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Abstract
The cost-sensitive decision tree (CSDT) method is a modification of the decision tree (DT) algorithm
with incorporated misclassification costs into the learning process. Cost-sensitive tree-based classifiers
are well suited for tackling class imbalance. In general, tree-based classifiers are characterized by a
nice graphical representation of the model, which can be used in explaining the classifier’s decision-
making process. However, the depth of the tree can be a limiting factor in comprehending the model.
An additional obstacle in comprehending the decision-making process of the CSDT classifiers is the
implementation of the method. The TreeSHAP method, a variation of the SHAP methodology for the
exact calculation of SHAP values for tree-based models, can facilitate the explanation of (deep) tree-based
models. However, the current implementation of the TreeSHAP method is limited to only several tree-
based models, excluding the cost-sensitive tree-based classifiers. The aim of this paper is to introduce a
cost-sensitive tree explanation method based on the TreeSHAP method and analyze insights into the
decision-making process of the CSDT classifiers compared to DT classifiers.
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1. Introduction

Cost-sensitive (CS) learning is a subgroup of machine learning (ML) classification algorithms
that are able to cope with samples with different misclassification costs [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6].
The misclassification cost of a sample is a function of the actual and predicted class, represented
as a two-dimensional cost matrix. Two types of cost matrices can be distinguished, class-
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dependent and example-dependent cost matrices [7], [8]. A former, much stronger assumption
can be used in the context of imbalanced classification [1], [5]. Namely, class imbalance in a
two-class classification framework can be described as a problem where one, minority class,
with a smaller number of samples, is underrepresented. The CS approach is important due to
the vast amount of intrinsically imbalanced data in many domains including fraud detection
[9], [10], [11], credit rating [12], [13], [14], medicine [15], [16], and others [5].

The tree-based classifiers have a nice graphical representation of the model, which facilitates
understanding of the decision-making process. However, the depth of the tree can be a limiting
factor in comprehending which features contribute to the classification of each individual
sample. An additional obstacle for CSDT is the implementation of the method. For tree-based
models there is a model-specific xAI method TreeSHAP, a method for the exact calculation
of SHAP values [17], [18], [19]. The objective of our research is to introduce a CS version of
TreeSHAP that will facilitate the explanation of (deep) cost-sensitive tree-based models, as the
current implementation is not compatible with the CSDT algorithm.

In the literature, there is a limited amount of articles dealing solely with the interpretable ML
models for imbalanced data, of which the CS classification is a special case [20], [21]. To the
best of the present author’s knowledge, there are no articles in the literature considering the
explanation methods for CSDT.

2. Methodology

Given a cost matrix, either class-dependent or sample-dependent, the CSDT method uses a
greedy binary splitting procedure for feature space stratification by using a cost-sensitive
splitting criterion that is expressed as expected misclassification cost reduction. The cost-based
impurity measure is the minimal cost of labeling a given node to a particular class. More details
about the method can be found in [13].

Different methods have been proposed for calculating SHAP values [22]. One model-specific
method is TreeSHAP [17], a method that computes exact SHAP values in polynomial time for
tree-based models. The method is helpful for understanding the global tree model structure
based on many local explanations. This is especially important for deep tree-based models, as
the depth of the tree is a limiting factor in comprehending the model’s decision process. For
the CSDT classifiers, another limiting factor is the impractical graphical representation of the
model. Extracting decision rules for individual samples is hard even for shallow CSDT models.
On the other hand, applying the TreeSHAP algorithm was impossible due to its incompatibility
with CSDT algorithm.

The TreeSHAP uses a tree-based model structure to compute SHAP values exactly. The CSDT
uses a cost matrix in the tree-building process for making a decision on whether the sample will
be classified as positive or negative, depending on the number of samples from each class in the
node and cost matrix. Due to the latter fact, the cost matrix needs to be taken into consideration
by the TreeSHAP algorithm.

To create the CSTreeSHAP method as a subclass of TreeSHAP, we developed several recursive
functions for extracting required information from the CS tree model, such as sequential ID
numbers of left and right nodes. The cost matrix is not used explicitly due to its sample-



dependent nature for the dataset used in our research, rather attributes of the existing CS tree
object are adapted such as information about the number of samples in each class per node and
the corresponding part of the cost matrix. This is a crucial part since the prediction in each
terminal node is determined based on the number of samples in the node and their costs in the
cost matrix. Recall, each terminal node in the CSDT model is allocated to the least costly class.
The available implementation of TreeSHAP uses a special tree structure of a tree-based model,
which CSDT does not have, at least not in the required form. However, the CSDT tree model can
be described and therefore recreated using the mentioned list of information. Extraction of the
information for classic DT models is straightforward due to its implementation in scikit-learn
library [23]. The code of our CSDTreeSHAP implementation will be available on GitHub within
the next extended version of the paper.

3. Experiments

The aim of our experimental work was to analyze feature importance retrieved from the
obtained local explanations using CSTreeSHAP and TreeSHAP methods for CSDT and DT
models, respectively. By providing insight into the decision-making process of different ML
models it is possible to make evidence-based decisions about models that would be preferable.

We used a well-known CS1 dataset [24], from the credit scoring domain, where the minority
class of risky clients has a higher misclassification cost (i.e. the clients that are more likely to
default on a loan) [25], [12], [26], [27], [8]. More information about the dataset and the cost
matrix can be found in Costcla library 1 and in the article [12], respectively.

3.1. Experimental setup

For partitioning the dataset we used a 10-fold cross-validation procedure. Measures used for
evaluation include precision and recall per class, 𝐹1 score and relative cost reduction measure
(RCR) from studies [12], [28], [8], which is the most relevant measure in CS framework. Due to
space limitations, results for mentioned measures are not reported.

In the explaining phase, obtained SHAP values per sample are averaged for each feature
on the whole dataset and represented in the global feature importance plot. The tree depth is
varied, ranging from 2 to 10, i.e. from shallow to deeper tree models, as the objective was to
investigate whether DT and CSDT models trained on the same data make decisions based on
similar indicators and which model would be preferred by domain experts as an end user.

3.2. Results

The cross-validated results for varying depths of a tree model are analyzed. The results for CSDT
models coincide with those reported in [8]. Given RCR as a performance measure, the model of
choice would be the CSDT model, which achieves the highest RCR. There is consistently good
performance of CSDT in terms of RCR at all depths compared to DT. Global feature importance
plot using summary plots (Fig.1) shows the top-rated features in descending order according to
their importance, i.e. mean absolute SHAP values.
1A Python module for cost-sensitive machine learning. https://pypi.org/project/costcla/



Due to space limitations, not all plots are presented. For the dataset, the results are shown
in figure Fig.1. for depth 3, as there is a slight increase in RCR for CSDT until the tree depth
reaches 5. Notably, the top features for DT and CSDT coincide, with slight perturbation in
their order. However, the CSDT model is characterized by a larger number of splitting features
compared to DT for the same depth, meaning its harder to comprehend the most important
features for decisions the model makes, especially due to the lack of code implementation that
could facilitate visualization of the CSDT tree model represented as a dictionary object.

(a) Global feature importance for DT model.

(b) Global feature importance for CSDT model.

Figure 1: Global feature importance for CS1 dataset with parameter depth = 3.

4. Concluding remarks and future work

The presented article introduces the CSTreeSHAP method as an xAI tool for better understanding
the driving forces behind the decision-making process of CS classifiers, with a focus on CSDT
models. Except for being well-suited for CS problems, the potential of the tool and CSDT
classifiers can be seen in a large number of imbalanced data on which the methodology could
be applied. The usefulness of the explanation method is demonstrated for different datasets
at different tree depths. Having the ability to compare explanations of different tree models
at varying depths enables well-grounded model selection. Directions for future work include
extending the application of the CSTreeSHAP method on ensemble methods with cost-sensitive
tree models as base learners and other (ensemble) cost-sensitive models.
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