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Abstract

Text clustering is a fundamental task in natu-
ral language processing, yet traditional clus-
tering algorithms with pre-trained embeddings
often struggle in domain-specific contexts with-
out costly fine-tuning. Large language models
(LLMs) provide strong contextual reasoning,
yet prior work mainly uses them as auxiliary
modules to refine embeddings or adjust cluster
boundaries. We propose CLUSTERFUSION, a
hybrid framework that instead treats the LLM
as the clustering core, guided by lightweight
embedding methods. The framework proceeds
in three stages: embedding-guided subset par-
tition, LLM-driven topic summarization, and
LLM-based topic assignment. This design en-
ables direct incorporation of domain knowl-
edge and user preferences, fully leveraging
the contextual adaptability of LLMs. Exper-
iments on three public benchmarks and two
new domain-specific datasets demonstrate that
CLUSTERFUSION not only achieves state-of-
the-art performance on standard tasks but also
delivers substantial gains in specialized do-
mains. To support future work, we release our
newly constructed dataset and results on all
benchmarks.!

1 Introduction

Text clustering underpins a wide range of NLP
applications, including information retrieval and
topic modeling. A common practice is to apply
traditional clustering (MacQueen, 1967; Day and
Edelsbrunner, 1984) on top of pre-trained embed-
ding models (Muennighoftf et al., 2022; Wang et al.,
2022). While effective in generic benchmarks, clus-
tering in real-world domains remains difficult: the
task is inherently underspecified without explicit
domain expertise such as user preference and do-
main knowledge (Caruana, 2013). Bridging this

"https://github.com/YimingXu1213/clusterFusion/

gap typically requires extensive fine-tuning of em-
beddings on large, domain-specific corpora, which
is costly and often impractical.

Semi-supervised interactive clustering ap-
proaches attempt to inject domain expertise
directly into the clustering process by collecting
user feedback and shows significant improvement
in performance (Basu et al., 2002, 2004; Bae
et al., 2020). However, for large-scale datasets
with many clusters, collecting sufficient human
feedback is often impractical in both time and
annotation cost.

Large language models (LLMs) offer a promis-
ing alternative for incorporating domain exper-
tise into clustering. LLMs exhibit strong con-
textual understanding and in-context learning, en-
abling them to adapt to new tasks without explicit
training. Recent work has explored leveraging
LLMs to improve traditional clustering pipelines
(De Raedt et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023; Viswanathan et al., 2024; Feng et al.,
2024). In these approaches, the backbone remains
an embedding-based clustering algorithm, while
the LLM serves as an auxiliary module that en-
riches representations or adjusts local boundaries.

An alternative perspective is to treat the LLM it-
self as the clustering core. Conceptually, this can be
decomposed into two stages: (i) topic summariza-
tion, where the LLM proposes a set of candidate
topics by abstracting the corpus, and (ii) topic as-
signment, where the LLM revisits each record and
assigns it to one of the proposed topics to form clus-
ters. LLMs have already shown strong performance
in zero-shot and few-shot summarization and clas-
sification through prompting (Ouyang et al., 2022;
Achiam et al., 2023), suggesting they are capable
of both stages. Importantly, this paradigm also of-
fers a straightforward mechanism to incorporate
user preference and domain knowledge: prompts
can specify what kind of clusters should be formed
(e.g., whether ambiguous utterances such as “yes,”
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Figure 1: Overview of the CLUSTERFUSION framework

“no,” and “unsure” should be separated or grouped)
and how individual records with domain terminol-
ogy should be interpreted.

We propose CLUSTERFUSION, a hybrid clus-
tering framework that rethinks the relationship be-
tween traditional clustering and LLMs. Unlike
prior work that uses LLMs to enhance traditional
embedding-based clustering, we use traditional em-
bedding to enhance LLM-based clustering. The
pipeline proceeds in three steps: (1) embedding-
guided subset partition, where embedding-based
methods partition the corpus and select representa-
tive, ordered exemplars; (2) topic extraction, where
an LLM generates candidate cluster topics from
these exemplars; and (3) topic assignment, where
each record is classified into one of the topics via a
second LLM prompt.

Empirical results show that CLUSTERFUSION
matches or surpasses state-of-the-art methods on
standard benchmarks and yields substantial im-
provements on newly constructed domain-specific
datasets. To foster further research, we release our
dataset and results on all benchmarks.

2 CLUSTERFUSION Framework

As stated above, CLUSTERFUSION treats the LLM
as the clustering core by decomposing clustering
into two tasks: (i) topic summarization, where the
LLM abstracts the corpus into a set of candidate
topics, and (ii) topic assignment, where each record
is assigned to one of the proposed topics. While
LLMs are capable of performing both tasks, a fun-
damental bottleneck lies in the limited context win-
dow, which is particularly restrictive for summa-
rization on large datasets. Topic assignment is less
affected by this limitation, since it only requires
one record per call. To mitigate this bottleneck,
we introduce an embedding-guided subset partition
stage that carefully selects and organizes the input

for summarization. This stage consists of two sub-
steps—sampling and sorting—which we describe
in detail below.

An overview of the framework is shown in Fig-
ure 1, and the pseudocode is provided in Algo-
rithm 1.

2.1 Embedding-Guided Subset Partition

We leverage embedding-based methods to trans-
form the input dataset into a manageable, repre-
sentative, and well-organized sample. This stage
consists of two steps:

Grouping and Balanced Sampling. Given a
dataset Dy = {x1,x9,...,zN} With N records,
we first compute embedding representations:

Z ={z1,%,...,2y} = Embedder(Dy) (1)
where z; € R? is the embedding vector for record
XT;.

We then apply a traditional clustering algorithm
such as KMeans to partition the embeddings into
M groups:

G ={G1,Gy,...,Gy} =Group(Z,M) (2)
where each group G, = {(zj,2;) : j € I}
contains records and their embeddings assigned to
group m.

To construct a representative sample Dg of size
S, we perform balanced sampling by drawing
| S/M| samples from each group. For groups
with sufficient samples (|G,,| > |S/M ), we sam-
ple without replacement to ensure diversity. For
smaller groups (|G| < [S/M |), we sample with
replacement to meet the target sample size:

M
Dg = | J Sample(G, [S/M])  (3)

m=1



Sampling is necessary to respect the LLM’s context
window limit, while balanced sampling amplifies
the signal from low-frequency clusters and ensures
that minority groups remain represented.

Sorting. To improve coherence in the LLM
input, we arrange the sampled records Dg =
{xs,, zs,, ..., zss} before concatenation. We eval-
uate two sorting strategies:

(i) Cluster-based ordering: Records are sorted
by their predicted group index:

Teluster = arg sort({ group(z si)}le) ()]

(ii) Similarity-based ordering: Records are
sorted by their embedding similarity (cosine or Eu-
clidean distance) to the first sampled record:

Tsim = arg sort({sim(z,, z5,)}5-,)  (5)

where sim(+, -) denotes a similarity measure (e.g.,
cosine similarity or Euclidean distance).

The final sorted sample is then
Dy = {1y Topgays -+ -1 Topgsy }» Where
7T € {Teluster; Tsim }- From our experiments, such
pre-organization improves readability and reduces
fragmentation, enabling the LLM to generate more
consistent and higher-quality topic summaries.

2.2 Summarization: Topic Extraction

The sampled and sorted records are concatenated
into a prompt for the LLM, which is instructed to
abstract the corpus into a concise set of candidate
topics along with brief definitions. These topics
serve as the proposed cluster labels. This step lever-
ages the LLM’s strong contextual reasoning abil-
ities, and also enables the flexible incorporation
of domain knowledge or user preferences directly
into the prompt (e.g., specifying whether ambigu-
ous utterances should be merged into one category
or separated into distinct clusters). The complete
prompt templates and domain-specific examples
are provided in Appendix A.

2.3 Classification: Topic Assignment

Each record in the original dataset is then inde-
pendently assigned to one of the candidate topics
through a separate LLM call. The model is con-
strained to choose from the topic list produced in
the Topic Extraction step; if it outputs an invalid
label, the call will be rerun. The full prompt tem-
plate for this classification step is also detailed in
Appendix A.

Algorithm 1 CLUSTERFUSION Framework

Input: Dataset D n; number of clusters K
Hyperparameters: Number of groups M ; total sample
size S

Output: Cluster assignments for all z € Dy

: Step 1: Embedding-Guided Subset Partition

: Z + Embedder(Dy)

G < Group(Z, M)

Dg + 1]

form=1— M do
replace_flag < True if |G| < S/M else False
Ds < Ds U Sample(G,, S/M, replace_flag)

: end for

: Dg + SOI‘t(Ds)

10: Step 2: Topic Summarization

11: T <+ LLM.summarize(Ds, K)

12: Step 3: Topic Assignment

13: forallz € Dy do

14: t + LLM.classify(x, T")

15: assign x — t

16: end for

17: return clustering {z — t}zecpy

VreIqanpsLn=

3 Experimental Setting
3.1 Datasets

We evaluate CLUSTERFUSION on three widely
used clustering benchmarks and two newly con-
structed domain-specific datasets. The generic
benchmarks allow comparison with prior work,
while the domain-specific corpora test the model’s
ability to adapt to specialized contexts. The exist-
ing generic benchmarks are:

e Bank77 (Casanueva et al., 2020): The Bank77
dataset contains 3,080 user queries directed to
an online banking assistant, annotated into 77
intent categories.

e CLINC (Larson et al., 2019): The CLINC
dataset contains 4,500 user queries from a
task-oriented dialog with 150 intent classes,
after removing "out-of-scope" queries (Zhang
et al., 2023). In addition, we found that a
small amount of labels were ambiguous or
inconsistent, and we performed further label
cleaning.”

* Tweet (Yin and Wang, 2016): The Tweet
dataset contains 2,472 social media posts an-
notated into 89 intent categories.

New domain-specific benchmarks:?

2Correction notes are available at: https:
//github.com/YimingXu1213/clusterFusion/blob/
main/datasets/clinicSmall_correction_notes.csv.

*During data cleaning, we removed all personally identi-
fiable information (PII), including usernames, profile links,
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Dataset #Samples #Clusters
Bank77 3,080 77
CLINC 4,500 150
Tweet 2,472 89
OpenAl Codex (new) 406 26
Adobe Lightroom (new) 6,410 40

Table 1: Summary of datasets used in our experiments

¢ OpenAl Codex: We constructed a new
dataset of 406 YouTube comments from the
OpenAlI Codex announcement video* before
June, 2025.The dataset reflects a highly tech-
nical domain and contains emerging terminol-
ogy. Comments were manually annotated into
26 categories capturing user reactions, techni-
cal questions, and broader discussions.

* Adobe Lightroom: We collected 6,410 cus-
tomer reviews for Adobe Lightroom iOS, an-
notated into 40 categories. This dataset cap-
tures domain-specific terminology and nu-
anced user feedback. Due to Adobe company
policies, we are unable to release the raw data.
However, we include our evaluation results on
this dataset.

Table 1 summarizes the datasets’ statistics.

3.2 Maetrics

Following prior work (Zhang et al., 2021), we eval-
uate the quality of the induced clusters against
ground-truth labels using normalized mutual infor-
mation (NMI) and accuracy. Accuracy is computed
by identifying the optimal alignment between pre-
dicted clusters and ground-truth labels via the Hun-
garian algorithm (Kuhn, 1955). These metrics are
widely adopted in clustering evaluation as they cap-
ture both distributional similarity and label-level
correspondence.

3.3 Hyper-Parameters and Design Choices

Following prior work, we assume the number of
clusters K is known. During the embedding-
guided subset partition stage, we set the number
of groups M to 2K, providing more diverse parti-
tions for sampling. In general, choosing M > K is
recommended as it enhances diversity in the sam-
pled records. In the summarization stage, we then
and user IDs, as well as hateful or offensive content for both
datasets. These steps ensure compliance with ethical stan-

dards.
4h’ctps ://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FUq9gRwrDrI

explicitly prompt the LLM to generate exactly K
topics.

To compare effectively with these approaches,
we use the same base encoders reported for
SCCL, ClusterLLM, Keyphrase Clustering and
LLMEdgeRefine: INSTRUCTOR (Su et al., 2022)
for Bank77 and CLINC, and DistilBERT® (Sanh
et al., 2019; Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) for
Tweet. For our newly constructed domain-specific
datasets, we adopt the INSTRUCTOR model.

For the LLM component, we use GPT-40 (Hurst
et al., 2024) as the backbone model for both topic
summarization and topic assignment. All GPT-40
calls use the model’s default parameters, including
its default temperature and token settings. To ex-
amine the generalizability of our framework across
different LLMs, we additionally evaluate GPT-
5(OpenAl, 2025) and Qwen3 (Qwen3-VL-30B-
A3B-Instruct) (Yang et al., 2025) on the Codex
dataset with default settings.

4 Result

We evaluate CLUSTERFUSION on three widely
used benchmarks (Bank77, CLINC, Tweet) and
two fresh domain-specific datasets (OpenAl Codex,
Adobe Lightroom). We compare CLUSTERFU-
SION against strong baselines and state-of-the-art
methods, including DSE (Zhou et al., 2022), PCK-
Means, LLM Correction, and Keyphrase Clus-
tering (Viswanathan et al., 2024), SCCL (Zhang
et al., 2021), ClusterLLM (Zhang et al., 2023), and
LLMEdgeRefine (Feng et al., 2024).

4.1 Comparison of Effectiveness

Quantitative Comparison. Across all five
datasets, CLUSTERFUSION consistently achieves
the highest accuracy among state-of-the-art meth-
ods, with improvements that are statistically sig-
nificant in Table 2. The gains are especially
pronounced on domain-specific datasets Table 3.
On OpenAl Codex, accuracy improves from 44.5
(best baseline) to 66.0, a relative increase of 48%.
In terms of NMI, CLUSTERFUSION matches or
closely tracks state-of-the-art results on Bank77
and CLINC, achieves the best score on Tweet
(91.4), and delivers substantial boosts on domain-
specific datasets: the improvement is around 29%
on OpenAl Codex (from 56.1 to 72.6) and Adobe
Lightroom (from 46.8 to 60.0).

SFollowing ClusterLLM and Keyphrase Clustering, we

used a version of DistilBERT finetuned for sentence similarity
classification.
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Method Bank77 CLINC Tweet

Acc NMI Acc NMI Acc NMI
KMeans 6524+0.0 83.3+0.0 80.9+0.0 92.5+0.0 59.1+0.0 80.6£0.0
Agglomerative 64.0£0.0 81.7+£0.0 77.7£0.0 91.540.0 57.5£0.0 80.64+0.0
DSE (w/ KMeans) 49.240.0 71.04£0.0 62.1£0.0 85.54+0.0 50.8+£0.0 78.4+0.0
PCKMeans 59.6+£0.0 79.840.0 74.5£0.0 90.44+0.0 63.8+£0.0 86.74+0.0
LLM Correction 64.8 80.6 75.7 91.1 67.3 87.5
Keyphrase Clust. (w/ KMeans) 67.3£2.0 83.44+0.6 84.1£0.5 93.1+£03 61.2+0.6 83.64+0.9
Keyphrase Clust. (w/ Agglom.) 62.542.0 78.2+0.7 81.8£0.3 91.3+0.1 61.840.2 84.040.2
SCCL 65.5 81.8 80.9 92.9 78.2 89.2
ClusterLLM 65.3+1.8 83.3+0.1 79.9+0.6 92.44+04 66.3+£1.8 88.1+0.6
LLMEdgeRefine - - 86.8 94.9 — —
CLUSTERFUSION (Unsorted) 62.7+£1.2  80.8+£0.5 77.6£1.7 91.2+0.8 71.6+1.8 86.1£1.0
CLUSTERFUSION (KMeans order) 66.3+£3.2 829409 83.8+£3.9 939410 842439 909425
CLUSTERFUSION (Cosine order) 68.3+2.9 814409 87.3+1.0 93.5+04 87.1+8.6 91.4+4.5
CLUSTERFUSION (Oracle order) 79.4+£13 87.24+0.8 90.3£2.6 95440.6 91.3£39 94.7+2.0
CLUSTERFUSION (Assignment only)  88.8+£0.0 92.6£0.0 91.0+£0.0 96.6+0.0 92.1£0.0 94.640.0

Table 2: Clustering performance on three public benchmarks. All LLM based methods use GPT-40 as the backbone,
with the exception of LLMEdgeRefine, which relies on GPT-3.5 because we were unable to reproduce the original
implementation. Where applicable, standard deviations are obtained by running clustering 5 times with different
seeds. For the unsorted version, input data were randomized to remove built-in ordering (e.g., CLINIC is originally
pre-sorted by oracle labels). For distance sorting, we tested both Cosine and Euclidean sorting; Cosine performed
better in most cases and aligns with common practice, so we only include its result. Oracle order denotes sorting
records by their ground-truth topics, which is not achievable in practice but serves as an upper bound illustrating
the potential effect of ordering. Assignment only refers to the setting where the topics are provided and only the
assignment step is performed, isolating the impact of this component from topic extraction.

OpenAl Codex Adobe Lightroom
Method Acc NMI Acc NMI
KMeans 41.7+£0.0 55.5+£0.0 30.7£0.0 18.84+0.0
Agglomerative Clust. 44.5+0.0 56.1+£0.0 16.3£0.0 18.5£0.0
Keyphrase Clust. (w/ KMeans) 40.3+2.5 527414 71.5£0.3 46.8£0.6
Keyphrase Clust. (w/ Agglom.) 35.8+1.8 48.9+2.0 71.3+£04 46.0+0.6
CLUSTERFUSION (Unsorted) 61.8+29 70.5+09 81.9+23 56.7£5.2
CLUSTERFUSION (KMeans order) 63.6+£5.0 71.5£3.5 82.841.2 58.0£2.6
CLUSTERFUSION (Cosine order) 66.0+4.6 72.6+1.8 83.5+1.9 60.0+3.2
CLUSTERFUSION (Oracle order) 69.9+3.9 754429 84.242.1 61.64+2.6
CLUSTERFUSION (Assignment only)  80.0£0.0 81.6+0.0 92.3£0.0 78.140.0

Table 3: Clustering performance on two domain-specific datasets. All LLM based methods use GPT-4o0.

Qualitative Analysis. The significant quantita-
tive gains of CLUSTERFUSION arise from its flexi-
bility in incorporating both domain knowledge and
user preferences through prompting: (i) domain ex-
pertise can be injected into both summarization and
assignment prompts to improve terminology under-
standing, and (ii) user preferences about which
clusters should or should not be formed can be
specified during the summarization stage. Table 4
illustrates these advantages with examples from the
OpenAl Codex dataset.

Domain Knowledge Alignment. The corpus in-
cludes emerging Al terminology such as Anthropic,
Claude, DeepSeek, which embedding-based meth-
ods struggle to interpret semantically. Rows 1-4
of Table 4 show KMeans lacking contextual un-
derstanding of the new terminologies: it groups

“Anthropic is in trouble” (competitor mention) with
“so bad” (general criticism) because their embed-
dings are both semantically negative, and groups
“use Deepseek model to get rid of cost” with use-
case requests (“automate my mortgage”) because
both are financial related. Keyphrase improves
over KMeans but still produces less precise group-
ings. In contrast, CLUSTERFUSION leverages
LLM-based contextual understanding to correctly
separate competitor mentions, general criticism,
profit model discussion, and feature requests.

User Preference Alignment. In the Codex an-
nouncement dataset, feature-related feedback is
more informative, while comments about presen-
tation staging and filming are less relevant and
should be grouped into a single cluster. Rows 5-
8 of Table 4 show comments about presentation



aesthetics unrelated to product features, such as
salad bowl, presenter’s beard, and MacBook cor-
ners. CLUSTERFUSION effectively groups these
into one cluster (“Presenter Criticism and Observa-
tions”). Keyphrase fragments them across separate
clusters, even though distinctions like strawberries
vs. salad are irrelevant for product reception. This
fragmentation wastes cluster slots that could repre-
sent substantive feedback. Consolidating presenta-
tion comments into a unified, low-priority category
allows more clusters for technical discussions, com-
petitor comparisons, and feature requests.

4.2 Ablation Study

Summarization Limits Performance. To dis-
entangle the contributions of topic extraction and
topic assignment, we conduct an ablation where we
skip the summarization stage and directly provide
the assignment step with the ground truth topics.
As shown in Table 2 and Table 3, once the true
topics are given, performance becomes nearly sat-
urated. On the generic benchmarks, both Accu-
racy and NMI exceed 85, and even on the more
challenging OpenAl Codex and Adobe Lightroom
datasets, scores rise to the 80-90 range. Moreover,
the variance across runs becomes extremely small
(standard deviation below 0.05). These results in-
dicate that the assignment stage is already highly
reliable, and that the primary opportunity for fur-
ther improvement lies in generating better topic
summaries during the extraction stage.

Ordering Matters To Summarization. During
our experiments, we observed that exemplar order-
ing plays a critical role in the quality of topic sum-
marization. As shown in Table 3, even the unsorted
baseline already outperforms traditional clustering
methods. However, performance improves consis-
tently when records are pre-organized—whether
by cluster assignments (e.g., KMeans) or by em-
bedding similarity (e.g., cosine distance)—as il-
lustrated in Figure 2 and Figure 3. On the Tweet
dataset, for instance, accuracy rises by 22% (from
71.6 to 87.1) solely due to improved ordering.
One explanation for the impact of ordering lies
in how transformer-based LLLMs handle long con-
texts. While self-attention allows tokens to interact
globally, empirical studies show that attention ef-
fectiveness decays with distance, making it harder
to integrate scattered signals (Press et al., 2021; Liu
et al., 2023). Disorganized inputs force the model
to attend across heterogeneous content, increas-

ing instability in topic proposals. Pre-organizing
records into semantically coherent groups reduces
this burden and allows the LLM to better exploit
its contextual reasoning, yielding better clusters.

To further contextualize these gains, we include
an oracle ordering where records are sorted by
ground-truth topics. While infeasible in real appli-
cations, this upper bound reveals the latent potential
of ordering. The consistent gap between heuristic
and oracle orderings suggests that improved order-
ing heuristics could unlock further performance
improvements. These findings underscore ordering
not merely as an implementation detail, but as a
central mechanism for stabilizing LLM outputs and
maximizing clustering quality.
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Figure 2: Clustering performance (Accuracy) under
different ordering strategies across five datasets.
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Figure 3: Clustering performance (NMI) under different
ordering strategies across five datasets.

Best Performance Across LLM Families To
evaluate the generalizability of our approach,
we additionally test GPT-5 (OpenAl, 2025) and
Qwen3 (Yang et al., 2025) on the Codex dataset.
As shown in Table 5, our method remains the best-
performing approach across all model families, and
ordering consistently provides a substantial boost.

We also observe that the "Assignment Only" set-
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KMeans
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CLUSTERFUSION

Domain Knowledge: Understand Emerging Tech Terminology

“Anthropic is in trouble”

“so bad”

“someone just needs to

come up with a way to run

670b deepseek models, so

we can get rid of the cost”

“Please automate my mort-
gage and bills”

Competition ~ With

Competitors
General Criticism
Profit Model Discus-

sion

Future Use Case

Pessimistic Expecta-
tions

Pessimistic Expecta-
tions

Cost and lack of local
implementation

Cost and lack of local
implementation

Impact of Al on Em-
ployment and Software
Development

General Criticism

Competitor solutions
outperforming current
offerings

Technology Ethics, Pri-
vacy, and Practical Ap-
plications

Competitors Emer-
gence

General Criticism

Better solutions pro-
vided by competi-
tors
End-user Feature
Requests

User Preference: Consolidate Non-Feature Related Comments

“Are those strawberries
and broccoli in the
bowl?”
“that random salad decora-
tion lol”

“Interesting beard choice”
“omg he hit the corner on

the Mac on the table, ha-
hahaha”

Feedback On The Pre-
senter And Presenta-
tion Style
Feedback On The Pre-
senter And Presenta-
tion Style
Feedback On The Pre-
senter And Presenta-
tion Style
Feedback On The Pre-
senter And Presenta-
tion Style

Table items and food
discussions

Table items and food
discussions

Excitement and Enthu-
siasm

Cursor Tool and
Presentation Observa-
tions

Strawberry-related in-

quiries

Video Production and
Presentation Critiques

Presenter Appearance
and Personality Obser-
vations

Humorous observations
about MacBook setup
and sticker usage

Presenter Criticism
and Observations

Presenter Criticism
and Observations

Presenter Criticism
and Observations

Presenter Criticism
and Observations

Table 4: Qualitative examples from the OpenAl Codex dataset.

GPT-40 GPT-5 Qwen3

Method Acc NMI Acc NMI Acc NMI

Keyphrase Clust. (w/ KMeans) 40.3+2.5 52.74+14 40.9+1.6 53.0£2.3 31.24+3.3 452+1.3
Keyphrase Clust. (w/ Agglom.) 35.841.8 48.942.0 36.1+£22 493+27 30.1+1.5 40.2%1.3
CLUSTERFUSION (Unsorted) 61.842.9 70.5+£0.9 649+14 709+1.3 51.6+29 63.6+1.4
CLUSTERFUSION (KMeans order) 63.6+£5.0 71.5£3.5 653+£69 75444.0 55.1+14 65.3%+1.7
CLUSTERFUSION (Cosine order) 66.0+4.6 72.6+1.8 69.0+3.5 76.5+14 56.0+2.5 66.6+1.7
CLUSTERFUSION (Oracle order) 69.943.9 754429 80.0+4.5 82.0+2.2 61.445.6 68.1+4.1
CLUSTERFUSION (Assignment only)  80.0+0.0 81.6+0.0 80.5+0.0 81.4+0.0 78.1£0.0 79.440.0

Table 5: Clustering performance on the Codex dataset across different LLM backbones.

ting varies little across LLMs, indicating that this
stage is relatively easy and already near saturation.
In contrast, performance differences across LLMs
are more pronounced in the long-context summa-
rization stage, reinforcing our earlier finding that
topic extraction is the primary challenge.

4.3 Cost Performance

While clustering accuracy is critical, practical de-
ployment also requires methods to be cost-efficient.
Unlike representation-learning approaches such as
SCCL (Zhang et al., 2021) or DSE (Zhou et al.,
2022), CLUSTERFUSION is training-free: it re-
quires no fine-tuning or GPU-intensive optimiza-
tion, relying only on one-off clustering and prompt-
ing.

Compared to other training-free, LLM-based
methods, CLUSTERFUSION incurs a cost profile
similar to the Keyphrase method (Viswanathan

et al., 2024). Our additional summarization step
introduces a small overhead, which is controlled by
the chosen sample size. Similar to the Keyphrase
method, our dominant cost arises from topic as-
signment, which scales linearly with dataset size.
Crucially, at comparable cost, CLUSTERFUSION
delivers substantially higher accuracy, demonstrat-
ing superior cost-effectiveness.

Figure 4 visualizes the cost-accuracy trade-off
between CLUSTERFUSION and the Keyphrase
baseline across all five datasets. Each point repre-
sents one dataset, and the dashed lines connect the
same dataset under both methods. The plot reveals
a consistent pattern: CLUSTERFUSION points are
positioned higher (better accuracy) at nearly iden-
tical costs. The vertical separation is particularly
pronounced for domain-specific datasets such as
OpenAl Codex, where CLUSTERFUSION achieves
accuracy improvements of 63.8% with less than



$0.02 total cost increase.
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Figure 4: Cost-accuracy comparison between CLUS-
TERFUSION and Keyphrase. API price is based on
OpenAI’s GPT-4o pricing (April 2025).

5 Related Work

Clustering has long been a central problem in ma-
chine learning. A common practice is to apply
classical clustering algorithms such as KMeans or
agglomerative clustering (MacQueen, 1967; Day
and Edelsbrunner, 1984) on top of pre-trained em-
beddings (Muennighoff et al., 2022; Wang et al.,
2022).

However, the task is inherently underspecified
without explicit domain expertise such as user pref-
erence and domain knowledge (Caruana, 2013).
Bridging this gap often requires fine-tuning embed-
dings on large, domain-specific corpora, coupling
representation learning with clustering objectives.
Zhou et al. (2024) categorize such deep clustering
research into multi-stage pipelines (Huang et al.,
2014; Tao et al., 2021), iterative refinement (Yang
et al., 2016; Chang et al., 2017; Caron et al., 2018;
Van Gansbeke et al., 2020; Niu et al., 2020, 2022),
generative frameworks (Dilokthanakul et al., 2016),
and joint optimization (Xie et al., 2016; Hadifar
et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2021). While effective,
these approaches demand heavy training, hyper-
parameter tuning, and substantial computational
resources.

Semi-supervised clustering introduces limited
external guidance to inject domain expertise, such
as cluster seeds (Basu et al., 2002), pairwise con-
straints (Basu et al., 2004; Zhang et al., 2019),
feature-level feedback (Dasgupta and Ng, 2010),
or interactive operations like split-merge and
lock—refine (Coden et al., 2017; Awasthi et al.,
2017). Although these methods can yield more
meaningful partitions, they typically require tens

or hundreds of human-model interactions (Coden
et al., 2017), making them impractical at scale.

More recently, large language models (LLMs)
have opened new directions for clustering by lever-
aging their strong contextual understanding and
in-context learning. LLMs have been applied to
tasks such as abstractive summarization (De Raedt
et al., 2023), semantic relation judgments (Zhang
et al., 2023), explanation generation (Wang et al.,
2023), keyphrase expansion (Viswanathan et al.,
2024), and edge refinement (Feng et al., 2024). In
all these approaches, however, the backbone re-
mains an embedding-based clustering algorithm,
with the LLM acting only as an auxiliary module
to enrich representations or refine boundaries.

In contrast, we explore a complementary per-
spective: the core clusters in our method are de-
fined by the LLM itself. Our method leverages
embeddings not as the clustering backbone, but
as a pre-organizing guide that structures the input
data before LLM inference. This design allows
the LLM to fully exploit its contextual reasoning
ability for topic induction and assignment, while
preserving the scalability and stability benefits of
traditional clustering, as demonstrated by our em-
pirical results.

6 Conclusion

We introduced CLUSTERFUSION, a hybrid frame-
work that leverages embedding-based methods to
pre-organize data and LLMs to perform clustering.
Experiments across five datasets show that CLUS-
TERFUSION not only outperforms existing state-
of-the-art methods on standard benchmarks, but
also delivers substantial gains on domain-specific
datasets, where adaptability is critical. Our analysis
further highlights the role of ordering in enhancing
the outputs. By treating the LLM as the cluster-
ing core rather than a supporting module, CLUS-
TERFUSION provides a training-free, cost-efficient,
simple-designed, and easily adaptable solution for
clustering across diverse domains.

Limitations

While CLUSTERFUSION achieves strong perfor-
mance, several limitations remain. First, for very
large datasets, context length constraints may still
require a divide-and-conquer strategy, though our
sampling and ordering design could be naturally ex-
tended and integrated to batch settings. Second, the
framework assumes prior knowledge of the number



of clusters, which may not always be realistic. Fu-
ture work could explore strategies for automatically
estimating or adapting the number of clusters.

Ethical Considerations

Data Privacy. We use public benchmarks
(BANK77, CLINIC, Tweet) and two newly con-
structed ones based on public Adobe Lightroom
and Codex reviews. All sources are public and
free of personally identifiable information (PII),
and comply with their respective terms of use. No
sensitive or proprietary data is involved.

Bias in LLMs. Our method uses GPT-40 (Hurst
et al., 2024) for topic summarization and assign-
ment, which may reflect biases from its training
data. While our balanced sampling strategy helps
mitigate this, we acknowledge potential societal or
linguistic bias. Future work could explore fairness-
aware prompting or bias auditing.

Reproducibility. We document each step of our
pipeline in detail. Grouping uses open-source li-
braries (such as KMeans), and LLM-based steps
rely on modular, prompt-based methods. We also
release the datasets and raw experimental results to
support reproducibility.

Environmental Impact. To reduce compute cost,
we limit LLM usage through lightweight grouping
and representative sampling. Nonetheless, we rec-
ognize the environmental footprint of LLM infer-
ence and encourage future work on more efficient
alternatives.
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A LLM Prompts

This appendix provides the complete prompt tem-
plates used in our CLUSTERFUSION framework
for both topic summarization and topic assignment
stages.

A.1 Topic Summarization Prompt

The following prompt template is used to extract
candidate topics from the sampled and sorted
records. The prompt follows a two-message struc-
ture:

System message: You are an intelligent assistant
skilled in summarizing and extracting insights.

User message: You are now tasked with reviewing
records related to {feature_context}. Each record

is separated by ";" symbols.

Records: {concatenated_records)

Your goal is to extract the key topics from these
records. For each identified topic, please provide
a brief explanation along with examples. The total
number of topics you extract should be exactly
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{num_topics}, not more than {num_topics} and
not fewer than {num_topics,.

The result should be returned in JSON format,
where each key represents an index, and the cor-
responding value is a dictionary with:

* A topic name as the key, and

* A description and some examples as the
value.

{extra_guidance if extra_guidance else ""}

where feature_context specifies the domain
or context of the dataset, concatenated_records
contains the sampled and sorted records from D
(as generated in Equation 1-5) concatenated with
";" separators, num_topics is the target number
of clusters K, and the optional extra_guidance
placeholder can be used to provide additional user

preference when needed.

A.1.1 Domain-Specific Adaptations

For domain-specific datasets, we provide task-
specific context and preferences to guide topic for-
mation. Below we show the adaptations for the
OpenAl Codex dataset as an illustrative example:

Feature Context (Domain Knowledge):

OpenAl Codex feature announcement video
posted on YouTube. Comments are from view-
ers responding to the demo by Fouad Matin and
Romain Huet, showing Codex CLI working with
OpenAl models including 03, 0o4-mini, and GPT-
4.1. In this domain, Manus, Aider, Deepseek,
Claude (by Anthropic), Cursor, Warp are com-
petitors; Gemini and Deepseek are non-OpenAl
models. There are also certain YouTube channels
making tech tutorial/review videos, such as Fire-
ship and Lucas Montano. Notably, the recorded
demo had some staging details: a salad bowl
placed on the table, the interface displayed in
light mode, and a smiley-face sticker covering the
Apple logo on the MacBook.

Extra Guidance (User Preferences):

Special instructions for topic formation:

* [fthe comment is not related to codex fea-
ture but related to presentation or presen-
ters (such as salad bowl, MacBook sticker),
consolidate them into one cluster

These adaptations directly enable the qualita-
tive improvements shown in Table 4, where do-
main terminology is correctly interpreted and non-
substantive feedback is consolidated. The complete
prompts for all datasets will be released on GitHub
to support reproducibility.



A.2 Topic Assignment Prompt

For classifying each record into one of the extracted
topics, we use the following two-message prompt
structure:

System message: You are a helpful assistant, that
can help me label each record into topics.

User message: Following records is about {fea-
ture_context}. Please classify the record into one
of the following topics, which are represented as
a dictionary. Its keys are the names of the top-
ics and values are the descriptions of the topic:
{topic_def dict}

Comment: {comment}

Return the result in JSON format with the follow-
ing format: key ’topic’, with value as the picked
topic;

where topic_def_dict contains the topics and
descriptions generated in the summarization stage,
and comment is the individual record being classi-
fied.
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