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Abstract

We study proportionally fair clustering, where a set of k centers must be chosen
from a metric space to represent n agents, and no sufficiently large group of agents
should be collectively underrepresented. One of the central notions of fairness in this
setting is the α-core. The existence of clusterings in the (1+

√
2)-core was established

by Chen et al. [2019], who also showed instances where the α-core is empty for every
α < 2. Closing this gap has remained an open problem for seven years. We make
progress from the lower-bound side by providing an instance whose α-core is empty for
every α < 2.1508. Our techniques rely on establishing connections between variants
of the core, namely the Hare core and the Droop core; reducing the search for optimal
empty-core instances to a highly structured family of clustering instances; and using
a Mixed Integer Linear Program (MILP) to search for optimal lower-bound instances
within this reduced space. Using this framework, we also determine tight bounds for
Droop quota clustering instances with a small number of possible candidate centers
and a single center to be selected. For each number of centers m ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}, we
give the exact threshold α∗

m such that an α∗
m-core clustering always exists, while for

every α < α∗
m there is an instance with m centers whose α-core is empty. Although

these values were originally found through computer-aided search, we also provide
direct proofs that do not rely on MILP certificates.

1. Introduction

Clustering is a fundamental algorithmic task in unsupervised machine learning. Formally,
clustering tries to choose a set of k “centers” in a metric space to represent a set of n data points,
assigning each point to a nearby center. Classical objectives such as k-means and k-medians
attempt to solve this problem by optimizing a global objective function. While these methods
are widely used and have been highly successful in many machine learning applications, there
are settings where this approach is not ideal.

In many metric clustering problems, each data point corresponds to a person who wants to be
represented by a center as close to them as possible. One classic example is the facility location
problem, where a city must decide where to place schools or hospitals in a way that best serves
its constituents. In this problem, each data point corresponds to the location of one resident,
and each resident wants to be as close as possible to one of the new facilities.
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Another problem of this sort arises when attendees of a talk submit questions to be put to
the speaker, and a moderator must select k of them to ask. For each attendee, they would
like for their submitted question to be well-represented by one of the selected questions. If
their own question is not selected, they would at least like a question that is thematically or
semantically similar to be chosen. While this may not immediately seem like a problem that can
be represented in a metric space, recent research in the areas of natural language processing and
large language models has shown that natural language phrases can be accurately embedded into
a metric space so that distance in this space corresponds to semantic or preferential similarity
(see [Blair et al., 2026] for example).

In problems of this kind, it is known that optimization-based algorithms such as k-means and
k-medians may fail to choose a set of centers that fairly represents the people involved. To remedy
this, Chen et al. [2019] introduced a notion of fairness for clustering grounded in the notion of
proportional representation from social choice theory. A clustering X with k centers meets this
definition of fairness if no sufficiently large group of points is provably underrepresented by the
clustering. Formally, a group of ⌈n/k⌉ data points is underrepresented by a factor of α if there
exists an alternative center that is more than α times closer to each point in the group than any
of the k centers chosen by the clustering. If a clustering admits no such underrepresented group
for a given value of α, then it is said to be in the α-core (note that Chen et al. [2019] originally
referred to this property as “α-proportional fairness”. The term “core” for this property was
first used in Ebadian and Micha [2025], and is the terminology we use in this work). In their
seminal work, Chen et al. [2019] were able to establish that, when the data points lie in any
arbitrary metric space, a clustering in the (1 +

√
2)-core always exists. To complement this, they

also provided an instance in which no clustering in the α-core exists for any α < 2. Together,
these results left a gap of [2, 1 +

√
2] ≈ [2, 2.414].

In the subsequent 7 years since the paper of Chen et al. [2019], there have been many
papers [Micha and Shah, 2020, Aziz et al., 2024, Kellerhals and Peters, 2024, Cookson et al.,
2025] which built on the proportionally fair clustering model, iterating on the definitions, and
proving better upper and lower proportional fairness bounds for special cases of metric spaces.
However, for general metric spaces, there have been no improvements to the [2, 1 +

√
2] gap.

1.1. Our Contributions

We make progress on closing this gap from the lower-bound side. The main theorem of this
paper provides a new lower bound for proportionally fair clustering in general metric spaces:

Theorem 1.1 There exists a clustering instance where the α-core is empty for every α < 2.1508.

The primary mechanism used in the proof of Theorem 1.1 is computer-aided search. Specifically,
we construct a program that takes in a partial clustering instance and solves a series of linear
programs to construct a full clustering instance where the 2.1508-core is empty. The “proof”
of Theorem 1.1 takes the form of a certificate generated by a sequence of linear programs (see
appendix for a link to a GitHub repository containing the code for this program). The majority
of the paper is devoted to explaining the structure of this program, and proving why its output
guarantees this lower bound.
More specifically, our main insight relies on a connection established recently by Kellerhals

and Peters [2026] between proportionally fair clustering under the Hare quota (the traditional
version studied in previous clustering papers) and the Droop quota (a more restrictive definition
of proportional fairness most prominently studied by Aronov et al. [2021] under the name of the
β-plurality problem). In Section 3, we build on the connections developed by Kellerhals and
Peters [2026] by remarking that a lower bound for the core under the Droop quota implies the
same lower bound under the Hare quota. Next, in Section 5.1, we show that by focusing our
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search on a specific family of highly structured Droop-quota instances, we can efficiently search
through all relevant instances using a computer-aided approach. This search identifies instances
whose core is empty for α > 2.

In addition to using these techniques to prove the lower bound in Theorem 1.1, we also leverage
them to prove tight bounds on the core with the Droop quota and k = 1 when the number of
possible centers is small. For instances with m ≤ 6 centers, we determine the exact threshold
α∗
m such that an α∗

m-core clustering always exists, while for every α < α∗
m there is an instance

with m centers whose α-core is empty. Table 1 shows the exact optimal value of α attainable
for instances with different numbers of centers. Additionally, for each of these tight bounds on
small instances, we do not only provide a proof based on a computer-generated certificate. We
also prove them directly, giving interpretable lower-bound constructions and proofs for these
bounds. Most notably, for m = 6, we are able to show a relatively simple instance whose α-core
is empty for any α < 2.1019, improving on the lower bound established by Chen et al. [2019].
This complements our stronger LP-based lower bound of 2.1508, and may be more useful to
readers than the black-box LP certificate.

m α∗
m

3 2
4 2
5 2.0775
6 2.1019

Table 1: Tight α-values for instances with m centers for m ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}.

1.2. Related Work

Proportionally fair centroid clustering. As stated previously, Chen et al. [2019] introduced the
notion of proportional fairness to the clustering setting, and established the upper and lower
bounds of 1+

√
2 and 2 for general metric spaces, with the upper bound being achieved using the

Greedy Capture algorithm. Micha and Shah [2020] showed that in specific metric spaces, Greedy
Capture achieved a better approximation ratio than 1 +

√
2. Specifically, in Euclidean spaces

with the L2 norm, Greedy Capture achieves a 2-approximation of the core. Additionally, they
showed that in metric spaces induced by trees, a perfectly fair clustering in the 1-core always
exists.
Several papers have suggested notions other than the core that aim to capture proportional

fairness in the clustering setting. Aziz et al. [2024] introduce an alternate fairness definition for
clustering which they term “Proportionally Representative Fairness” (PRF), which is directly
inspired by notions of Proportional Justified Representation (PJR) from multi-winner voting.
They introduce an algorithm that achieves PRF while also achieving a constant approximation
of the core. Kellerhals and Peters [2024] establish several further connections to multi-winner
voting by adapting additional notions to the clustering setting.

Algorithms for proportionally fair clustering have been used and adapted for many interesting
applications. Ebadian and Micha [2025] show how clustering can be used to model the process of
sortition, and introduce an adaptation of the greedy capture algorithm that can randomly select
a panel of citizens in a way that is proportionally fair. Aziz et al. [2026] showed how algorithms
from proportionally fair clustering can be applied to find fair placements of transit stops.

β-plurality problem. Independently of the development of proportionally fair clustering, several
papers have also studied the β-plurality problem. We describe this problem formally in Section 2,
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but it is essentially the proportionally fair clustering problem, where only a single center is
chosen, and there is a smaller threshold (the Droop quota) for when agents can deviate. Aronov
et al. [2021] introduced this model and showed bounds on the problem for special cases such as
when the possible center can be selected from any point in Rd. Filtser and Filtser [2024] showed
an upper bound of 1 +

√
2 and a lower bound of 2 under general metric spaces. Kellerhals and

Peters [2026] formally established the connection between the β-plurality problem and centroid
clustering. Most notably for our work, they observed that these two problems have the same
bounds in general metric spaces, and suggested that a reasonable strategy for improving these
bounds would be to focus on the “simpler” β-plurality problem. This is exactly the approach we
take in this paper.

Clustering with other preferences. The version of fair clustering discussed in this paper, where
the agent’s preferences are determined by their distances to the selected centers, is often referred
to as centroid clustering. Proportional fairness has also been applied to non-centroid clustering,
where rather than selecting a set of k centers in the metric space to map the agents to, agents are
directly partitioned into k different groups, and have preferences dependent on the other agents
who appear in their group. This setting was first introduced by Caragiannis et al. [2024] (though
special cases of this problem were also studied previously in papers such as [Arkin et al., 2009],
calling the problem the “Geometric stable roommates problem”). Most notably, Caragiannis
et al. [2024] showed that when each agent’s preferences are derived from their maximum distance
to any other agent in their assigned cluster, then a slight modification of the Greedy Capture
algorithm achieves a 2-approximation of the core. Later, Bredereck et al. [2025] complemented
this with a lower bound of 21/5 in this setting. These are the best upper and lower bounds
known for non-centroid clustering under general metric spaces. Cookson et al. [2025] introduced
a single model that unified centroid and non-centroid clustering. They highlighted the subtle
differences between the Greedy Capture algorithms that achieved core approximations in each
setting, and introduced a new algorithm that could find a clustering in the 3-core for a new
family of preferences where agents take both their assigned center and the other agents in their
cluster into consideration.

Computer searches for improved bounds in social choice. Finally, we highlight some other
papers which use computer-aided search and (Mixed Integer) Linear Programs (MILP) to tackle
various problems of similar flavor in social choice theory. Peters [2025] recently showed that a
committee in the core always exists for approval-based committee elections with small numbers
of candidates. The key argument to do this was based on a reduction to a linear program that
could be solved using a computer for small instances. Berker et al. [2026] also study the core
in approval-based committee elections, and search for core-violating instances using a MILP
formulation, resolving several open problems regarding the compatibility of the core with other
notions from this field.

2. Preliminaries

For a positive integer t, denote [t] = {1, 2, . . . , t} and [t]0 = {0, 1, . . . , t− 1}.

Clustering instances. A clustering instance I = (N,C, d, k) consists of a set of n agents N = [n],
a set ofm centers C = {c0, c1, . . . , cm−1}, a (pseudo-)metric d : (N∪C)×(N∪C) → R≥0 satisfying
the triangle inequality, and a positive integer k ≤ m specifying how many centers are to be
chosen. A clustering is a subset X ⊆ C with |X| = k. For agent i ∈ N , the loss under X is
ℓi(X) = minc∈X d(i, c).
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When several agents occupy the same point in the metric space, it is natural to represent
them compactly as a single agent with fractional weight. A weighted instance augments a
clustering instance with a weight function w : N → Q≥0 normalized so that

∑
i∈N wi = 1, where

wi captures the fraction of the population located at point i. Any weighted instance can be
thought of as representing a standard unweighted one by scaling to a common denominator; the
two formulations are equivalent. Weighted instances are useful not only because they provide
a more compact representation of instances, but also as the continuous nature of the weight
function allows us to search over instances via computer-aided search more easily. We adopt
weighted instances as the default throughout this paper, writing I = (N,C, d, k, w) in full and
I = (N,C, d, w) when k = 1. If an instance is specified without explicit weights, we assume
wi = 1/n for all i ∈ N .

The core and proportional fairness. Under the Hare quota, any group of agents with total
weight ≥ 1/k is collectively entitled to one center. A clustering X is in the α-core (for α ≥ 1) if no
entitled group can jointly α-improve: there is no center y ∈ C and set S ⊆ N with

∑
i∈S wi ≥ 1/k

such that
α · d(i, y) < ℓi(X) for all i ∈ S.

We say such a pair (S, y) is a blocking coalition and that the agents in S α-deviate (from X) to y.

The Droop quota and Droop core. The Droop quota entitles any group of agents with total
weight > 1/(k + 1) to one center. The α-Droop core is defined identically to the α-core but
with the Droop quota replacing the Hare quota. Thus, X is in the α-Droop core if there is
no center y ∈ C and no set S ⊆ N with

∑
i∈S wi > 1/(k + 1) such that (S, y) is a blocking

coalition. For k = 1 the Droop quota reduces to a strict majority of weight (
∑

i∈S wi > 1/2), so
a clustering is in the α-Droop core exactly when no strict-majority group can all α-deviate to a
single alternative center.
As originally pointed out by Kellerhals and Peters [2026], the α-Droop core with k = 1 is

closely related to the β-plurality problem [Aronov et al., 2021]. The key distinction is that the
β-plurality problem typically allows any point in the underlying metric space to be chosen as
a center, in particular this implies that N ⊆ C. In our work, we will not assume this stronger
restriction on instances, and allow C to be an arbitrary set of points.

3. A formal connection between Droop quota and Hare quota

To establish a new lower bound for proportionally fair clustering, it suffices to find an instance
whose α-core is empty for some α > 2 and some value of k. Thus, one would assume the easiest
place to start to be the simplest possible setting, namely k = 1. When k = 1, the problem of
clustering reduces to selecting a single center to represent all agents. However, since we are
primarily interested in lower bounds for Hare quota clustering, the most common formulation of
the problem, this setting is trivial: when k = 1, any deviating coalition must have total weight
at least 1/k = 1. Since all weights sum to 1, the coalition must include all agents. Hence, every
center that is (weakly) Pareto optimal will be in the core, and a center in the 1-core must always
exist.

However, this trivial existence no longer holds when we instead use the Droop quota. As first
observed by Kellerhals and Peters [2026], proportionally fair clustering using the Droop quota
has the same upper and lower bounds of [2, 1+

√
2] as Hare quota clustering. In the Droop quota

case, when k = 1, any group of agents with total weight strictly greater than 1/(1 + 1) = 1/2
can deviate.
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Here, we formally prove a strong connection between these two quotas. We show that any
lower bound for Droop quota instances directly implies the same lower bound for Hare quota
instances.

Theorem 3.1 Let α be a constant. Then, α is a lower bound for the Droop core if and only if α
is a lower bound for the (Hare) core.

Proof. If α is a lower bound for the Hare core, then it trivially is a lower bound for the Droop
core, since the Droop quota is at most the Hare quota. Thus, any blocking coalition of Hare size
is also a blocking coalition of Droop size.
Conversely, let I = (N,C, d, k, w) be a weighted instance for an α-lower bound for the

Droop core. Since any weighted instance is equivalent to a uniform-weight one (see Section 2),
assume without loss of generality that wi = 1/n for all i ∈ N . The Droop quota is then
ℓ = ⌊ n

k+1⌋+ 1 > n
k+1 agents, equivalently total weight ≥ ℓ/n > 1/(k + 1). Construct a weighted

instance I ′ = (N ′, C ′, d′, k′, w′) by taking ℓ copies of (N,C), each infinitely far away from each
other, giving each agent weight 1

nℓ . Let k
′ = n. The Hare quota of I ′ is 1/k′ = 1/n. Consider

any choice of k′ = n centers in I ′. Since there are ℓ > n
k+1 copies of I and n selected centers, at

least one copy has at most k centers being selected from it. Otherwise, each copy would receive
at least k + 1 centers, requiring more than ℓ · (k + 1) > n centers. In that copy, the original
Droop lower bound instance applies, as each agent in the copy attains her loss by a center in the
copy. Since the α-Droop core is empty in the original instance, there is a set of agents with total
weight at least ℓ

nℓ =
1
n = 1

k′ who α-deviate. This meets the Hare quota of I ′, so this set forms a
Hare blocking coalition.

Most notably, Theorem 3.1 tells us that if we can find an instance with k = 1 where the
α-Droop core is empty for some α > 2, then there exists an instance (with k > 1) where the
α-(Hare) core is also empty. Thus, for the remainder of the paper, we will exclusively focus on
Droop quota instances with k = 1.
For the interested reader, Theorem 3.1 has other implications that are less relevant to the

main results of this paper. One may notice that the proof of the theorem does not use the fact
that agents’ preferences are derived from a metric space. In fact, this theorem holds generally
for a much larger class of voting instances. In the appendix (Appendix A), we provide a detailed
discussion of the implications of this theorem (and some extensions of it) to Approval-Based
Committee voting.
This theorem also allows us to easily derive new results for well-studied special cases of

clustering, such as the case where N = C (the set of agents and the set of centers are exactly the
same). In the appendix (Appendix B), we leverage an instance of Filtser and Filtser [2024] along
with Theorem 3.1 to show a lower bound of 2 for clustering in this setting in general metric
spaces. A similar result has also been proven by Trinh [2024], but we believe our proof is quite
simple in comparison.

4. Deviation Graphs and Deviation Cycles

We will begin by discussing the main technical tool we use to analyze clustering instances and
derive our lower bounds. The deviation graph Gα(I) of an instance I provides the central tool
for reasoning about the α-Droop core with k = 1.

The deviation graph. Fix α ≥ 1, k = 1 and a weighted instance I = (N,C, d, w). The deviation
graph Gα(I) is the directed graph with vertex set C and edge set E defined by

(x, y) ∈ E ⇐⇒
∑

i∈N :α·d(i,y)<d(i,x)

wi >
1

2
.
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An edge (x, y) encodes that a strict-majority weight of agents would α-deviate to y from x. When
the instance I is clear from context, we write Gα for Gα(I).
Rather than reasoning directly about which subsets of agents can form blocking coalitions,

we encode all deviation information into a directed graph on the set of centers, and reduce the
question of core existence to a simple structural property of that graph: the presence or absence
of a vertex with no outgoing edges.

Cycles and deviation sets. A key observation that will drive most of our results is regarding
the existence of cycles in these deviation graphs. Particularly, we say that a sink of Gα(I) is a
center c∗ with no outgoing edges; by definition, any center that is a sink is in the α-Droop core,
as no majority-weighted coalition of agents would want to α-deviate from that center to some
other center in the instance. Therefore, if some instance I has an empty α-Droop core for some
value of α, then its deviation graph Gα(I) will contain no sinks. Any directed graph with no
sinks must contain at least one directed cycle.

We write a directed cycle of length T as c0c1 · · · cT−1c0, using the index set [T ]0 = {0, 1, . . . , T−
1} with all arithmetic on indices taken modulo T . For each t ∈ [T ]0, define the (α-)deviation set

St = {i ∈ N : α · d(i, ct) < d(i, ct−1)},

that is, the agents who would α-deviate from ct−1 to ct.
If some deviation graph contains a cycle c0c1 · · · cT−1c0, then since (ct−1, ct) ∈ E for every

t ∈ [T ]0, we also have that
∑

i∈St
wi > 1/2. This implies that consecutive deviation sets overlap:∑

i∈St
wi +

∑
i∈St+1

wi > 1, so St ∩ St+1 ̸= ∅. Throughout the paper, when reasoning about
cycles that appear in deviation graphs, we will use it to denote the agent that is guaranteed to
exist in St ∩ St+1 for each t.

Figure 1 illustrates these definitions with a concrete example. Let I = ({i0, i1, i2}, {c0, c1, c2}, d, w)
be the instance (a), where wi0 = wi1 = wi2 = 1/3 and each agent is at distance 1 from one center,
distance 2 from a second, and distance 4 from a third. For any α < 2, each agent α-deviates
from their distance-2 center to their distance-1 center, and from their distance-4 center to their
distance-2 center. Thus, for every center, a strict majority of the agents, of total weight 2/3,
would deviate away from it. The deviation graph Gα(I) (b) is a directed 3-cycle c0c1c2c0 for
every α < 2. This graph contains no sink, so the α-Droop core is empty for every α < 2. The
deviation sets are S1 = {i0, i1}, S2 = {i1, i2}, S0 = {i0, i2}, shown as edge labels, and the pairwise
overlaps are i0 ∈ S0 ∩ S1, i1 ∈ S1 ∩ S2, and i2 ∈ S2 ∩ S0.

c0 c1

c2

i0

i1

i2

1

1

1

2

2

2

4

4

4

(a) Instance

c0 c1

c2

{i0, i1}

{i1, i2}{i0, i2}

(b) Deviation graph Gα(I), α < 2

Figure 1: An example instance (a) and its deviation graph (b). Solid, dashed, and dotted edges in (a)
indicate distances 1, 2, and 4, respectively.

To ease into the analysis of deviation graphs and their cycles, we will show a simple alternative
proof of the fact that a center in the (1 +

√
2)-Droop core always exists when k = 1 [Kellerhals
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and Peters, 2026]. The following lemma shows a key relationship between the distances of the
overlapping agents in a cycle to their associated centers.

Lemma 4.1 Let I = (N,C, d, w) be a weighted instance and let c0c1 · · · cT−1c0 be a directed cycle
in Gα(I) for some α > 1, with deviation sets St and overlap agents it ∈ St ∩ St+1 for each
t ∈ [T ]0. Then

d(it+1, ct+1) <
α+ 1

α(α− 1)
d(it, ct).

Proof. This follows from the inequalities

α · d(it+1, ct+1) < d(it+1, ct)

≤ d(it+1, ct+1) + d(it, ct+1) + d(it, ct)

< d(it+1, ct+1) +

(
1

α
+ 1

)
d(it, ct),

where the first inequality uses it+1 ∈ St+1, the second uses the triangle inequality, and the third
uses it ∈ St+1. Rearranging yields

d(it+1, ct+1) <
α+ 1

α(α− 1)
d(it, ct).

Lemma 4.1 is useful as we can apply it repeatedly around a cycle, starting by bounding
d(i0, c0) in terms of d(iT−1, cT−1), then bounding d(iT−1, cT−1) (and thus d(i0, c0)) in terms of
d(iT−2, cT−2). Eventually, we can loop back around to bounding all these distances in terms
of d(i0, c0), which allows us to cancel out the term d(i0, c0) and solve for bounds on α. This
technique is shown formally in the theorem below.

Theorem 4.2 There always exists a (1 +
√
2)-Droop core clustering for k = 1.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that the α-Droop core is empty for some instance I = (N,C, d, w)
and some α ≥ 1 +

√
2. Then Gα(I) does not contain a sink node, and hence Gα(I) contains a

directed cycle. Let c0c1 . . . cT−1c0 be one such cycle in Gα(I). For each t ∈ [T ]0, let it ∈ St∩St+1.
Then applying Lemma 4.1 repeatedly, we have

d(i0, c0) <

(
α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)
d(iT−1, cT−1) <

(
α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)2

d(iT−2, cT−2)

< · · · <
(

α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)T−1

d(i1, c1) <

(
α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)T

d(i0, c0).

Since d(i0, c0) > 0, this requires α+1
α(α−1) > 1, which is equivalent to α < 1 +

√
2, contradicting

α ≥ 1 +
√
2.

In the subsequent sections, we will refine our technique for analyzing deviation cycles in order
to derive better bounds.

5. Searching for New Lower Bounds

5.1. Reducing the Search Space

By Theorem 3.1, we can search for lower bounds on Droop quota instances with k = 1 while still
drawing conclusions about the more well-studied Hare quota. This already gives us significantly
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more simplicity and structure than instances with k > 1. In this section, we show how this search
space can be restricted even further.
These restrictions will ultimately allow us to encode the search for better lower bounds as a

Mixed Integer Linear Program (MILP), which found all the improved lower bounds discussed
previously.

Reduction 1: Focusing on Hamiltonian Deviation Cycles. As we highlighted previously, the
key to our analysis is looking for cycles in the deviation graphs of instances. Here, we can in
fact show that for a given α we can restrict our attention to instances I where Gα(I) contains a
Hamiltonian cycle, meaning that some subset of the edges Gα(I) forms a perfect cycle graph
through all the centers in I.

Lemma 5.1 Suppose there is an instance with m centers such that the α-Droop core is empty for
k = 1. Then there is an instance I ′ with T ≤ m centers such that Gα(I

′) is a directed cycle of
length T .

Proof. Let I = (N,C, d, w) be an instance where the α-Droop core is empty. This means that
Gα(I) has no sink node, and thus contains at least one directed cycle. Take the shortest cycle
c0c1 . . . cT−1c0 in Gα(I) and let C ′ ⊆ C be the centers in this cycle.
W.l.o.g. assume that N ∩ C = ∅, by possibly separating an agent-center a ∈ N ∩ C to ia ∈ N

and ca ∈ C located in the same place. Let I ′ = (N,C ′, d, w) be a new instance constructed by
taking I and removing all centers that were not in the shortest cycle. Since each edge (x, y) of
Gα(I) depends only on d(i, x) and d(i, y) for each i ∈ N , removing centers does not change the
edges between remaining centers, so Gα(I

′) contains exactly the edges of Gα(I) induced on C ′.
Furthermore, the induced subgraph on C ′ has no edges beyond the cycle itself: any additional
edge (ci, cj) with j ̸= i+1 (mod |C ′|) would, combined with the path from cj back to ci along the
original cycle, yield a cycle of length 1+ (i− j mod |C ′|) ≤ |C ′| − 1, contradicting the minimality
of the chosen cycle. Hence Gα(I

′) is a directed cycle of length |C ′| ≤ m.

Reduction 2: Restricting the Number of Weighted Agents. Additionally, we show that if one
of the cyclic instances we consider has m centers, then we may assume without loss of generality
that it has exactly m weighted agents. The following lemma shows that we can eliminate the
number of agents n from consideration, which greatly simplifies the space of instances we need
to search over.

Lemma 5.2 If a clustering instance I = (N,C, d, w) with m centers has a deviation graph Gα(I)
containing a directed cycle of length m, then there exists an instance I ′ with m centers and at
most m weighted agents such that Gα(I

′) contains a directed cycle of length m.

Proof. Let I = (N,C, d, w) be an instance with m centers and with Gα(I) containing a directed
cycle c0c1 . . . cm−1c0 of length m. Let St denote the deviation set from ct−1 to ct for all t ∈ [m]0.
Then we know that all the following are true:∑

i∈N wi = 1∑
i∈St

wi >
1
2 , for all t ∈ [m]0,

wi ≥ 0, for all i ∈ N.
(1)

Hence, set ε = mint∈[m]0

(∑
i∈St

wi − 1
2

)
> 0, and the following linear program is feasible with

optimal value at most 1.

minimizew
∑

i∈N wi

subject to
∑

i∈St
wi ≥ 1

2 + ε, for all t ∈ [m]0,

wi ≥ 0, for all i ∈ N.
(2)
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Since ε is rational (as weights are rational), all coefficients and right-hand sides of LP (2) are
rational. Hence it admits a rational optimal basic feasible solution (w∗

i )i∈N . Because the LP
has exactly m constraints (excluding non-negativity), this basic feasible solution has at most m
nonzero entries, and an optimal total weight W ∗ =

∑
i∈N w∗

i ≤ 1. We delete all agents i with
w∗
i = 0 and normalize the remaining weights by setting w∗∗

i = w∗
i /W

∗. Let I ′ = (N ′, C, d, w∗∗)
where N ′ = {i ∈ N : w∗

i > 0}. Because W ∗ ≤ 1, this scaling ensures
∑

i∈St
w∗∗
i ≥ 1

2 + ε > 1
2 for

all t, so Gα(I
′) still contains the directed cycle of length m.

Full Reduction. Putting together the reductions from Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2, we can show that,
to search for the optimal lower bound for instances with a fixed number m of centers, it suffices to
consider instances with at most m centers and exactly m agents, whose deviation graph contains
a directed Hamiltonian cycle.

Lemma 5.3 If there exists a clustering instance I = (N,C, d, w) with |C| = m such that the
α-Droop core is empty for k = 1, then there exists an instance I ′ = (N ′, C ′, d′, w′) with |C ′| ≤ m
and |N ′| ≤ |C ′| where Gα(I

′) contains a directed cycle of length |C ′|.

Proof. We construct I ′ from I in two steps.
First, by Lemma 5.1, there exists an instance I ′′ = (N,C ′, d, w) with C ′ ⊆ C such that Gα(I

′′)
is a directed cycle of length |C ′|.
Then, by Lemma 5.2, the existence of I ′′ implies the existence of an instance I ′ = (N ′, C ′, d, w′)

with N ′ ⊆ N such that Gα(I
′) contains a cycle of length |C ′| and |N ′| ≤ |C ′|.

Finally, using the reduction from Lemma 5.3, we can show that for any fixed value of m, if we
wish to find the highest possible value of α such that there exists an instance with m centers
where the α-Droop core is empty for k = 1, then it suffices to focus on instances where there are
at most m centers and m agents, and the deviation graph contains a directed Hamiltonian cycle.

Let

αm = sup{α : ∃ clustering instance I with m centers and n ≤ m agents

s.t. Gα(I) contains a directed Hamiltonian cycle}.

Theorem 5.4 For clustering instances with m centers and k = 1, the optimal bound for the
α-Droop core to be nonempty is α∗

m = maxT≤m αT . That is, there always exists a center in the
α∗
m-Droop core and for every α < α∗

m, there exists an instance whose α-Droop core is empty.

Proof. We first observe that, for any T ≤ m, the supremum defining αT is not attained; that is,
all clustering instances with T centers and n ≤ T agents do not contain a directed Hamiltonian
cycle in GαT . To see this, consider an arbitrary α and an instance I with T centers and n ≤ T
agents where Gα(I) contains a directed Hamiltonian cycle c0c1 . . . cT−1c0 Then, for each t ∈ [T ]0,
we have

∑
i∈St

wi >
1
2 and d(i, ct−1) > α · d(i, ct) for all i ∈ St. Hence, for

α′ = min

{
d(i, ct−1)

d(i, ct)
: d(i, ct) > 0, i ∈ St, t ∈ [T ]0

}
,

we have α < α′. Taking α′′ = α+α′

2 ∈ (α, α′), we have d(i, ct−1) > α′′ · d(i, ct) for all i ∈ St, so
Gα′′ still contains the cycle c0c1 . . . cT−1c0. Since we can always find a strictly larger witness
α′′ > α, the supremum αT is not attained.
Now assume for contradiction that there exists some instance I ′ with m centers where the

α∗
m-Droop core is empty for k = 1. By Lemma 5.3, there exists some instance I ′′ with T ≤ m

centers and n ≤ T agents such that Gα∗
m
(I ′′) contains a directed Hamiltonian cycle. By the

observation above, the existence of such a cycle at α∗
m implies that αT > α∗

m, a contradiction.
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Finally, fix α < α∗
m. Then there exists T ≤ m such that α < αT . Start from an instance with

T centers such that Gα contains a directed cycle of length T . If T = m, we are done. Otherwise,
add m − T additional centers sufficiently far away from all agents so that each new center is
strictly Pareto dominated by more than a factor of α by some center from the original T centers.
Then each new center is not a sink, while the original centers already lie on a directed cycle.
Hence, the resulting instance has no sink, and therefore no α-Droop core for k = 1 exists.

5.2. A MILP to Search for a Lower Bound

With the reduction from Theorem 5.4 in hand, we will next show how to formulate a Mixed
Integer Linear Program (MILP) that can search through all (reduced) clustering instances for
a fixed m, and find the one with the largest possible value of α for which the α-Droop core is
empty for k = 1.
Figure 2 shows such a MILP. It takes as input a fixed value of α and a value of m, and

checks whether there exists a clustering instance with m centers and m weighted agents whose
α-deviation graph contains a directed cycle of length m. To find the maximum value of α for
which an instance with m centers and an empty α-Droop core exists, one can repeatedly run the
MILP while binary searching over values of α.

The constraints of the program are divided into two parts. Constraints (1) to (4) encode the
assignment of agents to the deviation groups S0, . . . , Sm−1. Specifically, each binary variable xi,t
represents whether agent i is (forced to be) in the group St or not. These constraints ensure that
the agents are assigned valid weights (constraints (2) to (4)) and assigned to deviation groups
(constraint (1)) such that each group St contains a strict weighted majority of the agents (where
the strictness is enforced by a pre-defined small constant ε).
Constraints (5) to (7) take the found deviation structure, and solve for the actual metric

distances that realizes this structure. We w.l.o.g. consider instances with N ∩ C = ∅ as an
agent-center a ∈ N ∩ C can be separated to ia ∈ N and ca ∈ C located in the same place. Then
it suffices to encode the information of agent-center distances (d(i, c))i∈N,c∈C , as the remaining
distances can be given by the shortest path distance along the weighted complete bipartite graph.
Constraint (5) ensures that the (shortest path) distances meet the triangle inequality, and hence
form a metric space together with (7). Constraint (6) ensures that for each agent i ∈ N with
i ∈ St, agent i indeed wants to deviate from ct−1 to ct by a factor of α.
With this program, the utility of our reductions in Section 5.1 becomes clear. In practice,

one of the main bottlenecks in solving such an MILP is the number of integer variables in the
program. Note that in Figure 2, the only integer variables are the variables (xi,t)i∈N,t∈[m]0 (the
variables representing the weights of the agents and the metric distances are all continuous).
There is an x variable for each agent i ∈ N and each possible deviating group St. By Lemma 5.2,
the number of agents is at most m.
Moreover, since the only deviation edges the program needs to consider are those of the

directed Hamiltonian cycle, there are exactly m edges, and hence only m deviation sets to
consider. Together, this bounds the number of integer variables by m2, allowing the MILP to
terminate quickly for small values of m.
Note that two constraints in Figure 2 are stated in simplified form for readability, and each

requires a standard ILP transformation in practice. Constraint (6) is conditional on xi,t = 1, and
is enforced using the big-M method: it is replaced by d(i, ct−1) ≥ α · d(i, ct) + ε−M(1− xi,t) for
all i ∈ N and t ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}, where M is a sufficiently large constant. When xi,t = 1, the
big-M term vanishes and the constraint binds; when xi,t = 0, the constraint is trivially satisfied.
Similarly, constraint (1) contains the bilinear product wi xi,t. Since xi,t is binary and wi ∈ [0, 1],
this product can be linearized exactly by introducing an auxiliary variable zi,t ∈ [0, 1] and adding
the constraints zi,t ≤ wi, zi,t ≤ xi,t, and zi,t ≥ wi + xi,t − 1, which together enforce zi,t = wixi,t.

11



find feasible values for (d(i, c))i∈N,c∈C , (wi)i∈N , (xi,t)i∈N,t∈[m]0

subject to

// Finds the optimal deviation structure∑
i∈N

wixi,t ≥ 1
2 + ε, ∀ t ∈ [m]0, (1)∑

i∈N
wi = 1, (2)

wi ≥ 0, ∀ i ∈ N, (3)

xi,t ∈ {0, 1}, ∀ i ∈ N, t ∈ [m]0, (4)

// Finds the optimal distances that satisfy the deviation structure

d(i, c) ≤ d(i, c′) + d(i′, c′) + d(i′, c), ∀ i, i′ ∈ N, c, c′ ∈ C, (5)

d(i, ct−1) ≥ α · d(i, ct) + ε, ∀ i ∈ N, t ∈ [m]0 with xi,t = 1, (6)

d(i, c) ≥ 0, ∀ i ∈ N, c ∈ C. (7)

Figure 2: MILP for finding a metric instance with m centers where the α-Droop core is empty for k = 1,
given fixed values of α and m. A feasible solution yields a clustering instance whose deviation
graph Gα is a directed cycle of length m.

With both transformations applied, the program is a pure MILP.

5.3. Optimal Bounds for Small Values of m

Using the MILP outlined in Figure 2, fixing a value of m, and binary searching over possible
values of α, we were able to determine αm for m ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}: the boundary value of α such
that, for some instance I, Gα(I) contains a directed cycle of length m.1 These values are shown
in Table 2. Using these values in combination with Theorem 5.4, we can determine the minimum
possible value α∗

m of α for which any instance with m centers has a nonempty α-Droop core for
k = 1. These bounds are shown in Table 3.
Note that, for three of the four values of m we consider, their entries in Table 2 and Table 3

are identical, meaning that the highest value of α one can achieve with a cycle of length m is at
least as high as the optimal one can achieve using a cycle of length m′ for any m′ < m. However,
this is interestingly not the case when m = 4, where the optimal value that can be achieved by a
4-cycle instance is less than 2, the optimal value achievable by a 3-cycle instance. It is unclear
whether m = 4 is the only exception to monotonicity of the optimal α for these cyclic instances.

Although the bounds in Table 2 were originally found by running the MILP from Figure 2,
we later analyzed the resulting metric spaces and manually derived the exact irrational values
corresponding to the approximate values returned by the MILP. Below, rather than simply
appealing to the outputs of the MILP as a certificate of correctness, we include formal proofs for
the tight optimal αm values for m ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}, which directly analyze the deviation graph, and
may prove more useful to the reader than a simple correctness certificate produced by the MILP.
The style of these proofs will be very similar to Theorem 4.2, where we leveraged cycles

1The cases for m ∈ {1, 2} are trivial: αm = 1, as in either case there exists an agent α-deviating to the same
center.
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T αT

3 2
4 1.8393
5 2.0775
6 2.1019

Table 2: Tight values of α for cycle lengths
T ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}.

m α∗
m

3 2
4 2
5 2.0775
6 2.1019

Table 3: Tight α-values for instances with m
centers for m ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}.

that must necessarily appear in the deviation graphs of instances to rederive the best known
upper-bound of 1 +

√
2 for the general case. However, to derive these more nuanced bounds, we

must use more complex analysis than Lemma 4.1. Below, we introduce two more ways we can
bound distances along a deviation cycle.

Lemma 5.5 Let I = (N,C, d, w) be a weighted instance and let c0c1 · · · cT−1c0 be a directed cycle
in Gα(I) for some α > 1, with deviation sets St and overlap agents it ∈ St ∩ St+1 for each
t ∈ [T ]0. The following hold.

1. If it = it+1, then d(it+1, ct+1) <
1
αd(it, ct).

2. If it ∈ St+3, then d(it+2, ct+2) <
1

α(α−1) (d(it+1, ct+1) + d(it, ct)).

Proof. (1) This follows trivially.

d(it+1, ct+1) = d(it, ct+1) <
1

α
d(it, ct).

(2) We first have

α2 · d(it+2, ct+2) < α · d(it+2, ct+1)

≤ α · d(it+2, ct+3) + α · d(it, ct+3) + α · d(it, ct+1)

< d(it+2, ct+2) + d(it, ct+2) + d(it, ct),

where the strict inequalities come from the definition of St and the second inequality comes from
the triangle inequality. Then, we have

d(it, ct+2) ≤ d(it, ct+1) + d(it+1, ct+1) + d(it+1, ct+2)

<
1

α
· d(it, ct) +

(
1 +

1

α

)
d(it+1, ct+1),

where the strict inequality comes from St and the other from the triangle inequality. Hence
rearranging terms, we get

d(it+2, ct+2) <
1

α(α− 1)
(d(it+1, ct+1) + d(it, ct)) .

With Lemma 5.5, we can proceed with full proofs for each considered m value.

Theorem 5.6 If Gα(I) for some instance I contains a directed cycle of length 3, then α < 2.
Moreover, there exists an instance for which Gα contains a directed cycle of length 3 for every
α < 2.
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Proof. Let c0c1c2c0 be a directed cycle of length 3 contained in Gα(I) for some instance I. As in
Theorem 4.2, let St be the set that α-deviates from ct−1 to ct, and let it ∈ St ∩ St+1.

Then for each t ∈ [3]0, we have

α · d(it, ct) < d(it, ct−1)

≤ d(it, ct+1) + d(it+1, ct+1) + d(it+1, ct−1)

<
1

α
· d(it, ct) +

(
1 +

1

α

)
d(it+1, ct+1),

where the last inequality comes from the fact that ct−1 = ct+2. Rearranging terms, we get

d(it, ct) <
1

α− 1
· d(it+1, ct+1),

which implies α < 2.
To show tightness, consider I = ({i0, i1, i2}, {c0, c1, c2}, d, w) where wi0 = wi1 = wi2 = 1/3 and

distances d as given in Figure 3 (a).

c0 c1 c2
i0 2 1 4
i1 4 2 1
i2 1 4 2

(a) Distance matrix [d(i, c)] be-
tween each agent and center.

c0 c1

c2

S1

S2S0

(b) Deviation graph Gα: the di-
rected 3-cycle c0c1c2c0, with
the deviating set St labelling
each edge.

wi S0 S1 S2

1/3 i0 1 1 0
1/3 i1 0 1 1
1/3 i2 1 0 1

sum 2/3 2/3 2/3

(c) Set membership: entry is 1 iff
agent it belongs to deviating set St

for all α < α3; bottom row gives
the total weight of each set.

Figure 3: Tightness instance for m = 3: the distance matrix (a), the resulting deviation graph (b), and
the deviating set memberships (c).

Then, for each ct and α < 2, agents {it, it+1} α-deviate to ct+1, so Gα(I) contains the directed
cycle c0c1c2c0.

Theorem 5.7 Let α4 be the unique real root of P4(α) = α3 − α2 − α − 1. If Gα(I) for some
instance I contains a directed cycle of length 4, then

α < α4 =
1 +

3
√
19 + 3

√
33 +

3
√
19− 3

√
33

3
≈ 1.8393.

Moreover, there exists an instance for which Gα contains a directed cycle of length 4 for every
α < α4.

Proof. Let Gα(I) for some instance I contain a directed cycle c0c1c2c3c0 of length 4. W.l.o.g.
assume agents have uniform weights. Then since |St| > n

2 ,
∑3

t=0 |St| > 2n and hence there exists
i ∈ N that is contained in at least three of S0, S1, S2, S3. W.l.o.g. let i ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S3, and let
i1 = i2 = i. Take i3 ∈ S3 ∩ S0. Then,

d(i, c0) ≤ d(i, c3) + d(i3, c3) + d(i3, c0)

<
1

α3
· d(i, c0) +

(
1 +

1

α

)
d(i3, c3).
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Also, we have

d(i3, c3) <
α+ 1

α(α− 1)
d(i2, c2) <

α+ 1

α3(α− 1)
d(i, c0),

where the first inequality comes from Lemma 4.1 and the latter comes from the fact that i2 = i.
Hence, we have (

1− 1

α3

)
d(i, c0) <

(α+ 1)2

α4(α− 1)
· d(i, c0).

Dividing by d(i, c0) > 0 and multiplying through by α4(α − 1) > 0, this rearranges to
α(α−1)2(α2+α+1) < (α+1)2. The left-hand side minus the right-hand side equals (α2+1)P4(α),
as one can verify by expanding. Since α2 + 1 > 0, this gives P4(α) < 0, i.e. α < α4.
To show tightness, let I = ({i0, i1, i2}, {c0, c1, c2, c3}, d, w) where wi0 = wi1 = wi2 = 1/3 and

distances d as given in Figure 4 (a).

c0 c1 c2 c3
i0 α3

4 α2
4 α4 1

i1 α4 1 α3
4 α2

4

i2 α4 α4γ γ α2
4

(a) Distance matrix [d(i, c)] between
each agent and center.

c0

c1

c2

c3

S1

S2S3

S0

(b) Deviation graph Gα:
the directed 4-cycle
c0c1c2c3c0, with devi-
ating set St labelling
each edge.

wi S0 S1 S2 S3

1/3 i0 0 1 1 1
1/3 i1 1 1 0 1
1/3 i2 1 0 1 0

sum 2/3 2/3 2/3 2/3

(c) Set membership: entry is 1 iff agent
it belongs to deviating set St for all
α < α4; bottom row gives the total
weight of each set.

Figure 4: Tightness instance for m = 4: the distance matrix (a), the resulting deviation graph (b), and
the deviating set memberships (c). Here γ = α3

4 − 2α4 = 2 + 1
α4

.

Then, for each ct and α < α4, two agents α-deviate to ct+1, so Gα(I) is the directed cycle
c0c1c2c3c0.

Theorem 5.8 Let α5 be the unique real root of P5(α) = α5 − 3α4 + 3α3 − 3α2 + 3α− 3. If Gα(I)
for some instance I contains a directed cycle of length 5, then

α < α5 ≈ 2.0775.

Moreover, there exists an instance for which Gα contains a directed cycle of length 5 for every
α < α5.

Proof. Let Gα(I) for some instance I contain a directed cycle c0c1c2c3c4c0 of length 5. W.l.o.g.
assume agents have uniform weights. For each t ∈ [5]0, we have

∑3
ℓ=0 |St+ℓ| > 2n, hence there

exists an agent i in at least three of St, St+1, St+2, St+3. We divide into two cases.
First, assume there exists some t and i with i ∈ St ∩ St+1 ∩ St+2. By cyclic symmetry, assume

that i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩ S2. Then consider the sets S2, S3, S4, S0. Since their total size is greater than
2n, some agent i′ belongs to at least three of them.

If i′ ∈ S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S4, then by taking i0 = i1 = i and i2 = i3 = i′, applying Lemma 4.1 and
Lemma 5.5 (1) yields

d(i0, c0) <

(
1

α

)2( α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)3

d(i0, c0),

which implies α < α ≈ 1.986. The case i′ ∈ S3 ∩ S4 ∩ S0 is symmetric.
If i′ ∈ S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S0, applying Lemma 5.5 (2) for i2 = i′, we have

d(i4, c4) <
1

α(α− 1)
(d(i3, c3) + d(i2, c2)) <

α2 + 1

α2(α− 1)2
d(i2, c2).
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Taking i0 = i1 = i and applying the above, we have

d(i0, c0) <

(
1

α

)(
α2 + 1

α2(α− 1)2

)(
α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)2

d(i0, c0),

which implies α < α′ ≈ 2.0700.
Finally if i′ ∈ S2 ∩ S4 ∩ S0, we show that α < 2 must hold. Assume, towards a contradiction,

that α ≥ 2. Consider the following weighted sum:

Φ = 1
(
d(i, c2) + d(i2, c2) + d(i2, c3)− d(i, c3)

)
+ 8
(
d(i, c2) + d(i′, c2) + d(i′, c4)− d(i, c4)

)
+ 12

(
d(i′, c2) + d(i, c2) + d(i, c1)− d(i′, c1)

)
+ 1
(
d(i′, c2) + d(i, c2) + d(i, c3)− d(i′, c3)

)
+ 3
(
d(i′, c2) + d(i2, c2) + d(i2, c3)− d(i′, c3)

)
+ 6
(
d(i2, c2) + d(i, c2) + d(i, c1)− d(i2, c1)

)
+ 8
(
d(i, c4)− 2d(i, c0)

)
+ 16

(
d(i, c0)− 2d(i, c1)

)
+ 14

(
d(i, c1)− 2d(i, c2)

)
+ 12

(
d(i′, c1)− 2d(i′, c2)

)
+ 4
(
d(i′, c3)− 2d(i′, c4)

)
+ 6
(
d(i2, c1)− 2d(i2, c2)

)
+ 2
(
d(i2, c2)− 2d(i2, c3)

)
.

The first six parenthesized terms are nonnegative by triangle inequality, and the last seven
parenthesized terms are strictly positive as α ≥ 2. Therefore, Φ > 0. On the other hand, after
distributing the coefficients and grouping equal distance terms, all terms cancel. Hence Φ = 0, a
contradiction.
Now suppose no agent belongs to three consecutive deviation sets. For each t ∈ [5]0, define

S′
t = St ∩ St+1 ∩ St+3,

and let J = {t ∈ [5]0 : S′
t ̸= ∅}. We claim that for every a ∈ [5]0, at least one of a or a + 2

lies in J . Fix any such pair {a, a + 2}. The four consecutive sets Sa, Sa+1, Sa+2, Sa+3 each
have total weight > 1

2 , so their combined weight exceeds 2 = 2
∑

iwi. Hence some agent i∗

lies in at least three of them. Since no agent is in three consecutive sets, i∗ cannot be in
{Sa, Sa+1, Sa+2} or {Sa+1, Sa+2, Sa+3}. The only remaining non-three-consecutive triples within
{Sa, Sa+1, Sa+2, Sa+3} are {Sa, Sa+1, Sa+3} and {Sa, Sa+2, Sa+3}. In the first case i∗ ∈ S′

a, so
a ∈ J ; in the second i∗ ∈ S′

a+2, so a+ 2 ∈ J . Thus the pair {a, a+ 2} is hit.
Since each index lies in exactly two of the five pairs {a, a + 2}, a set of two indices covers

at most four such pairs; hence |J | ≥ 3. Moreover, J must contain three consecutive elements:
otherwise |J | = 3 with no three consecutive, forcing J = {t, t+ 1, t+ 3} for some t (these are the
only size-3 subsets of [5]0 with no three consecutive elements). But then neither t+ 2 nor t+ 4 is
in J , so the pair {t+ 2, t+ 4} is not covered, a contradiction.
Hence, by cyclic symmetry, assume 0, 1, 2 ∈ J and pick i0 ∈ S′

0, i1 ∈ S′
1, i2 ∈ S′

2. Again let
i3 ∈ S3 ∩S4 and i4 ∈ S4 ∩S0. Suppose, toward a contradiction, that Gα contains a directed cycle
of length 5 for some α ≥ α5. Then, Gα5 must also contain the same cycle. It is hence sufficient
to show that Gα5 contains no directed 5-cycle.
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For notational convenience, below we set α = α5. Define the following 3-path residuals:

T1 = d(i0, c1) + d(i1, c1) + d(i1, c2)− d(i0, c2),

T2 = d(i0, c3) + d(i3, c3) + d(i3, c4)− d(i0, c4),

T3 = d(i1, c4) + d(i4, c4) + d(i4, c0)− d(i1, c0),

T4 = d(i1, c2) + d(i2, c2) + d(i2, c3)− d(i1, c3),

T5 = d(i2, c3) + d(i0, c3) + d(i0, c1)− d(i2, c1),

T6 = d(i2, c3) + d(i3, c3) + d(i3, c4)− d(i2, c4),

T7 = d(i3, c4) + d(i1, c4) + d(i1, c2)− d(i3, c2),

T8 = d(i4, c0) + d(i2, c0) + d(i2, c3)− d(i4, c3).

Then each Tj ≥ 0 by the triangle inequality.
Next, define the deviation residuals

∆1 = d(i0, c4)− αd(i0, c0),

∆2 = d(i0, c0)− αd(i0, c1),

∆3 = d(i0, c2)− αd(i0, c3),

∆4 = d(i1, c0)− αd(i1, c1),

∆5 = d(i1, c1)− αd(i1, c2),

∆6 = d(i1, c3)− αd(i1, c4),

∆7 = d(i2, c1)− αd(i2, c2),

∆8 = d(i2, c2)− αd(i2, c3),

∆9 = d(i2, c4)− αd(i2, c0),

∆10 = d(i3, c2)− αd(i3, c3),

∆11 = d(i3, c3)− αd(i3, c4),

∆12 = d(i4, c3)− αd(i4, c4),

∆13 = d(i4, c4)− αd(i4, c0).

By the choice of the indices it, each ∆j > 0.
Define multipliers λ1, . . . , λ8 and µ by

λ1 = 8α4 − 8α3 + 8α2 − 5α+ 11,

λ2 = 5α4 − 6α3 + 7α2 − 6α+ 8,

λ3 = 9α4 − 8α3 + 9α2 − 7α+ 15,

λ4 = 8α4 − 8α3 + 11α2 − 8α+ 13,

λ5 = 11α4 − 10α3 + 12α2 − 7α+ 16,

λ6 = 4α4 − 3α3 + 3α2 − 2α+ 4,

λ7 = 7α4 − 5α3 + 7α2 − 4α+ 9,

λ8 = 9α4 − 9α3 + 10α2 − 8α+ 12,

µ = (3α2 − 5α+ 4)(5α2 + 4α+ 5).

All these multipliers are strictly positive for every real α.
Now consider the weighted sum

Φ = λ1T1 + λ2T2 + λ3T3 + λ4T4 + λ5T5 + λ6T6 + λ7T7 + λ8T8

+ λ2∆1 + λ3∆2 + λ1∆3 + λ3∆4 + λ5∆5 + λ4∆6 + λ5∆7

+ µ∆8 + λ6∆9 + λ7∆10 + λ7∆11 + λ8∆12 + λ8∆13.
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Since Tj ≥ 0, ∆j > 0, and every multiplier is strictly positive, we have Φ > 0. On the other
hand, expanding Φ as a linear combination of the variables d(ir, cs), all coefficients cancel. These
cancellations are exactly the following identities:

λ3 = αλ2,

λ1 + λ5 = αλ3,

λ2 + λ5 = αλ1,

λ1 + λ4 + λ7 = αλ5,

λ3 + λ7 = αλ4,

λ8 = αλ6,

λ4 + µ = αλ5,

λ4 + λ5 + λ6 + λ8 = αµ,

λ2 + λ6 + λ7 = αλ7,

λ3 + λ8 = αλ8.

Each identity follows from

P5(α) = α5 − 3α4 + 3α3 − 3α2 + 3α− 3 = 0.

Therefore Φ = 0, contradicting Φ > 0.
To show tightness, let I = ({i0, i1, i2, i3, i4}, {c0, c1, c2, c3, c4}, d, w) where wi0 = wi2 = 2/9,

wi1 = 1/3, wi3 = wi4 = 1/9 (equivalently, agents i0 and i2 have 2 copies each, agent i1 has 3
copies, and agents i3 and i4 have 1 copy each at the same location), and distances d as given in
Figure 5 (a).

c0 c1 c2 c3 c4
i0 α2

5δ
4 α5δ

4 δ4 2α5δ
3 2δ3

i1 2δ2 α2
5δ

3 α5δ
3 δ3 2α5δ

2

i2 2α5δ 2δ α2
5δ

2 α5δ
2 δ2

i3 δ 2α5 α2
5δ

4 − δ4 − δ α2
5δ α5δ

i4 α5 1 α2
5δ

3 − δ3 + 1 α2
5δ

3 − δ3 − 1 α2
5

(a) Distance matrix [d(i, c)] between each agent and center.

c0

c1

c2c3

c4

S1

S2

S3

S4

S0

(b) Deviation graph Gα: the directed 5-cycle
c0 · · · c4c0, with deviating set St labelling
each edge.

wi S0 S1 S2 S3 S4

2/9 i0 0 1 1 0 1
1/3 i1 1 0 1 1 0
2/9 i2 0 1 0 1 1
1/9 i3 1 0 0 0 1
1/9 i4 1 1 0 0 0

sum 5/9 5/9 5/9 5/9 5/9

(c) Set membership: entry is 1 iff agent it belongs to
deviating set St for all α < α5; bottom row gives the
total weight of each set.

Figure 5: Tightness instance for m = 5: the distance matrix (a), the resulting deviation graph (b), and
the deviating set memberships (c). Here δ = α5 − 1.

Then, for every ct and every α < α5, a strict majority of agents α-deviate to ct+1, so Gα(I)
contains the directed cycle c0c1c2c3c4c0.

The computations in the proof of Theorem 5.8 can be verified with symbolic computations in
Q[α]/p(α) by the accompanying code in the GitHub repository.2

2https://github.com/evamichelle30/ProportionalClusteringLowerBounds
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Theorem 5.9 Let α6 be the unique real root of P6(α) = α5 − 2α4 + α2 − 4α + 2 in [2,∞). If
Gα(I) for some instance I contains a directed cycle of length 6, then

α < α6 ≈ 2.1019.

Moreover, there exists an instance for which Gα contains a directed cycle of length 6 for every
α < α6.

Since the proof is similar to previous theorems, we defer it to the appendix (Appendix C).

5.4. The Best Known Lower Bound

In the previous section, we determined the exact optimal values of α for several values of m. In
the corresponding proofs, we provided, for each such value of m, a metric instance attaining this
value of α.

Although we were able to provide explicit proofs for each of these values, they were originally
found by running the MILP formulated in Figure 2. Beyond m = 6, the MILP became too slow
to continue deriving further α values.
As noted above, the only binary variables in Figure 2 are the variables xi,t, which indicate

whether agent i belongs to deviation set St. If the deviation structure is fixed in advance, then
these variables can instead be treated as constants. The resulting feasibility problem is then a
linear program with only continuous variables, making it significantly more efficient to solve.

find feasible values for (d(i, c))i∈N,c∈C

subject to // Constraints on distances

d(i, c) ≤ d(i, c′) + d(i′, c′) + d(i′, c), ∀ i, i′ ∈ N, c, c′ ∈ C, (1)

d(i, ct−1) ≥ α · d(i, ct) + ε, ∀ i ∈ N, t ∈ [m]0 with xi,t = 1, (2)

d(i, c) ≥ 0, ∀ i ∈ N, c ∈ C. (3)

Figure 6: LP for finding a metric distance function d satisfying the triangle inequality that witnesses an α
lower bound, given a fixed deviation structure encoded by the xi,t constants.

We present this faster program formally in Figure 6. If we can manually find a good assignment
of agents to deviation sets, then we can use that as input to the linear program in Figure 6
to check whether there exists a metric space that realizes this deviation structure and has an
empty α-Droop core for some fixed α and k = 1. Unlike the MILP from Figure 2, the metric
space obtained by binary searching over values of α with this program is not guaranteed to be
optimal for a fixed value of m. Indeed, there may exist another deviation structure that yields
an empty Droop core for a larger value of α. Nevertheless, this program is useful for finding
new lower-bound instances. In particular, we found the new best lower bound mentioned in
Theorem 1.1 by first finding such a deviation structure by hand, using various heuristics.

In the appendix (Appendix D), we provide the exact deviation structure of an instance with
37 centers and agents whose 2.1508-Droop core is empty for k = 1. This includes the sets St

to which each agent is assigned, as well as the corresponding weights that ensure that each
deviation set contains a strict majority of the agents. In the accompanying GitHub repository for
this paper, we provide an implementation that uses the LP from Figure 6 to binary search over
values of α. The deviation structure from Appendix D can be given as input to this program to
produce the metric space that yields this lower bound.
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6. Conclusion

We improved the best known lower bound for proportionally fair clustering in general metric
spaces from 2 to 2.1508. Our approach relies on the connection between proportional clustering
and the β-plurality problem, put forward by Kellerhals and Peters [2026]. By focusing on the
Droop core for k = 1, we obtain lower-bound instances that transfer to the standard Hare core.
Beyond the main lower bound, we analyzed small instances and obtained tight thresholds for
deviation cycles of length T ≤ 6. The six-center construction (in the appendix) already gives
an explicit and interpretable lower bound of approximately 2.1019. Technically, we reduced the
search space by showing that it suffices to consider directed cycles in the deviation graph and
weighted instances with at most m agents for m centers. Combined with linear programming
feasibility checks and local search over deviation structures, these reductions led to the 37-center
instance establishing the lower bound 2.1508.
Several questions remain open. Most importantly, the exact value of the optimal core ap-

proximation in general metric spaces is still unknown. The current gap is now between 2.1508
and 1 +

√
2. Closing this gap may require a stronger structural analysis of deviation cycles,

new upper-bound techniques improving on Greedy Capture, or more exhaustive computational
searches. It would also be interesting to determine whether similar lower-bound techniques
apply to related proportionality notions in multiwinner voting, participatory budgeting, and
non-centroid clustering.
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A. Core equivalence for different quota

In this section, we prove a slight generalization of Theorem 3.1 in terms of quota. As stated
in the main text, the proof of Theorem 3.1 is not specific to metric spaces. It only uses the
property that we can make copies of agents and candidates such that, in each copy, an agent
derives her loss or utility solely from the selected candidates in that same copy. This can be
done, for instance, in ABC voting by setting each voter’s preferences so that they only approve
candidates in the same copy. To illustrate how Theorem 3.1 can be translated to these settings,
we state it here for ABC voting.

Theorem A.1 Let g be a nonnegative function such that g(n, k) = o(1) as n + k → ∞. Then
the α-Droop core is always nonempty if and only if the α-core with quota q = (1 + g(n, k))nk is
always nonempty.
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Proof. Since g is nonnegative, we have q(n, k) =
⌈
(1 + g(n, k))nk

⌉
≥
⌈
n
k

⌉
, and ⌈nk ⌉ ≥ ⌊ n

k+1⌋+ 1.
Hence every coalition that is blocking with respect to quota q(n, k) is also feasible under the
Droop quota. Therefore, nonemptiness of the α-Droop core implies nonemptiness of the α-core
with quota q.

Conversely, suppose that there exists an ABC voting instance (N,C,A, k) whose α-Droop core

is empty. Let n = |N |, and set ℓ =
⌊

n
k+1

⌋
+ 1. We show that there exists another instance whose

α-core with quota q is empty.
For an integer t, set k′ = t(k + 1) − 1. Consider an instance with tn voters and committee

size k′. Its quota is q(tn, k′) = (1 + g(tn, k′)) tnk′ . Equivalently, define ft = k′g(tn,k′)
1+g(tn,k′) . Then

(1 + g(tn, k′)) tnk′ =
tn

k′−ft
. Since g(tn, k′) = g(tn, t(k + 1)− 1) = ot(1) and k′ = t(k + 1)− 1, we

have ft = o(t). Therefore,

tn

k′ − ft
=

tn

t(k + 1)− 1− ft
=

n

k + 1− 1+ft
t

−→ n

k + 1

as t → ∞. Since n/(k + 1) < ℓ and ℓ is an integer, there exists a sufficiently large integer t such
that q(tn, k′) < ℓ.

Fix such t and construct an instance tA consisting of t disjoint copies of the original instance.
Thus we have voter sets N1, . . . , Nt and candidate sets C1, . . . , Ct, and each voter i ∈ Nj approves
only candidates in Cj , according to the same approval set as in the original instance.

Every committee W of size k′ selects at most k candidates from at least one copy Cj . Otherwise,
each copy would contain at least k + 1 selected candidates, requiring at least t(k + 1) > k′

candidates in total. Since the original instance has an empty α-Droop core, the resulting
committee is blocked by some sets Sj ⊆ Nj and Tj ⊆ Cj satisfying |Sj | ≥ ℓ|Tj | and

|Ai ∩ Tj | > α|Ai ∩ (W ∩ Cj)| = α|Ai ∩W |

for all i ∈ Sj , where the identity follows from Ai ⊆ Cj .
By the choice of t, the quota in the copied instance satisfies q(tn, k′) ≤ ℓ. Thus

|Sj | ≥ ℓ|Tj | ≥ q(tn, k′)|Tj |.

Therefore Sj α-blocks W with respect to quota q. Since this holds for every committee W of
size k′, the α-core with quota q is empty in the copied instance.

One possible choice is q = n
k−c , where 0 < c < k is a constant. Under this quota, a coalition

can block with a subcommittee T only if |T | ≤ k − c.

B. A lower bound of 2 for N = C

In this section, we prove a lower bound of 2 for the α-core for the special case of N = C. In this
case, the lower bound for the α-core was known to be 1.5 [Chen et al., 2019], with no progress
since. We recently learned that a Bachelor’s thesis (although in German) improved this lower
bound to 2 using a rather complicated instance [Trinh, 2024]. Here, we provide the same bound
of 2 using our framework of transferring a β-plurality instance to proportional clustering. We
believe this approach gives a cleaner result.

Theorem B.1 For each α < 2, there exists an instance with N = C such that the α-core is
empty.
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Proof. We build the proof from the instance by Filtser and Filtser [2024, Theorem 2], which
proves the lower bound of 2 in the β-plurality problem.
The instance considers the metric space (S1, d) where S1 is the unit sphere and d is the distance

along the arcs. By identifying S1 = [0, 1) and scaling distances, they then let C = S1 and
N = {0, 13 ,

2
3}. Then they show that the α-Droop core for k = 1 is empty for α < 2.

We discretize this instance to make it applicable for our case. For a positive integer r, consider
the weighted instance Ir = (Nr, Cr, d|Nr×Nr), where Nr = Cr = { s

6r}
6r−1
s=0 ⊆ S1. We assign

weights to the agents; equivalently, this can be done by copying voters according to the weights.
The three agents 0, 13 ,

2
3 each receive a weight of 3

10 , and the remaining weight 1
10 is distributed

uniformly to the remaining agents. Then any two of the heavily weighted agents constitute more
than half of the total weight.
We then proceed analogously to the original instance. Assume a center c at s

6r is selected,
where w.l.o.g. s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , r} by symmetry. Then consider the center c′ at 1

2 − 1
6r⌈

s
2⌉. Then

the two agents at 1
3 and 2

3 would α-deviate from c to c′ for every α < 2− 1
2r . Hence, by taking

r → ∞, for α < 2, in the special case of N = C, there exists an instance where the α-Droop core
for k = 1 is empty. The theorem then follows by Theorem 3.1.

C. Proof of Theorem 5.9

In this section, we prove Theorem 5.9. The proof again proceeds similarly to Theorem 5.8; it
exhausts cases that have supporting weights, and proves a bound for α in each case using either
Lemma 4.1, Lemma 5.5, or Farkas certificates. Regarding parts that we use Farkas certificates,
we separate each case with a lemma that appears at the end of the section. Each certificate
can also be verified by the accompanying code in the GitHub repository, which uses symbolic
computations in Q[α]/p(α).3

Theorem 5.9 Let α6 be the unique real root of P6(α) = α5 − 2α4 + α2 − 4α + 2 in [2,∞). If
Gα(I) for some instance I contains a directed cycle of length 6, then

α < α6 ≈ 2.1019.

Moreover, there exists an instance for which Gα contains a directed cycle of length 6 for every
α < α6.

Proof. Let Gα = c0c1c2c3c4c5c0 be a directed cycle of length 6. Since
∑5

t=0 |St| > 3n, there
exists an agent i that belongs to at least four of S0, . . . , S5.

If there exists an agent that resides in four consecutive St’s, say S0, S1, S2, S3, then by taking
i0 = i1 = i2 = i and applying Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 5.5 (1) yields

d(i0, c0) <

(
1

α

)2( α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)4

d(i0, c0),

which implies α < α ≈ 2.0424.
Now assume no four consecutive St’s contain a common agent. If there exists an agent that

resides in St ∩ St+1 ∩ St+2 ∩ St+4 for some t, then we have α < 2.012 by Lemma C.1.
Now assume that no agent that is contained in four St’s is in three consecutive St’s. Then

w.l.o.g. i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩ S3 ∩ S4. If there exists another four-common agent i′ ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S4 ∩ S5,
then α < 2 by Lemma C.2. The case is symmetric for S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S5 ∩ S0. Hence, we can assume
no other four St’s contain a common agent.

3https://github.com/evamichelle30/ProportionalClusteringLowerBounds
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Then, for supporting weights to exist, we claim that there must exist an agent i′ ∈ St ∩S2 ∩S5

for some t ∈ {0, 1, 3, 4}. This is because if such agents do not exist, then an agent i∗ ∈ S2 ∩ S5

must not be contained in any of S0, S1, S3, S4. Let p0 = p1 = p3 = p4 = 1
4 and p2 = p5 = 1

2 .
Then, for any agent i, if i ∈

⋂
t∈J St for some allowed J ⊆ [6]0, we have

∑
t∈J pt ≤ 1. Hence, for

any weight profile w and J ⊆ [6]0,

∑
i∈

⋃
t∈J St

(
wi

∑
t∈J

pt

)
≤

∑
i∈

⋃
t∈J St

wi ≤ 1.

However, the left hand side can be written as:

∑
i∈

⋃
t∈J St

(
wi

∑
t∈J

pt

)
=

5∑
t=0

(
pt
∑
i∈St

wi

)
.

If the weight profile is supporting, i.e.,
∑

i∈St
wi >

1
2 for each t, then

5∑
t=0

(
pt
∑
i∈St

wi

)
>

1

2

5∑
t=0

pt = 1,

a contradiction. Hence the claim follows.
Since the cases for t = 3 or t = 4 are symmetric to cases for t = 0 or t = 1, we consider two

cases: t = 0 or t = 1.
If an agent for t = 0 exists, then we have α < 2.0789 by Lemma C.3.
Assume an agent for t = 1 exists, i.e. i′ ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S5. Note that there must exist an agent

that is included in three of S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S4 ∩ S5. We perform case analysis.
If i′′ ∈ S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S4, then by taking i0 = i3 = i, i1 = i′, i2 = i3 = i′′ and applying Lemma 4.1

and Lemma 5.5 yields

d(i0, c0) <

(
1

α

)(
α2 + 1

α2(α− 1)2

)2(
α+ 1

α(α− 1)

)
d(i0, c0),

which implies α < α ≈ 2.0264.
If i′′ ∈ S3 ∩ S4 ∩ S5, then α < 2 by Lemma C.4.
If i′′ ∈ S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S5, then α < 2.0567 by Lemma C.5.
Finally if i′′ ∈ S2 ∩ S4 ∩ S5, then α < α6 by Lemma C.6.
To show tightness, let I = ({i0, i1, i2, i3, i4}, {c0, c1, c2, c3, c4, c5}, d, w) where wi0 = wi3 = 2/9,

wi1 = wi2 = 1/9, wi4 = 1/3 (equivalently, agents i0 and i3 have 2 copies each, and agent i4 has 3
copies), and d is given in Figure 7.
Then, for every ct and every α < α6, a strict majority of agents α-deviate to ct+1, so Gα(I) is

the directed cycle c0c1c2c3c4c5c0.

Now we state the lemmas used in the proof.

Lemma C.1 Let Gα contain a directed cycle c0c1 . . . c5c0 of length 6. If there exists i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩
S2 ∩ S4, then α < 2.012.

Proof. Take i0 = i1 = i. Let α be the unique real root in (2,∞) of

p(z) = z8 − 4z7 + 7z6 − 8z5 + 6z4 − 4z3 + z2 − 2z − 1.

Numerically, α ≈ 2.01174. Suppose, for contradiction, that the Gα contains a directed cycle of
length 6 for some α ≥ α. Then Gα must also contain the cycle.
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c0 c1 c2 c3 c4 c5
i0 γδ α3

6γ
2 α2

6γ
2 α6γ

2 α2
6γ α6γδ

i1 α2
6 α6 α3

6 α6ξ ξ α3
6

i2 α6ξ ξ α3
6 α2

6 α6 α3
6 − 2α6γ

i3 α6γ
2 α2

6γ α6γδ γδ α3
6γ

2 α2
6γ

2

i4 α3
6γ α2

6γ α6γ α3
6γ α2

6γ α6γ

(a) Distance matrix [d(i, c)] between each agent
and center.

c0

c1

c2

c3

c4

c5

S1

S2

S3S4

S5

S0

(b) Deviation graph Gα: the directed
6-cycle c0 · · · c5c0, with deviating
set St labelling each edge.

wi S0 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5

2/9 i0 1 0 1 1 0 0
1/9 i1 1 1 0 0 1 0
1/9 i2 0 1 0 1 1 0
2/9 i3 1 0 0 1 0 1
1/3 i4 0 1 1 0 1 1

sum 5/9 5/9 5/9 5/9 5/9 5/9

(c) Set membership: entry is 1 iff
agent it belongs to deviating set St

for all α < α6; bottom row gives
the total weight of each set.

Figure 7: Tightness instance for m = 6: the distance matrix (a), the resulting deviation graph (b), and
the deviating set memberships (c). Here γ = α6 − 1, δ = α2

6 − α6 + 2, and ξ = α3
6(α6 − 1)2 −

α2
6(α6 − 1)− α6.

Define the following 3-path residuals:

T1 = d(i2, c2) + d(i, c2) + d(i, c1)− d(i2, c1),

T2 = d(i3, c4) + d(i, c4) + d(i, c2)− d(i3, c2),

T3 = d(i4, c4) + d(i3, c4) + d(i3, c3)− d(i4, c3),

T4 = d(i, c2) + d(i2, c2) + d(i2, c3)− d(i, c3),

T5 = d(i, c4) + d(i4, c4) + d(i4, c5)− d(i, c5).

Then each Tj ≥ 0 by the 3-path inequalities.
Now define

K = α3 − 2α2 + 2α+ 1

and
L = α5(α− 1)3 − (α+ 1)K.
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Define the deviation residuals:

∆1 = d(i2, c1)− αd(i2, c2),

∆2 = d(i2, c2)− αd(i2, c3),

∆3 = d(i3, c2)− αd(i3, c3),

∆4 = d(i3, c3)− αd(i3, c4),

∆5 = d(i4, c3)− αd(i4, c4),

∆6 = d(i4, c4)− αd(i4, c5),

∆7 = d(i, c5)− αd(i, c0),

∆8 = d(i, c0)− αd(i, c1),

∆9 = d(i, c1)− αd(i, c2),

∆10 = d(i, c3)− αd(i, c4).

Then each ∆j > 0 by the strict α-deviation inequalities.
Now consider the weighted sum

Φ = (α+ 1)K(T1 +∆1)

+ α2(α− 1)(α+ 1)(T2 +∆3 +∆4)

+ α2(α− 1)2(α+ 1)(T3 +∆5)

+ α(α− 1)K(T4 +∆10)

+ α3(α− 1)3(T5 +∆7)

+ (α− 1)K∆2

+ α2(α− 1)3∆6

+ α4(α− 1)3∆8

+ L∆9.

All coefficients appearing in Φ are positive. Indeed α > 2, so K,L > 0.
Therefore, since each Tj ≥ 0 and each ∆j > 0, we have

Φ > 0.

On the other hand, expanding Φ as a linear combination of the variables d(ir, cs) gives

Φ = −(α+ 1)p(α)d(i, c2).

Since p(α) = 0, this implies
Φ = 0,

contradicting Φ > 0. Hence Gα does not contain a 6-cycle for every α ≥ α.

Lemma C.2 Let Gα contain a directed cycle c0c1 . . . c5c0 of length 6. If there exist i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩
S3 ∩ S4 and i′ ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S4 ∩ S5, then α < 2.

Proof. Take i0 = i3 = i, i1 = i4 = i′ and i2 ∈ S2 ∩ S3, i5 ∈ S5 ∩ S0. Define the following 3-path
residuals:

T1 = d(i, c4) + d(i′, c4) + d(i′, c2)− d(i, c2),

T2 = d(i, c1) + d(i′, c1) + d(i′, c5)− d(i, c5),

T3 = d(i′, c5) + d(i5, c5) + d(i5, c0)− d(i′, c0),

T4 = d(i′, c2) + d(i2, c2) + d(i2, c3)− d(i′, c3),

T5 = d(i2, c3) + d(i, c3) + d(i, c1)− d(i2, c1),

T6 = d(i5, c0) + d(i, c0) + d(i, c4)− d(i5, c4).
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Then each Tj ≥ 0 by the 3-path inequalities.
Now define the deviation residuals:

∆1 = d(i, c5)− αd(i, c0),

∆2 = d(i, c0)− αd(i, c1),

∆3 = d(i, c2)− αd(i, c3),

∆4 = d(i, c3)− αd(i, c4),

∆5 = d(i′, c0)− αd(i′, c1),

∆6 = d(i′, c1)− αd(i′, c2),

∆7 = d(i′, c3)− αd(i′, c4),

∆8 = d(i′, c4)− αd(i′, c5),

∆9 = d(i2, c1)− αd(i2, c2),

∆10 = d(i2, c2)− αd(i2, c3),

∆11 = d(i5, c4)− αd(i5, c5),

∆12 = d(i5, c5)− αd(i5, c0).

Then each ∆j > 0 by the strict deviation inequalities.
Now consider the sum

Φ = T1 + T2 + T3 + T4 + T5 + T6

+∆1 +∆2 +∆3 +∆4 +∆5 +∆6

+∆7 +∆8 +∆9 +∆10 +∆11 +∆12.

Since each Tj ≥ 0 and each ∆j > 0, we have

Φ > 0.

On the other hand, expanding Φ as a linear combination of the variables d(ir, cs) gives

Φ = (2− α)
(
d(i, c0) + d(i, c1) + d(i, c3) + d(i, c4)

+ d(i′, c1) + d(i′, c2) + d(i′, c4) + d(i′, c5)

+ d(i2, c2) + d(i2, c3) + d(i5, c0) + d(i5, c5)
)
.

Since distances are nonnegative, this implies α < 2.

Lemma C.3 Let Gα contain a directed cycle c0c1 . . . c5c0 of length 6. If there exist i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩
S3 ∩ S4 and i′ ∈ S0 ∩ S2 ∩ S5, then α < 2.0789.

Proof. Take i0 = i3 = i, i5 = i′.
Let α be the unique real root > 2 of

p(z) = z8 − 4z7 + 7z6 − 8z5 + 6z4 − 6z3 + 3z2 − 2z + 1.

Numerically, α ≈ 2.07887.
Suppose, for contradiction, that the Gα contains a directed cycle of length 6 for some α ≥ α.

Then Gα must also contain the cycle.
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Define the following 3-path residuals:

T1 = d(i1, c2) + d(i′, c2) + d(i′, c0)− d(i1, c0),

T2 = d(i4, c4) + d(i, c4) + d(i, c3)− d(i4, c3),

T3 = d(i′, c0) + d(i, c0) + d(i, c1)− d(i′, c1),

T4 = d(i′, c0) + d(i, c0) + d(i, c4)− d(i′, c4),

T5 = d(i, c1) + d(i1, c1) + d(i1, c2)− d(i, c2),

T6 = d(i, c4) + d(i4, c4) + d(i4, c5)− d(i, c5).

Then each Tj ≥ 0 by the 3-path inequalities.
Now define the deviation residuals:

∆1 = d(i1, c0)− αd(i1, c1),

∆2 = d(i1, c1)− αd(i1, c2),

∆3 = d(i4, c3)− αd(i4, c4),

∆4 = d(i′, c1)− αd(i′, c2),

∆5 = d(i′, c4)− αd(i′, c5),

∆6 = d(i, c2)− αd(i, c3),

∆7 = d(i, c5)− αd(i, c0),

∆8 = d(i4, c4)− αd(i4, c5),

∆9 = d(i′, c5)− αd(i′, c0),

∆10 = d(i, c0)− αd(i, c1),

∆11 = d(i, c3)− αd(i, c4).

Then each ∆j > 0 by the strict α-deviation inequalities.
Now define

P = α3 − α2 + 2α− 1

and
Q = α5 − 3α4 + 4α3 − 3α2 + 3α− 1.

Then, P,Q > 0 as α > 2.
Consider the weighted sum

Φ = α4(α− 1)2 (T1 +∆1 +∆2)

+ (α+ 1)P (T2 +∆3)

+ α3(α− 1)2 (T3 +∆4)

+ α3(α− 1) (T4 +∆5)

+ α4(α− 1)3 (T5 +∆6)

+ α(α− 1)P (T6 +∆7)

+ (α− 1)P∆8

+ α4(α− 1)∆9

+ α2(α− 1)2(α2 − α+ 1)∆10

+ α(α− 1)Q∆11.

All coefficients appearing in Φ are positive. Therefore,

Φ > 0.
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On the other hand, expanding Φ as a linear combination of the variables d(ir, cs) gives

Φ = −p(α) (d(i, c3) + d(i, c4)) .

Since p(α) = 0, this implies
Φ = 0,

contradicting Φ > 0. Hence Gα does not contain a 6-cycle for every α ≥ α.

Lemma C.4 Let Gα contain a directed cycle c0c1 . . . c5c0 of length 6. If there exist i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩
S3 ∩ S4, i

′ ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S5, and i′′ ∈ S3 ∩ S4 ∩ S5, then α < 2.

Proof. Take i0 = i, i1 = i′, and i3 = i4 = i′′.
Suppose, for contradiction, that the Gα contains a directed cycle of length 6 for some α ≥ 2.

Then G2 must also contain the cycle.
Define the following 3-path residuals:

T1 = d(i′, c5) + d(i5, c5) + d(i5, c0)− d(i′, c0),

T2 = d(i′, c5) + d(i′′, c5) + d(i′′, c4)− d(i′, c4),

T3 = d(i′′, c5),

T4 = d(i′′, c5) + d(i′, c5) + d(i′, c2)− d(i′′, c2),

T5 = d(i5, c5) + d(i′′, c5) + d(i′′, c4)− d(i5, c4).

Then each Tr ≥ 0 by the 3-path inequalities or distances being nonnegative.
Now define the 2-deviation residuals:

∆1 = d(i′, c0)− 2d(i′, c1),

∆2 = d(i′, c1)− 2d(i′, c2),

∆3 = d(i′, c4)− 2d(i′, c5),

∆4 = d(i′′, c2)− 2d(i′′, c3),

∆5 = d(i′′, c4)− 2d(i′′, c5),

∆6 = d(i′′, c3)− 2d(i′′, c4),

∆7 = d(i5, c5)− 2d(i5, c0),

∆8 = d(i5, c4)− 2d(i5, c5).

Then each ∆s > 0 by the strict deviation inequalities.
Consider the weighted sum

Φ = 4T1 + 20T2 + 34T3 + 16T4 + 6T5

+ 4∆1 + 8∆2 + 20∆3 + 16∆4

+ 38∆5 + 32∆6 + 2∆7 + 6∆8.

All coefficients are positive, each Tr ≥ 0, and each ∆s > 0. Hence

Φ > 0.

On the other hand, expanding Φ gives exact cancellation of every variable:

Φ = 0.

This is a contradiction. Therefore α < 2.
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Lemma C.5 Let Gα contain a directed cycle c0c1 . . . c5c0 of length 6. If there exist i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩
S3 ∩ S4, i

′ ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S5, and i′′ ∈ S2 ∩ S3 ∩ S5, then α < 2.0567.

Proof. Take i0 = i3 = i, i1 = i′, and i2 = i′′.
Let α be the unique real root > 2 of

q(z) = z9 − 3z8 + 3z7 − z6 − 3z5 + 3z4 − 4z3 + 2z2 − 4z + 2.

Numerically, α ≈ 2.05664.
Suppose, for contradiction, that the Gα contains a directed cycle of length 6 for some α ≥ α.

Then Gα must also contain the cycle.
Define the following 3-path residuals:

T1 = d(i, c4) + d(i4, c4) + d(i4, c5)− d(i, c5),

T2 = d(i′, c5) + d(i5, c5) + d(i5, c0)− d(i′, c0),

T3 = d(i′, c1) + d(i, c1) + d(i, c4)− d(i′, c4),

T4 = d(i′′, c3) + d(i, c3) + d(i, c1)− d(i′′, c1),

T5 = d(i′′, c3) + d(i, c3) + d(i, c4)− d(i′′, c4),

T6 = d(i, c1) + d(i′, c1) + d(i′, c2)− d(i, c2),

T7 = d(i4, c5) + d(i′′, c5) + d(i′′, c3)− d(i4, c3),

T8 = d(i5, c0) + d(i, c0) + d(i, c4)− d(i5, c4).

Then each Tj ≥ 0 by the 3-path inequalities.
Now define the deviation residuals:

∆1 = d(i, c5)− αd(i, c0),

∆2 = d(i, c0)− αd(i, c1),

∆3 = d(i′, c0)− αd(i′, c1),

∆4 = d(i′, c1)− αd(i′, c2),

∆5 = d(i′, c4)− αd(i′, c5),

∆6 = d(i′′, c1)− αd(i′′, c2),

∆7 = d(i′′, c2)− αd(i′′, c3),

∆8 = d(i′′, c4)− αd(i′′, c5),

∆9 = d(i, c2)− αd(i, c3),

∆10 = d(i, c3)− αd(i, c4),

∆11 = d(i4, c3)− αd(i4, c4),

∆12 = d(i4, c4)− αd(i4, c5),

∆13 = d(i5, c5)− αd(i5, c0),

∆14 = d(i5, c4)− αd(i5, c5).

Then each ∆j > 0 by the strict α-deviation inequalities.
Now define

P = α4 + α3 − α2 + 2α− 1,

R = α6 − 3α5 + 4α4 − 4α3 + 3α2 − 3α+ 1,

S = 2α5 − 2α4 + 2α3 + α2 + 3α− 2,

Z = α4 − α3 + α2 + 4α− 2,

W = 2α6 − 4α5 + 3α4 − 2α3 + 3α2 − 7α+ 3.
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Then consider the weighted sum

Φ = α3(α− 1)2P (T1 +∆1)

+ α3(α+ 1)(α− 1)RT2

+ α2(α+ 1)(α− 1)R(T3 +∆5)

+ α2P (T4 +∆6)

+ α2(α− 1)P (T5 +∆8)

+ α2(α− 1)S(T6 +∆9)

+ α3(α− 1)P (T7 +∆11 +∆12)

+ α3(α+ 1)R(T8 +∆13 +∆14)

+ α3(R+ Z)∆2

+ (α− 1)(α+ 1)(αR+ S)∆3

+ α(α− 1)S∆4

+ α3P∆7

+ α3W∆10.

We claim that all coefficients appearing in Φ are positive. Clearly α > 2. Then we have
P,R, S, Z,W > 0, and hence every coefficient in Φ is positive. Since each Tj ≥ 0 and each ∆j > 0,
it follows that

Φ > 0.

On the other hand, expanding Φ as a linear combination of the variables d(·, ·) gives

Φ = −(α− 1)(α+ 1)q(α)d(i′, c0).

Since q(α) = 0, this implies
Φ = 0,

contradicting Φ > 0. Hence Gα does not contain a 6-cycle for every α ≥ α.

Lemma C.6 Let Gα contain a directed cycle c0c1 . . . c5c0 of length 6. If there exist i ∈ S0 ∩ S1 ∩
S3 ∩ S4, i

′ ∈ S1 ∩ S2 ∩ S5, and i′′ ∈ S2 ∩ S4 ∩ S5, then α < α6.

Proof. Take i0 = i3 = i, i1 = i′, and i4 = i′′.
Suppose, for contradiction, that the Gα contains a directed cycle of length 6 for some α ≥ α6.

Then Gα6 must also contain the cycle.
Define the following 3-path residuals:

T1 = d(i′, c5) + d(i5, c5) + d(i5, c0)− d(i′, c0),

T2 = d(i′, c1) + d(i, c1) + d(i, c4)− d(i′, c4),

T3 = d(i′′, c3) + d(i, c3) + d(i, c1)− d(i′′, c1),

T4 = d(i, c1) + d(i′, c1) + d(i′, c2)− d(i, c2),

T5 = d(i, c4) + d(i4, c4) + d(i4, c5)− d(i, c5),

T6 = d(i4, c4) + d(i, c4) + d(i, c1)− d(i4, c1),

T7 = d(i4, c2) + d(i′′, c2) + d(i′′, c3)− d(i4, c3),

T8 = d(i5, c0) + d(i, c0) + d(i, c4)− d(i5, c4).

Then each Tr ≥ 0 by the 3-path inequalities.
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Now define the deviation residuals:

∆1 = d(i, c2)− α6d(i, c3),

∆2 = d(i, c3)− α6d(i, c4),

∆3 = d(i′, c0)− α6d(i
′, c1),

∆4 = d(i′, c1)− α6d(i
′, c2),

∆5 = d(i′, c4)− α6d(i
′, c5),

∆6 = d(i′′, c1)− α6d(i
′′, c2),

∆7 = d(i′′, c2)− α6d(i
′′, c3),

∆8 = d(i, c5)− α6d(i, c0),

∆9 = d(i, c0)− α6d(i, c1),

∆10 = d(i4, c1)− α6d(i4, c2),

∆11 = d(i4, c3)− α6d(i4, c4),

∆12 = d(i4, c4)− α6d(i4, c5),

∆13 = d(i5, c5)− α6d(i5, c0),

∆14 = d(i5, c4)− α6d(i5, c5).

Then each ∆s > 0 by the strict α6-deviation inequalities.
Define

M = α6
4 − α6

3 − α6
2 − 2

and
N = (2α6 + 2− α6

2)(α6
2 − α6 + 1).

Consider the weighted sum

Φ = 2α6T1 + 2T2 +MT3 + 2α6(α6 − 1)T4 + 2α6(α6 − 1)T5

+ 2T6 + 2α6T7 +MT8

+ 2α6(α6 − 1)∆1 +N∆2 + 2α6∆3 + 2(α6 − 1)∆4 + 2∆5

+M∆6 +M∆7 + 2α6(α6 − 1)∆8 +N∆9 + 2∆10

+ 2α6∆11 + 2(α6 − 1)∆12 +M∆13 +M∆14.

We claim that all coefficients in Φ are positive. Clearly α6 > 2, which implies M > 0. Also
2 < α6 < 2.11 < 1 +

√
3, so

2α6 + 2− α6
2 > 0,

and clearly
α6

2 − α6 + 1 > 0.

Thus N > 0. Therefore every coefficient in Φ is positive.
Since each Tr ≥ 0 and each ∆s > 0, it follows that

Φ > 0.

On the other hand, expanding Φ as a linear combination of the variables d(·, ·) gives

Φ = P6(α6)
(
d(i, c1) + d(i, c4)− d(i′′, c2)− d(i′′, c3)− d(i5, c0)− d(i5, c5)

)
.

Since P6(α6) = 0, this implies
Φ = 0,

contradicting Φ > 0. Hence Gα does not contain a 6-cycle for every α ≥ α6.
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Quantity Value

Number of center points 37
Number of single agents 1000000
Search interval for α [1, 2.42]
Feasible value of α 2.15082963
Minimum set coverage 0.50000100

Table 4: Summary of the computational certificate for the 37-point instance.

D. Computational certificate for the 37-point instance

We report the numerical certificate obtained for the 37-point instance used in our construction.
The accompanying repository4 contains the code and input files needed to generate the instance
and reproduce the feasibility computation.
The instance consists of a finite (pseudo-)metric space (N ∪ C, d) with C = {c0, c1, . . . , c36}.

We define a family of deviating sets S = {S0, S1, . . . , S36}. The computation searches for
the largest feasible value of the parameter α. A binary search over [1, 2.42] returned the
feasible value α = 2.15082963. At this value, the solver produced a nonnegative weight vector
w = (w0, w1, . . . , w36) ∈ R37

≥0 with
∑36

i=0wi = 1. For every set Sj , the total weight assigned to

agents contained in Sj is at least 0.50000100 > 1
2 . Therefore, the vector w is a feasible certificate

for the reported value of α.
Table 5 reports the feasible weight vector in decreasing order of weight, together with the sets

containing each agent. The two largest weights are assigned to agents 35 and 36, which together
carry approximately 81.4% of the total mass.

4https://github.com/evamichelle30/ProportionalClusteringLowerBounds
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Agent i Weight wi Sets containing agent i

35 0.47712300 {0, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 36}
36 0.33711700 {0, 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
32 0.01354200 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 34, 36}
30 0.01228800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 32, 35}
28 0.01142800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30, 33, 35}
26 0.01111400 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 31, 33, 35}
24 0.01058800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 26, 29, 31, 33, 35}
22 0.00972800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 24, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
20 0.00966800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 22, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
18 0.00954600 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 20, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
16 0.00945800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
14 0.00940200 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
12 0.00936800 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 14, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
10 0.00936200 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
8 0.00935600 {1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
6 0.00935000 {1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
4 0.00934400 {1, 3, 5, 6, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}
2 0.00934000 {1, 3, 4, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35}

34 0.00933600 {2, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35, 36}
33 0.00420800 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 35}
31 0.00295400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 33}
29 0.00209400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 31, 34}
27 0.00178000 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 29, 32, 34}
25 0.00125400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 27, 30, 32, 34}
23 0.00039400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 24, 25, 28, 30, 32}
21 0.00033400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 28, 30}
19 0.00021200 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 24, 30}
17 0.00012400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 22, 24}
15 0.00006800 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 20, 22, 24}
13 0.00003400 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 18, 20, 24}
11 0.00002800 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 24}
9 0.00002200 {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 16, 18}
7 0.00001600 {2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 16}
5 0.00001000 {2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18}
3 0.00000600 {2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16}
0 0.00000200 {1, 2}
1 0.00000200 {2, 3, 6}

Table 5: Agents ordered by decreasing weight in the feasible certificate for the 37-point instance.
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