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Abstract

The widespread adoption of machine learning (ML) techniques and the extensive expertise
required to apply them have led to increased interest in automated ML solutions that reduce
the need for human intervention. One of the main challenges in applying ML to previously
unseen problems is algorithm selection - the identification of high-performing algorithm(s)
for a given dataset, task, and evaluation measure. This study addresses the algorithm
selection challenge for data clustering, a fundamental task in data mining that is aimed at
grouping similar objects. We present MARCO-GE, a novel meta-learning approach for the
automated recommendation of clustering algorithms. MARCO-GE first transforms datasets
into graphs and then utilizes a graph convolutional neural network technique to extract their
latent representation. Using the embedding representations obtained, MARCO-GE trains
a ranking meta-model capable of accurately recommending top-performing algorithms for
a new dataset and clustering evaluation measure. Extensive evaluation on 210 datasets,
13 clustering algorithms, and 10 clustering measures demonstrates the effectiveness of our
approach and its dominance in terms of predictive and generalization performance over
state-of-the-art clustering meta-learning approaches.
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1. Introduction

One of the most important unsupervised learning tasks, clustering is aimed at dividing
a set of objects into groups of similar objects [I]. Clustering is widely used in many fields,
such as image analysis, document categorization, bioinformatics, and customer segmentation
[2, B]. Although a large variety of clustering algorithms have been proposed, there are no
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guidelines or recommendations about selecting an appropriate algorithm for a given dataset
and target evaluation measure. Thus, human expertise is often required to provide unique
insights about the properties of a specific domain, as well as about the characteristics of the
various algorithms and their configurations.

A key challenge in applying machine learning (ML) to a previously unseen dataset is
algorithm selection. Algorithm selection is the task of identifying algorithms that are likely
to produce the best performance on a given combination of dataset, task, and evaluation
metric [4]. The difficulty in the algorithm selection task is due to the inherent character-
istics of the dataset, including its size, the number of features and their composition, etc.,
which affect an algorithm’s performance. Moreover, the high computational cost of testing
multiple configurations that include a large set of ML algorithms and their corresponding
hyperparameters has driven the need to automate this process.

In recent years, multiple approaches have been proposed to address the automated ma-
chine learning (AutoML) procedure [, 6]. The term AutoML is usually used to describe
systems that aim to automate different aspects of the ML process. One AutoML approach
suggested for dealing with the algorithm selection problem is meta-learning. Meta-learning
methods seek to learn the relationship between the learning algorithm and dataset features,
in order to identify the features that contribute to the improved performance of one algo-
rithm over others [7]. While prior studies proposed meta-learning techniques for addressing
algorithm selection for supervised tasks, such as classification [8, @, [10], few studies have
focused on unsupervised learning problems, particularly for clustering problems [1T, 12} [13].
We argue that although existing state-of-the-art approaches based on predefined features
are simple, they are not necessarily optimized for algorithm selection. The goal of this pa-
per is to utilize a supervised graph embedding method, which aims to identify the optimal
representation for algorithm selection.

We present MARCO-GE (Meta-learning Approach for Recommending Clustering algo-
rithms by Graph Embedding), a novel supervised graph embedding meta-learning approach
optimized for clustering algorithm selection. MARCO-GE first converts the interactions of
the dataset’s instances into a graph. Next, a graph convolutional neural network technique
is utilized in order to produce an embedding representation of the graph. This representa-
tion is then used to train a ranking meta-model capable of recommending high-performing
algorithms for a previously unseen dataset and clustering evaluation measure. We will make
the code of the MARCO-GE algorithm publicly available/l]

To validate our method, we conduct a comprehensive evaluation on 210 datasets, 13
clustering algorithms, and 10 clustering evaluation measures. All of the measures are internal
indices, namely, they assess the performance of the clustering algorithms without a priori
knowledge about the clustering problem solution. Our experiments show that MARCO-GE
outperforms other state-of-the-art meta-learning methods.

Our contributions in this study are as follows:

e We introduce an efficient and highly accurate meta-learning approach for the auto-
mated selection of clustering algorithms, using a graph convolutional neural network

!The code will be made available pending acceptance
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technique, optimized for clustering algorithm selection, as a tool for dataset represen-
tation.

e We empirically demonstrate the merits of our approach on a large set of datasets that
were analyzed by multiple clustering algorithms and clustering measures. Our results
show that MARCO-GE significantly outperforms existing state-of-the-art approaches
on the task of clustering algorithm selection.

e We demonstrate our method’s ability to consistently recommend high-performing al-
gorithms, produce a high-quality recommendation list, and generate a more robust
recommendation model; we also show that out model outperforms other leading meth-
ods.

The rest of the paper is arranged as follows. Section 2 presents an overview of the
algorithm selection problem and several meta-learning approaches for clustering algorithm
selection. In section 3, a simple popularity-based baseline is proposed, and MARCO-GE’s
methodology is described. We outline the evaluation details in section 4 and discuss the
experimental results and parameter sensitivity in section 5. In section 6, we conclude and
highlight some directions for future work.

2. Related work

2.1. Algorithm selection using meta-learning

Selecting an algorithm that is likely to perform well on a given combination of dataset,
task, and evaluation measure is one of the main challenges in ML. The problem of algorithm
selection can be formulated as follows: given a set L = {L,...L,} of learning algorithms, a
dataset D, a task T (e.g., classification, clustering, etc.), and an evaluation measure M, the
goal is to find an algorithm [* € L that minimizes or maximizes M [I4].

The growing number of ML algorithms, as well as their hyperparameters, produces an ex-
ponential number of configuration combinations, which turns the algorithm selection process
into a challenge that is difficult to address with brute-force search. One main approach for
dealing with the time-consuming nature of testing multiple configurations is meta-learning.
By learning about the behavior of ML algorithms and which attributes of a dataset con-
tribute to the improved performance of one algorithm over others (i.e., meta-knowledge),
meta-learning is capable of identifying high-performing algorithms for previously unseen
datasets [7].

Considering the algorithm selection problem, each meta-example in the meta-knowledge
represents an ML task that consists of: (1) dataset characteristics, called meta-features; and
(2) information about the performance of algorithm(s) when applied to the dataset. Based
on the meta-knowledge, a learning algorithm (i.e., a meta-learner) is trained and generates
a meta-model. Then, given the meta-features of a new dataset, the meta-model is capable
of recommending algorithm(s) for that dataset.

Since the dataset’s characterization is crucial for effectively learning the relationship
between a dataset and an algorithm’s performance, it is important to produce significant
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and meaningful meta-features. These meta-features can then be used to better identify
similarities and differences among datasets. The meta-features proposed in prior research are
commonly used for classification problems, and they are divided into three main categories:
1) Statistical and information-theoretic meta-features are derived directly from the
dataset [I5]. These meta-features can describe simple information (e.g., number of instances
in a dataset), statistical measures (e.g., mean, standard deviation) or information theory
metrics (e.g., entropy).
2) Model-based meta-features describe the learning model to be applied on a given
dataset, e.g., the number of leaf nodes or the depth of a decision tree [16].
3) Landmarking meta-features are generated by using the estimated performance of a
simple learning algorithm on a given dataset for a quick performance assessment [17].

The creation of the meta-knowledge is followed by the training process discussed below.
In most cases, the training process can be classified into two main tasks: classification and
recommendation. While the classification task is concerned with learning the association of
a single class value (i.e., one of the ML algorithms) with each instance, the recommendation
task aims at generating a ranking of all of the possible ML candidates for each instance.
In this work, we focus on the second task (i.e., recommendation). In the training process,
a meta-learner is applied to the training set, i.e., to the meta-knowledge, and produces a
meta-model. In the case of the recommendation task, given the meta-model and a new
dataset, the meta-model generates a ranked list of algorithms, ordered by their predicted
performance.

2.2. Clustering algorithm selection using meta-learning

While the majority of meta-learning techniques focus on selecting the best algorithm(s)
for classification and regression tasks [15, O], few studies are found in the literature for
the clustering task. In the subsections that follow, we briefly present the techniques for
evaluating the performance of clustering algorithms and discuss four studies addressing the
clustering algorithm selection problem.

2.2.1. Clustering algorithm performance assessment

There are two main ways to assess the performance of clustering algorithms: external
measures and internal measures. The fundamental difference between the two is whether
the evaluation uses external knowledge or not. Internal measures are more appropriate for
unsupervised tasks, particularly clustering, due to the fact that most of the relevant problems
do not maintain a priori information about the solution. Several internal measures employ
the idea of intra/inter-cluster measures. While intra-cluster measures assess the cluster’s
compactness, inter-cluster measures evaluate the quality of the separation between clusters.

In the studies [12} 13|, various internal measures were used to evaluate the performance
of the clustering algorithms. A common approach for combining the individual values pro-
duced by the various measures is the average ranking. First, for each internal measure, the
performance of the clustering algorithms is ranked. Then, the average ranking position over
all of the internal indices is computed for each algorithm, such that the best algorithm holds
the top ranked position, and the worst algorithm is in the last ranked position.
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In this paper, we use the terms ’internal measures’ and 'internal indices’ interchangeably.

2.2.2. Clustering algorithm selection based on statistical meta-features

In de Souto et al. [II], the authors analyzed 32 microarray datasets that relate to
cancer gene expression, using eight meta-features. These features are mainly descriptive
statistical attributes. Seven clustering algorithms were applied to each of the datasets, and
their performance was evaluated. Since the labels of the datasets in the study were already
known (classification datasets), the algorithms were evaluated using an external measure
(and therefore, a priori information). The proposed method focused on the problem of
algorithm selection for gene expression data, thus some of their proposed features reflect
that domain and are not relevant to all clustering problems.

2.2.3. Clustering algorithm selection based on evaluation meta-features

Another study on gene expression analysis proposed by [I8] extended the statistical set
of meta-features suggested in the previous work. The extended set of meta-features includes
19 meta-features, where five describe the characteristics of clustering algorithms, six are
internal evaluation measures, and the others are the statistical features presented in [11].
So again, it can be seen that not all of the suggested meta-features can be applied to all
clustering problems.

2.2.4. Clustering algorithm selection based on distance meta-features

Another study by Ferrari and de Castro [12] proposed distance-based meta-features for
characterizing clustering problems. The authors built a vector d which contains the Eu-
clidean distance among all instances in a dataset:

d: [d172,----,di,jw---’dnfl,n] (1)

where n denotes the number of instances and d;; defines the Euclidean distance between
the i-th and the j-th instances. Then, by normalizing the vector in the interval [0,1], they
extracted 19 meta-features from each dataset. We denote the normalized vector as d’. Table
describes these meta-features. They evaluated their approach on 84 datasets from the
UCI Machine Learning Repository [19] using seven clustering algorithms. The algorithms’
performance was assessed based on 10 internal indices, without a priori knowledge.

Later in the paper, we refer to this approach as the distance-based method.

2.2.5. Clustering algorithm selection based on correlation and distance meta-features

Recently, a study by Pimentel and de Carvalho [13] proposed CaD, a new approach for
characterizing a dataset. Their set of meta-features combines two measures: dissimilarity
and correlation. While the former is based on the distance between instances, the latter
represents the pairwise interactions of two instances. The distance-based meta-features
were computed using the Euclidean distance among all of the instances, as described in [12].
As a result, a vector d is created. Using the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient, an
additional vector c containing the correlation among instances is generated:



Meta-feature Description

MF, Mean of d’

MF, Variance of d’

MF3 Standard of deviation of d’

MFy Skewness of d’

MFy Kurtosis of d’

MFg % of values in the interval [0, 0.1]

MF; % of values in the interval (0.1, 0.2]

MF; % of values in the interval (0.2, 0.3]

MFy % of values in the interval (0.3, 0.4]

M Fyg % of values in the interval (0.4, 0.5]

MFy, % of values in the interval (0.5, 0.6]

MFy, % of values in the interval (0.6, 0.7]

MFs % of values in the interval (0.7, 0.8]

MFy, % of values in the interval (0.8, 0.9]

M Fys % of values in the interval (0.9, 1]

M Fys % of values with absolute z-score in the interval [0, 1)
M Fy7 % of values with absolute z-score in the interval [1, 2)
MFg % of values with absolute z-score in the interval [2, 3)
M Fiyq % of values with absolute z-score in the interval [3, 0o)

Table 1: Distance-based meta-features and their description.

C = [C12, s Caps ey Cn—1m) (2)

where n denotes the number of instances and ¢; ; defines the correlation between the i-th
and the j-th instances. Next, the vectors ¢ and d are concatenated to a new vector m.
Then, by normalizing the vector m in the range [0,1], the meta-features described in Table
are extracted. The authors conducted a comprehensive evaluation including more clustering
algorithms and a larger number of datasets than the previous studies mentioned above.

Despite the novelty, simplicity, and satisfactory results demonstrated in the studies de-
scribed above, we believe that further enhancements are needed, and our proposed method
improves upon the existing methods in three main areas.

The first area of improvement addresses the computation of multivariate measures (e.g.,
similarity, distance, etc.) between instances. High-dimensional data are now widely used in
different applications. Usually, multidimensional datasets include some noisy, redundant, or
uninformative features. Thus, using all of the features as a basis for meta-feature generation
can produce misleading results. To resolve this problem, we utilize a dimensionality reduc-
tion technique. Our method generates the meta-features based on the reduced representation
of the instances so that their significant and latent essence is captured.

Furthermore, the studies [12, [13] described above produce a meta-model based on the
combination of multiple internal clustering measures. We extend this research by producing
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a meta-model both for multiple measures and for an individual measure - a model for every
internal index; thus, the meta-model can focus on optimizing a specific clustering measure.

The last area to be considered is the characteristics of the meta-features. The meta-
features in the abovementioned studies largely depend on the interactions exposed (i.e.,
similarity or dissimilarity) among the instances. By constructing a similarity graph, we are
able to reveal latent relationships, which can then be used as meta-features

Graphs are widely used for modeling entity interactions in many domains, including
social and biological networks [20]. In recent years, several convolutional neural network
architectures have been proposed to address a large class of graph-based learning prob-
lems, including learning graph representation [21], 22]. These architectures seek to learn
a continuous vector representation z € RY for a given graph G. Since graphs naturally
embody interconnectivity between data points, we propose using novel graphical embedded
meta-features to address the clustering algorithm selection challenge.

Table [2| summarizes the main properties related to the studies reviewed and the con-
tribution of our work toward the advancement of research in this area. We compare the
meta-learning approaches in terms of the number of datasets used for training a meta-model,
number of clustering algorithms evaluated, number of clustering algorithm categories (e.g.,
partitional algorithms, hierarchical approaches, etc.), and the number of internal measures
that are applied to assess the performance of the clustering algorithm. We can conclude
that based on most of these criteria, our method excels.

Papers de Souto et al. [I1] Vukicevic et al. [I8] Distance-based [I2] CaD [I3] This study
Number of datasets 32 30 84 219 210
Number of clustering algorithms 7 7 7 10 13
Number of algorithm categories 4 2 5 4 6
Number of clustering internal measures 0 0 10 10 10

Table 2: A comparison of approaches for clustering algorithm selection using meta-learning.

3. Methods

At the beginning of this section, we introduce a simple new popularity-based baseline
which is capable of recommending suitable algorithms for a given measure, without addi-
tional significant computational effort for new datasets. Then, we present MARCO-GE, a
novel meta-learning approach for clustering algorithm selection that achieves state-of-the-art
results.

3.1. Popularity-based baseline

We suggest a new simple, yet effective, baseline method based on popularity for algorithm
selection. Usually, a popularity-based approach is used as a strong baseline in ranking tasks
such as recommendation systems [23], 24].

Given a set of clustering algorithms L, two steps are involved in the popularity-based
baseline’s preprocessing. First, for each clustering measure m;, we count the number of
times that each algorithm [ € L obtained the best performance across the dataset collection
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(as explained below in subsection . We denote this score as l,,, #top- Then, a rank
is assigned to every algorithm based on its score l,,, s#i0p. As a result, for each clustering
index m;, a ranked vector W,,, represents the popularity of the algorithms generated. The
algorithms are ranked in ascending order, such that the most frequent algorithm (i.e., the
algorithm that most frequently obtained the best performance) holds the first rank position.

Then, given a previously unseen dataset d,., and a measure m; preferred by the user,
the popularity-based approach provides the vector W,,.. The vector W,,, is precalculated,
and therefore no additional computational effort is required for a new dataset.

To illustrate how the popularity-based baseline works, consider a case in which the
following algorithms are examined: evolutionary algorithm for clustering (EAC), parti-
cle swarm optimization for clustering (PSC), minimum spanning tree (MST), agglomera-
tive single-linkage (SL), agglomerative average-linkage (AL), agglomerative complete-linkage
(CL), agglomerative Ward-linkage (WL), K-means (KM), K-harmonic means (KHM), ker-
nel K-means (KKM), mini batch K-means (MBK), fuzzy C-means (FC), and density-based
spatial clustering applications with noise (DBSCAN); these algorithms are described in more
detail in subsection [£.3.1] The rows in Table [3| present how many times each algorithm held
the first rank position. For example, if the selected measure is the Dunn index, then the
SL algorithm gets the first rank position, followed by AL, EAC, DBSCAN, CL, MST, KM,
KHM, FC, KKM, MBK, PSC, and WL, respectively. Table[d]shows the three top-performing
algorithms for each clustering internal measure.

Index EAC PSC MST SL AL CL WL KM KHM KKM MBK FC DBSCAN
Bezdek-Pal 32 1 18 111 33 2 1 1 1 0 0 3 8
Dunn Index 39 0 11 59 47 13 0 10 7 2 1 3 18
Calinski-Harabasz 22 2 0 4 4 1 21 130 13 1 0 10 2
Silhouette Score 24 6 2 40 55 6 12 53 4 2 3 0 3
Milligan-Cooper 57 16 8 23 30 6 11 31 1 2 2 3 20
Davies-Bouldin 8 0 7 91 66 3 5 21 4 0 2 1 2
Handl-Knowles-Kell 7 14 38 124 9 1 5 6 0 0 0 0 6
Hubert-Levin 47 5 14 41 46 7 5 27 3 2 0 0 13
SD-Scat 3 1 17 29 51 9 15 4 4 1 0 5 71
Xie-Beni 2 0 39 63 61 8 3 0 0 2 2 1 29
Average ranking 28 7 5 29 79 14 8 33 3 2 2 0 0

Table 3: Number of times that each algorithm achieved the highest performance for each of the clustering
internal measures, over 210 datasets. The most frequent algorithm for each internal measure is highlighted.

3.2. MARCO-GE method

MARCO-GE is a meta-learning framework for ranking the performance of clustering
algorithms for a given combination of dataset and clustering evaluation measure. MARCO-
GE consists of two phases: training and inference. During the training phase, we evaluate
and rank the clustering algorithms, analyze multiple datasets, generate meta-features, and
train a ranking meta-model. During the inference phase, the meta-model generated in the
training phase is used to produce a ranked list of promising clustering algorithms for a new
dataset and clustering metric.



Index Top-1 Top-2 Top-3

Bezdek-Pal SL AL MST
Dunn Index SL AL EAC
Calinski-Harabasz KM EAC WL
Silhouette Score AL KM SL
Milligan-Cooper EAC KM AL
Davies-Bouldin SL AL KM
Handl-Knowles-Kell SL MST  PSC
Hubert-Levin EAC AL SL
SD-Scat DBSCAN AL SL
Xie-Beni SL AL MST
Average ranking AL KM SL

Table 4: The three top-performing algorithms for the various clustering internal measures.

3.3. The training phase

During the training phase, we evaluate clustering algorithms on a large collection of
diverse datasets. Then, we generate meta-features that are used to train a meta-model. The
entire training phase is illustrated in Figure [1| and includes four steps; this is followed by a
description of each step.

3.3.1. Clustering algorithm evaluation
In this step (step one), in order to quantify the quality of the obtained solution for each
clustering algorithm on every dataset, the following process is used:

1. Given a collection of datasets D, a set of clustering algorithms L, and an internal
index m;, we quantify the performance of all combinations of d; € D and [, € L using
m;. We denote the result of this evaluation as P, 4, m,. Based on the performance,
we rank the clustering algorithms for each dataset, such that the algorithm with the
best performance occupies the first rank position, and the algorithm with the worst
performance holds the last position. The ranking of each algorithm is defined as
Ry, d;m.-

2. For each d; € D, we select the algorithm which is responsible for the best performance
achieved given the index m;. We refer to this value as Ra; bestm,-

3. We generate the pair (d;, Ry, _best,m; ) and consider the second entry as a label for dataset
d;.

It is important to make the following two points regarding step one. First, to deal
with the non-deterministic nature of some algorithms in L, we repeat this assessment 10
times and compute the average results; thus, the result P, 4, .,, is computed based on the
average performance score of algorithm [, on d;, using m;. Second, the individual internal
index mentioned in Figure [I| can be replaced by computing the average ranking score of
each clustering algorithm’s performance based on multiple internal measures (see subsection

for more details).



@ Graph representation (subsection 3.3.2) @Me‘ra—featur‘e generation (subsection 3.3.3)

Database &)riginal features  Encoded r‘epr‘esen‘raﬁoA ér‘aphical embedded me’ra—fem‘ureg
. ®00000 4, ©0 C(osine & Graph
- P 095 :
— g 9 g 9 gg 8 8 similarity s embedding
00000 C X 087 /
XX X1 LX)
c 0455\.
.=
w T
— & é @ @
Performance S —
Clustering algorithm 1‘—— ‘ Internal index X ‘ }

Clustering algorithm 2‘

Clustering algorithm ‘ Irvn\::’;g;

_ Clustering algorithm..n _

@ Clustering algorithm evaluation (subsection 3.3.1)

("€°€ uo14225gNS) UOI4LDIUD [2POW-DI2W

Figure 1: The training phase - The MARCO-GE workflow starts with a collection of datasets. The clus-
tering algorithms are then evaluated on the datasets using an internal measure (step #1). During the
graph representation step, the PCA algorithm is applied, and a weighted graph is constructed (step #2).
Then, the graph is transformed into a lower-dimensional space (step #3). Finally, a meta-model capable of
recommending high-performing algorithms for previously unseen datasets is created (step #4).

3.3.2. Graph representation

The principal goal of step two is to generate graphical representations of the datasets.
We first describe our motivation, and then we demonstrate the entire process.

Our study is based on the intuition that similar types of datasets are likely to induce
similar performance from clustering algorithms, thus if a given clustering algorithm is effec-
tive for a dataset it will likely also be well-suited for similar datasets. We further expect
that the performance of the given clustering algorithm /; on dataset d; - given by p(d;, ;) -
is mainly influenced by the pairwise connections between the instances of a dataset. Thus,
by modeling these interactions in a graph and creating embedding representations (i.e., our
meta-features) that capture their essence, we will be able to infer dataset similarity in terms
of the algorithm performance. Formally, given a function g, which receives a dataset as input
and returns its embedding, we assume that if g(d;) = g(ds), then p(g(dy), ;) = p(g((d2),;)).

As known, given a set of data points z1,...x,, and pairwise similarities, clustering algo-
rithms seek to expose the intrinsic sub-classes in the data by grouping the data into clusters
so that data points within a cluster are more similar to each other than to those outside the
cluster.
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Since graphs naturally embody the notions of local neighborhood interactions as well
as global properties, the translation of the datasets into graphs is quite direct. Apply-
ing a graph-based method to extract informative meta-features that can quantify dataset
similarity enables us to recommend a suitable algorithm for a new dataset.

To obtain the representation of the dataset’s interactions, we adopt the following proce-
dure: First, every dataset undergoes preprocessing, which includes the following steps:

(a) Removing the class/label column
b) Encoding the nominal attributes into numeric values
¢) Removing features with identical values for all of the instances
d) Removing features with a distinct value for each instance
e) Removing features with more than 40% NaN values

(f) Normalizing all features in the range [0,1]

Then, we apply a dimensionality reduction technique. Dimensionality reduction is the
mapping of high-dimensional data into a meaningful reduced representation [25]. In this
paper, we apply the principal components analysis (PCA) method [26] with low information
loss. One of the most important linear dimensionality reduction techniques, PCA is defined
as an orthogonal linear transformation that converts the data into a lower-dimensional space
by identifying the dimensions with the largest variance.

Next, inspired by [27], we construct a similarity graph G = (V, E) to represent the local
characteristics of the data. A similarity graph is an undirected and weighted graph that is
based on the cosine similarity measure. In a similarity graph, each vertex v; € V' corresponds
to an instance z;, and two vertices are connected via an edge if the similarity s; ; between
the corresponding instances z; and x; is larger than a certain threshold (we set the threshold
value to 0.9). The computation of s; ; is based on the reduced representation of z; and z;,
and the result determines the weight of the edge e = (i,5) € E.

(
(
(
(

3.3.83. Meta-feature generation

During step three, given a graph G, we utilize a graph convolutional neural network
(GCNN) technique to generate its embedding reperesentation. Motivated by the success of
convolutional neural networks (CNNs) in computer vision, numerous studies extended those
methods to graph data [28]. In this study, we incorporate both the graph structure and the
graph label into an embedding representation using a supervised GCNN model. We stack
multiple graph convolutional layers with a readout layer, such that the graph convolutional
layers are responsible for extracting high-level node representations, whereas the readout
layer aggregates node representations into a graph representation.

Definition: Given a set of labeled graphs GL = {(G1,l1),...(Gyn,1,)}, our goal is to

learn a function f : G; — R%, such that max(softmaz(f(G;))) = I; € L, and L is the set of
graphs labels.
Each graph G;=(V, A, D, X) is comprised of: (1) a set V' consisting of nodes {v1,...,v,},
(2) an adjacency matrix A € R™™ where a;; denotes the edge weight between the vertices
v; and vj, (3) a degree matrix D, and (4) a node feature vector matrix X € R"*¢. Each
graph G, also has a corresponding label ;.
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According to a study by Kipf and Welling [29], each graph convolution layer is defined
as follows:

HD — J(FH(I)W(Z)) (3)

where F = D=2 AD~% is the normalized adjacency matrix with added self-loops, W is a
layer-specific weight matrix, o(-) is an activation function (e.g., ReLU), and H® denotes
the node representation matrix in the {** layer; H® = X

Here, the set of graph labels L, consists of the clustering algorithms described in subsec-
tion [£.3.1} Now, given an internal measure m;, the corresponding label for dataset d; € D
which is modeled by G is Ry, pest,m, (See subsection . In addition, X is defined using
the DeepWalk framework for weighted graphs. DeepWalk is an effective empirical method
for learning a fixed-size embedding representation [30] for each vertex in a graph. Given
a graph G = (V, E) with attributes S € RIVI*® where b is the size of the feature space,
DeepWalk generates X € RIVI*? such that d << b. In our study, S represents the reduced
feature matrix obtained from the PCA procedure. The method’s ability to capture the graph
topology, along with the fact that d is a predetermined parameter, enable us to create an
enhanced GCNN model with fixed-size feature dimensions.

Algorithm 1 summarizes the meta-feature generation step.

Algorithm 1 Meta-feature generation(MFQG)

1: procedure MFG (Measure m;, GL={(G1, Ra, best.m;)s - - - - (G, Ry, best.m;) }» SO
={S1,...,5.})
X+ 0
for each S; in SS do
X new < WeightedDeepWalk(S;)
X +— X UX_ new
GCNN _model < CreateGCNN_model(GL, X)
MetaFeatures_set < GCN N _model.get AllEmbeddings()
return MetaFeatures_set

3.8.4. Meta-model creation

The key idea of this work is to produce an enriched meta-model (step 4) capable of
recommending the top-performing clustering algorithm(s) for a combination of an unseen
dataset and clustering evaluation measure.

To train a ranking model that optimizes a clustering evaluation metric m;, we collected a
large labeled training set. For each combination of d; € D and and [, € L (as mentioned, D
and L are respectively collections of datasets and clustering algorithms), we create a training
instance t that includes the following information:

1. Mg, m, - the set of meta-features generated in the meta-feature generation step (ex-
plained in subsection |3.3.3|)

2. M, - a single discrete feature describing [,
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3. Ry, d;m; - the rank obtained by algorithm [, for dataset d; using m; (see subsection

for more details)
Eventually, ¢ = { Mg, m, U M, U Ry, 4;.m, }-

Next, we use the ranking version of the XGBoost algorithm [31] as a meta-learner, since
prior research [9] showed that XGBoost is well suited for producing a list of promising can-
didates. Once the meta-model has been trained, predictions for previously unseen datasets
can be made. The meta-model creation step is summarized in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Meta-model creation

1: procedure CREATEMODEL(Measure m;, GL={(G1, Ra, pest.m;)s - - - s (Gns Ra,,_best.m;) }+
SS ={S51,...,8,}, algorithms L, datasets D )
MetaFeatures_set < MPG(m;, GL,SS) > See Algorithm 1
training_set < ()
for each d; in D do
Mg, m, < MetaFeatures_set. GetMetaFeatures(d;)
Py; m, < EvaluatePerformance(d;, L, m;)
for each [, in L do
M,, < GetDiscreteFeature(l,)
Ry, 4;m; < Pi;m;-GetRanking([,)
current_features < (Mg, m, U Mo U Ry, 4, .m,;)
training_set < (training_set U current_features)
RankingMetaModel < XGBoost(training_set)
return RankingMetaModel

— =
= O

— =
[SVI \V]

3.4. The inference phase

During the inference phase, we select a trained meta-model based on the clustering
measure preferred by the user and generate a list of clustering algorithms, sorted by their
predicted performance on a new dataset dye;.

This phase is described in Figure [2| and consists of three steps:

1. We generate a graph Gy, which models d;.s; by following the process described in
subsection [3.3.21

2. Given Gieg, a set of meta-features M., are created (see subsection .

3. For each [, € L, we generate M, (i.e., a nominal feature describing ) and create
the joint meta-feature vector { M.y U M, }. Then, based on all of the meta-feature
vectors, the XGBoost trained meta-model produces a list of all clustering algorithms
in L, ranked by their predicted performance.

4. Evaluation

To assess our method as a meta-learning approach that addresses the task of recom-
mending the appropriate algorithm for a given dataset and evaluation measure, two dif-
ferent modes were evaluated: the average ranking model mode and the individual model
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Figure 2: The inference phase - given the meta-features of a previously unseen dataset, MARCO-GE selects
a trained meta-model according to the clustering index preferred by the user. Then, MARCO-GE produces
a ranked list of clustering algorithms.

mode. As described below, we conducted an extensive evaluation with 210 datasets, 13 clus-
tering algorithms, and 10 internal clustering measures. The two state-of-the-art methods
[13] are compared to MARCO-GE using the following measures: mean reciprocal rank and
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient.

4.1. Fvaluation modes
We evaluated MARCO-GE with two different modes:

1. Average ranking model mode - In this mode, 10 diverse clustering internal mea-
sures are combined to evaluate the clustering algorithms’ performance on the different
datasets. For each dataset and clustering algorithm, 10 different estimations were
produced (by the 10 different indices). To merge them, we used the average ranking
combination technique which has been used in previous studies [12, [13]. First, for each
internal measure, the performance of the 13 clustering algorithms is ranked. Then,
the mean position value for each algorithm on all indices is computed. As a result, the
best algorithm is in the first rank position while the worst algorithm occupies the last
rank position.

2. Individual model mode - In this mode, the solutions of the clustering algorithms
are ranked by a particular internal measure. A unique ranking meta-model is built for
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each of the 10 internal indices. In total, 10 different meta-models were built, each of
which optimizes a specific clustering measure.

4.2. Datasets

We conduct our experiments on 210 datasets ] all of which are available in the following
online repositories: Kaggle[]| KEEL[] OpenMLJ| and UCI]| These datasets cover a wide
range of domains (e.g., medicine, natural science, etc.) and are quite varied with respect to
their size, the number of features, and their composition. Figure |3| shows the dimensions of
the datasets.

Three sets of meta-features were extracted from each dataset: (a) distance-based fea-
tures [12], (b) correlation and distance-based features, denoted as CaD [I3], (c) graphical
embedded-based features. The first two, which were used in prior studies, are described in
subsections [2.2.4] and [2.2.5] respectively, while the latter, which is proposed in this study, is
described in subsection [3.21
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Figure 3: Datasets’ dimensions.

2All datasets are merged in https://bit.ly/300500p
3https://www.kaggle.com
4https://sci2s.ugr.es/keel /datasets.php
Shttps://www.openml.org
Shttps://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml/datasets.php
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4.3. Measures

Since our core idea is to recommend high-performing algorithms for a given combination
of dataset and evaluation measure, we use the mean reciprocal rank (MRR) measure. The
MRR is a statistical measure used to evaluate the rank of the first correct recommendation:

1 1
MRR=— 4
Rk | D| o rank; )

where D refers to the number of datasets evaluated and rank; represents the ranking of the
algorithm with the top-performance for the i — th dataset. The MRR assumes values over
the range [0,1], where one indicates that the top-performing algorithm was recommended.
By using this measure, we can determine the average ranking of the first correct recommen-
dation.

Additionally, in order to estimate the quality of the algorithms’ recommended list, the
commonly used measure Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (SRC) is used. Given the
actual ranking a = (ay,...,a,) and the predicted ranking p = (p1,...,p,), the SRC is used
to evaluate the similarity between these ranked lists. The SRC measure is defined as follows:

SRC(a.p) = 1 92zt = pi)° (5)

nd—n

where n is the number of candidate algorithms. The SRC value ranges from [-1,1]. The
larger the value, the greater the similarity between the actual and predicted ranking. This
measure has been used in previous meta-learning studies [11], 12}, [13] for assessing the degree
of agreement between the actual and recommended lists.

4.3.1. Clustering algorithms

In this paper, 13 widely used clustering algorithms are evaluated on a diverse num-
ber of datasets[] These algorithms have been chosen to provide a wide range of analyses
from different perspectives. The algorithms selected represent various clustering algorithm
categories, as seen in Table )] The clustering algorithms evaluated are:

1) Evolutionary algorithm for clustering (EAC) is a genetic algorithm, which is
capable of automatically finding the optimal number of clusters for a given dataset [32]. The
solution quality (fitness) is evaluated by using the silhouette metric.

2) Particle swarm optimization for clustering (PSC) is a biologically-inspired al-
gorithm motivated by an analogy to a flock of birds [33]. The algorithm maintains a set of
potential solutions, i.e., particles, where each particle represents a solution to an optimiza-
tion problem. For clustering, a particle represents a potential cluster’s center. The particles
move in the search space and are ultimately positioned and divided by the natural groups
of data. The number of clusters is an input parameter.

3) Minimum spanning tree (MST) is used to successfully detect clusters of a het-
erogeneous nature [34]. Given a dataset, the algorithm generates a complete graph G of

"The implementation of several algorithms and several clustering internal measures are taken from
https://github.com/ItayGabbay/ClusteringAlgorithmSelection.

16



the dataset. Then, an MST is constructed from G. By removing the edges that satisfy a
predefined inconsistency criterion, a solution with & clusters is produced.

Hierarchical agglomerative clustering: This is a bottom-up approach, which gen-
erates a series of models with a number of clusters from n (each data point is an individual
cluster) to one (all of the data points in one cluster) [35]. In each step, the approach merges
the pair of clusters that minimally increases a given linkage distance. The linkage criterion
determines which distance should be used between data point sets. Methods 3, 4, 5, and 6
are examples of algorithms with different linkage criteria.

4) Agglomerative single-linkage (SL) merges the two clusters with the minimal pair-
wise distance [36]. A heuristic is used to determine the number of clusters. During the
merging process, the silhouette [37] value is calculated for every partition achieved, and the
one with the maximum value is the best solution.

5) Agglomerative average-linkage (AL) combines the clusters C; and C; with the
minimal average distance between pair of points, where one point is from cluster C;, and
the other point is from cluster Cj.

6) Agglomerative complete-linkage (CL) links the two clusters with the shortest
distance between the points farthest from each cluster, i.e., with the smallest diameter [3§].

7) Agglomerative ward-linkage (WL) finds the pair of clusters that lead to the
minimal increase in the variance after merging.

8) K-means (KM) is the most commonly used simple clustering method [39]. The
algorithm clusters data points into a predefined number of groups based on the similarities
between them. This technique is sensitive to the initialization of the clusters’ centers.

9) K-harmonic means (KHM) is a technique that overcomes the K-means method’s
problem regarding the initialization sensitivity. Using the harmonic mean, the algorithm
defines the clusters’ centers [40]. Thus, the solution provided is independent of initialization
of the clusters’ centers. The number of clusters is an input parameter.

10) Kernel K-means (KKM) is an algorithm that follows the same procedure as the
KM, except for the distance calculation method, which differs [41]. A kernel method is used
instead of the Euclidean distance to find clusters that are nonlinearly separable in the input
space.

11) Mini batch K-means (MBK) is a variant of the KM algorithm, which utilizes
mini batches to improve the algorithm’s efficiency in terms of computation time.

12) Fuzzy C-means (FC) allows each data point to belong to multiple clusters by
assigning a membership score to each data point that corresponds to each cluster’s center.
The membership score M; ¢, is determined on the basis of the distance between point i
to cluster center C;. The closer the data point is to the cluster’s center, the greater its
membership score for the particular cluster center [42].

13) Density-based spatial clustering applications with noise (DBSCAN) is an
algorithm which effectively discovers clusters with different shapes; it also deals with noise
and outliers [43]. The solution is produced by combining dense areas separated by regions
of sparse areas. A distance threshold Eps is an input parameter. By using a heuristic
which defines a small value for Eps and increasing it by 10% in each iteration, we achieve a
partition where the outliers are less than 10% of the data.
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The following algorithms: PSC, AL, CL, WL, KM, KHM, KKM, MBK, and FC require
knowledge of the number of clusters (K) in advance. As done in a prior study [12], by
using all of the internal measures presented in the subsection that follows, we evaluate the
solutions of the four remaining algorithms that don’t require the value of the parameter K
in advance. Then, based on the number of clusters in the best partitioning solution, we
define the value of K.

Category Algorithms
Bio-inspired EAC and PSC
Graph-based  MST

Hierarchical SL, AL, CL, WL
Partitional KM, KHM, KKM, MBK
Fuzzy FC

Density-based DBSCAN

Table 5: The clustering algorithm categories evaluated.

4.83.2. Internal clustering evaluation indices

Since clustering is an unsupervised task, most of the relevant problems do not maintain
a priori knowledge about the solution of a given clustering problem. Thus, in this paper, we
chose 10 widely used internal measures [44] which represent different aspects such as cluster
compactness and cluster separation.

As mentioned above (subsection [2.2.1]), some internal measures follow the notions of
inter/intra cluster measures. While, intra-cluster measures assess cluster compactness, inter-
cluster measures assess the quality of the separation between clusters. There are several
definitions of inter/intra measures available. In this work, we chose the largest diameter of
a cluster as the intra-cluster measure and the sum of pairwise distances between data points
from two different clusters as the inter-cluster measure. All of the indices use the Fuclidean
distance between data points.

The indices are:

1) Davies-Bouldin [45] is a function of the average similarity between each cluster and
its most similar one. In the context of this index, the similarity is defined as a measure that
balances intra-cluster scatter against inter-cluster separation. The better the clusters, the
less the value of the index.

2) Calinski-Harabasz [46], also known as the variance ratio criterion, is defined as the
ratio of between-cluster dispersion and inter-cluster dispersion for all clusters. The higher
the score, the better the clusters’ quality.

3) Bezdek-Pal [47] is an average value of all of the inter-cluster distances. The better
the partition, the higher the value of the index.

4) Dunn index [48] computes the ratio between the smallest separation value and the
largest compactness value. Maximizing this ratio leads to a better solution.

5) Silhouette score [49] is a measure of how similar a data point is to the cluster it
belongs to, compared to its similarlity to other clusters. The best value is 1 and the worst
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value is -1. A high value implies that the data point is well matched to its own cluster,
whereas a value close to -1 indicates that the point is assigned to the wrong cluster.

6) Milligan-Cooper [50] is a maximization criterion based on the point biserial index,
which is a statistical correlation measure between continuous and binary variables. For each
pair of points, a point biserial correlation is calculated between the corresponding values
in the distance matrix and a dummy variable which indicates whether or not they were
assigned to the same cluster. A value of zero is assigned if the two corresponding points are
clustered together by the algorithm, otherwise a value of one is assigned.

7) Handl-Knowles-Kell [51] assesses how well a given clustering solution follows the
idea of grouping neighboring data points together, into the same cluster. The value of the
index increases when there are differences in the clustering of some data point and the
clustering of its neighbors.

8) Hubert-Levin [52] evaluates whether similar data points share the same cluster and
whether data points with a large distance between them are allocated to different clusters.
Clustering quality increases when the value of the index decreases.

9) SD-Scat [53] measures the average compactness of clusters by computing the scat-
tering within clusters. A small value indicates compact clusters.

10) Xie-Beni [54] is defined as the ratio of the overall variation to the smallest distance
between the clusters. When the data has been appropriately clustered, the index value
should be low.

Table [6] presents the internal indices, their respective domains, objectives, and mathe-
matical formulations. We use those algorithms and indices to create the meta-knowledge.

4.4. FExperimental setup

We used the following setup in all of our experiments:

1. We used DeepWalk’s default parameters for a weighted graph to create the feature
matrix X described in subsection [3.3.3} number-walks = 10, representation-size = 64,
walk-length = 40, window-size = 5.

2. We used the Deep Graph Library (DGL) [55] to build the GCNN models (average
ranking model and the 10 individual models for each internal measure). Every model
consists of four graph convolution layers.

3. We train all GCNN models for a maximum of 50 epochs (training iterations) using the
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.006. We stop training if the loss does not
decrease for 10 consecutive epochs.

4. We set the embedding dimensions for each dataset in every model to 300.

5. The values of the learning rate, number of graph convolutional layers, and embedding
size were determined in a preliminary experiment and were fixed for all datasets ]

8Learning rate of {0.001, 0.002, 0.003, 0.004, 0.005, 0.006, 0.01}, number of graph convolutional layers
{2, 3, 4, 5, 6}, and embedding dimensions of {50, 100, 200, 300, 400, 500} were tested, and respectively
0.006, 4, 300 were found to produce the best results with reasonable efficiency across all models
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Table 6: Description of internal indices. Mathematical symbols: D— dataset; n— number of instances in D;
ng— number of pairs of instances in D; n,,— number of pairs of instances belonging to the same cluster; n,—
number of pairs of instances belonging to different clusters; c— center of D; NC'— number of clusters; C;—
the i-th cluster; n;— number of instances in C;; ¢;— center of C;; d(x,y)— distance between x and y; sq—
standard deviation of all distances; o(C;)— variance vector of C;; L— parameter determining the number
of neighbors to be considered; S,,;»— sum of the x smallest distances in ng; Syee— sum of the x largest
distances in n;; a(x)— average distance between the the zth sample and all other samples included in the
ith cluster; b(z)— minimum average distance between the ath sample and all of the samples clustered in
kth cluster for k # i .

6. We evaluated the performance of all of the meta-learner models using the leave-one-out
procedure. For each dataset evaluated d; € D, we trained the ranking model using
meta-features from d; € D, where i # j and D is a collection of datasets. Then, d; is
used to test the XGBoost model generated.

7. We used the XGBoost algorithm to train the ranking model. We chose the objective
function: ’rank:pairwise.” For each clustering measure, we set the hyperparameters
based on a preliminary study. These parameters are identical for all of the datasets
used and all of the methods evaluated. The hyperparameters of each model will be
available in the code repository.

5. Evaluation results

In this section, we first present the results and an analysis of the average ranking mode.
Then, we evaluate the individual model mode and discuss the results of the popularity-
based baseline. Finally, we analyze both the importance of applying the PCA algorithm
and MARCO-GE’s sensitivity across several hyperparameters.

5.1. FEvaluation results: average ranking model mode
The three meta-learning methods: distance-based, CaD, and MARCO-GE are compared
with each other and with the standard ranking baseline. The standard ranking baseline
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represents the average ranking over all of the training datasets. The results of our evaluation
are shown in Table [7], where it is clear that MARCO-GE has both the highest average
SRC and the highest average MRR over the 210 datasets evaluated. As shown in Table

Measure Standard Ranking Distance-Based CaD MARCO-GE
SRC 0.608 0.620 0.608 0.639
MRR 0.562 0.571 0.559 0.825

Table 7: Average ranking model results - the average SRC and MRR values of the methods evaluated over
210 clustering datasets. The best results with statistical significance are highlighted.

MARCO-GE also outperforms the standard ranking baseline by a wide margin.

Not only did MARCO-GE suggest the most similar recommendation (with regard to the
actual ranking) with an average SRC of 0.639, it also needs to sample much fewer algorithms
in order to make a perfect recommendation.

We used the Friedman test to validate the statistical significance of the differences be-
tween the methods evaluated [56] for each measure separately. The null hypothesis that the
four methods perform the same and the observed differences are merely random was rejected
with p <0.01. We proceeded with Wilcoxon signed-rank post-hoc tests and conclude that
the differences between MARCO-GE and the other methods were found to be statistically
significant with p <0.01.

5.1.1. Discussion: average ranking model results.

Additional analysis of the results presented in the previous section yielded several inter-
esting insights about the merits of MARCO-GE over the other methods.

MARCO-GE is more robust than the CaD and distance-based methods. Ta-
bles [§ and [J] present the three datasets for which MARCO-GE and the other state-of-the-art
methods (CaD and distance-based) have the greatest differences for the SRC measure. In
each case, MARCO-GE outperforms CaD and distance-based by a significant margin. These
results lead us to conclude that our method is capable of adapting in scenarios where the
dataset in question has uncommon characteristics that may cause the other approaches to
be ineffective (e.g., a small number of features or instances). In cases such as these, the
embedding representations obtained from the transformation of datasets to graphs in our
method provide better performance for the average ranking model than the predetermined
meta-features that are proposed by the other leading approaches examined.

Dataset Name Improvement in SRC  Suggested Eeason

Congressional-voting 0.521 Missing values and large number of features
Rabe_266 0.308 Small number of features

calendarDOW 0.297 Large number of features

Table 8: Average ranking model results - the top-3 datasets with the greatest improvement in the SRC mea-
sure between MARCO-GE and the CaD method. Positive values indicate better performance by MARCO-
GE.
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Dataset Name Improvement in SRC  Suggested Reason

Congressional-voting 0.516 Missing values and large number of features
calendarDOW 0.426 Large number of features
rmftsa ctoarrivals 0.297 Rare dataset type in our training set +

small number of features

Table 9: Average ranking model results - the top-3 datasets with the greatest improvement in the SRC

measure between MARCO-GE and the distance-based method. Positive values indicate better performance
by MARCO-GE.

MARCO-GE is consistently better at identifying the optimal algorithm. In
addition to achieving the top MRR score (0.825), our approach recommended the best
algorithm in the first rank position on 156 out of the 210 evaluated datasets. As shown in
Table [10] this value is significantly higher than any of the other methods.

Method Name Number of Datasets with Top Performance

distance-based 79 (37.6%)
CaD 79 (37.6%)
MARCO-GE 156 (74.2%)

Table 10: Average ranking model results - the number of datasets for each method for which the optimal
algorithm is recommended. The best results are highlighted.
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Figure 4: Average ranking model results - average MRRQK over 210 datasets obtained by distance-based,
CaD and MARCO-GE vs the number of recommended algorithms.

MARCO-GE is consistently better than the distance-based and CaD meth-
ods. In order to determine whether the overall recommendation quality of MARCO-GE is
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higher than the distance-based and CaD methods, we analyze these approaches based on
their top-X ranked algorithms. In Figure 4] we present the MRR@K results when choosing
the best-performing algorithm out of the top-K recommendations. While all of the meth-
ods show improved performance, MARCO-GE achieves an MRR@K greater than 0.8 after
evaluating only three algorithms. In addition, it can be seen that our method converges
after evaluating four algorithms, whereas the other methods converge after evaluating six
algorithms. From the end user perspective, MARCO-GE has beneficial added value: to find
an optimal algorithm for a given problem, fewer algorithms should be considered.

5.2. Bvaluation results: individual model mode

In the individual model evaluation, a unique model was created for each of the 10 internal
measures. The mean values of the SRC and MRR measures for each index over 210 datasets
are summarized in Tables [I1] and [12] respectively.

Index Distance-Based CaD MARCO-GE
Bezdek-Pal 0.552 0.552 0.589
Dunn Index 0.558 0.563 0.597
Calinski-Harabasz 0.682 0.706 0.733
Silhouette score 0.613 0.605 0.645
Milligan-Cooper 0.463 0.480 0.534
Davies-Bouldin 0.607 0.604 0.641
Handl-Knowles-Kell 0.635 0.625 0.682
Hubert-Levin 0.482 0.464 0.528
SD-Scat 0.447 0.451 0.504
Xie-Beni 0.398 0.407 0.468

Table 11: Individual model results - the average SRC values of the evaluated methods over 210 clustering
datasets. The best results with statistical significance are highlighted.

Index Distance-Based CaD MARCO-GE
Bezdek-Pal 0.599 0.601 0.759
Dunn Index 0.460 0.449 0.699
Calinski-Harabasz 0.657 0.654 0.680
Silhouette score 0.472 0.435 0.666
Milligan-Cooper 0.302 0.313 0.486
Davies-Bouldin 0.633 0.612 0.689
Handl-Knowles-Kell 0.660 0.657 0.818
Hubert-Levin 0.425 0.367 0.703
SD-Scat 0.437 0.417 0.805
Xie-Beni 0.444 0.447 0.808

Table 12: Individual model results - the average MRR values of the evaluated methods over 210 clustering
datasets. The best results with statistical significance are highlighted.
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We used the Friedman test to validate the statistical significance of the differences be-
tween the methods evaluated [56] for the results presented in Tables [11] and The null
hypothesis that the three methods perform the same and the observed differences are merely
random was rejected with p <0.01 for almost all models (the MRR of Davies-Bouldin was
rejected with p <0.02, and the MRR of Calinski-Harabasz was not statistically significant).
We proceeded with Wilcoxon signed-rank post-hoc tests and conclude that the differences
between MARCO-GE and all of the other methods were found to be statistically significant
with p <0.01.

As can be seen by the experimental results presented in Tables and regarding
the SRC and MRR results, MARCO-GE outperforms the other methods by a significant
margin for all measures, except for the MRR of the Calinski-Harabasz metric where there
was no statistically significant difference. Based on these results, we can infer that our
proposed graphical embedded characterization is better at (1) identifying the rankings overall
(measured by the SRC), as well as (2) recommending high-performing algorithms, where the
lowest position of the first candidate is among the top-2 algorithms (minimum MRR of ~
0.5), than the distance-based and CaD methods.

5.2.1. Discussion: individual model results

We compared the performance of MARCO-GE to that of the baselines (distance-based
and CaD) and reached the following conclusions:

MARCO-GE is a more robust approach. We analyzed 10 cases in which the im-
provement in the SRC measure of MARCO-GE and the other methods (CaD and distance-
based) were the greatest, in an attempt to identify the reasons for MARCO-GE’s superior
performance. The results of our analysis of CaD and distance-based are summarized in Ta-
bles [13] and [14], respectively. It is clear that our approach is better suited for datasets with
diverse properties (e.g., datasets that combine different types of features, have low /high di-
mensionality (features and instances), and contain missing values. These results prove that
our methods also address ”challenging” and diverse datasets and are thus, more generic and
robust. Furthermore, we argue that the results validate the core idea of our method: mod-
eling the latent interactions among the instances of a dataset provides better representation
for algorithm selection based on an individual measure than the predefined meta-features
that are used by the CaD and distance-based methods.

Index Dataset Name Improvement in SRC  Suggested Reason

Milligan-Cooper  badges2 0.737 Combination of nominal and numeric features + small number of instances
SD-Scat autoUniv-au7-500 0.724 Combination of nominal and numeric features

Bezdek-Pal hayes-roth 0.627 Small number of instances and features

Xie-Beni TKDSalesRegion4 0.605 Small number of instances

Dunn Index fri_¢3_500_50 0.599 Large number of features

Table 13: Individual model results - the top-5 datasets with the greatest improvement in the SRC measure
between MARCO-GE and the CaD method. Positive values represent better performance by MARCO-GE.

MARCO-GE is consistently better at recommending the top-performing al-
gorithms. Similar to our analysis of the average ranking model, the results presented in
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Index Dataset Name Improvement in SRC  Suggested Reason

Xie-Beni TKDSalesRegion4 0.833 Small number of instances

Milligan-Cooper ~ Echocardiogram 0.799 Missing values + combination of nominal and numeric features
SD-Scat autoUniv-au7-500 0.798 Combination of nominal and numeric features
Calinski-Harabasz Echocardiogram 0.755 Missing values + combination of nominal and numeric features
Dunn Index fri_c3-500_50 0.610 Large number of features

Table 14: Individual model results - the top-5 datasets with the greatest improvement in the SRC measure
between MARCO-GE and the distance-based method. Positive values represent better performance by
MARCO-GE.

Table [15] demonstrate that MARCO-GE is more consistent at recommending optimal algo-
rithms that are in first place in the ranked lists. Moreover, while both baselines were able to
produce a correct recommendation for more than half of the datasets (>104) in two indices,
our method was able to do so in eight of the 10 measures evaluated.

Index Distance-Based CaD MARCO-GE
Bezdek-Pal 90 89 135
Dunn Index 48 46 121
Calinski-Harabasz 122 117 125
Silhouette score 59 48 105
Milligan-Cooper 19 22 46
Davies-Bouldin 90 88 110
Handl-Knowles-Kell 122 121 152
Hubert-Levin 29 48 104
SD-Scat 51 49 151
Xie-Beni 53 47 149

Table 15: Individual model results - the number of datasets for each approach for which the optimal algorithm
was recommended. The best results are highlighted.

MARCO-GE is consistently better than the baselines. In the previous point, we
evaluated the performance of MARCO-GE and both baselines based on their top recom-
mendation (i.e., a single algorithm). Now, we examine the overall recommendation quality
by evaluating the performance of the best top-K recommended algorithms. To do so, we
analyzed the MRRQK (where K is the number of recommended algorithms considered) of
MARCO-GE and the compared methods on two internal measures (the silhouette score and
the Milligan-Cooper index) on which our method obtained the worst results, as seen in Table
15

The results, illustrated in Figure [5 show that MARCO-GE is consistently better than
the CaD and distance-based methods. It can be observed that while the MRR@K increases
with the number of recommended algorithms for all methods, MARCO-GE outperforms the
other methods by a wide and significant margin. These results indicate that our method
is not only more consistent in its performance but that it is also able to avoid assigning
unsuitable algorithms to a given dataset.
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Figure 5: Individual model results - the average MRRQK over 210 datasets obtained by distance-based,
CaD, and MARCO-GE vs the number of recommended algorithms.

We can conclude that the ranked lists produced by MARCO-GE are effective overall, as
they consist of multiple algorithms that achieve high performance for various datasets.

To summarize the last two points, we believe that the significant improvements in the
MRR measure obtained by MARCO-GE derive from the supervised GCNN model used.
Since the MRR measure obtains the maximum value when the best algorithm is ranked in
the first position, and the GCNN model aims to detect the top-1 algorithm, the improvement
in the MRR measure is more prominent than the SRC measure (20.9 % vs 4.7%, on average).

5.3. Popularity-based baseline

The popularity-based baseline proposed in this study is a ranking model based on the
frequency of the algorithms as the best performers. The results, presented in Table show

Index Popularity-Based | Distance-Based CaD MARCO-GE

SRC MRR SRC MRR | SRC MRR | SRC MRR
Bezdek-Pal 0.433 0.664 0.552  0.599 | 0.552 0.601 | 0.589 0.759
Dunn Index 0.386 0.510 0.558  0.460 | 0.563 0.449 | 0.597 0.699
Calinski-Harabasz 0.282 0.727 0.682  0.657 | 0.706 0.654 | 0.733 0.680
Silhouette score 0.504 0.375 0.613 0472 |0.605 0.435 | 0.645 0.666
Milligan-Cooper 0.291 0.455 0.463 0.302 | 0.480 0.313 | 0.534 0.486
Davies-Bouldin 0.382 0.648 0.607 0.633 | 0.604 0.612 | 0.641 0.689
Handl-Knowles-Kell | 0.325 0.730 0.635 0.660 | 0.625 0.657 | 0.682 0.818
Hubert-Levin 0.312 0.390 0482 0425 |0.464 0.367 | 0.528 0.703
SD-Scat 0.272 0.556 0.447 0437 | 0.451 0417 | 0.504 0.805
Xie-Beni 0.351 0.554 0.398 0.444 | 0.407 0.447 | 0.468 0.808
Average ranking 0.518 0.557 0.620  0.571 | 0.608 0.559 | 0.639 0.825

Table 16: The average SRC and MRR of the evaluated methods over 210 datasets and 11 clustering measures.

that MARCO-GE outperforms all of the evaluated methods, including the popularity-based
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approach. However, the popularity-based method provides reasonable performance and even
demonstrates better MRR results than the other state-of-the-art methods (distance-based
and CaD) in eight of the 11 indices. Although the popularity-based approach does not
require computational effort, except for the evaluation of clustering algorithms’ solutions, it
is better at identifying the optimal algorithm.

5.4. Analysis of the PCA technique’s importance

The purpose of this section is to analyze the effect of using the PCA algorithm on
MARCO-GE’s performance. We conducted an ablation study with 210 datasets, using the
same settings described in subsection [4.4] Table [17] presents the performance results of the
average ranking model, with and without applying PCA.

Measure MARCO-GE without PCA MARCO-GE with PCA
SRC 0.618 0.639
MRR 0.738 0.825

Table 17: Average ranking model results - the average SRC and MRR values of MARCO-GE using two
configurations: with PCA and without PCA method. The mean values are computed based on 210 datasets.

We used the Wilcoxon signed-rank test to validate the statistical significance of the
differences between the corresponding values of SRC and MRR using two configurations:
with PCA and without PCA. The null hypothesis that our method performs the same
with and without PCA and the observed differences are merely random was rejected with
p<0.000003 and p<0.000006 for the SRC and MRR measures, respectively.

Based on these results, we can conclude that the PCA algorithm contributes to the
predictive performance of the proposed method. Moreover, the PCA algorithm enables
MARCO-GE to focus on the most informative edges in the graphs and disregard the re-
maining edges. This also results in reduced computational effort during the the embedding
calculation (decreased by a factor of three).

5.5. Hyperparameter sensitivity

In these experiments, we investigate the influence of the configuration of the GCNN
model on MARCO-GE’s performance, in two respects: the model depth (number of graph
convolutional layers) and graph embedding size. In order to evaluate how changes to the
parameterization affect MARCO-GE’s performance on the clustering algorithm selection
task, we examined the average ranking measure and the Bezdek-Pal internal index. For these
experiments, we randomly sampled 50 of the 210 datasets and set the number of epochs to
10. Except for the hyperparameter being tested, we set all of the other parameters with
the values described in subsection [£.4. We then varied the GCNN model depth from two to
six layers and varied the size of the graph embedding using the following values {50, 100,
200, 300, 400, 500}. The effects of varying the embedding size and the model depth on the
performance of MARCO-GE are depicted in Figure [0}

From the figures, we can observe that as the embedding size and model depth increased
from 50 to 300 and from two to four, respectively, the mean values of the SRC and MRR
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Figure 6: Influence of model depth (number of layers) and embedding size on MARCO-GE’s performance.
We present the SRC and MRR results for both the average ranking measure and the Bezdek-Pal index.

also increase, attaining their maximum from a four-layer model and an embedding size of
300. In addition, in most cases, we can see that: (1) both of these parameters have relatively
high impact on MARCO-GE’s performance, (2) the performance of our method degrades if
the model is deeper than four layers, (3) our method obtains better results when utilizing
high-dimensional vectors (300, 400, 500) than using low-dimensional vectors (50, 100), (4)
using an embedding size of 300, the SRC measure achieved the best results for all depths,
except for a depth of six, as seen in Figure and (5) the best results for the MRR measure
are obtained by using an embedding size of 300 and a depth smaller than five.
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6. Conclusions and future work

In this study, we introduced MARCO-GE, a meta-learning method aimed at recom-
mending the best clustering algorithms for a given dataset and evaluation measure. By
modeling the interactions of the dataset’s instances as a graph and extracting an embed-
ding representation that serves the same function as meta-features, we were able to develop
a meta-learning model capable of effectively recommending top-performing algorithms for
previously unseen datasets. Our proposed approach outperforms leading existing solutions
such as the CaD and distance-based methods, while also proving itself highly effective with
”challenging” datasets (e.g., those with high-dimensionality) and on the task of identifying
the optimal algorithm in the first rank position.

For future work, new meta-features representing additional elements of the datasets can
be extracted from the graphical representation of the dataset. In addition, the robustness
of the meta-model can be improved by including more datasets. Finally, enabling MARCO-
GE to recommend both algorithms and hyperparameter configurations could enhance the
capabilities of our method.
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