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Abstract

The Decision Tree to Analyze the Cases’ Ordinary Symptoms Prescribed
Yeoldahanso-tang and Taeeumjowi-tang - Choweseuncheng-tang

Sang-Hyuk Kim' - Man Young Park' - Siwoo Lee"
Mibyeong Research Center, Korea Institute of Oriental Medicine

"These authors contributed equally to this work

Obijectives

The purpose of this study is to analyze the decision making process of prescribing Yeoldahanso-tang and Taeeumjowi-tang *
Choweseuncheng-tang using decision tree.

Methods

We used collected the prospective clinical data of TE type from September 2012 to July 2015. In this study, we used gender,
BMI, blood pressure, pulse and clinical symptoms (digestion, sweat, defecation, urination, sleep, physical status, emotion,
heat-coldness, water consumption, facial color) as variables. Decision trees were analyzed using open source R version 3.3.2.

Results & Conclusions

We found that the decision trees differed among institutions. However, in all institutions, it was found that stool type
(ordinary symptom), urine frequency (ordinary and present symptom) and anxiety (ordinary symptom) were important
in the decision of prescription. Besides, clinical informations such as sex, Body Mass Index and blood pressure affected
the prescription decision.
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Table 3. The Cross Table of Modified Decision Trees for The
Cases in A institution
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rediction € tang Choweseuncheng-tang

Yeoldahanso-tang 29 0

Taeeumjowi-tang, 3 24

Choweseuncheng-tang
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Figure 2. Decision tree for the cases in A institution
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Table 4. The Cross Table of Modified Decision Trees for The
Cases in B institution

Reference
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«© ng Choweseuncheng-tang

Yeoldahanso-tang 25 3
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Appendix 1. The Clinical Symptoms of Case Report Form
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Appendix 2. The Details of Each Decision Tree

O Variables in decision tree
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=z
528 (0.11111111 0.88888889) *
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3) A3k AF24 59 15 BlSZAY - ZASHE (0.25423729 0.74576271)
6) Yrhe_d5=24 24 12 ETFgkAEr (050000000 0.50000000)
12) FHAIZH_25=34,58 10 1 FTFSA2E (0.90000000 0.10000000) *
13) FHEATN_£%-67,10 14 3 B2 - 2ASHT (021428571 0.78571429) *
7) YR dF=135 35 3 HSEYH - S (0.08571429 0.91428571) *

)
1H 5= A9 RE2M, oot ZEBNY. & 1 F 2662 GUAES AHES don, 12282 Bex9w-
ZOSHEGE AP G2 BSE 054135338 ¢ 0.45864662%.

2 =9 3 2R 2] 98] AREE HFE A8k AT sH AR 1,235 g dE 2 kEE
AR, 4SS et ols 3 =5E ug .

2 =2 AAE 5 AWUES B 2070 EUdAaRS A ooy, 78] HSX2Ag-2SA
BS Auhe o 2 8]8-2 717} 0.62318841 : 0.37681159%.

2H = E o) A ﬂmﬁéﬂl_é%%%zi U BB vl e, EaellA 1,23 4Hel2ka |k o F 1987 o] gt
TAERS AHPRS o9l O TS RE BMIE 71FEOE 2895HTF B8 o F 249o|y, AUleAES ke

A2 7N 2% ERE FHHA X
9l decision tree?| A # & T o] EE|HA] &= vAY kEgk= A

olal xEEL 7S HRA) o Z FAe £ 9L

o
A

o

O Nodes used in decision tree for the cases in A institution (Fig. 2.)
Lroot 56 24 BTFSHAE (0.57142857 0.42857143)
QAR L AT =45 27 6 BTAR (0.77777778 0.22222222)
32020 AF-1,24,5 23 2 TSR (091304348 0.08695652)
8.4W3F1_ 522345810 22 1 FUBHAE: (0.95454545 0.04545455)
9B 42 222125 20 0 ETFEFAEF (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
10.THH B2 A3 2 1 GUgkAE (050000000 0.50000000)
11.BMI>=27.65 1 0 ETF3HAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
12.BMI< 27.65 1 0 B2 - 299535 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
13.2H31F_ 8226 1 0 B2 % - 29153 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *

42020 AZ_3 4 0 BlSZE - 29125 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
SAALE A2F2123 29 11 EH—% Sk - 25 (0.37931034 0.62068966)
CUHEE_AZ-2 4 0 GuhEAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *

7O _AZ-1345 25 7 ﬂl% HE‘ - Z 9 = (0.28000000 0.72000000)

EQ AF-1,2 15 6 BlZ291" - 29153 ' (0.40000000 0.60000000)
2859 _2F=23 9 3 GUFSAE (0.66666667 0.33333333)
2043 _#Z22347 5 0 GFakAEF (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
30.4M351_d5 -5 4 1 Hex9% - Z°1~fﬁ%‘ (0.25000000 0.75000000)
114.74=1 1 0 GoFskAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
115482 3 0 Bl - 2953 = (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
3.9 _4F=45 6 0 BlSZ9E - Z21<AE (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
9.8k AF-345 10 1 HISX9" - &= ]%‘j% (0.10000000 0.90000000)
30. 949 65 1 0 Gt 100000000 0.00000000) *

J~E}
-0
3198265 9 0 Bl 91" - 5 ® (0.00000000 1.00000000) *

O Nodes used in modified decision tree for the cases in A institution (Fig. 3.)
Lroot 56 24 BTFEFAE} (0.57142857 0.42857143)
QAR _AF=45 27 6 BUSA' (0.77777778 0.22222222)
422 2F-1,24,5 23 2 GURIAE (0.91304348 0.08695652)
5.8 < 129 17 0 GuFakAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
6.8 315-129 6 2 TSR (0.66666667 0.33333333)
18 BMI>=26.65 3 0 ETthFeHA~® (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
19.BMI< 2665 3 1 B8 - Z95HE (0.33333333 0.66666667) *
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7218w AZ3 4 0 HlSEE - 295 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
3AIASE AF-123 29 11 B2 - Z5AHE (0.37931034 0.62068966)

CNHFEN_AZF22 4 0 FTHE4E (1.00000000 0.00000000) *

7O HE_ 2221345 25 7 BlSR29E - Z5HE (0.28000000 0.72000000)

8BS 2212 15 6 HISZ9E - ZYE5HE (0.40000000 0.60000000)

2859 _2%=23 9 3 FUFSHAE (0.66666667 0.33333333)
47 5 0 FUFEHAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
30.40M351_ =5 4 1 BT - 2A5HE (0.25000000 0.75000000) *
31539 22245 6 0 BlSZ9E - ZSHE (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
9. 89k AF-345 10 1 B2 - 2953 (0.10000000 0.90000000) *

O Nodes used in decision tree for the cases in B institution (Fig. 4.)
Lroot 49 22 FBTFeAE (0.5510204 0.4489796)
24821 24 4 BUEIAE (0.8333333 0.1666667)

47 F-1,34 20 1 GOFSEAE (0.9500000 0.0500000)

SAMEE AF-1,2,3 18 0 GFgAE (1.0000000 0.0000000) *

6AWMEE A4 2 1 ETFEEARE (0.5000000 0.5000000)

18 BMI>=29.35 1 0 ETFHAE} (1.0000000 0.0000000) *
19.BMI< 2935 1 0 B2 - 29535 (0.0000000 1.0000000) *
% FZ225 4 1 BISXAE - 253 (0.2500000 0.7500000)
Q752135 1 0 GubF3HAE (1.0000000 0.0000000) *
U Z 98 - 2954 ' (0.0000000 1.0000000) *

3482 25 7 BIS2918 - 25 E (0.2800000 0.7200000)
6.3 _¥F-59,20 5 1 EUheHAE (0.8000000 0.2000000)
7.BMI>=24.2 4 0 ETFSHAE (1.0000000 0.0000000) *
8BMI< 24.2 1 0 ElSZ9% - 29539 (0.0000000 1.0000000) *
0.4M351_A%-6,7,8,10,15 20 3 Bl - Z5HE (0.1500000 0.8500000)
10.7AAIZH_A%=58 6 3 ETFEHAE! (05000000 0.5000000)

28. M1k -78,5 4 1 FUFSEAE (0.7500000 0.2500000)

29.2:8) 2%F=2 3 0 GoFskAE (1.0000000 0.0000000) *

30.403F A2Z-4 1 0 B2 e - 253 E (0.0000000 1.0000000) *

3198 785 2 0 BN E - S E (0.0000000 1.0000000) *

ILFHAIZH_2F5-2,34,6,7 14 0 HlZ2918 - 253" (0.0000000 1.0000000) *

O Nodes used in modified decision tree for the cases in B institution (Fig. 5.)
Lroot 49 22 BUFEHAE} (05510204 0.4489796)
249821 24 4 BUEIAE (0.8333333 0.1666667)
453 AF-1,34 20 1 STFeEAE (0.9500000 0.0500000) *
5.k AF=25 4 1 B8 - 28154 (0.2500000 0.7500000) *
3 =2 25 7 B2 - 25 HE (0.2800000 0.7200000)
6.AHM3ZF1_d5-59,20 5 1 EUFSHAE (0.8000000 0.2000000) *
7.2M3151_85-6,7,8,10,15 20 3 Bl - ZSAHE (0.1500000 0.8500000)
8.5 HAITH_£5=5,8 6 3 GUE2E (0.5000000 0.5000000)
28 BMI< 23.65 3 1 HTFaa® (0.6666667 0.3333333) *
29BMI>=23.65 3 1 BlSZ% - Z5HE (03333333 0.6666667) *
9.5 HAITH_42F-234,67 14 0 BlSZLE - 29153 = (0.0000000 1.0000000) *

O Nodes used in decision tree for the cases in C institution (Fig. 6.)

Lroot 59 23 ES-Z98 - 295 H (0.38983051 0.61016949)

2O EE]_ 4513 27 9 DUFSHAE (0.66666667 0.33333333)
4.9M A _AF-124 21 5 GUHEHAE (0.76190476 0.23809524)



5. ARSI 25234567 19 3 SUHSAE (0.84210526 0.15789474)
16. ““HB 62 16 1 SU3HAEF (0.93750000 0.06250000)
17.94kc 90 15 0 ETF3FAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
1894290 1 0 Bl-S91% - 215 E (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
1998k 62 3 1 Bl - 25 H (0.33333333 0.66666667)
204448-1 1 0 Eu}stit (1 00000000 0.00000000) *
21.78=2 2 0 Bl - 2915 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
6.AH3BIS_2F-89 2 0 HISZAE - 25 H (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
79MA AnZ3 62 IS RIE - 2ASHE (033333333 0.66666667)
8.4HA A2F1220 “ﬁ}%&i (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
9.5HA_A~Z3 4 0 HISZAE - 29153 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
3O _AZ-245 32 5 B9 EP 291535 (015625000 0.84375000)
6T 3G 2 =23 3 0 DkEAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
7 T:Htﬂ%rz H%5=1,2 29 2 HIZ9 - 295 (0.06896552 0.93103448)
ot #>=965 1 0 T}dFAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
fﬂ“ A< 965 28 1 HIE29E - ZHSHE (0.03571429 0.96428571)
3042 22 3 1 ElZ9E - 2953 W (0.33333333 0.66666667)
31.BMI>=21.75 1 0 BUF3hAE ( 100000000 0.00000000) *
32BMI< 21.75 2 0 El-3291® - 29153 % (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
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3BAAEE 2T =134,5 25 0 BlZ$® - 253" (0.00000000 1.00000000) *

O Nodes used in modified decision tree for the cases in C institution (Fig. 7.)
Lroot 59 23 EN-SZ918 - Z95A % (038983051 0.61016949)
2 E_A5-1,3 27 9 DOHSHAE (0.66666667 0.33333333)
4P A _A2F-124 21 5 EUFSAE (0.76190476 0.23809524)
AP AF-3567 14 1 GUSHAE (092857143 0.07142857) *
6AWBIS_AZ2489 7 3 BISZYE - ZSHE (042857143 0.57142857)
18.BMI>=26.2 3 0 ETFHAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
19.BMI< 262 4 0 Hl&% %F/P - 2953 % (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
7.9 A AZo3 62 HEXY - =" (033333333 0.66666667)
8BMI>=23 3 1 FU}dkAiE (0. 66666667 0.33333333) *
9.BMI< 23 3 0 ElZ9® - 5 A (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
3 425245 32 5 XY - A5 E (015625000 0.84375000)
6UH3Ig2_d3=3 3 0 EUSHAE (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
70032 HF-1,2 29 2 HISEXHE - S H R (0.06896552 0.93103448)
88Ok A3 10 2 Bl - Z9<5A T (0.20000000 0.80000000)
28. ffé?; A>=85 3 1 GoFti" (0.66666667 0.33333333) *
29.8% A< 85 7 0 Bl iwﬂ Z915 A€ (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
9.8 A2Z-124 19 0 BlSZYE - € (0.00000000 1.00000000) *

O Nodes used in decision tree for the cases in D institution (Fig. 8.)
Lroot 36 2 BUFEAE; (0.94444444 0.05555556)
2BMI< 31.4 35 1 EUFSAEr (0.97142857 0.02857143)
439 2F=2345 34 0 DT3B (1.00000000 0.00000000) *
53 _2F-1 1 0 BleZE - 225" (0.00000000 1.00000000) *

3BMI>=314 1 0 Bl-2$1% - 2953 (0.00000000 1.00000000) *
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