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Assessment on Syndrome Differential Scale of Spleen-stomach Diseases Used for Computer Aided Expert Diag-
nosis System LU Feng-bin, HAO Yuan-tao. LIU Xia-ling. LI Qiong, PAN Zhi-heng, FANG Ji-gian. (Department of
Medical Statistics, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510089, China)

Abstract; [Objective] To assess the effectiveness used in dinical practice of the quantitative diagnostic method Syndwme Differ-
ential Scale of Spleen-stomach Diseases used for Computer Aided Expert Diagnosis System. [Methods] The sample data of 324 cases
used in the logistic regression analysis served for internal validation and 99 cases newly collected in clinical practice served as the sam-
ple of external validation The consistency of diagnosis between experts and computer simulation w as assessed. [ Results] The positive
predictive value of ¢ Xu Pattern’ in internal validation was 77. 2% and that of ¢ Shi Pattern’ was 93%., the total consistent rate was
88%0; the total consistent rate of ¢ Principle Patter’ was 93 8% and that of ¢ Vice Pattern” was 79 7% . The positive predictive
value of ¢ Xu Pattern’ in external validation was 100% and that of ¢ Shi Pattern’ was 85. 5%, the total consistent rate was 87. 9%;
the total consistent rate of ° Principle Pattern” was 90 9% and that of ¢ Vice Pattern was 73. 8%. [Conclusion] The study demon-
strates that the quantitative diagnostic method of the syndrome differential scale of spleen-stomach diseases in computer is effective
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Table 1 Residual( x £ 5 ) and correlation coefficient( » ) and their tests in internal validation
G roups n Xt r Groups n x*ts r
X 314 0.00140.11 " 0.79% SYX 60  —0.00740.017% 0.99%
S 320 —0.00120.10 " 0.74% SRFB 13 0.00340.06 " 0.63%
PWQX 76 0.003+0.11 " 0.79% SRYP 38 0.005+0.08 0.86 %
XF QX 63 —0.00120.02 " 0.43% DCSR 54 0.00540.06 " 0.81°%
XGXX 6 —0.005%0.04 " 0.693 GWYR 43 0.00440.01 " 0.83%
FyX 53 —0.00140.01 " 0.13% WPCSR 39 0.002+0.05 0.89 ¥
XyX 139 —0. 00420.05 " 0.53% SZWC 14  —0.006%0.00" 0.59%
WyX 36 0. 0064-0.08 " 0.67% GWBH 184 0.005%0.14 V 0.88 %
GSyX 136 0.00140.02 " 0.65% GPBT 70 0.00540.09 " 0.85%
PWYX 55 0.00140.02 % 0.88% TY® 23 —0.00240.05 " 0.76 >
Note: X (Xu, )3 S(Shi, ); PWQX(PiWeiQiXu, ); XFQX (XinFeiQiXus )3 XGX X (XinG anX ue Xu, ); FyX
(FeiY inXu, ); XyX (XinY inXu, ); WyX(WeiYinXu, ); GSyX(GanShen YinXu, ); PWY X (PiW eiY ang Xu,
); SYX (Shen YangXu, ); SRFB(ShuReFanBiao ); SRYP(ShiReY unPi, ); DCSR(DaChangShiRe ); GWYR
(GanWeiYuRe ); WPCSR(WeiPiChangShiRe ); SZWC (ShiZhiW eiChang, ), GWBH(GanWeiBuHe );

GPBT(GanPiBuTiao,

); TY® (TanYin®S",

coefficient’ s ¢ test, P_0. 01;4) correhtion coefficient’ s ¢ test P> 0. 01
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Table 2 Residual ( X &= s ) and correlation coefficient(r) and their tests in external validation

G roups n Xx*s r Groups n X ts r

X 74 —0.02140.23 " 0.58% SYX 6 0.00340. 02 V 0.71%
S 93 0.21840.26 0.54% SRFB 1 0.00140. 01 0.10%
PWOQX 69 0.019-+0.20 V 0.53% SRYP 15 0.004 0. 10 V 0.84 %
XF QX 1 —0.0030.03 0.15% DCSR 8 —0.001 0. 09 V 0.82%
XGXX 11 —0.00720.06 " 0.58% GWYR 8 —0.00340. 09 V 0.80°%
FyX 1 0.00140.01 A WPCSR 18 —0.0140.10 " 0.85%
XyX 4 —0.01940.03 ? 0.52% SZWC 14 —0.0860.29 ? 0.11%
WyX 17 —0.003%0.01 " 0.62% GWBH 64 0.01540.20 0.75%
GSyX 4 —0.000+0.03 0.36° GPBT 18 0.010+0. 09 V 0.74%
PWYX 3 —0.00240.03 " 0.89 % TY® 18 —0.00140. 00 ” 0.76 >

Groups 1)s 2), 3), 4) same as table 1; /N, No correlation coefficient

2.3 2.4
C 3 ,
77. 2%, 301 , 20 ,
93 % N , 93.8%.
887%4. «C 4 83 11 ;
, 100 % » 86. 7 %0(72/83); 5 2
85. 5%, , 3/5;
87.9 Y% . 22 4 .
81. 8 %4(18/22).
3 .
Table 3  Diagnosis of > Xu and Shi in internal validation 236, 60 .
Computer s Exper? s diagnosis Predictive 79. 7%,
Amount
diagnosis Xu Shi value 126 21 s
0 .
Xu 3 23 101 77.2% 83.3%(105/126); 14
: 7 , 7/
SHi 15.5 204. 5 220 93%
14; 19 3
0
Amount 93.5 27.5 321 88 % ) 16/19; 16 X
The probability of 36 cases diagnosed as Xu and Shi is 50% sepa- 5 11/
ratel
- 163 24 8
4 ) 16/24; 10
Table 4 Diagnosis of” Xu and Shi in external validation 4 ’ 6/10,
o . 8 2 ,
Computer s Experf s diagnosis Predictive
Amount 6/8; 51 4
diagnosis Xu Shi value
, 92.2%@7/51).
Xu 16 0 16 100% 99
Shi 12 71 83 85.5% 90 90. 9 %,
Amount 28 71 99 87.9% . 3
The probability of 8 cases diagnosed as Xu and Shi is 50% sepa- ° 42

rately 4 . 90. 5 %
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Ps0.05 P> 0. 05. ;
93.8% 79.7%;
(r=
0. 105, P=>0.05), , 90.9% 73.8%,
1-2 .
3.2
101 t ’ ’ C
[J. , 2000, 21(4s); 112.
220 77. 2%, B , ’ ' Logisic
93%;, 88 %4. . , 2001, 7
16 83 . (2):58.

100 %,



