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Abstract—Efficient and robust data clustering remains a
challenging task in the field of data analysis. Recent efforts
have explored the integration of granular-ball (GB) computing
with clustering algorithms to address this challenge, yielding
promising results. However, existing methods for generating GBs
often rely on single indicators to measure GB quality and employ
threshold-based or greedy strategies, potentially leading to GBs
that do not accurately capture the underlying data distribution.
To address these limitations, this article introduces a novel
GB generation method. The originality of this method lies in
leveraging the principle of justifiable granularity to measure
the quality of a GB for clustering tasks. To be precise, we
define the coverage and specificity of a GB and introduce
a comprehensive measure for assessing GB quality. Utilizing
this quality measure, the method incorporates a binary tree
pruning-based strategy and an anomaly detection method to
determine the best combination of sub-GBs for each GB and
identify abnormal GBs, respectively. Compared to previous GB
generation methods, the new method maximizes the overall
quality of generated GBs while ensuring alignment with the data
distribution, thereby enhancing the rationality of the generated
GBs. Experimental results obtained from both synthetic and
publicly available datasets underscore the effectiveness of the
proposed GB generation method, showcasing improvements in
clustering accuracy and normalized mutual information.

Index Terms—Granular computing, clustering, granular-ball,
principle of justifiable granularity.

I. INTRODUCTION

LUSTERING analysis, which aims to assign unlabeled
C instances into clusters so that instances within the same
cluster are more similar to each other than to those in
different clusters, is a fundamental unsupervised learning
task in machine learning [I]. It has been widely used in
various fields such as image segmentation [2], [3], time series
analysis [4], [5], [6], [7], and text mining [8]. Over the past
decades, several clustering algorithms have been developed,
including k-means clustering [9], k-means++ clustering [10],
spectral clustering (SC) [11], and density peaks clustering
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(DPC) [12]. While these algorithms are effective, they may
not efficiently handle increasingly large-scale data robustly.
For example, the k-means clustering algorithm, though simple
and fast, struggles to identify non-spherical clusters and often
converges to local optima [13]. While SC algorithms offer a
solution by transforming the clustering problem into a graph
partitioning problem, the high time complexity of constructing
affinity matrices and solving the eigen-decomposition problem
poses challenges. Consequently, how to efficiently and robustly
cluster data, especially large-scale data, remains a challenging
issue.

Recently, granular-ball (GB) computing has been integrated
with existing clustering algorithms to address the challenges
encountered in clustering methods, achieving promising per-
formance [14], [15], [16]. In essence, GB computing is a
novel granular computing approach characterized by its simple
formulation, initially proposed by Xia et al. in [17]. Grounded
on the fundamental assumption that any instance and its local
neighbors are highly likely to belong to the same cluster
[14], GB computing treats similar instances as a collective
entity represented by a distinct information granule termed
GB, which manifests as a hypersphere defined by a center and
a radius (see, for instance, Fig. 1). Following the paradigm
of GB computing, Cheng et al. [14] introduced a granular-
ball-based density peaks clustering (GBDPC) algorithm to
enhance the DPC algorithm. GBDPC only requires calculating
the distance between GBs and the density of each GB, rather
than the distance between individual instances and the density
of each instance. Compared to the DPC algorithm, GBDPC
is not only more effective but also parameter-free. Similarly,
to improve the efficiency of SC algorithms, Xie et al. [15]
proposed the granular-ball-based spectral clustering (GBSC)
algorithm, which substitutes the similarity matrix of instances
with the similarity matrix of GBs. In [16], the GB computing
paradigm was introduced to manifold learning for clustering
high-dimensional large-scale data. These algorithms offer a
novel perspective on clustering within the framework of GB
computing. Generally, GB-based clustering algorithms demon-
strate several advantages. On the one hand, they significantly
reduce computational complexity since the number of GBs is
much smaller than the number of instances. On the other hand,
given that the GB serves as a coarse-grained representation of
instances [14], these algorithms yield more robust results.

To ensure the reliability of GB computing-based algorithms,
it is crucial to select an appropriate method for generating
GBs. If the generated GBs do not align with the data distribu-
tion, the calculation results of GB computing-based algorithms
may become unreliable. In supervised learning, where instance
labels are available, the generation of GBs relies on these
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Fig. 1. Representing instances through GBs. (a) A synthetic dataset; (b) The
GBs used to represent the synthetic dataset.

labels. Typically, the quality of a GB is assessed by its purity,
which represents the percentage of instance labels that are
most frequently present within the GB [17]. To ensure that the
generated GBs align with the data distribution, it is essential
to guarantee that the purity of any GB exceeds a certain
threshold, such as 0.99. Given the intuitive and effective nature
of using purity to evaluate the quality of a GB, GB computing
has found successful application in various supervised learning
tasks, including classification [17], [18], incremental learning
[19], [20], sampling [2 1], and feature selection [22], [23], [24].
However, in the context of clustering, it may be challenging to
generate appropriate GBs due to the absence of instance labels
within the dataset. In the studies conducted by Cheng et al.
[14], [16], it was postulated that if the number of instances
belonging to a particular GB is sufficiently small, then the
majority of these instances are likely to belong to the same
cluster. Based on this assumption, the quality of a GB is
evaluated primarily by the number of instances it contains.
Specifically, a GB is considered qualified if the count of its
constituent instances falls below a predefined threshold. In
contrast, Xie et al. [15] employed a different metric called
the distribution measure to assess the quality of a GB, which
is essentially the average distance between each instance and
the center of the GB. To optimize the overall quality of the
generated GBs, a greedy strategy is adopted in [15]. Despite
the successful application of these GB generation methods,
two primary challenges remain:

(1) For clustering tasks, the absence of instance labels
makes it challenging to comprehensively and effectively
measure the quality of a GB using a single indicator. On
one hand, some GBs generated by the metrics defined
in [14], [16] may be deemed unqualified due to their
inclusion of a large number of instances. On the other
hand, relying solely on distribution measures to assess
GB quality might result in favoring GBs with only
a single instance, which contradicts the fundamental
assumption of GB computing that aims to represent
instances using GBs. Therefore, there is a critical need
to introduce new metrics that evaluate GB quality from
multiple perspectives.

(2) Previous quality metrics utilize thresholds [14], [16] or a
greedy strategy [|5] to generate GBs in clustering tasks.
However, these approaches do not guarantee the overall
quality of the generated GBs, and there is a risk that

the generated GBs may not accurately align with the
distribution of the data. To address this challenge, it is
imperative to devise novel strategies aimed at maximiz-
ing the quality of generated GBs, thereby ensuring their
consistency with the underlying data distribution.

The main aim of this article is to present a new GB
generation method for clustering tasks, aimed at tackling the
aforementioned challenges. The key focus in achieving this
objective lies in devising a robust approach for measuring
the quality of a GB. Fortunately, the principle of justifiable
granularity (POJG) [25] offers a comprehensive framework
for designing information granules, even in scenarios where
instance labels are unavailable. According to POJG, an in-
formation granule should not only accurately represent the
underlying data but also possess well-defined semantics. Thus,
in this article, we innovatively leverage the POJG to assess the
quality of GBs specifically tailored for clustering tasks. In this
way, the generation process of GBs can be enhanced such that
generated GBs are more suitable for clustering tasks. The key
contributions of this article are outlined as follows:

(1) Following the POJG, we propose a novel method to
comprehensively measure the quality of a GB for clus-
tering tasks, taking into account both specificity and cov-
erage. This approach allows for a more comprehensive
assessment of GB quality.

(2) To maximize the overall quality of generated GBs, we
introduce the best quality measure and the best combina-
tion of sub-GBs for each GB, along with a corresponding
calculation method. This approach maximizes the overall
quality of the generated GBs, resulting in representations
that are not only of higher quality compared to existing
methods but also capture data at a coarser granularity.

(3) To enhance the rationality of the generated GBs and mit-
igate the impact of abnormal GBs, we redefine abnormal
GBs based on the POJG and conduct anomaly detection
for the generated GBs.

(4) By integrating these procedures, we propose a novel
and effective GB generation method based on the POJG
for clustering tasks, effectively addressing existing chal-
lenges in GB-based clustering algorithms.

The remainder of this article is structured as follows: In
Section II, we provide a comprehensive and focused review of
related works. Section III presents the proposed GB generation
method for clustering tasks based on the POJG. Following this,
Section IV covers a series of numerical experiments conducted
on both synthetic and publicly available datasets to validate the
performance of the proposed GB generation method. Finally,
Section V offers concluding remarks and identifies future
directions.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we review some related works concerning
GB computing and the POJG.

A. Granular-Ball Computing for Clustering

To begin with, we review some basic definitions in GB
computing as follows.



Definition 1. (See [17].) Let X = {z1,29, - ,2,} C R™
be a collection of instances. The GB derived from X with the
center C'x and the radius R4 is denoted as Qx, defined by

1 < 1<
CX:EZ%; R)A(\'eZEZ||$i—CX||a (1

i=1 i=1
where || - || is the 2-norm. For any x € X, the instance x is

always said to belong to the GB Q.

In [14], [15], [16], the radius of a GB €2x is defined as the
maximum distance between the instance x € X and the center
Cx rather than the average distance Rf?("e, i.e.,

Max __ _
RX" = max |z — Cx|.

In the following discussion, to distinguish between them, R)A(Ve
and RY™ are always referred to as the average radius and
maximum radius, respectively, of the GB Qx.

We now recall two GB generation methods for clustering,
proposed by Cheng et al. [14] and Xie et al. [15], respectively.

1) Cheng et al’s GB Generation Method: In [14], Cheng
et al. proposed a method for generating GBs by iteratively
dividing them using the 2-means clustering algorithm, en-
suring that each resulting GB contains a sufficiently small
number of instances. Specifically, given a dataset U C R™,
let X be a subset of U and Qx be a GB generated from
X. If the cardinality of X, denoted as |X|, exceeds +/|U],
then Qx is split into two GBs, Qx, and Qx,, where X,
and X are subsets of X obtained by applying the 2-means
clustering algorithm to X. Otherwise, {)x remains unchanged.
This process is repeated starting from 2y until the number of
instances belonging to each GB is less than or equal to \/m .

Remark 1. In Cheng et al.’s method [14], the quality of a
GB is determined by a single indicator, namely, the number
of instances belonging to the GB. Additionally, since the
maximum number of clusters is commonly set to \/m [26],
the average number of instances belonging to each cluster is
less than +/|U|. Therefore, the threshold /|U]| is used to
determine the generated GBs, ensuring that each GB meets
the qualification criterion.

2) Xie et al’s GB Generation Method: In Xie et al.’s
method [15], the average radius of a GB serves as the
distribution measure to decide whether a GB should be split
into two. Let U, X and Q) x be defined as before. Denote

max
(@i,x;)EX X

The GB €2x can be divided into Q2x,, and {2x,, where

Xo={zi€ X :||x; —za|| < ||lmi — 2]}, Xpg=X—Xa.
3)

Hereafter, Qx, and Qx, are referred to as sub-GBs of {2x in

the subsequent discussions. To determine whether Q2x should
be divided into Qx, and (x,, the weighted distribution

(Ta,rp) = arg . |z — ;. 2)

measure of (x was introduced in [15] defined as
—ave | Xal| a |XB| A
Ry = RYS + — RX}. “4)
(XX

If Eé\(ve is less than R%°, then the GB Qx needs to be
divided into 2x, and {2x,. Otherwise, the GB Qx remains
unchanged. This process is repeated, starting from ), until
each GB no longer requires division. To enhance the rationality
of the generated GBs and mitigate the impact of abnormal
GBs, anomaly detection was incorporated into this method. Let
@ ={Qx,,0x,, -+ ,Qx,} represent a set of GBs generated
from the dataset U. Denote R} and RY as the average
and median, respectively, of the maximum radius of GBs
in ®. Then, for each Qy € &, if it holds that RI;,’[“ >
2 - max (R, RY*d), then Uy is identified as an abnormal
GB. Any abnormal GB needs to be divided into two new GBs
using Egs. (2) and (3). The process of anomaly detection is
repeated until there are no abnormal GBs remaining.

Obviously, Xie et al.’s method adopts a greedy strategy to
maximize the overall quality of generated GBs. Now, let’s
consider the inequality R4 > El;(ve used in Xie et al’s
method. In fact, by Egs. (1) and (4), we have

—Ave 1
R = | 2 le=Oxll+ 3 vl
rze€Xy yeXg
Furthermore, by Eq. (1), we get
RA*® > RS
Y lz=Cxl> > lz=Cx, I+ > ly—Cx,l-
zeX rz€X, yeXp

Therefore, in Xie et al.’s method, the quality of a GB and its
sub-GBs is solely determined by a single indicator, namely, the
total distance between each instance and the center. Similarly,
whether a GB is abnormal is also determined by a single
indicator related to distance.

B. Principle of Justifiable Granularity

As a novel computing paradigm for information processing,
granular computing (GrC) considers information granule as a
superset of some formal constructs, such as sets, intervals,
fuzzy sets [27], rough sets [28], and shadowed sets [29]. In
GrC, information granules serve as the fundamental unit for
computation. The POJG [25] provides a general framework
to construct information granules, which does not rely on
any specific formal construct. Specifically, the construction of
information granules must satisfy two essential criteria:

(1) Coverage: This criterion emphasizes the accumula-
tion of data features within the constructed infor-
mation granules. For instance, considering a dataset
X = {z1, 9, 3,24}, if an information granule 2 =
{1, 23,24} is constructed, it is deemed more justifiable
than another information granule Q = {1, 24}

(2) Specificity: This criterion underscores the necessity for
well-defined semantics within constructed information
granules. For instance, if an information granule €2 rep-
resents an interval, the statement “Q2 = [2,4]” conveys
more specific knowledge compared to “Q = [1,7]”.

It is evident that coverage and specificity criteria often

conflict with each other. Therefore, according to the POJG,
information granules should strike a sound balance between



these two aspects. An optimal information granule is the one
for which the product of coverage and specificity criteria
attains maximum. Nowadays, the POJG has been extensively
applied to construct information granules for various practical
purposes, such as decision making [30], [31], [32], time series
analysis [33], [34], [35], [36] and classification [37], [38].

III. THE PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we begin by defining metrics to assess the
quality of a GB according to the POJG. Subsequently, we
introduce a binary tree pruning-based strategy to determine the
best combination of sub-GBs for a given GB, thereby estab-
lishing the set of generated GBs. Additionally, the method for
detecting abnormal GBs is presented to mitigate their impact.
Finally, we outline the complete GB generation algorithm and
analyze its time complexity.

A. Measuring the Quality of GBs

According to the POJG, previous studies assess the quality
of an information granule by computing the product of its
coverage and its specificity [30], [33], [34], [35]. Specifically,
the coverage of an information granule is determined by an
increasing real function of the number of instances within the
information granule, while the specificity is determined by a
decreasing real function of the size of the information granule.
Given that each GB can be viewed as an information granule,
we adopt a similar approach to define the quality of a GB in
this section.

Definition 2. Let (2x be a GB derived from the dataset X.
Then the coverage of Q2x is given by

Dc(Qx)=fi ([{ze X |la—Cx|| <RRY),

where f7 is an increasing function. The specificity of Qx is
given by

Ds (Qx) = fo (RY*), (6)

where fo is a decreasing function. Further, the quality of Q) x
is defined as the product of coverage and specificity:

D (Qx) = Dc (2x) - Ds (Qx) . )

Evidently, Egs. (5) - (7) provide a comprehensive approach
to assessing the quality of a GB. By considering both coverage
and specificity, we evaluate the GB from multiple perspectives
rather than relying solely on a single criterion. This allows
for a more nuanced understanding of the GB’s suitability for
representing the underlying data.

In the following discussions, we adopt the functions f;(t) =
t and fo(t) = exp(—~ - t) as specified in [25], [33]. Here,
v > 0 signifies the impact of specificity on the design of
the information granule. This parameter offers flexibility in
assessing the quality of GBs. It’s worth noting that this method
is independent of instance labels, making it applicable for
measuring the quality of GBs in clustering tasks.

B. Binary tree pruning-based strategy to generate GBs

In this section, we present the binary tree pruning-based
strategy to generate GBs based on the quality measure of a
GB.

To expedite the generation of GBs, previous methods re-
viewed in subsection II-A employ a top-down approach to
partition GBs derived from the original dataset. This itera-
tive process applies a specific 2-division method until each
resulting GB meets predefined criteria. While 2-means clus-
tering offers lower computational overhead compared to the
2-division method outlined by Egs. (2) and (3), the inherent
randomness of 2-means clustering poses the risk of producing
suboptimal results, resulting in GBs that may not accurately
reflect the underlying data distribution. Consequently, in this
study, we adopt the method described by Egs. (2) and (3) for
GB partitioning, prioritizing consistency and alignment with
the data distribution.

Additionally, to address the limitations of previous GB
generation methods that fail to ensure the overall quality of
the generated GBs, a new strategy must be developed. This
strategy should guarantee that the overall quality of generated
GBs surpasses that achieved by threshold-based methods or
greedy strategies. The basic idea of the proposed strategy is to
cease the division of a GB under two conditions: (1) when the
number of instances assigned to this GB is sufficiently small,
ensuring representation of instances at a coarse granularity,
and (2) when further division of this GB would not enhance
the overall quality of the GBs. Unlike previous strategies, the
second condition is designed to maximize the overall quality
of the generated GBs. We will illustrate the rationale behind
the second condition using the following example.

Example 1. Let {Qx,,Qx,, -, Qx, } be a set of GBs, where
Qx, and Qx, are sub-GBs of (2x,; (x, and (2x, are sub-GBs
of Qx,; Qx,, Qx, and Qx, are small enough. Suppose that
the quality levels of Qx,, Qx,, Qx,, {x, and Qx, are 12, 5,
6, 4 and 4, respectively. Using the greedy strategy, since the
quality level of Qx, exceeds the sum of the quality levels of
Qx, and Qx,, Qx, is chosen to represent instances. In this
scenario, the total quality level of the generated GBs is 12.
However, if we continue to divide the GBs and select Q3, 4,
and €25 as generated GBs, then the total quality level increases
to 14. Compared to the greedy strategy, continuously dividing
the GBs can enhance the overall quality of the generated GBs.

To generate GBs that maximize the overall quality, we
introduce the concept of the best quality level of a GB as
follows.

Definition 3. Let 2x be a GB. If the number of instances
belonging to Qx is sufficiently small, i.e., less than or equal
to a threshold, then the best quality level of Qx, denoted by
BQ (x), is defined as:

BQ (Qx) = D(Qx),

where D({x) is calculated using Eqgs. (5)-(7). Otherwise, if
the number of instances is not small enough, the best quality



level of Q) x is defined as:
BQ(Qx) = max (D (Qx) ,BQ (QXa) + BQ (QXg)) 5 (8)

where X, and X are determined by Egs. (2) and (3),
respectively.

Remark 2. In Definition 3, it is necessary to determine the
threshold of the number of instances belonging to a GB. In
Cheng et al’s method [14], the threshold is set as \/W
However, this value may lack flexibility in certain scenarios.
Therefore, we introduce a parameter § €]0,1] and set the
threshold as & - \/|U].

Definition 3 is evidently a recursive definition. It iteratively
divides GBs, starting from the GB derived from the original
dataset, until the number of instances belonging to each
GB is sufficiently small to ensure representation at a coarse
granularity. Subsequently, for any GB encountered in this
process, its best quality level is determined by evaluating its
quality level and the sum of the best quality levels of its sub-
GBs. If a GB’s best quality level equals its quality level, it does
not require further division; otherwise, it needs to be divided.
To identify the sub-GBs corresponding to a GB’s best quality
level, we introduce the best combination of sub-GBs for a GB
as follows.

Definition 4. Let Qx be a GB. If BQ(Q2x) equals D(Qx),
then the best combination of sub-GBs of (1x, denoted by
BC(§1x), is defined as

BC(Qx) = {2x} ©)
Otherwise, BC({2x) is defined as

BC(x) = BC(Qx,) UBC(Qx,)- (10)

As Definition 4 relies on Definition 3, it is also a recursive
definition.

Based on the above analysis, to determine the GBs gener-
ated from the dataset U, it only needs to calculate the best
combination of sub-GBs of ;. Given that GBs are divided
using Eqgs. (2) and (3), which constitute a 2-division method,
we employ a binary tree to achieve this goal. The detailed
steps of the calculation method are listed as follows:

Step 1: Initialize an empty tree 7 and set the GB Qp as
the root node of 7.

Step 2: For any node Qx in 7, if | X| exceeds the threshold
0- m and Q) x is a leaf node, then divide 2x into
Qx,, and x, using Egs. (2) and (3). Set 2x as the
parent node of 2y and Qx,.

Step 3: Repeat Step 2 until the number of instances belong-
ing to each leaf node of 7 is smaller than or equal
to the threshold.

Step 4: Calculate the quality of each node in 7 using Eqgs.
(5)-(7). Initialize the best combination of sub-GBs of
each node in 7 using Eq. (9).

Step 5: For any leaf node €24 in 7T, if its sibling node Q5 is
also a leaf node, then calculate the best quality level
and best combination of sub-GBs of their parent node
Q¢ using Egs. (8) and (10). Prune leaf nodes €2 4 and
Qp from T.

Step 6: Repeat Step 5 until only the root node 2y remains
in the tree 7.

Remark 3. In the above procedure, Steps 1-3 construct a
specific binary tree 7 from the dataset U, where each node of
T represents a GB. Notably, each node of T, except for the
root node iy, has only one sibling node. For computational
convenience, Steps 5-6 employ a bottom-up pruning strategy to
ensure that the judgment conditions remain unchanged during
calculation. It is evident that employing the proposed strategy
for GB generation is significantly superior to using threshold-
based methods or greedy strategies.

C. Detecting Abnormal Granular-Balls

To enhance the quality of the generated GBs, it is essen-
tial to incorporate anomaly detection in the GB generation
process. While the approach proposed in [15] relies on a
single distance-related indicator to identify abnormal GBs, we
redefine abnormal GBs based on the POJG. A GB is deemed
abnormal if both its coverage and specificity deviate from the
average value.

Definition 5. Let ® = {Qx,,Qx,, -
Denote

-,Qx,} be a set of GBs.

t t
1 1
Ave __ Ave — .
e =g E_l RY¢ and Ng = n E_l | X1, (11)
For any Qx, € ®, if R{® > 274" and |X;| < - N, then
Qx, is considered an abnormal GB.

Subsequently, for a set of GBs, we can continuously divide
abnormal GBs according to Definition 5 and Egs. (2) and (3)
until there are no abnormal GBs.

D. Algorithm and Its Time Complexity Analysis

Based on the binary tree pruning-based strategy and the
abnormal GB detection method, we propose a novel method
for generating GBs for clustering tasks. The proposed gener-
ation method and its framework are illustrated in Algorithm
1 and Fig. 2, respectively. The essence of Algorithm 1 is as
follows: First, it acquires a GB )y from the original dataset
U. Subsequently, the binary tree pruning-based strategy is
employed to determine the generated GBs (refer to subsection
II1-B) by updating the best combination of sub-GBs, thereby
maximizing the overall quality of generated GBs. Lastly, to
enhance the rationality of the generated GBs, Algorithm 1
incorporates anomaly detection on the generated GBs, identi-
fying and partitioning abnormal GBs.

We now analyze the time complexity of Algorithm 1. Let
us suppose that the number of instances is denoted by n,
and after line 11 of Algorithm 1, the number of generated
GBs is represented by k, where k& << n. As Algorithm 1
adopts the same GB division approach as Xie et al.’s method
[15], the time complexity of steps 3 - 11 is approximately
O(nlogn), consistent with the complexity of Xie et al.’s
method [15]. Step 13 has a time complexity of approximately
O(n). Consequently, the time complexity of steps 12-14 is
approximately O(kn). Steps 15 - 35 have a time complexity



Algorithm 1: The proposed GB generation method
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Input : The dataset U, the parameters v € [0, +00]
and ¢ €]0,1].
Output: The set of GBs ®.

initialize: the queue Q < ) and the tree T «+ ();
add Qg to Q and set yy as the root node of T;
while Q is not empty do
Qx < the first element of Q;
delete the first element of O;
if | X| > 0-+/|U]| then
calculate: X, and X3 by Eqgs. (2) and (3);
append §2x_ and (2x, to the end of Q;
set Qx,, and Qx, as the child nodes of {1x;
end
end
foreach Qx € 7 do
initialize: BO(Qx) < D(Qx) by Egs. (5)-(7) and
BC(Qx) — {Qx};

end

add all leaf nodes of T to Q;

while the number of elements in Q is not equal to 1 do

Q4 < the first element of Q;

delete the first element of O;

if Q4 has been deleted from T then

continue;

else

Q) p <+ the sibling node of Q4;

Q¢ < the parent node of 4;

end

if Qp is not a leaf node then

append 24 into the end of Q;

continue;

else

delete Q24 and Qp from T;

append Q¢ to the end of Q;

end

if BO(Q4)+ BA(Qp) > BA(Q¢) then

update: BO(Qc) + BO(Q4) + BO(Qp) and
BC(Qc) + BC(Q4) UBC(QB);

end

end

initialize: the queue Q < () and the set of GBs ® « {§;

add all elements in BC(Qy) to Q;

calculate: 74" and Ng by Eq. (11);

while Q is not empty do

Qx < the first element of Q;

delete the first element of O;

if R > 273 and |X| < % - Ng, then
calculate: X, and X3 by Eqgs. (2) and (3);
append {2x_ and 2x, to the end of Q;

else

end

end
return: the set of GBs ®.
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Fig. 2. The framework of the proposed method.

of O(k), while steps 37 - 48 also have a complexity of
O(k). Thus, the overall time complexity of Algorithm 1 is
approximately O(nlogn + (24 n)k)

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we demonstrate the performance of the
proposed GB generation method through several numerical
experiments. These experiments were conducted using MAT-
LAB 2023b on a computer equipped with 32.0 GB of RAM,
an Intel Core i19-13900 HX CPU running at 2.20 GHz, and
running Windows 11.

A. Clustering on Synthetic Datasets

We first compare the proposed GB generation method with
two existing methods proposed by [!4] and [I5] on six
synthetic datasets. Specifically, each GB generation method
is incorporated into the GBSC algorithm [15] to generate
clustering results for different datasets. Details about the used
synthetic datasets are provided in Table 1. We evaluate the
three methods based on three criteria: (1) the number of GBs
generated from the dataset; (2) the clustering results obtained
using GBSC; and (3) the computing overhead of GBSC.

TABLE 1
DESCRIPTION OF SYNTHETIC DATASETS

Datasets Sources Instances Dimensions Classes

SDI1 [12] 788 2 7
SD2 [15] 1039 2 4
SD3 [15] 1052 2 2
SD4 [15] 1741 2 6
SD5 [15] 1016 2 4
SD6 [39] 6700 2 5




Fig. 3. The GBs with average radius generated from the six synthetic datasets. (a)-(f) Our method. (g)-(I) Cheng et al.’s method [14]. (m)-(r) Xie et al.’s
method [15].

Fig. 4. The clustering results of GBSC on the six synthetic datasets. (a)-(f) Our method. (g)-(I) Cheng et al.’s method [14]. (m)-(r) Xie et al.’s method [15].
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Fig. 5. Comparison of three generation methods of GBs on synthetic datasets. (a) The number of generated GBs. (b) The computing overhead (in seconds)

of GBSC.

TABLE 11
THE NUMBER OF GENERATED GBS AND THE COMPUTING OVERHEAD
(IN SECONDS) OF GBSC ON SIX SYNTHETIC DATASETS

Datasets Our Method ~ Cheng et al.’s Method Xie et al.’s Method
NGGB CO NGGB CO NGGB (€(0)
SD1 133 0.109 41 0.138 161 0.109
SD2 145  0.126 50 0.161 228 0.160
SD3 127 0.128 60 0.149 329 0.157
SD4 227 0.177 61 0.150 389 0.204
SD5 170 0.148 52 0.150 229 0.128
SD6 436 0.594 127 0.221 1607 1.523

Note: “NGGB” and “CO” denote the number of generated GBs and the
computing overhead, respectively.

In this subsection, the parameters v and ¢ in our method
are set to 1 and 0.3, respectively. Meanwhile, in the GBSC
algorithm [15], the parameter o, used to calculate the similarity
between GBs, is set to %, 2, 0.1, 2, 2, and 2, respectively, for
synthetic datasets SD1-SD6. The selection of these parameters
is to ensure that the clustering results are consistent as possible
with the intuitive clustering results. The experimental results
are depicted in Figs. 3 - 5 and summarized in Table II. In
Fig. 3, instances and GBs are represented in black and red,
respectively, while Fig. 4 illustrates instances belonging to
different clusters in various colors.

We further analyze the clustering results obtained on syn-
thetic datasets. Firstly, from Table II and Figs. 3 and 5(a),
it is evident that Cheng et al’s (resp. Xie et al.’s) method
generates the lowest (resp. highest) number of GBs for each
synthetic dataset. However, some GBs generated by Cheng
et al.’s method exhibit large average radii (see, e.g., Figs.
3(g), 3(k), and 3(1)). Secondly, from Fig. 4, it is clear that
the clustering results of GBSC obtained using our method
or Xie et al’s method align well with intuitive clustering
results. Conversely, the clustering results of GBSC derived
from Cheng et al.’s method appear somewhat counterintuitive
across all synthetic datasets. Particularly on synthetic datasets
SD1, SDS5, and SD6, the counterintuitive clustering results of
GBSC from Cheng et al.’s method are evidently associated
with the generated GBs having large average radii and a small
number of instances. Hence, for clustering tasks, the anomaly

detection of generated GBs is crucial. Thirdly, from Table II
and Fig. 5(b), the three methods exhibit similar performance
on five small-scale synthetic datasets in terms of computing
overhead. However, on the large-scale synthetic dataset SD6,
there is a significant disparity in the computing overhead of the
three methods, with Cheng et al.’s (resp. Xie et al.’s) method
showing the lowest (resp. highest) computing overhead. This
ranking aligns with the ranking of the number of generated
GBs.

The experimental results demonstrate that the clustering
results of GBSC obtained by our method are consistent with
intuitive clustering results, outperforming those derived from
Cheng et al.’s method. Meanwhile, from the perspective of
computing overhead, our method outperforms Xie et al’s
method on large-scale synthetic datasets.

B. Clustering on Publicly Available Datasets

TABLE III
DESCRIPTION OF PUBLICLY AVAILABLE DATASETS
1D Dataset Instances Dimensions Classes
D1 iris 150 4 3
D2 wine 178 13 3
D3 wpbc 194 32 2
D4 sonar 208 60 2
D5 seed 210 7 3
D6 ionosphere 351 34 2
D7 cancer 683 9 2
D8  cardiotocography 2126 21 3
D9 abalone 4177 8 3
D10 waveform 5000 21 3
D11 Electrical Grid 10000 13 2
D12 pendigits 10992 16 10

We proceed to evaluate the performance of our proposed
method on twelve publicly available datasets, the details of
which are provided in Table III. These datasets were randomly
selected from the UCI Machine Learning Repository '. We
start by comparing our GB generation method with those
proposed by [14] and [15] through two GB-based clustering

Uhttp://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
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TABLE IV
THE PARAMETERS SETTINGS ON PUBLICLY AVAILABLE DATASETS

D o A v J
GBDPC GBSC GBDPC GBSC
DI 1 ol 1 2 0.5 1
D2 180 03 1 8 0.5 0.4
D3 70 02 10 1 0.7 0.1
D4 2 o0l 1 5 0.6 0.6
D5 1 03 1 2 0.4 0.1
D6 2 05 1 1 0.7 1
D7 4 04 1 1 0.4 0.6
D8 2 04 1 2 0.4 0.2
D9 9 004 3 1 1 0.15
DI0O 10 04 1 9 0.8 0.1
DIl 2 0.1 2 1 0.2 0.9
DI2 50 0.1 1 1 0.4 0.2

algorithms: GBDPC and GBSC. The GB generation method
in the GBDPC (resp. GBSC) algorithm is replaced by the
GB generation methods proposed in this paper and [15] (resp.

[14]). Together with existing GBDPC and GBSC algorithms,
we obtain six distinct versions of GB-based clustering al-
gorithms. These algorithms are then applied to the twelve
publicly available datasets. Additionally, we compare them
with non-GB-based clustering algorithms, including DPC [12],
SC [11], k-means++ [10], ultra-scalable spectral clustering (U-
SPEC) [40], and ultra-scalable ensemble clustering (U-SENC)
[40]. The parameter settings for these algorithms are detailed
in Table IV, where o represents the parameter used to calculate
instance similarity in SC and GBSC, and A is the parameter
used to determine the truncation distance of DP”. Additionally,
~ and § are parameters specific to our proposed method.
All of these parameters are optimized using a grid search
method to maximize clustering accuracy. The clustering results
are evaluated using three indicators: clustering accuracy [41],
normalized mutual information (NMI) [42], and computing

2Let md be the maximum distance between instances. Then the truncation
distance of DP is given by A - md.



TABLE V
CLUSTERING ACCURACY (%), NMI AND COMPUTING OVERHEAD (IN SECONDS) ON TWELVE PUBLICLY AVAILABLE DATASETS

Dataset Our Method Cheng et al.’s Method Xie et al.’s Method DPC SC  kmeans++ U-SPEC U-SENC
GBDPC GBSC GBDPC GBSC GBDPC GBSC

ACC 96.67 92.67 73.10 88.25 88.00 90.00 9533 89.59 86.74 94.67 74.93

D1 NMI 0.8801 0.7959 0.7069 0.7570 0.7561  0.7660 0.8572 0.7559  0.7331 0.8431  0.6225
CO 0.0014 0.0015 0.0083 0.0089 0.0045  0.0048 0.0003 0.0087  0.0006 0.0100  0.2082

ACC 7135 69.67  63.57 66.85 70.22 68.12 65.73  67.10 69.50 57.35 47.46

D2 NMI 0.3883 0.4343 0.3342 0.3852 0.3983  0.3827 0.4219 0.4063  0.4260 0.2542  0.1089
CO 0.0026 0.0058 0.0085 0.0092 0.0049  0.0067 0.0004 0.0121  0.0008 0.0097  0.2217

ACC 7732 76.80 76.29 76.59 76.29 76.80 7629 76.80 76.29 76.80 76.29

D3 NMI 0.0388 0.0257 0.0167 0.0249 0.0174  0.0257 0.0005 0.0257  0.0195 0.0136  0.0149
CO 0.0023 0.0086 0.0108 0.0119 0.0065  0.0074 0.0004 0.0193  0.0007 0.0122  0.2504

ACC 61.54 5673 5429 55.44 55.77 55.29 5433 54.33 54.56 53.36 54.07

D4 NMI 0.0587 0.0165 0.0174 0.0103 0.0464  0.0099 0.0028 0.0058  0.0070 0.0429  0.0262
CO 0.0027 0.0037 0.0119 0.0149 0.0061  0.0066 0.0005 0.0194  0.0010 0.0131  0.2695

ACC 8857  90.00 82.50 86.22 80.00 89.05 67.14  89.05 89.35 67.07 71.41
D5 NMI 0.6868 0.6979 0.6230 0.6400 0.6173  0.6812 0.5142 0.6869  0.7005 0.4657  0.5040
CO 0.0035 0.0095 0.0093 0.0104 0.0065  0.0079 0.0005 0.0184  0.0008 0.0120  0.2498

ACC 67.24 7322 64.67 71.53 64.10 70.37 66.10  70.79 70.89 64.39 69.42

D6 NMI 0.1123 0.1708 0.0475 0.1411 0.0705  0.1264 0.0278 0.1273  0.1293 0.0045  0.1071
CO 0.0056 0.0069 0.0274 0.0261 0.0172  0.0221 0.0011 0.0388  0.0008 0.0250  0.5035

ACC 68.23 96.78  66.29 96.52 65.01 96.63 73.79  96.49 96.07 65.15 96.95

D7 NMI 0.2890 0.7828 0.1695 0.7817 0.1554  0.7749 0.1799 0.7684  0.7491 0.0025  0.8017
CO 0.0607 0.0503 0.0270 0.0275 0.0641  0.0700 0.0036 0.1190  0.0006 0.0700  1.8008

ACC 80.24 7856  78.37 78.13 77.85 78.43 77.89 77.85 77.85 78.49 77.86

D8 NMI 0.1972 0.0504 0.0942 0.0525 0.0486  0.0419 0.0031 0.0186  0.0697 0.0268  0.0846
CO 0.0777 0.1840 0.0523 0.0546 0.1837  0.4510 0.0436 5.8344  0.0033 0.1571  3.3477

ACC 5164 5030 49.16 50.36 44.58 50.34  52.60 50.89 49.68 40.80 40.63

D9 NMI 0.1356 0.1152 0.1356 0.1231 0.1009  0.1179 0.1630 0.1253  0.1106 0.0247  0.0286
CO 0.1813 0.4047 0.0594 0.0583 0.4489  0.6313 0.1834 11.323  0.0014 0.2350  6.4301

ACC 69.18 6243  60.54 46.30 66.44 61.80 67.80 51.20 52.44 52.83 51.69

D10 NMI 0.3973 0.3575 0.3619 0.1340 0.3490 0.3580 0.2649 0.3679  0.3606 0.3680  0.3671
CO 02069 0.6817 0.1840 0.1238 0.7515 0.7584 0.3284 27.770  0.0055 0.2855  6.6731

ACC 6489 6997 64.07 63.94 63.80 67.68 63.80  66.95 63.80 64.73 64.53

D11 NMI 0.0166 0.1201 0.0219 0.0216 0.0060 0.1039 0.0152 0.0933  0.0316 0.0583  0.0522
CO 1.1632 0.9369 0.1562 0.1567 1.6721  2.6094 1.2287 331.15  0.0089 04518  15.085

ACC 7579 7220  69.62 68.42 58.26 71.76 76.73  71.64 71.73 82.90 88.29

D12 NMI 0.7077 0.6757 0.6933 0.6384 0.6619  0.6810 0.7454 0.6874  0.6790 0.7955  0.8507
CO 1.0900 1.7535 0.1713 0.1837 21632  4.1159 1.4295 397.52  0.0366 0.5646  9.6800

ACC 7272 7411  66.87 70.71 67.53 73.02 69.79 71.88 71.58 66.55 67.79
Average NMI 0.3257 0.3536 0.2685 0.3091 02690  0.3391 0.2663 0.3392  0.3347 0.2417  0.3007
CO 0.2332  0.3373  0.0605 0.0572 0.4441  0.7243 0.2684 55.315  0.0051 0.1538  3.7267

Note: “ACC” and “CO” denote accuracy and computing overhead, respectively.

overhead.

The experimental results, presented in Table V and Fig.
6, reveal several key findings. Firstly, utilizing our proposed
method to generate GBs leads to GBDPC (resp. GBSC)
achieving the highest clustering accuracy on six (resp. three)
publicly available datasets. Secondly, similar results are ob-
tained from the NMI perspective. Specifically, GBDPC (resp.
GBSC) achieves the highest NMI on five (resp. four) pub-
licly available datasets by employing our method. Notably,
the GBSC, employing our GB generation method, achieves
the highest average clustering accuracy and NMI across all
twelve publicly available datasets. Thus, compared to the other
two GB generation methods, our approach yields superior
clustering accuracy and NMI. Thirdly, among the three GB
generation methods, the average computing overhead of GB-

based clustering algorithms generated by Cheng et al.’s (resp.
Xie et al.’s) method is the lowest (resp. highest). Therefore,
employing our method for GB generation not only yields the
highest average clustering accuracy and NMI but also offers
advantages in terms of computing overhead. It is noteworthy
that in Table IV, the parameter 0 is equal to 1 in only three out
of twenty-four cases. Hence, to maximize clustering accuracy,
it is essential to incorporate the parameter § into our proposed
method.

C. Parameter Analysis

In the experiment results presented in subsection IV-B,
different parameter combinations were employed in our pro-
posed method to maximize clustering accuracy (see Table
IV). Therefore, it is crucial to further analyze the impact of



different parameter combinations on the proposed method. In
this subsection, we focus on publicly available datasets D7-
D10 and the GBDPC algorithm to illustrate the impact of
various parameter combinations on clustering accuracy and
computing overhead. The experiment results are depicted in
Fig. 7.

Firstly, it is evident that changes of the parameter  have
little impact on clustering accuracy. Particularly noteworthy,
for datasets D7 and DS, the variation of + has no discernible
effect on clustering accuracy (see Figs. 7(a) and 7(b)). How-
ever, the selection of the parameter ¢ plays a critical role in
clustering accuracy. Optimal selection of § leads to relatively
high clustering accuracy, underscoring the importance of in-
corporating the parameter d.

Secondly, as depicted in Figs. 7(e)-7(h), the computing
overhead tends to decrease with an increase in §. Notably,
among 100 parameter combinations, the maximum computing
overhead consistently occurs when § is set to 0.1. Moreover,
for the datasets D9 and D10, the computing overhead exhibits
a trend of initially increasing and then decreasing with the
rise of the parameter . However, such a phenomenon is not
observed in the datasets D7 and DS.

Consequently, based on the above analysis, it can be con-
cluded that selecting the parameter § is pivotal for clustering
accuracy. Additionally, although the parameter  minimally
affects clustering accuracy, its selection may significantly
influence the computing overhead.

V. CONCLUSION

In this article, we propose a novel and effective GB genera-
tion method for clustering tasks based on the POJG. Compared
with some existing methods, the proposed method has the
following advantages:

(1) Our method utilizes the POJG to comprehensively eval-
uate the quality of GBs and detect abnormal ones, which
guarantees the rationality of the generated GBs.

By employing a binary tree pruning-based strategy to
compute the best combination of sub-GBs, our method
generates GBs that better align with the data distribution
compared to threshold-based or greedy strategies.

The GB-based clustering algorithms employing our GB
generation method achieve superior clustering accuracy
and NMI. to generate GBs.

In the future, it would be intriguing to explore methods for
efficiently and effectively determining the optimal parameter
combinations for our proposed approach. Additionally, we
aim to further investigate the integration of our proposed
GB generation methods with other unsupervised learning
techniques, which will be helpful for discovering meaningful
patterns in data. Moreover, it may be worthwhile to consider
constructing GBs using alternative distance metrics besides
Euclidean distance, which will imply different geometries of
information granules.

2

3)

REFERENCES

[11 A. K. Jain, M. N. Murty, and P. J. Flynn, “Data clustering: A review,”
ACM Computing Surveys, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 264-323, 1999.

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]
[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

T. Lei, X. Jia, Y. Zhang, S. Liu, H. Meng, and A. K. Nandi, “Superpixel-
based fast fuzzy c-means clustering for color image segmentation,” [EEE
Transactions on Fuzzy Systems, vol. 27, no. 9, pp. 1753 — 1766, 2019.
J. Hou, H. Gao, and X. Li, “DSets-DBSCAN: A parameter-free cluster-
ing algorithm,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 25, no. 7,
pp. 3182 — 3193, 2016.

H. Guo, L. Wang, X. Liu, and W. Pedrycz, “Trend-based granular
representation of time series and its application in clustering,” IEEE
Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 52, no. 9, pp. 9101-9110, 2022.

H. Guo, M. Wan, L. Wang, X. Liu, and W. Pedrycz, “Weighted fuzzy
clustering for time series with trend-based information granulation,”
IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 54, no. 2, pp. 903 — 914, 2024.
Z. Yang, S. Jiang, F. Yu, W. Pedrycz, H. Yang, and Y. Hao, “Linear
fuzzy information-granule-based fuzzy c-means algorithm for clustering
time series,” IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 53, no. 12, pp.
7622 — 7634, 2023.

H. Guo, H. Kuang, L. Wang, X. Liu, and W. Pedrycz, “Hierarchical
axiomatic fuzzy set granulation for financial time series clustering,”
IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems, vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 755 — 766,
2022.

R. Guan, H. Zhang, Y. Liang, F. Giunchiglia, L. Huang, and X. Feng,
“Deep feature-based text clustering and its explanation,” IEEE Transac-
tions on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 34, no. 8, pp. 3669—
3680, 2022.

J. Macqueen, “Some methods for classification and analysis of multivari-
ate observations,” in Fifth berkeley symposium on mathematical statistics
and probability, 1967, pp. 281-297.

D. Arthur and S. Vassilvitskii, “K-means++: The advantages of careful
seeding,” in Proceedings of the Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on
Discrete Algorithms, 2007, pp. 1027 — 1035.

U. Von Luxburg, “A tutorial on spectral clustering,” Statistics and
Computing, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 395 — 416, 2007.

A. Rodriguez and A. Laio, “Clustering by fast search and find of density
peaks,” Science, vol. 344, no. 6191, pp. 1492-1496, 2014.

M. G. Omran, A. P. Engelbrecht, and A. Salman, “An overview of
clustering methods,” Intelligent Data Analysis, vol. 11, no. 6, pp. 583 —
605, 2007.

D. Cheng, Y. Li, S. Xia, G. Wang, J. Huang, and S. Zhang,
“A fast granular-ball-based density peaks clustering algorithm for
large-scale data,” IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and
Learning Systems, pp. 1-14, 2023. [Online]. Available: https:
//doi.org/10.1109/TNNLS.2023.3300916

J. Xie, W. Kong, S. Xia, G. Wang, and X. Gao, “An efficient spectral
clustering algorithm based on granular-ball,” IEEE Transactions on
Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 35, no. 9, pp. 9743-9753, 2023.
D. Cheng, S. Liu, S. Xia, and G. Wang, “Granular-ball computing-based
manifold clustering algorithms for ultra-scalable data,” Expert Systems
with Applications, vol. 247, p. 123313, 2024.

S. Xia, Y. Liu, X. Ding, G. Wang, H. Yu, and Y. Luo, “Granular
ball computing classifiers for efficient, scalable and robust learning,”
Information Sciences, vol. 483, pp. 136-152, 2019.

X. Peng, P. Wang, S. Xia, C. Wang, and W. Chen, “VPGB: A granular-
ball based model for attribute reduction and classification with label
noise,” Information Sciences, vol. 611, pp. 504-521, 2022.

Y. Li, X. Wu, and X. Wang, “Incremental reduction methods based
on granular ball neighborhood rough sets and attribute grouping,”
International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, vol. 160, p. 108974,
2023.

Q. Zhang, C. Wu, S. Xia, F. Zhao, M. Gao, Y. Cheng, and G. Wang,
“Incremental learning based on granular ball rough sets for classifica-
tion in dynamic mixed-type decision system,” IEEE Transactions on
Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 35, no. 9, pp. 9319-9332, 2023.
S. Xia, S. Zheng, G. Wang, X. Gao, and B. Wang, “Granular ball
sampling for noisy label classification or imbalanced classification,”
IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, vol. 34,
no. 4, pp. 2144-2155, 2023.

S. Xia, H. Zhang, W. Li, G. Wang, E. Giem, and Z. Chen, “GBNRS:
A novel rough set algorithm for fast adaptive attribute reduction in
classification,” IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering,
vol. 34, no. 3, pp. 1231-1242, 2022.

W. Qian, F. Xu, J. Huang, and J. Qian, “A novel granular ball computing-
based fuzzy rough set for feature selection in label distribution learning,”
Knowledge-Based Systems, vol. 278, p. 110898, 2023.

W. Qian, F. Xu, J. Qian, W. Shu, and W. Ding, “Multi-label feature se-
lection based on rough granular-ball and label distribution,” Information
Sciences, vol. 650, p. 119698, 2023.


https://doi.org/10.1109/TNNLS.2023.3300916
https://doi.org/10.1109/TNNLS.2023.3300916

[25]

[26]

[27]
(28]

[29]

(30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

W. Pedrycz and W. Homenda, “Building the fundamentals of granular
computing: A principle of justifiable granularity,” Applied Soft Comput-
ing, vol. 13, no. 10, pp. 42094218, 2013.

J. Bezdek and N. Pal, “Some new indexes of cluster validity,” IEEE
Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part B (Cybernetics),
vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 301-315, 1998.

L. Zadeh, “Fuzzy sets,” Information and Control, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 338—
353, 1965.

Z. Pawlak, “Rough sets,” International Journal of Computer and Infor-
mation Sciences, vol. 11, pp. 341-356, 1982.

W. Pedrycz, “Shadowed sets: representing and processing fuzzy sets,”
IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, Part B (Cyber-
netics), vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 103-109, 1998.

J. Qin, X. Ma, and W. Pedrycz, “A granular computing-driven best-worst
method for supporting group decision making,” IEEE Transactions on
Systems, Man, and Cybernetics: Systems, vol. 53, no. 9, pp. 5591-5603,
2023.

B. Zhang, Y. Dong, and W. Pedrycz, “Consensus model driven by
interpretable rules in large-scale group decision making with optimal
allocation of information granularity,” IEEE Transactions on Systems,
Man, and Cybernetics: Systems, vol. 53, no. 2, pp. 1233-1245, 2023.
J. Qin, L. Martinez, W. Pedrycz, X. Ma, and Y. Liang, “An overview of
granular computing in decision-making: Extensions, applications, and
challenges,” Information Fusion, vol. 98, p. 101833, 2023.

W. Lu, X. Chen, W. Pedrycz, X. Liu, and J. Yang, “Using interval
information granules to improve forecasting in fuzzy time series,”
International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, vol. 57, pp. 1-18,
2015.

S. Du, M. Wu, L. Chen, W. Cao, and W. Pedrycz, “Information
granulation with rectangular information granules and its application
in time-series similarity measurement,” IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy
Systems, vol. 30, no. 10, pp. 4069-4081, 2022.

W. Shi, D. Karastoyanova, Y. Ma, Y. Huang, and G. Zhang, “Clustering-
based granular representation of time series with application to collective
anomaly detection,” IEEE Transactions on Instrumentation and Mea-
surement, vol. 72, pp. 1-12, 2023.

C. Ouyang, F. Yu, Y. Hao, Y. Tang, and Y. Jiang, “Build interval-valued
time series forecasting model with interval cognitive map trained by
principle of justifiable granularity,” Information Sciences, vol. 652, p.
119756, 2024.

T. T. Nguyen, X. C. Pham, A. W.-C. Liew, and W. Pedrycz, “Aggregation
of classifiers: A justifiable information granularity approach,” IEEE
Transactions on Cybernetics, vol. 49, no. 6, pp. 2168-2177, 2019.

X. Zhu, D. Wang, W. Pedrycz, and Z. Li, “A design of granular classifier
based on granular data descriptors,” IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics,
vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 1790-1801, 2023.

D. Cheng, Q. Zhu, J. Huang, Q. Wu, and L. Yang, “A local cores-based
hierarchical clustering algorithm for data sets with complex structures,”
Neural Computing and Applications, vol. 31, pp. 8051-8068, 2019.

D. Huang, C.-D. Wang, J.-S. Wu, J.-H. Lai, and C.-K. Kwoh, “Ultra-
scalable spectral clustering and ensemble clustering,” IEEE Transactions
on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 32, no. 6, pp. 1212-1226,
2020.

D. Yan, L. Huang, and M. I. Jordan, “Fast approximate spectral
clustering,” in ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge
Discovery & Data Mining, 2009, pp. 907-916.

N. Slonim and N. Tishby, “Agglomerative information bottleneck,” in
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2000, pp. 617 —
623.



	Introduction
	Related Works
	Granular-Ball Computing for Clustering
	Cheng et al.'s GB Generation Method
	Xie et al.'s GB Generation Method

	Principle of Justifiable Granularity

	The Proposed Method
	Measuring the Quality of GBs
	Binary tree pruning-based strategy to generate GBs
	Detecting Abnormal Granular-Balls
	Algorithm and Its Time Complexity Analysis

	Numerical Experiments
	Clustering on Synthetic Datasets
	Clustering on Publicly Available Datasets
	Parameter Analysis

	Conclusion
	References

