arXiv:2204.08683v1 [cs.LG] 19 Apr 2022

IMBALANCED CLASSIFICATION VIA A TABULAR TRANSLATION GAN

A PREPRINT

Jonathan Gradstein^1 Moshe Salhov^{1,2} Yoav Tulpan^2 Ofir Lindenbaum^3

Amir Averbuch^1

1 Tel Aviv University, Israel;^2 Playtika Ltd., Israel;^3 Bar-Ilan University, Israel

ABSTRACT

When presented with a binary classification problem where the data exhibits severe class imbalance, most standard predictive methods may fail to accurately model the minority class. We present a model based on Generative Adversarial Networks which uses additional regularization losses to map majority samples to corresponding synthetic minority samples. This translation mechanism encourages the synthesized samples to be close to the class boundary. Furthermore, we explore a selection criterion to retain the most useful of the synthesized samples. Experimental results using several downstream classifiers on a variety of tabular class-imbalanced datasets show that the proposed method improves average precision when compared to alternative re-weighting and oversampling techniques.

1 Introduction

Data that exhibits class imbalance appears frequently in real-world scenarios [1], in varying domains and applications: detecting pathologies or diseases in medical records [2], preventing network attacks in cybersecurity [3], detecting fraudulent financial transactions [4], distinguishing between earthquakes and explosions [5] and detecting spam communications [6]. In addition to these applications, where the class distribution is naturally skewed due to the frequency of events, some applications may exhibit class imbalance caused by extrinsic factors such as collection and storage limitations [7].

Most standard classification models are designed around and implicitly assume a relatively balanced class distribution; when applied without proper adjustments they may fail to accurately model the minority class and converge on a solution that over-classifies the majority class due to its increased prior probability [8]. These models thus neglect recall on the minority class and lead to unsatisfactory results when we desire high performance on a more balanced testing criterion. This issue is exacerbated by the fact that commonly used metrics such as accuracy may be misleading in evaluating the performance of the model. Even models that naively classify all samples as majority may have high accuracy under severe class imbalance. Most approaches to dealing with these shortcomings fall broadly into two categories: re-weighting the loss objective to more heavily account for the minority class, and resampling the input dataset such that the minority class is more prominent.

The proposed approach falls in the latter category, and provides a technique to oversample the minority class by generating synthetic minority samples that correspond to translations of real samples from the majority class. Leveraging the diversity of the real majority samples allows this translation approach to generate samples that are beneficial to classification performance. We focus our attention on the problem of class-imbalanced binary classification for tabular datasets; many of the aforementioned real-world scenarios are instances of this problem.

1.1 Contribution

In this work, our contribution is to achieve the following goals:

• Propose a novel GAN-based model to generate synthetic minority samples.

• Leverage the diversity of the majority class by ensuring that the generated points are translated from the majority class.

• Provide a strategy for selection of the most useful subset of these translated synthetic samples.

• Verify that this process compares favorably to alternative class-imbalanced techniques in terms of downstream balanced classification performance on tabular datasets.

1.2 Related work

Background Methods to address class imbalance have been extensively studied. A straightforward approach involves re-weighting the cost/penalty associated with the classes in proportion to their cardinality; in all the models and experiments below, we apply this loss re-weighting technique implicitly when the classes are imbalanced. Alternatively or in addition, resampling the input training data distribution is a common technique. The simplest forms of this technique are random oversampling, which duplicates samples from the minority, and random undersampling, which discards samples from the majority. Undersampling risks losing valuable information in the process, while oversampling introduces the risk of overfitting [9].

Oversampling Methods more sophisticated than random oversampling have been introduced in the last few decades, notably SMOTE [10] and its variants, which generate new minority samples by interpolating nearby training samples. One such variant, Borderline SMOTE [11] is similar to the proposed method in the sense that it oversamples specifically near the class boundary region. SUGAR [12] takes a geometric approach, generating new samples along a manifold learned through a diffusion process.

Image-to-image translation Unpaired, unsupervised translation techniques have become prevalent in the deep learning literature in recent years particularly for the visual modality [13, 14, 15]. Such techniques usually rely on a cyclic loss to maintain translation correspondence in absence of supervision. The model presented by Choi et al. [15] is also able to perform the translation across more than two domains. These works do not explore the prospect of imbalanced classification between the domains, and do not utilize the synthesized samples to train a further classifier. Some approaches exist that aim to augment a minority class, but they are mostly focused on visual image tasks [16, 17].

Majority

Minority

Generated Minority Figure 1: An M2m-style approach does not generate desirable samples on low-dimensional synthetic datasets.

Oversampling via translation Translation-based approaches to oversampling are relatively underdeveloped. The most comparable approach is M2m [18], where samples are translated by traversing along the path of the gradient of an initial baseline classifier. As the authors demonstrate, adding these translated samples improves classification performance on the tested datasets. In practice, the authors find that many of the synthetic samples are adversarial samples: they are close to the input sample in the high-dimensional feature space. During our experimentation, this approach yields unsatisfactory results in generating informative minority samples on tabular datasets, including toy synthetic datasets. We hypothesize that this is due to the feature heterogeneity and low dimensionality of tabular datasets. We then attempted to modify the approach by making more flexible gradient steps: instead of using a constant stepsize as used in the original paper, we adjusted the gradient stepsize by using optimization methods [19]. This did not yield significantly better results (see Figure 1 for an example).

2 Tabular Translation GAN (TTGAN)

2.1 Formulation

Given a binary imbalanced classification dataset

D = {(x_i, y_i)}^N_{i=1} where x_i ∈ R^d , y_i ∈ {0, 1},

we wish to generate new samples to include in an augmented dataset D^′. We interchangeably write D = X_{maj} ∪ X_{min}, where X_{maj} = {x_i|y_i = 0} and X_{min} = {x_i|y_i = 1}, are the majority class and minority class respectively.

We refer to the set of synthetic samples we generate as X_{gen} and select a subset X_{selected} of those to add, such that D^′ is given by D^′ = D ∪ X_{selected}, for X_{selected} ⊆ X_{gen}. We then fit a classifier f (which may in principle be of any type) on D^′ and use it to classify test samples.

X_{maj} X_{min} G^′(X_{gen}) G(X_{maj} ) G^′ D D^′(X_{maj} ) D^′ L_C L_T L_{GAN} L^′_{GAN}

Majority (X_{maj} )

Minority (X_{min}) Generated Minority (X_{gen}) Figure 2: Training the tabular translation GAN involves imposing additional objectives L_T (Eq. 3), L_C (Eq. 4), and L_I (Eq. 5) (in addition to the standard GAN loss (Eq. 1)) that help constrain the position of the generated samples with respect to the majority samples. The generated samples are then included in the oversampled dataset. The identity loss L_I is omitted for the sake of clarity of the diagram.

2.2 Generative Adversarial Networks (GAN)

Goodfellow et al. [20] introduced a breakthrough generative model to sample from an arbitrary distribution. GANs learn to generate new samples from a desired distribution using two neural networks, the generator G and discriminator D, that play a min-max game where the generator is tasked with generating synthetic samples that fool the discriminator, which in turn is tasked with distinguishing between real and generated samples.

This minimax loss can be formulated as

L_{GAN} = E_x[log (D(x))] + E_z[log (1 − D(G(z)], (1)

where E_x is the expected value over real samples x, and E_z is the expected value over input noise to the generator z which is sampled from a latent noise space z ∼ Z where Z is some prior parametric distribution.

We note that the portion of the loss that is relevant to the generator is

L_G = E_z[log (1 − D(G(z))], (2)

which the generator tries to minimize and the discriminator tries to maximize.

We denote the portion that is not directly affected by the generator as

L_D = E_x[log (D(x))],

which the discriminator tries to maximize.

Majority

Minority

Generated Minority

Figure 3: Samples are drawn from a two-moons toy dataset provided by scikit-learn [21]. On the left, the samples are generated by a standard (”vanilla”) GAN which is trained to model the minority class distribution. On the right, the tabular translation GAN with λ_T = 0.1, λ_C = 0, λ_I = 0 demonstrates the ability of the translation loss to guide the model to generate samples that are close to the class boundary. In the region highlighted by the red circle, some of the generated samples fall within the boundary of the majority class.

While effective for sampling from the distribution, the standard GAN model provides no mechanism for controlling the location of a generated output sample given a particular input sample. In particular, this means that it is not designed to generate samples for the purpose of improving downstream imbalanced classification performance.

The introduction of the regularizing loss functions described below allows us to achieve this goal by performing translation from the majority class. The first such loss directly links between the output sample and the input sample. The additional losses, motivated by CycleGAN [13], link between the output sample and the input sample by way of an additional GAN mapping from the minority to the majority.

2.3 Direct Translation Loss

For vector z, we define the translation loss as

L_T (z) = ‖z − G(z)‖_1. (3)

In order to guide the GAN to effectively translate input points to a close synthetic minority sample, we propose the following modifications to the base GAN architecture:

• Feeding real majority class samples as inputs to the generator during the training process: z ∼ X_{maj} rather than z ∼ Z. The input z to the generator is no longer a latent random noise vector, but rather an input feature-space sample we wish to translate.

• Adding the direct L_1 regularization term λ_T L_T (z) (Eq. 3) to the generator’s loss objective.

Intuitively, the addition of the translation loss guides the model to balance its primary objective of modeling the minority distribution with the objective of minimizing the distance between the output translated sample and the input sample. The magnitude of the hyperparameter coefficient λ_T modulates this balance.

The effects of introducing these changes can be immediately seen when visualized on synthetic datasets (see Figure 3), and when constrained with resources and dataset size the direct translation loss suffices. However, to further leverage the majority samples (beyond using them as inputs for the generator training), we complement the direct translation loss with losses adopted from the CycleGAN [13] model.

2.4 CycleGAN

Typically used for translating between unpaired domains of images, the CycleGAN [13] model introduces an additional pair of networks G^′, D^′ responsible for sampling from the majority class distribution. The following losses are added that govern how these networks interact with the networks G, D that we use for sampling from the minority:

Cycle-consistency loss - Encourages the two generators to be roughly inverse mappings of each other: L_C (z) =‖G(G^′(x_{min})) − x_{min}‖_1 +‖G^′(G(x_{maj} )) − x_{maj} ‖_1. (4) (where z takes on values of x_{min} or x_{maj} ).

Identity loss - Encourages the generators to be roughly the identity mapping on inputs that are sampled from the output distribution: L_I (z) =‖G(x_{min}) − x_{min}‖_1 +‖G^′(x_{maj} ) − x_{maj} ‖_1. (5) Intuitively, these losses encourage the translation mechanism to possess the following desirable properties: that by translating back and forth we should arrive (close to) back where we started, and secondly that no translation is needed when already in the desired output domain.

Table 1: Notable differences between TTGAN and baseline vanilla GAN

Vanilla GAN TTGAN Networks G, D G, D, G^′, D^′ Input training dist. z ∼ Z z ∼ X_{maj} Generator loss func. L_G (Eq. 2) L_G + λ_T L_T (z) + λ_C L_C (z) + λ_I L_I (z) Synthesized samples X_{gen} = G(Z) X_{gen} = G(X_{maj} )

2.5 Tabular translation GAN

The full tabular translation GAN consists of generator G and discriminator D which are both fullyconnected neural nets. The aforementioned losses are added to the standard GAN loss objectives, such that the full loss function is given by

L^′_G = E_z[ log (1 − D(G(z)) +λ_T L_T (z) + λ_C L_C (z) + λ_I L_I (z)], and the complete GAN loss is L_{T T GAN} = L_D + L^′_G. (6) The model modifications thus far is described in Table 1. Figure 2 shows the architectural scheme of the training process.

2.6 Implementation details

In the experiments we perform, the generator is a 4 layer-deep fully-connected network with hidden sizes of 64, 128, and 256 with SELU [22] nonlinearities. The discriminator is a 3 layer-deep fullyconnected network with hidden sizes of 128 and 64 with SELU nonlinearities. Training follows the standard training procedure for GANs, with iterated steps of real and synthetic points, and we use the Adam optimization method with a constant learning rate of 10^{−4}.

2.6.1 Synthetic samples selection criterion

Having trained the tabular translation GAN, we are able to generate synthetic minority samples by applying the generator on the majority class: X_{gen} = G(X_{maj} ). Although in principle we could augment the dataset with the entirety of X_{gen}, under certain circumstances this set may contain samples that are too far from the class boundary (in either direction) and thus detrimental. In particular, the additional losses imposed by TTGAN encourage the model to generate samples closer to the class boundary, which have a higher chance to drift over into the majority (as shown in the synthetic dataset of Figure 3). Our experimentation shows that a selection criterion that filters out samples, described below, yields good results.

We first fit a baseline classifier f_b on the input dataset D, such that f_b is of the same model type and architecture as the desired final classifier. We use f_b to score the likelihood of each of the samples of X_{gen} belonging to the minority class, and we sort the elements of X_{gen} according to this score in descending order. We then apply a cut-off limit p_{max} to filter out samples which have too high of a score (implying they are far from the boundary and thus less useful). Then we further restrict the number of selected samples to be a desired multiple s of the size of the minority class, specifically: X_{selected} = sorted({x ∈ X_{gen}|f_b(x) ≤ p_{max}})[: s|X_{min}|]. We consider both the cut-off probability p_{max} and the number of samples to retain s (as a multiple of the size of the minority class) to be hyperparameters of the model (see Section 3 for details on tuning).

The resulting augmented, resampled dataset is then given by D^′ = X_{maj} ∪ X_{min} ∪ X_{selected}. The entire proposed procedure is detailed in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Classification with Tabular Translation GAN Input: Binary classification dataset D = X_{maj} ∪ X_{min} Output: Classifier f 1: Fit baseline classifier f_b 2: Train tabular translation GAN using L_{T T GAN} yielding generator G 3: Translate X_{gen} ← G(X_{maj} ) 4: Filter synthetic points samples sort({x ∈ X_{gen}|f_b(x) ≤ p_{max}})[: s|X_{min}|] and assign the result to X_{selected} 5: Augment (oversample) dataset D^′ ← D ∪ X_{selected} 6: Fit final classifier f on augmented dataset D^′

Table 2: Classification performance on KEEL datasets

Dataset characteristics mAP (rank)

Dataset N IR RW ROS SMOTE B-SMOTE SUGAR TTGAN

abalone9-18 4174 129 0.8364 (3) 0.7936 (5) 0.8025 (4) 0.8744 (1) 0.7415 (6) 0.8304 (2) abalone19 731 16 0.0081 (6) 0.0217 (2) 0.0212 (3) 0.0124 (4) 0.0121 (5) 0.0363 (1) glass-0-1-6 vs 2 192 10 0.1958 (6) 0.3923 (1) 0.3250 (4) 0.3583 (2) 0.3310 (3) 0.2386 (5) glass2 214 11 0.1942 (1) 0.1517 (5) 0.1557 (3) 0.1520 (4) 0.1008 (6) 0.1909 (2) glass4 214 15 0.3417 (3.5) 0.3000 (6) 0.3595 (3) 0.4444 (1) 0.3417 (3.5) 0.3833 (2) page-blocks-1-3 vs 4 472 16 0.7958 (3) 0.7579 (5) 0.7579 (5) 0.7579 (5) 0.8076 (2) 0.8972 (1) yeast-0-5-6-7-9 vs 4 528 9 0.7284 (2) 0.5421 (5) 0.6245 (4) 0.6911 (3) 0.5380 (6) 0.7502 (1) yeast-1 vs 7 459 30 0.1980 (6) 0.4043 (1) 0.3076 (3) 0.3709 (2) 0.2800 (5) 0.2926 (4) yeast-1-2-8-9 vs 7 947 22 0.2355 (5) 0.2499 (4) 0.2647 (2) 0.2677 (1) 0.2206 (6) 0.2546 (3) yeast-1-4-5-8 vs 7 693 14 0.0591 (6) 0.1084 (4) 0.1589 (2) 0.2416 (1) 0.0793 (5) 0.1294 (3) yeast-2 vs 4 514 9 0.8563 (1) 0.8467 (2) 0.7892 (4) 0.7540 (5) 0.7080 (6) 0.8162 (3) yeast-2 vs 8 482 23 0.5294 (6) 0.5481 (4) 0.5450 (5) 0.5482 (3) 0.5518 (2) 0.5573 (1) yeast4 1484 28 0.4550 (4) 0.4525 (5) 0.4310 (6) 0.5738 (2) 0.4989 (3) 0.5770 (1) yeast5 1484 32 0.7326 (2) 0.6620 (6) 0.6865 (5) 0.6888 (4) 0.7419 (1) 0.7170 (3) yeast6 1484 41 0.5986 (2) 0.4959 (4) 0.5095 (3) 0.3818 (6) 0.4504 (5) 0.6278 (1)

Mean 0.451 0.448 0.449 0.474 0.427 0.487 Mean rank 3.767 3.933 3.733 2.933 4.3 2.2 Median rank 3.5 4 4 3 5 2 # of datasets best 2 2 0 4 1 6 # of datasets worst 5 2 1 1 5 0

3 Experiments

We evaluate the classification performance of the proposed model under several different regimes of classifier model type, dataset, and imbalance ratio.

The alternative approaches that we compare to are: Re-weighting (RW) - the baseline approach where the chosen classifier is trained with re-weighting applied on the loss function to maximize performance on a balanced testing criterion, Random Oversampling (ROS) where the minority class is randomly oversampled so as to match the size of the majority class, SMOTE [10], Borderline SMOTE (B-SMOTE) [11], and SUGAR [12].

For each experiment, we record values of the mean average precision (mAP) metric. In the result tables, we also note characteristics of the datasets (N = # of samples, IR = imbalance ratio). For the tabular translation GAN model, choices for the loss coefficient hyperparameters and selection hyperparameters are chosen via a hyperparameter search using Optuna [23] on a validation set. Hyperparameter specifications are detailed in Appendix A.

In all experiments, pre-processing consisted of normalizing the features and handling categorical features. In the first and second set of experiments, categorical features were one-hot encoded, while in the third set the categorical features were target-encoded using the Category Encoders [24] package. In addition, in the third set missing feature values were imputed with the mode of the feature, and the Yeo-Johnson transformation [25] was applied to features that were determined to follow a power law distribution - specifically, if over 90% of the data falls in less than 20% of the value range of the feature.

For the first set of experiments, we test the performance of a linear SVM classifier on the KEEL [26] collection of datasets. The scikit-learn [21] implementation is used and loss weights are balanced accordingly to compensate for imbalance. Examining the results in Table 2, we find that the proposed model outperforms all others in terms of mAP and median rank, performs the best on the highest number of datasets and is not the worst-performing approach on any dataset.

Table 3: Classification performance on CelebA dataset

Dataset characteristics mAP

Dataset N IR RW ROS SMOTE B-SMOTE SUGAR TTGAN

CelebA 203k 40 0.4431 0.3918 0.3885 0.3773 0.4062 0.4444 CelebA (extreme imba.) 199k 200 0.1435 0.1243 0.0944 0.0981 0.1254 0.1445

The second set of experiments involves applying the state-of-the-art Catboost [27] boosted trees model on a version of the large CelebA dataset where the features are annotated attributes rather than pixel values, and the target is another attribute [28]. We also use an artificially extreme-imbalanced version of this dataset derived by withholding minority samples. Catboost is trained with the F1 loss function, a learning rate of 0.2, for 50 iterations with depth 3 trees. The results are recorded in Table 3. Here we see a clear advantage of the robustness of the proposed approach when compared to the alternatives: while the other approaches suffer degradation compared to the baseline approach, the tabular translation GAN instead provides a marginal performance improvement over the strong baseline model.

In the third set of experiments, we tested our method on datasets collected by Playtika^1. Playtika collected and preprocessed datasets over the course of several months concerning customer behavior. The purpose of these datasets is to perform several classification tasks: predicting customer churn (turnover), returning within a specified time interval (Return) and probability to pay within a specified time interval (Pay). Each of these datasets is very large, ranging from 6.3 million samples to 60 million samples, and they each exhibit imbalance ranging from an imbalance ratio of 23 to an extreme imbalance ratio of 220. Improving upon the Catboost-based baseline on these challenging tasks directly affects the ability of the organization to better understand its customers and to take appropriate steps to cater to them. We measure performance on the metrics of AUC-ROC, mAP, and Precision @ 0.4 recall. In the results shown in Table 4, we see a noticeable improvement on the primary dataset of focus, customer churn. The other datasets exhibit performance that either remains the same or more modestly improves; these datasets are large with varying characteristics and exhibit extreme imbalance. We also note that the mechanism of synthetic sample selection was slightly modified during these experiments: instead of p_{max} representing an upper bound, samples were selected to be as close as possible to p_{max} on either side of it; this improved performance but the interpretation of p_{max} as a parameter that constrains the sample threshold remains unchanged.

1https://www.playtika.com/

Table 4: Classification performance on Playtika datasets

Dataset characteristics mAP AUC-ROC Precision @ 0.4 Recall

Dataset N IR Baseline TTGAN Baseline TTGAN Baseline TTGAN

Churn 6.3M 23 0.255 0.266 0.852 0.856 0.276 0.282 Task 1 Return 45.3M 200 0.12 0.12 0.928 0.928 0.132 0.132 Task 1 Pay 45.3M 200 0.215 0.219 0.946 0.946 0.239 0.239 Task 2 Return 60M 220 0.093 0.092 0.918 0.918 0.104 0.105 Task 2 Pay 60M 220 0.127 0.132 0.946 0.947 0.105 0.113

Majority

Minority

Generated Minority

Figure 4: A 2-dimensional visualization using UMAP [29] of samples from the yeast4 dataset [26]. On the left, synthetic samples are generated by a vanilla GAN; on the right, synthetic samples are generated by TTGAN. TTGAN generates samples from more diverse regions, closer to the class boundary.

Table 5: Linear SVM yeast4 comparison

Model mAP

Vanilla GAN 0.5352 TTGAN 0.5770

Lastly, we also use the UMAP [29] dimensionality reduction technique to visualize samples from the yeast4 [26] dataset to better understand classification improvement. We compare an identical number of synthetic samples generated by a vanilla GAN and TTGAN respectively. This visualization, shown in Figure 4, demonstrates that TTGAN leads the synthesized points to be closer to the class boundary than with a vanilla GAN. A results comparison is given in Table 5.

3.1 Ablation analysis

To further analyze the performance of the proposed Algorithm 1, we conduct an ablation test by iteratively removing components of the model: comparing TTGAN to TTGAN without the cyclic and identity losses, and comparing that to a ”vanilla” GAN model. We conduct these tests on the pageblocks-1-3 vs 4 dataset from [26]. For all experiments besides the baseline, the number of samples generated was 5.5x the number of original minority, as determined by a hyperparameter search on a validation set. The results are shown in Table 6, and show that removing components of the model degrades performance.

Table 6: Linear SVM page-blocks ablation analysis

Model mAP

Baseline 0.7958 Vanilla GAN 0.8069 TTGAN w/o cyclic+identity losses 0.8357 TTGAN 0.8972

We also note that all datasets in all experiments yielded hyperparameters such that the translation loss and cyclic loss were never simultaneously zero, despite that being an option in the hyperparameter search. This suggests improvement over a vanilla GAN trained on the minority class.

4 Conclusion

We presented an end-to-end method for performing imbalanced classification on tabular data, by introducing a GAN that is capable of translating majority samples to minority samples and then using it to generate useful synthetic samples of the minority class. We described the modifications to the GAN framework necessary to achieve the desired effect, as well as the mechanism via which we choose which of the translated samples we use. The experimental results presented show that this approach improves classification performance on a variety of datasets with different characteristics and with different types of underlying downstream classifiers, and that the results remains relatively robust without suffering from degradation.

4.1 Future work

While applied here to binary classification on tabular datasets, the proposed approach could in principle be modified, applied and tested in other settings such as multi-class classification, or on different modalities of data. In addition, alternative generative models (such as Variational Auto Encoders [30, 31], diffusion models [32] or normalizing flows [33]) could perhaps be modified with the proposed regularization losses in place of the GAN.

5 Acknowledgments

This research was partially supported by the Israel Science Foundation (ISF, 1556/17, 1873/21), Israel Ministry of Science Technology and Space 3-16414, 3-14481, and by Consortium (Magnaton), between Playtika and Tel Aviv University and Innovation Authority 69316.

References

[1] Richard A Bauder, Taghi M Khoshgoftaar, and Tawfiq Hasanin. An empirical study on class rarity in big data. In 2018 17th IEEE international conference on machine learning and applications (ICMLA), pages 785–790. IEEE, 2018.

[2] Yang Zhao, Zoie Shui-Yee Wong, and Kwok Leung Tsui. A framework of rebalancing imbalanced healthcare data for rare events’ classification: a case of look-alike sound-alike mix-up incident detection. Journal of healthcare engineering, 2018, 2018.

[3] Charles Wheelus, Elias Bou-Harb, and Xingquan Zhu. Tackling class imbalance in cyber security datasets. In 2018 IEEE International Conference on Information Reuse and Integration (IRI), pages 229–232. IEEE, 2018.

[4] Sara Makki, Zainab Assaghir, Yehia Taher, Rafiqul Haque, Mohand-Said Hacid, and Hassan Zeineddine. An experimental study with imbalanced classification approaches for credit card fraud detection. IEEE Access, 7:93010–93022, 2019.

[5] Neta Rabin, Yuri Bregman, Ofir Lindenbaum, Yochai Ben-Horin, and Amir Averbuch.

Earthquake-explosion discrimination using diffusion maps. Geophysical Journal International, 207(3):1484–1492, 2016.

[6] Yuchun Tang, Sven Krasser, Paul Judge, and Yan-Qing Zhang. Fast and effective spam sender detection with granular svm on highly imbalanced mail server behavior data. In 2006 International Conference on Collaborative Computing: Networking, Applications and Worksharing, pages 1–6. IEEE, 2006.

[7] Haibo He and Edwardo A Garcia. Learning from imbalanced data. IEEE Transactions on knowledge and data engineering, 21(9):1263–1284, 2009.

[8] Justin M Johnson and Taghi M Khoshgoftaar. Survey on deep learning with class imbalance.

Journal of Big Data, 6(1):1–54, 2019.

[9] Nitesh V Chawla, Nathalie Japkowicz, and Aleksander Kotcz. Special issue on learning from imbalanced data sets. ACM SIGKDD explorations newsletter, 6(1):1–6, 2004.

[10] Nitesh V Chawla, Kevin W Bowyer, Lawrence O Hall, and W Philip Kegelmeyer. Smote:

synthetic minority over-sampling technique. Journal of artificial intelligence research, 16:321– 357, 2002.

[11] Hui Han, Wen-Yuan Wang, and Bing-Huan Mao. Borderline-smote: a new over-sampling method in imbalanced data sets learning. In International conference on intelligent computing, pages 878–887. Springer, 2005.

[12] Ofir Lindenbaum, Jay S Stanley III, Guy Wolf, and Smita Krishnaswamy. Geometry-based data generation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.04927, 2018.

[13] Jun-Yan Zhu, Taesung Park, Phillip Isola, and Alexei A Efros. Unpaired image-to-image translation using cycle-consistent adversarial networks. In Proceedings of the IEEE international conference on computer vision, pages 2223–2232, 2017.

[14] Taeksoo Kim, Moonsu Cha, Hyunsoo Kim, Jung Kwon Lee, and Jiwon Kim. Learning to discover cross-domain relations with generative adversarial networks. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1857–1865. PMLR, 2017.

[15] Yunjey Choi, Minje Choi, Munyoung Kim, Jung-Woo Ha, Sunghun Kim, and Jaegul Choo.

Stargan: Unified generative adversarial networks for multi-domain image-to-image translation. In Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pages 8789– 8797, 2018.

[16] Jeongmin Lee, Younkyoung Yoon, and Junseok Kwon. Generative adversarial network for classconditional data augmentation. Applied Sciences, 10(23):8415, 2020.

[17] Yifan Zhang, Bingyi Kang, Bryan Hooi, Shuicheng Yan, and Jiashi Feng. Deep long-tailed learning: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2110.04596, 2021.

[18] Jaehyung Kim, Jongheon Jeong, and Jinwoo Shin. M2m: Imbalanced classification via major-to-minor translation. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 13896–13905, 2020.

[19] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

[20] Ian Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, Mehdi Mirza, Bing Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair, Aaron Courville, and Yoshua Bengio. Generative adversarial nets. Advances in neural information processing systems, 27, 2014.

[21] Fabian Pedregosa, Gaël Varoquaux, Alexandre Gramfort, Vincent Michel, Bertrand Thirion, Olivier Grisel, Mathieu Blondel, Peter Prettenhofer, Ron Weiss, Vincent Dubourg, et al. Scikitlearn: Machine learning in python. the Journal of machine Learning research, 12:2825–2830, 2011.

[22] Günter Klambauer, Thomas Unterthiner, Andreas Mayr, and Sepp Hochreiter. Self-normalizing neural networks. In Proceedings of the 31st international conference on neural information processing systems, pages 972–981, 2017.

[23] Takuya Akiba, Shotaro Sano, Toshihiko Yanase, Takeru Ohta, and Masanori Koyama. Optuna:

A next-generation hyperparameter optimization framework. In Proceedings of the 25th ACM SIGKDD international conference on knowledge discovery & data mining, pages 2623–2631, 2019.

[24] William D McGinnis, Chapman Siu, S Andre, and Hanyu Huang. Category encoders: A scikitlearn-contrib package of transformers for encoding categorical data. Journal of Open Source Software, 3(21):501, 2018.

[25] In-Kwon Yeo and Richard A Johnson. A new family of power transformations to improve normality or symmetry. Biometrika, 87(4):954–959, 2000.

[26] Jesús Alcalá-Fdez, Alberto Fernández, Julián Luengo, Joaquín Derrac, Salvador García, Luciano Sánchez, and Francisco Herrera. Keel data-mining software tool: data set repository, integration of algorithms and experimental analysis framework. Journal of Multiple-Valued Logic & Soft Computing, 17, 2011.

[27] Liudmila Prokhorenkova, Gleb Gusev, Aleksandr Vorobev, Anna Veronika Dorogush, and Andrey Gulin. Catboost: Unbiased boosting with categorical features. In Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, NIPS’18, page 6639–6649, Red Hook, NY, USA, 2018. Curran Associates Inc.

[28] Ziwei Liu, Ping Luo, Xiaogang Wang, and Xiaoou Tang. Deep learning face attributes in the wild. In Proceedings of International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), December 2015.

[29] Leland McInnes, John Healy, Nathaniel Saul, and Lukas Grossberger. Umap: Uniform manifold approximation and projection. The Journal of Open Source Software, 3(29):861, 2018.

[30] Diederik P Kingma and Max Welling. Auto-encoding variational bayes. arXiv preprint arXiv:1312.6114, 2013.

[31] Henry Li, Ofir Lindenbaum, Xiuyuan Cheng, and Alexander Cloninger. Variational diffusion autoencoders with random walk sampling. In European Conference on Computer Vision, pages 362–378. Springer, 2020.

[32] Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. arXiv preprint arxiv:2006.11239, 2020.

[33] Ivan Kobyzev, Simon Prince, and Marcus Brubaker. Normalizing flows: An introduction and review of current methods. IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, 2020.

A Appendix

The full hyperparameter specification for the first set of experiments is described in Table 7, and the hyperparameters for the third set of experiments is described in Table 8.

Table 7: TTGAN KEEL hyperparameters - w / Linear SVM

Dataset Epochs λ_T λ_C λ_I s p_{max}

abalone9-18 1150 0.1 0 0 4 0.8 abalone19 250 0.05 10 5 16 0.9 glass-0-1-6 vs 2 2500 0.05 15 0 5.5 0.9 glass2 2500 0.1 0 2.5 6.5 0.8 glass4 900 0 15 7.5 5.5 0.8 page-blocks-1-3 vs 4 900 0.05 5 5 5.5 0.7 yeast-0-5-6-7-9 vs 4 900 0 5 2.5 6.5 0.8 yeast-1 vs 7 2500 0.05 0 0 1.3 0.8 yeast-1-2-8-9 vs 7 1150 0.05 10 5 4 1 yeast-1-4-5-8 vs 7 900 0.1 15 0 1.65 0.7 yeast-2 vs 4 500 0.1 15 0 1.8 0.6 yeast-2 vs 8 1300 0.05 10 10 4 0.6 yeast4 1000 0.05 10 0 4 1 yeast5 1450 0.05 0 0 4 0.6 yeast6 2500 0.15 0 5 7.5 0.6

Table 8: TTGAN Experiment 3 hyperparameters - w / Catboost

Dataset Epochs λ_T λ_C λ_I s p_{max}

Churn 700 0.2 20 12 0.33 0 Task 1 Return 500 0 4 6 0.215 0 Task 1 Pay 700 0.05 16 0 0.24 0.85 Task 2 Return 700 0.05 10 6 0.25 0.5 Task 2 Pay 700 0.25 10 3 0.75 0.5