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Abstract

Normalized compound random measures are flexible nonparametric priors for re-
lated distributions. We consider building general nonparametric regression models
using normalized compound random measure mixture models. We develop a general
approach to the unbiased estimation of Laplace functionals of compound random
measure (which includes completely random measures as a special case). This allows
us to propose a novel pseudo-marginal Metropolis-Hastings sampler for normalized
compound random measure mixture models. The approach is illustrated on problems
of density regression.
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1 Introduction

The problem of Bayesian nonparametric inference for distributions at different regres-
sor values has been an extremely active area of research. Many approaches use de-

pendent nonparametric mixture models and build on the idea of dependent Dirichlet
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process mixture models (MacEachern, 1999), which generalized the commonly-used
Dirichlet process mixture model. A generic dependent nonparametric mixture model
assumes that a sample y1, ..., y, observed at regressor values x1, ..., x, (where x € X

for some measureable space X) is modelled as
Yilzi ~ k(yil0s,(z:)),  p(si =k) =wg(z;), k=1,...,00 (1.1)

where k(y|0) is a distribution for y with parameter 8, w(z) > 0 for all k¥ and z € X,
Y pey wi(z) = 1 almost surely for all z € X and 6, (x), 02(z), 03(z), ... are indepen-
dent realisations of a stochastic process. The model simplifies to a nonparametric
mixture model if the sample is observed at a single regressor value.

Many approaches to constructing specific models in the form of (1.1) generalize
the stick-breaking construction of the Dirichlet process (Sethuraman, 1994) and these
were reviewed in Dunson (2010). Alternatively, processes for density regression have
been defined through normalizing generalizations of completely random measures
(CRM’s) (Kingman, 1993). These constructions have several advantages. Firstly,
the weights wi(x), wa(z),... are not ordered, as is the case with stick-breaking con-
structions. Secondly, dependence is defined at the level of the weights wy(x) rather
than, as is typical in stick-breaking constructions, through a non-linear transforma-
tion of the weights. Foti and Williamson (2012) defined a wide-class of such process
using normalized kernel-weighted random measures, which generalize the approach
to time-dependent random measures in Griffin (2011). Griffin et al. (2013) developed
an approach to modelling a finite set of dependent random measures using superpo-
sitions of completely random measure (see also Lijoi and Nipoti, 2014; Lijoi, Nipoti
and Priinster, 2014a,b; Chen et al, 2013). Alternatively, dependence can be modelled
through a Lévy copula (Leisen and Lijoi, 2011; Leisen, Lijoi and Spano, 2013; Zhu
and Leisen, 2014). Compound random measures (CoRM) (Griffin and Leisen, 2016)
are a unifying framework for many dependent random measures including many of
the superposition and Lévy copula approaches. They have been applied to mod-

elling graphs for overlapping communities by Todeschini and Caron (2016). Griffin



and Leisen (2016) described posterior sampling methods for a particular class of nor-
malized compound random measure mixtures which exploits a representation of the
Laplace transform of the CoRM through a univariate integral of a moment generating
function. Ranganath and Blei (2015) independently developed a normalized CoRM
model where the weights depend on a Gaussian process and described a variational
Bayesian algorithm for inference.

In this paper, we will consider extending the class of compound random measures
(CoRM) from finite collections of distributions to infinite collections of distributions.
This allows us to define CoORM models where the weights follow a time series model,
the weights follow a regression model or the weights are defined through a hierarchical
model. The computational algorithms in Griffin and Leisen (2016) cannot be used
in this wider class of models since moment generating functions are not available
in closed forms. Therefore, we develop a new MCMC algorithm for CRM-based
nonparametric mixture models which uses a novel pseudo-marginal MCMC method
(Andrieu and Roberts, 2009).

The paper is organized in the following way. Section 2 reviews compound random
measures (CoRM) and normalized compound random measures (NCoRM). Section
3 discusses defining NCoRM mixture models. Section 4 introduces a novel com-
putational algorithm for NCoRM mixture which can be widely applied. Section 5
illustrates how NCoRM can be used in density regression problems and how the

computational algorithm performs. Section 6 concludes.

2 NCoRM processes and some NCoRM mix-

ture models

In this Section, some preliminaries about vectors of random probability measures and
their normalized versions are provided. In particular, we focus on the paper of Griffin

and Leisen (2016) where a unifying framework for dependent Bayesian nonparametric



priors has been introduced and studied.

2.1 Background on NCoRM processes

Let (2, F,P) be a probability space and (Y,)) be a measure space, with Y Polish
and ) the Borel o—algebra of subsets of Y. Denote by My the space of boundedly
finite measures on (Y,)), i.e. this means that for any p in My and any bounded
set A in ) one has u(A) < co. Moreover, My stands for the corresponding Borel

o—algebra, see Daley and Vere-Jones (2003) for technical details.

Definition 1. Let f;, j = 1,...,d, be a measurable mapping from (2, F,P) into
(My,My) and such that for any Ai,..., A, in ), with A4; N A; = 0 for any i # j,
the random vectors (fi1(A4;), ..., td(A;)) and (fu1(A4;), ..., fta(A;)) are mutually inde-
pendent. Then we say that the vector of random measures (fi1, ..., fig) is completely

random.

In the one-dimensional case we recover the concept of a completely random mea-
sure introduced by Kingman (1967). It is easy to prove that completely random
vectors can be seen as a sum of two components, one with fixed jumps and one which
has a representation through a Laplace functional transform. Throughout the paper,
we will consider completely random vectors without the fixed jump part. There-
fore, one has a multivariate analogue of the Lévy-Khintchine representation for the
vector (fi1,...,ftq) (see Sato (1999), Daley and Vere-Jones (2003) and Epifani and
Lijoi (2010)). Precisely, let f1;(f;) = [ fjdf;; for any set of measurable functions
f = (fi,...,fa) such that f; : Y - R", j =1,...,d and [|fj|dii; < oo, the

following equality holds

B |:6_[L1(f1)—~--—ﬁd(fd)} = exp {—¢Z,d(-f)} (21)

where

vpa(f) = / / 1 e DTl py(dsy, . dsa) aldy)  (2.2)
’ Y J(0,00)¢
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and

/(o,oo)dl pa(dsi,...,dsj—1,A,dsjq1,...,dsq) = /ij(ds). (2.3)
The representation (2.2) implies that the jump heights of (fi1, ..., fig) are independent
from the jump locations. It is worth noting that, since (fi1, ..., fig) has independent
increments, its distribution is characterized by a choice of fi, ..., fg in (2.1) such that

fi=Xj1l4 for any set Ain Y, \; € R" and j =1,...,d. In this case
Vpa(f) = a(A) ¥pa(A)
where A = (A\q,...,\g) and

wp,d(A) = / [1 — e_<>"s>] pa(dsi, ..., dsq)
(RF)4

where s = (s1,...,54) and (A, s) = 25:1 AjSj.
Now, consider a completely random vector (fi1, ..., fig) such that each component

is an homogeneous completely random measure on Y, i.e. the Lévy intensity v; of
the measure fi; is

vj(ds,dy) = vj(ds)a(dy), j=1,...,d.

A compound random measure is one way to construct completely random vectors

which satisfies (2.3) for any j =1,...,d.

Definition 2. Suppose that fi1,..., fig are homogeneous completely random mea-
sures. A Compound Random Measure (CoRM) is a completely random vector defined

by a score distribution h and a directing Lévy process with intensity v* such that

pa(dsy,...,dsq) = /zdh (s1/2y...,84/z) ds1-+-dsqv*(dz)

where h is the probability mass function or probability density function of the score
distribution and v* is the Lévy intensity of the directing Lévy process which satisfies

the condition

/z_d/min(l, | s1)h(s1/2,...,8q4/2)dsv*(dz) < o0

where || s || is the Euclidean norm of the vector s = (s1,.. ., 8q).



If the marginal Lévy intensities v; are fixed then we need to choose v* and h such

that
vj(ds) = /z_lhj(s/z)u*(dz)ds
where hj(s/z) = [h(s1,...,8j-1,8/2,Sj41,--.,8a)ds1 -+ dsj_1dsjt1 - - dsq.
Griffin and Leisen (2016) introduced a new class of vectors of dependent Bayesian

nonparametric priors whose definition we recall here.

Definition 3. Let (jig, ..., fiq) be a CoORM on Y? and let Dj = % forj=1,...,d.
J

Moreover, assume that for each j =1,...,d:

((0,+00)) / - / hy(s/2)v*(dz)ds = +o00 (2.4)

The vector

p: (ﬁl?"'apd)

is called a Normalized Compound Random Measure (NCoRM).

Remark. Condition (2.4) is a necessary requirement to ensure the existence of vector
of NCoRM. If it does not hold, the normalization does not make sense since fi;(Y) = 0

with positive probability (Regazzini, Lijoi and Priinster, 2003).

Griffin and Leisen (2016) note an alternative representation of NCoRM processes
which provides a link to models of the form in (1.1) and shows that the weights are
formed by product of draws from the score distribution and the jumps of the directing

Lévy process. The representation is
~ migJkde, >
w;k0p
Z Zk | Mik Jk kZ:1 ? k
A d. .
where w;, = %, (M1, ..., miq) S h, Ji,Jo,J3..., are the jumps of the
process with directing Lévy process v* and 6, g &, with @ = a/a(Y).
Griffin and Leisen (2016) focused on the sub-class of CoRMs and NCoRMs whose
scores are independent and identically distributed so that

d
h(sl,...,sd) = Hf(sj>

Jj=1



where f is a continuous univariate density. This implies that the marginal processes

have the same Lévy intensity of the form

vj(ds) = v(ds) = /z_lf(s/z) dsv*(dz). (2.5)

In particular, they considered exponential or gamma score distributions. Precisely,
they focused on a gamma distribution (or density) with shape ¢ and mean ¢ which

has density

flz) = F(l@x"ﬁ_l exp{—z}.

This implies that 2~ f(s/z) is proportional to the density of a gamma distribution
with shape parameter equal to ¢ and mean ¢ z. The Lévy intensities v and v* and the
score density f are linked by (2.5) and a CoRM can be defined by either deriving v*
for a fixed choice of f and v or by directly specifying f and v*. In this latter case, it is
interesting to consider the properties of the induced v. The forms for some particular

choices of marginal process are shown in Table 1. A gamma marginal process arises

v(s) v*(2)

Gamma, process

s exp{—s},s >0 M 1—2)"0<2<1

o-stable process

& —l-0o ol'(¢) —o—1
CCREE feraraa? | 2> 0
Generalized gamma process
el —o— ol —o— o+d—
Ti—o)° Yexp{—As},z >0 W%_@z 1= X2t 0<z<1/A

Table 1: The form of directing Lévy intensity in a CoRM which leads

to particular marginal processes.

when the directing Lévy process is a Beta process and a o-stable marginal process



arises when the directing Lévy process is also a o-stable process. Generalized gamma,
marginal processes lead to a directing Lévy process which is a generalization of the
Beta process (with a power of z which is less than 1) and re-scaled to the interval
(0,1/a). In fact, if we use a gamma score distribution with shape ¢ and mean a¢

which has density
1
f(z) = Wﬁsfl exp{—z/a},
the directing Lévy intensity is a stable Beta (Teh and Gortir, 2009) of the form
a’tlo L(p+1)
¢ T(p+0)(1-0)

Table 1 allows the multivariate Lévy intensity pg to be derived for some fixed

v (z) = 27071 = z)otoTL 0<z<l

marginal process. For instance, if the CoRM process has gamma process marginals
then
([T 5)°7"  _aen 1
S1,...,8q) = —————|8| 772 e 2 W s 2.6
pa(s1 a) O ] w-2ss1 _as(|8]) (2.6)
where |s| = s1 4 -+ sq and W is the Whittaker function. If the CoRM process has

o-stable process marginals then

(st oo +dg) | oo
Pl 230 = TG Mo o)

(2.7)

The CoRM structure is also convenient when deriving the Laplace transform.
Indeed, it can be expressed in terms of an integral with respect to the directing
Lévy measure v*. Precisely, consider a CoRM process with independent Ga(¢, 1)
distributed scores. Suppose ¢ > 1 such that ¢ € N. Let A € (R*)? be a vector such
that it consists of [ < d distinct values denoted as XA = (5\1, ... ,5\1) with respective

multiplicities m = (n1,...,n;). Then

3 I'(¢)] L gni—1)é L
i) =) = (H M) (Tf S ) |

where
l

(X)) = B § v*(2)dz
Tl()‘)/<1 .H(1+25\i)¢> ()dz.

=1

Explicit expressions of Tf’ are available in Griffin and Leisen (2016), in particular
when ¢ = 1. The next Section will be devoted to illustrating some applications of

CoRMs to regression, time series, Gaussian processes and hierarchical modelling.
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3 Modelling with normalized compound ran-

dom measure mixtures

We will consider mixture models of the form in (1.1) with 0x(x) = 6 for all z € X,

leading to a mixture model with weights which vary over X. The model is
Yilzi ~ k(yil0s,),  p(si =k) =wg(x;), k=1,...,00

which is a special case of (1.1). We define a normalized compound random measure

prior for wi(z), wa(z), ws(x),... of the form

wi(w) = my () Jx
2?21 my(x)J;

where my(x) is a random function on X for which my(z) > 0 for all x € X and
the function my is independent of my, Ji,Jo,J3..., are the jumps of the process
with directing Lévy process v* and 6 "1 4. We will concentrate on models where
my(z) = exp{r;(z)} and r;(z) is a random function on X taking value on R. Griffin and
Leisen (2016) considered using the variance of the ratio of the same jump at values a
and b as a simple measure of the strength of dependence between the (unnormalized)
random measure at values a and b. In this case, the ratio is ((a,b) = mi(a)/m(b) =
exp{r;(a) — r(b)} and the distribution of (a,b) will often be easy to work with. For
example, ((a,b) will be log normally distributed if r;(a) and r;(b) have a bivariate
normal marginal distribution.

The model reduces to the NCoRM models considered by Griffin and Leisen (2016)
if X is a finite set. Suppose that the X = (c1, ..., ;) where ¢; € RP. They concentrate
on the case where r(c1),...,7(ck) are independent. In this paper, we will consider
model in which r;(z) is a stochastic process for which E[r;(z)] = 0 for all z € X.
This gives CoRM models a high degree of flexibility. Two particular choices for the
function r;(x), which are considered in the examples, are:

e Regression: r(z),m2(z),r3(z),... are independent Gaussian processes with

covariance function o3r(a,b) where s(a,b) is a correlation function for which

9



log ((a,b) follows a normal distribution with mean zero and variance 208 .

e Linear Model: r(z) = aé?l + 59(3?2 + ﬁ?l,zi,z where

k k k
P wN(0,0?), B ~N©0,03), A% ~N(0,03,).

Posterior inference is challenging using existing methods and the following Section

describes a general purpose algorithm for NCoRM mixture models.

4 Computational methods

Posterior inference for nonparametric mixture models is challenging due to the infinite-
dimensional random probability measure in the model. To address this problem, two
main MCMC approaches to define a finite-dimensional target have been developed.
Firstly, marginal methods integrate the random probability measure from the poste-
rior. Secondly, conditional methods truncate the random probability measure. These
methods can be further divided into exact methods which use a random truncation to
sample exactly from the posterior and method which fix the level of truncation lead-
ing to some truncation error. Griffin and Leisen (2016) suggest a marginal method
and an exact conditional method (a slice sampler). The availability of an analytical
expression for the moment generating function for the score distribution is key to
their sampling methods but this is impossible to evaluate in closed form for the more
general NCoRM models described in this paper. We propose a hybrid conditional-
marginal sampler using pseudo-marginal Metropolis-Hastings (Andrieu and Roberts,
2009).

Following Griffin and Leisen (2016), it is convenient to use an augmented form
of the likelihood which introduces an allocation variable for each observation. Let
ng be the number of observations allocated to the k-th jump, we order the jumps
so that Ji,...,Jg have points allocated to them (i.e. np > 0 for 1 < k < K)
and Jg 41, Jx+2,... have no points allocated to them (i.e. np = 0 for £ > K).

Marginalizing over jumps which have no points allocated and the location of all

10



atoms and writing M = a(Y) and & = a/a(Y) gives

K n n K
MK H J* H my(x;) | exp {— Z'Uz’Jk mk(a:z)} h(mg)v*(Jy) p L H k <y(k)>
k=1 i=1;5;=k i=1 k=1
where
L=E

exp{—zw kak(ffi)}]

i=1 k=1

= exp {— /(R+)p /0 (1 — exp {—z ;vi m(xﬁ}) p(m)v*(z)dz dm} , (4.1)

) = [ TLkwlo) (o) ds.

and y®) = {y|s; = k, 1 < i < n}. Griffin and Leisen (2016) use the analytical
expression for L and integrals over Ji, ..., Jx to define a marginal sampler. In general,
these integrals are not analytically available to us. We replace L by an unbiased
estimate L (a possible unbiased estimator is discussed in the next Section) to define
the following target

K n n K
ME H J* H mg(x;) | exp {— Z%‘Jk mk(:c,)} h(mg) v*(Jx) L H k (y(k)> .

k=1 i=1;5,=k i=1
Finally, we assume that h has parameters 7 and v* has parameters £ on which we

want to make inference and define the target

K n n
p(@pQpAOMS TS 7 | [ mwli) | exp { > vidi mk(fﬂi)} h(my|7) v¢ (Jk)
k=1

i=1;s,=k =1
K
X L H k (y(k)> .
k=1
We propose a novel sampling strategy for the variable s in a nonparametric mix-
ture model and a novel computational algorithm to deal with the Laplace transform

component of the target above. This algorithm can be applied to posterior inference

for a wide variety of Bayesian nonparametric processes beyond NCoRM processes.
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Updating s

To update s;, we write the full conditional distribution as proportional to

il I(s;=k) I(SiZKi_ﬂLl)
T[T e k({ysls; =k} U C= (M3 (i) k)
k=1
< (T i ) (maa ] 7)
where K is the number of distinct values in s1,. .., 8;—1, Si41,. .-, 5n, (J1,m1), ..., (Jx,mK)

are ordered so that s; = K,

v(m) = /z exp {—zZvi m(xz)} vi(2) dz

and

P (i [mic i) = Ticr 1@ { i o1 S v (0 ) % Ui 1) .
K41 MK 41 V(mK;H)
A new value of J K741 is sampled from this full conditional distribution leading to an
algorithm which is similar to Algorithm 8 of Neal (2000) (see (Favaro and Teh, 2013)
for extensions to normalized random measure mixtures) for non-conjugate mixtures.
If the i-th observation was allocated to a singleton cluster in the previous iteration,

the full conditional distribution of s; is

k Sp=7 Uy, . —
o) S =1

Mmy(ws) y(mj(x:) k({y:}) J=K +1=K
If the ¢-th observation was not allocated to a singleton cluster in the previous
iteration, we propose Mp=y1 ™~ h (mK{H‘ 7') and JK[“ ~ D (JKZH ‘mKi_H),
then

() FuslsE=i)0n) L -
Tim5(26) Zituden=) jg=1..., K,

p(si=j) x _ -
Mm}{;.q_l(xi)')’ (m[{;+1> k({yi}) j=K; +1

In Appendix B we provide the details of the full conditional distributions for the
variables Ji, mg, v;, &, M and 7. The next Section will introduce the novel pseudo-

marginal Metropolis-Hastings algorithm used to address the intractability of the

Laplace transform part of the target distribution.
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4.1 Unbiased estimation of the Laplace functional

Andrieu and Roberts (2009) introduced a sampling scheme, called pseudo-marginal
Metropolis-Hastings, which allows sampling from distributions which cannot be eval-
uated pointwise. The main idea of the method is to replace the target distribution
with a nonnegative unbiased estimator.

In our framework, we are often interested in evaluating objects such as the expec-
tation in (4.1),

L =exp {— /(R+)p/0 <1 — exp {—zEvﬂn(azJ}) p(m) v*(z)dz dm} .

1=

We will the use the Poisson estimator (Papaspiliopoulos, 2011) which has been suc-
cessfully used in MCMC approaches for diffusions (see e.g. Fearnhead et al., 2010).

Consider, the equation

Ly = exp {— /D é(z) dx} <1 (4.2)

for D C R? where ¢(z) > 0 for all z € D and [, ¢(x) dz < oo. The Poisson estimator

of (4.2) is introduced in the following Theorem where some properties are described.

The proof of the Theorem can be found in the Appendix.

Theorem 4.1. Consider the following estimator,

Ly= ﬁ (1 - CLJZ(:E)M) (4.3)

=1

where k is a p.d.f. on D, M > % forx € D, a>1, K ~ Pn(aM) and z; iid
Then,
E|Lg] = exp {—/ () d:r}
D
and

i o 44

<L} <exp {i /D(;S(x) d:c} - 1) < oo.

13



The estimator has the useful property that it is always positive. This contrasts
with other approaches which define unbiased estimators of infinite sums using random
truncation where it is difficult to ensure that estimates are always positive (see e.g.
Rhee and Glynn, 2015; Lyne et al., 2015).

Returning to the expression in (4.1), this can be expressed as

L —exp {_ /(]Rﬂp /OOO (1 ~exp {_zéwm(mi)b p(m) v*(2) dzdm}
— exp {_/(R+)p /Oooivkm(:nk) /O exp {—tivim(m)} dt p(m) v*(2) dzdm}

=1
:exp{—/R+)p/ kam (1) p )exp{ tgvim(xi)} /tOOV*(Z)dzdtdm}
{ /]w/ Z“km“ >6XP{ févzm(azz)} TV*(t)dtdm}

ﬁ Ly, (4.4)
k=1

where Ty« (t) = [, v(z) dz is the tail mass function for the Lévy process and

k—exp{ /R+ / v m(zk) p exp{ thZ Z}Ty*(t)dtalfm}.

The expression for Ly, is (4.3) with x = (z,m), D = (0,00) x RT" and

d(z,m) = vy m(xg) h( exp{ tZUZ } ().

m(zy) h(m)

Bimy)] " 6T

Clearly [, ¢(x)dx < oco. A suitable density is k(z,m) = ky(2)
ky(2) > T,(z) for all z € R*. Suitable forms of k, for some popular nonparametric
processes are given in Section 4.1.1.

In computation for more usual normalized random measures (Griffin and Walker,

2011; Favaro and Teh, 2013), we are interested in

Elexp{—vJ}] = exp {_ /0 T = exp{—v2))w(2) dz} <1 (4.5)

where v(2) is a Lévy process and the expectation is taken over all jumps on R*. This

expectation can, similarly, be re-expressed as

= exp { /000(1 — exp{—vz})v(z) dz} = exp {U /Ooo T,(t) exp{—uvt} dt}

14



which is (4.2) with z = 2, D = RT and ¢(z) = vT,(z,00)exp{—vz}. Clearly
Jp f(z)dz < oo. The estimator in (4.3) provides an unbiased estimator of (4.4)

and (4.5) which can be used in the sampler described in this Section.

4.1.1 Examples

Brix (1999) provides a bound for the tail-mass integral of the generalized gamma
process which is extended to the stable-Beta process by Arbel and Priinster (2016).
However, their bounds are not tight and we suggest a tighter bounds for both pro-

cesses.

Generalized gamma process

g

The generalized gamma process has Lévy density v(y) = my_l_” exp{—\y}
and the tail-mass functions 7),(¢) is an incomplete gamma function. A suitable bound-
ing p.d.f. is

Lo -1 t<b

K(t) o
L7 — 1) exp{-A(t—0)} t>b

where b = 0.65. The normalizing constant is % bll:; —b+b7?9 —1|. Consider the
density truncated to t < b, taking the transformation y = 1(¢77 — 1) leads to the
density x(y) o y(oy + 1)~/ truncated to y > 1(b=7 —1). This can be expressed as
a mixture of gamma distributions where y|lm ~ I'(2,m), m ~I'(1/o,1/0).

As 0 — 0 for A = 1, the generalized gamma process converges to the gamma
process which has Lévy density v(z) = 2! exp{—z} and T,(t) = [T v(y)dy =
E1(t) where E;(t) is the exponential-integral function. Both the bounding p.d.f. and

simulation scheme for ¢ < b also converge. The bounding p.d.f. is

—logt t<b
k(1) o :
—(logb)exp{—(t—b)} t>1b
which has normalizing constant is b — blog b — logb. The appropriate transformation

for t < bis y = —log(t) which has p.d.f. zexp{—=z}, i.e. z ~I'(2,1) truncated to

y > —logh.
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If A =0, the generalized gamma process is stable process. However, the tail mass

function is infinite for a stable process and this simulation scheme is not possible.

Stable-Beta process

The stable-Beta process has Lévy density v(z) = W@)zfgfl (1—Az)otel

for 0 < z < 1/A. A suitable bounding p.d.f. is

lg—o _
() o ~(t 1) t<b

+
LT - ) t>0

oL (1 - Ab)|. The

where b < 0.65. The normalizing constant is & [ 7 FotT)

g

truncated distribution —logt¢ can be simulated using the method for the bounding
p.d.f. designed for the gamma process.
As o0 — 0 for A = 1, the stable-Beta process converges to the Beta process which

has Lévy density v(y) = =y (1 —y)""! for 0 < y < 1. The bounding p.d.f.

()
converges to
—logt t<b
K(t) o
(1105)2(1 —t)Y t>b

7 (1= D).

4.1.2 Setting the parameter a

The parameter a can be used to the precision of the estimator since V[ﬁ¢] — 0 as

a — oo. Let ¢(z) = fpi((?)d = d)lgg)L then

A O 2 b X 2
V[Lg) = L2 <exp { ¢ 5 AL;’) /D i((;) d:r} - 1) .

The number of evaluations of ¢(z) is Poisson distributed with mean aM and

aM controls the computational cost. For a fixed d = aM (i.e. fixed computational

V(L] = L} (eXp {(10%%)277(@5, m)} — 1>

16
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where n(gZN), k) is the variance of an importance sampler for ¢ with importance density

# and so this is minimised by x = ¢ for which

V(L] = L3 (exp {(105]\?)2} - 1) .

The parameter a controls the variability of the estimator. An alternative method for
controlling the variability involves defining the estimator LAVE ~ ZZ 1 L where

N

ﬁg(b ), e ,Lfb ) are independent realisations of L¢ which has variance

V[flgVE] = l]é (exp{ logL¢ / i } - 1> .

For this estimator, the number of evaluations of ¢(x) has mean aM N and variance

aM N. In this case, for fixed computational budget d = aM N, we have

V[££VE] ) ?\‘} (exp { N(103L¢)2 /D i((i); dx} — 1)

which is proportional to + (exp{cN} — 1). Clearly,

1 °°ck( N+1
N +1 1
N+1(eXp{C( +1)}—-1)= NH; kz
S\t S | ckNE 1
> N = ylexpleNt—1)
k=1 k=1

and so the variance is always an increasing function IV for fixed d and the optimal

choice is N = 1. Using the notation of Doucet et al (2014), the variance of the noise

o2 is given by

(log Ly)
o2 = 0g¢/¢

Therefore, for fixed k, we could choose

10 g L¢ gf) 2
Qopt = )
opt

In practice, we would want to choose a value of @,y which works for a range of

(¢(z), k(x)) combinations.
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5 Illustrations

5.1 Example 1: Linear model

The algorithms developed in this paper are illustrated using an analysis of hemato-
logical data arising from a dose-escalation study which has previously been analysed
by Miiller and Rosner (1997). The data are white blood cell counts over time for a
sample of 52 patients receiving different levels of two treatments: cyclophosphamide
(CTX) and a second drug (GM-CSF). Miiller and Rosner (1997) fit a non-linear re-
gression model with seven parameter to the time profile for each patient and treated
the estimated parameters as a seven-dimensional observations for that patient. De
Torio et al. (2004) applied an ANOVA-DDP model to these data which assumes a
mixture model with constant weights but assume an ANOVA model for the locations
for each treatment. In contrast, we fit a mixture model whose weights vary with
the treatment combination but whose locations are fixed for each treatment level.
Specifically, we assume that y; are the estimated parameters for the i-th patient and

that x; 1 is the level of CTX and z; 2 is the level of GM-CSF. The model is

Z/i’si ~ N(IU’SN CLU2>
k k k
Ji exp {O‘J(Ei,)1 + 6-£1)2 + 73(61',)1,9%,2}
Z?il Jiexp {agi),l + /Bé(vlz)2 + ’Vﬂ(cli),hxz‘z}

k k k
ol ~N@©,03), BV ~N(0,03), A ~N(©,02,).

p(si = k)

The directing Lévy process is taken to be a gamma process. The model assumes a two-
way ANOVA model with interaction for the logarithm of the weights. This does not
place restriction on the combination of weights but does encourage similar weights
for similar combinations of levels. The priors were o2 ~ Ga(l,2), 02 ~ Ga(1,2),
0%72 ~ Ga(l,2) and M ~ Ga(l,1). The MCMC algorithms was a total of 35 000
iterations. The first 5 000 were used as a burn-in with the subsequent values thinned

every fifth sample. This gave a sample of 6 000 values.
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GM =25 . GM =5 1 GM =10

0.5 0.5 0.5

Figure 1: Posterior mean probability density of z; for three levels of
GM and four levels of CTX shown as: solid line (CTX=1.5), dashed line
(CTX=3.0), dot-dashed line (CTX=4.5) and dashed line (CTX=6.0)

GM =25 GM=5 GM =10
0.4 : 0.4 0.4
0.2 0.2 0.2
0 0 0
-10 -10 0 10 -10
GM=5
0.06 0.06 0.06
0.04 0.04 0.04
0.02 0.02 o 1002
0 0 0
-10 10 5 0 5 -10

Figure 2: Posterior mean probability density of zy for three levels of
GM and four levels of CTX shown as: solid line (CTX=1.5), dashed line
(CTX=3.0), dot-dashed line (CTX=4.5) and dashed line (CTX=6.0)

The inference about the marginal probability of two parameters z; and zy in their

model are shown in Figures 1 and 2. In both cases the marginal distribution is bi-
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modal. The size of the smaller mode increases with GM-CSF for z; and decreases

with GM-CSF for zs.

M g g g

0 0 0
0 5000 O 5000 O 5000 0 5000

Figure 3: Trace plots of the parameters M, 0%, 03 and J%Q.

Figure 3 shows trace plots for the total mass parameter M and the three parame-
ters controlling the differences between jumps at each treatment level. These clearly

shows good perfomance of the sampler for this problem.

5.2 Example 2: Regression

A regression model is used to define an infinite mixture model with regressor depen-
dent weights. We observe pairs (z1,41), ..., (Zn, yn) where x; € RP and y; € R and
use the model

yi ~ N(0s,,a0?)

_ Jx exp{ri(x;)}
>oior S exp{r(z:)}

where r1(x),ro(x), r3(x), ... are independent Gaussian processes. A gamma directing

p(si =k)

Lévy process is used.
We apply the model to data from a simulated motorcycle accident used to test

crash helmets (Silverman, 1985), which are available as the mcycle data frame in the
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R package MASS. The data are head accelerations (in g) measured at different times
in milliseconds after impact. We assume that the Gaussian processes have covariance
function C(x,y) = ¢exp {—@} where || - || is Euclidean distance and L is the
lengthscale. The priors are L ~ Ga(1,1), M ~ Ga(1,1), and ¢! ~ Ga(1,4). The
prior for ¢ is chosen so that log my(x;) typically takes values in (—4,4). The MCMC
algorithms was a total of 33 000 iterations. The first 3 000 were used as a burn-in
with the subsequent values thinned every third sample. This gave a sample of 10 000

values.

100 S
50 R
—-I_._ X u i 7 . ] % . .-. L . : .—
; . . . LI LI .
O .': . . . .
-50 s Ll
LIREEN -
-100 o .
1 2 3 4 5

Figure 4: Motorcyle data: Data (dots) and posterior mean density of

ylx (darker colours show larger density).

Figure 4 shows the posterior mean of the conditional density of head acceleration
given time from impact with the data superimposed. The model is able to follow the
data and capture the changing the heterogeneity in the variance.

g

Trace plots for the three parameters M, ¢ and L are shown in figure 5. These

clearly show that the parameters are mixing well across the MCMC chain.
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Figure 5: Motorcyle data: Trace plots of the parameters M, ¢ and L.

6 Summary

Normalized compound random measures are a large class of dependent nonparametric
processes. The jumps of the processes are expressed as the product of a jump from a
Lévy process and a random variable. This allows dependence of nonparametric pro-
cesses to be modelled through the dependence in the random variables. In this paper,
we have developed Markov chain Monte Carlo methods to estimate nonparametric
mixture models where the mixing measure is given a normalized compound random
measure prior with a wide-range of dependences between the underlying random vari-
ables. The example illustrate priors constructed using linear models and Gaussian
processes. Other types of dependence could be included such as time series models,
spatial models or hierarchical models. The MCMC methods are efficient and depend
on approximating the tail mass integral of a Lévy process. Examples of appropri-
ate approximation are given for the most popular classes of Lévy processes used in

Bayesian nonparametrics.
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A  Proofs

Proof of Theorem /.1.

E [1 _ d’(f”)] - tg [¢<xi)] = 1-& A K(Z;/ﬁ(xi)dxi = l—ajl\/[/Dé(xi)dxi

E[(1 - b)"] = exp{—ub}

E[ﬁ¢]:exp{—/D¢(x)d:c}

and so

<exp{M/

B Additional details of computational meth-

ods

Updating J;
Update Ji from the full conditional distribution proportional to

J* exp {— Zvi Jy mk(:cz)} vg (Jr)-
i=1

This variable can be updated in closed form if 1/2 is the Lévy density of a generalized
gamma process or by an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random walk (Atchadé and

Rosenthal, 2005) if the full conditional does not have closed form.
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Updating my

Update my from the full conditional distribution proportional to
n n
H mpy(x;) exp {—Zvi Ji mk(xz)} h(myg|T).
i=1;s,=k i=1
This variable can be updated using an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random walk

(Atchadé and Rosenthal, 2005) if the full conditional does not have closed form.

Updating v;

The full conditional distribution is

K

exp {—vi H Ji mk(:zl)} L.

k=1
The parameter v; is updated using an interweaving step (Yu and Meng, 2011). The
first part of the step updates using an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random walk
(Atchadé and Rosenthal, 2005). A new value v} is proposed and a new estimate L
conditional on v] is calculated. The proposed values v, and L' are accepted with

probability
exp {—v; Hle Jp my, (IL‘Z)} L

N

exp {—vi Hszl Ji mk(acz)} L

The second part of the step using the re-parameterization J; = v1J; and 9; = % for

min < 1,

1 > 1 which implies that jj 0; = J;v;. The full conditional of v; (conditioning on ¥;

and jz) has density proportional to

K j A
oK {exp {—Ul Z Jk mk(:rl)} Vg (J;) } L.
k=1

The parameter is update using an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random walk (Atchadé
and Rosenthal, 2005) where a v} and L’ is calculated conditional on vj and o; for

1 > 1. The proposed values are accepted with probability

o K {exp {—vi S Tk mk(xl)} vE (;—l;) } r
o K {exp {—Ul Zszl Jk mk(fcl)} vk (;—’f) } L

min < 1,
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Updating ¢

The full conditional distributions of M has density proportional to
R K
Lp(&) T v ()
k=1

This parameter can be updated using an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random walk

(Atchadé and Rosenthal, 2005).

Updating M

The full conditional distributions of M has density proportional to

p(M) L ME.

This parameter can be updated using an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random walk

(Atchadé and Rosenthal, 2005).

Updating 7

The full conditional distribution of 7 has density proportional to

K
p(r)L [T pmslr)
k=1

These parameters can be updated using an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings random
walk (Atchadé and Rosenthal, 2005). We have found that an interweaved update (Yu
and Meng, 2011) can lead to much better mixing. If my(z) is a Gaussian process
and 7 is the stationary variance then we can write my(z) = /7mj(x). The inter-
weaved update uses an adaptive Metropolis-Hastings step where L is calculated for

the proposed value 7/ and the full conditional density is sampled
n
p(T) L 72 exp {—ﬁz v; Jk mi(:rz)} )
i=1

The exact form of this step for two examples models are given in the appendix.
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