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Abstract

Laplacian mixture models identify large regions of unlabeled graph and network data in a scalable and
computationally efficient way, providing useful low-dimensional representations. By combining Laplacian
eigenspace and finite mixture modeling methods, they provide probabilistic dimensionality reductions or
domain decompositions for a variety of input data types, including mixture distributions, feature vectors,
and graphs or networks. Heuristic approximations for scalable high-performance implementations are
described and empirically tested. Connections to PageRank and community detection in network analysis
demonstrate the wide applicability of this approach. The origins of Laplacian mixture models derive
from partial differential equations in physics, which are reviewed and summarized. Comparisons to other
dimensionality reduction and clustering methods for challenging unsupervised machine learning problems
are also discussed.

Keywords. graph algorithms, network analysis, overlapping community detection, unsupervised learn-
ing, nonhierarchical clustering, mixture model, Markov model, fuzzy spectral clustering, Laplacian ma-
trix, stochastic process, graph data, big data

1 Introduction

Extracting meaningful knowledge from large and nonlinearly-connected data structures is of primary im-
portance for efficiently utilizing data. Big data problems (e.g. > 1 GB/s) often contain superpositions of
multiple distinct processes, sources, or latent factors. Estimating or inferring the component distributions
or statistical factors is called the mixture problem.

Methods for solving mixture problems are known as mixture models [Everitt, 1996], and in machine
learning they are used to define Bayes classifiers [Bishop, 2006]. Mixture models are a widely applicable
pattern recognition and dimensionality reduction approach for extracting meaningful content from large and
complex datasets. Only finite mixture models are described here, although countably or uncountably infinite
numbers of mixture components are also possible [McAuliffe et al., 2006]. In terms of dimensionality reduction
methods, Laplacian mixture models provide global and non-hierarchical analyses of massive datasets using
scalable algorithms.

1.1 Laplacian Eigenspace Methods

Eigensystems of Laplacian matrices are widely used by spectral clustering methods [Azran and Ghahramani,
2006]. Spectral clustering methods typically use the eigenvectors with small-magnitude eigenvalues as a basis
for projecting data onto before applying some other clustering method on the projected item coordinates
[Ng et al., 2002].

In addition to graph/network data, Laplacian eigenspace methods can be applied to both discrete obser-
vation data and also continuous mixture density function data as shown in section 3. As Figure 1 shows,
feature vectors or item data are mapped to a graph via a distance or similarity measure, and mixture density
data are mapped to a graph by finite-difference approximations of the differential operator on a discrete
grid or mesh. Both feature vector data and continuous mixture density data are mapped to graph data
as a preprocessing step prior to spectral graph cluster analysis. For such applications, simple graphs are
sufficient, meaning no self-loops or multiple edges of the same type are allowed.

∗Electronic address: d@nanobio.md

ar
X

iv
:1

50
2.

00
72

7v
4 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 5
 J

ul
 2

01
7

http://nanobio.md


Figure 1: Laplacian mixture modeling flow, gray squares show input datatypes and their mapping to Lapla-
cian matrices (black square). Circles show processing steps, and the solid black square shows output model
after globally optimizing the Laplacian eigenspace.

When clustering data items, pairwise similarity or distance measures describe the regions of data space
or subgraphs that represent closely related items. In this context data are vectors, e.g. feature vectors in
machine learning applications. Laplacian eigenspace methods fall into the class of pairwise distance based
clustering methods when data vectors are input. It is the choice of this pairwise similarity or distance
measure that is of utmost importance in creating accurate and useful results when generating Laplacian
matrices from data items. One area of active research is in optimizing or learning the distance function
based on some training data [Gould et al., 2014].

Negative Laplacian matrices are also known as transition rate matrices or (infinitessimal) generators of
continuous-time Markov chains (CTMCs). For all practical purposes, assuming that the chains are irre-
ducible, meaning there is a path connecting every pair of states or nodes in the corresponding graph, does
not lose any generality. (Reducible chains can be broken into subchains and analyzed independently.) Finite-
state CTMCs contain embedded discrete time Markov chains with related stochastic or Markov transition
probability matrices with related properties to Laplacian matrices. Given the holding times for each state,
the stochastic matrix of the embedded chain is equivalent to the corresponding Laplacian matrix for the
CTMC. Both of these matrices share the same first right eigenvector (with different eigenvalues), known as
the Perron-Frobenius (PF) eigenvector or stationary probability distribution of the chain.

According to the Perron-Frobenius theorem, the PF eigenvector is always nonnegative and can be inter-
preted as a probability distribution.

Laplacian matrices both define distributions by their Perron-Frobenius eigenvectors, and can also can
be defined by distributions. This equivalence between distributions and Laplacian matrices provides a
natural and useful bridge between probability distributions and Laplacian eigenspaces. The duality between
Laplacian matrices and probability distributions can be used for the purposes of statistical analyses and
unsupervised machine learning.

Laplacian mixture models are one way of probabilistically solving the multiple Laplacian eigenvector prob-
lem, as section 2 describes. They generate probabilistic mixture models directly from Laplacian eigenspaces
by optimally combining other eigenvectors with the Perron-Frobenius eigenvector.

1.2 Mixture Models

Distinct component processes generate superpositions of overlapping component distributions when observed
in aggregate, creating a mixture distribution. The mixture problem is not easy to generally solve in part
because it is so open-ended and difficult to objectively define in real-world contexts. In 1894, Karl Pearson
stated that the analytical difficulties, even for the case n = 2 are so considerable, that it may be questioned
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whether the general theory could ever be applied in practice to any numerical case [Pearson, 1894]. Current
unmixing or separation algorithms still cannot predict the number of components directly from observations
of the mixture without additional information, or else they are parametric approaches that restrict compo-
nents to fixed functional forms which are often unrealistic assumptions, especially in high dimensional spaces
[McAuliffe et al., 2006].

Methods for separating the components of nonnegative mixtures of the form

f(x) =

m∑
k=1

akfk(x) (1)

are called mixture models, where m ∈ N is the number of mixture components and with x ∈ Ω an element
of an index set e.g. Ω ⊆ Rn in the continuous variable case or Ω ⊆ N for the discrete case. All of the
results presented here for the continuous variable cases carry over to the discrete cases by replacing integrals∫
x∈Ω

• dx with summations
∑
x∈Ω

• for numerical accessibility.

Since all continuous problems must be discretized for numerical applications, the focus is on discrete
variables x with continuous problems saved for the appendix. For all practical problems, it is safe to assume
f(x) is normalized as a probability distribution without loss of generality.

The fk(x) are known as the mixture components or component probability distributions of each inde-
pendent process or signal source, and are also assumed to be normalized without loss of generality. The
ak ∈ [0, 1] are the weights or mixing proportions summing to one and forming a discrete probability distri-
bution P (k) = ak, which is known as the class prior distribution in the context of probabilistic or Bayes
classifiers [Bishop, 2006].

Finite mixture models can be used to define probabilistic classifiers and vice versa. From exact knowledge
of {f, f1, . . . , fm, a1, . . . , am}, the posterior conditional distribution of an optimal Bayes classifier for any
observed y ∈ Ω can be expressed as

P (k | y) =
P (y | k)P (k)

P (y)
(2)

=
akfk(y)

f(y)
, (3)

forming a partition of unity over the space of observations or data [Fasshauer, 2007]. The component
distributions fk(x) can be understood as the class conditional distributions P (x | k) and f(x) as the evidence
P (x) in the context of Bayes classifiers and supervised machine learning. As probabilistic/Bayes classifiers

P (k | x) = akfk(y)
f(y) form partitions of unity (2) from finite mixture models (1), so do finite mixture models

form partitions of unity as well. In other words, partitions of unity can be defined first, without any reference
to finite mixture models (1), as

pk(x) ≡ a′kf
′
k(x)∑

k akf
′
k(x)

(4)

subject to the constraints
m∑
k=1

a′k = 1∫
Ω

f ′k(x)dx = 1 k = 1, . . . ,m.

(5)

To connect mixture models with partitions of unity, the mixture components {fk(x)}mk=1 and weights
{ak}mk=1 from mixture models (1) can be related to (4) for k = 1, . . . ,m according to

ak(x) =

∫
Ω

pk(x)f(x)dx

fk(x) = a−1
k pk(x)f(x)

(6)
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with
∑
x∈Ω

pk(x)f(x) for discrete Ω cases. This explicitly shows the formal equivalence of partitions of unity

(4) as discriminative versions of finite mixture models (1). In this case, the partition of unity {pk(x)}mk=1

can be interpreted as {P (k | x)}mk=1, the mixture component conditional probabilities.
Partitions of unity (4) do not explicitly involve f(x) the mixture distribution, or require it as an input.

In other words, the component conditional probabilities {pk(x) = P (k | x)}mk=1 can still be computed even
if knowledge of f(x) the underlying mixture distribution is not available or is not required. This makes
the partition of unity form of mixture models (4) very useful in practice, since they apply even in cases
where estimating f(x) is not relevant or available such as cluster analysis, graph partitioning, and domain
decomposition. Therefore, mixture models can be considered as a special case of partitions of unity applied
to the separation of mixture probability distributions.

In applications such as cluster analysis or graph partitioning, unlabeled data are automatically assigned to
various groups known as clusters to distinguish them. Clusters can be understood as unsupervised analogs
of classes from supervised machine learning. In cluster analysis, computing a partitions of unity of the
form (4) provides a probabilistic or fuzzy clustering or partition. The components of the partition of unity
{pk(x)}mk=1 can be interpreted as conditional probabilities over the clusters or partitions, analogous to the
class conditional distributions (2) of Bayes classifiers.

For such problems the mixture components {fk(x)} are not relevant, and only the cluster conditional
probabilities {pk(x)} are needed. Formally, they can be viewed as mixture models via (4) where f(x) =
constant the uniform distribution over Ω the domain. Soft clusterings are most useful when insights into the
global structures of data spaces or networks are of interest. Hard clustering algorithms, such as k-means,
do not provide any information about the global, nonhierarchical relationships between items or nodes in
a graph. Rather than being dichotomous as implied by their names, soft and hard clustering approaches
are complementary, and may be used together in one analysis to answer different questions about the same
dataset.

2 Laplacian Mixture Models

Finite mixture models of the form (1) are easy to understand and interpret due to their probabilistic defini-
tion. This motivates hybridizing finite mixture models and Laplacian eigenspace methods, as described in
this section.

2.1 Notation

Let φi(x), i = 0, . . . , N − 1 denote the right eigenvectors of N × N normal Laplacian matrices of simple
connected weighted or unweighted graphs, and similarity for their continuous eigenfunction analogs where
N = ∞. Since the Laplacian matrices are assumed to be normal, their right eigenvectors form a complete
orthonormal basis over Ω the discrete or continuous domain. Assume that these eigenvectors are ordered
according to ascending eigenvalue magnitude. The Laplcian mixture modeling algorithm estimates the true
finite mixture distribution components fk(x), k = 1, . . . ,m from (1) directly from {φ0, . . . , φm−1} the first
m right eigenvectors of normal Laplacian matrices. For now, assume that m is known or given as a constant
Laplacian mixture models are determined directly from the, with m� N in many dimensionality reduction
problems. Section 3 describes methods for estimating m using existing model selection techniques in cases
where it is not known.

The main input to the algorithm is a normal N×N Laplacian matrix, where N is the number of data items
or nodes in the corresponding graph. If a density function f(x) is the input, the resulting Laplacian matrix
is designed so that f(x) ≡ φ0(x), the Perron-Frobenius or first Laplacian eigenvector, and the problem is to
estimate {fk(x)}mk=1 the mixture components. Feature vector data can be converted into Laplacian matrix
form using pairwise similarity or distance measures, in which case the problem is to estimate {pk(x)}mk=1

the conditional mixture probability estimates. Graph data are converted to Laplacian matrices via weighted
adjacency matrices.

The vector of transformed Laplacian mixture component distribution estimates f̂ can be defined in
terms of a nonlinear optimization problem for M ∈ GL(m) ⊂ Rm×m, the square invertible m×m matrix of
expansion coefficients.
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2.2 Definition

Minimizing the error or non-determinicity of the model from a Bayes classifier standpoint (2) serves as an
objective for determining the optimal matrix M∗ having the least total overlap of the macrostate boundaries
allowable by the subspace spanned by the selected right eigenvectors. The sum of the expected values of the
squares of the conditional probabilities

m∑
k=1

〈
p2
k(x)

〉
φ0

equals one if and only if they are perfectly binary or deterministic. Therefore the deviation of the expected
squares of the conditional probabilities from unity 1 −

∑m
k=1

〈
p2
k(x)

〉
φ0

serves as a measure of the squared

error i.e. fuzziness, overlap, or nondeterminicity. Let the loss function 0 < L < 1 represent this expected
error or nondeterminicity i.e. areas of fuzziness or overlap where the conditional probabilities are non-binary,

L ≡ 1−
m∑
k=1

〈
p̂2
k(x)

〉
φ0

(7)

which is equivalent to the probabilistic classifier’s expected error using a quadratic loss or cost function
[Bishop, 2006]. (

∫
Ω
•dx can be replaced by

∑
x∈Ω • in discrete cases.) This objective function definition

connects Laplacian eigenspace methods and probabilistic/Bayes classifiers (2) derived from finite mixture
models.

The minimum expected error condition

M∗ ≡ argmin
M

L(M) (8)

subject to the partition of unity constraints

p̂k(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ Ω, k = 1, . . . ,m∑
k

p̂k(x) = 1, ∀x ∈ Ω (9)

selects maximally crisp (non-overlapping) or minimally fuzzy (overlapping) decision boundaries among clas-
sifiers formed by the span of the selected right eigenvectors. This objective function attempts to mini-
mize the expected overlap or model error between the component distributions of the mixture distribution
f(x) ≡ φ0(x) defined by the PF eigenvector of the input Laplacian matrix. Minimizing the loss L(M) oc-
curs over the matrix of expansion coefficients for the eigenspace spanned by the selected right eigenvectors
{φi}m−1

i=0 which serve as an orthogonal basis. The eigenbasis provides linear inequality constriants defining a
feasible region in terms of a convex hull over M ∈ GL(m) the expansion coefficient parameter space.

Therefore
f̂k(x;M∗) ≡ â−1

k (M∗)p̂k(x;M∗)f(x) (10)

provides the following definition of a Laplacian mixture model via (6):

f(x) =

m∑
k=1

âk(M∗)f̂k(x;M∗), (11)

where M∗ solves (8) and (9), a linear-constrained concave quadratic optimization problem.

2.3 Global Optimization

In terms of probabilistic classifiers, the loss function L(M) represents the mean squared error of the prob-
abilistic classifier derived from the mixture model specified by each value of M . By minimizing L(M),
Laplacian mixture models provide spectrally regularized minimum mean squared error separations for a
variety of input data types, as shown in Figure 1.

For any viable value for m the number of mixture components, the column vector valued function

p̂ ≡
(
p̂1(x;M) · · · p̂m(x;M)

)T
5



is numerically optimized over M to compute the Laplacian mixture model. The optimal p̂ is determined via
global optimization of L(M) over the set of coordinate transformation matrices M satisfying the partition
of unity constraints (9) to compute M∗ the globally-optimized model parameters.

In matrix notation, any feasible p̂ can be written in terms of M and the column vector of basis functions

ω ≡



φ0(x)√
φ0(x)

φ1(x)√
φ0(x)

...
φm−1(x)√
φ0(x)


(12)

as
p̂ = Mω

subject to

MT e = e1

Mω(x) > 0 ∀x,

where e =
(

1 1 · · · 1
)T

and e1 =
(

1 0 · · · 0
)T

are m× 1 column vectors.
Now the objective function L(M) can be expressed in terms of ω and f(x) ≡ φ0(x) as

L = 1−
m∑
k=1

〈
p̂2
k(x)

〉
φ0

= 1−
〈
ωTMTMω

〉
φ0

= 1−
m−1∑
i,j=0

(
MTM

)
ij

∫
Ω

φi(x)φj(x)dx︸ ︷︷ ︸
δij

= 1− tr MTM,

a concave quadratic function where tr MTM is equal to ‖M‖2F , the squared Frobenius norm of M the
eigenbasis transformation matrix.

These results allow the linearly constrained global optimization problem for M∗ to be stated as

minimize
M

1− ‖M‖2F

subject to
MT e = e1

(Mφ) (x) > 0 ∀x
M ∈ GL(m).

(13)

The linear inequality constraints Mφ > 0 encode all of the problem-dependent data from the input Laplacian
matrix via

φ =
(
φ0(x) φ1(x) · · · φm−1(x)

)T
.

This linearly constrained concave quadratic problem is an archetypal example of an NP-hard problem
because of the combinatorial number of vertex solutions defined by the convex polytope formed by the
constraints. Statistically useful solutions are not guaranteed to exist and even then they do, approximating
the solution to requires specialized numerical algorithms.

Although theory suggests that exact solutions to this NP-hard global optimization problem are not
possible, useful approximate solutions have been developed for density function estimate, feature/vector, and
graph data have been developed during the course of numerical testing. Numerical examples are presented
next to demonstrate the flexibility and power of Laplacian mixture modeling approaches.
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3 Numerical Examples

The NP-hard nature of the linearly-constrained concave quadratic global optimization problem makes ex-
haustively computing all possible models is impractical, due to the geometric growth with increasing model
dimension in the number of vertices in the convex hull defined by the linear inequality-constraints. Despite
this theoretical obstacle, empirical testing suggests that for most applications, accurate solutions sampling
strategies can be scalably implemented for approximating the global optimizer on large datasets. In part,
this is due to the detailed information contained in each of the factors or mixture components identified due
to their fuzzy/overlapping/probabilistic form.

Laplacian mixture model components identify large-scale regions of the graph in such a way that each
region covers the entire graph. Each mixture component, factor, or dimension provides information about
the entire graph whose weighting favors the region it corresponds to. As demonstrated in this section, less
than 12 components or dimensions are usually required even on relatively large graphs, making the NP-hard
aspects of the global optimization problem circumventable.

Optimizing the sampling strategy for approximately solving the linearly-constrained concave quadratic
global optimization problem is an open problem not discussed here. Since they are not data-dependent, and
for the sake of consistency when comparing different runs, the global optimization search parameters were
precomputed and stored in a lookup table. By using a lookup table, computing these parameters does not
contribute any significant overhead to the optimization runtimes. The current strategy is to gain confidence
in the reliability of the approximant by locating the same one multiple times using different search parameters
by slightly oversampling the solution space.

Because of numerical limits of finite-precision arithmetic, it is impossible to perfectly enforce the con-
straint that the transformation matrix M∗ be invertible. One way of dealing with this issue is to apply an
even stricter constraint that often makes sense for data analysis applications. This constraint requires that
all factors contain at least one item whose probability for that factor is larger than all other factors.

This means that hard-thresholding the conditional factor probabilities must not create any degenerate
clusters with zero items assigned to them. It’s a reasonable criterion for applications where each factor
represents an independent observable signal generating process. Therefore, the optimal solution is chosen
by minimizing the loss function L(M) over all non-degenerate models. Many of the computed solutions
are degenerate, an aspect of the NP-hard optimization problem that is partially circumvented in practical
situations using heuristics to accurately approximate the solution.

In this section, several numerical examples are presented to illustrate some Laplacian mixture model
sampling strategies and demonstrate their efficacy on both synthetic and real-world problems. The results
show high levels of performance across a range of problem types without encountering problems such as
numerical instability or sensitivity to small variations of tunable parameters. All model computation run-
times were less than 24 hours using Matlab on a dual 2.40 GHz Intel Xeon E5-2640 CPU running the
64-bit Windows 10 operating system with 128GB of RAM.

3.1 Data Clustering/Fusion

The first example involves single-cell expression profile data using a technique known as Drop-seq that
can easily generate over 10,000 measurements per 50,000-cell tissue sample [et al., 2015]. Cell contents
are suspended within droplets, and the mRNAs are captured on microbeads with unique DNA barcodes
that allow single-cell analyses to be done in parallel without losing the association to the individual cells
captured [Heath, 2015]. Tissues such as the retina have specialized and differentiated cell types that have
been identified as histologically distinct, and single-cell expression data potentially provides a means of
matching cell types with unique gene expression features. One of the issues in the field is its exploratory
nature, requiring unsupervised machine learning approaches since there are no “ground truth” data or labels
available (E.Z. Macosko, personal communication).

Probabilistic models can infer whether some set of low-dimensional factors can explain the various ex-
pression profiles measured. This example represents one of the first nonhierarchical analyses of single-cell
expression and potentially paves the way for useful biological insights into the structure of cellular expression
patterns.

To ensure a connected graph, every item was required to have at least one large similarity value equal to
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the 99-th percentile value over all pairs. I.e., if an item’s max similarity was less than this value, it was set
to it, connecting all of the items with at least one other item and preventing disconnected graphs.

The data are cleared from memory after the sparse similarity matrix is computed to conserve resources.
Once the small-magnitude eigenvector estimates for {φi(x)}mmaxi=0 are computed using a sparse iterative
solver, the similarity matrix may also be discarded while the subsequent models are computed. Data are
reduced to a lower dimensionality before fitting the model, making Laplacian mixture models efficient in
terms of memory resources and storage after the initial preprocessing steps are completed. The maximum
number of eigenvectors to compute is data and application dependent, and there are almost as many different
conceptions and definitions of communities in network analysis as there are problem areas.

There are many possible choices of normalization for the measurements prior to fitting or learning the
model in an unsupervised manner. Euclidean distances are well tested, but in multidimensional spaces they
are sensitive to the choice of normalization. The normalization used in [et al., 2015] contains features that
may adversely affect statistical analyses that involve Euclidean distances. Figure 2 compares the denoised
unit-max and unit-median normalizations for the 49299 cells (columns) and 24657 genes (rows) used here to
the normalization in [et al., 2015].

The bottom row c shows the median of the unnormalized data columns, corresponding to retina cell
types, for reference to line up the relevant features in the top two rows. Rows a and b show the max and
median of each cell type, respectively. The left column shows the Drop-seq normalization and the middle
and right columns respectively show the denoised unit-max and unit-median normalizations used here.

Note the alignment of the local minima of the unnormalized medians shown in row c with the artificial
trends shown in rows a and b of the left column. In particular, the median shows a value of 1 except at the
instabilities whenever the local minima in the bottom row occur. These spikes in the median shown in the
middle row are enhanced by quantization noise, which can also adversely affect Euclidean distance based
analyses. This shows that the Drop-seq normalization may be overly and contains outliers whenever the
unnormalized median reaches a local minimum.

The top row of the left column shows that the trend in the max of the normalized values creates outliers
around the local minima shown in the bottom row. This suggests that their normalization may potentially
be amplifying noise to accentuate the nonlinear trend shown row a of the left column. Dividing by small
values is well known to increase numerical instabilities using finite-precision arithmetic. By contrast, rows
a and b of the middle and right columns show the denoised normalizations used here. The same denoising
step was used for both unit-max and unit-median normalizations. This removes the additive offset and gain
and then setting hard unit artifacts to zero, eliminating outliers and noise. The unit-median normalization
was obtained from the denoised unit-max normalization by dividing all columns by the median of their
nonzero values. As the left and right columns if the top row of Figure 2 show, this makes range more similar
to the original Drop-seq normalization. The top row of Figure 2 shows that the unit-max or unit-median
normalizations (middle and right columns, respectively) are distributed within a smaller range than the
Drop-seq normalization (left column).

Unlike the Drop-seq normalization, the denoised unit-max and unit-median normalizations are unquan-
tized and cannot be interpreted as representing physical molecular copy numbers. Denoising makes the data
more appropriate for Euclidean distance based data analysis because of its sensitivity to outliers. This makes
the denoised normalizations potentially better for statistical analyses involving Euclidean distances, which
become more sensitive to outliers as the dimensionality of the embedding space increases.

Figure 2 suggests that they may provide better results when using Euclidean distances for pattern recog-
nition because the distribution is more compact. This justifies using the unquantized denoised normalization
shown on the middle and right columns for computing Laplacian mixture models. In order to compare be-
tween the denoised unit-max and denoised unit-median normalizations, the residuals of a linear fit to the
plot of silhouette score vs. objective value were compared. Figure 3 shows the silhouette scores for the
2-through-8 factor Laplacian mixture models generated for the (denoised) unit-max (a) and (denoised) unit-
median (b) normalizations. The dotted line shows the robust linear fit identified from the silhouette scores,
indicating a negatively sloping trend suggesting that higher factor models may be overfitting. Linear fit resid-
uals for the unit-max normalization (a) are noticeably smaller in magnitude than those for the unit-median
normalization suggesting it may be more stable for Euclidean-distance based network analyses. Therefore
all subsequent results shown here made use of the denoised unit-max normalization. After computing the
denoised unit-max normalization, 66 columns were found to have constant values and were removed prior
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Figure 2: Comparison of normalization in [et al., 2015] (left column) to the denoised unit normalization
used here (right column). The bottom row c shows the median of the same unnormalized columns that were
input into both normalization procedures. The middle row b shows the median of the normalized values for
each column of data, where columns correspond to retina cell types. Row a shows the maximum normalized
value for each column of data.

Figure 3: 2-through-8 factor model silhouette score estimates computed by averaging over 10 sets of randomly
subsampled cells (2000 cells per sample) vs. optimal objective value for (a) unit-max and (b) unit-median
denoised normalizations. Dashed lines indicates robust linear fit computed using iteratively reweighted least
squares. The 3-factor silhouette scores (yellow) were consistently outlying above the linear trend shown by
the dashed line for both normalizations, and the 7-factor solution (blue) is the highest dimensional model
with positive residual.
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to clustering, and 8653 (35%) of denoised rows were found to be duplicates and removed. An input data
matrix of 49,233-by-16,004 values was left for computing the Laplacian matrix that was input into the global
optimization algorithm determining the corresponding Laplacian mixture model.

The k-nearest neighbor method with corresponding parameter kNN was used to set the maximum number
of nonzero entries in any row or column of the resulting pairwise similarity matrix. This ensures sparsity
and prevents instabilities in the Laplacian eigenvector structure.

Empirically when a useful model can be computed, it is typically part of a sequence of models beyond
which an acceptable (nondegenerate) solutions cannot be found. The rigorous mathematical explanation for
this has not been fully understood yet but is discussed in more detail in section 4. Since no 9-factor solutions
were found, the search was truncated at m = 8. Figure 4 shows both unit-max and unit-median normal-
izations for the optimized 2-through-8 factor models computed using the modified Frank-Wolfe heuristic
described in [Pardalos and Guisewite, 1993]. Since the 7-factor solution showed the highest dimensionality

Figure 4: Sequence of models for the Drop-seq retina cell profiles published on GEO (ID GSE63472). Top
row shows scatterplot matrices colored by thresholded cluster assignment index for 2-8 factor models. Middle
row shows corresponding factor conditional probability line plots sorted by max assignment index. Diagonal
blocks on images in the bottom row show the corresponding sorted input similarity matrix revealing hidden
structure in the unlabeled data.

with positive residual, it was chosen to visualize in more detail. Figure 5 shows a zoom in on the scatterplot
matrix for the m = 7 solution shown in the top row of Figure 4. Subsequent hierarchical or other hard-
clustering algorithms can be applied using these 7-dimensional conditional probabilities as feature vectors in
order to generate non-overlapping clusters or communities if needed.

Colors indicate hard cluster assignments generated by thresholding appear visually reasonable, suggesting
that potentially informative overlapping communities were detected. Unlike many other community detection
algorithms based on global optimization, Laplacian mixture models can identify communities with sizes that
are different orders of magnitude. The grouped scatterplots for the 1st-vs-2nd conditional probabilities from
the top row of Figure 5 were plotted separately in Figure 6. These highlight the differences between the
models in terms of their ability to separate the data into potentially informative structures identified in
the Drop-seq retinal cell profiles. From a signal processing and graph partitioning standpoint, higher factor
numbers provide more fidelity and parallelization at the expense of compression ratio. Once such a sequence
of models has been computed, standard model selection techniques from machine learning and statistics are
directly applicable. The problem of model selection will not be dealt with in detail here since the focus is
to demonstrate the basic approach. Once ground-truth data are available, these models can be selected for
biological usefulness.
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Figure 5: Grouped scatterplot matrix of conditional probabilities for the 7-dimensional unit-max normalized
Drop-seq retina cell Laplacian mixture model. Axes are autoscaled inside the interval [0, 1] for all panels.
Horizontal axes are aligned by columns, and vertical axes are aligned by rows. Colors indicate max probability
assignment index showing the corresponding hard clustering generated by thresholding. Hard clustering
assignment counts were for the overlapping modules detected.
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Figure 6: Grouped scatterplots of conditional probabilities for components 1 vs. 2 from the 3-through-8
factor unit-max normalized Drop-seq retina cell Laplacian mixture models. Plots are in order of ascending
model dimension (3 through 8) from left-to-right, top-to-bottom. Colors indicate max probability assignment
index showing the corresponding hard clustering generated by thresholding. Axes are autoscaled inside the
interval [0, 1] for all panels.

3.2 Graph/Network Analysis

Unlike data clustering using symmetric item parwise-similarity matrices as input, graph clustering accepts
weighted adjacency matrices that are often not symmetric but can be symmetrized. Biological networks,
social patterns, and the World Wide Web are just a few of the many real world problems that can be
mathematically represented and topologically studied in terms of community detection [Porter et al., 2009].

Generally, network community detection tries to infer functional communities from their distinct struc-
tural patterns [Yang and Leskovec, 2015]. Functional definitions of network communities are based on
common function or role that the community members share. Examples of functional communities are
interacting proteins that form a complex, or a group of people belonging to the same social circle.

Modularity is one quantity that, when maximized, provides a measure of communities potentially having
different properties such as node degree, clustering coefficient, betweenness, centrality, etc., from that of the
average network. Because modules of many different sizes often occur, the potential limits of multiresolution
modularity and all other methods using global optimmization have been suggested by [Lancichinetti and
Fortunato, 2011]. In particular, methods based on global optimization have been suspected of being incapable
of finding communities at many different sizes or scales simultaneously.

Although Laplacian mixture models are a global optimization type method, they are inherently multiscale
since higher dimensional eigenspaces encode multiresolution dynamics from a Markov process interpretation.
In order to illustrate the promise of using Laplacian mixture models to provide useful global, nonhierarchical
views of large graphs, the E. coli genome was analyzed as a test problem.

E. coli is a bacterial model organism in biology that has a relatively small genome but (like all genomes)
one that still contains many transcribed regions with unknown functions. Using interactome data provided
by the HitPredict protein-protein interaction database [Patil et al., 2011], one large connected component
was identified for analysis, containing 3257 out of 3351 total genes/proteins.

In order to prepare the weighted adjacency matrix for the analysis, the top kmin connections were
strengthened using the .99th quantile over all weights, and then a nearest-neighbor cutoff of kNN = 125 was
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applied. Next, rows of the weighted adjacency matrix were normalized to sum to one, to reduce the influence
of proteins with stronger connections on average. Finally, because protein-protein interactions are mutual
by nature, the matrix was symmetrized by taking the elementwise maximum between it and its transpose.

To select appropriate values of kmin and kNN , a grid search was performed by computing all five-factor
models over the ranges kmin = 3, . . . , 5 and kNN = 1, . . . , 192, where 192 is the maximum degree for the
entire graph. The largest cluster size after hard thresholding by maximum conditional probabilities was
plotted as shown in Figure 7. For this dataset, a sequence of 2-through-7 factor solutions was found using

Figure 7: Max cluster size of 5-factor models vs. kNN for E. coli protein protein interaction data. Colors
correspond to different values of kmin. The plot shows that kmin = 4 was the lowest value to show a
reasonably large size for the 2nd-largest cluster after hard thresholding the conditional probabilities.

kmin = 4 and kNN = ∞, keeping all of the edges from the original dataset. Figure 8 provides the same
three views of the sequence of models as for the Drop-seq analysis above. Since the primary input was
interaction data and no pairwise distances were computed, the silhouette scores are not available. Standard
model selection techniques can be applied at this point, but are not performed here since the focus is on
demonstrating Laplacian mixture modeling approaches. It is possible to gain some insight into model quality
by examining the contributions of the individual model components to the squared loss or uncertainty score.
Table 1 lists the component contributions to the loss function, with lower values being more favorable. The

Table 1: Component losses of Laplacian mixture models for the E. coli interactome network dataset.

component index

dimensionality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 0.912 0.016

3 0.840 0.355 0.576

4 0.824 0.510 0.904 0.431

5 0.473 0.519 0.901 0.823 0.895

6 0.478 0.943 0.489 0.824 0.924 0.890

7 0.864 0.924 0.907 0.935 0.673 0.956 0.361

6-factor model was the only one having two components less than 0.5 and all components less than 0.95.
Its hard-thresholded sizes for this model’s components were 1869, 1362, 11, 7, 6, and 2. Different orders
of magnitude component sizes suggest the ability to detect multiscale communities despite belonging to
the class of global optimization type methods. The next steps in developing this method could include
delving into the possible biological significance of the patterns identified by Laplacian mixture models in an
unsupervised way by analyzing the Homo sapiens interactome.
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Figure 8: E. coli interactome analysis (3257 proteins with 20239 pairwise interactions) showing 2-through-7
factor models. Top panel shows grouped scatterplot matrices, middle row shows conditional probability line
plots, and bottom panel shows corresponding graph adjacency matrices sorted by max conditional probability
value.

3.3 Density Estimation

Nonparametric mixture density separation is a challenging problems in statistics. In the context of mixture
density function separation or unmixing problems, Laplacian mixture models fall into the class of partial
differential equation (PDE)-based methods. The connections of Laplacian mixture models to PDE “coarse-
graining” methods are described in more detail in the appendix.

These differential equations allow Laplacian eigenspaces to be defined from input mixture density es-
timates as described below. The resulting Laplacian mixture models define globally optimized mixture
component estimates directly from the spectral information contained in the discretized PDE.

This synthetic mixture density separation example allows unambiguous evaluation of the performances
of different tuning parameter choices. For the first example, a randomized three-component mixture f(x) ∝
f1(x) + f2(x) + f3(x) was constructed, consisting of one component made from a mixture of three radial
basis functions with randomized covariance transforms: Gaussians, Laplace distributions, and hyperbolic-
secant functions. Since these components do not share any common parametrizations, using any one class
of distribution to compute the unmixing will result in errors. This simple yet nontrivial example provides a
test of the accuracy of the nonparametric Laplacian mixture modeling approach for nonparametric density
function unmixing. that include additional smoothness or regularity assumptions.

Discretized density function values are taken as input for Laplacian mixture model computation via direct
approximation of the Smoluchowski equation as described in 5.4. As explained in [Banushkina et al., 2005],
the input mixture density estimate f(x) is uniformly sampled on a discrete grid or lattice of points using
neighbor indices Ii, i = 1, . . . , N. where β ∈ (0,∞) acts as a scaling parameter with the interpretation of
inverse absolute temperature in statistical physics. Non-boundary off-diagonal Laplacian matrix values are
then set according to

qij =


exp

[
β
2 log f(xi)

f(xj)

]
, i < j ∈ Ii

exp
[
β
2 log

f(xj)
f(xi)

]
, i > j ∈ Ii

0, otherwise.

(14)

14



Figure 9 shows an image of f(x) evaluated at 40, 000 Cartesian gridpoints {xi : xi ∈ [−10, 10]2}200
i=1 in two

dimensions with colors indicating the value of f(x) at each point. Algorithm performance can be improved

Figure 9: Gaussian/Laplace/hyperbolic-secant mixture density function surface plot colored by probability
density. Each of the three separable components were constructed by adding randomly generated anisotropic
radial functions with either Gaussian, Laplacian, or hyperbolic-secant radial profiles. Finally, these random-
ized components were superimposed to generate the final mixture distribution shown here.

by tuning the β parameter. The topological structure of macrostate splitting as β increases from sufficiently
small nonzero value towards∞ has been useful for solving challenging global optimization problems [Pardalos
et al., 1994]. Such homotopy-related aspects of macrostate theory are not explored here for the sake of brevity.

Since the true solution was known for this test problem, the relative error vs. β was optimized with
a one-dimensional grid search as shown in Figure 10. Figure 11 shows the optimized Laplacian mixture

Figure 10: Relative error of the m = 3 Laplacian mixture model for the Gaussian/Laplace/hyperbolic-secant
mixture test problem vs. β.

model for this test problem. Rows a and b of Figure 11 appear acceptable with no visible mixing across
components. Column 2 of Table 2 shows the relative errors for the probabilistic/unthresholded and hard-
thresholded optimal β = 2.6 solutions. Notice that hard-thresholding these components along their decision
boundaries increases their error value compared to the original soft/probabilistic/fuzzy model.
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Figure 11: Optimally-scaled β = 2.6 Laplacian mixture model components for the Laplace (red)/hyperbolic-
secant (green)/Gaussian (blue) 2-D test problem. Row a: unthresholded Laplacian mixture model compo-
nents, Row b: hard-thresholded components, Row c: original (unmixed) components. Column 2 of Table 2
lists the corresponding mean squared errors.

Table 2: Relative errors of Laplacian mixture models for the Gaussian/Laplace/hyperbolic-secant mixture
density function separation/unmixing test problem.

β

1 2.6

no threshold 0.2078 0.0541

hard threshold 0.1803 0.0718

4 Discussion

Laplacian mixture models are a new tool for probabilistic/fuzzy spectral clustering and graph/network
analysis because they nonhierarchically identify large separable regions and their interconnections. This
provides high level analyses of big/massive data in their entirety without using any iterative/localized seed
points. Their versatility and flexibility come at the cost of their computational and model selection challenges.
Since their original formulation in [Korenblum and Shalloway, 2003], many implementation challenges have
been overcome and their connections to other Laplacian eigenspace methods have been developed, leading
to the current reformulation including new loss functions and notation.

Many possible models can be computed and model selection is an important consideration in order to
select the subset of models that are most appropriate for a given application. In some applications such
as compression or denoising, minimizing the number of components, partitions, clusters, or factors is more
important than perfect reproduction of the original signal. Other applications such as recovery of a reference
signal might benefit from choosing the largest number of factors that are computationally feasible. The
optimal choice model may also be constrained by relative to available resources for a given application.
Model selection is application dependent and the examples presented here may not provide the best results
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for every problem but may be useful as a guide for future studies.
Laplacian eigenspaces impose constraints on the space of possible models that can be defined, providing

a form of spectral regularization. In the context of data clustering, eigenspace structures are determined
by the choice of distance or similarity measure and the choice of parameters used for this measure. For
graph/network analysis, the process of computing a weighted adjacency matrix can be adjusted to fine-tune
the corresponding Laplacian eigenspace structure. Applications involving unmixing mixture distribution
function estimates can tune a parameter in the corresponding partial differential equation used to define the
Laplacian matrix.

Another potential application not demonstrated in the examples section includes more accurate informa-
tion retrieval, search, and recommender systems. The PageRank or Google algorithm and its personalized
or localized variants have become standard methods in these application areas [Gleich, 2015]. Originally,
PageRank was used for ranking search results according to overall graph centrality score as given by the
Perron-Frobenius eigenvector. The original PageRank algorithm provided a scalable and practical method
for large graph datasets such as the World Wide Web, but nodes with similar centrality scores might not
belong to the same location in the graph. Later, personalized and localized variants of the original PageRank
algorithm were developed to address this issue, but introduce bias from the choice of seed nodes or locations
and lose the global breadth of the original PageRank method. Laplacian mixture models may provide a
regional PageRank variant, refining the original PageRank centrality scores according to the regions of the
graph encoded by the mixture components, a possibility left for future work.

Regardless of the application or type of input data structure, optimizing the structure of Laplacian
eigenspaces can be challenging to do manually and may be difficult to fully automate. While Laplacian
mixture models are nonparametric in terms of the data-dependent functions their eigenspaces support, in
practice there are tuning parameters involved for processing raw input data. Several strategies for semi-
automatically optimizing the Laplacian eigenspace structure were presented here, and more work in this
area will be done in the future.

Laplacian eigenspaces explain all of the nonequilibrium dynamics defined by the Markov chain generated
by the corresponding Laplacian matrix, and hence have dynamic interpretations. They also have physical
interpretations, where the PF eigenvector represents a fixed point of the differential equation from a dynamic
systems perspective. The physical and dynamic systems interpretations of Laplacian eigenpaces complement
their statistical and algebraic interpretations, revealing new connections between ideas from previously sep-
arate fields. Laplacian mixture models are an example of how combining ideas from physics, and statistics
provides valuable new data analysis algorithms, where many connections remain to be found.

During the global optimization step, many more models are computed and then only a subset (often one)
is selected from these samples. Different loss functions can affect which solution(s) are accepted from the
output of the global optimization algorithm, and the quadratic loss function used here can be modified freely
depending on the application details. The squared loss function has been empirically verified to provide
reasonably good models for a wide variety of data inputs, and similarly validating other loss functions would
be of value. It also generates a linearly-constrained concave quadratic global optimization problem which has
been well-studied in the literature and can be approximately solved with high accuracy for certain convex
hull geometries.

Future studies will focus on empirically developing a better understanding of how the geometry of the
convex hull formed by the linear inequality constraints relates to the statistical qualities of the resulting
models. Perhaps one day this story will circle back to its mathematical origins in Perron-Frobenius theory
and create a picture connecting mathematics, physics, statistics, and machine learning. An intuitive formal
theory to guide the development has been presented here, but the rigorous theory is incomplete.
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5 Appendix

5.1 Macrostates

The original formulation of Laplacian mixture models comes from the definition of macrostates of classical
stochastic systems, in equation (24) of Shalloway [1996, page 9990], restated as

ψ0(x) =

m∑
k=1

pkΦk(x). (15)

where the coordinate vector R from the original statement has been replaced by x and k replaces the index
α, to match the notation used here. The ψi(x) ≡ φi(x)/

√
φ0(x), i = 0, . . . , N are equivalent to the Laplacian

eigenfunctions. The mixture components Φk(x) were originally defined by equation (26) of Shalloway [1996],
after substituting α← k as in (15), as

Φk(x;M) =

m−1∑
i=0

Mkiψi(x).

Multiplying both sides by ψ0(x) to match the definition

f̂k(x) ≡ ψ0(x)Φk(x) (16)

recovers the form of (1), a finite mixture model, in terms of the Laplacian eigenspace {φ(x)i}mi=0.
Macrostates were originally created to rigorously define both the concept of metastability and also the

physical mixture component distributions based on slow and fast time scales in the relaxation dynamics of
nonequilibrium distributions to stationary states [Shalloway, 1996]. Mixture models are used for linearly
separating these stationary or Boltzmann distributions in systems with nonconvex potential energy land-
scapes where minima on multiple size scales occur, e.g. high-dimensional overdamped drift-diffusions, such
as macromolecules in solution. Proteins folding, unfolding, and aggregating in aqueous solution are one type
of biological macromolecule that can be described in terms of overdamped drift-diffusions [Shalloway, 1996].

Transitions between states belonging to different components of a mixture occur on relatively slow
timescales in such systems, making them appear as the distinct discrete states of a finite-state continu-
ous time Markov process when measured over appropriate timescales. Such systems are called metastable
[Risken, 1996, Shalloway, 1996].

In the macrostate definition, the variable x is continuous and the Markov process is a continuous-state,
continuous-time type known as a drift-diffusion in physics. Mathematically, drift-diffusions are described as a
type of continuous-time Markov process analogous to CTMCs, and samples or stochastic realizations of drift-
diffusions are described by systems of stochastic differential equations known as Langevin equations [Risken,
1996]. For the purposes of using Laplacian mixture models, it is sufficient to know that the eigenvectors of
the Laplacian matrix are analogous to the eigenfunctions of Smoluchowski operators.

5.2 Smoluchowski Equations

The Laplacian mixture component estimates f̂k(x) are defined as expansions of {φi(x)}m−1
i=0 the Laplacian

eigenvectors. For continuous mixture density functions, there is a continuous-space partial differential equa-
tion (PDE) analog of Laplacian matrices known as drift-diffusion or Smoluchowski operators [Risken, 1996].

Smoluchowski equations have the form

∂P (x, t;β)

∂t
= D∇ · e−βV (x)∇eβV (x)P (x, t;β) (17)

and belong to a class of reversible continuous-time, continuous-state Markov processes used to describe
multiscale and multidimensional physical systems that can exhibit metastability [Risken, 1996].

The potential energy function V (x) determines the deterministic drift forces acting on ensemble members
i.e. sample paths or realizations of this stochastic process and can often be viewed as a fixed parameter that
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defines the system structure. The drift forces bias the temporal evolution of initial distributions P (x, 0) to
flow towards regions of lower energy as t increases compared to free diffusion (Brownian motion).

Technically there is a different Smoluchowski equation for each distinct choice of V (x). Hence the plural
form should be used generally although this is often overlooked in the literature.

5.3 Smoluchowski Operators

The elliptic differential operator
L0 ≡ D∇ · e−βV (x)∇eβV (x) (18)

has e−βV (x) as an eigenfunction with eigenvalue zero, also called the stationary state or unnormalized Boltz-
mann distribution. It is easy to evaluate L0

[
e−βV (x)

]
directly to verify that it equals zero, satisfying the

eigenvalue equation.
L0 is a normal operator and therefore a similarity transform S−1L0S to a self adjoint form L exists

[Risken, 1996]. S has the simple form of a multiplication operator with kernel e−
1
2βV (x), giving

L ≡ De 1
2βV (x)∇ · e−βV (x)∇e 1

2βV (x) =

[√
D

(
∇− β

2
∇V

)]
·
[√

D

(
∇+

β

2
∇V

)]
. (19)

The stationary state of L from equation (19) is denoted

ψ0(x) ≡ e−
β
2 V (x) (20)

and is used along with other eigenfunctions of L in the separation/unmixing of the Boltzmann distribution
into m macrostates, analogous to the Perron-Frobenius eigenvector in Laplacian mixture models. Adapting
the notation slightly from Shalloway [1996], the eigenfunctions of L are denoted {ψi}∞i=0 and the eigenvalues
are denoted as {λi}∞i=0.

5.4 Discrete Approximation

For sufficiently low dimensional nonnegative functions evaluated on evenly-spaced grids, the discrete ap-
proximation of (17) can be used via a nearest-neighbor Laplacian approximation to construct a sparse
approximation of L in (19) with reflecting boundary conditions as described in Banushkina et al. [2005]. The
discrete approximation approach is useful for applications where the mixture function f(x) can be evaluated
on a grid such as density estimates generated by histograms or kernel density estimation. This was the
method used for the numerical example described in Section 3.3.

Discrete approximations can also be applied to nonnegative signals such as spectral density estimates
and 2 and 3 dimensional images sampled on evenly-spaced nodes after preprocessing to remove random
noise. Since discrete approximations of Smoluchowski equations are microscopically reversible continuous-
time Markov chains (CTMCs), macrostate models can also be constructed by embedding input data into
Markov chains.

Just like in the continuous case for (18), discrete transition rate matrices for time reversible processes
are similar to symmetric matrices. Similarly their eigenvalues and eigenvectors are real and the eigenvectors
corresponding to distinct eigenvalues are orthogonal.

5.5 Previous Formulations

The macrostate data clustering algorithm is an earlier formulation developed in Korenblum and Shalloway
[2003], White and Shalloway [2009]. Detailed comparisons between the two formulations are not included here
because the previous methods required customized algorithm implementations that limited their practicality.
These earlier papers did not explicitly mention that macrostates are a type of finite mixture model of the
form (1), nor did they mention the Bayes classifier posterior form and probabilistic interpretations of (2).

Previous formulations used a different objective function and a different global optimization solver. The
objective function was a logarithm of the geometric mean uncertainty which led to a nonlinear optimization
problem that was not as well-studied as quadratic programs.
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Here, the original the objective function from Shalloway [1996] is used, providing a more standard concave
quadratic programming (QP) problem that can be more easily solved. Linearly constrained concave QPs can
be solved using established heuristics such as modified Frank-Wolfe type procedures [Pardalos and Guisewite,
1993].

Another difference is that in Korenblum and Shalloway [2003], White and Shalloway [2009] only un-
bounded inverse quadratic similarity measures and soft Gaussian thresholds that do not directly control
sparsity were tested. Here, other choices of similarity/distance measures are tested and the use of hard
thresholding is examined to directly control sparsity of the resulting Laplacian matrix used as the primary
input into the algorithm.

The previous formulation defined in Korenblum and Shalloway [2003] did not mention the applications
to density function unmixing/separation via (11) and the connection to discrete approximations of Smolu-
chowski equations as described in section 5.4.

5.6 Data Spectroscopy

In some examples tested (data not shown), hard-thresholded Laplacian mixture model results were found
to agree perfectly with the output of another algorithm, called Data Spectroscopy Shi et al. [2009]. Data
spectroscopy does not provide a full probabilistic model including the soft/fuzzy cluster assignment proba-
bilities and involves kernel-specific heuristics for choosing the appropriate cluster number. But, at the level
of the hard/crisp cluster labels, Data Spectroscopy is an algorithm can provide accurate estimates of hard
thresholded Laplacian mixture model solutions when the same Laplacian matrices are used.

This was an unexpected outcome worthy of better understanding and more study. The Data Spectroscopy
software (DaSpec) was obtained online from the original author’s website.

The mathematical arguments used to prove the accuracy of data spectroscopy in [Shi et al., 2009] and
other kernelized spectral clustering methods described more recently in [Schiebinger et al., 2015] may yield
better understanding of the assumptions used in Laplacian mixture models as well. Likewise, the physical
interpretations of macrostates in terms of drift-diffusions and the relationship of the kernel scaling param-
eter to the temperature or energy of the Brownian motion of generating stochastic processes may provide
additional insight into the accuracy of the approximations used by data spectroscopy. It may be possible to
hybridize Laplacian mixture models and data spectroscopic methods so that they can be used consistently
on different analyses within the same project. For example, data spectroscopy could be used during the
distance/similarity/kernel function learning step.
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