Statistics 503 Exam 2
Tuesday, May 3, 2005 Open notes

1. (8pts) The following code fits a neural network model to the data:

tmp.dat<-d.olivel[d.olive[,1]==3,]

indx<-c(sample(c(1:51),35),sample(c(52:101),34) ,sample(c(102:151),34))

tmp.dat.tr<-tmp.dat [indx,]

tmp.dat.ts<-tmp.dat[-indx,]

olive.nn<-nnet(tmp.dat.tr[,3:10],tmp.dat.tr[,2],size=6,1linout=T,decay=5e-4,
range=0.6,maxit=1000)

olive.nn.ts<-nnet(tmp.dat.ts[,3:10],tmp.dat.ts[,2],size=6,1linout=T,decay=5e-4,
range=0.6,maxit=1000)

table(tmp.dat.tr[,2],round(predict(olive.nn,tmp.dat.tr[,3:10])))
table(tmp.dat.ts[,2],round(predict(olive.nn.ts,tmp.dat.ts[,3:10])))

It results in these missclassification tables:

Training Test

7 8 9 7 8 9
73 0 O 716 0 O
8 034 O 8 016 O
9 0 035 9 0 016

giving training and test error of zero. Why is the test error so small?

2. (8pts) This missclassification table for the test data results from running SVM to classify cancer in
samples of tissue.

Predicted
Normal Cancerous
True Normal 980 20
Cancerous 100 100

Compute the overall test error. Compute the test error separately for normal and cancerous tissue.
Whats wrong with the classifier?



3. (2pts) Roughly circle the results of k-means clustering on the SOM map.
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[18] Club Dread
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4. (2pts) We generate data from two concentric circles which form two clusters, and fit a radial kernel
SVM classifer. Cases 1-15 are in class 1, the inner circle, and cases 16-40 are in class 2, the outer circle.
As best you can, identify which points are the unbounded support vectors from this model fit.

> tmp.svm

Call:
svm(formula = factor(cl) ~ ., data = x4, kernel = "radial")

Parameters:
SVM-Type: C-classification
SVM-Kernel: radial
cost: 1
gamma: 0.5

Number of Support Vectors: 22

> tmp.svm$index
[1] 2 3 4 5 6 7 810 11 14 17 18 20 21 23 25 27 31 33 34 35 40

> tmp.svm$coefs

[,1]
[1,1 1.0000000
[2,] 1.0000000
[3,] 1.0000000
[4,1 1.0000000 o
[5,1 1.0000000 2 a7
[6,1 1.0000000
[7,] 0.4096640 21 %
(8,1 1.0000000 L 8 .
[9,] 1.0000000 19 1 s ¥
[10,] 0.6790273 %033 12 15 10
[11,] -0.1466926 2 5 .
[12,] -1.0000000 6 13
[13,] -0.9612008 ® 27 s
[14,] -0.6772297 35
[15,]1 -0.2331215 ! @
[16,]1 -1.0000000 L "
[17,]1 -0.7256547 ‘ 2
[18,]1 -0.9897454 0 17
[19,] -1.0000000 20
[20,] -0.3550466 2
[21,] -1.0000000 " | ‘16 2 ‘ ‘ |
[22,] -1.0000000 5 M . : ;

x1



5. (3pts) Match up the clusters as best possible for the two clustering methods in this confusion table.
Write down the mapping of cluster labels, and the rearranged confusion matrix.

km
hclust 1 2 3 4
1 523 0 O
2 0 0 8 O
3 2 0 0 4
421 0 0 O

6. (3pts)In the music data, and the movies data that we’ve looked at this semester, several of the variables
were highly skewed. In the plot below, we have conducted cluster analysis on both raw data where the
variables have skewed distributions and the logged data. Why do the results differ? What is the impact
of skewed variables on the results of cluster analysis? Which result do you prefer in this example?
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7. We constructed a simulated data set to test the effect of the number of variables relative to the number
of cases and model complexity. The data contains separated classes in the first variable (X;) but all
other variables (Xo — X50) are samples from Gaussian (normal) distributions, all similar to X5 plotted
below. There are 20 observations.

(a)

(2pts) We fit the SVM model to variables X;, X5. Three cases are chosen as support vectors.
Write down the SVM model for this data.

> tmp.svm$index

[1] 5 13 18

> tmp.svm$coefs
[,1]

(1,1 0.999

[2,] -0.763

[3,]1 -0.236

> tmp.svm$SV
x6 V2

5 -0.598 0.185
13 0.787 -0.492
18 0.909 2.091

>
> tmp.svm$rho
[1] -0.144

(2pts) Following this we fit the SVM model for increasing numbers of variables. This table shows
the number of support vectors as number of variables increases. What is the patter in the number
of support vectors relative to the number of variables? Why do you think this occurs? Would you
expect the test error would increase or decrease with the increasing number of variables?

Number of variables 2
2 5 10 25 50 N 1
Num SVs [3 6 11 14 18 - -

X2

-3 -2 -1 O




