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Abstract

How to properly fuse information from complex sources is still an open problem. Lots of

methods have been put forward to provide a effective solution in fusing intricate informa-

tion. Among them, Dempster-Shafer evidences theory (DSET) is one of the representatives, it

is widely used to handle uncertain information. Based on DSET, a completely new method to

fuse information from different sources based on pignistic transformation and Z-numbers is

proposed in this paper which is able to handle separate situations of information and keeps

high accuracy in producing rational and correct judgments on actual situations. Besides, in

order to illustrate the superiority of the proposed method, some numerical examples and ap-

plication are also provided to verify the validity and robustness of it.

Keywords: Dempster-Shafer evidences theory, Uncertain information

1. Introduction

The world is inundated with lots of information and new information is produced from

time to time. As a result, how to appropriately combine information from complex sources has

drawn a lot of attention. Researchers around the world have put considerable efforts in ex-

tracting truly valuable part of information and relative theories have been proposed to satisfy

the urgent need. The representatives of them are maximum theories [1–3], fuzzy theory [4–9],

complex mass function [10–14], soft theory [15–18], Dempster-Shafer evidence theory and its

extension [19–24], Z-numbers [25–28] and D numbers [29–32]. For these theories, they all try to

solve the problem that how to obtain effective and clear judgments from uncertain and intricate

information and different methods are offered based on them. Because of the effectiveness of

these theories, they are also be utilized in many applications, like pattern recognition [33–36],

risk evaluation [37–41], decision making [42–46] and some other applications [47–49]. Among

them, Dempster-Shafer evidence theory (DSET) is a powerful tool in managing uncertain infor-

Preprint submitted to Journal of LATEX Templates January 14, 2025

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

06
20

1v
1 

 [
cs

.A
I]

  2
7 

D
ec

 2
02

4



mation and multi-source information fusion. Currently, the various methods for multi-sensor

information fusion based on evidence theory are broadly divided into two categories. The first

category mainly utilizes the entropy weight method to weigh the evidence to be fused. Specif-

ically, in evidence theory, different pieces of evidence (or information sources) may contribute

differently to the decision-making process [50–52]. The entropy weight method evaluates the

importance or reliability of each piece of evidence by calculating its entropy value. Evidence

with lower entropy values (i.e., greater information variability) is considered more informative

and thus is given greater weight in the fusion process. The entropy weight method provides an

objective method of assigning weights to different pieces of evidence based on their informa-

tion content [53, 54]. This is crucial in evidence theory, as subjective judgment can lead to bias.

Furthermore, in cases of evidence conflict, the entropy weight method helps prioritize more

likely reliable evidence, thereby reducing the impact of less reliable conflicting information. In

summary, the role of the entropy weight method in information fusion in evidence theory lies

in its systematic and objective approach to assess and integrate multiple pieces of evidence,

especially under conditions characterized by uncertainty and incomplete information, thereby

enhancing the effectiveness of the decision-making process.

The second category involves using different credibility distances to measure the similarity

between pieces of evidence, followed by a fusion process based on similarity [55–57]. Evidence

distance is used to measure and compare the differences and consistencies between different

sources of evidence, where smaller distances indicate greater consistency between the evidence,

and larger distances indicate greater inconsistency. In evidence theory, conflict between evi-

dence is a very important research focus. During the fusion process, if the distance between two

sources of evidence is large, it indicates that they may have significant conflict. By identifying

and analyzing these conflicts, inconsistencies in information fusion can be more effectively ad-

dressed and resolved [58, 59]. This can also improve the accuracy and reliability of information

fusion. The fusion process can generate more comprehensive and credible conclusions based

on considering the uniqueness and differences of each piece of evidence. For decision support

systems, considering the distance between pieces of evidence can help decision-makers better

understand the relationships and reliability of different information sources, thereby making

wiser decisions. However, both methods are not without flaws. For example, the entropy

weight method mainly considers the variability of each indicator when calculating weights,
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but it does not consider the correlation between data. This may lead to the neglect of some

important information, especially when there is a high correlation between indicators. The

method of using distance for evidence fusion can lead to unstable or inaccurate results when

there is very high conflict between the evidence. In extreme cases, these conflicts can cause the

fusion process to fail.

To solve these problems, this paper proposes solutions from two aspects. We separate the

conflicting parts in evidence fusion and calculate the corresponding uncertainty for each piece

of evidence to determine the weight between the evidence, addressing potential extreme con-

flicts in evidence fusion. To further enhance the reliability of evidence fusion, we refer to the

concept of Z-number, constructing a Z-number-like structure for each piece of evidence to im-

prove overall credibility. Then, we use the pignistic transformation to resolve the uncertainty

of the evidence and innovatively propose the use of OWA operators to fuse the constructed Z-

numbers, obtaining the corresponding credibility value for each proposition. Finally, using the

traditional Dempster combination rule, the processed evidence is fused to obtain the credibility

assignment for each proposition. In sum, the method proposed in this paper takes advantage

of DSET and could produces much more accurate and reasonable results by redesigning the

process of combination of information. And the main contribution of the method can be listed

as:

1. A reliability measure system is introduced into the process of combination so as to make

clear the level of priority of information sources.

2. By utilizing a counter-standardized rule of obtaining conflicting part, a consistency in

results between traditional Dempster combination rule and proposed method is achieved.

3. A concise aggregation of information is satisfied by taking advantage of the concept of

OWA which ensures completeness of information processed.

4. A much better and clearer performance in generating final judgments can be realized

which defeats traditional and some modern methods under different circumstances.

And the rest of this paper is written as follows. In the section of preliminaries, some rel-

ative concepts are generally introduced. Besides, detailed process is illustrated in the part of

methodology. Moreover, some numerical examples and application are provided to prove the
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correctness and validity of method offered in this paper in the section of numerical examples

and application respectively. Conclusions are made in the part of conclusion.

2. Preliminaries

In this part, some related concepts are briefly introduced and some interesting works have

been constructed by utilizing them [60–64].

2.1. Dempster-Shafer evidence theory [65, 66]

Assume set Y is a non-empty set and finite set which contains N elements which are mu-

tually exclusive. Therefore, the limited set is named as frame of discernment (FOD). And Y is

defined as:

Y = {V1, V2, V3, · · · , VN} (1)

Based on the definition of FOD, then the power set of it can be defined as:

2Y = {V1, V2, · · · , {V1, V2}, · · · , {V1, · · · , VN}} (2)

Then, a concept of basic probability assignment (BPA) can be designed on the definition

introduced before which is denoted as ξ and can be defined as:

ξ : 2Y → [0, 1] (3)

Besides, the properties of the function developed on the FOD can be defined as:

ξ(∅) = 0 (4)

∑
V∈2Y

ξ(V) = 1 (5)

When proposition V satisfies the properties proposed above, then the mass of ξ(V) indicates

the belief support to the proposition provided by evidences. If the corresponding mass of a cer-

tain proposition gets higher, then the credibility of the incident represented by the proposition

becomes higher. Vice versa. Besides, when the mass is bigger than 0, then it can be called as a

focal element.

Moreover, it is very usual to encounter the situation that there exists different sources of

evidences which are expected to be fused to get a final judgment. Because the source of the in-

formation is independent, Dempster adopts an orthogonal method to combine all of evidences
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which is commutative and is defined as:

ξ(A) =
1

1 − ϱ
∗ ∑

Qi∩Wi∩Rp∩···=A
ξ1(Q1) ∗ ξ2(Wl) ∗ ξ3(Rp) ∗ · · · (6)

And the coefficient of the formula, ϱ, is a representative of the degree of conflict of the

evidences provided which can be defined as:

ϱ = ∑
Qi∩Wi∩Rp∩···=∅

ξ1(Q1) ∗ ξ2(Wl) ∗ ξ3(Rp) ∗ · · · (7)

2.2. Deng Entropy [47]

Assume there exists a series of BPAs, Deng entropy can be defined as:

ED = − ∑
R∈2Y

ξ(R)log2
ξ(R)

2|R| − 1
(8)

where the ξ is a BPA defined on the FOD Y and R is a focal element of ξ. Besides, |ξ| indicates

the the carnality of the proposition.

2.3. Pignistic transformation [67]

Assume there exists a mass function defined on the FOD Y, the corresponding pignistic

probability transformation (PPT), BetPξ(V) : Y → [0, 1], can be defined as:

BetPξ(V) = ∑
R⊆Y,V∈R

1
|R|

ξ(R)
1 − ξ(∅)

(9)

where the |R| indicates the carnality of proposition V and ξ(∅) is not equal to 0. Besides,

the mass function can be transformed into the form of probability distribution.

2.4. Ordered weighted averaging aggregation [68]

OWA operator is proposed to provide a method to optimize the effect of clustering. It can

be also regarded as a mapping An → A which is associated with a vector with n dimension and

can be defined as:

OWA =



ϑ1

· · ·

· · ·

ϑ1


(10)
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OWA(q1, q2, · · · , qn) =
n

∑
y=1

ϑywy (11)

where wy is the eth largest value of qe. And the property it satisfies can be defined as:

n

∑
i=1

ϑi; 0 ≤ ϑ ≤ 1 (12)

If the OWA = OWA∗ = [1, 0, ..., 0]T, it is designed for an optimized strategy in decision

making; If the OWA = OWA∗ = [0, 0, ..., 1]T, it is designed for a pessimistic one. In a unbiased

situation, OWA = OWAU = [ 1
n , 1

n , ..., 1
n ]

T.

2.5. Yager’s rule of combination [69]

In order to indicate the degree of conflict among evidences and avoid produce counter-

intuitive judgments of current situations, Yager proposed a new rule of combination of evi-

dences. The rule can be defined as:

ξ(∅) = 0 (13)

ξ(B) = ∑
Za∩Xs∩Cd∩···=B

ξ1(Za) ∗ ξ2(Xs) ∗ ξ3(Cd) ∗ · · · (14)

ϱ = ∑
Za∩Xs∩Cd∩···=∅

ξ1(Za) ∗ ξ2(Xs) ∗ ξ3(Cd) ∗ · · · (15)

ξ(Con) = ∑
Za∩Xs∩Cd∩···=Con

ξ1(Za) ∗ ξ2(Xs) ∗ ξ3(Cd) ∗ · · ·+ ϱ (16)

It should be pointed out that the value of ξ(Con) is simply utilized to indicate the degree of

conflict and no use in describing actual situations. However, it can not avoid the phenomenon

that counter-intuitive results are produced fundamentally.

2.6. Z-number [70]

The Z-number is composed of two fuzzy numbers. With respect to a random variable I, the

Z-number can be constructed as follows. The first part of the number is a direct judgment on

the variable I. Besides, the other part of the number is an estimate on the first part which is also

regarded as a kind of reliability. The mathematics form of Z-number can be defined as:

Z = (C, D) (17)

The concept of Z-number is proposed by Zadeh which is utilized to model uncertain infor-

mation. And the part of C and D are not completely mutually independent.
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3. Proposed method

Detailed process of proposed method is provided in this section.

3.1. Obtain conflicting part of evidences

The Yager fusion rule is a method used for information fusion in evidence theory (Dempster-

Shafer theory). Proposed by Ronald R. Yager, it aims to address issues that may arise with

Dempster combination rule when dealing with highly conflicting evidence. By allocating the

impact of conflicting evidence to a specific ”uncertainty” category, the results of the Yager fu-

sion rule are typically more intuitive and easier to understand. This assists users in better in-

terpreting and comprehending the fusion outcomes. Compared to some other fusion methods,

the Yager rule is able to preserve more of the original information during the fusion process,

which can be very important for subsequent analysis and decision-making. Taking advan-

tage of Yager’s rule of combination, a simplified rule to obtain conflicting part is designed.

First, combine evidences utilizing traditional Dempster combination rule without a step of nor-

malization to avoid to exaggerate underlying mistaken effects due to highly conflicting phe-

nomenon but remain consistent with traditional solution in combination as far as possible.

Then, collect undistributed part of mass contained in BPA as the part indicating conflicts. The

process can be defined as:

ξ(Pi)
C = ∑

Ir∩Ot∩Py∩···=Pi

ξ1(Ir) ∗ ξ2(Ot) ∗ ξ3(Py) ∗ · · · (18)

ξ(X) = 1 −
n

∑
i=1

ξ(Pi)
C (19)

This operation remains a basic ability in indicating underlying target benefiting from Yager’s

method. In the Dempster combination rule, there is a requirement for the normalization of

probabilities, which can pose issues when faced with highly conflicting evidence. The approach

proposed in this paper is akin to the Yager rule in its method of handling conflicts. It avoids

the problems arising from such normalization through a pre-processing step before the fusion

of evidence.

3.2. Calculate degree of uncertainty of evidences

Deng entropy, by considering specific characteristics of evidence, provides a more precise

measure of uncertainty compared to traditional entropy methods. This results in a more in-
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depth and accurate analysis of the evidence. It is particularly well-suited for dealing with com-

plex or incomplete information. Deng entropy can effectively measure uncertainty in these

scenarios, aiding in a better understanding and handling of complex data. In sum, Deng en-

tropy is an efficient tool in measuring uncertainty of FOD, so it is utilized to provide a precise

description of current situations. Assume certain propositions are contained in Evii and the

process can be defined as:

EEvii
D = − ∑

Pi∈2Y

ξ(Pi)log2
ξ(Pi)

2Pi − 1
(20)

For every piece of evidence, the degree of uncertainty can be regarded as a believable judg-

ment on reliability measure which also lays the foundation for the subsequent construction of

corresponding Z-numbers based on the related concept.

3.3. Generate Z-numbers for evidences utilizing Deng entropy

Z-numbers, introduced by Lotfi A. Zadeh, enhance the representation and processing of

uncertain information by incorporating both the degree of certainty and the reliability of that

information. The dual-structure approach aligns closely with natural human expression and

understanding of uncertainty, making Z-numbers particularly useful in decision-making sce-

narios where precise data may not be available or the information is subjective. Their adapt-

ability across various domains, from engineering to social sciences, stems from their ability to

model different types of uncertainties, extending the capabilities of fuzzy logic with an added

layer of reliability information. This makes Z-numbers especially valuable in complex environ-

ments and risk assessment, where they provide a nuanced understanding of uncertainty, ad-

dressing the limitations of traditional numerical data in capturing the intricacies of real-world

information. Besides, Deng entropy is widely used to measure degree of uncertainty, so the

opposite of it is introduced into the credibility measure, which remains consistent with the con-

cept of Z-number. Assume any piece of evidence is denoted as Evii and the process of obtaining

Z-numbers can be defined as:

∆Evii =
e−E

Evii
D

∑n
k=1 e−EEvik

D

(21)

Assume an expanded form a piece of an evidence can be given as Evii = {A1, A2, · · · , {A1, · · · ,

AN}}. Then, corresponding Z-numbers can be constructed as follows:

ZEvi1 = {ZA1 = (ξ(A1), ∆Evi1), ZA2 = (ξ(A2), ∆Evi1), · · · , Z{A1,··· ,AN} = (ξ({A1, · · · , AN}), ∆Evi1)}
ZEvi2 = {ZA1 = (ξ(A1), ∆Evi2), ZA2 = (ξ(A2), ∆Evi2), · · · , Z{A1,··· ,AN} = (ξ({A1, · · · , AN}), ∆Evi2)}
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...
...

...
...

ZEvin = {ZA1 = (ξ(A1), ∆Evin), ZA2 = (ξ(A2), ∆Evin), · · · , Z{A1,··· ,AN} = (ξ({A1, · · · , AN}), ∆Evin)}
Moreover, it is very necessary to take reliability of evidences into consideration to allevi-

ate negative influences brought by some extremely abnormal evidences in order to produce

much more intuitive and reasonable assessments. In this section, the evidences which pos-

sesses higher degree of uncertainty is regarded more unreliable. Overall, most existing work

involves obtaining an uncertainty assessment for each piece of evidence, but we can refine this

uncertainty assessment down to each individual proposition. Then, each proposition is first

fused in the form of a Z-number, which will be explained in the following section.

A

B

C

AB

AC

BC

ABC

A

B

C

Body of information

Figure 1: Process of evaluating hidden probability

ε(Pi) =
n

∑
k=1

η(Pi)
Evik × wPi (24)

The process of combing Z numbers also highlight the motivation of

OWA, it distributes different weights to different propositions to select the

ones which is more preferable and useful for information fusion.

3.6. Obtain final values of propositions

Using the results of combination and the values obtained in the process

of getting conflicting part, the final values of propositions are assembled

and the process can be defined as:

ξ(Pi)Modi f ied = ε(Pi)× ξ(X) + ξ(Pi)
C (25)

Then, the modified values of evidences of different propositions are

supposed to by synthesized into one evidence which is a preparation for

10

Figure 1: Process of evaluating hidden probability

3.4. Evaluate hidden probability by simplified pignistic transformation

The pignistic transformation in belief function theory is a powerful tool for decision-making

under uncertainty, as it effectively converts belief degrees into a more usable probability dis-

tribution. This transformation bridges the gap between the theoretical aspects of Dempster-

Shafer theory and practical decision-making by providing a pragmatic approach that balances

the available evidence and the inherent risks of uncertain environments. It is particularly useful

in mitigating conflicts in evidence sources, making it compatible with expected utility theory

and facilitating a more stable and intuitive basis for decisions. By aggregating various pieces

of evidence and reflecting a compromise in situations with partial or incomplete information,
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the pignistic transformation renders belief function theory more applicable and relevant in real-

world decision-making scenarios. For any group of Z-numbers, if there exist multiple proposi-

tions then allocate the value of multiple propositions to single propositions to reduce degree of

uncertainty and make clearer decisions. Assume certain proposition belongs to corresponding

evidence Evik and the process can be defined as:

ZPi = ( ∑
U⊆Y,Pi∈U

ξ(U)

|U| , ∆Evik) = (η(Pi)
Evik , ∆Evik) (22)

By taking this step, the real information volume can be extracted and be used for informa-

tion management and processing. The necessity of carrying this kind of operation is thoroughly

illustrated in [67]. For each singleton subset proposition, its corresponding uncertain informa-

tion is allocated to itself, which aids in more definitive decision-making. Meanwhile, to ensure

the reliability of each proposition, we construct a corresponding Z-number for each, to be used

in the subsequent reliable fusion process and the detailed process is illustrated in Fig 1.

3.5. Combine Z-numbers using concept of OWA

In this section, all of the values corresponding to certain propositions in Z-numbers are

combined and summed which are obtained to divide the mass of conflicting part proportion-

ally. OWA is a flexible and powerful tool that allows for the aggregation of multiple inputs

while considering their relative importance and the decision maker’s attitude towards risk or

uncertainty. Due to the fact that the Z-numbers corresponding to each proposition in the con-

structed evidence precisely fit the form of the Ordered Weighted Averaging (OWA) process,

we propose a decision-making process that utilizes this approach to fuse different Z-numbers.

Assume certain proposition belongs to corresponding evidence Evik the process can be defined

as:

ωPi = {∆Evi1 , · · · , ∆Evim · · · , ∆Evin} (23)

ε(Pi) =
n

∑
k=1

η(Pi)
Evik × ωPi (24)

The process of combing Z-numbers also highlight the motivation of OWA, it distributes

different weights to different propositions to select the ones which is more preferable and useful

for information fusion. By adjusting the weights of the inputs, the OWA operator can reduce

the impact of extreme values or outliers, thereby reducing the bias in the aggregated result.
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3.6. Obtain final values of propositions

Using the results of combination and the values obtained in the process of getting conflicting

part, the final values of propositions are assembled and the process can be defined as:

ξ(Pi)Modi f ied = ε(Pi)× ξ(X) + ξ(Pi)
C (25)

Then, the modified values of evidences of different propositions are supposed to by synthe-

sized into one evidence which is a preparation for the next step. In essence, it entails combining

the outcomes derived from the Z-number fusion with those segments of the original evidence

that are conflict-free, as retained based on Yager’s fusion rule principles.

The body of evidences

Using specific rule to 
obtain conflicting part

Modify BPAs  by 
pignistic transformation

If  there exist 
multiple 

propositions

Adjust Z numbers

Combine Z numbers using 
concept of OWA

Combine Z numbers using 
concept of OWA

Extract corresponding 
information volume from 

conflicting part

Obtain improved values of 
propositions

Combine modified evidences 
by D-S combination rule

No

Yes

Figure 2: The detailed process of proposed method

the next step.

3.7. Combine modified evidences

Then, combine the modified values of propositions using traditional

Dempster’s rule of combination n− 1 times to get final judgment of actual

situations.

4. Numerical examples

4.1. Example 1: Extremely conflicting environment

Assume there exist two pieces of evidences and corresponding FOD is

defined as Θ = {T, Y, U, {T, Y}}. And the detailed information about the

two evidences is given in Table 1.This example describes a phenomenon

that if evidence highly conflicts with each other, traditional Dempster’s

combination rule may produce counter-intuitive results which is observed

11

Figure 2: The detailed process of proposed method

3.7. Combine modified evidences

Dempster’s rule of combination provides a powerful and flexible approach for aggregating

evidence, handling uncertainty, and supporting decision-making processes in a wide range of

applications. But it’s also important to note that the rule has limitations, especially when deal-

ing with highly conflicting evidence sources, where it might lead to counter-intuitive results.

However, after the processing in the previous steps, the evidence information currently han-

dled no longer has the potential for high conflict, and traditional fusion rules can effectively

combine evidence from different sources. Then, combine the modified values of propositions

using traditional Dempster combination rule n − 1 times to get final judgment of actual situa-

tions. Moreover, the whole fusion process is provided in Fig 2.
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Figure 3: The detailed process of proposed method

Evidence1 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U)

0.99 0.01 0.00

Evidence2 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U)

0.00 0.01 0.99

Table 1: Detailed information of two evidences in Example 1

4. Numerical examples

4.1. Example 1: Extremely conflicting environment

Assume there exist two pieces of evidences and corresponding FOD is defined as Θ =

{T, Y, U}. And the detailed information about the two evidences is given in Table 1. This

example describes a phenomenon that if evidence highly conflicts with each other, traditional

Dempster combination rule may produce counter-intuitive results which is observed by Zadeh

[71]. Besides, the results of combination of six methods including proposed method are given

in Table 2 and Fig 3.

It can be easily concluded that traditional Dempster combination rule produces counter-

intuitive results of judgment. No matter Evidence1 or Evidence2, neither of them support the

proposition Y. On the contrary, it is believed that propositions T and U are supposed to be dis-
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Dempster′s rule [65] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Yager′s rule [69] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.9999

New base basic assignment [72] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.4410 0.1178 0.4410 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Base belie f f unction [73] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.3948 0.1028 0.3948 0.03225 0.03225 0.03225 0.01075 0.00

He′s method [58] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.4730 0.0306 0.4730 0.00698 0.00698 0.00698 0.0023 0.00

Proposed method ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.4999 0.0002 0.4999 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 2: Results of combination of methods in Example 1

tributed a mass close to 0.5 to indicate the probability it may take place. Therefore, the results

of Dempster combination rule are unbelievable. Similar situations occur in Yager’s method.

Although the method avoid distributing abnormal mass to proposition Y, it still fails to allocate

reasonable BPA to propositions T and U. As a result, the two traditional rules are not ro-

bust enough when disposing highly conflicting conditions. To address the problem mentioned

above, some methods are designed and the representatives are New base basic assignment

[54], Base belief function [55] and He’s method [56]. All of them provide a reasonable solu-

tion in solving conflicts among evidences. However, with respect to this example, like what is

mentioned before, the propositions T and U are supposed to be allocated a mass close to 0.5, be-

cause the two evidences provided almost completely support proposition Tand Y respectively.

Compared with other methods, the proposed method successfully allocates reasonable mass

0.4999 to proposition T and U, which conforms to actual situations and is far better than other

methods in distributing mass to conflicting part of evidences. Two evidences slightly support

proposition Y, but the mass of the proposition is too small and can be nearly ignored to make

sure the judgment is intuitive and clear. All in all, the proposed method makes up the short-

coming existing in classic methods and performs much better than other modern methods in

describing situations of combination under highly conflicting conditions.

4.2. Example 2: Mild environment

Assume there exist two pieces of evidences and corresponding FOD is defined as Θ =

{T, Y, U, {T, Y}}. And the detailed information about the two evidences is given in Table 3.
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Figure 4: The detailed process of proposed method

Evidence1 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y)

0.4 0.2 0.3 0.1

Evidence2 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y)

0.3 0.25 0.25 0.2

Table 3: Detailed information of two evidences in Example 2

Besides, the results of combination of four methods including proposed method are given in

Table 4 and Fig 4.

It can be easily concluded that there exist no obvious conflicts among evidences in Example

2, so traditional Dempster combination rule produces intuitive results. However, the differ-

ences of mass of propositions are not distinct enough to produce straightforward and instant

decision. What should be pointed out is that the results of traditional Dempster combination

rule are generally acceptable and it is necessary to remain consistent with the trend of results of

combination produced by it. Besides, Yager’s method indicates the degree of conflicts among

evidences, but the mass of different propositions is not persuasive to be regarded as a proof

for decision making. And with respect to He’s method, it is obviously decreases the mass of

proposition T and less proper to make decisions, but like Yager’s method, the relationship of
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Dempster′s rule [65] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.5227 0.2613 0.1704 0.0454 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Yager′s rule [69] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.23 0.1150 0.075 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.5600

He′s method [58] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.4804 0.2658 0.1959 0.0530 0.0019 0.0019 0.0006 0.00

Proposed method ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.6229 0.2340 0.1429 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 4: Results of combination of methods in Example 2

Figure
5:R

esults
ofcom

bination
ofm

ethods
in

Exam
ple

3

The
situation

ofthis
exam

ple
is

very
sim

ilar
to

Exam
ple

2.In
Exam

ple

3,allofrelationship
ofthe

m
ass

ofpropositions
generated

by
m

ethods
are

18

Figure 5: The detailed process of proposed method

mass of propositions is not convincing compared with Dempster combination rule which is an

obvious drawback and may leads to counter-straightforward results on judgment of practical

situations. For proposed method, it improves the ability to distinguish valuable objects in deci-

sion making and remain consistent with distributions of mass of propositions. A mass of 0.6229

is allocated to proposition T which is very easy for decision makers to have a choice. And the

relationship of mass of proposition is the same as classic Dempster combination rule. In a word,

the proposed not only improves the performance in indicating the proposition which is most

possible to happen and do not destroy basic relationship of propositions, it can be regarded

rational and validated therefore.
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Evidence1 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y)

0.6 0.1 0.2 0.1

Evidence2 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y)

0.5 0.3 0.15 0.05

Table 5: Detailed information of two evidences in Example 3

Dempster′s rule [65] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.7917 0.1354 0.0625 0.0104 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Yager′s rule [69] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.3800 0.0650 0.0300 0.0050 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.5200

He′s method [58] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.7215 0.1617 0.0937 0.0186 0.00187 0.00187 0.00062 0.00

Proposed method ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.9057 0.0659 0.0283 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 6: Results of combination of methods in Example 3

4.3. Example 3: Mild environment

Assume there exist two pieces of evidences and corresponding FOD is defined as Θ =

{T, Y, U, {T, Y}}. And the detailed information about the two evidences is given in Table 5.

Besides, the results of combination of four methods including proposed method are given in

Table 6 and Fig 5.

The situation of this example is very similar to Example 2. In Example 3, all of relationship

of the mass of propositions generated by methods are the same. The classic Dempster com-

bination rule and Yager’s rule are not appropriate enough for decision making. Besides, He’s

method is able to handle conflicting situations, but it produces even poorer result compared

with Dempster combination rule, which is unacceptable under this circumstances. Moreover,

proposed method addressed these problems well, it significantly improves the performance in

indicating and the relationships of mass of propositions remain the same as traditional Demp-

ster combination rule of combination. In one word, the method proposed in this paper effec-

tively improves effect in indicating whether certain proposition is expected to take place and

reduce degree of uncertainty of FOD to some extent to make it more straightforward.
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Evidence1 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y)

0.2 0.1 0.5 0.2

Evidence2 ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y)

0.15 0.1 0.65 0.1

Table 7: Detailed information of two evidences in Example 4

Dempster′s rule [65] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.1720 0.0860 0.6989 0.04301 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Yager′s rule [69] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.0800 0.0400 0.3250 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.5350

He′s method [58] ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.1899 0.1102 0.6443 0.0510 0.00190 0.00190 0.00063 0.00

Proposed method ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

0.1039 0.0429 0.8530 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 8: Results of combination of methods in Example 4

4.4. Example 4: Mild environment

Assume there exist two pieces of evidences and corresponding FOD is defined as Θ =

{T, Y, U, {T, Y}}. And the detailed information about the two evidences is given in Table 7.

Besides, the results of combination of four methods including proposed method are given in

Table 8 and Fig 6.

In this example, the proposed method still keeps highly accurate and concise standard in

describing situations of FOD and is a very effective tool for decision makers to have choices in

target recognition. All in all, the four examples have well illustrated that the proposed method

not only can handle conflicting evidences felicitously and produce intuitive results, but also

remain much better performance than traditional and other method in generating judgments

with respect to evidences with normal relationships.

5. Application

All of the examples strongly support the credibility and effectiveness of proposed method.

In order to illustrate the superiority of proposed method at a further step, an application ap-

plied in real data set under actual situations is designed. And the data set, iris, is drawn from

UCI machine learning repository.
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Figure 6: The detailed process of proposed method

Attribute ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U)

Sepal length 0.3337 0.3165 0.2816 0.0307 0.0052 0.0272 0.0052

Sepal width 0.3164 0.2501 0.2732 0.0304 0.0481 0.0515 0.0304

Petal length 0.6699 0.3258 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0043 0.00

Petal width 0.6998 0.2778 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0226 0.00

Table 9: BPAs generated by utilizing IRIS dataset

5.1. Application on IRIS dataset

Iris data set contains three categories which are (Setosa(T), Versicolor(Y), Virginica(U)) re-

spectively. Besides, each categories possesses 50 instances. And 40 instances are chosen ran-

domly to construct fuzzy triangles. And the remaining 10 instances are selected to generate

BPAs. And the generated BPAs are provided in Table 9. Moreover, the results of combination

of different method are given in Table 10 and visualized results are in Fig 7.

5.1.1. Discussions on results of combination of proposed method

It can be concluded that the results of different methods indicate that proposition T is the

most possible to take place. And for other propositions, they are allocated much smaller mass.

Therefore, in this case, the most urgent thing is to distinguish propositions T from other propo-

sitions for decision makers. With respect to other propositions, like proposition Y, it is enough
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Method ξ(T) ξ(Y) ξ(U) ξ(T, Y) ξ(T, U) ξ(Y, U) ξ(T, Y, U) ξ(Con)

Dempster′s rule [65] 0.8454 0.1544 0.0001 0.00 0.00 2.9197e-6 0.00 0.00

Yager′srule [69] 0.0746 0.013 1.2243e-05 0.00 0.00 2.5676e-07 0.00 0.9116

Base belie f f unction [73] 0.5994 0.2767 0.1133 0.0034 0.0033 0.0040 0.0002 0.00

New base basic assignment [72] 0.6777 0.2539 0.0703 0.00 0.00 3.1395e-07 0.00 0.00

New base f unction [45] 0.8039 0.1845 0.0077 1.6074e-05 1.0925e-05 4.5452e-05 1.7862e-07 0.00

Murphy′s method [74] 0.8526 0.1365 0.0121 3.3029e-06 2.3417e-06 1.5234e-05 6.1808e-08 0.00

He′s method [58] 0.8001 0.1895 0.0100 7.3275e-05 5.6740e-05 0.0001 3.1889e-06 0.00

Proposed method 0.9846 0.0153 7.7935e-05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 10: Results of combination of different methods
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Figure 7: The detailed process of proposed method
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Sensors ς(FA1) ς(FA1) ς(Fa2, FA3) ς(FA1, FA2, FA3)

Sen1 : χ1(·) 0.60 0.10 0.10 0.20

Sen2 : χ2(·) 0.05 0.80 0.05 0.10

Sen3 : χ3(·) 0.70 0.10 0.10 0.10

Table 11: The BPAs for fault information from multi sensors

to distribute a relatively big mass to it compared with other propositions to manifest that propo-

sition Y is a second choice after selecting proposition T as the most concerned object. And with

respect to proposition U, there exist two evidences which hold a opinion that proposition U

is not supposed to happen. In multi-source information fusion, the condition is expected to be

generally accepted to illustrate that proposition U should be put into a very unnoticed position.

And all of the concerns are well satisfied in the proposed method by allocating a mass of 0.9846

to proposition T to present its overwhelming role in the information provided. Besides, propo-

sitions Y and U are also given reasonable mass, which conforms to basic judgments narrated

before. All in all, the results combined by proposed method completely remain consistent with

the ones generate by other methods and significantly improves the performance in indicating

valuable part of complex information. As a result, it can be regarded as a powerful tool in man-

aging information under intricate environment and offers a satisfying solution in multi-source

information fusion.

5.2. Application on target recognition

In this section, the proposed method is utilized to solve problems about recognition of fault

in machines and the corresponding information is extracted from [75].

5.2.1. Problem introduction

The FOD for the categories of faults of machines is defined as χ = {FA1, FA2, FA3} and the

group of sensors is also given as S : {Sen1, Sen2, Sen3}. Moreover, the information collected is

modeled as BPAs and given in Table 11 respectively.

5.2.2. Some discussions on the results of combination of proposed method

The combination results of different methods and corresponding visualizations are pro-

vided in Table 12, Fig 8 and 9. It can be concluded that the traditional Dempster combination

rule produces counter-intuitive results which recognize FA2 as the target while the rest of meth-

ods recognize FA1. Moreover, the proposed method is able to recognize the fault FA1, which
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Method ς(FA1) ς(FA2) ς(FA3) ς(FA2, FA3) ς(FA1, FA2, FA3) Target

Dempster [65] 0.4519 0.5048 0.00 0.0336 0.0096 FA2

Murphy′s method [69] 0.5410 0.4309 0.00 0.0215 0.0065 FA1

Fan and Zuo′s method [75] 0.8119 0.1096 0.00 0.0526 0.0259 FA1

Yuan et al. [76] 0.8948 0.0739 0.00 0.0241 0.0072 FA1

Xiao [77] 0.8973 0.0688 0.00 0.0254 0.0080 FA1

Proposed method 0.9265 0.0720 0.0013 0.00 0.00 FA1

Table 12: Results of combination of different methods
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Figure 8: The detailed process of proposed method
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Figure 9: The detailed process of proposed method

is consistent with the judgments made by the other of methods except Dempster combination

rule and proves the effectiveness of the proposed method in managing conflicting information

provided. Besides, the proposed method owns the biggest value of belief among the judgments

on FA1 produced by different methods (0.9265), which is well illustrated in Figure 8 and 9.

The reason for the superior results of combination is because of effectiveness of Z-number in

determining contribution proportion, accuracy of OWA operator in distinguishing useful infor-

mation and reallocation of the mass of evidences based on Yager’s rule of combination. In one

word, the proposed method possesses a superior and advantages compared with other existing

methods.

6. Conclusion

The method proposed in this paper provides a completely new vision in combining con-

flicting or normal evidences by mainly taking Z-numbers and the concept of pignistic transfor-

mation into consideration. From the results obtained in numerical examples and application

on real applications, it can be easily concluded that the proposed method retains high accuracy

and robustness in handling complex situations expressed by different evidences. All in all, the

proposed offers a distinct solution in combining intricate evidences and it can be utilized to
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manage problems which can not be appropriately overcame by traditional or modern methods.
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