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Abstract

For binary classification tasks with class imbalance and higher false-negative cost, a cost-sensitive
SVM hyperparameter optimization method based on bilevel optimization is proposed. The method
applies the RN strategy on the training set to revise class weights, learns the penalty parameter by
minimizing risk on the validation set, and solves the problem using forward-mode hypergradient
recursion. Experiments on the UCI Breast Cancer Wisconsin dataset show that, in the raw30 feature
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space, recall improves from 92.86% to 95.24%, while the total cost decreases from 32 to 22. Under
a unified budget of 100 evaluations, the proposed method reaches a lower validation loss faster
than anneal. The results indicate that the method can effectively reduce high-cost false-negative
risk, although the gain brought by RN depends on the feature representation.
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1. 5|8

TEEZFZWT . it XA 5 NRRINSE — 0 AR5, A1 5% 73 RAN A FR o [FI A AE
5 SRHEF AL, DECEFEARY IR B R B B AT AT S, AU TR E PR X e/, ik
ELERE B 5 14 B 2 [AMA IR & B 7 R I fF . SCRFIR] B HL(support vector machine, SVM)4E 4514
WS e ME AR, B RIFHIZAEE ST, BUAE Bk st 8 8] 7T 2 R[] 280, AnfERR RIS SVM
BRVKT AN [F 790 Bt AR (5] (i 73 SR AE T, 2200 o3 A At sl AR B 2 S v i, PSR 8 5 el 240
KR, MmSBRAMERZ . BEgax—m@, ATl A E 0% E 2 R [2], AR
BB 37 FF Ia) B ML (cost-sensitive support vector machine, CS-SVM),  LASZELNT 45 15 274 XU B B INA 3]

WA CS-SVM H)— NI 0] JAE TSR AL 508« TRE S B b i R R R e A B i e L i B A
T 7, DA A D BERFEAR RIS ). IXRTVESCI R, fE— @ T L RERS SRS I AN I iy
RILFwE, HIEEE AR SRS TR AR e e b, RN MR, 5
RN [A] B B[R RE 25 50 23 3R XS AN R 2R iR HE S o 5 AR TR AR AR B s AN A, Wl AR ARl B
At BRI LS I HME R, 1T SRR ] i AR KU R T R D PRI, AT AR A W
FINRIRE N SR I S, AT A 51 T 30 5000 A B 1) 73 A Ak

F1—J7 10, SVM K HAM USSR P E R 16 T S0k 35 T UK AL R S AN R 2 R MR
DU B R AL FIREAUIR K SRR BTV MR TV F IR, (R AE S R s A A AT 7 2 RO T, HL
HMELA A M B EE B R . RIS PRI, SRR 5L RG22 A R . RIS
SOJRME T G @ERR[4]-[6]: B A EBSEUERIBAIIZR” RN FIERE, K CIRiESE Bz AR
Wi /MG oo BIZ R, ] DS R B S A, i s A A RIS 7] (8]

BT BIRFELE, ARSI — PP T XUZRR AN UK SVM S EATT 1 SRR ZHESE R
GBI ES BN SH ], F A S MBI 5] AAEXT & (Relative Number, RN)Z IE 5
W, AR SRR B RN G ZER . NRUERMS A TR T 3, ASCR A e s ik
P e XU, 183 forward-mode HEBE B I HE S5 K0 L T FESCILAE T S8 @R . SERR AT IR R, %
Ti AR TR PR ST B BB E T RS A B AR PR XU, FF7E TR 52 PR AR R T 3 I R A8t ) AR 0

2. BETREANOKRNEE SVM BS R K
AL AN =45 255 5 AR SRS R 0 SEHLIG XU 2 50 S U ik e 543 L1
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— AN ZRSE BRI IR R (Relative Number, RN ISR,  BLRAESHIAII 5K 452575
TR UIREEE NS e MES AR, R R E C AT . N PRIE LR R T AL, AR
6% IR T0T o SR FH AT P8 4 A5 0, R DA forward-mode SR SEIUNUZ SR AR . A4 IE AT RUZ AR AL,
ASCAERK AR SVM AN BURERHESE T, SR logistic 451280 G856 MR BEAT P I AL, AT SCRplE
FERAE . BEAREBUEBR TRy “ T EUIZE - EJRIRIE - RN 2 IE - forward-mode 81" #9491 —HESL.

2.1. RINBUH SVM S5EEIE R

BREAEEN
D={(x. )} . x R, y, e{+1-1} (1
TR RIS ANGET - WAFE Y « MIRE S o 8 LM R HN
fo(x)=w'x+b, 0=(w,b) )
Hep, weRHNEMNE, beR NWMET. KNRMAHIINRRE, RAZHEMK
K(é’;xi,yi)=log(l+exp(—yi(wal.+b))) 3)

NZIEACH ARIFR G I A, SIS BOE LIREARE . RGP IR, ERHEAR
SIEEE IR
L={ieT iy =+1}

T ={ieT:y=-1} @

XT AR AEL 53 30l
m=[T,], n=IT| ®)

G RN BUR SVM FHZ 8 I it BRETT L], AR AURIE SR A LR B MR 5 2 ek
M. 207 USRI, EXELURBESR NG Z R . it ASCERAER 2 AP 5 AR E
HUORERE, X RBIBLE HEAT RN B 1E,

I3 E P SRAEA RIS AR LA

1
/u+:_zxi
”nieTJr
1 ©)
H=—) X
NjeT
FEARB B 2 0o R R TR EE 5
d =|x-u,.icT
bl e o
d; =|x—pl,. ieT
PIZEERBS MBS N
a:i df
mie+
0 ()
d==Yd
NieT
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Xt AR 22 T SN
1 s =\
S+: ;EZT;((Z’ —d+)
1 )
s = ;i;(di -d)
Pk, MEFIRIERARE
S+
CV, ==
od, +e
(10)
s
CV_ ==
T d +e¢
Hr, e>0 RBTIES BEAFRIN /NG E . 3 —2 e SO EE N
m
rn, =
cv,
(11)
n
rm_=—
CV_
M RN 5 YRR TR A
p== (12)
rn

Kb, p FINERE THEABE 5RNEHBIEE . HIEREARTE D HARELSR, p BR, XREHRE
RG] HIERE RN, p SN, DU S A FERE A SO B ORI el . DR RIEAN ]
BCERLCT RS R T EE, ASCRAA— s, RFRIA— SRR E g, = p . a_=154#N

_(m+n)a,
ma, +mz?7 (13)
o - (m~+ n)oi+
ma, +na_
TREANEN G N
ai:{a+’ yi=+1 (14)
o,y =-1
ZBERE TN BUR SVM “He S/ b HERR /RS 7 AR, RIS A G515 BN AL
H2H,
2.2. NEMRIER
TR ENE o, J5, NERBGATEINGE LF I 0RKS . AT EUEINZE bre SUh
g(H;C):l”w"z+£Zal.f(€;x[,yi), Cc20 (15)
2 |T| ieT

Hep, H—00y L RN TSR G, 5 00 et WS, T B A i 5157
FAMMZER: C NN RE, H TGP KA R
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SEGMBER. I BBR KRG TTHEAR, ASCAR € BOASL TR I 2R 41 &
HWRAE, MRIELUZ RS BRI R IR BR8N

F(9)=|%;f(9;xi,yi) (16)

U A S X R ) 5 g
cqmin_ F(0°(€)) 1n
s.t. 0°(C)=argming(6;C) (18)

RAN~(18)FH: _EJZ [ LIS IESE i A6 XU fie ML H AR 2 ST IR ARG R 8L F R AR 45 € 1R 11 &
BN AN U R I ZR . XA, ZEBIBCEE I ZR80E Hh i) RN S50 e, 0463 R 00 e 3 aiE X
W X By O S BT, SRR AR SCNE %L s TEMRTERME RIS T, AR SUOOW & T R/ 2 C AT
MR, R E BB EM BB K, A NIESEZ S 5HEAL.

2.3. BHBEKBESRMNENL

11 3 RAS) AT A LA ELRE RS, ASCRABSAUAEL SR E TR R WA E#T R Ny, >0,

M2 ¢ IEARE N
Ht+1:0t_776’vﬁg(9t;c)7 t:()al’”'aT_l (19)
RN E EZEEFRRTETREC B, 51 forward-mode R B4 &
de,
Z, 4 (20)
LIRS 0,5 C R, WHEZ,=0. XRA9)KT C RS, WHBHEXR
Zt+1 :Zt _Ua(vzag(et;c)zz+V§cg(6’t§c)) (21)
RN EL S 0, SN REE Z, 5, mEEEN T 5 FE S
V.F(0,)=V,F(6,) Z, (22)
2R AMNZBE RN B R 1 R 2
) = H[cmm,cmax] (C(k) - UCVCF(HT )) (23)

Ht, e >0RINRFAH, T o BRI [Cy, C | BT
S ETRANZIENG, TRIRNETREC, HEINGRE K RABRBRNAREA x
fFIE y
=sign(w'x+b) (24)
FEARM AR T, AXCHER R K EIEATE . N E EIE S AN AR I SEFr KU, A
S AR HRRR N
Cost =cpy - FN +cpp - FP (25)

Horr, FN AVFP 53 s RAPE SARBRIEREARSL, cpy A e 23 02 R0 S (0 BLALARMY R B T A 30K
E ARG E R MNHBOE, RQSYRAEAEEESLE I RN AR IES W FUA AL % 018 xR .
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3. KW RESERST
3.1. HEKESIWRE

3R UCI Breast Cancer Wisconsin (Diagnostic) 54 £E 31T SL 3G 500E . iR IL A5 569 MEA
A1 30 ESHERAE, HACERIEREAICNIES, RYUFEARICATIE. Bt 6:2:2 MILBIRI RIIZGRE. %
EERFIASE, AT FEERIG. EEESE ) UL AVERE AL o APRIEAN R 77 2 8] 1) n]
EEAE, B R b S 56 5076 AR [ i 25005 ) o0 AR BEAT LA 1 25 148 T 58 e

PSR o0 43 R PR R SE IR, SREG 70 AIAE R AR 30 4ERFAE 2 I A AR J5 32 B 2 A B 4E1S
B 6 S A AT, B0 raw30 A peab. XF L7 ARG XUZ SR (bilevel). MIA% 2R (grid).
DU At (bayes) LA S AR HLIE K (anneal). &5 B LU G — 2 A IIBURE i (none) R 4T, DABZ A S
BHERIREA B ) 22 7 AEMLIRA b, FEAERUZ FRIAESE N ELEAS IR (none) « & L (count) S5 AHXT L (rn)
—RRERS, AT AT RN B IERSERE A

BRI A, AT E RIS 22 . PCA $5524EFE, DAA RN HiZuts BE B H(E AT B EL
FREES I EAENGSE BT, B0 50 N T uE A . BRSNS IR SR B,
MHAREANAE R 588 500 5 T — IR s 204

MIHETFEE , RN SIS R AR AR U1 70 i€ Ja v — RS G FEAR RIS o iR 58 &I
FBHCRE WNSEFEARBN, , FHIE4ECN a . U RN Goit i LB M ERENO(N,d), BT —X
PETACER T4 . AHLLZ N, FRIRAMZMERE R S R 8 T 8 N Z S HOEAR AR forward-mode R
e, HEEIEESIIZE LMESE T E R, Eehd N O(IN,d) » 1E4ArU IR AMET K5 C
e ~, RBUEARRESHSHIRYE, DRI SR A M P & rT . Bl TASCE SGEAN R 7
EAER— PP TR R LSS AT R0, SERRis AT I R I BB 2.3 s & TR AP SEIe —IF4a .

PR Fabn K AR 2 . RS A R DL A Costo 2 18 B A I AR 38 1 1 B FH 8
RN REIH cpy =10+ ¢ =1, ]

Cost =10-FN +1-FP

Herb, FN A1 FP 53 53 BRI VE R BHPERE AR 1248 Fr e S8 B0 M S RS B AE AR sk 7 S5t g s
P RS o

3.2. BEZUHTHIRER

Table 1. Comparison of test set performance of different methods in unweighted mode

1. AMBRA T AR AR E 1 REEL

RFALE 2 18] JIEXTEE Acc% Pre% Rec% FP FN Cost
raw30 bilevel 95.58 95.12 92.86 2 3 32
raw30 grid 98.23 100.00 95.24 0 2 20
raw30 bayes 98.23 100.00 95.24 0 2 20
raw30 anneal 95.58 95.12 92.86 2 3 32

pcab bilevel 96.46 95.24 95.24 2 2 22
pcab grid 96.46 95.24 95.24 2 2 22
pcab bayes 96.46 95.24 95.24 2 2 22
pcab anneal 95.58 93.02 95.24 3 2 23
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L1 g TR T A RIJTEENNRE B 2Ra . N raw30 KZERE, grid 5 bayes 114>
FPERETEAR, A MIUERAI 2 98.23%, FEHIZIIN 100.00%, HEIZIN 95.24%, HARMIVER A 2;
HEZF, bilevel 55 anneal 45 R —20, #ERIZFN 95.58%, H[EIZFEN 92.86%, BBIMELN 3. WMIFE
JREGRFEZ ], HFAGIABIMUEZIE, bilevel 7EEMEREFE AR LIEA G, 3 B2 AR BLE TR A
HEKZ .

T peab KN, ARG EZENZERH RSN, bilevel. grid 5 bayes [WHERHIN 96.46%, [0
YN 95.24%, XL FP=2. FN=2; anneal 1K, #EMIZN 95.58%, HiffiZey 93.02%, {HH [AIZLREF
AN . Ut B R AE J5 VR IR A S22 el e 4, AN RS R OTEE NS B ET R e T4k .

BHEE 1AL, 7E raw30 2500 K, grid 5 bayes HIPLH 2R B AR/ BARFEYE DS 0; T bilevel
5 anneal KI5 R AIE 4 —. MILZ T, TE pcab %41, bilevel. grid 5 bayes HIVRIE T —
B, UEUIRRLE S AR VA 4 R R e e . DRI, 181 55 1 RRIER B FEA AR A & A
T, bilevel R&FHIMHEAE ), BHEMRNFAIEATRE, NHAE raw30 FM4 TFIFART grid
bayes.

bilevel grid

1(B)

9] 4]
3 3
= =
+1 (M) A
-1(B) +1 (M) -1(B) +1 (M)
Predicted Predicted
bayes anneal
-1 (B)
(0] (2]
3 3
= =
+1 (M) A
-1 (B) +1 (M) -1(B) +1 (M)
Predicted Predicted
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(] [}
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Figure 1. Confusion matrices of different methods under raw30 and pca6 conditions

1. REIFFETE raw30 5 peab FETHURBEEM

MR ER IR, R 1 R TUNE IR RISR, A AR R Bl it s B IR . A E R
DI, ASCRARA AT R C, TSR bR B TR P e, IRk 2 M A C TREXT M
(] — AL EE AL, AT 7 25 A [ F) VB R A 70 SRR o

33. E—HETHIMER

B T A& RERe A, ARG P IWRANFJTAAEA R TUE NS0 . vl AR 7 b
FRA—EC KA L2, ASCHK bilevel . grid. bayes F1 anneal FJI6E S TS & —i% 4 100 ¥, FH3E
IEE R 2 1 U LR 2. 14 2 H IR R B0 R R PR AS IR B eval_count, A Y I B L8 IE 5 %
best_val_loss, B UHFEINE % B 8 115 Bl 5% o %3 BN F 7 V5 Re W E AR [RI PPl TR 1R AT B4R LU,
NI 5 576 2 fe e FC W St 72 5 e 24 3R B

HHE 2 AT W, 7E4E— 100 IR TR T, bilevel 7E raw30 il pcab 2514 T ¥4 Be 5 FC RN A 1) 50 1UE
XA, Ui I HAE A IR IR N R B R AR . 1 raw30 2678 1, bilevel £ 100 JRIFA 5 IR AR
BAEIRR N 025, RUFFENTN 9.37 s, ISR T HIFERS 208 0.09 55 anneal £EAR AU R L%
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WEHRR A 0.30, RIFFER 9 1091 s, A BIRIFAGTFIIFERT 208 0.11 s. {EAXTRR, grid #1 bayes 7E 100
UTAS TR A B e R BRAIE R 2% 43 791 R 0.05 A1 0.05, RTTHERT 4> 5124 10.70 s AT 10.96 s

F—100RHERE FARTEITREAFIRER

raw30 + none pcab + none

o
3
L
I
J
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Figure 2. Budget fairness comparison results of different methods under a unified 100 evaluation budget

2. G— 100 RIHERE T ARG ENTRE A FLLRER

7E pcab %A+, bilevel 7E 100 K IFAE G B KAESI N 0.25, BiHFER N 0.93 s, 5 IEA
SEIIFERT 2074 0.01 55 anneal I EARIGIESI N 0.30, RFFERT 9 1.01 s, P iR PALFIFERT 2074 0.01
so grid 1 bayes 7EAH [FI A T I 5 L EHIESR 25 73 31 9 0.06 1 0.06, ZTHFER 73774 0.96 s F1 1.00 s,

ghi 2.1 TR REAHT AT LR, RN G R — MM AL EETFEY, ARSC “mik” iE 24K
PATIIR R A G — TR A G AR . S HT S 45 M 5, bilevel #HEL anneal 7E raw30 5 pca6 Hiff
REAE 23 (8] 3828 A BE PROA B RIS UE R R a3y, SR IRPPAS PR FERT B K T anneal, 68 forward-
mode JXBNHIRA)Z HFE AT B S HXE T B ARG EAE . SIFER, grid 5 bayes fE41— il
N ERARESU RV RART bilevel, XKAF LR Z 7 EEAIARRRD ., IHEAN SIERE
AR b, AN 8 AR B — T iAE I Fa s B4 S A0 .

Bk, ESG—TEORET, RO TREMER AT —PRIRAN: bilevel FHEL anneal I ILH R
BBV BYRIAEBUR MR, TS T grid A1 bayes, A< SCHE CTE HAEAR R FUA L0 0T AU S 5 i 4 45
B MASFRAORA [F]_F R TR 0 538 X 8] EL L

3.4. RN EIE{ER 947
TESEMA R G ERFEL LR G, #H—P7 bilevel HEZEHN 43HT RN ALEAEIERITEA -

Table 2. Ablation results of bilevel under different weighting modes

%% 2. Abilevel AR EER THYERLLE R

FEAE BE Acc/% Pre/% Rec/% FP FN Cost
raw30 none 95.58 95.12 92.86 2 3 32
raw30 count 96.46 95.24 95.24 2 2 22
raw30 rn 96.46 95.24 95.24 2 2 22

pcab none 96.46 95.24 95.24 2 2 22

pca6 n 95.58 93.02 95.24 3 2 23
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M2 T, 1 raw30 244, RN B IEREBA BIRRIR A . BARTI S, bilevel + none MR TE
N3, BRI 32 Bl m JE, BIIYERE 2, SRR 22, BEIRH 31.25%. [FIES, count 5 rm 1E
raw30 N3 EIMFSE R, BILE YT R LARFE 2 [, RN /GBS 1A B 5 M4 S s Al — SRR il 1y
NOR, I bilevel FEL R IR AR .

MIELZ R, 7E pca6 2c1F R, RN Rk RIS . BEi none N FP=2. FN=2. Cost=22, Tfi
m AR IR 3, AR, S8 Cost BTFE 23, X AERIRAREHHR LG AT B B0 RN
MRS FE AT SRR, TR SHRHER RS T SN K. T ASCYRT LI S, RAaE. A ki
i B ILE raw30 B =T HE T .

BlE, ASCHERAZML518/E: RN B IEREWSAE bilevel HELE A RFAMK raw30 254 T AAE A ME K& JF
REBRAREAR, (I B 5P, TERRYERRIE 2 [0 P A — B R B, A &2 AR EIE B RN-bilevel I
FATHE G R

4. Z5RIE

AR SR LIS JAC AR 0 JE IR, 4Rt T — R0 FXUZBLRI A 0 U SVM
SRR, ORI U\ RN LTS TE M, DIKSH RE A ORI Spy RO 3t )
HBBUE, FESCAE A TR - LERIE” WRUZRILBE, I forward-mode B4
SPUETIRAL C OBBIEALS ST, thit, HABERSE SESHFRES B R, B T 4
B I R ) B 0 A

S0LERAY, T raw30 FHIEZI T, RN (2 IEREOSF IR SUR (8 bilevel AE4 T 1074 )
1 92.86% L) 95.24%, RRATH 32 B 22, LN AR AR 10 S RGO W T R AFHE AL
PP F s 75 pea6 HEAEZEIR T . RN RARSHDIICE , R BGIACR SRR KA. RN,
AL 100 KPFTFL T bilevel f1H anneal Y3230t B YA BIBRMIEDURIIESY . BLWR 0 M
B 5 ST R O U B 5 %

GRETRA, RSCTEAE rawd0 AT T STILT B IR AR PRI . it
JRBESMHTAT AL, RN SEHOUH Rk T IF 65, T e R B R T T B 2T M SR L
FERTHEIN . S YA U B LA A [ VIS RO B b, R
OB SO TSI 3t — B SR
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