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ABSTRACT

Vision Transformer (ViT) has achieved outstanding results in computer vision. Al-
though there are many Transformer-based architectures derived from the original
ViT, the dimension of patches are often the same with each other. This disad-
vantage leads to a limited application range in the medical field because in the
medical field, datasets whose dimension is different from each other; e.g. medical
image, patients’ personal information, laboratory test and so on. To overcome this
limitation, we develop a new derived type of ViT termed variable Vision Trans-
former (vViT). The aim of this study is to introduce vViT and to apply vViT to
radiomics using T1 weighted magnetic resonance image (MRI) of glioma. In the
prediction of 365 days of survival among glioma patients using radiomics,vViT
achieved 0.83, 0.82, 0.81, and 0.76 in sensitivity, specificity, accuracy, and AUC-
ROC, respectively. vViT has the potential to handle different types of medical
information at once.

1 INTRODUCTION

Self attention-based architectures, especially Transformer have achieved outstanding results
(Vaswani et all, 2017). In this study, Vaswani et al. showed that Transformer reduced the calcu-
lation cost while keeping the performance of the recurrent neural network (RNN) in the translation
task. Transformer has the potential to supersede other RNN-based models such as long short-term
memory and gated RNN (Hochreiter & Schmidhuber, [1997; |Chung et all, 2014). In contrast to the
success of Transformer in natural language processing (NLP), convolutional architectures had re-
mained the dominant architecture in computer vision and image recognition (LeCun et all, [1989;
Krizhevsky et all, [2012; |He et al), 2015). This situation is partly caused by the difference between
NLP and computer vision. In NLP, a token can be easily defined from a sentence. On the other hand,
in the application transformer to computer vision, it is a problem with how to define an image that
corresponds to the token in NLP. Dosovitskiy et al. gave a solution to this problem by splitting the
image into 16x16 images (Dosovitskiy et all,[2020). Dosovitskiy et al. achieved 88.55% of accuracy
using the model termed vision transformer (ViT). Although the performance of ViT was lower than
that of some other convolutional architecture-based models, ViT reduces calculation costs and leads
to time savings (Dosovitskiy et al),|2020). However, in analyzing a medical image, ViT has a limita-
tion. In medical image analysis, some other features such as patients’ medical information (age, sex,
medication history, physical assessment data, laboratory test data, and so on ) and radiomics features
as well as the medical image itself. To analyze the information by ViT, inputs and heads dimensions
should be controlled because ViT analyzes the splitted images of which dimensions are equal to
each other. To overcome this limitation, we constructed a model termed variable vision transformer
(vViT) which can handle variable input dimensions. As an example of variable input dimensions, we
selected radiomics features regarding each group of features. The radiomics explains quantitative
image features from standard-of-care medical imaging(Lambin et all, 2017). The aims of this paper
are to introduce vViT and to apply vViT to radiomics using T1 weighted magnetic resonance image
(MRI) of glioma.
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2 METHODS

In the model implementation of vViT, we follow the original ViT (Dosovitskiy et al, 2020) and
Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) as closely as possible. In the model architecture explanation,
index p means patch.

2.1 VvVIT MODEL ARCHITECTURE

Figure 1 shows an overview of the vViT model architecture. The standard Transformer receives as
input a 1D sequence of token embeddings. vViT receives 1D sequence x € R and split-sequence
{an}(n € Nya,, € N,;1 < n < N) as an input. The input sequence x is divided into NV sequences
{x},x2,---x)'} according to split-sequence {a,}: the length of x is equal to a, (1 < n < N).
After splitting the input sequence x is divided into N sequences {x}o, xg, e xév }, we perform linear

transformation by D,, € R»*"™ to give the same dimension m to all patch.

Similar to [class] token in Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT)

and ViT, we prepend a learnable embedding to the sequence of embedded patches (z) = Xclass )

whose output values of the Transformer encoder (zY ) represents the sequence y. The classification
head is implemented by an MLP with one hidden layer at pre-training time and by a single linear
layer at the fine-tuning time based on the previous Transformer study. We prepend the embedded

patches (z) = Xclass) Whose length is m.

The Transformer encoder (Vaswani et al., 2017) is composed of alternating layers of multiheaded
self-attention (MSA) and multilayer perceptron (MLP) blocks. Layernorm (LN) is applied before
every block, and residual connections after every block (Wang et al., 2019; Baevski and Auli, 2019).
We implemented MLP using two layers with a Gaussian Error Linear Unit (GELU) non-linearity.

z_1 = [x,Dy; x2Dy; -+ 5 x; D] D, € R**™ (1

2o = [Xetass; (x,D1)E1; (x2D2)Ey; -+ (%) Dn)En] + Epes (2)
E, € R™*¢ E,, € RN+Dxd

z) = MSA(LN(z¢_1)) + 241 (=1,2,--- L, 3)

z; = MLP(LN(z})) + 2, (=1,2,--- L, (4)

y = LN(1). (5)

2.2 EXPERIMENTS

The images used for analysis were obtained from The University of California San Francisco Pre-
operative Diffuse Glioma MRI (UCSF-PDGM) published in the Image Cancer Archive (TCIA)
(Calabrese et all, 2022; |IClark et al., 2013). The UCSF-PDGM dataset includes 501 subjects with
histopathologically-proven diffuse gliomas who were imaged with a standardized 3 Tesla preopera-
tive brain tumor MRI protocol featuring predominantly 3D imaging, as well as advanced diffusion
and perfusion imaging techniques. Multicompartment tumor segmentation of study data was un-
dertaken as part of the 2021 BraTS challenge. Image data first underwent automated segmentation
using an ensemble model consisting of prior BraTS challenge-winning segmentation algorithms.
Images were then manually corrected by trained radiologists and approved by 2 expert reviewers.
Segmentation included three major tumor compartments: enhancing tumor, non-enhancing/necrotic
tumor, and surrounding FLAIR abnormality (sometimes referred to as edema). The UCSF-PDGM
adds to an existing body of publicly available diffuse glioma MRI datasets that are commonly used
in Al research applications. As MRI-based Al research applications continue to grow, new data are
needed to foster the development of new techniques and increase the generalizability of existing
algorithms. The UCSF-PDGM not only significantly increases the total number of publicly avail-
able diffuse glioma MRI cases, but also provides a unique contribution in terms of MRI technique.
The inclusion of 3D sequences and advanced MRI techniques like ASL and HARDI provides a new
opportunity for researchers to explore the potential utility of cutting-edge clinical diagnostics for
Al applications. The details of UCSF-PDGM are explained somewhere else (Calabrese et all, 2022;
Clark et alJ, 2013).
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Figure 1: vViT model architecture. We split an image into flexible-size patches according to split
sequence, linearly embed each of them, add position embeddings, and feed the resulting sequence
of vectors to a standard Transformer encoder. To perform classification, we add an extra learnable
embedding [class] to the sequence. The illustration of the Transformer encoder was inspired by
(Vaswani et all, 2017; [Dosovitskiy et all, 2020)

The T1 weighted MRI images and tumor mask images were used to calculate radiomic features. We
excluded the images whose mask images contain 16 pixels or lower 16 pixels. After this exclusion,
10,538 images remained. Using PyRadiomics (van Griethuysen et al.,[2017), 104 radiomic features
were extraxted; 19 First Order features (Energy, Total Energy, Entropy, Minimum, 10 Percentile,
90 Percentile, Maximum, Mean, Median, Range, Interquartile Range, Mean Absolute Deviation,
Robust Mean Absolute Deviation, Root Mean Squared, Standard Deviation, Skewness, Kurtosis,
Variance, and Uniformity), 10 Shape2D features (Mesh Surface, Pixel Surface, Perimeter, Perime-
ter Surface Ratio, Sphericity, Spherical Disproportion, Maximum Diameter, Major Axis Length,
Minor Axis Length, and Elongation), 24 Gray-Level Co-occurrence Matrix (GLCM) fetures (Au-
tocorrelation, Joint Average, Cluster Prominence, Cluster Shade, Cluster Tendency, Contrast, Cor-
relation, Difference Average, Difference Entropy, Difference Variance, Joint Energy, Joint Entropy,
Informational Measure of Correlation 1, Informational Measure of Correlation 2, Inverse Differ-
ence Moment, Maximal Correlation Coefficient, Inverse Difference Moment Normalized, Inverse
Difference, Inverse Difference Normalized, Inverse Variance, Maximum Probability, Sum Average,
Sum Entropy, and Sum Squares), 16 Gray Level Size Zone Matrix (GLSZM) features (Small Area
Emphasis, Large Area Emphasis, Gray Level Non Uniformity, Gray Level Non Uniformity Normal-
ized, Size Zone Non Uniformity, Size Zone Non Uniformity Normalized, Zone Percentage, Gray
Level Variance, Zone Variance, Zone Entropy, Low Gray Level Zone Emphasis, High Gray Level
Zone Emphasis, Small Area Low Gray Level Emphasis, Small Area High Gray Level Emphasis,
Large Area Low Gray Level Emphasis, and Large Area High Gray Level Emphasis), 16 Gray Level
Run Length Matrix (GLRLM) features (Short Run Emphasis, Long Run Emphasis, Gray Level Non



Uniformity, Gray Level Non Uniformity Normalized, Run Length Non Uniformity, Run Length
Non Uniformity Normalized, Run Percentage, Gray Level Variance, Run Entropy, Run Variance,
Low Gray Level Run Emphasis, High Gray Level Run Emphasis, Short Run Low Gray Level Em-
phasis, Short Run High Gray Level Emphasis, Long Run Low Gray Level Emphasis, and Long
Run High Gray Level Emphasis), 5 Neighbouring Gray Tone Difference Matrix (NGTDM) features
(Busyness, Coarseness, Complexity, Contrast, and Strength), and 14 Gray Level Dependence Ma-
trix (GLDM) features (Small Dependence Emphasis, Large Dependence Emphasis, Gray Level Non
Uniformity, Dependence Non Uniformity, Dependence Non Uniformity Normalized, Gray Level
Variance, Dependence Variance, Dependence Entropy, Low Gray Level Emphasis, High Gray Level
Emphasis, Small Dependence Low Gray Level Emphasis, Small Dependence High Gray Level Em-
phasis, Large Dependence Low Gray Level Emphasis, and Large Dependence High Gray Level
Emphasis). Each group of radiomic features was separately input to vViT.

2.3  TRAINING AND FINE TUNING

We divided 10,538 slices into the training dataset (7376 slices) and test dataset (3162 slices), and
the training dataset was used to train vViT. Binary cross entropy and Adaptive Moment Estimation
(Adam) was used for calculating loss and optimizing, respectively. The parameters of Adam were
set as learning rate (Ir)= 0.0001, 3 = (0.9,0.999), ¢ = 1.0 x 1078, weight decay= 0, and ams-
grad=False. The scheduler was used to update the previous Ir to 0.99 xIr at the end of each epoch.
The training process was repeated 600 times. After training, the test dataset was used to calculate
metrics.

2.4 METRICS

The outcome was defined 1-year survival during follow-up. The information on survival was de-
rived from UCSF-PDGM-metadata.csv published in TCIA. The radiomic feature was evaluated us-
ing mean value and standard deviation (SD). Mann—Whitney U test was performed to compare each
radiomic feature between the survival and dead group. We calculated sensitivity, specificity, accu-
racy, and area under the curve of the receiver operating characteristics (AUC-ROC). All analyses
were implemented in Python Language (Version 3.8.8).

3 RESULTS

Table [[ and 2] in Appendix show the mean, SD, and the result of the Mann-Whitney U test for
the training and test, respectively. The best sensitivity, specificity, accuracy, and AUC-ROC were
0.83, 0.82, 0.81, and 0.76, respectively. Figures 2 and 3 show the ROC and changes in sensitivity,
specificity, positive predictive value, and negative predicting value, respectively.

4 DISCUSSION

In this paper, we introduced vViT and applied it to predict the 1-year survival of glioma patients
using radiomics which was extracted from T1 weighted MRI. vViT achieved 0.81 and 0.76 of ac-
curacy and AUC-ROC, respectively. vViT can handle dataset which contains different dimension
subdataset by split-sequence. For example, in this paper, First Order features and Shape 2D features
had 19 and 10 features, respectively. When these data are input into a deep learning model, it is
controversial how to input into the model. One solution is merging and treating First Order features
and Shape 2D features as one sequence. However, this approach leads to losing the information that
these features are different from each other. In addition to this, in convolutional architectures, near
values in the sequence tend to be convoluted. There is another problem whether these two features
are similar to each other. Thus, there is a need for a new architecture that learns features remaining
the difference of features. vViT has the potential to be a solution to this problem.

Some previous studies have examined the association between radiomic features and the prog-
nosis of glioma. Remigio et al. used DeepSurv and PMF-NN models to perform convolutional
architectures-based survival analysis in the task of predicting survival at 1050 days (Adrian et all,
2022; [Katzman et al., 2018; [Pan et al., 2021)). DeepSurv and PMF-NN models achieved 0.122 and
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Figure 2: ROC is shown. The gray area in the Figure 3: The changes in sensitivity, speci-
figure shows 95% confidence interval. The ficity, positive predicting value, and negative
AUC-ROC achieved by vViT was 0.76. predicting value.

0.67 of integrated Brier score and C-index, respectively. Shaheen et al!Shaheen et al! (2022) exam-
ined overall survival using the convolutional architectures-based model. Shaheen et al. reported the
best predictive value was 0.73 of AUC-ROC. To our knowledge, in the task of direct prediction of
survival among glioma patients, the vViT model achieved state-of-the-art. Other glioma studies have
tried to predict mutation such as isocitrate dehydrogenase (IDH) mutation and 1p/19q codeletion us-
ing machine learning methods including convolutional architectures (Gore et al), 2021)). The main
purpose of these studies is a non-invasive prediction of IDH mutation and 1p/19q codeletion which
are associated with the prognosis of glioma. In some of these studies, patients’ medical information
was used as well as radiomic features.

Our study has some limitations. First, patients’ information such as age, sex, medication history,
and MRI itself was not included in the input data. Some previous studies revealed the combination
of clinical information and the medical image itself contributed to the improvement of deep learning
model performance. vViT has the potential to include the information by setting split sequences.
Nevertheless, vViT achieved state-of-the-art in the direct prediction of patients’ survival. Further
study is needed to solve this limitation. Second, in our analysis, vViT output slice-base prediction
and did not output patient base prediction. This means that the prediction may differ depending on
each slice. In clinical practice, patient-base prediction is needed. Analyzing the mean probability of
final output from vViT may solve this problem. In conclusion, we demonstrated that vViT improved
performance in the task of predicting 365 days of survival of glioma patients using radiomics features
extracted from T1 weighted MRI. vViT can flexibly handle a dataset that consists of sequences with
different dimensions.
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A APPENDIX

Table 1: Radiomic features in the train dataset and results of Mann—Whitney U test

Fetures Survival (SD) Dead (SD) p-value
Energy 6 x 107(7.1 x 10”) 5.5 x 10%(6.2 x 107)  0.00024
Total Energy 6 x 10%(7.1 x 10%) 5.5 x 10°(6.2 x 10%)  0.00024
Entropy 4.9 (1.1) 47(1.2) <0.0001
Minimum 1.2 x 10%(6.3 x 10%) 1 x 10*(5.7 x 10?) <0.0001
10Percentile 1.6 x 10%(6.8 x 10%) 1.4 x 10%(6.5 x 10%)  <0.0001
90Percentile 2.3 x 10%(9.6 x 10%) 2 x 10%(9.3 x 10?) <0.0001
Maximum 2.7 x 10%(1.2 x 10%) 2.4 x 10%(1.2 x 10*)  <0.0001
Mean 1.9 x 10%(8 x 10?) 1.7 x 10%(7.8 x 10?)  <0.0001
Median 1.9 x 10%(8 x 10?) 1.7 x 10%(7.8 x 10%)  <0.0001
Range 1.5 x 10%(9.6 x 10?) 1.4 x 10%(9.9 x 10%)  <0.0001
Interquartile Range 3.6 x 10%(2.4 x 10%) 3.2 x 10%(2.3 x 10%)  <0.0001
Mean Absolute Deviation 2.1 x 10%(1.3 x 10*) 1.9 x 10*(1.3 x 10?)  <0.0001
Robust Mean Absolute Deviation 1.5 x 10%(97) 1.3 x 10%(94) <0.0001
Root Mean Squared 1.9 x 10%(8.1 x 10%) 1.7 x 10%(7.9 x 10%)  <0.0001
Standard Deviation 2.6 x 10%(1.6 x 10%) 2.4 x 10%(1.6 x 10?)  <0.0001
Skewness 0.11 (0.67) 0.027 (0.77) <0.0001
Kurtosis 3.6 (2.7) 3.93.7) 0.014
Variance 9.6 x 10%(1.2 x 10°) 8 x 10%(8.7 x 10%) <0.0001
Uniformity 0.054 (0.053) 0.07 (0.071) <0.0001
Mesh Surface 1.4 x 10°(1.1 x 10°) 1.6 x 10°(1.2 x 10°)  <0.0001
Pixel Surface 1.4 x 10%(1.1 x 10*) 1.6 x 10*(1.2 x 10*)  <0.0001
Perimeter 2 x 10%(1.1 x 10%) 2.2 x 10%(1.2 x 10*)  <0.0001
Perimeter Surface Ratio 0.22 (0.18) 0.22 (0.17) 0.038
Sphericity 0.67 (0.15) 0.63 (0.15) <0.0001
Spherical Disproportion 1.6 (0.42) 1.7 (0.47) <0.0001
Maximum Diameter 58 (26) 65 (27) <0.0001
Major Axis Length 56 (25) 62 (27) <0.0001
Minor Axis Length 34 (16) 36 (17) <0.0001
Elongation 0.61 (0.17) 0.6 (0.18) <0.0001
Autocorrelation 1.4 x 103(1.7 x 10°) 1.3 x 10°(1.5 x 10%)  <0.0001
Joint Average 30 (18) 29 (19) <0.0001
Cluster Prominence 3.5 x 10%(3.3 x 107) 1.8 x 10(1.6 x 107)  <0.0001
Cluster Shade 8.3 x 10%(9.9 x 10*) 3 x 103(3.9 x 10%) <0.0001
Cluster Tendency 5.5 x 10%(7.5 x 10%) 4.6 x 10*(5.2 x 10?)  <0.0001
Contrast 36 (40) 32 (32) <0.0001
Correlation 0.82 (0.13) 0.81 (0.13) <0.0001
Difference Average 3.8(2) 3.5(2.1) <0.0001
Difference Entropy 3.2 (0.86) 3(0.96) <0.0001
Difference Variance 17 (23) 15 (16) <0.0001
Joint Energy 0.012 (0.026) 0.019 (0.035) <0.0001
Joint Entropy 8.1(1.8) 7.8 (2.1) <0.0001
Informational Measure of Correlation 1~ -0.34 (0.094) -0.31 (0.089) <0.0001
Informational Measure of Correlation 2~ 0.96 (0.053) 0.95 (0.065) <0.0001
Inverse Difference Moment 0.31 (0.17) 0.35(0.19) <0.0001
Maximal Correlation Coefficient 0.88 (0.075) 0.87 (0.086) <0.0001
Inverse Difference Moment Normalized  0.99 (0.01) 0.99 (0.0099) 0.15
Inverse Difference 0.39 (0.14) 0.42 (0.16) <0.0001
Inverse Difference Normalized 0.94 (0.026) 0.94 (0.025) 0.3
Inverse Variance 0.29 (0.12) 0.3 (0.12) <0.0001
Maximum Probability 0.029 (0.043) 0.042 (0.064) <0.0001
Sum Average 60 (37) 57 (38) <0.0001
Sum Entropy 5.7 (1.1) 5.5(1.3) <0.0001
Sum Squares 1.5 x 10%(2 x 10?) 1.2 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001




Table 1: (continued)

Fetures Survival (SD) Dead (SD) p-value
Small Area Emphasis 0.74 (0.13) 0.72 (0.14) <0.0001
Large Area Emphasis 49(1.9 x 10?) 1.5 x 10%(8.8 x 10?)  <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity 24 (18) 28 (20) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity Normalized 0.046 (0.041) 0.057 (0.051) <0.0001
Size Zone Non Uniformity 4.7 x 10%(4.7 x 10*) 4.9 x 10*(5.1 x 10*)  0.41
Size Zone Non Uniformity Normalized 0.53 (0.16) 0.5(0.17) <0.0001
Zone Percentage 0.61 (0.22) 0.57 (0.24) <0.0001
Gray Level Variance 1.6 x 10%(2.1 x 10%) 1.3 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
Zone Variance 40(1.7 x 10%) 1.4 x 10%(8.5 x 10%)  <0.0001
Zone Entropy 6.2 (0.8) 6.1 (0.83) <0.0001
Low Gray Level Zone Emphasis 0.016 (0.034) 0.021 (0.044) 0.031
High Gray Level Zone Emphasis 1.5 x 10%(1.7 x 10*) 1.3 x 10*(1.5 x 10*)  <0.0001
Small Area Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.011 (0.023) 0.013 (0.025) 0.072
Small Area High Gray Level Emphasis 1.2 x 10%(1.5 x 10%) 1.1 x 10%(1.3 x 10*)  <0.0001
Large Area Low Gray Level Emphasis 1.6 (12) 12(1.1 x 10%) 0.00057
Large Area High Gray Level Emphasis 8.9 x 10%(2.1 x 10*) 1.1 x 10*(2.7 x 10*)  <0.0001
Short Run Emphasis 0.9 (0.086) 0.88 (0.1) <0.0001
Long Run Emphasis 1.7 (D) 2.1(2) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity 50 (53) 62 (65) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity Normalized 0.052 (0.048) 0.065 (0.062) <0.0001
Run Length Non Uniformity 9.6 x 10%(8 x 10%) 1x10*(8.5 x 10%)  0.25
Run Length Non Uniformity Normalized 0.78 (0.15) 0.75 (0.17) <0.0001
Run Percentage 0.86 (0.11) 0.84 (0.13) <0.0001
Gray Level Variance 1.5 x 10%(2 x 10?%) 1.3 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
Run Entropy 5.5(0.79) 5.4 (0.86) <0.0001
Run Variance 0.29 (0.44) 0.46 (1) <0.0001
Low Gray Level Run Emphasis 0.014 (0.028) 0.019 (0.039) 0.059
High Gray Level Run Emphasis 1.4 x 103(1.7 x 10%) 1.3 x 10%(1.5 x 10*)  <0.0001
Short Run Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.012 (0.021) 0.015 (0.028) 0.12
Short Run High Gray Level Emphasis 1.4 x 10%(1.6 x 10%) 1.2 x 10%(1.4 x 10*)  <0.0001
Long Run Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.033 (0.12) 0.074 (0.3) 0.0086
Long Run High Gray Level Emphasis 1.8 x 10%(2 x 10?) 1.7 x 10%(1.8 x 10*)  0.00012
Busyness 0.17 (0.36) 0.31 (0.69) <0.0001
Coarseness 0.028 (0.043) 0.025 (0.038) <0.0001
Complexity 5.1 x 10%(9 x 10%) 4.5 x 10%(6.3 x 10%)  <0.0001
Contrast 0.21 (0.39) 0.19 (0.62) <0.0001
Strength 29 (44) 22 (33) <0.0001
Small Dependence Emphasis 0.54 (0.2) 0.5 (0.22) <0.0001
Large Dependence Emphasis 6.3 (5.8) 7.7 (1.7) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity 68 (85) 93(1.2 x 10%) <0.0001
Dependence Non Uniformity 4.9 x 10%(4.2 x 10%) 5.2 x 10%(4.5 x 10%)  0.087
Dependence Non Uniformity Normalized 0.36 (0.13) 0.35(0.13) <0.0001
Gray Level Variance 1.5 x 10%(1.9 x 10%) 1.3 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
Dependence Variance 1.2 (0.96) 1.4(1.2) <0.0001
Dependence Entropy 6.4 (0.82) 6.3 (0.87) <0.0001
Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.014 (0.027) 0.018 (0.038) 0.069
High Gray Level Emphasis 1.4 x 103(1.7 x 10®) 1.3 x 10%(1.5 x 10*)  <0.0001
Small Dependence Low Gray Level Emphasis ~ 0.0063 (0.011) 0.0064 (0.011) 0.73
Small Dependence High Gray Level Emphasis 9.6 x 10%(1.2 x 10%) 8.7 x 10%(1 x 10%) <0.0001
Large Dependence Low Gray Level Emphasis ~ 0.14 (0.51) 0.28 (0.97) 0.001
Large Dependence High Gray Level Emphasis 4.8 x 10%(4.6 x 10®) 4.6 x 10*(4.5 x 10*)  0.0072




Table 2: Radiomic features in the test dataset and results of Mann—Whitney U test

Fetures Survival (SD) Dead (SD) p-value
Energy 6.3 x 10°(7.5 x 10°) 5.8 x 10°(6.4 x 107)  0.0091
Total Energy 6.3 x 10°(7.5 x 10%) 5.8 x 109(6.4 x 10°)  0.0091
Entropy 4.9 (1.1) 4.7(1.3) <0.0001
Minimum 1.2 x 10%(6.2 x 10%) 1 x 10*(5.8 x 10?) <0.0001
10Percentile 1.6 x 10%(6.9 x 10%) 1.4 x 10°(6.6 x 10%)  <0.0001
90Percentile 2.3 x 10%(9.6 x 10%) 2 x 10%(9.5 x 10?) <0.0001
Maximum 2.7 x 10%(1.2 x 10°) 2.4 x 10°(1.2 x 10%)  <0.0001
Mean 1.9 x 103(8.1 x 10%) 1.7 x 103(7.9 x 10%)  <0.0001
Median 1.9 x 10%(8.1 x 10%) 1.7 x 10%(7.9 x 10%)  <0.0001
Range 1.6 x 10%(9.6 x 10?) 1.4 x 10%(9.8 x 10?)  <0.0001
Interquartile Range 3.6 x 10%(2.3 x 10%) 3.2 x 10%(2.3 x 10?)  <0.0001
Mean Absolute Deviation 2.1 x 10%(1.3 x 10%) 1.9 x 10%(1.3 x 10?)  <0.0001
Robust Mean Absolute Deviation 1.5 x 10%(95) 1.3 x 10%(94) <0.0001
Root Mean Squared 1.9 x 10%(8.2 x 10%) 1.7 x 10%(8 x 10?) <0.0001
Standard Deviation 2.7 x 10%(1.6 x 10%) 2.4 x 10%(1.6 x 10?)  <0.0001
Skewness 0.11 (0.7) 0.033 (0.8) 0.0006
Kurtosis 3.6 (2.4) 3.94.2) 0.093
Variance 9.5 x 10*(1.1 x 10°) 8.1 x 10*(8.8 x 10*)  <0.0001
Uniformity 0.053 (0.051) 0.071 (0.073) <0.0001
Mesh Surface 1.5 x 103(1.2 x 10°) 1.7 x 10°(1.2 x 10%)  <0.0001
Pixel Surface 1.5 x 103(1.2 x 10%) 1.7 x 103(1.2 x 10%)  <0.0001
Perimeter 2 x 10%(1.1 x 10%) 2.3 x 10%(1.2 x 10*)  <0.0001
Perimeter Surface Ratio 0.21 (0.16) 0.22 (0.18) 1
Sphericity 0.66 (0.15) 0.63 (0.15) <0.0001
Spherical Disproportion 1.6 (0.42) 1.7 (0.46) <0.0001
Maximum Diameter 60 (26) 66 (28) <0.0001
Major Axis Length 57 (24) 63 (27) <0.0001
Minor Axis Length 35 (16) 37(17) <0.0001
Elongation 0.61 (0.16) 0.61 (0.18) 0.62
Autocorrelation 1.4 x 103(1.7 x 10%) 1.3 x 103(1.4 x 10%)  0.00038
Joint Average 31 (19) 29 (19) 0.00077
Cluster Prominence 2.8 x10%(2.1 x 107) 1.9 x 105(1.7 x 107)  <0.0001
Cluster Shade 6.2 x 10%(6.5 x 10*) 4.2 x 10%(4.2 x 10*)  0.016
Cluster Tendency 5.5 x 102(6.8 x 10%) 4.6 x 10%(5.2 x 10?)  <0.0001
Contrast 37 (36) 33 (32) 0.00024
Correlation 0.83 (0.12) 0.81 (0.14) <0.0001
Difference Average 3.8 (2.1) 3.5(2.1) 0.00026
Difference Entropy 3.2(0.86) 3(0.98) 0.00031
Difference Variance 17 (19) 15 (16) 0.00017
Joint Energy 0.012 (0.021) 0.02 (0.035) 0.00041
Joint Entropy 8.1(1.8) 7.8 (2.2) 0.00079
Informational Measure of Correlation 1~ -0.33 (0.09) -0.31 (0.093) <0.0001
Informational Measure of Correlation2 ~ 0.96 (0.05) 0.95 (0.069) <0.0001
Inverse Difference Moment 0.31 (0.17) 0.35(0.2) <0.0001
Maximal Correlation Coefficient 0.88 (0.071) 0.87 (0.088) <0.0001
Inverse Difference Moment Normalized  0.99 (0.0089) 0.99 (0.01) 0.81
Inverse Difference 0.39 (0.14) 0.42 (0.17) 0.00011
Inverse Difference Normalized 0.94 (0.024) 0.94 (0.026) 0.73
Inverse Variance 0.29 (0.12) 0.3(0.12) 0.0025
Maximum Probability 0.028 (0.041) 0.044 (0.066) 0.0016
Sum Average 61 (37) 57 (37) 0.00077
Sum Entropy 5.7 (1.1) 5.5(1.3) <0.0001
Sum Squares 1.5 x 10%(1.8 x 10%) 1.2 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
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Table 2: (continued)

Fetures Survival (SD) Dead (SD) p-value
Small Area Emphasis 0.74 (0.13) 0.72 (0.14) 0.0007
Large Area Emphasis 47(1.7 x 10%) 1.7 x 10%(8.9 x 10%)  <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity 25 (19) 29 (20) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity Normalized 0.045 (0.039) 0.058 (0.053) <0.0001
Size Zone Non Uniformity 4.9 x 10%(4.8 x 10%) 5.2 x 10*(5.2 x 10*)  0.51
Size Zone Non Uniformity Normalized 0.53 (0.16) 0.5(0.17) 0.00077
Zone Percentage 0.61 (0.22) 0.56 (0.25) <0.0001
Gray Level Variance 1.6 x 10%(1.9 x 10%) 1.4 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
Zone Variance 38(1.5 x 10%) 1.6 x 10%(8.6 x 10%)  <0.0001
Zone Entropy 6.2 (0.76) 6.1 (0.86) <0.0001
Low Gray Level Zone Emphasis 0.015 (0.032) 0.021 (0.042) 0.07
High Gray Level Zone Emphasis 1.5 x 10%(1.7 x 10*) 1.3 x 10*(1.4 x 10*)  <0.0001
Small Area Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.01 (0.019) 0.013 (0.025) 0.11
Small Area High Gray Level Emphasis 1.2 x 10%(1.5 x 10*) 1.1 x 10%(1.2 x 10*)  <0.0001
Large Area Low Gray Level Emphasis 1.8 (18) 12 (85) 0.0053
Large Area High Gray Level Emphasis 8.2 x 10°(1.5 x 10*) 1.2 x 10*(2.5 x 10*)  0.00056
Short Run Emphasis 0.9 (0.085) 0.87 (0.11) <0.0001
Long Run Emphasis 1.7 (0.96) 2.1 (2) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity 52 (56) 67 (67) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity Normalized 0.051 (0.046) 0.067 (0.064) <0.0001
Run Length Non Uniformity 1% 10%(8.2 x 10?) 1.1 x 10%(8.7 x 10?) 0.2

Run Length Non Uniformity Normalized 0.78 (0.15) 0.75 (0.18) <0.0001
Run Percentage 0.86 (0.11) 0.84 (0.14) <0.0001
Gray Level Variance 1.5 x 10%(1.8 x 10%) 1.3 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
Run Entropy 5.5(0.77) 5.4 (0.87) <0.0001
Run Variance 0.28 (0.41) 0.48 (1) <0.0001
Low Gray Level Run Emphasis 0.014 (0.028) 0.019 (0.04) 0.16
High Gray Level Run Emphasis 1.5 x 10%(1.7 x 10®) 1.3 x 10*(1.4 x 10*)  0.00019
Short Run Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.011 (0.022) 0.015 (0.028) 0.23
Short Run High Gray Level Emphasis 1.4 x 10%(1.6 x 10®) 1.2 x 10%(1.4 x 10*)  0.00012
Long Run Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.034 (0.14) 0.076 (0.31) 0.044
Long Run High Gray Level Emphasis 1.9 x 10%(2 x 10°) 1.7 x 10%(1.7 x 10*)  0.0038
Busyness 0.18 (0.36) 0.35(0.91) <0.0001
Coarseness 0.026 (0.035) 0.024 (0.038) <0.0001
Complexity 5.2 x 103(8.9 x 10%) 4.6 x 103(6.2 x 10*)  0.00096
Contrast 0.21 (0.38) 0.19 (0.33) <0.0001
Strength 29 (38) 22 (28) <0.0001
Small Dependence Emphasis 0.54 (0.2) 0.5(0.22) 0.00012
Large Dependence Emphasis 6.3 (5.7) 8(8) <0.0001
Gray Level Non Uniformity 71 (90) 1 x 10%(1.3 x 107%) <0.0001
Dependence Non Uniformity 5.2 x 10%(4.4 x 10%) 5.5 x 10%(4.6 x 10?)  0.087
Dependence Non Uniformity Normalized 0.36 (0.13) 0.34 (0.14) <0.0001
Gray Level Variance 1.5 x 10%(1.8 x 10%) 1.3 x 10%(1.4 x 10%)  <0.0001
Dependence Variance 1.2 (0.95) 1.4 (1.2) <0.0001
Dependence Entropy 6.5 (0.78) 6.3 (0.9) <0.0001
Low Gray Level Emphasis 0.013 (0.028) 0.019 (0.041) 0.19
High Gray Level Emphasis 1.5 x 10%3(1.7 x 10*) 1.3 x 10*(1.4 x 10*)  0.00025
Small Dependence Low Gray Level Emphasis  0.0057 (0.0098) 0.0064 (0.012) 0.61
Small Dependence High Gray Level Emphasis 9.9 x 10%(1.3 x 10%) 8.7 x 10%(9.8 x 10?)  <0.0001
Large Dependence Low Gray Level Emphasis ~ 0.14 (0.56) 0.29 (1.1) 0.015
Large Dependence High Gray Level Emphasis 4.8 x 10%(4.5 x 10%) 4.6 x 10%(4.4 x 10*)  0.058
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