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Abstract Discretization of continuous features is an important task to handle problems with real values in machine
learning. Many supervised classification algorithms perform well using a discrete space and the discretization process of
the continuous features is suitable for more traditional algorithms the process. In this paper, we present the classification
model based on the Hidden Markov Model (HMM) developed recently by Benyacoub and al using several discretization
methods existing in the literature to construct the classifier. We conduct an experimental study using 9 benchmarking data
sets to evaluate the performance and examine the effect of discretization methods on the assessment of the proposed learning
algorithm. We conduct an experimental study using 9 benchmarking data sets to evaluate the performance and examine
the effect of discretization methods on the assessment of the proposed learning algorithm. We report Accuracy (ACC) and
Area Under the Curve (AUC), and we validate the global and pairwise differences across methods using the Friedman test
followed by the Nemenyi post-hoc procedure.

Keywords Discretization, Hidden Markov Model, Classification, Continuous Attributes, Data Mining.

DOI: 10.19139/s0ic-2310-5070-2764

1. Introduction

ata pre-processing is an essential phase in data mining that aims to ensure the quality of the data and consists of
several steps such as data transformation, data reduction, and other strategies. Its main objective is to clean the
collected data and made its suitable during mining steps, which can improve the overall quality of the mining
results [1]. One of the basic data transformation methods is the discretization process, and has attracted increasing
research interest lately.

The main aim of discretization process is to convert a set of continuous attributes into discrete ones by
assigning categorical values to intervals. This transformation allows to present numerical data into categorical
data. Morover, the discretization process enables these algorithms to effectively handle continuous attribute, and
thereby enhancing their performance in various applications [2] and [3]. While many discretization methods have
been employed by many supervised learning models, including HMM models and applied in many fields.

HMMs have been successfully and extensively used in a diverse range of applications, citing as an example :
economics and finance [5, 6], gesture recognition [7]and [8],speech recognition [9], computational biology [10],etc.
In practice, a discrete space is required for many supervised classification tasks using the HMM framework. The
data sets that are commonly used for classification tasks often have numeric attributes, This requires preprocessing
using discretization methods to make them compatible with HMM classifiers during the training process [11].
Recent studies have advanced supervised and semi-supervised discretization. For instance, a semi-
supervised adaptive discriminative discretization (SADD) improves class-separability under label scarcity [12].
Comprehensive supervised discretization evaluations update best practices and benchmarks [13]. In applied
healthcare settings, combining discretization with missing-value imputation improves downstream classification
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robustness [14]. Moreover, the interaction between discretization and class-imbalance resampling has been
quantified, informing pipeline design for imbalanced, multiclass data [15]. These works situate our comparative
HMM study within modern discretization research that blends statistical criteria with learning-based optimization.

This paper explores the use of different discretization methods in a supervised classificarion model based on a
Hidden Markov model(HMM). HMMs are powerful statistical tools for modeling generative processes that are
described by an underlying process that generates an observed process [4].

In this comparative study, we analyze severl discretization techniques specifically designed for Hidden Markov
Models (HMMs). The main objective is to evaluate the impact of different discretization methods on the
performance of an HMM-based classifier when applied to real data sets. This paper introduces the discrete version
of the Hidden Markov Model (HMM)), focusing on its probabilistic structure for classification. We then discuss the
preprocessing steps, focusing on the discretization of continuous features to match the expectations of the model.

Among the main contributions of this work, we perform an empirical evaluation of different discretization
techniques for the HMM classifier, using real-world training datasets. We also investigate how the number of
features and observations affects the classifier performance, focusing on key indicators such as accuracy and area
under the ROC curve (AUC).

1.1. Related work

It is worth noting that a well-designed discretization algorithm can provide a succinct summary of continuous
attributes, which can aid in comprehending the data. Furthermore, it can enhance the accuracy and efficiency of
learning [16]. In the literature, the existing discretization methods can be categorized into five distinct groups
based on specific criteria [17], [2, 18].

* Unsupervised Versus Supervised: Unsupervised algorithms (or class-blind) discretize characteristics without
considering the associated dependent attribute [19]. In contrast, supervised algorithms consider the dependent
attribute and discretize the attributes in a manner that ensures most cases during an interval are classified into
the same category. The goal is to optimize the correspondence between attribute values and the desired result,
using relevant data provided by the dependent attribute [20, 21].

* Local Versus Global: Local methods create divisions that are executed within specific areas of the instance
space. This technique partitions the space based on the distinctive attributes of the data in each localized
region of a subset of instances[18].While global method applies discretization across all the entire instance
space [22, 2].

* Dynamic Versus Static: Dynamic method discretizers work during the learning phase, while in static
discretizers finish their work before the learning phase starts and it operates independently of the learning
algorithm [2, 23]. Many discretizers currently in practice are static, mainly because dynamic discretizers are
often used as components or stages inside Data Mining (DM) techniques, especially for processing numerical
data [24].

 Splitting Versus Merging: This pertains to the method employed to yield new intervals. Splitting methods are
used to determine a specific place where a cut may be made among all the possible boundary points. This
allows the domain to be divided into two separate parts. On the other hand, merging procedures start with
a predetermined split and remove a selected point of separation, thereby merging the two adjacent intervals
[24] and [25].

e Univariate vs. Multivariate: Univariate algorithms discretize each characteristic independently, whereas
multivariate algorithms consider a combination among all attributes (i.e simultaneously considers multiple
features) [23].

The research mentioned in this section of this article is essential to clarify that the studies reviewed are
foundational but do not encompass the entire scope of this research. The main objective of this paper is to
examine and compare several discretization strategies across different categories, and to assess their impact on
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the effectiveness of HMM classifiers. This comprehensive analysis aims to demonstrate the capabilities of HMM
classifiers when applied to discretized data and to illustrate their potential in handling real-value problems in
machine learning [24].

2. Methodology

This section reveals our methodology using Hidden Markov Models (HMM) as a framework. We explore how
HMMs can serve as classifiers to predict posterior probabilities, starting with an overview of supervised learning
issues and the associated predictive probabilistic models. In addition, we examine the discretization strategy for
the HMM classifier.

2.1. Hidden Markov Model

An HMM (Hidden Markov Model) is a bivariate process {(X¢, Y¢)},~ operates as a discrete-time Markov Chain
with unobservable states, defined on a given probability space (€2, F,P) [30]. It is employed to model generative
sequences characterized by an underlying stochastic process that generates an observable sequence [26, 27]. The
Hidden Markov Model (HMM) belongs to the category of statistical models that incorporate various stochastic
techniques into two primary processes. The starting process is dispicted by a Markov chain, which delineates a
series of hidden states. whereas the second process is defined by a set of random variables which determine the
observation sequence. HMMs are often differentiated from observable Markov models by their use of an indirect
representation of states. In practice, Hidden Markov Models(HMMs)provide outputs that are weighted according
to probabilities [28].The schematic representation of Hidden Markov Models with external inputs is illustrated in
Fig. 1. [29].

The structure of a discrete HMM are:
{X:};_, : A sequence of hidden state variables with a discrete and finite state space S = {e1, ea,...,en} [30].

{V;}7, : A set of discrete observations emitted from each hidden state within the finite set

Sy ={f1, fa,--, fm} [31].

{m;}i=12,. ~: the prior probability distribution; that is, P (X; = e;) = m; is the probability that the system
starts in state X; [32].

A= {aij}f\szlz the transition probabilities matrix, it is given by a;; = P (X¢p1 =¢; | Xy =¢€;), Vi 1<
i,7 < N defines the probability of transitioning from state e; to state e;. Here, X, indicates the state at time ¢ [31].

C= {cij}f\szlz the emission probabilities matrix, where ¢;; = P (Y, = f; | Xy =¢;),1 <i < N;1<j<m.
specifies the probability of observing f;given the system is in state e; at time ¢. Here, Y; represents the observation
at time ¢ [31].

For a probability distribution to be considered valid within the context of Hidden Markov Models ,the prior
probabilities, transition probabilities, and emission probabilities must satisfy certain conditions. These are formally
defined as follows: the sum of the transition probabilities from any state must sum to one, Zil a;; = 1; similarly,
the sum of the emission probabilities for any state must also sum to one, Z?il ¢i; = 1; and the sum of the prior

probabilities must total one, Zf\;l m; = 1. Additionally, all these probabilities must be non-negative: a;; > 0,
¢ij > 0, and m; > 0. An HMM is typically represented succinctly by the triplet notation A = (A4, C, ) [31].

In this study, the number of hidden states [N was defined based on the number of classes in each dataset: N = 2
for binary problems and N > 2 for multiclass classification. To analyze the robustness of the model, additional
tests were conducted with N € {2,3,5,7,10}, and the results confirmed stable performance for N > 5. The initial
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probability vector m was assumed to be uniform, reflecting the absence of any prior bias toward a particular class
at the start of training. The transition matrix A was fixed to the identity matrix, as temporal dependencies were not
exploited in this classification framework, and the emission matrix C' was estimated from conditional frequencies
P(Yy, = fjr| X = e;) is obtained from the training data and normalized to satisfy probability constraints. This
configuration provides a clear and reproducible definition of the HMM parameters and extends our previous work
on the multiclass HMM classifier with left inverse algorithm [33], where the left-inverse estimation approach was
first introduced and theoretically validated for a probabilistic classification.

2.2. Hidden Markov Models for Supervised Classification

In the context of supervised classification problems, we define a scenario where each instance is characterized by
a vector of attribute values and assigned to one of a predefined set of classes. The objective of classification is to
construct a classifier based on training data with known classes, which can then be used to predict the class of new
instances [11].

Benyacoub et al. [35] propose novel model of supervised classification leveraging the capabilities of HMMs
as probabilistic classifiers. The observed process Y is defined at discrete time instances, and the relationship
between Y and X is expressed by a matrix C, representing the HMM parameters estimated from the data. This
setup facilitates the computation of conditional probabilities of each class given an observation, thus enabling the
classification of new instances [11].

The observation conditional probability can be decomposed into deterministic and stochastic components in the
dynamics equations:

Y, =CX,+ W,

The coefficients of matrix C represent the parameters of the HMM and are estimated from the data.

To determine a set of linear functions corresponding to each group and to identify the expression for the
estimated probability, the above equation has been used to develop an estimation algorithm for posterior
probabilities P(X =e; | Y) fori =1,2,..., N. The expression for the probability that X will take on the i-th
possible value is presented as: P(X =¢; | Y =y) = 22:1 Z;n:kl uf;Yp, i=1,...,N , where u}; represents
the coefficients of the classification model.

The obtained linear discriminant functions are then used to classify new observations.

Given a probabilistic output, we can compute our “best guess” for the true label using the formula:
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X = f(Y)=arg max p(X =¢; | Y)

€1,...,EN
This corresponds to the most probable class label, known as the mode of the distribution p(X | Y). This estimate
is also referred to as the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate [36].

2.3. Discretization for HMM Classifiers

The objective of classification is to develop a classifier that acts as a decision rule to categorize new data into
predefined groups. The learning process involves several key steps, starting with data collection and analysis.
Typically, the raw datasets collected are not immediately suitable for model training, necessitating significant
pre-processing efforts.

A crucial part of this pre-processing is the discretization of continuous attributes. Discretization transforms
continuous data into categorical data, which is essential for methods such as Hidden Markov Models (HMMs) that
require discrete input. Several algorithms have been proposed to address this task, including the Boolean reasoning
algorithm, the entropy-based algorithm, and the naive algorithm.

The discretization process involves dividing the range of each continuous attribute into discrete intervals,
effectively converting continuous features into categorical ones. This step is critical to ensure that the input data is
in a suitable format for training the HMM.

To efficiently derive linear discriminant functions for classification, the input data is structured as a matrix,
where each column represents an observed characteristic. This organization facilitates the implementation of our
algorithm, ensuring that the model can be trained effectively. Thus, the entire process of constructing the HMM
model can be outlined as follows: [35].

In our framework, each discretization interval defines a categorical symbol of the observation variable, Y. This
design choice directly determines the structure of the emission probability matrix C', where each entry is given by
cji=P(Y* = f;1. | X = ;). A coarse discretization merges a wide range of values into a single category, which
reduces the discriminative power of the corresponding columns in C'. However, an excessively fine discretization
produces a large and sparse matrix, which may lead to numerical instability when estimating posterior probabilities.
The observation model Y = CX + W, where U = (CTC)~*CT provides an estimator of the class vector X as
X = UY. Consequently, the quality of the posterior probabilities P (X | Y) is directly tied to the conditioning of C,
which is a function of the selected discretization scheme. This theoretical clarification explains how discretization
bounds influence HMM parameters and why selecting appropriate intervals can substantially improve the model
performance.

i f o
. ) . Classifier
Training | Feature matrix | Train
Set | extraction ! the Model HMM
H 1 Model
Processing Data Splitting
Labeled Data discretization |  thedata
dataset | | |\ .
Testing . Feature | Predictive Performance
Set vector H Model validation

Figure 2. Supervised learning for HMM classifier workflow

2.4. Model Training and Testing Phases

The training phase involves learning the coefficients associated with a set of probabilities P(Y* = f;;,). Through
this process, we derive a linear combination of probabilities P(Y’“ = fir), which can then be used to calculate
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the probability of belonging to each class. The performance of these derived equations is subsequently evaluated
using a testing set [35].

We now present the testing process using the developed model. At this stage, the model’s equations define a
relationship between the I-dimensional explanatory variables {Y*; k = 1,2,...,1} and the posterior probabilities
P(X =e; | Y). Each explanatory variable Y* is represented in the model by a set of categorical symbols
{flka f2k7 ceey fmkk}- NOtably [35]

1 ifYF = fi
0 otherwise

P(Y" = fi) = {

Each observation is represented by a vector of categorical symbols. For each equation in the model, there is a
corresponding vector of coefficients. The classification procedure involves assigning each element from the test
data to the most probable group based on these probabilities.

3. Discritization methods

In our study, we consider 10 differents methods of discretization in depth that will be applied within our
classification framework: [18]

3.1. Equal Width Interval

This technique involves first determining the range of observed values for a given continuous attribute, delimited
by its minimum (ymin) and maximum (ymax) values. The entire range is then divided into k equally sized intervals
I;(i=1,...,k), where k is a parameter defined by the user. Each interval represents a bin into which data points
are categorized based on their values. This method is a global, static and operates independently of any labels,
making it an unsupervised method . Then this method computes the bin width [18, 37].

Ymax — Ymin

Int l =
nterva 3

. The boundaries between bins are determined using the specified formula, where ¢ ranges from 1 to £ — 1 [38, 39].

Boundaries = ymin + (¢ * interval)
By dividing data into these uniform bins, equal-width discretization facilitates the analysis and interpretation of
continuous variables in a variety of analytical contexts.
3.2. Equal Frequency

Equal frequency discretization is a methodological approach for dividing numerical attributes into k intervals,
where each interval, [; fori = 1,..., k, includes approximately 7 contiguous observations from a sorted list of n
observed values. This technique provides approximately the same distribution of data across all intervals, making
it ideal for analyzing datasets with varied distributions. It is a global, unsupervised and static method [39, 11].

3.3. k-means clustering

Cluster analysis, also known as clustering, is a static method used to discretize a numeric attribute, Y, by dividing
the values of Y into k clusters C; C Y and C; N C; = @ for (1 <i,j < k), each cluster is represented by the
centroid of the data points in the cluster [41, 40].

Partitioning datasets into clusters entails determining the minimum squared error between individual data points
and the mean of each cluster. Subsequently, each data point is assigned to the nearest cluster center based on this
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criterion [42].

k
JC) = > o — il
=1 ze€C;

where, 1; the mean of each cluster. The K-means algorithm aims to minimize the sum of the square error for each
k cluster [42].

This static method offers advantages over the Equal Width Discretization (EWD) and Equal Frequency
Discretization (EFD) methods as it aggregates data according to inherent characteristics. However, this approach
also presents certain limitations. Firstly, it is a parametric method, necessitating that users specify the number of
intervals. Secondly, the discretization intervals are contingent upon the specified k value and the seed value of the
cluster [43].

3.4. Minimum Description Length Principle (MDLP)

This methodology, as introduced by Fayyad et al. [52], employs a division-based approach to compute entropy a
quantitative measure of the information content intrinsic to the class labels [38, 41]. Entropy, H , for a dataset is
defined as:

H ==Y p(x;)logp(w:)
i—1

where p(z;) represents the probability of occurrence of class label z;.

The discretization technique assesses potential cut points, defined as the midpoints between each successive pair
of sorted attribute values. The selection of the optimal cut point is guided by the criterion of minimal entropy,
thereby ensuring the most informative bipartition of data. Following this, the attribute value range is divided into
two intervals, which are further partitioned recursively. The discretization process terminates when the Minimum
Description Length (MDL) criterion, which balances the complexity and fit of the model to the data, is satisfied
[11]. This approach allows for an efficient handling of continuous attributes, facilitating improved performance in
subsequent analytical tasks.

3.5. Class Attribute Interdependency Maximization (CAIM)

Kurgan et al. introduced the Class-Attribute Interdependence Maximization (CAIM) algorithm, a supervised
discretization method characterized by its global, static, and top-down approach. This algorithm is designed to
optimize the interdependence between class labels X and and a discretization variable D applied to an attribute Y,
enhancing the efficacy of data classification in various analytical contexts [19, 11].

Fo given quanta matrix [19], the CAIM criterion is mathematically expressed as:

Z?:l (maxi Mzgr)

CAIM(X,D(Y)) = -

)

where n represents the number of intervals; r iterates across these intervals, from 1 to n; max; M;, denotes the
maximum value found in the r-th column of the quanta matrix across all 7 indices, where i ranges from 1 to S, and
M, quantifies the total count of continuous attribute values of Y situated within the interval [d,._1, d,] [45] .

3.6. Optimal binning

Optimal binning is a technique developed for the multi-interval discretization of continuous-value variables within
the context of classification learning. This method transforms continuous features into discretized or nominal
variables to achieve optimal data fitting. The approach was pioneered by Usama Fayyad in the year 1993 [46].

In a specific implementation, the optimal binning process comprises two principal stages. Initially, a pre-binning
phase produces a granular initial discretization of each variable. This is followed by a refinement or optimization
stage, where the discretization is adjusted to meet predefined constraints. The adjustment and transformation of
features are complemented by the aggregation of bin ranges for each variable, thereby optimizing the model’s
efficiency and precision.[47].
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3.7. Autonomous Discretization Algorithm (Ameva)

The Autonomous Discretization Algorithm (Ameva) employs a top-down approach based on the chi-square (chi?)
statistic. A distinctive characteristic of Ameva is its minimal number of intervals. Being a top-down method, Ameva
starts the discretization process with a single interval, which is successively subdivided into multiple intervals
according to the Ameva criterion. This process is mathematically represented as follows [49, 50]:

X2 (k)

A 2\
mevay, Ri—1)

2

Where, k£ denotes the interval currently selected for subdivision, and [ represents the total number of classes.
This iterative subdivision continues until the criteria outlined by the Ameva algorithm are satisfied, facilitating an
efficient discretization of the data set.

3.8. Entropy minimization discretization (EMD)

In the empirical mode decomposition (EMD) process, candidate cut points are identified as the midpoints between
each consecutive pair of sorted values. For the assessment of each candidate cut point, the dataset is segmented
into two intervals, following which the associated class information entropy is computed. The optimal cut point
is then determined by identifying the minimum entropy among all candidates. This binary discretization strategy
is recursively applied, consistently opting for the optimal cut point. Furthermore, a minimum description length
(MDL) criterion is utilized to ascertain the termination point for the discretization process. This methodological
approach ensures a systematic and efficient partitioning of data based on entropy minimization, facilitating
enhanced data analysis in various scientific applications [51, 52] .

3.9. ChiMerge

The ChiMerge [48] algorithm comprises two primary phases: initialization and a bottom-up merging process.
Initially, training examples are sorted by their attribute values for discretization. Each example is allocated to a
distinct interval, demarcated by boundaries placed before and after each example. The merging process involves a
cyclical repetition of two main steps. In the first step, the x? (Chi-squared) statistic is computed for each pair of
adjacent intervals using the formula [1]:

m k

g2
=y (Ai EijE‘ZJ)

i=1 j=1
where:

e m = 2 (the two intervals under comparison),
¢ k denotes the number of classes,
» A;; is the count of examples in the i-th interval and j-th class,

* R = Z?Zl A;; represents the total examples in the i-th interval,
« C; =37, A;j is the count of examples in the j-th class,

* N= Zle C} is the overall number of examples,
R; X Cj

is calculated as =

* E;, the expected frequency of A,

The second step entails merging the adjacent interval pair with the lowest y? value. This process is continued
until the x? values for all interval pairs exceed a predetermined threshold, y?2-threshold. This threshold is
established based on a desired significance level and derived from either a statistical table or a mathematical
formula.
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4. Experimental results

4.1. Datasets

In the present study, we have curated a collection of 10 datasets from the UCI Machine Learning Repository, each
representing a distinct domain problem.Table 1 presents some basic information of the 9 datasets, each of which
has different characteristics [1].

These datasets comprise features ranging from 54 to 5000. The number of categorical features varies between 0 and
243, and the number of numerical features spans from 10 for the *Covtype’ dataset to 5000 for the *Gisette’ dataset.
Moreover, these datasets consist of 2, 7, 10, or 26 target labels. Additionally, the collection includes datasets of
varying sizes, ranging from a small dataset with 2,000 records in the *mfeat’ dataset to a relatively larger dataset
with 581,012 records in the *Covtype’ dataset [21].

The Covtype dataset originates from the Department of Forest Sciences at the College of Natural Resources,
Colorado State University. It aims to predict forest cover types using cartographic variables from four wilderness
areas within the Roosevelt National Forest in northern Colorado. Another dataset, MNIST, comprises images of
handwritten digits, while Isolet includes images of handwritten English letters. The ds1.10 dataset, a collection
from the life sciences domain, encapsulates a series of experiments in chemistry and biology, with each row
representing an experiment and the outputs indicating the reactivity of observed compounds.

Additionally, the MFEAT dataset contains images of handwritten digits, and the CS578 dataset addresses a real-
world problem in ornithology. The GISETTE dataset focuses on the recognition of handwritten digits, specifically
designed to differentiate between the easily confusable digits *4’ and ’9’. This dataset is part of the NIPS 2003
feature selection challenge. The optdigits dataset consists of normalized bitmaps of handwritten digits derived from
preprinted forms, contributed by a cohort of 43 individuals. Finally, the MADELON dataset represents an artificial
construct set on the vertices of a five-dimensional hypercube, involving data points grouped into 32 clusters and
arbitrarily labeled +1 or -1, posing a two-class classification challenge with continuous input variables [11].

Table 1. Basic Information for the 9 Datasets.

ID DATASET #Variables #Classes N,u.n N.: #Samples
1 Covtype 54 7 10 44 581012
2 optdigits 64 10 56 8 5620

3 dsl100 100 2 100 0 26733
4 CS578 176 2 143 33 75000

5 Madelon 500 2 500 0 2600

6 ISOLET 617 26 617 0 7797

7  mfeat 649 10 406 243 2000

8  mnist 784 10 784 0 70000
9  Gisette 5000 2 5000 0 7000

4.2. Experimental setup

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our methods using 10-5 fold cross-validation and report the mean
classification accuracy of the differents datasets [21] . Each one underwent a separate discretization process during
the training phase, employing various methods outlined in the subsequent section. The resulting intervals were
then utilized to facilitate the training phase. Parameters of the model were learned from the training data across all
nine datasets. Subsequently, the refined model was employed to classify new instances. Performance metrics such
as accuracy (ACC), area under the ROC curve (AUC), average rank, and standardized ranking ratio (SRR) were
utilized to assess and compare the efficacy of each discretization method in enhancing the predictive performance
of the models.
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4.3. Results Analysis

Table 2. Comparative Performance Metrics for Different Discretization Methods

Data ID Equal Width Equal Frequency K-means Mdlp
ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC

1 52.76  19.03 5438 3389 9.78 58.26 4601 286 59.55 4530 9.10 58.53
2 88.06 1.20 98.21 87.79 190 9821 87.89 192 9821 8795 138 9822
3 9394 324 7781 9630 225 80.18 9570 266 79.57 94.65 298 9395
4 60.85 18.10 69.89 60.72 1839 69.79 60.79 1822 69.95 6052 17.86 69.91
5 61.11 1.54 6485 6096 2.12 6493 6053 216 6540 62.03 275 68.81
6 82.85 3.17 97.75 8321 3.17 97.75 8298 3.02 97.84 8157 259 97.61
7 95.87 1.65 9936 9437 149 9934 9562 047 9936 92.62 0.853 99.24
8 76.89 150 81.33 7590 1.68 80.23 77.89 130 8193 7668 1.67 81.88
9 8728 1.51 9043 8031 1.78 8273 8730 131 9243 86.79 145 94.87
Table 3. Comparative Performance Metrics for Various Discretization Methods

Data ID CAIM Decision Tree Optimal Binning AMEVA

ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC
1 42.50 13.61 50.55 3447 1451 5530 50.50 13.50 49.50 48.26 14.05 47.01
2 87.18 150 9691 8747 145 9821 89.00 140 9200 87.81 1.69 90.87
3 91.88 376 97.21 9344 320 88.25 9200 4.00 97.50 91.13 464 97.02
4 56.69 698 59.50 60.60 1826 69.79 59.00 6,50 62.00 57.06 6.10 60.54
5 63.61 526 69.50 76,50 320 8493 68.00 550 72.00 66.07 580 70.32
6 80.87 238 9724 84.19 423 98,59 84.00 250 82.00 8255 277 80.34
7 93.00 195 9933 9334 088 9935 9450 122 9935 9490 152 98.72
8 7229 351 80.56 89.27 205 9378 78.00 200 81.00 76.32 2.15 79.00
9 85.80 196 89.76 92.15 189 9735 88.00 1.70 8850 86.77 1.76 86.00

Table 4. Comparative Performance Metrics for EMD and ChiMerge Methods

Data ID EMD ChiMerge
ACC STD AUC ACC STD AUC

4525 13.85 59.63 4450 13.70 50.32
85.10 2775 8925 8475 0.83 8931
95.00 0.70 9931 9556 249 99.29
65.25 4.65 7944 5703 588 5934
61.50 490 69.56 70.00 12.88 79.41
8575 9.05 87.69 8123 279 89.46
93,50 1.29 9932 9465 094 99.04
7450 6.65 89.56 75.66 240 7841
95.00 0.70 99.52 87.07 1.87 91.39

O 00 O\ N B W =
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4.4. Results and Discussion

Tables II through V report the ten—fold cross—validated performance (mean + standard deviation) of the HMM
classifier trained with ten discretization strategies across nine benchmark datasets. Two complementary measures
are used: (i) Accuracy (ACC), representing the proportion of correctly classified instances; and (ii) the Area Under
the ROC Curve (AUC), quantifying the model’s ability to discriminate between classes. Statistical validation of the
differences among methods was conducted using the Friedman and Nemenyi tests (Table 5).

Equal-Width vs. Equal-Frequency. Equal-Width (EWD) and Equal-Frequency (EFD) discretization exhibit
dataset-dependent behavior. EFD notably improves performance on DS7100 (ACC = 96.30%, AUC = 80.18%)
compared to EWD (93.94%, 77.81%), indicating that frequency-balanced intervals are better suited to skewed data
distributions. Conversely, Covtype shows a slight decrease in ACC but a minor AUC gain under EFD, suggesting
a trade-off between precision and separability. These findings confirm that uniform-width partitioning preserves
numeric continuity, whereas frequency-based partitioning adapts more effectively to heterogeneous densities.

K-means vs. MDLP. K-means and MDLP yield similar AUC values but differ in accuracy. K-means achieves
higher ACC on low-dimensional datasets (e.g., Dataset 3: 95.70%), while MDLP provides superior AUC on
complex data such as Gisette. Entropy-based MDLP minimizes conditional uncertainty between attributes and
classes, generating cut points that align well with the emission probabilities C;; = P(Y; = f;|X; = e;) of the
HMM. In contrast, K-means optimizes intra-cluster compactness, favoring variance homogeneity. Hence, K-means
enhances structural coherence, whereas MDLP strengthens class-based discrimination.

CAIM vs. Decision Tree. CAIM achieves higher mean ACC and lower variability across datasets 1, 3, 5,
and 9, confirming its robustness under balanced class priors. The Decision-Tree (DT) discretization method,
however, performs better on high-dimensional and heterogeneous datasets (Covtype, Gisette), due to its recursive
impurity-reduction mechanism. CAIM’s global optimization of class—attribute interdependence enhances emission
homogeneity, but its performance degrades in imbalanced settings where the quanta matrix becomes unevenly
distributed. Overall, CAIM favors consistency, while DT offers flexibility at the cost of higher variance.

Optimal Binning vs. AMEVA. Table V shows that Optimal Binning (OBin) outperforms AMEVA in datasets 2,
4,7, and 9. OBin’s mathematical programming formulation optimizes cut points by minimizing within-bin variance
under monotonic constraints, resulting in stable emission matrices C. AMEVA performs competitively on low-
variance datasets (e.g., 1, 3, 5) where its x2-based analytical rule provides balanced partitions. AUC results are
mixed: AMEVA yields stronger separability for datasets 1 and 7, while OBin dominates on 4 and 9. Both methods
exhibit low standard deviations (< 6%), confirming robustness. In practice, OBin delivers the best balance between
predictive accuracy, stability, and interpretability in HMM preprocessing.

EMD vs. ChiMerge. Entropy-Minimization Discretization (EMD) consistently outperforms ChiMerge in
accuracy across nearly all datasets except Gisette. EMD achieves outstanding performance on datasets 3, 7,
and 9 (ACC = 95%, AUC = 99%), highlighting its ability to capture fine-grained distributional shifts crucial
for posterior-probability estimation. ChiMerge, based on the x? merging criterion, remains competitive in AUC
for datasets 3 and 7, demonstrating resilience to noise and moderate imbalance. EMD also exhibits lower standard
deviations, confirming stronger reproducibility across repetitions.

Statistical Validation. A Friedman test revealed statistically significant differences among discretization
methods (@ = 20.297, Iman—Davenport ' = 2.675, p = 0.0097). The Nemenyi post-hoc test (CD = 4.732, o =
0.05) identified CAIM as significantly inferior to Optimal Binning (OBin) and Equal-Width (EWD), while no
other pair exceeded the critical difference. Accordingly, OBin and EWD form the leading group, confirming the
advantage of optimization-driven and uniform discretization strategies for HMM-based classification.
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Table 5. Statistical validation of discretization methods using Friedman and Nemenyi tests across nine datasets.

Method Average Rank Rank (Best— Worst)
Optimal Binning 3.78 1
Equal Width 3.89 2
K-means 4.11 3
Decision Tree 4.67 4
Entropy Minimization 5.00 5
AMEVA 6.00 6
MDLP 6.11 7
Equal Frequency 6.33 8
ChiMerge 6.44 9
CAIM 8.67 10

Friedman / Iman-Davenport: () = 20.297, F' = 2.675, p = 0.0097
Nemenyi post-hoc: CD = 4.732 at o = 0.05
Significant pairs: CAIM vs. OBin, CAIM vs. EWD

Interpretation and Implications. Discretization directly affects the emission matrix C' and, consequently, the
posterior probability P(X|Y"). Coarse partitions reduce discriminative power, while excessively fine ones produce
ill-conditioned matrices. Empirically, a moderate number of bins (k¥ = 10) provided the most stable results.
Entropy-based methods (MDLP, AMEVA) improve separability but may suffer from sparsity; optimization-based
methods (OBin, EMD) offer both stability and accuracy. The experimental evidence underscores that discretization
should be chosen according to dataset properties—dimensionality, skewness, and imbalance—to ensure reliable
HMM classification performance.

5. Conclusion

Our investigation focused on evaluating and comparing the efficacy of various discretization methods applied to
the HMM classifier. Through systematic analysis, as detailed in the results from Tables, it was evident that certain
discretization techniques significantly enhance the performance of our classification model.
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