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MMGET: A Markov model for generalized
evidence theory

Yuanpeng He, Fuyuan Xiao

Abstract—In real life, lots of information merges from time
to time. To appropriately describe the actual situations, lots
of theories have been proposed. Among them, Dempster-Shafer
evidence theory is a very useful tool in managing uncertain
information. To better adapt to complex situations of open world,
a generalized evidence theory is designed. However, everything
occurs in sequence and owns some underlying relationships
with each other. In order to further embody the details of
information and better conforms to situations of real world, a
Markov model is introduced into the generalized evidence theory
which helps extract complete information volume from evidence
provided. Besides, some numerical examples is offered to verify
the correctness and rationality of the proposed method.

Index Terms—Dempster-Shafer evidence theory
Generalized evidence theory Markov model

Open world

I. INTRODUCTION

The world is full of different kinds of information and
more and more information is produced. Therefore, how to
properly measure information with uncertainty has become a
hot topic in recent years. Because the measure of information
is very helpful to extract a general figure of information
provided before a concise process of it. To satisfy this kind
of need to appropriately measure information, lots of related
theories have been designed. Among them, some theories
are very representative in managing uncertain information,
such as fuzzy mathematics [1]-[4]], the extension of evidence
theory [S[-[8]], soft theories [9—-[|12]], D- number [13]-[16],
Z- number [17], [18] and maximum theory [19]-[22]. All
of the theories mentioned performs well in extracting truly
useful information from uncertainty. With the development of
technology of computer, some new visions on the presentation
form of information has been proposed. The related works
attempts to dispose information from a completely new di-
mension, which are quantum theory [23]-[26] and complex
function [27]-[29]]. Due to the effectiveness of these theories in
disposing information, some practical applications also benefit
from these meaningful works, such as target recognition [30],
[31]], decision making [32]-[35] and pattern classification [36],
[37]].

Among all of the previously proposed theories, Dempster-
Shafer evidence theory (D-S evidence theory) [38], [39] is
the representative work to handle uncertainty contained in
information. To better adapt to actual environment of applica-
tion in an open world, an improved version of D-S evidence
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theory is proposed, namely generalized evidence theory (GET)
[40]. However, the two theory consider all of the incidents as
a still figure, which is lack of description on the dynamic
process of the transition of different things. Fortunately, the
Markov chain can be utilized to avoid this drawback by setting
all the incidents under judgment at a random and mutually
connected process. Some works have taken the Markov chain
into different applications [41[]-[44], which works very well.
Therefore, in order to enable the generalized evidence theory
to have a dynamic figure on the evidences given, a specially
customised Markov model is introduced into GET. So, when
the Markov model is integrated into the GET, the completely
new frame of evidence is able to possess some new properties
which is given as follows: (1)

1) The improved generalized evidence theory can manifest
the process of transition of propositions, which describes
a dynamic process of evidences.

2) Transition probability and further extensions of it can be
generated as a dual certificate of the degree of belief of
the first dimension.

3) Completely new distance measure, similarity measure,
uncertainty measure and method of combination are
proposed based on the concept of MMGET.

The rest of paper is written as follows. The section of
preliminary introduces some basic concepts related to the work
proposed in this paper. Then, the next section present every
details of the proposed model. And the part of numerical
examples gives some examples to verify the validity and
correctness of the proposed method.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, some basic concepts are introduced. And lots
of meaningful work have been completed to solve different
kinds of problems [45]-[49]].

A. Generalized evidence theory (GET) [40]
Definition 1. Mass function

Assume there exists a frame of discernment (FOD), A, in
an open world. 28 denotes the power set of the whole FOD
which is consist of 2 elements. For VP C A, a mass function
which is also a mapping can be defined as:

me : 26 — [0,1] ()
And the properties the mass function satisfies can be defined

as:
> ma(P)=1 )

pPe24
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me(0) > 0 3)

And thus the m is a generalized basic probability assign-
ment (GBPA) of the FOD, A. Besides, it can be concluded
that the mq () = 0 is not a restriction in GBPA, which means
the element () can be also regarded as a focal element in the
generalized evidence theory. When the value of mq () is equal
to 0, the GBPA can exactly degenerate in to the form of classic
BPA.

Definition 2. Generalized belief function (GBF)

Assume there is a GBPA @, the GBF with respect to a can
be defined as:

GBF(a) = m(b) 4)
bCa
GBF (D) = m(0) &)

Definition 3. Generalized plausible function (GPF)

Assume there is a GBPA a, the GPF with respect to a can
be defined as:

GPF(a)= > m(b) (6)
bNa#£0
GPFE(0) =m(0) ™)

Definition 4. Generalized combination rule (GCR)

In the GET, given two GBPAs contained in the same frame
of discernment, the GCR can be defined as:

(1 =m(0) > grw=p m1(@)m2(W)

m(D) = i (8)

K= Y mi(Qma(W) 9)
QNW=0

m(0) = m(0)mo(0) (10)

m@) =1 if and only if K=1 (11)

Definition 5. Generalized evidence distance (GED)

Assume there exists two GBPA, m; and msy, on the frame
of discernment, A. And the generalized evidence distance
between mq and mo can be defined as:

1

dappa(mi,ma) = \/2(7771 —mi2)TD(my — i) (12)

in which the D is a 2V x 2V matrix whose elements are
expressed as:

_lenw|

D@Q.W) = 155w (13)

B. The Markov chain medel
Definition 6. Markov property

Assume there exists a random series of conditions, X, :
n > (0, namely the Markov chain, which is defined a space of
probability (€2, ©, P) in which P denotes probability measure
on the mapping between probability and conditions of events.
Besides, all the probability is range from 0 to 1 in the
restriction of the mapping. For any given moment n, any states
1,7 € S belongs to arbitrary space and any underlying and
possible series of states g, %1, %2, ..., i,—1 before the moment
n, the Markov property can be defined as:

P(Xn+1 = ]|Xn = Z.'ranfl = infla -~-;XO = Z0) =

) o, (14
P(Xnq1 = J‘Xn =ip)

Definition 7. The transition probability matrix of Markov
chain

Assume the transition probability is represented by p;;
which means the possibility of a state ¢ transits to state j
from moment m to moment n. And it can be expressed as:

Pyi(m,n) = P{X, = j|X,, =i} = p/™"

; (15)

In order to simplify the procedure of presenting the prob-
ability pgjm’"], when the factor of time is not related with
aspects discussed about the events, the icon of corresponding
probability can be expressed as p;;. And for a complete
Markov chain, the transition probability matrix (TPM) can be

defined as:

P11 P12 P13 Pim
TPM = Pb21 D22 Pp23 DP2m (16)
Pm1 Pm2 Pm3 Pmm

For every element contained in the matrix, some properties
which are supposed to be satisfied can be defined as:

pij >0 (17)
S pii=m (18)
i=1 j=1

C. The method to obtain the transition probability matrix
Definition 8. Cohort approach
For any observed targets under given state ¢, the transition

probability of transferring from state ¢ to state j in a period
of inspection can be defined as:

Nijit

Nit

N is the number of targets being observed and ¢ represents
the moment when the observation terminates. However, for all
the observed targets, it is necessary to weight all the transition
probability in a period of observation and the process can be

defined as: -
5, = =0 NitPij
i.j = T
Zt:() Ni,t

Pijgt = (19)

(20)



JOURNAL OF KX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015

In order to restrict the sum of element in every row exactly
equal to 1, a step of normalization is carried out and the
detailed process is defined as:

_ Dij

— 21
Z; 1 Pij

bi; =

D. Some entropy theories

Definition 9. Deng entropy [|50]]
Given a FOD, then the Deng entropy can be defined as:

DE(r) = — Z 7"(P)logg27a“£,%)1

Pe24

(22)

In the expression of Deng entropy, r is a mass function
defined on the FOD and P is set as a focal element. The
mass of r(P) indicates the support of belief of proposition
P. Besides, the cardinality of proposition P is represented by
|P|.

Definition 10. Shannon entropy [51)]

Given a series of distribution of probability, then the Shan-
non can be defined as:

m

- Z Pnlng,
n=1

The sum of p,, is equal to 1.

(23)

E. A kind of measure of similarity of evidences

Definition 11. Deng et al’s method [52|]

Assume there exists two pieces of evidences F; and E; and
the distances d(F;, E;) can be calculated by the algorithm
proposed in [53]]. So, for any two pieces of evidences F; and

L;, the similarity between them can be calculated as:
SIM(E’VHEM) =1 _d(EnaEm) (24)

Then, for the whole body of evidences, a matrix manifest
the similarity among evidences (SMM) can be given as:

1 Sip Sin Sim
SMM = |1 Sy Stn Stm (25)
1 Sh2 Shn 1

Therefore, after obtaining the SMM, the corresponding
support degree of pieces of evidences are defined as:

SUP(E Z SIM(E,, Ep)

m=1

(26)

Then, the credibility degree CRD of according evidences
FE;, are defined as:

SUPg,

CRDj, = ——— 2t
Zo:l SUPEO

27)

which indicates an underlying relationship between evi-
dences. To obtain a modified value of propositions of evi-
dences, a parameter M AFE is defined as:

k

=Y (CRD, xrv,)

u=1

MAE(r) (28)

After getting the modified values of propositions, if there
exists n pieces of evidence, then combine the evidences for
n — 1 times.

F. Details of Z-numbers
Definition 12. Z-numbers [54]

A Z-number is composed of two fuzzy numbers to given
a corresponding figure of the practical situations. Suppose
there exists a kind of incident, I, and a pair of Z-number
is relative with it. Then, the first dimension of Z-number is
a probability measure of the incident, I, to happen and the
second dimension is a check on the reliability of the judgement
given in the first dimension. Therefore, the mathematics form
of Z-numbers can be defined as:

Z = (A, B) (29)

G. Sigmoid function

Sigmoid function is often utilized as a activation function
in neural network to map the variable into the range (0,1) and
is defined as:

(30)

III. PROPOSED MARKOV MODEL FOR GET

A. The matrix form of GET (MFGET)

Assume L pieces of evidence is given on an FOD and the
FOD is given as A = {a,b, ¢,d}. Then, the matrix of GBPAs
distribution of evidences can be defined as:

(Pl P P} Pp .. AL

p: P} P} P} .. A2,

MFGET = | P} PP P! P! Al
P;H—l Plberl Pch+1 P£L+1 Ahj‘rl

| P B R FP AL,

(31)

For each column of the matrix, it can be regarded as a

detailed figure about the situations of a specific proposition P.

And the vectorial form of the P with respect to any proposition
R, R € 2 can be defined as:

VF = {Pg, Pk, Py, ...

Pk} (32)
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Fig. 1: A matrix corresponding distribution for GET

B. An elimination designed to erase dirty data

An important probability distribution in the area of math-
ematics, physics and engineer is utilized in this customised
elimination which is called as normal distribution. And the
formula of it is defined as:

fx) =

2

202 (33)

——  erp(—
2ro p(

which can be also written as X ~ N(u,0?). Besides, the
parameter p and o can be defined as respectively:

n=>wm (34)
k=1
2
o? = > (ke — ) (35)

N

where the total variance is denoted by o2, x) represents
each of variable, the mean of the whole is represented by u
and the number of the examples is V. The normal distribution
is presented in Figure [2]

Therefore, for a vectorial form of P, the corresponding
parameters can be given as:

L )
oy =
pvE = —Zf—Ll = (36)
Pi _

After both of the parameters are obtained, the evidences
whose values of propositions provided lies in the correspond-
ing range (juyF — oy, iy F + oy F) are retained to ensure
the data is effective and not conflicting with main body of
evidences.

C. A match between Markov chain (MC) and GET

It can be obtained that a sequence of conditions is contained
in the Markov chain which is very similar to the propositions,
P, ue 24 contained in a frame of discernment (FOD). Let
IN denotes an incident which corresponding to a proposition

defined on the frame of discernment which can be expressed
as:

IN,=P,, uwe2*n in (1,24)) (38)

Suppose there exists a series of incidents and the chain of
incidents can be given as:

MC = {INy,IN2,IN3,...,INjga;}, INjpa; =0 (39)

According to the definition of the GET, each proposition
contained in the FOD is allocated a mass of GBPA which
means the proposition owns a possibility to take place. In the
most optimistic situation, all of the proposition can happen
which indicates that when one incident occur then it can
be transferred into another condition that the same or a
different proposition to take place. It can be appropriately and
accurately described by a transiting chain matrix (TCM) which
can be defined as:

INy —> IN,a
INy — INQA
INp —> INya

INF+1 — INQA
INQA — INQA

INl —)INQ
IN2 —)INQ
INp — IN,
INF+1 — INs
INy4 — IN;

INT, — IN;
IN2 —)INl
INy — IN,
INF+1 — IN;
INys —s IN;

TCM

(40)
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\%\\

Fig. 2: A simple view of the normal distribution

where IN; — IN; represents the probability of the transfor-

mation from incident ¢ to incident j. In order to simplify the
process of manifesting each details of propositions’ changes,
a icon Tj; is proposed and the matrix T'C'M can be rewritten
as:

1
E _
T T e &
RN =
ol e 1
ET/ &~
~= =7 =
g T+ £ T
ES 2o F
EE £33 @&
SRS
— Y
S S ]
S
a
N AN [ I -
— <
L8 g it a
S
= =
v—(|—1:|—4'_‘:<
SIS R
L E‘ 1
I
QO
&~ 41)

Besides, one restriction is supposed to be satisfied which is

defined as:
b=[24]

Y Ty=1
b=1

Assume there exists a FOD which is defined as © =
{a,b,c,d, D}, the Markov process of the FOD is given in

Figure 3]

(42)

D. The definition of transition probability

A series of GBPAs are given in a piece of evidence on the
definition of FOD and it can be concluded that the higher
the value of GBPA of a proposition is, the bigger probability
the incident corresponding to proposition is, which also affect
the next state of development of things. Therefore, it is
reasonable and rational to regard that if the absolute mass of
subtraction of values of GBPAs of two propositions is high,
then the underlying possibility of a transferring between the
two proposition is low. Then, a cost function to measure the
cost in the process of transferring can be defined as:

1

1+ eb(m(a)—m(b)) a—b

Cost = (43)

And the settings for the cost function is based on the theory
of increase of entropy. It can be easily concluded that every-
thing is becoming more and more uncertainty simultaneously
which is corresponding to the phenomenon that the state with
a high mass transfers to a state which owns a low mass.
Therefore, the cost of the process is regarded as relatively low.
On the other side, if one uncertainty state with a very low mass
intends to become a certain state with a relatively high mass,
the cost is reasonably much bigger due to the property that
everything is going to be more and more chaotic.

So, with respect to the range of the mass of propositions
given in a piece of evidence, the transition probability can be

defined as: Cost
TP = __Sosti

(44)
S Costy

E. Concomitant sets for incidents in MC

The transition probabilities of a incident can be obtained
through the procedure proposed above. Then, a concomitant
sets can be given to describe the condition of an incident,

which can be defined as:
CS = {IN,|TP;, ...,TR;k,...,TP“QA|} (45)

It can be easily concluded that if the sum of transition
probability of the IN; is relatively low, then the certainty of



JOURNAL OF KX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015

Fig. 3: A Markov process of a FOD
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Fig. 4: A transformation for MC using modified sigmoid
function

the proposition is relatively high which means the next state
of the sequence of things is probably still the same incident.
Therefore, the certainty measure of the I /V; can be defined as:

1
CM = Z TPij — Cost (46)
J#i

In the expression of the CM, the bigger the value of CM
is, the more certain the proposition or incident is which can
be regarded as a kind of steady state of the evidence given.
If a evidence owns a prominent CM of one proposition, then
the information transferred by the evidence is explicit and not
confusing.

E. Belief function for MMGET (BF)

Assume there exists a IN; and its CS is given as
{IN{|TP;j,...,TPy,...,TP;p4 }. According to the definition
of GBF, the specially designed belief function for MMGET
can be defined as:

BF={ Y [Ny L T T e

IN,CIN; 1
TPy + TPy + ... TPyjoa+TPyaa+ ...

na ns

(47)

}

The variable n; is the number of the process of the trans-
ferring from one state to another state.

A simple example is designed to illustrate the process
of obtaining the value of BF. Assume there exists three
CSs which is given as {A = 0.1|0.4,0.3,0.3}, {{A, B} =
0.3]0.35,0.2,0.4}, {{4,B,C} = 0.2/0.2,0.45,0.35}. Then,
with respect to the incident {A, B, C'}, the BF of it can be
calculated as:

BFa B.cy = {0.2 + 0.3 +
0.1|0.4+0.§,5+0.2 0.3+0.2+0.45 0.3+0.4+0.35}

) 3
{0.6]0.3166, 0.3166, 0.3500}

G. Plausible function for MMGET (PF)

Assume there exists a IN; and its CS is given as
{IN;|TPij,..., TPy, ..., TP;34}. According to the definition
of GPF, the specially designed belief function for MMGET
can be defined as:

TP, + TPy + ...
ST N nkJ .
1

INRNIN,;#0
TPyt + TPy + ...  TPja+TPypa +}

n2 n3

PF ={
(48)

The variable n; is the number of the process of the trans-
ferring from one state to another state.

A simple example is designed to illustrate the process
of obtaining the value of BF. Assume there exists three
CSs which is given as {A = 0.1/0.4,0.3,0.3}, {{A,B} =
0.3]0.35,0.2,0.4}, {{B} = 0.2|0.2,0.45,0.35}. Then, with
respect to the incident { A}, the BF of it can be calculated as:

PF{A} — {01 4 O3| 0.44»20‘357 0.3«;0.27 0.350.4}
{0.4]0.375,0.25,0.35}

H. Combination rule for MMGET

In the MMGET, some according mass is allocated to a I N;.
A certainty measure is proposed in this paper called CM which
can be utilized as a credibility proof of the specific proposition.
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y=ﬁ

>Tij

Fig. 5: The process of fluctuation of one element of CM

For a piece of evidence after modification, E, the allocation
of mass of propositions can be defined as:

E*{ INchl INQCMQ IN|2A|CM|2A|
SN ey SR IN oM SR INe M,
(49)

In the process of combination, the element () is treated dif-
ferently due to its effect in indicating the extend of completion
of the whole OFD. The detailed process of combination for

{IN;,IN5,IN3, IN,}. Then, the distance measure for MC is
defined as:

1 ~
duc(ei, c) = \/2( 1 — )T D(é — é3) (54)

in which the D is a 2V x 2V matrix whose elements are
expressed as:

Q‘INJWIN” -1

N Lo A
MMGET can be defined as: D= e D@ = 1) i,j in (1,[2%]) (55)
IN,CM, IN,CM
K= Z ‘QA‘O 2] e (50) A simple example is revised to illustrate the effectiveness
INoNINp=0 £ui=1 IN;CM; Zg:l INgCM, of the proposed method of measuring the distance of MC.
Assume there exists two pieces of MCs which is given as
TNt = INjaCMga) INjgaCMjaa _m(@®) 1) = {A; = 0.3,B; = 04,C; = 0.1,0 = 0.2} and ¢ =
1241 2% TN, oM, Z\Q_A\ IN.CM {42 =0.1,B = 0.3,C2 = 0.5,0) = 0.1}. Then, the process
= o=t of calculating the distance can be given as:
dyro(er, co) =
IN,CM, IN,CM, Mmc(C1,C2
N (1 —m(0)) ZzNomJNP:INk S N, o, Z\gz:l\ IN,CM, 10 0 0
k =
I-K (52) %(0.270.1,—0.4,0.1)T 8 (1) 2 8 (0.2,0.1,-0.4,0.1)
0 0 01
INjay=1 if and only if K=1 (53) 203316

A simple example is designed to illustrate the process of the
combination. Assume there exists two series of distribution of
E which is given as E; = {A; = 0.3,B; = 0.6,0; = 0.1}
and By = {As = 0.6, B, = 0.3,0, = 0.1}. And the process
of combination can be given as:

K = A1 %(Ba+02)+ By (Aa+03)+ 01 % (As+ Ba+03) =
0.64

m(@) =0.1%x0.1 =0.01

IN, = U=00008:0.6) _ ) 495
INp = 1=00006:0.3) _ 495

1. Distances of elements in the MP

1) Distance of MCs in MMGET: Assume there exists two
MCs, c¢; and cs, and the vectorial form of chains is given as

2) Distance of CSs in MMGET: Assume there exists two
CSs, a1 and ag, and the vectorial form of chains is given as
{CS1n,,CSIN,, CSiN,, CSyn, }- Then, the distance measure

afTCYT D(afi€ — afiC)

for CS is defined as:
1 =
\/z(a{vfc _
(56)

Besides, for the corresponding series of TP of propositions,
the distance between TPs is defined as:

1 -
\/z(alTP -

Note: For the drp, the incidents of the matrix D is the
ones corresponding to the transferred state.

darc(a)’®,a3")

TP TP)

drp(a; ', a3 azfp)TD(alfp —aéFP) (57)
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in which the D is a 2V x 2V matrix whose elements are
expressed as:

9UN;NIN;| _ q
VRN -1
All in all, the distance of CSs is defined as:

dCS _ dMC( MC MC + ZdTP TP %"P)

The process of calculation of distances is the same to the
procedure provided in the section of distances of MCs.

3) Distance of modified evidences in MMGET:
Assume there exists two pieces of modified evidences,

i,j in (1,12%]) (58)

(59)

e1 and ey, whose vectorial form are given as
{ IN,CVy IN2CVsy Nipa|CVipa } Then,
s Nev SN ey, z'zA‘lN cv;

the measure of distance of the modified evidences is defined

as:

1, . =, L
due(er, e2) = \/2(61 —e)TD(e1 — é3) (60)

in which the D is a 2V x 2V matrix whose elements are
expressed as:

Q‘INiﬁIle -1
V(@2INT — 1) (21N — 1)

The process of calculation of distances is the same to the
procedure provided in the section of distances of MCs.

D=

,d,gin (1,12%)) (6D

J. Measure of similarity of original evidences

It is necessary to calculate a degree of divergence of a piece
of evidence among the main body of evidences. In this part,
the difference of the probability assignment of an incident,
the corresponding series of transition probability and modified
evidences is taken into consideration. Therefore, the similarity
measure of original evidences is defined as:

>.(d ME+ Zd )QZZDIVE
(dME+§ZdCS) DIV

From the formula defined above, it can be concluded that
if the distance to other evidences of a piece of evidence is
relatively big which means the one judged is much more
different than other ones, then the value of parameter SM
is relatively lower in turn. A simple example is designed to
illustrate the effectiveness of the SM.

Assume there exists a series of group of (d}/5+1 3" df§)?
is given respectively as {dsumyp = 0.3,dsumyp, =
0.4,dsumyp, = 0.5,dsumyp, = 0.7}. Then, the degree of
reliability of each VF can be calculated as:

SM =

(62)

SMy p, = 0.09+0.1§B§.25+0.49 — 11.0000
SMyp, = 0.09+0.18T)8.25+0.49 — 6.1875
SMy jp, = L090.1650.2540.49 _ 3 g6
SMy f, = L09£0.1650.2540.49 _ 9 (904

Example Assume there exists a series of distribution of
dV v and dggl’ three propositions contained in the frame of
discernment and three piece of evidences obtained. And the
process of fluctuation of the variable SM is given in Figure [6]

K. Certainty measure of FOD

In GET, the value of m() indicate the degree of uncertainty
of the frame of discernment provided. Therefore, an innovative
method to recognize the uncertainty is designed to manifest
this kind of phenomenon. And first, with the changes of values
of propositions and empty set, the degree of uncertainty of the
frame of discernment is also changed. A simple Figure [/| is
drawn to present this kind of fluctuation.

It can be easily concluded that if all of the propositions
except the empty set are much more easily to transfer from
the original state to the state of empty set, then it tends to
regard the FOD as incomplete, which also indicates that if the
sum of transition probability is bigger, then the FOD is more
incomplete. To reflect the level of uncertainty of the FOD, an
uncertainty-recognition entropy is defined as:

CRE = ZTPIQNq-,—UNj s QUINi|=[IN;1)

i=1

(63)

Note: If the () is the object a proposition transferred to, then
the value of |IN;| is set as the number of biggest cardinality
of propositions. And if IN; = (), then the value of |INN;] is
set as the number of smallest cardinality of propositions. The
two settings are designed to help better present the degree of
uncertainty of FOD.

From the definition of the formula, if the transition probabil-
ity gets bigger, then the CRE also gets bigger which indicates
that if some states corresponding to some propositions are
easily to transit to the state of empty set, then the FOD tends
to be more unsteady. What is expected to be pointed out that,
if a state of multiple propositions transfers, then the degree of
uncertainty reduces which means a much bigger cost in the
process of transition and shows that the transition to state of
empty set is much more attractive which means there exists a
more unsteady FOD.

Assume the elements contained in a proposition is less than
10, and a simple Figure [§]is drawn to indicate the fluctuation
of values of CRE.

Besides, a simple example is revised to illustrate the process
of obtaining the CRE. Assume there exists a series of TPs
whose according propositions are single proposition which is
given as {0.2,0.4,0.5}. And the CRE can be obtained as:

CRE =022 %271 404251+ 05%2 %1 =045

In the last, a flow chart is designed to illustrate the details
of proposed model. All of the process is given in Figure [0

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

Example: Illustration of the similarity measure

Assume there exists three pieces of evidences which owns 3
propositions whose FOD can be defined as © = {a, b, c}. The
values of propositions contained in the evidences are listed in
Table [l Besides, the corresponding cost and TPs are listed
in Table [[] and [T According to the definition of similarity
measure, three kinds of distances are supposed to be calculated
to obtain a base to calculate the value of similarity. Then, the
three kinds of distances, dy;c, drp and dysg, are produced
by the uniform method of measure of distance which are given
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Fig. 6: The fluctuation of SM

Fig. 7: The fluctuation of SM

TABLE I: The evidences given by sensors

FEvidences Values of propositions
Evidence; {a} {b} {c}

0.1 0.6 0.3
Evidencea {a} {b} {c}

0.2 0.1 0.7
Evidences {a} {b} {c}

0.5 0.3 0.2

in Table IV} [V] and [VII] In the last, the final judgment on the
similarity of evidences are listed in Table [VIII}

In fact, the original intention to design the algorithm to
obtain the degree of similarity is to take all of the features
and underlying influential factors contained in evidences into
consideration, which may eliminate some errors caused by
partial deviations of the values of propositions. For example,
if one kind of measure of distance produces counter-intuitive
results, but the rest of the measure of distance on other series
of data can probably offset the negative effect produced by
one category of measure. In this example, it can be obtained
that the similarity measure is able to generate consistent

judgment with the ones produced by Deng et al.’s method.
However, considering the degree of divergence of the three
evidences provided, for decision maker, a targeted decision
can not be made and it is better think every evidence owns
a similar confidential support. At this point, the proposed
method performs better by assigning a similar confidential
degree to each of evidence considering the much bigger base
number and difference among the value of judgment. All in
all, the proposed method possesses all the advantages of Deng
et al.’s method and can resist the effects brought by some
individual abnormal results. For the proposed method, a much
more steady and reliable results of judgments is the most
contribution of the proposed method.

Example: Elimination for abnormal values, improved com-
bination and certainty measure

A. The basic condition of the evidence group

Assume 16 pieces of evidences in GET are given by sensors.
The values of propositions of evidences are listed in Table [[X]
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Fig. 8: The fluctuation of CRE

Obtain evidence from Design set form of MC and
sensors produce CM

Erase dirty data Design combination rule s[eml
Transform into Markov step9 Caculate three kinds of
pattern ep distances and reliability

Generate trasition Uncertainty measure of
probability FOD

Fig. 9: The detailed process of MF for GET

B. The management using normal distribution 8

—— u=0.3311,02=0.0028

Then, a model based on normal distribution is constructed
and the process is shown in Figure [T0] [T} [T2] [T3] and [T4] °

— u=0.2979,0? =0.0050

5 ! P
715 4 ‘5
0
4 0.0 01 02 03 0.4 05

Fig. 11: The situations of proposition b

1 . . Through the step of elimination of the informal values,
ot " " > " s the 2nd, 4th, 5th, 7th, 8th, 15th and 16th piece of evidences
is erased. By checking the values of propositions,it can be

concluded that the abnormal values of some propositions

Fig. 10: The situations of proposition a
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TABLE II: The cost of transferring of propositions of evidences

FEvidences

Costs for proposition a

Costs for proposition b

Fvidencey

{a—=a} {a—=0b} {a—c}
0.5000 0.9241 0.7311

{b—a} {o—0} {b—c}
0.0759 0.5000 0.1824

Costs for proposition c

{c—=>a} {c—=b} {c—c}
0.2689 0.8176 0.5000

Costs for proposition a

Costs for proposition b

FEvidences

{a =a} {a—0b} {a—c}
0.5000 0.3775 0.9241

{b—a} {b—=0} {b—c}
0.6225 0.5000 0.9526

Costs for proposition c

{c—=a} {c—=0b} {c—c}
0.0759 0.0474 0.5000

Costs for proposition a

Costs for proposition b

FEvidences

{a—>a} {a—b} {a—c}
0.5000 0.2689 0.1824

{b—>a} {b—>0b} {b—c}
0.7311 0.5000 0.3775

Costs for proposition c

{c—=a} {c—=0b} {c—c}
0.8176 0.6225 0.5000

TABLE III: The TPs of transferring of propositions of evidences

FEvidences

TPs for proposition a

TPs for proposition b

Fuvidencey

{a—=a} {a—=0b} {a—c}
0.2320 0.4288 0.3392

{b—a} {p—=b} {b—oc}
0.1000 0.6594 0.2406

TPs for proposition c

{c—=a} {c—=b} {c—c}
0.1695 0.5153 0.3152

TPs for proposition a

TPs for proposition b

Fuvidences

{a =a} {a—0b} {a—¢}
0.2775 0.2095 0.5129

{b—a} {d—0} {b—c}
0.3000 0.2410 0.4591

TPs for proposition c

{c—=a} {c—0b} {c—c}
0.1217 0.0761 0.8022

TPs for proposition a

TPs for proposition b

FEvidences

{a—>a} {a—b} {a—c}
0.5256 0.2827 0.1918

{b—>a} {b—>0b} {b—c}
0.4545 0.3108 0.2347

TPs for proposition c

{c—=a} {c—=0b} {c—c}
0.4214 0.3208 0.2577

TABLE 1V: The results of dy;¢

Distance dy;o

Evidence{”c <~ Evidence{”c

Evidence{”c > Evidenceé”c

0 0.4582
Em’dence{”c <~ Evidenceé”c
0.3605
Distance dy;o Evidenceé”c > Em’dence{”c Evidenceéwc > Evidenceéwc
0.4582 0
Em'denceé”c > Em'denceé”c
0.4358
Distance dy;o Em'denceéwc > Em'dence{wc Em’denceéwc > Em’denceéwc
0.3605 0.4358
Em’denceéwc > Em’denceéﬂc
0

are accurately recognized. This operation successfully allevi-
ates conflicts contained among evidences to avoid producing
counter-intuitive results of judgement on the practical situa-
tions.

C. The results of calculation of the transition cost and prob-
ability

Based on the results obtained from the operation of normal
distribution, the cost for each proposition in each evidence are
calculated being given in Table [X] Besides, according to
the definition of CM, the variable CM can be obtained by
utilizing the TPs corresponding to the specific propositions.

TPs are also listed in Table and By analysing the
data of the cost, it can be easily concluded that if the state of
the proposition intends to transfers to itself, the cost is assigned
a unitive value 0.5000, which gives a continuous description
on the transition of the original state without changes among
different states. And in general, the values indicates that,
when a state with a lower mass attempts to transfer to a
state with a higher mass, the cost rises dramatically, which
is corresponding to the theory of increase of entropy. On
the contrary, the cost decreases to indicate everything owns a
trend to become uncertain. Therefore, the TPs obtained based
on its definition can actually reflect the situations of all of
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TABLE V: The results of drp

Distance drp Evidence'{P > Evidence?P Evidencefp > Evidencegp
0 1.0278
Evidence{P > EvidencegP
0.8345
Distance drp Evidencegp “ Evidence?P Em’dencegp > Evidencegp
1.0278 0
Evidencegp > Evidencegp
0.9627
Distance drp Evidencegp > Evidence?P EvidencegP > Evidencegp
0.8345 0.9627
Evidencegp > Evidencegp
0
TABLE VI: The results of modified evidences
Evidences Evidencei\/f')difmd Evidenceém’difwd Evidenceéwodifwd
0.0298 0.8307 0.1395
Evidences Evidenceiwodifwd Evidenceg/mdifwd Evidenceé\“difwd
0.0425 0.0172 0.9403
FEvidences EvidenceyOdiﬁed Evidenceé\hdiﬁed Evidenceé\/l')diﬁed
0.6690 0.2156 0.1154
TABLE VII: The results of dy/ g
Distance dy g Evidence{”E <~ Evidence{”E Evidence{VIE “— Evidenceé”E
0 0.8072
Evidence{”E — Evidenceé”E
0.6274
Distance dy g Evidence%“s > Evidence{”E Evidenceg[E “— Evidenceg[E
0.8072 0

M

Evidences Eo Evidenceé\/[E

0.7457

Distance dy g M

0.6274

Evidencey Eo Evidencey

ME Evidenceé\/[E — Evidenceé\/[E

0.7457

Evidenceé\/[E — Evidenceé\/[E

0

TABLE VIII: The results of similarity measure

Proposed method Values of SM
Fvidencey Fvidences  FEvidences
3.0419 2.8213 3.1562
Values of similarity
Fvidenceq FEvidences Fvidences

0.3383 0.3168 0.3448

Deng et al.

—— u=0.1375,02 =0.0026

16 : : H 4

00 01 0.2 03 0.4 05

Fig. 12: The situations of proposition ¢

the process of transition. The phenomenon can be simply
summarised that the if the state transfers from a proposition
which owns a bigger possibility to take place to a smaller
one, the according probability is homologous lower and the
corresponding probability is relatively higher in the opposite

1=0.1125,02=0.0014

15
4 2 7

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Fig. 13: The situations of proposition d

circumstances. All in all, the results produced conforms to the
actual situations and agree with the intuitive judgments.

D. The results of CMs

Moreover, the CSs and CMs are obtained and presented in
which CMs are given in Figure [T3] [I6] [I7] [I8] [T9] 20] 21] 22]
and 23] in the form of sector diagram.

After obtaining the CMs for different CS, the modified
evidences can be obtained through the procedure proposed
before. And the results of modified evidences are given in
Table [XIV] By analysing the figures produced based on the
distribution of values of propositions, it can be summarised
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TABLE IX: The evidences given by sensors

FEvidences Values of propositions FEvidences Values of propositions
Evidencey {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidences {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}
0.3 0.34 0.09 0.13 0.14 0.32 0.38 0.14 0.07 0.09
Evidences {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidences {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.29 0.36 0.13 0.1 0.12 0.22 0.25 0.31 0.02 0.2
Evidences {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidenceg {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}
0.31 0.39 0.11 0.09 0.1 0.33 0.35 0.12 0.09 0.11
Evidencer {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidences {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}
0.33 0.21 0.16 0.18 0.12 0.312 0.368 0.177 0.13 0.013
Evidenceg {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidenceio {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.31 0.345 0.122 0.132 0.091 0.343 0.354 0.12 0.111  0.072
Evidencei {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}  Evidencei2 {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.318 0.37 0.13 0.1 0.082 0.34 0.322 0.127 0.125 0.086
Evidenceis  {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}  Evidenceris  {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}
0.326 0.346 0.124 0.11 0.094 0.347  0.339 0.16 0.095 0.059
Evidenceis  {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}  Evidenceis  {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.047 0.218 0.11 0.185 0.44 0.324 0.357 0.071 0.132 0.116
TABLE X: The first group of cost of transferring of propositions of evidences
FEvidences Costs for proposition a Costs for proposition b
Evidencer {a—a} {a—b} {a—ct {a—d} {a—0} ] {b—a} {0 {bo—=cF {b—d} {p—0}
0.5000 0.5498 0.2592 0.2994 0.3100 0.4501 0.5000 0.2227 0.2592 0.2689
Costs for proposition ¢ Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {c—=d} {c—=0} ]| {d—a} {d—b} {d—ct {d—d} {d—0}
0.7407 0.7772 0.5000 0.5498 0.5621 0.7005 0.7407 0.4501 0.5000 0.5124
Costs for proposition ()
{—a} D=0y {0—c {P—df {0—0}
0.6899 0.7310 0.4378 0.4875 0.5000
Evidences {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—a} {d—-0b {b—c {b—od} {b—0}
0.5000 0.5866 0.3100 0.2788 0.2994 0.4133 0.5000 0.2404 0.2141 0.2314
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—b} {c—c} {c—d} {c—0} | {d—>a} {d—b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.6899 0.7595 0.5000 0.4625 0.4875 0.7211 0.7858 0.5374 0.5000 0.5249
Costs for proposition
{0 —=a} {@P—-0} {P—ct {0—-df {0—0}
0.7005 0.7685 0.5124 0.4750 0.5000
Evidences {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—>a} {b—0b} {boc} {b—d} {b—0}
0.5000 0.5250 0.2592 0.2315 0.2497 0.4750 0.5000 0.2405 0.2142 0.2315
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {c—d} {c—=0} [ {d—=a} {d—0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.7408 0.7595 0.5000 0.4626 0.4875 0.7685 0.7858 0.5374 0.5000 0.5250
Costs for proposition
{0—at {0—0b} {0—-c {0—-df {0—0}
0.7503 0.7685 0.5125 0.4750 0.5000
Evidenceg {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—dt {a—0} | {b—=a} {p—0b} {boc} {b—d} {p—0}
0.5000 0.5436 0.2809 0.2911 0.2507 0.4564 0.5000 0.2469 0.2564 0.2193
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {c—=d} {c—=0} ] {d—=a} {d—0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.7191 0.7531 0.5000 0.5125 0.4613 0.7089 0.7436 0.4875 0.5000 0.4489
Costs for proposition 0
{0 —a} {00} {f—c {0—-d} {0—0}
0.7493 0.7807 0.5387 0.5511 0.5000

that the proportions of mass of different propositions are very
similar which indicates that the effect of eliminating abnormal
evidences of the step of normal distribution is sufficient.

And the mass of proposition a and b is the biggest in
the propositions of evidences, which means the probability
to observe this kind of transition is relatively small. On
another side, the other propositions tend to transfer to state
corresponding to the propositions which possess a higher
mass. Therefore, if some propositions are the targets of other
proposition to transfer to, then theses ones can be properly
regarded as a much more credible objects to be put trust on.
And that is what the CMs are exactly doing. The propositions
with higher mass are allocated to CMs which owns a much
higher weight in the whole body of evidences, which can

further ensure a clear judgment about the true information
contained in the evidences provided and is helpful to extract
the most valuable information from uncertainty.

E. The combination of the MMGET

After getting the modified evidences, the combination of the
modified evidences can be given according to the definition of
combination rule for MMGET. All of the results are listed in
Table XV1

It can be easily obtained that two kinds of method indicate
the proposition a and b own the most two biggest probability
to take place. However, for the detailed values of the corre-
sponding propositions, there exists a distinct differences in the
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TABLE XI: The second group of cost of transferring of propositions of evidences

FEvidences Costs for proposition a Costs for proposition b
FEvidencerg {a—a} {a—0b} {a—c} {a—-d} {a—=0} [ {6—>a} {b—-0F {b—oc} {b—>df {b—0}
0.5000 0.5137 0.2469 0.2387 0.2051 0.4863 0.5000 0.2369 0.2288 0.1962
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=c} {ec—=d} {c—=0} [ {d—=a} {d—=0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.7531 0.7631 0.5000 0.4888 0.4403 0.7613 0.7712 0.5112 0.5000 0.4514
Costs for proposition
{0 —a} -0} {#—=c {0—-df {00}
0.7949 0.8038 0.5597 0.5486 0.5000
FEvidencei11 {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—=d} {a—0} | {b—=a} {b—o0} {d—oc} {b—>d {b—0}
0.5000 0.5646 0.2809 0.2516 0.2351 0.4354 0.5000 0.2315 0.2059 0.1915
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c—>a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {ec—=d} {c—0} [{d—a} {d—0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.7191 0.7685 0.5000 0.4626 0.4403 0.7484 0.7941 0.5374 0.5000 0.4775
Costs for proposition ()
{0 —a} {0—-0} {P—=c {P—-dt {0—0}
0.7649 0.8085 0.5597 0.5225 0.5000
Evidenceis {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—=a} {0} {b—oc} {b—d} {b—0}
0.5000 0.4775 0.2564 0.2545 0.2193 0.5225 0.5000 0.2739 0.2719 0.2351
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c—=a} {c—=b} {c—=c} {ec—=d} {c—=0} [ {d—a} {d—=0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.7436 0.7261 0.5000 0.4975 0.4489 0.7455 0.7281 0.5025 0.5000 0.4514
Costs for proposition
{0 —-a} {0—=0} {P—c {P—-dt {0—0}
0.7807 0.7649 0.5511 0.5486 0.5000
Evidenceis {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—od} {a—0} | {b—=a} {b—o0b} {b—oc} {b—df {b—0}
0.5000 0.5250 0.2670 0.2535 0.2387 0.4750 0.5000 0.2479 0.2351 0.2210
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=0b} {c—=c} {c—=d} {c—=0} [ {d—=a} {d—=0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.7330 0.7521 0.5000 0.4825 0.4626 0.7465 0.7649 0.5175 0.5000 0.4800
Costs for proposition
{0 —a} {00} {P—-c {0—-dy {0—0}
0.7613 0.7790 0.5374 0.5200 0.5000
Evidenceis {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—od} {a—=0} | {b—=a} {b—ob} {b—ock {b—d} {b—0}
0.5000 0.4900 0.2819 0.2210 0.1915 0.5100 0.5000 0.2901 0.2279 0.1978
Costs for proposition c Costs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=0b} {c—=c} {c—=d} {c—=0} [ {d—=a} {d—=0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—70}
0.7181 0.7099 0.5000 0.4195 0.3764 0.7790 0.7721 0.5805 0.5000 0.4551
Costs for proposition ()
0 —a} {00} {P—c {0—>dy {0—0}
0.8085 0.8022 0.6236 0.5449 0.5000

—— p=0.1208, 0% =0.0082

8 15

-0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5

Fig. 14: The situations of proposition

distribution of values of indicator in the probability of accord-
ing propositions. When inspecting the situation of allocation
of mass of the two propositions in evidences provided, it can
be concluded that almost all of the values of proposition b are
relatively much bigger than those of proposition a, which indi-
cates that the proposition or incident b is expected to take place
with a much bigger probability. Based on the phenomenon
obtained from the conditions of evidences, it can be concluded
that the results of combination are supposed to support the
proposition b by assigning a bigger mass to it. However, in

CM of evidence 1

Transition 1
Transition 2 CM is 14.2416
OM is 16.2877

Transition 3
CM is 8.2340

Transition 4
CM is 8.9500

Fig. 15: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 1

the results obtained by traditional method, the distinction of
the mass of proposition is not so obvious like the ones in the
results of the proposed method, which means the proposed
method has a better ability in indicating the actual situation
the evidences describe and reduce uncertainty contained in the
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TABLE XII: The first group of TPs of transferring of propositions of evidences

FEvidences TPs for proposition a TPs for proposition b
Evidence1 {a—a} {a—0} {a—c} {a—dt {a—0} ] {b—>a} {b—=0} {b—oc} {d—d} {b—0}
0.2606 0.2866 0.1351 0.1561 0.1616 0.2646 0.2939 0.1309 0.1524 0.1581
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {c—=d} {c—=0} ] {d—=a} {d—b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.2367 0.2483 0.1597 0.1757 0.1796 0.2412 0.2551 0.1550 0.1722 0.1765
TPs for proposition (
{0 —=a} {P0—=0} {—c {0—4d} {00}
0.2424 0.2568 0.1538 0.1713 0.1757
Evidences {a—a} {a—0} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—>a} {b—=0} {b—oc} {d—d} {b—0}
0.2532 0.2970 0.1570 0.1412 0.1516 0.2584 0.3126 0.1504 0.1339 0.1447
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {c—=d} {c—=0} ] {d—=a} {d—b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.2380 0.2619 0.1724 0.1595 0.1681 0.2349 0.2560 0.1751 0.1629 0.1710
TPs for proposition ()
{0 —a} {0—0F {P—->c {0—-dr {0—0}
0.2369 0.2599 0.1733 0.1607 0.1691
Evidences {a—a} {a—0b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—>a} {b—=0b} {b—oc} {bd—d} {b—0}
0.2832 0.2974 0.1468 0.1311 0.1415 0.2860 0.3010 0.1448 0.1289 0.1393
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c—=a} {c—=0b} {c—=ct {c—d} {c—=0} [ {d—a} {d—=b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.2511 0.2574 0.1695 0.1568 0.1652 0.2466 0.2521 0.1724 0.1604 0.1684
TPs for proposition ()
{0 —a} {0—0F {P—->c {0—-dr {0—0}
0.2496 0.2556 0.1705 0.1580 0.1663
Evidencegy {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—=>a} {bp—0b} {boc} {b—d} {b—0}
0.2679 0.2913 0.1505 0.1560 0.1343 0.2718 0.2978 0.1471 0.1527 0.1306
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {c—=d} {c—=0} ] {d—=a} {d—0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.2441 0.2556 0.1697 0.1740 0.1566 0.2454 0.2574 0.1687 0.1731 0.1554
TPs for proposition ()
{d—a} {00} {0—ct {0—-d} {0—0}
0.2402 0.2503 0.1727 0.1766 0.1603

Transition 2
M is 17. 561

Transition 5

CM is 8.7850
ransition 3
is 8.9791

Fig. 16: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 3

information from evidences. All in all, the proposed method
performs much better in indicating the incident or proposition

67

CM of evidence 3

Transition 1
OM is 13.8556

Transition 4
CM is 8.4248

which is the most possible to happen.

E. Certainty measure of FOD

From the definition of CRE and utilizing the data of TP,
the specific values of CRE are obtained. Besides, the results of
CRE are compared with the corresponding values of two kinds
of entropies, namely Deng entropy and Shannon entropy which
are listed in Table [XVIl And the fluctuation of the values are

Transition 2

CM is 17.2528

CM of evidence 6

Transition 1
CM is 16.0868

Transition 5
CM is 8.6905
3

Transition 4
CM is 8.339
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Fig. 17: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 6

also given in the Figure [24] to help distinguish the difference
of trend of corresponding entropies.

In fact, the IRE take the TPs and the cardinality of the
propositions in the process of transition into consideration
which can be regarded as crucial indicators of the uncertainty
of measure. One of the most important reasons to considers

the TP is that if the condition of one piece of evidence can be
regarded as very certain, then the effect of indicating one or
two incident to take place is supposed to be very obvious,
which also means the propositions are expected to have a
much bigger mass than the rest of propositions. Then, the
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TABLE XIII: The second group of TPs of transferring of propositions of evidences

FEvidences TPs for proposition a TPs for proposition b
Evidenceig {a—a} {a—0b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—=0} [ {b—a} {o—=0} {b—=c {p—d} {H—0}
0.2934 0.3014 0.1449 0.1400 0.1203 0.2950 0.3034 0.1437 0.1388 0.1191
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=c} {ec—=d} {c—=0} [ {d—=a} {d—=0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.2557 0.2591 0.1698 0.1659 0.1495 0.2542 0.2575 0.1707 0.1669 0.1507
TPs for proposition 0
{0—ap {00 {§—ct {§—df {00}
0.2479 0.2506 0.1745 0.1711 0.1559
FEvidencei11 {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—=d} {a—0} | {b—=a} {b—o0} {d—oc} {b—>d {b—0}
0.2729 0.3082 0.1533 0.1373 0.1283 0.2783 0.3196 0.1480 0.1316 0.1225
TPs for proposition ¢ TPs for proposition d
{c—>a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {ec—=d} {c—0} [{d—a} {d—0b} {d—c} {d—d} {d—0}
0.2488 0.2659 0.1730 0.1600 0.1523 0.2448 0.2597 0.1758 0.1635 0.1562
TPs for proposition ()
{P—a} {P—0b} {0—c& {@P—df {0—07}
0.2424 0.2562 0.1774 0.1656 0.1584
Evidenceis {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—d} {a—0} | {b—=a} {0} {b—oc} {b—d} {b—0}
0.2928 0.2796 0.1501 0.1490 0.1284 0.2897 0.2773 0.1519 0.1508 0.1303
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c—=b} {c—=ct {ec—=d} {c—=0} [{d—=a} {d—0} {d—=c} {d—d} {d—70}
0.2550 0.2490 0.1715 0.1706 0.1539 0.2547 0.2487 0.1716 0.1708 0.1542
TPs for proposition ()
{0 —-a} {0—=0} {P—c {P—-dt {0—0}
0.2482 0.2432 0.1752 0.1744 0.1590
Evidenceis {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—od} {a—0} | {b—=a} {b—o0b} {b—oc} {b—df {b—0}
0.2802 0.2942 0.1496 0.1421 0.1338 0.2829 0.2978 0.1476 0.1400 0.1316
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c=b} {c—=c {c—=d} {c=0} [ {d—=a} {d—=b} {d—c {d—d} {d—0}
0.2502 0.2567 0.1706 0.1647 0.1579 0.2481 0.2542 0.1720 0.1662 0.1595
TPs for proposition 0
{0 —a} {00} {P—-c {0—-dr {0—0}
0.2458 0.2515 0.1735 0.1679 0.1614
Evidenceis {a—a} {a—b} {a—c} {a—od} {a—=0} | {b—=a} {b—ob} {b—ock {b—d} {b—0}
0.2968 0.2909 0.1674 0.1312 0.1137 0.2955 0.2897 0.1681 0.1321 0.1146
TPs for proposition c TPs for proposition d
{c=a} {c=b} {c—c {c—=d} {c=0} [ {d—=a} {d—b} {d—ct {d—df {d—0}
0.2636 0.2606 0.1836 0.1540 0.1382 0.2524 0.2501 0.1881 0.1620 0.1474
TPs for proposition 0
0 —a} {00} {P—c {0—>dy {0—0}
0.2465 0.2446 0.1902 0.1662 0.1525
TABLE XIV: The evidences after modification
FEvidences Values of propositions FEvidences Values of propositions
Evidence; {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidences {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.3287 0.4261 0.0570 0.0895 0.0986 0.2997 0.4717 0.0871 0.0628 0.0786
Evidenceg {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidenceg {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.3760 0.4277 0.0755 0.0532 0.0677 0.3434 0.4306 0.0806 0.0891 0.0563
Evidenceio {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidencer1 {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.3963 0.4254 0.0728 0.0660 0.0395 0.3393 0.4743 0.0813 0.0586 0.0446
Evidencei {a} {b} {c} {d} {0} Evidenceis {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.4135 0.3681 0.0839 0.0823 0.0522 0.3716  0.4227 0.0799 0.0688 0.0569
Evidencei {a} {b} {c} {d} {0}
0.4126  0.3919 0.1080 0.0554 0.0321

TPs of the rest of propositions are set at a very high level,
which leads a higher value of IRE at the same time. On
the contrary, if there exists no proposition whose value is
prominently higher than others, then the TPs will retain at
a relatively low standard. Besides, another reason to take the
subtraction of the cardinality of propositions is that when a
multiple proposition transits to a state whose corresponding
propositions’ cardinality is smaller than the original one, then
the increment of degree of certainty could be exaggerated
appropriately because this kind of transition cause the degree
of uncertainty to be reduced. All the features contribute that
when the value of IRE rises, the conditions described by
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the evidences are more certain and when the value of IRE
decreases, the whole FOD tends to become more and more

uncertain.

By analysing the trend of values of the methods, some
interesting points can be harvested. First, the trends of IRE
and Deng entropy are completely opposite. For Deng entropy,
the rise of values of entropy means that the whole FOD
tends to be more uncertain and when it decreases, the FOD
becomes more certain. And according to the definition of the
IRE, a more certain condition is indicated when the value
rises. On the opposite, if the value of IRE is lowered, the
whole FOD tends become chaotic and uncertain. Due to
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TABLE XV: The comparison of results of combination using two methods

Proposed method

Values of propositions

Propositions {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}
0.1923 0.8076 2.2972¢ — 07 5.7334e — 08 5.1628¢ — 12
Traditional method of combination Values of propositions
Propositions {a} {v} {c} {d} {0}
0.3380 0.6619 6.0952e — 05 2.0272e — 05  4.7355e — 10

TABLE XVI: The comparison of results of uncertainty measure using three methods

Fvidences Values of IRE  Deng entropy Shannon entropy

Fvidence; 1.0634
FEvidences 1.0697
FEvidenceg 1.0842
FEvidenceg 1.0708
FEvidenceig 1.0953
FEvidencer 1.0912
FEvidencey2 1.0742
FEvidenceis 1.0794
FEvidencei4 1.0921

2.1494 1.2099
2.1304 1.2222
2.0879 1.2044
2.1240 1.2541
2.0522 1.2330
2.0670 1.2276
2.1130 1.2536
2.1013 1.2342
2.0454 1.2508

CM of evidence 9

Transition 1
CM is 14.8238
Transition 2
CM is 16.7025

Transition 5
CM is 8.2864

Transition 3
CM is 8.8374

Transition 4
CM is 9.0342

Fig. 18: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 9

CM of evidence 10

Transition 1
OM is 17.0627

Transition 2
CM is

Transition 5
CM is 8.1116

Transition 3
CM is 8.9556

Transition 4

CM is 8.7815

Fig. 19: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 10

the reverse trend of the two methods, it can be reasonably
concluded that the effectiveness of the two method is almost
the same. A tiny difference is that gap between different
evidences. The ones presented by IRE are less obvious than
Deng entropy, considering the small differences of evidences,

CM of evidence 11

Transition 1
OM is 15.5597

Transition 2
CM is 18.6952

Transition 3
M is 9.1249

Transition 5
CM is 8.2448

Transition 4

CM is 8.5503

Fig. 20: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 11

CM of evidence 12

Transition 1
CM is 16.4859

Transition 2

OM is 15.4973
Transition 3
CM is 8.9595

Fig. 21: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 12

Transition 5
OM is 8.2256

Transition 4
CM is 8.9201

it is reasonable to allocate similar values of results instead of
giving much more divergent values. Second, compared with
Shannon entropy, it is intuitive to think that the trend of the
two methods are opposite, most of the part of the broken line
accords with the conclusion. However, the part of 1 to 2,
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CM of evidence 13

Transition 1
CM is 15.7851

Transition 2
CM is 16.9193

Transition 5
CM is 8.3810

Transition 3
CM is 8.9281

Transition 4
CM is 8.6626

Fig. 22: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 13

CM of evidence 14

Transition 1
oM is 17.3341

Transition 2
CM is 16.8505

Transition 5
CM is 7.9223

Transition 3
CM is 9.8422

Transition 4
CM is 8.4986

Fig. 23: The proportion of different transitions in evidence 14

5 to 6and 8 to 9 do not conform the conclusion made. For
the part of 1 to 2, the mass of proposition b increases and the
increment is more than the decrement of proposition a, which
indicates that the effect of indicator of probability of specific
propositions is strengthened. So the whole frame is supposed
to become more certain instead of having a higher degree of
uncertainty. And with respect to the part of 5 to 6, the
increment of the proposition b is much less than the decrement
of proposition a so that the effectiveness of indicator of the
real situation is alleviated to some extent. Therefore, for the
Shannon entropy, the value is supposed to be raised. In the last,
for the part of 8 to 9, the sum of proposition a and b and
the value of a increases, there is no reason to reckon the FOD
become uncertain. All in all, the CRE owns all the advantages
of Deng entropy and could present the credential degree of
evidences directly, which simplify the process to allocate a
weight to corresponding evidences in disposing information
without extra operations.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, a Markov model is introduced into the GET,
which enables the improved version of GET to better adapt
to actual situations and an open world. The proposed model
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provides a completely new vision on the solution of similarity
measure, certainty measure, combination of evidences and
distance measure, which can offers a much better accuracy and
intuitive results than other methods bu utilizing every details
of evidences. The Markov GET can be regarded as an optimal
choice in handling information given in the form of evidence
and a complete solution to obtain kinds of indexes of evidences
in a reasonable manner.
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