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Abstract. Several studies have shown that combining machine learning models 
in an appropriate way will introduce improvements in the individual predictions 
made by the base models. The key in making well-performing ensemble model 
is in the diversity of the base models. Of the most common solutions for intro-
ducing diversity into the decision trees are bagging and random forest. Bagging 
enhances the diversity by sampling with replacement and generating many train-
ing data sets, while random forest adds selecting random number of features as 
well. This has made random forest a winning candidate for many machine learn-
ing applications. However, assuming equal weights for all base decision trees 
does not seem reasonable as the randomization of sampling and input feature 
selection may lead to different levels of decision-making abilities across base 
decision trees. Therefore, we propose several algorithms that intend to modify 
the weighting strategy of regular random forest and consequently make better 
predictions. The designed weighting frameworks include optimal weighted ran-
dom forest based on accuracy, optimal weighted random forest based on area 
under the curve (AUC), performance-based weighted random forest, and several 
stacking-based weighted random forest models. The numerical results show that 
the proposed models are able to introduce significant improvements compared to 
regular random forest. 

Keywords: ensemble, weighted random forest, optimization, stacking 

 
 
 

 



2 

1 Introduction 

Ensemble learning is defined as a method to combine predictions of multiple machine 
learning models in order to design a “committee” of decision makers. Intuitively, a 
committee of decision makers should have lower overall prediction error. This has been 
investigated in many studies and the results show that improvements can be made on 
the machine learning models by combining them in an appropriate way [1].  There are 
several methods to combine base learners including linear/product combination of the 
learners [2], bagging [3], random forests [4], boosting [5] etc.  

It should be noted that including diverse decision makers in the “committee” of base 
models is necessary to make better judgments, as there will be no improvement from a 
set of identical models. This is identified as “diversity” of the base learners. It has been 
proved that well-performing ensemble models demonstrate diversity in base learners as 
well as achieve superior performance individually. There have been a handful of meth-
ods to introduce diversity in the ensemble models including but not limited to bagging, 
random forests, or boosting methods. 

In the bagging method proposed in [3], N samples with replacement of the training 
data are considered and N training data sets are generated. A learning algorithm, tradi-
tionally a decision tree, is built on each of the N training data sets and the final predic-
tion is formed by the simple average or voting over the class label. In essence, bagging 
tries to incorporate diversity in the ensemble model by creating random differences 
between the input data sets. On the other hand, random forest learning algorithm [4] 
adds another source of diversity to the bagging procedure. In the random forest method, 
in addition to sampling with replacement for creating N training data sets, a random 
number of features are chosen each time to reduce the amount of correlation between 
created trees. The final result is again simple average or voting over all the predictions 
made by the constructed trees of the forest (see Fig. 1). 

Although random forest has shown remarkable performance and is used widely in 
many applications, but it seems that some improvements in the way the base learners 
are combined can be made to make the random forest predictions even better. Naturally, 
assuming equal weights for all base learners, i.e. using a simple average for the final 
predictions, does not seem reasonable. The reason lies behind the randomization of 
sampling and input feature selection. Specifically, this randomization cannot guarantee 
that all built trees have the same decision-making abilities [6]. Therefore, having a 
weighting procedure to weight the trees based on their performance appears reasonable.  
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Fig. 1. Random forest classifier uses majority voting of the predictions made by randomly cre-
ated decision trees to make the final predictions 

 

2 Background 

Several studies have proposed variations of weighted random forest and demonstrated 
modest improvements in their numerical results compared to traditional random forest 
predictions [7]. For instance, [8] examined some adjustments in the random forest al-
gorithm to boost its performance. The author modified the evaluation measure and used 
a combination of five attribute evaluation measures instead of Gini index. In addition, 
this paper identified instances that are most similar to the target instance and proposed 
a weighted random forest that used the voting margin of the similar instances as the 
weights. The numerical results on several data sets showed that the proposed approach 
is able to improve accuracy and AUC in classification problems. 

[6] proposed tree weighted random forest (TWRF) method for classifying high di-
mensional noisy data. They claimed that since random forest gets affected by noisy data 
and is prone to make wrong decisions, a new approach for weighting the trees according 
to their classification ability can be regarded as a remedy. They used out-of-bag (OOB) 
subset of the training data to evaluate the trees of the forest and eventually used OOB 
accuracies as the tree weights. The results demonstrated superiority of TWRF compared 
to regular random forest. 

In addition, [9] takes the random forest weighting approaches one step ahead by 
introducing two weight vectors: a weight vector of classifiers and a weight vector of 
instances. Specifically, they assigned higher weights to hard-to-classify instances, 
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while assigning performance-based weights to the base tree classifiers. Investigating 
the method on 28 data sets, it was revealed that the proposed weighted voting method 
outperforms regular random forest with majority voting, significantly. 

In another study, [10] proposed a probabilistic weighted scheme for combining trees 
of the forest considering four combination methods of majority vote, weighted majority 
vote, recall combiner and the naïve Bayes combiner. Experimental results with 73 data 
sets demonstrated that the naïve Bayes combiner is slightly better than other candidates, 
especially for large balanced data sets, while weighted majority vote is a better 
weighting method for small unbalanced data sets.   

Furthermore, there have been several studies that made use of weighted random for-
est variations in different applications. [11] proposed a weighted random forest model 
to identify genetic variants associated with complex disease in high‐dimensional data. 
[12] used performance based weighted random forest model to design an automated 
trading system that improves the profitability and stability of trading seasonality events. 
An application of weighted random forest in credit card fraud detection was studied in 
[13]. Other application areas of weighted random forest models include speech lan-
guage therapy [14], ischemic stroke lesion segmentation [15], survival analysis [16] 
and etc. 

In this study, we propose optimization, performance, and stacking based weighting 
mechanisms that try to combine the trees of the forest in a more appropriate manner. 
The prerequisite for integrating the merits of model combinations is having well-di-
verse input models. To this end, we try to keep the trees of the forest shallow. This 
prevents having near identical, i.e. not diverse, trees as input features. The designed 
models include optimal weighted random forest based on accuracy, optimal weighted 
random forest based on area under the curve (AUC), performance-based weighted ran-
dom forest, and several stacking-based weighted random forest models. 

3 Materials and methods 

As stated, to achieve superior performance for the ensemble model, the initial base 
learners should be diverse. In other words, the correlation between the base models 
should be low. Therefore, the assumption of the designed ensemble random forest mod-
els is that the trees of the forest should be constructed shallow, i.e. they don’t acquire 
large depths. This results in the base decision trees having an acceptable amount of 
difference from each other. The designed improved weighted random forest models are 
explained below. 

3.1 Optimal weighted random forest based on accuracy  

The inspiration to design an optimal weighted random forest comes from the optimiza-
tion model proposed in [17], which minimized mean squared error (MSE) of a linear 
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combination of several base regressors. Here we propose an optimization model to min-
imize prediction accuracy of a weighted random forest ensemble model for binary clas-
sification, in which the weights are the decision variables. The out-of-bag predictions 
generated by k-fold cross-validation are considered as emulators of unseen test obser-
vations and used as inputs to the optimization problem. The mathematical model is as 
follows. 

 𝑀𝑎𝑥		𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦 )𝑌, ,- 𝑤𝑗
𝑘

𝑗=1
𝑌.! + 0.534 

(1) 

𝑠. 𝑡. 
∑ 𝑤%&
%'( = 1, 

𝑤% ≥ 0,						∀𝑗 = 1,… , 𝑘. 

where 𝑤!′𝑠 are the weights corresponding to decision tree 𝑗 (𝑗 = 1,… , 𝑘), 𝑌 is the 
vector of actual response values, and 𝑌.! is the out-of-bag prediction of decision tree 𝑗. 
𝑎𝑐𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑦() measures the proportion of correct predictions (both true positives and true 
negatives) among the total number of cases examined. Also, ?∑ 𝑤𝑗𝑘

𝑗=1 𝑌.! + 0.5A calcu-
lates the nearest integer among class labels (0 and 1) for the ensemble model (see Fig. 
2). 
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Fig. 2. Optimal weighted random forest classifier uses out-of-bag (OOB) binary predictions of 
the randomly created decision trees to optimize prediction accuracy 

 

3.2 Optimal weighted random forest based on area under the curve (AUC) 

Area under the ROC curve (AUC) is a measure used mainly for comparing different 
classifiers. ROC is a popular curve that plots the trade-off between true positive and 
false positive rates at different classification thresholds. The area under this graph, i.e. 
AUC, is useful for comparing binary classifiers as it takes into account all possible 
thresholds. In addition, the accuracy has an intrinsic drawback of reporting very high 
accuracy when classifying highly imbalanced data sets [18]. The following optimiza-
tion model intends to find the optimal weights of combining trees of a random forest 
model by optimizing the ensemble’s AUC. 

 
𝑀𝑎𝑥		𝐴𝑈𝐶 )𝑌,- 𝑤𝑗

𝑘

𝑗=1
𝑃.!4 

(2) 

𝑠. 𝑡. 
∑ 𝑤%&
%'( = 1, 

𝑤% ≥ 0,						∀𝑗 = 1,… , 𝑘. 
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The 𝑃.! in the above formulation refers to the out-of-bag probability vector of each 
base classifier, and 𝐴𝑈𝐶() calculates the area under the ROC curve for the built ensem-
ble. Fig. 3 depicts the proposed framework to create an optimal weighted random forest 
using out-of-bag probabilities of true class. 

Fig. 3. Optimal weighted random forest classifier uses out-of-bag (OOB) probability predic-
tions of true class made by randomly created decision trees to optimize AUC 

 

3.3 Performance-based weighted random forest model 

We design a performance-based weighted random forest models using out-of-bag ac-
curacy. Each classifier’s out-of-bag performance is measured with accuracy and the 
normalized accuracy of each classifier is used as its weight in forming the ensemble. 
The procedure is demonstrated in Fig. 4. 
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Fig. 4. Performance-based weighted random forest classifier uses accuracy of out-of-bag 
(OOB) predictions as the ensemble weights 

 

3.4 Stacking-based random forest models 

Stacking is a well-known ensemble learning procedure which combines multiple base 
learners by performing at least another level of learning task. It uses out-of-bag predic-
tions of the base learners, and the actual response values of the training data to form the 
independent and dependent variables of the 2nd-level learning task, respectively [19]. 
Here, we use the following steps to make use of the out-of-bag predictions made by 
trees of the forest and train another machine learning model on top of them to end up 
with an improved random forest (see Fig. 5).  

1. Learn a random forest model using the training data 
2. Obtain decision trees of the forest and generate out-of-bag predictions for each of 

them by using 𝑘-fold cross-validation. 
3. Create a new data set with out-of-bag predictions as the input variables and actual 

response values of data points in the training set as the response variable. 
4. Learn a second-level machine learning model on the created data set and make pre-

dictions for unseen test observations. 
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Fig. 5. Stacking-based weighted random forest classifier trains a second level machine learning 
model on the out-of-bag (OOB) predictions made by each randomly created decision tree 

 
We have selected three machine learning models as the second level classifier which 

include random forest, logistic regression, and K-nearest neighbors. In addition, two 
scenarios are considered for each 2nd level classifier: using binary classifications of 
out-of-bag predictions or using out-of-bag predictions of the probability an observation 
belongs to the majority class. In the second case instead of having binary predictions as 
input variables, the probability of the true class (class 1) is used. 

4 Results and Discussion 

To examine the performance of proposed improved weighted random forest classifiers, 
25 public binary classification data sets from UCI machine learning repository [20] 
were used. Minimal pre-processing tasks including treating missing values, one hot en-
coding etc. were performed on each data set to make them ready for training classifica-
tion models. To evaluate the true performance of built models, 25% of each data set is 
reserved as the test set and the remaining 75% is used to build and optimize ensemble 
models. 

For training the regular random forest and subsequently 𝑛 randomly created decision 
trees, the number of trees (𝑛) is set at 100 trees and for keeping the trees shallow and 
hence not correlated with each other, the maximum depth of the trees is set at the half 
of the common choice for the maximum depth of random forest trees, i.e.  square root 
of the number of features (√𝑝 ⁄ 2). Out-of-bag predictions of the decision trees are 
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generated using 5-fold cross-validation. For solving the optimization problems, Se-
quential Least Squares Programming algorithm (SLSQP) from Python’s SciPy optimi-
zation library was used [21]. Finally, the entire process is repeated 50 times to avoid 
biased results due to the randomness in partitioning the data set into training and test 
sets, and in forming decision trees. The reported numerical results are the average of 
50 runs for each data set. 

Table 1. Details of example data sets downloaded from UCI machine learning repository 

# Data set Size Features Class 0  
(%) 

Class 1  
(%) 

1 Acute inflammations [22] 120 6 42% 58% 
2 Adult  48842 14 24% 76% 
3 APS failure at Scania trucks  60000 171 2% 98% 
4 Audit [23] 777 18 39% 61% 
5 Australian credit approval  690 14 44% 56% 
6 Autism screening adult  704 21 30% 70% 
7 Bank marketing [24] 45211 17 12% 88% 
8 Breast cancer (Wisconsin)  569 31 37% 63% 
9 Breast cancer (Yugoslavia)  286 9 29% 71% 
10 Census-income (KDD)  99762 40 6% 94% 
11 Cervical cancer (risk factors) [25] 858 36 9% 91% 
13 Climate model simulation crashes 540 18 9% 91% 
12 Cylinder bands  512 39 42% 58% 
14 Default of credit card clients [26] 30000 24 22% 78% 
15 Divorce predictors [27] 170 54 49% 51% 
16 Drug consumption (quantified) [28] 1885 32 33% 67% 
17 EEG eye state  14980 15 45% 55% 
18 Electrical grid stability simulated 10000 14 36% 64% 
19 Extension of Z-Alizadeh Sani [29] 303 59 29% 71% 
20 Hepatitis 155 19 20% 80% 
21 Horse colic 368 27 36% 64% 
22 HTRU2 [30] 17898 9 9% 91% 
23 Indian liver patient dataset (ILPD) 583 10 28% 72% 
24 Internet advertisements 3279 1558 14% 86% 
25 Ionosphere 351 34 36% 64% 

 
Table 1 represents the details of 25 example data sets obtained from UCI machine 

learning repository including the data set size, number of features and the proportion of 
class labels. As it can be seen in this table, the chosen data sets cover data sets with 
different levels of size and class label proportions. 

The complete experimental results of all designed ensemble models applied on the 
example data sets are shown in Table 2. Stacking-based ensembles have created in two 
ways: using binary OOB predictions and using OOB probability predictions of the true 
class label. As the results suggest in 22 out of 25 considered data sets at least one of the 
designed models provide improvements over regular random forest (first column of the 
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table). In addition, it appears that the stacking-based random forest with a second ran-
dom forest model as the second level classifier when having binary OOB binary pre-
dictions outperforms other models more often (10 data sets out). 

Table 2. Experimental results of designed improved random forest classifiers compared to reg-
ular random forest classifier. The best-performing classifier for each data set is highlighted. The 

last row shows the average accuracy of all models considering all data sets. 

# RF1 
Optimal 
WRF 
(Acc.)2 

Optimal 
WRF 
(AUC)3 

RF 
stacked 
RF  
(binary)4 

RF 
stacked 
RF 
(prob.)5 

Log. 
stacked 
RF  
(binary)6 

Log. 
stacked 
RF 
(prob.)7 

KNN 
stacked 
RF  
(binary)8 

KNN 
stacked 
RF 
(prob.)9 

Perfor-
mance 
based 
WRF10 

1 91.00% 98.20% 98.20% 100.00% 97.00% 100.00% 90.27% 100.00% 100.00% 97.73% 
2 83.75% 82.12% 78.67% 85.18% 82.73% 84.67% 83.27% 84.28% 84.75% 82.12% 
3 99.21% 99.21% 99.20% 99.24% 99.21% 99.21% 99.20% 99.23% 99.20% 99.21% 
4 99.69% 99.69% 99.67% 99.94% 99.95% 99.95% 99.95% 99.95% 99.95% 99.70% 
5 85.86% 85.69% 74.42% 84.88% 83.87% 86.24% 84.84% 85.11% 85.57% 85.99% 
6 99.92% 99.62% 99.62% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 99.91% 99.93% 99.62% 
7 88.92% 89.25% 88.43% 90.04% 85.44% 90.02% 89.25% 89.74% 89.78% 89.25% 
8 94.69% 94.73% 94.22% 94.77% 93.93% 94.71% 94.76% 94.83% 94.69% 94.76% 
9 74.89% 75.43% 73.00% 72.89% 62.49% 72.54% 72.43% 73.26% 73.77% 75.31% 
10 94.79% 94.72% 94.60% 95.39% 95.00% 95.53% 95.33% 95.06% 95.19% 94.71% 
11 90.49% 90.47% 90.31% 89.51% 25.13% 90.14% 90.12% 90.22% 90.08% 90.47% 
12 91.04% 91.04% 90.79% 90.39% 91.07% 91.32% 91.01% 90.89% 91.41% 91.04% 
13 72.01% 69.90% 66.67% 73.67% 70.06% 69.78% 69.01% 71.42% 71.93% 69.82% 
14 80.25% 80.69% 79.07% 81.21% 81.39% 82.14% 80.76% 79.69% 79.82% 80.69% 
15 97.26% 97.26% 97.26% 97.02% 97.12% 97.35% 97.40% 97.26% 97.26% 97.26% 
16 70.19% 71.18% 69.28% 69.76% 69.36% 71.22% 70.17% 68.48% 70.32% 71.29% 
17 66.29% 64.23% 59.89% 73.97% 64.50% 70.70% 66.22% 71.46% 67.68% 64.31% 
18 99.97% 96.10% 96.23% 99.97% 99.97% 99.98% 99.97% 99.98% 99.98% 98.52% 
19 82.55% 83.47% 77.24% 84.79% 81.71% 80.11% 80.29% 83.61% 83.84% 83.76% 
20 83.33% 83.11% 81.50% 79.56% 79.83% 80.33% 80.11% 80.56% 79.83% 83.00% 
21 85.47% 85.23% 77.36% 84.83% 37.09% 82.53% 37.33% 85.63% 37.09% 85.25% 
22 97.07% 96.78% 95.66% 97.77% 97.72% 97.77% 97.61% 97.63% 97.72% 96.85% 
23 71.74% 71.75% 70.99% 68.10% 52.06% 69.52% 28.15% 68.54% 51.06% 71.77% 
24 96.88% 96.93% 96.79% 97.50% 97.35% 97.26% 97.27% 97.27% 97.37% 96.93% 
25 92.86% 92.77% 89.66% 92.61% 91.59% 90.32% 90.09% 92.30% 92.00% 92.75% 
Ave. 87.61% 87.58% 85.55% 88.12% 81.42% 87.73% 83.39% 87.85% 85.21% 87.68% 
1 Regular random forest classifier 
2 Optimal weighted random forest based on accuracy 
3 Optimal weighted random forest based on AUC 
4 Stacking-based random forest with random forest as the 2nd level classifier using binary OOB predictions 
5 Stacking-based random forest with random forest as the 2nd level classifier using probability OOB predictions 
6 Stacking-based random forest with logistic regression as the 2nd level classifier using binary OOB predictions 
7 Stacking-based random forest with logistic regression as the 2nd level classifier using probability OOB predictions 
8 Stacking-based random forest with KNN as the 2nd level classifier using binary OOB predictions 
9 Stacking-based random forest with KNN as the 2nd level classifier using probability OOB predictions 
10 Performance-based weighted random forest 

Fig. 6 intends to better compare the performance of proposed improved random for-
est classifiers with regular random forest by depicting average accuracy of designed 
models over all data sets. Fig. 6 (a) presents a chart comparing average accuracy scores 
of all models with regular random forest classifier. Based on this figure it is evident 
that RF stacked RF using binary OOB predictions outperforms all designed classifiers 
as well as regular random forest. Fig. 6 (b) compares the average improvements each 
model could provide over regular random forest classifier. This figure suggests that 
four of the designed models improve the prediction accuracy of regular random forest 
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with RF stacked RF (binary) as the best-performing model. This classifier could im-
prove regular random forest predictions by 0.5%.  

Fig. 6. Comparing proposed improved random forest classifiers with regular random forest 
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5 Conclusion 

This study was an attempt to improve well-performing machine learning model, ran-
dom forest, as a classifier. To this end, several models based on ensemble learning were 
designed here. The proposed models include optimal weighted random forest using out-
of-bag accuracy and AUC, stacking-based random forest, and performance-based ran-
dom forest. The experimental results of applying the designed models on 25 public data 
sets demonstrated that four of the designed models could provide some improvements 
over the regular random forest classifier. From them, a stacking-based random forest 
model which trains a 2nd level random forest on inner randomly created decision trees 
outperformed all designed models. The possible future research directions following 
this study could be as follows. 

• Using other optimization tools to find a better optimal solution for the weights 
([31], [32], [33], [34], [35]); 

• Adding instance-weighting to the developed framework to assign higher 
weights to hard-to-classify instances ([8], [9]); 

• Developing a similar framework to improve random forest regressor; and  
• Applying similar concept on other fields or research such as data envelopment 

analysis (DEA) ([36], [37], [38], [39]) 
• Combining bagged and boosted trees to improve both bias and variance of the 

predictions. 

 
 
  



14 

6 References 

1. Brown, G. (2017). Ensemble Learning. In C. Sammut & G. I. Webb (Eds.), Encyclopedia 
of Machine Learning and Data Mining (pp. 393-402). Boston, MA: Springer US. 

2. Kuncheva, L. I., & Classifiers, C. P. (2004). Methods and Algorithms. John Wiley & Sons, 
New York, NY. 

3. Breiman, L. (1996). Bagging predictors. Machine learning, 24(2), 123-140. 
4. Breiman, L. (2001). Random forests. Machine learning, 45(1), 5-32. 
5. Freund, Y., & Schapire, R. E. (1996). Experiments with a new boosting algorithm. Paper 

presented at the icml. 
6. Li, H. B., Wang, W., Ding, H. W., & Dong, J. (2010, 10-12 Nov. 2010). Trees Weighting 

Random Forest Method for Classifying High-Dimensional Noisy Data. Paper presented at 
the 2010 IEEE 7th International Conference on E-Business Engineering. 

7. Pham, H., & Olafsson, S. (2019). Bagged ensembles with tunable parameters. Computa-
tional Intelligence, 35(1), 184-203. 

8. Robnik-Šikonja, M. (2004, 2004//). Improving Random Forests. Paper presented at the 
Machine Learning: ECML 2004, Berlin, Heidelberg. 

9. Kim, H., Kim, H., Moon, H., & Ahn, H. (2011). A weight-adjusted voting algorithm for 
ensembles of classifiers. Journal of the Korean Statistical Society, 40, 437-449. 

10. Kuncheva, L. I., & Rodríguez, J. J. (2014). A weighted voting framework for classifiers 
ensembles. Knowledge and Information Systems, 38(2), 259-275. 

11. Winham, S. J., Freimuth, R. R., & Biernacka, J. M. (2013). A weighted random forests ap-
proach to improve predictive performance. Statistical Analysis and Data Mining: The ASA 
Data Science Journal, 6(6), 496-505. 

12. Booth, A., Gerding, E., & McGroarty, F. (2014). Automated trading with performance 
weighted random forests and seasonality. Expert Systems with Applications, 41(8), 3651-
3661. 

13. Xuan, S., Liu, G., & Li, Z. (2018, 2018//). Refined Weighted Random Forest and Its Appli-
cation to Credit Card Fraud Detection. Paper presented at the Computational Data and So-
cial Networks, Cham. 

14. Byeon, H., Cha, S., & Lim, K. (2019). Exploring Factors Associated with Voucher Pro-
gram for Speech Language Therapy for the Preschoolers of Parents with Communication 
Disorder using Weighted Random Forests. Int. J. Adv. Comput. Sci. Appl, 10. 

15. Sunil Babu, M., & Vijayalakshmi, V. (2019). An Effective Approach for Sub-acute Is-
chemic Stroke Lesion Segmentation by Adopting Meta-Heuristics Feature Selection Tech-
nique Along with Hybrid Naive Bayes and Sample-Weighted Random Forest Classifica-
tion. Sensing and Imaging, 20(1), 7. 

16. Utkin, L. V., Konstantinov, A. V., Chukanov, V. S., Kots, M. V., Ryabinin, M. A., & 
Meldo, A. A. (2019). A weighted random survival forest. Knowledge-Based Systems, 177, 
136-144. 

17. Shahhosseini, M., Hu, G., & Pham, H. (2019). Optimizing Ensemble Weights and Hy-
perparameters of Machine Learning Models for Regression Problems. arXiv preprint 
arXiv:1908.05287. 

18. James, G., Witten, D., Hastie, T., & Tibshirani, R. (2013). An introduction to statistical 
learning (Vol. 112): Springer. 

19. Wolpert, D. H. (1992). Stacked generalization. Neural Networks, 5(2), 241-259. 
20. Dua, D. & Graff, C. (2019). UCI Machine Learning Repository [http://ar-

chive.ics.uci.edu/ml]. Irvine, CA: University of California, School of Information and 
Computer Science. 



15 

21. Jones, E., Oliphant, T., & Peterson, P. (2001). SciPy: Open source scientific tools for Py-
thon. 

22. Czerniak, J., & Zarzycki, H. (2003). Application of rough sets in the presumptive diagno-
sis of urinary system diseases. In Artificial intelligence and security in computing sys-
tems (pp. 41-51). Springer, Boston, MA. 

23. Hooda, N., Bawa, S., & Rana, P. S. (2018). Fraudulent firm classification: a case study of 
an external audit. Applied Artificial Intelligence, 32(1), 48-64. 

24. Moro, S., Cortez, P., & Rita, P. (2014). A data-driven approach to predict the success of 
bank telemarketing. Decision Support Systems, 62, 22-31. 

25. Fernandes, K., Cardoso, J. S., & Fernandes, J. (2017, June). Transfer learning with partial 
observability applied to cervical cancer screening. In Iberian conference on pattern recog-
nition and image analysis (pp. 243-250). Springer, Cham. 

26. Yeh, I. C., & Lien, C. H. (2009). The comparisons of data mining techniques for the pre-
dictive accuracy of probability of default of credit card clients. Expert Systems with Appli-
cations, 36(2), 2473-2480. 

27. Yöntem, M. K., Adem, K., İlhan, T., & Kılıçarslan, S. (2019). Divorce prediction using 
correlation based feature selection and artificial neural networks. Nevşehir Hacı Bektaş 
Veli Üniversitesi SBE Dergisi, 9(1), 259-273. 

28. Fehrman, E., Muhammad, A. K., Mirkes, E. M., Egan, V., & Gorban, A. N. (2017). The 
five factor model of personality and evaluation of drug consumption risk. In Data sci-
ence (pp. 231-242). Springer, Cham. 

29. Alizadehsani, R., Habibi, J., Hosseini, M. J., Mashayekhi, H., Boghrati, R., Ghandehari-
oun, A., ... & Sani, Z. A. (2013). A data mining approach for diagnosis of coronary artery 
disease. Computer methods and programs in biomedicine, 111(1), 52-61. 

30. Lyon, R. J., Stappers, B. W., Cooper, S., Brooke, J. M., & Knowles, J. D. (2016). Fifty 
years of pulsar candidate selection: from simple filters to a new principled real-time classi-
fication approach. Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Society, 459(1), 1104-1123. 

31. Donate, J. P., Cortez, P., SáNchez, G. G., & De Miguel, A. S. (2013). Time series forecast-
ing using a weighted cross-validation evolutionary artificial neural network ensem-
ble. Neurocomputing, 109, 27-32. 

32. Peykani, P., Mohammadi, E., Saen, R. F., Sadjadi, S. J., & Rostamy-Malkhalifeh, M. 
(2020). Data envelopment analysis and robust optimization: A review. Expert Systems, 
e12534. 

33. Cielen, A., Peeters, L., & Vanhoof, K. (2004). Bankruptcy prediction using a data envelop-
ment analysis. European Journal of Operational Research, 154(2), 526-532. 

34. Peykani, P., Mohammadi, E., Emrouznejad, A., Pishvaee, M. S., & Rostamy-Malkhalifeh, 
M. (2019). Fuzzy data envelopment analysis: an adjustable approach. Expert Systems with 
Applications, 136, 439-452. 

35. Peykani, P., Mohammadi, E., Pishvaee, M. S., Rostamy-Malkhalifeh, M., & Jabbarzadeh, 
A. (2018). A novel fuzzy data envelopment analysis based on robust possibilistic program-
ming: possibility, necessity and credibility-based approaches. RAIRO-Operations Re-
search, 52(4-5), 1445-1463. 

36. Zheng, Z., & Padmanabhan, B. (2007). Constructing ensembles from data envelopment 
analysis. INFORMS Journal on Computing, 19(4), 486-496. 

37. Peykani, P., & Mohammadi, E. (2020). Window network data envelopment analysis: an 
application to investment companies. International Journal of Industrial Mathemat-
ics, 12(1), 89-99. 



16 

38. Hong, H. K., Ha, S. H., Shin, C. K., Park, S. C., & Kim, S. H. (1999). Evaluating the effi-
ciency of system integration projects using data envelopment analysis (DEA) and machine 
learning. Expert Systems with Applications, 16(3), 283-296. 

39. Peykani, P., Mohammadi, E., & Seyed Esmaeili, F. S. (2019). Stock evaluation under 
mixed uncertainties using robust DEA model. Journal of Quality Engineering and Produc-
tion Optimization, 4(1), 73-84. 

 
 
 


