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1 Abstract

Latent Class Models (LCMs) are used to cluster multivariate categorical
data, commonly used to interpret survey responses. We propose a novel
Bayesian model called the Equivalence Set Restricted Latent Class Model
(ESRLCM). This model identifies clusters who have common item response
probabilities, and does so more generically than traditional restricted latent
attribute models. We verify the identifiability of ESRLCMs, and demonstrate
the effectiveness in both simulations and real-world applications.
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2 Introduction

Researchers continue to use latent class models (LCMs) to provide a parsi-
monious representation of multivariate categorical data. For each observa-
tion i we observe J items forming a multivariate nominal response: X i ∈
Zm1 × · · · × ZmJ

with Zk := {1, · · · , k}. The distribution of X i is given by
a mixture:

P (xi) =
∑
c∈ZC

P (ci = c)P (xi|ci = c) =
∑
c∈ZC

P (ci = c)
∏
j∈ZJ

P (xij|ci = c) (1)

where p(x|ci) is the conditional distribution of xi given the hidden class ci ∈
ZC and we consider the situation where the elements of x are conditionally
independent given class membership. We let π := [P (ci = 1), · · · , P (ci =
C)]⊤ denote the prior probability of residing within each class, with the total
number of classes C fixed.

In practice a pair of classes may share qualities in common. In particular,
two classes might share common response probabilities P (xij|ci = c) for
a subset of items. For example, the equivalence of response probabilities
for classes in educational applications provide researchers with useful fine-
grained diagnostic information [e.g., see Chen et al., 2015, Liu et al., 2013,
Xu, 2017]. Traditional LCMs assume each class is entirely distinct and have
difficulty recovering this structure. There are at least two existing methods to
recover common response probabilities. One strategy is to employ regularized
latent class models, for instance applying lasso to class response probabilities
[Chen et al., 2016, Robitzsch, 2020] or tree-based regularization [Li et al.,
2023]. Another strategy employs restricted latent attribute models (RLAMs),
where classes are encoded as binary attributes to enforce a simpler structure
in class response probabilities [Chen et al., 2020, Gu and Xu, 2024, Xu and
Shang, 2018].

We propose a Bayesian variant of the frequentist regularized latent class
models. We call this new Bayesian model the Equivalence Set Restricted La-
tent Class Model (ESRLCM). Like other regularized LCMs, ESRLCMs pro-
vide flexible structure to capture common class response probabilities. These
models can impose restrictions unavailable to restricted latent attribute mod-
els. This paper offers the following contributions.

1. Compared to regularized LCMs by Chen et al. [2016], Robitzsch [2020],
ESRLCMs are Bayesian instead of frequentist. This allows for conve-
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nient measurements of credible intervals, including measuring the pos-
terior probability that two classes have a common response probability.
Compared with Bayesian ESRLCM by Li et al. [2023], our model en-
courages identical class response probabilities rather than similar prob-
abilities; this allows easier interpretation.

2. We provide new identifiability theory which admits these more flexible
structures. The new identifiability conditions apply to other regularized
LCMs as well as certain restricted latent attribute models.

3. We introduce a new hierarchical mixture prior which encourages well
separated [Liu et al., 2010] latent classes. Specifically, the prior encour-
ages similar response probabilities to be equal and distinct probabilities
to be divergent.

4. We compare our model with several existing competitors and demon-
strate its effectiveness in applications involving educational and psy-
chological data as well as simulations.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section 3 provides background in-
formation on restricted latent attribute models (RLAMs) and Section 4 in-
troduces equivalence set restrictions and contrast them with RLAMs. In
Section 5, we establish identifiability of ESRLCMs. We introduce a novel
prior which promotes separation in class response probabilities in Section 6
and we present details concerning the the conditional distributions and a
Monte Carlo Markov chain algorithm in Section 7. In Section 8 and Sec-
tion 9, we show the effectiveness of ESRLCMs in simulation studies and real
world applications respectively.

3 Restricted Latent Attribute Models

In this section we describe two types of restricted latent attribute mod-
els (RLAMs). RLAMs express a person’s latent class as a binary vector
αi ∈ {0, 1}M . Each component of this vector is called a latent attribute.
The foundational assumption is that each item is influenced by some latent
attributes, but not impacted by others.

The first type of RLAMs use Q-matrix restrictions [De La Torre, 2011,
Henson et al., 2009, Von Davier, 2008]. Under this model, matrix Q ∈
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{0, 1}J×K indicates the relationships between observed items and latent at-
tributes. For instance, in the case where Xij ∈ {0, 1} the item response
probability can be written as a generalized linear model,

logit P (Xij|αi, δ,βj
) = βj0 +

K∑
k=1

βj,kQjkαk +
K∑

t,t′=1

βj,t+Kt′QjtQjt′αtαt′

+ · · ·+ βj,2K−1

∏
k

Qjkαk (2)

where all the main- and interaction-effect terms involving the attributes are
included as predictors and the 2K-vector β

j
are the item parameters. Equa-

tion (2) shows that the elements of Q serve the role of variable selection.
Specifically, if Qjk = 1, then item j is dependent on attribute k. Conversely
if Qjk = 0 then item j is independent of attribute k.

The second type of RLAMs use δ-matrix restrictions [Chen et al., 2015,
2020], which can be viewed as an extension of Q-matrix restrictions. Here
matrix δ ∈ {0, 1}J×2K indicates the relationship between items and latent
attributes such that δjp indicates whether βjp is an active non-zero coefficient.
In this case, the class response probabilities are given by:

logit P (Xij|αi, β) = βj0 +
K∑
k=1

βj,kαk +
K∑

t,t′=1

βj,t+Kt′αtαt′ + · · ·+ βj,2K−1

∏
k

αk

(3)

with βjt restricted to zero when δjt = 0. In this way, the class response
probabilities depend not just on which attributes are active, but also may
depend on a combination of attributes.

4 Equivalence Set Restrictions

Although ESRLCMs are most similar to regularized LCMs, they use a differ-
ent mechanism to coerce common class response probabilities. Regularized
LCMs typically use a penalty (e.g. lasso), and restricted latent attribute
models use δ or Q restrictions. ESRLCMs use a new type of restriction to
build common response probabilities: equivalence set restrictions. Equiva-
lence set restrictions provide the same amount of flexibility as other regular-
ized LCMs when identifying common response probabilities. In this section
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we detail equivalence set restrictions and contrast them with RLAM type
restrictions.

Definition 1 (Equivalence set restrictions). Let B ∈ ZC×J
C be our base class

matrix. If Bc1j = Bc2j this implies that:

P (xij|ci = c1,Model Parameters) = P (xij|ci = c2,Model Parameters).

Definition 2. The ‘equivalence set’ for variable j Ejb := {c : Bcj = b} ⊆ Zc

specifies a group of classes containing common response probabilities.

The concept around equivalence set restrictions is as follows. For an item
j, we partition the C classes into disjoint equivalence sets

⋃C
b=1Ejb = ZC .

Classes in the same equivalence set share a common response probabilities
P (xij|ci = c,Model Parameters). Base class matrix B can be seen as an
index indicating which equivalence set a class belongs to for each item. As
defined here equivalence set restrictions can be applied to categorical re-
sponses xij. In this paper we provide identifiability conditions for categorical
responses, but our simulations and applications focus on Bernoulli responses.

Where a traditional RLAMs apply restrictions to C = 2K classes using a
Q-matrix or δ-matrix, equivalence set restrictions allow for C ∈ N classes and
offer more generic restrictions. For examples of these more general restric-
tions see Table 1 and Table 2. Table 1 shows that equivalence set restrictions
offer a larger number of possible restrictions. For example, the cardinality of
the equivalence set restrictions are described by the Bell number, BC , which
counts the number of ways to partition a set with exactly C elements and
satisfies the recurrence relation Bn+1 =

∑n
k=0

(
n
k

)
Bk. When C is of the form

2K our equivalence set approach allows for B2K possible number of restric-
tions, which is larger than the 2K and 22

K−1 restrictions available from the
Q and δ frameworks. Furthermore, the equivalence set restrictions are valid
for C ∈ N whereas the Q and δ restrictions are only valid when C = 2K for
K ∈ N.

Table 2 shows the different types of restrictions possible on each model
when C = 4 (with K = 2). We see specific examples of restrictions possible
under equivalence sets, but not under Q-matrix or δ-matrix restrictions. For
instance, the Q-matrix or δ-matrix restrictions are unavailable for eight of
the B4 = 15 ways to form equivalence sets. In contrast, there is only one
type of δ restriction with δj = [1, 1, 1, 0], which corresponds with a model in
Equation 3 that includes an intercept, main-effects for α1 and α2, but not

4

Authors: Jesse Bowers, Steve Culpepper.



two-way interaction term α1α2, that cannot be produced by the equivalence
set formulation.

We call Bcj a base class, and call Bj := [B1j, · · · , BCj]
⊤ a base class

vector. By convention the base class vector starts at δ1j = 1, and the first ap-
pearance of each new base class increments by one: δbj = max{δ1j, · · · , δb−1,j}+
1 when δbj /∈ {δ1j, · · · , δb−1,j}. Additionally Bj := |{Bcj : c}| denotes the
number of base classes under item j.

Table 1: Number of possible restrictions on a single item for the Q-Matrix,
δ-matrix, and Equivalence Set restrictions.

Classes (C) Q-Matrix δ-Matrix Equivalence Set
21 2 2 2
22 4 8 15
23 8 128 4,140
24 16 32,768 > 1010

2K 2K 2(2
K−1) B2K

C ̸= 2K - - Bc

Note. The Bell number BC gives the number of ways C objects can be

partitioned [Abramowitz and Stegun, 1965].
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Table 2: All possible restrictions for C = 4 classes under equivalence set
restrictions.

Base Classes Vector Bj

Possible Under
Q restrictions?

Possible Under
δ restrictions?

Equivalence Sets Ejb Bj,c=1 Bj2 Bj3 Bj4

{ 1, 2, 3, 4 } 1 1 1 1 Q
j
= [0, 0] δj = [1, 0, 0, 0]

{ 1, 2, 3 }, { 4 } 1 1 1 2 No δj = [1, 0, 0, 1]
{ 1, 2, 4 }, { 3 } 1 1 2 1 No No
{ 1, 3, 4 }, { 2 } 1 2 1 1 No No
{ 1 }, { 2, 3, 4 } 1 2 2 2 No No
{ 1, 2 }, { 3, 4 } 1 1 2 2 Q

j
= [0, 1] δj = [1, 0, 1, 0]

{ 1, 3 }, { 2, 4 } 1 2 1 2 Q
j
= [1, 0] δj = [1, 1, 0, 0]

{ 1, 4 }, { 2, 3 } 1 2 2 1 No No
{ 1, 2 }, { 3 }, { 4 } 1 1 2 3 No δj = [1, 0, 1, 1]
{ 1, 3 }, { 2 }, { 4 } 1 2 1 3 No δj = [1, 1, 0, 1]
{ 1, 4 }, { 2 }, { 3 } 1 2 3 1 No No
{ 1 }, { 2, 3 }, { 4 } 1 2 2 3 No No
{ 1 }, { 2, 4 }, { 3 } 1 2 3 2 No No
{ 1 }, { 2 }, { 3, 4 } 1 2 3 3 No No
{ 1 }, { 2 }, { 3 }, { 4 } 1 2 3 4 Q

j
= [1, 1] δj = [1, 1, 1]

No No No δj = [1, 1, 0]

Note. The mapping between class and latent traits is as follows: Classes
0, 1, 2, 3 have latent traits [0, 0], [1, 0], [0, 1], [1, 1] respectively.
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5 Identifiability

In this section we establish conditions for generic identifiability of equivalence
set RLCMs. We start with some definitions.

Definition 3. We say B ⪯ B̃ if for every j, b there exists a b′ such that
Ejb ⊆ Ẽjb′ . If B ⪯ B̃ then we say B̃ is a merged base class of B.

Theorem 1. For base class matrices B and B̃, the following are equivalent:

1. Matrix B̃ is a merged base class matrix of B.

2. For every j, b′ there exists indices Sjb′ ⊆ ZC such that Ẽjb′ =
⋃

b∈Sjb′
Ejb.

3. There exists a transformation g : (ZJ × ZC) → ZC such that B̃cj :=
g(j, Bcj).

Example 1.

B =


1 1 1
1 2 1
2 1 1
2 3 2
3 1 2
3 4 2

 ⪯


1 1 1
1 2 1
1 1 1
1 3 2
2 1 2
2 2 2

 = B̃

△

Theorem 2 (Generic Identifiability of Equivalence Set RLCM). For a fixed
choice of base classes B, an equivalence set RLCM is generically identifiable
given the following. There must exist a merged base class matrix B̃ and a
tripartition of items

⋃3
k=1 Jk = ZJ which following the below criteria. For

convenience let B(k) := BJk
:= [Bj : j ∈ Jk] ∈ ZJ×|Jk|

J be the matrix formed
by the base classes vectors of items Jk. In the third tripartition, we require
that the rows of B(3) are unique. For the first two tripartitions we require
the following:

1. For every item, the number of merged base classes cannot exceed the
number of response levels: B̃j ≤ mj.

2. Every row of merged base matrix B̃
(k)

must be unique.
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3. The number of possible response patterns must meet or exceed the num-
ber of classes:

∏
j∈Jk

mj ≥ C.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Example 2. Suppose we have J = 6 items where the first two items have
mj = 3 levels, and the remaining items have mj = 2 levels. With C = 5
classes our restrictions B are:

B :=

 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 1 2
3 3 3 1 1 3
2 1 4 3 2 3
1 4 4 2 3 3


Under this choice of B, we will demonstrate that the equivalence set

RLCM has generic identifiability. Take tripartition of items J1 = {1, 4},
J2 = {2, 3}, and J3 = {5, 6}. Note that for the first two tripartitions the
number of possible responses (6) exceeds the number of classes (5). Below
we have the original tripartioned and then merged base class matrices.

B(1) :=

B1 B4 1 1
2 2
3 1
2 3
1 2

B(2) :=

B2 B3 1 1
2 2
3 3
1 4
4 4

B(3) :=

B5 B6 1 1
1 2
1 3
2 3
3 3

B̃
(1)

:=

 1 1
2 2
3 1
2 1
1 2

 B̃
(2)

:=

 1 1
2 1
3 1
1 2
3 2

 B̃
(3)

:= B(3)

Note that the columns of the first two merged base class matrices have
no more base classes than response levels to an item. Additionally note that
the rows of all three merged base class matrices are unique. By Theorem 2
we have generic identifiability.

△

These identifiability conditions can be checked by way of a greedy algo-
rithm. Starting with three empty partitions, items are added one at a time,
and a corresponding B̃j is generated. If the algorithm ultimately finds a
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solution for which identifiability holds, then we have shown identifiability. If
no solution is found, we have no evidence supporting identifiability, but it
is possible that a more exhaustive search could show identifiability. Such a
method is described in Appendix A.

Theorem 2 can be applied to traditional Q-matrix RLCMs. Corollary 1
below is equivalent to the results shown by Gu and Xu [2018]. Additionally
Theorem 2 can be further extended to Q-matrices on non-binary categorical
responses.

Corollary 1. For a Q-matrix RLCM on binary responses, generic identifia-
bility holds for a fixed Q-matrix given the following. Up to relabeling of items,
the Q-matrix can be put into block diagonal form Q = [M⊤

1 ,M
⊤
2 ,M

⊤
3 ]

⊤.
Matrices M 1 and M 2 must be C × C matrices with diagonal elements of 1.
For M 3 each column must include one or more 1 values.

6 Repelled Beta Distribution

In this section we introduce a a novel prior called the repelled beta distri-
bution. This prior is designed to encourage well separated class response
probabilities. In general when base classes differ Bjc ̸= Bjc′ , we prefer that
P (xij|ci = c,Model Parameters) ̸= P (xij|ci = c′,Model Parameters) in some
meaningful way.

Definition 4. Let ρ ∈ (0, 1)M follow the repelled beta distribution. Using
subscript [k] to denote the k’th order statistic, we say ρ ∼ RepelledBeta(α, v)
is distributed as a repelled beta distribution with density given by:

P (ρ) ∝
M∏
k=1

[ραk1−1
k (1− ρk)

αk2−1]
M∏
k=2

(ρ[k] − ρ[k−1])
v (4)

on the region where 0 < ρk < 1 for all k.

Remark 1. For k ̸= k′, the repelled beta distribution is designed to encourage
|ρk − ρk′ | ≫ 0. In particular when v > 0, the pdf approaches 0 as two
rhos approach each other: P (ρ) → 0 as ρj → ρk for all j ̸= k. When
v = 0, the repelled beta distribution reduces to the product of M independent
beta random variables. As v gets large, the elements of ρ get increasingly
dependent and tend further apart. In the 2-dimensional case, the repelled
beta is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Theorem 3. When αk1 = αk2 = 1 for all k then the repelled beta distribution
has density:

P (ρ1, · · · , ρM) =
Γ((M − 1)(v + 1) + 2)

M !ΓM−1(v + 1)

M∏
k=2

(ρ[k] − ρ[k−1])
v (5)

Proof. When αk1 = αk2 = 1, the differences ρ[k] − ρ[k−1] follow a Dirichlet
distribution. This is used to find the normalizing constant. For details see
Appendix B.

Theorem 4. The Repelled Beta distribution is conjugate on Bernouli re-
sponses. Let ρ ∼ RepelledBeta(α, v). Take responses zik ∼ Bernouli(ρk) for
i ∈ {1, · · · , lk}.

ρ|Z ∼ RepelledBeta(α+ n, v)

nk1 :=

lk∑
i=1

zik; nk2 := lk − nk1

Proof. Proof is analogous to the conjugacy of beta and Bernouli distributions.

Remark 2 (Sampling). We sample from the repelled beta distribution using
a rejection sampler. The rejection sampler proposes using independent beta
distributions.
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Figure 1: Density of repelled beta distribution. Each row of matrix α corre-
sponds to a different component of ρ.
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7 Posterior Approximation

In this section we detail the priors, full conditionals, and Monte Carlo Markov
Chain (MCMC) sampling used by equivalence set RLCMs.

The class response probabilities of item j under class c is denoted θcj :=
P (xij|ci = c, θcj). Classes belonging to the same base class share the same
response probabilities. We let θ′bj := P (xij|ci ∈ Ejb, θ

′
bj) denote the response

probabilities for base class b in item j. As described in Section 4, let Bj

denote a base class vector, and Bj denote the number of base classes. Let
parameter η

j
, outlined in Definition 5, partially control the number of base

classes. The distribution of θj is a mixture over the different choices of base
classes β

j
:

P (θj | ηj
, v) ∝

∑
Bj

∑
Bj

I(θj ≡ θ′
j|Bj)P (θ′

j | Bj, v)P (Bj | Bj)P (Bj | ηj
)

I(θj ≡ θ′
j|Bj) :=

∏
c

I(θcj = θ′Bcjj
)

The relationship between our parameters is illustrated in Figure 2 with
the specific priors given in Definition 5. Our full joint distribution is:

P (π, v,η,B,B,θ′,θ, c,x)

= P (π)P (v)
∏
j

[
P (η

j
)P (Bj|ηj

)P (Bj|Bj)P (θ′
j|v,Bj)I(θj ≡ θ′

j|Bj)
]∏

i

[P (ci|π)P (xi|θ, ci)] .

Definition 5 (Priors). Below we give the prior of each parameter in the
equivalence set RLCM.

Description Variable Distribution

Stick Breaking Probability: ηkj ∼ Beta(α
(η)
kj )

Number of Base Classes: Bj|ηj
∼ StickBreaking(η

j
)

= (
∏Bj−1

k ηkj)(1− ηBjj)
I(Bj<C)

Base Classes: P (Bj|Bj) = 1

{C
Bj
} ∝ 1

Repulsion: P (v) ∝ vd1ed2vI(0 < v < MaxV)
Base Class Response Probabilities: (θ′

j|Bj, v) ∼ RepelledBeta(α = 1, v)
Class response probabilities: (θjc|θ′

j,Bj) = θ′jBcj

Class Prior: π ∼ Dirichlet(α(c))
Classes: ci ∼ Categorical(π)
Responses: (xij|θj, ci) ∼ Bernouli(θcij)
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Figure 2: Dependencies between parameters in equivalence set RLCMs.

Above
{
m
k

}
refers to the Stirling number of the second kind, denoting the

number of possible ways to partition m objects into exactly k nonempty sets.
For prior on v, parameters d1, d2 > 0 are positive to ensure that the greatest
density given to the largest values of v, inducing regularization. By default
d1 = d2 = 1 and MaxV = 2.

Our MCMC update steps are outlined in Process 6. During these steps
we collapse on the stickbreaking parameters η

j
. We can safely marginalize

on η
j
noting that:

Theorem 5. For any ζ ∈ SimplexC, there exists an α
(η)
j such that the prior

of our base classes collapsed on η
j
are given by:

Bj ∼ Categorical(ζ) (6)

P (Bj) =
ζBj{
C
Bj

} (7)

with
{
M
K

}
denoting the Stirling number of the second kind.

Proof. Proof in Appendix C.1.

Remark 3. By default in our simulations and applications, we choose α
(η)
j

such that P (Bj) ∝ λBj for hyperparameter λ ∈ (0, 1]. This mirrors the

truncated geometric distribution. The code supports any general α
(η)
j and

any general ζ as defined in Theorem 5.
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Process 6 (MCMC). We give the Monte Carlo Markov Chain steps used to
fit ESRLCMs. For details see Appendix C.

Variable Method Details
Bj, θ

′
j|v,xj Reversible Jump Proposal: A random class has Bcj up-

dated. Original and modified base class
are given a new θ′bj.

v|θ′ Metropolis Proposal: Triangular distribution with
mode at maximum a-posterior value.

θ′
j|Bj, v,xj Gibbs ∼ RepelledBeta(1+ n

(θ)
j , v)

n
(θ)
jbr :=

∑
i I(Bcij = b, xij = 1− r)

π|c Gibbs ∼ Dirichlet(α(c) + n(c))

n
(c)
c′ :=

∑
i I(ci = c′)

ci|xi,π,θ Gibbs ∼ Categorical
(

πcP (xi|ci=c,θ)∑
c′ πcP (xi|ci=c′,θ)

)
8 Simulation Studies

We conducted Monte Carlo simulation studies to verify the accuracy of the
equivalence set RLCMs. Here, we will generate random datasets following
a specific distribution. We then fit ESRLCMs and several competitors on
each dataset. For each model we examine the recovery of restrictions, and
the goodness of fit of the models.

The simulated datasets are generated under an ESRLCM model with
J = 32 Bernouli items. Each item has Bj ∈ {2, · · · , 8} number of base
classes with restrictions given in Appendix D. Each base class has response
probabilities evenly spaced between θ′bj = 1/(2Bj) and θ′bj = 1 − 1/(2Bj)
inclusive. We fit each combination of the following:

• Data:

– Number of Classes: Data is generated with differing numbers of
classes C ∈ {4, 5, 8, 11, 16}

– Sample Sizes: Data has sample size in n ∈ {500, 1000, 2000, 4000, 8000}.

• Models:

– ESRLCM. We fit four types of ESRLCMs based on each combi-
nation of:
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∗ v: Response probabilities θ′ have regularizing parameter v
either fixed to zero, or v > 0 and allowed to vary.

∗ λ: The number of base classes Bj has regularizing parameter
λ as defined in Remark 3. This takes values λ ∈ {0.5, 1}.

– Regularized LCM, Frequentist. We fit a regularized LCM based
on Chen et al. [2016]. We use the reglca function available in the
R CDM package [George et al., 2016]. The model is fitted with a
SCAD penalty with λ = 0.1.

– Unrestricted LCM. We fit a traditional LCM without restrictions.

– RLAM, Delta-Matrix. We fit a restricted latent attribute model
with δ-matrix restrictions [Culpepper and Balamuta, 2024]. This
model assumes monotonicity; higher levels of class attributes αi

correspond with higher response probabilities. We only fit this
model when C ∈ {4, 8, 16}, matching model assumptions.

A total of 200 datasets are generated as described above. Models are fit in a
single chain with 5, 000 warm-up iterations followed by 5, 000 main iterations.

Performance is measured using 20, 000 out of sample datapoints, gener-
ated alongside each dataset. In Table 3, we see that ESRLCMs with v > 0
tend to outperform ESRLCMs with v = 0. When compared, equivalence
set RLCMs outperform the other models. Restricted latent attribute models
perform worst due to model misspecification, including lack of monotonicity.

We measure recovery of restrictions by looking at each pair of classes
under each item. Each pair of response probabilities are either the same
or distinct. ‘Restriction sensitivity’ looks at every pair which, in truth, has
identical response probabilities (θcj = θc′j), and reports what percent of these
pairs were modeled as having the same response probabilities. ‘Restriction
Specificity’ conversely looks at each pair which, in truth, have differing re-
sponse probabilities (θcj ̸= θc′j), and reports what percent of pairs were
modeled as having distinct response probabilities. In Table 4, we see that
ESRLCMs do a good job of recovering restrictions, even when the number
of classes is large.
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Model
Percent of Times a Model

Had best OOS Predictions
OOS LogLikelihood, Average

C Model v λ n=
50
0

1,
00
0

2,
00
0

4,
00
0

8,
00
0

n=500 1,000 2,000 4,000 8,000
4 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 0 0 0 4 7 -18.779 -18.716 -18.688 -18.675 -18.671

v = 0 λ = 1 0 0 0 1 4 -18.776 -18.717 -18.688 -18.675 -18.671
v > 0 λ = 0.5 18 72 77 55 48 -18.771 -18.713 -18.687 -18.675 -18.671
v > 0 λ = 1 80 26 20 33 30 -18.768 -18.714 -18.687 -18.675 -18.671

Regularized LCM 0 0 2 7 10 -18.893 -18.784 -18.724 -18.704 -18.692
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 -18.794 -18.73 -18.696 -18.679 -18.673
RLAM, Delta-matrix 0 0 0 0 0 -20.956 -20.922 -20.899 -20.892 -20.888

5 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 0 0 1 4 6 -18.994 -18.92 -18.892 -18.878 -18.873
v = 0 λ = 1 0 0 0 0 4 -18.992 -18.922 -18.893 -18.879 -18.873
v > 0 λ = 0.5 48 92 95 79 64 -18.984 -18.917 -18.891 -18.878 -18.872
v > 0 λ = 1 52 8 4 18 26 -18.984 -18.918 -18.892 -18.878 -18.872

Regularized LCM 0 0 0 0 0 -19.219 -19.129 -19.017 -18.979 -18.937
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 -19.027 -18.948 -18.907 -18.886 -18.876

8 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 -19.074 -18.928 -18.852 -18.813 -18.802
v = 0 λ = 1 0 0 0 0 0 -19.060 -18.920 -18.849 -18.813 -18.803
v > 0 λ = 0.5 0 0 0 16 78 -19.054 -18.917 -18.847 -18.811 -18.802
v > 0 λ = 1 64 99 100 84 22 -19.042 -18.909 -18.843 -18.811 -18.802

Regularized LCM 0 0 0 0 0 -20.041 -19.891 -19.724 -19.632 -19.565
Unrestricted LCM 36 1 0 0 0 -19.046 -18.922 -18.858 -18.822 -18.808
RLAM, Delta-matrix 0 0 0 0 0 -21.163 -21.102 -21.070 -21.048 -21.044

11 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 -19.391 -19.210 -19.119 -19.077 -19.063
v = 0 λ = 1 10 0 0 0 0 -19.385 -19.206 -19.117 -19.077 -19.063
v > 0 λ = 0.5 48 48 38 48 96 -19.379 -19.201 -19.114 -19.074 -19.062
v > 0 λ = 1 37 51 62 52 4 -19.380 -19.201 -19.113 -19.074 -19.062

Regularized LCM 0 0 0 0 0 -20.570 -20.382 -20.260 -20.127 -20.022
Unrestricted LCM 4 0 0 0 0 -19.395 -19.225 -19.138 -19.093 -19.074

16 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 22 38 21 4 0 -19.815 -19.558 -19.433 -19.373 -19.352
v = 0 λ = 1 28 8 0 0 0 -19.813 -19.558 -19.434 -19.375 -19.353
v > 0 λ = 0.5 35 52 79 96 100 -19.814 -19.558 -19.432 -19.372 -19.351
v > 0 λ = 1 8 2 0 0 0 -19.816 -19.561 -19.435 -19.375 -19.353

Regularized LCM 0 0 0 0 0 -21.176 -20.975 -20.817 -20.66 -20.497
Unrestricted LCM 7 0 0 0 0 -19.826 -19.592 -19.468 -19.403 -19.371
RLAM, Delta-matrix 0 0 0 0 0 -21.410 -21.358 -21.330 -21.309 -21.283

Table 3: On 200 simulated datsets, goodness of fit is compared across mod-
els. Prediction accuracy was measured based on n = 20, 000 out of sample
(OOS) observations. The reported OOS LogLikelihood is averaged across
observations and simulations.
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Model Restriction Sensitivity (%) Restriction Specificity (%)

C Model v λ n=
50
0

1,
00
0

2,
00
0

4,
00
0

8,
00
0

n=
50
0

1,
00
0

2,
00
0

4,
00
0

8,
00
0

4 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 98 99 99 99 100 100 100 100 100 100
v = 0 λ = 1 95 97 98 98 99 100 100 100 100 100
v > 0 λ = 0.5 99 99 100 100 100 99 100 100 100 100
v > 0 λ = 1 97 99 99 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Regularized LCM 95 99 99 99 99 97 99 99 99 99
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 100
RLAM, Delta-matrix 22 21 21 22 20 77 78 78 77 77

5 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 97 98 99 99 99 99 100 100 100 100
v = 0 λ = 1 93 96 97 98 98 100 100 100 100 100
v > 0 λ = 0.5 98 99 100 100 100 99 100 100 100 100
v > 0 λ = 1 96 98 99 99 100 100 100 100 100 100

Regularized LCM 93 97 99 99 99 94 95 97 98 99
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 100

8 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 92 95 97 99 99 92 96 99 100 100
v = 0 λ = 1 88 92 95 97 98 93 97 99 100 100
v > 0 λ = 0.5 93 97 99 100 100 92 96 99 100 100
v > 0 λ = 1 90 95 98 99 100 93 97 99 100 100

Regularized LCM 82 92 95 94 94 77 79 82 84 85
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 100
RLAM, Delta-matrix 11 12 14 15 13 89 88 87 86 87

11 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 86 91 94 97 98 91 96 98 100 100
v = 0 λ = 1 80 86 91 94 96 93 96 99 100 100
v > 0 λ = 0.5 87 93 97 99 100 91 96 98 100 100
v > 0 λ = 1 82 90 95 98 99 93 96 99 100 100

Regularized LCM 77 87 90 92 91 70 71 73 76 78
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 100

16 ESRLCM v = 0 λ = 0.5 74 84 89 93 95 89 94 98 100 100
v = 0 λ = 1 59 74 83 88 92 91 95 98 100 100
v > 0 λ = 0.5 75 85 92 96 99 89 95 98 100 100
v > 0 λ = 1 51 78 87 92 96 92 95 98 100 100

Regularized LCM 70 85 90 91 91 66 64 67 70 74
Unrestricted LCM 0 0 0 0 0 100 100 100 100 100
RLAM, Delta-matrix 3 3 4 4 4 97 97 96 97 96

Table 4: On 200 simulated datasets, we examine the recovery of θ-restrictions.
For each item, every pair of classes is considered. If θjc = θjc′ then the pair
(c, c′) is considered ‘restricted’ to the same value of θ. Conversely when θjc ̸=
θjc′ , this pair is considered ‘unrestricted’. Restriction sensitivity measures
the recovery of restricted pairs: Correct Restriction Pairs / Total Restriction
Pairs. Restriction specificity measures the recovery of unrestricted pairs:
Unrestricted Pairs / Total Unrestricted Pairs. These measures are aggregated
across items and averaged across simulations, and is based on the posterior
mode choice of restrictions.

17

Authors: Jesse Bowers, Steve Culpepper.



9 Applications

We offer an application in education. The application is a cognitive test
comprised of logic puzzles involving progressive matrices (SPM-LS) [RAVEN,
1941].

In the application we fit the same models as used in the simulation in
Section 8. We fit each model with between C = 2 and C = 16 classes. We
use 5 chains . Goodness of fit is measured based on 20-fold cross-validation
(CV).

9.1 Progressive Matrices

We examine a 12-question cognitive test of logic puzzles called the Standard
Progressive Matrices (SPM-LS) [RAVEN, 1941]. Among the competing mod-
els, equivalence set RLCMs fit best with C = 6 classes, v = 0, and q = 0.5
(Table 5). For this best model, the class response probabilities are given in
Table 6. Class 2 is the strongest, performing well in all items. Classes 1
and 5 perform almost as well, but with weaknesses in items 10− 12. Class 3
performs next best with weaknesses in items 7− 12. Class 6 performs worst
with weaknesses in all items. Class 4 is meaningfully different from the other
classes. This class struggles on some of the easier items (e.g. items 1 − 3)
and excels at some of the harder items (e.g. items 7, 12).

Model Type Number of Classes LogLikelihood, Cross Validated
ESRLCM v = 0 q = 0.5 6 -2,744.2
ESRLCM v̄ = 1.68 q = 0.5 6 -2,745.8
Unrestricted LCM 5 -2,754.7
Regularized LCM, Frequentist 7 -2,756.7
RLAM, Delta-matrix 8 -2,757.7

Table 5: Progressive Matrices Application. Best models by type. Twenty-
fold cross validation is performed. For each model the number of classes
C ∈ {2, · · · , 16} is chosen based on cross validation. The ESRLCM hyper-
parameter q ∈ {0.5, 1} is chosen in the same way.
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Class Response Probabilities (%)
Item Class=2 1 5 3 4 6
1 83 83 83 83 38 38
2 97 97 97 97 56 56
3 94 94 88 88 13 27
4 99 66 99 66 99 6
5 99 82 99 82 99 7
6 94 94 94 52 11 11

7 90 90 71 24 90 24
8 87 87 55 7 55 7
9 92 92 36 25 25 25

10 80 5 33 5 33 5
11 82 6 18 6 6 18
12 66 12 12 12 66 12

Average: 89 67 65 46 49 20
Class Size (π): 33 10 30 11 5 11

Table 6: Progressive Matrices Application. Response probabilities under
ESRLCM with C = 6 classes, q = 0.5, and v = 0.
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10 Concluding Remarks

We have introduced a new type of regularizing LCM called the equivalence
set RLCM. We have shown in simulations and applications that this model
is successful in capturing common class response probabilities, and in doing
so achieves a strong goodness of it.
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A Equivalence Set Restrictions - Identifiabil-

ity

In this subsection, we show generic identifiability of equivalence set RLCMs.
We start with some definitions and references to past work.

Definition 7. The Kruskal rank, rankκM , is the largest number k where
every set of k columns of M are linearly independent.

Definition 8. Let ∗ represent the Khatri-Rao product, applied column-wise.

Theorem 6. [Kruskal] Let vector W be:

W = [A(0) ∗A(1) ∗A(2)] 1 (8)

= [B(0) ∗B(1) ∗B(2)] 1

where A(k) and B(k) are wk × w matrices. If:

rankκA
(0) + rankκA

(1) + rankκA
(2) ≥ 2w + 2. (9)

Then [A(0),A(1),A(2)] equals [B(0),B(1),B(2)] up to simultaneous permuta-
tion and rescaling of columns.

Proof. See Kruskal [1977].

Definition 9. For items J , let matrix T be a pattern probability matrix.
Matrix T is a C×

∏
j∈J mj containing has one row per class and one column

per response pattern to items J . Each cell gives the conditional probability
of this class producing the given response pattern.

Theorem 7. Assume that pattern probability matrix T is formed by the row-
wise Kronecker product of conditionally independent items. If there exists any
set of response probabilities where T is full rank, then T is almost surely full
rank.

Proof. Proof by Allman, restated roughly here. For a C ×K matrix T let
m := min(C,K) be the minimum dimension. Recall that a minor of matrix
T is the determinant of some m×m submatrix of T.

Matrix T is nonzero if and only if there is a nonzero minor. We know
there exists a specific T0 where T0 is full rank. Therefore there exists some
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minor on T0 which is nonzero. Take the same submatrix and consider the
minor on T. This submatrix determinant (i.e. minor) is a polynomial of
the response probabilities of the corresponding items. We know that this
polynomial has a single nonzero value corresponding to T0. Therefore the
polynomial is only zero on at most a measure zero space. Therefore T is
almost surely full rank.

From this point on, we build lemmas in preparation of our main proof.

Corollary 2. Assume that pattern probability matrix T is formed by the row-
wise Kronecker product of conditionally independent items. Suppose there
exists a choice of response probabilities every class loads onto a unique re-
sponse: P (X i = rc|ci = c) = 1 with rc ̸= rc′ when c ̸= c′. Then T is almost
surely full rank.

Theorem 8. Let J be a subset of conditionally independent items with cor-
responding pattern probability matrix T. Let B be the base class matrix of
items J . Let the number of possible response patterns of items J meet or
exceed the number of classes:

∏
j∈Jk

mj ≥ C.

If there exists a merged base class matrix B̃ matching the following con-
ditions then Rank(T) = C almost surely.

1. For each column B̃j, the number of base classes cannot exceed the num-
ber of item response levels: Bj ≤ mj.

2. Every row B̃
(k)

c· must be unique.

Proof. Construct B̃ as described. We will prove by constructing a set of
response probabilities T̃ and using Corollary 2.

By #1 we know that the number of base classes is less than or equal to the
number of response levels. Therefore for each base class and item we can let
the r’th response level correspond with the r’th base class: θ̃bj,r=b = P (Xij =
r|b̃ji = b) = 1. For this choice of θ̃ each row T̃c· directly corresponds with
a single pattern: T̃cr ∈ {0, 1}. By #2 each row B̃c· is unique, and therefore
each row T̃c· is unique, corresponding with a different pattern. Therefore
this choice of T̃ is full rank, and by Corollary 2 it follows that T̃ is almost
surely full rank. Since T̃ is a special case of T, it also follows that T is
almost surely full rank.
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Remark 4. In Theorem 8, relabeling Bj to B̃j has the effect of mapping each

base class to a specific response of item j. By ensuring that B̃ has unique
rows we show that each class can be mapped to a unique response pattern.
This almost surely guarantees us a full rank matrix under Corollary 2.

Theorem 2 (Generic Identifiability of Equivalence Set RLCM). For a fixed
choice of base classes B, an equivalence set RLCM is generically identifiable
given the following. There must exist a merged base class matrix B̃ and a
tripartition of items

⋃3
k=1 Jk = ZJ which following the below criteria. For

convenience let B(k) := BJk
:= [Bj : j ∈ Jk] ∈ ZJ×|Jk|

J be the matrix formed
by the base classes vectors of items Jk. In the third tripartition, we require
that the rows of B(3) are unique. For the first two tripartitions we require
the following:

1. For every item, the number of merged base classes cannot exceed the
number of response levels: B̃j ≤ mj.

2. Every row of merged base matrix B̃
(k)

must be unique.

3. The number of possible response patterns must meet or exceed the num-
ber of classes:

∏
j∈Jk

mj ≥ C.

Proof. Following Kruskal and Allman, we know that generic identifiability
holds if almost surely:

rankkT1 + rankkT2 + rankkT3 ≥ 2C + 2

By Theorem 8, we know that the first two tripartitions are full rank and
therefore have Kruskal rank C. For the third tripartition, we know that every
pair of classes have distinct base classes. Therefore every pair almost surely
have distinct probabilities and have a Kruskal rank is atleast 2.

Corollary 1. For a Q-matrix RLCM on binary responses, generic identifia-
bility holds for a fixed Q-matrix given the following. Up to relabeling of items,
the Q-matrix can be put into block diagonal form Q = [M⊤

1 ,M
⊤
2 ,M

⊤
3 ]

⊤.
Matrices M 1 and M 2 must be C × C matrices with diagonal elements of 1.
For M 3 each column must include one or more 1 values.

Proof. Any row of a Q-matrix Q
j· can be translated into a corresponding

base class vectorBj. Since our responses are binary the relabeled base classes
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B̃j must only have two values. For each row Q
j· let us create a relabeled

Q̃
j· from which we will generate B̃j. Necessarily Q̃ ≤ Q elementwise. We

let M̃ 1 = M̃ 2 = I. For this choice of M̃ k every row of B̃j is unique.
Additionally the number of response patterns equals the number of classes.
For the third submatrix M̃ 3 we know that each trait is active for atleast one
item. As a result each row of original base classes Bc,· is unique for these
items.
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B Repelled Beta Distribution

B.1 Monotone Repelled Beta Distribution

Definition 10 (Monotone Repelled Beta). The monotone repelled beta den-
sity is given by:

P (ρ ∼ MonRepelledBeta(α, v)) ∝
M∏
k=1

[ρα1k−1
k (1− ρk)

α2k−1]
M∏
k=2

(ρk − ρk−1)
v

(10)

on the allowed region where 0 < ρ1 ≤ ρ2 ≤ · · · ≤ ρm < 1 and with v ≥ 0.

Remark 5. The monotone repelled beta is designed to encourage ρk+1−ρk ≫
0. In particular P (ρk+1 = ρk) = 0 in density when v > 0.

Definition 11. By convention let ρ0 := 0. Let δk := ρ[k]− ρ[k−1] for 1 ≤ k ≤
M and δM+1 := 1 −

∑M
k=1 δk = 1 − ρM . By construction δ ∈ SimplexM+1

where Simplexk := {z ∈ (0, 1)k :
∑k

i=1 zi = 1}. This definition implies that

ρk :=
∑k

j=1 δj.

Theorem 9. Let ρ ∼ MonRepelledBeta(α, v) with α1k, α2k ∈ N for all k.
The density of δ ∈ SimplexM+1 as given in Definition 11 is:

P (δ) ∝
M∏
k=1

[(
k∑

r=1

δr)
α1k−1(

M+1∑
r=k+1

δr)
α2k−1](

M∏
k=2

δvk) (11)

which represents a mixture of one or more Dirichlet distributions.

Proof. We begin by finding P (δ) using change of variables. Note that there
is a bijection between ρ and δ. We can convert between ρ and δ via the
following linear transformation:


δ1
δ2
δ3
...
δM

 =

ρ1 ρ2 ρ3 ρ4 · · · ρM−1 ρM


1 0 0 0 · · · 0 0
−1 1 0 0 · · · 0 0
0 −1 1 0 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

...
0 0 0 0 · · · −1 1

 ρ1ρ2ρ3
...

ρM

 = Wρ
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with M ×M matrix W . Note that |W | = 1 = |W−1|. Let ρ := ρ(δ) be
a function of delta. The resulting change of variables is:

P (δ) = P (ρ)

∣∣∣∣dρdδ
∣∣∣∣ = P (ρ)

∣∣W−1
∣∣ = P (ρ)

Equation (11) can be finished by substituting δ into P (ρ).
A mixture of Dirichlets can be observed by expanding the terms of (11)

(i.e. using the multinomial theorem).

Corollary 3. When α1k = α2k = 1 for all k then:

δ ∼ Dirichlet([1, v + 1, · · · , v + 1, 1]⊤), δ ∈ SimplexM+1

E[δk] =

{
1

(M−1)(v+1)+2
: k ∈ {1,M + 1}

v+1
(M−1)(v+1)+2

: 1 < k < M + 1

P (ρ ∼ MonRepelledBeta(1, v)) =
Γ((M − 1)(v + 1) + 2)

ΓM−1(v + 1)

M∏
k=2

(ρk − ρk−1)
v

E[ρk] =
1 + (v + 1)(k − 1)

(M − 1)(v + 1) + 2

Definition 12. Let d(α, v) be the normalizing constant for MonRepelledBeta(α, v)
such that:

P (ρ ∼ MonRepelledBeta(α, v)) = d(α, v)
M∏
k=1

[ρα1k−1
k (1− ρk)

α2k−1]
M∏
k=2

(ρk − ρk−1)
v

(12)

B.2 Repelled Beta Distribution

Definition 13. Let π denote a permutation of M elements: {πk : k} = ZM .
Let Aπ := [Aπ1 , · · · , AπM

]⊤ denote the permuted elements of a vector and
Bπ := [Bπ1

, · · · ,BπM
] denote the permuted columns of a matrix.

Definition 14 (Repelled Beta). Let ρ ∼ RepelledBeta(α, v) ∈ (0, 1)M follow
the repelled beta distribution. The repelled beta density is given a mixture
of permuted monotone repelled betas:

P (ρ = q) ∝
∑

π:{πk:k}=ZM

d(απ, v)
−1P (MonRepelledBeta(απ, v) = q

π
) (13)

with d(α, v) as given in Definition 12.
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Remark 6. Note that the mixed components in Definition 14 are almost
surely mutually exclusive due to monotonicity. For nearly any choice of q
there is only one permuted monotone repelled beta which could generate it.

Theorem 10. The density of ρ ∼ RepelledBeta(α, v) with 2×M matrix α
is given by:

P (ρ = q) ∝
M∏
k=1

[qα1k−1
k (1− qk)

α2k−1]
M∏
k=2

(q[k] − q[k−1])
v (14)

with subscript [k] denoting the k’th order statistic.

Proof. Let c ∈ R be the normalizing constant for this repelled beta. Assume
every component of q is unique; this removes only a measure zero space.

P (ρ = q) = c
∑

π:{πk:k}=ZM

d(απ, v)
−1P (MonRepelledBeta(απ, v) = q

π
)

= c
∑

π:{πk:k}=ZM

M∏
k=1

[q
α1πk

−1
πk (1− qπk

)α2πk
−1]

M∏
k=2

(qπk
− qπk−1)

vI(qπk
< · · · < qπk

)

= c
∑

π:{πk:k}=ZM

M∏
k=1

[qα1k−1
k (1− qk)

α2k−1]
M∏
k=2

(q[k] − q[k−1])
vI(qπk

< · · · < qπk
)

= c
M∏
k=1

[qα1k−1
k (1− qk)

α2k−1]
M∏
k=2

(q[k] − q[k−1])
v

Remark 7. No order on ρ is imposed on the repelled beta distribution. When
v = 0, the repelled beta distribution is equivalent to the distribution of inde-
pendent betas. As v grows, the elements of ρ are increasingly dependent and
tend further apart.

Theorem 3. When αk1 = αk2 = 1 for all k then the repelled beta distribution
has density:

P (ρ1, · · · , ρM) =
Γ((M − 1)(v + 1) + 2)

M !ΓM−1(v + 1)

M∏
k=2

(ρ[k] − ρ[k−1])
v (5)
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Proof. Let c be the normalizing constant of this repelled beta distribution.
Note that every column of α is identical. From Definition 14, it follows that:∫

P (ρ = q)dq = c
∑

π:{πk:k}=ZM

d(απ, v)
−1

∫
P (MonRepelledBeta(απ, v) = q

π
)dq

= c
∑

π:{πk:k}=ZM

d(α, v)−1(1)

=
c M !

d(α, v)
= 1

By Corollary 3 we have d(α, v) = Γ((M−1)(v+1)+2)
ΓM−1(v+1)

. Substituting this and
solving for c finishes the proof.

B.3 Other Properties

Theorem 4. The Repelled Beta distribution is conjugate on Bernouli re-
sponses. Let ρ ∼ RepelledBeta(α, v). Take responses zik ∼ Bernouli(ρk) for
i ∈ {1, · · · , lk}.

ρ|Z ∼ RepelledBeta(α+ n, v)

nk1 :=

lk∑
i=1

zik; nk2 := lk − nk1

Proof. Proof is analogous to the conjugacy of beta and Bernouli distributions.

P (Z|ρ) =
∏
k

lk∏
i

ρ
I(Zik=1)
k (1− ρk)

I(Zik=0)

=
∏
k

ρ
∑lk

i I(Zik=1)

k (1− ρk)
∑lk

i I(Zik=0)

=
∏
k

ρnk1
k (1− ρk)

nk2

P (ρ|Z) ∝ P (ρ)P (Z|ρ)

∝
M∏
k

[ρnk1+αk1−1
k (1− ρk)

nk2+αk2−1]
M∏
k=2

(ρ[k] − ρ[k−1])
v
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Remark 8. Conjugacy between the monotone repelled beta and Bernouli
responses is essentially identical.
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C Posterior Approximation

C.1 StickBreaking

In this subsection we examine the distribution of the number of base classes
Bj collapsed on the stick-breaking probability η

j
. When collapsed in this

way Bj becomes a multinoulli distribution with probabilities depending on

α
(η)
j .

Remark 9. The Beta function has the following properties:

β(v) :=

∏
k Γ(vk)

Γ(
∑

k vk)∫
SimplexM

M∏
b=1

xαb−1dx = β(α)

Furthermore let w = [0, · · · , 0, 1, 0, · · · , 0]⊤ with a value of one in the b′

component. Then we have the following proportion:

β(v +w)

β(v)
=

Γ(
∑

vk)

Γ(1 +
∑

vk)

Γ(vb′ + 1)
∏

k ̸=b′ Γ(vk)∏
k Γ(vk)

=
vb′∑
vk

(15)

Theorem 11. When collapsed on η
j
, the number of base classes is dis-

tributed:

P (Bj = m) =

(
m−1∏
b

α
(η)
1bj

α
(η)
1bj + α

(η)
2bj

)(
1−

α
(η)
1mj

α
(η)
1mj + α

(η)
2mj

)I(m<C)

=

(
m−1∏
b

E[ηbj]

)
(1− E[ηmj])

I(m<C)
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Proof. We omit subscript j below for notational convenience.

P (B = m) =

∫
P (η)P (Bj = m|η)dη

=

∫ C−1∏
b

(
1

β(α
(η)
b )

η
α
(η)
1b −1

b (1− ηb)
α
(η)
2b −1

)[
(
m−1∏
k

ηk)(1− ηm)
I(m<C)

]
dη

=
C−1∏
b

(
1

β(α
(η)
b )

)∫ m−1∏
b

(
η
α
(η)
1b +1−1

b (1− ηb)
α
(η)
2b −1

)

·
(
ηα

(η)
1m−1

m (1− ηm)
α
(η)
2m+I(m<C)−1

) C−1∏
m+1

(
η
α
(η)
1b −1

b (1− ηb)
α
(η)
2b −1

)
dη

=
C−1∏
b

(
1

β(α
(η)
b )

)(
m−1∏
b

β(α
(η)
1b + 1, α

(η)
2b )

)

· β(α(η)
1m, α

(η)
2m + I(m < C))

(
C−1∏
m+1

β(α
(η)
1b , α

(η)
2b )

)

=

(
m−1∏
b

α
(η)
1b

α
(η)
1b + α

(η)
2b

)(
α
(η)
2m

α
(η)
1m + α

(η)
2m

)I(m<C)

The last line above uses equation (15).

Corollary 4. For any ζ ∈ SimplexC there exists α
(η)
1j , · · · ,α

(η)
Cj such that

Bj ∼ Categorical(ζ) with P (Bj = m) = ζm for all m.

Proof. Proof amounts roughly to the interchangeability of StickBreaking and
Categorical distributions. Let η̂bj := E[ηbj] =

α1bj

α1bj+α2bj
. From Theorem 11,

we see that P (Bj = m) follows a StickBreaking distribution with parameters
η̂bj. The values ζ can be viewed as parameters for a Categorical distribution.
StickBreaking and Categorical distributions are different parameterizations
of the same model. Therefore for any choice of ζ there exists an equivalent

set of η̂
j
. For any choice of η̂

j
there are many choices of α

(η)
j .

Corollary 5. For any λ ∈ RC
+, there exists an α

(η)
j such that the prior of

Bj collapsed on η
j
is given by:

P (Bj) =
λBj∑C

k

{
C
k

}
λk

∝ λBj
(16)
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Proof. Follows immediately from Corollary 4 with ζk = (
{
C
k

}
λk)/(

∑C
k

{
C
k

}
λk).

C.2 MCMC Update of Base Classes

C.2.1 When v = 0 fixed

When v = 0, we can update base classes Bj with a Gibbs step collapsed on
θ′
j. In our Gibbs update we choose a random component of Bj and update

that base class. The Gibbs update works in the usual fashion using the
collapsed response likelihoods given by:

Theorem 12. Collapsed on θ′j, we have:

P (xj|Bj, v = 0, c) = β(α1, α2)
−Bj

Bj∏
b=1

β(α1 + n
(θ)
jb1, α2 + n

(θ)
jb2)

n
(θ)
jbr :=

∑
i

I(Bcij = b, xij = 1− r)

Proof. Follows standard proof for collapsing a response probability on a cat-
egorical response. Subscript j omitted for simplicity. Let bi := Bcij be the
base class of observation i.

P (x|B, v = 0, c) =

∫
P (θ′|v = 0)

∏
i

P (xj|ci,θ′,Bj)dθ
′

=
B∏

b=1

∫
P (θ′b ∼ Beta(α1, α2))

∏
i

θ
′I(bi=b)I(xi=1)
b (1− θ′b)

I(bi=b)I(xi=0)dθ′b

= β(α1, α2)
−B

B∏
b=1

∫
θ
′α1+

∑
i I(bi=b)I(xi=1)

b (1− θ′b)
α2+

∑
i I(bi=b)I(xi=0)dθ′b

= β(α1, α2)
−B

Bj∏
b=1

β(α1 + n
(θ)
b1 , α2 + n

(θ)
b2 )

C.2.2 When v > 0

We do a reversible jump [GREEN, 1995] update of Bj.
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Proposal Distribution.: Our reversible jump starts in state (Bj,θ
′
j) and we

propose state (B̃j, θ̃
′
j). We use the following random process to generate

proposed (B̃j, θ̃
′
j). The decision of accepting the proposal is deferred to the

next paragraph. First we initialize (B̃j, θ̃
′
j) = (Bj,θ

′
j). Next we update B̃j.

This update follows exactly the process described in Section C.2.1 as though
we were running a Gibbs update with v = 0. Unlike the previous section,
this simply builds a proposal, which will not necessarily be accepted. This
update changes a single component of B̃j denoted B̃c̃j at index c̃. Next we
update update two components of θ′bj corresponding to the initial (b = Bc̃j)

and new base classes (b = B̃c̃j) of the modified component. These proposed
θ̃′ are generated from independent draws from the beta distribution:

Proposal(θ̃′bj|B̃j) ∼ Beta(α1 + ñjb1, α2 + ñjb2) (17)

ñ
(θ)
jbr :=

∑
i

I(B̃cij = b, xij = 1− r)

Acceptance Probability. If the number of base classes does not change, this
reduces to a standard metropolis step. Below we consider the reversible
jump step when the number of base classes increases (the decreasing case is
symmetric). An increase in base classes occurs when the initial base class
contains multiple classes (|Ejb| > 1 for b = Bc̃j), and component c̃ moves to
an entirely new base class (|Ẽjb| = 1 for b = B̃c̃j). Without loss of generality
assume the initial number of base classes be m, and the modified component
moves from Bc̃j = m to B̃c̃j = m + 1. Let U1, U2 be the proposed values of
θ̃′bj for b ∈ {m+ 1,m} respectively. Then our proposal is

g(θ′
j, U1, U2) = (θ̃

′
1:M−1,j = θ′

1:M−1,j, θ̃
′
m = U1, θ̃

′
m+1 = U2, U3 = θ′mj)

The reverse operation is given by:

g−1(θ̃
′
j, U3) = (θ′

1:M−1,j = θ̃
′
1:M−1,j, θ

′
m = U3, U1 = θ̃′m, U2 = θ̃′m+1)

Our proposal functions g(·) operate by relabeling elements. Note that we

have ‘dimension matching’ between (θ′
j, U1, U2) and (θ̃

′
j, U3). Additionally

the determinant of the Jacobian is |dg(θ,U)
d(θ,U)

| = 1. Using the usual formula for
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reversible jump, our acceptance probability is:

α = min

{
1,

P (B̃j, θ̃
′
j|xj, v, c)P (U3)

P (Bj,θ
′
j|xj, v, c)P (U1, U2)

∣∣∣∣dg(θ′
j,U)

d(θ′
j,U)

∣∣∣∣
}

= min

{
1,

P (B̃j)P (θ̃
′
j|B̃j)P (xj|v, c, θ̃

′
j, B̃j)P (U3)

P (Bj)P (θ′
j|Bj)P (xj|v, c,θ′

j,Bj)P (U1)P (U2)

}

C.3 MCMC Update of v

Definition 15 (Triangular Distribution). The triangular distribution Triangular(a, b, c)
has a sample space of [a, c]. The density of the triangular distribution
[(x, f(x))] is formed by linearly interpolating (a, 0), (b, 2

b−1
), and (c, 0). In

this way the density of the triangular distribution forms a triangle on (a, c)
with mode value at b.

We use a metropolis step to update v. Our metropolis proposal uses a
triangular distribution Triangular(a = 0, b = b̂, c = MaxV) with b̂ as the
current/existing value of v. The full conditional of v is given by:

P (v|θ′) ∝ P (v)P (θ′|v,B)

∝
[
vd1ed2vI(0 < v < MaxV)

] ∏
j

Γ((Bj − 1)(v + 1) + 2)

Bj!ΓBj−1(v + 1)

Bj∏
k=2

(θ′[k]j − θ′[k−1]j)
v


=

(∏
j

Γ((Bj − 1)(v + 1) + 2)

Bj!ΓBj−1(v + 1)

)
vd1e(d2−D2)vI(0 < v < MaxV)

(18)

D2 := −
j=J,k=Bj∑
j=1,k=2

ln(θ′[k]j − θ′[k−1]j) ≥ 0

Recall that d1, d2 > 0 to promote regularization.

C.4 Other Updates

The updates to class membership c and class prior π follow the usual LCM
conjugacies (e.g. see Li et al. [2018]).

For θ′
j, we have a conjugate prior (see Theorem 4).
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D Simulation Studies
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Base Classes Class=1 2 3 4 5
Item1 0 1 2 2 0
Item2 2 3 1 0 3
Item3 0 1 1 0 1
Item4 0 1 1 0 1
Item5 2 2 1 0 1
Item6 0 1 1 0 0
Item7 3 1 0 2 1
Item8 2 0 3 1 1
Item9 2 3 0 1 3
Item10 0 0 1 2 0
Item11 0 2 1 0 2
Item12 1 0 2 3 1
Item13 0 0 1 1 1
Item14 0 1 2 1 2
Item15 0 1 0 1 1
Item16 0 0 1 1 0
Item17 2 0 1 1 1
Item18 0 1 0 1 0
Item19 1 2 0 3 2
Item20 0 1 1 0 0
Item21 1 2 2 0 0
Item22 2 0 3 1 1
Item23 1 0 2 1 2
Item24 1 0 1 0 1
Item25 1 1 0 0 0
Item26 2 1 0 1 1
Item27 1 1 0 0 0
Item28 0 2 1 3 3
Item29 2 1 2 0 2
Item30 0 3 1 2 0
Item31 2 1 1 0 2
Item32 1 3 2 0 2

Table 7: Simulations: Base classes used in data generation when C ∈ {4, 5}.
When C < 5, the first C columns are used. Response probabilities are evenly
spaced between 1/(2Bj) when Bcj = 0 and 1 − 1/(2Bj) when Bcj = Bj − 1.
Each class has equally likely prior probability.
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Base Classes Class
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1 2 3 0 2 1 4 4 1 2 0 2 4 0 1 3 4
2 1 2 4 0 0 2 3 1 4 4 0 1 2 2 3 0
3 7 1 0 5 3 4 2 6 2 7 5 1 0 3 6 4
4 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1
5 2 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 1
6 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 2 1 2 0
7 2 4 2 0 4 1 1 3 1 3 4 0 1 2 0 3
8 0 2 6 4 5 1 7 3 2 4 6 0 5 3 7 1
9 0 2 2 1 0 4 4 3 1 3 2 0 4 1 0 2
10 2 5 4 5 2 3 1 0 5 2 4 1 5 0 3 0
11 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0
12 5 1 3 0 4 6 7 2 3 5 7 4 1 0 6 2
13 2 1 3 1 2 0 3 0 1 2 2 3 3 0 1 0
14 1 3 3 2 0 4 4 2 0 4 3 1 2 3 2 1
15 2 5 6 4 0 1 3 0 0 1 6 5 3 5 2 4
16 1 2 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 2 1
17 0 2 1 0 2 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 1 2 2
18 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1
19 0 3 1 3 5 0 4 2 0 3 5 1 4 4 3 2
20 5 0 3 6 5 2 1 4 1 3 0 5 6 4 2 4
21 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 2 0 2
22 0 1 3 5 2 3 4 4 0 5 3 1 2 0 4 5
23 6 4 2 3 0 5 1 1 3 6 5 0 1 5 2 4
24 2 0 3 0 1 2 1 3 1 3 0 0 2 2 1 3
25 5 6 0 1 2 7 4 3 3 5 0 1 4 2 7 6
26 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
27 2 0 5 3 6 4 3 1 3 4 5 6 0 4 2 1
28 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
29 1 0 3 2 3 2 1 0 3 2 0 3 1 0 1 2
30 3 1 2 2 0 1 0 3 2 2 0 3 0 1 1 3
31 0 1 1 0 2 4 5 3 0 4 1 2 4 5 3 0
32 2 3 1 0 3 1 0 2 1 0 2 3 3 0 1 2

Table 8: Simulations: Base classes used in data generation when C ∈
{8, 11, 16}. When C < 16, the first C columns are used. Response prob-
abilities are evenly spaced between 1/(2Bj) when Bcj = 0 and 1 − 1/(2Bj)
when Bcj = Bj − 1. Each class has equally likely prior probability.
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D.1 Application: Fraction Subtraction

We examine a 20-question math test given to 536 middle school students
[Tatsuoka, 1984]. This test examines a student’s competence in subtracting
two fractions. This data is available in the R CDM package [George et al.,
2016].

Among the competing models, an equivalence set RLCM fit best with
C = 9 classes, v = 0, and q = 1 (Table 9). For the model with nine classes,
five classes represent 90% of the population. The remaining four ‘nuisance’
classes together represent only 10% of the population.

The class response probabilities are shown in Table 10. Inspecting this
reveals four basic types of items: Whole number minus fraction (e.g. 3 −
21/5), smaller minus larger fraction (e.g. 31

2
− 23

2
), common denominators

(e.g. 5
3
− 3

4
), and subtracting numerators (e.g. 6

7
− 4

7
). In increasing levels

of skill the five main classes are 4, 5, 2, 9, 3. The four nuisance classes tend
to have mixed performance among problems of the same type. For instance
nuisance class 8 does well in ‘smaller minus larger fraction’ problems except
for item 13. Item 13 is the hardest problem in that category. For full details
see Table 10.

E End

Model # of Classes LogLikelihood, Cross Validated
ESRLCM v = 0 q = 1 9 -4,362.8
ESRLCM v̄ = 1.67 q = 1 8 -4,363.8
RLAM, Delta-matrix 16 -4,372.3
Unrestricted LCM 8 -4,378.3
Regularized LCM, Frequentist 7 -4,455.3

Table 9: Fraction Subtraction Application. Best models by type. Twenty-
fold cross validation is performed. For each model the number of classes
C ∈ {2, · · · , 16} is chosen based on cross validation. For the RLAM, C = 32
was considered as well. The ESRLCM hyperparameter q ∈ {0.5, 1} is chosen
in the same way.
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Class Response Probabilities (Percent)
Item class=3 9 2 5 4 8 1 6 7
Whole Number Minus Fraction
7: 3 - 2 1/5 89 30 41 2 2 89 2 89 30
15: 2 - 1/3 93 49 49 5 5 93 5 93 5
19: 4 - 1 4/3 84 13 13 1 1 84 1 1 1

Smaller Minus Larger Fraction
4: 3 1/2 - 2 3/2 89 89 27 10 27 89 52 52 52
10: 4 4/12 - 2 7/12 79 79 12 2 2 79 38 2 12
11: 4 1/3 - 2 4/3 93 93 8 8 8 93 93 8 8
13: 3 3/8 - 2 5/6 66 66 12 1 1 12 1 1 1
17: 7 3/5 - 4/5 94 71 4 4 4 71 71 71 4
18: 4 1/ 10 - 2 8/ 10 84 84 39 10 2 84 84 39 2
20: 4 1/3 - 1 5/3 89 65 2 2 2 89 65 2 2

Common Denominators
1: 5/3 - 3/4 88 88 88 8 4 8 4 4 88
2: 3/4 - 3/8 96 96 96 6 6 6 6 6 89
3: 5/6 - 1/9 89 89 89 2 2 2 2 2 64
5: 4 3/5 - 3 4/10 89 66 66 39 25 39 25 39 66

Subtracting Numerators
6: 6/7 - 4/7 97 97 97 86 15 86 86 86 97
8: 2/3 - 2/3 95 95 72 54 54 95 54 54 72
9: 3 7/8 - 2 86 64 64 76 32 86 18 32 32
12: 1 1/8 - 1/8 94 94 81 81 13 94 94 94 13
14: 3 4/5 - 3 2/5 94 94 94 79 5 94 79 94 5
16: 4 5/7 - 1 4/7 93 93 79 79 6 79 79 65 6

Average: 89 76 52 28 11 69 43 42 32
Class Size (π): 30 11 13 17 18 2 3 1 3

Table 10: Fraction Subtraction Application. Response probabilities under
ESRLCM model with C = 9 classes, q = 1, and v = 0.
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