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Abstract

Breast cancer is one of the most common malignant tumors among women, and accurate early di-
agnosis is crucial for improving patient survival rates. To address the high subjectivity and misdi-
agnosis rates of traditional diagnostic methods, as well as the limited interpretability of current
artificial intelligence models, this study proposes an intelligent diagnostic model for breast cancer
based on a Bayesian-Optimized Support Vector Machine (TPE-SVM), integrated with the LIME ex-
planation method to enhance interpretability during the diagnostic process. Methodologically, a
Support Vector Machine with a radial basis function kernel is constructed, and its key hyperparam-
eters are optimized using the TPE algorithm. The LIME method is subsequently employed to visual-
ize and interpret the model’s diagnostic decisions. The model is validated on the Wisconsin Breast
Cancer dataset from the UCI repository. Experimental results demonstrate excellent performance
across multiple evaluation metrics, and further LIME-based interpretability analysis confirms that
the model’s decision-making criteria are highly consistent with established clinical knowledge. The
diagnostic framework proposed in this study offers new insights into the usability and trustworthi-
ness of Al applications in medical scenarios.
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FUIME, BERR N ABREE — ORRE, 2 BRSO AR B e . 7EH [, DAL
B RIS LT 31.8%, K [H Y 54.6%, FHICEE N [ AL IR 2 LR T RS E R 1 £
BE R AT A A 70 40 [1]o DR, 5 LR B2 W ) o iff 1 2 DG L B

BEE N TRBERIRRE, JUIAE BURR R AEHE 73 S K R R, i IR e 12 iR it 1 VR 2387
% SRR EHISVYM). £ ERANLIMLP) . BENLARAR(RF) SR Z A2 45 (DNN)ZE, JR1, Hlas:>]
FRFES IR T R BRI, BARTEZWIERe BIUS T RIAFIIRCR, (HF A7 7E P 1] s A AR . 15,
PR S R B BRI R o, TH AN, BUDBUE RIS . R, B AT AR
7, MR AR LUEAE S g R [2] . 1ESERRE L, PR A1 B A5 B I AU R f i R 72K,
T & 75 2250 2 15 B8 A0 S 2 Wk & b T i — DA A [3]. DRI, 4@ T2 st 2 K A2 W Tt 45
SRR R AR N,

PRI A BRI 0 H BT T2 I B, A7 — € MES BT FE RS R R, WRT R E M, AL
B REA R A] 43 yids B e (Transparent Box) 5 74 71 22 &5 (Black Box)# A4 [4]. *f 4L 4K B AR, HA
RS T E A, AMERAR, AT, BRGNS BT 0, &AM
WA R LA G B AR e SO B, XM O EE R AR iR 7772 ARYE Gunning 45 [515% 1] fi#
FEN T REMRE TR 25, SRR TT R PT LA IR BE AR RS . PTAR R . BIAYIAYN . ASCHTiZ ) LIME
ARELRERL TVt TR AN . O T S AF BRARAE RTINS IR, $R s B T {54/, Ribeiro % A [6]32
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H 7 — MR R 7 iE——LIME, 8 7E T &5 5 Bl 2 o) — AN T AR R A Y, SRARRRAT A 4 2588
(TN Kumarakulasinghe %5[7]3% T B2 AR (IR B VEAY LIME FEIG RSP T iRk, 558 T LIME fiiks
TRV A S R AR T ) — 250 . Jalali Z5[8]%F EL 234t T LIME. SHAP. Attribute-Wise = F il flt e I B 7E
RIS W B A (R R, U0 4 S 2 B =R AN [R] AR BRAR ZRY Ty 0 DR 4 A B R AR — B .
Onchis Z5[91F LIME 77155 SHAP J7ik4i &, Xt T A 454 R 0 1 ot 8 X 24 330 A7 RRA1E =8 ZE 1 HEFT « Zhu
SE[101FF R —FhLES 2 ST TR AL, SRVPAl Sk T Bk 28 B E 8 ARG R AN RO I A A R AU, I
SHAP A1 LIME 777573 HrRefE AL L .

gi b, ARSCHRW TR T WA SO HE R B L(TPE-SVM) I LR 2 WAL, IF5] N LIME W]
FRREPE AT S R . 0k, BIERIEERFIZWUTE S, AREE SRR R G RAE. B
AT FAE R SVM B SIASEAINAE T, S m B AU v iR i FOn e /1. SRS, SRR &5
Parzen fli i #5(TPE) BiEXT SVM B R G Z 8O AT M Atk B )5, 456 R AR RE 77 % LIME,
SEIURARE AL 2 SARHE PPRFAE R AT AL, SRR S W B A S RIS B . BT O MR B, A
SCERS FLARE RIS W ) SCR ToR, M T A RGBS WIHELL : 55250 NAL SVM 5 TPE Hik,
TE R R B R ARA L SN R BB ARRE 775 LIME, SEBELAHS 45 B IR nT AL s B Jm et [ 2
e LT RGN IIE.

2. HXI1E

BEA&E N L2 Be S OB R AR R BRod e Je 2 )iz N, BRI 2 T H S L B2 W iR B R AR A
ML T — R T sh &k 7 B4 (DPSO) F VA S R ] E ALY DPSO-SVM i Al, 5 ik
WAL, 2B EAURR I TERE, $ETE T IS WICR 1 [E R AR TSR 22 . Kim [12)38H 7 —
AN A1 22 S B () AR BRI SRR Tr) AL, ok B AN [RIASEAS B4R (R AAE 17 SR AT il 22 I 28 &5
¥, S A BB 1 SR ALV E N 2y 2888, T IEAE AR AP AT A 7 R R I . Lotter 55[13]
P T — M EAERBCEN DL ik, ZAEEALRE X 857l 7 s, MR T A
IR T oK, RBUE T I3 14%. Lu 55 A\ [14]15 B 2 9245 7 S HE L, Rl ResNet [15] A1 & LI [16],
SEPE &5 9 09 EE D) AS IR XIS B 2 O TR, 7RSS B o S R ELAS 98% I AR R
Witowski Z£[17]5E T MRI BRI 5R AT J5 I FLIRARRR IR B 25 ST, SR TN 13,463 51 i 5E 8%
BIAIMENNER, RES RS EERE S 5 LIAMBCHRIEAEM Y. Shafi 2ZE[18)42H T —F2ET
TRBE 28 21 S R AL FE 12 W A . Gt s A b B sy, DA ROW IR R 2 W CT B1%, *HRFR R
it e P Jf 68 ARSI P2 2 T Q4% I HERA 26 o ZB A [ 1913 TR B 24 S $ T — Fh 2 A R g A WL ik,
75/ CNN Gl iE 8 2% o) SR MG EAT I 25, SR U ZS AR AE IR AT, & B R P M A! ResNet50 F
Inception_v3 #AT Rl G SEHURER BUGIEA RO S R 2 0oy 38 AR S5 [20]48 H —Fhdi TS AR
22 2 K1 Transformer (1K) B B LI B2 R 73 2K 0708 . ad BaiiE, &I B A BIE 2tk Ge, WL
1553 b L e o 22 LR 0 — a7

3. BT TPE-SVM WL IR % 7] fERR S HiE &Y

AR I T SRR B B L (Support Vector Machine, SVM)FIFL RS2 iR, 454 TPE i%(Tree-
Structured Parzen Estimator)iF 17 S5 ik, $emitsiAiPERe, & /51FH LIME (Local Interpretable Model-
agnostic Explanations) /5 i1 E4T T 45 S AT il e vE Ao 25T TPE-SVM IR 7L TT fd R 12 Wi dss 2
Kl 1R

AW FE RIS S ARG DA PUAN D B
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Q) APHEEIE T, TEERFISWII, SWEAAEREARR A ARG, 8 RN BH 5 1]
(JRRRE B3 )2 /D T A 81 o S P A Y4 11 ] 0 5 2 5 000 IS8 00U i ) 1 22 RO RE AR, D3k
FEARRIRBIGE 15059 . NMGHZIR A, AHF 7Tk EL SMOTE (Synthetic Minority Over-Sampling Technique)
TSN ZREEAT AT AL B, & ORI HOEREEAR, (A 5\ B 153 4k

b) 732K2%, ARWFTIEF SR ENAE A RIS WA 0 2888 . SCRF IR BN RIT U P AR AR E),
TERFERLZ 1) “ e/ NREAR” Spioh RIS, REOS7E LREERS B 1 (RN PRAIG IR 12 G . UhAh, TEEE2
Wrdidsrh, AN E 0 o AR RS SR AN FEN, DR WG], R R 12 RS S
I AREITI R, AR T RAER RS B, Rk, A5 BRG] AR BUBHLE], X
AN[RI 0B B AN [F] (113 2 AR -

¢) SHhtb, XFRRENHT2W 5260, ZFET S8 C RSy em, BRI 2501,
SR MAERR . TESLPRN HI, EEEN ST IR . EAT TR, N T RS R R AL
FIFESH, AT E ULk 4k (Bayesian Optimization)fE N2 J5 k. DI04k i@ iy @ AC R A i
KERE, ERRTEHENSIERENESE, EHTEITERAR. FEHsR S, &R
R AR R GRS, ReilE & SR E LSBT 55

d) AR, AT SRR 2 Wi A e i T R A, AR SR EL T LIME YE R . LIME
REMGAE A T 25 T HRE T, AT R SR A B PR (L Joy 3 T R . LIME BT iz s v, 3L
fRRERE TSN A — N FEAR M L bRIG O, Fofar tH A RRE DTRR EDBE 1, T P R
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Figure 1. Structure of the interpretable breast cancer diagnostic model based on TPE-SVM
1. &F TPE-SVM MZLARFE AT RRFR M 12 BT R BU 4540
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3.1. X#FEEH

SCRFIF AR — R IB L& 2% 51 0579, o FSRIEAT 23 MBI o Lo 0 T — 45 5E IR AR,
N H FR A AR E] NI FEASEAT 0 E . O TR AR BT 1 TR B K, SR BN P. AC
£ SVM AL I NGBS R, F T3 A F S AR 2 5

DSCRE S PR SR i e R R
1 2 N N
min=[w[ +C* > &+C Y &
wb,& 2 iy =+1 ily;=—1
sty (W +b)>1-£,i=12,-,N

£>0
Hop, O BB A SR, C o BRI SR, (SRR, A R E A
ﬂiwﬁa:%i,ﬁ@ﬁ@@ﬁ%AT%ﬁM@ﬁ@m

PEAE, X T EAEATT 2 BOREA S, REFEAS MU A6 2 (RS 21— SE i 4R ARFAE 25 8], (AR AAE
AMFAE S R N ERPE AT 43 o BRLIESI AR BT K (X, X ) » 3B IdA% BR B0 IR B i 1 e 2 3 1 o ARHF 5T
fi AR M) A% e B 9 SVM A% R 3, T

K(xi,xj)zexp(—yuxi—xj||2)
Hr, y ZEZH, whlEgEAnRE T,y KBS SVM IHERTE.
3.2. DIHHEriik

Dl {4k (Bayesian Optimization, BO) & — & T~ DI B /A 5ik, iz o AR it
AT H AR R B I Z Y, PERFUOE A IR B A T RE T R AL I SUEEAT VRAY, DACR T 4R A8 H AR s 2
R EIRRAE IS EA A .

DU AR A AE B 3 AL 2 A% 0 7 —— I AR HE A5 28 (Probabilistic Surrogate Model) FlR£E b8 44
(Acquisition Function). U1l fbid & i B AR R EUIR M — el /A, Ay i 78, @it it
BTN R HE,  HAERRIOEAR P 22 T A B ABE 2R R 32 458 R 500 e T RO PPA R, T RO T S0 B R
FAERY, O FRRF LT H E 0 R TR 1 & A

B F () B HAnsRE, 2 . @i mlnd Rk 4S s SO RS @i, DUk H AR R EL f (X) 19
JE R AR

f(x)~GP(u(x),K(xx))

Hoh, p(x) FEBEREL K (%) SRS, PR A2 W RO . A R () 7R
FA AL O A1, SR B0 5O T2 A VA8 A5 PRl JE I A 1 x A, 8 £ (X) L F 47

TPE S VIR — R B AR SEBl 2, 5 it B F AR R RO ], TPE SRR (it
F7 7 SR AR . TPE SV P A ) O M 25 1 B MK B 2 B 2 R 2, 43 B0 B
ZH0 7 ) 2 B B A A B 11 DX 3R S5 V3 3 M 25 B 4, TPE 73] LT B e 749 %2,
INGE =i

TPE 77728 47 B M0 26 A 43 A M

p(x]y)
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Hr, y RESHAESE, yRIHEERLER.
TPE K¢ [y L4 R o A A T4
L={X|y<yx}: Ve RIS
G={X|yzy*|: VEREZEMSHLE;

y * 0 P I ST R 3N 3 L
TPE H43E PIAN 5 5 R 4L

1(x)=p(xly <y*)
9(x)=p(xly<y*)

RJREGEFE T — SRR, LB B s

1(x)
Xexe= arg max g ——=
9(x)
AR LA 5 0 B 240 ) S R A R P SRR oh R T 2, R TPE 251 TR R I IS 5

LA e I X 35
3.3. AR

LIME & — i B J6 5C 1) Jm B0 AARE 75325, FokZeo o JELAELR de it P P AR PR ASE 20 o8 Ao A BRI o A2 3 AR
RUBEAT JRY BT ABh, 7T DS S AR A ] 7 288 2 20 [ U 85 P TN AR BE0S T 7 SRR I SR AT B Y, LIME HX
Hrp g seBIveAs, FEHMEEPsh A Soi R AL RS 2R AT A TIIAEL, {5 PR 1) Bcdie SR U1 2k
LA (] M e SR S5 T SRR AT, A A5 B0 SR AR AR AR (R4 (4 JR) I AL

BB — AN UNZRIF IR £, X —AMAFEAR x e RO TN £ (X) o (R IBT £ MELU#HT, LIME
FIN—AE A R g € G (RVEBR Bk SRR AR ARY),  7E x HOSRIRNIE AL £, HARBREn T -

E(x)=argminL(f,9,7,)+Q(9)

Hep, £(f,9,7,) RRBEBUCRE, IR R B AR f ORIfE SR g TEREA SARIA S FEE .
7 BRI R, TR AR S X S X ARAREEE . Q(g) R g BRI R AR

LIME 77 AR R

1) SRR LI R A X

2) HEMATEIEIRE AR 7, MR ASE {z;}

3) IFHE AT, KX BIREA N TPE-SVM BEAY, SR )4 FE TR 45 5+

4) THEAEAKCE, R z, B x BFIRE R, T LR 0 BUE B AR T b, A8 WK IR EE B AR N B At

AU B HE R
7 (2)= exp{—MJ
o
Hrf, D(x2) FoREEB R,

5) MAAERAY, DURTREASE {z;} IRFEHIN, LL SVM BRI TN 25 Rt 45 REARRCE
7 (Z) s W~ R g
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6) Mt IREIBIH g (IR B, Fom % LIRS AR TE 202 W74 S b BT A A I S0 5 T B
4, LISt
4.1. BIEENR

AR R UCH $dis e A 2A AR SR 14 Ja b B A2 25 2 e L e 204 52 (Wisconsin Diagnostic Breast Can-
cer, WDBC) NI %, ZEE4E S5 569 20 Blicsk, HAa RYEMIR 357 6, kR 212 4.
—ARBIEE 30 M, Hd 10 DNSLERHE R P IE . AnEERER KA, Wk 1.

Table 1. Dataset description
1 MRS

NO FHIEF B
1 ID
2 Diagnosis
3..12 RHIECT-2MH)
13...22 FRAE(FRE %)
23...32 FHIE (K 1H)

4.2. WIETALIE

AR AT B R AP AR, 7R RS B P T BE 1 AT S5 b, P THNE R
AT 2 HBERRIFEAR, FEUD AR SN R EAL, T BB SR, AR SR SMOTE
(Synthetic Minority Over-Sampling Technique)id KAE 775 T 45 . Kb B 5 B0 52 2800 70 A 5k 2 i
TNt

Table 2. Sample class distribution after data balancing

® 2. BEFEREALINSH

25 B
FEA B 714
RPEREA 357
BHEREA 357
FHIEHCE 30

AHEFTLL 8:2 Le Bkl 7 e 58 gE . 000 A — 2o
4.3 REEFSBEHMUL

AR SR AEILSVMTE N 73 2688, BUR AL R . 1 SR ke, KA M-St s
%Y TPE 5% SVM Bt 24T i ik, EEAHE: K358 C R NIRZH &
B SH y: 1] RBF R 8 56

2 B 2R A (B E I 3 P
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Table 3. Hyperparameter search space settings
3. BEHNRRTERE

2 HRIEH HAY
EizHC [10, 200] T
%Sy [0.0001, 20] SERCdiY|
FHELL o [1, 10] HER

K TPE Tt AT HAR IS HIE R, WEBAURECN 100 IR, #ifRR B R
4.4. IWERS S

N T B R AR PERE, A B MARTI ORIV . SR . AR E I =ANE
AT 45 BT . YENTE bR FEUETR R (ACC). Fl-score. AUC fE. Recall {8, T &=A7EFL S B
SEMETON  2E G R I FURRE RS ROVRIE R PR QIR 4 FoR, R 4 S febnt E o R

Table 4. Confusion matrix of benign and malignant breast cancer

4. FLBRAEE RBMRUR B

s THMME
TRIEHIRE
Ttk [ERE3
o B TP FN
HAR
R FP TN
TP+FN . TP
acc = , precision =
TP+FN+FP+TN TP+FP
TP 2x precision x recall
recall = yFl= —
TP+FN precision + recall
ARVSCR VAL . AT B 5 HT AR, BARes R Wik 5 s
Table 5. Experimental results on the WDBC dataset
52 5. WDBC #iB&ESIG4R

WA 1% ACC F1 AUC
SVM 0.9136 0.9168 0.9139
DT 0.9164 0.9175 0.9162
DES-CIER 0.9288 0.9296 0.9247
RF 0.9121 0.9121 0.9156

PSO-SVM [21] 0.9250 - -
DES-KNN 0.9216 0.9231 0.9216
DES-DCR-CIER [3] 0.9522 0.9533 0.9514
SAPSO-SVM 0.9283 - 0.9578
NI BT 0.9535 0.9510 0.9898
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SR

AN T R I B 24 45 R B HT A8 IRAESRTS, WA 5 AT AN, ASHIE T e i Ab 2 S ) WDBC %4 4
L RA SN BN L ) TPE-SVM R HEAT 73 8 S50, BEAA I R HEN %l 95.35%, F1 734 0.9510.
wnfE 2 pros, B ROC i 2k N AR (AUC) miik 0.9898, HXfH | RAF IR . a3 s, B4 PR-
AUC iEF] 0.9929, 57 3ok ST it g I FHIRS Ay 0.9848, F1 70 %CH 0.9489, 7% WAR TR 7 {425 e 46 I v
PR TRT L % o STB P AR A ) ey b o

g5 BT, JBIE TPE SkXT SVM BIRZR LS. 1E 11 R 1 DA AR BUBAL S AT B AL
AR A SMOTE Sk AT RAE, Wb T AP A I 2R s, R8Tt T RIPERE: IeAh,
0 Tk A AL AL A 2 o 20 P g G B s 2 LR, AT A R ARSI XU

ROC Curve Precision-Recall Curve
1.0 1 1.0 4
J—' JRg L_I-
//
,/
,/
0.8 4 -7 0.9 4
7’
-
/’,,
7’
0.6 < 0.8
R H
o . @
S ot ]
7’
0.4 4 ,/’ 0.7
,/
,/
/,,
0.2 A s 0.6 A
7’
/’,
//
4 =
0.04 +° —— AUC = 0.9898 0.5 4 —— PRAUC = 0.9929 ‘
T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
FPR Recall

Figure 2. ROC curve and PR curve based on the TPE-SVM classification method
2. T TPE-SVM 53 275 76H) ROC BiZ AN PR HiZk

FIRERETE M s N T ST AT SR R AE SC Bl PR IS PP K W] 232 R SRR, AT SR LIME 5
ORI FR) i £ 45 SR EAT JR) A0S T AR AT o

LIME Feature Importance Explanation

perimeter3 <= 86.69

area3 <= 546.20

perimeterl <= 77.59 §

area2 <=19.17 4

areal <= 443.95

0.02 < concavity2 <= 0.03 1

0.06 < fractal_dimensionl <= 0.07

smoothnessl <= 0.09 A

Feature Name

concave_points2 <= 0.01 -
0.03 < concavityl <= 0.09
0.02 < symmetry2 <= 0.02 -
0.29 < symmetry3 <= 0.32
perimeter2 <= 1.75 - -

0.85 < texture2 <= 1.09 A

texturel <= 16.84

—0.030 —0.025 -0.020 -0.015 -0.010 —0.005 0.000 0.005
Contribution to Prediction

Figure 3. Feature contributions for malignant sample predictions

3. MR ATIUMHFAE STRR
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K] 3 JE R T AR — ANt b e T PR P AR 3 BT AR AR E g AR IR TR =S 99%,
AT « RAEMRE” RN 1%, RUIBARIN 25 R B A B i B AR K.

wmE 3 Fon, M2 MRHEE BT /8, 75 LIME $i 165 S REAE E ZE R v, B 3 AR LA
THEZBHZFEAR Sy B

area 3 <546.20, area2<19.17;

perimeter 3 <86.69, perimeter 1 <77.59.

o “area” 1 “perimeter” AR A TAR M A, 12245 F TR R (0 T AR AN A A R R
IPRMEEARSE . AN “ R 72— MIERER, EHERmA /N, 3 DU AR R )
FUWT AR SERVE A . RS, AR SERRRAEE, MR T LIME BrR b e s, k0 SRR
R S8k 5 BA B a B .

MNET AR BE SR, LIME B s (R AE B BV 5 4% G 222 W ) R v FE — 35, Ul AR AN
FRAF Iy SEVERE, RN FE DR SR BRI S5ImRHEE AR AT & 00 S B i, A SO PR 1
PRI A A, A 3 BB R AR, AR T B R a5 N B RS A AT R A

5. &g

BEXFLIRE B BESWT P AR S RCRAR . TR L SR PR SE A PEAS 55 DR, AR SCHR Y T — b
SRR UL AL ST RN LI B TPE-SVM 2B . i 5 VAAE M SCRF B ML A 20 |, 45
BRI VESLIACH UK 7328, S B R B R AR B8 ), SRS IR TPE S0 Ry
ST R, &5, ASCRA LIME J7i300 S0 25 RE3EAT Rk 2 1 1R SR o i, SR i R i
PR, SRR AT 5

AW FEAE WDBC LA H A LR AT BB S IR R, ASORERAE HER R . Fl-score. AUC {H%54R
P PSRBT AR A B SR IR A RE J) . LIME R AR 20 Bt mT AHESH IR X 3 284
WS B KRR, XSS R SRR IR A RN R R, 2D UE 7R ) PSR AR AR 5 B2~ R
—EE, T 7R SR .

JE AT FUAENE AR LT T UG T RFRCR, B SRR YE: H%, SHRIET Uc
) WDBC . —#il AT IRIE, FEARAIR, Hsk=Z 2, ZRESHIRIISHE, XA E R IR
THERRZACRE S s FR, AR FURI SRR AT s B AR IE, AR AE B SE I PRIA S5 p B EAT ATBE P VR AL
B R L S R A R FEAN At — A e . ARRWPFEAT ML R LT IR — 2 R b KM
BRI R AR, IS s R (RS A PEAN G E ;. SR KRR LIME 5 A iRk U 3% (t SHAP. £2 i JA A
TRENE S, RIS R MR S AT

£i b, AWIFER TPE-SVM FLERE IS WIHE AL ORI RV RERY RIS, e 1 A 7R 12 i )l fige
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