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Abstract

In distributed classification, each learner observes #grenment and deduces a classifier. As a learner has only a
local view of its environment, classifiers can be exchangedrsy the learners and integrated noerged to improve
accuracy. However, the operation of merging is not definednfost classifiers. Furthermore, the classifiers that have
to be merged may be offierent types in settings such as ad-hoc networks in whichralegenerations of sensors
may be creating classifiers. We introduecision spaceas a framework for merging possiblyfidirent classifiers.

We formally study the merging operation as an algebra, aodepthat it satisfies a desirable set of properties. The
impact of time is discussed for the two main data mining sg#ti Firstly, decision spaces can naturally be used with
non-stationary distributions, such as the data collecteddmsor networks, as the impact of a model decays over
time. Secondly, we introduce an approach for stationartyidigions, such as homogeneous databases partitioned
over diferent learners, which ensures that all models have the sapact. We also present a method that uses
storage flexibly to achieve fierent types of decay for non-stationary distributionsalfjnwe show that the algebraic
approach developed for merging can also be used to analydetiaviour of other operators.
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1. Introduction

A wide variety of systems, such as sensor and peer-to-peeories, are composed of independent entities. These
entities record observations from their local environreefdr example as databases of observed tuples. The entities
often have to adapt to future changes, but their local vieasg b too restricted to compute classifiers that can make
accurate predictions. Therefore, a global classifier taatte used to predict global trends is often desirable. iEstit
might not compute a global classifier by exchanging theiasiets directly, because of security concerns, or because
the large quantity of information could overwhelm limitegsources such as local storage or battery power. Thus,
the global classifier has to be realized by combining thesdiass deduced by the entities. The need to combine
classifiers also arises in other situations. Several exasniliistrate the need to combine classifiers in Se€fion@, an
others can be found in the series of annual Internationakgtmps on Multiple Classifier Systems [1].

Different ways have been proposed to realize a global classfter €nsemble classifiers, meta-learning). These
ways have been groupedidirently, but a key distinction can be found betwéesionandselection( [17], p. 106).
Intuitively, classifiers are specialized when they arerietstd to instances with specific features: when a new icgtan
comes in, the appropriate classifier is thus selected. mdterly, classifiers may be designed for instances with the
same features, and they are then fused. In this paper, wemcemed with the intermediate case: classifiers can have
an overlapping feature space, but some may be more comjeteatts of that space than others. This is typically
reflected in approaches that weight the outputs of the filassdepending on the instance being classified [17]. To
emphasize that our approach is intermediate, we say thatemgeclassifiers instead of selecting or fusing them.

Merging classifiers is a complicated operation for sevesasons. Firstly, classifiers can be dfelient structures,
such as decision trees and support vector machines. Sgcoadflicts arise when classifiersfidir on their predic-
tions. Solving these conflicts either uses heuristics (pure meta-learning[[6, 28, /12]), or requires access to the
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dataset used to train the classifiers, which is undesiraldettings such as sensor networks due to the high cost of
transmission. In this paper, we consider the case of matailgy in which the classifiers are potentially oftdrent
types. The concept of meta-learning and the precise tyjgedescribed in Sectidd 3.

Most of the previously proposed solutions have been apfitapecific and were validated through experiments,
leading researchers to suggest that questions about cmloiassifiers are (still) open “because we do not yet have
a scientific understanding of the classifier combinationimaisms” [[16]. Consequently, our approach emphasizes
the formal aspects. In Sectibh 4, we introduce decisionespas an algebraic framework to investigate the behaviour
of distributed data mining algorithms in which learnersgagate only local models and not local observations. This
framework can be used in a large variety of cases since ivaltbe combination of dierent modelsd.g.,decision
trees, rule sets, support vector machines with linear k€raaed does not rely on homogeneous observations. In Sec-
tion[d, we present a heuristic merge operator that solvesaflicts between models without using their observations.
We use the algebra to prove that the operator satisfies a desivhble properties, such as commutativity: when two
models are merged, the result does not depend on which moahelfirst. However, the operator is not associative:
if three or more models have to be merged, then the order inohwthie operator is appliedfacts the result. This can
be a desirable behaviour in settings sucldat streamg20], in which the distribution changes over time and the
most recently received data is considered to be the mostseptative of current trends.

In other situations, such as homogeneous distributiorsbgthaviour is not appropriate. For example, a massive
homogeneous database could be partitioned among congutetdits for the sake offéciency, and the contribution
of each unit to the final result should not depend on the timehath it sends its model. In Secti@h 6, we develop two
protocols, orschemesThe first one uses storage flexibly to achieve several typdeaay in a data stream setting,
and can be used for the case of a homogeneous database. dhe selteme uses no storage space and has no decay.

Our formal framework can also be used to characterize othanmon, yet dficult, problems of data mining. For
example, a learner can generate a sequence of models agdeatidas sequence to find patterns of changes in the
underlying system. In a data stream setting, this is refleireas ablind methodoperating over a sliding window. In
SectiorlLY, we define a reduction operator that reduces asegoémodels to a single model to permit easier analysis
of the sequence, and we characterize its properties usimdgabraic approach. We also briefly discuss how more
complex operators can be defined using compositions of thection and merge operators.

2. Applications

2.1. Combining maps

Let us consider that we are monitoring the incidence of ardbrdisease in a city. For each part of the city, we
want to know whether the incidence is high enough to promptezific action. Dfferent groups provide maps of
the disease, but these groups might not use the same spatiaDme group may have divided the city into blocks
while another one uses administrative borders. Furthexmmeports may have been released ffiediént months, and
administrative borders may have evolved. Thus, we need tgemaaps reporting on the incidence wittffelient
units. Specifically, we do not have access to individual de¢a, the data points upon which the maps are based),
and we must guarantee that all maps have the same impact @ooyrosite picture. The decision space framework
that we propose is able to handle these requirements, aadbthiera can be used to prove properties of the composite
map. Our framework can also handle the situation in whichmbaitoring would be done over a long period of time,
and more recent maps need to have a higher impact in the c@mp@p. Note that, in our framework, each element
of the map has to be a polygon; if a region is delimited by csithen it will have to be approximated.

2.2. Map algebras

The problem of combining maps is classically faced by geglgjial information systems (GIS). In the early
1980s, Tomlin proposed to consider maps as two-dimensimays and to design script-like languages to ma-
nipulate them in GIS|[26]. These languages allow operatirmh as the selection of areas (e §chooles =
distancéSCHOOL$ < 300m), as well as the combination of selected areas using nual@perations. Thus, map
algebras are specialized programming languages for miatiipgithe cells of grids, which nowfter the possibility
to process maps within GIS using cellular automata or in@geessing techniques [7.122]. While these algebras can
be used to combine maps [9], there is no (mathematicallygirpeontrol of the impact that each map has on the final
combination.



2.3. Wireless sensor networks

Wireless sensor networks [2] are a natural application fmapproach. They can be found in applications such as
forest fire detection, where temperature sensors measiceittent temperature and its rate of change. They are also
used to study earthquake activity by measuring the stresmgtirduration of seismic waves in the earth’s crust. The
measurements are forwarded to collection nodes, whichaahthe data to a base station for processing. A typical
sensor has a modest battery life which can be quickly draigetie transceiver when sending large amounts of data.
Thus it is infeasible to forward all of the collected data lhe base station. However, sensors have the computing
capabilities to perform summaries such as averages artbsthdeviations which can then be sent to the base station.

In our approach, each sensor can construct a classifier basé&llocal observations, and send it as a summary.
This summary is richer than a simple average when the goalisake predictions. This richness may come at a
cost in some classifiers: for example, a model derived usingam forest classifiers|[5] may be heavier than its
training data, and would not be appropriate for wirelesssenetworks. However, the model is usually lighter when
it simplifies the data (e.g., using pruning in decision tyeasd we focus on classifiers that lead to such models. Once
a classifier is sent by each sensor, a collection node canentieegclassifiers that it receives to form a model of a
region before forwarding it toward the base station. Thegingrof classifiers provides a trad&bdetween battery
consumption and prediction accuracy. The merging imprtwesaccuracy of predictions compared to sending simple
averages in exchange for an increase in battery consumti@merging also provides a transparent means to give
greater weight to the most recent observations when theonkis/deployed over a long time.

3. Background

Our work focuses on classifiers. A classifier learns from agkttof example instances about how target attributes
are based on the values of predictive attributes. Thenniadaress the classification problem of predicting the targe
attributes of a new instance based on the values of its gieslattributes. Without loss of generality, we explain our
framework by focussing on one target attribute, but the a@ns can be applied for any number of target attributes.

Formally, an instance has the forian{.. ., am, y) whereg; is the value of the-th attribute, andy is a class label
for this data. For example, suppose that there are two iosta@; = 30,y = No) and @ = 70,y = Ye9 where
attributea; is an age in [0125] and the class label is eithéesor No, corresponding to an individual being classified
as old or not. The goal is to find the best approximation to thection f(as, ..., am) = y that determines the label
of an unclassified instance given the values of its attrioutdree of the most commonly used techniques to train a
classifierj.e.,to deduce an approximation éfgiven a set of instances, are[[15} 14]

e A Support Vector MachingSVM) classifies the instances into two classes by separtitem with the ifn— 1)-
dimensional hyperplane that leaves the maximum margindmiwhe two classes [25]. It is also possible to
obtain non-linear classifications using the kernel metidd [

e One of the most popular classifiers is ttecision tree A decision tree learnef23] applies a divide-and-
conquer technique to recursively split the data using tteevaf an attribute while maximizing a metric such
as the information gain or Gini index. Each split is représdras a node and the recursive procedure yields a
tree. Thus, a path in the tree corresponds to a set of conslitio the values of the attributes, and leads to a
class distribution vector expressing the percentage tdies in each class.

e A classifier can also be a set of rules based on the values attifilsutes. This is commonly referred to as a
rule set[8]. A rule is a conjunction of conditions on the attributeat results in a class distribution vector as
in a decision tree. An attribute can be repeated at most twieerule, to specify a lower bound and an upper
bound of an interval.

In meta-learning, each learner builds a classifier using islown data. For example, each unit in a network of
radar sensors can collect data about the movements ofgamgbin its radius. Then, each sensor uses its own data
to deduce a classifier such as a decision tree. In such aroemént, all sensors may want to have a classifier that
is as accurate as possible and thus they exchange theifielasand merge them. In another setting, one may want
to achieve a speedup by using parallel algorithms and thusrefgeneous database is partitioned amoffigreint



computation units, either by providing them with subsetslagervations or subsets of attributes (vertical partition
ing [24]). Then, the units send their classifiers to commauraes in charge of merging. In both homogeneous
databases and distributed environments, the problem igtgera set of classifiers to create a single classifier.

A number of researchers have focussed on merging decigies: tit was noted in[3] thda kind of decision tree
induction [that is] gficient in a wide area system employs meta-learning, [in witéelch computer induces a decision
tree based on its local data and then thg@hent models are merged to form the final tre€br example, it has been
proposed [13] to transform decision trees into the setslekrthat they represent and to merge those sets. A rule not
in conflict with other rules is kept intact and otherwise tloafticts are resolved using a heuristic. However, there
are two potential problems with the design of the heuristappsed inl[13]. Firstly, the authors argue that conflicts
that are not handled by the heuristic analikely if the training sets contain similar distributis of examples from
a coherent larger training set"thus the approach is limited to homogeneous data basesndgctheir algorithm
could ask a learner to send all of the data on which there isflicin order to perform data mining again, and this
prevents uses in settings such as sensor networks.

The requirement that the data needs to be examined in casaflitts is found in several other approaches. For
example, arbiter meta-learning [27] is a technique thatge®classifiers in a hierarchical way. This technique has
been designed for homogeneous databases, and parts ofdhmawds be propagated during the combination process.
Ganti and colleagues [11] focused on delient problem: they examined how one could quantify thigedince
between two datasets by analyzing their models, which carseé to determine whether a model should be updated.
Their concepts are similar to ours in that they consideresdeahas a geometrical space divided into units, each of
which is assigned a value, and combining two models reqsa@sning the data. The keyfi@dirence of our framework,
introduced in the next section, is its ability to merge ptigdly heterogeneous classifiers without requiring anyadat
besides the models.

4. A framework: decision spaces

4.1. Introducing the structure

Intuitively, a decision spacés anm-dimensional space, in which each dimension correspondsecof them
attributes. It contains a set of non-overlapping elemeritihy if they cover all the space, form a partition of the
space. A geometrical interpretation of an element is a aadesgefined by am-polytope Thus, the only requirement
for the classifiers considered in this paper is that theimelets have to be polytopes, which is the case for SVMs
with linear kernels, decision trees, and rule sets. Ourystiigholytopes is a first step to investigating the theorética
behaviour of pure meta-learning. Further research coudve the restriction to polytopes to generalize our apgroac
to handle other classifiers such as SVMs with non-linearddsr@l]. Informally, non-linear kernels can define shapes
in terms of curves whereas polytopes can only use lines.

Each element, or polytope, has a class distribution vebtatr ¢pecifies the percentage of instances within the
covered space that are assigned to each class. Deterntieipgicentages by enumerating the instances is straight-
forward for the three classifiers considered here. An examaph decision space is shown in Figlite 1(a): it has two
attributesdegreeandage and three elements, each with a class distribution vet&ize 2 (with classe¥esandNo).

Any classifier is capable of producing a label for a givenanse, and can be repeteadly prompted for labels over a
discrete space. Therefore, any classifier can provide a diagibution vector. In Xu’s categorization of the output
used to combine classifiers, our requirement is the mosewsav (Type 1)[[29]. These concepts are formalized in
Definitiond1 andR.

Definition 1. A decision space is am-dimensional (product) spadur, X - - - X Dattr, X - -+ X Danr,, Wheremis the
number of attributes anDa.yy, is the space covered by tinh attribute specified as a bounded poset (a partially
ordered set with a least and a greatest element).

Definition 2. An element of amm-dimensional decision spaé®is a subspace d, i.e.,anm-dimensional polytope
(m-polytopé. It is identified by a set of coordinates for each attribated has a class distribution vectrwith ¢
components, whereis the number of classes. Théh component of the vector is the percentage of instancesss cla
i, which is obtained by counting all instances that have dlasgl are within the element’s space. Thus, the content
of the vector sums to 100%. We will refer to the vectbas thevalueof the element.
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Figure 1: Decision tree (a) and decision space (b) repratsens.

4.2. Conversions

The constraints on the structure of a classifier are used byaandining algorithm to guide the search. A decision
space is a framework and does not result directly from a datagalgorithm, thus its structure is less constrained
than classifiers such as decision trees. This ensures #meets from several kinds of classifiers can be converted
to elements of a decision space with no loss of informatiom.cdnvert a classifier into a decision space, the only
data required besides the classifier itself are the rangat$ritfutes for the dataset on which the classifier was tthine
These ranges can be deduced in one pass over the datasehbingdar the maximum and minimum values. The
ranges can also be user-supplied, but should not be smiadlervthat is found in the dataset for consistency sake.
Thus, given a classifier and the ranges of the attributesntiia task of the conversion is to extract the individual
elements, or polytopes. The polytopes for elements of treetblassifiers defined in Sectign 3, in order of increasing
constraints on the shapes, are as follows:

(1) The elementsin an SVM can have the most general shapasdeethe data can be assigned into regions.
(2) Arule in arule set defines an axis-parallel rectangle.

(3) Each path of a decision tree (Figle 1(b)) can be conddden rule, and this rule defines an axis-parallel
rectangle (Figurgl1(a)).

A decision tree cannot generate all axis-parallel recesglndeed, a decision tree belongs to the data mining
family of divide-and-conquealgorithms that imposes constraints on the search. Iméljtia cut in the space along
the border of an element, either vertical or horizontal ustimot cut any element [10]. An example of a set of rules
that violates this constraint is given below, and shown guFe2.

IF age> 0 anp age< 4 anp degree> 0 anp degree< 2 THEN A
IF age> 4 anp age< 6 anp degree> 0 anp degree< 4 THEN B
IF age> O anp age< 2 anp degree> 2 anp degree< 6 THENC
IF age> 2 anp age< 6 anp degree> 4 anp degree< 6 THEND
IF age> 2 anp age< 4 anp degree> 2 anp degree< 4 THENE

The elements of rule sets and decision trees can be converédeinents of a decision space using Algorithm 1.
The algorithm uses pattern-matching. For example, in liredtd OP; = {<, <} val,, is a pattern for which the value
of an attribute has to be lower or strictly lower than the ealaly,,. If the pattern is found, theattry, OP;, andval,,
are bound to the actual values. For example, a pattgerx 5 will result in the bindingattr, = age OP; = * <7,
val, = 5.

Fpor each rule, the algorithm considers all patterns thati§pan upper bound (line 4). If there is also a pattern
specifying a lower bound for the same attribute (line 6)nttiee range of the attribute can be specified. If no pattern
is found for the lower bound of an attribuatr, (line 15), then we use the lower bound of the attribute’s eangich
we denotanin(Dawy, ). Finally, if no upper bound is found fattry (line 20), we use the upper bound of the attribute’s
range which we denot@aXxDatr, ).



Figure 2: A partition of space not allowed by decision treesaiowed by decision spaces.

Converting elements from a support vector machine followisrgoler process: each element of the decision space

corresponds to exactly one element of the SVM with the sastéldition vector and the same coordinates specifying
the space spanned.

Algorithm 1 RulesToSpaces(RuledetAttribute range®atrs X - - - X Dattrm)

Require: Rules are expressed in the following form:
r := IF attr, < val; AND --- AND attr,, < val, THEN class= X

1. Decision spacg « 0
2.forr e Rdo

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16.
17.
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

element ezalue« r.X
P « ALL parTERNS attry OP; = {<, <} Valkup N R

for pe Pdo

if 3 A paTTERN attre OP, = {>, >} valy,, W Rthen

if OP; 1s < anp OP; 1s > then
e.space< e.spaceJ (val,,, vak,,)
else ifOP; 1s < anp OP, 1s > then
e.space< e.spaceJ (val,,,, val,,]
else ifOPy 1s < anp OP;, 15 > then
e.space< e.spaceJ [val,,, vak,,)
else
e.space< e.spaceJ [val,,, val,]
else
if OP; 1s < then
e.space— e.spaceJ [min(Datr,), val,,)
else
e.space— e.spaceJ [min(Datr,), valk,,]
if P =0then
P « ALL paTTERNS attry OP = {>, >} val,, W R
for pe Pdo
if OP,1s > then
e.space— e.spaceJ (valy,,, maXDatr,)]
else
e.space— e.spaceJ [valy,,, maXDatr, )]
S« Sue

// Initially, the decision space is empty

// Each rule of the rule set is converted to one element
// The elements value is the one predicted by the rule
// A rule is a conjunction of patterns, each delimiting a

bound ]
// Use each upper bound to find the elements space
// Check if there is a lower bound on the same variable
// The two bounds do not include the endpoints
// Only the upper endpoint of the bound is included
// Only the lower endpoint of the bound is included

// Both endpoints of the bound are included

// We only have an upper bound on the element

// If there was no upper bound
// Then access the lower bound

// The lower bound is excluded

// The lower bound is included
// Add the element to the decision space



5. Merge operator

5.1. Preliminary definitions

The most fundamental operation on decision spaces is miarge following, we use the term “element” to refer
to a geometrical space spanned, and “value” to refer to & digribution vector. Given two decision spacéand
Y, we merge them int@ using the following principles:

Merge principles

(1) If an element (subspacr)k X does not intersect with any elemsrg Y, then the prediction represented by
x has no conflicts and can be addedtoAn elementy € Y with no conflicts is treated similarly.
(2) If an elemeny € Y is strictly contained within an elemerte X with the same valug.e., the same class
distribution vectolV), then we considey to be too specialized (as explained in Definifién 5) and eédtet
(3) If neither of the first two conditions is satisfied, thee #dlement € X intersects with at least one elemegnt
of Y and conflicts must be resolved.

Prior to establishing the algorithm to merge elements, ww®duce the formal notation on which it relies, and
specify the ways that elements can intersect. From here ®@nse the following notation for an element X:

e X has a set of attribute&(x).

e Each attributea € A(X) covers a (one-dimensional) spegg, @). It can be an interval such as [B], or a union
of intervals.

e The size of the space covered Yfor the attributea is denotedS(x, a)|.

e X has a class distribution vectdKx).

Definition 3. An elementx € X subsumean elementy € Y, denotedy < X, if A(X) = A(y) andVa € A(X),
S(y,a) € S(x, a).

In other words, an elemenis subsumed by an elemenivhen the space covered pis included in the space cov-
ered byx. We denote strict subsumption bywhenVva € A(X), S(y, a) c S(x, &). The main property of subsumption
is established by Theoredm 1.

Theorem 1. Let X and Y be two decision spaces. For ea&hy, there is at most oneX such that y< x.

Proof. The elements oKX andY partition the spaces formed by andY, respectively. Thus, one elemeiie(,
component of a partition) can be completely included in astnome other element. O

Definition 4. Theintersectionof an elemenk € X with a decision spac¥ is denotedk v Y and is the largest subset
of elementsl = {y1,...,ya} € Y such that for eacly; € |, da € (A(X) N A(y))) such thatS(x,a) N S(y;,a) # 0.
Subsumption is a special case of intersection.

The first two principles of merging can be handled by the m&tiim Definitiong B anfll4. For the third principle,
we resolve each conflict between two elementsX andy € Y by creating a new elemenfor each intersection. A
simple approach would be to assigreta value that is the average of the valuex ahdy, but it would not take into
consideration the spaces covereddgndy (i.e., their regions of competence). Consequently, Definlflopéciies
how to measure the space covered by an element, which weésekicialization(also known as competence). Then,
Definition[@ calculates the value dfis calculated as a weighted average based on the spacesddyer andy.

It should be noted that Definitidd 6 is a classical combimagcheme intermediate between classifier fusion and
selection ¢f. Introduction). In these schemes, all classifiers conteitha the outcome of a given space space with
weights based on their competence for that space [17].

Y aeA)IS(X, a)l

Definition 5. Thespecializatiorof an elemenk € X is M(x) = A
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Intuitively, we sum the sizes of the spaces of the attribaktesacterizingc and we normalize by the number of
attributes. Small values d¥l indicate specialized predictions based on small spacdser@bssible metrics could
take into account the number of instances, or the classtdistn vector. However, in the case of pure meta-learning
investigated in this paper, we cannot use the number ofrinetor the class distribution vector in a specific part of
an element. This could only be done by requiring the origitedsifier to perform an exhaustive search in its dataset,
and repeated use of such an operation could lead to sigrtiwarhead. Therefore, such alternative metrics are not
considered here.

Definition 6. Thevalueof the intersection of two elementss X andy € Y based on their specializations is the class
distribution vector
M(y)

M(¥) + M(y)’

M(X)

V(x®y) = V(X) X M0 + M)

V(y) x

If the elements predict several attributes, then the clesshlition vector for each attribute is computed using the
above formula. Other formulae f&M(x ® y) could be designed to suit application-specific needs. dddboth the
element’s space and its value must be taken into accourgplegific applications may require that the specialization
be normalized dferently. However, care should be taken to ensure that cuistonulae satisfy the commutativity,
idempotency, and unique identity properties. Indeed, gucherties are critical for proving that the merge algarith
behaves appropriately, as will be shown in Sedfioh 5.3.

5.2. Merging algorithm

The merge operat® : (X,Y) — Zis defined in an algorithmic way by Algorithm 2 and is illuged in FigurdB.
First, we apply Merge principle (1): all elements with noeirsection are added. Then, we apply principle (2): each
elementx € X that is strictly contained in an elemenE Y with the same value is deleted. Finally, principle (3) is
applied as follows:



Algorithm2 @ : (X Y)+— Z

1. Z < new decision space

2H«0 // Hash map: set(y’) of keysy and associated valugs
3.for xe Xdo // For each element
4. if #y e Y such thaix < y andV(x) = V(y) then //If there is noy that subsumes it with the same value, then
rocess it
5 if XY =0then //ﬁ‘ x does not conflict with any element &f then add it to
the result
6. Z—ZUX
7 else // Otherwise, resolve the conflicts
8 tmp < x.space // The initial space ok is saved
9. forye xwYdo // Create an elememtto handle each conflict
10. Z < new element
11. zZspace— tmpny.space // zs space is the one initially shared kynd the conflicting
12. zvalue— V(x®Yy) // %evrgﬁj'g(class distribution vector) is based on bathndys
13. Z—7ZUz // zis added to the resulting decision space
14. if A(y,y’) € H then // If we never registered a conflict with y then register it
15. H « H U (y,y.space\ zspac¢ // Register that the space pthat conflicted has been handled
16. else // Otherwise update the previous record
17. He<—H\(,Y)
18. H <« HU (y,y.space\ zspace
19. X.space« X.space\ zspace // Also update that some o6 conflicting space was handled
20. if x.spacez 0 then // If, after solving the conflictsx has (non conflicting) space
then we keep it
21. Z—Z7ZUX
22.for y € Y such thaf(y,y’) € H do // If some elementyg have never found to be in a conflict
23. if Ix e X such thay < xandV(y) = V(x) then //...and that they are not subsumed by an elermenith the
same value
24, Z—ZUy // Then we add them to the result
25.for (y,y’) € H do // For each elementthat was found to be in a conflict
26. ify #0then // If some of this element was free of conflict
27. Z—Zuy // Then we add it
28.return Z

¢ We consider all possible intersection® Y and handle them sequentially.

e For eachy € (xwY), we create an element The space covered lais the intersection of the spaces covered
by x andy, and the value i¥(x ® y) (Definition[8).

e There will be a “remainder” when the process is finishexl dnly has a partial intersection with Thus, we
remove fromx the space of eactresulting from the intersection, and we add the remaintlanyi, to the result.

After applying all three merge principles for each elemeatX, we process the elements Y. Merge principles
(1) and (2) have to be applied to these elements, but prn¢®)lcan be partially avoided. Indeed, the elements in the
intersection ofX andY have already been computed when procesXing/e use a hash mdp as a cache, in which
the elemeny is used as a key and its corresponding vatui@ the hash map is the space that is updated throughout
the process. When an intersection betwremdy is found, the part in the intersection is virtually removeaif y
by changing the value forin H. After all of the intersections have been computéaontains the remainder of each
element ofY and thus it can be added directly to the result.

Example. In Figure[3, the left decision tree was trained on a datadéttive degree ranging from 0 to 15, and the
age ranging from O to 8. The right decision tree was trained dataset with the degree ranging from 0 to 11, and
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Figure 3: Merging two decision trees by converting them bigoision spaces and creating a union decision space.

the age ranging from 0 to 9. The light grey element in the leftision space and the element with the checkerboard
pattern in the right decision space intersect. As two elémeonverted from decision trees only intersect in one
contiguous space, the result is the new spagbose age ranges from 7 to 8, and whose degree ranges fron03 to 1
Using Definitior(®, the percentage for the clf&sis (32 x 40)/(22 + L) + (£ x 0)/(2 + L) ~ 21, and since there
are only two classes in this example, the percentage forldsso is 100- 21 = 79.

The intersection of rectangles im-dimensions (fom attributes) can result in spaces that are not rectangles. Fo
example, Figurel4 shows the intersection of two decisiosepéandY. Decision spac& contains four rectangular
elements anlf contains one rectangular element, but the intersectidmeogliement o¥ with any element oK leaves
a non-rectangular remainder ¥f Constraining elements to be rectangles requires a hietthist can bias the result
since rectangles are only an approximation of the elemauntisal specialization. We avoid this problem by using
polytopes instead of rectangles to provide an exact algdthra possibility that elements may have to be constrained
to simple polytopesd.g.,rectangles) for computational reasons is discussed in dinelGsions.

5.3. Algebraic properties

The goal of a merge operateris to merge the information of two decision spaces, resglainy conflicts that
arise. Thus, it has to obey a set of algebraic propertiesdardo be consistent:

10



Figure 4: Intersection of decision spacé¢four rectangular elements) aiYdone rectangular element).

o Commutativity:merging a decision space with another one should not dependhich one is first but only on
the information.

¢ |dentity elementmerging a decision space with a decision space that doesntatio any elements should not
change anything because there is no new information.

¢ ldempotencemerging a decision space with itself should not change amyths there are neither conflicts nor
new information.

Theorem$ 213, and 4 prove that our merge operator satistisg three algebraic properties. Intuitively, the algo-
rithmic construction of the merge operator is based on umngeometric spaces and the resolution of conflicts
encountered for non-empty intersections. Both the uniapatesi(e., the intersection of geometrical elements) and
the resolution of conflicts.g., the weighted average of values) satisfy the three algeprajgerties. Therefore, we
show that they are combined “appropriately” by the mergeaatpe We then show in Theordm 6 that the operator is
not associative, which is the subject of the next section.

Definition 7. The set of all decision spaces is denotedby

Theorem 2. The® operator is commutativée.,VX,Y e D, XY =Y ® X.

Proof. Suppose that there isza&e X® Y. We prove that it also has to be g X. We consider all possible cases from
which such & could result:

(1) zresults from arx € X that has no intersection. We show that if a Y has no intersection it will also be kept
in the resulZ.

(2) zresults from the intersection of ane X with ay € Y. We will show that there are no changes if we consider
it as the intersection ofpe Y with anx € X.

(3) zis the remainder of an elemext X. We show that the remainder of an elemgrtY will also be kept in the
resultZ.

(1) As x € X has no intersection, it will be added to the result (line 6ay € Y has no intersection, it will not be in
anyxwY and thus we will not create g,0/) € Hinline 15. As §,y') ¢ H in line 22,y will be considered unchanged.
Given thaty has no intersection, it will be added to the result in line 24.

(2) As xintersects with g, the operatow relatesx to y (line 9) and an elemerztwill be created, its space being the
intersection of the spaces rfandy, and its value beiny(x ® y). Each operation involved is commutative, thus the
overall process is commutative.

11
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Figure 5: lllustration of Theorefn 6.

y

(3) For anx € X, we consider eache Y with which it intersects (line 9): an elemenis created for each intersection,
and its space is taken out of the space @fne 19); once the spaces of all intersections have beamtalat ofx, the
remainder is added to the result if it is not empty (line 21)e Bame process takes place for the remaindey &f ¥:

all the x € X with which it intersects are considered (lines 3 and 9), amehtz is created for each intersection,
and we keep track of the remaindenyoby updating its associated valuetlhor creating it for the first intersection
(lines 14-18). An elementwill not be considered anymore if it intersected with soxe X (line 25), and instead its
remainder is added to the result (line 27). O

Definition 8. A decision spac& € D is called anidentity of D with respect to th& operator if and only itVD €
D,E®D=D®E=D.

Theorem 3. There exists a unique identity €D with respect to th& operator, and it is an empty set of polytopes
(i.e.,the empty space).

Proof. Let X andE be two decision spaces alid= 0. We first prove that'X € D, X ® E = X, which leads to
E ® X = X using Theorer]2, hence E is an identity element. No eleménsubsumed by an elememe E, and
xw E = 0, thus all elements € X are added to the result (line 6). As there isene E, the loops in lines 22-27 are
not executed and so the final result is equaXto

We complete the proof by showing théte D cannot be an identity foranf € Dif Y # E. AsY # E = 0,
there is at least ong € Y. Let us consideX € D such thay w X = 0. Asy has no intersection with ary e X, it
will be ignored by the main for loop (lines 3-21), thfig,y’) € H. As a consequence, it will be considered by the
second loop (line 22) and, as it is not subsumed byxaay, it will be added to the result in line 24; thus, the result
is XUy # X because ¢ X. Similarly, for the casg w X # 0, the elemeny is processed by the main loop (lines
8-21). For any such, X € D with an elemenk € X intersecting withy such thatx andy cover a diferent space.
This results in dividingc into new elements (line 11) and thus the resulkKa Y is different fromX. O

Theorem 4. The® operator is idempotent as & X = X.

Proof. Let X andY be two decision spaces such tiat Y:

e Thereis nox € X strictly contained in aly € Y. The use of strict subsumptieninstead ofx, in the definition
of ®, is particularly important at this point. IndeedXf= Y and we were using, then all elements iX would
be discarded because they are subsumed by the same valuenid similarly forY. Thus,X® X would lead to
the incorrect resuld.

e Each elemenx intersects with exactly ong As they are the same, we will add one element to the resuit wit
the following value for each component of the vector (lined®):
M(x) MyY) M(x) M) _
V(X) X m +V(y) X W = V(X) X W(X) +V(X) X W(X) = V(X)
12



e x will be added to the result for alt € X (line 13). For ally € Y, we added a pairy(z) € H such that
zspace= x.space\ y.space= 0 (line 15). Thus, all elements gfe Y are skipped because they areHr{line
22), and because the associated value is empty (line 26)effine the resulting decision space contains each
x € X exactly once. O

Corollary 5. The binary operata® : (D, D) — D is idempotent, commutative, and contains a unique ideeli#mnent
for the setD of all decision spaces. Therefor®,) is a unital, idempotent, and commutative magma (s€e [19 fo
brief review of algebraic structures such as magmas).

Theorem 6. The® operator is not associativedX, Y,Z e D such thaftX® Y) ® Z # X® (Y ® Z).

Proof. In Figure[B, if we first merge with y, then the value of the intersection will depend on alkaindy, and

we get the shaded remainderyof Then, if we merge witlz, the value of the resulting intersection will depend on
the shaded remainder amdHowever, if we first mergg with z then the part oy that intersects witlz is removed
fromy, resulting in a remainder. Then, if we merge withx, the value depends onandy’ which covers a smaller
space than. It follows that its intersection witkx will have a diferent value. Thus, the values change with the order
in which elements are merged, while the spaces covered d@sdhey result from the intersection of geometrical
spaces which is an associative operation). O

6. The impact of merge order

According to Theorerl6, the operator is not associative, so the result of merging mame tivo decision spaces
depends on the order in which they are merged. We refer to gammeder as aerging schemeNote that a scheme
is not necessarily a simple sequence: a merging scheme eeaifiygbat large groupings of decision spaces have to be
merged first, and then merged together. Its representatidefined below.

Definition 9. A merging schemspecifies the order in which a set of decision spaces is melgegh be represented
as atree, in which a leaf represents a decision space, amedete node represents the application ofgtoperator
(hence an intermediate decision space), and the root mepeethe final result.

Two merging schemes are shown in Figlire 6. In the mergingnsehir[@(a), the decision spaces are merged
pairwise (bottom layer of the tree), then the resulting sieci spaces are merged pairwise, and so on, until a single
decision spac#V is obtained. We can describe this merging scheme s &((<2) ® (X3 ® X4)) - - - (X3 ® Xm-2) ®
(Xm-1 ® Xm))), wherem = 2X. As we will demonstrate in Corollafy 8, this merge order doesintroduce any bias
into the calculation of the value &¥. Any differences in the impacts of the decision spaces on the valéark
based on their relative specializations. In contrast, teeging scheme in Figufé 6(b) will lead to a bias in the result.
In this scheme, the first two decision spaces are mergedthiearesult is merged with the third decision space, and
so on, untilW is obtained. We can describe this merging scheme s §(X2) ® X3)--- ® Xn). This merge order
does introduce bias into the calculation of the valug\bfEach decision space is merged with the result of merging
its predecessors, it's impact is the same as all of its pesders combined. So, the impact of earlier decision spaces
is reduced each time that a new decision space arrives. Toist ean be desirable. If the underlying distribution
is changing, then we often want recent decision spaces ® d#rger impact on the result because they represent
recent trends.

Both merging schemes can be desirable depending on thegseftie merging scheme shown in Figlle 6(a) can
be used when a homogeneous database has been partitioneg s@veral computation units. Indeed, the model
produced by each unit should have the same impact on the dsiat s the underlying distribution is homogeneous.
The merging scheme shown in Figlite 6(b) can be used for tlmeging distributions, for example data streams. In
this setting, learners can deduce models fieknt times, and we may want to favour the most recent modehes
represent recent trends. The situation in which decisianepare merged as soon as they are received is depicted in
Figure[®(b): the decision space received at tireemerged with everything that was received up to timel. Note
that we could also have an online setting such as in dataxs$rdaut we might not want the time at which models are
received to have an impact. In this case, the scheme in Hgfajean also be used, and it specifies that some decision
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Figure 6: Unbiased (a) and biased (b) binary merging schemes

spaces will have to be stored temporarily: large groupirfgsegision spaces must be formed before the merging
operation can take place to guarantee an equal impact om#iedsult.

However, the framework developed so far has limitations ¢ha prevent unbiased results. Indeed, the merging
operator is binary and thus an unbiased result can only hiewathif the number of decision spaces to merge is a
power of 2. Furthermore, using powers of 2, the impact ofslenispaces over time can only decay exponentially,
whereas other types of decays may be needed. We will gereethk merge operator to overcome these limitations
in the next two subsections.

6.1. m-ary merging

ConsiderasgiXy, ..., Xn} of decision spaces. We extend Algorithm 2 from a binary ojpeta anm-ary operator.
Increasing the number of geometrical objects that aresatéed does notiect the operator, since the intersection of
geometrical objects is associative. Thus, the extensigniovolves the computation of the value, which is extended
in Definition[10.

Definition 10. Thevalueof the intersection o elements € X1, X2 € Xp, ..., Xm € Xy based on their specializa-
tions is a vector

M(x1)
M(X1) + -+ - + M(Xm)

M (Xm)
M(X1) + -+ + M(Xm)

V(X1 ® -+ ® Xm) = V(X1) X + -+ V(Xm) X

The combination of the handling of geometrical spaces amddmputation of the value is similar to the merging
algorithm introduced in Sectidn 5.2:

(1) If an element is strictly included within another one dvas the same value, discard it.

(2) Otherwise, for each intersection, create a new elern&rith a value that is computed using the formula in
Definition[10.

We assume in Theorem 7 and its corollaries that the decigiaces to be merged all cover the same space so that
we can concentrate on the impact of merge order.

Theorem 7. In a merging scheme for m decision spaces X, Xm, all of which cover the same space, the impact of
a decision spaceon the value of the final result is proportional to the prodatthe numbers of operands of the
operators on the path from the leaf representingothe root of the merging scheme.

Proof. In a merging scheme, each internal node isreary ® operator and each leaf is a decision space. Consider an
internal nodeu with k operanddy, To, ..., Tx. EachT; is either a decision space or a subtree of the merging scheme
and eachT; accounts for a fraction/k of the value of the subtree rootedwat Consider two internal nodeg and
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Figure 7: Merging scheme from Theor€in 7 witk: 3 x 2 x 2 decision spaces.

uy with k; andk, operands, respectively, and suppose thas an operand ofi; in the merging scheme. Then each
operand ofi, accounts for 1k, of its value andi, accounts for 1k; of the value ofu;, so each operand af accounts
for a fraction Y (k; x ko) of the value olu;. If the numbers of operands of andu, are exchanged, then each operand
of u, contributes the same fractiori(k, x k;) of the value ofu;. Thus, the contribution of a decision space to the
value of the root of the merging scheme depends only on thiedinduct of the numbers of operands of theary ®
operators on the leaf to root path. O

Figure[T shows an example of a merging scheme for twelve idacspaces in which the impacts of all of the
decision spaces on the valueWfare the same.

Corollary 8. In the merging schem@(X; ® X2) ® (X3 ® Xa)) - - - (Xn_3 ® Xn_2) ® (Xn_1 ® X)), where m= 2
(Figure[8(a)), each decision space accountsZdr of the value of W.

Corollary 9. In the merging schem@(X; ® X2) ® X3) - - - ® Xm) (Figure[B(b)), decision space ¥ccounts fo2 -1
of the value of W if > 1, and2-™1 if i = 1.

6.2. Adjusting the bias

As explained earlier in this section, when decision spacesmeerged over time as in a data stream setting, then
their impacts decay exponentially. In the previous sulii@ecwe used extra storage to change the impacts. In this
sub-section, we introduce an approach that uses no exteggstand provides decision spaces with the same impact.
Furthermore, this approach does not require prior knovdeafghe numbem of decision spaces to be merged. In
contrast, the approach in the previous sub-section reguite design a merging scheme.

Definition 11. The g-weighted valuef the intersection of two elemenise X andy € Y is the class distribution
vectorV(x®y) = V(X) xS+ V(y) x (1-p8),0< B < 1.

The value produced by the formula in Definitign 6 i8-aveighted value witl = % andV(x®y) depends
only on the specializations of andy. If x andy have the same specialization, then each accounts for h#fieof
value of the result. The bias in a merging scheme like the orieigure[6(b) is entirely the result of the merge

order wherng = % is used. We can useftirent values of with this scheme to produce the final value

V(X1 ® X2) ® X3) - - - ® Xm) = V(X1) X m + o+ V(X)X m the same as am-ary merge.
Theorem 10. Letg; = W be the weight used to compute the value of the i-th mergel,,i2,...,m—-1,
in the merging scherr(eééxl ® X2) ® X3)--- ® Xm). Then the resulting value of the intersection of m elemep's X
X1, X2 € Xa, . ..., Xm € Xm based on their specializations i{{(x. ® X2) ® X3) - -+ ® Xm) = V(X1) X a0 ___ 1 ... 4

o MG ++ M)
M(Xm,
V Xm) X iy Wit
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Proof. We prove this result by induction an. If m = 1, then two decision spaces are merged uging Wit Mx)

x1)+M(x2)
- M(x1) M(x1) - M(x1) M(x2)
andV(X1®X2) = V(X]_)Xm +V(X2)X(1_W§/|(X2) = V(X]_)XW-FV(XZ)XW. Assume that the
theoremis true fom = j—1 > 2, so that/(((x1®@*2) ®X3) - - -®X;j) = V(xl)xW% + -+ V(X)) X ﬁ%

M(x)+-+M(x;)
M(xq)+++M(Xjs1) *

M
ThenV((x1 ® -+ ® Xj) ® Xjs1) = (V(X1) X M((((x1®x2)®>(<3.)-@x,»))@xjﬂ +

) M(x;) M(Xq)+:-+M(X;) ) M(X)+-+M(X}) y M(x1) .

V(X]) X M(x1)+»-»er(xj) M(x1;+»-»+M(xj,l,1) + V(X]+1) X (1 - M(X1;+-'-+M(X111)) = V(Xl) X M(x1)+»-»+1M(xj+1) Tt V(Xj+l) X
M(X;+1)

M(X1)+-+M(Xj11) * =

The j-th merge useg; =

oo 4

) x

7. Developing an algebra

7.1. Restriction operator

In a time-varying environment, the accuracy of the preditdidecreases over time, so new decision spaces must
be created regularly. A sequence of decision spaces carfiemation about changes in the environment over time,
so techniques such as time series analysis potentiallgdmitised. While time series analysis considers a sequence
of vectors offixed sizedecision spaces can be of varying size: for example theegadti attributes can evolve over
time to cover a broader space. A restriction operator carsbd to simplify the decision spaces of a time series so
that they all have same size. We introduce this operator finllien[12, and define it formally in Algorithm 3. Then,
we apply the algebraic approach in a similar way to the mergerator: we study identity elements (Theotern 11),
idempotency (Theorem112), and associativity (Thedrelm 13).

Definition 12. Therestriction of a decision spac¥ by a decision spac¥ is the decision spac that only retains
elements oK that intersect with elements &f The corresponding operator is denoged

Algorithm3 o: (X Y) - Z

1. Z « new decision space

2. for xe X'suchthaxw Y # 0 do

3.  Z«< newelement

4 forye xwYdo

5 Zspace«— zspaceJ (x.spacen y.space
6. zvalue« x.alue
7 Z—7ZuUz
8. returnzZ

By definition, we only consider the elements X that intersect with some elements Y (line 2). For each such
elementx, we create an elementwith the same value (line 6) but with a space restricted tarttezsection between
x and ally € Y (lines 4-5). Intuitively, restriction is the intersectiohgeometrical spaces, and it leaves the values
unchanged. Thus, the algebraic properties of restrictiemarived only from the properties of intersection of sgace

Theorem 11. Let F, be a family of decision spaces such that for every K,, there is exactly one elementexX
such that \(x) = v andYa € A(X), S(x,a) = c. Then, every identity elementé&ED suchthat Xo E=Eo X = X is
generated by i The number of elements of I infinite.

Proof. A decision spac« is not restricted by a decision spa¥enly if all elements inY cover a space at least as
large as the space covered Xyso a trivial identity is the decision space with only onengd@ét covering an infinite
space. As the value of this element does not matter, we camedafamily taking its valuev as a parameter. The
set of all possible valuescan be infinite because the values are taken from a contimaoge; thusfF, contains an
unbounded number of identity decision spaces. O

Theorem 12. Theo operator is idempotentas & X = X.
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Proof. Let X andY be two decision spaces.Xf= Y then¥x € X, xwY = ysuch thata € A(X), low(a, X) = low(a, y)
andup(a, x) = up(a, y). Thus, each elements created with exactly the space and value okdlines 4-7), and only
onezis created for eacR (line 2). Hence the result is the same aX. O

Theorem 13. The operator® : (D,D) +— D is associative:(X oY) o Z = X6 (Y © Z) for all decision spaces
X, Y,Z eD.

Proof. As the values do not matter, the restriction can be congiderbe an intersection of spaces, which is associa-
tive. O

7.2. Composite operators

The merge®) and restriction @) operators can be composed to create a variety of usefuhtmusr When the
merge operator creates an elemertZ = X ® Y, z can be created from axne X, ay € Y, or both anx € X and
ay € Y. Theo operator can be used to restrict the results of a merge dpetatinclude only elements e Z that
are created from both ane X and ay € Y. This change has a significant impact: an element derived &noly one
element is not as precise as an element derived from twoubeda the latter case a consensus is obtained through a
weighted formula. Thus, this restricted form of mergingdsd sensitive to noise and, as we know that all elements
in Z are derived from exactly two elements, we can have the samfideoce in the predictions of all elements in
Z. A merge that provides the same confidence in the predicfi@ach element is obtained through the following
composite operatas.

Definition 13. The operato® : (X,Y) — Zis defined byXx @Y = (X®Y)o XOY.

This definition ensures that the values are correctly coetpbased on the specialization of each elemeitarid
Y, and then the overall space is reduced to the intersectiithsvandY. A stricter definition is given by the following
composite operatad that not only restricts the merging to the elements thatsetet, but computes the values using
only common spaces of attributes. Any part of an elementigmbutside the intersection will be ignored byvhen
measuring the specialization, and the values are compastion the same space.

Definition 14. The operato : (X, Y) — Z is defined byXoY = (X0 Y) ® (Y @ X).

The choice betweem and® can be based on the application. Batland® have the properties of idempotency,
associativity, non-commutativity, and unique identitgraent.

8. Conclusions

Classifiers are found in a variety of settings, such as seretworks. In these settings, each entéyg(,a sensor)
deduces a classifier from its observations (i.e., a datdsetample instances). These classifiers must be merged to
obtain a global view. However, merging has not been defineddweeral types of classifiers, such as decision trees.
Furthermore, the classifiers that have to be merged can hi&efaht types, for example, when several generations of
sensors are creating classifiers.

In this paper, we introducedecision spaceas a framework for examining the properties of operatiorer ov
classifiers, and we defined a merge operation that handls@podifterent classifiers. Our methods are designed for
a pure meta-learning framework in which classifiers are eeigstead of being stored separately, and observations
areneverexchanged. We use algebraic methods to prove severalblegim@perties of the merge operator. We also
show that the operator is not associative: the result of mgigeveral classifiers depends on the order that the merge
operator is applied. This can be the desired behaviour ituat&n such as a data-stream: if the operator is applied as
soon as a classifier is received, then the result will be Hiastavour of recent trends. However, other types of biases
may be needed, and no bias should also be possible for arcatgli such as a distributed database in which the
underlying data is homogeneous. We introduced two appesatchachieve dlierent biases. The first one uses storage
space flexibly to customize the bias. The second approaahigé@sno bias, thereby making the operator associative,
and uses no space.
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Figure 8: Including confidence in a combined value.

We showed that other operators can be defined in our framewondkused algebraic methods to establish their
behaviours. In particular, we defined a restriction operathich can be used for time series to analyze a sequence of
classifiers, and can be used in combination with the mergeatgédor application-specific needs.

The decision space framework relies on the intersectioreofrgetrical elements. However, intricate shapes can
result from the intersections of large numbers of attribwador classifiers. This canfizzct the space complexity
since the shapes may require more coordinates to be descsibe it can fiect the time complexity as the shapes
become harder to intersect. One direction for further meseia the use of simplified shapes to reduce the time and
space complexities. This suggests several interestingtigns: how do the time and space complexities depend on
the type of geometrical elements that are allowed? How dueadcuracy of the results depend on the simplification
that is chosen and when it is applied?

Further questions arise when considering that uncerté@ntyund at many levels in real-world scenarios. We
distinguish three broad types of uncertainty. Firstlyréhean be uncertainty about the concept that the elements are
predicting. For example, consider the task of predictirgiterary genre of an author based on dimensions measuring
cultural features. Since the definition of a genre may notléarcfuzzy values may have to be assigned to elements,
and the problem becomes one of combining fuzzy values.

Secondly, there can be uncertainty about the value comtamene element (i.e., its class distribution vector).
Consider the case in which two elemeAtandB are merged: elemeni predicts classes Yes and No with the same
probability, and elemerB predicts the class Yes with 80% probability and No with 20%b@bility. A mechanism
is needed to detect that elemehttannot make a reliable prediction, so the contribution efrentB should be
increased. Confidence transformations provide such a meshdy transforming a class distribution vector into a
measure representing its confidence [18]. There are saedaches to using these transformations when combining
two elements in this framework. In Figurk 8(a), two values.(iclass distribution vectors) are combined based solely
on the space of the elements to which they belong, ignorieig tonfidence measures. In Figlite 8(b), the values are
transformed to confidence measures which are then usedeoagethe combined value. Another possibility is to use
the confidence measures to supplement the raw values (e

A confidence transformation can be specific to a given clasditie., we interpret the reliability of a value dif-
ferently depending on the type of model that generated iwéver, that specificity is lost when we combine a set
of classifiers: how should we interpret the result comingrfre classifier that combines a C4.5 decision tree with
a support vector machine? If one general confidence transfoon is used for such models, then how does the
performance change when a large number of models are cochbased on initially large groupings (so that spe-
cific transformations can be used)? Is it possible to not ontybine models, but also combine the transformations
associated with them?

Thirdly, there can be uncertainty about the space coveremht®lement. For example, consider the classification
of soil types on a map. In one area, samples have been takehendtegory has been determined. It is known that
beyond that area, there are no geological faults and it azslib speculated that the category does not change for a
few dozen meters beyond the sampled area. This type of bpagjaeness is essential in geographical information
systems, and frameworks have been proposed to addresséaNélopt the idea of an algebra for vague spatial data
from [21] (which further highlights the connection of ourpach with spatial algebras), by tagging each element of
a decision space as being either guaranteed or conjecithiedag for elements resulting from the union, intersegtion
or difference of two elements can be determined by using the sares tbin[[21]. However, what should we do
when merging an uncertain element with a guaranteed elénSrauld we omit the value from the uncertain element,
or should we produce a weighted combination giving more hieig the value from the guaranteed element? The
answers to these questions are application-specific, @ichiiortant advantage of our framework lies in its ability to
mathematically express the consequences of each choice.
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