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Abstract

The Apriori algorithm that mines frequent itemsist®ne of the most popular and widely used
data mining algorithms. Now days many algorithmseh&een proposed on parallel and
distributed platforms to enhance the performanc@mfori algorithm. They differ from each
other on the basis of load balancing technique, amgreystem, data decomposition technique
and data layout used to implement them. The probleith most of the distributed framework
are overheads of managing distributed system ackd d& high level parallel programming
language. Also with grid computing there is alwaydential chances of node failures which
cause multiple re-executions of tasks. These pnablean be overcome by the MapReduce
framework introduced by Google. MapReduce is ariciefit, scalable and simplified
programming model for large scale distributed gmtacessing on a large cluster of commodity
computers and also used in cloud computing.

In this paper, we present the overview of paralgiriori algorithm implemented on
MapReduce framework. They are categorized on thes ke Map and Reduce functions used
to implement them e.g. 1-phase vs. k-phase, |/Mapper, Combiner and Reducer, using
functionality of Combiner inside Mapper etc. Thigwey discusses and analyzes the various
implementations of Apriori on MapReduce framework tihe basis of their distinguishing
characteristics. Moreover, it also includes the amd&ges and limitations of MapReduce
framework.
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1. Introduction

Advances in storage, communication and networkaahrologies leads to rapid growth of
huge volume of data in both scientific and comnma#rdomain. Organizations are intended to
gain insightful and precise information from sudrge volume of data, which can be
understandable and process by human brain forideaisaking. Data mining and knowledge
discovery has emerged to extract useful, hiddenuwrchown patterns and knowledge from
large database. Association Rule Mining (ARM) i arf the most important and popular
technique of data mining which find interestingretation or association between set of items
or attributes and also frequent patterns in largilthse [1]. The most typical application of
ARM is in market basket analysis which analyzes ghechasing behavior of customers by
finding the frequent items purchased together.dditeon to the many business application, it
is also applicable to bi-informatics, medical diagis and text analysis [2].
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Various ARM algorithms have been developed thdediffrom each other in the
way the strategy they used. These strategies aedban candidate generation,
without candidate generation, based on equivalecless clustering, maximal
hypergraph clique clustering and lattice travessdleme [3], [4], [5]. When it comes
to mine huge volume of data, these algorithms daite prove scalability and
efficiency. The main reasons behind this are tloegssing capacity, storage capacity
and RAM of a single machine [6]. Hence parallel atistributed algorithms are
developed to perform large-scale computing in dasoa rule mining on multiple
processors. These parallel and distributed algosthimprove the mining
performance but also add some overheads like ipartdf input data, workloads
balancing, reduction in communication costs andegmtion of information at local
nodes to form the global information. There areiotgs such algorithms developed
that addresses these issues in homogeneous compatimonment [7], [8], [9], [10].
These traditional parallel and distributed algorith are not suitable for
heterogeneous environment like heterogeneous clusbtel grid environment.
Consequently, grid based ARM algorithms have bempgsed to improve the
performance of mining association rule in grid caimy environment [11], [12],
[13], [14], [15], [16], [17], [18].

The problems with most of the distributed framewar& overheads of managing
distributed system and lack of high level paraiepgramming language. Working
with large number of computing nodes in clustegnd, there is always a potential
chance of node failures which causes multiple exetions of tasks. On the other
hand, message passing interface (MPI) is the maystlpr framework for scientific
distributed computing but only works with low ledahguage like C and FORTRAN
[6], [19], [20]. All these problems can be overcoimethe MapReduce framework
introduced by Google [21], [22]. MapReduce is agified programming model for
large scale distributed data processing and aled imscloud computing. Hadoop is
an implementation of Google’'s MapReduce by Apaclckvis available as open
source [23].

In this paper, we have reviewed various Aprioridshslgorithms on Hadoop
MapReduce framework. The rest of the paper is sirad as follows. Section 2
briefly describes the association rule mining peobland parallel Apriori algorithm.
Section 3 briefly introduces the Hadoop Distribufeite System and MapReduce
programming model. We analyze and discuss the wardapReduce based Apriori
algorithms in Section 4. Section 5 categorizesatiheantages and limitations of using
MapReduce. Finally, Section 6 concludes the papérdiscusses future research.

2. Association Rule Mining Algorithm

2.1. Problem Statement of ARM

The formal statement of mining association rulelefined in [3] can be stated as-
letl ={i, i, ..., it be set of attributes called iteniz,= {T1, T2, ..., Tnpe a set of
transactions called database. Each transatiiondatabas® is a set of items called
itemset such thali < |. Each transactiofMi is uniquely identified by a unique
transaction identifielID. Let X be a set of items ih a transactioffi containsX if X
< Ti andsupportsup (X)of an itemseK is the percentage of transactions containing
Xin the databasB. An association rulds a conditional implication of the forpd
2 Y whereX, Y c | are itemsets and N Y = & The supports of the ruleX 2 Yis
the percentage of transactionDnthat contain botiX andY, and the confidence,is
the percentage of transactionDncontainingX that also contain¥ [2], [3], [24]. The
problem of mining association rule is to find omigeresting rule while pruning all
uninteresting rules. Support and confidence arewieinterestingness criteria used
to measure the strength of association rules.

In short we can say that ARM is a two steps proedgsGeneration of frequent
itemsets whose support is greater than or equeteninimum support threshold set



by user from databad® and (ii) Strong association rules that have canmfad greater
than or equal to the minimum confidence thresheldby user are generated from
these frequent itemsets [2], [3].

2.7. Parallel Apriori Algorithm

Apriori is the basic and most popular algorithmpgmsed by R. Agrawal and R.
Srikant [3] for finding frequent itemsets based aamdidate generation. Candidates
are itemsets containing all frequent itemsets. fiame of the algorithm Apriori is
based on the Apriori property which states thatnathempty subsets of a frequent
itemset must also be frequent [2]. The core steghefalgorithm is generation of
candidate k-itemsets,Grom frequent (k-1)-itemsets,k and it consists ofoin and
pruneactions. In join step, the conditional join afix L is assigned to candidate
set Gwhile prune step reduces the size piuSing Apriori property [2].

The demerits of the serial algorithms are high ¢t43t due to iterative scan of
database and large consumption of memory. Manyesigh and parallel algorithms
have been proposed to improve the performance abAmlgorithm. Some popular
sequential approaches are Hash-based technigugsattaon reduction, Partitioning,
Sampling and Dynamic itemset counting (DIC) [2526], [27], [28], [29]. R.
Agrawal and J. Shafer [7] proposed the three para#trsion of Apriori algorithm,
Count Distribution (CD), Data Distribution (DD) af@hndidate Distribution.

CD and DD algorithms are categorized under dataallelism and task
parallelism while candidate distribution algoritfismhybrid of data parallelism and
task parallelism [38]. Table 1 briefly describes BD and DD algorithms along with
serial Apriori. Detailed algorithms can be found3f, [7]. In CD and DD algorithms
database is evenly distributed across the progesside such as'@enotes the local
database partition at processdrand G' & L,' are the candidate k-itemsets and
frequent k-itemsets respectively at processor P

Table 1: Algorithms: Serial Apriori, CD and DD [3F]

/I Count Distribution /I Data Distribution
1. Candidate 1-itemsets, 1.Candidates are distributed

/I Serial Apriori
1.Scan the database

and generate
frequent 1-itemsets
L1
2.To generate frequent
k-itemset Lx where k
22
Find candidate k-
itemsets Cyx from L1
as Ci = conditional
joint of
Lk with itself.
3.Scan the database
again and count the
support of
candidates in Cy.
4.Find the frequent k-
itemsets Lg from Cy
as Lx = all
candidates of Cyx with
minimum support.
5.Repeat from step 2
for next iteration.

C; =1, the set of all
items.

2.To generate Ly, where

k = 1 Processor P'
scan the local partition
D' and find the local
support counts of
candidates in Cg

. Processor P'

exchange the local
counts with other
processors to find
global counts of
candidates in Cy.

.Find the frequent k-

itemsets Ly from Ci as
Ly = all candidates of
Ck with minimum
support.

.Generate the

candidates Cy.1 from
Ly as in serial Apriori
and repeat from step
2 for next iteration.

in round robin fashion.
Local candidate 1-itemsets,
Cll cl.

2.To generate Ly, where k 2 1
Processor P' scans the local
D' to find the local support
counts of candidates in Cy.

3.Each processor broadcast
their local database and
receives from other
processors. Global support
counts of candidates in Cy
are calculated by scanning
all these local databases.

4.Each processor P' _
calculates Ly from local Cy'
and exchange Ly with other
processors to get complete
Lk.

5.Generate the candidate Cy:1
from Ly and partition it
across the processors.
Repeat from step 2 for next
iteration.




The step 3 is of our interest in the three alganghdescribed in table 1. CD and
DD parallelize the step 3 of serial Apriori usinguot exchange and dataset exchange
respectively. Candidate Distribution algorithm reelss the overhead of
synchronization and processor communication in @d BD [6]. After a certain
number of passes determined by heuristic, it deitlee candidate itemsets and
database across processors to work independently.

3. Apache Hadoop M apReduce Framework

Hadoop is a large-scale distributed batch procgssifrastructure for parallel
processing of big data on large cluster of comnyoditmputers [30]. Hadoop is an
open source project of Apache [23] which implemdr@®ogle's File System [31] as
Hadoop Distributed File System (HDFS) and GooglWepReduce [21] as Hadoop
MapReduce programming model.

3.1. Hadoop Distributed File System

Hadoop Distributed File System (HDFS) is distriltlfde system that holds a
large volume of data in terabytes or petabytesesaall provides fast and scalable
access to such data [30]. It stores files in acafgd manner across different machine
to provide fault tolerance and high availability rithg execution of parallel
applications [30].

HDFS is a block-structured file system and break#eainto fixed size blocks
(default block size is 64MB) to store across sdver@Echines. Hadoop uses two types
of machine working in a master-worker fashiomNameNodes master machine and
a number oDataNodesas worker machines as shown in Figure 1. The NadeN
assigns blockds to the blocks of a file and stores metadata (fdene, permission,
replica, location of each block) of the file systamits main memory providing fast
access to this information. DataNodes are the iddal machines in the clusters
which store and retrieve the replicated blocks aftiple files [30].

NameNode: Stores metadata

Filel > {1.3.4}
File2 > {2.5}

DataNodes: Stores blocks of multiple files with replication factor 3

Figure 1: Functionality of NameNode and DataNodik flock replication [30].

3.2. Hadoop MapReduce

MapReduce is a parallel programming model desidgoegarallel processing of
large volumes of data by breaking the job into pelelent tasks across a large
number of machines. MapReduce is inspired formligheorocessing languages e.g.
LISP. It uses two list processing idioms: map aeduce. Based on it a MapReduce
program consists of two functioMdapper and Reducerwhich runs on all machines
in a Hadoop cluster. The input and output of thfesetions must be in form dkey,
value)pairs [30].

The Mapper takes the input,(kv;) pairs from HDFS and produces a list of
intermediate (k v,) pairs. An optionalCombiner function is applied to reduce
communication cost of transferring intermediatepotég of mappers to reducers.
Output pairs of mapper are locally sorted and gedupn same key and feed to the
combiner to make local sum. The intermediate oupairs of combiners are shuffled
and exchanged between machines to group all the with the same key to a single
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reducer. This is the only one communication stdqegaplace and handle by the
Hadoop MapReduce platform. There is no other conication between mappers
and reducers take place. The Reducer takedigk(v,) values as input, make sum of
the values in list (3) and produce new pairss(ks) [30], [32]. Figure 2 illustrates the
work flow of MapReduce.

Input Data
| (k:?) [ (kl.-Vl) [ (h:‘% |
Intermediate vahues (st (ky,vp) | list(kp,va) | Tist (ks ve) |

Shuffle and Exchange \ (ko list (w3)) | (I, list (v4)) | (g, list (vo)) |

Output [Govd)  [lav)  [Gave) ]
Figure 2: MapReduce Model [30].

MapReduce is a simplified programming model sirltéha parallelization, inter-
machine communication and fault tolerance are leghby run-time system [21].

4. Apriori Algorithm on Hadoop M apReduce

To implement an algorithm on MapReduce framework thain tasks are to
design two independent map and reduce functionshim@lgorithm and to convert
the datasets in the form of (key, value) pairsMapReduce programming, all the
mapper and reducer on different machines execufeaiallel fashion but the final
result is obtained only after the completion ofuest. If algorithm is recursive, then
we have to execute multiple phase of map-redugetthe final result [33].

4.1. Traditional Apriori to MapReduce Based Apirio

Apriori algorithm is an iterative process and it8ot main components are
candidate itemsets generation and frequent itengeteration. In each scan of
database, mapper generates local candidates amckeresims up the local count and
results frequent itemsets. The count distributi@mafyel version of Apriori is best
suited on Hadoop whereas to implement data disiabualgorithm we have to
control the distribution of data which is automatig controlled by Hadoop [6].

The first step of the algorithm is to generate fieqf 1-itemsets L which is
illustrated in Figure 3 by an example. HDFS bre#iles transactional database into
blocks and distribute to all mappers running on mrees. Each transaction is
converted to (key, value) pairs where key is the @&hd value is the list of items i.e.
transaction. Mapper reads one transaction at time autput (key’, value’) pairs
where key' is each item in transaction and valgeli The combiner combines the
pairs with same key' and makes the local sum of/tiiees for each key'. The output
pairs of all combiners are shuffled & exchangedniike the list of values associated
with same key’, as (key’, list (value”)) pairs. &ecers take these pairs and sum up
the values of respective keys. Reducers output',(keyue') pairs where key' is
item and value™ is the support court minimum support, of that item [19], [34],
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[37]. Final frequent 1-itemsets s obtained by merging the output of all reducers.

TID | List of Items
T1 T1 1213 15
T2 1113
T3 1213
T4 1112 15
T3 1214
T6 111213
T7 213
T8 111214
TS 1113
Databaze
(TL{NT3T15}) | (T4 {11 1215}) | (T7, {I213})
(T2, { 11.13}) (T35, {12141 (T8, {I11214})
(TB:{IZ:B}}./ (Te, {11, DB}) ('T‘J\{lll L3530
Come>
Intermediate a1,2). (12, 2), (11.2). (12, 3), (13 a1, 2), (12, 2),
Walues a3, 3). s, 1), (4, 1), {d5. } I3,2), 14, 1)
Shuffle and a1, {2223, 2, {232}, | (I3, {3,121
Exchange 14 {1.1}) @s. {1.1})
@
Omutput [at 6}(142} [ 2.7, (13 23 |(136} |

Figure 3: Generation of Frequent 1-itemsets.

To generate frequent k-itemsetg Bach mapper reads frequent itemsgtsftom
previous iteration and generates candidate itenSgtBom L,; as in traditional
algorithm. A candidate itemset in @ selected as key and assigned a value 1,gfit i
present in the transaction assigned to the mapyms. we have (key, value) pairs
where key is k-itemset and value is 1. All the ranimgy procedures are the same as
generation of L.[19], [34], [37] Table 2 depicts the algorithms corresponding to
mapper, combiner and reducer for Apriori algorithm.

Table 2:Algorithm: Mapper, Combiner and Reducer [19], [38](]

Mapper (key, value)
/l key: TID
/I value: itemsets in
transaction Ti
for each transaction Ti
assigned to Mapper do
for each itemset in Ck
do
if itemset € Ti
output (itemset, 1);
end if
end for
end for

Combiner (key, value)
/I key: itemset
/I value: list (1)
for each itemset do
for each 1 in list (1) of
corresponding itemset do
itemset.local_sup + =1
end for
output (itemset,
itemset.local_sup);
end for

Reducer (key, value)
Il key: itemset
[l value: list (local_sup)
for each itemset do
for each local_sup in
list (local_sup) of
corresponding itemset do
itemset.sup + = local_sup;
end for
if itemset.sup = minimum
support;
output (itemset, itemset.sup);
end for

4.2. Analysis of Various Proposed Implementatmi&priori on MapReduce

Various implementations of Apriori on MapReduce nfework have been
proposed since the inception of MapReduce, intredury Google. These algorithms
can be classified in two categories: 1-phase of-redpce and k-phase of map-
reduce [39]. Also some algorithms used all thedHtenctions mapper, reducer and
combiner while some used only mapper and reducettifun. Table 3 compares the
various proposed algorithms on the basis of som&wan characteristics.



Table 3: Comparison of Algorithms on Common Chamastics

Algorithm Map- Mapper (key, value) Combiner (key, | Reducer (key, value)
Proposed Reduce value)
by Phase
X. Y. Yang | k-phase | Input: key = line no.; value = | Not used Input: key = candidate itemset;
et al.,, 2010 one row of data value = list (1)
[36] Output: key = candidate itemset; Output: key = itemset; value =
value =1 support
L. Liand M. | 1-phase | Input: key = TID; value = | Input: key = itemset; | Input: key = itemset; value = list
Zhang, transaction value = list (1) (local support)
2011 [37] Output: key = itemset; value =1 | Output: key = itemset; | Output: key = itemset; value =
value = local support support
N. Li et al., | k-phase | Input: key = offset in byte of | Not used Input: key = candidate itemset;
2012 [34] record; value = string of the value = list (1)
content of record Output: key = candidate itemset;
Output: key = candidate itemset; value = support
value=1
J. Li et al, | k-phase | Input: key = line no.; value = | Input: key = itemset; | Input: key = itemset; value = list
2012 [35] one line of data value = list (1) (local support)
Output: key = itemset; value =1 | Output: key = itemset; | Output: key = itemset; value =
value = local support support
M-Y Lin et | k-phase | Input: key = TID; value = itemset | Input: key = itemset; | Input: key = itemset; value = list
al., 2012 in transaction with TID value = list (1) (local support)
[19] Output: key = itemset; value =1 | Output: key = itemset; | Output: key = itemset; value =
value = local support support
S. Oruganti | k-phase | Input: key and value are not | Not used Input: key = candidate itemset;
et al.,, 2013 specified value = list (1)
[6] Output: key = candidate itemset; Output: key = candidate itemset;
value=1 value = support
F. Kovacs | k-phase | Input: key = TID; value = itemset | Not used Input: key = itemset; value = list
and J. llles, in transaction with TID (local support)
2013 [33] Outout: - : - : _ : _
utput: key = itemset; value = Output: key = itemset; value =
local support support

Table 3 summarizes the algorithms with some comupi@racteristics. Now we
focus on some of the key features that discrimitia¢se algorithms stated in table 3

as:

4.2.1. 1l-phase vs. k-phase.
Algorithm based on 1-phase requires only singleiten of map-reduce job to

find all frequent itemsets whereas algorithm basedk-phase requires multiple
iterations of map-reduce job. Algorithm proposedLby.i and M. Zhang [37] uses a
single iteration of map-reduce job. It generatsgtaof local candidate itemsets from
the input data subset assigned to mapper. Mappputsia (itemset, 1) pairs for each
candidate itemsets. This is the only algorithm agnalhthe discussed above that uses
single map-reduce phase and all the other algositéma based on k-phase.

4.2.2. 1/0 of Mapper, Combiner and Reducer.

Input (key, value) pairs of mapper of different @ithms are a little different
whereas output pairs of all algorithms are simgenerated as (itemset, 1) pairs
except algorithm [33]. After completion of mappiéemset is used as a key in both
input and output pairs for both combiner and reduneall algorithms. Combiner
function is not used in all proposed algorithmscdfbiner is used then list of 1's is
passed as a value to combiner and list of locapeup is passed as a value to
reducer. Some algorithms have not used combinemassded list of 1's directly to
reducer except algorithm [33].



4.2.3. Using Functionality of Combiner inside Mapp

In most of the algorithms mapper outputs each tinfegemset, 1) pair, if itemset
is found in the transaction assigned to that mapperKovacs and J. llles [33]
proposed a different approach. In this algorithngpper finally outputs (itemset,
itemset.counter) pairs only one time for each iwmshere itemset.counter is the
local support of itemset. Inside mapper, itemsenter is incremented each time, if
itemset is found in transaction assigned to mapipethis way, mapper produces
output (itemset, local support) which is passeddaducer as (itemset, list (local

support)).

4.2.4. Performance Improvement.

M-Y Lin et al. [19] proposed three version of Apiimn MapReduce, named
Single Pass Counting (SPC), Fixed Passes Combmauting (FPC) and Dynamic
Passes Combined-counting (DPC). SPC is a straightafd implementation of
Apriori on MapReduce whereas FPC and DPC implentient improve the
performance by reducing the scheduling invocatiand waiting time. MapReduce
programming model generates scheduling and waiting overheads since mapper
of a map-reduce phase cannot begin until all tlieigers of previous phase have
finished. Nodes having finished their reducer havavait for completion of other
nodes. FPC combines candidate generation of fixesber of consecutive phases of
SPC (generally last phases) into a single map-eegi@ase, reducing the number
scheduling invocations. DPC dynamically merges tendidates of several
consecutive phases to balance the workloads betpleeges. DPC is better than FPC
since DPC dynamically combines several phases WHHE statically combines a
fixed number of phases.

4.2.5. Counting 1 and 2-itemsets in a Single Step.

F. Kovacs and J. llles [33] proposed a new metloocbunt the support of 1 and
2-itemsets in one step, without generating candidattemsets. In this method, a
triangular matrix is used to store itemset count@tds matrix contains counts of
each 2-itemsets and diagonal of matrix containsntowf 1-itemsets. It is only
dependent on number of items and independent odldtebase size. This method is
best suitable for the database having limited nunobétems. We can directly start
the third phase of map-reduce with 2-temset obthirstng above method.

4.2.6. Candidate Generation inside Reducer.

Mapper outputs the (itemset, 1) pairs and reduaes the global sum, resulting
frequent itemsets. Generation of candidate item$ets frequent itemsets of
previous phase is carried out in mapper. Majoritthe algorithms follow this pattern
but algorithm proposed by F. Kovacs and J. llle8],[3ised reducer instead of
mapper, to generate candidate itemsets. Reducersh& global sum and candidate
generation while mapper only generates local supgatemsets.

5. Advantages and Limitations of MapReduce

MapReduce is an efficient, flexible and simple modeed for large
computational problems. Every technique has itsaathges and limitations and it
depends on for which type of problems we are uging

5.1. Advantages

Some major advantages are as follows which is mbf oonsidered for data
mining problems but general for all data processgirgplems.



5.1.1. Automatic Parallelization, Data DistributipWorkload Balance and Fault
Tolerance.

Underlying run time system of MapReduce parallalifee execution of mapper
and reducer on a number of machines. It partittbaglatasets into fixed sized blocks
and replicates with some replication factor to jevhigh availability and zero data
loss. It assigns tasks of busy or slower nodesh® itlle nodes, balancing the
workloads and increasing throughput. MapReduce igesvhigh fault-tolerance by
re-executing a crashed task without re-executimgdther tasks. It reassigns tasks
from failed nodes to idle or active nodes [32]. gPeonmer is free from such tasks
and gives more attention to algorithm.

5.1.2. Reduced Consumption of Network Bandwidth.

Hadoop replicates datasets to multiple nodes walichivs reading data from local
disks, and also writing intermediate data in singgpy to local disks, for saving the
network bandwidth [21].

5.1.3. Combination of Computational Power and flisited Storage.

Hadoop provides a combined platform for both higilmputational power and
distributed storage system.

5.1.4. Extremely Scalable.

MapReduce enables parallel applications to run darge Hadoop cluster of
thousands nodes and process petabyte scale db@ata

5.2. Limitations

Although there are many advantages of MapReduceitbatso have some
limitations which cannot be ignored. Here we lissetne major limitations which are
also specific to Apriori algorithm.

5.2.1. Working on (key, value) Pairs.

MapReduce model operates only on data structurggef(key, value) pairs. All
the input datasets have to be converted into smgbtsre.

5.2.2. Blocking Operation.

Result of a map-reduce phase cannot be obtaindeuticompletion of reducer.
In k-phase of map-reduce, transition to the nexsphcannot be possible until all
reducers have finished. Consequently, it cannokwarpipeline parallelism [32].

5.2.3. Implicit Data Distribution.

Data distribution version of Apriori is not suitalio implement on Hadoop since
data distribution is automatically controlled by déap [33]. Count distribution
version of Apriori is suitable for Hadoop sinceoitly exchange the count between
nodes and does not exchange data [36].

5. Conclusion

MapReduce is very lucrative for parallel processifgig data on large cluster of
commodity computers. In this paper, we mainly foars the parallelization of
Apriori algorithm on MapReduce framework. The MapRee computing model is
well resembled to the computation of frequent itetmsn Apriori algorithm. We
reviewed various proposed approaches to paralléméori on Hadoop distributed
framework. They are categorized on the basis of kiagh Reduce functions used to
implement them e.g. 1-phase vs. k-phase, I/O ofpdapCombiner and Reducer and
using functionality of Combiner inside Mapper efécheduling invocations and
waiting time overheads are major bottleneck in ganeince of algorithms and it is
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addressed by FPC and DPC techniques. 1 and 2-temgein huge number among
all k-candidates so we can handle it separatelyigmat it to the third phase of map-
reduce. For this triangular matrix data structsreised to count the support of 1 and
2-itemsets in one step. All these techniques maypaanutually exclusive and some
of them can be integrated to increase the perfocmanf resulting algorithm.
Although MapReduce is an efficient and scalablef@ie for big computational
problem but it may be difficult to port some praike on such platform.

References

[1] R. Agrawal, T. Imielinski and A. Swami, “Mining Agsiation Rules Between
Sets of Items in Large Databases,”ACM SIGMOD Conf. Management of
Data, Washington, D.C1993, pp. 207-216.

[2] J. Han, and M. Kamber, “Data Mining: Concepts arethhiques,”"Morgan
Kaufmann Publisher2006.

[3] R. Agrawal and R. Srikant, “Fast Algorithms for Mig Association Rules in
Large Databases,” iRroceedings Twentieth International Conference enyV
Large Databases, Santiago, Chil994, pp. 487-499.

[4] J. Han, J. Pei and Y. Yin, “Mining Frequent Patterwithout Candidate
Generation,” inACM SIGMOD International Conference on Management o
Data, 2000, vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 1-12.

[5] M. J. Zaki, S. Parthasarathy, M. Ogihara and W.“New Algorithms for Fast
Discovery of Association Rules,” iRroceedings 3rd Int'l Conf. Knowledge
Discovery and Data Mining, AAAI Press, Menlo P97, pp. 283-286.

[6] S. Oruganti, Q. Ding and N. Tabrizi, “Exploring HAIDP as a Platform for
Distributed Association Rule Mining,” imFUTURE COMPUTING 2013 The
Fifth International Conference on Future Computaab Technologies and
Applications, 2013, pp. 62-67.

[71 R. Agrawal and J.C. Shafer, “Parallel Mining of Asgtion Rules,”in IEEE
Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineeringl.8, no. 6, pp.962-969,
1996.

[8] M. J. Zaki, “Parallel and Distributed Associationirihg: A Survey,” in
Concurrency, IEEEyol. 7, no.4, pp. 14-25, 1999.

[9] M. J. Zaki, “Parallel and Distributed Data Miningn Introduction” in LNAI
1759 Large-Scale Parallel Data Mining, Springer-\agr, Heidelberg2000, pp.
1-23.

[10] K. Bhaduri, K. Das, K. Liu, H. Kargupta and J. RyaDistributed Data Mining
Bibliography,” 2008.

[11] V. Fiolet, R. Olejnik, G. Lefait and B. Toursel, f®mal Grid Exploitation
Algorithms for Data Mining,” in Proceedings 5th IEEE International
Symposium on Parallel and Distributed ComputingwNéork, 2006, pp. 246-
252.

[12] C. Luo, A. L. Pereira and S. M. Chung, “Distributddining of Maximal
Frequent ltemsets on a Data Grid Systeim,Journal of Supercomputingpl.
37, pp. 71-90, 2006.

[13] L. M. Aouad, N-A. Le-Khac and T. M. Kechadi, “Digiuted Frequent Itemsets
Mining in Heterogeneous Platformsii’ Journal of Engineering, Computing and
Architectureyvol. 1, no. 2, pp. 1-12, 2007.

[14] C-T. Yang, W-C. Shih and S-S. Tseng, “A Heuristiat® Distribution Scheme
for Data Mining Applications on Grid Environmentst' Fuzzy Systems, FUZZ-
IEEE 2008 (IEEE World Congress on Computationatlligence),pp. 1-6.

[15] R. Tlili and Y. Slimani, “A Novel Data Partitioningpproach for Association
Rule Mining on Grids,”in International Journal of Grid and Distributed
Computingyol. 5, no. 4, pp. 1-20, 2012.

[16] R. Tlili and Y. Slimani, “Executing Association RuMining Algorithms under
a Grid Computing Environment,” iProceedings Workshop on Parallel and
Distributed Systems: Testing, Analysis, and DelgdPADTAD '11), ACM,
New York2011, pp. 53-61.

10



[17] R. Tlili and Y. Slimani, “Mining Association Rulemn Grid Platforms,” ilLNCS
Euro-Par 2011 Workshops, Springer-Verlag, Heidelhe012, vol. 7155, pp.
201-210.

[18] R. Tlili and Y. Slimani, “Dynamic Load Balancing &farge-Scale Distributed
Association Rule Mining,” inProceedings IEEE International Conference on
Computer Application and Industrial Electronics G&IE 2011) pp. 553-558.

[19] M-Y. Lin, P-Y. Lee and S-C. Hsueh, “Apriori-basedefuent Itemset Mining
Algorithms on MapReduce,” ifProceedings 6th International Conference on
Ubiquitous Information Management and Communicafi@UIMC '12), ACM,
New York2012, Article 76.

[20] S. Moens, E. Aksehirli and B. Goethals, “Frequeeimiset Mining for Big
Data,” in Proceedings IEEE International Conference on Bigd)2013, pp.
111-118.

[21] J. Dean, and S. Ghemawat, “MapReduce: Simplifieth[Paocessing on Large
Clusters”in ACM Commun.yol. 51, pp. 107-113, 2008.

[22] J. Dean and S. Ghemawat, “MapReduce: SimplifiecaPabcessing on Large
Clusters” in Proceedings 6th Symposium on Opearting SystemsgiDessi
Implementation2004, pp. 137-149.

[23] Apache Hadoottp://hadoop.apache.org

[24] P-N. Tan, M. Steinbach and V. Kumar, “Chapter 6&&sstion Analysis: Basic
Concepts and Algorithms, Introduction to Data MainAddison-Wesley,
2005.

[25] J. S. Park, Ming-Syan and P. S. Yu, “Using a Haakd8l Method with
Transaction Trimming for Mining Association Ruleg)’"IEEE Transactions on
Knowledge and Data Engineeringpl. 9, no. 5, pp. 813-825, 1997.

[26] J. S. Park, Ming-Syan and P. S. Yu, “An EffectivasH-Based Algorithm for
Mining Association Rules,In SIGMOD ACM vol. 24, no. 2, pp. 175-186,
1995.

[27] M. J. Zaki, S. Parthasarathy, W. Li and M. Ogih&Eajaluation of Sampling for
Data Mining of Association Rules,” ifProceedings IEEE 7th International
Workshop on Research Issues in Data Engineefifg7, pp. 42-50.

[28] A. Savasere, E. Omiecinski and S. Navathe, “Anciffit Algorithm for Mining
Association Rules in Large Databases,Pimceedings 21st VLDB Conference,
Switzerland, 1995, pp. 432-444.

[29] S. Brin, R. Motwani, J. D. Ullman and S. Tsur, “2ynic Itemset Counting and
Implication Rules for Market Basket Datar’ ACM SIGMOD Recordvol. 26,
no. 2, pp. 255-264, 1997.

[30] Yahoo! Hadoop Tutorial,
http://developer.yahoo.com/hadoop/tutorial/indemht

[31] S. Ghemawat, H. Gobioff and S. Leung, “The Google Bystem,”in ACM
SIGOPS Operating Systems Revieal, 37, no. 5, pp. 29-43, 2003.

[32] K-H. Lee, Y-J. Lee, H. Choi, Y. D. Chung and B. Mwpo‘Parallel Data
Processing with MapReduce: A Survein’”ACM SIGMOD Recordvol. 40, no.
4, pp. 11-20, 2011.

[33] F. Kovacs and J. llles, “Frequent Itemset Miningkbadoop,” inProceedings
IEEE 9th International Conference on Computatior@ybernetics (ICCC),
Hungry, 2013, pp. 241-245.

[34] N. Li, L. Zeng, Q. He and Z. Shi, “Parallel Implentation of Apriori Algorithm
based on MapReduce,” Proceedings 13th ACIS International Conference on
Software Engineering, Atrtificial Intelligence, Nemking and Parallel &
Distributed ComputinglEEE 2012, pp. 236-241.

[35] J. Li, P. Roy, S. U. Khan, L. Wang and Y. Bai, “Bdflining Using Clouds: An
Experimental Implementation of Apriori over MapRed(!
http://sameekhan.org/pub/L_K_ 2012 SCALCOM.pdf

[36] X. Y. Yang, Z. Liu and Y. Fu, “MapReduce as a Pemgming Model for
Association Rules Algorithm on Hadoop,” in Procewgdi 3rd International
Conference on Information Sciences and Interacdicences (ICIS), 2010, vol.
99, no. 102, pp. 23-25.

11



[37] L. Li and M. Zhang, “The Strategy of Mining Assoiitan Rule Based on Cloud
Computing,” in Proceedings IEEE International Conference on Busine
Computing and Global Informatization (BCGINQ11. pp. 29-31.

[38] M. H. Dunham, Y. Xiao, L. Gruenwald and Z. Hossai# Survey of
Association Rules,”
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi£1091.1602.

[39] O. Yaha, O. Hegazy and E. Ezat, “An Efficient Impkntation of Apriori
Algorithm Based on Hadoop-Mapreduce Modeh” International Journal of
Reviews in Computingpl. 12, pp. 59-67, 2012.

12



