
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
Table S1. Performance of all machine learning models for gynecologic cancer classification using predictive ability with 95% confidence intervals
Fig S1. Process of training and evaluation for machine learning models
Fig S2. PCA score plots of plasma samples in study participants. (A) cervical cancer (CC), endometrial cancer (EC), and ovarian cancer (OC), (B) cervical cancer, endometrial cancer, ovarian cancer, and healthy controls, (C) gynecologic cancer (GC) and healthy controls
Fig S3. AUC plot of random forest model for multi-classification by 1,000 repeated 5-fold cross validation for the tuning parameters
Fig S4. Comparison of concentration differences among four groups for (A) Proline betain and (B) Paraxanthine
*p < 0.05; CC, cervical cancer; EC, endometrial cancer; OC, ovarian cancer.
Fig S5. AUC plots according to the number of bootstrap training data in four models. (A) Lasso Logistic Regression, (B) Random Forest, (C) Boosting, and (D) Linear kernel Support Vector Machine.
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