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Abstract: Growing evidence shows that there is an increased risk of cardiovascular diseases among
gout patients, especially coronary heart disease (CHD). Screening for CHD in gout patients based on
simple clinical factors is still challenging. Here we aim to build a diagnostic model based on machine
learning so as to avoid missed diagnoses or over exaggerated examinations as much as possible.
Over 300 patient samples collected from Jiangxi Provincial People’s Hospital were divided into two
groups (gout and gout+CHD). The prediction of CHD in gout patients has thus been modeled as a
binary classification problem. A total of eight clinical indicators were selected as features for machine
learning classifiers. A combined sampling technique was used to overcome the imbalanced problem in
the training dataset. Eight machine learning models were used including logistic regression, decision
tree, ensemble learning models (random forest, XGBoost, LightGBM, GBDT), support vector machine
(SVM) and neural networks. Our results showed that stepwise logistic regression and SVM achieved
more excellent AUC values, while the random forest and XGBoost models achieved more excellent
performances in terms of recall and accuracy. Furthermore, several high-risk factors were found to be
effective indices in predicting CHD in gout patients, which provide insights into the clinical diagnosis.
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1. Introduction

Gout is the leading cause of inflammatory arthritis, affecting 3.9% of adults in the
USA [1] and 1–3% of adults in China [2], and the worldwide prevalence has shown an increasing
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trend year by year. Typically, it presents as acute peripheral inflammatory arthritis and is associated
with a range of comorbidities such as hypertension, diabetes mellitus, obesity, metabolic syndrome
and cardiovascular (CV) disease [3]. There is growing evidence that patients with gout have an
increased risk of CV disease [4, 5], especially CHD. Presumably, this is partially attributed to the
presence of systemic inflammation and oxidative stress in both gout and CHD. Besides, certain uric
acid-lowering drugs (such as febuxostat) and anti-inflammatory drugs (such as non-steroidal
anti-inflammatory drugs) may also increase the risk of CV disease [6].

Thus, it is necessary to screen for CV disease, especially CHD, in gout patients. Serum markers,
electrocardiography (ECG), echocardiography, coronary computed tomography angiography (CTA),
as well as coronary angiography, are commonly used methods, which remain less than satisfactory.
Serum markers and ECG signals are always normal in asymptomatic patients and echocardiography
cannot be used to assess coronary artery lesions, while both CTA and coronary angiography require
relatively high radiation exposure and may have a negative impact on kidneys. Hence, it is of great
significance to build a diagnostic model based on readily available clinical data, so as to avoid missed
diagnoses or over exaggerated examinations as much as possible.

Machine learning, as a series of algorithm models trained from high-dimensional data to make
predictions or classifications, has the potential to uncover high-risk clinical factors and automatically
screen for disease by performing efficient data analysis [7, 8]. In previous clinical studies, machine
learning has been used to identify gout flares from electronic clinical notes [9], and classifying
leukemia and gout patients from their uric acid signatures [10]. Besides, machine learning has also
been used to predict CHD in general populations [11–13]. However, few studies have been reported
on predicting CHD in gout patients by using machine learning models. The aim of this study was to
build a reliable diagnostic model for screening CHD in gout patients based on simple clinical factors,
making use of statistical analysis and machine learning algorithms. A total of 38 clinical factors were
collected from raw data; after the variable selection procedure, only eight clinical factors were used as
the final feature inputs for eight machine learning models (logistic regression, decision tree, random
forest, extreme gradient boosting (XGBoost), artificial neural networks, light gradient boosting
machine (LightGBM), gradient boosting decision tree (GBDT) and support vector machine (SVM)
models). Our results showed that stepwise logistic regression and SVM achieved more excellent area
under the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve (AUC) values, while the random forest and
XGBoost models achieved more excellent performances in terms of recall and accuracy. Furthermore,
interpretable machine learning analysis revealed high-risk factors to facilitate the prediction of CHD
in gout patients.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the clinical data used in this study are
briefly described, and then data pre-processing and descriptive statistical analysis are presented, after
which eight machine learning models and evaluation metrics used for classification are introduced.
The main results are shown in Section 3, including model performances and risk factor selection.
Conclusions and discussions are included in Section 4.
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2. Materials and methods

2.1. Data sources

Clinical data of adult gout patients admitted to Jiangxi Provincial People’s Hospital from
January 1, 2016 to November 1, 2020 were retrospectively screened, and patients who were
diagnosed with gout or gout with CHD were enrolled. The diagnosis of gout was performed
according to the 2015 Gout Classification Criteria [14], and the diagnosis of CHD included at least
one of the following: myocardial infarction, unstable angina, and coronary revascularization. Patients
with liver and renal insufficiency for reasons other than gout, secondary hyperuricemia, secondary
hypertension or a history of carcinoma were excluded. This study was approved by the ethics
committee of Jiangxi Provincial People’s Hospital (2022-048).

After the screening, demographic characteristics, clinical characteristics and laboratory parameters
were collected from medical records on admission and during hospitalization. Since the aim of this
study was to build a reliable diagnostic model to assist clinical doctors in screening CHD in gout
patients, the principle of variable selection was based on variables that are non-invasive,
cost-effective, stable and easily available, as this would allow the model to be widely used in hospitals
at all levels. Variables such as blood pressure on admission, lipid levels and blood glucose were
considered unstable or susceptible to drug therapy, while other drug therapies such as antihypertensive
drugs, hypoglycemic agents and antiplatelet drugs were considered to have high heterogeneity. In
addition, levels of inflammatory factors, such as interleukin-1 beta, interleukin-6 and tumor necrosis
factor-α were also considered unstable and not easily accessible in some primary hospitals. Based on
the above considerations, only eight clinical factors were selected as the final feature inputs for
machine learning models, including age, gender, body mass index (BMI), smoking history, creatinine,
hypertension, diuretic use, and nonsteroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs) use.

2.2. Data pre-processing

Among all of the eight features, gender, hypertension, diuretic use and NSAIDs use were qualitative
(categorical) variables that needed to be coded, which was done as follows: gender was coded as 1
for males and 0 for females; smoking history was coded as 1 for smokers and 0 for non-smokers;
hypertension was coded as 1 for hypertensive patients and 0 for non-hypertensive patients; diuretic use
was coded as 1 for diuretic and 0 for no diuretic; NSAIDs use was coded as 1 for NSAIDs and 0 for no
NSAIDs. Moreover, diagnosis is the dependent variable (1 for gout complicated with CHD patients, 0
for gout patients without CHD).

We then dealt with outliers and the imbalanced problem in the dataset. In statistics, an outlier is a
data point that has an abnormal distance from other samples. The distance between the upper and
lower quartiles is known as the interquartile range (IQR). Starting above the upper quartile (Q3), a
distance of 1.5 times the IQR was measured. Similarly, a distance of 1.5 times the IQR was measured
below the lower quartile (Q1). In this way, all of the observations outside of the 1.5 times IQR range
were considered to be outliers [15]. We searched all continuous variables for outliers, checked
medical records and corrected data for recording errors. Finally, there were 326 patient samples left in
the dataset, including 64 gout patients and 262 gout+CHD patients. In this way, an imbalance
problem arose, i.e., the number of gout patients (minority class) was much less than that of
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gout+CHD patients (majority class).
We divided the samples into the training set and the testing set at a ratio of 75% : 25%. Due to the

imbalanced problem that the two classes were not represented equally [16], both over- and
under-sampling techniques were used in the training data to overcome this issue. Over-sampling is the
method of random sampling with the replacement for the minority class until its sample size meets the
requirement. Under-sampling randomly deletes samples from the majority class until its sample size
meets the requirement. The combined sampling method resolves the imbalance problem by
combining these two methods. Noticing that there were 41 gout patients and 203 gout+CHD patients
in the original training set, after a combined sampling process, there were 123 gout patients and 121
gout+CHD patients in the updated training set. It should be noted that we did not use the well-known
SMOTE method [17] to deal with the imbalanced problem. This is because there were four
categorical variables among all eight features, so it was less suitable to use the interpolation method in
our case. Besides, our experimental result shows that the combined sampling technique significantly
improved the training quality (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Comparison of random forests (RFs) with and without combined sampling.

2.3. Descriptive statistics

Table 1 demonstrates the mean values of all eight variables of two different groups. We used the
1Mann-Whitney U-test to determine the statistical significance of continuous features between two
groups and the 2Pearson’s chi-square test to determine the associations between the discrete features
in two groups of patients. It turns out that, age, gender, smoking history, hypertension, diuretic use
and NSAIDs use were significantly different between the two groups. Besides, The gout complicated
with CHD patients were on average older and had a higher proportion of males, smokers, hypertensive
patients, diuretic users and NSAIDs users.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of all features.

Features Gout (n = 64) Gout + CHD (n = 262) p-value
Age (year) 57.7813 ± 13.0000 67.2710 ± 11.1272 < 0.0011

Gender (%) 92.1875 93.8931 < 0.0012

BMI (kg/m2) 24.1558 ± 3.7094 24.7940 ± 3.4487 0.18571

Smoking history (%) 29.6875 45.8015 < 0.0012

Creatinine (mmol/L) 133.7812 ± 118.7193 108.5687 ± 44.8845 0.74031

Hypertension (%) 37.5000 44.6565 < 0.0012

Diuretics use (%) 0.0000 2.6718 < 0.0012

NSAIDs use (%) 6.2500 27.0992 < 0.0012

2.4. Classification models

2.4.1. Logistic regression and stepwise regression

Logistic regression is a traditional statistical machine learning method for classification
problems [18]. It uses the linear regression method to estimate the probability of an event occurring.
In logistic regression, a logit transformation is used on the odds. Specifically, the expression for the
logistic regression is given as follows:

p =
exp(β0 + β1x1 + β2x2 + · · · + βmxm)

1 + exp(β0 + β1x1 + β2x2 + · · · + βmxm)
, (2.1)

where xi represents the value of the i-th independent variable and p represents the conditional
probability of a positive class outcome occurring in the presence of m independent variables.

Stepwise regression is a statistical method of finding an independent variable subset that has a
significant effect on the dependent variable through step-by-step iterative selection. There are three
types of stepwise regression. 1) Forward stepwise regression gradually adds independent variables
while starting with no variable in the model. It tests the addition of each variable, adds the variable that
improves the quality of fit the most and repeats this process until no variable significantly improves
the model. 2) Backward stepwise regression gradually removes independent variables starting with all
variables, in order to find a reduced model that explains the data the best. It is a reverse process to
forward stepwise regression [19]. 3) A combination of forward and backward stepwise regressions is
frequently used in practice. In this work, we used a combination of these two methods.

2.4.2. Decision tree

Decision trees constitute one of the most popular tools for classification [20]. The logic of decision
trees is transparent and interpretable. Decision trees provide a flowchart-like structure that is logically
in the form of a tree by classifying feature judgments at each node. The nodes of a decision tree are
divided into root nodes, internal nodes and leaf nodes. The root node contains all samples; each internal
node contains the samples that satisfy the condition from the root node to the current internal node;
each leaf node represents a classification result or decision. There are three main classification criteria
used in the decision tree, including the information gain, information gain rate and Gini index. In this
study, we used the Gini index to train the model and the corresponding decision tree model is called
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CART. There is a complexity parameter in decision trees which determines the process of pruning. We
performed five-fold cross-validation to optimize the complexity parameter.

2.4.3. Random forest

Random forest is a popular ensemble learning method [21]. It is a bagging algorithm that uses a
decision tree as a base classifier, and it has been used in both classification and regression problems.
Unlike the original bagging algorithm, random forests use a modified feature-bagging strategy, that is,
the tree learning algorithm selects a random subset of all of the candidate features in order to promote
the diversity of base classifiers. Compared to decision trees, random forests normally show better
predictive performance. However, random forests are not as interpretable as decision trees. Even so,
the random forest provides feature importance measurements such as mean decrease accuracy and
mean decrease Gini [22]. The random forest algorithm involves the selection of hyper parameters such
as the number of trees to grow and the number of variables randomly sampled as candidates at each
split. Five-fold cross-validation was used to achieve optimal predictive performance.

2.4.4. Gradient boosting

Gradient boosting is a powerful ensemble learning technique that is widely used in practice. In this
work, we used three types of gradient-boosting-based models: XGBoost, GBDT and LightGBM.

XGBoost provides a regularizing gradient boosting framework [23]. It learns a new function by
adding a tree to fit the residuals of the previous prediction. The objective function of XGBoost is given
as follows [24]:

Ob j =
n∑

i=1

l(yi, ŷi) +
K∑

k=1

Ω( fk), (2.2)

where l represents the loss function andΩ represents the complexity of the tree. Adding the complexity
of K trees as a regular term to the objective function prevents the overfitting of the model. XGBoost
has many hyper parameters that can be adjusted such as the maximum depth of the tree, the step size
of each boosting step and the maximum number of iterations. We optimized the maximum depth of
the tree and the maximum number of iterations using by five-fold cross-validation.

GBDT is a specific gradient-boosting method using regression decision trees as base learners [25].
A GBDT can be regarded as an additive model composed of K decision trees as follows:

ŷi =

K∑
k=1

fk (xi) , fk ∈ F, (2.3)

where fk represents a regression decision tree and ŷi represents the prediction result of xi. The learning
rate and the total number of trees to fit were adjusted to achieve good performances in our model.
Five-fold cross-validation was used for parameter optimization.

LightGBM is a distributed gradient boosting framework that uses tree-based learning
algorithms [26]. It provides a nonparametric method for implementing the GBDT algorithm. The
LightGBM improves on the traditional GBDT by using various computational techniques such as a
histogram algorithm, gradient-based one-side sampling, exclusive feature bundling and a leaf-wise
algorithm with depth limitation, which make the LightGBM much faster than the conventional GBDT
algorithm. We used five-fold cross-validation to optimize the maximum number of leaves in a tree.
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2.4.5. Neural networks

Artificial neural networks are learning algorithms that mimic the structure and function of
biological neural networks for computation [27] and have become one of the most popular methods in
machine learning. There are many different types of neural network models. Here, we used a fully
connected feedforward neural network model which contains an input layer, some hidden layers and
an output layer. The number of hidden layers and the number of neurons in each layer are the most
important hyper-parameters which essentially determine the complexity of the model. Due to the
sample size and the dimension of our data, the number of hidden layers was set to one. We performed
five-fold cross-validation to optimize the number of neurons in the hidden layer. The optimization
algorithm we used for training the networks is the resilient backpropagation (Rprop) with and without
weight backtracking [28].

2.4.6. SVM

SVMs map training data points into space so as to maximize the separation or margin between the
two classes. In other words, SVMs aim to solve for the maximum-margin hyperplane. SVMs can be
divided into three types: a linear SVM with a hard margin, linear SVM with a soft margin [29] and
non-linear SVM with kernel tricks [30], as follows:

f (x) = sign

 N∑
i=1

α∗i yiK (x, xi) + b∗
 , (2.4)

where K represents kernel function, (xi, yi) represents a training sample and α∗i and b∗ are parameters to
be learned from training data. We solve the binary classification problem by using a non-linear SVM
with the following Gaussian radial basis kernel function:

K(x, y) = exp
(
−γ||x − y||2

)
. (2.5)

In Eq (2.5), γ > 0 is the hyperparameter that determines the smoothness of the decision boundary
and the model variance. In addition, the parameter C indicates the cost of constraint violation. We
performed a five-fold cross-validation to optimize these parameters.

2.5. Evaluation metrics

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the above machine learning models, we used the following
evaluation metrics: ROC, AUC, accuracy, and recall, which are common metrics in binary
classification problems [31–33].

For the binary classification problem, we have the following:
TP (True Positive): the number of samples that are actually positive and predicted to be positive.
FP (False Positive): the number of samples actually negative and predicted to be positive.
TN (True Negative): the number of samples that are actually negative and predicted to be negative.
FN (False Negative): the number of samples that are actually positive and predicted to be negative.
To show the prediction results for the dichotomous problem, we present the above indicators as a

confusion matrix in Figure 2:
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Figure 2. Form of the confusion matrix.

In addition, we have:

accuracy =
T P + T N

T P + FP + T N + FN
, (2.6)

recall =
T P

T P + FN
, (2.7)

T PR =
T P

T P + FN
, (2.8)

FPR =
FP

T N + FP
, (2.9)

where accuracy denotes the probability of correct predictions and recall denotes the probability that a
sample that is actually a positive sample is correctly predicted. In a binary classification problem, both
recall and accuracy are within [0,1]. The ROC is a curve with FPR on the x axis and TPR on the y axis,
and the area under the curve is called the AUC. Both the ROC curve and AUC reflect the reliability of
the model. They are widely used in medical research. A higher AUC indicates more excellent model
performance. By the rule of thumb, AUC values above 0.8 are considered excellent [34].

3. Results

3.1. Model performances

There were 82 samples in the testing set, including 59 gout+CHD patient samples and 23 gout
patient samples. The predictions from the stepwise logistic regression, decision tree, random forest,
XGBoost, neural network, LightGBM, GBDT and SVM models are shown in Figure 3. The confusion
matrices and ROC curves of the eight machine learning models are shown. Here we designated the
gout+CHD group as the positive class of the binary classification problem.
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Figure 3. Confusion matrices and ROC curves of the eight models. (a) Logistic regression
with the stepwise method. (b) Decision tree: the complexity parameter is 0.046. (c) Random
forest: the number of trees to grow is 65, and the number of variables randomly sampled as
candidates at each split is 7. (d) XGBoost: the maximum depth of the tree is 50, the step
size of each boosting step is 0.25 and the max number of iterations is 17. (e) Artificial neural
networks: the number of hidden layers is 1, and the number of neurons in the hidden layer is
40. (f) LightGBM: the maximum number of leaves in one tree is 7, the learning rate is 1.0,
and the number of training rounds is 2. (g) GBDT: the learning rate is 0.008, and the total
number of trees to fit is 60. (h) SVM: the cost of constraints violation is 1, and γ is 0.1. (i)
ROC curves of the eight models.
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Figure 3(i) shows the ROC curves and AUC values of different models. The AUC values for the
stepwise logistic regression, decision tree, random forest, XGBoost, neural network, LightGBM,
GBDT and SVM models are 0.8508, 0.8198, 0.8401, 0.8441, 0.8419, 0.8047, 0.8220 and 0.8659,
respectively. Their AUC values all exceed 0.8. The SVM and stepwise logistic regression models
achieved more excellent performances (0.8659 and 0.8508) among all eight models.

Table 2 compares the eight models in terms of the AUC, recall and accuracy metrics. Multiple
experiments were performed by randomly splitting the dataset into the training set and testing set. Both
the average value and the standard deviation are shown in the table. Among all of the models, stepwise
logistic regression achieved the highest average value of AUC (0.8505), which was followed by the
SVM (0.8278); the random forest had the highest accuracy (0.8049), which was followed by XGBoost
(0.7902); random forest had the highest recall (0.8261), which was also followed by XGBoost (0.8124).
Figure 4 demonstrates the significant test results for comparing the eight machine learning models. The
Friedman test showed that there were significant differences between the eight models in terms of the
AUC, accuracy and recall. Furthermore, the Wilcoxon test showed that the random forest and XGBoost
are comparable in terms of accuracy and recall, i.e., there was no statistically significant difference.

Table 2. Comparison of eight machine learning models.

Model AUC Accuracy Recall
LR 0.8505 ± 0.0490 0.7573 ± 0.0392 0.7593 ± 0.0637
DT 0.7867 ± 0.0387 0.7707 ± 0.0685 0.7774 ± 0.1001
RF 0.8113 ± 0.0525 0.8049 ± 0.0270 0.8261 ± 0.0556
XGBoost 0.8242 ± 0.0333 0.7902 ± 0.0309 0.8124 ± 0.0505
NN 0.6780 ± 0.0605 0.6915 ± 0.0514 0.7314 ± 0.0636
LightGBM 0.7890 ± 0.0587 0.7402 ± 0.0377 0.7493 ± 0.0505
GBDT 0.8119 ± 0.0541 0.7256 ± 0.0929 0.7288 ± 0.1340
SVM 0.8278 ± 0.0492 0.7573 ± 0.0465 0.7603 ± 0.0664

Friedman, p = 1.151e-05
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Figure 4. Statistical significance test results for model comparison.

Recall that we used a combined sampling method to solve the imbalanced problem. Figure 1
illustrates the effectiveness of the combined sampling method in the random forest model. Before
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using the combined sampling, the AUC value of the random forest model in the testing set is 0.7406,
whereas, after combined sampling, the AUC value significantly increased to 0.8401.

3.2. Risk factor analysis

The above experimental results have shown that the predictive models based on machine learning
achieved excellent performances. Furthermore, an even more important question in clinical practice is
to find high-risk factors associated with CHD in gout patients.

We first checked the risk factors by using logistic regression (see Table 3) and stepwise logistic
regression (see Table 4). It is shown that age, smoking history, creatinine, NSAIDs use were considered
to have significant effects on gout+CHD prediction. Hypertension could also have an impact. In other
words, compared to the gout group, patients in the gout+CHD group were generally older, more likely
to smoke and use NSAIDs and tended to have hypertension and lower creatinine levels.

Table 3. Prediction of gout+CHD using logistic regression.

variables Coefficient Standard Error p-value Odds Ratio
Age 0.0730 0.0142 < 0.0001 1.0757
Smoking history 0.7564 0.3112 0.0151 2.1305
Hypertension 0.4545 0.3229 0.1592 1.5755
Creatinine −0.0071 0.0036 0.0497 0.9929
NSAIDs use 1.2583 0.4168 0.0025 3.5193
Gender 0.1217 0.6910 0.8602 1.1294
BMI 0.0614 0.0450 0.1723 1.0633
Diuretics use 13.4063 1029.1216 0.9896 664164.4427

Table 4. Prediction of gout+CHD using stepwise logistic regression.

variables Coefficient Standard Error p-value Odds Ratio
Age 0.0653 0.0125 < 0.0001 1.0674
Smoking history 0.7329 0.3018 0.0152 2.0810
Hypertension 0.5948 0.3041 0.0504 1.8127
Creatinine −0.0071 0.0035 0.0463 0.9930
NSAIDs use 1.2532 0.4076 0.0021 3.5017

We then used the feature importance of the random forest to rank different clinical factors
(see Figure 5). Two types of feature importance measurements were adopted: mean decrease accuracy
and mean decrease Gini, where features were presented from descending importance. In terms of the
mean decrease accuracy, the eight features were ranked as follows: age, BMI, creatinine, NSAIDs,
smoking history, hypertension, gender, and diuretics. In terms of the mean decrease Gini values, they
were ranked as follows: age, BMI, creatinine, smoking history, NSAIDs, hypertension, diuretics and
gender. Combining these two results, we found that age, BMI and creatinine were considered to be
the most important risk factors in predicting CHD in gout patients.
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Figure 5. Feature importance plot. Features with higher values are considered to be more
important in predicting CHD in gout patients. The results by mean decrease accuracy and
mean decrease Gini are presented in (a) and (b) respectively.

It should be noted that the BMI was regarded as the second important feature in the feature
importance plot (Figure 5), whereas the BMI was not considered as the significant feature in stepwise
logistic regression (Table 4). To explain this inconsistency, we found that BMI is significantly
correlated with age (see Figure 6). Therefore, only one of age and BMI could be selected in the
process of stepwise logistic regression; otherwise, a collinearity problem would arise. However,
feature importance methods do not take variable correlation into consideration, so both age and BMI
were thus selected as important variables.
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Figure 6. Correlation between age and BMI.
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4. Conclusions and discussion

The association between gout and CHD has been attracting considerable attention [35] in recent
years. In this study, we have established machine learning models based on simple clinical factors for
predicting CHD in gout patients. The prediction task has been treated as a binary classification
problem. There are three major steps in the modeling process. The first is selecting reliable clinical
features. Even though there were a total of 38 candidates in the original dataset, only eight features
were chosen. The principle of variable selection was based on the variables being non-invasive,
cost-effective, stable and easily available so that the factors can be widely used in hospitals at all
levels. The second is solving the imbalanced problem when the sample sizes of two groups of patients
are quite different. A combined sampling method was used to balance the training set. The third is
training the machine learning models. Extensive experimental results have shown that the stepwise
logistic regression and SVM models achieved more excellent AUC values, while the random forest
and XGBoost models achieved more excellent performances in terms of recall and accuracy. Besides,
we have analyzed risk clinical factors by using interpretable machine learning methods such as
logistic regression and feature importance plots.

From the medical point of view, CHD is a complex, multifactorial disease that involves several
etiopathogenic mechanisms. To date, more than 200 risk factors of CHD have been reported, among
which age [36], hypertension [37], hyperlipidemia [38], hyperglycemia [39], smoking [40], and
obesity [41] are well-determined. However, how can one identify high-risk groups of CHD in the
specific group of people with gout? Clinicians are still at a loss, for it is not practical to screen every
gout patient with those risk factors for CHD. Our aim is to build a practical mathematical model that
uses easily accessible variables to help clinicians identify CHD high-risk groups in gout patients, so
as to explore the potential of machine learning in clinical problems. In other words, we are more
concerned about the weight of existing risk factors in patients with gout and optimizing our
recognition effect by establishing mathematical models with these existing risk factors.

The present study suggested that older age, a higher BMI and smoking history remained to be the
main risk factors for CHD in gout patients. Hypertension turned out to be a less important risk factor
for CHD according to the feature importance of the random forest, and the difference barely met our
significance level in stepwise logistic regression; it seemed that hypertension is not a good predictor
of CHD in gout patients in the present study. NSAIDs are widely used to relieve acute gout attacks
and prevent recurrent gout flare-ups. However, the use of NSAIDs is widely recognized as a risk
factor for CHD. Due to the high heterogeneity in the composition, dose and duration, it was impossible
for us to perform subgroup analysis. Hence, “NSAIDs” was included as a dichotomous variable in
further analysis. Consistent with previous studies [42], the present study shows that the use of NSAIDs
is associated with an increased risk of CHD; thus, NSAIDs should be prescribed with caution when
a patient has other risk factors of CHD. Renal insufficiency has long been considered an important
risk factor for CV events in patients with CHD [43, 44]; however, we drew the opposite conclusion
that lower creatinine is associated with an increased risk of CHD. We suspect the reason to be that
the estimated glomerular filtration rate, rather than serum creatinine, was used in previous studies to
evaluate kidney function, where the former was calculated by using the Modification of Diet in Renal
Disease (MDRD) formula [45] or Chronic Kidney Disease Epidemiology Collaboration (CKD-EPI)
formula [46] based on the value of serum creatinine and adjusted by according to patient age and sex.
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Therefore, this particular finding should be interpreted with caution.
There are insufficiencies in this study, of which the leading limitation is that the total number of

enrolled subjects is relatively small, which may have increased the risk of sampling errors. Future
studies with larger sample sizes are needed to further test this model.

In conclusion, we built a diagnostic model for screening CHD in gout patients based on simple
clinical factors in this study and found that age, BMI, smoking history and NSAIDs use showed
significant effect on predicting CHD, which indicate that gout patients with these risk factors need
further cardiac examinations to reveal potential CHD. In the future, it is worthwhile to improve the
predictive ability of the diagnostic model by collecting more clinical data and searching for more
stable, reliable, and easily available features.
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