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Abstract

Personalized multiple clustering aims to generate diverse
partitions of a dataset based on different user-specific as-
pects, rather than a single clustering. It has recently drawn
research interest for accommodating varying user prefer-
ences. Recent approaches primarily use CLIP embeddings
with proxy learning to extract representations biased to-
ward user clustering preferences. However, CLIP primar-
ily focuses on coarse image-text alignment, lacking a deep
contextual understanding of user interests. To overcome
these limitations, we propose an agent-centric personal-
ized clustering framework that leverages multi-modal large
language models (MLLMs) as agents to comprehensively
traverse a relational graph to search for clusters based
on user interests. Due to the advanced reasoning mecha-
nism of MLLMs, the obtained clusters align more closely
with user-defined criteria than those obtained from CLIP-
based representations. To reduce computational overhead,
we shorten the agents’ traversal path by constructing a re-
lational graph using user-interest-biased embeddings ex-
tracted by MLLMs. A large number of weakly connected
edges can be filtered out based on embedding similarity,
facilitating an efficient traversal search for agents. Experi-
mental results show that the proposed method achieves NMI
scores of 0.9667 and 0.9481 on the Card Order and Card
Suits benchmarks, respectively, largely improving the SOTA
model by over 140%.

1. Introduction

Clustering is a fundamental technique in unsupervised
learning that partitions data into meaningful groups, un-
covering underlying structures within a dataset. Tradi-
tional clustering methods [3–5, 22] rely on handcrafted
features or fixed representations, which may fail to capture
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Figure 1. The workflow of the proposed agent-centric multiple
clustering framework, which obtains a personalized clustering by
using MLLMs as agents to traverse a relational graph based on
user preferences. The relational graph is constructed from MLLM
embeddings biased toward user interests.

the inherent complex data relationships. Recent advances
[6, 14, 19, 23–25] leverage learning-based techniques to ob-
tain more expressive representations, leading to significant
performance improvements. Most of these approaches pro-
duce only one data partition from a single perspective.

However, real-world data exhibit inherent complexity,
making it impossible for any single clustering method to
capture all relevant structures. Consequently, identifying
multiple valid clusterings within a dataset is essential to ad-
dress various analytical needs. For example, the fruits in
Fig. 1 can be grouped by color or species, depending on
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the perspective. This need has driven the development of
personalized multiple clustering, which aims to generate di-
verse partitions of a dataset based on different user prefer-
ences, rather than a single fixed solution.

Typical multiple clustering methods [21, 28, 35] primar-
ily leverage autoencoders and data augmentation to extract
diverse data representations, enabling clustering from dif-
ferent perspectives. However, identifying which cluster-
ing outcome aligns with user interests remains challenging,
as these interests are often expressed through abstract key-
words—such as color or species in the case of fruits, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 1. Recent approaches [36, 37] integrate
CLIP [15–17, 26] embeddings with proxy learning to obtain
data representations tailored to user clustering preferences.
While effective, CLIP is trained on coarse-grained image-
text pair datasets and primarily focuses on direct modality
alignment, lacking the deep contextual understanding nec-
essary to capture abstract and complex user preferences.
Furthermore, CLIP embeddings are derived from a fixed
encoding of input images and predefined prompts, lacking
the dynamic contextual reasoning needed to adapt to diverse
and nuanced user interests.

To address these limitations, we propose an agent-
centric personalized multiple clustering framework that
leverages multi-modal large language models (MLLMs) as
agents to directly assess data relationships and identify clus-
ters based on user clustering preferences. Specifically, as
shown in Fig. 1, we construct a relational graph with data
points as nodes and their relationships as edges (discussed
later), and then apply agents to comprehensively traverse
the relational graph to search for clusters. By selecting
high-degree nodes as starting points (which also serve as
initial clusters), the agents iteratively expand the clusters
through a decision-making process. At each step, they as-
sess the membership of neighboring nodes in existing clus-
ters according to user clustering preferences, and then ad-
just the cluster boundaries accordingly. Leveraging the ad-
vanced contextual understanding of MLLMs, our method
produces clusters that more accurately reflect user-defined
criteria compared to CLIP-based approaches.

A naive approach to construct the relational graph is to
fully connect all nodes. However, this results in an overly
dense graph, significantly increasing the traversal steps for
agents and undermining the efficiency of cluster searching.
To reduce computational overhead, we construct a weighted
relational graph where edge weights are determined by the
similarities between user-interest-biased embeddings ex-
tracted by MLLMs. By filtering out a large number of
weakly connected edges based on embedding similarity, we
shorten the agents’ traversal paths, allowing them to tra-
verse the graph more efficiently. For each data point, the
MLLM generates a user-interest-based description contain-
ing an embedding token, whose hidden states are projected

to form the data point’s embedding. Compared to CLIP-
based embeddings, MLLM-based ones dynamically adapt
to diverse and nuanced user interests through comprehen-
sive contextual reasoning, preserving primarily valid edges
and resulting in a sparser relational graph.

We evaluate our method on five publicly available visual
datasets commonly used for multiple clustering tasks, and
the results demonstrate its state-of-the-art performance. For
instance, our method achieves NMI scores of 0.9667 and
0.9481 on the Card Order and Card Suits benchmarks, re-
spectively, surpassing the current state-of-the-art model
by over 140%. To the best of our knowledge, this is the
first multiple clustering method built on MLLMs, providing
a promising approach to unify personalized clustering and
agent-based searching. The main contributions of our work
can be summarized as follows:
• We introduce the first agent-centric personalized cluster-

ing framework that leverages multi-modal large language
models (MLLMs) as agents to explore a relational graph
extensively to identify clusters that accurately reflect user-
specific interests.

• To enhance efficiency, we construct a relational graph
using MLLM-generated embeddings that are tailored to
user interests. By filtering out weakly connected edges
based on embedding similarity, we significantly shorten
the agents’ traversal paths during the search process.

• Experimental results demonstrate that our approach
achieves substantial improvements on multiple bench-
marks, demonstrating the effectiveness of our method.

2. Related Work

Multiple Clustering Multiple clustering explores diverse
data partitions from different perspectives, gaining increas-
ing attention. Early methods rely on hand-crafted rules
and representations. For example, COALA [2] generates
new clusters using existing ones as a constraint, Hu et al.
[12] maximized eigengap across subspaces, and Dang et
al. [7] utilizes an expectation-maximization framework to
optimize mutual information. Recent approaches leverage
learning-based techniques for better representations. For
instance, ENRC [21] optimizes clustering objectives within
a latent space learned by an auto-encoder, iMClusts [28]
leverages auto-encoders and multi-head attention to learn
diverse feature representations, and AugDMC [35] applies
data augmentation to generate diverse image perspectives.
However, it remains challenging to identify the clustering
most relevant to user interests. Recently, Multi-MaP [37]
and Multi-Sub [36] integrate CLIP embeddings with proxy
learning to generate data representations aligned with user
interests. While effective, CLIP lacks the deep contextual
understanding necessary to capture abstract and nuanced
user preferences.
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Figure 2. Overview of the agent-centric personalized multiple clustering framework. It begins by extracting image embeddings using an
MLLM-based extractor guided by user interests. Next, a relational graph is constructed by computing pairwise similarities between image
embeddings and filtering edges based on similarity thresholds. Finally, agent-centric graph traversal is performed, where multiple agents
explore the relational graph to search for distinct clusters aligned with user clustering preferences.

LLM-Driven Agent Search LLM-driven agent search
integrates Large Language Models (LLMs) into search pro-
cesses, enabling agents to reason, plan, and interact with
tools for efficient information retrieval. For example, PaSa
[10] employs LLM-driven agents to search, read papers, and
select references, ensuring comprehensive and accurate re-
sults for scholarly queries. Toolformer [29] demonstrates
how LLMs can interact with external APIs (e.g., search
engines, calculators) to enhance factual accuracy. ReAct
[38] combines reasoning and acting, allowing agents to it-
eratively retrieve and process information for more effec-
tive decision-making. Recently, this field has shifted to-
ward multi-agent search, emphasizing cooperative problem-
solving, knowledge sharing, and decentralized decision-
making. For example, CAMEL [13] introduces LLM agents
with specialized roles (e.g., teacher and student) to re-
fine search strategies collaboratively. Voyager [31] applies
LLMs in an open-world exploration setting (Minecraft),
where agents autonomously collect, analyze, and apply new
knowledge. In this paper, we apply MLLM-driven agents to
search clusters based on user interests.

3. Method
In this section, we introduce the proposed agent-centric per-
sonalized multiple clustering framework. We begin with
an overview of the framework, followed by a detailed de-
scription of each component: agent-centric graph traversal,
MLLM-based graph construction, and agent-based mem-
bership assessment.

3.1. Overall Framework
The framework, illustrated in Fig. 2, begins by extracting
image embeddings using an MLLM-based embedding ex-
tractor, tailoring representations to user interests. A similar-
ity matrix is then computed from these embeddings to con-
struct a relational graph, where a large number of weakly

connected edges are filtered out based on embedding sim-
ilarity. Finally, MLLM-based agents traverse this graph
to search for clusters aligned with user clustering prefer-
ences, with each agent specializing in a different cluster.
This agent-centric approach produces clusters that better ad-
here to user-defined criteria than those obtained from CLIP-
based representations.

3.2. Agent-Centric Graph Traversal
In this section, we describe our agent-centric graph traversal
approach for cluster discovery. We begin with a relational
graph G = {V, E ,W} constructed as detailed in Sec 3.3,
where each node u ∈ V represents a data point, and each
edge {u, v} ∈ E carries a weight w(u, v) ∈ W indicating
a precomputed, embedding-based similarity score between
u and v. Leveraging multi-modal large language models
(MLLMs) as agents, we traverse G to search for clusters S
aligned with user interests T .

As outlined in Algorithm 1, we first identify the con-
nected components of the relational graph G, resulting in
M components:

{Ci}Mi=1 = ConnectedComponents(G). (1)

For each connected component Ci, we select the highest-
degree node v∗i and designate it as the seed for an initial
cluster Si as follows:

v∗i = argmax
v∈Ci

∑
u∈N (v)

w(v, u), Si =
{
v∗i
}
, (2)

whereN (v) is the neighborhood of node v. We then assign
an MLLM-based agent Ai to each initial cluster Si, result-
ing in a total of M agents, denoted as {Ai}Mi=1. Each agent
Ai iteratively expands its corresponding cluster Si by eval-
uating the membership of its neighboring nodes in Si based
on user interests T .
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Figure 3. Illustration of the agent-centric graph traversal process for cluster searching. The agent begins with an initial cluster, selecting
high-degree nodes as seeds, and expands it iteratively. At each step, it selects a neighboring node as a candidate based on embedding simi-
larities, evaluates its membership in the current cluster according to the user’s clustering preferences, and updates the cluster accordingly.
The process continues until no more suitable candidates are found.

As shown in Fig. 3 and Algorithm 1, at each step, the
agent Ai first determines the neighborhood of the current
cluster Si, defined as:

N (Si) =
⋃
v∈Si

N (v) \ Si. (3)

Next, the agent selects a candidate neighboring node v∗j
from N (Si) that exhibits the highest weighted connectiv-
ity to Si, given by:

v∗j = arg max
v∈N (Si)

∑
u∈Si

w(v, u). (4)

The agent then assesses whether v∗j should be included in Si
based on user-defined criteria, as detailed in Sec. 3.4. If the
candidate node v∗j is deemed a valid member, it is merged
into the current cluster Si, updating Si as follows:

Si ← Si ∪
{
v∗j
}
. (5)

Otherwise, the edges between the candidate node v∗j and the
current cluster Si are removed from the edge set E , yielding
an updated edge set:

E ← E \ {(u, v∗j ) ∈ E | u ∈ Si}. (6)

The process from Eq. (3) to Eq. (6) is repeated until the
neighborhoodN (Si) is empty, at which point the final clus-
ter Si is determined.

The M agents, {Ai}Mi=1, traverse the graph G in parallel,
each producing a cluster Si, resulting in a total of M clus-
ters, {Si}Mi=1. The cluster set S (initially empty), node set
V , and edge set E are then updated as follows:

S ← S ∪
{
Si
}M

i=1
, V ← V \

M⋃
i=1

Si,

E ← E \
{
(u, v) ∈ E | u, v ∈

M⋃
i=1

Si
} (7)

Algorithm 1: Agent-Centric Graph Traversal
Input: Relational graph G = (V, E,W), user interests T
Output: Final set of clusters S
Initialize S ← ∅
while V ̸= ∅ do
{C1, C2, . . . , CM} ← ConnectedComponents(G)
for i← 1 to M do

v∗i ← argmaxv∈Ci

∑
u∈N (v) w(v, u)

Si ← {v∗i } // Initialize cluster
Assign agentAi to cluster Si
N (Si)←

⋃
v∈Si

N (v) \ Si
whileN (Si) ̸= ∅ do

v∗j ← argmaxv∈N (Si)

∑
u∈Si

w(v, u)
ifAi determines v∗j belongs to Si based on T

then
Si ← Si ∪ {v∗j }

else
E ← E \ {(u, v∗j ) ∈ E | u ∈ Si}

N (Si)←
⋃

v∈Si
N (v) \ Si

S ← S ∪ {S1,S2, . . . ,SM}
V ← V \

⋃M
i=1 Si

E ← E \ {(u, v) ∈ E | u, v ∈
⋃M

i=1 Si}
G ← (V, E,W)

return S

The process from Eq. (1) to Eq. (7) is repeated iteratively
until the node set V becomes empty, at which point the final
cluster set S is obtained.

3.3. MLLM-Based Graph Construction

Here, we detail the construction of the relational graph
G = {V, E ,W} used for agent traversal. Each node u ∈ V
corresponds to a data point. Each edge (u, v) ∈ E is as-
signed a weight w(u, v) ∈W , determined by the similarity
between the embeddings H(u) and H(v). These embed-
dings are extracted by the MLLM for nodes u and v based
on user interests T , as described below.

As shown in Fig. 4, we first design an embedding gen-
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eration instruction based on user interests T . For exam-
ple, if the user intends to cluster input images by “fruit
color”, the instruction is formulated as: “Describe the color
of the fruit in the provided image in detail and generate
<embedding> based on the description.” We then pro-
vide the image u and the embedding instruction as input
to the MLLM, which responds with a reasoning statement
followed by an <embedding> token. For instance, it
may generate: “The fruit in the image is a glossy, vibrant
red apple with subtle shading and a contrasting green leaf.
Embedding: <embedding>.” The hidden state of the
<embedding> token in the output is then projected to ob-
tain the user-interest-biased embeddingH(u).

As shown in Fig. 2, after obtaining the embeddingsH(u)
andH(v), the edge weight w(u, v) is computed as:

w(u, v) = σ(β · H(u)⊺H(v)), (8)

where β is a learnable logit scale, and σ denotes the sigmoid
function. An edge (u, v) is retained in the edge set E only
if its weight w(u, v) exceeds a predefined threshold τ . We
fine-tune the MLLM using LoRA [11], with labels gener-
ated by GPT-4 [1]. For generation training, we use GPT-4’s
descriptions of images under user interests T as labels, ap-
pending a <embedding> token. For embedding training,
we supervise the similarity w(u, v) based on GPT-4’s com-
parison of nodes u and v under user interests T .

3.4. Agent-Based Membership Assessment
Here, we describe how the agentAi assesses whether a can-
didate node v∗j should be included in the current cluster Si
based on user interests T . As shown in Fig. 5, we first select
K representative nodes from Si, specifically those with the
highest degree in Si, as follows:

Ri = arg max
R⊆Si

|R|=min(K,|S|)

∑
v∈R

∑
u∈N (v)∩Si

w(v, u), (9)

MLLM
❄

current cluster candidate

Prompt
Determine whether the candidate fruit 
should be included in the existing fruit 
cluster based on color similarity. 
Respond with ‘yes’ or ‘no’.

Genera&on
The current cluster consists of green fruits, while the 
candidate apple is yellowish. Based on color similarity, 
it should not be included. The answer is ‘no’.

LoRA🔥

Figure 5. Illustration of how an agent evaluates a candidate node’s
membership in the current cluster based on user interests.

where Ri is the set of the selected representative nodes,
which is used to represent the current cluster Si for agent-
based membership assessment.

Then we design a membership assessment instruction
based on user interests T . For example, if the user intends to
cluster input images by “fruit color”, the instruction is for-
mulated as: “Determine whether the candidate fruit should
be included in the existing fruit cluster based on color sim-
ilarity. Respond with ‘yes’ or ‘no’.” Next, we input the im-
ages along with the membership instruction into the agent
Ai, which generates a reasoning statement followed by a
yes or no response. For example, it may generate: “The
current cluster consists of green fruits, while the candidate
apple is yellowish. Based on color similarity, it should not
be included. The answer is ‘no’.” We refine the boundary of
the current cluster Si based on the assessment of the agent
Ai, as outlined in Eqs. (5) and (6). For generation train-
ing, we fine-tune the MLLM-based agent Ai using LoRA
[11], where we use the corresponding membership assess-
ment generated by GPT-4 [1] as labels.

4. Experiment

4.1. Datasets

We conduct experiments on five multiple-clustering bench-
marks, including Card [35], CMUface [9], Fruit [12],
Fruit360 [35], and CIFAR10-MC [36]. The Card dataset
contains 8, 029 images of playing cards, supporting two
clustering schemes: order (from Ace to King) and suits
(clubs, diamonds, hearts, spades). CMUface comprises
640 facial images with multiple clustering criteria, includ-
ing face pose (left, right, straight, up), identity (20 people),
presence of sunglasses (with, without), and emotion (an-
gry, sad, happy, neutral). Fruit consists of 105 fruit images,
which can be clustered by species (apples, bananas, grapes)
or color (green, red, yellow). Fruit360 extends the Fruit
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Fruit Fruit360 Card CMUface CIFAR10-MC
Color Species Color Species Order Suits Emotion Sunglass Identity Pose Type Environment

MSC[12] NMI 0.6886 0.1627 0.2544 0.2184 0.0807 0.0497 0.1284 0.1420 0.3892 0.3687 0.1547 0.1136
RI 0.8051 0.6045 0.6054 0.5805 0.7805 0.3587 0.6736 0.5745 0.7326 0.6322 0.3296 0.3082

MCV[8] NMI 0.6266 0.2733 0.3776 0.2985 0.0792 0.0430 0.1433 0.1201 0.4637 0.3254 0.1618 0.1379
RI 0.7685 0.6597 0.6791 0.6176 0.7128 0.3638 0.5268 0.4905 0.6247 0.6028 0.3305 0.3344

ENRC[21] NMI 0.7103 0.3187 0.4264 0.4142 0.1225 0.0676 0.1592 0.1493 0.5607 0.2290 0.1826 0.1892
RI 0.8511 0.6536 0.6868 0.6984 0.7313 0.3801 0.6630 0.6209 0.7635 0.5029 0.3469 0.3599

iMClusts[28] NMI 0.7351 0.3029 0.4097 0.3861 0.1144 0.0716 0.0422 0.1929 0.5109 0.4437 0.2040 0.1920
RI 0.8632 0.6743 0.6841 0.6732 0.7658 0.3715 0.5932 0.5627 0.8260 0.6114 0.3695 0.3664

AugDMC[35] NMI 0.8517 0.3546 0.4594 0.5139 0.1440 0.0873 0.0161 0.1039 0.5875 0.1320 0.2855 0.2927
RI 0.9108 0.7399 0.7392 0.7430 0.8267 0.4228 0.5367 0.5361 0.8334 0.5517 0.4516 0.4689

DDMC[34] NMI 0.8973 0.3764 0.4981 0.5292 0.1563 0.0933 0.1726 0.2261 0.6360 0.4526 0.3991 0.3782
RI 0.9383 0.7621 0.7472 0.7703 0.8326 0.6469 0.7593 0.7663 0.8907 0.7904 0.5827 0.5547

Multi-Map[37] NMI 0.8619 1.0000 0.6239 0.5284 0.3653 0.2734 0.1786 0.3402 0.6625 0.4693 0.4969 0.4598
RI 0.9526 1.0000 0.8243 0.7582 0.8587 0.7039 0.7105 0.7068 0.9496 0.6624 0.7104 0.6737

Multi-Sub[36] NMI 0.9693 1.0000 0.6654 0.6123 0.3921 0.3104 0.2053 0.4870 0.7441 0.5923 0.5271 0.4828
RI 0.9964 1.0000 0.8821 0.8504 0.8842 0.7941 0.8527 0.8324 0.9834 0.8736 0.7394 0.7096

Ours NMI 1.0000 1.0000 0.7214 0.6532 0.9667 0.9481 0.2196 0.9720 0.7631 0.7789 0.6385 0.5931
RI 1.0000 1.0000 0.8715 0.8436 0.9952 0.9882 0.8415 0.9936 0.9763 0.9002 0.7812 0.7439

Table 1. Comparison with state-of-the-art methods across multiple clustering benchmarks. For methods that use k-means for clustering,
the algorithm is run 10 times to account for its inherent randomness, with the average clustering performance reported. All methods are
evaluated using two metrics: Normalized Mutual Information (NMI) and Rand Index (RI).

dataset with 4, 856 images annotated for both species (ap-
ple, banana, grape, cherry) and color (green, red, yellow,
burgundy). CIFAR10-MC includes 60, 000 images with
two clustering dimensions: type (transportation, animals)
and environment (land, air, water).

4.2. Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate clustering performance using two widely
adopted metrics: Normalized Mutual Information (NMI)
[32] and Rand Index (RI) [27]. NMI quantifies mutual de-
pendence between predicted and ground-truth clusters, nor-
malized for cluster size variations. RI measures agreement
between predicted and true partitions by considering cor-
rectly grouped and separated sample pairs. Both metrics
range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating better align-
ment with the ground truth.

4.3. Implementation Details

We adopt LLaVA [18] as our MLLM model, using Qwen2-
7B [33] as the language model. To train the MLLM-based
embedding extractor, we employ hard negative mining for
data sampling, selecting 1, 024 data pairs with the highest
similarity entropy each epoch. GPT-4 then [1] evaluates the
data pairs’ similarities based on user interests T , assigning
labels accordingly. The embedding extractor is trained for
50 epochs. To train the MLLM-based agent, we uniformly
sample a 1, 024-node subgraph from the relational graph.
GPT-4 then traverses this subgraph and assesses neighbor-
ing node memberships, providing labels accordingly. The

agent is trained for 50 epochs. We fine-tune only the lan-
guage model with LoRA [11]. We use AdamW [20] for op-
timization with a learning rate of 1e−5, following a cosine
decay schedule. In the relational graph construction. The
embedding similarity threshold τ for filtering the weakly
connected edges is set to 0.6.

4.4. Results

As shown in Table 1, our method outperforms state-of-the-
art models across all multiple clustering benchmarks. On
the Fruit dataset, it achieves perfect NMI and RI scores
(1.0000) for both color-based and species-based clustering,
outperforming all other methods. On the Fruit360 dataset,
for color-based clustering, our method achieves an NMI of
0.7214, surpassing Multi-Map by 15.6% and Multi-Sub by
8.4%. For species-based clustering, it achieves an NMI of
0.6532, outperforming Multi-Map by 24.3% and Multi-Sub
by 6.7%. On the CIFAR10-MC dataset, for type-based clus-
tering, our method reaches an NMI of 0.6385 and an RI of
0.7812, surpassing Multi-Sub by 21.1% in NMI and 5.7%
in RI. For environment-based clustering, it achieves an NMI
of 0.5931 and an RI of 0.7439, surpassing Multi-Sub by
22.8% in NMI and 4.8% in RI.

On the Card dataset, for order-based clustering, our
method achieves an NMI of 0.9667 and an RI of 0.9952,
surpassing Multi-Sub by 146.5% in NMI and 12.6% in RI.
For suits-based clustering, it achieves an NMI of 0.9481
and an RI of 0.9882, outperforming Multi-Sub by 205.4%
in NMI and 24.4% in RI. On the CMUface dataset, for
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Figure 6. Graph density vs. clustering metrics and traversal steps.

sunglass-based clustering, our method achieves an NMI
of 0.9720 and an RI of 0.9936, surpassing Multi-Sub by
99.6% in NMI and 19.4% in RI. For pose-based cluster-
ing, it achieves an NMI of 0.7789 and an RI of 0.9002,
surpassing Multi-Sub by 31.5% in NMI and 3.0% in RI.
These significant improvements highlight the effectiveness
of our agent-centric clustering framework in capturing user
interests (e.g., order, suits, sunglass, pose) with advanced
contextual understanding from MLLMs, while minimizing
interference from irrelevant information.

4.5. Ablation Studies

Density of Relational Graph. To assess the impact of
graph density on agent graph traversal, we vary the em-
bedding similarity threshold τ to generate relational graphs
with different densities. The agents then traverse these
graphs following Algorithm 1 to obtain comparative results.
The experiments are conducted on the Fruit360 dataset. As
shown in Fig. 6, increasing the graph density (i.e., relax-
ing the threshold τ ) steadily improves the metrics of both
color-based and species-based clustering (NMI and RI) un-
til they begin to saturate. For example, the Color RI (green-
square) and Species RI (green-diamond) curves quickly rise
and plateau around 0.87 and 0.84, while the Color NMI
(orange-square) and Species NMI (orange-diamond) con-
verge near 0.72 and 0.65. This indicates that, once enough
edges are retained to form connected subgraphs of semanti-
cally similar nodes, further densification of the graph yields
only marginal gains in clustering accuracy.

However, the improved clustering performance comes at
the expense of increased traversal cost. As the graph be-
comes denser, agents need to explore far more edges to
accurately determine which nodes are true neighbors. In
particular, the traversal-steps curve (darkblue) rises from

(1) Color of CLIP-based Emb (2) Species of CLIP-Based Emb

(3) Color of MLLM-Based Emb (4) Species of MLLM-Based Emb

Figure 7. Visualization of MLLM-based and CLIP-based embed-
dings with corresponding labels on the Fruit dataset. For color-
based embeddings, red, green, and yellow points correspond to
fruits that are red, green, and yellow, respectively. For species-
based embeddings, red, yellow, and purple points correspond to
apples, bananas, and grapes, respectively.

roughly 3000 to nearly 10000 as the graph density is in-
creased from 0.001 to 0.015, reflecting significantly greater
computational overhead. Consequently, a moderate value
of τ can strike a balance: the NMI/RI curves plateau be-
yond a certain graph density, so pushing the threshold τ
to achieve this point improves efficiency without sacrific-
ing meaningful gains in clustering performance. These re-
sults highlight the advantage of using MLLM-based embed-
dings for constructing the relational graph. By selectively
pruning weakly connected edges with low embedding sim-
ilarities, agents can avoid exhaustive searches in graph re-
gions unlikely to contain relevant neighbors. Meanwhile,
the context-aware nature of MLLM embeddings helps pre-
serve essential edges between semantically similar nodes,
ensuring high coherence with user interests while requiring
fewer traversal steps than a fully dense graph.

MLLM-based vs. CLIP-based Embeddings. We val-
idate the effectiveness of our MLLM-based embeddings
by comparing them with CLIP-based ones across vari-
ous clustering methods. We use Multi-Map [37] as the
CLIP baseline, as both approaches decouple embedding
extraction from clustering, enabling controlled ablations.
As shown in Table 2, MLLM-based embeddings consis-
tently outperform CLIP-based ones across all clustering
methods. For instance, on the CMUface dataset (“Sun-
glass” aspect), MLLM-based embeddings improve NMI
from 0.3402, 0.3952 and 0.8456 to 0.7193, 0.7698 and
0.9720 for K-means, HDBSCAN and agent-centric clus-
tering, respectively. These gains highlight the strong con-
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Embedding Dataset Aspect K-Means HDBSCAN Agent-Centric Graph Traversal

NMI RI NMI RI NMI RI Traversal Steps

CLIP Emb

Fruit360 Color 0.6239 0.8243 0.6541 0.8408 0.6922 0.8573 14821
Species 0.5284 0.7582 0.5702 0.7851 0.6158 0.8180 14712

Card Order 0.3653 0.8587 0.4163 0.8708 0.8464 0.9679 29456
Suits 0.2734 0.7039 0.3368 0.7275 0.8132 0.9313 14969

CMUface Sunglass 0.3402 0.7068 0.3952 0.7301 0.8456 0.9362 1281
Pose 0.4693 0.6624 0.4935 0.6804 0.7168 0.8526 4015

MLLM Emb

Fruit360 Color 0.6629 0.8432 0.6912 0.8578 0.7214 0.8715 6404
Species 0.5783 0.7924 0.6138 0.8179 0.6532 0.8436 6964

Card Order 0.7262 0.9406 0.7743 0.9515 0.9667 0.9952 12837
Suits 0.6782 0.8745 0.7322 0.8972 0.9481 0.9882 9970

CMUface Sunglass 0.7193 0.9005 0.7698 0.9191 0.9720 0.9936 798
Pose 0.6551 0.8051 0.6799 0.8241 0.7789 0.9002 1452

Table 2. Ablation study on the Fruit360, Card, and CMUface datasets. Agent-centric graph traversal clearly outperforms K-Means and
HDBSCAN on both kinds of embeddings. Meanwhile, MLLM embeddings show significant advantages over CLIP embedding in reducing
the traversal steps.

Dataset Aspect Metric K = 1 K = 2 K = 3 K = 4

Fruit360
Color

NMI 0.7131 0.7185 0.7214 0.7240
RI 0.8643 0.8691 0.8715 0.8730

Species
NMI 0.6424 0.6490 0.6532 0.6559
RI 0.8361 0.8402 0.8436 0.8457

Card
Order

NMI 0.9625 0.9652 0.9667 0.9673
RI 0.9930 0.9943 0.9952 0.9957

Suits
NMI 0.9421 0.9461 0.9481 0.9492
RI 0.9860 0.9873 0.9882 0.9888

Table 3. Ablation study on number of representative nodes K.

textual reasoning capabilities of MLLMs, enabling them to
better capture nuanced, user-specific preferences than CLIP.
Fig. 7 further illustrates this via a t-SNE [30] visualization
on the Fruit dataset: MLLM-based embeddings (bottom
row) form compact, well-separated clusters, whereas CLIP-
based embeddings (top row) show higher intra-cluster vari-
ance, especially in color-based partitioning. Thus, MLLM-
based embeddings better capture user interests (e.g., color,
species), improving clustering performance.

Furthermore, MLLM embeddings significantly reduce
the number of traversal steps required for the convergence
of agent-centric clustering. For instance, on the Fruit360
dataset (“Color” aspect), the agent traversal completes in
6404 steps by MLLM-based embeddings, roughly half of
the 14821 steps needed by CLIP-based embeddings. This
efficiency arises because MLLM-based embeddings pro-
duce a more sparse relational graph—many noise edges
are correctly pruned due to lower similarities. Conse-
quently, the agents can traverse fewer edges to expand clus-
ters according to user clustering preferences, leading to both
higher quality and more efficient clustering.

Agent-Centric Clustering vs. K-Means & HDBSCAN.
We evaluate the effectiveness of our agent-centric graph
traversal clustering against classical K-Means and HDB-
SCAN. As shown in Table 2, the agent-centric approach
consistently improves both NMI and RI across all datasets
and embedding types. For instance, on the Card dataset
(“Order” aspect) with MLLM-based embeddings, agent-
centric clustering achieves an NMI of 0.9667, surpass-
ing K-Means (0.7262) and HDBSCAN (0.7743). The
gains are even more pronounced with CLIP-based embed-
dings. For example, on the Card dataset (“Order” as-
pect) with CLIP-based embeddings, agent-centric cluster-
ing achieves an NMI of 0.8464, outperforming K-Means
(0.3653) and HDBSCAN (0.4163). Moreover, the agent-
centric method often requires significantly fewer traversal
steps with MLLM-based embeddings than with CLIP-based
ones (as discussed above), enhancing efficiency.

Number of Representative Nodes. Table 3 shows the ef-
fect of varying K on clustering performance (NMI and RI).
Using a single representative node may fail to capture the
cluster’s diversity, leading to lower performance. Increas-
ing K improves both metrics by better reflecting the clus-
ter’s structure, although gains beyond three or four repre-
sentatives are typically modest. Thus, a moderate K strikes
the best balance between capturing diversity and avoiding
redundant information.

5. Conclusion
This paper proposes an agent-centric clustering framework
utilizing MLLMs to traverse relational graphs and identify
clusters tailored to user interests. Leveraging MLLMs’ rea-
soning capabilities, our method better aligns clusters with
user-defined criteria, surpassing CLIP embedding-based
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techniques. For efficiency, we build relational graphs us-
ing user-interest-biased embeddings derived from MLLMs,
guiding agents along optimized paths by filtering weak con-
nections. Experiments show that our approach achieves
state-of-the-art performance across multiple benchmarks,
validating its effectiveness. The agent-centric clustering en-
ables the customization of clustering criteria and can be ex-
tensively applied in industrial scenarios such as search and
graph mining.
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