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SUMMARY

We study a convex regularized clustering framework thatimiizes the within cluster sum
of squares under afy fusion constraint on the cluster centroids. We track th&eisblution
path through a regularization path algorithm. Analyzing #ssociated population clustering
procedure, we provide new insights on how theusion regularization incrementally induces
partitions in the sample space. Based on these new persg®atie propose a refined path algo-
rithm, which in large samples can consistently detect thalrar of clusters and the associated
partition of the space. Our method of analysis is fairly gehand works for a wide range of
population densities. Explicit characterization of thesistency conditions is provided for the
case of Gaussian mixtures. On simulated data sets, we certtfpaperformance of our method
with a number of existing cluster estimation and modalitge@sment algorithms, and obtain
encouraging results. We also demonstrate the applicalifiour clustering approach for the
detection of cellular subpopulations in a single-cell piotexpression based virology study.

Some key word<Consistency; Number of Clusters; Convex Clustering; uflenalties; Class discovery; Gaussian
Mixture Models; Multi-modality;

1. INTRODUCTION

Clustering is one of the most popular statistical techrégoe unsupervised classification and
taxonomy detection (Hartigan, 1975; Kaufman & Rousseel®@92 One limitation of the tra-
ditional methods, such gsmeans, is the non-convexity of the corresponding optitiangorob-
lems. However, several convex clustering algorithms haenltproposed in recent years (Xu
et al., 2004; Bach & Harchaoui, 2008; Chi & Lange, 2013). Theexl and scalability of these
algorithms makes them increasingly popular for clustedyasig of modern massive datasets.
These algorithms are convex relaxations of the traditiomal-convex clustering criteria, how-
ever, they do not naturally inherit the statistical corsisy properties associated with the tradi-
tional methods. Here we study one such popular convex cingteramework, which is based
on an/; fusion penalty (Hocking et al., 2011), and show that in lssgenples it can consistently
recover the true population sub-groups.

Consider the problem of clustering observationsiy, ..., x,, which are sampled from a
Euclidean spaceRP. The well-studiedk-means approach (MacQueen et al., 1967; Hartigan,
1978; Pollard, 1981, 1982; Jain, 2010) proceeds by minimgitie within cluster sum of squares,
S |l — |3, with respect to the cluster centroids,, . . . , v, under the restriction that the
number of distinct cluster centroids is at mésT his restriction can be viewed as &onstraint
on the centroids. Motivated by the Lasso and its variantesfiirani, 1996; Chen et al., 1998;
Yuan & Lin, 2006; Tibshirani et al., 2005), which succeslsfuise the/; constraint as a surrogate
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for the NP-hard/y constraint, Hocking et al. (2011) consider the followifigrelaxation of the
k-means clustering criterion:

min ZHJZZ aill3 subjectto Y |lou —oyl|, <t (1)

ag,...,o
T = 1<i<j<n

Whent = 0, the/; penalty fuses all the cluster centroids together. Thushalbbservations are
placed in the same cluster. Wher» >, . [|z; — x;||1, we havea; = z; for all 4, and thus,
each observation forms its own cluster. Varyingetween the two extremes creates a path of
solutions to the regularized clustering problem.

Note that the objective criterion in (1) is convex and sepi@across dimensions. Conse-
guently, the corresponding optimization problem reducemdependently minimizing uni-
variate convex clustering criteria. The univariate criterin the Lagrangian form is given by:

i, Sl er 3| @

1=1 1<i<j<n

where the penalty parametgvaries fromo0 to co. In this paper we focus on the analysis of the
univariate clustering criterion (2).

Recently, algorithms with appealing computational priperhave been proposed to solve
various modified versions of the clustering criterion (2igts as those using weights 6 regu-
larization. Hocking et al. (2011), Chi & Lange (2013) and tbferences therein provide specific
examples. Here we take a different perspective and studgtétistical accuracy with which a
solution to (2), computed on a random sample, can recoverubgopulation clusters. We also
show that the solution path can be used to recover the comeaber of clusters and compare it
with traditionalnumber of clustergstimation techniques (Milligan & Cooper, 1985; Tibshiran
et al., 2001). Our results provide support for the usé dtision penalties in clustering.

The ¢; penalty, which is extensively used for variable selectidibghirani, 2011), also
finds its use in trend filtering (Tibshirani, 2013) and higmensional clustering problems
(Soltanolkotabi & Candés, 2012; Witten & Tibshirani, 2018nother related approach, the
fused Lasso (Rinaldo et al., 2009; Tibshirani & Walther, 2060efling, 2010), deals with ap-
plications having ordered features and checks for locastamty of their associated coefficients.
This approach penalizes the successive differences ofadicents. Shen & Huang (2010);
Shen et al. (2012); Ke et al. (2013); Bondell & Reich (2008)yenproposed methods based on
fusion penalties, which apply to all the pairwise differeaof coefficients. These approaches can
successfully recover the grouping structure of predidtoeshigh-dimensional regression setup.
However, the theory developed for these methods focussdekeohomogeneity of regression
coefficients and cannot be used in the unsupervised clugtseitup considered in this paper.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we develogfanesit merging algorithimfor
producing a piecewise linear regularization path of sohgito the clustering criterion (2). In
order to understand the large sample behaviour of the solyéth we introduce an equivalent
splitting procedurewhich can recover all the corresponding cluster splitsdlyinsg a sequence
of optimization problems. An analysis of the populationsien of the splitting procedure reveals
that an overwhelming majority of the cluster splits (andisthmerges) are in some sense negli-
gible. As a result, in Section 2 we introduce a key modificatio the merging algorithm, and
name the new approach tBég Merge TrackerIn Section 3 we provide general conditions for
consistency of our procedure relative to its populatioi@naNe then apply the general result to
establish consistency in the case where the underlyingliton is unimodal (Section 3) and in
the case it is a mixture of two Gaussians (Section 4). In S8eé&we conduct a detailed empirical
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analysis of our approach. More specifically, we use simdldega to show strong performance
of our method relative to popular existing approaches feessing modality and estimating the
number of clusters. We also illustrate the use of our methaghalysis of single-cell virology
datasets. The proofs for all the theoretical results areiged in the appendix.

2. A PATH ALGORITHM & ITS PROPERTIES AND REFINEMENTS

Note that a solution path could be produced using the highhegl fused lasso algorithm
in Hoefling (2010), however, below we obtain a very simpleniiftprocedure by analyzing our
clustering criterion, (2), directly. The path algorithm describe here is a bottom up procedure,
which starts at = 0, with each observation forming its own cluster, and thermlgadly merges
suitable clusters asincreases. FiR, and suppose that is one of the clusters identified by the
solution to the optimization problem (2). Write- for the centroid of clustef”’, and denote the
corresponding cluster average By-. As pointed out in Hocking et al. (2011), the first order
conditions for criterion (2) imply

ac=Xc+X Y signa; —ac). (3)
JajFac
Note that until the cluster partition is modified, parametes the only component on the right-
hand side of the equation that can change. Thus, equatigmd@)des a simple way of tracking
the piecewise linear paths of the centroids Another consequence of the first order conditions
is the fact that as\ increases, the only way that the clusters get modified is sufntteem get
merged together (Hocking et al., 2011). Hence, we can skardull cluster partition path by

keeping track of the merges and the corresponding valuégafihing parametey. Algorithm 1
makes this idea precise, and Theorem 1 provides a rigorsti§gation.

INITIALIZE:
Sort data in ascending order and store thers as{x1,...,z,}.
SetK, the number of clusters, equaltoFor each in 1, ..., n, setC; = {z;}.
REPEAT:
Find the adjacent centroid distances standardized byetlsstes:
d(j.j +1) < Xeyoy — Xe,) /(1G] +1Cja]).
Find the clusters that minimize this distangé:« arg min; d(j,j + 1).
Merge the clusters that were found;- < Cj« U Cj+4q.
Store the above merge and the correspondinglue: A = d(j*,j* + 1).
Relabel the remaining clusters: fpr> j* setC; < Cj1.
Reduce the total number of clustefs:<— K — 1.
UNTIL K = 1.
OUTPUT: Sequence of cluster merges and corresponkivajues.
Algorithm 1: Merging Algorithm

The following result shows that the above algorithm repoeduthe sequence of cluster par-
titions and the correspondingvalues from the optimization problem (2). In the proof weoals
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verify that the sequence of values, corresponding to successive merges in Algorithis it;
creasing.

THEOREM 1. Suppose that the observations are generated from a contnupivariate dis-
tribution. Then, with probability one, the sequence of mergnd corresponding values pro-
duced by the merging algorithm is the same as the sequencesponding to the optimization
criterion (2).

For the theoretical analysis, it is helpful to recover thgeusmce of cluster partitions in a top
down approach: we start with everything in one cluster amah thplit the clusters iteratively.
We call a representation of the clusterasC' = C; U Cy a split partition or, simply, a split,
if max C7 < min Cy. Theorem 2 shows that the sequence of cluster splits camdsmg to the
optimization problem (2) is given by theplitting procedurewhich is described in Algorithm 2.

INITIALIZE:
Sort data in ascending order and store thems as{z,...,x,}.
Set the current partition of to .

REPEAT:
Select one clustet;, with |C| > 1, from a current cluster partition af.
Find a split partitionC' = C; U C», that maximizes the distanceéc, — X ¢, .
Store the spliC' = C; U C, and the corresponding valve= (X, — X¢,) /|C|.
ReplaceC with C; U Cs in the current partition of.

UNTIL: All the clusters in the current partition af are of size one.

OUTPUT: Sequence of cluster splits and correspondinglues.

Algorithm 2: Splitting Procedure

THEOREM 2. Suppose that the observations are generated from a contnupivariate dis-
tribution. Then, with probability one, the sequence of mergnd corresponding values pro-
duced by the merging algorithm exactly matches the sequdrgmits and the corresponding
values produced by the splitting procedure.

To understand the large sample behavior of the solutiongamfiimization problem (2), we
will concentrate on the splitting procedure. It is reasd@adb expect that, as tends to infinity,
the sequence of splits of the sample splitting proceduraldhae close to that of the splitting pro-
cedure defined on the population. The population splittiog@dure can be defined by replacing
the averages that appear in the sample procedure with thesponding conditional means. To
formalize the population splitting procedure, we will $taith some definitions. For the remain-
der of the paper, we will make the following assumption alibatunderlying distribution, from
which the observations are generated.

¢ The underlying distribution has a finite first moment and &valued density,f.

Population Splitting Procedurd-or concreteness, we will focus on the case where the suppor
of the distribution is of the fornD = (L, Ry), where—oo < Ly < Ry < oo. Thus, every open
interval in D contains positive probability. Given an intervdl ), which is allowed to have
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infinite length, we writgy,; , for the population conditional mean ¢hr):

r

r ~1
Ml = /f(oc)doc /ocf(a:)da;. (4)
! 1

We sety, . = r, by continuity. We also defing; , as the corresponding sample average:

-1
ﬁl,r = (Z 1{l§xi§7'}> Z xil{lﬁxigr}- (5)

ConsiderL andR, such tha{L, R) C D. Fora € [L, R] we define
Grr(a) = fta,r — HLa- (6)

Note thatGy r(L) = pr,r — L andGp r(R) = R — pr,r. We also defin@Lﬁ(a) as the em-
pirical analog ofG, r(a), i.e. GLR(G) = la,R — fLa-

The sample splitting procedure described above can be stinatias follows. Start with
all observations in one cluster. Sét= min; z; and R = max; x;. Take anys in the set
arg max G .r- Note thats is guaranteed to be located strictly between two of the elsens.
Split the sample into two clusters: observations beloand those above. Repeat the above
splitting procedure on each of the new clusters. Continligisg until all of the clusters are of
size one. R

The population analog usé&s rather thanG. For each current pair of valuds and R, the
population splitting procedure finds= arg max G, r, then partitiong L, R) into subintervals
(L, s) and (s, R), on which the procedure is repeatedslis an interior point of(L, R), then
we call it asplit point and we call the corresponding partitiorslit. Otherwise, the procedure
essentially wants to split off an endpoint; we call the cgprnding operation tauncationrather
than a split. Ifargmax G, = r for all » € (R*, R], then we truncate the intervgl, R) to
the interval(L, R*). Analogously, ifargmax G; p = [ forall [ € [L, L*), we truncatgL, R) to
(L*, R). If there exists a continuous non-decreasing functien R;, such thatrg max G; r, =
{l,R;},foralll € (L, L*], then we truncatéL, R) to the interval(L*, R-).

Consider Figure 1 for illustration of the population sphi¢f procedure corresponding to a
symmetric Gaussian mixture distributiof,5 N(—2,1) + 0.5 N(2,1). It contains four plots
of G'1.r, corresponding to different choices &fand R. For all sufficiently large{Z| and R,
the maximum ofG, r can only be achieved at the endpoints. Note tHatz(L) < G r(R)
when|L| < R, as illustrated by plot B. However, whe®; = |L| (plots A, C and D), we have
Gr.r, (L) = Grr, (Rr) = |L|. Thus, the population splitting procedure continuousiytiates
the support of the distribution t@L, |L|), asL is increased, until the maximum ¢f;, |, can
be achieved at an interior point (plot C). Denote this pointsh, and the corresponding left-
most endpoint by.*. Note thats* is also a split point, as no further truncation of the support
can be performed (plot D). Thus, the population splittinggedure truncates the support of the
distribution to the interva{L*,|L*|), then splits it into( L*, s*) and(s*, |L*|).

For a non-symmetric Gaussian mixture, the populationtsplitprocedure operates in a sim-
ilar fashion (see Figure 5 in the Appendix B). However, theeagal equalityGy g, (L) =
Gr.r, (Rr) does notresult iR, = |L|, but instead simplifies tp;, r, = (L + Ry)/2.

Key Modification to the Sample Clustering Procedurethe sample, the truncation operation
corresponds to peeling a large number of tiny clusters @ffahds of a large cluster. This cor-
respondence is formalized by the results in the next sedtionexample, consider the situation
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Fig. 1. An illustration of the population splitting proceéuor the Gaussian mixtur6,5 N(—2,1) 4+ 0.5 N(2, 1).

where the underlying distribution has a unimodal densitg, take an arbitrarily small positive
Corollary 1 in the next section implies that, with probaliliending to one, each sample split
peels off a cluster of size less tham. It follows that when recording the sample splits we need
to distinguish between those that correspond to splitsarptipulation procedure and those that
correspond to truncations. Based on this observation, ooge to modify the procedure in Al-
gorithm 2 by only tracking the splits where both of the rasgltclusters have significant sizes.
More specifically, given a threshold, we only store the splits where the corresponding cluster
sizes are aboven. The rest of the splits are removed from the final output. Vée aéplace
the stored splits with the corresponding split points. Témulting sequence of split points can
then be reinterpreted as a sequence of splits, or a sequemeEges, using the full sample. For
example, if the final output contains no split points, thdmfihe observations in the sample are
placed in the same cluster.

Figure 2 illustrates the path of Algorithm 1 on a samplé@j0 observations, generated inde-
pendently from the symmetric Gaussian mixture distributised in Figure 1. The scatter plot
on the left displays the cluster proportions for each paiclo$ters merged along the path. We
found only one merge in which both cluster sizes passotke 0.1 threshold. Thebig merge
occurs at a point where the current number of clusted.i©bservations, together with cluster
memberships before and after the split, are displayed omiheghtmost plots. The non-shaded
points belong to clusters with non-appreciable size.

The equivalence between the splitting procedure and thgingealgorithm implies that in
the modification of Algorithm 1 we should only track the mesgehere both of the merging
clusters have sizes abou@. For any such merge, the corresponding split point is plategdvay
between the two closest representatives of the two clusteng merged. We call this modified
approach theBig Merge Tracker(BMT) with thresholda. In the next section we show that,
under some regularity conditions, the sequence of splittpadentified by BMT converges to
the sequence of split points in the population splittingcerdure.

3. GENERAL CONSISTENCYRESULTS

We start with a few definitions. Take a small positiveWe will consider perturbations of
the original population splitting procedure by allowingre® small room, controlled by, in the
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Fig. 2. The plots illustrate the path of Algorithm 1 on a saenpf 1000 observations from a symmetric Gaussian

mixture, 0.5 N(—2,1) + 0.5 N(2,1). The scatter plot on the left displays the cluster propositor each pair of

clusters merged along the hierarchical path. The next tats ghow the cluster memberships before and aftebithe
merge

placement of the split points. Also, these modified proceslwill have only splits, and no trun-
cations. More specifically, given a current clustdr, R), we allow the split point to be placed at
any locations € (L, R) that satisfies eithetup G r — G r(s) < d or|s| > §~1. These modi-
fications of the population splitting procedure will be reéel to asi-precisionprocedures.

We will write Pp,  for the probability assigned to the intervdl, R) by the underlying distri-
bution. If a split(L, R) = (L, s) U (s, R) hasPr, s > a and P, g > «, we will call it an a-split.
Suppose that the population splitting procedure prodigdits corresponding to the split points
81, ..., Sg. Leta* = sup{«, all splits of the population procedure atesplits}. We will call the
population splitting procedureontinuousf for every positivee there exists a, such that, when
a € (e,a* — €), the number ofv-splits in eachy-precision procedure is exactty and, ifk > 0,
the corresponding split poings, ..., 5 satisfymax; |$; — s;| < e. The next result demonstrates
that if the population splitting procedure is continuou®rt the split points of the Big Merge
Tracker converge to their population counterparts.

THEOREM 3. Suppose that the population splitting procedure is comtirsu Consider a posi-
tive a, such that every split of the population procedure igwasplit. Then, the Big Merge Tracker
with thresholdo identifies the same number of splits as the population sgiftrocedure, with
probability tending to one as goes to infinity. In addition, the corresponding BMT splitriae
converge to their population counterparts in probability.

We can establish continuity of the population splitting g@dure by using the properties of
the underlying distribution. For example, consider a urdalaistribution. More specifically,
the densityf is either strictly monotone on its support, or there exisfogmt ¢ for which f,
on its support, is strictly increasing to the left ©&nd strictly decreasing to the right of We
can show that the corresponding population splitting paoe is continuous, which allows us
to apply Theorem 3. The next result demonstrates that, withability tending to one, the Big
Merge Tracker produces no split points, and thus, placgbealbbservations in the same cluster.

COROLLARY 1. Suppose that the observations are generated from a uninthstaibution.
Then, the population procedure produces no splits. Alsedoh positiver, the following state-
ment holds with probability tending to one agyoes to infinity: Big Merge Tracker with thresh-
old « puts all the observations in the same cluster.



Next, we apply Theorem 3 to characterize consistency of thevigrge Tracker for Gaussian
mixture distributions. Consistency analysis of the BMT &ther parametric densities can be
conducted in similar fashion.

4. FURTHER RESULTS& ANALYSIS OF GAUSSIAN MIXTURE DISTRIBUTIONS
Suppose thal and R are the only two maxima af;, r, and consider the inequality

(R=L)[f(L)V f(R)] < PpLg- ()

This inequality is important for the statement of Theorengiden below. In the proof of Theo-
rem 4 we show that the above ensures balanced truncatiothdtehe interval L, R) is simul-
taneously truncated at both ends.

For concreteness and for the clarity of the exposition, wefagus on the case wherg is
a mixture of two distinct Gaussian densities on the real. IDefine R;, = max{R : pu r =
(L + R)/2}. Under inequality (7), the population splitting procedaoatinuously truncates the
support of the distribution t¢L, Rr), asL is increased, until the maximum 6f., » can be
achieved at an interior point. Defide' as the smallest for which there exists anin (L, Ry,),
such thatuy, s = (L +s)/2 andus g, = (s+ Rpr)/2. Write s* for the corresponding poir,
and letR* stand forR.«. In the proof of Theorem 4, stated below, we show that undeth@
support of the distribution is truncated to the interaf, R*), which is then split at*.

Let m denote the local minimum of. For concreteness we will focus on the ca$e< m.
The cases* > m can be analyzed analogously. Denotenbythe right-most mode of and by
L the reflection ofR,, across the poinin,, i.e. let L® = 2m, — Ry, (Figure 3). According to
Corollary 1, to ensure there is no second split, it is enoogtheck that the left endpoint of the
interval (s*, R*) is truncated all the way ta without the maximum oy moving to an interior
point. In the proof of Theorem 4 we show that this is indeeddhsge, provided inequality (7)
holds for allL € [s*, L°] andR € [R,,, R*].

T T

s* m 1° ™My Ry R~

Fig. 3. The truncated density 6f4 N(—2,1) + 0.6 N(2, 1) after the first split. There is no
second split, because inequality (7) holds forfak [s*, L°] andR € [Rw, R*]

The above discussion is formalized by the following result.

THEOREMA4. Let f be a mixture of two Gaussian densities. Suppose that inigg¢d) holds
forall L < L*andR > R*.If (7) also holds for allL € [s*, L°] and R € [R.,, R*], then

(i) the population splitting procedure is continuous, afids its only split point;
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(i) with probability tending to one, BMT with threshotdl < Pr« « A Py« g- produces exactly
one split point, which converges 6 in probability.

Note that if the balanced truncation takes one of the endgaihthe way tan, without produc-
ing ans*, then, by Corollary 1, the population procedure producesptits.

Next, we check the conditions of Theorem 4 for various mesunf two Gaussian distributions
on the real line. In Table 1, we document the behaviour of tmufation splitting procedure, and
thus, the large sample performance of the Big Merge Tra€ke7 different levels of separation
between the two normal means we cons#édifferent mixing proportions, from the symmetric
case of50 : 50 mixing to the highly non-symmetri¢0 : 90 mixing. The behavior of the pop-
ulation splitting procedure in other cases can be intetpdldrom the table using continuity
arguments. We present, where applicable, the locationeofitst split point,s*, as well as the
corresponding.* and R*. The local minimum of the densityn, and the split point minimizing
the expected misclassification ermqgjc, are also provided. In all the cases whetés reported
we verified the conditions of Theorem 4. Consequently, theeclkesion of Theorem 4 is valid,
and BMT produces two clusters, with the split point conveggio s* in probability. In the rest
of the cases, we checked that condition (7) holds folaft m and allR > R,,. This ensures
that the balanced truncation takesll the way tom, and thus reduces the density to a unimodal
one. Corollary 1 then implies that the population splittprgcedure does not produce any splits.
In summary, BMT is able to separate the two Gaussian disioifss with probability tending
to one, as long as the distance between the means is not tdip antathe mixture is not too
uneven.

Computer Assisted CharacterizatioBecause analytical solutions are not available, we
find L*, R* amds* numerically. It follows from the arguments in the proof oféldiem 4 that
we only need to consider the valuesiothat satisfiy2m; — L < 27, — Ry, wherem; < o
are the two local maxima of. For each giver. we locateR;, using iz, r, = (L + Ryp)/2.
Then we focus ory, the local maximum of&, g, , and compute); = py s — (L + s)/2 and
02 = ps,r, — (s + Rr)/2. Note that atL = L* we haved; = d, = 0. Under inequality (7), we
also haved; > 0 andd, < 0 for L < L*. Thus, asL is increased/L* can be taken as the first
point where the deltas simultaneously change signs.

Closed form expressions fo, z, G1 r andG’LﬁR are provided in Appendix B. Figure 5 in the
Appendix B displays~;, r(a), f andG’, ;, (normalized), corresponding to the35 N'(—4,1) +
0.65 N (4,1) distribution, for three values df: (a) L < L*, (b) L = L*, (c) L > L*. Locations
of ur s, (L +s)/2, us,r, and(s + Ry,)/2 are also provided.

Adjustment to the BMTWhen the separation between the Normal means is very stmeall,
population splitting procedure can still be successfulratifig a split point by massively trun-
cating the support. In low sample sizes, thmming-ineffect may make BMT non-robust, as
its effectiveness depends on the shape of the truncatedieahgiistribution. Studying the be-
haviour of the population splitting procedure @5 N(—1.1,1) + 0.5N (1.1, 1), which is a very
difficult example for bi-modality detection (see Sectiod)5>we found|L*| = R* = 1.19, and
the probability of(L*, R*)is®(—1.19 — 1) + ®(—1.19+ 1) = 47.5%. Based on the above, we
propose an adjustment to the Big Merge Tracker. If the sumrafqrtions of the two merging
clusters in the last big merge is less than 50%, we do not repgrmerges. Preventing the cor-
responding splitting procedure from truncating more tha¥ of the data, while searching for
the first split, slightly reduces its efficiency, but makesdre robust to sampling fluctuations.
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Table 1.Finding splits for2-normal mixturesp; N (p1, 1) + p2 N(u2, 1)

| CASE | D1 D2 1 12 | SMC m ‘ s* L R* | 2nd Split|
0.50 050 -450 450 0.00 0.00( 0.00 -899 899 NO
045 055 -450 45Q -0.02 -0.02| -045 -8.53 9.43 NO
040 060 -450 45Q -0.04 -0.05|-0.90 -8.08 9.88 NO
0.35 0.65 -450 4.5Q -0.07 -0.07| -1.36 -7.62 10.33 NO
gz —p1) =9 | 030 070 -450 4.5Q -0.09 -0.10|-1.82 -7.17 1079 NO
025 0.75 -450 4.5Q -0.12 -0.13| -2.31 -6.67 11.24 NO
0.20 0.80 -450 4.5Q -0.15 -0.16| -2.90 -6.09 11.70, NO
0.15 0.85 -450 4.5Q -0.19 -0.20| -3.82 -5.09 12.16) NO
0.10 090 -450 4.5Q -0.24 -0.26] NO
0.50 050 -4.00 4.00 000 0.00( 000 -7.99 7.99 NO
045 055 -4.00 4.0Q -0.03 -0.03| -040 -7.58 838 NO
040 0.60 -4.00 4.0Q -0.05 -0.05|-0.80 -7.17 878 NO
0.35 0.65 -4.00 4.0Q -0.08 -0.08| -1.22 -6.77 9.19] NO
|p2 —p1| =8 | 0.30 0.70 -4.00 4.09 -0.11 -0.11| -1.64 -6.34 959 NO
025 0.75 -400 4.0Q -0.14 -0.15| -2.12 -5.86 9.99 NO
0.20 0.80 -4.00 4.09 -0.17 -0.18| -2.72 -5.25 10.40 NO
0.15 0.85 -4.00 4.0Q -0.22 -0.23] NO
0.10 090 -4.00 4.00 -0.28 -0.29| NO
050 050 -3.50 350 0.00 0.00( 0.00 -6.98 6.98 NO
045 055 -350 3.5Q -0.03 -0.03| -0.35 -6.63 7.34 NO
040 060 -3.50 3.5Q -0.06 -0.06|-0.71 -6.27 7.69] NO
035 0.65 -3.50 3.5Q -0.09 -0.10| -1.09 -5.90 8.04f NO
|p2 —p1|=71]030 070 -350 350 -0.12 -0.13|-149 -549 839 NO
025 0.75 -350 3.5Q -0.16 -0.17| -1.97 -5.01 875 NO
0.20 0.80 -350 3.5Q -0.20 -0.22| -2.66 -4.32 9.12 NO
0.15 0.85 -350 3.5Q -0.25 -0.27| NO
0.10 090 -3.50 3.5Q-0.31 -0.34] NO
050 050 -3.00 3.00 000 0.00( 000 -5.99 599 NO
045 055 -3.00 3.0Q0 -0.03 -0.04| -0.32 -5.66 6.28) NO
040 0.60 -3.00 3.00 -0.07 -0.08| -0.64 -5.34 6.59] NO
035 0.65 -3.00 3.0Q -0.10 -0.12| -0.99 -4.99 6.89) NO
|p2 —p1|=6 | 0.30 0.70 -3.00 3.00 -0.14 -0.16| -1.39 -459 7.20 NO
025 0.75 -3.00 3.0Q -0.18 -0.21| -1.91 -4.07 7.52 NO
0.20 0.80 -3.00 3.00 -0.23 -0.26] NO
0.15 0.85 -3.00 3.00 -0.29 -0.33] NO
0.10 090 -3.00 3.00 -0.37 -0.41| NO
050 050 -250 250 0.00 0.00( 0.00 -4.97 4.97| NO
045 055 -250 25Q -0.04 -0.05|-0.30 -4.68 523 NO
040 060 -250 25Q -0.08 -0.10| -0.61 -4.37 549 NO
035 065 -250 25Q -0.12 -0.15| -0.96 -4.01 575 NO
|pz — p1|=51| 030 070 -250 25Q -0.17 -0.20| -141 -356 6.02] NO
025 0.75 -250 2.5Q -0.22 -0.26] NO
0.20 0.80 -2.50 2.5Q -0.28 -0.33] NO
0.15 0.85 -250 25Q -0.35 -041| NO
0.10 090 -250 2.5Q -044 -0.53] NO
0.50 050 -2.00 2.0Q 0.00 0.00f 0.00 -3.89 3.89 NO
045 055 -2.00 20Q -0.05 -0.07| -0.32 -3.62 4.15/ NO
040 060 -2.00 2.0Q -0.10 -0.14| -0.67 -3.28 4.38 NO
035 065 -2.00 200 -0.15 -0.21| -1.12 -2.85 4.62 NO
|2 —p1| =41 030 070 -2.00 2.0Q-0.21 -0.28) NO
0.25 0.75 -2.00 2.0Q -0.28 -0.37| NO
0.20 0.80 -2.00 2.0Q -0.35 -0.47| NO
0.15 0.85 -2.00 2.0Q -0.43 -0.58] NO
0.10 090 -2.00 2.0Q -0.55 -0.74| NO
050 050 -150 150 0.00 0.00/ 0.00 -2.68 2.68 NO
045 055 -150 1.5(Q -0.07 -0.12| -0.50 -2.29 297 NO
040 060 -1.50 1.5Q -0.14 -0.24| NO
0.35 065 -1.50 1.5Q -0.21 -0.38] NO
|2 — p1|=3 {030 070 -150 1.5Q -0.28 -0.53) NO
025 0.75 -150 15Q -0.37 -0.71| NO
0.20 0.80 -1.50 1.5Q -0.46 -1.50| NO
0.15 0.85 -1.50 1.5Q -0.58 -1.50| NO
0.10 090 -150 1.5Q -0.73 -1.50| NO
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Table 2.Simulation study to compare multi-modality detection roé¢h

Population Density Dip Test P-value (D) Silverman Test P-value (S BMT

Mean (D) | Std(D) | % multi-mode || Mean (S) | Std(S) | % multi-mode || % multi-mode

N(0,1) 0.99| 0.04 0.00 0.48| 0.25 0.00 0.00

Beta(2,4) 0.98| 0.04 0.00 0.54| 0.28 2.00 0.00

{1\’(—1.1, 1)+ N(1.1, 1)}/2 0.81| 0.22 0.00 0.22| 0.21 29.00 69.00

{Be,ta(4, 6) + Beta(7, 3)}/2 0.84| 0.22 0.00 0.31| 0.25 21.00 49.00
{N(=25,1)+ N(0,1) + N(2.5,1)}/3 0.10| 0.14 52.00| 0.03| 0.03 79.00 96.00

5. SMULATION STUDY & REAL DATA ILLUSTRATION

Throughout this section we set the BTM threshold &8 and use the adjustment described
in the paragraph above. For details see Algorithm 3 in Appe@d

51. Modality Assessment

Testing for homogeneity of a population is an importantistigal problem (Aitkin & Rubin,
1985; Muller & Sawitzki, 1991; Roeder, 1994). Here, we use BMT to detect the presence
of two or more dominant modes in the density. We compare ittopaance with two popular
modality assessment procedures: (i) kernel density etsilvased test of Silverman (1981) (ii)
histogram based Diptest proposed by Hartigan & HartigaB3 L9 arger values of the statistics
signify departures from the null hypothesis of unimodalyalues of the Silverman test are cal-
culated using the R-package referenced in Vollmer et all3p@R-packge of Maechler (2013) is
used for implementing the Dip test. Further details aboesditests are proved in AppendixlC

We considereds5 different simulation scenarios, in which00 independent samples of
size10000 were generated and subjected to modality analysis. In Table report the percent-
age of cases in which multi-modality was detected. P-veluathe Dip and Silverman tests were
computed based arf)00 MCMC simulations, and decision on the null hypothesis ofudality
was made at% level of significance. The mean and the standard deviatidheop-values from
these tests are also reported. In the two unimodal scenaeie®nsidered, the BMT matched the
Silverman and the Dip tests in confirming unimodality of thepplation distribution with high
certainty. In the other three non-unimodal cases, whicludexl normal and beta mixtures, the
BMT performed better than the Dip and Silverman test in detganulti-modality.

5-2. Comparisons with number of clusters estimation methods

We study the potency of the BMT in detecting the true numbetlwdters. We compare its
performance with the followinghumber of cluster@stimation methods: (i) the CH index of
Calihski & Harabasz (1974) (ii) the KL index of Krzanowski Bai (1988) (iii) H measure of
Hartigan (1975) (iv) silhouette statistic based KR indexXafifman & Rousseeuw (2009), and
(v) the Gap statistics of Tibshirani et al. (2001). Detaitksbcriptions of these procedures are
provided in Appendix @. The number of clusters estimation approaches are fusthedivided
into local and global methods (Gordon, 1996). Our methodléal method while the othéey
methods are global methods. In Table 3 we report the perfocenaf our approach, along with
the aboveb methods, in detecting the number of clusters in four difiesmulation scenarios.
We consider three univariate and one multivaridate-dimensional) normal mixtures regimes.
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Table 3.Number of clusters detectedi00 trials for four simulation scenarios

True Population Density Methods Number of Clusters
1 2 3| 4|{5| 6|7[8] 9] 10+
CH 0 1 0 00 0[0]|0]99 0
KL 0 1 0[99|{0| 0O|O|O] O 0
Hartigan | O 1 0199 |0 0[0]|O0 0 0
0.2N(—4,1)+08N(4,1) Gap [0[100] 0] 0[0[ 0f0of0ol 0] ©
Sample Size = 2000 Silhouette| O | 100 0| ofo| ojo|j0}| O 0
BMT 0 99 1 00 0[0]|O0 0 0
CH 0 0 0| 0|0l 0O|O|O| O] 100
KL 0 0 0 00 0|0|1 0 99
Hartigan | O 0|10 ol0| 0O|O|O]| O 0
0.3 N(—5,1) +0.35 N(0,1) + 0.35 N(5,1) Gap 0 01100 o010 oTo0To 0 0
Sample Size = 2000 Silhouette | 0 0(10f 0|0 O|O|O]| O 0
BMT 0 0 | 100 00 0[0]|O0 0 0
CH 0 0 0 00 0[0]|O 0 | 100
KL 0 0 0 0|0 0[0]|1]99 0
Hartigan | O 0 O] O[O OO0 | 1]99 0

— |4 |~

0.3N(—2.5,1) + 0.35 N(0,1) + 0.35 N(2.5,1) Gap 0 99 0 o0 oTo0To 0 0
Sample Size = 2000 Silhouette| 0 | 99 0] ofO0O| O[|O0O|O] O 0
BMT 0 0Ol100| ol0O| O|O|O]| O 0
CH 0 50 50 00 0[0]|O 0 0
{0.5N(-1.5,1)+0.5N(1.5,1)} KL 0 O] 50 O[O0 0O[0[O| O] 50
® {04N(-2,1)+ 0.6 N(2,1)} Hartigan | O 0| 50[50[0| 0o[0[O0] O 0
® {N(0,1)}" Gap |[0[100] O[ 0|0 0O[0[O0O[ O] ©
Silhouette| 0| 50| 50| 0[O| O|[O[O] O 0
Sample Size = 2000 BMT 0 0 0|50 |0|48|0]|O0 0 2

100 independent realizations were used for each study and #tebdtion of the number of
clusters detected by the methods are reported. The CH, KIKRHand Gap statistics were
computed based ok-means clustering using euclidean distance. The entirglsawas used
while implementing these methods via thiec1ust R-package of Charrad et al. (2014).

In our first univariate example, we consider a highly non-gygtric mixture of two normal
densities. Each of them has unit variance and their mearfaidyewell-separated. We observe
that the methods due to CH, KL and Hartigan fail to recoveriineodal structure, but the Gap,
Silhouette and BMT successfully detect the two clustersctNee considered a tri-modal non-
symmetric scenario with well-separated univariate Gamssiixtures. All the methods other than
CH and KL are able to detect the true number of clusters iretkasnple. However, when we half
the separation between the adjacent normal means in the aletwip, we observe that all the
methods other than the BMT are unable to detect the true nuofistusters. The potency of the
BMT can be attributed to its effectiveness in truncatingsheport and zooming in on the troughs
of the density. We report this case in our third simulatioaragle. Figure 6 in Appendix 2
shows the plot of the densities used in these numerical Empets. In our last example, we
consider al0 dimensional dataset, which is generated from a productitgefe first two
dimensions are generated respectively from a symmetri@armah-symmetric mixture of two-
gaussians. The rest eight dimensions just contain whiteendle observe that while all other
methods completely fail to detect the four clusters in thisdpct space, the method due to
Hartigan and the BMT detect the four clusters witl, accuracy. However, in the cases where
they fail, the method due to Hartigan undercounts, and BMarasunts, the number of clusters.
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5-3. Performance on Large Data-sets

In Table 4, we report the performance of the BMT acrasdifferent simulation examples
involving large samples generated from Gaussian mixtleseach exampld,00 independent
data sets are generated from the population density anddtiniation of the number of clusters
detected by BMT is reported (the frequencies are in parsighé/MNe also report the average
and standard deviations of the Mean Square Errors (MSE)tbeecases where the algorithm
correctly detects the true number of clusters. The oracl& dSalculated based on partitions
that use the minima of the true population density.

Table 4.Performance of the BMT on simulated datasets of large sasipds

Population Density Sample | Time in Sec | Number of Clusters| MSE Oracle

Size per Replicate Mean SD MSE
{N(-25,1)+ N(0,1) + N(2.5,1)}/3 10* 0.70 2(3),3(9),4 (1) | 0.6817 | 0.0405| 0.6564
0.5 N(=5,1) +0.25 N(0,1) +0.25 N(5,1) | 5 x 10* 11.58 3(100) 1.1152 | 0.0125| 0.9769
{N(-1.1,1) + N(1.1,1) } /2 10° 44.07 1(25),2(70), 3 (5) | 0.6905 | 0.0258 | 0.6789
{N(0,1) £ N(4,1) £ N(8,1)}/5 10° 38.98 5 (100) 0.8909 | 0.0036 | 0.8909

Over all the four different simulation experiments, we fduhat the BMT algorithm correctly
detected the true number of clusters with high certainlgoAthe average MSE was observed
to be very close to the Oracle risk. To demonstrate the stifatf the proposed method, we
report the average elapsed time (in Seconds) per repisatithe numerical experiments were
performed at the Center for High Performance Computiitgtp: / /hpcc.usc. edu) of the
University of Southern California. The computations weveelin R version 3.1.1 on Dual Quad-
core Intel Xeon 2.33 GHz, 16GB Memory nodes. We usedsthewfall package of Knaus
(2013) to distribute computations ovEp0 cpus. For each of the simulation setups the algorithm
was also executed on an iMac desktop with 2.9 GHz Intel Copgabessor and 8 GB memory,
requiring an approximate run time @6 secondsp minutes and20 minutes for10000, 50000
and100000 sample sizes, respectively.

5-4. Real Data lllustration: Sub-population analysis in Siagell Virology

We demonstrate an application of our clustering approach simgle-cell Mass Cytometry
(Bendall et al., 2011) based virology study. We analyze #ia deported in Sen et al. (2014),
where the effect of Varicella Zoster Virus (VZV) on humandgodi cell is studied. VZV is a hu-
man herpesvirus and causes varicella and zoster (Zerbahj 2014). We study protein expres-
sions from five independent experiments, each containingranfected (UN) and a Bystander
(BY) populations. Bystanders are cells in the VZV infectegbplation, which are not directly
infected by the virus, but are influenced by neighboring syinfected cells. Protein expression
values are studied on the arcsinh scale. Non-expresseglsvata uniformly distributed between
[—1, 1]. Cellular sub-populations are detected by clustering tpifations based on the expres-
sions of “core-proteins”, which are associated with T cethation (Newell et al., 2012). Most
of the samples have large sizes, usually on the order tf°. Traditional clustering techniques
fail to accommodate such large sample sizes and resort teasupling based approaches (Qiu
et al., 2011; Linderman et al., 2012). The BMT, on the othardh#das the advantage of being
scalable enough to conduct clustering analysis on thecesdimple.
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Table 5.Sizes and Proportions of dominant clusters detected by Bbdsab independent
Virology experiments

Experiment | Experiment I Experiment IlI Experiment IV Experiment V
SUB-POPULATIONS UN | BY | UN ‘ BY ‘ UN | BY | UN ‘ BY ‘ UN | BY |
DUAL POSITIVE 8411 6596 5253 4169 4971 2703 3795 1510 8047 5225

(8.8%) | (7.3%) || (5.8%) | 5.7%) || (6.0%) | (5.4%) | (5.0%) | (4.6%) || (8.5%) | (8.0%)

DUAL NEGATIVE 2723 | 2973 3537 | 2631 4433 | 2935 4354 | 2196 5012 | 2881
(2.8%) | (3.3%) || (3.9%) | (3.6%) || (5.3%) | (5.9%) | (5.8%) | (6.7%) || (5.3%) | (4.4%)

CD4 NON-NAIVE 7993 | 10636 || 15144 | 11556 || 21444 | 12429 || 22149 | 8508 || 30034 | 20469
(8.4%) | (11.8%) || (16.7%) | (15.9%) || (25.9%) | (25.0%) || (29.7%) | (26.1%) || (31.9%) | (31.3%)

CD4 NAIVE 69977 | 64119 | 57744 | 47374 || 45764 | 27987 || 35458 | 16390 || 40398 | 28524
(73.7%) | (71.1%) || (63.7%) | (65.1%) || (55.3%) | (56.3%) || (47.5%) | (50.4%) || (43.0%) | (43.7%)

CD8 NAIVE 5654 | 5671 8599 | 6571 5798 | 3490 8271 | 3774 9869 | 7829
(6.0%) | (6.3%) || (9.5%) | (9.0%) || (7.0%) | (7.0%) || (11.1%) | (11.6%) || (10.5%) | (12.0%)

POPULATION SIZE 94837 | 90157 90641 | 72699 82637 | 49672 74540 | 32497 93878 | 65244

The three proteins, CD4, CD8 and CD45RA (naive), classifgllscfor the most part, and are
used as core-proteins. For each of itbesamples (UN and BY from experiments I-V), based on
the expressions of the above three proteins, we performedhated clustering by using BMT in
the three dimensional space. Figure 7 and 8 in Appendds@ow that in all the cases, the BMT
detects unimodality for CD4 and CD45RA and bimodality for&&xpression values. Using the
bi-modality of CD8 and the BMT detected splits, we classi@ixas CD8-high and CD8-low.
Also, considering the expression and non-expressionseobtther two markers we simultane-
ously classify cells into the following clusters: (i) Duabgitive: CD4 expressed and CD8 High
(i) Dual-negative: CD4 non-expressed and CD8 low (iii) CRdn-Naive: CD4 expressed and
CD45RA non-expressed (iv) CD4 Naive: CD4 expressed and ®B4ion-expressed (v) CD8
Naive: CD8 high and CD45RA expressed.

Table 5 shows the sizes and proportional representatiotisesé clusters (sub-populations)
across the five experiments. The BMT based sub-populatesesmble the T-cell biology based
phenotypic classification in Sen et al. (2014). They alsalrgate that the sub-population distri-
bution in the Bystander cells is not much different from tbathe uninfected, though the UN
sub-population distribution varies across experimengngJthis BMT based categorization of
the T-cells, sub-population level cell-signaling pattecan be subsequently studied. Figure 9 in
Appendix C3 shows the heatmap of the protein expressions (core + signaloteins) of the
sub-populations from Experiment I.

6. DiscuUssION

We present a penalized clustering framework, which is nbt consistent, but also scalable
to large sample sizes. Our approach shows that/fabased convex relaxations of traditional
clustering criteria can be used in large data sets withs$itzdl guarantees. Future work on the
rates of convergence of the proposed framework will helpnussdtigate the problem of rare
clusters detection. Also, following the the lines of Wit&fTibshirani (2010), it would be useful
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to incorporate an automated feature selection approadtiniite convex clustering framework.
This would allow us to extend the BMT approach to high dimenal scenarios.

The R code and data sets used for the producing Tables 1-beadmwnloaded frorattp:
//www-bcf.usc.edu/~gourab/code-bmt. An R package implementing the proposed
method will be made available Bt tp://cran.r-project.org/.
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APPENDIX
A. DETAILED PROOFS FOR THERESULTS IN SECTIONS 2-4
Proof of Theoreni

Let Ao = 0. Suppose that the first merge happens at A, the second ak = A5, and so on. We will
first show that, with probability tending to one, valuks form an increasing sequence. Consider two
merges(s = C; U Cy andC = C3 U Cy. For concreteness, we will focus on the case where cldster
exists at the time of the first merge, and establish

Xc2 —Ycl < 76‘4 —YCS
ICs| = |C]

This will complete the proof because of the continuity of timelerlying distribution. The complementary
case, wher€’, is formed after the first merge can be analyzed analogously.

Suppose that the above inequality does not hold. Then,gakto account representatiofiz| X ¢, =
|C1| X e, + |Ca| X ¢y, We can derive

(A1)

704 _702 = Yc4 _703 - |Cl| : |02|71 ’ (Ycz _Ycl)
= YC4 _YC?, - |Cl| ’ |O3|71 ’ (Ycz _701)
- = <|C| |Cl|> _|Ca] +1Cy]

ICs|  |Cs|

The resulting inequality contradicts the merge= Cy U Cs.
The KKT conditions for optimization problem (2) are satidfié there exists,;; with |8;;] <1 and
Bi; = —Bjs, such that for every:

J#L o Fa; JALa =

<(X02_X01) _W(YCQ_YCH)'

Write C(¢) for the current cluster containing. Taking into account equations (3), the KKT conditions
can be rewritten as follows,

XC(i) —x; + A Z Bij = 0. (A3)
J#1,§€C (1)
We will argue by induction over the number of merges and distathe KKT conditions, (A3), for alk
and for all\ = \x. If (A3) holds for a particular tuning parameter valig, it also holds for\ > A,
provided the clustef'(i) is not modified, if we shrink all the correspondifig by a factor of; /.
For A = \g, conditions (A3) hold trivially, with each observation foing its own cluster. Suppose we

are able to verify the KKT conditions up to the merge- 1. Suppose that the-th merge, at\ = A\, is
C = C1 U Cs. By the discussion above, conditions (A3) hold\at ), for all i ¢ C, and there exis8,;;
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with |ﬁlj| <1 andﬁij = _Bjiv such that

Xey—mi+ Ay, Biy=0 forallieCy (A4)
J#i,j€C1
Xoy—mi+ A Y, Biy=0 forallicC,. (A5)
J#i,3€C2
We will set3;; = —1 for eachi € C; andj € Cs, and we will keep the remaining;; values intact. We
need to show that
Xe—mi+ e Y, By=0 forallieC. (A6)
i#i.j€C

Consider an € Cy. Equations (A4) implyA, 3=, ico, Bij = i — X, . Recall that\, = (X¢, —
X¢,)/|C]. It follows that

Xo—xi+ Mg Z Bij=Xc—Xe, + (X, — X¢,)|Ca|/IC] =0, (A7)
j#i,j€C

as required. The argument foe Cs is analogous, but uses equations (A5) instead of (A4).

Proof of Theoren?2

We will prove the result by induction over the number of mergeor each merge we will establish the
following claim: the splitting procedure applied to thetlfmmed cluster matches the merging procedure
that formed that cluster. It follows that the sequence ddtelts formed by the splitting procedure matches
the sequence of clusters formed by the merging algorithm.

The claim for merge number one is trivial: the only possilpét £xactly matches the first merge.
Suppose that the claim has been established for thekfinsérges. LetC' be the cluster formed by the
mergek + 1, which combines clusteis; andCs, with C; being the left one. It is only left to show that
the first splitting procedure applied © produces cluster€’; and C,. Consider a possible alternative
split: C' = C5 U Cy, with C5 being the left cluster that is different fro@, . To verify the claim, we need
to establishX ¢, — X¢, > X, — X, For concreteness, we will focus on the céec C;. The case
C1 C C3 can be handled analogously, taking advantage of the ireldsj c Cs.

Define C5 = C; \ Cs. Using representationX ¢, = X¢,|Cs|/|C1| + X ¢,
X, |C51/|Ca| + X, |C2|/|Cyl, we can rewrite the desired inequality as

C5|/|Cl| and 704 =

Xo, — Xes . X, — Xes
|Cal |C1|

Suppose that the clustér; was formed by the merg€;; U C12. The induction claim for merges one
throughk implies thatX ¢,, — X ¢,, maximizes the corresponding difference of the averagesabiear-
titions of C; . By the monotonicity of the values in the merging algorithm, we ha\€ ¢, — X¢,)/|C| >
(Xc,, — Xcy,)/]C1|, which yields

(A8)

Xe, — Xey . Xes — Xy
€ |C1

Consequently, if we can establish that

(A9)

Xoy —Xoy . Xoy— Xy

> , (A10)
|C4] IC]

then the required inequality (A8) is satisfied. Using reprgation Xo, = Xcos|Cs]/|Ch| +
X c.|Cs|/|C1| we can rewrite (A10) a$X ¢, — X¢,)/|C] > (X — Xcy)/|C1]. The last inequality
is true by (A9), which completes the proof.
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Proof of Theoren3

DefineAy, = {(L,R), (L,R) C D, —M < L < R < M }. We will need the following lemma, which
is proved in the next subsection.

LEMMA Al. For each positivel/,

sup  sup |CA¥L7R((1) — G r(a)] = op(1). (A11)
(L,R)€AN @
Write s, for the first split point produced by the sample splitting ggdure applied to an interval
(L, R). Note thats,, maX|m|zesGLR DefineA,, = supy,, Supa|GL r(a) — Gr r(a)|. Forall(L,R) €
A, we have

GL,R(Sn) > éL,R(Sn) — An > maXGL_,R(a) — 2An.

Lemma Al givesA,, = op(1).

If Disbounded, lef = |Lg| V |Ro|. The argument in the previous paragraph implies that thgkam
splitting procedure is a-precision procedure with probability tending to one. Noensider the case
of unboundedD. For concreteness, suppoBg = co. Fix a positived and takeM = 3ji5-1 o, + 5L
By the law of large numbers\/ — fi;—1 ., > fis—1 o + 0~ *, with probability tending to one. Hence,
the following statement holds with probability tending teeo For all interval§ L, R) with R > M and
L<§1 we have(A?L,R(M) > SUP|q<5-1 @LR(a). The last statement implies that when the sample
splitting procedure is applied td, R) with R > M, the split points,, satisfiegs,,| > 6. An analogous
argument can be used to handle the dase — M.

Consequently, for each positidgethe sample splitting procedure igdorecision procedure, with prob-
ability tending to one. Because the population proceducenginuous, for each positive the following
statement is true with probability tending to one. For edch (¢, o* — ¢€), the number of3-splits in the
sample procedure is exactly Also, the corresponding split points converge to theirydafion counter-
parts in probability. Now, take a small enough positivio achievec < a < o* — e. By the Glivenko-
Cantelli theorem, the difference between the empiricaltargopulation probability of an open interval
is 0, (1), uniformly over all such intervals. Thus, when the samplésspre thresholded at level using
the empirical probability, the splits that are retainechcade with those resulting from the thresholding
using the population distribution.

Proof of Lemma A

Let P, denote the empirical measure associated with observatigns, x,,, and letP be the corre-
sponding population distribution. Standard results fromempirical process theory give us bounds
sup |P,(I,7) — P(l,r)] = 0,(1) and  sup

/den(:v)—/ zdP(x)
I,r lr l l

Fix an arbitrarily small positivee. Define By, = {(l,r), (I,r)C D, -M <l <r <M} and
By(e) = Bun{(l,r): r—1>¢€}. Letc = infp, ) P(l,r), and note that is positive. Using (A12)
we can boundupp,, (o) |G, — pu,r| DY

Px(l,r) — Px(l,
wup | Prrtlor) = Pr(L.r)
By (e) P(la T)

=o0,(1). (A12)

+ sup |P,z(l,r |
ij(i) ?T)

| SUD IP :v(l T)I

< (ce) tsup|Px(l,7) — Px(l,7)| + (ce
(00" sup | Pt r) = Pa(t )]+ (ee) {0 5 s

= (e0) o, (1) + (e 5 0,1 = 0, ().

p|Pa(l,r) = P(L,7)]

Thus,

sup ml,r - Nl.,r| =€+ sup ml,r - Nl.,r| =€+ Op(l)-

Bm By (€)
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Because the above stochastic bound holds for every posjtive havesup s, |71, — fu1,-| = 0p(1).
Proof of Corollary1
We will need the following result, which is proved in the nexbsection.

LEMMA A2. Suppose that the densitf, is unimodal. For alla, L, R, such that If(L, R) C D and
L < a < R,we have

Gr,r(a) < Gpr(L)V G r(R). (A13)

It follows directly from Lemma A2 that the population spilitty procedure cannot produce any splits.
Given a positive, there exist positivé; andr, such that

P(—o00, =07 )V P(6; ,00) <€e/2 and sup P(l,1+7) < ¢/2. (A14)
leR

If (L,R) C D, thenGp r can only achieve its maximum at an endpoint, by Lemma A2. Bsea
(a, L, R) — G r(a) is a continuous function, we can find a positde such that

min { max G g(a) — max GLyR(a)] > 09.
57 '<L<R-r<R<67 ! €[l R] a€[L+7,R—1]

Note thatmax,¢(z,r) Gr,r(a) is an increasing function d® and a decreasing function &t Thus, if we
setd = min{d, d2}, the above inequality yields

min
L<R—T1

max Gp p(a) — max Gpr.r(a)| > 0. (A15)
a€[L,R] GE[LJrT.,RfT]m[f(S;lJrT,(S;l7T]

Inequality (A15) implies that for any given interval, R) C D, ad-precision procedure must place the
split point in one of the four interval§Z, L + 7), (R — 7, R], (—o0, —6; ' + 1) or (6;* — 7,00). The
first interval is only an option if. is finite, while the second is only an optionAfis finite. Note that such
a split does not pass tlehreshold by inequalities (A14).

Consequently, the population splitting procedure is cardus, and Corollary 1 follows from Theo-
rem 3.

Proof of Lemma 2

We will show that for every that is an extremum af'., r on the interval L, R), we haveGy r(s) <
Gr.r(L)V Gr r(R). We will first focus on the case wheseis less than or equal to the mode of the
density,f, restricted ta L, R). Direct calculation yields,

fla)PL.r

/L.,R(S) = m[/@,s + fts,R — PL,R — S). (A16)

Thus, ifs is an extremum, theps r — pr,r = s — ur s (S€€ Figure 4).
Consequently,

Gr,r(s) =2(s —pr,s) + pr,r — 5
< 8 — L—l-,LLL_’R — 8 = GL_’R(L).
The last inequality follows from the fact thdtis strictly increasing oiiL, s), which impliess — ur, s <
(s—1L)/2.
In the case where is greater than the mode ¢fon (L, R) we can argue analogously and show that
Gr,r(s) < Grr(R).

A-1. Proof of Theorerd

We will first show that the population splitting procedurestzanly one split point, located at. Con-
sider the following result, which is proved in the next sudism.
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Fig. 4. lllustration of the proof of Lemma 2 on a truncatedmal density.

LEMMA A3. Suppose thatr, r, = (L1 + R1)/2. If condition (7) holds for all L € [L;, L,] and
R € [Rg, Ro], thenup r, < (L+ R1)/2andur,.r > (L1 + R)/2for L € (L1, L] andR € [Rq, Ry).

In the proof of Lemma A2 we established that i€ (L, R) is a global maximum of7, r, then we cannot
have eitheruy, s > (L +5)/2 or us r < (s + R)/2. Note thatuy s > (L + s)/2 for s € [R*, Ry,) by
Lemma A3. Thus, fol. < L*, the population procedure applied(tb, Rz) cannot place a split point in
[R*, R1). An analogous argument shows that there are also no sptitgpoi( L, L*]. Take a sufficiently
large M to ensurg(L*, R*) C (=M, M) andups oo — ploo,* < M + pi—oo ar. Then, if (=M, M) C
(L,Rr) ands € (L*, R*), we have

Gr,r;(S) < HR* 00 — H—oo,i* < M + pi—oo,mr < Gr,r,, (L).

Consequentlyrgmax Gr, g, = {L, Rr}. Thus, the population splitting procedure will truncate up-
port of the distribution alondL, R;,), until the maximum ofGy, r, is achieved at an interior point.
As mentioned earlier, the proof of Lemma A2 demonstratesithac (L, R) is a global maximum
of G g, thenpr s < (L +s)/2 and us.g > (s + R)/2. When the above inequalities are equalities,
and R = Ry, we haveGy g, (s) = Gr.r, (L) = G g, (Rr). Thus, the population procedure trun-
cates the support, in a balanced way, al¢agR;) down to (L*, R*), at which pointGr« g=(s) =
Gpr+ r+(L*) = G~ g~ (R*). Note that forL < L* and a sufficiently small positive, Lemma A3 im-
plies Grie.r, (L+€) < Grter, (Rr) and G g, (R — €) < G r, —(L), which means that an
unbalanced truncation would not be possible. By continuityene is sufficiently small, condition (7)
is also satisfied foll € (L*,L* +¢) and R € (R* — ¢, R*). For suchL and R, Lemma A3 gives
prs< < (L* 4+ s*)/2 and us« g > (s* + R*)/2. Consequently, if interva{Z*, R*) is truncated, by a
small amount, the maximum d¥ is no longer achieved at an endpoint. Thus, further truonaif
(L*, R*) is not feasible, and the interval is instead split i(fd, s*) and(s*, R*).

Note thatf restricted to the intervglL*, s*) is unimodal, hencéeL*, s*) will not be split any further by
Lemma A2. The nature of the asymmetry of the mixture distidntruncated tgs*, R*) impliesm < L°
andure r,, < (Rm + L°)/2. The last inequality continues to holdif andR,, are replaced by larger
values. It follows that no split points can be placedlif, R*), as the intervals*, R*) is being truncated
towards(m, Ry,). By LemmaA3,u, r < (s + R)/2for s € (s*, L°) andR € [Rn, R*]. Hence, no split
points can be placed ifs*, L°) either. It follows that the intervals*, R*) will get truncated down to the
interval (m, Ry, ), on whichf is unimodal. By Lemma A2, there are no more splits.

Using arguments similar to those in the proof of Corollarywk can establish that the population
splitting procedure is continuous. Theorem 3 then implesdesired properties of the BMT.

Proof of Lemma A

Letg(L) = pr.r, — (L + R1)/2 and note thay(L;) = 0. We will show thatg’(L) < 0 forall L
[L1, L], which implies the desired inequality for, g, . The inequality forur,, r can be derived using
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similar arguments. I, € [L;, Ly] andg(L) < 0, then

f(L)2[pr Ry — L] = PL R,

g'(L) = f(L)(pr,r, — L)/ PR, —1/2= 2Pr R,

< f(L)[Ry — L] — Pp g,
- 2PL,R1

It follows thatg’(L) < 0 forall L € [L4, Lo].

< 0.

B. ANALYSIS OF THE POPULATION PROCEDURE FOIGAUSSIAN MIXTURE DISTRIBUTIONS

The dynamics of the population splitting procedure can layaed for Gaussian mixture distributions
through closed form expressions@f, r and its associated functionals. If the population dengity a

mixture ofk normals:f(x) := Zle w;¢(x — p;) then using the following inequality,

[t = p)de = (o~ )~ ot - ),

we get closed from expressions@t, r which can be subsequently optimized:

R a
Gr.r(a) :P(;}%/ :Cf(x)dx—PL_)lll/ xf(x), dz  where
a L

R k
[ f@yde = 3w (@R - 1)~ 0a - p)) - F(R)+ f(a)

i=1

o k
| at@ s = 3w - ) = 9L =)} = fla) + (L), and

=1
k k
Por=>» wi{®R-p)—0a—m)}, Pra=Y wi{®a—pm)—®L- )}
=1 i=1

The following alternative expression fa¥z r(a) in terms of the conditional means and density
fr.r(x) = Py 5 f(x)1{L, R}, whereP,, o, = P; 1 Pa, a,, is also useful:

R a
Gr.r(a) :PL_,}I/ foyR(x)d:c—Pa_,]l%/ z fr r(z)dx
a L

= {pL,a pa,R}_l{PL,auL,R _/ fo7R(‘T) dZC}

oo
a

= fr,rR(a){Prq Par} > {UL.,RPG%L +(1— 215a,L)/ z fr,r(x)dz — Py, Por|.

— 00

Differentiating the above with respectdowe arrive atG, p(a) = sz, r(a) x Hr, r(a), where
kL r(a) = f(a) PL_,Z Pa_}% PL_’E, and
HL,R((L) = ML,RPg,a + {Pa,R — PL,a}/ ,Tf(l‘) dr — CLP(LL Pa,R-
L

Note that, r(a) > O forall a € (L, R). Hence, to track the the extremas®f g, it is enough to search
for the zeros ofH;, r(a). We call Hy, i the normalize(i}’L,R. Figure 5 shows the plots &¥z r(a),
the truncated density and;, r(a), whenf = 0.35 N(—4,1) 4+ 0.65N (4,1). The plot of G, r appears
flat in the neighborhood of the split. But, the plot Bf;, r clearly shows only one zero-crossing and
demonstrates uniqueness of the maximur@gfr in the case of interest.
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Fig. 5. Across rows we have the plots 6f.,z(a), the truncated density and the normalizéfl g (a), asL varies across columns

over the 3 cases: (i) < L* (i) L = L* (iii) L > L*. The population density used her®i85 N (—4,1) + 0.65N (4, 1). The dotted

blue line and the stars denote the position of the zer@’ofin the last row, the conditional means; s, prr andusr, are denoted

by circles and the corresponding mid-poir(t,+ s)/2, (L + Rr)/2 and(s + R1)/2, by squares. The signs differenagsanddz,
defined in Section 3, vary as follows (iJ1 > 0,d2 < 0) (ii) (61 = 0,2 = 0) (iii) (61 < 0,2 > 0).

C. FURTHERDETAILS ON THE SIMULATION STUDY & REAL DATA |LLUSTRATION
For the numerical experiments in Section 5, we implemeritedMT with thresholdy uniformly set
at 10%, and with the adjustment of at ma®1% truncation for the first split. The details are provided in
Algorithm 3.
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INITIALIZE:
K = number of clusters= n.

Sort data in ascending order and store themxas: {z1,...,z,}.
Assign cluster meafias, as, . .., a,} to them:a; = z;fori =1,... n.
Clustersizes; =1,i=1,...,n.
Cluster Membership Indices of. I(x) = {1,...,n}.

WHILE K > 1:

Find the consecutive adjacent centroid distance starmtatdiy cluster sizes:
d(j,j +1) « (aj+1 — a;)/(sj + sj+1)
Find the clusters with minimum merging distance:
J* 4 argming <o 1 d(j,j +1)
Checkiif it is a Big Mergemin{s;, sj«y1} > [na]
IF Big Merge: Find and Stor®lass after merge= (s« + sj»+1)/n and
New Split ={ max{x[I(x) is j*} s;+ + min{x[I(z)is (j* + 1)]} sjx 11} /(55 + sjx41);
Merge thej* and(j* + 1) clusters and update the centroid and size of the new cluster:
ajr < (Sjxajr + Sjr41a5x41)/ (S5 + Sj*41)
sj* < (855 + 8jv+41)
Reduce the number of clusters in pd&h«— (K — 1)
Change cluster indices & cluster member indices of datardaugto the above reduction:
FOREKIn (j* 4+ 1) : K, s  Sk41;ak < Gpt1
FOR ALL I(z) > j*: reduce index by 1 ,i.el(z) = I(z) — 1
ADJUSTMENT: IFMass after merga the TOP SPLIT< 50%, Stored.Splits = NULL;
OUTPUTStored Splits.

Algorithm 3: a-thresholded BMT algorithm with truncation adjustment

C-1. Modality Assessment Methods

We compare the performance of the BMT with the following twapplar modality assessment proce-
dures:

Silverman Test is based on a kernel density estimate. It uses the idea ttta ihopulation density is
non-unimodal, a large value of the bandwidth will be reqaitee smooth the data to a unimodal den-
sity estimate (Silverman, 1981) . The test uses the minimandwidth that produces a unimodal
kernel estimator. Large values of the minimum bandwidtheda®st-statistic provide evidence to
support the alternative hypothesis of multi-modality. Tmduct the Silverman test, we use the R-
package referenced in Volimer et al. (2013) and availalmfthehttp://www.uni-marburg.
de/fbl2/stoch/forschung/rpackages/silvermantest_manual.pdf.Itis based on
Gaussian kernels and incorporates Hall & York (2001) adjesit for calculating the p-value.

TheDip Test proposed by Hartigan & Hartigan (1985) is a histogram basetthad, which does not re-
quire estimating the density. The Dip-statistic is the minm Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance between
the empirical distribution and the class of unimodal dttions. Larger values of the Dip-statistic
signify departure from the null hypothesis of unimodalRyvalues are calculated using the R-package
of Maechler (2013). The p-value of this test is quite conatve.
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C-2. Background: methods for estimating the number of clusters

We compare the performance of BMT with five statistical meththat are popularly used for esti-
mating the number of clusters in a dataset. A comparisorysitif0 different approaches in Milligan &
Cooper (1985) reports the approach in Califiski & Haraba874) as being one of the best performing
global method. It prescribes maximizing the following indwerk:

B(k)/(k—1)

= W

whereB(k) andW (k) are respectively the between and the within clusters surquares foik clusters.
Another popular approach, due to Krzanowski & Lai (1988pased on the changes in the within clusters
sum of squares as new clusters are formed, and seeks to mastheifollowing ratio over k:

DIFF(k)

KL(’”:‘W

‘ where DIFRE) = (k — 1) PWj_y — k*/PW,.
Both these approaches are not definedifer 1 and can not be used for testing population unimodality.
Hartigan (1975) proposed using the smallegbr which the following ratio of the within cluster sum of

squares is greater than:
_ [ W)

It can be used for testing presence of only one cluster. Btieaf thresholds based on thedistribution
can also be used. Gordon (1996) further sub-divides thggeagphes into local and global methods. Local
methods consider individual pairs of clusters and checktimdrethey should be merged. On the other
hand, global methods incorporate the entire data in evalyateasures that are subsequently optimized
as a function of the number of clusters. Note that BMT is allowzthod. Along with the abov@methods,
we compare BMT with the followin@ methods.

Givenk clusters, for each data-poimt the silhouette statisitic of Kaufman & Rousseeuw (2009fuse

a(4): the average distance af to other points in its cluster, and
b(2): the average distance of from points in its nearest neighboring cluster,

and is given by sh(i) = (b(i) — a(i))/max{a(i), b(7) }. Large values of sh(¢) signify good clustering. A
popular estimate of the optimal number of clusters is bagedaximizing the average silhouette statistic,

KR(k) =n" Zshk(i) overk > 2.
=1

The Gap statistics of Tibshirani et al. (2001) uses the \@lpbenomenon’ (Thorndike, 1953) by es-
timating the number of clusters at the transition point, rgltee decline in the within cluster dispersion
first slackens. The goodness of clusteringifalusters is defined as:

Gap, (k) = E} {log(W (k))} — log(W (k)),

where W(k) is the size-normalized intra-cluster sums of squares. Wpeaation is over reference
datasets and can be estimated by the mealogi’*(k) over B i.i.d. datasets that are generated by
sampling uniformly from the original dataset’s range. Tkangdard deviation, sté) of log W*(k), is
also recorded, and an estimate of the optimal number ofeskist the datasets is given by the smallest
for which the following holds:

Gapk) > Gapk + 1) — (1+ B~ 1)~ Y2stdk 4 1).
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Fig. 6. Plot of the univariate densities used in the differammerical experiments of Table 3

C-3. BMT & Sub-population Analysis in Single Cell Virology

We demonstrate an application of our clustering method immamunology study conducted at single
cell level. Emerging technologies (Wang & Bodivitz, 201ayk recently enabled us to collect proteomic
data sets at single cell resolution. These data sets rdfleegtiations of protein expressions across cells
and need clustering techniques for detection of cellularmapulations. Typically, sub-populations are
detected by core-protein expressions based cluster éafythe samples, and the signaling expressions
of the resultant sub-populations are subsequently stuttigedgures 7 and 8 we display the results of the
BMT induced clustering on the virology datasets of Sen €&l14). Figure 9 shows the post-clustering,
sub-population level signaling expressions.
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Fig. 7. Across columns we have histograms of the expressatues of the proteins CD4, CD8 and CD45RA, re-

spectively. Along rows, from top to bottom, we have the hgséons of the Uninfected and Bystander population,

respectively, for the independent experiments I-1ll. Thaded gray region denotes unexpressed values. Splits in the
expression values (if any) detected by BMT are shown byacarted lines.
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Fig. 8. Across columns we have histograms of the expressibues of CD4, CD8 and CD45RA. Across rows are the
histograms of UN and BY populations for Experiments IV-Vli§mdetected by BMT (if any) are shown by red lines.

UNINFECTED BYSTANDER

Fig. 9. The above plot shows the heatmaps of the protein sgjmrevalues (in order of de-
creasing intensity: Red, Yellow, Green and Black) of therifedted and Bystander popula-
tions in Experiment I. The horizontal white lines demardaefive major sub-population
detected by BMT algorithm, based on the expression of theetburface markers on the
left of the vertical white line. The proteins on the right bktvertical line are associated
with cell-signaling. The heatmaps are standardized stgprfar the two populations.
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