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ETHEEENZRERXIZES A
BEE™, RAR™, EXR', KBB, KRR

(1. TGI8 R 22 B HL 5 W 2% 23 6] 48 422 B, 0 2 6, 050024 5 2. 3] b D 2 T b 45 4k 1 B B0 43 B 5 e
UL TREBFIE A0, A A E 0500245 3. {0 AU UV K 24T A6 4 9 45 5545 8,28 A F M S %, A K E, 0500245 4. L
TR 2R S BT AR 24 B, A1 2, 050031 5. il AL JE K2 BF RN 2F24 Be , A1 2, 050024)

B E:ATRBIGRTERIRA LAY SRASEARBEERITHR, AT RERBEZ M
MhE BEASERIR AL BB ARBEEGSRAEREBRI X, 4, TR EREZHKE
SHTATHGETHAERERE LR RELA TR G RE LA T Lanczos # 69 RE T i R
BAHBREE G ANRAARMKBEEARHEAEHRBEERITEREE, 5454 E F MM (Couple
metric similarity, CMS) | # & %A 1 & (Inverse occurrence [requency, IOF) . & 8] $6 % (Hamming
distance, HM) % 7 ik 53 R L o AT b Fok 8 R AW, RE L3 fL ik 5 xd sk fL k48 0k NMIME-F
¥ 33 1310, MSE AL F 3 & > 0.827, F-score 14 F ¥ 4% & 12.8%0; R AL F I 5k i NMIA F 4 &
19.2% , MSE A& F 3 3 /1> 0.028, F-score M F ¥ 3 & 15.500 . KI5 RA W, PTI98 o9 Sk ik LA A 2k
Fo AT

KEIW: SRERE ;S ERBE  RAHBEEF

mESES: TP391 XERARERD : A

Multi-scale Clustering Mining Method Based on Coupled Metric Similarity

TIAN Zhenzhen'*?, ZHAO Shuliang'-?*, LT Wenbin*, ZHANG Lulu’??, CHEN Runzi’

(1. College of Computer and Cyber Security, Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang, 050024, China; 2. Hebei Provincial
Engineering Research Center for Supply Chain Big Data Analytics & Data Security, Hebei Normal University , Shijiazhuang,
050024, China; 3. Key Laboratory of Network &. Information Security, Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang, 050024, China;
4. College of Information Engineering, Hebei GEO University, Shijiazhuang, 050031, China; 5. School of Mathematical Sciences,
Hebei Normal University, Shijiazhuang, 050024, China)

Abstract: To better study the non-independent and identically distributed multi-scale categorical data sets,
based on the unsupervised coupling measure similarity method, a multi-scale clustering mining algorithm
for non-independent and identically distributed classification attribute data sets is proposed. Firstly, the data
set of benchmark scale is clustered based on coupled metric similarity method. Secondly, scale conversion
algorithms upscaling based on single chain and downscaling based on Lanczos kernel are proposed for scale
conversion. Finally, experiments are performed using the public data sets and the real data sets of the H
province. In the experiment, couple metric similarity (CMS) , inverse occurrence frequency (IOF) ,

hamming distance (HM) and other similarity metric methods combined with spectral clustering algorithm

HEEWHE : M54 &34 E R (138.2D091, 18ZdA200)% BhT B .
KRR EH:2019-12-01; 81T HHA: 2019-12-29
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are compared and the experimental results demonstrate that the NMI value of the upscaling increases by
13.1%, the mean of MSE value reduces by 0.827, and the mean of F-score value increases by 12.8%.
Compared with other comparison algorithms, the mean of NMI value of downscaling increases by 19.2%,
the mean of MSE value reduces by 0.028, and the mean of F-score value increases by 15.5%.
Experimental results and theoretical analysis show that the proposed algorithm 1s effective and feasible.

Key words: multi-scale; clustering; categorical data; scale conversion; coupled metric similarity

51

[l

Z RERIEZ RIEW I Tk 00— F, B 7EAR A [ (9 73 B3, AN [R] A9 ROBE A — HE T AR 28 79 9
H al ik G208 52 53 1Pl AL X G 2 B A A e A2 A PIL AR o >0 1 T ROAL AL | R AR B AR B R
55 LB N Tz o X BB R R RS G 5 AR R R AR, 5 AR R R R R S I N Ah e AR
W2 RO R M X —FEPEAE T — R FIWT T . [ N J7 07, SCHR[3]45 45 S B AL I Rl & 70 )2 B8 fe il 1
— i T O IR ML U 1) 22 RURE 92 40 7 12 5 SCHIR (4076 SO F 6 1 22 4 B 46 b R G B R e il T —
Toft 35 T it B 458 56 RS A 28 5| 45 44 1008 7 1% ProMISHL, i V7 22 387 (14 1o FH R P AN T EL4R 3L 7 R 5 Sk (5]
B A B 5B 22 RUBE B 42 3l v, 9 00 P BB ASE  E A7 IR B i, i o 22 RUJEE SRR R I fe
S SCHR[6 )45 S AR S BOR AL T O ik P i 17 —Fh 3 T 2 )5 Bl B2 IORR I L e
A S R LA R R A5 R 1 B Al B v e TS )R 5 SCHIR L7 DR 22 R X 2 R AR SR IS R R L 4R T TR
T SR X e 3 ) o AR SR AR IEAT 0 WA T vk o AT T, SCHK (8 T3 e 6 i L b v e S 3 AR
S Az DA [ 5 () RUBE R I 7 1L o3 A B8 52K 00 A, 35 B AT 1 ik XSS 22 A 5 SR JBOR IO £ it 5 SC ik [9 132
i XA SR B T — AR IR T 2 KU A 2R R A A P I Bl R R R R X AR SRR K ] ) 57
f14 249 2 W AR DX EAT PR30 5 SCHR (L08R H 17— Fb 22 RUBE 8 07 6375 S M C 3 (B0 05, 0 0 728 i 47 20 1) LA

MH T BT TS DR F , 22 RUEZ 2K B A 45 A 2 BTS2 712 WF 5T 5 {5 B0 4 1) Jas 1 2 2
HBEAT 73 M, R 2B 58 2 Bt (B 50 dis 4, xoh B dls 47 5 k09 20 A 5 BN 10 8 3 288 Ji 4 R0 R 4
B (R AR O 0 2R OB 8 ) BEAT /e PR T 98 08 TARAR D o 7 KRB L R Z P47 Fon Jm vk (i, A R
AR R P S5, RIS (R CRR B 2R, R AR AT 5 AN REREAT E f 0 Hr o X 70 ST B ol £ EAT
F5E, AU BRI 2R I BRIk, i T 2P 4 I 5 1 B — i i RS

Bt X A7 A B )L, AR SR 2 B TR AT < (1) 51 A SR T £ 1 B0 T M B R 5 AU T 0 SR i T
5 0 2 RO R AT I vk 0 AT 22 RO R 019 20 28 TR A0 A R AT e LR SR S A5 B R IR
BEIR LN 5 (2) 455 RO e B0 DL S B0 3R 2 R IR 488 1 6 1 B e ity NUBBE D4 B30k, o 2R vfiE R
JE Y R A 2R AT N B 4, R T A5 31 A ROE SRS AE A 5 (3) K UL e 4 LI 15 22 R M7 (Lanczos i B
BUARARZE & AR 73 242 RS SEAR 52 Hh B T Lanczos B 19 RUBE TN #5325, X 4B 05T [R) 43 A1 1) 43 288
TURAIR AR BEAT 22 ROBE R R T 4

1 \EEEREMME

AR B AU (Couple metric similarity , CMS ) J&: — Fl 22 22 Fi F A5 4l 57 [7] 43 7 7Y TG W8 2 A4
P 45 0 AU B & vR Y, © G AR W B 1R A 2 B BCHE X 4 R AL Y 5 v A TCA R B8 (Hamming dis-
tance, HM) , EG 85 & 43 #1120 & 42 03 3R (Occurrence frequency , OF) 38 & 4 4 %% (Inverse occurrence fre-
quency, IOF)% & FH 5B 245 K-modes L J K-prototype 2 031, H rp 3 B I 825 %3 1 1 3 - DS g A% A1
oLk B o, (o O AT 1R 3 7 AN [) FUA ) B89 20 28 {8 =2 1] B ARLARL 1, T 20 01 5 R i % A 0 3R 2 38 3k AN [F)
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Ji AL ) 2 A AR R R AR, K-modes 573 ®1 ABRIIEGIHE
K FH 22 55 8 Ok 3 7R X6k 4 8] ) AH AL, K-prototype Table 1 Personnel work statistics
W J2& %F K-means fl K-mdoes (45 &, AT TR 84 M5 SOe#E Bl KO

TEAEBE R @ e oy 25 M B VE R B s 45 . SCik Staffl F Master Programmer High
[14]52 ty —Fh A W B R & o0 B ROoRFESE ] Staf2 F
TR B AL A 6 Z ; SBR[ 15RO HE &, 42 0 Staff3 F Undergraduate Teacher Medium
— B (4 B0 25 IR R e A A AR A, Stald F
(ER Sy 528 - N T DR e 1 U S-S
1 R EE S ), U W A 0 T4 A 2R
B AR AR TER PR . AN DL TAEGETH R b A TAE N SV i 4 JE P2 M) SO R B
HRA AN 2K o SE i 4 i i — Se AR UV B2 07 1 RO 08 T X G 2 A By A RLPE , F 4n HME, 4 ) HM £
Xt 4 Staffl Al Staff2 2 Ji] i AL 0.5, Staflf2 Al Staff3 2Z ] (AU EE A 0.5, (H 2 AR B &, W] 45 2
BRI T, 3 5K BRI A IR R O R ol WA 1 b iy Bl A ufE & 3, SCA e B 7R AR R 7
BE b 235 AT RO R 35 BT KT T ER A T 2 5 RN M AT B AR S A — S (s TR
(] — Ja M T AN [a] Ja A (1 A () g 1 2 T 1) O 28 X6 S BB A A AR BL k2 ) AR 2 2 0
CMS 7 0 5 % G2 AR AR BE 2 15, K i T 003 14 Jag 1 P R L 8 5 36 8 A 1ty 10 Jis P i) A AL &5 5
Ko T M PARRRA P Ff 5 e AR A A3 A B ) B RS T e T R R0 2 3 2ok 2% AN ) i P i o (i 3
IS AR 30 10 38 0k SR A [a) Jad P A 22 1) ) J P MR OC 28 o CMIS 322 DA Ja P PAY R AL s e ) 4 AL 1
IR B X G AR BL M Ok A 425 79 4> Xof 52 2 ) A AL
EX A EENAEEE BTG A M BT 8 iy 8t N AR E SO S (AL B), R A
B

Undergraduate Programmer High

High School Repairman Low

1 A, =B
Si(A,B)= logp-logg b (1)
log ( p=q )+ logp-logg
HH:p=IN(A,) +1ls¢=IN(B)+ 1|;A, TR A TEH jA 8P _F x5 i J8 P18 B, R 0 4 BTE
%]/I\JE@LF)?XTI“E’JE@{E NA)FRRIAESR A IRHEBUE N A WX ZESR P N(A)+ 1E
AT A BRI A O || /e m E A T R A E . S JE AR, I AT 22 ) Y S A e AR R R 15
2 PR AN —Za B AT B B SRR B AT Y S P PR AL o
EX 2 EYEEALE RS AR AR EE A B, T 5 T M A H A 2 1 JE 1k R
ARRIHEE SR

d

S(AB) = D) rySy(A,B) @)

Ko s o R Bl 5 TR AE A5y, FR A BAE £ BB VIR 3 S, (A, B,) 7% JB A j v 95 A
A, F B Jm METRL AR 5S4, (A, B) o R E(E A, 1 B, 56 T8 P £ 19 J@ MR AR BLHE 3 H 3R A =0

1 A =B,
Sy(A,B)={ M - (3)
2M — Q it
Wl i Wl i
o, M Z IN Wi A ')"‘]\](WAMBJ'” N o— 2 IN Wi A)l IN(WLB)) W, —

N(A)) IN(B))l IN(ADL 7 IN(B)I
v ﬁ%m?’i%/llﬁ'ﬁtﬂiﬁ%/\jﬁ@ﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ kﬁ‘)ﬁ'ﬁiﬂiﬁﬁ@%%%ﬁ%ﬂ‘)ﬁ
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P IR B, B B AT X A S8 A & b i AT T RE MROME Y R B SR A AR A S R
FEX 3 AR RIE PIA X AR B Z A BRR A B & A L (CMS) & SR

S(A.B)= D)8, (A.B) @

B, R Jm A j RO RS G B2 o M (EAR LR BOANEE 5 S; (A, B)) s W & B2 2t Jm 1R (i) AR RLPE , B K s

PEAE @ 1 9 m AR RUPE 5 e v s v e i AR LR 2h S BT A 2O
1

1 1
Soam) TS s)
o TR E P E 1 P A A A PR P 1] A AR AR A I AR RS 28 oG, 26 P i 1 1) A
A AEXT AL R M R B R S R PR YRR AR A R A R N A T

T LW B A AR 2 R R, 0] LA T 2 RO B £ p i 0 28 B B £ i1 £
ROEEBUHE 72 40, A BEE 25 58 @ M PN 2 18] A9 AR B 52 i, 28 T UL 2% e 3 g v 1] A9 52 0, 35X 2 H A B e AR )
P AOKES B8 T 7E , e 2 N 2B E 2 P8 70 R RS 5% e b 4 3 B AR RO SR 2 PE ey St

2 ZREREEZRE

Z RO RSB AZ 48 02 2 ROBE B 2 98 55 1 vh i) — b, 2 B4 X0 0 45 22 RO B0 4 kA7 50088 4%
P, TR G R 0 2 RUEE SR 2R B 2 4 Bk D 2 2 RO SRR B A2 U Y — b, 32 B X ST ) )
A1 14 43 26 BURCHR 4R AT BHE 2 0 L A0 3 M RO SR 28 B T gk 1 RUBE B RIS T Lanczos #% 1 RUEE
TS
2.1 BHEREREEE
2.1.1 H*=2Ha
AR SCHE TR G B e AR i, B R T 20 RO B 47 9 R o R R 25125 (Loocal scale clustering al-

gorithm, LSCA), H A AR R - 8 Yo A 4l M 240 285 188 g BTk U v R T ARE 3 4 0 OFe o R A RUBE #1 Jis 2k ok
17 22 ROBEERN 43, FEUCRR 41 1 2 R BE {7 J2 008 194 3 DA A i 0 IR 2 160, 7 308 9 i 190 66 o RU R B8l 4 1 ;.
FBAEAZ I L LSCA R B S RS R4 R . 285 AR BACD BRINT
Byk 1 BN R Y LSCA
WA B 2 RO RRE 19 JEL AR 43 28 BB 48 Dataset
B R S R R
ﬂaﬁ:
(1)Data preprocessing /*X} J i (14 53248 BURCHE S 647 S i L K 43 98 B 1) g 30l 52 4 0000 4 B e +/

LableEncoder dataset;/*XJ ¥4 5 #E47 4 i , 40 5 4f H 40 42 b ] female AR 2o, 220 4 A5 U5 T ER(H O ARk &
P B B A EE e/
(2) Select the attribute for scaling;/*#E £ 17 ]RE R 7 19 g Pk =/

Choose the basic scale of dataset :
(3) LS(d|s.dis.dis, = di's * . di's ' df's)/*BE8E i 1 M RUE*/
(4) /o PR AR PR A 18] 1 a8 1 (6 P P AR AL 4/

Use Eq.(1) to calculate Sy, (A}, B))
(5) /SR BRI AR rP R AR 8] 1 )8 1 A P T AR AL 4 */

Get Wiunc(data, £, instancelList, instance2L.ist)

S;(A,B)= (5)

a
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/* W func bR BCA J& V(L B A PR i e e/
Use Eq.(2) to calculate coupled metric attribute value similarity Sy, (A}, B;)
(6)  /*iH R PR AR R A B R G 5 e R AL 1/
Use formula to calculate S;( A}, B;)
(7) RASHIOHE S 10 8 S R I 52 R A L B A 7 8 4 e/
D = getD(W)
Ln=D—W
Dn = np.power(np.linalg.matrix_power(D,—1),0.5)
L=np.dot(np.dot(Dn,Ln),Dn)
eigval, eigvec = getEigVec(L, cluster_num)/*3f {5 5EAE{E M FR AL 7] 5+ /
(8) /X Jkofis KU b ity 4 DO 8 20 0 BEAT 385 B 28, OF A5 21 Sk ofie KU TR e 45 21 +/
centers, centerslabel = getCenters(data,C)
/A5 30 e o L R S 4t SRR R e L R AR [R] 8 AR AR 6 e, O R A B SO b, D R AT RUBE b A R RUBE T 45
Y/
2.1.2 ik

Z R RRBARAZ 0, FAR ROBE S5 2R 32 20 iy B v RO i SRR 45 R 2 0 RO e #7521, D9 e Ak o
RO AE R S A5 2 H s RES R b BA TR .

(1) 22 RO B 40 2 1 S o 5 66 vhis ROJRE ) 6 4%

2 RO BG4 S5 0 R 4 3 AT AL s 1 L RO AN R DT B R e R [ 1Y T 2 AL T LR g oy
IR GEE) FVECELAY G 4 ) o 7328 09 60 355 B B R PP 28805 (L A B 435 DX ) A L AR s [m] 23 A1 23 26
TURCHE A R0 23 J7 ¥ 1 3 2 SRR R e s A B b A A o 2 O vk S T I O T A A i —
A R BULAS s BAT 2 RO RV A 8 P R AT B RO, O R0 2 A T v DX DL AR T (R B 22 00 B
RN o SCHR 184 AR 47 A8 4 %85 2 v HIONS K508 4 147 2 A R Rl 20 ) 7 i, DA B A 23 R 0t
)73 B4 A5 0 e B IEDRE A, e R 20 e 50 o 07 RE AN (0T LURR 318 B dke 4R B B S L R
BAL 3, [ B 1 555 1 R HSOR X ) S 43 5 X6 ) 43 1 B2

Z RBER B In B A Bz Ak, B 5 0k — oy 5 15 8., Bodi 48 i 1R L 7 B2 e A8 Ok, 0
v RUBE A e A 22 RUPE HOHE 425 0 Y T AP BB o SCRR[14 14t — o ik T 15 508 o U 5 ik o U 19
T3 I TT R HE TR AR R oy ROBE J5 45 B 1 728 A 17 D00 Sk vfie RUBE EAT 320, 631 23 die /N ROBEAE A
FEUERBE , DADRIE HE AT IRJE B 4 IF A S840 2 dr /1, /N RO 3 80 30

(2) e R R

LV ROBE A BT T 22 RO SRR MR 42 R UL AR W T 28, Rl RE vl RO O RS R AR B2, R
FEE RGN R X RO e e A R A AR KRB R2 e o TR I, R JUJE A SR S 45 2R U ml AE O B il 19
JEUUR R, I A5 BB S R LB A

Off B

JIT 3 5 S B — il S 4 5 B 2 D i B L RO A9 R N A — R R R R A I AR

R R BRRR BV H (U) = — > plog. p,, ot p Fm MR IR i=1,2, ,n.
i=1

O ik
S TP A R — A AR BLIA, B A A IR B R AL 25 S AR . S MR M AR A R A A B . —
B RUEE T 5 Jo 2 A X AR
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OA 1

I E PR P A A R A R 2 RV B G R A L o AR SCHE B2 TR R N R M I B9 A LG &R L Bl
& NI UUE  Ja 1 Ta] A AR et 23 Bl 2 s

CMS FH B0 B2 5 J7 122085 T 1k 9 R s A [ B9 AR UPE AR 25 5, LI ik JR 2 T B2 B A9, T 2 J3E it 23 [
O T o s AR R U AR B — D, ELAR A R R A J0 R A A B RS R T RG2S
(1] 2 R A1 B 8 2 i)l 2 0 A

(a) IEEM:p(x,y) =0Ho(x,y) =0, L Y=y

(b) XFRE :p(x,y) =p(y.2)

(o) =A% 0(z,y) <p(x,2) +o(y,2)

JE RS AR Z B4R PR, N CMS BA 1 B2 B A R0k

T SRR LATE P BEAE J SE R, BB A8 JRRAT B A BB 4R OF EDICECT 2 JR e I A L AR B K £
T 110 SR 1S ) 70 A 48 DAy T ) i I ) e TR) AL 7 30 SR 2K Ty ik A AR e v IOE P B o 1200 0 T SR I 4 R
4 2 B — A 3 AR A ] AR B B8 A 08 4 T G, % i o B SR AR 41 408 42 R e AR R R o AR H R T
SO REL I, o i AL 3 7 S0 R A 0 A A (VR AR 1o o, O AR 3 23 2 A, AR I A 18] ek 52 0 HHiE 4R Y
B Hop R H R B B XS BR R, B B BT AR (AR R Sk, HAR R T 45T 0.

SCHERL12]53 504 CMS 5 1% 52 K-modes RIS 5, SRR 45 2R R W] K CMS 5548 R 245 4 Lkt
CMS 5 K-mdoes J ¥ 25 & BATH4F A R A5 0 ARE 13k CMS (9 PR T AL SRR i I3, 1% SRk
5 CMS ATy 458 BA —E R IS A6l 7T LA T %0 B 22 ROBE e 1 9 B 7 8] 23 A 7Y 2 26 Y
B AT 2 N R B2 I
22 ETHENRELHEER
2.2.1 Exes

RO e 4 2 20 RO S8 R B 42 4 1 OC B, 02 22 ROBE UBRIE o i v 2 o, RUBEE B30 R RO %
o — o A SO B BE SR )2 R RIS AR 4R R T 2 RO B $2 B8 RO B 4 5505 (Upscaling algorithm
CMS, UACMS ). %5 0 S A SEAR IR R g — A S vl RUBE SR oA g — D0 R AR 40 A AR 2
5 R AR LR A S TR, RS R BOE M EE o HARSEIAE BRI
B2 ZRIERENUE EHER% UACMS
B R S AR
W A AR RELR
2 ¥
(1) /K A>3 70 v 1) SR S v O AR Sy — AN ABEAS B R AR A S — DT IR, 1O 44> 5 =2 18] A AR DL A/

Get the similarity between each cluster
(2) /KR Af B 1 1B 07 20, TS A 22 ) R AL K SR A L A PSR 5 0/

Merge the two most similar clusters

new _node=ClusterNode(vec, lef, right, distance)

(3) /*TRICR I GE IR g BT AT 35 s R o 28/
for 7, node in enumerate(self.nodes):
self.leaf_traversal(node, 7)
(4) /*3JeA ROBE LA F AR RUBE SR et/

Get target scale clusters:Getcluster()
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2.2.2 KA

RO BRI T2 R B R P WEERIZREL ., BEERZREIE M AR E ER 5k, & i
U, B A Sl e B R 2 T R AR AR O K AR AR e v B A R R AT S O A R A Y i
o BERIZ R RIEATE Z B HA I WS 3k 3 : B4 (Single linkage) . 424 (Complete linkage )il
V- ¥ 55 (Average linkage).

Ok

U FRAE i 12 48 (Nearest-neighbor) , 58 2 B A 5 214 HhoAH AR AR 45 KA T 1> A9 A 18 6 AL 1 R A 3 7 A
RO AIALYE . X PG IE 5 1R 5 1 B — i BE 3 (Chaining )RR, WA 78 B4R 85 15 A0 X 4503, 15 &
T A R A B AR G T O, DT 3RS B Y B T RN L, i — 2P OR TR RN . I Y
RN, BIET 17 28 0 25 L 23 0 I i 25 7 A — RGN 15

OF:<":2

4 il L 2 e T A 55 v R R e /DN T T A AR A [ £%) AL T A SRy 7 A 5 A R R | S8R W S B A
B, BRAIAR K o

OF Kyt

- 457 B 50 4 A v T A A ] ) A AR SR ST S (LR SR AN =2 TR B AR AR . X R 5 v A2 S
B A1 A AE R AR R, T EL R ) 5 2% R Al L A

UACMS 32 5 Bl 5 58 )22 U0 SR 26 VAR vl BRLGE SR T A % 22 ) ARLARLE 1) O i, 0 6 o RS SR IS 45 2R
A IF, M B R B By, BT HE 1 7R R, BI1H W — 1 EBREERR 1, —
AL B R s RO R G v i — ke

2.3 EFLanczosZHIRE THE %
- AR
2.3.1 M*xeEn Himee @
ROBEE TR 2 ROEHE i 5 — Fh R B 20, A SCE B Lanc-

zos Tl A A /- BB KM BN T2 RIERERJE MR féﬂ
#: (Downscaling based on Lanczos, DSAL), %8 B B A . 5

FeAT B AL v ROBE SRR A5 SR UK R e )R R A5 R_AE A
FEAS, M ] Lanczos #% 23 AT 58 4 FEAS B AL, 15 2158 1Y R 3
Hl 5 THEEREAS TR A AR L L AR B B AR RO SRR . RUE

R A 24 T A 2L OO AT 8 e 5 0 4 H1 RELERE
PRORFAE 1t B2 3 O LA B 2 400 f 8 i Figl 1dea of upscaling

TR EH WM — D EARW R 2R

DSAL AR & 2 fir 7, BAARSBUE BRINE -

3 ZRUERERETFHERAEDSAL

A HAT 2 R R Y SRR 43 28 BB A Dataset

B H AR RS

ﬂagt

(1) /AR A0 6 vhe R S T 5 3 e R B 1k 1 SR B v, 19 3 ik e R
RRGE I/
Get the basic scale clustering result:LS(C,, Cy, +++,Cy)

(2) /ARG Ll RUBE 3R 2 45 A Lanczos 1 45 B FE A AT */

2 RET#HEEM
) Fig.2 Idea of downscaling

Get Lanczos Kernel:L ( x )= sinc(.x )sinc( %
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Use L(x)to obtain weight coefficients
(3)  /*ARATREA ] AR DL BE (R, JF EAT IUE e die+/

for i in range(n):

forj in range(i+ 1,n):
GetSImCMS(C,, C))
Convert scale:Conversion(DatasetCon)

(4) /AT R TR H AR R R R/

target scale clusters: Targetcluster()
2.3.2 ik

TEZWRIETD  BERZWEL G HZWREM AN . 73 R)Z R BRI A LT 8RS,
R B R B T R — R SRS AR AR B AT 2 18] B4R AR S i R AT R 2, A B ROk 2 EE )
fh e, BB R R A PE . RUBE TR R i A SRR 5 0 B2 R R 2R 0, (H A BT [R] o i RS
B AR 1) R A W) U6 Bl A AR5 0 FEHEAT 2 2L, BRI R AR RO B 28 1k R 1 o

1T 22 ROBE U AR T R BRR AR DR MO AR U 4 R B A P 5 B I ] Sl s o R
ezt A b o RURE B SR 2S5 R A B H AR R R A5 A — A SR A SO g RUBE R Rk
DS AL I JH B 50 2 X 56 vl ]2 B Z SR EAT S (LR A, A5 B B DR A BB, RS 7= AR BT O BEAS 1o X
F— 4B | st A B 53R 2, W Lanczos X AV 8 (19 A 11524 300k

Liz)= sinc(x )since(x/a) —a<ax<a )
0 Hofth

M a WAE N 2803, 2 o= 20 3& I T 4R /S (B a = 3, 30 0 T ORI (A . 8 % AR 4 i AREAS
B SBULEL , ol AT DA S R A o i ok o7 ) AR ] 03 P A A 1) A AR A A AU, 9K 5 X BT A i 2 21 B R
AR B SRR A P28, i v DA A 1) AR 60 4 {295 2, D

le]+a

S(x)

s;,L(x—1) (7)
i=lz]—at+1

MRS C A B U Z 18] B9 5C R KCHIBUE, T LA B8 B A i O, 2607 al LA 3 A RO 3R 2k
4R

3 =% v
3.1 HIEE

A H A 4 5 A0 80 48 (8 FK renkou) \UCT F1 Kaggle 23 H #5045 4E (Zoo, Soybeanlarge, Der-
matology, BreastCancer, Titanic)¥ iiF 5 7% 9
AAERTT T4, 3 2% i T SRS £ 75 ®2 ABEAXESR

Table 2 Inf i f the d
T KA B K S BORIAS T e 2k £y T able? Tnformation o ‘;a‘“e‘
" B BAB R :
5B H A Ed 4 Soybeanlarge,, Dermatology A JATEE A AR ARRRE

700 16 101 7 o

N BreastCancer 7& 55 56 45 3£ v 43 51l i Sol, Der Soybeanlarge . 306 18 4
HIBrC #m . Dermatology 33 366 6 #
LB B N Windows iR AR Al Windows 10 BreastCancer 9 699 2 *
Lolb T AR U R 5 A4 B 2SR Intel(R) Core(TM)I7- Titanic 5 1309 2 x
3770 CPU @ 3.40 GHz 3.40 GHz; B % % (1 N renkou 4 5152 5 x
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FE(RAM)S8.00 GB; RGNy 64 (i B VE RS0 I T x64 Y AL FEZR .

SEVE R H python 18 5 HAR S, 280 % 7 H BB A0 R i e M S R 2L S CMS, HM !, OF , 1I0F Al
Eskin ARV B &7 kAR G, B AR H AR RO RO 46 b 3EAT S92 4 5 O 17 39 52 6 g X Lo e 1
e AR B 1 43 28 AUBUHE 4 SR 25 U5 vk Kemodes S 78 H bR RUBE B #1780 1248 5 )5 1 AR SO 45 31 B
P RUBE R 4521
3.2 XWHER

i FH MSE, 14— 4k .15 B (Normalized mutual information, NMI) , F-score DA } iz 47 I [] 4 /> 45 45 %f
SCHR[L3 ] A AS [ 550 DA RA SCHE 0 RUBE b i B30 0 A RUBEE R 4 580 43 il e bR RUBE B AT T S 46 %
FE RN BT o He v FH 30 0 6 Bl B 92 1 R MR 0l 2 X S B B vk ik JRUR A5 81, Herf CMS, HM Al OF 5 36 356
A3 KOG 52 B9 NMIME (F-score {8 BUSCHR [12]70 A AR 12 745 0L, oAb B0 4 32 17 45 T ¥ 2 i IR vk e
JiAd o RIS bk 5 28 8 K-modes 5 #E 47 1 %5 L, F b 20 g AR B PR B2 4 07 5 Ok python H 4
FIDETC 5 i o T S 45 L b i) J R BIOHE 2 T A B30 e B8 AR P i SR A
3.2.1 RELH#E

JUBE FHESR 1 B UACMS B33k | 3 o e offs NORE SR 2 rhonn A5 3] H AR ROEE R 28 bt AT ] RLAS 31 H
B REE B4k R WOKEE LR R 4 UACMS B 7E 6 M BUR & b A 4476 NMI A T CMS,
HM, OF,IOF, Eskin fl K-modes J5 & .

AN TR ) NMIH Fe B 4 S 3 Bk o 26 3T A1, UACMSS 803 19 NMIE A H HAth B 2 7 2
P T 13.1% , Hoh OF ik A9 F 2 NMIE fe /o NMIE ARSI T 1, 28 W0 55 (0 T 28 4R 25 55 B 5K
AR . UACMS B3E X F Titanic 1 BrC $4E 46 19 NMIE A W Hth 77 2 | 32 282 32 35 A4S B0 die
B o P R) DG FR 00 S 0 5 A S M TR B I R /N 1 2 B0 N R Y T A — A TR Y B AR
MEF R R ] 5 2 R L B0 R Rk TAE R — APk

®3 RELE-FREZHNMILLE
Table 3 Upsacling: NMI comparsion of different algorithms

Gl S CMS HM OF IOF Eskin k-modes UACMS
700 0.703 0.690 0.672 0.746 0.710 0.763 0.779
Soybeanlarge 0.697 0.673 0.632 0.719 0.737 0.641 0.754
Dermatology 0.844 0.748 0.491 0.798 0.712 0.628 0.927
BreastCancer 0.806 0.749 0.801 0.646 0.711 0.576 0.727
Titanic 0.321 0.229 0.230 0.091 0.381 0.381 0.365
renkou 0.662 0.306 0.306 0.298 0.619 0.266 0.730
Mean 0.672 0.566 0.522 0.550 0.645 0.543 0.714

AR MSEE I LS RANEL 4 iR, WNERATTLIAH , UACMS B ETE 6 M RIESE 1 A 415
P 4 e HAM T A R H B R 59 MSE (E #8870 , UACMS 54035 (19 MSE (B A % F Ho At 3 2 S S BRI 1T 0.827,
Hrp OF Hk M MSEWRZ . MSEfH B/, 375 7 AT G2 2 7] 10 B %%, R4S OF 7 19 NMIE fe/bh (R 2
oA B TR L AR R

AR B F-score (A FL A5 SR UNEL S T o i 2 4 7T A1, UACM S .15 B9 F-score {H 24 4K I
fm A X Bk, UACMS 857 19 F-score {H AR X T Al 8332 7 2442 & 7 12.8 %6, L A o 48 i i K-
modes .75 1Y F-score {H iz /)N, FEJEF N K-modes B ik R P .0 BB BRI, B LI ER %
S8 E Ja M ] A B R . CMIS J7 i 78 2 ROBE B A2 4 b i 1 L 4 85 1 CMIS 19 F-score fH .
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F4 RELE:FEHEZEHMSELLR
Table 4 Upsacling: MSE comparsion of different algorithms

FAEIIE S CMS HM OF IOF Eskin k-modes UACMS
700 1.784 2.228 1.813 1.680 1.874 1.672 2.211
Soybeanlarge 7.083 7.084 6.773 6.865 7.428 7.659 6.545
Dermatology 10.700 10.403 10.262 10.107 11.293 11.668 9.957
BreastCancer 28.648 30.597 27.605 27.604 28.805 34.468 31.961
Titanic 2.862 2.284 2.832 2.601 2.910 2.910 1.750
renkou 11.686 8.070 8.070 11.723 10.989 8.473 4.530
Mean 10.461 10.111 9.559 10.097 10.550 11.142 9.492

K5 REL¥E:ABEEB Fscore lb &

Table 5 Upsacling: F-score comparsion of different algorithms

FAEIIE S CMS HM OF IOF Eskin k-modes UACMS
700 0.525 0.518 0.888 0.792 0.825 0.495 0.830
Soybeanlarge 0.528 0.504 0.480 0.654 0.733 0.124 0.700
Dermatology 0.762 0.660 0.615 0.883 0.762 0.293 0.816
BreastCancer 0.966 0.921 0.966 0.938 0.939 0.908 0.946
Titanic 0.825 0.772 0.698 0.695 0.844 0.854 0.855
renkou 0.196 0.646 0.646 0.685 0.633 0.229 0.687
Mean 0.634 0.670 0.716 0.775 0.789 0.484 0.806

AT R PP B A AP R A bR . AR R S AT Y LR A R F 6 R . WE6 T LA
th UACMS Bk 7 e A7 DI A5 4 b 3 DT 0 Alox b AR i A7 B ) SF 34 4 5 1 11.32 min oA XT L
SV I8 AT I IRD B AR - E HRCHE B 1) 1 T 3% 4 B 0 L {0 UACMS B35 1932 47 B [ 5 8540 4 1 /NI Ay
MR . R UACMS Bk 32 17 i (] 5 35 ol RORE B9 SR 2 80 B R 356 0f IRUBE A R ar BBl 6 &R, R %
JE U RO A RN RIS o H B AT B IR 32 SR 5 2% RS AT PR BRI 5 e AT B O AT T R A T L
PR B i, DR I S S 32 AT B ) 0 B 5 SRA R 2 25 B 2 T A X bE R AR AR TR 1Y SE 30 R 8 R a2
3N, HA —E AT

®6 RELE FREZXMIEITHERR

Table 6 Upsacling: Running time comparsion of different algorithms S

LIEIEES CMS HM OF 10F Eskin k-modes UACMS
700 44.029 0.208 0.838 0.905 0.811 0.266 0.057
Soybeanlarge 2267.711 1.674 16.931 18.403 16.551 3.055 0.231
Dermatology 3192.750 2.101 58.454 29.160 27.747 1.647 0.078
BreastCancer 1784.752 2.642 44.205 43.379 52.121 0.650 0.030
Titanic 1226.818 2.535 92.365 88.922 100.047 0.898 0.035
renkou 10 297.337 136.095 1 305.017 1 318.840 2 270.405 4.389 0.050

Mean 3 135.566 24.209 252.968 249.935 411.280 1.818 0.080
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25 bl S R SE B TE B TR b HEE B UACMS AT RCME A AT 474 . UACMS 2 5 48 6 T Ho Al
SR F L 7E NMI, MSE , F-score P Jz iz 17 B ] 75 T 475 B0 AR o | 2R 28 o 4 i 35 48 v .

3.2.2 RAET#H#

DSAL 5k L K HoAth % o 5505 A A TR BC0E 4 1 1 NMIE L B85 5 an 26 7w o INZR 7 (i i T
AL, DSAL B 8 4K F iy NMIE & T H A X Fe 33 . DSAL 575 B9 NMIAE AR beH: At 55 27 4 1
19.2% , Horh K-modes 53 19 NMIE e A%, 35 B3 P A — AN 2 7 3 508 4 & M 22 IRl AT — 5 1 %
g, M K-modes B3k I % A 25 A R & YRR A 52 00 5 5 — AR A K-modes Bk i B2 B —E M
BEHLME , RS AT . X H S0 45 R 2 0 DSAL B 19 15 I 25 5 5 1 52 45 52 07 g M, % F A [
e P (] 5L R 5 e ) B0 AR EL A

KT RETH:ABEZEHNMIELR

Table 7 Downsacling: NMI comparsion of different algorithms

B4 CMS HM OF I0F Eskin k-modes DSAL
700 0.796 0.799 0.638 0.815 0.792 0.808 0.937
Soybeanlarge 0.770 0.757 0.736 0.714 0.805 0.653 0.860
Dermatology 0.853 0.888 0.889 0.828 0.808 0.650 0.889
BreastCancer 0.659 0.634 0.634 0.646 0.667 0.576 0.640
Titanic 0.158 0.096 0.096 0.074 0.265 0.278 0.296
renkou 0.255 0.155 0.155 0.298 0.479 0.160 0.910
Mean 0.582 0.555 0.525 0.563 0.636 0.521 0.755

AIA) S MSE (H (9 H AR 25 e n e S fir /R o MR S AT LLE Y, DSAL B 78 6 M ELE £ iy 34 Y
MSE {8 H H At Bir A3 % b 3803k 9 MISE (B #B /DN , 26 B DS AL 8032 T #% () 5 % 1 5 H b e 330k A1 HE K
PRI s DSAL 58125 19 MSE {E A XS T HAB S 2 - 2 BEAR T 0,028, 2 W] DS AL B3 ¥ 1L 14 7 8 4K L H: Al
BRSNS % 1 TOF 7 s U — .

R8 RETH:ABEZEHMSEEHLLEK

Table 8 Downsacling: MSE comparsion of different algorithms

FIgiES CMS HM OF IOF Eskin k-modes DSAL
Zoo 1.401 1.435 3.428 1.475 1.429 1.532 1.327
Soybeanlarge 6.586 6.630 7.221 7.621 7.217 7.582 6.464
Dermatology 9.974 10.262 10.288 10.725 10.545 10.367 9.696
BreastCancer 27.617 27.605 27.605 27.604 27.640 27.635 28.002
Titanic 2.619 2.549 2.549 2.601 2.739 2.633 2.961
renkou 10.879 4.853 4.853 11.723 11.656 10.890 10.042
Mean 9.846 8.889 9.324 10.292 10.204 10.106 9.749

ARV Frscore (H 1Y L AR AE AN 9 FToR o AR 9 i 8l vl 0, DSAL 559k 1 F-score {H 6 >4 48
A 5N T A T 32, 1 BreastCancer £ 40 42 %80 A G HoAth 77 v 049 B PR AT 6 2 JH s 2 1] 9 48 5
KRR AR, ToiE T —A i P 0 S50 8 HE R DSAL Bk (1) F-score {H A X T HA B L F R & T
15.5% ,OF J5 1545 2 1Y °F- 34 F-score (A /N -
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K9 RETH:ARBEXR FscorelELbE

Table 9 Downsacling: F-score comparsion of different algorithms

AEIES CMS HM OF IOF Eskin k-modes DSAL
700 0.767 0.774 0.505 0.782 0.773 0.858 0.971
Soybeanlarge 0.702 0.722 0.634 0.639 0.718 0.632 0.880
Dermatology 0.918 0.812 0.848 0.864 0.762 0.831 0.938
BreastCancer 0.941 0.935 0.935 0.938 0.943 0.928 0.935
Titanic 0.738 0.698 0.698 0.678 0.804 0.714 0.816
renkou 0.654 0.646 0.646 0.685 0.733 0.623 0.969
Mean 0.787 0.765 0.711 0.765 0.789 0.764 0.918

12 AT I (] 2 PP SR A R B bR o AN Al R s A I ) B0 PR A SR SR 10 s . R 10 AT 1A
A DSAL S 75 i A7 I i 8 A B 38 DT HA ok Fe AR L 8 A I E) P 24 42 0 1 11.42 ming Horp, iy
SCHR[T2JAT A0, 55k CMS B i (] 52 2 BEAR o, rp SR WA 0o G2 22 T AR UL B9 ) 1) 2 2R B2 D O (mam® R?), m
TR IBYEN T, n RR M RAH, R BN AR B AR K CMS 5 3% B 2158 1 RO X Jst o A 3 42
IrBAAT CMS J7 ¥, A1 24 Tl 1 550602 47 19 6 A5, A3 I T LAl A AN () Jeg (1> i, B i sk 21>
BATI ] 2R 1038 AT, DSAL B8k i I8 17 3 2 B HU LR ) CMS T i RIRZ , CSM T i 7E 2 R
JEE B 42 4 e B0 IS R A DT VR ) — R A o A X B B 1 9 3 A N ) R AR L B R A A 3 T
BN, H DSAL 83 03z 47 i 0] 5 80 L M W B G R . Dy DSAL S35 5 UACMS 81 —
B35 47 I 1) 5 o RUBE A 3R 2 M B AN R o RUBE 9 30 0 BRBCAT 5 &R, OF A A2 I 08 4 R/ B R i
M T L R IB 1T I () 52 22 D ZE W, LE s A7 Bk 9 L AR C L AU D0 A R B 2, D AR SO s 4T
N E] A R AS S BRI T B AT ] S

F10 RETHE:ABEXENEITHRELLE

Table 10 Downsacling: Running time comparsion of different algorithms S

EIEITES CMS HM OF IOF Eskin k-modes ~ DSAL
700 43.736 0.342 2.071 0.982 0.809 0.294 0.015
Soybeanlarge 2 466.067 8.092 17.349 18.343 16.583 3.331 0.053
Dermatology 3303.631 3.187 58.247 59.937 28.071 1.998 0.021
BreastCancer 1760.745 4.057 43.965 46.712 53.551 0.774 0.078
Titanic 1034.446 11.473 89.457 97.620 98.447 0.966 0.703
renkou 10 028.442 277.075 1316.525 1 380.572 2 398.618 5.051 0.121
Mean 3106.178 50.704 254.602 267.361 432.680 2.069 0.165

22 b 38 N S E I TN R R R v DSAL A R AT AT . DSAL S A 5 A 2 v T
£ NMI,MSE, F-score LA K iz 17 s [] J5 101 24145 B R K e st , RIS w45 2 8 2 4 5 .

4 ZERIE

BUA 1) 22 RO RIS 25 B B0 T 808 8 P 80 500 22 5 47 %2 1 (R 2 i, x40 28 g 1 R e A 1
WESR A XT B /0 R K-modes B 3% £ Xt 43 28 B BUHE 42 6 17 B 28, K-prototype B35 Al LA Xt 55 {8 & 1k A
28 IEPETR A B BCHE S IR AT RIS H A W 2 e AN [ M (R B A B R TR A R A L R —
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ol 5 5 o (0% AR AL B vk, O L3 R B T e D R P ) O R R R AR [ AR AL S e PR
AR SO 3 TR A B A AR G 22 RUBE SRR AL B Al i ST TR 43 A B o 28 R 22 RUBE SR AR it AT 2 R
FE B A2 08, JF B T 3 T S v RO B 2 R AT RO 4 i RO e 4 v < T e Y RO RS
% UACMS P J 3 F Lanczos # 1 ROEE T #5072, IF HL S 80 45 AR B T B 48 50 1k i A o A mT 454 o

AR B B CMS, HM, OF , TOF L K Eskin AH B PE BE 5 7 1 85 2 M 48 2 2% Scik[12]0) K 2
X SCHR[13]H B A SR AR RS 34 JE A5 31, A0 A% B34 1T 28 0k G 4 P A7 4 S5 A I 1) AR AT O A, PRI S 56
(1432 47 B[R] AN A A 52 56 PR 58 R JIr 8 6 A% 1sF 8], 7 388 2o 05 £k 530 32 70 48 1sF i), PR OGS Sz 47 sf i) 25 A0 it
27, Zeat DT SIS AT DL & BT B A B i 5 L A 6 B SR A B, A R RE R ROCRE A T AR K 4
fo, {E RS RS S R R O A W G RO KGR BB . fE T — 2 TR B — SR EAT
Oy R AIEE B () 22 RO BB DL O e B 3R R R EE SR A B AT ROR 0 2 ROE Rk
RETE 0 22 9 B0 45 175 310 O /= 1 NI, 48 v T003000 235 5 100 o A >3 LA % r 15 2 1 S5 28 v, DAL 9 R 52 (2
b SRS A 1 4 2 Lo RO BN A A AR AL kR R R ISR R R s Lk, JE A TR A A G
RIS REALEE — S Bl 3 W 2 Bk R m |, 38 75 B2 R 0 4 10 )y vk SR Al 1 X6 42 2 [ (%) AR B4 O
AN W7 58 35 T I B
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