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Abstract

Current approaches for modeling discrete-valued outcomes associated with spatially-
dependent areal units incur computational and theoretical challenges, especially in
the Bayesian setting when full posterior inference is desired. As an alternative, we
propose a novel statistical modeling framework for this data setting, namely a mixture
of directed graphical models (MDGMs). The components of the mixture, directed
graphical models, can be represented by directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) and are
computationally quick to evaluate. The DAGs representing the mixture components
are selected to correspond to an undirected graphical representation of an assumed
spatial contiguity/dependence structure of the areal units, which underlies the spec-
ification of traditional modeling approaches for discrete spatial processes such as
Markov random fields (MRFs). We introduce the concept of compatibility to show
how an undirected graph can be used as a template for the structural dependencies
between areal units to create sets of DAGs which, as a collection, preserve the struc-
tural dependencies represented in the template undirected graph. We then introduce
three classes of compatible DAGs and corresponding algorithms for fitting MDGMs
based on these classes. In addition, we compare MDGMs to MRFs and a popular
Bayesian MRF model approximation used in high-dimensional settings in a series of
simulations and an analysis of ecometrics data collected as part of the Adolescent
Health and Development in Context Study.
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1 Introduction

Statistical models for spatially-dependent, discrete-valued observations associated with
areal units are used routinely in areas of application ranging from disease mapping to small
area estimation to image analysis. Despite a rich literature on both classical and Bayesian
models for this setting, theoretical and computational considerations remain, particularly
in the Bayesian setting when complete posterior inference is desired. To address the compu-
tational and theoretical concerns of existing models (described below), we propose a novel
framework for modeling spatial dependence of observations associated with a collection
of n areal units which together form a nonoverlapping partition of the spatial/geographic
domain. The areal units may be a regular grid/lattice or be an irregular partition (e.g., ad-
ministrative districts). Without loss of generality and to motivate our new framework, we
assume at each areal unit there is a collection of zero-one binary observations, [yi1, . . . , yimi

],
where mi is the number of observations at areal unit i. Additionally, we assume that there
is a single binary latent variable, zi, associated with each areal unit for i = 1, . . . , n. Let
y = [[y11, . . . , y1m1 ], . . . , [yn1, . . . , ynmn ]] denote the complete collection of observations and
z = [z1, . . . , zn] the vector of binary latent variables.

Standard spatial statistical models for areal data assume that there is a known natural
undirected graph (NUG, our terminology) with vertices/edges denoting the areal units and
the spatial proximity/contiguity of pairs of areal units, respectively. Markov random fields
(MRFs) are a default choice for prior distribution on z, as an MRF, defined for a given
NUG, is in fact a probability distribution whose conditional distributions elicit the same
dependence structure (i.e. dependencies between areal units) as the specified NUG (Besag,
1974, 1975). While the one-to-one correspondence between a NUG and an MRF leads to
a simple and intuitive specification of the joint probability distribution of z, inference on
the parameters governing an MRF is computationally burdensome due to an intractable
normalizing constant when z is discrete. While diverse approximation methods for the
MRF have been proposed (Reeves and Pettitt, 2004; Friel et al., 2009; McGrory et al.,
2009, 2012), the approach that uses the pseudo-likelihood (PL) of Besag (1975) in place
of the analytical form of the intractable MRF prior density persists in Bayesian analyses
(Heikkinen and Hogmander, 1994; Hoeting et al., 2000; Wang et al., 2000; Hughes et al.,
2011; Pereyra and McLaughlin, 2017; Marsman and Haslbeck, 2023). While relatively
easy to implement and computationally efficient, this approach lacks rigor as there are no
guarantees that the approximation leads to valid posterior inference (see Section 3.3).

As an alternative to specifying a joint probability model for the observed and latent
variables associated with the areal units based on the assumed NUG directly, we propose
using the NUG as a template for the structural dependencies that exist between the areal
units. From the NUG we derive a collection of directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) which is
used to specify probability distributions, directed graphical models (DGMs), that together
capture the spatial dependence between random variables associated with the areal units.1

The main advantage of a DGM is the straightforward factorization of the probability dis-
tribution into conditional distributions, which leads to quick computational evaluation of a
DGM (Section 3). Let D(N) = {D1, . . . ,Dk} be a set of DAGs which honor the structural
dependencies of the NUG, N, where N and D define the structure of a NUG and DAG,

1Directed graphical models are also called Bayesian networks in older literature, a name we dislike as
there is nothing inherently Bayesian about a directed graphical model.
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respectively, through a set of vertices and edges; we give formal definitions of N and D in
Section 2. In order to formally describe how a DAG can be derived from a template NUG
which honors the topology of the NUG, we define the notion of compatibility in Section 2.1.
Given the set of DAGs, D, and a DGM for z, written as p(z|D, ξ), that depends on the
structure of the DAG and parameters ξ, we specify the prior on z as

p(z|ξ) =
∑

D∈D(N)

p(D)p(z|D, ξ), (1)

a mixture of directed graphical models (MDGM), where the mixture weights are given
implicity by the prior over the collection of DAGs, p(D) for D ∈ D. Given the latent z,
we model each yij as conditionally independent Bernoulli variables,

p(y|z,η) =
n∏

i=1

mi∏
j=1

ηyijzi
(1− ηzi)1−yij ,

with noise parameters η = [η0, η1]. Let η0 be the probability that yi = 1 when zi = 0
and η1 be the probability that yi = 1 when zi = 1. In this setting the yi’s can be viewed
as a noisy version of the true underlying black and white image z. For identifiability of
the noise parameters, η, and DGM parameters, ξ, in the model we require mi > 1 for a
subset of the areal units. While continuous-valued distributions for y given the latent z
are more common in the literature, we focus on this discrete outcome setting with spatial
dependence introduced through a discrete latent variable as fully Bayesian approaches in
this setting have been less explored (Arnesen and Tjelmeland, 2015). We note, however,
the ideas presented in the MDGM framework are generally applicable to the variety of
combinations of discrete or continuous latent and observed variables. Additionally, while
we present the MDGM as a prior in a hierarchical framework, the MDGM can also serve
as a direct data model for discrete-valued outcomes associated with areal units.

As “discrete” is used to describe multiple features of the analytic setting, we standardize
our use of the term. We use discrete-valued observations/latent variables to refer to the
observations/latent variables associated with areal units that take on discrete values. We
use discrete spatial process to refer generally to the areal unit/lattice setting.

The main contributions of the paper are as follows. First, we define the notion of
compatibility, which provides a principled way to construct a DAG (and the correspond-
ing DGM) from a template NUG. Through compatibility, sets of DAGs can be specified
which are distinguished by some feature of the DAGs in the set, e.g. minimally connected
DAGs, namely spanning trees, or fully connected DAGs, namely acyclic orientations of
the NUG. We explore spanning trees, acyclic orientations as well a third class of DAGs,
providing MCMC algorithms for each. Compatibility expands the statistical toolkit by
linking relevant graph theory to statistical modeling and by providing a formal foundation
for the development of new classes of DAGs to be used in the MDGM. Third, our notion
of compatibility unifies existing approaches which have sought to utilize DAGs and other
graph structures to facilitate inference, though often in a different inferential setting such
as structure learning (Wu and Doerschuk, 1995; Meila and Jordan, 1997, 2001; Pletscher
et al., 2009; Thiesson et al., 1999). Lastly, unlike the previous approaches which utilize a
mixture of DAGs, our MDGM framework allows for valid and complete posterior inference,
including posterior updates for the weights of the DAGs in the mixture. In particular for
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the class of spanning trees, we provide an update to Wilson’s algorithm (Wilson, 1996) to
allow for direct posterior sampling of the spanning trees during MCMC.

The remainder of the paper is as follows. We define compatibility and highlight three
special subsets of compatible DAGs in Section 2. In Section 3, we complete specification
of the hierarchical model with an MDGM prior, by showing how a DAG can be used to
define a DGM. We compare our models using an MDGM prior to corresponding models
with an MRF prior. In addition, we include a comparison to the widely-used, but theo-
retically ungrounded, “approximate MRF prior” (aMRF), discussed in Section 3.3. As the
key difference in the models we consider is the choice of prior we will refer to the different
models by the prior specification/approximation (i.e. MDGM, MRF, aMRF). This short-
hand refers to the prior for the latent variable in our hierarchical model, unless explicitly
stated otherwise. We layout the MCMC algorithms for model fitting in Section 4. In
Section 5 we conduct simulation studies to evaluate performance of three special classes
of the MDGM compared to an MRF and aMRF when data are generated from an MRF.
Section 6 contains a real data application to discrete-valued survey reports of evidences
physical disorder associated with block groups (census administrative districts used as a
proxy for neighborhoods) in the Columbus, Ohio metropolitan area. We also use this data
to perform a cross validation simulation study to compare the MDGM-spanning-tree prior
to the aMRF prior. We conclude with a discussion of work related to the MDGM and of
the MDGM itself in Section 7.

2 The NUG as a Template for a DAG

In this section, we introduce the concept of compatibility, which is the criteria used to
determine whether a DAG or set of DAGs retain structural integrity to the NUG. NUGs
and DAGs are each graphical representations of the probability models, MRFs and DGMs
respectively. We address specification of an MRF given a NUG and a DGM given a DAG
in Section 3; for now, we focus on how the topology of the NUG serves as a template for
the structural dependencies between vertices. To this end we introduce some notation.

Without loss of generality, we focus discussion on the NUG as the template for sets of
DAGs, though the concepts apply to any undirected graph. Let N = {V, Ē}, be a NUG
with set of vertices, V = {i : i = 1, . . . , n}, where n is the number of areal units, and set of
unordered pairs, Ē, where the unordered pair, {i, j}, denotes that there is an undirected
edge between vertices i and j. In a NUG, we say that vertices i and j are neighbors if {i, j}
is an element of Ē. We introduce the notation

∂(i) = {j : j is a neighbor of i},

to represent the set of neighbors of vertex i and note that ∂(i) = {j : {i, j} ∈ Ē}. The
NUG in the discrete spatial setting generally takes one of two forms, a first or second-order
neighborhood structure, where neighbor relationships are defined by the contiguity of areal
units. A first-order neighborhood structure is defined such that the set of neighbors of
areal unit i are the units that have a border touching at more than just a point. In a
regular lattice, this corresponds to the areal units directly above, below, left, and right of
i. Figure 1a depicts a three-by-three regular lattice with the corresponding NUG defined
by a first-order dependence structure in Figure 1b. A second-order neighborhood structure
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defines neighbors to be the areal units that have common border or have corners that
touch, giving a set of eight neighbors for any areal unit in a regular lattice that is not on
the border. Figure 1c shows the implied NUG of a second-order neighborhood structure
for the three-by-three grid.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: Example of a regular lattice and the NUGs that can be used to represent depen-
dence between the areal units of the lattice.

A key feature of the NUG, is that the undirected edge, {i, j}, represents a symmetric
relationship between vertices i and j. In contrast, a DAG, defined on the same set of vertices
and denoted D = {V, E⃗}, has an edge set, E⃗, comprised of ordered pairs of vertices (i, j),
which we use to indicate, somewhat unconventionally, that there is a directed edge from j
to i. For the directed edge (i, j) we say that j is a parent of i and define

π(i) = {k : k is a parent of i}

to be the set of all parents of vertex i. Alternatively, for the ordered pair (i, j), i is a child
of j. DAGs are the subset of directed graphs which do not contain any directed cycles. The
definition of a cycle relies on the definition of a path. A path is any sequence of connected
edges (without regard to direction) and a directed path is a sequence of directed edges
where the child of the preceding edge is the parent of the next edge in the sequence. A
directed cycle is a sequence of ordered pairs, (i, j), (k, i), . . . , (j, l), which start at vertex
j and follow a directed path back to j. Lastly, let G = {V,E}, denote a general graph,
where the edge set E can be comprised of both ordered and unordered pairs of vertices.

2.1 Compatibility of a graph to a NUG

How the NUG serves as a template of structural dependencies becomes clear with an
alternative representation of the graph structure. Let A(G) be an matrix representation
of the graph G. This association matrix, A(G), is constructed by setting the (i, j) and
(j, i) positions of the matrix to one if the undirected edge, {i, j}, is in the edge set and
zero otherwise. For directed edges, (i, j), in the edge set, only the (i, j) position is set to
one. By definition, the matrix A(N) is symmetric. Now we can define the compatibility of
a graph with the NUG.

Definition 2.1. A graph, G = {V,E}, with vertices, V, is compatible with a NUG,
N = {V, Ē}, defined on the same set of vertices, denoted G ≎ N, when (i, j) is equal to
one in A(G) implies that (i, j) is equal to one in A(N).
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In other words, we say a graph G is compatible with N when all the edges (directed
or undirected) of G appear as undirected edges in N. Note, that compatibility does not
require that |E| = |Ē|, where |X| denotes the cardinality of a set X. We can extend this
definition to sets of graphs. Let G = {G1, . . . ,Gk} be a set of graphs. Then the set, G, is
compatible with N, denoted G ≎ N, if for each G ∈ G, G is compatible with N.

The set of all graphs compatible with a NUG contains the set of all DAGs compatible
with the NUG, which are of particular interest due to the simple and computationally
efficient specification of a DGM given a DAG (see Section 3). We refer to complete set of
DAGs compatible with a NUG as a super set, as it contains all the classes of DAGs (i.e.
subsets of this super set) which we explore later in this Section. Let D(N) = {D : D ≎ N},
be the set of all DAGs compatible with the NUG. A property of the association matrix for
a DAG, D, is that there exists a permutation of the rows of A(D) for which A(D) is lower
triangular. Additionally, in a DAG, the ith row of A(D) is a m-dimensional vector with
binary indicators for the parents of i, that is π(i). To further characterize the super set of
compatible DAGs, we introduce subgraphs: A graph G′ = {V′,E′} is called a subgraph
of G, denoted G′ ⊆ G, if V′ ⊆ V and E′ ⊆ E. The super set of compatible DAGs can
then be charactertized as follows. First, take a subgraph, N′ = {V′, Ē′}, of the NUG,
where V′ = V. Then apply a permutation of the rows and columns of the association
matrix, A(N′), and let the lower triangular matrix define the directed edges of the DAG.
By construction, this DAG is compatible with the NUG. This process is many to one, as
multiple permutations can correspond to the same DAG, yet is also surjective, covering all
the DAGs in the super set.

2.2 Classes of Compatible DAGs

While the complete set of DAGs, D(N), compatible with the NUG comprises of the com-
bined set all DAGs that can be derived from each possible undirected subgraph of the NUG,
we define a class of compatible DAGs as a subset of the super set of compatible DAGs that
are further distinguished by specific criteria. We explore two specific classes of compatible
DAGs that are well studied in graph theory, namely acyclic orientations (AO) and span-
ning trees (ST). Let DST(N) denote the class of ST-DAGs and DAO(N) denote the class of
AO-DAGs. These two classes represent two ends of a spectrum of DAGs compatible with
the NUG for which all vertices of the NUG remain connected in the DAGs of each class. By
connected we mean that there exists a path between any two vertices in the graph. For the
AO-DAGs, all edges of the NUG are preserved. In contrast, each of the ST-DAGs contain
the minimal number of edges so that there is a path between any two vertices in V. We
also propose an intermediary class, which we call the rooted (R) class, denoted by DR(N).
The DAGs in the rooted class preserve most of the edges of the NUG and have a single
orphan vertex from which all edges are oriented away. For all three of our classes, theory
exists to count the cardinality of the class. The cardinality of the class will come into play
in Section 3, when we define the MDGM prior. We review the algorithms for generating
AO-DAGs and ST-DAGs from a NUG and present our algorithm of generating R-DAGs,
all of which we utilize to obtain draws from the posterior distribution of our model.
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2.2.1 Acyclic Orientations

Generally, the process of defining a directed graph from an undirected graph is known as
orientation, that is, each unordered pair, {i, j}, in the edge set of the undirected graph
is assigned an orientation of either (i, j) or (j, i) to create a directed edge set. When the
assignment of orientations to the edges of graph does not lead to any directed cycles, then
the orientation is called acyclic. The acyclic orientation class is then defined as the set of
DAGs

DAO(N) = {D = {V, E⃗} : |E⃗| = |Ē| and D ≎ N},

compatible with the NUG, N = {V,E}, such that all undirected edges of the NUG appear
as directed edges for every DAG in the set. A simple way to assign an acyclic orientation
from the NUG is to permute the rows and columns of A(N) and then take the lower
triangular matrix as the association matrix for a DAG. As noted above, the number of
acyclic orientations of an undirected graph is fewer than number of permutations of the
vertices, as multiple permutations will correspond to the same acyclic orientation. While
the theory exists to count and enumerate the number of acyclic orientations (Stanley, 1973;
Squire, 1998), in practice both tasks are very computationally expensive, even for orderly
graph structures such as a first-order regular lattice. For computational expediency, we will
generate random acyclic orientations by permuting the indices in our MCMC algorithm in
Section 4. We refer the reader to Appendix A.2 for the relevant theory to count the number
of acyclic orientations of a graph.

2.2.2 Rooted Graphs

We use the term rooted graph to denote a directed graph for which there is a single orphan
vertex. Thus, for the rooted class, each graph has single source or a vertex that is the root
of the graph. In an R-DAG, there is a directed path from the root vertex to every other
vertex in the graph. While there are many rooted graphs that can be created with vertex
i as a root, we seek to further reduce the size of this class by algorithmically assigning
directions away from the root. Due to the algorithmic assignment of directions, an i-rooted
R-DAG in the class is unique, thus the size of the class is simply the number of vertices.

Algorithm 1 Algorithm to generate an i-rooted DAG, D = {V, E⃗}, compatible with
N = {V, Ē}
Begin with i as the root vertex.
for j ∈ V do

l(j)← min(i−j)

∑
{s,r}∈(i−j)w({s, r})

▷ where (i− j) denotes a path from vertex i to vertex j. ◁

Define E⃗ as:
for {r, s} ∈ Ē do

if l(r) < l(s) then (s, r) ∈ E⃗

else if l(r) > l(s) then (r, s) ∈ E⃗

else if l(r) = l(s) then {r, s} ̸∈ E⃗

The following describes Algorithm 1 to create an R-DAG for any NUG. First, assign
weights to the edges of the NUG, w({i, j}) for {i, j} ∈ Ē, as follows: edges that represent
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areal units with borders touching at more than a point assign the weight one, for areal units
connected by borders touching at just a point assign the weight two. Then select a vertex,
i, to be the root. Label all vertices by the smallest weighted path from the root vertex.
Orient edges from lower-valued labels to higher-valued labels. Edges between vertices with
the same label are deleted. The algorithm provides a class of compatible DAGs with a
reduced number directed edges (therefor an intermediate between the AO and ST classes)
and cardinality equal to the number vertices in the NUG.

2.2.3 Spanning Trees

Lastly, we introduce the class directed spanning trees. We limit DST(N) to be the set of all
possible rooted and directed spanning trees (i.e. a directed spanning tree with a single root,
referred to as a rooted tree from here out) generated from a NUG for reasons explained
in Section 3. To generate a rooted tree from a NUG, first an undirected tree is generated
using the loop erased random walk algorithm, which generates uniform draws of spanning
trees from a NUG (Wilson, 1996). A loop erased random walk proceeds by performing a
random walk along the edges of a graph to generate a path of vertices that does not contain
any cycles (loops). If the random walk returns to a vertex that has already been visited
in the path, then the cycle that is created by returning to vertex, j, is erased from the
path and the random walk then proceeds from j. To obtain a spanning tree from a NUG,
randomly select a vertex of the graph to be the first vertex of the tree. Then select another
vertex at random and from this vertex perform a loop erased walk until the path of the
random walk reaches the first vertex of the tree. This path and the vertices thereof are
now part of the tree. Continue to select vertices at random that are not already part of the
tree and perform a loop erased random walk until the path connects to vertices that are
part of the tree. This algorithm guarantees a uniform draw of all possible spanning trees
from a NUG (Wilson, 1996). We modify this algorithm in a novel MCMC scheme obtain
draws of trees from the posterior. A rooted tree is then generated by selecting a vertex to
be the root, and then orienting all edges away from the root.

Kirchhoff’s theorem allows us enumerate the the number of spanning trees that can be
generated from an NUG through submatrices of the Laplacian matrix for a graph. The
Laplacian of a graph is the degree matrix minus the adjacency matrix,W (N)−A(N), where
W (N) = diag (A(N)1n) denotes the degree matrix. By Kirchhoff’s theorem, the number
of spanning trees from a NUG, N, is the cofactor of any (i, j) position in the matrix. A
(i, j) cofactor is calculated by deleting the ith row and jth column of the Laplacian and
taking the determinant times (−1)i+j.

The number of ST-DAGs from any spanning tree is the number of vertices in the graph,
thus the total number of ST-DAGs from the NUG is the number of spanning trees times
the number of vertices; however, for reasons explained in Section 3 the effective size of the
ST-DAG class reduces to simply the number of undirected spanning trees.

3 Hidden Discrete-Valued Spatial Dependence

We now complete the specification of our hierarchical model,

p(z,θ,η|y) ∝ p(y|z,η)p(z|θ)p(θ)p(η), (2)
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by specifying the priors p(η) and p(θ). Later in this section, we define the form of the
prior p(z|θ) for three different cases, the MDGM, MRF and aMRF. For each type of prior
on the latent variable, we note whether the posterior distribution is valid.

A simple prior for η is,

p(η) ∝ p(η0)p(η1)I(η1 > η0),

where I(·) is the indicator function and the identifiability constraint, η1 > η0, avoids
the label switching problem of the latent variable. In the case of the of the MDGM,
θ = {D, ξ}, whereas θ = ξ for the MRF and aMRF. Let p(θ) = p(D)p(ξ) for the MDGM
and p(θ) = p(ξ) for the models with MRF and aMRF priors. We use ξ to denote the spatial
dependence parameters of the three different spatial models, and while the mathematical
forms of the three latent variable priors that we use for analyses later in the paper are
analogous, the mathematical interpretation of ξ is distinct between the MRF/aMRF and
MDGM priors and across our highlighted classes of the MDGM. A default choice for the
prior D, is a uniform prior, p(D) = 1

|D†(N)| for D ∈ D†(N), where D†(N) ⊆ D(N) is a

specific class/subset of all compatible DAGs.

3.1 MDGM Prior

As review, a MDGM prior is specified in three steps. First, define a NUG for the areal units,
often a first or second-order neighborhood structure. Second, select a subset of compatible
DAGs to include in the mixture. Third, we specify the form of the DGM

p(z|D, ξ) =
n∏

i=1

p(zi|zπ(i), ξ), (3)

whose factorization into conditional distributions, p(zi|zπ(i), ξ), is determined by the topol-
ogy of the DAG. This factorization leads to quick evaluation of p(z|θ) = p(z|D, ξ), a major
computational advantage for MCMC-based inference over an MRF specification for the
joint distribution of z.

In the analyses which follow, for the ST and rooted MDGM priors, we specify the prior
on the DAGs, p(D) = 1

|D†(N)| , to be uniform over all possible DAGs in the set D†(N). For
computational simplicity in the AO case, we let the uniform draws of permutations induce
a prior over acyclic orientations; that is, the prior over acyclic orientations is proportional
to the number of permutations that correspond to each acyclic orientation, which is roughly
uniform.

Additionally, for all three highlighted classes of the MDGM, we set

p(zi|zπ(i), β) =
exp

(
β
∑

j∈π(i) I(zi = zj)
)

exp
(
β
∑

j∈π(i) I(zj = 0)
)
+ exp

(
β
∑

j∈π(i) I(zj = 1)
) , (4)

with
∑

j∈π(i) I(zj = x) ≡ 0 for x = 0, 1 if π(i) is equal to the null set. This specific form of

the conditional distributions is analogous to the standard MRF specification (Section 3.2)
in spatial statistics. The above prior specification yields the prior full conditionals

p(zi|z−i, β) =
exp

(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zi = zj)
)

∏
k∈κ(i)

[
exp

(
β
∑

j∈π(k) I(zj = 0)
)
+ exp

(
β
∑

j∈π(k) I(zj = 1)
)] ,
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where we define ∂(i) = {π(i), κ(i)} for a DAG and let z−i be the vector of latent variables
with the ith variable removed. For the ordered pair (i, j), we say i is a child of j, and let

κ(i) = {k : k is a child of i}

be the set of all children of vertex i. From the prior full conditionals we see that p(zi|z−i)
depends only the set of variables associated with the vertices {π(i), κ(i), π(κ(i))}, that is,
the set of parents of i, children of i, and the parents of the children of i. This set is called
the Markov blanket of i/zi, or the minimal set of vertices/variables, that when conditioned
on, make i/zi independent of all other vertices/variables. In the case of the rooted class,
the set DR(N) are Markov blanket equivalent with the NUG, N, when the NUG is a regular
lattice with a second-order neighborhood structure (see Appendix B.1 for more details).
We define Markov blanket equivalence of a class such that for each D ∈ D†(N) every vertex
i in the DAG has the same Markov blanket as the corresponding vertex i in the NUG.

We also note a distinct property of the spanning trees in regards to identifiability of the
DAG topology as alluded to in Section 2.2.3. It can be shown that specifying a probability
distribution for a tree graph can be written equivalently as an MRF or as a DGM, where
the DGM can be represented by a rooted tree (Meila and Jordan, 2001). Since the DGMs
corresponding to the n different rooted trees which can be created from an undirected tree
are equivalent, the root of the rooted tree is unidentifiable, thus we are only able to learn
the posterior distribution of the undirected tree structures. As a result, this class is less
strictly a subset of DAGs when compared to the other two classes of DAG models; however,
as a DGM and MRF specification for the same tree structure are equivalent, we can still
utilize Equations 3 and 4 for the ST class to maintain unified computation between the
MDGM classes.

Lastly, we note the posterior, p(z,D, ξ,η|y), for a general MDGM and our highlighted
classes as defined by Equation 2, is a valid probability distribution as each p on the right
hand side is a valid probability distribution. The particular form of the prior p(z|D, ξ)
provides quick evaluation, needed for updates on D and ξ in the MCMC algorithms de-
scribed in Section 4. In the case of the ST class, the only identifiable learning of the graph
topologies is U(D) = {V, {{i, j} : (i, j) ∈ E⃗}}, the undirected structure of the DAGs in
the posterior.

3.2 MRF Prior

As stated in the introduction, MRFs are popular because of the intuitive representation
of the probability distribution through the NUG. In particular, undirected graphs satisfy
the local Markov property which states that a vertex, i, is independent of all other vertices
given its neighbors (See Appendix B for a more thorough discussion). The Markov blanket
of a vertex i is the set of neighbor vertices and as such the full conditionals p(zi|z−i, ξ) from
an MRF specification reduce to p(zi|z∂(i), ξ). While an MRF is defined as a probability
distribution whose conditional distributions define a NUG (Cressie, 1993, pg. 415), we can,
in actuality, start with a collection of full conditional distributions consistent with a NUG,
p(zi|z∂(i), ξ), and obtain the corresponding MRF, which we are guaranteed is a valid joint
probability distribution by the Hammersley-Clifford theorem (an extended proof given by
Besag (1974))
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The result depends on the notion of a clique. Any single node or set of vertices which
are all mutually neighbors are defined to be a clique. Let C = {c1, . . . , ck} be the set of
all cliques in the graph, N. From the Hammersley-Clifford Theorem, if the probability
distribution of a MRF, p(z|ξ) for z ∈ Z, with respect to graph N and cliques C, satisfies
p(z|ξ) > 0 for all z ∈ Z, then we can write

p(z|ξ) = 1

R(ξ)

∏
c∈C

ψc(zc|ξc). (5)

Here ψc(zc|ξc) are arbitrarily chosen, nonnegative and finite functions parameterized by
ξ = {ξc : c ∈ C} and the partition function,

R(ξ) =
∑
z∈Z

∏
c∈C

ψc(zc|ξc),

as named in statistical mechanics, ensures the probability distribution of z sums to one.
The power of this theorem comes in that we can specify a small number of nonnegative ψ
functions for the cliques of the graph that imply full conditional distributions or, as noted
above, verify that our specified full conditionals can be derived from Equation 5 (Rue and
Held, 2010, pg. 195).

For our MRF versus MDGM comparisons, we set

ψ(zc|β) = exp(βI(zi = zj))

in Equation 5 for all pairwise cliques and set all other clique functions to zero. Then, we
have

p(z|β) ∝ exp

(
β
∑
i∼j

I(zi = zj)

)
,

where i ∼ j indicates the set of all neighbor pairs in the NUG, or equivalently the edge set
Ē. The full conditional of zi given all other z−i is simply the conditional distribution of zi
given its neighbors

p(zi|z∂(i), β) =
exp

(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zi = zj)
)

exp
(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zj = 0)
)
+ exp

(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zj = 1)
) , (6)

a version of the Ising model from statistical mechanics as it is commonly parameterized in
the spatial statistics setting: β governs the number of matches of the values of the vertices
with respect to the edges of the graph. As β increases, the black and white areal units will
appear to be more clustered.

A MRF prior specification for p(z|θ) = p(z|ξ) also leads to a valid posterior distribution.
The difficulty of sampling from the posterior in an MCMC scheme comes from the partition
function R(ξ), which involves the unknown parameters ξ. Methods exist to obtain valid
posterior samples by avoiding evaluation of the partition function (Møller et al., 2006;
Murray et al., 2006), but rely on the computationally burdensome coupling from the past
algorithm of Propp and Wilson (1996).
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3.3 aMRF Prior

We now introduce the popular aMRF model where the analytical form of the PL is used in
place of an MRF prior to facilitate Bayesian inference via MCMC. In the aMRF we replace
the MRF distribution, p(z|ξ), with the tractable approximation

g(z|ξ) =
n∏

i=1

p(zi|z∂(i), ξ),

the product of the full conditionals. For our model comparisons, we use the full conditionals
of Equation 6 for the aMRF prior. Besag (1975) named g(z|ξ) the psuedo-likelihood and
used a factorization technique to show that the PL is a consistent estimator of ξ, but
notably did not suggest it replace the analytical form of the MRF in a Bayesian setting.
Regardless, we often find that inference is then carried out using the approximation

p(z|ξ)p(ξ)p(y|z) ≈ g(z|ξ)p(ξ)p(y|z), (7)

even though it has been noted that the aMRF, g(z|ξ), may not correspond to a valid
probability distribution (Friel et al., 2009), a fact we formalize in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.1. Assume that ψc(zc|ξc) > 0 for all pairwise cliques in the graph. Then
the aMRF prior, g(z|ξ), defined as the product of the full conditional distributions derived
from an MRF, does not correspond to a valid probability distribution.

We provide a proof of Proposition 3.1 in Appendix A.1 using the same factorization
technique as in Besag (1975). Now, as g(z|ξ) is not a valid probability distribution, there is
no guarantee (that we are aware of) that sampling from the right hand side of Equation 7
(as described in Section 4) will yield draws from a valid posterior distribution, let alone
the posterior in Equation 2.

4 Model Fitting

We carry out posterior inference through Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC). We present
a general MCMC algorithm that can accommodate all three of the spatial priors described
above with a generic class of compatible DAGs for the MDGM. We detail modifications
for updating the graph in the mixture model for individual classes presented previously.
Model fitting is facilitated by treating the DGM as a hidden state which can be updated
for each b = 0, . . . , B − 1 iterations of the MCMC.

For our MDGMmodels, the MCMC algorithm begins by updating the the current DAG.
(For an MCMC algorithm for fitting a model with an MRF prior on the latent variable, the
NUG is fixed, so this step is skipped.) We initialize the algorithm with starting values for
η0, β0, z0 andD0. For the AO and rooted classes, we update the DAG using an independent
Metropolis-Hastings (MH) step. Let q(D) be the proposal distribution for a new DAG. For
both the rooted and AO classes, we set the proposal distribution to be the prior. A uniform
draw from rooted class is obtained by randomly selecting a root vertex then generating
the i-rooted DAG from Algorithm 1. In the case of the AO class, we obtain an acyclic
orientation through permutation of the vertices to assign directions to the edges in the

12



MDGM

Step ST Rooted AO aMRF MRF

1: G Sample D ∼
p(D|z, β,y)

Sample D∗ ∼ q(D∗) and ac-
cept with MH ratio probabil-
ity in Equation 8

N is fixed.

2: z Sample zi ∼ p(zi|z−i,D, β,η,yi) Sample zi ∼
p(zi|z∂(i), β,η,yi)

3: β Sample β∗ ∼ q(β∗|β) and accept with MH ratio probability
in Equation 10 in Equation 11

4: η Sample η1 ∼ p(η1|η0,y, z) and η0 ∼ p(η0|η1,y, z)

Table 1: MCMC schemes for a hierachical model with an MDGM, MRF, or aMRF prior
on the latent variable.

graph (Section 2.2.1). Given current DAG, Db, and proposal, D∗, set Db+1 = D∗ with
probability

min

(
1,
p(zb|D∗, βb)p(D∗)q(Db)

p(zb|Db, βb)p(Db)q(D∗)

)
, (8)

otherwise set Db+1 = Db. Since the prior is used as the proposal distribution, both p(D)
and q(D) cancel out of the MH ratio.

For the ST class, we can sampleD ∈ DST (N) directly from the full conditional posterior
distribution p(D|z, β,y). We can write the posterior as

p(D|z, β,y) ∝ p(z|D, β)p(D)

=
n∏

i=1

exp
(
βI(zi = zπ(i))

)
exp

(
βI(zπ(i) = 0)

)
+ exp

(
βI(zπ(i) = 1)

) 1

|DST (N)|
,

(9)

and since |π(i)| = 1, we have

p(π(i) = j|z, β,y) ∝ exp (βI(zi = zj))

exp (βI(zj = 0)) + exp (βI(zj = 1))
,

for j ∈ ∂(i). Thus, a draw of a spanning tree from the posterior can be obtained using
Wilson’s algorithm as described in Section 2.2.3 with the modification that the random
walk occurs with edge weights given by the above. This modification explicitly generates a
ST-DAG with root at the vertex first selected to be part of the spanning tree, yet since any
rooted ST-DAG with the same tree structure are equivalent, and therefore nonidentifiable,
it does not matter which vertex rooted ST-DAG we choose from a given undirected tree.
That is to say, selecting the root vertex is not informed by the data and can be chosen
uniformly at random without affecting the posterior probability of the undirected tree. We
use the ST-DGM formulation of p(z|D, β) to facilitate unified computation between the
MDGM classes.

Given Db+1, zb, ηb, and βb, an update for zb+1, the configuration of the latent variable,
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can be performed vertex by vertex for i = 1, . . . , n using the full conditionals

p(zi|z−i,D, β,η,yi) ∝

exp
(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zi = zj)
)∏mi

j=1 η
yij
zi (1− ηzi)1−yij∏

k∈κ(i)

[
exp

(
β
∑

j∈π(k) I(zj = 0)
)
+ exp

(
β
∑

j∈π(k) I(zj = 1)
)] ,

where zi depends on its the Markov blanket defined by the current DAG, Db+1, and the
observed outcome, yi = [yi1, . . . , yimi

]. For the MRF prior (for both exact inference or the
aMRF), the full conditionals obtain an update zb+1 are

p(zi|z∂(i), β,η,yi) =
exp

(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zi = zj)
)∏mi

j=1 η
yij
zi (1− ηzi)1−yij

exp
(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zj = 0)
)
+ exp

(
β
∑

j∈∂(i) I(zj = 1)
) .

Next, we update the spatial dependence parameter, β, through a MH step. Let β∗ be
the proposal drawn from q(β∗|βb). Then, set βb+1 = β∗ with probability

min

(
1,
f(zb+1|β∗)p(β∗)q(βb|β∗)

f(zb+1|βb)p(βb)q(β∗|βb)

)
, (10)

where f(zb+1|β∗) is a place holder for p(z|D, β), the MDGM prior, and g(z|β) when using
an aMRF prior. Exact inference can be carried out with the clever MH ratio of Møller
et al. (2006) and Murray et al. (2006), which avoids computing the normalizing constant,
though relies on generating an exact sample from p(z|β∗) using the coupling from the past
algorithm (Propp and Wilson, 1996). Generate an exact sample z∗ from p(z|β∗) and let

h(z|β) = exp

(
β
∑
i∼j

I(zi = zj)

)
∝ p(z|β).

Then, set βb+1 = β∗ with probability

min

(
1,
h(zb+1|β∗)h(z∗|βb)p(β∗)q(βb|β∗)

h(zb+1|βb)h(z∗|β∗)p(βb)q(β∗|βb)

)
. (11)

Lastly, we update the noise parameter η. When p(η) ≡ Beta(η|a, b) then the full
conditionals are both truncated beta distributions,

p(η1|η0,y, z) ∝

Beta

(
η1|a1 +

n∑
i=1

mi∑
j=1

yijI(zi = 1), b1 +
n∑

i=1

mi∑
j=1

(1− yij)I(zi = 1)

)
I(η1 > η0)

and

p(η0|η1,y, z) ∝

Beta

(
η0|a0 +

n∑
i=1

mi∑
j=1

yijI(zi = 0), b0 +
n∑

i=1

mi∑
j=1

(1− yij)I(zi = 0)

)
I(η1 > η0).

Table 1 gives a summary of the MCMC algorithms for our MDGM classes and for the
standard MRF prior, both for exact inference and for the aMRF.
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5 Model Evaluation

As we propose the MDGM as an alternative for modeling spatial dependence, we compare
how well each class of the MDGM performs to the classic MRF, as well as to the aMRF, a
persistent default substitute for the MRF in Bayesian analyses. For our simulation study
we generate data from our model described in Section 3, but using an MRF as the data
generating mechanism for the latent variable. For a single iteration, we generate a latent
binary field, z, for a specified NUG and spatial dependence parameter β. Then, given
the latent z, we generate a vector of independent binary observations yi with Bernoulli
errors η0 and η1 at each areal unit for i = 1, . . . , n. Using only the observed y as input,
we perform full Bayesian analysis using the MCMC algorithms described in Section 4 for
the ST, rooted, and AO classes of the MDGM as well as for the MRF both without any
approximations and using an aMRF. The main goal of the simulation study is to evaluate
“how well” each model estimates the latent spatial field given the observed binary response.

We evaluate model performance by the posterior mean accuracy of the estimated latent
field to the ground truth. That is, we generate the posterior distribution of accuracy by
finding the rate of correspondence between each draw of the latent field and the ground
truth and average over these individual estimates to obtain the posterior mean accuracy.
Additionally, we evaluate model performance by how well the different models allow us to
estimate the true strength of spatial dependence assumed in the data generation process.
Using the MRF as the data generating mechanism gives us an inherent metric to evaluate
spatial dependence, namely its sufficient statistic T (z) =

∑
i∼j I(zi = zj), the number

of neighboring pairs of areal units with the same value. For a single iteration of the
simulation study, we find the posterior root mean square error (RMSE) of the sufficient
statistic of the draws from the posterior to the T (z) of the generated data. Note, we are not
interested in evaluating how well each model estimates the spatial dependence parameter,
β, as the mathematical interpretation of this parameter is inherently different for each of
the classes of the MDGM and for an MRF. For each distinct setting in our simulation
study, i.e. different values of β, η, and mi (the number of observations at each areal
unit), we generate one hundred datasets and summarize model performance by estimating
the expected posterior mean accuracy and expected posterior RMSE of T̂ (z) by taking
the average across the hundred iterations. For the MCMC algorithms, we initialize the
parameters at the true values of β and η and an independently and randomly generated z.
We generate two thousand draws from the posterior, discarding the first one thousand as
burn in. The simulation study was performed in R (R Core Team, 2024).

We evaluate the MDGM models in two settings: complete data, that is at least one
observed yi for i = 1, . . . , n and missing data, with a fixed rate of missingness across the
areal units. The latent field is generated for a 16 × 16 regular lattice (256 areal units)
with a second-order dependence structure as this structure admits a rooted class of DAGs
which are Markov blanket equivalent with the specified NUG. Additionally, the smaller
sized lattice allows us to perform the computationally expensive exact inference for the
MRF. We use the exact.mrf function from the GiRaF package (Stoehr et al., 2020) in R

to obtain a draw from the MRF distribution needed for the Metropolis-Hastings ratio in
Equation 11. For all simulations we set η0 = η and η1 = 1−η. In the complete data scenario,
we set mi = 2 for all i = 1, . . . , n and perform the simulation across all combinations of
β = {0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.3} and η = {0.05, 0.2}. In the missing data scenario we first
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generate mi ∼ pois(λ). In this setting, η = 0.1 and we perform the simulation across the
combinations of β = {0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.3} and λ = {1.39, 2.3}, which corresponds to a
missing rate of 25% and 10% respectively.

The selection of the values for the spatial dependence parameter, β, to use in the
simulation study were driven by a well studied property of the Ising model in statistical
mechanics and statistics, phase transition (See Georgii, 2011). In the Ising model, the
spatial field takes on values negative one and positive one, representing positive and negative
charges. Put simply, there is a “critical value” of β at which the system transitions from an
unorderd, no net magnetic charge, to an order state, a stable positive or negative charge.
Interestingly, as the spatial dependence parameter approaches the critical value and as the
size of the lattice approaches infinity, the variance of the sufficient statistic diverges, a
discontinuity in the system (Stoehr, 2017). In finite lattices, the variance of the sufficient
statistic does not diverge, but sharply increases around the critical value, which for a
second-order, regular lattice is β ≈ .44. MRFs simulated with β above this value would be
nearly all ones or all zeros, thus we select β = {0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.3} for both simulation
study regimes.

Across all iterations of the simulation study, we found that the average elapsed compu-
tation time of the aMRF was the fastest, with roughly two and a half minutes to obtain
two thousand draws from the posterior. The MDGM models all relatively had the similar
average elapsed times ranging from eight minutes for the ST class to ten minutes for the
rooted class. The exact MRF model was nearly eight times slower than the MDGM models,
with an average elapsed time of 63 minutes.

The results of the simulation study, the estimates of the expected statistic with a
90% bootstrap confidence interval of the Monte Carlo error, are shown in Figures 2 and
3. The bootstrap confidence interval estimates were obtained by taking one thousand
samples, of size one hundred and with replacement, of the expected posterior statistics
across the simulation studies, then taking the average of each resample to estimate the
sampling distribution. We took the fifth and ninety fifth quantiles of the estimated sampling
distribution to be our the lower and upper bounds of the confidence interval.

From the simulation study two overarching trends emerge. First, in the low uncertainty
setting (i.e. for the complete data regime, η = 0.05, and missing data regime, λ = 2.3, 10%
missing rate), all of the models seem to perform equally well, both in terms of accuracy and
in estimating the spatial dependence of the latent variable. Second, we observe poorer per-
formance of the AO and rooted classes of the MDGM and aMRF in the higher uncertainty
setting of both simulation study regimes. In particular, as the true spatial dependence
parameter increases (the latent field becomes more clustered), the aMRF appears to be
the worst performing model in estimating the spatial dependence of the latent variable. In
comparison, the AO and rooted classes have relatively worse performance in estimating spa-
tial dependence when the true spatial dependence parameter is low, but show an increase
in relative performance to the aMRF as β increases. Throughout the simulation study,
the exact solution performs the best, which is to be expected as the data were generated
from an MRF. Notably in the high uncertainty regimes, the MDGM-ST is consistently the
next best performing model, particularly in estimating the spatial dependence of the latent
variable.
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Figure 2: Simulation study results for the complete data setting. The points are the
estimated expected value of the statistic with error bars giving the 90% bootstrap confidence
interval of the Monte Carlo error.

6 Application to Survey Reports of Physical Disorder

In this section, we compare the MDGM-ST and the aMRF on an analysis of survey data
from the Adolescent Health and Development in Context (AHDC) Study. This longitudinal
study was designed to understand how social processes affect developmental outcomes of
youth in the Columbus, Ohio metropolitan area. A representative sample of households re-
siding within the I-270 belt loop and with youth ages 11-17 was obtained and a single youth
from each household was randomly selected to participate in the study. Upon enrollment
into the study, a caregiver of the youth, usually the mother, answered a questionnaire with
a variety of questions about the conditions of their own neighborhood, as well as about
locations which they routinely visit. We use data from the first wave of the study, which
was collected between 2014-2016. One subset of questions – consistent with the ecometrics
approach in urban sociology (Raudenbush and Sampson, 1999) – ask participants to report
on aspects of the physical disorder of each of their routine activity locations, i.e. presence of
garbage, graffiti, needles, liquor bottles, etc. For this analysis, we analyze the respondents’
perceptions of garbage, which was asked for neighborhoods as “In your neighborhood are
[garbage, litter, broken glass] a big problem, somewhat of a problem or not a problem?”
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Figure 3: Simulation study results for the missing data setting. The points are the esti-
mated expected value of the statistic with error bars giving the 90% bootstrap confidence
interval of the Monte Carlo error.

and for routine locations “Let us know if you consider [garbage, litter, broken glass] a
big problem, somewhat of a problem, or not a problem at [location X]”. We recoded the
three-scale Likert-type responses to a binary outcome with one corresponding to “a big
problem” and “somewhat of a problem” and zero corresponding to “not a problem”. The
spatial units of analysis are the 615 census block groups within the I-270 belt loop. The
caregiver ratings are assumed to be conditionally independent within each block group. In
total, there are 9469 ratings across the 615 block groups, of which 34 block groups have no
ratings. Of the block groups that do have ratings, the median number of ratings is 9, the
max is 192, and the third quartile is 19.

Exact posterior inference for an MRF prior is already computationally infeasible for an
irregular lattice with 615 areal units. Therefore, we compare the MDGM-ST prior on the
latent variable, the best performing MDGM class from the simulation studies, to an aMRF
prior.

We obtained 5000 draws from the posterior using the MCMC algorithms described in
Section 4 and discarded the first 1000 as burnin. Figure 4 shows the posterior mean of
the latent variable at each block group. Both models produce a similar partition of the
block groups into higher and lower probability areas of ratings indicating that garbage is a
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Figure 4: Maps of the posterior mean of the latent process for each block group within the
I-270 belt loop around Columbus, Ohio with a MDGM-ST prior and aMRF prior.

problem.

Figure 5: Left: The difference between the block group posterior mean of the latent variable
for the MDGM-ST minus the aMRF prior. The block groups outlined in a thicker black
line indicate units with no ratings. Right: Comparison of the posterior distributions for β
and η for the two different priors on the latent variable.

The right panel of Figure 5 shows the difference between the block group posterior
means for the two models, with the block groups with zero ratings outlined in black. In the
left panel of Figure 5 are box plots of the posterior distributions for the spatial dependence
parameter β and the Bernoulli error parameters η. Unsurprisingly, the posterior distribu-
tions for β are quite different in the two models. As the MDGM-ST class involves fewer
connections between areal units in each update of the latent variable, a larger value of β is
needed to produce a similar degree of clustering of the latent variable as compared to an
MRF. Overall, the MDGM-ST estimates slightly higher probabilities of the latent variable
being one compared to the aMRF, but has lower estimates of the of error parameter.

In order to better compare the performance of the two models we also perform a cross-
validation study by holding out data in training the model and then evaluating how well
each model can predict the held out areal unit ratings. For each iteration of the cross
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validation study we randomly select 60 areal units with ratings to be withheld as the test
set. Using the remaining ratings as our training set, we fit the model with both a MDGM-
ST and aMRF prior on the latent variable. As the withheld data is the observed ratings,
we compare using the mean absolute difference of the posterior mean predicted probability
of a block group having a rating of one to the average observed ratings at the block group.
We take the average of the absolute errors for the block groups in the test set as our
summary statistic of model performance for a single iteration of the study. We performed
one hundred iterations of the cross validation study. We found that the mean absolute error
of the posterior predicted probability of a rating of one to the average observed ratings for
the model with an MDGM-ST prior is .2188, and the mean absolute error for the aMRF
prior is .2204. The maximum absolute difference between the mean absolute errors of the
two models across iterations was .007, indicating a practically equivalent performance of the
two models. The advantage of the MDGM-ST is the validity of the posterior distribution.

7 Related Work and Discussion

While we do not propose the MDGM framework as a formal approximation to an MRF
model, we note that special cases of the framework appear in the literature as MRF approx-
imation techniques. In particular, Cressie and Davidson (1998) proposed partially-ordered
Markov models (POMMs) as a DGM-based alternative to an MRF model. Cressie and
Davidson show that any POMM can be expressed equivalently as an MRF, and that for
some MRFs, there is a POMM which closely approximates the probabilities of the config-
urations of a graph. We note that the DAG associated with the POMM is in the super
set of DAGs compatible (as defined in Section 2.2) with the NUG associated with the
MRF. In this way, POMMs are a special case of the MGDM framework in which there is
only one component in the mixture. Other modeling strategies which use the computa-
tional advantages of DGMs include the the Markov mesh model (Abend et al., 1965), the
POMM-inspired DGM approximation of the Potts model (the categorical extension of the
two state Ising model) (Chakraborty et al., 2022), and a POMM-inspired approximation
of the normalizing constant of an MRF (Tjelmeland and Austad, 2012).

We also note the flexibility of the MDGM modeling framework. In particular, the
parent conditional distributions, which determine the form of the DGM components in
Equation 3, can be any valid probability distribution (e.g., Gaussian, Poisson). Addition-
ally, as noted in the introduction, the MDGM can be used directly as a model for discrete
outcomes, analogously to autologistic models where an MRF is used to directly model the
data (Besag, 1974, 1975, 1986; Augustin et al., 1996; Hoeting et al., 2000; Hughes et al.,
2011; Hughes, 2014; Caragea and Kaiser, 2009), instead of being used as a prior distribution
in a hierarchical model as described in Section 3.

Arguably, the standard class of spatial statistical models for categorical data, at least in
the Bayesian setting, is one that uses the auxiliary variable formulation for probit regression
of Albert and Chib (1993, 1997). The data augmentation strategy allows for the specifi-
cation of a Gaussian MRF for a continuous latent variable, which is then related back to
the discrete observed outcome by applying cuttoffs or “clipping” (De Oliveira, 1997; Higgs
and Hoeting, 2010; Berrett and Calder, 2012, 2016; Schliep and Hoeting, 2015). When
the Gaussian MRF is specificed using the conditional autoregressive (CAR) form (Besag,
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1974), the model suffers from partial identifiability of the spatial dependence parameter
(Carter et al., 2024). Alternatively, an intrinsic conditional autoregressive specification,
which does not include a spatial dependence parameter for the covariance between areal
units and, thus, avoids the identifiability problem. This specification corresponds, how-
ever, to an improper prior. While the posterior distribution of the latent spatial process
is proper, the posterior predictive distribution for areal units without observed data is im-
proper. As a consequence, the latent spatial process cannot be predicted at unobserved
locations and cross-validation model assessments are limited. The MDGM framework, on
the other hand, offers a proper posterior predictive distributions for settings with missing
data and cross-validation-style model comparisons can readily be performed.

Another common model for discrete spatial data is the hidden Markov random field
(HMRF), where the two-state latent field is expanded to multiple states and then related
to an continuous outcome variable. In this setting, the main goal of analysis is often clas-
sification (image segmentation or clustering); thus, full Bayesian posterior inference often
is unnecessary and maximum a posteriori point estimates or variational inference (via ap-
proximate Bayesian methods) are reported (Zhang et al., 2001; Chatzis and Tsechpenakis,
2010; Levada et al., 2010; Freguglia et al., 2020; Lü et al., 2020; Moores et al., 2020). In
situations where full posterior inference is desirable, with the computational advantages of
the DGMs, the MDGM is an attractive alternative to the HMRF.

In the continuous data setting, we note that our work also parallels recent developments
in scalable inference for Gaussian process (GP) models, for which there has been interest
in exploiting the computational advantages of DGMs to fit GP models to massive datasets
(Vecchia, 1988; Stein et al., 2004; Datta et al., 2016; Guinness, 2018; Katzfuss and Guin-
ness, 2021; Katzfuss et al., 2020). Recent advances include the meshed GPs of Peruzzi
et al. (2022), which assigns a DAG to the subsets of a partition of the domain; a DGM
approximation of Nearest Neighbor GPs to improve computation of spatial probit linear
mixed models (Saha et al., 2022); and a “Bag of DAGs” model to improve computational
speed and learn prevailing wind patterns in the spread of air pollutants (Jin et al., 2023).

In conclusion, the MDGM is a flexible and computationally efficient framework for mod-
eling observations associated with a spatial areal units. Most importantly for the discrete
outcome setting, the MDGM offers a computationally fast and simple implementation al-
ternative to the widely used, yet theoretically tenuous, aMRF. Additionally in the variety of
data settings described above, the MDGM offers a flexible alternative to standard models.

Beyond applying the MDGM to different data settings (e.g., continuous outcomes, mul-
ticategory outcomes), in future work we will explore alternative MCMC schemes – as an
alternative to our independent MH proposals – for the AO and rooted MDGM classes.
Through our simulation studies, we found the ST class of MGDMs performed particularly
well in estimating the latent field, both in terms of accuracy and capturing the spatial
dependence of the field. The minimally connected ST-DAGs appear to offer greater flexi-
bility in modeling the spatial dependence across areal units compared to the AO and rooted
classes when the data are generated from an underlying MRF. We will explore whether this
result holds for other data generating mechanisms.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Code: Code to reproduce the simulation studies, analysis and cross-validation study in
the paper. (.zip file)
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Garbage data set: The anonymized ratings of levels of garbage for the block groups
within the I-270 belt loop of Columbus, Ohio from the AHDC Study. The file also in-
cludes the spatial features data frame for the block groups and corresponding second-
order NUG. (.Rbin file)
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A Proper Colorings of Graphs

The concept of a proper coloring from graph theory is fundamental to the proof of Proposi-
tion 3.1 and counting the number of acyclic orientations that can be created from a NUG.
A proper coloring of a NUG, N, is an assignment of of labels (i.e. categorical values) to
each vertex in the graph so that no two adjacent vertices in the graph have the same label.
The chromatic number, ω(N), of a NUG is the minimum number of colors (i.e. distinct
labels) to ensure a proper coloring. Let q denote the size of largest clique of a graph, N,
then q is a lower bound for ω(N), that is ω(N) ≥ q.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

A proper coloring of a graph produces the factorization technique of Besag (1975). The
labels of a proper coloring partition the vertices into independent sets, conditional on all
other vertices. That is, the vertices of the same color are independent of all other vertices
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of that same color given all vertices of different colors. Consider a NUG with chromatic
number q, then we can factor

g(z|ξ) =
q∏

l=1

p(zl|z−l, ξ),

where zl is a vector of the vertices of label l and z−l is a vector of the vertices not of
label l. With this factorization, Besag (1975) showed that maximum PL is a consistent
estimator of ξ because it is a weighted average of the consistent estimators, p(zl|z−l, ξ)
(when maximizing the log PL). Now we present our proof with the same factorization
technique.

Proof. Without loss of generality, consider the case of a NUG with first-order dependence
structure on a regular lattice. For the MRF defined on the NUG, assume that ψc(zc|ξc) > 0
for all pairwise cliques. If all ψc functions for clique sizes greater than one are set to zero,
then the function g does specify a valid probability distribution, a product of independent
distributions – the antithesis of a spatial analysis setting. The first-order NUG has a
chromatic number of two, thus g(z|ξ) = p(z1|z2, ξ)p(z2|z1, ξ), which does not sum to one
over z ∈ Z.

The normalizing constant to ensure the aMRF does indeed sum to one is
∑

z∈Z g(z|ξ),
which returns us to an intractable normalizing constant that we sought to avoid in the
MRF. Interestingly, the factorization of the aMRF given by a proper coloring of the graph
is, in fact, a product mixture of DGMs. Each p(zl|z−l, ξ) is a DGM represented by a
DAG where all edges are oriented to the vertices of color l, the vertices not of color l are
orphans and edges between vertices not of color l are deleted. Rather than try to find the
normalization constant of a product mixture, we instead fit a standard (additive) mixture
model and expand the class of possible DGMs in the mixture.

A.2 Counting Acyclic Orientations

Proper colorings also aid in counting number of acyclic orientations that can be generated
from a NUG. We can extend the concept of a proper coloring to the chromatic polynomial
of a NUG, denoted χ(N, p), which is defined as the number of ways to obtain a proper
coloring of the graph using p ∈ C colors, where C is the set of complex numbers. The
chromatic polynomial, χ(N, p), is equal to zero for 0 ≤ p < ω(N). Stanley (1973) showed
that the number of acyclic orientations of a graph can be calculated as (−1)nχ(N,−1),
where n = |V|. In general it is difficult to calculate the chromatic polynomial for a given
graph, though results are known for special cases such as lattice strips (Chang, 2001; Rocek
et al., 1998).

B Conditional Independence Relationships in Graphs

and Probability Distributions

In this section, we provide the relevant background information on the expressive capa-
bilities of probability distributions whose conditional independence relations can be rep-
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resented by a graph, namely MRFs and DGMs. Conditional independence relationships,
i.e. statements of the form A ⊥ B|C for sets of variables A, B and C, from a probability
distribution are determined by the ability to factorize the joint probability distribution into
independent distributions conditional on the separating set. When A ⊥ B|C, C is called
the separating set and the joint probability distribution can be factorized as

p(A,B,C) = p(A|C)p(B|C)p(C).

Let I(p) be the set of all conditional independence relationships asserted by the probability
distribution, p. A main appeal of MRFs and DGMs is the ability to use their graphical
representations, NUGs and DAGs respectively, to summarize the set of conditional inde-
pendence relationships of the probability distribution. Before explaining how the graphs
can be used to summarize conditional independence relationships between variables, we
formally relate the probability distributions to the graphical representations through the
sets of conditional independence assertions. Let I(G) represent the set of all conditional in-
dependence relationships of the form A ⊥ B|C asserted by the graph, G. We say that G is
an independence map (I-map) of p when I(G) ⊆ I(p) (Koller and Friedman, 2009). In the
case that the sets of conditional independence assertions are equivalent, i.e. I(G) = I(p),
then G is a perfect map (P-map) of p.

A C

B D

E

F

Figure 6: An example of an undirected graph.

As stated in the introduction, an MRF is a probability distribution whose conditional
distributions have the same dependence structure as the NUG. In the terms of conditional
independence relationship sets, we can alternatively define an MRF, p(z), specified for a
NUG, N, as a probability distribution such that I(p) = I(N) is true. We previously used
the local Markov property, that is a vertex, i, is independent of all other vertices given its
neighbors, to obtain the full conditionals of zi given the set of neighbors z∂(i) (Equation 6).
Additional conditional independence relationships are also asserted by the NUG. The most
general rule to determine whether A and B are independent given C is if all paths from
A to B go through the set C. This is known as the global Markov property. From this
definition of independence – defined through the graphical representation of dependence
between variables – follows the local Markov property and an additional property known
as pairwise Markov property. The pairwise Markov property states that any two nodes i
and j are independent given all other vertices if i and j are not neighbors. In Figure 6,
A ⊥ E|{C,B,D, F}, as there is not an edge between A and E and all paths connecting
A and E go through the conditioning set. Again in Figure 6, we can verify that B ⊥
{C,F}|{A,D,E} as there is no path from B to C or B to F that does not go through
A,D or E, the neighbors of B. We can prove the pairwise and local properties from the
global property and, incidentally, we can use any one of the properties to prove the other
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A C

B D

E

F

Figure 7: An example of an directed acyclic graph.

two when the probability distribution over the state space is strictly positive, highlighting
the intuitive power of the graphical representation (Koller and Friedman, 2009, pg 119).

Now we address the conditional independence relationships expressed by a DAG. As
shown in Equation 3, a probability distribution p(z) defined for a graph D can be factorized
into the product of the conditional distributions of zi given parents of i, when p(zi|zπ(i)) =
p(zi) is also defined for orphan vertices. When this factorization is unique, then D is a
P-map for p(z). The directed edges no longer represent a symmetric relationship between
vertices as in the NUG, but rather that vertex i depends on the set of its parents π(i)
Consider the DAG in Figure 7, which was created from the graph in Figure 6, by applying
the acyclic orientation implied by the sequence, (A,C,E,B,D, F ). In Figure 7, vertex B
depends on A and E, while E only depends on C. We can further extend the notion of
parent and children vertices to ancestor and descendant vertices. For any vertex, j, from
which there is a directed path to i, we say j is an ancestor of i. Likewise, any vertex, k, to
which there is a directed path from i, is a descendant of i. The directed and acyclic edges
of a DAG imply a topological ordering of the vertices, such that if there is a directed path
from j to i in the DAG then j comes before i in the ordering. The DAG asserts a different
type of Markov property that a vertex i is independent of all ancestors in the graph given
its parents. The Markov property for DAGs is also known as the memoryless property as
the topological ordering can be thought of as a temporal sequence: the preceding vertices
of vertex i are past events which don’t affect i given the immediately preceding events, i.e.
the parents of i. In Figure 7, D is independent of A and C given its parents B and E.

While the Markov property for DAGs is intuitive and leads to the convenient factor-
ization of the corresponding DGM, more general statements about the set of conditional
independence relationships in a DAG, I(D), require the concept of directed separation (d-
separation). Recall that a path is a sequence of undirected and connected edges. A path in
a DAG is then a sequence of connected edges where the direction is ignored. There are two
rules that govern d-separation for sets of variables A and B given C, that is conditional
independence statements of the form A ⊥ B|C. We say that A and B are separated by
C if all the paths from A to B together imply independence when conditioned on C. The
rules of d-separation depend on the notion of a collider. A collider vertex at which two
directed edges meet head to head. In Figure 7 the vertices B and D are both colliders. The
set of vertices that have directed edges oriented towards the collider is called a v-structure.
A → B ← E, is a v-structure in Figure 7. For a path that contains a collider, the path
separates two sets of variables A and B, if the collider or any the descendants of the collider
are not in the set C. Second, A and B are separated by C if every path that does not
contain a collider has a vertex that is in C. Using these two rules we can see that A ⊥ E|C,
as the path A−C−E does not contain a collider and we condition on C, whereas the path
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A − B − E does contain a collider and B is not conditioned on. We can also assert that
A ̸⊥ E|C,B, since the path with the collider B is now in the conditioning set. Additionally,
A ̸⊥ E|C,D and A ̸⊥ E|C,F , since D and F are descendants of the collider B.

B.1 Comparison of Conditional Independence Relationships

Now we further explore the differences between I(D) and I(N) and consider the common
case where I(D) ̸= I(N), nor is I(D) ̸⊂ I(N), nor I(N) ̸⊂ I(D). That is, a NUG and DAG
cannot be used to represent the same probability distribution, neither perfectly nor as an
I-map. Consider the example of the NUG in Figure 8a which asserts that B ⊥ D|A,C
but B ̸⊥ D. We can create a DAG from Figure 8a by assigning an acyclic orientation to
the vertices. In doing so, we will invariably change the set of conditional independence
relationships that are asserted by the original undirected graph. Figures 8b and 8c are
two failed attempts to construct a DAG with the same independence relationships as the
undirected graph in Figure 8a. In Figure 8b, B ⊥ D but B ̸⊥ D|A,C, the complement of
the two independence relationships we stated about Figure 8a. Figure 8c correctly asserts
that B ̸⊥ D, however, shows that B ̸⊥ D|A,C which is incorrect for Figure 8a. In fact,
there is no DAG that can encode the same conditional independence relationships as the
given NUG. Any DAG that we create from the NUG by assigning a direction to each edge
in the graph will invariably result in a v-structure, which introduces dependence between
previously unconnected vertices when the collider is in the conditioning set. The intro-
duction of v-structures in the the most obvious violation of the pairwise Markov property
when creating a DAG from a NUG.

B

C
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D

(a)

B

C

A

D

(b)

B

C

A

D

(c)

Figure 8: An example of an undirected graph and two DAGs which do not represent the
same coniditonal independence relationships between the vertices. Example modified from
(Koller and Friedman, 2009).

There are special cases, however, where I(D) = I(N), when the skeleton of D is also
equivalent to N. The skeleton of a DAG D, is the undirected graph created as U(D) =

{V, {{i, j} : (i, j) ∈ E⃗}}. When two graphs, G and G′, represent the same conditional
independence relationships, I(G) = I(G), they are said to be independence equivalent (I-
equivalent). Chordal graphs are a special case of graph for which a DAG and an undirected
graph can represent the equivalent sets of conditional independence relations. A chordal
graph is a graph in which every undirected cycle of four or more vertices has edges which
are not part of the cycle but connect vertices within the cycle. The graph in Figure 8a is
nonchordal, as there are no edges connecting the four vertices of the cycle that are not part
of the cycle. Figure 8a could be made into chordal graph by adding an edge from either A
to C, B to D, or both. Any DAG created from a chordal NUG, G, by assigning a direction
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to each edge in G and does not introduce v-structures for vertices whose parents are not
already connected, will represent an equivalent set of independence relationships as asserted
by G. By definition of chordality, in chordal graphs it is always possible to find an acyclic
orientation in which the parents of a collider, as defined by the acyclic orientation, are
already connected. The NUG,N, is said to be an equivalence class of all DAGs generated by
assigning an acyclic orientations to N which do not introduce v-structures for unconnected
parents (He et al., 2015). While practically zero areal data analysis problems admit a
chordal graph to define the neighborhood structure between areal units, as referenced in
Section 3.1, we utilized this relationship to our advantage when subgraphs of the NUG are
chordal in order to create DAGs which are Markov blanket equivalent with the NUG. We
also used this relationship to our computational advantage for tree graphs, another special
instance of a chordal graph. Since a tree is a chordal graph, the undirected graph is an
equivalence class for all DAGs with the same skeleton in which all edges are oriented away
from a single vertex, called the root. Again, it can be shown that specifying a probability
distribution for a tree graph can be written equivalently as an MRF or as a DGM (Meila
and Jordan, 2001).

In this Section, we have only compared the conditional independence assumptions of a
single compatible DAG and NUG. The set of conditional independence relationships implied
by the collection of DAGs used in the mixture model to specify the DGM components differs
from that of a single DAG.
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