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A Nutrition Status Analysis System
Based on Hierarchical Fuzzy Inference Approach

(o] =13

= =
£ =R E A4 N5 SIS /MR @ G9e B4 Asde ARk AL PEAA AFHA HA
FE e 2 e awAEe A JPSE aew 4uR Auo e FYYHe) WS BHs daA
ALEYT EY AF A FE APl G AFe] FEEAE AHHL B4 AelA o4 AFORFY e
MY FEAREY) BAN ARE Agstel v AFY WA 25THEY AAbgel dAAE =e)sgt A
@ Aol BAAE wolr) AalA, G5 o4 w9 139 (AAS Jush AR YAERE A5 Y0
g1 9% IE AFINQEFE FPael s ek

Abstract

In this paper, we propose a system for analyzing nutrition status based on hierarchical fuzzy inference approach,
where the hierarchical fuzzy approach used to analyze the transition process on the nutritional status from an obesity
degree, the previous nutritional status, and the eating pattern with an individual. Moreover we discussed about the
selection method of fuzzy membership intervals of the next layer to improve the reliability of inference results in
hierarchical fuzzy system, where their intervals are modified by using statistical information of the defuzzified results
obtained from the previous layer. To show the effectiveness of this system, we evaluated the nutritional status from
the information of anthropometric measurement, biochemical test, and INQ on 113 people over the age of 65, and also
analyzed their nutritional status.
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Fig. 1. Structure of nutrition status analysis system
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Table 2. Consequent membership intervals for
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Fig. 2. Overall inference results
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Table 6. Antecedent membership intervals for
evaluating 1% nutrition status
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