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Abstract

Adjusted for chance measures are widely used to compare partitions/clusterings of the
same data set. In particular, the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) based on pair-counting, and
the Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI) based on Shannon information theory are very
popular in the clustering community. Nonetheless it is an open problem as to what are the
best application scenarios for each measure and guidelines in the literature for their usage
are sparse, with the result that users often resort to using both. Generalized Information
Theoretic (IT) measures based on the Tsallis entropy have been shown to link pair-counting
and Shannon IT measures. In this paper, we aim to bridge the gap between adjustment
of measures based on pair-counting and measures based on information theory. We solve
the key technical challenge of analytically computing the expected value and variance of
generalized IT measures. This allows us to propose adjustments of generalized I'T measures,
which reduce to well known adjusted clustering comparison measures as special cases. Using
the theory of generalized IT measures, we are able to propose the following guidelines for
using ARI and AMI as external validation indices: ARI should be used when the reference
clustering has large equal sized clusters; AMI should be used when the reference clustering
is unbalanced and there exist small clusters.

Keywords: Clustering Comparisons, Adjustment for Chance, Generalized Information
Theoretic Measures

1. Introduction

Clustering comparison measures are used to compare partitions/clusterings of the same data
set. In the clustering community (Aggarwal and Reddyl}, 2013)), they are extensively used for
external validation when the ground truth clustering is available. A family of popular clus-
tering comparison measures are measures based on pair-counting (Albatineh et al., [2006).
This category comprises the well known similarity measures Rand Index (RI) 1971)
and the Jaccard coefficient (J) (Ben-Hur et al. |2001)). Recently, information theoretic (IT)
measures have been also extensively used to compare partitions (Strehl and Ghoshl 2003;
[Vinh et al., 2010)). Given the variety of different possible measures, it is very challenging to
identify the best choice for a particular application scenario (Wu et al., [2009)).

The picture becomes even more complex if adjusted for chance measures are also consid-
ered. Adjusted for chance measures are widely used external clustering validation techniques
because they improve the interpretability of the results. Indeed, two important properties
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hold true for adjusted measures: they have constant baseline equal to 0 value when the par-
titions are random and independent, and they are equal to 1 when the compared partitions
are identical. Notable examples are the Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) (Hubert and Arabie),
1985)) and the Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI) (Vinh et al., 2009). It is common to
see published research that validates clustering solutions against a reference ground truth
clustering with the ARI or the AMI. Nonetheless there are still open problems: there are
no guidelines for their best application scenarios shown in the literature to date and authors
often resort to employing them both and leaving the reader to interpret.

Moreover, some clustering comparisons measures are susceptible to selection bias: when
selecting the most similar partition to a given ground truth partition, clustering compari-
son measures are more likely to select partitions with many clusters (Romano et al., [2014).
In Romano et al.|(2014) it was shown that it is beneficial to perform statistical standard-
ization to IT measures to correct for this bias. In particular, standardized IT measures
help in decreasing this bias when the number of objects in the data set is small. Statistical
standardization has not been applied to pair-counting measures yet in the literature. We
solve this challenge in the current paper, and provide further results about the utility of
measure adjustment by standardization.

In this work, we aim to bridge the gap between the adjustment of pair-counting measures
and the adjustment of IT measures. In Furuichi (2006)); Simovici (2007)) it has been shown
that generalized IT measures based on the Tsallis g-entropy (Tsallis et al., 2009) are a
further generalization of IT measures and some pair-counting measures such as RI. In this
paper, we will exploit this useful idea to connect ARI and AMI. Furthermore using the
same idea, we can perform statistical adjustment by standardization to a broader class of
measures, including pair-counting measures.

A key technical challenge is to analytically compute the expected value and variance
for generalized I'T measures when the clusterings are random. To solve this problem, we
propose a technique applicable to a broader class of measures we name L4, which includes
generalized I'T measures as a special case. This generalizes previous work which provided an-
alytical adjustments for narrower classes: measures based on pair-counting from the family
L (Albatineh et al., 2006), and measures based on the Shannon’s mutual information (Vinh
et al), 2009] [2010)). Moreover, we define a family of measures Ny which generalizes many
clustering comparison measures. For measures belonging to this family, the expected value
can be analytically approximated when the number of objects is large. Table [I| summarizes
the development of this line of work over the past 30 years and positions our contribution.

In summary, we make the following contributions:

e We define families of measures for which the expected value and variance can be
computed analytically when the clusterings are random;

e We propose generalized adjusted measures to correct for the baseline property and for
selection bias. This captures existing well known measures as special cases;

e We provide insights into the open problem of identifying the best application scenarios
for clustering comparison measures, in particular the application scenarios for ARI and
AMI.
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Figure 1: Families of clustering comparison measures.

Year Contribution Reference

1985 Expectation of Rand Index (RI) (Hubert and Arabie, [1985))

2006 Expectation and variance of S € £ (Albatineh et al) 2006)
2009 Expectation of Shannon Mutual Information (MI)  (Vinh et al.,[2009)
(
(

2010 Expectation of Normalized Shannon MI (NMI) Vinh et al., [2010)

2014 Variance of Shannon MI Romano et al. 2014)
Expectation and variance of S € L -
Asymptotic expectation of S € N

2015 This Work

Table 1: Survey of analytical computation of measures.

2. Comparing Partitions

Given two partitions (clusterings) U and V of the same data set of N objects, let {uy, ..., u,}
and {v1,...,v.} be the disjoint sets (clusters) for U and V respectively. Let |u;| = a; for
i=1,...,7 denote the number of objects in the set u; and |v;| = b; for j = 1,..., ¢ denote
the number of objects in v;. Naturally, Y ;_; a; = 2521 bj = N. The overlap between the
two partitions U and V' can be represented in matrix form by a r X ¢ contingency table M
where n;; represents the number of objects in both u; and vj, i.e. n;; = |u; Nv;|. Also, we
refer to a; = >i_, n;; as the row marginals and to b; = >_%_; n;; as the column marginals.
A contingency table M is shown in Table

vV
by b; b
al nll “ e . PR nlc

U a; . TL,‘]‘
a/'f' nT‘l “ e . DY nrc

Table 2: r x ¢ contingency table M related to two clusterings U and V. a; = Zj n;j are
the row marginals and b; = >, n;; are the column marginals.
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Pair-counting measures between partitions, such as the Rand Index (RI) (Rand) 1971),
might be defined using the following quantities: ki1, the pairs of objects in the same set in
both U and V; kgp the pairs of objects not in the same set in U and not in the same set in
V'; k19, the pairs of objects in the same set in U and not in the same set in V; and kg the
pairs of objects not in the same set in U and in the same set in V. All these quantities can
be computed using the contingency table M, for example:

ki = %Zznij(nzj —1), koo = %(N“ZZ”?J' B (ZaerZb?)) W)
i—1 =1

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

Using koo, k11, k10, and kg1 it is possible to compute similarity measures, e.g. RI, or dis-
tance measures, e.g. the Mirkin index MK(U,V) £ Y, a? + > b? -2 n?j, between
partitions (Meila, [2007):

RI(U,V) £ (ki + koo)/@), MK(U, V) = 2(k1g + ko1) = N(N — 1)(1 — RI(U,V)) (2)

Information theoretic measures are instead defined for random variables but can also be used

to compare partitions when the we employ the empirical probability distributions associated
to U, V, and the joint partition (U, V). Let %, %, and 7;\,” be the probability that an object
falls in the set u;, v;, and u; Nv; respectively. We can therefore define the Shannon entropy
with natural logarithms for a partition V as follows: H(V) £ — > b—]{} In %. Similarly, we
can define the entropy H(U) for the partition U, the joint entropy H(U, V') for the joint
partition (U,V'), and the conditional entropies H(U|V) and H(V|U). Shannon entropy
can be used to define the well know mutual information (MI) and employ it to compute

similarity between partitions U and V:

MI(U, V)& H{U)-HU|V)=H(V)-H(V|U)=HU)+HV)-HUYV) (3)

On contingency tables, MI is linearly related to G-statistics used for likelihood-ratio tests:
G = 2NMI. In Meila (2007)), using the Shannon entropy it was shown that the following
distance, namely the variation of information (VI) is a metric:

VI(U,V) £ 2H(U,V) — HU) — H(V) = HU|V) + H(V|U) = H{U) + H(V) — 2MI(U, V)
(4)

2.1 Generalized Information Theoretic Measures

Generalized Information Theoretic (IT) measures based on the generalized Tsallis g-entropy
(Tsallis, [1988) can be defined for random variables (Furuichi, [2006) and also be applied to
the task of comparing partitions (Simovici, 2007). Indeed, these measures have also seen
recent application in the machine learning community. More specifically, it has been shown
that they can act as proper kernels (Martins et al., [2009). Furthermore, empirical studies
demonstrated that careful choice of ¢ yields successful results when comparing the similarity
between documents (Vila et al., [2011)), decision tree induction (Maszczyk and Duch, 2008)),
and reverse engineering of biological networks (Lopes et al., 2011). It is important to note
that the Tsallis g-entropy is equivalent to the Harvda-Charvat-Daréczy generalized entropy
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proposed in Havrda and Charvat| (1967); Dardczy| (1970)). Results available in literature
about these generalized entropies are equivalently valid for all the proposed versions.

Given ¢ € RT — {1}, the generalized Tsallis g-entropy for a partition V is defined
as follows: H,(V) £ q%l(l - > (%)q). Similarly to the case of Shannon entropy, we
have the joint g-entropy H,(U, V') and the conditional g-entropies H,(U|V') and H,(V|U).
Conditional g-entropy is computed according to a weighted average parametrized in q. More
specifically the formula for H,(V|U) is:

1023 (8) B =3 (2) -2 (%)) o)

1= 1=

The g-entropy reduces to the Shannon entropy computed in nats for ¢ — 1.
In Furuichi| (2006), using the fact that ¢ > 1 implies H,(U) > H,(U|V), it is shown that
non-negative MI can be naturally generalized with g-entropy when ¢ > 1:

ML, (U, V) £ Hy(U) = Hy(UV) = Hy(V) — Hy(V|U) = Hy(U) + Hy(V) — Hy(U, V) (6)

However, ¢ values smaller than 1 are allowed if the assumption that MI,(U, V) is always
positive can be dropped. In addition, generalized entropic measures can be used to defined
the generalized variation of information distance (VI;) which tends to VI in Eq. when
q—1:

VIQ(U7 V) 2 Hq(U|V)+Hq(V‘U) = 2Hq(Ua V)_Hq(U)_Hq(V) = Hq(U)+Hq(V)_2MIq(U7 V)

(7)
In |Simovici (2007) it was shown that VI, is a proper metric and interesting links were
identified between measures for comparing partitions U and V. We state these links in
Proposition [1| given that they set the fundamental motivation of our paper:

Proposition 1 (Simowvici, 2007) When q = 2 the generalized variation of information,
the Mirkin index, and the Rand index are linearly related: VIa(U,V) = ﬁMK(U, V) =

A1 -RI(U,V)).

Generalized I'T measures are not only a generalization of I'T measures in the Shannon sense
but also a generalization of pair-counting measures for particular values of q.

2.2 Normalized Generalized IT Measures

To allow a more interpretable range of variation, a clustering similarity measure should be
normalized: it should achieve its maximum at 1 when U = V. An upper bound to the
generalized mutual information MI, is used to obtained a normalized measure. MI, can
take different possible upper bounds (Furuichi, [2006). Here, we choose to derive another
possible upper bound using Eq. when we use the minimum value of VI; = 0: max MI, =
3(Hqy(U) + Hy(V)). This upper bound is valid for any ¢ € RT — {1} and allows us to
link different existing measures as we will show in the next sections of the paper. The
Normalized Mutual Information with g-entropy (NMI,) is defined as follows:
MI (U> V) MIQ(U7 V) HQ(U> + Hq(V) — Hq(Uv V)

NMI,(U,V) & L V)~ WO+ 0,0)  MEO)+E0)

5
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Even if NMI, (U, V') achieves its maximum 1 when the partitions U and V' are identical,
NMI,(U,V) is not a suitable clustering comparison measure. Indeed, it does not show
constant baseline value equal to 0 when partitions are random. We explore this through an
experiment. Given a dataset of NV = 100 objects, we randomly generate uniform partitions
U with r = 2,4,6,8,10 sets and V with ¢ = 6 sets independently from each others. The
average value of NMI, over 1, 000 simulations for different values of ¢ is shown in Figure 2| Tt
is reasonable to expect that when the partitions are independent, the average value of NMI,
is constant irrespectively of the number of sets r of the partition U. This is not the case.
This behaviour is unintuitive and misleading when comparing partitions. Computing the
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Figure 2: The baseline value of NMI, between independent partitions is not constant.

analytical expected value of generalized I'T measures under the null hypothesis of random
and independent U and V is important; it can be subtracted from the measure itself to
adjust its baseline for chance such that their value is 0 when U and V' are random. Given
Proposition [} this strategy also allows us to generalize adjusted for chance pair-counting
and Shannon IT measures.

3. Baseline Adjustment

In order to adjust the baseline of a similarity measure S(U, V'), we have to compute its
expected value under the null hypothesis of independent partitions U and V. We adopt the
assumption used for RI (Hubert and Arabie, 1985) and the Shannon MI (Vinh et al., 2009):
partitions U and V are generated independently with fixed number of points N and fixed
marginals a; and b;; this is also denoted as the permutation or the hypergeometric model
of randomness. We are able to compute the exact expected value for a similarity measure
in the family Ly:

Definition 1 Let Ly be the family of similarity measures S(U,V) = o + BZU ®ij(nij)
where a and  do not depend on the entries n;j of the contingency table M and ¢;;(-) are
bounded real functions.

Intuitively, £, represents the class of measures that can be written as a linear combination
of ¢ij(ni;). A measure between partitions uniquely determines «, 3, and ¢;;. However, not
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every choice of «, 8, and ¢;; yields a meaningful similarity measure. Ly is a superset of the
set of £ defined in|Albatineh et al.[(2006) as the family of measures S(U,V) = a+83_;; n?j,
i.e. S € L are special cases of measures in L, with ¢;;(-) = (-)2. Figure [1| shows a diagram
of the similarity measures discussed in Section and their relationships.

Lemma 1 If S(U,V) € Ly, when partitions U and V are random:

ES(UV)]=a+p Z Elpij(nij)]  where  Elgij(ng;)] s (9)
min{a;,b; }
Z (sz(n”) al'bj'(N - al)'(N - bj)' (10)

Im-Va: —n.Y(bh: —n.:)! — a0 —b- Y
n;j=max{0,a;+b; —N} N‘n”.(az nw).(b] an)(N i b]+n”).

Lemma [1| extends the results in |Albatineh and Niewiadomska-Bugaj (2011) showing exact
computation of the expected value of measures in the family £. Given that generalized IT
measures belong in L4 we can employ this result to adjust them.

3.1 Baseline Adjustment for Generalized IT measures

Using Lemma [1] it is possible to compute the exact expected value of H,(U,V), VI, (U, V)
and MI, (U, V):

Theorem 1 When the partitions U and V are random:
i) E[H, (U V)] = X (1 — Y E[ngj]) with E[n%] from Eq. ([0) with ¢yj(ni;) = nl;
it) E[MIy(U,V)] = Hy(U) + Ho(V) — E[Hy (U, V)];
iti) EIVI,(U,V)] = 2B[H,(U, V)] ~ Hy(U) ~ Hy(V).
It is worth noting that this approach is valid for any ¢ € RT — {1}. We can use these
expected values to adjust for baseline generalized I'T measures. We use the method proposed
in Hubert and Arabie (1985) to adjust similarity measures, such as MI,, and distance
measures, such as VIg:
MI, — E[MI,]
AMI, £ 1 &t
7 maxMI, — E[MI,]

E[VI,] — VI,
11
E[VI;] — min VI, (11)

AVI, £

VI, is a distance measure, thus min VI, = 0. For MI, we use the upper bound max MI, =
5(Hy(U) 4+ Hy(V)) as for NMI, in Eq. (8). An exhaustive list of adjusted versions of
Shannon MI can be found in [Vinh et al|(2010), when the upper bound 3 (Hy(U) + He(V))
is used the authors named the adjusted MI as AMIgym.

It is important to note that this type of adjustment turns distance measures into simi-
larity measures, i.e., AVI, is a similarity measure. It is also possible to maintain both the
distance properties and the baseline adjustment using NVI, £ VI,/E[VI,] which can be
seen as a normalization of VI, with the stochastic upper bound E[VI,] (Vinh et al., 2009).
It is also easy to see that AVI, = 1 — NVI,. The adjustments in Eq. also enable the
measures to be normalized. AMI, and AVI, achieve their maximum at 1 when U =V and
their minimum is 0 when U and V' are random partitions.
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According to the chosen upper bound for MI,, we obtain the nice analytical form shown
in Theorem [2] Our adjusted measures quantify the discrepancy between the values of the
actual contingency table and their expected value in relation to the maximum discrepancy
possible, i.e. the denominator in Eq. . It is also easy to see that all measures in Ly
resemble this form when adjusted.

Theorem 2 Using E[ngj] in Eq. with ¢ij(ng;) = ngj, the adjustments for chance for
ML, (U, V) and V1,(U,V) are:

q q
i Tij — sz E[”@j]
%(Zz af + Zj b?) - Zij E[ngﬂ

AMI (U, V) = AVI,(U, V) = (12)

From now on we only discuss AMI,, given that it is identical to AVI,. There are notable
special cases for our proposed adjusted generalized I'T measures. In particular, the Adjusted
Rand Index (ARI) (Hubert and Arabie, [1985)) is just equal to AMIy. ARI is a classic
measure, heavily used for validation in social sciences and the most popular clustering
validity index.

Corollary 1 It holds true that:
i) limg1 AMI,; = lim,_,; AVI, = AMI = AVI with Shannon entropy;
i) AMI; = AVI; = ARL

Therefore, using the permutation model we can perform baseline adjustment to generalized
IT measures. Our generalized adjusted I'T measures are a further generalization of particular
well known adjusted measures such as AMI and ARI. It is worth noting, that ARI is
equivalent to other well known measures for comparing partitions (Albatineh et al., [2006).
Furthermore, there is also a strong connection between ARI and Cohen’s k statistics used
to quantify inter-rater agreement (Warrens, 2008).

Computational complexity: The computational complexity of AMI, in Eq. is
dominated by the computation of the sum of the expected value of each cell.

Proposition 2 The computational complexity of AMI, is O(N - max {r, c}).

If all the possible contingency tables M obtained by permutations were generated, the
computational complexity of the exact expected value would be O(N!). However, this can
be dramatically reduced using properties of the expected value.

3.2 Experiments on Measure Baseline

Here we show that our adjusted generalized I'T measures have a baseline value of 0 when
comparing random partitions U and V. In Figure [3] we show the behaviour of AMI,,
ARI, and AMI on the same experiment proposed in Section [2.2] They are all close to 0
with negligible variation when the partitions are random and independent. Moreover, it is
interesting to see the equivalence of AMIy and ARI. On the other hand, the equivalence of
AMI, and AMI with Shannon’s entropy is obtained only at the limit ¢ — 1.

We also point out that NMI, does not show constant baseline when the relative size of
the sets in U varies when U and V are random. In Figure |4} we generate random partitions
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Figure 3: When varying the number of sets for the random partition U, the value of
AMI,(U,V) is always very close to 0 with negligible variation for any g.

V with ¢ = 6 sets on N = 100 points, and random binary partitions U independently.
NMI, (U, V') shows different behavior at the variation of the relative size of the biggest set
in U. This is unintuitive given that the partitions U and V are random and independent.
We obtain the desired property of a baseline value of 0 with AMI,,.
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Figure 4: When varying the relative size of one cluster for the random partition U, the
value of AMI,(U, V) is always very close to 0 with negligible variation for any g.

3.3 Large Number of Objects

In this section, we introduce a very general family of measures which includes L4. For
measures belonging to this family, it is possible to find an approximation of their expected
value when the number of objects N is large. This allows us to identify approximations for
the expected value of measures in L4 as well as for measures not in Ly, such as the Jaccard
coefficient as shown in Figure

Let N, be the family of measures which are non-linear combinations of ¢;;(n;;):

Definition 2 Let Ny be the family of similarity measures S(U, V) = (", .. ., TX,J sy )
where ¢ is a bounded real function as N reaches infinity.

Note that N is a generalization of L4. At the limit of large number of objects N, it is
possible to compute the expected value of measures in Ny under random partitions U and
V using only the marginals of the contingency table M:
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Lemma 2 If S(U,V) € Ny, then limy o0 BIS(U V)] = 655 %% % %).

In Morey and Agresti| (1984]) the expected value of the RI was computed using an approx-
imated value based on the multinomial distribution. It turns out this approximated value
is equal to what we obtain for RI using Lemma [2l The authors of (Albatineh et al., [2006)
noticed that the difference between the approximation and the expected value obtained with
the hypergeometric model is small on empirical experiments when N is large. We point
out that this is a natural consequence of Lemma [2] given that RI € £, C Ny. Moreover,
the multinomial distribution was also used to compute the expected value of the Jaccard
coefficient (J) in|Albatineh and Niewiadomska-Bugaj (2011]), obtaining good results on em-
pirical experiments with many objects. Again, this is a natural consequence of Lemma
given that J € N but J ¢ L.

Generalized IT measures belong in L4 C Ng. Therefore we can employ Lemma
When the number of objects is large, the expected value under random partitions U and V'
of Hy(U,V), MI,(U,V), and VI, (U,V) in Theorem |I| depends only on the entropy of the
partitions U and V:

Theorem 3 It holds true that:
i) imy o0 E[Hg(U, V)] = Hy(U) + Hy(V) — (¢ — 1) Hg(U)Hq(V);
i) Imy 400 EMI (U, V)] = (¢ — 1)Hy(U)Hy(V);
iii) Ty 100 E[VIg(U, V)] = Hy(U) + Hy(V) = 2(q — 1) Hy(U) Hy(V).

Result i) recalls the property of non-additivity that holds true for random variables (Fu-
ruichi, 2006). Figure [5| shows the behaviour of E[H,(U, V)] when the partitions U and V
are generated uniformly at random. V has ¢ = 6 sets and U has r sets. On this case,
Hy(U) 4+ Hy(V) — (¢ — 1)Hy(U)H,4(V') appears to be a good approximation already for
N = 1000. In particular, the approximation is good when the number of records N is big
with regards to the number of cells of the contingency table in Table i.e., when % is
large enough.

4. Application scenarios for AMI,

In this section we aim to answer to the question: Given a reference ground truth clustering
V', which is the best choice for q in AMI, (U, V) to wvalidate the clustering solution U ?
By answering this question, we implicitly identify the application scenarios for ARI and
AMI given the results in Corollary [1] This is particularly important for external clustering
validation. Nonetheless, there are a number of other applications where the task is to find
the most similar partition to a reference ground truth partition: e.g., categorical feature
selection (Vinh et al.; 2014), decision tree induction (Criminisi et al., 2012), generation of
alternative or multi-view clusterings (Miiller et al., 2013]), or the exploration of the clustering
space with the Meta-Clustering algorithm (Caruana et al., 2006; |Lei et al., |2014)) to list a
few.

Different values for ¢ in AMI, yield to different biases. The source of these biases can
be identified analyzing the properties of the g-entropy. In Figure [6] we show the g-entropy
for a binary partition at the variation of the relative size p of one cluster. This can be

10
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(a) Approximation on smaller sample size (b) Approximation on bigger sample size

N = 50 objects N = 1000 objects
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Figure 5: E[H4(U, V)] (solid) and their limit value Hy(U) + Hy(V) — (¢ — 1)Hy(U)Hy(V)
(dashed). The solid line coincides approximately with the dashed one in
when N = 1000. The limit value is a good approximation for E[H4(U, V)] when
N

+c is large enough.

analytically computed: Hy(p) = qT11(1 —p? — (1 —p)9). The range of variation for Hy(p)
1s much bigger if q is small. More specifically when ¢ is small, the difference in entropy
between an unbalanced partition and a balanced partition is big.
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Let us focus on an example. Let V' be a reference clustering with 3 clusters of size 50 each,
and let U; and Us be two clustering solutions with the same number of clusters and same
cluster sizes. The contingency tables for U; and U, are shown on Figure [7]] Given that
both contingency tables have the same marginals, the only difference between AMI,(Uy, V)
and AMI, (U, V) according to Eq. lies in MI,. Given that both solutions U; and Us
are compared against V, the only term that varies in MI,(U,V) = Hy(V) — Hy(V|U) is
Hy(V|U). In order to identify the clustering solution that maximizes AMI, we have to
analyze the solution that decreases H,(V|U) the most. H,(V|U) is a weighted average of
the entropies Hy(V'|u;) computed on the rows of the contingency table as shown in Eq. ,
and this is sensitive to values equal to 0. Given the bigger range of variation of H, for small
q, small g implies higher sensitivity to row entropies of 0. Therefore, small values of ¢ tends
to decrease Hy(V|U) much more if the clusters in the solution V' are pure: i.e., clusters
contain elements from only one cluster in the reference clustering V. In other words, AMI,
with small q prefers pure clusters in the clustering solution.

When the marginals in the contingency tables for two solutions are different, another
important factor in the computation of AMI, is the normalization coefficient 1(Hq(U) +

11



RomANO, VINH, BAILEY, AND VERSPOOR

0.9
V V 0.8

50 50 50 50 50 50 =
5050 0 0 50 | 48 1 1 Z %7
Uy |50 0 44 6 Uy | 50| 1 46 3 06
50| 0 6 44 50 1 3 46 o

Figure 7: AMI, with small ¢ prefers the solution U; because there exist one pure cluster:
i.e., there is one cluster which contains elements from only one cluster in the
reference clustering V.

H,(V)). Balanced solutions V' will be penalized more by AMI, when ¢ is small. Therefore,
AMI, with small g prefers unbalanced clustering solutions. To summarize, AMI, with small
g such as AMIy 5 or AMI; = AMI with Shannon’s entropy:

e Is biased towards pure clusters in the clustering solutions;
e Prefers unbalanced clustering solutions.

By contrary, AMI, with bigger ¢ such as AMIy5 or AMIy = ARI:
e Is less biased towards pure clusters in the clustering solution;
e Prefers balanced clustering solutions.

Given a reference clustering V', these biases can guide the choice of ¢ in AMI, to identify
more suitable clustering solutions.

4.1 Use AMI, with small ¢ such as AMI,5 or AMI; = AMI when the reference
clustering is unbalanced and there exist small clusters

If the reference cluster V' is unbalanced and presents small clusters, AMI, with small ¢
might prefer more appropriate clustering solutions U. For example, in Figure [§] we show
two contingency tables associated to two clustering solutions U; and Us for the reference
clustering V' with 4 clusters of size [10,10,10,70] respectively. When there exist small
clusters in the reference V their identification has to be precise in the clustering solution.
The solution Uy looks arguably better than Us because it shows many pure clusters. In this
scenario we advise the use of AMIy5 or AMI; = AMI with Shannon’s entropy because it
gives more weight to the clustering solution Uj.

4.2 Use AMI, with big ¢ such as AMI; 5 or AMI; = ARI when the reference
clustering has big equal sized clusters

If V is a reference clustering with big equal size clusters it is less crucial to have precise
clusters in the solution. Indeed, precise clusters in the solution penalize the recall of clusters
in the reference. In this case, AMI, with bigger ¢ might prefer more appropriate solutions.
In Figure [9] we show two clustering solutions U; and Us for the reference clustering V' with

12
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1% 0.8
10 10 10 70 10 10 10 70|
88 0 0 0 o7 1T 1T 1]7F )

U, 710 7 0 0 U, wl1 7 1 1 0.
710 0 7 0 w1 1 7 1 0.2
7802 3 3 70 70011 1 1 67 0

Figure 8: AMI, with small g prefers the solution U; because its clusters are pure. When
the reference clustering has small clusters their identification in the solution has

to be precise. In this scenario we advise the use of AMIg 5 or AMI; = AMI.

0.7
v 0.6 o
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25| . <
717 0 0 0 2420 2 1 1| 2 N
g (1710 1T 0 0252 20 2 1| T/ T
Yliwjo o 17 o "* 231 1 20 1 03 AML (O 1) |
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2

q

Figure 9: AMI, with big ¢ prefers the solution U, because it is less biased to pure clusters
in the solution. When the reference clustering has big equal sized clusters their
precise identification is less crucial. In this scenario we advise the use of AMIs 5
or AMI, = ARIL

4 equal size clusters of size 25. The solution Uy looks better than U; because each of its
clusters identify more elements from particular clusters in the reference. Moreover, Us has
to be preferred to U; because it consists in 4 equal sized clusters like for the reference
clustering V. In this scenario we advise the use of AMIy 5 or AMIs = ARI because it gives
more importance to the solution Us.

5. Standardization of Clustering Comparison Measures

Selection of the most similar partition U to a reference partition V is biased according to the
chosen similarity measure, the number of sets r in U, and their relative size. This phenom-
ena is known as selection bias and it has been extensively studied in decision trees (White
and Liu, [1994). Researchers in this area agree that in order to achieve unbiased selection of
partitions, distribution properties of similarity measures have to be taken into account (Do-
bra and Gehrke}, 2001} |Shihl 2004; Hothorn et al. 2006). Using the permutation model, we
proposed in Romano et al. (2014) to analytically standardize the Shannon MI by subtrac-
tion of its expected value and division by its standard deviation. In this Section, we discuss
how to achieve analytical standardization of measures S € L.

13
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In order to standardize measures S(U, V') we must analytically compute their variance:

Lemma 3 If S(U,V) € Ly, when partitions U and V are random:

Var(S(U, V) = 52 <E{<Z¢U(”ii)>2} B (ZE[¢z‘j(nij)]>2) where E[(Z@j(nm))?} is

DY d(nij) Pnyg) - [¢z’j(nz‘j) Y D i) Plfiirg)+

iy Mij VL Ry

+ > Y Pliy) ((bij/('ﬁij’) +> > ¢i/j'(T:Li/j/)P(7§Li/j')>] (13)
J'#] ﬁz‘j/ i'Fi ﬁi’j/

where ni; ~ Hyp(a;, bj, N), firj ~ Hyp(bj —nij, ap, N —a;), iy ~ Hyp(a; —nij, by, N —bj),

Rty ~ Hyp(ay, by — iy, N — a;) are hypergeometric random variables.

We can use the expected value to standardize S € Ly, such as generalized I'T measures.

5.1 Standardization of Generalized IT Measures

The variance under the permutation model of generalized I'T measures is:

Theorem 4 Using Egs. and with ¢i;(-) = (-)4, when the partitions U and V are
random:

i) Var(Hy(U,V)) = W<E[(Zw ”%)2] - (224 E[”gj])Q);
ii) Var(MI,(U,V)) = Var(Hy(U,V))
iii) Var(VIg(U,V)) = 4Var(H,(U,V))

We define the standardized version of the similarity measure MI, (SMI,), and the standard-
ized version of the distance measure VI, (SVI,) as follows:

» MI, — E[MI] » B[V, — VI,
-~ /Var(MI,) ’ -~ /Var(VI,)

As for the case of AMI,; and AVI,, it turns out that SMI, is equal to SVI:

SMI, SVI, (14)

Theorem 5 Using Egs. and with ¢;;(-) = (-)9, the standardized MI,(U,V) and
the standardized V1,(U, V') are:
q q
Zz‘j N — Zij E[nij]
\/E[(sz ”%)2] - (ZU E[ngj])z
This formula shows that we are interested in maximizing the difference between the sum of

the cells of the actual contingency table and the sum of the expected cells under randomness.
However, standardized measures differs from their adjusted counterpart because of the

SMI,(U, V) = SVI,(U, V) = (15)
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denominator, i.e. the standard deviation of the sums of the cells. Indeed, SMI, and SVI,
measure the number of standard deviations MI,; and VI, are from their mean.

There are some notable special cases for particular choices of ¢q. Indeed, our generalized
standardization of IT measures allows us to generalize also the standardization of pair-
counting measures such as the Rand Index. To see this, let us define the Standardized

Rand Index (SRI): SRI £ % and recall that the standardized G-statistic is defined

as SG & C-LIGL (Romano et al., [2014):
Var(G)
Corollary 2 It holds true that:
i) limg,1 SMI,; = limg—; SVI; = SMI = SVI = SG with Shannon entropy;
i1) SMIy = SVIy = SRI.

Computational complexity: The computational complexity of SVI; is dominated by
computation of the second moment of the sum of the cells defined in Eq. (13):

Proposition 3 The computational complezity of SV1, is O(N3c - max {c,7}).

Note that the complexity is quadratic in ¢ and linear in r. This happens because of the
way we decided to condition the probabilities in Eq. in the proof of Lemma 3| With
different conditions, it is possible to obtain a formula symmetric to Eq. with complexity
O(N3r - max {r,c}) (Romano et al., [2014).

Statistical inference: All IT measures computed on partitions can be seen as estimators
of their true value computed using the random wvariables associated to the partitions U and
V. Therefore, SMI, can be seen as a non-parametric test for independence for MI,. We
formalize this with the following proposition:

Proposition 4 The p-value associated to the test for independence between U and V using
. . 1

ML, (U, V) is smaller than: TEML TV

For example, if SM1, is equal to 4.46 the associated p-value is smaller than 0.05. Neural time
series data is often analyzed making use of the Shannon MI (e.g. see Chapter 29 in |(Cohen
(2014)). It is common practice to test the independence of two time series by computing
SMI via Monte Carlo permutations, sampling from the space of N! cardinality. Our SMI,
can be effectively and efficiently used in this application because it is exact and obtains
O(N3r - max {r, c}) complexity.

5.2 Experiments on Selection Bias

In this section, we evaluate the performance of standardized measures on selection bias
correction when partitions U are generated at random and independently from the reference
partition V. This hypothesis has been employed in previous published research to study
selection bias (White and Liu, [1994; Frank and Witten, |1998; |Dobra and Gehrke, [2001}
Shih, |2004; Hothorn et al.; 2006; Romano et all 2014). In particular, we experimentally
demonstrate that NMI, is biased towards the selection of partitions U with more clusters
at any ¢q. Therefore, in this scenario it is beneficial to perform standardization. Although
the choice of whether performing standardization or not is dependent to the application
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(Romano et al., 2015). For example, it has been argued that in some cases the selection of
clustering solutions should be biased towards solutions with the same number of clusters as
in the reference (Amelio and Pizzuti, 2015). In this section we aim to show the effects of
selection bias when clusterings are independent and that standardization helps in reducing
it. Moreover, we will see in Section that it is particularly important to correct for
selection bias when the number of records N is small.

Given a reference partition V on N = 100 objects with ¢ = 4 sets, we generate a pool
of random partitions U with r ranging from 2 to 10 sets. Then, we use NMI,(U, V) to
select the closest partition to the reference V. The plot at the bottom of Figure [10| shows
the probability of selection of a partition U with r sets using NMI, computed on 5000
simulations. We do not expect any partition to be the best given that they are all generated

Probability of selection (¢ = 1.001) Probability of selection (¢ = 2) Probability of selection (¢ = 3)
::- 01— 6—o6—0606—-o :=« 01—6—6—"0H6—"H666—"-Hv o ::v 016—6—0—6—6—o—0o0°9°
(»% 0.05 é 0.05 é 0.0
0 0 0
2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10
= o 0.1 TR = %
= 0.1 M < o1 s o1
< 0 < 0 < 0
2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10
=04 o o
& 02 = 05 = 05
“ 0 I I
2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10 2 4 6 8 10
Number of sets r in U Number of sets r in U Number of sets r in U

Figure 10: Selection bias towards partitions with different r when compared to a reference
V. The probability of selection should be uniform when partitions are random.
Using SMI, we achieve close to uniform probability of selection for ¢ equal to
1.001, 2 and 3 respectively.

at random: i.e., the plot is expected to be flat if a measure is unbiased. Nonetheless, we see
that there is a clear bias towards partitions with 10 sets if we use NMI, with ¢ respectively
equal to 1.001, 2, or 3. We can see that the use of the adjusted measures such as AMI,
helps in decreasing this bias, in particular when ¢ = 2. On this experiment when ¢ =
2, baseline adjustment seems to be effective in decreasing the selection bias because the
variance AMIy = ARI is almost constant. However for all ¢, using SMI, we obtain close to
uniform probability of selection of each random partition U.

5.3 Large Number of Objects

It is likely to expect that the variance of generalized I'T measures decreases when partitions
are generated on a large number of objects N. Here we prove a general result about measures
of the family M.

Lemma 4 If S(U,V) € Ny, then limy_, 1 Var(S(U,V)) = 0.

Given that generalized IT measures belong in the family Ny, we can prove the following:
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Theorem 6 It holds true that:

NE)IEOO Var(Hy(U,V)) = NETOO Var(MI,(U,V)) = Nlirilm Var(VI,(U,V)) =0 (16)
Therefore, SMI, attains very large values when N is large. In practice of course, IV is finite,
so the use of SMI, is beneficial. However, it is less important to correct for selection bias if
the number of objects N is big with regards to the number of cells in the contingency table
in Table |2} i.e., when % is large. Indeed, when the number of objects is large AMI, might
be sufficient to avoid selection bias and any test for independence between partitions has
high power. In this scenario, SMI, is not needed and AMI, might be preferred as it can be
computed more efficiently.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we computed the exact expected value and variance of measures of the family
Ly, which contains generalized IT measures. We also showed how the expected value for
measures S € Ny can be computed for large N. Using these statistics, we proposed AMI,
and SMI, to adjust generalized IT measures both for baseline and for selection bias. AMI, is
a further generalization of well known measures for clustering comparisons such as ARI and
AMI. This analysis allowed us to provide guidelines for their best application in different
scenarios. In particular ARI might be used as external validation index when the reference
clustering shows big equal sized clusters. AMI can be used when the reference clustering
is unbalanced and there exist small clusters. The standardized SMI, can instead be used
to correct for selection bias among many possible candidate clustering solutions when the
number of objects is small. Furthermore, it can also be used to test the independence
between two partitions. All code has been made available onlineﬂ

1. https://sites.google.com/site/adjgenit/
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Appendix A. Theorem Proofs

Proposition 1 (Simowvici, 2007) When q = 2 the generalized variation of information,
the Mirkin index, and the Rand index are linearly related: VIa(U,V) = ﬁMK(U, V) =
N2 (1 - RI(U, V).

Proof

VI, (U, V) = 2H,(U,V) — Hy(U) — Hy(V)

- 2 () - - (3)) - - ()

=1 j=1 =1 7=1
r r c
OO H L)
1= =1 j=1

When ¢ = 2, VI(U,V) = 323 af + 3,05 — 23, n%) = 72MK(U,V) = 85 (1 -

RI(U,V)). m

Lemma 1 If S(U,V) € Ly, when partitions U and V are random:

ES(U V)] =a+8 Z El¢ij(ni;)]  where  Elgij(ni;)] s 9)
min{a;,b; }

Z @j(nw) ai!bj!( — az) ( —b; ) (10)

Im-Va: —n..)! _ | _ — b Y
n;j=max{0,a;+b; —N} Nlnl](az nw).(bj nw)I(N i bj * nl]).

Proof The expected value of S(U,V) according to the hypergeometric model of ran-
domness is E[S(U, V)] = >\ S(M)P(M) where M is a contingency table generated via
permutations. This is reduced to E[S(U, V)| = > y(a + B, ¢ij(nij)) P(M) = o +
B3 pm 2ij ij(nij) P(M). Because of linearity of the expected value, it is possible to swap
the summation over M and the one over cells obtaining « + Zij Znij Gij(nij) P(nig) =
a+ B3 El¢ij(ni;)] where n;; is a hypergeometric distribution with the marginals a;, b;,
and N as parameters, i.e. n;; ~ Hyp(a;, bj, N). [ |

Theorem 1 When the partitions U and V' are random:

i) E[H,(U,V)] = (1 - %YL En W]) with E[nf) from Eq. [[0) with ¢(ni;) = nl;
i) EMILg(U, V)] = Hy(U) + Hy(V) — E[Hy(U,V)];

iii) E[VI(U,V)] = 2E[H,(U, V)] — Hy(U) — Ho(V').

Proof The results easily follow from Lemma [I] and the hypothesis of fixed marginals. H
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Theorem 2 Using E [n?j] in Eq. with ¢ij(ngj) = ngj, the adjustments for chance for
ML, (U, V) and V1,(U,V) are:
ij ”;'Ij - Eij E[n(i]j]

AMI,(U,V) = AV, (U, V) =
3 Sl + 2507) - Sy Elny]

(12)

Proof The using the upper bound £ (Hy(U) + Hy(V)) to MI,, AMI, and AVI, are equiva-
lent. Therefore we compute AVI,. The denominator is equal to E[V],] = W (%(ZZ al+

PITHED E[nfj]) The numerator is instead 7(61_%)]\” ( DY E[nfj]) [ ]

Corollary 1 It holds true that:
i) limg_1 AMI, = lim,,; AVI, = AMI = AVI with Shannon entropy;
ii) AMIy = AVI, = ARIL

Proof Point i) follows from the limit of the g-entropy when ¢ — 1. Point i) follows from:

E[VIy] — VI, N-L(RI — E[RI])
AVI, = = = ARI
7 E[V] —minVI;  ¥—I(maxRI- E[RI])

Proposition 2 The computational complezity of AMI, is O(N - max {r,c}).

Proof The computation of P(n;;) where n;; is a hypergeometric distribution Hyp(a;, b;, N)
is linear in N. However, the computation of the expected value E[nfj] = Znij nng (nsj) can

exploit the fact that P(n;;) are computed iteratively: P(n;j+1) = P(n;j) (a;—ni;)(b; —ni;)

(nij+1)(N—ai—bj+ny+1)"
We compute P(n;;) only for max{0,a; +b; — N}. In both cases P(n;;) can be computed
in O(max {a;,b;}). We can compute all other probabilities iteratively as shown above in
constant time. Therefore:

r c min{ai,b]-} r c r
) | Omax{aib})+ DY 01)] => ) O(max{a;,b;}) =Y O(max {ca;, N})
i=1 j=1 n;;=0 i=1 j=1 i=1

= O(max {¢N,rN}) = O(N - max{c,r})

Lemma 2 If S(U,V) € Ny, then limy o0 BIS(U V)] = 655 %% % %).
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Proof S(U,V) can be written as ¢(%#*, ..., 5F,...,%=). Let X = (Xi1,...,X,) =

'y N 'y N
MNiq . . .
(B, ... 3%, ..., %) be a vector of r¢ random variables where n;; is a hypergeometric

distribution with the marginals as parameters: a;, b; and N. The expected value of TX,] is

i zb zb T Uc
E[F] = % Let p = (uiooppe) = (BIX1) . BIXd]) = (F5- ?MJE o R %)

be the vector of the expected values. The Taylor approximation of S(U, V) X) around
n is:

re 1 rc re 82¢
¢(X)¢(H)+;(Xt—,ut +2;; (Xt — pue)( us)m+...

Its expected value is (see Section 4.3 of (Ang and Tang, 2006))):

rc rc

>
E[p(X)] ZZCOV X, X 8Xt8X +.
t 1 s=1

We just analyse the second order remainder given that it dominates the higher order ones.
Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have that [Cov(Xy, X;)| < /Var(X;)Var(Xj).

Each X; and X is equal to ” for some indexes ¢ and j. The variance of each X; and Xj is

therefore equal to Var(n#) = ]\}2 a}\? N e ]]VV % When the number of records is large also

the marginals increase: N — +o00 = a; — +oo and b; — 400 Vi,j. However because of

the permutation model, all the fractions § and % stay constant Vi,j. Therefore, also u

is constant. However, at the limit of large N, the variance of ¢ tends to 0: Var("“) =

%ﬁbﬁj <1 — %) (1 + ﬁ — bﬁj) — 0. Therefore, at large IV:

a1 by a; bj ar be

Elo(X)] = (1) = 6T 3+ + s+ e )

Theorem 3 It holds true that:

i) s 4o E[Hy(U, V)] = Hy(U) + Hy(V) — (g — V) H,(U)H,(V);
i1) Ty 400 EMI (U, V)] = (¢ — 1/ Hy(U)Hy(V);
1) T+ o0 EVI,(U, V)] = Hy(U) + Hy(V) — 2(q — L) Hy(U)Hy(V).

Proof E[H,(U,V)| = %( — > i E{( )qD and according to Lemma |2 for large N:
BIH,U, V)] ~ 45 (1-5; (4% ! =403 i(%)qzj (%)q) If we add an subtract

>-Q
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q N
1-> (%) — Zj (%) in the parenthesis above:

)= (- 2 6) S G

T - )
S Y (DSRS0
:H(U)+H(V)+qi1((1_z<?\zf)q><z< )))

i J
= Hy(U) + Hy(V) — (¢ — 1)Hg(U)Hy (V')

Point ii) and i) follow from Equations (6] and (7). [ |

Lemma 3 If S(U,V) € Ly, when partitions U and V' are random:

2

Var(S(U,V)) ( [(Z(bw N5 ) } — (ZE[cbij(nij)])Q)where E[(Z¢w(”w)> }is

D) é(ni)Pnig) lsbij(nij) D0 iy () Pivir)+

i ni i1 i
+ Z Z P(nij) <¢z‘j’ (Ti0) + Z Z ¢i’j’(7§bi’j’)P(ﬁi’j’)>] (13)
J'#5 ﬁij’ i'Fi ’r:li/]-/

where n;; ~ Hyp(a;, bj, N), iy ~ Hyp(bj —nij, ap, N —a;), fuijr ~ Hyp(a; —ngj, bjr, N —bj),
Ny ~ Hyp(ay, by — nyjr, N — a;) are hypergeometric random variables.

Proof The proof follows Theorem 1 proof in Romano et al.| (2014)). Using the properties of
the variance we can show that Var(S(U,V)) = ﬁQVar(Zij $ij(nij)) = B (E[(ZZJ $ij(nij))?]—

(i E[@j(nij)])?). (B[ 0ij(nij)])? = (34 Eldij(nij)])* can be computed using Eq.
(10). The first term in the sum is instead:

E[(Z(bij(nm ZZEd)zg N5 ¢z] n'L] ZZZZQSZJ N5 ¢z] nl]) (nijani’j’)
ij

1y iy’ ij i mag Mg
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We cannot find the exact form of the joint probability P(n;;,n. ;) thus we rewrite it as
P(n;j)P(nirjr|ni;) = P(ni;)P(nyj). The random variable n;; is an hypergeometric distri-
bution that simulates the experiment of sampling without replacement the a; objects in the
set u; from a total of N objects. Sampling one of the b; objects from v; is defined as success:
ngj ~ Hyp(a;, bj, N). The random variable f;;» has a different distribution depending on
the possible combinations of indexes i,i’, j, j'. Thus E[(3_;; $ij(nij))?] is equal to:

ZZZZ¢Z] Nij d)’Lj nzg) nz]7n2] Zz¢z] nzg nzy ZZ¢ZJ nz] nz’j’)

iy Mg d'g g 1 Mij i 5’ n//

which, by taking care of all possible combinations of 7,7, j, j/, is equal to :

DD b Plngg)- | Y D i) Plig) > > Gu(uy) PRy

ij g i'=i,§'=34 fii; (EENIESROTS
(17)
+ Z Z Gijr (i) P(Tijr)  + Z Z Girjr (N ) P (M jr)
V=1,5'#] Ny VAL FG T
(18)

Case 1: i/ =iNj =
P(n;;) = 1 if and only if 7;; = n;; and 0 otherwise. This case produces the first term
¢z’j(nz‘j) enclosed in square brackets.

Case 2: i/ =iNj #]
In this case, the possible successes are the objects from the set vj. We have already

sampled n;; objects and we are sampling from the whole set of objects excluding the set v;.
Thus, 75 ~ Hyp(a; — nij, b5, N — bj).

Case 3: i/ #iNj =]
This case is symmetric to the previous one where a; is now the possible number of
successes. Therefore n;; ~ Hyp(b; — nij, air, N — a;).

Case 4: i £iNj #j
In order compute P(7;;), we have to impose a further condition:

P(nrjr) E P (R jo|nij0) P(Tij) g P( n” P(nj)

We are considering sampling the a;; objects in w; from the whole set of objects excluding
the a; objects from wu;. Just knowing that n;; objects have already been sampled from u;
does not allow us to know how many objects from v; have also been sampled. If we know
that n;; are the number of objgcts sampled from v;/, we know there are bj — n;j possible
successes and thus 7|75 = Ny ~ Hyp(ay, by — i, N — a;). So the last two terms in
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Eq. can be put together:

Z Z Qbij’ (ﬁij’) nz] Z Z dh !5 nz ] nz’j’)

i'=1i,5'#j ﬁij/ i #i,5'#j 1 4

= Z Z ijr (Migr) P (ijr) Z Z Girjr (Rt Z P (i jo | Rge ) P (1)
3173 ey V13 iy

= Z Z Qbij/(ﬁij’) nzy Z Z Girjr 5! nz J’ Z P nz j nlj’)
J'#J ﬁij/ V£ #T 7 n; il !

= Z Zp(ﬁij’)¢ij’(ﬁij/) + Z ZP Mijr Z Z ¢zg nirjr) P (i)
J'#5 M0 J'#7 Mz i'F#i 7 Tt 51

= > > P(iy) <¢ij’(ﬁij/) + Y > dujelfi) P (ﬁi'a”)>
J'F#G i VL fig

By putting everything together we get that E[(Z” ¢ij(ni;))?] is equal to:

Zqu nij) P(nij) [¢ij(nij) +Zz¢i'j(ﬁi’j)P(ﬁi'j)+

Z_] Nij i/;éi ’fll-/]-

+ Z Z P(’Fl”/) <¢ij’(ﬁij’) + Z Z ¢i’j’(ﬁi’j’)P(ﬁi’j/)>]

J'#] ﬁz‘j’ i T:Li/j/

Theorem 4 Using Egs. . and . with ¢;;(-) = (-)9, when the partitions U and V are
random:

i) Var(Hy(U,V)) = Gpiaver (E(Z; n8)%) = (5, Elnd)))?);
ii) Var(MI,(U,V)) = Var(H,(U,V))
iii) Var(VIy(U,V)) = 4Var(H,(U,V))

Proof The results follow from Lemma [3] the hypothesis of fixed marginals and properties
of the variance. ]

Theorem 5 Using Egs. and (L3)) with ¢;;(-) = (-)9, the standardized Ml (U, V) and
the standardized V1, (U, V)

Zij ”gj - Zij E[ngj]

SMI,(U, V) = SVI,(U,V) =
VEIS n)? = (T Elnfy))?

(15)
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Proof
For SMI,: the numerator is equal to H,(U, V)~ E[Hy(U, V)] = b ( £ ~50,, Elnd)).
According Theorem W}, the denominator is instead:

\/ Var(MI, (U, V) = y/Var(H,( (q—l \/ Z% (E[%:n?j])?

For SVI;: the numerator is equal to 2H,(U,V) — 2E[H,(U,V)] = W(ZH n?j —
Zi, G E [n%]) According Theorem the denominator is instead:

VVar(VI(U, V) = \/4Var(H,(U, V) = (q—l \/ Zn” — (B[Y_nt))y

Therefore, SMI,; and SVI, are equivalent. |

Corollary 2 [t holds true that:
i) limg—1 SMI, = limg—; SVI; = SMI = SVI = SG with Shannon entropy;
i1) SMIy = SVIy = SRI.

Proof Point i) follows from the limit of the g-entropy when ¢ — 1 and the linear relation
to of G-statistic to MI: G = 2NMI. Point i) follows from:

SVI, = = N

i = SRI
Var(VIz) =5/ Var(RI)

E[VIy] - VI, YZL(RI- E[RI)
1

Proposition 3 The computational complezity of SV1, is O(N3c - max {c,r}).

Proof Each summation in Eq. can be bounded above by the maximum value of the
cell marginals and each sum can be done in constant time. The last summation in Eq.
is:

¢ max{a;by} . max{ayby} ¢ max{a;by}
Z Z Z Z o(1 Z Z O(max {N,rbj })
750 =0 n; it 51=0 751 =0

_ Z O(maX {(Il'N, airbj/’ bj/N, T‘b?/})
Jj'=1
= O(max {ca;N,a;rN, TN2})
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The above term is thus the computational complexity of the inner loop. Using the same
machinery one can prove that:

c r max{a,i,bj}
Z Z Z O(max {ca;N,a;rN,rN?}) = O(max {¢*N3,rcN3}) = O(N3c - max {c,7})

j=11i=1 n;;=0

Proposition 4 The p-value associated to the test for independence between U and V using

MI,(U, V) is smaller than: m

Proof Let MIS be the random variable under the null hypothesis of independence between
partitions associated to the test statistic MI, (U, V'). The p-value is defined as:

p-value = P<M12 > MIq(U, V)) = P<M12 - E[Mlq(Ua V)] > MIq(U’ V) - E[MIQ(U’ V)]>
(Mlg ~ EMI,(U,V)] _ MI,(U,V) — E[MI,(U, V)]>
P >
/Var(ML, (U, V)) v/ Var(MI, (U, V))

MI) — E[ML, (U, V)]
v/ Var(MI, (U, V))

P

> SMI, (U, V))

MIY—E[MI, (U,V)]
Var(MI,(U,V))
shev’s inequality also known as the Cantelli’s inequality (Ross, [2012):

Let Z be the standardized random variable , then using the one side Cheby-

1

p-value = P(Z > SMI,(U,V)) < 5
1+ (SM1,(U, V)

|
Lemma 4 If S(U,V) € Ny, then limy_, 1 Var(S(U,V)) = 0.
Proof Let X = (X1,...,Xpc) = (%4, ..., %, ..., ™) be a vector of rc random variables

where n;; is a hypergeometric distribution with the marginals as parameters: a;, b; and V.
Using the Taylor approximation (Ang and Tang, 2006) of S(U, V) = ¢(X), it is possible to
show that:

rc rc a 8
Var(¢(X)) ~ > Y Cov(Xy, Xs)a)ia;i +...

t=1 s=1

Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we have that |Cov(Xy, Xs)| < /Var(X;)Var(Xj).
Each X; and X is equal to TK,J for some indexes ¢ and j. The variance of each X; and Xj is
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therefore equal to Var(52) = ﬁaﬁj il ]]\\[,:bf . When the number of records is large also

the marginals increase: N — +o00 = a; — +00, and b; — +o00 Vi, j. However because of the

permutation model, all the fractions § and % stay constant Vi, j. Therefore, at the limit

of large N, the variance of 73\,” tends to 0: Var(r}i,j) = %%%( — %) (1 + ﬁ — bﬁj) -0
and thus Var(¢(X)) tends to 0.

Theorem 6 It holds true that:

lim Var(H,(U,V))= lim Var(MI,(U,V))= lim Var(VI,(U,V))=0 (16)

N—+o00 N—+o00 N—+o00

Proof Trivially follows from Lemma [4] |
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