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Abstract. In this study, the optimal approximations of rough sets in an
approximation space is proposed based on similarity measures induced by
symmetric difference. Some basic properties of optimal approximations are
investigated. The variation rules of similarity degrees between the target
concepts and their optimal approximations in different granularity spaces
are surveyed. The attribute reduction approaches for decision systems
which preserve the optimal approximations of decision classes unchanged
are presented by using discernibility functions. In this case, the attribute
reductions can be computed all at once.
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1. Introduction

The theory of rough sets was firstly proposed by Pawlak [1]. It is an extension of
set theory and provides a systematic method for dealing with vague concepts caused
by indiscernibility in situations with insufficient and incomplete information. Using
the notions of upper and lower approximations in rough set theory, knowledge hidden
in information systems may be unravelled and expressed in the form of decision rules
[2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. Also, some extended rough set models, such as general binary relation
based rough set [7], fuzzy rough set [8], variable precision rough set [9], probabilistic
rough set [10] and so on were presented to extend the application scope of rough
sets.

In rough set model, the upper and lower approximations are two boundary lines
of the target set. The lower approximation of a set is the largest definable set
contained in it and the upper approximation of a set is the least definable set con-
taining it. In real application, whether the lower or upper approximation is to be
used is not definite. There is little discussion in original rough set theory on how
to establish one crisp set as approximation set of a target set instead of only giving
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out two boundary lines. Considering this issue, Janicki and Lenarci [11] presented
a metric approach to rough sets. The notion of optimal approximation in rough
approximation spaces with respect to a measure of similarity is proposed, and an
algorithm to compute optimal approximation using the Jaccard similarity measure
is surveyed. The optimal approximation may be closer to the target set compared
with upper approximation and lower approximation. In [12], Janicki and Lenarci
proposed finite and null-free measure on the universe to generate the similarity mea-
sures. The algorithm is presented to compute the optimal approximation by using
the Marczewski-Steinhaus similarity measure. The algorithm is also effective for
similarity measures which are consistent with the Marczewski-Steinhaus similarity
measure. Based on Jaccard similarity measure, Zhang et al [13] proposed a method
for building an approximation set of the uncertain set X. It is proved that R0.5(X)
is the optimal approximation set of X in some cases. The changing regularities
of similarity between R0.5(X) and X with the change of knowledge granularity in
knowledge space are surveyed. Zhang et al [14, 15] proposed the notion of relative
approximate degree in the decision making information systems which can well re-
flect the degree of similarity between the division of domain made by condition and
decision attributes. A heuristic attribute reduction method and algorithm based
on approximation set of rough set is proposed. In [16], a kind of fuzzy similarity
between a target set and its approximation set is presented based on Euclidean dis-
tance between two fuzzy sets. It is proved that 0.5-approximation set is the best
approximation set of a rough set in all definable sets. The change laws of fuzzy
similarity between a target set and its 0.5-approximation set in different granularity
spaces is analyzed in detail.

We note that there are many kinds of similarity measures in set theory for cooping
with different kinds of application problems. In some cases, the similarity degree
of two sets not only related to these two sets, but also related to the cardinality of
the whole universe. Jaccard similarity measure can not well reflect this characteris-
tics. The existing studies on optimal approximation rough sets are mainly based on
Jaccard similarity measure. In this study, we consider a new similarity measure in
the study of optimal approximation sets and investigate related attribute reduction
problems.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we briefly introduce basic notions related to rough sets. We refer
to [1] for details.

Definition 2.1 ([1]). Let U be a nonempty set and R an equivalence relation on
U . (U,R) is called an approximation space. For any X ⊆ U , the sets

(2.1) R(X) = {x|[x]R ⊆ X}

and

(2.2) R(X) = {x|[x]R ∩X 6= ∅}

are called the lower and upper approximations of X respectively, where [x]R = {y ∈
U |(x, y) ∈ R} is the equivalence class with respect to R which containing x.
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X is called a R definable set, if R(X) = R(X). That is to say, X is a R definable
set if and only if X is the union of some R equivalence classes. A definable set Y is
called the optimal approximation of X [11], if S(X,Y ) ≥ S(X,Z) for any definable
set Z, where S is a similarity measure. Based on Jaccard similarity measure, some
basic properties of optimal approximation are surveyed.

Theorem 2.2 ([13]). Let (U,R) be an approximation space, X ⊆ U and R0.5(X) =

{x ∈ U | |[x]R∩X||[x]R| ≥ 0.5}.
(1) SJ(X,R0.5(X)) ≥ SJ(X,R(X)),

(2) if |X|
R(X)

> |X−R0.5(X)|
|R(X)−R0.5(X)−X| , then SJ(X,R0.5(X)) ≥ SJ(X,R(X)),

where SJ(X,Y ) = |X∩Y |
|X∪Y | is the Jaccard similarity measure.

Algorithm 1 (Finding the Greatest Optimal Approximation)[11]
Let (U,R) be an approximation space, X ⊆ U .
(1) Construct R(X), R(X) and B(X) = {[x]R|[x]R * X∧ [x]R∩X 6= ∅}. Assume

r = |B(X)|.
(2) For each [x]R ∈ B(X), calculate α([x]R) = |[x]R∩X|

|[x]R−X| .

(3) Order α([x]R) in decreasing order and number the elements of B(X) by this
order, so B(X) = {[x1]R, [x2]R, · · · , [xr]R} and i ≤ j ⇔ α([xi]R) ≥ α([xj ]R).

(4) If α([x1]R) ≤ S(X,R(X)), then Xopt = R(X).
(5) If α([xr]R) ≥ S(X,R(X)), then Xopt = R(X).
(6) Calculate Oi from i = 0 until S(X,Op+1) > α([xp+1]R) for p = 0, · · · , r − 1

and set Xopt = Op.
Theorem 2.2 and Algorithm 1 show that, by using Jaccard similarity measure,

R0.5(X) is the optimal approximation of X in some specific cases. In addition,
the computation of the optimal approximations is complex in general. In the next
section, we will study optimal approximations by using a new similarity measure
which is induced by symmetric difference of sets.

3. The optimal approximation of rough sets

In this section, we consider the optimal approximation of rough sets based on the
following similarity measure

(3.1) S(X,Y ) = 1− |X 4 Y |
|U |

,

where X 4 Y = (X − Y ) ∪ (Y − X) is the symmetric difference of X and Y . It

is trivial to verify that S(X,Y ) = |X∩Y |+|Xc∩Y c|
|U | . That is to say, S(X,Y ) is the

proportion of elements common to X and Y or common to Xc and Y c in the whole
universe. In addition, S(X,Y ) is not only related to X and Y , but also take the
whole universe into consideration. Furthermore, we have the following Lemma on
the relationships between S and Jaccard similarity measure SJ .

Lemma 3.1. For any X and Y , S(X,Y ) ≥ SJ(X,Y ).

Proof. For any X and Y , we have

S(X,Y ) =
|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|

|U |
=
|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|
|X ∪ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|

≥ |X ∩ Y |
|X ∪ Y |

= SJ(X,Y ).

3
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�

Theorem 3.2. Let (U,R) be an approximation space, X ⊆ U . For any definable
set Y , S(X,R0.5(X)) ≥ S(X,Y ).

Proof. Without losing generality, we assume that

Y ∩R0.5(X) = [x1]R ∪ [x2]R ∪ · · · ∪ [xk]R,

Y −R0.5(X) = [xi1 ]R ∪ [xi2 ]R ∪ · · · ∪ [xim ]R,

R0.5(X)− Y = [xj1 ]R ∪ [xj2 ]R ∪ · · · ∪ [xjt ]R,

(Y ∪R0.5(X))c = [y1]R ∪ [y2]R ∪ · · · ∪ [ys]R.

Then it follows that
|X ∩R0.5(X)|+ |Xc ∩ (R0.5(X))c|

= |X ∩ [x1]R|+ · · ·+ |X ∩ [xk]R|+ |X ∩ [xj1 ]R|+ · · ·+ |X ∩ [xjt ]R|,
+|Xc ∩ [xi1 ]R|+ · · ·+ |Xc ∩ [xim ]R|+ |Xc ∩ [y1]R|+ · · ·+ |Xc ∩ [ys]R|.
|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|

= |X ∩ [x1]R|+ · · ·+ |X ∩ [xk]R|+ |X ∩ [xi1 ]R|+ · · ·+ |X ∩ [xim ]R|
+|Xc ∩ [xj1 ]R|+ · · ·+ |Xc ∩ [xjt ]R|+ |Xc ∩ [y1]R|+ · · ·+ |Xc ∩ [ys]R|.

Thus we have
|X ∩R0.5(X)|+ |Xc ∩ (R0.5(X))c| − |X ∩ Y | − |Xc ∩ Y c|

= (|X ∩ [xj1 ]R| − |Xc ∩ [xj1 ]R|) + · · ·+ (|X ∩ [xjt ]R| − |Xc ∩ [xjt ]R|)
+(|Xc ∩ [xi1 ]R| − |X ∩ [xi1 ]R|) + · · ·+ (|Xc ∩ [xim ]R| − |X ∩ [xim ]R|).

For any λ, 1 ≤ λ ≤ t, we have
|[x]jλ∩X|
|[x]jλ |

≥ 0.5. So we get

|[x]jλ ∩X| ≥ 0.5|[x]jλ | = 0.5(|[x]jλ ∩X|+ |[x]jλ ∩Xc|).

It follows that |[x]jλ ∩X| ≥ |[x]jλ ∩Xc|.
For any λ, 1 ≤ λ ≤ m, we have

|[x]iλ∩X|
|[x]iλ |

< 0.5. Hence we get

|[x]iλ ∩X| ≤ 0.5|[x]iλ | = 0.5(|[x]iλ ∩X|+ |[x]iλ ∩Xc|).

Therefore |[x]iλ∩X| ≤ |[x]iλ∩Xc|. Consequently, we have S(X,R0.5(X)) ≥ S(X,Y ).
�

This theorem shows that R0.5(X) is the optimal approximation of X with respect
to the similarity measure S. The similarity measure S can be generalized to the
following parameter depend form:

(3.2) Sa(X,Y ) =
a(|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|)

a(|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|) + |X ∩ Y c|+ |Xc ∩ Y |
,

where a > 0 is a parameter. If a = 1, then we have

S1(X,Y ) =
|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|

|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c|+ |X ∩ Y c|+ |Xc ∩ Y |
= 1− |X 4 Y |

|U |
= S(X,Y ).

The following Lemma shows the relationships between Sa and S.

Lemma 3.3. For any X and Y , Sa(X,Y ) = aS(X,Y )
1+(a−1)S(X,Y ) .

4
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Proof. By S(X,Y ) = 1− |X4Y |
|U | = |U |−|X4Y |

|U | = |X∩Y |+|Xc∩Y c|
|U | , we have

|X ∩ Y |+ |Xc ∩ Y c| = |U |S(X,Y ).

Then we get

Sa(X,Y ) =
a|U |S(X,Y )

a|U |S(X,Y ) + |X ∩ Y c|+ |Xc ∩ Y |
=

a|U |S(X,Y )

a|U |S(X,Y ) + |U | − |U |S(X,Y )
.

Thus it follows that Sa(X,Y ) = aS(X,Y )
1+(a−1)S(X,Y ) as required. �

For the similarity measure Sa, we have:

Theorem 3.4. Let (U,R) be an approximation space, X ⊆ U . For any definable
set Y , Sa(X,R0.5(X)) ≥ Sa(X,Y ).

Proof. By Theorem 3.2, we have S(X,R0.5(X)) ≥ S(X,Y ). Then we get

Sa(X,R0.5(X))− Sa(X,Y ) = aS(X,R0.5(X))
1+(a−1)S(X,R0.5(X)) −

aS(X,Y )
1+(a−1)S(X,Y )

= a(S(X,R0.5(X))−S(X,Y ))
(1+(a−1)S(X,R0.5(X)))(1+(a−1)S(X,Y )) ≥ 0. �

This theorem shows that R0.5(X) is also the optimal approximation of X with
respect to the parameter depend similarity measure Sa.

With the changing knowledge granularities, researchers pay their attentions to
how to obtain the change laws of the uncertainty of an uncertain target set in a
rough approximation space [15, 16]. Next we will analyze the change laws of the
similarity between a target set X and its 0.5-approximation set in the changing
knowledge spaces.

Theorem 3.5. Let R′ and R′′ be two equivalence relations on U and R′′ ⊆ R′.
Then S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤ S(X,R′′0.5(X)) for any X ⊆ U .

Proof. Without losing generality, we assume that U/R′ = {X1, X2, · · · , Xm}, U/R′′ =
{Y1, Y2, X2, · · · , Xm} and X1 = Y1 ∪ Y2.

(1) If X1 ⊆ R′0.5(X), then |X1∩X|
|X1| ≥ 0.5.

a) If Y1 ⊆ R′′0.5(X) and Y2 ⊆ R′′0.5(X), thenR′0.5(X) = R′′0.5(X) and S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤
S(X,R′′0.5(X)).

b) If Y1 ⊆ R′′0.5(X) and Y2 * R′′0.5(X), then |Y1∩X|
|Y1| ≥ 0.5 and |Y2∩X|

|Y2| < 0.5.

It follows that R′′0.5(X) = R′0.5(X)− Y2 = R′0.5(X)∩ Y c
2 , R′0.5(X) = R′′0.5(X)∪ Y2

and consequently

|R′′0.5(X) ∩X|+ |(R′′0.5(X))c ∩Xc| − |R′0.5(X) ∩X| − |(R′0.5(X))c ∩Xc|

= |R′′0.5(X)∩X|+ |(R′0.5(X)∩Y2)c ∩Xc| − |(R′′0.5(X)∪Y2)∩X| − |(R′0.5(X))c ∩Xc|
= |R′′0.5(X)∩X|+|(R′0.5(X))c∩Xc|+|Y2∩Xc|−|R′′0.5(X)∩X|−|Y2∩X|−|(R′0.5(X))c∩Xc|

= |Y2 ∩Xc| − |Y2 ∩X|.
By |Y2∩X|

|Y2| < 0.5, it follows that |Y2 ∩X| < 0.5|Y2| = 0.5(|Y2 ∩X|+ |Y2 ∩Xc|). Then

|Y2 ∩ X| < |Y2 ∩ Xc|) and |R′′0.5(X) ∩ X| + |(R′′0.5(X))c ∩ Xc| − |R′0.5(X) ∩ X| −
|(R′0.5(X))c ∩Xc| > 0. It follows that S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤ S(X,R′′0.5(X)).

c) If Y1 * R′′0.5(X) and Y2 ⊆ R′′0.5(X), then S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤ S(X,R′′0.5(X)) can
be proved similarly.

5
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(2) If X1 * R′0.5(X), then |X1∩X|
|X1| = |Y1∩X|+|Y2∩X|

|X1| < 0.5.

a) If Y1 * R′′0.5(X) and Y2 * R′′0.5(X), thenR′0.5(X) = R′′0.5(X) and S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤
S(X,R′′0.5(X)).

b) If Y1 ⊆ R′′0.5(X) and Y2 * R′′0.5(X), then |Y1∩X|
|Y1| ≥ 0.5 and |Y2∩X|

|Y2| < 0.5. It

follows that R′′0.5(X) = R′0.5(X)∪Y1, R′0.5(X) = R′′0.5(X)−Y1 = R′′0.5(X)∩Y c
1 . Then

|R′′0.5(X) ∩X|+ |(R′′0.5(X))c ∩Xc| − |R′0.5(X) ∩X| − |(R′0.5(X))c ∩Xc|
= |(R′0.5(X)∪Y1)∩X|+ |(R′′0.5(X))c ∩Xc| − |R′0.5(X)∩X| − |(R′′0.5(X)∩Y c

1 )c ∩Xc|
= |R′0.5(X)∩X|+|Y1)∩X|+|(R′′0.5(X))c∩Xc|−|R′0.5(X)∩X|−|(R′′0.5(X))c∩Xc|−|Y1∩Xc|

= |Y1) ∩X| − |Y1 ∩Xc|
By Y1 ⊆ R′′0.5(X), we have |Y1∩X|

|Y1| ≥ 0.5, it follows that |Y1 ∩ X| ≥ 0.5|Y1| =

0.5(|Y1∩X|+|Y1∩Xc|). Thus |Y1∩X| ≥ |Y1∩Xc|) and |R′′0.5(X)∩X|+|(R′′0.5(X))c∩
Xc| − |R′0.5(X) ∩ X| − |(R′0.5(X))c ∩ Xc| > 0. It follows that S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤
S(X,R′′0.5(X)).

c) If Y1 * R′′0.5(X) and Y2 ⊆ R′′0.5(X), then S(X,R′0.5(X)) ≤ S(X,R′′0.5(X)) can
be proved similarly. �

4. The attribute reduction of decision systems based on optimal
approximation of rough sets

Attribute reduction is one of the core issues of the rough set theory which has
been widely studied [17, 18, 19]. By deleting irrelevant or unimportant attributes
under some specific conditions, approximate decision rules can be acquired from
decision systems. In this section, we present an attribute reduction approach which
preserves the optimal approximations of decision classes unchanged.

Definition 4.1. A decision making information system S can be described as S =
(U,C ∪D,V, f), where U is the set of objects, C is the set of conditional attributes,
D is the decision attribute, V is the sets of attribute values, and f : U×(C∪D)→ V
is an information function, it specifies the attribute value of every object x in U .

Given a decision making information system S = (U,C∪D,V, f). For any A ⊆ C,
an indiscernibility relation RA is defined as follows:

(4.1) RA = {(x, y) ∈ U × U |∀a ∈ A(f(x, a) = f(y, a)}
Definition 4.2. Let S = (U,C∪D,V, f) be a decision system, U/D = {D1, D2, · · · , Dn},
A ⊆ C. If RA

0.5(Di) = RC
0.5(Di) for each Di ∈ U/D, we say that A is a optimal ap-

proximation consistent set of S. If A is a optimal approximation consistent set and
no proper subset of A is optimal approximation consistent, then A is referred to as
an optimal approximation reduction of S.

For any A ⊆ C and x ∈ U , let MA(x) = {Dj |x ∈ RA
0.5(Dj).

Theorem 4.3. Let S = (U,C∪D,V, f) be a decision system, U/D = {D1, D2, · · · , Dn},
A ⊆ C. Then

(1) A is a optimal approximation consistent set if and only if MA(x) = MC(x)
for each x ∈ U ,

(2) A is a optimal approximation consistent set if and only if for any x, y ∈ U , if
MC(x) 6= MC(y), then [x]A 6= [y]A.

6



Rui Qin et al. /Ann. Fuzzy Math. Inform. x (202y), No. x, xxx–xxx

Proof. (1) By x ∈ RA
0.5(Dj) if and only if Dj ∈MA(x), and x ∈ RC

0.5(Dj) if and only
if Dj ∈MC(x), we can directly conclude (1).

(2) ⇒: Assume that A is a optimal approximation consistent set and x, y ∈ U
with MC(x) 6= MC(y). By (1), we have MA(x) = MC(x) and MA(y) = MC(y).
Then it follows that MA(x) 6= MA(y). Thus [x]A 6= [y]A.
⇐: For each x ∈ U , we prove MA(x) = MC(x). Let T = {[y]C |[y]C ⊆ [x]A}.

Then T forms a partition of [x]A.

For any Dj ∈ MC(x), we have x ∈ RC
0.5(Dj) and

|[x]C∩Dj |
|[x]C | ≥ 0.5. For any

[y]C ∈ T , we have [y]C ⊆ [x]A. Then [y]A = [x]A. It follows that MC(x) = MC(y).

Thus Dj ∈ MC(y). It follows that
|[y]C∩Dj |
|[y]C | ≥ 0.5 and |[y]C ∩ Dj | ≥ 0.5|[y]C |.

Consequently,

|[x]A ∩Dj |
|[x]A|

=

∑
[y]C∈T |[y]C ∩Dj |

|[x]A|
≥

∑
[y]C∈T 0.5|[y]C |
|[x]A|

= 0.5

∑
[y]C∈T |[y]C |
|[x]A|

= 0.5.

It follows that Dj ∈MA(x).
For any Dj /∈ MC(x), we have x /∈ RC

0.5(Dj). For any [y]C ∈ T , we have [y]C ⊆
[x]A. Then [y]A = [x]A. It follows that MC(x) = MC(y). Thus Dj /∈ MC(y). It

follows that
|[y]C∩Dj |
|[y]C | < 0.5 and |[y]C ∩Dj | < 0.5|[y]C |. Consequently,

|[x]A ∩Dj |
|[x]A|

=

∑
[y]C∈T |[y]C ∩Dj |

|[x]A|
<

∑
[y]C∈T 0.5|[y]C |
|[x]A|

= 0.5

∑
[y]C∈T |[y]C |
|[x]A|

= 0.5.

It follows that Dj /∈MA(x). So MA(x) = MC(x) as required. �

Given a decision system S = (U,C ∪D,V, f). For any x, y ∈ U , let Exy = {a ∈
C|f(x, a) 6= f(y, a)} if MC(x) 6= MC(y), and Exy = C otherwise.

Theorem 4.4. Let S = (U,C ∪ D,V, f) be a decision system, A ⊆ C. A is a
optimal approximation consistent set if and only if A ∩ Exy 6= ∅ for any x, y ∈ U
with MC(x) 6= MC(y).

Proof. Assume that A is a optimal approximation consistent set. If x, y ∈ U with
MC(x) 6= MC(y), then by Theorem 4.3, we have [x]A 6= [y]A. It follows that there
exists a ∈ A such that f(x, a) 6= f(y, a).Thus A ∩ Exy 6= ∅.

Conversely, assume that x, y ∈ U and MC(x) 6= MC(y). It follows that A∩Exy 6=
∅. Then there exists a ∈ A such that a ∈ Exy. By f(x, a) 6= f(y, a), we conclude
that [x]A 6= [y]A. By Theorem 4.3, A is a optimal approximation consistent set. �

The logical formula ∧MC(x) 6=MC(y)(∨a∈Exya) is called an optimal approximation
discernibility function of S. By using the technique of discernibility matrix and
discernibility function presented in [19], we have the following method to compute
attribute reductions.

Theorem 4.5. Let S = (U,C∪D,V, f) be a decision system. The minimal disjunc-
tive normal form of optimal approximation discernibility function is

(4.2) ∧MC(x) 6=MC(y) (∨a∈Exya) = ∨1≤k≤t(∧1≤s≤qkaks)
Let Ak = {ak1, ak2, · · · , akqk}. Then {A1, A2, · · · , At} is just the set of all optimal
approximation reductions of S.

7
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Example 4.6. Suppose that a decision system S = (U,C∪D,V, f) is given in Table
1, U = {xi|1 ≤ i ≤ 8}, C = {a1, a2, a3, a4} and D is the decision attribute. We

Table 1. A decision formal context

x1 x2 x3 x4 x5 x6 x7 x8
a1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2
a2 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1
a3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0
a4 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
D 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0

denote U/D = {D1, D2}, where D1 = {x1, x2, x5, x8}, D2 = {x3, x4, x6, x7}. Let
A = {a3, a4}. It follows that U/RA = {{x1, x3, x4, x5}, {x2, x8}, {x6}, {x7}}. It fol-
lows that RA

0.5(D1) = {x1, x2, x3, x4, x5, x8} and RA
0.5(D2) = {x1, x3, x4, x5, x6, x7}

are optimal approximations of D1 and D2 respectively.
To compute attribute reductions, we have MC(x1) = MC(x2) = MC(x5) =

MC(x8) = {D1} and MC(x3) = MC(x4) = MC(x6) = MC(x7) = {D2}. By Theo-
rem 4.4, we compute the discernibility attribute sets and present them in Table 2.

Table 2. The discernibility matrix

x1 x2 x3 x4 x5 x6 x7 x8
x1 a1 a1a2 a2a3 a2a3a4
x2 a1a4 a1a2a4 a2a3a4 a2a3
x3 a1a2 a1a2a4
x4 a1 a4
x5 a2a3 a3a4
x6 a1a2a3a4
x7 a1a3

The discernibility function of S is:
a1 ∧ (a2 ∨ a3) ∧ a4 = (a1 ∧ a2 ∧ a4) ∨ (a1 ∧ a3 ∧ a4).
Thus there are two attribute reductions: {a1, a2, a4} and {a1, a3, a4}.

5. Concluding remarks

In the application of rough sets in knowledge discovery in information systems,
the optimal approximations may provide more accurate decision rules. In this pa-
per, we present the optimal approximations of rough sets in an approximation space
by using similarity measures induced by symmetric difference. The variation rules
of similarity degrees between the target concepts and their optimal approximations
in different granularity spaces are surveyed. Furthermore, the attribute reduction
approaches for decision systems which preserve the optimal approximations of deci-
sion classes unchanged are presented. In further study, the optimal approximations
and their applications in some other approximation spaces, for example, covering
approximation space and fuzzy rough approximation space, will be investigated.
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