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[Abstract] Objective: To construct mechanism model for the diagnosis of LNs (Lymph nodes metastasis) of esophageal
cancer by Bayes discriminatory analysis. Methods:208 thoracic esophageal cancer cases were divided into two groups,inclu-
ding training set (166 cases) and test set (42 cases). Training set was used to construct mechanism model, test set was used
to analyze its value of diagnosis. Results: Non-metastatic LNs: Y, = — 7. 499X, + 7. 957X, + 167. 761X; — 0. 087X, +
0.459X; —5.528X; —0. 711X; —66. 080 ;metastatic LNs: Y, =—6. 697X, +8. 231X, +181. 686X; —0. 106X, +2. 219X; —
3.331X; —0. 124X; —83. 183. X; =short-axis diameter, X, =long-axis diameter, X; = aspect ratio, X, = cross-sectional area,
X; =fuzzy rim,X; = cental low density area, X; = clustered distribution. The accuracy was 87. 7% ,the P (the probability of
false prediction) was 12. 3% ,with similar result by cross validation. For the test set,the accuracy of Bayesian analysis was
84.7% ,the P was 15. 3%. Conclusion: It is feasible to use Bayes discriminatory analysis for diagnosis of LNs metastasis of
esophageal cancer.
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