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Abstract

This paper presents a machine learning prediction framework of “dual feature selection-multi-
model comparison-cross-population validation” to address insufficient generalizability and lack of
external validation in current hypertension risk prediction models for middle-aged and elderly
populations. Based on CHARLS cohort data and independent NHANES validation data, we integrated
multi-dimensional variables, such as demographic, anthropometric, blood pressure, lifestyle, and
chronic disease variables, and performed joint feature selection using univariate Logistic regression
and Lasso regression, identifying 13 core variables. Three models—Logistic Regression, Random For-
est, and XGBoost—were constructed. Performance was evaluated using ROC curves and AUC, and
robustness and interpretability were verified using 5-fold cross-validation and SHAP value analysis.
Results showed that the XGBoost model exhibited the best overall performance, with an internal
AUC 0f 0.942 and an external AUC of 0.830, a difference of only 0.112, indicating no significant over-
fitting. Age, BMI, systolic blood pressure, and diastolic blood pressure were identified as the core
risk factors. The XGBoost model constructed in this study combines optimal discriminative power
with cross-population generalization stability, providing a scientific reference for early screening
and individualized prevention of hypertension in middle-aged and elderly populations. Further-
more, the supplementary analysis model based on non-blood pressure indicators also demonstrated
good early warning efficacy, forming a hierarchical complement to the main model and providing a
non-invasive technical solution for community-based initial screening of hypertension in middle-
aged and elderly populations.
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BEE N DB RARE RN DR, i s OO M 3R 2 A2 AR R R A L P A i, 2023 4R 457
PAMALR (EREIERE) SR, SR 2RSSR L E BRI R —, I 30 FEEEHM 6.5
RSG5 13 12, BEARIERIZRAUN 21%, BAE3™IR[1]. (P IE &R 61 R (2024 SEA2ITRR)) Kk
RWY, BRI R R ABGERIL 344, NIRRT 50%, (HABER. JHI7R, 2l R4 T
AR [2] e L Fs 2 75 o O AL P A 1 2 SR A 3R, A ) AN (e 2 25 B I 2 A AN RO I
FER, mle BRI IR S OCHG R R ER A i B,  #E—PnE R S [3]. AT E
K M S i R RSN E A, SR IHEHB IR 2 Rh . SRR TR, MR E R
WAL, A TR REBOREESLAMAAL KU T, HEZhBI2 1) “AERRETR ” HeAZ[4].

| Py A2 2 T g v ML L KRS TN T € 7 K 7E, Logistic [l AA1E 9L Ge M i, mTEASHRS
JIF S R RRJE [5]: LA, BEMNLARIR. XGBoost ZH14% 2 > ik e AR IR AR LR R R, #
S TR TN, RO R RCEE[6]-[8]. BTFURM], ME/KT BMIL MR, A6 SEE s i
ORI R EREMAR ZR, LA [FISE R A0 DR AL A7 AE 22 5 6] [7]. AT, ILA R T AFAE AL 1515
TSR A AT S B R R (B B AR ZR ME RS AR, e Bdim 4 45 RE 0T IR[5]s  HLAS 5 ST 5 3 A £E 7T i
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BetEZE. HaG. SMBRAEA L E R, ZARE 5 ImRSEHTEATR[6]; 28t Ty s G (el Bk
Beit, Ak 6]: FNIRFS 2 R R TG SR, R 12 W AR SR bR S O (B, X
LATH A2 5 2 U N I 2 (R I PR 75 3R [2] [4]: [EIR, A BEA 2 [ ) o A B, o b2 A e NG 2
BERIPEBLUE, BRI T AR R BT AN BOHE) T R [5].

BT REPZEROLSERT AL R, RZ R ARG XSS, AT
FENAEAT L AR T br, A ORI - 2R L - B RIS AOHLES 2% ST TRIIHEZE
B R0 P4 LS A RS R A R, PRIUH ARG T AR 55 e I I R0 RURS: (K 5Tk, M Sk EAGE
ZACPESR TR, Dl PR FRARAL . B J2 B2 SRS 1 8 SR (R, B oA e R e

2. BEKRIE R AR
2.1. BURS®HRMR

AT TR FH [0 P BN 5 B v, 3 L [ {5 77 206 R T 7 (CHARLS) A Ak 5035 4R Ay S S
P, 26 E S B K 2 2 (NHANES) 2017~2020 4E 540 A A Sr AR I AEBed ,  DLHAS I A
Rl NBEZAGRE F1. PHIUEOHE FE R A BL AR vk, B NBEARER T, MmN %, A dahn. k.
AETT RPN IR LA E R, R RS,

AT TR R B2 NER >45 B EEN, HANIIHATE RN HERRFRUE S & s 2 Wrbs
e PINFRE: FW =45 %, NFZ. K KR O BRI R, R BRI R BOIRAS . HERRFR
HE: EWRYNT 45 2. OB EBK. BB IERAEFNERE . SR TEWMERFHEA. mE2HS
TR PRI bt 4R > 140 mmHg B(EF5KIE > 90 mmHg, BREEAEA2 & L I iR FH 9% R 2543 ) e
DR s IR IR TG e L s EL AR IR 2 2 A B . TR R BB RRE . e L SR AR A B
] B4R 5 45 R g —HE

AHFFEX CHARLS ZARBA 515 NHANES A5G IE BN 51 43 gN AT RN D 2 AR IR IR . AE3E AT
N BRI VORI AT AL X b, SEZRARAE WL 1.

Table 1. Comparison of baseline characteristics between the CHARLS cohort and the NHANES cohort
& 1. CHARLS BA%II5 NHANES BAFIR 5T 3 R E LA HEXT EE

REAE CHARLS (n = 18,942) NHANES (n = 4233) it K6 P

N A 225
R (2) 57.9+97 62.5+10.4 t I <0.001
B n ()] 9636 (50.9) 2086 (49.3) R 0.064
£ (m) 1.59 +0.09 1.66 +0.10 t I <0.001
A (kg) 59.9+11.3 79.9+17.1 t k4% <0.001
BMI (kg/m2) 237+36 28.9+53 t I <0.001
B FE] (cm) 86.1+10.1 100.8 +13.1 t R <0.001
B 0.54 +0.07 0.61 +0.08 t I <0.001

I PRARFAE
W 1 (mmHg) 130.5+21.1 130.6 + 19.6 t K 0.798
#F 7K & (mmHg) 76.4+12.0 752 +11.4 t I <0.001
P ik i (mmHg) 944 +139 93.7+126 t R 0.000
Jik & (mmHg) 54.1+15.4 55.4+16.1 i <0.001
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B PRI [ (%)] 1082 (5.7) 3336 (78.8) R <0.001
F AR N (%)] 1765 (9.3) 2146 (50.7) RITRE <0.001
&[N (%)] 7595 (40.1) 2601 (61.4) R <0.001
1T RERE
WA N (%)] 7654 (40.4) 1358 (32.1) R <0.001
W n (%)] 7901 (41.7) 1355 (32.0) R <0.001

T ESATRED x+s TR, ARILBCRAMOIFEA t 105 M RBEUGIE(A 7 )RR, REESRH 22 5
P < 0.05 fARA R Z 57 BA gt it 5 3o

e 1 B XL AT %0, CHARLS BA%15 NHANES #MEIGIERASIE N 24, IGIR . RIS AT A Mgt
Jfabr B K ZHES %2 5 (P $#)<0.001). CHARLS 2l & FI4ERY 57.9 ¥, BEEPAIIK 4.6 %, H
BMI. JEH B LE3 AR, BARRE AR L S . 18R 7, NHANES ABERERWE . g, i
S #(78.8%. 50.7%. 61.4%) %35 =T CHARLS (5.7%. 9.3%. 40.1%); [E A BAZIRAR . A7 b4 ) B
M. P NTFRRLR AT S v, WA JE SR Y S BN B2 A RE I 2 o
22. TEFREITEIENF

AHF FEIE I AN B S A A R E R TR R, G InIRE S E e, RAPANTF, &
ME . M g B s R R, FEE Mg — 8 LS RE. 2R IR, i
THERTRIRCR, T RMGTR A 6 TUTASFE, SFEATIEEBMI). JERIL(WHR). Izl
(MAP). JIkJEZ(PP). 8 TJ7. BMIFJ7, &fabritHE AR TF:

R FEE(BMI):
weight
BMI = 1
height® W)
FE = L (WHIER) -
waist
~ height @)
P25 ik (MAP):
MAP = DBP +w 3
fiik [t 22 (PP):
PP = SBP — DBP (4)
77 (age,, ):
age,, = age’ (5)
BMI ~F-75 (bmig, )
bmi,, = BMI? (6)

2.3. BURTAERE
N AR SR P X AL AE R T, AW FENS PR AE SR 48— I AL TAC BRI AR, AR IKTT fie
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B A . SRR SEEER . SRR ZHNE 6 R RS . R, LRSS
WO B, A AFE R T BB B X RIAE A s X e s o RO R IR S AR i, 454 il 5 R R LRI 43 AT
Fh ok 22 A RR BN BT R, ARAERAT 0 A R A ER I, R A AN R SR 5 — A
O (RFRER . THATN), EIEEE BRI R B R A B k. IR, RARimARE
HELIE 5 Y 1B 5 A DG SCRR AR v Ve UM, X B MRE. IR, BMI &4 Bt AT R AR, Rk
TR IUEAR 0 5 1 MR EREA,  DAORIE R R AT 5

HAE LN R =0 500E )7 % ¥ CHARLS HdE AR 118 7:3 Ll Rl il 2R 8 5 s il 4, 43 il
TR G SEARS BRI NHANES R £ A S 5 a8, UERNIMNTRAESE, TEAH
7 AP RE .
3. IREESTMH
3.1. HEMFIE

AR I A i LR R R R R R TR 3, A SR B R & Logistic [F1JH5 Lasso [RIABEA ik
Hmg, SRR RS 2 B R, RATE OB,
3.1.1. Logistic EV3fF1E

Logistic [F1)7 /& 4b 38 — 43 2 RIAR & (W bR Rt R A 77, BRI N

1

a+PXi+foXo++Bp X p)

U]

p= T
l+e

ERX@) b, POYRMIE BB, X, X, X, AR RENER, o AFEEI B, B, .p, AIlH
A WK BRG T E RS EE G, IFRATZE D [l S0 58 AR R L, OR B 45 5 B A S i
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Figure 1. Forest plot of Logistic regression coefficients

[# 1. Logistic [E)3 R Z7RE
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R WAL 5 TR AR I AR, DLl 3R B0 R 8 25 PR 9 IR I e AR i, IR A Bk 22 B SRR MR K 4R
bro AR FARHEA [ REUK% 95% EAS X B AN 1 s, 45 RRERg. Wik #F5kE. TR %.
vy ML 5 g v ML ) T BRI R 3R

3.1.2. Lasso [EV3ATFiE
Lasso [A]JA3ET L1 1E b SEBVRRIE TR ik 5 R ¥R, HAsRECN:
~ n P
ﬂzargminﬁ{Z(yi—xiﬁ)2+/1_2|ﬁj|} (8)
j=1

i=1

ER@) T, BNEHRBG Ly, 9 | ARG R R ILE BRRE); X, A | MREAR A
BRE R, pANRARYAE: A AENESE, HTEWREUESRE, 18K, HEHREENLE
W, n AFEAR: p NAZEN.

FHERE AR 2 from . 78 5 0] 0 R A 51 R 8L A AR & 2(a) Frow, Bl A (IR,
ZHOREMNRERHPELE S 0, BRI T B ENFHEL R 2 XIE T A HEaRZ R E 2(b)
Fizs, PRI r i e st A 48, SEDUBALLA S REAERE 6T (0 P, 280k it 13 MR R A R ¥ss R
%2 PR

Lasso EARHS N EEUXFE ZNHIE N SHHIREXRE

EAFRHK
& 5
AN
N
% '\\
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) Y
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1
1A
1
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Figure 2. Lasso regression feature selection process
[ 2. Lasso [EY34FAETHIE T FZE

Table 2. Variables selected and their coefficients by Lasso regression
%< 2. Lasso EATFE T 2R R

A EUEES ¢ A EUEES ¢
age 0.1175 drink 0.0017
gender —0.0189 diabetes 0.0209
height 0.0091 hyperlipid 0.0414
weight 0.0007 map 0.0024
bmi 0.0224 agesq —0.0576
waist 0.0103 shp 0.2567
dbp 0.0739

3.2. IRBGESMREXIEE
JET Lasso [T 13 211 13 DU WL, 2B M2 EIH . BEHLARM . XGBoost = — 73 T
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TFER, R R A X RAE SRS H T, WIRIEHFERE . ROC 28 [ 2 B RE T bR T FERE A P4l ST B
e e L PR T

3.2.1. BEHE

BRI DUERARE NN, & BRSNS R A M R, 15 B A E P TRE A A
HAmEte 7:3 MERD ANGES NEIRE, g RANGESECREHERME . 45658 XRES
LB I R A, TR RIMERE S IR ZL

BEMLARMR: ikl sy, P FERiAE 5848 A MR — 8. RAMISE RIS 5 #9238 ERIE, L
A8 IGE AUC KN B AR AR . BERBESE S40, Se BB ZR)n , 76 PRI AR 15 A R 30 E 2E VT
kB

XGBoost: T FAHFEIZHE AL FFN,  5I NFEARREZZ AR . BEMERERE 5 fTraEZEX
BAE, XER IEN RSSO E TR, NSRS FR GBI X e ) S CR .

BB : AR 2 5 738 GRS & MRS R M T8 550, AIRIES: AUC Mtk H
by BESEARRIEVESR E LIRS HIX . 58 SRS 8UG 1E s B R B LA AR, B AR KR BB AL K1) o
MR b 22«

3.2.2. RBEWFMESER I
VBVEHERE: JRIEAE T B S R AL RS, R R T SR AR . =R AL
RAEVRIE S FE L4 3~5, &2 XGBoost 7 42K 4k B H ) B e R .

XGBoost RiEFEPE

3000

o 13 2500
2000

g
h - 1500
—- 439 4 "V"w';“ -1000
-500
0 1'
T

Ve B 0 AARARRIME K, 1 AR S AR Bk
RTINS R, W Ny S FRbRs -

Figure 3. Confusion matrix of the optimal XGBoost model
[E 3. &t XGBoost 2R E4EME

Table 3. Confusion matrix of the Logistic regression model on the internal test set
7= 3. BB EARBE N IR SR BB

B SE R FINTRI 2 5 0 (lE i JE) 1 (R 1))
0 (FER L E) 3104 300
1 (BRI FE) 419 1860
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Table 4. Confusion matrix of the random forest model on the internal test set

= 4. BENARMIRBLAE AR SRR AR

FLSEINTI 2 71 0 (I i ifiL ) 1 (S ILE)
0 (FERIMLE) 3358 46
1 (RlLE) 517 1762
Table 5. Confusion matrix of the XGBoost model on the internal test set
= 5. XGBoost R AY7E A ERIMIX S HOR IB AERE
FL S AN 73] 0 (Ak & L) 1 (FifE)
0 (I ML) 3290 114
1 (R ) 441 1838

4544 3~5 54 3, XGBoost B 1 FRINE 5 FHPEREA SR i R S A PERE AR AR, X
el S E SRR E X B, R SRR P SR O 1 T B

ROC £k #fr: ROC £k J il £k T~ A AUC I T 1PN IR B 44 [X 7 i

BElRT ., =R ROC HZknt L 45 5 LK 4.

ROC EHZXSEE

» AUC il 1, #7PE

1.0 e o ¥ dl
/”’
/”,
0.81 ,/’
/,/
/,’
/’,
//
0.6 /’/’
& e
% td
¥ P
0.41 //
,/
//
//
//
0.2 IRt
/,/,
Rl —— iBIEEYT (0.928)
. -7 BEALZRAK (0. 937)
0.0{ # —x+ XGBoost (0.942)
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
1-HRE

Figure 4. Comparison of ROC curves for three models
B 4. =#R3 ROC fhzkxitt

4EEOR, XGBoost. BENLARAK. B4 [H )41 AUC 42351154 0.942. 0.937. 0.928. HERk 5 SIRALX 4y

RE NI T AL EMERETY, 850 5 IRVE RS 4 2R — 5

SRAPEREXTLE: DV EDW IR AR E MR S IR B ALREZE T, 70 I 2 A A AUC X BAEIRIE S R

B R AT EEAIR I, AR LA 5(a). ¥ 5().
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ZARAASPEAUCTIEL ZHMRBRE S RE T

— PEAUC
B ShEBAUC

BRI FALAHK XGBoost BRENS Pt xR XGBoost

() WHLAUCK L (b) RIS s XS LE
A Bl@) v NN 5 MRS AUC EXTEL, AUC ZEBR/NMERERZ (AR e tEiker: Bl(b) R R BUE S
RS BEXS G, 73 ) s WA 2R xo sy I s 5 451 FR) AR 31 0 55 % £ R R
Figure 5. Performance indicators comparison of three models

5. ZFPRAY M REFRATITEL ]

Table 6. Performance comparison results of three models

6. ZTPIEBIMRERILLER

TR P AUC AhE AUC RS R 5
gk AR 0.928 0.750 0.816 0.912
REALARA 0.937 0.834 0.773 0.986
XGBoost 0.942 0.830 0.806 0.967

TE: AUC Z{H = Wl AUC — ShEE AUC, ZEEIV), BB ALARE Mo .

ZRE3% 6. ROC 4 Je 4] 5 xTLb &5 R, AR RIARIA N 4 AUC ZIEECR, BER LT e A
PR, AH RS RIEA, Xm0 iR Re s B s IR R BAR X 43 e S5z AL PR RE IR T
fE AR AL, Horp XGBoost 55 N5 AUC Himr, HINAM AUC ZAER /I, RIS 75 R BUS S50 7 2 (7]
ST AT, AR

Nt WA LR i B 1 R A DT, AT SN T 5B SBP.DBP.MAP X PP [¥] XGBoost
MR, BRI AUC N 0.697, AN AUC 9 0.671, BT EMR, (HEREARE T EMERFER
) “HrERE TR, HXR T IGR T2 a ], ESE 1 AR LR A FE bR 1 S i XU 43
JZ A ST R F AR

3.3. HEMBRSNEEZES

N R AL B P 2 v I BRI S SE R R 2, A TR AR Y B RS IR
ZES SHAP A7 0T AR AT MR RENE 730, WA 4 2 g A A 2 1) £ Y SER 2 5 S L o

331 HBENEREEEMSH

BEHLARMR 5 XGBoost A8 35 Al it Py B RFAE SRR AR, Ak A5 i N AR RS 2R 00 45 SR ) DTk oR
Do FRAEBR BV, RIZAR SRR PSR A o RO RO, e i I R XU TN A 5
M 55 3%

0 B A A TR (1 5 R A, 4 L v BV R 2 IR B 45 S LA 6(a) K 6(b)s
ZERBENEI T & MR B AL O R R, 85 A IR R SO B B AT A, m o AT e L X
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S A S R T RS % . AW SRR BRI R HE 5 DA O FU 45 18 S A —S[9] [10].

RER AR EIEE M XGBoost 4FAEEEIE
0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2
0.0 — 0.0
8 § & &% % % § =T & 82 =2 5 <% 2 § 8% & = § % % E 2 £ 3 %
w = el © | ] Qo o an + on o el [z E o o (=3 | = + el on ) T =
[ o = — v — £ [ = ) © o = - = »
@ = T ¢ € & § ° T ¥ 0 2 g 2§ °
% & é %
(a) BHMLARAARAS AL ARAT 5 B (b) XGBoost# AVRFAIF & Tk

Figure 6. Comparison of feature importance between two models
B 6. AMRBHEEZMIILE
3.3.2. &£F SHAP EEER R

SHAP 5T ZRBHESE, BERE R T 45 SR BEAT VA DRI R, 5 2% R FE XA 2R iy 4 F) S0 75 (1]
SERREE, 2 uihLas o ST R AT AR AT 70 b A ROTIE[11] . AWK TreeExplainer A5
Xt fefft XGBoost # AL TH5 SHAP {5,  FF AR IS R AR 4347

SRR N E R EVE A, SHAP {E AL SR DURFAE A B VR HERY, B W] 38R iy m) 54
PN o 9 B R 78 A AR AL 0 AR TN 45 SR ) BEAR SRR P, 3 T % AR B P R4 % SHAP i B Fr 41|
FHETTRRIZ SR, SR WK 7.

SHAP 54 STk

sbp

map

dbp

age

waist
hyperlipid

age_sq

bmi
diabetes
weight
height
drink

gender

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
mean (| SHAP value|) (average impact on model output magnitude)

Figure 7. SHAP feature contribution of the XGBoost model
7. XGBoost 2% SHAP HHER Bk E
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BT RELIR, USAE R (sbp) (0 TUBR B2 de e, e RS A AR R SR 45 SR K A2 0 AR B ORI B ik
(map). #F5K I (dbp) 5 F k¢ (age), SIKARNEREE—3. SHAP 745 R 5 BENLARIK. XGBoost [14F1iE &
BRGSO T AN, JLE IR T E R R AR R O E R R, BRSO T AR KE, A RS T
(G PR 42 52 FE 5 L F A AL

3.4. FERGERYESH
3.4.1. wmERKEE~G

AHIF T 2 AR R 2 Bs 45, ARAIE I 258 5 IR AR REAS 0 A — B0, IBARE 36 75 - [R5 Lasso
B9k Ar a, et mEALek Ve, TR R T .

NEAF YR R E, 2RO mETE, g8 ILK 8.

age /M1 T T bmi 737 EL
4000 3000 1
3500 - 2500
3000
2000 A
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& 2000 4 1500 -
1500 - 1000 4
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500 -
0 T T T T T T T 04 T T T T T T
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sbp 2 BT dbp /3 BT
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g 1500
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1000 - 1000 -
500 A 500
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Figure 8. Histograms of core modeling indicators

Bl 8. #LERIERsmESE

T ETRI R, AR BT AR e B T B A A A, BB TR R, W DR

AR B AR I BRI I 2, aR I 9,

R ZHAR BN RIULT 0.7, QUH M TSR AL R BEAR DG, JE ™ B AR A, AR Bl 7 VAL
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Figure 9. Correlation heatmap of modeling variables

9. BERETEREXMANE

3.4.2. AR

IR RS 5 SRR e 1, AHIE 543 Tl T e S5 S A BBURR A 43 AT 5 58 SCIRHIE 73 T o

R RAEBURIE T A TS TR AR B EL B IIE T 5% 43 R FH M kv 55 22 R4 ANk Ak B 35l R 1 -
M AT, R 7 TS A B & TP FE b 22 Al /N, R BH B R A AL PR 77 OG5 8 45 S A B, A2
Faddtk R4 .

XIS HT: R 5 150258 UIRUE A 30T EE LR, SR SR AUC 45 R sk 7
B, B E 10,

Table 7. AUC results of 5-fold cross-validation
< 7.5 R XWIE AUC L55R

PrE IZRSE AUC IIESE AUC

1 0.946 0.950
2 0.947 0.948
3 0.949 0.937
4 0.946 0.947
5 0.949 0.937
BN 0.947 0.944
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Figure 10. AUC line chart of 5-fold cross-validation
[ 10. 5 #T 32 XEEIE AUC #riclE

SEREIR, YIGESRIEE T AUC ZE1H 0.003, #HrEReEshE/D, BAEANREEE TH& T
RIUAEE, LHEEME, THEEMERL.

3.4.3. FPATIEL R RIEAHR B ES X T it e R0

gho a1 IR LA F, CHARLS 5 NHANES BAS AR AFAE 2 QS Gt 4 25 5, B s
TR i [\ B TR0 288 o T 0k o 75 N LR TR 2 10T, NHANES A B4R 6% - BMIL B 146 34 2 % % T CHARLS
NBE, AFRIRAACRRAE 22 8175 BMIL I BB S5 8 s oo vy I P9 JRURS: D kAL B A7 76 N BRRE S s 18 1 2 T
NHANES &Il £ 2B R 61.4%, 5T CHARLS [ 40.1%, FEJRI i 28070 S 22 B T R B2k, AR
AT 22 TR ME 2R A 5 G — KU A 10 3& F % AT 9 I BUZE T, CHARLS H 2 4R 0 o5
Pemim, e ABEER. mRRE. RS E, D orR & R 2= M TR 5Tk [ I A
FUII I R AR S W AP AEAN R X ], I R 2R i s o0 AT 22 il — AP TSR s N B TR 22

NHESE LR 5 Mt R AR AN G E AUC B IIAZ O TR . — R AR S5 IR SE N BEBAL 2 A IEAN ],
W DR 3R N AFTE MR ZE s R IS A TG 2 e A a0 22 e U A S PO B s = A 2L N v I
JEFELR RO R PR R, MR R AR R s DU I R & GRS bR A e 45—, B9 BAA
T i 175 o
3.4.4. RBIEMRM

RERULE P S BE S h LA RO RS 2, (HANIGAE AUC HBL— & T, FESAE AR, 4555
TR 2 S Rem, B DXIHE T R i . R, AW U5 T 20 B P B e s — T, Y
& T A BRI 5, M DUE R A S50 R 7 25 75 K
3.5. #FEoHr: ETFIEMERIRE RN

PP H AR I S A RS 8 bR A v I R A R RS TR, AT ST 2 BR W4 (SBP) . #F 5k Ik
(DBP). “T-HBIIKIE(MAP) K (PP) 3L 4 T ARG TR ARG, PREFEEES . PRI, S, A, BMI. [
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Bl PR LL(WHER) . WRMH. PRI PRI mifs . AE88-F 5 & BMI ¥ 5 3% 13 WidE M &4 &, FHi
FETMAERL . HAE TALEE . FEAKN 73 (7:3) 5 H10 JE A8 I KR 2 5 W A 48 28 SR 1) 15 R AR 20 5 4 —
;, FykiEH g A YERE AL F) XGBoost.

%40 B R ZE Y B R AE 1 AUC 4 0.697, 7E NHANES #MEBEGHIFEE F ) AUC Jy 0.671. HBARH:
TR RS P 83K T A0 N ML IS F b 0 AR (35 AUC 0.942, 41 AUC 0.830), {EAE 58 4 i B 1 1 132 %
) “arEsid” TR, AR RGNS ER T SRR, TGk, HE, B ARAET
BN M st A 1 e DR 3R 0 v I R 7 1 B B XS B i, R 7R JEy2 s R R A 135 5% R AKFE
BRS04 B TG AR A s fE A

A AR AL AR WA ) ERN S A S SR AR IE B L A AR v I ) A ) 2 e R
Ry, HTRSHERRBNIZ T JE 50 B 2R DU B 32 5 5 2 X P AR Sl KRB RAT i R A 2k B AT
ZINFE 7 LA B A P BA B F 7 v g R SRR T, L% B I N T S (S R

RIS 2E TCVE IR R 3 50T, ARIE S A & 5 10 545 B AT A R0 & fa MA . BT
L AR 5 Sk i R AR AL R X 43 RURE, VS BRI Y L SR ERERAE (Y % UT A Fe bR, BORUPERE XS LU gs
FPENAE 8,

Table 8. Performance comparison between the primary model and the supplementary model

8 FRASHMREREXILE

Y P AUC AhB AUC R R
XGBoost R (# Ifl 48 47) 0.942 0.830 0.806 0.967
XGBoost % BRI (I [ Fa %) 0.697 0.671 0.615 0.668

3.6. RESESIEKRM A

AR 5 A AR A 1) e L SRR TR R A, 45 B I PR 25 5 70 S B SEBR 75 R, B P1=0.15
o Pp=0.42 B ARG IE, RIS 2R MR, T mE NS S, o ERES IR b E ST
JEB iR $E R (2024 SEABITHR)) & 2018 ESC/ESH F8 R AH HEFE[12] [13]. AR AR A B B R AR A, JCHA
RAER R R XS NBAEAE — & R A, HARREE 2 nTF e R 2 o R AT A D 35
G S =TI N INAYa ) SATE A =TI b= el K ey e

0 ] P A i 0L 977 4 i R A DG EESR[12] [13], 1 AS [) AR 5 4 N\ B 1) 22 e Ak 2 T TSR B,
PR A R PP T o AR AT DU e 4 RF 5 — TR 9 A, o KU A DU G R 3 45 5 X
B e Atz s, e S N R BGERAL T TS5 e PRI 12 A 25 B (0 B S . [R5 T4 IF B B2 )2 SHAP
{EL53 BT 25 A 2 18 2 MBS VR, I E BN RV SR e 51 TR AR A AR, Sl
PR RS VPG 5 A A R TR 5, B RGP R EHET A

4. BEE

AWFiHET CHARLS W24 NBFBAFIE MR, M@ HFI0IUE T84 FH . BRI XGBoost =F &
I JE A TR AR, &5 SRR XGBoost #E R ZE A e e, PR IIRAE AUC 4y 0.942, AN IR IE
AUC 4 0.830, Zfbfasett Rir; @ HRE E S SHAP AT 7. IE. BMI S8 ME
RIFIIG OGN R, FFRET AR T =R B R R, AR AR R34t 71k
KR XN FIE FL T, 456 L8R B0EM E B, TR T “TER - R&5 2 - 2%+
il - R T M se Bt IR, RIS, RN TR (0l I 8 bR A B B AT 2 R T I L A
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WHE, EERZ IR 5 U SeBLU RIS T, R T R 5 4R WU
FFAT BB R, 2T 70 TR ) B R A B TG A, D93 2 e IR B 4 B 43 1 mI v ) R T 36 [14]-
[17]. AT, AR RIS A3 T A2 S, AR AL ES A S B0 UE IS PR RE A7 AE — @ 3808, HLAMAR IR AL
PEARYEI — . RN YL RAFAE, BRI IEE 5 T R REA A S T 42 (R [18] [19] -

BnS 3R NSRS 7 T AT R PR 3 A Tl i B, D R R R (1 Do I, R BCR B BL R AL
HESENE: O Xt BMI. JEH S5 AR SR bRt AT MR S AR HEAL AL B, @ 7 H AR AU AT AR R
MBI R L O R BIRFIAU LB IIMER, @ ER . VEN D Z PSR LR,
WRPERERZ W AR IR : ® BB IMANBER VR R AL BAZ FLI0,  DAHE A [F) AT o S s R
RN ZE . AREE PN L P0EHE . B SEAR E bR TP ATIE YIRS Ty St — b
DAY, e AR TS 5 v H 77 4% o )i R AL ML o

EHEWH

PR AE B AN ZR R H (2025CXXL203), B KT HERHERARWT 505 H (54, W H 5 -
KJQN202401139.
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