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Abstract
Clustering high-dimensional data poses signifi-
cant challenges due to the curse of dimensionality,
scalability issues, and the presence of noisy and
irrelevant features. We propose Consensus Hi-
erarchical Random Feature (CoHiRF ), a novel
clustering method designed to address these chal-
lenges effectively. CoHiRF leverages random fea-
ture selection to mitigate noise and dimensional-
ity effects, repeatedly applies K-Means clustering
in reduced feature spaces, and combines results
through a unanimous consensus criterion. This
iterative approach constructs a cluster assignment
matrix, where each row records the cluster assign-
ments of a sample across repetitions, enabling the
identification of stable clusters by comparing iden-
tical rows. Clusters are organized hierarchically,
enabling the interpretation of the hierarchy to gain
insights into the dataset. CoHiRF is computation-
ally efficient with a running time comparable to K-
Means, scalable to massive datasets, and exhibits
robust performance against state-of-the-art meth-
ods such as SC-SRGF, HDBSCAN, and OPTICS.
Experimental results on synthetic and real-world
datasets confirm the method’s ability to reveal
meaningful patterns while maintaining scalability,
making it a powerful tool for high-dimensional
data analysis.

1. Introduction
Clustering is a cornerstone of unsupervised learning that
involves partitioning data into groups or clusters based on
similarity. It is a vital tool in various domains, including
computer vision (Chao et al., 2021), bioinformatics (Karim
et al., 2020), and natural language processing (Li et al.,
2021), where identifying patterns in data is essential. With
the rise of modern applications, datasets have become in-
creasingly high-dimensional, often containing a large num-
ber of samples (n) and features (p). This growth poses
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significant challenges in clustering high-dimensional data.

High-dimensional datasets suffer from the well-known
”curse of dimensionality.” As the dimensionality p increases,
the relevant information often lies in a low-dimensional sub-
space, with the remaining dimensions contributing predomi-
nantly to noise. Consequently, data points tend to become
equidistant in high-dimensional space, rendering traditional
distance-based clustering algorithms, such as K-Means, less
effective (Beyer et al., 1999). Specifically, the Euclidean dis-
tance metric loses its discriminative power, resulting in poor
clustering performance. Another critical challenge is scal-
ability: traditional clustering methods, originally designed
for low-dimensional or small datasets, often struggle with
high computational and memory demands when applied
to high-dimensional data settings (Steinbach et al., 2004;
Assent, 2012; Zimek et al., 2012; Mahdi et al., 2021).

2. Related Work
2.1. Evaluating Clustering Algorithms

Assessing the performance of clustering algorithms is inher-
ently challenging due to the unsupervised nature of the task.
Unlike classification problems, clustering generally lacks
ground truth labels in real-world applications. As a result,
evaluation relies on metrics that either estimate the qual-
ity of clusters based on their internal structure or compare
clustering results against external references when available.

Metrics such as the Silhouette Score (Rousseeuw, 1987),
Calinski-Harabasz Index (Caliński & Harabasz, 1974), and
Davies-Bouldin Index (Davies & Bouldin, 1979) are com-
monly used to evaluate clustering without reference to ex-
ternal labels. The Silhouette Score defined as a−b

max(a,b) , for
example, measures how well-separated clusters are by com-
paring the average intra-cluster distance a to the nearest
inter-cluster distance b. This metric ranges from -1 indicat-
ing incorrect clustering to 1 indicating dense, well-separated
clusters, with scores near 0 suggesting overlapping or indis-
tinct clusters.

In the absence of real-world labeled data, artificial clustering
problems can be generated from classification datasets or
simulated data. By controlling the underlying structure
and labels of synthetic datasets, researchers can benchmark
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algorithms under varying conditions, such as noise levels,
cluster overlap, or dimensionality. This allows for the use of
external validation metrics, like the Rand Index (RI), which
measures the agreement between pairs of samples, treating
cluster assignments as equivalent regardless of permutation,
and the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) which adjusts the RI to
account for chance. The ARI is bounded between -0.5 for
discordant clustering to 1.0 for perfect agreement clustering,
having a value close to 0 for random assignment of clusters
(Hubert & Arabie, 1985).

2.2. Clustering Algorithms

Traditional clustering methods are divided into hierarchical
and partitional strategies. Hierarchical clustering builds a
hierarchy of clusters, which can be visualized through den-
drograms. These methods are further divided into agglom-
erative (bottom-up) and divisive (top-down) approaches.
Agglomerative algorithms begin with each instance as an
individual cluster, merging them iteratively based on a mea-
sure of dissimilarity, called linkage, such as single-linkage,
complete-linkage, and Ward-linkage (Day & Edelsbrunner,
1984). In contrast, divisive methods like DIANA (Kaufman
& Rousseeuw, 1990) start with a single cluster containing
all instances, splitting them iteratively.

Partitional clustering methods optimize a criterion func-
tion, often requiring the number of clusters as input. These
methods include distance-based algorithms (e.g., K-Means
(Hartigan & Wong, 1979), and Affinity Propagation (Frey
& Dueck, 2007)), density-based algorithms (e.g., DBSCAN
(Ester et al., 1996), and HDBSCAN (Campello et al., 2013)),
and grid-based approaches like CLIQUE (Agrawal et al.,
1998). For a comprehensive review on clustering algorithms
and their taxonomy, the reader is refereed to (Jain et al.,
1999; Xu & Wunsch, 2005; Saxena et al., 2017; Ezugwu
et al., 2022).

2.3. High-Dimensional Clustering

Clustering high-dimensional data presents additional chal-
lenges, including the curse of dimensionality and the spar-
sity of meaningful distances. To address these issues, spe-
cialized techniques have been proposed:

Subspace and Projected Clustering: Algorithms like
CLIQUE (Agrawal et al., 1998), and PROCLUS (Aggarwal
et al., 1999) identifies clusters within specific subspaces
of the feature space, while methods like DOC (Procopiuc
et al., 2002) and K-Means Projective Clustering (Agarwal
& Mustafa, 2004), further assign data points to unique clus-
ters in lower-dimensional subspaces. Despite their utility,
these methods often struggle with overlapping clusters and
require careful parameter tuning.

Ensemble Clustering: Ensemble (or consensus) clustering

aggregates multiple clustering solutions derived from var-
ious algorithms or projections to enhance robustness and
accuracy (Strehl & Ghosh, 2003). By combining diverse
partitions, ensemble methods mitigate the challenges posed
by high-dimensional data and leverage complementary in-
formation.

Projection-Based Methods: Projection-based clustering
approaches reduce the dimensionality of data while retain-
ing meaningful cluster structures. Methods such as PCA
(Pearson, 1901) and t-SNE (van der Maaten & Hinton, 2008)
are frequently used for dimensionality reduction before clus-
tering. Recent techniques include Latent Low-Rank Rep-
resentation (LatLRR) (Liu et al., 2013), Robust LatLRR
(RLLRR) (Zhang et al., 2014), and Iterative Reweighted
Frobenius norm Regularized Latent Low-Rank (IRFLLRR)
(Liu et al., 2023) which adaptively project data into sub-
spaces optimized for clustering. While projection-based
methods enhance interpretability and scalability, they may
require careful parameter selection and are sometimes lim-
ited by the quality of the projection.

While some algorithms can be clearly label as applying one
of those techniques, many clustering methods combine more
than one technique to tackle the challenges of clustering
high-dimensional data such as Spectral Clustering by Sub-
space Randomization and Graph Fusion (SC-SRGF) (Cai
et al., 2020) or Hierarchical High-Dimensional Unsuper-
vised Active Learning Method (HiDUALM) (Haghzad Klid-
bary & Javadian, 2024) which combines techniques from
Subspace Clustering and Ensemble clustering.

3. Contribution
We propose a novel clustering method, named Consensus
Hierarchical Random Feature Clustering (CoHiRF ) which
integrates principles from hierarchical clustering, projection-
based clustering, and ensemble clustering. Our method is
designed to address the limitations of existing techniques
in high-dimensional settings, with a focus on scalability,
robustness to noise, and interpretability.

The key steps of our method are as follows:

1. Feature sub-sampling: Randomly sample subsets of
features and apply any clustering method1 to the result-
ing low-dimensional representations.

2. Cluster Assignment Matrix: Repeat this process mul-
tiple times to construct a clustering matrix recording
the cluster to which each sample has been assigned
across all the repetitions.

1In our experiments, we focus on K-means as it is really fast
and not memory intensive. Applying K-means to all the randomly
sampled subsets proved to be among the best methods in our
benchmark.
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3. Unanimous Consensus: Identify clusters by group-
ing samples consistently clustered together across all
repetitions. Select a medoid for each of these clusters.

4. Iterative Agglomeration: Repeat the previous steps
on the set of medoids of the previously created clusters
to merge them iteratively until no further merging is
possible.

This approach addresses the challenges of high-dimensional
clustering as follows:

• Curse of Dimensionality: By leveraging random fea-
ture selection and repeated consensus, our method sig-
nificantly mitigates the effects of high dimensionality
while preserving meaningful information.

• Scalability: The random sampling and iterative de-
sign enable efficient processing of high-dimensional
and massive datasets as we essentially perform a low-
dimensional K-Means at each repetition.

• Interpretability: Our novel hierarchical unanimous
consensus approach systematically organizes data into
nested clusters, enabling an in-depth exploration of
multi-level clustering structures and uncovering rela-
tionships across different levels of granularity.

• Efficient Consensus Scheme. Our approach differs
from traditional ensemble clustering, which typically
involves solving a challenging optimization problem
to derive a consensus from multiple distinct clustering
results. In contrast, our hierarchical method elimi-
nates the need for a post-clustering optimization step.
Instead, it aggregates the nodes of the constructed (in-
complete) hierarchical clustering tree, a computation-
ally inexpensive operation.

Our numerical experiments demonstrate that our method
efficiently scales to extremely high-dimensional settings
where SOTA techniques such as HDBSCAN (Campello
et al., 2013), OPTICS (Ankerst et al., 1999), and SC-SRGF
(Cai et al., 2020) fail to compute.

4. CoHiRF Algorithm
4.1. Detailed Method

Below, we provide a detailed description of our method’s
implementation and its hyperparameters. A pseudocode im-
plementation can be found in Algorithm 1 and a visual rep-
resentation of the iterative step of our method is described
in Figure 1.

Input. Consider the data set Dn = {x1, . . . ,xn}. We
introduce the data matrix

Algorithm 1 CoHiRF Algorithm
Input: Data X, number of sampled features q, number of
repetitions R, number of clusters C
Output: Final partition of samples {C∗c }c
Initialize: X ← X, nprev ← 0, ncurr ← n
while ncurr ̸= nprev do

P← ∅ {Matrix to store K-Means labels across repeti-
tions}
for r = 1 to R do

Randomly sample q features from X
Perform K-Means on the sampled features, obtain-
ing labels pr ∈ {1, . . . , C}ncurr

Append labels pr to P
end for
Assign a unique code to each row of P
Update nprev ← ncurr
Update ncurr ← number of unique codes in P
Assign codes to each sample in X and their parent
samples to form partition Cj
Medoid Computation:
for k = 1 to ncurr do

Compute the medoid xk of the k-th cluster:
Append the medoid to X
Assign all other samples in the cluster as children of
the medoid

end for
end while
Return: {C∗c }c {Final clusters after stabilization}

X =

 x⊤
1
...

x⊤
n

 ∈ Rn×p.

Hyperparameters. We denote by Jn1, n2K = {n1, n1 +
1, . . . , n2} the set of all integers. Our methods depends on
the following hyperparameters:

• The number of randomly sampled features : q ∈ J2, qK
with q = min (30, p− 1)

• Number of repetitions: R ∈ J2, 10K

• Number of clusters used in the internal clustering step:
C ∈ J2, 10K. While we use K-Means by default, any
other clustering algorithm could be employed.

[Initialization (Step e = 0)] We start from the whole data
set and initialize

n(0) = n

x
(0)
i = xi, ∀i ∈ J1, n(0)K

e = 1
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[Step e] (Figure 1) From Step (e− 1), we recover a data set

Dn(e−1) =
{
xi, i ∈ J1, n(e−1)K

}
(i.) We build the sample matrix from the data set Dn(e−1)

X(e) =


(x

(e−1)
1 )⊤

...
(x

(e−1)

n(e−1))
⊤

 ∈ Rn(e−1)×p.

(ii.) We first construct R random submatrices by repeat-
edly sampling a subset of q features and extracting the
corresponding submatrix from X(e):

X(e)
q,1 =


(x

(e−1)
1 )⊤

...
(x

(e−1)

n(e−1))
⊤

 ∈ Rn(e−1)×q

This process is repeated R times, yielding the random
data matrices X(e)

q,1, . . . ,X
(e)
q,R ∈ Rn(e−1)×q .

(iii) For each r ∈ J1, RK, we apply the standard K-Means
algorithm to X(e)

q,r with C clusters. The results of the
clustering procedure across all R repetitions are col-
lected in the matrix

P(e) =
[
p(e)i,r

]
i,r
∈ {1, . . . , C}n

(e−1)×R
,

where p
(e)
i,r represents the cluster assigned to the i-th

observation during the r-th repetition. Since the clus-
ter labels are not inherently identifiable, we adopt the
following convention: cluster c = 1 is assigned to the
cluster containing the first sample x

(0)
1 . The cluster

c = 2 corresponds to the next sample x
(0)
i with the

smallest index i that is not clustered together with x
(0)
1

during the first repetition (r = 1), and so on for the
following clusters c ∈ J2, CK.

(iv.) We denote by n(e) the number of distinct rows in P(e).
We partition the samples Dn(e−1) of size n(e−1) into
n(e) disjoint sets, denoted C(e)k , k ∈ J1, n(e)K, which
consist of observations sharing identical row vectors
p(e)i,· ∈ {1, . . . , C}R. Concretely, we group together all

the samples x(e−1)
i that have been clustered together

throughout all the R repetitions. Note that:

n(e) ≤ min
(
n(e−1), CR

)
, and

n(e)∑
k=1

|C(e)k | = n(e−1).

(v.) For each J1, n(e)K, we select the medoid denoted
x
(e)
k ∈ Rp, for each cluster C(e)k . Let

x
(e)
k =

arg min
x
(e−1)
i ∈C(e)

k


∑

x
(e−1)
j ∈C(e)

k

∣∣∣⟨x(e−1)
i ,x

(e−1)
j ⟩

∣∣∣
 .

This expression selects the sample x
(e−1)
i within the

cluster C(e)k that minimizes the sum of the absolute
inner products with all other points in the same cluster,
which defines the medoid of C(e)k .

[Repeat until] n(e∗) = n(e∗−1)

[Final step e∗] At the final step e∗, we collect the sets C(e
∗)

k

for k = J1, n(e∗)K corresponding to a cluster at step e∗. The
final number of clusters is given by C∗ = n(e∗). We then
reconstruct the final C∗ clusters by tracing the evolution of
the sets through all the previous steps. Specifically, for each
final cluster c ∈ J1, C∗K, we have:

C∗c =

⋃
ke∗∈C(e∗)

c

 ⋃
ke∗−1∈C(e∗−1)

ke∗

· · ·
 ⋃

k1∈C(1)
k2

C(1)k1



 .

This means that each final cluster C∗c is formed by the union
of clusters across all steps e = 1, 2, . . . , e∗. This process
allows us to reconstruct the final clusters by following the
evolution of each observation across all steps of the algo-
rithm. Each final cluster C∗c contains all the observations
that were grouped together throughout the iterations, with
each observation xi being assigned to the final cluster c in
which it converged after the algorithm completed.

This novel clustering procedure is best described as an ag-
glomerative hierarchical iterative consensus-based method,
where at each step, the algorithm merges clusters based on
their consensus across multiple random repetitions

The process converges when no further grouping is possible,
meaning each ”surviving” sample becomes its own unique
representative. However, at the final step, the method re-
constructs the final clusters by tracing the evolution of each
observation through all previous steps. This merging pro-
cess reveals a hierarchical structure, where clusters formed
at earlier stages are fused to form the final clusters. See
Figure 2 for a concept illustration.

This flexibility allows the algorithm to adapt to varying data
structures, making it particularly useful for exploratory anal-
ysis. Furthermore, the hierarchical nature of the procedure
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n(e−1) Input points

r = 1 r = 2 r = 3 r = 4

 Ck
(e), k = 1,  … , n(e) clusters 

 n(e) Output medoids 

Step e

Figure 1. Illustration of one iteration of the CoHiRF algorithm with
q = 2, C = 2 and R = 4. At the beginning of step e, we start
with n(e−1) samples (the medoids inherited from the previous
iteration). For each repetition r ∈ [R], subsample q features
at random and cluster the n(e−1) samples using K-Means with
C = 2, then Identify clusters by grouping together the samples
consistently clustered together across all repetitions. Obtain that
way n(e) newly formed clusters and finally choose a medoid for
each of the formed clusters.

facilitates interpretability, providing insights into how the
clusters evolved over iterations and allowing for an intu-
itive understanding of the relationships between data points
across different levels of granularity. See Appendix B for
an experience illustrating this aspect on the iris dataset.

CoHiRF does not require knowledge of the true number of
clusters C∗. Our method stops when no further grouping
can be made, meaning that the number of clusters C∗ is
effectively identified during the process itself, removing the
necessity of defining it in advance. Notably, there is no
direct correspondence between parameter C in our method
and C∗; we may use different values of C, either smaller
or larger than C∗, in each iteration. When the clustering
problem has a sufficiently high signal-to-noise ratio, Co-
HiRF accurately recovers the true number of clusters C∗.

4.2. Complexity Analysis

Our algorithm’s running time is dominated by the number
of times we run K-Means and the calculation of similari-
ties to determine the closest sample to every other sample
in the cluster. We use Lloyd’s algorithm for K-Means to
cluster n samples of dimension p into C clusters with a
maximum of I iterations. This has a running time on the
order of O (n pC I) (Hartigan & Wong, 1979). Since we
repeat K-Means R times, the total running time for this
step is O (n pC I R). As for calculating the similarities, we
assume that after R repetitions of K-Means, the consensus
step of CoHiRF has found K clusters, with the samples uni-

n observations

nStep (1)

Step (2)

Step (3)

medoids and clusters

medoids and clusters

medoids and final clusters

n

n

(1)

(2)

(3)

Figure 2. Concept representation for the hierarchical clustering
structure built by CoHiRF . The hierarchy is built iteratively by
our method without requiring solving any additional expensive
optimization problem. The final step of CoHiRF is thus immediate.

formly distributed across them. Therefore, for each cluster,
the number of points will be approximately n/K. To calcu-
late the K medoids, we have a theoretical running time of
order O

((
n
K

)2
pK

)
= O

(
n2

K p
)

. Thus, the cost of the

first iteration of our algorithm is O (n pC I R)+O
(

n2

K p
)

.

Note that this is the theoretical running time of only one
iteration, which starts with n samples. The number of sam-
ples for the following iterations reduces drastically after the
first iteration. Typically, in our experience, we observed
that after just one iteration, the number of (medoid) samples
n(1) = K is on the order of tens, and at most a few hundred,
which greatly speeds up our algorithm. This reduction al-
lows us to compute the exact medoids more efficiently in
the following iterations, resulting in a much faster overall
computation time. If one does not want to use exact medoids
to further reduce the theoretical time complexity, it is en-
tirely possible to replace exact medoids with approximate
medoids or centroids, which does not significantly affect the
statistical performance, as demonstrated in the experiments
in Section 5.
As for the space complexity, it is dominated by the storage
of the data, O (np), and the storage of the similarity matrix,
O
((

n
K

)2)
during the first step.

5. Experiments
Every experiment was performed in a machine with an In-
tel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2630 v4 and a maximum of 126 Gb
of memory. Our code for running experiments can be found
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in Appendix D.

Compared methods. We compared the performance of the
following models: CoHiRF (ours), K-Means (Hartigan &
Wong, 1979), Affinity Propagation (Frey & Dueck, 2007),
CLIQUE (Agrawal et al., 1998), Spectral Clustering (Shi
& Malik, 2000), Mean Shift (Comaniciu & Meer, 2002),
IRFLLRR (Liu et al., 2023), K-Means Projective Cluster-
ing (K-Means Proj.) (Agarwal & Mustafa, 2004), Density-
Based Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise (DB-
SCAN) (Ester et al., 1996), Hierarchical Density-Based
Spatial Clustering of Applications with Noise (HDBSCAN)
(Campello et al., 2013), PROCLUS (Aggarwal et al., 1999),
SC-SRGF (Cai et al., 2020), and four types of Agglom-
erative Clustering models with different linkage methods:
Single Linkage, Complete Linkage, Average Linkage, and
Ward’s Method (Day & Edelsbrunner, 1984). Those meth-
ods were selected based on their performance and popularity
in the literature, and the availability of their source code.
All the algorithms were implemented in Python. Specif-
ically, we translated IRFLLRR, SC-SRGF, and K-Means
Proj. from Matlab to Python and updated the syntax of
PROCLUS from Python 2 to Python 3. Note that the tables
and figures presented below include only the models that
demonstrated competitive performance in our experiments.

Hyperparameters optimization. We evaluated each algo-
rithm using its optimized hyperparameters to achieve the
best possible performance. By default, we used 100 trials
of the Tree-structured Parzen Estimator (TPE) for hyperpa-
rameter optimization (Watanabe, 2023), unless a different
optimization method was explicitly recommended in the
original paper or in the algorithm’s official package im-
plementation. The hyperparameter search spaces for each
algorithm are detailed in Appendix A. The objective of the
hyperparameter optimization routine was to maximize the
Adjusted Rand Index (Hubert & Arabie, 1985) for the real-
world datasets.

5.1. Scalability

We evaluated the scalability of the tested models with re-
spect to both the number of features and the number of
samples. To this end, we generated three isotropic Gaussian
blobs, each with a standard deviation of 1.0, and uniformly
distributed the samples across the clusters. The number of
samples and features was varied using a logarithmic grid of
six values: [100, 347, 1202, 4163, 14427, 50000]. Addi-
tionally we have included one variant of CoHiRF , denoted
CoHiRF -1000 which replaces the exact calculation of the
medoid in Section 4.1 step e (v.) by an approximated ver-
sion which sub-samples the population of each cluster by
a maximum of 1000 examples. This variant mitigates the
quadratic running time presented in Section 4.2.

It is important to note that every model we tested in this

102 103 104

Number of features (p)

100

101

102

103

104

105

Ti
m

e 
(s

)

Affinity Propagation
CoHiRF
CoHiRF-1000
HDBSCAN

K-Means
OPTICS
SC-SRGF
Ward's Method

Figure 3. Running time of the tested algorithms for 14427 samples.
Because of memory constraints HDBSCAN and SC-SRGF could
not run with more than 4163 features.

102 103 104

Number of samples (n)

10 1

100

101

102

103

104

Ti
m

e 
(s

)

Affinity Propagation
CoHiRF
CoHiRF-1000
HDBSCAN

K-Means
OPTICS
SC-SRGF
Ward's Method

Figure 4. Running time of the tested algorithms for 14427 fea-
tures. Because of memory constraints and/or time constraints
HDBSCAN and SC-SRGF could not run with more than 4163
features and OPTICS, Affinity Propagation and Ward’s Method
with more than 14427 features.
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configuration could perfectly partition the generated data,
obtaining a perfect ARI of 1.0. Therefore, we are not inter-
ested in the ARI performance, but rather in determining the
scalability limits of each model.

The results can be found in Figure 3 and Figure 4. We
observe that CoHiRF is significantly faster than the other
algorithms, in general being 10x faster for smaller numbers
of samples n and features p, and up to 1000x faster for larger
n, p, having a runtime comparable to K-Means with opti-
mized hyperparameters. Besides, CoHiRF can run for every
configuration of generated datasets, including the ones with
large p and n, which is not the case for other algorithms like
HDBSCAN, SC-SRGF, Affinity Propagation, and Ward’s
method.

While CoHiRF is designed to be scalable, it has a quadratic
dependence on the number of samples when computing the
exact medoid Section 4.2. However, this limitation can be
addressed through subsampling strategies that approximate
the medoid without a full pairwise comparison, as shown in
Section 5.2.

5.2. Experiment on Real Data

We have also tested the clustering algorithms on real-world
datasets. For a fair comparison, we have used classification
datasets with known labels. All datasets are available on
the OpenML platform (Feurer et al., 2020), and a summary
of their characteristics is provided in Table 1, including the
number of samples n, total features p, categorical features
pcat, and the number of classes which corresponds to the
number of clusters C∗. All selected datasets have been re-
cently considered benchmarks for classification tasks (McEl-
fresh et al., 2023), and we have tried to include datasets
which we judged can be well adapted from a classifica-
tion to a clustering task, notably the dataset Iris, which is
widely known in the domain, the dataset Nurserywhich is
derived from a hierarchical decision model and, the dataset
Ecoli which comes from the biology domain and present
protein location sites. The other datasets were selected be-
cause of their relatively large number of samples and/or
number of features. All datasets were preprocessed in the
same manner before being given as input to the algorithms:
we have one-hot encoded categorical features and we have
standardize continuous features.

Table 1. Characteristics of the real-world datasets.

DATASET OPENML ID n p pcat C∗

ECOLI 39 336 8 0 8
HAR 1478 10299 562 0 6
IRIS 61 150 5 0 3
NURSERY 1568 12958 9 8 4
SATIMAGE 182 6430 37 0 6
SEGMENT 40984 2310 20 0 7
SHUTTLE 40685 58000 10 0 7

To showcase the flexibility and potential of CoHiRF , we in-
troduce another variant of our model, CoHiRF -RBF which
modifies the medoid selection criterion in Section 4.1, step e
(v.), instead of using cosine distance, CoHiRF -RBF selects
the medoid that maximizes similarity with all other samples
based on a radial basis function (RBF) kernel.

We report the performance results of the algorithms tested
on real datasets in Table 2 and we have included the
running time of each algorithm in Appendix E. Notably,
SC-SRGF was unable to run on the Shuttle and Nursery
datasets, while Affinity Propagation could not run on Shuttle.
Our results show that CoHiRF is highly competitive com-
pared to other methods, achieving the highest ARI on four
datasets (Ecoli, Nursery, Segment, and Shuttle)
and ranking second on the remaining three (Har, Iris, and
Satimage). Additionally, CoHiRF consistently outper-
forms K-Means, the base clustering algorithm used within
our approach. While SC-SRGF also demonstrated strong
performance on real-world data, it faced computational lim-
itations. In contrast, CoHiRF proved to be a practical and
efficient alternative, capable of running on a modest setup
while being up to 100× faster.

Furthermore, CoHiRF is a powerful tool for interpretation.
Since CoHiRF is fast, multiple dendrograms can be dis-
played for various runs with different hyperparameter con-
figurations, providing domain experts with a convenient tool
to apply their expertise and identify the most relevant den-
drogram. See Figure 5 in Appendix for an example of a
dendrogram constructed by CoHiRF on the Iris dataset.

Finally, another advantage of our CoHiRF its computational
efficiency, which enables systematic hyperparameter opti-
mization. Our experiments, as illustrated in Appendix C,
show that only a subset of the tested configurations yield
strong performance, reinforcing the importance of auto-
mated hyperparameter tuning. As a best practice, we recom-
mend optimizing q, R, and C to achieve the best clustering
results.

6. Conclusion
The proposed method, CoHiRF , leverages random feature
projections, repeated K-Means clustering, and a unanimous
consensus criterion to efficiently address the challenges of
clustering high-dimensional data. By systematically reduc-
ing dimensionality and a novel consensus cluster assign-
ment scheme, CoHiRF achieves robust and scalable cluster-
ing performance. Notably, CoHiRF does not require prior
knowledge of the number of clusters C∗, as the hierarchical
consensus naturally determines the cluster structure. Ad-
ditionally, its iterative nature is a key advantage for inter-
pretability, providing insights into complex data by organiz-
ing it in multi-level clustering structures.
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Table 2. Results on real-world datasets.

DATASET MODEL ARI PARAMETERS

ECOLI

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.248 λ = 0.58
COHIRF 0.758 R = 10; q = 11; C = 7
COHIRF-RBF 0.742 R = 4; q = 25; C = 7
DBSCAN 0.345 nMIN = 7; ϵ = 0.78
HDBSCAN 0.398 CMIN = 10
K-MEANS 0.719 C = 6
OPTICS 0.314 nMIN = 10
SC-SRGF 0.723 r = 0.80; m = 15; C = 4
WARD’S METHOD 0.735 C = 7

HAR

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.313 λ = 1.00
COHIRF 0.491 R = 8; q = 11; C = 4
COHIRF-1000 0.341 R = 3; q = 18; C = 4
COHIRF-RBF 0.495 R = 4; q = 13; C = 6
DBSCAN 0.302 nMIN = 3; ϵ = 13.91
HDBSCAN 0.287 CMIN = 6
K-MEANS 0.438 C = 9
OPTICS 0.001 nMIN = 4
SC-SRGF 0.546 r = 0.45; m = 21; C = 20
WARD’S METHOD 0.511 C = 4

IRIS

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.477 λ = 0.98
COHIRF 0.631 R = 7; q = 26; C = 4
COHIRF-RBF 0.729 R = 3; q = 21; C = 5
DBSCAN 0.558 nMIN = 5; ϵ = 1.37
HDBSCAN 0.564 CMIN = 9
K-MEANS 0.592 C = 3
OPTICS 0.396 nMIN = 10
SC-SRGF 0.865 r = 0.79; m = 26; C = 3
WARD’S METHOD 0.615 C = 3

NURSERY

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.016 λ = 0.95
COHIRF 0.440 R = 6; q = 30; C = 3
COHIRF-1000 0.171 R = 5; q = 21; C = 3
COHIRF-RBF 0.510 R = 3; q = 11; C = 2
DBSCAN 0.000 nMIN = 5; ϵ = 0.50
HDBSCAN 0.014 CMIN = 9
K-MEANS 0.150 C = 2
OPTICS 0.000 nMIN = 9
WARD’S METHOD 0.254 C = 3

SATIMAGE

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.190 λ = 0.99
COHIRF 0.583 R = 10; q = 19; C = 9
COHIRF-1000 0.581 R = 9; q = 14; C = 6
COHIRF-RBF 0.583 R = 8; q = 10; C = 9
DBSCAN 0.297 nMIN = 7; ϵ = 1.54
HDBSCAN 0.308 CMIN = 6
K-MEANS 0.566 C = 7
OPTICS 0.023 nMIN = 2
SC-SRGF 0.618 r = 0.76; m = 21; C = 4
WARD’S METHOD 0.485 C = 5

SEGMENT

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.280 λ = 0.93
COHIRF 0.540 R = 10; q = 21; C = 5
COHIRF-1000 0.532 R = 8; q = 2; C = 8
COHIRF-RBF 0.518 R = 6; q = 2; C = 8
DBSCAN 0.251 nMIN = 7; ϵ = 0.54
HDBSCAN 0.390 CMIN = 5
K-MEANS 0.512 C = 10
OPTICS 0.097 nMIN = 10
SC-SRGF 0.481 r = 0.65; m = 23; C = 14
WARD’S METHOD 0.446 C = 8

SHUTTLE

COHIRF 0.652 R = 8; q = 5; C = 6
COHIRF-1000 0.771 R = 7; q = 3; C = 9
COHIRF-RBF 0.685 R = 7; q = 4; C = 8
DBSCAN 0.686 nMIN = 10; ϵ = 0.27
HDBSCAN 0.001 CMIN = 2
K-MEANS 0.608 C = 2
OPTICS 0.017 nMIN = 5
WARD’S METHOD 0.478 C = 2

The second key advantage of CoHiRF is its scalabilty, and
our experiments with approximated medoids suggest that
the trade-off between accuracy and computational efficiency
can be adjusted dynamically, making CoHiRF adaptable to
different computational constraints.

Our experiments on both real and synthetic datasets demon-
strate that CoHiRF is a computationally efficient alternative
to state-of-the-art clustering methods, particularly in high-
dimensional settings where other popular methods fail to
compute. It scales effectively to extremely high-dimensional
datasets while maintaining strong statistical accuracy and
interpretability, making it valuable for real-world applica-
tions.

We proposed to use K-Means as the base clustering algo-
rithm in CoHiRF , primarily due to its low memory foot-
print and fast execution time. While this choice proved to
be useful and allowed us to obtain state-of-the art results,
greatly surpassing the performance of the base algorithm,
our method is flexible and not restricted to K-Means. Any
clustering method can be substituted in its place.

Looking ahead, we aim to extend CoHiRF by integrating al-
ternative clustering techniques within our consensus frame-
work to leverage their respective strengths while maintaining
scalability for more challenging clustering tasks.
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A. Algorithms Search Space
In Table 3 we present the search space of each clustering algorithm.

Table 3. Search space of each clustering algorithm.

MODEL PARAMETER VALUE

COHIRF
NUMBER OF RANDOMLY SAMPLED COMPONENTS := q J2, 30K
NUMBER OF REPETITIONS := R J2, 10K
NUMBER OF K-MEANS CLUSTERS := C J2, 10K

CLIQUE NUMBER OF PARTITIONS := ξ J5, 200K
DENSITY THRESHOLD := τ [0.1, 0.8]

IRFLLRR

p [0.0, 1.0]
c {1e− 3, 1e− 2, 1e− 1, 1.0, 1e1, 1e2}
λ {1e− 3, 1e− 2, 1e− 1, 1.0, 1e1, 1e2}
α [1.0, 4.0]
NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K

K-MEANS PROJ. NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K

PROCLUS NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K
AVERAGE NUMBER OF DIMENSTIONS := q J2, 30K

SC-SRGF
NUMBER OF AFFINITY MATRICES := m J10, 30K
NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K
SAMPLING RATIO := r [0.2, 0.8]

K-MEANS NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K

AFFINITY PROPAGATION DAMPING := λ [0.5, 1.0]

SPECTRAL CLUSTERING NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K

AGGLOMERATIVE CLUSTERINGa NUMBER OF CLUSTERS := C J2, 30K

DBSCAN ϵ LOGARITHMIC [1e− 1, 1e2]
MINIMUM NUMBER OF SAMPLES := nMIN J2, 10K

HDBSCAN MINIMUM CLUSTER SIZE := CMIN J2, 10K

OPTICS MINIMUM NUMBER OF SAMPLES := nMIN J2, 10K
a IT INCLUDES SINGLE LINKAGE, COMPLETE LINKAGE, AVERAGE LINKAGE, AND WARD’S METHOD

B. Hierarchical clustering experiment
Our algorithm is an agglomerative clustering method as illustrated in Figure 2. We explored this aspect with an experiment
on the iris data where we represent the hierarchy built by CoHiRF -RBF, the result can be seen in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Hierarchical clustering structure obtained by CoHiRF -RBF. We present the number of examples of each iris species inside each
cluster. From left to right, we can observe the clusters that are merged at each iteration of our algorithm. Note that contrary from most
hierarchical clustering algorithm, CoHiRF can merge more than one cluster at each step, which contributes to its speed.

12



C. Hyperparameter tuning
Even though we do not need to specify the number of clusters, our algorithm has three main hyperparameters: the number
of repetitions R, the number of sampled components q and the number of clusters C used in the K-Means algorithm. Find
the right balance between those parameters can be challenging, fortunately, as our algorithm is fast, we can afford to tune
those hyperparameters. Empirically, we have defined that a good search space is R ∈ [2, 10], q ∈ [2, 30], and k ∈ [2, 10].

To illustrate the importance of hyperparameter tuning we present in Figure 6 the result of the search for optimal hyperparame-
ters in one experience. We generated datasets with n = 103 samples, creating C∗ = 5 clusters. The cluster centers are drawn
uniformly at random from the set of vertices of a 104-dimensional hypercube, with edge length ∆ = 50 (i.e.,the inter-cluster
distance). Samples within each cluster are randomly drawn from a Normal distribution with an identity covariance matrix
(thus controlling the intra-cluster distance), centered at the corresponding cluster center.

Note that from 100 different runs, only 4 have find a good combination of the hyperparameters, that in this case perfectly
partition the data and find the correct number of clusters. In this case, the right balance was to use a small number of
repetitions and K-Means clusters with a large number of sampled components.
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Figure 6. Parallel plot showing the runs from the hypercube experiment, with n = 1000, p = 10000, and Class Separation = 50. The
runs in green have perfectly partition the synthetic data.
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D. Code
The code is available on https://github.com/BrunoBelucci/cohirf
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E. Experiment on Real Data
In Table 4 we present the same results as in Table 2, but with the running time of each algorithm.

Table 4. Results on real-world datasets.

DATASET MODEL ARI TIME (S) PARAMETERS

ECOLI

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.248 0.073 λ = 0.58
COHIRF 0.758 0.100 R = 10; C = 7; q = 11
COHIRF-RBF 0.742 0.067 R = 4; C = 7; q = 25
DBSCAN 0.345 0.018 ϵ = 0.78; nMIN = 7
HDBSCAN 0.398 0.018 CMIN = 10
K-MEANS 0.719 0.006 C = 6
OPTICS 0.314 5.057 nMIN = 10
SC-SRGF 0.723 2.414 m = 15; r = 0.80; C = 4
WARD’S METHOD 0.735 0.006 C = 7

HAR

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.313 194.0 λ = 1.00
COHIRF 0.491 0.861 R = 8; C = 4; q = 11
COHIRF-1000 0.341 0.632 R = 3; C = 4; q = 18
COHIRF-RBF 0.495 1.437 R = 4; C = 6; q = 13
DBSCAN 0.302 2.448 ϵ = 13.91; nMIN = 3
HDBSCAN 0.287 53.27 CMIN = 6
K-MEANS 0.438 0.384 C = 9
OPTICS 0.001 276.5 nMIN = 4
SC-SRGF 0.546 3521 m = 21; r = 0.45; C = 20
WARD’S METHOD 0.511 21.88 C = 4

IRIS

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.477 0.036 λ = 0.98
COHIRF 0.631 0.101 R = 7; C = 4; q = 26
COHIRF-RBF 0.729 0.383 R = 3; C = 5; q = 21
DBSCAN 0.558 0.017 ϵ = 1.37; nMIN = 5
HDBSCAN 0.564 0.018 CMIN = 9
K-MEANS 0.592 0.008 C = 3
OPTICS 0.396 2.302 nMIN = 10
SC-SRGF 0.865 0.638 m = 26; r = 0.79; C = 3
WARD’S METHOD 0.615 0.003 C = 3

NURSERY

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.016 553.5 λ = 0.95
COHIRF 0.440 0.325 R = 6; C = 3; q = 30
COHIRF-1000 0.171 0.492 R = 5; C = 3; q = 21
COHIRF-RBF 0.510 0.489 R = 3; C = 2; q = 11
DBSCAN 0.000 1.745 ϵ = 0.50; nMIN = 5
HDBSCAN 0.014 2.519 CMIN = 9
K-MEANS 0.150 0.029 C = 2
OPTICS 0.000 23.84 nMIN = 9
WARD’S METHOD 0.254 5.688 C = 3

SATIMAGE

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.190 52.80 λ = 0.99
COHIRF 0.583 0.424 R = 10; C = 9; q = 19
COHIRF-1000 0.581 1.400 R = 9; C = 6; q = 14
COHIRF-RBF 0.583 0.533 R = 8; C = 9; q = 10
DBSCAN 0.297 0.146 ϵ = 1.54; nMIN = 7
HDBSCAN 0.308 1.322 CMIN = 6
K-MEANS 0.566 0.019 C = 7
OPTICS 0.023 10.58 nMIN = 2
SC-SRGF 0.618 1347 m = 21; r = 0.76; C = 4
WARD’S METHOD 0.485 1.798 C = 5

SEGMENT

AFFINITY PROPAGATION 0.280 24.64 λ = 0.93
COHIRF 0.540 0.837 R = 10; C = 5; q = 21
COHIRF-1000 0.532 2.238 R = 8; C = 8; q = 2
COHIRF-RBF 0.518 0.194 R = 6; C = 8; q = 2
DBSCAN 0.251 0.021 ϵ = 0.54; nMIN = 7
HDBSCAN 0.390 0.183 CMIN = 5
K-MEANS 0.512 0.022 C = 10
OPTICS 0.097 1.859 nMIN = 10
SC-SRGF 0.481 44.95 m = 23; r = 0.65; C = 14
WARD’S METHOD 0.446 0.157 C = 8

SHUTTLE

COHIRF 0.652 4.039 R = 8; C = 6; q = 5
COHIRF-1000 0.771 1.952 R = 7; C = 9; q = 3
COHIRF-RBF 0.685 3.134 R = 7; C = 8; q = 4
DBSCAN 0.686 22.317 ϵ = 0.27; nMIN = 10
HDBSCAN 0.001 34.171 CMIN = 2
K-MEANS 0.608 0.140 C = 2
OPTICS 0.017 1146 nMIN = 5
WARD’S METHOD 0.478 148.7 C = 2
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