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A bstract. W e introduce a new nonlinear m odelfor classi�cation,in which we m odelthe joint

distribution ofresponse variable,y,and covariates,x,non-param etrically using Dirichlet process

m ixtures.W ekeep therelationship between y and x linearwithin each com ponentofthem ixture.

Theoverallrelationship becom esnonlinearifthe m ixturecontainsm orethan onecom ponent.W e

usesim ulated data to com paretheperform anceofthisnew approach to a sim plem ultinom iallogit

(M NL)m odel,an M NL m odelwith quadratic term s,and a decision tree m odel.W e also evaluate

ourapproach on a protein fold classi�cation problem ,and �nd thatourm odelprovidessubstantial

im provem ent over previous m ethods,which were based on NeuralNetworks (NN) and Support

Vector M achines (SVM ).Folding classes ofprotein have a hierarchicalstructure. W e extend our

m ethod to classi�cation problem swherea classhierarchy isavailable.W e�nd thatusing theprior

inform ation regarding the hierarchicalstructure of protein folds can result in higher predictive

accuracy.

1 Introduction

In regression and classi�cation m odels,estim ation ofparam etersand interpretation ofresultsare

easierifweassum easim pledistributionalform (e.g.,norm ality)and regard therelationship between

responsevariableand covariatesaslinear.However,theperform anceofthem odelobtained depends

on the appropriatenessofthese assum ptions. Poorperform ance m ay resultfrom assum ing wrong

distributions,orregarding relationshipsaslinearwhen they arenot.In thispaper,weintroducea

new m odelbased on a Dirichletprocessm ixture ofsim ple distributions,which ism ore exible to

capture nonlinearrelationships.

A Dirichlet process,D (G 0;),with baseline distribution G0 and scale param eter ,is a dis-

tribution over distributions. Ferguson (1973) introduced the Dirichlet process as a class ofprior

distributionsforwhich the supportislarge,and the posteriordistribution ism anageable analyti-

cally.Using the Polya urn schem e,Blackwelland M acQ ueen (1973)showed thatthe distributions
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sam pled from a Dirichletprocessare discrete alm ostsurely. The idea ofusing a Dirichletprocess

asthepriorforthem ixingproportionsofa sim pledistribution (e.g.,G aussian)was�rstintroduced

by Antoniak (1974).

W ewilldescribetheDirichletprocessm ixturem odelasa lim itof�nitem ixturem odel(see Neal

(2000) for further description). Suppose y1;:::;yn are drawn independently from som e unknown

distribution.W e can m odelthe distribution ofy asa m ixtureofsim pledistributionssuch that:

P (y) =

C
X

c= 1

pcf(yj�c)

Here,pc are the m ixing proportions,and f isa sim ple classofdistributions,such asnorm alwith

� = (�;�). W e �rstassum e that the num berofm ixing com ponents,C ,is �nite. In this case,a

com m on priorforpc isa sym m etric Dirichletdistribution:

P (p1;:::;pC ) =
�()

�(=C )
C

C
Y

c= 1

p
(=C )� 1
c

where pc � 0 and
P

pc = 1. Param eters �c are assum ed to be independentunderthe priorwith

distribution G 0. W e can use m ixture identi�ers,ci,and represent the above m ixture m odelas

follows(Neal,2000):

yijci;� � F (�ci)

cijp1;:::;pC � D iscrete(p1;:::;pC )

p1;:::;pC � D irichlet(=C;::::;=C )

�c � G 0

(1)

By integrating over the Dirichlet prior,we can elim inate m ixing proportions,pc,and obtain the

following conditionaldistribution forci:

P (ci= cjc1;:::;ci� 1) =
nic+ =C

i� 1+ 
(2)

Here,nicrepresentsthenum berofdatapointspreviously(i.e.,beforethei
th)assigned tocom ponent

c.Theprobability ofassigning each com ponentto the�rstdata pointis1=C .Asweproceed,this

probability becom eshigherforcom ponentswith largernum bersofsam ples(i.e.,largernic).

W hen C goesto in�nity,the conditionalprobabilities(2)reach the following lim its:

P (ci= cjc1;:::;ci� 1) !
nic

i� 1+ 

P (ci6= cj8j< ijc1;:::;ci� 1) !


i� 1+ 

(3)

Asa result,theconditionalprobability for�i,where�i= �ci,becom es

�ij�1;:::;�i� 1 �
1

i� 1+ 

X

j< i

�(�j)+


i� 1+ 
G 0 (4)
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where �(�) is a point m ass distribution at �. This is equivalent to the conditionalprobabilities

im plied by the Dirichletprocessm ixturem odel,which hasthe following form :

yij�i � F (�i)

�ijG � G (5)

G � D (G 0;)

That is,the lim it ofthe �nite m ixture m odel(1) is equivalent to the Dirichlet process m ixture

m odel(5)asthe num berofcom ponentsgoesto in�nity. G isthe distribution over�’s,and hasa

Dirichletprocessprior,D .Theparam etersoftheDirichletprocesspriorareG 0,adistribution from

which �’saresam pled,and ,a positivescaleparam eterthatcontrolsthenum berofcom ponentsin

them ixture,such thata larger resultsin a largernum berofcom ponents.Phrased thisway,each

data point,i,hasitsown param eters,�i,drawn from a distribution thatisdrawn from a Dirichlet

processprior.Butsince distributionsdrawn from a Dirichletprocessare discrete (alm ostsurely),

the �i fordi�erentdata pointsm ay bethesam e.

Bush and M acEachern (1996),Escobarand W est (1995),M acEachern and M �uller (1998),and

Neal(2000) have used this m ethod for density estim ation. M �ulleretal. (1996) used Dirichlet

process m ixtures for curve �tting. They m odelthe joint distribution ofdata pairs (xi;yi) as a

Dirichlet process m ixture ofm ultivariate norm als. The conditionaldistribution,P (yjx),and the

expected value,E (yjx),areestim ated based on thisdistribution foragrid ofx’s(with interpolation)

to obtain a nonparam etric curve.The application ofthisapproach (aspresented by M �ulleretal.,

1996)isrestricted to continuousvariables.M oreover,thism odelisfeasibleonly forproblem swith

a sm allnum ber ofcovariates,p. For data with m oderate to large dim ensionality,estim ation of

thejointdistribution isvery di�cultboth statistically and com putationally.Thisism ostly dueto

the di�culties that arise when sim ulating from the posterior distribution oflarge fullcovariance

m atrices.In thisapproach,ifam ixturem odelhasC com ponents,thesetoffullcovariancem atrices

haveC p(p+ 1)=2param eters.Forlargep,thecom putationalburden ofestim atingtheseparam eters

m ight be overwhelm ing. Estim ating fullcovariance m atrices can also cause statisticaldi�culties

since we need to assurethatcovariance m atricesare positive sem ide�nite.Conjugate priorsbased

theinverseW ishartdistribution satisfythisrequirem ent,buttheylackexibility(Danielsand K ass,

1999).Flatpriorsm aynotbesuitableeither,sincetheycan lead toim properposteriordistributions,

and they can be unintentionally inform ative (Danielsand K ass,1999). A com m on approach to

addresstheseissuesistousedecom position m ethodsin specifyingpriorsforfullcovariancem atrices

(see for exam ple,Danielsand K ass,1999;Caiand Dunson,2006). Although this approach has

dem onstrated som ecom putationaladvantagesoverdirectestim ation offullcovariance m atrices,it

isnotyetfeasibleforhigh-dim ensionalvariables.Forexam ple,Caiand Dunson (2006)recom m end

theirapproach only forproblem swith lessthan 20 covariates.

W eintroducea new nonlinearBayesian m odel,which also non-param etrically estim atesthejoint

distribution oftheresponsevariable,y,and covariates,x,using Dirichletprocessm ixtures.W ithin

each com ponent,we assum ethe covariatesareindependent,and m odelthe dependencebetween y

and x using a linearm odel.Therefore,unlikethem ethod ofM �ulleretal.(1996),ourapproach can

be used form odeling data with a large num berofcovariates,since the covariance m atrix forone

m ixturecom ponentishighly restricted.M oreover,thism ethod can beused forcategoricalaswell

ascontinuousresponsevariablesby using a generalized linearm odelinstead ofthelinearm odelof
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each com ponent.

O ur focus in this paper is on classi�cation m odels with a m ulti-category response. W e also

show how ourm ethod can beextended to classi�cation problem swhereclasseshavea hierarchical

structure,and to problem s with m ultiple sources ofinform ation. The next section describes our

m ethodology. In Section 3, we illustrate our approach and evaluate its perform ance based on

sim ulated data.In Section 4,wepresenttheresultsofapplyingourm odeltoan actualclassi�cation

problem ,which attem ptstoidentify thefoldingclassofaprotein sequencebased on thecom position

ofitsam ino acids.Folding classesofprotein havea hierarchicalstructure.In Section 5,weextend

ourapproach toclassi�cation problem softhissortwhereaclasshierarchy isavailable,and evaluate

the perform ance ofthis new m odelon the protein fold recognition dataset. Section 6 showshow

this approach can be used for m ultiple sources ofinform ation. Finally,Section 7 is devoted to

discussion,futuredirectionsand lim itationsoftheproposed m ethod.

2 M ethodology

Consider a classi�cation problem with continuous covariates,x = (x1;:::;xp),and a categorical

response variable,y,with J classes. To m odelthe relationship between y and x,we m odelthe

joint distribution ofy and x non-param etrically using Dirichlet process m ixtures. W ithin each

com ponentofthe m ixture,the relationship between y and x isassum ed to be linear. The overall

relationship becom esnonlinearifthem ixturecontainsm orethan onecom ponent.Thisway,while

werelax theassum ption oflinearity,theexibility oftherelationship iscontrolled.O urm odelhas

the following form :

yi;xi1;:::;xipj�i � F (�i)

�ijG � G

G � D (G 0;)

where i= 1;:::;n indexes the observations,and l= 1;:::;p indexes the covariates. In our m odel,

� = (�;�;�;�),and thecom ponentdistributions,F (�),arede�ned based on P (y;x)= P (x)P (yjx)

asfollows:

xil � N (�l;�
2
l)

P (yi= jjxi;�;�) =
exp(�j + xi�j)

P J

j0= 1
exp(�j0 + xi�j0)

Here,the param eters� = (�1;:::;�p)and � = (�1;:::;�p)are the m eans and standard deviations

ofcovariates in each com ponent. The com ponent index,c,is om itted for sim plicity. W ithin a

com ponent,� = (�1;:::;�J),and � = (�1;:::;�J) are the param eters ofthe m ultinom iallogit

(M NL) m odel,and J is the num ber ofclasses. The entire set ofregression coe�cients,�,can

be presented as a p � J m atrix. This representation is redundant,since one ofthe �j’s (where

j= 1;:::;J)can besetto zero withoutchanging thesetofrelationshipsexpressiblewith them odel,

but rem oving this redundancy would m ake it di�cult to specify a prior that treats allclasses

sym m etrically.In thisparam eterization,whatm attersisthe di�erence between theparam etersof

di�erentclasses.
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Although the covariatesin each com ponentare assum ed to beindependentwith norm alpriors,

this independence ofcovariates exists only locally (within a com ponent). Their global(over all

com ponents) dependency is m odeled by assigning data to di�erent com ponents (i.e.,clustering).

Therelationship between y and x within acom ponentiscaptured usingan M NL m odel.Therefore,

the relationship islinearlocally,butnonlinearglobally.

W ecould assum ethaty and x areindependentwithin com ponents,and capturethedependence

between the response and the covariates by clustering too. However,this m ay lead to poor per-

form ance (e.g.,when predicting the response fornew observations)ifthe dependence ofy on x is

di�cultto capture using clustering alone.Alternatively,we could also assum e thatthe covariates

are dependentwithin a com ponent.Forcontinuousresponsevariables,thisbecom esequivalentto

the m odelproposed by M �ulleretal.(1996). However,as we discussed above,thisapproach m ay

be practically infeasible forproblem swith a m oderate to large num berofcovariates. W e believe

thatourm ethod isan appropriate com prom isebetween these two alternatives.

W e de�neG 0 asfollows:

�lj�0;�0 � N (�0;�
2
0)

log(�2l)jM �;V� � N (M �;V
2
� )

�jj� � N (0;�2)

�jlj� � N (0;�2)

The param etersofG 0 m ay in turn depend on higherlevelhyperparam eters.Forexam ple,we can

regard the variancesofcoe�cientsashyperparam eterswith the following priors:

log(�2)jM �;V� � N (M �;V
2
� )

log(�2)jM �;V� � N (M �;V
2
� )

W e use M CM C algorithm sforposteriorsam pling.Sam plessim ulated from the posteriordistri-

bution are used to estim ate posteriorpredictive probabilities. W e predictthe response valuesfor

new casesbased on these probabilities.Fora new case with covariatesx0,the posteriorpredictive

probability ofresponsevariable,y0,isestim ated asfollows:

P (y0= jjx
0)=

P (y0= j;x0)

P (x0)

where

P (y0= j;x
0) =

1

S

S
X

s= 1

P (y0= j;x
0
jG 0;�

(s))

P (x0) =
1

S

S
X

s= 1

P (x0jG 0;�
(s))

Here,S is the num ber ofpost-convergence sam ples from M CM C,and �(s) represents the set of

param etersobtained atiteration s.

Neal(2000) presented severalpossible algorithm s for sam pling from the posterior distribution

ofDirichlet processm ixtures. In this research,we use G ibbssam pling with auxiliary param eters
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Figure 1: An illustration ofourm odelfora binary (black and white)classi�cation problem with

two covariates.Here,the m ixture hastwo com ponents,which are shown with circlesand squares.

In each com ponent,an M NL m odelseparatesthetwo classesinto \black" or\white" with a linear

decision boundary.

(Neal’salgorithm 8).Thisapproach issim ilartothealgorithm proposed byM acEachern and M �uller

(1998),with a di�erence that the auxiliary param eters exist only tem porarily. To im prove the

M CM C sam pling, after each update using auxiliary variables, we update the com ponent pa-

ram eters using their corresponding data points. For a com plete description ofthis m ethod,see

the paper by Neal(2000). Allour m odels are coded in M ATLAB and are available online at

http://www.utstat.utoronto.ca/~babak.

In Figure 1, we show a state from an M CM C sim ulation for our m odelin which there are

two covariates and the response variable is binary. In this iteration, our m odelhas identi�ed

two com ponents (circles and squares). W ithin a com ponent,two classes (stars and crosses) are

separated using an M NL m odel.Note,thedecision boundariesshown arecom ponentspeci�c.The

overalldecision boundary,which isa sm ooth function,isnotshown in this�gure.In ourapproach,

division ofthedata into com ponentsand �tting ofM NL m odelsare perform ed sim ultaneously.

3 R esults for synthetic data

In this section,we illustrate our approach,henceforth called dpM NL,using synthetic data. W e

com pareourm odelto a sim pleM NL m odel,an M NL m odelwith quadraticterm s(i.e.,xlxk,where

6
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l= 1;:::;p and k = 1;:::;p),referred to asqM NL,and a decision treem odel(Breim an etal.,1993)

thatuses10-fold cross-validation forpruning. For the sim ple M NL m odel,we use both Bayesian

and m axim um likelihood estim ation.Them odelsarecom pared with respectto theiraccuracy rate

and the F1 m easure. Accuracy rate is de�ned as the percentage ofthe tim es the correct class is

predicted.F1 isa com m on m easurem entin m achine learning and isde�ned as:

F1 =
1

J

J
X

j= 1

2A j

2A j + B j + Cj

where A j is the num ber ofcases which are correctly assigned to class j,B j is the num ber cases

incorrectly assigned to classj,and Cj isthe num berofcaseswhich belong to the classj butare

assigned to otherclasses.

W e do two tests. In the �rst test, we generate data according to the dpM NL m odel. O ur

objectiveisto evaluatetheperform anceofourm odelwhen thedistribution ofdata iscom prised of

m ultiplecom ponents.In thesecond test,wegeneratedata using a sm ooth nonlinearfunction.O ur

goalisto evaluate therobustnessofourm odelwhen data actually com e from a di�erentm odel.

Forthe�rsttest,wecom pare them odelsusing a synthetic four-way classi�cation problem with

5 covariates.Data are generated according to ourm odelwith G 0 being the following prior:

�l � N (0;1)

log(�2l) � N (0;22)

log(�2) � N (0;0:12)

log(�2) � N (0;22)

Notethat�jj� � N (0;�2),and �jlj� � N (0;�2),wherel= 1;:::;5 and j= 1;:::;4.From theabove

baseline prior,we sam ple two com ponents,�1 and �2,where � = (�;�;�;�;�;� ). For each �,we

generate 5000 data pointsby �rstdrawing xil� N (�l;�l)and then sam pling y using thefollowing

M NL m odel:

P (y = jjx;�;�) =
exp(�j + x�j)

P J

j0= 1
exp(�j0 + x�j0)

The overallsam ple size is 10000. W e random ly split the data to the training set,with 100 data

points,and test set,with 9900 data points. W e use the training set to �t the m odels,and use

theindependenttestsetto evaluatetheirperform ance.Theregression param etersoftheBayesian

M NL m odelwith Bayesian estim ation and the qM NL m odelhave the following priors:

�jj� � N (0;�2)

�jlj� � N (0;�2)

log(�) � N (0;12)

log(�) � N (0;22)

To �tthe decision tree m odels(Breim an etal.,1993),we used the available functionsin M AT-

LAB.Thesefunctionsare tree�t,treetest(forcross-validation)and treeprune.
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M odel Accuracy (% ) F1 (% )

Baseline 45.57 15.48

M NL (M axim um Likelihood) 77.30 66.65

M NL 78.39 66.52

qM NL 83.60 74.16

Tree(CrossValidation) 70.87 55.82

dpM NL 89.21 81.00

Table 1: Sim ulation 1: the average perform ance ofm odels based on 50 sim ulated datasets. The

Baseline m odelassignstestcasesto the classwith the highestfrequency in the training set.

The above procedure wasrepeated 50 tim es. Each tim e,new �1 and �2 were sam pled from the

prior,and a new dataset was created based on these �’s. W e used Ham iltonian dynam ics (Neal,

1993)forupdatingtheregression param eters,�’sand �’s.Forallotherparam eters,weused single-

variable slice sam pling (Neal,2003)with the \stepping out" procedure to �nd an intervalaround

the currentpoint,and then the \shrinkage" procedure to sam ple from thisinterval.W e also used

slice sam pling forupdating the concentration param eter,where log()� N (� 3;22). Thisprior

encouragessm allervaluesof,which resultsin sm allernum berofcom ponents.Notethatthelike-

lihood for dependsonly on C ,thenum berofuniquecom ponents(Neal,2000;Escobarand W est,

1995). For allm odels we ran 5000 M CM C iterations to sam ple from the posterior distributions.

W e discarded the initial500 sam plesand used the restforprediction.

The average results(over 50 repetitions)are presented in Table 1. Aswe can see,ourdpM NL

m odelprovides better results com pared to allother m odels. The im provem ents are statistically

signi�cant(p-values< 0:001 based accuracy rates)using a paired t-testwith n = 50.

Since the data were generated according to the dpM NL m odel,it is not surprising that this

m odelhad the best perform ance com pared to other m odels. In fact,as we increase the num ber

ofcom ponents,the am ountofim provem entusing ourm odelbecom esm ore and m ore substantial

(resultsnotshown).To evaluate the robustnessofthe dpM NL m odel,we perform ed anothertest.

Thistim e,we generated xi1;xi2;xi3 (where i= 1;:::;10000) from the U niform (0;5)distribution,

and generated a binary responsevariable,yi,according the following m odel:

P (y = 1jx) =
1

1+ exp[a1sin(x
1:04
1

+ 1:2)+ x1cos(a2x2 + 0:7)+ a3x3 � 2]

where a1,a2 and a3 are random ly sam pled from N (1;0:52). The function used to generate y isa

sm ooth nonlinear function ofcovariates. The covariates are not clustered,so the generated data

do notconform with the assum ptionsofourm odel.M oreover,thisfunction includesa com pletely

arbitrary setofconstantsto ensuretheresultsaregeneralizable.Figure2 showsa random sam ple

from thism odelfora3 = 0.In this�gure,the dotted lineistheoptim aldecision boundary.

W e generated 50 datasets (n = 10000) using the above m odel. Each tim e,we sam pled new

covariates,x,new constantvalues,a1;a2;a3,and new responsevariable,y.Asbefore,m odelswere

trained on 100 data points,and tested on the rem aining sam ples. The average results over 50

datasetsarepresented in Table2.Asbefore,thedpM NL m odelprovidessigni�cantly (allp-values

aresm allerthan 0.001)betterperform ancecom pared to allotherm odels.Thistim e,however,the

perform anceofthe qM NL m odeliscloserto the resultsfrom the dpM NL m odel.
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Figure 2: A random sam ple generated according to Sim ulation 2 with a3 = 0. The dotted line is

the optim alboundary function.

M odel Accuracy (% ) F1 (% )

Baseline 61.96 37.99

M NL (M axim um Likelihood) 73.58 68.33

M NL 73.58 67.92

qM NL 75.60 70.12

Tree(CrossValidation) 73.47 66.94

dpM NL 77.80 73.13

Table 2: Sim ulation 2: the average perform ance ofm odels based on 50 sim ulated datasets. The

Baseline m odelassignstestcasesto the classwith the highestfrequency in the training set.

4 R esults for protein fold classi�cation

In thissection,we considerthe problem ofpredicting a protein’s3D structure (i.e.,folding class)

based on itssequence.Forthisproblem ,itiscom m on topresum ethatthenum berofpossiblefoldsis

�xed,and useaclassi�cation m odeltoassign aprotein tooneofthefoldingclasses.Therearem ore

than 600 folding patterns identi�ed in the SCO P (StructuralClassi�cation ofProteins)database

(Lo Conte etal.,2000).In thisdatabase,proteinsare considered to have the sam e folding classif

they have thesam em ajorsecondary structurein thesam earrangem entwith thesam etopological

connections.

W eapply ourm odeltoa protein fold recognition datasetprovided by Ding and Dubchak (2001).

The proteins in this dataset are obtained from the PDB select database (Hobohm etal.,1992;
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Hobohm and Sander,1994)such thattwo proteinshaveno m orethan 35% ofthesequenceidentity

for aligned subsequences larger than 80 residues. O riginally,the resulting dataset included 128

unique folds. However, Ding and Dubchak (2001) selected only 27 m ost populated folds (311

proteins)fortheiranalysis.They evaluated theirm odelsbased on an independentsam ple(i.e.,test

set)obtained from PDB-40D Lo Conte etal.(2000).PDB-40D containstheSCO P sequenceswith

lessthan 40% identity with each other. Ding and Dubchak (2001)selected 383 representatives of

thesam e27 foldsin thetrainingsetwith nom orethan 35% identity tothetrainingsequences.The

training and testdatasetsare available online athttp://crd.lbl.gov/~cding/protein/. These

datasetsinclude the length ofprotein sequences,and 20 othercovariates based on the percentage

com position ofdi�erentam ino acids.Fora detaildescription ofdata,see Dubchak etal.(1995).

Ding and Dubchak (2001)trained severalSupportVectorM achines(SVM )with nonlinearkernel

functions,and NeuralNetworks(NN)with di�erentarchitecture on thisdataset. They also tried

di�erentclassi�cation schem es,nam ely,oneversusothers(O vO ),uniqueoneversusothers(uO vO ),

and allversusall(AvA).Thedetailsforthesem ethodscan befoundin theirpaper.Theperform ance

ofthesem odelson thetestsetispresented in Table 3.

W e �rstcentered the covariatesso they have m ean 0.W e trained ourM NL and dpM NL on the

training set,and evaluated their perform ance on the test set. For these m odels,we used sim ilar

priorsasthe onesused in theprevioussection.However,the hyperparam etersforthevariancesof

regression param etersare m ore elaborate.W e used thefollowing priorsforthe M NL m odel:

�jj� � N (0;�2)

log(�2) � N (0;22)

�jlj�;�l � N (0;�2�2l)

log(�2) � N (0;1)

log(�2l) � N (� 3;42)

Here,one hyperparam eter,�l,is used to controlthe variance ofallcoe�cients,� jl (where j =

1;:::;J), for covariate xl. Ifa covariate is irrelevant,its hyperparam eter willtend to be sm all,

forcingthecoe�cientsforthatcovariatetobenearzero.Thism ethod iscalled Autom aticRelevance

Determ ination (ARD),and wassuggested by Neal(1996).W e also used anotherhyperparam eter,

�,to controlthe overallm agnitude ofall�’s. This way,�l controls the relevance ofcovariate xl

com pared to other covariates,and � controls the overallusefulnessofallcovariates in separating

allclasses.Thestandard deviation of�jl istherefore equalto ��l.

W e used the sam e schem e for the M NL m odels in dpM NL.Note that,in this m odelone �l

controlsall�jlc,wherej= 1;:::;J indexesclasses,and c= 1;:::;C indexesthe uniquecom ponents

in the m ixture. Therefore,the standard deviation of�jlc is ��l�c. Here,�c is speci�c to each

com ponentc,and controlstheoveralle�ectofcoe�cientsin thatcom ponent.Thatis,while� and

� areglobalhyperparam eterscom m on between allcom ponents,�c isa localhyperparam eterwithin

a com ponent. Sim ilarly,the standard deviation ofintercepts,�jc in com ponentc is��c. W e used

N (0;1)asthepriorfor�c and �c.

W ealso needed to specify priorsfor�land �l,them ean and standard deviation ofcovariate xl,
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M odel Accuracy (% ) F1 (% )

NN-O vO 20.5 -

SVM -O vO 43.5 -

SVM -uO vO 49.4 -

SVM -AvA 44.9 -

M NL 50.0 41.2

dpM NL 58.6 53.0

Table 3: Perform ance of m odels based on protein fold classi�cation data. NN and SVM use

m axim um likelihood estim ation,and are developed by Ding and Dubchak (2001).

wherel= 1;:::;p.Fortheseparam eters,we used thefollowing priors:

�lcj�0;l;�0;l � N (�0;l;�
2
0;l)

�0;l � N (0;52)

log(�20;l) � N (0;22)

log(�2lc)jM �;l;V�;l � N (M �;l;V
2
�;l)

M �;l � N (0;12)

log(V 2
�;l) � N (0;22)

As we can see,the priors depend on higher levelhyperparam eters. This provides a m ore exi-

ble schem e. If,for exam ple,the com ponents are not di�erent with respect to covariate xl,the

corresponding variance,�2
0;l
,becom essm all,forcing �lc close to theiroverallm ean,�0;l.

For each ofour Bayesian m odels discussed in this section (and also in the following sections),

we perform ed foursim ultaneousM CM C sim ulationseach ofsize 10000. The chainshave di�erent

starting values. W e discarded the �rst 1000 sam ples from each chain and used the rem aining

sam ples for predictions. For this problem , running m ultiple chains results in faster and m ore

e�cient sam pling. Sim ulating the M arkov chain for 10 iterations took about halfa m inute for

M NL,and about3 m inutesfordpM NL,using a M ATLAB im plem entation on an UltraSPARC III

m achine.

The results for M NL and dpM NL m odels are presented in Table 3. As a benchm ark,we also

present the results for the SVM and NN m odels developed by Ding and Dubchak (2001) on the

exactsam edataset.Aswecan see,ourlinearM NL m odelprovidesbetteraccuracy ratecom pared

to theSVM and NN m odelsdeveloped by Ding and Dubchak (2001).O urdpM NL m odelprovides

an additionalim provem ent over the M NL m odel. This shows that there is in fact a nonlinear

relationship between folding classesand the com position ofam ino acids,and ournonlinearm odel

could successfully identify thisrelationship.

Itisworth noting the perform anceofthe NN m odelsisinuenced by m any design choices,and

by m odelassum ptions. W e found that Bayesian neuralnetworks m odel(Neal,1996) had better

perform ance than the NN m odelof Ding and Dubchak (2001). O ur NN m odelperform s very

sim ilarly to the perform anceofthedpM NL m odel.
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Figure 3:A sim ple representation ofourhierarchicalclassi�cation m odel.

5 Extension to hierarchicalclasses

In the previous section,we m odeled the folding classes as a set ofunrelated entities. However,

these classesare notcom pletely unrelated,and can be grouped into fourm ajorstructuralclasses

known as �,�,�=�,and � + �. Ding and Dubchak (2001) show the corresponding hierarchical

schem e (Table 1 in their paper). W e have previously introduced a new approach for m odeling

hierarchicalclasses(Shahbaba and Neal,2006,2007).In thisapproach,we usea Bayesian form of

the m ultinom iallogitm odel,with a priorthatintroducescorrelationsbetween the param etersfor

classesthatare nearby in the hierarchy.

Figure 3 illustratesthisapproach using a sim ple hierarchicalstructure. Foreach branch in the

hierarchy,wede�nea di�erentsetofparam eters,�.O urm odelclassi�esobjectsto oneoftheend

nodesusing an M NL m odelwhose regression coe�cientsforclassj are represented by the sum of

the param eters for allthe branches leading to that class. Sharing ofcom m on param eters (from

com m on branches) introduces prior correlations between the param eters ofnearby classes in the

hierarchy.W e referto thism odelascorM NL.

In this section,we extend our nonlinear m odelto classi�cation problem s where classes have a

hierarchicalstructure.Forthispurpose,we use a corM NL m odel,instead ofM NL,to capture the

relationship between the covariates,x,and the response variable,y,within each com ponent. The

resultsisa nonlinearm odelwhich takesthehierarchicalstructureofclassesinto account.W erefer

to thism odelsasdpCorM NL.

Table 4 presentstheresultsforthe two linearm odels(with and withouthierarchy-base priors),

and two nonlinearm odels(with and withouthierarchy-based priors). In thistable,\parentaccu-

racy"referstotheaccuracy ofm odelsbased on thefourm ajorstructuralclasses,nam ely �,�,�=�.

W hen com paring the hierarchicalm odelsto theirnon-hierarchicalcounterparts,the advantage of

using the hierarchy is apparent only for som e m easures (i.e.,parent accuracy rate for corM NL,

and the F1 m easure for dpCorM NL).As we can see,however,the dpCorM NL m odelprovides a

substantialim provem entovercorM NL.
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M odel Accuracy (% ) Parentaccuracy (% ) F1 (% )

M NL 50.0 76.5 41.2

corM NL 49.5 77.9 41.4

dpM NL 58.6 79.9 53.0

dpCorM NL 59.1 79.4 55.2

Table 4: Com parison ofhierarchicalm odels (linear and nonlinear) with non-hierarchicalm odels

(linearand nonlinear)based on protein fold classi�cation data.

M odel Accuracy (% ) Parentaccuracy (% ) F1 (% )

NN-O vO 41.4 - -

SVM -O vO 43.2 - -

SVM -uO vO 49.4 - -

SVM -AvA 56.5 - -

M NL 56.5 80.4 51.4

corM NL 59.6 83.3 54.6

dpM NL 60.4 82.0 55.9

dpCorM NL 61.4 83.8 57.8

Table 5: Com parison ofhierarchicalm odels (linear and nonlinear) with non-hierarchicalm odels

(linearand nonlinear)based on protein fold classi�cation data. The covariates are obtained from

fourdi�erentfeature sets: com position ofam ino acids,predicted secondary structure,hydropho-

bicity,and norm alized van derW aalsvolum e.

6 Extension to m ultiple datasets

In orderto im prove the prediction offolding classes forproteins,Ding and Dubchak (2001)com -

bined thefeaturesetbased on am ino acid com positionswith 5 otherfeaturesets,which wereinde-

pendently extracted based on variousphysico-chem icaland structuralpropertiesofam ino acidsin

the sequence. The additionalfeatures predicted secondary structure,hydrophobicity,norm alized

varn der W aals volum e,polarity,and polarizability. Each data source has 21 covariates. For a

detailed description ofthese features,see Dubchak etal.(1995).Ding and Dubchak (2001)added

theabove5 datasetssequentially to theam ino acid com position dataset.Forprediction,they used

a m ajority voting system ,in which thevotesobtained from m odelsbased on di�erentfeaturessets

are com bined,and the classwith the m ostvotesisregarded aspredicted fold.Theirresultsshow

thatadding additionalfeature sets can im prove the perform ance in som e cases and can resultin

lower perform ance in som e other cases. O ne m ain issue with this m ethod is that it gives equal

weightsto votesbased on di�erentdata sources.Theunderlying assum ption,therefore,isthatthe

quality ofpredictionsisthe sam e forallsourcesofinform ation. Thisis,ofcourse,nota realistic

assum ption form any realproblem s.In ourpreviouspaper(Shahbaba and Neal,2006),weprovided

a new schem e for com bining di�erent sources ofinform ation. In this approach,we use separate

scale param eters,�,for each data source in order to adjust their relative weights autom atically.

Thisallowsthe coe�cientsfrom di�erentsourcesofdata to have appropriately di�erentvariances

in the m odel.

Form odelsdeveloped byDing and Dubchak(2001),thehighestaccuracy rate,56:5,wasachieved

only when they com bined thecovariatesbased on thecom position ofam ino acids,secondary struc-
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ture,hydrophobicity,and polarity. W e also used these four datasets,and applied our m odels to

the com bined data. W e used a di�erent scale param eters,�,for each dataset. The results from

our m odels are presented in Table 5. For com parison,we also present the results obtained by

Ding and Dubchak (2001) based on the sam e datasets. As we can see,this tim e,using the hi-

erarchy results in m ore substantialim provem ents. M oreover, nonlinear m odels provided better

perform ancecom pared to theircorresponding linearm odels.

7 C onclusions and future directions

W eintroduced anew nonlinearclassi�cation m odel,which usesDirichletprocessm ixturestom odel

the joint distribution ofthe response variable,y,and the covariates,x,non-param etrically. W e

com pared ourm odelto severallinearand nonlinearalternative m ethodsusing both sim ulated and

realdata.W efound thatwhen therelationship between y and x isnonlinear,ourapproach provides

substantialim provem entover alternative m ethods. O ne advantage ofthisapproach isthatifthe

relationship is in fact linear, the m odelcan easily reduce to a linear m odelby using only one

com ponentin the m ixture. Thisway,itavoids over�tting,which isa com m on challenge in m any

nonlinearm odels.

W e believe ourm odelcan provide m ore interpretable results.In m any realproblem s,the iden-

ti�ed com ponents m ay correspond to a m eaningfulsegm entation ofdata. Since the relationship

between y and x rem ainslinearin each segm ent,theresultsofourm odelcan beexpressed asa set

oflinearpatternsfordi�erentsegm entsofdata.

Asm entioned above,forsam plingfrom theposteriordistribution,weused m ultiplechainswhich

appeared to be sam pling di�erent regions ofthe posterior space. Ideally,we prefer to have one

chain that can e�ciently sam ple from the whole posterior distribution. In future,we intend to

im prove ourM CM C sam pling. For thispurpose,we can use m ore e�cient m ethods,such as the

\split-m erge" approach introduced by Jain and Neal(2007)and the short-cutM etropolism ethod

introduced by Neal(2005).

In thispaper,weconsidered only continuouscovariates.O urapproach can beeasily extended to

situationswhere the covariate are categorical. Forthese problem s,we need to replace the norm al

distribution in the baseline,G 0,with a m ore appropriate distribution. For exam ple,when the

covariatex isbinary,wecan assum ex � B ernoulli(�),and specifyan appropriatepriordistribution

(e.g.,B eta distribution)for�.Alternatively,wecan usea continuouslatentvariable,z,such that

� = exp(z)=f1+ exp(z)g.Thisway,wecan stillm odelthedistribution ofzasam ixtureofnorm als.

For covariates with m ultinom ialdistribution,we can either extend the Bernoullidistribution by

using (�1;:::;�K ),whereK isthe num berofcategoriesin x,oruseK continuouslatentvariables,

z1;:::;zK ,and set�j = exp(zj)=
P

K

j0
exp(z0j).

O ur m odelcan also be extended to problem s where the response variable is not m ultinom ial.

Forexam ple,we can use thisapproach forregression problem swith continuousresponse,y. The

distribution ofy can beassum ed norm alwithin a com ponent.W e m odelthe m ean ofthisnorm al

distribution asa linearfunction ofcovariatesforcasesthatbelong to thatcom ponent.O thertypes

ofresponsevariables(i.e.,with Poisson distribution)can behandled in a sim ilarway.

Finally,our approach provides a convenient fram ework for sem i-supervised learning,in which
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both labeled and unlabeled data areused in thelearning process.In ourapproach,unlabeled data

can contribute to m odeling the distribution ofcovariates,x,while only labeled data are used to

identify the dependence between y and x.Thisisa quite usefulapproach forproblem swhere the

responsevariableisknown fora lim ited num berofcases,buta largeam ountofunlabeled data can

begenerated.O nesuch problem isclassi�cation ofweb docum ents.In future,wewillexam inethe

application ofourapproach forthese problem s.
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