5 6 [0 & O HFFERTA FFFEA TR E iR S

KGSynX: Hiik 7 7 7 LM AIRER 7 4 — R v 712X D

LLM O & ERAT — & ARk

YuKe!, AA/%K2 BEAKE 2 FHAEBEN 2, FRMARE!

1 BRURS: KRR LR MTER 2T AAIRCEE R
2 RS A T r~— 1



1. IZT®HIT
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N—= g VOFHLWERE LTHEASNATWD o_@;oﬁﬁ\ﬁ$¥—&@$
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Ll MifE0H 57T =2ty M LIELIE2—F—D 7T 4 R —0fH
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Ra2=T A REXERTITRBFE L LTHEKT —4 (syntheticdata) 7237 H %
%@fwé[ﬂwomﬁr X LT, EBEOMENE#RE S £ TICBEM R OR
PR LI NLICAER SN T —2 D L Thb, GlkT —XIZ, 7T A3
— R, R T — & O HMER B B E T T SBT3 T ADIRE &
Wo 7z AUy E23® Y [5]. BHEIINLD Al BIRICB W THER AR 22 HdT & L
THRREE - TND, EEE, F— b —UT 2030 FF TIZ AIET L THIH S
NHERT =X DENET —H %2 LR ETRHIL TS (K1) , £z, THH
BLAR— P LAUE, BT — & B3 2024 420 3 & 1,350 )7 USD 225
2034 FEITIEHK 66 18 3,798 5 USD (Z3E L. PR P E R E R 35.7% &
WO BRNRREEZZT D E TFHIL TS (K2)
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Figure 1: The trend of synthetic data

! https://gretel.ai/technical-glossary/what-is-synthetic-data

2 https://market.us/report/synthetic-data-generation-market/



Synthetic Data Generation Market
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Figure 2: The value of synthetic data market
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U v T INBEERSHT. MiERELICE D £ TRV EFOEBREDOREM L L
THERE LT TV 5 [6], LA L., EU Ok — # {%#H A (GDPR) <k [HD
PR DO EETTVE - EATICEAT 215 (HIPAA) 7 EOBHICEY, 25 LT
— 2 X UL LIS AR S 4, FIRADBHIRS ATV D (7], EAETFE (8]
ZHWTH, @RILT — ZIZB W TIEEF#BI 07 — & O HMHER 25
TRWEENH D, ZDi, BT —X OEBERFF - EEOREERFF L
O, MW E S E R OVANLT =X BAERT DAMRT — X ERTIENRD S
T35 9],

— 55T, AT 2B ERL SN — ARNEET D, Bl z0E, EEER
PREY— 2 (NHS) 1ZAFFEHIC AR EHR Z AT 2B Az Db T D
[10], &8 ClX, A7 LYy b — FEGBIT— 2 MR ERMAETT LD I
alb—va AJEHISNTWS [11], &5, SAP X° Snowflake &V o 72 B3
X, Y7 N =T ONET A RT — 2 A ORGEEE B A T — % 2 FIH
LTW5 [12],

LU, BEARET M K- Tl - B - BARASFHEO GBI ERL TWD
— T, BIBET —Z OEIIMEIRE LCREETH D [13], TOHEFIE, #FENX
F—=ANAT Y NEFME, #gE L W o T SRR R M A A B (DT L)
ﬁﬁ@%ﬁ%%%%ofwét@fﬁéoWz@@%%ﬁ®@gﬁﬁ?~&f
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TIRIZK DT — 2R, TV A« a o TR EORHDMIESS T 7
REPRHENTE, LL, TROIEIMBEZ L ICUHEEIND Z EREL,
BEIR DIRFBARSS R A A R OFlF) &2 KT E 720 [14],



AR S NTeT —Z OFHIIZ DWW T HIEED & 5, BEFOFEEE (REEFEE . KL
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RO V0D T EEWDZ LT TERN, FRCEEZR O, FFER Lo
FIAAERIZE > THAOB ED L D IZIRE SN D00 E 0 ) BRI 72 BRI A FF
SNTWVDINEI N THD, ZOREWBAOLNRNTZD, BT — % D30 i
KT —HIGELS T, Fol B 20mB AR >TT NV EAELH L TLE G
B 5, ZDFEE. R T2 O o TN D72 03 2 FIREMED B 5

2O LTiREITKRE U fRBR AT RE Ze il 28 O e R 03T LW T iE it L Tuy
%, RFlZ. SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) [15]1%. #F#&E2 THIIZH %
LHG5EERILTEDETNAVIEKFEOFIETH D, SHAPEEZH WL Z LT, &
T — 2 L EF— A THEELEETFVOBRRE S 0 A i TXx | ER(IC
EONWTAR T v A E2WET DT 4 — RNy 7 )V—T 5T 5 2 & D A[HE
(272 %,

ARBERT —F 11X, 74N —R#EL T —F R AWML T HH BT B
Thd, LU, TNUDEIZ EFHEREET 2720121%, Bl D72 /040 O
LTI < . BWA) - SR e — B2 CDO X ) ICHERF TE AT o T D,
AWFIEIL, Fi%k 27 7. LLM (Large Language Model) . SHAP (235 < 7 &
A L. kBRSO HIE L A RRE/R 7 4 — Ry 7 ZMAE bR H LWEA
T — Z ERRFIE R RET D,

1.2 B L T Y —F

AFmSLO B, FEMROT —H & v NRFEFOFFHREE, &SN 72 R BIR,
Z L TERBRECHD I ERE BRICRT2E £, RIEOGHT —F 24K
TAHEOO, FRICEST N7 L —LU— 7 2T HZ L ThH, 1EkD
AT T DA EORERIMEIC FIRZE W TE 202k L, AFEXERN
O LS R 2 B L, ST —F Z TR0 T Z 2 71280
T, BT —2M BT —ZDOEFETELIRBT—F ) L LTI %
H¥E7

ZORWEERDTZ DI, AL TITH LWERT — Z £ FIE KGSynX & 172
%3 %, KGSynX 1%, EIZLUTD 3 2&HAE LIS Ty K 7L —AT—
7T b,

1. JEk7 7 72O EEET Y 7 [16]

2. LIMIZ X BT —4F 4R [17]

3. SHAPIZ X 2IREIEHzE -\ =7 4 — K v 712 X 58k [15]
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YEBET L L AIRT — 5 T T VORI U % kA 72 el % A9
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Figure 3: Comparison of generation paradigms: (a) conventional deep generative
models; (b) our proposed KG- and xAl-guided LLM-based generation loop.



2. BEEMA
2.1 EREBERRT —F £/

ARERNT —H ERILEE, 774NN —REZHNE LT —23HO
AEEME T10][11]. BREZRTTVE% [9][14]. £ LT — 2 BN ARET HBREEICE
FETNTY) ALDOXNFv—F 0 TEEOEEVNOERZED TN D [18],
BT % 2 b7 — X N2 £ - IR R E A oD L TRy | F
AT — X ITRE R E G IRET — 2B Z T, & DICBRKRIFRRS K
A A VEBOKRGFBRE RSO, A OMEZ S X 23 [6][13][19].

MY OWFFETIZ, FT A abt 2T RORIISNAPT vy hU—7
[22][23]1 & W o T i B 2R R R HE 7 VSR S 4. RREE R O KA BIfR 2 R sy
iR HDWTEEET VLT 5 Z & TG MAIRZ LS E Lz, LML, 2hb
DET MEERITCDFET — X BB TIFIARANL LIZ < < FFE D 3 AR E M
BN L TV D RUZIRA R H - 72 [9][14],

D%, RBEMTET VOB N K E IS & 72 o 70, FRZBO AR >
kU —7 (Generative Adversarial Network: GAN) Z L L7-E5 /L, 2/ CTh
CTGAN [14)1 IR T —Z IZFH L LT R/ S ERA T =X L EF AL, Flf
MEV T TR e B L0 T — RPES Y T AR &L VWo iz
TR %H R L7z, MedGAN 241X Z a2 iR L, ~ /v F 7~V EFRGLER DL
AT L=y, Bl E xR E LTz, I TlE, TabDDPM [25]72
EIWBETNVEICH LETFENSSG L. T /Ay 7 - RAar~yF o 725
T5HZ L THMEZ T — X 28K % L0 BRI L, EHET — & DL TH
NiefE R 2R LTV D,

ZHLEEERIZLIDPDLT, £ OFT MIFHEED B DAA0NT I &
OFIREOREFCEHSZE S, T — ¥t v MINET 2 @R OEIFEBIR, fnBRaoH
. RAA VR ONL— LA+ BB TE TR [14][26], 72 GANX° VAE
VX DAL EMECHREIR ATREME D K IN & W o iR A 2. BR-eER & Vo
T B 72 TR C ORI HIKI R > TV D [6][9],

FLWHEE LT, REBESEFEET L (Large Language Model: LLM) %754 L
AT — X AERBIRE SN TS, GPT-3.5X° GPT-4 [27][28]72 £1x. BAS
FEICE AT e T N EADNE LTS a— REAERT 22/, XK
ML DET — & CORMARGEMEEZHZ T\ D, EEIZ, LLM 23 JSON X0 T
— XK OITZ I AN > CTAERTE L Z EbHEENTWD [17],
LrL, INHDOETMIG L EREAAXF—< 2T D L OGN T
W28 | AR RIS — B R RE LR — 3 URFJET D
BOMAEDOENE LTV [29],



I BT, FHERET LV ESEET VN —RAERET VOWFIZHET D
MIREE LT, RAAL VAR Z TSGR CE R W2 ENRFEIT 6D, EDRER,
MRHICIEZ Y TH > TH ., BRI AR EMRH DN ERINDZERH D
[30][31]. Z Ol Z kT D=8, IEFETITERY 7 70O L 9 gk s
HRTFFR A R 7 0 2SR ET 2 FAMERER SN TEY . Kb o7
Ta—F =2 L35 [16][32],
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G FIEE LCTHER SN TW5 [16][32], k7 7 7%, EERO= T 47
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DAL 7o & T 5,
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¥FIZ node2vec 1X7 X LD 4+ — 7 HWTRATH « K72 CRE NT A &
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5 LT-HOIARIEHIC LY, BT e s 7P NRETF VAN T T R—2ADE
BRAE R 2 EATE B 7024 R 2 M ESd 6D [41],
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LLM |7 F R MZ XD HEROB 2 IRT 5 2 & C, WSk T — 2 23 2ER
AT UV EARTED, ZOFENS, BEXT —Z OARKIC LLM Z it
HRANIEFRIL L TV D [17][42],

TurFho =77l LM ICEE LD 2 E L 72D 8 R
AT a7 N EFRFT Lo ARET, UONTER., FER, BRIGA & W
ST-BHRSBENI Y 2 7 1R ENTWED (28], FD%, RIEXTF—% 04t
RIS SN TWS, Bl 1E, #EL SN ISON BT e 7 v 252 %
Z LT, LM BAF—~ERE O OLRBERTT OV I NVEERTEDLZ &N
RENTWD [17], £, FI4 - B - flRfExcb e LTHZX D Z & T, REX
DL a— REARTDIERFHEMN T 0 7 FOFIEBREZEINLTWD [42],

— T, BT —ZIZB1F 5 LLM U IHKIRE LT L O OfilIN H
%o RERMBEO—21F, LLM & LT — & OB & 7 — 212k 2wl
NA T AEFZRWVETHD, 072, EAFERIZITFE LZE, RE7 4 —
VR, AX—<DF 72 EOBWH R RESBNEET 5, HlzX, BELEOLE
FCTIRARROMER S FEES LR WIS 720 | FEREER Tl e v Al
(T HEBFEANH ) SND RN H D, Ziud, LLM BSAEMIC AR SGE=
—RNATIE SN2 —F A TFRIZRTH D . GRS R X — < MEL A FiHe
ELTARMZ TRV Z LICERT D [43],

H O —OOREITHIEEDO KM TH S, LLM IIRE NP EWIKE, 7ro 7
FNOFRHRLT +—~ v b, FIRODTDIENNCBURTH 5, FIROEFREIR %
SED W — A BT 5, LW o REDOHIKI T T — & 24K T D121,
TUT L= MEMBICRGT LY EEEIOY T Y T BT OMER DD Z
ENRZ, EBIC, TurF MIlEHAT— ML A TH Y, EEEHEEOES L
o — REOEAFEER & T2 O EE Ly [44],

29 LIe s b, IFEIFINBAORIE 2 LLM OOl IS A AT A
TY oy RREMERINTWD, v hav—7r—4ilfcE 7o 7 Mo
Wirdr, FRICESHNZRILL LS &3 oAb HESNL TS [45], L
ML, ZNH D% AR & 5 WITFFE KA A RN TE Y RIEXT
— X BRI T D ERN— B2 BRI HIE T E 2 FEICIEE - TR,



2.4 BT I2RIT B FIEENE & SHAP

AR BT VN Al R TEAE L W o TR 2 0 BR ICTE F S B o,
ETVOMRATRENYEI IO CEHERBEME LR o> TS, HILRIEMR Tl 212
IRT DT TR THY, AT —7 WA —13Z O FR ORI SV TH
AP Z RO D K 9127 o 72 [46][47])e Z 9 L7=EE Wi nlRE7e Al
(Explainable AL: xAI) [48]DFELZMEL, bE b LT TV IRy IV A TholE
TOERRE T vt A 2w b - BEAEREIC T MRS EA TV D,

XFEIFR XAl FEOHTY, SHAP [FFHEEMICET LV EFHT L7001/
FM et L U TR R STV [15], SHAP X9 17— LB IC S
X, FANFFEERTHIZEDO L ) IZHE Lzhavy 7 L—fELE L TER
T 5, BT MUKAFE L2 WReE, BlERRY 2 . = L CRPTREEME 2 2 Tk
D, ETNEEROEEHZ B L THIRT L2 EDHELWGEER THLANTH D,

KIEAT —Z OFHT S, SHAP LGRS B ESSE [49], EHA=2T Y 7
[50]. EHER TH [S1]1E W o e 28R T T VNS STV 5, fll 2 OFF
BENTHNCG 2 5B AL TEX 5720, EBEEIL R A A k-0 Hl 2
TRICH S L TET VO YA BREETE 5,

AT — 2 OIRTIX, SHAP IZTHIREEE 72T Tl < TERA 0B 5 25
i3 DR AR T 5, EROFHMEIEEE (FES F1 227, KL XA 3—T
VARE)VIZT = H L AULR T UL LAYV OSERME A DI L D, 2K
LT SHAP ZHWiuX, AT —Z Tl L e ET AN ET —F T L7-E
FTIERI U EDOH N T2 L TCWDE 0 ERMETE 5, Zidfd CTEETH
Do RERL FENRESAZXTH, TETANRBRLRLIERRER Y v 7 KT L
TWLE, FEEHOBRICRY RLZE2h) A7 #5| S B 23T rEERH L0105 T
o5, IWHEOWETIZ, EF—Z LAMT — 2 THFHE LT LV ORHEEEE N
7 MVEHEG L, A CBREEE NEAERS, Uy h— o Z A R & ofE
ECEHlT 2 FIEMER I N TV D [52][53], 2 HIXET MO FERA) 726
720 BRZ AR O H O —BE T TR A WEEE DR Z 30
D ZENRTE D,

2.5 AT — % OFLHEE

BRREAT — & OFHIOEEME & IXEE IS, Z OFEmMIZEE Ly, miEgeT X
A MDA S 27 TR, ANFIC K D03 R 78 5 A 7L 2 HI O T B
DORRFENFIRETH D, L L, BT — X ITIX0E 2 1T 2 5m s 72 JL e
FELRW 2D W RA 725 M I IR RS, T ¥ A7 TOA A, ik
—BME, BEHRAESMEE Wo IO L EBIET HLENH D [54],



—AIR FEOOE DX, T —F BT — X OEAS AR T 52 &
ThHD, KL XA X—T = A Jensen—Shannon %1 /N—3 = > A (JSD) . Earth
Mover’s Distance (EMD) & o 7o K < b, SRFEE O 5540 OFALE
ML TE S [11], FHRLE, = e —0ER LRI 5 S TIXA)
e, FEERICEE L 25 28 EM O AERASmKIKFRR LT+ 2 5
T EIFEEL W,

ZOMEER O T2, BT Y SHBERECA YT v VIR AR L Wo T
FHRANR—ZDFEEN VSN D, £z, HAFHRITHISCE A BIIE 72 & D5
2R PRI, EMUR R G CIE R A R W O E AR X D Z LN T
&5 [55], Ll Thb BIIRE L TREMNBLRICE 80 BT —F 08E
BROTHERE CTED L O ITHEET 202 BHIKM T 5 H DO TidZeuy,

FHEWNNET, Z A7 IR LRl b IR < FIH SN TV D, ZHUTE T —#
TETNEZIBL, BT —F TTARNTDH, HOLWIIZFOHEITO HIETH D,
E{RAJIZ1E TSTR (Train on Synthetic, Test on Real) <°> TRTS (Train on Real, Test
on Synthetic) &\ 727w bl H D [9][14], T DFXE TIFHEE.F1 2 a7,
ROC-AUC, ¥+ U7 L —ya i noffEnk<@mEans, =720,
INBIFETVOMEEE T — 2 DOMEEZ XA LIZ W2, TRIFEEIZE S T
bEEREOO Y Y VNET —F LITRR D r— A% WK & TEREN S 5,

ZORAEZTRT H5A L LT, EFEIERHME 7 2 & AR REMEZ B A
LOMIENHEA TN D, SHAP FREfE, FrEEEONAMAEE, JRE MO Y v
= a2 A RS W o TERRERIR. BT ISR — B W ST
TW5 [15][52], T BIEET —Z L EKRT —Z TRl L2 7 AN A TR
WA TE S, flxiX, THICKRE REEL 52 D58 ED LA 3 S203E
TN TRLLGE, MEAaAT7BHUTWTHERNRX Yy IRHLZ L%
WY %, E7o. SDMetrics’D X 5 7R WFEH 7 L— AU — 7%, AR - XA E
DGR, THRMMEREOREM, AN £ 2R % %7 % "It bigrE 72 & 2 55
LTWh, L2, 295 LY —nATH AL va vy s LORAEHECHIKI D%
UMEZTERICHRIET 2 Z LI TE R, ZHBIEE SRR e~ &
HETH D,

FLD L AT —F OFHMFRIEITIZ < FET D200, AR E OBGEIC
BEEEORNLIEHZREMT L DIT D7, AR TRETH 7L —LA TV —7
%, FEEHUER X ORI RS AT 57210 T < ZOFEHRE LV —T
74— KXy 27 L, T —FOEZEMNICH ESEHZEE2BMELT
W5,
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3. REFE

3.1 AFFEROMEES
AWFFED B, FEHAEB L OB OmAEICIB W T, EROT — 2 O
MEERNELERDERERT — X 24K T 52 L TH D, BEMICIE, £T
—H Y FDrealTR L L FORMZ T3 G T — 2 & v Doy @S5 2
xR HET.
1. DoynDFEFTHI AN IA Dy DI ATNZITL L TN D Z &
2. Dyyn CRlfE S N7 EE £ T L OWREZEBN A, Dy Tl S 72
TIVOEE) L BRI BT H L
KT —Fty NEDy = (e, & T 5, KV T hxid, dAEOE GRS E &
Ao HDO BT TV FEEENOHERSIND, TNEREBETLEKT —F >y M
Dy = {x/}1oy L EFRT Do
frea® L OfignlE. ZHE D, & D, TSI L BB e 7 1 &
T 20 HA AL AT LT Prea ()3 & Vg () 2 SHAP (T L 2 R {8UR
N7 hE L, ERENOETNVIPLEIMT D, FRILH; (0)IE, KRS ET
MU 525 HGEEZRT, BT —F AT —#TEELEET AHORE
PR MVOENEEE(LT D720, ROEEZERT D,

SemanticGap = E,.p [D (d)real(x), ¢syn(x))]

B D: 7 %54 (il Dey)

B E:HIRHE (B Y

B P () ETFT—FET /LD SHAP <7 kL
B p,,(x) : BT —HET /LD SHAP X7 L
B D(,) 25D~ bVRIOEREER L

AAFFEClL, FHBERSSD & L Cat 1 U iEEEAZ WD, fEEIT 0~2 O#H A
EY. 0iIxmeE—HETRT,
(preal ’ ¢syn

Dcos real’ Psyn =1l-——
(d) 1 ¢y ) |¢real| ) |¢syn|
Lo T, T—%ty MRIZBIT5EWMF v » FIIRO LS IR S

Do
N . .
SemanticGap,,, = 1 Z (1 ¢r(e21 ) ‘;bs(ylr)l >
cos — ar —_——
N\ 1900 1950
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32 2K T7 1V —AU—7 OBE

KGSynX 7 L —AU—27%, (i) #2777 IC XL o&EET U 7, (i) LLM
PRHWE7 a7 hR_—=2DER, (i) BIECESHBHARER 7 4 — RNy
7LD 3 OOFHEaR—F 2 Maema L, GRERERAT —Z 24T 5 &
IREFENTVD, K 41%, 1RET D KGSynX DL EZ KL D, A7
V=LA T =7 3FEIZ4 DN G720 (1) MEbT — % ZHEk 7 T 7~
(2) 77 7HDIAL L LIM I L D 0E R, 3)SHAP figtr & Vv 7 v 7 4 —
Ry 7 =" (4) mEIREGRT —ZER, Lot e s,

Figure 4: Overview of the KGSynX framework.

3.3 HT T TS

KT —F 2 YHITET, T2 T 474, & VR ~7% /7 —R&
LCHEER 7 7 74T %, AR TIX, A E - T y P2 X > TO has_attribute

AT—-BMEME) . @ is.a (FEE) . @ co occurs FLEELF) . @ FEHK &£
LU, EfEliXMcr 27—y ar L, 73 VIFERE ) — M+ 5, 21
IZED ., DNHEET — 2 THE AT R A A UHHIE W o 7o iEE R 2 i H
T&, ER - &7 SRR TR RIZHRR - RATRIRE & 72 D

BRI 7 a e A& DTIORT, 9. 7= AT =¥ bDrea = (1},
DAL a— Rx; € R x Cleat|T | —HOHERFHHE S V7 T BIETHRIN D,
DT, EREMN s Pl € RicTEMMOPER (] FEhp, IUA) THE
EI, —F, AT TV BRI b al® e clean TAIREAH O HlH S 7B
M7 ~v (B PR E) THRERES LD, ftW\ T, AF—~8 = {4, 4, , Ay}
A HH %, A BIEA T T RE 2R E 2 K3 & BT b D, BB L ED~R
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T (4, ap)ITEROHALE L THRDI, apl3EMEA OFERD; 251 2 k& B Off
oY, BT Y RHERITER: ) — NI~y B 7 S, EERF X EPH A 27—
& (f5] : “age: 30-39”, “income > $100k”) ZH\W\TT7 /T —T a3 3hb,

# 1 IZAMZEDFEERCTH V5 UCI Heart Disease 7 —# Ll L7= 3 2D
P TNTHY, MSIFEEROFECL>TEHELNAW S 77 Th 5,

Table 1: UCI Heart Disease 7 — % OV 7L

Feature Sample 0 Sample 1 Sample 2
age 63 67 67
sex 1 1 1

cp 1 4 4
trestbps 145 160 120
chol 233 286 229
fbs 1 0 0
restecg 2 2 2
thalach 150 108 129
exang 0 1 1
oldpeak 2.3 1.5 2.6
thal 6 3 7
target 0 1 1
sex_label male male male
cp_label typical _angina asymptomatic asymptomatic
fbs_label true false false

restecg_label
exang_label
slope_ label
thal label

ca_label

left vent hyper
no
downsloping
fixed _defect

0_vessels

left vent hyper
yes
flat
normal

3_ vessels

left vent hyper
yes
flat
reversible defect

2_vessels
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LOCAL KG

fos:false
thal:normal
cp:asymptomatic
' ca:3_vessels
ca:2_vessels N4 s L
9 S 7 o7 : exang:yes
3 © o & o &2 =
Ve, & A
© 9
4, \ vas
I ? _— s 2 °
sex:male — . —— § -
has._sex N[ __patientl - ca:0_vessels
has oy S L <
S resreste g B patient 2
_— hasrestecd 4. ) ) )
:cg:left_ventricular_hypertrophy ~Sex J . hag s 2
B —— £ ~— ~Slope exang:no
has_reste, has‘s"’n ng )
- «,‘” " has_exa
«® - — patient_0 — -
thal:fixed_defect- @ has_thal 3 4 § N
3 ) . ~— slope:flat
& m{’ﬂrge,
a z B .
8 3, R
target:1 o W \ target:0
4 S
3
®
thal:reversible_defect fos:true

cp:typical_angina
slope:downsloping

Figure 5: A local knowledge graph derived from three UCI Heart Disease samples.

3.4 HDOIAHZ E LLM R—RDF —Z AR

TNk 77 7 % node2vec ZE D VT THLDIALFIETHOIALL L, & - Btk
HHRERFF LI hrva 7 a7 MREHTH WS [40][56), 2D 7 m 7 RMZ
ioféﬁéﬂk%%ﬁ?~&iA¥i®ﬁ@hfibxﬁ—vﬁAﬁ-Pf4
VImBIZIR o T IZ R 0 TN T &@ﬂ%hfwé[mﬁﬂé% ZHLOIA 2
M%%ﬁx7@&7x&)/&/ﬁu&d%%ﬁ L. K=K & T8
feE =) 72 RS AT < IZRLE LT gﬁbti%gﬁ@gm%ﬁié
XolZh s,

WE L7 07 MEFRFE LLMICA S L, Wikr 7 71T b sz
fEEZdH LT, HEANLa— ROERIZBITDHAF— LML FAA
VI EED D, FTATHIIE[1T][58] Tlx, v v b R— RO FIESEELAE
A ATICAMTCOLZ e band—F, FEET 7L — M7 XX ML
Db a—YRT 47 AURAF LTz, RFIEITT T 7HEE L OIAR TS

L.l BRBLE =2 — T NVAEROBE LT 57 et X267 5, BiE L imBlREfR
B L R D ERLEMSE T, L R— g UROFENERT —Z OF
MAREMEZE T IETLE I D9, A7 7 e —FIERITANTHL LB X
5o LFENAMETHW =707 sOBITHS,
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Initial Prompt Template

prompt = (
"You are a data generation assistant.¥n"
"Generate a new synthetic patient record based on the "
"following structural features.¥n"
"Only include the following fields (no extra fields) :¥n"
f"{required fields}¥n¥n"
"Structural features:¥n"
+ "¥n".join(structured features)

+ "¥n¥nReturn a single JSON object only.¥n"

35 BRI Z 4 — Ky o7 —7F

Lol b, Ml T 7 B LT ey S MR TR, EF—F TH L
TN E —EH LR ES DN DRV, £ 2T, BEERICE S gaEL
— 7 (BT 40— RNy 7 LIESR) 28 AT 5, BIRWIZIE, 5 —% LAk
F—H TENENIE LR OT T Tk LC SHAP Zff L., HisEEE
AR7 MVERE L, T 5, ABFZE T, MEF OZEREZBRT v v 7 LIRS,
¥ v 7N REVE T, BERADEENTS L2 TH, PRICES T 5880 =E
TR Z LB BWT D, ZOX Y v 7 E TN /NS T
H.DNTRES TR SN TV AR ERFEL. IRT U ROERKTT
NEIET 5, BEUL T THITAEKRT —Z ITEHRIIC—E LT\ 5 &S
. EHIIDO AT v~ tEte,

BJ 6 1TEWAEGELRE L THET L 7Vt 20olEKEZ~T, £/, 7
LAY XN 1 ITEWRHIFX Y v 7255 7a v 20 a— R Th b, BWRAF
Yo IR IE, BT 2P EU L THr Yy 7 R L TS EE
BEWT 5, —FH, ¥ v 7DBEWEE BEMEEULTRZTH, 7 —# T
SN ETETANRRRLNZ = ZFEH L TWDL I EERT, 2B, KBV —
ZE. LT OWT IO Z e LIoREA TR T3 5,

B SHMX vy v TOWEENFEMA< ZZ 2 7 7 N C Rl 2846

B EREO BRTIZE LSS

B FRETLVORBENMET L, SHAP 5 ~Di %8 2 /g4 5545
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I Rcal Data

[ Synthetic Data
‘ Intermediate Synthetic

Initial State Iteration 1 Iteration 2 Final State
Awibue | NI DN B
Auribue2 [V O T e
Attribute 3 [ N - . | I
Auribue ¥ [ I | - T I
High SHAP Divergence Between Real and Synthetic Data

Low

Tteration

Figure 6: SHAP alignment process during prompt refinement.

Algorithm 1 Compute Semantic Gap

Require: real dataset D, models model real, model syn
Ensure: semantic gap value

sum < 0

: N+ |D|

: for all zx € D do

Greal  SHAP(model _real, z)

¢syn < SHAP(model _syn, z)

real * ¢syn

([ Beea| | @synl

sum <— sum + gap
end for
: RETURN sum/N

gap <1 —

© XN S G

3.6 #Hlh & B H AIFER OB

UL SN2 G RT — 213, FEati - A ISR « BIRERAOELR ) & Bofd e 2 5
T %, TNTOFMEEREZ R LT2GE. €07 —# 1y MIBEMTE 05E
NoFv—r T=HZEF LV ST TH S A7 IR TRER | A B 72 B R TR
KT —F RSN, AR E LTHD SR D,

UTDOT7NATY ZL2PKGSynX DEILD Tt 22 RKTEEHa— FThH D,



Algorithm 2 KGSynX: Knowledge Graph-Guided and SHAP-Refined Tabular Data
Generation

Require: Real dataset D,,, LLM M, SHAP threshold ¥, max rounds 7'
Ensure: Synthetic dataset Dgyy

1:

e e e ol

17:
18:
19:

Build Knowledge Graph G from D,y
for each sample z; € D,., do
Add entity node v;, link to attribute nodes via typed edges
end for
Train Node2Vec on G to obtain embeddings z; for each entity
fori=1toT do
Generate prompt P; from z;
Generate synthetic sample z «+ M(P;)
D§h + D U {z}
Train classifier C,ea // trained on real data D;ey
Train classifier Csyp // trained on synthetic data Dsyn
Compute SHAP vectors ¢real, dsyn
if “¢real - ¢syn”cos < X then
Break
else
Update prompt focus based on top-k SHAP gaps
end if
end for
return Dy,
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4. EBR

4.1 EBRERE

KGSynX OF HMEZFH 5720, ER, B3|, EXEESE 6 3 FHE
DOHEEICREAT —2 Y FEHWTEREITo -, Zhbid, EERICBT 5
ARERAT =2 OREN RSB THY . 7T AN —OERAEE SO (R
NEFRFRE L 22> T D [6][14][60],

KGSynX TiZ. &7 7 RTEF—FD 1 kD L a— Riox LT, EMEIC 11
DA G E AT 5, ER—T 1T TFOWT OO TKR T T 5,

(a) SHAP DERIVEGHEF v v 7DBIES (77 +/V 5 0.1) & FES 55
by KTV T (F 74/ K5 [ZELESGS

REOEATIX, T—FEEEFL APIIA NONRT U AEZERBL, 3~4 T 7
Y RUWIZOR L72, X TOAERMKT —# 1% ChatGPT-40 (2 X » THRK I, 7
— X%y b0 20USD D A SR o 7o, TV, EECHFZEREE IS
BUAFIHIZBWTHEANEEZZ NS,

42 T—F%& v b

UCI Heart Disease 7 —4# : ZOF7—4 vy MIZV—T T K7 ) =v 7l
Mz X% 303 ZDOEBEOEREFTEFHTH D [61], &L a— FIZITFER, 2L
AT 0 — /Ul ZEREILE, ODEMER EOBRMEEZZATHD, X —T
MIBEDDIREREZA T D 0E0E RS, NN ORIl S, KT
— Xty MIEBRMIZBUIETY Y —ARR LN ) BT 5 ERTED
TAMIKETHD,

EEMITFREAARLT —F . ZOMBET =2y NI HRASHA T 5~
— PO L TWD BARDEZERIT SaaS ERETT7 v F 7+ —L2&2FHT D
17,015 #EOFTEIREER CTd 5, A IRGHEREFFEITE (InvoiceCount_1Month) | 6 72 H
i D#eEREFIHE (InvoiceCount_6MonthTotal) | #&=—%—% ID, /X— hF
— X A7 EEB IO —HENEEN TS, fHY—F v NEK
Invoicelssued I, BENFREEREBLBITLIENE I DERT, ZOT—F k&Y
MIBEMROBETEZ KL TRV, #MiEbT —F Ak 2 E®KD —
B2 20128 LT\ 5,
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BEFEEDOBFMNXT —% : ZOAMT—2ty NI BEV—E2Tm g
2 —D 7,000 NLLEORBAKIZET 52K LUGEREFEMTH 54 H7 TV EH
(5] : Contract, InternetService) & EUEZH (] : MonthlyCharges) D7 & &,
THFRSE TR OFFKIHIE CTh 5, FIUEDOZERME L BN G IRET — 28T

TOERAEROEENE 2T @I N TF~—T LD,

4.3 XR—R S5 A4 U Fk

PRI R—2F 4 L LT, RIEAT —Z AT IckEbSnz 2 DDA
SBEHEINTWDAERMEx > b7 —2 (GAN) T&® 2 CTGAN [14] &
MedGAN [24][62]% H\ 5, EERTIIARA—7 > Y — A G2 EH L, HELEsk
BN S TNT A= 2R LT,

Fo, HTRESNTEZREXT — 2 I LI — A D AERET L TH
% TabDDPM [25]1H 4 L7z, GAN 23U F8 IR LR ZEMSRE — RAR
BIZk D LT VWO ST R | JEET VI A X e KBRS S
VINSERERILT D A AREEE A B U CT — X A R T 5,

ETNNR—REET T u—F L3RRI, Brxidteay ERED Y
g v hOREXT —ZAERIZ LLM 20T 5, EBRIZBIT 54 TO LLM X
— AF1E1T. OpenAl API #H T7 7 & 29 % OpenAl ® ChatGPT-40 &7 /L %X
— A LTBH, ZHIZED, LLM R—20ONN) =—y g U CEEARNE L T
—X T 7 F v FE#HO - BWENEESND,

EBRTIE2 DO LLM X—R 7 AL LT, LLM-only & LLM+KG % H\ 5%,
LLM-only TIXFFEE 7 NV OMR A REE /) 2 7F-l L. LLM+KG Tl%, ®kr7 7
TICESL e S N TCER TR EZBILLTZb D E WO NESITTH D,

4.4 FES v b a2 L TR

TSTR 7’1 k 2 /LTt~ T, HESHRIIERT —Z T, E7—FE> b
WO LT A Ry NTRMESND, 207 v hauid, kT — ¥ NET
— X LRI T Y A AR — N TEX 502 EEENT 5, 80 : 20 /%
ML, B22588— FTEERE 5 BV IR LU, #@EERIIERITOTY
fEThd,

BT — % OWE % PRIVERE & BRI ATED 2 BLE LR 5, BiE X
KSR RRUE ., HEIR, F1 A7, AUC &\ o BNV AR 2 8 L. TSTR
7'a bV TR T S, ZORE TIIOESE AR T — & Tl L, BRIt s

4 https://www.kaggle.com/datasets/blastchar/telco-customer-churn
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ET—HTTANT D0, GREENET — & L R%EOIEM FiiHinz
AREICT DA T X 5,

FHRVERERHMIICIN 2. AT — & Tl S NIZET AN ET — & Tl
SNTETNERBEOWRET Y v 7 2FEH L TWDHNE I DO % BT 5,
ZOHBD=, SHAP Z W T/ a— L7 B E 2 9 %,

KT =L pEETVERKT —# R ET VHOEWmN B E &
%728, SHAP IZJE~<7 bV D ot A VB E S B~ o T 4 v /Xy v 7
2a7 ZRMNT 5, ZOREIE, Rl TREREIC K 2 T 7 L O HEgmiE I 2
BT 25, KL A4 NN—T VR [63]R°7 v —v oA R [64]72 £ OHE
KOS L 1T R, B~ T 4 v 7 Xy y FIIHEHAEEIMES T Te
FEEMEHICEB T 2SO KT 5720, fRRATRENE & E M E
AR B W THNTH 5,

4.5 nEE

BT —Z O TMA AT ICBTHHEAMEEZFMT 5720, Lkt 7 BT
bk ka5 2 3 L. TSTR 7’2 ha Ltz W CREE ST — % TF &
N2, &7 %ty MCHE—-SHEREEAT RO, E0F0RMEET
Vo7 EEICHEE LT AV RIRL, BIENTERO S 2302175,

UCI Heart Disease 7 —# & v N Cik, fRRATREME, /A RITxb3 D,
A~ OMIVE 2 e da i 2 7o/ MR E ST — 2@ LT o3 o T FET
bHHTUH LT 4 VAN 651 LTc, VX L7 VA NI T A
U 2 & e AR A T T AR R A ) AL L SHAP X— 2 DR £
N BRICYR— b T 2720, EWAESMHEOTmIZHE L T\ 5,

BT FHEREF R T — 2 TlX, 7 7AREOH L XNV AT
— X DIHIZ BN TN - MERE A 7495 XGBoost [66] 4 IR LT, ZDT —
Ay MBI 5 ES RS (BENFRFEREZZRITT 2 0E0) 1IARER
(MR > T %, XGBoost [3E 7 /L DEHER & IEFIE 45T scale_pos_weight /37
A—H W) ZMAEAEETH Y, RO RRE CHRERIET 5, FDOAHE
X, T 7T 4 7T ——$05E R &\ o 2R R R o A8 2 7 B AR
EHbLIEZ BN,

BEFELEOBEHI T — 4 TlX, THEME(LT — % TOMERIZRE S
NIRRT — AT 4 V TRERT L—2U—27 T 5 LightGBM [67] 2 E- T 5,
AKTF—=Z¥y NI —E X @M, FERER. 2R A TRREEL TS, 20
L9 T— %X A 7IZHBWT LightGBM (XE WM EEELZER LY 5, £
7o, R TRZ A7 ICB 5 FEEOIEREL 7> T D,

K2IZEBRTHWEREFIEDONRNTG A= 2F LD D,
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Table 2: Summary of Experimental Parameters

Category Parameter Value (Default)
n_ estimators 100
criterion gini

Random Forest max_depth None
min_samples_split 2
min_samples leaf 1
bootstrap True
n_ estimators 100
max__depth 6

XGBoost learning rate 0.3
subsample 1.0
colsample bytree 1.0
reg_alpha / reg_lambda | 0 / 1
num_ leaves 31
max__depth -1
learning _rate 0.1

Light GBM n_estimators 100
feature fraction 1.0
bagging fraction / freq | 1.0 / 0
min_data_in_leaf 20
Temperature 0.8

LLM Top-p 0.95
Max tokens 300
T (iterations) 5

Refinement Loop | k (top features) 10
¥ (threshold) 0.1
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5. fER LB

5.1 UCI Heart Disease 7 — Z {2331} % ME8E

UCI Heart Disease 7 — X 2T % 57 # L A Fy K gs Calflh U 7= 55 &
KGSynX [ZE2TOEKT —F FEOHF TRbEVVEELZRL, FI 227 0.750
R LT (£3) , ZHULET—FTHEOLND EIRME (F1:0.826) & DZELZ K
ELHEDDFERTH D, FFICHEB T & 5T, KGSynX 78 CTGAN B L OV m v
T hOBEHNE LLM RXR—A2 7 A4 O G % Eal>7-2 L THDH, AUC Dfg
T, CTGAN @ 0.746 7>5 KGSynX @ 0.827 ~& K& <[k L7z, Zhix
$MP%N%LK74—FNy7’ié&ﬁﬁ¢£¥~&ﬁﬁ%hé%ﬁﬁﬁm

Mo T BB 2B T — 2 AERET VI LiZdEE2 b5,

Table 3: Heart Disease Dataset (RF)

Method Acc Precision Recall F1 AUC
Real 0.867 0.864 0.792 0.826 0.929
MedGAN  0.664 0.298 0.541 0.384 0.527
CTGAN 0.667 0.643 0.375 0.474 0.746
TabDDPM  0.541 0.293 0.557 0.380 0.498

LLM 0.350 0.297 0.458 0.361 0.278
LLM+KG  0.600 0.500 0.833 0.625 0.741
Ours 0.767 0.656 0.875 0.750 0.827

5.2 RZEMTFHEREF AR T —F BT 588

R FERET — # 12 XGBoost |2 & 258 Z1T > 7= iR, KGSynX K5
(0.900) . F1 2=7 (0.904) . K5k (0.870) . fHELER (0.940) D 4 SDF
FREIT XTIV TRbEWHEREZ R LT (R 4) , LLMAKG N—RX 7 A~
23 AUC T 0.943 L i B OFE R %22k L7z —7F, KGSynX $ AUC 78 0.942 & 1FIF
RO EWEREZ R LT,

ZH OFERIT, BEBE OHEERSURE Hi% 7 7 7 & L THARIAZR, S 51T
SHAP (253 7 4 — R 7t 2 x5 2 & T, ZEE VR AREICBIT S
BT — % OF RN KRIEICH B35 2 L 2B 0D, £72, CTGAN & D
FIl 2a7\Z81T5 23.0%& V) RE7MREAEIR, BERER Yy 7R RAAL v
KAF L 72 DR ST — & kwf\?77ﬁﬁﬁié$%ﬂ%kﬁ%%
74— KRNy I RESEMEER LTS EEZLND,

22



Table 4: Enterprise Invoice Dataset (XGBoost)

Method Acc Precision Recall F1 AUC
Real 0.867 0.778 0.700 0.826 0.929
MedGAN  0.725 0.726 0.674 0.724 0.818
CTGAN 0.655 0.642 0.700 0.670 0.628
TabDDPM  0.425 0.371 0.637 0.357 0.544

LLM 0.765 0.762 0.770  0.766  0.838
LLM+KG  0.865 0.848 0.890 0.868 0.943
Ours 0.900 0.870 0.940 0.904 0.942

53 BEFEEBEMR T —% vy MRIT R

RN T — 2 & > MZBIT 5 LightGBM % 72438 38R Tld . KGSynX 23
D FiEL LR DMREEZ R LT (RS . —J7. LLM OHDON—Z T A VidkmE
OB (0.929) Zitsk L=, BENSKIBIZIKRT LiczoeikE L TIARE
ERMEREE 720 . F1 2 a7 MEroTz, UL, SiETT AR RITH 7R RS
A=A DTEIFARETH-ThH, NI A X ANRIT LR
W7p—BUEEHRFT 2O LW E 2R LTV D, —F7 T, KGSynX (3HE/E &
HERONT V2 2EL, BEWEIRIE SHAP (25257 4 — K3y 7 Kb %
MAIAT Z ECOEME - 17 TV 2 ERIRAMOT — 21y MIBWTLEN &
WALERED B T ) L& 6T 5,

Table 5: Telco Customer Churn Dataset (LightGBM)

Method Acc Precision Recall F1 AUC
Real 0.833 0.689 0.738 0.713 0.867
MedGAN  0.730 0.501 0.530 0.515 0.294
CTGAN 0.726 0.531 0.241 0.332 0.557
TabDDPM 0.721 0.518 0.610 0.603 0.772

LLM 0.626 0.425 0.929 0.584 0.810
LLM+KG 0.760 0.584 0.206 0.326 0.824
Ours 0.776 0.662 0.901 0.611 0.853
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54 77 L—a VEFRE

KGSynX 7L —AU—27 DK a7 arrR—3x NOEBREZHOMNIT 57
D, T T b—va U EITo T, ERIOET A EET 5D TR, T L—
LT =7 % LUTFD 3 B U CHEREZ R L7 : (1) fEES T 4 — Ry 7
Rz 7w a7 b R—2ER (LLM O&) | 2) ik 7 7 7ick s 7 m 7
NS (LLM+KG) | (3) SHAP Z /=7 ¢ — RN » 712 X 54/ (KGSynX) .

5.4.1 UCI Heart Disease 5 — %

LLM O &5 LLM+KG ~B179 5 2 & T, F1 A2 701%0.361 7»5 0.625 |2,
BRI 0458 705 0.833 ~& KigIZeE L7, ZNE, MEkanizrr 7
N BEFLICERO H DR OMAEDOEZHEUNICIRZ TWD I L E2RT, S
HIZSHAP XR—ZAD 7 4 — RNy 7 ZH AT HE Fl 227130750, HELFIX
0.875 IC EH- L., EF —F OMREICE SV,

5.4.2 RZEMTHFREFARRT — %

UCI Heart Disease 7 — # & [l OAE 23 7 54U LLM DA TIX F1 A =27 0.766.
KG SHEAHT T 0.868, 7 4 — R/3w Z73E AT 0.904 ~ L AIZHGE L7, K72 SHAP
T 4= RNy X AHBERIIEE EBBEONT S ANRBEFICW L,
oo KR7F—2t%y NOREITEICZOMENFE, T72bbh7 T OBRE, Fr
BEOEALTEDMICHD, TNHOETRABEERFOR Y v 7 BEKRAERE R
R#EEC L=, 23U b2 59, KGSynX 130 EMERE & — B MEICB W TRIE 2
WA R LT,

543 BEFEEFEOBER T —#

LLM O AHDET WEIEFITE OB 2 A L7220, BEMES, F1 227
% 0.584 12 EF O IALMEREICEREN H o 72, KG 28 A L7 AR IHEIZ 1
BTV, HEENEZE LK T L, 2K L, fiarR—3r h&aHe
L 72 KGSynX TiX, 2 TOHEIZB N T AT U ZADO RN 7-#ER (F1:0.611, AUC:
0.853) 2MFH Tz,
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6. BRLT — & OB
6.1 UCI Heart Disease 7 — %
6.1.1 AA5AE KLEANR—T = R

F£9°. age. trestbps. chol, thalach &\ 7= T8 A S E R B D J8 0545 % 5y
Write, BT —F L BT — X DM E B LR, BT —213%ET7—% 0
i a & IIR B L T L b DD, TGO e —7 35 < 720 | RHO5y
BT DR AR SN (KT

BEWV TS Z EREMICTEMT 2720, FEREHO KL XA N—V v A%
BH L (FR6) , TOREE., —HOFHEE CITFFAHEANOEEMERHR I
7205, FRIZILE (trestbps) . STET (oldpeak) . £EfnyAfilZdo\ > CRAZE 722 Teff
DR BT,

Table 6: KL divergence (UCI Heart Disease dataset)

Feature KL Divergence

age 5.3840
trestbps 6.0128
chol 0.9035
thalach 0.4967
oldpeak 4.6848
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6.1.2 T —ZHE1ED PCA AIHAL

KT = L ER LT T — 2 ORI e iiE 2 i3 5720, WE &2 Epks o
Hr (PCA) [68]IC X » T WouZEMIZ AlfiAk LTe, AT OfER, FEF — 2 13EE
Yol B CTHEETTIZIRN Y | ZERROMP IV ZHETH D Z LR SN,
— 5 C, KGSynX 24K L7 G kT — Z 3B M O T I BT 58
N oz (K8) .

ZAUEKGSynX \Z K DA EE R FEFHIRHE O RFFICIZA DI TH D — 77,
JEOERCARBE FE I O RILN A+ THL 2 RBLTND, 29 L%
1%, ERETCEIT S E— RREST— RO #TICRET 5 e TiFE DM R,
E—EHLTEBY [69][70]. L Vbt T a7 MR —EM L YA ES L CRE
ENTWAEEICHEZFICHEND Z ENmLN TS, i, LLM ZHWi=7' 1
T b R—=ZAD AT EBEE O S TR — R ) R0 AR IROH
MOMAEOE L HHITHBTE RN ERZ N [17],

BT, ZOEMRT —F O &2 EBMICTHRD 20D, PO 2 DO TS
AT Db B b Lie (& 7) . 327 —4 Tid, PCl 2% 35.94%., PC2 78
21.94% (A1 57.88%) THHT=DITHR L, AT — % TIiX PCI 2 64.84%., PC2
25 13.89% (651 78.73%) L 7xoiz, BT —ZIZHBI1T 5 PCl O HULER D
FrpEIME, BT — X DX R HRANAN LT, H—0lili F s k< E£4 95
B8 % EEMICEM T T D, ZOBkiE, AT — X AERICB W CRreity
BEE 2 T A DM ELZ R L TWD EE XD,

vy

PCA Projection: Real vs Synthetic

4 o ® Real
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Figure 8: PCA projection (UCI Heart Disease).

27



Table 7: Explained variance ratio of the first two principal components (UCI)

Dataset PC1 (%) PC2 (%) PC1+PC2 (%)
Real data 35.94 21.94 57.88
Synthetic data  64.84 13.89 78.73

6.1.3SHAP IZX B BHET S A4 A b
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Figure 9: SHAP feature attribution comparison (UCI Heart Disease).
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Figure 10: SHAP summary plot for real UCI Heart Disease data.
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Figure 11: SHAP dependence plot for real data: effect of age (colored by cholesterol).
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Figure 12: SHAP summary plot for KGSynX-generated synthetic data.
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BT — & EET =X DORAADENEEENNCTHET 5720, HEOEAE
RIEEZBEH L, 2nb0X vy v 7EIE, Hx OFEEICB T REZ T HO
Tlix7e <, 2RO 2 PHESCR AN EZR 2R THREFETH D, 2K
DR G & W o T BLEN D T — 2y NEROEESMEEIE X
L2 ENTE, BBV 2B 2 7= 0 S0 72 B E OJIE & "TREIC 5,
I DFE R, KGSynX 2SFEHME ONEN AT TR0 2R B 72 DA IR 2 (R4 5 —
FT, ZRFGEIERREERM O BRI OWTITEEORME H D Z L0135y
Mmote (8 . TI TV IREEDIANATT 13, 7 v — VLi)m g E O —
B, b bET—F L AT — % TFE LI-ET VA, SHAP fEIZ S & [FH
OKMEBEEREEEDT 7 28D Y4 THENE S 1EfET, Zhid, KGSynX 723 E
—REE L UL TO AN HRCITER Y 7 R TETWVWD Z L2 RET 5,
— T, ZIRFGHEIIFEEA OSBRI BEIR A D LD TH Y GRT — X
INFET — Z T 2 B ECR SRR 2 EORERBLTE 200 % By
%o BIENT-F v v 7D 51%, KGSynX 23M# % O D BB 1T L < ks L
TW5H00, BEMOEAE S HACHREMNGENEZ T2ICET MET DI21E, &5
RAWENNETH D,

Table 8: Statistical Gaps (UCI dataset)

Metric Value Interpretation

Mean Gap 2.8780 Average shift in feature means

Std Deviation Gap 12.8360 Difference in spread / variability
Covariance Gap 2509.05 Difference in multivariate relationships

Spearman Rank Corr 0.7692 Rank-order consistency across features

6.2 (EEMITFHERET—F Y b
621 BANoHE KL EZANXN—P =R

IHTOFER, BT — ZILET —F ORI, FRIEREFERIC B W TR
TR LT (K14) o LinL, BB 247 2 MECPHER ID b vwo 7z
KRR Tl BESOZEMENME T L, e — 7 Nl B b T 2 A 23 i 6
Nz, Fc, BAEMZEENICEHMET 5720, ET7 —F AT — & O34
I TKLAAN—=V AR ML (R9) . £OME, KFEOKL A=a7 %
02 KW TH Y, HHEEKICIK T 5 BAgREAMEZ R L TWe, —F T, Ak
I 74T NIDIZEITD 04072 Loz —EHOEWA AT, A DREICES
FHRAEZRMLTWD EBEX LD,
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Table 9: KL divergence (Enterprise Invoice dataset)

Feature KL Divergence
Total Invoices (6mo) 0.0519
Active Users 0.1698
Usage IDs 0.2387
Free Users 0.1698
Paid Users -
Free Access Users 0.1665
Paid Access Users -
Paid Clients (ID) 0.4072
Free Clients (ID) 0.0098
Issued Invoice (binary) 0.0073
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TN —=ZNTWRNT EERIBLTEY, 7 r o7 h_— R BT &
NTWBHEEOF-E & —ET 5 [17],

F-. BT X TIIE 1 TR LS 2 TR ENEI 99.69% & 0.28% D4y
BaB L, BFET99.97%IC#E L (R10) ., —H T, 7T —# TIEHE 1 +
R &5 2 RIS EINEI 64.84% & 13.89% TH VD . BFHIL 78.73%Ic L &%
ST, ZOEWE, BT —ZITBIT D 0WMPEEOFH AL T\WbH—F T,
KGSynX (2 X B2 E/T —% OZEBMENFICH 1 ROICENSNLTWD Z & &R
LTV, T78bb, 8T —ZITLIVBEIZ FAZ Y 7 INDHAICH Y |
LSBOAERKT vt A TIEZFH MO Z NIRRT AR RO B D,

PCA Projection: Real vs Synthetic
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Figure 15: PCA projection (Enterprise Invoice).

Table 10: Explained variance ratio of the first two principal components (Enterprise

Invoice)
Dataset PC1 (%) PC2 (%) PC1+PC2 (%)
Real data 99.69 0.28 99.97
Synthetic data  64.84 13.89 78.73

6.2.3 SHAP |25 < I RIFR B 0— B Moty

SMTORER. 7747 > b IDEAER L W o 7ol b mEARRFEAEIL, W
NOETMZENTSH bfirslpole, —H T, MERY 7 A2—%—] Sl
I TFERERIT) LWV oo PRRE OB 2 H DRHEERIZ OV T, MET L
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WCTHETOIEMNOTHN RNz, ZHUET T o IR T AL T r 7 b
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Top-10 Feature Importance (Real vs Synthetic)
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Figure 16: SHAP feature attribution comparison (Enterprise Invoice).
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Figure 17: SHAP summary plot for real Infomart data.
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Figure 18: SHAP dependence plot for real data: effect of recent monthly invoices

(colored by 6-month cumulative count).
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Figure 19: SHAP summary plot for KGSynX-generated synthetic data (Infomart).
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Figure 20: SHAP dependence plot for synthetic data: effect of recent monthly invoices
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6.2.5 HEBOX v v T OE

BTONMERIBEZEN LR, AR E 72 PHEYX v » 7 L 3k
Xy v VDRI (R 1) . T, —EELVLV TR REAMEN G
SN TVAIZHE b T, BROMAERZ HDICIE AT TR WIRE S
FERVIZLTWD, R, KT —ZIZBIT L5 v v I, o 2 >0F
— &ty MIHEASNTIFEFIZRE N, ZOBRIZITEIC2 DOBER BB HND,
F—IT, FEREFBET—Z Y FOREEEITEMICDIL D RERA—F —%FFD
— 5 C. HeartDisease 7 — % OB FAYHIEE T LB ISR WEEBIZINE D . LY
B)J—72 A7 —nNE b0, FRIOIERELOCAr— U v 72 ifThTICE Szt
SHATINIR & B EICRS B EZ T 5720, FHRET X OHEITIEY
BR=ZTU R VACBITAIARA—BEDBREL 8D, H I, EREBT X OARKD
HOBREE IIAREMICE TH YD, ARET ML O LI EMER R EEM BEH
ZREBLL LD ETHBRICHOBIERE RN TWVEHADR S D EE X HND,

Table 11: Statistical Gaps (Enterprise Invoice Dataset)

Metric Value
Mean Gap 19.6455
Standard Deviation Gap 143.5829
Covariance Gap 3,466,926.39
Spearman Rank Corr. 0.6951

6.3 BEFEHEOBEEMX T —#

6.3.1 Bt s KL F A NX—TV xR

4 SO EFENEHG L (SeniorCitizen, tenure, MonthlyCharges, TotalCharges)
IZoWT, ETF—HLERT—XOFANHEE Lz, “EEKTHD
SeniorCitizen X, T —# « AT — % OM 7 TR — /b E R L, Blofh
2 2O —7 ZIZEFHBL TV (R 12) o ZHUIH T TV A8 IERMETR
FENTWLZEERLTNWD, BEOEMAKZERT tenure 1%, ET—H T
ITEHERZIENZ D, BT A T A T VDR — 2 L T e, BT
—HIFFERET— FERZTWDA, FRIZRBEE XA 7 O—H IRk S
T, BRI, WA 2R EsEsm 0228, 12 22H B, 24 7»H
E 60 NARARYE) IIHEREINTWDL OO0, THEDBEYZ A M+
IR ENTWARNWZ EARIBENS,
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MonthlyCharges & TotalCharges (Z-DVNTIE, 4745 D KRER57 T BAF A r{Elhs
ST, BB TIHEERALCE T L O (K 21) , fFRlomBEHoE
HHRAR A Y B MR N aE il S N A H D, ZhudT e 7 hR—
AAERTUE LIZHEM SN MEE —H LD, £/, KLAAN—TV xR
OFER G Z O Z BT TV D, BETOAITIE03 K Th Y., EUKHE
UL CIEEIER IR — B R S 7z, T % SeniorCitizen DD T KL
fE (0.0032) 1, ET AN _MEMEEZELLIEZ WD EERT, — 5T,
MonthlyCharges OXCEVY KL fHIX, 0w 77— )VEHENGRT — % T+
INMCHBH SN TN 2L TV D,

Table 12: KL divergence (Telco Churn dataset)

Feature KL Divergence
SeniorCitizen 0.0032
Tenure 0.1616
MonthlyCharges 0.2991
TotalCharges 0.1227
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Figure 22: PCA projection (Telco).
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Table 13: Explained variance ratio of the first two principal components (Telco)

Dataset PC1 (%) PC2 (%) PC1+PC2 (%)
Real data 99.99 0.01 100.00
Synthetic data  64.84 13.89 78.73
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Figure 23: SHAP feature attribution comparison (Telco).
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Figure 24: SHAP summary plot for real Telco Customer Churn data.
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Figure 25: SHAP dependence plot for real data: effect of TotalCharges (colored by
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Figure 26: SHAP summary plot for KGSynX-generated synthetic Telco data.
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Table 14: Statistical Gaps (Telco)

Metric Value
Mean Gap 24.9491
Standard Deviation Gap  30.7742
Covariance Gap 558,392.03
Spearman Rank Corr. 0.8702
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