2405.06899v1 [cs.DS] 11 May 2024

arxXiv

Towards Metric DBSCAN: Exact, Approximate, and Streaming
Algorithms

GUANLIN MO* and SHIHONG SONG?", University of Science and Technology of China, China
HU DINGT, University of Science and Technology of China, China

DBSCAN is a popular density-based clustering algorithm that has many different applications in practice.
However, the running time of DBSCAN in high-dimensional space or general metric space (e.g., clustering a
set of texts by using edit distance) can be as large as quadratic in the input size. Moreover, most of existing
accelerating techniques for DBSCAN are only available for low-dimensional Euclidean space. In this paper,
we study the DBSCAN problem under the assumption that the inliers (the core points and border points) have
a low intrinsic dimension (which is a realistic assumption for many high-dimensional applications), where the
outliers can locate anywhere in the space without any assumption. First, we propose a k-center clustering
based algorithm that can reduce the time-consuming labeling and merging tasks of DBSCAN to be linear.
Further, we propose a linear time approximate DBSCAN algorithm, where the key idea is building a novel
small-size summary for the core points. Also, our algorithm can be efficiently implemented for streaming data
and the required memory is independent of the input size. Finally, we conduct our experiments and compare
our algorithms with several popular DBSCAN algorithms. The experimental results suggest that our proposed
approach can significantly reduce the computational complexity in practice.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Density-based clustering is an important clustering model for many real-world applications [44].
Roughly speaking, the goal of density-based clustering is to identify the dense subsets from a given
data set in some metric space. Unlike other clustering algorithms (e.g., the center-based clustering
algorithms like k-means clustering [63]), the density-based clustering algorithms are particularly
useful to extract clusters of arbitrary shapes with outliers. So they also can be applied to solve outlier
recognition problems [10]. In the past decades, a number of density-based clustering algorithms
have been proposed [2, 5, 23, 51]. DBSCAN (Density Based Spatial Clustering of Applications
with Noise), which was proposed by Ester et al. [23], is one of the most popular density-based
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clustering algorithms and has been extensively applied to various practical areas [26, 33, 59]. Due
to its substantial contributions in practice, the original DBSCAN paper was awarded the test of time
award in ACM KDD 2014.

Though the DBSCAN method often achieves promising clustering performance in practice, the
high computational complexity can be prohibitive for applications in large-scale data. Suppose
the input data size is n. The worst-case time complexity of DBSCAN is ®(n?). Obviously this
quadratic complexity is far from satisfying for large n in practice, and thus it motivated several
faster implementations of DBSCAN in the past years. Gunawan and de Berg [28] proposed a grid-
based DBSCAN algorithm, which can reduce the time complexity to O(nlogn) in 2D. For general
low-dimensional Euclidean space R¢ (assume d is small), Chen et al. [11] and Gan and Tao [26]
independently proposed similar sub-quadratic complexity algorithms by using some computational

geometry techniques. For example, the time complexity of [26] is O(nz_ﬁﬂs) with § being any
arbitrarily small non-negative constant. However, as d increases, the time complexities of [11, 26]
approach to O(n?). Furthermore, Gan and Tao [26] proved that the DBSCAN problem is at least as
hard as the unit-spherical emptiness checking (USEC) problem [1], where it is widely believed that
the time complexity for solving the USEC problem is Q(n%) for any d > 3 [21, 22]. Therefore, most
recent works mainly focus on the low-dimensional DBSCAN problem [15, 58, 61, 66].

Due to the hardness of the exact DBSCAN problem, another line of research on approximate
DBSCAN attracts more attentions recently. For example, the aforementioned works [11] and [26]
also proposed approximate DBSCAN algorithms with theoretical guarantees. The connectivity
between points within each cluster, which is the most time-consuming step in exact DBSCAN, is
relaxed in their algorithms. Their algorithms both achieve the O(n/p?~!) time complexity, where
p > 0 is the given parameter that measures the approximation quality (we provide the formal
definition in Section 1.1). Other variants of approximate DBSCAN methods include sampling based
DBSCAN++ [40], LSH based DBSCAN [70], and KNN based NG-DBSCAN [49].

However, the research on DBSCAN for abstract metric space and high-dimensional space is
still quite limited, to the best of our knowledge. In this big data era, we often confront with high-
dimensional data [24] and even non-Euclidean data [6]. For example, the input data can be texts,
images, or biological sequences, which cannot be embedded into a low-dimensional Euclidean
space; and moreover, the distance between different data items can be more complicated than
Euclidean distance (e.g., edit distance [52]). We should emphasize that one can always run the
original DBSCAN algorithm [23] for solving DBSCAN in abstract metric space or high-dimensional
space, but the previously developed accelerating techniques cannot be directly applied to reduce the
complexity for these cases. Ding et al. [17] proposed a fast exact DBSCAN algorithm for abstract
metric space by using the k-center clustering heuristic [16]; but their result lacks strict theoretical
analysis. Lulli et al. [49] and Yang et al. [72] considered distributed DBSCAN for metric space, but
their methods mainly focus on the communication cost and load balance for distributed system
rather than the time complexity (e.g., the approach of [72] just directly uses the orginal DBSCAN
algorithm in each local machine).

Our main results and the key ideas. In this paper, we systematically study the DBSCAN
problem in abstract metric space (we call it “metric DBSCAN” problem for short). Our results
can be also extended to the case in high-dimensional Euclidean space, if the intrinsic dimension
of the input data (except for the outliers) is low, which is a reasonable assumption for a range of
applications in real world (e.g., image datasets [56]). We use the “doubling dimension” D to measure
the intrinsic dimension (the formal definition is shown in Section 1.1). Also note that we do not
require the value of D to be explicitly given in our algorithms. We do not add any constraint to
the outliers, because in practice they can locate anywhere in the space. For example, in the area of
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Al security, an attacker may add some carefully crafted outliers to mislead the machine learning
model, where some recent works showed that the outliers often have significantly higher intrinsic
dimension than normal data [35, 68]. We consider both the exact and approximate metric DBSCAN
problems. Our main contributions are twofold (the results can be easily extended to the case that
both inliers and outliers have low doubling dimensions).

(1) The exact DBSCAN problem involves two major tasks: identify the core points and merge
the core points to form the clusters. Both of these two tasks take O(n?) time in the worst case if
using the original DBSCAN algorithm. First, we show that the first task can be completed with the
runtime linear in n. The key idea is inspired by a novel insight that relates the task to a radius-guided
k-center clustering method in metric space, which can reduce the search range for identifying the
core points. After labeling the core points, we then build a set of cover trees [4] for the local regions,
and solve the second task for merging the core points with the time linear in n as well.

(2) We also consider the p-approximate DBSCAN problem proposed in [26]. Our idea is to
construct a “summary” for the set of core points. The summary should be much smaller than the
core points set (which can be as large as n); also the summary should be able to approximately
represent the core points, so that we can efficiently recover the p-approximate DBSCAN clusters
without dealing with all the core points. The approximate algorithm also has the time linear in n;
but comparing with our proposed exact DBSCAN algorithm, it compresses the data into a small-size
summary, so the method can be easily extended for developing streaming algorithm where the
required memory is independent of n. To the best of our knowledge, the current research for
streaming DBSCAN (exact or approximate DBSCAN with theoretical quality guarantee) are still
quite limited, though several other types of density-based streaming clustering algorithms were
proposed before [8, 12, 25, 31].

We also take a comprehensive set of experiments to evaluate the performance of our proposed
algorithms. Our algorithms can achieve significant speedups over several existing DBSCAN algo-
rithms. Another advantage of our method is that it is friendly for parameter tuning. For example,
one usually needs to try different values for the parameters (e.g, the ball radius and density thresh-
old) to achieve a satisfied DBSCAN solution; the radius-guided k-center clustering, which is a key
part in our algorithms, do not need to be performed repeatedly during the parameter tuning, and
therefore our overall running time can be further reduced in practice.

1.1 Preliminaries

Notations. We denote the metric space by (X, dis), where X is the set of n input data items
and dis(-,-) is the distance function on X. For any p € X and Y C X, we define dis(p,Y) =
minyecy dis(p, y). Let B(p, r) be the ball centered at a point p € X with radius r > 0 in the space.
Forany Y C X, we use |Y| to denote the number of data items in Y. We assume that it takes t4; s time
to compute the distance dis(py, p2) between any two points p;, p, € X. For example, t4;5 = O(d)
for d-dimensional Euclidean space.

1.1.1  Overview for DBSCAN. For the sake of completeness, we briefly overview the DBSCAN
algorithm [23] and the p- approximation [26]. DBSCAN has two input parameters: ¢ € R* and
MinPts € Z*. All the input data points of X are divided into three categories (see Figure 1 for an
illustration): for any p € X,
(1) pis a core point if it has at least MinPts neighbors within the distance €, i.e., |B(p,e) N X| >
MinPts;
(2) pisaborder point if p is not a core point, but there exists at least one core point g satisfying

p € B(g.€);
(3) p is an outlier, if it does not satisfy neither (1) nor (2).
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Fig. 1. An example for DBSCAN with MinPts = 4: the solid points are core points, the point p; is a border
point, and the point py is an outlier.

We also need to consider the “reachability” to define DBSCAN clusters. Let q be a core point. A
point p € X is density-reachable from q if we can find a sequence of points py, ps, -+ ,p; € X
satisfying: all of them (with the possible exception of p;) are core points, and

® piy1 € B(pi,€) foreachi e [1,1—1];
e pr=qandp; =p.

DEFINITION 1 (DBSCAN [23]). We say a non-empty set of points C C X is a cluster, if C satisfies
the following two conditions: (1) maximality:Vp, q, if g € C and p is density-reachable from q, then
p € C; (2) connectivity: for any pair of points p, q € C, there is a point o € C such that both p and p
are density-reachable from 0. The DBSCAN problem is to find the set of DBSCAN clusters of X!

Let p > 0. We say a point p € X is p-approximate density-reachable from a core point q if
the third condition of density-reachable “p;; € B(p;, €)” is relaxed to be “pir1 € B(pi, (1 + p)e)”
foreachi=1,2,---,t - 1.

DEFINITION 2 (p-APPROXIMATE DBSCAN [26]). By using “p- approximate density-reachable”
instead of “density-reachable” in the connectivity condition, one can define p-approximate cluster
via the similar manner of Definition 1. The p-approximate DBSCAN problem is to find a set of
p-approximate clusters such that every core point of X belongs to exactly one cluster.

It is easy to see that p-approximate DBSCAN is equivalent to the exact DBSCAN problem if
p = 0. Also, Gan and Tao [26] proved a “Sandwich Theorem” for it. Namely, the p-approximate
DBSCAN solution S with (e, MinPts) is sandwiched by the exact DBSCAN solutions S; and S, with
(e, MinPts) and ((1 + p)e, MinPts) respectively: for any two points p, g € X, if they fall into the
same cluster of S;, they must also fall into the same cluster of S; if they fall into the same cluster of
S, they must also fall into the same cluster of S,.

REMARK 1. The parameter MinPts is usually set to be a constant (say, less than 10) as recommended
in previous articles like [15, 23, 28]. So we assume that MinPts is a small number throughout this

paper.
1.1.2 Doubling Dimension. We take “doubling dimension”, which is a natural and robust measure
that has been widely used in machine learning and data analysis [29, 54], to indicate the intrinsic

dimension of data. Intuitively, the doubling dimension measures how fast the data volume is
growing in the space.

DEFINITION 3 (DOUBLING DIMENSION [29]). Given a metric space (X, dis), let A be the smallest
positive integer such that for any p € X and anyr > 0, X N B(p, 2r) can always be covered by the
union of at most A balls with radius r. Then the doubling dimension of (X, dis) is D = [log, A].

We also have the following proposition for doubling dimension that is used in our following
analysis.

!n this definition, a border point may be assigned to multiple clusters.
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PROPOSITION 1 ( [43, 62]). Suppose the doubling dimension of a metric space (X, dis) is D. For any
max, ,/cy dis(y,y’)

: D[loga] : . : _
point set Y C X, we have |Y| < 2PV'°8 1 "swhere a is the aspect ratio of Y, i.e., a = Ty ey 015(0.4)

We let Xyt be the set of DBSCAN outliers and Xj, = X \ Xout. For convenience, we let z =
| Xout |- We have Assumption 1 following the previous articles on algorithms design in doubling
metric [9, 17, 36].

ASSUMPTION 1. We assume that the doubling dimension D of the sub-metric space (Xin, dis) is
constant.

For the outliers Xy, we do not make any assumption for their doubling dimension. In other
words, the outliers can scatter arbitrarily without any constraint in the space (e.g., the outliers may
be manipulated by an attacker [35, 68]).

1.1.3  Cover Tree. We also introduce a spatial query structure “cover tree” which was proposed
by Beygelzimer et al. [4] for data with low intrinsic dimension. To state the definition, we need to
introduce “r-net” first [13].

DEFINITION 4 (r-NET). Given a numberr > 0 and a set P in some metric space, a subset Q C P is
an r-net of P if it satisfies two requirements:

(1) r-packing: dis(q,Q \ {q}) = r forallq € Q.
(2) r-covering: dis(p,Q) < r forallp € P.

A Cover Tree is a hierarchical tree structure T for storing a given data set P, where each node
corresponds to a point of P. The set of nodes at the i-th level is denoted by T; for lhottom < i < ltop,
where lpottom and ltop indicate the lowest and highest levels of T, respectively; T, is the root node,
and T; C T;_; for each i > lpotton. Also, we require that each T; is a 2‘-net of T;_;.

For convenience, let Ap and dp denote the maximum and minimum pairwise distances of P,
respectively. From the above definition of the cover tree, we can derive that l;,, < [log Ap] and
Ibottom = [log 8p] (so lhottom can be negative if op < 1).

CraIM 1 (COMPLEXITIES OF COVER TREE). Let the aspect ratio of P be ®p = Ap/Sp. Suppose the
dataset P has a doubling dimension D. The construction time of the cover tree of P is O(2°P)|P| log ®p-
t4is). For any query point p, finding its nearest neighbor in P takes O(2°P) log ®p - tyis) time.

REMARK 2. In the original article [4], the authors assumed that the input data has a constant
‘expansion rate”, which is a similar but more stringent intrinsic dimension measure than the doubling
dimension [29, Proposition 1.2]. For example, a data set has a constant expansion rate must also have a
constant doubling dimension, but not vice versa; in other words, doubling dimension is a more general
measure than the expansion rate. The complexities in terms of the dobuling dimension of Claim 1 can
be obtained by using the Nevigating net idea [20, 43].

In recent years, several new variants of the cover tree, such as the simplified cover tree [39] and
the compressed cover tree [20], were also proposed. In this paper, we only use the vanilla cover
tree for simplicity in our analysis, and one can also replace it by those variants in practice.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we propose the radius-guided
k-center clustering algorithm that is the key technique for our algorithms. In Section 3, we show
our algorithm for exact metric DBSCAN problem. In Section 4, we show our algorithm and its
streaming version for p-approximate DBSCAN. Finally, we illustrate our experimental results in
Section 5.
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2 RADIUS-GUIDED GONZALEZ’S ALGORITHM

In this section, we revisit the Gonzalez’s algorithm [27] which is a popular method for solving the
k-center clustering problem. The goal of k-center clustering is to find k balls to cover the whole data
with minimizing the maximum radius. The Gonzalez’s algorithm is a standard greedy procedure. It
iteratively selects k points, where each point has the largest distance to the set of the points that
were selected in the previous rounds. The algorithm yields a 2-approximate solution, that is, the
obtained radius is no larger than two times the optimal one. It was also shown that designing a
(2 — y)-approximate algorithm for any y > 0 is NP hard [34].

In this section, we propose a radius-guided version of the Gonzalez’s algorithm (Algorithm 1).
The key difference between our algorithm and the vanilla Gonzalez’s algorithm is that the former
one needs an upper bound 7 of the radius instead of the number of centers k.

Algorithm 1: RADIUS-GUIDED GONZALEZ

Input: The dataset X and an upper bound 7 > 0

1 Take an arbitrary point py € X and set E = {po} ; // E stores the center points.

2 Set dpax = max,ex dis(p, E).

3 For any p € X, define its closest center c, = arg min,cg dis(p, e) (if there is a tie, we

arbitrarily pick one as c;). ; // We call c, as the center of p.

4 while d;2 > 7 do

5 Let g = argmax,ecx dis(p, E), and add g to E.

6 Update dyax, ¢p and dis(p, E) for each p € X, and the set C, = {p | p € X & ¢, = e} for
eache € E.; // We call the set C. as the cover set of e, and it is used
in our following DBSCAN algorithms.

7 end

8 return F

Below we analyze the complexity of Algorithm 1 under Assumption 1 introduced in Section 1.1.2.

LEMMA 1. Suppose A is the maximum pairwise distance of Xin and z = | Xoyt|. Algorithm 1 runs at
most O((%)D) + z iterations, and each iteration takes O(ntqis) time.

Proor. The time complexity for each iteration is easy to obtain. When a new point q is added to
E, we can update dis(p, E) = min{dis(p,E \ {q}),dis(p,q)} in O(t4is) time for each p € X; the
value dpay then can be updated in O(n) time. Similarly, we can update all the centers c,s and cover
sets Ces in O(n) time. So the overall time complexity for each iteration is O(ntqy;s).

Now we focus on the maximum number of iterations. We first consider the inliers Xj,. According
to Algorithm 1, for any ey, e; € E, we claim that dis(e;, e;) > 7; otherwise, Algorithm 1 should
terminate earlier, and e; or e, cannot be added to E. Thus min,, .,cg dis(e;, ez) > 7. The upper bound
of the distance between two points in ENXj,, is A. So, according to Proposition 1, |[ENXj,| < 2DlMog 21,
Also, we have [ENXout| < 2z, where z = |Xout|. Therefore, |E| = |[ENXin|+|ENXoyt| < 2PMo8 iz =
O((%)D) + z, and Algorithm 1 runs for |E| iterations. O

REMARK 3. We would like to emphasize that the number of iterations of Algorithm 1 usually is much
lower than the theoretical bound in Lemma 1, especially when applying it to the DBSCAN problem. For
example, a DBSCAN cluster can have any shape (e.g., a “banana” shape as shown in Figure 5) rather
than a ball shape, i.e., does not fill an entire ball; so the size upper bound “2P1°¢@1” in Proposition 1
can be much higher than the real size, which also implies a lower number of iterations in Algorithm 1.
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We also introduce two other lemmas relevant to Algorithm 1, which are used in our following
analysis. For any p € X, its neighbor ball center set is:

A, = {ele € E,dis(e,c,) < 27 + €}, (1)

where € is the parameter of DBSCAN described in Section 1.1. Note that for each p € X, the set
A, can be simultaneously obtained without increasing the complexity of Algorithm 1. For each
q € E, we just keep a set {e | e € E,dis(e,q) < 27 + €}. Note that the center set E is generated
incrementally in Algorithm 1. When a new point e is added to E, we just update the set for each
q € E. Then the set A, is also obtained for each p € X when the algorithm terminates. The
approach of [17] also defines the neighbor region for each point p in a similar way as (1). But a
major difference is that their approach needs an estimated upper bound “Z” for the number of
outliers in their definition, which could be hard to obtain; moreover, it also needs to manually set
the termination condition (please see Section 3.3 for the detailed discussion).

LEmMA 2. Forany p € X, we have X NB(p, €) C Uee a,Ce.

Lemma 2 can be proved by using the triangle inequality. Fix a point p € X, and we suppose
q € X with dis(cp,cq) > 2F + € (i.e, g € Uegn,Ce). Then we have dis(p,q) > dis(cp,cq) —
dis(p,cp) —dis(g,cq) > 27 + € — 27 = €. Therefore, we know g ¢ X N B(p, €), and consequently
X NB(p,e) € X\ Uega,Ce = Uee 1, Ce. From Lemma 2, we know that it is sufficient to only
consider the set Uee 71, Ce for determining that whether p is a core point. This is particularly useful
to reduce the neighborhood query complexity for DBSCAN.

LEMMA 3. For each point p € X, we have |A,| = O((£)” +z).

Proor. Note that |Ap| = [Ap N Xin| + [Ap N Xout|. Since z = |Xoue |, we have |Ap N Xoye| < 2.
So we only need to consider the size | A, N Xjp|.

Similar to the proof of Lemma 1, we have min, ¢,cg dis(e;, e2) > 7. For any py, p, € A,, we have
dis(py, p2) < dis(py,p) +dis(p, p2) < 47 + 2¢, where the first inequality comes from the triangle
inequality and the second inequality comes from the definition of A,. According to Proposition 1,
we have | A, N Xjy| < 2PMogal \where

maXe, e, ApNXin dis(es, ez)

o= — -
mine, e,e A,nx;, dis(er, €2) @
. MXey 06 70X dis(er, e2) 47 + 2¢
a MiNe, e, cE dis(es, ez) B r
So we have | A, N Xi,| < 2018 D O((£)P). Therefore, |Ap| = O((£)P +z). ]

REMARK 4. In the proof of Lemma 3, we directly count all the z points of Xout to Ay,. Actually,
this is overly conservative in practice since the outliers usually are scattered and far away from the
inliers. So | A, N Xout | usually is much less than z, and thus | A, | is also less than the theoretical bound
O((£)P +2).

3 A FASTER EXACT METRIC DBSCAN ALGORITHM

From Section 1.1.1, we know that the DBSCAN algorithm contains three key steps: (1) label all
the core points; (2) merge the core points to form the clusters; (3) identify the border points
and outliers. In this section, we analyze these three steps separately and show that our proposed
radius-guided Gonzalez’s algorithm can help us to significantly reduce the overall complexity. First,
we consider the problem under Assumption 1, and then show that the algorithm can be simplified
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if Assumption 1 is replaced by a stronger assumption that the whole input data (including inliers
and outliers) has a low doubling dimension.

3.1 Our Algorithm under Assumption 1

As the pre-processing, we run Algorithm 1 with 7 = €/2 on the given instance X. We also obtain
the set A, for each p € X. According to Lemma 3 and the assumption that D is a constant, we have

|A,| = O(z). ®3)

Step (1): label the core points. First, for any point p € X, from the triangle inequality we know
that

Ce, SB(pe) N X, )

where C,, is the cover set of c,, stored in Algorithm 1 and the size |C,,| can be obtained immediately
in O(1) time. So if |C,,| > MinPts, we know |B(p, €) N X| > MinPts as well; then we can safely
label p as a core point. For the remaining points, we check their local regions based on A,. Let p
be an unlabeled point. According to Lemma 2, we only need to count the size

[B(p. ) 0 (Ueen, Co)| (5)

The point p is a core point if and only if the size is > MinPts. Thus a natural idea for bounding the
complexity of step (1) is to prove an upper bound for the size | Uce a1, Ce|. Unfortunately, this size
can be large in reality (e.g., one C, can be very dense and contain a large number of points). To
resolve this issue, a cute idea here is to consider the amortized query complexity over all the points
of X; we show that the time for labeling the core points is linear in n.

LEmMA 4. The time complexity of Step (1) is O(nztqis).

Proor. Define E; = {e € E | |Ce| = MinPts} and E, = E \ E;, where E is the set returned by
Algorithm 1. According to the previous analysis, the time complexity of step (1) is

DLodCh+ ), > odClCy ] - tass)

ecE; ecEy e’e A,

=0(n) + O(MinPts) - > > O(ICe| - tass),

ecE, e’ e A,

(6)

where the second equality comes from the facts >\,cg, O(|Ce|) < n and |C,| < MinPts for any
e € E,. We focus on the term “Y e, Yo c 1, O(|Cer| - tais)” of (6). A key observation is that e’ € A,
if and only if e € A, . Using this property, we can exchange the order of summation for e and ¢’,

ie.,
Z Z O(|Ce| - tais) = Z Z O(|Ce| - tyis)- )

€€Ey ¢’ €A, ¢/ €E,UE; ec Ay NE;
Note that O(|Ce| - t4is) is independent with e, so we have

(M= > O(Ce! tais) - O(|A).

¢’ €E{UE, ®)
=0(n - tyis) - O(2),
where the last equality comes from }, ¢, g, O(|Ce|) = O(n) and |A,/| = O(z2) in (3). Therefore,
through combining (6) and (8), we have the total complexity of Step (1)
= O(n) + O(MinPts) - O(n - tg4is) - O(2)
= O(MinPts - n - z - t4is) 9)
= O(nztyis),
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if assuming MinPts is a constant as discussed in Remark 1. O

Step (2): merge the core points to form the DBSCAN clusters. We consider the set E obtained
in Algorithm 1. For each e € E, denote by C. the set of core points in C, which are labeled in Step
(1) (if C, = 0, we just simply i ignore C,). First, all the core points of C. should be merged into the
same cluster; then through the triangle inequality, we only need to consider the core points of C,/
with ¢’ € A,. The core points of C, and C,s should be merged into the same cluster, if and only if
their smallest pairwise distance dis(C,, Ce') = min, s o, dis(p,q) < e. Please see Figure 2 for
an illustration.

toemze Sy e
° ' T i e o !
e3 \ e /. ;

o €2

Fig. 2. The sets éel (yellow points), éez (blue points), and 663 (green points) are shown in the figure. éel and
Ce, should be merged into the same cluster, because their closest pair distance is less than €; on the other
hand, Ce, should be merged to a different cluster

Actually this is the classical bichromatic closest pair (BCP) problem in computational geometry [1].
Directly solving the BCP problem in a general metric space or a high-dimensional space can be quite
challenging, e.g., recently Rubinstein [57] showed that it requires at least nearly quadratic time to
compute even only an approximate solution. A good news is that we have already distinguished
the core points from other points in Step (1); that is, we can apply the indexing structure cover tree
(Section 1.1.3) to solve the BCP problem efficiently under Assumption 1. Specifically, we build a
cover tee for C,, and traverse all the elements in C,» and search for their nearest neighbors in Ce;
we return the smallest distance among all these nearest neighbor queries over Ce as the solution
of the BCP problem for the couple (Ce, Ce).

LEMMA 5. The time complexity of Step (2) is O(nzlog § - t4is), where J is the smallest pairwise
distance of Xin.

Proor. First, we need to build a cover tree for each Ce, e € E. According to Claim 1, we know
that it takes O(|C | log @, - t4is) time to build a cover tree on C., where @, is the aspect ratio of Ce.
Obviously, @, < 55. Therefore, the total time complexity to build the cover trees for all Ces is:

. €
Z O(|Ce|log ®etqis) = O(nlog 5 tdis). (10)
ecE

Next, for each C‘e and its each neighbor e’ € A, we solve the BCP problem of C’e and éer. According
to Claim 1, the overall time complexity of this procedure is

Z Z |ée|O(1°g(De’ “ tdis)

ecE e’ e A,

~ €
= ) |CellAIOog 5 - tass) (1)

ecE
= O(nzlog% - t4is)-

It is easy to see the complexity (11) dominates the complexity (10). So we obtain the complexity of
Step (2) that is O(nzlog § - tais). O
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Step (3): identify the border points and outliers. We can apply the similar idea used in Step
(1). For a non-core point p, just find its nearest core point ¢ in Uee z1,C. If dis(p,c) < €, we put p
to the same cluster as ¢ and label it as a border point; otherwise, label p as an outlier.

LEMMA 6. The time complexity of Step (3) is O(nztyis).

ProoF. Similar to the proof of lemma 4, we define E; = {e € E | |C,| = MinPts} and E; = E \ E;.
According to the definitions of border point and outlier, we know that a non-core point cannot
locate inside some C, with e € E;. Therefore, the time complexity of Step (3) is

2, 2, OUCICe| - tais). (12)

ecEy, e’ €A,

which is as same as the second term of equation (6). So by using the similar idea of Lemma 4, we
know the time complexity of step (3) is also O(nzt4is). o

The overall time complexity. From the above Lemma 4, Lemma 5, and Lemma 6, together
with the complexity of Algorithm 1, we know the overall time complexity for solving the DBSCAN

problem under Assumption 1 is O(n((%)D + zlog §)tqis | which is linear in the input size n. Also

note that usually z < n. For example, in most of the test instances in our experiments and the
previous articles (e.g., [26][40][59]), z is less than 1% n.

REMARK 5 (THE SETTING FOR 7). In our proposed method, we set 7 = €/2 for simplicity when
running Algorithm 1. Actually, we can prove that any 7 < €/2 works for our algorithm. We also would
like to emphasize that the pre-processing step (i.e., Algorithm 1) only needs to be performed once, if
we have an estimated lower bound €, for € and set ¥ = €y/2. When we magnify the parameter € or
adjust the parameter MinPts, we only need to re-compute the A, sets and run the above Step (1)-(3)
without running Algorithm 1 again. So our method is quite efficient for parameter tuning, which is a
significant advantage for practical implementation. We also discuss this advantage in Section 5.5.

3.2 When Outliers Also Have Low Doubling Dimension

In this section, we consider the scenario that the whole input data X has a low doubling dimension
D, which is a more stringent version of Assumption 1. We show that the algorithm of the exact
DBSCAN in Section 3.1 can be further simplified.

Our main idea. With a slightly abuse of notations, we still use A and § to denote the maximum
and minimum pairwise distances of X, respectively. So the aspect ratio of X is ® = A/§. The main
idea is to build a cover tree T for the whole input data X since we assume it has a low doubling
dimension D. Then, we can directly obtain the ball center set E without running Algorithm 1. Let
io = |loge/2]. The set of nodes at the iy-th level of T, which is denoted as T;,, is an 7-net with
7 = 2lloe€/2) for X. So we can simply let E = T;,. For each p € X, we also define the neighbor ball
center set A, as (1). A key point here is that we can prove a much lower bound for |A,|.

LEmMA 7. If (X, dis) is a metric space with constant doubling dimension D, then for any p € X,
we have |Ay| = O(1).

Proor. Since E is an 7 — net, then min,, ¢,cg dis(e;, e;) > F. For any py,p; € Ap, we have
dis(py, p2) < dis(py,p) +dis(p, p2) < 47 + 2¢, where the first inequality comes from the triangle
inequality and the second inequality comes from the definition of A,. According to Proposition 1
and using the same manner of the equality (2), we have |A,| < 2PMogal \where o < @. So
we have |A,| < 2llog 21D O((%)D). By substituting 7 = 2l108€/2] > ploge/2-1 — ¢/4 we
immediately have |A,| = 0(4P) = 0(1). O
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Then we can prove the time complexity of the exact DBSCAN algorithm with the new O(1)
bound of |A,|. In particular, we replace the previous O(z) bound by O(1) in Lemma 4, Lemma 5,
and Lemma 6, respectively. Finally, we obtain the following theorem.

THEOREM 1. If the metric space (X, dis) has constant doubling dimension, our exact DBSCAN
algorithm can be completed in O(nlog @ t4is) time.

3.3 Remark on The Comparison with [17]

As mentioned in Section 1, Ding et al. [17] proposed a randomized k-center clustering based
DBSCAN algorithm. Here, we elaborate on the differences between our proposed method and their
algorithm.

The first major difference comes from the way for pre-processing input data. In [17], they use a
k-center with outliers algorithm to partition the data into k balls. But their algorithm needs to set
the parameter “Z” as an estimated upper bound for the number of outliers, and the termination
condition has to be manually set in practice. Thus a drawback of this method is that any improper
parameter setting (e.g., underestimate the number of outliers) may lead to high computational
complexity or even returning an incorrect DBSCAN result. In contrast, our pre-processing method,
the Radius-guided Gonzalez algorithm proposed in Section 2, does not need to set those parameters
and only constructs an €/2 -net in the data space. Moreover, our method is a deterministic approach
while the method of [17] is based on a “randomized” k-center with outliers algorithm that always
has a failure probability.

Secondly, we have fundamentally different ways for constructing the DBSCAN clusters. Recall
the three steps of DBSCAN as described in Section 3.1. Comparing with the original DBSCAN
algorithm [23], the only improvement proposed by [17] is using the aforementioned randomized
k-center with outliers algorithm to reduce the search range when performing brute force search for
e-neighborhoods of each point. This is a heuristic improvement for Step (1), and its time complexity
remains O(n?) in the worst case. In contrast, our proposed algorithm attempts to establish an
€/2-net data structure and convert the DBSCAN problem to a connectivity problem among the
€/2-net spheres. Specifically, in Step (1), we divide the €/2-net spheres into two categories: dense
and sparse spheres (corresponding to E; and E; in the proof of Lemma 4). Each point in dense
spheres can be immediately marked as a core point, and then the complexity of Step (1) is reduced
to be linear. In Step (2), instead of considering the connection between individual core points, we
consider the connection between €/2-net spheres. Together with the cover tree technique, the time
complexity of Step (2) is also improved to be linear. Consequently, our overall time complexity is
linear in n.

Furthermore, another advantage of our techniques is that they can be extended to solve the
approximate and streaming DBSCAN problems, as shown in the following Section 4.

4 p-APPROXIMATE METRIC DBSCAN

In this section, we present a linear time p-approximate DBSCAN algorithm that can be applied
to arbitrary metric space. The original p-approximate DBSCAN algorithm in [26] is based on the
grid method in Euclidean space R?. However, their method cannot be directly extended to general
metric space; moreover, it takes an O(n - (1/p)¢!) running time that is unaffordable in practice
for large d.

Comparing with our exact DBSCAN algorithm in Section 3.1, though both of the two algorithms
have the time complexities linear in n, the approximate algorithm compresses the data into a
small-size summary and thus it can be easily implemented for streaming data. Also in practice (as
shown in our experiments), the approximate algorithm usually is faster than the exact algorithm.
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The main reason is that for exact DBSCAN, we need to solve a number of BCP problems when
merging the core points (Step (2) in Section 3.1). Although this step can be accelerated by using the
cover tree, it is still relatively time-consuming in practice. In our approximate DBSCAN algorithm
we can avoid this step by using the “summary” idea as shown below.

4.1 Linear Time Algorithm via Core Points Summary

Our main idea. As shown in Section 3, we can apply our proposed radius-guided Gonzalez’s
algorithm to efficiently reduce the complexity for labeling core points, border points, and outliers.
To merge the core points to form the DBSCAN clusters, we consider to build a “summary” S, for
the set of core points U, £C,, which is different to the cover tree idea. The summary set should
satisfy two conditions: (1) |S.| < | Ueep Ce| and (2) we can correctly generate the p-approximate
clusters (as Definition 2) through S.. Our idea for constructing S. is as follows. We check each
point e € E and its corresponding set C, (obtained in Algorithm 1 with an appropriate 7). If e is
a core point, we add it to S, and ignore all the other points of C,; otherwise, we add all the core
points C, to S.. The details are shown in Algorithm 2.

Though the above construction method for S. is simple, it is challenging to prove that it satisfies
the two conditions. Below, we first show its correctness, that is, we can generate the p-approximate
clusters through S,. Here we slightly modify the previous definition of the neighbor ball center
set A, in (1). Recall that for any p € X, we define A, = {ele € E,dis(e,cp) < 27 + €}. Now we
change it to

A, = {ele € E,dis(e,cp) < 47 + €}. (13)

Since we enlarge the set A, in this modification, the result of Lemma 2 is still true. Also, this
modification does not change the asymptotic upper bound O((%)D +z) of |A,| in Lemma 3. We
set7 = % in Algorithm 2, and then the equation (3) is replaced by:

1
|Apl = O((=)" +2). (14)
THEOREM 2 (CORRECTNESS). Algorithm 2 can coe’rectly return a p-approximate DBSCAN solution.

Proor. We prove the correctness following Definition 2. The connectivity is easy to verify,
since any two points are connected only when their distance is no larger than (1 + p)e in the
algorithm. So we only need to prove the maximality of the obtained clusters. Namely, Vp, g, if q is
a core point and p is density-reachable from g, then p should have the same cluster ID with q.

To prove the maximality, we need to guarantee the uniqueness of the cluster ID for each core
point g. If g € S,, the uniqueness is satisfied when we merge inside S.; else, g has the same cluster
ID with c,. So the uniqueness is guaranteed for all the core points, which implies that every core
point belongs to exactly one cluster. Then we consider any two points p, g € X with dis(p,q) < e.
Let q be a core point and s, be the “representative” of g in S. (according to the construction of S,
we let sq = ¢4 if ¢4 is a core point; otherwise, sq = g).

Case 1: If p is also a core point (its representative in S, is denoted by s,), then from the triangle
inequality we know

dis(sp, sq) < dis(sp,p) +dis(p,q) +dis(g,sq) < (1+p)e. (15)

It implies that s, and s, should have the same cluster ID; together with the ID uniqueness, we know
p and g should have the same ID as well.

Case 2: If p is not a core point, actually p should be a border point for this case. If ¢, € S, , from
the similar manner of (15) we know dis(c,,sq) < (1+ p)e. So ¢, and s4 should be merged when
we merge inside S.. Hence, p and g have the same cluster ID. If ¢, ¢ S,, we have dis(p,s;) <
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Algorithm 2: METRIC p-APPROXIMATE DBSCAN via CORE POINTS SUMMARY

Input: €, MinPts, p, X

1 Run Algorithm 1 with 7 = % and X, let E be the output set. We can also identify the core
points of E after running Algorithm 1 (see our explanation in the proof of Lemma 10).
Initialize S, « 0. ; // the summary for core points

2 for each e € E do

3 if e is a core point then

4 ‘ Add e to S..

5 else

6 ‘ Add all the core points in C, to S..

7 end

8 end

9 Merge inside S,: for any pair of ¢, ¢; € S,, label them with the same cluster ID if
dis(cg,c2) < (1+ p)e.

10 Label other points: for p € X \ S, do

11 if ¢, € S, then

12 ‘ Label p with the same cluster ID of c,.

13 else

14 if there exists some s € S, such that dis(p,s) < (g + 1)e then
15 ‘ Label p with the same cluster ID of s.

16 else

17 ‘ Label p as an outlier.

18 end

19 end

20 end

dis(p,q) +dis(g,sq) < (5 + 1)e. So we label p with the same cluster ID with sq. Also, s, and g
have same cluster ID, and thus p and q have the same cluster ID.

Overall, we know that the maximality is guaranteed from the above two cases. So algorithm 2
returns a qualified p-approximate DBSCAN solution. O

Now, we analyze the complexity of Algorithm 2, where the key is to prove the upper bounds for
the complexity of constructing the summary S, and the induced query complexity in the labeling
procedure. The idea is similar with the proof of Lemma 4, which considers the amortized complexity
over the whole input instance.

THEOREM 3 (COMPLEXITY). Let p < 2. Algorithm 2 runs in O(n((p%)D +z)- tdis) time.

Usually p is a small pre-specified number, since it measures the approximation degree and we do
not want the result to be far away from the exact DBSCAN. So we suppose p < 2 here (actually our
analysis also works for the case p > 2 with slight modification). To prove Theorem 3, we need to
introduce some key lemmas first.

LEmMMA 8. Foreache € E, |C. N'S,| £ MinPts.

Proor. If e is a core point, then C. NS, = {e} and obviously the size is no more than MinPts.
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If e is not a core point, it implies |B(e, €)| < MinPts. Since we let p < 2, then % < € and
C. C B(e, €). Therefore,
|Ce N S| < |Ce| < |B(e,€)| < MinPts. (16)

o
LEmMMA 9. The size of S, is O((%)D +z).

Proor. The size of S, is

[S= > 1+ 3 odc). a”)

e is core point e is not core point

According to the inequality (16), we have |C.| < MinPts if e is not a core point, and thus

1S.| = O(|E]) + Z O(MinPts)
e is not core point

= O(MinPts - |E|) (18)
A
= O(IE]) = O((—)" +2),
pe
where the last equality follows from Lemma 1. O
LEMMA 10. The construction of S, can be completed in O(((%)D + z)ntyis) time.

Proor. For each e € E, we can determine whether e is core point or not when running Algorithm
1 without introducing additional time complexity, since we have the distance between any pair of
e € E and p € X. Hence, in the step of constructing S, if e is a core point, it takes O(1) time to add
e to S..

If e is not core point, we need to compute |B(p, €)| for every p € C,. Based on Lemma 2, we
only need to consider the set Ue ¢ 1, Cer. In this case, determining whether p is a core point takes
O(Ze'eﬂe |Cer |tais) time.

So the time complexity of constructing S. (denoted by t) is

= Y owe ¥ 53 ke »
e is core point e is not core point peC, e’ € A,

Similar with the idea for proving lemma 8, we know for a non-core point e € E, |C,| < MinPts. As
a consequence,

t. = O(|E|) + O(MinPts) - Z Z ICo | tis. (20)

e is not core point e’ € A,

We then exchange the summation order in terms of e and e’ (as the equation (7)) to have

DU D (Celtas= D, D, Celtas -

e is not core point e’ € A, e’eE ec Ay
e is not core point

Note that |C |t4is is independent with e, so we have

te = O(IE|) + O(MinPts) - )" O(|Ae ICe ltass
= O(n) + O(MinPts - ((%)D +2) > [Celtass (22)
= 0(((-) + ntgss).
p
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from the facts ),/ |Cer| = O(n) and |A/| = O((I%)D + z) in (14). O

LEmMMA 11. The step of merging inside S, needs O(((%)D + z)((%)D + z)tdis) time.

Proor. In Algorithm 2, we set 7 = £° for Algorithm 1. Hence, for any pair of s;,s; € S.
whose pairwise distance dis(sy,sz) < (1+ p)e, we have dis(cs,, ¢5,) < dis(sy,sz) +dis(cs,,s1) +
dis(cs,, s2) < (14 2p)e. According to (13), we have s; € Uee,, Ce and vise versa. Therefore, when
we merge inside S,, for every s € S, we only need to search inside ( Uee A, Ce) N S. for the points
who have the distance to s no larger than (1 + p)e. Hence, the time complexity for merging insider

Si is
tm = Z Z |Ce m\9*|tdis- (23)
SES. ec A
According to Lemma 8, |C, N S.| < MinPts and thus
tm = Z ZO(MinPts)tdis = Z O(|As| - MinPts)tqis. (24)
seS.eeAs s€S.

Based on (14) we have

1
tm = O(((=)P +z) - MinPts)tq;
SEZS* ( p )dlS

= 0(IS.]) - o«(%)D +2) - MinPts)tuss (25)

A 1
= 0(((5)P +2)((2)P + 2)tass ),
pe P
where the last equality follows from Lemma 9. O
LEMMA 12. The step of labeling other points (borders and outliers) needs n((%)D + z)tqis time.

Lemma 12 can be simply obtained from the proof of Lemma 6 by substituting |A,| = O(z) with
(Apl = (1) +2).

Recall the time complexity of Algorithm 1 with 7 = £% is O(n ((pAS)D +2) tdis). Overall, through

combining Lemma 10 - Lemma 12, we obtain the complexity of Theorem 3.

REMARK 6. Similar with the discussion in Remark 5, we do not need to run Algorithm 1 repeatedly
for p-approximate DBSCAN when tuning the parameters in practice.

4.2 Implementation for Streaming Data

We further consider designing streaming algorithm for p-approximate DBSCAN with the space
complexity being independent of the size of X. The major challenge for designing a streaming
algorithm is that the number of core points can be as large as O(n), which may result in large
memory usage. Fortunately, we show that our proposed core point summary technique in Section 4.1
can help us to neatly circumvent this issue.

Sketch of our algorithm. We implement Algorithm 2 in a “streaming” fashion. Our algorithm
contains three stages. Stage 1: we apply a streaming incremental technique instead of directly
running the radius-guided Gonzalez’s algorithm. Our main idea is trying to assign every point in the
data stream into existing balls within radius 7; if fail, we just build a new ball centered at this point. In
this stage, we aim to obtain the ball centers E. At the same time, we construct part of the summary S.
by adding the core points in E into it. We also need to keep a set M = {p € X | ¢, is not core point}.
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Intuitively, the purpose of keeping this set is to identify the potential core points in next stage.
Stage 2: we identify the other necessary core points that should be added to S... Namely, we add
p € Mto 8. if p is a core point. This ensures the completeness of the constructed summary S..
Then, we can perform the merge on S, offline in our memory. Stage 3: we scan X in the final pass
to assign other points (as line 10-20 in Algorithm 2). Overall, we have the following Theorem 4.

Algorithm 3: STREAMING p -APPROXIMATE DBSCAN
Input: €, MinPts, X, p

1 Initialize E=0, M =0 and S, = 0.

2 The first pass: Scan X , for every p € X do

3 if there is noe € E such that dis(p,e) <7 = %5 then
4 ‘ Add pto E.

5 end

6 for everye € E do

7 if B(e, €) has detected at least MinPts points then
8 ‘ S, « S. U {e}.

9 else if dis(p,e) < 7 = £ then

10 ‘ M~ MU {p}.

1 end
12 end
13 end

14 The second pass: While scanning X, identify the core points from M and add them to S..
15 Merge inside S, offline as line 9 of Algorithm 2.
16 The third pass: Label the border points and outliers as line 10-20 of Algorithm 2.

. . AND s
THEOREM 4. Let p < 2, our streaming algorithm takes an O((E) +z) memory usage (which is
independent of n) and an O(n((pAe)D +z) - tdis) overall running time.

Sketch of the proof. By using the similar idea of Lemma 1, we can conclude that O(|E|) =
O((p%)D +z). And from the process of building M, we know that | M| = O(MinPts - |E|) = O(|E|).
The elements in the set S, are selected from E and M, so S, does not occupy any extra space. Hence
the overall memory usage is O(|E| + [M|) = O((p%)D + z). Further, we can show that Algorithm 3

can be completed in O(n|E|t4is) time, i.e., its time complexity is O(n((pAe)D + z) . tdis)‘

5 EXPERIMENTS
5.1 Experimental environment and datasets

Our experiments were conducted on a server equipped with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6154 CPU @
3.00GHz CPU and 512GB memory. We implement our algorithms in C++.

The datasets are shown in Table 1 that includes both low dimensional and high dimensional
datasets. In particular, to demonstrate the performance of our algorithm on general metric space, we
also consider some non-Euclidean datasets, which include 4 real-world text datasets: AG News [74],
COLA [67], MNLI [69], MRPC[18]. We use edit distance[48] to measure the distance between

2To enhance the density of high dimensional data in the space, we uniformly sampled 1000 data points from the original
dataset and then duplicated them 10 times with adding random noise in the range of [ -5, 5] for each dimension. We perform
the same operation to process CIFAR 10, USPS HW, and Fashion MNIST.
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Table 1. Datasets

Dataset Dimension n
Moons [60] 2 10,000
Cancer[19] 32 569

Arrhythmia[30] 262 452
Biodeg[50] 41 1,055
MNIST ? [47] 784 10000
Fashion MNIST [71] 784 10,000
USPS HW([38] 256 10,000
CIFAR 10[45] 3072 10,000
DEEP1B [3] 96 9,990,000
GIST [42] 960 1.000.000
GloVe25 [53] 25 1,183,514
SIFT[42] 128 1,000,000
PCAM[64] 1024 2,493,440
Spotify_Session[7] 21 2,072,002,577
LSUN[73] 1024 2,943,300
COLA [67] n/a 515
AG News [74] n/a 7,600
MRPC [18] n/a 1,725
MNLI [69] n/a 9,815

texts. As shown in the table, we also take several million-scale datasets to evaluate the performance.
In our experiments, each test instance is repeated 5 times and we report the average result.

5.2 Comparison on Running time

We compare the running time with several existing DBSCAN algorithms. In this section, we fix
the parameters MinPts = 10 and p = 0.5, and adjust € within a reasonable range for each dataset
(more detailed discussion on p is shown in Section 5.3).

We compare the running time of our exact metric DBSCAN (denoted by Our_Exact) and approxi-
mate DBSCAN (denoted by Our_Approx) with the following algorithms: the original DBSCAN [23]
(denoted by DBSCAN), DBSCAN++[40], the metric DBSCAN [17] (denoted by DYW_DBSCAN),
the exact and approximate DBSCAN [26] (denoted by GT_Exact and GT_Approx, respectively).
Note that the clustering performance of the DBSCAN++ algorithm depends on the sampling ratio;
we choose the ratio to be 30% as suggested in their paper for achieving promising clustering results.

We show the running time curves in Figure 3. The datasets given in Table 1 can be categorized
into four classes corresponding to the four rows of Figure 3 from top to bottom: 4 low/medium-
dimensional datasets, 4 high-dimensional datasets , 4 text datasets, and 4 million-scale datasets.
Overall, our exact and approximate algorithms can achieve much lower running time comparing
with the baselines, especially for large high-dimensional and non-Euclidean datasets. For example,
for the largest two datasets GIST and DEEP1B, only our algorithms can complete within 10°s (about
12 days) on our workstation; for the dataset CIFAR 10, our algorithm runs in almost half the time
of the original DBSCAN, and about 1/10 of GT_Exact and GT_Approx; for the text dataset AG
News, our algorithm takes less than 1% of the time of the original DBSCAN. Also, our proposed
approximate DBSCAN algorithm is comparable or faster than our exact DBSCAN algorithm in the
experiments.
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Fig. 3. Running time with varying €. Some baseline algorithms are not tested in some figures, because either
they run too slowly (> 10°s) on the high-dimensional data, or they cannot run on the non-Euclidean data.

5.3 Discussion on clustering quality with p

In this section, we discuss the impact of p on the clustering quality. We run our approximation
algorithm with a fixed € and different values of p and compare their clustering performance with the
exact algorithm. We choose four datasets (MNIST, USPS HW, Fashion MNIST, and CIFAR 10), and
we take the widely used measures Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) [37] and Adjusted Mutual Information
(AMI) [65] to evaluate their performances (higher values for ARI and AMI indicate better clustering
quality).

From Figure 4 we can observe that when p is set to 0.5, our approximate algorithm can achieve
similar clustering qualities with the exact algorithm for most instances. As an illustration, Figure 5
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(a)-(d) show two examples of the clustering results of exact DBSCAN and our approximate algorithm
with p = 0.5; we can see that the results are very close.

REMARK 7. In a few cases of Figure 4, we observe that the ARI or AMI score is slightly improved from
p =0.1to p = 0.5. One possible explanation is that the goal of DBSCAN may not be exactly consistent
with the best ARI and AMI values. The change of the clustering performance with the varying of p can
be complex. So when p becomes

ARI score of different p

mmm exact DBSCAN
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Fig. 4. The ARl and AMI with fixed € and different p.
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Fig. 5. Clustering results of exact DBSCAN, our approximate algorithm with p = 0.5 and DP-means. The
points with same color belong to the same cluster, and the red points are outliers.
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smaller, though the clustering result is closer to the exact DBSCAN, it does not always have increased
ARI or AML The experiments in [40] also show that DBSCAN may not yield perfect ARI and AML

5.4 Comparison with non-DBSCAN Algorithms

For completeness, we also consider the comparison with some non-DBSCAN clustering algorithms.
Specifically, we consider the following baselines: “Dirichlet process (DP)-means” [46] (a non-
parametric k-means clustering algorithm that does not require to input the number of clusters k),
the streaming k-means algorithm “BICO” [25], and two density clustering algorithms “Density-
peak” [55] and “Meanshift” [14] 3 . For fairness in the comparison, we try our best to tune the
parameters for each baseline. It is also worth noting that BICO requires to manually specify the
number of clusters k. In other words, the performance of BICO is likely to have downgrade in
practical applications, if the number of clusters is not given. As for DP-means, the cluster penalty
parameter A is set by taking the maximum distance of the k-center initialization, following the
suggested setting in their original paper.

To evaluate their performances on high-dimensional dense datasets, we particularly construct the
“MNIST _noisy” and “Fashion_noisy” datasets: we duplicate each point in the MNIST and Fashion
MNIST datasets 10 times and add a random perturbation in the range of [—-5, 5] to each dimension
of each duplicated point, and then randomly generate 1% noisy points within [0, 255]¢ where d is
the dimensionality of the image space. From Table 3, we can see that our exact and approximate
DBSCAN outperform the baselines in terms of the ARI and AMI scores on most of the datasets.

As for the runtime, we observe that BICO has similar speed with our algorithms (for example,
the average difference on dataset MNIST is less than 20%), and the two baseline density clustering
algorithms (Density-peak and Meanshift) are much slower (at least 5 times on average, and Density-
peak even encounters memory overflow issue on some large datasets.). The baseline DP-means,
though usually has worse clustering performance than our algorithms as shown in Table 3 (two
examples are also given in Figure 5 (e)-(f)), is always the fastest one, which is about 12 times faster
on average than our algorithms and BICO. We attribute this to the inherent algorithmic simplicity
of DP-means than other testing algorithms (especially the density-based algorithms often need to
conduct more complicated operations towards spatial neighborhood).

Table 2. The runtime proportions of Algorithm 1 in our exact DBSCAN algorithm

Radius-guided Total time

Dataset Gonzalez (ms) (ms) Proportion
Moons 4.16 4.44 94%
Cancer 5.10 5.75 89%

USPS HW 6090 7994 76%
Biodeg 35.1 38.8 90%
MNIST 40474 43597 93%

Fashion MNIST 5113 5136 99%
Arrhythmia 35.1 38.8 90%

CIFAR 10 155966 156611 99%
COLA 702 779 90%

AG News 73131 114830 64%
MRPC 67148 67158 99%

3We are aware of the recent improved algorithm Meanshift++ [41], but Meanshift++ is only applicable to low-dimensional
data, and thus is not suitable for most of our experimental datasets.
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Table 3. Comparison of ARl and AMI scores with the non-DBSCAN algorithms.

The symbol "-" denotes values less than 0.01 and "*" denotes memory overflow (>500GB)

Dataset DBSCAN OSI;ZI’CIX;X DP-means  BICO  Density-peak Meanshift
ARI AMI ARI AMI ARI AMI ARl AMI ARI AMI ARI AMI
Moons 1.0 1.0 0.99 0.96 0.26 030 0.19 0.19 0.51 0.67 0.39 0.30
Cluto 094 091 0.95 0.92 0.28 040 0.59 050 041 0.62 0.19 0.33
MNIST 0.25 048 0.28 0.51 - - 0.31 041 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.43
MNIST _Noisy 0.28 0.57 0.28 0.51 - 0.05 0.17 0.22 * * 0.02 0.49
Fashion 0.14 046 0.25 0.50 - - 0.23 039 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.43
Fashion_Noisy 0.15 0.52 0.24 0.52 - 0.05 0.14 0.38 * * 0.02 0.49

PCAM 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.13 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.02 * * - -

LSUN 0.03 0.13 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.02 * * - -

5.5 Time Taken by the Radius-guided Gonzalez

As discussed in Remark 5 and Remark 6, we do not need to repeatedly run Algorithm 1 when tuning
the parameters € or MinPts. This property is quite useful in practical implementation because the
time of Algorithm 1 often takes a large part of the whole DBSCAN procedure. To verify this, we
illustrate the runtime proportions taken by Algorithm 1 in our exact DBSCAN algorithm in Table 2.

Table 4. Results of the streaming algorithms, the symbol "-" denotes values less than 0.01

Our algorithm DBStream D-Stream evoStream BICO

Dataset ARl AMI  ARI AMI ARl AMI ARl AMI ARl AMI
Moons 0.97 0.90 0.42 038 0.19 0.19 0.23 030 0.21 0.24
Cancer 0.70 0.58 0.13 0.13 0.59 050 044 040 0.53 040
Arrhythmia 0.23 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.18 0.12 0.05 0.10
Biodeg 0.09 0.06 - 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.04
MNIST 0.28 0.51 0.04 0.12 - - 0.01 0.07 0.31 041
CIFAR 10 0.02 0.43 0.04 0.07 0.01 0.02 - 0.01 0.03 0.13
Fashion MNIST 0.26 0.50 - - - - - - 0.23 0.39
USPS HW 0.19 0.53 - - 0.01 0.10 0.22 040 0.37 049
PCAM 0.02 0.03 - - - - - - 0.01 0.02
LSUN - 0.04 - - - - - - 0.01 -
Spotify_Session 1%  0.02 0.14 0.02 - - - - - 0.01 -
Spotify_Session 10%  0.02 0.15 0.02 - - - - - 0.01 -
Spotify_Session 50%  0.02 0.15 0.02 - - - - - 0.01 -
Spotify_Session 100% 0.02 0.09 0.02 - - - - - 0.01 -

From Table 2 below, we can see that the runtime of Algorithm 1 takes more than 60% of the
total DBSCAN procedure; it indicates that when we increase € or adjust MinPts during parameter
tuning, a large amount of of runtime can be saved without repeatedly running Algorithm 1. In our
approximate algorithm, this ratio is even higher, e.g., in our approximate algorithm on the MNIST
dataset, the Radius-Gonzalez procedure takes almost 98% of the total time. We leave the detailed
results to our full version.
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Fig. 6. Memory usage of our streaming algorithm; the green diamond in each figure corresponds to the
parameter that we use in Table 4

5.6 Streaming DBSCAN Algorithm

We compare the clustering result of our streaming algorithm (i.e., Algorithm 3) with several popular
streaming density clustering algorithms such as DBStream [31], D-Stream [12], evoStream [8], and
BICO [25]. We set p = 0.5 for our algorithm. For each baseline algorithm, we show its performance
under the properly tuned parameters. We also take some real stream data with large scales: the
billion-scale dataset Spotify_Session, and the two million-scale datasets PCAM and LSUN (please
refer to Table 1 for details). Additionally, we divide the Spotify_session dataset into four datasets by
date, namely the earliest 1%, 10%, 50%, and the full set; since the recorded data in Spotify_Session
may have changing trend over time, we can view them as four different datasets. We also use ARI
and AMI to evaluate their performances. The results are shown in Table 4. We can see that for most
of the test instances, our streaming algorithm achieves better quality over other baselines.

We also consider the memory usage of our streaming algorithm. Recall that in Algorithm 3,
we need to store the set E and M (S. € E U M, so that we do not need extra memory for S.) in
memory. So we evaluate the memory usage by the ratio M For each dataset, we conducted
the experiments with different values of p € {0.5, 1, 2}, and the results are shown in Figure 6. We
can see that our algorithm can greatly save the memory usage, e.g., for the Fashion MNIST dataset,
our algorithm only needs to store about 1% of the data points (see the green diamond in the curve).

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we study the metric DBSCAN problem and present its exact, approximate, and
streaming algorithms. We first study their quality guarantees in theory, and then conduct a set of
experiments to compare with other DBSCAN algorithms. Following this work, there are several
opportunities to further improve our methods from both theoretical and practical perspectives. For
example, is it possible to design a faster Gonzalez’s algorithm under Assumption 1? We are aware
that a fast Gonzalez’s algorithm was proposed by Har-Peled and Mendel [32] in doubling metric,
but they assume that the whole input data (including both inliers and outliers) has a low doubling
dimension. As discussed in Section 5.4, we will also consider to reduce the overall time complexity
by designing new algorithmic techniques, such as new r-net method with lower complexity. In
particular, the improvement on efficiency may lead to real-world applications for database systems
research (e.g., preprocessing large-scale NLP database to support training machine learning model
more efficiently). As for streaming DBSCAN, we may consider to reduce the number of passes for
our streaming algorithm via developing some more succinct data structure in memorys; it also has
certain practical significance to deal with other operations and issues, like data deletion and drift.
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