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1. Introduction

The main goal of rough set theory is to deal with inconsistencies in information. It is done in a way that one is distin-
guishing objects which are fully consistent with the available knowledge (lower approximation) from the objects which are
only possibly consistent (upper approximation). The original proposal by Pawlak [21] defines these approximations based
on an equivalence relation between objects, while the dominance-based rough set approach (DRSA) proposed by Greco,
Matarazzo and Stowinski [13] uses a dominance relation between objects. The main practical application of DRSA is the
possibility to induce monotonic rules from data structured using DRSA [23]. More precisely, the approach filters data which
do not satisfy the Pareto principle. This principle says that if one object is not evaluated worse than another object on all
considered criteria, then it should not be assigned to a worse class than the other object. It is a main assumption of the
monotonic classification problem, which is a special type of ordinal regression. This assumption is intuitive; if we have two
companies where one of them has better financial parameters, then it should also have lower bankruptcy risk than the
other. DRSA has found numerous applications in machine learning and operational research [1,20,29,30].

On the other hand, fuzzy set theory [31] is used to model gradual information, where we are evaluating how much
some statement is true on a scale from 0 to 1. While the crisp DRSA approach divides elements into consistent and in-
consistent ones, the fuzzy DRSA approach allows to introduce a degree of consistency. Fuzzy set theory combined with the
indiscernibility-based rough set approach (IRSA) has been applied extensively in machine learning, especially in domains
like attribute selection [4], instance selection [18], imbalanced classification [22], multi-label classification [25], and so on.
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In this paper, we investigate how a similar hybridisation performs for ordinal classification problems, when we replace
indiscernibility with a dominance relation in rough approximations.

Additionally, we examine the combination of the well-known Ordered Weighted Average (OWA) aggregation operator
with fuzzy DRSA. OWA has been shown to improve IRSA in handling outliers and noisy data [5,22,24,26,27]. OWA makes
approximations (and thus also machine learning algorithms that use them) more robust to small changes in the data. This
goes at the expense of some desirable properties. However, for IRSA at least, it was shown that the OWA extension provides
the best trade-off between theoretical properties and experimental performance among noise tolerant models [7]. In this
paper, we evaluate whether a similar performance may be achieved with fuzzy DRSA.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 recalls preliminaries together with some additional properties of DRSA.
In Section 3, we consider various possibilities of DRSA fuzzification, while in Section 4 we present the integration of OWA
operators with fuzzy DRSA. In Section 5 we provide the experimental comparison of robustness of the standard fuzzy DRSA
with the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA, while Section 6 is reserved for the conclusion and a discussion of future work.

2. Preliminaries
2.1. Fuzzy logic connectives

A negator N :[0,1] — [0, 1] is a unary operator which is non-increasing and satisfies N(0) =1, N(1) = 0. An involutive
negator is one for which holds that Vx € [0, 1], N(N(x)) = x. By N; we denote the standard negator Ng(x) =1 — x.

A t-norm T : [0, 1]> — [0, 1] is a binary operator which is commutative, associative, non-decreasing in both parameters
and for which holds that Vx € [0, 1], T(x,1) = x.

A t-conorm S : [0, 1]> — [0, 1] is a binary operator which is commutative, associative, non-decreasing in both parameters
and for which holds that Vx € [0, 1], S(x, 0) = x. For a given involutive negator N and a t-norm T, we say that a t-conorm S
is the N-dual of T if it holds that S(x, y) = N(T(N(x), N(y))). In this case, the triplet (T, N, S) is called a de-Morgan triplet.

An implicator I :[0,1]*> — [0, 1] is a binary operator which is non-increasing in the first coordinate, non-decreasing in
the second one and for which holds that 1(1,0) =0, 1(0,0) =1(0,1)=1(1,1)=1.

We call I an S-implicator if there exists a negator N and a t-conorm S such that I(x, y) = S(N(x), y). I is an R-implicator
if there exists a t-norm T such that I(x, y) =sup{\ €[0,1]: T(x,A) < y}.

Let T be a t-norm, and I its R-implicator, we say that the residuation property holds if T(x,y) <z < x <I(y,z). We
have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1. [19] The residuation property holds if and only if T is left-continuous.

We say that N is the negator induced by an implicator I if N(x) = I(x, 0).
If T is a left-continuous t-norm, I its R-implicator, and N the negator induced by I, we say that T is an IMTL t-norm if
N is involutive [10]. The abbreviation IMTL stands for Involutive Monoidal t-norm based Logic.

2.2. Dominance-based rough set approach (DRSA)

We first recall the general version of DRSA. Assume that we are given a set of objects U on which we have defined a
preorder relation ~, i.e,, a binary relation on U that satisfies

o reflexive: it holds that u - u,
e transitive: for any three elements u, v, we U holdsuZZvAv>=w=uzw,

and a total preorder relation > which is a preorder relation that additionally satisfies
e total: for any two objects u, v € U it holds that u > v or v > u,

We say that u, v € U are indifferent with respect to >, denoted by u = v, if u > v and v > u, while u is strictly preferred
to v, denoted by u > v, if u > v and v  u. It is easy to conclude that = is an equivalence relation and it splits our set
of objects U into equivalence classes, among which we have a strict preference. We denote those equivalence classes as
Cl;,t €{1,...,k} where for all u,veU,u>v if ueCl;,veCls and t > s. Index t of equivalence class Cl; is also called a
decision label.

The sets which will be approximated are upward and downward unions of classes defined respectively as

car=Jas. cr=Jcs t=1,.. .k
s>t s<t

ue Cl[2 means that “u belongs at least to Cl;”, while u € CltS means that “u belongs at most to Cl;”. We recall some basic
properties of downward and upward unions:
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o CE=Clz =U,

e Cl7 =Cly and CI5 = Cly,

e fort=2,...,k holds CIZ ;, =U —CIF and CI= ; =U —CIf.

For each u € U we define the following sets:

e a set DT (u) of objects dominating u, called dominating set,
Dt(u)={veU:vu},

e a set D~ (u) of objects dominated by u, called dominated set,
D-(u)={veU:uxrv}

The lower approximation apr,_(CI7) of CI and the upper approximation a_prz(Cltz) of CIf are defined as
apr, (CI7)={ueU:D*(u) < CIF}
apr- (Cly) ={ueU: D~ () NCly #0}.
Analogously, we can define the lower and upper approximation of C lf as
< — <
apr, (Clf)={ueU:D™(u) CCl}

apry- (Cl) ={ueU: DY) NClg #0).

Remark 2.1. (Multiple criteria context) In the majority of applications, the set of objects U is described by a decision table.
A decision table is a 4-tuple < U, Q U {d},V, f > where U = {u1,...,uy,} is a finite set of objects or alternatives, Q =
{q1,....qm} is a finite set of condition criteria, d is a decision criterion, V = Ugequa)Vq, Where Vg is a domain of criterion
qeQU{d} and f:U x Q U{d} — V is an information function such that f(u,q) € V4 for each u € U and g € Q. On each
criterion g € Q U {d} we induce a total preorder relation based on the information function as u >q v & f(u,q) > f(v,q).
Let P € Q. The dominance relation 2Zp on universe U is defined as follows: u ZZp v if u >4 v,V¥q € P and such relation is
only reflexive and transitive. Based on the dominance relation —p and a total preorder >4 we may define lower and upper
approximations as introduced above.

We list the main properties of the lower and upper approximations [14]:

e (inclusion): apr, (CI7) € CIf € a_Pri(Cltz), apr, (CIF) CCIF a_PTi(le).
o (duality) -

apr, (Cly) =U —aptx (Cl ), apr=(Cly) =U —apr, (Cl7 ),
apr, (CI7) =U —apry(Cly), apry(Cly) =U —apr, (Cl5, ).

o (relation monotonicity) Assume we have another dominance relation ~*C>. Then we have that
apr._(Cly) Capr,  (Cly), apr-(Cly) 2 apry-(Cly),

apr, (Cly) S apr,,(CI7), aprx(Cl7) 2 3pry- (Clp).

Additionally, we also have the properties of exact approximation, decision and object monotonicity, idempotence and
interaction between lower and upper approximation:

Proposition 2.2. (exact approximation)
apr,_(CI) = CIf « CIf =apr. (CI),

apr, (CIF) = CIF < CIF =apr» (CI7).

Proof. We will prove the proposition for the upward unions. Analogously, it holds for the downward unions. We have the
following sequence of equivalences:
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apr, (CI7) 2 CIF & (Yu e CIF) (D (u) € CIF)
S Vu,velU)(ueCly Avou=veCl)
& Nu,vel)(v¢ClF Aviou=u¢Cly)
S Vu,vel)ugCly Auzv=v¢Clh)
& (YueU—CIF)(D™ (w) CU - CIF)
& U —Clf Capr, (U—Cly) ¢ U —Cly U —apr-(ClY)
& Cly 23pry(Clp).

In the fourth equivalence we just changed the notation; v is replaced with u and u with v, while in the seventh
equivalence we used the duality property. Using this with the inclusion property, we complete the proof. 0O

Proposition 2.3. (decision monotonicity) For t > s we have that
apr, (CIf) Sapr, (CI7), @pr»(Clf) S apr-(CI5),

apr, (CI7) 2 apr, (CI5), @pry-(CI7) 2 apr(CI7).

Proof. Obvious from the definition. O

Proposition 2.4. (object monotonicity) Assume that u -, v. Then we have the following implications.
veapr, (CIf) = ueapr, (CIf), veaprs(Cl7) = ueapry (Cly),
ueapr, (Clf)=veapr, (CIf), ueapry(Clf) = v eapr-(CIy).

Proof. If u >~ v then we have that D¥(u) € D*(v) and D~ (u) 2 D™ (v). Putting this into the definitions of the approxima-
tions we obtain the result. O

We provide two more propositions for which the proofs can be found in [15].

Proposition 2.5. (idempotence) It holds that
apr, (apr._(Clg)) = apr, (CI), @pry (@pry-(Cl7)) = apry (CI7),

apr,_(apr,_(CI7)) = apr,_(CI7).  @pr, @r: (CIf)) = apry (CI7).
Proposition 2.6. (interaction between lower and upper approximation) It holds that

apry- (apr, (CI7)) = apr, (CI7), apr, @t (CI7)) =apr-(CI7),

apr,- (apr, (CI7)) = apr, (CI).  apr, @pr-(CI)) =apr,- (CI;).
3. Fuzzy extension of DRSA

Here, we want to relax the statement that “u is not worse than v” adding some sort of grading. So, we would like to
measure how much the previous statement is true on a scale from 0 to 1. We can interpret this as the credibility of a
statement. First, we recall the approach from Greco et al. [11], [12]. Throughout this section we assume that we are given
t-norm T, negator N, t-conorm S and implicator I. We define a fuzzy dominance relation as D : U x U — [0, 1] which is
reflexive: D(u,u) =1 and T-transitive: T(D(u, v), D(v,z)) < D(u, z) for a given t-norm T. We assume now that the class
sets Cl; are fuzzy sets with degrees of membership Cl;(u) for u € U. The value Cl;(u) provides the credibility that element
u belongs to class Cl;. Greco et al. [12] proposed the concept of cumulative fuzzy upward and downward unions as:

1, if 3s>t:Cls(u)>0
Cle(u) otherwise

1, if Is<t:Cls(u)>0

ClF (u) = .
Cl¢(u) otherwise

, ClEFu) = , (1)

while Du et al. [8] proposed them as fuzzy unions of the classes, i.e.:

4
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ClZ(u) = max Cls(u), CIF(u) = max Cls(u). (2)

In both of these cases, it holds that for all u € U, CI7 (u) < Clf (u) and CIF(u) > CI5(u) if £ > s and this is the minimal
requirement we would ask for any possible definition of CltZ (u) and Cltf(u). The corresponding membership degrees to such
defined fuzzy sets represent the credibility of the statement: “u is not worse (not better) than objects from class Cl;”. Now
the question is, how can we define fuzzy lower approximations? If we rewrite the statement of the lower approximation
of the upward union, we have: “u € Clt2 belongs to the lower approximation if Vv € U, for which v - u, it also holds that
Ve CI[Z". In a fuzzy manner, we have to define a credibility that element u € CltZ from the previous statement belongs to
the lower approximation. For that purpose, we need to fuzzify logical quantifiers V and 3, where V appears in the statement
for the lower approximation as above, while 3 appears in the statement for the upper approximation. We denote those
fuzzy quantifiers as quay and quas. To fuzzify those quantifiers we have two proposals. The first one is from Greco et al.
[12] where fuzzy logic connectives are used, i.e. quay = T, quag = S. This option is suitable when the set of objects U
is finite as it is in the case of machine learning applications. The second option is proposed by Greco et al. [11] where
quay = inf, quag = sup. This option is suitable for both cases, when U is finite or infinite and this definition goes in line
with the original fuzzy rough approximation proposed by Dubois and Prade [9]. So, for (quay, quag) € {(T, S), (inf, sup)} we
have the following definitions for fuzzy lower and upper approximations:

apr™ ! (CI7) (u) = quay (I(D(v. ). CIF (v)); v € V).
apry ! (CIF ) (u) = quas(T(D(u, v), CIF(v)): v € U),
apr™ ! (CIF) () = quay (I(D (1, v), CIF (v)); v € U),

——quag,

apr, T(Cltf)(u) =quasg(T(D(v,u), CIE(v)); v € U).
3.1. Properties of the fuzzy DRSA

We have properties analogous to those listed before, presented in [12] for (quay,quaz) = (T,S) and in [11] for
(quay, quag) = (inf, sup):

e (inclusion) Yu € U:

aprd"(CIZ)(u) < CIF (), apry ™" (CIF)(w) = CIF (),
——quag,

aprd“™ ! (CIF)(u) > CIF (), apry™ ' (CIF) (W) = CIF ).

e (duality) Let T, S, N be a de-Morgan triplet, N involutive negator for which holds that ¥, N(CI7 (u)) = CI= | (u) and let
I be the S-implicator induced by S and N. Then we have:

N(@prd™!(CI7) (u)) = apry ™™ (CIZ (), N@prid™ ! (CIF) () = apry ™" (CIZ ;) (),
N@pry™ " (CIF)(w)) = apr®™ ! (CIZ ().,  N@Pry ™" (CIF) (w)) = aprid®! (CIZ ) (w).

o (relation monetonicity) For two fuzzy dominance relations D and D* such that D* C D i.e., Yu,v € U, D*(u,v) <
D(u, v), we have that

aprd“ ! (CIZ) (u) < aprd™/(CIZ)(), apry T (CIF) () = aprp: ™ (CIF ) (W),

aprd! (CIF) u) < aprd ! (CIF) ). apry™ T (CIF)(w) = aprp™ T (ClF) ().

For (quay, quag) = (inf, sup) we have the property of exact approximation, as we show below.
Proposition 3.1. (exact approximation) Let T be a left-continuous t-norm and let I be its R-implicator. Then we have that
i —sup,T
(Vu e U)(@g‘[f;’(a?)(u) = Clf (w)) & (Yu e U)(@rpy (CIf)(u) = CIF (u)),

(Vu € U)(aprpt! (CIF) () = CIF ) & (Vu € U)@pry™ " (CIF) () = CIF ).

Proof. We provide the proof of the proposition for upward unions. An analogous proof holds for downward unions. We will
prove the following:

(Vu € U)@pript! (CI7) () = CIF () ¢ (Yu € U)@prpr " (CI7)(w) = CIF ).
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The above equivalence, together with the inclusion property, provides the desired result. We have that
(Vu € U) @prpt! (CI7) () = CIF )  (Yu € U) (inf (I(Dp(v,u), CI (v))) = CIf ()
I ve

& (YueU) (Vv eU)(I(Dp(v,u), CI7(v)) > CIF (u))
& (YueU) (Vv e U)(T(Dp(v,u), Cl7 (u)) < CIZ (v))
& (Yv eU) (supT(Dp(v,u), CIF () < CIF(v))

uel

& (VueU) (sup T(Dp(u, v), CIF (v)) < CIF (w))
velU

& (Yue U) @pry™" (CIF) () < CIF ().

The third equivalence holds because of the residuation property. In the fifth one, we just change the notation where u is
replaced with v and v with u. O

In Example A.1, we provide a counterexample that the same property does not hold if (quay, quag) = (T, S). In Exam-
ple A1, the applied implicator is both an S-implicator and an R-implicator. Because of that, we omit using (quay, quag) =
(T, S) and we continue with (quay, quag) = (inf, sup). We want to investigate under which conditions all properties listed
above are satisfied. The properties which require additional assumptions on fuzzy logic connectives are duality and exact
approximation. We construct counterexamples that the exact approximation property does not hold under the assumptions
of the duality property and vice versa. In Example A.2, we have that under the assumptions of the duality property we do
not necessarily have the exact approximation property while in Example A.3, we may see that R-implicators cannot be used
for the duality property in general. So, we conclude that R-implicators used in the exact approximation property have to be
S-implicators in the duality property to have both properties together. The conclusion below unifies those observations.

Proposition 3.2. Assume that T is an IMTL t-norm, I its R-implicator, N the negator induced by I, and S the N-dual of T. Assume also
that (quay, quag) = (inf, sup). Then the four properties listed above hold.

We can also prove the following analogous properties to the classical dominance-based rough set approach.

Proposition 3.3. (decision monotonicity) Let cumulative unions be defined as in (1) or (2). For t > s and for all u € U, we have that
aprp®! (ClE) ) < aprg™ (W), apry™T ()W) = apry™ T (CIF) W),
aprp®! (CIE) ) = aprg™ (CE) W), @pry™ T (CE) W) = @pry™ " (CIF) ().

Proof. Obvious from the definition. O

Before the next proposition, we provide a simple lemma for fuzzy logic connectives.

Lemma 3.1. Let T be a left-continuous t-norm and let I be its R-implicator. If for some values x, y, z € [0, 1], it holds that T (x, y) < z,
then for all k € [0, 1] it holds that T (x, I(z, k)) < I(y, k).

Proof. Using the residuation property we have the equivalence: I(x,y) = I(x,y) < T(x,I(x,y) < y. Using this and the
associativity of T, we have:

T(T(x, I(T(x,y),k),y) =T(T(x,y), (T(x,y),k)) <k.
We apply the residuation property and we get:

T(T(x, I(T(x,y),k),y) <keTx I(Tx, y),k)<Iy,k).

Using monotonic properties of T and I, we have that T(x, I(T(x, y),k)) > T(x, I(z, k)). Putting this into the previous expres-
sion, we obtain the conclusion. O

Proposition 3.4. (object monotonicity) Let T be a left-continuous t-norm and let I be its R-implicator. We have that

o D(u,v) < I(apridt ! (CIF ) (v), aprid™ (CIF) (w)),
o D(u,v) < I@pry™ " (CIF)(v). apry™ " (CIF)(w)),
o D(u,v) = I(apria®™ (CIF)(v), aprid™ (CIF) (),
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——sup,T < ——sup, T >
e D(u,v) > I(apry, ™" (Cl)(v),aprp ™" (CI7)(w)).

Proof. We will prove the proposition for the upward unions. The proof for the downward unions can be obtained
by analogy. We start with the lower approximation. We fix w € U. From the T-transitivity property we have that
T(D(u,v), D(w,u)) <D(w, v). Using Lemma 3.1, for x=D(u,v),y =D(w,u),z=D(w, v),k= le(w), we have that:

T(D(u, v), [(D(w, v), Clg (W))) < I(D(w, u), CIf (w)).
From this we may conclude that:
inf T(D(u,v), [(D(w1,v),CIF(w1))) < inf I(D(wa,u), CIf (w2)).
wiel woel
Since T is increasing, we have that
inf T(D(u,v),[(D(wq,v),CIZ(w1))) > T(D(u,v), inf I(D(wq,v),CIF(w))).
wielU wielU
Taking this into the previous expression, we obtain:
T(D(u, v), aprint! (CIF) (v)) < aprit™ (CI7 ) (w)).
Using the residuation principle we obtain the result. For the upper approximation, we may conclude:
T(D(u,v),D(v,w)) <D(u, w)
= T(T(D(u,v), D(v, w)), CIF (w)) < T(D(u, w), CI (w))

= T(D(u, v), T(D(v, w), CI7 (w))) < T(D(u, w), CIZ (w))
= sup T(D(u,v), T(D(v, w1), CIF (w1))) < sup T(D(u, wa), CIF (w3))

wiel wpelU
= T(D(u, V), sup T(D(v,wq),CIZ(w1))) < sup T(D(u, ws), CIZ (w2))
wiel waelU

= T(D(u, v),apry™" (CIZ)(v)) <apry® " (CIZ)(u)

The fourth implication holds because T is left-continuous. Applying the residuation principle to the last expression, we
obtain the conclusion. O

We provide two more properties as a corollary of the object monotonicity property.

Proposition 3.5. (idempotence) Let T be a left-continuous t-norm and let I be its R-implicator. It holds that
apr™! (@prit®(CI7)) = aprt™ (CIF),  apry® T @pry T (CIF) =apry™ (CI7),
aprp®! (aprp®! (CIF)) = aprig™ (CI).  apry™ " @pry ™ (CI)) = apry™ T (CI).

Proof. We will prove the proposition for the first statement. The other proofs stand by analogy. By the inclusion property
we have that

vu, aprip®! @prp (CIF)) () < aprp®™ (CIF) ()
On the other hand, we may apply the residuation principle to the object monotonicity property. We have that:

YueU, D(v,u) < I@print! (CIF ) (u), aprid™ (CIF ) (v))

&VueU, T(D(v,u),aprp®! (CI7) ) < apry™ (CIF)(v)

& VueU, apritt (CIF) () < I(D(v, u), apr™™ (CIF) (v))

< apri™!(CI7) < inf I(D(v, u), apri™™! (CI7)(v))
—D vel —>D

< apri™™! (CIF) < aprit™ aprtt(CIF)).

which proves the equality. O
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Fig. 1. Examples of the similarity relation on criterion q for pair of objects (u, v).

Proposition 3.6. (interaction between lower and upper approximation) Let T be a left-continuous t-norm and let I be its R-
implicator. It holds that
apry ™ (aprp®! (CIF)) = aprgt (CI), - aprp® @pry T (CIF)) = apry ™ (CIE),

apry ™ (aprip™! (CIF)) = aprid®™ (CI), - aprip™! @pry ™ (CIF)) =apry™ T (CI).
Proof. From the inclusion property we have that

vu e U, aprp™" aprp™! (CIF)) @) = apri™ (CIF) ()

On the other hand, applying the residuation principle to the object monotonicity property, we have

YueU, D(v,u) < I@prin™! (CIF) (u), aprid™! (CIF ) (v))
&VveU, T(D(u,v),aprdt (CIF)(v)) < aprid™ (CI7 ) (u))
< sup T(D(u, v), apri™! (CIF) (v)) < aprin™! (CIF) (u))

velU
& apry P (@pr™ (CIF) () < aprit™ (CIF) (),

which proves the equality. O
3.2. Construction of the fuzzy dominance relation

In this section, we provide an example of how to construct a fuzzy dominance relation, using previous work on fuzzy
rough set theory. Although various authors have worked on proving properties of the fuzzy DRSA, none of them constructed
a concrete example of a fuzzy dominance relation. We know that for a crisp dominance relation 7 we may induce an
equivalence or indiscernibility relation ~ in the following way:

U~NVESUTVAYVZU. (3)

In IRSA, rough sets are defined using the above indiscernibility relation. In fuzzy IRSA, the indiscernibility relation is
replaced with a fuzzy similarity relation R which is usually assumed to be reflexive, symmetric and T-transitive for some t-
norm T. In the case, when our data are represented in the form of a decision table, the most used example of such relation
is a so-called triangular similarity. For a particular criterion g, two variants of this relation are defined as:

|f(u,q) — f(V,Q)I,OL R (1, v) = max(1 _klf(u,Q) - f(\/,q)|70

range(q) 0q
where range(q) is the range of criterion q, oy is the standard deviation of ¢, and by 1 > 0 we denote the shrinking param-
eter.

Fig. 1 illustrates this similarity relation. The smaller A is, the wider the triangle. To construct a similarity relation between
objects taking into account subset of criteria P € Q, we usually use a minimum aggregation R’},(u, V) = mingep Ré(u, V)

R} (u, v) = max(1 — A

)

or an average aggregation R;\,(u, V) = |17| qup R?I(u, v). Note that such relations are T-transitive when T is equal to the
Lukasiewicz t-norm [6].
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Fig. 2. Examples of the dominance relation on criterion q for pair of objects (u, v).

To define a fuzzy dominance relation, we want to follow a similar principle as in (3). For a fuzzy dominance relation D
and a similarity relation R, the fuzzy version of (3) may be written as:

R(u,v)=T(D(u,v), D(v, u)). (4)

So, we are looking for a dominance relation which satisfies (4) for the previous definitions of R, and which is reflexive and
T-transitive, just like the crisp dominance relation. Assume we are given a decision table. For a particular criterion q € Q,
we propose two variants:

f(v’q)_f(u’q),l),O) (5)
range(q)

D} (u, v) = max(min(1 —xw, 1).0) (6)

q

Dg‘(u, v) = max(min(1 — X

Examples of such defined dominance relations are given in Fig. 2. The left image represents the dependence of Dé(u, V)
on v when u is fixed, while the right one stands for the dependence of Dg(u, v) on u when v is fixed. It is easy to check
that (4) holds in this case and that Dé is reflexive. For T-transitivity we have the following result.

Proposition 3.7. Let T be the tukasiewicz t-norm. Then the fuzzy relations defined by (5) and (6) are T-transitive, i.e., for elements
u, v, w € U and a criterion q it holds that:

T(Dj(u, v), Dj(v, w)) < Dj(u, w) < Dj(u,v) + Dj(v, w) — 1 < D} (u, w).

Proof. We prove the result for (5), while for (6) it is equivalent. We denote: x =1 — A%, y=1- A%.
Then, we have to prove that

max(min(x, 1), 0) + max(min(y, 1), 0) < max(min(x+y —1,1),0) + 1.

We have three possible cases for x: x < 0,0 <x <1,x> 1 and three analogous cases for y, which leads to nine possible
cases of their combination. We can reduce that to six cases due to symmetry. Simple verification for each case gives us the
desired result. O

To construct a fuzzy dominance relation taking into account subset of criteria P C Q, we have two possibilities as
before: to use a minimum or an average aggregation. If we use an average to aggregate the values, we cannot guarantee the
T-transitivity in general. For a minimum aggregation we have the following result.

Proposition 3.8. Let Df, (u, v) = mingep Dg(u, v). Then D}, is T-transitive for any t-norm T, i.e. for elements u, v, w € U holds that

T(D}(u, v), D} (v, w)) < D% (u, w).

Proof. We have the following:

T(D}(u,v), Dp(v,w)) =T(minDj (u, v), min D} (w, u))
qeP reP

9
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<minmin T (D} (u, v), D} (w, u))
qeP reP

<minT(D}(u, v), Dj(w,u))
qeP

< min Dg(u, w) = D} (u, w).
qeP

Here we used monotonicity of T and T-transitivity of Dé. O

4. Integration with OWA

In this section, we introduce the application of Ordered Weighted Average, or shortly OWA, aggregation operators in
fuzzy DRSA. To evaluate if an object belongs to the lower approximation of the upward union, we check if its dominating
set is contained in the upward union. In many practical approaches, we may have outliers: objects that do not follow the
general distribution of the data and take some extreme values, e.g., an object with good values on all considered criteria,
assigned to a worse class then many objects getting worse values on these criteria, or conversely, an object with bad
values on all considered criteria assigned to a better class than many of the objects getting better values on these criteria.
Because of such objects, many other objects are excluded from lower approximations of the unions of decision classes they
typically belong to. Thus, the lower approximations may be poor or even empty. To avoid this, if there is some outlier,
we want to reduce its significance in the calculation of the lower approximation. A lot of work has been done to handle
such issues for the classical version of DRSA. Some well-known methods include Variable Precision DRSA [17] and Variable
Consistency DRSA [16]. Here, we propose a new approach suitable for fuzzy DRSA, and which is called the OWA approach.
OWA operators already showed promising performance in IRSA, not only for decreasing an outlier’s influence in general
[7], but also in cases of imbalanced classification [22] and multi-instance learning [27]. OWA operators are used to replace
the fuzzy quantifiers used for a final aggregation in the calculation of the lower and upper approximations. We recall the
definition from [28]:

Definition 4.1. The OWA aggregation of set V of n real numbers with weight vector W = (wq, wa, ..., wy), where w; € [0, 1]
and X, w; =1, is given by

n
OWAW (V) = Y wiv),
i=1
where v; is the i-th largest element in the set V.

We have the monotonicity property of OWA:

Proposition 4.1. [28] Let V and V' be two sets of n real numbers such that for some permutation o we have that Vi, Vs > V. If W
is a vector of weights, we have that OWAw (V) > OWAw (V).

It is worth of noticing that the condition from Proposition 4.1 is equivalent to saying that Vi, V) > V(’i).

Different weight vectors are used depending if they will be used to replace quay or quas. For that purpose, we use
andness and orness measures, where andness evaluates how close an aggregation vector is to quay while orness does the
same for quas. They are defined as:

.1 n
orness(W) = — Z(wi(n —1i)), andness(W) =1 —orness(W).
i=1

It is easy to see that fuzzy quantifiers inf and sup are special cases of OWA. For them we have the corresponding OWA
vectors Wipr=(0,...,0,1) and Wgyp =(1,0,...,0). It is easy to check that:

andness(Wipr) =1, orness(Wsyp) = 1.

Assume now that we are given two weight vectors Wy, andness(W;) > 0.5 and Wy, orness(Wy) > 0.5 of size |U|. We have
the new definitions of lower and upper approximations:

apry/!(CIF) () = OWAw, ({I(D(v, u), Clg (v)); v € U}),
apryy T (CIF ) (w) = OWAw,, (T(D(u, v), CIF (v)); v € U}),
apr//V!(CIF) (u) = OWAw, ({I(D(u, v), CIF (v)); v € U}),

apry "1 (CIF) (1) = OWAw, ({T(D (v, u), CIF (v)); v € U}).

10
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Here, we have more freedom to relax the definition of lower and upper approximations such that we can decrease the
significance of possible outlier. A non-trivial OWA example is the case of additive weights obtained from the normalization
of vector (1,2,...,n). We have that:

add 2 4 2n—1) 2
Wi = ( , , )
nn+1) nn+1) nn+1) n+1

2 2n-1 4 2
Wﬂdd_ (n ) )

v _(n+1’n(n+1)""’n(n+1)’n(n+1)

It is easy to check that andness(W%?) = 2 > 0.5 and orness(W{#) = 2 > 0.5. As we can see, the largest weights are
multiplied with the possible outliers, but we are including also the values of the other, non-outlying objects, into our
calculation which is not the case in the standard fuzzy DRSA. There we take either maximum or minimum of the values.
An example how to calculate the OWA-based approximations may be seen in Example A.4.

We will now check if the same properties hold as before. For every u € U we first notice the following:

apr}/t! (CI7 ) (u) = apr™ (CIF) (u) = apr] ! (CIF ) (),
apry T (CIF) () <apry ™" (CIF) () < apry " (CIF) ().

Let us now identify some other properties.

Proposition 4.2. (duality) Let Wi, orness(Wy) > 0.5 be a weight vector, T, S, N a de-Morgan triplet with N = N and let I be
an S-implicator. Define vector Wy as the reverse vector of Wy, i.e. (Wy)i = (W)n—i+1 fori=1,...,n. Also assume that we have
vt, N(CIF (u)) = CIZ ; (). Then, for u € U it holds that:

N(apr}/ ! (CIE)(w)) =apr) """ (CIE)(w),  N(apriy™! (CIF)(w)) =aprp " (CIF) (w).

Proof. We will prove just the first expression while the second one will follow by analogy. We fix u € U. Without loss of
generality we assume that

I(D (1, w), CIf (1)) < -+ < (D (un, w), CIF (un)).-
Using the assumptions of the proposition, we find:
S(N(D(u1,u)), CIf (u1)) < -+ < S(N(D(un, 1)), CIf (up))
& N(T(D(u1,u), N(CIf (u1)))) < -+ < N(T(D(un, u), N(CI (un))))
<1-T(Dwy,u),1— Cltz(u1)) <.+ <1—=T(D(up,u), 1 — CIF (up))
& T(D(ur, w), CIg () = -+ = T(D(up, ), CI; (un)).
Therefore, we have that:

N@pr/ (CIE )W) = 1= (Wp)i - [(D(ui, u), CIF (uy))
i=1

=1— Y (Wy)nis1- S = D(ui. u). CIf (uy))
i=1

=1- Y (Wi)nig1 - (1= T(D@i ). 1= CIF ()
i=1

=Y (Wu)noig1 - T(D(ui, ), CIE  (up) =apry U (CIF)(w). O

i=1

Proposition 4.3. (relation monotonicity) For two fuzzy dominance relations D and D* for which it holds that D C D* i.e., Vu, v €
U, D*(u, v) < D(u, v), and for any OWA aggregating vectors W and Wy we have that

aprft- (CIE) () < apriyt! (CIF ) (), @pry T (CIF ) (w) = apry T (CIF) ().

aprf- (CIE) ) < apriyt! (CIE) ), aprpd T (CIF) (u) = apr) VT (CIF ) ().

11
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Proof. We use the monotonicity of I and T. We have that

[(D*(v, u), CIF (v)) < I(D(v,u), CIF (v)), T(D*(v,u),CI7(v)) > T(D(v,u), CIF (v)).

Using Proposition 4.1 and the previous inequalities, we complete the proof. O

Proposition 4.4. (decision monotonicity) Let cumulative unions be defined as in (1) or (2). For t > s and for all u € U, we have that

apriy(CIF ) () < apr)/ ! (CIF ) (w), aprp T (CIFy ) <apry VT (CIZ) (),

aprf (CIE) ) = apriVt! (CIS ) ), apry T (CIF) (u) = apr)"T (CIF ) ().
Proof. From the definitions, we have that

YueU,t>s= CIF(u) < ClZ(u) ACIF(u) > CIE(u).

If we fix u € U, then for all v € U it holds:

I(D(v,u), CIF (v)) < [(D(v,u), CIZ(v)), T(D(v,u),CIZ(v)) > T(D(v,u),Cl5(v)),
I(D(v,u), CI7 (v)) < I(D(v,u), CIZ(v)), T(D(v,u),CIZ(v)) > T(D(v,u), CIE(v)).

Using Proposition 4.1 and the previous inequalities, we complete the proof. O

The counterexample in Example A.5 shows that the inclusion property does not hold in general. However, we may
provide a modification such that the inclusion property holds. We may take:

apr,, (CIf)(w) = min(CI7 (u), apr)>! (CI7) ).

aprp, (CIF) (u) = max(CIF (u), aprp " (CIF) (w)).

It is obvious that in this case we will have the inclusion property, however, it is not clear whether this extension is useful in
practical applications. The other properties we listed for the standard fuzzy DRSA approach do not hold in general. A coun-
terexample for the exact approximation property is provided in Example A.6 while for the other properties, counterexamples
are provided in Example A.7.

5. Experimental evaluation
5.1. Experimental setup

In this section, we will compare the robustness of the standard fuzzy DRSA and the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA. For this
purpose, we collected six datasets described in [3] which are used for ordinal classification with monotonicity constraints.
A description of these datasets is given in Table 1.

In this experiment, we will consider only the lower approximations of both upward and downward unions, since due to
the duality property, the upper approximation performance will be the same. We define the positive region as the fuzzy
union of the lower approximations of the upward and downward unions, i.e.,

POSp ¢(u) =max(apr, (CIF)(u), apr, (CIZ ;)(w))

where apr may stand for either the standard fuzzy DRSA or the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA. We define the positive region for
each value t =2,3,...,k and we will compare positive region membership values of the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA and the
standard fuzzy DRSA. If a fuzzy DRSA model is robust, we expect that the positive region does not change drastically when
small changes in the data occur. This should be the case when both condition and decision criteria are affected by noise.
Therefore, we will consider the cases when the condition and decision criteria are affected by noise separately.

o For the condition criteria, we add Gaussian noise to the data. For a given standard deviation and for each criterion-value
pair, we generate a random number from the normal distribution with zero mean and the given standard deviation. We
add that number to the criterion-value pair. We do this for different standard deviations, which represent the level of
noise in the criteria.

e In the decision criterion, we are dealing with ordinal classes. So for a given class in our data, we have three options:
it can be increased by one level, decreased by one level or stay the same. Increasing and decreasing may happen with
the same, fixed probability. This probability represents the level of noise in the decision criterion. Again, we consider
different values in the experiment.

12
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Table 1
Data description.

Name Number of objects Number of condition criteria Number of decision classes

cpu 209 6 4
era 1000 4 9
esl 488 4 9
fame 1328 10 5
lev 1000 4 5
swd 1000 10 4

In the experiments we use the fuzzy dominance relation described in Subsection 3.2, where A =1 and where minimum is
used as aggregation operator over all criteria. We use Lukasiewicz t-norm T(x, y) = max(x + y — 1, 0), which is also IMTL
logic, and its R-implicator I(x, y) = min(1 — x + y, 1). The class sets are constructed such that Cl;(u) =1 if u belongs to
class t, while Cl;(u) =0 otherwise. Cumulative upward and downward unions are then constructed according to (1). The
experiments were performed in PYTHON programming language together with NUMPY computational library. The seed for
the random number generator in NUMPY was set to 0.

5.2. Noise in the condition criteria

We first perform the experiment where we add the noise to the criteria. With D we denote the fuzzy dominance relation
defined on data with Gaussian noise. We define Cumulative Mass Difference (CMD) as the value which is telling us how
much noise affected the positive region of our data. For the standard fuzzy DRSA it is defined as:

k
CMD — Z > ucu IPOSD () — POSfD,t(u))I,
= U]
while for the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA we have that

K ey IPOSSWAw) — POSIWA)))

t=2

Since we want to show the robustness of OWA, we compare CMD and CMDPWA as measures of robustness of the
standard fuzzy DRSA and the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA, where the smaller value of CMD means more robustness. In this
particular experiment we use the additive weights for the OWA operator.

In Fig. 3, we show the dependence of CMD with respect to the noise level, i.e., with respect to the standard deviation
value given to the Gaussian noise, for the different datasets described above. As we can see, 5 out of 6 images reveal that
the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA is more robust than the standard fuzzy DRSA and that the robustness is increasing as the
noise is being augmented. Only for the “era” dataset, both fuzzy DRSAs are showing similar robustness with slightly better
performance of the standard fuzzy DRSA.

5.3. Noise in the decision criterion

Next, we consider the experiment where noise is added to the decision criterion. By leZ and le we denote the re-
spective upward and downward unions after noise is added while POSp, ;(u) denotes the positive region with the noisy
decision criterion. We define the CMD similarly as above, where POS; () is replaced with POSp ;(u) and Posth"A(u)

is replaced with POS9"*(u). Again we compare CMD and CMD?"* to show the robustness of OWA approach as we did
before. Like before, the additive weights are used in the OWA operator. In Fig. 4 we can clearly observe that the OWA-based
method outperforms the standard one on 5 out of 6 datasets. As before, the “era” dataset is different where the standard
DRSA is better for the small noise, while the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA outperforms for more noisy data.

5.4. Using different weights on “era” dataset

Here, we investigate why the OWA-based fuzzy DRSA failed to outperform the standard one on “era” dataset. Checking
the dataset, we noticed that the positive region calculated with the standard fuzzy DRSA has many 0 membership degrees.
That indicates a high presence of outliers in the “era” dataset, even without adding any artificial noise. One possibility is
that the selection of the weights in this case is not appropriate.

As we stressed above, in the case of additive weights, the largest weights are multiplied with the possible outliers, which
still gives some significance to the possible outliers and may affect the calculation. To avoid that, we perturb the weight
vector W by defining a new weight vector W; in the following way. Let p be a percentage and let n; = |pn]. We have
that:

13
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Fig. 3. CMD with respect to the noise level on condition criteria.
/ (WL)H—I+1 lf l: 1,...,”],
(WL)i =

Wp)i-n, ifi=ni+1,...,n

In this definition, we take a small percentage (100p%) of values from the right side of the weight vector, flip them and add
them to the left side of the weight vector. With this definition, we ensure that the small values from the end of vector
W are now at the beginning of vector W7, so the possible outliers will not have as high significance as they had in W;.
We repeat the experiments for the “era” dataset, now with W weights instead of W . We perform these experiments for
p=0.05and p=0.1.

Figs. 5 and 6 reveal that giving smaller values to the potential outliers, improves the performance of the OWA-based
fuzzy DRSA in both condition and decision case for “era” dataset. Moreover, we may see that moving a bigger portion of
smaller values to the left side of the weight vector gives even better results, which again indicates the high presence of
outliers in the “era” dataset.

14
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Fig. 4. CMD with respect to the noise level on the decision criterion.

Conclusion and future work

In this article we have presented the main results of the integration of fuzzy set theory and DRSA. We have also pro-
posed some improvements using OWA operators to construct a more robust version of the fuzzy DRSA. We saw that some
properties which hold for classical fuzzy DRSA also hold in the OWA version under specific assumptions. Our future work
will have both theoretical and practical goals. From the theoretical point of view, we saw that the definition of upward and
downward unions does not have too much influence on the properties, it is only important that the upward unions are
complements of downward unions based on a given negator. So, we will study what will happen if the unions are replaced
with an arbitrary set. In that case we would like to see if similar properties to those which hold in IRSA, continue to hold
here. Also, we want to verify these properties for other noise-tolerant extensions of DRSA like VP-DRSA and VC-DRSA. From
the practical point of view, we want to evaluate how fuzzy DRSA may improve existing rule induction algorithms like Dom-
Lem and VC-DomLem. Rule-based inference has become an important tool in Machine Learning to interpret data or different
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Fig. 5. CMD with respect to the noise level for “era” dataset and p = 0.05.
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Fig. 6. CMD with respect to the noise level for “era” dataset and p =0.1.

ML models. DomLem and VC-DomLem performed well in extracting monotonic rules of the form ‘if ..., then ... from ordinal
classification data [2]. It will be challenging to check how fuzzy set theory can improve them.
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Appendix A. Counterexamples

Example A.1. Consider the tukasiewicz t-norm, i.e., T(x, y) = max(x + y — 1, 0). The corresponding R-implicator is I(x, y) =
min(1 —x+y,1). We induce N from I as N(x) =1 — x which is the standard negator, and we take S to be the N-dual of T,
i.e, S(x, y) =min(x + y, 1). Let us assume that there are two objects a and b such that CltZ (a) = Cl?(b) =0.9. Assume now
that the exact approximation property holds, i.e.,
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(Vu e U)(ﬂiDn‘f;[(CltZ)(u) =CIZ(u) & (Yu e U) (Tyey I(Dp (v, u), CIF (v))) = CIF (u)).

We have that

Tyeu (I(Dp(v,a), CIZ(v)) = T[I(Dp(a,a), CIF (@), Tva(I(Dp(v, ), CIF (v)))]
= T[CIZ (@), Tya(I(Dp(v,a), CIZ (v)))].

The last expression is equal to CltZ (a) if

Ty2a(I(Dp (v, @), CIF (v)) = 1= (Vv # a)(I(Dp (v, a), CI7 (v)) = 1)
= (Vv #a)(Dp(v,a) < CIF (v)).
Now assume Dp(b,a) = 0.9 which satisfies the condition Dp(b,a) < CltZ (b). We have that T(Dp(b,a), Cltz(a)) = 0.8. Then
we will have that
apry? " (CIF)(b) = Syeu (T(Dp (b, v), CIF (v)))
> S[T(Dp(b.b), CI (b)), T(Dp(b,a), Clf (a))]
= S[CIZ(b), T(Dp(b, a), CI7 (a))]
=5(09,0.8)=1>09= Cl?(b).
——sup,T

So, we got that for a particular b it holds that, aprp, (le)(b) #* Clt2 (b) which is a counterexample to the exact approxi-
mation property.

Example A.2. We take de-Morgan triplet: T(x, y) = min(x, y), N(x) =1 — x and S(x, y) = max(x, y) with I as S-implicator,
i.e, I(x, y) =max(1 — x, y). Assume that
(Vu € U) @pryp' (CI7) () = CIF ()
& (Yu e U) (inf (I(Dp(v,w), CIf (v))) = Cl (w)
ve

SMueU) (Vv eU)U(Dp(v,u), Cl7(v)) > CIF (u)).

Take two objects a and b such that CIf (a) = 0.4, CI7 (b) = 0.3 and Dp(b,a) =0.5. Then, we have that I(Dp(b,a), CI7 (b)) =
1(0.5,0.3) =0.5>04= Cl?(a), so the condition above is satisfied. On the other side, we have that T(Dp (b, a), Cl?(a)) =
T(0.5,04)=04>03= CltZ (b). Then, we have that

apry P (CIF)(b) = sup(T(Dp (b, v). CI7 (v))) = T(Dp (b, a), CIF (@) > CIF (b),
ve
which is a counterexample.

Example A.3. Take de-Morgan triplet T(x, y) = min(x, ¥), S(x, y) = max(x, y), N = N;. Let I be R-implicator of T, i.e.
I(x,y)=1if x <y and I(x, y) = y otherwise. It is obvious that in this case (T, S) = (inf, sup). Assume that for some t
and for unique object b we have that Cltf_1 (b) =0 and le_1(v) =1 for every v #b. Assume that for some u it holds that

Dp(b,u) < 1. Then, we will have that @%‘f""(le_Q(u) =0 since the values of I(Dp(u, v), le_](v)) are all ones with the
one 0 value. On the other hand, we have that
N@prp= " (CIF ) () = N(quas(T(Dp (v, u), CIF (v))))
= quay(S(N(Dp(v, 1)), N(CIF (v))))
= quay(S(N(Dp(v,u)), Clz- 1 (v)))
= S(N(Dp(b,u)). CI= 4 (b)) = N(Dp (b, u)) > 0.

So, we got that for some u, N(a_pr%lfa‘T(CltZ)(u)) > @%‘f""((‘lfq)(u), which is a counterexample.

Example A.4. We provide an example how to calculate OWA-based fuzzy DRSA approximations, and we compare them with
the standard fuzzy DRSA approximations. Let us consider the decision table shown in Table A.2.

We evaluate fuzzy dominance relations among objects of the decision table. We take a fuzzy dominance relation defined
as in Subsection 3.2, where A =1 and the aggregation operator is minimum. We get the matrix shown in Table A.3.
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Table A.2
Example of decision table.

obj. cond1 cond2 decision

a 0.75 0.75 1

b 0.7 0.5 1

c 0.5 0.6 0

d 0.5 0.5 0
Table A.3

Pairwise evaluations of the fuzzy
dominance relation.

a b c d
a 1 1 1 1
b 0.75 1 0.9 1
c 075 | 0.8 1 1
d | 075 | 08 | 09 1

In the matrix, the value in cell (a, b), for example, represents the value of D(a, b). For the cumulative upward union,
we take the decision vector (1,1, 0, 0) and its fuzzy set representation, where vector (1, 1,0, 0) corresponds to fuzzy mem-
bership values of objects (a,b,c,d) in fuzzy set Cltz. For the cumulative downward union, we take the complementary
set, i.e., set Cli1 with fuzzy membership values (0,0, 1,1). We use additive weight vectors W; = (0.4,0.3,0.2,0.1) and
Wy = (0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4) for the OWA operators. To calculate the lower and upper approximations, we take tukasiewicz t-
norm T(x, y) = max(x+ y — 1, 0), which is also IMTL logic, and its R-implicator I(x, y) = min(1 —x+ y,1). We provide the
steps for calculation of apr‘l;‘”(Cl )(a) and aerL ’(Cl )(a). For v € {a, b, c, d} we calculate the values I(D(v, a), Cl (v)). For
v €{a, b, c,d} these values are {1, 1, 0.25,0. 25} The standard lower approximation is then calculated by taking the smallest
value, i.e., apr“1f ’(Cl )(a) = 0.25. For the OWA operation, we sort the values in ascending order: {0.25, 0.25, 1, 1}, and apply
the welghts WL We have that

@L‘g’b’(a?)(a) =0.4-025+0.3-0.25+02-1+0.1-1=0.375.

For the other objects we obtain: @g“(af)(b) =0.2, @gf”(d?)(c) =0, @g“(af)(d) =0, @S’L-’(le)(b) =0.33,
ﬂg’b’(dtz)(c) =0.2 and Eg’b’(CltZ)(d) =0.167. For the other approximations we get:

apr, T(C17)=(1,1,0.8,0.8), apry "1 (CIF) = (0.833,0.75,0.65, 0.65),
lrl“(Cl - ) =1(0,0,0.2,0.2), aerL (CIZ ) =(0.167,0.25,0.35, 0.35),
apry™ (CI5 ) =(0.75,0.8,1,1), apry V" (CI= ;) = (0.625,0.667,0.8,0.833).

Example A.5. Assume that Cl; is crisp for every t, which means Cl;(u) =1 if u € Cl; and Cl;(u) = 0 otherwise. Let us
compute I[(Dp(v,u), le(v)). If we assume that I is an S-implicator, we have that:

e if v e CIZ, then I(Dp(v,u), CIF (v)) =1,
e if veClZ,, then I(Dp(v,u),CI7(v)) =1—Dp(v,u).

So the values used for OWA aggregation are either 1 — Dp(v, u) or 1. Assume that u ¢ CltZ = Cltz(u) = 0. Then, the lower
approximation should be 0, but we can always construct weight vector for the OWA approach to obtain value different from
0 at the end.

Example A.6. Assume as above that Cl; sets are crisp and assume that both W; and Wy do not have zero weights. Then
the evaluations of the implicators will be as above. For the t-norms we have that:

e ifve Cl;, then T(D(u, v), Cltz(v)) =Dp(u,v),
e if veCIZ , then T(Dp(u,v),CI7 (v)) =0.

Let u € CI7. Then we have that gg’;’l(df)(u) =CI7(u) =1 if and only if Vv € CI= |, 1 — Dp(v,u) =1 = Dp(v,u) =
0. This holds since @%”(Cltz)(u) is a convex combination of the elements less or equal than 1 and it can be equal
to 1 only if all elements are 1. So, it is possible to satisfy the condition. On the other hand, it is impossible to satisfy

aprg/” T(Cltz)(u) = CltZ (u) =1 since we have the convex combination where we have zero elements. Thus, we can conclude

that the equivalence does not hold in general.
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Example A.7. In this counter example, we use the same data as in Example A.4 as well as the same dominance re-
lation, cumulative upward union and the OWA weights. Because of that, the pairwise comparison table will be the
same as in Table A.3. To show the counterexamples for some properties, we take the left-continuous t-norm T(x,y) =
v/max(x2 + y2 —1,0) and its R-implicator I(x, y) = v/min(1 — x2 + y2, 1). We check objects a and d and we have that

apr//*!(CIF)(@) =0.763, apr//*'(CI7)(d)=03
We have that I(@g’b’ (CE) (@), gl‘g’h’ (CIF)(d)) =0.7126, s0
D(d, a) > I(apry*! (CIF)(a), apr[/*' (CIF)(d))

which is a counterexample for decision monotnonicity property. Further we have that

apry/! @pr) 1 (CI)) (@) = 0.7751 # aprivt! (€I ) (a)

which is a counterexample for the idempotence property while it also holds that
aprp " @prpyt! (CI7)) (@) = 0.6374 # apr ) (CIF ) (@

which is a counterexample for the relation between the lower and upper approximation property.
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