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Abstract

The ability to extract useful information from a large-scale database to aid decision-
making is critical in data mining. Classification is an important problem in data mining. It has
been studied extensively as a possible solution to the knowledge acquisition. Decision tree has
become one of the most commonly used techniques for classifying data because the algorithm
for generating a decision tree can be easily implemented. However, when there are too many
distinct values of the nominal attributes in each node of a tree, the branches of the tree become
enormous and complicated. As a result, the effectiveness of data processing in a large data set
may be compromised. This paper aims to propose a heuristic method to simplify the decision
tree by splitting the nominal attributes into two branches. We adopt principal component
analysis to present an algorithm for finding a good partition strategy in order to reduce
unnecessary branches of a decision tree. Since the principal component can represent most
of the variants, the first component scores of each attribute will be utilized as the thresholds
for splitting examples. The decision tree can be simplified to a binary tree so that the explicit
knowledge of a tree can be easily extracted. We also compare against other heuristic methods

and give an analysis of experimental results on four UCI data sets.

Key words : Decision tree, Data mining, Classification, Heuristic method, Principal

component analysis
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TTFaHehkkFRA  EFCEATERERARNABRE  BIEE - 2SR Be
R X EA SRR R RO EH - THEAFZ L £ AGIGA » TERAF R R & - 3R
BHEHEFLSTHBAABMY TR RLHBEANHEREAL LA EREL0E
Moo AAIRG B S EARK S TREATF TR FHEY XM T A
VATE 51 AP 58 R, 2 B) 3K 4L Bk Y E B B b TR R o

R EGLETY A Akt BHME THY B, (Dependent
attribute) » HALag kA5 & T FAR B M 5 (Predictor attribute) © o —AZ A F KW B AR S ¢
I — AKX TFARABME ) AWM RERE —EHE THGEBM, o9E - R
B 2 B R RE A 0 DRI F AR & TSRy 5 AL TR R 69 B R R AR
s T oA, o AR BA TR O RABRZ — > AFREFMTEITHF
% nFadE X FAAh2493% (Neural networks) » 1% % B 7% (Genetic algorithms) ~ B X 7 ik
(Bayesian methods) * A & 5 #f(Decision trees)% 7 i%(Han & Kamber 2001) o 7 ik 5 4t
AR RT T X  EFrARXGERE 5 W AR - A X4 #4043
B ikm SR BARG] A o deoh 0 B RRBE  RE RS FMAAEAT S A
R R B SR 0 IR A AR AR RO R R A AT R BT R R AR AR
B & R b SR SR 0 H AT 2 — (Murthy 1998) © /2 g7 KAV EH B AR A Loy & R H %
S A AT O BT R AL B R R EREEA e B F MBI o Ak F At
ik o a PTRCR B AR AN AL AR RO AR ER 18§ BF 0 AR e Sl o UBE 3k A
F oy 3G oy AT R BRABRSE o SAAEE &0 0 HLBWALR % 0 o RAFPTA BT AT
REZ B BB M EE  NE—EHSRTHA SERT
85 % » AR AR T Bt AP b B WAL 004 B 5 SAERE K6y R R » A R
SRR IR SR AR - MR AR R A MRS -

AXREL R FAIEM T A B R Coppersmith et al. (1999) 849 B X 77 ik vA fs ik ik
RatER B FAREGBEM AT H s KRR =y X F R AT o R
XV PTIE0y ik L B R0 B R - BE AR AR Y 4 EE LB S F 691k
W MMERTDMMNERR S BEALR S AR ey R bR =T R R 0 AR
TRV IR AR PTAT B 2k R AR 00 Bp BE BB SLUR BIRAL o SuAEAE A B S B B LA R A AR
EZ WG MER ARG B ERIFARR > ArEZ EENE ETRH RIFHER -

A\~ A B R
& s AR Y 3R e FiT B & AR B 69 (Laber & Nogueira 2004) ° 254 42 &y 1 B 84

& BAZ SLAE T 250 o AR 4R P S R A ok R 69 ¥ 2 B NP-complete(Hyafil & Rivest
1976; Cox et al. 1989; Murphy & McCraw 1991; Naumov 1991) ° Heath(1993) 3& A % 45 5
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18 Z o) AR RIF R MUy Fasd2 8209 9 %] > B3ANP-complete ° 12 % ¥ —fz oYk
AR S ST A B o B4k 9 & B #ANP-hard (Hoffgen et al. 1995) » dy# % 4%
RORABTAEE S Loy BT S R E L IEATRAR S R RN RAR Y EH
R ARAKE S BT -

& T B R RFE R A RA AR IFATE A0 R F AL MR RE - BAT TR

BR ARG % AL R0 Tk o AT AT 5 R A8 £ %48 (Aha & Breslow 1998)

1. #4148 04 XN #LAEE (Controlling tree size) © A8k b5 37 /8 Sk 4k, » £ B2 AFEH)
Hag R MABL AR IE D] 1060 B 89 o &35 AT E 15 97 (Pre - pruners) (Auer et al. 1995)¥24% &
4 37 (Post - pruners) (Esposito et al. 1997) °

2. B3 % M (Modifying the Space of Index Tests) : 3k A — 18 & 25 L E4F A & 5
AR FEMREM - B BFRLEBFT S L E)WRARF M T - OFEZTES
(Hypothesis - driven) (Pagallo & Haussler 1990)3Z & #} & & (Data — driven) (Brodley &
Utgoff 1995; Zheng 1995) -

3. 5 1EAZX 4% % (Modifying the search for index tests) : #b77 ik 6135 248 T 22 7] 40 0%, © 1%
ARREH RS >E] > 2 RGATH A AHLA QIR FTF - TR OH St
(Discretization) (Quinlan 1996)¥ A7 %) 4% F (Lookahead search) (Ragavan & Rendell 1993) °

4. 3% FEHE S K] (Reduce data set size) : sLFABI A F AR E L F S FHRTES
2 2P AR YRR E A e O X SRR SRR A A Y B Ry o ELIE AR B
(Feature selection) (Cherkauer & Shavlik 1996; Terano & Ishino 1996; Sorensen & Janssens
2003; Carvalho & Freitas 2004) ¥ 18 5 i# 4% (Case selection) (John 1995) °

5. 4 A A4 4 (Alternative data structures) © $L38 7] 84 58 F k0 S SR 3R ak, LA By
TH M o R0 F K @452 £ 4 (Rule sets) #2 8 & % (Graphs) (Quinlan 1993) °

He AR IRAL T R i ey ik o A2 — AR AR T RO R 0 R BB o T ey

Ao &SRB ARG ARE—EEF K R —EALELY 4 B

J VAR R B 0 BE [ 4 $u49] 69 4% 5 & (Discriminator) » AFJ# €A EMBED Equation.3 18

HBAZ B AL FRAE A » MELR2FE  BIHF &R LR R ER » 258

Ao sbABkS Tk R A e BEL TS AR R M o) T AR 0 A BT iEAE L E A

ATAE A TR o ey XA T E RO AL T AR M B A A - B RAEN

5 IR ARMRIE BT B {4 (Goodness measure) EFEREBMEELE > L e L —

8% ey 245 F AFE/FE (Information gain)(Quinlan 1986) ° & B e A& 4814 £

AR G QBB EMALS - RAfm o AR — B EEA LB AL o) AR B

REME S - TR e B ALTAR AR £ o W REA R E RGBT A R R B ey AT

AT FARIFH o ARJEAR AR E MR B R X A AU RS - A AE R

JER T KRIR e BRI R R A A B R 2R - A—EAEeHZNEHES

] B AT EFAREAG FHK o AFSE B L > BEIASTT AT L2054

T RO65K A Lo+ BT AR SN+ BB R R R TR K 5 A2 22058 E

F65RZ M 658 » BT AR AN » TRA T AT SN S48 1T F o kB — 188
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HETAAIE - EWAMEN > WwRMFR > REMER @ <20 20—30* 30—40 * 40—
5082>50 o FKATT ASF 4 <2069 [ Ml FAR] A E AR 0 AL R R ey FAR] L 555 0 A
HIEBA L BN FHRAERFIHEY> S S By 2 -

&t bk kAT AY A 0 Quinlan(1993)4% th C4.5:4F i 4k ey B AL Bt — Lo 242 A
ARIE SRR A 0 Quinlan(1996) 3 VA B 3 64 45 R R bk — L4 % ¥2 EMBED Equation.3 4
K OGER o MR RERER T —URFBERA AR Y - ATAR 5% EAAE
FAE o WAl U R PT R A0 5 Ry 0 BE M e AR AR Ak R Mk Xk RAB TR

bl id % e BB MR ST A — 2] 0 2 4 B B M (nominal attributes)#y & #H4p R~
ik & Btk HARPE R R LB KD o 4HH 4 B B ey — L] 0 Mehta et al. (1996)#%
th SLIQ7 ik » sbik A B I A6 B B SN (k) - APTA TR Ty 2 ey H X P (A 2-1
) B FRAEHAS; FHMEARKIFRME R A3 (greedy)® Lk 0 B AITH B
Bo MHARGLERLG BERGCOIEANBMEAMAR - AFHITHILEN  RER
BEELSWEL—EARASIATE > IR ESIL -

Coppersmith et al. (1999) & B & #Fddh - 7T £ £k o db B A RAEHLY F) 2 5 &)
2L R BB X g0 BUE K ik o RS AR 0 FUTEAOLSLIQIR B A o
T A AR RN RELAES —ERSOARS & - 3% R 5 oKk
K 0 W %3 A #42Quinlan(1993) 4 B — Ay E M F X 0 ——RREF— o H » FRA
— B AR BB KRB BB RS 5B o R o AR ik e s B 2 (1)
ERDSTEEFEBERF Q)L BF A — RAARRA KRB 528 > 5% 4 B BEAnFEE MK
A BlAn- 1 = uaglegr X 0 FE—#Hn-URAR o dwsbnf® £ & 5 5 B35 ¥n-1
Ry E|ZEOYRIR - MG EAAE RGEL M o 43 Loy se® 0 ROTR LR AT AL
ABMEETAERNA L RFBMZERTR > ERBEXRGHER T35 X5
| AL R R B B X RIARIRA 48 % Z B

2R FiE
— -~k 2th

BHEFR Y 0 RAVF AL L BRI — TR A AR 0 A 2B o AT
MEHFEATARS > BRARE LR ELIE RO SEA > AREM TR
0 TAE o o RAMTVRAIR D BB LG F R RS RAA KR S B B SRS
o RFREEAA MEY o AT KAVT AN KD 24 R 2 A
o A— @ AR ERS ST RATLT A Se il el S BEEE AT AL MAS
e aemIFRS NG ZRERR AN ASERS T @B ERKGMEG £R
5}1\ o

TBAE AT SENAE % 3K % 0 p A RS M S PR X0, X0, Xehw AR R » 13 5] F 21 48 FEXPT 7 04
NXp iR s
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X1 X X1,
Y= Xo Xy X2
vt Xy X np
E RSP E 09 A A RAR ARG 8 B B — 4L 4% 4B M (variance-covariance matrix)S
T A8 B 14 F 48 M (correlation matrix)R VA% B ¥ — RS HIERSER C HFHE - R K
TR BB as
Yi=k X, +k X, +..+k, X, (1)
RS YIZ SRS
sy =k,'Sk, (2)

Lk Bkt R @R RS R R AR BARF ARG EL RHEL
FRMGHEARL - ERAZE X80 £REHBGOE K AF2HE IR %
BARR - RAVEIA BT ko TE B G — R0 £ AR -

IF TS RE VLG EN T VP S 1) 2 Y BN L R -F P2 S o)
FTHUR B 2 % R B T AR 5B R MR B E R X AR A R HA R k8
SRH O BT MBS ER S 2 E RS AT EA S >R LR AL &
VAR S e 2 = 0 4 Bl 2 fi . -

—RMRBBX xR ESGE

FABBRZBEARSNE  FA S5 EnE 0 BA S XHRK S H L meteg R
R o & TRV BIBABL - TIHRA =A% o Plde @ BHEARER ML - Al A2V 14E
— U Elehms 7 X o Coppersmith et al. (1999)F7 3% i e BB X 7 R, > AF A At 2 /) -
FEE R B LA E R B SHEBEF R B — AR B A ke B8 Hik=
B 6y R E 2 1A Y Bn-14E o F AR AL FRAH LA B —THE > &
ik — B RHERFARAC s BT BRI —RR
RIC TG RTAE » A RITRGBAA R T A TIHRA Z R 3T T % RS Lo
BIEERRRE > ERITO T HEF ERSPELTFHA 0 BB E RS 2 oy F30E
& = BRI > dedb — U B0 7 X R Rl — A 0 T K0S 48 Ik = 7T ik Kt eh i AR AE
M e

feCoppersmith et al. (1999) Friag B X ikt - & THAEAHERBEZIF—
Se AN A A8 B 1 649 98 JE 4B 2 (contingency matrix) » SR 3B R B MAE & HE o 28 R K R 4B 1



— RSN L EUEBEBE BT —TURERR 163

matrix) * #EF A A EE RER > KALEF —ERTURTTE - KR K B
R - A M F FHAE E1b(standardization) 8 0 B VAAR B SE AR R AT o W
AR EACOYEH 0 L E R 0BT L0 BAR S - EOM S =Ty 091RIE » e
B EE R A — R Uy BB R0 T ke TR o

FENER A H R o R ARAT BT R] B o X AB Bt 0018 o B H A AR 2 BLAA T 4B
& T deF o

X X Xip
X X X
21 2 2p
X =
Xy Xyy e Xy,

Fop pe4E i b A NAE B MR S p B FE ] 0 xp B B LI R AR B RIEE - &
IR KB e 2 xE AL Bz B AR FAR AL Z 4B o

p
z z z
21 %) 2p
7 =
ZNt Zn2 Znp

Bk 2, =(x, - X))/S,

X #0 j ey
S ER j eARAE £
FOASE X 0948 HI4EIER - K ARG B R K 094 SR - R 09 4F B G Bk - A
BAH— LRSS RE R — ERIFHE RS > EERY -

- _
Zzlikil
i=1

)
Y,=Z -k = gzzikil 3)

P
ZZNikil
L =l _

HEEBZRICREEZ IR DR BYIE > ROAE RS 2 T8 (B
50) MLHBIZIIME TRUBHAAARTREIBAEZ IR T RALETFHAL » R
BT - AWM BEAA S ZRBE T EE © RS20 B L — B4
HOX 69 B A 5 5 — B4k -
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XA H ELymphography ¥ A 148 F A4t > T 4 & w @A : normal find(N),
metastases(M), malign lymph(L), fibrosis(F) ; % A B M Lymphatics &) » 3B M4 vo 4
B MEAE  arched(A), normal(N), deformed(D), displaced(S) * & /bt B L H a4 5 2

SAE AR A
N M L F

A[0 39 28 0
N2 0 0 0
“Dl0 26 16 4
slo 16 17 0

B2 B4R XA RAZ AL AE (27 o
X=[0.50 20.25 15.25 1.00] > S=[1.00 16.46 11.53 2.00 ]

-05 114 111 -05
1.5 -123 -132 -0.5

7 =
-0.5 035 007 15
-05 —-025 0.15 -05
! —0.82 -0.88 —0.33
-0.82 1 096 0.23

R=

-0.88 0.96 1 0.04
—033 023 0.04 1

W b 4E X 6 A8 B 42 FER 0 T RAF4ME4F B4R F 1 2.8401 » 0.9848 » 0.1752,
0.0000 ° B LA ATIRIARFE 4 RO R0 HF IR 2.8401 (MR R E R A LS
M%) > SBT3 Bs BRIARIT T —F 55 -

-0.5702

0.5612

L1 -0.5699

—-0.1873

BEAREBREMOREEE — o #
—-1.4668
2.3909
Y, =7k =

—-0.7978
—-0.1262
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WAT— FHAY a2 Y 0 TR 2R 2 RIL0KX 8 BIMEAA (N} Wm0 ey B AR
{A,D, S} > ¥ T#% B M Lymphatics 2% {N} 2 {A, D, S} WA 4% » ALK IEHZ T -

9 ~ 7ok BE BT G R B

F RS AREIFMEE L0 RRBTEH B R — AR EIFERA - sbIrE A
LEEX T E 0 LAARLEHRARXEH P E AT R A& (Impurity) F4E1L > &7 A8y
7 b 5T A% 45 B A7 Ry #8(Takimoto & Maruoka 2003) : J# &% ¥ (Shannon” s entropy)(Quinlan
1986; Quinlan 1993; Ruggieri 2002) Al Z£1ID3 & C4.5 L #2 % . 1% #(Gini index)(Breiman et al.
1984) ] £CART °
1. W A AIEHATA Y YER] ¢ %% B (Shannon's entropy)

WAE T kA AR AN R RN RN TimM R o R R
EMBED Equation.3 #)# % X & T4 F :

_ o freq(CLS) freq(C., S)
h(S) = ; |S| log, |S|

Wi freq(C,S) © L£SHEA P B ICH A 09 RE
ISI: S &Rtk AR
LDk K E 3
2. W IEAEATE AT A B9 RA] ¢ F RAZE (Gini index)
JEAEIE 0 R FAN M FE S B K 0 JE A o AR FIATRAE OO E B AR M e TRtk ARk
MHE R o FRAAHS)MELX KT TF !

k. freq(C., S)*
g(5)=1-y 2 S 5)
il |S|
FHEELTA » ABEAY A »E RnB otk > B R FES{(T, ... T} > Bl
n |\T.
ﬁé&%%%%%%tﬁﬂ%ﬁzj%@) (6)
j=L
) - ||
& AR B A e F By GA(T)=—ZWg(T,-) (7)

=

Quinlan(1986)£1D3 & ik P » AL BAE S > 9 RAE - s ER V7R
RRANIEFE > AR T HA R BB IFRR AR B AL G B2 AR -
Quinlan(1993) X #% 1 C4.515 2 7 ID3 67 4952 F kA2 ey B M4 % - HEABFZ/HAB M
849 & S E MIE HAL(normalization) 89 B8 22 » A5 % 1% 13 2 LA (Gain Ratio)# Bt i#4E% - i@
FHMARSBE (R 2 8E ) @ ARBEAERS 2aRk  LHERY
AR S 0 AT AERALGY B VE T VAR U ID3 A 38 77 dy v Bk B o AT RAK A Ll — A%
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F R I B E RAA B RAE R AL E SR AR K TR F T BB L X
AT - AR RFZ A E N F X SEBMEG > R B AR » M ERIL B E
LI

h - RERWEIPRERE

— &k R IR Bk BB RS F AR, 1 B9 5 (building) ¥245 37 (pruning) © S

BgrE T - AwtEy K

1. & F £ 52 7% (Bottom - Up approaches) @ £ & & #F 87| M 09 3Bk » & — TR HAF
BRI B AGE 0 EHMR S — B EEA R Zax FHa AL S R4
Moo @2 - HEAMEARM I AL -

2. Wy b F 3 7% (Top - Down approaches) : #u77 ik 64 £ % TAEA £ 2 i Bh 4k A A~ H]
B AR TAEATRF AL ~ 3R IRA — S 45 B Bh Ak A -

3. i% 4% (Hybrid approaches) : &4t L& wAE 77 ik -

4. sk & 153 % (Growing - Pruning approaches) : #1849 sk & 3% o #ai vy Efn F 649 3& 5 7 %
BEAB AR BVE RUTAAEE oAk 0 245 B RS IR BDAE I Rk AR BT o
(Breiman et al. 1984; Quinlan 1986; Esposito et al. 1997)

AXFIFRAE LR TR RREBIELE > RG> e A RS

B ARESBE RBETAT XA AR RS> E - ERMEEIEEE L 0 HEE
Jo FRFE

FERL $oh KR LA eg B 0 SH A LB AL HEA SRR BT R IR 4B o
MEEER— AR B B & @B RN aNERE (RER)
B BREERT > B R —IAE LR

R, K h 98 E 4B MR 2 AR B 4B R 6 4 BUR RAF LR E o
RIFHBRAFRGEZE  BEGERROFERITHEOFRGEN LS —
ERSZ AR

FER3. KIFHE — R PTH B R ¥ -
JRAAJLAE M B BAR AR WA (GREFHE - BRABREZ)  BAREKRSE
B BT RAF ARG RS 2 o

W ERA. SH AR BA0.L o B BEAF B A 5 AR B A o
AEE G B BEARBELATHEZ Ry 58 2 E RmEE -

FEES. A AR Ay B R AR REFERRGBEAEL T — @S Loy
2 o

T ERG. w RFTA B SR CEAMEE >+ A& & ; TRE|FERLETT 5B
PG o

N ERBREMLER

R I PTHE 04 78 H %1% Coppersmith et al. (1999)7 & 6915 iE » 45 A 4% 5 3 X ¥ 64 41
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FE507% 89 K R E#E o T o s Pick-and-Ship(PS), No- Plck(NP) %Pick-and-Ripen(PR)

T RR A EE -
ERCEVIRIY AC) PTE

A OFE AR &0 B AR

5 % {Green(G), Blue(B),

Purple(P), Orange(O), Yellow(Y), Red(R)} » /B M A A SR ZSA T 451 4

HmtE gt RAp1e 4

> =

AR oA 2L 4 LB Y 0 RIFAF AR & 7.486, 0.867, 0

~ <N O vk Q@

6.296

-1.633
-4.663

HE S 74 [0.771, -0.183, -0.597] °

R} » T RAFH — 2R

s

&89 R R (PHRO), (OB), (BYEG), (GHRY), (YSER) °

30 o

PS NP PR
20 3 1]
19 4

25 4

80 5 25
100 2 3
200 3 4
—-1.633 —4.663
0.897  0.735
0.735  3.928

¥ 2 0.603,0.516, 0.406, 0.424, 0.723, 0.740 » 4 2A £ 55
ER¥EF - HEAEWHERSL {(PO,B,G Y, R} -EAkAECHIEAT  ALFEA
—— T ERE - ERRAEN =T
Al{P, 0, B} &

S E| B o B BY 0 T A Se s A RAR B R AL SRR AT
{G.Y,R}& % — &% % HWAIB [ B &FFE/AT

o & o A BATRF B R SHESRAT 0 T

EVAR LT BTy ik 0 AR XA AR AL SR R Z

[—0.765

-0.779
—-0.694
0.085
0.368

| 1784

-0.477
0.477
0.477
1.430

—-1.430
0.477

—0.663 ]
-0.552
0.000
1.988
—0.442
—0.331

HEARI6AERE E09EKF {G, B, P,0,Y, R} TRIFH—

-0.052, -0.162, -0.144, 0.155, 0.172 » 4-¥& 0% PIH/E E 3tk — w5 2]

o A ATR RAFHAAR 7.846 FF
BVARM6REE B 0B/ {G, B, P,O,Y,

¥

,_/\i

Al{P,0,B,G}&— 4 % > m{Y,R}& 75 —
A E TR LR -

EF Ml 5L 0.034,
TR 00y B
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MAEL 2 %A {B,P,0} * L 0Ky BEALS XA {G, Y, R} » sb& R Coppersmith et al. (1999)
R R & RAR BB T LA 45 AR 0 S RABR] o B AR XT3 B B R B X 7 ik » 2k
A — R PR » R — — 3 FREN =Ty 38 o FEREE -

BHE - AASTRGEIIELEF TR L FEIEAT  TRERTR G = T2
2h o SRR B R 0 B ARIEVT 0 {2 R IR A A R — THET S A PT AR o Coppersmith % &
FikY o EAEGEE - —HFREG 2 RSB R REIL 0 BT
BTAZEABBRAIL  RAEHERN L& e 8RR % 0 & THRERSE
WA R EE 0 BT — 3 4 3 A R X L Coppersmith 5 8 7 ik AT LG T -

B REX2RE

& THREAFRIREZ S BBE =TS (HANMLE) XHEKXMR - AR E
ID3 (Quinlan 1986)% % 7t4- %17 R, » & Coppersmith et al. (1999)Z =7t 4% X (##HCS
k) o AP ZER -

— -EREH

AHFRIRA G EHE £ F KR BUCI (University of California Irvine » & P42 48] 3K
SEMABGERE) c AUCIRE S AHETY - RMAETHBTRE ZATIE R RGEH
LA T PR

HRAEAHBEALEALBBMSE T SOFRABETALS SR MEEMZ A+ £ -

B-BHFoRRSGOBMMA - HRA TR ERAZERA LS T HALiE 5 B EERT
R REF R AR IR @ S o Bk RBARE > HBREHEPRALSER
% B -

KAEHE o« HAAE =T F 7 X EZAAKRERYEHEFE S 54l kA0
K ARAART FEREZ P —EALEHERR S AR BELTBRITZE
7] o

BRI ] o SRR AR AR B PG BS  Fed R TR ERE L
Z B IRPTIFZER > LB BRRMAPBEERK R AL R RS

gy EaR B 0 32 HUCHY w8 R Rl ARk e A A R BATRE K 0B - R1BATR
o E R MK -

=1 BHERE

AAHR LM A K, AH L apE JRER 3
Dermatology Database B 366 6 34
Lymphography Database B 148 4 18
Mushrooms Database &4 8124 2 21
The Company Insurance Benchmark 1744 9822 2 86
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(—) BEREEE (Dermatology Database)

AA R & & B S Ferythemato-squamousk R T BT a9 £Z X A F £ - §#
erythemato-squamous & — J& & BF Z S » AR ARBFITET LA mE R T - LA
S I B A GRS BRSBTS EA LR ML o SRR S o B R
MR R A34AF M AR BB R R R EXAER - ZEHE LS  6MBHER] 0 3665 T o
EA3AERBIE - BIEALR T Kaksm #1{0, 1331 F#{0-10, 10-20, -, 90-100} #F » {A3BR}F &
{0,1,2,3}893F 214 -

(=) EF2KRERE(Lymphography Database)

AH R BAZAAM THE R EEG] - ZAF RS L 4EFER] - 1484867 - 3
181 B M » A2EBMEZ AL L1, 2,3, -+, 8} HMEB o BIARE{L, 2, 3,4} H1E
B L AE 5 {1,2,3) » AR % 5{0,1} °

(=) EFEEHRE(Mushrooms Database)
AHERLERGIMRBBRBARNGNE BN A ESEAFRXTRRIERT - PT
HBE L4 BHM  ZEHEERDAHE - @48124E0 7 218 B M - HABWEII
18 6s 4 B B BB K551 -

(M0) 1RM/ATRIESEEFE (The Company Insurance Benchmark)

AR AT ARG NG GFERGMERERHFRA - ZEHEZ B ER AN
WBREGBHAH > RFEABRERTHAHRRELTAH ES - BEO T NASMEE LG
1R AR A RHIAL G AT A A F o SLE R R 2 RINR R IR E - IR E R HS5822F
ARG - BT AR T CREBH AAIREREE o MRl E N A 400018 B & 0y E A -
k27| hEso@BE T KB sk ARTYTAEATA —EEHM  LBHEMAS
FHAUVE » ISR RAEF - AR BMAIAE S ok 0 SRR R Z AR LR B8 % i

2 -

w2 BHERBUHERRIIE

Briag| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 13 41
Jhe 6 5 2 3 8 8 7 2 40 1 1

(#) BHRERE

e AR HLAZR A o F Bk R {E (Missing Value)$Z # {4 A 88 F# (Numeric Data) % T8 %t
ER S YR
1. —f st 3 s RAA 0y R 2 o7 X

(1) s o RAAZ E A} o

(2) PR T ¥ 0, T BIRAK, -

QYR F i —F 2 ik o

AARFABZNET R - WARFARZEZANTAAIR TR MR - %
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FHRAFREREZ T EANZEAN RIS CEFLRALAR S ZEAHE  AHFETE
JRILPTAC B2 AR
2. — R ST H A A R EAH R E T X

(DEFEBME A EIELBRELRA -

QBITHEMAYE  HRIBFR FH -

(3) 2w F AR R RE AL -

AFRFPHEABEQIEF X AEANTFIZHMATHE> RBEERM > A58 BHK%
T RIRFL o ASFH R - A0RI1005 k5 5 0 RABAF 4B M o %) B 48 HJE 64 | B
AR o
(7%) ERAMEAE

AHF R KW & B3k (K-folds Cross validation) » #§ &4 E 5 RkE 2 > AR
— o EHAR AR R - AARK- 1L EHE - TR EMKKR -

— I MRREREMIEE
A R~ H BRI 5 #8230 F % = {83% 4 (Bohanec & Bratko 1994;
Murthy 1998; Lim et al. 2000; Osei-Bryson 2004) 2R #: 5 ik St ol s 8 ©
(—) DIERHE
1. BHeg AL - BIAAR B BEPTIEfb b K ag B B & o
2. B AEOERIE OB PTHE AR R -
(Z) DFEIEREM
1. P aRad=_F B AR Sutr| 0y s5=R % o
2. BFKEERE  BR AR REAF EehsRE o
(=) 2R
1R KR ¢ HEAR B BE B R % B Bh oY SEAf o
2. FIRE AR BB A B gL ey ¥ FE Rk o

= -EBER

AEBRHKMA Matlab TR FTAEL FAEX > BABTFEPERAZIFRRERESL
Intel Pentium 4 2.40 GHz ° & 7 W#kID37% - NML/AESLCS ik =48 /8 ke Pt 0 £
g {8 FHE 0 RTARE £99% & » # LB AEE 0 &l 50 BRI % (5-folds cross
validation) P75 3% 49 % 40 B B4 04 T 34 (i 4 F PR o

(—) REEEELE (Dermatology Database)
W RIMKRATIF 40 » SRR RONMLFERCSE R oy Fikms » &
T 8 JE ST A 2 08 % BUBF - VACSTA BB RBEME 5 & N6 4 T RAZEEF - BARHF
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RZNML % Z 388 R BLEE o Z AR RZNMLESID3 AR - 7T 4 2 B 2h ¥ -
T 0 B 538.5% 0 e E RAFBT T8 443.8% - NMLIX#1CSik 2 = 7T o 8] ik F#t =
IEFEM R BLID3 R 5 © ol AN T B A F R N A M R(noisy) B 0 sLAERAE =T
SE|JEE ey @AR Y > A RFAAHE ] 0 BT AR Y AEAH L R TIE o ARRH
JEARNFH £ > ZE3ENMLESCSik b — A — U 200 kM5 0 i A6 3016 20 3
HE RAZEEF » KHF R INMLE WCSEEARIR B » 7T 8 8 44% 35141 % 09 3EHEBF 1)
Z D3 EARIE MRS X oy R I R A = R e ML TR R -

7<3 : Dermatology Database Fll#R#5R (fEkE )

Fik | BEK FRIH | GISRERE | AR RE | RARE | FHRA | AHEHMNE)
ID3 1023 77.6 0.00% 21.23% 6.2 2.39 1.54
NML 63 32 0.00% 11.18% 11.6 4.07 3.90

CS 574 29.2 0.00% 10.05% 10.6 3.76 7.05

4 : Dermatology Database iI#f#E8R (HFREHRE)

Fik | B RAIE | DeRAERE | RIRARE | RRERE | FHEE | ARG
D3 96.4 73.2 0.00% 21.21% 6.2 2.34 1.32
NML 54.2 27.6 0.00% 9.51% 10.2 3.65 4.03

CS 61.4 31.2 0.00% 9.49% 11.6 3.93 6.91

(Z) EF2KRELRE (Lymphography Database)

RS KO T » ZERAHT RUNMLKMCSHk I Ty B 5 iEmE » A
CSik& oy 82 ik kAL 2R AT RZINMLEARZT % © EA KT RZNMLE
MID3AARLER > THE X H B AWM BHEFE169%  £ERGETTH H13.3% °
NML % $1CSik 2 = 7o 2] ik A 2 BN R B PLID3 k85 5 o 12 ik A ol 28 A i 7]
L EFHNMLAFCSE I = A — U p B0 ikt 5 & DR B R TSP AE B - T
B 33% 0 EMERTE 5 A E RARE S RSB VT B 4 35% 0 JEARRF R o

5 : Lymphography Database Fl#&#558 (fEkiE )

Gk | e | RAIE [DIMGERE | MRERE| RAKE | FARA | ERENGE)
1D3 73.4 45.8 0.00% 29.01% 5.8 1.84 0.37
NML 61 31 0.00% 27.03% 9.4 3.31 1.26

CS 59 30 0.00% 22.30% 8.4 3.09 1.87

<6 : Lymphography Database FI#f#5582 (ZREHHE)

Ik | EEH AR | DIRSATRE |ARRAARE | RAWL | PHRL | REME)
D3 73.6 45.6 0.00% 28.32% 5.8 1.92 0.35
NML | 683 324 0.00% 25.03% 9.8 3.37 1.24

(&) 61 31 0.00% 26.32% 9 3.14 1.93
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(=) E(EEHE (Mushrooms Database)
HRTM RS T » B ERATF RONMLEZHCSE b T rBFiEkms » IR
HF % ZNMLA 582 & Bk o 2 A RFFRZINMLZMRID3 A48t » T #i 4 2 B B ¥
TR B 551.5% 0 £ RAZET T 4549.0% o AHF R NML* & ik A2 EAE M
RBLIFIEF RAF o iR RB o EMIFH L o 5 hNMLZJLCSk b =8 — T 5 & 0y 7y ik
T E AR B LSRG R 0 T 5 49% 0 AR 5 A F RAR B R bR
B o T 8 5 40% 09 JE AR BF ) -

%7 : Mushrooms Database Ellfff5R (fHkE)

ik | EEbE AR | DIsREERE | AR E | RARA | FHRA | EREHE)
ID3 31 24 0.00% 0.00% 4 1.57 18.50
NML 13 7 0.00% 0.00% 6 2.36 46.70

cs 15 8 0.10% 0.10% 5.2 2.11 92.96

78 : Mushrooms Database lfffER (FEEREH)

ik | R HAIR | DIsRMARE | AASRE | RARE | THRA | #BFHE)
D3 31 24 0.00% 0.00% 4 1.57 18.63
NML| 158 8.4 0.00% 0.00% 6.2 2.42 52.72

cs 18.2 9.6 0.29% 0.52% 6.8 247 88.69

(P0) 1R BIESEZERE (The Company Insurance Benchmark, COIL 2000)

W RO K I10ME T » H KA RNMLIEHECS b —F — Tty Fixm s &R
I TNMLE & B2 o A KRBFRZNMLERID3FARLER » T8 4 2 B Bb 8 0 A )H
B L51.6% 0 £ E RAFET T 447.4% > NMLik#CSik 2 = 705 2] ik Fo#t 2 B
MR BT ID3 R 5 o fo ik A0 M £ o 22 3ENMLX #CS% b —F8 — 7T 5 2] 8y
FikmE 0 E AN S RSN 0 T E39% 0 AR A S RARB S LA
SEAERF 0 T & 4 38% wy AR BE ] o

%9 : The Company Benchmark DatabaseZ/l##f#t % ( (HkEl)

ik | B ERH | DIsRAERE | AASRE | RARA | PHRAE | ARFH®E)
D3 1888 1033 1.06% 14.75% 26 14.17 1348
NML 913 436 0.69% 13.53% 45 17.56 2007

CS 1014 489 0.72% 13.65% 46 17.81 3300

7210 : The Company Benchmark DatabasellfR#ER (ZEHRE)

7y ik B 25 FAE | DIBREERE | AR E | RRRAE | FHRAE | EHEFHRGE)
ID3 2233 1301 0.53% 17.93% 26 14.47 1488
NML 1175 565 0.03% 15.75% 45 17.85 2098

CS 1423 688 0.05% 16.40% 45 18.49 3392
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(F) FFRAT1S 2 R

w7 % 28 G #F & (Mushrooms Database) 3| 4k P 13 2 sk AR Bh 8% 0 » SO 34k P43
Z R II M B SE o B B2 SE3LIR AR BRI 0 ARV £99% 2 0
AEOEAEE AR RPBUTIIRITF R 0GR » KPR FB R TFT XS ¢

UBHE] o te—a5] CEHER)

W& R T 0 AFF R NMLIE L Coppersmith= CSi% AT & 4 69 = 7T ik K AEHRID3 84 &
FHAA IR X B B LR B B - ENMLESCSE X — Uik FRE &R (RAETH
RIL) BT RRID3R RAT R IR « sbsh o KE2MBE3FTA S © NMLAFECSHEZ =Ty
By B EEE AR - BT E A TR R IR E o A2 R AR R A - NMLE
B Bh 3 8,2 B 3E B Bk (leaf node) A 1348 » BT & A 697k RIBOR 745+ CSik 04 p 25508 1518
I & 2 04 7% B SR 844 o

[ 5]1 -> 1 (400)

[ 5]2 -> 1 (400)

[ 513 -> 2 (192)

[ 514 -> 2 (576)

[ 5]5 -> 2 (2160)

[ 5]6 -> 2 (36)

[ 517 [19]1 -> 1 (1296)

[19]2 -> 1 (1344)
[19]3 -> 1 (48)
[19]4 -> 1 (48)
[19]5 -> 2 (72)
[19]6 -> 1 (48)
[19]17 [21]1 -> 1 (288)
[21]2 [ 311 -> 1 (24)
[ 312 > 1 (24)
[ 313 > 2 (8)
[ 314 > 2 (8
[21]3 -> 1 (40)
[21]4 -> 1 (192)
[21]5 [ 8] 1 -> 1 (8)
[ 81 2 -> 2 (32)
[19]18 -> 1 (48)
[ 518 -> 2 (256)
[ 519 -> 2 (576)

B1 : ID3Z R Z R

[ 511 -> 2 (3760)
[ 512 [19]1 [20]1 [21]1 [ 3]1 -> 1 (400)
[ 3]2 -> 2 (16)
[21]2 [ 8]1 -> 2 (140)
[ 8]2 > 1 (72)
2 -> 1 (344)

[20]
[19]2 -> 1 (3392)
B2 : NMLAZ Z TR Z HI7R
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[ 5]1 -> 2 (3796)
[ 512 [19]1 [17]1 -> 2 (72)
[17]2 -> 1 (240)
[19]2 [14]1 -> 1 (3768)
[14]2 [21]11 [ 8]1 -> 2 (32)
[ 8]2 > 1 (16)
[21]2 [ 3]1 -> 1 (192)
[ 312 > 2 (8

B3 : CSiEZz T RE M 2 R

BT CA 5 4o il B4R 0 B0l 0 S B BT 00 B AL T - B Ry R
HRMAFZ % A TR HG - S B RATH R E R - &R i3RI
i 560 45 RBARME - T H AR - A RAREBMATRE & A RS> 4 E
WG ARSZ IR ZERS T RO RL R RIEZHAE - AR RAER - 4
BB =T ARG E R RTBER A RA AH R EZ 36k o AXHFRER
EES T

SRR AN F R SR ERREARN L aAMEAR Y ZHER o8
SARFBERAE - FAHENZ BN L BBMAMS 0 — T s B2k TET
BRI S c A A B FRTAESHEALER I LA BEMA > Bik—x
PP B AR BB > BB ML S BB TS B B TAS - = E]
BPTAF 2k M EARMEAS Mk — T e KR HE o R I BRI 2R 0Y v 48 A A R AT A Bhy B AR
MSPAEIRRE » —Un B F ik m A T A AR B E R Y 0 Rf TR A BN -

& BB Uk R R B g ey R M AL AR b b AnfE e S B B
MmE B F RSB 8 A2 Ty E s X YACoppersmith
et al. (1999)77 7% Bl En-1.R 04 LR 3 5 R 3h X A% 4+ Coppersmith % 49 7 AR BB R » HR
DEMEE — RFVEBT - AL E R 53 A SR > TR L BB =Tk ey
EHAE  BERBEW > RXPTR BT IHRAER T RIS4R = T ik TR0 EEER ; 3
PR TP % BB R 04 77 i R JE A IRk AE AR 0 12 R ¥ Coppersmith 5 64 77 ik /& 5 #8 £ #E
MM R A I R L R E BT AR XTI T AR T AT ik o

e

Rp X ABRF e (FE4IE  NSC92—2416—-H—218—-012) - 4z
H o
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