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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we deal with semi-supervised Minimum Sum-of-Squares Clustering (MSSC) problems
where background knowledge is given in the form of instance-level constraints. In particular, we
take into account “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints, each of which indicates if two dataset
points should be associated to the same or to a different cluster. The presence of such constraints
makes the problem at least as hard as its unsupervised version: it is no more true that each point
is associated to its nearest cluster center, thus requiring some modifications in crucial operations,
such as the assignment step. In this scenario, we propose a novel memetic strategy based on the
Differential Evolution paradigm, directly extending a state-of-the-art framework recently proposed in
the unsupervised clustering literature. As far as we know, our contribution represents the first attempt
to define a memetic methodology designed to generate a (hopefully) optimal feasible solution for the
semi-supervised MSSC problem. The proposal is compared with some state-of-the-art algorithms
from the literature on a set of well-known datasets, highlighting its effectiveness and efficiency in
finding good quality clustering solutions.

Keywords Semi-Supervised Clustering · Minimum Sum-of-Squares Clustering · Memetic Differential Evolution ·
Global Optimization
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1 Introduction

Clustering is one of the most relevant statistical techniques, as reported in various specialized books and surveys. In
this paper, we do not wish to present in great detail the ideas of clustering, for which we refer the reader to specialized
textbooks. Here, we would simply like to recall that clustering is a (usually) unsupervised methodology aimed at
grouping together data records based on suitable similarity and dissimilarity criteria, so that similar observations are
grouped together, while samples in different clusters are sufficiently dissimilar one another.

The easiest and by far the best known clustering model is the Euclidean Minimum Sum-of-Squares one (MSSC). In this
scenario, observations are numerical arrays, each lying in the d–th dimensional Euclidean space Rd, while similarity is
based on Euclidean distance. Clustering is performed by choosing a set of centers, one for each cluster, so that the
sum of squared distances from each sample point to its closest center is minimized [1]. Later, we will give a formal
description of this basic model. Here, it suffices to recall that finding a suitable clustering according to this (but also to
many other) similarity criterion requires the solution of a large scale Global Optimization (GO) problem. Apart from
trivial cases, optimally placing cluster centers is a non-convex optimization problem, characterized by a large number
of local optima which are not global.

The problem itself is, in general, NP-hard [2] and, thus, extremely difficult to solve, even in an approximate way. For
this reason, a widespread use of fast heuristic techniques can be found in the clustering literature. For the Euclidean
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MSSC problem, one of the best known and used technique is K-MEANS [3] (Lloyd’s algorithm [4]), which, although being
quite easy to implement and efficient, usually returns only a local optimum, which might be very far from the global
one. Moreover, its performance highly depends on the execution initial settings. In order to overcome the limitations of
the approach, multiple variants of K-MEANS have been explored over the years (e.g., [5, 6])

Much recent literature has been devoted to heuristics and meta-heuristics which try to improve on the quality of
K-MEANS, without excessively sacrificing CPU time. As members of this class, we can cite the classical metaheuristic
frameworks, such as simulated annealing [7], tabu search [8] and evolutionary algorithms [9, 10], as well as the more
recent heuristic and convex optimization methodologies, such as the ones presented in [11, 12]. Among the mentioned
methods, the memetic procedure HG-MEANS [13] certainly stands out. The latter is a population-based metaheuristic
inspired by the process of natural selection typical of the larger class of evolutionary algorithms: at each iteration, the
algorithm maintains and updates a population of candidate solutions; the evolution of the latter takes place through the
repeated application of specific genetic operators such as crossover, mutation and selection; at the end of the approach,
the best generated solution is returned. Unlike the (evolutionary) genetic algorithms, HG-MEANS also integrates K-MEANS
as local refiner for the solutions at hand in order to avoid premature convergence. Inspired by the state-of-the-art
performance of HG-MEANS, novel memetic strategies have been proposed in [14]. Here, the authors adapted the (genetic)
Differential Evolution paradigm [15] to the MSSC case and, similar to HG-MEANS, they employed K-MEANS as local
search procedure to refine the population; the outcome, called MDEClust, is a novel memetic framework for the MSSC
clustering, which, according to an extensive set of computational tests, outperformed the state-of-the-art HG-MEANS
algorithm.

In this paper, we plan to extend the idea of the memetic approach to a more challenging problem, the Semi-Supervised
Clustering Problem. Successful application of such problem can be found in different domains, such as gene clustering
[16, 17] and document clustering [18, 19]. Differently from the standard model, here some information on the clusters
is available a priori and the algorithms need to take it into consideration. In particular, in this work, we consider
instance-level constraints, i.e., constraints in the form of either “must-link” or “cannot-link” requirements. A “must-link”
constraint imposes that two specific data points need to be assigned to the same cluster. On the other hand, a “cannot-link”
constraint requires two points to be assigned to different clusters. Thus, the basic objective of the semi-supervised MSSC
problem remains the same, i.e., that of choosing the location of K centers in Rd so that the sum of squared distances
from each point to its relevant center is minimized. However, now “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints have to be
considered and, thus, the closest center is no more guaranteed to be the relevant one. It goes without saying that, if the
Unsupervised MSSC problem is computationally NP-hard, this variant is, in general, at least as hard. Differently from the
unsupervised case, the scientific literature related to the semi-supervised clustering problem is relatively new. Among the
proposed approaches, we can find K-MEANS-like methods [20–22], soft-constrained algorithms, i.e., algorithms where
penalties for the constraints violations are employed [23–27], exact algorithms [28–33] and soft-constrained memetic
methodologies such as the extension of HG-MEANS for the considered problem class proposed in [34]. Moreover, the
semi-supervised MSSC clustering problem has been studied in [35], where several MINLP formulations, both exact and
approximate, are presented.

Our contribution in this context is the proposal of a novel methodology for the semi-supervised clustering problem
which must strictly satisfy the given “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints. In particular, the proposal is a direct
extension of the differential evolution based memetic framework proposed in [14] to the semi-supervised MSSC case. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt in the literature to define a memetic algorithm that aims to find an
optimal solution satisfying all the link constraints. Additional difficulties arise in this scenario, mainly derived by the
required modification to the assignment step, i.e., the mechanism by which we assign each point to its relevant center;
in semi-supervised clustering, this operation is not trivial and it may require great computational resources depending
on the problem at hand. In our new framework, we propose both an exact assignment operator, based on solving a
mixed-integer linear optimization problem, and a greedy one, useful in specific phases to decrease the computational
costs demanded by the entire procedure.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we recall the definition of the semi-supervised MSSC
clustering problem and the main characteristics of the memetic framework MDEClust. In Section 3, we describe how
to extend MDEClust in order to handle “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints, highlighting the main differences
w.r.t. the original scheme. In Section 4, we show the goodness of our proposal, comparing it with some state-of-the-art
approaches on well-known datasets from the literature. Finally, in Section 5, we provide some concluding remarks.
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2 Preliminaries

In the following, we introduce the semi-supervised MSSC model with pairwise constraints, along with some of its
properties. Moreover, we review the memetic differential evolution framework proposed in [14] for the unsupervised
case.

2.1 Problem Statement

Given a dataset D = {p1, p2, . . . , pN} where pi is a d-dimensional sample, i.e., pi ∈ Rd, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N},
solving a clustering problem means the partitioning of such samples in K disjunctive sets C1, C2, . . . , CK , where,
for all k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, the cluster Ck is identified by a center yk ∈ Rd. We denote the set of the cluster centers as
Y = {y1, . . . , yK}. In general, the partition should lead to the grouping of points similar among each other (based on a
specifically chosen distance metric) and to the separation of dissimilar samples. To this end, the semi-supervised MSSC
model consists in associating each point pi to a center yk such that: the must-link and cannot-link constraints, whose
sets are denoted by ML, CL ⊆ {1, . . . , N} × {1, . . . , N} respectively, are satisfied; the sum of the squared Euclidean
distances of each point to its associated center is minimized. Note that ML is such that for all (i, j) ∈ ML we have
that (j, i) ∈ ML. The same property also holds for CL.

A possible formulation for the semi-supervised MSSC problem is thus the following:

min

N∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

xik∥pi − yk∥2

s.t. x ∈ X ∩ L
y1, . . . , yK ∈ Rd

, (1)

where each binary variable xik indicates whether the point pi is assigned to the cluster Ck,

X =



x ∈{0, 1}N×K s.t.
K∑

k=1

xik = 1, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}

N∑
i=1

xik ≥ 1, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}


, (2)

L =


x ∈{0, 1}N×K s.t.

xik = xjk, ∀(i, j) ∈ ML, ∀k = 1, . . . ,K

xik + xjk ≤ 1, ∀(i, j) ∈ CL, ∀k = 1, . . . ,K

 (3)

and ∥ · ∥ indicates the Euclidean norm in Rd. The constraints defining X ensure that each point pi is associated to
one and only one center yk (1° constraint) and that each cluster Ck has at least one sample (2° constraint). On the
other hand, the set L is defined by the “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints: for each (im, jm) ∈ ML, we require
that pim and pjm belong to the same cluster, while, for each (ic, jc) ∈ CL, the points pic and pjc should be assigned to
different clusters.

It is well known that, similar to the unconstrained MSSC model [2], the considered mixed-integer programming problem
is NP-hard [36] and, thus, it results difficult to solve exactly both in terms of complexity and computational resources.

The solutions of the presented semi-supervised MSSC model present an easy-to-proof property, fundamental in the
mechanisms of MSSC algorithms. This one, which also holds for the solutions of the unsupervised MSSC problem [4], is
reported in Lemma 1.
Lemma 1. Let (x⋆, y⋆) be an optimal solution of Problem (1). Then, for each k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, the point y⋆k is the
centroid (or geometric center) of the k–th cluster:

y⋆k =
1∑N

i=1 xik

N∑
i=1

xikpi. (4)

Note that in Problem (1) the number of clusters K is kept fixed. As discussed in [14], this characteristic is beneficial
in applications where K is known in advance, while it is detrimental in cases where K is not. In this last scenario,
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employing additional statistical techniques is necessary to find a suitable value for K before addressing the MSSC
problem. Actually, in the semi-supervised case, the cannot-link constraints, if present, can give a hint about how large
K should be at least. This a-priori knowledge, combined with the mentioned statistical techniques, may make this
pre-processing step easier to perform. We will not discuss this topic further, assuming in the following that K is fixed.

2.2 The Memetic Differential Evolution Framework for Unconstrained MSSC Clustering Problems

In this section, we review the Memetic Differential Evolution (MDE) framework proposed in [14], which we call
MDEClust. The latter represents a possible extension for the unsupervised MSSC model of the classic MDE for global
optimization [37].

The MDEClust framework initializes and keeps updated throughout the iterations a population of P MSSC solutions
P = {S1, . . . , SP }. In particular, the initialization of the population is accomplished executing P independent runs of
the K-MEANS algorithm [4], in each of which the initial centers are randomly selected among the points of the dataset D
at hand. Then, at each iteration of MDEClust, the population is updated performing the following operations for each
solution Ss ∈ P , with s ∈ {1, . . . , P}:

• an offspring solution Os is generated by the crossover operator (Section 2.2.1);

• the (optional) mutation operator is performed, returning a modified offspring Õs (Section 2.2.2);

• K-MEANS is executed as local search procedure to refine Õs (Section 2.2.3);

• the resulting solution O′
s is then compared with Ss in terms of MSSC objective function (see Problem 1) and, if

it is better, it replaces Ss in the population.

In order to perform the mentioned procedures, each solution S ∈ P is identified through the two following data
structures.

• Membership vector ϕS ∈ NN : for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, ϕSi = k, with k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, if and only if xik = 1,
i.e., the point pi is associated to the cluster Ck.

• Coordinate matrix ψS = [y1, y2, . . . , yK ]⊤ ∈ RK×d: given k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, the k-th row contains the
coordinates of the k-th cluster center.

As remarked in [13, 14], each of the two items is sufficient to completely characterize a solution. Indeed, having the
membership vector ϕS , we can find each center as the centroid of its associated cluster (Lemma 1); on the other hand,
we can derive ϕS by ψS performing an assignment step, i.e., assigning each point to its closest cluster center. Both
operations can be performed in O(NKd), albeit maintaining both may be preferred to reduce the CPU time at the
expense of an increase of memory usage. In the remainder of the paper, we will use the following notation: a solution S
will be denoted by S = (ϕS , ψS); the MSSC objective function value of a solution S will be indicated with

f(S) =

N∑
i=1

∥∥∥pi − ψS
ϕS
i

∥∥∥2 .
The algorithm stops when one of the following stopping criteria is met, returning the best solution in the population in
terms of MSSC objective function. Other stopping criteria can be also possible.

• NMAX > 0 consecutive iterations have been performed without any best solution improvement.

• The difference in terms of MSSC objective function among the solutions in the population has fallen below a
threshold, i.e.,

P∑
s=1

P∑
s̄>s

|f(Ss)− f(Ss̄)| ≤ tol,

where tol > 0. In this scenario, we have that the population has collapsed to a single solution.

In the next sections, we provide a brief description of the crossover, mutation and local search operations employed in
the MDEClust framework.
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2.2.1 Crossover Operator

Given a solution Ss ∈ P , with s ∈ {1, . . . , P}, in MDEClust the crossover operator selects from the population
three distinct random solutions S1, S2, S3, all different from Ss, and it creates an offspring solution Os = (ϕOs , ψOs)
combining them in the following way:

ψOs = ψS1 + F (ψS2 − ψS3), (5)
with F ∈ (0, 2). The membership vector ϕOs is then obtained performing an assignment step.

Taking inspiration from [13], the linear combination is carefully designed based on center matching strategies. Unlike
the generic setting of [37], the clustering problem is indeed characterized by solutions that are invariant to permutations
of cluster centers; moreover, no ordering of them is defined a priori. In order to deal with this redundancy, in [14]
two different center matching methodologies have been proposed for MDEClust: an exact strategy based on the
Hungarian algorithm [38], which is also employed in [13] and has a complexity of O(K3); a greedy and faster strategy,
whose complexity is O(K2), more sensitive to the cluster centers permutation. For more information on these two
methodologies, the reader is referred to [14].

2.2.2 Mutation Operator

In general, the mutation operator aims to diversify the population, preventing a premature stop of the framework caused
by a rapid collapse of the population into a single solution. In the MDEClust framework, the operator mainly consists
on a random relocation of one center of the offspring solution Os generated during the crossover phase. The modified
solution Õs will be then characterized by new features that are not inherited from either of the parents. The center
relocation is performed through the following steps.

1. A center randomly selected with uniform probability is removed.
2. Each dataset point pi, with i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, is re-assigned to its closest center among the K − 1 remaining

ones, returning a new temporary membership vector ϕ̃Os .
3. A point pī, with ī ∈ {1, . . . , N}, is randomly chosen by roulette wheel, a randomized operation applied in

order to select potentially useful points, based on the probability

P ( ī ) =

(
1− α

N

)
+

 α
∥∥∥pī − yϕ̃Os

ī

∥∥∥∑N
j=1

∥∥∥pj − yϕ̃Os
j

∥∥∥
 . (6)

The value of α ∈ [0, 1] influences the selection of the new center: if α = 0, every point has the same chances
to be selected; as α gets larger, the selection is biased towards points that are more distant from their closest
centers.

The whole procedure requires O(NKd) time to be performed.

2.2.3 Local Search Procedure

In the MDEClust framework, the K-MEANS algorithm is employed as local search procedure to refine the solutions of
the population. K-MEANS is a popular clustering algorithm for MSSC problems that was discovered independently over
50 years ago. For more details on its history, we refer the reader to [4, 39].

Given the initial positions of the cluster centers, K-MEANS iterates the two following steps until a stopping condition is
satisfied.

1. Each data point pi, with i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, is assigned to its closest cluster center.
2. Each center yk, with k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, is moved to the geometric center of the k–th cluster (see Equation 4).

The loop is usually stopped until convergence, i.e., cluster centers positions are not updated for two successive iterations.

Over the years, K-MEANS variants capable of handling “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints have been proposed.
The first most notable one is COP-K-MEANS [20], which aims to assign each point to the nearest cluster center such
that no constraint is violated. The approach is not equipped with any backtracking procedure; thus, if none of the
remaining observations can be associated to a center without violating the constraints, the algorithm stops failing to
return a feasible solution for the problem. In order to address this issue, modified versions of COP-K-MEANS have been
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proposed in the literature: some examples are the procedures presented in [40,41]. In [21], a integer programming based
post-processing procedure is employed in solutions returned by unconstrained algorithms (K-MEANS included). Finally,
K-MEANS-like procedures are proposed in [22, 27], with assignment steps based on binary programming problems to
enforce the solution to be feasible at each iteration. The one presented in [22] is the local search procedure we propose
to use in our novel Differential Evolution based framework for semi-supervised MSSC clustering.

3 A Memetic Differential Evolution Framework for Semi-Supervised MSSC Clustering

In this section, we propose a possible extension of the MDEClust framework (Section 2.2) for semi-supervised MSSC
clustering problems, which we call S-MDEClust. We want to remark that, to the best of our knowledge, it is the first
attempt in the semi-supervised clustering literature to define a memetic approach designed to generate a (hopefully
optimal) feasible solution.

Algorithm 1: S-MDEClust Framework

1 Input: D = {p1, . . . , pN} ⊂ Rd, K ∈ N>0 number of clusters, ML, CL ⊆ {1, . . . , N} × {1, . . . , N} sets of
“must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints respectively, P ∈ N>0 population size, NMAX ∈ N>0, tol ∈ R>0.

2 Initialize population P = {S1, . . . , SP }
3 Let S⋆ ∈ P be such that f(S⋆) ≤ f(S), ∀S ∈ P
4 Let n⋆it = 0

5 while (n⋆it < NMAX ) ∧ (
∑P

s=1

∑P
s̄>s |f(Ss)− f(Ss̄)| > tol) do

6 forall Ss ∈ P do
7 Randomly select S1, S2, S3 ∈ P , all different from each other and from Ss

8 Execute crossover with S1, S2, S3 to generate an offspring Os

9 (Optional) Execute semi-supervised mutation on Os to get Õs

10 Apply constrained local search to Õs to obtain a solution O′
s;

11 if f(O′
s) < f(Ss) then

12 Set Ss = O′
s;

13 if f(O′
s) < f(S⋆) then

14 Set S⋆ = O′
s

15 Set n⋆it = 0

16 else
17 Set n⋆it = n⋆it + 1

18 return S⋆

We begin showing the algorithmic scheme in Algorithm 1. Basically, the structure of the proposed framework is
similar to that of MDEClust, from which we also inherit the stopping criteria (Line 5, Section 2.2) and the crossover
operator (Line 8, Section 2.2.1). The main differences w.r.t. the original framework concern the operations whose
execution highly depends on the assignment step. In particular, the involved operations are the mutation operator (Line
9, Section 2.2.2) and the local search phase (Line 10, Section 2.2.3). In the unsupervised MSSC model, the assignment
step is trivial to perform: for each point, we assign it to its closest cluster center. However, in the semi-supervised
scenario, “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints must be taken into account and, then, it is no more true that points
are associated to their closest centroid. We analyze this aspect, along with the consequences on the design of the
mutation and local search procedures, in the next sections.

3.1 Assignment Step

As mentioned in Section 2.2, each solution S in the population can be represented by any of the following items: the
membership vector ϕS or the coordinate matrix ψS . However, while in the unsupervised MSSC scenario each one can
be simply derived from the other in O(NKd), in the semi-supervised context the assignment step to obtain ϕS from the
coordinates of the clusters centers stored in ψS , may not be trivial, since “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints
must be taken into account. A graphical example of how the outcome of the assignment step can change depending on
the considered scenario is shown in Figure 1.

In order to deal with the “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints, we propose an exact assignment step and a greedy
one.

6
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(a) Unconstrained MSSC (b) Semi-supervised MSSC with “must-link” (green
lines) and “cannot-link” (red lines) constraints

Figure 1: Two-dimensional examples of assignment step outcome with N = 20 points and K = 3 cluster centers. The
dotted black lines indicate the separations between clusters, while shaded areas just emphasize cluster centers.

Exact Assignment Step Inspired by [22,33], the exact assignment step is based on solving the following optimization
problem:

min

N∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

xik∥pi − ψS
k ∥2

s.t. x ∈ X ∩ L

, (7)

where the sets X and L are defined as in Equations (2) and (3), respectively.

Solving an additional optimization problem each time an assignment step is required surely leads to a consumption
of greater computational resources. Moreover, although one between ϕS and ψS is enough to characterize a solution
S, now, with respect to the unconstrained MSSC scenario, deriving one item from the other does not imply an equal
effort. The greater computational complexity is justified as we deal with semi-supervised MSSC problems. We indeed
remind that these latter ones present an higher complexity w.r.t. the unconstrained MSSC model, which is NP-hard itself
as already mentioned in Section 2.1. In order to reduce the resources demand, we propose a faster greedy assignment
methodology, to be used in specific phases of the S-MDEClust framework.

Greedy Assignment Step We report the scheme of the proposed greedy methodology in Algorithm 2.

First, all the points are collected in groups based on the “must-link” constraints (Line 2). Then, for each group G,
we try to find a cluster center to assign to each point of the group (Line 5): the cluster center should not be already
associated to a group Ĝ that has a point involved in a “cannot-link” constraint with a point of G; moreover, among
the available centers, the center should be the nearest one for the points in G. Similarly to COP-K-MEANS (Section
2.2.3), the methodology highly depends on the assignment order of the groups; thus, it could happen that, in presence
of “cannot-link” constraints, finding a cluster center to associate to a group is not possible (Line 6). In such cases, we
find the nearest cluster center for the points of the group (Line 7), without taking into account any possible constraint
violation. Given the cluster center, we finally assign each group point to it (Lines 9-10).

Algorithm 2 has no guarantee to return a final assignment that does not violate the constraints. However, being less
demanding in terms of computational costs than the exact assignment step (no binary programming problem is involved),
the greedy methodology can be useful in phases of S-MDEClust (i.e., crossover and mutation) where having a solution
satisfying all the constraints is not mandatory. In this way, we can indeed reduce the computational costs of the entire
framework, still returning a final feasible solution. More information on the topic can be found in Section 3.2.

The new assignment steps lead to some design-related consequences on specific operators of S-MDEClust, i.e., the
mutation operator and the local search procedure. We will provide a description of each of them in the following
sections.

7
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Algorithm 2: Greedy Assignment Step

1 Input: D = {p1, . . . , pN} ⊂ Rd, K ∈ N>0 number of clusters, ML, CL ⊆ {1, . . . , N} × {1, . . . , N} sets of
“must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints respectively, S = (ϕS , ψS).

2 Let GML = {G ⊆ {1, . . . , N} | ∀i, j ∈ G s.t. i ̸= j, (i, j) ∈ ML}
3 Let A = ∅
4 forall G ∈ GML do
5 Let

kG ∈ argmin
k∈{1,...,K}

∑
i∈G

∥∥pi − ψS
k

∥∥2
s.t. k ∈

{
k̂ ∈ {1, . . . ,K}

∣∣∣∣∣∄(Ĝ, k̂) ∈ A s.t.

∃(ic, jc) ∈ CL with ic ∈ G ∧ jc ∈ Ĝ

}
6 if kG is not well-defined then
7 Set

kG ∈ argmin
k∈{1,...,K}

∑
i∈G

∥∥pi − ψS
k

∥∥2
8 Set A = A ∪ {(G, kG)}
9 forall i ∈ G do

10 Set ϕSi = kG

11 return S

3.2 Mutation Operator

While the crossover operator (Line 8 of Algorithm 1) is the same one employed in the MDEClust framework (Section
2.2.1), the mutation operator described in Section 2.2.2 must be structurally changed so as to take into account
“must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints. As already explained in the referenced section, the operator consists in a
random-based relocation of a center of the offspring solution Os generated though the crossover operator. However, in
the semi-supervised MSSC model, the two following issues may arise.

• After removing a cluster center, if the exact assignment step (Section 3.1) is employed in Step 2. of the
mutation operator (Section 2.2.2), it may not be possible to assign each dataset sample to one of the remaining
centers without violating any “cannot-link” constraint, if present.

• Regardless the outcome of the assignment phase, it is still required to choose a new center to get a mutated
solution with exactly K clusters.

In Algorithm 3, we provide the algorithmic scheme of the new mutation operator. With respect to the one presented in
Section 2.2.2, there are two major changes.

• The assignment steps (Lines 4-12) can be performed through the exact or the greedy methodology proposed in
Section 3.1. However, in Line 4, we have K − 1 centers to which the points can be assigned; thus, we require
a few modifications in the proposed methodologies.

– In the exact assignment step, Problem (7) changes into

min

N∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

xik

∥∥∥pi − ψÕs

k

∥∥∥2
s.t. x ∈ Xc̄ ∩ L

(8)

8
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Algorithm 3: Mutation Operator

1 Input: D = {p1, . . . , pN} ⊂ Rd, K ∈ N>0 number of clusters, ML, CL ⊆ {1, . . . , N} × {1, . . . , N} sets of
“must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints respectively, Os = (ϕOs , ψOs) offspring solution, U(·) uniform random
number generator, α ∈ [0, 1].

2 Let ψÕs = ψOs

3 Let c̄ = U(1, . . . ,K)
4 Perform assignment step with Y \ {yc̄}
5 if assignment step has not failed then
6 Let ϕ̃Os be the temporary membership vector
7 else
8 α = 0

9 Let Pr = [P (1), . . . , P (N)] (∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}, P (i) defined as in 6)
10 Choose ī ∈ {1, . . . , N} by roulette wheel based on Pr

11 Set ψÕs
c̄ = pī

12 Perform assignment step to get ϕÕs

13 return Õs = (ϕÕs , ψÕs)

where

Xc̄ =



x ∈{0, 1}N×K s.t.
K∑

k=1
k ̸=c̄

xik = 1, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}

N∑
i=1

xik ≥ 1, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} \ {c̄}


.

As anticipated at the beginning of the section, if the semi-supervised MSSC problem present some “cannot-
link” constraints, Problem (8) may not have a feasible solution and, thus, the exact assignment step may
fail.

– In the greedy methodology, we only consider the groups whose points are assigned to the removed
center yc̄. In detail, in Line 4 of Algorithm 2, we only take into account the sets G ∈ GML such that
∀i ∈ G, ϕOs

i = c̄. Moreover, we add a constraint in Lines 5-7: the center chosen for a group cannot
be the removed one, that is, kG ̸= c̄. Unlike the exact assignment step, the greedy methodology always
returns a solution, although it could not be feasible.

• If the exact assignment step has failed, in Line 8 we set α = 0 for Equation (6) and, thus, we employ the
roulette wheel operation with each dataset point having the same chances to be selected. In this scenario,
a probability based on the point-center distances cannot indeed be defined, as we cannot exactly associate
each dataset point to a cluster center without getting a violation on the “cannot-link” constraints. If the exact
methodology has not failed or the greedy one is employed, then the choice of the new center is performed as in
the mutation operator of the MDEClust framework.

Note that the greedy assignment step can be helpful in the mutation operator, as well as in the crossover one, to reduce
the computational costs demanded by the entire S-MDEClust framework. Indeed, in these phases a feasible solution
is not required, since it will be then used as a starting point for the local search procedure (Section 3.3), designed to
generate a solution satisfying all the constraints regardless the starting conditions. Moreover, performing local search
steps from non-feasible solutions can be seen as a further mechanism to explore new regions of the feasible set.

In Figure 2, we show a possible application of the mutation operator on a solution for the same two-dimensional
problem of Figure 1.

3.3 Semi-supervised Local Search Procedure

In the S-MDEClust framework, we employ the semi-supervised K-MEANS variant proposed in [22] as a local search
procedure. Similar to the original approach (Section 2.2.3), this methodology iterates two steps until convergence is
reached:
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(a) A center is randomly chosen to be relo-
cated (Line 3)

(b) After the center removal, the dataset points
are associated to the remaining K− 1 centers,
taking into account “must-link” and “cannot-
link” constraints (Line 4)

(c) A point is selected as the new center by
roulette wheel (Line 10)

(d) The mutated solution Õs (after performing
the assignment step in Line 12)

Figure 2: Steps of the mutation operator (Algorithm 3) on a solution in the same setting as Figure 1. Note that for the
assignment steps we employ the exact methodology.

1. an exact assignment step (Section 3.1) is performed;
2. each center yk, with k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, is moved to the geometric center of the k-th cluster (see Equation 4).

The main difference with respect to the original approach is again on the assignment step, where “must-link” and
“cannot-link” constraints must be taken into account.

By definition of the feasible set X (Equation 2), a solution for Problem (7) is feasible only if all the clusters have at least
one assigned point. Thus, unlike K-MEANS, the algorithm proposed in [22] cannot produce degenerated solutions, i.e.,
instances where some clusters are left empty. This property makes useless the employment of solution repair operations,
such as the one proposed in [14] for the MDEClust framework. Indeed, even if a degenerated solution is generated by
either the crossover or mutation operator, that one is implicitly repaired after the local search procedure execution.

Finally, note that the local search procedure proposed in [22] is further extended in [27]. In particular, the extension
presents a model size reduction technique based on kd-trees for Problem (7) to improve scalability. Moreover, the
possible management of “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints as soft ones, for each of which the user can express a
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confidence value, is an additional feature which increases the number of clustering applications where the new approach
can be used. We decided not to compare the performance of the two local search procedures within the S-MDEClust
framework, since the main focus of the paper is the proposal of a novel global memetic approach for the semi-supervised
MSSC clustering problem. In addition, we are confident that the experimental comparisons proposed in Section 4 would
be similar regardless the employed local search methodology.

4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we report the results of thorough computational experiments, where we compared our framework
S-MDEClust with some state-of-the-art methodologies from the semi-supervised clustering literature. The implementa-
tion code of S-MDEClust was written in C++. All the tests were run on a computer with the following characteristics:
Intel Xeon Processor E5-2430 v2, 6 cores, 12 threads, 2.50 GHz, 32 GB RAM. Finally, in order to solve instances of
Problems (7)-(8), the Gurobi Optimizer [42] (Version 10) was employed.

4.1 Experimental Settings

In the following sections, we report the tested algorithms, the datasets and the metrics used for the comparisons.

4.1.1 Algorithms

The proposed framework S-MDEClust was tested in four different variants, with each of them differing from the others
on the use of the mutation operator and/or the employment of the greedy assignment step in the crossover and mutation
operations.

• SM-MDE: mutation operator and exact assignment step.

• S-MDE: no mutation operator and exact assignment step.

• SMG-MDE: mutation operator and greedy assignment step.

• SG-MDE: no mutation operator and greedy assignment step.

We remind that in the local search procedure (Section 3.3) the exact assignment step is always employed, in order
to have at the end of each iteration a feasible solution for the semi-supervised MSSC problem. All the tested variants
employed the exact matching for the crossover operator (Section 2.2.1).

For what concerns the parameters setting, we used the values recommended in the MDEClust original paper [14]:
P = 150 for the variants without mutation operator (S-MDE, SG-MDE) and P = 20 for the other ones (SM-MDE,
SMG-MDE); tol = 10−4; F ∈ [0.5, 0.8], randomly chosen at each crossover execution; α = 0.5 for the mutation operator.
The algorithms were mainly tested with the maximum number of iterations without improvements on the best solution
NMAX = 5000.

As anticipated in Section 1, to the best of our knowledge, S-MDEClust represents the first attempt in the semi-supervised
clustering literature to define a memetic approach designed to return a (hopefully optimal) feasible solution. Then, in
the absence of competitors of the same class, we decided to test our framework with some recently proposed, albeit of
different types, state-of-the-art global optimization approaches.

• PC-SOS-SDP: a branch-and-cut algorithm for semi-supervised MSSC problems proposed in [33]; for the lower
bound procedure, a semi-definite programming (SDP) relaxation of the MSSC discrete optimization model and
a cutting-plane procedure for strengthening the bound are employed; for the upper bound, the authors use
the same local search employed in our framework (Section 3.3) and proposed in [22], with an initialization
technique based on the primal solution of the SDP relaxation; the algorithm was proved to be effective with
problems whose dimensionalities are about four times larger than the ones tested with other exact algorithms
from the literature.

• S-HG-MEANS: a probabilistic-based adaptation for the semi-supervised scenario of the HG-MEANS algorithm
[34], which was proven to be highly effective in unconstrained MSSC problems [13]; in [34], the authors propose
a generative model that assumes Gaussian-distributed data samples along with “must-link” and “cannot-link”
constraints generated by stochastic block models; adopting a maximum-likelihood approach, they employ
the HG-MEANS algorithm equipped with modified and new operators to take into account the new generative
model; the resulting procedure also has a parameter p ∈ [0, 1] indicating the accuracy of the provided pairwise
constraints, so as to handle possible inaccuracies in their definitions.
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Although neither PC-SOS-SDP nor S-HG-MEANS are direct competitors of S-MDEClust, both of them allowed to figure
out the potentialities of the proposed framework: the comparison w.r.t. PC-SOS-SDP let us test the effectiveness of
S-MDEClust in finding a global optimum of the problem, while the one w.r.t. S-HG-MEANS mainly allowed to evaluate
the efficiency of S-MDEClust. Moreover, the comparisons let us assess the capacity of our framework of obtaining
good quality solution w.r.t. the real dataset class partitioning.

As for PC-SOS-SDP, we considered all the parameter settings recommended in [33] and in the code, written in C++
and available online1; the algorithm was tested with a pool of 12 threads for the branch-and-cut procedure, 12 threads
for the computation at the root node and 1 thread for each lower bound computation. The parameters values for
S-HG-MEANS were set according to the referenced paper [34], the HG-MEANS original paper [13] and the published
code2, written in Julia. Moreover, since in our setting the constraints were considered accurate, we set p = 1. For
a fairer comparison of S-HG-MEANS with our framework, in addition to the stopping criterion based on a maximum
number of iterations [34], we also set a limit to the consecutive no-best-solution-improvement iterationsNMAX = 5000;
following the experimental settings of the original version of HG-MEANS [13], we set the maximum number of iterations
10 times larger than NMAX .

Finally, unlike PC-SOS-SDP, S-MDEClust and S-HG-MEANS involve random-based operations. Thus, in order to reduce
the sensitivity w.r.t. these latter ones, for each clustering problem instance the two approaches were run 5 times, each of
them with a different seed for the pseudo-random number generator. Then, unless otherwise stated, the results were
obtained by calculating the averages of the metrics values achieved in the five tests.

4.1.2 Datasets

The tested datasets are listed in Table 1. All of them can be downloaded from the UCI3 Machine Learning Repository [43]
and from the UCR4 Time Series Classification Archive [44]. The proposed set is quite varied, being composed by
datasets of different sizes and/or number of features. Moreover, some of them had been part of both the benchmarks
used to evaluate the goodness of PC-SOS-SDP and S-HG-MEANS [33, 34].

Table 1: Datasets used for the experiments

Dataset N d K (|ML|, |CL|)
Iris 150 4 3

(50, 0), (100, 0), (25, 25), (50,
50), (0, 50), (0, 100)

Wine 178 13 3
Connectionist 208 60 2

Seeds 210 7 3
Glass 214 9 6

Accent 329 12 6 (100, 0), (150, 0), (50, 50), (75,
75), (0, 100), (0, 150)Ecoli 336 7 8

ECG5000 500 140 5 (150, 0), (250, 0), (75, 75), (125,
125), (0, 150), (0, 250)Computers 500 720 2

Gene 801 20531 5 (200, 0), (400, 0), (100, 100),
(200, 200), (0, 200), (0, 400)

As for the constraints definition, we considered the instances generated to test PC-SOS-SDP in [33], which can be
downloaded from the GitHub folder of the exact approach. The instances were composed by approximately N/2 and
N/4 constraints and they were generated taking into account the real dataset class partitioning. In Table 1, we list the
various constraint set configurations used for each dataset: a set can contain either only “must-link” constraints, only
“cannot-link” ones or constraints of both types. Since for each configuration the constraint generation was made 5 times
with different seeds, the total number of problems used for the comparisons was equal to 300.

1https://github.com/antoniosudoso/pc-sos-sdp
2http://github.com/danielgribel/SSC-IPA
3https://archive.ics.uci.edu/
4https://www.cs.ucr.edu/%7Eeamonn/time_series_data_2018/
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4.1.3 Metrics

The first metrics we employed to test the effectiveness and efficiency of the methodologies are the following: MSSC
objective function (MSSC O.F.), the elapsed time (Time) and the number of calls to the local search procedure (N°
L.S.). In order to compare a variant of the S-MDEClust framework and a competitor, for each of the metrics we also
considered the gap defined as

Gap(%) =
100(m−mR)

mR
, (9)

where m is the metric value achieved by the variant and mR is the one obtained by the competitor. A negative gap
means that the variant outperformed the competitor in terms of the considered metric.

In addition to MSSC O.F., we also considered two other metrics for evaluating the quality of the solutions generated
by the approaches. Both of them measure the agreement between the solution partition and the real dataset class one:
the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) [45] and the Normalized Mutual Information (NMI) [46]. While the first one takes
continuous values between −0.5 (discordant partitions) and 1 (identical partitions), the second one does between 0 (no
mutual information) and 1 (perfect correlation). For more details on the two metrics, the reader is referred to the cited
papers.

Lastly, we employed the variant proposed in [47] of the performance profiles [48]. Given a solver and a specific metric,
the tool allows to plot the (cumulative) distribution function of the relative gap between the score achieved by that
solver and the best score among those obtained by all the tested solvers. In other words, it shows the probability
that the relative gap for a solver in a problem is within a factor τ ∈ R. Similar to the performance profiles, the tool
proposed in [47] allows to appreciate the relative performance and robustness of the considered algorithms. Moreover,
distribution of relative gap is particularly useful when evaluating metrics involving objective function values. For a
more technical explanation of the tool, we refer the reader to [47]. Note that, since ARI and NMI have greater values for
better performance, their relative gap cumulatives were generated based on the inverse of the obtained values. Moreover,
in order to deal with negative ARI values, all the values of the metric were first shifted so as to be non-negative.

4.2 Preliminary Assessment of the S-MDEClust Variants

Before proceeding with the comparisons w.r.t. the state-of-the-art approaches, we first compared the proposed variants of
the S-MDEClust framework in terms of MSSC O.F., Time and N° L.S. on a subset of datasets (Iris, Wine, Connectionist).
The idea was to test the effectiveness and efficiency of the variants, observing the influence in each of them of the
mutation operator presence and/or the use of the greedy assignment step. In Figure 3, the relative gap cumulative
distributions obtained by SM-MDE, S-MDE, SMG-MDE and SG-MDE on the considered datasets subset are reported.

First, we can observe that all the variants present the same effectiveness in terms of MSSC O.F.: no conspicuous
difference can be indeed highlighted in the related distributions (Figure 3a).

The situation is different taking into account the metrics Time and N° L.S.. As for the second one (Figure 3c), the
variants equipped with the mutation operator (SM-MDE and SMG-MDE) outperformed the others (S-MDE and SG-MDE).
The result can be partly justified by the smaller population considered in SM-MDE and SMG-MDE. However, we have to
consider two facts.

• In S-MDE and SG-MDE, more solutions have to be taken into account since they are not equipped with any
operator, like the mutation one, that allows to diversify the population.

• In the tested datasets, the mutation operator prevented a premature collapse of the population into a single
solution and, at the same time, it enhanced the exploration of the feasible set. This fact allowed SM-MDE
and SMG-MDE to have performance similar to that of S-MDE and SG-MDE in terms of MSSC O.F., considering
however a smaller population.

Finally, the cumulative distributions related to Time (Figure 3b) highlight the influence in the variants of the pres-
ence/absence of the greedy assignment step. We can indeed observe that this methodology allowed to save much
computing time without degrading the solution quality in terms of MSSC O.F.: the differences between SM-MDE and
SMG-MDE, which are not obvious in terms of N° L.S., are sharp in terms of Time; the same result holds for S-MDE and
SG-MDE. Even on the Time cumulative distributions, we still observe a superiority of the methodologies equipped with
the mutation operator. Thus, taking into account the results on the other metrics too, we decided to consider only these
two variants for the next comparisons.
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Figure 3: Plots of the relative gap cumulative distributions for SM-MDE, S-MDE, SMG-MDE and SG-MDE on a subset of the
datasets listed in Table 1 (Iris, Wine, Connectionist). Note that the intervals of the axes are set for a better visualization
of the methodologies results.

4.3 Comparison with the Exact Brand-and-Cut Algorithm

After evaluating the proposed S-MDEClust framework variants in a preliminary stage, we now compare SM-MDE
and SMG-MDE with the branch-and-cut approach PC-SOS-SDP. As anticipated in Section 4.1.1, a comparison of our
proposals w.r.t. an exact algorithm mainly allowed us to test their effectiveness in finding optimal solutions.

We start comparing SM-MDE and PC-SOS-SDP in terms of MSSC O.F. and Time. In Table 2, for each dataset we report
four different values.

• Succ(%): it indicates the percentage of the tested constraint configurations (30 for each dataset; see Section
4.1.2 for more information) where we had a success, i.e., SM-MDE obtained a better or equal performance w.r.t.
PC-SOS-SDP; in the Time context, in order to have a success, we also required that in the considered instance
our method had obtained a success in terms of MSSC O.F.; we indeed considered a computational time saving
useless if it was at the expense of the solution quality.

• MinGap, MedianGap, MaxGap: the minimum, median and maximum of all the gaps (see Equation 9) obtained
by our method on the tested constraint configurations; in the Time context, we considered only the gaps
achieved in instances where our methodology obtained a success in terms of MSSC O.F..
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Table 2: Numerical results obtained by the SM-MDE algorithm w.r.t. PC-SOS-SDP.

Dataset
MSSC O.F. Time

Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap

Iris 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 -98.516 -90.655 -64.139
Wine 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.67 -99.523 -96.016 14.262

Connectionist 96.67 -0.001 0.0 0.0 96.67 -99.638 -95.703 -5.292
Seeds 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 -99.626 -97.496 -61.839
Glass 93.33 0.0 0.0 0.048 93.33 -95.478 -81.985 -2.919

Accent 100.0 -0.004 0.0 0.0 100.0 -97.099 -73.57 -5.421
Ecoli 100.0 -0.001 0.0 0.0 100.0 -97.044 -85.37 -29.153

ECG5000 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.67 -98.612 -89.258 41.857
Computers 76.67 0.0 0.0 0.002 73.33 -99.223 -87.91 43.381

Gene 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 86.67 -93.903 -53.379 114.428

As for MSSC O.F., SM-MDE proved to be competitive with PC-SOS-SDP on the tested problems, reaching most of
the times a similar effectiveness in obtaining an optimal solution. In some cases, our methodology also managed to
outperform the exact algorithm: in these instances, PC-SOS-SDP struggled to reach a gap between lower and upper
bound below the considered threshold (10−4; for more details, see [33]).

Regarding the Time metric, in some instances our memetic algorithm achieved far better performance than its competitor,
reaching values in the MinGap column near to -100%. These values were mostly obtained in the small-dimensional
datasets (Iris, Wine, Connectionist and Seeds). As the dataset size and dimension grow, we can observe that the
gaps become larger, especially in the MedianGap and MaxGap columns. However, the efficiency of SM-MDE w.r.t.
PC-SOS-SDP is quite clear observing the MedianGap column values.

We want to remark that the great results obtained by SM-MDE in terms of Time could be seen as a consequence of the
different nature of the algorithms: being an exact approach, PC-SOS-SDP strength is the effectiveness in finding an
optimal solution; on the other hand, our method is composed by less time-consuming operations but, unlike the exact
approach, it may end up in bad quality solutions. While the results in terms of Time are thus not particularly surprising,
the performance achieved in terms of MSSC O.F. is worth mentioning. Indeed, without any guarantee to reach an
optimal solution, SM-MDE managed to have the same effectiveness as PC-SOS-SDP in most of the tested instances. These
results are also attested in Table 3, where we considered for SM-MDE the best, average and worst values obtained in the
5 runs executed for each problem. Note that in this table the results achieved on all the datasets were collected together.
Even considering the Worst scenario, the performance of our methodology remained stable w.r.t. PC-SOS-SDP.

Table 3: Numerical results obtained on all the datasets by the SM-MDE algorithm w.r.t. PC-SOS-SDP. Mod indicate
which metric value is considered for SM-MDE among the ones obtained in the 5 runs executed for each problem; for
more details on this experimental setting, we refer the reader to Section 4.1.1.

Mod
MSSC O.F. Time

Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap

Best 98.67 -0.004 0.0 0.001 96.33 -99.718 -91.141 41.229
Mean 96.67 -0.004 0.0 0.048 94.33 -99.638 -88.369 114.428
Worst 96.67 -0.004 0.0 0.242 92.0 -99.621 -85.624 257.103

We conclude the section showing in Figure 4 the box plots generated with the Time values obtained by SM-MDE, SMG-MDE
and PC-SOS-SDP on the dataset instances. Each sub-figure is related to a specific type of constraints configuration: in
the first one both “must-link” and ”cannot-link” constraints were taken into account; in the second and third ones we
considered only “must-link” and only “cannot-link” constraints, respectively.

We can observe that PC-SOS-SDP obtained its best results on the only “must-link” scenario, being competitive with
the S-MDEClust variants: the management of the “cannot-link” constraints proved to be more time-consuming in the
PC-SOS-SDP mechanisms, a result that can be also observed in [33]. Regarding the S-MDEClust variants, as already
noted in Section 4.2, the greedy assignment step allowed SMG-MDE to be more efficient than SM-MDE. Finally, it seems
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Figure 4: Box Plots of the Time values achieved by SM-MDE, SMG-MDE and PC-SOS-SDP. Each of them is related to a
different type of constraints configuration: “must-link” and “cannot-link”, only “must-link”, only “cannot-link”. Note
that the intervals of the y-axis are set for a better visualization of the methodologies results.

that the presence of “must-link” constraints allowed to speed up the two methodologies, regardless the employed
assignment step.

4.4 Performance Evaluation of the Memetic Methods

In this section, we evaluate the performance of SM-MDE w.r.t. the other tested memetic method S-HG-MEANS. Since
the execution code of the latter was written in Julia, we decided not to use the Time metric and, inspired by the
experimental part in [14], we carried out the comparisons in terms of MSSC O.F. and N° L.S., which represents a good
proxy for the overall CPU time in this scenario. In Table 4, we report the gaps obtained by SM-MDE w.r.t. S-HG-MEANS.
The legend of the table is similar to the ones of Section 4.3, with the only addition of the column N°NoViol that indicate
the number of problems related to a dataset where S-HG-MEANS reached a solution where no constraint is violated.
Indeed, we remind that, being a methodology derived from a probabilistic interpretation, S-HG-MEANS may not return a
feasible solution for the semi-supervised MSSC problem, even if the constraints accuracy parameter p = 1 (see Section
4.1.1 for more details). In each dataset where N°NoViol ∈ (0, 30) (30 is the number of instances considered per dataset;
for more information, see Section 4.1.2), the results obtained taking into account only the instances where S-HG-MEANS
did not violate any constraint are reported in parenthesis.

As for MSSC O.F., considering all the instances regardless the S-HG-MEANS violations, SM-MDE outperformed the
memetic method in more than 95% of the tested constraint configurations for 4 datasets, obtaining excellent results in
almost all the Gap columns. In the other datasets, S-HG-MEANS produced better quality solutions overall, although most
of them were infeasible as can be deduced by the N°NoViol column values. Violating the constraints, S-HG-MEANS was
able to obtain a value for MSSC O.F. smaller than or at least equal to the global optimum. Thus, the great performance
achieved by SM-MDE w.r.t. the memetic competitor on some datasets becomes even more interesting, being our method
constrained to satisfy all the constraints at each iteration. Taking into account only the instances where S-HG-MEANS
obtained feasible solutions, SM-MDE is the clear winner, achieving excellent values in all the columns. Regarding N°
L.S., SM-MDE obtained all gaps below -75%: we thus conclude that the stopping criterion based on the population
convergence (Section 3) was crucial to save computational resources. Not being equipped with a similar stopping
criterion, S-HG-MEANS is forced to execute all the remaining iterations, even when the population has already converged;
a similar observation is also made for the original HG-MEANS algorithm in [14].

Finally, since in the released S-HG-MEANS execution code a total number of iteration equal to 500 is recommended, we
further tested the memetic methods with the maximum number of consecutive no-best-solution-improvement iterations
NMAX = 50 (for more details on the relation between the two parameters, we refer the reader to Section 4.1.1). The
results with the new experimental setting are reported in Table 5. Note that, using this parameter calibration allowed
to test the performance of S-HG-MEANS in the Gene dataset too; this evaluation was not possible with the previous
parameter setting as it requires excessive computational resources for each constraint configuration.

In terms of MSSC O.F., SM-MDE obtained results similar to the ones in Table 4; moreover, in Gene, it outperformed
on all the tested instances S-HG-MEANS, which did not manage to obtain a single feasible solution. As for N° L.S.,
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Table 4: Numerical results obtained by the SM-MDE algorithm w.r.t. S-HG-MEANS. When 0 < N°NoViol < 30, the results
considering only the problem instances where no constraint is violated by S-HG-MEANS are reported in parenthesis.

Dataset N°NoViol
MSSC O.F. N° L.S.

Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap

Iris 30 100.0 -1.28 0.0 0.0 100.0 -99.92 -99.714 -94.012
Wine 0 40.0 -17.731 5.317 57.978 40.0 -99.92 -99.92 -95.769

Connectionist 0 0.0 3.927 10.034 17.645 0.0 N/A
Seeds 30 100.0 -0.937 -0.047 0.0 100.0 -99.92 -99.714 -90.898

Glass 1
96.67 -29.239 -17.143 7.721 96.67 -99.176 -97.305 -88.946

(100.0) (-28.188) (100.0) (-99.04)

Accent 10
33.33 -3.655 48.242 96.625 33.33 -98.392 -97.217 -95.337

(100.0) (-3.655) (-1.716) (-0.648) (100.0) (-98.392) (-97.217) (-95.337)

Ecoli 16
100.0 -22.42 -13.379 -2.432 100.0 -99.008 -97.161 -93.457

(100.0) (-22.42) (-17.142) (-5.284) (100.0) (-98.064) (-97.209) (-93.457)
ECG5000 0 80.0 -13.303 -4.437 7.613 80.0 -98.576 -96.117 -79.751
Computers 0 0.0 2.82 4.504 6.291 0.0 N/A

Table 5: Numerical results obtained by the SM-MDE algorithm w.r.t. S-HG-MEANS with NMAX = 50. When 0 <
N°NoViol < 30, the results considering only the problem instances where no constraint is violated by S-HG-MEANS are
reported in parenthesis.

Dataset N°NoViol
MSSC O.F. N° L.S.

Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap Succ(%) MinGap MedianGap MaxGap

Iris 30 100.0 -1.28 -0.001 0.0 80.0 -90.766 -74.545 33.333
Wine 0 40.0 -17.731 5.317 57.978 40.0 -92.157 -92.157 -71.651

Connectionist 0 0.0 4.16 10.126 17.645 0.0 N/A
Seeds 30 100.0 -1.134 -0.044 0.0 90.0 -92.157 -62.561 33.333

Glass 3
93.33 -28.744 -14.579 10.129 93.33 -81.176 -73.333 -48.8

(100.0) (-29.516) (-28.597) (-26.051) (100.0) (-80.392) (-79.085) (-70.196)

Accent 10
33.33 -2.71 48.935 103.094 33.33 -78.039 -70.987 -65.336

(100.0) (-2.71) (-1.713) (-0.964) (100.0) (-79.412) (-70.987) (-62.126)

Ecoli 16
96.67 -22.059 -12.153 2.918 96.67 -78.824 -70.476 -43.333

(100.0) (-22.059) (-16.91) (-3.758) (100.0) (-84.314) (-67.563) (-52.727)
ECG5000 0 80.0 -13.377 -4.428 7.664 76.67 -81.961 -76.266 100.0
Computers 0 0.0 2.82 4.503 6.338 0.0 N/A

Gene 0 100.0 -1.302 -1.224 -1.12 100.0 -84.314 -81.481 -73.214

the gaps between the two methods are less sharp than the ones in Table 4; moreover, we can observe that in some
instances S-HG-MEANS was more efficient than our proposal. However, SM-MDE obtained the best values overall,
with gaps in the MedianGap column smaller than -60%. This last result can be seen as a further proof that, even
when the parameter NMAX is decreased, the population convergence based stopping criterion remains crucial to save
computational resources.

4.5 General Assessment of Clustering Quality

In the last section regarding the computational experiments, we compared our methodology SM-MDE with PC-SOS-SDP
and S-HG-MEANS in terms of the external measures of cluster validity ARI [45] and NMI [46]. In Figure 5, we
report the relative gap cumulative distributions obtained by the three methodologies. Since two out of three methods
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Figure 5: Plots of the relative gap cumulative distributions for SM-MDE, PC-SOS-SDP and S-HG-MEANS on the datasets
listed in Table 1. For SM-MDE and S-HG-MEANS, we considered the parameter setting NMAX = 50.
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are non-deterministic (SM-MDE and S-HG-MEANS), we decided to show the distributions computed in three different
modalities: in the first scenario we considered, for each metric and problem, the best value found in 5 runs by the two
methodologies; in the second one we took into account the average of the results; finally, in the third modality we
considered the worst values. In order to consider the results obtained on all the datasets of Table 1, we considered the
executions of SM-MDE and S-HG-MEANS with NMAX = 50.

In the Mean modality (Figures 5c-5d), SM-MDE and PC-SOS-SDP turned out to be the best algorithms overall, with our
approach obtaining a slightly better results in terms of ARI. S-HG-MEANS was the third algorithm in these comparisons,
having a better robustness in terms of NMI; a similar behavior of the memetic approach can be also noted in the other
two scenarios (Best and Worst). Regarding the Best modality (Figures 5a-5b), SM-MDE managed to outperform all
the competitors; the situation is the opposite in the Worst modality (Figures 5e-5f), where PC-SOS-SDP was the best
approach. However, also in this adverse scenario, unlike S-HG-MEANS, our approach managed to have a robustness
similar to the one of PC-SOS-SDP in terms of both ARI and NMI.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we considered the semi-supervised MSSC clustering problem, where instance-level constraints, each of
them indicating the membership of two points to the same or to a different cluster, are given a priori. The presence of
such “must-link” and “cannot-link” constraints make the semi-supervised MSSC clustering problem at least as hard as
the unsupervised one (NP-hard).

After reviewing the (relatively new) related literature, we proposed a novel methodology for the considered problem
where the given constraints must be strictly satisfied at each iteration. In particular, the proposal is an extension for
the semi-supervised scenario of the Differential Evolution based memetic framework MDEClust [14], proposed for
unsupervised clustering and proved to be highly competitive w.r.t. other state-of-the-art approaches. Being a memetic
approach, the new framework, called S-MDEClust, combines random-based genetic operations with an effective local
search procedure, placed at the end of each iteration to refine every new solution. To the best of our knowledge, it is the
first attempt in the semi-supervised clustering literature to propose a memetic algorithm designed to return a (hopefully)
optimal solution satisfying all the constraints. The main modifications reported in the original framework are direct
consequences of the required assignment step changes. For this operation, we proposed an exact and a greedy strategy;
the last one can be useful in specific phases of the framework to reduce the required computational costs.

Finally, we compared our framework with some state-of-the-art methodologies proposed in the literature, showing
the effectiveness and efficiency of our proposal in finding feasible and good quality clusters for well-known datasets.
In particular, the framework, equipped with the mutation operator and the exact assignment step, was proved to have
on the considered datasets an effectiveness in finding good solutions similar to the one typical of exact approaches.
Moreover, it presented an high efficiency, which could be also improved employing the proposed greedy methodology
for the assignment step.

As for future works, two possible research directions are the following: an extension of the presented framework to
handle other clustering models; the management of cluster constraints other than the instance-level ones.
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