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Abstract: By selecting parts of base classifiers to combine, ensemble pruning aims to achieve a better
generalization and have less prediction time than the ensemble of all base classifiers. While, most of the ensemble
pruning algorithms in literature consume much time for classifiers selection. This paper presents a fast ensemble
pruning approach: CPM-EP (coverage based pattern mining for ensemble pruning). The algorithm converts an
ensemble pruning task into a transaction database process, where the prediction results of all base classifiers for the
validation set are organized as a transaction database. For each possible size k, CPM-EP obtains a refined
transaction database and builds a FP-Tree to compact it. Next, CPM-EP selects an ensemble of size k. Among the
obtained ensembles of all different sizes, the one with the best predictive accuracy for the validation set is output.
Experimental results show that CPM-EP reduces computational overhead considerably. The selection time of
CPM-EP is about 1/19 that of GASEN and 1/8 that of Forward Selection. Additionally, this approach achieves the
best generalization, and the size of the pruned result is small.

Key words:  ensemble learning; ensemble pruning; frequent pattern tree (FP-tree); bootstrap aggregation

(Bagging); back-propagation neural network (BPNN)
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Fma KB KN CPM-EP Jik & A7 8| — /M4 6 69 F 54038 & JFA1E —AR FP-Tree MRAL AT RE ATz
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ke b LI 4 KRR CPM-EP Fik ARAR Yt ST A iR AT A AR 0y 5240 i ) 0 K S5 i 450 M 29 5 GASEN
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KR BAREF I a RS R Bagging; ik £ R G 1£ A1 2 W 4
FEES S TP18L XHERFRIRAD: A

ML 27 % T At g 28 i il 30 o 8 I 8008 (10 2% >0, SR IO m 243 10 R A 8 AR 2 20 (1 45 R (932K
) R AT 2 T A AN WL AR 2 > R G AT B SR A2 AR B O, A U AR O s e T
14 93 5% IV 12 BE B8 AR 1o o Ak BB ) BN 2 AL RE D — B PR HLAS 27 ) AR S8 B T 2 (¥ b v 4 B2 2] (ensemble

B FL R R[] A 2% AT 55 B8 0 31 0T LAAY D9 R B ) it 56 43 2 2%, 2 of Ik 2 3 4 2JS 3% 1) T &5
AT A T 5L 4 R B M3 % I 7 247 Bagging™, Boosting!™, 28 S iE OV DL K 21 5% % 4 4 5 (error-
correcting output code, fij # ECOC)! 814%: % F- 73 28 48 41 & 75 s AL G 0 05 A 2 S 20900 bl #2210,
JE 2R A VR A SR g 4 L5 3 W B R 3T AT LA RO AR iz AL g

1% P 4 i (ensemble pruning or selective ensemble)(¥) AR JE A Ak 22 T4 2 88 rp e 56— 340 B4 T 45 1, 30
SEPAFAR T8 T (056 7 24 2 10k R O30 4ok e P AR A 20 T W9 A0 H 26 5678 SCRR L3145 i 3
PEAE SR AT W T A (1) 2 mZ A B8 Iy T35 43 2 4% o nl (8 A7 AE U 68 ) AW 4 2 88 e AT 46 8oy
IS5 1K TOUIN B LA 0TI ), S0 Ak 3 G I 43 A A BB B o A p o S 1 TIUINDRG J5(2) AR T 9y B 1 TR
JEPEIR oy B o A AT HE B, 0T LAk T 75 090 77 it 25 1), 5 B4 ARG T90 00 B B 108 A AE 2 H i K8 4 U I e
PEBE RS PR T 43 28 B8 1 T 75 ISF I 2K e LA FH 3810 £ 2% > 25 S I SR A6 o 11 408K

RSO B F2 4 1) SISV FH )3 R 1k R, Bt — ol s 20 B 1 4R i Y CPMI-EP(coverage based pattern
mining for ensemble pruning).i% 5325 T A 55 20 FE 280 B0 FE AR SE 1 7 IS 45 R FH — ATl 45 SRR ok 2R &
(R AT 6 N AL B FE A v 1 — RS, Hovh {47 25 %R A 73 S TE A (0 3 40 5 A TR B T30 45 26 rp i)
AT H T 0 5 e FE ) A= 55 0 U4 288 2 30 486 ol A0 T LR A0 DAy — A e S 45 0l A () Ak TR i) A o SR
75 IR HE Kk ANIESr 8%, ) CPM-EP 1 563K — AN 60 7 45 B8 2, SL T4 o 45 (0 K B 45 DL ki J+ 1, 9 7 i S
AR FP-Tree B, USSR IR S8 15 S8 H 205 A7t JIT 75 110 P4 472 [0 88 05 K 0 v 1R B AR 0 VIR AT A B AR 2R
Path-Table; 5 i, i il Xf Path-Table [¥)45 /E SREUSS 52 K A A £ &5 S A0 I AT o] B 1) K AR T 68 IV (1) 36 48 45 L v o
A 56 AR 2 B RS J3E B v (1 20 S 2% 6 45 S0 5 CPM-EP LIk I th . 9e 36 45 L K W, 5 Select-Best!™),
Bagging™,GASEN!"2HiI Forward-Selection™ 8141k A1 Lb, CPM-EP 5.3 LUR /N TS TF A4 3643 7 Dbl i3z 1k fig
71, HLIE 6 00 35 43 3 B0 0 00 A R AR

ARSCH 1AM A EE 2 % CPM-EP SLIA AT CEAN A 2 3 W URA S i . LR SR A s
TR 4 TR S0 5 AT 0 AT 5 5 T A A L.

1 CPM-EP &%

11 BExEE

S Th FECHE R R 1 TR, 2D G VA SRR T o P AR A TR T N A R K DA RN 3 A R
GES 3R

FEZSTE P AT B0y A RS U0 FE AR h S REAR IR o S 45 ARAEAE T 45 R T op T I — AT IR A7 —
AFEAR AR IR G LA BRI AN BE A TR 1 5 1) FE A 2R 28 bR AR B W R R T 1B — AT 2K L T I 4 5 ) i
() — A2 55 ARAT 1R 20 2 2 U U)K 1 6 WA % 1) 38 A L O ), I 4 TR 46 SR 26 T 3l LA BT — AN 845 S s
J2E R 22 B 2 1 D R s B IR AN A R K U S8 /N FLki2 0+ 1 103 45 BTt I AR A T T 1 A 43
5 DRI FRATT B 50 o D = 45 Kt P2 A AT R 17, 500 Bk A 0 L) 4 2R 5 S8R B — KR FP-Tree A%, 35 J R FH 90 25 57
TRERAT N N [ B 20 K 1% . CPM-EP 53078 BT AT W] BE 1 K AR I (14 326 436 P 4 Rl 48 % v e TR e 56 A A A T
JEE Bz v AR Ay dee 24 (R i

© PEBEBSAITT  hip:/ www. jos. org. cn



R IBA] F T FP-Tree 69 beik it Bob £ % ok 711

A e P 2 3T S I e A S LS MEAT 22 30, CL& 3R A L A3 70 2888 L TE A RS B0 B AR 4 VS X L
A3 RS PR A T AT 2 B SRR B2 VS T IFEASE b 0 0 R AREAS 23 30 Xq,Xa, .. X, L AN HESR 2K
B350 hyhg,.. v, U CPM-EP S35 1 D AR S fn 595 1 i,

B3% 1. CPM-EP H%.

CPM-EP(BC,VS,PR)

Input: BC, base classifiers constructed in the training phase;

VS, the validation set;

Output: PR, pruned result.

{
1. Initializing the pruned result: PR.set=; PR.correct=0;
2. Getting classifying results: T=get_classifying_result(BC,VS);
3. foreachkin[1,L]
4 T=refine_table(T); /IRefine the prediction results, delete the useless rows in T
5. Tree=BuildFP-Tree(Ty); /IConstruct a FP-Tree based on Ty
6 S=select_classifiers(Tree,k); //Obtain the pruned ensemble with size of k
7 If (S.correct>PR.correct) then
8 PR.correct=S.correct; /IRecord the best combined accuracy
9. PR.set=S.set; /IRecord the classifiers set with the best combined accuracy
10. end if
11. end for
}

7£ CPM-EP ¥k b o Je X i B 45 AT WA (VR L P I0 3 LAT) 8805 K5 VS 35 FEAR 43 20 I A 1) 3
I R RAFTETOM &5 3R T P (BVE 1 RIS 2 A7) 0 T AT B 20 28288 K/ ke [1,L], 384545 11 ) 1 Tl
SRR T (L LRI 4AT) R8T Tl — MRS S 10 FP-Tree B (5% 1 Fh K38 5 4T),28 5 3L T 1% FP-Tree
AT KOO R R R SR A R (RE L TR 6 AT) 8 S IR 45 R IR EOR VS TN R e e ) 4 RAE N
SRR (R 1R EE 7 AT~3 11 4T).

T ERATIN 2 S 4 SRR L TR 45 R 1R L FP-Tree MIMZ DL IR M B B IX 4 MR T LAVEAN A 41,
12 REHEER

AR L ANEESr B B0 RS I AR AR h M FE AR AT 43 28, 70 R 8 ARAA AR T 25 S 3R T o &N REAR IR 43
RPN ER T 478 T AT — D =J04(CID,Itemset,Num), . 1 ,CID ZHFEAFR I, Itemset R 177E
FFAZHREAS 73 FEERA I 320 28R TH Num 23 T Itemset 2 2588 0B H 0 1 3K 05 18, Fe A1 THH (X, itemset,
L) iR T HpREAR X, X R 1 43 2 5 L

BATIZE— AR ) 7 AR B L=8, % I8 3 43 FE 8 AR UL 530 K hyhg, .. e SCIG AR AR SE VS R IREAR SN 12,
FEARRILI 5 R X1, Xa, 0 Xpp 0K 8 DNIEAFHEEXT VS PN REAR M 0 2545 R LK LULR T W5 2 47 I B, 44T
R 5 A FEAATAEA X, I TIN5 I, © 4153 7 /2 ha,hs,ha,hs,hy.

Table 1 Predictive result table T
F1 TOMLGERET

CID Itemset Num | CID Iltemset Num
X1 h1,h2,h3,h4,h5,h6,h7,h8 8 X7 h5,h5,h7 3
XZ hz,h3,h4,h5,h7 5 XB h2,h5,h7 3
X3 hz,hS,hﬁ 3 Xg h3,h4,h5,h7 4
X4 0 Xl() hl,hz,hs,hs 4
X5 hl,hz,hﬁ,hg 4 X11 hz,hs,he 3
Xs hy,hz,h3,h4,hs,hg,h7,hg 8 X1z hyg,hy,hghe,hy 5
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1.3 FEEITMERE

PR RN R NN kAR 22 S 22 B ), AR o3 38 ok FERE AR 3 2K IE A I o B3 8 H KT
AR TFLKI2 41,8 2 % R A0 2 38 1 8 HENS IE AR B RE A R e 6 T4 5 PR AR I 2 288 I/ K BRATTAL e 23 3
TR KT 25T+ 1 REA H LR REA I 20 2545 B BR. RN 36 FAREA X(L<Si<n), T 3 A2

Li=L (1)

R L AN JE 23 AR REAS X 33 43 S8 1IE 0. BT L, TG 1 3 e M L 3 43 SR A8 E AT 42 B, SR B2y A R AR X 1 7 2R 5 1
T8 IE A AR U6, 75 2 AR (L) R A L 0 R R B A S AR A AT A 228 85 A5 B AR T F i
Wik 8 i MR A A 53 AR T AT N IR 1Y) Itemset Hh () HY ISR 4% Itemset 9 14 43 28 B8 EAT HE PP 5 e A B
HEFF (1 1temset, B AT IHiLk/2.+1 A>3 24 28, 75 3K 7 10 700 45 SR 2% T,

2215 2 B2 4 k=5 W AR R 1 NIE itemset; 28 3 B HE/T JE 1945 56 4 51k B e 159 B )RS 1 T
WG To.th T4 k=5 B

Lk/2J+15/2 [+1=2+1=3,

DR, Ts v S AT IR 23 B3RS H 30N 3.

Table 2 Refining of predictive result table
&2 MR G K&

CID Itemset Sorted Itemset  Refined Itemset (Ts)
X2 hahghghshy  hyhshyhghs hz,hs,h7
X3 h2,hs,he hz,hs,he hz,hs,he
Xs h1,h2,he,hg ha,he,h1,hg hz,he,hy
X7 hs,he,h7 hs,he,h7 hs,he,h7
Xg h2,hs,h7 hz,hs,h7 hz,hs,h7
X9 h3,ha,hs,h7 hs,h7,hg,hs hs,h7,hy
X10 h1,h,hs,he hz,hs,he,hy hz,hs,he
X1 ha,hs,he hz,hs,he hz,hs,he
X1z __hy,hp,hg,heh; — hyhehz,hyihg hz,he,h7

1.4 HJEEFP-Tree

6T BT T 9 110 368 6 ek Rl i) SO0, 446 o T T 78 R ) A B N 8 T 2 b PR AR U AT DA B T RN IR
Itemset 51|24 b T 10 15 il 70 e () 3 451040, 2 o 10 35 3 218 DU S L 1 0 S PO 78 o IR, T R T BT AR 2 o 45 5
i FE.

FP-Tree 45t F $0Hm 4238 AU o490 95 300 42 (4 3 00y T KA 7 T L i T FP-Tree &9 T 345 ¥4 4
e ELAT A IR AR S IR 1) 5 45 AT 29 7 76 25 100, 0 HLAR v 1 AR S I AE SR I 23R T FRAT TS T T B — AR
FP-Tree . HH T T 4E AN K0 T8 K 1L 3R L6 3 43 2 8% DR L AE ) A FP-Tree (RS AR A, BRATTAS B B 7 RF B 11 PR 4.
FP-Tree # Fh (KBS 45 5t 4 ANIRA Bl 73 25887 1H item-name. 22500 1% 4% (I REA T3 count. 45 8% node-link
PR AL &5 iR EL parent. 5341, 4 T J7 (TR AR AT S A B A 3 T — A 3k 3R HTable, 8 H (1 i AL 45 3 Mg 7 2 4%
FriH item-name. 35 8% B YRR item-num F145 2%k node-head. 77, node-head 5[] FP-Tree H i vk ) 2
[ B A A R 43 28 25 bR AR ) 45 A HTable 28 (130 % 42 JEORH R TAE T NI Itemset A (1 HE B S0 B8 7 1 1) o it 97
F FP-Tree €% o6 %% BuildFP-Tree(T,), FATTED v 45 2 F50 45 S & T X R ) FP-Tree.FP-Tree 43t 574 1) HL A4 4
& W SCHR[14].

Ak SR I AT, FE T 3R 2 TR Ts BiBIE R FP-Tree Wi 1 o, i HTable o (4515 SRR 2 B8
2 HIERAS B P AT Sk B S LR 22 1 FP-Tree (45 #4); )\ HTable % node-head 38 HH & ) 2 28 55 4 1Y T AH I 43 28
PLE FP-Tree HP st o7 () &5 i, 48 1A U RIT R 122 53 S 28 5o 7 45 15 1) B S )
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null

HTable

h, | 7]-
hs | 7]
he |6
he | 5]
hy |3 -\.
&
2
1

hy
hs
hg

Fig.1 FP-Tree (k=5)
Kl1 k=5 FP-Tree
15 EEED LR

L5 5 TFREMR KERATKEE T 5B 1) FP-Tree, iZ M BT A3 MR IT 4f 25 - 45 /4 10 B 4% HvR 18 #R4% F
k2 + LR S AR). N 1T, Bl T L Rty B30T 43 s (ORE 5. th T A A BB K DN IED AT R, 415 31
FRIAR LI 28 38 R B IR 22 BB SV E AR vy i L Ty th 5 55 ¢ 06 B (0 T A 20 S 3R B 7E B P (FRATRR LR t
B B B 35), A F S t KR FT FEAIY AT By IE AR B I — AR FRATER A o 2 Uy AT 4 28
PRI BRI, A H 0 AR R B A K% 0ol o, RN SE90: 1 126 6 47 ,select_classifiers(Tree, k) B8 #5 i1) B fig 34T 1
1 [ 3

LB G RIAAFAESH S T, ESEEFE WA :S.set 0% T AN IFE ) H 44454 S.correct id3% T
S.set H I TC AR B AN 3R T H IO AR R IES RIS E O T R 7 @ AT — AN EAE D
JTCHENHOE DL R k N KA LA W T

IR 1. WM NI &GS set=0,S.correct=0.

AR 2. B Path-Table & : 4% M /2 2245 IR K FP-Tree Hh MAR S5 i 21 &5 m K - B8 A2 R B 2>
s N % AR 5 K count fH T S AE #4558 Path-Table i .Path-Table %1% — 474 N — & B 4%, 3 H
classifiers[i]# 7~ Path-Table % 128 i 7% R ¥ 73 H 2548 & count[i] R 7= 55 i 475 R [¥ count 1.

SR 3. AL FE N Path-Table SR H i #% count {E 5 K I A% 1, 40 A 24T 1 count 1B 3345 K, )i B 7
Path-Table % 52 il (f1 % 42, R A

|classifiers[i]|+|S.set|>k,
DG A A 3 K A JE 3 2R B HEAT 4 B, o326t Path-Table 20 55 i 47 TR 1 count[il AN FEAHEAT IE #4025, I
IR ZAT A Path-Table & Il B 75 U, n SR B8 A% 0 0 A2
[classifiers[i]|+|S.set|<sk,
AT A K Q)FIA K@) ERAE ¥ classifiers[i]H I FT A 43 KA MA LS S.set 1, I BEF Al 45 IE 4 73 SRR A
HH.
S.set=S.setuclassifiers][i] 2
S.correct=S.correctucount[i] 3)

5 JE M BRIZAT JEREHE N S.set i 135 2585 M Path-Table 22 1¥ %47 rH B,

AUR 4. Y1 Path-Table #: 4145 Path-Table H:—4T i (4 2RA4ES classifiers[i10 2%, UL %47 X B (1)
count[i] M FEA IS T 23 JE il AT 2 2N (B) 5 AE, S8 J5 5 1%A4T M Path-Table 2 rf I R 1 SRAF AT 73 28 245 565 AH 7]
HIAT U EATE I8 —AT,1ZAT 10 count 10 2 5 & JF 14547 count {82 Fl.

PR, WAL 3 NP IR 4, 5B ik 14y Je o H 4 T k 5L Path-Table 24 4%,
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L% 6. &M S.

IR ST T KB o0 SRS IR BTV R T IRTHZ AL RE T L R 38 8 1k 4 e 45 S, CPM-EP 73255 BT ml fig
[ K AR 3 DR AT B 43 28 B 1k B, N B AT 093 1] &5 SR v B X S.correct {5 K I K (ELITS K S.set H (13 43 25 3
Z 5N MR 24 KAEXS REK S.correct 2485 K, WIRE BRI K (BRI S.set 1) 43 S35 AT 4R L. B4R k 1K)
JIT A VT B B A DX R) [L, L] ff s g, I e L O SRR JE 4 R4 0 H

SEF AT B 7 B 1 FP-Tree B EE 2K 3 [ Path-Table R WK 2(a)/fi7r.Path-Table %
A 2 471 count H 8 OK, XS R ) 4r R EE S K {hohs e} KX 3 AN B BEISES Sset P K
S.corrrect=3, M1 i 1% 4T, 71 A Path-Table 3 BRI 3 /N3 J8 4828 05 4 4 Fe 8 42 G AR IR (AT BEAT & 9 49 21 58 8T
Ji5 ¥y Path-Table 411 €] 2(b) it 7~ . 4k 823 £ count fi & K IIAT h, A 3%, 5E 8T J5 1) Path-Table & Q1 €] 2(c) i 7 .75 K 2(c)
LT hy BT hy WP IR count {EAH 4%, 16 FEAE Path-Table 358 HIBLHOAT, B hy Ak, B 15 5 1) 45 5 0
S.set={h,,hs,hg,h7,h;}, S.correct=8.

o F 1K — {8k (1 BT AT BT IR AR A DX TR [L, 8] HP (3 5 b k=3 I HAT e 45 18 81 S.set={h,,hs,he},
BEH S.correct=8.74: = £ k=3 Fll k=5 X N [1) S.correct {EAH [F], B AT B4 /NI 43 S48 45 5 AT 42 . IR 0k, 5 T 1%
il CPM-EP S35 1% £E I 5L 53 4% 0 hy,hs F he.

Classifiers Count Classifiers Count Classifiers Count
hy, hs, h7 2 hy 4 hy 1
ha, hs, he 3 hy 1 hy 1
ha, he, hy 1 h7, hq 1
hy, he, h7 1
hs, he, h7 1
hs, h7, hy 1

(a) Original Path-Table (length=3)  (b) Path-Table after the first selection (c) Path-Table after the second selection
(a) JldfiPath-Table(# 42 K 15 4 3) (b) 517k i%EFE )5 HPath-Table (c) 2k ik 5 HPath-Table

Fig.2 Selecting base classifiers by using Path-Table
K2 FIH A2 % Path-Table JEAT 354> FS B8k

2 KWIRTE

T HAE CPM-EP S M Mk A S5 i RATAZ AR s o 2 RERIERERT IR . S 5 R UM 3R 7 A3 5L
Hix 3 AN A4 Select-Best!*™ Bagging™!, GASEN!? Forward-Selection™® 8151 CPM-EP £17Ei47 T LLi.
21 HiEE

S AT T UCHHLES 2% 2 B0 122 v 40 />R 18 A [R 45 (1 000 B A S 50 3 v i 6 o0 4 b A2 7
XT3 FEANFEAE T (TR A R b U ) 1R D8 1 A7 O AR 2> B2 g P, T2 A K A L 1) Jag A R A N e . 48
Tk b AR A B A B 2 AR AR L AR SR 3R 3.
22 SHILRMEZE

BATIHE SLH6 PR T Select Best(SelB),Bagging, GASEN #il Forward Selection(FS)iX 4 #§77% 5 CPM-EP §1
TRHEAT LR L, Select Best 2 # 4 1 ° ) 503k EL AR (R B Al Bagging A2 e Al 48 d5e i F (R4 i 58090, GASEN
Forward Selection & P il 1L 2 [ 36 £ 1k 4 il 03

e Select Best

Select Best SyEMUANJE T8 2 =), 5 5] T4 BN, & B S8 3R AT A7 25 20 S 4 X6 152 6 A 4 (1) 75100
SR 5 L BT RG Bl 1 — A 4 25 28
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e Bagging
Bagging J7 A 1 Bt BT AT S 43 2K 9% 10 TR0 45 L HEAT 2 MO SR AL &
e GASEN

GASEN 53k B g 50 % A R 4055 N 4R 3L 3 2 DA B T 38045 5005 . GASEN A4 5570 2R 2800 — A1
HEDN, — 2L PR B — AN, T 22 AN A4 SR J R e B A AT AZ S 2 5 A5 1 R R B 4T 23 e 2 AN
A, 55 J5 1 8 A B AT B v o B PR AN AR kg SRV TR i L T A BRI A% o 22 8 B 8 o 511 e 7, GASEN
ST T — ARSI B0 A 5 F b 305 BN v S AR A 35 I bR Bt AR il 6 i AR 6 A b T i % ) 15
T BRI ROR,FRAT 0 GASEN 350 1087 49 2R H A, B, £ 19 28 00 7 B v S A% 1) ) N 3SR B/ 4R

ARAfE SCRR[L20 A4t 3, FA TR I 2 0 i 6 SEE B T s A PR A A% 0025 s — PR RL G 30 NN AN — A
A 50 ANJCH WA, Hoh (0 7038 7 SEHUE, 0 B A5 AH L 23 28 2% 1 S SRR S5 P I AR G S BB R A
SR Hy 0.5, FMHK Ay 0.05, 59 F AL PR BT B (AN 0.05.GASEN ik i 28 114142 52 1k 100 Q1 AL,

e Forward Selection(FS)

Forward Selection 43281 jt — b G 4% 53 3 P 4 B S0, I B A SE AR R I 0K 2 FToms.

E 3£ 2. Forward Selection .7,

FS(C,Ey)

Input: C, set of all base classifiers;

Output: Es, pruned result.

{

1. Initialization: Apax<0, Es¢—¢, E<4;
2. while (C is not empty)
3. qeagma{f{cuE)}:
4 Remove all classifiers of ¢; from C;
5. E<«{c.}UE;
6 if (Amax<f(E))
7 Anax<f(E);
8 Es«E;
9 end if
10. end while
For I RURR R F()>=0 BRI 0S 4R B 23 28 3 1R ) T bR AE (x S — MR 2R 4%). FS A1 2 AR Ak, - SE I AR A # 4R
LE TR AR BT AT R (s 25k 2 fO) e B b un, SCHR[16, 17142 i 1 R sUr vk R Ik T A £
FEPERNPE B, SCHR[18]42 H 1 i A 377 105 e T B SR i 4 1 43 R 45 FR0IIHE B2 FAT T/ 9246 oh SR SCHR[18] /4 77
5SEHL FS S
23 W

SER R A 10 RAT SRR K 7 v R RE AR BEALAE 23 5l 10 63, 45 7R A8 SO vb i) — 4 VR D D 4, HoAth 9 4y
VR I GRER (FR A A8 SO GRER) A IR AE XL NG 50 AT 3 S 3, % He 73 S8 3 1) I AR 2 NAZ SO R vh >R
bootstrap FURAEFRATF. Ky T 4 i KE 2 A K 2 A1, AT v B 43 2 2 IO IR R/ A A8 SO RAR 1) — 2 EJk
I3 A B 36 PRI A A T BB B RE ARE B R A8 SR AR

BRATRFH 5740 1B 93 2K B8 AT S i 2 >0 S0 6 BT AR R 6 93 K 3 b AT 15 AN /& BPNIN i 22 g 461091, 15 A
Ji C4.5 v e P 10 A 1 8 DL 10 AN SVYMGE R 1 BEL), HLA-Fh AL 20 2888 (12 > S -t B

o T BP MM —MaE 2 HEE2E 54 5 A A M R b5 8 T7 7238 4: 5
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AN 5 90 R e 2 2 (o SO ARAR BRI 45 1) MSE Al 22 /T 107°), ik 21 e KN 4R 8 491 2 000. ik
LSRRI — B FERE R AR AT 28 0 286 0 I 2R B i 0@

o CA5 WFHAE Rt C4.5 I FREEAT QI E A BT B, BY A B AS 0 0.25;

o THEREAUKA C-SVM 4% iR HUR F 42 17 2 2R S0 (RBF, 2L ,gamma HU(E S £ 42 & H:20 B 1918140,V
& 1E 4 1F epsilon %% 0.001.

S R ARG SR CICH+iE 5 S, MR & AMD 4000+,2GB W 17, Linux 3 1F R 4835 70 R 2 f 30

H & 50.
Table 3 Data sets used for classification

R3 I ERE

Data set Size  Attribute  Class Data set Size Attribute  Class
Abalone 4177 8 29 Iris 150 4 3
Agaricus-Lepiota (mushroom) 5644 22 2 Kr-vs-Kp 3196 36 2
Austra 690 14 2 Letter-Recognition -~ 20 000 16 26
Balance-Scale 625 4 3 Optdigits 3823 64 10
Breast-Cancer-Wisconsin 683 9 2 Page 5473 10 5
Bupa 345 6 2 Pima 768 8 2
Cancer 699 9 2 Poker-Hand 25010 10 10
Car 1728 6 4 Segmentation 2100 19 7
Cleveland 303 13 5 Sick 1947 21 2
Cmc 1473 9 3 Sick-Euthyroid 2000 18 2
Crx 465 15 2 Spambase 4601 57 2
Dermatology 358 34 6 Splice 3190 60 3
German-Numeric 1000 24 2 Tic-Tac-Toe 958 9 2
Glass 214 9 6 Transfusion 748 4 2
Hayes-Roth 132 4 3 Vehicle (statlog) 846 18 4
Heart 270 13 2 Waveform 5000 21 3
House-Votes-84 232 16 2 Wdbc 569 30 2
Hypothyroid 2 000 18 2 Wine 178 13 3
Imports-85 (autos) 159 25 7 Yeast 1484 8 10
lonosphere 351 34 2 Z00 101 16 7

3 KBWERDN

AT 3 A T7 1 %S SelB,Bagging, GASEN,FS F1 CPM-EP #E47 LA, BN UMK B G2 AL g J1)« 4 oS Lk )
). 2 SRR JE B H G SCIIAR 4 45 T TRONDRS B2 i 45 SR J5 S0 3R 6 45 HE T 40 28 e RN [R] RN L 4y
A HH 1 & WA e v S5 I 1) 45 SR 3 R AR 5 AT Average Db T A SRR I 25 SR 1 B 1.
31 FRMAEE

4 TP TINRE R TR A B TN B, 45 R 10 YRS I IE B34 R 5 28 AR SCk[21], 78 2 AN i
B 1 HAE 2 i 43 8 07 ¥k BRI TR 6 e LB 45 T VA 5 5 A b 43 2ROKE 85 1 44 K T AN 2 T 42 P A 45 T Y R 4
JERE I IR T DAHEBR B AN B AT S 45 S5 i ok KIS DR, 36 4 (A 104 I8 T 5 R s ks 4 7 1
LN 4 BRI g AT DL e TR S T T ,40 N ELHRSE R 17 & CPM-EP VR LA IR A
{f,Bagging HETE 14 MR EE B FS 78 11 MR AE ESAF AR 45 5,0 Select Best 1 GASEN {X % 7F 2
AN KR b SRAFUF I 45 B B AR M B HA 92, CPM-EP . S92 78 FIDRS 132 Jy 1 LA 5 W B i AL 34 FS 8 1
Bagging, Bagging 3 I& T GASEN %.i%,Select Best )45 R & 7.

L IRATEFE T Friedman RPN I SVAR V05 4 UHAT B YRR, B S B A B Ho T B
HE S 10 R 5 AT 2 A

k(k +1) 4
Jerp N IR EH kX EE IR ) VA B H Ry A §LERTA IR RT3 4 AR S e p i S B
2% =37.915, F— 151 FeAfH:

12N k(k +1)?
7= {zRf— ( ’]
J
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Table 4 Accuracy and rank of all methods
R4 TR R ILH4

Data set Predictive accuracy (%) Rank
SelB Bagging GASEN FS CPM-EP | SelB | Bagging | GASEN | FS | CPM-EP
Abalone 10.09+1.01 | 26.08+1.11 | 24.38+1.27 | 23.25+1.01 | 22.94x1.04 | 5.00 | 1.00 | 2.00 |3.00| 4.00
Ag&'ﬁ:ﬁ;&g&'ﬁta 100.00+0.00 | 99.81+0.09 | 99.73+0.13 | 100.00+0.00 | 100.00£0.00 | 2.00 | 4.00 | 5.00 |2.00| 2.00
Austra 77.10+1.94 | 86.09+1.42 | 85.200+1.61 | 80.7241.72 | 82.75+1.57 | 500 | 1.00 | 2.00 |4.00] 3.00
Balance-Scale | 89.05+3.16 | 87.94+1.38 | 86.51+2.57 | 92.06+1.81 | 91.27+1.67 | 3.00 | 4.00 | 500 |1.00] 2.00
Br&?f;gﬁ;ff“ 95.65+1.80 |97.68+1.03 | 96.38+1.38 | 97.54+1.08 | 97.25+1.05 |5.00 | 1.00 | 4.00 |2.00| 3.00
Bupa 65.14+3.12 | 64.57+3.68 | 64.57+3.39 | 64.57+4.30 | 67.7142.86 | 200 | 4.00 | 4.00 |4.00| 1.00
Cancer 95.00+1.47 | 97.29+1.21 | 96.14+1.36 | 95.71+1.11 | 96.14+1.36 | 5.00 | 1.00 | 250 |4.00]| 2.50
Car 93.29+0.99 | 91.56+1.17 | 91.97+1.56 | 95.49+1.02 | 95.66+0.78 | 3.00 | 500 | 4.00 |2.00] 1.00
Cleveland 50.32+5.11 | 58.06+3.46 | 54.84+3.46 | 58.39+4.81 | 56.13+4.46 | 500 | 2.00 | 4.00 |1.00]| 3.00
Cme 45.00+2.36 | 49.19+2.30 | 48.24+1.96 | 49.05:2.10 | 47.30+2.27 | 5.00 | 1.00 | 3.00 |2.00| 4.00
Crx 85.74+2.65 | 89.15+2.35 | 88.94+2.32 | 84.68+2.85 | 86.81+2.81 | 4.00| 100 | 2.00 |5.00| 3.00
Dermatology | 96.94+1.31 | 96.39+1.53 | 95.28+1.40 | 95.83+2.43 | 97.78+1.21 | 2.00 | 3.00 | 500 |4.00| 1.00
ﬁimﬁ‘c 66.10+1.47 | 71.80+1.76 | 72.10+1.13 | 73.90+1.65 | 72.50+1.99 | 5.00 | 4.00 | 3.00 |1.00| 2.00
Glass 60.91+6.03 | 55.91+6.67 | 55.91+4.55 | 62.27+5.84 | 62.27+5.48 | 3.00 | 450 | 450 |150] 150
Hayes-Roth | 79.29+4.64 | 75.71+7.35 | 76.43+7.83 | 82.14+5.36 | 80.71+453 | 3.00 | 500 | 400 |1.00] 2.00
Heart 77.78+3.70 | 83.33+2.90 | 82.22+2.72 | 80.74+4.60 | 81.1142.92 | 500 | 1.00 | 2.00 |4.00| 3.00
\Z?:ss_eg'4 96.67+1.82 | 98.75+1.33 | 97.08+1.33 | 96.67+1.82 | 97.08+1.63 | 450 | 1.00 | 250 |4.50| 2.50
Hypothyroid | 98.35+0.45 | 98.70+0.37 | 98.35+0.49 | 98.45+0.51 | 98.80+0.39 | 450 | 2.00 | 450 |3.00| 1.00
'?23{;55')85 52.50+4.24 | 53.75+5.80 | 58.13+5.94 | 53.75+4.68 | 58.13+6.10 | 5.00 | 350 | 150 |350| 1.50
lonosphere | 88.33+1.94 | 92.2242.55 | 91.11+3.39 | 88.8943.67 | 91.114255 | 5.00 | 1.00 | 250 |4.00] 2.50
Iris 96.67+1.67 | 96.67+1.67 | 90.67+6.00 | 96.67+1.67 | 96.67+1.67 | 250 | 250 | 500 |250| 2.50
Kr-vs-Kp 98.28+0.48 | 97.16+0.49 | 97.66+1.12 | 98.22+0.37 | 98.78+0.40 | 200 | 5.00 | 4.00 |3.00] 1.00

Letter-

Recognition | 7040037 | 81.220.32 | 84.641.97 | 88.10:0.40 | 88.41:0.24 |5.00| 400 | 300 [200| 1.00
Optdigits 96.66+0.52 | 95.95+0.49 | 95.33+0.78 | 95.77+0.64 | 96.71+0.54 | 200 | 3.00 | 500 |4.00] 1.00
Page 95.99+0.34 | 95.91+0.42 | 95.86+0.78 | 96.93+0.22 | 96.73+0.20 | 3.00 | 4.00 | 500 |1.00| 2.00
Pima 69.87+2.59 | 76.62+1.79 | 73.51+1.93 | 73.9042.10 | 74.03+2.15 | 5.00 | 1.00 | 4.00 |3.00| 2.00
Poker-Hand | 49.56+0.79 | 49.83+0.43 | 51.75+0.95 | 55.19+0.61 | 55.97+0.71 | 5.00| 4.00 | 3.00 |2.00| 1.00
Segmentation | 89.90+1.13 | 91.33+0.89 | 91.86+1.27 | 93.76+0.82 | 93.24+1.01 | 5.00| 4.00 | 3.00 |1.00] 2.00
Sick 96.56+0.56 | 96.46-0.48 | 96.26+0.63 | 97.03+0.60 | 96.97+0.51 |3.00| 4.00 | 500 |1.00| 2.00
Euf,'};'ﬁ(‘)i 4 | 97:45£0.48 |97.35+0.51 | 96.65+0.86 | 97.400.67 | 97.50+0.62 | 2.00 | 400 | 500 |3.00| 1.00
Spambase | 92.80+0.73 | 92.86+0.47 | 92.93+1.65 | 94.01+0.59 | 94.21+0.66 | 5.00 | 4.00 | 3.00 |2.00] 1.00
Splice 93.82+0.54 | 96.39+0.26 | 95.77+0.34 | 95.36+0.57 | 95.80+0.42 | 5.00 | 1.00 | 3.00 |4.00]| 2.00
Tic-Tac-Toe | 91.88+2.51 | 77.08+2.49 | 79.69+2.26 | 92.29+1.65 | 95.10+1.34 | 3.00 | 500 | 4.00 |2.00] 1.00
Transfusion | 73.20+2.45 | 77.73+1.61 | 76.53+1.69 | 75.60+1.84 | 76.00+2.35 | 500 | 1.00 | 2.00 |4.00]| 3.00
(\Sfar;:g'ge) 66.00+3.69 |70.12+1.37 | 73.06+1.69 | 73.2942.54 | 73.18+3.45 | 5.00 | 4.00 | 3.00 |1.00| 2.00
Waveform | 70.56+1.19 | 85.80+0.88 | 86.08-0.95 | 80.08+1.25 | 80.2640.97 | 5.00 | 2.00 | 1.00 |4.00] 3.00
Wdbc 94.91+1.07 | 96.32+1.21 | 95.09+1.02 | 93.86+1.53 | 95.26+1.30 | 400 | 1.00 | 3.00 |5.00] 2.00
Wine 96.11+1.78 | 98.89+1.11 | 95.56+2.08 | 96.11+1.78 | 96.6741.84 | 350 | 1.00 | 500 |350| 2.00
Yeast 50.00+1.04 | 56.71+1.42 | 54.50+1.77 | 56.85+2.14 | 57.32+1.76 | 5.00 | 3.00 | 4.00 |2.00| 1.00
Z0o 85.45+8.67 | 81.82+7.33 | 80.91+7.17 | 84.55+8.39 | 86.36+7.94 | 2.00 | 4.00 | 500 |3.00] 1.00
Average 80.44 82.16 81.69 82.73 8322 |395| 279 | 355 |274| 1.98
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162 N ER A BT 2 Fhar A IR L, — SR A R ) L s 36 (alll pairwise comparison), BVEs T 43 2
2R EEAT T EL, LUK BT AT RE A ARARL P A e X6 B U7 vk 2 B Nemenyi 313K, Holm 313X, Shaffer i
Bergmann-Hommel JIl4% 55,3 8 75 v 48R FH R vk 2 AT 5
R-R,

\/m '
6N

Tz FF O RS0, Dt ] DURI Ay 26 75 B0 N AR p, 1208 S e 17 56 I8 2 M 8 1) A 3 /K7 B0 p
AL /N, D002 AR 1) T A R ARG, o 1 268 1 MR 3 B K b S5 T A R R TR 6 X I p L 65 5 — T 1 S 3 K P i
AT TT AT O 6t B B e A p AELREAT R A T L RS 50 A A 88 1 AR A AR RO X B S v AR A
HH A G T IR R 5 1 A S L S 5 (1 T il 4 R, A ), 2 A S T RE IS B L R, AR T
APV(adjusted P-value)/TAH, & 56X p HIATIE IE/F 3] APV 585 H APV fH, 454 B MK FRE [ H
Zhig.

FE T 348 Bl o6 %) Ee 38 =, Bergmann-Hommel J& —Fj BT 55 25 45 & (exhaustive set) AT 7592:, & 1 B AR a2 R
R i b K T IT A AN B A5 248 100 2 B RE 1% 7 3 A DU 5 1 e A K 11, R 1 58 /0 R Al 4 1 195 00 T 1
H RS B [0 45 16 ZE A IR SE B h /AT R A Bergmann-Hommel 528 i PRk A7 W06t Mt 120 e b 52 2% i L
BAVOCK VT 585 B BoR 138 5, 7815 01 22 SCHk[22]. 3 98, Ho 28 25 fiv i,z S 4E il i, p A& 2 X 1) IE A8 40 A MR R 2
JE APV 2 M 8 4 5 1R % 2 A (AP (TS 225 SCiik[22]), 35 KT a<0.1, M H R p (/N EIR
Herr.

Table 5 Result of Bergmann-Hommel test
% 5 Bergmann-Hommel 5% 45 5

No. Ho z p APV Is Ho rejected?
0 SelB vs. CPM-EP 55861 2.129e-008 2.129e—007 Yes
1 GASEN vs. CPM-EP 44548 8.397e-006 5.038e-005 Yes
2 SelB vs. FS 3.4295 0.0006048  0.003629 Yes
3 SelB vs. Bagging 3.2880 0.001 009 0.004 035 Yes
4 Bagging vs. CPM-EP  2.298 1 0.021 56 0.086 23 Yes
5 GASEN vs. FS 22981 0.021 56 0.064 67 Yes
6 Bagging vs. GASEN  2.156 7 0.031 03 0.064 67 Yes
7 FS vs. CPM-EP 2.156 7 0.031 03 0.086 23 Yes
8 SelB vs. GASEN 11314 0.257 9 0.515 8 No
9 Bagging vs. FS 0.141 4 0.887 5 0.887 5 No

F 4 2 5, AT 145 2 LR 4518 7 2 2 MK T a<0.1 B 15 0L T, Select Best 55 GASEN %15 1 3 % 22 5], Bagging
5 FS WA B VEZER, M CPM-EP 55 LAt Jy A7 B2 Pk 2 7). K 3 it — P F ElJE &7 T Bergmann-Hommel
K56 1) 45 18 AT P LU 30,67 b S B8 v i) 5 R OT IR TR T 3 AN 43 41, 1, SelB FI GASEN —4,FS Fl Bagging —
41,1 CPM-EP FLAUE i — 413X Ui W] ,CPM-EP 25 4L T2 Ath 4 Fhotef Lk 5 ik,

5 4 3 2 1

CPM-EP
SelB

FS
GASEN Bagging

Fig.3 Graphical representation of Bergmann-Hommel test
3 Bergmann-Hommel £ 56; (¥) AL 7R
7 B R 12 AT IR 45 Rk — 2P I T 6 PR MR A B AR H, RIDRE T k4 S 38 AT BB UT A —
& R U RO B0 BE 03 K28 5 15 B iU AT BRAE A9 T (M2 A fie 7 TR I FRATTIA 4 ,CPM-EP Sk 2
T UL B WA 4 AV AR B8 00, T2 A0 T FL A PRI 43 S8 0l P 2B T 30 B R Uk H ) AT, AN T 6 il A a2 P
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3 Pk FEIE AR BRI HE 2 AR LRI 0] W3R 6,45 R 10 TRAZ IR IE (R B H. 5256 45 2R s, CPM-EP 5.
RGP IR )~ 4 20 25 GASEN 1) 1/19. FS 1) 1/8, W] AL T-1X WY b 3% . 32 B2 Ji 5] 2 ,CPM-EP S35 H =R 45 4
0 V25 DR AT 53 SIS RS B0 A 10 FOT00 45 SRS JE S 1 o) Tt 45 SR 1) T S SR I e A0 R FP-Tree REAT 73 B4R IE %,
B DR T AR I L PR GASEN SR (A% SR — P AR FEIN 14 R V5, AR AT IR GASEN
HEAT T — & WAL AL, 9] 0 R FH 2 3 6 SR fo B IBE AL I RS IR FE AR BRI B 40 8 B3R 6 M4 RATR K
H,GASEN &t —Ffig ST A AR R I R I SR Ay 722 FS SRR AR A N0 B v 8 22 6 0 T o R 43 25 2%
L HeA FLE PR RS [ A T GASEN Il CPM-EP 5% 2 [H].

Table 6 Pruning time and size of pruned ensembles
53 SR L FRIN o) A 3 2R 28 40 H

%6

Data set

Pruning time (s)

Size of pruned ensemble

GASEN FS CPM-EP | GASEN FS CPM-EP
Abalone 791.85 448.45 39.31 7.50 20.30 20.80
Agaricus-Lepiota (mushroom) 115.12 51.87 0.16 2.70 1.00 1.00
Austra 22.25 8.84 0.13 6.40 6.60 9.80
Balance-Scale 20.53 7.39 0.14 12.90 4.30 6.70
Breast-Cancer-Wisconsin 18.88 7.40 0.03 4.10 2.20 3.80
Bupa 10.86 3.64 0.27 21.50 8.80 13.00
Cancer 18.10 7.15 0.03 4.10 2.20 5.40
Car 46.57 19.22 0.59 14.00 5.70 6.80
Cleveland 13.35 4.49 0.33 17.70 15.70 8.20
Ccmc 13.28 2.70 1.29 12.50 12.80 11.00
Crx 17.25 6.28 0.08 8.70 6.20 7.80
Dermatology 19.77 7.04 0.04 5.80 1.10 1.20
German-Numeric 28.86 10.14 1.04 14.10 18.50 17.40
Glass 11.07 3.57 0.13 14.10 4.90 11.30
Hayes-Roth 0.82 0.27 0.01 7.50 2.40 3.30
Heart 9.69 3.35 0.09 13.70 4.10 10.60
House-Votes-84 7.84 2.76 0.01 2.90 1.00 1.00
Hypothyroid 44.80 18.24 0.09 6.40 2.70 5.60
Imports-85 (autos) 10.38 3.29 0.09 14.70 5.70 7.80
lonosphere 11.79 3.68 0.05 8.90 3.90 5.40
Iris 5.31 1.85 0.00 2.90 1.00 1.00
Kr-vs-Kp 71.56 29.75 0.26 9.40 4.20 14.90
Letter-Recognition 3991.89 1502.11 143.52 18.70 19.20 13.80
Optdigits 205.69 82.64 2.19 26.00 16.40 3.20
Page 128.32 60.53 1.02 11.00 13.90 7.20
Pima 20.09 6.96 0.67 11.90 10.70 12.60
Poker-Hand 3900.65 144413 316.97 7.20 18.50 15.00
Segmentation 74.82 30.31 0.60 14.90 8.90 16.10
Sick 45.19 17.85 0.14 7.30 3.20 6.60
Sick-Euthyroid 41.55 17.42 0.18 12.10 4.00 3.20
Spambase 91.73 36.82 1.76 22.10 14.00 20.80
Splice 72.45 32.60 0.60 11.70 11.20 13.00
Tic-Tac-Toe 26.35 9.91 0.31 9.10 3.10 5.20
Transfusion 17.26 5.95 0.44 13.40 8.10 5.60
Vehicle (statlog) 29.48 10.36 0.89 13.70 10.80 11.60
Waveform 103.82 40.51 7.78 14.70 17.80 17.40
Wdbc 18.47 6.42 0.05 5.50 1.20 2.20
Wine &11 251 0.01 3.50 1.00 1.00
Yeast 55.70, 22.25 6.19 9.10 15.10 17.00
Zoo 5.44 1.70 0.02 5.50 1.20 1.60
Average 253.65 99.56 13.19 10.75 7.84 8.67

33 ENEBHKE

A

R 6 4y L 7 A B H O & R B AR 1 28 8 T 2 5 BRI 2R 0 B B R 10 I8 SIS E
M. th T Bagging HIE 2 FLEAR A, AN IR 670 R S5 B AT 20 %, 26 20 KA B0 H D JeUf 3k 7 6485 (K H H 50, 76%
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Hh A1 Bagging [1)1E.Select Best 134 4> 38850 H 4R 2800 1,3 6 AR 51 H HLAH B 2.

NG ST DU I R A STV B R I o 2R B B H i /N TR A I JE o 2R g B B 3P RS STk
I HE 4 e g /D CPM-EP IR 2 MBI 45 S 7R, 3 ol i 86 M 2 B A 10 T 1) 356 4 S B 50 T 350 R 38 JU R 3
OF HEARHH )P G5 TIUINORS 2 10 45 L BATT AT LA B4 T 45 1 5 50 v 7R3 P A VA 3 R S B on B iz
TR Iy AR FH 0 S5 23 25 3%

P T P R ol B B I 3 23 2 B B H B /N ISR 1R 3 4y R 28 K TR M LT Bagging 45 B AR ik
T PR A R A ) B R 3 2 e A TR T A A 1) S A N AN AS T B R K A ek LT R 1R P AR 2 ) K
TN AETRATT I S5 o 2 6 AR A AT 28 S TR I, CPM-EP 4925 24 ki P 2 1 20 I S 8 TR0 B9 B B 75 (0 5
JHE U /N T Bagging 7EAR KR EE /T GASEN, I 75 1 FS.

4 &

AR PR (1 FE R R BT IL CPM-EP.AZ S0 3 7 21 4 1) LB i) L 46 DA o = 55 304l 126 1) 4B 2 i)
7L T RERS Tl FP-Tree S5 RAF 45 3k 70 SR e XA U0 AF A R TIN5 3R 3t o 1 3 el A v T SR BEAT 2R 70 S8 s il
SR ARE.CPM-EP SEE AT ST A /AN, 0 HLA RS 2CH2 i O ol e 1 70 SR 1 e T X R P A4
(10 o 38 1 i) AL S 3 445 SR ARG W, CPM-EP . 83k ARV (38 SR AR R4S T 0B (132 AL RE g, HLARAS K 4 il 7 2 2 L
PN 2l R e PR SR
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