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virus were examined by B-Mode ulirasound with ASQ software. The chisquare histogram and ASQ parameters
( Mode Average SD and BR Ratio) were examined by comparative analysis then evaluate the correlation between
ASQ parameters and the pathologic result of liver fibrosis. Results With the increase of the degree of liver fibro—
sis  red histogram curve and blue histogram curve in the horizontal distribution was rough broadened the area un—
der blue curve was much larger than the red. Red Average Blue Mode and BR Ratio showed a statistically signifi—
cant difference between each two groups ( P <0.05) . Red Mode and Blue Average showed a statistically significant
difference between each two groups ( P <0.05) except that between mild subgroup and moderate subgroup. Red
SD showed a statistically significant difference between normal subgroup and any of a subgroup ( P <0.05) . Blue
SD showed a statistically significant difference between normal subgroup and moderate subgroup ( P <0.05) also
between normal subgroup and severe subgroup ( P <0.05) . The relative gap of standardized ratio of blue and red
color histogram cure area in each group was much larger than the other six indicators. Conclusion The ASQ tech—
nology is a novel noninvasive tool. It can be used for the assessment of liver fibrosis by chi-square histogram and
values of 7 parameters.

Key words acoustic structure quantification; hepatic fibrosis; hepatitis B chronic; ultrasonography
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1 .
(n=177) (n=80) (n=161) FIy? P
xts) 16.800 = 1. 140 17.020 +1.232 16.760 +0. 820 2.545 0.080
( xts) 9.750 +1.301 9.910+1.116 9.990 £0.617 2.226 0.109
() n(%) 62/35.0 51/63.8 124/76. 1 60. 299 0.000
() (%) 52/29.4 3/3.8 4/2.5 59.626 0.000
n( %) 66.201 0.000
17(9.6) 15(18.8) 1(0.6)
37(20.9) 31(38.8) 18(11.0)
57(32.2) 26(32.5) 72(44.2)
66(37.3) 8(10.0) 72(44.2)
( xzxs) 7.810 £2.999 9.840 +3.235 11.760 £2.762 75.887 0.000
( xts) 6.340 £3.630 7.760 3. 454 10.110 +3.419 49.194 0.000
n( %) 141.289 0.000
19(10.7) 6(7.5) 2(1.2)
44(24.9) 10( 12.5) 3(1.8)
61(34.4) 40(50.0) 26(15.9)
32(18.1) 13(16.3) 70(42.9)
1(0.6) 4(5.0) 12(7.3)
0(0.0) 5(6.3) 18(11.0)
20(11.3) 2(2.5) 19(11.7)
n( %) 122.329 0.000
48(27.1) 29(36.3) 31(19.0)
56(31.6) 18(22.5) 10(6.1)
28(15.8) 15(18.8) 30(18.4)
24(13.6) 11(13.8) 53(32.5)
0(0.0) 1(1.3) 3(1.8)
0(0.0) 4(5.0) 14(8.6)
17(9.6) 0(0.0) 17(10. 4)
n( %) 27.594 0.000
6(3.4) 2(2.5) 17(10. 4)
27(15.3) 24(30.0) 27(16.6)
135(76.3) 43(53.8) 111(68.1)
9(5.1) 11(13.8) 8(4.9)
( x> =843.232 P <0.01) . 2 Logistic
B S Wad P OR 95% CI
0.05  0.016 12424 0.000 1.058  1.025~1.092
22 2352 048 2315 0.000  10.502  4.030~27.369
9 0.535  0.181 8708  0.003 1708  1.197~2.438
0.1 0.156  1.161  0.001 168  1.240~2.285
5 . . 073 0.167 18691  0.000 2.0  1.485~2.862
: 13 S0.67 0.1 19.38  0.000  0.509  0.377~0.688
20409 0.175  S5.440  0.020  0.664  0.471~0.937
5 . . S0.979 0.9 2097  0.000  0.37  0.250~0.566
. 2. ~0.830  0.186  19.812  0.000  0.43  0.303~0.628
2035 0115 11825 0.001  0.674  0.538~0.844
24 0723 0.150 23310 0.000  0.485  0.362~0.651
15 0.39  0.15 5369 0.021 1432 1.057~1.940
2072 0112 4L 0.000  0.48  0.390~0.605
5 N N N N S0.13 0.0 5344 0.020 1145 1.021~1.285
: 9 0.83 0.3 40.327  0.000  0.435  0.336~0.56
0.461  0.107 1855  0.000  1.58  1.286~1.956
5 . . 0.394  0.135 8510  0.004 148  1.138~1.9%
. 3. 0.266 0.065 16973  0.000  1.305  1.150~1.481
0.405  0.081 25.057  0.000 149  1.219~1.757
0317 0.071 19907  0.000 L34  1.195~1.579
0178 0.02 31362 0.000 0.8  0.78~0.891
0.2  0.008 5.0 0.024  1L02  1.005~1.081
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Logistic
B SE Wald P OR 95%CI
0.071 0.014  25.212  0.000 1074 1.044~1.104
4.115 0.933  19.459  0.000 61.222  9.839~380.937
0.316  0.112 7.997  0.005 1.372 1.102~1.708
0.398  0.109  13.363  0.000 1.489  1.203~1.843
0.451 0.119  14.330  0.000 1.570  1.243~1.982
-0.292  0.111 6.900  0.009  0.747  0.601~0.929
-0.420  0.125  11.392  0.001 0.657  0.515~0.838
-0.511 0.151  11.519  0.001 0.600  0.446 ~0.806
-0.393  0.089  19.355  0.000  0.675  0.566~0.804
-0.265  0.099 7.223 0.007  0.767  0.632~0.931
-0.212 0.082 6.655  0.010  0.809  0.689~0.950
-0.159  0.046  11.816  0.001 0.853  0.779~0.934
0.388  0.115  11.346  0.001 1.474 1,176 ~1.848
-0.514  0.092  31.390  0.000  0.598  0.500~0.716
-0.173  0.083 4.402  0.036  0.841  0.715~0.989
-0.280  0.114 6.304  0.012  0.752  0.601~0.939
-0.209  0.087 5.798  0.016  0.811  0.685~0.962
-0.110  0.043 6.630  0.010  0.896  0.824~0.974
0.272 0.058  22.060  0.000 1312 1.171~1.470
-0.131 0.053 6.225  0.013 0.877  0.791~0.972
0.214  0.058  13.680  0.000 1.238  1.106~1.387
0.195  0.065 9.067  0.003 1216 1.071~1.380
-0.09  0.019  24.682  0.000  0.908  0.874~0.943
-0.048  0.017 7.622  0.006  0.953  0.921~0.986
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A study of psychological and social risk factors of juvenile delinquents

and adolescents with emotional disorders
Zhou Xiaoqin Li Zeai Li Xiaosi et al
( Dept of Psychology Anhui Province Mental Health Prevention and Control Center Hefei 230022)

Abstract Objective To explore the main risk factors of juvenile delinquents and adolescents with emotional dis—
orders. Methods 177 juvenile delinquents 80 adolescents with emotion disorders and 161 normal adolescents were
assessed with Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory ( ECR) Coping Style Questionnaire ( CSQ) Defensive
Style Questionnaire( DSQ) Social Support Rating Scale( SSRS) Family Environment Scale-Chinese Version ( FES—
CV) Adolescent SelfRating Life Events Scale Checklist( ASLEC) Parental Rearing Pattern Questionnaire ( EM-
BU) and Eysenck Personality Questionnaire( EPQ) . Logistic multiple regression was used to identify the risk fac—
tors. Results (1) There was no difference among three groups in terms of age and years of education. However
they had significant differences in the aspect of one—child parents’ marital status parents’ relationship years of pa—
rental education parental vocation and family economic status among three groups( P <0.05) . 2 Retreat split—
ting passive aggression complaining and entertaining were the top five risk factors for juvenile delinquents. Re-
strain culture isolation communication tendency and objective support were the protective factors. (3) Rationali—
zation somatization flinch independence and complaining were the top five risk factors in adolescents with emo—
tional disorders and the entertaining restrain humor identity depress and moral religion were protective fac—
tors. Conclusion Focusing on the psychosocial factors is particularly important to prevent delinquency and emo—
tional disorders among adolescents.
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