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Abstract

The increasing availability of granular and big data on various objects of interest
has made it necessary to develop methods for condensing this information into a
representative and intelligible map. Financial regulation is a field that exempli-
fies this need, as regulators require diverse and often highly granular data from
financial institutions to monitor and assess their activities. However, processing
and analyzing such data can be a daunting task, especially given the challenges of
dealing with missing values and identifying clusters based on specific features.
To address these challenges, we propose a variant of Lloyd’s algorithm that applies
to probability distributions and uses generalized Wasserstein barycenters to con-
struct a metric space which represents given data on various objects in condensed
form. By applying our method to the financial regulation context, we demonstrate
its usefulness in dealing with the specific challenges faced by regulators in this
domain. We believe that our approach can also be applied more generally to other
fields where large and complex data sets need to be represented in concise form.

1 Introduction

The contribution of this article is to provide an algorithm which takes as input a number of (discrete)
probability distributions in a high dimensional space which are then clustered and represented as
points in a metric space, where the distance gauges differences between the individual distributions. A
crucial feature of the algorithm is that we allow for missing data, which may be missing systematically.
Specifically, individual distributions may be missing all information in one or more coordinates.

Our original motivation to devise this type of algorithm stems from a challenge faced by regulators of
the financial industry. Data that are delivered from financial institutions to the regulator consist of
various different formats, from highly aggregate data such as the total volume of the balance sheet,
down to very granular data about individual credits described by characteristics such as volume,
interest rate, etc. Two individual credits might then be considered as similar if those characteristics
take similar numerical values, i.e. have small Euclidean distance when viewed as vectors in Rd.
To build a distance between financial institutions, one can view these institutions as probability
distributions over a high dimensional space, e.g. by considering the empirical measure of reported
credits, and determine the respective distance as a Wasserstein distance. One could then interpret the
landscape of all financial institutions as an ensemble of points in the Wasserstein space, susceptible
to familiar methods of clustering, outlier detection, etc. A particular challenge which renders the
problem more complicated is the “missingness of data”. Data delivered by institutions may have
missing values. More crucially, data may be missing systematically, as different institutions are
required to deliver different data at varying levels of detail and granularity.
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The algorithm we propose as a ramification simultaneously clusters probability measures with missing
data and represents them as elements of a metric space. The principal structure follows the idea of
Lloyd’s algorithm for k-means clustering and combines it with the concept of generalized Wasserstein
barycenters, recently introduced by Delon, Gozlan and Saint-Dizier [7]. A classical approach to
dealing with missing data would be to impute from (weighted) nearest neighbors or a probability
distribution in the same cluster. However these types of imputation systematically skew results in
the sense that probability distributions with less reported data can appear as being closer to other
points which the imputation procedure is attempting to mimic. This type of bias may be highly
undesirable, e.g. when one is trying to identify distributions that are “atypical”, where “atypical”
could specifically refer to the manner in which data are missing. We devise a particular way of soft
imputation which accounts for a random element in filling up missing values, and in particular avoids
the above mentioned bias.

For technical reasons we will present our algorithm in a more general form in Section 3. That is, we
cluster and perform soft imputation for points in an abstract metric space rather than a Wasserstein
space of probability measures. This allows us to simplify the presentation and has the additional
benefit that we obtain a version of classical Euclidean k-means clustering with missing data. This
general perspective allows us in Section 7.1 to compare our method with existing solutions for
clustering in Rd with missing data. As for the important case of probability distributions with
missing data our contribution is detailed in Section 5 and complemented experimentally in Section
7.2 with results using actual (anonymized) data stemming from the original motivation of regulation
of financial institutions.

Related Literature Clustering distributions using Wasserstein distances has been explored in
various works including [17, 25, 23, 12, 10]. A different financial context was also considered in this
area, including [11] by Horvath et al., for clustering of market regimes. In [21], Staib et al. proposed
the Wasserstein k-means++ and its initialization strategy, generalizing the classical k-means++
algorithm (introduced in [2]). However, to the best of our knowledge, clustering distributions with
missing coordinates has not been investigated before. To address this problem, we rely heavily on the
concept of the generalized Wasserstein barycenter, introduced by Delon, Gozlan, and Saint-Dizier
[7], which extends the classical Wasserstein barycenter of Agueh and Carlier [1]. For computational
aspects related to optimal transport and regularized Wasserstein distance, we refer to the work of
Cuturi [5] and the book [18] by Cuturi and Peyré. Additionally, we utilize the POT (0.8.2) package (a
Python package for optimal transport), as detailed in [8], extensively for implementation purposes.

2 k-means clustering in metric spaces: a summary

Let x1, . . . , xN be given points in a fixed metric space (X , d). The metric k-means problem is
concerned with assigning the data points into k clusters. The clusters hereby are governed by k
barycenters, which will be some type of average or barycenter of the points in the corresponding
cluster. k-means was first introduced by MacQueen in [16]. The problem can be formalized as

min
{∑N

i=1 d(xi, cai)
2 : c1, . . . , ck ∈ X , a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N

}
. (KM)

In this formulation a denotes a vector of assignments, i.e. ai indicates the cluster membership of
data point xi. The points c1, . . . , ck serve as cluster barycenters. Furthermore a notion of barycenter,
being typically a function of some of the data points, is needed. Then, problem (KM) can be tackled
by the well-established Lloyd algorithm, see also [14].

Following an initialization phase, two steps are iterated:

i) assignment step: given barycenters c1, . . . , ck ∈ X , pick for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

ai ∈ arg min{d(xi, cj) : j ∈ {1, . . . , k}}, (1)

ii) barycenter step: given assignment a, update the barycenters, i.e. for each j ∈ {1, . . . , k} set

cj ∈ barycenter({xi : ai = j}). (2)

Let us give two examples with particular choices of data space X , metric d, and barycenter operation,
which will be of interest in the sequel:
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Example 2.1. Let X = Rd and d(x, y) = ‖x− y‖2, the Euclidean space and distance. Then (KM)
simplifies to the classical k-means problem in Euclidean space,

min
{∑N

i=1‖xi − cai‖22 : c1, . . . , ck ∈ Rd, a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N
}
. (k-means)

The barycenter function is the Euclidean mean/average in this case.
Example 2.2. Take X = P2(Rd), the space of all Borel probability measures on Rd with finite
second moments, and take for d the Wasserstein distance d(µ, ν) := W2(µ, ν), µ, ν ∈ P2(Rd)
(recalled in (10) below). We will henceforth call µi = xi, i = 1, . . . , N . Then (KM) turns into

min
{∑N

i=1W
2
2 (µi, νai) : ν1, . . . , νk ∈ P2(Rd), a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N

}
. (W-k-means)

As barycenter one takes the Wasserstein barycenter, i.e. the barycenter updating step (2) reads as

νj ∈ arg min
{∑

i:ai=j
W 2

2 (µi, ν) : ν ∈ P2(Rd)
}
. (3)

In what follows we want to generalize the previous examples, especially Example 2.2, to the case
in which certain coordinates/marginals are missing for certain observations, for an illustration see
Figure 1 in Section 5.

For Lloyd’s algorithm, both a distance function and a notion of barycenter are needed. In the case
of a metric space one could always consider a Fréchet mean for the barycenter operator, see [9]. In
the case of missing coordinates, however, the data does not come from one metric space but from
several different ones, therefore several distances will be considered. For the same reason, in order to
define a proper notion of barycenter, some generalization will be needed. We will introduce a general
approach to this in the next section and discuss our specific examples in more detail in Example 3.1
and Section 5.

3 Clustering projected elements of metric spaces

Suppose we are working in a metric space (X , d) and that there are points x1, . . . , xN ∈ X which
we want to assign to k clusters. However, what we really observe are the points x̃i := ϕi(xi), where
ϕi : X → Xi is a known map into another metric space Xi. One can think for example of a projection
onto some coordinates in the case of X = Rd. Having observed x̃i ∈ Xi define for y ∈ X

di(x̃i, y) := d(ϕ−1
i (x̃i), y) := inf{d(x, y) : x ∈ X , ϕi(x) = x̃i}, (4)

which serves as a type of dissimilarity measure of a point y ∈ X in the “full” metric space.

3.1 Problem and algorithm

Having this at hand, we introduce the problem

min
{∑N

i=1 di(x̃i, cai)
2 : c1, . . . , ck ∈ X , a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N

}
. (5)

This says we want to find optimal cluster barycenters in X , as well as a vector optimally assigning
each observed point to a cluster. It is important to note that we are always looking for cluster
barycenters in the “full” space X .

We suggest to tackle (5) by the following two steps which are iterated in a Lloyd algorithm fashion:

i) given c1, . . . , ck, set ai ∈ arg min{di(x̃i, cj) : j ∈ {1, . . . , k}},
ii) given a, put cj ∈ arg min{

∑
i:ai=j

di(x̃i, y)2 : y ∈ X}.

Let us note that step ii) does not necessarily admit minimizers. However, in our two applications,
i.e. NA k-means in Example 3.1 and NA Wasserstein k-means, which is discussed in Section 5,
minimizers always exist. For a more precise discussion of this technical point see Appendix B.

3.2 Using clustering for imputation

After clustering we obtain a vector of assignments a and barycenters c1, . . . , ck. Define

If := {i : ϕi = IdX }, Im := {1, . . . , N} \ If , (6)
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i.e. respectively the set of indices being observed in X (i.e. fully observed data) and the set of indices
which are only observed after some non-trivial map (i.e. with missing data). Let us also define the
final clusters, i.e. for each j ∈ {1, . . . , k} define

Cj := {i : ai = j}.

We want to use the clusters to find, for a point x̃i with i ∈ Im, a probability measure on X , i.e. an
element of P(X ), which hopefully concentrates around the true unobserved point xi. We define for
i ∈ Im the set of indices we use for filling up the missing data of x̃i, as

Ji := If ∩ Cai .

This says that we want to use the “full” points in the same cluster as x̃i in order to compensate the
incomplete information that we have about x̃i. It can of course happen that Ji = ∅. In this case
we use the corresponding cluster barycenter cai to complement the information about x̃i. In the
following we assume Ji 6= ∅. Taking now some x` with ` ∈ Ji we set

yi` ∈ arg min{d(x, x`) : x ∈ X , ϕi(x) = x̃i}, (7)

which will be one choice of “filling up”. We introduce the shorthand Di
` := d(yi`, x`) =

d(ϕ−1
i (x̃i), x`). In order to determine the weights of a probability measure, we set pi` := f(Di

`)
with f : [0,∞) → [0,∞) being some positive decreasing function fixed in advance, e.g.
f(x) := exp(−x2). This way pi` ≥ 0 and also

∑
`∈Ji p

i
` = 1 after possibly renormalizing the

weights by a positive constant. Having obtained the weights, we define the probability measure which
should represent a randomly reconstructed xi as

θi :=
∑
`∈Ji p

i
`δyi` .

To embed also the fully observed points, for i ∈ If we set θi := δxi
, i.e. the Dirac delta concentrated

on xi. For i ∈ Im with Ji = ∅, we set θi to be the Dirac delta concentrated on some minimizer of
d(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), cai). Thus we embed all observed points x̃1, . . . , x̃N in the same space, i.e. P(X ). In
other words, we identify the possibly unobserved point xi with a probability measure θi.

In order to compare the hitherto constructed probability measures, as we will need to do in Section 7,
we define a (generalized) metric on P(X ), see Lemma A.1, through the cost induced by the product
or independent coupling. That is, for µ, ν ∈ P(X ) we set ρ(µ, ν) := 0 if µ = ν and otherwise

ρ(µ, ν) :=
∫
X×X d(x, x′)dµ⊗ ν(x, x′) :=

∫
X
∫
X d(x, x′)dµ(x)dν(x′). (8)

With a Wasserstein distance, or a similar notion of distance, imputed points are biased to be closer
than “fully” observed points. The metric ρ is designed to avoid this type of bias. Indeed, the choice
in (8) formalises the idea that missing values are not imputed in a deterministic sense but in a random
or soft fashion, as indicated in the introduction. The distance between two randomly imputed values
is then estimated as an independent average of distances, following the rationale that the imputation
for one point does not inform the imputation for a different point.

Example 3.1 (NA k-means). Corresponding to classical k-means, i.e. Example 2.1, consider X =
Rd. Let ϕi = Pi : Rd → Rdi be projections to some of the coordinates. Then (5) becomes

min
{∑N

i=1‖Pi(xi)− Pi(cai)‖22 : c1, . . . , ck ∈ Rd, a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N
}
. (9)

The cluster assignment iteration steps assigns each point to the cluster to whose barycenter it is
closest to, by only considering the known coordinates. The barycenter updating step is solved by(∑

i:ai=j
PTi Pi

)−1∑
i:ai=j

PTi Pi(xi), which in each coordinate is the average of all the points in
the cluster having that coordinate. See Section 5 for details if the inverse does not exit. By imputing
according to the above discussion, we obtain measures in P2(Rd), on which we can then calculate
pairwise distances using the metric ρ in (8). Experiments using this method may be found in Section
7.1. It is worth mentioning that Chi et. al. in [4] consider the same loss function, i.e. (9), but they
propose a different algorithm for clustering Euclidean points with missing values.

Before discussing our second example in Section 5, corresponding to the generalization of Example
2.2, we recall the needed notions from optimal transport theory.
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4 Wasserstein distance and generalized Wasserstein barycenter: a summary

Optimal transport and Wasserstein distance Let µ, ν be probabilities on Polish spaces X,Y
resp. Denote by

Π(µ, ν) := {π ∈ P(X × Y ) : prX#π = µ, prY#π = ν}

the set of all measures on the product space having µ and ν as marginals. The Kantorovich problem
for a cost function c : X × Y → R+, introduced in [13], is

infπ∈Π(µ,ν)

∫
X×Y c(x, y) dπ(x, y). (KP)

We specialise to the case X = Y = Rd and c(x, y) = ‖x − y‖pp for p ∈ [1,∞). The Wasserstein
distance on the space Pp(Rd) of probability measures with finite p-moment is then defined as

Wp(µ, ν) :=
(

infπ∈Π(µ,ν)

∫
Rd×Rd‖x− y‖pp dπ(x, y)

)1/p
. (10)

Wasserstein barycenter A notion of averaging probabilities which has recently received significant
attention is the notion of Wasserstein barycenters, introduced by Agueh and Carlier [1]. A Wasserstein
barycenter of µ1, . . . , µn ∈ P2(Rd) with weights λ1, . . . λn ≥ 0, is a solution of

inf{
∑n
i=1 λiW

2
2 (µi, ν) : ν ∈ P2(Rd)}.

Since we want to generalize the algorithm introduced in Sections 2-3 to the setting of distributions
we need to have a variant of the Wasserstein barycenter, which is applicable if only some coordinates
of the measures are known. An appropriate generalized Wasserstein barycenter was introduced
and studied by Julien, Gozlan and Saint-Dizier in [7]. To formulate it, let probability measures
µ1, . . . , µn ∈ P2(Rd) be given and consider linear maps Pi : Rd → Rdi . In our intended applications,
these will be projections onto some of the coordinates. A generalized Wasserstein barycenter of the
push-forwarded measures P1#µ1, . . . , Pn#µn with weights λ1, . . . , λn ≥ 0, is a solution of

inf{
∑n
i=1 λiW

2
2 (Pi#µi, Pi#ν) : ν ∈ P2(Rd)}. (11)

To solve the problem it is useful to translate it back to a classical Wasserstein barycenter problem.
By associating to Pi a matrix Pi ∈ Rdi×d, define A :=

∑n
i=1 λiP

T
i Pi and assume in the following

that A is invertible. Then set µ̃i := (A−1/2PTi )#µi ∈ P2(Rd) for i = 1, . . . , n, and consider the
conventional Wasserstein barycenter problem

inf
{∑n

i=1 λiW
2
2 (µ̃i, ν̃) : ν̃ ∈ P2(Rd)

}
. (12)

Then, ν is a solution to (11) if and only if A1/2#ν is a solution to (12), thanks to [7, Proposition 3.1].
Concerning computational aspects, especially in the discrete case, efficient algorithms for calculating
Wasserstein barycenters have already been developed; see the work [6] by Cuturi and Doucet, as well
as [15] by Álvarez, del Barrio, Cuesta-Albertos and Matrán, to name but two.

5 NA Wasserstein k-means

Algorithm description Having the two operations needed in Section 3 at hand, we can discuss
the case of X = P2(Rd) in detail. Suppose we want to cluster probability measures µ1, . . . , µN ∈
P2(Rd) into k clusters but we only observe the push forwards Pi#µi ∈ P2(Rdi) under projections
Pi, i = 1, . . . , N . Hence we have ϕi(·) := Pi#(·). Then problem (5) reads as

inf{
∑N
i=1W

2
2 (Pi#µi, Pi#νai) : ν1, . . . , νk ∈ P2(Rd), a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N}. (NA-W-k-means)

We can tackle problem (NA-W-k-means) by the suggested iterations in Section 3.1, which read as

i) update cluster assignments given barycenters ν1, . . . , νk, i.e. for each i ∈ {1, . . . , N} set

ai ∈ arg min{W2(Pi#µi, Pi#νj) : j ∈ {1, . . . , k}}, (13)

ii) update cluster barycenters given an assignment a, i.e. for each j ∈ {1, . . . , k} set

νj ∈ arg min
{∑

i:ai=j
W 2

2 (Pi#µi, Pi#ν) : ν ∈ P2(Rd)
}
.
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Again, we want to find a vector a of optimally assigning each measure to one of the k clusters, as
well as optimal barycenters, or in this case generalized Wasserstein barycenters, ν1, . . . , νk. Note
that once more we are looking for barycenters on the full space, i.e. having all coordinates.

It can happen that a cluster ends up consisting of measures which all miss the same coordinate, i.e.
for some j ∈ {1, . . . , k} we have

⋂
i:ai=j

kerPi 6= {0}. In order not to run into numerical problems

in that case, one can adapt step ii): Assume at iteration t the barycenters are ν(t)
1 , . . . , ν

(t)
k and a new

assignment vector a(t+1) has been calculated. Introduce a weight λ(t) ∈ [0, 1) and set

ν
(t+1)
j ∈ arg min

{
(1− λ(t))

∑
i:a

(t+1)
i =j

W 2
2 (Pi#µi, Pi#ν) + λ(t)W 2

2 (ν
(t)
j , ν) : ν ∈ P2(Rd)

}
.

Experimentally we have observed that λ(t) := 1
(t+1)1/2

works well. Having defined the two steps to
be iterated, we can present the main computational contribution of this work, Algorithm 1:

Algorithm 1: NA Wasserstein k-means algorithm
Data: N observed measures P1#µ1, . . . , PN#µN , number of cluster k, maximum number of

iterations T , weighting schedule (λ(t))Tt=0
Result: barycenters ν1, . . . , νk, assignment vector a ∈ {1, . . . ,K}N

t := 0, initialize ν(0)
1 , . . . , ν

(0)
k , and a(0)

while t < T do
for i = 1, . . . , N do

a
(t+1)
i := arg min{W 2

2 (Pi#µi, Pi#ν
(t)
j ) : j ∈ {1, . . . , k}} (14)

for j = 1, . . . , k do
set ν(t+1)

j as solution of

min
{

(1− λ(t))
∑
i:a

(t+1)
i =j

W 2
2 (Pi#µi, Pi#ν) + λ(t)W 2

2 (ν
(t)
j , ν) : ν ∈ P2(Rd)

}
if a(t) == a(t+1) then

break
t := t+ 1

In (14) we use the entry of the old assignment vector a(t)
i if it is a minimizer. We can formulate a

simple convergence result whose proof is reported in Appendix A. Let

L(ν1, . . . , νK , a) :=
∑N
i=1W

2
2 (Pi#µi, Pi#νai).

Theorem 5.1. Given initialization ν(0)
1 , . . . , ν

(0)
k ∈ P2(Rd), a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N , Algorithm 1 strictly

decreases L until it terminates after finitely many steps, for any choice of (λ(t))t∈N (even for T =∞).
If in every iteration each cluster has a measure with all coordinates, then Algorithm 1 with λ(t) = 0
yields a local minimum of L.

A toy example To illustrate the algorithm, consider six measures on the plane, of which one misses
the vertical coordinate (denoted by vertical lines). Each measure consists of three support points
with equal weight. The measures are visualized by different colors and depicted in the left of Figure
1. If we think of clustering these measures into three clusters, it is quite clear which clusters we
want. By applying the introduced algorithm this is indeed the case and leads to the results depicted in
Figure 1. To obtain it we calculated free support barycenters in each step of the algorithm with a fixed
support size of three. For the blue and brown barycenters each support point is precisely the average
of support points of the two measures in that clusters. For the pink barycenter the situation is slightly
different. In the y coordinate it inherits the values of the red measure, while as in the x coordinate the
support points are averages of the x coordinates of a red and rose support point, respectively.
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Figure 1: (left): 6 measures on the plane of which one misses the vertical coordinate of its points.
(right) Clustering of the 6 measures into 3 clusters.

Imputation via NA Wasserstein k-means Let us look how the imputation procedure according to
Section 3.2 works in the case whereX = P2(Rd). Having clustered measuresPi#µi ∈ P2(Rdi), i =
1, . . . , N , we obtain barycenters ν1, . . . , νk ∈ P2(Rd) and a vector of assignments a ∈ {1, . . . , k}N .
For i ∈ Im, see (6) for the definition, we then set

µi :=
∑
`∈Ji p

i
`δτi#(Pi#µi⊗PC

i #µ`)

to obtain a measure µi ∈ P2(P2(Rd)), i.e. a random measure. Here, by PCi we denote the projection
on the missing coordinates of Pi#µi, and by τi we denote the unique permutation such that τi ◦
(Pi, P

C
i ) = IdRd . For i ∈ If we set µi := δµi . For i ∈ Im and |Ji| > 1 we suggest the weights

pi` ∝ exp
(
− λ

2σ2
i
W 2

2 (Pi#µi, Pi#µ`)
)
, ` ∈ Ji.

Here, λ > 0 and the variance σ2
i is used to standardize the distances, i.e.

σ2
i := 1

|Ji|−1

∑
`∈Ji W

2
2 (Pi#µi, Pi#µ`).

If |Ji| = 1 it is clear what to do, as we only have one measure to fill up with.

After imputation we obtain random measures µ1, . . . ,µN ∈ P2(P2(Rd)). To calculate their
distances, we use metric ρ from (8), i.e., for µ,ν ∈ P(P2(Rd)), ρ(µ,ν) = 0, if µ = ν, and

ρ(µ,ν) =
∫
P2(Rd)

∫
P2(Rd)

W2(µ, ν)dµ(µ)dν(ν), if µ 6= ν. (15)

Limitations For the dataset of our application in Section 5 the method developed above is sufficient.
However, for other applications it might be desirable to investigate the use of the regularized Wasser-
stein distance or entropic optimal transport in our method for reduced computational complexity. For
this, a notion of a generalized regularized Wasserstein barycenter, as the NA-Wassertein k-means
algorithm relies heavily on the generalized Wasserstein barycenter has to be developed which we
intend to do in future work.

6 Evaluation method

Our clustering/imputation method will be evaluated on Euclidean and distributional data. Hence we
present here in abstract language the setting in which the method will be tested. Suppose we have
elements x1, . . . , xN in a metric space (X , dX ), which we collect in the set X := {x1, . . . , xN}.
We only observe data via the maps ϕi : X → Xi from Section 3, i.e. x̃i = ϕi(xi). We collect the
observed points in (x̃1, . . . , x̃N ) ∈ XNA, where we defineXNA := X1×· · ·×XN . Let us summarize
this by saying that we only observe the values of (x1, . . . , xN ) under the map h : XN → XNA, i.e.
hi(x1, . . . , xN ) = ϕi(xi) = x̃i.

The goal is to reconstruct the metric structure of X as accurately as possible. This means that we
want to find a good metric space (Y, dY) and a reconstruction map R : XNA → YN .

Before finding a way of comparing the reconstructed points R((x̃1, . . . , x̃N )) to the original points
X , we also want to consider another piece of information, namely that some observations of X
might be more important for us than others. This is motivated by our main practical application of
reconstructing a banking landscape, where we think of the importance of a bank being linked to
attributes such as the size of that bank as measured, e.g. by its total assets. It is then more important to

7



reconstruct the characteristics of a very large bank than those of a much smaller bank. We model this
by assigning weights proportional to the size of the bank. Formally, we define a probability measure
µX on X by setting µX(xi) := pi ≥ 0, where we assume

∑N
i=1 pi = 1. Naturally we define µY , a

probability measure on Y , via µY (Ri(x̃1, . . . , x̃N )) := pi.

To compare the metric measure spaces (X, dX , µX) and (R((x̃1, . . . , x̃N )), dY , µY ), we use a
Gromov-Wasserstein distance (see [22, 8] for resp. theory and implementation):

GW2((X , dX , µ), (Y, dY , ν))2 := infπ∈Π(µ,ν)

∫
X 2×Y2 |dX (x, x′)− dY(y, y′)|2dπ(x, y)dπ(x′, y′).

7 Experimental results

7.1 Reconstructing points from a Gaussian Mixture Model

We start by comparing our clustering/reconstruction method to existing imputation methods in the
Euclidean case, i.e. X = Rd, and evaluate the results using the Gromov-Wasserstein distance.

We simulate data from a Gaussian Mixture Model γ :=
∑k
j=1 αjN (µj ,Σj), with

∑k
j=1 αj = 1. To

simulate the importance of points, i.e. µX(xi) from Section 6, we sample from Lognormal(µ, σ2) to
weigh each observation proportional to its sample value. In the simulation study we set k = 5, d = 10,
and we always sample N = 500 points. To simulate missing values we use several missingness
structures, i.e. several choices for the map h from Section 6. Before creating missing values, we
adjust each dimension by its mean and standard deviation. In order to define h from Section 6, we
calculate for each dimension the 25% quantile, draw a uniform random variable hj ∼ U(0, 2/k) for
each cluster j and choose a correlation parameter β ∈ [0, 1]. We then define h depending on β by
the following properties: for each cluster j ∈ {1, . . . , k} set 100 min{(βhj + (1− β)αj), 0.95}%
to NA, and for each dimension set the values below the previously calculated 25% quantile to NA.

This means we are left with choosing the parameters α1, . . . , α5, µ1, . . . , µ5,Σ1, . . . ,Σ5 for the
Gaussian Mixture model, β for the map h, and µ, σ2 for the lognormal which will govern the
importance of sampled points. We set µ = 20, σ = 1.5 as with these parameters the lognormal
distribution models total assets of a financial institution reasonably well (empirically). We let β vary
between 0 and 1 with steps 0.1. For the Gaussian mixture model we want to simulate the weights of
the normal distributions, the means and the covariance, as non-informative as possible. Therefore,
the αj’s are uniformly sampled from the probability simplex. The µj’s are sampled uniformly on the
cube [−10, 10]d and the Σj’s are sampled from a Wishart distribution with parameters (d, Idd).

For each choice of β we sample the explained parameters 100 times, create data, standardize it
and calculate pairwise distances between data. Then, we create missing values according to h and
compare different imputation procedures presented below to reconstruct the points and then calculate
pairwise distances between the imputed points in the case if missing values are imputed by points.
In the case of imputing the points by measures, we use the distance ρ from Section 3.2 to calculate
pairwise distances. Afterwards we calculate the corresponding Gromov Wasserstein distance between
original pairwise distances and imputed pairwise distances with the corresponding weights which
come from the Lognormal(µ, σ2). We look at the following imputation techniques:

• NA k-means: this is our method coming from Example 3.1,

• NA k-means-m: this corresponds to using NA k-means for clustering and imputation, but
after obtaining the measures θi we calculate their expectation and use this as imputed point,

• mean imputation: impute each missing value by the average value of this attribute,

• median imputation: impute each missing value by the median value of this attribute,

• multiple imputation: a method [20, 3] trying out several values for each missing value,

• KNN: K-nearest-neighbour imputation which imputes each missing value by a weighted
average of points close in the coordinates which are not missing, where we choose K = 4,

• LR: impute by regressing on points, with missing values and using predictions as imputation.

In Table 1 we report the estimated Gromov Wasserstein Distances ± standard errors based on
sampling 100 times for each scenario of missing values.
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Table 1: Gromov Wasserstein Distance for Euclidean simulation.
settings NA k-means. NA k-means-m mean imp. median imp. multiple imp. KNN LR

β 0.0 2.411 ± 0.078 2.451 ± 0.079 4.788 ± 0.109 4.682 ± 0.111 2.855 ± 0.098 3.299 ± 0.09 2.887 ± 0.099
β 0.1 2.444 ± 0.079 2.486 ± 0.079 4.828 ± 0.108 4.747 ± 0.11 2.862 ± 0.101 3.33 ± 0.088 2.935 ± 0.102
β 0.2 2.461 ± 0.081 2.495 ± 0.08 4.871 ± 0.103 4.777 ± 0.106 2.903 ± 0.092 3.371 ± 0.086 2.982 ± 0.095
β 0.3 2.5 ± 0.082 2.551 ± 0.081 4.93 ± 0.102 4.851 ± 0.105 2.935 ± 0.095 3.388 ± 0.084 3.04 ± 0.097
β 0.4 2.493 ± 0.079 2.524 ± 0.079 4.986 ± 0.102 4.92 ± 0.104 3.011 ± 0.094 3.418 ± 0.085 3.079 ± 0.096
β 0.5 2.52 ± 0.075 2.555 ± 0.075 5.056 ± 0.102 4.986 ± 0.104 3.094 ± 0.099 3.446 ± 0.084 3.172 ± 0.094
β 0.6 2.548 ± 0.079 2.582 ± 0.08 5.141 ± 0.106 5.066 ± 0.107 3.122 ± 0.095 3.48 ± 0.085 3.225 ± 0.096
β 0.7 2.61 ± 0.08 2.631 ± 0.079 5.222 ± 0.109 5.153 ± 0.11 3.213 ± 0.1 3.502 ± 0.085 3.326 ± 0.1
β 0.8 2.619 ± 0.073 2.594 ± 0.076 5.317 ± 0.107 5.228 ± 0.111 3.297 ± 0.095 3.533 ± 0.085 3.392 ± 0.098
β 0.9 2.601 ± 0.077 2.625 ± 0.076 5.4 ± 0.112 5.323 ± 0.114 3.322 ± 0.097 3.549 ± 0.087 3.467 ± 0.105
β 1.0 2.614 ± 0.074 2.639 ± 0.073 5.465 ± 0.113 5.385 ± 0.114 3.405 ± 0.101 3.559 ± 0.086 3.557 ± 0.105

We see that, in the case of Euclidean points with missing values, the introduced method outperforms
classical imputation methods when considering Gromov-Wasserstein as evaluation measure. Indeed,
whether we apply NA k-means directly, or perform another averaging step, i.e. NA k-means-m, these
two columns seem to outperform the remaining five for all settings of missing value creation. In
Appendix C we use another way to evaluate the method, namely the Rand index, when viewing NA
k-means solely as clustering algorithm and not as a method to reconstruct a metric structure. Also,
further settings of missing value generations can be found there to accompany our results.

7.2 Reconstructing financial institutions

As mentioned in the introduction, our main motivation for developing the proposed method comes
from clustering financial institutions based on granular loan data they are obliged to report to the
central bank. Applying the proposed algorithm to such real data in a practical empirical example,
we consider 500 financial institutions. For each of them we include information on 100 loans in 7
dimensions, i.e. each loan is described by up to 7 attributes. Among the attributes considered, we
include e.g. credit volume, time to maturity, and interest rate. Out of the 500 institutions, 3 just
reported 2 attributes, 9 institutions reported 3, 56 reported 4, 110 reported 5, 134 reported 6 and
188 reported all attributes. We cluster the institutions into 15 clusters using the NA Wasserstein
k-means algorithm proposed in Section 5. Afterwards we use the imputation method described in the
same section. Using the distance ρ on P2(P2(R7)), defined in (15), we calculate pairwise distances
between the financial institutions. In order to get a visual representation of the landscape of financial
institutions, and the clustering results, we use multidimensional scaling to represent the matrix of
pairwise distances (ρ(θi, θj))

500
i,j=1 as points in R3 with a similar matrix of pairwise distances.

Figure 2: Visualization of pairwise distances.

In Figure 2 we see the representation of a banking landscape and clusters. Each color describes a
cluster, and each point a bank. We observe that clusters are not strictly separated, due to multidimen-
sional scaling, since we want to embed points via pairwise distances from a very high-dimensional
into a very low-dimensional space. The visualisation may help analysts to further their understanding
which financial institutions are similar to each other and also identify financial institutions which
behave significantly different to others with respect to their loan structure. Detecting potential outliers
is of course of particular interest.
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8 Discussion

We have proposed a novel method for clustering elements in a metric space that are only observable
under maps to potentially smaller metric spaces. The method can also reconstruct the metric structure
of the original elements. In a simulation study in Euclidean space, our proposed method, boiling
down to a new NA k-means algorithm, outperforms classical imputation methods when using the
Gromov-Wasserstein distance as evaluation criterion. A particular variant of our method, the NA
Wasserstein k-means algorithm, clusters probability measures that are only observable as push-
forwards under projections. This algorithm is novel, and to our knowledge, there are no references in
the literature dealing with partially observed distributions. In upcoming work with a central bank we
will study, much more extensively than in Section 7 and from an enhanced economic point of view,
the application to financial data for regulatory purposes.
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A Proofs

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let us first show that the loss function decreases monotonically. Calculate,
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Since 1− λ(t+1) > 0 this shows the monotonicity. In inequality (?) we have equality only if nothing
changes in the assignment step, i.e. there is equality if and only if

a
(t)
i = a

(t+1)
i , ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.

In that case the algorithm has converged and if there is some i ∈ {1, . . . , N} such that a(t)
i 6= a

(t+1)
i

we have a strict inequality, since we only change the assignment in Algorithm 1 if L decreases due to
the new assignment.

Since only a finite number of possible assignments is possible because we are aiming to cluster
finitely many measures into finitely many clusters, the algorithm strictly decreases L and converges
after a finite number of steps, finishing the proof.

Let us also prove that ρ, defined in (8), is a distance, or to be more concrete just a generalized distance,
i.e. we allow for ρ to take the value infinity.
Lemma A.1. Let (X , d) be a metric space and define on P(X ) the map ρ : P(X )×P(X )→ [0,∞]
by

ρ(µ, ν) :=

{∫
X×X d(x, x′)d(µ⊗ ν)(x, x′), if µ 6= ν

0, if µ = ν.

Then, ρ is a generalized metric on P(X).

Proof. Symmetry of the generalized metric is clear due to the symmetry of the underlying distance d.
Concerning the triangle inequality take µ, ν, θ ∈ P(X ) which we assume to be different from each
other (otherwise there is nothing to prove). Furthermore, take three independent random variables
X ∼ µ, Y ∼ ν, Z ∼ θ. Then,

ρ(µ, θ) =
∫
X×X d(x, x′)d(µ⊗ θ)(x, x′) = E[d(X,Z)] ≤

≤ E[d(X,Y ) + d(Y, Z)] = ρ(µ, ν) + ρ(ν, θ),

which proves the triangle inequality for ρ. Concerning definiteness, if µ = ν, we have ρ(µ, ν) = 0
by definition.

Suppose now µ 6= ν, but ρ(µ, ν) = 0. Furthermore, take two independent random variables
X ∼ µ, Y ∼ ν. We then have,

0 =
∫
X×X d(x, x′)dµ⊗ ν(x, x′) = E[d(X,Y )].

From this we conclude d(X,Y ) = 0 almost surely, which translates to X = Y almost surely. This
implies µ = ν which is a contradiction. Therefore, whenever µ 6= ν we have ρ(µ, ν) > 0. By
contraposition, ρ(µ, ν) = 0 implies µ = ν, which concludes the prove of definiteness.
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B Existence of “barycenters”

In this section we want to discuss the existence of minimizers in the general barycenter updating
step of Section 3.1. Thus a metric space (X , d) and finitely many continuous maps into other metric
spaces ϕi : X → Xi are given. We observe the image points x̃i = ϕi(xi) for i = 1, . . . , n. The
question is: under which conditions is

inf{
∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), y)2 : y ∈ X} (16)

attained? Here, λi > 0,
∑n
i=1 λi = 1 denote some weights. Since in this general formulation the

maps ϕi can be very arbitrary, minimizers do not have to exist. However, if one of the maps ϕi is the
identity on X , we can guarantee existence under mild assumptions.
Lemma B.1. Assume there exists a metrizable topology τ on X which is weaker than the topology
induced by the metric d, and such that

i) ϕ−1
i (x̃i) is closed in τ for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

ii) balls, i.e. Bd(y, c) := {x ∈ X : d(x, y) ≤ c}, are τ compact for all y ∈ X , c > 0,

iii) d(·, ·) is lower semi continuous w.r.t. the product topology τ × τ ,

iv) there exists j ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that ϕj = IdX .

Then (16) admits a minimizer.

Proof. Let us first prove that for d(ϕ−1
i (x̃i), y) there exists z ∈ ϕ−1

i (x̃i) such that

d(ϕ−1
i (x̃i), y) = inf{d(x, y) : x ∈ ϕ−1

i (x̃i)} = d(z, y). (17)

To this end, take a sequence {xn}n≥1 ⊂ ϕ−1
i (x̃i) such that

d(xn, y)↘ inf{d(x, y) : x ∈ ϕ−1
i (x̃i)}.

We then set c := d(x1, y), so {xn}n≥1 ⊂ Bd(y, c). Since Bd(y, c) is τ -compact we obtain a
subsequence (xnk

)k≥1 such that xnk

τ→ z ∈ Bd(y, c). Since {xnk
}k≥1 ⊂ ϕ−1

i (x̃i) and ϕ−1
i (x̃i) is

closed in τ , we also have z ∈ ϕ−1
i (x̃i). By lower semicontinuity of d w.r.t. τ × τ we obtain

d(z, y) ≤ lim infk→∞ d(xnk
, y) = inf{d(x, y) : x ∈ ϕ−1

i (x̃i)},

which proves the existence of z ∈ ϕ−1
i (x̃i) such that d(z, y) = d(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), y).

Let us next prove that for a set A = ϕ−1
i (x̃i) the map x 7→ d(A, x) is almost lower semi continuous

w.r.t. τ . Precisely, let us show that for a sequence {xn}≥1 ⊂ X such that xn
τ→ x ∈ X and

d(xn, x) ≤ c we have

lim infn→∞ d(A, xn) ≥ d(A, x). (18)

Without loss of generality, assume the left hand side of (18) is finite, as otherwise there is nothing to
prove. Therefore, we may assume the existence of a constant c′ > 0 such that d(A, xn) ≤ c′. By
what we already proved, for n ≥ 1 there exists zn ∈ A such that d(A, xn) = d(zn, xn). We then
have

d(zn, x) ≤ d(zn, xn) + d(xn, x) = d(A, xn) + d(xn, x) ≤ c′ + c.

By τ compactness of Bd(x, c + c′) and since A is closed in τ , there exists z ∈ A ∩ Bd(x, c + c′)

such that zn
τ→ z up to switching to a subsequence. By lower semi continuity of d w.r.t. τ × τ , i.e.

assumption iii), we have

lim infn→∞ d(A, xn) = lim infn→∞ d(zn, xn) ≥ d(z, x) ≥ d(A, x),

which proves (18).

To prove the existence of minimizers for (16) we set

V := inf{
∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), y)2 : y ∈ X}
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and take a sequence {yn}n≥1 ⊂ X such that
∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), yn)2 ↘ V . We assume without
loss of generality that d(x̃j , yn) ≤ 2V , since ϕj = IdX , so we have {yn}n≥1 ⊂ Bd(x̃j , 2V ). By
compactness of Bd(x̃j , 2V ) w.r.t. τ we have the existence of a subsequence {ynk

}k≥1 ⊂ Bd(x̃j , 2V )

such that ynk

τ→ y? for some y? ∈ Bd(x̃j , 2V ). We can now use the proved property (18) to obtain

V = lim infk→∞
∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), ynk
)2 ≥

∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), y
?)2.

Therefore, we have found y? ∈ X such that

∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), y
?)2 = inf{

∑n
i=1 λid(ϕ−1

i (x̃i), y)2 : y ∈ X ),

finishing the proof.

In the proof we also showed the existence of minimizers in (7), i.e. points used for “filling up”, under
the same assumptions. This is precisely (17).

Let us discuss the assumptions of Lemma B.1. Note that assumptions i), ii) and iii) are fulfilled in our
two important examples of X = Rd and X = P2(Rd). Indeed, for X = Rd this is clear, whereas
for X = P2(Rd) the role of the metric τ is played by the metric induced by weak convergence of
probability measures. For details check Chapter 7, The Metric Side of Optimal Transportation, in
[24]. As for Assumption iv), this is not a big restriction in our two examples, since this basically (in
practical terms) means that for each cluster we need at least one fully observed data point. Even if this
is not the case, we can still include the old barycenter with a small weight to enforce the existence of
minimizers, as done in Section 5 and Algorithm 1. This also helps numerically, as otherwise infinite
solutions for the generalized mean in the Euclidean case, and the generalized Wasserstein barycenter
in the case of probability measures, may exist.

C Further simulation experiments

Let us discuss some additional simulation experiments to evaluate the proposed method. In Section
7.1 we evaluated our method as an imputation method, but without the imputation step it can also
be viewed as a clustering algorithm. In the case of Euclidean data it can be viewed as a clustering
algorithm for points with missing values. Thus, we can also compare it to classical k-means after
imputing the missing data with the more standard methods for imputing missing values we used in
7.1. To recall, the standard methods for imputing missing values we consider are mean imputation,
median imputation, multiple imputation, K-nearest neighbour imputation, and imputation through
linear regression. However, in the case of clustering Euclidean points with missing data we also
consider the k-pod method which was introduced in [4]. These authors consider the same loss
function as we do in Example 3.1, i.e. (9), however they propose a different algorithm. To perform
the comparison, we use the same simulation from Section 7.1, i.e. sampling from a Gaussian Mixture
Model with k = 5 clusters in 10 dimensions and different settings of missing values. We use precisely
the same simulated data, and for each of those we apply classical k-means to cluster the points after
imputing them with a standard imputation method. For our proposed method, i.e. NA k-means, and
for the k-pod method, no imputation step is needed as these directly cluster points with missing
values. To evaluate the clustering results we use the so-called Rand index, also known as the Rand
score, introduced in [19]. It compares a baseline clustering (in our case, the labels from the normal
distribution of the Gaussian Mixture Model to which an observation belongs) to a clustering of the
data using an imputation and/or clustering algorithm. The Rand score takes values in [0, 1], with 0
meaning nothing is clustered the same, and 1 meaning the clusterings coincide except for renaming
of clusters. In particular, a higher Rand score corresponds to a better clustering method. In Table 2
we report the corresponding Rand scores ± standard errors for these simulations.

14



Table 2: Rand scores for Euclidean simulation.
settings NA k-means mean imp. median imp. multiple imp. KNN LR k-pod

β 0.0 0.82 ± 0.008 0.792 ± 0.008 0.786 ± 0.009 0.823 ± 0.007 0.747 ± 0.006 0.822 ± 0.008 0.713± 0.008
β 0.1 0.817 ± 0.008 0.799 ± 0.008 0.783 ± 0.009 0.824 ± 0.008 0.744 ± 0.006 0.823 ± 0.008 0.711± 0.008
β 0.2 0.823 ± 0.008 0.799 ± 0.009 0.778 ± 0.009 0.82 ± 0.008 0.743 ± 0.006 0.82 ± 0.007 0.7± 0.009
β 0.3 0.828 ± 0.008 0.797 ± 0.008 0.777 ± 0.009 0.83 ± 0.008 0.743 ± 0.006 0.822 ± 0.008 0.701± 0.009
β 0.4 0.829 ± 0.008 0.799 ± 0.008 0.78 ± 0.009 0.824 ± 0.007 0.744 ± 0.006 0.824 ± 0.007 0.698± 0.009
β 0.5 0.826 ± 0.008 0.8 ± 0.008 0.774 ± 0.009 0.828 ± 0.007 0.743 ± 0.006 0.826 ± 0.007 0.698± 0.008
β 0.6 0.822 ± 0.008 0.8 ± 0.008 0.772 ± 0.009 0.825 ± 0.007 0.742 ± 0.006 0.819 ± 0.007 0.691± 0.008
β 0.7 0.819 ± 0.008 0.796 ± 0.008 0.776 ± 0.009 0.818 ± 0.007 0.742 ± 0.006 0.818 ± 0.007 0.688± 0.008
β 0.8 0.813 ± 0.008 0.795 ± 0.008 0.778 ± 0.009 0.826 ± 0.007 0.737 ± 0.005 0.814 ± 0.007 0.685± 0.008
β 0.9 0.804 ± 0.008 0.793 ± 0.009 0.777 ± 0.009 0.819 ± 0.007 0.734 ± 0.006 0.811 ± 0.007 0.683± 0.008
β 1.0 0.8 ± 0.008 0.788 ± 0.008 0.769 ± 0.009 0.814 ± 0.007 0.729 ± 0.006 0.808 ± 0.007 0.682± 0.008

We can see that the introduced method NA k-means either performs best or lies within the standard
error of the best performing method for each setting of missing values when considering it solely
as clustering algorithm for points with missing data. The naive approaches of mean and median
imputation are outperformed.

Generalizing our results In our simulation scenarios we have two parameters concerning the
creation of missing values in the data. One is the quantile below which we remove values for each
dimension. The second one is hj , which is a uniform random variable per cluster which is then
correlated with the cluster size to decide what percentage of missing values per cluster is generated
additionally. In Section 7.1 and in the previous paragraph, the quantile is chosen as 25% quantile
and we set hj ∼ U(0, 2/k) where k is the number of clusters, i.e. 5, in the considered simulations.
Essentially, this fixes the share of missing values per simulated dataset. However, we want to vary
these two parameters in order to show the robustness of our method. In Table 3 and Table 4 we report
the corresponding results analogous to Table 1 and Table 2, respectively, when choosing 5 different
choices of the quantile and hj .

Table 3: Gromov Wasserstein distance for Euclidean simulation with varying share of missing values.
settings NA k-means. NA k-means-m mean imp. median imp. multiple imp. KNN LR

10% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.1)

β 0.0 0.742 ± 0.04 0.804 ± 0.042 1.48 ± 0.05 1.466 ± 0.046 0.916 ± 0.046 0.874 ± 0.043 0.913 ± 0.048
β 0.25 0.747 ± 0.039 0.864 ± 0.046 1.763 ± 0.05 1.724 ± 0.051 0.975 ± 0.047 1.036 ± 0.045 0.939 ± 0.046
β 0.5 0.828 ± 0.045 0.928 ± 0.043 2.058 ± 0.054 2.032 ± 0.057 1.009 ± 0.047 1.187 ± 0.048 0.976 ± 0.048
β 0.75 0.967 ± 0.046 0.982 ± 0.044 2.458 ± 0.066 2.414 ± 0.065 1.123 ± 0.046 1.406 ± 0.047 1.1 ± 0.047
β 1.0 1.099 ± 0.052 1.163 ± 0.053 2.94 ± 0.082 2.861 ± 0.082 1.273 ± 0.056 1.645 ± 0.053 1.324 ± 0.06

20% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.2)

β 0.0 1.622 ± 0.063 1.742 ± 0.069 3.247 ± 0.078 3.182 ± 0.077 1.777 ± 0.068 2.233 ± 0.074 1.795 ± 0.068
β 0.25 1.711 ± 0.064 1.798 ± 0.064 3.542 ± 0.082 3.465 ± 0.081 1.904 ± 0.076 2.444 ± 0.075 1.947 ± 0.077
β 0.5 1.816 ± 0.067 1.875 ± 0.069 3.863 ± 0.083 3.781 ± 0.086 2.053 ± 0.074 2.63 ± 0.077 2.126 ± 0.076
β 0.75 1.931 ± 0.066 1.985 ± 0.065 4.237 ± 0.093 4.154 ± 0.095 2.329 ± 0.082 2.765 ± 0.071 2.403 ± 0.085
β 1.0 2.062 ± 0.064 2.073 ± 0.064 4.629 ± 0.103 4.549 ± 0.105 2.612 ± 0.087 2.929 ± 0.072 2.695 ± 0.092

30% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.3)

β 0.0 2.866 ± 0.084 2.939 ± 0.087 5.274 ± 0.105 5.172 ± 0.107 3.33 ± 0.1 3.79 ± 0.091 3.413 ± 0.097
β 0.25 3.035 ± 0.082 3.062 ± 0.082 5.518 ± 0.106 5.409 ± 0.107 3.551 ± 0.1 3.913 ± 0.092 3.658 ± 0.099
β 0.5 3.093 ± 0.079 3.105 ± 0.08 5.764 ± 0.111 5.665 ± 0.112 3.773 ± 0.102 4.034 ± 0.096 3.871 ± 0.102
β 0.75 3.183 ± 0.082 3.205 ± 0.08 6.067 ± 0.117 5.971 ± 0.118 4.043 ± 0.109 4.138 ± 0.095 4.179 ± 0.107
β 1.0 3.251 ± 0.081 3.264 ± 0.08 6.349 ± 0.121 6.26 ± 0.124 4.342 ± 0.113 4.203 ± 0.097 4.462 ± 0.114

40% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.4)

β 0.0 4.341 ± 0.104 4.354 ± 0.105 7.536 ± 0.133 7.431 ± 0.138 5.633 ± 0.128 5.333 ± 0.117 5.725 ± 0.129
β 0.25 4.398 ± 0.102 4.407 ± 0.102 7.671 ± 0.131 7.551 ± 0.134 5.791 ± 0.127 5.395 ± 0.115 5.86 ± 0.129
β 0.5 4.487 ± 0.106 4.489 ± 0.106 7.82 ± 0.131 7.713 ± 0.135 5.901 ± 0.128 5.44 ± 0.117 6.055 ± 0.13
β 0.75 4.531 ± 0.104 4.536 ± 0.105 8.021 ± 0.136 7.904 ± 0.14 6.058 ± 0.126 5.486 ± 0.119 6.275 ± 0.134
β 1.0 4.528 ± 0.1 4.531 ± 0.1 8.206 ± 0.139 8.102 ± 0.144 6.284 ± 0.135 5.513 ± 0.12 6.46 ± 0.141

50% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.5)

β 0.0 5.59 ± 0.129 5.6 ± 0.129 9.895 ± 0.155 9.802 ± 0.16 8.012 ± 0.15 6.883 ± 0.142 8.12 ± 0.152
β 0.25 5.693 ± 0.123 5.701 ± 0.124 9.924 ± 0.151 9.823 ± 0.156 8.038 ± 0.15 6.861 ± 0.142 8.198 ± 0.146
β 0.5 5.677 ± 0.127 5.677 ± 0.127 9.982 ± 0.148 9.872 ± 0.151 8.106 ± 0.144 6.884 ± 0.138 8.26 ± 0.145
β 0.75 5.72 ± 0.128 5.72 ± 0.128 10.035 ± 0.148 9.938 ± 0.152 8.159 ± 0.151 6.88 ± 0.14 8.307 ± 0.147
β 1.0 5.705 ± 0.125 5.705 ± 0.125 10.09 ± 0.148 10.0 ± 0.151 8.252 ± 0.152 6.898 ± 0.14 8.399 ± 0.153
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From Table 3 we conclude that the proposed method NA k-means outperforms all the other considered
methods independent of the parameters needed for the missing value generation, when considering
the Gromov Wasserstein distance as evaluation measure.

Table 4: Rand scores for Euclidean simulation with various shares of missing values.
settings NA k-means mean imp. median imp. multiple imp. KNN LR k-pod

10% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.1)

β 0.0 0.916 ± 0.009 0.911 ± 0.008 0.903 ± 0.007 0.923 ± 0.008 0.919 ± 0.008 0.922 ± 0.008 0.863± 0.008
β 0.25 0.907 ± 0.009 0.908 ± 0.007 0.902 ± 0.007 0.919 ± 0.007 0.92 ± 0.007 0.926 ± 0.007 0.833± 0.008
β 0.5 0.913 ± 0.007 0.901 ± 0.007 0.891 ± 0.008 0.923 ± 0.007 0.909 ± 0.007 0.916 ± 0.007 0.817± 0.009
β 0.75 0.906 ± 0.007 0.891 ± 0.008 0.882 ± 0.007 0.903 ± 0.007 0.891 ± 0.007 0.904 ± 0.007 0.784± 0.008
β 1.0 0.883 ± 0.008 0.875 ± 0.008 0.854 ± 0.008 0.899 ± 0.007 0.857 ± 0.007 0.902 ± 0.006 0.75± 0.008

20% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.2)

β 0.0 0.85 ± 0.008 0.856 ± 0.009 0.856 ± 0.008 0.877 ± 0.008 0.834 ± 0.008 0.877 ± 0.008 0.783± 0.009
β 0.25 0.851 ± 0.008 0.849 ± 0.008 0.855 ± 0.007 0.878 ± 0.007 0.818 ± 0.007 0.871 ± 0.008 0.759± 0.009
β 0.5 0.861 ± 0.007 0.846 ± 0.009 0.842 ± 0.007 0.869 ± 0.007 0.805 ± 0.007 0.867 ± 0.007 0.74± 0.008
β 0.75 0.85 ± 0.008 0.84 ± 0.008 0.831 ± 0.008 0.857 ± 0.007 0.792 ± 0.006 0.858 ± 0.007 0.718± 0.008
β 1.0 0.832 ± 0.008 0.823 ± 0.008 0.806 ± 0.008 0.845 ± 0.007 0.767 ± 0.007 0.845 ± 0.007 0.696± 0.007

30% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.3)

β 0.0 0.804 ± 0.008 0.787 ± 0.009 0.78 ± 0.009 0.813 ± 0.008 0.727 ± 0.006 0.811 ± 0.008 0.703± 0.008
β 0.25 0.797 ± 0.007 0.783 ± 0.008 0.777 ± 0.009 0.799 ± 0.009 0.716 ± 0.006 0.801 ± 0.008 0.692± 0.008
β 0.5 0.79 ± 0.007 0.774 ± 0.008 0.761 ± 0.009 0.799 ± 0.007 0.717 ± 0.005 0.794 ± 0.006 0.678± 0.008
β 0.75 0.774 ± 0.007 0.775 ± 0.008 0.758 ± 0.009 0.789 ± 0.007 0.711 ± 0.005 0.792 ± 0.006 0.666± 0.008
β 1.0 0.762 ± 0.008 0.769 ± 0.007 0.743 ± 0.008 0.783 ± 0.007 0.697 ± 0.005 0.773 ± 0.008 0.662± 0.007

40% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.4)

β 0.0 0.729 ± 0.006 0.708 ± 0.009 0.698 ± 0.01 0.731 ± 0.006 0.665 ± 0.005 0.728 ± 0.007 0.636± 0.007
β 0.25 0.723 ± 0.006 0.709 ± 0.008 0.7 ± 0.01 0.728 ± 0.006 0.666 ± 0.005 0.729 ± 0.006 0.629± 0.008
β 0.5 0.713 ± 0.006 0.712 ± 0.008 0.695 ± 0.01 0.732 ± 0.007 0.665 ± 0.005 0.723 ± 0.006 0.628± 0.007
β 0.75 0.702 ± 0.007 0.704 ± 0.009 0.7 ± 0.009 0.73 ± 0.007 0.662 ± 0.004 0.718 ± 0.007 0.625± 0.007
β 1.0 0.695 ± 0.007 0.705 ± 0.008 0.696 ± 0.009 0.728 ± 0.006 0.659 ± 0.004 0.715 ± 0.006 0.626± 0.007

50% quantile and hj ∼ U(0, 0.5)

β 0.0 0.661 ± 0.005 0.632 ± 0.009 0.627 ± 0.009 0.663 ± 0.006 0.64 ± 0.004 0.655 ± 0.006 0.599± 0.008
β 0.25 0.658 ± 0.005 0.636 ± 0.01 0.633 ± 0.009 0.672 ± 0.006 0.637 ± 0.004 0.653 ± 0.006 0.598± 0.007
β 0.5 0.656 ± 0.006 0.641 ± 0.01 0.634 ± 0.009 0.674 ± 0.007 0.635 ± 0.004 0.657 ± 0.006 0.6± 0.007
β 0.75 0.653 ± 0.005 0.646 ± 0.009 0.635 ± 0.009 0.677 ± 0.006 0.638 ± 0.004 0.659 ± 0.006 0.601± 0.007
β 1.0 0.649 ± 0.006 0.643 ± 0.009 0.644 ± 0.008 0.683 ± 0.006 0.636 ± 0.004 0.659 ± 0.006 0.601± 0.007

In Table 4 we can see that also w.r.t. the Rand score, when NA k-means is solely viewed as clustering
procedure for Euclidean points with missing values, it competes with the best performing imputation
+ clustering techniques.

D An example highlighting NA k-means strength

We give a toy example highlighting a scenario in which the proposed method works well, and which
hopefully helps building some intuition. Therefore, we work in dimension 2 and consider Euclidean
points with missing values. In particular, we consider three clusters, the first and third one with 200
points each and the second one with 100 points, coming from the three Gaussians
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In order to model structural missingness of data, we assume that we only observe the y coordinate of
the points if it is positive, so missing values are created for non-positive y coordinates. This can be
seen in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: (left): The true points with true labels. (right) The observed points with the true labels.

In order to cluster in this situation, most methods for imputation lead to a bias by shifting up the points
with the unobserved y coordinates. Especially, as in this case there is essentially only one cluster with
points having negative y coordinates and they are the majority of that cluster. NA k-means however,
does not introduce this bias and therefore recovers the true cluster membership much better. The
corresponding rand scores in this example are in Table 5.

Table 5: Rand scores.

NA k-means mean imp. median imp. multiple imp. KNN LR k-pod

0.963 0.927 0.925 0.927 0.928 0.927 0.904

In Figure 4 below we present the corresponding observed clusterings, i.e. we plot the true points and
color them with the labels from the corresponding clustering method.

Figure 4: (first row, left to right): NA k-means, mean imputation, median imputation, multiple
imputation. (second row, left to right): KNN, LR, k-pod. The reader is encouraged to zoom in.

We can see that most methods solely base their clustering on the values of the x−coordinate. The
reason is that, by imputing the points coming from the turquoise cluster upwards, these points end up
having y−values similar to the y−values of the points with no missing values. The clustering coming
from NA k-means recovers the original cluster membership of the points the best.
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