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Abstract

Globally, chronic liver disease continues to be a major health concern that requires precise predictive models for prompt
detection and treatment. Using the Indian Liver Patient Dataset (ILPD) from the University of California at Irvine’s
UCI Machine Learning Repository, a number of machine learning algorithms are investigated in this study. The main
focus of our research is this dataset, which includes the medical records of 583 patients, 416 of whom have been diagnosed
with liver disease and 167 of whom have not. There are several aspects to this work, including feature extraction and
dimensionality reduction methods like Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA), Factor Analysis (FA), t-distributed Stochastic
Neighbour Embedding (t-SNE), and Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection (UMAP). The purpose of the study is
to investigate how well these approaches work for converting high-dimensional datasets and improving prediction accuracy.
To assess the prediction ability of the improved models, a number of classification methods were used, such as Multi-layer
Perceptron, Random Forest, K-nearest neighbours, and Logistic Regression. Remarkably, the improved models performed
admirably, with Random Forest having the highest accuracy of 98.31% in 10-fold cross-validation and 95.79% in train-test
split evaluation. Findings offer important new perspectives on the choice and use of customized feature extraction and
dimensionality reduction methods, which improve predictive models for patients with chronic liver disease.

Keywords: Machine Learning, Preprocessing, Feature Extraction, LDA, t-SNE, Random Forest, Feature Integration, Liver
Disease

1. Introduction

Over 1.7 million people globally pass away from
a liver disease every year. The 11th most common
cause of death and morbidity worldwide is cirrho-
sis (Cheemerla & Balakrishnan, 2021). Prominent
diseases of the liver include liver cirrhosis, hepati-
tis A, B, and C, fatty liver disease, and liver cancer.
Over 75 million persons worldwide suffer from alco-
hol use disorders associated with liver disease out
of the 2 billion drinkers (approx.) worldwide. In
addition, 400 million adults have diabetes, 2 billion
adults are overweight, and these conditions are risk
factors for cancer and non-alcoholic fatty liver dis-
ease. Drug-induced liver problems are on the rise,
and viral hepatitis is still very common (Asrani et al.,
2019). Liver transplants, the second most common
procedure, meet less than 10% of global needs.

These are definitely fatal illnesses, but if caught
early enough, they can be cured. The signs of liver
disease usually appear only in the later stages of
the illness so, early detection is difficult (Umbare
et al., 2023). This is where machine learning tech-
niques come in handy. They are widely employed
in the healthcare industry, especially when it comes
to the diagnosis and classification of certain diseases
based on information about their features (Javaid et
al., 2022). The increasing concern over chronic liver
disease is what motivated this research. We employ

cutting-edge methods to enhance prediction models
on the Indian Liver Patient Dataset. In order to make
timely treatment decisions for patients with chronic
liver diseases, we are focusing on understanding how
these techniques can improve diagnostic accuracy.

Contribution

• The study introduces a novel and sophisticated
methodology, incorporating IQR-based outlier
replacement, oversampling, and a unique com-
bination of dimensionality reduction techniques
(LDA, FA, t-SNE, UMAP) followed by scaling.

• The study demonstrates outstanding results, par-
ticularly with the Random Forest algorithm,
showcasing accuracy of 98.31% and improved
diagnostic precision.

• The study emphasizes the practical implications
for clinical decision-making, providing nuanced
insights for physicians to effectively apply so-
phisticated techniques in chronic liver disease
diagnosis

• This research also contributes a valuable re-
source for practitioners and researchers, offering
insights to enhance model performance in com-
parable healthcare settings.

The research paper’s second section offers a thor-
ough analysis of the body of existing literature as well
as a thorough summary of all the pertinent studies.
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The investigation’s methodology is explained in Sec-
tion 3, where important details like dataset informa-
tion, preprocessing methods, and feature extraction
method integration are covered in detail. Section 4
presents the research outcomes and findings, provid-
ing an understanding of the conclusions drawn from
the study process. The study’s major findings and
conclusions, which have been discussed throughout
the paper, are summed up in the final section.

2. Literature Survey

A significant burden of chronic liver disease (CLD)
exists worldwide; in 2017, there were 5.2 million
cases, which resulted in 1.48 million deaths in 2019.
The prevalence of cirrhosis has been rising since 1990.
In 2019, disability-adjusted life-years came in at num-
ber 16 out of all diseases and at number 7 among
those aged 50-74 (Liu & Chen, 2022). A growing
trend in alcohol consumption and cirrhosis linked
to NAFLD contrasts (Younossi et al., 2016) with de-
clining viral-associated burdens is seen. The use of
predictive models to forecast the course of the disease,
demonstrating the efficacy of ML in early identifica-
tion. Additionally, effectiveness of machine learning
in detecting problems has been shown, namely in dif-
ferentiating between cirrhosis stages and forecasting
the likelihood of hepatic decompensation (Popa et al.,
2023). ML algorithms are essential for customizing
treatment plans for individuals with CLD. Through
the analysis of large datasets, specific patient fea-
tures, and therapeutic strategy optimization based
on expected outcomes, they offer individualized in-
terventions. Patient results in the management of
CLD have been greatly impacted by the use of ma-
chine learning, which has resulted in more focused
and efficient treatments (Ahn et al., 2021).

When the high death rates associated with liver
disorders were noticed, Bhupathi et al. (2022) investi-
gated machine learning models such as Support Vec-
tor Machines (SVM), Naïve Bayes, K-Nearest Neigh-
bors (KNN), Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA),
and Classification and Regression Trees (CART). No-
tably, KNN achieved 91.7% accuracy, while an autoen-
coder network demonstrated an even higher accuracy
of 92.1%. Dhayanand et al. (2015) found that when
SVM (79.66%) was applied to the Indian Liver Pa-
tient Records dataset, which contained 583 instances
and 11 characteristics, it outperformed Naïve Bayes
(61.28%). Wu et al. (2019) highlighted in their con-
tribution the features that are present in datasets for
fatty liver disease (FLD), such as patient demograph-
ics including age, gender, blood pressure, glucose lev-
els, and liver enzyme levels. When data is collected
using feature generation techniques in traditional ma-

chine learning systems, the input raw feature space
is often highly dimensional and saturated with a
large amount of useless feature information (Amin
et al., 2023). The goal of linear discriminant analy-
sis (LDA), a statistical technique for dimensionality
reduction and classification, is to identify the lin-
ear feature combinations that most effectively divide
data into distinct classes or groups (Batarseh & Free-
man, 2022). A statistical method called factor analysis
(FA) is used to determine the latent components that
underlie the correlations between observed data to
comprehend the underlying structure among them
(Tavakol & Wetzel, 2020). A non-linear dimensional-
ity reduction method called t-Distributed Stochastic
Neighbour Embedding (t-SNE) is frequently used to
visualize high-dimensional data in lower dimensions
while maintaining local structures and emphasizing
clusters or patterns in the data (Cai & Ma, 2021).
Another nonlinear dimensionality reduction method,
noted for its capacity to successfully capture both
local and global features in high-dimensional data,
is called Uniform Manifold Approximation and Pro-
jection (UMAP). It is frequently used for the analysis
and visualization of complex datasets.

Singh et al. (2020) performed a thorough assess-
ment of classifier performance using ILPD and com-
pared results with and without feature selection
strategies. This study focused specifically on how
feature selection affects classifier performance. Inter-
estingly, when feature selection was removed, Logis-
tic Regression showed the highest accuracy (72.50%),
but Random Forest outperformed with an accuracy
of 74.36% after feature selection was added. In or-
der to clarify how feature selection strategies aid
in the improvement of ILPD models, the evaluation
comprised a variety of metrics, such as the num-
ber of examples that were successfully classified, the
Kappa statistic, mean absolute error, and execution
time. The study aimed to guide the development
of more effective and efficient diagnostic models for
liver health assessment by comparing classifiers with
and without feature selection, thereby offering in-
sights into the subtle effects of this approach. Wang
et al. (2015) examined pulse signal analysis in cirrho-
sis patients, fatty liver disease (FLD) patients, and
healthy individuals. Using sophisticated methods
like harmonic fitting and learning algorithms, such as
Principal Component Analysis (PCA), Least Squares
(LS), and Least Absolute Shrinkage and Selection
Operator (LASSO), the research sought to identify
distinguishing patterns that would emphasize differ-
ences between the FLD/cirrhosis and healthy groups.
With seven factors identified, this computer-aided
diagnostic method showed great promise in the field
of Traditional Chinese Medicine (TCM), with an ac-
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curacy rate of over 93%. This highlights its potential
to greatly improve clinical diagnostics and demon-
strates its applicability as a useful instrument in the
evaluation of disorders related to the liver.

Kumar and Sahoo (2013) used a dataset with 583
individuals to present a Rule-Based Classification
Model (RBCM) that combines rule-based and data
mining methods for liver disease prediction. Several
ML, such as Support Vector Machines (SVM), Rule In-
duction (RI), Decision Trees (DT), Naïve Bayes (NB),
and Artificial Neural Networks (ANN), were applied
during their investigation. The Decision Tree (DT)
demonstrated superior performance compared to the
other methods, with remarkable results of 98.46%
accuracy, 95.7% sensitivity, 95.28% specificity, and a
Kappa coefficient of 0.983. The study underscored
the efficacy of the Rule-Based Classification Model,
highlighting its superiority over non-rule-based mod-
els. The remarkable efficacy of DT highlighted the
importance of applying rule-based methods when
discussing the prognosis of liver disease. In addi-
tion to demonstrating the Rule-Based Classification
Model’s strong predictive abilities, this research es-
tablished the model as a useful resource for medical
decision-making regarding the prognosis of liver dis-
ease. Trigka et al. (2023) distinguished between
"Liver-Disease" (LD) and "Non-Liver-Disease" (Non-
LD) classes in their carefully constructed classifica-
tion problem on liver disease prediction. A balanced
dataset of 828 participants was produced by using
the oversampling method (SMOTE) to address class
imbalance. Afterwards, the significance of each fea-
ture was assessed using the three feature ranking
techniques of Pearson Correlation, Gain Ratio, and
Random Forest. Direct bilirubin (DB) was found
to be the most significant feature after a Pearson
correlation analysis showed significant relationships
between a few features. In summary, the most cru-
cial features—DB, TB, and SGOT—were used for the
models’ training and validation. With the use of
multiple ML models and ensemble approaches, the
developed predictive model showed impressive re-
sults in terms of accuracy (80.1%), precision (80.4%),
recall (80.1%), and area under the curve (AUC) (88.4%
post-SMOTE with 10-fold cross-validation).

Muthuselvan et al. (2018) investigated the use of
machine learning algorithms like Naïve Bayes, K-Star,
J48, and Random Tree for the classification of liver
disease. The study concentrated on a dataset that in-
cluded 11 liver health-related parameters and was ob-
tained from the northeastern Indian state of Andhra
Pradesh. In order to prepare the dataset for machine
learning analyses, it underwent extensive exploration
and pre-processing in WEKA. This included actions
like handling missing values, data discretization, and

converting numeric values to nominal ones. The
unique methodology of the study consisted of ana-
lyzing various algorithms to identify the subtleties of
their performances. The results showed that K-Star
executed faster (less than 1 second) and had a reason-
ably competitive accuracy, while Random Tree had
the highest accuracy (74.2%) but required a longer
execution time (0.05 secs). The study’s focus on a va-
riety of algorithms and real-world applicability, along
with WEKA’s user-friendly environment, provided
insightful information for researchers examining ma-
chine learning within the framework of liver disease
prediction as well as educators.

Several classification algorithms, such as the Naive
Bayesian Classifier (NBC), K-Nearest Neighbors (K-
NN), and C4.5, were used in the study by Babu et al.
(2016) to assess how well they predicted liver disease.
These algorithms obtained classification accuracies
of 0.56, 0.64, and 0.69 on the original ILPD dataset,
respectively. But the researchers used a thorough ap-
proach that included feature selection and clustering,
which resulted in the development of an updated
dataset (NDS). The updated dataset showed signifi-
cant gains in classification accuracy: 0.90, 0.95, and
0.93 for K-NN, C4.5, and NBC, respectively. The need
to address issues with inconsistent data and low accu-
racy in clustering and classification techniques led to
the selection of this specific methodology. The num-
ber of attributes or dimensions is a key factor that
affects how well clustering algorithms perform, as the
researchers discovered. They used feature selection
techniques to lower dimension and then put the K-
Means clustering algorithm into practice for unsuper-
vised partitioning in order to lessen these difficulties.
A refined training dataset was produced by validat-
ing the resulting clusters using cross-validation and
expert intuition. The improved results on the NDS
dataset highlight how well this methodology works
to optimize liver disease prediction models.

In a recent study, Sujith et al. (2023) used the ILPD
dataset in a Jupyter Notebook environment to clas-
sify liver diseases using a variety of machine learning
techniques, such as Convolutional Neural Networks
(CNN), Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN), Artificial
Neural Networks (ANN), and Logistic Regression.
Among the methods investigated, CNN achieved the
highest accuracy (67%) and precision (71%) when
optimized with Adamax, making it the most suc-
cessful model. The choice to employ Adamax is in
line with its established efficacy in neural network
model optimization, specifically in managing sparse
gradients and fostering stability throughout the train-
ing process. The researchers’ selection of Adamax
is consistent with its broad use in machine learn-
ing applications and demonstrates its suitability for
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the particular difficulties associated with classifying
liver disease in their study. In order to predict liver
disease based on different attributes, Sivasangari et
al. (2020) investigated the use of three different ma-
chine learning algorithms: SVM, DT and RF. The sug-
gested approach called for gathering data from the
UCI machine learning library, replacing missing val-
ues through preprocessing, and validating the model
through a split train-test approach. The experimental
results, which included confusion matrices and quan-
titative assessments of accuracy, precision, and recall,
demonstrated the usefulness of the models. SVM
achieved the highest accuracy (95.18%) according to
the comparative analysis, while RF showed perfect
precision. The study emphasized the significance of
algorithmic selection and evaluation metrics, and it
provided insightful information about liver disease
prediction through ML.

3. Methodology

In the course of this investigation, the Indian Liver
Disease Dataset (ILPD) was subjected to a thorough
preprocessing regimen, encompassing imputation
and oversampling, data simulation, concatenation,
and outlier replacement. Using dimensionality re-
duction methods, key patterns supporting the classi-
fication of liver disease were extracted. A strong pro-
tocol for efficient data handling was formed by this
methodological approach, which also included opera-
tions like standard scaling, potential data integration,
and outlier management. A rigorous train-test split
and cross-validation approach was used during the
evaluation phase to ensure the reliability of predic-
tive models and reduce the biases associated with
the investigation. This methodical and condensed ap-
proach made it easier to create a thorough framework
for efficient data processing and model building. Fig-
ure 1 visually represents the research methodology.

3.1. Dataset

A useful resource that is often obtained from the
UCI Machine Learning Repository is the Indian Liver
Patient Dataset (ILPD), which has patient medical
attributes mostly pertaining to liver health. Many
characteristics are usually included in this dataset,
including age, gender, liver function tests, symptoms,
alcohol intake, hepatitis history, blood test findings
(bilirubin levels, liver enzymes), and symptoms. Its
target variable shows whether a diagnosis of liver dis-
ease has been made (liver condition: 1) or not (liver
condition: 2 or 0). The ILPD dataset, a moderately
substantial collection of patient records, is used as a

Figure 1: A flow diagram depicting the methodology used in the
study

standard for machine learning research, facilitating
the creation and assessment of models intended to
predict the presence or absence of liver disease. We
converted the ’Target’ variable into a binary format,
which typically indicates whether or not liver disease
has been diagnosed.With this modification, the val-
ues 0 and 1 were mapped to represent the presence
and absence of liver conditions, respectively.

3.2. Preprocessing

3.2.1 Imputation and Oversampling

We methodically preprocessed the data to reduce
class imbalance within the dataset. This included
removing unnecessary columns i.e., Gender as it is
categorical, handling missing values, and uniformly
converting data types. We used the mean of the
’ALB’ column to impute the missing values in the
’A/G’ column (McKnight et al., 2007). With Rando-
mOverSampler, we were able to effectively balance
the distribution of classes. After oversampling, the
class distribution was 1334 (0) and 1330 (1). In order
to reduce bias resulting from missing values and im-
prove the accuracy of statistical measures, imputation
was performed before outlier replacement. In order
to mitigate biases in minority class representation,
oversampling following imputation guaranteed that
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Table 1: Indian Liver Patient Dataset Feature Description

Variable
Name

Type Description Missing
Values

Age Integer Age no
Gender Categorical Gender no
TB Real Num-

ber
Total Bilirubin no

DB Real Num-
ber

Direct Bilirubin no

Alkphos Integer Alkaline Phosphotase no
Sgpt Integer Alamine Aminotrans-

ferase
no

Sgot Integer Aspartate Aminotrans-
ferase

no

TP Real Num-
ber

Total Proteins no

ALB Real Num-
ber

Albumin no

A/G
Ratio

Real Num-
ber

Albumin and Globulin
Ratio

4

Target Binary Absence or presence of
disease

no

synthetic instances reflected a more comprehensive
dataset.

3.2.2. Data Simulation

We generated a synthetic dataset with 1000 sam-
ples and 10 features, where 5 features provided rel-
evant information, 3 were redundant, and 2 were
repeated. This dataset was produced specifically
for a binary classification assignment. The syn-
thetic dataset was then concatenated with the original
dataset.

Let, the dataset matrix is represented by X, where
a feature is represented by a column and a sample
by a row. This is represented mathematically as
X ∈ R1000×10. Xinfo denotes the informative features,
which are intended to hold pertinent data, while Xred
stands for the redundant features. The formulation
in can be written as follows:

Xinfo ∈ R1000×5, Xred ∈ R1000×3

Additionally, Xrep represents the repeated features,
which are duplicated to create variation in the dataset.
Mathematically, this is represented as:

Xrep ∈ R1000×2

This mathematical framework allowed for care-
ful exploration of the behavior of machine learning
models. Informative features aim to capture mean-
ingful patterns, whereas redundant and repeated fea-
tures pose challenges for models to process. Our
understanding of how various types of informa-
tion impact algorithms has improved as a result of
this methodical approach, which has helped with
model design and training methods. Furthermore,

the learned lessons have useful ramifications for im-
proving model applications in various real-world
contexts.

3.2.3. Concatenation

This operation was beneficial as it vertically
stacked the samples from both datasets, creating a
larger dataset that incorporated information from
both sources. By utilizing the combined knowledge
from the simulated and original datasets, it made it
possible to conduct a more thorough analysis and
train the model.

Xoriginal ∈ Rnoriginal×m

Xsimulated ∈ Rnsimulated×m

Xcombined =

[
Xoriginal

Xsimulated

]
(1)

Xcombined ∈ R(noriginal+nsimulated)×m

ycombined =

[
yoriginal

ysimulated

]
(2)

ycombined ∈ Rnoriginal+nsimulated

Aligning the target labels with the combined
dataset was essential for accurate analysis and model
training. The subsequent steps in the data process-
ing pipeline were made easier by the mathematical
process that guaranteed consistency in the dataset
structure.

3.2.4. Outliers Replacement

The Interquartile Range (IQR) is a robust statistical
measure defined as the difference between the third
quartile (Q3) and the first quartile (Q1):

IQR = Q3 − Q1 (3)

The values known as quartiles split a dataset into
four equal sections. The 25th percentile of the data
is represented by the first quartile (Q1), and the 75th
percentile by the third quartile (Q3). Because it is
insensitive to extreme values or dataset outliers, the
IQR is a reliable indicator of spread. By identifying
the distribution of the central 50% of the data, it can
withstand outliers. Lower and upper bounds are
computed in order to identify outliers:

Lower Bound: = Q1 − k × IQR (4)

Upper Bound: = Q3 + k × IQR (5)

where k (1.5 or 3) determines sensitivity.
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To ensure reliability, outliers were then found and
replaced with second quartile values using the IQR
approach. At the same time, second quartile val-
ues were used to imputation for missing values.
These methodical processing steps produced a re-
fined dataset with IQR-based outlier detection, es-
tablishing the foundation for further analytical and
modeling efforts.

3.3. Feature Extraction

Feature extraction stands out as a crucial step in
analysis as it means taking better, more significant
characteristics out of the raw data in order to reduce
dimension. This method seeks to improve data man-
agement and increase the effectiveness of machine
learning models by eliminating unnecessary or super-
fluous features while keeping relevant information
(Alpaydin, 2014). There are several approaches in the
field of feature extraction, which include both linear
and non-linear dimensionality reduction methods.
When integrated, they provide a holistic method for
improving data representation. Combining linear
approaches for dimensionality reduction first and
then using non-linear approaches enables a coop-
erative combination that captures both global and
local data structures (Muixí et al., 2023). The com-
bination of Linear Discriminant Analysis and Factor
Analysis with non-linear methods like t-distributed
Stochastic Neighbor Embedding and Uniform Man-
ifold Approximation and Projection, which is the
driving factor of the investigation, is reflected.

3.3.1. Linear Discriminant Analysis

The goal of LDA is to maximize class separability
while producing a lower-dimensional space (Thar-
wat et al., 2017). This is accomplished by determin-
ing the axes for classification jobs that retain the
most amount of information. LDA prioritizes two
important goals: increasing the between-class scat-
ter, which guarantees that distinct class clusters are
farther apart, and limiting the within-class scatter,
which ensures that data points within the same class
are closer together. The number of projected axes is
determined by either the number of features or the
number of unique classes reduced by one in order to
prevent overfitting and capture the most discrimina-
tive information. LDA maximizes the performance
of classification algorithms by preserving important
class-specific information while identifying a trans-
formation that best divides classes in the smaller
feature space. This is done by computing the scat-
ter matrices reflecting within-class and between-class
variances.

The within-class scatter matrix is defined as:

Sw =
K

∑
i=1

∑
x∈Xi

(x − µi)(x − µi)
T (6)

The between-class scatter matrix is defined as:

Sb =
K

∑
i=1

Ni(µi − µ)(µi − µ)T (7)

Where:
- N = Total number of samples
- K = Number of classes
- xi = Samples from the ith class
- µi = Mean of samples from the ith class
- Sw = Within-class scatter matrix
- Sb = Between-class scatter matrix
- St = Sw + Sb (Total scatter matrix)
By resolving the generalized eigenvalue problem,

LDA seeks to determine the projection vector w that
maximizes the ratio of between-class scatter to within-
class scatter:

S−1
w Sb · w = λw (8)

Where w is the projection vector and λ is the
eigenvalue associated with that vector. A lower-
dimensional subspace that offers the greatest sep-
aration between distinct classes is created from the
data using this projection vector, w.

3.3.2. Factor Analysis

By identifying latent variables—referred to as fac-
tors—that explain correlations between observed vari-
ables, FA is a statistical technique used to reduce the
dimension of a dataset (Smelser & Baltes, 2001). Its
operation is predicated on the idea that fewer unob-
served factors have an impact on observed variables.
FA seeks to identify a lower-dimensional represen-
tation that captures most of the variability in the
data and to summarize the underlying structure by
estimating the associations between the observed
variables using the covariance matrix.The number of
factors to extract is pre-specified, in our case 3, in
order to reveal the key elements of the dataset. Fac-
tor loadings, which show the degree of correlation
between latent factors and observed variables, are cal-
culated by FA. FA also estimates an error term, which
is the unexplained variance or noise in the dataset
that cannot be explained by the factors that have been
found. This error term offers insights into the vari-
ability not captured by the extracted factors and aids
in evaluating the model fit and understanding the
residual variance in the dataset.

Using the covariance matrix, FA calculates the rela-
tionships between the observed variables in an effort
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to find a lower-dimensional representation that sum-
marizes the underlying structure and captures the
majority of the variability in the data (Johnson &
Wichern, 2007). The observed variables’ covariance
matrix (S) can be decomposed into two components
representing common variance due to factors and
unique variance:

S = LLT + Ψ (9)

Where:
- S is the observed variables’ covariance matrix.
- L represents factor loadings.
- Ψ signifies the diagonal matrix representing

unique variances.
FA also estimates an error term, which is the unex-

plained variance or noise in the dataset that cannot be
explained by the factors that have been found. This
error term helps to clarify the residual variance in the
dataset and evaluate the model fit. The estimation
of the error term (Ψ) is derived from the diagonal
elements of the residual covariance matrix:

Ψ = diag(Σ − LLT) (10)

Where:
- Σ is the sample covariance matrix of the observed

variables.
- LLT represents the estimated common variance

due to factors.

3.3.3. t-Distributed Stochastic Neighbour
Embedding

We applied t-SNE, a dimensionality reduction tech-
nique, to combined features that were obtained from
Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) and Factor Anal-
ysis (FA). To create a combined feature set, the re-
duced features that were extracted independently
from LDA (X_lda) and FA (X_fa) were first concate-
nated and then, t-SNE was then used. It was in-
stantiated with three output dimensions and a fixed
random state. t-SNE models high-dimensional data
into a lower-dimensional space while maintaining
the data points’ local structure (Zhou et al., 2018).
In order to facilitate visualization and investigation
of underlying patterns or clusters within the data,
it attempts to represent each high-dimensional data
point in a lower-dimensional space, with dissimilar
data points placed farther away and comparable data
points closer together. As a result, the reduced fea-
tures from the concatenated FA and LDA features ob-
tained via t-SNE weres stored in the resulting X_tsne.
The joint probability pij that a data point xi would
pick xj as its neighbor in the high-dimensional space
is calculated using a Gaussian distribution with the
similarities simi(xj) (van der Maaten et al., 2008):

pij =
exp(−∥xi − xj∥2/2σ2

i )

∑k ̸=i exp(−∥xi − xk∥2/2σ2
i )

(11)

where σi is the Gaussian distribution’s variance
computed using the high-dimensional space’s data
point distances.

A Student’s t-distribution with degrees of freedom
df and the Euclidean distances ∥yi − yj∥2 between
the low-dimensional representations are used to de-
termine the joint probability qij that xi would select
xj as its neighbor in the low-dimensional space:

qij =
(1 + ∥yi − yj∥2)−1

∑k ̸=i(1 + ∥yi − yk∥2)−1 (12)

The goal of t-SNE optimization is to minimize the
KL divergence between the distributions. P = {pij}
and Q = {qij}, which is given by:

C = KL(P||Q) = ∑
i

∑
j

pij log
pij

qij
(13)

The algorithm iteratively adjusts the low-
dimensional representations Y = {yi} to minimize
this cost function by employing gradient descent. By
exposing underlying patterns or clusters, this proce-
dure aids in maintaining the local structure of the
data points in the low-dimensional space.

3.3.4. Uniform Manifold Approximation and
Projection

UMAP effectively extracts local and global struc-
tures from high-dimensional data while provid-
ing better data relationship preservation in lower-
dimensional spaces (McInnes et al., 2018). After
LDA, FA, and t-SNE, we presented a unique computa-
tional step wherein we configured a three-component
UMAP model, which differs from the parameteriza-
tions used in the previous methods. UMAP sought
to maximize the preservation based on the ideas of
manifold learning. In contrast to the linear separa-
bility emphasis of LDA, the latent variable extrac-
tion of FA, or the probabilistic modeling of t-SNE,
which focuses on local structures, UMAP used a
topological approach, giving complex manifold rela-
tionships within the data priority. This customized
method produced an improved three-dimensional
model that provided a fresh viewpoint different from
previous methods. The objective function minimized
by UMAP is given by:

arg min
Y

 N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1
f (dij ) log

 f (dij )

f (d̂ij )

+ λ
N
∑

i=1

N
∑

j=1
(1 − wij )(d̂ij − dij )

2

 (14)

Where:
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- Y represents the low-dimensional embedding that
UMAP tries to optimize.

- N denotes the number of data points or instances
in the dataset.

- f () is a function that operates on pairwise dis-
tances dij between data points i and j in the original
high-dimensional space.

- dij and d̂ij are the actual and approximated dis-
tances, respectively, between data points i and j in
the high-dimensional space.

- λ is a parameter that controls the trade-off be-
tween preserving local and global structure in the
lower-dimensional embedding.

-wij represents weights associated with the pair-
wise distances between data points

3.4. Feature Integration

3.4.1. Integration

We intentionally diverged from the proposal put
forth by Vaidya and Vaidya (2022), which recom-
mended replacing outliers following dimensionality
reduction. This choice was carefully considered in
light of the need to preserve data integrity and lessen
the effect of outliers, particularly when employing
t-SNE. t-SNE is intrinsically sensitive to outliers be-
cause it seeks to preserve local structures in the data.
By giving outlier replacement precedence over di-
mensionality reduction, the intrinsic structure of the
data is faithfully captured in the lower-dimensional
space by taking care to shield data points from the
perturbing effects of extreme values.

By reducing the divergence between probability
distributions, the t-SNE algorithm highlights the simi-
larities between nearby points and largely ignores the
global structure. According to Halladin-Dabrowska
et al. (2019), outliers can significantly impact the lo-
cal structure and result in skewed representations in
the lower-dimensional space by drawing or repelling
neighboring points. The t-SNE cost function uses
pairwise similarities, and the extreme values of out-
liers can disproportionately impact the optimization
process and have a discernible impact on the visual-
ization that is generated. The t-SNE cost function is
defined by the Kullback-Leibler divergence between
the conditional probabilities of pairs of data points
in the high-dimensional space and their equal pairs
in the low-dimensional space (van der Maaten et
al., 2008). This can be expressed mathematically as
equation (13). In contrast, LDA searches for a lower-
dimensional space where the maximum separation
between different classes exists. LDA is less prone
to outliers since it is a linear method that focuses on
the global structure and class separability. Outliers
have less of an impact on the determination of the

discriminant axes because LDA is based on the over-
all distribution of data points and their class labels.
Class separability in the feature space is emphasized
by the LDA’s objective.

3.4.2. Scaling

The StandardScaler was used to normalize the
dataset’s features. A common technique used to
make sure features are on a similar scale is standard
scaling. In the underlying mathematics, each fea-
ture is transformed independently by dividing by
its standard deviation and subtracting its mean. In
mathematical terms, the transformation for a feature
Xi in the dataset is X′

i =
Xi−mean(Xi)

std(Xi)
(15).

The scaling guarantees that all features are on an
equalized scale, which is important for models that
depend on distance metrics (e.g., support vector ma-
chines or k-nearest neighbors) or other features that
are sensitive to feature scales. By taking the mean
out of every feature, it accomplishes mean centering,
which makes features easier to compare and under-
stand. Additionally, StandardScaler maintains the
data’s distributional shape, which makes it a good
option when the analysis depends on preserving the
original distribution. Although there are other scal-
ing techniques such as Robust and Min-Max scaling,
StandardScaler is especially suitable in cases where
the features have a distribution that is roughly nor-
mal.

3.5. Model Assessment

3.5.1. Train-Test Split

We used stratified splitting to maintain class pro-
portions when separating the dataset into training
(75%) and testing (25%) subsets. Reproducibility was
guaranteed by the random state of 42. This division
made it possible to train and assess models indepen-
dently for an objective appraisal of performance.

3.5.2. Cross Validation

10-fold cross-validation was also used to assess the
of the model. Using this method, the dataset was
divided into 10 subsets, 9 of which were used for
training and one for validation, alternately.

4. Results and Discussion

We used multiple dimensionality reduction tech-
niques on our dataset and sought to compress the
feature space: LDA concentrated on class separabil-
ity, FA captured latent variables, t-SNE prioritized
local structures, and UMAP preserved both local and
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global structures in lower dimensions. The ensuing
discourse contrasts and evaluates these methodolo-
gies, accentuating their individual merits and demer-
its in proficiently portraying intricate data structures.
The algorithms used were LR, MLP, KNN and RF.

4.1. Visualization and Evaluation

4.1.1. ROC Curves

Figure 2: ROC curves in 10-fold CV

Figure 3: ROC curves in Train-Test Split

The ability of each model to differentiate be-
tween classes was clearly shown by figures 2 and
3. Above all False Positive Rate thresholds, Random
Forest maintained higher True Positive Rates than
the others. KNN and MLP showed moderate discrim-
inatory abilities, while Logistic Regression exhibited
relatively lower discriminatory power.

4.1.2. Precision-Recall Curves

The curve for precision and recall for each algo-
rithm was figures 4 and 5. Across a range of recall

thresholds, Random Forest and Multi-Layer Percep-
tron demonstrated superior precision levels and out-
performed Logistic Regression and K-Nearest Neigh-
bors.

Figure 4: Precision-Recall curves in 10-fold cross validation

Figure 5: Precision-Recall curves in Train-Test Split

Random Forest demonstrated its superior ability
to retrieve relevant instances without sacrificing pre-
cision in the train-test split analysis, as evidenced by
its ability to maintain higher precision levels across a
range of recall thresholds. While KNN demonstrated
remarkable precision but marginally worse recall per-
formance, MLP demonstrated balanced but moderate
performance whereas Logistic Regression fell out.

4.1.3. Evaluation Metrics Bar chart

Evaluation metrics were used to gauge model per-
formance, depicted in a bar chart represented in
figures 6 and 7. Random Forest led with 98.31%
accuracy, while KNN followed at 86.62%. Recall
ranged from 62.81% (Logistic Regression) to 98.42%
(Random Forest), with precision at 98.20% (Random
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Figure 6: Bar chart representing evaluation metrics for each algorithm in 10-fold cross validation

Figure 7: Bar chart representing evaluation metrics for each algorithm in Train-Test Split

Forest) and 92.30% (KNN). In cross-validation, Ran-
dom Forest peaked at 98.315% F1-Score, matching
its AUC and accuracy. In the train-test split analysis,
Random Forest excelled across all metrics: 95.79%
accuracy, 97.79% precision, and 99.53% AUC. KNN
followed closely with strong precision (90.84%) and
accuracy (85%). MLP showed moderate, balanced
predictive capabilities whereas Logistic Regression
was lagging behind.

4.1.4. Runtime Bar Chart

According to the runtime analysis, the models’
computational requirements varied, with KNN re-
quiring the least amount of time (0.05 seconds) and
MLP requiring the longest (1.74 seconds) as shown in
the figure 8. This difference emphasizes how crucial

Figure 8: Runtime of different algorithms
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it is to take computational efficiency into account
when choosing a model. Our study was carried out
on a system that had an Intel Core i-7 with 16 GB
RAM and a 10th generation CPU, and it provided
insight into how well the model performed in dif-
ferent computing environments. Making informed
decisions about which models to use for specific com-
putational configurations is made easier by this short
runtime curve.

4.1.5. Calibration Curve

Brier Scores, which measure the precision of pre-
dicted probabilities, were carefully used to evaluate
the calibration efficiency of the models. The calibra-
tion of the logistic regression was deemed acceptable,
as evidenced by its moderate Brier Score of 0.2028.
In contrast, with a score of 0.1113, KNN demon-
strated better calibration. Among them, Random For-
est performed the best out of all of them as shown
in figure 9, with a considerably lower Brier Score of
0.0351, indicating higher probability prediction accu-
racy. Comparable to KNN in terms of performance
was the MLP, with a Brier Score of 0.1157.

Figure 9: Learning curve for different algorithms in train-test
split

The use of a calibration curve is justified by its
capacity to provide information about model relia-
bility by illuminating the relationship between ex-
pected probabilities and actual results. Isotonic Re-
gression refines the accuracy of probability estimates
by transforming predicted probabilities to closely
match observed frequencies, thus improving calibra-
tion even further. Interestingly, Random Forest turns
out to be the best calibration technique, outperform-
ing MLP, KNN, and Logistic Regression. This as-
sessment provides important information about the
models’ ability to produce accurate probability esti-
mates, which is crucial for applications that depend

on well-calibrated forecasts. The results of the study
highlight the need of using reliable calibration meth-
ods, with Random Forest demonstrating particularly
good results.

4.1.6. Learning Curve for Random Forest

Analyzing learning curves to investigate the Ran-
dom Forest classifier’s performance revealed fascinat-
ing dynamics as per figures 10 and 11. The training
score, represented by the blue line, demonstrated im-
pressive stability, indicating a constant high accuracy
over the course of exposure to the training dataset.
By comparison, the cross-validation (CV) score (or-
ange line) started at around 76% and rises steadily
as the training dataset grows to 95.79%, suggesting
improved generalization. The CV score’s upward tra-
jectory indicated that the model skillfully integrated
more training data to improve its predictive abilities
on cases that had not yet been observed.

Figure 10: Learning curve for random forest in train-test split

Figure 11: Learning curve for random forest in 10-fold cross
validation

The CV score increased dramatically to 98.31%
during the learning curve plotting with a 10-fold
cross-validation, starting at about 77%. This addi-
tional knowledge strengthens the model’s robustness
by highlighting its ability to generalize across vari-
ous folds. A well-generalized model is implied by
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the training score’s consistent stability and the CV
score’s convergence towards it. The decreasing differ-
ence between the two scores is noteworthy because it
highlights the model’s resistance to overfitting. The
model is especially well-suited for the task at hand be-
cause of its balanced learning process, which places
it in an adaptive position to handle different training
dataset sizes. In conclusion, the learning curve story
illustrated a Random Forest model that balanced sta-
bility and flexibility, demonstrating complex learning
dynamics for successful generalization.

4.1.7. Confusion Matrix for Random Forest

When assessing the RF model for disease predic-
tion, the use of a confusion matrix produced informa-
tive results. The matrix, in figure 12, demonstrated
the model’s ability to correctly identify 313 cases of
liver disease (LD) and 329 cases of non-liver disease
(NLD). In addition to exposing five instances of mis-
classifying NLD as LD and 19 cases of misclassifying
LD as NLD, this impressive performance was tainted
by errors. A confusion matrix, which provides a thor-
ough breakdown of true positives (TP), true negatives
(TN), false positives (FP), and false negatives (FN),
was crucial in conducting a thorough evaluation of
the model’s predictive abilities.

Figure 12: Confusion matrix for random forest in train-test split

These results not only showed that the model could
produce accurate predictions, but they also high-
lighted some areas that still required work. The
confusion matrix was a useful tool for a more ac-
curate and nuanced assessment of the RF model’s
performance in liver disease prediction because it
presented these nuanced metrics.

4.2. Performance of different algorithms

When we evaluated the models’ performance us-
ing cross-validation and train-test splits, the Random
Forest model consistently performed better in both

Table 2: Performance of different algorithms in 10-fold cross
validation

Model Accuracy
(%)

Precision
(%)

Recall
(%)

F1-Score
(%)

AUC (%)

Logistic
Regres-
sion

66.86 68.35 62.81 65.46 66.86

MLP 79.08 80.21 77.21 78.68 79.08
KNN 86.62 92.30 80.04 85.65 86.62
Random
Forest

98.31 98.20 98.42 98.315 98.313

Table 3: Performance of different algorithms in train-test split

Model Accuracy
(%)

Precision
(%)

Recall
(%)

F1-Score
(%)

AUC (%)

Logistic
Regres-
sion

68.46 69.55 65.36 67.39 73.68

MLP 84.38 84.75 83.73 84.24 92.13
KNN 85.00 90.84 77.71 83.76 91.96
Random
Forest

95.79 97.79 93.67 95.69 99.53

cases as shown in tables 2 and 3. With a remark-
able accuracy of 95.79% in the train-test split, the
Random Forest model outperformed Logistic Regres-
sion (68.46%), KNN (85%), and MLP (84.38%). In
the same way, the Random Forest continued to out-
perform the other models in cross-validation, with a
mean accuracy of 98.31%. Because of its consistent
high performance, the Random Forest model is po-
sitioned as dependable and strong for the particular
dataset, indicating its potential for precise predictions
in real-world applications.

Figure 13: Heatmap for different algorithms in 10-fold cross
validation

The Random Forest’s consistent performance in
a variety of assessment methods highlights both its
adaptability to generalize well on unknown data and
its resistance to overfitting. Because of its resilience,
it is a sensible option for predictive modeling in situ-
ations similar to the dataset under study.Our analy-
sis’s results highlight the Random Forest’s potential
for precise forecasts, promoting its use in real-world
applications that demand strong predictive abilities.
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4.3. Comparative Analysis

In comparison to recent state-of-the-art studies,
this comparative evaluation in table 4 highlights the
superior performance of our proposed method on
the ILPD dataset and demonstrates its efficacy in
achieving high predictive accuracy. The table shows
that our strategy—which used Random Forest (RF) in
particular—achieved the highest accuracy of 98.31%,
outperforming all other approaches. Interestingly,

Table 4: Performance comparison of recent state-of-the-art stud-
ies with proposed method on the ILPD dataset

Author(s) Year Protocol Classifiers Accuracy
(%)

Amin et al. 2023 Cross RF 88.10
Validation MLP 83.53

Ensemble 82.09
KNN 67.90
SVM 67.90
LR 55.40

Niha et al. 2023 Train-test LR 76.575
Split RF 74.28

KNN 70.20
Anthonysamy 2023 Train-test HVC 78.62
and Babu Split MLP 77.24

SVM 76.55
KNN 73.10

Bhupathi et al. 2022 CRISP-DM Auto en-
coders

92.1

KNN 91.7
CART 83.6
SVM 78.1
LDA 70.9
Naive
Bayes

65.1

Sivasangari et al. 2022 Train-test SVM 95.18
Split, Cross RF 92.77
Validation DT 87.95

Ghosh et al. 2021 Train-test RF 83.76
Split XGBoost 82.05

SVM 81.20
KNN 81.20
LR 79.49
DT 79.49
AdaBoost 76.07

Panwar et al. 2021 Train-test SVM 74.09
Split DT 72.54

RF 72.02
LR 71.50
Naive
Bayes

57.51

Kuzhippallil et al. 2020 Genetic RF 88
Algorithm XGBoost 86

Light
GBM

86

SE 85
DT 84
GB 84
AdaBoost 83
MLP 82
KNN 79
LR 76

Proposed Cross RF 98.31
Method Validation KNN 86.62

MLP 79.08
LR 66.86

KNN and MLP also showed significant accuracy at

86.62% and 79.08%, respectively, proving the effec-
tiveness of our approach.

RF demonstrated the highest accuracy at 88.10%
when used in a cross-validation protocol by Amin
et al. (2023), followed by MLP at 83.53%. Niha et al.
(2023) examined RF, KNN and LR in train-test split.
LR obtained an 87.16% F1 score, 76.57% accuracy,
75.00% precision, and 99.50% recall. KNN showed
84.32% F1 score, 84.90% recall, 83.10% precision, and
70.20% accuracy. RF displayed an 80.32% F1 score,
77.90% recall, 84.40% precision, and 74.28% accuracy.
The study evaluated TP, TN, FP, and FN rates with a
focus on liver disease classification. These outcomes
demonstrated the effectiveness of the algorithms and
offered insightful information about how they might
be used for machine learning tasks involving classifi-
cation and predictive modeling.

In order to predict liver disease, Anthonysamy and
Babu (2023) used machine learning algorithms such
as RF, KNN, and LR. Scaling, column elimination,
and KNN-imputer for null values were all part of
the data preprocessing. The Hard Voting Classifier
(HVC) and MLP were introduced. HVC came out
to be better than other classifiers, according to the
results, with 78.62% accuracy, 80% specificity, 87%
F-score, 78% precision, and 78% recall. 77% accu-
racy, 100% specificity, 87% F-Score, 77% precision,
and 100% recall were attained by MLP. 96% recall,
76% accuracy, and 96% specificity were attained by
SVM using an RBF kernel. KNN showed 89% recall,
73% accuracy, and 89% specificity. Bhupathi et al.
(2022) carried out a study in 2022 to evaluate dif-
ferent classifiers in compliance with the CRISP-DM
(Cross-Industry Standard Process for Data Mining)
protocol. Notably, their results showed that autoen-
coders, with an astounding accuracy score of 92.1%,
emerged as the most accurate classifier. Using a
train-test split and cross-validation, Sivasangari et
al. (2022) found that SVM had the highest accuracy,
at 95.18%. Ghosh et al. (2021) investigated liver
disease prediction using RF, KNN, SVM, Decision
Tree, and other ensemble methods. The methodology
included feature scaling as a necessary preprocess-
ing step prior to training datasets with sizes ranging
from 50% to 90%. RF was clearly the most successful
algorithm, with accuracy of 83.76%, precision of 87%,
recall of 93.5%, and an F1 score of 90.1%. RF’s AUC
was 81.3%.

Panwar et al. (2021) used advanced pre-processing
techniques, such as replacing missing values with
null values and their corresponding instances, in
order to detect chronic liver disease. An approach
that combined filter and wrapper techniques was
used to carefully select features. Through correlation
analysis, attributes with a correlation of greater than
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70% were first disregarded. Training (70%) and test
(30%) sets were created from the dataset through ran-
domization. SVM achieved an impressive accuracy
of 74.09%. Various classification algorithms were
implemented, including Naïve Bayes, LR, RF, and
Support Vector Machine. Kuzhipallil et al. (2020)
looked at preliminary data analysis, using data pre-
processing methods like imputation, label encoding,
duplicate value removal, resampling, and outlier de-
tection, as well as data exploration to summarize
and visualize patterns. Feature selection was made
easier by genetic algorithms, which optimized input
features for predictive models. Several machine learn-
ing algorithms, including shortened versions like RF
and XGBoost, were used for classification. Light-
GBM and Stacking Estimator showed the highest
accuracy (88%) in the study, highlighting enhanced
performance following feature selection and outlier
removal.

Using a cross-validation protocol, proposed
method outperformed all other studies with RF ob-
taining an astounding accuracy of 98.31%. Signifi-
cantly, KNN and MLP also showed good accuracy at
86.62% and 79.08%, respectively, proving the effec-
tiveness of the suggested methodology.

5. Conclusion

Our thorough investigation of ML algorithms for
the diagnosis of CLD highlights the efficacy of vari-
ous strategies. Notably, with consistently high accu-
racy rates, the RF model proved to be the most suc-
cessful. Although preprocessing steps like replacing
outliers and oversampling are important, the main
focus of this study is the unified approach that com-
bined non-linear (t-SNE, UMAP) and linear (LDA,
FA) techniques for dimensionality reduction and fea-
ture integration. The reliability of our evaluations
was guaranteed by carefully verifying and improving
model performance using train-test splits and 10-fold
cross-validation.

Subsequent studies in the field of chronic liver dis-
ease detection may explore sophisticated anomaly de-
tection strategies and ensemble approaches, thereby
expanding the potential to detect subtle indicators
of the disease. The potential to strengthen the ef-
fectiveness of predictive models by adding extra
clinical data beyond non-standard laboratory test-
ing is promising. Furthermore, incorporating more
dimensionality reduction techniques like PCA, and
incremental feature selection could provide a more
in-depth understanding of the features of the dis-
ease. Deep Belief Networks (DBNs), autoencoders,
Non-negative Matrix Factorization (NMF), Random
Forest using Particle Swarm Optimization (RF with

PSO) could also be used. There is a chance that
the detection of chronic liver disease will advance
significantly with the use of these nuanced data anal-
ysis techniques, which seek to improve diagnostic
precision and broaden the coverage of detection al-
gorithms.
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