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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a hierarchical extension of the stochastic blockmodel
to identify multilevel community structures in networks. We also present a Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) and a variational Bayes algorithm to fit the model and
obtain approximate posterior inference. Through simulated and real datasets, we
demonstrate that the model successfully identifies communities and supercommuni-
ties when they exist in the data. Additionally, we observe that the model returns
a single supercommunity when there is no evidence of multilevel community struc-
ture. As expected in the case of the single-level stochastic blockmodel, we observe
that the MCMC algorithm consistently outperforms its variational Bayes counter-
part. Therefore, we recommend using MCMC whenever the network size allows for
computational feasibility.

Keywords: Clustering; Network data; Stochastic blockmodel; supercommunities; Varia-
tional Bayes.

1 Introduction

Network science is an interdisciplinary field of study that borrows from advances in math-
ematics, physics, statistics, sociology, computer science and machine learning, among
others. This has lead to a diverse set of tools and techniques that improve our under-
standing of complex systems. For example, models such as the preferential attachment
of (Price, 1976; Barabási and Albert, 1999) and the small world model of Watts and
Strogatz (1998) help us understand the process of network formation, whereas works like
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Grassberger (1983) and Pastor-Satorras and Vespignani (2001) shed light into how pro-
cesses evolve in a network. A good overview of the development of the field can be found
in Newman (2003) or Newman (2010) and, in particular, an overview of the statistically
oriented literature can be found in Goldenberg et al. (2010).

Perhaps the best well studied problem within network analysis is that of community de-
tection, which refers to the splitting a graph into communities sometimes also referred
to as clusters. As accounted in (Fortunato, 2010; Newman, 2004; Schaeffer, 2007; Porter
et al., 2009), many different solutions to this problem have been proposed in the litera-
ture. Among the most successful approaches are those based on the ideas of hierarchical
clustering, betweenness, and modularity. However, the majority of methods developed in
this area are deterministic algorithms, which do not provide a measure of the uncertainty
associated with the solutions they generate. Also, a drawback from this literature is the
fact hat these algorithms are usually developed to recover assortative structures (groups
of vertices with high density of connections within each group, but few interactions across
them).

Furthermore, a feature that is commonly observed in network data is the hierarchical
structure of communities. That is, nested arrangements in which vertices group to form
communities and, in turn, communities group into so-called supercommunities or meta-
communities. That is why here we introduce a hierarchical extension of the stochastic
blockmodel (Holland et al., 1983) that is able to capture the multilevel structure of com-
munities. Our work is closest to that of Ho et al. (2012), though we use a fundamentally
different approach to introduce the hierarchy in the community parameters. Among the
most appealing features of stochastic block models is their capacity to simultaneously re-
cover both assortative and disassortative communities, along with their ability to quantify
the uncertainty associated with the resulting partition structure.

The reminder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews the basic ideas
behind stochastic blockmodels, introduces a hierarchical extension that allows to recover
multilevel community structures, and discusses choices for prior distribution specifica-
tion. Section 3 describes a posterior sampling scheme for this model using Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) techniques. As discussed there, the heavy computational require-
ments of this approach makes MCMC impractical or even infeasible for moderately large
networks; for this reason, we also introduce in this section a variational algorithm that
allows to obtain approximate posterior inference. Section 4 presents various illustrations
utilizing both synthetic and real datasets, comparing the results obtained from the two
methods employed for posterior inference. Finally, 5 summarizes our findings, discusses
its implications, and presents directions for further research.
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2 Model

2.1 Stochastic blockmodels

The stochastic blockmodel (Holland et al., 1983) is a simple, yet very flexible model that
allows to represent different kind of interactions among different types of agents in a
complex system. Here, we concentrate on the case of simple, unweighted and undirected
networks, which can be characterized in terms of their adjacency matrix or sociomatrix,
Y ∈ RI×I , whose entries are given by

yi,j =

{
1, if there is an edge between vertices j and i;

0, otherwise,

where I represent the number of vertices in the network. Furthermore, because of the sym-
metry constraint imposed by the assumption of undirectedness, we focus on the strictly
upper triangular part of the adjacency matrix

Y = {yi,j : i, j ∈ N, 1 ≤ i < j ≤ I}.

The binary nature of interactions naturally suggests modeling them through a Bernoulli
distribution

yi,j | λi,j ∼ Ber(λi,j), 1 ≤ i < j ≤ I. (1)

Now, the basic idea behind the stochastic blockmodel is that the network can be parti-
tioned into K ≤ I communities, where two vertices are in the same community only if
they have equal interaction probabilities across the network. Formally,

λi,j = g(θξi,ξj),

where the block indicators ξ1, . . . , ξI take their values in the set {1, . . . , K}, the elements
of the set {θk,l}Kk,l=1 are usually referred to as the community parameters, and g(·) is
an appropriate link function. Notice that, again, because of symmetry, attention can be
constraint to the set

Θ = {θk,l : k, l ∈ N, 1 ≤ k ≤ l ≤ K}.

Assuming conditional independence in the interactions both within and across actors, the
likelihood can be expressed as

p(Y | Θ, ξ) =
I−1∏
i=1

I∏
j=i+1

p
(
yi,j | θϕ(ξi,ξj)

)
, (2)
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where ϕ : R2 → R2 is function given by ϕ(u, v) = (min{u, v},max{u, v}), which enforces
the symmetry conditions. In turn, (2) implies that

p(Y | Θ, ξ) =
K∏
k=1

K∏
l=k

{g(θk,l)}sk,l {1− g(θk,l)}nk,l−sk,l , (3)

with sk,l =
∑

Sk,l
yi,j and nk,l =

∑
Sk,l

1, and the sum is taken over the set

Sk,l = {(i, j) : i, j ∈ N, i < j, (k, l) = ϕ (ξi, ξj)} .

Regarding the maximum number of communities K, a popular alternative consists in
following a nonparametric approach as in the infinite relational model of Kemp et al.
(2006). This model allows for the effective number of communities in the network K⋆ ≤ K

to be learned from the data, being able to take any integer value between 1 and I.

Specifically, ξ is assumed to follow a Chinese restaurant process (CRP) prior, which
implies that its distribution is given by Ewens sampling formula (Ewens, 1972), that is

p(ξ1, . . . , ξI) =
Γ(α)αK⋆

Γ(α + I)

K⋆∏
k=1

Γ(nk).

Alternatively, K can be fixed trying to overestimate the number of communities in the
network, thus leading to a finite mixture model as in Nowicki and Snijders (2001). Here,
for simplicity, we adopt this later approach. Thus, we assume that the entries of ξ are
exchangeable and follow a Categorical distribution in {1, . . . , K}

Pr(ξi = k | wk) = wk, i = 1, . . . , I, (4)

with the weights vector w satisfying

w ∼ Dir (αw) . (5)

As discussed in Ishwaran and Zarepour (2000) and Neal (2000), if the parameter vector is
set as αw =

(
α
K
, . . . , α

K

)
, then as K → ∞, the model approximates the infinite relational

model.

For the prior specification, we use a logit structure under a Gaussian prior for the elements
of Θ. Specifically, if g is taken to be the canonical link, that is, θξi,ξj = log

(
λi,j

1−λi,j

)
, for

each element in Y , we have that

p(yi,j | θξi,ξj) =
(exp{θϕ(ξi,ξj)})yi,j
1 + exp{θϕ(ξi,ξj)}

,
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which reduces the likelihood to

p(Y | Θ, ξ) =
K∏
k=1

K∏
l=k

(exp{θk,l})sk,l
(1 + exp{θk,l})nk,l

. (6)

Now, the model can be completed with hyperpriors. Specifically, we assume the commu-
nity parameters conditionally independent from a common Gaussian prior

θk,l | µ, σ2 ∼ N(µ, σ2). (7)

In this case, µ affects the overall density of the network, while σ2 control the variability
among the propensity of interaction between different clusters. Thus, setting µ = 0

centers the interaction probabilities at 1
2
, while, considering the transformation, choosing

σ2 = 1 leaves approximately 95% of the mass in (0.12, 0.88) a priori, for all λi,j. If instead
a hyperprior π(µ, σ2) is to be placed in these parameters, one computationally convenient
option is choosing conditionally conjugate distributions

µ ∼ N(µµ, σ
2
µ) and σ2 ∼ IG(ασ, βσ). (8)

The concentration parameter α controls the number of occupied communities in the net-
work K⋆. In the limit case of the infinite relational model, from Antoniak (1974), it is
known that the distribution satisfies

Pr(K⋆ = k | α) = S(I, k)αk Γ(α)

Γ(α + I)
,

where S represents the unsigned Sterling numbers of the first kind. Thus,

E[K⋆ | α] = α [Ψ(α + I)−Ψ(α)] ≈ α log

(
α + I

α

)
and

Var[K⋆ | α] = α [Ψ(α + I)−Ψ(α)] + α2 [Ψ′(α + I)−Ψ′(α)] ≈ α log

(
α + I

α

)
,

with the first order approximations valid for large I.

Here, we explore the effect of α via simulation. As an example, Figure 1 shows the
empirical cumulative distribution function of K⋆ for four different values of α in the case
where I = K = 100. This figure shows that, in this case, the behavior expected from the
nonparametric model is also observed for a finite K; specifically, the expected number of
clusters increases with α, approximately following the order of α log(I/α). If alternatively,
α is to be learned from the data, a common choice of hyperprior is

α ∼ G(αα, βα), (9)

with the Gamma distribution parameterized in terms of shape and rate.
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Figure 1: Comulative distribution function of the effective number of communities K⋆ implied
by the prior for four different values of α, α = 1 (black), α = 3 (blue), α = 5 (red), and α = 10

(green) when K = I = 100.

2.2 A multilevel stochastic blockmodel

A desirable property of the stochastic blockmodel is that it can easily be generalized in
a hierarchical fashion and, thus, it naturally lends itself for the problem at hand: The
discovery of multilevel structures in networks. Specifically, we assume that the community
parameters come from a mean mixture of Gaussians

θk,l | ηζk,ζl , σ2 ∼ N(ηϕ(ζk,ζl), σ
2), (10)

where the location parameters ηr,s are assumed conditionally independent from a common
Normal distribution

ηr,s |µ, σ2 ∼ N(µ, τ 2), (11)

and, once again, symmetry restrictions allow to consider only the subset

H = {ηr,s : r, s ∈ N, 1 ≤ r ≤ s ≤ R}.

As in the single-level model, σ2 regulates the variability in the propensity for interactions
between communities within a supercommunity, and µ governs the overall network density.
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Meanwhile, at the second level, τ 2 controls the dispersion of the community parameter
means.

The choice of prior for the supercommunity indicators ζ mimics the structure of the first
level indicators, taking a Categorical distribution in the set {1, . . . , R}, with

Pr(ζk = r | vr) = vr, k = 1, . . . , K, (12)

with the weights vector v such that

v ∼ Dir (αv) , (13)

where αv =
(
β
R
, . . . , β

R

)
. Analogous to the single level model we have that, as K → ∞,

Pr(K⋆ = k | α) = S(I, k)αk Γ(α)

Γ(α + I)
,

and further, when R → ∞,

Pr(R⋆ = r | K⋆, β) = S(K⋆, r) βr Γ(β)

Γ(β +K⋆)
.

Then, conditionally, the expected number of supercommunities can be approximated as

E[R⋆ | β,K⋆] ≈ β log

(
β +K⋆

β

)
,

and the expected number of supercommunites is found to satisfy

E[R⋆ | α, β] = E[E[R⋆ | β,K⋆] | α] ≈ β log

(
β + α log

(
α+I
α

)
β

)
−

βα log
(
α+I
α

)
2
(
β + α log

(
α+I
α

))2 .
The details of this derivation can be found in Appendix A.

Figure 2 shows the impact of the hyperparameters α and β on the number of occupied
communities and supercommunities implied by the prior. This revision improves clarity
and flow while preserving the original meaning. We see that, as it is usual, larger values
of the concentration parameters favor a larger number of components at both levels. We
note also that the standard stochastic blockmodel can then be recover by either setting
R = 1 or letting β → 0.

Finally, all hyperparameters are assumed independent a priori,

p(µ, σ2, τ 2, α, β) = p(µ) p(σ2) p(τ 2) p(α) p(β),

with conditionally conjugate hyperpriors in the community parameter’s side

µ ∼ N(µ0, σ
2
µ), τ 2 ∼ IG(ατ , βτ ) and σ2 ∼ IG(ασ, βσ), (14)

and Gamma hyperpriors for the concentration parameters

α ∼ G(αα, βα) and β ∼ G(αβ, ββ). (15)
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Figure 2: Prior cumulative distribution function corresponding to the effective number of com-
munities K⋆ and supercommunities R⋆ under four different scenarios for the hyperparameters α
and β.
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3 Posterior inference

3.1 MCMC sampling

Regardless of the choice of prior distributions, the model described above does not yield
closed-form posteriors, and, thus, some form of approximation is required for inferential
purposes. In this section, we derive a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm to
generate samples from the joint posterior distribution of the model (Geman and Geman,
1984; Gelfand and Smith, 1990).

As a first step, notice that the form of the likelihood already suggests that the full condi-
tionals for Θ are not members of a standard family of distributions. However, following
Polson et al. (2013),

(exp{θk,l})sk,l
(1 + exp{θk,l})nk,l

= exp
{(
sk,l −

nk,l

2

)
θk,l

}
E
[
exp

{
−
θ2k,l
2
γk,l

}]
where γk,l ∼ PG(nk,l, 0) is a Polya-Gamma random variable. Thus, augmenting the pa-
rameter space with a matrix of a priori independent Polya-Gamma random variables
Γ = [γk,l], the likelihood can be expressed as

p(Y | Θ, ξ,Γ) ∝ exp

{
K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

(
sk,l −

nk,l

2

)
θk,l

}
K∏
k=1

K∏
l=k

exp

{
−
θ2k,l
2
γk,l

}
. (16)

Denoting the set of all parameters in the model Υ = {Θ, ξ, H, ζ, µ, σ2, τ 2,w, α,v, β} , the
augmented joint posterior satisfies

p(Υ,Γ | Y) ∝ exp

{
K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

(
sk,l −

nk,l

2

)
θk,l

}
K∏
k=1

K∏
l=k

E
[
exp

{
−
θ2k,l
2
γk,l

}]

(σ2)−(
1
4
K(K+1)+ασ+1) exp

{
− 1

2σ2

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

(θk,l − ηϕ(ζk,ζl))
2 − βσ

σ2

}
exp

{
− 1

2σ2
µ

(µ− µ0)
2

}

(τ 2)−(
1
4
R(R+1)+ατ+1) exp

{
− 1

2τ 2

R∑
r=1

R∑
s=r

(ηr,s − µ)2 − βτ
τ 2

}
K∏
k=1

w
α
K
+nk−1

k

R∏
r=1

v
β
R
+mr−1

r

Γ(α)[
Γ
(
α
K

)]K ααα−1 exp {−βαα}
Γ(β)[

Γ
(
β
R

)]Rβαβ−1 exp {−βββ} p(Γ) (17)

where mr =
∑

Tr 1, with Tr = {k : ζk = r}, for all r ∈ {1, . . . , R}. From (17), we derive
an MCMC algorithm that enables sampling-based approximate inference for the model.
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The main ideas behind this algorithm are summarized in what follows, while the details
can be found in Appendix B.

First, from the form of the augmented likelihood (16), it can be anticipated that the com-
munity parameters are conditionally conjugate given the auxiliary variables. Thus, the
elements of Θ are sample from their corresponding Gaussian full conditional distribution.
Importantly, the full conditional distribution for the auxiliary parameters remains in the
Polya-Gamma family and can, therefore, be sampled as described in Polson et al. (2013).

The communities and the supercommunities indicators are sampled from their Categorical
full conditional distributions. At the supercommunity level the clustering probabilities
are affected from the data trough the term

exp

{
− 1

2σ2

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

(θk,l − ηϕ(ζk,ζl))
2

}
,

which plays a role equivalent to that of the likelihood in the community level.

The full conditional for ηr,s is also Gaussian with mean and precision parameters that can
be expressed as linear combinations of the prior mean µ and the proportion of observed
interactions among the vertices in supercommunities r and s. In turn, if conditionally con-
jugate priors are assumed, the full conditional distribution for µ, σ2, and τ 2 are straight-
forward (Gaussian for µ and Inverse Gamma for σ2 and τ 2). Finally, the concentration
parameters α and β can be sampled following ideas provided in Escobar and West (1995).

3.2 Variational approximations

The Gibbs sampler described in the previous section is a standard tool in Bayesian infer-
ence. This algorithm is theoretically guaranteed to converge eventually to the posterior
distribution p(Υ | Y), which enables us to control the accuracy of the approximation by
adjusting the number of generated samples. In practice, however, MCMC methods can
be computationally intensive. Furthermore, a large number of iterations can be required
to guarantee convergence of the algorithm, because of the multimodality of the posterior
distribution. Thus, posterior sampling approaches can be impractical or infeasible, even
for moderately large networks. For this reason, in the this section we explore a varia-
tional Bayes algorithm, an alternative technique that aims to functionally approximate
the posterior distribution.

The main idea can be briefly summarized as follows. The purpose is to approximate
p(Υ | Y) by another function q(Υ) that is restricted to be a member of a certain family
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of functions. To this end, it is possible to define a measure of divergence and use cal-
culus of variation techniques to find that q in such family that minimizes this measure.
Applying this technique to cases where p is chosen as a posterior distribution and the
Kullback–Leibler (KL) divergence is used can be traced back to works such as Saul et al.
(1996) and Jordan et al. (1999). In this case the problem becomes

min
q

∫
q(Υ) log

q(Υ)

p(Υ | Y)
dΥ. (18)

Now, it is easy shown that∫
q(Υ) log

q(Υ)

p(Υ | Y)
dΥ = log p(Y)−

∫
q(Υ) log

p(Υ,Y)

q(Υ)
dΥ

and therefore, minimizing KL[q || p] is equivalent to maximizing Eq(Υ)

[
log p(Υ,Y)

q(Υ)

]
which is

known as the evidence lower bound (ELBO). Note further that the ELBO can be expressed
as

F (q,Y) = Eq(Υ)[log p(Y ,Υ)] +H [q(Υ)]

where H denotes the Shannon entropy. Furthermore, if q is assumed to satisfy the mean
field assumption

q(Υ) =
∏
i

qi(Υi)

where qi(Υi) are the marginal variational densities, the solution of this problem satisfies

log q⋆i (Υi) ∝ Eq(Υ−i) [log p(Υ,Y)] (19)

which leads to a coordinate optimization algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977). From equa-
tion (19) we can proceed to obtain the optimal variational distributions for the model
parameters.

Similar to the corresponding full conditional, the variational distribution of the elements
of Θ does not belong to a standard family of distributions. In order to overcome this
issue, a first alternative would be to introduce Polya-Gamma auxiliary variables in the
form of (16); this conduces to a Gaussian update for the elements of Θ, but translates into
non standard updates for the auxiliary variables. In turn, these updates could be handled
using, for example, ideas from non-conjugate variational message passing (Knowles and
Minka, 2011). However, this approach introduces two additional sources of error to the
variational approximation: It employs an approximate solution for the variational dis-
tribution of the auxiliary variables, and it provides an approximation for the posterior
distribution of the extended parameter set, whose marginal does not necessarily minimize

11



the Kullback-Leibler divergence with respect to the original posterior distribution. In-
stead, we relax the evidence lower bound following the approach of Jaakkola and Jordan
(2000). To this end, using a first order Taylor expansion around γϕ(ξi,ξj) ∈ ℜ, it is easy to
show that

p(Y | Θ, ξ) ≥ p̃(Y | Θ, ξ,Γ) ≡
I−1∏
i=1

I∏
j=i+1

exp
{
yi,jθϕ(ξi,ξj)

}
S
(
γϕ(ξi,ξj)

)
× exp

{
−
(
θϕ(ξi,ξj) + γϕ(ξi,ξj)

)
2

+ λ
(
γϕ(ξi,ξj)

) (
θ2ϕ(ξi,ξj) − γ2ϕ(ξi,ξj)

)}
,

where λ(x) = 1
2x

(
S(x)− 1

2

)
, S(x) = (1 + exp{−x})−1, and the equality holds whenever

θ2k,l = γ2k,l for all k ≤ l. Then, the relaxed lower bound is given by

F̃ (q,Y) ≡ Eq(Θ,ξ) [log p̃(Y | Θ, ξ,Γ)] + Eq(Υ) [log p(Υ)] +H[q]

≤ Eq(Θ,ξ) [log p(Y | Θ, ξ)] + Eq(Υ) [log p(Υ)] +H[q] = F (q,Y).

Maximization of F̃ (q,Y) leads to an approximation of the variational distribution for the
community parameters with the form

log q̃(θk,l) = −1

2

{
2λ(γk,l)Eq(ξ) [nk,l] + Eq(σ2)

[
1

σ2

]}
θ2k,l

+

{
Eq(ξ) [sk,l]−

Eq(ξ) [nk,l]

2
+ Eq(σ2)

[
1

σ2

]
Eq(H,ζ)

[
ηϕ(ζk,ζl)

]}
θk,l + C, (20)

a Gaussian kernel, while maximizing Eq(Θ,ξ) [log p̃(Y | Θ, ξ,Γ)] gives that the optimal aux-
iliary parameters satisfy γ2k,l = Eq(θk,l)

[
θ2k,l
]
.

The variational distributions for most of the rest of the parameters in the model take
the same form as their full conditional counterpart. The expectations involved in the
calculation of the variational parameters can then be found in closed form and a (iterative)
variational Bayes algorithm can be implemented. The only notable exception is given by
the variational distribution of the concentration parameters α and β, since the Gamma
distribution is not conjugate in this case. However, using a first order approximation to
log Γ(x) we are able to approximate the variational distributions q⋆(α) and q⋆(β) with
Gamma distributions closely related to those of Escobar and West (1995). We leave the
details to Appendix C.
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4 Illustrations

In this section, we illustrate the model and compare the performance of the two algorithms
described in Section 3. As a first step, we make use of the simulated dataset shown in
Figure 3, this network is constructed with I = 140 individuals evenly split into K⋆ = 7

communities. In turn, the network is split into R⋆ = 2 supercommunities formed by the
first four and the last three communities respectively.

Figure 3: Image representation of the adjacency matrix. Here, actors in the network are placed
along the horizontal and vertical axis. yi,j = 1 is represented by a red dot, while a lack of
interaction is shown in white.

Choosing K = 20 and R = 2, the top two panels of Figure 4 show the MCMC posterior
pairwise co-membership probabilities for communities and supercommunities respectively.
That is, for every pair (i, j) the left figure shows Pr(ξi = ξj) while the right panel shows
Pr(ζξi = ζξj). From here, it can be observed that the model is capable of recovering
the underlying community structure with little uncertainty in both levels. In turn, the
bottom panels of Figure 4 show the respective results obtained using the variational
approximation. In this case the algorithm is able to learn most of the structure on the
data, although it is worthwhile noticing the higher levels of uncertainty and the fact that,
in this particular solution, communities three and four are not well discerned.
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Figure 4: Community estimates for simulated data. Top: Monte Carlo estimates of pairwise
posterior probabilities of same community, Pr(ξi = ξj), (left), and supercomunity, Pr(ζξi = ζξj ),

(right). Bottom Variational approximations q(ξi = ξj), (left), and q(ζξi = ζξj ) (right).

Now, notice that the multimodality of the problem makes both the MCMC and the
variational approximation algorithms susceptible to the choice of the initial conditions.
For this reason, the results shown in Figure 4 correspond to those obtained from the run
with the highest mean posterior likelihood and evidence lower bound out of 32 runs. This
does not affect the computational efficiency of either algorithm as multiple runs are done

14



in parallel. Figure 5 shows the evolution of the evidence lower bound as a function of
execution time, and the mean posterior likelihood from the MCMC after 100, 000 posterior
samples have been obtained in approximately 4, 500 seconds (75 minutes).
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Figure 5: Evolution of the lower bound as a function of execution time.

As a second illustration, we consider the co-authorship network from Newman (2006).
In this network, the vertices represent I = 379 authors of scientific papers in the field
of network science, and an edge between two vertices indicates that the authors have
collaborated on at least one of the 914 publications included in the network. This network
is a subset of a larger network constructed from the bibliographies of the two reviews
Newman (2003) and Boccaletti et al. (2006).

Figure 6 shows the structure recovered with K = 100 and R = 15 from the MCMC
(top) and, with a different ordering of the vertices, for the variational Bayes (bottom)
for communities (left) and supercommunities (right) respectively. From these plots it can
be seen that, in this case, the inferred structure is significantly different between the two
methods. In particular, with the MCMC a much larger number of smaller communities
are found, with most of the clustering occurring in the second level, while the varia-
tional approximation finds four larger communities but does not capture any hierarchical
structure.
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Figure 6: Community estimates for collaboration network. Top: Monte Carlo estimates of
pairwise posterior probabilities of same community, Pr(ξi = ξj), (left), and supercomunity,
Pr(ζξi = ζξj ), (right). Bottom Variational approximations q(ξi = ξj), (left), and q(ζξi = ζξj )

(right).

In order to asses the proximity of these two solutions, Figure 7 presents the overlap
between the supercommunities obtained from the MCMC and the communities found by
the variational algorithm. That is, the variational estimates for the the first level pairwise
co-clustering probabilities are shown displayed under the optimal ordering obtained with
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the MCMC. From this figure, it is interesting to note that although the communities
from the variational algorithm are broken into different supercommunities in the MCMC,
a good proportion of the vertices remain together.
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1

Figure 7: Overlap in community structure between obtained under the MCMC and variational
algorithms. Colors correspond to the variational probabilities of same community, while the
ordering is taken to represent the hierarchical community structure from the MCMC.

In turn, Figure 8 shows the the adjacency matrix permuted to show the corresponding
community structure under the MCMC (left) and variational Bayes (right). From this
figure, it can be seen all four supercommunities recovered by the model trough the MCMC
are highly assortative, while the multiple communities found within each supercommunity
exhibit a slightly higher propensity of interaction. Instead, the larger communities found
by the variational algorithm display a mixture of assortative and disassortative groups in
the network. Finally, Figure 9 shows the evolution of the evolution of the ELBO with
respect to execution time, along the mean posterior likelihood of the 100, 000 posterior
realizations from the MCMC obtained in approximately 153, 000 seconds (42hours).
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Figure 8: Adjacency matrix of the collaboration network ordered with respect to MCMC (left)
and variational (right) community structure.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we introduce a hierarchical extension of the stochastic blockmodel to identify
multilevel community structures in networks. We also present a Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) and a variational Bayes algorithm to fit the model and obtain approximate
posterior inference. Through simulated and real datasets, we demonstrate that the model
successfully identifies communities and supercommunities when they exist in the data.
Additionally, we observe that the model returns a single supercommunity when there is
no evidence of multilevel community structure. As expected in the case of the single-level
stochastic blockmodel, we observe that the MCMC algorithm consistently outperforms
its variational Bayes counterpart. Therefore, we recommend using MCMC whenever the
network size allows for computational feasibility.

Although our results in terms of inference for the community structure have shown to be
robust to the choice of prior for the scale parameters in the model, others have argued
against the use of the Inverse gamma as a non-informative distribution (Gelman, 2006).
For this reason, a possible direction for future research is testing an alternative prior
distribution for these parameters, such as the scale Beta2 of Pérez et al. (2017).

Finally, note that for simplicity, this paper focuses on undirected and binary networks.
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Figure 9: Evolution of the lower bound as a function of execution time.

However, generalizations to undirected and/or count networks are straightforward, re-
quiring the removal of symmetry constraints in the community parameters and a change
in the form of the kernel, respectively.
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A Details for derivation of expected number of clusters
in the multilevel stochastic blockmodel

Direct calculation from the distribution of K⋆ yields that

E [K⋆] = α {Ψ(α + I)−Ψ(α)} ≈ α log

(
α + I

α

)
,

and

Var [K⋆] = α {Ψ(α + I)−Ψ(α)}+ α2 {Ψ′(α + I)−Ψ′(α)} ≈ α log

(
α + I

α

)
.

Therefore, using the law of iterated expectations,

E [R⋆] = E [E [R⋆ | K⋆]] ≈ E
[
β log

(
β +K⋆

β

)]
= βE

[
log

(
β +K⋆

β

)]
.

And applying a second order Taylor approximation yields the desired result:

E [R⋆] ≈β

log

(
E
[
β +K⋆

β

])
− 1

2

Var
[
β+K⋆

β

]
E2
[
β+K⋆

β

]


= β

log

(
β + E [K⋆]

β

)
− 1

2

1
β2Var [K⋆](
β+E[K⋆]

β

)2


≈ β

{
log

(
β + α log

(
α+I
α

)
β

)
− 1

2

α log
(
α+I
α

)(
β + α log

(
α+I
α

))2
}
.
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B Details for MCMC algorithm for the multilevel stochas-
tic blockmodel

The full conditionals distributions can be derived from (17). As a first step, let Υ−θk,l be
the set of all parameters in the model with the exception of θk,l. Then, for 1 ≤ k ≤ l ≤ K,

p(θk,l | Υ−θk,l ,Γ,Y) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

(
γk,l +

1

σ2

)
θ2k,l +

(
sk,l −

nk,l

2
+
ηϕ(ζk,ζl)
σ2

)
θk,l

}
,

which can be identified as a Gaussian kernel N(µ⋆
θk,l
, σ2⋆

θk,l
) with mean parameter given by

µ⋆
θk,l

=
(
γk,l +

1
σ2

)−1
(
sk,l − nk,l

2
+

ηϕ(ζk,ζl)
σ2

)
and variance σ2⋆

θk,l
=
(
γk,l +

1
σ2

)−1
.

Now, for the auxiliary variables,

p(γk,l | Υ,Γ−(k,l),Y) ∝ exp

{
−
θ2k,l
2
γk,l

}
π(γk,l),

that remains in the Polya-Gamma family, specifically, γk,l | Υ,Γ−(k,l),Y ∼ PG(nk,l, θk,l),

and, thus, can be sampled using the approach proposed by Polson et al. (2013) that builds
on Devroye (2009).

In the case of the community indicators,

Pr(ξi = k | Υ−ξi ,Γ,Y) ∝ wk

I∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(exp{θϕ(ξj ,k)})
y
ϕ(ξj ,k)

1 + exp{θϕ(ξj ,k)}
,

which is a Categorical distribution.

For the first level variance parameter σ2,

p(σ2 |,Υ−σ2 ,Γ,Y) ∝ (σ2)−(
1
4
K(K+1)+ασ+1) exp

−
[
1
2

∑K
k=1

∑K
l=k(θk,l − ηϕ(ζk,ζl))

2 + βσ

]
σ2

 ,

which is an IG(α⋆
σ, β

⋆
σ) with α⋆

σ = ασ+
1
2
K(K+1) and β⋆

σ = 1
2

∑K
k=1

∑K
l=k(θk,l−ηϕ(ζk,ζl))2+

βσ. Notice, however, that it may be the case that some communities have no subjects
assigned to them. Therefore, mixing in this sampling scheme can be improved by defining

xk,l =

{
1, if nk,l ≥ 1;

0, otherwise,

for 1 ≤ k ≤ l ≤ K and N =
∑K

k=1

∑K
l=k xk,l, and sample σ2 from an IG(α⋆⋆, β⋆⋆) with

parameters α⋆⋆
σ = N+2ασ

2
and β⋆⋆

σ = 1
2

∑K
k=1

∑K
l=k(θk,l − ηϕ(ζk,ζl))

2xk,l + βσ.
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For the elements of H,

p(ηr,s | Υ−ηr,s ,Γ,Y) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

(
mr,s

σ2
+

1

τ 2

)
η2r,s +

(
tr,s
σ2

+
µ

τ 2

)
ηr,s

}
,

where mr,s and tr,s play the role of nk,l and sk,l respectively in the second level of the
hierarchy. That is, tr,s =

∑
Tr,s θk,l while mr,s =

∑
Tr,s 1, with the sum taken over the set

Tr,s = {(k, l) : k ≤ l, (r, s) = ϕ (ζk, ζl)} . Thus, ηr,s can be sampled from of a N(µ⋆
ηr,s , τ

2⋆

ηr,s)

with mean µ⋆
ηr,s =

(mr,s

σ2 + 1
τ2

)−1 ( tr,s
σ2 + µ

τ2

)
and variance τ 2⋆ηr,s =

(mr,s

σ2 + 1
τ2

)−1
.

Similar to the case of ξ, the full conditional for ζ satisfies that

p(ζ |,Υ−ζ,Γ,Y) ∝ p(ζ |v)p(Θ |H, ζ, σ2).

That is, for every r = 1, 2, . . . , R, and every k = 1, 2, . . . , K,

Pr(ζk = r | Υ−ζk ,Γ,Y) ∝ vr exp

{
− 1

2σ2

K∑
l=1

(θϕ(ξj ,k) − ηϕ(r,ζl))
2

}
.

The full conditional for µ is given by

p(µ |,Υ−µ,Γ,Y) ∝ exp

{
−1

2

( 1
2
R(R + 1)

τ 2
+

1

σ2
µ

)
µ2 + µ

(∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r ηr,s

τ 2
+
µµ

σ2
µ

)}
,

which is then sampled from a Gaussian N(µ⋆⋆
µ , σ

2⋆⋆

µ ) with variance σ2⋆⋆

µ =
(

M
τ2

+ 1
σ2
µ

)−1

,

and mean µ⋆⋆
µ =

(
M
τ2

+ 1
σ2
µ

)−1 (∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r ηr,szr,s
τ2

+ µµ

σ2
µ

)
, and where, analogously to the first

level, M =
∑R

r=1

∑R
s=r zr,s and, for 1 ≤ r ≤ s ≤ R,

zr,s =

{
1, if mr,s ≥ 1;

0, otherwise.

As in the case of σ2, for τ 2,

p(τ 2 |,Υ−τ2 ,Γ,Y) ∝ (τ 2)−(
1
4
R(R+1)+ατ+1) exp

−
[
1
2

∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r(ηr,s − µ)2 + βτ

]
τ 2

 ,

which is sampled from IG(α⋆⋆
τ , β

⋆⋆
τ ) with α⋆⋆

τ = M+2ατ

2
and β⋆⋆

τ = 1
2

∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r(ηr,s −

µ)2zr,s + βτ .
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Now, the weights can be sampled from

p(w | Υ−w,Γ,Y) ∝
K∏
k=1

w
α
K
+nk−1

k ,

a Dirichlet with parameter vector
(
α
K
+ n1,

α
K
+ n2, . . . ,

α
K
+ nK

)
and, similarly,

v | Υ−v,Γ,Y ∼ Dir
(
β

R
+m1,

β

R
+m2, . . . ,

β

R
+mR

)
.

Finally, for the concentration parameters,

p(α | Υ−α,Γ,Y) ∝ Γ(α)[
Γ
(
α
K

)]K ααα−1 exp{−βαα},

that does not lead to a closed form. Thus, α could be sampled using a Metropolis-Hastings
step with, for example, a random walk on the log scale. Alternatively, by recognizing that
for large enoughK this distribution approximates the full conditional for the concentration
parameters of a Dirichlet process, α can be sampled from a mixture of Gammas borrowing
from Escobar and West (1995). The case of β is analogous for large enough R.

C Details for the variational Bayes algorithm for the
multilevel stochastic blockmodel

The optimal variational distribution for the community indicators is Categorical satisfy-
ing:

log q⋆(ξi = k) = Eq(wk) [logwk] +
∑
j ̸=i

yϕ(i,j)

K∑
l=1

Eq(θϕ(k,l))

[
θϕ(k,l)

]
q⋆(ξj = l)

+
∑
j ̸=i

K∑
l=1

Eq(θϕ(k,l))

[
log
(
1 + exp

{
θϕ(k,l)

})]
q⋆(ξj = l) + C.

For the first level variance,

log q⋆(σ2) = −
(
1

4
K(K + 1) + ασ + 1

)
log σ2

−
1
2

∑K
k=1

∑K
l=k Eq(Θ,H,ζ)

[
(θk,l − ηϕ(ζk,ζl))

2
]
+ βσ

σ2
+ C,
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which is readily identified as an Inverse Gamma distribution.

The distribution for the location parameters H is also approximated by a Gaussian, in
this case

log q⋆(ηr,s) = −1

2

{
Eq(σ)

[
1

σ2

]
Eq(ζ) [mr,s] + Eq(τ)

[
1

τ 2

]}
η2r,s

+

{
Eq(σ)

[
1

σ2

]
Eq(ζ) [tr,s] + Eq(τ)

[
1

τ 2

]
Eq(µ) [µ]

}
ηr,s + C.

Similar to the case of ξ, the supercommunity indicators follow a Categorical distribution
with probabilities given by

log q⋆(ζk = r) = Eq(vr) [log vr]−
1

2
Eq(σ)

[
1

σ2

]∑
l ̸=k

Eq(Θ,H,ζ)

[(
θϕ(k,l) − ηϕ(ζk,ζl)

)2]
+ C.

Now, for the second level mean parameter,

log q⋆(µ) = −1

2

{
1

2
R(R + 1)Eq(τ)

[
1

τ 2

]
+

1

σ2
µ

}
µ2

+

{
Eq(τ)

[
1

τ 2

] R∑
r=1

R∑
s=r

Eq(H) [ηr,s] +
µµ

σ2
µ

}
µ+ C,

again, a Gaussian distribution, while the variational distribution for the variance param-
eter is an Inverse Gamma such that

log q⋆(τ 2) = −
(
1

4
R(R + 1) + ατ + 1

)
log τ 2−

1
2

∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r Eq(H,µ) [(ηr,s − µ)2] + βτ

τ 2
+C.

With respect to the weight vectors, it can be observed that

log q⋆(w) =
K∑
k=1

(
Eq(ξ) [nk] +

1

K
Eq(α) [α]− 1

)
logwk + C

and

log q⋆(v) =
R∑

r=1

(
Eq(ζ) [mr] +

1

R
Eq(β) [β]− 1

)
log vr + C,

which remain in the Dirichlet distribution.

Finally, for the first level concentration parameter α,

log q⋆(α) = log Γ(α)−K log Γ
( α
K

)
+

1

K

K∑
k=1

Eq(wk) [logwk] + (αα − 1) logα− βαα + C,
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which, using that log Γ(x) = (x− 1) log x+O(log x), can be approximated by

log q̃(α) = logα (αα +K − 1− 1)− α

(
βα − 1

K

K∑
k=1

{
Eq(wk) [logwk]− log

1

K

})
+ C,

and, analogously,

log q̃(β) = log β (αβ +R− 1− 1)− β

(
ββ −

1

R

R∑
r=1

{
Eq(vr) [log vr]− log

1

R

})
+ C.

From equations (20) to (C) is possible to derive the complete algorithm with the respective
optimal variational parameters as shown below

q̃(θk,l) = N(mk,l, νk,l),

with mk,l = νk,l

[∑I−1
i=1

∑I
j=i+1 yi,jϵ

i,j
k,l − 1

2

∑I−1
i=1

∑I
j=i+1 ϵ

i,j
k,l +

o
p

∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r gr,sδ

k,l
r,s

]
and

νk,l =
[
1
2

∑I−1
i=1

∑I
j=i+1 ϵ

i,j
k,l

(
1−exp{−γk,l}

γk,l(1+exp{γk,l})

)
+ o

p

]−1

, while γ2k,l = νk,l +m2
k,l where

ϵi,jk,l =

{
q(ξi = k)q(ξj = l) + q(ξi = l)q(ξj = k), if k ̸= l;

q(ξi = k)q(ξj = l), if k = l.

and analogously,

δk,lr,s =

{
q(ζk = r)q(ζl = s) + q(ζk = s)q(ζl = r), if r ̸= s;

q(ζk = l)q(ζl = s), if r = s.

While, for the community indicators

q⋆(ξi = k) = ϖi,k,

with

logϖi,k = Ψ (ψk) +
∑
j ̸=i

[
yϕ(i,j)

K∑
l=1

mϕ(k,l)ϖj,l −
K∑
l=1

(
log

(
1 + exp

{
mk,l +

1

2
νk,l

})
− (exp{νk,l} − 1) exp{2mk,l + νk,l}

2
(
1 + exp

{
mk,l +

1
2
νk,l
})2

)
ϖj,l

]
+ C

and where it has been made use of the fact that, from the second order Delta method,

Eq(θk,l)[log(1+exp θk,l)] ≈ log
(
1 + exp

{
mk,l +

1
2
νk,l
})

− (exp{νk,l}−1) exp{2mk,l+νk,l}

2(1+exp{mk,l+
1
2
νk,l})2

.

In the case of the first level variance parameter,

q⋆(σ2) = IG(o, p),
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with p = βσ +
1

2

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

(
νk,l +m2

k,l

)
−

R∑
r=1

R∑
s=r

gr,s

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

mk,lδ
k,l
r,s +

1

2

R∑
r=1

R∑
s=r

(
g2r,s + h2r,s

) K∑
k=1

K∑
l=k

δk,lr,s

and o = ασ +
1
4
K(K + 1).

For the upper level, the location parameters satisfy

q⋆(ηr,s) = N(gr,s, h2r,s),

where gr,s = h2r,s

[
o
p

∑K
k=1

∑K
l=kmk,lδ

k,l
r,s +

a
b
c
]

and h2r,s =
[
o
p

∑K
k=1

∑K
l=k δ

k,l
r,s +

a
b

]−1

, and
the supercommunity indicators probabilities are such that

q⋆(ζk = r) = ϱk,r,

with

log ϱk,r = Ψ (φr)−
1

2

(
o

p

) K∑
l=1

[
νϕ(k,l) +m2

ϕ(k,l) − 2mϕ(k,l)

R∑
s=1

gϕ(r,s)ϱl,s +
R∑

s=1

(
h2ϕ(r,s) + g2ϕ(r,s)

)]
+ C.

In the case of the hyperparameters, the optimal variational distribution for the mean is

q⋆(µ) = N(c, d2),

where c = d2
[
a
b

∑R
r=1

∑R
s=r gr,s +

µµ

σ2
µ

]
and d2 =

[(
a
b

)
1
2
R(R + 1) + 1

σ2
µ

]−1

, while for the
variance

q⋆(τ 2) = IG(a, b),

with b = βτ +
1

2

R∑
r=1

R∑
s=r

(
h2r,s + g2r,s

)
− c

R∑
r=1

R∑
s=r

gr,s +
1

4
R(R + 1)

(
d2 + c2

)
and a = ατ +

1
4
R(R + 1).

Lastly, for the weight parameters on the indicators side,

q⋆(w) = Dir(ψ),

with ψk =
1

K

(
aα
bα

)
+

I∑
i=1

ϖi,k, and

q⋆(v) = Dir(φ),

with φr =
1
R

(
aβ
bβ

)
+
∑K

k=1 ϱk,r, while their respective hyperparameters satisfy

q̃(α) = G(aα, bα),
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with parameters aα = αα+K−1 and bα = βα− 1
K

∑K
k=1

[
Ψ (ψk)−Ψ

(∑K
l=1 ψl

)
− log

(
1
K

)]
,

and
q̃(β) = G(aβ, bβ),

where aβ = αβ +R− 1 and bβ = ββ −
1

R

R∑
r=1

[
Ψ (φr)−Ψ

(
R∑

s=1

φs

)
− log

(
1

R

)]
.
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Finally, it is found that the ELBO satisfies

F̃ (q,Y) ≈
∑
i<j

yi,j∑
k≤l

mk,lϵ
i,j
k,l −

∑
k≤l

log (1 + exp {−γk,l}) ϵi,jk,l −
1

2
(mk,l + γk,l) ϵ

i,j
k,l

− 1− exp {−γk,l}
4γk,l (1 + exp {−γk,l})

(
m2

k,l + vk,l − γ2k,l
)
ϵi,jk,l

]
− K(K + 1)

4
(log p−Ψ(o))

− o

2p

∑
k≤l

(m2
k,l + vk,l)− 2mk,l

∑
r≤s

gr,sδ
k,l
r,s +

∑
r≤s

(
g2r,s + h2r,s

)
δk,lr,s

+

K∑
k=1

[
Ψ(ψk)

I∑
i=1

ϖi,k

]

− IΨ

(
K∑

k=1

ψk

)
+ ασ log βσ − log Γ(ασ)− (ασ − 1)(log p−Ψ(o))− βσ

o

p
− R(R+ 1)

4
(log b−Ψ(a))

− a

2b

∑
r≤s

(
g2r,s + h2r,s

)
− 2c

∑
r≤s

gr,s +
1

2
R (R+ 1)

(
c2 + d2

)+

R∑
r=1

[
Ψ(φr)

K∑
k=1

ϱk,r

]

−KΨ

(
R∑

r=1

φr

)
− 1

2
log(σ2

µ)−
c2 + d2 − 2cµµ + µ2

µ

σ2
µ

+ ατ log βτ − log Γ(ατ )− (ατ − 1)(log b−Ψ(a))

− βτ
a

b
+ log Γ

(
aβ
bβ

)
+

1

2
Ψ1

(
aβ
bβ

)
aβ
b2β

−R

[
log Γ

(
aβ
Rbβ

)
+

1

2
Ψ1

(
aβ
Rbβ

)
aβ
R2b2β

]

+

R∑
r=1

(
aβ
Rbβ

− 1

)(
Ψ(φr)−Ψ

(
R∑

s=1

φs

))
+ log Γ

(
aα
bα

)
+

1

2
Ψ1

(
aα
bα

)
aα
b2α

−K

[
log Γ

(
aα
Kbα

)
+

1

2
Ψ1

(
aα
Kbα

)
aα
K2b2α

]
+

K∑
k=1

(
aα
Kbα

− 1

)(
Ψ(ψk)−Ψ

(
K∑
l=1

ψl

))
+ αα log βα − log Γ(αα) + (αα − 1)(Ψ(aα)− log bα)− βα

aα
bα

+ αβ log ββ − log Γ(αβ)

+ (αβ − 1)(Ψ(aβ)− log bβ)− ββ
aβ
bβ

+
K(K + 1)

4
+

1

2

∑
k≤l

log(vk,l)−
I∑

i=1

K∑
k=1

ϖi,k logϖi,k

+ o+ log p+ log Γ(o)− (1 + o)Ψ(o) +
R(R+ 1)

4
+

1

2

∑
r≤s

log(h2r,s)−
K∑

k=1

R∑
r=1

ϱk,r log ϱk,r

+
1

2

(
1 + log d2

)
+ a+ log b+ log Γ(a)− (1 + a)Ψ(a) +

K∑
k=1

log Γ(ψk)− log Γ

(
K∑

k=1

ψk

)

−

(
K −

K∑
k=1

ψk

)
Ψ

(
K∑

k=1

ψk

)
−

K∑
k=1

(ψk − 1)Ψ(ψk) +

R∑
r=1

log Γ(φr)− log Γ

(
R∑

r=1

φr

)

−

(
R−

R∑
r=1

φr

)
Ψ

(
R∑

r=1

φr

)
−

R∑
r=1

(φr − 1)Ψ(φr) + aα − log bα + log Γ(aα) + (1− aα)Ψ(aα)

+ aβ − log bβ + log Γ(aβ) + (1− aβ)Ψ(aβ)

which is used to monitor for convergence of the algorithm.
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