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Dirichlet or Potts ?
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Abstract. When modeling the distribution of a set of data by a mixtur&afissians, there are two
possibilities: i) the classical one is using a set of paransewvhich are the proportions, the means
and the variances; ii) the second is to consider the prapwtas the probabilities of a discrete
valued hidden variable. In the first case a usual prior dstion for the proportions is the Dirichlet
which accounts for the fact that they have to sum up to onehénsecond case, to each data is
associated a hidden variable for which we consider two pdiigs: a) assuming those variables to
be i.i.d. We show then that this scheme is equivalent to thesa@al mixture model with Dirichlet
prior; b) assuming a Markovian structure. Then we choosesitmplest markovian model which
is the Potts distribution. As we will see this model is mor@rapriate for the case where the
data represents the pixels of an image for which the hiddeahlas represent a segmentation of
that image. The main object of this paper is to give some ldetai these models and different
algorithms used for their simulation and the estimatiorhefitparameters.
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INTRODUCTION

When modeling the distribution of a set of data= {X;,i = 1,--- ,N} by a mixture of
Gaussians (MoG), there are two possibilities:

i) The classical one is using a set of parameters which areptbportionsa =
{ax,k=1,--- K}, the meangl= {|, k=1,--- ,K} and the variances = { vy, k=
1., K}

K
P(X) = aAL(X|Hic; Vic) L
k=1

and the objective is the estimationkfand the parametes= {a, W, v}.

i) The second is to consider the proportiansas the probabilities of a discrete value
hidden variabl& whith ay = P(Z = k):

x

mwszQIMNwmw) (2)
1

which implies thatp(x|Z = k) = N (U, Vk)-


http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.2450v1

In the first case a usual prior distribution for= {oyx,k=1,--- K} is the Dirichlet

M (SkAk)
A) = 3
D(alA) A (h k|_| 0‘ (3)

which accounts for the fact tha oy = 1.

In the second case, to each datas associated a discrete value hidden variable
The valuez € 1,---,K which takesz; is then the class label of the datuwm When
x ={X,i=1,---,N} represent the pixels of an image= {z,i =1,--- ,N} represents
its segmentation. Then, naturally, we consider two polsés for the distribution of
z: a) assuming the variabl&s to be i.i.d.; b) assuming that there is a spatial structure
through the image pixel indaéxand thus assigning them a Potts Markov distribution.

In this paper we give some details on these models and diffatgorithms used for
their simulation and the estimation of their parameters.

MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD AND BAYESIAN APPROACHES

In model (1), the classical maximum likelihood (ML) methossames that the data
x ={¥,i=1--- n} arei.idsamples from (1) and thus

K
£(/8.K) =P r!kz AL (% i ) (4)
=1

Then, for a giverK, the objective is the estimation 6f= {(oy, ik, ), k=1,--- K}
which is defined as N
0 =argmax L(x|6)} (5)

It is important to note that, the likelihood expression catdme degenerate in the
sense that it may become unbounded for particular set ofrieais and data [1]. This
makes the estimation of the parameters by this approachudiffirhis is the reason for
many authors to propose the penalized likelihood criter@mercome this difficulty. The
penalization term has the role to eliminate this degendacy, 4].

In the Bayesian approach, one assigns pniés, finds the expression of the posterior

p(8lx) O L(x[6) 1(8) (6)
and then, an estimatis defined either as the MAP estimate:
8=arg r%ax{L(m|9) (o)} (7)
or the posterior mean

~ /O L(x|6) (6) dO
9_/9"(9'”) 00 = (2/6) ) 0 ®)




The choice of the prior(0) in the Bayesian approach for the MoG model has been the
subject of interest for many Bayesian authors through thepit or conjugate priors.
Both approaches result to the same prior, at least for theoption parametersy which
is the Dirichlet prior (3). The conjugate priors for the meamne the Gaussians

() = A(Ho, Vo) 9)
and for the variances are the Inverse Gamma (1G).
(V) = 1G(vi|ao, Bo) (10)

What is also interesting to note is that using the IG priottif@r variances in the MAP
estimate results exactly to the necessary penalizatiomitethe ML approach which is
needed to eliminate the degeneracy of the likelihood.

Computing the ML solution (5) or the MAP solution (7) can bendaither directly
or through an EM algorithm, but the PM solution (8) can not beamed analytically
and needs Monté Carlo (MC) algorithms. It is curious to nbtd,tin the EM algorithm
as well as in the MC sampling methods, one introduces themati hidden variables
which is the subject of the second case modeling.

SEPARABLE (DIRICHLET) AND MARKOVIAN (POTTYS)
MODELSFOR THE HIDDEN VARIABLES

In model (2), to each data is associated a hidden varialdleand the assumption is that
the datax; is a sample fronmp(x;|Z; = k) = AL(Xi |, Vk), Vi where theZ; can only take
the valuek=1,--- K.

Then if we assumé; to be independent and identically distributed (iid):

P(Zi=k)=0ayVi and P(Z =k, Zj=1)=o0.,Vi,]j (11)

we can write 552K
P(Z =zlo,K)=[]oaz =[lag ™" 7, (12)
[1ea =[]

which means tha¥ is separable iiz;, then we can find a link between the two models
(1) and (2) which become equivalent witly = % St ,0(z —k).

But if we assume that there are some structure (dependantye hidden variables,
then, we have to model them. The simplest model for such etatelis the Potts model:

P(Zi=z|Zj=2z,j#i)0expey > 98(z—7) (13)
jev(i)
where V(i) represents the neighboring elementsi,ofor example?/(i) =i —1 or

V(i) ={i—1,i+ 1} or in cases whererepresents the index of a pixel in an image,
then?/(i) represents the four nearest neigbors of that pixisithe Potts parameter.



Using the equivalence of Gibbs and Markovian distributjevs can also write

{n(azj,Jeww,v,m 0 exp{yscw)8a-2)

(14)
m(z]y,K) 0 exp{y5i ¥ jen) 3z —7) }

whereTi(z) stands in short foP(Z; = z) andri(z) stands in short foP(Z = z).

DATA CLASSIFICATION AND IMAGE SEGMENTATION

These two models have been used in many data classificationage segmentation
where thex represents either the grey level or the color componentsegpixeli andz
its class labels. The main objective of an image segmentatgorithm is the estimation
of z. When the hyperparametes 6 = (ay, ik, Vk),k=1,--- ,K andy are not known
and have also to be estimated, we say that we amally unsupervisedhode, when are
known we are irtotally supervisednode and we say that we arepartially supervised
mode when some of those hyperparameters are fixed. A clhsaga is the one with
fixedK.

Assuming firstK known, we can write the following:

p(z|2,6,K) = [ p(xilz) = [ A (%luz, o |‘| [ A (xilka,07)  (15)
i€ER i€ER k ieRy

where® = {1,---,n} represents the set of all samples (all pixels positions dfreage)
and Ry = {i : z = k} represents the set of all samples who have the same label valu
z = k. Evidently, we assume thak R, = X which means that all samples are classified.

p(z,0|z,K,y) U p(x|z,8,K) m(z|y,K) 1(6) (16)
Then, one can try to estimate bothand 6 from this expression either by alternate

maximization: ~
{2 = argma&{p(z,e\%KvV)} (17)

6 = argmax{p(z,6|z.K,y)}
or by first estimatin@ and then using it for the estimation of

8—arg max(p(8la,K.y)} — 2 = arg max{ p(z[8,z, K,y)} . (18)

However, the first step of this second approach cannot be ekpleitly and needs an
iterative algorithm using the hidden variablesas the missing data. The Bayesian EM
algorithm has patrticularly been developped for this:

{Estep: Q(ejpY) = E{Inp(Z,9|iB,K7V)|§(t)} (19)

M step: 6(t+1) = argmax {Q(G\ﬁ(t))}



The full Bayesian approach consists in exploring the whastgrior probability
distribution by generating samples from it. This can be dibmeugh a Gibbs sampling
algorithm:

Z ~ p(z[6,z,K,y)
Z 20
{e ~ pOZz.Ky) (20)
where N N
p(z[6,z,K,y) O p(x(6, z,K,y) m(z]y,K) (21)
and R
p(8|z,z,K,y) O p(x|8, z,K,y) (6) (22)

whereTt(z|y, K) is given either by (24) or by (25).

The main difficulty in these relations is that the joint disttion p(z,0|x,K,y)
is not separable in its arguments. A framework which willegivs the possibility to
establish interesting relations between these approash&e approximation of this
joint distribution by a separable one which becomes vaniati techniques.

VARIATIONAL BAYES
To be able to compare the two approaches, we consider
p(z,8lx,K) = p(z|z,01,K) n(2[62,K) T(6|K) / p(|K) (23)

where8; = {p, v}, T(81) = T(W) T(v) = 3 () TW(Vke) With () = AL(Hk|Ho, Vo) and
() = I G(V|0o,Bo) and wherat(z|62,K) is given either by

K
n(zla,K) = [TP(Z = Klo,K) = [ oz ** ¥, (24)
i k=1

wheref, = a, or by

(z]y,K) = |_| P(Z =k/z_j,a,K) O |_| exp{y. z O(z —zj)} (25)

jevV(i)

wheref, =y and wherat(8|K) = 11(61|K) 11(62|K).
In these equations

p(|K) = z/p(m,z,G|K) do = Z/p(m|z,91,K)T[(z|92,K) ne|K)do  (26)

which is the evidence of the modé€land can be used to determike



Let consider a free distributiom(z,8) and compare it to the joint posterior
p(z,8|xz,K) and the complete dat likelihoog(x,z,8|K) via the the two follow-
ing quantities:

- Free energy:

F (q(2,0) : p(x,2,6/K)) = 5. [q(z6)In (fg(zegK) do
= 3./ 0(z,0)In B=OOREIN) go @7)
= 5.J0(=.0)n P55 d+Inp(x|K)

« Kullback-Leibler relative entropy between the free diattionq(z,8) and the joint
posteriorp(x, z|6,K):

X (q(2,0) : p(x, 2|8,K)) Z/q 2,0 In—12Y__ 4q 28)

Then, we may note that
Inp(z|K) - F (d(z,6) : p(z,z,0|K)) = K(q(2,6) : p(x,2(6,K)) =0 (29)

so that the free energ¥ (q(z,0) : p(x, 2,0|K)) is a lower bound for Ip(z|K). This
also shows that minimizing& (q(z,0) : p(x, z|6,K)) or maximizing¥ (q(z,0)) result
to the same optimal solutiay(z,08) = p(z,6|x,K) which is the joint posterior.

These relations are valid for amyz,8) and in particular for a separabigz,0) =
gi1(z) g2(0). This remark is the main idea behind the variational Bayethatewhich
tries to approximate the joint non-separable distributge, 6|x,K) by a separable
q(z,0|z,K) = q1(z) g2(8) whereq; and g2 have to be determined in such a way
that either the Kullback-Leibler criteriotk(q : p) be minimized or the free energy
F (9(z,0)) be maximized. Noting that

K (Ga(=)0(8) : p(z.8le.K) = 5.0a(2) (fa2(8)n 5 Zifles do)
= 3.t z>(<pz9|w K) >g0) —H (d2))
= [(® (zqu noizl o) d
= [%(8) (< p(z,0|z, K) >q(z) —H ()

and the fact thatX(q : p) is concave ing; for fixed gz and in gy for fixed q; its
optimization can be done in an iterative way

{Cﬁtﬂ) = argmirhé?((qlqg):p)i = argmaﬁlgf(qlag):p)%

6 = argmin, { K@ a2 p) 7@ g p)

= argmax,

wheret notes the iteration number. It is then easy to show that, @t garationt, the
solutions is obtained by computing the derivatives of theesponding functionals and
equating them to zero, which leads to:



q(1t+1)(z) O exp[< Inp(x, z,0|K) >q<2t)(9)} (30)
a(2t+1)(6) 0 exp[< Inp(z, Z,0|K) >q<1‘>(z)
where< . >q mean the expectation ovgr For more details on this approach see [5, 6].
Noting thatp(x, z,0|K) = p(x|z,0,K) 1(z|0,K) 1(0|K), we see that the choice of
the priorst(z|6,K) and(6|K) as well as the choice of parametric familyaf z) and
g2(0) is of great importance for the expressionﬁﬁfl) (2) andﬁgﬂ) () and their final
0;(z) andd;(8). To obtain a computationally effective inference methoid necessary
to choose appropriately these distributions. For exangblepsing conjugate priors for
the hyperparametens(0|K), we gain the advantage that the poster®|z,z,K) or
(6|2, K) expressions will be in the same family than the associatiedspr
Between particular cases, we may mention the following:
Optimal case:  qu(2) = p(z|z,K) and q(8) = p(6|z,K)
This means thap(z, 0|x,K) is approximated by the produpt z|z,K) p(6|x,K). The
solution in this case is immediate:

{ qi(2) = p(z[z,K) =3, p(e|2,0,K) 1(2]8,K)/p(z|K)
0(6) = p(6|z,K) = [ p(x|z,6,K)T(B|K) db/p(z|K)

However, computing any of these two terms needs integréttegration oveb for the
first and summation over for the second.

Degeneratecase.  qu(z) = p(z|0*,z,K) and qu(8) = p(8|z*,,K).
where®* andz* are two point estimators qf(0|z,z,K) andp(z|6, z,K).
This case is obtained through the following iterations:

Aty _ _2(t) Aty A
{ql (2)=8(z—20) | {%H)(Z) P(=fB . K)
6 "™ (6) = p(82, x,K)

which means thap(z, 8|z, K) is approximated by the produptz|6, z,K) p(8|z, z,K).
Both expressions are available up to their normalizingofiact

p(z|6,z,K) O p(x|z,0,K) 11(2|6,K)
p(8|z,x,K) O p(x|z,0,K) 11(6,K)

However, computing at each iterati@¥ and z), which may be either the means
or modes of these two distributions, may still need somertkeffa particular, in the
expression op(z|0, x,K), depending on the priar(z|6,K) the computational cost and
difficulties are different. The separable case of (24) is ime@sier than the Markovian
case of (25).

Variational EM: R

gi(z) = p(z|6*,z,K) and 2(0)=p(B|x,K) where 6*=argmay{p(6|z,K)}.



This case is obtained through the following iterations:

G (2) = p([8Y,2.K)
a(zt)w) =5(0 _@(t)) ¢ 8D = argmay {Q(G, G(t))} with (M step)

Q(ev/e\(t)) =<lIn p(iB, Z7 9|K> >p(z\§<t),a¢,K) (E Step)
The next step in approximations is to choogéz) = [ d1i(z) or 92(0) = [k dzk(Ok)

or both. The first case is only necessary for Markovian moaoletise labels.

Mean Field + EM: N

au(z) = [ P(z|2-i,68",2,K) and g2(8) = p(6|x, K) where8* = argma { p(8|z, K)}.

This case is obtained through the following iterations:

dltjﬂ)(zﬂz—i) 0 p(z|z-i,0Y, 2,K)
0t = argma {Q(e,@a))} with (M step)

{ Gu(2) = [Mi1(2)
Q(8,60) =< Inp(x, Z,6/K) > (E step)

6y)(8) = 5(6—81)
p(z[0M) z K)

where N N N
p(z]z-i,6Y,2,K) O p(z|2,8Y,K) p(z|z_i,8)

Mean Field tseparabIeEM: R
qlrgz) = p(z|9*, €x, K) and q2(9> = nkq2k(9k|w7 K) where elﬁ = argmax, {p(ek|m7 K>}
where

d2(0) = [k A2 (k) Gak (k) g2k (Vi) for Dirichlet

02(0) = g2(Y) [k g2 () Gok(Vk)  for Potts

Totally separable (M ean Field):
du(z) = [1i P(z|2z-i, 0", 2,K) and g2(6) = [Tk Gk (0tic) O2k (Hc) Gk (Vic) -

APPLICATIONSIN DATA CLASSIFICATION AND IN IMAGE
SEGMENTATION

The mixture of Gaussians model are natural models for dassitication. When the
data are the scalar grey lewgl or the color components; of a pixel in an image,
their classification result to the segmentation of that iendg the following, we note
by 7; the coordinate position of the pixel i, by = x(r) its grey level, byz = z(r) its
classification label and by = {r; : z(rj) = k} all the disjoint compact regions having
the same label. We assume tf§ N Ry = @, Rg N Ry = @ and Uk Ry N Ry = R
which cover the whole image. What is more specifique in image®ntation compared
to other data classification is the fact that there is a Spaitig@nization of the data. A
MoG model with Dirichlet prior does not account for this sphbrganization, but the
the same MoG with a Markovian Pottz prior accounts for thdteré are also many
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FIGURE 1. Classification and segmentation: a) an image, b) its orgilessification labels, c¢) his-
togram of the pixels, d) histogram of the labels, e) and f)nSagtation using MoG with Dirichlet
(supervised and unsupervised; g) and h) Segmentation M@ with Pottz (supervised and unsuper-
vised); i,j,k,l are the classification errors (differentetween original classification in b) and obtained
classification in e), f), g) and h).

other possibilities of modeling this spatial organizatibat the Potts Markov model is
the probably the simplest one. To illustrate this, let cdesthe image of the Figure 1-a
and its original labels in b). The histogram of the image lsx® is shown in c¢) and
the histogram of the labels in d). The results of segmentatging MoG with Dirichlet
prior are shown in e) supervised and in f) unsupervised. Ekalts of segmentation
using MoG with Potts prior are shown in g) supervised and imtgupervised. We
observe that, in both cases of supervised and unsupertisedesults with Potts prior
are better that those with Dirichlet priors.



CONCLUSION

The mixture of Gaussians model are used extensively fordiagaification and in image
segmentation. When there is no prior knowledge of any dpatg@anization of the data,
the Dirichlet prior can be used. However, in image segmimtathis model often does
not give satisfactory results, because the spatial orgtaiz of the pixels is ignored.
Using the Potts prior gives better results because thig pigoounts for the spatial
organization of the pixels.
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