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Abstract

We consider the problem of clustering grouped and functional data, which are indexed by
a covariate, and assessing the dependency of the clustered groups on the covariate. We assume
that each observation within a group is a draw from a mixture model. The mixture components
and the number of such components can change with the covariate, and are assumed to be
unknown a priori. In addition to learning the “local” clusters within each group we also assume
the existence of “global clusters” indexed over the covariate domain when the observations
across the groups are jointly analyzed. The number of globalclusters is also unknown and
to be inferred from the data. We propose a nonparametric Bayesian solution to this problem,
reposing on the theory of dependent Dirichlet processes, where the dependency among the
Dirichlet processes is regulated by a spatial or a graphicalmodel distribution indexed by the
covariate. Our proposed model, which we refer to as the graphical Dirichlet process mixture,
is capable of joint modeling and inference of both global andlocal clusters in a flexible and
computationally efficient manner. The global clusters are supported by a Dirichlet process,
while the local clusters are randomly selected using another hierarchy of Dirichlet processes.
We provide an analysis of the model properties, including a stick-breaking and a Pólya-urn
scheme characterization. The graphical and spatial dependency are investigated, along with
a discussion of the model identifiability. We present MCMC sampling methods, and discuss
the computational implications of using a spatial or a graphical model distribution as the base
measure in our model. Finally, the model behavior and inference algorithm are demonstrated
by several data examples, including a clustering analysis of the progesterone hormone data.

Keywords: local clustering, global clustering, mixture models, nonparametric Bayes, Dirich-
let process, Gaussian process, graphical model, spatial dependence, Markov chain Monte Carlo,
model identifiability
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1 Introduction

A common and useful practice in statistics is that of separating observations into groups (pop-
ulations) indexed by some covariate and analyzing the relationship among the groups via their
dependence on the covariate information. A particularly fruitful characterization of grouped data
is the use of mixture distributions to describe the populations in terms of clusters of similar behav-
iors. It is of interest to not only cluster the observations within each group, but to also assess how
these “local” clusters are related, shared and change – in a sense that needs to be made precise –
as the covariate varies across different groups.

As an example that motivates our work, consider the progesterone hormone behaviors in a
group of women during their monthly menstrual cycles. At anypoint during a monthly cycle,
the hormone levels are expected to be clustered into typicalbehaviors. Such local clusters evolve
throughout the monthly cycle. Moreover, the effects of possible contraceptive use add another layer
of variation. Individuals that use contraceptives may havegenerally distinct hormone behaviors
compared to those that do not, suggesting potential existence of “global” clusters. A global cluster
in this case is a monthly hormone curve represented by “typical” woman, while in general each
individual hormone curve could be considered as a hybrid curve that select values from any of
typical hormone curves at any time point during the monthly cycle. In this example, the covariate
indexes the time during the monthly cycle. In general, the covariate needs not encode spatial or
temporal information, and the observations from differentgroups can be of different data types.

In this paper we explore a model-based approach to clustering of grouped data and functional
data. The data are subdivided into a collection of groups indexed by a covariateu ∈ V , where
V is a set of group indices. Within each group we wish to find local clusters that capture latent
structure in the data. The number of clusters within each group is unknown and could vary from
one group to another. Between the groups we wish to find how thecluster centers may also vary.
In particular, we are also interested in the emergence of global clusters indexed overV , clusters
those that are formed when observations are viewed jointly across the groups.

Because the number of clusters is assumed to be unknown, a natural approach to this problem,
also the one that we pursue, is a nonparametric Bayesian approach based on Dirichlet processes
and their variants. A Dirichlet process DP(α0, G0) defines a distribution on (random) probabil-
ity measures, whereα0 is called the concentration parameter, and parameterG0 denotes the base
probability measure or centering distribution (Ferguson,1973). A random drawG from the Dirich-
let process (DP) is a discrete measure (with probability 1),which admits the well-known “stick-
breaking” representation (Sethuraman, 1994):

G =

∞
∑

k=1

πkδφk , (1)

where theφk’s are independent random variables distributed accordingto G0, δφk denotes an
atomic distribution concentrated atφk, and the stick breaking weightsπk are random and depend
only on parameterα0. Due to the discrete nature of the DP realizations, Dirichlet processes and
their variants have become an effective tool in mixture modeling and learning of clustered data.
The basic idea is to use the DP as a prior on the mixture components in a mixture model, where
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each mixture component is associated with an atom inG. The posterior distribution of the atoms
provides the probability distribution on mixture components, and also yields a probability distri-
bution of partitions of the data. The resultant mixture model, generally known as the Dirichlet
process mixture, was pioneered by the work of Antoniak (1974) and subsequentially developed by
a number of authors (Lo, 1984; Escobar and West, 1995; MacEachern and Muller, 1998).

Suppose that each group of data is modeled using a mixing distribution Gu, which is dis-
tributed according to a Dirichlet process DP(αu, G0;u). Many authors have considered ways
of introducing dependencies among the multiple DPs via links among parametersαu andG0;u

(e.g., Cifarelli and Regazzini (1978); Muliere and Petrone(1993); Mallick and Walker (1997); Tomlinson
(1998); Kleinman and Ibrahim (1998); MacEachern (1999); Carota and Parmigiani (2002); Muller et al.
(2004); DeIorio et al. (2004); Ishwaran and James (2001); Tomlinson and Escobar (2003); Teh et al.
(2006); Sudderth et al. (2008); Kim and Smyth (2007)). A common theme among the such propos-
als is to utilize the Bayesian hierarchical modeling framework, where the parameters are linked by
introducing a Bayesian hierarchy in which the parameters are assumed conditionally independent
draws from a probability distribution.

We highlight an elegant approach by Teh et al (2006), who proposed a fully nonparametric
hierarchical framework for linking multiple DP mixtures. To link among theGu, they assume
thatGu|α0, G0 ∼ DP(α0, G0). Moreover, the base probabily measureG0 is also random, and is
distributed according to another DP:G0|γ,H ∼ DP(γ,H). BecauseG0 is a discrete probability
measure with probability 1, the specification forGu’s implies that that theGu’s share the same
set of atoms that defineG0. This explicitly allows the different groups to share the same set of
mixture components, while the mixture weights vary across the groups. In contrast to Teh et al.
(2006) we are interested in modeling the linkage among the groups via their explicit dependence
on the covariateu while relaxing the assumption of exchangeability between groups.

In parametric modeling for multivariate data, a customary method to characterize complex
dependency among a group of variables is via a spatial distribution (process), assuming thatu en-
codes spatial information and that the group-specific distributions are spatially dependent (Cressie,
1993; Banerjee et al., 2004). More generally,u needs not represent spatial information, and dif-
ferent groups have observations of different data types (e.g., domains and cardinalities). In such
scenarios, a versatile modeling method is via graphical models (Lauritzen, 1996; Whittaker, 2009;
Jordan, 2004). A graphical model represents a class of jointprobability distributions for a given
collection of random variables indexed by a graph, and is characterized in terms of conditional
independence relations given by the graph’s structure. Moreover, graphical models with sparse
graphical structure have the virtue of dimensionality reduction, thereby facilitating improved com-
putational efficiency of inference (Jordan, 2004). Technically, we wish to link together a collection
of (infinite dimensional) random probability measures in ananalogous manner in which a spatial or
a graphical model links together a collection of (finite dimensional) random variables. Regardless
of our technical tools to be employed, there are a number of modeling issues that play the central
roles in determining the modeling strategy. For instance: How do the atoms (local clusters) across
groups vary along with the covariateu? How do the weights associating with mixture components
vary withu? How are the atoms across groups shared, given that the number of atoms may change
across different groups? What are the roles for global clusters when agregating data across the

3



groups? What is the relationship between local clusters andglobal clusters present in the model?
In one of the first papers that introduced spatially varying (and correlating) mixture distribu-

tions, Gelfand et al. (2005) proposed a random distributionover a population of functional data.
Their spatial Dirichlet process (SDP) model employs a Dirichlet process using a Gaussian process
as the base measure. The model is in effect an infinite mixtureof Gaussian process realizations,
which yields a collection of marginal distributionsGu’s indexed by locationu in the spatial do-
main. These DP-distributedGu are spatially varying, because the atoms across locationsu are
formed by random draws from the Gaussian process. However, the distributions at eachu share
the same weight vectorsπk, and the posterior distributions at eachu generally support the same
number of clusters. Thus, Gelfand et al’s modeling approachsupports only the notion of global
clustering for functional data, but it cannot account for the variation, say, in the number of local
clusters across the index setV .

In this paper we offer a simple solution to the modeling of both global clusters and spatially
varying local clusters, reposing on several elements utilized in the described modeling frameworks
of Gelfand et al. (2005) and Teh et al. (2006). The proposed model is easy to describe: For each
group indexed byu, we assume thatGu ∼ DP(αu, Qu), whereQu is a base measure for the DP
associated withu. To link theQu’s together, we letQu be the marginal distribution atu of a
stochastic processQ indexed byu ∈ V . We forceQ to be discrete and yet have broad support, by
assuming thatQ is a random draw from a Dirichlet process DP(γ,H). To induce the dependence
on the covariateu ∈ V , H is taken to be a spatial process indexed byu ∈ V , or more generally a
graphical model defined on the collection of variables indexed byV . In summary, we obtain the
following hierarchical specification:

Q|γ,H ∼ DP(γ,H)

Gu|αu, Q ∼ DP(αu, Qu) for eachu ∈ V, (2)

which we shall refer to as a graphical Dirichlet process (GDP).
The GDP can be viewed as specific instance of a very general framework for dependent Dirich-

let processes outlined by MacEachern (1999) and MacEachernet al. (2001). In this framework the
random variablesπk andφk in (1) are general stochastic processes indexed byu ∈ V . That is, each
Gu can be written as (using modified notations):

Gu =
∞
∑

k=1

πukδφuk .

There are a number of recent work that proposed spatially varying mixture models, mainly starting
from the stick-breaking representation given above. Griffin and Steel (2006) proposed the Order-
based dependent Dirichlet processes, which incorporate the dependence ofπuk onu by introducing
a random permutation process indexed byu ∈ V . This permutation process is used to define the
weightsπuk, thereby inducing their dependence onu. Dunson and Park (2008) proposed the
Kernel stick breaking processes, whereπuk’s are also dependent onu. This is achieved by using an
(typically) exponential kernel function to parameterizeπuk, so that nearby locations have similar
weights with high probability. These works do not support the notion of global clustering, and
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as we shall see, the kinds of spatial dependency in these models are very different from the GDP
mixture model.

Spatially varying mixture models, especially those arising in nonparametric Bayesian literature
are typically motivated from applications to functional data (Duan et al., 2007; Rasmussen and Ghahramani,
2002; Petrone et al., 2009; Rodriguez et al., 2009; Dunson, 2008; Nguyen and Gelfand, 2009).
These proposed models for functional data have a desired feature that the marginal distributions
at each locationu are spatially correlated. On the other hand, they are significantly more com-
plex in behavior and more computationally demanding than models for dependent measures such
those proposed by Dunson and Park (2008); Griffin and Steel (2006), and our proposed GDP. This
is due to the fact that models for functional data specify a random distribution for a collection
of functions (e.g., curves or surfaces). For instance, in the modeling frameworks of Duan et al.
(2007); Rasmussen and Ghahramani (2002); Petrone et al. (2009) a random curve can be viewed
as a hybrid curve, which takes in different mixture components associating with different “canon-
ical” curves in different locations. These works offer waysof specifying a prior distribution that
encourages the spatial dependency of the mixture componentassignment at neighboring locations.
If the individual function are expected to admit a high probability of mixture component switching
as it goes from one location to another neighboring location, the corresponding prior needs to have
a broad support for arbitrarily non-smooth functions. The resultant models are complex, requiring
a large amount of data to fit and generally incuring expensiveamount of computations. These
points were illustrated by Nguyen and Gelfand (2009), who presented an identifiability and poste-
rior consistency analysis for one such model. As a result, although motivated by local clustering
aspects in data, the majority of proposed models mentioned above focused mainly on the interpo-
lation and prediction aspects of the functional data analysis, not on the learning of the clusters per
se.

Indeed, the most distinctive aspect that distinguishes GDPfrom the existing works mentioned
above is that it provides a simple and in our view computationally attractive solution to the mod-
eling of both global and local clusters present in the data. In the first stage, the Dirichlet process
using a high-dimensional base measure provides support forglobal atoms, which in turn provide
support forlocal atoms for multiple groups in the second stage. A global atom is a realization
from the high-dimensional base measureH. In particular, the DP associating with each group
in the second stage randomly selects the corresponding partof the global atoms. The resultant
distributions over the local atoms have a number of interesting properties: Mixture distributions
associating with different locations may use the support from different subsets of global atoms.
Not only could different groups have different number of local atoms (i.e., local clusters), the base
measureH induces the desired dependency so that similar groups (suchas those indexed by nearby
locations) are more likely to share the same global atoms (global clusters), thereby having more
similar local clusters. The role of global atoms in the underlying global clusters is also flexible:
each global atom could be viewed as providing a center of a global cluster, but it is not necessary
that all components of a global factor vector contribute thesupport for such global cluster centers.
All these properties shall be illustrated and quantified in the main sections of the paper. See, for
instance, Figure 2 for an illustration on the relationship between local clusters and global clusters.

Combining aspects of global and local clustering within a single modeling framework has
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proved to be a challenging exercise, as evidenced in existing works of Duan et al. (2007); Petrone et al.
(2009); Nguyen and Gelfand (2009) for functional data analysis. Although the proposed models in
these works can represent both global and local clusters, the complexity of the models requires that
in practice the number of local clusters has to be specified upfront. We argue that if there is a high
probability of switching among mixture components for eachindividual curve as one moves from
one locationu to another, then it is no longer beneficial to model distribution for individual curves
explicitly, due to the model complexity and potentially anomalous behavior of the prior. On the
other hand, our model is particularly suitable for such situations, because we bypass the modeling
of individual functional curves, focusing instead on the modeling of the underlying global clusters
and the random selection of local clusters within each groupindexed byu.

When applied to sequential data (e.g., temporal data), our model offers a fundamentally differ-
ent approach from several existing works on the infinite hidden Markov models (iHMM) (Beal et al.,
2002; Teh et al., 2006; Fox et al., 2009). Although the iHMM can also represent the evolution of
spatially varying clusters, our model is arguably more flexible as it is not restricted to a discrete
index spaceV , nor is it required to satisfy the Markov properties inherent in the iHMM. We must
also mention a recent paper on hyper Dirichlet processes (Heinz, 2009), which can be viewed as a
graphical models of the DP’s. The hyper DPs have some similarity with the SDP of Gelfand et al.
(2005), although it is a more restrictive class of models having rather stringent conditions on the
base measure.

As described above, our proposed model owes several elements in its construction to two key
modeling ideas that have been quite influential in the recentliterature of nonparametric Bayesian
modeling using Dirichlet processes. The first element, exemplified by Gelfand et al (2005), is the
“nesting” of a stochastic process as the base measure for a Dirichlet process to induce dependency
on the covariates. The second element is the “sharing” of mixture components by allowing the base
measure of the Dirichlet process to be discrete. This is achieved by taking a fully nonparametric
hierarchical approach advocated by Teh and Jordan (2010). The proposed GDP model can in turn
be viewed as a nontrivial generalization of both the SDP of Gelfand et al, and the HDP of Teh et al.
As we shall demonstrate in this paper, the GDP possesses a substantially rich range of behaviors
that are particularly conductive to the simultaneous modeling of global and local clustering that
most of the existing works are not well equipped for.

To clarify on the connections to both the HDP and the SDP, suppose that the distributionH is
“collapsed” to a distribution of a single elementφu, by insisting thatφv = φu for all v ∈ V . Then,
the Dirichlet processesGu’s become iid conditionally onQ. The resultant model is exactly the
HDP. This generalization, in our view, is significant in broadening the richness and applicability
of the hierarchical nonparametric framework, by fusing it with existing multivariate stochastic
models for representing complex dependency in high dimensional data. Turning to the connection
to the SDP, if we let the concentration parametersαu → ∞ for all u ∈ V , each DP realization
Gu tends toQu in distribution. The resultant model can be viewed as the SDP. In addition, our
choice of allowing the base measureH to be an arbitrary graphical model rather than a standard
spatial process (such as the Gaussian process in the SDP) is avariation of the same theme, but
one that can significantly extend the applicability of the nested framework to problems beyond the
domain of spatial statistics, and that allows us to potentially improve the computational efficiency
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of inference, by exploiting the rich literature on computational methods that have been developed
for probabilistic graphical models in recent years.

In summary, the graphical Dirichlet process that we proposefor local and global clustering of
grouped data and functional data can be viewed as a canonicalexample of a dependency model for
multiple (and possibly infinite number of) Dirichlet processes, whose dependency is regulated by
a multivariate distribution or a stochastic process. It involves a Bayesian hierarchy where the base
measures for a collection of Dirichlet processes are marginals of a a stochastic process, which itself
is distributed according to a Dirichlet process. Because the Dirichlet process can be expressed in a
number of equivalent constructions, including the stick-breaking representation and the Pólya urn
sampling scheme, this suggests straightforward extensions of the model along different directions
that each of these distinct representations can offer to achieve far richer model behaviors.

The paper outline is as follows. Section 2 provides a description of the GDP mixture model,
starting with a brief background on the DP mixture in section2.1, while the model definition is
given in section 2.3. Section 3 explores the GDP mixture in more detail. It includes a stick-
breaking characterization in section 3.1, an analysis of the underlying graphical and spatial depen-
dency in section 3.2, a Pólya-urn sampling characterization in section 3.3, which also illuminates
the roles of global and local clusters captured by the model.The issue of model identifiability
is discussed in section 3.4. The alternative representations in the previous sections are crucial in
paving way for our presentation of inference methods for theGDP in Section 4. In particular, we
describe two MCMC sampling methods: The marginal approach in section 4.1 exploits the Pólya
urn characterization, which allows us to integrate out Dirichlet process random measures, as well
as the base measure in the model. The conditional approach insection 4.3 exploits the the stick-
breaking reprepresentation and resorts to sampling parameters under such representation. In both
approaches, the implications of using either a spatial or a graphical model as our centering distri-
bution are discussed in detail. Section 5 presents several experiment results. Section 6 concludes
the paper. Some additional details are included in the Appendix.

2 Model formalization

2.1 Dirichlet process mixture

This section provides a brief background of the Dirichlet process. The notations introduced in this
section only serve the background purposes, and are independent from the remaining sections in
the paper. Let(Θ,B, G0) be a probability space, andα0 > 0. A Dirichlet process DP(α0, G0)
is defined to be the distribution of a random probability measureG over(Θ,B) such that, for any
finite measurable partition(A1, . . . , Ar) ofΘ, the random vector(G(A1), . . . , G(Ar)) is distributed
as a finite dimensional Dirichlet distribution with parameters(α0G0(A1), . . . , α0G0(Ar)).

Dirichlet processes were introduced by Ferguson (1973), who proved its existence and also
showed that probability measures drawn from a Dirichlet process are discrete with probability one.
This property is made explicit in thestick-breaking construction due to Sethuraman (1994), who
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showed that a random measureG distributed by DP(α0, G0) has the representation:

G =

∞
∑

k=1

πkδφk ,

where(φk)∞k=1 are iid draws fromG0, andδφk denotes an atomic probability measure concentrated
at atomφk. The sequenceπ = (πk)

∞
k=1 are refered to as “stick-breaking” weights, and can be

expressed in terms of independent beta variables:πk = π′
k

∏k−1
l=1 (1 − π′

l), where(π′
l)
∞
l=1 are iid

draws from Beta(1, α0).
Note thatπ satisfies

∑∞

k=1 πk = 1 with probability one, and can be viewed as a random
probabity measure on the positive integers. For notationalconvenience, we writeπ ∼ GEM(α0),
following Pittman (2002).

Another useful viewpoint for the Dirichlet process is givenby the Pólya urn scheme, which
shows that draws from the Dirichlet process are both discrete and exhibit a clustering property.
From a computational perspective, the Pólya urn scheme provides a method for sampling from
the random distributionG, by integrating outG. More concretely, let atomsθ1, θ2, . . . are iid
random variables distributed according toG. BecauseG is random,θ1, θ2, . . . are exchangeable.
Blackwell and MacQueen (1973) showed that the conditional distribution ofθi givenθ1, . . . , θi−1

has the following form:

[θi|θ1, . . . , θi−1, α0, G0] ∼

i−1
∑

l=1

1

i− 1 + α0
δθl +

α0

i− 1 + α0
G0.

This expression shows thatθi has a positive probability of being equal to one of the previous draws
θ1, . . . , θi−1. Moreover, the more often an atom is drawn, the more likely itis to be drawn in the
future, suggesting a clustering property induced by the random measureG.

A Dirichlet process mixture model utilizesG as the prior on the mixture componentθ. Com-
bining with a likelihood functionP (y|θ) = F (θ), the DP mixture model is given as:

θi|G ∼ G,

yi|θi ∼ F (θi). (3)

Such mixture models have been studied in the pioneering workof Antoniak (1974) and subse-
quentially by a number of authors (Lo, 1984; Escobar and West, 1995; MacEachern and Muller,
1998), and provide the basis for the graphical Dirichlet process mixtures that we will introduce in
the sequel.

2.2 Setting and notations

We are interested in problems where the observations are organized into groups. Although the
observations within each group are assumed to be exchangeable, the groups are not. In fact,
the groups are indexed by a covariateu ∈ V , whereV is a set of indices. To be precise, let
yu1, yu2, . . . , yunu

be the observations obtained within groupu. Assuming that each observation is
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drawn independently from a mixture model, and that there is amixture component associated with
each observation.

Let (Θ,B) be a measurable space, whereΘ =
∏

u∈V Θu. Let θui ∈ Θu denote the parameter
specifying the mixture component associated withyui. We will refer to the variablesθui aslocal
factors indexed by covariateu. LetF (θui) denote the distribution of observationyui given the local
factorθui. LetGu denote a prior distribution for the local factors(θui)∞i=1. We assume that the local
factorsθui’s are conditionally independent givenGu. As a result we have the following model:

θui|Gu ∼ Gu

yui|θui ∼ F (θui).

In the sequel we shall also encounter the notion ofglobal factors, which are denoted byφ and
ψ. These are high dimensional vector (or function) whose components are indexed by covariateu.
That is,φ = (φu)u∈V , andψ = (ψu)u∈V . To be clear, we always usei to denote the numbering
index forθu (so we haveθui). We always uset andk to denote the number index for instances of
ψ’s andφ’s, respectively (e.g.,ψt andφk). The elements of a vectorψt and aφk are denoted by
ψut andφuk. We may also use lettersv andw besideu to denote the group indices.

2.3 Graphical Dirichlet process mixtures

We would like to link together the collection of mixture distributionsGu using a dependency that
can be described in terms of the covariateu ∈ V . In some applications,u may describe the spatial
information of the groups, and one could envision the spatial dependency among the groups. For
instance,V ⊂ R

r, for some natural numberr, and the groups at nearby locationsu ∈ V ’s are
expected to have similar clustering behavior. In other applications,V could be viewed as a finite
collection of nodes in a graph, which is endowed with a collection of indirected edgesE. The
groups indexed byv ∈ V possess conditional independence relations as specified bygraphical
model(V,E). Thus the spatial dependency or graphical dependency can bedescribed by placing
a spatial or graphical model distribution on the collectionof variables indexed byV , respectively.
Regardless of this modeling detail, we shall often refer to the group indexu as a location, and use
the terms “spatial” and “graphical” model interchangeably.

Let Q be a distribution for random vectorφ = (φu : u ∈ V ) whose components are indexed
by u ∈ V . LetQu denote the induced marginal distribution ofφu. Our model posits that for each
u ∈ V , Gu is a random measure distributed as a Dirichlet process with concentration parameter
αu, and base probability measureQu:

Gu|αu, Q ∼ DP(αu, Qu).

The distributionGu varies around the centering distributionQu, with the amount of variability
given byαu. Conditioning onQ, theGu’s are independent with spatially varying meansQu.
The probability measureQ is random, and distributed as a Dirichlet process with concentration
parameterγ and base probability measureH:

Q|γ,H ∼ DP(γ,H).
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In summary, collecting the above specifications give us a nonparametric Bayesian model for
graphically and/or spatially dependent Dirichlet processmixtures, which we term thegraphical
Dirichlet process mixture model:

Q|γ,H ∼ DP(γ,H).

Gu|αu, Q ∼ DP(αu, Qu), for all u ∈ V

θui|Gu ∼ Gu for all u, i

yui|θui ∼ F (θui) for all u, i.

The hyperparameters for the graphical Dirichlet process consist of the base line probability
measureH, and the concentration parametersγ andαu; u ∈ V . Although it is possible to envision
a spatial or a graphical model prior on(αu : u ∈ V ), in this paper, we shall place independent
gamma priors onγ and theαu’s, following Escobar and West (1995). The baselineH provides the
prior distribution for what we refer to asglobal factorsφ = (φu : u ∈ V ). The distributionQ
varies around priorH, with the amount of variability is governed byγ. Moreover,Q is discrete
with probability 1, which can be represented in terms of multivariate atoms that are independent
draws fromH.

The global and the local factors provide distinct representations for both global clusters and
local clusters that we envision being present in data. Localfactors provide the support for local
cluster centers at eachu. As we shall see, these local clusters are spatially varying(and correlated).
The global factors in turn provide the support for the local clusters, but they also provide the support
for global cluster centers in the data, when observations are aggregated across different groups.

Throughout the paper we shall elaborate on the statistical and computational properties of the
GDP model by considering the following two specific examplesfor the base measureH.

Example 1 (Spatial modelH). Suppose that the observations are collected over a geographical
areaV ⊂ R

r, for some natural numberr. A customary choice of spatial prior distributionH that
works well for many application is a Gaussian process given by a mean functionµ : V → R and a
covariance functionρ : V ×V → R (Cressie, 1993; Banerjee et al., 2004). Restricting to locations
where observations are available, we obtain that underH, φ ∼ N(µ,Σ) for some mean vector
µ and covariance matrixΣ. As we shall see, it is simple to incorporate spatial structure into a
Gaussian distribution specification by parameterizing thecovariance functionρ using a metric in
V .

Example 2 (Graphical modelH). Graphical models (also known as Markov random fields for
undirected graphs) offer a far richer class of probability distributions for high dimensional data,
along with computationally efficient methods for statistical inference (Lauritzen, 1996; Whittaker,
2009; Jordan, 2004). SupposeV is a finite collection of nodes in a graph(V,E), whereE denotes
the the collection of undirected edges that connect pairs ofnodes in the graph. A graphical model
distributionH for φ = (φu : u ∈ V ) is a probability distribution satisfying the conditional
independence relations: Forφ ∼ H, φu ⊥ φw|φv, v ∈ N(u), whereN(u) denotes the set ofu’s
neighbors given by the graph. If the underlying graph is tree-structured (i.e., there is a single path
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connecting every pair of nodes in the graph), then the joint probability distribution underH admits
a specially simple representation:

p(φ|H) =

∏

(u,v)∈E p(φu, φv|H)
∏

u∈V p(φu|H)
.

The conditional independence relations specified by the graphical structure imposes a degree of
dimensionality reduction in the space of probability distributions, and more crucially, they facilitate
a wide array of computationally efficience inference algorithms which exploit the sparse structure
of the graph (Lauritzen, 1996; Jordan, 2004).

3 Model properties

3.1 Stick-breaking representation

Given that the multivariate base measureQ is distributed as a Dirichlet process, it can be expressed
using a stick-breaking representation:

Q =
∞
∑

k=1

βkδφk
.

Each atomφk is multivariate and denoted byφk = (φuk : u ∈ V ). Theφk’s are independent
draws fromH, andβ = (βk)

∞
k=1 ∼ GEM(γ). Theφk’s andβ are mutually independent. The

marginal induced byQ at each locationu ∈ V is:

Qu =

∞
∑

k=1

βkδφuk . (4)

Since eachQu has support at the points(φuk)∞k=1, eachGu necessarily has support at these
points as well, and can be written as:

Gu =

∞
∑

k=1

πukδφuk . (5)

Let πu = (πuk)
∞
k=1. SinceGu’s are independent givenQ, the weightsπu’s are independent

givenβ. Following an argument of Teh et al (2006) it is possible to derive the relationship between
πu’s and the global weightsβ. In particular, ifH is non-atomic, it is necessary and sufficient for
Gu defined by Eq. (5) satisfiesGu ∼ DP(αuQu) that the following holds:

πu ∼ DP(αu, β).

Here, we interpretπu andβ as probability measures on the set of positive integers. IfH is atomic,
the above relationship is sufficient, but not necessary.
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The relationship betweenπu andβ can be made more explicit. Recall that the stick-breaking
representation for Dirichlet processes defines the variablesβk’s as follows:

βk = β ′
k

k−1
∏

l=1

(1− β ′
l) whereβ ′

k ∼ Beta(1, γ).

For the weightsπuk’s, we have:

πuk = π′
uk

k−1
∏

l=1

(1− π′
ul) whereπ′

uk ∼ Beta(αuβk, αu(1−
k

∑

l=1

βl)).

In sum, we obtain an equivalent representation of the graphical Dirichlet process mixtures in
terms of the atom and weight variables. As in the Dirichlet process mixture model, since each
local factorθui is distributed according toGu, it takes on the valueφuk with probabilityπuk. Let
zui ∈ {1, 2, . . .} be the indicator variable such thatθui = φu(zui). The model can be expressed as
follows:

β|γ ∼ GEM(γ)

πu|αu,β ∼ DP(αu,β)

zui|πu ∼ πu (6)

φk = (φuk : u ∈ V ) ∼ H

yui|zui, (φuk)
∞
k=1 ∼ F (φu(zui)).

From the stick-breaking representation, the global factors (φk)
∞
k=1 provide the support for the

global cluster centers that underlie the data aggregated acrossu ∈ V . Probability measureQ is the
random distribution over such global factors. ProbabilitymeasuresGu’s provide the distribution
for the local factors, which play the role of centers for the local clusters at each locationu.

3.2 Graphical and spatial dependency

This section explores the statistical dependency between Dirichlet processesGu for u ∈ V . Fig-
ure 1(left) depicts a graphical model representation of theGDP where each unshaded node in the
graph is associated with a random distribution. Figure 1(right) depicts a graphical model for the
GDP represented in terms of weights and atoms. To avoid cluttering, we exclude the observations
yui’s from the illustrations.

We shall consider specific examples of the base measureH. In the first example,H is a
distribution given by a graphical model governed by conditional independence specifications. In
the second example,H is a spatial distribution on a spatial domainV .

Example 1 (Graphical modelH). For concreteness, we consider a graphical modelH of three
variablesφu, φv, φw which are associated with three locationsu, v, w ∈ V . Moreover, the graphical
model is chain-structured in the ordering ofu, v, w so that underH, there holdsφu ⊥ φw|φv.

12
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Figure 1. Left: The GDP is depicted as a graphical model, where each unshaded nodes represent a
random distribution. Right: A graphical model representation of the GDP using the stick-breaking
parameterization.

Let ψ = (ψu, ψv, ψw) be a random draw fromQ. BecauseQ is distributed as a Dirichlet
process with base measureH, ψ takes values among the global factors(φk)

∞
k=1, which are iid

draws fromH. Thus,
ψu ⊥ ψw|ψv.

It also follows directly from the definition of Dirichlet processes that at each locationu ∈ V ,
the marginal distributionQu of variableψu is random andQu|γ,H ∼ DP(γ,Hu). Moreover, in
general theQu’s are mutually dependent regardless of any independence relations thatH might
confer.

This fact can be easily seen from Eq. (4). With probability 1,all Qu’s share the sameβ. It
follows thatQu ⊥ Qw|Qv,β. Becauseβ is random, the conditional independence relation no
longer holds amongQu, Qw, Qv in general1. At first, this seems to be an unwelcoming feature, at
least from a computational standpoint. However, as we shallelaborate in Section 4, our inference
method does not involve these random measuresGu’s directly. Rather, it is possible to do inference
directly on the space of atomsφ’s, ψ’s andθu’s for all u ∈ V , where the independence relations
inherited fromH can provide significant computational savings. From a modeling standpoint, the
dependency among theQu’s is actually quite natural for our purpose, asQ provides the distribution
for the global factors associated with global clustering.

Turning now to distributionsGu for each local factorsφu, we note thatGu, Gv, Gw are inde-
pendent givenQ. Moreover, for eachu ∈ V , the support ofGu is the same as that ofQu (i.e.,θui
for i = 1, 2, . . . take value among(ψut)∞t=1). Integrating over the randomQ, for any measurable

1Heinz (2009) explores stringent conditions forH under which the conditional independence relations continue to
hold, e.g.,Qu ⊥ Qw|Qv.
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partitionA ⊂ Θu, there holds:

E[Gu(A)|H ] = E[E[Gu(A)|Q]|H ] = E[Qu(A)|H ] = Hu(A). (7)

In summary, we have shown that the conditional independencerelations confered by the base
measureH are inheritted by distributionQ on global factorsψ. Theψ’s take values in the set of
(φk)

∞
k=1 ∼ H. Moreover, the global factorsψ ∼ Q provide the support set for the local factors

φu’s at eachu ∈ V . The prior mean of the local factorsφu’s are also derived from the prior mean
of the global factors.

Example 2 (Spatial modelH). To quantify more detailed dependency among the Dirichlet mix-
tures for different groupsu ∈ V , in the following we shall endow the global factorsφwith a spatial
prior distributionH. Let V ⊂ R

r. H is taken to be a second-order stochastic process indexed by
v ∈ V . A customary choice forH is a Gaussian process. In effect, we have a prior distribution
onφ = (φu : u ∈ V ) with meanµ = (µu : u ∈ V ), and covariance matrix whose entries take a
standard exponential form:ρ(u, v) = σ2 exp−{ω‖u−v‖}. LetΣ be the corresponding covariance
matrix forφ ∼ H. (The spatial prior just described can of course be viewed asa graphical model,
whose associated graph is completely connected.)

As before, global factorψ = (ψu : u ∈ V ) is a random draw fromQ, which inherits the spatial
dependency given byH. In particular,ψ is a Gaussian vector with meanµ and covariance matrix
Σ. Moreover, theψt’s provide support for Dirichlet process mixtureGu at each locationu ∈ V .
For any measurable partitionA ⊂ Θu, we also have the property expressed by Eq. (7). We are
interested in expressions for variation and correlation measures. Bringing in another measurable
partitionB ⊂ Θv, letHuv(A,B) := p(φu ∈ A, φv ∈ B|H). For the weight vectorβ ∼ GEM(γ),
we define

g(γ) := E

∞
∑

k=1

β2
k =

1

γ + 1
.

Applying stick-breaking representation in Eq. (4), it is simple to derive that:

E[Qu(A)Qv(B)|H ] = g(γ)Huv(A,B) + (1− g(γ))Hu(A)Hv(B)

E[Qu(A)
2|H ] = g(γ)Hu(A) + (1− g(γ))Hu(A)

2

Cov(Qu(A), Qv(B)|H) = g(γ)(Huv(A,B)−Hu(A)Hv(B))

Var(Qu(A)|H) = g(γ)(Hu(A)−Hu(A)
2),

so that for any pair of distinct locations(u, v), there holds:

Corr(Qu(A), Qv(B)) :=
Cov(Qu(A), Qv(B)|H)

Var(Qu(A)|H)1/2Var(Qv(B)|H)1/2

=
(Huv(A,B)−Hu(A)Hv(B))

(Hu(A)−Hu(A)2)1/2(Hv(B)−Hv(B)2)1/2
. (8)

It is worth noting that the expected correlation betweenQu(A) andQu(B) depends only on
base measureH, and not on concentration parameterγ. For any pair of locationsu, v ∈ V ,

14



if ‖u − v‖ → ∞, it follows that ρ(u, v) = Cov(φu, φv|H) → 0. Due to standard proper-
ties of Gaussian variables,φu andφv become less dependent of each other, andHuv(A,B) −
Hu(A)Hv(B) → 0, so thatCorr(Qu(A), Qv(B)) → 0. On the other hand, let ifu → v, we obtain
thatCorr(Qu(A), Qv(A)) → 1, as desired.

Turning to distributionsGu’s for the local factors, we have

E[Gu(A)Gv(B)|H ] = E[E[Gu(A)Gv(B)|Q]|H ] = E[Qu(A)Qv(B)|H ],

where the second equality is due to the fact thatGu ⊥ Gu|Q. As derived above, this expression de-
pends only on base measureH and the (global) concentration parameterγ. However, the variation
at each locationu depends on bothγ andαu (along withH). Let g(αu) = 1/(αu + 1). Because
Gu|Q ∼ DP(αu, Qu), as before we have:

E[Gu(A)|Q] = Qu(A)

Var(Gu(A)|Q) = g(αu)(Qu(A)−Qu(A)
2),

so that,

Var(Gu(A)|H) = E[Var(Gu(A)|Q)|H ] + Var(E[Gu(A)|Q]|H)

= g(αu)(Hu(A)− E[Qu(A)
2|H ]) + Var(Qu(A)|H)

= (g(γ) + g(αu)− g(γ)g(αu))(Hu(A)−Hu(A)
2). (9)

Eq. (9) exhibits an interesting decomposition of variance.Comparing withVar(Qu(A)|H), we
observe thatg(γ) plays the role as a coefficient in the variance ofQu(A). ForGu(A), the coefficient
can be expressed asg(γ) + g(αu)(1− g(γ)). It is then clear that

Var(Gu(A)|H) ≥ Var(Qu(A)|H).

That is, at any location the variation of local factors is greater than that of the global factor evaluated
at the same location. The extra variation is governed by concentration parameterαu. If αu → ∞
so thatg(αu) → 0, the local variation atu disappears, with the remaining variation contributed
by the global factors only. On the other hand, ifαu → 0 so thatg(αu) → 1, the local variation
contributed byGu completely dominates the global variation contributed byQu.

Finally, we compare the correlation measures for distributions in the two stages in our hierachi-
cal model:

Corr(Gu(A), Gv(B)) =
g(γ)Corr(Qu(A), Qv(B)|H)

(g(γ) + g(αu)− g(γ)g(αu))1/2(g(γ) + g(αv)− g(γ)g(αv))1/2
. (10)

It is simple to see that

Corr(Gu(A), Gv(B)|H) ≤ Corr(Qu(A), Qv(B)|H).

This is a natural property – the correlation across the locations inV among the distributionsGu’s
of the local factors are bounded from above than the correlation among the distributionQu’s for
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Figure 2. Illustration of the assignments of mixture component membership via global and local
factor variables for two groups indexed byu andv.

the global factors. Note thatCorr(Gu(A), Gv(B)) vanishes as‖u−v‖ → ∞. Note also the depen-
dence on concentration parametersγ andαu. The correlation measure increases as eitherαu orαv
increases. The dependence onγ is quite interesting. Asγ ranges from0 to∞ so thatg(γ) decreases
from1 to0, and as a result the correlation measure ratioCorr(Gu(A), Gv(B))/Corr(Qu(A), Qv(B))
decreases from1 to 0.

The described properties demonstrate the important role ofthe Bayesian hierarchy in the GDP
model, as they bring about the needed and rich distinctions in behaviors for the distributions of the
global and the local factors.

3.3 Ṕolya-urn characterization

A valuable property of the GDP mixture model is that it fully retains the Pólya-urn characterization
of the canonical Dirichlet process mixtures. This is usefulin highlighting both local clustering and
global clustering aspects that are present naturally in ourmodel, and in suggesting a simple Gibbs
sampling algorithm.

The Pólya-urn characterization is given as a sampling scheme for both the global and local fac-
tors by integrating out random measuresQ andGu’s. Recall that the global factorsφ1,φ2, . . . are
i.i.d. random variables distributed according toH. Eachφk is multivariate, and can be expressed
in vector formφk = (φuk)u∈V . We also introduced random vectorsψt = (ψut)u∈V which are
i.i.d. draws fromQ. Finally, for each locationu ∈ V , we have local factor variablesθui which are
distributed according toGu.
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Note that eachψt is associated with oneφk, and eachθui is associated with oneψut. Let tui be
the index of theψut associated with the local factorθui, andkt be the index of theφk associated
with the global factorψt. LetK be the present number of distinct global factorsφk. The sampling
process starts withK = 0 and increasesK as needed. We also need notations for counts. We
use notationnut to denote the present number of local factorsθul taking valueψut. nu denotes the
number of local factors at groupu (which is also the number of observations at groupu). nu·k is the
number of local factors atu taking valueφuk. Letmu denote the number of factorsψt that provide
supports for groupu. The notationqk denotes the number of global factorsψt’s taking valueφk,
while q· denotes the total number of global factorsψt’s. To be clear, these count variables are
related by the following relations:

nut =
∑

i

I(tui = t); nu·k =
∑

t

nutI(kt = k); nu =
∑

t

nut;

mu =
∑

t

I(nut > 0); qk =
∑

t

I(kt = k); q· =
∑

k

qk.

First, consider the conditional distribution forθui givenθu1, θu2, . . . , θu,i−1, andQ, where the
Gu is integrated out:

θui|θu1, . . . , θu,i−1, αu, Q ∼
mu
∑

t=1

nut
i− 1 + αu

δψut
+

αu
i− 1 + αu

Qu. (11)

This is a mixture, and a realization from this mixture can be obtained by drawing from the terms
on the right-hand side with probabilities given by the corresponding mixing proportions. If a term
the first summation is chosen, then we setθui = ψut for the chosent, and lettui = t, and increment
nut. If the second term is chosen, then we incrementmu by one, drawψumu

∼ Qu. In addition,
we setθui = ψumu

, andtui = mu.
Now we proceed to integrate outQ. SinceQ appears only in its role as the distribution of

the variableψt, we only need to draw sampleψt from Q. Note thatQ is distributed according
to a Dirichlet process, the samples fromQ can be obtained via conditional distribution ofψt as
follows:

ψt|{ψl}l 6=t, γ,H ∼

K
∑

k=1

qk
q· + γ

δφk
+

γ

q· + γ
H. (12)

If we drawψt via choosing a term in the summation on the right-hand side ofthis equation, we set
ψt = φk, and letkt = k for the chosenk, and incrementqk. If the second term is chosen then we
incrementK by one, drawφK ∼ H and setψt = φK , kjt = K, andqK = 1.

To summarize, we can obtain samples for global and local factors as follows: For each location
u ∈ V , for i = 1, 2, . . ., draw sampleθui using Eq. (11). If a sample fromQu is needed, we use
Eq. (12) to obtain a new sampleψut. From this equation, the marginal distribution ofψut has the
form:
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ψut|{ψl}l 6=t, γ,H ∼

K
∑

k=1

qk
q· + γ

δφuk +
γ

q· + γ
Hu. (13)

Note, however, that we actually draw the full vectorψt of whichψut is a component. Ifψt takes
value among existingφk for somek ≤ K, thenψut takes on valueφuk for the chosenk (with qk
being incremented); otherwise, we incrementK and a new sample vectorφK is drawn fromH.

Samples forθui for different choices ofu can be obtained sequentially in any order. Due to
the sampling mechanism given by Eq. (11), if a global factorψt is not associated with a groupu
when it is first generated, then the probability thatψt is re-assigned to any member of groupu is
0 (becausenut = 0). This implies that the set ofψt’s can be subdivided into disjoint subsets, each
of which is associated with a group indexu. The “sharing” of global factors across indicesu can
be seen by noting that the “pool” of present global factors{ψl} has support in the discrete set of
global factor valuesφ1,φ2, . . .. Figure 2 provides an illustration of the relationship between the
local and global factors.

The Pólya-urn scheme is often characterized using a colorful culinary metaphore known as the
Chinese restaurant process, a stochastic process that generates random partitions of a collection
of atoms. We cannot resist the temptation to provide an interpretation in a similar vein. Suppose
that there are three groups indexed byu, v andw. Think of a global factorφk’s as a typical meal
where eachφuk, φvk andφwk are associated with three category groups – appetizer, mainentrees
and dessert dishes – respectively. In an electic eatery suchas a university cafeteria, the dishes are
prepared as packs of typical meals by the way of various ethnic cuisines. The students buy the meal
packs based on its popularity, and then freely share them together. They sample each other’s food in
a manner that individual dishes are chosen at the frequency based on their popularity (within each
dish’s catergory). Although the described process may indicate a wasteful way of using resources,
it brings out the clear distinction between global clustersfrom the viewpoint of the food provider,
and local clusters from the viewpoint of the food consumers.

3.4 Model identifiability and complexity

This section investigates the GDP mixture’s inferential behavior, including issues related to the
model identifiability. It is useful to recall that a DP mixture model is that it can be viewed as the in-
finite limit of finite mixture models (Neal, 1992; Green and Richardson, 2001; Ishwaran and Zarepour,
2002b). The GDP can also be viewed as the limit of a finite mixture counterpart. Indeed, consider
the following finite mixture model:2

β|γ ∼ Dir(γ/L, . . . γ/L) πu|αu,β ∼ Dir(αuβ) φk ∼ H

QL =

L
∑

k=1

βkδφk
GL
u =

L
∑

k=1

πukδφuk . (14)

2Within this section, with a bit abuse of notation, we useπ to denote the mixture proportions for the finite mix-
ture model. This is closely related to but are not the same as the π’s used in infinite dimensional stick-breaking
representation.
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It is a known fact that asL → 0 that QL ⇒ Q weakly, in the sense that for any function
real-valued bounded and continuous functiong, there holds

∫

g dQL →
∫

g dQ in distribu-
tion (Muliere and Secchi, 1995).3 Because for eachu ∈ V , there holdsGL

u ∼ DP(αuQL), it also
follows thatGL

u ⇒ Gu weakly. The above characterization provides a convenient means of under-
standing the behavior of the GDP mixture by studying the behavior of its finite mixture counterpart
with L global mixture components, asL→ ∞.

Information denseness of GDP prior. For concreteness in this section we shall assume that
for anyu ∈ V the likelihoodF (yu|φu) is specified by the normal distribution whose parameters
such as mean and variance are represented byφu. Write φu = (µu, σ

2
u) ∈ (R × R+). Recall that

conditionally onQ, Gu’s are independent acrossu ∈ V . GivenGu, the marginal distribution on
observationyu has the following density:

fu(yu|Gu) =

∫

F (yu|φu)dGu(φu). (15)

Thus, eachfu is the density of a location-scale mixture of normal distribution. Thefu’s are random
due to the randomness ofGu’s. In other words, the GDP places a prior distribution, which we
denote byΠ, over the collection of random measures(Gu)u∈V . This in turn induces a prior over
the joint density ofy := (yu)u∈V , which we callΠ as well. Replacing the mixing distributionsQ
andGu by the finite mixtureQL andGL

u ’s (as specified by Eq. (14)), we obtain the corresponding
marginal density:

fLu (yu|Gu) =

∫

F (yu|φu)dG
L
u(φu). (16)

Let ΠL to denote the induced prior distribution for{fLu }u∈V . From the above,ΠL ⇒ Π weakly.
We shall show that for eachu ∈ V the priorΠL is information dense in the space of finite

mixtures asL→ ∞. More formally, for any group indexu, consider any finite mixture of normals
fu,0 associating with mixing distributionsQ0 andGu,0. Suppose that the base measureH places
positive probability on a rectangle containing the supportof Q0. It can be shown that the prior
ΠL places a positive probability in arbitrarily small Kullback-Leibler neighborhood offu,0 for L
sufficiently large. That is for anyǫ > 0, there holds:

ΠL(fu : D(fu,0||fu) < ǫ) > 0

for any sufficiently largeL. At a high level, this result implies that the GDP provides a prior over
the space of mixture distributions that is “well spread” in the Kullback-Leibler topology. A proof
of this property is defered to the Appendix.

An immediate consequence of the information denseness property is the weak consistency
of the posterior distribution ofyu for any u ∈ V , thanks to the theory of Schwartz (1965).
Moreover, under additional conditions on the base measureH, strong consistency results can
be obtained, using standard techniques that have been developed for analyzing standard mixture
models and Dirichlet process mixture models (e.g., Ghosal et al. (1999); Barron et al. (1999);
Ishwaran and Zarepour (2002a)).

3A stronger result was obtained by Ishwaran and Zarepour (2002b), in which convergence holds for anyg inte-
grable function with respect toH .
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Identifiability of factors φ. The above results are desirable from the viewpoint of density esti-
mation (for the joint vectory). From a clustering viewpoint, however, we are also interested in
the ability of the GDP prior in recovering the underlying local factorsφuk’s, as well as the global
factorsφk’s for the global clusters. An in-depth theoretical treatment of this important issue is
beyond the scope of the present paper, but we shall provide a partial answer that gives hints about
the identifiability behavior of GDP mixture. This is done by studying the identifiability of the finite
mixtures that lie in the union of the support ofΠL for all L < ∞. This is the set of all densities
(fLu )u∈V ;L<∞ whose corresponding mixing distributions are given by Eq. (14).

Recall that each marginalfLu is a normal mixture, and theL mixture components are param-
eterized by mean and variance: for anyk = 1, . . . , L, φuk = (µuk, σ

2
uk). Again, letfu,0 be the

“true” marginal density of a mixture distribution for groupu that hasd mixture components, and
the associating mixing distributions are given by Eq. (27).The parameter for thek-th component
for eachk = 1, . . . , d is denoted byφuk,0 = (µuk,0, σ

2
uk,0).

Suppose that for anyu ∈ V ,

fu(yu) = fu,0(yu) for almost allyu.

In addition, the mixing distributionsGL
u satisfies the following condition:

∫

R×R+

exp

(

µ2
u

2(σ∗
u − σu)

)

GL
u(dφu) <∞,

for anyu ∈ V , whereσ∗
u = min{σu1,0, . . . , σuk,0} then by Theorem 2 of Ishwaran and Zarepour

(2002a), we have:
Gu = Gu,0 for all u ∈ V.

In other words, it is possible to identify all local clustersspecified byφuk andπuk for k = 1, . . . , d,
up to the ordering of the mixture component indexk.

A more substantial issue is concerned with the identifiability of global factors. Under addi-
tional conditions of “true” global factorsφk,0’s, and that of the measure for global factorsQL, the
identification of global factorsφk,0’s is possible. Viewing a global factorφk = (φuk)u∈V (likewise,
φk,0) as a function ofu ∈ v, a trivial example is that whenφk,0 are constant functions, and that
base measureH (and consequentiallyQL) places probability 1 on such set of functions. Then the
identifiability of local factors implies the identifiability of global factors. A nontrivial condition is
that the “true” global factorsφk,0 as a function ofu can be parameterized by a small number of
parameters (e.g. a linear function, or an appropriately defined smooth function inu ∈ V ). Then,
it is reasonable to expect that the identifiability of local factors also implies the identifiability of
global factors.

The above observations suggest a number of prudent guidelines for prior specifications (via the
base measureH). To ensure good inferential behavior for the local factorsφu’s, it is essential that
the base measureHu place sufficiently small tail probabilities on bothµu andσu. In addition, if
it is believed there exists underlying global factors that are smooth function in the domainV , one
should not expect that placing a very vague priorH over the global factors (such as a factorial
distributionH =

∏

u∈V Hu by assuming theφu are independent acrossu ∈ V ) would do the job.
Instead, an appropriate base measureH that puts most of its mass on smooth functions is needed.
Indeed, these observations are also confirmed by our empirical experiments.
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4 Inference

In this section we shall describe posterior inference methods for the graphical Dirichlet process
mixture. Recall that at each group indexed byu ∈ V we havenu observationsyu1, . . . , yunu

. Each
yui is assumed to arise as a draw from a distributionF (θui). We are interested in particular the
posterior distributions of the parameters representing both global and local clusters in our mixture
model. We shall describe two different sampling approaches. The first approach falls in the class of
so-called “marginal approaches”, which hightlights the P´olya urn characterization of our model, by
integrating out of the random measures that are distributedaccording to Dirichlet processes. The
second method falls in the class of “conditional approaches” where the stick-breaking representa-
tion is exploited and sampling is done with respect to associating parameters in this representation.
Due to the hierarchical aspects of our model, we borrow the basic features of the sampling methods
developed by Teh et al. (2006) for their hierarchical Dirichlet process mixtures. The unique aspect
for our model is that in addition to sampling about the mixture membership variables, we also need
to integrate over or sample the global factorsφ ∼ H which typically have very high dimension.

We repeat key notations and introduce a few more for the sampling algorithms.tui is the index
of the ψut associated with the local factorθui, i.e., θui = ψutui ; andkt is the index of theφk
associated with the global factorψt, i.e.,ψt = φkt. In other words, the local and global atoms
are related byθui = ψutui = φuktui . Let zui = ktui denote the mixture component associated with
observationyui. Turning to count variables,nut denotes the number of local atomsθul’s that are
associated withψt; n

−ui
ut is the defined the same way, but excluding the atomθui. n

−ui
u·k denotes the

number of local atomsθul that such thatzul = k, leaving outθui. t−ut denotes the vector of alltul’s
leaving out elementtui. Likewise,k−t denotes the vector of allkr’s leaving out elementkt.

4.1 Marginal approach

The Pólya-urn characterization suggests a simple Gibbs sampling algorithm to obtain posterior
distributions for random variables of interest, namely, the local factorsθui’s and the global factors
ψt’s, by integrating out random measuresQ andGu’s. Under this approach, the overall model can
be described by the joint distribution of the described random variables:

∏

u∈V

nu
∏

i=1

[yui|θui]×
∏

u∈V

nu
∏

i=1

[θui|αu, {ψt}t]× [{ψt}t|γ,H ].

Instead of dealing with theθui’s andψt directly, we shall sample their index variablestui andkt
instead. Theθui’s andψt’s can be reconstructed from the index variables and theφk’s. This repre-
sentation is generally thought to make the MCMC sampling more efficient (Neal, 2000; Teh et al.,
2006). Thus, we construct a Markov chain on the space of{t,k}. Although the number of vari-
ables is in principle unbounded, only finitely many are actually associated to data and represented
explicitly.

A quantity that plays an important role in the computation ofconditional probabilities in this
approach is the conditional density of a selected collection of data items, given the remaining data.
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For a single observationi-th at locationu, define the conditional probability ofyui under a mixture
componentφuk, givent,k and all data items exceptyui:

f−yui
uk (yui) =

∫

F (yui|φuk)
∏

u′i′ 6=ui;zu′i′=k
F (yu′i′ |φu′k)H(φk)dφk

∫
∏

u′i′ 6=ui;zu′i′=k
F (yu′i′ |φu′k)H(φk)dφk

. (17)

For a collection of observations of all datayui such thattui = t for a chosent, which we denote
by vectoryt, the conditional probability ofyt under the mixture componentφk, givent,k and all
data items exceptyt is defined as:

f
−yt

k (yt) =

∫
∏

ui:tui=t
F (yui|φuk)

∏

u′i′:tu′i′ 6=t;zu′i′=k
F (yu′i′ |φu′k)H(φk)dφk

∫
∏

u′i′:tu′i′ 6=t;zu′i′=k
F (yu′i′|φu′k)H(φk)dφk

. (18)

Samplingt. Exploiting the exchangeability of thetui’s within the group of observations indexed
byu, we treattui as the last variable being sampled in the group. To obtain theconditional posterior
for tui, we combine the conditional prior distribution fortui given by Eq. (11) with the likelihood
of generating datayui.

Using (11), the prior probability thattui takes on a particular previously used valuet is propor-
tional ton−ui

ut , while the probability that it takes on a new valuetnew = mu + 1 is proportional to
αu. The likelihood due toyui giventui = t for some previously usedt is f−yui

uk (yui). Here,k = kt.
The likelihood fortui = tnew can be calculated by integrating out the possible values ofktnew using
Eq. (12):

p(yui|t
−ui, tui = tnew,k,Data) =

K
∑

k=1

qk
q· + γ

f−yui
uk (yui) +

γ

q· + γ
f−yui
uknew(yui), (19)

wheref−yui
uknew(yui) =

∫

F (yui|φu)Hu(φu)dφu is the prior density ofyui. As a result, the conditional
distribution oftui takes the form

p(tui = t|t−ui,k,Data) ∝

{

n−ui
ut f

−yui
ukt

(yui) if t previously used

αup(yui|t
−ui, tui = tnew,k) if t = tnew.

(20)

If the sampled value oftui is tnew, we need to obtain a sample ofktnew by sampling from Eq. (19):

p(ktnew = k|t,k−tnew
,Data) ∝

{

qkf
−yui
uk (yui) if k previously used,

γf−yui
uknew(yui) if k = knew.

(21)

If as a result of updatingtui some indext becomes unoccupied, i.e.,nut = 0, then the probability
that this index will be reoccupied in the future will be zero,since this is always proportional tonut.
As a result, we may delete the correspondingkt from the data structure. If as a result of deleting
kut some mixture componentφk become unallocated, we delete this mixture component as well.
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Sampling k. As with the local factors within each group, the global factors ψt’s are also ex-
changeable. Thus we can treatψt for a chosent as the last variable sampled in the collection
of global factors. Note that changing index variablekt actually changes the mixture component
membership for relevant data items (across all groupsu) that are associated withψt, the likelihood
obtained by settingkt = k is given byf−yt

k (yt), whereyt denotes the vector of all datayui such
thattui = t. So, the conditional probability forkt is:

p(kt = k|t,k−t,Data) ∝

{

qkf
−yt

k (yt) if k previously used,

γf
−yt

knew (yt) if k = knew,
(22)

wheref−yt

knew (yt) =
∫
∏

ui:tui=t
F (yui|φu)H(φ)dφ.

4.2 Computation of conditional density of data

A major computational bottlekneck in the described sampling method is the computation of condi-
tional densities given by Eq. (17) and (18). In general,φ is very high dimensional, and integrating
overφ ∼ H is intractable. However it is possible to exploit the structure ofH to alleviate this
situation. As an example, ifH is conjugate toF , the computation of these conditionals can be
achieved in closed form, even if the possibility of dealing with high dimensional statistics (e.g.,
covariance matrices) may still be daunting. A useful scenario is thatH is specified as a graphical
model where conditional independence assumptions can be exploited, so that efficient inference
methods in graphical models can be brought to bear on our computational problem. We shall
elaborate in the sequel.

Example 1. Suppose that the likelihood functionF is given by a Gaussian distribution, i.e.,
yui|θui ∼ N(θui, σ

2
ǫ ) for all u, i, and that the priorH is conjugate, i.e.,H is also a Gaussian

distribution:φk ∼ N(µk,Σk). Due to conjugacy, the computations in Eq. (17) and (18) are readily
available in closed forms. Specifically, the density in Eq. (17) takes the following expression:

f−yui
uk (yui) =

1

(2π)1/2σǫ

|Ck+|

|Ck|
exp

(

−
1

2σ2
ǫ

y2ui +
1

2
µ−ui
k+

T
C−1
k+µ

−ui
k+ −

1

2
µ−ui
k

T
C−1
k µ

−ui
k

)

, (23)

where

C−1
k+ = Σ

−1
k +

1

σ2
ǫ

diag(n−ui
1·k , . . . , 1 + n−ui

u·k , . . . , n
−ui
M ·k),

µ−ui
k+ = Ck+

(

Σ
−1
k µk +

1

σ2
ǫ

[

· · ·
∑

i′:zu′i′=k

yu′i′ + yuiI(ui = u′i′) · · ·

]T)

,

C−1
k = Σ

−1
k +

1

σ2
ǫ

diag(n−ui
1·k , . . . , n

−ui
u·k , . . . , n

−ui
M ·k),

µ−ui
k = Ck

(

Σ
−1
k µk +

1

σ2
ǫ

[

· · ·
∑

i′:zu′i′=k;u
′i′ 6=ui

yu′i′ · · ·

]T)

. (24)

It is straightforward to obtain required expressions forf
−yt

k (yt), f
−yui
uknew(yui), andf−yt

knew (yt).
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Example 2. If H is a chain-structured model, the conditional densities defined by Eq. (17) and
Eq. (18) are not available in closed forms, but we can still obtain exact computation using an algo-
rithm that is akin to the well-known alpha-beta algorithm inthe Hidden Markov model (Rabiner,
1989). The running time of such algorithm is proportional tothe size of the graph (i.e.,|V |). More
generally, ifH is a tree-structured graphical model, one can apply the (deterministic) sum-product
algorithm, which also has running time linear in|V |. For graphical models with cycles, one can
invoke variational approximation methods for the requiredcomputations (Wainwright and Jordan,
2008).

4.3 Conditional approach

Instead of integrating outQ, which is a random distribution of high-dimensional globalfactors, we
consider a modified approach, in whichQ is instantialized and sampled from. Likewise, we also
consider not integrating over the base measureH, which is the prior over the high-dimensional
global factors. As such, we essentially replace the computationally intensive step within Gibbs
updates described in the previous section with the samplingof the global factors and the associated
proportion vectors. In general, the Markov chain underlying this approach probably takes relatively
longer time to converge, but the algorithm implementation is substantially simpler.

Recall that a prioriQ ∼ DP(γ,H). Due to a standard property of the posterior of a Dirich-
let process, conditioning on the global factorsφk’s and the index vectork, Q is distributed as

DP(γ + q·,
γH+

∑K
k=1

qkδφk

γ+q·
). Note that vectorq can be computed directly fromk. Thus, an explicit

representation ofQ is as follows:

Q =

K
∑

k=1

βkδφk
+ βnewQ

new, where

β = (β1, . . . , βK , βnew) ∼ Dir(q1, . . . , qk, γ)

Qnew ∼ DP(γ,H),

φ1, . . . ,φK ∼ [φ1, . . . ,φK |Data,k, t].

Conditioning onQ, or equivalently conditioning onβ,φk’s in the stick breaking representa-
tion, the distributionsGu’s associating with different locationsu ∈ V are decoupled (indepen-
dent). In particular, the posterior ofGu givenQ andk, t and theφk’s is distributed as DP(αu +

nu,
αuQu+

∑K
k=1

nu·kδφuk
αu+nu

). Thus, an explicit representation of the conditional distribution ofGu is
given as follows:

Gu =

K
∑

k=1

πukδφuk + πunewG
new
u , where

πu = (πu1, . . . , πuK , πunew) ∼ Dir(αuβ1 + nu·1, . . . , αuβk + nu·K , αuβnew)

Gnew
u ∼ DP(αuβnew, Q

new
u ).

In the previously described sampling approach, each local factorφui is associated with a global
factorψt wheret = tui; while each global factorψt is associated with the global atomφk, where
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k = ktui . We consider sampling directly in the mixture component variablezui = ktui, and in doing
so we bypass the sampling steps involvingk andt. Note that the likelihood of the data involves
only thezui variables and the global atomsφk’s. The mixture proportion vectorβ involves only
count vectorsq = (q1, . . . , qK). It suffices to construct a Markov chain on the space of(z, q,β,φ).

Samplingβ. As mentioned above,β|q ∼ Dir(q1, . . . , qK , γ).

Samplingz. Recall that a priorizui|πu,β ∼ πu whereπu|β, αu ∼ DP(αu,β). Letn−ui
u·k denotes

the number of data items in the groupu, exceptyui, associating with the mixture componentk. This
can be readily computed from the vectorz.

p(zui = k|z−ui, q,β,φk,Data) =

{

(n−ui
u·k + αuβk)F (yui|φuk) if k previously used

αuβnewf
yui
uknew(yui) if k = knew,

(25)

wheref−yui
uknew(yui) =

∫

F (yui|φu)Hu(φu)dφu is the prior density ofyui.

Samplingq. To clarify the distribution for vectorq, we recall an observation at the end of Sec-
tion 3.3 that the set of global factorsψt’s can be organized into disjoint subsetsΨu, each of which
is associated with a locationu. More precisely,ψt ∈ Ψu if and only if nut > 0. Within each group
u, letmuk denote the number ofψt’s taking valueφk. Then,qk =

∑

u∈V muk.
Conditioning onz we can collect all data items in groupu that are associated with mixture

componentφk, i.e., item indicesui such thatzui = k. There arenu·k such items. Following
an observation of Teh et al (2006), the collection of thenu·k items are distributed according to a
Dirichlet process with concentration parameterαuβk. The count variablemuk corresponds to the
number of mixture components formed by thenu·k items. It was shown by Antoniak (1974) that
the distribution ofmuk has the form:

p(muk = m|z,m−uk,β) =
Γ(αuβk)

Γ(αuβk + nu·k)
s(nu·k, m)(αuβk)

m,

wheres(n,m) are unsigned Stirling number of the first kind. By definition,s(0, 0) = s(1, 1) =
1, s(n, 0) = 0 for n > 0, ands(n,m) = 0 for m > n. For other entries, there holdss(n+ 1, m) =
s(n,m− 1) + ns(n,m).

Samplingφ. The sampling ofφ1, . . . ,φk follows from the following conditional probabilities,
for k = 1, . . . , K:

p(φk|z,Data) ∝ H(φk)
∏

ui:zui=k

F (yui|φuk).

Let us index the setV by 1, 2, . . . ,M , where|V | =M . We return to our two examples.
As the first example, suppose thatφk is distributed by the Gaussian distribution, i.e., underH,

φk ∼ N(µk,Σk), and that the likelihoodF (yui|θui) is given as well by the Gaussian distribution
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Figure 3. Left: Data set A illustrates a simulated problem of trackingparticles organized into clus-
ters, which move in smooth paths. Right: Data set B illustrates simulated bifurcating trajectories.
In both cases, the data are given not as trajectories, but only as individual points denoted by circles
at eachu.

N(θui, σ
2
ǫ ), then the posterior distribution ofφk is also Gaussian with meañµk and variancẽΣk,

where:

Σ̃
−1

k = Σ
−1
k +

1

σ2
ǫ

diag(n1·k, . . . , nM ·k),

µ̃k = Σ̃k

(

Σ
−1
k µk +

1

σ2
ǫ

[

∑

i

y1iI(z1i = k) . . .
∑

i

yMiI(zMi = k)

]T)

. (26)

For the second example, we assume thatφk is very high dimensional, and whose prior distri-
butionH is not tractable (e.g., a Markov random field). Direct computation is no longer possible.
A simple solution is to Gibbs sample each component of vectorφk. Suppose that under a Markov
random field modelH, the conditional probabilityH(φuk|φ

−u
k ) is simple to compute. Then, for

anyu ∈ V ,
p(φuk|φ

−u
k , z,Data) ∝ H(φuk|φ

−u
k )

∏

i:zui=k

F (yui|φuk).

5 Data illustrations

5.1 Simulated data

To illustrate the behavior of our proposed model and the performance of our inference algorithm,
we generate two data sets of spatially varying (and correlated) clustered populations. For data set
A, we setV = {1, . . . , 15}. We generatedK = 5 global factorsφ1, . . . ,φ5 from a Gaussian
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Figure 4. Data set A. Left: Posterior distribution of the number of global clusters (atoms). Right:
Posterior distributions of the global atoms. Dash lines denote the mean curve and the (.05,.95)
credible intervals.
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Figure 5. Effects of vague prior forH results in weak identifiability of global clusters, even as the
local clusters are identified reasonably well.
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Figure 6. Data set B. Left: Posterior distribution of the number of global clusters (atoms). Right:
Posterior distributions of the global atoms. Dash lines denote the mean curve and the (.05,.95)
credible intervals.

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100
Num of local clusters at loc=1

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100
Num of local clusters at loc=3

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120
Num of local clusters at loc=5

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140
Num of local clusters at loc=6

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120
Num of local clusters at loc=8

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120
Num of local clusters at loc=10

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140
Num of local clusters at loc=11

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160
Num of local clusters at loc=13

1 2 3 4 5
0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160
Num of local clusters at loc=15

Figure 7. Data set B: Posterior distribution of the number of local clusters associating with different
group index (location)u.
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Figure 8. Left: Progeresterone hormone curves. Right: Mean and credible intervals of global clus-
ters (in dash) are compared to sample mean curves of the contraceptive group and no contraceptive
group in black solid with square markers.
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Figure 9. Top left panel shows the posterior distribution of the number of global clusters, while
remaining panels show the the number of local clusters associating with different group index (lo-
cation)u.
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Figure 10. Pairwise comparison of individual hormone curves. Each entry in the heatmap depicts
the posterior probability that the two curves share the samelocal clusters, averaged over a fixed
interval ([1,21] in the left, and [21,24] in the right figure)in the menstrual cycle.

process with mean functionµ(u) = βµu, a covariance functionρ(u, v) = σ2 exp−ω‖u − v‖2,
whereσ = 1, ω = 0.01, βµ ∼ Unif(−0.2, 0.2). These global factors provide support for 15
spatially varying mixture of normal distributions, each ofwhich has 5 mixture components. The
likelihoodF (θui) is given by a normal distribution with varianceσǫ = 0.1. For eachu we gener-
ated independently 100 samples from the corresponding mixture (20 samples from each mixture
components). See Figure 3 for the illustration of this data set, where each circle denotes a data
sample. This kind of data can be encountered in tracking problems. The samples associating with
each covariateu can be viewed as a snapshot of the locations of moving particles at time pointu.
The particles move in clusters. They could switch clusters at any time, but the clusters themselves
move in relatively smoother paths. Moreover, the number of clusters is not known. It is of interest
to estimate the cluster centers, as well as their moving paths.

For data set B, to illustrate the variation in the number of local clusters at different locations,
we generate a number of global factors that simulate the bifurcation behavior in a collection of
longitudinal trajectories. Here a trajectory correspondsto a global factor. We setV = {1, . . . , 15}.
Starting atu = 1 there is one global factor, which is a random draw from a relatively smooth
Gaussian process with mean functionµ(u) = βµu, whereβµ ∼ Unif(−0.2, 0.2) and the expo-
nential covariance function parameterized byσ = 1, ω = 0.05. At u = 5, the global factor split
into two, with the second one also an independent draw from the same Gaussian process, which is
re-centered so that its value atu = 4 is the same as the value of the previous global factor atu = 4.
At u = 10, the second global factor split once more in the same manner.As before, these three
global factors provide support for the local clusters at each u ∈ V . The likelihoodF (θui) is given
a a normal distribution with varianceσǫ = 0.2. At eachu we generated 30 independent samples
from the associating mixture distribution. See Fig. 3.

We fit the GDP mixture model for both data sets using essentially the same prior specifi-
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cation. Specifically, the concentration parameters are given prior asγ ∼ Gamma(5, .1) and
α ∼ Gamma(20, 20). H is taken to be a mean-0 Gaussian process using(σ, ω) = (1, 0.01)
for data set A, and(1, 0.05) for data set B. The variance for the gaussian likelihoodσ2

ǫ is endowed
with prior InvGamma(5, 1). Of the two described MCMC sampling methods we implemented the
conditional approach. The MCMC algorithm is run for 10000 iterations. Examinations of running
traces suggest very fast mixing; we use the last 8000 MCMC samples to summarize the relevant
posterior distributions. The results for data set A are illustrated by Fig. 4 while data set B by Fig. 6.
With both data sets, the number global clusters are estimated almost exactly. It is intereresting to
study the evolution of the posterior distributions on the number of local clusters, especially for data
set B in Fig. 7. We observe that a clear trend of increase in thenumber of local clusters asu is taken
from 1 to 15. Foru ∈ [1, 4], the number of local cluster is most likely to be 1 or 2. Foru ∈ [5, 10],
it is most likely to be 2. Foru ∈ [11, 15], the number of local cluster is 3 with probability close to
one.

Fig. 4 and 6 illustrate the esimates of the local and global factors. We shall comment specifi-
cally on Fig. 6, which is more interesting because the numberof local clusters is varying with time.
Note that foru ∈ [11, 15], the data are support by all three global factors (as evidenced by the his-
tograms in Fig. 7). Accordingly the (0.05,0.95) credible interval estimates for the local clusters
for u ∈ [11, 15] are good – they are tightly concentrated around the true curves. Foru ∈ [1, 10],
although the mean estimates are good for all global factors,only one global factor has tight cred-
ible band (in blue color), suggesting that this global factor is used to support local clusters for all
u ∈ [1, 10] with very high probability. The other two global factors have large credible bands,
suggesting that they do not support local clusters with highprobabilities. In fact, foru ∈ [5, 10]
for instance, these two global factors alternate the role ofsupporting local clusters. This is related
to the standard issue of label switching that could happen inthe local clusters. Note that this is not
an issue in either the estimation of the number of local clusters, the pairwise comparison analysis,
or the interpolation and prediction problem.

In Section 3.4 we discussed the implications of prior specifications of the base measureH for
the identifiability of global factors. We have performed a sensitive analysis for data set A, for both
σ andω and found that within ranges ofσ ∈ [0.5, 2.5] andω ∈ [0.01, 0.1] the inference for global
factors is robust. Forω = 0.5, for instance, which implies thatφu are weakly dependent acrossu’s,
we are not able to identify the desired global factors (see Fig. 5), despite the fact that local factors
are still estimated reasonably well.

5.2 Progesterone hormone data

We turn to an application of the GDP mixture model to a clustering analysis of Progesterone
data (cf. Brumback and Rice (1998)). See Fig. 8 for the illustration. This data set records the
natural logarithm of the progesterone metabolite, meas ured by urinary hormone assay, during
amonthly cycle for 51 female subjects. Each cycle ranges from -8 to 15 (8 days pre-ovulation to
15 days post-ovulation). After removing obviously outlying hormone curves, we have a total of 69
cycles; the first 52 cycles belong to non-contraceptive group, the remaining 17 cycles belong to the
contraceptive group. This two “clusters” are of courseunknown to our analysis. Nor do we know
the number of clusters. Moreover, we take as input to our analysis only groups of hormone levels

31



indexed by day numbers in the menstrual cycle, completely disregarding the functional aspect of
the data. The latter information is used only when we performa pairwise comparison of hormone
curves.

A clustering analysis for this data set was performed by Nguyen and Gelfand (2009), but in
that work the number of clusters was specified a priori. Here we are interested in learning both the
number of global clusters and local clusters using the GDP mixture. For prior specifications, we set
γ ∼ Gamma(5, 0.1), andαu = 1 for all u. Let σǫ ∼ InvGamma(2, 1). ForH, we setµ = 0, σ = 1
andω = 0.05. We found that the MCMC sampler mixes very fast. Fig. 9 illustrates the posterior
distribution of the number of global clusters, as well as thenumber of local clusters at each day
in the cycle. It is found that the there are 2 global clusters with probability close to 1. Examining
the local clusters, we find that there is a significant probability of having 1 local cluster during the
first 20 days. Between day 21 and 24 the number of local clusters is 2 with probability close to
1. Fig. 8 (Right) illustrates the estimate of the global cluster centers (atoms), and compares them
with the sample mean curves and the (0.05,0.95) credible intervals from the contraceptive group
and the no-contraceptive group. It is found that the mean estimate of global clusters match very
well with the sample means from the two groups of women.

It is quite illuminating to examine in more detail the local clustering behavior of the hormone
levels by performing a pairwise comparison analysis, now taking into account the functional aspect
of our data. For every two hormone curves, we estimate the posterior probability that they share the
same local cluster on a given day, and then take average of these probabilities over days in a given
interval. It is found that during the first 20 days the hormonelevels among these women are almost
indistinguishable. Every pair shares the same local cluster with probability in the range of75% or
above. However, in the last 4 days, the hormone curves are grouped into two distinct regimes. The
pairwise cluster-sharing probability among the first 52 cycles or among the remaining 17 clusters
continue to be in the high80%, but for cluster-sharing probability between a curve from the first
group, and another from the second group are dropped to the low 30%. This clustering result agrees
well with the contraceptive/no-contraceptive grouping information given about this data set.

6 Discussions

We have described a nonparametric approach to clustering analysis of grouped and functional data.
We proposed a nonparametric Bayesian solution to this problem, by introducing a graphically de-
pendent and spatially varying and correlated Dirichlet mixture model. This model has the virtue
of simultaneous modeling of both local clusters and global clusters present in the data. The global
clusters are supported by a Dirichlet process, using a stochastic process as its base measure (cen-
tering distribution). The local clusters are supported by the global clusters. Moreover, the local
clusters are randomly selected using another hierarchy of Dirichlet processes. As a result, we ob-
tain a collection of local clusters which are spatially varying, whose spatial dependency is regulated
by an underlying spatial or a graphical model.

We provided an analysis of the model properties, including astick-breaking and a Pólya-urn
scheme characterization, which are inherited from the properties of the canonical Dirichlet pro-
cesses. The graphical and spatial dependency were investigated, along with a discussion of model
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identifiability. We presented two MCMC sampling methods, and discussed the computational im-
plications of using a graphical model distribution and a spatial distribution as the base measure in
the GDP model.

The canonical aspects of the GDP (because of its use of the Dirichlet processes) suggest
straightforward extensions to accomodate richer behaviors using Poisson-Dirichlet processes (also
known as the Pittman-Yor processes), where they have been found to be particularly suitable for
certain applications, and where our analysis and inferencemethods can be easily adapted. It would
also be interesting to consider a multivariate version of the GDP model. Finally, the manner in
which global and local clusters are combined in the GDP mixture model is suggestive of ways of
direct and simultaneous global and local clustering for functional and other structured data types.

7 Appendix

7.1 Proof of information denseness property.

We borrow the same technique from a proof of Ishwaran and Zarepour (2002), who proved the KL
dense property for the standard finite normal mixture models. LetQ0 andGu,0’s are the associated
mixing distributions that definefu,0. In particular, they have the following form:

Q0 =

d
∑

k=1

βk,0δφk,0
, Gu,0 =

d
∑

k=1

πuk,0δφuk,0 , (27)

whered is a natural number,(βk,0)dk=1 and(πuk,0)dk=1 form d dimensional probability simplices,
and(φk0)

d
k=1 are global atoms which lie in the support ofH. The KL divergence betweenfu,0 and

fu takes the following form:

D(fu,0||fu) =
∑

u∈V

∫

fu,0(yu) log

∑d
k=1 πuk,0F (yu, φuk,0)

∑L
k=1 πukF (yu, φuk)

≤
∑

u∈V

∫

fu,0(yu) log

∑d
k=1 πuk,0F (yu, φuk,0)

∑d
k=1 πukF (yu, φuk)

.

(28)

Note that
∑d

k=1 πuk,0 = 1. Due to Lipschitz property of density functionF , the RHS can be
made smaller thanǫ > 0 if |πuk,0 − πuk| ≤ η1(ǫ) and|φuk,0 − φuk| < η1(ǫ) for all k = 1, . . . , d,
u ∈ V for some smallη1(ǫ) > 0. The condition onφuk can be achieved with probability bounded
away from 0 for anyu ∈ V andk = 1, . . . , d. Regarding theπuk’s, note that givenβ, πuk’s
are Dirichlet random variables, and can be written in terms of independent gamma variables as
πuk = ξuk/

∑L
k=1 ξuk, whereξuk ∼ Gamma(αuβk). Thus, the condition onπuk can be achieved if

there holds:

|ξuk − πuk,0| < η2(ǫ)

L
∑

k=d+1

ξuk ≤ η2(ǫ), (29)
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for some smallη2(ǫ) for all u ∈ V and allk = 1, . . . , d. We need to show that (29) can be achieved
with positive probability. Using facts about gamma densities, we have:

p(
L
∑

k=d+1

ξuk < η2(ǫ)|β) = Γ(
L
∑

k=d+1

αuβk, η2(ǫ)),

p(|ξuk − πuk,0| < η2(ǫ)|β) ∼ O(βk) for all k = 1, . . . , d.

HereΓ(·, ·) denotes the incomplete gamma functionΓ(s, x) =
∫ x

0
ys−1e−ydy. Recall thatβ is

distributed as Dir(γ/L, . . . , γ/L). It suffices to show that there is a positive probability of choosing
d random variables(βk)dk=1 that are bounded byd arbitrarily small and strictly positive intervals.
(Conditioning on this event, it is clear that the incompletegamma function values is also bounded
away from 0 for any sufficiently largeL, so that the proof is complete.) To see this, again, writeβk’s
for k = 1, . . . , L in terms ofL independent gamma variables(ξ̃k)Lk=1, and note that the probability
that anyd components of̃ξ to be bounded in any arbitrarily small and strictly positiveintervals
is at leastO(L−d). Moreover, there are

(

L
d

)

, or at leastO(Ld) ways of choosing them, so that the
overall probability is bounded away from 0.

7.2 Sampling of hyperparameters

Sampling of γ and α. We follow the method of auxiliary variables developed by Escobar &
West (1995). Endowγ with a Gamma(aγ, bγ) prior. At each sampling step, we drawη ∼ Beta(γ+
1, q·). Then the posterior ofγ is can be obtained as a gamma mixture, which can be expressed
asπγGamma(aγ + K, bγ − log(η)) + (1 − πγ)Gamma(aγ + K − 1, bγ − log(η)), whereπγ =
(aγ +K − 1)/(aγ +K − 1 + q·(bγ − log(η))). The procedure is the same for eachαu, whichnu
andmu playing the role ofq· andK, respectively. Alternatively, one can force allαu be equal and
endow it with a gamma prior, as in Teh et al. (2006).

Sampling σǫ. This is the variance for the likelihoodF (yui|φui) given by a normal distribution
with meanφui and standard deviationσǫ (for all u and i). Place an inverse gamma priorσ2

ǫ ∼
Inv-Gamma(aǫ, bǫ). Then the posterior update is given by Inv-Gamma(ãǫ, b̃ǫ), whereãǫ = aǫ +
1
2

∑

u nu andb̃ǫ = bǫ +
1
2

∑

u,k

∑

i:zui=k
(yui − φuk)

2.

Sampling ofσ2 and ω. σ2 can be endowed with a gamma prior, andω an uniform prior within
a bounded interval, and whose posterior distributions can be obtained by Metropolis-Hasting sam-
pling steps. Gelfand et al. (2005) provides guidelines on these prior specifications.
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