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Abstract

There is a rich literature on clustering functional data with applications to time-series modeling,
trajectory data, and even spatio-temporal applications. However, existing methods routinely perform
global clustering that enforces identical atom values within the same cluster. Such grouping may
be inadequate for high-dimensional functions, where the clustering patterns may change between
the more dominant high-level features and the finer resolution local features. While there is some
limited literature on local clustering approaches to deal with the above problems, these methods are
typically not scalable to high-dimensional functions, and their theoretical properties are not well-
investigated. Focusing on basis expansions for high-dimensional functions, we propose a flexible
non-parametric Bayesian approach for multi-resolution clustering. The proposed method imposes
independent Dirichlet process (DP) priors on different subsets of basis coefficients that ultimately
results in a product of DP mixture priors inducing local clustering. We generalize the approach
to incorporate spatially correlated error terms when modeling random spatial functions to provide
improved model fitting. An efficient Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm is developed
for implementation. We show posterior consistency properties under the local clustering approach
that asymptotically recovers the true density of random functions. Extensive simulations illustrate
the improved clustering and function estimation under the proposed method compared to classical
approaches. We apply the proposed approach to a spatial transcriptomics application where the goal is
to infer clusters of genes with distinct spatial patterns of expressions. Our method makes an important
contribution by expanding the limited literature on local clustering methods for high-dimensional
functions with theoretical guarantees.

Keywords Global and local clustering · Product of Dirichlet process mixtures · Posterior consistency · Spatial
function · Spatial transcriptomics

1 Introduction

Functional data analysis is perhaps one of the most prominent areas of research in statistics and machine learning
(Ramsay & Silverman, 2005). This is not surprising given the vast amounts of functional data collected in practice,
ranging from time-series data (Aghabozorgi et al., 2015), spatial data (Mateu & Romano, 2017), spatio-temporal data
(Atluri et al., 2018), among others. In contrast to a rich literature for analyzing functional datasets (Wang et al.,
2015), Bayesian literature on functional data clustering is (somewhat surprisingly) not very well-developed (Zhang &
Parnell, 2023). Most Bayesian functional data clustering methods rely on parametric finite mixture models (Bouveyron
et al., 2019; Chamroukhi & Nguyen, 2019) or more flexible non-parametric infinite mixtures (Frühwirth-Schnatter &
Malsiner-Walli, 2019).
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Bayesian functional clustering approaches typically assign a global membership, creating subgroups in which functions
share the same cluster membership within each subgroup. These global clustering methods produce distinct groups of
functions defined by overarching patterns; however, they may not capture the heterogeneity in localized features within
the functions lying in the same cluster. Some examples of global clustering methods include (Ray & Mallick, 2006;
Crandell & Dunson, 2011; Bigelow & Dunson, 2009; Rodriguez & Dunson, 2014). We refer the readers to Wade
(2023) for a more comprehensive review of such approaches. The majority of Bayesian global clustering methods
have focused their implementation on one-dimensional functions such as time-series curves or longitudinal trajectories.
While extending these approaches to higher order functions (such as spatial functions or images) should be feasible in
principle, it is not straightforward in practice. This is due to the fact that higher order functions involve high-dimensional
parameters that are challenging to cluster using classical global clustering methods. In this context, Chandra et al.
(2023) showed that classical Bayesian mixture modeling approaches produce global clustering that are susceptible
to poor performance and degenerated clustering in high-dimensional settings. In particular, these approaches may
potentially produce an unrealistic large number of clusters or collapse to just one cluster when the model dimension
far exceeds the sample size. While these results in Chandra et al. (2023) were developed with respect to clustering of
multivariate vectors, they are naturally generalizable to our functional data analysis settings of interest.
We conjecture that a potential reason for inadequate performance of global clustering approaches in high-dimensional
settings may stem from their inability to account for: (i) heterogeneity of localized features (Di Iorio & Vantini,
2023); and (ii) scenarios where a small subset of important features separate the clusters (Floriello & Vitelli, 2017).
To circumvent difficulties associated with global clustering, a limited number of local clustering methods have been
proposed that enable flexible clustering in different resolutions or domains (e.g. Dunson, 2009; Petrone et al., 2009;
Rodrı́guez et al., 2010). These approaches produce distinct clustering allocations across various subsets of model
parameters characterizing the function and thereby relax the restrictions inherent in global clustering. This enables one
to account for greater heterogeneity and flexibility when clustering high dimensional functions, which is desirable.
Local clustering approaches can be broadly categorized into two classes. The first class of methods often directly cluster
the element-wise mean parameters corresponding to the different observed instances within the function domain, while
incorporating spatial dependence via these mean parameters. Petrone et al. (2009) proposed a hybrid Dirichlet process
prior that formulates the individual functions as hybrids of global functions drawn from a Gaussian process. A latent
Gaussian copula is used to allow local surface selection. Related alternative approaches were proposed by Rodrı́guez
et al. (2010), and Nguyen & Gelfand (2011). The above approaches are quite useful, but can be computationally
intensive due to the need to update as many labeling indicator vectors as the number of locations within MCMC
sampling. The second class of methods rely on basis expansions to smooth the mean function, while imposing
suitable mixture priors on the basis coefficients. Dunson (2009) proposed local partition processes (LPP) that enabled
independent clustering across basis coefficients, while also specifying an additional shared mixture component for
global clustering. Suarez & Ghosal (2016) proposed a spike and slab prior independently for wavelet basis coefficients,
and proposed a post-MCMC decision-theoretic criteria to consolidate the local clusters to inform global clustering.
Recently, Fan & Sarkar (2023) proposed a hidden Markov model for local partitioning and clustering of multiple
time-series data.
While local clustering approaches are potentially more adept at modeling high-dimensional functions, there are still
several unmet challenges. This is exemplified by an increase in the number of possible clusters to

∏𝑝
𝑗=1 𝑘𝑗 when

clustering a function with 𝑝 observed points, where 𝑘𝑗 denotes the number of mixture components for the 𝑗 th
coefficient ( 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑝). Therefore, the increase in flexibility due to a greater number of mixture components under
local clustering comes at a cost of greater computational complexity that must be controlled via careful modeling
considerations. Moreover, the theoretical implications of Bayesian local clustering methods are not particularly well-
understood, to our knowledge. Using wavelet expansions, Suarez & Ghosal (2016) established asymptotic consistency
in recovering the true (finite dimensional) model parameters as well as the true partition structure in the ideal case
when the observed measurement error associated with the function approaches zero. Unfortunately, the assumption of
vanishing noise may not be supported in most practical settings. Nguyen & Gelfand (2011) used a finite mixture model
and explored posterior consistency for density estimation in the limiting case when the number of components 𝑘 → ∞.
While useful, they assumed the same form of the true density as the working model for their theoretical derivations that
may be restrictive. Further, the working model based on finite-dimensional representations (via truncation) is deemed
less flexible compared to the infinite dimensional mixture representation that is ultimately used for their theoretical
analyses. Beyond these limited findings, posterior consistency guarantees pertaining to density estimation of random
functions under Bayesian non-parametric local clustering approaches are limited or essentially absent to our knowledge.
Our focus is on developing practical non-parametric Bayesian product mixture models for local clustering of spatial
functions that is scalable to high-dimensions and to investigate the theoretical properties such as posterior consistency.
We leverage classical basis representations (such as wavelets) of functions to induce spatial smoothing for the observed
noisy functional data, while simultaneously allowing for spatially correlated measurement errors for a more flexible
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characterization. To encourage local clustering among the high-dimensional basis coefficients, we apply independent
Dirichlet process (DP) priors to coefficients corresponding to distinct wavelet resolutions. This structure introduces
resolution-specific clustering and increases flexibility by delineating the clustering of high-level (or global) features and
finer resolution (or local) features. By allowing the global features to drive the overall clustering process, the method
diminishes the impact of local features on the clustering mechanism. This strategy is particularly useful when local
features introduce additional noise and heterogeneity, or when the clusters are separated by a small subset of global
features only. The proposed approach facilitates dimension reduction by dividing the basis coefficients into smaller
subsets, which enhances model parsimony, reduces computational complexity, and improves scalability. Although our
method is reminiscent of the local partitioning approach by Dunson (2009), there are important distinctions in terms
of the local partitioning methodology and theoretical contributions, as discussed in Section 2.3.
The practical advantages of the proposed approach are complimented by desirable posterior consistency properties for
density estimation, under mild assumptions. These results are established via careful sieve constructions and deriving
corresponding entropy bounds and builds upon recent developments in non-parametric Bayesian density estimation
literature (Canale & De Blasi, 2017; Kundu & Lukemire, 2024) focused on multivariate data. We develop an efficient
MCMC algorithm for implementation of the proposed approach based on wavelet representations. Simulation studies
illustrate strong advantages of the proposed approach assuming correlated or independent errors compared to global
clustering approaches, in terms of clustering. The proposed method is applied to a spatial transcriptomics data focused
on clustering the spatially varying gene expression profiles in a breast cancer study where it infers interpretable and
reproducible gene clusters. While we focus on spatial functions for this article, the proposed approach is broadly
applicable to a wide class of functions that admit suitable basis representations.
In summary, our approach based on non-parametric Bayesian product mixture models for high-dimensional functional
data introduces four main contributions:

a. Local clustering to address the curse of dimensionality resulting in improved computation complexity: Using
independent DPs on basis coefficients corresponding to distinct wavelet resolutions, the proposed approach partitions
the parameter space and results in local clustering across resolutions and global clustering within a given resolution.
The resolution-specific priors reduce the dimensionality and improve the computation complexity as illustrated in
Lemma 1.

b. Theoretical justifications based on posterior consistency: Under mild conditions, we establish posterior consistency
for density estimation of the random function (Lemma 2 and Theorem 2) that is satisfied under practical prior
specifications (Corollary 2).

c. Inclusion of correlated noise: Our framework incorporates correlated residual noise terms (with independent errors
as a special case) that allows an improved characterization of local perturbations that are unrelated to clustering
and may accentuate heterogeneity. We introduce low-rank representations of the error covariance that improves
scalability to high-dimensions while retaining desirable theoretical properties.

d. Efficient Gibbs sampler : We implement an efficient Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm (Section 4) that
facilitates model implementation for high dimensional spatial functions.

Among the above notable contributions, the inclusion of correlated noise (c) is motivated by recent literature on
measurement error models (Ma & Kundu, 2022). Existing Bayesian functional clustering literature typically ignores
correlated error terms distributed over spatial locations, which may amplify local perturbations and ultimately hinder
the ability of clustering methods to delineate clear patterns in the data. The proposed method addresses this gap by
not only incorporating correlated measurement errors, but also allowing these correlations to vary across subjects to
accommodate additional heterogeneity.
The article is structured as follows. We develop the proposed methodology for noisy functional data in Section 2.
Section 3 shows the theoretical guarantees including posterior consistency, while Section 4 outlines posterior inference
strategy. In Section 5, we present results from extensive simulation studies. Section 6 applies the approach to a spatial
transcriptomics data for clustering gene expressions. The Discussion section comments on potential limitations of the
proposed methods as well as extensions of this approach to other contexts. Supplementary materials contain proofs of
theoretical results, posterior computation steps, and additional details.

2 Methodology

2.1 Functional Data Analysis via Basis Expansion

Consider 𝑛 observed functions 𝑦𝑖 (·) for units 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛, where the support of these functions corresponds to points
𝑣 ∈ V ⊂ R𝑑 , and V refers to the space of all support points where the function can be observed. Assume that
each observed function 𝑦𝑖 (·) depends on a corresponding underlying random function 𝜃𝑖 (·) subject to an additive
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measurement error. In other words, we consider the model:
𝑦𝑖 (𝑣) = 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣) + 𝜖𝑖𝑣 , (1)

where 𝜖𝑖𝑣 is an additive measurement error for unit 𝑖 at point 𝑣, and 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣) is the underlying random function that
follows some probability distributions assigned to the space of square integrable measurable functions. Classical
functional data analysis frameworks use basis expansions for representing 𝜃𝑖 (·) (Morris, 2015). While our approach is
generalizable to various types of basis expansions, we focus on wavelet basis functions (Ray & Mallick, 2006; Mallat,
2008) that has been used extensively for modeling spatial functions such as images (Reiss et al., 2015). Wavelet basis
expansion provides us with several advantages, such as providing a natural partition of the coefficient space based on
varying resolution levels that are conducive for the proposed multi-scale local clustering approach. Moreover, it is
possible to leverage existing efficient computational schemes such as the pyramid algorithm (Mallat, 2008) that is more
scalable to high-dimensional functional data.
In particular, we represent

𝜃𝑖 (𝑣) = 𝜙(𝑣)𝛼𝑖 +
∞∑︁
𝑗=0

𝜓T
𝑗 (𝑣)𝛽𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑣 ∈ V, (2)

where 𝜙(·) is the scaling function with a scalar scaling coefficient 𝛼𝑖 and 𝜓𝑗 (·) = [𝜓𝑗1 (·), . . . , 𝜓𝑗2 𝑗 (·)]T is a vector
of wavelet functions that contains 2 𝑗 orthonormal wavelet bases at resolution level 𝑗 with the corresponding wavelet
coefficients as a vector of 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 = [𝛽𝑖 𝑗1, . . . , 𝛽𝑖 𝑗2 𝑗 ]T. Further, the set of finite observed support points {𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝐿} is
assumed to be fixed and identical for all units in the data. Notably, the sample size is much smaller than the number of
observed instances (𝑛 ≪ 𝐿) for high-dimensional functional data. Instead of directly defining densities on the space
of functions of infinite dimensions, these assumptions enable us to translate the problem to a multivariate setting that
is more suitable for both methodological and theoretical analyses. Specifically, we assume the number of observed
instances to be dyadic of 𝐿 = 2𝐽+1 for the ease of wavelet basis expansion (Mallat, 2008). If this is not the case,
the dimension can be inflated to satisfy this assumption by simply padding zeros around the function (Ma & Kundu,
2022). Denote 𝑦𝑖 = [𝑦𝑖 (𝑣1), . . . , 𝑦𝑖 (𝑣𝐿)]T, 𝜃𝑖 = [𝜃𝑖 (𝑣1), . . . , 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝐿)]T, and 𝜙 = [𝜙(𝑣1), . . . , 𝜙(𝑣𝐿)]T as vectors of the
observed data, the realizations of the underlying function, and scaling function basis at observed locations (𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝐿),
respectively. Let Ψ𝑗 = [𝜓𝑗 (𝑣1) . . . 𝜓𝑗 (𝑣𝐿)]T be a matrix of wavelet basis functions of dimension 𝐿 × 2 𝑗 with each row
𝜓𝑗 (𝑣𝑙) = [𝜓𝑗1 (𝑣1), . . . , 𝜓𝑗2 𝑗 (𝑣𝑙)]T as a vector of 2 𝑗 basis functions for level 𝑗 . The expansion representation can be
re-expressed as:

𝑦𝑖 = 𝜃𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖 = 𝜙𝛼𝑖 +
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 + 𝜖𝑖 , 𝜖𝑖 ∼ 𝑁𝐿 (0, Σ𝑖), 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛, (3)

where 𝜖𝑖 = [𝜖𝑖𝑣1 , . . . , 𝜖𝑖𝑣𝐿 ]T and Σ𝑖 (𝑣𝐿 × 𝑣𝐿) is a covariance matrix. Without loss of generality, we assume the zero
scaling coefficients 𝛼𝑖 = 0 for the centered data.

2.2 Product of Dirichlet Process Prior

Equation (3) includes two sets of main parameters of interest: wavelet coefficients 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 (2 𝑗 × 1) for 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽 and
covariance Σ𝑖 . We complete the Bayesian specification by elaborating the priors for these components below.
Priors on basis coefficients. We introduce resolution-specific priors on the basis coefficients such that all elements
within a resolution are jointly modeled under a particular DP prior, while coefficients across distinct resolutions are
modeled under independent DP priors. This structure induces local clustering by independently partitioning coefficients
across distinct resolutions, while imposing global clustering for all coefficients within a given resolution level. The
proposed prior is naturally justified for wavelet expansions due to the straightforward partition of the coefficient space
based on the resolution level, where coefficients at different resolutions operate at distinct scales. Notably, such a
specification renders strong advantages in terms of being able to model the (2𝐽 + 1) dimensional coefficient vector
using 𝐽+1 independent resolution-specific priors that leads to massive gains in computational complexity and enhanced
model parsimony (see Section 2.3), while simultaneously relaxing the restrictive assumptions under global clustering.
In other words, we specify:

𝛽𝑖 𝑗
𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑝∼ 𝑃𝑗 , 𝑃𝑗 ∼ DP(𝛼𝑗 , 𝑃∗

𝑗 ), 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽 (4)

where 𝛼𝑗 is the concentration parameter and 𝑃∗
𝑗 is the base measure of the Dirichlet process.

Priors on covariances. The proposed method provides a flexible characterization by considering correlated errors
across support points {𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝐿}, where the error covariances are subject-specific and clustered across different
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subjects. For unstructured covariance matrices, we assign:

Σ𝑖 ∼ 𝑃Σ, 𝑃Σ ∼ DP(𝛼Σ, 𝑃∗
Σ), (5)

where 𝛼Σ is the concentration parameter and 𝑃∗
Σ is the base measure. While we consider an unstructured covariance

to develop the general approach and theoretical properties, we discuss the case of a structured low rank covariance
matrix for high-dimensional applications in Section 3 that also retains desirable theoretical properties while improving
scalability.
The priors defined in (4) and (5) induce a product of Dirichlet process priors on the parameter space that can be denoted
as Π∗ (𝛽𝑖 , Σ𝑖) =

∏𝐽
𝑗=0 𝑃𝑗 (𝛽𝑖 𝑗 ) × 𝑃Σ (Σ𝑖). This prior ultimately induces a distribution Π on the class of densities on the

observed noisy function denoted as F = { 𝑓𝑃 (𝑦𝑖)} via the representation 𝑓𝑃 (𝑦) =
∫
𝜙Σ

(
𝑦 − ∑𝐽

𝑗=0 Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑗
)
𝑑Π∗ (𝛽, Σ).

We denote the resulting class of priors Π on F as the product of Dirichlet process mixture on functional data (fPDPM).
This method generalizes previous work on product mixture priors that was proposed for multivariate time-series data
(Kundu & Lukemire, 2024) to the case of spatial functions. By using the stick-breaking representation (Sethuraman,
1994), the induced density takes the form:

𝑓𝑃 (𝑦) =
∫

. . .

∫
𝜙Σ

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑗
ª®¬
𝑑𝑃0 (𝛽0) . . . 𝑑𝑃𝐽 (𝛽𝐽 )𝑑𝑃Σ (Σ)

=
∞∑︁
ℎ0=1

. . .
∞∑︁
ℎ𝐽=1

∞∑︁
ℎ𝑠=1

𝑤ℎ0 . . . 𝑤ℎ𝐽𝑤ℎ𝑠𝜙Σℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗
ª®¬
, (6)

where 𝜙Σ (· − 𝜇) is the normal density function with covariance Σ and mean 𝜇, 𝑤ℎ𝑗 is the weight of 𝛽𝑗 in the ℎ𝑗 th cluster
with 𝑤ℎ𝑗 = 𝜈ℎ𝑗

∏
𝑒<ℎ𝑗 (1 − 𝜈𝑒), 𝜈𝑒 ∼ Beta(1, 𝛼𝑗 ) and 𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∼ 𝑃∗

𝑗 for 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽, and 𝑤ℎ𝑠 is the weight of Σ in the ℎ𝑠th
cluster with 𝑤ℎ𝑠 = 𝜈ℎ𝑠

∏
𝑒<ℎ𝑠 (1 − 𝜈𝑒), 𝜈𝑒 ∼ Beta(1, 𝛼Σ) and Σℎ𝑠 ∼ 𝑃∗

Σ. Equation (6) generalizes the generic kernel
mixture representation in the nonparametric multivariate density estimation literature (Wu & Ghosal, 2008; Kundu &
Lukemire, 2024) to the case of functional data analysis relying on suitable basis expansions.

2.3 Comparison to Related Local Clustering Methods

The proposed method is reminiscent of the LPP approach in Dunson (2009) that specified independent clustering for
each basis coefficient in model (3), with the coefficients being allocated to either a local cluster of a shared global cluster.
While useful, such a construction may not be directly applicable to a wavelet basis representation, as coefficients at
different resolutions operate on distinct scales and are not expected to share common global component values. Instead
of dichotomizing features into global versus local clusters, the proposed method pursues a more curated approach
by specifying an independent clustering (under a DP prior) for each distinct resolution level of the wavelet basis
expansion. Such an approach is motivated by the consideration that features at different scales/resolutions are likely to
cluster differentially, while all basis elements within a given resolution may adhere to a global clustering mechanism.
Therefore, our specification uses 𝐽 +1 independent priors (instead of 2𝐽+1 in LPP) that results in massive improvements
in computational complexity. This result is formalized in the Lemma below that compares the computational complexity
of the classical LPP method with that of the proposed local clustering approach using a low rank decomposition to
model the residual covariance.
Lemma 1. Assume that the maximum number of clusters is 𝐻 across all basis coefficients. Under the low rank
decomposition of covariance matrix in Equation (8) with rank 𝐾 ≪ 𝐿, the complexity of the proposed model is
𝑂 (𝐻𝐽𝐾2𝐿) + 𝑂 (𝑛𝐾2𝐿) + 𝑂 (𝐻𝐾3𝐿), while the complexity of LPP with independent priors on the basis coefficients
and independent error terms is 𝑂 (𝐻𝐿2).
A detailed proof with an empirical simulation are offered in Supplementary Material Section S2. The result is
a straightforward consequence of the Gibbs sampler, and clearly shows the considerable gains in computational
complexity under the proposed approach for 𝐾 ≪ 𝐿 especially in high-dimensional settings. Notably, the gain in
computational complexity in Lemma 1 holds even under the assumption of correlated errors for the proposed method
compared to a more straightforward independent error assumption for the LPP approach.

3 Theorem

The proposed method defines a prior on the observed functions 𝑦𝑖 (𝑣), 𝑣 ∈ V of Equation (6) that satisfies several
desirable theoretical properties. In our theoretical analysis, particularly for deriving posterior consistency results, we
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omit the subscript 𝑖 when appropriate, following standard convention. All theoretical results are constructed under the
conditions of 𝑛→ ∞ and fixed 𝐿. For our theoretical treatment, we assume that the number of observed support points
for the spatial function is 2𝐽+1 that produces a square orthonormal basis matrix Ψ(𝐿 × 𝐿). In general, the theoretical
results hold for all orthogonal basis representations with the product of DP prior on basis coefficients, as long as the
true density 𝑓0 satisfies certain reasonable assumptions. Notably, our posterior consistency results generalized the rich
theoretical results for Bayesian non-parametric multivariate density estimation to the case of Bayesian functional data
analysis, for which there are limited results. In particular, our focus is on estimating densities of random functions
admitting suitable basis expansions.
Denote the Euclidean norm of a vector as ∥·∥, the spectral norm of a matrix as ∥·∥2 and the eigenvalues of positive
definite matrix Σ(𝐿× 𝐿) in decreasing order as 𝜆1 (Σ) ≥ . . . ≥ 𝜆𝐿 (Σ). Let 𝐾𝐿 ( 𝑓 ; 𝑔) =

∫
𝑓 (𝑦) 𝑓 (𝑦)𝑔 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 be the Kullback-

Leibler (KL) divergence between 𝑓 and 𝑔 with 𝑓 , 𝑔 ∈ F . We first show that the fPDPM prior Π on the space of
densities F lead to the posterior consistency of KL neighborhoods with the formal argument below.
Lemma 2. Let 𝑓0 ∈ F and denote Π as the prior on F induced by the mixing distribution (6). Assume that 𝑓0 satisfies
the following conditions of (i) For some constant 𝑀 and all 𝑦 ∈ R𝐿 , 0 < 𝑓0 (𝑦) < 𝑀 and |

∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓0 (𝑦)𝑑𝑦 < ∞|; (ii)

for some 𝛿 > 0 and 𝑔𝛿 (𝑦) = inf∥𝑡−𝑦 ∥<𝛿 𝑓0 (𝑡),
∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓0 (𝑦)

𝜙𝛿 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 < ∞; (iii) for some 𝜂 > 0,
∫
∥𝑦∥2(1+𝜂) 𝑓0 (𝑦)𝑑𝑦 < ∞.

Then for prior Π defined in (6), we have Π( 𝑓 ∈ F : 𝐾𝐿 ( 𝑓0; 𝑓 ) ≤ 𝜂∗) > 0 for any 𝜂∗ > 0.

The detailed proof of Lemma 2 is available in Appendix. Notably, the assumptions on the true density in Lemma 2
are routinely assumed in multivariate density estimation literature (Wu & Ghosal, 2008). Under an orthonormal basis
(resulting in a finite determinant and Frobenius norm of Ψ𝑗 ), the proof mainly follows from the results in Wu & Ghosal
(2008). Following the argument of Schwartz (1965), a positive prior support for arbitrarily small KL neighborhoods
of 𝑓0 from Lemma 2 provides the weak consistency of fPDPM.
While weak consistency is useful, it is of interest to investigate whether fPDPM also results in a more salient strong
consistency property. Strong consistency is desirable since it ensures that the posterior concentrates in arbitrarily small
𝐿1 neighborhoods of 𝑓0, thereby guaranteeing more reasonable numerical estimation. However, given that the space F
can be non-compact, additional conditions are required to establish strong consistency (Canale & De Blasi, 2017). The
basic strategy follows the framework in Ghosal & van der Vaart (2017) by constructing sieves F 𝑛 (a compact subset of
F ) that possesses certain required properties and that eventually grows to cover the whole space F as 𝑛 → ∞. Next,
we consider how to construct such sieves.
Denote 𝐹𝑛0 as the 𝑛-product of the measure 𝐹0 that is associated with the true density 𝑓0 and log 𝑁 (𝜖,G, 𝑑) as the
entropy of the space of densities G ⊂ F , where 𝑁 (𝜖,G, 𝑑) is the minimum integer for which there exists densities
𝑓1, . . . , 𝑓𝑁 ∈ F such that G ⊂ ∪𝑁𝑗=1{ 𝑓 : 𝑑 ( 𝑓 , 𝑓𝑗 ) < 𝜖}. For the metric 𝑑 used here, we consider the Hellinger distance,
𝑑2 ( 𝑓 , 𝑔) =

∫
(√ 𝑓 −√

𝑔)2, and 𝐿1 distance, ∥ 𝑓 − 𝑔∥1 =
∫
| 𝑓 − 𝑔 |. We state below the sufficient conditions for the sieves

that are required for strong consistency and was originally proposed in Canale & De Blasi (2017). This result will be
used in our theoretical calculations when deriving strong consistency.
Lemma 3. Consider sieves F 𝑛 ⊂ F with F 𝑛 ↑ F as 𝑛 → ∞, where F 𝑛 = ∪∞

𝑗=−∞ F 𝑛, 𝑗 . Suppose
the sieves satisfy the following conditions for 𝜖 > 0: (1A) Π(F 𝑐

𝑛) ≲ exp−𝑏𝑛 for some 𝑏 > 0; and (1B)∑∞
𝑗=−∞ 𝑁

1/2 (2𝜖, F 𝑛, 𝑗 , 𝑑)Π1/2 (F 𝑛, 𝑗 ) exp−(4−𝑐)𝑛𝜖 2 → 0 for some 𝑐, 𝜖 > 0. Then Π( 𝑓 : 𝑑 ( 𝑓0, 𝑓 ) > 8𝜖 | 𝑦𝑛) → 0
in 𝐹𝑛0 -probability for any 𝑓0 in the weak support of Π.

Conditions (1A) and (1B) in Lemma 3 regulate the growth of sieve in F 𝑛 when sample size 𝑛 increases. Specifically,
(1A) suggests the prior probability assigned to F 𝑐

𝑛 needs to shrink exponentially in 𝑛, implying that the tails with
only exponentially small probability are excluded. Condition (1B) can be considered as a summability condition that
stipulates that the weighted sum of the entropy number (weighted by the square root of the prior probability) is required
to go toward zero when 𝑛 increases. To achieve both conditions, we carefully construct sieves (compact sub-spaces) as
outlined below.

G =



𝑓𝑃 with 𝑃 =

∑︁
ℎ0≥1

. . .
∑︁
ℎ𝐽≥1

∑︁
ℎ𝑠≥1

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠𝛿(𝛽ℎ𝑗 , 𝑗 , Σℎ𝑠 ) : ∀ 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽,

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑗 < 𝜖,

∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑠 < 𝜖 and for ℎ𝑗 , ℎ𝑠 ≤ 𝐻, 𝜎2 ≤ 𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 ), 𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 ) ≤ 𝜎2 (1 + 𝜖/√𝐿)𝑀 , 1 ≤ 𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

≤ 𝑢ℎ𝑠 ,

𝑎ℎ𝑗 ≤ ∥𝛽ℎ𝑗 , 𝑗 ∥ ≤ �̄�ℎ𝑗
}
, where 𝐻, 𝑀 ∈ N, 𝜎 > 0, and 0 ≤ 𝑎ℎ ≤ �̄�ℎ, 1 ≤ 𝑢ℎ, ℎ = 1, . . . , 𝐻.

Under the above construction, the entropy of the sieves as given by the following Theorem.
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Theorem 1. The entropy number of G is given by

N(𝜖,G, ∥·∥1) ≲ exp

[
𝐿𝐻 log𝑀 + 𝐻𝐽+2 log

1
𝜖
+

∑︁
ℎ𝑠<𝐻

𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)
2

log
2𝐿𝑢ℎ𝑠
𝜖2 +

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∑︁
ℎ𝑗<𝐻

log

{(
�̄�ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝜖/2
+ 1

)2 𝑗

−
( 𝑎ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝜖/2
− 1

)2 𝑗}
Detailed proof is available in the Appendix. Having established the entropy bounds in Theorem 1, we are now in a
position to establish strong consistency results via the Theorem below.
Theorem 2. Suppose that 𝑓0 satisfies Lemma 2 and fPDPM prior satisfies the following conditions for all sufficiently
large 𝑧 and some positive constants 𝑐1, 𝑐2, 𝑐3, 𝑟 and 𝜅 > 𝐿(𝐿 − 1):

(2A) 𝑃∗
𝑗 (∥𝛽𝑗 ∥ > 𝑧) < 𝑧−2(𝑟+1) for 𝑟 > (𝐿 − 1)/2; (2B) 𝑃∗

Σ (𝜆1 (Σ−1) > 𝑧) < exp(−𝑐1𝑧
𝑐2 );

(2C) 𝑃∗
Σ (𝜆𝐿 (Σ−1) > 1/𝑧) < 𝑧−𝑐3 ; (2D) 𝑃∗

Σ (𝜆1 (Σ−1)/𝜆𝐿 (Σ−1) > 𝑧) < 𝑧−𝜅 .
Then, the fPDPM prior satisfies the sufficient conditions in Lemma 3 and therefore the posterior distribution is strongly
consistent at 𝑓0 in 𝐹 (𝑛)

0 -probability, as 𝑛→ ∞.

Detailed proof of Theorem 2 is provided in the Appendix. Theorem 2 provides guidelines for the prior that gives
salient strong posterior consistency and a solid theoretical foundation corresponding to a practical implementation of
the fPDPM approach. Fortunately, several common priors satisfy conditions (2A) to (2D). For example, a multivariate
normal prior on the basis coefficients satisfies the condition (2A) and an inverse-Wishart prior on the error covariances
satisfies conditions (2B) to (2D). A formal statement is provided in the Corollary below as
Corollary 1. Denote 𝑓0 as the true density that satisfies conditions in Lemma 2. Consider a prior Π on F induced
by the Π∗ (𝛽, Σ) of (4) and (5). Let 𝑃∗

𝑗 (𝛽) = 𝑁 (0, 𝜏2
𝑗 ) follow a normal distribution and 𝑃∗

Σ = 𝐼𝑊 (Σ0, 𝜈) with. Then
conditions (2A) to (2D) are satisfied and the posterior distribution is consistent at 𝑓0.

The proof is a direct result of Corollary 1 of Canale & De Blasi (2017). In this paper, we generalize these priors to
Laplace priors (Park & Casella, 2008) on the base measures 𝑃∗ (𝛽) that achieve better shrinkage and therefore results
in improved model fitting. In particular, we express the Laplace priors via scale mixtures of normals as

𝑃∗
𝑗 (𝛽𝑗 ) = 𝑁2 𝑗 (0, 𝜏2

𝑗 ), 𝜏2
𝑗 = diag(𝜏2

𝑗1, . . . , 𝜏
2
𝑗2 𝑗 ), 𝜏2

𝑗𝑘 ∼ Exp(𝜔2), for 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽, 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 2 𝑗 . (7)

In addition for the subject-specific covariance matrices, we impose the low-rank factor model to further improve the
scalability. In particular, we specify

Σ𝑖 = Λ𝑖Λ
T
𝑖 + 𝜎2

𝑖 𝐼𝐿 , Λ𝑖 = {𝜆𝑖𝑙𝑟 }, (Λ𝑖 , 𝜎𝑖) ∼ 𝑃Σ, 𝑃Σ ∼ 𝐷𝑃(𝛼Σ, 𝑃∗
Σ), (8)

where Λ𝑖 is the factor loading matrix of dimension 𝐿 × 𝐾𝑖 with 𝐾𝑖 ≪ 𝐿 as the number of factors for 𝑖th unit, and
𝑃∗
Σ = 𝑃∗

Λ × 𝑃∗
𝜎 . Denote ℎ𝑖𝑠 as the membership of covariance for 𝑖th unit. We specify the base measure as
𝜆ℎ𝑖𝑠=𝑠,𝑙𝑟 | 𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟 , 𝜉𝑠𝑟 , 𝑒𝑠 ∼ 𝑁 (0, 𝜙−1

𝑠𝑙𝑟𝜉
−1
𝑠𝑟 𝑒

−1
𝑠 ), 𝜎−2

ℎ𝑖𝑠=𝑠
∼ 𝐺𝑎(𝑎, 𝑏),

𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟 ∼ 𝐺𝑎(3/2, 3/2), 𝑒𝑠 ∼ 𝐺𝑎(𝑎𝑒, 𝑏𝑒), 𝜉𝑠𝑟 =
𝑟∏
𝑚=1

𝛿𝑠𝑚, 𝛿𝑠1 ∼ 𝐺𝑎(𝑎1, 1), 𝛿𝑠𝑚 ∼ 𝐺𝑎(𝑎2, 1), 𝑚 > 1. (9)

The multiplicative variance terms involves local shrinkages 𝜙 that control the shrinkage of individual factor loadings,
and global terms 𝜁, 𝑒 that control the number of factors and the cluster-specific shrinkage, respectively. A key advantage
of the model specified in (8) is that the number of factors 𝐾𝑖 is decided by the data instead of pre-specification (Murphy
et al., 2020) and can vary among different clusters. The above prior construction is borrows from the infinite mixture
of factor analyzers considered in Murphy et al. (2020), and results in base measures on the covariance the satisfy
conditions (2B)-(2D) in Theorem 2 as shown in the following Corollary. Ultimately, this implies that the resulting base
measures leads to strong consistency.
Corollary 2. Denote 𝑓0 as the true density that satisfies conditions in Lemma 2. Consider a prior Π on density
F induced by the Π∗ based on (4) for coefficients and (5). Let 𝑃∗

𝑗 follow a Laplace distribution of (7) and 𝑃∗
Σ be

a multiplicative Gamma prior of (9). Then conditions (2A) to (2D) are satisfied and the posterior distribution is
consistent at 𝑓0.

Detailed proof is available in Appendix. Note that the case of independent covariance of Σ𝑖 = 𝜎2
𝑖 𝐼𝐿 can be easily

obtain as a special case Corollary 2 with Λ𝑖 = 0.
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4 Posterior Computation and Inference

We implement the fPDPM approach via an efficient Gibbs sampler that proceeds via a slice sampling technique. The
full details are provided in Supplementary Material Section S4. The Gibbs sampler results in posterior samples of
coefficients and memberships across all resolution levels and units. The posterior samples are summarized for the
following analysis.
Clustering. The fPDPM may result in varying cluster memberships for different resolution levels. One can consolidate
these local clusters to inform global clustering patterns as follows. The global clustering coefficients are summarized
based on pairwise agreement among the subject-specific coefficients by adapting the method in Suarez & Ghosal
(2016). Denote ℎ (𝑟 )𝑖 = [ℎ (𝑟 )𝑖0 , . . . , ℎ

(𝑟 )
𝑖𝐽 ]T as a vector of members with ℎ𝑖 𝑗 as the membership at resolution level 𝑗 of

unit 𝑖 for the 𝑟th posterior sample with 𝑟 = 1, . . . , 𝑅. Define the pairwise distance between units 𝑖 and 𝑖′ as a weighted
sum as

𝑑 (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ𝑖′ ) =
𝑅∑︁
𝑟=1

1
𝑅

∑𝐽
𝑗=0 𝑤𝑗 I(ℎ (𝑟 )𝑖 𝑗 ≠ ℎ (𝑟 )𝑖′ 𝑗 )∑𝐽

𝑗=0 𝑤𝑗
, 𝑑 (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ𝑖′ ) ∈ [0, 1], (10)

where 𝑤𝑗 is the weight for the agreement of coefficients at the resolution level 𝑗 . To focus on the global pattern and
reduce the impact of the local features on the overall clustering, we assign a higher weight on the global coefficients
and downweight the coefficients corresponding to the remaining resolution levels. We achieve this by setting 𝑤𝑗 = 1

𝑗

when 2 𝑗 < 𝑛 and 𝑤𝑗 = 1
2 𝑗 if 2 𝑗 ≥ 𝑛. Based on the pairwise distance 𝑑 (ℎ𝑖 , ℎ𝑖′ ), we build an agglomerative clustering

with the complete linkage and decide the memberships by cutting the tree at different levels.
Function estimation. We report the accuracy of the estimated functions via the mean squared error (MSE) of
the posterior mean. Denote 𝑅 posterior samples of coefficients across all resolution levels for unit 𝑖 as {𝛽 (𝑟 )𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 =

0, . . . , 𝐽, 𝑟 = 1, . . . , 𝑅}. Let 𝜃 (𝑟 )𝑖 =
∑𝐽
𝑗=1 Ψ𝑗 𝛽

(𝑟 )
𝑖 𝑗 be the estimated function from the 𝑟th posterior sample of coefficients.

We calculate the posterior mean function as 𝜃𝑖 =
∑𝑅
𝑟=1 𝜃

(𝑟 )
𝑖 /𝑅 = [𝜃𝑖 (𝑣1), . . . , 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝐿)]T and obtain the MSE by∑𝑛

𝑖=1 (𝜃𝑖 − 𝜃𝑖)2/𝑛𝐿.

5 Simulation Studies

5.1 Data-generating Mechanisms

A series of simulation studies are conducted to empirically investigate the performance of the proposed fPDPM,
while comparing it to competing approaches. We generate functional data that are commensurate with the spatial
transcriptomics data application and consider two-dimensional (𝑑 = 2) spatial functions of size 𝐿 = 25 × 25 = 1, 024
and sample size 𝑛 = 300. We generate functional data under three different scenarios with different clustering
structures of (1) global clustering, (2) local clustering, and (3) spatial heterogeneity. The first two scenarios involve
the wavelet coefficients. For global clustering, all basis coefficients are zero, 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 = 0, 𝑗 > 0, except for the highest
resolution, 𝛽𝑖0 ≠ 0, with eight different non-zero values. Local clustering allows non-zero coefficients at finer
resolutions 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 ≠ 0, 𝑗 = 0, 1, 2 and clusters different resolutions independently. For each resolution level with non-zero
coefficients, we consider 27 different values, which results in 273 = 19, 683 possible groups for the local clustering
scenario. Although only a subset of these patterns are included in the generated data, a large number of candidate
clustering patterns creates challenges for model fitting. In contrast to Scenarios 1 and 2 involving basis coefficients,
Scenario 3 generates images directly and introduces spatial heterogeneity with the clustering patterns varying over
the spatial domain. Using a square image (i.e. 𝑣𝑙 ∈ [0, 1]2), we assign four non-overlapping circular areas centered
across four quadrants as follows: 𝑅𝑚 = {𝑣𝑙 : ∥𝑣𝑙 − (𝑎 (𝑚)

1 , 𝑎 (𝑚)
2 )∥2

2 < 0.025}, 𝑚 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, where (𝑎 (𝑚)
1 , 𝑎 (𝑚)

2 )
is the center of circle 𝑅𝑚. We then generate the underlying function at location 𝑣𝑙 with 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙) ∼ 1

2𝛿−0.5 + 1
2𝛿0.5

if 𝑣𝑙 ∈ 𝑅𝑚 and 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙) = 0, 𝑣𝑙 ∉ 𝑅𝑚. Since each circular area has two possible values, 16 different clusters are
generated. Both Scenarios 1 and 3 represent various degree of model mis-specification, with Scenario 1 foregoing
local clustering in favor of global clustering and Scenario 3 introducing spatial heterogeneity in clustering that is
challenging for most methods. For these scenarios, independent and spatially correlated additive noise are added to the
images. The correlated errors were generated under the low rank decomposition of (8) with ranks 1 and 10. A higher
choice of rank resulted in non-ignorable spatially correlated noises with a lower signal-to-noise ratio (mean ratio of
global clustering: −0.25, and spatial heterogeneity: −1.55), comparing to the ratio from independent errors (global
clustering: 7.81, and spatial heterogeneity: 15.1). A negative signal-to-noise ratio implies that the signal is smaller
than the noise in 𝐿2 norm with a lower ratio indicating a less clear signal (de Loynes & an Baptiste Olivier, 2021).
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Figure 1 illustrates unobservable noise-free images (left) as well as noisy observed images for each scenario. More
details of data-generating mechanism are available in Supplementary Material Section S5.

Figure 1: Illustrations of simulated images from scenarios of global clustering (top row), local clustering (middle row),
and spatial heterogeneity (bottom row). Unobservable noise-free images are shown in the left column ((A), (E), and
(G)). Independent and correlated errors of low- and high-rank are included from left to right for global clustering ((B)
to (D)) and spatial heterogeneity ((G) to (J)). Independent errors are considered for the local clustering ((F)).

Performance Metrics and Benchmarks. We implemented two variants of the proposed fPDPM model with and
without spatially correlated noise terms (denoted as fPDPM and fPDPMi respectively) that perform local clustering.
We initialized fPDPM with three different numbers factors of 𝐾 ∈ {1, 3, 10} for the low rank covariance and report
results for these choices. We compared the performance with global clustering approaches such as the joint Dirichlet
process model (DPM) and a K-means clustering performed on functional principal components (PCA-KM) as proposed
in (Happ & Greven, 2018). Unfortunately, it was not possible to compare with other local partitioning methods such
as LPP (Dunson, 2009), due to an unreasonable computational burden as described in Section 2.3 and Supplementary
Material Section S1. We evaluate the clustering performance via the adjusted rand index (ARI) (Rand, 1971), and
function estimation error via mean squared error (MSE), noting that the clustering performance is of primary interest.
ARI ranges between zero and one with the ARI of one representing that the estimated and the true clustering are
perfectly aligned. We calculate the ARI based on the memberships for the basis coefficients corresponding to the mean
clustering, and ignore the variations due to the covariance clustering. For Scenarios 1 and 3, we report ARI based
on global clustering that are obtained via hierarchical clustering on the pairwise distance in (10) that is averaged over
resolutions. We cut the tree at the level of the true group number to report the ARI metrics. Due to a large number of the
true clusters in Scenario 2, we choose to compute the ARI at each resolution level with non-zero coefficients for 𝑗 = 0, 1
and 2. For the global clustering approaches, the ARI from the different resolutions are obtained from comparing the
global membership to the true local membership at different resolutions. For PCA-KM, we select smallest number of
principal components that explain at least 95% variance and decide the number of clusters by maximizing the average
silhouette width (Rousseeuw, 1987). We ran the MCMC for a few thousand iterations, and used post burn-in MCMC
samples to report results. All results are obtained by averaging over 30 independent replicates for each simulation
scenario.

5.2 Simulation Results

Simulation results for Scenarios 1 (global clustering) and 3 (spatial heterogeneity) are shown in Table 1 and 2 and
Scenario 2 (local clustering) are available in Table 3. When data is generated under global clustering (Scenario
1), fPDPM outperforms all competing methods in terms of clustering performance (higher ARI) for data generated
under both independent and correlated errors. Moreover, fPDPM has comparable MSE with fPDPMi for the function
estimation with correlated errors under Scenario 1, but slightly lower MSE under independent errors.
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For Scenario 2 involving data generated under local clustering, fPDPM shows a better ( 𝑗 = 0) or an equivalent ( 𝑗 = 1, 2,)
clustering accuracy than fPDPMi. However, the estimated image from fPDPM is slightly worse than fPDPMi with a
higher MSE that is potentially due to the higher rank of covariance under fPDPM. This is particularly evident from
the higher MSE for fPDPM models employing a larger number of factors for the low rank covariance. For Scenario 3
involving spatial heterogeneity, fPDPM has comparable clustering accuracy as well as MSE compared with fPDPMi
although the MSE under fPDPMi is slightly lower. In such cases involving spatial heterogeneity, the local clustering
approaches with a simple error covariance or independent errors is seen to result in the best performance. The higher
MSE under Scenario 3 for all approaches is indicative of the difficulties of estimation the function in the presence of
spatial heterogeneity.
In contrast, the global clustering approaches (DPM and PCA-KM) consistently produce considerably poorer clustering
performance across all settings. The clustering performance for DPM is the highest for Scenario 1 involving global
clustering and considerably worse for Scenario 2 involving local clustering that is expected. For Scenario 1 involving
global clustering, the relatively poor performance of DPM and PCA-KM compared to the fPDPM approaches highlights
the challenges in high-dimensional clustering that was noted in Chandra et al. (2023), and illustrates the clear advantages
of local clustering. The same observation holds for Scenario 3, but the relative performance under the global clustering
approaches drops even further, illustrating the advantages of local clustering in the presence of spatial heterogeneity.
DPM also has a higher MSE corresponding to Scenarios 1 and 2 compared to fPDPM, with the MSE under Scenario 2
(corresponding to local clustering) being orders of magnitude higher than the fPDPM approaches. This highlights the
challenges of global clustering approaches in the presence of local clusters in the data. On the other hand, for Scenario
3 involving spatial heterogeneity, the MSE for DPM may be lower compared to the local clustering approaches in some
cases particularly under independent or low rank correlated errors. The improved MSE under DPM under these cases
suggests that a smaller number of model parameters that may be better suited for estimating the mean function when
the correlation structure for the measurement error is diagonal or low rank.

6 Spatial Transcriptomics of Breast Cancer

6.1 Data Overview and Pre-processing

We applied fPDPM to a publicly available spatial transcriptomics data of HER2-positive breast tumor from Andersson
et al. (2021). Our primary goal is to discover clusters of genes with similar profiles of spatially varying expression
levels. This is achieved via fitting the proposed fPDPM approach to the data to discover local clusters of genes that
are then consolidated to discover global clusters. We used expression data of patient that consists of three consecutive
cryosection samples (H1, H2, and H3, henceforth), and compared the clustering reliability of the genes across the
tissues, along with the biological interpretation of the clusters. We present the results for cluster memberships for the
H1 tissue sample in the main manuscript, with the results for the remaining two samples in Supplementary Material
Section S6.1. We retained genes with more than 20 non-zero spots and spots with at least 300 non-zero expression
genes (Shang & Zhou, 2022). After removing 21 genes that are identified as technical artifacts (Andersson et al., 2021),
we obtained 10, 053 genes measured on 607 spots for three samples. For each sample, we normalized the expression
data with mean zero and unit variance and selected spatially variable genes (Shang & Zhou, 2022), which results in
302 genes. We padded zeros in all samples to attain the dimensions of 32 by 32. We ran fPDPM of 10, 000 iterations
and discarded the first 90% of iterations. The convergence diagnostics are provided in Supplementary Material Section
S6.2.

6.2 Analysis Results

Based on the Silhouette method, we cut the estimated hierarchical clustering at 3 clusters with each cluster contains
36, 142, and 124 genes, respectively. (See Supplementary Material Table S1 for the full list.) If we focus on common
genes among three samples, we obtain a reasonably high clustering reproducibility among three samples, which is
measured by ARI of 0.63 (H1 and H2) and 0.59 (H1 and H3). We identify the first cluster as the innate immune
system with 7 out of 36 genes in the pathway. For example, CXCL12 activates the leukocyte, a member of innate
immune system, and facilitates the tumor cell invasion for breast cancer (Ye et al., 2021). The second cluster belongs
to the pathway of signal transduction, and 42 genes out of 142 genes are part of the pathway. For example, Akt1 is a
member of AKT pathway, which is a common mutated pathway related to the drug resistance in HER2 positive breast
cancer (Pan et al., 2024). The third cluster is characterized by immune system with 50 out of 124 genes belong to the
immune system pathway. For example, CD4 is a receptor on the surface of many immune cells such as T cells, and the
stimulated CD4 improves the treatment efficacy of HER2 positive breast cancer (Song et al., 2020).
In contrast, global clustering under the classical DPM seems produced an overly large number of clusters, with one giant
cluster containing the majority of genes and other smaller clusters comprising a small number of genes. Specifically,
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Table 1: Simulation results for scenarios of global clustering under independent and low- and high-rank correlated
errors. Clustering performance are evaluated in ARI, while the image estimation is measured in mean squared error
(MSE). Results are obtained as the mean with the standard deviation in parentheses over 30 replicates. fPDPM𝐾

and fPDPMi, variants of the proposed methods with correlated covariance initialized by 𝐾 factors and independent
covariances, respectively; ARI𝑗 , adjusted rand index at resolution level 𝑗 . All values have been multiplied by 100.

Independent Error Low-Rank Correlated Error High-Rank Correlated Error
ARI MSE ARI MSE ARI MSE

fPDPM1 100 (0) 0.007 (0.002) 89.6 (12.4) 0.049 (0.012) 99.3 (2.61) 0.12 (0.02)
fPDPM3 100 (0) 0.008 (0.006) 91.0 (11.3) 0.053 (0.010) 98.9 (3.97) 0.12 (0.01)
fPDPM10 100 (0) 0.027 (0.037) 94.1 (10.1) 0.062 (0.028) 99.6 (1.67) 0.15 (0.11)
fPDPMi 90.4 (9.0) 0.001 (0.001) 35.7 (8.17) 0.046 (0.008) 73.8 (13.2) 0.12 (0.006)

DPM 74.7 (13.7) 0.218 (0.135) 76.9 (13.3) 0.192 (0.129) 78.7 (10.9) 0.23 (0.098)
PCA-KM 77.4 (9.59) NA 80.5 (9.80) NA 82.7 (10.2) NA

Table 2: Simulation results of Scenario 3 for spatial heterogeneity.

Independent Error Low-Rank Correlated Error High-Rank Correlated Error
ARI MSE ARI MSE ARI MSE

fPDPM1 100 (0.14) 2.54 (0.25) 99.5 (1.76) 2.95 (0.29) 90.6 (7.80) 3.15 (0.24)
fPDPM3 98.9 (2.87) 4.14 (0.37) 89.3 (9.40) 4.93 (0.54) 89.0 (6.61) 4.46 (0.47)
fPDPM10 87.7 (11.2) 5.98 (0.41) 86.6 (8.12) 5.95 (0.18) 94.7 (5.19) 5.25 (0.31)
fPDPMi 100 (0) 2.25 (0.21) 100 (0) 2.43 (0.20) 98.1 (4.30) 2.86 (0.19)

DPM 61.3 (7.76) 1.76 (0.31) 49.9 (7.78) 2.22 (0.34) 39.1 (12.3) 3.57 (0.65)
PCA-KM 84.9 (7.82) NA 85.8 (6.26) NA 84.1 (6.40) NA

Table 3: Simulation results of Scenario 2 for local clustering.

Independent Error
ARI0 ARI1 ARI2 MSE

fPDPM1 95.1 (4.5) 100 (0.006) 93.9 (8.75) 0.28 (0.10)
fPDPM3 95.2 (4.1) 100 (0.003) 94.3 (8.84) 0.27 (0.11)
fPDPM10 94.9 (4.8) 100 (0.002) 97.2 (6.74) 0.31 (0.26)
fPDPMi 87.8 (5.6) 99.0 (1.6) 95.1 (9.84) 0.07 (0.13)

DPM 20.8 (1.4) 0.92 (0.48) 1.11 (0.65) 2.55 (0.06)
PCA-KM 18.5 (3.6) 0.17 (0.39) 0.21 (0.44) NA

DPM generated 25 clusters that contained one major cluster with 229 out of 302 genes, five medium-sized clusters
with number of genes ranging from 3 to 18, and the remaining 19 clusters with at most two genes. The presence of
a non-trivial number of small clusters seems biologically unrealistic and results in lower clustering reproducibility for
the set of common genes across tissues, with ARIs of 0.38 between H1 and H2, and 0.13 between H1 and H3. In
summary, our analysis points to the challenges of global clustering for high-dimensional spatial functions containing,
while simultaneously highlighting the ability of the proposed approach to infer interpretable and reproducible clusters.

7 Discussion

In this paper, we present a flexible Bayesian nonparametric framework for local clustering, termed fPDPM, designed
to cluster high-dimensional functional data across multiple resolution levels. By employing a wavelet basis expansion
combined with a product of Dirichlet process priors on the basis coefficients, fPDPM enables independent clustering
of functional data at different resolutions. This approach achieves a form of local clustering that reduces computational
complexity compared to traditional local clustering methods, while effectively mitigating the curse of dimensionality
often encountered in global clustering techniques. Additionally, we propose a low rank decomposition for the residual
covariance matrix that provides an improved characterization and simultaneously improves computational complexity.
Under mild conditions, we show the salient strong consistency of fPDPM and exemplify some common priors that
satisfies the assumed conditions. We also propose an efficient Gibbs sampler for posterior inference. Our simulations
demonstrate that fPDPM outperforms existing methods that focus on global clustering under a variety of settings.
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We use fPDPM on spatial transcriptomics data of breast cancer and identify replicable clusters comprising genes that
corroborate existing biological literature.
Currently, fPDPM considers cross-sectional functional data under the normality error assumption. One generalization
is to consider the longitudinal functional data such as spatio-temporal data (Atluri et al., 2018) and model the temporal
correlation by allowing the coefficients to vary on the temporal relationships. Another possible extension is to extend
the fPDPM approach for clustering based on images from multiple modalities. All these directions are left for future
investigations.
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S1 Computation Complexity for fPDPM and LPP

S1.1 Proof of Lemma 1

In this Section, we show the details of the computation complexity based on the Gibbs Sampler in Section S4 and
compare the results to the complexity from local partition process (LPP) proposed by Dunson (2009). The proposed
fPDPM consists of three sets of parameters: (1) membership parameters including 𝐽 + 1 levels of resolutions for
coefficients and one for covariance, (2) coefficients of dimension 𝐿, and (3) low-rank covariance of dimension 𝐿 by 𝐿.
For LPP, it includes the first two sets of the parameters but considers a larger number of membership parameters with
assigning one membership parameter to each coefficient. Specifically, locally partition process (LPP) proposed by
Dunson (2009) constructs a prior that includes local and global components to further borrow information across units.
Specifically, LPP considers the prior on the coefficients as 𝛽𝑖 𝑗𝑘 ∼ 𝑃𝑗𝑘 , 𝑃𝑗𝑘 = 𝑧𝑖 𝑗𝑘𝑃

𝑔
𝑗𝑘 + (1 − 𝑧𝑖 𝑗𝑘)𝑃𝑙𝑗𝑘 , where 𝑧𝑖 𝑗𝑘 is a

binary indicator with a Bernoulli prior, 𝑃𝑙𝑗𝑘 is the local component with a DP prior, and 𝑃𝑔𝑗𝑘 are the global components
that jointly follow a DP prior across all 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 2 𝑗 and 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽. For example, when 𝑧𝑖 𝑗𝑘 = 𝑧𝑖′ 𝑗𝑘 = 1 for 𝑖 ≠ 𝑖′,
𝛽𝑖 𝑗𝑘 and 𝛽𝑖′ 𝑗𝑘 both belong to the global component with the same membership. Assuming the wavelet basis function
considered in the Paper, LPP requires 𝐿 = 2𝐽+1 membership parameters and coefficients of dimension 𝐿. In sum,
both fPDPM and LPP consider the same amount of coefficients, but the proposed fPDPM requires less membership
parameters with an additional covariance matrix, and LPP assigns a larger number of membership indicators with an
independent covariance.
To calculate the complexity, we assume that the number of clusters is at most 𝐻 and the maximum rank for covariance
is 𝐾 ≪ 𝐿. The complexity for fPDPM comes from the membership parameters and the covariance. For the
membership parameter, the main bottleneck is from the calculation of the normal density (Step 3 in Section S4). For a
multivariate normal density with a correlated covariance, the complexity of calculating the density via naive Cholesky
decomposition is 𝑂 (𝐿3). With the Woodbury identity for the low-rank representation of (8), this complexity can be
reduced to 𝑂 (𝐾2𝐿), and the complexity to update all membership parameters becomes 𝑂 (𝐻𝐽𝐾2𝐿). For updating
covariances, the conditional distributions in Section S4 shows that the complexity for updating the the factor matrix
(Step 5) and loading matrix (Step 6) are 𝑂 (𝑛𝐾2𝐿) and 𝑂 (𝐻𝐾3𝐿), respectively. In sum, the complexity for fPDPM is
𝑂 (𝐻𝐽𝐾2𝐿) +𝑂 (𝑛𝐾2𝐿) +𝑂 (𝐻𝐾3𝐿). For LPP, the complexity is mainly from updating membership parameters. With
independent assumption for normal density, the complexity of calculating the density is 𝑂 (𝐿), and the complexity for
LPP can be easily obtained as 𝑂 (𝐻𝐿2).

∗Corresponding author.
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S1.2 Empirical Studies of Computation Complexity

We empirically compare the computation complexity between the proposed method and LPP. We consider a numerical
simulation under different image sizes of 2𝐽 × 2𝐽 with 𝐽 ∈ {2, 3, 4}. Specifically, we follow the data-generated
mechanism in Section 5 in Main Paper and generate images of local clustering with independent errors. We ran both
methods with 100 iterations and averaged the computation time over all iterations. Results of computation time are
shown in Figure S1. Obviously, when the image size is small, the computation time of both methods are similar.
However, when the image size increases, the computation time of LPP increases quadratically while the computation
complexity of the proposed method increases linearly. These empirical results corroborate the proposed computation
complexity in Lemma 1.

Figure S1: Computation time averaged over 100 iterations of the proposed method (PDPM) and the existing method
(LPP).

S2 Proof of Theorems

S2.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Without loss of generality, we express the basis expansion of the underlying function 𝜃 as a matrix form with
𝜃 =

∑
𝑗 Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑗 = Ψ𝛽, where Ψ is the basis matrix of dimension 𝐿 × 𝐿 and 𝛽 = [𝛽0, . . . , 𝛽𝐽 ]T is a vector of 𝛽𝑗 with length

𝐿. Since

∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log

𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 =

∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log

𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦)

𝑑𝑦 +
∫

𝑓0 (𝑦) log
𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦)
𝑓 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦,

we need to construct a distribution 𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦) so that both terms are smaller than 𝜖 . To achieve so, construct a mixing
distribution 𝑓𝑚 (𝑦) with the defined as follows:

𝑓𝑚 (𝑦) =
{
𝑡𝑚 𝑓0 (𝑦) if ∥𝑦∥ < 𝑚,
0 if otherwise ,

where ∥·∥ is the Euclidean norm and 𝑡−1
𝑚 =

∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚 𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽) is the normalization constant. Obviously, 𝑡𝑚 ≥ 1 and 𝑡𝑚

is non-increasing with respect to 𝑚. Denote 𝐹𝑚 (·) as the probability measure for the mixing distribution 𝑓𝑚 (·). For the
fPDPM considered in the paper, we can view the measure as 𝐹𝑚 (·) =

∏𝐽
𝑗=0 𝐹𝑚, 𝑗 (·) with each 𝐹𝑚, 𝑗 as the probability

measure for the coefficients belonging to the jth resolution. For the measure on the covariance matrix, we first focus on
the the diagonal matrix of Σ = 𝑒2𝐼 and generalize our results to the unstructured covariances. We consider the measure
𝑃𝑚 = 𝐹𝑚 × 𝛿(𝑒𝑚), where 𝛿(·) is the degenerated distribution. Obviously, 𝑃𝑚 is compactly supported since ∥Ψ𝛽∥ < 𝑚
implies ∥𝛽∥ < 𝑚∥Ψ∥𝐹 , where ∥·∥𝐹 is the Frobenius norm. By using the variable transformation 𝑧 = 𝑒−1

𝑚 (𝑦 −Ψ𝛽), the
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distribution 𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) can be written as

𝑓𝑃𝑚 =
∫

𝜙𝑒2
𝑚𝐼

(𝑦 − Ψ𝛽) 𝑑𝐹𝑚 (Ψ𝛽)

=
∫

(2𝜋)−𝐿/2𝑒−𝐿𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑓𝑚 (Ψ𝛽) |Ψ|𝑑𝛽

=
∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 (2𝜋)−𝐿/2𝑒−𝐿𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽) |Ψ|𝑑𝛽

=
∫
∥𝑦−𝑧𝑒𝑚 ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 (2𝜋)−𝐿/2 exp
(
− ∥𝑧∥2

2

)
𝑓0 (𝑦 − 𝑒𝑚𝑧)𝑑𝑧,

where |·| is the determinant of a matrix. The second last equation holds due to the fact of the Jacobian matrix
| 𝑑β𝑑𝑧 | = |Ψ−1 |𝑒𝐿𝑚. Let 𝑒𝑚 = 𝑚−𝜂 . When 𝑚 → ∞, we obtain 𝑒𝑚 → 0, 𝑡𝑚 → 1 and 𝑡𝑚 𝑓0 (𝑦 − 𝑒𝑧) → 𝑓0 (𝑦). Since 𝑓0 (𝑦)
is bounded by assumption, by dominated convergence theorem,

𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) →
∫

(2𝜋)−𝐿/2 exp
(
− ∥𝑧∥2

2

)
𝑓0 (𝑦)𝑑𝑧 = 𝑓0 (𝑦).

First, we aim the first term to show that
∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓0 (𝑦)

𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 → 0 when 𝑚 → ∞. To this end, observe that

∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log

𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦)

𝑑𝑦 =
∫
∥𝑦 ∥>𝑚

𝑓0 (𝑦) log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦)

𝑑𝑦 +
∫
∥𝑦 ∥≤𝑚

𝑓0 (𝑦) log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦)

𝑑𝑦.

For ∥𝑦∥ > 𝑚,

𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) =
|Ψ|

(2𝑒2
𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽)𝑑𝛽

≥ |Ψ|
(2𝑒2

𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 exp
©
«
−

𝑦 + 𝑚 𝑦
∥𝑦 ∥

2

2𝑒2
𝑚

ª®®¬
𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽)𝑑𝛽

=
|Ψ|

(2𝑒2
𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

exp
©«
−

𝑦 + 𝑚 𝑦
∥𝑦 ∥

2

2𝑒2
𝑚

ª®®¬
∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽)𝑑𝛽

=
|Ψ|

(2𝑒2
𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

exp
©
«
−

𝑦 + 𝑚 𝑦
∥𝑦 ∥

2

2𝑒2
𝑚

ª®®
¬

=
|Ψ|𝑚𝐿𝜂
(2𝜋)𝐿/2 exp

(
−1

2

𝑚𝜂𝑦 + 𝑚𝜂+1 𝑦

∥𝑦∥


2
)

≥ |Ψ|
(2𝜋)𝐿/2 ∥𝑦∥

𝐿𝜂 exp
(
−1

2
∥2𝑦∥2𝜂+2

)
.

The last inequality holds is because 𝑟 (𝑚) = 𝑚𝐿𝜂 exp
(
− 1

2 ∥𝑚𝜂𝑦(1 + 𝑚
∥𝑦 ∥ )∥2

)
is decreasing in 𝑚. This can be proved

by the Theorem 2 and Theorem 4 from Wu & Ghosal (2008).
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For ∥𝑦∥ ≤ 𝑚, let 𝛿 > 0 be fixed and 𝑔𝑚 (𝑦) = inf∥𝑡−𝑦 ∥<𝛿𝑒𝑚 𝑓0 (𝑡). With the convention of [𝑎, 𝑏] = [𝑏, 𝑎] when 𝑎 > 𝑏,
the mixing distribution becomes

𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) =
|Ψ|

(2𝑒2
𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽)𝑑𝛽

≥ |Ψ|
(2𝑒2

𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
{ ∥Ψβ∥<𝑚}∩{ ∥𝑦−Ψβ} ∥<𝛿𝑒𝑚

𝑡𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽)𝑑𝛽

≥ |Ψ|
(2𝑒2

𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2
𝑔𝑚 (𝑦)

∫
{ ∥Ψβ∥<𝑚}∩{ ∥𝑦−Ψβ∥ }<𝛿𝑒𝑚

𝑡𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑑𝛽

=
𝑡𝑚𝑔𝑚 (𝑦)
(2𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
{ ∥𝑦−𝑧𝑒𝑚 ∥<𝑚}∩{ ∥𝑧 ∥ }<𝛿

exp
(
− ∥𝑧∥2

2

)
𝑑𝑧

≥ 𝑡𝑚𝑔𝑚 (𝑦)
(2𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
∏𝐿

𝑙=1 [0,sgn(𝑦𝑙 ) 𝛿/
√
𝐿 ]

exp
(
− ∥𝑧∥2

2

)
𝑑𝑧,

where 𝑧 = 𝑒−1
𝑚 (𝑦 − Ψ𝛽). The last inequality holds because

{
𝑧 : 𝑧 ∈ ∏𝐿

𝑙=1 [0, sgn(𝑦𝑙)𝛿/
√
𝐿]} ⊂

{𝑧 : {∥𝑧 − 𝑦/𝑒𝑚∥ < 𝑚/𝑒𝑚} ∩ {∥𝑧∥} < 𝛿}, when ∥𝑦∥ ≤ 𝑚.
Let

𝑐 = min
𝑦∈{−𝛿/√𝐿, 𝛿/√𝐿}𝐿

∫
∏𝐿

𝑙=1 [0,𝑦𝑙 ]

1
(2𝜋)𝐿/2 exp

(
− ∥𝑧∥2

2

)
𝑑𝑧.

Since 𝑡𝑚 ≥ 1 and 𝑔𝑚 (𝑦) > 𝑔1 (𝑦), 𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) ≥ 𝑐𝑔1 (𝑦) when ∥𝑦∥ ≤ 𝑚.
In sum, for some 0 < 𝑅 < 𝑚

𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) ≥
{

min
{
𝑐𝑔1 (𝑦), |Ψ |

(2𝜋 )𝐿/2 ∥𝑦∥𝐿𝜂 exp
(
− 1

2 ∥2𝑦∥2𝜂+2
)}

if ∥𝑦∥ ≥ 𝑅

𝑐𝑔1 (𝑦) if ∥𝑦∥ < 𝑅

log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦)

≤ 𝜉 (𝑦) ≡



max

{
log 𝑓0 (𝑦)

𝑐𝑔1 (𝑦) , log 𝑓0 (𝑦)
|Ψ|

(2𝜋)𝐿/2 ∥𝑦 ∥𝐿𝜂 exp(− 1
2 ∥2𝑦 ∥2𝜂+2)

}
if ∥𝑦∥ ≥ 𝑅

log 𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑐𝑔1 (𝑦) if ∥𝑦∥ < 𝑅

(S1)

Now, since

𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦) =
|Ψ|

(2𝑒2
𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚 exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑓0 (Ψ𝛽)𝑑𝛽

≤ 𝑀 |Ψ|
∫
∥Ψβ∥<𝑚

𝑡𝑚

(2𝑒2
𝑚𝜋)𝐿/2

exp
(
− ∥𝑦 − Ψ𝛽∥2

2𝑒2
𝑚

)
𝑑𝛽

< 𝑀 |Ψ|𝑡𝑚 < 𝑀 |Ψ|𝑡1
We can obtain

log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦)

≥ log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑀 |Ψ|𝑡1 (S2)

By combining Equations S1 and S2, we see that����log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑓𝑃𝑚 (𝑦)

���� ≤ max
(
𝜉 (𝑦),

����log
𝑓0 (𝑦)
𝑀 |Ψ|𝑡1

����
)

In this paper, we consider the orthogonal basis with finite |Ψ| < ∞. Following the proof in the Theorem 2 in Wu &
Ghosal (2008), it can be easily shown that

∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓0 (𝑦)

𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 → 0 when 𝑚 → ∞ for the mean function as a basis
expansion Ψ𝛽 with a diagonal covariance.
Now, we generalize the proof with an unstructured covariance Σ. Denote S as the cone of positive definite matrices
of dimension 𝐿 by 𝐿 In order to guarantee the measure 𝑃𝑚 is compactly supported, define the 𝑃𝑚𝜖 (𝐷) = 1 with

4
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𝐷 = [−𝑚∗, 𝑚∗] × {
Σ ∈ S : 𝜎2 ≤ 𝜆𝑙 (Σ) ≤ �̄�2, 𝑙 = 1, . . . , 𝐿

}
, where 𝑚∗ = 𝑚𝐾 ∥Ψ−1∥𝐹 . With the proof from the

Lemma 1 from Canale & De Blasi (2017),
∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓0 (𝑦)

𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 → 0 when 𝑚 → ∞.

For the second term of
∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦)

𝑓 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 → 0, we show that
∫
𝑓0 (𝑦) log 𝑓𝑃𝜖 (𝑦)

𝑓 (𝑦) 𝑑𝑦 satisfies conditions (A7) to (A9) of
Lemma 3 in Wu & Ghosal (2008). Let 𝐷 be a compact set for 𝑃𝑚 as the previous proof and 𝑃𝜖 be chosen to be 𝑃𝑚𝜖 . For
(A7), we require log 𝑓𝑃𝑚𝜖

and log inf (β,Σ) ∈𝐷 𝜙Σ (𝑦−Ψ𝛽) to be 𝑓0-integrable. For ∥𝑦∥ < 𝑚∗, log inf (β,Σ) ∈𝐷 𝜙Σ (𝑦−Ψ𝛽)
and log 𝑓𝑃𝑚 are bounded. While ∥𝑦∥ ≥ 𝑚∗, we observe that

inf
(β,Σ) ∈𝐷

𝜙Σ (𝑦 − Ψ𝛽) = (2𝜋)−𝐿/2�̄�−𝐿 exp
(
−4∥𝑦∥2

2𝜎2

)

, which is bounded. Hence, for ∥𝑦∥ ≥ 𝑚∗,

|log 𝑓𝑃𝑚 | ≤
����log

{
(2𝜋)−𝐿/2�̄�−𝐿 exp

(
−4∥𝑦∥2

2𝜎2

)}
𝑃𝑚 (𝐷)

����

, so that log 𝑓𝑃𝑚 is also 𝑓0-integrable. For condition (A8) of Lemma in Wu & Ghosal (2008), it is clear that the
multivariate normal kernel is bounded away zero for 𝑦 in a compact set of R𝐿 and (𝛽, Σ) ∈ 𝐷. Last, condition (A9)
requires the uniformly equicontinuous as a family of function of (𝛽, Σ) ∈ 𝐷 on a given compact set, {𝜙Σ (𝑦−Ψ𝛽), 𝑦 ∈ 𝐶}.
This can be achieved by the same argument used in the proof of Theorem 2 in Wu & Ghosal (2008).

S2.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Consider 𝑓𝑃 ∈ G with 𝑃 =
∑
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1

(∏𝐽
𝑗=0 𝑤ℎ𝑗

)
𝑤ℎ𝑠𝛿(𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 , Σℎ𝑠 ) and Σℎ𝑠 =

(
𝑂ℎ𝑠Λℎ𝑠𝑂ℎ𝑠

)−1 as the eigen-
decomposition, where Λℎ𝑠 = diag

(
𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 ), . . . , 𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

)
and 𝑂ℎ𝑠 is the corresponding orthogonal eigenvectors.

From Lemma L1 and L2, we consider another density 𝑓�̂� with �̂� =
∑
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1

(∏𝐽
𝑗=0 𝑤ℎ𝑗

)
𝑤ℎ𝑠𝛿(𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 , Σ̂ℎ𝑠 ) and

Σ̂ℎ𝑠 =
(
�̂�ℎ𝑠 Λ̂ℎ𝑠�̂�ℎ𝑠

)−1
within the 𝜖-net. To construct such density, choose

• 𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∈ R̂ℎ𝑗 𝑗 , where R̂ℎ𝑗 𝑗 is a 𝜖𝜎-net ofRℎ𝑗 𝑗 = {𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∈ R2 𝑗 : 𝑎ℎ𝑗 ≤ ∥𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∥ ≤ �̄�ℎ𝑗 } such that ∥𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗−𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∥ < 𝜖𝜎
for all 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽 and ℎ𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐻.

•
{∏𝐽

𝑗=0 �̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠 : ℎ0, . . . , ℎ𝐽 , ℎ𝑠 ≤ 𝐻
}
∈ Δ̂, where Δ̂ is a 𝜖-net of a 𝐻𝐽+2 dimensional probability simplex such

that
∑
ℎ1 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

���(∏𝐽
𝑗=0 �̃�ℎ𝑗

)
�̃�ℎ𝑠 −

(∏𝐽
𝑗=0 �̂�ℎ𝑗

)
�̂�ℎ𝑠

��� ≤ 𝜖 , and �̃�ℎ = 𝑤ℎ∑
𝑗≤𝐻 𝑤𝑗

, ℎ ≤ 𝐻.

• �̂�ℎ𝑠 ∈ Ôℎ𝑠 , where Ôℎ𝑠 is a 𝛿ℎ𝑠 -net of the set Oℎ𝑠 defined as the set 𝐿 × 𝐿 orthogonal matrices with respect
to the spectral norm ∥·∥2 with 𝛿ℎ𝑠 = 𝜖2/(2𝐿𝑢ℎ𝑠 ) such that ∥𝑂ℎ𝑠 − �̂�ℎ𝑠 ∥ ≤ 𝐿𝛿ℎ𝑠 .

• (𝑚ℎ𝑠 ,1, . . . , 𝑚ℎ𝑠 ,𝐿) ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀}𝐿 , ℎ𝑠 = 1, . . . , 𝐻 such that 𝜆𝑙 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 ) = 𝜎2 (1 + 𝜖𝐿1/2)𝑚ℎ𝑠 ,𝑙−1 satisfying
1 < 𝜆𝑙 (Σℎ𝑠 )/𝜆𝑙 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 ) < (1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)

5



Flexible Bayesian Nonparametric Product Mixtures for Multi-scale Functional Clustering A Preprint

From Lemma L1, we obtain the norm is bounded by

∥ 𝑓𝑃 − 𝑓�̂� ∥1 ≤ max
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻


(

2/𝜋
𝜆𝐿 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 )

)1/2 𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹
𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 − 𝛽𝑘,ℎ𝑗  +

{
𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜆𝑙 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝑙 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 )

− log
𝜆𝑙 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝑙 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 )

− 1

}1/2
+

∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠

{
2𝐿∥𝑂ℎ𝑠 − �̂�ℎ𝑠 ∥2

𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

}1/2

+
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠 − ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
�̂�ℎ𝑠

������ +
𝐽+2∑︁
𝑙=1

2
(
𝐽 + 2
𝑙

)
𝜖 𝑙

≤ max
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻


(

2/𝜋
𝜎2

)1/2 𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹
𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 − 𝛽𝑘,ℎ𝑗  +



𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

(
𝜆𝑙 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝑙 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 )

− 1

)2


1/2
+

∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

©
«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®
¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠

{
2𝐿𝛿ℎ𝑠

𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

}1/2
+
𝐽+2∑︁
𝑙=1

2
(
𝐽 + 2
𝑙

)
𝜖 𝑙

+
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̃�ℎ𝑗 �̃�ℎ𝑠 −
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠

������ +
��1 − (1 − 𝜖)𝐽+2��

≤
(

2
𝜋

)1/2
𝜖

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹 +
{
𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

(
1 + 𝜖

𝐿1/2 − 1
)2

}1/2

+
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠

{
𝜖2

𝑢ℎ𝑠

𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

}1/2

+
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̃�ℎ𝑗 �̃�ℎ𝑠 −
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠

������ +
��1 − (1 − 𝜖)𝐽+2�� + 𝐽+2∑︁

𝑙=1
2
(
𝐽 + 2
𝑙

)
𝜖 𝑙

≤ 𝜖
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹 + 3𝜖 +
��1 − (1 − 𝜖)𝐽+2�� + 𝐽+2∑︁

𝑙=1
2
(
𝐽 + 2
𝑙

)
𝜖 𝑙 ,

where the second inequality is based on the fact that 𝑥−log 𝑥−1 ≤ (𝑥−1)2 for 𝑥 ≥ 1 with 𝑥 = 𝜆𝑙 (Σℎ𝑠 )/𝜆𝑙 (Σ̂ℎ𝑠 ) and results
of Lemma L2. When 𝐽 and ∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹 are finite, ∥ 𝑓𝑃− 𝑓�̂� ∥1 ≤ 𝐶∗𝜖 for some positive constant𝐶∗ by some additional algebra.
Therefore, a 𝜖-net for G can be be constructed by 𝑓�̂� above in 𝐿1 distance, and the cardinality of this 𝜖-net can be obtained

by cardinality of #(Δ̂) ≲ 𝜖−𝐻𝐽+2
, #(Ôℎ𝑠 ) ≲ 𝛿−𝐿 (𝐿−1)/2

ℎ𝑠
and #(R̂ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ) ≲

(
�̄�ℎ𝑗
𝜎𝜖 /2 + 1

)2 𝑗

−
( 𝑎ℎ𝑗
𝜎𝜖 /2 − 1

)2 𝑗

, 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽 with

≲ 𝑀𝐿𝐻𝜖−𝐻
𝐽+2 ∏

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽≤𝐻

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

{(
�̄�ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝜖/2
+ 1

)2 𝑗

−
( 𝑎ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝜖/2
− 1

)2 𝑗} ∏
ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

(
2𝐿𝑢ℎ𝑠
𝜖2

)𝐿 (𝐿−1)/2

S2.3 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof is based on the results of the sieve construction and the corresponding entropy from Theorem 1 and aims to
show that the conditions (2A) to (2D) satisfy the (1A) and (1B) and the resulting strong posterior consistency. Denote
𝑘 = (𝑘1, . . . , 𝑘𝐻𝑛 ) and 𝑙 = (𝑙1, . . . , 𝑙𝐻𝑛 ) with 𝑘ℎ, 𝑙ℎ ∈ N. First, we construct the sieves as follows

F 𝑛 =



𝑓𝑝 : 𝑃 =

∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠𝛿(𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 , Σℎ𝑠 ) :

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻𝑛

𝑤ℎ𝑗 < 𝜖,∀ 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽,
∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻𝑛

𝑤ℎ𝑠 < 𝜖

and for ℎ𝑗 , ℎ𝑠 ≤ 𝐻𝑛, 𝜎
2
𝑛 ≤ 𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 ), 𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 ) ≤ 𝜎2

𝑛 (1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)𝑀𝑛 , 1 ≤ 𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

≤ 𝑛𝐻𝑛

}

F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 =

{
𝑓𝑝 ∈ F 𝑛 : for ℎ0, . . . , ℎ𝐽 , ℎ𝑠 < 𝐻𝑛, 𝑛

𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1 ≤ 𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )
𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 )

≤ 𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 ,

𝑛𝐻
𝐽+2
𝑛 (𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1) = 𝑎ℎ𝑗 , 𝑗 ≤ ∥𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∥ ≤ �̄�ℎ𝑗 , 𝑗 = 𝑛𝐻

𝐽+2
𝑛 𝑘ℎ𝑗 ,∀ 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽,

}
,
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where 𝑀𝑛 = 𝜎−2𝑐2
𝑛 = 𝑛 and 𝐻𝑛 =

⌊
𝐶𝑛𝜖 2

log 𝑛

⌋
for some positive 𝐶. Clearly, F 𝑛 ↑ F and F 𝑛 ⊂ ∪𝑘,𝑙 F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 . Following

Lemma L3, Π(F 𝑐
𝑛) satisfies condition (1A) in Lemma 3.

Now, we prove the summability condition (1B). By the Theorem 1, we obtain the entropy bound of

N(𝜖, F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 , ∥·∥1) ≲ exp

[
𝐿𝐻𝑛 log𝑀𝑛 + 𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 log
1
𝜖
+

∑︁
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)
2

log
2𝐿𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠
𝜖2 +

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∑︁
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

log

{(
�̄�ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝑛𝜖/2
+ 1

)2 𝑗

−
( 𝑎ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝑛𝜖/2
− 1

)2 𝑗}
From the proof of Theorem 2 in Canale & De Blasi (2017), when 𝑛 and 𝑘ℎ𝑗 are larger, we know that

(
�̄�ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝑛𝜖/2
+ 1

)2 𝑗

−
( 𝑎ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝑛𝜖/2
− 1

)2 𝑗

=

(
𝑛𝐻

𝐽+2
𝑛 𝑘ℎ𝑗

𝜎𝑛𝜖/2
+ 1

)2 𝑗

−
(
𝑛𝐻

𝐽+2
𝑛 (𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1)
𝜎𝑛𝜖/2

− 1

)2 𝑗

= ©«
2𝑛(𝐻

𝐽+2
𝑛 + 1

2𝑐2
)
𝑘ℎ𝑗

𝜖
+ 1ª®¬

2 𝑗

− ©«
2𝑛(𝐻

𝐽+2
𝑛 + 1

2𝑐2
) (𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1)
𝜖

− 1ª®¬
2 𝑗

≲
𝑛

2 𝑗 (𝐻𝐽+2
𝑛 + 1

2𝑐2
)
𝑘2 𝑗−1
ℎ𝑗

𝜖2 𝑗

Since
∑𝐽
𝑗=0 2 𝑗 = 2𝐽+1 − 1, we have the entropy bound as

N(𝜖, F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 , ∥·∥1) ≲ exp

[
𝐿𝐻𝑛 log𝑀𝑛 + 𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 log
1
𝜖
+

∑︁
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)
2

log
2𝐿𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠
𝜖2 +

2𝐽+1 (𝐻𝐽+2
𝑛 + 1

2𝑐2
) log 𝑛 + 2𝐽+1 log

1
𝜖
+

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

(2 𝑗 − 1)
∑︁
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

log 𝑘ℎ𝑗


≈ exp

[
({𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 + 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)𝐻𝑛 + 2𝐽+1} log
1
𝜖
+ {2𝐽+1 (𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 + 1
2𝑐2

) + 𝐿𝐻𝑛} log 𝑛
]

×
∏
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

(2𝐿𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 )𝐿 (𝐿−1)/2 ×
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

𝑘2 𝑗−1
ℎ𝑗

Also, from the tail behavior of condition (2A) and (2D), we have

Π(F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙) ≤
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

𝑃∗
𝑗 (∥𝛽ℎ𝑗 𝑗 ∥ ≥ 𝑛𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 (𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1))
∏
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

𝑃∗
Σ (𝜆1 (Σℎ𝑠 )/𝜆𝐿 (Σℎ𝑠 ) > 𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1)

≤
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

{𝑛𝐻𝐽+2
𝑛 (𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1)}−2(𝑟+1) ∏

ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

{𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1)}−𝜅

= 𝑛−2(𝑟+1) (𝐽+1)𝐻𝐽+3
𝑛

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

(𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1)−2(𝑟+1) ∏
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

(𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1)−𝜅

Last, we sum over all 𝑘 and 𝑙 as
∑
𝑗 ,𝑙N1/2 (𝜖, F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 , ∥·, ∥1)Π1/2 (F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙), and by Lemma L4, we show that condition

(1B) is satisfied.

S2.4 Proof of Corollary 2

This proof mainly follows the proof of Corollary 2 in Canale & De Blasi (2017). First, since the Laplace has a
exponential tail, the condition (2A) is easily satisfied. For the conditions (2B), we first show that

𝑃∗
Σ (𝜆1 (Σ−1) > 𝑧) ≤ 𝑃∗

Σ (𝑡𝑟 (Σ−1) > 𝑧) ≤ 𝑃∗
Σ (𝑡𝑟 (𝜎−2𝐼) > 𝑧),

7
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by the Woodbury’s identity. Since 𝜎−2 follows a Gamma distribution, which has a exponential tail, condition (2B)
holds. For condition (2C), consider

𝑃∗
Σ (𝜆𝐿 (Σ−1) < 1/𝑧) ≤ 𝑧−1E𝑃∗

Σ
{𝜆1 (Σ)} ≤ 𝑧−1 [E𝑃∗

Σ
{𝜆1 (𝜎2𝐼)} + E𝑃∗

Σ
{𝜆1 (ΛΛT)}],

where the first and the second inequalities hold due to Markov’s and Weyl’s inequalities, respectively. Obviously, the
expectation of 𝜆1 (𝜎2𝐼) is finite since 𝜎2 follows an inverse Gamma distribution. Denote 𝜆𝑙 ·𝑠 = [𝜆𝑙1𝑠 , 𝜆𝑙2𝑠 , . . .]T, 𝑙 =
1, . . . , 𝐿. For the second term, by integrating out the local shrinkage of 𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟 , we obtain 𝜆𝑠𝑙𝑟 | 𝜉𝑠𝑟 , 𝑒𝑠 ∼ 𝑡3 (0, 𝜉−1

𝑠𝑟 𝑒
−1
𝑠 )

and observe that elements in 𝜆𝑙 ·𝑠 are independent given 𝜉𝑠𝑟 and 𝑒𝑠 . Also, 𝜆𝑙 ·𝑠 follow the same distribution over all 𝑙
and 𝑠. Since Then we can obtain

E𝑃∗
Σ

{
𝜆1 (ΛΛT)} ≤ E𝑃∗

Σ

{
𝑡𝑟 (ΛΛT)} = E𝜉 ,𝑒

[
E

{
𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜆T
𝑙 ·𝑠𝜆𝑙 ·𝑠 | 𝜉, 𝑒

}]
= E𝜉 ,𝑒

[
𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1
E

{
𝜆T
𝑙 ·𝑠𝜆𝑙 ·𝑠 | 𝜉, 𝑒

}]

= E𝜉 ,𝑒

[
𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

∞∑︁
𝑟=1

3𝜉−1
𝑠𝑟 𝑒

−1
𝑠

]
= 3

𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

∞∑︁
𝑟=1
E𝜉 ,𝑒

[
𝜉−1
𝑠𝑟 𝑒

−1
𝑠

]
Thus E𝑃∗

Σ
{𝜆1 (ΛΛT)} is finite when the expectation of E(𝛿1) is finite and E(𝛿2) < 1 (Bhattacharya & Dunson, 2011).

Both conditions can be achieved by letting 𝑎1 > 2 and 𝑎2 > 3. Finally, for condition (2D), we obtain

𝑃∗
Σ

{
𝜆1 (Σ−1)/𝜆𝐿 (Σ−1} ≥ 𝑧) = 𝑃∗

Σ

{(
𝜆1 (Σ−1)/𝜆𝐿 (Σ−1)

) 𝜅
≥ 𝑧𝜅

}
≤ 𝑧−𝜅E𝑃∗

Σ
{(𝜆1 (Σ)/𝜆𝐿 (Σ))𝜅 } , (S3)

by Markov’s inequality, where 𝜅 > 𝐿(𝐿 − 1) as defined in Theorem 2. Again, by using Weyl’s inequality, we observe
that

𝜆1 (Σ)
𝜆𝐿 (Σ) ≤ 𝜆1 (𝜎2𝐼) + 𝜆1 (ΛΛT)

𝜆𝐿 (𝜎2𝐼) + 𝜆𝐿 (ΛΛT) =
𝜆1 (𝜎2𝐼) + 𝜆1 (ΛΛT)

𝜆𝐿 (𝜎2𝐼) ≤ 𝜆1 (𝜎−2𝐼)
𝜆𝐿 (𝜎−2𝐼) +

𝑡𝑟 (ΛΛT)
𝜆𝐿 (𝜎2𝐼) .

Since the eigenvalues of the identity matrix are ones, the first term of 𝜆1 (𝜎−2𝐼 )
𝜆𝐿 (𝜎−2𝐼 ) = 1, which is finite after getting 𝑘th

moment with respective to the 𝑃∗
Σ. For the second term, we have

𝑡𝑟 (ΛΛT)
𝜆𝐿 (𝜎2𝐼) = 𝜎−2𝑡𝑟 (ΛΛT).

Based on (S3), we observe that 𝑡𝑟 (ΛΛT) has finite 𝑘th moments, which finished the proof.

S3 Additional Lemmas

Lemma L1. Denote 𝜆1 (Σ) ≥ . . . ≥ 𝜆𝐿 (Σ) as eigenvalues of Σ and 𝑂 (𝑏)
ℎ𝑠

as the matrix of orthonormal eigenvectors
from the spectral decomposition of Σ (𝑏)

ℎ𝑠
for 𝑏 = 1, 2. The 𝐿1 norm of the difference between two densities under the

sieve constructed in Theorem 1 will be bounded as

∥ 𝑓𝑃1 − 𝑓𝑃2 ∥1 ≤
𝐽+2∑︁
𝑙=1

2
(
𝐽 + 2
𝑙

)
𝜖 𝑙 +

∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠




𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜆𝑙 (Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

)
𝜆𝑙 (Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠
)
− log

𝜆𝑙 (Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

)
𝜆𝑙 (Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠
)
− 1




1/2

+



2𝐿∥𝑂 (1)
ℎ𝑠

−𝑂 (2)
ℎ𝑠

∥2
𝜆1 (Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠
)

𝜆𝐿 (Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

)




1/2

+ ©«
2/𝜋

𝜆𝐿 (Σ (2)
ℎ𝑠

)
ª®¬

1/2
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹
𝛽 (1)ℎ𝑗 𝑗 − 𝛽 (2)ℎ𝑗 𝑗




+
∑︁

ℎ1 ,...,ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

− ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠

������ .
Proof. Denote

𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 =
©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
.

8
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We can express the norm as

∥ 𝑓𝑃1 − 𝑓𝑃2 ∥1 =


∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1

©
«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®
¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®
¬

−
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

≤
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1
∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1.

For each term of ∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1, we dichotomize the membership parameters by the threshold at 𝐻 for all ℎ𝑗 , 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽
and ℎ𝑠 . The summation can be decomposed into a sum of 2𝐽+2 terms. Given the cut-off 𝐻, denote 𝑆𝑙 , 𝑙 = 0, . . . , 𝐽 + 2
as the sum of ∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1 that contains 𝑙 membership parameter bigger than the cut-off 𝐻. For example,
𝑆0 =

∑
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻 ∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1 as the term summing over all membership parameters smaller than 𝐻. Therefore,

summation becomes
∑
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≥1∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1 =

∑𝐽+2
𝑙=0 𝑆𝑙 . Each term can be upper bounded, and the whole norm

can be bounded. When 𝑙 ≥ 1, we rely on the facts that ∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1 ≤
���(∏𝐽

𝑗=0 𝑤
(1)
ℎ𝑗

)
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

+
(∏𝐽

𝑗=0 𝑤
(2)
ℎ𝑗

)
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠

��� and∑
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠

∏𝐽
𝑗=0 𝑤ℎ𝑗𝑤ℎ𝑠 ≤

(∏𝐽
𝑗=0

∑
ℎ𝑗 𝑤ℎ𝑗

) ∑
ℎ𝑠 𝑤ℎ𝑠 . For example 𝑙 = 𝐽 + 2, we obtain

𝑆𝐽+2 =
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠>𝐻

∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1 ≤
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠>𝐻

������
©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

+ ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠

������
≤ ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
∑︁
ℎ𝑠>ℎ𝑛

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

+ ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
∑︁
ℎ𝑠>ℎ𝑛

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠

≤ 2𝜖 𝐽+2

By induction, we obtain

𝑆𝑙 ≤ 2
(
𝐽 + 2
𝑙

)
𝜖 𝑙 ,∀𝑙 ≥ 1.

Last, for 𝑙 = 0,

∥𝐴ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠 ∥1 =


©
«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®
¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
+ ©
«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

≤

©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠



𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®
¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬




1

+
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

− ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠





1

≤ ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

𝜙Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

+
������
©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (1)
ℎ𝑠

− ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑗

ª®¬
𝑤 (2)
ℎ𝑠

������ .
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By using the triangle inequality, the norm in the first term in the right hand side can be bounded by

𝜙Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®
¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®
¬


1

≤
𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®
¬


1

+
𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

. (S4)

Note that the second term in (S4) can be bounded by

©«
2/𝜋

𝜆𝐿 (Σ (2)
ℎ𝑠

)
ª®¬

1/2 
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

−
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(2)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

 ≤ ©«
2/𝜋

𝜆𝐿 (Σ (2)
ℎ𝑠

)
ª®¬

1/2
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

∥Ψ𝑗 ∥𝐹
𝛽 (1)ℎ𝑗 𝑗 − 𝛽 (2)ℎ𝑗 𝑗

 ,

where ∥·∥𝐹 is the Frobenius norm.
For the first term in (S4), by using the triangle inequality, it can be bounded

𝜙Σ̃ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

+
𝜙Σ̃ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

, (S5)

where Σ̃ℎ𝑠 =
(
𝑂 (2)
ℎ𝑠

Λ(1)
ℎ𝑠

(𝑂 (2)
ℎ𝑠

)T
)−1

and Λ(𝑠)
ℎ𝑠

= diag
(
𝜆1 (Σ (𝑠)

ℎ𝑠
), . . . , 𝜆𝐿 (Σ (𝑠)

ℎ𝑠
)
)
. Following the proof of Lemma 2 in

Canale & De Blasi (2017), the second term in (S5) is bounded by

𝜙Σ̃ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

≤


𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜆𝑙 (Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

)
𝜆𝑙 (Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠
)
− log

𝜆𝑙 (Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

)
𝜆𝑙 (Σ (2)

ℎ𝑠
)
− 1




1/2

.

Similarly, the first term in (S5) is bounded by

𝜙Σ̃ℎ𝑠

©
«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬
− 𝜙Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠

©«
𝑦 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽
(1)
ℎ𝑗 𝑗

ª®¬


1

≤



2𝐿∥𝑂 (1)
ℎ𝑠

−𝑂 (2)
ℎ𝑠

∥2
𝜆1 (Σ (1)

ℎ𝑠
)

𝜆𝐿 (Σ (1)
ℎ𝑠

)




1/2

.

□

Lemma L2. The upper bound of the last term in Lemma L1 is given by

∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠 − ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
�̂�ℎ𝑠

������ ≤
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̃�ℎ𝑗 �̃�ℎ𝑠 −
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠

������ +
��1 − (1 − 𝜖)𝐽+2��

, where �̃�ℎ = 𝑤ℎ

1−∑
𝑙>𝐻 𝑤𝑙

10
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Proof. Note that
∑
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

���(∏𝐽
𝑗=0 𝑤ℎ𝑗

)
𝑤ℎ𝑠 −

(∏𝐽
𝑗=0 �̂�ℎ𝑗

)
�̂�ℎ𝑠

��� ≤
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
©
«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®
¬
𝑤ℎ𝑠 −

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

©
«
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®
¬
(
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑠

) ©
«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗
ª®
¬
�̂�ℎ𝑠

������
+

∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

©«
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
(
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑠

) ©«
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
�̂�ℎ𝑠 − ©«

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
�̂�ℎ𝑠

������
=

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

©«
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
(
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑠

) ∑︁
ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̃�ℎ𝑗 �̃�ℎ𝑠 −
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠

������
+
������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

©«
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑗
ª®¬
(
1 −

∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻

𝑤ℎ𝑠

)
− 1

������
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝑗 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠

≤
∑︁

ℎ0 ,...,ℎ𝐽 ,ℎ𝑠≤𝐻

������
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̃�ℎ𝑗 �̃�ℎ𝑠 −
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

�̂�ℎ𝑗 �̂�ℎ𝑠

������ +
��1 − (1 − 𝜖)𝐽+2��

□

Lemma L3. The prior of (6) satisfies the conditions (2A) to (2D) in Theorem 2. Then, Π(F 𝑐
𝑛) ≲ exp−𝑏𝑛.

Proof. Consider the F 𝑛 constructed in Theorem 2. Obviously, since 𝑃𝑟{(𝐴∩𝐵)𝑐} = 𝑃𝑟 (𝐴𝑐∪𝐵𝑐) ≤ 𝑃𝑟 (𝐴𝑐)+𝑃𝑟 (𝐵𝑐),
we obtain the upper bound as

Π(F 𝑐
𝑛) ≤

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

𝑃𝑟 (
∑︁
ℎ𝑗>𝐻𝑛

𝑤ℎ𝑗 ≥ 𝜖) + 𝑃𝑟 (
∑︁
ℎ𝑠>𝐻𝑛

𝑤ℎ𝑠 ≥ 𝜖)

+ 𝐻𝑛
{
𝑃∗
Σ (𝜆𝐿 (Σ) ≤ 𝜎2

𝑛) + 𝑃∗
Σ (𝜆1 (Σ) ≥ 𝜎2

𝑛 (1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)𝑀𝑛 ) + 𝑃∗
Σ

(
𝜆1 (Σ)
𝜆𝐿 (Σ) > 𝑛

𝐻𝑛

)}

By using the stick-breaking representation of DP for the first two terms and the prior on the tail behavior of conditions
(2B) to (2D), we use the similar results from the proof of Proposition 2 in Shen et al. (2013) and obtain the upper bound
as

Π(F 𝑐
𝑛) ≲

∑︁
𝑚=1,...,𝐽+2

{
𝑒𝛼𝑚
𝐻𝑛

log
1
𝜖

}𝐻𝑛

+ 𝐻𝑛
{
exp(−𝑐1𝜎

−2𝑐2
𝑛 ) + 𝜎−2𝑐3

𝑛 (1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)−𝑐3𝑀𝑛 + 𝑛−𝐻𝑛𝜅
}

≲ 2(𝐻𝑛)−𝐻𝑛 + 𝐶𝑛𝜖
2

log 𝑛
{exp(−𝑐1𝑛) + 𝑛𝑐3/𝑐2 (1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)−𝑐3𝑛 + 𝑛−𝐶𝑛𝜖 2𝜅/log 𝑛}

≲ (𝐽 + 2) exp(−𝐻𝑛 log𝐻𝑛) + exp(−𝑐1𝑛) + exp{−𝑐3𝑛 log(1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)} + exp(−𝐶𝑛𝜖2𝜅),

by using the fact that 𝑀𝑛 = 𝜎−2𝑐2
𝑛 = 𝑛, 𝑛1/log 𝑛 = 𝑒 and 𝐻𝑛 = ⌊𝐶𝑛𝜖 2

log 𝑛 ⌋. Note that −𝐻𝑛 log𝐻𝑛 < −𝐶𝑛𝜖 2

log 𝑛 log 𝐶𝑛𝜖 2

log 𝑛 <

−𝐶𝑛𝜖2 for sufficiently large 𝑛, the upper bound can be further written as

Π(F 𝑐
𝑛) ≲ 2 exp(−𝐶𝑛𝜖2) + exp(−𝑐1𝑛) + exp{−𝑐3𝑛 log(1 + 𝜖/𝐿1/2)} + exp(−𝐶𝑛𝜖2𝜅) ≲ exp(−𝑏𝑛),

for 0 < 𝑏 < min(𝐶𝜖2, 𝑐1, 𝑐3 log(1 + 𝜖/𝑇1/2), 𝐶𝜖2𝜅). □

Lemma L4. Under suitable choices of positive constants, we have the summability condition in Theorem 2 with∑
𝑗 ,𝑙N1/2 (𝜖, F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 , ∥·, ∥1)Π1/2 (F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙) exp−(4−𝑐)𝑛𝜖 2 → 0 as 𝑛→ ∞ .

11
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Proof. First, we can bound N1/2 (𝜖, F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 , ∥·, ∥1)Π1/2 (F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙)

≲ exp
[
1
2
({𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 + 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)𝐻𝑛 + 2𝐽+1} log
1
𝜖
+ 1

2
{2𝐽+1 (𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 + 1
2𝑐2

) + 𝐿𝐻𝑛} log 𝑛
]

×
∏
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

(2𝐿𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 )𝐿 (𝐿−1)/4 ×
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

𝑘 (2
𝑗−1)/2

ℎ𝑗

× 𝑛−(𝑟+1) (𝐽+1)𝐻𝐽+3
𝑛 ×

𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

(𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1)−(𝑟+1) ×
∏
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

(𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1)−𝜅/2

≈ exp
[
log 𝑛{2𝐽 (𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 + 1
2𝑐2

) + 𝐿𝐻𝑛
2

− (𝑟 + 1) (𝐽 + 1)𝐻𝐽+3
𝑛 }

]

× exp
{
log

1
𝜖

(
𝐻𝐽+2
𝑛 + 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)𝐻𝑛

2
+ 2𝐽

)}

×
𝐽∏
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

𝑘 (2
𝑗−1)/2

ℎ𝑗
(𝑘ℎ𝑗 − 1)−(𝑟+1) (S6)

×
∏
ℎ𝑠<𝐻𝑛

(𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1)−𝜅/2 (2𝐿𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 )𝐿 (𝐿−1)/4 (S7)

To obtain the bound of
∑
𝑘,𝑙N1/2 (𝜖, F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙 , ∥·, ∥1)Π1/2 (F 𝑛,𝑘,𝑙), we sum over 𝑘 and 𝑙 for (S6) and (S7) and use the

fact
∑
𝑘 𝑎𝑘𝑏𝑘 ≤ ∑

𝑘 𝑎𝑘
∑
𝑘 𝑏𝑘 for 𝑎𝑘 , 𝑏𝑘 > 0. Given 𝑗 and ℎ𝑗 , we sum over 𝑘 to obtain 𝐾 =

∑
𝑘≥2

𝑘
(2 𝑗 −1
ℎ𝑗

)/2

(𝑘ℎ𝑗 −1) (𝑟+1) , and

𝐾 < ∞ by the hypothesis of 𝑟 > (𝐿 − 1)/2 > (2 𝑗 − 1)/2 for all 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽. The term in (S6) is bounded by∏𝐽
𝑗=0

∏
ℎ𝑗<𝐻𝑛

1 + 𝐾 = (1 + 𝐾) (𝐽+1)𝐻𝑛 . For summing over 𝑙 for the term (S7), following the proof of Theorem 2 in
Canale & De Blasi (2017), we obtain the bound

∑
𝑙 (𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 −1)−𝜅/2 (𝑛𝑙ℎ𝑠 )𝐿 (𝐿−1)/4 ≤ 2𝑛𝐿 (𝐿−1)/4.

Hence, we combine all terms and get the upper bound

exp
[
log 𝑛

{
2𝐽 (𝐻𝐽+2

𝑛 + 1
2𝑐2

) + 𝐿𝐻𝑛
2

− (𝑟 + 1) (𝐽 + 1)𝐻𝐽+3
𝑛 + 𝐻𝑛 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)

4

}]

× exp
{
log

1
𝜖

(
𝐻𝐽+2
𝑛 + 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)𝐻𝑛

2
+ 2𝐽

)}

× (1 + 𝐾) (𝐽+1)𝐻𝑛 × (4𝐿)𝐻𝑛𝐿 (𝐿−1)/4

≲ exp
[
𝐶𝑛𝜖2

{
𝐻𝐽+1
𝑛 (2𝐽 − (𝑟 + 1) (𝐽 + 1)𝐻𝑛 + 𝐿2 + 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)

4

}]

≲ exp
[
𝐶𝑛𝜖2

{
𝐿

2
+ 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)

4

}]
,

where the last inequality holds when (𝑟 + 1) (𝐽 + 1)𝐻𝑛 > 2𝐽 as 𝑛→ ∞. By choosing 𝐶 < 2(4 − 𝑐)/{𝐿 + 𝐿 (𝐿 − 1)/2},
the condition is satisfied and compltes the proof. □

S4 Gibbs Sampler

We propose an efficient Gibbs sampler to draw the posterior samples for the fPDPM model. Using the slice sampler
(Walker, 2007), the proposed Gibbs sampler facilitates the computation for the stick-breaking representation of the
fPDPM with Equation (6). The main idea of the slice sampler is to harness the number of possible clusters and reduce
an infinite sum into a finite sum by the introduction of auxiliary parameters. Denote 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 and 𝑢𝑖𝑠 as the auxiliary
parameters of the 𝑖th unit for the coefficients 𝛽𝑗 , and ℎ𝑖 𝑗 and ℎ𝑖𝑠 as the membership parameters of the 𝑖th unit for
the coefficients at the 𝑗 th resolution level and the covariance, respectively. Let 𝐴𝑗 (𝑢𝑖 𝑗 ) = {ℎ𝑗 : 𝑤ℎ𝑗 > 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 } and
𝐴𝜎 (𝑢𝑖𝑠) = {ℎ𝑠 : 𝑤ℎ𝑠 > 𝑢𝑖𝑠} be the sets of the clusters under consideration for coefficients at resolution level 𝑗 and the
covariance. If 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 ∼ 𝑈 (0, 𝑤ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ), the sum over infinite clusters then becomes a sum over a finite set ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ∈ 𝐴𝑗 (𝑢𝑖 𝑗 ). To

ensure the set 𝐴𝑗 (𝑢𝑖 𝑗 ) is finite (Walker, 2007), we generate enough cluster ℎ∗𝑗 such that
∑ℎ∗𝑗
ℎ𝑗=1 𝑤ℎ𝑗 > 1 − 𝑢∗ℎ𝑗 , where

12
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𝑢∗ℎ𝑗 = min𝑖 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 . The same process is applied to the set 𝐴𝜎 (𝑢𝑖𝑠). With the auxiliary parameters and the membership
indicators, the complete data likelihood for the 𝑖th unit can be easily obtained by

𝐿
({𝑦𝑖 , 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 , ℎ𝑖 𝑗 , ℎ𝑖𝑠}𝑖, 𝑗 ) = 𝜙Σℎ𝑖𝑠

©
«
𝑦𝑖 −

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽ℎ𝑖 𝑗 𝑗
ª®
¬

𝐽∏
𝑗=0
I(ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ∈ 𝐴𝑗 (𝑢𝑖 𝑗 ))I(ℎ𝑖𝑠 ∈ 𝐴𝜎 (𝑢𝑖𝑠)). (S8)

To obtain the conjugacy in the Gibbs sampler, we assign a normal scale mixture prior on the coefficients with Equation
(7). For covariance, we consider the low-rank representation of Equation (8), which results in a latent factor model
(Bhattacharya & Dunson, 2011) as

𝑦𝑖 =
𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽ℎ𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 + Λℎ𝑖𝑠𝜂ℎ𝑖𝑠 + 𝜖𝑖 , (S9)

where 𝜂ℎ𝑖𝑠 ∼ 𝑁 (0, 𝐼𝐾ℎ𝑖𝑠
) are latent factors with 𝐾ℎ𝑖𝑠 factors, Λℎ𝑖𝑠 = {𝜆ℎ𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑟 } is the factor loading matrix with a

multiplicative Gamma process of Equation (9), and 𝜖𝑖 ∼ 𝑁 (0, 𝜎2
ℎ𝑖𝑠
𝐼). We use the adaptive Gibbs sampler (Murphy

et al., 2020) to decide the number of factors. Specifically, at the 𝑟-th iteration, the probability of changing the number
of factors is 𝑝(𝑟) = exp(−𝑏0 − 𝑏1𝑟). With the probability 𝑝(𝑟), the adaptive Gibbs sampler discards factors that have
a certain proportion, 𝑞, of elements with absolute value smaller than 𝛿. Otherwise, if all factors have most of elements
with their absolute values bigger than 𝛿, adaptive Gibbs sampler add a new factor from the multiplicative Gamma
process. We refer the reader to Murphy et al. (2020) for more details. In this paper, we set 𝑏0 = 0.1, 𝑏1 = 0.0005, 𝑞 = 1
and 𝛿 = 0.1. We update the parameters as follows:

Step 1 Update the auxiliary parameters with

𝑢𝑖 𝑗 ∼ 𝑈 (0, 𝑤ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ), 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽 𝑢𝑖𝑠 ∼ 𝑈 (0, 𝑤ℎ𝑖𝑠 ).
Step 2 For 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽, update the weight

𝑤ℎ𝑗 = 𝜈ℎ𝑗
∏
𝑠<ℎ𝑗

(1 − 𝜈𝑠)𝑣ℎ𝑗 ; 𝐹 (𝑣ℎ𝑗 ) =
(1 − 𝑎ℎ𝑗 )𝛼𝑗 − (1 − 𝑣ℎ𝑗 )𝛼𝑗
(1 − 𝑎ℎ𝑗 )𝛼𝑗 − (1 − 𝑏ℎ𝑗 )𝛼𝑗

,

where 𝑎ℎ𝑗 = maxℎ𝑖 𝑗=ℎ𝑗
𝑢𝑖 𝑗∏

𝑠<ℎ𝑗
(1−𝜈𝑠 ) and 𝑏ℎ𝑗 = 1 − maxℎ𝑖 𝑗>ℎ𝑗

𝑢𝑖 𝑗
𝜈ℎ𝑖 𝑗

∏
𝑠<ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ,𝑠≠ℎ𝑗

(1−𝜈𝑠 ) . Similar update can be used
to 𝑤ℎ𝑠 with replacing the index ℎ𝑗 by ℎ𝑠 . Similarly, update the weight for the covariance by replacing the
index ℎ𝑗 by ℎ𝑠 .

Step 3 For 𝑗 = 0, . . . , 𝐽, update the membership indicators with

𝑃(ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑔) ∝ 𝑁
(
𝑦𝑖;

∑︁
𝑗′≠ 𝑗

Ψ𝑗 𝛽ℎ𝑖 𝑗′ 𝑗′ + Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑔 𝑗 , Σ𝑖

)
I(ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ∈ 𝐴𝑗 (𝑢𝑖 𝑗 )).

Similarly, update the membership indicator for covariance with

𝑃(ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 𝑠) ∝ 𝑁 ©«
𝑦𝑖;

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=0

Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 , Σ𝑠
ª®
¬
I(ℎ𝑖𝑠 ∈ 𝐴𝜎 (𝑢𝑖𝑠)).

Step 4 For ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑔, update the coefficients with

𝛽𝑔 𝑗 ∼ 𝑁2 𝑗

(
𝑀, 𝐴−1

)
,

where 𝐴 =
∑
𝑖:ℎ𝑖 𝑗=𝑔

𝐼2 𝑗

𝜎2
𝑖

+ (𝜏2
𝑔 𝑗 )−1, 𝑀 = 𝐴−1ΨT

𝑗

∑
𝑖:ℎ𝑖 𝑗=𝑔

(
𝑦𝑖−Λ𝑖 𝜂𝑖
𝜎2
𝑖

)
and 𝜏2

𝑔 𝑗 = diag(𝜏2
𝑔 𝑗1, . . . , 𝜏

2
𝑔 𝑗2 𝑗 ).

Step 5 Given ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 𝑠 with the number of the factor 𝐾𝑠 , update the factor matrix with

𝜂𝑖 | ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 𝑠 ∼ 𝑁𝐾𝑠

{(
1
𝜎2
𝑠

ΛT
𝑠Λ𝑠 + 𝐼𝐾𝑠

)−1 ΛT
𝑠 (𝑦𝑖 − 𝜃𝑖)
𝜎2
𝑠

,

(
1
𝜎2
𝑠

ΛT
𝑠Λ𝑠 + 𝐼𝐾𝑠

)−1
}
,

where 𝜃𝑖 =
∑𝐽
𝑗=0 Ψ𝑗 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 .
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Step 6 For ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 𝑠, update each row of the loading matrix 𝜆𝑠𝑙 , 𝑙 = 1, . . . , 𝐿 with

𝜆𝑠𝑙 ∼ 𝑁𝐾𝑠



(
𝑆−1
𝑠𝑙 +

∑︁
𝑖:ℎ𝑖𝑠=𝑠

𝜎−2
𝑠 𝜂𝑖𝜂

T
𝑖

)−1 ∑︁
𝑖:ℎ𝑖𝑠=𝑠

𝜎−2
𝑠 𝜂𝑖 (𝑦𝑖𝑙 − 𝜃𝑖𝑙),

(
𝑆𝑠𝑙 +

∑︁
𝑖:ℎ𝑖𝑠=𝑠

𝜎−2
𝑠 𝜂𝑖𝜂

T
𝑖

)−1

,

where 𝑆𝑠𝑙 = Diag(𝜙𝑠𝑙1𝜉𝑠1𝑒𝑠 , . . . , 𝜙𝑠𝑙𝐾𝑠𝜉𝑠𝐾𝑠 𝑒𝑠), 𝑦𝑖𝑙 and 𝜃𝑖𝑙 are the 𝑙-th element of 𝑦𝑖 and 𝜃𝑖 .
Step 7 For ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑔, update the variance with

𝜎2
𝑠 ∼ InvGa

(
𝑎𝑠 + 𝑛𝑠𝐿2 , 𝑏𝑠 +

∑︁
𝑖:ℎ𝑖𝑠=𝑠

(𝑦𝑖 − 𝜃𝑖 − Λ𝑖𝜂𝑖)2

2

)
,

where 𝑛𝑠 =
∑𝑛
𝑖=1 1(ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 𝑠).

Step 8 Update the hyper-parameters with

𝜏2
𝑔 𝑗𝑘 ∼ InvGaussian

(
𝜇′𝑔 𝑗𝑘 , 𝜔

′
𝑔 𝑗𝑘

)
𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟 ∼ Ga

(
2, (3 + 𝑒𝑠𝜉𝑠𝑟𝜆2

𝑠𝑙𝑟 )/2
)

𝛿𝑠1 ∼ Ga

(
𝑎1 + 𝐿𝐾𝑠/2, 1 + (𝑒𝑠

𝐾𝑠∑︁
ℎ=1

𝜉 (1)𝑠ℎ

𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟𝜆
2
𝑠𝑙𝑟 )/2

)

𝛿𝑠𝑚 ∼ Ga

(
𝑎2 + 𝐿 (𝐾𝑠 − 𝑚 + 1)/2, 1 + (𝑒𝑠

𝐾𝑠∑︁
ℎ=𝑚

𝜉 (𝑚)
𝑠ℎ

𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟𝜆
2
𝑠𝑙𝑟 )/2

)
, 𝑚 ≥ 2

𝑒𝑠 ∼ Ga

(
𝑎𝑒 + 𝐿𝐾𝑠/2, 𝑏𝑒 + (

𝐾𝑠∑︁
ℎ=𝑚

𝜉𝑠ℎ

𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝜙𝑠𝑙𝑟𝜆
2
𝑠𝑙𝑟 )/2

)

where 𝜇′𝑔 𝑗𝑘 =
(
𝜔2/𝛽2

𝑔 𝑗𝑘

)1/2
, 𝜔′

𝑔 𝑗𝑘 = 𝜔2, 𝜉 (𝑚)
𝑠ℎ =

∏
𝑡=1 𝛿𝑠𝑡/𝛿𝑠𝑚, and Ga(𝑎, 𝑏) is a gamma distribution with

mean 𝑎/𝑏.

To complete the sampler, we specify the hyper-parameters in the priors with 𝑎1 = 2.1, 𝑎2 = 3.1, 𝑎𝑒 = 3, 𝑏𝑒 = 2, 𝑎𝑠 =
2.5, 𝑏𝑠 = 3, and 𝜔2 = 1.

S5 Details of Data-Generating Mechanism

In this Section, we offer details of the data-generating mechanisms used in Main Paper Section 5. Three different
mechanisms of the (1) global clustering, (2) local clustering, and (3) spatial heterogeneity are included in the simulation
studies. For Scenario 1 of global clustering, we let all wavelet coefficients be zero except for the highest resolution
𝛽𝑖 𝑗 = 0, 𝑗 > 0. For coefficients of the lowest resolution, we consider eight different patterns, ℎ𝑖0 ∈ {1, . . . , 8} with
𝛽ℎ𝑖00 ∼ 0.5𝑁 (2, 1)+0.5𝑁 (−2, 1). Scenario 2 generates images with a more complicated local pattern with coefficients at
finer resolutions being non-zero of 𝛽𝑖 𝑗 ≠ 0, 𝑗 = 0, 1, 2. For each resolution level with non-zero coefficients, we include
27 different clusters, ℎ𝑖0, ℎ𝑖1, ℎ𝑖2 ∈ {1, . . . , 27}. We consider 𝛽ℎ𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 = 𝑍ℎ𝑖 𝑗 𝛽∗ℎ𝑖 𝑗 , where 𝛽∗ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ∼ 𝑁 (𝜇𝑗12 𝑗 , 𝐼) with 12 𝑗 as
the vector of ones of length 2 𝑗 and 𝑍ℎ𝑖 𝑗 ∈ {−1, 0, 1} is a discrete random variable with probabilities of 𝑃(𝑍ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = 0) = 𝑝𝑗
and 𝑃(𝑍ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = −1) = 𝑃(𝑍ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = 1) = (1 − 𝑝𝑗 )/2. Specifically, we assign (𝜇0, 𝑝0) = (2, 1/3), (𝜇1, 𝑝1) = (0.5, 0.15), and
(𝜇2, 𝑝2) = (0.15, 0.5). By doing so, we downweight the local pattern via a smaller mean 𝜇𝑗 for finer resolutions and
further introduce the sparsity with zero indicators of 𝑍ℎ𝑖 𝑗 = 0. For Scenario 3 of spatial heterogeneity, we consider
four non-overlapping circular areas with 𝑅𝑚 = {𝑣𝑙 : ∥𝑣𝑙 − (𝑎 (𝑚)

1 , 𝑎 (𝑚)
2 )∥2

2 < 0.025}, 𝑚 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, 𝑣𝑙 ∈ [0, 1]2,
where (𝑎 (𝑚)

1 , 𝑎 (𝑚)
2 ) is the center of circle 𝑅𝑚. We assign four centers as (𝑎 (1)1 , 𝑎 (1)2 ) = (0.25, 0.25), (𝑎 (2)1 , 𝑎 (2)2 ) =

(0.75, 0.25), (𝑎 (3)1 , 𝑎 (3)2 ) = (0.25, 0.75) and (𝑎 (4)1 , 𝑎 (4)2 ) = (0.75, 0.75). We then generate the underlying function at
location 𝑣𝑙 with 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙) ∼ 1

2𝛿−0.5 + 1
2𝛿0.5 if 𝑣𝑙 ∈ 𝑅𝑚 and 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙) = 0, 𝑣𝑙 ∉ 𝑅𝑚.

All scenarios share the same mechanism for error terms. Specifically, we consider the low-rank decomposition of
(8) and three different covariances of ℎ𝑖𝑠 ∈ {1, 2, 3}. For independent covariances, we assign zero loading matrices,
Λℎ𝑖𝑠 = 0, and let diagonal variance follows a mixture distribution of 𝜎2

ℎ𝑖𝑠
∼ 1

3𝛿0.001 + 1
3𝛿0.005 + 1

3𝛿0.01. For correlated
covariances, we consider low- and high-rank sparse spatial correlations with 𝐾ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 1 and 𝐾ℎ𝑖𝑠 = 10 factors and let
each element of the loading matrix follow a spike-and-slab prior of 𝜆ℎ𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑘 ∼ 𝑧ℎ𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑘𝑁 (0, 𝜎2

𝜆 ) + (1 − 𝑧ℎ𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑘)𝛿0, where
𝑧ℎ𝑖𝑠𝑙𝑘 ∼ Ber(0.5) is a binary indicator. We set 𝜎𝜆 = 0.5 and 𝜎𝜆 = 0.15 for Scenarios 1 and 3, respectively.
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S6 Additional Results for Real Data Analysis

S6.1 Overview for Additional Data

The pre-processing steps for H2 and H3 tissues were similar to the pre-processing step described in Section 6 in Main
Paper. We retained genes with more than 20 non-zero spots and spots with at least 300 non-zero expression genes
(Shang & Zhou, 2022). After removing 21 genes that are identified as technical artifacts (Andersson et al., 2021),
we obtained 10, 053 genes measured on 579, and 497 spots for two samples. For each sample, we normalized the
expression data with mean zero and unit variance and selected spatially variable genes (Shang & Zhou, 2022), which
results in 423, and 170 genes for each sample. We padded zeros in all samples to the dimension of 32 by 32. We ran
fPDPM of 10, 000 iterations and discarded the first 90% of iterations.

S6.2 Diagnostics of Convergence

In this Section, we provide diagnostics of MCMC for fPDPM using three spatial transcriptomics data (H1, H2, and H3)
that are sampled from the same patient. We ran two chains of MCMC with different initial values for 10, 000 iterations
and discarded the first 90% iterations. We then estimate the Gelman-Rubin statistics (Gelman & Rubin, 1992) for
𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙). Figure S2 shows the Gelman-Rubin statistics for three samples with the threshold at 1.2 (black line). Most
Gelman-Rubin statistics for 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙), 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛, 𝑙 = 1, . . . , 𝐿 are lower than (H1:93.3%, H2: 82.2%, and H3: 93.5%)
the threshold at 1.2 indicating the convergence the for MCMC of fPDPM.

Figure S2: Gelman-Rubin statistics for 𝜃𝑖 (𝑣𝑙) as the diagnostics of the MCMC for fPDPM with three spatial tran-
scriptomics data (H1, H2, and H3). A threshold of Gelman-Rubin statistics at 1.2 (black line) are considered with the
Gelman-Rubin statistics ≤ 1.2 to indicate convergence.
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Table S1: Full gene list from the sample H1 of three clusters estimated by the proposed model.

Immune

A2M, ACTB, ADAM17, ADD1, ADIRF, AHNAK, AKNA, APMAP, AQP1, ARHGAP4,
ARHGAP45, ARHGEF1, ARPC1B, ARPC4, ATG10, ATOX1, ATP5E, B2M, BCAP31, BGN,
BTG1, C1QA, C1QB, C1QC, C1R, C1S, C3, C6orf62, CALML5, CCDC152,
CCDC80, CCL19, CCL21, CD2, CD4, CD52, CD6, CD74, CD79B, CDC42,
COL1A1, COL4A1, COL4A2, CST3, CYTH1, DDX5, DEF6, EIF1, EMP3, FBXW5,
FN1, FTL, GAPDH, GPX1, GPX3, H2AFJ, HLA-A, HLA-B, HLA-DQB1, HLA-DRA,
HLA-DRB1, HLA-E, HLA-F, HNRNPA0, IGFBP7, IGHG1, IGHG2, IGHG3, IGHG4, IGHM,
IL10RA, ITGAL, ITGAX, ITM2B, ITM2C, JAK3, LAPTM5, LCP1, LSM4, LTB,
LY6E, LYZ, MFAP4, MPEG1, MYL9, MZB1, NACA, NPC2, OGT, PFN1,
POMP, PTPN6, PTRF, RASAL3, RUNX1, S100A11, S100A6, S100A7, S100A9, SEPP1,
SERF2, SH3BGRL3, SOD2, SPTBN1, SRSF5, SSR4, TAGLN, TAP1, TCF7, TIMP1,
TIMP3, TMSB4X, TPI1, TPT1, TRAC, TRBC1, TUBA1B, TXNIP, VIM, VOPP1,
VWF, WDR34, ZAP70, ZFP36L2

Signal
Transduction

ABL1, ACTG1, ADGRG1, AGPAT2, AIF1L, AKAP8L, AKT1, AP000769.1, AP3D1, AR,
ARF1, ATP5A1, ATP6V0B, ATP6V1C2, B4GALT1, B4GALT2, BTF3, C12orf60, C17orf96, CACFD1,
CALM2, CBX3, CCT5, CD164, CD24, CD9, CDH1, CDK12, CHGA, CLDN3,
CLTC, COL1A2, COX7C, CRABP2, CRACR2B, CSDE1, CSNK1D, CXCL14, DDR1, DDX17,
DDX3X, DEGS1, DHCR24, DHX15, DUSP4, DYNC1LI2, EFNA1, EHMT1, EPN3, ERBB2,
FAM134A, FASN, FBRSL1, FXYD3, GIT1, GNAS, GOT2, GRB7, GSE1, GSN,
GTF3C5, HINT1, HNRNPA2B1, HNRNPAB, HNRNPF, HNRNPH1, HSP90AA1, HSP90AB1, HSP90B1, IFI27,
IGFBP2, ITGB6, JUN, KLC1, KMT5C, KRT19, KRT7, LDHB, LINC00094, MAGED1,
MAP3K12, MARCKS, MARCKSL1, MCF2L, MCM7, MDK, MGP, MIEN1, MLLT6, MMACHC,
MMP14, MT1X, MT2A, MYH9, NASP, NAT14, NEUROD2, NFKBIA, NONO, PABPC1,
PCGF2, PCSK1N, PDIA6, PEG10, PGK1, PIEZO1, PLEKHG4B, PPP1CC, PRKDC, PRRC2B,
PRSS8, PTBP1, PTMA, PTMS, PTPRF, RALGDS, RRM2, RXRA, S100A8, SBK1, SDC1, SDC4,
SDCCAG3, SEC16A, SEMA3C, SF3B2, SKP1, SOX11, SPDEF, SSRP1, SURF4, TMED10,
TMEM132A, TMSB10, TPD52, TRMT112, TXNL4A, VAV2, XBP1, YWHAQ, YWHAZ, ZNF703

Innate
Immune

APOD, AZGP1, C2orf82, CFD, CXCL12, DCN, DERL3, EGR1, EPHB3, EPS8L2,
FAM3D, IFITM3, IGFBP4, IGHA1, IGHA2, IGKC, IGLC2, IGLC3, IGLC7, JCHAIN,
KRT15, LGALS3, LRP1, LTF, NDRG2, PTGDS, PYGB, SAA1, SAA2, SCGB3A1,
SERPING1, SLPI, STAC2, TPSB2, ZG16B
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