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Abstract: The Wisdom of Crowds a phenomenon described in social sciencesihggess four
criteria applicable to groups of peoplh.is claimed that, if these criteria are satisfied, then the
aggregate decisions made ayroup will often be better than those of its individual members.
Inspired by tiis concept we presenta novel feedback framework for the cluster ensemble
problem, whichwe call Wisdom of Crowd Cluster Ensemble (WOCCERAIthough many
conventional cluster ensemble methods focusing on diversity hesently been proposed,
WOCCE analyzes the conditiongcessaryor a crowd toexhibit this collective wisdomThese
include decentralization criteria for generating primary results, independence datdtia base
algorithms, and diversity criteritor the ensemble members. We suggest appropriate procedures
for evaluating thesemeasuresand proposa new measure to assess the diversity. We evaluate the
performanceof WOCCE againssome other traditional base algorithms as well as-sfatiee-art
ensemble methods. The resuttsmonstratethe efficiency of WOCCEQOsaggregate decision

making compared to other algorithms.

Keywords: Ensemble Cluster, Wisdorh©@rowds, Diversitylndependence
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Clustering one of themain task of datamining, is used togroupnonlabeled data
to find meaningful pattern&enerally, different models provide predictions with
different accuracy rate Thus it would be more efficient to develop a number of
models usingdifferent data subsetsr utilizing differing conditions within the
modeling methodology of choict achieve betteresults However, selecting the
best model is mt necessarily the ideal choideecause potentially valuable
information may be wasted by discarding the results ofdassessful models
(Perroneand Cooper, 1993; Tumer and Ghosh, 19%keB andEllison, 2008)
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This leads to the concept ocdmbining where the outputs (individual predictions)

of several models are pooled to make a better decision (collective prediction)
(Tumer and Ghosh, 1996; Baker ahtlison, 2008) Research in th€lustering
Combinationfield has shown that these pooled outputs hawsore strength,
novelty, stability and flexibility than the results provided mdividual algorithms
(Strehl andGhosh, 2002; Tjchy et al., 2003; Fred and Lourenco, 2008; Ayad
andKamel,2008)

In the classic cluster ensemble selection methods, a consensus metric is used to
audit the basic results in cluster ensemble selection and use them to produce the
final result. There are two problems in the traditional methbidsty, although

the final result is always in acatance with the selected metripsoviding the
optimized result, thermight be other metrics by which betteffinal result can be
generated. Secondly, In order pooducethe final result, there iseither any
informationfrom other entities of cluster ensemble except auditing basic gesult
and no that anyevaluation of information and errors in other entities can be
presented. In order to solve the mentioned probléhnis,paper proposesised
clustering(WOCCE)as aviable solution This method audits all entities of cluster
ensemble and the erroms result from each entity optimized by information
obtainedfrom other entities which dramatically reduces the possibilityarof
errorsto occur in complex datas the reult

In the social sciencarenathere is a corresponding research field knowthas
Wisdom of Crowdsafter the boolby the same namgurowiecki, 2004)simply
claiming thatthe Wisdom of CrowdgWOC) is the phenomenon whereby
decisions made by aggmting the information of groups usually have better
results than those made by any sing®up member. The book presents
numerous case studies and anecdotes to illustrate its argument, and touches on
several fieldsin particulareconony and psychologySurowiecki justifies his own
theory, stating thatOIf you ask a large enougtoupsof diverseandindependent
people to make a prediction or estimate a probability, the average of those
answerswill cancelout errorsin individual estimationEach persaOs guess, you
might say, has two components: information and eri®ubtract the errer and
youOQre left with the informati®iSurowiecki, 2004)

In spite of thelack of a welldefined agreement on metrics cluster ensembles
Surowiecki suggested a clear structtoe building a wise crowd. Suppatl by
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manyexamples fronbusinesses, economje®cietiesand nations, he argued that

a wise crowd must satisffour conditions namely diversity, independerg

decentralizationand an aggregation mechanism. The goal of this paper is to use

the WOC in order to choose a proper subsea luster ensembléWhereas

SurowieckiOs definition of the WOC emphasizessonial problemsand the

decisionelemens embeddedn his definitionsare personal opinionghis paper

propo®s a mapping between cluster ensemble literature and the WOC
phenomenon. According to this mapping, a n®WOC Cluster Ensemble

(WOCCE) framework which employs the WOC definitionf well-organized

crowds,is proposd. Experimental resultesn a number ofdatasets show that

comparison withsimilar cluster ensemble method&/OCCE improves the final
resultsmoreefficiently.

In summary, the maioontributionsof this paper are:

e A new framework for generating cluster ensemblérom basic (primary)
clustering results witleedbackmechanismWOCCE controls the qualitygf
the ensemblesing thismechanism

e A new mapping between the WOC observatian @pproachto social
problems) and the cluster ensemble problene (of the main fields in data
mining). This allows ugo apply the definitions cdwise crowd tcanycluster
ensemble ar&.

e A new heuristic method for measuring independeaxrording to the wise
crowd definitions.

e A new diversity metric called A3which is based onhe AlizadeBParvirb
MoshkiEMinaei (APMM) criterion Alizadeh et al(2011 2014. A3 measures

thediversity of a partition with respect to a reference set (an ensemble).

The rest of the paper is organized as followSection 2 review somerelevant
literature In Section 3, we propose our new frameworknd demonstrate the
results ofa comparisomagainst traditionaimethods in Sectiord. Finally, we

present ouconclwsionin Section5.
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In unsupervised learning methodduster ensemblbas demonstrated that better
final result can be achieved by combinibgsic resultsnstead of choosingnly

the best oneThis has led to the idea of an ensemble acinme learning, where

the component mads (also known as members) are redundant in that each
provides a solution to the same task, even though this solution may be obtained by
different meang$Grofman and Owen, 1996; Baker and Ellison, 2008)
Generallyacluster ensemble has two importanpst@ain et al., 1999; Strehhd
Ghosh, 2002)

1- Generating different results from primary clustering methods using
different algorithms and changirthe number of partitionsThis step is
calledgenerating diversity or variety

2- Aggregating mechanisms for combining primary results and genethéng
final ensemble. This steps performed by consensus functign
(aggregating algorithms).

It is clear that an ensemble with a set of identical models camoweide any
advantages. Thushe aim is tocombinemodels that predict differerdutcomes
and here are fouparametersdatasetgclustering algorithms, evaluation metrics,
and combine methodshat canbe changed to achieve tlgsal A set of models
can be createftom two approacheschoice of data represemitan, and doice of
clustering algorithms or algorithmiparameters.There are many consensus
functions in the cluster ensemble for combinihg basic results. While some of
them use graph partitionefStrehl andGhosh 2002; Fern and Brodley 20@f)
cumulative voting Tumer et al2008; Ayad and Kamel 2008)thers are based on
co-association among base partitiga@seenest al. 2004Fred and Jain 2005).
Halkidi et al(2001) proposed the compactness and the separ&d measure the
quality of clustering.Strehland Ghosh(2002) proposedthe Mutual Information
(MI) metric for measuring the consistency of daaatitions;Fred and Jai2005)
proposed Normalized Mutuéhformation (NMI), which is independentf cluster
size. This metric can be used to evaluate clusters thedpartition in many
applications. For example, whil@hong and Ghosh(2005 usel NMI for

evaluating clusters in document clusterifigandylas et aJ 2008 usedit for

4



community knowledge analysisnd (Long et aJ 2010 usedit for evaluating
graph clusteringHadjitodorov et al2006)proposed &elective strategwhich is
based on diversity. Zhou and T@D06)proposedanalgorithmwhich isbased on
selective voting. Yi et al(2009) used resamplingpased selective clustering
ensemblesFern and Lin(2008) developeda methodthat effectivdy uses a
selectionof the basic partitions to participate in the ensemated consequently in
thefinal decision.Theyalsoemployed the SulMI and Pairwise NMI as quality
and diversity metrics, respectivelpetween partitionsAzimi and Fern(2009)
proposed adaptive cluster ensemble selection. Limin et(2812) used
compactness and separation for chogpdime reference partition ithe cluster
ensemble selection. They also used new diversity and quality metries as
selective strategy. Jia et @012)used SIM for diversity measuremer@IM is
calculatedbasel on the NMI.Alizadeh et al(2011, 2012and 2014 haveexplored
the disadvantages of NMI as a symmetric criterion. They tisedPMM and
MAX metricsto measue diversity and stability, respectivelyand suggested a
new method for buildinga co-association matrirom a subset of base cluster
results.This paper use#&\3 for diversity measurement which works basetlo&
APMM measure.Additionally, we usethe coeassociation matrixconstruction
scheme of Alizadeh et g2011and 2014 A3 and the ceassociation matriare

discussed in detail i8ections3.1 and 3.4tespectively.
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The Wisdom of Crowd§Surowiecki, 2004) presents numerous case studies
primarily in economics and psychologyp illustrate how the prediction
performance of a crowi$ betterthanthat ofits individual members. The book
relates to diverse collections of independent individuals, rather than crowd
psychology as traditionally understood. Its central thesis, that a diverse collection
of individuals making independent decisioms likely to male certain types of
decisions and predictions better than individuals or even experts, draws many
parallels with statistical sampling, but there is little overt discussion of statistics in
the book. MackeyMackey 1841)mentiors that not every crowd is wiseThese

key criteria separate wise crowds from irrational qsesowiecki, 2004)



Diversity of opinion: Each persomasprivate informationeven if it is only an
eccentric interpretation of the known facts.
Independence: PeopleOs opinions aret deterrmed by the opinions of those
around them.
Decentralization: People are able to specialize and draw on local knowledge.
Aggregation: Some mechanism exists for turning private judgments into a
collective decision.
It is important tonote that undersome caditions the cooperation of the crowd
will fail because of the consciousnesstefmembers about each otherOs opinion.
This will lead them to conform rather than think differently. Although each
member of the crowd maattain greateknowledge and intelligendey thiseffect,
definitely the whole crowd as a whole will become trapped into less unwise
(Mackey, 1841; Page, 2007; Hadzikadic and Sun, 2010)
In recent years, the WOIas beemsed inthe field ofmachine learning. Steyvers
etal. (2009)used WOC for recollecting order informatj@ndMiller et al. (2009)
proposed an approath therank ordering problem. Welinder et 8&010)useda
multidimensional WOQnethodto estimae the underlying value (e.gthe class)
of each imagdrom (noisy) annotations provided by multiple annotators. WOC
has also been applied tonderwater mine classification with imperfect labels
(Williams, 2010)andminimum spanning tree problenigi et al., 2010) Finally,
Baker and Ellisorj2008)proposed anethod for using the WOC in ensembles and

modules in environmental modeling.
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Surowiecki(2004)has outlined the conditions that are necessary for the crowd to
be wise:diversity, independer¢and a particular kind of decentralizatiodo

map the WOC toa cluster ensemblewe should restate the wise crowd
requirements for the corresponding field. This section discusses these
preconditiondn detail forthe area otlustering. Itseems that thbest matching
betweenindividualsand theiropiniorns in WOC is base clustering algorithnasd
partitions respectivelyjn the context otluster ensemble3he goal oflWOCCE,

as illustrated in Figure (1), is to construct i@ewcrowdin the primary partion via

a recursive procedure.
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Fig. 1.The WOCCE framework
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To define the diversity of opinion in cluster ensemblewhich utilize base
partitions, we use the terrdiversity of base partitionsAccording to this
assumption and SurowieckiOs definition of diversity of opinidnshould be
rephrased as:

If the result of a base clustering algorithm has less similarity value than a defined
threshold in comparison with other partitions existing in the ensemble, it is
eligible tobe added to the ensemble.

Similarity and repetition of specific answers can be controlled by tracing errors.
This paper proposes a new method based on APMM in order to evaluate the
diversity of each primary cluster algorithm. This paper uses Average ARIVIM,
AAPMM, to calculate the diversity of a cluster, because this method decreases the
time complexity compared to NMI and avoids the symmetry problem. To
calculate the similarity of clusteC with respect to a seif partitionsP in the

reference set corting M partitions, we usequation (1)Alizadeh et al., 2011):

AAPMM(P) = % iAPMM(C, P @

j=1
Whererb* is the corresponding derivation from thth partition in the reference

set. APMM(C, P) is the similarity between clusté€ and a specific partition, and
is given by(Alizadeh et al., 2011):
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In equation (2 n,, n°, andn arethe size of cluste€, the size of thé-th cluster

of partition p, and the number of samples available in the partition inclu@ing
respectivelyk, is the number of clusters in partitiéh In order to measure the
similarity of a whole partition, thipaper proposeaveragingAAPMM over all of

the clusters that exist ia specific partitionWe call this average measui8. In

other words, A3 is a weighted average of the AAPMMs of one partitionOs clusters:

AxP)=11 0 AAPMMEC) (@

i=1
In equation (3),C; is thei-th cluster in partitionp, and C; hassizen . n is the

number of members in partitignandk is the number of clusters in the partition.

A3 measures information between a partition and those partitions in a reference
set. In fact, it counts the repetition of clusters indbeesponding set. Therefore,

A3 measures the similarity of a partition with respect to a set. As it is normalized
between zero and one, we UsBA3to represent the diversity:

Diversity(P) =1— A3(P) (4)

According to the above definitionene of the conditions for appending a partition
to the crowd (known as the diversity condition) is:

Diversity(P) >dT (5)

The threshold value for diversity G¢ 47! 1. Equation (5)means that if the
diversity of a generated partition with respect wetof partitionswhich we call

them the'crowds in this papersatisfes the minimum threshold @T (diversity

threshold), it will be addetb the crowd.
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According to SurowieckiOs definition, indepengemeans that an opinion must
not be influenced by an individual or certain group. By mappingtth@duster
ensemblg wehave thdollowing definition

The decisionmaking mechanism of each bas#ustering algorithm must be
different. In the case of using similar algorithnthe basic parameterghat
determine their final decisions must fidficientlydifferent.

In other words, a new partition generated by a primary clogtaigorithm is
independent if and only if isatisfiesthe following conditions:



1) Every two partitionghatare generated by different methads independent
because their algorithbsnechanisms are different.
2) Every two partitions that are generated e same method th different
basic parametei@e independent
This suggestthatthe independemoof the results generated by a single algorithm
should be investigated by checking the basic parameisrsnost of the base
algorithms are quite sensitive to their init@nditions we proposea system of
initialization checking toensurethat independent resultare generatethy each
algorithm.The procedureBasicPartitionindependencéBPl) illustratedin Figure

(2) has been developéd calculate thendependencef two partitions.

Function BPI (P1, P2) Return Result
If (Algorithm-Type (P1) == Algorithm-Type (P2) then
Result = 1 - Likeness (Basic-Parameter (P1), Basic-Parameter (P2))
Else
Result =1
End if
End Function

Fig. 2.Measuring thelegree ofndependencbetween two clusters

In Figure @), P1 andP2 are base partitionshe Algorithm-Typefunction returns

the type of base algoriththat createl those partitionsand theBasicParameter
function returns the basic parameters of the algortttahgeneratd the partition

(for examplethe seed points of Kmean3hese values can be defined according
to two factors the nature othe problem andthe type of base algorithms. This
paper propose a heuristic function Ljkenesy for measuringa clusterOs
independene In order to calcula the Likeness we assume thaMAT, and
MAT;g matricescontain thebasic parameters of partitioRs andPg, respectively.
LMAT;: is the distance gimilarity) matrix of MAT, and MATg. LMAT), is a

n! n matrix in which n is the number of basic mameters in the algorithm, e.g.
the number of clusters in Kmeans (because the basic parameters of Kmeans give a
matrix of k seed points)LMAT; contains the distancegsve use aEuclidean
metric to calculate distancd)etween each pair of observations in the-byn

data matrixXMATa andmy-by-n data matriXMATg. Rows ofMATA andMATs
correspond to observations, columns correspond to variddMAT; is an mx
by-my matrix, with the (i, j) entry equal to distance between observation i in
MATA and observation j iMATg. Sim;is minimum valuan LMAT; matrix. By
removing the row anthe column that contai$im;, we generat€.MAT1. This
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procedure of removingows and colums should beaepeatedintil LMAT reaches
the size0! 0. As an example, Figuré) shows howLMATx matrices andSimy

values are calculated by usiMATA andMATg matrices.

05 0.7 063
LMAT, = [0.75 0.77 0.73 0.5 0.63

- LMAT, = [0.6
051 04 0,66] |:> LMAT: =] 51 0.66] E> MAT; = [0.66] [>LMAT:;=[;;;;;]

Simp =0.4
MaxDis = 0.75

MAT, =1085 05 0.11

01 032 0.7

0.15 0.65 0.32
MATz; =10.45 0.12 0.65
0.71 0.54 0.83

0.1 0.7 0,81]

Sim; =0.5 Sim; = 0.66

Fig. 3.The calculatior of LMAT and Sim

Equation 6) explains theLikenesdunction. MaxDis is the maximum value in the
LMAT), matrix in Equation (6) and Figure (3).

. 1 L
Likeness=1- Si 6
(MaxDistZ;‘ m) (6)

The independemmof each partition is calculated as follows:

M
Independeoe(P):ﬁ! BPI(P,R) (7)
i=1
Where M refers to thenumber of members the crowd and BPI functionis
calculatel by Figure (2) pseudo cod&hus according tahe abovedefinitions,
one of the conditions for entering the résafla clustering into the crowd ggven
by equation 8), which we call the independene condition andwhere the

threshold value for Independencelis iT ! 1.
Independeceg(C) ! iT  (8)

Basd on the above definition of "Independéhcthis metric is not diversity
metric, mainly because diversity metrics are used for evaluating the basic
clustering results. Whereas independence metric controls the process of producing
basic reslts; it is done by managing effective parameters in basic clustering
algorithm. In addition, independency can calculate the probability of accuracy for

similar patternsLook at the example illustrated Figure(4):
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Diversity(Algl,Alg2) = 1 — NMI(Algl,Alg2) ~ 0
Data | Algl | Alg2 |Class —

X1 1 1 1

X2 IF Type(Algl) <> Type(Alg2) THEN Accept ‘
x3 —
xa
X5
X6
x7

A 4
N

ELSIF [Basic Parameter(Algl) - Basic Parameter(Alg2)] >> 0 THEN Accept ‘

BRI NN N RN
BRI NN R[RrN
BRI NN =N

D 4

ELSE omit the results Q

Fig. 4.The differencedetween Diversity and Independence

In this figure Algl and Alg2 generate random results. As the figure shows,
although the diversity is nearly zerooth algorithns' results are acceptable in
comparison with the real clas$ datasetSince in unsupersed learningthe real

class of datasetannotbe usea in the evaluation ofbasic algorithra' results,
classicensemblemethods camot accepthe same results in ensemble committee
This papersolves this problem bproposeghe Independence forpredictingthe
probability of accuracy in primary (basic) algorithm resufiscording to the
numeric value of the metric for two specific algorithms, if similar patterns are
recognized by these two algorithms, the degree of accuracy can be identified for
the pattern generated by them based on the definition of independence.
Furthermorewhile the independence metric analyses probability of correctness in
patterns, it cannot guarantee the diversity of the final ressteadonly trying to
improve it.Nedalless to say, this paper does not intend to substitute "independence
metric" with "diversity metric", rathemcorporating the independencetnteas a
supplement to the diversity metric.

In WOCCE, the issue @lgorithm'sindependency isonsideedfor the first time
Independencygenerats repeated results in a particular redunddgbrithmsand
ensures that the similar results are createdhbgealgorithms with acceptable
degree of independency. For this reagbe number of selected iratiresults in
WOCCE is much smaller than tie¢her methodsn section 43 of this pagr, the

study on the effect ofndependence metric on the performaace runtimein

final result will be presented.
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Surowiecki explainghe necessary conditions for generatingwise crowd as

follows (Surowiecki, 2004)OIf you set a crowd of satfterested, independent
11



people towork in a decentralized way on the same problem, instead of trying to

direct their efforts from the top dowtheir collective solution is likely to be better

than any other solution you could come up with.O

According to SurowieckiOs explanatioindecentralization and his examples

the CIA and Linux, it can be inferred that decentralization is a qualityiendthe
WOC cluster should be implementsdch that decentralization is established
acrossall of its parts. According tadhe above,we definedecentralization ira
cluster ensemble as follows:

The primary (basic) algorithm must not be influenced by anychemism or
predefined parametersn this way each base algorithm has a chance to reveal a
Overy good result® with its own customization and local knowledge.

In the above definitiona very 'goodesult is onethat has good performancas
well as enough diversity and independetacbe addedo the crowd.We propose
two approachesgecentralization in basicesults and feedback mechanisior,
satisfying thenotions which were defined in this pap®rhile decentralization in
basic result satisfies decentralization conditions such as localization for basic
algorithms andtheir input dataset feedback mechanism tries to control
decentralization conditions in ensemble componemd saveshe quality of

resultsin all components
=4=434'@®/1.%9,"B9."%1"1'29#"6"*/#-,.# '

This paperconsides the following conditionswhendesigninga cluster ensemble
mechanismin order toretaindecentralization:

1- The number of primary algorithms participating in the crowd should be
greaterthan one.

2- Themethod of entering a primary algorithm into the crowd should ensure
that the final results will not be affected by its errors. In other words, the
decision making of the final ensemble should not be centralized.

3- The threshold parametecT, which we call the coefficient of
decentralizationis a coefficient which is multiplied in the number of
clusters Every base algorithntlusters the dataset intat mostcT! k
clustes. i.e. it clusters the dataset infonumbeof clustersdbetweercT to
cT k.

12



In the abovedefinition, the coeftient cT isa member of naturalumbers ).

This coefficient can improve accuracy in the final result when the dataset has
especial complexities and basic algorithms cannot recognizepdtierns in
dataset. It decreases teemplexties of dataset by increasing the number of
clusters in basic clustering algorithrfisan et al 2005)and changes the complex
patterns in dataset to smaller patterns which are easier to recogniaey by
algorithms (especially centebaseclustering algothmg. Insteadof finding a
complex solution for complex problems, this method turns the complex problems
into smaler problems andhen tries tasolve them. For exampleolving the Non
globular shape datasets by using cebseseclusteing algorithms, such as
Kmeansgcan be named as one of the applications of this method. Fig)sledws

the result, ehieved by applying this method on HalRing dataset.

e
X
(a) Original Point (b) 2-means Clustering (c) 10-means Clustering

Fig. 5.Effect of decentralization in complex dataset

Figure 6) part (a) shws the original classes in HaRing dataset. Figured) part
(b) shows the result of ideans algorithm when k=2 (k is equal to the original
number of dataset daes). As part (b) shows, thenkans cannot solve this
problem because ihcludes centebaseobjective function. By using this method
and assuing that cT=5 (k=5x2), the &if-ring dataset complexities turn to simple
patternsas shown in part (c). These patterns can be recognizedn@aks easily.
In section 43 of this paper, the study on thdesfts of decentralization metric on
the performance of final result will be presented.

From the above discussioit is clear that decentralization checking should be
performedduring the generatioof the base results. In other words, we try to
satisfy the decentralization conditions in the first phaghbile producingthe base
partitions. Therefore, unlike diversity and indepen@gtitere isno evaluation of

decentralization during the asseentof theinitial partitions.
13
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By using feedback mechanism, our proposed method increases the number of
selected results gradually. This method evaluates the basic algorithm result by
using independence and diversity metrics after generating a result. If the result is
accepted, it will beadded to the selected set. If not, it is automatically removed.
This procedure repeats itself for the next algorithm to the end. It is interesting to
note that in this method, the values and their qualities do not change after
selecting results, becausesthalues are updated after every modification in each
period, and that the number of selected results does not change at the end of this
procedure.

Whereas in previous cluster ensemble methods, all basic clustering results had
been calculated before thesudts were evaluated by the selected metric (e.qg.
NMI) and the best basic clustering results were selected by the use of thresholds.
Figure @) shows this mechanism. Although values of selected metric in our
selection, in the results of basic algorithmg anaximum, this cannot guarantee
that, in respect to one and others, the obtained values remain constant after being
entered into our selection because the number of members in selected results
changed consequently. Thus, the quality of evaluations makeatec after
selecting results.

All basic
clustering
algorithm

Clustering Selected
NMI = 0.72 basic

clustering

Clustering -
e , algorithm

Clustering 4, New NMI = 0.62
NMI = 0.67

Datacss #> I = 064/

Clustering 3 New NMI = 0.72
NMI = 0.54)] | |}

Aggregation ) Final Result

Clustering 9
NMI = 0.51

Clustering 12
NMI = 0.4

Fig. 6.Effect of selecting clusterinign previous cluster ensemble meth@asNMI values
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In this step, the opinions in the wise crowd are combined to reach a final
consensus partitioin some 6 clustering methodthe consensus partition s
n! nco-association matrix that counts the number of groupingthe same
cluster for all data points. In these methods, the primary clustering results are first
used to construct the -@ssociation matrix. The most prominent of these methods
is EAC' (Fred and Jain, 2005)Each entry inthe coassociationmatrix is
computedas

Cli, ) =L (9)

m

']

Where m ;is the number of partitionsn which this pair of objects is
simultaneously preserind n ;counts the number of clusters shared by objects

with indicesi andj. WOCCE uses the c@ssociation matrix to aggregate the
results Then employdhe AverageLinkagealgorithm to derive the final partition

from this matrix. Figure (7) shows this process:

Data | Class

pata | Algr | ag2 | .. | al X1 X2 --- Xn
ata g g: lgm capn=> o s

X1 ™ X1 ey €, v o€y, | lnkage Partition

X1 x

X2 Ly

X2 —_— e O T S —
» X2 |cyy €p G ) | 3
xn Xn |iciq Cug ¢ Gy x|

X1 X2 x5 X3 X4

Selected Basic Results Co-Association matrix Dendrogram Final Result
(Crowds)

Fig. 7.Evidence Accumulation Clustering

In Figure (7), the selected basic resulthjch inthis papeis calledthe crowds,

are created by basic (primary) clustering algorithms seldcted by evaluation
metrics. Then, the easseiation matrix is generated basedhlmsic results. After

that, the dendrogram is created by using linkagershms on ceassociation
matrix (Fred and Jain, 2005; Fern and Lin, 2008; Alizadeh et al, 2011; Alizadeh et
al 2012; Alizadeh et al 2014This paper uses Average Linkage for getiega
dendrogram because it has high performance in comparison with other
hierarchical methods in EACQ-red and Jain, 2005; Tan et al, 2Q03} last the

final result is creted based on clustergimber in WOCCE.

* Evidence Accumulation Clustering
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In WOCCE, he process atts with an evaluation of the diversity and
independene of the partitionswvhich it is shown in Figure (1)As stateckearlier,

the necessarydecentralizationconditionsare satisfied in the cluster geneoati
phaseby constructing the base partitions. Therefore, theneoisomponentfor

assegnsg the decentralization of the generated partitiohrs.the WOCCE
framework, only the decentralizgxdrtitionsthat passboth the independea@and
diversity filters are eligiblé¢o join the wise crowd.

In summarythe differences between these two approaches are:

1- The method of evaluating the clustering algorithm. lihe WOCCE
approach, the diversity and independeot each primary algorithm is
compared with other algorithms inetltrowdafter executionlf they have
the necessary conditions, thaye added tthe crowd.

2- Most importary, in the WOCCEapproach, each primary clustering can
be inserted into the crowd without affecting other algoridmesultsThis
approach can detect errors amntify information in the resuls (by
checkingthe diversity and independeawalues) and thercompensatéor
these errors with true informationfrom all the results inthe crowd
guarantemg that the errorswill not be spreadto other members Ify
changinghetotal diversity and independesealues in each step).

3- In the WOCCEapproach, the selection and measurement of indepesndenc
and diversity argerformedin one stepThis causehe independeneand
diversity vdues to beetainedn thefinal ensemble.

Function WOCCE (Dataset, Kb, iT, dT, ¢T) Return [Result, nCrowd]
nCrowd = 0;
‘While we have base cluster
[idx, Basic-Parameter] = Generate-Basic-Algorithm (Dataset, Kb*cT)
If (Independent (Basic-Parameter) > iT)
If (Diversity (idx) >dT)
Insert idx to Crowd-Partitions
Crowd = Crowd + 1
End if
End if
End while
Co-Acc = Make-Correlation-Matrix (Crowd-Partition)
Z = Average-Linkage (Co-Acc)
Result = Cluster (Z, Kb)

Fig. 8.Pseudo codéor the WOCCE framework
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Figure @) shows thgyseudo codéor the WOCCE pocedureln Figure @), Kbis

the number ofclusters given bythe base algorithm The GenerateBasic
Algorithm function builds the partitions of base clusters (primary resitake
Correlation-Matrix buildsthe co-association matrix according to equati®h and

the LinkageandClusterfunctions buildthe final ensemble in accordance witre
Average Linkage mé¢hod. The parameteResultis our final ensemble, and
nCrowdis the number of members in the crowd.

There are two major problemn classic clgter ensemble selection methods;
firstly, although the final result is alwaysroviding the optimized resulin
accordance with the selected metrics, there couldtber metricsto use for
generating the best final resubecondly,it is possible thatall aspects and
specifications of datare not considered or not seen for precise auditiegause

in traditional cluster ensemble selection me#odnly the basicresults are
analyzed (including the correct data as well as errors). Thus, it is necespayy
more attention on other contractive entitiee&thcluster ensemble algorithm.

Unlike traditonal nethods, wise clustering uses structural perspective for
generating the best result based on all aspects and spismifec of data which
operatesbased onthe "The Wisdom of Crowds" theory. The framework of
WOCCE includes the four main conditions: Independency of algorithms, diversity
of initial (basic) results, decentralization of framework's structurgifeserving

the quality of final resultand method ofeedback combination for safeguarding
the auditing results of partitions in the wise crowd (initial results for
combination). This structure makes WOCCE a flexible technique and capable of
being programed, so that by altering thiugaof thresholds, It cabe adjusted for
any data (will be discus in section 4.3).

Furthermore,n WOCCEmethod all needed information from clustering problems
is gathered byontrolling all entitieswithin cluster ensemble as the result errors
in each entity is optimized byformation from other entities which consequently
reduces the possibility of occurrence of errors in complex data dramatically.
Table (1) presents a brief mapping between terminologies in WOC and the

corresponding cluster ensemble area.
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Tablel.Mapping béween WOC and cluster ensemble terminologies

WOC Terminology Cluster Ensemble Terminology
Primary opinion Primary partition
People Baseor Primaryalgorithm
Wise crowd Basic orPrimary clustering results
Diversity of Opinion Diversity of primaryclustering results
Opinion independence Independence of clustering algorithms th
generate primary partitions
Decentralization Decentralization in cluster generation
F4'0:9,-9."%1"

This section describes a seriesofpirical studies and reports thessults.In real
world, unsupervised methoase useal to find meaningful patterns inonlabeled
dataset such asveb documers. Sincethe real dataset doesnOt halass labed
there is no direct evaluation method fewvaluating the performance in
unsupervised methodsike many perviousesearcheg~red and Jain, 2005; Fern
and Lin, 2008; Alizadeh et al, 2011; Alizadeh et al 2012; Alizadeh et al 2014)
this papercompareghe performance of itgsroposed methodith other basic and
emnsemble methods hysing standard datasets and theal clas®s Although this
evaluation cannot guarantdeatthe proposed methodenerate high performance
for all datasets in comparison witither methodsit can beconsidered asn
example foranalyzing the probability of predicting good results in the WOCCE.

FA34'@9.9#/ .#

The proposed method is examined o%érdifferent standard datasets. We have
chosen datasets that are as diverse as possible in their numbers of true classes,
features,and samples, as this variety better validates the results obtained. Brief
information about these datasets is listed in Table (2). More information is
available inNewman et al. (1998ndAlizadeh et al. (2012)The features of the
datasets marked with asterisk are normalized to a mearDaind variance of 1,
.e.N(0J).
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Table2.Information about the datasets used in our simulations

Name Feature Class Sample
Half Ring 2 2 400
Iris 4 3 150
Balance Scale” 4 3 625
Breast Cancer 9 2 683
Bupa’ 6 2 345
Galaxy 4 7 323
Glass™ 9 6 214
Tonosphere 34 2 351
SA Heart 9 2 462
Wine 13 2 178
Yeast’ 8 10 1484
Pendigits’ 16 10 10992
Statlog 36 7 6435
Optdigits® 62 10 5620

FA74'0K?/*"'&/1.9," E/.<%%$'(%*") 9,6-,9."1H" ; <*/#<%,$#'

This paper proposes an experimental method for determinirtgrésholdvalues

iT, dT, and cT. First, we check the relatiships betweenthe thresholds and

WOCCE factors:

e T has a relation with the number of base clustering algosjttivavariety of
baseclustering algorithm typesndtheruntime of WOCCE.

e dT has a relation witlthe variety of base clustering algorithm typeke
decentralization thresholdT), andthe number of partitions ithe crowd.

e T has a relation with the number of datative dataset,the number of

features irthedatasetandthe number opartitions inthe clustering.

In this papercT is chosen based die dataset specification such as number of
featuresand samples Also, all thresholdsare chosensuchthat each WOCCE
algorithmOs runtinis approximately80 minona PC with certain specificatish

®> Penbased recognition ofamdwrittendigits dataset
® Optical recogniton of handwritten digits datas
" CPU = Intel X9775 (4*3.2 GHz), RAM = 16 GB, OS = Windows Server 2012 RTM x64
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The algorithms imable(3) were used tgenerat the wise crowd

Table3. List of base algorithms used in WOCCE
No. Algorithm Name

K-Means

Fuzzy GMeans
Median K-Flats
Gaussian Mixture

Subtract Clustering

SingleLinkage Euclidean

SingleLinkage Hamming

SingleLinkage Cosine

C|R ||| N | B |W|N|-

Averagelinkage Euclidean

—
<

AveragelLinkage Hamming

11  Averagelinkage Cosine

12 CompleteLinkage Euclidean

13 CompleteLinkageHamming

14 CompleteLinkage Cosine

15 WardLinkage Euclidean

16 WardLinkage Hamming

17 WardLinkage Cosine

18 Spectral clustering using a sparse similarity matrix

19  Spectral clustering using Nystromethod with orthogonalization

20  Spectral clustering using Nystrom method without orthogonalization

We used MATLAB R2012a (7.14.0.739) in order to geneoate experimental
results. The distances were measured by a Euclidean metric. All results are
reported as the average of 10 independent runs of the algorithm. The final
clustering performance was evaluated bylateeling between obtained clusters
and the ground truth labels and then counting the percentage of correctly
classified samples. The WOCQtesults are compared with wdéihown base
algorithms including Kneans, Fuzzy @eans, Subtract Clustering, and Single
Linkage, aswell as five statef-the-art cluster ensemble methodsAC, MAX

and etc). Table (4) shows the results.
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Table4. Experimentalesults

Primary methods Cluster Ensemble methods
Kmeans FCM  Subtract le::;\gil;e EAC ‘ MAX ‘ HGPA  MCLA ‘ WOCCE
‘ iT ‘ dT ‘ CT‘ Result
Half Ring 75.75 78 86 75.75 | 77.17 | 78.48 74.5 50 74.5 0.2 006 | 3 87.2
Iris 653 | 8266 | 553 68 96 72.89 | 85.34 48.66 89.34 02 | 006 | 1 96
Balance Scalg 40.32 44 45.32 46.4 52 52.1 | 51.84 41.28 51.36 | 023 | 0063 | 3 | 54.88
Breast Cancer | 937 | 94.43 65 65.15 | 95.02 | 75.72 | 80.97 50.37 9605 | 018 | 002 | 1 | 9692
Bupa 5449 | 50.1 | 57.97 57.68 | 55.18 | 56.17 | 56.23 50.72 5536 | 021 | 004 | 3 | 57.42
Galaxy 30.03 | 34.98 | 29.72 2507 | 31.95 | 32.78 | 29.41 31.27 28.48 02 | 005 | 2 | 3588
Glass 42.05 | 47.19 | 36.44 36.44 | 4593 | 44.17 | 38.78 41.12 51.4 019 | 006 | 3 | 5182
lonosphere 69.51 | 67.8 77 64.38 | 70.48 | 64.48 | 67.8 58.4 71.22 0.3 0.1 3 | 7052
SA Heart 64.51 | 63.41 | 67.26 65.15 | 65.19 | 63.96 | 58.42 50.93 6254 | 065 | 0.8 1 68.7
Yeast 3119 | 2998 | 31.2 31.73 | 31.74 | 324 14 15.23 17.56 0.5 0.5 1 | 3476
Wine 65.73 | 71.34 | 67.23 37.64 | 7056 | 69.17 | 67.41 62.36 70.22 0.2 005 | 3 | 71.34
Pendigits 46.97 | 36.77 10.4 10.46 | 10.47 | 57.02 | 58.32 11.14 58.62 002 | 012 | 1 | 5868
Optdigit 5252 | 3833 | 47.72 10.28 20 | 7611 | 75.21 64.77 7715 | 001 | 01 1 | 7716
Statlog 50.93 | 49.91 | 23.8 23.8 239 | 5423 | 54.23 52.94 5571 | 001 | 0.1 1 | 5577

In Table (4) he bestresuls obtained for each dataset habeenbolded As
depicted in this table, although basic clustering algoritlivage shown high
performance in some datagehey cannot recognizeue patterns in all of them
As this papementibned, basic algahms consider an aspect (specificatioh)
datasetsuch as density for solvintpe clustering problemThe resultsof basic
clustering algorithms which are depicted in Tablegegood evidencegfor this
claim. Furthermore, the CSPA and HGPA results show the effedhef
aggregation methodn improving accuracy in thdinal resuls. According to
Table (4),the MCLA, MAX and WOCCE have generated better ressilin
comparison with CSPA and HGPAven thoughWOCCE was outperformeith
two datasetsBupaand lonosphereby some algorithis) the majority of results
demonstrate superior accuracy for the proposed meffigdre (9) shows the

average of accuracy for each technique

Average of Accuracy

Kmeans

FCM

Subtract Clustering
Single Linkage

EAC

MAX

CSPA

HGPA

MCLA

WOCCE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Fig. 9.Average of accuracy for each technique
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In Figure Q), it is difficult to separate the WOCCE ardCLA methods.
However, the averageerformance over all fourteen datasets reveals that WOCCE
outperformed MCLA by over 3%Also, this figure showshatSingle Linkage and
EAC generate poor results in comparison with other methddghough
hierarchical methodsuch as Single Linkagean handle nowelliptical datasets
and generate stable results, they saesitive to noise and outlieggarticulaty in
complex datasetéTan et al, 2005)Needless to say thas a classicensemble
method, here isno evaluatio and selection inEAC. This method cannot omit
errors which are made in the process wdcognizing patterrs of the basic
clustering resultsoy using the correcinformation of other basic algorithms'
results Theresultsof EAC which are givenn Table (4)and Figure (9show the
effect of evaluation andselection incluster ensemble selection metho8g&ce
some of the four conditi@of the Wisdom of Crowds theomethod danot exist
in EAC, this method is a good example of unwise croWwide effect of this
methodon final results can be sean Table (4) Table (5) illustrates the NMI
rates made by primary and ensemble methods:

Table5. Normalized mutual information (NMbates

Primary methods Cluster Ensemble methods

Kmeans | FCM  Subtract L:::Lgll;e CSPA | HGPA MCLA  WOCCE
Half Ring 0.26 0.33 0.51 0.06 0.32 0.56 0.32 0 0.34 0.68
Iris 0.74 0.78 0.77 0.73 0.75 0.8 0.72 0.14 0.75 0.86
Balance Scale | 0.2 0.2 0.37 0.03 0.14 0.22 0.07 0.03 0.09 0.37
Breast Cancer | 0.74 0.69 073 0.01 0.69 0.72 0.35 0 0.74 0.74
Bupa 0.0008 | 0.0045 0 0.0136 | 00018 | 0.002 | 0.01 0 0.0016 | 0.0013
Galaxy 0.24 0.26 0.17 0.12 0.28 0.31 0.23 0.13 0.27 0.34
Glass 0.36 0.24 0.07 0.11 0.41 0.3 0.25 0.31 0.27 0.45
lonosphere 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.02 0.11 0.12 0.1 0.02 0.13 0.15
SA Heart 0.08 0.13 0.13 0 0.07 0.08 0.02 0 0.08 0.078
Yeast 0.1 0.11 0 0.11 0.12 0.27 0.26 0.14 0.28 0.28
Wine 0.75 0.55 0.72 0.05 0.69 0.79 0.77 0.43 0.8 0.83
Pendigits 0.61 0.35 0 0.01 0.01 0.7 0.68 0 0.69 0.71
Optdigit 0.6 0.39 0.45 0.02 0.36 0.76 0.68 0.42 0.73 0.76
Statlog 0.52 0.38 0 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.47 0.42 0.56 0.56

In Table (5), the best result obtained for each dataset is highlightexddinrhe
NMI evaluationshows the results stability in each clustering technig(iered and
Jain, 2005fern and Lin 2008)As this table illustratesnost of basic clustering
algorithms amot generateobust results in largecale datasetsée thdast three
dataset in the table).Even though WOCCE was outperformed in two datasets
(Bupa and SA Hearthy some algorithrg the majority of results demonstrate
superior NMI forthe proposed method.
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In the rest of this seidin, the thresholdsffects onperformance and runtime are
analyzed.In order to omit the effect of some irrelevant threshad each
experiment, this paper disableisthrrelevantthreshold bysetting it tozero for
independence and diversity thresholds emtifor decentralizationAs mentioned
in the previous sections, all proposed metriocs WOCCE can improve the
accuracy wheithey areusel at the same time. S, is obviousthatthe WOCCE
metrics cannot improvahe aacuracy significantly when othemetrics are
disablel. In addition,the slog of some line charthas changed gjhtly, because
the red value of that thresholés more than the given values in teeperiment.
The main goas of our experimentareto showthe relation between germance
and runtime in WOCCHENdto illustratehow this paper determinegde optimized
values for each threshold.
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independence Threshold (iT) diversity Threshold (dT)
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Fig. 10.Theeffect ofIndependency and Diversity on the runtime

Figure (10) part (a) illustratesthe relationship betweeil and the wuntime of
WOCCE This experiment was performed witthT =0in order to remove the
effect of diversity on the final result3he vertical axis refers to time and the
horizontal axis refers ttheindependenethreshold Figure(10) part(b) illustrates
the relationship betweedT andthe untime of WOCCE This experimentwas
performed wih iT =0in order to remove the effect of independzoan the final
results. The vertical axis refers to time and the horizontal axis refetiseto
diversity threshold.
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Fig. 11.Theeffect ofIndependency and Diversity on ti#OCCE performance

Figure(11) part(a) andFigure(11) part(b) illustratethe relationshigpetweerthe
performanceof WOCCE, which is based orthe number of correctlglassified
samplesand independence and/ersity thresholds, respectivelyo plot Figure

(11) part(a), a fixed valuewasassigned taT in order to measure the effect of
independenein thefinal results.In Figure(11) part(a), he vertical axis refers to

the performancend the horizontal axis refersttee independencdn Figure(11)

part(b), iT wasfixed in order to ploperformance with respect to diversity.

Figure (12) illustrates the relationship between the performaoic&VOCCE,

based on the number of correctly classified samples, and the decentralization. To
plot Figure (2), the number of clustsrin basic clustering results v&s between

k (original number of dataset classesp! k (cT = 5.
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Fig. 12. Relation betweeneatentralizatiorandperformance

Thesefigures show thathe performance increasl with the respectivethreshold
value Theyillustratethe effect of independeaand diversityand decentralization
in the performance afur cluster ensemb]@ndconfirm that along withdiversity,
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the independercis an important factorthat should be consided whencreatng
the ensemble.

WOCCE is the firssystem to datéhat adds threeonditionsof diversity in basic
results, algorithms' independence, and decentralization in datekensemble
componentsio the cluster ensemble field. Although \wave not presented
mathematical proofo support our methgodhe experimental results confirits
superiorperformance with respect to other cluster ensemble metbodsost of
the benchmark datasets.

| 4%16,-#"%1'

In this paper the WOC phenomenomvas mapped to the cluster ensemble
problem. Theprimary advantage of this mappingas the addition ofwo new
aspectsthe independence and decentralizatas,well asa new framework to
investigaé them. Until now, common cluster ensemblenethods have
concettrated on the diversity of the primary partitions. Inspirédy the WOC
researchin the social sciencg this paper introduced the conditions of
independeneand decentralization to tHeeld of cluster ensemble research. The
proposedWOCCE frameworkusesa feedback procedure to investigate all three
conditions yielding a wise crowdincorporatingdecentralization, independenc
and diversity.

Similar to other pioneering ideas, the WOCCE framework can be improved later.
This paper suggested employing asfedént as base algorithm to satisfy the
decentralization condition. We also proposed a procedure to assess the
independeneof the base algorithmsindintroduced the A3 criterion to measure
the diversity of the partition®Our suggestions for satisfying the corresponding
conditionswill be investigatedurtherin future work. The main drawback of the
WOCCE algorithm is that it has three threshold paramétetsmustbe setto
appropriate valuesThis parametdreation can be cosidered as anothereafor

future work.
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