arXiv:2302.09101v1 [cs.LG] 17 Feb 2023

Scaling Dimension

Bernhard Ganter^1, Tom Hanika^{2,3}, and Johannes Hirth^{2,3}

1 TU Dresden, Dresden, Germany bernhard.ganter@tu-dresden.de 2 Knowledge & Data Engineering Group, University of Kassel, Germany 3 Interdisciplinary Research Center for Information System Design University of Kassel, Germany tom.hanika@cs.uni-kassel.de, hirth@cs.uni-kassel.de

Abstract Conceptual Scaling is a useful standard tool in Formal Concept Analysis and beyond. Its mathematical theory, as elaborated in the last chapter of the FCA monograph, still has room for improvement. As it stands, even some of the basic definitions are in flux. Our contribution was triggered by the study of concept lattices for tree classifiers and the scaling methods used there. We extend some basic notions, give precise mathematical definitions for them and introduce the concept of scaling dimension. In addition to a detailed discussion of its properties, including an example, we show theoretical bounds related to the order dimension of concept lattices. We also study special subclasses, such as the ordinal and the interordinal scaling dimensions, and show for them first results and examples.

Keywords: Formal Concept Analysis, Data Scaling, Conceptual Scaling, Ferrers Dimension, Measurement, Preprocessing, Feature Compression, Closed Pattern Mining

1 Introduction

When heterogeneous data needs to be analyzed conceptually, e.g., for (closed) pattern mining [11], ontology learning [1] or machine learning [5, 10], conceptual scaling [2] is a tool of choice. The task of this method is to translate given data into the standard form, that of a formal context [3]. There are many ways to do this, but not all methods are meaningful in every situation. Often the data has an implicit structure that should guide scaling. For example, it is natural to analyze ordinal data also ordinally. We propose the notion of a pre-scaling to reveal such implicit assumptions and to make them usable for a scaling. Another important aspect is the complexity of the conceptual structure created by scaling. Several authors have suggested to restrict to important attribute combinations [5, 7, 12]. We formalize this, speaking of conceptual views of the

Authors are given in alphabetical order. No priority in authorship is implied.

data. It turns out that such views have a natural characterization in terms of scale measures, i.e., continuous maps with respect to closure systems that are represented by means of formal contexts. This in turn opens the door to basic theory questions. We address one of them here for the first time: the question of the scaling dimension, i.e., the size of the simplest data set that has the present conceptual structure as its derivative. We study this for the case of ordinal and in particular for that of interordinal scaling, proving characterizations and showing small examples. In addition to our theoretical findings, we demonstrate the applicability of the scaling dimension based on the drive concepts data set and provide all used functions in the conexp-clj [6] tool.

2 Formal concepts derived from data tables

At first glance, it seems very limiting that Formal Concept Analysis focuses on a single basic data type, that of a binary relation between two sets (a formal context). Data comes in many different formats, so why restrict to one type only? But this limitation is intentional. It allows a cleaner separation of objective formal data analysis and subjective interpretation, and it allows a unified, clear structure of the mathematical theory.

FCA handles the many different data formats in a two-step process. First, the data is transformed into the standard form – that is, into a formal context – and in the second step that context is analyzed conceptually. The first step, called conceptual scaling,^4 is understood as an act of interpretation and depends on subjective decisions of the analyst, who must reveal how the data at hand is meant. It is therefore neither unambiguous nor automatic, and usually does not map the data in its full complexity. However, it is quite possible that several such conceptual views together completely reflect the data.

In machine learning the classification data that is used for classifiers are usually lists of n-tuples, as in relational databases or in so-called data tables. In FCA terminology, one speaks of a many-valued context. In such a many-valued context, the rows have different names (thereby forming a key), and so do the columns, whose names are called (many-valued) attributes. The entries in the table are the values.

Formally, a many-valued context D := (G, M, W, I) consists of a set G of objects, a set M of many-valued attributes, a set W of attribute values, and a ternary relation I ⊆ G × M × W satisfying (g, m, v) ∈ I and (g, m, w) ∈ I =⇒ v = w. This condition ensures that there is at most one value for each object-attribute pair. The absence of values is allowed. If no values are missing, then one speaks of a complete many-valued context. The value for the object-attribute pair

4 The word “scaling” refers to measurement theory, not whether algorithms can be applied to large data sets.

(g, m), if present, sometimes is denoted by m(g), and m(g) = ⊥ indicates that the value is missing.

It was mentioned above that in order to derive a conceptual structure from a many-valued context, Formal Concept Analysis requires the interpretative step of conceptual scaling, which determines the concept-forming attributes which are derived from the many-valued context. That a formalism is required for this is illustrated by the following example. Suppose that one of the many-valued attributes is “size”, with values “very small”, “small”, “large”, “very large”. A simple approach would be to use the values as attribute names, introducing attributes “size = very small”, “size = small”, etc., with the obvious interpretation: an object g has the attribute “size = small” if m(g) = small when m = size. In this nominal interpretation the attribute extent for the attribute “size = small” contains those objects which are “small”, but excludes those which are “very small”, which perhaps is not intended. To repair this, one could use the implicit order very small < small < large < very large

of the values and dervide attributes such as size ≤ large, etc. But this interordinal interpretation can equally lead to undesired attribute extents, since the attribute size ≤ large applies to all object which are “very small”, “small”, or “large”, but excludes those for which no value was noted because their size was unremarkable, neither small nor large. A biordinal interpretation can take this into account [3].

2.1 Pre-scalings

Some data tables come with slightly richer information, for which we introduce an additional definition. A pre-scaling of a many-valued context D := (G, M, W, I) is a family (W (m) | m ∈ M) of sets W (m) ⊆ W such that W = ⋃ m∈M W (m) and (g, m, w) ∈ I =⇒ w ∈ W (m) for all g ∈ G, m ∈ M. We call W (m) the value domain of the many-valued attribute m. A tuple (v_m | m ∈ M) matches a pre-scaling iff v_m ∈ W (m) ∪ {⊥} holds for all m ∈ M. (G, M, W (m)_{m∈M} , J) may be called a stratified manyvalued context.

It is also allowed that the value domains additionally carry a structure, e.g., are ordered. This also falls under the definition of “pre-scaling”. We remain a little vague here, because its seems premature to give a sharp definition. Prediger [13] suggests the notion of a relational many-valued context. This may be formalized as a tuple (G, M, (W (m), R_m)_{m∈M} , I), where (G, M, W (m)_{m∈M} , I) is a stratified many valued-context as defined above, where on each value domain W (m) a family R_m of relations is given. Prediger and Stumme [12] then discuss deriving one-valued attributes using expressions in a suitable logical language, such as one of the OWL-variants. They call this logical scaling.

2.2 Interordinal plain scaling

A scale for an attribute m of a many-valued context (G, M, W (m)_{m∈M} , I) is a formal context S_m := (G_m, M_m, I_m) with W (m) ⊆ G_m. The objects of a scale are the scale values, the attributes are called scale attributes. By specifying a scale a data analyst determines how the attribute values are used conceptually.

For plain scaling a formal context (G, N, J) is derived from the many-valued context (G, M, W (m)_{m∈M} , I) and the scale contexts S_m, m ∈ M, as follows:

– The object set is G, the same as for the many-valued context, – the attribute set is the disjoint union of the scale attribute sets, formally

N := ⋃ m∈M {m} × M_m, – and the incidence is given by g J (m, n) :⇐⇒ (g, m, v) ∈ I and v I_m n. The above definition may look technical, but what is described is rather simple: Every column of the data table is replaced by several columns, one for each scale attribute of S_m, and if the cell for object g and many-valued attribute m contains the value v, then that is replaced by the corresponding “row” of the scale. Choosing the scales is already an act of interpretation, deriving the formal context when scales are given is deterministic.

Pre-scaling, as mentioned above, may suggest the scales to use. An ordered pre-scaling naturally leads to an interordinal interpretation of data, using only interordinal scales. We repeat the standard definition of interordinal scaling:

Definition 1 (Interordinal Scaling of D ). When D := (G, M, W, I) is a many-valued context with linearly ordered value sets (W (m), ≤_m), then the formal context I(D) derived from interordinal scaling has G as its object set and attributes of the form (m, ≤_m, v) or (m, ≥_m, v), where v is a value of the many valued attribute m. The incidence is the obvious one, an object g has e.g., the attribute (m, ≤_m, v) iff the value of m for the object g is ≤_m v. Instead of (m, ≤_m, v) or (m, ≥_m, v) one writes m : ≤ v and m : ≥ v, respectively. Formally I(D) := (G, N, J), where N := {m : ≤ v | m ∈ M, v ∈ W (m)} ∪ {m : ≥ v | m ∈ M, v ∈ W (m)} and (g, m : ≤ v) ∈ J :⇐⇒ m(g) ≤ v, (g, m : ≥ v) ∈ J :⇐⇒ m(g) ≥ v. For simplicity, attributes which apply to all or to no objects are usually omitted.

Remark: The formal context derived from a many-valued context D with linearly ordered value sets via ordinal plain scaling is denoted O(D ).

2.3 Scale measures and views

By definition, the number of attributes of a derived context is the sum of the numbers of attributes of the scales used, and thus tends to be large. It is therefore common to use selected subsets of these derived attributes, or attribute combinations. This leads to the notion of a view:

Definition 2. A view of a formal context (G, M, I) is a formal context (G, N, J), where for each n ∈ N there is a set A_n ⊆ M such that g J n :⇐⇒ A_n ⊆ g^I . A contextual view of a many-valued context K is a view of a derived context of K ; the concept lattice of such a contextual view is a conceptual view of K .

In order to compare contexts derived by conceptual scaling, the notion of a scale measure is introduced.

Definition 3. Let K := (G, M, I) and S := (G_S, M_S, I_S) be formal contexts. A mapping σ : G → G_S is called an S-measure of K if the preimage σ^{−1}(E) of every extent E of S is an extent of K . An S-measure is full if every extent of K is the preimage of an extent of S.

Proposition 1. A formal context K_1 := (G, N, J) is a view of K := (G, M, I) if and only if the identity map is a K_1 -measure of K .

Proof. When (G, N, J) is a view of (G, M, I), then every extent E of (G, N, J) is of the form E = B^J for some B ⊆ N. Then E also is an extent of (G, M, I), since E = ( ⋃ n∈B A_n)^I . Conversely, if the identity map is a (G, N, J)-measure of (G, M, I), then for each n ∈ N the preimage of its attribute extent n^J (which, of course, is equal to n^J ) must be an extent of (G, M, I) and therefore be of the form A^I_n for some set A_n ⊆ M. ⊓⊔

As shown by Proposition 1 there is a close tie between contextual views and canonical representation of scale-measures as proposed in Proposition 10 of Hanika and Hirth [7]. Said representations provide for a scale-measure σ of K into S an equivalent scale-measure based on the identity map of K into a context of the form (G, A, ∈) where A ⊆ Ext(K ). With the now introduced notions we understand the context (G, A, ∈) as contextual view of K .

3 Measurability

A basic task in the theory of conceptual scaling is to decide if a given formal context K is derived from plain scaling (up to isomorphism). More precisely, one would like to decide whether K can be derived using a set of given scales, e.g., from interordinal scaling.

A key result here is Proposition 122 of the FCA book [3]. It answers the following question: Given a formal context K and a family of scales S, does there exist some many-valued context D such that K is (isomorphic to) the context derived from plain scaling of D using only scales from S? The proposition states that this is the case if and only if K is fully S-measurable (cf. Definition 94 in Ganter and Wille [3]), i.e., fully measurable into the semiproduct of the scales in S. Based on this proposition, Theorem 55 of the FCA book also gives some simple characterizations for measurability, one of them concerning interordinal scaling:

Theorem 1 (Theorem 55 [3]). A finite formal context is derivable from interordinal scaling iff it is atomistic (i.e., {g}^′ ⊆ {h}^′ =⇒ {g}^′ = {h}^′) and the complement of every attribute extent is an extent.

While this characterization may seem very restrictive there are potential applications machine learning. In Hanika and Hirth [5] the authors discuss how Decision Trees or Random Forest classifiers can be conceptually understood. Similar investigations have been made for latent representations of neural networks[10]. The nature of the decision process suggests an interordinal scaling on the data set. They study several conceptual views based on interordinal scalings, asking if they can be used to explain and interprete tree based classifiers. One of these possibilities they call the interordinal predicate view of a set of objects G with respect to a decision tree classifier T . We refer to Hanika and Hirth [5] for a formal definition and a thorough investigation of how to analyze ensembles of decision tree classifiers via views.

Proposition 2. The interordinal predicate view I_P(G, T ) is derivable from interordinal scaling.

Proof. The interordinal predicate view context is atomistic, as shown in Proposition 1 of Hanika and Hirth [5]. For every attribute P ∈ T (P) we find that {P }^′ ∈ Ext(I_P(G, T )). We have to show that G \ {P }^′ ∈ Ext(I_P(G, T )). This is true since we know that for any predicate P that {P }^′ = {g ∈ G | g |= P }

by definition and therefore G \ {P }^′ ⋆ = {g ∈ G | g |̸= P } = {¬P }^′, which is an extent. The equality (⋆) follows directly from the fact that the many valued context D is complete. Thus, by Section 3 the proposition holds. ⊓⊔

Other characterizations (also in Theorem 55 of the FCA book [3]) show that while every context is fully ordinally measurable, a context is fully nominally measurable iff it is atomistic. Thus every fully interordinally measurable context is also fully nominally measurable. In addition to that, the scale families of contranominal, dichtomic and interordinal scales are equally expressive. While equally expressive, a natural quantity in which these families and scaling in general differs in how complex the scaling is in terms of the size the manyvalued context D . This is expressed by the scaling dimension, to be introduced in the following definition.

Definition 4 (Scaling Dimension). Let K := (G, M, I) be a formal context and let S be a family of scales. The scaling dimension of K with respect to S is the smallest number d such that there exists a many-valued context D := (G, M_D , W_D , I_D ) with |M_D | = k, such that K has the same extents as the context derived from D when only scales from S are used. If no such scaling exists, the dimension remains undefined.

The so-defined dimension can also be perceived as an instance of the feature compression problem. Even when it is known that K can be derived from a particular data table, it may be that there is another, much simpler table from which one can also derive K (cf. Figure 1 for an example).

To prove properties of the scaling dimension, we need results about scale measures which were published elsewhere [3, 7]. The following lemma follows from Propositions 120 and 122 from Ganter and Wille [3].

Lemma 1. Let D be a complete many-valued context. For every many-valued attribute m of D let S_m := (G_m, M_m, I_m) be a scale for attribute m, i.e., with W (m) ⊆ G_m. Furthermore, let K be the formal context derived from D through plain scaling with the scales (S_m | m ∈ M). Recall that K and D have the same object set G, and that for every m ∈ M the mapping σ_m : G → W (m), defined by g → m(g), is a scale measure from K to S_m.

Then the extents of K are exactly the intersections of preimages of extents of the scales S_m.

A first result on the scaling dimension is easily obtained for the case of ordinal scaling. It was already mentioned that every formal context is fully ordinally measurable, which means that every context is (up to isomorphism) derivable from a many-valued context D through plain ordinal scaling. But how large must this D be, how many many-valued attributes are needed? The next proposition gives the answer. For simplicity, we restrict to the finite case.

Proposition 3. The ordinal scaling dimension of a finite formal context K equals the width of the ordered set of infimum-irreducible concepts.

Proof. The width is equal to the smallest number of chains C_i covering the ⊆-ordered set of irreducible attribute extents. From these chains we can construct a many-valued context D with one many-valued attribute m_i per chain C_i. The values of m_i are the elements of the chain C_i, and the order of that chain is understood as an ordinal prescaling. The derived context by means of ordinal scaling has exactly the set of all intersections of chain extents as extents (Proposition 120 [3]), i.e., the set of all ⋂ A where A ⊆ C_1 × · · · × C_w. Those are exactly the extents of K . This implies that the scaling dimension is less or equal to the width.

But the converse inequality holds as well. Suppose K has ordinal scaling dimension w. Then by Lemmareflem:interordinal-measurement every extent of K is the intersection of preimages of extents of the individual scales. For ∩-irreducible extents this means that they must each be a preimage of an extent from one of the scales. Incomparable extents cannot come from the same (ordinal) scale, and thus the scaling must use at least w many ordinal scales. ⊓⊔

As a proposition we obtain that the ordinal scaling dimension must be at least as large as the order dimension:

Proposition 4 (Ordinal Scaling Dimension and Order Dimension). The order dimension of the concept lattice B(K ) is a lower bound for the ordinal scaling dimension of K .

Proof. It is well known that the order dimension of B(K ) equals the Ferrers dimension of K , which remains the same when K is the standard context. The Ferrers relation is the smallest number of staircase-shaped relations to fill the complement of the incidence relation of K .

For a context with ordinal scaling dimension equal to w we can conclude that the (irreducible) attributes can be partitioned into w parts, one for each chain, such that for each part the incidence is staircase-shaped, and so are the nonincidences. Thus we can derive w Ferrers relations to fill all non-incidences. ⊓⊔

A simple example that order dimension and ordinal scaling dimension are not necessarily the same is provided by any context with the following incidence: × × × Its Ferrers dimension is two, but there are three pairwise incomparable irreducible attributes, which forces its ordinal scaling dimension to be three. A more challenging problem is to determine the interordinal scaling dimension of a context K . We investigate this with the help of the following definition.

Definition 5. An extent ladder of K is a set R ⊆ Ext(K ) of nonempty extents that satisfies:

i) the ordered set (R, ⊆) has width ≤ 2, i.e., R does not contain three mutually incomparable extents, and ii) R is closed under complementation, i.e., when A ∈ R, then also G \ A ∈ R.

Note that a finite (and nonempty) extent ladder is the disjoint union of two chains of equal cardinality, for the following reason: Consider a minimal extent E in the ladder. Any other extent must either contain E or be contained in the complement of E, because otherwise there would be three incomparable extents. The extents containing E must form a chain, and so do their complements, which are all contained in the complement of E.

Theorem 2 (Interordinal Scaling Dimension). The interordinal scaling dimension of a finite formal context K , if it exists, is equal to the smallest number of extent ladders, the union of which contains all meet-irreducible extents of K .

a bI^b Ia Inew

Figure 1. This figure displays the a and b feature of five data points and their respective interordinal scales Ia and I_b (black). The interordinal scaling dimension of this data set is one and the respective reduced interodinal scale Inew is depicted in red. The reduction would then remove the a and b data column and substitute it for a new column given by Inew.

Proof. Let K be a formal context with interordinal scaling dimension d. W.l.o.g. we may assume that K was derived by plain interordinal scaling from a manyvalued context D with d many-valued attributes. We have to show that the irreducible attribute extents of K can be covered by d extent ladders, but not by fewer.

To show that d extent ladders suffice, note that the extents of an interordinal scale form a ladder, and so do their preimages under a scale measure. Thus Lemma 1 provides an extent ladder for each of the d scales, and every extent is an intersection of those. Meet-irreducible extents cannot be obtained from a proper intersection and therefore must all be contained in one of these ladders. For the converse assume that K contains l ladders covering all meet-irreducible extents. From each such ladder R_i we define a formal context R_i , the attribute extents of which are precisely the extents of that ladder, and note that this context is an interordinal scale (up to clarification). Define a many-valued context with l many-valued attributes m_i. The attribute values of m_i are the minimal non-empty intersections of ladder extents, and the incidence is declared by the rule that an object g has the value V for the attribute m_i if g ∈ V . The formal context derived from this many-valued context by plain interordinal scaling with the scales R_i has the same meet-irreducible extents as K , and therefore the same interordinal scaling dimension. Thus l ≥ d. ⊓⊔

Proposition 5. Let w denote the width of the ordered set of meet-irreducible extents of the formal context K . The interordinal scaling dimension of K , if defined, is bounded below by^w/2 and bounded above by w.

Proof. An extent ladder consists of two chains, and w is the smallest number of chains covering the meet-irreducible extents. So at least^w/2 ladders are required. Conversely from any covering of the irreducible extents by w chains a family of w ladders is obtained by taking each of these chains together with the complements of its extents. ⊓⊔

A context where OSD(K ) ≠ 2·ISD(K ) is depicted in the next section in Figure 4. Another inequality that can be found in terms of many-valued contexts. For a many-valued context D and its ordinal scaled context O(D ) and interordinal scaled context I(D) is the ISD of I(D) in general not equal to the OSD of O(D ). Consider for this the counter example given in Figure 2. The depicted many-valued context has two ordinally pre-scaled attributes that form equivalent interordinal scales. D m1 m2 g1 1 d g2 2 c g3 3 b g4 4 a

Figure 2. Example many-valued context where the attribute values are ordinally prescaled by 1 < 2 < 3 < 4 and a < b < c < d. The interordinal scaling dimension of I(D) is one and the ordinal scaling dimension of O(D ) is two.

4 Small Case Study

To consolidate the understanding of the notions and statements on the (interordinal) scaling dimension we provide an explanation based on a small case example based on the drive concepts [3] data set. This data set is a many-valued context consisting of five objects, which characterize different ways of arranging the engine and drive chain of a car, and seven many-valued attributes that measure quality aspects for the driver, e.g., economy of space. The data set is accompanied by a scaling is that consists of a mixture of bi-ordinal scalings of

1 2 3 4 5 6 Conventional × × × × All-Wheel × × × × Mid-Wheel × × × × Rear-Wheel × × × × Front-Wheel × × × × ×

Figure 3. The standard context of the drive concepts lattice, cf. Figure 1.13 in Ganter and Wille [3].

C m, M ++, De - C h, S u/n S n, E –, M – R ++, Dl -, C vl, E ++

S o, R – M - S u E - C l E + De ++, Dl ++ R +M +De + Dl +

Conventional

Allwheel

Midengine

Frontwheel

Rearwheel

Figure 4. Concept lattice (cf. Figure 1.14 in Ganter and Wille [3]) for the context of drive concepts (Figure 1.13 Ganter and Wille [3]). The extent ladders indicating the three interordinal scales are highlighted in color. The ordinal scaling dimension as well as order dimension of this context is four.

the quality (attribute) features, e.g., good < excellent and very poor < poor, and a nominal scaling for categorical features, e.g., for the steering behavior. The concept lattice of the scaled context consists of twenty-four formal concepts and is depicted in Figure 4.

First we observe that the concept lattice of the example meets the requirements to be derivable from interordinal scaling (Section 3). All objects are annotated to the atom concepts and the complement of every attribute extent is an extent as well. The interordinal scaling dimension of the scaled drive concept context is three which is much smaller then the original seven many-valued attributes. Using the extent ladder characterization provided in Theorem 2 we highlighted three extent ladders in color in the concept lattice diagram (see Figure 4). The first and largest extent ladder (highlighted in red) can be inferred from the outer most concepts and covers sixteen out of twenty-four concepts. The remaining two extent ladders have only two elements and are of dichotomic scale.

5 Discussion and Future Work

The presented results on the scaling dimension have a number of interfaces and correspondences to classical data science methods. A natural link to investigate would be comparing the scaling dimension with standard correlation measures. Two features that correlate prefectly, e.g., Figure 1, induce an equivalent conceptual scaling on the data. An analog of the scaling dimension in this setting would be the smallest number of independent features. Or, less strict, the smallest number of features such that these features do not correlate more than some parameter. This obvious similarity of both methods is breached by a key advantage of our approach. In contrast to correlation measures, our method relies solely on ordinal properties [14] and does not require the introduction of measurements for distance or ratios.

Proposition 4 has already shown that there is a relationship between an aspect of the scaling dimension of a formal context and the order dimension of its concept lattice. The assumption that further such relationships may exist is therefore reasonable. Yet, a thorough investigation of these relationships is an extensive research program in its own right and therefore cannot be addressed within the scope of this paper. An investigation on how the scaling dimension relates to other measures of dimension within the realm of FCA [9, 15] is therefore deemed future work.

Due to novel insights into the computational tractability of recognizing scalemeasures [7] (that is in preparation and will be made public later this year) we have little hope that the scaling dimension and interordinal scaling dimension can be decided in polynomial time. Despite that, efficient algorithms for real-world data that compute the scaling dimension and its specific versions, i.e., ordinal, interordinal, nominal, etc, may be developed. In addition to that, so far it is unknown if an approximation of the scaling dimension, e.g., with respect to some degree of conceptual scaling error [8] or bounds, is tractable. If computationally feasible, such an approximation could allow larger data sets to be handled. Another line of research that can be pursued in future work is how the scaling dimension can be utilized to derive more readable line diagrams. We can envision that diagrams of concept lattices that are composed of fewer scales, i.e., have a lower scaling dimension, are more readable even if they have slightly more concepts. An open problem that needs to be solved here is: for a context K and k ∈ N the identification of k scales that cover the largest number of concepts from B(K ) with respect to scale measures.

6 Conclusion

With our work, we contributed towards a deeper understanding of conceptual scaling [2]. In particular, we introduced the notion of pre-scaling to formalize background knowledge on attribute domains, e.g., underlying order relations, that can be used and extended to scales in the process of conceptual scaling. To deal with the complexity of scalings selection or logical compression methods have been proposed to reflect parts of the conceptual structure [7]. Furthermore, we introduced the notions of conceptual and contextual views to characterize these methods and provided a first formal definition.

We extended the realm of conceptual measurability [4] by the scaling dimension, i.e., the least number of attributes needed to derive a context by the means of plain scaling. This notion does not only provide insight towards the complexity of an underlying scaling but can also be applied for many-valued feature compression. For the identification of the scaling dimension, we provided characterizations for the ordinal and interordinal scaling dimension in terms of structural properties of the concept lattice. These employ chains of meet-irreducible extents and newly introduced extent ladders. We demonstrated their applicability based on the drive concepts data set and highlighted the identified extent ladders and chains in the concept lattice diagram. Our analysis showed that while the many-valued context consists of seven many-valued attributes an equivalent scaling can be derived from three interordinally scaled or four ordinal scaled many-valued attributes.

In addition to the structural characterizations of the scaling dimensions, we provided bounds for the interordinal and ordinal scaling dimension. In detail, we showed upper and lower bounds in terms of the width and the order dimension of the concept lattice. This result shows in particular how far-reaching and therefore necessary a future in-depth investigation of the scaling dimension is.

References

[1] P. Cimiano et al. “Conceptual knowledge processing with formal concept analysis and ontologies.” In: Concept Lattices: Second International Conference on Formal Concept Analysis, ICFCA 2004, Sydney, Australia, February 23-26, 2004. Proceedings 2. Springer. 2004, pp. 189–207.

[2] B. Ganter and R. Wille. “Conceptual scaling.” In: Applications of combinatorics and graph theory to the biological and social sciences. Ed. by F. Roberts. Springer- Verlag, 1989, pp. 139–167.

[3] B. Ganter and R. Wille. Formal Concept Analysis: Mathematical Foundations.

Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1999, pp. x+284.

[4] B. Ganter, J. Stahl, and R. Wille. “Conceptual measurement and many–valued contexts.” In: Classification as a tool of research. Ed. by W. Gaul and M. Schader. Amsterdam: North–Holland, 1986, pp. 169–176.

[5] T. Hanika and J. Hirth. “Conceptual Views on Tree Ensemble Classifiers.” In:

arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.05270 (2023).

[6] T. Hanika and J. Hirth. “Conexp-Clj - A Research Tool for FCA.” In: ICFCA (Suppl.) Ed. by D. Cristea et al. Vol. 2378. CEUR-WS.org, 2019, pp. 70–75.

[7] T. Hanika and J. Hirth. “On the lattice of conceptual measurements.” In: Inf.

Sci. 613 (2022), pp. 453–468. doi: 10.1016/j.ins.2022.09.005. [8] T. Hanika and J. Hirth. “Quantifying the Conceptual Error in Dimensionality Reduction.” In: Graph-Based Representation and Reasoning - 26th International Conference on Conceptual Structures, ICCS 2021, Virtual Event, September 20- 22, 2021, Proceedings. Ed. by T. Braun et al. Vol. 12879. Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 2021, pp. 105–118.

[9] T. Hanika, F. M. Schneider, and G. Stumme. “Intrinsic dimension of geometric data sets.” In: Tohoku Mathematical Journal (2018).

[10] J. Hirth and T. Hanika. Formal Conceptual Views in Neural Networks. 2022. [11] M. Kaytoue et al. “Two fca-based methods for mining gene expression data.” In:

ICFCA. Vol. 5548. Springer Heidelberg. 2009, pp. 251–266.

[12] S. Prediger and G. Stumme. “Theory-Driven Logical Scaling.” In: Proc. 6th Intl.

WSorkshop Knowledge Representation Meets Databases (KRDB’99). Ed. by E. F. et al. Vol. CEUR Workshop Proc. 21. Also in: P. Lambrix et al (Eds.): Proc. Intl. WS on Description Logics (DL’99). CEUR Workshop Proc. 22, 1999. 1999.

[13] S. Prediger. “Logical Scaling in Formal Concept Analysis.” In: Conceptual Structures: Fulfilling Peirce’s Dream, Fifth International Conference on Conceptual Structures, ICCS ’97, Seattle, Washington, USA, August 3-8, 1997, Proceedings. Ed. by D. Lukose et al. Vol. 1257. Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 1997, pp. 332–341. doi: 10.1007/BFb0027881.

[14] S. S. Stevens. “On the Theory of Scales of Measurement.” In: Science 103.2684 (1946), pp. 677–680. issn: 0036-8075.

[15] N. Tatti et al. “What is the Dimension of Your Binary Data?” In: Sixth International Conference on Data Mining (ICDM’06) (2006), pp. 603–612.