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Abstract : Objective To compare the diagnostic values of the detection of urine exfoliated cells by FISH and cytology technolo-
gy in bladder urothelial tumor. Methods The combination probes of CSP3/CSP7 and GLPp16/CSP17 were both used in the FISH
detection of urine exfoliated cells from suspected patients with bladder urothelial tumor. The urine exfoliated cells were detected by
cytology technology at the same time. The sensitivity and the specificity of the two methods were compared. Results The sensitivi-
ty and specificity of FISH for bladder urothelial tumor screening were 92.5% and 85. 0% respectively,and those of cytology tech-
nology were 27. 5% and 90. 0% respectively. The sensitivity of FISH was significantly higher than that of cytology technology
(P<C0. 05), however, the specificity differences between FISH and cytology technology were not statistically significant (P>
0.05). Conclusion FISH is expected to become a new method for the screening of bladder urothelial tumor.
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