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On the power of linear programming for K-means clustering ∗

Antonio De Rosa † Aida Khajavirad ‡ Yakun Wang §

Abstract
In [8], the authors introduced a new linear programming (LP) relaxation for K-means clus-

tering. In this paper, we further investigate both theoretical and computational properties of
this relaxation. As evident from our numerical experiments with both synthetic real-world data
sets, the proposed LP relaxation is almost always tight; i.e., its optimal solution is feasible
for the original nonconvex problem. To better understand this unexpected behaviour, on the
theoretical side, we focus on K-means clustering with two clusters, and we obtain sufficient
conditions under which the LP relaxation is tight. We further analyze the sufficient conditions
when the input is generated according to a popular stochastic model and obtain recovery guar-
antees for the LP relaxation. We conclude our theoretical study by constructing a family of
inputs for which the LP relaxation is never tight. Denoting by n the number of data points
to be clustered, the LP relaxation contains Ω(n3) inequalities making it impractical for large
data sets. To address the scalability issue, by building upon a cutting-plane algorithm together
with the GPU implementation of PDLP, a first-order method LP solver, we develop an efficient
algorithm that solves the proposed LP and hence the K-means clustering problem, for up to
n ≤ 4000 data points.

Key words. K-means clustering; Linear programming relaxation; Tightness; Recovery guar-

antee; Cutting-plane algorithm; First-order methods.

1 Introduction

Clustering data points into a small number of groups according to some similarity measure is a
common task in unsupervised machine learning. K-means clustering, one of the oldest and the
most popular clustering techniques, partitions the data points into clusters by minimizing the total
squared distance between each data point and the corresponding cluster center. Let {xi}ni=1 denote
a set of n data points in R

m, and denote by K the number of desired clusters. Define a partition
of [n] := {1, . . . , n} as a family {Γk}Kk=1 of non-empty subsets of [n] such that Γa ∩ Γb = ∅ for all
a 6= b ∈ [K] and ∪k∈[K]Γk = [n]. Then K-means clustering can be formulated as a combinatorial
optimization problem:

min
K
∑

k=1

∑

i∈Γk

∥

∥

∥
xi − 1

|Γk|
∑

j∈Γk

xj
∥

∥

∥

2

2
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s.t. {Γk}k∈[K] is a partition of [n].

It is well-known that Problem (1) is NP-hard even when there are only two clusters [3] or when
the data points are in R

2 [19]. The most popular techniques for solving Problem (1) are heuristics
such as Lloyd’s algorithm [16], approximation algorithms [13, 10], and convex relaxations [26, 25,
5, 22, 12, 15, 8]. The two prominent types of convex relaxations for K-means clustering are semi-
definite programming (SDP) relaxations [25] and linear programming (LP) relaxations [8]. The
theoretical properties of SDP relaxations for K-means clustering have been thoroughly studied in
the literature [5, 22, 12, 28, 15]. In this paper we investigate the power of LP relaxations for K-
means clustering. In the following, we present an alternative formulation for Problem (1), which
we use to construct our relaxations.

Consider a partition {Γk}Kk=1 of [n]; let 1Γk
, k ∈ [K] be the indicator vector of the kth cluster;

i.e., the ith component of 1Γk
is defined as: (1Γk

)i = 1 if i ∈ Γk and (1Γk
)i = 0 otherwise. Define

the associated partition matrix as:

X =

K
∑

k=1

1

|Γk|
1Γk

1TΓk
. (2)

Define dij := ||xi−xj||22 for all i, j ∈ [n]. Then Problem (1) can be equivalently written as (see [15]
for detailed derivation):

min
∑

i,j∈[n]
dijXij (3)

s.t. X is a partition matrix defined by (2).

It can be checked that any partition matrix X is positive semidefinite. Using this observation, one
can obtain the following SDP relaxation of Problem (3):

min
∑

i,j∈[n]
dijXij (PW)

s.t. Tr(X) = K,

n
∑

j=1

Xij = 1, ∀i ∈ [n],

X � 0, Xij ≥ 0, Xij = Xji, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

where Tr(X) is the trace of the matrix X, and X � 0 means that X is positive semidefinite.
The above relaxation was first proposed in [25] and is often referred to as the “Peng-Wei SDP
relaxation”. Both theoretical and numerical properties of this relaxation have been thoroughly
investigated in the literature [5, 22, 12, 15, 27].

1.1 LP relaxations for K-means clustering

In [8], the authors introduced the ratio-cut polytope, defined as the convex hull of ratio-cut vectors
corresponding to all partitions of n points in R

m into at mostK clusters. They showed this polytope
is closely related to the convex hull of the feasible region of Problem (3). The authors then studied
the facial structure of the ratio-cut polytope, which in turn enabled them to obtain a new family
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of LP relaxations for K-means clustering. Fix a parameter t ∈ {2, . . . ,K}; then an LP relaxation
for K-means clustering is given by:

min
∑

i,j∈[n]
dijXij (LPKt)

s.t. Tr(X) = K,
n
∑

j=1

Xij = 1, ∀i ∈ [n],

∑

j∈S
Xij ≤ Xii +

∑

j,k∈S:j<k

Xjk, ∀i ∈ [n], ∀S ⊆ [n] \ {i} : 2 ≤ |S| ≤ t, (4)

Xij ≥ 0, Xij = Xji, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n.

By Proposition 3 of [8], inequalities (4) define facets of the convex hull of the feasible region
of Problem (3). It then follows that for any t < t′, the feasible region of Problem (LPKt′) is
strictly contained in the feasible region of Problem (LPKt). However, it is important to note that
Problem (LPKt) contains Θ(nt+1) inequalities; moreover, an inequality of the form (4) with |S| = t′

contains t′(t′+1)
2 + 1 variables with nonzero coefficients. That is, while increasing t improves the

quality of the relaxation, it significantly increases the computational cost of solving the LP as well.
Hence, a careful selection of t is of crucial importance; we address this question in Section 4. In [5],
the authors propose and study a different LP relaxation for K-means clustering. As it is detailed
in [8], for any t ≥ 2, the feasible region of Problem (LPKt) is strictly contained in that of the LP
relaxation considered in [5] (see Remark 1 in [8]). In fact, the numerical experiments on synthetic
data in [8] indicate that Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 is almost always tight ; i.e., the optimal solution
of the LP is a partition matrix. To better understand this unexpected behaviour, in this paper, we
perform a theoretical study of the tightness of the (LPKt) relaxation. As a first step, we consider
the case of two clusters. Performing a similar type of analysis for K > 2 is a topic of future research.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

(i) Consider any partition of [n] and the associated partition matrix X defined by (2). By con-
structing a dual certificate, we obtain a sufficient condition, often referred to as a “proximity
condition”, under which X is the unique optimal solution of Problem (LPKt) (see Proposition 1
and Proposition 3). This result can be considered as a generalization of Theorem 1 in [8] where
the optimality of equal-size clusters is studied. Our proximity condition is overly conservative
since, to obtain an explicit condition, we fix a subset of the dual variables to zero. To address
this, we propose a simple algorithm to carefully assign values to dual variables previously set to
zero, leading to a significantly better dual certificate for X (see Proposition 5).

(ii) Consider a generative model, referred to as the stochastic sphere model (SSM), in which there
are two clusters of possibly different size in R

m, and the data points in each cluster are sampled
from a uniform distribution on a sphere of unit radius. Using the result of part (i) we obtain
a sufficient condition in terms of the distance between sphere centers under which the (LPKt)
relaxation recovers the planted clusters with high probability. By high probability we mean the
probability tending to one as the number of data points tends to infinity (see Proposition 4).

(iii) Since in all our numerical experiments Problem (LPKt) is tight, it is natural to ask whether
the (LPKt) relaxation is tight with high probability under reasonable generative models. We
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present a family of inputs for which the (LPKt) relaxation is never tight (see Proposition 6 and
Corollary 1).

(iv) Motivated by the surprising performance of the LP relaxation, we propose a scalable cutting plane
algorithm, which relies on an efficient separation algorithm for inequalities (4), lower bounding
and upper bounding techniques, and a GPU implementation of PDLP, a first-order primal-dual
LP solver. Thanks to this algorithm, we are able to solve Problem (LPKt) for real-world instances
with up to 4000 data points in less than two and half hours. Interestingly for all instances, by
solving the LP relaxation, we solve the original K-means clustering problem to global optimality.

1.2 Organization

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we perform a theoretical study of the
tightness of the LP relaxation for two clusters. In Section 3, we present a family of inputs for which
the optimal value of Problem (LPKt) is strictly smaller than the optimal value of the K-means
clustering problem. Finally, in Section 4 we develop a customized algorithm for solving the LP
relaxation and present extensive numerical experiments.

2 The tightness of the LP relaxation for two clusters

In this section, we consider the K-means clustering problem with K = 2 and examine the strength
of the LP relaxation theoretically. Recall that for K = 2, we must have t = 2; therefore, Prob-
lem (LPKt) simplifies to:

min
∑

i,j∈[n]
dijXij (LP2)

s.t. Tr(X) = 2, (5)
n
∑

j=1

Xij = 1, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ n, (6)

Xij +Xik ≤ Xii +Xjk, ∀i 6= j 6= k ∈ [n], j < k, (7)

Xij ≥ 0, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, (8)

where as before we set Xji = Xij for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Throughout this section, whenever
we say “the LP relaxation,” we mean the LP defined by Problem (LP2) and whenever we say
“the SDP relaxation,” we mean the SDP defined by Problem (PW). To motivate our theoretical
study, in the following we present a simple numerical experiment to convey the power of the LP
relaxation for clustering real-world data sets. Solving both LP and SDP becomes computationally
expensive as we increase the number of points n; that is, to solve an instance with n & 200
efficiently, one needs to design a specialized algorithm for both LP and SDP. Indeed, in [27] the
authors design a specialized algorithm for the SDP relaxation and solve problems with n ≤ 4000. In
Section 4, we present a customized algorithm to solve the LP relaxation. In this section, however,
we are interested in performing a theoretical analysis of the tightness of the LP and we are using
our numerical experiments to motivate this study. Hence, we limit ourselves to solving problem
instances with n ≤ 200 variables.
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Table 1: Comparing the strength of the LP versus the SDP for clustering real-world data with
K = 2: tLP denotes the tightness rate of the LP, tSDP denotes the tightness rate of the SDP, grel
denotes the (average) percentage of relative gap between the optimal values of SDP and LP.

Data set n m tLP tSDP grel (%)

Voice 126 310 1.0 0.0 5.40
Iris 150 4 1.0 0.0 1.09
Wine 178 13 1.0 0.0 3.44
Seeds 210 7 1.0 0.0 3.80
Accent 329 12 1.0 0.3 0.02
ECG5000 500 140 1.0 0.1 0.07
Hungarian 522 20 1.0 0.0 1.01
Wdbc 569 30 1.0 0.0 5.51
Strawberry 613 235 1.0 0.0 5.40
Energy 768 16 1.0 1.0 0.0
SalesWeekly 810 106 1.0 0.0 1.74
Vehicle 846 18 1.0 0.0 1.11
Wafer 1000 152 1.0 0.3 0.06
Ethanol 2000 27 1.0 1.0 0.0
Rice 3810 7 1.0 0.0 1.70

We say that a convex relaxation is tight if its optimal solution is a partition matrix. In [26], the
authors prove that a symmetric matrix X with unit row-sums and trace K is a partition matrix
if and only if it is a projection matrix; i.e., XTX = X. Hence to check whether the solution of
the LP relaxation or the SDP relaxation is tight, we check whether it is a projection matrix. We
collected a set of 15 data sets from the UCI machine learning repository [9]. The data sets and their
characteristics, i.e., the number of points n and the input dimension m are listed in columns 1-3 of
Table 1. For data sets with n ≤ 200 (i.e., Voice, Iris, and Wine), we solve the clustering problem
over the entire data set. For each of the remaining data sets, to control the computational cost
of both LP and SDP, we sample 10 times n′ = 200 data points and solve LP and SDP using the
10 random instances. All experiments are performed on the NEOS server [6]; LPs are solved with
GAMS/Gurobi [11] and SDPs are solved with GAMS/MOSEK [1]. The tightness rate of the LP (tLP),
the tightness rate of the SDP (tSDP), and the (average) relative gap between the optimal values
of SDP and LP are listed in columns 4-6 of Table 1. In all instances, the LP relaxation is tight,
while the SDP is only tight in a few instances. The remarkable performance of the LP relaxation
is indeed unexpected and hence in this paper, it is our goal to better understand this behaviour
through a theoretical study.

2.1 A sufficient condition for the tightness of the LP relaxation

We first obtain a sufficient “proximity” condition under which Problem (LP2) is tight; i.e., the
optimal solution of the LP relaxation is a partition matrix. A proximity condition for the SDP
relaxation defined by Problem (PW) is presented in [15]. As our proximity condition is overly
conservative, we then present a simple algorithm that certifies the optimality of a given partition
matrix. To establish our proximity condition, in Proposition 1, we first obtain a sufficient condition
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under which a given partition matrix is an optimal solution of Problem (LP2). Subsequently in
Proposition 3, we address the question of uniqueness of the optimal solution. The next proposition
can be considered as a generalization of Theorem 1 in [8] where the authors study the optimality
of equal-size clusters.

In the following, for every A ⊆ [n] and f : A→ R, we define

−
∑

i∈A
f(i) :=

1

|A|
∑

i∈A
f(i).

Moreover, given a partition {Γ1,Γ2} of [n], for each i ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2}, we define

dini := −
∑

j∈Γl

dij , douti := −
∑

j∈[n]\Γl

dij .

We are now ready to state our sufficient condition.

Proposition 1. Let {Γ1,Γ2} denote a partition of [n] and assume without loss of generality that

|Γ1| ≤ |Γ2|. Define

r1 :=
2|Γ1|

|Γ1|+ |Γ2|
, r2 :=

2|Γ2|
|Γ1|+ |Γ2|

, (9)

and

η :=
r2
2

(

(

1− r1
r2

)

max
k∈Γ1

dink +
(

1− r2
r1

)

min
k∈Γ2

dink +
r1
r2
−
∑

k∈Γ1

dink +
r2
r1
−
∑

k∈Γ2

dink

)

. (10)

Suppose that

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini } − dij ≥ η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ1, (11)

and

−
∑

k∈Γ1

min{r1dik + dinj , r1djk + dini } − dij ≥
r1
r2
η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ2. (12)

Then, an optimal solution of Problem (LP2) is given by the partition matrix

X̄ =
1

|Γ1|
1Γ11

T
Γ1

+
1

|Γ2|
1Γ21

T
Γ2
. (13)

Proof. We start by constructing the dual of Problem (LP2). Define dual variables ω associated
with (5), µi for all i ∈ [n] associated with (6), λijk for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω := {(i, j, k) : i 6= j 6= k ∈
[n], j < k} associated with (7), and σij for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n associated with (8). The dual of
Problem (LP2) is then given by:

max − (2ω +
∑

i∈[n]
µi)

s.t. µi + µj +
∑

k∈[n]\{i,j}
(λijk + λjik − λkij) + 2dij − σij = 0, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, (14)

ω + µi −
∑

j,k∈[n]\{i}:j<k

λijk = 0, ∀i ∈ [n], (15)
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λijk ≥ 0, ∀(i, j, k) ∈ Ω, σij ≥ 0, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n,

where we let λikj = λijk for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω. To establish the optimality of X̄ defined by (13), it
suffices to construct a dual feasible point (λ̄, µ̄, ω̄, σ̄) that together with X̄ satisfies the complemen-
tary slackness. Without loss of generality, assume that i < j for all i ∈ Γ1 and j ∈ Γ2. Then X̄
and (λ̄, µ̄, ω̄, σ̄) satisfy the complementary slackness if and only if:

(i) λ̄ijk = 0 if i ∈ Γ1 and j, k ∈ Γ2 or if i ∈ Γ2 and j, k ∈ Γ1,

(ii) σ̄ij = 0 if i, j ∈ Γ1 or i, j ∈ Γ2.

After projecting out σ̄ij for i ∈ Γ1 and j ∈ Γ2, we deduce that it suffices to find (λ̄, µ̄, ω̄) satisfying:

µ̄i + µ̄j +
∑

k/∈Γl

(λ̄ijk + λ̄jik) +
∑

k∈Γl\{i,j}
(λ̄ijk + λ̄jik − λ̄kij) + 2dij = 0, ∀i < j ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2}

(16)

µ̄i + µ̄j +
∑

k∈Γ1\{i}
(λ̄ijk − λ̄kij) +

∑

k∈Γ2\{j}
(λ̄jik − λ̄kij) + 2dij ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ Γ1, j ∈ Γ2 (17)

ω̄ + µ̄i −
∑

j∈Γl\{i},
k /∈Γl

λ̄ijk −
∑

j<k∈Γl\{i}
λ̄ijk = 0, ∀i ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2}. (18)

To this end, let

λ̄ijk − λ̄jik =
djk − dik

n/2
+

dini − dinj
|Γ2|

, ∀i, j ∈ Γ1, k ∈ Γ2 (19)

λ̄ijk − λ̄jik =
djk − dik

n/2
+

dini − dinj
|Γ1|

, ∀i, j ∈ Γ2, k ∈ Γ1 (20)

µ̄i = −dini − r2d
out
i + η, ∀i ∈ Γ1 (21)

µ̄i = −dini − r1d
out
i +

r1
r2

η, ∀i ∈ Γ2 (22)

ω̄ = −1

2

∑

i∈[n]
(dini + µ̄i), (23)

where r1, r2 and η are as defined by (9) and (10), respectively.
First let us examine the validity of inequalities (17). Substituting (19)-(22) in (17) yields:

− dini − r2d
out
i + η − dinj − r1d

out
j +

r1
r2
η +

∑

k∈Γ1\{i}

(djk − dij
n/2

+
dini − dink
|Γ2|

)

+
∑

k∈Γ2\{j}

(dik − dij
n/2

+
dinj − dink
|Γ1|

)

+ 2dij =

− dini − r2d
out
i + η − dinj − r1d

out
j +

r1
r2
η + r1d

out
j − r1dij +

r1
r2
dini −

r1
r2
−
∑

k∈Γ1

dink + r2d
out
i − r2dij+

r2
r1

dinj −
r2
r1
−
∑

k∈Γ2

dink + 2dij =

7



(

1 +
r1
r2

)

η −
(

1− r1
r2

)

dini −
(

1− r2
r1

)

dinj −
r1
r2
−
∑

k∈Γ1

dink −
r2
r1
−
∑

k∈Γ2

dink ≥ 0,

where the last inequality follows from the definition of η given by (10) and the identity r1+ r2 = 2.
We now show that equalities (18) are implied by equalities (16). In the following we prove that

all equalities of the form (18) with l = 1 are implied by equalities of the form (16) with l = 1; the
proof of the case with l = 2 follows from a similar line of arguments. Using (19) to eliminate λ̄jik

for i, j ∈ Γ1 and k ∈ Γ2, and using (21) to eliminate µ̄i, i ∈ Γ1, it follows that equalities (16) with
l = 1 can be equivalently written as:

∑

k∈Γ2

λ̄ijk +
1

2

∑

k∈Γ1\{i,j}
(λ̄ijk + λ̄jik − λ̄kij) = dini + r2d

out
j − dij − η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ1. (24)

Using (21)-(23), inequalities (18) can be written as:
∑

j∈Γ1\{i},
k∈Γ2

λ̄ijk +
∑

j<k∈Γ1\{i}
λ̄ijk = r2

∑

j∈Γ1

doutj − dini − r2d
out
i − (|Γ1| − 1)η, ∀i ∈ Γ1, (25)

where we used the identity r2
∑

j∈Γ1
douti = r1

∑

j∈Γ2
douti . Moreover, it can be checked that

∑

j 6=k∈Γ1\{i}
(λ̄ijk + λ̄jik − λ̄kij) = 2

∑

j<k∈Γ1\{i}
λ̄ijk.

Therefore, to show that equalities (25) are implied by equalities (24), it suffices to have:
∑

j∈Γ1\{i}
(dini + r2d

out
j − dij − η) = r2

∑

j∈Γ1

doutj − dini − r2d
out
i − (|Γ1| − 1)η,

whose validity follows since
∑

j∈Γ1\{i} (d
in
i − dij) = (|Γ1| − 1)dini − |Γ1|dini = dini .

Therefore, it remains to prove the validity of equalities (16). First consider the case with l = 1.
By (19) and nonnegativity of λ̄ijk for all (i, j, k) ∈ Ω, we deduce that

λ̄ijk+λ̄jik ≥ abs

(

djk − dik
n/2

+
dini − dinj
|Γ2|

)

=
1

|Γ2|
abs
(

(dini +r2djk)−(dinj +r2dik)
)

, ∀i, j ∈ Γ1, k ∈ Γ2,

where abs(·) denote the absolute value function. Hence, using (21) to eliminate µ̄i, we conclude
that equalities (16) with l = 1 can be satisfied if

1

2

∑

k∈Γ1\{i,j}
(λ̄ijk + λ̄jik − λ̄kij) ≤ −

∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini } − dij − η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ1, (26)

where we used the identity abs(a − b) = a + b − 2min{a, b}. Letting λ̄ijk = 0 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Γ1

and using (11), we conclude that inequalities (26) are valid. Similarly, it can be checked that
inequalities (17) with l = 2 can be satisfied if

1

2

∑

k∈Γ2\{i,j}
(λ̄ijk + λ̄jik − λ̄kij) ≤ −

∑

k∈Γ1

min{r1dik + dinj , r1djk + dini }−dij−
r1
r2
η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ2. (27)

Letting λ̄ijk = 0 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Γ2 and using (12), we conclude that inequalities (27) are valid
and this completes the proof.
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We now consider the question of uniqueness of the optimal solution. To this end, we make use
of the following result:

Proposition 2 (Part (iv) of Theorem 2 in [20]). Consider an LP whose feasible region is defined

by Ax = b and Cx ≤ d, where x ∈ R
n denotes the vector of optimization variables, and b, d,A,C

are vectors and matrices of appropriate dimensions. Let x̄ be an optimal solution of this LP and

denote by ū the dual optimal solution corresponding to the inequality constraints. Let Ci denote the

i-th row of C. Define Q = {i : Cix̄ = di, ūi > 0}, L = {i : Cix̄ = di, ūi = 0}. Let CQ and CL be

the matrices whose rows are Ci, i ∈ Q and Ci, i ∈ L, respectively. Then x̄ is the unique optimal

solution of the LP, if there exists no x different from the zero vector satisfying

Ax = 0, CQx = 0, CLx ≤ 0. (28)

We are now ready to establish our uniqueness result:

Proposition 3. Suppose that inequalities (11) and (12) are strictly satisfied. Then X̄ defined

by (13) is the unique optimal solution of Problem (LP2).

Proof. Consider the dual certificate (λ̄, µ̄, ω̄, σ̄) constructed in the proof of Proposition 1. We
consider a slightly modified version of this certificate by redefining η defined in (10) as follows:

η =
r2
2

(

(

1− r1
r2

)

max
k∈Γ1

dink +
(

1− r2
r1

)

min
k∈Γ2

dink +
r1
r2
−
∑

k∈Γ1

dink +
r2
r1
−
∑

k∈Γ2

dink

)

+ ǫ,

for some ǫ > 0. This in turn will imply that σ̄ij > 0 for all i ∈ Γ1, j ∈ Γ2. Notice that this is an
admissible modification as we are assuming that inequalities (11) and (12) are strictly satisfied. In
addition, we can choose

λ̄ijk > max
{

0,
djk − dik

n/2
+

dini − dinj
|Γ2|

}

, λ̄jik > max
{

0,
dik − djk

n/2
+

dinj − dini
|Γ2|

}

, ∀i, j ∈ Γ1, k ∈ Γ2

λ̄ijk > max
{

0,
djk − dik

n/2
+

dini − dinj
|Γ1|

}

, λ̄jik > max
{

0,
dik − djk

n/2
+

dinj − dini
|Γ1|

}

, ∀i, j ∈ Γ2, k ∈ Γ1.

Therefore, by Proposition 2, the matrix X̄ defined by (13) is the unique optimal solution of Prob-
lem (LP2), if there exists no X 6= 0 satisfying:

n
∑

j=1

Xij = 0, ∀1 ≤ i ≤ n (29)

Xij = 0, ∀i ∈ Γ1, j ∈ Γ2 (30)

Xij +Xik = Xii +Xjk, ∀i, j ∈ Γ1, k ∈ Γ2, or i, j ∈ Γ2, k ∈ Γ1. (31)

From (29) and (30) it follows that

Xii +
∑

j∈Γ1

Xij = 0, ∀i ∈ Γ1, Xii +
∑

j∈Γ2

Xij = 0, ∀i ∈ Γ2. (32)
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Moreover, from equations (31) we deduce that

Xij =
Xii +Xjj

2
, ∀i, j ∈ Γ1 or i, j ∈ Γ2. (33)

Substituting (33) in (32) we obtain: Xii = Xij = 0 for all i, j ∈ Γ1 and for all i, j ∈ Γ2, which
together with (30) completes the proof.

To have an intuitive understanding of our proximity condition, consider the special case with
dini = α for all i ∈ [n] and |Γ1| = |Γ2|. This assumption is for instance satisfied, if |Γ1| = |Γ2|
and Γ1 and Γ2 are uniformly distributed on two spheres S1 and S2 of equal radii. Denote by c1
the center of S1. By Γ1 being uniformly distributed on S1, we imply that for any rotation matrix
R ∈ R

d×d for which there exist two points xi, xj ∈ Γ1 such that R(xi − c1) = (xj − c1), we have
R(Γ1 − c1) = (Γ1 − c1). In this setting we have η = 1 and assumptions (11) and (12) simplify to:

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{dik, djk} ≥ dij , ∀i < j ∈ Γ1, −
∑

k∈Γ1

min{dik, djk} ≥ dij , ∀i < j ∈ Γ2.

These inequalities requires that the distance between any two points xi, xj in the same cluster
should be smaller than the average distance between the sets {xi, xj} and {xk}, where xk denotes
a point in the other cluster.

Using our proximity condition given by inequalities (11) and (12), we next obtain a recovery
guarantee for the LP relaxation under a popular stochastic model for the input data.

2.2 Recovery guarantee for the stochastic sphere model

It is widely understood that worst-case guarantees for optimization algorithms are often too pes-
simistic. A recent line of research in data clustering is concerned with obtaining sufficient conditions
under which a planted clustering corresponds to the unique optimal solution of a convex relaxation
under suitable stochastic models [5, 22, 12, 15, 8]. Such conditions are often referred to as (exact)
recovery conditions and are used to compare the strength of various convex relaxations for NP-
hard problems. Henceforth, we say that an optimization problem recovers the planted clusters if
its unique optimal solution corresponds to the planted clusters.

Perhaps the most popular generative model for K-means clustering is the stochastic ball model,
where the points are sampled from uniform distributions on K unit balls in R

m. As before, we
let K = 2 and we denote by ∆ the distance between the ball centers. Notice that the question of
recovery only makes sense when ∆ > 2. We denote by Γ1 and Γ2 the set of points sampled from
the first and second balls, respectively and without loss of generality we assume |Γ1| ≤ |Γ2|. In
the following, whenever we say with high probability, we mean the probability tending to one as
n → ∞. In [15], the authors prove that the Peng-Wei SDP relaxation defined by Problem (PW)
recovers the planted clusters with high probability if

∆ > 2
(

1 +

√

1

r1(m+ 2)

)

, (34)

where r1 is defined by (9). In the special case of equal-size clusters, i.e., |Γ1| = |Γ2|, the authors
of [5] show that the Peng-Wei SDP relaxation recovers the planted clusters with high probability, if
∆ > 2

√
2(1+ 1√

m
), while the authors of [12] show that the same SDP recovers the planted clusters

10



with high probability if ∆ > 2(1 + 2
m ). Again, for equal-size clusters, in [8], the authors show that

Problem (LP2) recovers the planted clusters with high probability, if ∆ > 1 +
√
3.

In this section, we obtain a recovery guarantee for the LP relaxation for two clusters of arbi-
trary size. For simplicity, we consider a slightly different stochastic model, which we refer to as the
stochastic sphere model (SSM), where instead of a ball, points in each cluster are sampled from
a sphere (i.e., the boundary of a ball). We prove that our deterministic condition given by in-
equalities (11)-(12) implies that Problem (LP2) recovers the planted clusters with high probability,
if

∆ > 1 +

√

1 +
2

r1
. (35)

We should mention that, at the expense of a significantly longer proof, one can obtain the same
recovery guarantee (35) for the LP relaxation under the SBM. We do not include the latter result
in this paper because, while the proof is more technical and longer, it does not contain any new
ideas and closely follows the path of our proof for the SSM. Indeed, in case of equal-size clusters;
i.e., r1 = 1, inequality (35) simplifies to the recovery guarantee of [8] for SBM: ∆ > 1 +

√
3. Also

note that while the recovery guarantee for the LP (35) is better than the the recovery guarantee
for the SDP (34) for 1 ≤ m ≤ 5, it becomes weaker for larger dimensions. As we detail in the
next section, condition (35) can be significantly improved via a more careful selection of the dual
certificate.

Throughout this section, for an event A, we denote by P(A) the probability of A. For a random
variable Y , we denote by E[Y ] its expected value. In case of a multivariate random variable Xij ,
the conditional expected value in j, with i fixed, will be denoted either with Ei[X] or with E

j [X].
We denote by ∂B1 and ∂B2 the spheres corresponding to the first and second clusters, respectively.
Up to a rotation we can assume that the centers of ∂B1 and ∂B2 are 0 and ∆e1, respectively, where
e1 is the first vector of the standard basis of Rm. For a continuous function f : ∂B1 → R (and
analogously for ∂B2), we define

−
∫

∂B1

f(x)dHm−1(x) :=
1

Hm−1(∂B1)

∫

∂B1

f(x)dHm−1(x),

where Hm−1(x) denotes the (m− 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

We are now ready to state our recovery result.

Proposition 4. Suppose that the points are generated according to the SSM. Then Problem (LP2)

recovers the planted clusters with high probability if ∆ > ∆0 := 1 +
√

1 + 2
r1
, where r1 is defined

by (9).

Proof. By Proposition 3, it suffices to show that for ∆ > ∆0, inequalities (11)-(12) are strictly
satisfied with high probability. Namely, we show that there exists a universal constant C > 0 such
that, for ∆ > ∆0 we have

P

(

⋂

i,j∈Γ1

{

dij + η − −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini } < 0
})

≥ 1− Cn2e−
nǫ

2
2

C (36)

and

P

(

⋂

i,j∈Γ2

{

dij +
r1
r2
η − −

∑

k∈Γ1

min{r1dik + dinj , r1djk + dini } < 0
})

≥ 1− Cn2e−
nǫ

2
1

C ,
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where ǫ1, ǫ2 > 0 are as defined in the statement of Lemma 1. Since the two inequalities are
symmetric, their proof is similar and we will only prove inequality (36). To this aim, for notational
simplicity, define

tij := E
k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + Ej[d
in
j ], r2djk + Ei[d

in
i ]}
]

.

Then we can compute

P

(

⋂

i,j∈Γ1

{

dij + η − −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini } < 0
})

≥ P

(

⋂

i,j∈Γ1

{

dij + η − dij − 2r2 + tij − −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini } < 4ǫ2

})

≥ P

({∣

∣

∣
η − 2r2

∣

∣

∣
< 2ǫ2

}

∩
⋂

i,j∈Γ1

{∣

∣

∣
tij − E

k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
]∣

∣

∣
< ǫ2

}

∩
⋂

i,j∈Γ1

{∣

∣

∣
E
k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
]

− −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
∣

∣

∣
< ǫ2

})

≥ 1− P({|η − 2r2| ≥ 2ǫ2})− P

(

⋃

i,j∈Γ1

{
∣

∣

∣
tij − E

k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

})

− P

(

⋃

i,j∈Γ1

{
∣

∣

∣
E
k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
]

− −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

})

(37)

The first inequality follows from (47) in Lemma 1, since ∆ > ∆0; the second inequality holds by set
inclusion, and the third inequality is obtained by taking the union bound. To complete the proof,
we next estimate each of the terms in the last two lines of (37). In the following, C will always
denote a universal positive constant, which may increase from one line to the next line and we will
not relabel it for the sake of exposition. First, to estimate P({|η − 2r2| ≥ 2ǫ2}), we define

η1 :=
r2
2

(

(

1− r1
r2

)

max
k∈Γ1

dink +
(

1− r2
r1

)

min
k∈Γ2

dink

)

, η2 :=
r2
2

(

r1
r2
−
∑

k∈Γ1

dink +
r2
r1
−
∑

k∈Γ2

dink

)

, (38)

so that η = η1 + η2. Recall that |Γ1| = r1
n
2 , |Γ2| = r2

n
2 , r1 ∈ (0, 1] and r2 ∈ [1, 2). Since for ∆ > 4,

the recovery follows from a simple thresholding argument, we can restrict our attention to ∆ ≤ 4,
i.e., we assume that r1 ≥ 1

4 . It then follows that

P({|η2 − E[η2]| ≥ ǫ2})

= P

(∣

∣

∣
r1

(

−
∑

i,j∈Γ1

dij − E

[

−
∑

i,j∈Γ1

dij

]

)

+
r22
r1

(

E

[

−
∑

i,j∈Γ2

dij

]

− −
∑

i,j∈Γ2

dij

)

∣

∣

∣
≥ 2ǫ2

)

≤ P

({∣

∣

∣
−
∑

i,j∈Γ1

dij − E

[

−
∑

i,j∈Γ1

dij

]∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

C

}

∪
{∣

∣

∣
E

[

−
∑

i,j∈Γ2

dij

]

− −
∑

i,j∈Γ2

dij

∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

C

})

≤ P

(
∣

∣

∣
−
∑

i,j∈Γ1

dij − E

[

−
∑

i,j∈Γ1

dij

]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

C

)

+ P

(
∣

∣

∣
E

[

−
∑

i,j∈Γ2

dij

]

− −
∑

i,j∈Γ2

dij

∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

C

)

≤ Ce−
n
2
ǫ
2
2

C .

(39)
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The first inequality holds by set inclusion and the third inequality follows from Hoeffding’s inequal-
ity (see for example Theorem 2.2.6 in [29]), since dij , i, j ∈ Γl are i.i.d. random variables for every
l ∈ {1, 2} and dij ∈ [0, 4]. Next we show that

P

({
∣

∣

∣
η1 −

(

2r2 − r1 −
r22
r1

)
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

})

≤ Cne−
nǫ

2
2

C . (40)

For notational simplicity, we denote the ith point in Γ1 by x. We notice that for any i ∈ Γ1 we
have

Ei[d
in
i ] = −

∫

∂B1

‖x− z‖2dHm−1(z) = ‖x‖2 +−
∫

∂B1

‖z‖2dHm−1(z)− 2xT−
∫

∂B1

zdHm−1(z) = 2. (41)

By symmetry, the same calculation holds for Ei[d
in
i ] with i ∈ Γ2. By (41), we have

E
[

−
∑

k∈Γ1

dink
]

= E
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

dink
]

= 2. (42)

Using Hoeffding’s inequality together with (41), we get

P({dink > 2 + ǫ2}) ≤ Ce−
nǫ

2
2

C , P({dink < 2− ǫ2}) ≤ Ce−
nǫ

2
2

C , ∀k ∈ Γ1 ∪ Γ2.

Hence, by the union bound, we obtain

P({|max
k∈Γ1

dink − 2| ≥ ǫ2}) ≤ Cne−
nǫ

2
2

C , P({| min
k∈Γ2

dink − 2| ≥ ǫ2}) ≤ Cne−
nǫ

2
2

C ,

from which we conclude the validity of (40). Since by (38) and (42) we have

E
[

η2
]

= r2

(r1
r2

+
r2
r1

)

=
(

r1 +
r22
r1

)

,

we can combine (39) with (40) to conclude that

P({|η − 2r2| ≥ 2ǫ2}) ≤ Cne−
nǫ

2
2

C . (43)

We now observe that

P

(

⋃

i,j∈Γ1

{
∣

∣

∣
tij − E

k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

})

≤ P

(

⋃

i∈Γ1

{
∣

∣

∣
dini − Ei[d

in
i ]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2/2

})

≤ Cne−
nǫ

2
2

C ,

(44)

where the first inequality follows from the linearity of expectation and the second inequality follows
from the application of Hoeffding’s inequality and taking the union bound. Finally, by Hoeffding’s
inequality we have

P

(

⋃

i,j∈Γ1

{
∣

∣

∣
E
k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
]

− −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini }
∣

∣

∣
≥ ǫ2

})

≤ Cn2e−
nǫ

2
2

C .

(45)

Plugging inequalities (43)-(44)-(45) in (37), we conclude the claimed inequality (36).
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In order to prove our recovery result in Proposition 4, we made use of the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Suppose that the random points are generated according to the SSM. Then the following

inequalities hold provided that ∆ > ∆0:

4ǫ1 := inf
i,j∈Γ2

E
k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ1

min{r1dik + Ej [d
in

j ], r1djk + Ei[d
in

i ]}
]

− dij − 2r1 > 0, (46)

4ǫ2 := inf
i,j∈Γ1

E
k
[

−
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + Ej [d
in

j ], r2djk + Ei[d
in

i ]}
]

− dij − 2r2 > 0. (47)

Proof. We first prove the following:

Claim 1 Inequalities (46)-(47) can be equivalently written as:

max
x,y∈∂B1

r−
∫

∂B2

max{xT z, yT z}dHm−1(z)− xT y <
r

2
∆2, for r = r1, r2. (48)

Proof of claim As before, for notational simplicity, we denote the ith (resp. jth, kth) point by x
(resp. y, z). By (41) and (42), inequalities (46)-(47) read respectively

min
x,y∈∂B2

r1−
∫

∂B1

min{‖x− z‖2, ‖y − z‖2}dHm−1(z)− ‖x− y‖2 > 2(r1 − 1),

min
x,y∈∂B1

r2−
∫

∂B2

min{‖x− z‖2, ‖y − z‖2}dHm−1(z)− ‖x− y‖2 > 2(r2 − 1).

The first inequality, up to a change of variable, reads:

min
x,y∈∂B1

r1−
∫

∂B2

min{‖x− z‖2, ‖y − z‖2}dHm−1(z)− ‖x− y‖2 > 2(r1 − 1),

hence inequalities (46)-(47) read

min
x,y∈∂B1

r−
∫

∂B2

min{‖x− z‖2, ‖y − z‖2}dHm−1(z)− ‖x− y‖2 > 2(r − 1), for r = r1, r2

which, expanding the squares, gives

min
x,y∈∂B1

r−
∫

∂B2

‖z‖2+1+min{−2xT z,−2yT z}dHm−1(z)+2xT y−2 > 2(r−1), for r = r1, r2. (49)

Via a change of variables, we have

−
∫

∂B2

‖z‖2dHm−1(z) = −
∫

∂B1

‖∆e1 + z‖2dHm−1(z)

= −
∫

∂B1

‖∆e1‖2 + ‖z‖2 + 2∆eT1 zdHm−1(z) = ∆2 + 1.

Hence (49) reads

min
x,y∈∂B1

r−
∫

∂B2

min{−2xT z,−2yT z}dHm−1(z) + 2xT y > −r∆2, for r = r1, r2,

which is equivalent to (48). ⋄
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Thanks to Claim 1, to conclude the proof of the lemma it suffices to show the following:

Claim 2 Inequalities (48) hold if and only if ∆ > ∆0.

Proof of claim We will prove that the maximum of the left-hand side of inequalities (48) over all
x, y ∈ ∂B1 is attained at (e1,−e1), for all r ∈ (0, 2). Since r1 ∈ (0, 1] and r2 ∈ [1, 2), this in turn
implies that inequalities (48) are satisfied if and only if

r∆+ 1 = r−
∫

∂B2

zT e1dHm−1(z) + 1 <
r

2
∆2, for r = r1, r2,

which, by r1 ≤ r2, is true if and only if ∆ > ∆0; i.e., the desired condition. Define

Fr(x, y) := r−
∫

∂B2

max{xT z, yT z}dHm−1(z)− xT y. (50)

Our goal is to show that for every r ∈ (0, 2)

max
x,y∈∂B1

Fr(x, y) = Fr(e1,−e1) = r∆+ 1. (51)

In Lemma 2, we prove that

max
x,y∈∂B1

F2(x, y) = F2(e1,−e1) = 2∆ + 1. (52)

Hence, recalling that r ∈ (0, 2) and that 1 − r
2 ≥ −(1 − r

2 )x
T y for every x, y ∈ ∂B1, we conclude

with the following chain of inequalities:

r∆+ 1 =
r

2
(2∆ + 1) + (1− r

2
) =

r

2
max

x,y∈∂B1

F2(x, y) + (1− r

2
)

= max
x,y∈∂B1

r

2
F2(x, y) + (1− r

2
) ≥ max

x,y∈∂B1

Fr(x, y).
(53)

⋄

In order to prove Lemma 1, we made use of the next lemma, for which we provide a proof that
is closely related to the proof of Lemma 1 in [8], in which the authors prove

max
x,y∈B1

F1(x, y) = F1(e1,−e1) = ∆ + 1,

where Fr is defined by (50) and B1 denotes a ball of radius one as defined in the SBM. For brevity,
in the following, we only include the parts of the proof that are different, and when possible, we
refer to the relevant parts of the proof of Lemma 1 in [8].

Lemma 2. (52) holds.
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Proof. For any x ∈ R
m, we denote by xi the ith component of x. We divide the proof in several

steps:

Step 1. Slicing:

Let z, w be any pair of points in ∂B2 satisfying z1 = w1, z2 = −w2 ≥ 0, zj = wj = 0 for all

j ∈ {3, . . . ,m}. In the special case m = 1, we consider z = w ∈ ∂B2. Define

H(x, y) := max{xT z, yT z}+max{xTw, yTw} − xT y.

Then (52) holds if the following holds

max
x,y∈∂B1

H(x, y) = H(e1,−e1) (54)

for any pair of points z, w ∈ ∂B2 satisfying z1 = w1, z2 = −w2 ≥ 0, zj = wj = 0 for all

j ∈ {3, . . . ,m} in case m ≥ 2, or, in case m = 1, for any point z = w ∈ ∂B2 .

Proof of Step 1. Since

F2(x, y) =
1

Hm−1(∂B2)

∫ ∆+1

∆−1

∫

{z1=s}∩∂B2

2max{xT z, yT z} − xT ydHm−2(z)ds,

to show (52) it is enough to show that the function

G(x, y) :=

∫

{z1=s}∩∂B2

2max{xT z, yT z} − xT ydHm−2(z)

is maximized in x = e1, y = −e1, for every s ∈ [∆−1,∆+1]. Denoting A := {z1 = s, z2 ≥ 0}∩∂B2,
then

1

2
G(x, y) =

∫

A
max{xT z, yT z}+max{xT (2se1 − z), yT (2se1 − z)} − xT ydHm−1(z).

Hence, it is enough to prove that for every s ∈ [∆− 1,∆+ 1] and for every z ∈ A,

max
x,y∈∂B1

{

max{xT z, yT z}+max{xT (2se1 − z), yT (2se1 − z)} − xT y
}

, (55)

is achieved at (e1,−e1). Since Problem (55) is invariant under a rotation of the space around the
axis generated by e1, we conclude that solving Problem (55) is equivalent to solving Problem (54).
Step 2. Symmetric distribution of the maxima:

Let z, w be any pair of points as defined in Step 1. Define

I(x, y) := xT z + yTw − xT y.

In order to show that (54) holds, it suffices to prove that for m ≥ 2

max
x,y∈∂B1

xT z≥yT z, yTw≥xTw

{I(x, y)} ≤ H(e1,−e1) = 2z1 + 1. (56)

Proof of Step 2. The proof is identical (up to trivial changes) to the proof of Step 2 of Lemma 1
in [8].
Step 3. Reduction from spheres to circles:
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To show the validity of (56), we can restrict to dimension m = 2.
Proof of Step 3. The proof repeats verbatim as in the proof of Step 3 of Lemma 1 in [8].

Step 4. Symmetric local maxima:

For any pair x, y ∈ ∂B1 of the form x1 = y1 and x2 = −y2, we have

I(x, y) ≤ H(e1,−e1).

Proof of Step 4. Given such symmetric pair (x, y), the objective function evaluates to I(x, y) =
2z1x1 + 2z2x2 − x21 + x22. Using x21 + x22 = 1 and z2

√

1− x21 ≤ z2, it suffices to show that

2z2 ≤ 2x21 − 2z1x1 + 2z1, ∀x1 ∈ [−1, 1]. (57)

Since the function f̂(x1) := 2x21−2z1x1+2z1 on the right hand side of (57) is a convex parabola in
x1, its minimum is either attained at one of the end points or at x̃1 =

z1
2 , provided that −1 ≤ z1

2 ≤ 1.
Since ∆− 1 ≤ z1 ≤ ∆+ 1, the point x̃1 lies in the domain only if ∆− 1 ≤ z1 ≤ min{2,∆+1} = 2.
The value of f̂ at x1 = −1 and x1 = 1 evaluates to 2 + 4z1 and 2, respectively, both of which are
bigger than 2z2. Hence it remains to show that f̂(x̃1) ≥ 2z2 if ∆ − 1 ≤ z1 ≤ 2, that is we have to
show that

2
√

1− u2 ≤ 2(u+∆)− (u+∆)2

2
, if − 1 ≤ u ≤ 2−∆,

where we set u := z1 −∆ and we use that z2 =
√
1− u2. Since u +∆ ≤ 2, the right hand side of

the above inequality is increasing in ∆; hence it suffices to show its validity at ∆ = 2; i.e.,

2
√

1− u2 ≤ 2(u+ 2)− (u+ 2)2

2
, if − 1 ≤ u ≤ 0,

which can be easily proved.
Step 5. Decomposition of the circle:

To solve Problem (56), it suffices to solve

max
x,y∈∂B1∩{x1≤0, y1≥0}
xT z≥yT z, yTw≥xTw

I(x, y) ≤ H(e1,−e1) = 2z1 + 1, (58)

for every z ∈ ∂B2, z1 = w1, z2 = −w2 ≥ 0.
Proof of Step 5. The proof is identical (up to trivial changes) to the proof of Step 6 of Lemma

1 in [8].
Step 6. We solve Problem (58).

Proof of Step 6. The proof is identical (up to trivial changes) to the proof of Step 7 of Lemma
1 in [8].

While the recovery guarantee of Proposition 4 is the first of its kind for an LP relaxation of
K-means clustering, it is too conservative. We demonstrate this fact via numerical simulations. We
let n = 100, m = 2, r1 ∈ {0.6, 0.8, 1.0}, and ∆ ∈ [2.0 : 0.01 : 3.2]. For each fixed configuration, we
generate 20 random trials according to the SSM. We count the number of times the optimization
algorithm returns the planted clusters as the optimal solution; dividing this number by the total
number of trials, we obtain the empirical recovery rate. We use the same set up as before to solve
all LPs and SDPs. Our results are shown in Figure 1, where as before we compare the LP relaxation
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defined by Problem (LP2) with the SDP relaxation defined by Problem (PW). Clearly, in all cases
the LP outperforms the SDP. Moreover, our results indicate that the recovery threshold of the
LP relaxation for SSM is significantly better than the one given by Proposition 4. For example,
for r1 = 0.6, condition (35) gives the recovery threshold ∆0 ≈ 3.08, while Figure 1(c) suggests
∆0 ≈ 2.6. We should also remark that in all these experiments, the LP relaxation is tight; i.e.,
whenever the LP fails in recovering the planted clusters, its optimal solution is still a partition
matrix. In contrast, the SDP relaxation is not tight in almost all cases for which it does not recover
the planted clusters.
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(a) r1 = 1

2 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3 3.2
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

LP

SDP

R
e
c
o
v
e
ry

 r
a
te

(b) r1 = 0.8
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(c) r1 = 0.6

Figure 1: The recovery rate of the LP versus the SDP when the input is generated according to
the SSM with n = 100 and m = 2.

2.3 A stronger dual certificate

By Proposition 1, if inequalities (11) and (12) are satisfied then the partition matrix X̄ defined
by (13) is an optimal solution of Problem (LP2) and as a result X̄ is an optimal solution of the
K-means clustering problem. However, as evident from Proposition 4 and Figure 1, our proximity
condition given by inequalities (11) and (12) are overly conservative. In the following we present a
simple algorithm that leads to significantly better recovery guarantees.

Recall that in the last step of the proof of Proposition 1, our task is to identify conditions under
which inequalities (26) and (27) can be satisfied. In the proof we let λ̄ijk = 0 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Γ1

and λ̄ijk = 0 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Γ2, which in turn gives us inequalities (26) and (27). As we show
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next, a careful selection of these multipliers will lead to significantly better recovery results. Define

γij := 2 −
∑

k∈Γ2

min{r2dik + dinj , r2djk + dini } − 2dij − 2η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ1,

and
γij := 2 −

∑

k∈Γ1

min{r1dik + dinj , r1djk + dini } − 2dij − 2
r1
r2

η, ∀i < j ∈ Γ2.

We define γji := γij for all i < j. Then, by the proof of Proposition 1, the partition matrix X̄
defined by (13) is an optimal solution of Problem (LP2) if the following system of inequalities is
feasible:

∑

k∈Γ
l′
\{i,j}

(λijk + λjik − λkij) ≤ γij , ∀i < j ∈ Γl, l 6= l′ ∈ {1, 2}

λijk ≥ 0, ∀(i, j, k) ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2}, (59)

where as before we let λikj = λijk for j < k. We next present a simple algorithm whose successful
termination serves as a sufficient condition for feasibility of system (59):

Certify : The algorithm for constructing a dual certificate

Input: Given γij for all i < j ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2}
Output: A Boolean success

Initialize λ̄ijk = λ̄jik = λ̄kij = 0 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2}, r̄ij = γij for all (i, j) ∈ Γl,
l ∈ {1, 2} and N = {(i, j) ∈ Γl, l ∈ {1, 2} : i < j, r̄ij < 0}.

while N 6= ∅, do
set success = .false.

select some (i, j) ∈ N
for each k ∈ Γl \ {i, j}, do

let ω = min{−r̄ij , r̄ik, r̄jk}.
if ω ≤ 0, then cycle
update r̄ik ← r̄ik − ω, r̄jk ← r̄jk − ω, and r̄ij ← r̄ij + ω
update λ̄kij ← λ̄kij + ω, λ̄kji ← λ̄kji + ω
if r̄ij ≥ 0, then

update success =.true.
update N ← N \ {(i, j)}
exit the k-loop

if success = .false., then return

Proposition 5. If Algorithm Certify terminates with success = .true., then the partition ma-

trix X̄ defined by (13) is an optimal solution of Problem (LP2). Moreover, Algorithm Certify

runs in Θ(n3) operations.

Proof. We prove that the system defined by all inequalities in system (59) with l = 1 is feasible;
the proof for l = 2 then follows. Define

r̄ij := γij +
∑

k∈Γ2\{i,j}
(λ̄kij − λ̄ijk − λ̄jik), ∀i < j ∈ Γ1. (60)
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Then the system defined by all inequalities in system (59) with l = 1 can be equivalently written
as:

r̄ij ≥ 0, ∀i < j ∈ Γ1, λ̄ijk ≥ 0, ∀(i, j, k) ∈ Γ1. (61)

If N = ∅, then by letting λ̄ijk = λ̄jik = λ̄kij = 0 for all (i, j, k) ∈ Γ1, we obtain a feasible solution
and the algorithm terminates with success = .true.. Hence, suppose that N 6= ∅; that is, the
initialization step violates inequalities r̄ij ≥ 0 for all (i, j) ∈ N . Consider an iteration of the
algorithm for some (̄i, j̄) ∈ N ; we claim that if this iteration is completed with success = .true.,
all nonnegative r̄ij , i < j ∈ Γ1 remain nonnegative (even though their values may decrease), and
we will have r̄ij ≥ 0. Since the value of λ̄ does not decrease over the course of the algorithm,

this in turn implies that if the algorithm terminates with success = .true., (λ̄, r̄) is feasible for
system (61). To see this, consider some k̄ ∈ Γ1\{̄i, j̄} for which we have ω = min{−r̄ij , r̄ik, r̄jk} > 0.

Notice that variable λ̄kij (which is equal to λ̄kji) appears only in three equations of (60) defining
r̄ij (with positive coefficient), r̄ik (with negative coefficient), and r̄jk (with negative coefficient).

Since r̄īk ≥ ω, r̄j̄k ≥ ω, and ω > 0, we can increase the value of λ̄kij by ω and keep the system
feasible, this in turn implies that the value of r̄ij will increase by ω, while the values of r̄ik and
r̄jk decrease by ω. Therefore, if the algorithm terminates with success=.true., the assignment

(λ̄, r̄) is a feasible solution for system (61). It is simple to verify that this algorithm runs in Θ(n3)
operation.

Let us now comment on the power of Algorithm Certify for recovering the planted clusters
under the SBM. Since we do not have an explicit proximity condition, we are unable to perform
a rigorous probabilistic analysis similar to that of Section 2.2. However, in dimension m = 2, we
can perform a high precision simulation as the computational cost of Algorithm Certify is very
low. First, we consider the case of equal-size clusters; i.e., r1 = r2 = 1. We set n = 20000 and
we observe that for ∆ > 2.14, Algorithm Certify terminates with success = .true.. We then
conjecture the following:

Conjecture 1. Let m ≥ 2, and suppose that the points are generated according to the SBM with

equal-size clusters. If ∆ > 2.14, then Problem (LP2) recovers the planted clusters with high proba-

bility.

If true, the recovery guarantee of Conjecture 1 is better than the recovery guarantee of the SDP
relaxation given by (34) for m ≤ 202. Clearly, any convex relaxation succeeds in recovering the
underlying clusters only if the original problem succeeds in doing so. To this date, the recovery
threshold for K-means clustering under the SBM for m > 1 remains an open question. Let us
briefly discuss special cases m = 1 and m = 2. In [12], the authors prove that a necessary condition
for recovery of K-means clustering in dimension one is ∆ > 1+

√
3. In the same paper, the recovery

threshold of the SDP relaxation in dimension one is conjectured to be ∆0 = 4 (see Section 2.3 of [12]
for a detailed discussion). In [8], the authors prove that Problem (LP2) recovers the planted clusters
with high probability (for every m ≥ 1), if ∆ > 1+

√
3. It then follows that for m = 1, the K-means

clustering problem recovers the planted clusters with high probability if and only if ∆ > 1 +
√
3.

For m = 2, in [12], via numerical simulations, the authors show that K-means clustering recovers
the planted clusters with high probability only if ∆ > 2.08. If true, Conjecture 1 implies that in
dimension two, the recovery thresholds for K-means clustering and the LP relaxation are fairly
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close. In [15], the authors prove that, if

∆ < 1 +

√

1 +
2

m+ 2
, (62)

then the SDP relaxation fails in recovering the planted clusters with high probability. They also
state that “it remains unclear whether this necessary condition (i.e., inequality (62)) is only nec-
essary for the SDP relaxation or is necessary for the K-means itself.” If true, Conjecture 1 implies
that inequality (62) is not a necessary condition for the K-means clustering problem.

We further use Algorithm Certify to estimate the recovery threshold for the case with different
cluster sizes, i.e. r1 6= 1, in dimension m = 2. Our results are depicted in Figure 2. As can be
seen from the figure, the recovery guarantee given by Algorithm Certify is significantly better
than that of Proposition 4. For comparison, we have also plotted the recovery threshold for the
SDP relaxation given by condition (34) for different input dimensions m. While Figure 2 suggests
that the recovery threshold of the LP as given by Algorithm Certify quickly degrades as r1
decreases, our numerical experiments with the LP relaxation, depicted in Figure 1 for 0.6 ≤ r1 ≤ 1.0,
indicates otherwise. Notice that Algorithm Certify provides a sufficient condition for feasibility
of system (59). Obtaining a better sufficient condition or, if possible, a tractable necessary and
sufficient condition for the feasibility of system (59) remains an open question.
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Figure 2: Comparing the recovery threshold ∆0 of the LP relaxation versus the SDP relaxation for
K-means clustering when the input is generated according to the SBM.

3 A Counter example for the tightness of the LP relaxation

As we discussed in the previous section, in all our experiments with both synthetic and real-world
data sets, Problem (LP2) is tight; i.e., its optimal solution is a partition matrix. In particular, a
large number of our experiments are done under the SBM and SSM. Hence, it is natural to ask
whether the LP relaxation is tight with high probability under reasonable generative models. In
the following we present a family of inputs for which the LP relaxation is never tight. This family
of inputs subsumes as a special case the points generated by a variation of the SBM. To prove our
result, we make use of the following lemma, which essentially states that if several sets of points
have identical optimal cluster centers, then those cluster centers are optimal for the union of all
points as well:
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Lemma 3. Let {xi,l : i ∈ [nl], l ∈ [L]} denote a set of N :=
∑

l∈[L] nl points in R
m for some

n1, . . . , nL, L ∈ N, with n1, . . . , nL, L ≥ 1. For each l ∈ [L], consider an optimal solution of

Problem (1) for clustering the nl points {xi,l}nl

i=1 and denote by c̄l ∈ R
K the vector with entries

equal to the K centers of the optimal clusters. If c̄l = c̄l
′

for all l, l′ ∈ [L], then there exists an

optimal solution of Problem (1) for clustering the entire set of N points with cluster centers vector

c̄ ∈ R
K satisfying c̄l = c̄ for all l ∈ [L].

Proof. Let {yi}ni=1 denote a set of n points in R
m that we would like to put into K clusters and

denote by c ∈ R
K the vector of cluster centers. We start by reformulating Problem (1) as follows:

min
c∈RK

n
∑

i=1

min
{

‖yi − c1‖22, · · · , ‖yi − cK‖22
}

. (63)

Notice that by solving Problem (63) one directly obtains a vector of optimal cluster centers and

subsequently can assign each point yi to a cluster at which min
{

‖yi − c1‖22, · · · , ‖yi − cK‖22
}

is

attained. Now for each l ∈ [L], define

fl(c) :=

nl
∑

i=1

min
{

‖xi,l − c1‖22, · · · , ‖xi,l − cK‖22
}

.

It then follows that the K-means clustering problem for clustering the nl points {xi,l}nl

i=1 for some
l ∈ [L] can be written as:

min
c∈RK

fl(c), (64)

while the K-means clustering problem for the entire set of N points can be written as

min
c∈RK

∑

l∈L
fl(c). (65)

Clearly,
∑

l∈Lminc∈RK fl(c) ≤ minc∈RK

∑

l∈L fl(c). Hence, if for each l ∈ [L], there exists a mini-

mizer c̄l of Problem (64) such that c̄l = c̄l
′

for all l, l′ ∈ [L], we conclude that c̄l is a minimizer of
Problem (65) as well.

Now let us investigate the tightness of the LP relaxation defined by Problem (LP2). First note
that by Proposition 5 in [8], if n ≤ 4, then the feasible region of Problem (LP2) coincides with
the convex hull of the feasible region of Problem (3). Hence, to find an instance for which the LP
relaxation is not tight we must have n ≥ 5. Consider the following n = 5 points in dimension
m = 3, which we refer to as the five-point input :

x1 =
(

0,

√
3

3
, 0
)

, x2 =
(1

2
,−
√
3

6
, 0
)

, x3 =
(

− 1

2
,−
√
3

6
, 0
)

, x4 =
(

0, 0,
1

2

)

, x5 =
(

0, 0,−1

2

)

. (66)

In this case the vector of squared pair-wise distances d = (dij)1≤i<j≤5 is given by

d =
(

1, 1,
7

12
,
7

12
, 1,

7

12
,
7

12
,
7

12
,
7

12
, 1
)

. (67)

By direct calculation it can be checked that the partition Γ1 = {1, 4} and Γ2 = {2, 3, 5} is a
minimizer of the K-means clustering problem (1) with the optimal objective value given by

f∗
Kmeans =

146

72
> 2.
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Now consider the following matrix

X̃ =
1

14













6 1 1 3 3
1 6 1 3 3
1 1 6 3 3
3 3 3 5 0
3 3 3 0 5













. (68)

Notice that X̃ is not a partition matrix. It is simple to verify the feasibility of X̃ for the LP
relaxation. Moreover, the objective value of Problem (LP2) at X̃ evaluates to f̂LP = 54

28 < 2.

Denote by f∗
LP the optimal value of Problem (LP2). Since f∗

LP ≤ f̂LP < f∗
Kmeans, we conclude that

for the five-point input, the LP relaxation is not tight.
Now consider the following set of points, which we will refer to as the five-ball input. Instead

of n = 5 points located at each xp, p ∈ {1, · · · , 5} defined by (66), suppose that we have n = 5n′

points for some n′ ∈ N, n′ ≥ 1, such that for each p ∈ {1, . . . , 5}, we have n′ points located inside a
closed ball of radius r ≥ 0 centered at xp. In the following we show that for r ≤ 3× 10−3, the LP
relaxation always fails in finding the optimal clusters.

Proposition 6. Consider an instance of the five-ball input for some r ≤ 3 × 10−3. Then the LP

relaxation is not tight; i.e., the optimal value of Problem (LP2) is strictly smaller than that of

Problem (1).

Proof. We denote by Bp the index set of points located in the pth ball; without loss of generality,
let Bp = {(p − 1)n′ + 1, · · · , pn′} for all p ∈ {1, · · · , 5}. Let us denote these points by yj, j ∈ Bp,
p ∈ {1, · · · , 5}. We start by computing an upper bound on the optimal value of the LP relaxation.
Consider the matrix X̂ defined as follows:

X̂ij =
6

14n′ , ∀i, j ∈ Bp, p ∈ {1, 2, 3}

X̂ij =
5

14n′ , ∀i, j ∈ Bp, p ∈ {4, 5}

X̂ij =
1

14n′ , ∀i ∈ Bp, j ∈ Bp′ , p 6= p′ ∈ {1, 2, 3}

X̂ij =
3

14n′ , ∀i ∈ Bp, j ∈ Bp′ , p ∈ {1, 2, 3}, p′ ∈ {4, 5}

X̂ij = 0, ∀i ∈ Bp, j ∈ Bp′ , p 6= p′ ∈ {4, 5}.

Clearly, X̂ is not a partition matrix. First we show that X̂ is feasible for Problem (LP2). The
equality constraint (5) is satisfied as we have Tr(X̂) =

∑

i∈[n] X̂ii = 3n′( 6
14n′ ) + 2n′( 5

14n′ ) = 2.

Equalities (6) are also satisfied since we have
∑n

j=1 X̂ij = n′( 6
14n′ )+2n′( 1

14n′ )+2n′( 3
14n′ ) = 1 for all

i ∈ Bp, p ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and
∑n

j=1 X̂ij = 3n′( 3
14n′ )+n′( 5

14n′ )+n′(0) = 1 for all i ∈ Bp, p ∈ {4, 5}. Hence
it remains to check the validity of inequalities (7): first note that if i ∈ Bp, j ∈ Bp′ , k ∈ Bp′′ for
p 6= p′ 6= p′′, then the validity of X̂ij+X̂ik ≤ X̂ii+X̂jk follows from the validity of inequalities (7) at

X̃ defined by (68). If i, j, k ∈ Bp, p ∈ {1, 2, 3}, then X̂ij+X̂ik = 6
14n′ +

6
14n′ ≤ 6

14n′ +
6

14n′ = X̂ii+X̂jk

for all i 6= j 6= k, j < k. If i, j, k ∈ Bp, p ∈ {4, 5}, then X̂ij + X̂ik = 5
14n′ +

5
14n′ ≤ 5

14n′ +
5

14n′ =

X̂ii + X̂jk for all i 6= j 6= k, j < k. The remaining cases, i.e., when two of the points are in the
same ball, while the third point is in a different ball, can be checked in a similar fashion.
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Denote by drij , 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, the vector of squared pairwise distances. We have:

drij ≤ 4r2, ∀i, j ∈ Bp, p ∈ {1, . . . , 5},
drij ≤ (1 + 2r)2, ∀i ∈ Bp, j ∈ Bp′ ,∀p 6= p′ ∈ {1, 2, 3}, or p 6= p′ ∈ {4, 5},

drij ≤
(

√

7

12
+ 2r

)2
, ∀i ∈ Bp, j ∈ Bp′ ,∀p ∈ {1, 2, 3}, p′ ∈ {4, 5}.

Hence, an upper bound ĝLP(r) on the optimal value of Problem (LP2) is given by

g∗LP(r) ≤ 6

(

n′

2

)

6

14n′ (4r
2) + 4

(

n′

2

)

5

14n′ (4r
2) + 6n′2 1

14n′ (1 + 2r)2 + 12n′2 3

14n′

(

√

7

12
+ 2r

)2

= n′
(54

28
+ 20r2 + 12(

√
21 + 1

7
)r − 8

r2

n′

)

≤
(54

28
+ 10r

)

n′ := ĝLP(r), (69)

where the last inequality follows since by assumption r ≤ 3 × 10−3, and where g∗LP(r) denotes the
optimal value of Problem (LP2) for the five-ball input.

Denote by g∗Kmeans(r) the optimal value of the K-means clustering problem (1) for the five-ball
input. Next, we obtain a lower bound on g∗Kmeans(r), and show that this value is strictly larger than
ĝLP(r) defined by (69) for any 0 ≤ r ≤ 3× 10−3, implying that Problem (LP2) is not tight. To this
end, first consider the case with r = 0. Define the set of points Y l := {yl, yn′+l, y2n

′+l, y3n
′+l, y4n

′+l}
for all l ∈ [n′]. Notice that since r = 0, we have Y l = Y l′ for all l, l′ ∈ [n′]. For each l ∈ [n′], consider
the K-means clustering problem with K = 2 for five input points Y l, and denote the optimal cluster
centers by (cl1, c

l
2). We then have (cl1, c

l
2) = (c1, c2) for all l ∈ [n′], where (c1, c2) denotes the optimal

cluster centers for the five-point input (66). Therefore, by Lemma 3, we conclude that an optimal
cluster centers for the five-ball input with r = 0, coincides with an optimal cluster centers for the
five-point input. This in turn implies that

g∗Kmeans(0) = n′f∗
Kmeans =

146

72
n′. (70)

Now let us consider the five-ball input for some r > 0. We observe that
√

drij ≥
√

d0ij − 2r, ∀1 ≤ i < j ≤ n.

Since d0ij ≤ 1 for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, we have drij ≥ d0ij − 4r for all 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n. Therefore, for
every partition matrix X we compute

∑

i,j∈[n]
drijXij ≥

∑

i,j∈[n]
d0ijXij − 4r

∑

i,j∈[n]
Xij =

∑

i,j∈[n]
d0ijXij − 20rn′,

where the last equality follows from constraints (6). Hence, taking the minimum over all partition
matrices on both sides and using (70), we deduce that

g∗Kmeans(r) ≥ g∗Kmeans(0) − 20rn′ =
(146

72
− 20r

)

n′. (71)

From (69) and (71) it follows that by choosing

r <
146
72 − 54

28

30
,

we get g∗LP(r) < g∗Kmeans(r) and this completes the proof.
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As a corollary of Proposition 6, we find that the LP relaxation is not tight for a variant of the
SBM:

Corollary 1. Let r ≤ 3 × 10−3. Suppose that the points are generated in R
m, for some m ≥ 3

according to any generative model consisting of five measures µp, p = 1, . . . , 5, each supported in

the ball B((xp, 0, . . . , 0), r), where xp is defined by (66). Then Problem (LP2) is not tight.

Recall that in all our previous numerical experiments with synthetic and real-world data sets,
the LP relaxation outperforms the SDP relaxation. That is, the optimal value of the LP is always
at least as large as that of the SDP. Hence, one wonders whether such a property can be proved in a
general setting. Interestingly, the stochastic model defined in Corollary 1 provides the first counter
example, which we illustrate via a numerical experiment. We consider the stochastic model defined
in Corollary 1, where we assume the points supported by each ball are sampled from a uniform
distribution. We set m = 3 and generate n′ = 20 points in each of the five balls to get a total of
n = 100 points. Moreover we set ball radii r ∈ [0.0 : 0.01 : 0.5] and for each fixed r we generate 20
random instances. Our results are depicted in Figure 3, where as before we compare the LP, i.e.,
Problem (LP2), with the SDP, i.e., Problem (PW), with respect to their tightness rate and average
relative gap. Recall that the relative gap is defined as grel =

fLP−fSDP
fLP

× 100, where fLP and fSDP

denote the optimal values of the LP and the SDP, respectively. That is, a negative relative gap
means that the SDP relaxation is stronger than the LP relaxation. As can be seen from the figure,
while the SDP is never tight, for r . 0.15, we often have fSDP > fLP.
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Figure 3: Comparing the strength of the LP relaxation versus the SDP relaxation for K-means
clustering when the input is generated according to the stochastic five-ball input with n = 100 and
m = 3.

We conclude this section by noting that the family of examples considered above are very special
and our numerical experiments with real-world data sets suggest that such special configurations
do not appear in practice. Hence, it is highly plausible that one can establish the tightness of the
LP relaxation under a fairly general family of inputs. We leave this as an open question.

4 A customized algorithm for solving the LP relaxation

As we detailed in the previous section, Problem (LPKt) contains Θ(nt+1) inequalities of the form (4).
This in turn implies that even in the cheapest case; i.e., t = 2, the computational cost of solving the
LP relaxation quickly increases making it impractical for many real-world applications. To further
illustrate this fact, we consider three state-of-the-art LP solvers:
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• Gurobi 11.02 [11], we use the interior-point algorithm and turn off the crossover operator
to expedite the solver,

• PDLP 9.10 [4], a primal-dual first-order method for solving large-scale LPs that is imple-
mented in Google’s OR-Tools,

• cuPDLP-C [18], an improved implementation of cuPDLP in the C language, where cuPDLP [17]
is a GPU implementation of PDLP and is written in Julia.

We first show that even for relatively small data sets i.e., n < 500, none of the solvers listed
above are able to solve Problem (LPKt) within 4 hours. Again, we consider a number of data
sets from the UCI machine learning repository [9]. The data sets and their characteristics, i.e.,
the number of points n and the number of clusters K are listed in columns 1-3 of Table 2. We
solve Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 using the three LP solvers listed above. The size of each LP,
i.e., the number of variables nv, the number of constraints ne, and the number of nonzeros in the
constraint matrix nz are listed in columns 4-6 of Table 2. Henceforth, all experiments are conducted
on Google Colab using an Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU @ 2.20GHz with 8 cores and 50 GB of RAM.
The GPU used is an NVIDIA L4 with 22.5 GB of RAM. The total time in seconds of solving the
LP using each solver is listed in the last three columns of Table 2. As can be seen from this table,
for all problems that fit in the GPU memory, cuPDLP-C significantly outperforms other solvers.
Nonetheless, for problems with n ≥ 400, the LP becomes excessively expensive for all solvers. It is
interesting to note that with the exception of glass and WholeSale (with K = 6) data sets, for all
instances, the LP relaxation is tight; that is, it returns a partition matrix upon termination. As
we detail shortly, for glass and WholeSale data sets, Problem (LPKt) is tight if t = 3 and t = 6,
respectively.

Motivated by this numerical study, we next a present a cutting-plane based algorithm that
enables us to solve Problem (LPKt) for significantly larger data sets. The key to the success of this
algorithm is to solve a sequence of LPs each of which contains a small but carefully selected subset
of inequalities (4). Next, we describe the main ingredients of our algorithm1.

4.1 Initialization

Llyod’s algorithm and its enhanced implementations such as k-means++ are extremely fast and are
often successful in finding high quality solutions for the K-means clustering problem. In our frame-
work, we make use of k-means++’s solution at the initialization step. First, the cost associated with
this solution serves as an (often very good) upper bound on the optimal value of Problem (LPKt).
Second, to construct the first LP, we select inequalities (4) with t = 2 that are satisfied tightly at
the k-means++’s solution. This in turn implies that if the k-means++’s solution is globally optimal,
and if the optimal value of Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 coincides with that of the K-means clustering
problem, then our algorithm terminates after one iteration. For large scale data sets, however, the
number of inequalities (4) with t = 2 that are satisfied tightly at the k-means++’s solution might
be too large; in those cases, we randomly select a subset of at most pinit of such inequalities.

1The source code as well as the data sets are avaialable at https://github.com/Yakun1125/cutLPK/tree/main
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Table 2: Execution time (secs) for solving Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 using different LP solvers
for small data sets from UCI.

Data set n K nv ne nz cuPDLP-C PDLP Gurobi

ruspini 75 4 2850 2.03× 105 8.16× 105 1.0 4.0 3.9
iris 150 2 11325 1.65× 106 6.64× 106 5.6 31.0 33.4

3 7.9 46.6 45.1
4 7.2 41.1 59.8

wine 178 2 15931 2.77× 106 1.11× 107 14.4 73.7 79.4
7 20.0 98.9 195.8

gr202 202 6 20503 4.06× 106 1.63× 107 131.9 403.1 868.7
seeds 210 2 22155 4.56× 106 1.83× 107 24.3 207.2 163.1

3 19.3 115.6 200.6
glass 214 31 23005 4.83× 106 1.94× 107 116.2 845.1 651.0

61 168.3 864.3 1394.6
CatsDogs 328 2 53956 1.75× 107 7.00× 107 1245.8 2894.2 1104.2
accent 329 2 54285 1.76× 107 7.07× 107 148.9 713.8 1395.9

6 271.0 982.7 8401.9
ecoli 336 3 56616 1.88× 107 7.53× 107 129.7 547.3 5729.5

RealEstate 414 3 85905 3.52× 107 1.41× 108 N/A2 3974.6 > 14400
5 N/A 5708.4 > 14400

wholesale 440 5 97020 4.23× 107 1.69× 108 N/A 2944.4 N/A
61 N/A > 14400 N/A

1 Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 is not tight.
2 Exceeds the maximum memory of the machine.

4.2 Safe lower bounds

To further expedite the cutting plane algorithm for large scale problems, in the first few iterations,
we solve LPs with a larger feasibility tolerance and terminate early, if needed. In such cases
the solution returned by the LP solver is often infeasible. To generate valid lower bounds on the
optimal value of Problem (LPKt), we make use of a technique that is has been used in mixed-integer
programming solvers [24]. Consider the following pair of primal-dual LPs:

min cTx max bT y

s.t. Ax = b, Qx ≤ 0 s.t. AT y +QT z ≤ c

x ≥ 0, z ≤ 0.

Denote by (x̂, ŷ, ẑ) an infeasible primal-dual pair returned by the LP solver satisfying ẑ ≤ 0. Define
the dual residual r as r := max{AT ŷ + QT ẑ − c, 0}. We then have c ≥ AT ŷ + QT ẑ − r. Let x∗

denote an optimal solution for the primal LP. Using Ax∗ = b, we get cTx∗ ≥ ŷT b+ ẑTQx∗ − rTx∗.
From Qx∗ ≤ 0 and ẑ ≤ 0, we deduce that ẑTQx∗ ≥ 0 implying that cTx∗ ≥ ŷT b− rTx∗. Denote by
x̄ an upper bound on x∗. We then obtain the following “safe lower bound” on the optimal value of
the primal LP:

cTx∗ ≥ ŷT b− rT x̄.
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4.3 Rounding

Denote byXlb an optimal solution of the LP relaxation at an iteration of the cutting plane algorithm
and suppose that Xlb is not a partition matrix. It is then desirable to “round” this solution to
obtain a partition matrix Xub whose cost may serve as good upper bound on the optimal clustering
cost. We make use of the rounding scheme proposed in [25], which is given below.

round : The rounding scheme to obtain a partition matrix

Input: Data points: {xi}ni=1, number of clusters: K, LP solution Xlb

Output: Partition matrix Xub

Apply Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) to compute the K largest eigenvalues
of Xlb with the corresponding eigen vectors vi, i ∈ [K]. Compute initial cluster centers:

ci = vTi W, ∀i ∈ [K],

where W denotes a matrix whose ith column equals xi.
Apply Llyod’s algorithm using {ci}Ki=1 as the initial cluster centers to obtain a partition
matrix Xub.

4.4 The separation algorithm

Recall that the key to the efficiency of a cutting plane algorithm to solve Problem (LPKt) is
the efficient separation of inequalities (4). That is, each intermediate LP should contain a small
number of inequalities (4) that are as sparse as possible. Let X̃ be the solution to the current
LP. Fix t ∈ {2, . . . ,K}. For each i ∈ [n], the separation problem is to find a nonempty subset
S ⊆ [n] \ {i} with |S| ≤ t such that

wi(S) :=
∑

j∈S
X̃ij − X̃ii −

∑

j,k∈S:j<k

X̃jk > 0,

or to prove that no such subset exists. This separation problem is similar to the separation of
clique inequalities (see for example [21]). In this setting, we can avoid repeated calculations using
the following relation:

wi(S ∪ {k}) = wi(S) + X̃ik −
∑

v∈S
X̃vk,

where we use the identity X̃ij = X̃ji for all i < j. However, this enumeration scheme is too
expensive for large scale problems. To this end, we utilize the greedy strategy proposed in [21] for
separating clique inequalities. Our heuristic is as follows: for each i ∈ [n], instead of enumerating
all subsets S, we start by setting S = {j} for some j ∈ [n] \ {i}. The algorithm then proceeds
by expanding S iteratively, where in each iteration, an index k ∈ {j + 1, . . . , n} that maximizes
wi(S ∪ {k}) is appended to S.

An outline of the separation scheme is provided in Algorithm separate. Clearly, this algorithm
is not exact, as the greedy expansion of S may lead to exclusion of some violated inequalities.
Hence we apply the following two step approach. We first run Algorithm separate; if no violated
inequalities are found and tmax = K while rg > ǫopt, then we switch to enumeration. However, in
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separate : The heuristic algorithm for separating inequalities (4)

Input: LP solution X̃ , violation tolerance ǫvio, and tmax

Output: A number of inequalities of the form (4) violated at X̃ .
for i ∈ [n] in parallel do

for j ∈ [n] \ {i} do
Initialize S = {j}, wi(S) = Xij −Xii, and c = j
while |S| < tmax do

select k ∈ {c+ 1, . . . , n} \ (S ∪ {i}) that maximizes γi(k) = Xik −
∑

l∈S,l<k Xlk.

Update S̄ = S ∪ {k}, and c = k
Compute wi(S̄) = wi(S) + γi(k).
if wi(S̄) > ǫvio then

Add
∑

k∈S̄ Xik ≤ Xii +
∑

l,k∈S̄:l<k Xlk to the system of violated inequalities.

Update S = S̄

our numerical experiments, for all problems instances, Algorithm separate was enough to close the
optimality gap rg. We should also remark that, to separation inequalities (4), we run n separation
problems, each for a fixed i ∈ [n], in parallel. We make use of OpenMP [7] to do the parallel
computations.

We are now ready to present our iterative cutting-plane based algorithm. An overview of this
algorithm is given in Algorithm Iterative LP solver. Notice that in Iterative LP solver, the
sparsity of the inequalities added to the LP is controlled by parameter tmax, which is initially set
to tmax = 2, and is increased by one, only if the number of violated inequalities (4) with t ≤ tmax

that are found by Algorithm separate is below a certain threshold.

4.5 Numerical Experiments

We start by testing Iterative LP solver using our three LP solvers as before for small data sets
from UCI. Results are shown in Table 3. Notice that Iterative LP solver is not a deterministic
algorithm; that is, at initialization, if the total number of eligible inequalities exceeds pinit, a random
subset is selected and added to the LP. Hence, for a fair comparison, we run each instance 5 times
and report average time and average number of iterations along with standard deviations. We set
the optimality tolerance ǫopt = 10−4. Results are summarized in Table 3. As can be seen from the
table, even with the cut generation scheme, Gurobi is unable to solve instances with more than 400
data points within 4 hours of CPU time. On the other hand, both first-order method LP solvers
solve all instances within the time limit. Surprisingly, in all cases, the LP relaxation is tight; i.e.,

the optimality gap rg upon termination is smaller than the optimality tolerance ǫopt. Moreover,
cuPDLP-C is on average 5.7 times faster than PDLP. As a byproduct, we can verify that out of 19
instances, the SDP relaxation is tight for 2 instances only. In addition, k-means++’s solution is
optimal for 12 instances.

Motivated by the impressive performance of Iterative LP solver for small data sets, next we
consider larger data sets. We consider the first-order LP solvers only, as Gurobi is unable to solve
any of the larger instances. Results are shown in Table 4. While cuPDLP-C solves all 32 instances,
PDLP solves only 24 instances within the time limit. Moreover, for the latter 24 instances, cuPDLP-C
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Iterative LP solver : The cutting plane algorithm for solving Problem (LPKt)

Input: Data points {xi}ni=1, number of clusters K, optimality tolerance ǫopt, initial
number of inequalities pinit, number of inequalities added at each round of cut
generation pmax, and the solver time limit for each intermediate LP T .

Output: Partition matrix Xub and optimality gap rg.
Initialize: Set the lower bound flb = −∞ and the optimality gap rg = +∞. Run
k-means++ to get a partition matrix Xub. Set the upper bound fub as the cost of Xub.
Randomly select at most pinit of inequalities (4) with t = 2 that are active at Xub in the
LP. Set tmax = 2.

while there exists a violated inequality of form (4), do
Solve the LP with time limit T to obtain a safe lower bound f̄lb and an optimal
solution Xlb.
if f̄lb > flb, then

Update flb = f̄lb
Run Algorithm round to round Xlb and get a partition matrix X̄ub with cost f̄ub.
if f̄ub < fub, then

Update Xub = X̄ub and fub = f̄ub
Update rg = (fub − flb)/fub
if rg ≤ ǫopt, then

Terminate
Remove from the LP, inequalities (4) that are not satisfied tightly at Xlb.
Run Algorithm separate to obtain a number of inequalities of the form (4) with
t ≤ tmax that are violated at Xlb. Add at most pmax of the most violated inequalities
to the LP.
if the number of violated inequalities returned by Algorithm separate is small, then

Update tmax = min{K, tmax + 1}

is on average 11.6 times faster than PDLP. Again, for all 32 instances, the LP relaxation is tight;

i.e., the optimality gap rg upon termination is smaller than the optimality tolerance ǫopt. On the
contrary, the SDP relaxation is tight only for 5 instances. Moreover, the k-means++’s solution is
optimal for 22 instances.

In Tables 3 and 4, all instances for which Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 is not tight or is not
solvable within 4 hours are marked. As we mentioned before, by letting t > 2, all such instances
are solved to global optimality within the time limit, indicating the importance of selecting t in a
dynamic fashion. Recall that by construction, if K = 2 or if an instance is solved in one iteration,
then we have t = 2. For the remaining problems, in Table 5, we show the distribution of t associated
with all inequalities added to the LP in the course of Iterative LP solver. As can be seen from
this table, while for the majority of the inequalities we have t ∈ {2, 3}, for some instances adding
inequalities with t ∈ {4, 5, 6} is beneficial as well.

The termination criterion for Iterative LP solver is based on the optimality tolerance rg. An
alternative strategy is to terminate when the LP solution is a partition matrix. In this case, no upper
bounding is needed. However, we need to solve each intermediate LP with high accuracy implying
that we cannot rely on early stopping and safe lower bounds. The impact of this alternative strategy
(labeled as “without upper bounding”) on the performance of Iterative LP solver is detailed
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Table 3: Average run time and average number of iterations of the cutting plane algorithm with
different LP solvers for small data sets. The numbers in parentheses denote the standard deviations
across five random trials. No parentheses implies identical results for all trials.

Data set n K
cuPDLP-C PDLP Gurobi

time(s) iteration time(s) iteration time(s) iteration

ruspini 75 4* 0.5 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.1 1.0
iris 150 2 5.1 1.0 18.8 1.0 20.7 1.0

3 4.4 1.0 23.3 1.0 23.8 1.0
4 3.2 1.0 22.9 1.0 15.8 1.0

wine 178 2 11.5 1.0 42.8 1.0 47.2 1.0
71 4.3 1.0 23.3 (1.4) 1.0 23.1 (1.9) 1.0

gr202 202 61 34.1 (1.5) 1.0 82.5 (12.7) 1.0 232.2 (31.5) 1.0
seeds 210 21 17.6 (0.2) 1.0 110.0 (3.6) 1.0 140.6 (11.3) 1.0

3 10.2 1.0 61.2 1.0 143.4 1.0
glass 214 3† 119.3 3.0 426.7 2.0 421.9 1.0

61† 97.1 (21.2) 3.2 (0.5) 541.4 (78.7) 4.0 (1.4) 952.7 (47.0) 3.0
CatsDogs 328 21 72.3 (31.0) 1.0 780.7 (328.7) 1.2 (0.5) 1844.3 (153.6) 1.00
accent 329 2* 88.2 (6.4) 1.0 707.4 (52.0) 1.0 1617.1 (183.7) 1.0

61 78.7 (19.5) 1.0 512.7 (36.5) 1.0 8443.7 (407.7) 9.2 (0.5)
ecoli 336 3 339.8 (267.8) 1.8 (0.8) 217.8 (19.2) 1.0 3202.2 (232.0) 1.0

RealEstate 414 3 73.2 (2.8) 1.0 641.7 (65.6) 1.0 > 14400 N/A
5 130.3 (21.5) 1.0 1308.3 (348.6) 1.8 (0.5) > 14400 N/A

Wholesale 440 51 141.1 (9.4) 1.0 717.7 (23.8) 1.0 > 14400 N/A
61† 1106.6 (276.3) 5.6 (2.1) 4854.6 (1627.0) 6.8 (0.8) > 14400 N/A

1 k-means++’s solution is not globally optimal for all five random trials.
† Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 is not tight.
* The SDP relaxation, i.e., Problem (PW) is tight.

in Table 6. In this table, we include the data sets for which the LP solution in the first iteration
of Iterative LP solver is not a partition matrix; as otherwise the two strategies coincide. As
can be seen from this table, without upper bounding, cuPDLP-C solves only 9 out of 19 instances
within the time limit. Moreover, for these 9 instances, the algorithm with upper bounding is on
average 1.3 times faster than the one without upper bounding.

Finally, in Table 7 we list the average time spent for different components of Iterative LP

solver with cuPDLP-C as the LP solver. As can be seen from this table, the vast majority of
the time is spent for solving the LPs. The initialization time is particularly big for large scale
problems in which case we need to select a random subset of inequalities that are binding at the
k-means++ solution. Other major components such as separation time and rounding time are rather
insignificant.

We conclude this paper by acknowledging that further work is needed to make Iterative LP

solver relevant for larger data sets. Of course, as first-order LP solvers become faster and more
powerful GPUs become available, one can solve larger instances. Exploring sketching techniques [23,
2] for tackling larger data sets is an interesting topic of future research as well. An alternative
strategy is to incorporate the proposed LP relaxation within mixed-integer nonlinear programming
solvers [14] to expedite their convergence.
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Table 4: Average run time and average number of iterations of the cutting plane algorithm with
PDLP and cuPDLP-C for large data sets. The numbers in parentheses denote the standard deviations
across five random trials. No parentheses implies identical results for all trials.

Data set n K
cuPDLP-C PDLP

time(s) iteration time(s) iteration
ECG5000 500 2 120.7 (15.7) 1.0 484.3 (43.6) 1.0

51† 581.7 (93.8) 3.2 (0.5) 3727.6 (1115.2) 5.4 (1.1)
Hungarian 522 2 96.9 (11.3) 1.0 599.8 (109.4) 1.0
Wdbc 569 2 88.9 (12.2) 1.0 218.8 (457.7) 1.6 (0.6)

51 23.4 (20.1) 1.0 1448.6 (437.7) 1.8 (0.5)
Control 600 3 93.9 (7.0) 1.0 532.3 (41.6) 1.0

Heartbeat 606 2* 158.1 (39.6) 1.0 712.8 (31.4) 1.0
Strawberry 613 2 94.7 (5.5) 1.0 1039.7 (525.4) 1.4 (0.6)

Energy 768 2* 50.3 (0.4) 1.0 169.5 (13.2) 1.0

121* 158.5 (91.2) 1.8 (1.1) 869.5 (514.7) 2.8 (2.1)
Gene 801 51 211.2 (104.3) 1.2 (0.5) 1104.7 (414.6) 1.4 (0.6)

61 707.4 (111.2) 3.0 974.1 (340.4) 1.2 (0.5)
SalesWeekly 811 21 70.1 (3.9) 1.0 1620.7 (118.1) 2.0

3 65.3 (2.1) 1.0 565.1 (50.10) 1.0
5 89.9 (2.7) 1.0 1417.4 (433.1) 1.8 (0.5)

Vehicle 846 2 61.3 (1.5) 1.0 866.8 (326.1) 1.2 (0.5)
Arcene 900 2 115.5 (5.7) 1.0 273.6 (15.0) 1.0

3* 74.6 (3.4) 1.0 292.1 (8.1) 1.0
51† 759.7 (78.7) 3.8 (0.5) > 14400 N/A

Wafer 1000 2 67.4 (1.5) 1.0 316.9 (32.1) 1.0
41† 643.1 (76.3) 3.6 (0.6) 4602.1 (1101.9) 5.2 (1.1)

Power 1096 2 95.9 (19.9) 1.0 1543.2 (508.9) 2.2 (0.8)
Phising 1353 91† 840.5 (47.2) 20.4 (1.8) > 14400 N/A
Aspirin 1500 3 230.8 (119.1) 1.4 (0.6) 1651.6 (894.8) 2.4 (1.5)
Car 1727 4 1504.6 (198.9) 17.4 (1.1) 10587.8 (1872.9) 18.8 (1.6)

Ethanol 2000 2* 210.2 (4.1) 1.0 10330.9 (2217.6) 7.0 (0.7)
Wifi 2000 5‡ 3309.2 (702.6) 8.0 (1.6) > 14400 N/A
Mallat 2400 3‡ 5934.9 (1110.8) 10.6 (1.5) > 14400 N/A

4‡ 7820.3 (1941.1) 15.2 (2.2) > 14400 N/A
Advertising 3279 2‡ 4318.1 (622.6) 8.4 (2.1) > 14400 N/A

81‡ 7410.7 (2367.0) 12.0 (2.9) > 14400 N/A
Rice 3810 2‡ 8314.7 (669.2) 11.8 (0.5) > 14400 N/A

1 k-means++’s solution is not globally optimal for all five random trials.
† Problem LPKt with t = 2 is not tight.
‡ Unable to verify whether Problem (LPKt) with t = 2 is tight or not due to exceeding
the time limit.

* The SDP relaxation, i.e., Problem (PW) is tight.
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Table 5: Distribution of different types of inequalities (4) (in percentage) added to the LP relaxation
during cut generation with cuPDLP-C as the LP solver. Inequalities (4) with t = 2 added during
the initialization step are not included.

Data set n K t = 2 t = 3 t = 4 t = 5 t = 6
glass 214 3 13.2 86.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

6 67.5 32.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
ecoli 336 3 80.6 19.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

Wholesale 440 6 51.0 41.5 6.2 1.2 0.1
ECG5000 500 5 53.7 46.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Energy 768 12 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Gene 801 5 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

6 43.5 56.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Arcene 900 5 37.4 62.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wafer 1000 4 46.5 53.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Phising 1353 9 90.5 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
Aspirin 1500 3 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Car 1727 4 77.9 17.7 4.4 0.0 0.0
Wifi 2000 5 37.5 49.2 10.8 2.5 0.0

Mallat 2400 3 32.2 67.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 37.2 40.3 22.5 0.0 0.0

Advertising 3279 8 84.9 12.1 2.9 0.1 0.0

Table 6: The impact of upper rounding on the performance of the cutting plane algorithm, in terms
of average time and average number of iterations, with cuPDLP-C as the LP solver. The numbers
in parentheses denote the standard deviations across five random trials. No parentheses implies
identical results for all trials.

Data set n K
with upper bounding without upper bounding
time(s) iteration time(s) iteration

glass 214 3 119.3 3.0 119.3 3.0
6 97.1 (21.2) 3.2 (0.5) 129.8 (39.4) 3.6 (0.9)

ecoli 336 3 339.8 (267.8) 1.8 (0.8) 205.5 (167.2) 1.0
Wholesale 440 6 1106.6 (276.3) 5.6 (2.1) 2722.8 (1535.3) 3.80 (0.5)
ECG5000 500 5 581.7 (93.8) 3.2(0.5) > 14400 N/A
Energy 768 12 158.5 (91.2) 1.8 (1.1) 250.1 (206.3) 1.6 (0.6)
Gene 801 5 211.2 (104.3) 1.2 (0.5) 239.8 (169.8) 1.0

6 707.4 (111.2) 3.0 676.6 (194.2) 1.2 (0.5)
Arcene 900 5 759.7 (78.7) 3.8 (0.5) 1423.6 (165.9) 3.2 (0.5)
Wafer 1000 4 643.1 (76.3) 3.6 (0.6) 679.0 (119.9) 3.0
Phising 1353 9 840.5 (47.2) 20.4 (1.8) > 14400 N/A
Aspirin 1500 3 230.8 (119.1) 1.4 (0.6) > 14400 N/A
Car 1727 4 1504.6 (198.9) 17.4 (1.1) > 14400 N/A
Wifi 2000 5 3309.2 (702.6) 8.0 (1.6) > 14400 N/A
Mallat 2400 3 5934.9 (1110.8) 10.6 (1.5) > 14400 N/A

4 7820.3 (1941.1) 15.2 (2.2) > 14400 N/A
Advertising 3279 2 4318.1 (622.6) 8.4 (2.1) > 14400 N/A

8 7410.7 (2367.0) 12.0 (2.9) > 14400 N/A
Rice 3810 2 8314.7 (669.2) 11.8 (0.5) > 14400 N/A

33



Table 7: Average percentage of time consumed by different components of the cutting plane algo-
rithm with cuPDLP-C as the LP solver. These components are: LP solver time (solver), initialization
time (init), separation time (sep), rounding time (round), and other tasks such as model building
(others). The numbers in parentheses denote the standard deviations across five random trials. No
parentheses implies identical results for all trials.

Data set n K solver init sep round others
ruspini 75 4 89.1 8.2 0.0 0.0 2.7

iris 150 2 84.5 12.7 0.0 0.1 2.7
3 86.8 10.7 0.0 0.1 2.4
4 85.4 11.8 0.0 0.2 2.6

wine 178 2 88.3 9.5 0.0 0.1 2.1
7 86.9 10.6 0.0 0.2 2.3

gr202 202 6 96.9 (0.1) 2.1 (0.5) 0.0 0.0 0.9 (0.6)
seeds 210 2 87.9 (0.2) 9.9 (0.2) 0.0 0.1 2.1

3 84.6 12.6 0.0 0.1 2.7
glass 214 3 93.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 5.4

6 93.3 (0.9) 1.2 (0.2) 0.0 0.0 5.5 (0.7)
CatsDogs 328 2 81.7 (5.0) 15.8 (4.3) 0.0 0.2 (0.1) 2.3 (0.6)
accent 329 2 90.7 (0.7) 8.0 (0.6) 0.0 0.1 1.2 (0.1)

6 94.8 (1.3) 4.2 (1.1) 0.0 0.1 0.9 (0.2)
ecoli 336 3 93.5 (3.4) 3.9 (4.0) 0.0 0.1 2.5 (0.9)

RealEstate 414 3 87.0 (0.5) 10.8 (0.4) 0.0 0.2 2.0 (0.1)
5 92.9 (1.0) 5.9 (0.8) 0.0 0.1 1.1 (0.1)

Wholesale 440 5 93.9 (0.4) 5.1 (0.3) 0.0 0.1 1.0 (0.1)
6 94.4 (0.3) 0.7 (0.1) 0.0 0.1 4.9 (0.4)

ECG5000 500 2 91.0 (1.1) 7.5 (0.9) 0.0 0.2 1.3 (0.2)
5 94.1 (0.4) 1.2 (0.2) 0.0 0.1 4.6 (0.3)

Hungarian 522 2 88.5 (1.3) 9.6 (1.1) 0.0 0.3 1.6 (0.2)
Wdbc 569 2 86.2 (1.7) 11.5 (1.3) 0.0 0.4 (0.1) 1.9 (0.2)

5 91.1 (1.4) 7.4 (1.1) 0.0 0.3 (0.1) 1.2 (0.2)
Control 600 3 88.3 (0.8) 9.7 (0.7) 0.0 0.3 1.7 (0.1)

Heartbeat 606 2 90.7 (2.4) 7.9 (2.0) 0.0 0.3 (0.1) 1.1 (0.3)
Strawberry 613 2 86.4 (0.8) 11.4 (0.7) 0.0 0.4 1.8 (0.1)

Energy 768 2 67.8 (0.3) 27.0 (0.3) 0.0 1.8 3.4 (0.1)
12 89.6 (3.6) 6.1 (4.6) 0.1 (0.1) 1.0 (0.3) 3.1 (1.4)

Gene 801 5 67.8 (8.0) 29.3 (9.4) 0.0 1.2 (0.1) 1.7 (1.6)
6 84.1 (2.3) 10.0 (1.4) 0.1 0.9 (0.1) 4.9 (0.7)

SalesWeekly 811 2 74.9 (1.4) 21.1 (1.2) 0.0 1.4 (0.1) 2.5 (0.1)
3 74.5 (0.8) 21.3 (0.7) 0.0 1.5 (0.1) 2.7 (0.1)
5 83.3 (0.5) 13.7 (0.4) 0.0 1.1 (0.1) 1.9 (0.1)

Vehicle 846 2 69.7 (1.0) 25.6 (0.8) 0.0 1.8 (0.2) 2.9
Arcene 900 2 75.0 (1.4) 21.9 (1.3) 0.0 1.5 (0.1) 1.6 (0.1)

3 60.2 (1.2) 35.1 (1.0) 0.0 2.3 (0.2) 2.4 (0.1)
5 86.8 (1.1) 5.4 (0.7) 0.2 0.9 (0.1) 6.6 (0.7)

Wafer 1000 2 62.6 (0.9) 31.8 (0.7) 0.0 2.7 (0.2) 2.9 (0.1)
4 88.8 (1.4) 3.0 (0.4) 0.4 (0.1) 1.0 (0.2) 6.8 (1.0)

Power 1096 2 67.0 (6.5) 28.1 (5.4) 0.0 2.7 (0.6) 2.2 (0.5)
Phising 1353 9 74.5 (1.8) 3.2 (0.2) 6.2 (0.6) 10.7 (0.8) 5.3 (0.4)
Aspirin 1500 3 59.7 (11.8) 32.9 (14.4) 0.4 (0.5) 3.4 (0.4) 3.6 (2.6)
Car 1727 4 70.1 (2.6) 4.4 (0.7) 7.4 (0.3) 11.1 (1.2) 7.0 (0.4)

Ethanol 2000 2 21.4 (0.5) 70.8 (0.8) 0.0 6.2 (0.3) 1.6
Wifi 2000 5 84.6 (1.0) 3.1 (0.8) 3.4 (0.4) 3.0 (0.2) 5.9 (0.4)

Mallat 2400 3 83.2 (1.4) 3.9 (0.6) 4.0 (0.3) 4.5 (0.4) 4.4 (0.4)
4 82.0 (1.7) 2.9 (0.6) 4.9 (0.3) 4.7 (0.4) 5.5 (0.6)

Advertising 3279 2 64.4 (1.9) 18.5 (3.1) 8.5 (1.0) 2.4 (0.6) 6.1 (1.1)
8 68.6 (3.0) 11.3 (4.1) 9.0 (0.9) 4.3 (1.1) 6.8 (1.4)

Rice 3810 2 68.2 (1.6) 12.6 (0.8) 10.2 (0.5) 3.5 (0.5) 5.4 (0.2)
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