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Abstract

In Pawlak’s rough set theory, a set is approximated by a ddoveer and upper approximations. To measure
numerically the roughness of an approximation, Pawlaloduced a quantitative measure of roughness by using the
ratio of the cardinalities of the lower and upper approxiora. Although the roughness measureffedive, it has
the drawback of not being strictly monotonic with respecthe standard ordering on partitions. Recently, some
improvements have been made by taking into account the gudywof partitions. In this paper, we approach the
roughness measure in an axiomatic way. After axiomatia@fning roughness measure and partition measure, we
provide a unified construction of roughness measure, cattethg Pawlak roughness measure, and then explore the
properties of this measure. We show that the improved roesfhmeasures in the literature are special instances
of our strong Pawlak roughness measure and introduce thoee strong Pawlak roughness measures as well. The
advantage of our axiomatic approach is that some propeatiasoughness measure follow immediately as soon as
the measure satisfies the relevant axiomatic definition.
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1. Introduction

Rough set theory was proposed by Pawlak in the early 19802f22s a new mathematical approach for dealing
with inexact, uncertain or vague knowledge in informatigstems. Since then we have witnessed a systematic,
world-wide growth of interest in rough set theory [4] 20, 28,137/43| 44, 48, 49, 50,/52]. Nowadays, it is widely
recognized that rough set applications have a great impoetan several fields, such as granular computing, data
mining, and approximate reasoningl[19, 26,127)46| 51, 53].

A basic hypothesis in rough set theory is that some elemdrdasuaiverse may be indiscernible in view of the
available information about the elements. Such an indmsbiity relation was first described by equivalence raiati
in the way that two elements are related by the relation if@mig if they are indiscernible from each other|[22} 23].
In this framework, a rough set is a formal approximation ofibset of the universe in terms of a pair of unions of
equivalence classes which give the lower and upper appadians of the subset. In order to measure numerically the
accuracy of an approximation, Pawlak introduced two quatinte measures of accuracy and roughness in [23]: The
accuracy of a subset is defined as the ratio of the cardisliti the lower and upper approximations of the subset,
which is bounded by 0 and 1; the roughness of a subset is agdciiby subtracting the accuracy of the subset from 1.
Therefore, roughness is a complementary concept to theamcaf approximation. The roughness is, in some sense,
the amount of uncertainty of the underlying subset. A rowsisrof 1 shows that we have no certain knowledge on
the underlying subset, and a roughness of 0 means we knowtleivey for sure about the underlying subset. From
this point of view, the roughness measure is an importari¢&tdr of the uncertainty and accuracy associated with a
given subset.

It has been observed|[2,]17,/ 35] that the roughness (and & docuracy) due to Pawlak, however, has the
drawback of not being strictly monotonic with respect tostendard ordering on partitions. In other words, Pawlak’s
roughness and accuracy measures do not necessarily pusvigéh information on the uncertainty related to the
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granularity of partitions. To modify such measures, BeadhdPetry, and Arora proposed the notion of rough entropy
in [2]. This limitation has also been improved by Xu, Zhouddru in [35] by using the so-called excess entropy
approach. Most recently, Liang, Wang, and Qian made anatiovement by exploiting the notion of knowledge
granulation in|[1/7]. All of these improvements share somedyproperties. Nevertheless, there exists no unified
description for roughness measure.

The purpose of this paper is to investigate roughness measwan axiomatic way. We first introduce an ax-
iomatic definition of roughness measure by taking into anttlie common properties of the roughness measures
from [35] and [1¥]. After giving an axiomatic definition of ffion measure, we then provide a unified construction
of roughness measure, called strong Pawlak roughness regbgiwombining partition measure into Pawlak’s rough-
ness measure. Some properties of the strong Pawlak rougmeesure are examined in detail. Finally, we show that
the existing roughness measures in [35] and [17] are twoiapestances of our strong Pawlak roughness measure
and present three new strong Pawlak roughness measuredl.a$vecadvantage of our axiomatic approach is that
some properties of a roughness measure follow immediasegpan as the measure satisfies the relevant axiomatic
definition.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In e we briefly review some basics of Pawlak’s
rough set theory and the roughness measures in the literafine axiomatic definitions of roughness measure and
partition measure are given in Section 3. The strong Pavadaghness measure and its properties are also provided
in this section. Section 4 is devoted to the case study ofigtRawlak roughness measures. We conclude the paper in
Section 5 with a brief discussion on the future research.

2. Preliminaries

This section consists of four subsections. We recall theniiefin of Pawlak’s rough sets in Section 2.1. Sections
2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 are devoted to roughness measures prapp&eadviak [23], Xu et al.[[35], and Liang et al. [17],
respectively. Some necessary properties of these meameresllected for later use.

2.1. Rough sets

We start by recalling some basic notions in Pawlak’s rouglthery [22] 23].

Let U be a finite and nonempty universal set, andi&t U x U be an equivalence relation @h Denote byU/R
the set of all equivalence classes inducedRkbypuch equivalence classes are also catlechentary set®very union
(not necessarily nonempty) of elementary sets is callddfmable setFor anyA C U, one can characterizeby a
pair of lower and upper approximations. Tlogver approximation RA) of A is defined as the greatest definable set
contained inA, while theupper approximation RA) of A is defined as the least definable set contaidingormally,

R.(A) = U{C € U/R|C C A} andR‘(A) = U{C € U/R|C N A # 0).

It follows immediately from definition thaR.(A) € A € R (A) foranyA C U. In particular, wherR.(A) = A = R*(A),
the setA is also calledr-exact Clearly, every definable set R-exact, and vice versa. The ordered palfR) is
said to be ampproximation spaceA rough setin (U, R) is the family of subsets df} with the same lower and upper
approximations.

Recall that gartition of U is a collection of nonempty subsetsldfsuch that every elementin U is in exactly
one of these subsets. We wriléU) for the set of all partitions df) and#?(U) for the power set o). It is well-known
that the notions of partition and equivalence relation asentially equivalent, that is, for any equivalence retati
R on U, the setU/Ris a partition ofU, and conversely, from any partitionof U, one can define an equivalence
relationR, on U such thatU/R, = x in the obvious way. Thus, we sometimes say that the ordered par) is
an approximation space and write(A) andz*(A) for R,.(A) andR,*(A), respectively. More generally, we will use
equivalence relation and partition indiscriminately.

Whatever be a nonempty univeideit is always possible to introduce at least two canonicditans: One is the
trivial partition, denoted byt,"consisting of a unique equivalence class, and the othkeidiscrete partition, denoted
by 7, consisting of all singletons frotd. Formally,

7 ={U}andr = {{x} | x€ U}.
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We now define a partial ordex”™ on I1(U): For anyn, o € IT1(U),
m <=0 < foranyC e r, there existD € o such thatC c D.

For instancer < = < 7 for anyr € II(U). We say thatr is finerthano and thato is coarserthanr if 7 < 0. When
n < o, thatis,r < o andr # o, we say tha is strictly finerthano and thato is strictly coarserthanz. Informally,
this means that is a further fragmentation ef.

2.2. Roughness measure by Pawlak

Let (U, ) be an approximation space. To characterize the uncertafiyugh sets, Pawlak proposed two nu-
merical measures: roughness and accuracy (see, for exd@fijle The accuracy reflects the degree of completeness
of knowledge about a given subsétof U; it is defined by the ratio of the cardinalities of the lowedaumpper
approximations. More formally, theccuracyof A (with respect tor) is defined by

(A
(A

ap(m, A) =

whereA # 0 and 4S|” denotes the cardinality of a s&t For convenience, we seb(r, 0) = 1, that is,|0]/]0| = 1.

The roughness is opposed to the accuracy; it representggineadof incompleteness of knowledge about a given
subsetA. Theroughnes®p(r, A) of A (with respect tor) is calculated by subtracting the accurag(r, A) from 1,
that is,

Be(r, A) = 1 - ap(m, A).

Clearly, 0 < Bp(m,A) < 1. Itis easy to see th@iz(nr, A) = 1 if and only if 7.(A) = 0 andn*(A) # 0, and
Be(r, A) = 0 if and only if Ais r-exact.

To state the next property, we need one more notatiorBay, -) < Bp(o, -) we mean thgBp(rr, A) < Bp(o, A) for
everyA € U andBp(r, B) # Br(o, B) for someB € U. Similar usages of£” will appear in the subsequent sections.
The following property follows from the fact that for akyC U, o.(A) C 7.(A) CAC 7" (A) C o*(A) if n < 0.

Property 1. For anyr, o € II(U), if 7 < o, thengBp(r, ) < Bp(o, -).

The roughness and accuracy measures are of simple expiesasid are suitable for evaluating the uncertainty
arising from the boundary region. Nevertheless, neitherdlughness nor the accuracy reflects the granularity of the
underlying partition. This limitation has been pointed bytseveral researchers [2, 17| 35]. For the convenience of
the reader, we record a simple example.

Example 1. Let U = {a;, ap, a3, a4, as}, 7 = {{a1}, {ap, ag}, (a4, as}}, ando = {{a1, ay, as}, {as, as}}. Thenitis easy to
see thatr ando are partitions of U, and moreover, < o~. Assume that A {a;, ap, az, a4}. We thus have by definition
that

m.(A) = 0.(A) = {a1, &, ag} andx"*(A) = 0" (A) = (a1, &, a3, g, as} = U.

Thereforeap(r, A) = ap(p, A) = 0.6 andBp(r, A) = Bp(p, A) = 0.4. It means that partitions with gferent granu-
lations may give rise to the same accuracy (and thus rougf)ries some subsets. This property is, of course, not
desirable.

2.3. Roughness measure by Xu et al.

To improve the accuracy and roughness measures suggedtasvtak, Xu et al. [35] combined the granularity of
the underlying partition into Pawlak’s accuracy by expiaitthe so-called equivalence relation graphs. To intreduc
their definition, we need several notions.

Let (U, ) be an approximation space. Thkquivalence relation graplvith respect tar is defined as5(r) =
(N(n), E(r)), whereN(r) = U andE(n) = {(x,¥) € UXU |(X,y) € R;}. For any vertex onG(r) = (N(r), E(x)), let the
subgraph corresponding the G(r)™) = (N(7)M, E(x)™), whereN(7)™ = N(x) andE(n)™ = {(v,y) | (v, y) € E(x)}.
For any giverG(n), let pf((g)(n)yv) be the proportion of the row vectb(G(r), v) out of[N(xr)| row vectors in the incidence
matrix of G(rr), whereL(G(r), V) is the row vector correspondingan the incidence matrix o&(rr). More formally,
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pf((g)(”)’v) = n/IN(r)|, wheren is the number of row vectors in the incidence matrixagf) that are equal ta(G(r), v).

For an equivalence relation grafiifr), theminimum description lengtbf G(r) is defined b@

1(G(m) =~ > logpiay.):

veN(r)

Finally, we may state the key definition and results in [35jcdi®ws.
Let (U, 7) be an approximation space. Tioeighnes®f A (with respect tor) due to Xu et al. is defined by

con(G(x))

Bx(mt, A) = Bp(m, A) - |UJ(U| - 1) log|U|’

wheregp(r, A) is the Pawlak’s roughness afand

conG(m) = > 1GEmY) - 1(G(n)).

veN(r)

Note thatl (G(7)™) is the minimum description length of the subgrapr)™ corresponding te.
It follows from [35] that the new roughness measfxér, A) enjoys some useful properties, which are listed as
follows.

Property 2. For anyr € II(U) andA C U, 0 < Bx(r, A) < 1.
Property 3. Bx(w, A) = 0 for anyA C U; Bx(, U) = 0, andBx(r, A) = 1 for anyA C U.
Property 4. For anyn, o € I1(U), if 7 < o, thenBx(r, A) < Bx(o, A) foranyA C U.

Property 5. Letr e II(U) andA,BC U.

1) If m,.(A) = r.(B), thengx(r, AN B) < min{Bx(r, A), Bx(r, B)}.
2) If 7°(A) = 7*(B), thengx(r, AU B) < min{Bx(r, A), Bx(r, B)}.

It should be pointed out th@ has not the same drawback as showrgtoin Exampldl.

2.4. Roughness measure by Liang et al.

Based on the notion of knowledge granulation due to Miao aad 1], Liang et al. proposed a rough-
ness measure_[17] which is simpler than thatlin [35]. [&fr) be an approximation space and suppose that
7 ={C1,Cy,...,Cn}. Theroughnes®f A (with respect tor) due to Liang et al. is defined by

Zirgl |Ci|2

ﬂL(ﬂ’A) =BP(7T7A)' |U|2 s

wheregp(r, A) = 1 - |m.(A)l/|I7*(A)] is the Pawlak’s roughness @&f and the second ternginl%‘l%‘z represents the
knowledge granulation of introduced in|[21].
The following properties of the roughness meagiie, A) were given in[[1/7].

Property 6. Foranyr e II(U) andAC U,0< B (1, A) < 1.
Property 7. If B.(r, A) = O for all A C U, thenr = 7; if B.(r, A) = 1 for someA = U, thenr = 7.
Property 8. For anyr, o € II(U), if = < o, thenB.(x, A) < BL(o, A) foranyAc U.

Like Bx, the roughness measy#ge has not the same drawback as showrgfom Exampldl.

1All logarithms are to base 2 unless otherwise specified.



3. An axiomatic definition of roughness measure

This section is composed of three subsections. Motivatethbyroughness measures lin![L7, 35], we present
an axiomatic definition of roughness measure and discusméie properties in Section 3.1. In order to construct
more roughness measures, we introduce an axiomatic defimtipartition measure in Section 3.2. By incorporating
partition measure into Pawlak’s roughness measure, wedate a strong Pawlak roughness measure and explore its
properties in Section 3.3.

3.1. Roughness measure
For later need, let us introduce the following notion whietates two approximation spaces.

Definition 1. Let(U, ) and(V, o) be two approximation spaces, and suppose that/ff— V is a mapping.

1) The mapping f is called homomorphisnirom (U, ) to (V, o) if for any C € x, there exists De o such that
f(C) c D, where {C) = {f(u)|ue C}.

2) A homomorphism f is calledrmonomorphisnif f is an injective mapping.

3) A monomorphism f is callestrictly monomorphidf there exist Ce 7 and D e o such that {C) C D, namely,
f(C) c D and f(C) # D.

4) The mapping f is called aisomorphisnif the mapping f: U — V is bijective, and moreover, both f and its
inverse mapping ft are homomorphisms.

Let us now present the axiomatic definition of roughness oreas

Definition 2. Let U be a finite and nonempty universal set gha mapping fromTI(U) x £2(U) to the closed unit
interval [0, 1]. We say thaB is aroughness measuam U if the following conditions are satisfied:

1) B(n, A) = 0if and only if A isr-exact.

2) For anyr, o € II(V), if © < o, thenB(x, ) < B(o, *).

3) For anyr, o € TI(U), if there is an isomorphism f frogU, 7) to (U, o), thenpB(r, A) = B(o, f(A)) for any
AcU.

If B is a roughness measure on U, then thaghnessf A (with respect ta) is defined by the valyg(r, A).

Let us give a brief, informal account of the above conditiaddendition 1) just says that a set is exact if and only if
it has roughness 0. Condition 2) requires that roughnessumeatrictly maintains the partial order BiU). Notice
that any isomorphisnfi from (U, 7r) to (U, o) is actually a renaming of elementsldfthat keeps elementary sets. For
example, there is an isomorphism betwegh 2, 3, 4}, {{1, 2}, {3,4}}) and ({1, 2, 3,4}, {{1, 3}, {2, 4}}). Therefore, the
condition 3) requires that roughness measure is only degetroch the structure (i.e., blocks) of partitions; this ssem
quite reasonable.

It follows from the definition of Pawlak’s roughness measggend Propertj/]1 thap is a roughness measure in
the sense of Definitionl 2. To illustrate the definition, leexamine a trivial example.

Example 2. Considers : TI(U) x £(U) — [0, 1] defined as follows:

0, if Aism-exact
Bl A) _{ 1, otherwise

Clearly, the condition 1) in Definition] 2 is satisfied. For tbendition 2), letr, o € TI(U) with = < o. For any Ac U,

it follows from definition that A ix-exact whenever it is-exact, but the converse does not hold, that is;exact
set may not ber-exact. It means that (o, A) = 0, thenB(r, A) = 0, and there exists’Ac U such thap(r, A’) = 0
while B(o, A’) = 1. This forces thap(r,-) < B(o,-), as desired. For the condition 3), note that the isomorphism
f establishes a one-to-one correspondence between thé setxact sets and that of-exact ones. Therefore, the
condition 3) holds, ang is indeed a roughness measure on U.

By definition, we have two properties of roughness measuhe. fifst one is a characterization of the minimum
of a roughness measure.



Proposition 1. Letg be a roughness measure on U. Tigém, A) = 0 holds for all Ac U if and only ifr = 7.

Proor. Note that ifr = 7, then every subsei of U is r-exact. Hence, the fliciency follows immediately from
Definition[2. Conversely, i(z, A) = 0 holds for allA ¢ U, then by definition every subsétof U is m-exact. This
means that every nonempty subsetois a definable set. As a result, we see thatr, which proves the necessity.

The next property is a relaxation of the condition 2) in Deiami[2.

Proposition 2. Letg be a roughness measure on U and- € I1(U). If = < o, thenB(r, A) < B(o, A) for any AC U.
In particular, B(r, A) < B(x, A) for anyr € TI(U) and AC U.

Proor. It follows directly from the condition 2) in Definitiol] 2.

The following property is equivalent to the condition 2) iefihition[2, under the condition 3) in this definition.

Proposition 3. Suppose thas is a roughness measure on U and f is a strict monomorphism fthma) to (U, o).
Theng(r, A) < B(o, T(A)) for any AC U, and moreover, there exists & U such thap(r, A") < (o, T(A)).

Proor. Sincef is a monomorphism frondU, ) to (U, o), it gives an isomorphism betwegb), 7) and (U, f(r)),
wheref(r) = {f(A) | A € x}. Note thatU is finite andf is injective, sof is bijective and thug () is indeed a partition
of U. By definition, we see tha(r, A) < B(f(n), f(A)) for any A € U. On the other hand, we have thidfr) < o
sincef is strictly monomorphic. This means by Propositidn 2 t(z), f(A)) < B(o, f(A)) foranyAc U. As a
result,3(r, A) < B(o, f(A)) for anyA c U. The remainder of this proposition follows easily from théctness of the
monomorphisnt.

The condition 2) in Definitiof]2 just says thatis strictly monotonic. Depending on applications, stricimo-
tonicity may not be so required. For example, it is usuallgiiesting to look at dependencies between partitions
generated by decision attributes and condition attribin@sdecision system. In such cases, one may be mostly in-
terested in weak monotonicity but not in strict monotoricictually, the cases when the measure does not change
while changing the partition into a more or less detailed areeof special importance for feature selection, feature
subset selection, feature extraction, and feature remtugtiknowledge discovery (see, for example, [4,111, 31]). In
view of this, let us introduce a weak version of Definitidn Zalfows.

Definition 3. Let U be a finite and nonempty universal set @a mapping fronTI(U) x £#2(U) to the closed unit
interval[0, 1]. We say thaB is aweak roughness measuwe U if the following conditions are satisfied:

1) B(x, A) = 0if and only if A isr-exact.

2) For anyr, o € II(V), if r < o, thenB(n, -) < B(o, -).

3) For anyr, o € TI(U), if there is an isomorphism f frogU, 7) to (U, o), thenpg(r, A) = B(o, f(A)) for any
AcU.

4) B(r,-) = 0ifand only ifr = 7.

If Bis a weak roughness measure on U, thentlak roughnessf A (with respect tar) is defined by the valyg(r, A).

Clearly, Conditions 1) and 3) are the same as in Definiflom#8,@ondition 2) means thatis weakly monotonic.
Note that in order to avoi@ being constant, we add Condition 4) in the above definitidris easy to check that
any roughness measure in the sense of Definifion 2 is a weakness measure, but the converse does not hold in
general.

3.2. Partition measure
In order to measure partitions, we provide an axiomatic definof partition measure as follows.

Definition 4. Let U be a finite and nonempty universal set and h a mappingftfid) to [0, +0), the set of nonneg-
ative real numbers. We say that h ipartition measuren U if the following conditions are satisfied:

1) Foranynr, o € II(V), if 7 < o, then Hx) < h(o).



2) For anyr, o € TI(U), if there is an isomorphism f froit, 7) to (U, o), then Hzx) = h(o).

Intuitively, we require that partition measures Onare only dependent upon the structure of partitions, not the
names of elements id. Roughly speaking, the greater the valudothe coarser the corresponding partition. Let us
see an example.

Example 3. Let U = {1, 2, 3,4}. Then U hasl5 partitions because the total number of partitions of an erednt set
is the Bell number R recursively defined by, = >¢_, (E)Bk and B = 1 (see, for example, [5]). For simplicity, we
write 1/2/34for the patrtition{{1}, {2}, {3, 4}}, alike to other partitions. With this notation, we have that
M(U) = {12341/2342/134,3/124 4/123 14/23,13/24,12/34,

1/2/34,1/3/24,1/4/23,3/4/12,2/4/13,2/3/14,1/2/3/4}.
By definition, any mapping hII(U) — [0, +o0) that satisfies the following conditions is a partition me@son U:

h(1/2/3/4) =11,

h(1/2/34)=h(1/3/24)=h(1/4/23)= h(3/4/12)

=h(2/4/13)=h(2/3/14)=r,,

h(14/23)= h(13/24) = h(12/34) = r3,

h(1/234)= h(2/134)= h(3/124)= h(4/123)= 4,

h(1234)= rs,
wheret € [0,+00),i=1,2,...,5withrp <rp<rg<rsandrn <rp <rq <frs.

We remark that our axiomatic definition of partition meassressentially based on the cardinalities of all equiv-
alence classes in a partition. Recently, Yao and Zhao [41¢ k#ectly established a partition measure on the car-
dinality of a partition, and moreover, they constructedraeriesting measure of the granularity of a partition which
has several existing measures as instances. We see by ithg@dang41] that this new measure satisfies Definifibn 4
as well. It should be stressed that constructing and evatupartitions are the most basic issues in rough set theory,
since the indiscernibility is the mathematical basis ofgioget theory [25] and there are strong relationships betwee
indiscernibility measures and partition measures [1, 2139 /40| 45]. In addition to rough sets, the granularity of a
partition is a very important concept in many other fieldssas information theory, data mining, machine learning,
and pattern recognition. In the literature, there are aelamgmber of approaches to measuring partitions (see, for
example,|[2,9, 10, 12, 18,114,115, 16| 17|, 118,124, 25| 29, 33368438, 39, 42, 47]). In some sense, the roughness
measure in Definition]2 as well as the weak roughness measirefinition[3 can be viewed as a partition measure
because for some given subsets, 8apf U, the function(:, A) can reflect the granularity of a partition.

The following facts follow directly from Definitiofl4.

Corollary 1. Suppose that h is a partition measure on U.

1) For anyn,o € II(V), if 7 < o, then Kx) < h(o).

2) For anyr € II(U), h() < h(r) < h(x). In particular, h(x) > O whenever + 7.

As expected, partition measures have the following prgpert

Proposition 4. Let h be a partition measure on U amdo € TI(U). If there is a strict monomorphism f frol, )
to (U, o), then KHr) < h(o).

Proor. Assume thaff is a strict monomorphism frortJ, 7) to (U, o). Then it is clear thaf gives rise to an iso-
morphism fromKU, zr) to (U, f(r)), wheref(r) = {f(A) | A € n}. We thus have thai(r) = h(f(r)) by Definition[4.
Furthermore, we find thafti(r) < o sincef is strictly monomorphic. By definition, we obtain thatf ()) < h(o).
Consequenthh(r) < h(o), finishing the proof.

As a corollary of Propositionl4, we get an equivalent defimitof partition measure.

Corollary 2. A mapping h: TI(U) — [0, +0) is a partition measure on U if and only if the following conalits
hold:

1) For anynr, o € TI(U), if there is a strict monomorphism f fro¢W, 7) to (U, o), then Kx) < h(o).

2) For anyr, o € TI(U), if there is an isomorphism f froitJ, 7) to (U, o), then Hx) = h(o).
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3.3. Strong Pawlak roughness measure
Given a partition measure, we can construct a roughnesaunegiashe sense of Definitidd 2 as follows.

Theorem 1. Let U be a finite and nonempty universal set. Suppose that tp&tiion measure on U. Then the
functiongy, : TI(U) x £(U) — [0, 1] defined by

) _ (y (8 o)

,Bh(ﬂ', A) = IBP(H’ A) : h(;l') - |7T*(A)| h(;l')

is a roughness measure on U.

Proor. We need to check all the three conditions in Definifibn 2.

For the first condition, observe thai(x, A) = 0 if and only if eitherl=al = 1 orh(x) = 0. Clearly, =&l = 1 s
equivalent to thaf is m-exact. Note thah(r) = 0 implieszr = 7 by Corollanf{l. In this case, every subgeof U is
m-exact. Hencedn(r, A) = 0 if and only if A is r-exact, as desired.

For the second condition, assume that o. Thenh(r) < h(o) by definition. On the other hand, we have by
Property1 thaBp(r, -) < Br(o, -). We thus obtain than(r, -) < Bh(o, -), as desired.

For the third condition, suppose thatis an isomorphism fromdU, ) to (U, o), wherer, o € TI(U). Then by
definition we see that.(A)| = |o.(f(A)) and|z*(A)| = |o*(f(A))| for any A C U. Thereforepp(r, A) = Bp(o, T(A)).
Sincef is an isomorphism, we also have thét) = h(o) by definition. As a result, we get that(r, A) = Bn(o, f(A))
forany A € U. This completes the proof of the theorem.

For convenience, the roughness meagy@Essociated to a partition meastinis called astrong Pawlak roughness
measureNote that neither Pawlak’s roughness meaguneor the roughness measure defined in Exafmple 2 is a strong
Pawlak roughness measure. We end this subsection with asdiso on the properties of strong Pawlak roughness
measures. The first five properties follow immediately fronedrenf 1L, in which the assertion 3) justifies the modifier
“strong”.

Corollary 3.

1) Bn(m, A) = 0if and only if A isz-exact.

2) Foranyr, o € II(VU), if 1 < o, thenBy(r, ) < Bn(o, -). Consequently, it < o, thenBn(r, A) < Bn(o, A) for any
AcU.

3) Foranyr, o € II(U), if < o and AC U is noto-exact, themBn(r, A) < Bn(o, A).

4) For anyr, o € II(U), if there is an isomorphism f frogU, ) to (U, o), thengy(r, A) = Bn(o, f(A)) for any
AcU.

5) Assume that there is a strict monomorphism f fkdinr) to (U, o). ThenBn(r, A) < Bn(o, f(A)) forany AC U,
and moreover, there exists & U such thasy(rr, A) < Br(o, f(A)).

Like the previous roughness measyspsBx, andg,, the strong Pawlak roughness meagjris bounded as well.
Proposition 5. For anyr € II(U) and AC U, 0 < Bn(r, A) < 1.
Proor. It follows directly from 0< Bp(r, A) < 1 and Corollary1L.

In terms of the maximum and minimum 8§, we have further characterizations.
Proposition 6. Bn(r, A) = 0 holds for all AC U if and only ifr = 7.

Proor. By the assertion 1) in Corollaiyl B (x, A) = 0 holds for allA ¢ U if and only if every subsef of U is
m-exact, which is equivalent to that= 7. This proves the proposition.

Proposition 7. If there exists A U such thaBn(r, A) = 1, thenr = 7. Moreover,

. 0, ifA=U
Pz A) _{ 1, otherwise
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Proor. If there existsA € U such thap(r, A) = 1, then it forces tha8p(r, A) = 1 andh(r) = h(x). The latter yields
thatr = 7 by Corollary(1. The remainder of this proposition followadéy from the definition ofy.

Like the roughness measiBg, the strong Pawlak roughness meagirbas the following properties.

Proposition 8. Letr e [I(U)and ABC U.

1) If m.(A) = 7.(B), thenBn(r, AN B) < min{Bn(rr, A), Bn(r, B)}.
2) If 7*(A) = n*(B), thenBh(r, AU B) < min{Bn(r, A), Bn(r, B)}.
Proor. 1) Clearly,n*(An B) € n*(A). If n.(A) = n.(B), then we can verify that.(A N B) = n.(A). Hence,
Ir.(AN B)| S |7.(A)]
I (ANB) ~ I (A’
which means thap(r, AN B) < Bp(r, A). In the same way, we obtain thét(r, AN B) < Bp(r, B). It yields that
Bn(m, AN B) < min{Bn(r, A), Bn(r, B)}, as desired.
2) The proofis similar to that of 1). It is easy to see thgtd) C 7.(AU B). If 7*(A) = n*(B), then we can check
thatz*(A U B) = 7*(A). As a result, we have that
Ir.(AU B)| S |7.(A)]
T (AUB) ~ I (A
ThereforeBp(r, AUB) < Bp(r, A). Analogously, we can obtain thég(r, AUB) < Bp(r, B). It gives thap,(rr, AUB) <
min{Bn(rr, A), Bn(r, B)}, finishing the proof of the proposition.

4. Case study of strong Pawlak roughness measures

As we have seen in the previous section, if one can showhtigat partition measure od, theng, is a strong
Pawlak roughness measure and thus has the propertiesist&edllary[3 and Propositioris 6] 6, 7, dad 8. In this
section, we first look at the roughness measggeandg. due to Xu et al.|[35] and Liang et al. [17], respectively, in
the framework of strong Pawlak roughness measures, angbtbeitle three new strong Pawlak roughness measures.

Proposition 9. The roughness measysg due to Xu et al. is a strong Pawlak roughness measure.

Proor. By definition,

. ~__ conG(xn))
Pl ) =Bt A) G101 - 1) og T
so it is suficient to show thah defined by
con(G(n))
h(r) =
)= [ - Dogiu]

is a partition measure od andh(z) = 1. It follows from Theorem 7 in[[35] thal satisfies the condition 1) in
Definition[4, that isg < ¢ impliesh(r) < h(c). In addition, if there is an isomorphism fro(W, ) to (U, o), then
we see thaton(G(r)) = con(G(o)) by the definition of equivalence relation graph. Therefb(r) = h(c). It follows
from definition thatton(G(x)) = |U|(JU| — 1) log|U|, namelyh(x) = 1. Henceh is a partition measure, as desired. In
fact, we may also defing(r) = con(G(r)) and then verify that’ is a partition measure amd(7) = |U|(JU|-1) log|U].

Proposition 10. The roughness measyse due to Liang et al. is a strong Pawlak roughness measure.

Proor. By definition,

m 2

iz1 |Gil
e ) = ol A) - L
where{C4,C,,...,Cny} = m. In order to show thas, is a strong Pawlak roughness measure, fiices to prove that
h defined byh(r) = >, ICi|? is a partition measure od andh(x) = |U|?>. The former follows readily from the
definition ofh and the latter is obvious. Therefogk, is a strong Pawlak roughness measure.
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Remark 1. PropositionER arfd 10 tell us that the roughness meagu@sds. have the properties stated in Corollary
[B and Propositiorfs §] B] 7, ahH 8; some of these propertieniasing in [35] or [17].

To introduce another strong Pawlak roughness measures tetall the notion of co-entropy [2,115, 16, 18} 39].
Assume thair = {C1,C,, ..., Cp} € TI(U). Then theco-entropyof partitionr is defined as

m

E(r) = Z i1 log[Cil.

=1

It has been known that the following identity holds
H(x) + E(r) = log|U| for anyr € T1(U),
whereH (n) is the entropy of partitionr [15,116/30| 34, 39] defined as

m
_ ICi| , __ICil
H(r) = . |U|Iog IR

Notice that a standard result of information theory asstirestrict anti-monotonicity of entropy (see, for example,
[3a)):

if © < o, thenH(o) < H(n).
Therefore, we have the following strict monotonicity of entropy with respect to the partition ordering (a direct
proof of this result can be found in [16]):

if 7 < o, thenE(r) < E(0).

This result has been proven in a roughness monotonicityéneof [34], which is based on a lemma of the same
paper. We thus find th& is a partition measure dd. Noting thatE(r) = log|U|, we get the following proposition.

Proposition 11. Define

E(m)
A A) -
Be(, A) = Bp(r, A) - 1ogIU]
for anyr € II(U) and AC U. ThenBe is a strong Pawlak roughness measure.

Let us remark thaBp(r, A) - E(7) was defined as the rough entropyfin [2]. Therefore, we may viee (r, A)
as a standardization of the rough entropyAof

In [3], Bianucci et al. introduced a pseudo co-entropy eglaio a partitiont = {C1,Cy,...,Cp} € TI(U) as
follows:

m
E'(r) = Z ICil?log|Cil.
i=1
It has been proven inl[3] that
if 7 < o, thenE’'(n) < E'(0).
This property, together with the definition &f, implies thatE’ is also a partition measure @&h By usingE’(r) =

|U|log|U|, we obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 12. Define
E'(n)
[U]log|U]|

for anyr € II(U) and AC U. ThenBg is a strong Pawlak roughness measure.

BE’(H» A) =BP(7T» A) ’
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We end this section with one more strong Pawlak roughnessunearising from the concept of combination
granulation introduced by Qian and Liangin/[29].
Letr = {Cy,Cy,...,Cn} € II(U). Then thecombination granulatiomf 7, denoted byCG(r), is defined as [29]

m
Gk ocl-1
CG(”)";:W' uj-1

It has been shown by Proposition 9iin/[29] that
if 7 < o, thenCG(r) < CG(0).

This property, together with the definition GG, implies thatCG is a partition measure od. As CG(n) = 1, we
obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 13. Define
Bea(r, A) = p(m, A) - CG(n)

for anyr € II(U) and AC U. ThenBcg is a strong Pawlak roughness measure.

Remark 2. Thanks to the axiomatic approach, Propositiod$ 11, 12[ rshtw us that the roughness measifegs
Be, andBcg are of the properties stated in Corollaty 3 and Proposifhigs7, andB.

Let us calculate the above five strong Pawlak roughness mesafar the sets and partitions in Examiple 1.

Example 4. Let us revisit Example 1, where ¥ {ay, a,, a3, a4, as}, 7 = {{a1}, {@z, a3}, {as, as}}, ando = {{ay, @, a3},
{au, as}}. For A = {ay, &y, as, a4}, we have already obtained tha(z, A) = Bp(o, A) = 0.4 in ExampldL.
By a direct computation, we can readily get the followingufes

Bx(m, A) = 0.102
Bu(n, A) = 0.144
Be(r, A) = 0.138
Be (n, A) = 0.055
Bos(r, A) = 0,032

Bx (o, A) = 0.219;
BL(o, A) = 0.208;
Be(o, A) = 0.233;
Be (0, A) = 0.126;
Bes(o, A) = 0.088

AN AN AN AN A

All of these are consistent with the fact thak o.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we have investigated roughness measure ki@natic way. The axiomatic definitions of roughness
measure and partition measure have been provided. Basé@pwée have given a unified construction of roughness
measure, called strong Pawlak roughness measure, by ciogppartition measure into Pawlak’s roughness measure.
Some properties of the strong Pawlak roughness measurébaamexplored as well. In addition, we have shown that
the existing roughness measure<.in [35] and [17] are twoiapastances of our strong Pawlak roughness measure,
which supports our axiomatic definitions. The advantagexairaatic approach is that it can bring together some
seemingly diferent notions. As a result, we may study the properties ajlinass measure in Definitibh 2 and weak
roughness measure in Definitigh 3 instead of some specifisumea

As mentioned earlier, our axiomatic definition of roughnessasure is largely dependent on partition measure,
while the latter is based upon the cardinalities of all eglgéikice classes in a partition. Because partition measures
can be defined from fferent perspectives, more axiomatic definitions and pragseof roughness measure remain
to be investigated. In addition, the present work focusetherclassical rough sets based on partitions. It would be
interesting to examine our axiomatic approach in the fraorkwf covering rough sets|[6, 28,/43] or fuzzy rough sets
[8]. Finally, in the face of so many roughness measures,ritexion for choice remains yet to be addressed.
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