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Abstract—Data normalization is an essential task when model-
ing a classification system. When dealing with data streams, data
normalization becomes especially challenging since we may not
know in advance the properties of the features, such as their
minimum/maximum values, and these properties may change
over time. We compare the accuracies generated by eight well-
known distance functions in data streams without normalization,
normalized considering the statistics of the first batch of data
received, and considering the previous batch received. We argue
that experimental protocols for streams that consider the full
stream as normalized are unrealistic and can lead to biased
and poor results. Our results indicate that using the original
data stream without applying normalization, and the Canberra
distance, can be a good combination when no information about
the data stream is known beforehand.

Index Terms—data stream, distance function, data normaliza-
tion, machine learning

I. INTRODUCTION

When dealing with data streams, we face the scenario where
new instances arrive over time. The stream size and the rate at
which new instances arrive are usually unknown. Under such
circumstances, classifiers are often updated over time since, at
the beginning of the stream, only a few samples covering a
small portion of the classification space are known.

Data normalization in such cases is a challenge if we do
not have guarantees about the range of values generated for
each feature. In other words, how can we apply normalization
techniques, such as the min-max, in a possibly infinite stream
without knowing beforehand the minimum/maximum values
of each feature?

It is essential to consider these points when dealing with
classifiers that depend on data normalization or in the presence
of concept drifts, where the range of the features (besides other
properties) may change over time [1]. Some authors propose
approaches to deal with streams that rely on normalizing
the entire data stream or proceed to execute experimental
protocols using normalized datasets – e.g., most datasets
currently available to test streams at the MOA website [2] are
normalized. This may be unrealistic and lead to data leakage
problems [3].

In this paper, we evaluate eight distance functions under
different stream scenarios to give light on the following
Research Questions:

• RQ1 – Does the normalization policy influence the
classifier’s competence in data streams?

• RQ2 – Does the distance function matter when classify-
ing data streams?

The answers to these questions are based on a robust experi-
mental protocol composed of synthetic and real-world datasets.
We confirm that the normalization of the entire stream can
sometimes lead to worse results. The experiments have shown
that when the classifier is retrained using the most recent data,
using the original data stream without normalization combined
with the Canberra distance function can provide more realistic
and better results. Moreover, distances such as the Cosine
and Standardized Euclidean can be more sensitive to feature
changes over time than Manhattan and Canberra distances.

The remaining of this paper is structured into four sections.
Section II introduces the distance functions and the min-
max normalization strategy evaluated in this paper. Section III
presents the related works. Section IV presents our experi-
mental protocol, the test results, and a discussion about the
observed results. Finally, Section V brings our conclusion and
perspectives on future work.

II. DEFINITIONS

A. Min-Max normalization
Throughout this paper, we employ the min-max normal-

ization, which is one of the most common normalization
techniques, as it is simple to compute and to understand. The
min-max is defined as

xij =
xij −minj

maxj −minj
(1)

where j is the index of the jth feature of the instance xi. The
maxj and minj are the maximum and minimum values of
the jth features – these values are often found by scanning
the entire training set. A con of the min-max normalization is
that it is sensitive to outliers, as it deals with minimum and
maximum values.
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B. Distance Functions

We can define a distance function as a mathematical mea-
sure that quantifies how far apart two objects are [4]. Consider
two instances x = [x1, x2, . . . , xn] and y = [y1, y2, . . . , yn],
where xi and yi is one of the n features of x or y, respectively.
Finding a representative distance between x and y can be
challenging if we consider that different features may lie
in different ranges (non-normalized data), the presence of
categorical data, missing points, computational cost, etc.

In this paper, we consider only distance functions that deal
with numerical data and assume that no missing features
are present. Table I contains a list of the distance functions
considered in this paper, where d(x, y) is the distance between
the instances x and y.

TABLE I
DISTANCE FUNCTIONS.

Distance Function Equation

Euclidean d(x, y) =

√√√√ n∑
i=1

(xi − yi)2

Manhattan d(x, y) =
n∑

i=1

|xi − yi|

Chebyshev d(x, y) =
n

max
i=1

(|xi − yi|)

Minkowski d(x, y) = (

n∑
i=1

|xi − yi|p)
1
p

Cosine d(x, y) =
x · y

||x|| × ||y||

Mahalanobis d(x, y) =
√

(x− y)TC−1(x− y)

Standardized Euclidean d(x, y) =

√√√√ n∑
i=1

(xi − yi)2

V

Canberra d(x, y) =
n∑

i=1

|xi − yi|
|xi|+ |yi|

Figure 1 shows an example of the distance functions for two
points x and y in a 2-dimensional space. The Euclidean Dis-
tance is the most intuitive distance metric between two points,
as it calculates a straight line between them. The Manhattan
Distance, also known as taxicab geometry, considers a straight
route between the points. It calculates the sum of the absolute
differences between the features of x and y. The Chebyshev
Distance considers the maximum absolute difference between
the features.

The Euclidean, Manhattan, and Chebyshev distance func-
tions belong to the Minkowski family [4], where when p = 1
corresponds to the Manhattan Distance, and p = 2 is the
Euclidean Distance. When p tends to infinity, it is similar
to the Chebyshev Distance. Choosing the right value for the
parameter p in Minkowski Distance also might influence the
performance [5], [6]. We use p = 1.5 in our experiments
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Fig. 1. Distance Functions in a 2-dimensional Space.

since it is a middle term between Euclidean and Manhattan
distances.

The Cosine distance takes into account the angle between
data points instead of the distance between them. The Maha-
lanobis Distance uses a covariance matrix C when calculating
the distance – i.e., it takes into account the relation between
the features. If the Matrix C in Mahalanobis distance is the
identity matrix, it is like features have no relation with each
other, and the Mahalanobis distance is similar to the Euclidean
Distance. Standardized Euclidean is the same as the Euclidean
Distance, but it divides the difference in features by the
variance V of data. Finally, the Canberra distance divides the
absolute difference of features by the sum of absolute features.

III. RELATED WORK

The authors in [7] show some problems related to unrealistic
scenarios when modeling streams. The authors demonstrate
that commonly used benchmarks in state-of-the-art datasets
contain a high serial dependence. Thus experimental protocols
that rely on the Independent and Identically Distributed (i.i.d)
assumption may lead to biased results.

When dealing with data streams, authors often use some
technique to normalize the data stream using a fixed-size
window. The window is moved when new data is available,
and the data is normalized considering the statistics of the
current window [8], [9].

The authors in [8] use disjoint sliding windows to estimate
the global min-max values for normalization. They show that
their adaptive normalization technique got better results than
other normalization methods such as min-max normalization,
z-score, decimal scaling, and min-max with a sliding window
in the tested datasets. To save computational resources, the
authors in [9] propose a technique to update the normalization
only when the statistics in the current and previous windows
are above a specified threshold. They compared their proposed
method using the min-max scaler using different approaches
for windowing in data normalization. They analyzed a base



policy where the data range is known for the whole dataset and
compared the error between different policies. Their method
got the least root mean squared error to this base policy.

In [10], authors proposed Adaptive Standardization and
Rescaling Normalization (ASR-Norm), an adaptive normaliza-
tion method where statistics for standardization and rescaling
are learned through neural networks. It outperforms Batch
Normalization, Instance Normalization, and Switchable Nor-
malization.

Methods that utilize distance functions to deal with data
streams, like in [11], [12], may be impacted by how we deal
with data normalization. Authors in [13] tested some Machine
Learning algorithms with five different scaling techniques
and affirmed that the chosen scaling technique influences the
performance and the best one changes with the dataset used.

In [14], the authors assessed the performance of different
distance functions using a k-Nearest Neighbors (k-NN) for
classifying stars. In their experiment, the Cosine distance
function got the best accuracy with k = 9. Authors in [15] ana-
lyzed three different distance functions for Distance-Weighted
k-NN: Heterogeneous Euclidean-Overlap metric, Heteroge-
neous Euclidean-VDM metric, and Heterogeneous Manhattan-
Overlap metric The authors did not find a significant difference
between them.

Authors in [16] tested different k values and distance
functions for k-NN on classifying emotional electroencephalo-
gram between stroke and normal people, and got the best
results with the Manhattan distance. They also concluded that
the distance functions have different performances depending
on the situation. In [17], different normalization techniques,
distance functions, and k-NN configurations were analyzed
to classify fake news. The combination of Robust Scaler,
Chebyshev distance, and k = 34 got the best result.

Many works have their datasets already normalized [18],
[19]. The point is that many of these datasets may be normal-
ized using the whole stream, e.g., the datasets available in the
MOA repository [2], and this is not realistic. Authors in [10]
argue that most works regarding normalization do not study
the capacity of generalization in non-stationary environments.
Care must be taken with normalization, as shown by [20],
who argues that normalization sometimes leads to worse
performance – a conclusion that we get to in this work as well.
This proves that the assumption that normalization improves
performance does not hold in all cases.

In this work, we chose the min-max normalization tech-
nique, applied different policies for normalizing data, and
tested how k-NN behaves with different distance functions
in different scenarios inside data streams. To the best of
our knowledge, there is no work studying the impact of
different normalization policies and distance functions under
data streams.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Protocol

In this study, we run some experiments to evaluate the
impact of different distance functions in different scenarios.

We do it by comparing the accuracies of a 3NN (k-NN with
k = 3) with the distance functions described in Section II-B.
We chose the 3NN classifier since it is a weak learner that
directly depends on the distance functions to classify the
instances. The rationale is to perceive accuracy changes better
when using different distance functions.

During the tests, we split the data into batches containing
1,000 samples. When a new batch is given at time t+ 1, the
true labels of the instances of the previous batch, received at t,
are given. The task of the classifier is to predict the instances
available in the most recent (current) batch received. Figure 2
shows a scheme of a stream of batches.

. . . Batcht−3 Batcht−2 Batcht−1 Batcht

Previous Batch

Current BatchBatches at time t

. . . Batcht−2 Batcht−1 Batcht Batcht+1

Previous Batch

Current BatchBatches at time t+ 1

Fig. 2. Scheme of a Stream of Batches.

We test the impact of normalization for the different distance
metrics under four scenarios:

1) The original stream, without any normalization.
2) The statistics of the first batch are used to normalize the

remaining batches using the min-max approach.
3) The statistics of the previous batch received are used to

normalize the current one.
4) The full stream is normalized using the min-max ap-

proach.

Notice that the normalization of the entire stream (item 4)
is often unfeasible in the real world, as there is often no way
to know a stream’s minimum and maximum values. We use
this approach to compare with items 1-3 and to demonstrate
how the results may be biased under such an unrealistic
scenario. When we used the approach for normalizing data
in the previous batch, the scaler was retrained before updating
the model.

Table II contains a summary of the datasets employed in this
work. The datasets are available in well-known repositories,
such as the UCI [21], the MOA [2], and the OpenML [22]
repositories. When a missing feature is present, it was replaced
by the mean value of the whole dataset – again, this is
not possible in the real world, it was made here for testing
purposes. We use the SEA Concepts [23] as an artificial
dataset in the tests reported in Section IV-B. This dataset
contains three randomly generated real features f1, f2, and
f3 ∈ [0, 10]. We consider only the first concept, where the
generated sample belongs to the positive class if f1+f2 ≤ 8,
or to the negative class otherwise (the feature f3 is noise).

The reported results are an average of 30 trials.



TABLE II
DATASETS.

Dataset # Feat. # Instances # Classes Available at
SEA Concepts 3 40,000 2 See [23]
Electricity 8 45,312 2 MOA Repository
Airlines 8 539,383 2 OpenML
Pokerhand 10 1,025,010 10 UCI Repository
Forest Covertype 54 581,012 7 UCI Repository
Gas Sensor 128 13,910 6 UCI Repository

B. Tests using Synthetic Data

In this Section, we evaluate the accuracy of the classifier
in an environment where the range of the features changes
over time. It may occur in the real world due to, for example,
variations in temperature with the change of seasons or to a
faulty sensor [24]. In each run, 40,000 instances of the SEA
dataset are generated.

We first made a test varying the f1 feature. From the 1st
to the 10,000th instance, no modification is made. From the
10,001st to the 20,000th instance, the instances are multiplied
by 10, from the 20,001st to the 30,000th by 100, and from
the 30,001st to the 40,000th by 1,000. We follow the same
protocol in a test where the f3 feature is modified over time
– notice that differently from f1, the feature f3 is non-
informative.

The results regarding a classifier that is trained with the first
batch of the stream and never updated are available in Table
III. When we varied the range of feature f1, we can observe
that no distance metric performs well without normalization.
The results improve significantly when the normalization is
made, considering the previous batch.

When we vary the non-informative f3 feature, the nor-
malization that considers the previous batch leads to better
results. Interestingly, the normalization of the full stream led
to worse results when using the Chebyshev, Canberra, and
Standardized Euclidean distances. The normalization of the
full stream led to better results in some scenarios, such as when
using the Euclidean distance. Thus, besides being unrealistic,
the normalization of the entire stream may lead to biased
results for better or worse, depending on the distance function.

TABLE III
ACCURACIES ON SEA DATASET (TRAINED IN FIRST BATCH). THE

MINKOWSKI WAS COMPUTED USING p = 1.5.

Varying f1 Varying f3
Origin. First B. Prev. Full Origin. First B. Prev. Full

Euclidean 0.756 0.755 0.939 0.752 0.906 0.819 0.954 0.976
Manhattan 0.756 0.755 0.938 0.722 0.963 0.964 0.958 0.976
Cosine 0.607 0.617 0.748 0.617 0.442 0.441 0.735 0.350
Chebyshev 0.756 0.755 0.939 0.693 0.714 0.715 0.933 0.746
Mahalanobis 0.756 0.755 0.939 0.722 0.745 0.760 0.950 0.977
Std. Eucl. 0.756 0.755 0.939 0.688 0.806 0.820 0.954 0.582
Minkowski 0.756 0.755 0.939 0.728 0.906 0.909 0.956 0.977
Canberra 0.762 0.761 0.922 0.714 0.967 0.967 0.941 0.965
Average 0.738 0.735 0.913 0.704 0.806 0.799 0.923 0.819

When we consider a classifier retrained with the previous
batch, shown in Table IV, we can reach similar results with the
normalization that considers the previous batch being the best

one. It is also possible to notice that the Canberra distance
reached the best results when the original dataset (without
any normalization) was used. The Manhattan distance is the
second best in such a scenario. This result corroborates with
[13], where the Manhattan distance worked well when no
normalization was made. In all tests, the Cosine distance
showed the worst results.

TABLE IV
ACCURACIES ON SEA DATASET (RETRAINED). THE MINKOWSKI WAS

COMPUTED USING p = 1.5.

Varying f1 Varying f3
Origin. First B. Prev. Full Origin. First B. Prev. Full

Euclidean 0.866 0.866 0.939 0.811 0.825 0.825 0.954 0.972
Manhattan 0.875 0.875 0.938 0.819 0.842 0.844 0.957 0.971
Cosine 0.751 0.753 0.749 0.734 0.736 0.736 0.736 0.707
Chebyshev 0.858 0.858 0.940 0.807 0.814 0.815 0.935 0.968
Mahalanobis 0.866 0.866 0.939 0.722 0.824 0.824 0.951 0.977
Std. Eucl. 0.866 0.866 0.939 0.859 0.825 0.825 0.954 0.825
Minkowski 0.869 0.869 0.939 0.813 0.830 0.831 0.956 0.972
Canberra 0.923 0.922 0.923 0.923 0.942 0.941 0.941 0.942
Average 0.859 0.859 0.913 0.811 0.829 0.830 0.923 0.917

In Figure 3, we show the accuracy reached in each batch
of data for the tested distance functions when the f1 feature
is changed. In all scenarios, the cosine distance led to the
worst results, even before the change in the feature range.
We can observe that (apart from the cosine distance), all
distance functions led to similar results when the classifier
is not retrained (Figures 3a and 3b).

When the model is retrained, but no normalization is made
(Figure 3c), the Canberra distance leads to the best results,
followed by the Manhattan distance. When both the classifier
and the normalization are retrained using the previous batch
(Figure 3d), once again, all distance functions except the
cosine seem to behave similarly.

When the range of a non-significant feature (f3) varies, we
can see different behavior between the distance functions in
Figure 4. Interestingly, the Canberra and Manhattan distance
functions did not show any accuracy drop even in the moments
when the range is changed – for instance, in the 10th batch
(except for the scenario retrained without normalization, where
the Manhattan distance presents accuracy drops).

C. Tests using Real-World Datasets

In this section, we check the behavior of the distance func-
tions in five real-world datasets. Results are displayed in Table
V. In these experiments, the classifiers are always retrained
using the previous batch. First, considering the average results,
we can observe that the (unrealistic) normalization of the full
datasets led to better results in the Airlines and Gas Sensor
datasets, and it worsened the results in the remaining datasets.
Using the original dataset without normalization often led to
better results when considering the normalization techniques.
In Table VI, we show a count of the number of wins each
normalization technique led.

Note in Table VI that, differently from the tests in Section
IV-B, the normalization using the Previous Batch did not lead
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Fig. 3. Accuracies in SEA Varying Range of f1.
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TABLE V
ACCURACIES ON REAL DATASETS. THE CLASSIFIER IS RETRAINED USING THE PREVIOUS BATCH.

Electricity Airlines Pokerhand Forest Covertype Gas Sensor
Origin. First B. Prev. Full Origin. First B. Prev. Full Origin. First B. Prev. Full Origin. First B. Prev. Full Origin. First B. Prev. Full

Euclidean 0.739 0.719 0.680 0.682 0.576 0.597 0.580 0.604 0.504 0.481 0.481 0.481 0.918 0.897 0.897 0.897 0.579 0.604 0.539 0.622
Manhattan 0.741 0.719 0.681 0.693 0.582 0.612 0.595 0.614 0.502 0.482 0.482 0.482 0.919 0.900 0.901 0.900 0.586 0.621 0.542 0.633
Cosine 0.721 0.700 0.658 0.679 0.574 0.598 0.579 0.599 0.501 0.479 0.479 0.479 0.913 0.896 0.896 0.897 0.638 0.624 0.543 0.631
Chebyshev 0.732 0.715 0.669 0.671 0.573 0.581 0.572 0.595 0.504 0.484 0.484 0.484 0.914 0.886 0.883 0.887 0.575 0.559 0.485 0.596
Mahalanobis 0.739 0.699 0.669 0.666 0.559 0.605 0.582 0.607 0.509 0.479 0.479 0.479 0.892 0.889 0.891 0.885 0.493 0.513 0.466 0.537
Std. Eucl. 0.641 0.641 0.555 0.745 0.541 0.541 0.540 0.563 0.483 0.483 0.483 0.483 0.477 0.477 0.477 0.477 0.595 0.595 0.501 0.595
Minkowski 0.739 0.719 0.681 0.686 0.578 0.603 0.586 0.607 0.503 0.481 0.481 0.481 0.919 0.898 0.898 0.897 0.584 0.609 0.547 0.623
Canberra 0.742 0.744 0.687 0.749 0.603 0.602 0.598 0.603 0.489 0.483 0.483 0.483 0.894 0.900 0.898 0.899 0.631 0.626 0.539 0.630
Average 0.724 0.707 0.66 0.696 0.573 0.592 0.579 0.599 0.499 0.482 0.482 0.482 0.856 0.843 0.843 0.842 0.585 0.594 0.520 0.608

TABLE VI
NUMBER OF VICTORIES OF NORMALIZATION APPROACHES (FULL NOT

INCLUDED).

Normalization Victories
Original 3
First Batch 2
Previous Batch 0

to the best results in any dataset. We hypothesize that this may
have happened due to two possible factors: 1) The datasets
tested do not present significative changes in the ranges of the
features. 2) The datasets tested may present frequent changes
(drifts) over time; thus, when the data is normalized with the
previous batch, the ranges have already changed.

To better understand the results above, let us analyze the
box plots of the features with the highest standard deviation
of some datasets, divided into ten batches. In Figure 5a, we
show the box plot for one feature of the Forest Covertype
dataset. We can see a higher variation after the 4th batch,
where outliers start to arise. Notice that the min-max scaler
is not optimal under the presence of outliers [13], which may
explain its poor performance when compared with the original
data. Similar analysis can be done for the Gas Sensor and
Electricity datasets in Figures 5b and 5c, respectively. Even
though we are analyzing only one feature for each dataset
in the plots of Figure 5, these insights suggest that analyzing
these statistics for the remaining features, especially the highly
correlated with the target class, can be a prospect of future
work.

In Table VII, we show how many times each distance
metric led to the best result (we did not consider the results
when taking the full normalization of the dataset). As one can
observe, the Canberra distance, followed by the Manhattan
distance, were the distances that led to the best results more
often. In Table VIII we show the average results achieved by
each distance metric in each dataset. The average considers
the original dataset and the normalization that takes the first
and previous batch (full is not considered here).

D. Discussion and Limitations

The results presented in Sections IV-B and IV-C lead us to
some interesting findings:

TABLE VII
NUMBER OF VICTORIES OF EACH DISTANCE FUNCTION.

Distance Function Victories
Euclidean 0
Manhattan 4
Cosine 1
Chebyshev 2
Mahalanobis 1
Std. Eucl. 0
Minkowski 2
Canberra 7

TABLE VIII
ACCURACY AVERAGES OF EACH DISTANCE FUNCTION ON DATASETS

(FULL NORMALIZATION NOT INCLUDED).

Electricity Airlines Pokerhand Covertype Gas Sensor
Euclidean 0.713 0.584 0.489 0.904 0.574
Manhattan 0.714 0.596 0.489 0.904 0.583
Cosine 0.693 0.584 0.486 0.902 0.602
Chebyshev 0.705 0.575 0.491 0.894 0.539
Mahalanobis 0.702 0.582 0.489 0.891 0.491
Std. Eucl. 0.612 0.541 0.483 0.477 0.564
Minkowski 0.713 0.589 0.488 0.905 0.580
Canberra 0.724 0.601 0.485 0.897 0.599

1) Besides being unrealistic, the normalization of the full
dataset may lead to biased results. Surprisingly, the bias can
affect the results negatively in some scenarios. This finding
reinforces that experiments for data streams should avoid the
full stream’s normalization to create scenarios closer to the
real world.

2) The normalization made using the information from the
previous batch may be beneficial under scenarios where the
features range changes severely over time (see Section IV-B).
Nevertheless, when this may not happen, the original data
may lead to better results. Thus, as a conservative approach,
using the original data (without normalization) can be a good
approach since it can lead to good results without the overhead
of the data normalization.

3) The Canberra distance was the most resilient one, leading
to good results in various scenarios. The Canberra distance is
also simple to compute; thus, we indicate this as a default
metric to be used under stream scenarios.

4) The cosine and Standardized Euclidean distances did not
show good results for most tested scenarios. Thus, except for
specific cases, these metrics should be avoided under stream



(a) Covertype. (b) Gas Sensor. (c) Electricity.

Fig. 5. Box Plots for Features in Datasets.

scenarios.
With these findings, we can answer our research questions:
RQ1 – Does the normalization policy influence the

classifier’s competence in data streams? Answer: yes, nor-
malization policy can lead to different results under data
streams. We suggest the usage of the original data since it got
the best result in three out of five tests using real-world data.
It is important to update the classifier with the most recent
data, as shown in the results of Section IV-B.

RQ2 – Does the distance function matter when classify-
ing data streams? Answer: yes, and we suggest the usage of
the Canberra distance. As shown in Table VII, the Canberra
distance got the most victories among the distance functions
tested in this study – 7 out of 15 tests.

It is important to mention some limitations of this work.
First, we did not consider problems regarding a stream where
the ranges of features change with a high frequency – for in-
stance, scenarios where the range may change for every batch.
Although we have not carried out tests for such scenarios, the
results of this work make us hypothesize that normalizing the
stream using the previous batch may deteriorate the results.
Second, this work does not cover streams of instances (instead
of batches), where the overhead of updating the normalization
over time may be prohibitive – nevertheless, using the original
data without normalization, as suggested in this work, may be
a good start.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we analyzed the impact of eight distance
functions and three normalization approaches in data streams
– using the original data, the data normalized using the first
batch, and the data normalized using the previous batch. Tests
using one synthetic and five well-known real datasets showed
us some interesting results.

First, we demonstrate that the normalization of the full
dataset, besides being unrealistic, may lead to biased results.
Surprisingly, the results can even be biased for the worse.
We showed that different normalization policies may lead to
different results under streams. Nevertheless, it is difficult to
conclude the best normalization policy for a general case. We
suggest that the usage of the original data without normaliza-
tion can be a good conservative approach.

We also show that the Canberra distance function showed
the best results in most of our tests, and thus we indicate this
as a distance metric to be used when it is not possible to check
in advance the properties of the stream. We also show that the
Manhattan distance can lead to good results, and distances
such as the cosine and Standardized Euclidean may lead to
poor results in some streams.

In future works, we intend to test other scaling techniques,
such as the z-score, as well as testing other classifiers and
classification techniques that directly depend on the distance
metrics. We also intend to test scenarios containing a stream
of instances instead of batches and check the accuracy and
overhead caused by the different distance metrics and normal-
ization policies.
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[24] J. Demšar and Z. Bosnić, “Detecting concept drift in data streams using
model explanation,” Expert Systems with Applications, vol. 92, pp. 546–
559, 2018.

https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.01899
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0957417418301611
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1568494622009735
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/2161/1/012004
https://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/2161/1/012004
https://www.mdpi.com/2624-6511/4/1/21
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1568494619302947
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1568494619302947
http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2641190.2641198
http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/2641190.2641198
https://doi.org/10.1145/502512.502568

	Introduction
	Definitions
	Min-Max normalization
	Distance Functions

	Related Work
	Experiments
	Experimental Protocol
	Tests using Synthetic Data
	Tests using Real-World Datasets
	Discussion and Limitations

	Conclusion
	References

