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Abstract

Matrix valued data has become increasingly prevalent in many applications. Most of
the existing clustering methods for this type of data are tailored to the mean model
and do not account for the dependence structure of the features, which can be very in-
formative, especially in high-dimensional settings. To extract the information from the
dependence structure for clustering, we propose a new latent variable model for the fea-
tures arranged in matrix form, with some unknown membership matrices representing
the clusters for the rows and columns. Under this model, we further propose a class of
hierarchical clustering algorithms using the difference of a weighted covariance matrix
as the dissimilarity measure. Theoretically, we show that under mild conditions, our
algorithm attains clustering consistency in the high-dimensional setting. While this
consistency result holds for our algorithm with a broad class of weighted covariance
matrices, the conditions for this result depend on the choice of the weight. To investi-
gate how the weight affects the theoretical performance of our algorithm, we establish
the minimax lower bound for clustering under our latent variable model. Given these
results, we identify the optimal weight in the sense that using this weight guarantees
our algorithm to be minimax rate-optimal in terms of the magnitude of some cluster
separation metric. The practical implementation of our algorithm with the optimal
weight is also discussed. Finally, we conduct simulation studies to evaluate the finite
sample performance of our algorithm and apply the method to a genomic dataset.
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1 Introduction

Cluster analysis is one of the most important unsupervised learning techniques and has been
widely used to discover the underlying group structure in data, arising in many applications
including economics, image analysis, psychology and the biomedical sciences (Everitt et al.,
2011; Kogan, 2007). In these applications, matrix valued data is becoming increasingly
prevalent. For example, in genetic studies, one may observe data matrices of dimension p x ¢
from n subjects, where the (j, k)th entry corresponds to the expression value of the jth gene
at the kth tissue (Zahn et al., 2007). The biologist is often interested in identifying clusters
of genes that share similar biological functions and also clusters of similar tissues. Similarly,
in functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) studies, to understand how the brain con-
nectivity structure changes under different tasks/stimuli, researchers can measure the blood
oxygen level (BOLD) within each region of interest (ROI) from the brain under a variety
of conditions (Mitchell et al., 2008). The data points from each participant can be stacked
as a matrix, in which the rows and columns correspond to different ROIs and tasks/stimuli,
respectively. Given the data from n participants, it is of interest to simultaneously cluster
the ROIs and tasks/stimuli. Such clustering results can be used as a dimension reduction
step to further investigate brain connectivity networks (Eisenach et al., 2020). Driven by
these applications, the goal of this paper is to develop a statistical clustering framework for
matrix valued data with theoretical guarantees. In particular, assuming that n i.i.d. samples
XM X®™ of a random matrix X € RP*? are observed, we would like to recover the cluster
membership of the rows and the columns of the feature matrix X.

In the literature, clustering a data matrix is often known as biclustering (Hartigan, 1972;
Madeira and Oliveira, 2004). Most of the existing biclustering methods can be classified
into the following categories: (1) hierarchical approaches based on the dendrogram (Hastie
et al., 2009); (2) extensions of K-means (Fraiman and Li, 2022); (3) the penalized likelihood
approach (Tan and Witten, 2014); (4) convex clustering via fused lasso (Chi et al., 2017);
and (5) clustering based on the singular value decomposition (Sill et al., 2011; Lee et al.,
2010). In these existing works, the goal is to simultaneously cluster n samples and d features
stacked as an n x d data matrix, whereas in our problem we are interested in clustering a p x q
feature matrix. Since the features are often correlated, the p x ¢ feature matrix induces a
sophisticated but informative dependence structure that is not accounted for in the existing
biclustering methods. Thus, these existing biclustering methods may not be appropriate in
our setting. More recently, multiway clustering, also known as tensor clustering, is attracting
increasing attention (Mankad and Michailidis, 2014; Zhao et al., 2016; Chi et al., 2020; Sun
and Li, 2019; Wang et al., 2019; Wang and Zeng, 2019). Since we observe n i.i.d p x g feature
matrices, we can view our data as a 3-way tensor with dimension p x ¢ x n. The existing
tensor clustering methods such as the tensor block model (Wang and Zeng, 2019; Chi et al.,
2020) aim to cluster each mode of the tensor from the mean model. While these approaches
enjoy great success in many applications and can be adapted to our setting, they may not
perform well when the dependence structure of the features is informative. There are several



recent works on tensor clustering that utilize the dependence structure (Deng and Zhang
(2022), Mai et al. (2022)). However, these methods focus on clustering over the observations
and not over the features (i.e., the rows and the columns of X).

In this paper, our first contribution is to propose a new latent variable model for clustering
matrix valued data. Assume that the features are stacked as a random matrix X € RP*?,
which follows

X =AZBT 4+ T, (1.1)

where without loss of generality, Z € R¥1*K2 jg a latent variable matrix with E(Z) = 0.
A € RP*E1 and B € R7*K2 are the unknown binary membership matrices for the rows and
columns, respectively, and [' € RP*? represents the random noise matrix with entries that
have mean 0 and variance 02, = Var(T'y;). We assume that the entries in the noise matrix
I' are mutually independent and are also independent of the entries in Z. Entries of the
membership matrix A take values in {0, 1}, such that A,; = 1 if row a belongs to row cluster
k and A, = 0 otherwise. In this paper, we focus on the non-overlapping and exhaustive
clustering scenario. That is, for each row a, there exists one and only one cluster k with
Aqr = 1. The same requirement holds for the membership matrix B. To see why A and B
are interpreted as membership matrices, we note that, for any feature X, if A, = 1 and
By = 1 for some k and ¢, then model (1.1) implies X,, = Zis + ['sp. That is, it implies
that the feature X, is associated with the latent variable Z,,. For this reason, we say that
X belongs to the row cluster k£ and column cluster ¢. Under model (1.1), we can formally
define the row clusters as the partition

g — {Gg’q)7 ,ng} of {1,...,p}, where G,(;) ={a: Ay =1} (1.2)

for any 1 < k < K3, and K; is the unknown number of row clusters. When the context is
clear, G will be used for notational simplicity. Without loss of generality, we focus on how
to recover the unknown membership matrix A for the rows (or equivalently G) up to label
switching.

Model (1.1) can be viewed as the extension of the G-block model for clustering a random
vector in Bunea et al. (2020) to matrix valued data. Indeed, if we vectorize the matrix X,
model (1.1) is equivalent to vec(X) = Mvec(Z) + vec(I') with M = B ® A, where vec(X)
denotes the vectorization of X, formed by stacking the columns of X into a single column
vector, and ® denotes the Kronecker product. Thus, compared to Bunea et al. (2020)
which allows M to be any unstructured (pq) x (K;K3) membership matrix, we impose the
Kronecker product structure to the membership matrix A/. While our model for vec(X) is
more restrictive than the model in Bunea et al. (2020), it actually comes with two advantages
for matrix clustering. First, as seen above, A and B are interpreted as the membership
matrices for the rows and columns. Ignoring the Kronecker product structure and directly
applying the model in Bunea et al. (2020) would no longer produce interpretable results for
matrix clustering, as shown in Figure 3 in Section A in the Supplementary Material. Second,
the Kronecker product of A and B provides a more parsimonious parametrization for the
unknown membership matrix M, leading to stronger theoretical guarantees on clustering.



It is also worth mentioning that our proposed latent variable model shares similarities
with the stochastic block model (SBM) widely used in community detection in network
analysis. First introduced in Holland et al. (1983), the stochastic block model assumes that
nodes of a network are partitioned into subgroups called blocks and the distribution of the
ties between nodes is dependent on the blocks to which the nodes belong. More specifically,
they imposed the model E(A) = ZBZ" where A is the n x n adjacency matrix, Z is the
n x K binary block membership matrix and B is the K x K matrix whose element B;;
represents the probability that a node from block i is connected to a node in block 7. We
defer the details on further development of the method to Airoldi et al. (2008); Zhang et al.
(2020); Abbe (2017) and the references therein. It must be noted, however, that community
detection with stochastic block type models is inherently different from our setting since the
former is focused on clustering the nodes (i.e., the samples), whereas our matrix clustering
setting is focused on clustering the features (the rows and the columns of X).

To recover the unknown membership matrix A (and similarly for B), our second contribu-
tion is to propose a class of hierarchical clustering methods based on the weighted covariance
matrix X, = E(XWXT) for some positive semi-definite matrix W € R?%? to be chosen.
We use the difference of this weighted covariance matrix as the dissimilarity measure in our
hierarchical algorithm to recover the membership matrix A. To establish the theoretical
guarantees of our algorithm, we introduce the metric MCOD(X, w)/|| X ||w to quantify how
well the clusters are separated. The precise definition is detailed in Section 3.1. Theoreti-
cally, we develop a general result on the clustering consistency of our hierarchical algorithm
that holds for a broad class of weight matrices WW. To attain clustering consistency for the
rows, we require the cluster separation metric MCOD(3, w)/||X||w to be no smaller than
the order of (%)1/ 2 where K, is the unknown number of column clusters. The implication
is that with the help of a larger K5, clustering the rows of X becomes easier.

To investigate the optimality of our algorithm, we establish the minimax lower bound for
clustering under our latent variable model. While the clustering consistency property holds
for a broad class of weight matrices W, our algorithm with a generic weight W may not
be minimax optimal. To derive an optimal clustering algorithm for the rows, the key is to
account for the information in the column clusters. The intuition is that with a more accurate
column clustering result (i.e., estimate of B), we can decorrelate the dependence structure
of X and reduce the noise induced by I', which in turn improves the clustering accuracy
for the rows. Following this argument, we define the optimal weight Wy, and propose to
estimate it by /VVO =B (ETE)*QB\T/ s, where B is an estimate of the column membership
matrix B and s denotes the estimated number of clusters from B. Under mild conditions, we
show that the proposed algorithm with the estimated optimal weight attains the minimax
lower bound, and therefore is rate-optimal for clustering. To the best of our knowledge, our
paper is the first to formally establish minimax optimality for clustering matrix valued data.
From a technical perspective, to show the optimality of our algorithm, the main challenge
is to quantify the “stability” of the algorithm with respect to an imperfect estimate B in
the weight matrix. We provide sufficient conditions to show the stability of the algorithm
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under some additional modeling assumptions. In practice, the hierarchical algorithm can be
applied iteratively to cluster the rows and columns. Finally, we conduct extensive numerical
studies to support our theoretical results.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we propose the hierarchical
algorithm and discuss the advantage of using the optimal weight, Wy. In Section 3, we
define a notion of cluster separation and use it to establish the clustering consistency of our
algorithm and to derive the minimax lower bound. Since the algorithm using the optimal
weight depends on the initial estimate B , in Section 4, we verify the cluster separation con-
dition and stability condition required in Theorem 3.1 for clustering consistency in matrix
normal models. The practical implementation of the algorithm is discussed in Section 5.
Three further extensions of our method - the dependent noise model, the nested clustering
method to incorporate both mean and covariance information, and higher order tensor mod-
els - are discussed in Section 6. The simulation results and real data analysis are presented
in Sections 7 and 8, respectively. The paper concludes with a discussion in Section 9.

Notation. For any 1 < a # b < p, we write a 3 b if a and b are in the same cluster

(i.e., a,b € Gy, for some k). Otherwise, we write a ogo b. For a matrix X, we use the following

norms: || X||max = maxi; | Xy, [[Xleo = max; 3271 [Xyl, 1 X|[F = /30, X5 1 X]lop
denotes the largest singular value of X. The largest and smallest eigenvalues are denoted by
Amax (+) and Apin(+). We use X.; and X. to denote the jth column and row of X, respectively.
For two positive sequences a,, and b, we write a,, < b, if C' < a, /b, < ' for all n for some
constant C,C” > 0. Similarly, we use a,, < b, (a, 2 by,) to denote a,, < Cb, (a, > Cb,) for

all n for some constant C' > 0.

2 Methodology

2.1 Hierarchical Clustering via Weighted Covariance Differences

Recall that the random matrix X follows model (1.1). In this section, we propose a class
of clustering methods for the rows of X based on the weighted covariance matrix X, w =
E(XWXT), where W € R is some positive semi-definite matrix to be chosen. We add a
subscript p to indicate X, is a p X p matrix corresponding to the rows. The same type of
method can be used to cluster the columns of X.

In the following, we first outline how to identify the unknown membership matrix A
from the weighted covariance matrix 3,y on the population level. Under model (1.1), by
the independence between Z and I', we obtain that

Yow = AE(ZB*"WBZT) AT + E(TWTT). (2.1)

To recover the membership matrix A from X, i/, one needs to first separate the two matrices
AE(ZBT™W BZT)AT and E(TWT?T). Noting that E(TWTT) is a diagonal matrix as the ele-
ments in [ are mutually independent and the weight matrix W is deterministic, we therefore



focus on the non-diagonal entries of ¥, 1y, that is [S, w]a. = [AE(ZBTW BZT) AT],. for any
1 < a # ¢ < p. By the definition of the membership matrix A, for any a € Gy, ¢ € G, and
a # ¢, we have

(Spw), = [AE(ZBTWBZT)AT] — [E(ZBTWBZT)] . (2.2)

ac kL

In view of (2.2), the within-cluster covariance difference (X, )ac — (Ep,w)pe With a 3 b is
always 0 for any ¢ # a,b. In other words, as long as (X, w)ac — (Xpw )pe is nonzero for some
¢, it indicates that a and b are not in the same cluster. Thus, the covariance difference is
indicative of the clustering structure. Following Bunea et al. (2020), we formally define the
covariance difference (COD) as

CODs, , (,6) 1= max | (Spar),,, = (Zpw), | (2.3)

c#a,b

From the above argument, we have CODy,_ ;. (a,b) = 0ifa 7 b. Moreover, if CODg,, ,, (a,b) >
0 holds for all a ogo b, we are able to identify all the clusters. Let

MCOD(E,w) == milr)l CODs, ,, (a,b) (2.4)
g

denote the minimum COD value over all possible a ogo b. On the population level, provided

MCOD(X,w) > 0, the membership matrix A (or equivalently G in (1.2)) is identifiable
from the weighted covariance matrix ¥, up to label switching.

Based on the above results on the population level, we will develop a hierarchical clus-
tering algorithm to estimate the membership matrix A (or equivalently G in (1.2)). Given
n iid. samples XM ... X® e first estimate ¥,y with

~ 1 <& . .
_ 1t @ v (OT
Sow = - ; XOw xOT

and then plug this into (2.3) to form a dissimilarity measure CODg, |, (a,b) forany 1 < a,b <
p. The hierarchical algorithm starts with every variable representing a singleton cluster. At
each step, the closest two clusters are merged into one single cluster based on the following
dissimilarity measure between two sets I and J

CODg | (I,J) = Jax, CODg  (a,b). (2.5)
We refer to Hastie et al. (2009) for alternative definitions of dissimilarity between two clus-
ters and further discussions. Finally, we terminate this process and report the clusters when
the dissimilarity measure CODg (I,J) exceeds a threshold value o > 0. This hierarchical
algorithm, summarized in Algorithm 1, improves the existing COD algorithm proposed by
Bunea et al. (2020). First, our algorithm satisfies the so-called monotonicity property, which
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states that merged clusters always have smaller values of CODip‘W (I, J) than unmerged ones
(Hastie et al., 2009). However, the algorithm in Bunea et al. (2020) may merge indices a
and b into one cluster even if there exists another index ¢ with CODy, ,, (a, ¢) smaller than
CODg, , (a,b). We include in Section B in the Supplementary Material a toy example that
illustrates this point. Empirically, we find that our hierarchical algorithm produces more
stable clustering results than the algorithm in Bunea et al. (2020). Second, the hierarchi-
cal algorithm is more flexible in incorporating side information, such as the number of row
clusters K;. While our Algorithm 1 does not require the user to know K7, with such in-
formation from domain knowledge or existing literature, the algorithm is expected to yield
more reliable clustering results.

Algorithm 1: Hierarchical Algorithm with COD
INPUT: The estimated weighted covariance matrix ip,W and a threshold o > 0.

(1) Calculate CODEPYW((I, b) for 1 < a,b < p.

(2) Create a hierarchical tree based on the value of

CODng(I,K): max COD

nax . (a,b) for sets I and K.
acl, be

5,

(3) Use the threshold value « to cut the tree and obtain the estimated row clustering
G, More precisely, we use the following rule to find the clusters:

For any two sets of candidate clusters I and K from the hierarchical tree,
merge them into one cluster if and only if CODEPW(I’ K) < a.

2.2 Optimal Choice of W

While our Algorithm 1 can be applied with any weight matrix W in ip,w, the empirical and
theoretical performance of the algorithm critically depends on the choice of W. In practice,
the simplest choice of W could be W; = I,,/q, where I, is a ¢ x ¢ identity matrix. With this
choice of W7y, the weighted covariance matrix X, w, = % i1 E(X.jX.?) can be interpreted
as the average of the second order moment of the columns of X. This “naive” weight W;
can be used directly in our Algorithm 1 (named NAIVE COD) or it can be used as an
initial value in a multi-step iterative algorithm (1-STEP COD, 2-STEP COD), which will
be further discussed in Section 5.

To motivate the development of the optimal choice of W, we temporarily assume that the
true column cluster structure (i.e., the membership matrix B) is known up to label switching.
We define X* = XB(BTB)™! € RP*%2 which can be interpreted as the average of X over
columns in the same column cluster. To see this, let us consider a toy example. Assume that
X has ¢ = 4 columns with Ky = 2 column clusters, where the first two columns belong to
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cluster 1 and the last two columns belong to cluster 2. In this case, the membership matrix
B can be written as

10 Xn+Xi2  Xi3+X4
1 0 2 2
B = € R*™2. Then we have X* = . : € RP*2,
O 1 Xp1+Xp2 Xp3+Xp4
0 1 2 2

Clearly, the two columns of X* represent the averages of X in the same column cluster.
Inspired by the interpretation of X, ,, we now compute the average of the second order
moment of the columns of X* as follows:

Ko

1 1

K2§ E(X:X:) = FE(X X =EXWoXT) =S, w,, (2.6)
7j=1

2

where we set Wo = B(BT B)™?B7T /K, by the definition of X*. This matrix W is the optimal
weight for reasons that will be explained in Section 3. Intuitively, the weighted covariance
matrix ¥, w, with Wy is more informative for clustering than X, y,, as the random noise
in I' is reduced when we construct X* by aggregating the columns of X in the same column
cluster. To better illustrate this point, we consider a special case. Assume that the columns
of X have K clusters with equal size q/K;. After some algebra, it is shown that

1

1
Yow, = EAE(ZZT)AT + aIE:(FPT),

and
1IE(FFT) }

q
Clearly, both X, w, and X, w, contain the same amount of row cluster information via
the term K%AE(Z ZTYAT. However, compared to X, ,, the error matrix induced by the
covariance of I' is further reduced by a factor of Ksy/q in ¥, w,. Therefore, we expect the

1 K
Ypwe = EAIE,(ZZT)AT + 72{

clustering algorithm using ¥, y,, to outperform the naive method using >, iy, for recovering
the membership matrix A, which is indeed the case in simulations; see Section 7.

Since Wo = B(BTB)™?B* /K, depends on the unknown membership matrix B, Al-
gorithm 1 is not directly applicable. In prmmple if an initial estimate of B, say B

is available, we can plug in the estimator B and apply Algorithm 1 with S = . where

pe Wo’
Wo =B (BTB) 2T /s and s denotes the estimated number of clusters from B. Theoreti-
cally, in the next section, we will establish a general result on the clustering consastency of
Algorithm 1 with a data dependent weight matrix W which covers the case with WO In
practice, we recommend using an iterative hierarchical algorithm to repeatedly cluster the
rows and columns of X. The detailed implementation of the algorithm using the optimal

weight is discussed in Section 5.



3 Theoretical Guarantees

In this section we establish the theoretical results for our proposed clustering method. In
Section 3.1, we present a general result on the clustering consistency of Algorithm 1 with
a data dependent weight matrix w. Subsequently, we develop the minimax lower bound
for the matrix clustering problem in Section 3.2. In particular, these results imply that
Algorithm 1 with the estimated optimal weight matrix /Wo defined in Section 2.2 is minimax
optimal for clustering.

3.1 Clustering Consistency of Algorithm 1

To formally study the clustering consistency property, we need to first define a proper notion
of cluster separation distance. Recall from the argument in Section 2.1 that MCOD(X3, w) >
0 implies the identifiability of A up to label switching. One may attempt to use MCOD(2, w)
to measure cluster separation. But, using MCOD(X, /) alone is not ideal, as MCOD(X,, w )
is not invariant to the scale of W. To be specific, we have MCOD(X, ;) = t- MCOD(X, w)
for any ¢ > 0, implying that the MCOD value can be arbitrarily large by rescaling W.

In order to resolve this issue, we define || X||y as follows:

| Xllw = 55" max || LT Var(Xo) L]

where L is a matrix satisfying LLT = . We note that || X||y can be interpreted as the
amount of the variance of the row vector in X reweighted by L. From a technical perspective,
such a quantity plays a natural role when applying the concentration inequality to control
Ep w — 2pw. For convenience, we also include a K, /2 factor in | X ||w to rescale the quantity
to be of constant order. For example, under our model (1.1) and some mild conditions, we
show in Section C of the Supplementary Material that || X ||y = O(1) holds for a general
class of weight matrices.

In this paper, we define the cluster separation distance as MCOD(X, w ) /|| X ||lw. First, we
can view MCOD(X, w)/[| X ||w as a standardized distance, which measures cluster separation
per unit “variance” of X. Second, MCOD(X, w)/|| X ||w is invariant to the scale of W and
also the scale of X (e.g., transform X to tX for any ¢ € R). Finally, we note that our cluster
separation metric depends on the choice of the weight matrix W since we use a weighted
covariance distance to construct the MCOD in (2.4). Thus, even if we consider the same
data generating model (1.1), the value of the cluster separation metric may differ depending
on the choice of W. This has important implications for clustering consistency (see Remark
3.2 and Section D in the Supplementary Material) and the minimax lower bound (see Section
3.2).

If the weight W is known, we can directly apply our Algorithm 1 with the input ip’w.
However, if W depends on unknown parameters (e.g., the weight Wo = B(BTB)2BT /K,),
we need to estimate W and use a data dependent weight in Algorithm 1. To study clustering
consistency of the algorithm with a data dependent weight, we assume that there exists an



initial estimator W of a deterministic weight matrix W. To simplify the theoretical analysis,
we focus on analyzing Algorithm 1 with sample splitting. Specifically, we randomly divide
the data into two folds, {X® : i € D;} and {X® : i € Dy}, where D; N Dy = ) and
Dy U Dy = {1,...,n}. The estimator W is constructed using the data in D;, and then
we apply Algorithm 1 with the input ip,VAV = ﬁzz‘eDg XOWX @OT  where ip,”w? is the
weighted sample covariance matrix using the data in D,. By using this simple procedure,
we can remove the dependence of W and the data in D.

Let us denote X 7 = E(X WX T\/W), where the expectation is taken with respect to X

and is independent of W. The following main theorem in this section shows the clustering
consistency of our algorithm in the non-asymptotic regime.

Theorem 3.1. Under model (1.1), assume that vec(X) is multivariate Gaussian, logp =
o(n) and the following two conditions hold:

(A1) Cluster separation condition: MCOD(X,w)/||X|lw > con, where n > ¢ 10% for a

n
universal constant ¢; > 0 and an arbitrary constant ¢y > 4.

(A2) Stability condition: {MCOD(EPW) /HXHW} / {MCOD(Z,,,W) /HXHW} > 4/co, where
co is defined in (A1).

Then using our Algorithm 1 with ip,W and the threshold o = 27 - || X |7, we obtain perfect

row cluster recovery (i.e., G =g (")) with probability greater than 1 — %2 for some constant
co > 0.

In the following, we start from the discussion on the conditions in Theorem 3.1. The
Gaussian assumption is imposed in order to derive a sharp bound for (ipW — Zpﬁ)jk
when applying the Hanson-Wright inequality, as we can decorrelate two dependent Gaus-
sian variables to make them independent. Recently, Adamczak (2015) derived a variant of
the Hanson-Wright inequality for dependent data with the so-called convex concentration
property. Using this new inequality, we can relax the Gaussian assumption to more general
distributions (e.g., sub-Gaussian) with the convex concentration property. The conclusion
in Theorem 3.1 remains the same. However, to keep our presentation focused, we impose
the Gaussian assumption in this theorem.

The condition log p = o(n) is standard for high-dimensional data. We further assume two
major conditions, (A1) and (A2). Recall from the previous discussion that the cluster sep-
aration is measured by MCOD(3, w)/||.X||w. Condition (A1) implies that in the ideal case

logp
nks "

For this reason, we call (A1) the cluster separation condition. On top of (A1), we also need

(i.e., the weight matrix W is known), the clusters must be separated by a factor of

condition (A2), because in some cases the target weight matrix W (e.g., the optimal weight
Wo) needs to be estimated. Condition (A2) quantifies the stability of the cluster separation
metric MCOD(X, w)/|| X ||w with respect to the perturbation of W. Essentially, condition
(A2) guarantees that MCOD(X i7)/[| X || with the estimate W is still beyond the order
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f%. When W does not need to be estimated, we can simply use ip,W in Algorithm 1,
and in this case (A2) holds trivially. It is important to note that the arbitrary constant co
in condition (A2) is > 4, which allows the separation based on W to be smaller than that
on W. Indeed, the interplay between the two conditions (A1) and (A2) is characterized by
co. A larger ¢y can relax the stability condition (A2), whereas the cluster separation condi-
tion (A1) becomes more stringent. Lastly, we note that (A1) and (A2) are both high-level
technical conditions, which will be further explored in Section 4 under additional modeling
assumptions.

One important implication of Theorem 3.1 is that the minimum cluster separation for

log p
nks’

Ky grows. In other words, clustering the rows of X becomes easier if the columns of X

which decreases as the number of column clusters

clustering consistency is of order

have more column clusters. Indeed, this phenomenon is reasonable as the data from two
different column clusters show weaker dependence and therefore improve the convergence

~

rate of (EpW — Ep/m?) jk in the Hanson-Wright inequality. This result clearly demonstrates
the benefit of clustering the matrix X over vector clustering. Finally, we note that in the
special case ¢ = Ky = 1, the order of our cluster separation metric matches the existing

result for vector clustering in Bunea et al. (2020).

Remark 3.2. The results in Theorem 3.1 are generally applicable to our clustering algo-
rithm with any positive semi-definite matrix W, provided (A1) and (A2) hold. Recall that
in Section 2.2, we consider two specific weights, W; = I,/q and Wo = B(BTB)™2B” /Ko,
where the latter was called the optimal weight. We can apply our algorithm with either
ip,WI or ip,wo’ where WO is an estimate of Wy defined in Section 2.2. Since the rate of the

log p
nks?’

be tempted to conclude that there is no benefit of using the optimal weight Wy over Wy

cluster separation for consistency is always which does not depend on W, one might
for clustering consistency. However, this conclusion is imprecise, as the value of the cluster
separation metric MCOD(X, w)/||X||w depends on W and may differ substantially. When
q > Ko, our algorithm with the optimal weight attains clustering consistency in the presence

2

of a larger noise level 0 compared to when using W;. A more detailed illustration of this

point can be found in Section D in the Supplementary Material.

3.2 Minimax Optimality

In this section, we establish the minimax lower bound for the matrix clustering problem. In
this paper, we will focus on the optimal weight Wy and from it construct an appropriate
parameter space. Assume that vec(X) ~ N(0,%), where ¥ € RP7*P4. We define the relevant
parameter space as

Mo(p.q, K1, Ka,m) = {Z € RWW\ X satisfies model (1.1), MCOD(Z,w,)/| X |lwo > 1},
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where the cluster separation metric is defined based on Wy. The following theorem provides
the lower bound for clustering over the parameter space Mo := Mo(p, q, K1, Ko, 7).

Theorem 3.2. For K; > 3, there exists a positive constant ¢ such that, for any n
[logp
< c ,
g an

inf sup Ps(G#G) >

G XeMop

o
IN

we have

Y

~|

where the infimum is taken over all possible estimators of G.

Theorem 3.2 shows that it is impossible to attain clustering consistency uniformly over
the parameter space My when the minimum cluster separation value 7 is below the threshold

(1;%)1/ 2, which matches the rate of 1 in condition (Al) in Theorem 3.1. Thus, provided

the stability condition (A2) in Theorem 3.1 holds, our Algorithm 1 using ﬁp’wo and o =
2n - || X ||z, is minimax optimal for clustering.

We also have a minimax lower bound result in which the cluster separation metric is
defined with an arbitrary column membership matrix B. The setup of the appropriate
parameter space, the presentation of the theorem, its derivation and discussion can be found
in Section E in the Supplementary Material.

4 Applications to Matrix Normal Models

As seen from the previous section, our Algorithm 1 using the weighted covariance matrix
/Z\]pﬁo is minimax optimal, provided conditions (A1) and (A2) in Theorem 3.1 hold. In this
section, we will verify conditions (A1) and (A2) with W = Wo. To make the analysis of
the cluster separation metric MCOD(X, w)/|| X ||w tractable, we will make some additional
modeling assumptions.

On top of our model (1.1), we further assume that the latent variable Z follows the matrix
normal distribution. That is Z ~ MN(0,U, V), where U € RE1*E1 and V € RE2xE2 are
symmetric positive definite matrices. Note that this is equivalent to saying that vec(Z) ~
MVN(vec(0),V ® U), which gives us E(Z;,Z;) = U;j Vi and E(Zj;) = 0 for any 1 <
j, 7 < Kiand 1 <k k < K.

Recall that Wo = B(BTB)~2BT /s, where B is an initial estimator of the column mem-
bership matrix B and s is the estimated number of clusters. To facilitate the analysis, we use
Gl = {ch), . G%} and G©) = {(?9, o @gc)} to denote the true column cluster structure
and the estimated column structure, respectively. We define a K5 x s matrix G that carries

12



information about the clustering accuracy of the initial estimator B:

GG GGy 617G
L EY Y ES
G=B"B(B'B)™ = : : :
G NG| 165 NGy GG
G e T el

Note that the columns of G sum to 1, and in the ideal case of G(9 = G© (i.e., B= B), we
have that G = Ik,. Denote by

1 Z (Zje[t] Ugj)2 (A1)

lals

the maximum weighted average of the error variances over Ky column clusters, where [t]
denotes the t-th column cluster. Similarly, we define

s 2 )2
O, = max lz (2 jef0 7as) (4.2)

1<a<p § £ |ﬁj|4

where @ denotes the estimated t-th column cluster. The following proposition shows the
conditions under which (A1) and (A2) in Theorem 3.1 hold in the matrix normal model.
The proof can be found in Section H.3.1 of the Supplementary Material.

Proposition 4.1. Under model (1.1) and the above matrix normal model assumptions, if
we assume:

(PO) Chin < Anin(V) < Anax(V) < Chax for two positive constants Chy, and Chax.

(P1) (Cluster Separation) For any 1 < j # k < K3, there exists 1 <1 < Kj such that

log(p) K> . 1/2
Uy —Un| > co-a AR || diag(U)||max - Conax + C3

holds for a universal constant ¢; and an arbitrary constant ¢y > 4, where
||diag(U)||max = maxi<j<r, Ujj-

(P2) (Stability) Either (i) or (ii) holds:

Vmin(s, Ks) « [Amax(GGT)| - [|diag(U)]|max - Cmax < Vs - V/Cs
c C 2
ey S R E R

V min(s, Ks) - |/\maX(GGT)‘ -[|diag(U)]|max - Cmax > /s VG

Amax (GGT) < ¢ . Cmin . ||diag@)||min Ko
Amin(GGT) — 8  Cmax ||diag(U)||max min(s,K2)

(i)

(i

where ¢ is the arbitrary constant from (P1), Cx and C; are defined in (4.1) and (4.2),
and ||diag(U)||lmin = mini<j<x, Uj;-
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Then the conditions (A1) and (A2) in Theorem 3.1 hold.

The assumption (P0) is standard and commonly used in the high-dimensional statistics
literature (Basu and Michailidis, 2015; Cai et al., 2010; Bai and Silverstein, 2010). For (P1),
it says that any two rows of the row covariance matrix U cannot be nearly identical because
otherwise the corresponding two clusters would not be identifiable. When the error variances
are not too large (e.g., 3¢y o2 S [t]]?), then Ck behaves like a constant. If we further
assume ||diag(U)||max = O(1), then the cluster separation reduces to |Uﬂ — Ukl| 2 %,
which decreases with n and K, as we have discussed before. Finally, (P2) requires the
estimated cluster structure to be close enough to the true cluster structure. When the initial
estimator B is reasonably accurate, we would expect C'x and C; to be of the same order.
When Ky =< s and ||diag(U)||max =< ||diag(U)||min, (P2) reduces to the condition that the
smallest eigenvalue of GGT is bounded from below by a constant and its largest eigenvalue is
bounded from above by a constant. Recall that when B is more accurate, G would be closer
to an identity matrix and therefore (P2) would be more likely to hold. Thus, (P2) essentially
gives a sharp characterization of the “contraction region” in which the algorithm with the
imperfect initial estimator B still leads to clustering consistency. In fact, the following

proposition gives a concrete example where B satisfies the condition (P2).

Proposition 4.2. Under the matrix normal model, assume that the noise variances are

homogeneous and the cluster sizes are balanced, (i.e., Vi, j, E(I';;) = o2, % < C for some
q

constant C' > 1 where M, and m, are the largest and smallest column cluster sizes, re-

spectively). If ¢g > 8C'/ (gz;‘; : ||||§ii:§((g))‘|||$;) and /M, = diag(U)“fnamex, then the stability

condition (P2) in Proposition 4.1 is satisfied with B= I,.

This initial estimate B = I, which in turn gives us Wo = BB"B)B" = 1, is
actually equivalent to the W} that was considered in Section 2.2. This “naive” weight that
assigns each column to its own column cluster is practical, since it does not require any prior
knowledge on the column cluster structure. This is significant as it guarantees a feasible
minimax optimal implementation of our Algorithm 1 for matrix normal models. The proof
can be found in Section H.3.2 of the Supplementary Material.

5 Some Practical Considerations

In this section, we discuss the practical implementation of our algorithm using the optimal
weight. First, we look at the iterative variant of our algorithm and afterwards we discuss
miscellaneous aspects of the algorithm such as sample splitting, standardization and selecting
the tuning parameter a.
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5.1 The Iterative One-Step and Two-Step Methods

We first introduce the iterative one-step hierarchical algorithm with the optimal weight in
Algorithm 2. Skipping over the details on sample splitting which were already discussed
in Section 3.1 and will be further discussed in Section 5.2, we first apply our hierarchical
Algorithm 1 to cluster the rows using B = I, as the initial estimate for B and WO,(T) = é]q
as an estimate of the optimal weight matrix for the rows. This is the same as the initial
estimate proposed in Proposition 4.2. Then we use the obtained A to construct an estimate of
the optimal weight matrix for the columns Wo () = A(ATA)~2AT /t (where ¢ is the number
of clusters from A\), and use it in Algorithm 1 to cluster the rows to get B. We provide
the theoretical guarantees on consistency and minimax optimality for the iterative one-step
Algorithm 2 in Section F.1.1 and Section F.1.2, respectively, of the Supplementary Material.

Intuitively, we can further repeat steps 2-3 in Algorithm 2 to iteratively cluster the rows
and columns of X, leading to a multi-step algorithm. The two-step algorithm essentially re-
peats step 2 in Algorithm 2 one more time after step 3. The details can be found in Section
F.2 of the Supplementary Material.

Algorithm 2: Iterative One-Step Hierarchical Algorithm with Optimal Weight

1. Split the data into two folds: Dy, Dy. Set an initial value B (e.g., B = I,).

2. On data Dy, apply Algorithm 1 with Zp,VAVOM = ﬁ Y icDs X(i)WO7(T)X(i)T to

cluster the rows of X, where Wo,(r) = B(BTB)™2BT /s and s denotes the
estimated number of clusters from B. Obtain the resulting row cluster G ) or
equivalently the membership matrix A.

3. On data D,, apply Algorithm 1 with qu/WO,(c) = ﬁ ZieDS X(i)TWQ(C)X(z’) to

cluster the columns of X, where WQ(C) — A(ATA)~2AT /t and t denotes the
estimated number of clusters from A. Obtain the resulting cluster G © or
equivalently the membership matrix B.

5.2 Sample Splitting, Standardization and Selecting «

We note that in Section 3.1, to facilitate the theoretical analysis of our algorithm, we split
the data into two folds. Such a sample splitting procedure is feasible in practice when n is
relatively large. However, in practice, when we apply our algorithm to the data with very
small n (e.g., n = 40), sample splitting tends to yield unstable clustering results. Considering
this, in practice, we chose to implement both steps 2 and 3 in Algorithm 2 on the entire
dataset. A detailed comparison of the performance of our method with and without sample
splitting is presented in a simulation study in Section F.3 of the Supplementary Material.
Another point to mention is that in practice, the feature matrix X may have elements
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with differing variances. While the theoretical guarantees of our algorithm in Section 3.1
remain valid, the concentration bound for (f]pyw — X, w);k via the Hanson-Wright inequality
will be dominated by the variables with a larger variance. To tighten this upper bound,
we recommend applying our algorithm to standardized data - X whose elements all have
mean 0 and variance 1. Empirically, we observe that clustering accuracy can be significantly
improved when the algorithm is applied to the standardized data.

Finally, we note that, in steps 2 and 3 in Algorithm 2, we need to choose the threshold
value « in our hierarchical algorithm. In Section F.4 of the Supplementary Material, we
present Algorithm 4, a data-driven cross-validation scheme to choose the optimal threshold

value a.

6 Further Extensions

In this section we discuss further extensions of our model (1.1) and COD based methods of
Algorithm 1, 2 and 3 to account for a variety of more general settings.

6.1 The Dependent Noise Model

In model (1.1), we assume that the entries in the noise matrix I" are independent. In practice,
the model can be more flexible by allowing the entries of I" to have a dependence structure. In
this section, we consider the more general model with correlated noise variables and present
the conditions needed for clustering consistency in Theorem 6.1. Define

¥(Z,w) = max max ‘[JE(FWFT)} —[JE(FWFT)}bC(. (6.1)

1<a,b<p c#a,b ac

This quantity v(X2,w) plays an important role in determining how difficult the clustering
problem is when using the COD method with correlated noise variables. More specifically,
it contains information on the maximum difference of two different elements in the same
row or column in the p x p weighted covariance matrix. Note that in the independent noise
setting, 7(X,w) = 0 holds since all off-diagonal terms of E(TWTT) would be 0. The analog
to the clustering consistency result in Theorem 3.1 under this more general noise setting
using (3, w) is outlined in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1. (Consistency with Dependent Noise Variables)
Under the model X = AZBT + T, assume that vec(X) is multivariate Gaussian, logp = o(n)
and the following two conditions hold:

(A1) Cluster separation condition:

P
MCOD(S, )/ IX I > o + Loz, (62)
|| X [w
where ¢y > 4 is an arbitrary constant, 1 > ¢ f;if for a universal constant ¢; > 0

and (X, w) is defined in (6.1).
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(A2) Stability condition:

4
>_
Co

{pcons, m) -1, /1l / {MCODE,) — 1) } /1

where ¢ is defined in (Al).

Then using our Algorithm 1 with ip,W and the threshold a = 2n - [|[ X[ + (¥, ), we

obtain perfect row cluster recovery (i.e., G =g (")) with probability greater than 1 — %2 for
some constant cy > 0.

Compared to Theorem 3.1, the cluster separation is stricter as the 7|(|)2(’1|VVZ) factor on

the right hand side of (6.2) shows that MCOD has to be much larger to account for the
correlated noise structure. Further discussions of this result can be found in Section G.1 of

the Supplementary Material.

6.2 Nested Clustering to Incorporate Mean Information

Our proposed model (1.1), Algorithm 1, 2 and 3 on their own can have many uses in practice
where the dependence structure of the data is of main importance. However, there may be
instances where mean information is also informative. In order to take full advantage of both
components, we generalize our model and propose a method to accommodate both the mean
and covariance information in clustering. More specifically, we propose a non-centered latent
variable model X = M+ AZ BT +T', where M = E(X) induces the first layer row and column
cluster structures, and the membership matrices A and B encode the second layer row and
column cluster structures (from the covariance of X)), which is assumed to be nested inside
the mean clusters. We further propose a nested clustering algorithm in which a mean-based
clustering method can be implemented first, and then on each cluster, our covariance-based
method can be applied to capture the finer, more intricate partitions within each broad
cluster. We also include a simulation study comparing the empirical performance of this
nested method and our original Algorithm 3. The full presentation can be found in Section
G.2 of the Supplementary Material.

6.3 Higher Order Tensor Models

Recall that our original problem is to cluster n i.i.d. px ¢ matrices over the p and ¢ directions.
We now discuss the extension our model to higher order tensor settings. Consider a three-
way tensor X € R7*P*@ which satisfies X = Z x; A x5 B x3C + T, where Z € RE1xKz2xKs
is a three-way latent tensor with E(Z) = 0, A € R/”*K1 B € RF*E2 and C' € RO*Es are
the unknown membership matrices for the rows, columns and tubes of X, respectively, and
I' € R7*P*Q represents the mean 0 random noise tensor. Here, Z x; A is the tensor n-mode
product defined in Section G.3 of the Supplementary Material. Given n i.i.d copies of X, we
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generalize our algorithm to recover the membership matrices A, B and C'. We also conduct a
simulation study to assess the empirical performance of our algorithm. The full presentation
can be found in Section G.3 of the Supplementary Material.

7 Simulation Results

We consider the following data generating process. We fix p = ¢ = 100, K; = Ky = 10
and a moderately unbalanced row and column cluster size structure (both having cluster
sizes of 3, 6, 6, 8, 10, 10, 12, 12, 14, 19, respectively). This gives us the membership
matrices A and B. The latent variable Z is generated from the matrix normal distribu-
tion MN(Ox, x x5, Uky xk1s Vicax iy ), Where Uj, = (—0.4)97* and Vj;, = 0.3V7*. We further

generate I';; ~ N(0, afj), where we consider the following three settings for the noise vari-

ance: (1) homogeneous noise variances o;; = 15; (2) heterogeneous noise variances pro-

2 _ 15pqvg; . mg,i)-m,gj)'
L N
and (3) heterogeneous noise variances randomly generated from the Uniform distribution:
2 15pq-uzh]-
=T
referred to as the “homogeneous”, “proportional” and “random” cases, respectively.

portional to the corresponding row and column cluster sizes: o

u;; ~ Unif(0,1) where h determines the level of heterogeneity. They will be

Recall that in Section 3.1, the noise variances play an important role on the clustering
consistency of our algorithm. We design these three settings to test the performance of our
algorithm under different patterns of noise variances. We keep the mean noise variance to be
15 for all three cases. For the third setting, we set h = 0.87 because it gives us a similar level
of heterogeneity as the second setting. In both the second and third settings, the standard
deviation of the noise variances is around 7.95. Finally, we generate X from the model (1.1).
We vary the sample size n in the simulations and the simulations are repeated 30 times.
To measure clustering accuracy, we consider the adjusted rand index (ARI) (Hubert and
Arabie, 1985). Note that an ARI value of 1 implies a perfect match between the true and
estimated cluster partitions. The formal definition of the ARI is shown in Section K of the
Supplementary Material.

We consider the following clustering methods: (1) DEEM; (2) TGMM; (3) TEMM; (4) Algorithm
1 with the initial weight W; (NAIVE COD); (5) Algorithm 2 (1I-STEP COD); and (6)
Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD in Section F.2 of the Supplementary Material). We note that
the data-driven cross-validation scheme is used to choose the tuning parameter in our COD-
based algorithms. The competing methods we used in our simulations came from recent
model based tensor clustering papers, Mai et al. (2022) and Deng and Zhang (2022). Their
DEEM and TGMM methods utilize the tensor normal mixture model and their TEMM method
utilizes the tensor envelope mixture model. Together with some variants of the EM algorithm,
the authors exploited not only the mean information, but also the covariance structure in
each direction of the tensor. These methods were implemented in our simulations using their
designated functions within the R package TensorClustering.
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Since the goal of DEEM, TGMM and TEMM is to cluster over n i.i.d copies of tensors rather
than the features, we need to adapt their methods for row and column clustering in our
simulations. In particular, we implement row clustering by regarding the p rows in our
setting to be the direction of the observations in their tensor setting, and regard our ¢ x n
matrix slices to be the tensors in their tensor setting. Note that this violates their tensor
normal distributional assumptions as the p “copies” of ¢ X n matrix slices are no longer i.i.d.
The column clustering is performed similarly. The simulation results for the random noise
variance setting are shown in Figure 1. The results for the other two noise variance settings
can be found in Section 1.1 of the Supplementary Material.

It must be noted that since the distributional assumptions for the DEEM, TGMM and TEMM
methods are violated, these methods fail to converge in some of the runs, especially when
n is large. One possible reason is that when n is larger, the i.i.d. assumption is more
severely violated and the computation becomes indeterminate in the process. In order to
fairly compare our method with DEEM, TGMM and TEMM, we report not only the average ARI
among the successful runs of their methods, but also the percentage of the successful runs
out of the total number of runs. The latter is called the “successful implementation rate”.

The simulation results show that in all three noise variance settings the successful im-
plementation rates of DEEM, TGMM and TEMM decrease drastically as n increases. In contrast,
our COD methods never fail to converge in any of the settings. When the competing meth-
ods converge, the ARI is decent, especially when n < 12 where they outperform the COD
methods in the homogeneous and random noise variance settings. However, as n grows, our
COD methods become more reliable and more accurate.

In most cases, our iterative algorithms 1-STEP COD and 2-STEP COD improve the
performance of NAIVE COD, which is consistent with our theoretical analysis. In particular,
1-STEP COD and 2-STEP COD can achieve an ARI value close to 1 when n = 18, whereas
the NAIVE COD may require n much larger than 30 to attain the same level of accuracy.
The phenomenon holds for both row and column clustering. We also find that when n is
moderate (e.g., n > 18), 1-STEP COD and 2-STEP COD have very similar performances.
Due to the extra computational cost of 2-STEP COD, we generally recommend 1-STEP
COD for practical use if n is moderate or large. However if n is small, 2-STEP COD may
outperform 1-STEP COD.

We conducted additional simulation studies to evaluate the performance of our clustering
algorithm with an unbalanced matrix structure of p = 100 and ¢ = 15. The detailed results
can be found in Section 1.2 of the Supplementary Material.

8 Genomic Data Analysis

We apply our method to the atlas of gene expression in the mouse aging project dataset
(Zahn et al., 2007), which contains gene expression values of 8932 genes in 16 tissues for 40
mice. Similar to Ning and Liu (2013) and Yin and Li (2012), we only focus on a subset of
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Figure 1: The ARI and the successful implementation rates of our hierarchical clustering Algorithm 1 with
W (NAIVE COD), the one-step Algorithm 2 (1-STEP COD), the two-step Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD),
and competing model-based tensor clustering methods DEEM [Mai et al. (2022)], TGMM and TEMM
[Deng and Zhang (2022)] under the random noise variance setting. Here, p = ¢ = 100, K; = K5 = 10, and
we have moderately unbalanced cluster sizes of (3,6,6,8,10,10,12,12,14,19) for the rows and the columns
each. Successful implementation rates are especially emphasized as the competing methods (DEEM, TGMM,
TEMM) tended to fail during execution for some of the runs. The ARI rates for these methods were averaged
over the successful runs, and when there were no successes, the ARI was reported as 0 with a dashed line.
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the data belonging to the mouse vascular endothelial growth factor signaling pathway. In
order to maximize our usage of the tissue data, we drop 4 samples that have missing data
for the tissues. So, in the end, our data is a 37 x 12 x 36 array that corresponds to p = 37
genes, ¢ = 12 tissues, and n = 36 mice.

Figure 2 shows the gene clusters and tissue clusters obtained from our two-step Algorithm
3 with a data-driven tuning parameter. Disregarding the singletons - clusters with only one
element - the estimated number of gene clusters is 4 and the estimated number of tissue clus-
ters is 3. In Zahn et al. (2007), the authors group the tissues through hierarchical clustering,
but they group genes that are similarly age-regulated through empirical meta analysis. Our
method, on the other hand, can conveniently be applied to both the genes and the tissues
at the same time. Interestingly, the tissue clustering result from our method agrees with the
tissue clustering result in Zahn et al. (2007) which classifies tissues into 3 groups - vascular,
neural, and steroid responsive. The “Cerebrum”, “Cerebellum”, and “Hippocampus” are all
neural tissues that are parts of the brain, and they are all clustered into one tissue cluster by
our algorithm. Also, “Adrenal” and “Thymus” tissues are steroid responsive tissues, while
the “Lung” and “Kidney” tissues are vascular tissues. The respective pairs appear in our
clustering result as well. As for gene clustering, it is known in the biology community that the
OO03Rik gene inhibits the Nfat5 gene. More specifically, O03Rik acts as a negative regulator
of the calcineurin/NFAT signaling pathway and it inhibits NFAT nuclear translocation and
transcriptional activity by suppressing the calcium-dependent calcineurin phosphatase activ-
ity (OriGene, 2020). It is then reasonable that the two genes are clustered together, because
they would be highly negatively correlated. Also, calcineurin (Ppp3) is a serine/threonine
protein phosphatase that is dependent on calcium and calcium modulated proteins (Hogan
et al., 2003). Tt activates nuclear factor of activated T cell cytoplasmic (Nfatc), a transcrip-
tion factor, by dephosphorylating it. This Nfatc happens to be encoded in part by the Nfatc4
gene. On the other hand, there are three isozymes of the catalytic subunit of calcineurin
and this is encoded in part by the Ppp3rl gene (Liu et al., 2005). Thus, the Ppp3rl and
Nfatc4 genes are both related to calcineurin - one having to do with how it is generated, and
one having to do with something it activates. This reasonably explains the highly correlated
results obtained from our clustering algorithm. Another possible explanation is given in Heit
et al. (2006) which postulates that calcineurin/NFAT signaling is critical in S-cell growth in
the pancreas. All this external evidence suggests that our clustering results are biologically
meaningful. We also have cluster results when applying a competing method DEEM (Deng
and Zhang, 2022) on the same data. The cluster results along with a comparative discussion
are presented in Section J of the Supplementary Material.

9 Discussion

In this paper, we study the variable clustering problem for matrix valued data X under
the latent variable model (1.1). A class of hierarchical clustering algorithms based on the
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Figure 2: Gene clusters and tissue clusters obtained from our Algorithm 3.

weighted covariance difference is proposed. The theoretical and empirical performance of
the algorithm heavily depends on the weight matrix W. Theoretically, we show that under
mild conditions, our algorithm with a large class of weight matrices W can attain clustering
consistency with high probability. To further characterize the effect of the weight matrix
W on the theoretical performance of our algorithm, we establish the minimax lower bound
under the latent variable model (1.1), from which we prove that our algorithm using the
weight matrix Wy is minimax optimal for variable clustering. In particular, we apply the
theory to the more concrete matrix normal model and show that clustering consistency
and minimax optimality can be achieved in practice with an implementable initial weight,
/Wo,(r) = %B(BTB)_QB’T = %[q. Empirically, we develop iterative one-step and two-step
algorithms based on the weight matrix Wy, which outperform competing methods.

While we introduced extensions of our latent variable model and algorithms in Section
6, it would be interesting to further investigate each topic on its own. In particular, the
theoretical effect of using different weight matrices when clustering higher order tensors with
COD based methods would be an interesting direction. Another interesting extension would
be to generalize our method to the overlapping clustering setting (Bing et al., 2020), where
the rows and columns may simultaneously belong to multiple row and column clusters. For
now, however, we leave them for future study.
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Supplementary Material

A Comparison with the Vectorized Approach in Bunea
et al. (2020)

Model (1.1) can be viewed as the extension of the G-block model for clustering a random
vector in Bunea et al. (2020) to matrix valued data. If we vectorize the matrix X, model
(1.1) is equivalent to vec(X) = Mvec(Z) 4 vec(I') with M = B ® A, where vec(X) denotes
the vectorization of X, formed by stacking the columns of X into a single column vector, and
® denotes the Kronecker product. Thus, compared to Bunea et al. (2020) which allows M to
be any unstructured (pq) x (K;K;) membership matrix, we impose the Kronecker product
structure to the membership matrix M. While our model for vec(X) is more restrictive than
Bunea et al. (2020), it actually comes with two advantages for matrix clustering. First, as
seen above, A and B are interpreted as the membership matrices for the rows and columns.
Ignoring the Kronecker product structure and directly applying the model in Bunea et al.
(2020) would no longer produce interpretable results for matrix clustering, as shown in Figure
3. Second, the Kronecker product of A and B provides a more parsimonious parametriza-
tion for the unknown membership matrix M, leading to stronger theoretical guarantees on
clustering.

B Comparison of the Proposed Hierarchical Algorithm
with the Algorithm in Bunea et al. (2020)

Like shown in Figure 4, if C,D,E have not been clustered yet and A and B are considered
first, due to the nature of the algorithm in Bunea et al. (2020), since the distance between C
and A is less than «, C will be clustered with A and B even though C,D,E are closer to each
other. If we implement a hierarchical approach, the distances between all the pairs of points
will be considered at the same time, and a tree structure will naturally be constructed. The
two groups of {A B} and {C,D,E} will be formed in the “lower” part of the tree first, and
even if the same « threshold value is used, the two groups will not be merged together.

C Conditions for || X||yw = O(1)

In this section, we establish the conditions for || X||w = O(1) for a general class of weight
matrices. For brevity, we will discuss the row clustering case. Since our method is focused
on using the columns to cluster the rows, we will focus on the class of weight matrices that
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Figure 3: p = ¢ = 20, K1 = K3 = 4, and the row and column cluster sizes are (3,3,6,8) each. The data
was generated with the matrix normal distribution with a decaying Toeplitz matrix for the row and column
covariance matrices and a proportional noise variance setting. The left matrices are the cluster results when
using cord [Bunea et al. (2020)] on the vectorized matrix, and the right matrices are the results when using
our 2-STEP COD method. When n = 50, our method perfectly recovers the block cluster structure, but even
when the results are imperfect (n = 40), the row and column clusters are still easily interpretable, unlike the
left results, which has cluster elements scattered throughout the matrix without additional structure.
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: (a) Due to the nature of the algorithm from Bunea et al. (2020), A and B are closest together and
thus will be clustered before C,D,E are considered. Then, since the distance between A and C is below the
threshold value «, C will be incorrectly clustered with A and B. (b) With the hierarchical algorithm, the
distances between all the points are considered at the same time and thus C will be correctly clustered with

D and E.

are generated by arbitrary column membership matrices B:

_ 1 - .. _ _
W, (q) := {W = —B(BTB)_QBT B is a membership matrix € qus},

S

where s is the number of clusters implied by B. It can be shown that
2 L N ?
- max GTGH + Ziel] o)
1<a<p H F ; < |[r]\2

loreif o (%)
F my

where G = BTB(BTB)~! and m, denotes the smallest column cluster size implied by B.
So,

3

1 X[lw = ¢

5 -

< c-

»

GTG||?
167Gl = hold.

S
O-IQnax 5 mq ’ A/ Kig
Note that when B = B, then G = I, = Ix, and the condition for ||GTG||% is automatically

satisfied. We expect that the condition is also satisfied for small perturbations B ~ B, where
s X< KQ.

I X[lw < O(1) if both

D Derivation for Remark 3.2

We consider the setting where the column cluster has equal size (i.e., KoM, = ¢) and
o2, = o2 First, we have shown in Section 2.2 that the off diagonal entries of 3, , and
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Y, w, are the same, that is (X, w,)x = (Zpw, )ik, J # k. Then we have MCOD(X, w,) =
MCOD(%, w, ) := MCOD. For W;, we can show that

MCOD(S,w,) MCOD
1XMhwe ™/ max || Var (Zo) || + /%202

. ( MCOD MCOD)

> C'min )

\/ 7 maxy || Var(Zy)|[p /%02

where C' is a constant. Hence, the cluster separation condition (A1) for Wy is implied by
MCOD MCOD

> co/Ch, > ¢o/Cn.

A /Ki2 maxy, || Var(Zy.)||r %02

Similarly, the cluster separation condition (A1) for Wy is implied by

MCOD MCOD
> 00/077, “Ks 2 > 00/07].

w/KLQmaxk || Var(Zy.)||F i

In terms of the noise level 6%, the condition for Wy is o = O(MS\(/)I%‘/&), whereas the condition

for Wy is 02 = O(%). The latter is clearly much weaker. Thus, when ¢ > K5, our

algorithm with the optimal weight W, attains clustering consistency in the presence of a

larger noise level 2. This is the benefit of using the optimal weight in our algorithm.

E Minimax Lower Bound with a Perturbed B

Here we present a lower bound result when the cluster separation metric in the definition
of the parameter space is defined based on an arbitrary column membership matrix B. For
example, the special cases B = I, and B = B are considered.

Assume that we have an arbitrary column membership matrix B, which is fixed and can
be different from the true membership matrix B. Let W = B(BTB)~2B" /s where s denotes
the number of clusters implied by B. We define the following parameter space

My = {¥ € RP”P!| X satisfies model (1.1), MCOD(Z,w)/[|X|lw = n},
We now present a general lower bound for clustering over the parameter space My, .

Theorem E.1. (Minimax Lower Bound with a Perturbed B)
For K > 3, there exists a positive constant ¢ such that for any 7

/1 Gll3
0 S n < ¢ ng‘ H HF = (El)

K
" vl ()
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we have
~ 1
inf sup Pe(G#G) > -,
G seMy 7

where 1, denotes the smallest column cluster size implied by B and G = BT B(BTB)™L.
The infimum is taken over all possible estimators of G.

This theorem shows that, if we define MCOD based on a perturbed B, the rate of the
cluster separation (E.1) depends on G and m,. If B is near perfect, G =~ Ir,, GTG =~ If,,

s ~ Ky and 1m, ~ m, = £ in the construction of the lower bound. Then, ||G|[%, [|GTG|[3

and (KLQ)? . mig will all be close to order K, and the bound in (E.1) becomes 2’%. In

contrast, if we use W; = %Ifq, then G is a Ky x ¢ matrix with row vectors 17, as blocks
Mq

on the diagonal. This implies that G"G is a ¢ x ¢ matrix with 1 1", as square blocks
7 mg

in the diagonal, ||G|3 = ¢ and [|GT G|} = Ky - (3£)* = 1‘1(—22 in our construction. The lower

bound becomes %. These two cases show how the lower bound depends on the imperfect

column cluster structure B. The proof of this lower bound can be found in Section H.2.2 of
the Supplementary Material.

F Supplementary Material for Section 5

F.1 Theoretical Guarantees for Algorithm 2
F.1.1 Consistency

We present the consistency theorem for the iterative one-step Algorithm 2 that clusters both
the rows and the columns.

Theorem F.1. (Consistency with One-step Hierarchical COD with the Optimal Weight)
Under the model X = AZBT +T', assume that vec(X) is multivariate Gaussian, log p = o(n),
log ¢ = o(n) and the following conditions hold:

(R) Row Separation Condition:
MCOD (X wo ) )/ X lwo 0y > o) " M)

where ¢ () > 4 is an arbitrary constant and 7y > ¢ ¢
C1,(r) > 0.

(C) Column Separation Condition:

MCOD(E%WO,(C))/“X”Wo,(c) > Co(c) e

where ¢g () > 4 is an arbitrary constant and 1) > ¢
C1,(c) > 0.
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(S) Stability Condition:

{pcones, g, )} /1XT, | / {MCODEy,,)} /1X T | >

bl T)
where cq () is defined in condition (R).

Then using our Algorithm 2 with the threshold ) = 21 - HX||WO( : for the row clustering

step and the threshold o) = 27 - || X ||/WO() for the column clustering step, we obtain

perfect cluster recovery (i.e., G =GM and G© =g (9)) with probability greater than 1 — %3
for some constant ¢z > 0.

The row and column separation conditions (R) and (C) are similar to the cluster sepa-
ration condition (A1) in Theorem 3.1. The stability condition (S) is only imposed for row
clustering, which can be viewed as the condition for the initial value B in Step 1 of Algorithm
2. As shown in Proposition 4.2, the initial value B = I, satisfies condition (S) under the
matrix normal model with mild additional assumptions. Indeed, by Theorem 3.1, conditions
(S) and (R) imply perfect row cluster recovery (i.c., A = A) with high probability, which
further implies that WO,(C) = Wo . Thus, the stability condition for column clustering
automatically holds, which in turn guarantees perfect column cluster recovery with high
probability. The proof is very similar to the proof for Theorem 3.1 and will be omitted for
brevity.

F.1.2 Minimax Optimality

In the following, we establish a lower bound result for both row and column clustering
which naturally incorporates the uncertainty in estimating the membership matrices A and
B simultaneously. Following the notation used in Theorem F.1, we define parameter spaces

Mo vy = {E € RP”?| X satisfies model (1.1), MCOD(S,w, )/ I Xwo o, = 1)}
and
Mo () = {¥ € RP*"I| X satisfies model (1.1), MCOD (3w, )/ 1 X [wo 0y = © )

for the rows and columns, respectively. To study the minimax lower bound for both row and
column clustering, we consider the parameter space Mo,y N Mo (). The following theorem
provides the lower bound for clustering over this parameter space Mo () N Mo ().

Theorem F.2. For K, Ky > 3, there exists a positive constant ¢ such that, for any 7,

log p log q
0<nu < 0 <) < cyf )
=My < ¢ nkos or V=M = € nk;
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we have

inf swp Py ((G,69) £ (09,69 =

1
R ?7
(GM,G)) SeMp, (mNMo, ()

where the infimum is taken over all possible estimators of (G (’”), g (C)).

This theorem shows that we need 7,) > c\/% and 7)) > c\/% to attain both perfect
row and column clustering. Together with Theorem F.1, we obtain that, as long as the
initial estimate B satisfies the stability condition (i.e., it falls into a contraction region),
the One-Step Hierarchical Algorithm with the Optimal Weight (Algorithm 2) is minimax
optimal for row and column clustering. Recall that this has been verified for the matrix
normal model with B = I, in Proposition 4.2. Finally, we note that since the above lower
bound is concerned with both row and column clustering, the uncertainty in estimating both
membership matrices A and B is taken into account. The proof of this theorem is in Section

H.2.3 of the Supplementary Material.

F.2 Two-Step Hierarchical Algorithm with the Optimal Weight

The two-step algorithm is shown in Algorithm 3. In this algorithm, we ignore the sample
splitting step for simplicity.

Algorithm 3: Two-step Hierarchical Algorithm with the Optimal Weight

(0a) Set the initial value B = I,.

(0b) Apply Algorithm 1 with Epﬁol,m = ‘D—12‘ > ien, XOWo, n X DT to cluster the
rows of X, where Wo, () = B(BTB)™2B” /s and s denotes the estimated number
of clusters from B. Obtain the resulting row cluster G or equivalently the
membership matrix A;.

(1a) Compute the estimate of the optimal column weight W\O,(c) — A (AT A))2AT /t
where ¢ is the estimated number of row clusters in A;.

(1b) Apply Algorithm 1 with iqﬁo,@) =15 X(i)T/WQ(C)X(i) to cluster the columns

of X and find the estimator B;.

(2a) Compute the estimate of the optimal row weight /I/I?OQ’(T) = By(BTB,)2BT /sy,

~

where s; denotes the estimated number of column clusters in B;.

(2b) Apply Algorithm 1 with ipﬁo%m =15 X(i)/WOQ,(T)X(i)T to cluster the rows

of X. Obtain the final estimator A,.
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Data Split (Row) | No Data Split (Row) || Data Split (Col) | No Data Split (Col)
20 0 0.4984 0 0.2723
! 40 0.0639 0.9939 0.0712 0.9562
60 0.5642 1 0.1647 0.9979
80 0.9685 1 0.6834 0.9934
100 0.9849 1 0.9528 0.9962

Table 1: The ARI values obtained from the 2-STEP COD Algorithm with p = ¢ = 30, K; = Ky = 4,
moderately unbalanced cluster sizes with proportional noise variance under the n = 20, 40, 60, 80, 100 setting
with and without data splitting.

F.3 Simulation Results With and Without Sample Splitting

We present the results for an additional simulation study that highlights the difference of
our method with and without sample splitting in Table 1. We have n i.i.d. copies of 30 x 30
matrices with K; = Ky = 4 and moderately unbalanced cluster sizes of 4,6,9,11 for both
the rows and columns. The decay rate for the Toeplitz covariance matrices is -0.2 and 0.2
for the rows and columns, respectively. We consider the proportional noise variance setting
from the main paper. We vary n from 20 up to 100 in increments of 20 and the ARI values
for 2-STEP COD are recorded. We see that, for n relatively small (say n < 60), our 2-
STEP COD without data splitting performs significantly better than the method using data
splitting. In addition, both methods yield very high clustering accuracy when n is large
enough (say n > 100). Thus, in practice, we recommend using our 2-STEP COD without
data splitting, especially when the sample size is small or moderate.

F.4 Data-Driven Tuning Parameter Selection Process for «

In the following, we describe a data-driven selection method for o that was also used in Bunea
et al. (2020). To fix the notation, we consider our Algorithm 1 with some sample covariance
matrix f]p. We assume the data are standardized. The method can be similarly applied to
the one-step, two-step algorithm with the optimal weight and the “naive” algorithm. The
steps are outlined in Algorithm 4.

We first split the data into two, Dy, Ds, and calculate EI(, , EI(, ), respectively. For each
tuning parameter o in the grid, we perform our algorithm on E;() ) to get a cluster structure
G;. We then take the average of all the non-diagonal elements in the cluster blocks of Z ()
via the smoothing operator T( ), Ql) Finally we calculate the Frobenius loss of T( W, gl)
and 21(72), and choose o; that yields the smallest value.
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Algorithm 4: A Data-Driven Tuning Parameter Selection Process

1. Split the data into two: D; and D,
2. Using Dy, calculate iz()l).

3. Using Dy, calculate f]f).

For r > 1 and each value oy on a grid (I = 1,...,7), perform Algorithm 1 with f]](ol)

to get a row cluster structure gl“”).

5. Perform the smoothing operator T(i,(gl), Ql(r)) where T is defined as the following:
( -1 -1 N
ey <‘G,(:) - 1) > [S), fa#b adk=F
R B | ijECR, i
T 6w =1 6P| el =[S, if a b, and k £ K
1€Gy, JEG
1 ifa=0».

\

6. Our data dependent tuning parameter for the threshold is:

a = argmin L(T(E(l) l(r)), 2(2)>,

p p
[£7]

where L(A, B) := ||A — Bl||r is the Frobenius loss.
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G Supplementary Material for Section 6

G.1 The Dependent Noise Model
G.1.1 Discussion of Theorem 6.1

Under model (1.1) with dependent noise elements, since ¥,y = E(AZBTWBZTAT) +
E(TWIT), if a~b,

CODE?,W (CL, b) = I;I;Ié%)li [zp,W} ac [ZP»W] be

= max [E(AZB™WBZ"A")| — [E(AZB"WBZ"A")],

+ [E@CwTT)] - [ECWTT)],

ac

= ma [[5OWTT)] - [BEWT),

'7(217714/)

IN

and if a o b,
g
CODs,  (a,b) = max ‘[]E(AZBTWBZTAT)}M — [E(AZB™WBZ"A")],

+ [ECWTT)],, - [ECWTT)], |

ac

> max ’[E(AZBTWBZTAT)LC — [JE(AZBTWBZTAT)]bc’
- | (W, (5w
> MCOD*(S,w) — glg;g’[E(FWFT)LC—[E(FWrT)hc’

> MCOD*(Z,w) — v(Zw),
where MCOD*(S,) = min max | [E(AZBTW BZTAT)], ~ [E(AZB"WBZTAT)], |. In
g b
other words, MCOD* is the counterpart to MCOD that only considers the signal (the first
component) from ¥,y = E(AZBTWBZTAT) + E(TWTT).
Comparing the population quantity CODy, ,, (a,b) in the two cases a 3 band a ¢ b, it
g

is apparent that if the signal term is strong enough in the following sense
MCOD*(EP,W) > 2 ’7(21,,1/{/),

then even when the noise variables are dependent, the COD measures are well separated and
on the population level, the COD method is still viable for clustering.

The proof of this extended model can be constructed using the above logic and the proof
from Theorem 3.1 which is in Section H.1.1 of the Supplementary Material. The remaining
parts will be omitted for brevity.

35



G.1.2 A Slightly Different Measure, v,(X,w)

We can swap out the definition of (X, ) in (6.1) for a slightly more restrictive but more
intuitive defintion:

7s(Zpw) = 2 max (G.1)

1<a#b<p

[E(rWT™)] ab

This v,(X3, w) can be used in place of the y(X, ) in the above theorem since the former is
an upper bound for the latter. v,(X, ) gives information on the largest off-diagonal entry
in E(TWTT), i.e. the largest weighted covariance between two different noise variables.
The relationship between this weighted covariance and the actual covariance between noise

variables depends on the weight. For example, with the optimal weight Wo, v,(2,w,) can

2

where 04, .. =

max Cov(I';;,'y;), the maximum of
(0.9)#(@.3")

the unweighted covariance between two different noise variables.

2
offmax’

be upper bounded with 2 - o

G.2 Nested Clustering to Incorporate Mean Information

G.2.1 The Generalized Model

To generalize the proposed method to account for both mean and covariance information in
clustering, we extend our latent variable model to

X =M+ AZB" +T, (G.2)

where M = E(X), Z and I are mean 0 random matrices. Like before, AZ BT induces the row
and column clustering structures based on the covariance of X. Specifically, A € RP*X1 and
B € R™¥2 are the unknown membership matrices for the rows and columns, respectively.
We define the row clusters as

g = (g Gg’m}, where GV = {4 Ay =1} (G.3)

for any 1 < k < K;. The column clusters G can be defined similarly. To incorporate
the mean information, we further assume that the matrix M induces the row and column
clustering structures based on the mean of X. In particular, we assume M = XTET, where
A € RP*K1 and B € R7E2 are the unknown membership matrices for the rows and columns
RKl X Ko

based on the mean information, and 1" € is an unknown deterministic matrix. The

corresponding row clusters are defined as

Gl — {GY)’M, " Gg’m}, where fo)’[l] ={a: Age = 1} (G4)

forany 1 <k < [?1. The column clusters G- can be defined similarly. To link these two
row clusters G and GO we assume G is nested inside G-,

Definition 1. (Li et al., 2010) A clustering G with K’ clusters is said to be nested
inside another clustering GV with K clusters if:
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1. (Hierarchical Structure) For any cluster GE-Q] e g, (1 < j < K'), there is a cluster
G e gll (1 <i< K) such that G;Q] c G,

2. (Proper Subset Structure) There exists at least one cluster in G, (i.e. Gﬁ]), which
satisfies Gg C GE and GE-Q} # G for some cluster GE} e g,

* (2

In other words, the clustering G2 based on the covariance information provides a more
refined partition on top of the initial clustering G- from the mean information. For
the ease of interpretation, we only consider the case that G2 is nested in GU[1. This
assumption can be relaxed or even removed by defining clusters at different levels (e.g.,
clustering from the mean and covariance) and new ways of combining the clusters.

G.2.2 Nested Clustering (Algorithm 5)

To recover the nested cluster structure, we propose a two-step nested clustering algorithm,
in which a mean-based clustering method is implemented first, and then on each cluster, our
covariance-based method is applied to capture the finer, more intricate relationships within
each broad cluster.

There are many existing mean-based clustering methods in the literature. Here we use
SparseBC from Tan and Witten (2014) as the mean-based clustering method. The resulting
clusterings are denoted by G and GO, Then, our proposed two-step Algorithm 3
is implemented to get the second layer cluster structures within each first layer cluster.
More specifically, for row clustering, we apply the two-step Algorithm 3 to each |CA¥§T)’[1]‘ X q

submatrix corresponding to the variables in @y),m forl1 <j< |QA (").01]. Similarly, for column
clustering, we apply our two-step Algorithm 3 to each p x ‘@;C)’m‘ submatrix corresponding

to the variables in CA}'E-C)’[” for 1 <j< ‘,C’?(C)’m}. In this way, we can use mean information to
reduce the dimension of the matrices, to which our two-step Algorithm 3 is applied. Thus,
both the mean and the covariance information is utilized in deriving the final clustering
result. We summarize this method in Algorithm 5.

G.2.3 Simulation Study Comparing Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 5

In order to illustrate the feasibility of this nested algorithm, we include simulation results
with the aforementioned nested structure. For n = 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, we
generate n i.i.d. copies of a 40 x 100 matrix (p = 40, ¢ = 100) with two nested row
clusterings {G"1 G2V and two nested column clusterings {G©1 G2} where the row
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Algorithm 5: Mean and Covariance Based Nested Clustering with COD

(1) Perform mean-based clustering (SparseBC) to get the first layer cluster structures
G and Gl

)

(2a) Perform Algorithm 3 on each ‘CAJY)’[I]‘ X ¢ submatrix (1 < j < ’Q\(’")’[”

(2b) Perform (the col. version of) Algorithm 3 on each p x )@gc),m‘ submatrix

)

1< fgon

(3a) Combine the row cluster results from each submatrix in (2a) to construct A

(3b) Combine the col. cluster results from each submatrix in (2b) to construct B

20

20

w

N
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Figure 5: The 40 x 100 matrix M. The first clustering layer (G- and G(¢»[1) is delineated in red while
the second layer (G2 and G()12) is delineated in green. The dimensions of the ensuing grid like structure
are denoted as numbers outside the matrix. The numbers in red inside the matrix denote the mean elements
M;; which generate the data (and are the same throughout the same “red” first layer nested cluster). For
our simulation setting, the first layer (red) is divided according to the mean value, while the second layer
(green) is divided according to the covariance structure of Z.
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Figure 6: The performance of the nested clustering algorithm (using both mean and covariance information)
and the 2-STEP COD method (using covariance information only). The simulation setting is p = 40, ¢ = 100,
K, =8, Ky =20,n € {5,10, 15,20, 25,30, 35,40,45}. The ARI values for both methods are averaged over
30 repetitions.

clusterings are given by

g — gl e )
g(r)ﬂp] — {Ggr)vp]’ Ggr)v[2]7 Gg")ﬂp]? Gg")ﬂ[Q]’ Gg")ﬂp] G(T)v[Q] G(T‘)v[Q} G(87")7[2}}7 Where

G\ = (1,2, .. 201, G( W= (21,22, .., 40}

G =123y, G ={4,56,7), GO = {21,22,23}, Gl = 124,25 26,27}

G = g8, 12}, GV = {13, ..., 20}, Gg’“ = g9, .32}, G = (33 40

The column clustering can be defined in a similar fashion, but for brevity it is omitted here.
The true clustering can be visualized with Figure 5.

We use the ARI (Adjusted Rand Index, Vinh et al. (2009)) to compare the performance
of the nested clustering method with our original 2-STEP COD method. The results are
presented in Figure 6. Overall, considering the feature matrices are very large (40 x 100),
both methods work very well, as we get near perfect recovery once n > 45. Taking a closer
look, for column clustering, the nested method is uniformly better than the original 2-STEP
COD method over all n values. For row clustering, for very small n values of 5,10, 15 and 20,
the nested method performs better, but for slightly larger n values of 25, 30, 35,40 and 45,
the original 2-STEP COD method performs better. We observe that the closer the matrix is
to a square, the easier it is for 2-STEP COD to cluster the rows and columns. If the matrix
is highly unbalanced (p >> ¢ or p << ¢), then due to the iterative nature of 2-STEP COD
(using rows to cluster columns, then using columns to cluster the rows, etc.), clustering

39



one of the two dimensions becomes extremely difficult. This may lead to the final result
being inaccurate. In our simulation settings, for row clustering, 2-STEP COD clusters over
the entire 40 x 100 matrix while the nested clustering method has to cluster over the two
20 x 100 submatrices separately (if the mean-based clustering can perfectly recover G)[1),
This explains why the nested algorithm may perform worse than the original 2-STEP COD
for row clustering.

We also implement the competing methods DEEM, TGMM and TEMM (Mai et al. (2022), Deng
and Zhang (2022)), which are also included in the main simulation results, but none are able
to be implemented successfully in this nested clustering simulation study. As explained in
the main paper, their algorithms depend on different modeling assumptions and may fail to
converge in our simulation setting.

All in all, we conclude that if the user wishes to incorporate mean information and also
look at the finer clustering for the rows and columns that cannot be discerned by the mean
alone, our COD based method can be used as the second step in a nested clustering type
process (Algorithm 5) to obtain reliable results.

G.3 Higher Order Tensor Models
G.3.1 The Tensor Cluster Model and Algorithm 6

We present in the following the analog of our matrix clustering setting in a setting that is one
order higher. Consider a three-way tensor X € R7*P*@_ Assume that X can be decomposed
as

X = Zx1Axy3Bx3C + T, (G.5)

where Z € RE1E2XKs g three-way latent tensor (i.e., each entry of Z is a random variable)
with E(Z) = 0, A € R?>*K1 B € RFP*E2 and C € RP*Es are the unknown membership
matrices for the rows, columns and tubes of X, respectively, and I' € R7*P*@ represents the
mean 0 random noise tensor. Here, we use the n-mode product notation from the tensor
literature, e.g., Z x; Ais a J x Ky x K3 tensor with (Z x; A),s = Zf::ll ZystAji. Similar
to the matrix clustering setting, we assume the entries of I' are mutually independent and
are also independent of Z. Each entry of the membership matrix A takes values in {0, 1},
such that A, = 1 if row a belongs to row cluster k£ and A,; = 0 otherwise. The membership
matrices B and C are defined similarly. Assuming that n i.i.d. samples XM .. X® of a
random tensor X € R7*P*® are observed, our goal is to recover the membership matrices
A, B and C.

Next, we define the so-called matricization (or equivalently, “unfolding”) of the tensor X.
Let X(1) € R7*PQ denote the mode-1 matricization of X, which arranges the mode-1 fibers
of X as columns into a matrix. Similarly, we can define Xy € RP*JQ and X@3) € R@xJP
as the mode-2 and mode-3 matricizations of X. Similar to the matrix clustering setting, we
consider the weighted covariance matrix 3, = ]E(X(l)WlX(:q)), where W, € RP@*PQ ig
some positive semi-definite weight matrix to be chosen. It is easily seen that ¥; yy, exhibits
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Row (ARI) Column (ARI) Tube (ARI)
10 0.0863 0 0.4449
" 20 0.6637 0.3095 0.8904
30 0.7594 0.7936 0.9334
40 0.7864 0.8680 0.9033
50 0.8107 0.8753 0.9889

Table 2: The ARI values obtained from the Tensor Clustering Algorithm with the Identity Weight (Algorithm
6) under the n = 10, 20, 30,40, 50 setting.

the clustering structure for the rows, which can be identified via our COD algorithm. In
particular, let f]jwj = %Z?:l X((;:;WjX ((ng for 5 = 1,2,3. The tensor clustering algorithm
with the identity weight is shown in Algorithm 6. For simplicity, we only consider the iden-
tity weight. The algorithm may further be improved by using the optimal weight as in our
one-step Algorithm 2 or our two-step Algorithm 3, but we leave the detailed analysis for
future study.

Algorithm 6: Tensor Clustering Algorithm with the Identity Weight
for 7 =1,2,3

- Compute ij,Wju where W1 = PLQ : IPQ, Wg = i : _[JQ and W3 = PL] : ]PJ.

- Apply Algorithm 1 to EA]jVW]. to construct 121\, B , and C , respectively.

G.3.2 Simulation Study

To illustrate the feasibility of our proposed method, we also conduct a simulation study with
Algorithm 6 for which the results are presented in Table 2. We have n i.i.d. copies of a
15 x 10 x 10 tensor (n = 10,20, 30,40,50) that have Toeplitz covariance matrices in each
direction with decay rates of -0.4, 0.3 and -0.2, respectively. The noise is generated in the
homogeneous setting with the noise variance being 15 to match our main simulation settings.
It is seen that clustering is more accurate as the sample size grows, which provides empirical
evidence for applying Algorithm 6 to higher-order tensors.

While our preliminary simulation results are indeed promising, proving minimax opti-
mality would be challenging in the tensor clustering. Also, as mentioned above, since using
more intricate weight matrices instead of the identity matrix may improve the clustering
performance, a rigorous analysis of the algorithm would also be interesting. All of these
directions are promising fields of future study.
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H Proofs

H.1 Clustering consistency

First, we state the Hanson-Wright inequality, which is instrumental in the proof.

Lemma H.1. (Hanson-Wright) There exist positive constants ¢, ¢’ such that for all n x n
matrices H, if & = (&1,...,&,)T is a vector of independent mean 0 sub-Gaussian random
variables with |||y, < L for some L > 0, then for all t, the following holds:

P||€THE — E(ETHE)| > cL*(||H||[pVE+ || H||opt) | < e

H.1.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1
Proof. Denote LLT = W and X® = X®T. So, EP,W = ID_lzl > ien, XWX OT For simplicity,

we assume |Dy| = n/2, and the summation is from 1 to n/2. Furthermore, denote H,/, =
Var(X. + X, |W) and H,, = Var(X;. — X,..|[W). Denote )N(,jm = (H},) X+ XT).
Since X ,:r ., has mean 0 variance 1 given W and X is Gaussian, X ,j ., 1s a vector of independent

Gaussian random variables given W.

Denote
(H,) 7 (X + X)T X
X, = . -
i (H]:m)—1/2_ _(Xw}gﬁﬂ) +Xr(r?~/2))T_ _55]:7(7?/2)_
(Hp,,) "2 (X = x0T X
Xim = : =
(H;m)—1/2 (X;S.l/z) . X—g{ﬂ))T )?];5;1/2)
and
(Hyl,,) 12 (Hyp) 72
H;;m = e Y H’;m = e 9
(Hyf,,) 2 (Hyp) 2

where Hzm and Hj , each have n/2 blocks on the diagonal. Note that the quadratic forms
can be used to get the sum of the products. The following calculation holds for one obser-
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vation:
q

(X ) HE X = (X)) Hy X = Y (X 42X X + X2))

j=1
q — — — —
=D (X} = 2X0 X + X))
j=1
q — —
j=1

We can extend this to n/2 observations by using block matrix notation from above.

(X THE X — (K ) TH X

k,m k,m“>k,m
n/2 q ‘ n/2
SRR 2RO + KU SRR 2K 4 X0
=1 j5=1 =1 j=1
n/2 q
SOH WL
i=1 j=1

Thus, we have

n/2 q q
~ 2 (1) < (3) v v T
HEILW - Ep,WHmaX = IE%IX E Z Z ij ij o ZE(Xk]Xm]|W)
i=1 j=1 Jj=1
1 o~ ~ ~ o~ —_~
1 ~ B ~ ~ o~ —~
- % ((Xk,m)THk,ka,m - E((Xk,m>THk,ka,m’W)) ’

By Lemma H.1, we know that there exist positive constants ¢, ¢, ¢’, ¢ such that: conditioned

on W with probability greater than 1 — e,

(&t )THE, K5, — B(&E,)HY, K¢, )| < c(||Hzm| Vi o t) .

Similarly, conditioned on W with probability greater than 1 — e,

(X)X — E((X) TH, X, W) < (IIH,;mI |PVE+ T H o - t) :

By the definition of Hi , we know |[H[} [|7 = n||H, . [|%/2 and |[H, [lop = |[H}llop-

k,m>
Thus, with a union bound over k, m, we get the following concentration inequality:

a 1
1,0 = Sl 3 e (L1041l 1)
1 —_— J—
2o (I 0t + M ) 110)
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conditioned on W with probability greater than 1 — @e*t, and setting ¢t = 3logp, we

know the inequality (H.1) holds with conditional probability greater than 1 — 2ip. By taking
another expectation with W, the inequality (H.1) holds with probability greater than 1 — %p
unconditionally.

Because || - ||[F > || - ||op holds in general, the Frobenius term dominates in the regime
of 1982 = o(1), so all that is left to do is to bound ||H}f, [|%. An identical argument can be
made for ||H,_,||%, and we know the following upper bound holds for both terms,

NHE e < | Var(Xe [W)| | + || Var(Xo W) p + 2 - [|Cov(Xy, X |W)| |
< Cy - max| Var(Xp. W) |

This holds for all pairs (k,m), and so it also holds for the maximum over the pairs:

mac || H[, || < Cy - max]| Var(Xp. [W)|[» = Cymax |7 Var(Xp ) L] » = Ci5 )| X |

)

(H.2)
Thus, with probability greater than 1 — 2Lp7
I, = Tyl < 1y 2L Xl < 0l X (13
for some constant ¢;, where the last step is from condition (A1).
Note that conditions (A1) and (A2) together imply that
MCOD(S, )/ Xl > 4n. (H.4)

In the following, we show how perfect clustering is achieved under the event that the in-

equality (H.3) holds. For simplicity, we drop the subscript W in ipﬁ,\, ¥, w and || X|lg and

just write ip, ¥, and ||.X]||. Also, for simplicity, in the following derivation, we will denote
the (i, 7)-th element of 3, as ¥, ;. Define the following quantity

7 = max|p e = Sppe = (Bpae = poe)|
a,b,c
c#a,b

Then we have:

T = ml?x‘zp,ac — Ypac — (Bppe — Ep,b0>‘
a,b,c
c#a,b

< max|X,qc — Zp,ac’ + maX}Zp,bc — Ep,bc}
a,b,c a,b,c
c#a,b c#a,b

~

<2 ||Zp - Ep”max
< 2n - [|X]],
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where the last step is from (H.3). We now want to show the following inequality:
CODg; (a,b) — 7 < CODg, (a,b) < CODg, (a,b) + 7. (H.5)
The inequality on the left holds because of the following:

CODip (a,b) = glé%ﬁgpm — Ep,bc‘
= g%}ﬂgp,ac - Ep,bc - (Zp,ac - Ep,bc) + (Zp,ac - Ep,bc)‘

S i&%?glzp,ac - Zp,bc‘ + gg?glzp,ac - Ep,bc - (Ep,ac - Ep,bc)‘

< CODZ,, ((l, b) + 7. (HG)

With a similar technique, we can get the inequality on the right as well. Now, for any two
sets A and B, if A and B indeed belong to the same cluster (i.e., a,b € Gy, for some k and
for any a € A and b € B), we have CODg, (a,b) = 0 and therefore by (H.5)
- — - <7< 9. .
CODg, (4, B) ax CODg, (a,b) <7 < 2n-[|X]|

If A and B are not the same clusters, there must exist a € A and b € B with a € G} and
b € G; for some k # j. Then

CODg, (A, B) = CODg, (a,b) = CODg, (a,b)—7 = MCOD(,) —7 = MCOD(,) —2n-||X],

where the first inequality is from the definition of CODgp(A, B), the second one is from
(H.5), the third one is from the definition of MCOD, and finally the last one is from (H.6).

Together with (H.4), finally we show that CODg (A, B) = 2n - ||X]|, if A and B are not
the same clusters. By taking the threshold value ao = 21 - ||.X||, we attain perfect clustering
using our hierarchical algorithm. This completes the proof. O]

H.2 Minimax Lower Bound

The following lemma is Birge’s Lemma applied to our specific setting, similar to Lemma C.1
in Bunea et al. (2020). Define Mo (p, q, K1, K3,7) as in Section 3.2. For ease of notation, we
will simply use M.

Lemma H.2. For any partition estimator G , and for any collection of distinct covariance
matrices XU) € M(p, q, K1, Ko, 1),

sup Pu(G#G") > max Py (G #GY)

eM(p,q,K1,K2m)  JT e

1 KL(XO) »@)
A (1= max s ETLET)

>
~ 241 =2 log(N)
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H.2.1 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Similar to the construction in Bunea et al. (2020), set our collection of covariance matrices

as follows: K; = 3,m,(31) = 1(72) = mgf) = £ (equal row cluster size), X = AZB" +T', where

I',)xq has entries I';; ~ N(0, O'(Qt)) where O'(Zt) denotes the noise variance of elements in column
2

cluster t. Note that for this construction, we assume the same noise variance within the
same column cluster. In addition, we set

le Z1K2
Z = Zgl ZQK2 - [Zl Z.K2:| ) Z’l?"‘JZ'K2 %N(O,C(G)),
ZSI ZgK2
_ _ 1 ]
1
1
! 1
€ e—€ —e 1
where C'(€) = |¢ — ¢2 € e |, and A= . , B= ’ ,
1
—€ € 2 1
1
1
L 1] px3 1

- < gx K>

where 0 < € < 1 is a quantity to be specified later. We will consider N = (£)* + 1 many
covariance matrices that are obtained by switching one of the rows in the first third of the
rows in A and one of the rows in the second third of the rows in A (and also counting the
original matrix A as well).
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It follows that Var(vec(Z)) = Ik, ® C(€) and that

¥ (e RPP*P?) = Var(vec(X))
= (B ® A)(Var(vec(2)))(B ® A)" + Var(vec(I'))
= (B® A)(Ig, ® Ce))(B ® A)" + Var(vec(I))
= {BBT ® AC(e)A"} + Var(vec(T))

q mq

o2 1

W) pmiM

2

So we can set B = {1mgt>lflm ® AC(e) AT} + O'(Qt) () @S One of the (pmg) x pmd! ) blocks
in the block diagonal matrix qE € Rpa*Pe,

Note that the Kullback-Leibler Divergence for n iid multivariate normal observations in
R? with mean 0 is KL(Y', %) = 2[tr(S7'S" — 1) — log det(E7'%")], where ¥ and X' are
two covariance matrices constructed as above. Thus, since ¥ is a block diagonal matrix with
blocks ), we have the relationship KL(X', X)) = e KL(E®  £®), and it suffices to just
calculate K L(S®' M) in order to calculate KL(X',%).

Denote the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of C'(€) as A1, Ao, A3 and uy, ug, uz, respectively.
Also, define the pm” x 1 vector v,(:) as v,it) = —1 (1mgt) ® Auy).

S ) T = ey 0,07
20 = {1,017 ® AC()AT} + oy, 0 = ofy Z— +1,0],
N0

where we note that A3 = 0. Therefore,

2
~ ALm mq ) OT
(Z(t) E p -0V )—|— I w].

t 1)\kmp +O'(2) Bk Pt )

Let (pxp denote a p x p perturbation matrix switching one row in the first third of the rows
in A and one row in the second third of the rows in A. Define Q) = Im(t) ® Qpxp- Then
q
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@(t)(@(t))T = Ipm“) holds. Now, set @(t)v,(f) = U,Ef) + A,(f). It follows that

(uk)Q - (Uk)l
0
0
(Uk)l - (Uk)2
®) 1
Ak = . (1m((1t) X 0 )
mpm((f)
0
L 0 4 px1

Then we can calculate ©®' — 2®.

= o
2 = ) @
—oly [ 2T+ )]
k=1 ®)
9 2 /\km m((f) =) () (OT XT ) T () AT
D
0! [{ZT(Q( o o QUT — e ")} + QUQUT - Lpm(®
k=1 (1)

2
= Z Akmpmff)(@(%S)v,ﬁ“T@(t)T _ UI(:)UJ(:)T)
k=1
AW ADT ¢ AL+ ADADT)

where the last equality holds because A; = 0. Now we compute (S0)~15®" in the following
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= [+ (TO)~H(z® — £0)

(t) 2 k

1 2 Agm mi T T
=]+ — |:(— Z p "9 . "U( ) (t) ) + ] (t>:| |:)\2mpm((1t)(vét)A A(t)v2 A(t A () )}
1 MMM + 0

A A (t)
Aompymyg” + O

=1+ 5
40
where the second to third line holds because v1 vlt)TA(t = ol )vy)Tvét) = 0 and the last line
holds from
A (t)
F(t) _ (1— . 2m€,t;nq Uét)vé) )( (t)A t)T+A t)T_|_A A T)
Aamymg’ + 07y
=(I- 500 (t) (t) )(vé)A(t)T A(t)vét)T + Agt)Aét)T)
= o/ AP = P01+ )+ AP+ AP AT — p0s O,
(t)

where p(*) = m+m and s A(t)T t) . Note that the two non-zero eigenvalues of F®

/\Qmpmq )—i-a(t)
which are p{” | and ", satisfy p{? 445 = —5®s® (2450 and ) (1—ﬁm)s(t)(2+s(t)).
Using these facts, we can finally calculate the KL divergence

KL(E® 50 = g[tr((i(t))_li(t)/ - Ipmm) —log det((i(t))‘li(“')]

)\gmpm((] ) ®)

A
) (t)
n[demymi” ) o (1
=5 (=77 (2+57))
()

t
log{l N M(_Z){t)s(ﬂ(z L0y 4 (ML;”’“(I))?G _ 50502 + 5(t>>H
It I(t)
n [ damymy’ )
= 5 s )|

2
2 TG

where the last equality holds because (1 — pt*)) - ’\2m+mq p®. Now, plugging in s® =

()

2¢2
_W’ we get:
~ i~ (U)\ 2 2 (t)
KLE® S0y —onp® . D022 (1 =) <opeTd
O 2+e€ (2 + €?) 0



where we use the fact that Ay = 2 4 €2. Thus,

’ at m(t)
KL(Z,%) < 2ne* > —-. (H.7)

2
=1 ()

MCOD(Z,,w,,)
[1XTweo

In the following, we will show an lower bound for the rate of . We will first

compute MCOD(X, w,,),

CODs, (1, v) = max [AE(ZZT)AT + ]E(FB(BTB)‘QBTFT)]

w#u,v {9 uw
- [AE(ZZT)AT + E(PB(BTB)-2BTPT)]

VW

1
= max — |[AE(ZZ")A"] ~— [AE(ZZ")A"]
w;éu,vK2 uw vw
(E('B(B*B)2B'T7") is diagonal)
1| &2
= T E\(Zrw)t — Zrw)t) Zr(w
max ; {(Zrty = Ze(wy) Zr }
= 52&%}2 ]E{(Zr(u)l - Zr(v)l)Zr(w)l} .

and from the definition of C(e), it is apparent that the minimum of the maximum difference
between rows is 2¢, that is

MCOD(X3, w,) = 2e. (H.8)
Let us choose
log(£) 1 2e
= ( 7 )( P mgf>>'(2e+1)’ (H.9)
=1 oy

The choice of € will be explained later.
Furthermore, we can show that

Ko 2 4
1 Aoty | 0w
Xlhvo = =\ 482+ 3 |2+ 7% .
me VK, t_zl 103 ]
So, getting rid of the term %, and using ¢ in (H.9) and mi) = =0 =0=0(/%&) we
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get the following inequalities:

MCOD(Z,w,) 2
X pwo

9 log(8) ) 1 [ 26
n Ky mz(;t) 2e+1
t=1 ;2
(®)

vic \/4K2+z T+ ]
log 1

IEE e (S ) (R )
logp. 1
Y R e

q

S log p 1
= © n . 4 oc2K?2
VENEAVR AV
_ . [losp
TLKQ

where for our construction we use the noise variance setting of o = O(/fg) = O<\/KZQ>
in the last equality. This ensures that the lower bound is as tight as possible. This implies
that our constructed X belongs to the parameter space Mo(p,q, K1, Ko,7) for some 7 s.t.
n < c \/%

Finally, we are ready to invoke Lemma H.2. Recall that K L(E', ¥)) is upper bounded in
(H.7). Since we choose € in (H.9), we obtain

(®)

’ 2 K2 mq
KL(Y, %) e
log[(p/3)*] ~ log[(p/3)?] 2e+ 1
As a result, Lemma H.2 implies
~ 1
sup Py (G #G") > )
e M (p.g. K1, Ka.n) 2et+1

for any G , which completes the proof of Theorem 3.2.

H.2.2 Proof for Theorem E.1 (Minimax Lower Bound with a Perturbed B)

Proof. To study the lower bound over My, we follow the same construction as in the proof for
Theorem 3.2. We emphasize that all the parts leading up to calculating the KL - divergence
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is the same regardless of the value of B as the KL-divergence is related to the model on
the population level. Since the true column clustering structure B does not change, the
derivations up to this point remain unchanged. The part that does indeed change is the
calculation of %ﬁfw) as both the MCOD value and ||X||;; depend on B. We can show
that

S = E(XWXT) = E[(AZBT L T)W(BZTAT + PT)]
= E(AZB"WBZ"A") + E(TWTT)
= %]E[AZBTB(BTB)‘QBTZTAT} +E(rWTT)
= %E(AZGGTZTAT) +E(Twr?”),
where G = BT B(BTB)~". Thus
o) s = (S

{ Z Zr(u)tl r w)tz GG ) —Z r(v )tl w)ty (GGT)tltg}

CODy ; (u,v) = max

wH#u,v

= —max
S w#u,v -
since ]E(FWFT) is diagonal
1 o
- 51{2&%}% Z (GGT)t1t2 ‘ E{Zr(u)tl Zr(w)tz B Zr(v)tl Zr(w)tQ }‘
Tl bt
1 as
T
T Suduv Z (GGY),, - E{Z"(“)tz"(“’)t B Zr(”)tzr(w)t}‘
T ot=1
since in our construction, Z.i, Z.,, Z.3 are i.i.d.
1 a
T
= gggg%}fj Z (GG >tt : E{Zr(u)lzr(w)l - ZT(U)IZr(w)l}
Tl t=1
1
= Smax)||C] [ { P Zrw)t — Zr(v)lzmw)l} :

Thus, we have .
MCOD(S,7) = - ||| 2¢

where the € is from our construction. Note that all of the entries of G are non-negative and
all the column sums are 1. Thus, every entry in G is < 1, and the entries in G' add up to s.
We can conclude that ||G|3 < 's. Thus, 1||G|[3 < 1. It is apparent that the MCOD value
potentially decreases with a weight W with an incorrect estimated column cluster structure.
When B = B, then G = Ik, and s = K3, and the MCOD value reduces to 2¢. Also, when
B = I,, then G = BT s = ¢, and the MCOD value reduces to 2¢ as well. It appears that
these two are the exception, as in other cases, the MCOD value becomes strictly smaller
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than 2¢. For example, when B = 1, (when we put all the columns in the same column

cluster) we have s =1, G = KLQ -1, and 1[|G|} = KLQ which is strictly smaller than 1. The

MCOD value becomes I2<—62

Now let’s look at ||.X ||y

X[l = . max var(Xa.E)H
F

a

— VK, - max Var(Zr(a).BTz)+Var(Fa.Z)H
F

a

- max|| L7 BE(Z%,) Zu(ay) BT L + Var(T, L) ’ ’F

a

S5 55

a

- max||E7 BE(Z2,) - I, B'L + Var(T', L) ‘ ‘F

since in our construction, Z.;, Z.o, Z.3 are i.i.d.

.

1 -
. E(Z2.)--GT r, L H
max|[E(Z ) SG G + Var(I',. L) B

~ 1 - - ~
since L = %B(BTB)_1 and G = v/sBTL

. mgx‘ EGTG + Var(Fa.f)‘ ‘F

.

1 ~
since all the entries in ~G* G and Var(T',.L) are nonnegative
s

(we can take the maximum diagonal value in C'(¢).)

—

s 2
VE, 8||GTG|[n+ 23 (—ij[\” U‘”)2
r=1

s [r]1?

where [r] denotes the r-th estimated column cluster and o7, = Var(Iy;)

IN

VK q \?2 L1
= 2 Jsllerell + (%) 'QZW
r=1

S
. 2 2 q . .
since we assume g,; = 0~ = mg = 2~ in our construction
2
vV Ky 2 qg\?2 s
< ¢ SJlleralls + (—) 2
- S F K2 mg

where mg denotes the smallest estimated column cluster size
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MCOD(Z,, 7))

Finally, we can derive the lower bound rate for e
MCOD(S,) ., el
T

e 5 flemelly+ ()

N

o log ’GHF 1
- nk, . K (t)
leraie () 5 |5

o logp |G||F
- nk. 2 ’
2
Rl (£) %

since we assume mgt) =my=0"= O'(2t) in our construction.

This completes the proof of the lower bound. m

H.2.3 Proof of Theorem F.2 (Joint Lower Bound)

Proof. The extension from considering just one direction (either the rows or columns) is

quite trivial.

p2<(§(r)’§(6)) £ (G, g(c))) — Py ({(j(r) £ G UG £ g(c)})
- (g(r #gﬂ) + ]pz( G #g(d)

—Pz{ G #G)N{GY £ G))

IV
/‘\
\//‘\

> =)

-7
where the last line holds from the minimax lower bound construction for Theorem 3.2. The
only thing left to check for the proof is that the constructed ¥ in the previous minimax
lower bound proof is actually an element of both parameter spaces - Mo () and Mo () -
so that the supremum logic is valid. We will show that the > constructed in the minimax
lower bound proof for the row clusters also satisfies MCOD(2qw,, )/ X lwo. ., = (e for
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Ne) =

by

,Wo ()

%49 We have
nki

= E(X"Wo »nX)

CODE‘I’WO,(c) (u,v)

MCOD (3w, o)

1 XTwo .

(BZ"ATWo,0AZB") + (I Wo )]
(

|

1
?E(BZTZBT) + ET"Wo o)
1

E
E[(BZT AT A(AT A) AT AZBT) /K, + FTWO,(C)F]

525%)2 [EQ7WO,(C)]uw N [Eq’WO’(C)]vw‘
max | [BE(ZTZ)BT} L [BE(ZTZ)BT}
WHUV 1 uw K1 vw
1
— Inax E(ZY(;UZCU; - ZY(;U Z~cw>
o (u) Z-c(w) (v) Zc(w)
1 ZKI
—_— E(Zcuzcw _ZCUZCUJ>
Kﬂrur;é%},g t=1 peme e
o max | 0 B(Z, )‘ (If & o v)
0 Ifu~
\ (it uzv)

(Note the columns of Z are independent in our construction.)

4
1
K

0 If u~
(If wry v)

E<Z1521)‘ (If w % v)

\

(Again, from column independence of Z in our construction.)

= min CODEq,wO,@ (u,v)

ugv
1|
2
. > E(2)
=1
2e + 2
6; (From our construction with C/(e).)
2
3
= /K- max Var(X.b)L(C)
1<b<q F
Vv K1 - max Var( C)X H
C1<b<g

%)



= /K- max

1<b<q

1
Var (\/—K_lZ.C(b)) + Var (L(TC)F.b) ‘ ‘

F

1 T T
= \/Kl-lrgl?g)z EE<Z'C(b)Z'C(b)) + Var(L(C)F.b)HF
1 o’
= VKi||—C —1
750 + el
€ ag 6—62 €
Ty R K
6762 € g €
s vEe s 5 &
€ € 2 a? F
K K KT

< m-w(i)’m

K

MCOD(Zgw,..,) - (2/3) _ s
HXHWO,(C) B Y2i¥! K,
1
>> :;f(j] since log ¢ = o(n).

We have shown that the > constructed for the minimax lower bound proof for the rows is
also an element of Mo (). The same argument can be made symmetrically to show that the
> constructed for the minimax lower bound proof for the columns is also an element of
Mo (ry. Thus, the proof for joint minimax optimality is complete. ]

H.3 Proofs for the Matrix Normal Model
H.3.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1

Proof. For any rows w, x of ¥, w,, without loss of generality, we can assume they belong to
clusters ¢, h. Then

Ky
CODs, (0, z) = 123}}21}%2 ZE{(ZH — Zw)Za )
s
= lgg@({lz ;(Uic — Une) Vi
1 us
= max o= |Uic = Ue| ;v”

= max i’UiC — Uhc|tr(V).

1<c<K1 Ky
Looking at the cluster separation condition first, we need this COD value to be greater
than c,n - || X|lw, = ¢o - cl,/% || X||w, for all w,x (where ¢; is a universal constant
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and ¢y is an arbitrary constant > 4.). We know that || X||w, < \/}TmaXH Var(Z,(a).)||F +

Vv Komax|| Var(I',.L)||r from the definition of || X ||w,,. In the matrix normal settmg, we have

Urayra) - Vi1 Uriayr(a) - Va2
var<Z7"(a ) = Ur(a)r(a) : ‘/21 Ur(a)r(a) : ‘/22 = Ur(a)r(a) -V

and so, || Var(Z,(a).)||r = Urayr@) - ||V ||F and we have
max]| Var(Zy(a) )l r = [|diag(U)llmax - [Vl < || diag(U)]lmax " Conas.

It is also easily shown that

|| Var(T,. L) 1 i (2 ety 7a)” L2
max || Var([',.L)||p = max — —_— = .
a o Ko\ & ([ K12
Rearranging with algebra gives us the cluster separation condition.

Now, let’s consider the stability condition. Again, we need only consider rows in different
row clusters when looking at the MCOD value. That is why we assume i # h. Now for

MCOD(EP Wo)’ we would need to look at the following equivalent expressions:

K>
E(Z a0 — Zn) ch|Gl‘2’(j| )

=1 J=1
Ko o
Gr NG G//QG
+E(Z(Zil/—Zhl,)Zd,,(Z‘ NG| |G ‘)

1
CODs _ (w,z) = max —
p,Wpo

1<e<Ki s

5)

1z = Gyl [en
Ko S vl
_ 1 GiN G,
- lggg]glg ;(Uic — Uhc)vll(jz1 W)
|Gy NG, |G NGl
+ Z ic — Une) W(Z = =)
l” ]—]_ ’G| ’GJ|
B |Gin G, G |
—12‘23212'(]” Une ;V” ; G2
Ko S oy
|Gy N G’j| |G NGy
- 3° vy 190G 1Gr DG,
1z = Gjl |G
= max —|UZC Uthtr(VTGGT)},

1<c<K; 8§

where for simplicity we drop the upperscript (¢) in G; and @j.
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Note that both CODy. _ (w,z) and CODy, ,, (w,z) are influenced by ¢ and h (i # h)
p,Wo ’
only through the common |U;. — Up| term, and so the (i, h) pair that gives the minimum of
the two COD expressions is the same. Thus, the following holds:

MCOD(X, ) |tr(VIGG")| K,
MCOD(Z,w,)  [tr(V)] 5

Thus,

MCOD(%, 7, ) MCOD(Spwo) | _ [tr(VIGGT)| Ky [IX|lw, _ 4
1 X l5w, X lwo |tr(V)] s [ Xllw, <o

needs to hold. By Von Neumann’s trace inequality, we have [tr(VTGGT)| > |tr(V) -
Amin(GGT)|, and so it suffices to have:

K. X 4
|Amin(GGT)| _2 || ||WO >
s X, ~ o
To show the above inequality, we need to further lower bound H XHWO

Xy TR0X | Var(Zy().) + Var(To.L)||»

1 Xlw,  max |1 Var(Z,@).G) + Var(To.L)||

max ﬁHVar(Zr(a F + [ Var(Tu D)3
max 1||GTValr( o)-)G||F + max || Var(T,. L)

Y

For the term ||G* Var(Z,(,).)G||3 in the denominator, we have

|G" Var(Z,(a).)G||3 = Z MN{(G" Var(Z,a).) ) (GT Var(Z,(a).)G)} (H.10)
< min(s, Ky) - ||GT Var(Z, )G|| (H.11)

< min(s, KQ) ’ ||G||op ’ || VELI‘( r(a) ‘)||0p’

where (H.10) holds from the fact that ||A||% = tr(AT A) = the sum of the eigenvalues of AT A,
and (H.11) holds from the fact there can be at most min(s, K3) non-zero eigenvalues of
G" Var(Z,(,).)G because rank(G* Var(Z,(4).)G) < min{rank(G), rank(Var(Z,,.))} and rank(G)
< min(s, K3). Using the similar argument, we also show that

Hvar( r(a )HF> Hdlag( )Hmln HVHF>02 KQHdlag( )Hmm

min

Finally, noting that ||G||§p = | Amax(GGT)], and

max || Var(Fo.L)| | = C}/* /K%, max || Var(To.L)||p = C1/2/s'/2,
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we have

1€ s V5 Clin |diag(U) By, + Ce/
X, = max Ey/minGs, K] - P (GO - [ Ver(Zy oy + O /5172

V5 Coin - ldiag(U)][2, + Crc/ K
L/min(s, Ks) - [Amax(GGT)| - ||diag(U)] s - Conax + Ca'* /512

So, combining with the above inequality, we need to show the following condition:

>

1/2|)\mm GGT |\/ 2 |diag(U)||%, + Ck - i
Vmin(s, Ks) - Pmax(GGT)] - [|diag(U)||max - Conax + sY/2C3"% €0’

To show (H.12), let’s consider the following two cases.
If \/min(s, K3) - [Amax(GGT)|||diag(U)||maxConax < Ca’*s/2 holds, then

Ky Danin (GG | /O, T diag(U)][[2 + Cc

V/min(s, K2) - Mmac(GGT)| - [|diag(U)]|mas - Conax + 572022
Ky Puin(GGT)|C2 4

- Y

2s1/201/? Co

(H.12)

1/2 -1/2

cy/
when )\min(lGGT) < 6201/2 2 In the second case y/min(s, K2) [ Amax( (GGT)|||diag(U) || maxCrmax >

2512 we can similarly show that

Ky Dnin (GGT) |/ C2 [diag(U)[ 2, + Cc
vmin(s, K3) - [Anax(GGT)| - ||diag(U)||max * Cmax + 120107

K" Punin( GGT)| ConinIdiag (U) i _ 4
2\/m1n (5, K3) - | Amax(GGT)| - ||diag(U)]|lmax - Crnax 0’
T C min 1 min
when ’/\\ma:((ggT)) < 8069;, i HE:;([%)"L&X A/ mm(s 77+ This completes the proof. O

H.3.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Proof. Recall that our definition of G from Section 4 is as follows:

[ [eialaersl
&Sl e e
G = B'B(B'B)™ = : : :
Gl nG |16 NG| GSe, NG|
&Sl e e
Note that CAJ(C) = égc) = .. =G =1 when B = I,. Tt is easily seen that GGT =
dlag(mq 2 mff), . méKz)) (up to order) where mff) denotes the i-th smallest column cluster
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size. Thus, Apin(GGT) = m, and A\pa (GGT) = M, where m, and M, denote the smallest
and largest column cluster sizes, respectively.
Recall we have defined:

Ko 212
]. 1 O—Q'
Cx = max — E —(Zje[t] J)

1<a<p Ko — |[t]|4
S 2 \2
1 . lops
C. — max —ZM-
isasrs |

Under the assumption that the noise is homogeneous and the cluster size is balanced (i.e.,
for all 4,7, E(T';;) = ¢ = O(1), %—;’ < C for some constant C' > 1), we have that Cx =
K% 25(:21 ﬁ > ](‘4—4} Also, by the formulation of our weight W= é[q, we have that C; = o*.

In order to satisfy the stability condition in Proposition 4.1 (which is the condition related
to the effect of the initial weight), when using W= %[q, the second set of conditions, (ii), is
more relaxed. These conditions are implied by the following:

4 . o’
K3 ||diag(U)||max'Cmax

; dia, (U)Hmin
O - 8 Cmax ||dlag(U)||m3«X

M,

q

v

Crmin . ||diag(U)||min
Cmax _[|diag(U)[max
a large enough ¢y value. Recall this is an arbitrary constant > 4 that determines the tradeoff

between separation and stability. As for the former condition, since mél) —i—m((f) + ...+mgK2) =

2

q, we have KLQ < M,. Thus, as long as /M, > Hdiag(U)‘ﬁmxhcmx, the first condition is

satisfied. O]

Assuming that is a constant, the latter condition will hold as long as we take

I Additional Simulations

I.1 Main Simulation Results with Alternative Noise Settings

The results for the main simulations in the homogeneous and proportional noise variance
settings are shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8, respectively.

1.2 Unbalanced p and q

Here we present the unbalanced setting of p = 100, ¢ = 15, K; = 10, Ky = 5, shown in
Figures 9, 10 and 11. In this case, we have long, skinny matrices that are “unbalanced”.
We find that the COD methods perform drastically better in column clustering compared
to the tensor model based methods. In all three noise variance settings, the competing
methods have 0 successful implementation rates across all n values in column clustering,
whereas our COD methods perform significantly better. We believe this occurs because in
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Figure 7: The ARI and the successful implementation rates of our hierarchical clustering Algorithm 1 with
W (NAIVE COD), the one-step Algorithm 2 (1-STEP COD), the two-step Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD),
and competing model-based tensor clustering methods DEEM [Mai et al. (2022)], TGMM and TEMM [Deng
and Zhang (2022)] under the homogeneous noise variance setting. Here, p = ¢ = 100, K; = K5 = 10, and
we have moderately unbalanced cluster sizes of (3,6,6,8,10,10,12,12,14,19) for the rows and the columns
each. Successful implementation rates are especially emphasized as the competing methods (DEEM, TGMM,
TEMM) tended to fail during execution for some of the runs. The ARI rates for these methods were averaged
over the successful runs, and when there were no successes, the ARI was reported as 0 with a dashed line.
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ARI

Proportion of Successful Implementation

Figure 8: The ARI and the successful implementation rates of our hierarchical clustering Algorithm 1 with
W (NAIVE COD), the one-step Algorithm 2 (1-STEP COD), the two-step Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD),
and competing model-based tensor clustering methods DEEM [Mai et al. (2022)], TGMM and TEMM [Deng
and Zhang (2022)] under the proportional noise variance setting. The other settings are the same as in Figure

7.
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the tensor normal setting, having too small of a ¢ value is equivalent to having too few
“i.i.d. observations”, which causes their algorithms to diverge. In contrast, for the COD

algorithms, since the threshold for perfect column clustering recovery is on the order of

log g
nki’

the balanced matrix setting and the condition for perfect column clustering recovery becomes

if ¢ is relatively small and K is relatively large, this threshold decreases compared to

more relaxed. Thus, our COD based methods typically yield more accurate clustering results
compared to the competing tensor model based methods, especially when the number of rows
and columns are unbalanced.

J Real Data Analysis with a Competing Method

We add the real data analysis results from using the competing method DEEM (Deng and
Zhang (2022)) on the same gene-tissue data mentioned in Section 8. The results are illus-
trated in Figure 12. Of the gene clustering results from our method shown in Figure 2,
DEEM was also able to cluster “O03Rik” and “Nfat5” together and “Rac2” and “Mapkapk2”
together. However, DEEM was not able to capture the relationship between “Nfatc4” and
“Ppp3rl”, which was identified with our method. The mechanism behind the relationship
is that the “Ppp3rl” and “Nfatc4” genes are both related to calcineurin - one having to do
with how it is generated, and one having to do with something it activates. Another possible
explanation is given in Heit et al. (2006) which postulates that calcineurin/NFAT signaling
is critical in S-cell growth in the pancreas. Either way, it signals that our method can cluster
meaningful genes that are not able to be identified with other competing methods. For the
tissues, the competing method DEEM was able to cluster the “Lung” - “Heart” pair of vascular
tissues and the “Adrenal” - “Gonads” pair of steroid responsive tissues that did not appear
in our results with COD. However, it was not able to cluster the “Cerebrum” - “Cerebel-

7

lum” - “Hippocampus” trio of neural tissues, the steroid responsive “Adrenal” - “Thymus”
pair, or the vascular “Lung” - “Kidney” pair that were clustered together with COD. Thus,
although the competing method gives reasonably meaningful results that are different from
the results using COD, it is apparent that our method can complement existing clustering

methods and provide useful information that wasn’t available.

K Cluster Evaluation Metrics

For this section, the true row cluster partition will be denoted simply as G = {G1, ..., Gk, },

where Gy = {a : Au = 1}, while the estimated row cluster partition will be denoted as
G ={Gy,...,Gs}, where Gy ={a: Au =1}
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Figure 9: The ARI and the successful implementation rates of our hierarchical clustering Algorithm 1 with
W; (NAIVE COD), the one-step Algorithm 2 (1-STEP COD), the two-step Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD),
and competing model-based tensor clustering methods DEEM [Mai et al. (2022)], TGMM and TEMM [Deng
and Zhang (2022)] under the homogeneous noise variance setting. Here, p = 100, ¢ = 15, K; = 10, Ky = 5,
where the decreased ¢ is the notable difference with the main simulation results. We have moderately
unbalanced cluster sizes of (3,6,6,8,10,10,12,12,14,19) and (2,2,2,3,6) for the rows and the columns,
respectively. Successful implementation rates are especially emphasized as the competing methods (DEEM,
TGMM, TEMM) tended to fail during execution for some of the runs. The ARI rates for these methods
were averaged over the successful runs, and when there were no successes, the ARI was reported as 0 with
a dashed line.
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Figure 10: The ARI and the successful implementation rates of our hierarchical clustering Algorithm 1 with
W (NAIVE COD), the one-step Algorithm 2 (1-STEP COD), the two-step Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD),
and competing model-based tensor clustering methods DEEM [Mai et al. (2022)], TGMM and TEMM [Deng
and Zhang (2022)] under the proportional noise variance setting. The other settings are the same as in Figure
9.
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Figure 11: The ARI and the successful implementation rates of our hierarchical clustering Algorithm 1 with
Wi (NAIVE COD), the one-step Algorithm 2 (1-STEP COD), the two-step Algorithm 3 (2-STEP COD),
and competing model-based tensor clustering methods DEEM [Mai et al. (2022)], TGMM and TEMM [Deng
and Zhang (2022)] under the random noise variance setting. The other settings are the same as in Figure 9.
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Figure 12: Gene clusters and tissue clusters obtained from the competing method DEEM (Deng and Zhang
(2022)).

K.1 Sensitivity and Specificity

Then, for any pair 1 < 7 < k < p, we can define

TPy, =1{j,k € G, andj,keébforsomelSagKl,lgbgs}

TNy, =1{j,k & G, andj,kg?@b for some 1 <a < K;,1<b<s}

FPj,=1{j,k € G, andj,keébforsomelgagKl,lgbgs}

FNy, =1{j,k € G, andj,k%@b for some 1 <a < K;,1<b<s}
and define

TP= > TP, TN= ) TN

1<j<k<p 1<j<k<p
FP= Y FPy, FN= Y FNy
1<j<k<p 1<j<k<p

Sensitivity (SN) and specificity (SP) can then be defined as follows:

TP TN

N=_-- p—_— -
S TP+ FN S TN+ FP

K.2 Adjusted Rand Index (ARI)

The following is a cross tabulation of two cluster partitions (the true partition and the
estimated partition).
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@1 @2 é\s Sum
G1 ni11 n19 Nis |G1|
G N1 N22 Nos |G|
Gk, N1 Nk, 2 NK,s |GK1 |
Sum |G1| ’GQ’ |Gs‘ b

The ARI is then defined as follows:
5, (%) -
ARI = =X
S (5 + 5 (

Note that this is the corrected-for-chance version of the Rand index (Rand, 1971). An ARI

(5 (5h] /6)
] =[5 (5] /@)

value of 1 implies a perfect match between the two cluster partitions
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