Supplementary Material

Table S1 The performance of all models in the training and validation sets

model_name Accuracy AUC 95% ClI Group
NaiveBayes 0.700 0.762 0.721-0.803 training
NaiveBayes 0.603 0.811 0.745 - 0.876 validation
SVM 0.646 0.763 0.716 - 0.811 training
SVM 0.763 0.634 0.506 - 0.763 validation
KNN 0.855 0.878 0.854 - 0.901 training
KNN 0.767 0.654 0.557 - 0.751 validation
RandomForest 0.874 0.974 0.965 - 0.983 training
RandomForest 0.685 0.652 0.550 - 0.755 validation
ExtraTrees 0.917 0.983 0.977 - 0.990 training
ExtraTrees 0.685 0.608 0.506 - 0.709 validation
XGBoost 0.807 0.901 0.875-0.927 training
XGBoost 0.681 0.709 0.619-0.798 validation
LightGBM 0.739 0.854 0.824 - 0.885 training
LightGBM 0.728 0.698 0.593 - 0.804 validation
GradientBoosting 0.698 0.810 0.773-0.847 training
GradientBoosting 0.496 0.735 0.650 - 0.820 validation
AdaBoost 0.646 0.774 0.736 - 0.813 training
AdaBoost 0.608 0.778 0.702 - 0.856 validation
LR 0.551 0.763 0.722 - 0.804 training
LR 0.749 0.812 0.737 - 0.887 validation

AUC, Area Under the Curve; CI, Confidence Interval; SVM, Support Vector Machine; KNN, K Nearest Neighbor;
LR, Logistic Regression.

1254 Patients who underwent
endoscopy for gastrointestinal
symptoms at our Hospital from January
2020 to October 2021

98 patients were excluded:
esophageal cancer: N=82
history of gastric surgery: N=16

1156 patients were finally selected for
data analysis

Figure S1. The flowchart for patients selection



