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1 Introduction

Billions of computer devices, sensors, biologiadratory experiments and many other data sources
generate massive amounts of data. The volume afigl&tcreasing exponentially such that the geedrat
data in each year is equal to all data accumuletetie previous years. There is a growing need for
developing efficient and scalable methods to arellgese data is important. Due to the volume alutive

of the big data, using unsupervised methods suaftuatering to discover unknown patterns is usgful
many modeling and data preprocessing tasks. Ciogtisran unsupervised learning method for partitig

the data into a set of groups, such that the recioréach group are more similar to each other,tbad
records in different groups have more discrepafiystering is widely used in data mining to build a
standalone model or as a preprocessing methodHer modeling and data analysis methods when the
dataset is unlabeled. It can be used to discoutgrpa in vast amounts of data without any neegkitar
knowledge but without explaining the underlying tpats. Clustering has been widely used in many
research domains such as social networks, bionmedidiioinformatics, engineering, natural language
processing and image processing [1]. There areuwsrclustering methods including partitional and
hierarchical clustering. In the partitional clustgr approach, the algorithm gets the initial numbér
clusters and starts with initial centers and ttiesptimize data clustering based on the givenersrduch
that a predefined objective function is minimiz&evo well-known methods in this category are the K-
Means clustering that assigns each record to ¢éesihgster, and the Fuzzy C-Means (FCM) clustetivag
assigns each record to possibly more than oneeclusth different fuzzy membership degrees. FCM
generally provides better results for the datayshand gives a more general picture of the daf@et
Many improvements have been suggested for the R@M as methods for selecting better initial seeds
compared to the random initialization [3], considgrthe interaction between clusters to achieveemor
precise results [4], and using multiple kernel rodth[5]. However, when it comes to clustering fay b
datasets, a serious challenge of the FCM is itgisility. In every iteration of FCM, it requiresqaressing

all the data records to compute the initial cent8osit would be very limited for working with bigata.

To the best of our knowledge, there are few exgstirethods for handling the scalability challengéhef
FCM using widely-used big data platforms like theddop ecosystem based on the map-reduce
programming model. Some methods are based on sayplew data records while others try to process

the whole dataset.

However, most of the existing methods for improvihg scalability of FCM have at least one of the

following shortcomings:



1- Using the sampling method would speed up the FGMttadversely affects the precision of the
clustering [6].

2- Executing one map-reduce job per iteration of tB&E-that will require a significant number of
jobs to be run with excessive time consumption.

3- Partitioning the dataset and running the core F@Meach partition, and combining the results.
This will deteriorate the accuracy of the resuttsduse, in the combining phase, the importance of
each intermediate result is not considered.

4- Having no idea about decreasing the iterations@fdgorithm which makes the algorithm highly
time consuming. Some methods just limit the nundféterations. This causes a degradation in

the accuracy.

In this paper, to address the aforementioned pnuhldoased on the following contributions. First, we
propose a novel approach to analyze the entireatah of records (not just the samples). Thusikanl
many of the existing methods, the final resultasdad on the complete dataset. Second, in our EFdpos
method, just one map-reduce job works iterativalyd there is no need to execute new jobs. It would
provide a substantial improvement in computationeti Third, using a weighted FCM algorithm, the
extracted result of processing each part of dasatiha proper weights showing the importance of each
calculated center in that region. Finally usingast fpre-clustering, the number of algorithm itenagi is
reduced significantly without any adverse effecttba final result. The importance of the number of
iterations is important considering the fact tHa tlgorithm must analyze several terabytes and eve

petabytes of data, and thus, even one iterationtakaysignificant time to execute.

The paper is organized as follows. An overview xistng work is given in Section 2. The proposed
BigFCM method is introduced in Section 3. The desifjexperiments for evaluation of the performance
and precision of the method are presented in Sedtas well as the interpretation of the resuléxtiBn 5

concludes the paper and points to some future works

2 Rdated work

Distance-based clustering is a widely used unsigezhtearning approach. K-Means and Fuzzy C-Means
(FCM) clustering are two popular methods in thiagtice. K-Means is a hard clustering that assigich e
data record to a single cluster, while FCM is baseflizzy sets, allowing each data record to bember

of more than one cluster with different degreesefmbership [1]. FCM is applied to a variety of dimsa
including bioinformatics [7], image segmentation, [§eology [9] and intrusion detection [10, 11]. An
evaluation of K-Mean and FCM shows that FCM perfefetter in terms of quality. However, K-Means

is less time-consuming [12].



Fuzzy clustering of big data has been a challengigin recent years. Astronomy, cancer diagrja8is
telecom [14], bioinformatics and internet of thirage among the top application areas. A recentcgiign

of FCM for network intrusion detection also usesM[15] that shows better precision compared to iothe
methods.

To overcome the memory limitation for executing F@Wer large datasets, Hore, et al. proposed an
algorithm called weighted FCM [16] where the whdégaset is scanned in one pass. Farmstrom,[&7hl.
also proposed a single-pass K-Means algorithmftiiatvs a partial data access approach. The weighte
FCM was used for applications like image segmemtdtL6].

Since FCM choose the initial centers randomly, fihal result and especially its convergence speed
significantly depends on the original center séectA method proposed to address this problenased

on estimated subsample size to improve the irgtiibin [18]. In the field of clustering large ameosiof
data, three types of methods have been proposed:

1- Sampling based methods: in these kinds of algostarsmall subset of the dataset is selected, and
the clustering is executed on this subgroup [1%hadugh this approach is a fast method but the
final result is not precise since the whole datdset not been processed. The precision is an
important aspect that must not be ignored in fucagtering [20].

2- Data transformation algorithms: in these methodssthucture of the data is altered such that it can
be processed more efficiently. These methods asdlynased for graph based structures [21, 22].

3- Single-pass algorithms: in these type of algoriththe data is divided into subsets and the
algorithm loads each chunk and clusters it and tlanbine the clustering results. The algorithms
in this scope are two types:

a. Incremental clustering methods [23, 24]

b. Divide and conquer methods [25, 26]
An online weighted improvement of FCM (OWFCM) ioposed in [6] that uses a density-based method
to assign the weight to the points. This procede$igned to run on a single machine as an orljozgithm
with no parallel execution. Moreover, it requiregraprocessing to run over the whole dataset tutze
the weights. This density-based preprocessing héghatime complexity oO(n?).
Ludwig proposed a method for clustering big daiagisnap-reduce model [27]. But the proposed model
suffers from executing map and reduce jobs iteghtiand hence it has a significant runtime. Even th
proposed method is slower than mahout K-Means arrd/fK-Means. But the mahout K-Means and fuzzy
K-Means use the vectors, so they need a preprogepbiase. Although the preprocessing time is much
lower than its effect on the overall execution tise overall the mahout method works better.
However as explained in our methods all of thenepksampling based methods, suffer from very long
running times. The weakness of sampling based rdstisdaheir lower accuracy. Because they execbte jo
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for each iteration, and furthermore, the primargtees are chosen randomly in these methods. Thes, t

convergence process is slow.

3 Proposed Method

As discussed in Section 1, the existing FCM metHodshe big data suffer from low accuracy and high
computational costs. In the proposed method wegaieg to suggest the BigFCM, a fast, precise and
scalable way for big data clustering. In the folllegvafter a short introduction on map-reduce progreng
model and Hadoop framework, the basic FCM and WH@&thods are described briefly and then the
BigFCM will be explained.

3.1 TheMap-Reduce model and the Hadoop framework

One of the widely-used frameworks for working whily data is Hadoop that is proposed to work with th
map-reduce programming model. In this frawework, dataset is initialized, and the algorithm solhes
problem in two steps. Initially, the dataset isreegted into predefined subsets in the Hadoop Diget
File System (HDFS). The first function (map) is ext®d on each partition of the data, and the resué
sent to the reduce function. The reduce functiagregpates the results, and final results are extlaabd
written to the HDFS. In some algorithms, it is pblsto execute this steps iteratively. Since tlbbp
framework is designed to work on the distributestems with an enormous amount of data and furthermo
tolerate against faults, it is one of the best ohwifor working on the big data. So the proposethaoakis

designed to have the best efficiency on the Hadoop.

3.2 Thegeneric FCM algorithm

The FCM clustering method is an unsupervised digtdiased clustering algorithm that partitions asktt

of N objects into a set & clusters such that the records in each clustesiardar to each other, and the
records of different clusters are distinct fromreather. Unlike traditional non-fuzzy clusteringCIH
allows every record to belong to more than onetetusvith varying degrees of membership in eachtelu

The FCM algorithm gets a collection of recordshia h-dimensional space, and attempts to minimize an

objective function (1) to assign the records torttest relevant clusters.

N
Q=) > Ul — Vil ®

C
i=1k=1

Viis the calculated center of tlf cluster in each iteration, and U is a partitiontnirathat stores the
membership degree of each record in each clustés. the fuzzification coefficient for controllindhé

fuzziness of the algorithm.



3.3 TheWeighted FCM

Instead of the classic FCM, we will use a weightegrovement of it as proposed by [28]. The datzcigj
are treated equally in the basic FCM. The weig€t! (WFCM) algorithm considers a weight for the
objects that shows the importance of each objetttarclustering. So the optimization of WFCM is who
as (2).

c N
Q= ZZWkU{;: X, — VilI? (2)
k=1

wi is the corresponding weight of each record thatvstthe influence of it in the optimization process

3.4 TheProposed BigFkCM Algorithm
The aim of the proposed method is providing adast scalable algorithm for clustering big data witte
or no decrease in accuracy of the results, andeasame time, preserving the compatibility with bizul

platform.

The overall process of the BigFCM method is alspiated in Figure 1. The initial cluster centers are
determined by selecting a few random samples flemwhole datasets. It will be shown that the samgpli
method leads to better cluster centers comparedntdomly determining the centers as used by many
methods. The system components will be describéollasys.
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Figure 1. The overall process of BigFCM

In the first step of the BigFCM, a few records emerdomly selected from the database in the mastig n
using the Hadoop HDFS options. These records asterkd using basic FCM, and the extracted cluster
centers are sent to the Hadoop cache file. Usiagethnitial centers in each iteration will improthe
convergence. Each segment of the dataset will bstezked using FCM then the centers and their
corresponding weights are sent to the reducer.\Wéights are used to represent the importance &f eac
center. They show how many records are relatdthtacenter, thus improving the precision of th@atgm

in subsequent steps. In the last step, the redueercts the final centers using WFCM on the ougftlhe
previous step. So the proposed BigFCM method iswgre as three main phases: initial center extmagcti
clustering each part of the data using the extdame¢aters, and finally combining the results uSMIgCM.
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Before explaining the map-reduce steps, a sumnfatlyeosymbols and notations used in this paper are

presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Symbols and notations

Symbol Used in which part of the Description
algorithm

R x Driver job X randomly chosen records for pre-clusig

T wrem Driver job WFCMPB running time

T Fem Driver job FCM running time

R subset Combiner A subset of data that assigned to theforaglustering

V init Output of the driver job/used Extracted initial centers from randomly chosen rdsdhat are used as
in combiner the seeds of the FCM algorithm to speed up converme

V winit Output of the driver job/used Extracted initial centers from randomly chosen rdsdhat are used as
in combiner the seeds of the WFCMPB algorithm to speed up agenee

Vm Output of the combiner used The extracted centers of maps ang Ms the obtained center of the map
in reducer k. these centers are sent with corresponding weighhe reduce

V final Output of the WFCMPB/ The last calculated center of WFCMPB and reducer
reducer

C Intermediate

Used in the driver job and
combiner /WFCMPB

Cluster centers in the intermediate clustering

C Used in the driver Number of desired clusters for the final clustering
/reducer/WFCMB/combiner

Wi Output of the combiner used The calculated weight of each center showing thomance of that
in the reducer and center based on the corresponding membership walthe records to
WFCMPB/used in WFCM that center

M Used in the WFCMPBY/ driver Fuzzy coefficient.
/ reducer / combiner

Flag Output of the driver job used The combiner uses to distinguish between two metleddalculating

in the combiner

intermediate centers

Distributed Cachefile is an essential feature of the Hadoop accessibé&éry node. So if the extracted

centers in step one are stored in distributed chlehéhe Hadoop jobs could use them as first Feaviters,

instead of using randomly selected centers. Thebeuwf records for the first centers is calculdigdeq.

(3) known as Thompson'’s formula [29]:

Smallest Sample Size = maxz
n d?

@

1
‘ E) (3)



Hered is the maximum absolute difference proportion atteclass from the correct proportion anis

the number of classe&.is the upper 0(%) * 100% of the standard normal distribution that shows the

acceptable error.
Since the allocation of each class is differeng, #hove formula is not applicable for most datasts
Parker and Hall proposed Eq. (4):

% 2
a=@e (a)
r

r is the relative difference between class propostic is the number of clusters amda) is the value
published by Thompson’s paper. For exampte # 0.05, thenv(a) = 1.27359. If we have five clusters
and the relative difference is 0.10 then based4)na total of 3184 records would be requireddbieve

an error rate below 0.05 [18].

Note that this subsampling has two problems. Rinsterror rate is theoretical, and the algorithrarewill
be added, making it even worse. Second, a soundl&dge of every class distribution over the datéset

needed that is not available in many cases.

Based on the above argument, we will use this soplsag method just as an initial estimation faaiidr
to decrease the execution time of our algorithn,asca primary component. The FCM algorithm and the
sampling are shown in Algorithm 1 are executedtlierselected records based on Eqg. (1) optimization

function. Their execution times are compared tewhaine the faster algorithm over the whole dataset.

We can expect that the clustering job will convefagter by using this method. This claim is supgabtiy
the fact that the randomly chosen records in ttst $tep are part of the dataset, the extracteticewill
provide a good yet coarse view of the datasettjmansi in the space. The actual effect of choosiritial

centers on the convergence speed will be showeiexperimental results section.

Map job is responsible for reading the files from HDFSétiating the space or any other user defined
separator and making the records ready for prawgs$his job just reads the data files line by lamel
sends the preprocessed record tactmabiner The output of map job is a combinationlody, value pairs.

In the proposed fuzzy clustering method, kbgis used to define theombinerin the case of having more
than one combiner. If more than one combiner exibtskey could be set for each record to assign the
corresponding combiner. So the map job sends aicatidn of thekeyand the record to the combiner.
The FCM algorithm will be executed in the combifas, as an optimized method for this purpose in

Hadoop.



Thecombiner is a job usually considered as a part of map pfidse job is executed over the output from
themapjob, and prepares the data for tducejob. In the proposed method, tt@mbinergets the records
from themapand the initial centroids from thstributed cache fileAs explained earlier, these centroids
are extracted from a subset of data, so they hgoea perspective of the real centers. These licitiater
centers will help the algorithm to converge fasfiéris is crucial in the field of big data since paag
tera-bytes of data is time consuming, and evengiesiteration of fuzzy clustering may take a cdesable
time. So the computation costs are expected toedsersignificantly by using this method. The FCM

algorithm is executed by the combiner over the,datd the centroids are calculated based on Eq. (5)

2
numerator=(||X,, — V; |Dm—1 , Vi €{4,...,C}

z :C 1
denominator= E—
i=1 numerator; (5)

U in= (numerator, x denominatoy ™ , Vi € {1, ... ,C}// membership terml(;,]™)

Vi=Vi +Uin XX,

In Eqg. (5), thenumerator is computed using Euclidean distance. Teaominatorof the membership
function is also calculated based on the primargnbership functions. The membership t&dm,and the

numerator of centeNg are then obtained.

This step of the proposed method is shown as Alguoril, wheredata is the input record<Cintermediate
contains the cluster centers extracted in the pusvstep or in the driver jo/P provides the weights, and
C shows the number of clustersis the number of data records, ands the fuzzy coefficient. The reason
for using the optimization procedure shown in Algon 1 instead of basic FCM is that this method has
the time complexity oO(n.c) wheren is the number of records ands the number of clusters. In contrast,
the basic FCM runs with a complexity ©{n.c®) for such calculations. The Algorithm 1 does rexjuire

the membership values, so it is not calculatechia formula, leading to a huge improve in the time

complexity.

Algorithm 1: WFCM

Input: data, Cintermediate, W: C: M
Output: Viing, Wiinai

While max 1<<c{| |V new - Vo | |2} > €
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Yk €{1, ..., number of points}

2
1. numerator ; =(||X, — V; |PDm-1 , Vi €{1,..,C}

c
. 1
denominator = _
i: 1 numeratori

2. U k= (numerator;x denominator)™ ,V ; €{1,...,C}
3. Vi=Vi +Uin >(XnXWk
Wi = §:1Ui,kak

‘4. Vi:%; Vi E{l,...,C}

L

After convergence, the centers and correspondinghigare calculated by Eq. (6):

W fina = I(::=1 Ui,n
(6)

Vi
Vfinai =T Vi €{l,...,c} /lcalculate center (update center)
final

The Wina weight shows the importance of the centroid whichsed in the next step. The output of the
combiner is a combination of centroids and corredpa weights. In specific cases that the FCM im th
distributed cache file does not converge fast,exeriments show that using the following algoritinm
the combiner will be quicker than the Eq. (6). B® based on the execution time of the two FCM vaksi
and Algorithm 1, firstly it determines which algimin needs to be executed in the combiner. This will

depend on the dataset and number of clusters.

Reduce job is executed on the output of the mapsnibiner}. As explained earlier in this section, the
reducer gets a combination of centroids and weights fromtiple map processes. Theducerthen
executes a weighted FCM (WFCM) on these centerseatnect the desired centers. In the case of having
more than oneeducer the output of all reducers will be sent to a Ergducer that integrates the results
by executing WFCM on them to calculate the finaltees. The overall process of the WFCMB algorithm
is represented in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2. WFCMPB

Input: data, Cintermediate, C: M
Output: V finai , W final

1- Split data to S;i blocks based on sampling formula

11



2- Vfinar= {}
3-  Co= C intermediate

4- YH41,..,S}

[ CiWi=FCM (S; Cis, G M)
Vfinal, WFWFCM ({Vﬁna/U Ci}, {Wf U Wi}, Cintermediate, C, M)

After describing the building blocks of our methadw we can explain the overall process of the BigF
algorithm is depicted in Algorithm 3.

In Algorithm 3, R stores the randomly chosen records, \@Rdcontains the extracted initial centers in the
driver function that are used as the initial seefdthe FCM in the mapper€inemediateiS the number of
intermediate clusters used in the mapper, @rid the number of final desired clusters. We usaakq
Cintermediate@ndC. HereRsussetiS @ subset of all records (a partition) of theolghdataset that is assigned to
the map jobUJi,j] is the membership value of each record j in thisteki. Vi «is the extracted centers in
the mappek, and W is the corresponding weight of each center with@se centers, antna is the final
obtained centers.

In Algorithm 3, the driver job begins by selectiagmall subset of records in line 1, In line 2 dnthe
centers of clustering these records are computied) B5CM per block and basic clustering respectively
with Cinermediate ClUSters. Their execution time is compared in Bnt® choose the better method for the
current dataset, and the extracted centers aredstothe Hadoop distributed cache file. In line8, The
mapper reads each row of the assigned partitionsands the records with the standard format of the

Hadoop key, valug to the combiner.

Algorithm 3: The BigFCM Algorithm

Input: data, C intermediate, C, M
Output: the final extracted centers (V final)

Driver job:
1- Choose Ry random numbers from the HDFS based on sampling size formula
2- V winit = WFCMPB(R x, C intermediate, C,M)
3- Calculate T¢
4- Vint= FCM(Rx, C intermediate, M)
5- Calculate T

12



6- If(Tf-Ts>0)
Flag =1
{ Send V j»i: to the Cache file
Else
[ Flag =0
Send V winit to the Cache file

Mapper:
7- Read each record from the file
8- Eliminate spaces, comma
9- Send each record for the combiner (Key, Record)

Combiner:
10- If ( Flag equals 1)
V m_k, W k= FCM(R subset, V init, C, M)
Else
V m_i, W k= WFCMPB(R subset, V winit, C, M)
11- Out: (key,{ V m x W«})

Reducer:
12- Getall Vi, W;
13- V fina, W #WFCM ({V 1U..U V i}, {W 1 U..U W}, V4, C, M)
14- Out:(key, V finar )

The combiner executes the FCM on the records ubmgalculated initial centers obtained quicklynfro
the distributed cache file. Then it extracts thetees of these record¥+{ 4 in line Y+ and 11, followed by
calculating the corresponding weights for eacharerithe weight of each center is equal to the sfim o
membership values of all records of the currenssulo that center. In line 11, the combiner se¢hds
results for the reducer. In line 12, the reducds gjge extracted centers and their correspondirightge
from all mappers, and in line 13 it executes a WF@Mhese records using the number of clusteis

line 14, the output will be written to the HDFSthiere are a large number of intermediate centéds it
would be possible to execute multiple reduce jdilke Combiner but instead of basic FCM, the WFCM
must be used) and then integrate the resultsHi&explained reduce job.

3.5 Evaluation metrics

The comparison could be made based on two objsct{l¢ measuring the execution time of the each
algorithm over the datasets of different sizes,(@pdneasuring the precision of the results in esitctation.
The metrics that we used for this purpose wergivelapeedup, execution time, and confusion m§t&k

The relative speedup shows the relative speedmttgorithms which is directly related to the exemu
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time of the algorithms. The speedup and running tiniteria are essential to measure the scalabflitiye
system. However, since the accuracy may decreassids-effect of performance improvement attempts,
the confusion matrix will be used to evaluate tileat of the proposed algorithm on the accuracy.
Moreover, the silhouette width criterion helpsasvtaluate the quality of clustering algorithmsshpwing

how the clusters are cohesive inside and well-sépaifrom other clusters [30].

4 Experimental results

In this section, the proposed BigFCM is analyzemgisnultiple datasets including classic small-size
datasets for necessary testing, and a few largeselat for evaluating the scalability of the methbiae

evaluation criteria are also described and apjitie¢de experiments.

4.1 Experiment design

The proposed algorithm evaluated on a Hadoop clotatel Core i5 computers with 4GB of RAM. The
Pima Indian Diabetes and Iris datasets from UCbs#pry of machine learnidgvere used to evaluate the
operation of the algorithm with different parametenfigurations. Furthermore, the experiments ve¢se
conducted on the public KDD99 network intrusionedtion datasét The KDD99 dataset was normalized
and convert categorical features into numerical. &@luating the scalability of BigFCM, two multi-
gigabyte datasets were selected from the sameiteqyod he first is SUSY dataset with 4 million records
and 18 features for each record, and the secdfiGi6 S' dataset with 11 million records and 28 attributes
for each record. The effect of changing the parametlues in the proposed method is evaluateavieit

by comparing BigFCM with the state of the art meihoApache Mahout K-Means and Fuzzy K-Means.
The reason for this comparison is that these tvpoagzhes are the most developed techniques ifiglis

In the following subsections, first, the effect wding subsampling clustering in the driver job loé t

BigFCM is examined. Then the comparison of the BilyFand other methods would be investigated.

4.2 Resultsand discussion

The following experiments were conducted basedheraforementioned test design and evaluation ietiter

4.2.1 The effect of changing epsilon in the driver

As described in Section 3, the proposed BigFCM eupsamary clustering over the sampled recordién t
driver to extract initial centers for the mappesnibiner} and to find the better fuzzy clustering algorithm
for the current dataset. As already describedi-@M® algorithm starts with random initial centersldries

1 http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/

2 http://kdd.ics.uci.edu/databases/kddcup99/kddcimed
3 http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/SUSY

4 http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets/HIGGS
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to improve the centers in an iterative processit $an be quickly followed that if the initial cems are
placed closer to the optimum values, the algorithithconverge faster. More precise initial centend
help thecombinercomponent to execute faster, leading to lower @i@e time in the proposed method
compared to other methods. Therefore, decreasmgxbcution time of this element will put a sigreit
effect on the overall process. In t@mbiner the effect of using smaller targgisilon(the precision value
that determines the minimum change in cluster cexge stop condition) in the driver will be analgz
Having smaller driver will lead to extracting mqueecise initial centers based on the sampled record
Table 2 shows the effect of having sma#esilonon the overall execution time of the proposed weth
on the SUSSY dataset. Note that when we use aeameghilonin the driver, the execution time of the
driver will be increased. However, since the drijay is executed on a small portion of the dateesed,
this more precise value will have a significaneeffon the future steps, the overall execution tivile
decrease significantly.

Table 2. Effect of changing epsilon in the drivarthe total execution time of the proposed method

Initial Initial Initial Initial
Random ) ) ) )
Dataset M ethod Parameters Epsilon= Epsilon= Epsilon= Epsilon=
5.0E-6 5.0E-8 5.0E-10 5.0E-11
SUSY BigFCM iterations =1000, 5432 3038 2051 918 882
Reducer Epsilon  Seconds Seconds Seconds Seconds Seconds
=5.0E-11,M=2 (90 mins) (50 mins) (34 mins) (15 mins) (14 mins)

Centroid = 10

As shown in Table 2, if the initial center calcudatis not used and the traditional FCM is execuretthe
combiners, the execution time will be about 90 rtesuHowever, in the case of using the sampling and
initial center extraction in the driver, based ba &psilon execution time will be decreased. Theificant
difference between these two values shows thagusitial center extraction with higher precisiooutd

lead to more than 6 times speedup.

4.2.2 Comparing execution time of BigFCM with other meho

In this subsection, the execution time of the BiyF@ith different methods will be compared. This
comparison is based on the target precision (Bpsitbe size of the data and the number of clustexsle

3 shows the execution time of Mahout K-Means, Fugayteans and the BigFCM over SUSY and HIGGs
datasets.
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Table 3. Execution time of BigFCM, Mahout K-MeamslaMahout Fuzzy K-Means over the SUSY dataset

Epsilon = Epsilon = Epsilon = Epsilon =
Dataset Method Parameters 5.0E-7 5.0E-5 5.0E-3 5.0E-2
(s (s (s (s
Mahout C=2,iterations 141887 4308 3000 930
FKM =1000
Mahout C=2,M=2, 2328 1680 1025 710
SUSY ) )
KM iterations = 1000
BigFCM C=2,M=2 , 435 436 432 430
iterations = 1000
Mahout C=2,M=2, 6120 3996 3287 1848
FKM iterations = 1000
Mahout C =2, iterations 4430 4446 4434 2568
HIGGS
KM =1000
BigFCM C=2,M=2 , 480 480 475 473

iterations = 1000

The results in Table 3 show that BigFCM runs muadtdr than other algorithms. The important point is
that as shown in Fig. 2 using lower epsilon haggligible effect on BigFCM. This is due to the iait
center extraction step of the proposed method.ySesimg the BigFCM, it will not be needed to sadcaé

the precision, in order to achieve lower executiore.

2500 T T T T T

—=—asigkem [}
| =& — Mahout FKM

1500 = s T o

2000~

1000 - | el .

Execution time (s)

500 &= i =

I I 1 1 1 1 I I 1
2 25 3 3.5 4 4.5 5 55 6 65 7
Epsilon (E-X)

Figure 2. Effect of changing Epsilon on BigFCM avidout FKM on SUSY dataset

This figure shows that unlike Mahout FKM, in ordethave a more precise algorithm, the executioe tim

of the BigFCM does not change significantly.
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In Table4, the execution times of the methods are compaasddon having different size of the data. The
data shows a number of the records and file sip&vstihe analyzed data size. The results in thie tab
indicate that the proposed BigFCM method provitiesspeedup values of 287 and 493 times the Mahout
K-Means and Fuzzy K-Means with the same paramatespectively. These results also depicted in Fig.
3. It can be observed that BigFCM performs 2GBaihctlustering about 100 times faster than clusgeri
50MB of data using Mahout K-Means or Mahout FKM.

<10

3 T T T T T
—=#— BigFCM (x100)
— & — Mahout K-Means | |
Mahout FKM

Execution time (s)
@

e
= 1 1 1 1 | I 1
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000
Data size (MB)

Figure 3. The execution time of the BigFCM (x100)ghout K-Means and Mahout FKM for different daizes.
The execution times of the BigFCM are multiplied1}0 for better illustration.

Table 4. Execution time of the BigFCM, Mahout K-Meaand Mahout Fuzzy K-Means for different datasize

BigFCM Mahout KM Mahout FKM
Sizeof C =6, Epsilon =5.0E-11, C =6, Epsilon =5.0E-11, C =6, Epsilon=5.0E-11,
Data Filesizein Bytes M =2, Iterations = 1000 M=2,

Iterations = 1000 (s) Iterations = 1000
(s) (s)

20K 10485760 18 31468 31620
40K 20971520 30 32268 32280
60K 31457280 30 32418 33394
80K 41943040 34 31709 35600
100K 52428800 31 32160 37080
120K 62914560 39 32454 35820
140K 73400320 41 32301 36480
160K 83886080 39 32731 37140
180K 94371840 42 33414 38080
200K 104857600 40 33589 39286
400K 209715200 73 36601 47053
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600K 314572800 104 44718 63480

800K 419430400 120 47727 68920
M 524288000 141 59418 75652
1.2M 629145600 166 60278 89152
1.4M 734003200 207 70518 103842
1.6M 838860800 233 73744 111378
1.8V 943718400 253 85672 129994
2M 1048576000 278 95413 146229
3M 1572864000 428 121854 235796
aMm 2097152000 537 (9 mins) 149316 (1d 17h 28m) 264@7days)

Another important factor in the clustering execattone is the number of the clusters. Table 5 shitwes
execution time of the BigFCM method for a differenimber of clusters. The running time of K-Means

and Fuzzy K-Means for their best cases were mane 441 hours and 72 hours respectively.

As this table shows the effect of increasing theiper of clusters on the proposed method is linEae.
reason is that in the combiner part, instead ofetieg the traditional FCM, a modified version bétFCM

has been used.

Table 5. Execution time of the BigFCM for differeantmber of clusters

Execution Time (s)

Dataset Method Parameters

Centroid = Centroid = Centroid =
Centroid=6
10 15 50
Iterations =1000,
HIGGS BigFCM Epsilon = 5.0E- 537 2057 2970 4332

11, M=2

Since the mahout K-Means and mahout fuzzy K-Meansat respond in the meantime on our cluster, we
could not specify their precise execution time, inutheir execution time is much more than the rigub

time such that the jobs fail during the long-timmeqess hazards.

Furthermore, Table 6 shows a general comparistiredBigFCM and Fuzzy K-Means on various datasets.
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Table 6. Execution time of the BigFCM, Mahout K-Nedor different datasets

M ahout
Dataset Parameters FKM BigFCM
(9 O]
SUSsY Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-7, M=2)t@%d = 2 2328 435
HIGGS Iterations =1000, Epsilon = 5.0E-7, M=2, Centreid 6120 480
Pima Indian Diabetes Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-2, M=Céntroid = 2 222 5
Iris Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-2, M=Cé&ntroid = 3 66 3
KDDCUP 99(10%) Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-7, M=Cé@ntroid =23 2100 300

As this table shows, the BigFCM works 5.35 to 4dets (18.22 on average) faster than the Mahout Fuzzy
K-Means.

4.2.3 Comparing the precision of the results

In this set of experiments, the result of the mé#he compared using two metrics, confusion méirable
7) and Silhouette Width (Table 8).

Note that the weak values of the silhouette wid#irio for the Mahout K-Means are due to the rougdin
made to enable a faster execution. However, Bigk@Mses on the execution time, while preserving the
accuracy of the algorithm.

One can observe in Table 7 and Table 8 that thegive of the results of the BigFCM is better thha
Mahout fuzzy K-Means. So the proposed method wiadter and more precise than the existing methods.

Table 7. The precision of the results of the athons based on confusion matrix

Mahout

Dataset Parameters FKM BigFCM
SUSsY Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-7, M=2)t@®d = 2 50.0 % 50.0 %
HIGGS Iterations =1000, Epsilon = 5.0E-7, M=2, Centreid 50.0 % 50.0 %
Pima Indian Diabetes Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-2, M=Céntroid = 2 65.7 % 66.1 %
Iris Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-2, M=Cé&ntroid = 3 89.1% 92.0 %
KDDCUP99(10%) Iterations =1000, Reducer Epsilon = 5.0E-7, M=Cé&ntroid = 23 780% 82.0%

Table 8. The precision of the results of the athons based on silhouette width

Dataset Method Parameters 1k 2k 3k 4k

Mahout FKM Iterations =1000, Epsilon = 5.0E-11, M=2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HIGGS

BigFCM Iterations =1000, Epsilon = 5.0E-11, M=2 &9 0.0637 0.0635 0.0623
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5 Conclusions

In this paper, a novel clustering method for bigadelustering was suggested based on the FCM. The
proposed BigFCM method was designed for the Hadwafform with an optimized map and reduce
functions. It was extensively tested and analyzedl @ompared with the state of the art methods over
multiple datasets. The experimental results shavBigFCM executes on the average 18.22 timesrfaste
than Mahout Fuzzy K-Means having a mediocre pregisthe algorithm could run even more quickly by
defining a lower epsilon value. This will enable giroposed BigFCM method to execute up to 493 times
faster compared to the Mahout K-Means and MahoakzyiK-Means. Moreover, the BigFCM provides
high quality clusters, and the results are moreipeethan similar methods, making it a more effitie
algorithm while preserving the quality of clusteyirFuture work may include adapting the algoritlam t

different domains and tuning the required paramsaieexploiting domain-specific distance measures.
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