padeys A[rendorir ‘suorss] fesoonw snoyyydy
VN (O1/1) %9 VN (91 =4) D4 an sanpadsoig [sT] (S007)
VN (12/%) %61 SI9O[N/SUOTISOI (17 = u) DA paoadsns 17 : Te 12 guoy)
VN (12/%) %61 WNIJI [EUTULIN}OIU /WNI]T [EUTWLIY) Je[NSILIT Uk 10 SUIMOLIEN (1z=u) D™ an oanpadsoig [s1] (S007)
VN (TT/L1) %LL $I90]N/SUOTSOIY (T2 =u) DA paystqe1ss zz : Te 39 SuoyD
PPRIL e
Ayoyoads/Ajianisusg Snsouser s3urpuy aanisod 103 uondiiosap/uonruyeq 3897, 10 Joquiny udisaq Apmig

‘Ponunjuo)) ] A1AV],



Gastroenterology Research and Practice

"D B9l [euTwId) 10§ proIk onsoudery ©

“A[2an03dsax ‘syuaned 08 Jo €/ Pue 08 Jo 69 10§ parniojrad a1om FID PUE HIA
Apms sty ur s101€8152AU100 2} JO [oued snsuasu0d € A4q apewr sem SISOUSEI %2} oY) Ul papraoid a1em (D Jo sBurpuy aanisod 10f e oyads oN ;)
“fyderdoraua Lydeiowoy payndwod 17 sisdporua LyderSowoy pandwos ‘O 10 @[qefreae jou “yN Adodsopua ansded 0ap1a ‘GO A 2seastp suyor) ‘D

%58/%9L

%16/%00T

(£ %€

(£%0¢€

JUAWZaS [9MOq [[EWS PASLISIP B 0} UOTIOUN(UOD UT B[NISY
10 $S995qe U. JO 90uasa1d 9]} pue ‘e)da1 eseA paje[ip

‘yey Sutdoa1d ‘STSOUA)S [9MOQ [[eWS JUSTIIURYUIIdAY
[TeM [oMOq “SUTUSYDIY) [[eM [2MO( ‘SUOTIRIII[N [BSOINIA
UOTRWILUB[JUT 10

STSOIQ AQ PIsNED SISOUD)S JO ‘SIINSSIJ/SIA[N Je[nSaIIr
‘(199N 10 suo1sa] snoyyyde) suoneradn ¢ uey) 10N

0dLO

@dOA

08

[zz] (11027)

aAanpadsorg 2 10 wasua

%68/%¢8
%€S9/%E8

VN
VN

mVN
VN

410
dOA

LT

[€2] (8007)

aanadsoig Te 30 w303

VN
VN

%€S
%I1L

$9SSIDSQE 1O ‘SB[NIST ‘W ¢ < SUTUANIIY)
[[eM [9MOQ JUSWUIUBYUS [[BM IO [BSOINT PISLIIIU]
$9IN)IL1)S 1O ‘SI9D[N ‘SUOTSOI

410
dOA

(@O paystqeIs?
6 pue pajoadsns g) /T

(12] (9002)

aanpadsorg Te 10 eIey]

VN

VN

%0¢

%LL

SI120[N

PUE ‘WNII [BUTULID) UT AJLIB[NpOU ‘SUTUIIY) [[EAM
ersejdrodLy proydw4]

Ie[npou pue eyjyde ‘LWIYIAID ‘SUOISOId/SIII[)

410

dOA

ap payoadsns ¢

[c1] (#007)

aanpadsorg T

VN

VN

%67

%19

esoonw 2y} jo saueyd snod4jod

pue 9e[ndonIaAIpopnasd ‘SuoneIad[n DB[N)Sy Jo
95uasa1d a1) ‘seare o1)0UA)S JO WOTIRIO] pue YISUa] oy,
AqyedouspeydwL] ajqissod pue

sdoo] amoq jo uorjeredas A)IIeMISEA PasEIIOUT puUL
saSueyp Arojewrurepyur Sunuasaidar yej reunsayur-riod
31} JO AJISUIP PaseaIour ‘SI9Le] [[em [mM0q

I9T)0 3Y) PUL BSOINT 3T} JO JUSWIDULRYUS ISLIJUOD)
(suonjeradn [exnssiy/daap ‘ura)yed auoisa[qqod

Se ons) suorsa] adre] pue (ewayLIs Ayojed pue
UOIEPNUIP SNO[IA ‘SUOTJEID[N proyiyde) suorsaf [fewg

041D

JOA

ao paystqeIsa Ty

[02] (S007) Te

aanoadsorg 19 OZOYIIPOA

Ayoyoads/Aianisusg

pR onsouderq

s3urpuy aansod 10y uondrosap/uonruyeq

SEEl

$35BD JO JoquUNN

ugisa(q Apmig

"9SBASIP SUYOID) PAYSI[qeIsd J0 pajoadsns 10§ duewio}rad 1o praif onsouderp :sis£poajua 1o Ayderdorus Ayderdowo) paynduwos yym £4dossopus ansdes oapia jo uostredwor) ;g a14v],



Gastroenterology Research and Practice

VN

VN

(wrwa 6> SurmolIeu [eurwny) UOe[Ip

sr30ud)saxd YIrm SISOUD)S {UOTIONIISQO OU :() apeId uoronnsqQ

((ww 1<) AypedouspeydwA]

Sunpueyus jsenjuod pue KjurenosearadAy [ernurenxs

TIPS [ESOONWQNS “WIW F < SUTUNIIY) [[em oxerdn jserjuod

%56 paseanur A[paxrew ‘uroped auoysa[qqod ‘urdred proy a3 Sundnisip
saanssy [esoonwr daap s195[N) UOIJRUIWIEJUI JO[BUI :7 dpeI)
(A&yrrenosearadAy [eInure)xs ou pue ewapa

[esoonuwqns ou ‘uruayoIYy) [fem ou exeldn Jseruod paseardur £[3qns
ura)ed proj oy jo AjrenSorir a13qNs) WOIBUIWEUL JOUTW ] dPeID)
£3oroyied [einur 1o [esoonwr ou :() IpeID)

(doys uoneSedoid

‘vorsindoid ansdes pakefap) stisouas ;] aperd uonodONIISqO
UonONIISqo OU :() dpeId uondNIISqO

(sarepnxoa snouriqy pue ‘urdljed auo03sa[qqod

‘so1nssY ‘510N doap S199[N<) UOHBUWIUIRUT IO(eW 17 SpBID)

(81200 7> pUE “LWIYILId [8D0] ‘SUOISOID pue deyjyde

[erogIadns “I[[TA JO UONEPNUIP [30]) UOTJRTUTIE[JUT JOUTW ] 9PBIL)
£3o1oyyed [esoonw ou :() opeIn)

%56

TN

as
PaYsIqeIsa 61

dOA

aanoadsoig

[¥¢€] (8007)

Te 32 Yoe[ILL

VN

VN

sopou ydw4| padrejus pue ‘uoryod(ur

SLIDJUISIW JUIWIDUBYUD JSEIJUOD YIIM SUTUSOIYY [[eM [2MOg
SISOU)S

A1oyeUIUIRfIUT UE JO UOTJRId[N [< JO sUoIsd] snoyjyde ¢< :g apein
1900 3[3urs e 10 suorsa] snoyjyde ¢> :] apeIn)

UOTJRWWB[JUT OU :() IPBID)

%IV

() %9L

OMIN
(@D paystquis

91 .ﬁﬁm

DA payadsns 7) g1

aAndadsorg

[¢€] (9007)

Te 32 19p[D

VN
VN

%08/%LL

%001/%7C6

%88 2A0QE SE Juresg
%¢€6 2A0QE SE Jures
wnrpaur Jserjuod snouasenur jo uorjesrjdde oyye [rem

[9M0q 31} JO JUSUWIDURYUD PUL (WW H<) [[EM [2MOQq Y] JO SUTUNIIY],
urd)yed Te[MOSeA JSOT J0 pajenudlie Yim Ajrenuerd

pue ‘SuLLIEDS SNOIQY I0/pUE BWIPS 0} NP SUIMOLIRU [BUTWN]
@ouereadde au0)sa[qqoo (SUTpas[q YIM PIjeIdOSSE A[[BUOISEID0)
s19o[n [eanssiy 1o padeys Aprerngarin ‘suorsaf resoonur snoyyydy

VN

VN

TIN ao
dOA paystqels LT

TIN

o paroadsns ¢z
dOA

aAndadsoig

aanpadsoig

[z€] (S002)
Te 32 31q[V

Ayoyoads/Aianisusg

PRI£ onsouderq s3urpuy aanisod 103 uondiosap/uonruyaq

S183], $3sBD JO JoquUNN

udisa(q

Apmig

"9SBASIP SUYOID) PAYSI[qeIsd J0 pajoadsns 10§ aouewrro)rad 1o praif onsouerp :sis{poiajua 1o Ayderdorsus soueuosar onoudew yym £doosopus ansded oapia jo uostredwor) :¢ a19V],



Gastroenterology Research and Practice

DTN UI STsoud)s [eurysayul [fews Surmoys syuarjed ¢1 10§ SUOP J0U seM TDA ®

"D [ed[! [eUTULId) 10j PPRIA onsouSerq ©

“A[panyoadsar ‘syuaned og jo 7/ pue (g Jo 69 10j paurroyrad a1am TN PUB IDA ©
"D [eUTISAUI [[ewus 10§ pa1k onsouder o

‘SISA[o12jud ddueuosax opdudew HTYN Ayderdorajus soueuosar ondudew YN Q[qe[reae jou YN Adossopud a[nsdes 0apra ‘GO A DseIsIp suyor) ‘qo

UOTJRULIOJ B[NJST PUE ‘SUONLII[N [eINUISURT)

Amucmm_uugwm VN pue urd)ed JustwadURYUD PUL JUSWDURYUD [[em ‘erwrarodLy [esoonur DTIN
11 10) %06/%€L LWAPI JLIUISIUWT PUL [EINWERIIUT ‘U F< SSIUNDIY) [[EM [oMOg
‘uorjeuwIweul Jo sudrs o1dodsoIoew JNOYIM IO YIIM SUOISI] (@D paystqessd [¥2] (2107)
2130U2)s JUBdYTUSIS J0/pUe (W (7<) SUOTSI] JAIIRIIIN dFTB] :9I9AS 81 pue aanpadsorg T 10 epIeIpm
(@ (Ww )Z> pue W ') SUOISI] dAIJeI[N 19518 :9)eI9POIA pajoadsns 07) 8¢ I ’
J1JOUSUOU GT I0]) VN PSOSN »HOA
%68/%LS Surreadde [eurIoU 9STMISYIO UNYIIM (TUT G'()>) SUOTSI] SATJRII[N
[[eWS JO/pUe BSOONUI SNOJEWIPI I0/PUE SNOJRWIYIAID PIIIA
Juow3as [9MOq [[EWS PISeIsIp
B )IM UOIOUN(UOD UI B[NISY JO $S30Sqe Uk JO 90uasaid oy} pue €}dax
%58/%9L (%82 m:mg pajerip yey wEQo%U A_%mo:&m Msoa mmEm .Eoﬁwmgﬂcwuegﬂ CERA [zz] (1102)
[[eM [2M0q ‘SUTUDIY} [[eM [2MO(q ‘SUOTIRIIIN [ESOINIA] 08 aandadsolq Te 32 uasud(
et ) UOIJRWWEJUI JO SISOIQY Aq PISTED SISOUD)S JO ‘SIINSSI/SIN
%16/%00T ()%0€ Te[Na1Ir ¢(SI2070 IO SUOTSI[ SNOYIYde) SUOTIRIII[N ¢ UL} IO @©HOA
Ayoyoads/Aanisusg  proif onsouderq s3urpuy aanisod 103 wondrsap/uontuyeq 1837, $9S©D JO JOqUINN udsa(q Apmig

"panunuoy) :¢ A19V],



Gastroenterology Research and Practice

TABLE 4: Comparison of video capsule endoscopy with ileocolonoscopy or push enteroscopy: diagnostic yield or performance for suspected

or established Crohn’s disease.

Definition/description for

Study Design Number of cases Tests positive findings Diagnostic yield

Bloom et al. Prospective 16 VCE NA >6%

(2003) [29] IL NA 50%
Erythema, villous denudation,

) erosion, and ulceration 42-55% for neoterminal
Bourreille et Prospective 31 (for postoperative VCE (Rutgeerts score >1 for the ileum, 66-72% for entire
al. (2006) P evaluation) recurrence at the neoterminal small bowel
(25] ileum)

IL Rutgeerts score >1 61%
. . N
Hara et al. Prospective 17 (i ls'u}slpzcted and 9 VCE Erosions, ulcers, or strictures 71%
(2006) [21] established CD) IL Erosions, ulcers, or strictures 65%
Separate detection of ulcers,
Biancone et ) 17 (for postoperative VCE strlctureﬁ, or.sten051s in the 949%
al. (2007) Prospective : neoterminal ileum and/or
evaluation) .
[26] anastomosis
IL Rutgeerts score >1 94%
Aphthoid ulcerations, small
VCE ulcer, cobblestone pattern, and 62% (15/21)
Beltrinetal.  progpective 24 (for postoperative deep/fissural ulcerations
(2007) [27] evaluation) Aphthoid ulcerations, small
IL ulcer, cobblestone pattern, and 25% (6/21)
deep/fissural ulcerations
1 0,
Chong et al. Prospective 22 established CD VCE Erosions/ulcers 77%
(2005) [15] PE NA 14%
1 V)
Chong et al. Prospective 21 suspected CD VCE Erosions/ulcers 19%
(2005) [15] PE NA 0

CD, Crohn’s disease; VCE, video capsule endoscopy; IL, ileocolonoscopy; PE, push enteroscopy.

endoscopy (ICCE) recommended that VCE should be con-
sidered for the patients with suspected CD if they present with
typical symptoms plus either extraintestinal manifestations,
abnormal inflammatory markers, or abnormal small bowel
imaging [37], and a retrospective study showed that the 57.9%
of patients fulfilling two criteria and 77.8% of patient fulfilling
3 or more criteria showed significant VCE findings but only
17.8% of patients showed significant VCE findings when they
did not meet ICCE criteria [38].

Second, suspected and established CD is the major risk
factor of capsule retention and thus, the presence of stricture
should be assessed before performing VCE. According to a
systematic review, the pooled capsule retention rate for all
indications was 1.4% and the retention rate for indications of
CD was 2.6%. The retention rate in suspected CD patients and
established CD patients ranged from 0% to 5.4% and from 0%
to 13.2%, respectively [11, 13, 14, 20, 36, 39-43]. Six prospective
studies reported that VCE was successfully completed with-
out retention in all patients with suspected intestinal stricture
after passage of an intact patency capsule [44-49]. A ret-
rospective study comparing patency capsule with radiologic
studies (10 CT, 29 CTE, 9 MRE, and 2 SBFT) for the detection
of significant strictures in order to avoid capsule retention
reported that both patency capsule and radiologic studies
showed equivalently high sensitivity and negative predictive

value for the detection of significant intestinal strictures,
defined as strictures that require surgery due to bowel
obstruction or capsule retention [50]. Based on these reports,
a recent guideline for VCE has recommended that significant
small bowel strictures be ruled out before VCE by performing
a patency capsule study and/or small bowel radiological study
in suspected or established CD patients [18].

Third, the clinical impact of VCE on the management of
suspected or established CD patients should be considered.
Several retrospective studies suggested that VCE led to a
definitive diagnosis of CD, changed the management of CD,
or had a potential impact on the prognosis prediction of CD
[51-56]. In a small prospective pediatric study, VCE reclassi-
fied 2 of 4 ulcerative colitis or indeterminate colitis patients
and 8 of 10 suspected IBD patients as small bowel CD [57]. In
another pediatric study, 50% of ulcerative colitis or unclassi-
fied IBD patients were finally diagnosed with CD and, more
importantly, 94% of the suspected IBD patients were finally
diagnosed as not having IBD [58]. The high negative predic-
tive value (96%-100%) of VCE in other studies [22, 39, 59]
suggests that VCE may have a significant advantage in the
exclusion of the small bowel involvement of CD and IBD.

Given the risk of capsule retention, the absence of a stand-
ardized definition or description of VCE findings in small
intestinal CD, and the lack of data related to the clinical
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impact or optimal indications of VCE, the role of VCE in
the diagnosis of CD is still controversial and needs to be
established more in detail. The second European evidence-
based consensus on the diagnosis and management of CD
stated that VCE can be used as a first-line test after exclusion
of significant stenosis using a patency capsule or as a second-
line test in patients in whom the clinical suspicion for
CD remains high despite negative evaluations with ileo-
colonoscopy and radiologic examination [60]. The recent
Korean guidelines for VCE in CD suggested that “in well-
selected patients with a high suspicion of CD,” VCE is useful
for diagnosing CD after negative ileocolonoscopy and small
bowel radiologic examination [18]. Recently, the European
Society of Gastrointestinal Endoscopy (ESGE) suggested
different diagnostic recommendations for suspected CD and
established CD [61]. In patients with suspected CD and neg-
ative ileocolonoscopy findings, the ESGE recommends VCE
as the initial diagnostic modality for investigating the small
bowel in the absence of obstructive symptoms or known
stenosis [61]. On the other hand, in patients with established
CD based on ileocolonoscopy findings, if the cross-sectional
imaging tests were unremarkable or nondiagnostic and it is
believed that VCE would influence patient management, the
ESGE recommended VCE as a subsequent test [61].

3.2. Assessment of Disease Activity. Mucosal healing has been
reported to be associated with better long-term prognosis in
CD and has recently been considered to be a new target of
CD treatment. VCE is useful to assess the disease activity
and treatment response in small intestinal CD by providing
information about the status of the small intestinal mucosa.
Two VCE-based scoring systems have been suggested to
quantify the extent of small intestinal disease in CD: the Lewis
score and the Capsule Endoscopy Crohn’s Disease Activity
Index (CECDAI). The Lewis score uses three parameters—
villous edema, ulceration, and stenosis—and the score for
each parameter is weighted based on the extent and severity
[62]. The whole small intestine observed by VCE is divided
into three tertiles; the levels of villous edema and ulceration
are scored for each tertile but stenosis is graded in the
whole study, independent of the individual tertiles. When
the scores were matched with the global assessment of
mucosal disease activity, Lewis scores <135, 135-790, and
>790 were categorized as normal, mild-to-moderate, and
severe mucosal disease activity, respectively.

The other VCE-based CD disease activity assessment
system, CECDAI [63], divides the small intestine into proxi-
mal and distal segments and uses different weights for three
parameters: inflammation, extent of disease, and stricture.
The final score is the sum of the proximal and distal segmental
numbers and ranges from 0 (normal study) to 36 (severe dis-
ease). The interobserver agreement for the CECDAI score was
excellent, with a Kappa value of 0.867. Good interobserver
agreement of CECDAI was also validated in a prospective
multicenter study of isolated small intestinal CD patients,
but this study failed to show any significant correlation
between CECDALI and the Crohn’s Disease Activity Index
(CDAI) or the Inflammatory Bowel Disease Quality of Life
Questionnaire (IBDQ) [64]. In a retrospective study, the

Lewis score showed a statistically significant correlation with
CECDAI (r = 0.6324), but the Lewis score showed a better
correlation with fecal calprotectin levels than CECDAI in CD
patients with fecal calprotectin <100 pg/g [65].

On the other hand, another retrospective multicenter
study showed a poor correlation between fecal calprotectin
and the Lewis score in CD patients, and exclusion of isolated
colonic CD did not significantly improve their correlation.
Therefore, the correlation between fecal calprotectin and the
Lewis score or CECDALI is still controversial and should be
investigated further. A recent retrospective study reported
that therapeutic change was recommended in 14.5%, 48.1%,
and 871% of patients with no small intestinal inflammation
(Lewis score <135), mild small intestinal inflammation (Lewis
score, 135-790), and moderate-to-severe small intestinal
inflammation (Lewis score >790), respectively [55]. However,
little is known about the roles of VCE-based disease activity
indexes as indicators of treatment alterations or prognosis
predictors. Further studies should be performed to determine
the clinical implication of these indexes in the management
of CD patients with small intestinal involvement.

3.3. Assessment of Postoperative Recurrence. Postoperative
recurrence is quite common in CD and endoscopic recur-
rence usually precedes clinical recurrence. Therefore, post-
operative surveillance of recurrence is an important issue in
the management of CD. According to a prospective study
that compared the usefulness of VCE and ileocolonoscopy
as tools for monitoring postoperative CD recurrence, VCE
seems not to be superior to ileocolonoscopy in the detection
of endoscopic recurrence [25]. However, in that study, the
investigators assessed the findings just around the anastomo-
sis, which can be easily assessed by ileocolonoscopy in most
postoperative cases. Another study suggested that VCE is
more effective in the evaluation of recurrence after surgery for
CD and is better tolerated than ileocolonoscopy [27]. Other
studies also supported the usefulness of VCE as a noninvasive
monitoring tool for postoperative recurrence of CD [26, 66],
but further prospective studies with large number of patients
are necessary to confirm the clinical usefulness of VCE for the
detection of the postoperative recurrence of CD.

4, Conclusion

The diagnostic accuracy of VCE is superior to that of SBFT
and CTE/CTEC and comparable to that of MRE in the
diagnosis of CD. VCE is also more sensitive for the detection
of subtle mucosal inflammation than MRE. Therefore, poten-
tial benefits from VCE can be anticipated in the diagnosis,
management, and surveillance of postoperative recurrence
CD. The therapeutic impact of VCE in CD could be derived
from its accurate diagnosis and information on the extent of
disease or disease activity, and several retrospective studies
have reported that CD management changed after VCE
in 53%-61.6% of patients [52, 54, 55]. VCE has a higher
negative predictive value for the diagnosis of small intestinal
CD than other modalities [22] and clinical and serologic
disease activity indexes of CD show no or weak correlation
with endoscopically assessed mucosal disease activities [64,
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67, 68]. Therefore, even a normal VCE finding may be
helpful for the management of symptomatic CD patients
because it suggests a noninflammatory origin of symptoms
such as those of irritable bowel syndrome. However, clinical
experience with VCE for the diagnosis and management of
CD is still limited despite the advantages of VCE over other
modalities. The risk of capsule retention, lack of evidence on
the clinical benefit, and lack of established indications for
VCE in CD may limit the widespread use of VCE in clinical
practice for suspected or established CD patients. Further
studies are required to minimize the risk of capsule retention,
to assess the clinical benefits and impact of VCE, and to
establish the indications for VCE in CD.
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