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Comparison of long-term outcomes after
endoscopic sphincterotomy versus endoscopic
papillary balloon dilation: a propensity
score-based cohort analysis

=& eng

AR

ABIE: 2015-07-03
F—7— K (Ja):
F—7— K (En):
EpE: £H, BF
X=ILT7 KL R:
FiriE:

http://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12099/48078




[ ]

K4 (RF) T # F F KB

FALOME £ (B

T 5E S L 1465 &

ARG RAS TR 26 £ 03 A 19 H

PR GEM ARG 4 55 2 TR

zafirg e Comparison of long-term outcomes after endoscopic sphincterotomy

versus endoscopic papillary balloon dilation: a propensity
score-based cohort analysis
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