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Abstract : In clinical settings, researchers often want to assess agreement between two measurements (or tests) of the
same continuous variable. For example, when new point-of-care analyzer for testing blood glucose level were introduced
clinicians need to compare results from standard or established laboratory method of measurement to those of new
or point-of-care analyzer. The question in a method-comparison study would either of two different methods be used
to measure the same variable equivalently. In this paper common misuse of statistical methodologies seen in the medical
literatures such as correlation coefficient and paired t-test are discussed. The Bland-Altman technique has been widely
used for this purpose and provides a graphic in presentation of the findings from a method-comparison study, with
a mean value of measurement, this bias and the limits of agreement. For ease of application and interpretation of
this technique we discussed the analysis procedure and illustrated with two worked examples. Finally, a number of
alternative ways in which data can be analysed and reported in such studies were reviewed.
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Table 1. Results of sperm counts (10%/ml) of 22 sheep ejaculates
using two methods: Colorimeter (C) and Hemocytometer (H)
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Fig 2. A Bland-Altman plot of the difference against mean for
sperm counts (10%ml) measured with colorimeter (C) and
hemocytometer (H) in 22 sheeps.
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Table 2. Peak expiratory flow rate (PEER) with wright peak
flow meter (Wright) and mini wright peak flow meter (Mini)

No. Wright Mini No. Wright Mini
1 494 512 10 433 445
2 395 430 11 417 432
3 516 520 12 656 626
4 434 428 13 267 260
5 476 500 14 478 477
6 557 600 15 178 259
7 413 364 16 423 350
8 442 380 17 427 451
9 650 658

Minimum of difference = —81

Maximum of difference = 73

Mean difference = -2.117

Standard deviation of difference = 38.765
Source: Bland and Altman (1986).
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Fig 3. A plot of the difference between the peak expiratory
flow rate (PEER) using a Wright peak flow meter (large) and
a Mini Wright meter (mini).
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