a4k H3IM
2022 4 6 J

B B M E X FEFE R
JOURNAL OF NATIONAL UNIVERSITY OF DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY

Vol. 44 No. 3
Jun. 2022

doi;10. 11887/j. cn. 202203009

http://journal. nudt. edu. cn

% 1% U7 4 AL RO R R S R B

BaE,18E, T’
(1. WBKF HEMEEZERAFER, LE K& 030006;
2. WK HHEFREPXLZEAEKFTRELELEE, & KR 030006)

B B MEHEIORW I ESRE S SR G 0%, P IR R S5 IR 2 05 1 2 T RE R A i 1]
SRS IIVEREAOERE T o SR T —Fh 2% DU M-S 0 AR R R PR s S TR0 DR XA ) 20 S B 4, R
R =Pl i R S0, A DU AL EEA, 2 Hh e R I SR . LIRS R R, i Rk 2 T
I E B TG AR PSR 007 15 O BLRERSE R AR 2 19 0L T 1R Bl 2R i LS R 7 —

BE EFET TRIE B RAERE, W T ORI S0 E

SKERIR AR PSR 5 DTS04 5 i i A
R E 4y %S . TP391 XHEARERG A

XERHE 1001 —2486(2022)03 - 067 — 10

Algorithm for model decision tree with multi-kernel

Bayesian optimization
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Abstract; In the construction of the model decision tree, there are many parameters and the parameter combination is complex. The use of

grid search and other parameter tuning methods will consume a lot of time, which will affect the improvement of the model performance. A model

decision tree with multi-kernel bayesian optimization was proposed. In order to deal with the characteristics of different classified data, three

Gaussian processes were used for modeling optimization. The Bayesian optimization technique was used to select the best parameter combination.

The experimental results show that the proposed algorithm is better than the traditional model decision tree method in parameter optimization, and

can find the global optimal parameter value in the case of a few iterations. To a certain extent, it improves the classification performance of the

algorithm and saves a lot of parameter adjustment time.
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Fig.1  Construction of model decision tree
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Fig.2 Bayesian optimization model
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Alg.1 Multi-kernel Bayesian optimization algorithm
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Tab.1 Datasets used in experiments

g Ik

veTAE A BEAH K
Australian 390 300 14
Madelon 600 2 000 500
Germen 1 500 3 500 20
Breast_cancer 2 000 770 9
Spambase 2 500 1 500 57
Diabetis 3000 4680 8
Splice 5000 10 875 60
Image 6500 5050 18
Banana 8 000 1 000 2
Credit Card Cliet 9 000 20 000 23
Magic Gamma Telescope 9 020 10 000 10
Cod_rna 10 000 20 000 8
Flare_solar 20 000 33 300 9

MBOMDT %436 F T #4441 LIBLINEAR £
TN H5 UE SZ 45 1] 32 AL (support vector machine,
SVM) #5 84, Bi] adt s = Fopr i B A0, Hoh i ] T
LIBLINEAR £ f3¢ y MBOMDT_LIB, fiff Fj £k 1
%) SVM #8157 >4 MBOMDT_SVM ( linear) , {ii /i
E R B SVM iRl % MBOMDT_SVM ( 1bf)

S B S0 0 R ] RS AR

B{E V. LIBLINEAR Py RIS K s [SVM P
F18 D B30 DG A B0 3 g A6 TR e SRR 2 B AT A
Z, UG 2 B WA 1) S 02 20E, e
LIBLINEAR #RU ) S H0 s RIS, MAE W [
fili 1] LIBLINEAR #8551 h 2B B S 80 s 52—
BCEAN 2, A H e S8R BT TR 6 A
SRR S RINGR 2 s , MDT AL S0 5
SRBLEAR ASCIR[24 ] .

K2 BEEIRSH—R

Tab.2  Parameter of different algorithms

7S s c y |4
MDT_LIB vV vV
MDT_SVM( linear) Vv Vv
MDT_SVM ( rbf) v oV Vv
MBOMDT_LIB 4 vV
MBOMDT_SVM( linear) vV vV
MBOMDT_SVM( rbf) AV VARV

EFAVAE N Dl

SCHR [ 24 ] A i Ay = B RS R o SR R B30 Tk
MDT_LIB . MDT_SVM ( linear) il MDT_SVM ( tbf)
MBS L G R 38 ), A =A% E
55 SVM .KNN . LR (logistic regression) ,LIBLINEAR
SEJLRNE TR 23 2807 R AT 1 LUH, SR B R 3R
B SCHR 24 ] A B8 s 00 — oSS 780 o 5 A 800 76 43
R A S s AT ] FoR 20T Hofh 7512, R,
ARSI = AR 5 Sk [ 24 ] v 4R iy =
R AL B 12 DA S s DL e I A6 A A A e
H5f BOMDT_LIB %3 . BOMDT_SVM ( linear ) &
12: . BOMDT_SVM (rbf) 5517 LLEL
2.2 BESEMMAENK

MDT ka8 o SEE PR IT T Rl HER 4l A
B VRS IR G R B, B RSV Y
NI B S 95 25 R i e LA, TR RS
BAIRSEUEHAT T B 2R09E . KRN
AIHER G SREAS S BB E V0 0 O AR B
10% 30% .50% .70% 90% F-{EAS [R5 4 £ _F o
AT s, $BVAH X B2 B0, SVM A A v i 4%
B c MRy WA N TSI G4
B € 1Y [ € B, Horp: MDT _LIB 553k B 7
Credit Card Cliet f1 Cod_rna #54E F V BUJI| R4
AHLH) 30% , 1 Spambase Kdfa 4 I V I Zhtt:
AHH) 90% A, AR B V B I GRAE A )
10% , MDT_SVM ( linear ) & 3B 7 Spambase £l
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Cod_rna ¥4l 4 b V O ZRAE A 50% , 7k
Credit Card Cliet %t #s 4 £ V BN ZRAE A K i1y
70% Hb , HARF LT V BRI ZRREARY 10%
MDT_SVM (rbf) B R 4 Germen U 3E4E I V L
I 2k KE A B 1) 50% , F Tmage . Magic Gamma
Telescope Lk} Cod_rna (454 E V BUGREAN %R
[ 70% , 7 Credit Card Cliet 5(54E F V B ZRpE
A 90% LIAN AR T b V B Il rkE A%
(1 10% , fZPERZ SYM A th (RS S8
Bk 1 fd i A% SVM 5780 4 vk vh 4B ST S8k
c Y 1 I SEy 0.5, RN ML, A SCH
SURL CL L By R AR O Y RIS Y B 2 §in
B, B SRR BJE: Ve (0,100) ce (1,50) |
y e (0.01,1) , FdE ekl 3 Do0ah A, Stk
RRECH 20 Yk, i 5256 Ry A A R AL 5 Y
ZHNER 3 s,

TESRSIER S e, il Se g v A - 4%
PESEAEAR B 10 Y LA Pl v] K 2540 Fl
NS BE AR R o PRk, ) Bk i DL 7
DAL TT 3 A0 AT R A B N S dre LS )
IfTa], fe = Sk 7 RakR . i ] LIBLINEAR 4%
TS, ESHON Ve AL T i 70 [ H AL
nzk 4 ok, MDT 53k M 11,5,10,---,100f -
VIR ALME , MBOMDT 5095 M (1,100) 34k
V s AE , N3 4 Hn] LIFE 2] MBOMDT 5394 1%
FZ R R AR T MDT 59k, 7351, S0
T SVM BT MDT 53570 3 { 1,5,10, -,
100} .{1,10,20,---,50} . {0.01,0.1,0.2,---,1} H
TR Vieoy BB ALAE, 1T MBOMDT 5395 M (1,
100) .(1,50) (0. 01, 1) FFFHRSHLAH, WF 4 i n]
LA ity MBOMDT f)Z 4 S0 [a] I F* MDT,
T/ IR T 24 he

%*3 MBOMDT EiETSHHEMRE
Tab.3 Optimal value of parameters in MBOMDT

. MBOMDT_LIB MBOMDT_SVM( linear) MBOMDT_SVM (( rbf)
Hdpdk V/ % V/ % c V/ % c v
Australian 3.659 99.790 2.330 38.360 1.358 0.834 4
Madelon 10.570 17.920 0.875 19.970 1. 066 0.507 0
Germen 2.622 48.320 48.410 55.670 8.306 0.244 9
Breast_cancer 1.000 1.000 23.230 1.133 30.030 0.1330
Spambase 62.190 66. 400 1.479 46.940 12.310 0.040 2
Diabetis 1.000 1.000 6.510 47.440 27.520 0.436 5
Splice 1.011 1.307 49.560 47. 660 48.170 0.022 8
Image 14. 660 36.900 46.920 92.420 1.018 0.5210
Banana 1.278 3.612 40.310 3.900 1.032 0.503 0
CCC 25.750 69.510 1.874 20.580 5.126 0.0100
MGT 7.974 16. 140 49. 660 95.550 16.310 0.117 9
Cod_rna 33.670 34.250 19.830 79.780 45. 600 0.078 41
Flare_solar 6.929 3.851 42.600 52.190 8.117 0.809 8
4 FREETETMELRER
Tab.4  Comparison results of running time under different algorithms
i@i S
e MDT MBOMDT
BLINEAR SVM (rbf) LIBLINEAR SVM ( rbf)
Australian 11.02 143.72 5.38 5.68
Madelon 7 658.29 / 3129.99 2 998.29
Germen 46.73 628.50 22.04 25.24
Breast_cancer 9.74 174.20 4.16 7.02
Spambase 1435.69 16 422.00 324.97 561.37
Diabetis 82.71 1249.62 28.47 39.59
Splice 208.73 3488.93 74.79 100. 63
Image 1 406.46 16 902. 13 535.86 512.88
Banana 730. 82 9 573.00 287.96 315.35
CCC 14 061. 47 / 4 815.73 4 443,88
MGT 6213.19 / 2 286. 14 2 552.06
Cod_rna 281.45 5031.48 126.79 158.58
Flare_solar 136. 86 15 862.20 51.84 572.92
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2.3 AXHEEE MDT EERILLER
AT A SO Y R = AP 532 MBOMDT_LIB |
MBOMDT_SVM( linear) 1/ % MBOMDT_SVM  rbf)
S 53k [24 ] B i MDT _ LIB. MDT _ SVM
(linear) Fil MDT_SVM ( rbf) =& £ - 174025 Mk
REAY LA, SE 25 R ANE 5 frn, MDT =Fpiak
TER I B AR 1 A S 25 R ok STk 24 ], A8 3C

IR S5 P W iR U 2 BB e S IR ISR 3 T
ZERVLE . MRS AL AR SO iR =R RA A
MR RS BEZ G ERR AR RIS Z
Bk B A9 MDT 895 A7 B, 2943 2 7 3271, Hop
MBOMDT_SVM (tbf) 53k 7 Bt A 53k v R Bl fi
Ut R R I B S T 6 R 7 ISR

R/ ME .

®5 TREETHRBRELBRER

Tab.5 Classification error rates comparison of different algorithms

%
MDT MBOMDT

LIBLINEAR SVM ( linear) SVM (1bf) LIBLINEAR SVM ( linear) SVM (1bf)
Australian 19.00 20.33 16.33 13.000 12.330 13.660 0
Madelon 33.12 30.35 35.72 33.050 30.700 31.150 0
Germen 13.28 14.09 6.40 7.971 6.143 5.143 0
Breast_cancer 13.12 13.11 9.48 1.688 1.688 2.3380
Spambase 8.21 8.20 15.40 8.067 7.933 9.733 0
Diabetis 17.72 17.70 4.26 3.733 3.833 0.366 7
Splice 1.77 1.63 1.55 1.177 1.039 0.8552
Image 4.10 4.71 0.75 3.861 3.861 0.079 2
Banana 13.94 13.20 9.40 9. 800 9.500 8.100 0
Cccc 18.24 18.08 18.61 18.250 18.082 18.070 0
MGT 14.38 14.70 13.53 14.150 14.050 12.580 0
Cod_rna 5.40 5.34 6.23 5.300 5.190 4.9150
Flare_solar 32.32 32.28 31.83 31.950 31.920 30.840 0

O ELOWL PR AR SR 45 COR, KO3 il T
MBOMDT %355 MDT 53k 5k FH =Ff A /] 73 e s
I RAR DRI RN R R H L, P, R RR
P 13 DRt dE , B AR bRl MDT 53095 1 4
DR YRR MBOMDT REAYFE DR . X A
2L 1R R SR P R R B R R — B R AR A
[, 75 % £ 26 b T 14 8 5 3R R A I B 4R
MBOMDT 553k 5 2 % i T+ MDT FE3k 48 3R %, X
FHERE J5 1 R SR AR I R S | MBOMDT 55
IEAEDORINT MDT Fakifir R, Bl E M
LB , FNE L RE S B AR R 9 20 R
HANZEBOR

H1[& 3 Al A1, 2% ] LIBLINEAR R, 7E
5 K4k - MBOMDT A9 55 5 R W] AR T MDT
Bk, HARTHIR B BOR, AR B 4 3R A F5F
sl RS 4 T IS5 5 24 R T SVM (linear ) 45 R,
Rl 5 A% 4 B MBOMDT 5395 i A iR R B
I8 T MDT 53k, 5 A Kl 4 A /iR 2 32 71,2
MEARRIEAR TP, A 1Bl 4 B g ik
T MDT 57 k5 2 5k H SVM (rbf) 1 5 i,

MBOMDT F3 R fEH b 1 A5l 4 45 21
5 MDT BEBEAR SR 7E R T s 5 b, R M
YA I B . 4R B ML, £E Diabetis £ 4 I
MBOMDT_SVM ( rbf) 58:3% (1% 43 F 42 #8 [ MDT_
SVM (rbf) B A% T 91% . %% I+, MBOMDT &
T 38 2o 4R B 4 JR) B U S B AR R A 2 A
AETS 2 i — D4R Tt

407
35+
30t
25+

20+

15+

MBOMDT LIBES {53 /%

10+ .
.
5,

L]
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
MDT LIBf$i#2/%

0

(a) LIBLINEAR
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2.4 AXEXS5 BOMDT EiEHLLE

ARG A ST Y = Fh# MBOMDT_LIB |
MBOMDT_SVM(linear ) A & MBOMDT_SVM (1bf) 5
it FR I D1 - 34 00 Ak I A4 A5 80 e 36 A BOMDT _
LIB . BOMDT_SVM ( linear) I BOMDT_SVM ( rbf)
SRR TR R H A . SRR TERAR
ST ia1T, 45 -3 6 PR,

H1 32 6 Af %0, MBOMDT _SVM ( rbf) % 3k £ Bt
I hf, e PAR SRR 2 B R T 6 P 2k
AR R/ME. WFRFATLIE ), =FF MBOMDT
SR A 4 AR A B 4 B Rk Re AL T
BOMDT 3 , 33 158 A i FH — ol AN [v] 28 784 114 2% o 5K
VE AR T 25 RBA & B T o — A% R B 1Y
DU AT, SCIR 2 SRR W, AR SO E S T
X AN ) A3 2B i R, IR A5 T 45y AR
(A RS TR S0 14 B o

Kl 4 25 1 T MBOMDT 553k 5 BOMDT %3k
K FH AR 3 28250 A SRR RN R
Bo M4 AT, HA R SVM (linear) #E R
e 1 A EE S AT BOMDT 53, HoAth 559k
T ek 5 BOMDT Bk A . FRAIHE, 7F Image
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Tab.6 Classification error rates comparison results of different algorithms

Yo

BOMDT MBOMDT
LIBLINEAR SVM ( linear) SVM (1bf) LIBLINEAR SVM ( linear) SVM (1bf)
Australian 14.670 14. 000 13.670 0 13.000 12.330 13.660 0
Madelon 33.500 30.350 32.5500 33.000 30.700 31.150 0
Germen 8.570 7.933 6.000 0 7.900 6.143 5.143 0
Breast_cancer 1.688 1.948 2.468 0 1.688 1.688 2.3380
Spambase 8.133 8.000 15.530 0 8.000 7.900 9.733 0
Diabetis 4.033 3.967 1.167 0 3.733 3.833 0.366 7
Splice 1.177 1.821 0.947 1 1.177 1.039 0.8552
Image 9.901 3.861 0.297 0 3.800 3.861 0.079 2
Banana 11.400 11.200 8.400 0 9. 800 9.500 8.100 0
ccc 18.440 18. 100 18.140 0 18.200 18.000 18.070 0
MGT 14. 820 14.250 13.010 0 14. 100 14. 000 12.580 0
Cod_rna 5.400 5.220 5.390 0 5.300 5.100 4.9150
Flare_solar 32.020 32.420 30.840 0 31.900 31.920 30.840 0
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