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ABSTRACT —— Feature selection and imbalanced data are
important problems for classification techniques. Therefore, this
research aims to compare the efficiency of feature selection and
imbalanced data problem solving for customer classification in the case

study of banking fraud prevention. We perform feature selection to find
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the relationship between each of the independent variables and the
dependent variable. The Weight Of Evidence (WOE) and the Information
Value (IV) are used to rank variables based on their importance to affect
the dependent variable. For solving imbalanced data, Random
Undersampling, SMOTE (Synthetic Minority Oversampling Technique),
Borderline-SMOTE, and SMOTE-ENN (Synthetic Minority Oversampling
Technique-EditedNearestNeighbours) are used to pre-process data and
compared their accuracy with logistic regression and decision tree. Our
experiment results show that WOE-based feature selection with
sampling methods RUS + SMOTE using logistic regression provides the
best accuracy.

Keywords —— Feature selection, Imbalance, Classification,

Banking, Fraud
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3.1.1 Tayagndsnuday ﬂs:nmm”'sUé’nmm:ﬂs:ﬁiwﬁwaa@mﬁ’w

= a a [ 1 = a
MItanTaINAAA M 1952820380 8.0, 8.8, Uaz n.8. 2562

3.1.2 ia;&amsﬁwgsnﬁmmgnﬁwmmiaamwm6] PYIFUIANT
Tusa952820987 1808, 2561 - N.8. 2562

3.1.3 °1TaQagnﬁmﬁ@lwﬁwsw:nm .9, §.0. uaz n.0. 2562

3.2 TUABUNI IR AW

Input variables (Customer Profile. Behavior, Product ownership)

Missing value Outlier

h 4

Interactive Binning Information Value (V)

h 4

Weight Of Evidence (WOE)

RUS SMOTE Borderline-SMOTE SMOTE-ENN

Logistic Regression Decision Tree

Accuracy Precision/Recall ROC AUC
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3.2.2 ﬁnmwazmﬂﬁagaimUmiﬁnﬁi"@ﬁagaﬁﬁmﬂﬂm 1w Tays
ﬁgﬂ, Outlier, Missing values
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(Categorical variables) L\ 8§17 R B ST PR SR P Rer
(WOE) mné’@daumaaﬁ‘hmumqﬂwtﬁ (event) @im‘hmmmﬁ]mnﬁ
Yanue LLa:ETﬂmwuaaaiﬂmuﬁvlaﬂﬂﬁm@lm‘mi (non-event) Ao 1WIUT

"laﬂ"ﬁm@Jmir;ﬁﬂ%%m‘lmwia:mg'u (bin) @48UNNT
WOE = In (% of non-event / % of event) (1
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ANIHN 1. aaudsBasenden Iv §989 10 dual

Variables v Predictive power
MTH_SINCE_LAST_COMMU | 0.3949 | Medium (>0.1-0.3)
RECENT_COMMU_TYPE 0.1908 | Medium (>0.1-0.3)
AGE 0.1245 | Medium (>0.1-0.3)
N_COMMU 0.1103 | Medium (>0.1-0.3)
TENOR 0.1085 | Medium (>0.1-0.3)
INCOME 0.1047 | Medium (>0.1-0.3)
AUTOLOAN_LIMIT 0.0816 | Weak (>0.02-0.1)
PREMIUM_LIFE_CS_AL 0.0581 | Weak (>0.02-0.1)
OCCUPATION 0.0549 | Weak (>0.02-0.1)
SECOND_PRODUCT 0.0536 | Weak (>0.02-0.1)

A7 2. ABENINAANTAILUT LaAdA WOE waz IV

AGE EVENT | NON-EVENT WOE v
COUNT COUNT
AGE<=30 1,343 143,627 -0.7345 | 0.1245
31<AGE<=40 3,190 150,153 0.0861 | 0.1245
41<AGE<=51 3,103 140,201 0.1271 | 0.1245
52<AGE<=90 3,367 130,522 0.2803 | 0.1245
Total 11,003 564,503
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Random Undersampling 5%

Target Original Undersampling 5%
variable Count % Count %
Non-Fraud | 4,100,049 | 99.7% 220,060 95%
Fraud 11,003 0.3% 11,003 5%
Total 4,111,052 100% 231,063 100%

WER N JTayagneTILagyaIsuIng (n.8. 2562)

o fi%ﬁq%mﬁm]’agaﬁaazhﬂuﬂmamn @ndmnasa) laold
waftai% SMOTE [4] uaz Borderline-SMOTE [5-6] 14
8aTdIU 50% natnguaateyaciattluamaau
(and1lainaia) lasldinafiaif Random
Undersampling L@ &1 5% Lﬁalﬁﬁ'@d’mmaﬁaga

& % & o {
N 2 AR ﬁmmam!anumﬂmu AIANTNN 4

TN 4. waasdaduvasiwmugndnIiauszlinaia laolsy
SMOTE W82 Borderline-SMOTE 50%

SMOTE&
Target Undersampling 5% Borderline-SMOTE
variable 50%
Count % Count %
Non-Fraud 220,060 95% 220,060 67%
Fraud 11,003 5% 110,030 33%
Total 231,063 100% 330,090 100%

UMV - YoyagnATIuLagyaITuIATT (n.8. 2562)

° ’ifa;uawﬁa%mﬁaamﬂuﬂmaau (@@Tﬂ&imﬁ@]) aug
Vlﬂﬁ‘uejuLﬁuiﬂgaﬁaamﬂuﬂmamﬂ @ndmaia) lag
lfinafinis SMOTE-ENN [7-8] ludas1siu 50%
mﬁ'@mﬂquaﬂﬁagaéﬁathﬂuﬂmaau (@nﬁﬂ"l,ajnﬁﬂ)
lasldinafia3% Random Undersampling ludasiain
5% Lﬁﬂiﬁé’@mumaﬁagawg& 2 AR HANNFNAANL
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N3N 5. LLN@NE‘?@]ﬁ"JWUadﬁ?u’)%gﬂ?ﬁﬁ’%gﬂLLNﬂ&]Vﬁ%@ lagld
SMOTE-ENN 50%

Target Undersampling 5% SMOTE-ENN 50%
variable Count % Count %
Non-Fraud 220,060 95% 161,286 68%
Fraud 11,003 5% 75,713 32%
Total 231,063 100% 236,999 100%

URGINN JToyagnaTILLagvaITuINg (n.8. 2562)
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Anman (Training data) 70% LLaz‘gm‘Tagaﬁ’m%’Uﬂ@aau (Test data)
30%
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FUQN z%m%’uaﬁwl,l,unﬂi:Lnﬂ@nﬁmﬁmmzvhjnﬁﬂ arunaiia
Logistic Regression Las Decision Tree LﬁamLLUUﬁi’madmﬁﬁ’ma’m
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o

maagﬂﬁmﬁml,az"l,ajm%m WwaldSoufisudranuutnen (Accuracy),

@NA7NNLABA (Precision), A138n (Recall) wag arwunlaiguleas
(ROC AUC)
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wispilimadssuifisudssaninmmssaidendaudslan
fvininuasdudsdas: nunafiadsnaudladymidoyalisuga
fniumsiuundazinngndinaialusumias lasianaandiainm
waneN (Accuracy), frnnues (Precision), in3z8n (Recall) uaz @1
Andlddulds (ROC AUC) [10]
4.1 Lﬁaﬂm‘"mﬂsaai:ﬁﬁmﬁ'uﬁaLLﬂsgﬂﬁmﬁm Tae'lilwensiamin
va9eu3885e Wisuifisumefiaifnaudladywideyaliauga 4
3% fa (1) RUS (5%) (2) RUS (5%) + SMOTE (50%) (3) RUS (5%) +
Borderline-SMOTE (50%) &% (4) RUS (5%) + SMOTE-ENN (50%)
ﬁumﬂﬁﬂmﬁﬁLl,uﬂﬂizm“ngﬂﬁ’]nﬁ@l Logistic Regression AIAT9
i

AN 6. waadszENTAIWNIRaLianaaudTldlE WoE AU

Aaganazinatan1sdnuwnlszian Logistic regression

Precision Recall F-measure | ROC
Sampling
Accuracy| Non- Non- Non- AUC
Method Fraud Fraud Fraud
Fraud Fraud Fraud

(1) 0.74 0.99 | 0.04 | 0.74 | 0.56 | 0.85 | 0.08 | 0.73

(2) 0.79 0.99 | 0.05 | 0.79 | 0.50 | 0.88 | 0.08 | 0.70
(3) 0.30 0.99 | 0.02 | 0.29 | 0.84 | 0.45 | 0.04 | 0.61

(4) 0.28 0.99 | 0.02 | 0.26 | 0.86 | 0.42 | 0.04 | 0.63

na79n 6 uaasliiduindssinsnnnssadendaudsuuy
Lilsansinminuesdudsdass ginaiansdunndsziangndd
N30 Logistic Regression NU3Tn13§ud28819 RUS (5%) +
Borderline-SMOTE uaz RUS (5%) + SMOTE-ENN (50%) tijafia15au
ANMIVIIWIUNFUGNAINITA 1#61 Recall §9 fa 0.84 uaz 0.86
ANEAL uAt1RINTMINNAN Recall Iuﬂﬂiﬁ’luﬁﬂﬂéuﬁﬂﬁ’lﬂﬂa bR
fiendoutnaton Gednarlddranunsingr (Accuracy) ﬁamﬁ'zgﬂﬁa
0.30 Uag 0.28 AWR1AL é’ofmfﬁaﬁmsmwmnmsﬁnman@'ugnéﬁ
na?m ¢ Recall, Accuracy kae ROC AUC 1uuu$1a0d Laadlwidn
1ITNIENAI8819UIY RUS (5%) WAz RUS (5%) + SMOTE (50%)
a:mm‘mi’@mmgnﬁawaqLLuuﬁmaalum‘sﬁmuﬂﬂszmwﬂ@;u
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4.2 LﬁamﬁaLLﬂiSaszﬁlﬁwaﬁuﬁaLLﬂsQHﬁmﬁm Taglwaiminues
duysdasz (WOE) wisuifisumadiadtnsudlodywidoyalsl
suqa 4 35 fla (1) RUS (5%) (2) RUS (5%) + SMOTE (50%) (3) RUS
(5%) + Borderline-SMOTE (50%) tas (4) RUS (5%) + SMOTE-ENN
(50%) ﬂu‘ULﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ’ﬁﬁi’]LLuﬂﬂi:LﬂﬂQﬂﬁ’lnﬂ%@] Logistic Regression a4

AN 7

ANTHN 7. weedUszRnSAwmIAaLlaanaiwls WOE fTiJﬂ"l‘iéj&l

Arvgsuazinaianisinuwnlszinn Logistic Regression

Precision Recall F-measure | ROC
Sampling

Accuracy| Non- Non- Non- AUC

Method Fraud Fraud Fraud

Fraud Fraud Fraud

1) 0.74 0.99 | 0.04 | 0.74 | 0.60 | 0.85 | 0.08 | 0.76
2) 0.74 0.99 | 0.04 | 0.74 | 0.60 | 0.88 | 0.08 | 0.76
(3) 0.77 0.99 | 0.05 | 0.77 | 0.57 | 0.87 | 0.09 | 0.75
(4) 0.75 0.99 | 0.05 | 0.76 | 0.58 | 0.86 | 0.08 | 0.74

nansei 7 uaasliiduindssdnsnwnsaadandaudsuuy
Ireniniinvesdiulsaass (WOE) eagnaiianissuuniszian
andna3a Logistic Regression ﬁ'ﬂﬁ'ﬁ'mszﬁuﬁaaz}’mwﬁ 4 5% Thwans
nagaulnalfsIn Lﬁﬂﬁmimﬂmﬂmiﬁﬂmmnq’u@ﬂﬁmﬁm uaadld
WniABmMIguuun RUS (5%) + SMOTE (50%) 3:l#e Recall g8
A 0.60 A Accuracy 0.74 LAz ROC AUC §4gafia 0.76 3249
dasuvasdayadiatisluaaiauan (andinaia) uazdadiuvas
ﬂagmﬁamﬂuﬂmaau (gnﬁwvlaj‘*qﬁﬂ) ﬁmmauqaﬂ‘"umnifu Faifle
wisuisudszaninnnsaaiiandiuds lasfansmnaind Recall,
Accuracy Waz ROC AUC maamiﬁﬂmmﬂ@jugnﬁmﬁmﬁa 4 ﬁmsgu
fa8n9 zfiundsAnsmnaassaulsiliensininuesdanysiass
a:mmsnﬁﬁmﬂﬂéugﬂﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂiﬁﬁmiﬂ”@Lﬁanm‘"unhl,mu

Talkatihninuesaiudsdase

4.3 Lﬁaﬂﬁnmsﬁas:ﬁﬁmaﬁ'uﬁ'mﬂ'iﬁﬂﬁmﬁm Taglilwensinmin
vosdulsdase wWisuifisumefiaifnaudladywidayaliauga 4
3% Ao (1) RUS (5%) (2) RUS (5%) + SMOTE (50%) (3) RUS (5%) +
Borderline-SMOTE (50%) W&z (4) RUS (5%) + SMOTE-ENN (50%)

ﬁ'umﬂﬁﬂmiﬁiwLmﬂﬂi:mwgnﬁmﬁm Decision Tree #4A13147 8

AT 8. uaelszANTA WM IAaianaaudslulE WoE dums

a;&lﬁ”saii’l\‘]LLazmﬂﬁﬂﬂ’liﬁ’]LLuﬂﬂizmﬂ Decision Tree

Precision Recall F-measure | ROC
Sampling
Accuracy| Non- Non- Non- AUC
Method Fraud Fraud Fraud
Fraud Fraud Fraud

(1) 0.73 0.99 | 0.05 | 0.73 | 0.74 | 0.84 | 0.10 | 0.81
(2) 0.89 0.99 | 0.07 | 0.90 | 0.38 | 0.94 | 0.12 | 0.77

(3) 0.88 0.99 | 0.07 | 0.89 | 0.40 | 0.93 | 0.11 | 0.77

(4) 0.89 0.99 | 0.08 | 0.90 | 0.41 | 0.94 | 0.13 | 0.78

IINANTN 8 UxAIIALARINYTEENTA WA IAALAaNaLLTULLY

Tilstaninminuesdaudsdass Mnaiiansdiuunlziangndd
193 Decision Tree MUATM3gud8L19UDY RUS (5%) WeRason
NNMIYIILNFNINAINITA 1#@n Recall gaq@ﬁa 0.74 uaze1 ROC
AUC gagafia 0.81 flauaidnen Accuracy a:ﬁmﬁaﬂﬁqﬂ WA
ABnIguametILuL RUS (5%) fuszininmlumaviusngugnd
na’%m"[ﬁﬁniﬁ%miaﬁuﬁaamauuuﬁu

4.4 Lﬁaﬂm“"aLLﬂSSm:ﬁﬁwaﬁ'um“"JLLﬂiQﬂﬁ’mﬁm Tagldaniminues
aaudsdasz (WOE) winuifinuinafiaifnsudladywideyala
aUQa 4 35 Aa (1) RUS (5%) (2) RUS (5%) + SMOTE (50%) (3) RUS
(5%) + Borderline-SMOTE (50%) L&z (4) RUS (5%) + SMOTE-ENN
(50%) NuinalianIduunilsziAngnaMasa Decision Tree 690134

o

AN 9. uaedUTEANTMWAIAaLAanaIwls WOE ﬁ’umig}u

Aagnakazinaiansauwnlszinn Decision Tree

Precision Recall F-measure | ROC
Sampling
Accuracy| Non- Non- Non- AUC
Method Fraud Fraud Fraud
Fraud Fraud Fraud

(1) 0.73 0.99 [ 0.05 | 0.73 | 0.67 | 0.84 | 0.09 | 0.77

(2) 0.88 0.99 [ 0.07 | 0.89 | 0.39 | 0.94 | 0.12 | 0.74

(3) 0.88 0.99 [ 0.07 | 0.89 | 0.41 | 0.93 | 0.12 | 0.73

(4) 0.92 0.99 [ 0.09 | 0.93 | 0.34 | 0.94 | 0.14 | 0.70

nanT9n 9 uaasliifuindssansnmmsaadandaudsuuy
Ientinsinesdudsdase (WOE) drainafianissruuniszinn
anAIM93a Decision Tree AUATN1IgudI8819UDY RUS (5%) 1A
ﬂs:ﬁw%nwwluﬂwsﬁﬂuwalﬂ@ﬁnﬁmﬁﬂvlﬁﬁﬁqm WaRansananen
Recall §9§afa 0.67 uazd1 ROC AUC gagafa 0.77 Farfe
WisuifisudseinTawnisaaiienaaudsnuinafianissiuun
U32LAMgneAmMaTa Decision Tree TagRasananan Recall, Accuracy
L8z ROC AUC maamsﬁmmnﬁjugﬂﬁmﬁm‘i&a 4 "ﬁ'mif,iuﬁaama
szfiuinlszansmwuesmsaadandudsuuylilwaiminuesdn
wisdaszrumseadandaudsuunlaiminuessaudsdass Tvua
mynaseufilndifseiu Samsaaidandandsuunlalidnimin
Inalddninanitas 31nen Recall ﬁ'mmmﬁwmmne};ugnﬁmﬁﬂﬁ

gndasuaingIndy

5. ayUuazeUnuns

nnuansilSeufisulseantainnisaaiienaluds laslddn
ihwinesdusdass (WOE) fiuimefiaitnsguedaatauuy RUS +
SMOTE ém%’umsf{hLmﬂﬂi:m’ﬂgﬂﬁmﬁm’luﬁmmi drenaiia
Logistic Regression Lﬁaﬂaﬁimﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁiﬂ Recall, Accuracy az ROC
AUC 229m3vimnenguand1naia fe 0.60, 0.74 Uz 0.76 AWAGL
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