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Abstract

This article compares the statistical analysis methods and the machine learning methods in the
credit evaluation field, and according to the applicability of the evaluation index system data, this
paper finally uses decision tree and its combination algorithm to evaluate individual credit in P2P
lending. Through the comprehensive analysis of the accuracy and stability of the model, the best
classification method for the data is random forest classifier.
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H 2007 4EE AN TET- G 5N E LK, E N P2P ML TEF G U J5 F 5 % 2h R e, R IF
—EME . P2P WL AE DTSR —FE AT, HOTE. PREE. TTARAR AR Ui 7 /N Aol S A N ik
EMER ) . SAE G IROR BT ECANF (102, P2P EHA LRIV 12 B AU 45 A8 & Mok AU 45 g T F & 1)
1,

1 FVE 70— EAEAN 3k, MR Se it 70 77 ik K R BIEAE LR 2 2 7 ik . Hoh Gik- 40 dr
TEFEBEARZ 0T, Logistic IS, HLER5: 2 75 0 W LA G 5L, AN, Kk HRIL4h
Jiid SCRFENLEE Z R 5% . A R #% 55 (2004) 5t B SN A5 I VE 33 b i R PE 5 A4 5 R
I FH A 1 R ML ARAT U 2 B o S VE AR B R LR, YO AR BT 5 B IR SR AT, R N P S
ARERE T VE RS FE T RN e W S RV 78, BRI VR AR Ve & T PR R R 55 57, 1R TUINAS
FEJE I N NV RIS R HRERIX 4y “3F” “IR” ZPINEET), AT TS SRR E[L]: AR 112 (2006)Xf
FE] A A0 23 T W AR AT BT FAS PRI Fabn ik Ra3EAT LU S 5 7 A NME VPN FE bR R, e & Bk 5 7
H7+ Logistic [F1U= . A1Z2 W0 28 F 53 M DU Rk 7 vERT S NI DR B A8, 5 Ja X AN TR PP ASE 2R (1 A 2
JA B RAT LB T, 15 AR RSB B g5 [2]s PERBE. TU# B2 (2009)BF 72 T ML ARAT S A
1E RV IR) &, i A NAB FHIC S bl R i AR s 2R 25030 1) et , it 48 FH e St 3 SR B30, 78 C4.5
BOEHA Bk C5.0 HiE, A ANEIREIE TR, d i LR M AL TR SR C5.0 BEARAY 1)
Ir s B S PR . AR RS A SRR I AR, RS SR SRR — R SAEI[3]s AIRE,
BilENI(2012) 50 060N NAS A B — BRI AN R, SR EE T 2 Fh 70 3 B AL [4], B/ T fTiREE
(2015) 7EXF N NAS I 4 4 Logistic B A I, 77 E @ AL 2 BBV S E AR &, SR FH B A2
HIEFE T VE R BRE R — AN UL AR B A R AR O AR B AT IR B, WO $E 43 FH Group Lasso 724
7. Logistic B [5].
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Table 1. Index system and variables
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3.1 FIRISHR
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3.2. Logistic [E]Y3
Logistic [ = - 4b 7 DR A5 ik Ay — AR LA B, 213 P VAT BEAL G B V2 OB —, % p 2%
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SHIZREEA S M, 455 A3H D 20 B, 45 165 MW 4R, 1RHIER 14.7%; BT miL
Hoch 15 1, 187 MIIIME IR, R FIEK 16.7%: FREAT S8 H B F) 10, A “@id”
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REFUIREA x , TS WAREEXAS 7 4278 B, i s — AN B A R (— R REEE A X)), o AR F)
FEAS x Bk AMEAR. € SCHMBRECN: g, (x)=k;, i=12-c: # g (x)=maxk, MITExETw, .
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3.6. RERWMERHESHARHEZL

PR E —MARS G T, HEA BRI T B, AP TR, KX
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HE DA RARE BN G ROTIERNA G TR, K RFAERIEA S S S G T7i54 bagging.
adaboost MEEHLARM . Bagging 73 I MINZRFEA 02 DR B RE (B BIVETIRE), RROCEST —BRRSER,
fBUE — LA B B, SRR RN HT ORI, I B AR AR R B ANTINAE R, e iR Bk
N2 B ) SR DN i WL T — 2K BENLARMR S bagging 73 JARH AL, BEHLARAR A ERM
HASBIRG, AEHTE K, BT RARE IS B 0 SR A R, SRR 2 I N Tl 45 2R - Adaboost
BT B B R AL BRI, AR BT — R A 45 SR T 1R A A O In S RS B, A4 T — R
RE % 0 1% 1 B I (A B 2 O ARR

4. IRBIGRIELE

LA FRATTRAF FH VA% 77 25 A 0 8 40530 2 B S AR T 1) logistic (81U, 521 5 R I H SR (A 28 1 25
k HALARTTiE SCRF AL LK M K L RERI N TR G877, NI A sk ET A
PRHE I e, A SO AR B PSR [ 00 SRR REAT AR IF HEAT P

4.1 ZHEBPMS

R W5 BTG REAS SR 347 1R SR 43 25 bagging 732K adaboost 7325 K BEHLARAR 702, A7 1)
AR RILFRME 2 Fin. Hrp A SRR RRRIE L4 0 28— KR, B R RER S KE
R BHEL — R . B, J0 A SREHR MR Z R TI0 B REHR R, FEP R 2 C AN DL
SRR BN AR R P AR AL (AL 25 R B B 3E 1 7 e ABAE SEBR TR R xE DA &, 6N NS L EEA T VR
i, DA R 2> RPN HE I 2 — & — R bR (5%

PR R 7y BRI /2 adaboost 732071k, (HAR L RaE RS HAM LA B ZEIR K, 7AE
LG A T A SRE R R R T B RENRE, WRBE B TREASIE R 4 E P g/ ol
7R — RS, RN R A BRI A 7 R, R A AE— AN
BRI, XS GRFEAR 20T, AR R Re A eI, B A e Mt e 75 B E B 5
— /MR
4.2. BRI NHIER LRGSR

AA N A F it OO & 45 SRR R LB R NGS5 2 58 SCIRAIE T 5K BB AR A E 1k
A 10 P32 AR, SR 3 . MR RAE VS 18, BEHLARMR > SRR e AL, S0l vf s 1k
%% 81.93%.

Table 2. Error rate of each classification model

2. BOoRBPNEIRE

RV IR 2 (%) A FRER R (%) B 4R (%)
R 15.19 37.54 6.05
bagging 14.38 43.69 2.39
adaboost 0.08 0 0.13
BEHLARAR 17.07 45.85 5.29
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Table 3. The 10-fold cross-validation misjudgment rate of 4 classification models
3.4 FRAR 10 IR REIEIRFIER

Prix PR Bagging adaboost BEHLAR AR
1 0.1592 0.1592 0.1681 0.1327
2 0.1415 0.1769 0.1946 0.1858
3 0.1592 0.1238 0.1415 0.1150
4 0.1681 0.1946 0.1769 0.1769
5 0.1785 0.1428 0.1696 0.1428
6 0.2972 0.2612 0.2342 0.2792
7 0.1981 0.1981 0.2252 0.1981
8 0.1981 0.1621 0.1801 0.1531
9 0.1711 0.1711 0.1441 0.1621
10 0.2342 0.2342 0.2252 0.2612

NMSE 0.1905 0.1824 0.1860 0.1807

N
5. &5ig

A HEON 7] P2P A NAFSREEHEAT N NAS VPO, 545 VPO 7 i A A P ) & A 0 A
SCEAR & VRS 7 08T, BERA S IOANR, g TS P . AR SOl oK B e AR K e Tk
AR R, 645 AR AR ROV IER K 2 M 5 G I 52 B PR o DSk S HL AL 5 20 R B
XA SR BB 1) 70 A B M AE R R, BT IRRIE R, SEIEA SRR EA L, FRAED .
ASCHARL IR R, FEHLARM I SRR R AL -

g P2P ERETH AN MEBR R A 7EE, A SCHEE A NG HVE BRI BT I 248 bR F A RESE
LA NG RAT N, AHZ R O 5 B AR R BE BT B & X 73, B IT R A —
FAEH, BEA MO ME TR
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