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Abstract

The stochastic block model (SBM) is a gener-
ative model revealing macroscopic structures in
graphs. Bayesian methods are used for (i) clus-
ter assignment inference and (ii) model selection
for the number of clusters. In this paper, we
study the behavior of Bayesian inference in the
SBM in the large sample limit. Combining vari-
ational approximation and Laplace’s method, a
consistent criterion of the fully marginalized log-

ferred, in a principled way, using Bayesian methods (Now-
icki & Snijders, 2001; Hastings, 2006; Newman & Le-
icht, 2007; Hofman & Wiggins, 2008; Daudin et al., 2008;
Mariadassou et al., 2010; Decelle et al., 2011; Latouche
etal., 2012). Incorporating with prior knowledge, Bayesia
methods evaluate the uncertainty of cluster assignments as
posterior probabilities.

There are two types of Bayesian method: those that deal
with the uncertainty of both cluster assignments and model
parameters and those that deal with the uncertainty of clus-

likelihood is established. Based on that, we de-
rive a tractable algorithm that solves tasks (i) and
(ii) concurrently, obviating the need for an outer

loop to check all model candidates. Our empir-
ical and theoretical results demonstrate that our
method is scalable in computation, accurate in
approximation, and concise in model selection.

ter assignments only. In this study, we distinguish between
them and refer to the former dgll Bayesand the latter
aspartial Bayes Full Bayes involves intractable integrals
and hence approximation is necessary. Monte Carlo sam-
pling (Nowicki & Snijders, 2001) approximates these inte-
grals numerically. Variational Bayesian (VB) methods (La-
touche et al., 2012) introduce the mean-field approximation
and solve the integrals as an optimization problem. De-
spite having less legitimacy, partial Bayes is often fadore
in practice because of its tractability. Newman & Leicht

Graph clustering has to goals: to detect densely connectdg007) developed the expectation maximization (EM) al-
subgraphs and to detect structurally homogeneous sulgorithm. Daudin et al. (2008) introduced variational EM,
graphs. While the former often optimizes an objectiveWh'Ch uses t_he mean-f@ld approximation for posterior in-
function, the latter infers the latent variables and the paf€rence. Belief propagation (BP) is an alternative apptoac
rameters of a generative model, for example steehastic f_or posterior inference that_ retains the correlation mfar_
block model (SBM)Despite its simplicity, the SBM is flex- tion among the cluster assignments qnd hence makes infer-
ible enough to express a range of structures hidden in reQNce more accurate than the mean-field approach (Decelle
graphs (Leger et al., 2014, Section 2.1), and while manyt @, 2011).

variants of the SBM have been proposed, the more comgayesian inference can also be used to determine the num-
plex models do not always perform better (Peixoto, 2015)per of clusters (Daudin et al., 2008; Decelle et al., 2011;
In this study, we therefore focus on the most fundamentaj atouche et al., 2012), which we denote Ay Among
version of the SBM. all the model candidatels . . ., K.y, Bayesian theory se-

To uncover the underlying block structures, we need td€Cts the one that achieves the maximum marginal like-

know the cluster assignments of the SBM, which can be inlinood (Schwarz, 1978). Unfortunately, partial Bayesian
methods are inadequate for this task. Because partial Bayes
does not take into account the uncertainty of the model pa-

rameters, it overestimates the model complexity. To ad-
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dress this problem, Daudin et al. (2008) proposed an infor-  invalid because of model singularity. To avoid this, we
mation criterion that is, under some conditioosnsistent analyze the effects of such cases exactly (Section 3).
meaning that it will select the same model as the maxi- e We evaluate the asymptotic expansion of the joint
mum marginal likelihood in the large sample limit. Fully marginal likelihood more rigorously, which improves

Bayesian methods like those proposed by Nowicki & Sni- the error rate (Section 3.2) and yields interpretable

jders (2001) and Latouche et al. (2012) have also beenused. regularization terms (Section 4.3).

These methods, however, share the same problem: scala-e We derive a new BP rule for full Bayes (Section 4.2).
bility. To obtain the maximum, we need to compute the

marginal likelihood for all model candidates. This implies Notation Throughout this paper, we denote by y the
that the model selection task is up I6,,.. times time-  relation such that = y + O(1/N), whereN denotes the
consuming than the cluster assignment inference task. number of nodes.

Although the SBM has been well analyzed in tthense

case, interest has recently turnegparsegraphs, in which 2. Background

the number of edges grows only linearly with the number

of nodes. For example, a person’s Facebook friends do n(?rl' SBM

increase as the total number of Facebook users increasqst ) and& be the sets ofV = |V| nodes andV/ = |€]
The analysis of sparse graphs is more realistic, but is theedges, respectively. The grapu, £) can have self-edges
oretically challenging because the block structure will besg that there aréN;rl) = N(N + 1)/2 possible edges.
indistinguishable in the large sample limit (Reichardt & In the SBM, each node belongs to oneffclusters, and
Leone, 2008; Decelle et al., 2011; Krzakala et al., 2013gach edge is assigned to onefof K + 1)/2 biclusters.
Kawamoto & Kabashima, 2015). Despite its importance,For example, edgéj is assigned to biclustet! if node i
theoretical development of sparse graphs has been limitegelongs to clustek and nodej belongs to clustel. Let us
compared to their dense counterparts. In particular, ne cordenote byX the adjacency matrix, hy; the1-of-K coding
sistent model selection method for sparse graphs has ygéctor representing the cluster assignment of nptg IT
been established. the K x K affinity matrix that specifies the probability that
a pair of nodes to be connected, and+yhe proportion
of cluster assignment$(, v, = 1). Then, the joint log-
erlihood of the SBM can be written as

In the machine learning communitiactorized asymptotic
Bayesian (FAB) inferencé-ujimaki & Morinaga, 2012;
Hayashi et al., 2015) has recently been developed, whic
approximates fully Bayesian inference for various latent
variable models. The FAB method provides both an asymp-
totic expansion of the marginal likelihood, termed the- 3
torized information criterion (FIG)and a tractable algo- + > zwzp(nmy +In(l —mg)' "), (1)
rithm to obtain it. It has a distinctive regularization ef- i<j Kl

fect that eliminates unnecessary model components in th
course of the inference; by initializing the model/ds, ...,
the FAB algorithm converges at somé < K., and K
can then be used as the selected model.

1np(sz | Ha’YvK) = Zzik 1n7k
ik

Eor brevity, we omitK” from the notation when it is obvious
from the context.

2.2. EM Algorithm
In this paper, we present an FAB framework for the SBM

with the following appealing features: By following a Bayesian manner, we marginaliZeout

from the likelihood. The naive marginalization requirels al
Accurate Our approximation is consistent for both densecombinations of to be computed, which is computation-

and sparse graphs. ally infeasible. Instead, we consider its variational form
Tractable Our algorithm employs EM-like alternating
maximization, which is written in closed form. Inp(X[IL, ) = Egln p(X, Z[IL, )] + H(q) + KL(g[[p),
Scalable K is automatically selected during posterior in- (2)
ference, eliminating the outer loop for. . ., Ky ax.
Concise The selecteds is small yet maintaining the same Whereq is any distribution ove#, H(q) = —E,[In¢(Z)]
prediction accuracy as more complex models. is the entropyKL(q||p) = Eq[In¢(Z)/p(Z)] is the KL di-
No hyperparameters All the parameters are estimated. ~ Vergence, and
Our main contributions, which have not been addressed in H(Z) =p(Z | X, T, ) = p(X,Z | II,~) 3)

previous FAB studies, are as follows. Y, p(X,Z |11, )

e For sparse graphs, the original FAB approximation isiS the posterior
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The EM algorithm can be used to obtain the posteFi@)

and the maximum likelihood estimators by iterating two

steps called the E-step and the M-step (Newman & Leich
2007). Let

_ 1 — 1 .
7Z = N ZZZ', ZZT = m(z IijZiZ; + dlag(z SC“ZZ))
i ij i

be the sufficient statistics. Herg, represents the empirical
proportion of nodes assigned to clustemdzzy,, theki-th
element ofzz T, represents the empirical average of edge
assigned to biclustér. In the E-step, we updaggy mini-
mizing the KL divergence with the old estimatorsIidfand
~. Then, in the M-step, we maximiZ&;[In p(X, Z|II, 7)]
with respect tdI and~y, which are obtained in closed form.
Proposition 1. Eg[ln p(X, Z|IL, )] has a unique max-
imum aty = ~(q) E;[z]. Also, for {(k,I) |
E;zk|Eglz] > 0}, Eg[ln p(X, Z|I1, +)] has a unique max-
imum atm,; = 7 (p) where, by denoting- the element-
wise division,

fi(o) = B foa"] + (B, falE, o] + yaine(E, ) ).

2.3.BP
The E-step require®Z) to be computed, but its normaliz-

2.4. Inference on a Sparse Graph

When a graph is dense, the inferenceZois relatively
easy. We say a graph is dense if there exists a constant
a such thate < m; < 1 — a for all k andl, meaning
that M = ©(N?). Celisse et al. (2012) show that, if a
graph is dense and assuming some minor conditja(z),
converges almost surely to the indicator of true cluster as-
signments forN — oo. Therefore, the uncertainty of the
osterior ofZ decreases a¥ increases, i.e., the posterior
ecomes as a point estimator at the large sample limit.

In contrast, the inference problem becomes more difficult
in a sparse graph (Reichardt & Leone, 2008; Decelle et al.,
2011). We say a graph is sparse when = ©(1/N) for

all k andl. In this casery,; approaches zero aéincreases,
and the uncertainty dZ remains even a8/ — oo. Accu-

rate inference of the posterior is thus more important than
the case of dense graphs, which motivates the use of BP.

Sparseness also confers a computational advantage on BP.
For a dense graph, the updating of all the BP messages
requiresO(N3K?)—there areO(N?) messages for each
node, each message requireék ?), and all nodes must

be updated in a single sweep. To reduce the computational
burden, Decelle et al. (2011) proposed an efficient approx-
imation ofa; for a sparse graph as, by using the fact that

ing constant is computationally infeasible. One solution;s—i ~, E[z),
is to restrict the class of(Z). For example, Latouche _
et al. (2012) proposed a variational EM approach that ap- a; ~ — Z np™ ~ — Z IME[z] = a.
proximatesq(Z) from the mean-field expressiofZ) = SEV; s€V

[1; a(z:). However, becausgz; } are mutually dependent The vectora is node-independent, allowing the computa-

in the true posterior, this may cause a huge approximatioflon of unconnected nodes in (4) to be omitted. In this ap-
error. proach, the messages from unconnected nodes are replaced
BP is an alternative approach to obtainip@) (Decelle ~ PY an external field. Therefore, in sparse graphs, the com-
et al., 2011). BP aggregates local marginal informatiorPl€xity is reduced t@(M K*?), because there arel edges

as “message” and computes marginalization efficiently by2dO(1) neighbors for each node.

exploiting the graphical structure of a probabilistic mbde
For (i, ) € &, the message is given as

7 oc exp(lny +a; + Z In T )

(6)

3. Asymptotic Evaluation of Marginals
(4)

Hereafter, for mathematical convenience, we employ the

seV;\i

whereV; = {s|(s,j) € £} is the set of the neighbors of

exponential-family representation of the SBM(1):

Inp(X,Z|©®,n) = Z Z 2k 21 (2306 — ¥ (0k))

nodej anda i, = ngvj In(1—TIa°"7), is the log-factor i<j Kl

of the unconnected nodes. The sum-product rule then gives

the marginal expectations as + Z(;;( zienw — o)), (7)
i <

E[z;] o< o/ 7"« T,

Elziz; | #i; = 1] oc TLx fi? 74 (a7

(5a) wheren € (—o0,00)%~1 is the natural parameter of

w7 (Bb) and¢(n) = In(l + > ,_xe") is the cumulant gen-
where « denotes the Hadamard product. Note that theleratmg function of the multinomial distribution. Simi-

. arly, 0y € (—o0,00) is the natural parameter af,; and
graphical model of the SBM has many loops. Thus, BP . : .

: (x) = In(1+exp(x)) is the cumulant generating function
on the SBM does not converge to the exact posterior. Nev: AN
. : : of the Bernoulli distribution.

ertheless, in many cases, BP gives a better inference than
variational approaches using the mean-field approximaNote that, while the parametrization is different, both (1)
tion (Decelle et al., 2011). and (7) represent the same probabilistic model. Indeed,

)T
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there is a one-to-one mapping from one parametrization thetting Nf(x) = —-Ilnp(X,Z|O,n) and g(x) =
the other. For example, the derivative of the cumulant genp(®)p(n) with x = {®, n}, the joint marginal is approx-
erating function is the mapping from the natural parameteimated by Lemma 2. Before the approximation, however,
to the original parameter, e.gl/ (0;) = m Wherey/() we have to check the conditions of Laplace’s method care-
is the sigmoid function. Alsay’(-) is the softmax function.  fully, especially about 1) the regularity of the Hessian ma-
trix and 2) the interiority of the maximum. Although these
3.1. Asymptotic Joint Marginal conditions are satisfied for most instancesZofthey are
) ) ) o sometimes violated. For example, as Proposition 1 sug-
Our main goal is to obtain the fully marginalized 10g- yosts, if clustet is empty (i.e..z, = 0,) the joint likeli-
I|k_eI|_hooq. Using the exponential-family representation hood takes the same value with afy, |k < | < K} and
this is written as {611 < 1 < k}, i.e., the Hessian matrix becomes singular.
Moreover, if no edge belongs to bicluster (zzx; = 0,
np(X) = hlZ/p(X’Z|®’n)p(®)p(n)d®d" ®)  the maximum occSrs ay g—> —00, whicrg is an enzj—

z point and condition 2) is violated. In particular, the case
wherep(®) andp(n) are the prior distributions of the pa- 0f 0x — —oo is equivalent to the case of;, — 0 and thus
rameters. The marginalization with respec@andn has is critical for sparse graphs.
no analytical solution in general. Also, the computationalgy, the yiolated cases, we evaluate the integral exactly.
|pfea5|bll|ty ofz d_lscussed_m Se(_:tp_n 2.2 st|II. remains. We Combining this with the result of Laplace’s method, we
first resolve this issue of infeasibility by using the varia-
tional form. As analogous to (2), the full marginal (8) is
rewritten as

obtain an asymptotic expansionlafp(X, Z), which is the
main contribution of this paper. The proof is shown in Ap-
pendix.

Inp(X) = E,[lnp(X,Z)] + H(q) + KL(q|lp*) (9) Theorem 3. SupposeK = O(1) and p(®)p(n) is in-

_ o ~finitely differentiable. GiverZ, letS = {k|z, > 0} be

wherep*(Z) = p(Z|X) is the marginalized posterior in the set of the non-empty clusters afid= S\ K; let M, =
which, in contrast tg, the parameters are marginalized out. 2 yip, . ¢ 22 be the minimum size of the non-empty clus-

In (9), the joint marginal ters. We define the indicator function for non-empty clus-
ters asdr, = I(z, > 0) and denote byK, = >,
the number of non-empty clusters. We use a similar no-
X,Z) = X,Z|® C] ded
p(X.2) /p( Z1©,m)p(®)p(n) i tation for non-empty biclusters as;; = 1(zz; > 0) and

still contains the intractable integrals with respecgt@and K=z = 3 k<) 0601 Ak Then, we have
7. However, the joint marginal is more manageable than
the full marginal (8). In the joint marginal is not la-
tent but rather is regarded as giverf.hat is, when eval-
uatingp(X, Z), we can focus on a specific cluster assign- B ~ i =
ments determined b¥, i.e., the uncertainty o is com- J(2) :inp(X, 2|®.1) — R (2) — Ra(2,227) — Ly,
pletely excluded. In a_dd|t|on, as shoyvn in Proposmon 1, Ri(z) == Z 51, In 7.,

p(X,Z|®,n) has a unique maximum if there is no empty 24

cluster (i.e.\V,z > 0.) In this situation,p(X,Z|©,n) o R

has a single peak and its main contribution to the integrafz(2,2z") =5 > 0k01 Ak InZER (1 — F),

Inp(X,Z) =7(Z) + C + O(min(N, M,)~ "),  (10)

is made by the neighbor of the peak; the contribution of k<l

the other part diminishes asymptotically. For this type of ¢ K, -1 In N Kﬁl N(N +1)
integral, Laplace’s methodjives a very accurate approxi- N=""9 iV " 2 ’
mation. C =lnp(®s) +Inp(Rs)

Lemma 2 (Laplace’s method (Wong, 2001))et f :
X — Randg : X — R be infinitely differentiable
functions onX C RP”. Suppose the integral =

In [, exp(—N f(x))g(x)dx converges absolutely for suf- P, Eln/ ( 1 )M’” P(O5[)dO s,

+ ) 6k61(1 — M) P + Qs + const,
k<l

ficiently largeN. If f has a unique maximum &tthat is 1+ efr
an interior point ofx’ and the Hessian matri¥’'V f (X) is 1 N
positive definite, then Qs Eln/ (1 n Zzgs em—lna> p(msins)dns,
1 D N
I~-Nf(X)+Ing(X)— -In|VVf(X)| — = In —. _ _ _
f(x)+ Ilg(X) D) I1| f(x)| 2 n2ﬂ_ WhereMk[:Nngk(gl—’—W) andazl_i_zkesenk.
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The result of Theorem 3 is fairly intuitive and inter- 1) evaluation of Py} and@s,

pretable. Marginalization over non-empty clusték$z;, > o . A

0} and biclusters{(k,1)[zz,, > 0} provides a BIC-like  2) estimation of® ands,

“maximurrllikelihood + penalty” term as/(Z). Since 3) inference of*(Z), and

Inp(X,Z|©,7n) is the maximum likelihood, it monotoni-

cally increases a& increases. In contrast, the valuefaf 4) computation off,-[-] in Ry, Ry, and/,,.

decreases on the orderlafN as the number of non-empty

clusters increases, which penalizes model compleXtty. To avoid 1), we employ the (improper) uniform priors for
and Rs, resulting from the Hessian matrix, represent ad-® andn. If N < oo and|n;| < oo for all non-empty
ditional model complexity, where BIC does not have suchclusters, theq P;} andQs with the uniform priors lose
term. These effects are discussed in detail in Section 4.3. their dependency oV and becomé’;,; = ln% andQs =

mlS|n 1. Also, lnp(@) andln p(n) become constants. We

The contribution of empty (bi)clusters is separated fro : \
therefore ignor&” in (10) as a constant.

the main term and appear &%, and(@Qs, which place an
extra penalty on model redundancy. The integran@of  Difficulties 2)-4) are bypassed them by constructing a
is the My,-th power of the sigmoid function and the prior tractable lower bound df2IC.

density, whereMy,; roughly represents the proportion of o

bicluster kl. Because thel/,;-th power of the sigmoid For 2), because .the average of maxima is greater than or
function has a change point &t= — In My, it can be equal to the maximum of the average,

approximated by a step function where the step point is EMp(X.Z 1O i >FE (X Z| O 7 12

— In M. This approximate®}; as the log cumulative dis- o[np(X,Z]6,7)] 2 E[lnp(X, 2 ©,7)]  (12)

tribution of the prior: Py ~ InPr(fy ~ p(0u|©\s) < holds for anyy(Z), where
—In My,;). Because the logarithm of a cumulative distribu-

tion is non-positive, it decreases the likelihood depegdin {©,n} = argmax E,[Inp(X, Z|©, n)]

on the choice of the priors. A similar observation holds for emn

Qs- is the global maximizers having closed-form solutions:
3.2. Asymptotic Marginal Likelihood O =) @ra(@)), T =(¢) " (k(q).  (13)

By substituting (10) into (9) and setting= p*, we obtain (')~ is the logit function and¢’)~! is the inverse soft-
the approximation ofu p(X), which we referto as thiellly ~ max function.

factorized information criterion For 3), to obtainp*(Z), we again use Theorem 3. Be-

F2IC(K) =E,-Inp(X,Z | ©,7, K) — R, (2) causep”(Z) = p(Z|X) o p(X,Z), collecting the
_— . Z-related terms in (10) give9*(Z) = q¢*(Z)(1 +
—Ro(z,22") —In +Cl+ H(p"). (1) O(min(N, M,)~)) where
Corollary 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3, . N R(2Z)_Ro(z.z2T)—tln
y b ¢"(Z) o p(X, Z|®, e (- Re(maaT) k€ (1)
_ 2

Inp(X|K) = FTIC(K) + O(1). We then use;* instead ofp*. Note that because of the

In addition, if A1) p* satisfiesPr(z, # 0n z, =  honnegativity of the KL divergenc&?IC(p*) > F*1C(q)

o(N~3)) = O(N~1)forall k, holds for anyy(Z), and usingy* gives a lower bound.

For 4), we obtain lower bounds using Jensen’s inequal-
ity. For Ry, we use a lower bound ofE[d; Inz;] >

. _ _ . —E[ln(zx + )] > —In(Ez, + &). For Ry, because
Corollary 4 shows thaf2IC is consistent with the marginal T = O(N-!) for a sparse grapghlnzz (1 — 7x) =
log-likelihood. In addition, ifAl is satisfied, i.e., if the InZzy + O(N 1) and the effect of 1 — 7, is negligible.
almost-empty clusters havim;g\/ﬁ) nodes are rarely gen-  Also, —E[616 A In 728 > _1H(Eﬁkl+#)_ A similar
erated by the marginal posterior, the approximation betower bound holds fof .

comes more accurate and the error decreasg s ).

Inp(X|K) ~ F?IC(K).

By combining these, we obtain the lower bounddiC as
4. Posterior Inference and Model Selection E,[Inp(X,Z|©,7)] — Ri(E,Z) — Ro(E zz")
4.1. Lower Bound of F2IC — Iy + H(q), (15)

ComputingF2IC is a nontrivial task due to four challenges:  Constructing a lower bound for a dense graph is also possible
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where Rl(z) = %Z n(zp + %), R ( = Algorithm 1 FABBP(~,IT)
I e n@ZE + s=), and Iy = EFRmWN 4+ repeat o
K(K+1) | N(N+1) for randomly choosingi, j) € £ do
4 2 UpdateFz; andu'~7 by (18)
i new __ old U A ey R e]
4.2. Inferenceof ¢(Z) 0" = Ez; i Bz, o new — Hold
h<h+4"

Similarly to the EM algorithm, we need to optimizein Ez «+ Ez + §'/N
(15) that tightens the lower bound. For that purpose, we Ezz' « Ezz | + II % 5HJ'(N.7'—>1‘)T/N2
derive a new BP rule. if Ez;, < 0.1/Nfork =1,..., K then
Substituting the above approximatiof®; ~ Ri, Ry ~ Remove clustek and K" «+ K —1
Ry, n ~ Iy) to (14), the sum-product rule defines a mes- endefr;(: if
sage for(i, j) € € as ; L

ge for(i. j) until Z(i_’j)eg |6°77|/M < 1072

w7 ocexp(Iny +a; + Z InTIp™7 — X;), (16) return ¢ = {Ez, Ezz '}

seV;\i
Ajk =InE\[exp(R:1(z) + Ro(zz"))|z;5 = 1], (17)  Algorithm 2 The PAB algorithm of the SBM.

: Initialize K = K.x andu=7 for (i, j) € £ randomly
. — 2 : S . ’
where,; [f(_Z)] Zy F2) oz 1 (Z-7)_ denotes Initialize IT by the spectral method (Rohe et al., 2011)
the expectation by the joint message except node

repeat

Because the log-expectation-exponential Ay is in- q <+ FABBP(y,II)
tractable, we need to approximate it. The key fact is that v + ~(q) and IT + II(q)
each message is normalized, gfd._., °/(z;) can be until maxy [rold — 72ew| < 1078
seen as the probabilities ¢£, }.;. By using this, we ob-
tain thatk, ;[exp(R1 (2))|zx = 1] ~ exp(R1 (E\; (2] 2% = ) o
1])), which is written as wheret\; = N%; — E¢[z;] + 1 andT\; = N*37" —
) ) ) E,[z;]E, [Zsev z,]" +117. These expectations can be
5 In(Ey ;[ ]256 = 1] + ~ + 5 ZlH(E\j [Z1]z1 = 0] + N) computed in the same way as (5).

l#k We refer to the inference algorithm using this messages as
- 11 NE\;[Zk|zjx = 1] + 1 b FABBP (Algorithm 1). Thanks to the approximation for
N NE\[Zk|zjx = 0] + 1 sparse graphs, the time complexity of FABBRIEM K2),

as in the original BP. In accordance wiRYIC, we refer
Note thath = 1 37/ In(E\,[z|2; = 0] + &) does not  to the alternating update qfZ) and{©, 7} as theF>AB
depend ork so that we ignore it as a constant. Also, in algorithm(Algorithm 2).
a sparse graph, recall that~7(z,) ~ E,[z,] for j ¢ Vs

(Section 2.4). Therefore, 4.3. Penalization Effect of R; and R»
B> ey 2s] 25 Ny —E[z] + 2 In F2IC (11), the marginalization with respect ® andn
]E\7[ z] = N ~ N ’ induces additional termB&; and R, via Laplace’s method.
S Their effects are inherited in FABBP as which does not
Similar approximation can be used 8y, [1?>(z, zz")). exist in the original BP message (4). In faatdiminishes
Back-substituting these into (17), we obtain an approxi- the size of redundant clusters. For example, consider the
mate BP message as effect of R;, which appears as (19a). When = Q(1),

t\; ~ N4, This simplifies (19a) to
w7 xexp(lny 4+ a; + Z InTIp®™7 — A;). (18) Loty l 1 1
seV;\i —1In ~ —1In (1 + —_) . 20
2 [t\j]k 2 N’}/k ( )
This suggests that, {2(/V) nodes are assigned to cluster
B 1. [yl +1 1/N4; — 0 and (20) goes to zero, i.e2; penalizes noth-
Ajk =7 In o (19a) ing. In contrast, if clustet: has only a few noded,/ N7,
\glk remains a constant, arft} reduces the message proportion
[T\jlk + 2 sey, Bal2si] of clusterk (Figure 1).
+ = Z T . (19b)
\VaL

Here,5\j corresponds to thE2IC penalty terms defined as

Remarkably, R, has a different penalization effect that
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Cluster g | the Dirichlet process mixtures (DPMs)—the Bayesian non-
proportions parametric extension of mixture models—overestinidate
e ! Because the IRM is closely related to the DPM, the IRM

k=1 2 3 4 Ry may be inconsistent.
X o= X Model Selection In partial Bayesian methods, a few in-
BP message F2IC penalty FABBP message formation criteria have been proposed. Peixoto (2012;
2013) used a criterion based on the minimum description
Figure 1.Penalization effect oR,. length principle. Decelle et al. (2011) proposed a BP-based

framework that determinels’ from the Bethe free energy.

complements that aR;. As in (20), (19b) can be approxi- Next, for comparison witi2IC, we introduce four fully
mated as Bayesian information criteria.

1 Ssev, Eqlzsl] Daudin et al. (2008) adapted tliretegrated classification
3 1+ W (21)  likelihood (ICL) criterion (Biernacki et al., 2000) to the
l

SBM, defined as
Unlike the case of?,, two cluster sizes), andy; appear
in the denominator together. Because the proget rep-

resents the proportion of biclustét, R, penalizes each ~ ) } ] _
cluster if it has many small (low-proportional) biclusters wherely is as defined in Section 4.1. There are three main

Thus, R, evaluates the redundancy of clusters in a mordlifferences wittIC: ICL 1) usey instead op* and does
fine-grained way tharR, does—theR; penalty depends not have 2) the entropif and 3) the penaltieB,, R2, and

on cluster proportions, whereas tRe penalty depends on C. 1) and 2) are reasonable for a dense graph because, as
bicluster proportions. discussed in Section 2.4,converges to a point estimator,

which means thap* — pandH(p) — 0 atN — oc.
These penalization affect all the BP messages, and reduiso, 3) can be ignorable as a constant and hence ICL is
dant clusters disappear in the FABBP iterations. For thigonsistent asymptotically equivalent op(X|K), if the
reason, it is not necessary to compute #®C lower  following strong condition holdsA2) the probability that
bound for model selection; if the initial modél..x IS the posterior generates empty (bi)clusters is Zelrmcon-
SUfﬁCientIy |arge, the FABBP algorithm will automatica”y trast, when a graph is Spargé(ﬁ) — O(N) and the con-
determine an adequate . sistency no longer holds.

ICL = Inp(X, E;Z|0(5),7(p)) — In,  (22)

Latouche et al. (2012) proposed a non-asymptotic coun-
5. Related Work terpart of ICL that replaces the marginal likelihood with

Bayesian Methods Nowicki & Snijders (2001) em- its VB lower bound. However, the error caused by the
ployed a Monte Carlo method for Bayesian inference. A|_mean-fielq approximation is not asymptotically negligible
though it is accurate, their method cannot handle graph@nd consistency does not hold.

larger than a few hundred nodes. To deal with large graphgujimaki & Morinaga (2012) proposed the original formu-
the VB method using the EM algorithm is often used (New-|ation of FIC for mixture models. Because the SBM is a

man & Leicht, 2007; Hofman & Wiggins, 2008; Daudin mixture model, the FIC can be imported into the SBM. This
et al., 2008; Latouche et al., 2012). One of the standard aps defined as

proaches is to update the latent variables and model param-
eters iteratively using the uninformative priors (Hofman & FIC =E,-[np(X,Z | ©,7) — (K + )R1 (2)]

Wiggins, 2008; Latouche et al., 2012; Mariadassou et al., 2

2010). An alternative approach is to use BP for the clus- — Iy + H(p*). (23)
ter assignment inference (Hastings, 2006; Decelle et al.,

2011). FIC is similar toF2IC in having the penalty ternk;. This

eliminates unnecessary clusters, in the same way?Es,
Suring posterior inference. However, FIC ignores the Hes-
sian term in Laplace’s method, which omi from the
formulation. This makes the approximation error larger
and the regularization effect weaker thBAIC (we con-
firm this empirically in the next section.) Crucially, FIC

Bayesian nonparametric methods provide an alternativ
way of determining X' (Antoniak, 1974; Griffiths &

Ghahramani, 2011). Kemp et al. (2006) proposed the in
finite relational model (IRM), which extends the SBM to
handle an infinite number of clusters. In a way similar to
FAB, K is automatically determined during the learning
process. However, Miller & Harrison (2013) proved that  2A2is a strong version oA1.
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Table 1.Summary of fully Bayesian model selection on SBM.
“Accuracy” shows asymptotic error againstX). “One-Pass”
indicates whether model selection is one pass or not. Naie th
ICL is consistent but its asymptotic rate is unknown.

Methods Accuracy (with/withouA2)  One-
Dense Sparse Pass

ICL (22) Consistent/~  O(N)/-

cICL (24) Oo(1)l- o()l-

VB (Latouche et al.) /- —I—

FIC (23) Oo(1)l- o()/l- v

F2IC (11) o(x)lo(1) o(F)oa) v

does not take into account the case of empty (bi)cluster
in Laplace’s method. Although, like ICL, this is justifiable

whenAZ2 is satisfied, consistency does not hold for sparse =

graphs. Finally, FIC is computed by VB-based optimiza-
tion; BP inference like FABBP (Algorithm 2) has not been
addressed.

For ICL (22), if we add the entropy and move the expecta-
tion to the outside, the criterion corresponds to the simpli
fied version of FIC calle8ICEM (Hayashi et al., 2015).
We refer to this asorrected ICL (cICL)

cICL = Ez[Inp(X, Z|O(p), 7(p)] — In + H(p). (24)

Under A2, cICL is asymptotically equivalent to the full
marginal for both dense and sparse graphs.
less, cICL essentially differs frofi?IC in that cICL uses

the unmarginalized posterior (3). Therefore, cICL does
not have an automatic model selection mechanism and the

outer loop for all model candidates is needed.

Table 1 compares the above methods WithC. It can be
seen that?IC is the most accurate method and the only
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Figure 2.Synthetic data experiment: results. (Top) Means and
standard deviations of selected number of clusters Wittliffer-
ent random seeds. (Bottom) Means runtimes.

Table 2.Real network experiment: data.

Data N M
football (Girvan & Newman, 2002) 114 1224
euroroad YSubelj & Bajec, 2011) 1174 2834
propro (Jeong et al., 2001) 1868 4406
netscience (Newman, 2006) 1460 5484
email (Guimer et al., 2003) 1133 10902
names (Konect, 2015a) 1773 18262
uniq (Konect, 2015c) 1858 25068
usairport (Konect, 2015b) 1574 34430

consistent criterion for sparse graphs without any special

conditions likeA2.

Finally, we discuss a few studies that have addresse
the scalability issue of model selection. Yang & Zhao

spectral method (Rohe et al., 2011). The model candidates
df I CL, cl CL, andVB were setto{1, ..., Kyax}. All the
hyperparameters &B were set td /2 as suggested by La-

(2015) proposed a simultaneous framework of inferencdéouche et al. (2012).
and model selection by simplifying the parameterization

of the SBM. Liu et al. (2015) developed an FAB frame-

Synthetic Data First, we investigated whether the se-

work for the factorial graph model that assumes a low-rankected number of clusteis coincided with one planted us-

structure in edge probabilities while allowing cluster Bve

lapping. However, their models are essentially different,

and their approaches are not applicable to the SBM.

6. Experiments

Following six methods were used in experimentsCL
andcl CL with BP inferenceVB andFAB with the mean-
field approximationfl C+BP, andF2AB. FI C+BP was the
method whose objective is the original FIC (23) yet the
inference was done by FABBP. All of these were imple-
mented in Python anBZ andIT were initialized using the

ing synthetic data. We sét = 4 as the planted value, and
trueIl asmy; = 1/N for k # [ andry, = 20/N as a sparse
graph. We then generated data with= (1,1,1,1), i.e.
all of the clusters were the same size. Welsgt,, = 20.

The results (Figure 2) show clearly tH&tC+BP andF2AB
outperformed the other methods. ICL consistently under-
estimatedk’, as noted in Section 5. The performances of
cl CL andVB were unstable; they detectéd correctly in
most cases but produced a few very inaccurate estimations.
While the performances &¢fl C+BP andF2AB were simi-

lar, F2AB provided more accurate and stable detection, es-

pecially whenN was small.
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Table 3.Real network experiment: results. Means (and standardatiens) of selected number of clusters and testing erraotts Svi
different random seeds. “nNPLL” indicates negative NPLin&der is better.) Results that were significantly betteore-sided-test
with 95% confidence are indicated by bold font.

email euroroad football names netscience propro uniq [air
clCL N/A N/A 7 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
% VB 24.8 5.1 13 40.9 21.33 28.8 39.1 34.6
% IRM 319.99 220.02 27.77 406.18 340.95 353.69 497.07 154.11
Q FAB 13.1 7.8 10.9 12.5 16.5 3.5 16 13.2
$ FIC+BP 25.11 11.44 11.3 21.5 18.5 10 16.86 1.88
F2AB 7.25 4.43 5.75 6 6.62 2.62 8.71 2
~ clCL N/A N/A 14.49 £0.75 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
S VB 7.28 £0.58 4.27+1.15 30.57+£0.79 6.894+0.66 3.96+ 0.67 5.69 +11.52 10.97 + 0.98 17+ 2.03
f, IRM 6.93 +£0.04 244+0.02 11.3£0.15 5.28+0.02 3.65=+0.02 2.440.02 582+0.02 4.81+0.01
i FAB 9.61 £0.55 1.754+0.13 26.47 £0.53 13.75+£1.78 9.62+1.67 1.67+0.14 11.28 £0.41 27.46 4+ 2.04
% FIC+BP 3.84 £0.15 1.6540.05 9.97+0.3 3.16£1.58 1.09+0.06 1.13+0.03 4.974+3.39 52.69 £+ 15.14
F2AB 3.85+0.11 0.95+0.03 899+1.01 3.18+0.09 1.21+0.11 1.03+0.33 3.43+0.11 67.02+12.65

Real Networks We also investigated the performance us-F2AB achieved the best prediction performance with the
ing eight real networks (Table 2). Instead &L, we added smallestK in most of the real data sets.
thel RMwith collapsed Gibbs sampling (Liu, 1994). For

L;I\;l{we ufei;i?{;(? T/eﬁh}yp%r)p;r;rgitrzr tsheettmg?;?glﬁza_ the lack of consistency. AlthougR?IC is consistent, the
max o ’ ’ g F2AB algorithm does not have such guarantee due to the

tion error, we randomly masked 1% of all edges as missingJse of BP and the lower bound. Nevertheless HRAB

and these were not used in the training (during the tramélgorithm empirically selected better models than theothe

ing, these MISSINgs were imputed by each algc_mthm.) A.f'methods. This is plausibly because of the following two
ter model selection, we evaluated the normalized predic-

tive log-likelinood (NPLL), which is the PLL divided by ~2°"0%. Z';Stért:;car“aseh ”;‘*Aé‘g'gtﬁir EI é?(f:;agcir']‘\’/‘;fse's
N(N + 1)/2, for those missing values. The results in Ta- P grapn, g y 9

ble 3 show thattl CL exceeded 48 hours for most data tothe true m_argmal posterior. Seco_nd,H‘MB algorithm

.. started the inference fromi,,.,, which was usually very
sets, whose results are not shown. In terms of predlcnoqar e This miaht expand a possible search space and avoid
FI C+BP andF2AB were significantly better than the others ge. 9 b P P

in five data sets. In additiof2AB selected the smallesf getting stuck in local maxima.
for all except “usaport” data set.

A major theoretical limitation of th&2AB algorithm is
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A. Proof of Theorem 3

We first derive the Hessian matrix of the log-likelihood.

Proposition 5. The Hessian matrix of the negative maximum log-likelihedd p(X,Z | é),ﬁ) is given as a block

diagonal matrixf = (¢ Fon ). The submatri¥e is diagonal havingK (K + 1)/2 elements, where each element
corresponds to the second derivative with respeéj.tdor k = 1,..., K andk <[ < K. Its diagonal element is given as
Mg (1 — fge) (25)

whereMy, is defined in Theorem 3. Another submalFix is given as

Fp= N(diag(’?\x) - ’Y\K’AY\TK)a (26)

wherey, g = (11, .. YK—-1) "

Proof. Since® andn have no interaction iin p(X, Z|®, n), the off-diagonal elements & are zero. Now we check the
Hessian w.r.t®, which is

o N+1\! X
W{—< ;— > np(X,Z|O,7)} @7
kl
= ﬁ Z Zinzji" (Or1) 28)
i<j
= m(z ziez" () + Y zinzat)” (Ox)) (29)
i ;
—N 212 1 )
=N n 1(ZkZl + el Zzikzil)w (Or1). (30)

Sincez; is 1-of-K-coded,) ", zirz;y = 0 for k # land) ", zizik = >, zi = NZzi. Also, sincey/’(-) is the sigmoid
function, its derivatives is written as

W (Ot) = ¥ () (1 — ¥ (Or)) (31)
= T (1 — Tg) (32)

By substituting these, we obtain Eq. (25). Fgr

~Inp(X,Z| ©,4)

ViV N = ann‘b(f?) (33)
and
po) . o
a—nk = ¢r(n) = T Zp<K e (34)
Dp(n) 09 (70)
onkdm, — Om (35)
ek ek gt
=[(k=1 — — - 36
( )1 ke (L4, o) (36)
=1I(k = 1)¢y(7) — o (M1 (M) (37)
=1(k = D)% — Y- (38)

This yields Eq. (26). O
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We then consider the joint marginal. We see that the margatéin is divided into into two parts:

Inp(X,Z) =l / p(X.Z | ©,m)p(©)p(n)dOdn (39)
=1n/p(X | Z,0)p(©)de +1n/p(Z | n)p(n)dn. (40)

The first term can further be broken down into the marginath vaspect td 6, }, which is evaluated by the next lemma.
Lemma6. Let®,;; = {0;;|i # kA j # 1}. Then,

in [ p(X[zs. 21,61)p(©)d01s = (O, (41)
1np(X|Zk,Zl, é\kl) + 1np(§kl|®\kl) - %(hlé\kl(l — é\kl) + In % + 0(1/N25k21) if ZZp1, Zx, 21 > 0
+< Py if zzp, =0andz,, z; > 0
0 ifzp,=00rz;=0
(42)

P.; and My, are defined in Theorem 3.

Proof. For the integral, there are three cases we have to consider.

Casel: zzy, Zk, 21 >AO R
In this case;—oco < 6y, < oo andy”(6x;) > 0, meaning the conditions for Laplace’s method are satisfitéel then use
Laplace’s method and obtain the result.

Case2: 7z =0and z,, 2, > 0 R
In this case, the maximum occurs at the endpint— —oo, and we cannot use Laplace’s method. We then leave it as an
exact expression of the integral, whichfyg,.

Case3:. z,=00rz;,=0
In this casep(X|zx, z;, 0;) = 1 and the integral boils down the marginalization of the pifigf ®)d6,; = p(@\). O

The second term of (40) is evaluated as the next lemma.

Lemma?7. LetS = {k|z; > 0}\ K. Then,
in [ p(Zmp(n)an ~N 3 20— Nolas) + lup(iis) — 5 3 nz - Bl fosy @
keS ° y 2 keS 2 2m

whereQ)s anda are defined in Theorem 3.

Proof. By denotingn = 1+, s e, 8 =1+ >, 5™ and using the relatio- = ¢*~'"“, we have

m/ (Z|n)p(n)d zln/ex (NZZA)( . )N (m)d (44)
(1Y
—1n/exp(Nl§Zk77k) <a—5) p(n)dn (45)

By using change of variablg = n, — Ina for [ ¢ S, we can rewrite this as

N N
N 1 1
ln/exp(N ges Zk k) (a) (m) p(nSa€\8 +In O‘)dnsdg\s- (46)
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In (46), the marginal w.r.ty  approximated by Laplace’s method as

51y, N

. . . 1
L=NY ik — No(is) +np(is) — 5 In[Fs| — 5 (47)
kes
where
In[Fs| =In|V5, V5, 6(n)| (48)
=In(1—) )+ 7 (49)
seS seS
~Inx + > A (50)
sES
= ) z. (51)
SESUK
Then, (46) is rewritten as
1 N
(46)~L + In / (7) p(E\s + Indlig)dé (52)
IEDYPREDA e
~L+ Qs(N). (53)
O

Combining Lemmas 6 and 7 gives (10).



