2224 A 178 3%, 20044, pp. 445-457
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% A BREAGNA T AT BE AAS7 AoA 2FRE E ARE &
%o, £3] ANHoE T AFY 2718 wEHA A2 A GERPY
od %aag T Aol ol Yottt Ee BARES T4l
k-]

Aol A= LotE gttt 12702 AA Az i 4F A% ¢
97182 A8gwic TRREES IdE £ A BA%E Aol e

W o Hz o
o o[>
flo ot

lo

hu

F8&o: UFEY, F29(boosting), B 371 chul-&

1. M&

FERA A & AFGY FF NAF7 b2 AFol vis EA3A HE o
Y A5AM dEAE QAL M AANAZ ERE A B FA R
FE5AGE LFAGFH v gdANG ey FFT o, 23 A5 FH AN
ERAYH} AR o TES o 3 AFY F5 AAsE vHA AFY &
Aol vls) AL BL-7 Bgolth 5 Age 35 MAF7E AstA EFFE o
AR(0lF AFEAFARE ATE 2AT O, E3] @M= dYHo F AFY
371E B e o A, 8 oA olgA 3t A 2718 KA A
2 FAYPS e} of @ xo] 7t Ae7toll chafl Yot hetE Al At A} gt
L5 2 3 (tree model, Breiman et al. (1984))2 ]233832}37]- ZolRE o &A%4A
+ (minority class) E}—rﬁ“:‘(majorlty class) 22 2 F7F3l+ H|-go] HolA = Aol
o} kst E, 2 X 2 (training sample)ol) “4--1—75“:’--4 A7t Wod AN L2HES W
71 A3l D}Tﬂl F€ =CS(node)d HEZOE BB E o) 314 H 1, latA o]5 v
ol &3l A4 AFTE UFAFGLE LEFFH 25AFY L 8F &0 &okAA 57
) -2 o] t}(Weiss & Provost (2001) 6.18 2 =R) o] uf AP HO = 2LAF2 v & by
Age) v&g 2Fo] FHREEL 74 Y AAHA LEFEL oY 2FAF9 =
EHFEE BE Rolth 2k £ AFY 2EF vl Eo] thpAFY LEF HLEL €
3 20Y, AAFHY LEFE] AN 244 F LEFEC] & o], AAAA

* 2 AFE SANLL A7) AROR o FIHE
1) (156-743) A A 5247 AES 11 $ANST AATVNY BREADD ns
E-mail: jhkim@stat.ssu.ac.kr
2) (156-743) M €Al S2F AEE 111 40 R AAFH PR FARD HAY AT
E-mail: jbjeong@stat.ssu.ac.kr
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FE&ol O AW 2FAFY LEFEC] R ol vls divjgo] F 4 At
JAZ AAAE ¥ AAAR AR ERAE o B vEolt, SAAHE 7HF #x
£ Ao s AR EFT g9 v fo] AR AN & AL Wk o]d Ae &
1(classifier)®] 45 R71715E LEFEE 3l AL FelHolx &3t
AGETFAES] AN g 2 Yo M olv] B A7 AR AR
AP 1 Yt} (Boz, 2001). °] 04—_[7- o] A ‘n] &of 773t B & 7](cost-sensitive classifier)’
A= E 2ed, 22 F Foll mhet v g o] thaotd v o USRI/ L3}
t}. 473 ojrEE AF %‘353 (class imbalance) A2} 8]-8 % 7+A] (cost-sensitiveness) 2]
A7 Z2AE gtk Jystd AFETH S goE F AT Aol L2 F " gl E A
o] 7} Ao Hl-&& H A3z, & vl Gl W3 BY S FS BV A7) wiFolth B1A
HAZGETY Y& wl 2FAFY LEF UL ¥ g2 A7t R RO LEFE
o] ojd FH|E& HII|E o2 MH3TY, 33 v && A3 &R ol < ’;‘»:L% 7}1

N

ol Aol nR, s AYHY BAANME F EAE FESHA Yotk 2
Ho gz &g 2238 B8 (cost- sen51t1ve boosting)& o] &&= |
ThEd S0l X o] W EN i vadFE ol F o Hh(Ting, 2000). 3+X 2 7}
2FHN AR 5& B3 FHREY :r“é"‘o“ﬁ"ﬂ W2 ZEIE v 8o BHAA 4
HE A7 oA gtk =8 FAR LY AN wet RAagY 7 g A A
=X 3 A7 = oA A A gt

2 AP UFREY S A28 uf £ 71X THEE
EFE AR AYAHoZ FHE O|REE s A F o= A 2
Rk A2H A o8] 714 7t FREE FAYPES A Y ']'?ii’—, :r"*é“o“ﬁ
st7] 9138k "*7}7]-1-5 AABATE A3HANA Bt HEEFY
ojel A23EL N uFHRE, A4BANAE= 98 e YFEH-E 2 (composite classifier) 3}
= F29 7]%’3 L& v AFE v w3

2] >
o 2
T
w8
«()‘ll‘
2

/\
@
=

o9
&
o,
8
a.
=
a
]

—

|

TH EEFAEE EREYY AUSE WAV Y E21 2L LEREE DT 2
£AFE %Y AFolgtn 31 e AFEE &9 Aol ¥ o, 2 £ -5 & (misclassification
£ 20l ¥RY HEZH AL AR £8 3 AR £2 b Yolth 2
EFEE RYY BV ELR )88 wodl= F AFY LEFHL) 2ok A& A
A2 gtct. st g AFETI AR BF —--'r7:“:L°“ et 2 RYEol o & A7t g
e HYB 1zl HA Rach
_?_H]%_?_—‘?—-rrg(hlgh cost error rate) S LR FH|go] Z AL-AFY LEF &
£ 8 NBOE AR AR £ AR 42 he oItk A5 AT SERAD

lo
£
L
E=)
lo
M
o :Im
nﬂo

)
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221 8%

AA - AA+
-2 J& %~ (True Positive) A A~ (False Negative)
+2 o9 % A A+ (False Positive) %+ (True Positive)

ols BAZ AR AN HEY EZS 2T o =g "Lk
H] 8 (expected cost of misclassification)2 & Al g2 LEFET} L EFu &
7 EA,p(H)FAp(-)E FAZY FEelgtn 31, FNA} FPE 244 3
M & Fo2 LEFE 2AREEHL 3, C(+ | )& C(- | +)E Z&
AT ApAFol g L2 {6 goletn Ful, FNp(+)C(— | +)+FPp(-)C(+ | -)
BVt 712 2B A 7| R Ru S0 LEREET &Y
el Ao AT AARZ HEF w) LEFEEACH | —)FC(-|+)d ol Ee F 3o
HE FE3HA & 5 globe 2AZ 0] It £ Ao e 7|t E7u8S 034 1 Aol
#E ZEE X £ A 437 i) & (normalized expected cost)-& ©] & 3| (Drummond
& Holte, 2000), F 22 Fu] 29 v|(C(—- | +)/C(+ | =) E rolatn & uf, FF37hu] &

Lo

N, gi
3
1 U
)
-~
¥
lo

FNp(+)r + FPp(-)

p(+)r +p(-)

o2 RgArh

289 Y EoA B8 A 3 F23 2471 2 4 Atk YREEZ A o}
2 Y7 MR #E Rettd Y ET BP0l 2 EYPolgy T £ UL
otk YFEHNAM BH 2l F7|(tree size) & VEPE w] 2E == (node)d] U HF L
Z(leaf)) £E & & Y], HFe 5 (RE =2 £+ 1)/2 8 2ong od
A& 2E AR B =2d4ME AFLE I71E o]&3td Y9 a7E YEhY
712 st}

AZGEFYOR Q3] a-AFY LEFEC] ¥olAe BAE Q87 g3 2 =8

A aed R A FARE TG E s WA dgsta, delA AW artA As

2 B AF HEL 24 % IR o} o) L AGETY ¥
Aol A3t P2 oh A b2 W] vz g A8 nestch

W3 FARE 24AFNAN F 2LE8Ru R v rUF Bho g AdFEste
Yotk W12 W3] E4% Ffoltt

B4 FEHolY RAEH S o ¥EE 23 A aFAIF TG
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rf g 7hE kg Roste et Fojd FRELE WO AT YFEF L HE
g o) FARL Fo3te 7S gE Aol met e A sk Wygelth

2 AdTAAE A a7 e A8 FRBEECRZ R BEAAE UHFEY, & £
T 71 (classifier) & n°ﬂ*1 AE o2 7tA 45R771E€e 2 Blustnz) . ol &
HEo) o8 SN E EE/NE 2z s URERHo g T LY, 2 AN E
¥ UrEe Hﬁ@‘éﬂi £85 = 29 & 448 R 2" (boosting) 71HE HEAIA
Borok AA kel YRR Yo et AP ol e Fotiat

£5 B4 70l A7 2olt ARET BN $FF AT/ 4B 1242 HREL o
£3to] o HolA 347t FAEE A A v ZEAE HABATHE 3.1).
24 A-E P A} A5 9 Mammography A5 (Woods et al. 1993)—3— Aeg A= B AL
o} ol & 2} 8 A4 (UCI Repository, Blake and Merz (1998))° I+ AL o]&3}d ).
AR ol gl *RAZ Uk AL 2o BB Aol £ WS A A4HeE o
FPog gE A&

£ 3L AG 20 AR

A | A5 | UL | aFAF | AA ARY | CVES
ik W a7 27} (v&) T

Discordant 15 7 22 45 (1.6%) 2800 5
Mammography 0 6 6 | 260 (2.32%) 11183 10
ZUYA-HFA} 1 10 11 778 (3.89%) 20000 10
Letter-A * 0 16 16 789 (3.94%) 20000 10
Hyper-Thyroid 18 ] 24 | 151 (4.80%) 3163 10
Forest cover * 17 10 27 | 2747 (7.13%) 38501 5

Balance-scale * 0 4 4 49 (7.84%) 625
Satimage * 0 36 36 | 626 (9.73%) 6435 10
Page-Block * 0 10 10 | 560 {10.23%) 5473 10
Image-Cement * 0 19 19 | 330 (14.28%) 2310 10
Solar-flare 8 2 10 | 218 (15.7%) 1389 10
German 17 3 20 | 300 (30.0%) 1000 10

TNE BAEAE =2 T YA A R rpart package(Therneau & Atkinson, 1997)&
o] &3t AP} FolX APALB ] R3] rpartZ UEEYHE AR on Ha
7) & (splitting criteria) T A ) 7F & (stopping rule) S AE AL o] &5 7HR A
7l(pruning) = A ATl
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3 3 e}F A (cross-validation) & §3ted T8 LEFREE o Bdto] YYYE 2EF/E
I3 TR EFE, ANIIINE 5 ANSAT, Y FUE YTt B
W2 105 T AebFA(10-fold cross validation)& 71O 2 3}5, AFAFe & WA
7} 1005t} AL BF9E 5F RIS LG, 2 AFEE 109 N5 A9

FES Fodch o] of FRARELZ WHEE AF H o] ¥ 5 AA W, HS B L (test
sample)Z ¥ef ¥ &€& IUE FATch ThAl o, whgde FEARZY AT e
INA ZYE 45, dold 2] 45 & 337 A8 AFERE AST vl 2

&g IWE FA T

2 AgA e 28782 v(r)7h LA du 7P§5}915} FAFA e 22
Folgo] theAlFol thE LR FH R ET Atk 7MY Stoll v & the 3 2ol 10709] e
E AA A7 RS

_pH)+0Le()-p(+H) 15
p(+) ’ T

2% 31 1T WH2E v nd Aoz M, @ BN YT 47HA] B E A2
el F g 283 Ao 2ad(log(19) gt/HH2e] 7)€ dErd a2z ol
7tz 2 to) ghellA 12708 A&l g5 ol Yehdrh M2 249 g
0& 71202 A7ty £9E& 44 a4 £ Yot A& 5o LEFEY 2=
EF G EA, 48Uz ‘:‘“"31-4 LEFENYA2EG FIE LS

F&oll QdAM= BF SFE2A Pdlo] H2RT 27 AZE
(‘%“ﬂl»} 28] L RFET DHEERE, 181 BY 3
ok 2d ol AR o] B BASAL AR T 127] A=ol
© tgro] WattiThE ubH A QbSET, tzko] Rebol upet A7lE WF S
fluctuation) 2 2 & 4 Qlrh) o] F JefZo A Bokxo]l why1L W20l ws) 2B 7
€2 AT DS EFES ot et F 2R R v ro]l 2A HHE £5AF
SEFE W PRlol 7|t & BHAAN LA £ dedl, FFs/Idu L] 2
T 283 dAe] dojuty JlgE BoErt 3, 25AFY FEELS FARYE
P1E AL 2 277 o AL Aol S ¢ F Atk )R, W2
Zol 24 A7 BEYe) BA god £25AFE dFAF2R 2R B/ F A
HAE d® FASA =0 27]7F FopaAnt, 1 Fo| ANH 2 4 AF AEYS
A Y F AGE EF F ERSA 2 97kA UFE A ER 377 AAE Aol
2 AR 4 Ao

2% 3.2& P$E1 H3E v Aotk AYolA viue FAE 715 A5t
ol 2tz el A71E YA RASFALER, 25 A FA AHEAL A 2 27|
2 e AlF ol HaR RS ek wEkAl 71 57 =W 1 e 2 ““%‘d ol |
o 7lcin) 8o 71& oz B S5E T Ze tofl tha A W30l o S YT HYE ¢ 4 3l
tht7b5E T 2 HY HfEP ez A -?74]301 2388 teAFel 28 Juldte
o, A @A olF AR FRRRE A+ A& Ao FohB Y EaE B7) 9
sto] d@oll A A& Rokrh o] o WE3L 7\]‘47‘1 HFogfdoz As 24AF hE
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73 FHover-fitting) o] Lo utA Hof 7lchul o] FANA Y1l vl FF3HA e ¢
A olr,]..

REo £5% P13 PE4E DY 2D E AHR 7} sR T B u), PYE
B3 ul2dt A8 Holx|uh t7h stk AAvetE W 3oA LAY E HATge) A
E7HAEA G ¢ 5 Utk (PE4E 8T o, W3 IR wiast A A 5] A
o 25439 715 1904 r2 AR T O02AZY MRS WA HERe gl

AERe 279 LoIAEES WA F )
ool ATE Lo, TGO EEEIY TS R34 BohE, A Ao
2 5 AZY 2718 24 S5 e el ol d 2AS A5 gt pR2n T G
e T 4 Atk 2T F 28 FuI§9 W rE ok F9olE o BESE PUIR
WH4E ARY £ o, ANAoz FRRPL e A AFRT 2E PHart
2570l e HAYE 2L+ Acke Pl Yol FH U PHolok
4. SAY IIUS HBT AY

7} 7l &4 (machine learning) ©] £7}5 0] 7/ 29 7102 %3k B F 7l (weak classi-
fiers) 58 A#5lo] 72E B/ 71 E THE o= 7] o]t} (Shapire (1990), Freund & Schapire
(1997)). AdaBoost ¥+ o] AF% AdaBoost (Discrete AdaBoost)2t1 % E8lE o] ¢X g F
2, oA g 4 FEgo thE 71EgE ot 4 2 /78 SAFoE HAYA
Zled, ol A £777F 2R 73 &3 Hok & 75 S Ro3lq oE ERVIE A
FA T o] gA HFAHo2 vtgold G ERIE] APFPeR HFERNE A
St g EFVIEAN YR EY S o] &30, A" s o FAHE = HAFEF =
B2 URREE] A¥FAFez At o] AFERVIL sty PR vE) 2
ER2gg anAos U3 2 2oz ¢2jA tk(Bauer & Kohabi, 1999).

Ry 71U AFETY FA AZol o] &8t} e A4 E YL EH A1 2
Ting & Zheng (1998), Ting (2000) £& € 4+ Yt} s}x] o o] E At Fay Vg 9
3 BEolA ER71Y UREYA g8 R AsS vladAY FoX 22 E vt
02 o8 7t RA JPES ME vRst ﬁl%‘], FAZY FEFAE JUFE
e YRS v RSt o ol AHE o] S0 F2"E AEAN AFE obF ¢
th B oM AFETYAEY A FARE A HO et 28 7149 23
oj@ xlo] 7} QUeA gotdrth

AEE 93 o143 AdaBoost &3] E(Friedman et al. (2000))2 RZ ZH4] 3}“1’4— ok
g EF71E rpartol] 8 YR 2 E A=l V7o Hol(depth)= 55, AFEHS 74
ghs R = 100702 At B8 AFHIME Y5 o ZoAel 2ol matetd
g ol g3t e, AAH AE &7 A& & XFEF" el AEE 5 wEsgth B
g 71Hol e UFe ol Ui 8 vjE FAFE 2y A7171E &nl7t gl
BB EN A A e

WHE BaE 3] Aol Ragy] EFE 9A AFEUTh 2198 4.1 W2
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o}, A91A B3 Al AHEEE 25 PHael 3
27 whgsel wsl 2 ) o BEF gk (32 19

5. EQQ Y A2

FAZY R ACA F AFY 2717t @A S L o, dHAH LR AR
KB

AN H2ENS HAY &5AFAN FUENS Se] AF 2717} YL JARES B
ohg £5 72 FETh 2 ATAE o3 BYS) B4 S Golrz} sk
P13 2ol BYL Bl ANAOE £ AF) FYE ATES ¥ e YRR

& AN Do FLER G| oL APl A, 25ATY LEFHS) 4
A2 god o2 U JluH el Jobdrt AUE YT £ ATk 3 AF 2

2 OSES % TS EAsE BYL UEURY B4l 93 S HAY S U9
5 i%%ﬂl%«l d(r)el e B2t doke, AL B3 R2A FYS olF
S 1R hs o ARE o §5HE PH3IL PH4st Al o) A FeNM o
Z 2542 A3 e 2ANFE PUOL FATES Y 4 Aol o AEs o

9 1Me AZLTY LA 289 Bych
& goiweil s+ vl god, HAR
Mg Agste ol upgAstch £ ATolA
2#YAR $29 71Me 44Y W Foi7 A2E IR o] Este Aol Frht
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Classification of Class-Imbalanced Data: Effect of

Over-sampling and Under-sampling of Training Data *
Ji-Hyun Kim Y Jongbin Jeong

ABSTRACT

Given class-imbalanced data in two-class classification problem, we often do over-
sampling and/or under-sampling of training data to make it balanced. We investigate
the validity of such practice. Also we study the effect of such sampling practice on
boosting of classification trees. Through experiments on twelve real datasets it is
observed that keeping the natural distribution of training data is the best way if you
plan to apply boosting methods to class-imbalanced data.

Keywords: Tree model, Boosting, Cost-sensitive learning
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