
A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

Jun Lu
jun.lu.locky@gmail.com

Abstract

Clustering has become a core technology in machine learning, largely due to its application
in the field of unsupervised learning, clustering, classification and density estimation. A
frequentist approach exists to hand clustering based on mixture model which is known as
the EM algorithm where the parameters of the mixture model are usually estimated into
a maximum likelihood estimation framework. Bayesian approach for finite and infinite
Gaussian mixture model generates point estimates for all variables as well as associated
uncertainty in the form of the whole estimates’ posterior distribution.

The sole aim of this survey is to give a self-contained introduction to concepts and
mathematical tools in Bayesian inference for finite and infinite Gaussian mixture model
in order to seamlessly introduce their applications in subsequent sections. However, we
clearly realize our inability to cover all the useful and interesting results concerning this
field and given the paucity of scope to present this discussion, e.g., the separated analysis
of the generation of Dirichlet samples by stick-breaking and Polya’s Urn approaches. We
refer the reader to literature in the field of Dirichlet process mixture model for a much
detailed introduction to the related fields. Some excellent examples include (Frigyik et al.,
2010; Murphy, 2012; Gelman et al., 2014; Hoff, 2009).

This survey is primarily a summary of purpose, significance of important background
and techniques for Gaussian mixture model, e.g., Dirichlet prior, Chinese restaurant pro-
cess, and most importantly the origin and complexity of the methods which shed light on
their modern applications. The mathematical prerequisite is a first course in probability.
Other than this modest background, the development is self-contained, with rigorous proofs
provided throughout.

Keywords: Dirichlet distribution, Gaussian models, Finite Gaussian mixture model,
Infinite Gaussian mixture model, Chinese restaurant process, Exchangeability, Hyperprior,
Log-concavity, ARS, Pruning Gibbs sampling, Clustering metrics, .
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Part I

Introduction

1. Introduction

Model-based approaches relies on discrete mixture models. The simplest approach to model-
based clustering relies on a finite mixture model framework, which assumes that the number
of clusters in the general population is a fixed finite number that does not grow with
the sample size. The model-based approach, assuming the data come from a mixture of
distributions, has the advantage of permitting principled statistical inferences compared
to other procedures based largely on heuristics, such as K-means. It is well known that
inference on the number of clusters and cluster allocation can be very sensitive to both
the choice of within-cluster parametric distribution and to violations of the finite mixture
assumption. For example, if the true data-generating distribution does not correspond
exactly to a finite mixture, then usual estimates of the number of clusters will diverge with
increasing sample size. These problems are compounded for high-dimensional data, and
often as the dimension of the data increases, more and more clusters are introduced. As
the number of clusters increases, clusters become less and less interpretable and statistical
efficiency decreases. The goal of this survey is to introduce the mathematical background
of the model-based approaches and summarize the existing methods that are robust and
scalable. Our general view is that it does not make sense for one to assume that only finitely
many clusters are represented in an infinitely large population; indeed, as samples are added
we fully expect new types of individuals to be observed that are not yet represented, though
the rate of observing these new types is expected to be quite slow if the sample size is already
large. In addition, we would very much like to avoid a common artifact in current clustering
methods in which the number of clusters tends to increase as the dimensionality of the data
increases. We take a nonparametric Bayesian view to allow for uncertainty in the true data
generating model.

Bayesian approach for finite and infinite Gaussian mixture model generates point esti-
mates for all variables as well as associated uncertainty in the form of the whole estimates’
posterior distribution. For decades Dirichlet process mixture (DPM) models have been ex-
tensively used for clustering, classification and density estimation. In analyses of infinite
mixture models, a common concern is over-fitting with redundant mixture components hav-
ing small weight value. This is called the non-identifiability problem. Specifically, many
researchers have noticed that the DPM posterior tends to overestimate the number of com-
ponents empirically (Ji et al., 2010; West and Escobar, 1993; Miller and Harrison, 2013).
This overestimation seems to occur because there are typically a few superfluous “extra”
clusters or noise, and among researchers using DPMs for clustering, this is an annoyance
that is sometimes dealt with by pruning such clusters in an ad hoc way - that is, by removing
them before calculating statistics such as, the weight of each clusters or the number of clus-
ters (Fox et al., 2007; West and Escobar, 1993). Many generalizations and alternatives to
DPM mixtures and the corresponding CRP, e.g., Pitman-Yor process (Perman et al., 1992),
weighted CRP (Ishwaran and James, 2003; Lo, 2005) in general do not solve the problem
with too many clusters. Indeed many of the generalizations are designed to introduce new
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clusters at a power law instead of log rate. In (McCullagh et al., 2008), an upper bound of
the number of components is fixed in advance to limit the number in modeling. However,
these two methods based on simple upper bound or pruning small cluster by some thresh-
olds can not be directly used for real world data, because when you choose a larger upper
bound, DPM models can still result in small clusters, and choosing the best thresholds is
usually difficult. In this survey, along with the basic background about Bayesian inference
for the finite and infinite mixture models, we will also introduce how to shrink small clusters
during sampling.

In analyses of finite mixture models, a common concern is over-fitting in which redun-
dant mixture components having similar locations are introduced. Over-fitting can have an
negative impact on mixture models especially for clustering, since this leads to an unneces-
sarily complex model and thus sacrifice the accuracy of result to a large extent. (Rousseau
and Mengersen, 2011) studied and proved the asymptotic behavior of the posterior distri-
bution in an over-fitted Bayesian mixture models. In (Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011),
they proved that a carefully choice for the parameters in Dirichlet distribution prior will
asymptotically empty out the redundant or extra components when the number of observa-
tions grows. However, several challenging practical issues arise. For example, for small to
moderate sample sizes, the weight assigned to redundant components is often not negligible
or the result may not be satisfactory. This can be attributed to non-identifiability problems
in which case distinguishing between components with similar locations can be difficult.
This issue results in substantial uncertainty in clustering and estimation of the number of
components in practice.

Clustering is also one of the most widely used applications in the analysis of gene data
(Lian, 2010), for example, for cancer subtype discovery. We may have two different problems
in this discovery, 1) Obviously not all the gene features possess discriminative value for
different cancer subtypes; 2) also if fewer gene features are used, the procedure might fail
to distinguish between some of the subtypes. Many researchers proposed to first reduce
dimension by performing the principal component analysis (PCA) on the features and then
fitting a Bayesian mixture model to the reduced features, e.g., (Bernardo et al., 2003).
However, difficulty and un-necessarity in interpreting the raw attributes arise, and the top
principal components usually do not necessarily carry the most significant discriminative
features for clustering, thus the procedure is rather suboptimal. Interesting readers can find
more details about this topic in the references above. Again, the sole aim of this survey is to
introduce the mathematical background for Gaussian mixture model via Bayesian inference.

1.1 Notations

In all cases, scalars will be denoted in a non-bold font possibly with subscripts (e.g., α, αi).
We will use bold face lower case letters possibly with subscripts to denote vectors (e.g., µ,
x, xn, z) and bold face upper case letters possibly with subscripts to denote matrices (e.g.,
Σ, L). The ith element of a vector z will be denoted by zi in non-bold font. And in all
cases, vectors are formulated in a column rather than in a row.

The transpose of a matrix X will be denoted by XT and its inverse will be denoted by
X−1. We will denote the p × p identity matrix by Ip. A vector or matrix of all zeros will
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be denoted by a bold face zero 0 whose size should be clear from context, or we denote 0p
to be the vector of all zeros with p entries.

In specific, we will use the notation denoted in Table 1, Table 2 and Table 3 for the
text, or otherwise indicated especially in each section.

Table 1: Table of general notation

f(x) ∝ g(x) , f is proportional to g, means there is a constant c such that
f(x) = cg(x) for all x

p(x|θ) , generator / likelihood

p(θ) , prior likelihood

p(θ|x) , posterior likelihood

p(x) , marginal likelihood

p(xN+1|x1:N ) , posterior predictive distribution

4K , (K − 1)-dimensional probability simplex living in RK

Decision Variables

δx0(x) =

{
1, if x = x0

0, otherwise

Table 2: Table of notation for normal-inverse-Wishart prior

β = (m0, κ0, ν0,S0) , Parameters for the normal-inverse-Wishart prior on mean
vector µ and covariance matrix Σ of a multivariate Gaus-
sian distribution. The interpretation for the individual pa-
rameters are given below.

m0 , Prior mean for µ.

κ0 , How strongly we believe the above prior.

S0 , Proportional to prior mean for Σ.

ν0 , How strongly we believe the above prior.

8
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Table 3: Table of notation for mixture model

N , Number of data vectors.

D , Dimension of data vectors.

xi ∈ RD , The ith data vector.

X = x1:N = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN} , Set of data vectors.

X−i , All data vectors apart from xi.

Xk , Set of data vectors from mixture component k.

Xk,−i , Set of data vectors from mixture component k, without tak-
ing xi into account.

Nk , Number of data vectors from mixture component k.

Nk,−i , Number of data vectors from mixture component k, without
taking xi into account.

K , Number of components in a finite mixture model.

zi ∈ 1, 2, . . . ,K , Discrete latent state indicating which component the obser-
vation xi belongs to.

z = (z1, z2, . . . , zN ) , Latent states for all observations x1,x2, . . . ,xN .

z−i , All latent states excluding zi.

µ , Mean vector of a multivariate Gaussian density. A subscript
is used to for a particular component in a mixture model,
e.g., µk.

Σ , Covariance matrix of a multivariate Gaussian density. A
subscript is used for a particular component in a mixture
model, e.g. Σk.

πk = p(zi = k) , Prior probability that data vector xi will be assigned to
mixture component k.

π = (π1, π2, . . . , πK) , Prior assignment probability for all K components.

α = (α1, α2, . . . , αK) , Parameter for Dirichlet prior on the mixing weights π.
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Part II

Monte Carlo methods for probabilistic
inference

This survey focuses on Markov chain Monte Carlo methods for probabilistic inference, which
draws conclusions from a probabilistic model.

This chapter surveys the mathematical details of probabilistic inference, focusing on
those aspects that will provide the foundation for the rest of this survey.

2. The Bayesian approach

In modern statistics, Bayesian approaches have become increasingly more important and
widely used. Thomas Bayes came up this idea but died before publishing it. Fortunately,
his friend Richard Price carried on his work and published it in 1764. In this section, we
describe the basic ideas about Bayesian approach and use the Beta-Bernoulli model and
Bayesian linear model as an appetizer of the pros and prior information of Bayesian models.

Let X (x1:N ) = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN} be the observations of N data points, and suppose they
are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), with the probability parameterized by
θ. Note that the parameters θ might include the hidden variables, for example the latent
variables in a mixture model to indicate which cluster a data point belongs to.

The idea of Bayesian approach is to assume a prior probability distribution for θ with
hyperparameters α (i.e., p(θ|α)) - that is, a distribution representing the plausibility of
each possible value of θ before the data is observed. Then, to make inferences about θ, one
simply considers the conditional distribution of θ given the observed data. This is referred
to as the posterior distribution, since it represents the plausibility of each possible value of
θ after seeing the data. Mathematically, this is expressed via Bayes’ theorem,

p(θ|X ,α) =
p(X|θ)p(θ|α)

p(X|α)
=
p(X|θ)p(θ|α)∫
θ p(X ,θ|α)

=
p(X|θ)p(θ|α)∫
θ p(X|θ)p(θ|α)

∝ p(X|θ)p(θ|α), (1)

where X is the observed data set. In other words, we say the posterior is proportional to
the likelihood times the prior.

More generally, the Bayesian approach - in a nutshell - is to assume a prior distribution
on any unknowns (θ in our case), and then just follow the rules of probability to answer
any questions of interest. For example, when we find the parameter based on the maximum
posterior probability of β, we turn to maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator.

3. Approximate inference

For this survey, we focus on approximate probabilistic inference methods. In certain cases,
it is computationally feasible to compute the posterior exactly. For example, exponential
families with conjugate priors often enable analytical solutions. Although exact inference
methods exist and are precise and useful for certain classes of problems, exact inference
methods in complicated models is usually intractable, because these methods typically
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depend on integrals, summations, or intermediate representations that grow large as the
state space grows too large so as to make the computation inefficient. For example, we may
use conjugate priors in a Gaussian mixture model. However, the model is hierarchical and
is too complicated to compute the exact posterior. In these cases, approximate probabilistic
inference methods are rather useful and necessary.

Generally, variational methods and Monte Carlo methods (Bonawitz, 2008) are two main
classes of approximate inference. We here give a brief comparison of the two methods. In
variational inference methods, we first approximate the full model with a simpler model
in which the inference questions are tractable. Then, the parameters of this simplified
model are calculated by some methods (e.g. by optimization methods) to minimize a
measure of the dissimilarity between the original model and the simplified version; this
calculation usually performs deterministically because of the optimization methods used.
Finally, certain queries can be calculated and executed in the simplified model. In other
words, the main idea behind variational methods is to pick a family of distributions over
the parameters with its own variational parameters - q(θ|ν) where ν is the variational
parameters. Then, find the setting of the parameters that makes q close to the posterior
of interest. As a detailed example, we can refer to (Ma et al., 2014). The main advantage
of variational methods is deterministic; however, the corresponding results are in the form
of a lower bound of the desired quantity, and the tightness of this bound depends on the
degree to which the simplified distribution can model the original posterior distribution.
The variational inference is an important tool for Bayesian deep learning (Jordan et al.,
1999; Graves, 2011; Hoffman et al., 2013; Ranganath et al., 2014; Mandt and Blei, 2014).

On the contrary, in Monte Carlo methods we first draw a sequence of samples from the
true target posterior distribution. Then certain inference questions are then answered by
using this set of samples as an approximation of the target distribution itself. Monte Carlo
methods are guaranteed to converge – if you want a more accurate answer, you just need
to run the inference for longer; in the limit of running the Monte Carlo algorithm forever,
the approximation results from the samples converge to the the target distribution (see
Section 4).

4. Monte Carlo methods (MC)

In Monte Carlo methods, we first draw N samples θ1,θ2, . . . ,θN from the posterior distri-
bution p(θ|X ,α) in (1), and then approximate the distribution of interest by

p(θ|−) ≈ ∼p(θ|−) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

δθn(θ), (2)

where δθi(θ) is the Dirac delta function1. As the number of samples increases, the approx-

imation (almost surely) converges to the true target distribution, i.e.,
∼
p(θ)

a.s.
N→∞−→ p(θ).

This kind of sampling-based methods are extensively used in modern statistics, due to
their ease of use and the generality with which they can be applied. The fundamental

1. The Dirac delta function δx0(x) has the properties that it is non-zero and equals to 1 only at x = x0.
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problem solved by these methods is the approximation of expectations such as

Eh(Θ) =

∫
θ
h(θ)p(θ)dθ, (3)

in the case of a continuous random variable Θ with probability density function (p.d.f.) p.
Or

Eh(Θ) =
∑
θ

h(θ)p(θ), (4)

in the case of a discrete random variable Θ with probability mass function (p.m.f.) p. The
general principle at work is that such expectations can be approximated by

Eh(Θ) ≈
N∑
n=1

h(θn), (5)

If it were generally easy to draw samples directly from p(θ|X ,α), the Monte Carlo story
would end here. Unfortunately, this is usually intractable. We can consider the posterior
form p(θ|X ,α) = p(X|θ)p(θ|α)

p(X|α) , where in many problems p(X|θ)p(θ|α) can be computed

easily, but p(X|α) cannot due to integrals, summations etc. In this case Markov chain
Monte Carlo is especially useful.

4.1 Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms, also called samplers, are numerical ap-
proximation algorithms. Intuitively, it is a stochastic hill-climbing approach to inference,
operating over the complete data set. This inference method is designed to spend most of
the computational efforts to sample points from the high probability regions of true target
posterior distribution p(θ|X ,α) (Andrieu et al., 2003; Bonawitz, 2008; Hoff, 2009; Geyer,
2011). In this sampler, a Markov chain stochastic walk is taken through the state space
Θ such that the probability of being in a particular state θt at any point in the walk is
p(θt|X ,α). Therefore, samples from the true posterior distribution p(θ|X ,α) can be ap-
proximated by recording the samples (states) visited by the stochastic walk and some other
post-processing methods such as thinning. The stochastic walk is a Markov chain, i.e. the
choice of state at time t+1 depends only on its previous state - the state at time t. Formally,
if θt is the state of the chain at time t, then p(θt+1|θ1,θ2, . . . ,θt) = p(θt+1|θt). Markov
chains are history-free, we can get two main advantages from this history-free property:

• From history-free, the Markov chain Monte Carlo methods can be run for an unlimited
number of iterations without consuming additional memory space;

• The history-free property also indicates that the MCMC stochastic walk can be com-
pletely characterized by p(θt+1|θt), known as the transition kernel.

We then focus on the discussion of the transition kernel. The transition kernel K can also
be formulated as a linear transform, thus if pt = pt(θ) is a row vector which encodes the
probability of the walk being in state θ at time t, then pt+1 = ptK. If the stochastic walk
starts from state θ0, then the distribution from this initial state is the delta distribution

12
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p0 = δθ0(θ) and the state distribution for the chain after step t is pt = p0K
t. We can

easily find that the key to Markov chain Monte Carlo is to choose kernel K such that
lim
t→∞

pt = p(θ|X ,α), independent on the choice of θ0. Kernels with this property are said

to converge to an equilibrium distribution peq = p(θ|X ). Convergence is guaranteed if
both of the following criteria meet (see (Bonawitz, 2008)):

• peq is an invariant (or stationary) distribution forK. A distribution pinv is an invariant
distribution for K if pinv = pinvK;

• K is ergodic. A kernel is ergodic if it is irreducible (any state can be reached from
any other state) and aperiodic (the stochastic walk never gets stuck in cycles).

There are a large number of MCMC algorithms, too many to review here. Popular
families include Gibbs sampling, Metropolis-Hastings (MH), slice sampling, Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo, Adaptive rejection sampling and many others. Though the name is misleading,
Metropolis-within-Gibbs (MWG) was developed first by Metropolis et al. (1953), and MH
was a generalization of MWG (Hastings, 1970). All MCMC algorithms are known as special
cases of the MH algorithm. Regardless of the algorithm, the goal in Bayesian inference is
to maximize the unnormalized joint posterior distribution and collect samples of the target
distributions, which are marginal posterior distributions, later to be used for inference
queries.

The most generalizable MCMC algorithm is the Metropolis-Hastings (MH) generaliza-
tion (Metropolis et al., 1953; Hastings, 1970) of the MWG algorithm. The MH algorithm
extended MWG to include asymmetric proposal distributions. In this method, it converts
an arbitrary proposal kernel q(θ?|θt) into a transition kernel with the desired invariant dis-
tribution peq(θ). In order to generate a sample from a MH transition kernel, we first draw
a proposal θ? ∼ q(θ?|θt), then evaluates the MH acceptance probability by

P [A(θ?|θt)] = min

(
1,
p(θ?|α)q(θt|θ?)
p(θt|α)q(θ?|θt)

)
, (6)

with probability P [A(θ?|θt)] being the proposal is accepted and we set θt+1 = θ?; otherwise
the proposal is rejected and we set θt+1 = θt. That is

θt+1 =

{
θ?, with probability P [A(θ?|θt)];
θt, with probability 1− P [A(θ?|θt)].

(7)

Intuitively, we may find that p(θ?|α)
p(θt|α) term tends to accept moves that lead to higher prob-

ability parts of the state space, while also the q(θt|θ?)
q(θ?|θt) term tends to accept moves that are

easy to undo. A random walk demo of MH is available online by Chi Feng 2. Because in
MH, we only evaluate p(θ) as part of the ratio p(θ?|α)

p(θt|α) , we do not need compute p(X|α) as
mentioned in Section 4.

The key in MH is the proposal kernel q(θ?|θt). However, the transition kernel is not
q(θ?|θt). Informally, the kernel K(θt+1|θt) in MH is

p(θt+1|accept)P [accept] + p(θt+1|reject)P [reject].

2. http://www.junlulocky.com/mcmc-demo/
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Tierney (1998) introduced that the precise transition kernel is

K(θt → θt+1) = p(θt+1|θt)

= q(θt+1|θt)A(θt+1|θt) + δθt(θt+1)

∫
θ?

q(θ?|θt)(1−A(θ?|θt)).
(8)

4.2 MC V.S. MCMC

As shown in previous sections, the purpose of Monte Carlo or Markov chain Monte Carlo
approximation is to obtain a sequence of parameters values {θ(1), . . . ,θ(N)} such that

1

N

N∑
n=1

h(θ(n)) ≈
∫
θ
h(θ)p(θ)dθ, (9)

for any functions h of interest in case of continuous random variable. In other words, we want
the empirical average of {h(θ(1)), . . . , h(θ(N))} to approximate the expected value of h(θ)
under a target probability distribution p(θ). In order for this to be a good approximation for
a wide range of functions h, we need the empirical distribution of the simulated sequence
{θ(1), . . . ,θ(N)} to look like the target distribution p(θ). MC and MCMC are two ways
of generating such a sequence. MC simulation, in which we generate independent samples
from the target distribution, is in some sense the ”true situation”. Independent MC samples
automatically create a sequence that is representative of p(θ), which means the probability
that θ(n) ∈ A for any set A is ∫

A
p(θ)dθ. (10)

where n ∈ {1, . . . , N}. However, this is not true for MCMC samples, in which case all we
are sure of is that

lim
n→∞

Pr(θ(n) ∈ A) =

∫
A
p(θ)dθ. (11)

4.3 Gibbs sampler

Gibbs sampling was introduced by Turchin (Turchin, 1971), and later by brothers Geman
and Geman (Geman and Geman, 1984) in the context of image restoration. The Geman
brothers named the algorithm after the physicist J. W. Gibbs, some eight decades after his
death, in reference to an analogy between the sampling algorithm and statistical physics.

Gibbs sampling is applicable when the joint distribution is not known explicitly or is
difficult to sample from directly, but the conditional distribution of each variable is known
and easy to sample from. A Gibbs sampler generates a draw from the distribution of each
parameter or variable in turn, conditional on the current values of the other parameters or
variables. Therefore, a Gibbs sampler is a componentwise algorithm. In our example, given
some data X and a probability distribution p(θ|X ,α) parameterized by θ = {θ1, θ2, . . . , θp}.
We can successively draw samples from the distribution by sampling from

θ
(t)
i ∼ p(θi|θ

(t−1)
−i ,X ,α), (12)

where θ
(t−1)
−i is all current values of θ in the (t − 1)th iteration except for θi. If we sample

long enough, these θi values will be random samples from the distribution p.
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In deriving a Gibbs sampler, it is often helpful to observe that

p(θi |θ−i,X ) =
p(θ1, θ2, . . . , θp,X )

p(θ−i,X )
∝ p(θ1, θ2, . . . , θp,X ). (13)

That is, the conditional distribution is proportional to the joint distribution. We will get
a lot of benefits from this simple observation by dropping constant terms from the joint
distribution (relative to the parameters we are conditioned on).

Shortly, as a simplified example, given a joint probability distribution p(θ1, θ2|X ), a
Gibbs sampler would draw p(θ1|θ2,X ) , then p(θ2|θ1,X ) iteratively. The procedure defines
a sequence of realization of random variables θ1 and θ2

(θ0
1, θ

0
2), (θ1

1, θ
1
2), (θ2

1, θ
2
2), · · ·

which converges to the joint distribution p(β1, β2). More details about Gibbs sampling can
be found in (Turchin, 1971; Geman and Geman, 1984; Hoff, 2009; Gelman et al., 2013).

4.4 Adaptive rejection sampling (ARS)

The purpose of this algorithm is to provide an relatively efficient way to sample from a
distribution from the large class of log-concave densities (Gilks and Wild, 1992; Wild and
Gilks, 1993). We only overview the algorithm here, we can find more details in Gilks and
Wild (1992) and Wild and Gilks (1993). And a Python implementation is available online.
3

4.4.1 Rejection Sampling

Figure 1: Rejection Sampling. Figure from Michael I. Jordan’s lecture notes.

In rejection sampling, we want to sample from a target probability density function
p(x), given that we can sample from a probability density function q(x) easily. The target
density p(x) is not known. But the idea is that, if M × q(x) forms an envelope over p(x)
for some M > 1 as shown in Figure 1, i.e.

p(x)

q(x)
< M, for all x. (14)

3. https://github.com/junlulocky/ARS-MCMC
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Then if we sample some xi from q(x), and if yi = u×M × q(xi) lies below the region under
p(x) for some u ∼ Uniform(0, 1), then accept xi, otherwise we reject xi.

Informally, what the method does is to sample xi from some distribution and then it
decides whether to accept it or reject it.

4.4.2 Adaptive Rejection Sampling

Figure 2: Adaptive Rejection Sampling. Figure from Michael I. Jordan’s lecture notes.

This method works only for log-concave densities. The basic idea is to form an upper
envelope (the upper bound on p(x)) adaptively and use this to replace M×q(x) in rejection
sampling.

As shown in Figure 2, the log density log p(x) is considered. We then sample xi from the
upper envelope, and either accepted or rejected as in rejection sampling. If it is rejected, a
tangent is drawn passing through x = xi and y = log(p) and the tangent is used to reduce
the upper envelope to reduce the number of rejected samples. The intersections of these
tangent planes enable the formation of envelope adaptively. To sample from the upper
envelope, we need to transform from log space by exponentiating and using properties of
the exponential distribution.

5. Bayesian appetizers

In this section, we will take some examples to better understand the ideas behind Bayesian
approaches where we will show the semi-conjugate priors with Gibbs sampler and full con-
jugate priors without approximate inference. Feel free to skip this section if the readers
already have basic knowledge in Bayesian inference.

5.1 An appetizer: Beta-Bernoulli model

We formally introduce a Beta-Bernoulli model to show how the Bayesian approach works.
The Bernoulli distribution models binary outcomes, i.e., outputting two possible values. The
likelihood under this model is just the probability mass function of Bernoulli distribution:

Bernoulli(x|θ) = p(x|θ) = θx(1− θ)1−x
1(x ∈ {0, 1}).

16



A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

That is,

Bernoulli(x|θ) = p(x|θ) =

{
1− θ, if x = 0;

θ, if x = 1,

where θ is the probability of outputting 1 and 1 − θ is the probability of outputting 0.
The mean of the Bernoulli distribution is θ. Suppose x1, x2, ..., xn are drawn i.i.d. from
Bernoulli(x|θ). Then, the likelihood under Bernoulli distribution is given by

likelihood = p(x1:n|θ) = θ
∑
xi(1− θ)n−

∑
xi ,

which is a distribution on x1:n and is called the likelihood function on x1:n.
And we will see the prior under this model is the probability density function of Beta

distribution:

prior = Beta(θ|a, b) = p(θ|a, b) =
1

B(a, b)
θa−1(1− θ)b−1

1(0 < θ < 1),

where B(a, b) is the Euler’s beta function and it can be seen as a normalization term.
We put a Beta prior on the parameter θ of Bernoulli distribution. The posterior is

obtained by

posterior = p(θ|x1:n) ∝ p(x1:n|θ)p(θ|a, b)

= θ
∑
xi(1− θ)n−

∑
xi × 1

B(a, b)
θa−1(1− θ)b−1

1(0 < θ < 1)

∝ θa+
∑
xi−1(1− θ)b+n−

∑
xi−1

1(0 < θ < 1)

∝ Beta(θ|a+
∑

xi, b+ n−
∑

xi).

We find that the posterior distribution shares the same form as the prior distribution. When
this happens, we call the prior as conjugate prior. The conjugate prior has a nice form
such that it is easy to work with for computing the posterior probability density function
and its derivatives, and sampling from the posterior.

Remark 1 (Prior Information in Beta-Bernoulli Model) A comparison of the prior
and posterior formulation would find that the hyperparameter a is the prior number of 1’s in
the output and b is the prior number of 0’s in the output. And a+b is the prior information
about the sample size.

Remark 2 (Bayesian Estimator) From this example by Beta-Bernoulli model, like max-
imum likelihood estimator and method of moment (MoM, i.e., using the moment informa-
tion to get the model parameter.), Bayesian model is also a kind of point estimator. But
Bayesian models output a probability of the parameter of interest p(θ|x1:n).

When we want to predict for new coming data, we do not give out the prediction by a
direct model p(xn+1|θ). But rather an integration:

p(xn+1|x1:n) =

∫
p(xn+1|θ)p(θ|x1:n)dθ.

In another word, xn+1 is dependent of x1:n. x1:n provide information on θ, which in turn
provides information on xn+1 (i.e., x1:n → θ → xn+1).
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Example 5.1 (Amount of Data Matters) Suppose we have three observations for the
success in Bernoulli distribution:

1. 10 out of 10 are observed to be success (1’s);

2. 48 out of 50 are observed to be success (1’s);

3. 186 out of 200 are observed to be success (1’s).

So, what is the probability of success in the Bernoulli model? Normal answer to case 1,
2, 3 are 100%, 96% and 93% respectively. But an observation of 10 inputs is rather a small
amount of data and noise can make it less convincing.

Suppose we put a Beta(1, 1) prior on the Bernoulli distribution. The posterior probability
of success for each case would be 11

12 = 91.6%, 49
52 = 94.2% and 187

202 = 92.6% respectively.
Now we find the case 1 has less probability of success compared to case 2.

A Bayesian view of the problem naturally incorporates the amount of data as well as
its average. This special case shown here is also called the Laplace’s rate of succession
(Ollivier, 2015). Laplace’s “add-one” rule of succession modifies the observed frequencies
in a sequence of successes and failures by adding one to the observed counts. This improves
prediction by avoiding zero probabilities and corresponds to a uniform Bayesian prior on
the parameter. �

Why Bayes?

This example above shows that Bayesian models consider prior information on the
parameters in the model making it particularly useful to regularize regression prob-
lems where data information is limited. And this is why the Bayesian approach gains
worldwide attention for decades.

The prior information p(θ) and likelihood function p(x|θ) represent a rational per-
son’s belief, and then the Bayes’ rule is an optimal method of updating this person’s
beliefs about θ given new information from the data (Fahrmeir et al., 2007; Hoff, 2009).

The prior information given by p(θ) might be wrong if it does not accurately rep-
resent our prior beliefs. However, this does not mean that the posterior p(θ|x) is not
useful. A famous quote is “all models are wrong, but some are useful” (Box and Draper,
1987). If the prior p(θ) approximates our beliefs, then the posterior p(θ|x) is also a good
approximation to posterior beliefs.

5.2 An appetizer: Bayesian linear model with zero-mean prior

Assume y = Xβ+ ε where ε ∼ N (0, σ2I) and σ2 is fixed (a detailed analysis of this model
can be found in (Rasmussen, 2003; Hoff, 2009; Lu, 2021b)), this additive Gaussian noise
assumption gives rise to the likelihood. Let X (x1:n) = {x1,x2, . . . ,xn} be the observations
of n data points,

likelihood = y|X,β, σ2 ∼ N (Xβ, σ2I).

Suppose we specify a Gaussian prior with zero-mean over the weight parameter

prior = β ∼ N (0,Σ0).
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By the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood× prior”, we get the posterior

posterior = p(β|y,X, σ2)

∝ p(y|X,β, σ2)p(β|Σ0)

=
1

(2πσ2)n/2
exp

(
− 1

2σ2
(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)

)
× 1

(2π)n/2|Σ0|1/2
exp

(
−1

2
β>Σ−1

0 β

)
∝ exp

(
−1

2
(β − β1)>Σ−1

1 (β − β1)

)
,

where Σ1 = ( 1
σ2X

>X + Σ−1
0 )−1 and β1 = ( 1

σ2X
>X + Σ−1

0 )−1( 1
σ2X

>y). Therefore the
posterior distribution is also a Gaussian distribution (same form as the prior distribution):

posterior = β|y,X, σ2 ∼ N (β1,Σ1).

A word on the notation: note that we use {β1,Σ1} to denote the posterior mean
and posterior covariance in the zero-mean prior model. Similarly, the posterior mean and
posterior covariance in semi-conjugate prior and full-conjugate prior models will be denoted
as {β2,Σ2} and {β3,Σ3} respectively (see sections below).

Connection to OLS

In this case, we do not need to assume X has full rank generally. Note further that if
we assume X has full rank, in the limit, when Σ0 → 0, β1 → β̂ = (X>X)−1Xy, in
which case, maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator from Bayesian model goes back to
ordinary least squares estimator. And the posterior is β|y,X, σ2 ∼ N (β̂, σ2(X>X)−1),
which shares similar form as the OLS estimator β̂ ∼ N (β, σ2(X>X)−1) under Gaussian
disturbance (see (Lu, 2021b)).

Remark 3 (Ridge Regression) In least squares approximation, we use Xβ to ap-
proximate y. Two issues arise: the model can potentially overfit and X may not have
full rank. In ridge regression, we regularize large value of β and thus favor simpler
models. Instead of minimizing ||y−Xβ||2, we minimize ||y−Xβ||2 + λ||β||2, where λ
is a hyper-parameter that can be tuned:

arg min
β

(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ) + λβ>β.

By differentiating and setting the derivative to zero we get

β̂ridge = (X>X + λI)−1X>y,

in which case, (X>X + λI) is invertible even when X does not have full rank. We
leave more details about ridge regression to the readers.
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Connection to Ridge Regression

Realize that when we set Σ0 = I, we obtain β1 = (X>X + σ2I)−1X>y and Σ1 =
( 1
σ2X

>X + I)−1. Since posterior = β|y,X, σ2 ∼ N (β1,Σ1). The MAP estimator of
β = β1 = (X>X + σ2I)−1X>y, which shares the same form as ridge regression by
letting σ2 = λ. Thus we notice ridge regression is a special case of Bayesian linear
model with zero-mean prior. And ridge regression has a nice interpretation from the
Bayesian approach - finding the mode of the posterior.

An example is shown in (Rasmussen, 2003) where the “well determined” (i.e., the
distribution around the slope is more compact) slope of β is almost unchanged after
the posterior process while the intercept which is more dispersed shrunk towards zero.
This is actually a regularization effect on the parameter like ridge regression.

5.3 An appetizer: Bayesian linear model with semi-conjugate prior
Distribution

We will use gamma distribution as the prior of the inverse variance (precision) of Gaussian
distribution. Before the discussion about gamma distribution, we first introduce a special
gamma distribution, which is often used and known as chi-square distribution.

Definition 4 (Chi-Square Distribution) Let A ∼ N (0, Ip×p). Then X =
∑p

i Aii

has the Chi-square distribution with p degrees of freedom. We write X ∼ χ2
(p), and we

will see this is equivalent to X ∼ Ga(p/2, 1/2).

f(x; p) =


1

2p/2Γ(p2)
x
p
2
−1 exp(−x

2
), if x ≥ 0.

0, if x < 0.

The mean, variance of X ∼ χ2
(p) are given by E[X] = p, Var[X] = 2p.

The function Γ(α) =
∫∞

0 tα−1e−tdt is the gamma function and we can just take it
as a function to normalize the distribution into sum to 1. In special case when y is a
positive integer, Γ(y) = (y − 1)!.

Definition 5 (Gamma Distribution) A random variable X is said to follow the
gamma distribution with parameter r > 0 and λ > 0, denoted by X ∼ Ga(r, λ) if

f(x; r, λ) =


λr

Γ(r)
xr−1 exp(−λx), if x ≥ 0.

0, if x < 0.
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So if X ∼ χ2
(p), then X ∼ Ga(p/2, 1/2), i.e., Chi-square distribution is a special case of

Gamma distribution. The mean and variance of X ∼ Ga(r, λ) are given by

E[X] =
r

λ
, Var[X] =

r

λ2
.

Specially, let X1, X2, . . . , Xn be i.i.d., random variables drawn from Ga(ri, λ) for each i ∈
{1, 2, . . . , n}. Then Y =

∑n
i=1Xi is a random variable following from Ga(

∑n
i=1 ri, λ).

As for the reason of using the gamma distribution as the prior for precision, we quote
the description from (Kruschke, 2014):

Because of its role in conjugate priors for normal likelihood function, the gamma dis-
tribution is routinely used as a prior for precision (i.e., inverse variance). But there is
no logical necessity to do so, and modern MCMC methods permit more flexible speci-
fication of priors. Indeed, because precision is less intuitive than standard deviation, it
can be more useful to give standard deviation a uniform prior that spans a wide range.

Same setting as Section 5.2, but we assume now σ2 is not fixed. Again, we have likelihood
function by

likelihood = y|X,β, σ2 ∼ N (Xβ, σ2I).

We specify a non zero-mean Gaussian prior over the weight parameter

prior :β ∼ N (β0,Σ0)

γ = 1/σ2 ∼ Ga(a0, b0),

where we differentiate from previous descriptions by blue text.
(1). Then, given σ2, by the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood× prior”, we get the

posterior
posterior = p(β|y,X, σ2)

∝ p(y|X,β, σ2)p(β|β0,Σ0)

=
1

(2πσ2)n/2
exp

(
− 1

2σ2
(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)

)
× 1

(2π)n/2|Σ0|1/2
exp

(
−1

2
(β − β0)>Σ−1

0 (β − β0)

)
∝ exp

(
−1

2
(β − β2)>Σ−1

2 (β − β2)

)
,

where Σ2 = ( 1
σ2X

>X + Σ−1
0 )−1 and

β2 = Σ2(Σ−1
0 β0 +

1

σ2
X>y) = (

1

σ2
X>X + Σ−1

0 )−1(Σ−1
0 β0 +

1

σ2
X>y).

Therefore, the posterior is from a Gaussian distribution:

posterior = β|y,X, σ2 ∼ N (β2,Σ2).
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Connection to Zero-Mean Prior

1. Σ0 here is a fixed hyperparameter.

2. We note that β1 in Section 5.2 is a special case of β2 when β0 = 0.

3. And if we assume furtherX has full rank. When Σ−1
0 → 0, β2 → β̂ = (X>X)−1Xy

which is the OLS estimator.

4. When σ2 → ∞, β2 is approximately approaching to β0, the prior expectation of
parameter. However, in zero-mean prior, σ2 →∞ will make β1 approach to 0.

5. Weighted average: we reformulate

β2 = (
1

σ2
X>X + Σ−1

0 )−1(Σ−1
0 β0 +

1

σ2
X>y)

= (
1

σ2
X>X + Σ−1

0 )−1Σ−1
0 β0 + (

1

σ2
X>X + Σ−1

0 )−1X
>X

σ2
(X>X)−1X>y

= (I −A)β0 +Aβ̂,

where β̂ = (X>X)−1X>y is the OLS estimator of β andA = ( 1
σ2X

>X+Σ−1
0 )−1X>X

σ2 .
We see that the posterior mean of β is a weighted average of prior mean and OLS
estimator of β. Thus, if we set the prior parameter β0 = β̂, the posterior mean of β
will be exactly β̂.

(2). Given β, again, by Bayes’ theorem, we obtain the posterior

posterior = p(γ =
1

σ2
|y,X,β)

∝ p(y|X,β, γ)p(γ|a0, b0)

=
γn/2

(2π)n/2
exp

(
−γ

2
(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)

)
× b0

a0

Γ(a0)
γa0−1 exp(−b0γ)

∝ γ(a0 +
n

2
− 1) exp

(
−γ
[
b0 +

1

2
(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)

])
,

and the posterior is a Gamma distribution:

posterior of γ given β = γ|y,X,β ∼ Ga

(
a0 +

n

2
, [b0 +

1

2
(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)]

)
.

Prior Information on the Noise

1. We notice that the prior mean and posterior mean of γ are E[γ] = a0
b0

and E[γ|β] =
a0+n

2

b0+ 1
2

(y−Xβ)>(y−Xβ)
respectively. So the inside meaning of 2a0 is the prior sample size

for the noise σ2 = 1
γ .
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2. As we assume y = Xβ + ε where ε ∼ N (0, σ2I), then (y−Xβ)>(y−Xβ)
σ2 ∼ χ2

(n) and

E[1
2(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)] = n

2σ
2. So the inside meaning of 2b0

a0
is the prior variance of

the noise.

3. Some textbooks would write γ ∼ Ga(n0/2, n0σ
2
0/2) to make this explicit (in which

case, n0 is the prior sample size, and σ2
0 is the prior variance). But a prior in this form

seems coming from nowhere at first glance.

By this Gibbs sampling method introduced in Section 4.3, we can construct a Gibbs
sampler for Bayesian linear model with semi-conjugate prior in Section 5.3:

0. Set initial values to β and γ = 1
σ2 ;

1. update β: posterior = β|y,X, γ ∼ N (β2,Σ2);

2. update γ: posterior = γ|y,X,β ∼ Ga
(
a0 + n

2 , [b0 + 1
2(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)]

)
.

5.4 An appetizer: Bayesian linear model with full conjugate prior

Putting a gamma prior on the inverse variance is equivalent to putting a inverse-gamma
prior on the variance:

Definition 6 (Inverse-Gamma Distribution) A random variable Y is said to fol-
low the inverse-gamma distribution with parameter r > 0 and λ > 0 if

f(y; r, λ) =


λr

Γ(r)
y−r−1 exp(−λ

y
), if y > 0.

0, if y ≤ 0.

And it is denoted by Y ∼ IG(r, λ). The mean and variance of inverse-gamma distribu-
tion are given by

E[Y ] =


λ

r − 1
, if r ≥ 1.

∞, if 0 < r < 1.

Var[Y ] =


λ2

(r − 1)2(r − 2)
, if r ≥ 2.

∞, if 0 < r < 2.

Note that the inverse-gamma density is not simply the gamma density with x replaced
by 1

y . There is an additional factor of y−2. 4

Same setting as semiconjugate prior distribution in Section 5.3. We have the likelihood
function:

likelihood = y|X,β, σ2 ∼ N (Xβ, σ2I).

4. Which is from the Jacobian in the change-of-variables formula. A short proof is provided here. Let y = 1
x

where y ∼ IG(r, λ) and x ∼ Ga(r, λ). Then, f(y)|dy| = f(x)|dx| which results in f(y) = f(x)| dx
dy
| =

f(x)x2
y= 1

x===== λr

Γ(r)
y−r−1exp(−λ

y
) for y > 0.

23



Jun Lu

But now we specify a Gaussian prior over the weight parameter by

prior :β|σ2 ∼ N (β0, σ
2Σ0)

σ2 ∼ IG(a0, b0),

where again we differentiate from previous descriptions by blue text. Equivalently, we can
formulate the prior into one which is called the normal-inverse-gamma (NIG) distribution:

prior :β, σ2 ∼ NIG(β0,Σ0, a0, b0) = N (β0, σ
2Σ0) · IG(a0, b0).

Again by the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood× prior”, we obtain the posterior

posterior = p(β, σ2|y,X)

∝ p(y|X,β, σ2)p(β, σ2|β0,Σ0, a0, b0)

=
1

(2πσ2)n/2
exp

{
− 1

2σ2
(y −Xβ)>(y −Xβ)

}
× 1

(2πσ2)p/2|Σ0|1/2
exp

{
− 1

2σ2
(β − β0)>Σ−1

0 (β − β0)

}
× b0

a0

Γ(a0)

1

(σ2)a0+1
exp{− b0

σ2
}

∝ 1

(2πσ2)p/2
exp

{
1

2σ2
(β − β3)>Σ−1

3 (β − β3)

}
× 1

(σ2)a0+n
2

+1
exp

{
− 1

σ2
[b0 +

1

2
(y>y + β>0 Σ−1

0 β0 − β>3 Σ−1
3 β3)]

}
,

where Σ3 = (X>X + Σ−1
0 )−1 and

β3 = Σ3(X>y + Σ−1
0 β0) = (X>X + Σ−1

0 )−1(Σ−1
0 β0 +X>y).

Let an = a0 + n
2 + 1 and bn = b0 + 1

2(y>y + β>0 Σ−1
0 β0 − β>3 Σ−1

3 β3). The posterior is thus
a NIG distribution:

posterior = β, σ2|y,X ∼ NIG(β3,Σ3, an, bn).

Connection to Zero-Mean Prior and Semiconjugate Prior

1. Σ0 here is a fixed hyperparameter.

2. If we assume further X has full rank, when Σ−1
0 → 0, β3 → β̂ = (X>X)−1Xy

which is the OLS estimator.

3. When b0 → ∞, then σ2 → ∞ and β3 is approximately β0, the prior expectation
of parameter. Compared to β2 in Section 5.3, σ2 → ∞ will make β2 approach to β0

where σ2 is a fixed hyperparameter.
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4. Weighted average: we reformulate

β3 = (X>X + Σ−1
0 )−1(Σ−1

0 β0 +X>y)

= (X>X + Σ−1
0 )−1Σ−1

0 β0 + (X>X + Σ−1
0 )−1(X>X)(X>X)−1X>y

= (I −C)β0 +Cβ̂,

where β̂ = (X>X)−1X>y is the OLS estimator of β andC = (X>X+Σ−1
0 )−1(X>X).

We see that the posterior mean of β is a weighted average of the prior mean and the
OLS estimator of β. Thus, if we set β0 = β̂, the posterior mean of β will be exactly β̂.

5. From an = a0 + n
2 + 1, we know that 2a0 is the prior sample size for σ2.

6. Σ−1
3 = X>X + Σ−1

0 : The posterior inverse covariance is equal to X>X + prior
inverse covariance.

A Bayesian and non-Bayesian variable selection procedure can be referred to (Hoff, 2009;
Lu, 2021b). In the Bayesian case, the Zeller’s g-prior is taken to give rise to a mask vector
on the variables such that the selected variables will have mask 1 and 0 otherwise. From the
three different priors on the same model, we have a taste for different situations in Bayesian
approaches. Especially, the priors may be semi-conjugate or full conjugate which result in
different sampling algorithms.
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Part III

Conjugate priors for Gaussian mixture
model

6. Conjugate priors

In Section 5.1, we discussed about conjugate priors. We now give the formal definition as
follows.

Definition 7 (Conjugate Prior) Given a family {p(X|θ) : θ ∈ Θ} of generating
distributions, a collection of priors pω(θ) indexed by ω ∈ Ω is called a conjugate prior
family if for any ω and any data, the resulting posterior equals to pω′(θ|X ) for some
ω′ ∈ Ω.

Example 1 (Beta-Bernoulli) Suppose x1, x2, ..., xN are drawn i.i.d. from Bernoulli(x|θ).
Beta(θ|a, b) distribution, with a, b > 0, is conjugate to Bernoulli(x|θ), since the posterior
is p(θ|x1:N ) = Beta(θ|a+

∑
xi, b+N −

∑
xi). �

Conjugate priors make it possible to do Bayesian reasoning in a computationally efficient
manner, as well as having the philosophically satisfying interpretation of representing real
or imaginary prior data.

7. Conjugate prior for the multinomial distribution

This section and the next section serve as reference for the rest of the document.

7.1 Multinomial distribution

The multinomial distribution is widely used in Bayesian mixture model to introduce la-
tent variable. And the use of conjugate priors allows all the results to be derived in
closed form. The multinomial distribution is parametrized by an integer N and a p.m.f.
π = {π1, π2, . . . , πK}, and can be thought of as following: If we have N independent events,
and for each event, the probability of outcome k is πk, then the multinomial distribution
specifies the probability that outcome k occurs Nk times, for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K. For ex-
ample, the multinomial distribution can model the probability of an N -sample empirical
histogram, if each sample is drawn i.i.d., from π. Formally, we have the following definition
of Multinomial distribution.

Definition 8 (Multinomial Distribution) A random vector N =
[N1, N2, . . . , NK ] ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N}K where

∑K
k=1Nk = N is said to follow the
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multinomial distribution with parameter N ∈ N and π = [π1, π2, . . . , πK ] ∈ [0, 1]K such
that

∑K
k=1 πk = 1. Denoted by N ∼ MultinomialK(N,π). Then its probability mass

function is given by

p(N1, N2, . . . , NK |N,π = (π1, π2, . . . , πK)) =
N !

N1!N2! . . . NK !

K∏
k=1

πNkk ·1

{
K∑
k=1

Nk = N

}
,

where {0, 1, 2, . . . , N} is a set of N + 1 elements and [0, 1] is an closed set with values
between 0 and 1. The mean, variance, covariance are

E[Nk] = Nπk, Var[Nk] = Nπk(1− πk), Cov[Nk, Nm] = −Nπkπm.

When K = 2, the multinomial distribution reduces to the binomial distribution.

7.2 Dirichlet distribution

The Dirichlet distribution serves as a conjugate prior for the probability parameter π of the
multinomial distribution.

Definition 9 (Dirichlet Distribution) A random vector X = [x1, x2, . . . , xK ] ∈
[0, 1]K is said to follow Dirichlet distribution if

Dirichlet(X|α) ,
1

D(α)

K∏
k=1

xαk−1
k , (15)

such that
∑K

k=1 xk = 1, xk ∈ [0, 1] and

D(α) =

∏K
k=1 Γ(αk)

Γ(α+)
, (16)

where α = [α1, α2, . . . , αK ] is a vector of reals with αk > 0, ∀k, α+ =
∑K

k=1 αk. The
α is also known as the concentration parameter in Dirichlet distribution. Γ(·) is
the Gamma function which is a generalization of the factorial function. For m > 0,
Γ(m+1) = mΓ(m) which implies for positive integers n, Γ(n) = (n−1)! since Γ(1) = 1.
The mean, variance, covariance are

E[xk] =
αk
α+

, Var[xk] =
αk(α+ − αk)
α2

+(α+ + 1)
, Cov[xk, xm] =

−αkαm
α2

+(α+ + 1)
.

When K = 2, the Dirichlet distribution reduces to the Beta distribution, The Beta
distribution Beta(α, β) is defined on [0, 1] with the probability density function given by

Beta(x|α, β) =
Γ(α+ β)

Γ(α)Γ(β)
xα−1(1− x)β−1.

That is, if X ∼ Beta(α, β), then X = [X, 1−X] ∼ Dirichlet(α), where α = [α, β].

27



Jun Lu

(a) α =
[
10, 10, 10

]
, z-axis is pdf. (b) α =

[
10, 10, 10

]
, z-axis is π3.

(c) α =
[
1, 1, 1

]
(d) α =

[
0.9, 0.9, 0.9

]

(e) α =
[
10, 10, 10

]
(f) α =

[
15, 5, 2

]
Figure 3: Density plots (blue=low, red=high) for the Dirichlet distribution over the prob-

ability simplex in R3 for various values of the concentration parameter α. When
α = [c, c, c], the distribution is called a symmetric Dirichlet distribution and
the density is symmetric about the uniform probability mass function (i.e., oc-
curs in the middle of the simplex). When 0 < c < 1, there are sharp peaks of
density almost at the vertices of the simplex. When c > 1, the density becomes
monomodal and concentrated in the center of the simplex. And when c = 1, it is
uniform distributed over the simplex. Finally, if α is not a constant vector, the
density is not symmetric.
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Marginal
Distribution

Xi ∼ Beta(αi, α+ − αi).

Conditional
Distribution

X−i|Xi ∼ (1−Xi)Dirichlet(α−i),
where X−i is a random vector excluding Xi.

Aggregation
Property

If M = Xi +Xj , then [X1, . . . Xi−1, Xi+1, . . . , Xj−1, Xj+1, . . . , XK ,M ] ∼
Dirichlet([α1, . . . , αi−1, αi+1, . . . , αj−1, αj+1, . . . , αK , αi + αj ]).
In general, If {A1, A2, . . . , Ar} is a partition of {1, 2, . . . ,K}, then[∑

i∈A1
Xi,
∑

i∈A2
Xi, . . . ,

∑
i∈Ar Xi

]
∼

Dirichlet
([∑

i∈A1
αi,
∑

i∈A2
αi, . . . ,

∑
i∈Ar αi

])
.

Table 4: Properties of Dirichlet distribution.

Interesting readers can refer to Appendix A for a derivation of the Dirichlet distribution.
The sample space of the Dirichlet distribution lies on the (K − 1)-dimensional probability
simplex, which is a surface in RK denoted by 4K . That is a set of vectors in RK whose
components are non-negative and sum to 1.

4K = {π : 0 ≤ πk ≤ 1,
K∑
k=1

πk = 1}.

Notice that 4K lies on a (K − 1)-dimensional space since each component is non-negative,
and the components sum to 1.

Figure 3 shows various plots of the density of the Dirichlet distribution over the two-
dimensional simplex in R3 for a handful of values of the parameter vector α and Figure 4
shows the draw of 5, 000 points for each setting. In specific, the density plots of Dirichlet in
R3 is a surface plot in 4d-space. The Figure 3(a) is a projection of a surface into 3d-space
where the z-axis is the probability density function and Figure 3(b) is a projection of a
surface into 3d-space where the z-axis is π3. Figure 3(c) to Figure 3(f) are the projections
into a 2d-space.

When the concentration parameter α = [1, 1, 1], the Dirichlet distribution reduces to
the uniform distribution over the simplex. This can be easily verified that Dirichlet(X|α =

[1, 1, 1]) = Γ(3)
(Γ(1))3 = 2 which is a constant that does not depend on the specific value of X.

When α = [c, c, c] with c > 1, the density becomes a monomodal and concentrated in the

center of the simplex. This can be seen from Dirichlet(X|α = [c, c, c]) = Γ(3c)
(Γ(c))3

∏3
k=1 x

c−1
k

such that small value of xk will make the probability density approach to zero. On the
contrary, when α = [c, c, c] with c < 1, the density has sharp peaks almost at the vertices
of the simplex.

More properties of the Dirichlet distribution is provided in Table 4, and the proof can
be found in Appendix A. And the derivation on the Dirichlet distribution in Appendix A
can also be utilized to generate samples from the Dirichlet distribution by a set of samples
from a set of Gamma distributions.

7.3 Posterior distribution for multinomial Distribution

For the conjugacy, that is, if (N |π) ∼ MultinomialK(N,π) and π ∼ Dirichlet(α), then
(π|N) ∼ Dirichlet(α+N) = Dirichlet(α1 +N1, . . . , αK +NK).
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(a) α =
[
1, 1, 1

]
(b) α =

[
0.9, 0.9, 0.9

]

(c) α =
[
10, 10, 10

]
(d) α =

[
15, 5, 2

]

Figure 4: Draw of 5, 000 points from Dirichlet distribution over the probability simplex in
R3 for various values of the concentration parameter α.

Proof [of conjugate prior of multinomial distribution] By the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝
likelihood× prior”, we get the posterior

posterior = p(π|α,N)

∝ MultinomialK(N |N,π) ·Dirichlet(π|α)

=

(
N !

N1!N2! . . . NK !

K∏
k=1

πNkk

)
·

(
1

D(α)

K∏
k=1

παk−1
k

)

∝
K∏
k=1

παk+Nk−1
k ∝ Dirichlet(π|α+N).

Therefore, (π|N) ∼ Dirichlet(α+N) = Dirichlet(α1 +N1, . . . , αK +NK).

A comparison between the prior and posterior distribution reveals that the relative sizes
of the Dirichlet parameters αk describe the mean of the prior distribution of π, and the
sum of αk’s is a measure of the strength of the prior distribution. The prior distribution is

30



A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

mathematically equivalent to a likelihood resulting from
∑K

k=1(αk − 1) observations with
αk − 1 observations of the kth group.

To be noted, the Dirichlet distribution is a multivariate generalization of the beta dis-
tribution, which is the conjugate prior for binomial distribution (Hoff, 2009; Frigyik et al.,
2010).

To conclude, here are some important points on Dirichlet distribution:

• A sample from a Dirichlet distribution is a probability vector (positive and sum to 1).
In other words, a Dirichlet distribution is a probability distribution over all possible
multinomial distributions with K dimensions.

• Dirichlet distribution is a conjugate prior of multinomial distribution as mentioned in
the beginning of this section.

8. Conjugate prior for multivariate Gaussian distribution

The content is based on (Murphy, 2012; Teh, 2007; Kamper, 2013; Das, 2014). And also,
(Murphy, 2007) provides us all other kinds of prior on Gaussian distribution as well.

8.1 Multivariate Gaussian distribution

Definition 10 (Multivariate Guassian Distribution) A random vector x ∈ RD is
said to follow the multivariate Gaussian distribution with parameter µ and Σ if

N (x|µ,Σ) = (2π)−D/2|Σ|−1/2 exp

(
−1

2
(x− µ)>Σ−1(x− µ)

)
,

where µ ∈ RD is called the mean vector, and Σ ∈ RD×D is positive definite and is
called the covariance matrix. The mean, mode, and covariance of the multivariate
Gaussian distribution are given by

E[x] = µ,

Mode[x] = µ,

Cov[x] = Σ.
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The likelihood of N random observations X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN} being generated by a mul-
tivariate Gaussian with mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ is given by

p(X|µ,Σ) =

N∏
n=1

N (xn|µ,Σ)

(a)
= (2π)−ND/2|Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−1

2

N∑
n=1

(xn − µ)>Σ−1(xn − µ)

)
(b)
= (2π)−ND/2|Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1Sµ)

)
(c)
= (2π)−ND/2|Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−N

2
(µ− x)>Σ−1(µ− x)

)
exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1Sx)

)
,

(17)

where

Sµ ,
N∑
n=1

(xn − µ)(xn − µ)>,

Sx ,
N∑
n=1

(xn − x)(xn − x)>,

x ,
1

N

N∑
n=1

xn,

(18)

The equivalence of Equation (a) and Equation (c) above in Equation (17) follows from the
identity (similar reason for the equivalence of Equation (a) and Equation (b)):

N∑
n=1

(xn − µ)>Σ−1(xn − µ) = tr(Σ−1Sx) +N · (x− µ)>Σ−1(x− µ). (19)

where the trace of a square matrix A is defined to be the sum of the diagonal elements aii
of A:

tr(A) ,
∑
i

aii. (20)

The formulation in Equation (b) is useful for the separated view of the conjugate prior for
Σ, and Equation (c) is useful for the unified view of the conjugate prior for µ,Σ in the
sequel.

Proof [Proof of Identity 19] There is a “trick” involving the trace that makes such calcu-
lations easy (see also Chapter 3 of (Gentle, 2007))

x>Ax = tr(x>Ax) = tr(xx>A) = tr(Axx>) (21)

where the first equality follows from the fact that x>Ax is a scalar and the trace of a
product is invariant under cyclical permutations of the factors 5 .

5. Trace is invariant under cyclical permutation: tr(ABC) = tr(BCA) = tr(CAB) if all ABC, BCA,
and CAB exist.

32



A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

We can then rewrite
∑N

n=1(xn − µ)>Σ−1(xn − µ) by

N∑
n=1

(xn − x)>Σ−1(xn − x) +

N∑
n=1

(x− µ)>Σ−1(x− µ)

= tr(Σ−1Sx) +N · (x− µ)>Σ−1(x− µ).

(22)

This concludes the proof.

By equivalence from the Identity (19), we cannot reduce the complexity, but it is useful
to show the the conjugacy in Section 8.7 below.

8.2 Multivariate Student t distribution

The multivariate Student t distribution will be often used in the posterior predictive dis-
tribution of multivariate Gaussian parameters. We rigorously define the distribution as
follows.

Definition 11 (Multivariate Student t Distribution) A random vector x is said
to follow the multivariate Student’s t distribution with parameter µ, Σ, and ν if

τ(x|µ,Σ, ν) =
Γ(ν/2 +D/2)

Γ(ν/2)

|Σ|−1/2

νD/2πD/2
×
[
1 +

1

ν
(x− µ)>Σ−1(x− µ)

]−( ν+D
2

)

=
Γ(ν/2 +D/2)

Γ(ν/2)
|πV |−1/2 ×

[
1 +

1

ν
(x− µ)>V −1(x− µ)

]−( ν+D
2

)

,

where Σ is called the scale matrix and V = νΣ, and ν is the degree of freedom.
This distribution has fatter tails than a Gaussian one. The smaller the ν is, the fatter
the tails. As ν →∞, the distribution converges towards a Gaussian. The mean, mode,
and covariance of the multivariate Student’s t distribution are given by

E[x] = µ,

Mode[x] = µ,

Cov[x] =
ν

ν − 2
Σ.

Note that the Σ is called the scale matrix since it is not exactly the covariance matrix
as that in multivariate Gaussian distribution.

Specifically, When D = 1, it follows that

τ(x|µ, σ2, ν) =
Γ(ν+1

2 )

Γ(ν2 )

1

σ
√
νπ
×
[
1 +

(x− µ)2

νσ2

]−( ν+1
2

)

. (23)

When D = 1,µ = 0,Σ = 1, then the p.d.f., defines the univariate t distribution.

τ(x|, ν) =
Γ(ν+1

2 )

Γ(ν2 )

1√
νπ
×
[
1 +

x2

ν

]−( ν+1
2

)

.
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(c) Gaussian, Σ =
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−0.5 1.5

]
.

3
2
1
0
1
2
3

3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4

0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20

(d) Student t, Σ =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, ν = 1.
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(e) Student t, Σ =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, ν = 3.

3
2
1
0
1
2
3

3 2 1 0 1 2 3 4

0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20

(f) Stu t, Σ =

[
1 0
0 1

]
, ν = 200.
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Figure 5: Density and contour plots (blue=low, yellow=high) for the multivariate Gaussian
distribution and multivariate Student t distribution over the R2 space for various
values of the covariance/scale matrix with zero mean vector. Fig 5(a): A spherical
covariance matrix has a circular shape; Fig 5(b): A diagonal covariance matrix is
an axis aligned ellipse; Fig 5(c): A full covariance matrix has a elliptical shape;
Fig 5(d) to Fig 5(f) for Student t distribution with same scale matrix and in-
creasing ν such that the difference between (a) and (f) in Fig 5(i) is approaching
to zero.
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Figure 5 compares the Gaussian and the Student t distribution for various values such
that when ν → ∞, the difference between the densities is approaching to zero. For same
parameters in the densities, Student t in general has longer “tails” than a Gaussian which
can be seen from the comparison between Figure 5(a) and Figure 5(d). This gives the
Student t distribution an important property called robustness, which means that it is
much less sensitive than the Gaussian to the presence of a few data points which are outliers
(Bishop, 2006; Murphy, 2012).

A Student t distribution can be written as a Gaussian scale mixture

τ(x|µ,Σ, ν) =

∫ ∞
0
N (x|µ,Σ/z) ·Ga(z|ν

2
,
ν

2
)dz. (24)

This can be thought of as an “infinite” mixture of Gaussians, each with a slightly different
covariance matrix. That is, Student t distribution is obtained by adding up an infinite num-
ber of Gaussian distributions having the same mean vector but different precision matrices.
From this Gaussian scale mixture view, when ν → ∞, the gamma distribution becomes
a degenerate random variable with all the non-zero mass at the point unity such that the
multivariate Student t distribution converges to multivariate Gaussian distribution.

8.3 Prior on parameters of multivariate Gaussian distribution

In Section 5.4, we have shown that the inverse-gamma distribution is a conjugate prior to
the magnitude of covariance matrix of multivariate Gaussian distribution. A generalization
to this is the inverse-Wishart distribution which is a conjugate prior to the full covariance
matrix of multivariate Gaussian distribution. That is, the inverse-Wishart distribution is a
probability distribution of random positive definite matrices that is used to model random
covariance matrices.

Before the discussion about inverse-Wishart distribution. We shall notice that it derives
from the Wishart distribution. (Anderson, 2003) has said “The Wishart distribution ranks
next to the (muiltivariate) normal distribution in order of importance and usefulness in
multivariate statistics”.

Definition 12 (Wishart Distribution) A random symmetric positive definite ma-
trix Λ ∈ RD×D is said to follow the Wishart distribution with parameter M0 and ν0

if

Wi(Λ|M0, ν0) = |Λ|
ν0−D−1

2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(ΛM−1

0 )

)

×

[
2
ν0D

2 πD(D−1)/4|M0|ν0/2
D∏
d=1

Γ(
ν0 + 1− d

2
)

]−1

,

where ν0 > D and M0 is a D×D symmetric positive definite matrix, and |Λ| = det(Λ).
The ν0 is called the number of degrees of freedom, and M0 is called the scale
matrix. And it is denoted by Λ ∼ W(M0, ν0). The mean and variance of Wishart
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distribution are given by

E[Λ] = ν0M0,

Var[Λi,j ] = ν0(m2
i,j +mi,imj,j),

where mi,j is the i-th row j-th column element of M0.

An interpretation of the Wishart distribution is as follows. Suppose we sample i.i.d.,
z1, z2, . . . ,zν0 from N (0,M0). The sum of squares matrix of the collection of multivariate
vectors is given by

ν0∑
i=1

ziz
>
i = Z>Z,

where Z is the ν0 × D matrix whose i-th row is z>i . It is trivial that Z>Z is positive
semidefinite and symmetric. If ν0 > D and the zi’s are linearly independent, then Z>Z
will be positive definite and symmetric. That is Zx = 0 only happens when x = 0. We can
repeat over and over again, generating matrices Z>1 Z1,Z

>
2 Z2, . . . ,Z

>
l Zl. The population

distribution of these matrices has a Wishart distribution with parameters (M0, ν0). By
definition,

Λ = Z>Z =

ν0∑
i=1

ziz
>
i

E[Λ] = E[Z>Z] = E

[
ν0∑
i=1

ziz
>
i

]
= ν0E[ziz

>
i ] = ν0M0.

When D = 1, this reduces to the case that if z is a mean-zero univariate normal random
variable, then z2 is a Gamma random variable. To be specific,

suppose z ∼ N (0, a), then z2 ∼ Ga(a/2, 1/2).

Just like the relationship between inverse-Gamma distribution and Gamma distribution
that if x ∼ Ga(r, λ), then y = 1

x ∼ IG(r, λ). There is a similar connection between the
inverse-Wishart distribution and Wishart-distribution.

Since we often use the inverse-Wishart distribution as a prior distribution for a covari-
ance matrix, it is often useful to replaceM0 in the Wishart distribution by S0 = M−1

0 . This
results in that A random D×D symmetric positive definite matrix Σ has an IW(Σ|S0, ν0)
distribution if Σ−1 = Λ has a Wishart Wi(Λ|M0, ν0) distribution. 6

Definition 13 (Inverse-Wishart Distribution) A random symmetric positive defi-
nite matrix Σ ∈ RD×D is said to follow the inverse-Wishart distribution with parameter

6. However, if we do not replace M0 by S0, the relationship will be: A random D ×D symmetric positive
definite matrix Σ has an IW(Σ|M0, ν0) distribution if Σ−1 has a Wishart Wi(Λ|M0, ν0) distribution.
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S0 and ν0 if

IW(Σ|S0, ν0) = |Σ|−
ν0+D+1

2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1S0)

)

×

[
2
ν0D

2 πD(D−1)/4|S0|−ν0/2
D∏
d=1

Γ(
ν0 + 1− d

2
)

]−1

,

where ν0 > D and S0 is a D×D symmetric positive definite matrix, and |Σ| = det(Σ).
The ν0 is called the number of degrees of freedom, and S0 is called the scale
matrix. And it is denoted by Σ ∼ IW(S0, ν0). The mean and mode of inverse-Wishart
distribution is given by

E[Σ−1] = ν0S
−1
0 = ν0M0,

E[Σ] =
1

ν0 −D − 1
S0,

Mode[Σ] =
1

ν0 +D + 1
S0.

(25)

Note that, sometimes, we replace S0 by M0 = S−1
0 such that E[Σ−1] = ν0M0 which

does not involve inverse of the matrix.
When D = 1, the inverse-Wishart distribution reduces to the inverse Gamma such

that ν0
2 = r and S0

2 = λ, see Definition 6:

IW(y|S0, ν0) = IG(y|r, λ).

Note that the Wishart density is not simply the inverse-Wishart density with Σ replaced
by Λ = Σ−1. There is an additional factor of |Σ|−(D+1). See (Anderson, 2003) Theorem
7.7.1 that the Jacobian of the transformation Λ = Σ−1 is |Σ|−(D+1). Substitution of Σ−1

in the definition of Wishart distribution and multiply by |Σ|−(D+1) can yield the inverse-
Wishart distribution. 7

We will see that a sample drawn from a normal-inverse-Wishart distribution gives a
mean vector and a covariance matrix which can define a multivariate gaussian distribution.
Separately, we can first sample a matrix Σ from an inverse-Wishart distribution parameter-
ized by (S0, ν0, µ) which is called a semi-conjugate prior, and then sample a mean vector
from a Gaussian distribution parameterized by (m0,V0,Σ).

7. Which is from the Jacobian in the change-of-variables formula. A short proof is provided here. Let
Λ = g(Σ) = Σ−1 where Σ ∼ IW(S0, ν0) and Λ ∼ Wi(S0, ν0). Then, f(Σ) = f(Λ)|Jg| where Jg is the
Jacobian matrix which results in f(Σ) = f(Λ)|Jg| = f(Λ)|Σ|−(D+1).
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8.4 Posterior distribution of µ: Separated view

Suppose the covariance matrix Σ is known in Equation (17), the likelihood is

likelihood = p(X|µ) = N (X|µ,Σ)

= (2π)−ND/2|Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−1

2

N∑
n=1

(xn − µ)>Σ−1(xn − µ)

)

∝ exp

(
Nx>Σ−1µ− 1

2
Nµ>Σ−1µ

)
.

The conjugate prior of the mean vector is also a Gaussian p(µ) = N (µ|m0,V0).

prior = p(µ) = N (µ|m0,V0)

= (2π)−D/2|V0|−1/2 exp

(
−1

2
(µ−m0)>V −1

0 (µ−m0)

)
= (2π)−D/2|V0|−1/2 exp

(
−1

2
µ>V −1

0 µ+ µ>V −1
0 m0 −

1

2
m>0 V

−1
0 m0

)
∝ exp

(
−1

2
µ>V −1

0 µ+ µ>V −1
0 m0

)
.

By the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood× prior”, we can derive a Gaussian posterior
for µ:

posterior = p(µ|X ,Σ) ∝ p(X|µ)× p(µ)

= exp

(
Nx>Σ−1µ− 1

2
Nµ>Σ−1µ

)
× exp

(
−1

2
µ>V −1

0 µ+ µ>V −1
0 m0

)
= exp

(
−1

2
µ>(V −1

0 +NΣ−1)µ+ µ>(V −1
0 m0 +NΣ−1x)

)
∝ N (µ|mN ,VN )

where V −1
N = V −1

0 +NΣ−1, andmN = VN (V −1
0 m0+NΣ−1x). In which case, the posterior

precision matrix is the sum of the prior precision matrix and data precision matrix. By
letting V0 →∞I, we can model an uninformative prior such that the posterior distribution
of the mean is p(µ|X ,Σ) = N (µ|x, 1

NΣ).

8.5 Posterior distribution of Σ: Separated view

Suppose the mean vector µ is known in Equation (17), the likelihood is

likelihood = p(X|µ,Σ) =
N∏
n=1

N (xn|µ,Σ) = (2π)−ND/2|Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1Sµ)

)
.

The corresponding conjugate prior is the inverse-Wishart distribution:

prior = IW(Σ|S0, ν0) = |Σ|−
ν0+D+1

2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1S0)

)

×

[
2
ν0D

2 πD(D−1)/4|S0|−ν0/2
D∏
d=1

Γ(
ν0 + 1− d

2
)

]−1

.
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By the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood × prior”, we can derive a inverse-Wishart
posterior for Σ:

posterior = p(Σ|X ,µ) ∝ p(X|Σ)× p(Σ)

∝ |Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1Sµ)

)
× |Σ|−

ν0+D+1
2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1S0)

)
= |Σ|−

ν0+N+D+1
2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1[S0 + Sµ])

)
∝ IW(Σ|S0 + Sµ, ν0 +N).

The posterior degree of freedom is the prior degree of freedom ν0 plus the number of
observations N . And the posterior scale matrix is the prior scale matrix S0 plus the data
scale matrix Sµ. The mean of the posterior Σ is given by

E[Σ] =
1

ν0 +N −D − 1
(S0 + Sµ)

=
ν0 −D − 1

ν0 +N −D − 1
· ( 1

ν0 −D − 1
S0) +

N

ν0 +N −D − 1
· ( 1

N
Sµ)

= λ · ( 1

ν0 −D − 1
S0) + (1− λ) · ( 1

N
Sµ),

where λ = ν0−D−1
ν0+N−D−1 , ( 1

ν0−D−1S0) is the prior mean of Σ, and ( 1
NSµ) is an unbiased

estimator of the covariance such that ( 1
NSµ) converges to the true population covariance

matrix. Thus, the posterior mean of the covariance matrix can be seen as the weighted
average of the prior expectation and the unbiased estimator. The unbiased estimator can
also be shown to be equal to the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) of Σ. As N →∞,
it can be shown that the posterior expectation of Σ is a consistent 8 estimator of the
population covariance. When we set ν0 = D + 1, λ = 0 and we recover the MLE.

Similarly, the mode of the posterior Σ is given by

Mode[Σ] =
1

ν0 +N +D + 1
(S0 + Sµ)

=
ν0 +D + 1

ν0 +N +D + 1
(

1

ν0 +D + 1
S0) +

N

ν0 +N +D + 1
(

1

N
Sµ)

= β(
1

ν0 +D + 1
S0) + (1− β)(

1

N
Sµ),

(26)

where β = ν0+D+1
ν0+N+D+1 , and ( 1

ν0+D+1S0) is the prior mode of Σ. The posterior mode is a
weighted average of the prior mode and the unbiased estimator. Again, the maximum a
posterior (MAP) estimator in Equation (26) is a consistent estimator.

8.6 Gibbs sampling of the mean and covariance: Separated view

The separated view here is known as a semi-conjugate prior on the mean and covariance of
multivariate Gaussian distribution since both conditionals, p(µ|X ,Σ) and p(Σ|X ,µ), are

8. An estimator θ̂N of θ constructed on the basis of a sample of size N is said to consistent if θ̂N
p−→ θ as

N →∞. See also (Lu, 2021b).
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individually conjugate. In last two sections, we have shown

µ|X ,Σ ∼ N (mN ,VN ),

Σ|X ,µ ∼ IW(S0 + Sµ, ν0 +N).

The two full conditional distributions can be used to construct a Gibbs sampler. The Gibbs
sampler generates the mean and covariance {µt+1,Σt+1} in step t+ 1 from {µt,Σt} in step
t via the following two steps:

1. Sample µt+1 from its full conditional distribution: µt+1 ∼ N (mN ,VN ), where
(mN ,VN ) depend on Σt.

2. Sample Σt+1 from its full conditional distribution: Σt+1 ∼ IW(S0 + Sµ, ν0 + N),
where (S0 + Sµ, ν0 +N) depend on µt+1.

8.7 Posterior distribution of µ and Σ under NIW: Unified view

Likelihood The likelihood of N random observations X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN} being gener-
ated by a multivariate Gaussian with mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ is given by
Equation (17)

p(X|µ,Σ) =
1

(2π)ND/2
|Σ|−N/2 exp

(
−N

2
(µ− x)>Σ−1(µ− x)− 1

2
tr(Σ−1Sx)

)
.

Prior A trivial prior is to combine the conjugate priors for µ and Σ respectively in the
above sections:

p(µ,Σ) = N (µ|m0,V0) · IW(Σ|S0, ν0).

However, this is not a conjugate prior to the likelihood with parameters µ,Σ since µ and
Σ appear together in a non-factorized way in the likelihood. For the full parameters of
a multivariate Gaussian distribution (i.e., mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ), the
normal-inverse-Wishart (NIW) prior is fully conjugate and defined as follows:

NIW(µ,Σ|m0, κ0, ν0,S0)

, N (µ|m0,
1

κ0
Σ) · IW(Σ|S0, ν0)

=
1

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0)
|Σ|−1/2 exp

(κ0

2
(µ−m0)>Σ−1(µ−m0)

)
× |Σ|−

ν0+D+1
2 exp

(
−1

2
tr(Σ−1S0)

)
=

1

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0)
|Σ|−

ν0+D+2
2

× exp

(
−κ0

2
(µ−m0)>Σ−1(µ−m0)− 1

2
tr(Σ−1S0)

)
,

(27)

where

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0) = 2
(ν0+1)D

2 πD(D+1)/4κ
−D/2
0 |S0|−ν0/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(
ν0 + 1− d

2
). (28)

The specific form of the normalization term ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0) will be useful to show the
posterior marginal likelihood of the data in Section 8.9.
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A “prior” interpretation for the NIW prior The inverse-Wishart distribution will
ensure that the resulting covariance matrix is positive definite when ν0 > D. And if we
are confident that the true covariance matrix is near some covariance matrix Σ0, then we
might choose ν0 to be large and set S0 = (ν0 −D − 1)Σ0, making the distribution of the
covariance matrix Σ concentrated around Σ0. On the other hand, choosing ν0 = D + 2
and S0 = Σ0 will make Σ loosely concentrated around Σ0. More details can be referred to
(Chipman et al., 2001; Fraley and Raftery, 2007; Hoff, 2009; Murphy, 2012).

An intuitive interpretation of the hyper-parameters (Murphy, 2012; Hoff, 2009): m0 is
our prior mean for µ, κ0 is how strongly we believe this prior for µ (the larger the stronger
we believe this prior mean), S0 is proportional to our prior mean for Σ, and ν0 controls
how strongly we believe this prior for Σ. Because the Gamma function is not defined for
negative integers and zero, from Equation (28) we require ν0 > D − 1 (which also can be
shown from the expectation of the covariance matrix Equation (25). And also S0 needs to
be a positive definite matrix, where an intuitive reason can be shown from Equation (25).
A more detailed reason can be found in (Hoff, 2009).

Posterior By the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood× prior”, the posterior of the µ
and Σ parameters under the NIW prior is

p(µ,Σ|X ,β) ∝ p(X|µ,Σ)p(µ,Σ|β) = p(X ,µ,Σ|β), (29)

where β = (m0, κ0, ν0,S0) are the hyperparameters and the right hand side of Equation (29)
is also known as the full joint distribution p(X ,µ,Σ|β), and is given by

p(X ,µ,Σ|β) = p(X|µ,Σ) · p(µ,Σ|β)

= C × |Σ|−
ν0+N+D+2

2 ×

exp

{
− N

2
(µ− x)>Σ−1(µ− x)− κ0

2
(µ−m0)>Σ−1(µ−m0)

− 1

2
tr(Σ−1Sx)− 1

2
tr(Σ−1S0)

}
,

(30)

where C = (2π)−ND/2

ZNIW(D,κ0,ν0,S0) is a constant normalization term. This can be reduced to

p(X ,µ,Σ|β)

= C|Σ|−
ν0+N+D+2

2 ×

exp

{
− κ0 +N

2

(
µ− κ0m0 +Nx

κN

)>
Σ−1

(
µ− κ0m0 +Nx

κN

)

− 1

2
tr

[
Σ−1

(
S0 + Sx +

κ0N

κ0 +N
(x−m0)(x−m0)>

)]}
,

(31)

which is calculated to compare with the NIW form in Equation (27), and we can see the
reason why we rewrite the multivariate Gaussian distribution into Equation (19) by the
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trace trick. It follows that the posterior is also a NIW density with updated parameters
and gives the view of conjugacy for multivariate Gaussian distribution:

p(µ,Σ|X ,β) = NIW(µ,Σ|mN , κN , νN ,SN ), (32)

where

mN =
κ0m0 +Nx

κN
=

κ0

κN
m0 +

N

κN
x (33)

κN = κ0 +N (34)

νN = ν0 +N (35)

SN = S0 + Sx +
κ0N

κ0 +N
(x−m0)(x−m0)> (36)

= S0 +
N∑
n=1

xnx
>
n + κ0m0m

>
0 − κNmNm

>
N . (37)

A “posterior” interpretation for the NIW prior An intuitive interpretation for the
parameters in NIW can be obtained from the updated parameters above. ν0 is the prior
number of samples to observe the covariance matrix, and νN = ν0 + N is the posterior
number of samples. The posterior mean mN of the model mean µ is a weighted average of
the prior mean and the sample mean. The posterior scale matrix SN is the sum of the prior
scale matrix, empirical covariance matrix Sx, and an extra term due to the uncertainty in
the mean.

8.7.1 Parameter choice

In practice, it is often better to use a weakly informative data-dependent prior. A common
choice is to set S0 = diag(Sx)/N , and ν0 = D+ 2, to ensure E[Σ] = S0, and to set m0 = x
and κ0 to some small number, such as 0.01, where Sx is the sample covariance matrix
and x is the sample mean vector as shown in Equation (18) (Chipman et al., 2001; Fraley
and Raftery, 2007; Hoff, 2009; Murphy, 2012). Equivalently, we can also standardize the
observation matrix X first to have zero mean and unit variance for every feature, and then
let S0 = ID, and ν0 = D + 2, to ensure E[Σ] = ID, and to set m0 = 0D and κ0 to some
small number, such as 0.01.

8.7.2 Reducing sampling time by maintaining squared sum of customers

In this section, we introduce some tricks to implement NIW in Gaussian mixture model
more efficiently. The content can also be found in (Das, 2014). The readers will better
understand the Chinese restaurant process terminology in this section after reading Section
10.4 or Section 11.6. Feel free to skip this section on a first reading.

We have seen the equivalence between the Equation (36) and Equation (37). The reason
why we make a step further to Equation (37) from Equation (36) is to reduce sampling time.
Suppose now that the data is not fixed and some data points can be removed from or added
to X . If we stick to the form in Equation (36), we need to calculate Sx and x over and over
again whenever the data points are updated.
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In Chinese restaurant process/clustering terminology, if we use Equation (36) instead
of Equation (37), whenever a customer is removed from (or added to) a table, we have
to compute the matrix Sx, which requires to go over each point in this cluster (or each
customer in this table following the term from Chinese restaurant process, this could be
clear when you finish reading the collapsed Gibbs sampler for finite Gaussian mixture model
or infinite Gaussian mixture model later). Computing this term everytime when a customer
is removed or added, could be computationally expensive.

We realize that the data terms in Equation (37) only involves a sum of the outer product
which does not contain any cross product (e.g., xix

>
j for i 6= j). By reformulating into

Equation (37), whenever a customer is removed or added, we just have to subtract or add
xnx

>
n . Thus for each table, we only have to maintain the squared sum of customer vectors∑N

n=1 xnx
>
n for SN .

Similarly, for mN , we need to maintain the sum of customer vectors
∑N

n=1 xn for the
same reason from Equation (33).

8.8 Posterior marginal likelihood of parameters

The posterior marginal for Σ is given by

p(Σ|X ,β) =

∫
µ
p(µ,Σ|X ,β)dµ

= IW(Σ|SN , νN ),

where the mean and mode can be obtained by Equation 25, and they are given by

E[Σ|X ,β] =
SN

νN −D − 1
,

Mode[Σ|X ,β] =
SN

νN +D + 1
.

The posterior marginal for µ follows from a Student t distribution. We can show the
posterior marginal for µ is given by

p(µ|X ,β) =

∫
Σ
p(µ,Σ|X ,β)dΣ

=

∫
Σ

NIW(µ,Σ|mN , κN , νN ,SN )dΣ

= τ(µ|mN ,
1

κN (νN −D + 1)
SN , νN −D + 1),

which is from the Gaussian scale mixture property of Student t distribution, see Equation 24
and further discussed in (Murphy, 2012).
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8.9 Posterior marginal likelihood of data

By integrating the full joint distribution in Equation (31), we can get the marginal likelihood
of data under hyper-parameter β = (m0, κ0, ν0,S0):

p(X|β) =

∫
µ

∫
Σ
p(X ,µ,Σ|β)dµdΣ

=

∫
µ

∫
Σ
N (X|µ,Σ) ·NIW(µ,Σ|β)dµdΣ

=
(2π)−ND/2

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0)

∫
µ

∫
Σ
|Σ|−

ν0+N+D+2
2

× exp

(
−κN

2
(µ−mN )Σ−1(µ−mN )− 1

2
tr(Σ−1SN )

)
dµdΣ

(∗)
= (2π)−ND/2

ZNIW(D,κN , νN ,SN )

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0)

= π−
ND

2 · κ
D/2
0 · |S0|ν0/2

κ
D/2
N · |SN |νN/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(νN+1−d
2 )

Γ(ν0+1−d
2 )

,

(38)

where the Identity (*) above is from the fact that the integral reduces to the normalizing
constant of the NIW density given in Equation (32).

8.10 Posterior predictive for data without observations

Similarly, suppose now we observe a data vector x? without observing any old datas. Then
the predictive for the data vector can be obtained by

p(x?|β) =

∫
µ

∫
Σ
p(x?,µ,Σ|β)dµdΣ

=

∫
µ

∫
Σ
N (x?|µ,Σ) ·NIW(µ,Σ|β)dµdΣ

= π−D/2
κ
D/2
0 |S0|ν0/2

(κ0 + 1)D/2|S1|ν1/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(ν1+1−d
2 )

Γ(ν0+1−d
2 )

= π−D/2
κ
D/2
0 |S0|ν0/2

(κ0 + 1)D/2|S1|ν1/2

Γ(ν0+2−D
2 )

Γ(ν0
2 )

,

(39)

where ν1 = ν0+1, S1 = S0+ κ0
κ0+1(x?−m0)(x?−m0)>. An alternative form of Equation (39)

is to rewrite by a multivariate Student t distribution

p(x?|β) = τ(x?|m0,
κ0 + 1

κ0(ν0 −D + 1)
S0, ν0 −D + 1). (40)
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8.11 Posterior predictive for new data with observations

Similar to posterior predictive for data without observation, now suppose we observe a new
data vector x? give old observations X . Then the posterior predictive for this vector is

p(x?|X ,β) =
p(x?,X|β)

p(X|β)
. (41)

The denominator of Equation (41) can be obtained directly from Equation (38). The
numerator of it can be obtained in a similar way from Equation (38) by considering the
marginal likelihood of the new set {X ,x?}. We just need to replace N by N? = N + 1 in
Equation (33), Equation (34), and Equation (35), and replace SN by SN? in Equation (36).
Therefore, we obtain

p(x?|X ,β) = (2π)−D/2
ZNIW(D,κN? , νN? ,SN?)

ZNIW(D,κN , νN ,SN )

= π−D/2
(κN?)−D/2|SN |(νN )/2

(κN )−D/2|SN? |(νN? )/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(νN?+1−d
2 )

Γ(νN+1−d
2 )

= π−D/2
(κN?)−D/2|SN |(νN )/2

(κN )−D/2|SN? |(νN? )/2

Γ(ν0+N+2−D
2 )

Γ(ν0+N
2 )

.

(42)

Again an alternative form of Equation (42) is to rewrite by a multivariate Student t distri-
bution:

p(x?|X ,β) = τ(x?|mN ,
κN + 1

κN (νN −D + 1)
SN , νN −D + 1).

Thus, the mean and covariance of x? are given by

E[x?|X ,β] = mN =
κ0

κ0 +N
m0 +

N

κ0 +N
x,

Cov[x?|X ,β] =
κN + 1

κN (νN −D − 1)
SN =

κ0 +N + 1

(κ0 +N)(ν0 +N −D − 1)
SN ,

where we can find, on average, the new coming data has expectation mN . We mentioned
previously, κ0 controls how strongly we believe this prior for µ. When κ0 is large enough,
E[x?|X ,β] converges tom0, the prior mean, and Cov[x?|X ,β] converges to SN

(κ0+N)(ν0+N−D−1) .
In the meantime, if we set ν0 large enough, the covariance matrix Σ concentrated around
Σ0, and

SN →
Sx
ν0

+
κ0N

ν0(κ0 +N)
(x−m0)(x−m0)>,

which is largely controlled by data sample and data magnitude (rather than the prior
hyperparameters), so as the posterior variance Cov[x?|X ,β].

8.12 Further optimization via the Cholesky decomposition

8.12.1 Definition

The Cholesky decomposition of a symmetric positive definite matrix S is its decomposition
into the product of a lower triangular matrix L and it’s transpose:

S = LL>, (43)
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where L is called the Cholesky factor of S. We realize that an alternative form of the
Cholesky decomposition is using it’s upper triangular U , i.e., S = U>U . A triangular
matrix is a special kind of square matrix. Specifically, a square matrix is called lower
triangular if all the entries are above the main diagonal are zero. Similarly, a square matrix
is called upper triangular if all the entries below the main diagonal are zero.

If the matrix has dimensionality D, the complexity of Cholesky decomposition is O(D3).
In specific, it requires ∼ 1

3D
3 floating points operations (flops) to compute a Cholesky

decomposition of a D ×D positive definite matrix (Lu, 2021a), where the symbol “∼” has
the usual asymptotic meaning

lim
D→+∞

number of flops

(1/3)D3
= 1.

The existence of Cholesky decomposition is based on the existence of the LU decomposition
and a rigorous proof can be found in (Lu, 2021a).

8.12.2 Rank one update

A rank 1 update of matrix S by vector x is of the form (Seeger, 2004)

S′ = S + xx>.

If we have already calculated the Cholesky factor L of S, then the Cholesky factor L′ of
S′ can be calculated efficiently. Note that S′ differs from S only via three symmetric rank
one matrices. Hence we can compute L′ from L using three rank one Cholesky update,
which takes O(D2) operations each saving from O(D3) if we do know L, the Cholesky
decomposition of S.

8.12.3 Speedup for determinant

The determinant of a positive definite matrix S can be computed from its Cholesky factor
L:

|S| =
D∏
d=1

L2
dd, log(|S|) = 2 log(|L|) = 2×

D∑
d=1

log(Ldd),

where Ldd is the (d, d) entry of matrix L. This is an O(D) operation, i.e., given the Cholesky
decomposition, the determinant is just the product of the diagonal terms.

8.12.4 Update in NIW

Now we consider computing the marginal likelihood of data in Equation (38) and the pos-
terior predictive for new coming data in Equation (41) of which the two cases are similar.
We will see this optimization will be often used in the Chinese restaurant process like that
in Section 8.7.2. Feel free to skip this section on a first reading.

Take the latter as an example, note that to compute posterior predictive for new com-
ing data p(x?|X ,β) in Equation (41), we just need to evaluate p(x?,X|β)

p(X|β) , in which we must

calculate |SN | and |SN? | efficiently where N? = N+1.We deal with computing the determi-
nants |SN | and |SN? | by representing SN and SN? using their Cholesky decomposition. In
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particular, updates to SN and SN? will be carried out by directly updating their Cholesky
decompositions given the Cholesky decomposition the determinant is just the product of
the diagonal terms. Write out S? by SN :

mN =
κN?mN? − x?

κN
=

(κ0 +N + 1)mN? − x?

κ0 +N
, (44)

mN? =
κNmN + x?

κN?
=

(κ0 +N)mN + x?

κ0 +N + 1
, (45)

SN? = SN + x?x?T − κN?mN?m>N? + κNmNm
>
N (46)

= SN +
κ0 +N + 1

κ0 +N
(mN? − x?)(mN? − x?)>, (47)

where Equation (47) implies that Cholesky decomposition of SN? can be obtained from
Cholesky decomposition of SN by a Rank 1 update. Therefore if we know the Cholesky
decomposition of SN , the Cholesky decomposition of SN? can be obtained in O(D2) com-
plexity.

8.13 Last words on the conjugate prior for Gaussian distribution

The univariate analog of normal-inverse-Wishart distribution is the mormal-inverse-Chi-
squared (NIX) distribution. For simplicity, we only write the likelihood and prior distribu-
tion for univariate Gaussian distribution here, all the analysis in the following sections will
be described in the multivariate case.

Likelihood The univariate Gaussian distribution is

p(X|µ, σ2) =
N∏
n=1

N (xn|µ, σ2)

= (2π)−N/2(σ2)−N/2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
N(x− µ)2 +N

N∑
n=1

(xn − x)2

])

= (2π)−N/2(σ2)−N/2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
N(x− µ)2 +NSx

])
,

(48)

where Sx =
∑N

n=1(xn − x)2.

8.13.1 Normal-inverse-chi-squared prior

Prior on parameters Follow from the definition of inverse-gamma distribution in Defi-
nition 6, we give the rigorous definition of inverse-chi-squared distribution as follows.

Definition 14 (Inverse-Chi-Squared Distribution) A random variable Y is said
to follow the inverse-chi-squared distribution with parameter ν0 > 0 and σ2

0 > 0 if

Y ∼ IG(ν0
2 ,

ν0σ2
0

2 ):
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f(y; ν0, σ
2
0) =


(
ν0σ2

0
2 )

ν0
2

Γ(ν0
2 )

y−
ν0
2
−1 exp(−ν0σ

2
0

2y
), if y > 0.

0, if y ≤ 0.

And it is denoted by Y ∼ χ−2(ν0, σ
2
0). The parameter ν > 0 is called the degrees of

freedom, and σ2
0 > 0 is the scale parameter. And it is also known as the scaled

inverse-chi-squared distribution. The mean and variance of inverse-gamma distribution
are given by

E[Y ] =


ν0σ

2
0

ν0 − 2
, if ν0 ≥ 2.

∞, if 0 < ν0 < 2.

Var[Y ] =


2ν2

0σ
4
0

(ν0 − 2)2(ν0 − 4)
, if ν0 ≥ 4.

∞, if 0 < ν0 < 4.

To make connection to inverse-Wishart distribution, we can set S0 = ν0σ
2
0. Then the

inverse-Chi-squared distribution can also be denoted by Y ∼ IG(ν0
2 ,

S0
2 ) if Y ∼ χ−2(ν0, σ

2
0)

of which the form conforms to the univariate case of inverse-Wishart distribution. And we
will see the similarity in the posterior parameters as well.

Similarly to the normal-inverse-Wishart prior, the normal-inverse-chi-squared prior is
defined as

NIX(µ, σ2|m0, κ0, ν0, S0)

= N (µ|m0,
σ2

κ0
) · χ−2(σ2|ν0, σ

2
0)

=
1

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

(σ2)−(ν0/2+3/2) exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
ν0σ

2
0 + κ0(m0 − µ)2

])
,

S0=ν0σ2
0=

1

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

(σ2)−(ν0/2+3/2) exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
S0 + κ0(m0 − µ)2

])
(49)

where

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ
2
0) =

√
(2π)
√
κ0

Γ(
ν0

2
)(

2

ν0σ2
0

)ν0/2 =

√
(2π)
√
κ0

Γ(
ν0

2
)(

2

S0
)ν0/2. (50)

Posterior under NIX Again, by the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood × prior”,
the posterior of the µ and Σ parameters under the NIW prior is

p(µ, σ2|X ,β) ∝ p(X|µ, σ2)p(µ, σ2|β) = p(X , µ, σ2|β)

= C × (σ2)−
ν0+3+N

2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
N(x− µ)2 +NSx

])
× exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
S0 + κ0(m0 − µ)2

])
= C × (σ2)−

νN+3

2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
SN + κN (mN − µ)2

])
∝ NIX(µ, σ2|mN , κN , νN , SN ) = N (µ|mN ,

σ2

κN
) · χ−2(σ2|νN , σ2

N ),

(51)
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where β = (m0, κ0, ν0, S0 = ν0σ
2
0), C = (2π)−N/2

ZNIX(κ0,ν0,σ2
0)

, and

mN =
κ0m0 +Nx

κN
=

κ0

κN
m0 +

N

κN
x,

κN = κ0 +N,

νN = ν0 +N,

SN = S0 +NSx +Nx2 + κ0m
2
0 − κNm2

N

= S0 +NSx +
κ0N

κ0 +N
(x−m0)2,

νNσ
2
N = SN leads to−−−−−→ σ2

N =
SN
νN

,

which shares same form as that in the multivariate case from Equation 32 except the N in
NSx which arise from the difference between the multivariate Gaussian distribution and the
univariate Gaussian distribution. Similarly, in inverse-chi-squared language, we can show
the νNσ

2
N = SN .

Suppose ν0 ≥ 2, or N ≥ 2 such that νN ≥ 2, the posterior expectations are given by

E[µ|X ,β] = mN , E[σ2|X ,β] =
SN

νN − 2
.

Marginal posterior of σ2 Integrate out µ, we have

p(σ2|X ,β) =

∫
µ
p(µ, σ2|X ,β)dµ

=

∫
µ
N (µ|mN ,

σ2

κN
) · χ−2(σ2|νN , σ2

N )dµ

= χ−2(σ2|νN , σ2
N ),

which is just an integral over a Gaussian distribution.

Marginal posterior of µ Integrate out σ2, we have

p(µ|X ,β) =

∫
σ2

p(µ, σ2|X ,β)dσ2

=

∫
σ2

N (µ|mN ,
σ2

κN
) · χ−2(σ2|νN , σ2

N )dσ2

=

∫
σ2

C(σ2)−
νN+3

2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
SN + κN (mN − µ)2

])
dσ2.

Let φ = σ2 and α = (νN + 1)/2, A = SN + κN (mN − µ)2, and x = A
2φ , we have

dφ

dx
= −A

2
x−2.
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where A can be easily verified to be positive and φ = σ2 > 0. It follows that

p(µ|X ,β) =

∫ ∞
0

C(φ)−α−1 exp

(
− A

2φ

)
dφ

=

∫ 0

∞
C(

A

2x
)−α−1 exp (−x) (−A

2
x−2)dx (since x =

A

2φ
)

=

∫ ∞
0

C(
A

2x
)−α−1 exp (−x) (

A

2
x−2)dx

= (
A

2
)−α

∫
x
Cxα−1 exp (−x) dx

= (
A

2
)−α(C · Γ(1))

∫
x

Ga(x|α, 1)dx (see Definition 5)

= (C · Γ(1))
[
νNσ

2
N + κN (mN − µ)2

]− νN+1

2

(a)
= (C · Γ(1))(νNσ

2
N )−

νN+1

2

[
1 +

κN
νNσ2

N

(mN − µ)2

]− νN+1

2

We notice that C is defined in Equation 51 (in terms of (κN , νN , σ
2
N )) that

C
(b)
=

(2π)−N/2

ZNIX(κN , νN , σ2
N )

=
(2π)−N/2√

(2π)√
κN

Γ(νN2 )( 2
νNσ

2
N

)νN/2
∝ (νNσ

2
N )νN/2.

Combine Equation (a) and (b) above, we obtain

p(µ|X ,β) ∝ 1

σN/
√
κN

[
1 +

κN
νNσ2

N

(µ−mN )2

]− νN+1

2

∝ τ(µ|mN , σ
2
N/κN , νN ),

which is a univariate Student t distribution see Definition 11.

Marginal likelihood of data By Equation 51, we can get the marginal likelihood of
data under hyper-parameter β = (m0, κ0, ν0, S0 = ν0σ

2
0)

p(X|β) =

∫
µ

∫
σ2

p(X , µ, σ2|β)dµdσ2

=
(2π)−N/2

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

∫
µ

∫
σ2

(σ2)−
νN+3

2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
SN + κN (mN − µ)2

])
dµdσ2

= (2π)−N/2
ZNIX(κN , νN , σ

2
N )

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

= (π)−N/2
Γ(νN/2)

Γ(ν0/2)

√
κ0

κN

(ν0σ
2
0)ν0/2

(νNσ2
N )νN/2

.
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Posterior predictive for new data with observations Let the number of samples for
data set {x?,X} be N? = N + 1, we have

p(x?|X ,β) =
p(x?,X|β)

p(X|β)

=

{
(2π)−N

?/2ZNIX(κN? , νN? , σ2
N?)

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

}
/

{
(2π)−N/2

ZNIX(κN , νN , σ
2
N )

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

}
= (2π)−1/2ZNIX(κN? , νN? , σ2

N?)

ZNIX(κN , νN , σ2
N )

= (π)−1/2

√
κN
κN?

Γ(νN?2 )

Γ(νN2 )

(νNσ
2
N )

νN
2

(νN?σ2
N?)

νN?
2

=
Γ(νN+1

2 )

Γ(νN2 )

√
κN

(κN + 1)

1

(πνNσ2
N )

(
(νN?σ2

N?)

(νNσ2
N )

)− νN+1

2

.

(52)

We realize that

mN =
κN?mN? − x?

κN
=

(κ0 +N + 1)mN? − x?

κ0 +N
,

mN? =
κNmN + x?

κN?
=

(κ0 +N)mN + x?

κ0 +N + 1
,

SN? = SN + x?x?T − κN?m2
N? + κNm

2
N

= SN +
κN + 1

κN
(mN? − x?)2

= SN +
κN

κN + 1
(mN − x?)2,

Thus,

(
(νN?σ2

N?)

(νNσ2
N )

)− νN+1

2

=

(
SN?

SN

)− νN+1

2

= 1 +
κN (mN − x?)2

(κN + 1)νNσ2
N

. (53)

Substitute Equation 53 into Equation 52, it follows that

p(x?|X ,β) =
Γ(νN+1

2 )

Γ(νN2 )

√
κN

(κN + 1)

1

(πνNσ2
N )

(
1 +

κN (mN − x?)2

(κN + 1)νNσ2
N

)− νN+1

2

= τ(x?|mN ,
κN + 1

κN
σ2
N , νN ).
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Posterior predictive for new data without observations Similarly, we have

p(x?|β) =

∫
µ

∫
σ2

p(x?, µ, σ2|β)dµdσ2

= (2π)−1/2ZNIX(κ1, ν1, σ
2
1)

ZNIX(κ0, ν0, σ2
0)

= (π)−1/2

√
κ0

κ1

Γ(ν1
2 )

Γ(ν0
2 )

(ν0σ
2
0)

ν0
2

(ν1σ2
1)

ν1
2

=
Γ(ν0+1

2 )

Γ(ν0
2 )

√
κ0

(κ0 + 1)

1

(πν0σ2
0)

(
(ν1σ

2
1)

(ν0σ2
0)

)− ν0+1
2

= τ(x?|m0,
κ0 + 1

κ0
σ2

0, ν0).

8.13.2 Normal-inverse-gamma prior*

Prior on parameters We realize that inverse-chi-squared distribution is a special inverse-
gamma distribution (defined in Definition 6). The particularity is in the similarity with
the inverse-Wishart distribution. Similarly and more generally, we can define the normal-
inverse-gamma prior as follows (as we have shown the inverse-gamma distribution is often
used as a conjugate prior for the variance parameter in Section 5.4):

NIG(µ, σ2|m0, κ0, r0, λ0)

= N (µ|m0,
σ2

κ0
) · IG(σ2|r0, λ0)

=
1

ZNIG(κ0, r0, λ0)
(σ2)−

2r0+3
2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
κ0(m0 − µ)2 + 2λ0

]) (54)

where

ZNIG(κ0, r0, λ0) =
Γ(r0)

λr00

(2π)−1/2. (55)

This is equivalent to set r0 = ν0
2 and λ0 = S0

2 in NIX.

Posterior under NIG Again, by the Bayes’ theorem “posterior ∝ likelihood × prior”,
the posterior of the µ and Σ parameters under the NIG prior is

p(µ, σ2|X ,β) ∝ p(X|µ, σ2)p(µ, σ2|β) = p(X , µ, σ2|β)

= C × (σ2)−
2r0+3+N

2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
N(x− µ)2 +NSx

])
× exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
2λ0 + κ0(m0 − µ)2

])
∝ (σ2)−

2rN+3

2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
λN + κN (mN − µ)2

])
∝ NIG(µ, σ2|mN , κN , rN , λN ).

(56)

where β = (m0, κ0, r0, λ0), C = (2π)−N/2

ZNIG(κ0,r0,λ0) , and
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mN =
κ0m0 +Nx

κN
=

κ0

κN
m0 +

N

κN
x,

κN = κ0 +N,

rN = r0 +
N

2
,

λN = λ0 +
1

2
(NSx +Nx2 + κ0m

2
0 − κNm2

N )

= λ0 +
1

2
(NSx +

κ0N

κ0 +N
(x−m0)2).

Further discussion on the posterior marginal likelihood can be found in (Murphy, 2007).
We will leave this to the readers as it is rather similar as that in the NIX prior.
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Part IV

Bayesian inference for mixture model

9. General mixture model

K

K

N

γk

xi

πk

zi

Figure 6: A General finite mixture model, γk’s are parameters for the specific distribution
of each cluster. When it is of Gaussian form, the mixture model is known as
Gaussian mixture model (GMM), and the parameters γk’s include the mean
vectors and covariance matrices for the Gaussian distributions.

A typical finite-dimensional mixture model is a hierarchical model shown in Figure 6
and consists of the following components: 9

• N random variables corresponding to observations X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN}, where each
assumed to be distributed according to a mixture of K components, with each com-
ponent belonging to the same parametric family of distributions (e.g., all Gaussian
which have conjugate prior as we have shown previously, all Student t which is not an
exponential family and therefore there is no conjugate prior, etc.), but with different
parameters;

• A set of K mixture weight vector π = {π1, π2, . . . , πK}, each of which is a probability
(a real number between 0 and 1 inclusively), all of which sum to 1 so that π is in a
(K − 1)-dimensional simplex;

9. See also https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mixture_model for a nice description for the components in
mixture models.
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• A set of K parameters, each specifying the parameter of the corresponding mixture
component. In many cases, each “parameter” is actually a set of parameters. For ex-
ample, observations distributed according to a mixture of one-dimensional Gaussian
distributions will have a mean parameter and a variance parameter for each compo-
nent. And its multivariate version will have a mean vector and covariance matrix for
each component.

Specifically, assume we have N observations X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN} sampled i.i.d., from
a finite mixture distribution with density

p(x|π,γ) =
K∑
k=1

πkΦ(x|γk), (57)

with γk ∈ Γ, Γ is the metric space of the parameter for some kernel functions, Φ is the
kernel function of each component, and K is finite and known. We wish to make (Bayesian)
inference for the model parameters θ = {π,γ}. The likelihood is given by

p(X|π,γ) =

N∏
i=1

K∑
k=1

πkΦ(xi|γk), (58)

which is given by KN terms. This implies a large computational cost for even a not very
large sample size, N .

Bayesian Approaches VS EM Algorithm In this article, we use Bayesian inference
to do the calculation. However, an alternative frequentist approach exists to handle clus-
tering based on mixture model which is known as the Expectation-Maximization (EM)
algorithm where the parameters of the mixture model are usually estimated into a maxi-
mum likelihood estimation (MLE) framework by maximizing the observed data likelihood,
i.e., the mixture model parameters {π,γ} can be estimated by maximizing the observed
data likelihood in Equation (58). The EM algorithm is advanced in the sense of allowing
for different size, shapes, and orientations among the clusters. However, it comes with some
limitations that we can overcome with the Bayesian approach. For example, the Bayesian
approach will eventually reach the target distribution, even if it takes some time. The EM
algorithm estimator runs the risk of getting stuck in a local maximum if present (Stephens,
1997; Fraley and Raftery, 2007). In addition, the method only outputs point estimates 10,
and produces no estimates concerning the uncertainty of the parameters. However, in
Bayesian inference approaches, these problems can be avoided by replacing the MLE by
the maximum a posterior (MAP) estimation, i.e., a MAP estimation (Bayesian) framework
by maximizing the posterior parameter distribution, that is, p(π,γ|X ) ∝ p(π,γ)p(X|π,γ),
where p(π,γ) is a chosen prior distribution on the model parameters {π,γ}, and p(X|π,γ)
is the likelihood of the data under the mixture model. This is namely achieved by introduc-
ing a regularization over the model parameters via prior parameter distributions 11, which

10. Estimation method vs estimator vs estimate: Estimation method is a general algorithm to
produce the estimator. An estimate is the specific value that an estimator takes when observing the
specific value, i.e., an estimator is a random variable and the realization of this random variable is called
an estimate.

11. See Section 5.2 as an example of how Bayesian approach can do the regularization in the linear model
context and refer to (Lu, 2021c) for more details.
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are assumed to be uniform distributed in the case of MLE. And the Bayesian approaches
generate point estimates for all variables as well as associated uncertainty in the form of
the whole estimates’ posterior distribution.

In order to simplify the likelihood, we can introduce latent variables zi such that:

(xi|zi = k) ∼ Φ(x|γk) and p(zi = k) = πk. (59)

These auxiliary variables allow us to identify the mixture component from which each ob-
servation has been generated. Therefore, for each sample of data X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN}, we
assume a missing/latent data set z = {z1, z2, . . . , zN}, which provides the labels indicat-
ing the mixture components from which the observations have been generated. Using this
missing data set, the likelihood simplifies to

p(π,γ|X , z) =
N∏
i=1

πziΦ(xi|γzi) =
K∏
k=1

πNkk

 ∏
i:zi=k

Φ(xi|γk)

 , (60)

where Nk is the count of component k in z, i.e., Nk = #{zi = k}, and N =
∑K

k=1Nk.
Considering the finite mixture model in Equation (57), a Bayesian approach is com-

pleted by choosing priors for the number of components K, the probability weights π,
and the component-specific parameters γ = {γ1,γ2, . . . ,γK}. Typically, K is assigned a
Poisson or multinomial prior, or K can be chosen with an upper bound of mixture com-
ponents in an over-fitting mixture model setting, π is assigned a Dirichlet(α) prior with
α = {α1, α2, . . . , αK}, and γk ∼ P0 independently, with P0 often chosen to be conjugate
to the kernel Φ. As an example, when Φ is the multivariate Gaussian kernel/distribu-
tion and γ is a matrix containing mean vector and covariance matrix, i.e., γ = {µ,Σ}, a
normal-inverse-Wishart prior can be assigned to γ. This mixture model is often referred as
the Gaussian mixture model (GMM). We then introduce the mathematical details of this
setting in the following sections.

Model-Based Clustering VS Deterministic Clustering This kind of model-based
clustering arised from the Gaussian mixture model has several advantages compared to
traditional, deterministic clustering methods (such as k-means). Deterministic methods use
different measures between objects, and between objects and centroids, to create cohesive
and homogeneous groups. However, they assume equal structure among clusters, and thus
cannot handle clusters of different shapes, sizes and directions. Model-based clustering
is better able to handle overlapping groups by taking into account cluster membership
probabilities in these areas.

10. Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model

This section is primarily based on (Murphy, 2012; Kamper, 2013; Lu, 2017c,a; Lu et al.,
2018; Franzén, 2006).

10.1 Background

We present a background of Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model (GMM) here, also
the background can be extended to the situation of infinite Gaussian mixture model. In
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our case, data is assumed to come from a mixture model of K distributions, where each
distribution represents a cluster. All clusters have a multivariate Gaussian distribution,
but each with its specific mean vector µk and covariance matrix Σk. Along with the mean
vectors and covariance matrices, the probabilities for each cluster, and the probabilities
of a single observation is belonging to a given cluster, are estimated. Assume we have N
observations X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN} sampled i.i.d., from a finite mixture distribution with
density

p(x|π,µ,Σ) =

K∑
k=1

πkN (x|µk,Σk), (61)

with µk ∈ RD, Σk ∈ RD×D, and K being finite and known. We wish to make Bayesian
inference for the model parameters θ = {π,µ,Σ}. The likelihood is,

p(π,µ,Σ|X ) =
N∏
i=1

K∑
k=1

πkN (xi|µk,Σk). (62)

10.2 Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model

We will work with the following definition of Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model

xi|zi, {µk,Σk} ∼ N (µzi ,Σzi)

zi|π ∼ Discrete(π1, . . . , πK)

{µk,Σk} ∼ NIW(β)

π ∼ Dirichlet(α1, . . . , αK),

(63)

where α = {α1, . . . , αK} is a hyper-parameter to generate the probability vector π, and β is
a hyper-parameter to generate mean vectors and covariance matrices for multivariate Gaus-
sian distributions. Using the introduced latent variables zi’s, the Bayesian finite Gaussian
mixture model is illustrated in Figure 7(b), where hyper-parameters are denoted in green
cycles. For each observed data vector xi, we have a latent variable zi ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K} in-
dicating which of the K components xi belongs to. Using this latent variable by πk =
p(zi = k), we indicate the prior probability that xi belongs to component k. Given zi = k,
xi is generated by the kth Gaussian mixture component with mean vector µk and covariance
matrix Σk.

Here we use a Dirichlet distribution/prior for p(π|α) since Dirichlet distribution is a
conjugate prior for the multinomial distribution as introduced in Section 7. The upper left
of the Figure 7(b) shows that we use a Dirichlet distribution as a prior over the mixture
weights π = {π1, π2, . . . , πK}:

p(π|α) = Dirichlet(π|α). (64)

If using hyperprior (that is, a prior over a prior) on Dirichlet distribution, we represent the
hyper-parameter of the hyperprior as a, b. We will give the detail of hyperprior in later
sections.

For the mean vector µk and covariance matrix Σk of each of the K Gaussian mixture
components, again we use a NIW distribution with hyper-parameters β = (m0, κ0, ν0,S0):

p(µk,Σk|β) = NIW(µk,Σk|m0, κ0, ν0,S0). (65)
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Figure 7: A Bayesian finite GMM (compared with general mixture models that are not
necessarily Gaussian mixture model). Hyper-parameters α and β are denoted in
green cycles. Assume a Dirichlet prior for the probability vector p(π|α) (i.e., the
mixture weights). And a NIW prior for the parameters in multivariate Gaussian
distributions.

We use NIW as the prior of Gaussian component since the NIW is fully conjugate to the
multivariate Gaussian likelihood as introduced in Section 8.

10.3 Inference by uncollapsed Gibbs sampling

The most widely used posterior inference methods in Bayesian inference models are Markoc
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods as discussed in Section 4. The idea of MCMC
methods is to define a Markov chain on the hidden variables that has the posterior as
its equilibrium distribution (Andrieu et al., 2003). By drawing samples from this Markov
chain, one eventually obtains samples from the posterior. A simple form of MCMC sampling
is Gibbs sampling, where the Markov chain is constructed by considering the conditional
distribution of each hidden variable given the others and the observations.

To do Gibbs sampling, we need to derive the conditional posterior distributions for each
parameters conditioned on all the other parameters p(θi|θ−i,X ), where X is again the set
of N data points and θi’s are the variables for which we want to sample the distributions.
But for a graphical model, this conditional distribution is a function only of the nodes in
the Markov blanket. For the finite Gaussian mixture model shown in Figure 7(b), which
is a directed acyclic graphical (DAG) model, the Markov blanket of a node includes the
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Figure 8: The Markov blanket of a directed acyclic graphical model. In a Bayesian network,
the Markov blanket of node A includes its parents, children and the other
parents of all of its children. That is, the nodes in the cycle are in the Markov
blanket of node A. The figure is from wikipedia page of Markov blanket.

parents, the children, and the co-parents (Jordan and Bishop, 2004), as shown in
Figure 8. The Markov blanket of node A is all nodes in the cycle.

An Example on the Markov Blanket This might be mysterious at first glance. Sup-
pose we want to sample zi’s for the distribution of it. From Figure 7(b), we find its parents,
children, and coparents are {π}, {X}, and {µk,Σk}, respectively. Therefore the conditional
distribution of zi only depends on the three pairs of parameters:

p(zi = k|−) = p(zi = k|z−i,π, {µk}, {Σk},X ).

More specifically, from this graphical representation, we can find the Markov blanket for
each parameter in the finite Gaussian mixture model, and then figure out their conditional
posterior distributions to be derived:

p(zi = k|−) = p(zi = k|z−i,π, {µk}, {Σk},X ) (66)

p(π|−) = p(π|z,α) (67)

p(µk,Σk|−) = p(µk,Σk|X , z,β). (68)

In other words, Gibbs sampler moves the chain forward by one step as follows:

• Sample the cluster assignment zi for each observation from Equation (66) which is
known as the conditional distribution of assignment;

• Sample the mixture weights π for each cluster from Equation (67), which is known as
the conditional distribution of mixture weights;

• Sample the cluster mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ for each cluster from
Equation (68) which is known as the conditional distribution of cluster param-
eters.
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10.3.1 Conditional distribution of assignment

As discussed, the conditional distribution of assignment for each observation is given by

p(zi = k|−) = p(zi = k|z−i,π, {µk}, {Σk},X )

=
p(zi = k, z−i,π, {µk}, {Σk},X )

((((
(((

((((
(

p(z−i,π, {µk}, {Σk},X )

∝ p(z,π, {µk}, {Σk},X )

=
N∏
n=1

K∏
k=1

[πkN (xn|µk,Σk)]
δ(zn,k)

∝ πkN (xi|µk,Σk),

(69)

which comes from the fact that cluster assignements are conditionally independent given
the cluster weights and paramters and δ(zn, k) = 1 if zn = k and δ(zn, k) = 0 if zn 6= k. This
equation intuitively makes sense: data point i is more likely to be in cluster k if k is itself
probable (πk � 0 or πk > πl for k 6= l) and xi has large probability in the kth component
(i.e., the probability of N (xi|µk,Σk) is large).

In Gibbs sampling, for each data point i, we can compute p(zi = k|−) by πkN (xi|µk,Σk)
from the above deduction for each of cluster k. These values are the unnormalized parame-
ters to a discrete distribution (since we use proportional distribution in the above deduction)
from which we can sample assignments by normalizing it. Let om = πmN (xi|µm,Σm), for
m ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K}, the probability to output zi = k is

ok∑K
m=1 om

.

10.3.2 Conditional distribution of mixture weights

We can similarly derive the conditional distributions of mixture weights by an application
of Bayes’ theorem. Instead of updating each component of π separately, we update them
together (this is also known as the blocked Gibbs sampling).

p(π|−) = p(π|z,α)

=
p(π, z,α)

���
�p(z,α)

∝ p(π, z,α)

=��
�p(α)p(π|α)p(z|π,��α),

(70)

where p(π|α) = Dirichlet(π|α) ∝
∏K
k=1 π

αk−1
k , and p(z|π,��α) can be seen as a multinomial

distribution p(z|π,��α) = MultinomialK(z|N,π) ∝
∏K
k=1 π

Nk
k , where Nk is the number of

zi’s assigned in cluster k. From Section 7.3, therefore, we obtain

p(π|−) = p(π|z,α)

∝
K∏
k=1

παk−1
k

K∏
k=1

πNkk

∝ Dirichlet(N1 + α1, N2 + α2, . . . , NK + αK).

(71)
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10.3.3 Conditional distribution of cluster parameters

Finally, we need to compute the conditional distribution for the cluster means and covariance
matrices:

p(µk,Σk|−) = p(µk,Σk|X , z,β)

= p(µk,Σk|Xk,β)
(72)

where Xk is the data points in kth cluster, and this equation can be easily calculated from
Equation (32).

The pseudo code for uncollapsed Gibbs sampler for a finite Gaussian mixture model is
given by Algorithm 1.

input : Choose an initial z

for T iterations do
for i← 1 to N do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
Calculate weights p(π|z,α) = Dirichlet(N1 + α1, N2 + α2, . . . , NK + αK);
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate Gaussian parameters for each cluster: p(µk,Σk|Xk,β) ;
Calculate p(zi = k|−) ∝ πkN (xi|µk,Σk);

end
Sample knew from ok∑K

m om
after normalizing ;

Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;

end

end

Algorithm 1: Uncollapsed Gibbs sampler for a finite Gaussian mixture model

10.4 Inference by collapsed Gibbs sampling

Since we choose p(π|α) and p(µk,Σk|β) to be conjugate, we are able to analytically inte-
grate out the model parameters π, µk and Σk and only sample the component assignments
z. This is known as a collapsed Gibbs sampler, and the discussion about this Gibbs
sampler can be found in (Neal, 2000; Murphy, 2012) and many other articles. The collapsed
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Gibbs sampler is done as follows:

p(zi = k|z−i,X ,α,β) =
p(zi = k, z−i,X ,α,β)

((((
((((p(z−i,X ,α,β)

∝ p(zi = k, z−i,X ,α,β)

= p(zi = k, z−i,α,β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,��α,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i,α,β)((((
((p(z−i,α,β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,��α,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i,α,��β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,��α,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i,α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)p(X−i|����zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i,α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i,α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β),

(73)

where Xk,−i is the set of data points assigned to component k without taking xi into account.

Typically the α hyper-parameter is set to αk = α = α+/K (termed as standard
setting of Dirichlet distribution, also known as a symmetrical Dirichlet prior).
For this setting we also have α+ =

∑K
k=1 αk. In the following section, we will give the

solutions and proofs for both the unsymmetrical and symmetrical Dirichlet prior. We give
the expressions for the first and second terms on the right hand side of Equation (73)
respectively in the following two sections.

10.4.1 First term: p(zi = k|z−i,α)

We can express p(zi = k|z−i,α) in Equation (73) as follows

p(zi = k|z−i,α) =
p(zi = k, z−i|α)

p(z−i|α)
=

p(z|α)

p(z−i|α)
,

We can find the numerator and denominator of the above equation is marginal p(z|α) with
N and N − 1 samples in z respectively. Thus we can calculate both the numerator and
denominator above if we can find an expression for the marginal p(z|α) with appropriate
modification for the observation sets.

By marginalizing out π for the following equation:

p(z|α) =

∫
π
p(z|π)p(π|α)dπ.

Again, the first term in the integrand is from multinomial distribution

p(z|π) = MultinomialK(z|N,π) ∝
K∏
k=1

πNkk ,
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where Nk is the count of component k in z. And again, the second term in the integrand is
given in Equation (64): p(π|α) = Dirichlet(π|α) ∝

∏K
k=1 π

αk−1
k . We can thus marginalize:

p(z|α) =

∫
π
p(z|π)p(π|α)dπ (74)

∝
∫
π

K∏
k=1

πNkk
1

D(α)

K∏
k=1

παk−1
k dπ (75)

(a)
=

1

D(α)

∫
π

K∏
k=1

πNk+αk−1
k dπ (76)

(b)
=

Γ(α+)

Γ(N + α+)

K∏
k=1

Γ(Nk + αk)

Γ(αk)
(unsymmetric α setting) (77)

(c)
=

Γ(α+)

Γ(N + α+)

K∏
k=1

Γ(Nk + α+/K)

Γ(α+/K)
. (symmetric α setting) (78)

The Equation (b) above follows from the Equation (a) since the integral reduces to the
normalizing constant of the Dirichlet distribution proportional to

∏K
k=1 π

Nk+αk−1
k (see Sec-

tion 7.2). In Equation (c) above we use the standard symmetric α setting where αk = α =
α+/K for k = 1, . . . ,K. Therefore, we can find an expression for the desired term:

p(zi = k|z−i,α) =
p(zi = k, z−i|α)

p(z−i|α)
=

p(z|α)

p(z−i|α)
(79)

∝
Γ(α+)

Γ(N+α+)
Γ(Nk+αk)

Γ(αk)

∏K
j=1,j 6=k

Γ(Nj+αj)
Γ(αj)

Γ(α+)
Γ(N+α+−1)

Γ(Nk,−i+αk)
Γ(αk)

∏K
j=1,j 6=k

Γ(Nj+αj)
Γ(αj)

(80)

=
Γ(N + α+ − 1)

Γ(N + α+)

Γ(Nk + αk)

Γ(Nk,−i + αk)
(81)

=
Nk,−i + αk
N + α+ − 1

(unsymmetric α setting) (82)

=
Nk,−i + α+/K

N + α+ − 1
. (symmetric α setting) (83)

where we used Γ(x+1) = xΓ(x) and Nk,−i = Nk−1 is the number of observations in cluster
k except xi. Note that the latter statement Nk,−i = Nk − 1 is not true in general. But in
our case, Nk,−i = Nk − 1 comes from the fact that we set zi = k for the numerator in the
first equation (i.e. p(z|α)). In Equation (83), we still use standard symmetric α setting, in
which case, αk = α = α+/K for k = 1, . . . ,K for the convenience for the following limiting
analysis in Section 11.

10.4.2 Second term: p(xi|Xk,−i,β)

The second term in Equation (73) can be written as

p(xi|Xk,−i,β) =
p(xi,Xk,−i|β)

p(Xk,−i|β)
=

p(Xk|β)

p(Xk,−i|β)
, (84)

63



Jun Lu

where xi is assumed to be assigned to component k in the numerator.
Same as in the previous section, we can calculate both the numerator and denominator

above if we can find an expression for the marginal p(Xk|β) with Nk and Nk − 1 samples
in each observation set, where Nk is the number of samples in cluster k. We can easily get
this equation by marginalizing out µk and Σk:

p(Xk|β) =

∫
µk

∫
Σk

p(Xk,µk,Σk|β)dµkdΣk

=

∫
µk

∫
Σk

p(Xk|µk,Σk)p(µk,Σk|β)dµkdΣk,

(85)

which is exactly the posterior marginal likelihood of data in multivariate Gaussian distri-
bution under normal-inverse-Wishart prior. We realize that the marginalization in Equa-
tion (85) is exactly equivalent to the marginalization performed in Equation (38) with
appropriate modification in the observation set. Let Nm = Nk − 1, we obtain

p(Xk|β) = (2π)−NkD/2
ZNIW(D,κNk , νNk ,SNk)

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0)

= π−
NkD

2 · κ
D/2
0 · |S0|ν0/2

κ
D/2
Nk
· |SNk |

νNk/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(
νNk+1−d

2 )

Γ(ν0+1−d
2 )

,

p(Xk,−i|β) = (2π)−NmD/2
ZNIW(D,κNm , νNm ,SNm)

ZNIW(D,κ0, ν0,S0)

= π−
NmD

2 · κ
D/2
0 · |S0|ν0/2

κ
D/2
Nm
· |SNm |νNm/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(
νNm+1−d

2 )

Γ(ν0+1−d
2 )

,

(86)

This implies

p(xi|Xk,−i,β) =
p(Xk|β)

p(Xk,−i|β)

= (2π)−D/2
ZNIW(D,κNk , νNk ,SNk)

ZNIW(D,κNm , νNm ,SNm)

= π−
D
2 ·

κ
D/2
Nm
· |SNm |νNm/2

κ
D/2
Nk
· |SNk |

νNk/2

D∏
d=1

Γ(
νNk+1−d

2 )

Γ(
νNm+1−d

2 )
.

(87)

Again, an alternative form is given by

p(xi|Xk,−i,β) = τ(xi|mNm ,
κNm + 1

κNm(νNm −D + 1)
SNm , νNm −D + 1),

where mNm ,SNm , νNm , κNm can be calculated from Equation (32). In fact, we may also
notice that Equation (84) is equivalent to the posterior predictive for new data with observa-
tions in Equation (41). The full expression for Equation (84) is thus given by Equation (42)
with appropriate changes to the observation sets in numerator and denominator.

The pseudo code for collapsed Gibbs sampler for a finite Gaussian mixture model is
given by Algorithm 2.
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input : Choose an initial z

for T iterations do
for i← 1 to N do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,α) ;
Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X ,α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i,α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X ,α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;

end

end

Algorithm 2: Collapsed Gibbs sampler for a finite Gaussian mixture model

10.5 Get the posterior distribution for every parameter

We leave this derivation in Bayesian infinite mixture model case, i.e., Section 11.7. The
derivation in finite and infinite cases are the same.

10.6 Hyperprior on symmetric Dirichlet distribution

It has become popular to use over-fitted mixture models in which number of cluster K is
chosen as a conservative upper bound on the number of components under the expecta-
tion that only relatively few of the components K ′ will be occupied by data points in the
samples X . This kind of over-fitted mixture models has been successfully due to the ease
in computation. Previously, (Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011) proved that quite generally,
the posterior behaviour of overfitted mixtures depends on the chosen prior on the weights,
and on the number of free parameters in the emission distributions (here D, i.e., the di-
mension of data). Specifically, they have proved that (a) If α=min(αk, k ≤ K) > D/2
and if the number of components is larger than it should be, asymptotically two or more
components in an overfitted mixture model will tend to merge with non-negligible weights.
(b) In contrast, if α=max(αk, k 6 K) < D/2, the extra components are emptied at a rate
of N−1/2. Hence, if none of the components are small, it implies that K is probably not
larger than K0. In the intermediate case, if min(αk, k ≤ K) ≤ D/2 ≤ max(αk, k 6 K),
then the situation varies depending on the αk’s and on the difference between K and K0.
In particular, in the case where all αk’s are equal to D/2, then although the author does
not prove definite result, they conjecture that the posterior distribution does not have a
stable limit. See also an example conducted in Section 10.7.1.

As introduced in (Rasmussen, 1999) and further discussed in (Görür and Edward Ras-
mussen, 2010; Lu, 2017a), they introduced a hyperprior on symmetric Dirichlet distribution
prior. We here put a vague prior of Gamma shape on the concentration parameter α and use
the standard symmetric α setting where αk = α = α+/K for k = 1, . . . ,K. The hyperprior
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Figure 9: A Bayesian finite GMM with hyperprior on concentration parameter (compared
with non-hyperprior version).

is defined by Gamma distribution follows:

α|a, b ∼ Ga(a, b) =⇒ p(α|a, b) ∝ αa−1e−bα.

To get the conditioned posterior distributions on α we need to derive the conditioned pos-
terior distributions on all the other parameters. But for a graphical model, this conditional
distribution is a function only of the nodes in the Markov blanket (see Section 10.3). In
our case, the Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model, a directed acyclic graphical (DAG)
model, the Markov blanket includes the parents (a, b), the children (πk’s), and the co-parents
(none in this case), as shown in Figure 9(b). From this graphical representation, we can find
the Markov blanket for each parameter in the model, and then figure out their conditional
posterior distribution to be derived:

p(α|π, a, b) ∝ p(α|a, b)p(π|α)

∝ αa−1e−bα
Γ(Kα)∏K
k=1 Γ(α)

K∏
k=1

πα−1
k

= αa−1e−bα(π1 × π2 × . . .× πK)α−1 Γ(Kα)

[Γ(α)]K
.

(88)
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Theorem 15 Define the G function:

G(x) =
Γ(Kx)

[Γ(x)]K
. (89)

For x > 0 and an arbitrary positive integer K, the function G is strictly log-concave.

Proof [of Theorem 15] Follow from (Abramowitz et al., 1966) we obtain

Γ(Kx) = (2π)
1
2

(1−K)KKx− 1
2

K−1∏
i=0

Γ(x+
i

K
).

Then, taking log, we have

logG(x) =
1

2
(1−K) log(2π) + (Kx− 1

2
) logK +

K−1∑
i=0

log Γ(x+
i

K
)−K log Γ(x), (90)

and the derivative

[logG(x)]′ = K logK +

K−1∑
i=0

Ψ(x+
i

K
)−KΨ(x), (91)

where Ψ(x) is the Digamma function, and its derivative is given by

Ψ′(x) =

∞∑
h=0

1

(x+ h)2
. (92)

Therefore, the second derivative of logG(x) is given by

[logG(x)]′′ =

[
K−1∑
i=0

Ψ′(x+
i

K
)

]
−KΨ′(x) < 0, (x > 0). (93)

The last inequality comes from Equation (92) and concludes the theorem.

Note that the theorem above is a general case of Theorem 1 in (Merkle, 1997). See Ap-
pendix D of (Lu, 2017b) for further discussion on the convexity of ratio of Gamma functions.

Theorem 16 In p(α|π, a, b), when a ≥ 1, p(α|π, a, b) is log-concave.

Proof [of Theorem 16] It is easy to verify that αa−1e−bα(π1 . . . πK)α−1 is log-concave when
a ≥ 1. In view of that the product of two log-concave functions is log-concave and Theorem
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15, it follows that Γ(Kα)
[Γ(α)]K

is log-concave. This concludes the proof.

The conditional posterior for α depends only on the weight of each cluster. The distri-
bution p(α|π, a, b) is log-concave when a ≥ 1, so we may efficiently generate independent
samples from this distribution using Adaptive Rejection Sampling (ARS) technique, see
Section 4.4.2 and (Gilks and Wild, 1992) for more details on ARS.

Although the proposed hyperprior on Dirichlet distribution prior for mixture model is
generic, we focus on its application in Gaussian mixture models for concreteness. We develop
a collapsed Gibbs sampling algorithm based on (Neal, 2000) for posterior computation.

Again, let X be the data observations, assumed to follow a mixture of multivariate
Gaussian distributions. We use a conjugate normal-inverse-Wishart (NIW) prior p(µ,Σ|β)
for the mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ in each multivariate Gaussian component,
where β consists of all the hyperparameters in NIW. A key quantity in a collapsed Gibbs
sampler is the probability of each customer i sitting with table k: p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β),
where z−i are the seating assignments of all the other customers and α is the concentration
parameter in Dirichlet distribution (a symmetric one, i.e., α = [α, α, . . . , α]). The derivation
is exactly the same as that in Section 10.4, except that we are now using symmetric Dirichlet
distribution and the concentration parameter is now becoming a scalar: α → α. This
probability is calculated as follows:

p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α,��β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,�α,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)p(X−i|����zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β),

(94)

where Xk,−i are the observations in table k excluding the ith observation. Algorithm 3
gives the pseudo code of the collapsed Gibbs sampler to implement hyperprior for Dirichlet
distribution prior in Gaussian mixture models. Note that ARS may require even 10-20 times
the computational effort per iteration over sampling once from a gamma density and there
is the issue of mixing being worse if we don’t marginalize out the π in updating α. So this
might have a very large impact on effective sample size (ESS) of the Markov chain. Hence,
marginalizing out π and using an approximation to the conditional distribution (perhaps
with correction through an accept/reject step via usual Metropolis-Hastings or even just
using importance weighting without the accept/reject) or even just a Metropolis-Hastings
normal random walk for log(α) may be much more efficient than ARS in practice. We here
only introduce the update by ARS.

In the following experiments we evaluate the effect of a hyperprior on symmetric Dirich-
let prior in finite Bayesian mixture model. See also (Lu, 2017a). Some metrics such as
normalized mutual information, variation of information are used to evaluate the results
where the metrics are discussed later in Section 12. Feel free to skip this section for a first
reading.

10.6.1 Synthetic simulation example

The parameters of the simulations are as follows, where K0 is the true cluster number. And
we use K to indicate the cluster number we used in the test:
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input : Choose an initial z, α and β;

for T iterations do
for i← 1 to N do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) ;
Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;

end
? Draw current weight variable π = {π1, π2, . . . , πK} ;
? Update α using ARS;

end

Algorithm 3: Collapsed Gibbs sampler for a finite Gaussian mixture model with
hyperprior on Dirichlet distribution

Sim 1: K0 = 3, with N=300, π={0.5, 0.3, 0.2}, µ={-5, 0, 5} and Σ={1, 1, 1};
In the test we put α ∼ Ga(1, 1) as the hyperprior. Figure 10 shows the result on Sim

1 with different sets of K. Figure 11 shows the posterior density of α in each set of K.
We can find that the larger K −K0, the smaller the poserior mean of α. This is what we
expect, as the larger overfitting, the smaller α will shrink the weight vector in the edge of
a probability simplex.

10.6.2 Conclusion

We have proposed a new hyperprior on symmetric Dirichlet distribution in finite Bayesian
mixture model. This hyperprior can learn the concentration parameter in Dirichlet prior
due to over-fitting of the mixture model. The larger the overfitting (i.e., K −K0 is larger,
more overfitting), the smaller the concentration parameter.

Although (Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011) proved that α=max(αk, k ≤ K) < D/2
where D is the number of free parameters in the emission distributions which can be simply
noted as the dimension, the extra components are emptied at a rate of N−1/2 (see discussion
in the next section), it is still risky to use such small α in practice, for example, how much
do we overfit (i.e., how large the K −K0). If K −K0 is small, we will get very poor mixing
from MCMC. Some efforts has been done further by (van Havre et al., 2015). But simple
hyperprior on Dirichlet distribution will somewhat release the burden.

10.7 Theoretical properties in finite mixture models

Let π(1) ≥ π(2) . . . ≥ π(K) is the ordered sequence of π1, π2, . . . , πK .
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K = 3
0.931
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(2.5e-4)
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0.0
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1.43
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0.08

K = 5
0.843

(2.7e-4)
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(11.1e-4)
4.508

(3.2e-3)
1.01

(4.5e-3)
0.12

K = 6
0.846

(3.3e-4)
0.564

( 14.9e-4)
4.703

(5.2e-3)
0.618

(3.9e-3)
0.11

Figure 10: Upper: An example of traceplot of Gibbs sampling using hyperprior on Dirich-
let distribution for variances, weights and means when K = 3 in Sim 1 (Upper
one: variance; Middle one: weights; Bottom one: mean). Where we find the
MAP estimates of the mean and weights parameters are very close to the true
ones. There is a bias in the variance estimates although they are in the tolerable
error range. Bottom: Summary of posterior distribution in Sim 1: NMI is the
normalized mutual information between true clustering and the resulting clus-
tering. VI is the variation of information between true clustering and resulting
clustering. SE is the standard error of mean. K is the average occupied number
of cluster, α is the average α during sampling, π− is the average of extra weight.

10.7.1 Asymptotic behaviour of the posterior distribution on the weights

(Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011) proved that quite generally, the posterior behaviour of
overfitted mixtures depends on the chosen prior on the weights, and on the number of
free parameters in the emission distributions (here D). (a) If α=min(αk, k ≤ K) > D/2
and if the number of components is larger than it should be, asymptotically two or more
components in an overfitted mixture model will tend to merge with non-negligible weights.
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Figure 11: Posterior distribution for α in different overfitting settings in Sim 1.

(b) In contrast, if α=max(αk, k ≤ K) < D/2, the extra components are emptied at a rate
of N−1/2. Hence, if none of the components are small, it implies that K is probably not
larger than K0. In the intermediate case, if min(αk, k ≤ K) ≤ D/2 ≤ max(αk, k 6 K),
then the situation varies depending on the αk’s and on the difference between K and K0.
In particular, in the case where all αk’s are equal to D/2, then although the author does
not prove definite result, they conjecture that the posterior distribution does not have a
stable limit. Formally, the author proved the following theorem:

Theorem 17 Under the assumption 1-5 in (Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011) that
the posterior distribution satisfies, let Sk be the set of permutations of {1, . . . ,K},
α=max(αk, k ≤ K), α=min(αk, k ≤ K).

(a) If α > D/2, set ρ′ = {DK0 +K0− 1 +D(D−K0)/2}/(α−D/2)(K −K0); then

lim
ε→0

lim sup
N

(EN0 [Pπ{min
Σ∈Sk

(
K∑

i=K0+1

πΣ(i)) < εlog(N)−q(1+ρ′)|X}]) = 0. (95)
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(b) If α < D/2, set ρ = {DK0 +K0 − 1 + α(K −K0)}/(D/2− α); then

lim
M→∞

lim sup
N

(EN0 [Pπ{min
Σ∈Sk

(
K∑

i=K0+1

πΣ(i)) > Mn−1/2 log(n)q(1+ρ)|X}]) = 0. (96)

where Pπ(·|X ) is the posterior distribution.

We can simply test this theorem by the following simulated data set and set K = 7 in
our test: K0 = 3, with N = 50, N = 100 or N = 300, π={0.35, 0.4, 0.25}, µ={0, 2, 5} and
Σ={0.5, 0.5, 1};
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(c) N=300

Figure 12: Number of alive (non-empty) groups for a handful of concentration parameter
α’s. Results are shown for the simulation, N = 50 (left), N = 100 (middle)
and N = 300 (right). The x-axis is the choice of α, the y-axis is distribution of
number of clusters K ′ with a true cluster number K0 = 3 and a maximal cluster
number K = 7.

The result is shown in Figure 12. We have the following conclusion

• Once α is smaller than D/2 = 0.5, the posterior distribution of number of clusters K ′

appears to reach an equilibrium;

• When the sample size is large enough (N = 300), the posterior distribution of K ′

concentrates at 3 once α approaches and smaller than D/2 = 0.5;

• In the case where N = 50 or N = 100, the range of K ′ includes a small subset of
likely configurations, in this case fewer cluster number can be found.

10.7.2 Concentration inequality for symmetric Dirichlet prior

(Yang and Dunson, 2014) proved that some particular symmetric Dirichlet prior for prob-
ability vectors that can concentrate on sparse subvectors.

Consider the following set indexed by a tolerance level ε > 0 and a sparsity level s ∈
{1, . . . ,K} : Πs,ε = {π ∈ Π :

∑K
k=s+1 π(k) ≤ ε}, where Π is a (K − 1)-dimensional simplex.

72



A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

Theorem 18 Assume that π ∼ Dirichlet(α, . . . , α) with α = ρ/Kη and η > 1. Let
π? ∈ Πs be any s-sparse vector in the (K − 1)-dimensional simplex Π. Then for any
ε ∈ (0, 1) and some C > 0, it follows that

p(||π − π?||1 ≤ ε) ≥ {−Cηslog
K

ε
}, (97)

p(π 6∈ Πs,ε) ≤ exp{−C(η − 1)slog
K

ε
}. (98)

11. Bayesian infinite Gaussian mixture model

The infinite Gaussian mixture model is also sometimes referred to as a Dirichlet process
Gaussian mixture model (DP GMM).

11.1 Bayesian nonparametrics for infinite Gaussian mixture model

Let (xN )N≥1 be an (ideally) infinite sequence of observations, with each xn taking values
in a complete and separable metric space X. Let PX be the set of all probability measures
on X endowed with the topology of weak convergence. In the most commonly employed
Bayesian models, (xN )N≥1 is assumed to be exchangeable, so that, for some Q on PX,

xn|θ
iid∼ θ, θ ∼ Q. (99)

Hence, θ is a random probability measure on X whose probability distribution Q is termed
de Finetti measure and acts as a prior for Bayesian inference. When Q degenerates on a
finite dimensional subspace of PX, the inferential problem is called parametric. On the other
hand, when the support of Q is infinite-dimensional, we call it a nonparametric inferential
problem and it is generally agreed that having a large topological support is a desirable
property for a nonparametric prior (Ferguson, 1974).

Generally speaking, for parametric models, the number of parameters is fixed. But
for the nonparametric models, the number of parameters can grow with the sample size.
I.e., the parameter space is ∞-dimensional. Combining with the Bayesian framework, the
model complexity can be impacted from the prior which captures the beliefs on them. The
nonparametric models can be derived by starting with a finite parametric model and taking
the limit as number of parameters go to ∞.

A word on the notation In the finite mixture models, from Equation (83), when con-
sidering the collabsed Gibbs sampler, we have the following Gibbs moves on the cluster
indicator zi:

p(zi = k|z−i,α) =
Nk,−i + αk
N + α+ − 1

=
Nk,−i + α/K

N + α− 1
. (100)
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Note that here we denote α+ = α for simplicity. We realize that, in finite Gaussian mixture
model, we set α+ = α×K. In this sense, when we deal with finite Gaussian mixture model
(Dirichlet distribution prior), the concentration parameter α is α+/K. When we deal with
infinite Gaussian mixture model (Dirichlet process prior), the concentration parameter α is
α+.

Now let the number of clusters, K, go to ∞, we will have

lim
K→∞

p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nk,−i

N + α− 1
. (101)

But when we sum all the clusters, this gives
∑

k p(zi = k|z−i, α) = N−1
N+α−1 < 1. In order to

make this be an actual probability distribution, we need to add a probability α
N+α−1 , which

is corresponded to the assignment to a new cluster, that is

p(zi = new|z−i, α) =
α

N + α− 1
. (102)

11.2 The Chinese restaurant process

Following the nonparametric analysis, we come to the Chinese restaurant process. We here
give an formal overview of the Chinese restaurant process (CRP). The CRP is a simple
stochastic process that is exchangeable (see discussion below). In the analogy from which
this process takes its name, in this process, customers (data points) seat themselves at a
restaurant with an infinite number of tables (clusters). Each customer sits at a previously
occupied table with probability proportional to the number of customers already sitting
there, and at a new table with probability proportional to a concentration parameter α.
For example, the first customer enters and sits at the first table. The second customer enters
and sits at the first table with probability 1

1+α and at a new table with probability α
1+α .

The ith customer sits at an occupied table with probability proportional to the number of
customers already seated at that table, or sits at a new table with a probability proportional
to α. From the definition above, we can observe that the CRP is defined by a rich-get-
richer property in which the probability of being allocated to a table increases in proportion
to the number of customers already at that table. Formally, if zi is the table chosen by the
ith customer, then

p(zi = k|z1:i−1, α) =

{ Nk
N+α−1 , if k is occupied, i.e., Nk > 0,

α
N+α−1 , if k is a new table, i.e., k = k? = K + 1,

(103)

where z1:i−1 = (z1, z2, . . . , zi−1), and Nk is the number of customers already seated at table
k. Note that there are N − 1 customers excluding the ith customer in the above definition.

We can see from the above description that CRP is a sequential process. Each table
assignment for the new customer is dependent on the table assignment of all the pre-
vious customers. And the CRP introduces a partition of customers based on table as-
signment. For example, the probability for a particular configuration for 3 customers is
p(z1, z2, z3) = p(z1)p(z2|z1)p(z3|z1, z2). In a CRP mixture model, each table is assigned a
specific parameter in a kernel generating data at the observation level. Customers assigned
to a specific table are given the cluster index corresponding to that table, and have their
data generated from the kernel with appropriate cluster/table-specific parameters. The

74



A survey on Bayesian inference for Gaussian mixture model

CRP provides a prior probability model on the clustering process, and this prior can be
updated with the observed data to obtain a posterior over the cluster allocations for each ob-
servation in a data set. The CRP provides an exchangeable prior on the partition of indices
{1, 2, . . . , N} into clusters; exchangeability means that the ordering of the indices has no
impact on the probability of a particular configuration – only the number of clusters KN and
the size of each cluster can play a role. The CRP implies that E[KN |α] = O(α logN) (see
Theorem 20 or Teh (2011)). In a clustering context, we have the following definition of
CRP which is slightly different from Equation (103):

p(zi = k|z−i, α) =

{
Nk,−i
N+α−1 , if k is occupied, i.e., Nk > 0,

α
N+α−1 , if k is a new table, i.e., k = k? = K + 1,

(104)

where z−i = (z1, z2, . . . , zi−1, zi+1, . . . , zN ) and Nk,−i is the number of customers seated at
table k excluding customer i.

Important points:

• The more the customers at a table, the more probable it is that the next customer
will join that table. This is the rich-get-richer property.

• Probability of a new table (cluster) is proportional to α. Thus, we consider α as a
concentration parameter which determines the total number of clusters. The higher
the α, the higher is the number of clusters in a given set of data.

• CRP specifies a distribution over partitions/table assignments but does not assign
parameters to tables.

11.2.1 Exchangeability

Note that since Equation (103) only depends on the number of customers seated at each
table Nk, the probability of a particular seating arrangement does not depend on the order
in which the customers arrived. The random variables zi in z is therefore exchangeable.

1 2 3 ... … … 
1

6

4

5
2

3
7

Figure 13: 7 customers assignment in a CRP

We here illustrate the CRP by a specific example. For the 7 customers table assignments
in Figure 13 where the number on the customer indicates the sequence of arriving, we can
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find the probability of this particular assignment,

p(z1, z2, . . . , z7) =
α

α
· α

1 + α
· 1

2 + α
· α

3 + α
· 1

4 + α
· 1

5 + α
· 2

6 + α
. (105)

We realize from the product that the order here does not matter: if the order of customer
1 and 2 is swapped, the probability does not change.

Definition 19 (Infinitely Exchangeable) x1,x2, . . . is infinitely exchangeable if for
any N , p(x1, . . . ,xN ) is invariant under permutation.

To show that the CRP-induced distribution over table assignment is exchangeable, we
here first introduce some new notations from (Gershman and Blei, 2012). Let KN be the
number of groups with N total customers, Ik be the set of indices of customers assigned
to the kth group, i.e., Ik,i is the total number of customers (including customers at other
tables) when ith customer in kth group appears. And the cardinality of Ik is equal to the
number of customers at table k, Nk.

Now, consider the joint distribution over N customers z = {z1, z2, . . . , zN}. The distri-
bution decomposes according to the chain rule

p(z|α) = p(z1)p(z2|z1)p(z3|z2, z1) . . . p(zN |zN−1, zN−2, . . . , z1), (106)

where each term can be calculated from Equation (103). Let’s separate the eqaution of
table k from Equation (106), in which case we can re-write Equation (106) by

p(z|α) = p(z1)p(z2|z1)p(z3|z2, z1) . . . p(zN |zN−1, zN−2, . . . , z1)

=

K∏
k=1

pk,
(107)

where pk is

pk =
α · 1 · 2 . . . · (Nk − 1)

(Ik,1 − 1 + α)(Ik,2 − 1 + α) . . . (Ik,Nk − 1 + α)
. (108)

Specifically, the probability for first customer at table k is α
Ik,1−1+α because he starts a new

table; the probability for second customer at table k is 1
Ik,2−1+α because he sits at a table

with one customer, and so on. With this, we can write the joint probability

p(z|α) = p(z1)p(z2|z1)p(z3|z2, z1) . . . p(zN |zN−1, zN−2, . . . , z1)

=

K∏
k=1

α(Nk − 1)!

(Ik,1 − 1 + α)(Ik,2 − 1 + α) . . . (Ik,Nk − 1 + α)
.

(109)

The probability of a particular sequence of table assignments can be obtained from Equa-
tion (109) as follows:

p(z|α) =
N∏
n=1

p(zn|z1:n−1) =
αK
∏K
k=1(Nk − 1)!∏N

n=1(n− 1 + α)
= αK

Γ(α)

Γ(N + α)

K∏
k=1

(Nk − 1)!. (110)
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From the above notation, we can see that the CRP-induced distribution over table assign-
ments is exchangeable. Thus, for any new customer entering the restaurant, we can think
him as the last customer entering and apply the generative process for the table assignment.

Theorem 20 (Expected Number of Tables in CRP) The expected number of oc-
cupied tables for N customers in a CRP grows logarithmically. In particular E[KN |α] =
O(α logN).

Proof [of Theorem 20] We introduce a indicator variable vn, which indicates the event that
customer n starts a new table. Then the total number of tables after N customers is just∑N

n=1 = vn. The probability of vn = 1 is

p(vn = 1|α) =
α

α+ n− 1
.

Then the expected number of tables after N customers is just

E[KN |α] = E[
N∑
n=1

vn] =
N∑
n=1

E[vn] =
N∑
n=1

α

α+ n− 1
.

This is a Harmonic series, and is of order O(α logN).

11.3 The Dirichlet process

The Dirichlet process (DP) is a distribution over distributions (Frigyik et al., 2010). It is
parameterized by a concentration parameter α > 0 and a base distribution G0, which is
a distribution over a space X. A random distribution G draw from a DP is denoted G ∼
DP (α,G0). DP can be thought as a random probability measure with Dirichlet marginals,
i.e., for any finite decomposition A1, . . . , Am of the whole space X (i.e., A1∪A2∪ . . .∪Am =
X), we have

(G(A1), . . . , G(Am)) ∼ Dirichlet(αG0(A1), . . . , αG0(Am)). (111)

This means that if we draw a random distribution from the DP and add up the probability
mass in a region A ∈ X, then there will on average be G0(A) mass in that region (i.e., Base
distribution is the “mean” of DP). The concentration parameter plays the role of an inverse
variance; for higher values of α, the random probability mass G(A) will concentrate more
tightly around G0(A). I.e., E[G(A)] = G0(A) and Var[G(A)] = G0(A)(1−G0(A))/(α+ 1)).

11.4 CRP V.S. DP
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Theorem 21 (de Finetti’s Theorem). x1,x2, . . . ,xN , . . . is infinitely exchangeable if
and only if there exists a random probability measure θ, such that

p(x1, . . . ,xN ) =

∫
θ

∏
i

p(xi|θ)Q(θ)dθ. (112)

Since CRP is exchangeable, and the underlying parameter, θ for CRP is actually Dirichlet
process.

Consider a random distribution draw from a DP followed by repeated draws from that
random distribution,

G ∼ DP (α,G0),

θn ∼ G, i ∈ {1, . . . , N}.
(113)

Actually, (Ferguson, 1973) explored the joint distribution of θ1:N , which is obtained by
marginalizing out the random distribution G,

p(θ1, . . . ,θN |α,G0) =

∫ ( N∏
n=1

p(θn|G)

)
dP (G|α,G0). (114)

(Ferguson, 1973) showed that, under this joint distribution, the θn will exhibit a clustering
property - they will share repeated values with positive probability. The structure of shared
values defines a partition of the integers from 1 to N , and the distribution of this partition
is a Chinese restaurant process. In the following sections, we use Chinese restaurant process
and Dirichlet process exchangeably.

11.5 Bayesian infinite Gaussian mixture model

(Rasmussen, 1999; Anderson, 1991; Neal, 2000) proposed a solution to the problem of unsu-
pervised clustering based on a probabilistic model known in machine learning as the infinite
mixture model and in statistics as the Dirichlet process mixture model. This model in-
tentionally implements an Occam’s razor-like tradeoff between two goals: minimizing the
number of clusters posited and maximizing the relative similarity of objects within a cluster.
We will work with the following definition of Bayesian infinite Gaussian mixture model

xi|zi, {µk,Σk} ∼ N (µzi ,Σzi),

zi|π ∼ Discrete(π1, . . . , πK),

{µk,Σk} ∼ NIW(β),

π ∼ Dirichlet(α/K, . . . , α/K).

(115)

The Bayesian infinite Gaussian mixture model is obtained by taking the limit as K → ∞
(See (Neal, 2000) or Section 11.1 for more details). And the Bayesian infinite Gaussian
mixture model is illustrated in Figure 14(b). The model is very similar to the finite GMM
described in Section 10. However, in the infinite model the possible number of mixture
components could be infinite while in the finite model the number of mixture components
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K were known beforehand. Although any finite samples contain only finitely many clusters,
there is no bound on the number of tables (clusters) and any new data point has non-zero
probability of being drawn from a new cluster as shown in Equation (103). Therefore, here
we use the term “infinite” mixture model. Here we present a sketch of the model’s critical
aspects needed to intuitively understand it. Full mathematical details are provided in next
sections. The model assumes as input a matrix of objects and features X , where entry Xn,d
contains the value of feature d for object n. The goal of the model is then to infer likely
output of clusters, z, or sometimes we may infer the single most probable output of clusters
(the maximum a posteriori solution or MAP).

The probability of an assignment of objects to clusters given the data, p(z|X ) depends
on two factors: the prior probability of the assignment of objects to clusters, and the
probability of observed data given the cluster assignments. Formally, the probability of an
assignment of clusters z given the data X is

p(z|X , α,β) ∝ p(z|α)p(X|z,β) (116)

where α and β are hyperparameters, details are provided in Section 11.6. The probability
of a particular assignment p(z|α) captures a preference for a small number of assignments
relative to the total number of objects, and the strength of this preference is governed
by the parameter α. The term p(X|z,β) assesses the probability of the observed feature
values, given the assignment of clusters. Thus, the model captures a tradeoff between
two competing factors: p(z|α) specifies a preference for simple solutions that use a small
number of object assignments (see Equation (110)). The term p(X|z,β) favors solutions
that explain the data well, and tends to prefer more complex solutions. By combining these
terms, we arrive at a model that attempts to find the simplest solution that adequately
accounts for the data.

Once the prior p(z|α) and the likelihood p(X|z,β) have been formalized, clustering can
be treated as a problem of finding a z that has high probability in the posterior distribution
p(z|X , α,β). We will address this search problem using Gibbs sampler similar to a finite
Gaussian mixture model as introduced previously.

In Section 10, we used a Dirichlet distribution as the prior on π for the finite model.
Instead, we will use a Dirichlet process (DP) prior with concentration parameter α in the
infinite mixture model. It can be shown that by choosing the prior in this way, the model
is equivalent to a CRP mixture model, where a short proof is already given by the de
Finetti’s Theorem in Section 11.4, a more detailed proof can be found in (Gershman and
Blei, 2012). In the case of Gaussian mixture model, we choose a NIW distribution prior
with hyperparameters β for the model parameters of infinite Gaussian components. And
again, if using hyperprior on Chinese restaurant process, we represent the hyperparameter
of the hyperprior as a, b.

In the following discussion, we thus use the CRP formulation of the DP for simplicity
and we also introduce the latent variables to indicate the table assignment as introduced in
the Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model.

11.6 Inference by collapsed Gibbs sampling

Same with finite Gaussian mixture model in Section 10.4, we are able to analytically in-
tegrate out the parameters π, µk and Σk due to conjugacy and sample the component
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Figure 14: A Bayesian infinite GMM compared with a Bayesian finite GMM.

assignment z directly:

p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α,��β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,�α,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)p(X−i|����zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β),

(117)

This is actually the Algorithm 3 in (Neal, 2000).

11.6.1 First term: p(zi = k|z−i, α)

The probability p(zi = k|z−i, α) in Equation (117) is the so-called table assignment and is
governed by the CRP. From Equation (103), we can thus get

p(zi = k|z−i, α) =

{
Nk,−i
N+α−1 , if k is an existing component, i.e. Nk,−i > 0,

α
N+α−1 , if k is a new component, i.e. k = k? = K + 1,

(118)

where we have assumed that zi is the last “customer” to arrive at the “restaurant” from
exchangeability as shown in above section. For simplicity, we can also denote as zi ∼
CRP(z−i, α).

The first condition in Equation (118) also follows directly from Equation (83) (where
we called this setting as standard symmetric α setting) as K → ∞. The second condition
also follows from Equation (83). A more detailed analysis can be found in Section 11.1
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or (Rasmussen, 1999). We can thus conclude that Equation (118) and Equation (83) are
equivalent in the limit as K →∞.

Similarly, from Equation (110), the marginal distribution of component assignments of
all the data vectors under a CRP prior is given by

p(z|α) =
αK
∏K
k=1(Nk − 1)!∏N

n=1(n− 1 + α)
= αK

Γ(α)

Γ(N + α)

K∏
k=1

(Nk − 1)!. (119)

Similar to the discussion above about Equation (118), it can be shown that Equation (119)
results in the limit from Equation (78) as K →∞ as well (Griffiths and Ghahramani, 2005).

11.6.2 Second term: p(xi|Xk,−i,β)

Similar to the second term discussed in Section 10.4.2, we can find an expression for
p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β) = p(xi|Xk,−i,β) in Equation (117) by:

p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β) = p(xi|Xk,−i,β) =
p(Xk|β)

p(Xk,−i|β)
. (120)

Again, the expression above can be calculated using Equation (42) of Equation (87) if zi = k
is an existing component. When zi = k? is a new component then we have

p(xi|X−i, zi = k?, z−i,β) = p(xi|β) =

∫
µ

∫
Σ
p(xi|µ,Σ)p(µ,Σ|β)dµdΣ, (121)

which is just the prior predictive distribution and can be calculated using Equation (42)
with X = ∅ or using Equation (39) directly.

The pseudo code for collapsed Gibbs sampler for an infinite Gaussian mixture model is
given in Algorithm 4.

11.7 Get the posterior distribution for every parameter

To get the posterior distribution for every parameter we need to derive the conditional
posterior distributions on all the other parameters, p(θi|θ−i,X ). But for a graphical model,
this conditional distribution is a function only of the nodes in the Markov blanket. In our
case, the Bayesian infinite Gaussian mixture model, a directed graphical model, the Markov
blanket includes the parents, the children, and the co-parents, as shown in Figure 14(b).
From this graphical representation, we can find the Markov blanket for each parameter in
the model, and then figure out their conditional posterior distribution to be derived:

p(µk,Σk|Xk,β), for k = 1, . . . ,K, (122)

p(π|α,z). (123)

11.7.1 Conditional distribution of cluster mean and covariance

Because we are using collapsed Gibbs sampler here, we do not get the distribution of mean
and covariance from sampling steps. But we can get them from Equation (32):

p(µk,Σk|Xk,β) = NIW(µk,Σk|mNk , κNk , νNk ,SNk). (124)
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input : Choose an initial z

for T iterations do
for i← 1 to N do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nk,−i
N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i, α) = α

N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|β);
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k?|z−i, α)p(xi|β);
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;
If any component is empty, remove it and decrease K.

end

end

Algorithm 4: Collapsed Gibbs sampler for an infinite Gaussian mixture model

The mode of the joint distribution has the following form

arg max p(µk,Σk|Xk) = (mNk ,
SNk

νNk +D + 2
), (125)

where the definition of mNk , κNk , νNk and SNk can be found in Equation (32) by replacing
N by Nk.

11.7.2 Conditional distribution of mixture weights

We can similarly derive the conditional distributions of mixture weights by an application
of Bayes’ theorem. Instead of updating each component of π separately, we update them
together (this is called a blocked Gibbs sampler):

p(π|·) = p(π|z, α)

∝ p(π|α)p(z|α,π)

= Dirichlet(π|α/K) ·Multinomial(z|π)

= Dirichlet(π|α = [α/K,α/K, . . . , α/K]) ·Multinomial(z|π)

∝
K∏
k=1

π
α/K−1
k

K∏
k=1

πNkk

=

K∏
k=1

πα+Nk−1
k

∝ Dirichlet(N1 + α/K, . . . , NK + α/K).
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Figure 15: A Bayesian infinite GMM with hyperprior on concentration parameter.

11.8 Hyperprior on the concentration parameter

As introduced in (Escobar and West, 1995) and further discussed in (West, 1992), they put
a hyperprior on the concentration parameter of Dirichlet process as shown in Figure 15(b).
We here briefly discuss how to put a Gamma prior on the concentration parameter. From
(Antoniak, 1974), the prior distribution of number of clusters k can be written as

p(k|α,N) = zn(k)n!αk
Γ(α)

Γ(α+N)
, (k = 1, 2, 3, . . . , N) (126)

and zn(k) = p(k|α = 1, N) which does not involve α. From our model, we can deduce

p(α|k,π,X ) ∝ p(α|k) ∝ p(α)p(k|α,N). (127)

For α > 0, wen can easily deduce that the Gamma functions in Equation (126) can be
written as,

Γ(α)

Γ(α+N)
=

(α+N)β(α+ 1, N)

αΓ(N)
, (128)

where β(., .) is the usual Beta function. Then for Equation (127), and for any k =
1, 2, . . . , N , it follows that

p(α|k,N) ∝ p(α)αk−1(α+N)β(α+ 1, N)

∝ p(α)αk−1(α+N)

∫ 1

0
xα(1− x)N−1dx,

(129)
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by using the definition of the Beta function. This implies that p(α|k,N) is the marginal
distribution from a joint for α and a continuous quantity x(0 < x < 1) such that

p(α, x|k,N) ∝ p(α)αk−1(α+N)xα(1− x)N−1, (0 < α, 0 < x < 1). (130)

Hence we have conditional posteriors p(α|x, k,N) and p(x|α, k,N) determined as follows.
Firstly, under the Gamma(a, b) prior for α,

p(α|x, k) ∝ αa+k−2(α+N)e−α(b−log(x))

∝ αa+k−1e−α(b−log(x)) +Nαa+k−2e−α(b−log(x)).
(131)

for α > 0, which reduces easily to a mixture of two gamma densities, i.e.,

(α|x, k,N) ∼ πx ·Ga(a+ k, b− log(x)) + (1− πx) ·Ga(a+ k − 1, b− log(x)) (132)

with weights πx defined by
πx

1− πx
=

(a+ k − 1)

N(b− log(x))
. (133)

Secondly,
p(x|α, k,N) ∝ xα(1− x)N−1 (0 < x < 1), (134)

so that (x|α, k,N) ∼ Beta(α+ 1, N), a Beta distribution with mean (α+ 1)/(α+N + 1).

11.9 Problem in CRP mixture model

The development of Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling techniques (Ishwaran and James,
2001, 2002; Antoniak, 1974; Neal, 2000) further popularizes the CRP mixture model in a
wide array of applications, such as machine learning, pattern recognition, statistics, etc.
Nevertheless, as shown in (Xu et al., 2016; Miller and Harrison, 2013), the CRP mixture
models tend to produces relative large number of clusters regardless of whether they are
needed to accurately characterize the data - this is particularly true for large data sets.
However, some of these clusters are typically redundant and negligible so that interpretabil-
ity, parsimony, data storage and communication costs all are hampered by having overly
many clusters. And when the underlying data generating density is a finite mixture of
Gaussians, the posterior number of clusters under the CRP mixture model is inconsistent,
i.e., the posterior distribution of the number of clusters does not converge to the point mass
at the underlying true number of cluster K0.

Dirichlet process mixture (DPM) models and closely related formulations have been very
widely used for flexible modeling of data and for clustering. DPMs of Gaussians have been
shown to possess frequentist optimality properties in density estimation, obtaining minimax
adaptive rates of posterior concentration with respect to the true unknown smoothness of
the density (Shen et al., 2013). DPMs are also very widely used for probabilistic clustering
of data. In the clustering context, it is well known the DPMs favor introducing new com-
ponents at a log rate as the sample size increases, and tend to produce some large clusters
along with many small clusters. As the sample size N increases, these small clusters can be
introduced as an artifact even if they are not needed to characterize the true data generat-
ing process; for example, even if the true model has finitely many clusters, the DPM will
continue to introduce new clusters as N increases (Miller and Harrison, 2013).
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Continuing to introduce new clusters as N increases can be argued to be an appealing
property. The number of ‘types’ of individuals is unlikely to be finite in an infinitely
large population, and there is always a chance of discovering new types as new samples
are collected. This rationale has motivated a rich literature on generalizations of Dirichlet
processes, which have more flexibility in terms of the rate of introduction of new clusters.
For example, the two parameter Poisson-Dirichlet process (aka, the Pitman-Yor process) is
a generalization that instead induces a power law rate, which is more consistent with many
observed data processes (Perman et al., 1992). There has also been consideration of a rich
class of Gibbs-type processes, which considerably generalize Pitman-Yor to a broad class of
so-called exchangeable partition probability functions (EPPFs) (Gnedin and Pitman, 2005;
Lijoi and Prünster, 2010; De Blasi et al., 2015). Much of the emphasis in the Gibbs-type
process literature has been on data in which ‘species’ are observed directly, and the goal
is predicting the number of new species in a further sample (Lijoi et al., 2007). It remains
unclear whether such elaborate generalizations of Dirichlet processes have desirable behavior
when clusters/species are latent variables in a mixture model.

(Lu et al., 2018) proposes a powered Chinese restaurant process to overcome this kind
of problem. The emphasis of (Lu et al., 2018) is on addressing practical problems that arise
in implementing DPMs and generalizations when sample sizes and data dimensionality are
moderate too large. In such settings, it is common knowledge that the number of clusters
can be too large, leading to a lack of interpretability, computational problems and other
issues. For these reasons, it is well motivated to develop sparser clustering methods that
do not restrict the number of clusters to be finite a priori but instead favor deletion of
small clusters that may not be needed to accurately characterize the true data generating
mechanism. With this goal in mind, we find that the usual focus on exchangeable models,
and in particular EPPFs, can limit practical performance. There has been some previous
work on non-exchangeable clustering methods motivated by incorporation of predictor-
dependence in clustering (Blei and Frazier, 2011; Socher et al., 2011), but the focus is
instead on providing a simple approach that tends to delete small and unnecessary clusters
produced by a DPM. Marginalizing out the random measure in the DPM specification
produces a Chinese Restaurant Process (CRP). (Lu et al., 2018) proposes a simple powered
modification to the CRP, which has the desired impact on clustering and develop associated
inference methods.

11.10 Powered Chinese restaurant process (pCRP)

11.10.1 Generative powered Chinese restaurant process

Before our description of powered Chinese restaurant process (pCRP) and to show the
properties of pCRP, we first consider a generative process of powered number of customers.
The generative process for a pCRP is as follows: each customer sits at a previously occupied
table with probability proportional to the powered number of customers already sitting
there. For example, the first customer enters and sits at the first table. The second customer
enters and sits at the first table with probability 1

1+α and at a new table with probability
α

1r+α . This power value r will have effect when the table has more than one customer.

Figure 16 shows each table seated by the customers, and number of customers per table
in a draw of pCRP and a draw of CRP. Although this generative powered Chinese restaurant
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Figure 16: Draw from a generative powered Chinese restaurant process (r = 1.1, upper-
two figures) and a Chinese restaurant process (r = 1, bottom-two figures)

process is not equal to what we propose in Equation (137), we can see the effect of power
value on the number of customers such that it can shrink number of tables (140 in pCRP
compared 200 in CRP). Theorem 22 gives the expected number of tables in a generative
power Chinese restaurant process.

Theorem 22 Assume N customers in a generative pCRP, then the expected number
of occupied tables E[KN |α] ∈ [O(ας(r)), O(α logN)] when N → ∞. Where ς(r) is the
Riemann zeta function.

Proof Again we introduce a indicator variable vi, which indicates the event that customer
i starts a new table. Then the total number of tables after N customers is just

∑N
n=1 = vn.
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The probability of vn = 1 is

p(vn = 1|α) =
α

α+ [n− 1]r
, (135)

where [n−1]r is the sum of powered number of customer at each table. For example, if there
are two tables with (10) and (n−11) customers at each table, then [n−1]r = 10r+(n−11)r.

It can be easily proved that [i− 1]r ranges from i− 1 to (i− 1)r when r > 1. We have

E[KN |α] = E

[
N∑
n=1

vn

]
=

N∑
n=1

E[vn] ∈

[
N∑
n=1

α

α+ (n− 1)r
,

N∑
n=1

α

α+ n− 1

]
. (136)

This gives the result.

11.10.2 Powered Chinese restaurant process

Popular Bayesian nonparametric priors, such as the Dirichlet process (Ferguson, 1973),
Chinese restaurant process, Pitman-Yor process (Perman et al., 1992) and Indian buffet
process (Griffiths and Ghahramani, 2005), assume infinite exchangeability. In particular,
suppose we have a clustering process for an infinite sequence of data points i = 1, 2, 3, . . . ,∞.
This clustering process will induce a partition of the integers {1, 2, . . . , N} into KN clusters
of size N1, N2, . . . , NKN , for N = 1, 2, . . . ,∞. For an exchangeable clustering process,
the probability of a particular partition of {1, 2, . . . , N} only depends on N1, N2, . . . , NKN

and KN , and does not depend on the order of the indices {1, 2, . . . , N}. In addition, the
probability distributions for different choices of N are coherent; the probability distribution
of partitions of {1, 2, . . . , N} can be obtained from the probability distribution of partitions
of {1, 2, . . . , N + 1} by marginalizing out the cluster assignment for data point i = N + 1.
These properties are often highly appealing computationally and theoretically, but it is
nonetheless useful to consider processes that violate the infinite exchangeability assumption.
This can occur when the addition of a new data point i = N+1 to a sample of N data points
can impact the clustering of the original N data points. For example, we may re-evaluate
whether data point 1 and 2 are clustered together in light of new information provided by
a third data point, a type of feedback property.

The proposed new powered Chinese restaurant process (pCRP), which is designed to
favor elimination of artifactual small clusters produced by the usual CRP by implicit in-
corporation of a feedback property violating the usual exchangeability assumptions. The
proposed pCRP makes the random seating assignment of the customers depend on the
powered number of customer at each table (i.e., raise the number of each table to power r).
Formally, we have

p(zi = k|z−i, α) =


Nr
k,−i∑K

h Nr
h,−i+α

, if k is occupied, i.e., Nk > 0,

α∑K
h Nr

h,−i+α
, if k is a new table, i.e., k = k? = K + 1,

(137)
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where r > 1 and Nk,−i is the number of customers seated at table k excluding customer i.
More generally, one may consider a g-CRP to generalize the CRP such that

p(zi = k|z−i, α) =


g(Nk,−i)∑K

h g(Nh,−i)+α
, if k is occupied, i.e. Nk > 0,

α∑K
h g(Nh,−i)+α

, if k is a new table, i.e. k = k? = K + 1,
(138)

where g(·) : R+ → R+ is an increasing function and g(0) = 0. We achieve shrinkage of
small clusters via a rich-get-(more)-richer property by requiring g(x) ≥ x for x > 1 to
‘enlarge’ clusters containing more than one element. We require the g-CRP to maintain a
proportional invariance property:

g(cN1)

g(cN2)
=
g(N1)

g(N2)
(139)

for any c,N1, N2 > 0, so that scaling cluster sizes by a constant factor has no impact on
the prediction rule in Equation (138). The following Lemma 23 shows that the pCRP in
Equation (137) using the power function is the only g-CRP that satisfies the proportional
invariance property.

Lemma 23 If a continuous function g(x) : R+ → R+ satisfies Equation (139), then
g(x) = g(1) · xr for all x > 0 and some constant r ∈ R.

Proof [of Lemma 23] It is easy to verify that g(x) = g(1) · xr for some r > 0 is a solution
to the functional equation (139). We next show its uniqueness.

Equation (139) implies that g(cN1)/g(N1) = g(cN2)/g(N2) for any N1, N2 > 0. Denote
f(c) = g(cN)/g(N) > 0 for arbitrary N > 0. We then have f(st) = g(stN)/g(N) =
g(stN)/g(tN) · g(tN)/g(N) = f(s)f(t) for any s, t > 0. By letting f∗(x) = f(ex) > 0,
it follows that log f∗(s + t) = log f∗(s) + log f∗(t), which is the well known Cauchy func-
tional equation and has the unique solution log f∗(x) = rx for some constant r. Therefore,
f(x) = f∗(log(x)) = xr which gives g(cN) = g(N)cr. We complete the proof by letting
N = 1.

As a generalization of the CRP, which corresponds to the special case in which r =
1, the proposed pCRP with r > 1 generates new clusters following a probability that is
configuration dependent and not exchangeable. For example, for three customers z1, z2, z3,
p(z3 = 2 | z1 = 1, z2 = 1) < p(z3 = 1 | z1 = 1, z2 = 2), where zi = k if the ith customer
sits at table k. This non-exchangeability is a critical feature of pCRP, allowing new cluster
generation to learn from existing patterns. Consider two extreme configurations: (i) KN =
N with one member in each cluster, and (ii) KN = 1 with all members in a single cluster.
The probabilities of generating a new cluster under (i) and (ii) are both α/(N + α) in
CRP, but dramatically different in pCRP: (i) α/(N + α) and (ii) α/(N r + α), respectively.
Therefore, if the previous customers are more spread out, there is a larger probability
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of continuing this pattern by creating new tables. Similarly, if customers choose a small
number of tables, then a new customer is more likely to join the dominant clusters rather
than open a new table.

The power r is a critical parameter controling how much we penalize small clusters.
The larger the power r, the greater the penalty. A method is proposed to choose r in a
data-driven fashion: cross validation using a proper loss function to select a fixed r.

11.10.3 Power parameter tuning

The proportional invariance property makes it easier to define a cross validation (CV)
procedure for estimating r. In particular, one can tune r to obtain good performance on an
initial training sample and that r would also be appropriate for a subsequent data set that
has a very different sample size. For other choices of g(·), which do not possess proportional
invariance, it may be necessary to adapt r to the sample size for appropriate calibration.

In evaluating generalization error, we use the following loss function based on within-
cluster sum of squares:

K∑
k=1

√√√√ Nk∑
j:j∈Ck

||xj − xk||2, (140)

where Ck is the data samples in the kth cluster and xk is the mean vector for cluster k. The
square root has an important impact in favoring a smaller nunber of clusters (see also the
discussion about inertia and squared inertia in Section 12.4); for example, inducing a price
to be paid for introducing two clusters with the same mean. In implementing CV, we start
by choosing a small value of r (r = 1 + ε) and then increasing until we identify an inflection
point.

11.10.4 Posterior inference by collapsed Gibbs sampling

Although the proposed pCRP is generic, we focus on its application in Gaussian mixture
models for concreteness. We here introduce a collapsed Gibbs sampling algorithm (Neal,
2000) for posterior computation. In addition, we permute the data at each sampling itera-
tion to eliminate order dependence as in (Socher et al., 2011).

Again, let X be the observations, assumed to follow a mixture of multivariate Gaussian
distributions. We use a conjugate normal-inverse-Wishart (NIW) prior p(µ,Σ|β) for the
mean vector µ and covariance matrix Σ in each multivariate Gaussian component, where
β consists of all the hyperparameters in NIW. A key quantity in a collapsed Gibbs sampler
is the probability of each customer i sitting with table k: p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β), where z−i
are the seating assignments of all the other customers and α is the concentration parameter
in CRP and pCRP. This probability is calculated as follows:

p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α,��β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,�α,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)p(X−i|����zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β),

(141)
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where Xk,−i are the observations in table k excluding the ith observation. Algorithm 5 gives
the pseudo code of the collapsed Gibbs sampler to implement pCRP in Gaussian mixture
models.

input : Choose an initial z, r, α, β

for T iterations do
Sample random permutation τ of 1, . . . , N ;
for i ∈ (τ(1), . . . , τ(N)) do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nr
k,−i∑K

h Nr
h,−i+α

;

Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i, α) = α∑K

h Nr
h,−i+α

;

Calculate p(xi|β);
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k?|z−i, α)p(xi|β);
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;
If any component is empty, remove it and decrease K.

end

end

Algorithm 5: Collapsed Gibbs sampler for a pCRP Gaussian mixture model.

11.10.5 Future work

Further to powered Chinese restaurant process, we introduce an adaptive version of it.
Adaptive powered Chinese restaurant process (Ada-pCRP) is an extension of pCRP that
overcomes the main weekness of pCRP. The idea of Ada-pCRP is simple: it adaptively
choose the power r from the proportion of small tables in all tables. In machine learning
field, we have a lot of adaptive gradient descent methods (Ruder, 2016): AdaGrad (Duchi
et al., 2011) is an algorithm for gradient-based optimization that does just this: it adapts
the learning rate to the parameters, performing larger updates for infrequent and smaller
updates for frequent parameters; AdaDelta (Zeiler, 2012) is an extension of AdaGrad that
seeks to reduce its aggressive, monotonically decreasing learning rate.

Instead of choosing a power r for all sampling steps, we need to choose an upper bound
power rup > 1. When the proportion of small clusters (noise) pnoise is large, we tend to tune
the power r towards rup. Otherwise we tend to make it close to 1 (i.e., Chinese restaurant
process). In practice, the pnoise can be chosen by the percentage of small clusters. Formally
we have

r = 1 + (rup − 1)× pnoise (142)
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and

p(zi = k|z−i, α) =


Nr
k,−i∑K

h Nr
h,−i+α

, if k is occupied, i.e. Nk > 0

α∑K
h Nr

h,−i+α
, if k is a new table, i.e. k = k? = K + 1

(143)

But the convergence of Ada-pCRP cannot be guaranteed because of the changing of power
value.

11.10.6 Examples

We conduct some examples to demonstrate the main advantages of the proposed pCRP
using both synthetic and real data. In a wide range of scenarios across various sample sizes,
pCRP reduces over-clustering of CRP, and leads to performances that are as good or better
than CRP in terms of density estimation, out of sample prediction, and overall clustering
results.

In all experiments, we run the Gibbs sampler 20,000 iterations with a burn-in of 10,000.
The sampler is thinned by keeping every 5th draw. We use the same concentration parameter
α = 1 for both CRP and pCRP in all scenarios. In addition, we equip CRP with an unfair
advantage to match the magnitude of its prior mean α log(N) to the true number of clusters,
termed as CRP-Oracle. The power r in pCRP is tuned using cross validation. In order
to measure overall clustering performance, we use normalized mutual information (NMI)
(McDaid et al., 2013) and variation of information (VI) (Meilă, 2003), which measures the
similarity between the true and estimated cluster assignments. Higher NMI and lower VI
indicate better performance. If applicable, metrics using the true clustering are calculated
to provide an upper bound for all methods, coded as ‘Ground Truth’. The metrics are
discussed in Section 12. Feel free to skip this section for a first reading.

11.10.7 Simulation experiments

We first use simulated data to assess the performance of pCRP in emptying extra compo-
nents, compared to the traditional CRP. Figure 17 shows the true data generating density,
which represent the two cases of well-mixed Gaussian components and shared mean Gaus-
sian mixture coded as Sim 1 and Sim 2, respectively. The parameters of the simulations
are as follows:

• Sim 1: K0 = 3, with N=300, π={0.35, 0.4, 0.25}, µ={0, 2, 5} and Σ={0.5, 0.5, 1};

• Sim 2: K0 = 2, with N=500, π={0.65, 0.35}, µ={1, 1} and Σ={10, 1};

The oracle concentration parameters in CRP-Oracle are (0.52, 0.40) in Sim 1 and (0.35,
0.26) in Sim 2 corresponding to the two sample sizes (300, 2000), which are all smaller
than the unit concentration parameter used in CRP and pCRP. Figure 18 shows the cross
validation curve to select r in pCRP using a training data set with 200 samples. The
representative cases of infection point described in Section 11.10.3 were observed: the loss
curve for cross validation blows up at one point of r value in Sim 1, while the curve decreases
rapidly at one point of r value in Sim 2. We choose this change point as the power r in
either case.
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Figure 17: Data generating densities for two scenarios: (a) Sim1: a mixture of three poorly
separated Gaussian components; (b) Sim 2: a mixture of two components with
the same mean value.
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Figure 18: Cross validation curves to choose r for Sim 1 and Sim 2. The x-axis is the power
value, the y-axis is the loss. The vertical line is the chosen power r value.

Figure 19 shows traceplots of posterior samples for the number of clusters for each
of the methods in Sim 1. Clearly pCRP places relatively high posterior probability on
three clusters, which is the ground truth. In contrast, CRP has higher posterior variance,
systematic over-estimation of the number of clusters, and worse computational efficiency.
The CRP-Oracle has better performance, but does clearly worse than p-CRP, and there is
still a tendency for over-estimation. Figure 21 suggests that CRP will have larger probability
on larger cluster numbers especially when the sample size increases, while pCRP tends to
have larger probability on the true cluster number as the sample size increases. For example,
in Sim 1, the probability of selecting three clusters increases from 0.55 to 0.68 in pCRP
when N increases from 300 to 2000 and the probability for all the other cluster number
decreases. However, the probability of finding four clusters stabilizes around 0.37 and 0.38
in CRP-Oracle when N increases from 300 to 2000. CRP has increased probability of
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Figure 19: Traceplots of cluster numbers using the three methods in Sim 1 when N = 2000.
The x-axis is the sampling iteration, the y-axis is the number of clusters.
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Figure 20: Posterior densities for three methods in Sim 1 when N = 2000. The dashed lines
are weighted components.

selecting larger number of clusters (say 5, 6, 7, 8 clusters) when N increases from 300
to 2000. In fact, the proposed pCRP has the largest concentration probability on the true
number of clusters among all the three methods including CRP-Oracle, and this observation
is consistent between N = 300 and N = 2000.

Table 5 provides numerical summaries of this simulation. We can see all three methods
lead to similar NMI, but pCRP consistently gives the highest value. Furthermore, pCRP
leads to the lowest value of VI in most tests. The parsimonious effect of pCRP discussed
above is further confirmed by the average and maximum number of clusters; see the columns
K and Kmax in the table.

The posterior density plots in Figure 20 show that there is one small unnecessary cluster
in CRP-Oracle and two small unnecessary clusters in CRP, while all three methods capture
the general shape of the true density thus provide good fitting performance. The over-
clustering effect of CRP is much reduced by pCRP as seen in Figure 20(c).
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Figure 21: Estimated posterior of the number of clusters in observed data for CRP-Oracle
(red x), CRP (blue circle) and pCRP (green star).

N = 300

Method NMI (SE ×10−3) VI (SE ×10−3) K (SE ×10−2) Kmax

Ground truth (Sim 1) 1.0 0.0 3 -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 1) 0.800 (1.1) 0.669 (4.5) 4.2 (2.3) 8

CRP (Sim 1) 0.773 (1.2) 0.795 (5.4) 5.3 (3.3) 12
pCRP (Sim 1) 0.827 (0.7) 0.580 (4.4) 3.6 (1.7) 7

Ground truth (Sim 2) 1.0 0.0 2 -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 2) 0.211 (1.0) 1.803 (6.4) 3.5 (2.7) 8

CRP (Sim 2) 0.189 (0.9) 2.164 (7.8) 6.2 (4.2) 13
pCRP (Sim 2) 0.228 (1.0) 1.518 (2.1) 2.4 (1.3) 6

N = 2000

Method NMI (SE ×10−4) VI (SE ×10−3) K (SE ×10−2) Kmax

Ground truth (Sim 1) 1.0 0.0 3 -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 1) 0.812 (5.3) 0.610 (2.6) 4.0 (2.3) 10

CRP (Sim 1) 0.782 (8.5) 0.732 (4.0) 5.8 (3.6) 12
pCRP (Sim 1) 0.823 (6.6) 0.869 (7.3) 3.5 (1.6) 7

Ground truth (Sim 2) 1.0 0.0 2 -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 2) 0.258 (7.0) 1.537 (5.3) 3.5 (2.6) 8

CRP (Sim 2) 0.238 (7.1) 1.755 (6.8) 6.8 (4.7) 15
pCRP (Sim 2) 0.258 (4.2) 1.368 (0.7) 2.2 (1.0) 5

Table 5: Comparison of CRP and pCRP on Sim 1 and Sim 2. K is the average number of
found clusters. Kmax is the maximum number of clusters during sampling. SE is
the standard error of mean. Ground truth is calculated using the true assignments.
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Figure 22: Results of clustering 3000 randomly sampled digits from 1 to 4 in spectral space.
Observations in the same color represent the same digit. CRP-Oracle and CRP
seem to over-fit the noise (the red cluster).

11.10.8 Digits 1-4

In this experiment, we cluster 1000 and 3000 digits of the classes 1 to 4 in MNIST data
set (LeCun et al., 2010), where the four clusters are approximate equally distributed. From
cross validation on a different set of 1000 samples, we obtain the power value r = 1.05.
The concentration parameter α in CRP-Oracle is calculated as 0.58 (N = 1000) and 0.5
(N = 3000).

Figure 22 shows the clustering result of all the three methods for N = 3000. Both CRP
and CRP-Oracle seem to over-fit the data by introducing a small cluster (in red), while
pCRP gives a cleaner clustering result with four clusters. This comparison is further con-
firmed by Table 6, where the average posterior cluster number in CRP apparently increases
when N grows to 3000. In contrast, pCRP is closer to the true situation by reducing the
over-clustering effect, even compared to CRP-Oracle; see the columns of K and Kmax. All
methods lead to similar NMI but pCRP gives lower VI.
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N = 1000

Method NMI (SE ×10−4) VI (SE ×10−3) K (SE ×10−2) Kmax

Ground truth 1.0 0 4 -
CRP-Oracle 0.651 (3.3) 1.382 (1.4) 4.37 (1.3) 7

CRP 0.651 (3.3) 1.386 (1.4) 4.58 (1.6) 8
pCRP 0.651 (3.3) 1.382 (1.4) 4.08 (0.6) 6

N = 3000

Method NMI (SE ×10−4) VI (SE ×10−3) K (SE ×10−2) Kmax

Ground truth 1.0 0.0 4 -
CRP-Oracle 0.651 (2.0) 1.400 (1.1) 5.17 (1.2) 8

CRP 0.651 (2.0) 1.402 (1.1) 5.44 (1.6) 9
pCRP 0.652 (1.9) 1.389 (1.1) 4.57 (1.2) 7

Table 6: Comparison of CRP-Oracle, CRP and pCRP on a 4 digits subset of MNIST. K is
the average number of found clusters. Kmax is the maximum number of clusters
during sampling.
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(b) Clustering results using CRP-Oracle,
CRP, pCRP and manual clustering.

Figure 23: Clustering result for Old Faithful Geyser

11.10.9 Old Faithful Geyser

The Old Faithful Geyser data (N = 272) are widely used to illustrate the performance of
clustering algorithms. We use a test sample of 100 in CV leading to the power value r = 1.11.
We compare all methods on the other 172 data points. A manual clustering that consists
of two Gaussian components is viewed as the ground truth. The concentration parameter
is 0.39 in CRP-Oracle. Figure 23(b) shows the size of each component obtained from all
methods and the manual clustering. We can see that there are two mixture components
in CRP-Oracle and pCRP, and four mixture components in the CRP method. In this case
where the sample size is relatively small, we again see that pCRP successfully suppresses
small components and generate results closer to the ground truth than CRP.
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11.11 Some issues in finite and infinite Gaussian mixture model

11.11.1 Non-identifiability due to overfitting finite mixture model or infinite
mixture model

In finite Gaussian mixture model, when the number of components is unknown, the ana-
lyst can intentionally or unintentionally propose an overfitting model, i.e., one with more
components than the true component the data come from. And in infinite Gaussian mix-
ture model, the model does not assume the upper bound of the number of components.
Thus, the problem of non-identifiability in estimation of overfitted mixture model and infi-
nite mixture model is well known. For example, (Frühwirth-Schnatter, 2006) observed that
identifiability will be violated as either one of the component weights is 0 or two of the
component parameters are equal.

More precisely, as in Section 10.1, assume we have N observations X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xN}
sampled i.i.d., from a finite mixture distribution with density

f0(x|π,γ) =

K0∑
k=1

π0
kΦ(x|γ0

k), (144)

with γk ∈ Γ, Γ is the metric space of the parameter for some kernel function, Φ is the kernel
function of each component and K0 is the true component number both in finite and finite
Gaussian mixture model. We wish to make Bayesian inference for the model parameters
θ = {π0,γ0}. In such cases the model is non-identifiable since all values of the parameter
in the form

θ = {π0
1, . . . , π

0
K0
, 0;γ0

1, . . . ,γ
0
K0
,γ}, (145)

for all γ ∈ Γ, and all values of the parameter in the form θ = {π0
1, . . . , πj , . . . , π

0
K0
, πK0+1;

γ0
1, . . . ,γ

0
K0
,γ0

j} with πj + πK0+1 = π0
j satisfy f0 = fθ. As stated in (Rousseau and

Mengersen, 2011), this non-identifiability is much more tough to deal with than the non-
identifiability corresponding to permutation of the labels in the mixture representation.
Interesting readers can refer to (Rousseau and Mengersen, 2011) for more details and the
references there in.

11.11.2 Read on

If you are interested in a more through understanding of the hyperprior in mixture model,
(Rasmussen, 1999) gives some ideas how we can put hyperprior on NIW such that release
the burden to select hype-parameter β for NIW.

11.12 Pruning methods for Dirichlet process mixture model

Further to power Chinese restaurant process, we introduce some pruning methods for Dirich-
let proces mixture model.

As a recap, some problem of DP mixture models have been brought about when apply
them to practical problems. For example, they always produce more components than that
the real data should have. The small mixture components are mainly caused by noise.
Some approaches have been proposed for solving this problem. In (McCullagh et al., 2008),
an upper bound of the number of components is fixed in advance to limit the number in
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modeling. In (Escobar and West, 1995), components with little data points are simply
discarded, and these data points are reassigned to other existing components. However,
this two methods based on simple upper bound or thresholds can not be directly used for
real world data, because when you choose a larger bound, DP mixture models can still
results in small clusters, and choosing the best thresholds is usually difficult. In this thread,
we focus on how to shrink small clusters during sampling.

11.12.1 Constrained sampling (cSampling)

During Gibbs sampling, remove small number of clusters every s (e.g., 20) iterations, re-
assign these data to big clusters by the probability of each cluster. Further extension on
cSampling is that when we reassign these small clusters, we can use the assignment method
similar to K-means. However, the basic idea is the same.

Important points:

• Different to the method in (Escobar and West, 1995), our cSampling method does not
need to choose best threshold to discard unuseful clusters. A small threshold is good.
It aims to remove very small clusters that can be easily recognized as “noise”.

• When we remove small cluster during sampling, it will have influence on later sampling
iterations. That is where the name “constrained” come from.

11.12.2 loss based sampling (lSampling)

In (Kulis and Jordan, 2011), the authors introduce an algorithm called DP-means. We
here briefly review DP-means. The authors considered asymptotic behavior of DP mixture
models, obtaining a hard clustering algorithm that behaves similarly to K-means with the
exception that a new cluster is formed whenever a point is farther than distance away
from existing cluster centroid. The distance is very hard to decide, the authors used cross-
validation to decide it. However, this violates the setting of unsupervised learning.

Inspired by DP-means, when we doing sampling during DP mixture models, we can
shrink out small cluster by some metric, for example: marginal of data and component
assignment p(X , z|α,β), where α is the concentration parameter on Dirichlet Process, β
is the prior parameter on kernel (see Section 12.1). And also we can use inertia, or so
called the within-cluster sum of squares criterion (see Section 12.3). Again, during Gibbs
sampling, remove small number of clusters every s (e.g., 20) iterations by applying to the
chosen metric, i.e., if removing the small clusters will get smaller loss, we remove, otherwise,
we keep them as they are. In our proposal, we recommend to use the following loss function

K∑
k=1

√√√√ Nk∑
j:j∈Ck

||xj − xk||2, (146)

where Ck is the data samples in the kth cluster. The reason we use a square root over each
cluster is that it can overcome identifiablity issue. One can imagine that if two clusters have
same center value, the square root operation will force the two clusters into one cluster.
This idea on the loss function comes from (Petralia et al., 2012), in which case they put a
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“repulsive” prior on the mixture components, thus overcomes identifiability issue in some
sense.

11.12.3 Posterior inference

Although the proposed cSampling and lSampling is generic, we focus on its application in
Gaussian mixture models for concreteness. Again, we develop a collapsed Gibbs sampling
algorithm (Neal, 2000) for posterior computation.

Let X be the observations, assumed to follow a mixture of multivariate Gaussian distri-
butions. We use a conjugate normal-inverse-Wishart (NIW) prior p(µ,Σ|β) for the mean
vector µ and covariance matrix Σ in each multivariate Gaussian component, where β con-
sists of all the hyperparameters in NIW. A key quantity in a collapsed Gibbs sampler is the
probability of each customer i sitting with table k: p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β), where z−i are
the seating assignments of all the other customers and α is the concentration parameter in
CRP. This probability is calculated as follows:

p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α,��β)p(X|zi = k, z−i,�α,β)

= p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)p(X−i|����zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|X−i, zi = k, z−i,β)

∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β),

(147)

where Xk,−i are the observations in table k excluding the ith observation. Algorithm 6 and 7
give the pseudo code of the collapsed Gibbs sampler to implement cSampling and lSampling
in Gaussian mixture models.

11.12.4 Examples

We conduct experiments to demonstrate the main advantages of the proposed pruning
sampling methods using both synthetic and real data.

In all experiments, we run the Gibbs sampler 20,000 iterations with a burn-in of 10,000.
The sampler is thinned by keeping every 5th draw. We use the same concentration param-
eter α = 1 for both CRP and pruning sampling methods in all scenarios. In addition, we
equip CRP with an unfair advantage to match the magnitude of its prior mean α log(N)
to the true number of clusters, termed CRP-Oracle. In order to measure overall cluster-
ing performance, we use normalized mutual information (NMI) (McDaid et al., 2013) and
variation of information (VI) (Meilă, 2003), which measures the similarity between the true
and estimated cluster assignments. Higher NMI and lower VI indicate better performance.
If applicable, metrics using the true clustering are calculated to provide an upper bound for
all methods, coded as ‘Ground Truth’. The metrics are discussed in Section 12. Feel free
to skip this section for a first reading.

11.12.5 Simulation experiments

The parameters of the simulations are as follows:

• Sim 1: K0 = 3, π={0.35, 0.4, 0.25}, µ={0, 2, 5} and Σ={0.5, 0.5, 1};

• Sim 2: K0 = 2, π={0.65, 0.35}, µ={1, 1} and Σ={10, 1};
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input : Choose an initial z, set constrained step s, threshold=thres;

for t← 1 to T iterations do
for i← 1 to N do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nk,−i
N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i, α) = α

N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|β);
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k?|z−i, α)p(xi|β);
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;
If any component is empty, remove it and decrease K.

end
if t == s then // constrain step

Get cluster index k where cluster number nk > thres, put these indexes
into set C;

for i← 1 to N do
Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k in C do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nk,−i
N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;
If any component is empty, remove it and decrease K.

end

end

end

Algorithm 6: Collapsed Gibbs sampler for constrained sampling: reassign these
data to big clusters by the probability of each cluster.
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input : Choose an initial z, set loss-based step s;

for t← 1 to T iterations do
for i← 1 to N do

Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k ← 1 to K do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nk,−i
N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i, α) = α

N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|β);
Calculate p(zi = k?|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k?|z−i, α)p(xi|β);
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;
If any component is empty, remove it and decrease K.

end
if t == s then // loss-based step

while K ≥ 2 do
Get cluster index k where cluster number nk is minimal, put these
indexes which are not equal to k into set C;

for i← 1 to N do
Remove xi’s statistics from component zi ;
for k in C do

Calculate p(zi = k|z−i, α) =
Nk,−i
N+α−1 ;

Calculate p(xi|Xk,−i,β);
Calculate p(zi = k|z−i,X , α,β) ∝ p(zi = k|z−i, α)p(xi|Xk,−i,β);

end
Sample knew from p(zi|z−i,X , α,β) after normalizing;
Add xi’s statistics to the component zi = knew ;
If any component is empty, remove it and decrease K.

end
Calculate current loss l ;

end
Roll back to the status with minimal loss;

end

end

Algorithm 7: Collapsed Gibbs sampler for loss-based sampling: remove small
clusters if it results in smaller loss.
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N = 300

Method NMI (SE 10−3) VI (SE 10−3) K (SE 10−2) Kmax Kmode

Ground truth (Sim 1) 1.0 0.0 3 - -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 1) 0.800 (1.1) 0.669 (4.5) 4.2 (2.3) 8 4

CRP (Sim 1) 0.773 (1.2) 0.795 (5.4) 5.3 (3.3) 12 5
pCRP (Sim 1) 0.827 (0.74) 0.580 (4.4) 3.6 (1.7) 7 3

cSampling (Sim 1) 0.829 (0.75) 0.695 (6.9) 3.3 (1.3) 7 3
lSampling (Sim 1) 0.791 (1.6) 0.682 (5.2) 4.3 (3.0) 11 3

Ground truth (Sim 2) 1.0 0.0 2 - -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 2) 0.211 (1.0) 1.803 (6.4) 3.5 (2.7) 8 3

CRP (Sim 2) 0.189 (0.9) 2.164 (7.8) 6.2 (4.2) 13 6
pCRP (Sim 2) 0.228 (1.0) 1.518 (2.1) 2.4 (1.3) 6 2

cSampling (Sim 2) 0.231 (1.0) 1.526 (2.2) 2.5 (2.0) 7 2
lSampling (Sim 2) 0.218 (1.1) 1.707 (5.7) 4.1 (4.3) 13 2

N = 2000

Method NMI (SE 10−4) VI (SE 10−3) K (SE 10−2) Kmax Kmode

Ground truth (Sim 1) 1.0 0.0 3 - -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 1) 0.812 (5.3) 0.610 (2.6) 4.0 (2.3) 10 4

CRP (Sim 1) 0.782 (8.5) 0.732 (4.0) 5.8 (3.6) 12 5
pCRP (Sim 1) 0.823 (6.6) 0.869 (7.3) 3.5 (1.6) 7 3

cSampling (Sim 1) 0.825 (2.6) 0.552 (3.1) 3.3 (1.4) 7 3
lSampling (Sim 1) 0.815 (5.5) 0.580 (1.7) 4.4 (3.0) 10 3

Ground truth (Sim 2) 1.0 0.0 2 - -
CRP-Oracle (Sim 2) 0.258 (7.0) 1.537 (5.3) 3.5 (2.6) 8 3

CRP (Sim 2) 0.238 (7.1) 1.755 (6.8) 6.8 (4.7) 15 6
pCRP (Sim 2) 0.258 (4.2) 1.368 (0.74) 2.2 (1.0) 5 2

cSampling (Sim 2) 0.286 (4.0) 1.351 (0.81) 2.5 (2.0) 7 2
lSampling (Sim 2) 0.278 (4.4) 1.396 (1.6) 4.1 (4.2) 11 2

Table 7: Posterior summary for pruning methods. Kmax is the maximum number of clusters
during sampling. Kmode is the most probability of cluster number during sampling.

In practice, we think that a trivial threshold for cSampling is 4%, which means that we
consider cluster with samples smaller than 4% of total samples can be regarded as noise.
For lSampling, we shrink by the proposed loss function every 20 steps. Table 7 shows the
posterior summary for these tests. We notice that cSampling gives better results than CRP-
Oracle but a little bit worse than pCRP. lSampling gives worse results than CRP-Oracle.

11.12.6 Digits 1-4

In this experiment, we cluster 1000 digits of the classes 1 to 4 in MNIST data set (LeCun
et al., 2010), where the four clusters are approximate equally distributed. The concentration
parameter α in CRP-Oracle is calculated as 0.5 (N = 3000).
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Both CRP and CRP-Oracle seem to over-fit the data by introducing a small cluster,
while cSampling gives a cleaner clustering result with four clusters. This comparison is
further confirmed by Table 8. In contrast, cSampling and lSampling are closer to the true
situation by reducing the over-clustering effect, even compared to CRP-Oracle; see the
columns of K and Kmax. All methods lead to similar NMI. We also observe similar result
as in simulation test that lSampling gives worse results than cSampling.

0.8 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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(a) True clustering when N=3000
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(b) cSampling when N=3000
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(c) lSampling N=3000

Figure 24: Results of clustering 3000 randomly sampled digits from 1 to 4 in spectral space.
Observations in the same color represent the same digit.

N = 3000

Method NMI (SE ×10−4) VI (SE ×10−3) K (SE ×10−2) Kmax

Ground truth 1.0 0.0 4 -
CRP-Oracle 0.651 (2.0) 1.400 (1.1) 5.17 (1.2) 8

CRP 0.651 (2.0) 1.402 (1.1) 5.44 (1.6) 9
pCRP 0.652 (1.9) 1.389 (1.1) 4.57 (1.2) 7

cSampling 0.659 (1.7) 1.353 (0.7) 4.25 (1.2) 7
lSampling 0.653 (3.6) 1.379 (1.2) 4.81 (1.9) 9

Table 8: Comparison of CRP-Oracle, CRP and pCRP on a 4 digits subset of MNIST. K is
the average number of found clusters. Kmax is the maximum number of clusters
during sampling.
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12. Some metrics

In order to evaluate the Gibbs sampling procedure and to ensure that mixing is taking place,
it is useful to have some metrics to calculate over the sampling iterations. We consider two
kinds of metrics, one is label-related, in which case we use the true label of clustering to
evaluate the process; the other one is non-label-related, in which case we do not use the
true label to evaluate the process.

12.1 Marginal of data and component assignment

12.1.1 In Bayesian finite Gaussian mixture model

Marginal of the data and component assignments p(X , z|α,β) is useful for evaluating the
Gibbs sampling process since it captures both changes in the likelihood of the data under the
current assignments through p(X|z,β), as well as the probability of the current component
assignments p(z|α). This marginal of data and component assignments can be calculated
as follows

p(X , z|α,β) = p(X|z,β)p(z|α)

=

(
K∏
k=1

p(Xk|β)

)
p(z|α),

(148)

where Xk is the set of data observations assigned to component/cluster k. The terms in the
product in Equation (148) can each be calculated using Equation (38) and Equation (77).

12.1.2 In Bayesian infinite Gaussian mixture model

Similar to the finite case, the marginal of the data and component assignments p(X , z|α,β)
can be used as evaluation of the sampling process

p(X , z|α,β) = p(X|z,β)p(z|α)

=

(
K∏
k=1

p(Xk|β)

)
p(z|α),

(149)

The terms in the product in Equation (149) can each be calculated using Equation (38) and
Equation (119). The only difference between Equation (149) and Equation (148) is that
in Equation (148) the marginal probability of assignments depends on a vector α, while in
Equation (149), it depends on a scalar α. Also in infinite case, the cluster number K can
increase or decrease at each iteration.

12.2 Mixture likelihood

The marginal likelihood can be used as a metric to evaluate the sampling iterations since
it captures both the likelihood of data under current assignment through p(X|z,β) , and
the probability of the current component assignment p(z|α). In this sense, an alternative
metric can be utilized from Equation (60) after we sample out the distribution parameters
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µk’s and Σk’s for multivariate Gaussian distributions:

p(π,γ|X , z) =
N∏
i=1

πziN (xi|γzi) =
K∏
k=1

πNkk

 ∏
i:i∈Ck

N (xi|γk)

 ,
where γk = {µk,Σk}, and Ck is the data samples in the kth cluster. By evaluating with
this metric, the mixture model tends to select maximum likelihood estimates.

12.3 Inertia

Inertia 12, or within-cluster sum-of-squares is mostly used in K-means, in which it aims to
choose centroids that minimize the inertia function

K∑
k=1

Nk∑
j:j∈Ck

||xj − xk||2. (150)

where Ck is the data samples in the kth cluster and xk is the mean vector for cluster k. This
is exactly the same metric used in K-means. Inertia is not a normalized metric, so we just
know that lower values are better and zero is optimal. But in very high-dimensional spaces,
Euclidean distances tend to become inflated (this is an instance of the so-called “curse of
dimensionality”).

12.4 Squared inertia

We propose the following loss function

K∑
k=1

√√√√ Nk∑
j:j∈Ck

||xj − xk||2. (151)

where Ck is the data samples in the kth cluster and xk is the mean vector for cluster k. The
square root has an important impact in favoring a smaller nunber of clusters; for example,
inducing a price to be paid for introducing two clusters with the same mean. One can
imagine that if two clusters have same center value, the square root operation will force the
two clusters into one cluster. For example, if we have the loss value for two clusters 100 and
30 respectively. If we use this square root operation, we will get

√
100 +

√
30 >

√
100 + 30,

thus favoring small cluster number. However, if we do not use square root operation, we
will get (100) + (30) = (100 + 30).

12.5 Label-related metrics

With the increasing popularity of algorithms for clustering, given a set of true cluster
assignments, and the set of clusters found by an algorithm, these sets of cluster assignment
can be compared to see how similar or different the sets are. We call this as label-related

12. The name is following from Scikit-learn document, see also http://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/

clustering.html
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metrics. A normalized measure is desirable in many contexts, for example assigning a value
of 0 where the two sets are totally dissimilar, and 1 where they are identical (McDaid
et al., 2013). We first introduce two un-normalized measures, and a normalized measure
is described, all of which come from information theory, a field has deep links to statistics
and machine learning. A Python implementation is available online. 13

Figure 25: Venn diagram illustrating the relation between information entropies, mutual
information and variation of information. The area containing both circles is the
joint entropy H(X,Y ). The circle on the left (green and grey) is the individual
entropy H(X), with the green being the conditional entropy H(X|Y ). The circle
on the right (purple and grey) is H(Y ), with the purple being H(Y |X). The
grey is the mutual information I(X;Y ). Figure is due to wikipedia.

12.5.1 Mutual information and variation of information

Formally, the mutual information of two discrete random variables X and Y can be defined
as:

MI(X;Y ) =
∑
y∈Y

∑
x∈X

p(x, y) log

(
p(x, y)

p(x)p(y)

)
, (152)

where p(x, y) is the joint probability distribution function of X and Y , and p(x) and p(y)
are the marginal probability distribution functions of X and Y respectively 14.

Then the variation of information between the two discrete random variables is defined
as

V I(X;Y ) = −
∑
y∈Y

∑
x∈X

p(x, y)

[
log

p(x, y)

p(x)
+ log

p(x, y)

p(y)

]
. (153)

Noted that unlike the mutual information, however, the variation of information is a true
metric, in that it obeys the triangle inequality.

13. https://github.com/junlulocky/infopy

14. See also https://nlp.stanford.edu/IR-book/html/htmledition/evaluation-of-clustering-1.html
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The relationship between mutual information and variation of information can be shown
in Figure 25, where the definition of the entropy of a random variable X is H(X) =∑

x∈X p(x) log p(x). From which we have the relationship between mutual information and
variation of information: V I(X;Y ) = H(X) +H(Y )− 2MI(X;Y ).

In clustering, each clustering algorithm C = {C1, C2, . . . , CK} defines the probability
distribution PC

PC(k) =
nk
N
, (154)

where nk is the number of points in the kth cluster Ck and N is the total number of points
in the data set. Different clustering algorithms can determine different number of clusters.

For any clustering distributions PC1 = (p1, p2, . . . , pn) and PC2 = (q1, q2, . . . , qm), define
the probability distribution PC1 and PC2 and joint probability distribution R(i, j)

PC1(i) =
ni
N
,

PC2(j) =
mj

N
,

R(i, j) =
Ni,j

N
,
|ni ∩mj |

N
.

(155)

where |ni∩mj | is the number of observations that is both in cluster i of C1 and cluster j of C2.
Thus, in clustering algorithms, we set p(x, y) = R(i, j), p(x) = PC1(i) and p(y) = PC2(j).
Then we arrive at the definition of mutual information (MI) and variation of information
(VI) (Meilă, 2003) in clustering

MI(C1;C2) =
∑
i,j

Ni,j

N
log

Ni,j
N

ni
N ·

mj
N

=
∑
i,j

Ni,j

N
log

N ·Ni,j

ni ·mj
, (156)

and

V I(C1;C2) = −
∑
i,j

Ni,j

N
[log

Ni,j
N
ni
N

+ log

Ni,j
N
mj
N

] = −
∑
i,j

Ni,j

N
[log

Ni,j

ni
+ log

Ni,j

mj
]. (157)

12.5.2 Normalized mutual information

A normalized measure is desirable in many contexts, for example assigning a value of 0
where the two sets are totally dissimilar, and 1 where they are identical. From Figure 25,
we find that the mutual information MI(X;Y ) < [H(X) +H(Y )]/2. Thus we normalized
the mutual information to get the normalized mutual information

NMI(X;Y ) =
MI(X;Y )

[H(X) +H(Y )]/2
, (158)

and in clustering, we have

NMI(C1;C2) =
MI(C1;C2)

[H(C1) +H(C2)]/2
. (159)

In most situations, we need to compare the clustering algorithm to a true clustering situ-
ation, in which case we just set C1 to be the true clustering label. And thus, we expect
the higher the mutual information (or normalized mutual information) the better; and the
lower variation of information the better.
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Appendix A. Deriving the Dirichlet distribution

A.1 Derivation

Let X1, X2, . . . , XK be i.i.d., random variables drawn from the Gamma distribution such
that Xk ∼ Ga(αk, 1) for k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K}. The joint p.d.f., of X1, X2, . . . , XK is given by

fX1,X2,...,XK (x1, x2, . . . , xK) =


K∏
k=1

1

Γ(αk)
xαk−1
k exp(−xk), if xk ≥ 0.

0, if otherwise.

Define variables Yk’s as follows

Yk =
Xk∑K
k=1Xk

, ∀ k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K − 1}

YK =
XK∑K
k=1Xk

= 1−
K−1∑
k=1

Yk,

(160)

and

ZK =
K∑
k=1

Xk. (161)

Let X = [X1, X2, . . . , XK ], Y = [Y1, Y2, . . . , YK−1, ZK ], x = [x1, x2, . . . , xK ], and y =
[y1, y2, . . . , yK−1, zK ]. By multidimensional transformation of variables, we have

fY (y) = fX(g−1(y))
∣∣det

[
Jg−1(y)

]∣∣ ,
where 

x1

x2
...

xK−1

xK

 = g−1(y) = g−1




y1

y2
...

yK−1

zK



 =


y1 · zK
y2 · zK

...
yK−1 · zK
yK · zK

 ,

and the Jacobian matrix is given by

Jg−1(y) =


∂
∂y1

g−1
1 (y) · · · ∂

∂yK−1
g−1

1 (y) ∂
∂zK

g−1
1 (y)

...
. . . · · ·

...
∂
∂y1

g−1
K (y) · · · ∂

∂yK−1
g−1
K (y) ∂

∂zK
g−1
K (y)



=


zK 0 · · · 0 y1

0 zK · · · 0 y2
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 · · · zK yK−1

−zK −zk · · · −zK (1−
∑K−1

k=1 yk)

 = zK−1
K .
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This implies the joint p.d.f, of Y is

fY (y) = fX(g−1(y))zK−1
K =

yα1−1
1 yα2−1

2 . . . y
αK−1−1
K−1 yαK−1

K∏K
k=1 Γ(αk)

exp(−zK)zα1+α2+...+αK−1
K .

We realize that the righthand size of above equation is proportional to a p.d.f. of Gamma
distribution and∫

exp(−zK)zα1+α2+...+αK−1
K dzK = Γ(α1 + α2 + . . .+ αK).

Let α+ = α1 + α2 + . . .+ αK , this implies

f(y1, y2, . . . , yK−1) =
Γ(α+)∏K
k=1 Γ(αk)

K∏
k=1

yαk−1
k .

We notice that Yk’s are defined that 0 < Yk < 1 for all k ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K}, and
∑K

k=1 Yk = 1.
This implies the above equation is the p.d.f., of the Dirichlet distribution. The construction
shown above can be utilized to generate random variables from the Dirichlet distribution.

A.2 Properties of Dirichlet distribution

Suppose Y = [Y1, Y2, . . . , YK ] ∼ Dirichlet(α) with α = [α1, α2, . . . , αK ], we here show the
moments and properties of the Dirichlet distribution.

Mean of Dirichlet distribution Write out the expectation:

E[Y1] =

∫
· · ·
∫
y1 ·Dirichlet(y|α)dy1dy2 · · · dyK

=

∫
· · ·
∫
y1

Γ(α+)∏K
k=1 Γ(αk)

K∏
k=1

yαk−1
k dy1dy2 · · · dyK

=
Γ(α+)∏K
k=1 Γ(αk)

∫
· · ·
∫
yα1+1−1

1

K∏
k=2

yαk−1
k dy1dy2 · · · dyK

=
Γ(α+)∏K
k=1 Γ(αk)

Γ(α1 + 1)
∏K
k=2 Γ(αk)

Γ(α+ + 1)

=
Γ(α+)

Γ(α1)

Γ(α1 + 1)

Γ(α+ + 1)

=
α1

α+
,

where the last equality comes from the fact that Γ(x+ 1) = xΓ(x).

Variance of Dirichlet distribution Write out the variance Var[Yi] = E[Y 2
i ] − E[Yi]

2.
Similarly from the proof of the mean, we have

E[Y 2
i ] =

Γ(α+)

Γ(α+ + 2)

Γ(αi + 2)

Γ(αi)
=

(αi + 1)αi
(α+ + 1)α+

.
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This implies

Var[Yi] = E[Y 2
i ]− E[Yi]

2 =
(αi + 1)αi

(α+ + 1)α+
− (

αi
α+

)2 =
αi(α+ − αi)
α2

+(α+ + 1)
.

Covariance of Dirichlet distribution Write out the covariance Cov[YiYj ] = E[YiYj ]−
E[Yi]E[Yj ]. Again, similarly from the proof of the mean, for i 6= j, we have

E[YiYj ] =
Γ(α+)

Γ(α+ + 2)

Γ(αi + 1)

Γ(αi)

Γ(αj + 1)

Γ(αj)
=

αiαj
α+(α+ + 1)

.

This implies

Cov[YiYj ] = E[YiYj ]− E[Yi]E[Yj ] =
αiαj

α+(α+ + 1)
− αiαj

α2
+

=
−αiαj

α2
+(α+ + 1)

.

Marginal distribution of Yi By definition in Equation (160) and Equation (161), we
have ZK −Xi ∼ Ga(α+ − αi, 1). This implies

Yi =
Xi

ZK
=

Xi

Xi + (ZK −Xi)
∼ Beta(αi, α+ − αi).

which is from the fact about the p.d.f., of two independent Gamma random variables. 15

Aggregation property Suppose [Y1, Y2, . . . , YK ] ∼ Dirichlet([α1, α2, . . . , αK ]), Then,
Let M = Yi + Yj , it follows that

[Y1, . . . Yi−1, Yi+1, . . . , Yj−1, Yj+1, . . . , YK ,M ]

∼ Dirichlet([α1, . . . , αi−1, αi+1, . . . , αj−1, αj+1, . . . , αK , αi + αj ]).

Proof We realize that M ∼ Ga(αi+αj , 1). Again by the multidimensional transformation
of variables as shown in the beginning of this section, we conclude the result.

The results can be extended to a more general case. If {A1, A2, . . . , Ar} is a partition of
{1, 2, . . . ,K}, then∑

i∈A1

Yi,
∑
i∈A2

Yi, . . . ,
∑
i∈Ar

Yi

 ∼ Dirichlet

∑
i∈A1

αi,
∑
i∈A2

αi, . . . ,
∑
i∈Ar

αi

 .

Condition distribution Let Y0 =
∑K

k=3 Yi and α0 = α+ − α1 − α2, then [Y1, Y2, Y0] ∼
Dirichlet([α1, α2, α0]). Therefore

fY1,Y2(y1, y2) =
Γ(α1 + α2 + α0)

Γ(α1)Γ(α2)Γ(α0)
yα1−1

1 yα2−1
2 (1− y1 − y2)α0−1.

Similarly, we have

fY2(y2) =
Γ(α1 + α2 + α0)

Γ(α2)Γ(α1 + α0)
yα2−1

2 (1− y2)α1+α0−1 = Beta(y1|α2, α1 + α0),

15. Suppose X ∼ Ga(a, λ) and Y ∼ Ga(b, λ), then X
X+Y

∼ Beta(a, b).
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which is a p.d.f., of a Beta distribution. Therefore, the conditional p.d.f., of Y1|Y2 = y2 is
given by

fY1|Y2=y2
(y1|y2) =

fY1,Y2(y1, y2)

fY2(y2)
=

Γ(α1 + α0)

Γ(α1)Γ(α0)

(
y1

1− y2

)α1−1(
1− y1

1− y2

)α0−1 1

1− y2
,

which implies
1

1− y2
Y1|Y2 = y2 ∼ Beta(α1, α0).

Apply this procedure, we will have

Y−i|Yi ∼ (1− yi)Dirichlet(α−i),

where Y−i is all the K − 1 variables except Yi, and similarly for α−i.

Appendix B. Cholesky decomposition

Theorem 24 (Cholesky Decomposition) Every positive definite matrix A ∈ Rn×n
can be factored as

A = R>R,

where R is an upper triangular matrix with positive diagonal elements. This decom-
position is known as Cholesky decomposition of A. R is known as the Cholesky
factor or Cholesky triangle of A.

B.1 Existence of the Cholesky decomposition

Before showing the existence of Cholesky decomposition, we need the following definitions
and lemmas.

Definition 25 (Positive Definite and Positive Semidefinite) A matrix A ∈
Rn×n is positive definite if x>Ax > 0 for all nonzero x ∈ Rn. And a matrix A ∈ Rn×n
is positive semidefinite if x>Ax ≥ 0 for all x ∈ Rn.

Lemma 26 (Positive Diagonals of Positive Definite Matrices) The diagonal el-
ements of a positive definite matrix A are all positive.
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Proof [of Lemma 26] From the definition of positive definite matrix, we have x>Ax > 0
for all nonzero x. In particular, let x = ei where ei is the i-th unit vector with the i-th
entry equal to 1 and other entries equal to 0. Then,

e>i Aei = Aii > 0, ∀i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}.

This completes the proof.

Lemma 27 (Schur Complement of Positive Definite Matrices) For any posi-
tive definite matrix A ∈ Rn×n, its Schur complement of A11 is Sn−1 = A2:n,2:n −

1
A11
A2:n,1A

>
2:n,1 and it is also positive definite.

Note that the subscript n− 1 of Sn−1 means it is of size (n− 1)× (n− 1) and it is a
Schur complement of a n× n positive definite matrix. We will use this notation in the
following section.

Proof [of Lemma 27] For any nonzero vector v ∈ Rn−1, we can construct a vector x ∈ Rn

x =

[
− 1
A11
A>2:n,1v

v

]
,

which is nonzero. Then

x>Ax = [− 1

A11
v>A2:n,1 v>]

[
A11 A>2:n,1

A2:n,1 A2:n,2:n

] [
− 1
A11
A>2:n,1v

v

]
= [− 1

A11
v>A2:n,1 v>]

[
0

Sn−1v

]
= v>Sn−1v.

Since A is positive definite, we have x>Ax = v>Sn−1v > 0 for all nonzero v. Thus, S is
positive definite.

A word on the Schur complement: It can be easily proved that this Schur com-
plement Sn−1 = A2:n,2:n − 1

A11
A2:n,1A

>
2:n,1 is also nonsingular if A is nonsngular and

A11 6= 0. Similarly, the Schur complement of Ann in A is S̄n−1 = A1:n−1,1:n−1 −
1
Ann

A1:n−1,nA
>
1:n−1,n which is also positive definite if A is positive definite. This prop-

erty can help prove the leading principle minors of positive definite matrices are all
positive. See Appendix C for more details.

We then prove the existence of Cholesky decomposition using these lemmas.
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Proof [of Theorem 24: Existence of Cholesky Decomposition] For any positive
definite matrix A, we can write out (since A11 is positive)

A =

[
A11 A>2:n,1

A2:n,1 A2:n,2:n

]
=

[ √
A11 0

1√
A11
A2:n,1 I

][√
A11

1√
A11
A>2:n,1

0 A2:n,2:n − 1
A11
A2:n,1A

>
2:n,1

]

=

[ √
A11 0

1√
A11
A2:n,1 I

] [
1 0
0 A2:n,2:n − 1

A11
A2:n,1A

>
2:n,1

][√
A11

1√
A11
A>2:n,1

0 I

]

= R>1

[
1 0
0 Sn−1

]
R1.

where

R1 =

[√
A11

1√
A11
A>2:n,1

0 I

]
.

Since we proved the Schur complement Sn−1 is positive definite. We can factor it in the
same way

Sn−1 = R̂>2

[
1 0
0 Sn−2

]
R̂2.

We then have

A = R>1

1 0

0 R̂>2

[
1 0
0 Sn−2

]
R̂2.

R1

= R>1

[
1 0

0 R̂>2

]1 0

0

[
1 0
0 Sn−2

][1 0

0 R̂2

]
R1

= R>1 R
>
2

1 0

0

[
1 0
0 Sn−2

]R2R1.

The same formula can be recursively applied. This process gradually continues down to the
bottom-right corner giving us the decomposition

A = R>1 R
>
2 · · ·R>nRn · · ·R2R1

= R>R,

where R1,R2, · · ·Rn, are upper triangular matrices with positive diagonal elements and
R = R1R2 · · ·Rn is also an upper triangular matrix with positive diagonal elements.

The process in the proof can also be used to compute the Cholesky decomposition. In next
section, we use another point of view to do the computation.
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Corollary 28 (R>R is PD) For any upper triangular matrix with positive diagonal
elements, then A = R>R is positive definite.

Proof [of Corollary 28] If an upper triangular matrix R has positive diagonal, it is full
column rank, and the null space of R is 0. As a result, Rx 6= 0 for any nonzero vector x.
Thus x>Ax = ||Rx||2 > 0 for any nonzero vector x.

This corollary can be extended to any R with independent columns.

B.2 Computing the Cholesky decomposition

To compute Cholesky decomposition, we write out the equality A = R>R:

A =

[
A11 A1,2:n

A2:n,1 A2:n,2:n

]
=

[
R11 0
R>1,2:n R>2:n,2:n

] [
R11 R1,2:n

0 R2:n,2:n

]
=

[
R2

11 R11R1,2:n

R11R
>
1,2:n R>1,2:nR1,2:n +R>2:n,2:nR2:n,2:n

]
,

which allows to determine the first row of R

R11 =
√
A11, R1,2:n =

1

R11
A1,2:n.

Let A2 = R>2:n,2:nR2:n,2:n. The equality A2:n,2:n = R>1,2:nR1,2:n +R>2:n,2:nR2:n,2:n gives out

A2 = R>2:n,2:nR2:n,2:n = A2:n,2:n −R>1,2:nR1,2:n

= A2:n,2:n −
1

A11
A>1,2:nA1,2:n

= A2:n,2:n −
1

A11
A2:n,1A1,2:n (A is positive definite).

A2 is the Schur complement of A11 in A of size (n− 1)× (n− 1). And to get R2:n,2:n we
must compute the Cholesky decomposition of matrix A2 of (n − 1) × (n − 1). Again, this
is a recursive algorithm and formulated in Algorithm 8.

Require: positive definite matrix A with size n× n;
1: Calculate first of R by R11 =

√
A11,R1,2:n = 1

R11
A1,2:n, (n flops);

2: Compute the Cholesky decomposition of the (n− 1)× (n− 1) matrix

A2 = R>2:n,2:nR2:n,2:n = A2:n,2:n −
1

A11
A2:n,1A1,2:n, (n2 − n flops).

Algorithm 8: Cholesky Decomposition

Further, this process can be used to determine if a matrix is positive definite or not. If we
try to factor a non positive definite matrix, at some point, we will encounter a nonpositive
element in entry (1,1) of A,A2,A3, · · · .

Theorem 29 Algorithm 8 requires ∼ (1/3)n3 flops to compute a Cholesky decomposition
of an n× n positive definite matrix.
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Proof [of Theorem 29] Step 1 takes 1 square root and (n− 1) division which takes n flops
totally.

For step 2, Note that 1
A11
A2:n,1A1,2:n = ( 1√

A11
A2:n,1)( 1√

A11
A1,2:n) = R>1,2:nR1,2:n. If we

calculate the complexity directly from the equation in step 2, we will get the same complexity
as LU decomposition. But since R>1,2:nR1,2:n is symmetric, the complexity of R>1,2:nR1,2:n

reduces from (n−1)× (n−1) multiplications to 1+2+ · · ·+(n−1) = n2−n
2 multiplications.

The cost of matrix division reduces from (n− 1)× (n− 1) to 1 + 2 + · · ·+ (n− 1) = n2−n
2

as well. So it costs n2 − n flops for step 2.

Simple calculation will show the total complexity is 2n3+3n2+n
6 flops which is (1/3)n3

flops if we keep only the leading term.

Appendix C. Leading Principle Minors of PD Matrices

In Lemma 27, we proved for any positive definite matrix A ∈ Rn×n, it’s Schur complement
of A11 is Sn−1 = A2:n,2:n− 1

A11
A2:n,1A

>
2:n,1 and it is also positive definite. This is also true

for its Schur complement of Ann, i.e., S′n−1 = A1:n−1,1:n−1 − 1
Ann

A1:n−1,nA
>
1:n−1,n is also

positive definite.

We then claim all the leading principle minors of a positive definite matrix A ∈ Rn×n
are positive.

Proof We will prove by induction. Since all the components on the diagonal of posi-
tive definite matrices are all positive (see Lemma 26). The case for n = 1 is trivial that
det(A11) > 0.

Suppose all the leading principle minors for k × k matrices are all positive. If we could
prove this is also true for (k + 1)× (k + 1) matrices, then we complete the proof.

For a (k + 1)× (k + 1) matrix M =

[
A b
b> d

]
, where A is a k × k submatrix. Then its

Schur complement of d, Sk = A− 1
dbb
> is also positive definite and its determinant is posi-

tive from the assumption. And det(M) = det(d) det(A− 1
dbb
>)= 16 d ·det(A− 1

dbb
>) > 0,

which completes the proof.

Appendix D. Convexity results

We prove that x 7→ Γ(Kx)/(xK−1[Γ(x)]K) is strictly log-convex, x 7→ Γ(Kx)/[Γ(x)]K is
strictly log-concave and the function x 7→ Γ(x + t)/Γ(x) is also strictly log-concave where
Γ(x) is the Gamma function.

16. By the fact that if matrix M has a block formulation: M =

[
A B
C D

]
, then det(M) = det(D) det(A−

BD−1C).
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Theorem 30 Define

F (x) =
Γ(Kx)

xK−1[Γ(x)]K
, G(x) =

Γ(Kx)

[Γ(x)]K
. (162)

For x > 0 and K is an arbitrary positive integer, the function F is strictly log-convex
and the function G is strictly log-concave.

Proof Follow from (Abramowitz et al., 1966) we get Γ(Kx) = (2π)
1
2

(1−K)KKx− 1
2
∏K−1
i=0 Γ(x+

i
K ). Then

logF (x) =
1

2
(1−K) log(2π)+(Kx− 1

2
) logK+

K−1∑
i=0

log Γ(x+
i

K
)−K log Γ(x)−(K−1) log x

(163)
and

[logF (x)]′ = K logK +

K−1∑
i=0

Ψ(x+
i

K
)−KΨ(x)− (K − 1)x−1, (164)

where Ψ(x) is the Digamma function, and

Ψ′(x) =

∞∑
h=0

1

(x+ h)2
. (165)

Thus

[logF (x)]′′ =

[
K−1∑
i=0

Ψ′(x+
i

K
)

]
−KΨ′(x) +

K − 1

x2
> 0, (x > 0). (166)

The last inequality comes from (165) (also, we can find the derivative of Digamma function
is monotone decreasing). Easily, we can get

logG(x) =
1

2
(1−K) log(2π) + (Kx− 1

2
) logK +

K−1∑
i=0

log Γ(x+
i

K
)−K log Γ(x) (167)

and

[logG(x)]′ = K logK +
K−1∑
i=0

Ψ(x+
i

K
)−KΨ(x), (168)

Thus

[logG(x)]′′ =

[
K−1∑
i=0

Ψ′(x+
i

K
)

]
−KΨ′(x) < 0, (x > 0). (169)

This concludes the theorem.

This theorem is a general case of Theorem 1 in (Merkle, 1997).
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Theorem 31 Define

H(x) =
Γ(x+ t)

Γ(x)
. (170)

For x > 0 and t is a constant that x + t > 0 (or for simplicity we can let t > 0), the
function H is strictly log-concave.

Proof We can easily get

logH(x) = log Γ(x+ t)− log Γ(x) (171)

and
[logH(x)]′ = Ψ(x+ t)−Ψ(x), (172)

where Ψ(x) is the Digamma function, and

Ψ′(x) =
∞∑
h=0

1

(x+ h)2
. (173)

Thus
[logH(x)]′′ = Ψ′(x+ t)−Ψ′(x) < 0, (x > 0, t > 0). (174)

The last inequality comes from (173) which is monotone decreasing and concludes the the-
orem.
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