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ABSTRACT

In the Correlation Clustering problem, we are given a set of objects with pairwise similarity

information. Our aim is to partition these objects into clusters that match this information

as closely as possible. More specifically, the pairwise information is given as a weighted graph

G with its edges labelled as “similar” or “dissimilar” by a binary classifier. The goal is to

produce a clustering that minimizes the weight of “disagreements”: the sum of the weights

of similar edges across clusters and dissimilar edges within clusters.

In this exposition we focus on the case when G is complete and unweighted. We explore

four approximation algorithms for the Correlation Clustering problem under this assump-

tion. In particular, we describe the following algorithms: (i) the 17429−approximation al-

gorithm by Bansal, Blum, and Chawla [5], (ii) the 4−approximation algorithm by Charikar,

Guruswami, and Wirth [7] (iii) the 3−approximation algorithm by Ailon, Charikar, and

Newman [2] (iv) the 2.06−approximation algorithm by Chawla, Makarychev, Schramm,

and Yaroslavtsev [9].
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In the Correlation Clustering problem, we are given a set of objects with pairwise similarity

information. Our aim is to partition these objects into clusters that match this information

as closely as possible. The pairwise information is represented as a weighted graph G whose

edges are labelled as “positive/similar” and “negative/dissimilar” by a noisy binary classifier.

The goal is to find a clustering C that is consistent as much as possible with the edge labels.

Two objectives for the Correlation Clustering problem have been considered in the literature.

A positive edge is in agreement with C, if its endpoints belong to the same cluster; and

a negative edge is in agreement with C if its endpoints belong to different clusters. The first

objective is to maximize the weight of edges agreeing with C. We call this objective the

MaxAgree objective.

Similarly, a positive edge is in disagreement with C, if its endpoints belong to different

clusters; and a negative edge is in disagreement with C if its endpoints belong to the same

cluster. The second objective is to minimize the weight of edges disagreeing with C. We call

this objective the MinDisagree objective. These two objectives are equivalent at optimality,

but, differ from the approximation perspective.

Observe that if a binary classifier is not noisy, i.e., if there exists a clustering which is con-

sistent with all the edge labels, then it is easy to find: simply remove all negative/dissimilar

edges and output the connected components of the remaining graph. Thus, the interesting

case is when the binary classifier is noisy.

Both MaxAgree and MinDisagree objectives have been extensively studied in the litera-

ture since they were introduced by Bansal, Blum, and Chawla [5]. There are currently two

standard settings for Correlation Clustering which we will refer to as (1) Correlation Clus-

tering on Complete Graphs and (2) Correlation Clustering with Noisy Partial Information.

In the former setting, we assume that graph G is complete and all edge weights are the same,

i.e., G is unweighted. In the latter setting, we do not make any assumptions on the graph
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G. Thus, edges can have arbitrary weights and some edges may be missing. These settings

are quite different from the computational perspective.

Correlation Clustering on Complete Graphs: For MinDisagree objective the first

constant-factor approximation algorithm was given by Bansal, Blum, and Chawla [5]. Charikar,

Guruswami, and Wirth [7] gave a 4−approximation algorithm for the problem. Ailon,

Charikar, and Newman [2] gave two different algorithms with approximation factors of 3 and

2.5. Finally, a 2.06−approximation algorithm was given by Chawla, Makarychev, Schramm,

and Yaroslavtsev [9]. This is currently the best approximation guarantee for MinDisagree

objective.

However, MaxAgree objective is easier than MinDisagree objective. There is a trivial

2−approximation algorithm: if the number of positive edges is greater than the number

of negative edges output G as a single cluster, otherwise output each vertex as a singleton

cluster. Furthermore, Bansal et al. [5] gave a polynomial time approximation scheme (PTAS)

for MaxAgree objective, i.e., it can be approximated within any constant in polynomial time.

On the other hand, Charikar, Guruswami, and Wirth [7] proved that MinDisagree objective

is APX-hard, i.e., it is NP-hard to approximate it within a certain constant c > 1.

Correlation Clustering with Noisy Partial Information: For MinDisagree objec-

tive Charikar, Guruswami, and Wirth [7] and Demaine, Emanuel, Fiat, and Immorlica [13]

independently gave an O(logn) approximation algorithm. Both algorithms use a linear

programming relaxation and are heavily inspired by the region growing approach for the

Multicut problem by Garg, Vazirani, and Yannakakis [15]. Both Charikar et al. [7] and De-

maine et al. [13] complement their results with a matching integrality gap of Ω(log n), thus

implying that one cannot hope for a better approximation guarantee using an LP-based

approach. Interestingly, Charikar et al. [7] and Demaine et al. [13] showed that this inspira-

tion by Garg et al. [15] was not coincidental: they proved that in this setting MinDisagree

objective is equivalent to Multicut from the approximation perspective. In particular, they

2



gave an approximation preserving reduction for both directions between two problems. This

combined with the hardness result for Multicut by Chawla, Krauthgamer, Kumar, Rabani,

and Sivakumar [8] show that O(logn) is likely to be the best possible approximation for

this problem. More specifically, it is NP-hard to obtain any constant factor approximation

algorithm for MinDisagree if the Unique Games Conjecture is true.

For MaxAgree objective Charikar, Guruswami, and Wirth [7] and Swamy [23] gave a

0.766−approximation algorithm based on semidefinite programming (SDP) relaxation. Fur-

thermore, Charikar et al. [7] proved that MaxAgree is APX-hard. For other models of

Correlation Clustering see [10], [12], [1, 4], [21], [18], [3], [9], [20], [19], [16], [17].

Correlation Clustering is different from other classical clustering problems in that the given

data is qualitative rather than quantitative. More specifically, in Correlation Clustering ob-

jects are embedded in a graph and a similarity information between two objects is given as

an edge label as opposed to the k-means or k-median clustering problems where objects are

embedded in a metric space and a similarity information between two objects is given by a

distance function. Furthermore, the number of clusters k is not given as a separate param-

eter; the number of clusters in an optimal clustering solely depends on the instance. Thus,

correlation clustering finds applications in many different problems in machine learning,

biology, data mining and other areas of science and engineering (see [24], [22], [14], [11], [6]).

1.1 Organization

In this exposition we focus on MinDisagree objective in the Correlation Clustering on Com-

plete Graphs setting which will be simply referred as the Correlation Clustering problem for

the rest of the exposition. In Chapter 2 we introduce some notations and definitions which

will be useful throughout the exposition. In Chapter 3 we describe the first constant-factor

approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering problem with an approximation guar-

antee of 17429 by Bansal, Blum, and Chawla [5]. In Chapter 4 we analyze a 4−approximation
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algorithm based on a natural linear programming (LP) relaxation by Charikar, Guruswami,

and Wirth [7]. In Chapter 4.1 we show an integrality gap of 2 for this LP relaxation

by Charikar et al. [7]. In Chapter 5 we describe a 3−approximation algorithm by Ailon,

Charikar, and Newman [2]. It is a simple randomized algorithm which is not based on a LP

relaxation. Finally, in Chapter 6 we describe a 2.06−approximation algorithm by Chawla,

Makarychev, Schramm, and Yaroslavtsev [9]. The algorithm is based on the LP relaxation

introduced by Charikar, Guruswami, and Wirth [7]. It is currently the best approxima-

tion algorithm for the Correlation Clustering problem and its approximation factor almost

matches with the integrality gap of 2, given by Charikar et al. [7].
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CHAPTER 2

NOTATIONS AND DEFINITIONS

Let G = (V,E+, E−) be a complete unweighted graph where E+ is the set of edges labeled

as positive/similar, and E− is the set of edges labeled as negative/dissimilar. We use ““+””

and ““−”” to denote labels of positive and negative edges, respectively. Let N+(u) =

{v| (u, v) ∈ E+} ∪ {u} and N−(u) = {v| (u, v) ∈ E−} denote the vertices connected to u

with positive and negative edges, respectively.

In a clustering C, we call an edge (u, v) a mistake if it is in disagreement with C. When

(u, v) ∈ E+, we call the mistake a positive mistake, otherwise it is called a negative mistake.

We denote the total number of mistakes of a clustering C by mC . Furthermore, we use m+
C

and m−
C to denote the number of positive and negative mistakes of C, respectively.

Finally, let OPT denote the optimal clustering onG and LP denote the value of an optimal

solution of the linear program defined in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 3

BANSAL-BLUM-CHAWLA ALGORITHM

In this chapter we present the 17429−approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering

problem by Bansal, Blum, and Chawla [5]. Although the factor is large, it is the first

algorithm with any approximation guarantee.

Firstly, we show a natural lower bound for mOPT which will be used to upper bound the

number of mistakes made by the algorithm. We start with defining a “bad” triangle.

Definition 3.1. Let T be a triangle (a complete graph on 3 vertices). T is bad if it contains

two positive edges and one negative edge.

Observe that a bad triangle always leads to a mistake regardless of how its endpoints are

clustered. Therefore, the number of edge disjoint bad triangles is a lower bound for OPT.

Definition 3.2. Let T denote the set of bad triangles and assign to each bad triangle T ∈ T

a nonnegative real number rT ∈ [0, 1]. A set {rT }T∈T is called a fractional packing of bad

triangles if

∑

T∈T :
e∈T

rT ≤ 1, ∀e ∈ E. (3.1)

We generalize the above observation as follows:

Lemma 3.1. For any fractional packing of bad triangles {rT }T∈T , we have
∑

T∈T
rT ≤ mOPT.

Proof. Let M be the set of edges in disagreement with OPT. Then

mOPT =
∑

e∈M

1 ≥
∑

e∈M

∑

T∈T :
e∈T

rT =
∑

T∈T

|M ∩ T |rT ≥
∑

T∈T

rT .

where the first inequality follows from (3.1) and the second inequality follows from |M∩T | ≥

1 since OPT always makes at least one mistake on a bad triangle.
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Before delving into details we give an outline of the proof, which can be divided into

three steps:

• Show that the number of mistakes of a so-called “clean” clustering is close to mOPT.

• Prove the existence of a clean clustering by manipulating OPT.

• Give an algorithm to find a clean clustering.

We define a “good” vertex which is central to the definition of a clean clustering. Loosely

speaking, a vertex is good if it is assigned to a cluster such that most of its incident edges

are not in disagreement with the clustering, and a clustering is clean if all its vertices are

good.

Definition 3.3. A vertex v is called δ−good with respect to C, where C ⊆ V , if it satisfies

the following:

− |N+(v) ∩ C| ≥ (1− δ)|C|

− |N+(v) ∩ V \ C| ≤ δ|C|.

If a vertex v is not δ−good with respect to C, then it is called δ−bad with respect to C.

Finally, a set C is δ−clean if all v ∈ C are δ−good C.

Intuitively, one should expect the number of mistakes of a clean clustering to be close to

the number of mistakes of OPT since most of the edges are not in disagreement with a clean

clustering. We formalize this in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Given a clustering of V in which all clusters are δ-clean for some δ ≤ 1
4 , then

there exists a fractional packing {rT }T∈T such that the number of mistakes made by this

clustering is at most 4
∑

T∈T
rT .

Proof. Firstly, we give a procedure to associate a negative mistake (u, v) with a bad triangle

Tuvw such that u, v, w ∈ Ci for some i ∈ [k]. Then we show that the number of bad triangles
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chosen by this procedure sharing an edge is bounded above by some constant. This gives us

a fractional packing of bad triangles with small total value.

Let C = {C1, . . . , Ck} be a δ−clean clustering. Let (u, v) ∈ Ci×Ci be a negative edge in

disagreement that has not been considered so far. We want to choose a vertex w ∈ Ci such

that (1) both (u, w) and (v, w) are positive, and (2) it has not been picked by a negative

edge in disagreement (u, v′) or (u′, v) in the previous steps. We associate (u, v) with the

bad triangle Tuvw = (u, v, w). Observe that the second condition can be thought of as an

attempt to enforce edge-disjointness on the triangles chosen by the procedure. We now show

that such w ∈ Ci, in other words, such a bad triangle Tuvw always exists.

Since Ci is δ−clean, we have |N−(u)∩Ci| ≤ δ|Ci| and |N−(v)∩Ci| ≤ δ|Ci|. Thus there

exist at least (1 − 2δ)|Ci| many vertices w ∈ Ci such that both (u, w), (v, w) ∈ E+. For

the same reasons, at most (2δ − 2)|Ci| many of these vertices might have been chosen by

negative mistakes (u, v′) or (u′, v) before. Therefore, there are at least (1−4δ)|Ci|+2 many

vertices available for (u, v). This number is always positive since δ ≤ 1
4 .

Now we bound the number of bad triangles sharing a certain edge. Observe that a

positive edge (u, w) ∈ Ci×Ci can appear in at most two bad triangles one due to a negative

mistake (u, v) ∈ Ci × Ci and second possibly due to a negative mistake (w, x) ∈ Ci × Ci.

Furthermore, no edge having end points in different clusters can appear since the procedure

chooses only in-cluster bad triangles. Thus, assigning ruvw = 1
2 for bad triangles Tuvw

chosen by the procedure and ruvw = 0 for bad triangles not chosen by the procedure we

satisfy (3.1). Since for each negative mistake a bad triangle is picked, we have a fractional

packing of bad triangles such that
∑

ruvw ≥ 1
2m

−
C .

Secondly, we give a similar procedure to associate a positive mistake (u, v) with a bad

triangle Tuvw such that u, v, w ∈ Ci ∪ Cj for some i, j ∈ [k]. Using similar arguments we

show that each edge can appear in at most constant number of bad triangles chosen by the

procedure. This gives us a fractional packing of bad triangles with small total value which

is different from the one constructed for negative mistakes.
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Let (u, v) ∈ Ci×Cj for some i 6= j, be a positive edge in disagreement that has not been

considered so far. Without loss of generality let |Ci| ≥ |Cj|. We want to choose a vertex

w ∈ Ci such that (1) (u, w) ∈ E+ but (v, w) ∈ E−, and (2) it has not been picked by a

positive mistake (u, v′) ∈ Ci×Ck for some i 6= k or by a positive mistake (u′, v) ∈ Ci×Cj in

the previous steps. We associate (u, v) with the bad triangle Tuvw = (u, v, w). Observe that

the second condition enforces edge-disjointness on the triangles chosen by the procedure. We

now show that such w ∈ Ci, in other words, such a bad triangle Tuvw always exists.

Since Ci is δ−clean we have |N+(u) ∩ Ci| ≥ (1 − δ)|Ci|. Similarly, since Cj is δ−clean

we have |N+(v)∩Ci| ≤ |N+(v)∩Cj | ≤ δ|Cj | ≤ δ|Ci|. Thus, there exist at least (1−2δ)|Ci|

many vertices w ∈ Ci such that (u, w) ∈ E+ and (v, w) ∈ E−. For the same reasons, at most

δ(|Ci| + |Cj |) − 2 ≤ 2δ|Ci| − 2 many of these vertices might have been chosen by positive

mistakes (u, v′) or (u′, v) before. Therefore, there are at least (1− 4δ)|Ci|+2 many vertices

available for (u, v). This number is always positive since δ ≤ 1
4 .

Now we bound the number of bad triangles sharing a certain edge. Observe that a positive

edge (u, w) ∈ Ci×Ci can appear in at most two bad triangles chosen by the procedure, one

due to a positive mistake (u, v) ∈ Ci × Cj and second possibly due to a positive mistake

(w, x) ∈ Ci ×Ck for some i 6= k. Furthermore, a negative edge (w, v) ∈ Ci ×Cj can appear

in at most one bad triangle since the procedure picks vertices from Ci and v ∈ Cj . Lastly, a

negative edge in disagreement does not appear in any bad triangle. Thus, assigning ruvw = 1
2

for bad triangles Tuvw chosen by the procedure and ruvw = 0 for bad triangles not chosen

by the procedure we satisfy (3.1). This gives us a fractional packing of bad triangles. Since

for each positive mistake a bad triangle is picked we have
∑

ruvw ≥ 1
2m

+
C .

Now depending on whether there are more negative mistakes or more positive mistakes,

we can choose the corresponding fractional packing which gives the following

mC = m−
C +m+

C ≤ 2max{m−
C , m

+
C } ≤ 4

∑

ruvw.
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This finalizes the proof.

This combined with Lemma 3.1 give the following Corollary.

Corollary 3.1. The number of mistakes of a clustering in which all clusters are δ-clean is

at most 4mOPT.

Next we show the existence of a clean clustering by manipulating an optimal clustering.

Loosely speaking, we keep the clusters in an optimal clustering which contain small number

of bad vertices. Furthermore, we split clusters having large number of bad vertices into

singleton clusters. Then we show that the number of mistakes of the new clustering is close

to mOPT. We give a pseudo-code for this algorithm in Algorithm 1.

Lemma 3.3. There exists a clustering OPT′ in which each non-singleton cluster is δ−clean,

and mOPT′ ≤ ( 9
δ2

+ 1)mOPT.

Proof. Let OPT = {C1, . . . Ck} be an optimal clustering. Let OPT′ be a clustering obtained

by applying Algorithm 1 to OPT.

Algorithm 1 Procedure δ-Clean-Up:

1: Set S = ∅.
2: Let Bi be the set of δ

3 − bad vertices in Ci for all i ∈ [k].
3: for i = 1, . . . , k do
4: if |Bi| ≥

δ
3 |Ci| then

5: S = S ∪ Ci, and set C ′
i = ∅. We call this “dissolving” the cluster.

6: else
7: S = S ∪Bi and set C ′

i = Ci \Bi.
8: end if
9: end for
10: return the clustering OPT′ = {C ′

1, . . . , C
′
k, {x}x∈S}.

We prove that mOPT and mOPT′ are comparable. Firstly, we show that C ′
i is δ−clean

for all i ∈ [k]. Clearly, this holds if C ′
i = ∅. Otherwise for each v ∈ C ′

i, we have:

|N+(v) ∩ C ′
i| ≥ (1−

δ

3
)|Ci| −

δ

3
|Ci| = (1−

2δ

3
)|Ci| > (1− δ)|C ′

i|.

10



The first inequality follows from the fact that v is δ
3−good with respect to Ci, therefore

|N+(v) ∩Ci| ≥ (1− δ
3)|Ci| and at most |Bi| ≤

δ
3 |Ci| of these neighbors can be δ

3−bad with

respect to Ci. The second inequality follows from |Ci| ≥ |C ′
i|.

Similarly, since v is δ
3−good with respect to Ci we have |N+(v) ∩ Ci| ≤

δ
3 |Ci|. This

together with |Ci \ C
′
i| ≤

δ
3 |Ci| give

|N+(v) ∩ C ′
i| ≤

δ

3
|Ci|+

δ

3
|Ci| ≤

2δ

3

|Ci|

(1− δ/3)
< δ|C ′

i|.

where the last two inequalities follow from |C ′
i| ≥ (1− δ

3)|Ci| and δ < 1. Thus C ′
i is δ−clean.

We now upper bound the number of mistakes in OPT′. Observe that if Ci is dissolved then

the number of mistakes with an endpoint in Ci must be at least 1
2
δ2|Ci|

2

9 since |Bi| ≥
δ
3 |Ci|.

Furthermore, the number of mistakes added due to dissolving Ci is at most
|Ci|

2

2 .

In case Ci is not dissolved, the number of mistakes with an endpoint in Ci must be at

least
δ|Ci||Bi|

2·3 . However, the number of mistakes added is at most |Bi||Ci|. Since
6
δ
< 9

δ2
the

extra cost of “cleaning” OPT is at most 9
δ2
mOPT and the lemma follows.

For the clustering OPT′ given by Algorithm 1, we use C ′
i to denote the non-singleton

clusters and S to denote the set of singleton clusters throughout the rest of the proof. We

now give an algorithm to find a clean clustering whose cost is comparable to the cost of

OPT′. Loosely speaking, the algorithm iteratively picks an arbitrary pivot and considers the

set of active vertices in the positive neighborhood of the pivot. In the first phase it removes

3δ−bad vertices from the set one by one. In the second phase it adds 7δ−good vertices to

the set all at once. We give a pseudo-code for this algorithm in Algorithm 2. We assume

δ = 1
44 .

Observe that in the vertex addition step, all vertices are added in one step as opposed to

in the vertex removal step. Furthermore, it is possible that A(v) becomes empty at the end

of vertex removal step. For instance, if a vertex v is picked such that |N+(v)| is bounded

by some constant but for all w ∈ N+(v) \ {v}, |N+w| = Θ(n) then N+(v) cannot survive

11



Algorithm 2 Procedure Cautious

1: Set Vactive = V , Z = ∅ and I = ∅.
2: while Vactive 6= Z do
3: Pick an arbitrary vertex v ∈ Vactive.
4: Set A(v) = N+(v) ∩ Vactive.
5: (Vertex Removal Step)
6: while ∃x ∈ A(v) such that x is 3δ−bad with respect to A(v) do
7: A(v) = A(v) \ {x}
8: end while
9: (Vertex Addition Step)
10: Let Y = {y ∈ Vactive| y is 7δ− good with respect to A(v)}.
11: Set A(v) = A(v) ∪ Y
12: if A(v) = ∅ then
13: Set Z = Z ∪ {v}
14: else
15: Vactive = Vactive \ A(v) and set I = I ∪ {v}.
16: end if
17: end while
18: return the clustering A =

⋃

v∈I
{A(v)} ∪

⋃

v∈Z
{{v}}.

at the end of the vertex removal step, thus v is added to Z. It is also possible that although

A(v) = ∅ at the end of the vertex removal step, Y 6= ∅ so A(v) becomes non-empty at the

end of the vertex addition step and v is not added to Z. This might happen if there is a

vertex which is incident to only negative edges.

Let A denote the clustering and Ai denote the clusters output by Algorithm 2. Let Z

be the set of singleton clusters created in the final step. In the next theorem we show that

A is clean and closely related to OPT′.

Theorem 3.1. ∀j, ∃i such that C ′
j ⊆ Ai. Moreover, each Ai is 11δ − clean.

In order to prove this theorem, we need the following two lemmas.

Lemma 3.4. If v ∈ C ′
i, where C ′

i is a δ−clean cluster in OPT′, then, any vertex w ∈ C ′
i is

3δ−good with respect to N+(v).

12



Proof. Since C ′
i is δ−clean and v, w ∈ C ′

i we have

|N+(v) ∩N+(w)| ≥ (1− 2δ)|C ′
i| ≥ (1− 3δ)|N+(v)|

where the first inequality follows from |N+(v) ∩ C ′
i| ≥ (1 − δ)|C ′

i| and |N+(w) ∩ C ′
i| ≥

(1− δ)|C ′
i|. The second inequality follows from |N+(v)| ≤ (1 + δ)|C ′

i|. Similarly,

|N+(v) ∩N+(w)| = |N+(v) ∩N+(w) ∩ C ′
i|+ |N+(v) ∩N+(w) ∩ C ′

i|

≤ 2δ|C ′
i| ≤

2δ

1− δ
|N+(v)| ≤ 3δ|N+(v)|

where the first inequality follows from |N+(v) ∩ C ′
i| ≤ δ|C ′

i| and |N+(w) ∩C ′
i| ≤ δ|C ′

i|. The

second inequality follows from (1 − δ)|C ′
i| ≤ |N+(v)|. Thus, w is 3δ−good with respect to

N+(v).

Lemma 3.5. Given an arbitrary set X, if v1 ∈ C ′
i and v2 ∈ C ′

j, then v1 and v2 cannot both

be 3δ−good with respect to X.

Proof. Suppose that v1, v2 are both 3δ−good with respect to X. Then, |N+(v1) ∩ X| ≥

(1− 3δ)|X| and |N+(v2)∩X| ≥ (1− 3δ)|X|. Hence, |N+(v1)∩N+(v2)∩X| ≥ (1− 6δ)|X|,

which implies that

|N+(v1) ∩N+(v2)| ≥ (1− 6δ)|X|. (3.2)

Also, since C ′
i, C

′
j are both δ−clean we have |N+(v1)∩C

′
i| ≤ δ|C ′

i|, |N
+(v2)∩C

′
j | ≤ δ|C ′

j|.

These combined with C ′
i ∩ C ′

j = ∅ imply that

|N+(v1) ∩N+(v2)| ≤ δ(|C ′
i|+ |C ′

j|). (3.3)
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Observe that

|C ′
i| = |N+(v1) ∩ C ′

i|+ |N+(v1) ∩ C ′
i| ≤ |N+(v1) ∩ C ′

i|+ δ|C ′
i|

= |N+(v1) ∩X ∩ C ′
i|+ |N+(v1) ∩X ∩ C ′

i|+ δ|C ′
i|

≤ |N+(v1) ∩X ∩ C ′
i|+ 3δ|X|+ δ|C ′

i| ≤ (1 + 3δ)|X|+ δ|C ′
i|

where the second inequality follows from v1 being 3δ−good with respect to X. Therefore

we have |C ′
i| ≤

1+3δ
1−δ

|X|. Using similar arguments we get |C ′
j | ≤

1+3δ
1−δ

|X|. These combined

with (3.3) imply

|N+(v1) ∩N+(v2)| ≤ 2δ
1 + 3δ

1− δ
|X|. (3.4)

However, since δ < 1
9 we have 2δ(1 + 3δ) < (1 − 6δ)(1 − δ). This combined with (3.4)

contradicts with (3.2). Thus the statement follows.

Corollary 3.2. After the vertex removal step of Algorithm 2, no two vertices from distinct

C ′
i and C ′

j can be present in A(v).

Now we prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1: For a cluster Ai, let A
′
i be the set produced after the vertex removal

step of Algorithm 2 such that the cluster Ai is obtained by applying the vertex addition step

to A′
i.

We partition the proof of the theorem into three parts. Firstly, we show that each Ai is

either a subset of S or contains exactly one of the clusters C ′
j . Secondly, we prove that for

all j we can find an i such that C ′
j ⊆ Ai. Finally, we prove that Ai is 11δ−clean for all i.

Claim 3.1. For each cluster Ai output by Algorithm 2 either (i) Ai ⊆ S or (ii) there exists

unique j such that C ′
j ⊆ Ai.

Proof. Firstly, we consider the case when A′
i ⊆ S. We want to show that during the vertex

14



addition step of Algorithm 2, no vertex u ∈ C ′
j can enter A′

i for any j. For u to enter A′
i one

of the necessary conditions is |N+(u)∩A′
i| ≥ (1− 7δ)|A′

i|. Then, since |N
+(u)∩C ′

i| ≤ δ|C ′
i|

and C ′
j ∩A′

i = ∅ it follows that

δ|C ′
i| ≥ (1− 7δ)|A′

i| (3.5)

The other necessary condition is |N+(u)∩A′
i| ≤ 7δ|A′

i|. Since |N
+(u)∩C ′

i| ≥ (1− δ)|C ′
i|

and C ′
j ∩A′

i = ∅ we have

(1− δ)|C ′
j| ≤ 7δ|A′

i| (3.6)

However since δ = 1
44 , (3.5) and (3.6) contradict with each other. Thus Ai ⊆ S.

Now we consider the second case. In particular, we assume that there exists u ∈ C ′
j

for some j such that u ∈ A′
i. We want to show that (1) C ′

j ⊆ Ai and (2) Ai ∩ C ′
k = ∅ for

all k 6= j. First, we show that (2) holds. Observe that no vertex v ∈ C ′
k for k 6= j can

appear in A′
i due to Corollary 3.2. For u ∈ C ′

k to enter A′
i during the vertex addition step

of Algorithm 2 one of the necessary conditions is |N+(v)∩A′
i| ≥ (1− 7δ)|A′

i|. Furthermore,

|N+(u) ∩ A′
i| ≥ (1− 3δ)|A′

i| which implies that

|N+(u) ∩N+(v)| ≥ (1− 10δ)|A′
i| (3.7)

Similarly, |N+(v)∩C ′
k
| ≤ δ|C ′

k| and |N+(u)∩C ′
j| ≤ δ|C ′

j | hold. Since C
′
j ∩C ′

k = ∅ it follows

that

|N+(u) ∩N+(v)| ≤ δ(|C ′
j|+ |C ′

k|) (3.8)

15



Observe that

(1− δ)|C ′
j| ≤ |N+(u)| ≤ (1 + 3δ)|A′

i| (3.9)

and

(1− δ)|C ′
k| ≤ |N+(v)| ≤ (1 + 7δ)|A′

i| (3.10)

Then (3.9), (3.10) together with (3.8) imply that

|N+(u) ∩N+(v)| ≤
δ

1− δ
(|N+(u)|+ |N+(v)|) ≤

δ

1− δ
(2 + 10δ)|A′

i| (3.11)

Since δ = 1
44 , (3.11) contradicts with (3.7). Thus we show that Ai ∩ C ′

k = ∅ for k 6= j.

Now we show that condition (1) holds. That is, we want to prove that C ′
j ⊆ Ai. Observe

that (3.9) implies |C ′
j| < 2|A′

i|. Then we have

|A′
i ∩ C ′

j | ≥ |A′
i ∩N+(u)| − |N+(u) ∩ C ′

j | ≥ |A′
i ∩N+(u)| − δ|C ′

j | ≥ (1− 5δ)|A′
i|. (3.12)

We now show that all remaining vertices from C ′
j enter Ai during the vertex addition

step of Algorithm 2. Consider a vertex w ∈ C ′
j such that w 6∈ A′

i. Since C ′
j is δ−clean we

have |N+(w)∩C ′
j| ≤ δ|C ′

j|. Furthermore, (3.12) implies |A′
i ∩C ′

j | ≤ 5δ|A′
i|. Then it follows

that

|A′
i ∩N+(w)| ≤ 5δ|A′

i|+ δ|C ′
j| ≤ 7δ|A′

i|.

Similarly we have |C ′
j ∩ N+(w)| ≤ δ|C ′

j | < 2δ|A′
i| and |A′

i ∩ C ′
j | ≤ 5δ|A′

i| together which

imply

|A′
i ∩N+(w)| ≤ 7δ|A′

i|. (3.13)
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Thus w is 7δ−good with respect to A′
i, and will be added in the vertex addition step of

Algorithm 2. The claim follows.

Now we show that for all j there exists an i such that C ′
j ⊆ Ai.

Claim 3.2. ∀j, ∃i such that C ′
j ⊆ Ai.

Proof. Let v ∈ C ′
j be a vertex picked by Algorithm 2. We show that during the vertex

removal step, no vertex w ∈ N+(v) ∩ C ′
j is removed from A(v). The proof follows by

an induction on the number of vertices removed so far (r) in the vertex removal step by

Algorithm 2. The base case (r = 0) follows from Lemma 3.4 since every vertex in C ′
j is

3δ−good with respect to N+(v). For the induction step assume N+(v) ∩ C ′
j ⊆ A(v) thus

far. We show that every vertex w ∈ C ′
j is still 3δ−good with respect to the intermediate

A(v). Since C ′
j is δ−clean, we have |N+(w)∩C ′

j| ≥ (1−δ)|C ′
j| and |N+(v)∩C ′

j | ≥ (1−δ)|C ′
j|

which imply |N+(w) ∩N+(v) ∩ C ′
j | ≥ (1− 2δ)|C ′

j|. Then

|N+(w) ∩A(v)| ≥ |N+(w) ∩N+(v) ∩ C ′
j | ≥ (1− 2δ)|C ′

j| ≥
1− 2δ

1 + δ
|A(v)| > (1− 3δ)|A(v)|

where the third inequality follows from |A(v)| ≤ |N+(v)| ≤ (1+δ)|C ′
j |. For the same reasons

we have |A(v) ∩ C ′
j| ≤ δ|C ′

j|, |N
+(w) ∩ C ′

j | ≤ δ|C ′
j| and |C ′

j | ≤
1

1−δ
|A(v)|. Then it follows

that

|N+(w) ∩ A(v)| = |N+(w) ∩A(v) ∩ C ′
j |+ |N+(w) ∩A(v) ∩ C ′

j |

≤ 2δ|C ′
j| ≤

2δ

1− δ
|A(v)| < 3δ|A(v)|.

Thus w ∈ C ′
j is 3δ− good with respect to A(v) is not removed which ends the proof

of induction. We proved that A′
i contains at least (1 − δ)|C ′

j vertices of C ′
j at the end of

the vertex removal step, and hence by Claim 3.2, C ′
j ⊆ Ai after the vertex addition step of

Algorithm 2.

Finally we show that every non-singleton cluster is 11δ−clean.
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Claim 3.3. Each non-singleton cluster Ai is 11δ−clean.

Proof. At the end of vertex removal step, ∀x ∈ A′
i, x is 3δ−good with respect to A′

i which

implies |N+(x) ∩ A′
i| ≤ 3δ|A′

i|. So the total number of positive edges leaving A′
i is at most

3δ|A′
i|
2. Since, in the vertex addition step, we add vertices that are 7δ−good with respect

to A′
i, the number of newly added vertices can be at most 3δ|A′

i|
2/(1 − 7δ)|A′

i| < 4δ|Ai|.

Thus |Ai| ≤ (1 + 4δ)|A′
i|. Since all vertices v ∈ Ai are at least 7δ−good with respect to A′

i

it follows that

|N+(v) ∩Ai| ≥ (1− 7δ)|A′
i| ≥

1− 7δ

1 + 4δ
|Ai| ≥ (1− 11δ)|Ai|.

Similarly, we have |N+(v) ∩ Ai| ≤ 7δ|A′
i| ≤ 11δ|Ai|. And the statement follows.

Claim 3.2 and Claim 3.3 finalize the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Now we bound the number of mistakes of A output by Algorithm 2 in terms of OPT and

OPT′. Call edges in disagreement that have both end points in some clusters Ai and Aj as

internal mistakes and those that have an end point in Z as external mistakes. Similarly in

OPT
′, call edges in disagreement that have both end points in some clusters C ′

i and C ′
j as

internal mistakes and those having one end point in S as external mistakes. We bound the

mistakes in two steps: The following lemma bounds external mistakes.

Lemma 3.6. The total number of external mistakes of Algorithm 2 is at most the number

of external mistakes of OPT′.

Proof. From Theorem 3.1, it follows that Z ∩ C ′
i = ∅ for all i. Thus, Z ⊆ S. Any external

mistake made by Algorithm 2 corresponds to a positive edge in disagreement which is adja-

cent to some singleton cluster in Z. These edges are also in disagreement with OPT′ since

they are incident on singleton clusters in S. Hence the lemma follows.

Now consider the internal mistakes of A. Observe that it is sufficient to consider the

graph induced by V ′ =
⋃

i

Ai. Furthermore, the cost of the optimal clustering on the graph
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induced by V ′ is at most mOPT. Since 11δ ≤ 1
4 we can apply Lemma 3.2 to bound the

number of internal mistakes.

Lemma 3.7. The total number of internal mistakes of Algorithm 2 is at most 4mOPT.

Summing up results from the Lemma 3.6 and 3.7, and using Lemma 3.3, we get the main

theorem of this chapter.

Theorem 3.2. Algorithm 2 gives a ( 9
δ2

+ 5)−approximation for δ = 1
44 .
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CHAPTER 4

CHARIKAR-GURUSWAMI-WIRTH ALGORITHM

In this chapter, we describe the 4−approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering

problem by Charikar, Guruswami, and Wirth [7]. It is a considerable improvement compared

to 17429, the approximation guarantee of the algorithm described in Chapter 3. In addi-

tion to the improvement in the approximation factor, Charikar et al. [7] introduce a linear

programming (LP) relaxation which has now become the dominant approach to attack this

problem.

We start with describing the LP relaxation. We first give an integer programming formu-

lation of the Correlation Clustering problem. For every pair of vertices u and v, the integer

program (IP) has a variable xuv ∈ {0, 1}, which indicates whether u and v belong to the

same cluster:

xuv =











0 if u and v belong to the same cluster;

1 otherwise.

We require that xuv = xvu, xuu = 0 and all xuv satisfy the triangle inequality. That is,

xuv + xvw ≥ xuw.

Every feasible IP solution x defines a clustering C = (C1, . . . , CT ) in which two vertices u

and v belong to the same cluster if and only if xuv = 0. A positive edge (u, v) is in disagree-

ment with this clustering if and only if xuv = 1; a negative edge (u, v) is in disagreement

with this clustering if and only if xuv = 0. Thus, the cost of the clustering is given by the

following linear function:

∑

(u,v)∈E+

xuv +
∑

(u,v)∈E−

(1− xuv).

We now replace all integrality constraints xuv ∈ {0, 1} in the integer program with linear

constraints xuv ∈ [0, 1]. The obtained linear program is given in Figure 4.1. We refer to
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min
∑

(u,v)∈E+

xuv +
∑

(u,v)∈E−

(1− xuv).

subject to

xuw ≤ xuv + xvw for all u, v, w ∈ V

xuv = xvu for all u, v ∈ V

xuu = 0 for all u ∈ V

xuv ∈ [0, 1] for all u, v ∈ V

Figure 4.1: Standard LP relaxation

each variable xuv as the length of the edge (u, v).

Now we describe the algorithm. It takes an optimal solution of this LP as an input and

rounds it to an integral solution. Loosely speaking, it iteratively picks an arbitrary pivot

and clusters together the vertices adjacent to the pivot with edges of LP length at most 1
2 .

In case the average LP weight of this set is at most 1
4 , the algorithm outputs it as a cluster,

otherwise discards it and outputs the pivot as a singleton cluster. We give a pseudo-code for

this algorithm in Algorithm 3.

We start with an informal explanation to give an intuition about the algorithm. Let

u = pt be the pivot picked at step t by Algorithm 3. Let Ct denote the cluster constructed

at this step. Consider a negative mistake (i, j) ∈ E− such that i, j ∈ Ct. If xui and xuj are

small then LP weight of (i, j) is high since 1 − xij ≥ 1 − (xui + xuj). Thus, we can charge

the mistake (i, j) to its high LP weight. However if xui and xuj are close to 1
2 rather than

0 then 1− (xui + xuj) is small. In this case, (i, j) doesn’t have a strong guarantee to “pay”

for itself.

Similarly, consider a positive mistake (i, j) ∈ E+ such that i ∈ Ct and j 6∈ Ct. If xui is

small then xij ≥ xuj −xui ≥
1
2 −xui ≈

1
2 . Thus, we can charge the mistake (i, j) to its high

LP weight. However, in case xui is close to 1
2 , it is possible that xij is small. Again (i, j)

doesn’t have a strong guarantee to “pay” for itself. In other words, having many vertices
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in Ct far away from u is problematic. To eliminate this possibility we check whether the

“mass” of the cluster is distributed on its boundary or not in Step 6 of Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Rounding Algorithm

1: Let V1 = V be the set of active vertices and t = 1.
2: while Vt 6= ∅ do
3: Pick an arbitrary pivot pt ∈ Vt.
4: Let S = {v ∈ Vt| xptv ≤ 1

2} \ {pt}.
5: Create a new cluster Ct and add pt to Ct.
6: if 1

|S|

∑

v∈S
xptv ≤ 1

4 then

7: Ct = Ct ∪ S.
8: end if
9: Let Vt+1 = Vt \ Ct and t = t+ 1.
10: end while
11: return C = {C1, . . . , Ct−1}.

We formalize this discussion in the main theorem of this chapter.

Theorem 4.1. Algorithm 3 gives a 4−approximation.

Proof. We prove the result by showing that the cost of Algorithm 3 is at most 4LP. Observe

that at the end of step t of Algorithm 3 we remove the edges having an endpoint in the

cluster constructed at step t and never consider them again. Thus, the main strategy is

bounding the number of mistakes made at step t by the LP weight of the edges removed at

step t. Let u = pt be a pivot picked at step t. The analysis is split into two cases: (i) Ct is

a singleton or (ii) Ct contains multiple vertices.

Consider the case when Ct = {u}. The edges incident to u are removed at step t and only

those with positive labels are in disagreement with Ct. Furthermore, we have
∑

v∈S
xuv >

|S|
4 .

For a negative edge (u, v) such that v ∈ S, its LP weight is 1 − xuv ≥ xuv since xuv ≤ 1
2 .

Then,

∑

v∈S:
(u,v)∈E+

xuv +
∑

v∈S:
(u,v)∈E−

(1− xuv) ≥
|S|

4
. (4.1)
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Observe that the number of positive edges (u, v) such that v ∈ S can be at most |S|.

Thus (4.1) implies that the number of such edges in disagreement is at most four times the

LP weight of edges having an endpoint in S.

For a positive edge (u, v) such that v 6∈ S its LP weight xuv ≥ 1
2 . Thus, the number of

such edges in disagreement is at most twice the LP weight of the edges having an endpoint

in Vt \ S. This finalizes the proof for Ct = {u} case.

In case Ct = {u} ∪ S we analyze negative and positive mistakes separately. We start

with negative mistakes.

Consider a negative mistake (i, j) such that i, j ∈ Ct.Without loss of generality xui ≤ xuj ,

i.e., i is closer to u than j. If xuj ≤ 3
8 then xij ≤ xuj + xui ≤

3
8 + 3

8 = 3
4 and LP weight

of (i, j) is at least 1
4 . Now consider the case where xuj ∈ (38 ,

1
2 ]. Observe that this is the

problematic case. In particular, if i is also close to boundary, i.e., xui ≈
1
2 then it is possible

that xij ≈ 1, thus LP weight of (i, j) is too small to compensate itself.

In this case we charge all the negative edges in disagreement (i, j) such that xui ≤ xuj

to its distant endpoint j. Furthermore, we associate total LP weight of all the edges (k, j)

(positive and negative) such that xuk ≤ xuj to its distant endpoint j. Observe that such

(k, j) is removed at step t since k ∈ Ct. Due to triangle inequality, this quantity is at least

∑

(i,j)∈E+:
xui≤xuj

(xuj − xui) +
∑

(i,j)∈E−:
xui≤xuj

(1− xuj − xui) = pjxuj + nj(1− xuj)−
∑

xui≤xuj

xui (4.2)

where pj denotes the number of positive edges (u, i) such that xui ≤ xuj . Similarly, nj

denotes the number of negative edges (u, i) such that xui ≤ xuj . Observe that

|S|

4
≥

∑

v∈S

xuv =
∑

xui≤xuj

xui +
∑

i∈S:
xui>xuj

xui >
∑

xui≤xuj

xui +
3

8
(|S| − pj − nj) (4.3)

where the first inequality follows from S ⊆ Ct and the second inequality follows from xuj ≥
3
8 .
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Since |S| ≥ pj + nj (4.3) implies 1
4(pj + nj) ≥

∑

xui≤xuj

xui. This together with (4.2) imply

that total LP weight associated with j is at least

pjxuj + nj(1− xuj)−
1

4
(pj + nj) (4.4)

Observe that the number of negative mistakes charged to j is simply nj . Furthermore, (4.4)

is a linear function of xuj ∈ (38 ,
1
2 ], thus obtaining its maximum at its boundary. It is equal

to
pj
8 +

3nj
8 at xuj =

3
8 and is equal to

pj
4 +

nj
4 at xuj =

1
2 . Since min{

pj
8 +

3nj
8 ,

pj
4 +

nj
4 } ≥

nj
4

and j is chosen arbitrarily, we have that the number of negative edges in disagreement with

Ct is at most four times the LP weight of the edges having both endpoints in Ct.

Now we consider the positive mistakes. We follow a similar argument used for the previous

case. Let (i, j) be a positive edge in disagreement. Without loss of generality xui ≤ xuj .

If xuj ≥ 3
4 then LP weight of (i, j) is at least xij ≥ xuj − xui ≥

1
4 . Now consider the case

xuj ∈ (12 ,
3
4). Observe that this is the problematic case. In particular, if i is also close to

boundary, i.e., xui ≈
1
2 then it is possible that xij ≈ 0, thus LP weight (i, j) is too small to

compensate for itself.

In this case we charge all the positive edges in disagreement (i, j) such that xui ≤ xuj

to its distant endpoint j. Furthermore, we associate total LP weight of all the edges (k, j)

(positive and negative) such that k ∈ Ct and xuk ≤ xuj to its distant endpoint j. Observe

that these edges are removed at step t. Due to triangle inequality, this quantity is at least

∑

(i,j)∈E+:
i∈Ct,

xui≤xuj

(xuj − xui) +
∑

(i,j)∈E−:
i∈Ct,

xui≤xuj

(1− xuj − xui) = pjxuj + nj(1− xuj)−
∑

i∈Ct

xui (4.5)

where pj denotes the number of violated positive edges with a distant endpoint j. Similarly

nj denotes the number of negative edges in Ct × {j}. Since we have
∑

i∈Ct

xui ≤
1
4 |S| and
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pj + nj = |S|, (4.5) is at least

pjxuj + nj(1− xuj)−
1

4
(pj + nj) (4.6)

which is a linear function in xuj ∈ (12 ,
3
4). Using the same arguments from previous case it

follows that (4.6) ranges between 1
4(pj + nj) and 1

2pj . Since min{14(pj + nj),
1
2pj} ≥ 1

4pj

and j is chosen arbitrarily, we have that the number of positive edges in disagreement with

Ct is at most four times the LP weight of the edges having exactly one endpoint in Ct. The

statement follows.

4.1 Integrality Gap

In this section we show that the integrality gap for the standard LP relaxation is at least

2. The result is due to Charikar, Guruswami, and Wirth [7]. In particular, we describe

an instance of Correlation Clustering problem with integrality ratio at least 2. Let GCC =

(V,E+, E−) be a complete graph with a special vertex c ∈ V and |V | = n+1. All the edges

of GCC are negative except the ones incident to c. That is, E+ = {(c, v)|v ∈ V and v 6= c}

and E− = V × V \ E+.

Theorem 4.2. The integrality ratio of the Correlation Clustering instance GCC = (V,E+, E−)

described above is at least 2.

Proof. First we show an upper bound on LP for GCC . In particular, we construct a feasible

solution with value at most n
2 . Consider the following solution

xe =















1
2 , if e ∈ E+

1, if e ∈ E−

It is easy to verify that {xe}e∈E+∪E− is a feasible solution to the standard LP. Further-

more, its value is
∑

e∈E+

xe+
∑

e∈E−

(1− xe) =
1
2 |E

+| = n
2 . Thus LP ≤ n

2 . Now we give a lower
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bound on the number of mistakes of an optimal clustering OPT. Let C be a cluster in OPT

containing c, and let r denote the number of remaining vertices in C, i.e., r = |C \ {c}|. The

number of edges in disagreement with C is n− r +
r(r−1)

2 = n− 1 +
(r−1)(r−2)

2 ≥ n− 1 for

r ≥ 0. Thus mOPT ≥ n−1. It follows that integrality ratio of GCC is at least
2(n−1)

n = 2− 2
n

which has limit 2 as n increases.
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CHAPTER 5

AILON-CHARIKAR-NEWMAN ALGORITHM

In this chapter, we present the 3−approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering

problem by Ailon, Charikar, and Newman [2]. It is a simple randomized algorithm which

is not based on LP relaxation. It is worth noting that Ailon et al. [2] also give an LP-

based 2.5−approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering problem. We discuss this

algorithm as a special case of the algorithm introduced in Chapter 6.

Now we describe the algorithm. Loosely speaking, it iteratively picks a random pivot

and clusters together the vertices adjacent to the pivot with positive edges. We give a

pseudo-code for this algorithm in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4 Algorithm KwikCluster

1: Let V1 = V be the set of active vertices and t = 1
2: while Vt 6= ∅ do
3: Pick a pivot pt ∈ Vt uniformly at random.
4: Create a new cluster Ct and add pt to Ct.
5: for all v ∈ Vt such that v 6= pt do
6: if (pt, v) ∈ E+ then
7: Ct = Ct ∪ {v}.
8: end if
9: end for
10: Let Vt+1 = Vt \ Ct and t = t+ 1.
11: end while
12: return {C1, . . . , Ct−1}.

As in Chapter 3 we use bad triangles to upper bound the cost of the algorithm.

Lemma 5.1. There exists a fractional packing of bad triangles, {rT }T∈T , such that the

expected cost of Algorithm 4 is equal to 3
∑

T∈T
rT .

Proof. Let (u, v) be a positive edge in disagreement. Then there must exist t ∈ N, w ∈ V

such that w = pt is chosen as a pivot and u, v, w ∈ Vt at step t and |Ct∩{u, v}| = 1. Observe

that for |Ct∩{u, v}| = 1 exactly one of (u, w) and (v, w) must be positive, i.e., T = (u, v, w)

must be a bad triangle.
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Similarly, let (u, v) be a negative edge in disagreement. Then there must exist t ∈ N, w ∈

V such that w = pt is chosen as a pivot and u, v, w ∈ Vt at step t and |Ct ∩ {u, v}| = 2.

Observe that for |Ct ∩ {u, v}| = 2 both (u, w) and (v, w) must be positive, i.e., T = (u, v, w)

must be a bad triangle.

In other words, an edge (u, v) is a mistake if and only if there exists a bad triangle

T = (u, v, w) such that one of its vertices is chosen as a pivot when all its vertices belong to

Vt for some t. Thus we can charge each mistake to some bad triangle.

For a bad triangle T = (u, v, w), let AT denote the event that all three u, v, w are in Vt

when one among them is chosen as a pivot for some step t. Let pT denote the probability of

AT . Let Be denote the event that an edge e is in disagreement. Conditioned on the event

AT , each one of the vertices of T is chosen as the pivot with probability 1
3 since a pivot

is chosen uniformly at random. Similarly, conditioned on the event AT , an edge e ∈ T is

a mistake due to T with probability 1
3 since it occurs only when a vertex other than its

endpoints is chosen as a pivot. Thus, for an edge e ∈ T

Pr[Be ∩AT ] = Pr[Be| AT ] Pr[AT ] =
1

3
pT .

Observe that for two different bad triangles T, T ′ ∈ T sharing an edge e, the events

Be ∩ AT and Be ∩ AT ′ are disjoint since an edge e can be charged to only one bad triangle

containing e. Therefore, for all e ∈ E,

∑

T∈T :
e∈T

1

3
pT ≤ 1.

That is, {13pT }T∈T is a fractional packing of bad triangles. Observe that a bad triangle

T is charged by a mistake only when AT occurs, and it can be charged at most once. Since

each mistake is charged to some bad triangle the expected cost of the algorithm is equal to
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∑

T∈T
pT . More formally, let ALG denote the cost of Algorithm 4, then

E[ALG] =
∑

e∈E

Pr[Be] =
∑

e∈E

∑

t∈T :
e∈T

Pr[Be ∩AT ] =
∑

e∈E

∑

t∈T :
e∈T

1

3
pT = 3

∑

T∈T

1

3
pT =

∑

T∈T

pT .

The statement follows.

Lemma 5.1 combined with Lemma 3.1 give the main theorem of this chapter.

Theorem 5.1. Algorithm 4 gives a 3−approximation.

Lastly, we show that the analysis of Algorithm 4 is tight. In particular, we give an

instance such that Algorithm 4 has expected cost at least three times the cost of an optimal

solution. Let GCC = (V,E+, E−) be a complete unweighted graph and u, v,∈ V be two

special vertices such that E− = {(u, v)} and E+ = V × V \ E−.

Observation 5.1. The expected cost of Algorithm 4 on GCC is at least 3mOPT.

Proof. Observe that mOPT ≥ 1 since (u, v, w) is a bad triangle for any w ∈ V \ {u, v}. And

clustering all the vertices together, C = V , obtains this lower bound. Thus mOPT = 1.

Now consider the very first iteration of Algorithm 4. If Algorithm 4 picks any vertex other

than u or v as a pivot then the clustering it outputs is C = V and probability of this event

is n−2
n . On the other hand, if it picks u or v as a pivot then the clustering it outputs is

C = (V \ {a}, {a}) where a is the vertex in {u, v} other than the pivot. The cost of such a

clustering is n− 2 and probability of this event is 2
n . Thus,

E[ALG] =
n− 2

n
· 1 +

2

n
· (n− 2) =

3(n− 2)

n
= 3−

6

n

and this expression has limit 3 as n increases. The statement follows.
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CHAPTER 6

CHAWLA-MAKARYCHEV-SCHRAMM-YAROSLAVTSEV

ALGORITHM

In this chapter we present the 2.06−approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering

problem by Chawla, Makarychev, Schramm, and Yaroslavtsev [9]. It is based on the standard

LP relaxation described in Chapter 4. Its approximation guarantee is almost matching the

integrality gap of 2 given in Section 4.1.

Now we describe the algorithm. It takes an optimal solution of the standard LP as an

input and rounds it to an integral solution. Loosely speaking, it iteratively picks a random

pivot and independently adds each vertex to a new cluster with probability based on the

LP length of an edge connecting it to the pivot. In particular, for a pivot p it adds u with

probability 1 − f+(xpu) if (p, u) is a positive edge, and with probability 1 − f−(xpu) if

(p, u) is a negative edge. Here f+, f− are functions which will be defined later. We give a

pseudo-code for this algorithm in Algorithm 5.

It is important to mention that Algorithm 5 can be considered as a generalization of the

2.5− approximation algorithm for the Correlation Clustering problem by Ailon, Charikar,

and Newman [2]. In particular, Ailon et al. [2] considered both f+ and f− to be identity

functions, i.e., f+(x) = f−(x) = x for all x.

Furthermore, the analysis of Algorithm 5 follows the general approach proposed by Ailon,

Charikar, and Newman [2]. Ailon et al. [2] observed that in order to get upper bounds on the

approximation factors of their algorithms, it is sufficient to consider how these algorithms

behave on triangles.

6.1 General Approach: Triangle-Based Analysis

Consider an instance of Correlation Clustering G = (V,E+, E−) on three vertices u, v,

w. Suppose that the edges (u, v), (v, w), and (u, w) have signs σuv, σvw, σuw ∈ {±}, re-
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Algorithm 5 Rounding Algorithm

1: Let V1 = V be the set of active vertices and t = 1.
2: while Vt 6= ∅ do
3: Pick a pivot pt ∈ Vt uniformly at random.
4: Create a new cluster Ct; add the pivot pt to Ct.
5: for all v ∈ Vt \ {pt} do
6: if (pt, v) ∈ E+ is a positive edge then
7: Add v to Ct with probability (1− f+(xptv)) independently of all other vertices.
8: else if (pt, v) ∈ E− is a negative edge then
9: Add v to Ct with probability (1− f−(xptv)) independently of all other vertices.
10: end if
11: end for
12: Let Vt+1 = Vt \ Ct and t = t+ 1.
13: end while
14: return C = {C1, . . . , Ct−1}.

spectively. We shall call this instance a triangle (u, v, w) and refer to the vector of signs

σ = (σvw, σuw, σuv) as the signature of the triangle (u, v, w).

Let us now assign arbitrary lengths xuv, xvw, and xuw satisfying the triangle inequality

to the edges (u, v), (v, w), and (u, w) and run one iteration of Algorithm 5 on the triangle

(u, v, w):

Algorithm 6 One iteration of Algorithm 5 on triangle (u, v, w)

Pick a random pivot p ∈ {u, v, w}.
Create a new cluster C. Insert p in C.
for all a ∈ {u, v, w} \ {p} do
if (p, a) ∈ E+ is a positive edge then
Add a to C with probability (1− f+(xpa)) independently of all other vertices.

else if (p, a) ∈ E− is a negative edge then
Add a to C with probability (1− f−(xpa)) independently of all other vertices.

end if
end for

Observe that a positive edge (u, v) is in disagreement with C if u ∈ C and v /∈ C or

u /∈ C and v ∈ C. Similarly, a negative edge (u, v) is in disagreement with C if u, v ∈ C. Let

cost(u, v | w) be the probability that the edge (u, v) is in disagreement with C given that w
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is the pivot:

cost(u, v | w) =















Pr[u ∈ C, v /∈ C or u /∈ C, v ∈ C | p = w], if σuv = “+”;

Pr[u ∈ C, v ∈ C | p = w], if σuv = “−”.

Similarly, let lp(u, v | w) be the probability that one or both of the vertices u and v are

in C given that w is the pivot:

lp(u, v | w) =















xuv · Pr[u ∈ C or v ∈ C | p = w], if σuv = “+”;

(1− xuv) · Pr[u ∈ C or v ∈ C | p = w], if σuv = “−”.

It follows that

cost(u, v | w) =















fσwu(xwu) + fσwv(xwv)− 2fσwu(xwu)f
σwv(xwv), if σuv = “+”;

(1− fσwu(xwu))(1− fσwv(xwv)), if σuv = “−”.

(6.1)

and

lp(u, v | w) =















xuv(1− fσwu(xwu)f
σwv(xwv)), if σuv = “+”;

(1− xuv)(1− fσwu(xwu)f
σwv(xwv)), if σuv = “−”.

(6.2)

We define two functions ALGσ(x, y, z) and LPσ(x, y, z). To this end, construct a triangle

(u, v, w) with signature σ edge lengths x, y, z (where xvw = x, xuw = y, xuv = z). Then,

define

ALGσ(x, y, z) = cost(u, v | w) + cost(u, w | v) + cost(v, w | u); (6.3)
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and

LPσ(x, y, z) = lp(u, v | w) + lp(u, w | v) + lp(v, w | u). (6.4)

Now we show that in order to upper bound the cost of Algorithm 5 it is sufficient to

analyze its performance on triangles. This observation is first used by Ailon, Charikar, and

Newman [2] and explicitly stated by Chawla, Makarychev, Schramm, and Yaroslavtsev [9].

Lemma 6.1. Consider functions f+, f− with f+(0) = f−(0) = 0. If for all signatures σ =

(σ1, σ2, σ3) (where each σi ∈ {±}) and edge lengths x, y, z satisfying the triangle inequality,

we have ALGσ(x, y, z) ≤ ρLPσ(x, y, z), then the approximation factor of Algorithm 5 is at

most ρ.

Proof. Our first task is to express the number of mistakes made by Algorithm 5 and the LP

weight in terms of ALGσ(·) and LPσ(·), respectively. In order to do this, we consider the

number of mistakes made by the algorithm at each step.

Consider step t of the algorithm. Let Vt denote the set of active (yet unclustered) vertices

at the start of step t. Let w ∈ Vt denote the pivot chosen at step t. The algorithm chooses

a set Ct ⊆ Vt as a cluster and removes it from the graph. Notice that for each u ∈ Ct, the

constraint imposed by each edge of type (u, v) ∈ E+ ∪E− is satisfied or violated right after

step t. Specifically, if (u, v) is a positive edge, then the constraint (u, v) is violated if exactly

one of the vertices u, v is in Ct. If (u, v) is a negative constraint, then it is violated if both

u, v are in Ct. Denote the number of mistakes at step t by ALGt. Thus,

ALGt =
∑

(u,v)∈E+

u,v∈Vt

1 (u ∈ Ct, v 6∈ Ct or u 6∈ Ct, v ∈ Ct) +
∑

(u,v)∈E−

u,v∈Vt

1 (u ∈ Ct, v ∈ Ct) .

Similarly, we can quantify the LP weight removed by the algorithm at step t, which we

denote by LPt. We count the contribution of all edges (u, v) ∈ E+ ∪ E− such that u ∈ Ct
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or v ∈ Ct. Thus,

LPt =
∑

(u,v)∈E+

u,v∈Vt

xuv · 1(u ∈ Ct or v ∈ Ct) +
∑

(u,v)∈E−

u,v∈Vt

(1− xuv) · 1(u ∈ Ct or v ∈ Ct).

Let ALG denote the cost of the algorithm. Note that the cost of the the algorithm is

the sum of the mistakes across all steps, that is ALG =
∑

tALGt. Moreover, as every edge

is removed exactly once from the graph, we can see that LP =
∑

t LPt. We will charge

the number of the mistakes at step t, ALGt, to the LP weight removed at step t, LPt.

Hence, if we show that E[ALGt] ≤ ρE[LPt] for every step t, then we can conclude that the

approximation factor of the algorithm is at most ρ, since

E[ALG] = E

[

∑

t

ALGt

]

≤ ρ · E

[

∑

t

LPt

]

= ρ · LP.

We now express ALGt and LPt in terms of cost(·) and lp(·) which are defined in Sec-

tion 6.1. This will allow us to group together the terms for each triplet u, v, w in the set of

active vertices and thus write ALGt and LPt in terms of ALGσ(·) and LPσ(·), respectively.

For analysis, we assume that for each vertex u ∈ V , there is a positive (similar) self-

loop (u, u). This edge is never in disagreement. Then, we can define cost(u, u | w) and

lp(u, u | w) formally as follows: cost(u, u | w) = Pr[u ∈ C, u 6∈ C | p = w] = 0 and

lp(u, u | w) = xuu · Pr[u ∈ C | p = w] = 0 (recall that xuu = 0 and f(0) = 0). Observe that

E[ALGt | Vt] =
∑

(u,v)∈E
u,v∈Vt

(

1

|Vt|

∑

w∈Vt

cost(u, v | w)

)

=
1

2|Vt|

∑

u,v,w∈Vt
u 6=v

cost(u, v | w) (6.5)

and

E[LPt | Vt] =
∑

(u,v)∈E
u,v∈Vt

(

1

|Vt|

∑

w∈Vt

lp(u, v | w)

)

=
1

2|Vt|

∑

u,v,w∈Vt
u 6=v

lp(u, v | w). (6.6)
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We divide the expressions on the right hand side by 2 because the terms cost(u, v | w)

and lp(u, v | w) are counted twice. Now adding the contribution of terms cost(u, u | w)

and lp(u, u | w) (both equal to 0) to (6.5) and (6.6), respectively and grouping the terms

containing u, v and w together, we get,

E[ALGt | Vt] =
1

6|Vt|

∑

u,v,w∈Vt

(

cost(u, v | w) + cost(u, w | v) + cost(w, v | u)

)

=
1

6|Vt|

∑

u,v,w∈Vt

ALGσ(x, y, z);

and

E[LPt | Vt] =
1

6|Vt|

∑

u,v,w∈Vt

(

lp(u, v | w) + lp(u, w | v) + lp(w, v | u)

)

=
1

6|Vt|

∑

u,v,w∈Vt

LPσ(x, y, z).

Thus, if ALGσ(x, y, z) ≤ ρLPσ(x, y, z) for all signatures and edge lengths x, y, z satisfy-

ing the triangle inequality, then E[ALGt | Vt] ≤ ρ · E[LPt | Vt], and, hence, E[ALG] ≤ ρ · LP

which finishes the proof.

Now we state the main theorem of this chapter.

Theorem 6.1. Algorithm 5 with rounding functions

f+(x) =































0, if x < a

(

x−a
b−a

)2
, if x ∈ [a, b],

1, if x ≥ b

f−(x) = x,

gives a (2.06 − ε)−approximation for a = 0.19 and b = 0.5095, and a constant ε with

0 < ε < 0.01.
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Proof Sketch: The analysis of Algorithm 5 relies on Lemma 6.1. It is sufficient to show that

ALGσ(x, y, z) ≤ ρ · LPσ(x, y, z),

holds for every triangle (u, v, w) with edge lengths (x, y, z) (satisfying the triangle inequality)

and signature σ = (σvw, σuw, σuv) where ρ = 2.06. To simplify the exposition, here we

demonstrate only the signature σ = (“+”, “−”, “−”).1

Before delving into the details, we describe the general proof strategy and give an intuition

for the choice of f+ and f−. The main idea is to represent ρ · LPσ(x, y, z)−ALGσ(x, y, z)

as a polynomial P(x, y, z, fσvw (x), fσuw(y), fσuv(z)) and show that it is nonnegative for all

possible edge lengths (x, y, z) satisfying the triangle inequality and for all possible signatures

σ. Observe that we can compute P by (6.1), (6.2), (6.3) and (6.4). Furthermore, it can

be shown that it is sufficient to analyze P for (x, y, z) such that triangle inequality is tight.

Now we give an informal explanation for the choice of f+ and f−.

For σ = (“+”, “−”, “−”) and edge lengths (0, x, x), P ≥ 0 implies

f−(x) ≥
√

1− ρ(1− x)

(recall that f−(0) = f+(0) = 0 must hold). The function f−(x) = x satisfies the above

condition for ρ = 2.06. Thus we take f−(x) = x, as this choice is an easy candidate for the

analysis.

Similarly, for σ = (“+”, “+”, “−”) and edge lengths (x, x, 2x),

P = −1 + ρ− 4x− 4x(−2 + ρx)f+(x)− (1 + ρ− 2ρx)f+(x)2.

1. The proof is technical and involves multiple case analysis. See Chawla et al. [9] (Appendix A) for the
complete proof.
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Solving P ≥ 0 in terms of f+(x) gives us the following lower bound on f+(x) for x ∈ [0, 12 ]

f+(x) ≥
8x− 4ρx2 −

√

(4ρx2 − 8x)2 − 4(1− ρ+ 4x)(1 + ρ− 2ρx)

2(1 + ρ− 2ρx)

Finally, for σ = (“+”, “+”, “+”) and edge lengths (x, x, 0), P ≥ 0 implies the following

upper bound on f+ for x ∈ [0, 1]

f+(x) ≤ 1−
√

1− ρx.

Furthermore, it can be shown that f+, f− defined in Theorem 6.1 satisfy the above conditions

for ρ = 2.06, a = 0.19 and b = 0.5095. Now we give a complete analysis of the signature

σ = (“+”, “−”, “−”).

Lemma 6.2. Let σ = (“+”, “−”, “−”). Then 2·LPσ(x, y, z) ≥ ALGσ(x, y, z) for all possible

edge lengths (x, y, z) satisfying the triangle inequality.

Proof. Due to (6.1) and (6.2) we have

cost(u, v | w) = (1− f−(y))(1− f+(x)), lp(u, v | w) = (1− z)(1 − f−(y)f+(x));

cost(u, w | v) = (1− f−(z))(1− f+(x)), lp(u, w | v) = (1− y)(1− f−(z)f+(x));

cost(v, w | u) = f−(y) + f−(z)(1 − 2f−(y)), lp(v, w | u) = x(1− f−(y)f−(z)).

Since f−(y) = y and f−(z) = z, (6.3) and (6.4) imply

ALGσ(x, y, z) = 2− 2yz − 2f+(x) + f+(x)y + f+(x)z,

LPσ(x, y, z) = 2 + x− y − z − xyz − f+(x)y − f+(x)z + 2f+(x)yz.
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Then

2 · LPσ(x, y, z)− ALGσ(x, y, z) =2(2 + x− y − z − xyz − f+(x)y − f+(x)z + 2f+(x)yz)

− (2− 2yz − 2f+(x) + f+(x)y + f+(x)z)

=2(1− y)(1− z) + 2x(1− yz) + f+(x)(2− 3z − 3y + 4yz)

≥2(1− y)(1− z) + 3f+(x)(1− z − y + yz)

=(1− y)(1− z)(2 + 3f+(x)) ≥ 0

where the first inequality follows from the assumption 2x ≥ f+(x). We note that the

function f+ is bounded above by 2x on [0, 1]. In particular, for x < a and x > b this

is clear immediately, and for x ∈ [a, b] we note that f+ is convex and f+(a) ≤ 2a and

f+(b) ≤ 2b.
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