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Abstract

Posterior computation in hierarchical Dirichlet process (HDP) mixture models is an active
area of research in nonparametric Bayes inference of grouped data. Existing literature almost
exclusively focuses on the Chinese restaurant franchise (CRF) analogy of the marginal distribu-
tion of the parameters, which can mix poorly and has a quadratic complexity with the sample
size. A recently developed slice sampler allows for efficient blocked updates of the parameters,
but is shown to be statistically unstable in our article. We develop a blocked Gibbs sampler
that employs a truncated approximation of the underlying random measures to sample from
the posterior distribution of HDP, which produces statistically stable results, is highly scalable
with respect to sample size, and is shown to have good mixing. The heart of the construction is
to endow the shared concentration parameter with an appropriately chosen gamma prior that
allows us to break the dependence of the shared mixing proportions and permits independent
updates of certain log-concave random variables in a block. En route, we develop an efficient

rejection sampler for these random variables leveraging piece-wise tangent-line approximations.
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1 Introduction

Hierarchical Dirichlet process (HDP) (Teh et al., 2006) is a widely popular Bayesian nonparametric
approach towards model-based clustering of grouped data, where each group is characterized by
a mixture model and mixture components are shared between groups. It finds a variety of ap-
plications in statistical and machine learning tasks such as information retrieval (Cowans, 2004),
topic modeling (Teh et al., 2006), multi-domain learning (Canini et al., 2010), multi-population
haplotype phasing (Sohn and Xing, 2008), to name a few. It also serves as a prior for hidden
Markov models (Teh et al., 2006) with applications in speaker diarization (Fox et al., 2011), word
segmentation (Goldwater et al., 2006), among many others. The process has been studied from
an analytical perspective using hierarchical normalized completely random measures (Camerlenghi
et al., 2017, 2019; Argiento et al., 2020), along with extensions in several contexts, including but
not limited to species sampling models (Bassetti et al., 2020), survival analysis using dependent

mixture hazard rates (Camerlenghi et al., 2021).



The widespread popularity of HDP has motivated several sampling-based Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) algorithms (Teh et al., 2006; Fox et al., 2011; Amini et al., 2019), as well as varia-
tional approximations (Teh et al., 2007; Wang et al., 2011; Bryant and Sudderth, 2012), for efficient
posterior inference. Split-merge MCMC (Wang and Blei, 2012; Chang and Fisher III, 2014), par-
allel MCMC (Asuncion et al., 2008; Williamson et al., 2013; Cheng and Liu, 2014), and mini-batch
online Gibbs (Kim et al., 2016) algorithms were also proposed. We focus on sampling-based ap-
proaches in this paper, the most prominent implementation of which is the Chinese restaurant
franchise (CRF) based collapsed Gibbs sampler (Teh et al., 2006), that marginalizes over the ran-
dom probability measures of HDP. The conditional distributions of the global and local cluster
assignments of each data point depends on the assignments of all the other data points, incor-
porating auto-correlation between the parameters and mandating the need to iterate over each
observation for each group. These one-at-a-time updates suffer when the sample size is large,
motivating the need for a blocked Gibbs sampler, analogous to that of a Dirichlet process (DP)
(Ishwaran and James, 2001), that is scalable and exhibits good mixing behavior. A straightforward
formulation is computationally challenging due to the lack of conjugacy in the posterior updates
of the global mixture weights lying on a simplex, whose dimension can be potentially large as they
are shared by all the groups. To address this, a recent unpublished paper (Amini et al., 2019)
proposed an exact slice sampler that introduces latent variables to allow for natural truncation
of the underlying infinite dimensional Dirichlet measures and conjugate blocked updates of the
global weights, which however incurs some instability in posterior inference, as demonstrated in
our simulations.

In this paper, we develop a blocked Gibbs sampler for HDP by considering a finite-dimensional
truncation of the underlying DPs as in (2.1). In addition, the concentration parameter shared by the
local DPs is endowed with a gamma prior whose shape parameter is chosen as the concentration
of the global DP. The algorithm (i) identifies the global weights as a normalization of certain
log-concave random variables by marginalizing over the shared concentration, that renders an
equivalent prior specification in terms of the unnormalized weights which are dependent in their
non-standard posterior, (ii) introduces auxiliary gamma random variables as a slice, which grants
conditional independence to the posterior of the unnormalized weights in the form of a tilted gamma
density, and (iii) devises a careful envelope for this density to perform an exact rejection sampler
with very high acceptance probability. A critical difference of our blocked Gibbs sampler with the
slice sampler of Amini et al. (2019) is to avoid using the atoms of local DPs as latent variables.
This resulted in a non-standard full conditional distribution of the global weight variables, but
leads to better statistical inference compared to Amini et al. (2019).

Our algorithm exhibits good mixing behavior with better effective sample size of distinct atoms
drawn apriori from the base measure. The computation time is stable with the sample size, since the

blocked parameter updates factorize across observations in each group that allows for parallelization



and makes it suitable for applications to large data sets. Additionally, it refrains from the involved

bookkeeping of the CRF metaphor, enabling a simpler implementation of HDP for practitioners.

2 Framework

2.1 The HDP mixture model

HDP (Teh et al., 2006) defines a nonparametric prior over parameters for grouped data. Using j
to index J groups of data and i to index observations within a group, let *; = (z;1,%j2,...,Zjn;)
denote n; observations in group j and 6;; denote the parameter specifying the mixture component
associated with z;;, assuming each zj; is drawn independently from a mixture model. For each j
and 7, the mixture model is given as 0;; | G; ~ Gj, xj; | 0j; ~ F(0j;), where G; denotes a prior
distribution for 8; = (0;1, 6,2, ...) and F(0;;) denotes the distribution of xj; given 6;. Let DP (o, G)
denote a Dirichlet process with base measure G and concentration parameter . HDP defines a
global random measure Gy ~ DP (v, H) and a set of random probability measures G; ~ DP (g, Go),
which are conditionally independent given Gy. The baseline probability measure H dictates the
prior distribution for the factors ¢;;. The global and shared concentration parameters v and ag
govern the variability by which G varies around H and G varies around G| for each j, respectively.

The process has been discussed using several representations. The stick-breaking construction
of HDP allows us to express Go and G; respectively as Go = Yy, Bidg, and Gj = > 27 Tikde,
where ¢, ~ H independently and B = (8;)72, ~ GEM(v) are mutually independent; and 7; =
(mj)72, ~ DP(ap,3). GEM stands for Griffiths, Engen and McCloskey; see Pitman (2002) for
details. The marginal probabilities obtained from integrating over the random measures Gy and
G are described in terms of the Chinese restaurant franchise metaphor. The CRF consists of J
restaurants, each having an infinite number of tables and sharing an infinite global menu of dishes
(¢r). Each restaurant corresponds to a group and each 6;; corresponds to a customer seated at
table tj;. A dish kj; at table t of restaurant j, is served from the global menu and is shared by
all customers seated at that table. The table indices tj; and dish indices zj; (= kjtji) respectively
correspond to the local and global clustering labels. Further, an HDP mixture model is derived as

the infinite limit of the following collection of finite mixture models,

B |~ ~Dir(y/L,...,v/L)

7; | 8,0 ~ Dir (apf3) zji | wj ~ (2.1)
Ok | H ~H wji | zjis {0k} izt ~ F(ds,)
where 8 = (f1,...,0r) and m; = (mj1,...,m;1) denote the global and group-specific mixing

weights, and zj denotes the mixture component associated with x;;. Following Ishwaran and
Zarepour (2002), Teh et al. (2006) proved that as L — oo, the random probability measures,
Gy = 215:1 Brbg, and G’f = Zézl Tjkdg, converge to Gy and G respectively, and hence the

marginal distribution induced on x by this finite model approaches the HDP mixture model.



2.2 Overview of existing posterior sampling algorithms

Three Gibbs samplers (Teh et al., 2006) were initially proposed for posterior inference on the HDP
mixture model. The first is a collapsed sampler that marginalizes out Gp and G, and updates
t = (t;);: and k = (kj¢);+ sequentially. The second samples 8 = (), using an augmented scheme
and updates the indices t; = (¢;;); and k; = (kj;;); for each group separately. The third uses a
direct assignment scheme to sample z = (zj;);;, along with sampling 8 and t. The algorithms
involve heavy bookkeeping and iterate over each observation for every group, since the update
of a cluster label for each data point is conditioned on all other data points. This induces high
auto-correlation between the parameters and issues with mixing of the Markov chain, in addition
to slow scaling. Fox et al. (2011) built upon the hierarchical Dirichlet process hidden Markov
model (HDP-HMM) (Teh et al., 2006) to introduce a sticky HDP-HMM and gave a blocked Gibbs
sampler using the truncated model in (2.1), which updates auxiliary variables (motivated by the
CRF metaphor) by iterating over observations in each group and uses them to give blocked updates
of parameters in HDP-HMM. Wang and Blei (2012) proposed a split-merge MCMC algorithm,
followed by its parallel implementation by Chang and Fisher III (2014), who argued that the
former showed a marginal improvement over the CRF based samplers. To boost computation
time and memory, parallel MCMC algorithms that split the data across multiple processors were
proposed. While Asuncion et al. (2008) used approximations to propose a parallel Gibbs sampler for
HDP, Williamson et al. (2013) used the fact that Dirichlet mixtures of DPs are DPs and introduced
auxiliary variables in terms of process indicators to obtain conditionally independent local sampling
of different HDPs (using the CRF scheme) across each processor, when the concentration parameter
of the bottom level DPs has a gamma prior. The process indicators are updated globally using
a Metropolis Hastings (MH) step to intermittently move data across clusters. Although exact
parallel MCMC methods have gained popularity, Gal and Ghahramani (2014) showed that the
algorithm of Williamson et al. (2013) results in an unbalanced distribution of data to different
processors due to the sparseness properties of the Dirichlet distribution used for re-parametrisation
and the exponential decay in the size of clusters in a DP. Consequently, even if a large number of
processors is available, only a small subset of it would be used in practice. As an improvement over
this unbalanced workload, Cheng and Liu (2014) proposed a parallel Gibbs sampler for HDP by
exploring the equivalence between its generative process and that of the gamma-gamma-Poisson
process (G2PP). The algorithm relies on the augmented G2PP model and reconstructs the dataset
by combining bootstrap and reversible jump MCMC techniques to enable independent updates
of mixture components. Kim et al. (2016) derived a mini-batch online Gibbs sampler for HDP
as an alternative to online variational algorithms, by proposing a generalized HDP prior that
approximates the posterior of HDP parameters in each batch of data. More recently, Amini et al.
(2019) proposed an exact slice sampler for HDP, by introducing atoms of the bottom level DPs as

latent variables, that allows for natural truncation of Gp and G; and conjugate blocked updates



of 3. Although the algorithm mixes fast and is suited for parallel implementation, it comes at the

cost of some instability in statistical accuracy of posterior estimates, as we demonstrate in §4.

2.3 Construction of a blocked Gibbs sampler

For DP mixture models, it is well known that blocked Gibbs sampling (Ishwaran and James, 2001)
has significant improvements in terms of both mixing and scalability over the Chinese restaurant
process (CRP) based collapsed samplers. The blocked Gibbs algorithm replaces the infinite dimen-
sional DP prior by its finite dimensional approximation (Ishwaran and Zarepour, 2002) allowing the
model parameters to be expressed entirely in terms of a finite number of random variables, which
are updated in blocks from simple multivariate distributions. Instead of adapting the CRF-based
samplers to make them efficient and scalable, we focus on devising a similar blocked Gibbs sampler
for HDP in this paper, which will adhere to both improved mixing and scaling over large sample
sizes. To that end, we use the finite approximation in (2.1) and require the shared concentration
parameter ag to have a gamma prior. We shall discuss the importance of this specification in §3,
where we describe the sampling scheme for the global weights 3.

The joint posterior of the parameters in (2.1) with ap ~ Gamma(ag, by), is as follows

p(¢,z,m, B, a0 | w) < p(z | 2 ¢) p(z | ) p(¢) p(m | ﬁ,ao) p(B) p(ao)

J nj

O(HHH{TFka x]z | k) } i Hh (o) Hﬁk%i 11{/365L 1} X

Jj=li=1k=1
J L

(o) —1 1
HHL P(aoﬁk)HW?z?ﬁ’“ Ligiesi-1y 0p” € % ae50p  (2:2)
g=111k=1 k=1

where S~ denotes the L-dimensional simplex. The blocked parameter updates are enlisted in
§A of the Supplement. A key aspect is that the posterior of z factorizes across observations in
each group, ensuring scalability to large sample sizes. Moreover, this approach refrains from the
CRF metaphor and its heavy bookkeeping, allowing a simpler implementation of the HDP mixture
model for practitioners.

The full conditionals of the parameters reveal that ¢ (if H is chosen conjugate to F'), z and 7
have closed form conjugate updates while the posteriors of 3 and «g have non-standard forms. «q
being a one-dimensional variable, can be easily sampled from its posterior using an MH algorithm.
The main computational bottleneck is the non-standard density of the global weights 3, which lie

on a simplex, as follows

1

p(B|x, ¢, z, ™ ) TlooBn)? Jl_[lﬁjk OﬁleL ]I{BESL71}

Eh

k=1

The dimension L of the global weights can be potentially large in practice since the distinct global

atoms are shared by all the groups, which poses challenges to their sampling.



3 Sampling of global weights using a slicing normalization

As a remedy to overcome the potential shortcoming of a blocked Gibbs sampler, we explore an
equivalent representation of the hierarchical priors on the weights, 7 and 3, and the shared concen-
tration parameter g, when the shape parameter ag of its gamma prior is chosen as the concentra-
tion parameter ~ of the global DP. Such a specification enables 3 to be expressed as normalization
of non-negative random variables that can be conveniently sampled from its posterior using a
suitable augmentation scheme.

When ag is chosen to be v, the hierarchical structure of the priors on 7, 3, o is as follows,
7 | B, ap ~ Dir (B) B ~ Dir(v/L,...,~v/L) ag ~ Gamma(~y, bg) (3.1)

It is well known that a set of gamma-distributed variables normalized by their sum is Dirichlet
distributed. Additionally, their sum, characterized by a gamma distribution, remains independent
of the resulting Dirichlet distribution. Thereby, considering a vector of non-negative random
variables t = (t1,t2,...,tr) such that ¢, ~ Gamma(y/L,by) independently for each k, (3.1) can be

an equivalently represented by
mj |t ~ Dir(t) tr ~ Gamma (v/L, by) (3.2)

where 3 is viewed as a normalized vector of ¢ and ag denotes the sum of all elements of .
This hierarchical specification can alternatively be formulated by marginalizing out ag having

a Gamma(ag, bg) prior, wherein the joint prior on 7 and 3 boils down to

J

00 L e—botBr (¢ -1
p(ﬂaﬁ) OC/O tL*“/Jraofl F(t)J H (t(ﬁf;?) H ;ik_ ]1{7-r cSL— 1}1{,36«5L 1} dt (33)
k=1 j=1

When qq is chosen to be v in (3.3), using Lemma 1 in §C of the Supplement, 3 can be observed to

be a normalized vector of random variables ¢ = (¢1,t2,...,tr) whose joint density with 7 is given

by
,bt -1 J
Olk tk

p(m,t) F(Ztk> H T H ;Il:; 1 ]1{7TjeSL—1} ]l{tk>0}7
k=1 j=1
and is equivalent to the hierarchical specification in (3.2).

This specification is computationally convenient since posterior samples of 8 can by obtained
by sampling ¢t from its corresponding posterior and setting 8 = tg / Zlel t; for each k. More
specifically, samples from p(¢, z, 7, 3 | ) by collapsing out ag can be obtained by sampling from
the augmented posterior p(¢, z, 7, t | ). Writing the augmented posterior explicitly

p(¢, z, 7t | @) < p(x | 2 ¢) p(z | m) p(¢) p(m | 1) (t)

J ny

& HH H {ﬂ-jk’f & ji ’ ¢k } (z5i=k} H h gbk X

j=1li=1k=1

L L —b()t;c tL .
F( tk) H Hﬂ' k ]1{77]'65[‘71} ﬂ{tk>0}7 (34)



we observe that ¢, z, and 7 retain conjugacy in their blocked posterior updates, while the in-
dependence and conjugacy of t is not preserved in its non-standard posterior. We eliminate this
dependence by incorporating suitably chosen auxiliary variables, a technique widely employed in
Bayesian nonparametrics involving normalized completely random measures. Noting that the term

F( 215:1 tk)‘] prevents the posterior density of ¢ from factorizing over k, we write it as
L g J 00
1
F<Ztk> = H {/ e W u(z’C i) duj},
k=1 j=1 \/0
and introduce a slice in (3.4) using auxiliary random variables u = (uy,ug,...,uy) to get the

following augmented posterior of ¢, z, 7, t and w,

J nj

J
t
oz m bl @) o [TTL LT (e | 90) W'”Hh @0 LT ™" g0 2
j=li=1k=1 = j=1
L 7botk t L 1
H HWk ]l{ﬂ'jeSL—l} ]l{tk>0} (3.5)
k=1

The full conditional posteriors of u and ¢ are then given by,

L
2 t
(U|il3 ¢)z ™, t O(H = k) ]l{Uj>0}7 p(t‘m7¢7z77‘.7u): ka(tk)
J=1 k=1
where
1 .
(t) < 57 e~ o~ Tjmlos mk- i log wi) by -l g ok =1,2,..., L. (3.6)

Note that w given t is a vector of independent Gamma( Zﬁzl tr, 1) random variables, which can
be sampled easily, and ¢ given u is a vector of independent random variables with density fir. We

refer to fi as a tilted gamma density with parameters J, A = /L and By, = by — ijl log jr —
J
> j—1log uj.

(8)
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Figure 1: Graphical models showing the dependence of parameters in the (a) truncated HDP mixture model
(2.1), (b) joint posterior (2.2), and (c) augmented posterior (3.5). Shaded nodes and double arrows represent

augmented variables and deterministic relations, respectively.

Our remaining task is to devise an algorithm to sample ¢ from its conditional density f, for
each k = 1,2,... L. While an MH proposal is generally applicable for sampling from any non-

standard density that is known upto constants, tuning a single MH proposal may not work in



our setting due to the changing parameters of the target density with each Gibbs iteration. This
suggests the need for more adaptive MH schemes to address the issue, which might not be very
straightforward to implement. Consequently, we develop an exact tuning-free rejection sampler to
sample the t;’s independently from fi, exploiting the fact that fj in (3.6) a is log-concave density,
as proved in Lemma 2 in §C of the Supplement. We build a piece-wise tight upper envelope
leading to a mixture of densities that can be conveniently sampled from, ensuring high acceptance
rates. The next subsection describes the construction of the envelope while deferring the sampling

technique to §B of the Supplement.

3.1 Construction of the cover for rejection sampling of the unnormalized global

weights

In the following, we describe the construction of the cover density, gi to get exact samples from

our target density, fx, k =1,2,..., L, using a rejection sampler, the general algorithm of which is

F(i)J zA-L e~ Bk Liz>0y and O, = fooo fk(:zc) dx

denote the density upto constants and its normalizing constant, respectively. Note that J € N,

given in §B.1 of the Supplement. Let fk(x) =

B € R and A € (0,1), since we are working with a finite truncation of an HDP mixture model
by fixing the number of clusters (L) at a suitably chosen large number, as described in §2.3. To
ensure a high acceptance rate of the rejection sampler, we require a sharp upper bound for fk that
is easy to sample from. This is achieved by using piece-wise tangent lines of the logarithm of fi
at carefully chosen knot points, exploiting the concavity of the log density.

We begin with noting that when the parameter By, is positive, for & > 0, z 471 e Bs? ig
decreasing and continuous, while I'(z) is strictly log-convex with its minimum lying between 1.46
and 1.47, implying that the mode of f lies in (0, 1.47), while when By, is negative, the mode of fi

lies in (0, e!~Bx/7), which is proved in Lemma 3 in §C of the Supplement. For z > 0, let

hi(z) =log fi(z) = —Jlog T'(z) + (A —1)log = — Bz,

(o) = —J p(a) + A

— By

denote the log density upto constants and its derivative with respect to x.

For N € N, we consider 2N + 2 knot points denoted by 0 < mp1 < ... < mpny1 < ... <
mioN+2 < oo which are selected in a way that they are concentrated around the mode of the
density so as to ensure a tight upper envelope for our target density and hence a high acceptance

probability. More specifically, we choose the knots in the following manner :

1. Set the central knot my y41 at the mode of fj, which is obtained numerically by solving for

R (mg.n11) = 0.

2. Set the last knot myan12 = (Mg vi1 +1.5) Iyp, ~0y + el=Br/J 1B, <0}



3. Set the first and last but one knots as my; = miny1/2 and mponi1 = (MeN+1 +

Mi2N+2)/2-

4. The remaining N — 1 knots to the left and right of the mode are chosen as equidistant points

between my 1 and my y41, and myg y41 and my o1 Tespectively.
Equation of the tangent line of hy, at the point my; is given by
Uki(2) = ag; + Api(e —my,), i=1,...,2N +2

where ay,; = Bk(mk,) and A\g; = ﬁ;(m;“) Clearly, Ap; > 0 for i < N, Ay v+1 =0 and A, ; <0 for

t > N + 2. Points of intersection of the tangent lines, v4; and vy ;11 is given by

Akit1 — Qi + Mg ik — Mk i1 Aki+1
Ak — Mkit1

ki = ) i=1,...,2N + 1.

Let ko = 0, Gk 2N+2 = OO and yk(;z;) = Z?ivl+2 Vk,i(x) ]l{l"e[q;c,i—l,%,i)}‘ Since ilk is concave in

nature and concave functions lie below their tangent lines, we have fk(az) < e¥ () which provides
a piece-wise upper bound g for fk,

2N+2

fel@) < Gr(x) =Y Gl
=1

where gj ;(z) = eVki(T) = etkitAk,i(z—my.i) ﬂ{xe[qk ) i =1,...,2N + 2. The final cover
density g = gi/Cy, has the normalizing constant C,, = fooo gk (x)dx = Z?ﬁ” Cy,,.;» where
i e N+ (g N+1 — QKN ), i=N+1
Cgk,i = / gk,i(x) dr =
Qi1 /\];3 Ok, i~ i Ak i (er,i/\k,i _ eCIk,iA)\k,i) . iAN+1
The cover density g can then be written as a mixture of 2NV + 2 densities, g ; =,
IN+2
i
gr(x) = Z : Ik,i(2),
i=1 9k
~ -1 o
g]w(x) (Qk:,N"rl - qk’,N) ﬂ{xe[qk71\1,qk’]\]+1)}’ 1= N + 1
Iri(T) = C =
Gk, (e‘ﬂc,i)\k,i — eqk,i—1>\k,i)—1)\k7i eMe,iT ]l{me[qwihqk’i)}, i#AN+1

Figure 2 shows the plot of fk and g for one choice of parameters J, A and a positive and
negative By where N is chosen as 1 and 2 i.e. 4 and 6 knot points are used for constructing
the piecewise tangent lines, clearly demonstrating the high acceptance rate that the tight cover
ensures. Plots for several choices of parameters by taking N = 1 and empirical illustrations on
the acceptance rate are provided in §B.3 of the Supplement. Benefits of using such a rejection
sampler are multi-fold. We get exact posterior samples of 3 without the involvement of any tuning
parameter. More importantly, due to the conditional independence of tj, there is no significant
computational hassle if the dimension of 3 is high. Our devised blocked Gibbs sampler is presented

in Algorithm 1.
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Figure 2: Plot of the unnormalized target fk and the constructed unnormalized cover g with N =1 (blue)

and 2 (red) for one choice of J, A, and positive (left) and negative (right) By.

Algorithm 1: The blocked Gibbs sampler cycles through the following steps.
Here, f and h denote the densities corresponding to F' and H respectively and ¢ =

1,2,...,n5,5=12,...,Jand k= 1,2,... L, unless otherwise specified.

Update z: Sample zj; ~ m7};, where 7}, , = 7 f(zji | o)/ Zlel mif (x50 | 1)
Update ¢: Let {27, 25,..., 2} } denote the set of current unique values of z.

For k € z\{2],25,...,2}}, sample ¢ ~ H.

For k € {z7,25,...,2"}, sample ¢p ~ h(¢x) Hji:zji:kf(xji | o).
Update mr: Sample m; ~ Dir(n} +t), where n) = S | FE——
Update t and 3 :

Sample tj, ~ fi for each k using the rejection sampler and set 35 =t/ >, .
Update u: Sample u; ~ Gamma (>, tg, 1).

3.2 Potential restrictiveness of the prior on the shared concentration parameter

One key observation in our blocked Gibbs sampler is that we do not have flexibility in choosing
the shape parameter ay of the gamma prior on the shared concentration «g, as our algorithm
thrives by fixing it at the concentration v of the global DP, which may be of potential concern
to practitioners. To respond to this, we first note that while introducing HDP, Teh et al. (2006)
specify vague gamma priors on the concentration parameters, following a similar specification for
the concentration of a DP in Escobar and West (1995). For our formulation, the rate parameter by
of the gamma prior can be chosen to lie in (0, 1) which inflates the prior variance of ag, adhering
to the recommendations of Teh et al. (2006). Additionally, sensitivity analyses carried out in §D of

the Supplement illustrate the robust performance of our algorithm across various choices of (7, by).

4 Simulation Study

To investigate the performance of our blocked Gibbs sampler, referring to it as BGS henceforth,
we consider a simulation setup that assesses both statistical accuracy in terms of clustering and

density estimation, as well as algorithmic accuracy in terms of mixing behavior and computational

10



efficiency. Wu (2020) compared the performance of the exact slice sampler (Amini et al., 2019)
with the CRF based collapsed sampler (Teh et al., 2006) and the split-merge algorithm (Wang and
Blei, 2012), where the slice sampler is shown to surpass the others. Code for the other algorithms
discussed in §2.2 are not publicly available. Hence, we compare our algorithm with the CRF based
collapsed sampler (Teh et al., 2006), the slice sampler (Amini et al., 2019) and the unmarginalized
blocked Gibbs sampler outlined in §3.1 of Amini et al. (2019) where we use finite truncations of
the global and local atoms instead of slicing techniques. The algorithms are referred to as CRF,
SS and uBGS respectively. Note that while CRF and SS are exact samplers, BGS and uBGS are
truncated and are hence considered approximate algorithms.

We specify J = 3 groups and consider a Gaussian mixture model having 4 true components,
the means of which are taken to be (i) ¢° = (—=3,—1,1,3) to allow for overlap between the
adjacent densities, and (ii) ¢° = (=6, —2, 2, 6) where the densities are well separated, with common
precision 7 = 1 in both cases. The mixture weights are chosen as ) = (0.5,0.5,0,0), 79 =
(0.25,0.25,0.25,0.25) and wJ = (0,0.1,0.6,0.3) to accommodate different mixture distributions for
each group. Considering equal sample sizes n; = n for each group, we generate the true cluster
labels z% ~ 7; and the observations x;; ~ N((bg?i,T*l), i=1,2,...,n4,j=12,...,J. The true

density of group j is given by
4
f]o(y) = Zﬂ-‘?k; N(y7 ¢277—71)7 ) € ]R7
k=1

where NV(-; ¢,7!) denotes a normal density with mean ¢ and precision 7. We assume a NV'(£, \71)
conjugate prior on each ¢ and set £ = 0 and A = 1. The hyperparameters v and bg are taken as
1 and 0.1 respectively while the truncation level L is fixed at 10. Sensitivity analyses conducted
in §D of the Supplement demonstrate robustness of our algorithm across varying choices of (v, bo)
and L. Finally, we choose N = 1 i.e. our rejection sampler considers 4 knot points for constructing
the piecewise tangent lines.

For CRF, we noted robust performance across different choices of initial number of clusters and
consequently set it at L for our simulations. For uBGS, truncation level for both the global and
local clusters are set at L. Hyperparameter specifications are kept the same across all competing
algorithms. Since SS does not assume a prior on ag, we explore its performance by considering
three different choices for it as 0.1, 1 and mean of our chosen gamma prior i.e. 10. We run all the
algorithms considering n = 50, 100, 200 and collect M = 1000 posterior samples after a burn-in of
2000 samples for each n. Posterior estimates are summarized over 50 simulation replicates. Code

for implementing our method is available at the GitHub repository, das-snigdha/blockedHDP.

4.1 Statistical Accuracy

Statistical accuracy of BGS is measured by comparing the performance in recovering the true cluster

labels and estimating the density for each group, with that of the competing algorithms, using the
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adjusted Rand index (ARI) (Rand, 1971; Hubert and Arabie, 1985) and mean integrated squared
error (MISE) as the respective discrepancy measures. To circumvent the issue of label switching
arising in posterior samples of parameters in mixture models, the posterior estimate of cluster
labels is obtained by employing the least-squares clustering method (Dahl, 2006). Let 2; denote the
estimated cluster labels for group j and 2 = (21, ..., 2) denote the estimated global cluster labels.
We evaluate ARI(2;, z?) and ARI(2,2") to assess the local and global clustering performances.
For density estimation, we consider 100 equidistant grid points {y, : h = 1,2,...,100} in [Zmin —
1, Tmax + 1], where xyin = min{xj; : 4,7}, Tmax = max{z;; : 4,75}, and get the posterior density

estimate at each grid point y, for group 5 as

M L
. 1 m m)
fj(yh)ZMZZW](-k)N(yh; o™ Y,
m=1 k=1

where ¢(m) and (™) denote the m" posterior samples of ¢ and = respectively. The MISE of fj
is calculated as MISE (f]) = (1/100) ,110:01 {fj(yh) — ij(yh)}Q_

Figure 3 shows boxplots of the ARIs and the MISEs across 50 replicates. The ARIs remain
generally low under the overlapping design while being closer to 1 under the well-separated design.
An overall decreasing trend in the MISE with increase in the sample size shows that posterior esti-
mates of our algorithm are consistent. The clearly noticeable proximity in the ARI of cluster labels
and the MISE of the density estimates obtained from BGS, uBGS and CRF suggests that these
samplers provide very similar estimation performances. SS shows an overall worse performance,
except for its density estimates consistently aligning with BGS when «q is set to 1. Additional
plots showing the estimated cluster labels and densities in one of the simulation replicates are

provided in §E.2 of the Supplement.

4.2 Algorithmic Accuracy

In the following, we discuss mixing behavior of the sampled atoms and the estimated densities,
and the computational efficiency of our algorithm. While CRF allows dynamic estimation of the
number of clusters and samples atoms for each occupied cluster, BGS, uBGS and SS on the contrary
retain the unassigned clusters, the atoms corresponding to which are drawn independently from
their prior. To bring all samplers on the same page, we define L= min{ﬁ(m) :m=1,2,..., M},
where L™ denotes the number of estimated clusters by CRF in each posterior sample m, and
retain the first L atoms from the posterior samples of CRF. We then extract L atoms from BGS,
uBGS and SS in decreasing order of their corresponding cluster occupancy to ensure that the atoms
drawn from their prior are dismissed. Figure 4 shows boxplots of the effective sample sizes (ESS)
of the occupied atoms and estimated densities, for each n across 50 replicates. The plotted ESS
of the density estimates is an average of element-wise ESS for the 100 grid points. Note that ESS

can be higher than the number of MCMC samples in the presence of negative autocorrelation.
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Figure 3: Adjusted Rand indices — (a),(c) of the estimated cluster labels and mean integrated squared error —
(b),(d) of the estimated densities, when true means of the Gaussian mixture are ¢° = (=3, —1,1,3) —(a),(b)
and ¢ = (—6,—-2,2,6) — (c),(d). SS1, SS2, SS3 refer to the slice samplers with aq chosen as 0.1, 1, 10

respectively. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation replicates.
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Figure 4: Effective sample sizes of occupied atoms — (a),(c) and estimated densities — (b),(d), when true

means of the Gaussian mixture are ¢° = (—=3,-1,1,3) — (a),(b) and ¢ = (—6,-2,2,6) — (c), (d). SSI,

SS2, SS3 refer to the slice samplers with ag chosen as 0.1, 1, 10 respectively. Boxplots show variation across

50 simulation replicates.
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Under the overlapping design, BGS, uBGS and CRF have comparable ESS for the density esti-
mates of each group. BGS and uBGS exhibit comparable ESS for each of the atoms corresponding
to the occupied clusters, that are higher than those of CRF, for each n. The better mixing behavior
of BGS and uBGS can be attributed to their ability to update parameters in blocks as opposed to
one-coordinate-at-a-time updates for parameters in CRF, and is consistent with the performance
of the blocked Gibbs sampler for a DP (Ishwaran and James, 2001). Under the well-separated
design, BGS has uniformly higher ESS for density estimates as well as occupied atoms, compared
to uBGS. Sampling the local cluster labels in addition to the global labels in uBGS incurs higher
autocorrelation and results in a slower mixing, as opposed to updating only the global labels in
BGS. CRF is seen to have high variability in the ESS of occupied atoms across replicates under
the well separated design, with the median being high in most of the cases. When the clusters are
well separated, CRF often captures the true clusters quickly and samples the atoms independently
for those clusters, consequently exhibiting a high ESS in such replicates, while having a low ESS
in replicates when it fails to do so.

Under the overlapping design, all three implementations of SS have considerably higher ESS
for the occupied atoms. SS also has higher ESS for the estimated densities, except that for group
2 when aq is set at 0.1. This behavior is however not consistent with what is observed under
well separated true clusters. It is important to note that ESS gives us the number of independent
samples that have the same estimation efficiency as the given auto-correlated MCMC samples. SS
shows a tendency to over-smooth the local modes of the estimated densities i.e. it fails to capture
all the distinct local modes (as evident in the plots of §E£.2) and hence exhibits a higher ESS at
the cost of inadequate estimation performance, compared to the other samplers. Evidently, there
is a drop in its ESS under the well-separated design where both clustering and density estimation

is less challenging, than under the overlapping design.

E3 BGS 3 uBGS EJ CRF E3 BGS FJ uBGS EJ CRF
E3 ss1 SS2 E9 ss1 SS2
— /* — §
1) 2]
10 T 10
o o
Q [5)
3 8
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) - ) .-
£ - F S -
[ _ = -
0.0 i 0.0 mma=e ==
50 100 200 50 100 200
n n

Figure 5: Average computation time (in seconds) per MCMC iteration, when true means of the Gaussian
mixture are (a) ¢° = (—=3,—1,1,3) and (b) ¢° = (=6, —2,2,6). SS1 and SS2 refer to the slice samplers with
g chosen as 0.1 and 1, respectively. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation replicates, along with

trajectories of the median time.

A remarkable gain in computational efficiency in using the blocked samplers as compared to
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CRF, is clearly evident in Figure 5 that shows boxplots of the average computation time per
MCMC iteration for the samplers across 50 replicates with increasing n.

Since the cluster assignments for the blocked samplers in the truncated model factorize over
the observations in each group, the likelihood evaluation f(xj; | ¢x) for each of the L atoms incurs
a computational cost of O (ngL), where ng = Z}le n; denotes the total sample size. Cluster
assignments of a data point under the CRF scheme is conditional on all other data points. Conse-
quently, the likelihood evaluation for each observation in each group incurs an additional (ng — 1)
computations, resulting in an overall cost of O (n%L’ ), where L' is the maximum number of clusters
assigned by the algorithm.

The computation time for SS is seen to exhibit an increase when a higher value is assigned to «y.
Consequently, the computation time for SS with «q set at 10 is deferred to §E.1 of the Supplement,
to retain visual clarity in the comparison of all algorithms. Trajectories for the median of the
average computation time demonstrate the scalability of BGS (comparable to that of uBGS) with
increasing n, as compared to CRF. The computation time can be further accelerated by trivial
parallelization. Moreover, the posterior updates factorize over the J groups, making the sampler

suitable for applications with large sample sizes as well as large number of groups.

Overlapping design Well-separated design
BGS uBGS CRF SS BGS uBGS CRF SS
Clustering (ARI) v v v . v v v
Density estimation (MISE) v v v * v v v *
Mixing (ESS) v v v . *
Scalability (Computation time) v/ v * v v . *

Table 1: Summary of the statistical and algorithmic performances of the three algorithms, as seen in our
simulations. The symbols indicate the following performances: v* favorable, - unfavorable or uninterpretable,

x favorable in some implementations.
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Supplementary Materials

This supplement contains an enlisting of blocked parameter updates of the truncated HDP mix-
ture model, sampling scheme for the tilted gamma random variables, proof of auxiliary results,
sensitivity analyses with respect to choices of hyperparameters and the truncation level, and addi-
tional plots depicting the computation time and estimation performance of the different posterior
sampling algorithms. Code for implementing our method is available at the GitHub repository,

das-snigdha/blockedHDP.

A Blocked parameter updates of the truncated HDP mixture

model

Let F(0) have density f(- | §) and H have density h(-). Likelihood and prior specifications from

model (2.1), along with a Gamma (ag, by) prior on «ag, are as follows,

B |y~ Dir(y/L,...,v/L) ¢ | H~H
ﬂ'j‘ﬁ,OéONDiI‘(Oéoﬂ) Zji|7TjN7Tj
g | ag, bo ~ Gamma (ao, bo) ji | Zji, {br Yy ~ F(¢z,,)

The full conditional distributions for the parameters are given by
1. Sampling ¢. Foreach k=1,2,..., L,

p(or | @, 2,m, 8, 00) < higw) [[ flzjil on)

Jizji=k

If H is chosen conjugate to F', then we have independent conjugate updates for ¢1, ¢2, ..., ¢r.

2. Sampling z. For eachi=1,2,...,n;and j =1,2,...,J,
zji |, ¢, ™, B, 00 ~ 71';2-
where 77 = 7 f (25i | qﬁk)/ElL:l miif(xji | ¢1) for each k.
3. Sampling =. For each j =1,2,...,J,
| @z, ¢, 8,a0 ~ Dir(n; + apf)
where n/ = (nfy,ny, ..., 1)), nfy = Sy 1y.,,—k) for each k.
4. Sampling 3.

ol

Hﬂ']k 0Pk IBkL*I ]l{lgesL_1}

::]m

(B‘mﬁbaZﬂ'ao

aoﬁk

where S“~1 denotes the L-dimensional simplex.
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5. Sampling ay.

@

L
p(Oéo | T, ¢7 z, Waﬁ) oc o 1€_b0a0 |: Tk k:| 1 0

B Rejection sampler for the tilted gamma random variables

In the following, we describe the sampling scheme to get exact samples from the titled gamma

density fi, k=1,2,...,L, given by

1 -1 _—Bgzx
fk(x) X F(l‘)‘] ‘TA ! € B ]l{x>0}

where A =~/L, By = bg—Z}]:l log ﬂjk—Z‘.]: log u;. Let fr(z) = ﬁ zA-1 e~ Brz 1,50y and

fo fk ) dz denote the density upto constants and its normalizing constant, respectively.

B.1 Rejection sampling algorithm

We briefly mention the steps of a rejection sampler for getting exact samples from fj. Let g, =
r/Cy, be a density on R that can be sampled from and fi(z) < g () for all z in the domain of

fir, then a rejection sampling algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. Draw s ~ g and u ~ Uniform (0, 1) independently.

2. Accept s as a sample from fi if u < fr(s)/dr(s). Otherwise, return to Step 1.

B.2 Sampling from the cover density

In this section, we describe the procedure to draw samples from the mixture density, g. For this
purpose, let wy, ; = Cgk,i/cgk’ i=1,...,2N + 2 denote the mixture weights. Also, let wyo=0. A

sample s from gj, is obtained as follows:

1. Generate a random variable u ~ Uniform (0, 1).

2. Ifu e Zé;% W+ Zé‘:o wk,j); then draw s ~ gg;, i =1,...,2N + 2.

We then proceed to describe the inverse cdf method to get samples from g ;, 7 = 1,...,2N +2.
First, we note that since my n1 is the mode of fi, Ay n11 = 0 and gg 41 is @ U(qe, N, @, N+1)
density which can be directly sampled from. To get a sample s from g ;, ¢ # N + 1, which are

exponential densities, the inverse cdf sampler proceeds as follows:
1. Draw u ~ Uniform (0, 1).

2. Set s = G,;}(u), where the cdf of g ; and its corresponding inverse are given by

e kT _ oAk,idk,i—1
Gkvl(x) = e)‘k,iQk,i _ e)\k’iqkyifl ]l{re[%,i—h%,i)}

G,;i (u) = )\,;} log {ueeifhi 4 (1 — q) eMeithi-1}

21



— cover — target

J=3,A=0.1,Bx=0.5 J=3,A=0.1,B=5 J=3,A=0.1,B,=10
0.6 0.0061
0.41 0.021 0.004+
0.21 0.01+ 0.0021
0.01: , , : , 0.00L: , , : , 0.000+ , : , ,
0 1 2 3 4 00 05 1.0 15 20 00 05 10 15 20
J=5A=0.1,B¢=05 J=5A=0.1,B¢=5 J=5A=0.1,B,=10
0.0008 1
0.6 0.0091 0.0006 1
0.4 0.0061 0.0004
0.21 0.0031 0.0002 1
0.0 , , : , 0.000 , , 0.00004.: , , , ,
0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 00 05 10 15 20
J=10,A=0.1,B,=0.5 J=10,A=0.1,B¢=5 J=10,A=0.1,B,=10
1.251
1.0 0.0061 0.000075
0.75- 0.0041 0.000050
0.50
0.25- 0.0021 0.000025 1
0.001; , , , , 0.000L; , : , 0.000000{ —" S~
0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 00 05 1.0 15 20 25
(a)
-— cover — target
J=3,A=0.1,B,= -05 J=3,A=0.1,B,= -5 J=3,A=0.1,B,=-10
2.0 1.5e+36 1
151 1e+06 1.0e+361
1.0
5e+054 J
05 5.0e+35
0.01: , : , 0e+001_; , , , 0.0e+00; / , , ,
0 2 4 6 0 5 10 15 0 20 40 60 80
J=5A=0.1,B=-05 J=5A=0.1Bc=-5 J=5A=0.1B=-10
21 30000 2e+151
200001
14 100004 le+15+
ol , , : , , 0 , , , , 0e+00+_; , , , ,
0 1 2 3 4 5 00 25 50 75 100 0 5 10 15 20
J=10,A=0.1,By=-05 J=10,A=0.1,By=-5 J=10,A=0.1,By,=-10
54 4e+094
4 100001 3e+091
3 7500
24 5000+ 2e+094
14 2500 1e+09
oL , , : : , oL , : , 0e+00_: , : : ,
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 2 4 6 00 25 50 75 100
(b)

Figure 6: Plot of the target fr and the constructed cover §, with N = 1 for several choices of J, A and By,
when (a) By > 0, (b) By < 0.
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B.3 Empirical Illustrations

We investigate the performance of our proposed rejection sampler in terms of its acceptance prob-
ability. Figure 7 shows barplots of the acceptance probabilities over varying choices of parameters
J, A and B, with N chosen as 1 and 2. When By, is positive, an acceptance rate of at least 75%
is observed for all choices of J and A with N fixed at 1. A negative By renders a slightly lower
acceptance rate as compared to when it is positive. This is attributed to the right shifting of the
mode of density for a negative By. Even so, we are able to get an acceptance rate of at least 40%
for all choices of J and A with N fixed at 1. It is important to note that Bj involves a large
positive the term, —log (H =1 ﬂ]k) 7jk being the group-specific probabilities of each cluster, and
hence the negative values it takes, remain small in magnitude, as seen under empirical runs of the
sampler. The acceptance probabilities can be further boosted by choosing a higher value of N.
Figure 7 demonstrates very high acceptance probabilities, obtained just by increasing N from 1 to

2.
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Figure 7: Barplots of acceptance probabilities of the rejection sampler with N = 1,2, over various choices
of J, A and By when (a) B > 0, (b) Br < 0. 1 and 2 in the legend correspond to A = 0.01 and 0.1
respectively with N = 1, while 3 and 4 correspond to the same with N = 2.

C Proof of auxiliary results

Lemma 1. A normalized vector X of jointly distributed random variables, Y = (Y1,Y2,...,Yr)
with density fy on (0,00)", L € N, has joint density of the form,

o0
fX17X27._.7XL71(:I3'1, o, ..., xL—l) = / yL_l fy(.%'ly, 2y, . .. ,xLy) dy
0
with xp, =1 — Zf:_ll z;.
Proof. Kruijer et al. (2010) derived the density for the vector of normalized Y for the case when

Y1,Ys, ..., Yy are independent random variables, with Y; having density p; on (0,00),7=1,2,..., L.
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We provide a straightforward extension of their proof to the case when Y7, Y5, ... Yy are dependent
random variables.

We begin with writing X = (X1, Xa,...,Xz) = (Y1/Y,Y2/Y,...,Y,/Y) with Y = X v,

Then, for (z1,z2,...,21) € S'~!, we have
P(Xi <z, Xo<wy,..., Xp_1 <211)
Y; Y- Y
=P<Y1§$1, 72§962,~-7 Ll §$L1>

Y
oo rT1Y  [T2Y TL-1Y L-1
Z/ / / / fy (vnve, e,y =D i | dynadyp— ... dyi dy
o Jo Jo 0 pt

The joint density is then given by

aLfl
X1 X0, x, (@1, 20, .., 2—1) = T R P(Xi <z, Xo<mo,..., X1 <xp1)

Interchanging the (L — 1) derivatives and integrals, we have

fx1. X0 x4 (@1, 22, ..., 20-1)
L1
o0 8 1y a rrL—-1Y
= . fr v, 92, y—1,y — vi | dyr—1...dy1dy
/o 3931/0 0rr—1 Jo ; ’

The proof follows by applying Leibniz integral rule for differentiation successively for xj_1,
T[—2y+-+5T7.

O

A-1

Lemma 2. For each k =1,2,...,L, the density fr(x) x e Bre 1,0y is log-concave.

1
@)’

Proof. For any k € {1,2,..., L}, define the log density as
hi(z) =log fi(z) = —log Cy, — Jlog I'(x) + (A —1)log = — Byx (C.1)

where Cy, denotes the normalizing constant of fj.
Differentiating (C.1) twice with respect to z, we have h}(z) = —J¢'(z) — (A — 1)/2>.
For proving concavity of hy, it suffices to show that for all z > 0, J > 1, A € (0,1),

1-A

/(@) > —

Noting (1 — A)/J € (0,1), we shall show that x2¢/(x) is a strictly increasing function of x in
(0,00) and lim,_,g+ #2¢’(x) = 1 which will complete our proof by implying that z2¢/(z) > 1 >
(1-A)/J.

For x > 0, let

g(x) = ¢ (x)
Hence,

g'(x) =z {2)/(x) + 29" ()}
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For z € RT and n € N, integral representation of a polygamma function, (™ (x) is as follows

n—+1 n

n d n > —X
w>@y:mmﬂmgn@:p4ﬂ+ﬂé e Tt (C.2)
and we have the following recusion formula
n— n— n— n—1)!
YD 1) = 60 (a) 4 (-0 2 (©3)
From (C.2) and (C.3), it follows that
i 2" () = (1) (0 - 1! (C.4)
details of which can be found in Yang (2017) and Qi (2015).
Putting n = 2 in (C.4), we get
lim g(z) =1 (C.5)

r—0t

Next, for proving strict monotonicity of g, we put n = 2 in (C.2) and integrate by parts to get
00 t2 00 t2 d
" —xt —xt
zY () = —x e dt = — — 1€ dt
vi(x) /0 1—et /0 1—et dt{ }

©(2et —2 —t)te!
:_A et (C.6)

Finally, putting n = 1 in (C.2) and using (C.6), we have for all = > 0,
ot * (2e" —2—t)te!
29 (z) + z " (z) = 2/ e "t —/ (2e Jte e " dt
0 0

1—et (et —1)2
e’} t2 et ot
= —s e tdt >0
/ CESVEN
which thereby implies that ¢’(x) > 0 for all x > 0 and combining with (C.5) completes our proof.

O]

Lemma 3. When By < 0, the mode of the density fi(x) F(i)J zA~l e~ Bk Lizs0y lies in
(0, e*=Bs/TY, for each k =1,2,...,L.

Proof. For x > 0, consider the function g(z) = 1 (e!*®) — 2. Then ¢(x) = e ¢/(e!T®) — 1 > 0,

since for all x > 0,

1—et 1—etdt

@ ellet —1—1t)
=1 — e at > 1
“f, S

i.e. g(x) is strictly increasing on (0, 00) which thereby implies g(x) > g(0) = ¥(e) > 0 for = > 0.

o0 t > t d
i (z) = :1:/ e dt = —/ —— —{e™}dt
0 0

Recall the log density defined in (C.1) and note that A} (z) < 0 is equivalent to
By (A-1)
=k C.7
oo+ 2 > B2 (©7)
and the right-hand side of (C.7) is negative, as A € (0,1) and J € N.
Plugging = = ¢!~ 5%/ in (C.7), the left-hand side boils down to e!~5B+//g(—By/.J) > 0, thereby

implying that hf (e!=P+//) < 0. Consequently, the log-concavity of fi ensures that its mode lies in
(0,e!=Be/7), 0
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D Sensitivity analyses

In this section, we outline how sensitive the performance of our algorithm is against different choices
of the truncation level L of the underlying random measures and the hyperparameters (-, bp) which

specify the gamma prior on «g. The data is generated in the same way as outlined in §4.

D.1 Choice of truncation level

We evaluated our algorithm’s performance by altering the truncation level L over {10, 50,100},
while maintaining fixed hyperparameters at v = 1 and by = 0.1, as specified in all simulations
in §4. Figure 9 illustrates the statistical performance of our algorithm, while Figure 10 depicts
the mixing behaviour under both overlapping and well-separated designs. The performance of our
algorithm remains robust across different choices of L. Figure 8 shows boxplots of the average
computation time per MCMC iteration with increasing L, for each sample size. Scalability of the

sampler decreases with increase in L, as one would naturally expect.

D.2 Choice of hyperparameters

We implemented our algorithm by varying both  and by over {0.01,0.1,1}, while keeping the
truncation level fixed at L = 10. Figures 11 and 12 depict the statistical performance of our
algorithm, while Figures 13 and 14 show the mixing behaviour under overlapping and well-separated
designs respectively. Our sampler demonstrates robust performance across various hyperparameter

choices.
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Figure 8: Average computation time (in seconds) per MCMC iteration, when true means of the Gaussian
mixture are (a) ¢° = (—=3,—1,1,3) and (b) ¢° = (—6,—2,2,6), across different choices of the truncation

level L under the BGS algorithm. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation replicates.
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Figure 9: Adjusted Rand indices — (a),(c) of the estimated cluster labels and mean integrated squared error —
(b),(d) of the estimated densities, when true means of the Gaussian mixture are ¢° = (=3, —1,1,3) —(a),(b)
and ¢° = (—6,—2,2,6) — (c),(d), across different choices of the truncation level L under the BGS algorithm.

Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation replicates.
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Figure 10: Effective sample sizes of occupied atoms — (a),(c) and estimated densities — (b),(d), when true
means of the Gaussian mixture are ¢ = (—3,—1,1,3) — (a),(b) and ¢° = (—6,-2,2,6) — (c), (d), across
different choices of the truncation level L under the BGS algorithm. Boxplots show variation across 50

simulation replicates.
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Figure 11: (a) Adjusted Rand indices of the estimated cluster labels and (b) mean integrated squared error
of the estimated densities, when true means of the Gaussian mixture are ¢0 = (-3,-1,1,3), across different
choices of hyperparameters (y,bg) under the BGS algorithm. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation

replicates.
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Figure 12: (a) Adjusted Rand indices of the estimated cluster labels and (b) mean integrated squared error
of the estimated densities, when true means of the Gaussian mixture are ¢0 = (—6,—2,2,6), across different

choices of hyperparameters (y,bg) under the BGS algorithm. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation

replicates.
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Figure 13: Effective sample sizes of (a) occupied atoms and (b) estimated densities, when true means of the

Gaussian mixture are ¢° = (=3, —1,1,3), across different choices of hyperparameters (7, by) under the BGS

algorithm. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation replicates.
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Figure 14: Effective sample sizes of (a) occupied atoms and (b) estimated densities, when true means of the

Gaussian mixture are ¢° = (—6,—2,2,6), across different choices of hyperparameters (7, by) under the BGS
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E Additional plots

In the following, we provide additional plots that illustrate the computational efficiency and esti-

mation performance of the competing algorithms described in §4 of the main document.

E.1 Computational efficiency of competing algorithms

Figure 15 shows boxplots of the average computation time per MCMC iteration for the competing
samplers across 50 simulation replicates with increasing n. The scalability of BGS (comparable to
that of uBGS) is ensured by its blocked parameter updates which factorize over the observations in
each group, unlike the one-at-a-time updates of CRF that makes it suffer heavily when n is large.

The computation time for SS is seen to exhibit an increase when a higher value is assigned to «ag.
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Figure 15: Average computation time (in seconds) per MCMC iteration, when true means of the Gaussian
mixture are (a) ¢° = (—=3,—1,1,3) and (b) ¢° = (—6,—2,2,6). SS1, SS2, SS3 refer to the slice samplers
with o chosen as 0.1, 1, 10 respectively. Boxplots show variation across 50 simulation replicates, along with

trajectories of the median time.

E.2 Estimation performance of competing algorithms

We present plots that depict the performance in clustering and density estimation, of BGS, uBGS,
CRF and the three implementations of SS in a single simulation replicate considering a sample of
size n = 200.

Figure 16 shows the estimated densities of the the three groups along with the true density,
overlaid on the histogram of the observed data. Figures 17 and 18 show the cluster labels estimated
by the algorithms for all the groups along with the true labels under overlapping and well separated

designs respectively.
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Figure 16: True and estimated densities overlaid on the histogram of the observed data, when true means

of the Gaussian mixture are (a) ¢° = (=3, —1,1,3) and (b) ¢°

slice samplers with g chosen as 0.1, 1, 10 respectively.
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Figure 17: True and estimated cluster labels for a sample of size n = 200, when true means of the Gaussian
mixture are ¢° = (-3,—1,1,3). SS1, SS2, SS3 refer to the slice samplers with ag chosen as 0.1, 1, 10

respectively.
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Figure 18: True and estimated cluster labels for a sample of size n = 200, when true means of the Gaussian
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respectively.
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