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Abstract

Sepsis is a life-threatening condition caused by a dysregulated host response to infection. Re-
cently, researchers have hypothesized that sepsis consists of a heterogeneous spectrum of distinct
subtypes, motivating several studies to identify clusters of sepsis patients that correspond to sub-
types, with the long-term goal of using these clusters to design subtype-specific treatments. There-
fore, clinicians rely on clusters having a concrete medical interpretation, usually corresponding to
clinically meaningful regions of the sample space that have a concrete implication to practitioners.
In this article, we propose Clustering Around Meaningful Regions (CLAMR), a Bayesian clustering
approach that explicitly models the medical interpretation of each cluster center. CLAMR favors
clusterings that can be summarized via meaningful feature values, leading to medically significant
sepsis patient clusters. We also provide details on measuring the effect of each feature on the
clustering using Bayesian hypothesis tests, so one can assess what features are relevant for cluster
interpretation. Our focus is on clustering sepsis patients from Moshi, Tanzania, where patients are

younger and the prevalence of HIV infection is higher than in previous sepsis subtyping cohorts.
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1 INTRODUCTION

For hospitals across the world, the diagnosis and rapid treatment of sepsis is of paramount importance

for improving in-hospital outcomes. Broadly, sepsis is defined as organ dysfunction resulting from



an immune response to an infection (Singer et al., 2016) and is the cause of one-third to one-half of
in-hospital deaths in the USA (Liu et al., 2014). The catalyst for sepsis is usually a bacterial infection
(Bennett et al., 2019), located in the lungs, brain, urinary tract, or digestive system (Tintinalli et al.,
2016), but sepsis can also be a generalized systemic infection (e.g., bloodstream infection), and microbes
causing sepsis also include fungal, viral, and protozoal pathogens. The clinical manifestations are
dynamic, changing over the course of the illness. If not recognized and treated early, a patient is more
likely to progress to a state of circulatory collapse, known as septic shock, which significantly increases
the risk of mortality (Singer et al., 2016). Sepsis is life-threatening: even minor organ dysfunction
in the presence of infection has a mortality rate of at least 10% (Singer et al., 2016), and septic
shock is estimated to have as high as 25% mortality (Rowan et al., 2017). Once detected, prompt
interventions, such as antibiotics, vasopressors (Rhodes et al., 2017), intravenous fluids (Rowan et al.,
2017), or adjunctive corticosteroids (Annane et al., 2018) can improve outcomes.

However, despite its prevalence and risk, therapies specifically targeted towards treatment of sep-
sis, including early goal-directed therapy (EGDT), have not led to improved outcomes (Opal et al.,
2014; Rowan et al., 2017; van der Poll et al., 2017). This phenomenon has been attributed to the
hypothesis that the general condition of sepsis is comprised of heterogeneous and distinct subtypes
which may respond better to treatment plans specifically oriented to the pathophysiology of these
respective subtypes. For example, randomized trials of adjunctive corticosteroids in adults with sepsis
had mixed results, and in pediatric patients adjunctive corticosteroids were associated with increased
mortality in one subtype of septic shock (Wong et al., 2017). Sepsis subtypes have been derived by
several studies which clustered in-hospital cohorts and found distinct patient groups, or phenotypes,
using comparative mRNA transcriptional analysis of the patient’s immune response (Davenport et al.,
2016; Scicluna et al., 2017; Wong et al., 2017; Sweeney et al., 2018). Given that these descriptions
of sepsis subtypes were primarily based upon immunologic characteristics, the Sepsis Endotyping in
Emergency Care (SENECA) project hypothesized that subtypes could also be derived from routine
clinical information that is readily extractable from patient electronic health record sources (Seymour
et al., 2019). They described four distinct phenotypes characterized by age and renal dysfunction (),
inflammation and pulmonary dysfunction (v), liver dysfunction and septic shock (9), and the absence
of these characteristics (o). Moreover, they found evidence that EGDT was beneficial for patients in

the a subtype, whereas the ¢ subtype responded negatively to the treatment.



Our interest is in inferring phenotypes present within a patient population not adequately repre-
sented by previous studies. The Investigating Febrile Deaths in Tanazania (INDITe) study sought to
describe the etiologies of fatal febrile illness in sub-Saharan Africa (sSA) with the over-arching goal
of identifiying priorities for the prevention and treatment of severe infectious diseases (Snavely et al.,
2018). From September 2016 to May 2019, the study collected detailed transcriptome and clinical
information from 599 febrile patients across two hospitals in Moshi, Tanzania, the administrative seat
of the Kilimanjaro Region. Studies have estimated that the in-hospital mortality rate of severe sepsis
in sSA is between 20 and 60% (Jacob et al., 2009; Andrews et al., 2014, 2017), and the region has the
highest health-related burden of sepsis in the world (Rudd et al., 2020). In contrast to the primarily
European and North American populations in previous phenotype classifications such as SENECA,
the INDITe cohort had markedly different immunological profiles and sepsis etiologies. For one, the
average age of the INDITe cohort was 41.3, whereas for SENECA the average age was 64 (Seymour
et al., 2019). Secondly, the prevalence of HIV infection among the INDITe participants was 38.2%, and
of the persons living with HIV, 69.0% had CD4 T-cell lymphocyte percentage indicative of advanced
HIV; this prevalence of HIV and advanced HIV is much higher than the HIV prevalence in the sepsis
subtyping populations from Europe and North America. In terms of etiologies, febrile patients in
Kilimanjaro exhibit pathogens not common in Europe and North America, including cryptococcosis,
chikungunya, and histoplasmosis (Crump et al., 2013; Rubach et al., 2015). Due to these substantial
differences, it is possible that there were endotypes present in the INDITe cohort that have not been
previously cataloged.

Clustering methods utilized by the aforementioned phenotype analyses include agglomerative hi-
erarchical clustering (Jain and Dubes, 1988), consensus k-means (Wilkerson and Hayes, 2010), and a
combined mapping of clustering algorithms (Sweeney et al., 2015). Such methods can be categorized
as being algorithmic in using an iterative mechanism to minimize a clustering loss function or meet
a clustering criterion. Algorithmic clustering methods can work well in certain cases but need the
number of clusters to be pre-specified and typically lack a characterization of uncertainty in clustering.
These points are addressed by model-based methods which compute clusters using tools from statistical
inference. Model-based clustering methods rely on mizture models to simultaneously sort individuals
into groups while inferring the probability distribution of data within each group. The Gaussian mix-
ture model (GMM) results when one assumes that the features of individuals in each cluster follow a

multivariate Gaussian distribution. A wide range of approaches are used to estimate the clustering of



the data under a GMM using either frequentist or Bayesian inference, see MacLachlan and Peel (2000),

Frithwirth-Schnatter et al. (2019), and Wade (2023) for an overview.

This article will take a Bayesian approach to clustering. We observe data y = (y1, ..., Yn), where for
each individual ¢, we have features y; = (i1, ..., ¥ip). Our goal is to group patients into L phenotype
clusters, denoted by ¢ = (ci1,...,¢,), where ¢; € {1,...,L}. To express uncertainty in ¢ before

observing y, we assign a prior 7(c), which is a probability distribution over the space of all clusterings.
Incorporating information in the data, the prior is updated to obtain the posterior 7(c | y). Since
this posterior tends to be analytically intractable, Bayesian inference typically relies on Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms that produce samples ¢} from n(c | y) (MacLachlan and Peel,
2000; Wade, 2023). From the samples ¢(), one obtains standard quantities in statistical inference,
including a point estimate ¢* of ¢ (Binder, 1978; Lau and Green, 2007) and uncertainty quantification
using a credible ball (Wade and Ghahramani, 2018) or posterior similarity matrix (PSM), the latter of
which quantifies Pr(c; = ¢; | y). Endotypes have been derived using Bayesian clustering for illnesses
such as cancer (Savage et al., 2010; Yuan et al., 2011; Lock and Dunson, 2013; Wang et al., 2023),
Alzheimer’s (Poulakis et al., 2022), emphysema (Ross et al., 2016), and type 2 diabetes (Udler et al.,
2018). The Bayesian paradigm can allow a broad variety of feature types including time-to-event (Bair
and Tibshirani, 2004; Raman et al., 2010; Ahmad and Frohlich, 2017) and longitudinal data (Poulakis
et al., 2020, 2022; Lu and Lou, 2022).

A key step in Bayesian clustering is modeling the distribution of observations within each cluster.
Within cluster [, data are assumed to be distributed as f(; 0(1)), where f is some parametric probability
kernel and 8% is the cluster-specific parameter. In a GMM, f is the Gaussian kernel and %) =
(D, 20 is the mean and covariance of the [th cluster. An often under-discussed aspect of Bayesian
clustering is the prior specification for 8. The general consensus is to assume that W(O(l)) is conjugate
to f because m(c | y) can then be sampled using a Gibbs sampler. For GMMs, the conjugate family is
the Gaussian-inverse-Wishart prior. It is a well-known fact that improper priors for the cluster-specific
parameters lead to improper posteriors (Wasserman, 2000), so the cluster-specific priors can be weakly-
informative on likely feature ranges for each cluster (Richardson and Green, 1997) or data-based
(Raftery, 1995; Bensmail et al., 1997). Cluster-specific priors are inappropriate for our application
because we expect to observe new phenotypes explained by the immunoprofiles of the INDITe cohort,

and label-switching is still likely to occur even if substantial prior information on the phenotypes were



Principal Component Projections of INDITe Data

PC2
. *
L ]

o,
.

PC1

Figure 1: Projections onto the first two principal components for a subset of the numeric features from
the original INDITe dataset.

available. Additionally, data-based priors forfeit the probabilistic updating of information that occurs
in subjectivist Bayesian inference and can potentially lead to underestimation of uncertainty.

To analyze the INDITe data, we propose a simple but novel prior for 8% that is motivated by
phenotype inference. Essential to understanding our prior is the notion of meaningful regions (MRs),
areas of the feature domain that have a clear clinical interpretation. For example, MRs of the jth
feature could correspond to intervals in which clinicians can classify an individual as having diminished,
neutral, or elevated expression of that feature. MRs are assumed to be known in advance, usually
identified by investigators with expert knowledge of the application. We focus on the cluster center,
or the mean, in a GMM. We specify the prior for the centers to be itself a mixture model comprised
of non-overlapping and informative components which cover the MRs. This prior highly favors cluster
centers located inside the meaningful regions, ultimately leading to clinically relevant clusters. For
that reason, we call our approach CLustering Around Meaningful Regions (CLAMR). In Section 2, we
introduce CLAMR, discuss default prior settings, show how our prior can test the influence of features
on the clustering, and provide computational details. In Section 3, CLAMR is evaluated by repeatedly
sampling synthetic data. We display all results for applying CLAMR, to the INDITe data in Section
4 and provide interpretations of the phenotypes we uncover. Finally, we present concluding remarks,

extensions, and generalizations in Section 5.



2 CLUSTERING AROUND MEANINGFUL REGIONS

2.1 APPLIED CONTEXT AND MOTIVATION

In this article, we aim to catalog sepsis phenotypes in the INDITe data which reflect the subtypes
of sepsis present in northern Tanzania. The INDITe study enrolled 599 febrile patients from two
Moshi hospitals and measured both detailed RNA sequencing and routine clinical information on each
participant. The clinical data are derived from two different sources. The first is a case report form
(CRF) that details relevant signs and demographic information on the individual, and the second is
comprehensive laboratory testing. From a statistical perspective, the INDITe data presents several
challenges for cluster analysis. An integral factor is the lack of any clear separation in the data into
isolated clusters, as can be seen in the principal component projections in Figure 1. While there are
some noticeable patterns, including a clear outlier and skewness in the density of the data, we expect
there to be substantial uncertainty in cluster membership. Moreover, the sample size of the INDITe
study is markedly smaller than previous phenotype analyses, particularly SENECA. For these reasons,
we use Bayesian methods that can coherently incorporate uncertainty quantification to cluster the
INDITe data. Furthermore, despite the lack of separation, we opt to distinguish clusters by accounting
for differences in clinical interpretation. The intuition here is that clusters should reflect a relevant
medical designation that can inform treatment. Accounting for interpretations involves incorporating
prior information on the features into our analysis, motivating a semi-supervised approach. Finally, an
additional challenge is the selection of clinical variables that explain fundamental differences between
the clusters, which can be useful for phenotype assignment of a patient. In the following sections,
we discuss an approach that can account for each of these factors while leveraging the mathematical

benefits of a Bayesian clustering model.

2.2 BAYESIAN PROBABILISTIC CLUSTERING

Let y;; € R denote the value of the jth feature for the ith individual, j = 1,...,pand ¢ = 1,...,n, which
we collect into the matrix y = (y4;)i;. We are primarily interested in inferring the phenotype clustering
c = (c1,...,¢cy), where ¢; € {1,...,L} and L > 0, with C; = {i: ¢; = [} denoting the [th cluster.
Generally, the likelihood 7(y | ¢) depends on some kernel family F = {f(0): 60 € ©} and cluster-
specific parameters @ = (01 ... 01 so that 8 € © for all I and (y; | ¢; = 1) ~ f(-;60¥). In many

applications, the cluster-specific parameters are dimension dependent, so we write 80 = (99, ceey 91(7”).



After specifying a prior distribution 7(0) for the cluster-specific parameters, the marginal posterior

distribution of e is
L
m(c | y)ocr(e) HJ { H f(yi;e(l))} m(01)doW. (1)
1=1700 e, =1

There are many possible choices for the clustering prior, including Dirichlet-Multinomial, Dirichlet
process (Ferguson, 1973), and Pitman-Yor process (Pitman and Yor, 1997). Alternatively, when prior
information on the clustering c is available, one can use informative clustering priors such as constrained
clustering (Lu and Leen, 2004) and centered partition processes (Paganin et al., 2021). Also relevant
to the posterior of ¢ in (1) are the priors for the cluster-specific parameters, 7r(0(l)). One approach is to
calibrate 7(0(1) to be weakly informative for each cluster using prior information. For example, w(0(")
can be specified to have support on a likely range of spread for cluster [ if such information is available
(Richardson and Green, 1997). However, a more common approach is to assume that 0" are identically
distributed for all I from some base measure g(;v) with hyperparameters v, i.e. 7(80) = g(0W;v) for
all [ (Wade, 2023). The choice of v in such models is a frequent topic of discussion in the literature.
If v is chosen so that g(0(l);u) is improper, one can show that the posterior distribution is also
improper (MacLachlan and Peel, 2000; Wasserman, 2000). For that reason, noninformative or weakly-
informative base measures have been implemented with modifications of Jeffrey’s prior (Diebolt and
Robert, 1994; Rubio and Steel, 2014), noninformative hierarchical priors (Grazian and Robert, 2018),
and global reparameterizations (Robert and Mengersen, 1995; Kamary et al., 2018). Another strategy
is to calibrate v via the data itself to create a data-based prior, see Raftery (1995) and Wasserman
(2000) for applications of such methodology to the priors in a GMM.

We will focus on the case when the data are modeled as a GMM with diagonal covariance. The clus-

ter specific parameters are 8() = (u®), £0) where p¥) = (ugl), - ,,LLI()Z)) and X = diag(ay)z, .. ,al(,m),

or Gj(.l) = (ug-l), aj(l)g). The data are generated by
l )2 l )2 .
(yl] ‘ G = l?:u';)?o-]() ) NN(/*Lg)vU]() )7 fOI‘] = 17"'7p; (2)
with ug-l) being the mean, or center, and UJ(Z)Z being the variance of feature j in cluster [, forl =1, ..., L.

D)2y . L o .
é ), a](- ) ) is the Gaussian-inverse-Gamma base measure because it is conjugate

The natural choice for 7(u
to the normal likelihood, leading to a simple Gibbs sampler for (¢ | y). This choice of base measure has

several pitfalls in practice, including the aforementioned ambiguity for the choice of hyperparameters



and degenerate clustering behavior in high dimensional regimes (Chandra et al., 2023). In this article,
we present an alternative prior for (2) that is computationally tractable but favors interpretability in

clustering. Similar to the approach of Richardson and Green (1997), we use expert prior information
0 )2

to construct the prior for (u ;0 ), but rather than setting a different weakly-informative prior for

each cluster, we collate the information into a simple base measure.

2.3 ASSUMPTIONS AND PRIOR ON THE CLUSTER CENTERS

Suppose that for variable j, y;; € x; < R for all individuals 2 = 1,...,n. The meaningful regions of x;

are a set of subsets M; = {M<1), e ,M§-Kj)}, so that UkKil MPE) = x; and the event that y;; € MW

J J J
has a concrete meaning for the investigator. Typically, M, is a set of disjoint intervals that comprise

X;- For instance, in the case where M, reflects diminished, neutral, and elevated levels of variable

j, we have that K; = 3, Mg-k) = [ag-k),bg-k)], and agl) < b§-1) < a§-2) < b§2) < ag-g) < b§-3). In medical

applications, knowing that y;; € Mg-kj ) for j = 1,...,p gives the clinician a clear interpretation in
terms of individual i’s overall health, which can then be used to inform decisions such as treatment
plans. We discuss alternative examples of MRs that arise in medicine in the Supplement.

We assume that the data are distributed as a GMM with diagonal covariance, such as in (2), with
0 <L <ooand ~ Dir(y/L,...,v/L). L is set to be a large fixed number, such as L = 10 or L = 50,
so as to capitalize on the theoretic guarantees of such overfitted mixture models for determining the

number of clusters (Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011; Van Havre et al., 2015). We set independent
O] (02 0] (1)2)

; and 0,77, ie. W(/Lj O

;)= w(ugl))w(ayp). For the variance, we opt for the

prior densities for p

conjugate prior 1/03(-”2 ~ G(Aj,Bj), where G is the gamma distribution, with A; and §; chosen so that
(1)2

(o

j ) is weakly-informative, though our approach is compatible with any variance prior, such as the

hierarchical model given in Richardson and Green (1997).

O

We now turn towards specifying a novel prior for 14 based on careful consideration of the MRs.

For variable j in cluster [, we assume that, a priori,

K,
w) ~ 3 o, (3)

J
=1

bl

where 0 < qbg.k) <1, ZkKi 1 qbg.k) =1, and hg-k) are continuous probability distributions with support on

./\/l(k). The shape of the component distributions in (3) are determined using expert prior knowledge

J
so that hg.k) is itself an informative distribution on the kth MR. The resulting density function TF(/,LE»I))



is multimodal, with modes contained inside each meaningful region. Our prior choice is a base measure
for the centers, i.e. w(ugl)) = g(,ugl), v) with hyperparameters v = (¢§.1), . ¢§Kj), hg.l), e hg.Kj)). We
refer to (3) as the CLAMR prior for cluster centers. Importantly, CLAMR is a prior for the cluster-
specific parameters and not an assumption about the distribution of the data. This distinguishes the
approach from mixtures of mixtures that model the within-cluster distributions as GMMs (Malsiner-
Walli et al., 2017).

The interpretation of (3) with respect to the data generating process can be better understood

O]

after the introduction of labels s ) e {1,...,K;}, with the property that the prior for p j is equivalent

to sampling
m(sf) = k) = ¢f; (4)

such as in the typical mixture likelihood in (2). The height of each mode in (3) is controlled by
¢; = (¢§-1), . ,d)g.Kj )). If gbg-k) ~ 1 for some k, then all cluster centers will concentrate inside the kth
MR. To model uncertainty in ¢;, we assume that ¢; ~ Dir(p;/Kj,...,p;/K;) where p; > 0. The
smaller the value of p;, the more likely it is that the cluster centers in feature j are all representative
of the same MR a priori.

The generating process of the centers can be interpreted in terms of a profile matriz s = (sgl))lyj.
Sampling (4) associates the Ith cluster center with a p-dimensional vector of MRs, s\ = (sgl), ... ,sg)),
which we refer to as the clinical profile of cluster . The profiles provide a concise medical description
of the cluster centers. If, say, p = 3 and the MRs correspond to expression levels, then s®) —
(2,1, 3) implies that cluster [ is characterized by neutral values of feature one, diminished measurements
of feature two, and elevated levels of feature three. Since we expect label-switching to occur, s is

(s, s®

identifiable up to permutations of the rows. The columns of s, denoted s; = RRRRE ) ), are

groupings of the L clusters into the K; MRs, and give an idea on the effect of feature j on heterogeneity

between the clusters. We will expand on this specific property in the following section.

(%)

In practice, the component kernels h ;| can be any continuous probability distribution, but a natural

choice is the location-scale Gaussian mixture across the MRs,

K
PN (W 702, (5)

=1

b
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Figure 2: The data generating process according to the CLAMR prior after marginalizing out the prior
distributions for 1) and ¢;. The observation y; is allocated into cluster [ with probability determined

O] O]
; and o;
the cluster’s profile s, with & ](k) and T;k)Q chosen so that the kernels have support on the meaningful
regions. The cluster-specific variance is drawn from an inverse-gamma conjugate prior.

by ~, with mean and variance equal to u ? for variable j. The cluster center is defined by

10



where fj(.k) € M; and T](k)Q > 0. The data generating process of y using Gaussian components in the
CLAMR prior is visualized with a directed acyclic graph (DAG) in Figure 2. The three main pieces of
the generation of y;; are represented by three boxes, with each box being independent of the other a
priori. The box on the bottom left of the DAG details the prior on the cluster center.

The component means and variances of (5) must be chosen carefully so that the bulk of the
probability mass of each Gaussian kernel are non-overlapping. Clearly, £J(k) must be some real number
(k)

contained inside M;. In the case where M;k) = [a;

i ,b§k)], fj(k) is any point in that interval. A natural

default version of (5) is the following specification based on controlling the symmetric tails of the

Gaussian kernel,

k k k) 2
f(k) _ a;+ b§ ) T(kﬂ _ bg - ag' ) (6)
T N ERESIS

where 0 < w < 1 is a constant. Note that §§k) is the midpoint of Mgk), similar to the prior specification
in Richardson and Green (1997). The free parameter w controls the amount of probability mass that
overlaps between MR k£ and MRs k — 1 and k& + 1. One can see that 7r(,u§-l) € M§k) ] sg.l) =k) =
w. Increasing w to 1 will increase the concentration of each kernel towards their midpoint, causing
W(u;l)) — ZkKi1 qﬁgk)égj(_k). Hence, a sensible choice is to set w = 0.95 so that 95% of the probability
density in each kernel is contained within their respective region and centered at the midpoint. If
( (k)2

investigators do not wish to place fj(k) as the midpoint of M jk), they can choose T; " using a similar

criteria to (6) to ensure that ./\/lg-k) contains 95% of the probability density of component k. The

(k)
J

framework can also be extended to multimodality within MRs by setting A}’ to be mixture of Gaussian
kernels, combining CLAMR with mixtures of mixtures (Malsiner-Walli et al., 2017).

An example comparison between the CLAMR prior, the weakly-informative case (as mentioned in
Richardson and Green (1997)), and the noninformative case is given in Figure 3 when x; = [-3,1.5],
M; = {[-3,-1],[-1,0],[0,1.5]}, and the MRs are expression levels. The CLAMR prior favors clusters
with centers located at the midpoint of each MR, and the prior probability of the MRs is controlled
by ¢;. For this visualization, ¢; = (1/3,1/3,1/3), but the height of each mode can be lowered or
raised by altering these values. In the case where d)gk) — 1 for some k, the CLAMR prior in Figure

3 reduces to an informative prior on the kth MR. The weakly-informative prior, while leading to a

proper posterior, favors neutral levels of feature j, and the prior probability of each MR is fixed.

11
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Figure 3: Possible prior choices for the cluster center when the MRs are given by M =
{[-3,-1],[-1,0],[0,1.5]} and x; = [—3,1.5]. The non-informative prior is flat on x;, whereas the
weakly-informative choice is concentrated at the midpoint of x;. The CLAMR prior has hyperparam-
eters given by (6), where each component of the mixture is a non-overlapping Gaussian with mean at

(aé»k) + bgk)) /2. In this specific example, the prior probability under CLAMR of observing a cluster
center in each MR is 1/3, though that need not be the case in general.

2.4 TESTING FEATURE INFLUENCE AND PRE-TRAINING

The clinical profiles s will be useful for assessing the influence of feature j on ¢. In phenotype analyses,
investigators are interested in what features help explain the phenotypes and which variables do not.
The intuition here is that some features tend to contribute more than others to meaningful differences
between the groups. Suppose then, for example, that for some k, sgl) = k for all clustersl = 1,..., L.
This would mean that the profiles of each cluster are all identical for the jth variable. If £ = 2 and
the MRs are expression levels, this would amount to concluding that individuals in all clusters tend to
have neutral values of variable j. Therefore, variable j on its own does not explain the heterogeneity
between groups.

We can formulate this intuition in terms of a Bayesian hypothesis test. Recall that for each cluster [
and variable j, there is a label sgl) € {1,..., K;}. In practice, there may be some clusters that are empty,
so for the remainder of this section, we only focus on the clusters C; that are non-empty, i.e. |Cj| = 1.

Without loss of generality and for ease of notation, we will assume that clusters [ = 1,...,L, < L

are non-empty. The labels induce p partitions of [L,] = {1,..., L,}, denoted S; = {Sj(l), e S](- j)},

12



where S](-k) = {l : sg-l) =k, |Cy| = 1}, for j = 1,...,p. That is, each S](-k) is the set of cluster indices
that are associated with the kth MR. For example, suppose there are L, = 3 clusters and K; = 3
MRs. Then by sampling (4) there are three possibilities for the allocation of clusters to regions: all
clusters are in the same MR (S; = {[3]}), two clusters are in the same MR while one cluster is in a
different MR (S; = {{1,2}, {3}}, S; = {{1},{2,3}}, or S; = {{1,3}, {2}}), or all clusters are in different
MRs (5 = {{1}. {2}, {3}}).

From our argument above, if S; = {[L,]}, then the influence of variable j on ¢ is minimal because
each cluster is located in the same MR. This motivates setting the null hypothesis to be Hg; : S; =
{[Ln]}. However, in this article, we set the interval null for feature influence to be Hy; : d(S;, {[Ln]}) <
€;, where €; > 0 is a positive constant and d is a distance metric over the partition space. We implement
our approach with d set to be Binder’s loss (Binder, 1978), but other partition metrics exist that could
be used instead, e.g. the Variation of Information (VI) (Meila, 2007).

In accordance with formal Bayesian hypothesis testing, we focus on the prior and posterior prob-
ability of Ho; : d(Sj,{[Ln]}) < €; versus Hy; : d(Sj,{[Ln]}) = €;. Ho; is tested via computation
of the Bayes factor (BF;), or the ratio of the marginal likelihoods of y given Hy; and Hy; (Jeffreys,
1935, 1961; Kass and Raftery, 1995). When n(Hy;) = m(Hy;) = 1/2, the Bayes factor can be further
simplified to BF; = w(Hy; | y)/m(Ho; | y) = {1 — 7(d(S;A[Lal}) < & | 9)} /m(d(S.AILa]}) < & | W),
which is the ratio of the posterior probabilities of Hy; and Hy;. We can conclude in favor of either
Hy; or Hyj using the magnitude of BF;, e.g. the guidelines given in Kass and Raftery (1995). The
smaller BF; is, the smaller the influence of feature j on c¢. Note that w(Hy;) = 1/2 only occurs for
specific values of p; and v, so we fix v = 1, which favors a small number of clusters, then choose p;
using Monte Carlo simulation.

In practice, testing feature influence can be implemented as a pre-training step in order to reduce
dimension in y and identify relevant features for clustering. This involves first fitting the model,
computing the Bayes factors, and removing the non-influential features. We then run the CLAMR
model on the reduced set of variables and infer the clustering ¢. In Section 4 we implement our

hypothesis testing scheme as a pre-training procedure to remove noisy features in the INDITe data.

2.5 COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS

We derive a simple Gibbs sampler for CLAMR, which is detailed in the Supplement. Once the T

samples {c®} and {s(Y)} are obtained, we summarize our findings using MCMC estimation. A key
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advantage of the Bayesian framework is the ability to characterize uncertainty in point estimation
using the posterior distribution. In Bayesian cluster analysis, the point estimate ¢* of ¢ is a fixed
clustering of y based on w(c | y), and is derived by minimizing the posterior expectation of an
appropriate clustering loss function. We minimize the Variation of Information (VI) loss (Meila,
2007), which compares the entropy between ¢* and ¢ as well as their mutual information (Wade and
Ghahramani, 2018). For uncertainty quantification, we compute a credible ball or PSM using the
MCMC samples. To test the influence of the jth feature, BF; can be consistently estimated as T' — oo
by m(d(S;,[La]) <€ | ¥) ~ (1/T) X1, 1(d(Sy(»t), [Lgf)]) < €j), and is computed using post-processing

on the samples {c®} and {s(*)}.

3 SIMULATION STUDY

We now evaluate CLAMR on synthetic data. We focus on the case in which the statistician has
obtained expert knowledge on the MRs but the model is misspecified. Our simulation scenario explores
kernel misspecification, which in our case refers to the regime in which the true data generating process
is a mixture model but with non-Gaussian components. Kernel misspecification is a key issue in model-
based clustering because statistical methods tend to overestimate the number of clusters when there is
a mismatch between the assumed kernels and the true ones. A number of methods have recently been
proposed to robustify Bayesian clustering results to model misspecification, such as coarsening (Miller
and Dunson, 2019), decision theoretic schemes (Dombowsky and Dunson, 2023; Buch et al., 2024),
and hierarchical component merging algorithms (Aragam et al., 2020; Do et al., 2024). However, the
effect of the prior distribution on robustifying inference has received little discussion in this nascent
literature.

We find that CLAMR can reduce the over-clustering tendency of misspecifed models, leading to
more accurate estimation and a fewer number of clusters. The synthetic data are comprised of p = 6
features with K; = 3 true MRs each, which are assumed to be known. The number of true clusters is

set to L = 3 and we simulate the true within-cluster center parameters, denoted /];l), from the CLAMR
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prior (5), where the true profile matrix § is given by

131213
§=113 2113
133313

Observe that this implies that only features 3 and 4 will exhibit meaningful between-cluster vari-
ation. To replicate our application to the INDITe data, we make each feature exhibit a different
scale. For example, the MRs of feature 1 are {[—1,1],[1,2],[2,4]}, and the MRs for feature 6 are
{[0,10], [10, 30], [30,200]}. True cluster labels ¢ are simulated uniformly across the integers [L]. The
cluster-specific scales aj(l) are chosen so that, for the /th true cluster, the simulated data are contained
within the MR given by the corresponding entry in s. This calibration uses the true data generating

EZ), 0§l)), where t(v, i, o) denotes the Student’s t-distribution with v

process, given by y; | & =1 ~ t(0, p
degrees of freedom, center i, and scale . For our simulations, we fix 7 = 5, meaning that the true ker-
nels have significantly heavier tails than the Gaussian distribution. We vary n € {100,500, 750, 1000}
and simulate 100 independent replications for each sample size. For a given simulated dataset y, we
fit a GMM with the CLAMR prior and default hyperparameters (6) with w = 0.95. We compare the
results to clusterings yielded by a standard Bayesian GMM with weakly-informative priors (BGMM),
an implementation of the EM algorithm, complete linkage hierarchical clustering (HCA), and k-means.

Details on hyperparameter choice for all approaches are given in the Supplement. For both CLAMR

and the BGMM, a clustering point estimate is selected by minimizing the VI loss.

n CLAMR BGMM EM k-means HCA

ARI 100 0.96 0.99 0.99 0.32  0.22
500 0.98 0.98 0.94 0.35 0.20

750 0.98 0.97 0.94 0.34 0.17

1000 0.98 0.97 0.93 0.34 0.17

L 100 3.17 3.32 3.14 3.00 3.00
500 4.40 4.59 3.90 3.00  3.00

750 4.58 4.88 4.10 3.00 3.00

1000 5.08 5.38 4.27 3.00  3.00

Table 1: Average adjusted Rand index (ARI) with é and number of clusters (L) for CLAMR,
the BGMM, EM, k-means, and HCA applied to 100 independent replications for each n €
{100, 500, 750, 1000}. Both k-means and HCA have the number of clusters fixed at L = 3, the true
value.
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Results for the simulation study are displayed in Table 1, which shows the average adjusted Rand
index (ARI) between each point estimate and the true cluster labels €, as well as the number of clusters
in the point estimates ([:) For n > 100, CLAMR achieves the highest ARI across all approaches. In
addition, CLAMR consistently reduces the number of clusters on average in comparison to the standard
BGMM. The EM algorithm excels at inferring the number of clusters, but is notably less accurate at
inferring the true cluster membership, as evidenced by the smaller values of ARI. Despite being fixed at

the true number of clusters, k-means and HCA completely fail at recreating the true cluster structure.

4 SEPSIS PHENOTYPES IN NORTHERN TANZANIA

4.1 DATA AND PRETRAINING

Our main interest is using CLAMR to derive interpretable phenotypes from a cohort of sepsis patients.
While the original dataset consists of a vast collection of variables, we opt for features that have
been used in SENECA, which we enumerate in Table 2. The clinical variables can be categorized
as belonging to four distinct classes: clinical signs, markers of inflammation in the body, markers of
organ dysfunction, and additional immunological markers. The original INDITe cohort consisted of
febrile patients that are not necessarily sepsis positive, so we only include individuals with systemic
inflammatory response syndrome (SIRS) score greater than or equal to 2 in order to derive phenotypes
that correspond to sepsis definition, ultimately resulting in n = 265. The following features have
missing observations: bilirubin (0.023%), platelets (0.011%), BUN (0.011%), WBC (0.011%), and
bicarbonate (0.008%). Based on our knowledge of the data collection process, we assume that these
variables are missing completely at random (MCAR), and we impute these entries using the Gibbs
sampler. We also have information on the in-patient outcome (e.g., death), which we do not use for
clustering but will refer to in our interpretations.

The MRs correspond to expression levels specified by our clinical science collaborators, who have
expert knowledge of the patient population context in northern Tanzania. Thirteen of the features have
expression levels written in terms of D, N, and E (K; = 3), whereas the remaining two are expressed in
either D and N or N and E (K; = 2). For example, systolic blood pressure, which is measured in mm
Hg, has the following MRs: D = [65,111], N = [111,220], and E = [220,300]. Conversely, creatinine,
which is measured in ml/dL, has only two MRs: N = [0,90] and E = [90, 250]. Note that these cut-offs
(k)Q)

are unique to northern Tanzania. These MRs are used to then define the hyperparameters (fj(k),Tj
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Feature Type BF;

Temperature 6.392
Respiratory Rate .. . 0.024
Pulse Rate Clinical Signs 0.402
Systolic Blood Pressure (SBP) 2.765
White Blood Cell Count (WBC) Inflammation 14.553
C-Reactive Protein (CRP) Markers 2.636
Aspartate Transaminase (AST) 250.736
Bilirubin Organ 169.488
Blood Urea Nitrogen (BUN) Dysfunction 12607.696
Creatinine Markers 45.208
Platelets 3.500
Glucose 0.661
Sodium Additional 1.746
Bicarbonate Markers 6.139
Albumin 4.600

Table 2: The complete 15 variables from the INDITe data with accompanying Bayes factors from the
pre-training phase. Features with Bayes factors indicating strong evidence against Hy are indicated
by bolded script.

via (6) with the overlap parameter set to w = 0.95. No other preprocessing is applied to the data, and
features are kept in their original units for the analysis.

Before computing the clustering point estimate, we implement a pretraining phase to select influen-
tial features for clustering. We set v = 1 and choose p; = (1.1)1x,-2 + (0.7)1,—=3, which corresponds
to w(d(Sj,[Ln]) < 0.1) = 1/2. The resulting Bayes factors for all variables are displayed in the third
column of Table 2, with bolded script indicating features that have substantial evidence of clustering
influence (Kass and Raftery, 1995). We select p = 4 of the original 15 features for our analysis, cor-
responding to AST, bilirubin, BUN, and creatinine, all of which are organ dysfunction markers. We

then calculate the point estimate using the reduced set of features.

4.2 CLUSTERING POINT ESTIMATE AND INTERPRETATIONS

We compute the point estimate ¢* by minimizing the VI loss using the MCMC samples from 7(c | y).
We also calculate the PSM for the INDITe data to express uncertainty in our point estimate. The
point estimate consists of 7 clusters, however, the seventh cluster contains only one individual who
has abnormally high levels of bilirubin, so we focus on the 6 clusters derived from the remaining 264
participants. We display a general summary of relevant clinical characteristics among participants,
including the proportion of females, persons living with HIV, malaria infection, in-hospital mortality,

and age in Table 3 stratified by cluster; we provide a pairs plot of the influential features in Figure
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Overall  Cf cy cx Ccy cx Cg

Size 264 87 49 44 39 27 18
Pr(Female) 0.485 0.690 0.388 0.409 0.436 0.185 0.500
Pr(HIV+) 0.383 0.414 0.306 0.523 0.359 0.185 0.444
Pr(Advanced HIV) 0.258 0.241 0.224 0.386 0.231 0.148 0.333
Pr(Malaria) 0.098 0.092 0.163 0.045 0.051 0.185 0.056
Pr(Deceased) 0.125 0.057 0.122 0.182 0.179 0.148 0.167
Avg. Age (SD) 42.8 (17) 37 (14.2) 475 (17.5) 382 (12.1) 485 (19) 40.4 (16.8) 60.2 (16.6)
AST N-E N N E N E N
Bilirubin D-N D N D D N D-N
BUN D-E N N-E N E N-E E
Creatinine N-E N N N E N-E E

Table 3: Basic demographic information consisting of sex, HIV infection, advanced HIV status, malaria
status, inpatient outcome, and age measured within each cluster, with the overall numbers included
for comparison. In addition, profiles for each cluster estimated using the within-cluster IQR of each
feature.

4. For convenience, the clusters are labeled by decreasing size. No cluster contains the majority of
participants, and the smallest cluster is cluster 6 which comprises just 18 individuals (or 7%) from the
overall cohort.

Participants in cluster 1 are generally female (69%), have the best inpatient outcome (5.7% mortal-
ity), and have the lowest average age in comparison to the other clusters (37). These participants tend
to have neutral feature expression with the exception of bilirubin, which tends to exhibit diminished
values. In comparison, cluster 2 is majority male (61%), has a lower proportion of participants living
with HIV (31% in comparison to 41% for cluster 1), and has more than double the mortality (12%).
Cluster 2 is also generally associated with neutral feature expression, though it is more inclined towards
elevated levels of BUN, bilirubin, and AST than cluster 1. Cluster 3 is the only cluster for which the
majority of patients are living with HIV (52%, overall incidence is 38%), and 74% of these patients
have CD4 percentage indicative of advanced HIV. It has the lowest proportion of subjects with malaria
(4.5%, prevalence among all 264 is 9.8%). Participants in this cluster are generally male and younger
(average age of 38.2 years) and have elevated levels of AST. Cluster 4 is characterized by elevated
BUN and creatinine levels, but neutral AST levels. Clusters 3 and 4 are similar in size (44 and 39
participants, respectively), and have the joint highest mortality rate (18.2% and 17.9%, respectively).
The highest AST levels are observed in cluster 5, which also is associated with relatively high bilirubin
and the highest proportion of males (81.5%). Furthermore, this cluster has the lowest proportion of
participants living with HIV (18.5%), though 80% of these individuals have advanced HIV. Cluster 6,

the smallest cluster, is characterized by having markedly high levels of both BUN and creatinine. In
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Clusters and Influential Features
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Figure 4: Pairs plots for the influential features BUN, creatinine, AST, and bilirubin, where colors
indicate clusters. All features are log-transformed.

addition, patients in this cluster tend to be older (average age of 60.2), and cluster 6 has the second
highest proportion of individuals with HIV (44.4%) and, of those individuals, 75% have advanced HIV.

In light of these differential characteristics, we can summarize the interpretation of the clusters as
follows. Cluster 1 comprises young female patients with generally neutral markers, low bilirubin (not
a clinical concern), and low incidence of mortality; cluster 2 has modestly elevated levels of BUN that
suggest possible renal dysfunction and skews older and more towards male sex than cluster 1; cluster 3
is characterized by increased frequency of HIV and elevated AST levels indicative of liver dysfunction;
cluster 4 has elevated levels of BUN and creatinine that suggests septic shock or renal dysfunction;
cluster 5 is composed of mainly men with low HIV prevalence/frequency and extremely high levels
of AST indicative of liver dysfunction; and cluster 6 is composed of older individuals with extremely

elevated BUN and creatinine indicative of septic shock or renal dysfunction.

4.3 COMPARISON TO SENECA CLUSTERS

Next, we qualitatively compare and contrast the INDITe clusters ¢* with the four clusters reported

in the SENECA study (Seymour et al., 2019), denoted as «, 3, 7, and d. Cluster 1 is comparable
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Figure 5: Posterior similarity matrix (PSM) for the INDITe data, ordered by point estimate member-
ship.

to their «a cluster due to the lack of organ dysfunction and generally low mortality, and cluster 6
closely resembles their S-cluster as it is characterized by advanced age and renal dysfunction. Their
0 cluster is associated with liver dysfunction; the elevated levels of AST in clusters 3 and, especially,
5 mean that liver dysfunction is also a defining factor in these INDITe clusters. However, we also
find that factors specific to sSA explain heterogeneity between the INDITe clusters. For example,
malaria prevalence and low HIV prevalence are key characteristics of cluster 5, whereas cluster 3 is in
part driven by low malaria prevalence and high HIV prevalence. While cluster 1 is similar to the «
cluster, there are notable differences in demographics, including average age (37 years for INDITe, 60
years for SENECA) and sex (69% female for INDITe, 49% female for SENECA). These considerations
notwithstanding, we may interpret clusters 1 and 6 as being clinical manifestations of the o and
clusters, respectively, in the northern Tanzanian population. With regards to participant outcomes we
observe comparable, but distinct, associations to those from the SENECA study, who found that the
the 0 cluster (characterized by liver dysfunction) had the highest mortality rate in their cohort. We find
that cluster 3 (characterized by HIV incidence and possible liver dysfunction) has the highest observed
mortality at 18.2%, though cluster 4 (characterized by renal dysfunction) has a similar mortality at

17.9%.
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Figure 6: A comparison between the point estimate yielded by CLAMR and that by a standard BGMM.
Colors indicate CLAMR, whereas shapes refer to the BGMM. Singleton clusters have been included.

4.4 COMPARISON TO A BAYESIAN (GAUSSIAN MIXTURE

We compare our results with the clustering point estimate obtained after fitting a Bayesian GMM
(BGMM), as in (2), with weakly-informative Gaussian and inverse-Gamma priors. Explicit details on
hyperparameters are given in the Supplement. The adjusted Rand index between ¢*, the CLAMR
point estimate, and ¢/, the BGMM point estimate, is 0.273, indicating a modest resemblance between
the two clusterings. Both ¢* and ¢’ have 7 clusters, and create singleton clusters (though not of the
same participant). In contrast to the cluster sizes displayed in Table 3, the sizes of the BGMM clusters
are 125, 77, 26, 15, 11, 10, and 1. An explicit comparison between the two point estimates is given in
Figure 6, where it can be seen that CLAMR clusters are split and subsequently merged to create those
from the BGMM. For example, cluster 1 in CLAMR is spread across three clusters in the BGMM,
and cluster 1 of the BGMM is comprised of participants from clusters 1, 2, 3, and 4 in CLAMR.
The clusterings differ in interpretation as well. Clusters 3 and 4 of the BGMM, for instance, have an
extremely small HIV incidence (10% and 9.1%), whereas the HIV incidence for all CLAMR clusters are
larger than these proportions. Malaria incidences are generally higher in the BGMM clustering, with
three of the seven clusters observed to have more than 20% malaria incidence. All clusters derived by
CLAMR have lower malaria incidence. Finally, the BGMM places 202 of the individuals in just two

clusters (76% of the cohort), whereas the CLAMR clusters more evenly split the dataset, making it
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easier to provide definitive interpretations. For these reasons, we find the results from CLAMR to be

preferable from a clinical perspective.

4.5 UNCERTAINTY QUANTIFICATION

The PSM for the INDITe data is displayed in Figure 5, where each box along the diagonal indicates
a cluster. Observe that both clusters 5 and 6 are notably distinct from cluster 1, i.e. Pr(¢; = ¢; | y)
is very close to 0 for ¢ € Cf and j € (C¥ u Cf). Indeed, these clusters seem to be well-separated
amongst the influential variables in Figure 4, suggesting differing underlying subtypes and possibly
differing treatment regimes. The PSM also indicates similarity between clusters 1, 2, 3, and 4 via the
off-diagonal boxes in Figure 5. Comparing again to the within-cluster distributions in Figure 4, we can
see that these clusters have similar distributions for the septic shock and renal dysfunction markers
(BUN and creatinine). Hence, one would expect that the underlying subtypes manifest themselves
similarly in the patient population, though differences in key immunologic factors such as HIV status
and age, as well as AST and bilirubin levels, still distinguish these clusters in a clinical sense. Instead,

it may be the case that individuals can embody characteristics from multiple subtypes.

5 DISCUSSION

In this article, we present CLAMR, a novel augmentation to the Bayesian Gaussian mixture model
motivated by disease subtype analysis. The main idea behind our approach is to incorporate commonly
used cut-offs in feature values, or meaningful regions, into the prior for the cluster centers, with
the ultimate goal being to distinguish clusters via their medical interpretations. We accomplish this
mathematically by assuming that the prior on the cluster centers is a mixture model over the MRs.
When the CLAMR prior is a Gaussian mixture, a simple Gibbs sampler can be derived for posterior
computation. The algorithm performs excellently on synthetic data in which the Gaussian model is
misspecifed. In addition to clustering, our prior can be used for a pre-training procedure to select
relevant clustering features using the results of Bayesian hypothesis tests.

CLAMR is primarily motivated by the clustering challenges presented by the INDITe sepsis data
from northern Tanzania, such as the lack of separation in the data and the small sample size. We find
that the influential features are all organ dysfunction markers, and using these we derive 6 clusters of

varying size and interpretation. These clusters are related to clinical factors and signs, including HIV

22



prevalence, malaria status, age, sex, and kidney and liver dysfunction, and we also observe varying
mortality rates across the clusters. In addition, several of our clusters are similar in interpretation to
the clusters from the SENECA study, despite the sepsis patient population in sSA having markedly
different distributions of age, comorbidities, and etiologies than those in North America.

There are multiple possible extensions to CLAMR that can generalize our approach. The cluster
profiles S; can be estimated after applying label-switching algorithms to the samples c¢® and s®,
then minimizing a clustering loss such as Binder’s or the VI. The CLAMR prior is presented here as
a GMM, but any continuous probability distributions can be used to model the prior density within
the MRs. If investigators require the distribution within MRs be multimodal, for instance, one can set
the component kernels of F(/Lgl)) to be themselves GMMSs, and posterior computation can be carried
out using a similar Gibbs sampler to the one we utilize. Finally, we assume that the cluster-specific
variances follow weakly-informative inverse-gamma priors, but this can be simply augmented to a

mixture of inverse-gamma kernels over the MRs in order to model varying shapes, not just centers,

between profiles.
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

In this section, we expand on our concept of meaningful regions, implement our analysis using the
SENECA study to calibrate the CLAMR prior, discuss an extension to mixed data, and give extensive
technical details on both the simulations and application. Code to implement CLAMR and reproduce

our simulation results can be found at https://github.com/adombowsky/CLAMR.
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A GIBBS SAMPLER

Posterior computation with the CLAMR prior requires only a few modifications to existing Gibbs

samplers for finite GMMs, e.g. the algorithm in MacLachlan and Peel (2000). We must sample from
L
O] (1)2)}

the full conditional distriubtions of the clustering e, the cluster-specific parameters {(Nj 10 y

=1
and the profiles s. Note that we have omitted the random probability vectors 1 and {c]f)j}?:l SO as
to improve MCMC mixing, especially when sampling the multinomial groupings ¢ and s;. We update

the cluster allocations via 7(¢; = [ | —)OC{ §:1 /\/’(yij;ugl),aj(-l)?)} {n(_i) + W/L}; forl =1,...,L,
(=i) _

where n; 7 = >, ; 1(cy = 1). A similar identity holds for reallocation of the Ith label in feature j, i.e.

7T(S§-l) =k | —)OCN(ug-l);fj(k),Tj(k)Q) {mfjl) + pj/Kj}, with m,;(l) = D4 1(s§-l/) = k). For the cluster
)

;> we sample from an updated Gaussian distribution, which depends on the data allocated

to cluster [ and the hyperparameters of meaningful region sél),

centers p

where n; = 3,1 | 1(¢; = 1). The full conditional distribution of 1/0'](1)2 is the standard updated Gamma

distribution, G(Aj +n/2, B + .., - (Yij — u§l))2/2). Any missing values are imputed each step of the

)

Gibbs sampler by simulating a draw from the Gaussian likelihood using the current values of ¢;, s

and O'](~l)2.

B ALTERNATE NOTIONS OF MEANINGFUL REGIONS

Level of expression may not be the only way in which MRs arise in applications. If a previous study
(k)

has clustered a similar cohort into K groups using the same p variables, then M ;| can represent
the support of variable j in previously observed cluster k. In our application, the Sepsis Endotyping
in Emergency Care (SENECA) study clustered sepsis patients from 12 hospitals in Pennsylvania,
USA using the same clinical variables and provides summaries of the distribution of data within each
cluster (Seymour et al., 2019). The event y;; € ./\/lgk) can be interpreted as individual ¢ exhibiting
characteristics emblematic of previously observed cluster k. Alternatively, MRs may correspond to

risk scores that predict mortality. Examples from our population of interest include the modified early

warnings score (MEWS) (Subbe et al., 2001) and the universal vital assessment (UVA) score (Moore
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et al., 2017). Both the MEWS and UVA score are calculated by determining the total “points" an
individual receives based on cut-offs of the features. We can then set Mg-k) to be the set cut-offs
for variable j that correspond to different point values. In the main article we focus on the case of

expression level MRs, but alternate strategies for other kinds of MRs may be useful in other settings.

C ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON SIMULATIONS

0

The true MRs, which are assumed to be known, are given in Table 4. We simulate the true means ﬂj

from the CLAMR prior with our default hyperparameters and w = 0.99, encouraging cluster centers
that are near the midpoint of each interval. The scales a](-l) are selected so that simulated data tends
to concentrate in each true MR. In each replication, we run the CLAMR and BGMM Gibbs samplers
for 15,000 iterations each, with the first 5,000 discarded as burn-in. For CLAMR, the variance priors
are 1/03@2 ~ G(10/Rj,10), where R; = bj-(j — ag-l) is the general range of feature j. For the BGMM,
we center and scale the synthetic data to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1. The priors for the
BGMM are ugl) ~ N(0,1) and 1/0J(-l)2 ~ G(1,1). The point estimates for both Bayesian methods
are computed by minimizing the VI loss. The EM algorithm is implemented in the package mclust
(Scrucca et al., 2016), where the number of clusters is selected by minimizing the Bayesian information

criterion over a set of candidate models. We fix the maximum number of clusters in the EM algorithm

to be 5. For both k-means and HCA, the number of clusters is fixed at the truth (i.e., 3).

Feature 1 2 3 4 5 6
D [-1,]] [0,2] [-10,2] [-0.1,0.1] [0,100] [0,10]
N [1,2] [2,5] [2,4] [0.1,0.3] [100,250] [10,30]
E [24] [5,10] [4,8] [0.3,0.5] [250,400] [30,200]

Table 4: The true MRs for the simulation study, ordered by their level of expression (D, N, and E).

D ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON APPLICATION TO INDITE DATA

D.1 HYPERPARAMETERS AND MCMC DIAGNOSTICS

In this section, we expand on the technical aspects of our main application. Our priors for the cluster-
specific variances are 1/0'](-1)2 ~ G(2,1/R;), where R; = b]Kj - a§-1) is the general range of feature
j. This prior is essentially a limiting case of the hierarchical variance prior used in Richardson and

Green (1997) for Gaussian mixtures. Both the initial pre-training phase and final clustering phase
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were fit using the same hyperparameters and number of iterations and chains. We fit the CLAMR
model using 9 independent chains in parallel, where each chain has 300, 000 iterations, with the initial
10,000 removed as burn-in. We then thin the MCMC output by only using every 10th iteration to
compute the Bayes factors and clustering point estimate. We evaluate MCMC convergence using both

the log-likelihood

n p
log L(y: e, p,0) = 3 37 log N (yijo 1y, o).
i=1j=1

and the maximum cluster size, i.e. n™* = max(|C1|,...,|CL|), the latter of which we interpret as a
diagnostic for the latent partition c¢. The traceplots of both quantities using expression level MRs are
displayed in Figure 7. R (Gelman and Rubin, 1992) values for the log-likelihood and n™?* are 1.738

X, and therefore, the partition, mixes better than the

and 1.070, respectively, and we find that n™®
log-likelihood. To further evaluate convergence in terms of the latent partition, we compute separate
clustering point estimates for each chain, then calculate the Rand index Rand (1971) between each
pair of point estimates. The lowest pairwise Rand index is 0.88, the highest is 1.00, and the average
across all chains is 0.95, indicating substantial similarity between the point estimates.

The BGMM is implemented by first centering and scaling the original p = 15 variables to have
mean 0 and unit variance. A priori, we assume ugl) ~ N(0,1) and 1/(7j(-l)2 ~ G(1,1). The number of
components is set to L = 10, and the cluster probabilities ¥ ~ Dir(1/L,...,1/L). We run a Gibbs
sampler with 200,000 iterations with the first 10,000 discarded as burn-in. The point estimates is

computed by minimizing the VI loss.

D.2 ADDITIONAL FIGURES

We display boxplots for the within-cluster distributions across the influential features in Figure 8. Here,
we can see that increased values in BUN and creatinine disinguish cluster 6 from the other groups,
whereas the same holds for cluster 5 and increased values of both AST and bilirubin. We also see
relatively high values of AST in cluster 3 and relatively high values of bilirubin in cluster 2. Boxplots

for all 15 original features are displayed in Figure 9.

E  CLUSTERING THE INDITE DATA WITH SENECA CENTERED MRS

We now present an alternative implementation of CLAMR to the INDITe data using a different notion

of MR based on the sepsis patient clusters derived by the SENECA study. Recall that the SENECA
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Figure 7: Traceplots for both the log-likelihood (left) and maximum cluster size (right) across the nine
chains.
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Figure 8: Boxplots showing the within-cluster distribution of the influential features.
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Figure 9: Boxplots showing the within-cluster distribution across all original 15 features.

Feature Type BF;
Temperature 5.257
Respiratory Rate .. . 0.948
Pulse Rate Clinical Signs 0.585
Systolic Blood Pressure (SBP) 0.231
White Blood Cell Count (WBC) Inflammation o
C-Reactive Protein (CRP) Markers 24.744
Aspartate Transaminase (AST) 327020.149
Bilirubin Organ 22.637
Blood Urea Nitrogen (BUN) Dysfunction o0)
Creatinine Markers 35.645
Platelets 31.040
Glucose 2.868
Sodium Additional 5.898
Bicarbonate Markers 1.258
Albumin 65.789

Table 5: The complete 15 variables from the INDITe data with accompanying Bayes factors from the
pre-training phase using the SENECA clusters as MRs. Here, BF; = oo indicates that m(Ho; | y) = 0.
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Overall  Cf (& cx cx

Size 265 107 105 35 18
Pr(Female) 0.487 0.477 0.590 0.229 0.444
Pr(HIV+) 0.381 0.336 0.467 0.229 0.444
Pr(Advanced HIV) 0.257 0.196 0.324 0.200 0.333
Pr(Malaria) 0.098 0.168 0.143 0.143 0.167
Pr(Deceased) 0.125 0.131 0.105 0.143 0.167
Avg. Age (SD) 42.8 (17) 451 (18.3) 38.8 (14) 40.2 (15.8) 57.3 (17.7)

Table 6: Basic demographic information for the clusters derived using SENECA centered MRs.

study obtained 4 clusters—«, 3, v, and d—from a cohort spread across twelve hospitals in Pennsylvania
(Seymour et al., 2019). Our expert clinical collaborators translated the medical characteristics de-
scribed in Seymour et al. (2019) to the northern Tanzania population, adjusting for key demographic
differences including age and etiologies. Ultimately, our collaborators were able to provide information
on the expression levels characteristic of each SENECA cluster, were they to manifest themselves in
sSA. For example, BUN would be neutral (N) in the « cluster, elevated (E) in the g cluster, neutral in
the «y cluster, and elevated in the ¢ cluster. Therefore, for BUN, we set the four MRs to be {N, E, N, E}.
Note that unlike our application in the main article, the MRs are not disjoint, and we exclude any
expression levels not represented by the SENECA clusters. For BUN, for instance, it is not possible for
a cluster to have a profile that implies diminished (D) expression level, meaning that the prior support
has been constrained.

We run 10 MCMC chains in parallel for 200,000 iterations (with the first 10,000 discarded as
burn-in, then thinned to every tenth iteration) and all hyperparameters are identical to those for the
INDITe application in the main article, with the exception that K; = 4 for all features, and we set
p; = 0.69. Table 5 shows the Bayes factors for all features from the original dataset. Interestingly, the
model selects a less sparse feature set, and includes all inflammation and organ dysfunction markers,
as well as the additional marker albumin. After pre-training, the clustering point estimate is obtained,
which we summarize in Table 6. We find four clusters, with sizes 107, 105, 35, and 18.

There are some similarities between the clusters in Table 6 and those derived using expression level
MRs. In both analyses, there are clusters driven by increased values of BUN and creatinine as well
as increased values of bilirubin and AST. In addition, one of the clusters is associated with older age
(cluster 6 using expression level MRs, and cluster 4 using SENECA MRs). In terms of differences, the
adjusted Rand index between the two point estimates is 0.260, and we visualize the comparison between

the two clusterings using the contingency table in Table 7. Note the disparity in cluster sizes between
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SENECA 1 2 3 4

1 31 56 0 0

Expression 2 37 1 L 0
Levels 3 5 3 6 0
4 32 5 0 2

5 0 0 27 0

6 2 0 0 16

7T 0 0 1 0

Table 7: Contingency table between the clustering derived using expression level MRs (rows) and that
using SENECA centered MRs (columns).

the two analyses; the model using SENECA MRs prefers to allocate most of the data into two large
clusters. Perhaps the biggest difference is that cluster 1 using expression level MRs is split between
two clusters using SENECA MRs. In addition, the SENECA MR analysis does not include a singleton
cluster, and it allocates that participant into cluster 3. However, we can see that there is significant
overlap between clusters 4, 5, and 6 using expression level MRs and clusters 1, 3, and 4 using SENECA
MRs. To compare the two analyses more concretely, we compute the Watanabe—Akaike information
criterion (WAIC) (Watanabe and Opper, 2010) for both models. The WAIC under expression level
MRs is 7.826, whereas for SENECA MRs, it is 37.615.

F' EXTENSION TO CATEGORICAL AND MIXED DATA

We now discuss a generalization of our approach for categorical and binary features. In medical
applications, it is common for a study to gather information related to comorbidities, etiologies, and
presence-absence. These features are generally taken to be categorical, i.e. y;; € {1,...,M;}, where
1 < M; < o is the number of categories for the jth feature. We model the feature using a mixture of
multinomial distributions,

O]

yij | i = 1,p\" ~ Multinomial(p"),

where pg-l) = (pg-ll), e ,pgl}/lj), 0 < pglgl < 1 and Zi\r/f’:lpﬁl = 1. Here, we assume that each category
in the jth feature has a medical interpretation, meaning that the categories {1,...,M;} are the MRs.

Similar to our original formulation for a Gaussian mixture, we specify a prior that is a mixture of
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informative distributions for each MR,

0 N iy o iy gm0 =™
p; ~ Z ?; Dlr(l/jqj ), with ¢}, = (7)
m=1 1—6;: m'#m

where 1/2 < §; <1 and v; > 0 is a fixed constant, such as v; = 1. At one extreme, when 6; = 1/2, we
have that pg-l) ~ Dir(v;/2,...,v/2), i.e. the MRs of feature j have no impact on the clustering. Hence,
the parameter v; controls the distribution of the null model. On the other extreme, as §; — 1, pgl) ~
Z,AT{]: 1 ¢§m)(5em, where ey, ..., ey, are the standard basis vectors, meaning that clusters correspond
exactly to the categories. In the special case in which y;; is binary, we focus on modeling 0 < pé-l) <1,
or the probability that feature j is equal to 1, via a mixture of Beta distributions. That is, (7) translates

to

py) ~ ¢;jBeta(v;d;,v;(1 —6;)) + (1 — ¢;)Beta(v;(1 — 6;), v;d;), (8)

where each component is an informative Beta distribution concentrated at the endpoints of the unit
interval. Clearly, when 6; = 1/2, then pg-l) ~ Beta(vj/2,v;/2), indicating no clustering heterogeny.
For both the categorical and binary cases, we construct a Bayesian hypothesis test by focusing on
Hy : 0; < 1/2 + €j, where ¢; > 0 is a small positive constant. Observe that, since we assume
independence between features, we can combine (7) and (8) with the Gaussian CLAMR model we

discuss in the main article in order to apply our approach to data of mixed types.
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