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Study on the diagnostic effect of gene chip in foodborne diseases and Logistic
analysis of multiple factors
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ABSTRACT: Objective To compare the effect of gene chip method in the diagnosis of foodborne diseases, and to
carry out Logistic analysis on the influencing factors. Methods Choose 180 cases of patients with clinical
manifestations of foodborne disease diagnosis standard as the research object, randomly divided into experimental group
and the control group (n=90), the control group used the traditional regular train detection method, the experimental
group used gene chip testing. The detection rate of two methods, detection time consuming and the detection sensitivity
were compared. Results The detection rate and detection sensitivity of the experimental group were higher than that of
the control group, and the detection time of the control group was 8.24 times longer than that of the experimental group.
Conclusion Compared with conventional methods, the method of gene chip is faster and more accurate in diagnosing
foodborne diseases. Multiple factors directly affecting foodborne illness are identified by single factor's > and t tests.
Logistic analysis was carried out on several factors affecting foodborne diseases, and the analysis results showed that in

this study, the major factors influencing the analysis were people's dietary hygiene and eating habits.
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Table 1 Comparison of positive detection rates of pathogenic
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Table 2 Comparison of detection time of pathogenic bacteria in

samples
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Fig. 1 Data normality test results
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Fig.2 comparison of sensitivity of the two methods to detect
pathogenic bacteria(n=90)
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Table 5 Multivariate Logistic analysis of foodborne diseases
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