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Quantile-based Nonparametric Test for Comparing

Two Diagnostic Tests

Young-Min Kim? and Hae-Hiang Song?

Abstract

Diagnostic test results, which are approximately normal with a few number of
outliers, but non-normal probability distribution, are frequently observed in prac-
tice. In the evaluation of two diagnostic tests, Greenhouse and Mantel (1950)
proposed a parametric test under the assumption of normality but this test is in-
appropriate for the above non-normal case. In this paper, we propose a computa-
tionally simple nonparametric test that is based on quantile estimators of mean and
standard deviation, instead of the moment-based mean and standard deviation as
in some parametric tests. Parametric and nonparametric tests are compared with
simulations under the assumption of, respectively, normality and non-normality,
and under various combinations of the probability distributions for the normal and
diseased groups.
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1. A&

A7le9] BAG 7 7 Bofl A A& H oz Age] A E AP B}
< AW 771 9" I Z (diseased group)? FAHE (non-diseased group)oll <
ANAA A2 ABAAS AZo) ALA AVANE 25 A831o] 78 A=
2RE gohdth ABAAE vt Aoz ANY QF=EL AHRHE © YL
ARHAALE 24T AoA 98] 74 o2 F7HHE =& dASA D 2AsL A
o 3 Agte 48 BARE FAAE /1 WHs A8EHE HEE UAE
(sensitivity) 2+ 5 o] % (specificity) 2t & 4= it} Q2=+ A FAM AGAA 2347}
Hol Sl ALz AT Weld FEoln, o=+ AT JAdAA BHrt FAL
EAG YHE gEolth
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FAACR Folx9 UiztE = AAAY A7}t 4o setE o)A 2
B2 A A, Solx9 9gs 2479 HlF & McNemar 3 Ao A3}
(Bennett, 1972). I @G e 237t A48 Y o= McNemar AFPHEUE A43
2tzol 2AT AR Y] S vptF sy dutd oz QA= ngEd) o 2 Ao
Ren, o] ¥ EHol| A Greenhouse®} Mantel (1950)-2 AHAALS] 27 A58
W 52 S5 AR 3 UAEE vA = ARFAFE ANSAG BB F
AGAAE ZF AR Eolx, 9ulF o2 90% E= 95%0l 3] F = Eo] 5 3}l A
UAEE vxdte] o U2 ADFAE gopdth. Greenhouse?} Mantel (1950) ) A £}
Zol €A Holxo I3 Ay oA e EEA A (standard normal deviate)
Had £E Y3, UAEE A FAH%A g £5 Jdo. APgEE F3%=
AL BAAZF] FAHA & @A o Yok FHolmz ARFAF] 335 B
(Wieand 5, 1989). vt o] Fwze] £ vud d¢d7] v F&d & 5
O|EE AAZ & VT Gl AP AF nart oS FPoz dFAL

Greenhouse®} Mantel (1950)9] ¥ ZFE o] 43 UL AGAA AA7 A7
E2dE 7R3N Y AN B AT B =RoAE AFEE Aol
AESA e Aol AL = Y= N2, A A FPRY SAFE AP ol 7
AHog EA4 (quantile)o) ZAT FF3 BEFHAAE 048 A7z nre
Ao, o] & vl adhes AAFAZTE ANt F AGAA ) A0 AT 2
TolA AZ vl g 22 el 22 v o ALl ") 2ogdPgez ®
T3 ARA[D vl 2, A YEL vlwdoh

2. 4y

F ADHAES Ee APUES AP A8 ¢4 AT XTolF B,
ABTE YZolg 82k X 29 AAE mA, Y2 NAenBo2 § N=m+n)3
AA F 7HA e AGAAE AN ARHA 12 RE X7 Y g, ABdA 22
B X,9% Y& $3%0h

BT £ 4 AR ATAA AR E 2 2ok

X = (X, X2:)', i=1,2,...,m.

A71H Xyt i8R AANA AN T AR} ¢t = 1,2)2RH 2o} S zko|t).
AT £8 2 A A9AA AR E 0L 2o}

Y, =(V;,Y5), i=1,2,...,n

A71A Yy AR ARAA AAG AVAA ot = 1,2) 2 Loj D SR gteloh.
229 AAES N2 SYolekm AR se, ARANe) 277 d5¥e2 241 ),
Aol Fdd AeAANA ) Yt Aoz BED FHs o] Fojopnz A
ATHT ¥ £ ATk AR e,
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2.1. 233 A3

Greenhouse2} Mantel (1950)9] 242 AU F A4y AGAA ] AAYoz

AGAA A347} 7@’*"7«4 ALY F F BEFNA 7z§ FE3AY, FEs igor
AHEZSE A /MRS 28U S2AL RS gtk A (2.1)3 4] (2.2)9
BT AT 44 A4 AR BExE ZAF e e 2t

X, = [ X6} o, | X %, PXoRTXs m, (21)
X2i HXx, PXTX,0X,

Y; = (Y”)NNZ l(lm)’( O'Yl Pyos;o‘w)], i=1,2,...,n.  (2.2)
Y2; by, PYOY, 0y, Oy,

Greenhouse2} Mantel (1950)«] B4R AN L gL 2L Az AR A

F ABPAS) WD) SO EE Ha pool e R, A BaE ATz 58T 5 A
N F/3 & (false positive rate) 59 1 —pe& 2A3TE b2 o2 A 1 —pyol HZ
3 AT AR (critical point) £, & 2 AVAAY FYEY AHZRY 248
BT AVAN AT AFRE N(ux,0%)o) BETHE 7H8 SolA 3 (true)
DAL &y = pix + 2p,0x B B, olu 2,2 REFFEEAAY py E50)
o oAl A Ee AHEE N(py,o2)o B2 AdFA @J»Pﬂ/ﬁ AAH o3 &
E°] H2 5% pooll i Fets URER 1133 2o] EHAT. A FAE A
a1 3 o] A2 AEE, RS S 7He3] Sens2 R AISTH

£

Sens = Pr [Y > &,]

oy gy
_pr|z< “Y"“X‘ZPOUX]. (2.3)
oy

Greenhouse®} Mantel (1950)2 F A ALY H7to] 9o Y9} 2 YT E 1)
WA 3 NPT APt AHZY AFRE dlolA e EHS, thA] w3hd 4
(2.3)8] kA Q) BEFFHFA G = (uy — px — 2p,0x) /0y S A 5to] vl L3}
UAE7E Aodx 50% ol A4QA Aol G ¥4 g2 7HA v, AAA 134 29] v o
A G133 G % E‘]'—?? 2 #2 7K IgAAE L AddAE T 4 Ao

oA G1 — G2 & AHEY,

Gi-Gy =B I BXs ("i - "i) (2.4)
UY1 0Y2 a-Yl O-YQ

7 Ho, RtA o7 npx| 9k go) 2, 02 Q3§ oW Eol5o s Fets UHREE vw
Ste7hel web AR 2A7 @A 28U oy, foy, = ox, /0y, 2 ZAFANAE
zp, ol T Fo] AetA T ARAAE vl2de AR A A% 23 733
A "k &, F AGAAE 90%, 95% = T2 B0k FoA G G2 v A E
F ADHAY 909 Ao Hol
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ol Al 3] AGdZHA thE GO BAL A3t G REFAFL XFH YR
o AFete BBE px,uyd} REEFA} ox,0vE 7 TEZAHFA X Y, sx 9}
sy & g 3hod
G= i(Y—X—zposX) (2.5)
Sy

7} ©t}. Greenhouse®} Mantel (1950)-2 GE 7 29 242 th&3) Zo] AA| 3t

(0 G 1 sk (2po5x)?
=—— 4= . 2.6
v(©) T ms2 + 2ms? 26)

2 AAENA F ABAA EFE AN B V(G — G2) = V(G1) + V(G2) -
QCov(él,C'z){— 4] (2.6)3 Greenhouse2} Mantel (1950)°] A X] 3} FE A
2 2
Cov(Gy, Ga) = PxCilz | py | px0x,0%; | (2popx) 03,0, (2.7)
2n n Moy, 0y, 2moy, oy,
€ 0] &8t F3h A7)A px oy e D2 XFH Y Foll s Gets T AGA AL 93
SR Abold] BARA S Y, EEF A0 2 A Pearsond] ZE A A S (product-
moment correlation coefficient) 9l rx £} ry & AF&3H)
ARARos £ AGPAS vEE BEO F77F $838 avd Z = (G, - Gy)/
V(G- Go)7t AR © = (asymptotically) N(0,1) ¥ o] &3] A A3}

2.2. MBS ZAY

dde BRAME ABAA AU AFEEEA] GAY, BETE E
< ¥ ZAY W FL 0] 4A (outlier) 7} TFEH F 7L $F5 FARH
VZE 7HE8HA G DA AY] vime] AHEE & JE HESE AW R 75
ol & & =fAA A% B}

Greenhouse2} Mantel (1950)-& AFEE 71 A sl A BE2AFHE] XS B2 dt=
BAF G -G8 AQHUA =8 AFEE 710 L7 A = AL vES AR
& A A8 th 28 Greenhouse?} Mantel (1950)2] v 2452 A A W2 A7 o
AT AR ot AR Solzof HFete WHEE F A3 v ) Wy
o B =gdA At3e= v24A A AWNLS Greenhouse?}t Mantel (19509 242 A
AR AFE BEERAFAF GOl T HFH T2 U FAFoR A BYLE
o] & HEFH Y9} Bk FHFO R g dte] v RS A A G - Gyolth

A NIRRT 23F G - GrolA AR H:, BRAY RES AFEET} o)
d o8 22 strets 24 o] 2R g 99 Bae) £ AES (robust) 24
A B4 4% (quantile estimator)2 2] F AL 1At (Benson, 1949; Brown,
1981). Cramer (1946, p. 181)+ £94 FAFE 2374 2] 3ot X7 +3
&5 X4 (cumulative distribution function)& F(z)e} 8t1 p7} 03} 1 A}o)9] <o

R-REU
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o %L W, p EATE F(G) = poll A (olth & HollA FFEZANAY p BYSE
71Z &2 B8R, WA BENAY p EAFE (E FES 78} o
A X2 g Bk mp7l ATt olUEtd, p B9 2 AHL BE g
MU B8 20y < 20y < -+ < 23y oA 2y T AT [mp)e mpgh
238t = A Aotk vk mprl Ay, p BAFY 2L 13,9
Tmpt1) Abole g 7T B 2RNAE 2inp S Tompr) D Aol BE SOl A
(Z(mp) T T(mp+1))/28 AHE3FSITE (Benson, 1949). Y72 + 285 BE3I4E H(y)2t
2 g, 95 FAFE np7t A5 A7) obdrtol] whel X7 2o s 2%
=1

A 2

WA Qo) BEe) FFL polx
E kogbal 31, 0<p<l—p<19 =
ol 4t

EFEXE od W, 7oA EA5-EY AR
Al G =p—ko, (ip=p+kool HER

C—p+ G =2u, C-p— (= 2ko.
A BAAANAN BESTF AR Qo] RE2E AFEE] AN EE ks BEF
T BEHA poll 3= S FL 4 U} (Benson, 1949). oA Y A&A p
B4 (o 23%L (2 T u, A7 2945 23FL

_ (El—pm + gpm)
- 2

~ (Cl——ps - Cps)

TETT 0k
7hEoh 71N B E FAFANANY pe pno 2, REAX AL FHFAA
PR TES BAUTY FuH REURY FHFN AESHE pnt ps= Pearson
(1920)°l 23} o2 RE FAFES NZYL o EHA5 FAFY Bt Hav) 5
< p@tol 7B uig A ey, A REAR 44 B9 2 gL pn 0.27030] 1,
psE 0.06928 €A At} (Benson, 1949). 39 k= REAT EZHENA 1 —p,ol o
$HE FrO 8 k= 148189tk

EATE 18T A% 22 W7D BEAX FAFL 0w Aske] B o

AR 2 TS LA o FAFI o] F o] 83 ] B =EA U3} 2ol HlE
TA G FRFE At

G = = (v~ &), (2.8)
Y
poe o7 AN Bolwolw, BaH AW v

Gi - Co® o188 A%l ¢ Bol ANY 558 AREAS
G- Gyl 2AS AR B FL AH7 UL Aoz Jyah
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V(é) — ps(l - 2ps)&?/é2 i Iipm&gf pO(l _pO)&g( (29)
2n(kgsGy )2 o2 | 2ng2, mg2,

olth. o] £ 34 FERA o RE ] AAH U} A7NA g, gs= D2 p T psoll
HEH = RERATEZY FEUETTY ol 28 2B 039 039 FAHFoR
FEZL 5% s AT B 2R NN p,Tps7F 242 0.27035 0.0692¢
o F o] Hug, old Fee FELVETFST 7 g g, 27 0.33087% 0.1331 0]
.

F A2AAE 7 AAANA BF ALl F AGAANE B W, G - G
V4L g3 Zo] T¥T) o)A V(G - G2) = V(G1) + V(Gs) — 2Cov(Gy, Ga) A
Cov(G1,G2)8] 2AF 242

PP 2 Gy, 6y, G1G 5y, 6 1—po)&x,d
COV(Gl,Gz) _ rYUYIUYiG1~G’2 TYFYlf'Yg + rs (-’L')pO (2 ~ p(i) 0x,0X, (2.10)
2(n —1)6y,0y, ndy,0oy, mg2 Gy, Oy,

oln o] ZA £ A9} FEFF o] L 2o AAH Atk A7)A r,(z)S X2 Spearmans]
=9 4BA S0l Tk, ~

Ao S AAA F43 T AvAA) vlTE ARFAZ Znon = (G1 -
G)/\V(G1 - (o) BEF BEE ¢4 Qloy B2 I7)7 383 ackd 343
g Beel QA Znon©l HH L E (asymptotically) N(0,1)& WEL o] &3te] AA
izad

3. At g} R oY

3.1. AL A

E2aAA AT A B =FoA Aled v 24 AAHE o)A Obuchowski 5
(2004)2] HPAHAZoF A8 FolA U BAEL AR AN F IAGHAL E 9
& &9 < (film-screen mammography)# T A8 494849 < (digitized mammogra-
phy)2] BliLo] &3t} o] Ag o] AT AL Powell 5 (1999)) 4] ZolE 5= 9)
o ol AGHA A5 §AL AP Zo 3= FUIY B 30T A2 S
ol gl 2o 2 B 309l A AAF e AVHAA A= AFEEZE
B2 eths Folth A9A A A3k 03} 100 AHol9) ZHe 74 th oA B WA T
9| A} (radiologists) 7} = A AL 28 BEF 2F} 5 B =R = 3 AT 9
A e B4 3

IE #E9ed 194N 12 OAE o 3E9<se AdF3A 28 B0t & A
S ALYE W] 23 E 310 ANFH AT ARTTEL Solx 95% Fol| A T
GG U R s Fehs FFiagol AR FYsitt: Aotk B4A ARYL
HEHe WY ZHL -0.776°) L N2 F AP LA WY Znon B2 —1.8599]
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o, BAF %ol T4A AL 1T G2 F G29) @l ¥ AN AGAA 271 B w)
FAsE e Ktk F AREE vas BA MRS E Iyt Azl 6%
T #= MR BAFEESRA gt ol dA AN vESA AR U TS
T3 Fot w2bA o] Al AR E RS FA P AEo] oS niE A

£ 3.1: oA & A3

B4 2R3F | 3R || e 2379 | 23
X, 25.500 Ciipo 70.000
X, 26.500 Co.po 60.000
17 54.667 fiy, 50.000
Y2 61.000 iy, 60.000
sx, 18.632
5x, 18.343
sy, 36.054 by, 32.056
Y, 33.020 5y, 28.682
e -0.041 Gy —0.624
e 0.131 Ga 0.000
V(G- Gy) | 0.049 V(G - Go) 0.113
Z —0.776 ZNon —1.859

3.2. R AY
2 =EolA ARF3t= GreenhouseSt Mantel (1950)2] 242 AW v 24 AR
He sty A9, AHEE A5} £ AFEE FE mEo o|A4X7 TEH £
9 (contaminated) A7 E A5 & AT} AL FA4TY E2 I3 §
Ef = Beam3} Wieand (1991)2] 2o A8 & A3l A3 3irt.
oA th3 7E e o3 2o
Hy:2>0 vs Hyy:2<0 &
Hy:2<0 vs Hyg:2>0.
HAF7HE stoll A 242 2 > 1.6450] 31, 2 < —1.64501 1 717 gt
AR Ee e 24 A8 b3 2ol 42 X9 AHT Y E 47 o)
W A2 Z (bivariate normal distribution) 2 A3 A 3t}

=) em | (2),(P7)], i=n2m,
Xgi 0 pl

Y, = Yy ~ N, My, ’ 1p L j=1,2,--,n.
ng HY, pl
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s
Lo
ox
e
2
il
oZ,
ik
_o'lr‘
k4
e
Sy
1o
oY,
4o
fu
i
ol
Sk,
E_EL
o
ox
M
o
B
rfr
=
o
=
ftjo
=
Iy
=

Y&
X2 Ye A% BT p2 22 & AR 974 uye) 2FL BARNA plE
Aote Sol29 nd e wE 249 oA 2EtE AR S0 p = Pr{X < ¢l
ola BAE (cut-off value)?l ez c = &1 (p)oll &) 2R AT}. A7 &' BEATF
FHEEESY AF¥olty. B HF pyE g AR U5 ¢ = PrY > o
o3 2R FAHNCE py =c—d7(1-¢)°] At}

299 AFEEE FATY Xl d#iA (1-6)B(z) +6P(z/0) A £99 A=
§=00259} 0 =52 Fo, AA B& AFEZ A8 25%= FFo| 001 EEAX7}
5A B2 AU APEY Yo A E X9 vbA7IRA R (1 - 6)N(uy,1) +
ON(py,6?) 22 A § = 0.025%} § = 52 R3lo] AR AFEE A=89 2.5%= FFo|
py ol EEHUATL 5 AFEEE A3}

FATETS AR FE dotiE AN ZH 29 BEY MeE X2 Yol
27t mF} no 2 FIA m = n = 50,100,200& A =3}, 10,0008 v o2 = 77
AAPE RS =3 UdEE 42 0.6, 0.8, 0.9% FLE, Eolx: Z+z} 0.6, 0.8,
099 B%, F JADAAY FE3L Abol9] FBATE 747 0.1, 052 RAP L 4
gt

3.3. 2oA3¥ Az

# 320 Sol=71 099 wle] 24A AAUA vRS4H AAYY AR o)
A8 AAY, & £39 FAFES ANSLT AREEY FPol Z4F AP
0.059 7H72 ZECIA T, HIESA AAEL F ADHALY BE 3 Alole) ARAS
7H 0.1 wollE 0.059 747he Frolx, ABAS7E 059 e 0.05 SEET 47 2
007 AR FgEolrt. 2 24" AFEEY Aol 24d AAYY 38 &
YrEL W 2 FO2A 0.16~0.26 T=Eo|H ol9} &) v RA A FISE
< 2@AS7E 0.1 w0050 77k groln A@AS7 0.5Y Wi 0.055 Tk ok
T 0.05~0.079 o2 Uegth 248 FAHETAME B4A AR YL BRI F
7hkel Mt FofEo] A2 S e AFS HolAwh HBaA AW ZEST)
S7heel et el o] o Fade AL Bk

#3300 50271099 wie] B4A AAYA UL A AAY AAY dHAE A
ABATh F 712 B AAHE FHE FeFEol FLT AEolA HlEE] §)
AN B U F5F0 005 AS/H HES B & T AFYL w23}
AT FAHLE AL PN A o]of) t)-33E 72 87 (significance limit)= 0.000769]
Ach. B2 AARANESH AR BRI BESTF ZMESE, F AUHAL
S Aole] ABAFT &5 A Yo T8 =3 URE Hol7t o 24
=, 5 0.19] AolHri= 039 Aol w FA Yo Fristch FAHL Solxst 2 &
A7 e AR =2t o435t vle) 2o AFRENME 242 AU A
Hel o 1, 099 A EZANE vIZSsH AAYY dH Yol o &}
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E 32 So£71099 Wle) £ AAYY 23 Fo5E
UEE AAEE 249 A=

p| AT | A (2R mLA AAY HEZsE F4Y 22 4744 vEsR A4
AAL|HA2| 4 < -1.645|>1.645|< —1.645]> 1.645| < —1.645]> 1.645| < —1.645] > 1.645

50 0.050 0.049 0.050 0.049 0.167 0.154 0.046 0.042

0.1 0.6 0.6 | 100 0.049 0.048 0.048 0.049 0.191 0.192 0.039 0.038

200 0.048 0.051 0.053 0.054 0.212 0.199 0.039 0.036

50 0.049 0.049 0.074 0.076 0.174 0.178 0.058 0.061

0.5] 0.6 0.6 | 100 0.051 0.049 0.074 0.070 0.201 0.215 0.055 0.057

200 0.048 0.048 0.076 0.074 0.218 0.229 0.058 0.057

50 0.053 0.050 0.050 0.051 0.176 0.167 0.042 0.043

0.1{ 0.8 0.8 | 100 0.047 0.053 0.048 0.050 0.195 0.181 0.043 0.041

200 0.053 0.052 0.056 0.051 0.216 0.199 0.039 0.037

50 0.055 0.050 0.074 0.072 0.190 0.180 0.063 0.065

05| 0.8 0.8 | 100 0.053 0.050 0.071 0.074 0.221 0.210 0.059 0.056

200 0.051 0.046 0.078 0.073 0.239 0.212 0.058 0.057

50 0.054 0.047 0.058 0.050 0.175 0.176 0.049 0.046

0.1{ 0.9 0.9 | 100 0.051 0.048 0.051 0.047 0.206 0.194 0.041 0.040

200 0.051 0.049 0.050 0.049 0.224 0.196 0.039 0.039

50 0.049 0.050 0.066 0.072 0.205 0.178 0.068 0.064

0.5{ 0.9 0.9 | 100 0.050 0.050 0.069 0.067 0.233 0.201 0.058 0.054

200 0.051 0.049 0.076 0.073 0.261 0.207 0.055 0.051

4. 22 ¥ B
Q) WA ARAN A3t IR LT VA B4H ARHe) A,
oA 717 RAEE A3 ABAALY Aol o 4N 7} YA HW E4A ARYE AL
sl Aol $7) uk olsh ol o4k 7 gk AVANY ATE BAT dol B =
oA A o] A AFE Hol @ W T REUAY BYFE o8 HE
3 AWl g AAsch AAYL BESI} 248, UPES Ao)7} THE, £
ARAALE B Aol9 4BAST $245 o S0 280 Ut 55 299
AFEEAN B5H Y G5zl e 2 ¢ Ao Watel mESHE AR
< Aoz AT gholth 34 nRLH AP L TR FL F 9ol AR
) HLA Yone o= FE TR} Hus oo} Brk. Fee) ATEA AT
o A7 uf AL we) viRF AR FAZ Aol do} gtk
H
nE

ohu A,

shte] AGAAZRE 73 G 2AHRALY] 244 (2.9)9 FEAAL
Kendall (1969, p. 232)°) AIAIH Cov(a,b) = 09 o} A Fs= FA

ay [ E(a) 2
V(z)*{E(b)} { }

V(a)
E*(a)

V(b)
E*(b)
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£33 Eol=71 099 wle] F AAHe AAH
n7E PERES 299 AFER
p | AT | A9 | BE | 554 | nEsE | 2ad | ESA

A | A2 | 4 | Amw | 3Re | A%w | 239

50 0.881 0.715 0.312 0.549

0.1 0.9 0.6 100 0.991 0.932 0.516 0.816
200 1.000 0.997 0.745 0.979

50 0.967 0.853 0.409 0.683

0.5 0.9 0.6 100 1.000 0.982 0.609 0.913
200 1.000 1.000 0.803 0.994

50 0.321 0.227 0.093 0.167

0.1 0.9 0.8 100 0.520 0.376 0.161 0.259
200 0.778 0.590 0.256 0.429

50 0.430 0.337 0.118 0.241

0.5 0.9 0.8 100 0.662 0.509 0.205 0.364
200 0.908 0.745 0.305 0.565

50 0.509 0.354 0.123 0.248

0.1 0.8 0.6 100 0.748 0.559 0.239 0.409
200 0.949 0.815 0.376 0.664

50 0.651 0.489 0.171 0.351

0.5 0.8 0.6 100 0.894 0.727 0.313 0.555
200 0.993 0.928 0.471 0.801

50 0.884 0.709 0.314 0.553

0.1 0.6 0.9 100 0.993 0.929 0.536 0.816
200 1.000 0.997 0.771 0.977

50 0.968 0.849 0.423 0.689

0.5 0.6 0.9 100 1.000 0.982 0.631 0.913
200 1.000 1.000 0.826 0.994

50 0.499 0.351 0.128 0.256

0.1 0.6 0.8 100 0.747 0.558 0.248 0.415
200 0.955 0.824 0.403 0.669

50 0.661 0.492 0.172 0.352

0.5 0.6 0.8 100 0.897 0.733 0.312 0.558
200 0.993 0.931 0.472 0.806

50 0.339 0.236 0.098 0.174

0.1 0.8 0.9 100 0.510 0.367 0.176 0.257
200 0.772 0.590 0.284 0.432

50 0.438 0.342 0.130 0.240

0.5 0.8 0.9 100 0.665 0.505 0.237 0.364
200 0.904 0.740 0.351 0.574

€ °] 8319 V(G)& g3} o] 2¥HTH
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4 (Aol 2k Bhee 449 FRAE BB
E (ﬁY - 5}30) =K (Cl—_pm;_ﬁ - gpo) = Cl—-pm2+ Cpm - Cpoy
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