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(Lower Bound, L)	~�Ä/(Upper Bound, U)��

�{ ?4)E�Threshold Pair (TBiB)�TBiB=(LBiB, UBi B)�

GH$�LBiBÀ 0.5V 1.0�)�¡¢ 0.5EUBiBGÀ 1.0

V 0.5 � ) � ¡ £ 0.5 � ¤ Ø Ý  

TB5B=(LB5B,UB5 B)=(0.25,0.75)�a 1�GH����)F�

¨(cell)`a�{�[�²6rT���X��PE

¥��[Threshold Pair¦²T�?���Effective 

TokensCá��m��X�ÀGH��¸q��TB7 B= 

(0.35,0.65)��|Ü��m��X� 99.95�{@M
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Threshold Pair Number of 

Effective Tokens TB1B TB2B TB3B TB4B TB5B TB6B TB7B TB8B TB9B 

50 72.41 84.25 91.01 94.71 97.03 98.36 99.14 98.88 93.05 

100 88.32 94.96 97.79 98.94 99.50 99.81 99.94 99.97 99.85 

150 95.20 98.49 99.41 99.76 99.89 99.97 100 100 100 

200 98.22 99.51 99.83 99.95 99.98 99.99 100 100 100 

250 99.41 99.87 99.97 99.99 100 100 100 100 100 

300 99.76 99.94 99.99 100 100 100 100 100 100 

350 99.93 99.98 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

400 99.98 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

450 99.99 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

500 99.99 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

550 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

600 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

650 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

700 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

750 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

800 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

850 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

900 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

950 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1000 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Mean 97.66 98.85 99.4 99.67 99.82 99.91 99.95 99.94 99.65 
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a 2 � Cost-Effectiveness �02���

Effective Tokens �Cá� 150 ��¸M�

Cost-Effectiveness �4 7.2467�f{@�6µ$�

§�����O�f{GH�c3cqr¶���
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Ç< 500 486 14 97.2% 

$< 500 482 18 96.4% 

�Ç<D8� ËÌÍ ��k���14 ��kÉ

Ê���X� 97.2%E$<G� 482 ��k���

18 ��kÉÊ���X� 96.4%��kÉÊ� 32
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8Ö�> LeeZet al. (2002 & 2003)ZM9×���u
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2.2% (Ç<D8)�þ·�%&�¸MÒy$<�7�

��2 Cost-Effectiveness �����

Number of 

Effective Tokens 

Average Precision Rate 

of Each Threshold Pair  

Average Computational 

Time (Seconds) 

Cost 

Effectiveness 

50 92.09 13.0656 7.0483 

100 97.68 13.5624 7.2023 

150 99.19 13.6876 7.2467 

200 99.72 14.1438 7.0504 

250 99.92 14.2312 7.0504 

300 99.97 14.5000 6.8949 

350 99.99 14.7720 6.7689 

400 99.99 14.8970 6.7121 

450 99.99 14.5844 6.8560 

500 99.99 14.6780 6.8122 

550 100 15.4312 6.4804 

600 100 32.9344 3.0363 

650 100 41.6688 2.3999 

700 100 42.9876 2.3263 

750 100 43.4344 2.3023 

800 100 43.8158 2.2823 

850 100 44.5750 2.2434 

900 100 44.5970 2.2423 

950 100 48.6126 2.0571 

1000 100 57.7188 1.7325 
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