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ABSTRACT

Objectives: Firstly, we aimed to develop a system capa-
ble of detecting multiple cardiac abnormalities simulta-
neously from 12-lead ECG recordings. Secondly, we tried
to improve the detection by analyzing the relationship
between imbalanced datasets and optimal classification
thresholds. Methods: A novel fusion of Convolution Po-
sitional Encoder and Transformer Encoder was used to
solve the multi-label classification problem. We used a
proper evaluation metric called area under the precision-
recall curve (AUPRC) that enabled us to analyze the
precision-recall trade-off and find the optimal thresholds.
Results: Having outperformed other popular deep net-
works, the model achieved the highest AUPRC of 0.96
and fi-score of 0.90 on 42511-sample datasets. We also
found the negative correlation coefficient of -0.68 be-
tween optimal thresholds and the proportion of positive
samples. Significance & Conclusion: This study com-
pared the performances of different deep learning archi-
tectures on a medical problem and showed the potential
of advanced techniques in capturing spatial, temporal
features alongside attention mechanisms. It also intro-
duced how to reduce the impact of imbalanced datasets
and find optimal classification thresholds.

Keywords— electrocardiogram, deep learning,
transformer, decision support system

1. INTRODUCTION

Cardiovascular diseases have been increasingly com-
mon in modern society nowadays, thus it is imperative
to develop techniques to deal with those. One of the
most effective tools to analyze and diagnose such dis-
eases is the electrocardiogram (ECG), and making auto-
matic diagnoses from ECG recordings has become vitally
important. Traditionally, there were several techniques
that used machine learning to automatically diagnose
cardiovascular diseases. For example, [1-3] employed
Support Vector Machine (SVM) [4] and Decision Tree
[5]. However, conventional machine learning algorithms

require a manual feature engineering process. It is of-
ten time-consuming and a number of potential features
in the ECG signals may be neglected. To deal with this
problem, modern deep learning methods have been in-
troduced to automatically extract a far larger number of
latent features in the data. For example, [6-9] used Con-
volutional Neural Network (CNN) [10] and Long Short
Term Memory (LSTM) [11] to capture the spatial and
temporal information from the signals. However, these
studies assumed that the abnormalities were mutually
exclusive, i.e., one recording had no more than one ab-
normality, whereas in practice, patients can suffer from
multiple cardiac abnormalities simultaneously. In addi-
tion, a wide range of research works analyzed the perfor-
mance of one deep neural network on different datasets,
thus there was a lack of comparisons of multiple neural
network models on the same dataset, which could give us
insights into how they would perform on medical data.
Besides, medical datasets are often imbalanced, i.e., the
proportion of negative samples are far higher than that
of positive ones, thus it is vital to use proper methods for
assessment. Previous studies such as [6-8, 12, 13] used
fi-score [14] to evaluate their models. Though f;-score
can fairly take positive and negatives samples into con-
sideration, it does not consider the whole threshold range
[0, 1]. Instead, it uses the default value of 0.5: if the out-
put probability is lower than that value, then its original
signal will be classified as negative, and otherwise. There
may exist an optimal threshold value that balances the
precision-recall trade-off and maximizes fi-score, along-
side the correlation between that optimal value and the
proportion of positive samples.
Major contributions of this work are as follows:

e We developed a model that could detect multiple
cardiac issues simultaneously, rather than consid-
ering mutually exclusive abnormalities.

e We trained and tested a fusion of recent advance-
ments in Deep Learning: Residual Convolution
for exploring spatial features; Positional Encoder
which is able to capture temporal information in
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parallel, and Transformer Encoder to utilize atten-
tion mechanisms. The model outperformed other
well-known architectures in detecting all abnor-
malities.

o We evaluated our model in the whole classification
threshold range [0,1], and found optimal thresh-
old value for each cardiac abnormality. We also
showed the negative correlation between the opti-
mal threshold and the proportion of positive sam-
ples.

2. EXPLORATORY DATA ANALYSIS

We used three public datasets for the PhysioNet
Challenge 2020 [15, 16], which were collected from mul-
tiple sources in three different continents. The first
source was the dataset from the China Physiological
Signal Challenge 2018 (CPSC2018) [17], Southeast Uni-
versity, China. It has a total of 10,330 recordings (5,542
males, 4,788 females), sampled at 500 Hz, with vary-
ing durations from 10 to 60 seconds. The second one
was from the Physikalisch Technische Bundesanstalt
(PBT-XL) [18, 19], Brunswick, Germany, with a total
of 21,837 recordings (11,379 males and 10,458 females),
sampled at 500 Hz for 10 seconds. The last data source
was the Georgia 12-Lead ECG Challenge Database [20],
collected at Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia, USA.
This dataset consists of 5,551 male and 4,793 female
recordings, yielding a total of 10,344. They were also
sampled for 10 seconds at 500 Hz. In total, there were
42,511 recordings in our datasets.

To be compatible with deep neural networks, all data
samples must have the same length. Since the CPSC2018
dataset has variable-length recordings, we either padded
or truncated some recordings, to increase or reduce their
length to a target one. In the three datasets, 35,948
out of 42,511 recordings last 10 seconds, amounting to
more than 84%. Therefore, we chose 10-second as the
target duration, corresponding to the sequence length of
10 x 500 = 5000. All recordings that were longer than
10 seconds were truncated evenly on both sides. For
example, if a recording lasted 60 seconds from 0 to 59,
we kept the middle 10-second sub-recording from 25 to
34 and eliminated the rest.

We trained our model to detect 13 cardiac types: a
normal class (Normal Sinus Rhythm - NSR) and 12 ab-
normalities, namely 1st Degree AV Block (IAVB), Ab-
normal QRS (abQRS), Atrial Fibrillation (AF), Left An-
terior Fascicular Block (LAnFB), Left Axis Deviation
(LAD), Left Bundle Branch Block (LBBB), Left Ventric-
ular Hypertrophy (LVH), Myocardial Infarction (MI),
Myocardial Ischemia (MIs), Right Bundle Branch Block
(RBBB), Sinus Bradycardia (SB) and Sinus Tachycardia

(STach). Table 1 shows the dataset statistics.

3. METHODS

This section gives details about the proposed CNN-
TE model, whose block diagram is shown in Figure 1.
We describe the role of each module in the diagram as
follows.

3.1. Convolution

Convolutional Neural Networks have been widely
used in Computer Vision and even Natural Language
Processing applications, such as object detection, ob-
ject recognition [21, 22|, sentiment analysis [23]. The
key components of such networks are convolutional lay-
ers, which capture spatial information and expand the
feature representation of the input tensors. In other
words, it reduces the spatial dimension and increases
the feature dimension. Thus these layers should perform
well on tasks related to processing images (2D array) or
time-series signals (1D array).

In this study, we built a convolutional module which
mainly consisted of 8 residual blocks [24], as illustrated
in Figure 2. Given 12-lead ECG recordings as its in-
put in the format of a tensor with shape (batch_size,
sequence_length, num_features) = (256, 5000, 12) , this
block reduced the sequence length (spatial dimension)
from 5000 to 157, and increased the feature dimen-
sion from 12 to 512, to output a tensor with shape
(256,157,512).

3.2. Positional Encoder

ECG recordings can be considered to be time-series
data, thus they might contain latent temporal informa-
tion. It would be beneficial if such information could
be captured. Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN) such as
Gated Recurrent Units (GRU) [25] or Long Short Term
Memory (LSTM) [11] have been widely used for that
purpose. However, those recurrent models learn tempo-
ral representation from the data sequentially, i.e, they
must have the result at timestep ¢ — 1 available to com-
pute the result at timestep t, thus require a long training
time. In this study, the Positional Encoder [26] was em-
ployed to inject the temporal information of the input
recordings into themselves. This module is capable of
capturing the information in parallel.

Let X € R4 denotes an input recording of the
block, where [ is the length of the recording, d is the
number of features at each position. The Positional En-
coder encodes the position P € R**? of X and outputs
P + X. The position P is computed by sine and cosine
functions as follows:
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CPSC2018 PBT-XL Georgia Total % |

Class IAVB 828 797 769 2394 5.63
abQRS 0 3389 0 3389 7.97
AF 1374 1514 570 3458 8.13
RBBB 1971 542 570 3083 7.25
LAnFB 0 1626 180 1806 4.25
LAD 0 5146 940 6086 14.32
NSR 922 18092 1752 20766 48.85
LBBB 274 536 231 1041 2.45
LVH 158 2359 1232 3749 8.82
MI 376 5261 7 5644 13.28
MIs 384 2175 0 2559 6.02
SB 45 637 1677 2359 5.55
STach 303 826 1261 2390 5.62
Gender | Male 5542 11379 5551 22472
(53.6%) (52.1%) (563.7%)  (52.9%)
Female 4788 10458 4793 20039
(46.4%) (47.9%) (46.3%) (47.1%)
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Table 1. Dataset Summary
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Fig. 1. Block diagram of the CNN-TE model

Pi,gj = sm(z/lOOOOQJ/d), Pi,2j+1 = COS(i/100002j/d)

Here, 7 = 0,...,l—1 represents the position of each el- were added, then passed to the Transformer Encoder.
ement in the recording, j = 0, ..., [(d—1)/2] refers to the
feature dimension. Specifically, after the convolutional
module, the recording length was { = 157 and the num-
ber of features was d = 512. Since P; 2; and P; 9541 are

independent of other components at i — 1,7 —2,.. ., they
can be computed in parallel, resulting in faster training
time. The input and output of the positional encoder
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Fig. 2. Convolutional module

3.3. The Transformer Encoder
3.3.1. Multi-head Attention

Attention mechanism [27, 28], based on the idea
in cognitive science that we should focus on some key
parts when processing a huge amount of information,
is one of the most powerful techniques in Deep Learn-
ing nowadays. Mathematically, suppose that an at-
tention layer has a "memory”, in which past informa-
tion has been stored in the form of n key-value pairs:
(k1,v1),...,(Kn,vy,), with k; € R%*, v; € R%. Given
an input q € R%, called a query, the attention layer
returns an output that has some parts being focused
more than others, based on the following procedure.

Firstly, the layer computes the similarity s = (s1, ..., S,)

of the input query q with each key ki, ...k, by a scor-
ing function S:

S = S(q7 k’L)

The scoring functions S are often either dot-product
or multi-layer perceptron [29]. The Transformer archi-
tecture uses scaled dot-product attention (DPA) [26],
which is defined by:

<q’ ki>
Vd
Here the query q and the key k; have the same dimen-
sion dy = di, = d, (q,k;) is the dot-product of the two
d-dimensional vectors q and k;. The dot-product is then
scaled by a factor of % to prevent vanishing gradients

S(q7 kz) =

when d is large [26].
Then, the similarities are passed through a softmax
function to produce attention weights w = [wy, ..., w,]:

w = softmax(s)

or
exp(si)
2 j—1exp(s;)
Finally, the attention layer’s output o is determined
by the weighted sum of the values:

n
o = E W;iVi.
i=1

w; =

In short, the DPA can be described as:

QK"

DPA(Q,K,V) = softmax( 7

'V

where Q € R"*4 K € R"*¢ V € R"*% are arrays
of query, key and value vectors.

The Transformer used self-attention mechanisms, in
which the query, key, and value are identically taken from
each element of the input sequence. Figure 3 shows the
architecture of a multi-head attention layer. Instead of
processing the entire d-dimensional queries, keys, and
values, the Transformer Encoder split the feature dimen-
sion equally into h DPA blocks called heads, projects the
queries, keys, and values with 3 Linear layers, performs
the attention function parallelly, then concatenate the
results from each head, and eventually passes the con-
catenated result to a final Linear layer. This mecha-
nism enables the model to focus on different feature sub-
spaces at different positions. Moreover, the output can
be computed in parallel, thus the multi-head attention
layer should be more efficient than sequential-computing
recurrent neural networks.

»| Concat |«

Scaled Dot-product Attention

Scaled Dot-product Attention

N

| Linear | | Linear | | Linear |

| Linear | | Linear | | Linear |

Queries Keys Values

Fig. 3. Multi-head Attention

In this study, the input queries, keys, and values
of the multi-head attention block were duplicates of
the convolution’s output after being positional encoded.
Then, the three’s feature dimension would be equally
split for A = 2 parallel attention heads, each had the
same feature dimension dy, = d, = d, = d/h = 512/2 =
256. The results of each head were concatenated, thus
the output still had the shape of (256,157,512).


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016; this version posted June 17, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

3.3.2. Add & Normalization

The Add&Norm blocks also play a key role in the
model. It uses residual connection [24] to add the inputs
after dropout [30] of the Multi-head Attention block and
the Position-wise Feed Forward Network to their respec-
tive outputs. Then the sums are normalized over the
feature dimension by Layer Normalization [31], which
standardizes the features in one training example, to fa-
cilitate faster training and better generalization.

3.3.8. Position-wise Feed Forward Network

This block consists of two fully connected linear
transformations with a ReLU activation function [32] in
between. It accepts 3-dimensional input tensors of shape
(batch_size, sequence_length, num_features), and only
applies to the feature dimension. In other words, the
block performs on each position in the recording length
independently (position-wise). It outputs a tensor with
the same shape as its input.

3.4. The output layer

After the Transformer Encoder, the model used a
Dense layer with 13 hidden units with a softmax activa-
tion to generate the positive probabilities of 13 classes.

4. EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

In our experiments, we split the dataset into two
subsets for training and testing, with a ratio of 9:1.
With regard to hardware, we trained the models on an
NVIDIA Tesla P100 GPU, repeatedly during 50 itera-
tions (epochs). In each iteration, we split the training
set into batches of 256 recordings each. To mitigate the
undesired effect from the very high imbalance dataset,
we employed oversampling [33] for the minority positive
class of each abnormality. This served to increase the
ratio of positives and negatives in each batch. In addi-
tion, the model parameters were initialized by a Xavier
initializer [34], and optimized by Adam algorithm [35].
The learning rate of the Adam optimizer was set to 0.001
and was scheduled during training by cosine annealing
warm restart [36], to quickly start the optimization pro-
cess, then gradually decrease the learning rate to find
the optimal solution. Finally, we used several regular-
ization techniques to deal with overfitting, such as batch
normalization [37], dropout [30], weight decay [38].

5. EVALUATION METRIC

The output layer of the model generates a positive
probability for each abnormality. Then by defining a

threshold, the probability can be used to classify its input
into either positive or negative:

if: probability > threshold
otherwise

positive,

class(x) = {

negative,

There are two types of error that a model can make
in a classification problem: false positive and false neg-
ative. Precision and recall can be used to evaluate the
two errors:

TruePositive

- TruePositive + FalsePositive’

TruePositive

R =
TruePositive + FalseNegative

The formulae show that precision covers the false-
positive error, while recall takes false-negative cases into
consideration. However, the two metrics cannot cover
the other error type. In addition, the dataset was highly
imbalanced, i.e., the ratio of positive and negative sam-
ples was very low for every abnormality, thus the model
can be biased toward the majority negative class, having
good precision and poor recall. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to use a metric that is more balanced. One metric
that can be used is fi-score, which is the harmonic mean
of precision and recall, thus can better assess model per-
formances.

PxR
P+ R

f1:2><

However, when using the precision, recall, and fi-
score, a classification threshold, 0.5 by default, must be
specified in advance. It is better to evaluate models
across the whole threshold range [0,1] and enables us
to find the optimal threshold value for each class. The
area under receiver operating characteristics (AUROC)
[39] and area under precision-recall curve (AUPRC) [40]
are two such metrics. Nonetheless, [41] showed that the
AUROC was likely to give misleading results when used
on imbalanced datasets. Therefore, in this study, the
AUPRC was used to evaluate our model. The thresh-
old range [0, 1] was split into a large number of discrete
values. For each value, we calculated the correspond-
ing precision, recall, and fi-score, then plot a point that
represents the precision at the y-axis and recall at the
z-axis. Repeat the process for all threshold values re-
sults in a smooth curve, and the area under the curve is
the AUPRC of the model, which also ranges from 0 to
1. The optimal threshold can be obtained by sorting the
f1-score array.
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6. RESULTS & DISCUSSIONS

In this work, we compared the performance of our
proposed CNN-TE model with five different deep neural
networks:

e VGG11 [42]: this model consisted of convolutional
and fully connected layers, only capable of extract-
ing spatial features.

e GRU [25] and LSTM [11]: the two popular RNNs
for time-series tasks, only capable of extracting
temporal information.

e CNN-GRU and CNN-LSTM: these stacked ver-
sions of convolutional and recurrent layers are able
to extract both spatial and temporal features.

Table 2 shows the AUPRC of those models on 13
cardiac types in the test set. The CNN-TE outper-
formed other models in detecting all abnormalities, with
AUPRC surpassed 0.8 on NSR, RBBB, STach, AF, MI,
and LBBB. Visually, Figure 4 illustrates the precision-
recall curves of all six models for those abnormalities.
The curve of the CNN-TE was represented in blue, and
it is clear that the area under the blue curve was larger
than the areas under other curves. Meanwhile, CNN-
GRU and CNN-LSTM had approximately the same per-
formance. When using separately, LSTM was better
than GRU, and the VGG11 performed poorly in most
classes. Since the VGG11 was outperformed by GRU
and LSTM, it could be inferred that temporal features
in the ECG signals were much more important than spa-
tial ones for classification. Additionally, stacking con-
volutional layers at the front significantly improved the
RNNs’ performance, as shown in CNN-GRU and CNN-
LSTM. Meanwhile, the CNN-TE model was not only ca-
pable of exploiting both types of features but also had
intrinsic attention mechanisms, thus achieved the best
results.

Our evaluation method allowed the optimal threshold
that maximized the fi-score of a class to be obtained.
Table 3 shows optimal classification threshold for each
cardiac types, with the corresponding precision, recall
and fi-score. All optimal thresholds were larger than
the naive value of 0.5. which was expected for datasets
that are heavily imbalanced towards the negative class.
The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of
-0.68 between the optimal thresholds and the percent-
age of positive samples indicated their strong negative
correlation. In other words, the optimal threshold for a
class tended to increase when there were fewer positive
samples of that class.

7. CONCLUSION

In this study, we tried to tackle the multi-label clas-
sification problem in a medical context, detecting 13 car-
diac types simultaneously from 12-lead ECG recordings.
Specifically, we developed the combination of Convolu-
tion, Positional Encoder to explore spatial and tempo-
ral features in the signals, alongside a Transformer En-
coder to utilize its multi-head attention mechanisms. We
also took a proper evaluation method into consideration,
by using a more comprehensive metric called AUPRC
to assess model performance on the whole classification
threshold range [0,1]. Based on this method, we drew
a comparison of how different deep learning models per-
formed, obtained optimal threshold values for all car-
diac types, then related it to the proportion of positive
class. The results showed the effectiveness of our CNN-
TE models that outperformed other networks. In addi-
tion, the strong negative correlation between the optimal
threshold and the positive ratio indicated the significance
of not relying on the naive threshold of 0.5 for medical
classification tasks, which mostly involve heavily imbal-
anced datasets.
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VGG11 GRU LSTM CNN- CNN-  CNN-
GRU LSTM TE

NSR 0.68 0.76 0.80 0.91 0.95 0.96
RBBB | 0.69 0.74 0.79 0.87 0.88 0.89
AF 0.32 0.34 0.47 0.78 0.73 0.84
STach 0.62 0.23 0.29 0.57 0.73 0.83
LBBB 0.61 0.61 0.65 0.76 0.81 0.82
MI 0.25 0.38 0.49 0.73 0.76 0.80
LAD 0.39 0.50 0.60 0.73 0.77 0.79
LAnFB | 0.18 0.41 0.45 0.71 0.74 0.78
SB 0.48 0.22 0.27 0.59 0.62 0.78
TIAVB 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.52 0.12 0.77
abQRS | 0.12 0.32 0.41 0.68 0.66 0.70
LVH 0.19 0.28 0.34 0.58 0.63 0.69
MIs 0.12 0.25 0.34 0.51 0.51 0.57

Table 2. Model performance comparison

Positive (%) | Optimal threshold | Precision | Recall | fi-score
NSR 48.84 0.68 0.91 0.89 0.90
AF 8.13 0.97 0.82 0.87 0.84
RBBB 7.25 0.84 0.81 0.83 0.82
LBBB 2.45 0.97 0.83 0.80 0.81
STach 5.62 0.88 0.76 0.84 0.80
LAnFB 4.25 0.89 0.73 0.76 0.74
MI 13.28 0.88 0.75 0.72 0.74
LAD 14.32 0.79 0.69 0.79 0.74
SB 9.55 0.97 0.71 0.75 0.73
IAVB 5.63 0.90 0.71 0.72 0.71
abQRS 7.97 0.73 0.63 0.71 0.67
LVH 8.82 0.94 0.68 0.62 0.65
MIs 6.02 0.84 0.53 0.67 0.59
corr_coef ‘ -0.68 ‘ ‘

Table 3. Optimal thresholds for the CNN-TE model


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016; this version posted June 17, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

(6]

[7]

[10]

NSR

AF

—— CNN-TE
—— CNN-LSTM
—— CNN-GRU
— LSTM
— GRU
VGG11

RBBB

Iy
<]

0.8

o
©

o
)

0.6

Precision

e
~

0.4 4

o
o

0.5

1.0
Y o>
0.8 4

0.6

0.4

0.0 0.2 0.4

0.6

STach

0.8 1.0

1.04

0.8 0.8

o
o

0.6

Precision

o
IS

0.4

0.2 024

0.0

1.04

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

Recall

0.0 0.2 0.4

0.6
Recall

0.8 1.0 0.0 0.4 0.6

Recall

0.8 1.0

Fig. 4. Precision-Recall curves of all six models for NSR, AF, RBBB, LBBB, STach, and LAnFB

Qihang Yao, Ruxin Wang, Xiaomao Fan, Jikui
Liu, and Ye Li, “Multi-class arrhythmia detection
from 12-lead varied-length ecg using attention-based
time-incremental convolutional neural network,” In-
formation Fusion, vol. 53, pp. 174-182, 2020.

Amin Ullah, Syed Muhammad Anwar, Muhammad
Bilal, and Raja Majid Mehmood, “Classification
of arrhythmia by using deep learning with 2-d ecg
spectral image representation,” Remote Sensing,
vol. 12, no. 10, pp. 1685, 2020.

Yu-Jhen Chen, Chien-Liang Liu, Vincent S Tseng,
Yu-Feng Hu, and Shih-Ann Chen, “Large-scale clas-
sification of 12-lead ecg with deep learning,” in 2019
IEEE EMBS International Conference on Biomed-
ical & Health Informatics (BHI). IEEE, 2019, pp.
1-4.

Cuong V Nguyen and Cuong D Do, “Transfer learn-
ing in ecg diagnosis: Is it effective?,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.02021, 2024.

Alex Krizhevsky, Ilya Sutskever, and Geoffrey E
Hinton, “Imagenet classification with deep convolu-

tional neural networks,” in Advances in neural in-
formation processing systems, 2012, pp. 1097-1105.

Felix A Gers, Jirgen Schmidhuber, and Fred Cum-
mins, “Learning to forget: Continual prediction
with Istm,” 1999.

Anténio H Ribeiro, Manoel Horta Ribeiro,
Gabriela MM Paixao, Derick M Oliveira, Paulo R
Gomes, Jéssica A Canazart, Milton PS Ferreira,
Carl R Andersson, Peter W Macfarlane, Meira Wag-
ner Jr, et al., “Automatic diagnosis of the 12-lead
ecg using a deep neural network,” Nature commu-
nications, vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 1-9, 2020.

Cuong V Nguyen, Hieu Minh Duong, and Cuong D
Do, “Melep: A novel predictive measure of transfer-
ability in multi-label ecg analysis,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2311.04224, 2023.

Cyril Goutte and Eric Gaussier, “A probabilistic
interpretation of precision, recall and f-score, with
implication for evaluation,” in Furopean conference
on information retrieval. Springer, 2005, pp. 345-
359.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016; this version posted June 17, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[20]

[21]

[24]

Erick A Perez Alday, Annie Gu, Amit Shah, Chad
Robichaux, An-Kwok Ian Wong, Chengyu Liu,
Feifei Liu, Ali Bahrami Rad, Andoni Elola, Salman
Seyedi, et al., “Classification of 12-lead ecgs: the
physionet/computing in cardiology challenge 2020,”
medRxiv, 2020.

AL Goldberger, LAN Amaral, L. Glass, JM Haus-
dorff, P Ch Ivanov, RG Mark, JE Mietus,
GB Moody, CK Peng, and HE Stanley, “Compo-
nents of a new research resource for complex physio-
logic signals,” PhysioBank, PhysioToolkit, and Phy-
stonet, 2000.

Southeast University & Nanjing Medical University,
“The 7th international conference on biomedical en-
gineering and biotechnology (icbeb 2018),” .

Patrick Wagner, Nils Strodthoff, Ralf-Dieter Bous-
seljot, Dieter Kreiseler, Fatima I Lunze, Wojciech
Samek, and Tobias Schaeffter, “Ptb-x1, a large pub-
licly available electrocardiography dataset,” Scien-
tific Data, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 1-15, 2020.

Patrick Wagner, Nils Strodthoff, Ralf-Dieter Bous-
seljot, Dieter Kreiseler, Fatima I Lunze, Wojciech
Samek, and Tobias Schaeffter, “Ptb-x1, a large pub-
licly available electrocardiography dataset (version
1.0.1),” PhysioNet, 2020.

PhysioNet/CinC Challenges, “Classification of 12-
lead ecgs: the physionet/computing in cardiology
challenge 2020 — physionet/cinc challenges,” .

Ross Girshick, “Fast r-cnn,” in Proceedings of the
IEFEE international conference on computer vision,
2015, pp. 1440-1448.

Kaiming He, Georgia Gkioxari, Piotr Dollar, and
Ross Girshick, “Mask r-cnn,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE international conference on computer vision,
2017, pp. 2961-2969.

Jin Wang, Liang-Chih Yu, K Robert Lai, and Xue-
jie Zhang, “Dimensional sentiment analysis using
a regional cnn-Istm model,” in Proceedings of the
54th Annual Meeting of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics (Volume 2: Short Papers),
2016, pp. 225-230.

Kaiming He, Xiangyu Zhang, Shaoqing Ren, and
Jian Sun, “Deep residual learning for image recog-
nition,” in Proceedings of the IEEE conference on
computer vision and pattern recognition, 2016, pp.
T70-778.

Junyoung Chung, Caglar Gulcehre, KyungHyun
Cho, and Yoshua Bengio, “Empirical evaluation of

[27]

[28]

[31]

[32]

gated recurrent neural networks on sequence mod-
eling,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.3555, 2014.

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob
Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Lukasz
Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin, “Attention is all you
need,” in Advances in neural information processing
systems, 2017, pp. 5998-6008.

Kyunghyun Cho, Bart Van Merriénboer, Caglar
Gulcehre, Dzmitry Bahdanau, Fethi Bougares, Hol-
ger Schwenk, and Yoshua Bengio, “Learning
phrase representations using rnn encoder-decoder
for statistical machine translation,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1406.1078, 2014.

Ilya Sutskever, Oriol Vinyals, and Quoc V Le, “Se-
quence to sequence learning with neural networks,”

in Advances in neural information processing sys-
tems, 2014, pp. 3104-3112.

Sankar K Pal and Sushmita Mitra, “Multilayer per-
ceptron, fuzzy sets, classifiaction,” 1992.

Nitish  Srivastava,  Geoffrey = Hinton,  Alex
Krizhevsky, Ilya Sutskever, and Ruslan Salakhut-
dinov, “Dropout: a simple way to prevent neural
networks from overfitting,” The journal of machine
learning research, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 1929-1958,
2014.

Jimmy Lei Ba, Jamie Ryan Kiros, and Geoffrey E
Hinton, “Layer normalization,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1607.06450, 2016.

Vinod Nair and Geoffrey E Hinton, “Rectified linear
units improve restricted boltzmann machines,” in
ICML, 2010.

Nitesh V Chawla, Kevin W Bowyer, Lawrence O
Hall, and W Philip Kegelmeyer, “Smote: synthetic
minority over-sampling technique,” Journal of ar-
tificial intelligence research, vol. 16, pp. 321-357,
2002.

Xavier Glorot and Yoshua Bengio, “Understand-
ing the difficulty of training deep feedforward neu-
ral networks,” in Proceedings of the thirteenth in-
ternational conference on artificial intelligence and
statistics, 2010, pp. 249-256.

Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba, “Adam: A
method for stochastic optimization,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter, “Sgdr: Stochas-
tic gradient descent with warm restarts,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:1608.03983, 2016.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016; this version posted June 17, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

[37] Sergey Ioffe and Christian Szegedy, “Batch nor-
malization: Accelerating deep network training by
reducing internal covariate shift,” arXiv preprint
arXiw:1502.03167, 2015.

[38] Anders Krogh and John A Hertz, “A simple weight

decay can improve generalization,” in Advances
in neural information processing systems, 1992, pp.
950-957.

[39] James A Hanley and Barbara J McNeil, “The mean-
ing and use of the area under a receiver operating
characteristic (roc) curve.,” Radiology, vol. 143, no.
1, pp. 29-36, 1982.

[40] Kendrick Boyd, Kevin H Eng, and C David Page,
“Area under the precision-recall curve: point esti-
mates and confidence intervals,” in Joint Furopean
conference on machine learning and knowledge dis-
covery in databases. Springer, 2013, pp. 451-466.

[41] Takaya Saito and Marc Rehmsmeier, “The
precision-recall plot is more informative than the
roc plot when evaluating binary classifiers on im-
balanced datasets,” PloS one, vol. 10, no. 3, pp.
0118432, 2015.

[42] Karen Simonyan and Andrew Zisserman, “Very
deep convolutional networks for large-scale image
recognition,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1409.1556, 2014.

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24309016
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

	 Introduction
	 Exploratory Data Analysis
	 Methods
	 Convolution
	 Positional Encoder
	 The Transformer Encoder
	 Multi-head Attention
	 Add & Normalization
	 Position-wise Feed Forward Network

	 The output layer

	 Experimental settings
	 Evaluation Metric
	 Results & Discussions
	 Conclusion

