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A bstract. W e Introduce a new nonlinear m odel for classi cation, In which we m odel the pint
distrbution of response variabl, y, and covariates, x, non-param etrically using D irichlet process
m ixtures. W e keep the relationship between y and x linear w ithin each com ponent of the m ixture.
T he overall relationship becom es nonlnear if the m ixture contains m ore than one com ponent. W e
use sin ulated data to com pare the perform ance of this new approach to a sin plem ultinom ial logit
MNL) model, an M NL m odelw ith quadratic tem s, and a decision tree m odel. W e also evaluate
our approach on a protein fold classi cation problem , and nd that ourm odelprovides substantial
In provem ent over previous m ethods, which were based on Neural Networks (NN ) and Support
Vector M achines (SVM ). Folding classes of protein have a hierarchical structure. W e extend our
m ethod to classi cation problem swhere a class hierarchy is available. W e nd that using the prior
Inform ation regarding the hierarchical structure of protein folds can result in higher predictive
accuracy.

1 Introduction

In regression and classi cation m odels, estin ation of param eters and interpretation of results are
easier ifwe assum e a sin ple distribbutional form (eg. nom ality) and regard the relationship between
regoonse variable and covariates as linear. H ow ever, the perform ance ofthem odelobtained depends
on the appropriateness of these assum ptions. P oor perform ance m ay result from assum ing w rong
distrbutions, or regarding relationships as linear w hen they are not. In this paper, we introduce a
new m odelbased on a D irichlet process m ixture of sin ple distrdbutions, which ism ore exible to
capture nonlinear relationships.

A D irichlet process, D Gg; ), with baseline distribbution Gy and scal param eter , is a dis—
tribution over distributions. [Fercquson (1973) introduced the D irichlt process as a class of prior
distrbutions for which the support is lJarge, and the posterior distribution is m anageable analyti-
cally. U sing the Polya um schem e, Blackwell and M acQ ueen (1973) showed that the distrdbutions
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sam pled from a D irichlet process are discrete alm ost surely. T he idea of using a D irichlet process
as the prior for them ixing proportions ofa sin pl distrbution (eg., G aussian) was rst introduced
by |Antoniak (1974).

W e w illdescribe the D irichlet processm ixturem odelas a 1im it of nitem ixturem odel (seeNeal
(2000) for further description). Suppose vi;:5yn are drawn independently from som e unknown
distribbution. W e can m odel the distribution of y as a m ixture of sim ple distribbutions such that:

X
Py = Pt (] )

c=1

Here, p. are the m ixing proportions, and f is a sin pl class of distrbutions, such as nom alw ih
= (; ). We st assume that the number of m ixing com ponents, C, is nite. In this case, a
com m on prior for pe is a sym m etric D irichlet distrdbution:

P iju5pc) = ———=  Pc
(=C)

c=1

P
wherep, 0Oand pc.= 1. Parameters . are assum ed to be independent under the prior w ith
distrbution Go. W e can use m ixture denti ers, c;, and represent the above m ixture m odel as
follows Neal,|2000):

YiFii F(¢)
G P D iscrete (o1 ::5Pc ) O
P1; 5P D irichlet( =C;:z; =C)
c Go

By Integrating over the D irichlet prior, we can elim lnate m ixing proportions, p., and obtain the
follow ing conditional distribbution for c;:
. ni+ =C
P = chijuic 1) = ——— @)
i 1+

Here, nj. represents the num ber ofdata pointspreviously (ie., before the i) assigned to com ponent
c. The probability of assigning each com ponent to the rst data point is 1=C . A swe proceed, this
probability becom es higher for com ponents w ith larger num bers of sam pls (ie., larger ni.).

W hen C goes to in nity, the conditional probabilities (2) reach the ©llow ing lim its:
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where () is a point m ass distrdbbution at . This is equivalent to the conditional probabilities
In plied by the D irichlet process m ixture m odel, which has the ollow ing fom :

viJi F (1)
1B G )
G D Go; )

That is, the lin it of the nite m ixture m odel (Il) is equivalent to the D irichlet process m ixture
m odel [§) as the num ber of com ponents goes to in nity. G is the distrdbution over ’s, and has a
D irichlet processprior, D . T he param eters of the D irich et processprior are G ¢, a distrlbution from
which ’saresampled, and , apositive scale param eter that controls the num ber of com ponents in
them ixture, such that a larger results in a Jarger num ber of com ponents. P hrased thisway, each
data point, i, has its own param eters, ;, drawn from a distrbution that isdrawn from a D irichlet
process prior. But since distributions drawn from a D irichlet process are discrete (@Im ost surely),
the ; fordi erent data pointsm ay be the sam e.

Bush and M ack achem (1996), [E scobar and W estt (1995), M ackachem and M uller (1998), and
Neal (2000) have used this m ethod for densiy estin ation. M ulleret all (1996) used D irichlt
process m xtures for curve tting. They m odel the pint distrbution of data pairs xi;yi) as a
D irichlet process m xture of m ultivariate nom als. T he conditional distribution, P (y k), and the
expected value, E (y k), are estim ated based on thisdistribution fora grid ofx’s (w ith interpolation)
to ocbtain a nonparam etric curve. T he application of this approach (as presented by M uller et all,
1996) is restricted to continuous variables. M oreover, thism odel is feasble only for problem sw ih
a am all num ber of covariates, p. For data w ith m oderate to large din ensionality, estin ation of
the pint distrdbution is very di cult both statistically and com putationally. T his ism ostly due to
the di culties that arise when sin ulating from the posterior distribution of large fiill covariance
m atrices. In this approach, ifam ixturem odelhasC com ponents, the set of full covariance m atrices
have C p (p+ 1)=2 param eters. For large p, the com putationalburden ofestin ating these param eters
m ight be overw heln ing. E stin ating fi1ll covariance m atrices can also cause statistical di culties
since we need to assure that covariance m atrices are positive sem ide nite. C onjigate priors based
the nverseW ishart distribbution satisfy this requirem ent, butthey lack exibility (D aniels and K ass,
1999). F Iat priorsm ay notbe suiable either, since they can lead to In properposterior distributions,
and they can be unintentionally Inform ative D aniels and K ass, 11999). A comm on approach to
address these issues is to use decom position m ethods In specifying priors for fiill covariance m atrices
(see for exam ple, ID aniels and K ass, 11999; ICaiand D unson, 12006). A though this approach has
dem onstrated som e com putational advantages over direct estin ation of fiill covariance m atrices, it
isnot yet feasble for high-din ensional variables. For exam pl,|C aiand D unson (200€) recom m end
their approach only for problem sw ih less than 20 covariates.

W e Introduce a new nonlinear Bayesian m odel, which also non-param etrically estin ates the pint
distrbution ofthe response variable, y, and covariates, x, using D irichlet processm ixtures. W ithin
each com ponent, we assum e the covariates are independent, and m odel the dependence between y
and x using a linearm odel. T herefore, unlke the m ethod ofM uller et all (1996), our approach can
be used for m odeling data w ith a large num ber of covariates, since the covariance m atrix for one
m ixture com ponent is highly restricted. M oreover, thism ethod can be used for categorical aswell
as continuous regponse variables by using a generalized linear m odel nstead of the linearm odel of



each com ponent.

Our focus In this paper is on classi cation m odels w ith a multicategory response. W e also
show how ourm ethod can be extended to classi cation problem s where classes have a hierarchical
structure, and to problem s w ith m uliple sources of nformm ation. The next section describes our
m ethodology. In Section 3, we illustrate our approach and evaluate is perform ance based on
sin ulated data. In Section 4, we present the results of applying ourm odelto an actualclassi cation
problem , which attem ptsto identify the folding class ofa protein sequence based on the com position
of its am ino acids. Folding classes of protein have a hierarchical structure. In Section 5, we extend
our approach to classi cation problem softhis sort where a classhierarchy is available, and evaluate
the perform ance of this new m odel on the protein f©ld recognition dataset. Section 6 show s how
this approach can be used for multiple sources of nformm ation. Fnally, Section 7 is devoted to
discussion, fiture directions and lin itations of the proposed m ethod.

2 M ethodology

Consider a classi cation problem with continuous covariates, X = (X1;::5Xp), and a categorical
regponse variable, y, wih J classes. To m odel the relationship between y and x, we m odel the
pint distrdbution of y and x non-param etrically using D irichlet process m ixtures. W ithin each
com ponent of the m xture, the relationship between y and x is assum ed to be linear. T he overall
relationship becom es nonlinear if the m xture contains m ore than one com ponent. Thisway, whilke
we relax the assum ption of linearity, the exibility ofthe relationship is controlled. O urm odelhas
the follow ing form :

ViiXili 25 XipJ i F(3)
i G
G D Gos; )

where i= 1;:;n Indexes the cbservations, and 1= 1;:;p indexes the covariates. In our m odel,
= (; ; ; ),and the com ponent distributions, F ( ),arede nedbassdon P (y;x) = P X)P (YK)
as follow s:

X3 N (3 9)
. exp( 5+ %5 )
Plyi= 3%k 7 ) = P —
j0:1e>§p( o+ Xy jo)

Here, the parameters = ( 175 p) and = ( 17:u5 p) are the means and standard deviations
of covariates in each com ponent. The com ponent index, c, is om itted for simplicty. W ithin a
com ponent, = ( 155 g), and = ( 1;:5 g) are the param eters of the m ultinom ial logit
MNL) model, and J is the number of classes. The entire set of regression coe cients, , can
be presented asa p J matrik. This representation is redundant, since one of the 's where
Jj= 1;:1:3J) can be set to zero w thout changing the set of relationships expressible w ith them odel,
but ram oving this redundancy would m ake i di cult to specify a pror that treats all classes
sym m etrically. In this param eterization, w hat m atters is the di erence between the param eters of

di erent classes.



A Though the covariates n each com ponent are assum ed to be independent w ith nom al priors,
this independence of covariates exists only locally (wihin a com ponent). Their global (over all
com ponents) dependency is m odeled by assigning data to di erent com ponents (ie. clistering).
T he relationship between y and x w ithin a com ponent is captured using an M NL m odel. T herefore,
the relationship is Iinear locally, but nonlinear globally.

W e could assum e that y and x are independent w ithin com ponents, and capture the dependence
between the response and the covariates by clistering too. However, thism ay lead to poor per-
form ance (eg., when predicting the response for new ocbservations) if the dependence ofy on x is
di cul to capture using clustering alone. A tematively, we could also assum e that the covariates
are dependent w ithin a com ponent. For continuous regponse variabls, this becom es equivalent to
the m odel proposed by M uller et all (1996). However, as we discussed above, this approach m ay
be practically infeasble for problem s w th a m oderate to lJarge num ber of covariates. W e believe
that ourm ethod is an appropriate com prom ise between these two altematives.

W ede neG( as follow s:

1J 07 o N (07 )

og( ) v N M V)
53 N (0; %)
513 N 0; %)

T he param eters of G ¢ m ay In tum depend on higher level hyperparam eters. For exam ple, we can
regard the variances of coe cients as hyperparam eters w ith the follow Ing priors:

og( )M ;v N M V)

og( H) ;v N M VP
W euseM CM C algorithm s for posterior sam pling. Sam ples sin ulated from the posterior distri-
bution are used to estim ate posterior predictive probabilities. W e predict the response values for

new cases based on these probabilities. For a new case w ith covariates x’, the posterior predictive
probability of response variable, v°, is estin ated as follow s:

o P = 5x9

P O= . —
v'= Jx) P &0
where
1%
P'=3ix) = o PO'= 5xFBoi )
s=1
RS
P ) = S P x"5o; )

s=1

Here, S is the num ber of post-convergence sam ples from M CM C, and () represents the set of
param eters cbtained at iteration s.

Neal 2000) presented several possble algorithm s for sam pling from the posterior distribution
of D irich ket process m ixtures. In this research, we use G bbs sam pling w ith auxiliary param eters
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Figure 1: An illustration of our m odel for a binary (plack and white) classi cation problem w ih
two covariates. Here, the m xture has two com ponents, which are shown w ith circles and squares.
In each com ponent, an M N L m odel separates the two classes into \black" or \w hite" w ith a linear
decision boundary.

N ealsalgorithm 8). T hisapproach is sin ilarto the algorithm proposed byM ack achem and M uller
(1998), wih a di erence that the auxiliary param eters exist only tem porarily. To In prove the
MCM C sampling, after each update using auxiliary variables, we update the com ponent pa-
ram eters using their corresponding data points. For a com plete description of this m ethod, see
the paper by Neal (2000). A1l our m odels are coded In MATLAB and are available online at
http://www.utstat.utoronto.ca/ babak.

In Figure [ll, we show a state from an MCM C simulation for our m odel in which there are
two covariates and the response variabl is binary. In this iteration, our m odel has 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. N ote, the decision boundaries show n are com ponent speci c. The
overall decision boundary, which isa sn ooth function, isnot shown in this gure. In our approach,
division of the data into com ponents and tting ofM NL m odels are perform ed sin ulaneously.

3 Results for synthetic data

In this section, we illustrate our approach, henceforth called dpM N L, using synthetic data. W e
com pare ourm odelto a smpleM NL m odel, an M NL m odelw ith quadratic term s (ie., XXk, w here
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1= 1;u3pand k= 1;:5p), referred to as gM N L, and a decision treem odel Brein an et al,,|1993)
that uses 10-fold crossvalidation for pruning. For the sin ple M NL m odel, we use both Bayesian
and m axin um likelhood estin ation. Them odels are com pared w ith respect to their accuracy rate
and the F; m easure. A ccuracy rate is de ned as the percentage of the tin es the correct class is
predicted. F1 isa comm on m easuram ent in m achine lkaming and is de ned as:

1% 28
Fl = —
J

=1 2Aj+ By+ Cy
where A 5 is the num ber of cases which are correctly assigned to class Jj, B 5 is the num ber cases
incorrectly assigned to class Jj, and C 5 is the num ber of cases w hich belong to the class j but are
assigned to other classes.

W e do two tests. In the rst test, we generate data according to the dpM NL model. Our
ob Ective is to evaluate the perform ance of ourm odelw hen the distribution of data is com prised of
m uliple com ponents. In the second test, we generate data using a sm ooth nonlnear function. O ur
goal is to evaluate the robustness of our m odelw hen data actually com e from a di erent m odel.

For the st test, we com pare them odels using a synthetic fourway classi cation problem w ih
5 covariates. D ata are generated according to ourm odelw ith G being the follow ing prior:

1 N (0;1)
g ( §) N (0;2%)
g ( ?) N (0;01%)
Iog (%) N (0;2%)

Note that 43 N (0; ?),and 513 N (0; 2),where 1= 1;:35 and Jj= 1;:u34. From the above
baseline prior, we sam pl two com ponents, 1 and ,,where = (; ; ; ; ; ). Foreach ,we
generate 5000 data pointsby rstdrawingxij; N ( 1; 1) and then sam pling y using the follow ing
MNL model:

exp( 5+ x j)

J
jo=lexp( P+ X )

Py=3k ;) = P

T he overall sam ple size is 10000. W e random 7 split the data to the training set, with 100 data
points, and test set, wih 9900 data points. W e use the training set to t the m odels, and use
the Independent test set to evaluate their perform ance. T he regression param eters of the B ayesian
M NL modelw ith Bayesian estin ation and the gM NL m odel have the follow Ing priors:

53 N (07 %)
313 N 0; %)
g () N (0;7%)
g ( ) N (0;2°)

To t the decision tree m odels (Breim an et all,11993), we used the availeble functions in M AT —
LAB.These functions are tree t, treetest (for crossvalidation) and tresprune.



M odel | Accuracy &) | F1 &) |

Baseline 4557 1548
MNL M axinum Likelihood) 7730 66.65
MNL 7839 66 .52
oM NL 83.60 7416
Tree (C ross Validation) 7087 5582
dpM N L 89.21 81.00

Tabl 1: Sinulation 1: the average perform ance of m odels based on 50 sin ulated datasets. The
Baseline m odel assigns test cases to the class w ith the highest frequency in the traning set.

T he above procedure was repeated 50 tines. Each tine, new 1 and , were sam pled from the
prior, and a new dataset was created based on these ’s. W e used Ham iltonian dynam ics N eal,
1993) forupdating the regression param eters, ’‘sand 's. Forallotherparam eters, we used single—
variable slice sam pling (Neal,[2003) w ith the \stepping out" procedure to nd an interval around
the current point, and then the \shrinkage" procedure to sam ple from this interval. W e also used
slice sam pling for updating the concentration param eter , wherelog( ) N ( 3;2). This prior
enocourages an aller values of , which results in am aller num ber of com ponents. N ote that the like-
lhood for dependsonly on C , the num ber ofunigque com ponents N eal,|2000;E scobar and W est,
1995). For allm odels we ran 5000 M CM C iterations to sam ple from the posterior distributions.
W e discarded the iniial 500 sam ples and used the rest for prediction.

T he average results (over 50 repetitions) are presented in Tablk[ll. Aswe can see, our dpM N L
m odel provides better results com pared to all other m odels. The in provem ents are statistically
signi cant (-values < 0:001 based accuracy rates) using a paired t-test with n = 50.

Since the data were generated according to the dpM NL m odel, it is not surprising that this
m odel had the best perform ance com pared to other m odels. In fact, as we Increase the number
of com ponents, the am ount of In provem ent using our m odelbecom es m ore and m ore substantial
(results not shown). To evaluate the robustness of the dpM N L m odel, we perform ed another test.
This tim e, we generated Xi1;Xi;X3 Where i= 1;::;10000) from the Uniform (0;5) distriboution,
and generated a binary response variable, yi, according the follow ing m odel:

1

Py=1x) = .
v ¥ 1+ exply sin ®7 %%+ 12) + x1 cos@xy + 0:7) + azxs 2]

where a;, a, and a; are random Iy sam pled from N (1;0:5%). The finction used to generate y is a
an ooth nonlinear function of covariates. T he covariates are not clustered, so the generated data
do not conform w ith the assum ptions of ourm odel. M oreover, this function includes a com pltely
arbitrary set of constants to ensure the resuls are generalizable. F igure[2 show s a random samplk
from thismodel foras; = 0. In this gure, the dotted line is the optin al decision boundary.

W e generated 50 datasets (n = 10000) using the above model. Each tine, we sam pled new
covariates, X, new constant values, a;;az;as, and new response variable, y. A sbefore, m odelswere
trained on 100 data points, and tested on the ram aining sam ples. The average resuls over 50
datasets are presented in TabXk[Zd. A sbefore, the dpM N L m odel provides signi cantly (@llp-values
are an aller than 0.001) better perform ance com pared to all otherm odels. T his tin €, how ever, the
perform ance of the gM N L m odel is closer to the results from the dpM N L m odel



Figure 2: A random sam pl generated according to Simulation 2 with az = 0. The dotted line is
the optin alboundary function.

M odel | Accuracy ) | F1 &) |
Baseline 61.96 37.99
MNL M axinum Likelihood) 7358 6833
MNL 7358 67.92
gM N L 75.60 7012
Tree (C ross Validation) 7347 66.94
dpM N L 77.80 73.13

Tablk 2: Sinulation 2: the average perform ance of m odels based on 50 sin ulated datasets. The
Baseline m odel assigns test cases to the class w ith the highest frequency in the training set.

4 Resuls for protein fvold classi cation

In this section, we consider the problem of predicting a protein’s 3D structure (ie. folding class)
based on its sequence. Forthisproblam , it iscom m on to presum e that the num berofpossible folds is

xed, and use a classi cation m odelto assign a protein to one ofthe folding classes. T here arem ore
than 600 ©ding pattems identi ed in the SCOP (StructuralC lassi cation of P roteins) database
(Lo Conte et all,12000) . In this database, proteins are considered to have the sam e folding class if
they have the sam e m a pr secondary structure in the sam e arrangeam ent w ith the sam e topological
connections.

W e apply ourm odelto a protein fold recognition dataset provided by D ing and D ubchak (2001).
The proteins In this dataset are obtained from the PD B _selct database [Hobohm et all, [199Z;



Hobohm and Sander,1994) such that two proteins have no m ore than 35% ofthe sequence identity
for aligned subsequences larger than 80 residues. O rigihally, the resuling dataset Included 128
unique folds. However, D ing and Dubcdchak (2001) selected only 27 m ost populated folds (311
proteins) for their analysis. T hey evaluated theirm odelsbased on an independent sam ple (ie., test
set) obtained from PDB-40D |Lo Conte et al. (2000). PDB-40D containsthe SCOP sequencesw ith
Jess than 40% identity w ith each other. D ing and D ubchak (2001) selected 383 representatives of
the sam e 27 folds In the training set w ith nom ore than 35% identity to the training sequences. T he
training and test datasets are available online at http://crd.lbl.gov/.cding/protein/. These
datasets include the length of protein sequences, and 20 other covariates based on the percentage
com position of di erent am ino acids. For a detail description of data, see ID ubchak et all (1993).

D ing and D ubchak (2001) trained several Support VectorM achines (SVM ) w ith nonlinear kemel
functions, and NeuralNetworks (NN ) w ith di erent architecture on this dataset. They also tried
di erent classi cation schem es, nam ely, one versus others (O vO ), unigue one versus others (uO vO ),
and allversusall A vA ).T hedetails forthesem ethods can be found in theirpaper. T he perform ance
of these m odels on the test set is presented in Tabl[3.

W e st centered the covariates so they havemean 0. W e trained curM 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
priors as the ones used in the previous section. H owever, the hyperparam eters for the variances of
regression param eters are m ore elaborate. W e used the ollow ing priors for the M NL m odel:

37 N 0; %)
Iog (%) N (0;2%)
171 N (0; % %)
g (%) N (0;1)
g ( §) N ( 3;4%)

Here, one hyperparam eter, 1, is used to control the variance of all coe clents, 51 (where j =
1;:5J), for covariate x;. If a covariate is irrelevant, its hyperparam eter w ill tend to be an all,
forcing the coe cients forthat covariate to benear zero. T hism ethod iscalled A utom aticR elevance
D eterm Ination A RD ), and was suggested by INeal (199€). W e also used another hyperparam eter,

, to control the overallm agniude of all ’s. Thisway, ; controls the relevance of covariate x;
com pared to other covariates, and  controls the overall usefiilness of all covariates in separating
all classes. The standard deviation of 5 is therefore equalto ;.

W e used the sam e schane r the MNL models in dpM NL. Note that, in thismodel one ;
controls all 4y, where j= 1;::;J indexes classes, and c= 1;::;;C indexes the unique com ponents
in the m Xture. Therefore, the standard deviation of 5. is 1 .. Here, . is gpeci c to each
com ponent ¢, and controls the overalle ect of coe cients in that com ponent. That is, while and

are globalhyperparam eters com m on between all com ponents, . isa localhyperparam eterw ithin
a com ponent. Sin ilarly, the standard deviation of intercepts, . in componentcis .. W eused
N (0;1) asthepror for . and ..

W e also needed to specify priors for 1 and 1, them ean and standard deviation of covariate x,

10
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M odel | Accuracy &) | F1 &) |

NN-OvO 205 -
SVM -0 vO 435 -
SVM -u0 vO 494 -
SVM -AvVA 44 9 -
MNL 50.0 412
dpM N L 58.6 53.0

Tabl 3: Perform ance of m odels based on protein fold classi cation data. NN and SVM use
m axinum lkelhood estin ation, and are developed by D ing and D ubchak (2001).

where 1= 1; ::;p. For these param eters, we used the follow iIng priors:

1] 017 01 N ( ;17 S;l)
0n N (0;5%)
g ( ¢, N (0;2%)
g (L) aiV g N M V%)
M a N (0;1%)
log (V%) N (0;2%)

Aswe can see, the priors depend on higher level hyperparam eters. This provides a m ore exi-
bl scheme. If, for exam ple, the com ponents are not di erent w ith respect to covariate x,, the
corresponding variance, g;l, becom es am all, forcing 1 close to their overallm ean, ;1.

For each of our Bayesian m odels discussed in this section (and also in the follow Ing sections),
we perform ed four sin ultaneous M CM C sin ulations each of size 10000. T he chains have di erent
starting values. W e discarded the st 1000 sam ples from each chain and used the ram ahing
sam ples for predictions. For this problem , munning muliple chains results In faster and m ore
e cient sam pling. Simulating the M arkov chain for 10 iterations took about half a m inute for
MNL, and about 3 m lnutes ordpM NL, usinga M ATLAB in plem entation on an U XraSPARC IIT
m achie.

The results Hr M NL and dpM NL m odels are presented in Tabk[3. A s a benchm ark, we also
present the results for the SVM and NN m odels developed by D ing and Dubchak (2001) on the
exact sam e dataset. A swe can see, our linearM N L m odel provides better accuracy rate com pared
to the SVM and NN m odels developed by D ing and D ubchak (2001). OurdpM NL m odelprovides
an additional In provem ent over the M NL model. This shows that there is in fact a nonlinear
relationship between ©ding classes and the com position of am Ino acids, and our nonlinear m odel
could successilly identify this relationship.

It isworth noting the perform ance of the NN m odels is in uenced by m any design choices, and
by m odel assum ptions. W e found that Bayesian neural networks m odel Neal, 199€) had better
perform ance than the NN m odel of D ing and Dubchak (2001). Our NN m odel perform s very
sin ilarly to the performm ance of the dpM NL m odel.
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Clss1l Class 2 Class 3 Class 4

1= 11t 21 2= 11t 22 3= 12t 23 4= 12%t 24

Figure 3: A sin pl representation of our hierarchical classi cation m odel.

5 E xtension to hierarchical classes

In the previous section, we m odeled the olding classes as a set of unrelated entities. However,
these classes are not com pletely unrelated, and can be grouped into four m a pr structural classes
knownas , , = ,and + . DingandDubcdchak (2001) show the corresponding hierarchical
scheme (Tablk 1 In their paper). W e have previously introduced a new approach for m odeling
hierarchical classes (Shahbaba and N eal,|2006,/2007) . In this approach, we use a Bayesian form of
the m ultinom ial logit m odel, w ith a prior that introduces correlations between the param eters for
classes that are nearby In the hierarchy.

F igure[3 illustrates this approach using a sin ple hierarchical structure. For each branch in the
hierarchy, we de ne a di erent set of param eters, .Ourm odelclassi es ob fcts to one ofthe end
nodes using an M NL m odelwhose regression coe cients for class j are represented by the sum of
the param eters for all the branches kading to that class. Sharing of comm on param eters (from
comm on branches) introduces prior correlations between the param eters of nearby classes in the
hierarchy. W e refer to thism odelas coM N L.

In this section, we extend our nonlinear m odel to classi cation problem s where classes have a
hierarchical structure. For this purpose, we use a cotM NL m odel, Instead of M N L, to capture the
relationship between the covariates, x, and the regponse variable, y, w thin each com ponent. T he
results is a nonlinear m odelw hich takes the hierarchical structure of classes Into account. W e refer
to thism odels as dpCoM N L.

Tablk[4 presents the resuls for the two linearm odels (w ith and w ithout hierarchy-dbase priors),
and two nonlinear m odels (w ith and w ithout hierarchy-based priors). In this table, \parent accu—
racy" refers to the accuracy ofm odelsbased on the fourm a pr structuralclasses, namely , , =
W hen com paring the hierarchical m odels to their non-hierarchical counterparts, the advantage of
using the hierarchy is apparent only for som e m easures (ie. parent accuracy rate for coM N1,
and the F; measure for dpCoM NL).As we can see, however, the dpCoM NL m odel provides a
substantial in provem ent over coM N L.
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M odel H Accuracy %) ‘ Parent accuracy %) ‘ Fi1 &) ‘

MNL 50.0 765 412
ol N L 495 779 414
dpM NL 58.6 79.9 53.0
dpC oM N L 59.1 794 552

Tablk 4: Com parison of hierarchical m odels (linear and nonlinear) w ith non-hierarchical m odels
(Iinear and nonlinear) based on protein fold classi cation data.

M odel | Aocuracy &) | Parentaccuracy () | F1 &) |
NN-O vO 414 - -
SVM -0 vO 432 - -
SVM -u0 vO 494 - -
SVM -AvA 565 - -
MNL 565 80 .4 51.4
corM N L, 59.6 833 54.6
dpM N L 604 82.0 55.9
dpC o N L 61.4 83.8 57.8

Tabl 5: Com parison of hierarchical m odels (linear and nonlinear) w ith non-hierarchical m odels
(linear and nonlinear) based on protein fold classi cation data. T he covariates are obtained from
four di erent feature sets: com position of am ino acids, predicted secondary structure, hydropho—
bicity, and nom alized van der W aals volum e.

6 Extension to m ultiple datasets

In order to in prove the prediction of folding classes for proteins, D ing and D ubchak (2001) com —
bined the feature set based on am ino acid com positions w ith 5 other feature sets, which were Inde-
pendently extracted based on various physico-chem ical and structural properties of am no acids in
the sequence. The additional features predicted secondary structure, hydrophobicity, nom alized
vam der W aals volum e, polariy, and polarizability. Each data source has 21 covariates. For a
detailed description of these features, seelD ubchak et all (1995). D ing and D ubchak (2001) added
the above 5 datasets sequentially to the am Ino acid com position dataset. For prediction, they used
am aprity voting system , in which the votes cbtained from m odels based on di erent features sets
are com bined, and the class w ith the m ost votes is regarded as predicted fold. T heir resuls show
that adding additional feature sets can In prove the perform ance in som e cases and can resul in
lower perform ance in som e other cases. One m ain issue w ith this m ethod is that it gives equal
w elghts to votes based on di erent data sources. T he underlying assum ption, therefore, is that the
quality of predictions is the sam e for all sources of Inform ation. This is, of course, not a realistic
assum ption form any realproblem s. In ourpreviouspaper (Shahbaba and N eal,|2006), we provided
a new schem e for combining di erent sources of nform ation. In this approach, we use separate
scale param eters, , for each data source In order to adjust their relative weights autom atically.
T his allow s the coe cients from di erent sources of data to have appropriately di erent variances
In them odel.

Form odelsdeveloped by |D ing and D ubchak (2001), the highest accuracy rate, 565, was achieved
only when they com bined the covariates based on the com position of am no acids, secondary struc-
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ture, hydrophobiciy, and polarity. W e also used these four datasets, and applied our m odels to
the combined data. W e used a di erent scale param eters, , or each dataset. The results from
our m odels are presented in Tabk [H. For com parison, we also present the results obtained by
D ing and Dubchak (2001) based on the sam e datasets. As we can see, this tin e, using the hi-
erarchy results in m ore substantial im provem ents. M oreover, nonlinear m odels provided better
perform ance com pared to their corresponding linear m odels.

7 Conclusions and future directions

W e Introduced a new nonlinear classi cation m odel, w hich usesD irichlet processm ixtures tom odel
the pint distribbution of the response variable, y, and the covariates, x, non-param etrically. W e
com pared our m odel to several linear and nonlinear altemative m ethods using both sim ulated and
realdata. W e found that when the relationship between y and x isnonlinear, our approach provides
substantial In provem ent over alterative m ethods. O ne advantage of this approach is that if the
relationship is in fact linear, the m odel can easily reduce to a linear m odel by using only one
com ponent In the m xture. Thisway, it avoids over tting, which is a comm on challenge in m any
nonlinear m odels.

W e believe ourm odel can provide m ore interpretable results. In m any real problem s, the iden-
ti ed com ponents m ay corregoond to a m eaningfiil segm entation of data. Since the relationship
between y and x ram ains linear in each segm ent, the results of ourm odel can be expressed as a set
of linear pattems for di erent segm ents of data.

A sm entioned above, for sam pling from the posterior distribution, we used m ultiple chainsw hich
appeared to be sam pling di erent regions of the 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
In prove our M CM C sam pling. For this purmpose, we can use m ore e clent m ethods, such as the
\split-m erge" approach introduced by |Jain and Neal (2007) and the short—cut M etropolis m ethod
Introduced by Neal (2008).

In thispaper, we considered only continuous covariates. O ur approach can be easily extended to
situations w here the covariate are categorical. For these problem s, we need to replace the nom al
distribbution in the baseline, Gy, wih a m ore appropriate distrbbution. For exam ple, when the
covariate x isbinary,wecan assumex B ernoulli( ), and specify an appropriate prior distribution
(eg. Beta distrbution) for . A lfematively, we can use a continuous latent variable, z, such that

= exp (z)=fl+ exp (z)g. Thisway, we can stillm odelthe distrbbution ofz as a m xture ofnom als.
For covariates w ith m ultinom ial distrdbution, we can either extend the Bemoulli distribution by
using ( 1535 g ), whereK is t}}ge num ber of categories In x, or use K continuous latent variables,
Z1juyzg ,and set 5= exp (z4)= Ij<0 exp (zg).

Ourm odel can also be extended to problm s where the response variable is not m ultinom ial
For exam ple, we can use this approach for regression problem s w ith continuous response, y. The
distrdbbution ofy can be assum ed nom alw ithin a com ponent. W e m odel the m ean of this nom al
distribution as a linear function of covariates for cases that belong to that com ponent. O ther types
of response variables (ie., w ith P oisson distribution) can be handled in a sin iflar way.

Finally, our approach provides a convenient fram ework for sam isupervised laming, in which
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both labeled and unlabeled data are used in the leaming process. In our approach, unlabeled data
can contrbute to m odeling the distrbution of covariates, x, whik only labeled data are used to
dentify the dependence between y and x. This is a quite usefiil approach for problem s where the
resgponse variable isknown for a lim ited num ber of cases, but a Jarge am ount of unlabeled data can
be generated. O ne such problem is classi cation of web docum ents. In future, we w ill exam Ine the
application of our approach for these problem s.
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