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Abstract

Model-based clustering is a powerful tool that is often used to discover hidden
structure in data by grouping observational units that exhibit similar response val-
ues. Recently, clustering methods have been developed that permit incorporating an
“initial” partition informed by expert opinion. Then, using some similarity criteria,
partitions different from the initial one are down weighted, i.e. they are assigned re-
duced probabilities. These methods represent an exciting new direction of method
development in clustering techniques. We add to this literature a method that very
flexibly permits assigning varying levels of uncertainty to any subset of the partition.
This is particularly useful in practice as there is rarely clear prior information with
regards to the entire partition. Our approach is not based on partition penalties but
considers individual allocation probabilities for each unit (e.g., locally weighted prior
information). We illustrate the gains in prior specification flexibility via simulation
studies and an application to a dataset concerning spatio-temporal evolution of PMq

measurements in Germany.
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1 Introduction

Cluster analysis or unsupervised learning has become a popular tool to discover latent data
structures. Several approaches that implement cluster analysis have emerged. One is purely
algorithmic, based on assigning individuals/units to groups based on a distance metric (e.g.,
k-means or hierarchical clustering). A second one incorporates probabilistic group assign-
ment by way of a finite/infinite mixture model. From a Bayesian perspective using finite
or infinite mixtures to carry out clustering has received considerable attention in the sta-
tistical literature. A prototypical application of this strategy involves the adoption of a
model that can be expressed as the convolution of a continuous kernel k(y | #) and a dis-
crete random probability measure G that can be represented as G(-) = Zthl wpdp, with
1 < H < oco. Here, 64,...,0y are i.i.d. from some distribution G supported on a suit-
able space O, and that are independent of the weights {wy,}, which are required to be a.s.
non-negative and to satisfy Pr(zthl wp, = 1) = 1. The mixture model that so arises adopts
the form p(y | {wn}, {0n}) = [o k(y | 0) dG(0) = SO wik(y | 0,). Models based on such
constructed mixtures have become quite popular in the Bayesian clustering literature, as
mixture components are used to define different subsets in a partition. Under this approach,
distributions on partitions are induced from the (in)finite mixture model. Some recent ap-
plications are given in Ni et al. (2020), Lijoi et al. (2023) and references therein. For recent
reviews in Bayesian cluster analysis, see Wade (2023) and Grazian (2023).

A third Bayesian approach consists of modeling the partitioning of units into groups
directly by way of a random partition model (Miiller et al. 2015). This procedure allows the

user much tighter control on prior co-clustering probabilities compared to the case where



the induced partition model is employed. This added control has been shown to provide
great benefit in, for example, the temporal evolution of random partition distributions when
a sequence of partitions is available (a case we consider here); see a discussion of this in
Page et al. (2022). Apart from being seemingly more coherent (i.e., the object of inferential
inference is that which receives modeling attention), Bayesian random partition models allow
practitioners to more directly include prior information in the clustering. An early example
of this type of modeling is the product partition model (PPM), described in Hartigan (1990).
This model can be specified in a way that its random partition distribution coincides with
the well known clustering properties arising from the popular Dirichlet process (DP) of
Ferguson (1973). The PPMx, discussed in Miiller et al. (2011a) is a modification of the
PPM to include covariate dependence in the prior partition distribution, in a way similar to
nonparametric regression. The modification is driven by cohesion functions that encourage
homogeneity of subsets in terms of covariate values. A related construction appears in Park
and Dunson (2010). Argiento et al. (2022) extended the PPMx to clustering distributions
that arise from normalized completely random measures (Regazzini et al.; 2003). Other
options of random partition models include the Ewens-Pitman attraction approach by Dahl
et al. (2017), where pairwise similarities are used to specify cluster allocations. Franzolini
et al. (2023) introduce the class of telescopic clustering models, based on the notion of
conditional partial exchangeability, that allows for dependence among partitions of a given
set of subjects but based on different features, which is particularly suitable for multi-view
or longitudinal data.

Recently, Smith and Allenby (2020) and Paganin et al. (2021) developed for the first time
methods that permit users to inform the prior “location” on the partition space, by including
an initial guess on what the clustering might be. In this work, we propose an alternative
approach to define an informed partition model, that is, a model that can accommodate

available prior information on a given partition. In particular, we build on ideas in Page



et al. (2022), who developed a flexible joint probability model for a sequence of temporally
correlated partitions. We extend their method to include the notion of an “initial” partition
that informs the clustering but whose impact can either decay or persist through time. As a
result our approach is from a completely different perspective compared to Smith and Allenby
(2020) and Paganin et al. (2021) which results in a number of novel innovations. Paganin
et al. (2021) explores the idea of adjusting partition probabilities based on the distance from
the initial partition as defined by some loss function (they employ the variation of informa-
tion loss by Meila (2007)). This approach is available for any random partition distribution,
but results in needing to evaluate a normalizing constant that becomes intractable even for
relatively small sample sizes. In addition it is not possible to customize prior uncertainty
for subsets of the initial partition. Smith and Allenby (2020) instead measure proximity to
the initial partition by enumerating units that are co-clustered in the estimated partition
and in the initial partition. Their development only considers a particular random partition
distribution and depends on the order in which units are allocated. This approach too is not
able to treat subsets of the initial partition with more uncertainty than others. Dahl, Warr
and Jensen (2021)’s approach generalizes that of Smith and Allenby (2020) so that any ran-
dom partition model can be employed and introduces a permutation parameter that removes
dependence on order. They do consider varying degrees of initial partition uncertainty but
only at the cluster level. Our approach accommodates any random partition model, does not
depend on the order in which units are clustered, and scales relatively well. An additional
key contribution we make is that our approach permits eliciting prior uncertainty at the unit
level. The appeal of this property stems from the desire to flexibly express varying degrees
of information certainty on various subsets of the initial partition. Informing the clustering
of each unit individually allows us to put more prior weight on the co-clustering of a given
subset of units compared to others for which less information is available. Lastly, our ap-

proach facilitates incorporating the initial partition information for a sequence of temporally



evolving partitions. Furthermore, spatially informed initial partitions are easily included in
the proposed framework, thus allowing for a spatio-temporal modeling approach.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the general model
for a single informed partition and its extension to a sequences of partitions that evolve in
time. Some properties and special cases of interest are also stated and discussed. Section 3
describes and summarizes the results of extensive simulation studies carried out to explore
various model aspects including how the prior distribution is specified, the effect of prior
information on the temporal progression, and a comparison with alternative approaches
to reflect prior information on partitions. Section 4 describes the results of applying the
proposed approach to a sequence of particulate matter measurements over a number of time
periods in Germany, where the relative strengths of various potential model specifications
are assessed, especially, regarding the role of prior spatial information. Finally, Section 5
concludes with a summary and some additional considerations regarding model construction

and performance.

2 The Model and Some Properties

In this section we first provide details of our method in the context of a single partition.
Then we extend ideas to the case of a sequence of partitions and highlight various ways in

which the initial partition can inform clustering.

2.1 Informed Partition for a Single Partition

We begin by introducing notation and basic ideas from methods described in Page et al.
(2022), focusing on the special case where we observe one partition conditionally on a prior
guess. We review this material to the extent required to present our own contribution. For

any integer m > 1, let [m] = {1,...,m} and let p = (Sy,...,Sk) denote a partition of



[m] where k is number of clusters and Sy, . .., Sk the corresponding nonempty and mutually
exclusive subsets of [m]| comprising p. Alternatively, p can be specified through the cluster
membership indicators ¢, . .., ¢, such that ¢; = j < i € S;. We will use pg = (So1, - - -, Sok,)
to denote a user supplied initial partition and cqq, ..., co,n the corresponding cluster labels.

We construct a random probability model by specifying a prior distribution on p that
accounts for the information contained in pg, i.e. we specify a model of the form Pr(p |
po). Following Page et al. (2022) we do so by introducing a set of auxiliary variables v =
(71, -+, ¥m) that determines which units are allowed to be reallocated in p with respect py.

Specifically, we introduce a collection of binary variables {v; : i = 1,...,m} as follows:

1 if unit ¢ is not to be reallocated with respect to pg 0
Yi =
0 otherwise.

We assume that ; nd Bern(o;), i = 1,...,m, with a; controlling the probability that each
unit follows the initial partition. In other words, values of «; will reflect the prior beliefs
in the initial guess, allowing for different degrees of uncertainty among observations. These
prior beliefs can be included through the selection of a; and b; in a; ~ Beta(a;, b;) which
affords quite a bit of flexibility to the user. Indeed, varying degrees of confidence on the
strength of those subsets contained in py can be expressed under this general framework.
To illustrate this point, consider the simple case of clustering six units based on the initial
partition py = {{1,3},{2,4,5},{6}}. Further suppose that an expert is quite certain that
units 1 and 3 should be grouped together and not grouped with unit 6, but less sure about
units 2, 4, and 5. A straightforward way to account for this information is by setting

a1 = a3z = ag = 99 and by = b3 = bg = 1 along with as = ay =a5 =1 and by = by = b5 =9.



The conditional prior for the partition p takes the following form

Pr(p | po) =Y Pr(p| po,¥) Pr(v), (2)

~el

where I' denotes the collection of all possible vectors of zeros and ones of size m, and

m

Pr(y) = ][ el (1 — ). (3)

i=1

The partition probability Pr(p = A | po,«y) relies on the definition of compatibility introduced
in Page et al. (2022), as discussed next. We say that partition p and p, are compatible with
respect to 7, if p can be obtained from py by reallocating items as indicated by =, i.e., those
items ¢ such that v, =0 for i = 1,...,m. To check if p and py are compatible with respect
to v we reason as follows. Let R = {i : 7; = 1} be the collection of units that are fixed
according to the initial partition py and let RY = {i : 7; = 0} be the collection of units that
are not. Denote by p™ the “reduced” partition that remains after removing all items in R
from the subsets of p. Similarly, let pJ' be the reduced initial partition. Then p and p, are
compatible with respect to « if and only if p)' = p™.

Let P denote the set of all partitions of m units and let Po(po,y) = {p € P : p3t = p”'}
be the collection of partitions that are compatible with py based on ~. The conditional

distribution Pr(p | po,=y) is a random partition distribution with support Po(po,y), so that

Pr(p = NI{\ € Pc(po,v)}

Pr(p =X\ =
r(p= A1 po,v) > vep Pr(p = MI{N € Po(po, )}’

(4)

where Pr(p = \) is an exchangeable partition probability function (EPPF; see, e.g. Pitman;

1995). Notice that if o; = 1,Vi, then Pr(p | po) = 0,,, the prior collapses on the prior

PO

partition pg, while oy; = 0, Vi, then Pr(p | po) = Pr(p), the prior reduces to the chosen EPPF,

i.e., po plays no role in the prior specification. We will use the notation p ~ iCRP(py, ot, M)



to denote the special case in which p is distributed according to an informed partition model
with Pr(p) in (4) corresponding to a Chinese Restaurant Process (CRP) prior as defined
below (see Pitman; 1996, for a discussion on this name) and stated here for later reference:

o oS- )

=1

Pr(p={S,..., 5%} | M) =

2.2 Informed partition model for a sequence of random partitions

Consider now a sequence of partitions p = (p1,...,pr) of [m] where p, = {Su,...,Su,}
(alternatively cluster labels can be employed so that ¢;; = j implies that unit 7 is allocated
to Si;). Based on ideas in Page et al. (2022) we construct a prior model p(p1,...,pr | po)
that potentially incorporates serial dependence among random partitions and is informed by
po- Our construction extends the idea underlying (2) by introducing a matching (T" x m)-
dimensional sequence of binary indicators v where for t = 1,...,7T and ¢ = 1,...,m, such
that 7, ~ Bern(ay;) with ay; ~ Beta(ay, by;) and 4 = 1 if unit ¢ is not to be reallocated
when moving from time ¢ to time ¢ + 1, and ~; = 0 if it is up for possible reassignment.
There is substantial flexibility in specifying p(p | po), which is why specific constructions are
typically case-dependent. We discuss first the evolution of partitions, mentioning a couple

of potentially useful alternatives:

Conditionally independence. In this case, we model the partitions in p as

p(p | po) = plp1 | po) x - xplpr | po),

that is, partitions are conditionally independent given the initial py, and where each
of p(pe | po) is specified as in (2). A convenient default choice is to assume p; ~
iCRP(po, ar, M), as defined in Section 2.1. This case is useful when it is judged that

there is no time trend in the p;’s so that the influence of py is constant across time.



Depending on the prior specifications for the (7' x m)-dimensional parameter o we
could have a model that includes a conditional i.i.d. specification (e.g. a; = a; and
by = b; for all t) or varying degrees of shrinkage towards pg, e.g. as implied by a

sequence of prior mean values ay;/(ay; + by;) that decrease with ¢ for every i.

Markovian dependence. In this case, we follow Page et al. (2022) and consider a Marko-

vian structure of the form

p(p | po) = p(p1 | po)p(p2 | p1) - plor | pr-1), (6)

where time dependence in the sequence of partitions is accounted for by using the
partition at time ¢ — 1 as the center to inform that at time t. A default choice here
would be to specify p; | pi—1 ~ iICRP(pi—1, 0, M), that is, centering is done on the
partition from the previous time, and where p; ~ iCRP(pg, a1, M). This creates a
Markovian structure for the sequence of partitions, that teamed with the flexibility
inherent to the definition of the a parameters (see the discussion below), facilitates

propagating various degrees of dependence on the partition information supplied by

Po-

As previously observed, many particular definitions in this flexible model for the sequence
of partitions are necessarily case-dependent. As a reasonable default choice, we suggest
adopting (6).

We next discuss models for a. Generally speaking any possible specification will neces-
sarily depend on the desired type of borrowing-of-strength. In what follows we consider by
default the models described in Table 1, with the understanding that many more options are
available, as required by specific prior features the user wishes to impose. As mentioned, the
unit local and time xunit local models permit users to emphasize (or deemphasize) subsets of

the initial partition. For instance, the Markovian model (6) with global e and an empty pg
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Table 1: Possible priors for o

name description: a = (ay;)  model borrowing-of-strength
global oy = «, constant in i,¢  « ~ Beta(a, b) across time and units
time local ay; = ay, constant in i oy ~ Beta(ay, by) across units

unit local oy = oy, constant in ¢t «; ~ Beta(a;, b;) across time
timexunit local unrestricted ay; ~ Beta(ay, by;) mnone

(i.e. a non-informed model) has the property that every p; has a CRP marginal distribution,
as shown in Page et al. (2022). Generally speaking, large values of a;;/(as; + by;) will produce
a prior that heavily concentrates on py through time, while low values for a;; /(as; + by;) will

tend to induce near independence across the p;’s.

2.3 Posterior Computation

With a prior distribution for (pq,..., pr) specified, it remains to determine a model for the
response variable which we denote by Y; withi=1,... . m for T'=1or Y for T > 1. The
modeling decisions associated with Y;; should be driven by its characteristics. For exam-
ple, the data scenarios in the Sections 3 and 4 make assuming a conditionally independent
Gaussian distribution for Y = (Yiy,..., Yr,,) appropriate. Once specified, posterior sam-
pling of p | Y can be achieved by employing the algorithm described in Page et al. (2022).
The algorithm requires checking the compatibility between p2t and pJ! for T =1. For T > 1
compatibility between pJt and p7* must be checked for each ¢ > 1 under the conditionally inde-
pendent model and for p;_; and p; under the Markovian structure model. Once compatibility
is ensured, p is updated by sampling the cluster membership allocations ¢;; and using Algo-
rithm 8 of Neal (2000). In addition, sampling from the full conditional for the @ parameters
reduces to a simple Beta-Binomial update, while the binary - indicators are easily handled.
For more details see Page et al. (2022) and its supplementary material. The computer codes

that employ the MCMC algorithm to carry out model fitting in Sections 3 and 4 are available
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in the drpm R-package that is located at https://github.com/gpage2990/drpm.

3 Simulation Studies

In this section we conduct a number of prior and posterior simulation studies to illustrate
the behavior of our informed random partition model. Here we present results from a prior
simulation study for 10 time points. In section S1 of the supplementary material, we present

some results from a prior simulation study with one time point.

3.1 Prior simulation: Multiple time points

We consider m = 20 observations and 7" = 9 time points, and use Monte Carlo simulation
to generate a sequence of partitions with Markovian dependence 5, 000 times from model in
(6). We set py to a partition with four clusters each with five units. We use the unit local
prior with fixed values e = (0.2515,0.515,0.7515,0.9515) where 1, is a vector filled with r
ones and set M = 1. In Figure 1 we display the 20 x 20 pairwise co-clustering probability
or similarity matrices at each time period. Notice that as time increases the weight of pg
on the pairwise probabilities decreases particularly for those clusters whose «a value is small.
The cluster that corresponds to ov = 0.95 has pairwise probabilities that persist (i.e., remain

greater than 0.5) even up to the 10th time period.
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Figure 1: Monte Carlo estimate of pairwise probability matrices. The initial partition pg is
displayed in panel 1 and a = (0.2515,0.515,0.7515,0.9515)

Using the same simulation details as those described previously, we also generated parti-
tions under the conditionally independent case. Then under both informed random partition
models, we computed the adjusted Rand index (ARI) proposed in Hubert and Arabie (1985)
between p; and py denoted by ARI(p:, po) and the lagged ARI between each time point
ARI(py, pr). Figure 2 displays the results. As expected, the time lagged-ARI with py de-
creases under Markovian dependence while remains constant under the conditional indepen-
dence (right plot of Figure 2). In addition, the pairwise time-lagged ARI under Markovian
dependence displays intuitive temporal decay as time between partitions increases, while the

conditionally independent remains constant.
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Figure 2: The adjusted Rand index estimates between p; and pq for each t (right figure) and
pairwise between p; and py for t # ¢’ in the markovian case (left figure) and the conditionally
independent case (middle figure). pq is that displayed in panel 1 of Figure 1 with e =
(0.2515,0.515,0.7515,0.9515)

3.2 Prior Simulation: comparison with other informative priors

To gain some intuition about the effect of our informed partition model, we consider a simple
toy example where we can easily compute and represent the probabilities assigned to each
partition. We also compare our proposal with the probability distribution induced by the
Centered Partition Process (CPP) proposed in Paganin et al. (2021) and the Location-Scale
Partition distribution (LSP) in Smith and Allenby (2020). We briefly summarize these two
priors in the following.

The CPP defines a class of priors on the partition space P that directly penalizes a chosen

baseline EPPF pg(+) to shrink the prior probability mass towards a known partition pg

p(p | po,¥) o po(p) exp{—vd(p, po)},

where ¥ > 0 is a penalization parameter and d(p, py) a distance metric between partitions.

There are many possible choices for the baseline EPPF and of the distances metric; here we

13



consider the CRP distribution in (5) with concentration parameter M and the Variation of
Information (VI), discussed in Meila (2007), and denote such distribution as C'PP(pg, 1, M).
The penalization parameter 1) controls the amount of shrinkage towards py with higher values
resulting in higher probability mass on partitions close to pg.

The LSP (Smith and Allenby; 2020) is a distribution on P that is characterized by a
location partition (py) and a scale parameter v > 0, denoted as LSP(po,v). This last
controls the probability mass concentration around pg, with small values favoring partitions
closer to pg. The LSP distribution builds on the covariate-dependent PPMs presented in
Park and Dunson (2010) and Miiller et al. (2011b), treating the location partition py as a
covariate to inform p. The probability mass function induced on P can be factored into a

sequence of conditional probabilities
p(p | po,v) o Hp(cz' | C1:-1), po, V)

i=1

where ¢;.;_1) denotes the vector of cluster membership indicator for unit 1 to i —1. We have

that for the first indicator p(c; = 1) = 1 and then

v+ Z;;i H{Cl = k}]I{COZ = COi}

: : k=1,... K"
K(zfl) (i—1) ’ ’
P(Cz‘ =k | Ci1:(i—1), Po, V) X vt ]I{Vc 40_ K—L’_—T;— T
Mo =K} g g
vKy "+v+1
where K'~! = max(ci, ..., ¢ 1), K§ ' = max(cor, ..., coi-1)), and n,(;_l) =S e =k}

is the number of items in group k among the first ¢ — 1 items. We refer to Smith and Allenby
(2020) for details on the construction and properties of the LSP distribution.

Consider the following toy example: for m = 5, there are 52 possible set partitions, and
we can easily compute the probability of each partition under different prior distributions.

Figure 3 shows the prior probability for each partition induced by the iCRP, the CPP,

14



and the LSP prior, considering a CRP with M = 1. We choose as an initial partition
po = {{1,2},{3,4,5}}, and use different values for the respective distribution shrinkage
parameters. For the iCRP prior we fix the probability «, and consider a spectrum of values
between (0,1). For the CPP, we take the parameter ¢ € (1,10), while for the LSP prior

v e (0,3).

Informed Partition Model

. Centered Partition Process Location—-Scale Partition Distribution
5
— -

g
=}

o
©

0.

I
~

Auiqeqgoud aarenwND

~

Aungegoid saenwnd

zzzzz

©
N}

o ™ 00 00
0 010203040506070809 1 0 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10 3 272421181512090603 0
a

Figure 3: iCRP vs CPP vs LSP. Prior probabilities for each of the 52 partitions when the
prior guess is po = {{1,2},{3,4,5}} (highlighted in blue). The cumulative probabilities
across different values of the penalization parameters are joined to form the curves, while
the probability of a given partition corresponds to the area between the curves. Notice that
the x-axis in the third panel is reversed for ease of interpretation.

It is important to remark that the values of the tuning parameters for the three dis-
tributions are not directly comparable, as they have different interpretations and scales.
Regardless, Figure 3 gives some insights into the different behavior of the three prior dis-
tributions and the effect of their shrinkage parameters. The iCRP model and LSP prior
convergence to pg, when values of their shrinkage parameter are &« = 1 and v = 0 respec-
tively; under the CPP convergence to pg is formally obtained for ¢y — oo, although in this
example for ©» = 15 the probability assigned to pg is roughly 0.99. The iCRP and CPP also
include the CRP as a limiting distribution when their shrinkage parameters are equal to zero.
Overall, the three priors show different characteristics in how they increase the probability
weight of the initial partition, with the iCRP and LSP showing a “concave” shape and the

CPP a “convex” one.
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The informed partition model can use different «y; values, allowing a more flexible rep-
resentation of the partition distribution than the one induced by the CPP and LSP priors.
We refer to Figure S.10 in the Appendix for an example where we consider different values

of these parameters at the unit level.

3.3 Posterior simulation: Proof of Concept With One Time Point

In this simulation study, we explore the impact of our prior construction on recovering the
true partition under different scenarios. To this end, we generate data sets of 100 obser-
vations, with four clusters each comprised of 25 observations, whose values are randomly
generated from a Gaussian distribution. To investigate how cluster separation impacts par-
tition estimates, we set cluster means to (—h,0,h,2h), for h = 1,2,3. Using a standard

deviation of 0.5 in all data-generating scenarios, 100 replications are generated per scenario.

We consider the following model where p is expressed using cluster labels ¢y, ..., ¢,
Yi | p o e N(ps,o2), i=1,....m

(/“L;’O-;>’6’T2iﬂfl (977—2)XUN<07A0)7jzla--wka
0,7) id N(mo,sg) x UN(0, A,),

p|a~iCRP(py, o, M).

Values of the hyperparameters are chosen as A, = sd(Y)/2, mg = 0, s2 = 100%, A, = 100,
and M = 1. We first investigate the effect of our prior construction for fixed values of a,
while in a second set of simulations, we explore the effect that the prior specification for a

has on posterior inference. For the initial partition py, we consider the following:

® Py = Puue: & partition that corresponds to that which generated the data,

® 0o = Pmerge: @ partition that contains only two clusters each with 50 units that result

in merging clusters with means (—h,0) and also those with means (h, 2h),
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® po = pspiit: a partition that contains eight clusters by evenly splitting the four original

clusters in a random fashion.

An example of each of the py partitions we consider is provided in the first row of Figure S.1
of the supplementary material. To each simulated data set, we fit model (7) with oy = «
for all ¢,7 and for each fixed value « ranging over {0,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9,0.99}.

Model fit was carried out by collecting 1000 MCMC samples after discarding the first
10,000 as burn-in and thinning by 10 (resulting in a total of 20,000 MCMC samples). To mea-
sure the accuracy of the partition estimates, we employ the adjusted rand index ARI(p, po)-
Results are provided in Figure 4.

In Figure 4 the dashed line corresponds to ARI(pg, pirue), the red boxplots correspond to
E(ARI(p,po) | Y) (e, 2320 ARI(p®, py) where B is the number of posterior samples),
and the blue to the E(ARI(p, ptrue) | Y). Notice that as « increases, E(ARI(p,po) |
Y) approaches 1 and E(ARI(p, pirue) | Y') approaches ARI(po, prrue). This illustrates the
expected behavior that the prior carries more weight in the estimation of p as « increases.
This, as expected, can negatively affect model fit if pg is “poorly” specified. To see this, we
provide Figure S.2 in the online supplementary material. This figure displays WAIC values
(smaller is better) associated with model fit. It turns out that the case in which pyp = pmerge
results in the largest WAIC value. This is due to the fact that clusters in pyerge group units
with dissimilar measurements unlike the case for pgpiit Or Pirye-

Using the same synthetic data, we also fit a version of model (7) that treats a as an
unknown parameter and employs the global and unit local prior as described in Table 1.
This will permit studying how « (or @ = («, ..., ayy,) for the unit local prior) are learned
from the data. To this end, we consider for the global prior o ~ Beta(1, 1), a ~ Beta(1,9),

itd

or a ~ Beta(10,10), and for the unit local prior «; w Beta(1,1), a; ~ Beta(1,9), or

o P Beta(10,10). Since the prior on o} also impacts clustering, (clusters are a posteriori

more homogeneous for smaller values of A,), we considered A, € {0.5,1,1.5}. Values of
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the other hyperparameters are the same as in the previous simulation, where mg = 0,
st = 100%, A, = 100, and M = 1. In addition to exploring different initial partition
P0 € {Ptrues Pmerges Psplit }» We also fit the model in (7) without an initial partition (i.e., assume
that p ~ CRP(M = 1) in (5)). This allows us to understand under which settings the use
of prior information aids model estimation. We use the MCMC settings as for the previous
simulations. For each replicated data set we recorded the posterior mean of one o parameter
when using the global prior, and the average of the posterior means of o; for i = 1,...,m
when using the unit local prior. In addition, we recorded E(ARI(p,po) | Y) and the log
pseudo marginal likelihood (LPML) as defined in Geisser and Eddy (1979).

As expected, the posterior distribution of « is less sensitive to prior specification under
the global prior (see Table 1) compared to the unit local prior. Under the unit local prior, the
posterior mean of each «; is pulled towards the prior mean because a single -; is informing o,
forv=1,...,m . However, the trends and comparisons between the different p, partitions
associated for each prior are similar. For this reason here we provide results for the global
prior in Figures 5 - 7 and those for unit local prior in the supplementary material (Figures
S.3-S.5).

Figure 5 displays the distribution of E(a | Y') across 100 replicates for the global prior.
Notice that the estimated value of o depends quite heavily on an interaction between the
initial partition pg, A,, and the informativeness of cluster membership in the data (i.e.,
the value of h when generating data). Recall that as A, decreases, clusters become more
homogeneous a posteriori. Thus, if the initial partition py groups units with response values
that are quite different, then the estimated value of @ must be small to allow many units
to be reallocated. We observe this phenomenon in Figure 5 for py = pmerge and A, =
0.5. However, since pgpiir does not contain clusters with heterogeneous response values, the
posterior estimate of « is close to 1 for all values of A,, indicating that a relatively small

number of units are being moved away from py. This results in a reduced ARI value (see
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Figure 6) as the data are not informative enough to discredit the formation of the extraneous
clusters that exist in pg. Evidence of this can be seen in Figure 7 where the LPML values
for po = pspiiv are quite competitive even though the partition estimate is biased.

With regards to ARI(p, pirue), Figure 6 shows that if cluster membership is not well
informed by the data (i.e., h = 1), then employing any of the py we consider provides
benefit. However, as cluster membership becomes more informed by data (i.e., h = 2,3),
employing an initial partition that allocates units with similar response values into different
groups (€.g., Pmerge OF Pspiit) can adversely affect the partition estimate. This is exacerbated
when A, is large, which allows for a large likelihood variance favoring heterogeneous clusters.
Thus, it seems that the data can “overcome” more readily a misspecified initial partition
po that has too few clusters (e.g., Pmerge), than one that has too many (e.g., pspit) if units
with similar responses are allocated to different clusters a priori. This behavior is somewhat
mitigated when using the unit local prior with «; ~ Beta(1,9) which expresses uncertainty
with the py employed (see Figure S.4 of the supplementary material).

With regards to LPML, Figure 7 shows that including py only produces adverse effects
when the initial partition groups units that produce quite different response values (e.g.,
Pmerge)- Additionally, this only occurs for higher values of the hyperparameter A,, that
induce a large likelihood variance. A large likelihood variance permits clusters to be quite
heterogeneous and as a result, accommodates a py that has heterogeneous clusters. Thus, the
use of an initial partition has to be accompanied by careful elicitation of the hyperparameters
of the priors for the cluster parameters. Overall, the simulations in this section highlight two
main results: i) a reasonable initial partition provides benefit in both, partition estimation
and model fit; and ii) the choice of moderately informative hyperparameters for the cluster
parameters will have more influence on the posterior estimate of p compared to a diffuse

prior (which is often the case in Bayesian models).

21



A;=0.5 As=1 A;=15
1.00 A % ?T'f ? # =FT"' % =3 '
0.75 A °
% % : Q
° 1
- = -
0.50 A # o EF - ——— - g
% =
=
0.254 % é .
0.00 A
1.00 4 T - e
N T F T+
i 0.754
2 :
= -|-1' — - o
& @
~ 0.504 o = # i
=L s T T T B
T4 ‘ ‘ C
< 0.25 % é
L
0.00
1.001 % =T ? # %-FT % %-FT i
0.75 1 % % % Q
! }
- —_r - | T
050 = - = |8
% = == == 5
=
0.25 1 % é =
0.00 A
mIJII tI’lIJe melrge s;;Iit nlIJ|| tl‘l:le melrge spllit mIJII trllje melrge sﬁlit
Po

E3 h=1 E4 h=2 E4 h=3

Figure 6: Results for random global «. Distribution of E(ARI(p, pirue) | Y') for different
choices of py (z-axis) across 100 replicated data sets using different values for the cluster
means separation (boxplot colors). Each panel shows results for different combinations of
prior choices for a and A,. Here py = null corresponds to a model that does not include an
initial partition. Notice that when py = null results do not change for different values of «,
as that parameter is not included in the model.
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23



3.4 Posterior simulation: comparison with other informative pri-

ors

To compare our construction with those of Paganin et al. (2021) and Smith and Allenby
(2020), we consider a small simulation study with data being generated from Gaussian
mixtures with different component means and known variance equal to 1. As in Section 3.3,
we simulate 100 observations divided into four clusters of equal size, with varying values of
the cluster means (—h,0, h,2h), for h = 1,2, 3, and use 100 replications for each scenario.
To focus our investigation only on the effect of partition prior, we consider the following

simplified version of the model in (7)

ind

Yi|p* e~ N(u:, 1), i=1,....m
Wi 0,72 N@, ), =1,k (8)

plpo~plplpro),

where p(p | po) indicates an informed prior for the random partition (e.g., iCRP, CPP, or
LSP) and hyperparameters are fixed to § = 0 and 72 = 10 across all the choices of partition
priors. We considered different choices for the initial partition, with py € {ptrues Pmerges Pspiit } -
When using our informed partition model, we set p(p | po) = iC RP(po, ¢, M) in (8), with
M =1 and fix ay; = « (all ¢ and ) to the following values o € {0,0.25,0.5,0.75,0.9,0.99}.
When using the CPP, we set p(p | po) = CPP(py,, M) in (8) with M = 1 and ¢ €
{0, 10, 20, 50,80, 100}. For each data set, we ran both models with different values of their
tuning parameters for 10,000 iterations and collected 5,000 samples after burn-in. Finally,
for the LSP prior we set p(p | po) = LSP(po,v) and consider different values for the variance
parameter, namely v € {10,5,1,0.05,1/(mlog(m)),0.1/(mlog(m))}. Recall that for the
LSP prior smaller values represent more informative priors. Since posterior sampling from

a model including the LSP prior uses a Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, we consider 50, 000
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iterations and discard half of the samples as a burn-in with thinning equal to 5.

Figure 8 shows the distribution of F(ARI(p,po) | Y) under the three partition priors
for the different simulation scenarios. Although values of the tuning parameters are not
directly comparable, as the priors become more informative, the E(ARI(p,po) | Y') values
for the iCRP and CPP models converge to ARI(piue, fo), i-6. the posterior distribution
for p becomes more and more concentrated on the initial partition pg. This also happens
for the LSP prior, but not for all the cases. In particular, when py = pmerge the posterior
converges to different partitions for each degree of mean separation h. This also happens
when py = prue and h = 1.

Overall, under the CPP and LSP priors, there is larger variability in the E(ARI(p, po) |
Y) values compared to the iCRP prior and each degree of mean separation h, with h =
1 corresponding to the case of largest variability. This can be interpreted as beneficial
when using a misspecified initial partition, as in some cases the posterior is concentrated on
partitions that are closer to the true one (e.g., po = pspir and h € (2, 3) for the CRP, or py =
Pmerge and h = 3 for the LSP). However, for these two priors, there is higher uncertainty also
when the py = pirue, especially when A = 1 for the LSP prior which is not desirable. Instead
under the iCRP, informative priors lead to small uncertainty in the posterior distribution for
the partition, regardless of the initial partition. It is worth mentioning that in this simulation
we use a global a parameter for the iCRP, but specifying different degrees of informativeness

for each unit can mitigate cases of misspecification of the initial partition.

4 Application

In this section, we consider an environmental science application to further illustrate the
utility of our informed partition procedure. As in Section 3, we first consider the case with

one time point to focus on the initial partition’s impact on partition estimation and model
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Figure 8: Comparison of posterior results using the iCRP, CPP, and LSP priors for different
values of their tuning parameters. Each boxplot represents the distribution of E(ARI(p, po) |
Y') across the 100 generated data sets, with colors distinguishing between data-generating
scenarios. The black dashed line is ARI(pyue, po). Notice that the values of the tuning
parameters are not directly comparable.
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fit and then describe an approach that employs all time points. We now briefly introduce
the data.

The rural background PM;, dataset is publicly available in the gstat package (Gréler
et al. 2016) of R (R Core Team; 2023). This dataset consists of daily measurements of partic-
ulate matter that has a diameter of less than 10um from 60 atmospheric monitoring stations
in rural Germany. Measurements are recorded daily for a number of years, but we focus on
average monthly PM;y measurements from 2005. In addition to PM;q measurements, the

longitude and latitude of each monitoring station are recorded.

4.1 PM,;, Dataset with One Time Point

We first consider data with only one time point by focusing on the average PM;, measure-
ments for the month January. To these measurements we fit three models all of which are
based on the model employed in Section 3 (see equation (7)). The first, which we call the
baseline model, does not supply an initial partition so that a CRP process is used to model
p. The second and third models include an initial partition (details of which follow) with
the former employing a global model for o and the later a unit local model for a (see Table
1).

The initial partition that is employed in global and unit local models is motivated by the
spatial nature of atmospheric measurements like PM;,. It seems reasonable that the initial
partition would contain spatially consistent clusters. To this end, we set py to a partition
that includes the nine clusters displayed in the top left plot of Figure 9 (Kahle and Wickham
2013). The nine clusters are distinguished in the plot by color and the monitoring stations
are enumerated.

Regarding details associated with the model for a, for the global model we set a = 1
and b = 9 so that a-priori the probably of a monitoring station moving away form the intial

partition is 0.1. For the unit local model of a, note from Figure 9 that monitors 36 and
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baseline model

initial partition

unit local model

latitude

global model

longitude

Figure 9: PM;q data with number corresponding to station number. The color in each figure
corresponds to cluster membership. The top left plot displays the initial partition. The
top right displays a partition estimate based on a model with no initial partition (baseline
model). The bottom left displays a partition estimate based on a model using the initial
partition and a global prior on a (global model). The bottom right displays the partition
estimate from a model that includes an initial partition and a local prior for e (unit local

model).
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39 are both on the same slope of a small mountain located in the south of Germany, while
monitors 22 and 32 are in north Germany near the border of the North Sea. As a result,
there are geographical reasons for desiring that these stations be in the same cluster. To
illustrate how a subset of py can be specified with more certainty, for the unit local model we
set a; = 9 and b; = 1 for stations 36 and 39 in addition to 22 and 32. For all other stations
we set a; = 1 and b; = 9. The former prior specification encourages stations to adhere to py
while the later encourages stations to move away from py.

Each of the three models were fit by collecting 1,000 MCMC samples after discarding
the first 10,000 as burn-in and thinning by 100. For the hierarchical model specifications we
set A, = 2.5, A, = 100, my = 0, s3 = 100, and M = 1. To compare the three model fits,
we computed the LPML and WAIC values of each model. The results are provided in Table
2. Both LPML and WAIC indicate that models employing py fit better than those which do
not and that the flexibility of the unit local prior for a results in the best fit.

To obtain a point estimate of the partition for the different models, we minimize the
posterior expectation of the variation of information loss (Meila 2007) using the SALSO
method of Dahl, Johnson and Miiller (2021) as implemented in the salso R package (Dahl
et al. 2022). The partition estimates are provided in Figure 9. Notice that for the baseline
model, we estimate one large cluster and two smaller ones, which reflects a clustering behavior
typical of the CRP. For the global and unit local @ models, the partition estimates are equal
and are comprised of four clusters, two of which are medium-sized and two small. Differences
in the posterior distributions of the partition between the two models do exist, however.
These differences can be seen by way of the co-clustering probabilities, provided in Figure
10. The plots are organized based on partition estimates. That is, the first set of monitoring
stations in each of the plots belong to the first cluster, and then those that belong to the
second cluster, etc. Notice first that including py in the partition model produces partition

posterior distributions that seem to be less variable, in the sense that the co-clustering
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Table 2: Model fit metrics and posterior co-clustering probabilities between station 22 and

32 and between 36 and 39 along with LPML (larger is better) and WAIC (lower is better)
for the three models fit to data from the month of January in the PM;q data.

model LPML WAIC P’I"(CQQ = C32 | Y) PT(C36 = C39 | Y)
baseline (no py) -192.65 315.37 0.71 0.69
global for -184.84  291.00 0.58 0.71
unit local for  -172.31 281.15 0.77 0.98

Figure 10: Posterior co-clustering probabilities for baseline (left), global (middle) and unit
local (right) models.

probabilities of monitoring stations within a cluster are all above 0.5 which is not the case
for the baseline model. Co-clustering probabilities from the global and unit local models are
similar, but it seems that the unit local model produces co-clustering probabilities among
grouped stations that are closer to one compared to those from the global model. Table 2 lists
the co-clustering probabilities for stations 22 and 32 in addition to stations 36 and 39. Notice
that both co-cluster probabilities are largest for the unit local model. The global model has
the smallest co-clustering probability for stations 22 and 32. These results highlight how

users can have varying levels of certainty associated with subsets of the initial partition.
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4.2 PM,, Dataset with Multiple Time Points

Next we consider all 7" = 12 months of average PM;y measurements from the year 2005.
To incorporate the idea of temporal dependence in the partition model, we consider the
following hierarchical model that is similar to that in Page et al. (2022)

* 2% ind * 2% . -
Yi | i, o ¢ ~ Nl ,007), i=1,...,mandt=1,...,T,

citt
(15, %) | 00,72 ™ N (B, 72) x UN(0,A,), G=1,..., ks,
(61, 7) % N, %) x UN(0,A,), t=1,...,T,
(60, A) ~ N(mo, s5) x UN(0, Ay),
pt | pr-1 ~iCRP(ps_1, 0, M), t =1,...,T,
ay; ~ Beta(ayg, by;).
Here UN(-) denotes a uniform distribution and for hyper-parameters we used A, = 2.5,
A, =100, Ay =5, my =0, s2 =100, and M = 1. Values of a;; and by; are detailed shortly.
To these data, we fit the model in (9) by considering five different prior specifications for
p. As before, the baseline model corresponds to that which does not supply pg, while the
other four models use the same initial partition py as in Section 4.1 and the four models for
a detailed in Table 1. For the global model a = 1 and b = 9 and for the time local model
a; = 1 and b; = 9 for all t. For the unit local model a; = 1 and b; = 9 for all i except for
i € {22,32,36,39} for which a; =9 and b; = 1 (as was done in the Section 4.1). Finally for
the time x unit model a; = 1 and b;; = 9 for all ¢t and ¢ except that for ¢ € 22,32, 36, 39
we set a; = 9 and by = 1 for all . Using these prior distributions for p we fit model (9) by
collecting 2000 MCMC samples after discarding the first 50,000 as burnin and thinning by
50 (a total of 150,000 MCMC iterates were sampled).
The LPML and WAIC for each model are provided in Table 3. The unitxtime local

and baseline priors appear to result in the worst data fit. There is a clear indication that
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borrowing strength across units or time does improve model fit as the unit local and time
local priors fit the best. Thus, including py provides value in terms of model fit, but the
added value diminishes as the model becomes too flexible. In fact, the unit xtime local prior
is so flexible that the posterior distribution of each «y; depends heavily on the values selected
for a;; and by;.

Figure 11 illustrates how the different models influence the co-clustering probabilities
between stations 22 and 32 and stations 36 and 39 across time. The left margin labels each
row’s co-clustering probability (either Pr(coe = ¢392 | Y') or Pr(css = 39 | Y')) and the right
margin indicates to which model each row corresponds. Notice that Pr(csg = c39 | Y') is fairly
large across time for all models. However, for models that incorporate pg, Pr(ces = c32 | Y)
seems to decrease over time. This seemed counterintuitive at first glance since the prior on
a for these models together with py encourages stations 22 and 32 to co-cluster. However,
upon further inspection of the data, it appears that station 32’s PM;q measurements are
fairly different from those from the other stations (and in particular station 22). Figure 12
illustrates this along with partition estimates for each model at each time point (as before
partition estimation is carried out using the salso R-package by Dahl, Johnson and Miiller
2021). The first thing to notice from this figure is that the baseline model results in stations
22 and 32 being clustered together at each time point even though there are instances when
their measurements are quite different. This is due to a large estimated « value (95% interval
of (0.83,0.91)) which results in fairly static partitions over time that are based on a CRP
type partition at time period 1. Conversely, introducing py in the global model results in
stations 22 and 32 only being clustered at time periods 1 and 4. The reason for this is that
« is estimated to be smaller compared to the baseline model (95% interval of (0.75,0.84)).
This is due to the fact that py and the time 1’s PM;y, measurements only marginally agree
necessitating a larger percentage of units to be reallocated at time 1 which in turn requires a

smaller value of a. Thus, it appears that when estimating partitions over time is desired, our
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Table 3: LPML (larger is better) and WAIC (smaller is better) for four models fit to the
data.

model LPML WAIC
baseline (no py) -1952.85 3359.26
global for a -1957.01  3043.59
unit local for o -1650.47 3015.55
time local for o -1889.57 2974.56

unit xtime local for o« -3678.83 3416.42

method provides sufficient flexibility to produce partition estimates with more homogeneous
clusters (compared to models that do not include py).

Lastly, Figure 13 displays the time-lagged ARI value for each model. It appears that
the baseline model produces partition estimates whose temporal dependence decays more
slowly compared to the models that include py (see the top left plot of Figure 13). This is
because the baseline model had the highest estimate value for « resulting in less reallocation
of stations. The time x local model displays essentially no temporal dependence among the
partitions. This model introduces too much flexibility as there is an o parameter for each
station and time period making the prior quite influential and as a result, a;; values are all
near 0.5. The other three models that include py demonstrate varying degrees of temporal
dependence decay between partitions estimates. The decay was accelerated when o was not
fixed across time. The time-lagged ARI results are different between the baseline and global

models for the same reasons outlined in the previous paragraph.
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Figure 11: Posterior co-clustering probabilities across time between stations 22 and 32 and
between stations 36 and 39 for each of the five models fit to the PM;, data.
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Figure 12: PM;o measurements from each of the 60 stations across the 12 months. Stations

membership. The top left plot corresponds to the baseline model fit, the top right to that of

22, 32, 39, and 36 are highlighted using their respective numbers. The color indicates group
the global « prior, the bottom left to the time local, and the bottom right to the unit local
prior for a.
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Figure 13: Posterior means for the time-lagged adjusted rand index associated with each of
the five models fit to the PM;, data.

5 Summary and Discussion

In this work we propose probability model for a sequence of random partitions of [m], with
the ability to incorporate prior information in the form of a given partition p, that contains
subsets judged to be a priori more likely to appear. The model has the ability also of up- or
down-weighting different subsets in pg, thus effectively reflecting various degrees of certainty
on these subsets. Through extensive simulation studies, the model was shown to perform
well compared to alternatives that also incorporate such prior information. Application to
a dataset on PM;y measurements in Germany shows the benefits of our proposed model.
For the purpose of illustrating the approach (through simulations and data analysis) we

have adopted simple Gaussian likelihood models. Nevertheless, the methods can be easily
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extended to cover other specifications, such as including the case of non-Gaussian responses
and /or serial correlation over time points. Similarly, the EPPF in (4) may be easily extended
to include covariate dependence, e.g, as in a PPMx-like model.

A possible avenue of further research would be to introduce some structure in the prior
distribution of «. That is, consider the binary 4 parameters, postulate an autologistic
model such as CAR or similar model. Here, the correlation structure of the CAR-like model

would be such that units ¢ and j are neighbors if and only if they belong to the same cluster.
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S.1 Additional Simulation Study Results

The top row of Figure S.1 correspond to the initial partitions that were considered in the
simulation study detailed in Section 3.3. We also considered initial partitions that are
displayed in the second and third rows of Figure S.1, the results of which are described shortly.
First however, we describe in a bit more detail WAIC results and then those associated with
the unit local model for a. Figure S.2 display the WAIC values associated with the different
partitions as a function of py, h, and « (see Section 3.3 of the main document for more
details). Note that model fits are quite similar overall, with the initial partition pmerge
generally speaking resulting in the best fits, while initial partition pg,; performing similarity
to not including an initial partition at all.
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Figure S.1: synthetic data (bottom-right panel) and the eight initial partitions employed.

Figure S.3 displays the average of the posterior means for o;,7 = 1, ..., m under the unit
local model. As expected there are differences between the two. This is a consequence of
the number of +;’s that are used to estimate them, as required by the model. Notice that
for the global a model the posterior means of o are more concentrated towards 0 or 1 and
are less influenced by the prior distributions. This is because all m v parameters are used
when estimating . With regards to the partitions, it seems that when formulating an initial
partition one should err on the side of being parsimonious. It appears that if the initial
partition contains more clusters than the true partition, then one must apply quite a bit of
prior weight away from the initial partition or it remains heavily weighted. This is less so

for the local o model.
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for different combinations of the cluster mean separation values used in the data-generating
process and the type of initial partition py.
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axis) across 100 replicated data sets using different values for the cluster means separation

(boxplot colors). Larger values of LPML indicate a better fit. Each panel shows results for

different combinations of prior choices for o and A,. Here pg = null corresponds to a model
that does not include an initial partition. Notice that when py, = null results do not change
for different values of «, as that parameter is not included in the model.

In addition to the two initial partitions employed in the simulation study of Section 3.3
of the main document, we also considered those in the second and third rows of Figure
S.1. Figures S.6 and S.7 show the corresponding results. It seems that generally speaking,
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splitting clusters with similar response values tends to produce worse partition estimates
than those that merge units whose response values are quite different. And these trends
seem to hold even for the unit local model.
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S.2 Simulation with a Locally Weighted Prior Parti-
tion

In this very small simulation, we explore the performance of the method when some units a
priori cluster with high probability and the case when some units a prior: belong to different
clusters with high probability. It may be the case that there exists more prior uncertainty
associated with particular sections of the initial partition than with others. This can easily
be incorporated in the prior construction by way of the unit specific beta prior distributions.
In particular, for one partition we have a; ~ Beta(a;,b;) so that particular subsections of
the partition are maintained unless the data strongly contradict. To do this it is enough
to set a; and b; so that the probability of reallocating is small (e.g., a; = 1, b; = 10). To
illustrate this consider Figures S.8 and S.9. Figure S.8 displays a synthetic dataset of 100
observations in which there are two clusters one centered at —1 and the other at 1. The top
plot in Figure S.8 displays the initial partition employed. Notice that the initial partition
is such that the two clusters are split and there are five observations on the edge shared by
both clusters (the “+” points) that are assigned in the initial partition to their own cluster.
The bottom four plots in Figure S.8 are different fits of model with different combinations
of A (the upper bound on on o0;) and M (the scale parameter of the CRP). Notice that a
section of the initial partition that splits the two main clusters is overridden by the data,
but the prior assigned to the “+” points is such that it forces those points to remain in their
own clusters.

Next, consider Figure S.9. The data generating proceedure is similar to that of Figure
S.8. Now however, the initial partition contains a group of five units that clearly should not
be in the same cluster based on their response value (the “+” points). Notice here that for
specific hyper-prior values these points too are able to remain in the same cluster, but they
are absorbed by one of the two bigger clusters. As a result, it is possible to essentially fix
part of the initial partition if the users have enough prior information to warrant it.

S.2.1 Prior simulations

Figure S.10 displays the prior partition probabilities where py = {{1,2},{3,4,5}} is the
initial partition with cluster specific a values. This provides the user quite a bit of control
on how to weight the initial partition.

S.2.2 Posterior simulations

Figures S.11 and S.12 show the distribution of the WAIC and LPML across simulations
for the different models. We can observe similar patterns for the Informed Partition Model
and the Centered Partition Process. The best fit is obtained when the models are informed
using pirue, While the worst fit is obtained when the initial partition is pmerge. Results under
Psplit N initial partition are comparable pie; even if the partition is not the correct one the
units are still informed towards coherent groups, as pspii¢ divides each of the 4 clusters of the
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Figure S.8: Results from a small simulation study that explores the impact that the prior
on «; has on posterior partition estimate. The prior employed was such that a; for the “+”
points were not reallocated and as a result tI#9 stayed in their own cluster, even though the
rest of the initial partition was overridden.
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Figure S.9: Results from a small simulation study that explores the impact that the prior
on «; has on posterior partition estimate. The prior employed was such that a; for the “+”
points were not reallocated.
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simulation in two. The LSP prior behaves differently as it seems to show a good fit overall.
However, figures in Section 3.2 show that this prior tends to induce a small inflation in the
prior probability for the initial partition unless the tuning parameter is really small.
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Figure S.11: Comparison of posterior results using the iCRP, CPP, and LSP priors for
different values of their tuning parameters. Each boxplot represents the distribution of
WALIC across the 100 generated data sets, with colors distinguishing between data-generating
scenarios. Notice that the values of the tuning parameters are not directly comparable.
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