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Abstract. Microbiome omics data including 16S rRNA reveal intriguing dynamic associations between the human
microbiome and various disease states. Drastic changes in microbiota can be associated with factors like diet, hormonal
cycles, diseases, and medical interventions. Along with the identification of specific bacteria taxa associated with
diseases, recent advancements give evidence that metabolism, genetics, and environmental factors can model these
microbial effects. However, the current analytic methods for integrating microbiome data are fully developed to address
the main challenges of longitudinal metagenomics data, such as high-dimensionality, intra-sample dependence, and
zero-inflation of observed counts. Hence, we propose the Bayes factor approach for model selection based on negative
binomial, Poisson, zero-inflated negative binomial, and zero-inflated Poisson models with non-informative Jeffreys
prior. We find that both in simulation studies and real data analysis, our Bayes factor remarkably outperform traditional
Akaike information criterion and Vuong’s test. A new R package BFZINBZIP has been introduced to do simulation
study and real data analysis to facilitate Bayesian model selection based on the Bayes factor.

Key words: Negative binomial distribution; Zero inflated negative binomial distribution, Poisson distribution,
zero inflated poisson distribution; Bayes factor; non-informative Jeffreys prior; Microbiome.

1 Introduction

The human microbiome consistes of the collection of estimated 3.0 x 10'3 (Sender et al), 2016) bacteria and 3.3 x
10 genes (Qin et al), 2010; Jiang et al., 2021). The human microbiome analysis impose a drastic impact on hu-
man health and disease (Ursell et alJ, [2012). In recent years, microbiome studies have been successfully identified
disease-associated bacteria taxa in type 2 diabetes (Karlsson et al., [2013), liver cirrhosis (Qin et al.), 2014), inflam-
matory bowl disease (Halfvarson et all, 2017; [Kakkat et al., 2023), and melanoma patients responsive to cancer im-
munotherapy (Frankel et all, 2017; Jiang et al., [2021); [Dasgupta et al., [2023; [Hertweck et all, 2023; [Khan et all, 2023;
Vikramdeo et al., 2023). Quantification of of the human microbiome usually being proceeded by 16s rRNA sequenc-
ing or metagenomic shotgun sequencing, where sequence read counts are often summarized into a taxa count table
(Jiang et all,2023). Bioinformatics tools like quantitative insights into microbial ecology (QIIME) and mothur are used
for analyzing raw 16S rRNA sequencing data (Jovel et all, [2016; [Zhang and Yi, [2020). In this literature the word faxa
means operational taxonomic units or other taxonomic or functional groups of bacterial sequences (Jiang et al., 2023;
Altaweel et all, 2022). Although innovations in sequencing technology continue to prosper in microbiome studies, the
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statistical methods used in this field fail to catch up with these advanced sequences (Jiang et al., 2021)). For example,
metagenomic shotgun sequencing generates an increasingly large amount of sequence reads which give species or con-
fine level taxonomic resolution (Segata et al!, 2012). The subsequent statistical analysis compares whether a species is
linked to a phenotypic state or experimental condition (Jiang et al., [2021); [Polansky and Pramanik, 2021); Maity et al.,
2018b).

One commonly used statistical approach in microbiome community involves comparing multiple taxa (Chen et al.,
2012; Kelly et all, [2015; [Wu et al., 2016; Jiang et all, 2021)). These approaches do not identify differentially abundant
species, which makes clinical interpretation, mechanistic insights, and biological validations difficult (Jiang et all, 2021;
Pramanik and Polansky, 20234d). An alternative approach is to interrogate each individual bacterial taxa for different
groups or conditions. [La Rosa et al| (2015) use Wilcoxon rank sum or Kruskal-Wallis tests for groupwise comparisons
on microbiome compositional data. In more recent years, RNA-seq methods have been adapted to microbiome stud-
ies, such as the negative-binomial regression model in DESeq2 (Love et al., [2014) and overdispersed Poisson model
in edgeR (Robinson et al., 2010; Maity et al!, [2018a). However, these approaches are not optimized for microbiome
datasets (Jiang et al., 2021)). Microbial abundance is influenced by covariates like metabolites, antibiotics, and host
genetics (Pramanik, 20224dJb, 2023d). To account for these confounding variables, the association between micro-
biome and clinical confounders must be quantified. Pairwise correlations between all taxa and covariates are com-
monly used, but this method may be underpowered (Kinross et all, 2011; Maier et all, 2018; Zhu et al., [2018). Other
approaches have been proposed to detect covariate-taxa associations, but these ignore the taxon-outcome associations
(Pramanik, 2023ab). Recently, [Li et al. (2018); |Schweizer et al. (2022) developed a multivariate zero-inflated logistic
normal model to quantify the associations between microbiome abundances and multiple factors based on microbiome
compositional data instead of the count data (Jiang et all, [2021); Maity et alJ, 2020; |Altaweel et all, 2019).

Recent studies have investigated the relationship between diseases and the human microbiome over time. For
example, [Vatanen et all (2016) followed 222 infants from birth to age 3 to study their gut microbiome development and
its associations with the increasing incidence of autoimmune diseases. Additionally, Romero et all (2014) compared
the vaginal microbiota of pregnant women who delivered preterm versus those who delivered at term. Longitudinal
metagenomic count data is often overdispersed (Pramanik, 2016;Hua et al.,[2019), and sparse (Pramanik,, 2021b). Two
main categories exist for handling these data sets: the first involves logarithmic or other transformations on count
data, followed by usage of linear mixed models to analyze the transformed data (Benson et all, [2010; ILa Rosa et all,
2014; Leamy et al., 2014; [Wang et al., [2015). The second category involves zero-inflated Gaussian mixed models to
address sparsity issues in longitudinal metagenomics data (Zhang and Yi, [2020). The first method performs poorly
under certain conditions and fails to address the sparcity issue (O’Hara and Kotze, 2010). On the other hand, zero-
inflated Gaussian mixed models successfully address the sparsity issue and can be used to analyze both transformed and
untransformed metagenomic data (Zhang and Yi, 2020; [Pramaniki, 2020, 2021¢; [Pramanik and Polansky, 2021). The
second category is generalized linear mixed models, which enable direct analysis of longitudinal metagenomic count
data. Metagenomic count data can typically be analyzed similarly to RNA-Seq data, assuming a negative binomial
distribution (Pramanik and Polansky, [2020; [Zhang and Yi, 2020; [Pramanik, 2021a; [Pramanik and Polansky, 2023b).

Here, we propose a Bayesian integrative approach of computing Bayes factor to analyze microbiome count data
(Polansky and Pramanikl, 2021). Our approach jointly identifies differential abundant taxa among two groups of women
(i.e., pregnant and non-pregnant). The data includes 16S rRNA gene sequence based vaginal microbiota from which
samples are collected from each subject over intervals of weeks, resulting in 143 taxa and N = 900 longitudinal
samples (139 measurements from pregnant women and 761 measurements from non-pregnant women.) To do our
experiment we have used [Romero et all (2014) and Jiang et al| (2023) data sets. Count data with large number of
zeros (i.e. zero-inflation) are encountered in different fields such as medicine (BShning et all, [1999), public health
(Zhou and Tu, 2000; Maity et all,2021a,2020), environmental sciences (Agarwal et al.,[2002), agriculture (Hall, 2000),
manufacturing studies(Lambert, [1992), Orange-crowned Warblers in ponderosa (Garay et al., 2011; Maity and Paul,



2022; [White and Bennetts, [1996). Zero-inflation, a common exemplification of overdispersion, refers to the incidence
of zero counts is relatively higher than usual (Garay et al., 2011). Since, zero counts frequently have special status in
statistical literature, this definitely leads us do research in this area. For example, a production engineer might count
the number of defective items selected at random from a production process (Bayarri et al., [2008). If overdispersion in
raw data is caused by zero-inflation, then zero-inflated Poisson (ZIP) model provides a standard framework for fitting
the data (Garay et al, 2011; [Lambert, [1992; Maity and Basu, 2023). According to |Ghosh and Samanta (2002) when
some production processes are in absolute states, zero defects occure more frequently (Bayarri et al., [2008). An ap-
proach to address this issue is to use a two-parameter distribution so that the extra parameter permits a larger variance
(Bhattacharya et al., 2008). Double exponential family approach, a two-parametric modification of a standard one-
parameter exponential family, has been developed which allows more variability than permitted by the single-parameter
version (Bhattacharya et all, 2008; [Efron, [1986). This is reasonable in count data distributions, such as Poisson, but not
useful to model data inflated with zeros (Bhattacharya et all, [2008). Fundamental idea of ZIP model is to mix a distri-
bution degenerate at zero with a Poisson distribution (Garay et al.,2011)). In other words, ZIP assumes that a population
consists of two individual types whereas the first type gives a zero count and the second type gives a Poisson-distributed
count (Ridout et al., 2001; Maity et al., 2019b; Maity, 2016).

If a data set with zero-inflation exhibits overdispersion, a zero-inflated negative binomial (ZINB) model, mixture
of a distribution degenerate at zero with a baseline negative binomial distribution, over the ZIP model (Garay et al.,
2011). Since overdispersion is a ramification of excess zeros, the result has excess variability and ZIP model might not
a good fit for such data (Garay et al), 2011)). A multivariate random-parameter ZINB regression model for modeling
crash counts has been developed inDong et al. (2014}). A score test for conducting hypothesis testing of ZIP regression
models versus ZINB has been performed inRidout et al. (2001)); [Paul et al. (2018). A ZINB framework with a Gaussian
process has been introduced by |Li et al! (2021)) to analyze spatial transcriptomics data in which analysis was conducted
under a Bayesian framework (Nam et al., 2022; (Calvo et al., 2023). Jiang et al. (Jiang et al., [2021/; Maity et al., [20194)
have been used a ZINB regression model to perform an integrative analysis on microbiome data (Nam et al., 2022). In
Nam et al. (2022) a statistical inference has been discussed for a zero-inflated binomial distribution with an objective
Bayesian and frequentist approaches to determine a point and an interval estimators of the model parameters. Further-
more, a hypothesis testing for excessive zeros in a zero-inflated binomial distribution have been performed and finally,
a Monte Carlo simulation is utilized to investigate the performance of estimation and hypothesis testing procedures
(Nam et al., 2022).

Since the baseline Poisson fails to incorporate the remaining overdispersion not accounted for through zero-inflation
and negative binomial models are more flexible than their Poisson counterparts in dealing with overdispersion, ZIP
model is not a good fit for such data (Garay et al., 2011; [Lawless, [1987; Maity and Dey, |2018; Maity and Paul, 2023;
Maity et al., 2021dJb). Moreover, it is a well known fact that the ZIP parameter estimators can be significantly biased
under overdispersion of non-zero counts in relation to Poisson distribution (Garay et all, 2011). Although, there is a
large interest in testing of the presence of overdispersion on a given dataset, our main concentration in this paper is on
those circumstances where the data exhibits overdispersion. Furthermore, in this paper we discuss Bayesian method-
ologies when a negative binomial (NB), ZINB, Poisson or ZIP is fitted to the dataset. We investigate the effectiveness
of our theoretical results through simulation and real data analysis based on Romero et al. (2014); |Ghosh et all (2023)
and Jiang et al! (2023) data sets. We have introduced a new R package BFZINBZIP to facilitate model selection from
Poisson, NB, ZIP, and ZINB distributions.

A popular method to determine the estimates of parameters is to maximize the likelihood or natural logarithm of
the likelihood with various Bayesian approaches (Maity and Paul, [2022; [Sommerhalder et al., 2023). For example, a
Poisson scale representation of NB with Gamma distribution as the mixing density has been discussed inBurrell (1990);
Roy Sarkar et al. (2019); Beck et al.! (2023); Maity (2022), a polynomial expansion and a power series expansion have
been considered in [Bradlow et al! (2002) and Bhattacharya et al. (2008) respectively. However a little has been given



on the Bayesian analysis regarding ZIP versus ZINB models. In particular, to the best of our knowledge, no work exists
on posterior analysis under non-informative prior analysis with above two models. We further compare our data driven
results within Poisson versus NB, Poisson versus ZIP, NB versus ZINB and ZIP versus ZINB models.

Let Y = [}, Y,,....Y,] be a vector of observed count data such that each of the elements are independent and
identically distributed, where ' represents transposition of the vector. If Y follows an NB distribution then for all
positive y and K, the probability density function (pdf) is defined as

r -Y .
Y (yle) = y(!y;%) <1+$> (H%) L y=01.2,..,

or, if Y follows a ZINB then for all a € [0, 1] the pdf is

+(1—0c)(1+$)7y, ify=0,

fZINB( y
(1-o)hie? (1 +§) 1+5)7 ify=12,.,

ylo,x) =

with mean E(Y) = (1 — a)x and variance V(Y) = (1 — o)x(1 — ok + /), where o is represented as the zero-inflation
parameter. On the other hand, if Y follows a ZIP distribution then for 6 > 0 and a zero-inflation parameter & € [0, 1] the
pdf is

f77(516,0) = a1 (y =0) + (1 -6)f"(516), y=0,1,2,...,

where 1(.) be an indicator function and f*(y|0) is the Poisson density so that

exp(—0) 6’
7o) = Z2EIE o

Many researches have been performed using ZIP distributions with and without covariates to model count data (Bayarri et all,
2008). For instance, [Lambert (1992) and (Ghosh and Samanta, |2002) have been used frequentist and Bayesian ap-
proaches respectively to explore industrial data sets through a ZIP regression model (Bayarri et all, 2008). A Bayesian
score test has been developed in Bhattacharya et all (2008) to test the null hypothesis # : & < 0 against the al-
ternative hypothesis # : & > 0 (Bayarri et al., 2008). As frequentist approach of score test has been explained in
(Deng and Paul, 2000, 2005; [Van den Broek, [1995), & is permitted to be negative in Bhattacharya et al! (2008), as long
as 0+ (1 —a)exp(—6) > 0.
In a Bayesian framework we are interested in testing

M ¥~ ud P (7:]8), versus IMYE vy, N Y B(yilx), i=1,. (1)

me v, s fP(v:]8), versus ML Y,-IEfZIP(y,-\GL,G), i=1,..,n, (2)
MYE -y, N iy VB (yi|x), versus S)ﬁfINBY,-%jfZINB(y,WOL,K), i=1,...,n, ?3)
MEL Yi%ifz”)(yi]d,ﬂ), versus E)ﬁ%INBYiiEfZINB(yi]a,K), i=1,..,n, 4)

where fP , fN B fZIP and fZ]N B are the densities of Poisson, NB, ZIP and ZINB distributions, respectively, and 9)?,[6'] Y,
has density f1 (y;|®), 0 = {a, 6, %,0} with O being the parameters in model E)ﬁ,[c'] for all k = 0,1 and [.] represents
any of Poisson, NB, ZIP and ZINB distributions based on the testing of hypotheses in

The article is structured as follows: we first discuss convergence properties of the posterior distribution in Section
2. Next, we determine objective priors for the four distributions previously mentioned. Finally, we compute Bayes



factors for hypotheses [TH4] and evaluate model performance on simulated data in Section 3. Two real-data analyses are
presented in Section 4, and our conclusions are in Section 5.

2 Framework

The Bayesian methodology for choosing between sm{)‘] and O is determined by assessing the prior probabilities of
each model, the prior distributions for the model parameters, and then by computing the posterior probabilities of each
9)?,[6‘] for all k= 0,1 (Bayarri et all,2008). The posterior probabilities are calculated from the prior distributions and the

Bayes Factor, a ratio of maximum likelihood for zmg] and E)ﬁ[l'] which is standard method in Bayesian testing and model

selection and is associated with Schwarz Bayesian information criterion (BIC) (Bayarri et al., 2008; Maity and Paul,
2022). Most of the times, due to scarcity of resources or lack of time, it is impossible to assess all the priors diligently
in a subjective manner (Berger, [2006)). In this environment, objective Bayesian approach based upon non-external
information (other than constructing the problem) gives a competent answer (Bayarri et al., 2008; Bergei, 2006).

2.1 An overview of the Bayes factor in model selection

Let there be K + 1 models o , ,imk] sothat k =0,1,...,K and K > 0, and these models contend with each other in

determining the most relevant model. If model S)ﬁ,[c'] holds, then for a parametric space @, of ®; such that @; C O,

Pe, is a probability measure on a measurable space (Y, A4) such that for each A € 4, O, — P, (A) is Borel measurable
(Ghosh and Ramamoorthi, 2010), ¥; follows a parametric distribution with pdf f1/(y;|®;),0 = {o, 6., 7,%,0}. It is
convenient that Y1,Y,, ... as the coordinate random variable defined on the sample space Q = (Y*,4%) and Po, as the
i.i.d. product measure defined on Q (Ghosh and Ramamoorthi, 2010). Define the space Q, := (Y",4") and P, be

the n-fold product of Pg,. Bayesian model selection proceeds by choosing a prior density T (@km,&]) under model
im,[{'] for a set of parameters ®, and the prior model probability 7 (931“) of im,[{'] before data y are observed so that

Y = [y1,--,¥u]’. Therefore, the marginal or predictive likelihood corresponding to model im,[{‘] is defined as
m (ylo)) = /@ 1M (vlo )z (eximy) aey,
k

where f1 (y‘@k,f)ﬁ,[{']> is the likelihood function under model 9)?,[{‘]. Therefore, the posterior probability under the

assumption that model 9)?,[6'] is true can written by the following expression

m (o) 7 (o)

£t om (vlon) 7 (m))

P(fm/&]b’) = «m(y\m,&])fc(m,&]>.
Definition 1. For all n, let p (sm,U ‘y) be a posterior probability for given values y1,y>,...,y,. The sequence

n -
{ p (E)ﬁ,[{] !y) } | is said to be consistent at Oy, if there exists a Q" C Q with Tgk =1 so that if ® € QF, then for every
1= -
neighborhood N\ of Oy,
Pac (M [y(@)) = 1.

Remark 1. When the metric space Oy := {@k P (@k,(:)k) <l/n:n> 1} constructs a base for the neighborhood of



Oy, and therefore it can be allowed to bet set of measure 1 to depend upon N (Ghosh and Ramamoorthi, 2010). Hence,
it is enough to show that for each N of ©, 12% (9)?,[61 ‘y(m)) — 1 almost everywhere of Tgk.

Lemma 1. Let {Pp, : Oy € O} be a probability measure dominated by a G-finite measure u and f [] ()ﬁ‘@k) be the
density of Pe,. Assume Oy be an interior point of Oy (i.e. O = ®f)and Tt <®0 \93@), T <®1 ‘931!) be two continuous

prior densities w.r.t. a measure C. If posterior densities p (931,[] ‘y) k = 0,1 are both consistent at O, then

lim o ‘p (9)?%1 ‘y) —p (9)1[1] |y> ‘ dg(®y) =0, almost sure P, .

n—yoo

Proof. See the Appendix. O

Lemma 2. Let p (mg] ‘y) and p (9)1[1] ‘y) be posterior probabilities for give values of y1,y2,...,y, such that for some
constants Yy, @, k=0,1,

1= p (M) =By exp(=y*/2)(1 +0(1)), as y — e
Then their convolution can be written as
1= p (Mly) = p (MVly) = VoW 2 Oty e exp(—y2 /4) (1 -+ o(1)),
asy — oo.
Proof. See the Appendix. U

Along the way of IGhosh and Ramamoorthi (2010) we will discuss Bernstein-von Mises theorem on the asymp-
totic normality of the posterior distribution p (fm,[j ‘y) If a consistent global likelihood estimator @; exists, then

under differentiability it is easy to verify that for all Pg,, it is a consistent solution of the likelihood equation a.s. Pg,
(Ghosh and Ramamoorthi, 2010). To show the consistency of the posterior distribution we need the following assump-
tion [[lof the density function f1! (y,-!@k).

Assumption 1. (i). For model fm,[j, {y,- . U (yi|®k) >0,i=1, ...,n} takes the same value for all ® € O,
(ii). Suppose the likelihood function under model E)ﬁ,[c'] is defined as f (y|®k,9ﬂ,[(‘]) := In fU (y‘@k) for all y =
{Y1,...,yn} is thrice differentiable with respect to ®y in the neighborhood of (®; — 8,8y + 8) so that

= ai@k T (vlewm): £ (vl o) = %fu (v/orm)):

and, f! (y\@)k,zm,@) ::%fﬁ (y\(ak,zm,&]) .

A (vlew o) :

Then the expectations at ® corresponding to likelihood are Eg, [ fl[‘] (y|®k,9ﬁ,[{‘])] < oo and Eg, [ sz <y‘®k, 931,{])} <
oo With

s A (v]ew )| < Liy): and B, (1) < o=
®k€(®k76a®k+5)



(iii). After interchange the order of expectation w.rt. ®y and differentiating fl) (y|®k,9ﬁ,[(']) w.rt. Oy such that,

ko, [ (160.31)] =0and e, [ (100 3) =6, [ (sfocmt)].
(iv). Fisher information set 1 (@k) =Eg, [flu <y‘®k,9ﬁ,[j>} ’ > 0.
(v). Define fr!! (y|®k,mt,E]) =y, £l (y,-\(ak,mt,&]). Then for all 8> 0, there 3 € > 0 so that

o d a9 Glown) - o) < 1

(vi). The prior density Tt <®k|9ﬁ£’]> under model fm,[;] is Lebesgue measurable, continuous and positive at ©y.

Proposition 1. For model fm,[;] consider the density { £l (y|®k) ; O € @k} forall k=1,...,K satisfies Assumption [I}
Let p (r, E)ﬁ,[c'] ‘y) be the posterior density of T=+/n [@k — @Z(y)] under model E)ﬁ,[c']. Then

U L@ 1, T,
/]R p(‘c,imk ‘y) o exp 21 I(@k) dt — 0.

Proof. See the Appendix. O

For a given data set y the model with the largest posterior probability is the most favorable model (Nam et all, 2022).

(]

Moreover, the Bayes factor for model 91;° with respect to m}] can be expressed as

m (y\zmw o ! (vlew )= (@kmﬁj) 0,
m(y)  fo, 1 (vl ) = (@r]m;") der

[I>

Bu(y)

Although we have four models corresponding to Poisson, NB, ZIP and ZINP distributions, we are going to test two
models at a time as written in hypotheses [TH4l Therefore, throughout this paper K = 1 (hence, K + 1 = 2). The Bayes

factor of model 9)1[1'] with respect to mg] is

,m(vml) g, Y (vlen o) (') ae
Bio(y) = = H( H) <

m(y\fmg]> _I@Of y|©o, ') @0|ngl)d@0'

Since each hypothesis consists of two models, we have 7 (E)ﬁ[l]) =1-7 (9)?%1) and

p (imé] |y> =




Furthermore, we choose model sm{)'] as the true model if

p(mgly) =

1+ Bio(y) ft(img])

and choose model 9)1[1'] as true model if B1o(y) > 1. Following Kass and Vaidyanathan (1992) and Wasserman (2000)
using non-informative prior (will be discussed in the next section) yields a general interpretation of Bayes factors as
given in Table[Tl

Table 1: Bayes Factors interpretation based upon Jeffreys’ Prior.

Bayes Factors with their meanings.
Bayes Factor Description

Bio(y) < 15 Strong presence of model m.

& <Bioly) < 3% Moderate presence of model mb.

ﬁ <Bio(y) <1 Weak presence of model E)ﬁ([)'].

1 <Bioly) <32 Weak presence of model E)ﬁ[l'].
3.2 <PBio(y) <10  Moderate presence of model E)ﬁ[l'].

Bio(y) > 10 Strong presence of model E)ﬁ[l'].

2.2 Objective priors in models with Poisson, NB, ZIP and ZINB distributions

A severe problem in Bayesian analysis is to choose an appropriate prior 7 (@k !Em,[{]) under model 9%;. The subjective
Bayesian inference theory suggests that 7 <®k‘§m,[{']> should be based on a person’s prior opinion on ®; (Wasserman,

2000). More common Bayesian model selection approach is based on objective theory where ©t <®k|9ﬁ,[{']) is chosen to
be noninformative in some sense (Wassermarn, 2000). A philosophical thinking behind this approach can be found in
Kass and Wasserman (1996). It is well known that if the common parameters are orthogonal to the rest of the param-
eters in each of the K models, they can be assigned the same prior distribution since the Fisher Information matrix is
block diagonal.(Bayarri et al!, 2008; Jeffreys, [1961; [Kass and Vaidyanathan, [1992). Since the arbitrary constant would
be canceled in the Bayes factor, we use noninformative (or improper) prior in our case. A widely recognized noninfor-
mative prior is Jeffreys’ prior, defined as 7 (@k\smw oc |I (@k) ‘1/2. In this case 1 (@k) =Eg, [f1H <y‘®k,9ﬁ,&]>} ’ >0
is the Fisher information matrix as defined in Assumption [Il For example, if Y ~ N (@, ) then Jeffreys’ prior is a flat
prior 7T (@kw)?,[(‘]) ~ 1, where I and N(, ) represent an identity matrix and a multivariate normal distribution, respectively

<

(Wasserman, 20()0).
Since & and 6 in ZIP are not orthogonal, following Bayarri et al. (2008) with &* = &+ (1 — &) exp(—0) the density
function fZ/?(y|6,0) can be reparametrized as

AP (]er.8) =6 1(y=0)+(1-6&")f7(]8), y=0,1,2,..., ®)

where f£(y|0) := P(Y =y|Y > 0;0) = 6 /{y![exp(8) — 1]} is the zero-truncated Poisson distribution with parameter 0



such that &* > exp(—8). Therefore, the expression for model MY is

£7(18) = exp(—8)1(y = 0) +[1 —exp(~0)] /7 (v/8), y=0,1,2,.... (6)

According to the suggestions in Maity and Paul (2022) with o* = ot + (1 —a)(1 +x/y)"¥ and for all a* > (1 +x/y)~Y
the density function 2B (y|a,v,K) can be represented as

N Olosk) =o' 1 (y=0) + (1 —a”) 7 0[K), y=0,1.2,..., @)

where

, - -
v (1+5) (14D

Y )
X
1_(1_|__>

is the zero-truncated negative binomial distributions with parameter k such that the expression for model Z)JZIOV Bis

fPOlK) = PY =yY > 0;x) =

=Y
VB3 ]x) = <1+$) 1y =0)+

K =Y
1—<1+§> 7P), y=0,1,2,... ®)

As suggested by [Bayarri et al! (2008), Jeffreys prior can be used for the common parameter and a proper prior for the
extra parameters. It is well known that the Jeftreys prior for 0 in Poisson model, and for 'y and K in negative binomial
model are 7t} (9|9ﬁ£) = 1/+/0 and ©t)’® (K‘Sﬁf{vB) = //[(y+x)], respectively (Bayarri et al., [2008; Maity and Paul,
2022). The Jeffreys prior for orthogonal ZIP (i.e., the Jeffreys prior of £X(y|0)) can be expressed as

4 0987) 19 s 01 VT

In a similar fashion we can determine the Jeffreys prior for orthogonal ZINB (i.e., the Jeffreys prior of fV2(y|k)) can
be expressed as

8 () = ext) [T
where,
—(2+)
2 -1 K(k+7y) (1+5 1 1
ea(x) = Y — |- (k+7) _ _K—KH(JF ( v)_y 1+?+—_y ,
K K
K2 {1—<1+§> } 1—(1+§> y{l—(H—%) ] 1—<1+§)

®)
for all x,y > 0. The derivation of Equation (9) is presented in the Appendix. Since we need to choose a single

prior for both of the NB and ZINB, and as [Maity and Paul (2022) yields that working with any of TcZJVB (K!ﬁﬁi\m)

and nf’N B (OL‘K, mg’N B ) will add negligible error in computing, we are going to choose the simpler prior version of

B (K‘f)ﬁiv B ) = /v/[k(y+ K)] for both of the NB and ZINB cases. In a similar fashion the simpler prior 7t} (GDﬁf ) =

1/ v/6 can be used for Poisson and ZIP cases (Bayarri et all, 2008). Under orthogonal ZIP model a proper prior for &*
given 0 is a uniform distribution over (exp(—9),1) is

1
7P (o 1 [exp(—6) < & < 1], and furthermore, /" (6|0, M) = %]1 0<a<1].

U7 0,m") =

Sl



Similarly, for an orthogonal ZINB model, a proper prior for a* given x is a uniform distribution over the interval
((14+x/v)7",1) it can be expressed as

TE%INB (OC*|K, m%INB) _ K(yl 3 1

-y
<1+$> <ot < 1] or, 17" (a1, MNP = ¥ S10<a<t].

2.3 Objective Bayes factor in models with Poisson, NB, ZIP and ZINB distributions

In this section we are going to determine objective Bayes factors for each of the models explained in For a sample
of ncounts let @ = Y7 | 1(¥; = 0) be the number of zero observations, and @ = Y'"' , ¥; be the total count. It is important
to note that (@ = n) = (¢ = 0) (Bayarri et al., 2008). Therefore, by Bayarri et al. (2008) for given data set y

0®exp(—nd R
fr(yle) = %> and f#* (y|0.,0) =

i=1Yi*

[6+ (1 —&)exp(—0)]®(1 — &) Pexp{—(n—®)0}6®

n
iy yi!

I

and by [Maity and Paul (2022)
ny X Q[ n I(y; +
VB (y[) = ( ¥ > < > ()" Y)
v+x/) \v+x/ |1 »T®

Y
For @ > 0 the marginal likelihood function of Poisson and ZIP distributions with Jeffreys priors 7t} (e\smf ) and
TP (d 0, mZ1P ) respectively are

I (o+5)
¥tz [T !

On the other hand, following (Maity and Paul, 2022) the marginal likelihood function of NB distribution with Jeffreys
prior TEIJVB (KDJZ;(VB) is

)

FAME (o) =

(o) = N — Do) oot

! O (n—
G DT ! 2 (@)

nYJr%

L5 D0i+y) ( 1 )

m yi))TNB = — — Beta| ¢+ —,ny |,
“k)ﬂmww T2

where “Beta” represents a beta integration. Similarly by [Maity and Paul (2022), the marginal likelihood function of
ZINB distribution with Jeffreys prior nf’N B (OL‘K, m{’N B ) is

o!
) = A

n ()] 8 (1)t L
E yi'['(y) ;)(m_j)! Beta <(P+27(” ])'Y)-

The Bayes factor of the NB model against the Poisson model (i.e., Hypothesis [1)) is

ny+3 n | ny—%
[H—'] ) (10)

8l (y) 2 MEITT) n(9+2) T (my)
10 m(y[) AT (e+ny+1)

S T(yi+7)
,Q I'(y)
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It is important to note that, the Bayes factor B{O is increasing in total count ¢ for any given Y and n. When ¢ = 0 or
equivalently all counts are zero (y = 0), Bl,(0) = n'/>I'(ny)/[\,/¥T(ny+1/2)] < . Following Bayarri et al! (2008) the
Bayes factor of the ZIP model against the Poisson model (i.e., Hypothesis [)) is

s e MO w2 eyt O
o ) _(n+1)zj§(m_j),<1 n> .

Bayarri et al! (2008) suggests that when ¢ =0, m (y = 0!9)?5) =TI(1/2)/v/nand m(y = 0!931{”)) = oo which implies
%0(0) = oo, In this case, for a given n, B%O(y) is increasing in @ for any fixed ®, and is increasing in ® for any given ¢
(Bayarri et al., 2008). Now the Bayes factor of the ZINB model against the NB model (i.e., Hypothesis [3)) is

o m(y|miF) @I (e+ny+3) f (n=J)!T((n—Jj)Y)
m (y|20") (n+D)I(ny) = (@— )T (o+ (n—j)y+ 3

?O(Y)

For any give n and yif @ = 0 then, B3,(0) = Xi_((n— j)Y)T(ny+1/2)/[nT(ny)T((n — j)y+1/2)] < oo. Finally, the
Bayes factor of the ZINB model against the model ZIP (i.e., Hypothesis i4)) is

1

ny+3 noq ny—% o C((n— i

P S =) (e (- v+ )

1) 2 MO [ﬁ—r(w

T om(yET) T Y[ T

It can be easily verified that for any given n and Y, B‘l‘o(y) is strictly increasing in @. Furthermore, when ¢ = 0,
10(0) = ()P EjoD((n = j))/ [(n =)L ((n = )y +1/2)] <o,

3 Simulation Study

In this section we carry out a series of simulation studies to estimate some operating characteristics of the Bayes factors
derived in the previous Section.

3.1 Bayes factor of Negative Binomial against Poisson

In the first experiment, we generate 1000 simulated datasets from either the NB distribution or the Poisson distribution
with different parameter settings. The exact values of the parameters are given in Table 2l For each simulation, we
compute the Bayes factor derived in Section 2.3 that is the evidence of the ZINB distribution against the NB distribution.
Note that, when computing the Bayes factor, y has been assumed to be fixed as discussed in Section [2l Empirically, it
has been noted that Y= 1.001 offers the best outcome.

In the following, it is said that the Bayes factor fevers the NB model against the Poisson model if the computed
log(Bayes factor) is more than log(3.2) or log(10). If the computed log(Bayes factor) is more than log(3.2) then the
evidence is substantial and if the computed log(Bayes factor) is more than log(10) then it is said that there is strong
evidence that the model under consideration is a NB model (see Table[I)). On the other hand, if the computed log(Bayes
factor) is less than log(3.2) or log(10), then the evidence is substantial or strong respectively in the favor of Poisson
model. In terms of the notations introduced in Section 2] if we denote NB and Poisson model by 9t and 91, then Table
[Ilis directly applicable to draw the inference.

Table [2| summarizes the result how many times the zero inflated model is selected out of 1000 simulations using
the Bayes factor comparisons. Additionally, we have included the outcome using the Vuong’s test (Vuong, [1989) and
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Table 2: Simulation result to count how many times Statistical procedures favor NB model against the Poisson model.
BF3: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 3.2 (when the data generating model is NB) or less than 1/3.2
(when the data generating model is Poisson), BF10: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 10 (when the
data generating model is NB) or less than 1/10 (when the data generating model is Poisson), Vuong: number of times
the data generating model is selected by Vuong’s test, AIC: number of times the data generating model is selected by
AIC criterion out of 1000 simulations.

A Y k  Data Generating Model BF3 BF10 Vuwong AIC

05 15 05 NB 969 900 59 628
Pois 66 17 123 928

05 05 NB 1000 998 518 979
Pois 68 14 126 945

05 1.5 NB 1000 1000 999 1000
Pois 75 19 126 941

1 15 05 NB 972 897 46 597
Pois 431 304 116 933

05 0.5 NB 999 995 517 973
Pois 426 301 116 942

05 1.5 NB 1000 1000 995 1000
Pois 393 263 100 935

3 15 05 NB 961 893 63 608
Pois 988 980 102 933

05 05 NB 999 996 533 976
Pois 989 982 106 934

05 1.5 NB 1000 1000 996 1000
Pois 992 986 58 942

5 15 05 NB 963 929 63 619
Pois 1000 1000 84 935

05 05 NB 1000 998 519 978
Pois 1000 1000 104 936

05 1.5 NB 1000 1000 996 1000
Pois 1000 1000 111 927

akaiake information criterion (AIC, (Akaike,|1998)). R package nonnest2 (Merkle and You, 2020; R Core Team,2021))
has been utilized to carry out Vuong’s test.

Nevertheless, it is evident from Table [2] that Bayes factor remains superior in selecting the correct model if the data
generating model follows a NB distribution. It remains superior in selecting the correct model when the data generating
model is a Poisson model if the mean of the Poisson distribution is high. Moreover, the criterion — log(Bayes factor)
more than log(3.2) (BF3) — selects the zero inflated model more often than the criterion — log(Bayes factor) more than
log(10) (BF10) — for obvious reason. For instance, with data generating A = 5,y = 1.5,k = 0.5, when the sample is
simulated from a NB distribution, then BF3 and BF10 are able to recover the NB distribution 963 times and 929 times
respectively. On the other hand, AIC criterion indicates that 619 datasets follows the NB model out of 1000 simulated
datasets. With the same data generating parameters, when the data are simulated from a Poisson distribuion, then, BF3
and B10 are able to recover the Poisson model 1000 times and 1000 times respctively, outperfroming the AIC creterion
which is able to indicate in the favor of the Poisson model 935 times. Note that, the performance of Vuong’s test remains
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inferior throughout the simulation studies.

3.2 Bayes factor of Zero Inflated Poisson against Poisson

In the second experiment, we generate 1000 simulated datasets from either the zero inflated Poisson (ZIP) distribution
or the Poisson distribution with different parameter settings. The exact values of the parameters are given in Table 31
The data generation and the inference follows the similar paths as the first simulated example.

Table B summarizes the result how many times the zero inflated model is selected out of 1000 simulations using the
Bayes factor comparisons, Vuong’s test and the AIC criterion. An additional outcome has been included using the R
package performance written by [Liidecke et all (2021). This package offers functionality to check if excessive amount
of zeros are present in the data. In this way, if it is determined that the number of existing zero’s are than the usual then
one can conclude that the data follows a zero inflated distribution.

Nevertheless, it is evident from Table [3] that Bayes factor remains superior in selecting the correct model, partic-
ularly, when the mean of the Possion distribution is large. The other inferences remain similar to the first simulated
example.

3.3 Bayes factor of Zero Inflated Negative Binomial against Negative Binomial

In the third experiment, we generate 1000 simulated datasets from either the zero inflated Negative Binomial (ZINB)
distribution or the Negative Binomial (NB) distribution with different parameter settings. The exact values of the pa-
rameters are given in Table[dl The data generation and the inference follows the similar paths as the previous examples.

Table 4 summarizes the result how many times the zero inflated model is selected out of 1000 simulations using the
Bayes factor comparisons, Vuong’s test, inflation, and the AIC criterion. It is evident from Table 4] that Bayes factor
remains superior in selecting the correct model, particularly, when the parameters of the NB distribution are large. The
other inferences remain similar to the previous simulated examples.

3.4 Bayes factor of Zero Inflated Negative Binomial against Zero Inflated Poisson

In the last experiment, we generate 1000 simulated datasets from either the zero inflated Negative Binomial (ZINB)
distribution or the zero inflated Poisson (ZIP) distribution with different parameter settings. The exact values of the pa-
rameters are given in Table[5l The data generation and the inference follows the similar paths as the previous examples.

Table [3] summarizes the result how many times the zero inflated model is selected out of 1000 simulations using
the Bayes factor comparisons, Vuong’s test, and the AIC criterion. It is evident from Table [5] that Bayes factor remains
superior in selecting the correct model.

4 Model Selection in Microbiome Data

In this Section we apply the Bayes factor computation techniques discussed here in a real life data originated from a case-
control study. The objective of the original experiment was to gain knowledge of the vaginal microbioata throughout
pregnancy. Toward this end, a longitudinal case control study was designed in 22 pregnant women who delivered
at term (38 to 42 weeks) without complications, and 32 non-pregnant women. Serial samples of vaginal fluid were
collected from both non-pregnant and pregnant patients. The data includes 16S rRNA gene sequence based vaginal
microbiota from which samples are collected from each subject over intervals of weeks, resulting in 143 taxa and N =
900 longitudinal samples (139 measurements from pregnant women and 761 measurements from non-pregnant women.)
For more details on the experiment see Romero et al! (2014); also see Jiang et al. (2023).
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Table 3: Simulation result to count how many times Statistical procedures favor ZIP model against the Poisson model.
BF3: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 3.2 (when the data generating model is ZIP) or less than
1/3.2 (when the data generating model is Poisson), BF10: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 10 (when
the data generating model is ZIP) or less than 1/10 (when the data generating model is Poisson), Vuong: number of
times the data generating model is selected by Vuong’s test, Inflation: Number of times it is predicted that the data are
zero inflated, AIC: number of times the data generating model is selected by AIC criterion out of 1000 simulations.
Percentage (%) of Zeros: Percentage of zeros present in the data.

A Percentage (%) of Zeros Data Generating Model BF3 BF10 Vuong Inflation AIC

0.5 97.7 ZIP 415 294 36 2 415
60.9 Pois 559 28 45 814 939
90.3 Z1IP 590 362 80 50 644
60.8 Pois 567 35 51 790 935
80.3 Z1IP 390 191 36 195 519
60.6 Pois 578 23 38 789 929
70.6 Z1IP 135 48 9 178 258
60.5 Pois 560 18 44 799 943
1 96.8 ZIP 765 633 173 75 765
37 Pois 810 349 46 388 922
84.3 ZIP 937 859 508 743 958
36.8 Pois 815 320 47 409 944
68.2 ZIP 869 715 419 935 949
36.6 Pois 795 322 47 385 926
52.5 ZIP 390 220 77 806 643
36.7 Pois 803 338 50 390 918
3 95.2 ZIP 995 989 810 868 995
4.9 Pois 959 853 72 207 926
76.5 Z1IP 1000 1000 999 1000 1000
4.9 Pois 963 845 66 194 937
52.5 ZIP 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
4.9 Pois 959 845 72 203 934
28.6 ZIP 1000 999 995 1000 1000
5 Pois 956 849 80 228 934
5 95 ZIP 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
1.3 Pois 961 884 0 642 884
74.9 ZIP 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
1.4 Pois 962 879 0 710 881
50.3 Z1IP 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
1.4 Pois 964 892 0 620 891
25.5 Z1IP 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
1.4 Pois 964 898 0 652 896

For the analysis, we focused on two specific Phylotypes: Lactobacillus.iners and Atopobium. Each dataset contained
900 observations, with the first dataset having 15.1% zeros and the second dataset having 66.3% zeros. We computed the
log(Bayes factor) and AIC criteria for four models: Negative Binomial (NB), Poisson, Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial

14



Table 4: Simulation result to count how many times Statistical procedures favor ZINB model against the NB model.
BF3: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 3.2 (when the data generating model is ZINB) or less than
1/3.2 (when the data generating model is NB), BF10: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 10 (when
the data generating model is ZINB) or less than 1/10 (when the data generating model is NB), Vuong: number of
times the data generating model is selected by Vuong’s test, Inflation: Number of times it is predicted that the data are
zero inflated, AIC: number of times the data generating model is selected by AIC criterion out of 1000 simulations.
Percentage (%) of Zeros: Percentage of zeros present in the data.

Y k  Percentage (%) of Zeros Data Generating Model BF3 BF10 Vuong Inflation AIC

1.5 05 96.9 ZINB 1000 1000 54 32.6 848
455 NB 40 0 20 910 470
86.8 ZINB 1000 1000 60 0 820
46.5 NB 50 0 30 909 485
73.8 ZINB 1000 1000 120 0 870
46.2 NB 60 10 20 930 440
59.8 ZINB 1000 990 40 0 720
470 NB 40 10 0 879 374
0.5 05 97.6 ZINB 1000 1000 34 966 896
573 NB 0 0 20 1000 450
92.4 ZINB 1000 1000 20 0 808
71.0 NB 0 0 0 1000 410
85.2 ZINB 1000 1000 20 0 737
71.0 NB 0 0 10 1000 420
77.6 ZINB 1000 1000 20 0 600
58,5 NB 0 0 10 1000 440
5 5 94.9 ZINB 1000 1000 646 545 1000
33 NB 1000 1000 20 265 510
75.9 ZINB 1000 1000 900 200 1000
32 NB 1000 10000 0 280 480
51.4 ZINB 1000 1000 987 953 1000
33 NB 1000 1000 41 301 499
2777 ZINB 910 860 930 1000 1000
33 NB 1000 1000 20.8 271 521

(ZINB), and Zero-Inflated Poisson (ZIP).

Table [6] presents the computed log(Bayes Factor) on the Microbiome data, while Table [7] displays the AIC values
for each model. Note that, a Negative Binomial model cannot be fitted to the data because the underlying maximization
process does not converge. For the same reason, the Bayes factor of NB against Poisson model cannot be computed.

For the first dataset, the log(Bayes factor) of ZINB against NB and of ZIP against Poisson are 829.0 and 171854.9,
respectively, which favors a zero Inflated model for the data. Consequently, the log(Bayes factor) of ZINB against ZIP
becomes -13686110.0 which implies that one should fit a zero inflated Poisson model to the data. On the other hand,
the AIC criterion supports to fit a zero Inflated Negative Binomial model to the data. Romero et all (2014) concluded in
the favor of fitting a negative Binomial model.
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Table 5: Simulation result to count how many times Statistical procedures favor ZINB model against the ZIP model.
BF3: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 3.2 (when the data generating model is ZINB) or less than
1/3.2 (when the data generating model is NB), BF10: Number of times the log(Bayes factor) is more than 10 (when
the data generating model is ZINB) or less than 1/10 (when the data generating model is NB), Vuong: number of
times the data generating model is selected by Vuong’s test, Inflation: Number of times it is predicted that the data are
zero inflated, AIC: number of times the data generating model is selected by AIC criterion out of 1000 simulations.
Percentage (%) of Zeros: Percentage of zeros present in the data.

Ay k  Percentage (%) of Zeros Data Generating Model BF3 BFI0 Vuong AIC
1 05 05 84 ZINB 587 587 49 665
68.1 ZIP 990 990 61 624
1 5 5 53 ZINB 1000 1000 278 994
69.4 ZIP 989 989 45 603
3 05 05 86.6 ZINB 579 579 41 665
52.6 ZIP 518 518 101 556
3 5 5 53.2 ZINB 999 999 281 994
544 ZIP 518 518 84 573

Table 6: Computed log(Bayes Factor) on the Microbiome data.

Example ‘ Model

‘ log(Bayes factor)

1 NB vs. Poisson -
ZINB vs. NB 829.0
ZIP vs. Poisson 171854.9
ZINB vs. ZIP -13686110.0
2 NB vs. Poisson -
ZINB vs. NB 1172.6
ZIP vs. Poisson 5073.6
ZINB vs. ZIP 120266.8

Table 7: Computed log(Bayes Factor) on the Microbiome data.

Example ‘ Model ‘ AIC
1 NB -
Poisson | 1667918.0
ZINB 12513.0
ZIP 1324204.0
2 NB -
Poisson 24913.9
ZINB 3342.2
ZIP 14763.3

A very similar analysis concludes that a ZINB model is the appropriate one to fit into the second dataset. This can
be concluded by computing both th Bayes factor and the AIC. Furthermore, this inference accords with the findings of

16



Romero et all (2014).
Overall, the Bayes factor and AIC analyses provide insights into selecting the appropriate models for further analysis
of the vaginal microbiota data obtained from the case-control study.

5 Discussion

In recent years, a significant effort has done in the literature of longitudinal metagenomics to investigate dynamic as-
sociations between microbial symbiosis and the development of many diseases, such as inflammatory bowl diseases
(Sharpton et all, 2017; Minar, 2018a), colorectal cancers (Liang et all, [2014}), Parkinson’s disease (Yang et al., 2018;
Minar, [2018b,12019), preterm birth (Stewart et al.,[2017), and autoimmune diseases (Vatanen et al.,[2016;Zhang and Yi,
2020; Roy et al., 2023c,d). The literature discussed above either used 16S rRNA or whole-metagenome shotgun se-
quencing technologies to simulate longitudinal metagenomics data (Zhang and Yi, 2020; Roy et all,[2023b). While the
bioinformatics tools for processing 16S rRNA sequencing data give the counts, whole-metagenome shotgun sequencing
data give either counts or proportions. In this article, we considered the longitudinal metagenomic count data generated
from 16S rRNA sequencing based vaginal microbiota. Since the objective was to gain knowledge of the vaginal micro-
biota throughout pregnancy, a longitudinal case control study was designed in 22 pregnant women who delivered at term
(38 to 42 weeks) without complications, and 32 non-pregnant women, and serial samples of vaginal fluid were collected
from both non-pregnant and pregnant patients. Moreover, we analyzed on two specific Phylotypes: Lactobacillus.iners
and Atopobium. Each dataset contained 900 observations, with the first dataset having 15.1% zeros and the second
dataset having 66.3% zeros. We computed the log(Bayes factor) and AIC criteria for four models: Negative Binomial
(NB), Poisson, Zero-Inflated Negative Binomial (ZINB), and Zero-Inflated Poisson (ZIP).

In this article, we presented Poisson, NB, ZIP, and ZINB distributions to analyze high-throughput sequencing mi-
crobiome data. First, we verified some convergence and measurability properties of the posterior distribution. Second,
the Jeffreys prior was calculated for ZINB. Then the presence of over-dispersion was tested by using Bayesian method-
ologies. We introduced the Bayes factor for ZINB and ZIP and tested for the model selection under the incidence of
over dispersed data. For each of the four distributions, we used non-informative Jeffreys prior and determined Bayes
factors corresponding to the hypotheses [[H4l We did simulation studies of the distributions with different parameters
to determine the effectiveness of Bayes’ factors (i.e., BF3 and BF10) compared with traditional AIC and Vuong’s test.
We showed that BF3 and BF10 outperformed AIC and Vuong’s test in every case. For example, in the case of NB
versus Poisson with A = 1, y= 1.5, and k¥ = 0.5, when a sample is generated by simulating an NB, then BF3 and BF10
would be able to recover the NB distribution 972 and 897 times, respectively (see Table 2). On the other hand, AIC
indicates that 597 datasets follow the NB distribution out of 1000 simulated datasets. In this case, Vuong’s test gives the
most inferior result and throughout our simulation studies, its performance was the worst. To conduct the quantitative
analysis, R package BFZINBZIP was used which is available at authors’ github account.

Our method is novel in identifying differentially 143 taxa for two patient groups (i.e., pregnant and non-pregnant
women) under a single statistical framework which allows for an integrative analysis of the microbiome and other
omics data sets. The proposed method can lead to proper clinical decisions corresponding to the precision shaping
of the microbiome data. Furthermore, BF3 and BF10 proposed in this article perform better than AIC and Vuong’s
test throughout our simulation studies and real data analysis. In real data analysis, since the underlying maximization
process of 16S rRNA data do not converge, an NB distribution is impossible to fit. As a result, the Bayes factor of NB
against the Poisson model cannot be determined. In Table, [6] the log(Bayes factor) of ZINB against NB, and of ZIP
against Poisson are 829.0 and 171854.9, respectively, which supports the zero-inflated model for our data set. On the
other hand, the log(Bayes factor) of ZINB against ZIP is -13686110.0 supports in favor of the implementation of a ZIP
model to the data. Furthermore, the AIC criterion in Table [7] goes in favor of fitting a ZINB to the data. Tables [6] and
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[7] give similar results for the second set of data which favors the implementation of a ZINB model as the log(Bayes
factor) and AIC are 120266.8 and 3342.2, respectively. This inference is similar to the results obtained in[Romero et al.
(2014).

The framework of the proposed method allows for several extensions. For example, the current model supports
two groups (i.e., pregnant and non-pregnant women). We can extend our current model to multiple phenotype type
groups including intermediate phenotypes. In this case, our method can incorporate group-specific parameters while
holding other parameters fixed, and same poaterior inference can be incorporated. We can extend our proposed model
to a regression framework where the normalized microbiome normalized abundance can be used as a the response
which would integrate metabolite compounds, as predictors (Jiang et al.,2021). Another extension would be to discuss
correlated covariates such as longitudinal clinical measurements (Zhang et all,2017; Jiang et all, 2021)).
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An R package BFZINBZIP is available on Github:
https://github.com/arnabkrmaity/BFZINBZIP/tree/mainl This package has been used to do simulations in Sec-
tion 3 and real data analysis in Section 4.

Data Availability Statement

Romero data is available in their paper [Romero et all (2014) or directly from the R package NBZIMM.

Appendix

Proof of Lemma 1l

In order to prove this lemma we will show that for the probability measure at ®; of model 9)?,[{‘] denoted as Fg, Q=1

, p (WH \Y((D)>
L, p(2y(@) 1—p(m;Tw)> ag(©r) 0,

where p (sm,[] ‘y((u))) be a posterior density distribution of k' model so that k = 0,1. Using the continuity at point

Oy C Oy, there 3{3,€,A} so that for all § > 0,& > 0 and A > 0 there exists a neighborhood A of ®;such that V¥ O € A/,
and k=1,2,
n(%!ﬁmk]) ”(@()mg]> 5. 1l] A
- <8, and ‘n (@k\i)ﬁk'>—n<®k\9ﬁk'>‘ <.
n(@fm) x(@fm')

18


https://github.com/arnabkrmaity/BFZINBZIP/tree/main

By consistency there exists a sample space €2, ng: (Q) = 1, so that for each ® € Q, we have the posterior probability at
neighborhood A of ©; as
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Finally, for n > n*,

/@k p (75 y(@) = p (7 y(0)) | at(@1)

[
< [ (o ly()) 1~ Z (5 )

2| dG(©) + 24 < (1) + 2.
(o y(@))

This completes the proof. [

Proof of Lemma 2

Consider two independent random variables ¢y, G with posterior probability distribution functions p (Em([)‘] !y) D (Em[l] ‘y)
respectively. Then by [Piterbarg (1996),
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) } with T represents the transposition of the matrix.
Now let us analyze the asymptotic properties of the finite integral

I
oly—z p 11z ). (13)

y/4
There exists m > 0 such that m | 0. For a positive integer € define me = €m/y so that y>/(4m) is an integer. Therefore,

2 2 o )] o) o (o)
y/4<me<3y/4
y—m“)] {p <9ﬁ¥ m) —p(zm[l'} mlﬂ (14)

1> Z |:1_p<9ﬁ”
1= p (M [y) = Wiy exp(—y*/2)(1 +0(1)), asy — o=,

 y/A<me<3y/4
there exist two monotonically decreasing functions 1(y) — 0, n1(y) — O since y — oo so that for all y > 0 we have,

G+o>y.o< y/4> <p <9ﬁ,ﬁ] g > 3y/4> =0 (y™exp(—9y*/32))

G+ >y, < 3)’/4) <p <5mH

& > 3y/4> = 0 (y* exp(—9y*/32)), (12)

By condition

Wy exp(y2/2)(1—ma(y)) < 1—p <sz

y) < Wy exp(y*/2)(1+Mul(y)), k=0, 1.

m£> —-p <§m[1]

Our main objective is to determine the estimate of the upper and the lower bounds of p (9}2[1]
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condition T4l The upper bound is

p (zrft@ m) —p (zm[l'} m“)

1 1
< exp (g 1) [ men)] Pl exp (30 ) 1= i)

)i
P 1 2 1 1 2
<Wimg' exp — M- — ¥ md" exp —Em +2¥ M (y/4)m?" | exp — M-

1 e—1 2e—1)m? 1
= ‘leg exp <——mg> [( . ) {( 2y2) } — 1} _|_2lyml(y/4) 1exp <—§m51>
i 1o\ (e’ L)
< W mg¢' exp —5Me 3 +2¥ M1 (y/4)m" | exp —5Me

2
1, 1 5
<P, Y(3e/4)m? exp — 5 +2% M1 (y/4)mg" | exp —3Me1 )

where Y(y) = [exp(y) — 1]/y.
The lower bound is,

e—1\¥ —m? 1 em? em? 1
2(55) er(G rton (302) (5 ) v (5 ) -2emom o (50
dm —m? 1 em? 1
>Y(m/4) <1 — Y—yz> exp <W> Wime' exp <—§mg> < ¥ ) 2‘Pm1(y/4) mg' | exp <—§m§_1> .

Therefore,

—mg)? mg_ m2
1 S (1 ‘1‘710(}’/4)) Y(Sm/4)lP0lP1 Z (y — mg)% exp <—(yi)> mi)l exp < > 1) <8y_2>

y/4<me<3y/4 2
N2 m2
2y AR F v menp (-~ e (L) 15
y/4<me<3y/4
and
4m\ m
1> (1+mo(y/4)) Y(m/4)¥o'¥, l—g exp “oy2
_ 2 2 2
B (S atan ) (%)
y/4<m¢<3y/4 2 2 y
q)() (y_mg)z ¢1 mg—l
—2(1+mo(y/4)m(y/4)¥o¥ Z (y —me)™ exp T, JMmeexp| 5 |- (16)
y/4<m¢<3y/4
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Define m., := me /y = em/y?. First sum of the right hand side of Equation (T3) yields,

I =yt 2exp(—y?/2) Z (1— mg)q"’mgb' exp (yz(m’8 - m’az)mg) <ﬁ2>
1/4<m},<3/4 y

1 1\N]%T1 1\1* y? 1 2 m
— yPot+01+2 2 / / 2 / /
y exp(—y~/2) E [—— <m8——>} {——i— <m£——>] exp{——y <——m£> Me—

do+1+2 2 1 . ®r1 p 1 o 2 (1 / ? y m
<2y exp(—y~/4) )y o ST me—5 )| expy Y (5 me) (me;
0<m—(1/2)<1/4 y

1 V4 /1 m\% /1 m\®
< 2ybooi+? —24—/ ut 2) (s a2 Y)Y
<2y exp(—y~/ )y ; 3 u+y2 2+u+y2 exp(—y“u”)du

= 2/ exp(—v?)dv2 Qoo gttt oy (w2 /4) (14 0(1)),
0
as y — oo. The last inequality is obtained by using the monotone convergence theorem. The estimate from below for
the first sum on the right hand side of condition (I6]) becomes,
m

I =yt 0t2exp(—y? /2) Z (1- m/g)%mgl)l eXp (yz(m/g —mg — m/yz)/) Me <_2>
1/4<m;<3/4 y

00+1+2 2 1 AT AT
= exp(—m)y exp(—y~/2) ) 7 \Me1 75 T \me—3
—1/4<mi—(1/2)<1/4
2 2
y 2 (1 / ym
Xexp{z—y <§—m£> }mgﬁ

> 2exp(-m)y® O R exp(—y2/4) Y B—(mé—%>—ﬂ]% B*(’"’s‘%‘ﬂrl

0<me—(1/2)<1/4

1 2 m
><exp{_y2 (E_m;) }mé_lﬁ
1/4 /1 % /1 01
> 2exp(-m)y™  2exp(—y2/4) [ (5 —ur ) (5Hut ) exp(—yu)du
0 2 y 2 y
= 2/ exp(—v?)dv2~ o0yttt oxp(_y2 /4)(1+0(1)),
0

as'y — oo. Now consider the second sums /”” and I, on the right hand side of condition (I3)). For all €, e-th summand in
those sums is determined by the corresponding summand in the first sum by multiplying by y?/(em?) < 4/m. Dividing
left hand side and right hand sides of condition (I3)) and (I6) by

V(y) =2 @000 /mp gyt 0 exp(y2 /4)
and letting y — oo yields,

1 1
Y(4m/3)exp(—m) < liminf —— <limsup —— <1
vy V(Y) T yoe V(Y)

For an arbitrary m, and definition of Y, the above inequality shows the asymptotic behavior of I. Therefore, the statement
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of the lemma follows by condition (I2). This completes the proof. [

Proof of Proposition ]

In order to prove this proposition we would go along the line of (Ghosh and Ramamoorthi (2010). Since T = \/n(®; —

@g), under model SIRL'] we can write,

1y — (vl + %) m (@ i)
p(r,mk \y> _fR (Y\®Z+ >n(®k+\[‘9ﬁ )
i n<®k+7|m )exp{f"['] (y|@g ij)ﬁ/@)_fn[-] (y\@n,mg)}
oo o Gl ) g

It is sufficient to show that

/ n(@k—i-\/iﬁ‘m,[{'])ex{ (y\®z+f,m”) f"[l(y\@",aﬁ,[j)}
R
)

fRn<®k+\/Lﬁ‘9ﬁ,[j>ex { (y\@gjtf,mt,[{]) — il (y\@ du
1(2(:)" exp ——r 21 (6% } a0, (17)
T

or,

<®k+—|9ﬁk>exp{ <Y\@Z+79ﬁp> [-](y\(ag,z)ﬁ@)}
(@) exp{ 371 (1)}

A

?,
du 0. (18)

In order to understand conditions [17] and [18] define

Y, :_/ <®k+\f\zm >exp{ (y!@Z—F\/_ fm,&]>—f"H (y\@)z,m,&])}du

Thus, expression in condition [I7]becomes

1
(o S eso {1 (vien + i) - sl i)
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Let us denote two integrals as
_ 1 _
<®k + —\zm > exp {f”“ (yl@ﬁ + %m}j) ' (/e o) } (@ om) exp {_5121 (@k)}
— . 1 _ 1 (:)k 1 _
hi= [ r (&) exp{—irzl (ek)} -, (M ) exp{—irzl (@k)} .

Iy .= drt

Since condition [18] implies Y,, — T (@;JE)JZE) \/21t/1(®y), it is sufficient to show that integral inside the parenthesis
converges to zero in probability and this term is less than Iy + I;. Now by condition [I8] /) — 0 and the expression in 7},

L = TC(@AWE)—YH % /Rexp{—%rzl(@k)}dr—)O,

asY,—m (@kbﬁ,[;]) \/271/1(®y,). For further simplicity of this problem, define a function

gi= Y A (vlep. o)) = LAl (fep o).

i=1

Clearly g, — 1(®y) almost surely in probability Pg, as n — oo. To check condition [I8]it is sufficient to show that

[ (00 2o Yexo 0 (sn 2 o)~ (e, )}
1
- (@Z\Dﬁ,@) exp {—Euzgn}

For any 8, 5c > 0 let us break R into three regions so that C; = {u: |u| < »cIn\/n}, G = {u: »In\/n < |u| < 3\/n} and
= {u: |u| > &y/n}. For the region (3,

u . nl. n u . n|. n . n . 1
/63 n(@k—k—n!m,&]) exp {f [] <y‘®k+ﬁ,9ﬁ,[<]> —f [} (y‘@ ,93?,@)}—n(@k‘m,[cgexp{—iuzg,,}

§/ (@H——Dﬁ}c]) exp{f"“ <y‘®"+7 9)2“) (y|® Smk] }dLH-/ ®"‘9ﬂ,[{]>exp{ ; 2g,,}du.

By Assumption (v) in[Ithe first integral goes to zero and by the tail estimate of a normal distribution the second integral
converges to zero (Ghosh and Ramamoorthi, 2010). Since, @} — O for n — oo, then a Taylor series expansion yields,

’P@k
du — 0. (19)

du

2 1 n 2 n
<y|@k+ T sz) _ pild (y\@ﬁ,zmﬁﬂ) = ;—nffu (Y\®Z79ﬁ5> +2 <\/_> : (y|®k,zm£]) uzg + Rn,
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where ©; € (O, ®7). Now for region (i

2
U joml] W A anlaml] 1y
n<®k+\/ﬁ|9ﬁk>exp{ > n} n<®k|9ﬁk)exp{ 2u gn}
uzgn 1,
< _ _ __
_/ <®k+\/,‘9ﬁ > exp{ 7 ,,} exp{ 2u gn}

n <@k+ —|9Jt,{1> —n(@f|m)

du

G

du

1
exp {—Eu g,,}du

Since the prior density 7t(.|.) is continuous at @, the second integral converges to zero a.s. in probability Ps, - The first
integral of the above expression is,

L, U gyl 1,
/ <®k+—‘9ﬁ ) lexp{R,} — llexp{—iu g,,}dug /Cln<®k+%|mk > \Rn\exp\Rn\exp{—Eu gn ¢ du.
(20)
Since

supansup(%) £ (v]eg.m)) < Zn v 0n(1) = op(1).

ue(y ue(

the condition 20] satisfies

/ (@k—i——!im“) |R,|exp |R, |exp{——u g,,}d
1
< (@t 2iml) [ e {3t b Ralexp Rldu=or(1).
G
Finally, for the region (3,
<®k+ Dﬂ[]) exp{ wgn ,,} —n(@ﬂf)ﬁ,&])exp{_luzgn}
2 2
< ) [] gn n [ 1,
< k+—|9ﬁ exp +R, pdu+ n(@k‘fmk>exp ——u“g, ¢ du.
2 G 2

For a large constant C* € (0,0) the second integral of the above inequality satisfies

du

7ol 1 7 oyl 1
/Czn<®k‘9ﬁ,[<]>exp{—§u2gn}du§27t <®k|m,£])exp{—§%g,,ln\/ﬁ} [8v/n — »1n+/n]
() Vi T,

n>gn/4

Since u € & and »Iny/n < |u| < d+/n, first integral yields |u|/+/n < . Therefore,

e (2 ) <22 ).
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Small values of 6 > 0 ensures

{\R\< 4gn,Vu€Cz}>1—8,forn>n*, (21
as SUPgy: ¢ (@, -5,6,+8) (1/1) | f "H (y|®k,§mk]>‘ Op(1). The condition 2] can be written as,
u? u?

Therefore, with probability greater than 1 — &€,

n u2 n
/ <®k+—‘§mk>exp{ 2g +Rn}du§®si[2n<®k+—|9ﬁ,[(]> /Czexp{— 2g —|—R,,}du—>0,
k 2

as n — oo. Now first choosing a d to ensure condition 21] and then by working with the d in first and second steps yields
the final expression. This completes the proof. [

Derivation of Equation

Note that the probability mass function (pmf) of the zero-truncated negative binomial random variable Y is
L(y+7) L
T (1+5) (+9)

K
1_(1+_>

7P(lk) =

The expected value of ¥ is

Note that
NB [T+ Y K\ Y
Since .
Y
2 v 1 (1)
" 0D T (1)
and
(2+v) (2+y)
1
O ¥ = — 12 L () (n) (13
K2 7\2 5 3 ¥ = —,
R e e I (O N R
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we have the Fisher information matrix as

2
109 =& | 5 7010

- (¥ ’ ! - ! .
(Y+x) [1 - (1 - g)q (Y+x) [1 - (1 +$) q (Y+%)
<1+$>_(2+Y) L 1
+W 7 +Y)+1 (1+5)
_ (1)2 1 P 1 |- K
I ()T i () ) T
G
Kyt K 1 1 1
+{ Y ]1_<1+$)—7 Y(1+Y)+1_<1+$)_Y

Therefore, the Jeffreys prior is readily available by taking a squared root on /(k).
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