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Abstract

Nested nonparametric processes are vectors of random probability measures widely
used in the Bayesian literature to model the dependence across distinct, though related,
groups of observations. These processes allow a two-level clustering, both at the observa-
tional and group levels. Several alternatives have been proposed starting from the nested
Dirichlet process by Rodríguez et al. (2008). However, most of the available models are
neither computationally efficient or mathematically tractable. In the present paper, we
aim to introduce a range of nested processes that are mathematically tractable, flexible,
and computationally efficient. Our proposal builds upon Compound Random Measures,
which are vectors of dependent random measures early introduced by Griffin and Leisen
(2017). We provide a complete investigation of theoretical properties of our model. In
particular, we prove a general posterior characterization for vectors of Compound Ran-
dom Measures, which is interesting per se and still not available in the current literature.
Based on our theoretical results and the available posterior representation, we develop
the first Ferguson & Klass algorithm for nested nonparametric processes. We specialize
our general theorems and algorithms in noteworthy examples. We finally test the model’s
performance on different simulated scenarios, and we exploit the construction to study
air pollution in different provinces of an Italian region (Lombardy). We empirically show
how nested processes based on Compound Random Measures outperform other Bayesian
competitors.

Keywords: Bayesian nonparametrics, partial exchangeability, completely random mea-
sures, Poisson processes, nested processes

1 Introduction

Exchangeability is a common assumption in the Bayesian nonparametric literature, which en-
tails homogeneity of the observed data. However, in a large variety of applied problems data
come from different, though related, studies, thus one requires more complex dependence struc-
tures. The partial exchangeability assumption (de Finetti, 1938) is a possible solution: data are
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supposed to be homogeneous within the same group and conditional independent across the di-
verse groups. In this context, typical Bayesian proposals try to balance two extreme situations:
the full exchangeable case and the case of unconditional independence across samples. A pioneer
contribution in this direction is due to Cifarelli and Regazzini (1978); however, the investigation
of dependent nonparametric priors has been spurred many years later by MacEachern (1999,
2000), with the introduction of the dependent Dirichlet process. Indeed, several statistical
models have been proposed to induce dependence across random probability measures in the
presence of multiple-sample data. Remarkable examples explore the stick-breaking construction
(Dunson and Park, 2008), the superposition of random measures (Lijoi and Nipoti, 2014; Griffin
et al., 2013; Lijoi et al., 2014a,b), hierarchical structures (Teh et al., 2006; Camerlenghi et al.,
2019b), nested nonparametric processes (Rodríguez et al., 2008; Camerlenghi et al., 2019a; Be-
raha et al., 2021; Lijoi et al., 2023a), thinned random measures (Lau and Cripps, 2022). The
dependence structure induced by many of these statistical models may also be quantified in
terms of Wasserstien indexes of dependence (Catalano et al., 2021, 2024). We refer to Quintana
et al. (2022) for an updated review of dependent structures in Bayesian nonparametrics.

The present paper deals with special classes of dependent nonparametric priors, namely
nested nonparametric processes. They are extremely useful to cluster simultaneously observa-
tions and distributions in a partially exchangeable setting. The first contribution for this type
of models is due to Rodríguez et al. (2008), who defined the nested Dirichlet process to cluster
distributions within a Bayesian nonparametric setting. However, Camerlenghi et al. (2019a)
have shown that the nested Dirichlet process exhibits a degeneracy issue. More precisely, if two
samples from different groups share the same distinct value, then the nested Dirichlet process
model collapses to a situation of full exchangeability. This behavior is undesirable since the
heterogeneity across samples is destroyed. The same degeneracy property also holds for mixture
models at the level of the latent parameters. Camerlenghi et al. (2019a) proposed latent nested
nonparametric priors to overcome this problem. Although this proposal solves the degener-
acy issue of the nested Dirichlet process, it becomes hugely demanding from a computational
standpoint, especially when the number of groups grows. Other strategies recently appeared in
the Bayesian nonparametric literature to face the computational difficulties and combinatorial
hurdles of latent nested models. These include a semi-hierarchical model proposed by Beraha
et al. (2021), where a convex linear combination of a Dirichlet process and a diffuse measure is
embedded in an hierarchical structure, which allows for shared and component-specific atoms.
Denti et al. (2023) have developed the Common Atoms Model (CAM), which are dependent
Dirichlet processes whose atoms are shared across the different groups. CAM is much more
computationally efficient with respect to the previous proposals, thanks to a nested slice sampler
strategy. See also D’Angelo et al. (2023) and D’Angelo and Denti (2024) for related contribu-
tions. Similarly, Lijoi et al. (2023a) proposed a blending of the nested and hierarchical models.
The authors focus on the Dirichlet process case, and overcome the degeneracy issue of the
nested Dirichlet process by embedding a hierarchical structure within a nested construction.
See also Wu and Luo (2022) for an interesting application of this model to single-cell data.
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Nowadays nested processes are widely used for statistical analysis, but many nested con-
structions rely on the Dirichlet process (Ferguson, 1973). While the use of the Dirichlet process
simplifies computational procedures, it leads to a lack of flexibility compared to the range of
possibilities available in Bayesian nonparametrics (see, e.g., Lijoi et al., 2007). The present
paper aims to introduce a general class of flexible nested random probability measures, whose
theoretical investigation is possible as well. In addition, the theoretical analysis of this new
family of priors will allow to devise efficient computational procedures, competitive with re-
spect to current proposals in the literature. More precisely, we propose a class of nested priors
building upon Compound Random Measures (CoRMs) by Griffin and Leisen (2017). CoRMs
offer a very elegant solution to borrow information across different groups of observations, and
they have been proved to be useful in a large number of settings. Indeed, after the preliminary
studies of Griffin and Leisen (2017), CoRMs have been extended in several directions. Grif-
fin and Leisen (2018) used normalized CoRMs vectors for nonparametric regression, and they
proposed a pseudo-marginal algorithm to estimate these models. Beraha and Griffin (2023)
considered vectors of completely random measures where each random measure is represented
through a set of latent measures, with the purpose of identifying common traits shared by
sub-populations. This set of latent measures builds upon a vector of CoRMs. Riva-Palacio
et al. (2022) exploited CoRMs to define a novel survival regression model based on dependent
random measures.

In the present paper, we use CoRMs to define novel nested nonparametric processes. With
respect to one of the most competitive alternative, i.e., the CAM of Denti et al. (2023), our prior
allows both for shared atoms and dependent weights across the diverse groups of data. On the
contrary, in the CAM, the weights of the random probability measures are independent across
groups, while the atoms are still shared. Thus, our proposal can better calibrate the desired
level of interaction between the different groups by suitable specifications of the parameters.
In addition, while few analytical results are available for CAM, we provide a full theoretical
analysis of our model. Among our results, we show a remarkable posterior representation of
vectors of CoRMs, which is still not available in the Bayesian literature. Such a representation
is fundamental to deriving sampling schemes tailored to perform conditional posterior infer-
ence. Indeed, building upon the posterior representation, we can develop a Ferguson & Klass
algorithm (Ferguson and Klass, 1972) to carry out posterior inference for mixtures of nested
CoRMs. This will be the first conditional algorithm based on the Ferguson & Klass repre-
sentation for nested structures. Furthermore, from a computational perspective, the proposed
Ferguson & Klass algorithm turns out to be numerically stable and shows good performances,
even when the number of groups d increases (see Section 5.2). A vector of CoRMs has a notable
advantage over most competing models: it allows for the simultaneous estimation of the distri-
bution of the entire population, which we refer to as the baseline distribution, along with the
group-specific distributions. The baseline distribution can be used as a benchmark to compare
group-specific profiles and better understand their unique characteristics. We showcase the
advantage of our proposal through an environmental application. Specifically, air pollution has
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grown largely in European countries in the last decades, and there is a large effort to act and
reduce such pollution in urbanized areas. In particular, the Lombardy region, an industrialized
county in the northern part of Italy, is known to be currently one of the areas in Europe with
the largest amount of air pollution. We apply the nested CoRMs model to cluster together
provinces in the Lombardy area with similar pollution profiles. Such analysis helps identify
clusters of homogeneous provinces that can potentially coordinate their actions to reduce the
level of air pollution in the future. Additionally, it allows us to draw inferential conclusions on
relevant environmental risk measures.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we remind some basics on CoRMs. The
posterior representation of CoRMs is the main contribution of Section 3, where we also analyze
the noteworthy example of CoRMs with gamma-distributed scores and stable driven Lévy
intensity. Section 4 introduces nested CoRMs prior, along with a Bayesian analysis of the
model. Computational aspects for mixture model extensions are discussed in Section 5. The
paper ends with an environmental application of the proposed model (Section 6). Proofs and
additional illustrations are deferred to the appendix.

2 Compound Random Measures

We first introduce some notations. Let (Ω,A,P) be the underlying probability space, and X
the Polish space where the observations take their values, supposed to be endowed with its
Borel σ-algebra X . We also indicate by PX the space of all probability measures on (X,X ),
analogously MX will stand for the space of boundedly finite measures defined on (X,X ),
whereas PX and MX denote their Borel σ-algebras, respectively.
We assume to work in a multiple-sample framework, namely, we are provided with d > 1

samples coming from an array of X-valued partially exchangeable observations {Xi,j : i ≥
1, j = 1, . . . , d}, in the spirit of de Finetti (1938). We denote by Xj := (X1,j, . . . , Xnj ,j) the
sample of size nj for the jth group of observations. According to the partial exchangeability
assumption, there exists a vector of dependent random probability measures (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) such
that

(Xi1,1, . . . , Xid,d) | p̃1, . . . , p̃d
ind∼ p̃1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ p̃d (i1, . . . , id) ∈ Nd

(p̃1, . . . , p̃d) ∼ Q
(1)

where Q is termed the de Finetti measure of the array of random variables on the space Pd
X,

i.e., the d-fold product of PX. The definition of the vector (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) is a crucial issue in
the Bayesian framework. See Quintana et al. (2022) for a review. In this section we consider
vectors of random probability measures obtained by normalizing CoRMs, according to Griffin
and Leisen (2017).
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2.1 Definition of CoRMs

We first recall that a Completely Random Measure (CRM, Kingman, 1967) η̃ is a measurable
map η̃ : (Ω,A) → (MX,MX) which satisfies the following condition: for any disjoint sets
A1, . . . , Ak ∈ X , and for any k ≥ 1, the random variables η̃(A1), . . . , η̃(Ak) are mutually
independent. As proved by Kingman (1967) (see also Daley and Vere-Jones, 2008), a CRM
can be always represented as the sum of three components: (i) a part with random jumps at
fixed locations; (ii) a deterministic drift; (iii) a part with random jumps and random locations.
As the most of the current Bayesian nonparametric literature (Lijoi and Prünster, 2010), it is
convenient to focus on CRMs of type (iii). In such a framework, η̃ equals

∑
i≥1 Jiδx̃i

, where
{Ji}i≥1 are non-negative random heights and {x̃i}i≥1 areX-valued random locations. Moreover,
η̃ can be represented as a functional of a marked Poisson point process. As a consequence, the
following Lévy-Khintchine representation holds true

E

[
exp

{
−
∫
X

g(x)η̃(dx)

}]
= exp

{
−
∫
R+

∫
X

(
1− e−sg(x)

)
ν̃(ds, dx)

}
, (2)

for any measurable function g : X → R such that
∫
X
|g(x)|η̃(dx) < ∞, almost surely. The

measure ν̃ in (2) is referred to as the Lévy intensity of η̃ and it satisfies the condition∫
R+×X

min{s, 1}ν̃(ds, dx) <∞.

We restrict our attention to the case of homogeneous Lévy intensities, i.e., ν̃ can be factorized
as follows: ν̃(ds, dx) = ν(ds)α(dx). The homogeneous specification is equivalent to assuming
that the distribution of the jumps is independent of the distribution of the locations. We further
suppose that α is a finite and diffuse measure on X. We finally remind that CRMs have been
widely exploited in the Bayesian community to define nonparametric priors via normalization.
See (Regazzini et al., 2003), and (Lijoi and Prünster, 2010) for a stimulating account. CRMs are
also the basic building blocks for the definition of CoRMs (Griffin and Leisen, 2017). Vectors
of CoRMs (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) are mainly characterized by two ingredients. First, we need to specify
a directing Lévy measure ν∗ on R+, which describes the information shared across different
components of the vector (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) on a latent level. Secondly, we need to specify the score
distribution h, which is a probability density function on Rd

+. Such a distribution specializes
the shared information into group-specific CRMs. Then, a vector of CoRMs (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) can
be described as

µ̃j | η̃ =
∑
i≥1

mj,iJiδx̃i
, j = 1, . . . , d, (3)

where (m1,i, . . . ,md,i)
iid∼ h are the score terms, for any i ≥ 1, while η̃ =

∑
i≥1 Jiδx̃i

is a CRM on
(X,X ), having Lévy intensity ν∗(dz)α(dx), which is referred to as the driving Lévy measure.
As shown by Griffin and Leisen (2017), a vector of CoRMs can be represented as a Completely
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Random Vector (CRV, see, e.g., Kallenberg, 2017) whose Lévy intensity is of the form

ρd(ds1, . . . , dsd) =

∫
R+

z−dh(s1/z, . . . , sd/z)ds1 · · · dsdν∗(dz).

Clearly, such a construction is pretty general, and specific choices of ν∗ and h lead to more
tractable cases (see, e.g., Section 3.1). In the sequel we assume the validity of the following
conditions.

(A1) The directing Lévy measure ν∗ satisfies the following regularity condition∫
Rd

+

z−d

∫
R+

min{1, ∥s∥}h(s1/z, . . . , sd/z)ds1 · · · dsdν∗(dz) <∞,

having denoted by ∥s∥ the Euclidean norm of the vector s = (s1, . . . , sd)
⊺.

(A2) We assume that the score distribution factorizes into independent components, with

h(s1, . . . , sd) =
d∏

j=1

f(sj),

where f(·) is a density function on R+.

Under the factorization of the score distribution described in (2.1), the scores mj,is are inde-
pendent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) according to density function f , for all i ≥ 1 and
for any group j = 1, . . . , d. A vector of dependent random measures defined as in (3) can be
exploited as a building block for many statistical models, when we need to share information
across different samples.

2.2 CoRMS for Bayesian nonparametric models

A prior distribution Q in (1) can be defined by normalizing a vector of CoRMs (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d),
as suggested by Griffin and Leisen (2017). More specifically, the vector of random probability
measures (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) in (1) is obtained by divining each µ̃j in (3) by its total mass, i.e., p̃j =
µ̃j/µ̃j(X). Such a normalization is possible if and only if P(0 < µ̃j(X) < ∞) = 1, for any
j = 1, . . . , d, whose validity is guaranteed if the following additional condition is enforced.

(A3) The resulting group-specific Lévy measures νjs satisfy∫
R+

νj(ds) =

∫
R+

∫
R+

z−1f(s/z)dsν∗(dz) = ∞,

where f(·) stands for the generic jth component of the score distribution.

The resulting vector of dependent random probability measures (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) allows to borrow
information across the different groups of observations. This vector can be employed directly as
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a prior distribution, or convoluted with a kernel function to obtain dependent mixture models.
Additionally, the normalized random measure p̃ = η̃/η̃(X) can be considered as a baseline
distribution of the entire population.

Scale changes of the distribution f of the scores mj,i do not affect the joint distribution of
the p̃js, because of normalization. Therefore, the mean value of the mj,is is immaterial and
the impact of f on the degree of dependence between the group-specific random probability
measures lies instead in its relative variability. Specifically, the correlation between the i-th
weights mj,iJi and mℓ,iJi of the generic jth and ℓth measures, with j ̸= ℓ, is equal to

ρ (mj,iJi,mℓ,iJi) =

(
1 +

σ2
m

µ2
m

(
1 +

µ2
i

σ2
i

))−1

, (4)

where σ2
m is the variance of mj,i, and µi and σ2

i are the mean and the variance, respectively, of
Ji. Therefore, for any ith weight and any non-degenerate distribution of Ji, this correlation is
a decreasing function of the coefficient of variation (σm/µm) of mj,i. Furthermore, by suitably
specifying the coefficient of variation any degree of positive dependence can be reached.

A key object to understand the borrowing of information across samples is the partially
Exchangeable Partition Probability Function (pEPPF, see e.g. Camerlenghi et al., 2019a),
which is also a key quantity to carry out posterior inference in the dependent nonparametric
framework. Consider the model (1), when (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) is obtained by the normalization of
a vector of CoRMs. Since the realizations of CoRMs are almost surely discrete, there can
be ties within the same sample and across different samples Xj, as j = 1, . . . , d. Thus, the
n = n1+· · ·+nd observations may be partitioned into Kn = k groups of distinct values, denoted
here as X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k . Accordingly, nj = (n1,j, . . . , nk,j) denotes the vector of frequency counts

and nℓ,j ≥ 0 is the number of elements of the jth sample that coincide with the ℓth distinct
value, for any j = 1, . . . , d, ℓ = 1, . . . , k, and

∑d
j=1 nℓ,j ≥ 1 for any ℓ = 1, . . . , k. Note that

nℓ,j = 0 means that the ℓth distinct value does not appear in the jth sample, but it appears in
one of the other samples. Moreover, the ℓth distinct value is shared by any two samples i and
j if and only if nℓ,jnℓ,i ≥ 1. The pEPPF is then defined as

Π
(n)
k (n1, · · · ,nd) = E

[∫
Xk

d∏
j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)

]
(5)

with the obvious constraint
∑k

ℓ=1 nℓ,j = nj, for each j = 1, . . . , d. Equation (5) describes
the probability distribution associated to a specific partition of the observations into distinct
blocks with frequency counts (n1, . . . ,nd). Further, the expected value in (5) is taken with
respect to the random probability measures (p̃1, . . . , p̃d), regardless the specific values of the
atom associated to each block. Similarly to James et al. (2009), we can consider a set of
suitable augmentation random variables U1, . . . , Ud which give us a tractable representation of
the pEPPF. In particular, the generic jth element Uj is a scale transformation of a gamma
random variable Uj = Γnj

/µ̃j(X), with Γnj
∼ Gamma(nj, 1) and Γnj

independent of µ̃j(X).
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Note that Uj depends on the sample size nj, although this is not highlighted by our notation
for the sake of simplicity. The expression of the pEPPF is provided by the following.

Proposition 1. Suppose that Xj := (X1,j, . . . , Xnj ,j), as j = 1, . . . , d, is a sample from the
partially exchangeable model in (1), where (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) is a vector of normalized CoRMs. If
X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k are the distinct values out (X1, . . . ,Xd) with frequencies nj := (n1,j, . . . , nk,j), j =

1, . . . , d, then the pEPPF equals

Π
(n)
k (n1, · · · ,nd)

=

∫
Rd

+

d∏
j=1

u
nj−1
j

Γ(nj)
exp

{
−α(X)

∫ ∞

0

[
1−

d∏
j=1

∫ ∞

0

e−ujmsf(m)dm

]
ν∗(ds)

}

× αk(X)
k∏

ℓ=1

∫ ∞

0

d∏
j=1

∫ ∞

0

e−ujms(ms)nℓ,jf(m)dmν∗(ds)du1 · · · dud. (6)

This result can also be found in Section 5 of (Griffin and Leisen, 2017), where the au-
thors describe sampling strategies for normalization of CoRMs, although this is not stated as
a proposition. We provide a direct proof in Appendix A, because it is instrumental to derive
the posterior characterization of CoRMs. We also remark that in the expression of the pEPPF
one may get rid of the integrals over u1, , . . . , ud by disintegrating (6) and working condition-
ally on specific values of the aforementioned variables U1, . . . , Ud. This is convenient from a
computational standpoint and leads us to deal with an augmented expression of the pEPPF.

3 Posterior representation

In this section we present a central result, which is still unavailable in the Bayesian literature:
the posterior representation of a vector of CoRMs, conditionally on a sample from a partially
exchangeable sequence as in (1). The posterior characterization of CoRMs is crucial to develop
suitable conditional sampling strategies. All the details are reported in the appendix (see
Proposition 1 and Lemma 2).

Theorem 1. Consider the model (1), where (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) ∼ Q is obtained by normalizing a
vector of CoRMs. Suppose that Xj := (X1,j, . . . , Xnj ,j), as j = 1, . . . , d, are samples from
the partially exchangeable model (1), and X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k are the distinct values out (X1, . . . ,Xd).

Then, the following distributional equality holds true

(µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) | {Xj, Uj}dj=1
d
= (µ̃′

1, . . . , µ̃
′
d) +

k∑
ℓ=1

(Tℓ,1, . . . , Tℓ,d)σℓδX∗
ℓ
, (7)

where:
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(i) (µ̃′
1, . . . , µ̃

′
d) is a vector of dependent random measures represented as

µ̃′
j | η̃′ =

∑
i≥1

m′
j,iJ

′
iδx̃′

i
, η̃′ =

∑
i≥1

J ′
iδx̃′

i
(8)

being m′
j,i | J ′

i independent with density f ′(m|J ′
i) ∝ e−UjmJ ′

if(m), and η̃′ is a CRM having
Lévy intensity

ν ′(ds)α(dx) =
d∏

j=1

∫
R+

e−Ujmsf(m)dmν∗(ds)α(dx);

(ii) the vectors of jumps (Tℓ,1, . . . , Tℓ,d), as ℓ = 1, . . . , k, are independent having distribution
Tℓ,j | σℓ

ind∼ φ(tℓ,j | σℓ) and σℓ ∼ ξℓ( · ). Specifically, φ(t | s) ∝ e−sUjttnℓ,jf(t) is the density
of Tℓ,j | σℓ = s whereas

ξℓ(s) ∝
d∏

j=1

∫
R+

e−msUjmnℓ,jf(m)dmsnℓ,j ν∗(ds)

is the density of σℓ, for ℓ = 1, . . . , k.

The proof of Theorem 1 is deferred to Appendix B. From point (i) of Theorem 1, it is appar-
ent that the posterior of the vector (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d), restricted to the set X′ = X \ {X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k}, is

still a CRV having an updated multivariate Lévy intensity. In addition, (µ̃′
1, . . . , µ̃

′
d) resembles

a vector of CoRMs, with the only exception that the score distribution depends on the weights
of the underlying CRM η̃′. This posterior representation can be considered a natural extension
of the one for NRMIs (see, e.g., Theorem 1 of James et al., 2009) to the partially exchangeable
setting. Further, the full conditional distributions of the random variables U1, . . . , Ud resemble
the one of the NRMIs, case described in James et al. (2009). An explicit expression is given
in Appendix F. Finally, suitable specifications of the directing Lévy intensity and of the score
distribution lead to different types of CoRMs, and as a consequence to specific examples of
Theorem 1. A relevant case of interest is studied in the subsequent section, where we concen-
trate on gamma scores. We refer to Griffin and Leisen (2017) for a discussion of other tractable
examples.

3.1 An example with gamma scores

In the present section we specialize Theorem 1 when the scores are gamma distributed, and the
Lévy measure equals the one associated with a σ-stable process, i.e.,

f(x) =
1

Γ(ϕ)
xϕ−1e−x, x > 0,

ν∗(dz) =
σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)
z−1−σdz, z > 0,

(9)
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where ϕ > 0, σ ∈ (0, 1) are parameters. Thus, the induced marginal CRMs µ̃j are σ-stable
processes (Griffin and Leisen, 2017) with Lévy intensity

νj(ds) =

∫ ∞

0

z−1f(s/z)ν∗(dz)ds =
s−1−σσ

Γ(1− σ)
ds, s > 0.

Without loss of generality, we further suppose that the total mass of the centering measure
α is equal to 1, namely α is a probability measure. A model specified as in (9) combines
the flexibility of the stable driven Lévy intensity with a tractable distribution for the scores.
The parameter σ is mainly tuning the allocation of the mass on the jumps of the driven
Lévy measure ν̃, while the parameter ϕ is controlling the dependence between the probability
measures p̃js and therefore the borrowing of information. Indeed, the coefficient of variation of
f is equal to ϕ− 1

2 , so that the dependence as measured by the correlation in (4) is increasing
in ϕ and can take arbitrary positive values. We can investigate more deeply the effect of the
parameters σ and ϕ on the dependence induced by CoRMs in (9) by computing the expected
the Kullback-Leibler divergence KL(p̃, p̃j) of the generic group-specific probability measure p̃j
from the baseline measure p̃ = η̃/η̃(X). This can be expressed in an analytical form as a
function of the parameters σ and ϕ, with

E [KL (p̃, p̃j)] = −ψ(ϕ) + 1

σ
log

(
Γ(ϕ+ σ)

Γ(ϕ)

)
, (10)

where ψ is the digamma function. See Appendix C for a derivation of Equation (10). For any
given σ, the divergence can be shown to be a decreasing function of ϕ, ranging from zero to
infinity. This indicates that by varying ϕ, one can obtain group-specific distributions that are
arbitrarily close or distant from the baseline distribution, thus confirming the flexibility of the
model. An illustration of Equation (10) as function of ϕ is provided in Figure 1, for different
values of σ.

0.0

0.3

0.6

0.9

2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0
φ

E
[K

L(
p~

, p~
j)]

σ

0.25

0.50

0.75

Figure 1: Expected Kullback-Leibler divergence as function of ϕ, for different values of σ.

We now apply Theorem 1 to obtain explicit expressions for the posterior distribution of the
vector of CoRMs in the particular case under study.
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Corollary 1. Consider the model (1), where (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) ∼ Q is obtained by normalizing a
vector of CoRMs, with gamma scores and a stable directing Lévy intensity, as in (9). Suppose
that Xj := (X1,j, . . . , Xnj ,j), as j = 1, . . . , d, are samples from the partially exchangeable model
(1), and X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k are the distinct values out (X1, . . . ,Xd). Then, the posterior distribution

of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) satisfies Equation (7), where:

(i) (µ̃′
1, . . . , µ̃

′
d) is a vector of dependent random measures represented as in Equation (8),

being m′
j,i | J ′

i independent with distribution Gamma(ϕ, UjJ
′
i + 1), and η̃′ is a CRM

having Lévy intensity

ν ′(ds)α(dx) =
s−1−σσΓ(ϕ)

Γ(ϕ+ σ)Γ(1− σ)

d∏
j=1

1

(sUj + 1)ϕ
dsα(dx);

(ii) conditionally on the random variables σℓs, the vectors of jumps (Tℓ,1, . . . , Tℓ,d), for ℓ =

1, . . . , k, are independent and the jth component Tℓ,j is distributed as a Gamma(ϕ +

nℓ,j, σℓUj + 1). Besides, the distribution of σℓ is characterized by the following density on
R+

gℓ(s) ∝ snℓ,•−1−σ

d∏
j=1

1

(sUj + 1)nℓ,j+ϕ
, ℓ = 1, . . . , k,

where nℓ,• =
∑d

j=1 nℓ,j.

We remark that a similar example with gamma scores, but with a beta directing Lévy mea-
sure, leads to another remarkable vector of CoRMs, whose normalized marginals are Dirichlet
processes (Griffin and Leisen, 2017). We provide a posterior analysis of this specific setting
in Appendix E. We finally point out that, by virtue of Corollary 1, we are able to generate
trajectories from the posterior distribution of CoRMs, and to perform conditional algorithms
for this family of models, as done for example in Section 5 on the basis of the Ferguson & Klass
representation (Ferguson and Klass, 1972).

4 Nested Compound Random Measures

In this section, we exploit CoRMs to define a novel class of nested nonparametric priors. As
pointed out before, these processes allow a two-level clustering, both at the observational level
and at the level of the group-specific random probability measures. According to our proposal,
the group-specific random probability measures are normalized random measures, drawn from
an almost surely discrete measure on MX. We further suppose that the atoms of the latter
measure are CoRMs. In force of the almost sure discreteness, such a specification allows us to
induce ties among the random probability measures associated with the different groups of data.
In addition, the resulting model ranges from a full exchangeable case, where all the groups of
data are assigned to the same distribution, to a situation of full partial exchangeability across
samples, where the groups of data are assigned to different, though dependent, distributions.
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We first introduce nested Compound Random Measures (nCoRMs), which will be used to
define a new probability Q for the nonparametric model in (1). For the ease of exposition, we
set Sq−1 := {(x1, . . . , xq) : xi ≥ 0, as i ≥ 1, x1 + · · ·+ xq = 1}.

Definition 1 (nCoRMs). A vector of random measures (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) is said to be a vector of
nCoRMs if

µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d | q̃
iid∼ q̃, with q̃ =

q∑
s=1

πsδµs , (11)

where (µ1, . . . , µq) is a vector of CoRMs, and (π1, . . . , πq), with q ≥ 1, is a vector of random
weights on the simplex Sq−1.

In the sequel we assume the usual representation for the CoRMs (µ1, . . . , µq) of Equation (3),
and that (A1)–(A3) hold true. It is now easy to define a vector of nested random probability
measures by normalizing nCoRMs and at the same time a new distribution Q for partially
exchangeable data in (1). nCoRMs show two main advantages with respect to the current
nested proposals in the literature: (i) it is possible to easily derive the theoretical properties
of these models, and then (ii) conditional posterior inference can be easily performed with
new computational strategies, as we will show in Section 5. Moreover, while the atoms of the
different components µss are shared, the weights have a flexible dependence structure driven
by the latent CRM η. This is a notable advantage with respect to CAM (Denti et al., 2023),
where the weights are independent.

Note that, without loss of generality, we have assumed that q̃ in (11) is a finite-dimensional
random probability measure in the spirit of Argiento and De Iorio (2022); Lijoi et al. (2023b).
We can possibly replace the specification of q̃ with an infinite-dimensional process, if required,
to improve flexibility. Here we suppose that (π1, . . . , πq) ∼ Dq(β1, . . . , βq), where Dq denotes
the Dirichlet distribution of order q, with density

f(π1, . . . , πq−1) =
Γ(β1 + · · ·+ βq)∏q

j=1 Γ(βj)

q−1∏
j=1

π
βj−1
j (1− π1 − · · · − πq−1)

βq−1,

on Sq−1. In the following sections we consider the symmetric case, that is to say β1 = · · · =
βq = β. We further denote by (C1, . . . , Cd) the cluster assignments of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d), in other
words Cj = s if the jth random measure µ̃j equals the sth component µs of q̃. Summing up,
we are assuming that the observations Xi,js come from the model

(Xi1,1, . . . , Xid,d) | p̃1, . . . , p̃d
ind∼ p̃1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ p̃d (i1, . . . , id) ∈ Nd

(p̃1, . . . , p̃d) ∼ G
(12)

where G denotes the distribution of a vector of normalized nCoRMS as described before. It is
possible to derive explicitly the pEPPF for a model as in (12). For the sake of simplicity, we
focus on the case of d = 2 groups, but the generalization to an arbitrary number of groups is
straightforward. In the following, we denote by τ1 the probability that two elements sampled
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from q̃ coincide, i.e. τ1 = P(µ̃1 = µ̃2) =
∑q

s=1E[π
2
s ]. We further denote by Π

(n)
k (n1,n2) the

pEPPF in (6) with two groups of partially exchangeable observations, while Φ
(n)
k (n1 + n2)

stands for the Exchangeable Partition Probability Function (EPPF) in the fully exchangeable
case, when all the observations come from an exchangeable model whose underlying random
probability measure is a normalized CRM having Lévy intensity

∫
R+

z−1f(s/z)ν∗(dz)ds. As
for the latter EPPF, James et al. (2009) proved that it equals

Φ
(n)
k (n1 + n2) = αk(X)

∫
R+

un−1

Γ(n)
exp

{
−
∫
R2

+

(1− e−ums)f(m)dmν∗(ds)α(X)

}

×
k∏

ℓ=1

∫
R2

+

e−ums(ms)nℓ,•f(m)dmν∗(ds) du.

We are now ready to state the following result.

Theorem 2. Let Xj = (X1,j, . . . , Xnj ,j), j = 1, 2, be partially exchangeable observations as in
(12), where (p̃1, p̃2) ∼ G is a vector of normalized nCoRMs. If X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k denote the distinct

values out (X1,X2) with frequency counts nj = (n1,j, . . . , nk,j), j = 1, 2, then, the pEPPF of
the random partition generated by the data, denoted by Ψ

(n)
k (n1,n2), equals

Ψ
(n)
k (n1,n2) = τ1Φ

(n)
k (n1 + n2) + (1− τ1)Π

(n)
k (n1,n2). (13)

Similar results can be found in Camerlenghi et al. (2019a) and Denti et al. (2023). We
report a direct proof of Theorem 2 in Appendix D. It is apparent from Theorem 2 that the
probability τ1 of having µ̃1 = µ̃2 governs the cluster structure of the model. As far as τ1
increases, the model becomes closer to a fully exchangeable situation, where the two groups of
data are homogeneous. On the other hand, when τ1 decreases to 0, the pEPPF Π

(n)
k (n1,n2) in

Equation (13) is the dominant term, and the model both preserves heterogeneity and borrowing
of information across groups.

We finally point out that, in order to obtain a more manageable expression for the pEPPF
in the general setting d ≥ 2, it is convenient to work with an augmented pEPPF, with the use
of the suitable latent label indicators (C1, . . . , Cd) introduced before. Hence, one can work with
the augmented pEPPF, defined as follows:

E

[
q∏

s=1

πms
s

]∫
Xk

E

[
d∏

j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

µ
nℓ,j

Cj
(dx∗ℓ)

µ
nℓ,j

Cj
(X)

]
, (14)

being ms =
∑d

j=1 1{s}(Cj), as s = 1, . . . , q. Note that the integral in (14) is nothing but the
pEPPF determined in Proposition 1 for vectors of CoRMs, but conditionally on the latent
label indicators (C1, . . . , Cd). The first expected value in (14) represents the probability distri-
bution of the random partition governed by q̃, which can be easily written in the Dirichlet case
(Argiento and De Iorio, 2022).
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5 Ferguson & Klass algorithms for mixture models

Here we embed the model (1) in a mixture setting to face density estimation and clustering.
We develop suitable Ferguson & Klass algorithms both in the case of normalized CoRMs and
normalized nCoRMs. Let us first introduce the notation: we denote by K(· | ·) : Y ×Θ → R+

a suitable kernel function, where Y and Θ are support and parameter spaces, respectively.

5.1 CoRMs mixture models

We first consider a dependent mixture model by convoluting K(· | ·) with respect to a vector
of normalized CoRMs. The full model specification, in its hierarchical form, is given by

Yi,j | θi,j
iid∼ K( · | θi,j), i = 1, . . . , nj, j = 1, . . . , d

θi,j | p̃j
ind∼ p̃j, i = 1, . . . , nj, j = 1, . . . , d

(p̃1, . . . , p̃d) ∼ Q,

(15)

where Q is a vector of normalized CoRMs. Such a model is useful to perform clustering
analysis and density estimation in a partially exchangeable setting, borrowing information
across different groups of data through the sets of latent parameters. In the following, we
assume gamma distributed scores and a stable directing Lévy intensity function, as in (9).
Here, we propose a novel Ferguson & Klass algorithm (Ferguson and Klass, 1972) to address
posterior inference: this is possible by virtue of Corollary 1. We remark that the Ferguson &
Klass algorithm is a conditional method that, at each iteration, generates the trajectories of the
infinite dimensional random measures. As a consequence, uncertainty quantification is more
reliable with respect to traditional marginal methods (Griffin and Leisen, 2017). The Ferguson
& Klass representation also allows to generate the weights of the CRM in a decreasing order,
thus controlling the size of the neglected weights.

Algorithm 1 Ferguson & Klass algorithm for mixtures of CoRMs with gamma scores and
stable directing Lévy measure.

[0] Set initial values for ε, θi,j with i = 1, . . . , nj and j = 1, . . . , d, σ, σ1:k, U1:d, ϕ plus the
parameter of α(·) and of its hyperpriors.
for r = 1, . . . , R do

[1] Update

η̃′(·) ≈
Iε∑
i=1

J ′
iδθ̃′i

(·)

from its posterior distribution, exploiting the Ferguson & Klass representation, where
θ̃′i

iid∼ α(·), and the generic J ′
i is obtained by inverting the Lévy intensity at the ith waiting

time of a standard Poisson process, and Iε is the largest integer i such that J ′
i > ε.
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[2] Update the CRMs (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d), conditionally on η̃′ and the distinct values {θ∗ℓ}kℓ=1 out
of the θi,js, with

µ̃j ≈
Iε∑
i=1

m′
j,iJ

′
iδθ̃′i

+
k∑

ℓ=1

Tℓ,jσℓδθ∗ℓ

where m′
j,i | − ∼ Gamma(ϕ, UjJ

′
i + 1), T ′

ℓ,j | − ∼ Gamma(ϕ+ nℓ,j, σℓUj + 1), and the full
conditional distribution of σℓ on R+ is given by

ξℓ(s | −) ∝ snℓ,•−1−σ

d∏
j=1

(sUj + 1)−(nℓ,j+ϕ).

[3] Update σ and ϕ from their full conditional distributions, by performing Metropolis-
Hastings steps.
[4] Update the latent variables θi,js, where the generic (i, j)th element is distributed ac-
cording to

L(θi,j | −) ∝
Iε∑
r=1

m′
j,rJ

′
iK(yi,j | θ̃′r)δθ̃′r(θi,j) +

k∑
ℓ=1

Tℓ,jσℓK(yi,j | θ∗ℓ )δθ∗ℓ (θi,j).

[5] Update the augmented variables (U1, . . . , Ud), with the generic jth element distributed
as Uj | − ∼ Gamma(nj, µ̃j(Θ)).
[6] (Acceleration step) update the distinct values θ∗ℓ , where

L(dθ∗ℓ | −) ∝ α(dθ∗ℓ )
d∏

j=1

∏
i∈Cj,ℓ

K(yi,j | θ∗ℓ ).

[7] (Hyper-acceleration step) update the parameters of α(·).

Algorithm 1 shows the pseudo-code for generic choices of K(· | ·) and α(·). Steps 1 − 2

are the core of our proposal: here we generate the trajectories of the vector (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) from
its posterior distribution. In step 1 we approximate η̃′ via the Ferguson & Klass algorithm; in
step 2, conditionally on η̃′, one generates the trajectories of the random measures associated
with each group. Steps 6 − 7 of Algorithm 1 are not mandatory, but they strongly improve
the mixing performance of the algorithm. We further note that for suitable choices of the
kernel function K(· | ·), the centering measure α(·) and hyper-distribution on the parameters
of α(·), steps 6− 7 are available in a closed form. We refer to Appendix F for a more detailed
explanation of Algorithm 1, where we focused on a Gaussian kernel K(· | ·) and the centering
measure α(·) is a normal-inverse-gamma. Algorithm 1 can be generalized to other choices of
the score distribution and the driven Lévy intensity different from the ones described in (9), by
simply adapting the first two steps.

Appendix G shows a simulation study for the use of Algorithm 1, in different scenarios,
where we simulated groups of data from different mixtures of Gaussian distributions. From the
synthetic experiments, we can appreciate that the accuracy of the density estimates improves
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when the sample size increases. On the other side, the point estimates of the latent partition
are more reliable when the components in the data generating process are well separated.
Further, in Appendix H, we discuss an application of the model described in (15) to groups
of observations coming from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey first data release (Abazajian et al.,
2003). We also provide there an estimation of the latent shared mixture model derived from
the baseline distribution.

5.2 nCoRMs mixture models

Similarly to (15), we can embed a vector of nCoRMs as (11) in a mixture model. In practice,
we need to replace the distribution of the mixing measures Q in (15) with the distribution
of a vector of normalized nCoRMs that we indicate by G . We can then extend the sampling
strategy described in Algorithm 1, based on the posterior representation of Section 3, to the
nested case, with the additional advantage that we can cluster together groups of observations
whose underlying mixing distributions look similar. More precisely, we consider Algorithm 1
with two additional steps in order to update the cluster indicators (C1, . . . , Cd) and the weights
(π1, . . . , πq) of the random probability q̃. Algorithm 2 describes these two additional steps.
Note that one can change the distribution of q̃ by simply modifying step 8 of the algorithm.

Algorithm 2 Ferguson & Klass algorithm for mixtures of nCoRMs with gamma scores and
stable directing Lévy measure.

[0] Set initial values for ε, θi,j with i = 1, . . . , nj and j = 1, . . . , d, σ, σ1:k, U1:d, Z1:d, ϕ plus
the parameter of α(·) and of its hyperpriors.
for r = 1, . . . , R do

[1-7] Perform steps 1− 7 as in Algorithm 1, but conditionally on the allocation variables
C1, . . . , Cd. The empty components are updated according to the prior distribution.
[8] Update the weights of q̃, where the full conditional of (π1, . . . , πq) is a Dirichlet distri-
bution

(π1, . . . , πq) | − ∼ Dd(β +m1, . . . , β +mq),

with ms =
∑d

j=1 1{s}(Cj) , for s = 1, . . . , q.
[9] Update the cluster indicators Cj, j = 1, . . . , d, where the full conditional distribution
of Cj equals

P(Cj = s | −) ∝ πs

nj∏
i=1

∫
Θ

K(yi,j | θ)
µs(dθ)

µs(Θ)
, s = 1, . . . , q.

Note that µs is discrete and hence the previous integral may be easily evaluated as a sum
of weights.

We validate here the performance of nCoRMs mixture models on both clustering and density
estimation through a synthetic example. Specifically, we consider different scenarios where the
group-specific data generating process is a mixture of Gaussian distributions. The components
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of the mixtures are partially or fully shared across different groups of data, possibly with
different weights. More specifically, we consider the following generating distributions:

YA,i
iid∼ 1

2
N(ζ1, 0.6) +

1

4
N(ζ2, 0.6) +

1

4
N(ζ4, 0.6),

YB,i
iid∼ 1

2
N(ζ1, 0.6) +

1

2
N(ζ3, 0.6),

YC,i
iid∼ 2

5
N(ζ1, 0.6) +

1

5
N(ζ2, 0.6) +

1

5
N(ζ4, 0.6) +

1

5
N(ζ5, 0.6),

with group-specific sample size nj = 100, as j = 1, . . . , d. The scenarios that we analyse are
described below.

(i) Low number of groups, high separated components. We set d = 6, ζ = (0, 3, 6, 10, 15)⊺,
with Yj,i ∼ YA,i for j = 1, 2, 3, Yj,i ∼ YB,i for j = 4, 5, and Yj,i ∼ YC,i for j = 6.

(ii) Low number of groups, low separated components. We set d = 6, ζ = (0, 2, 4, 6.66, 10)⊺,
with Yj,i ∼ YA,i for j = 1, 2, 3, Yj,i ∼ YB,i for j = 4, 5, and Yj,i ∼ YC,i for j = 6.

(iii) High number of groups, high separated components. We set d = 20, ζ = (0, 3, 6, 10, 15)⊺,
with Yj,i ∼ YA,i for j = 1, . . . , 10, Yj,i ∼ YB,i for j = 11, . . . , 20, and Yj,i ∼ YC,i for
j = 21, . . . , 30.

To mitigate possible simulation-specific distortion, all the scenarios have been replicated 100

times and the results are averaged over the replications. For each scenario, we consider a model
as in (15) where the kernel function is Gaussian distribution, and Q is the distribution of a
vector of normalized nCoRMs. The model specification is completed by considering gamma
distributed scores and stable directing Lévy intensity, with the number of components q = 6 in
scenarios (i)–(ii) and q = 30 in scenario (iii). Further, the base measure α(·) equals a normal-
inverse-gamma distribution NIG(m0, k0, a0, b0). Finally, we relax the model specification by
setting hyperpriors on the main parameters of the model, in particular regarding the base
measure we set m0 ∼ N(0, 10), k0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), a0 = 2 and b0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2). As for score
distribution and directing Lévy intensity we consider ϕ = 1, corresponding to a coefficient
of variation for the score distribution equal to one, and σ ∼ Beta(2, 2), where Beta(a, b)
denotes a beta distribution with parameters (a, b). We face posterior inference by exploiting
Algorithm 2. For each replicate, we ran the algorithm for 15 000 iterations, including 10 000

burn-in iterations.
In the sequel, we refer to the partition identified by the distribution label indicators (C1, . . . ,

Cd) as the nested partition, while we refer to the partition associated to the observations simply
as partition. Figure 2 summarizes the results of our simulation studies in comparison with
the current competitor, namely the CAM by Denti et al. (2023). In the left panel of Figure
2, we focused on the normalized variation of information distance (Meilă, 2007) between the
posterior point estimate of the latent partition of the data and the true one, where the point
estimate is obtained using a decisional approach based on the variation of information loss
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function (Wade and Ghahramani, 2018; Rastelli and Friel, 2018). The right panel shows the
J-divergence, i.e., a version of the symmetrized Kullback-Leibler divergence between the true
density functions and the estimated ones, averaged with respect to the different groups of data,
with J(h1, h2) = 0.5KL(h1 | h2) + 0.5KL(h2 | h1) and KL(h1 | h2) denoting the Kullback-
Leibler divergence between h1 and h2. It is apparent that the mixture model based on nCoRMs
produces overall more accurate posterior point estimates for all the scenarios considered here.
Table 1 summarizes the quality of the posterior estimates of the nested partitions: here we
display the variation of information distance between the true nested partition and the posterior
point estimate. We can appreciate that over all the scenarios considered, the nCoRMs model
performs better than its competitor. In addition, the increase of the number of groups does
not deteriorate the performances of the model.
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Figure 2: Left panel: variation of information distance between true and point estimate of the
latent partition of the data. Right panel: J-divergence between data generating and posterior
point estimate density functions. Different scenarios are a combination of low and high number
of groups (LG and HG respectively) with low and high separation of the components (LS and
HS respectively).

model LG-HS LG-LS HG-HS
nCoRMs 0.000 0.000 0.001
CAM 0.008 0.014 0.053

Table 1: Variation of information distance between true and estimated nested partitions. The
results are averaged over 100 replications. The scenarios considered in the study are a combina-
tion of low and high number of groups (LG and HG respectively) with low and high separation
of the components (LS and HS respectively).

6 Analysis of Lombardy PM10 data

Particulate matter (PM) is the set of solid particles and liquid droplets that can be found
in a gas. These particles are mainly emitted by natural sources, such as fires, soil erosion,
pollens, or they can be produced by a result of the human activity, such as industries, cars
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Figure 3: Left panel: estimated posterior similarity of the provinces with respect to air quality
data in Lombardy. Darker cells correspond to higher similarity. Right panel: geographical
representation of the clusters.

and combustion in general. Here we consider the daily concentrations of PM10, which stands
for particles with a diameter less or equal than 10 micrometers, in d = 12 monitoring stations
of the 12 main towns of Lombardy region in Italy: Bergamo, Brescia, Como, Cremona, Lecco,
Lodi, Mantova, Milano, Monza, Pavia, Sondrio and Varese. The observations are the daily
measurements of PM10 in 20181, which are indicated by {Yi,j : i = 1, . . . , nj}, for monitoring
station j, as j = 1, . . . , d. Further, the observations come from different provinces but in the
same region. Thus, it is reasonable to suppose that data are partially exchangeable. This
amounts to assuming that the levels of PM10 are exchangeable (homogeneous) within the same
province and conditionally independent between the provinces. We ignore the seasonality of the
data in the following analysis, instead, we focus on the whole distribution of PM10 to illustrate
the clustering properties of nCoRMs mixture models.

We want to investigate the distribution of PM10 across the different towns, possibly clus-
tering together towns with a similar behavior. To this end, we resort to the nCoRMs mixture
model as in (15) with Q being the distribution of a vector of normalized nCoRMs. We consider
gamma distributed scores and stable directing intensity as in (9). Given the nature of the
observed variable, which takes values in the positive real line, the model is specified with a
log-normal kernel function and standard distributional assumption on its parameters, i.e., with
a normal-inverse-gamma base measure NIG(m0, k0, a0, b0). In the spirit of Section 5.2, we set
a priori m0 ∼ N(0, 10), k0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), a0 = 2 and b0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), σ ∼ Beta(2, 2)
and ϕ ∼ Gamma(2, 2). We ran the algorithm for 15 000 iterations, including a burn-in period
of 10 000.

We derived a point estimate for the nested partition, which refers to the clustering of the
distributions, with a strategy based on the variation of information loss function (Wade and

1The data are freely downloadable at https://www.arpalombardia.it/Pages/Aria/Richiesta-Dati.aspx.

19

https://www.arpalombardia.it/Pages/Aria/Richiesta-Dati.aspx.


Ghahramani, 2018; Rastelli and Friel, 2018). We recognize three clusters which are identified by
the three blocks in the left panel of Figure 3, i.e., a first cluster with {Bergamo, Como, Monza,
Pavia}, a second cluster with {Brescia, Cremona, Lodi, Milano, Mantova}, and a third cluster
with {Lecco, Sondrio, Varese}. The right panel of Figure 3 shows the same point estimate of
the latent partition on the geographical map of the region.

According to the European Union’s regulations, the daily concentration of PM10 in the
air should not exceed 50µg/m3 for more than 35 days in a year. Thanks to the available
posterior trajectories of (p̃1, . . . , p̃d), produced via the Ferguson & Klass algorithm, we can also
perform inference on functionals of the posterior random densities. In particular, we consider
the probability that the concentration of PM10 overcomes the aforementioned critical level of
50µg/m3, in formulas

Q̃j,50 := P(Yi,j ≥ 50 | p̃j) =
∫ ∞

50

∫
R

∫
R+

K(y; ζ, σ2)p̃j(dζ, dσ
2),

as j = 1, . . . , 12, where ζ and σ2 denote the expectation and the variance on the logarithm
scale, respectively. The available posterior trajectories of p̃j allow to draw samples from the
posterior distribution of Q̃j,50, and also to provide a numeric approximation of its posterior
distribution function. In Figure 4, we report the posterior mean of Q̃j,50, denote as Q̄j,50, and the
corresponding 95% credible intervals, jointly with the posterior density estimates of the PM10

concentration. It is apparent that the first cluster, {Bergamo, Como, Monza, Pavia}, is made
of towns with a low probability of overcoming the critical level. The second cluster, {Brescia,
Cremona, Lodi, Milano, Mantova}, is composed by cities with a high risk of overcoming the
critical level of PM10. Finally the last cluster, {Lecco, Sondrio, Varese}, contains towns with
a low risk of exceeding the threshold of 50µg/m3. Such a clustering is also coherent with the
geographical morphology of the area: the cities of Lecco, Sondrio and Varese are closed to the
mountains while the towns of Brescia, Cremona, Lodi, Milano and Mantova are on level ground
and these areas are highly industrialized.
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Figure 4: Estimated posterior densities of PM10 for the different provinces in Lombardy. The
blue line corresponds to the average of the posterior random density, while the blue filled area
denotes the 95% credible band. The red line corresponds to the critical threshold for the PM10,
i.e. 50µg/m3. In each panel is also reported Q̄j,50, the posterior mean of the risk associate to
exceeding the critical value, along with the 95% credible interval.
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Appendices
The appendix is structured as follows. Appendix A shows a proof of Proposition 1. Ap-

pendix B presents a proof of Theorem 1. In Appendix C we present a derivation of the expected
Kullback-Leibler divergence of Equation 10. Appendix D shows a direct proof of Theorem 2.
Appendix E presents the posterior characterization with gamma scores and beta directing Lévy
intensity. Appendix F describes in detail the sampling strategy of Algorithm 1. Appendix G
shows a simulation study regarding the CoRMs mixture models and Algorithm 1. Finally,
Appendix H presents an application of the CoRMs mixture model to an astronomical dataset.
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A Proof of Proposition 1

We start from the definition of pEPPF in (5). An application of the Fubini-Tonelli theorem
yields

E

[∫
Xk

d∏
j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)

]
=

∫
Xk

E

[
d∏

j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)

]
. (16)

We first evaluate the integrand in (16). To this end we consider k disjoint balls Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ), centered

at x∗ℓ with radius ϵ > 0, as ℓ = 1, . . . , k, and we evaluate the expected value

Mn1,...,nd
(Aϵ(x

∗
1)× . . .× Aϵ(x

∗
k)) := E

[
d∏

j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ))

]
.

Similarly to James et al. (2009), we have:

Mn1,...,nd
(Aϵ(x

∗
1)× . . .× Aϵ(x

∗
k)) = E

[
d∏

j=1

1

µ̃
nj

j (X)

k∏
ℓ=1

µ̃
nℓ,j

j (Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ))

]

=

∫
Rd

+

d∏
j=1

u
nj−1
j

Γ(nj)
E

[
e−

∑d
j=1 uj µ̃j(X)

d∏
j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

µ̃
nℓ,j

j (Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ))

]
du1 · · · dud.

(17)

From now on, we concentrate on the expected value in (17). Then, denoting by X∗ := X \
Aϵ(x

∗
1) ∪ . . . ∪ Aϵ(x

∗
k), we get

E

[
e−

∑d
j=1 uj µ̃j(X)

d∏
j=1

k∏
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]
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[
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j (Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ))

]

where the last equality follows from the independence property of the completely random vector
µ̃ := (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d), i.e., µ̃(A) and µ̃(B) are independent for disjoint Borel sets A and B. It is
also easy to see that

E
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]
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where we have exchanged derivatives and the expected value. The expectations may be easily
evaluated by resorting to the explicit expression of the Laplace functional of CoRMs (see, e.g.,
Proposition 2 with f(m|s) = f(m) independent of s). Thus, we obtain

E

[
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d∏
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Taking the derivatives of the previous expression it is not difficult to show that
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where we have used the fact that α is not atomic and we have neglected the higher order terms
as ϵ→ 0. We can now substitute the previous expression in (17) to get
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and the thesis now follows by noticing that

Π
(n)
k (n1, · · · ,nd) =

∫
Xk

Mn1,...,nd
(dx1 × · · · × dxk).

B Proof of Theorem 1

In order to prove Theorem 1 we need to introduce some preliminary results. First, we need to
derive the Laplace functional of a slightly different vector (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) than the one considered
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in (3). Indeed we assume that

µ̃j | η̃ =
∑
i≥1

mj,iJiδx̃i
, j = 1, . . . , d

η̃ =
∑
i≥1

Jiδx̃i

(18)

where mj,i|Ji
iid∼ f( · |Ji), i.e., the distribution of mj,i depends also on the jump Ji of the

driven CRM measure η̃. Such a specification generalizes the case that we considered along the
manuscript.

Proposition 2. Let (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) be a vector of random measures defined as in (18), where
mj,i | Ji

ind∼ f( · |Ji). Then, the Laplace functional of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) is given by

Lµ̃(g1, . . . , gd) = exp

{
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}

for all measurable functions gj : X→ R+, with j = 1, . . . , d.

Proof. By using the notation µ̃j(g) =
∫
X
gj(x)µ̃j(dx), the Laplace functional may be evaluated

as follows:

Lµ̃(g1, . . . , gd) = E [exp {−µ̃1(g1)− · · · µ̃d(gd)}] = E
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e−mJigj(x̃i)f(m|Ji)dm

]

where we used the representation (18) of the random measure µ̃j, as j = 1, . . . , d, and the fact
that mj,i | Ji are independent with distribution f( · |Ji), for any i ≥ 1. We now exploit the fact
that η̃ is a CRM with known Lévy intensity, to obtain

Lµ̃(g1, . . . , gd) = E

[
exp
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log
( d∏
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}

and the thesis follows.

We also introduce the next lemma to characterize the Laplace functional of a vector of
dependent random measures having random heights at k fixed locations {x∗1, . . . , x∗k}. The
following Lemma describes an explicit expression of such a quantity, which turns out to be
useful in the proof of the posterior characterization.
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Lemma 1. Let {x∗1, . . . , x∗k} be a set of k deterministic values in X, and consider the following
random measures

λ̃j | λ̃0 =
k∑

ℓ=1

σℓTℓ,jδx∗
ℓ
, as j = 1, . . . , d, and λ̃0 =

k∑
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ℓ

(19)

where Tℓ,j and σℓ are positive random variables with density on R+ given by:

Tℓ,j | σℓ
ind∼ φ(tℓ,j | σℓ), σℓ ∼ ξℓ( ·1 ), as ℓ = 1, . . . , k, and j = 1, . . . , d.

Then, the Laplace functional of the vector of the random measures (λ̃1, . . . , λ̃d) in (19) is given
by:
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Proof. A straightforward calculation shows that:
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which corresponds to the right term in (20).

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. The proof requires to evaluate the posterior Laplace functional of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d),
which equals

E
(
exp{−µ̃1(g1)− · · · − µ̃d(gd)}

∣∣∣X1, . . . ,Xd

)
= lim

ϵ→0

E
[
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E
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j (Aϵ(x∗ℓ))
] ,

(21)

for all measurable functions gj : X → R+, as j = 1, . . . , d, and Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ) are again disjoint balls

centered at x∗ℓ with radius ϵ, as ℓ = 1, . . . , k.
The denominator in (21) has been evaluated in the proof of Proposition 1 (Section A) and it
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equals
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The numerator in (21) follows along similar lines as in the proof of Proposition 1, and it amounts
to be: ∫

Rd
+

d∏
j=1

u
nj−1
j

Γ(nj)
exp

{
−α(X)

∫ ∞

0

[
1−

d∏
j=1

∫ ∞

0

e−(uj+gj(x))msf(m)dm

]
ν∗(ds)

}

×
k∏

ℓ=1

∫ ∞

0

d∏
j=1

∫ ∞

0

e−(uj+gj(x
∗
ℓ ))ms(ms)nℓ,jf(m)dmν∗(ds)α(Aϵ(x

∗
ℓ))du1 . . . dud

+ o

(
k∏

j=1

α(Aϵ(x
∗
ℓ))

)
.

(23)

If we now divide (23) by (22) and letting ϵ→ 0, we can easily recover the posterior Laplace func-
tional. By also conditioning on the latent variables U1, . . . , Ud, the posterior Laplace functional
boils down to

exp

{
−α(X)

∫ ∞

0

[
1−

d∏
j=1

∫ ∞

0

e−(Uj+gj(x))msf(m)dm∫∞
0
e−Ujmsf(m)dm

]

×
d∏

j=1

∫ ∞

0

e−Ujmsf(m)dmν∗(ds)

}

×
k∏

ℓ=1

∫ ∞

0

∏d
j=1

∫∞
0
e−(Uj+gj(x

∗
ℓ ))ms(ms)nℓ,jf(m)dmν∗(ds)∫∞

0

∏d
j=1

∫∞
0
e−Ujms(ms)nℓ,jf(m)dmν∗(ds)

.

(24)

Note that the exponential part in (24) is the Laplace functional of the vector (µ̃′
1, . . . , µ̃

′
d) in

point i) of the theorem. Thanks to Lemma 1, it is not difficult to observe that the last product
in (24) is the Laplace functional of the weights Tℓ,j in point ii). We finally note that the random
measures and the jumps at fixed points of discontinuities are independent random elements,
and the proof is complete.
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C Proof of Equation (10) and its limit behaviour

Let p̃j = µ̃j/µ̃j(X) be the generic jth dimension of a CRV and p̃ = η̃/η̃(X) the baseline
distribution. We want to characterize the expected Kullblack-Leibler divergence of p̃j from p̃,
under the assumption of gamma-distributed scores and stable directing measure. We first recall
that the previous random distributions can be written as

p̃ =
1

B

∑
i≥1

Jiδx̃i
, where B =

∑
i≥1

Ji,

p̃j =
1

Bj

∑
i≥1

mj,iJiδx̃i
, where Bj =

∑
i≥1

mj,iJi.

Then, the Kullback-Leibler divergence of p̃j from p̃ equals

E [KL (p̃, p̃j)] = E

[∑
i≥1

Ji
B

log

(
Ji/B

mj,iJi/Bj

)]

= −E

[∑
i≥1

Ji
B

log(mj,i)

]
+ E

[∑
i≥1

Ji
B

log

(
Bj

B

)]

= −
∑
i≥1

E[log(mj,i)]E

[
Ji
B

]
+ E

[
log

(
B

Bj

)∑
i≥1

Ji
B

]
= −E[log(mj,1)] + E[log(B)]− E[log(Bj)],

where we used the fact that all the mj,is are i.i.d. as mj,1, for j = 1, . . . , d. We remark that the
total mass B and Bj of the baseline distribution p̃ and the group-specific random probability
measure p̃j are driven by the Lévy intensities

ν∗(dz) =
σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)
z−1−σdz, νj(ds) =

σ

Γ(1− σ)
s−1−σds,

respectively. Hence, the following equality holds

B
d
= Bj

(
Γ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)

)1/σ

and the Kullback-Leibler divergence becomes

E [KL (p̃, p̃j)] = −E[log(mj,1)] +
1

σ
log

(
Γ(σ + ϕ)

Γ(ϕ)

)
= −ψ(ϕ) + 1

σ
log(Γ(σ + ϕ))− 1

σ
log(Γ(ϕ))

(25)

where ψ is the digamma function, i.e., the first derivative of the natural logarithm of the gamma
function. Thus, Equation (10) follows.
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We denote by Tσ(ϕ) the latter expression in (25), and we want to study its behaviour for a
fixed value of σ, by varying ϕ over its support. From (25), taking the first derivative of T ′

σ(ϕ)

with respect to ϕ we have

T ′
σ(ϕ) = −ψ′(ϕ) +

ψ(σ + ϕ)− ψ(ϕ)

σ
.

Since the digamma function is strictly increasing and concave, we have ψ(ϕ+σ) < ψ(ϕ)+σψ′(ϕ),
for σ ∈ (0, 1). Therefore, T ′

σ(ϕ) < 0 for any value of ϕ and Tσ(ϕ) is a decreasing function of
ϕ. We recall that ϕ ∈ (0,+∞). Regarding the behaviour of Tσ(ϕ) when ϕ is approaching the
boundaries of its support, for ϕ→ +∞ we have ψ(ϕ) ≈ log(ϕ) + 1

2ϕ
and Γ(σ+ϕ)

Γ(ϕ)
≈ ϕσ, therefore

limϕ→+∞ Tσ(ϕ) = 0.
On the other hand, for ϕ → 0 we have Γ(ϕ) ≈ 1

ϕ
, thanks to the recursive property of the

gamma function, Γ(1 + ϕ) = ϕΓ(ϕ). By looking at the first derivative of the logarithm of such
recursion, we have ψ(1 + ϕ) = 1

ϕ
+ ψ(ϕ), which implies that ψ(ϕ) ≈ − 1

ϕ
as ϕ→ 0. Hence,

Tσ(ϕ) ≈
1

ϕ
+

1

σ
log(ϕ)

as ϕ→ 0, and
lim
ϕ→0

Tσ(ϕ) = +∞.

We can conclude that Tσ(ϕ) is a strictly decreasing function of ϕ in (0,∞).

D Proof of Theorem 2

We want to evaluate the pEPPF Ψ
(n)
k (n1,n2) associated with a sample from a two-dimensional

vector of nCoRMs. We have that

Ψ
(n)
k (n1,n2) = E

[
2∏

j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)

]
= E

[
E

[
2∏

j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)
∣∣∣q̃]]

= E

[
q∑

r=1

πr

2∏
j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)δpr(dp̃j)

]

where (p1, . . . , pq) are the normalized components of q̃, i.e., pr = µr/µr(X). It is straightforward
to see that

E

[
q∑

r=1

πr

2∏
j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p̃
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)δpr(dp̃j)

]

= E

[
q∑

r=1

π2
r

k∏
ℓ=1

p
nℓ,•
r (dx∗ℓ) +

∑
r ̸=s

πrπs

k∏
ℓ=1

p
nℓ,1
r (dx∗ℓ)p

nℓ,2
s (dx∗ℓ)

]
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= τ1E

[
k∏

ℓ=1

p
nℓ,•
r (dx∗ℓ)

]
+ (1− τ1)E

[
2∏

j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

p
nℓ,j

j (dx∗ℓ)

]

where τ1 = E [
∑q

r=1 π
2
r ], and the last equation holds in force of the factorization of the score

distributions in identical marginal distributions. We note that the first term corresponds to the
EPPF for the fully exchangeable case of a sample from a normalized CRM with Lévy intensity
νj(ds) =

∫
z−1f(ds/z)ν∗(dz), while the second term corresponds to the pEPPF of a normalized

vector of CoRMs.

E Beta directing Lévy measure and gamma scores

In the main manuscript we focused on CoRMs with gamma scores and a stable directing Lévy
measure. Here we concentrate on another remarkable specification of CoRMs, obtained by
considering gamma scores combined with a beta directing Lévy measure, i.e.,

f(x) =
1

Γ(ϕ)
xϕ−1e−x, x > 0,

ν∗(dz) = z−1(1− z)ϕ−1dz, 0 < z < 1,

(26)

where ϕ > 0. As described by Griffin and Leisen (2017), with the specification in (26), the
marginal components of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) are gamma processes. As a consequence, the normalization
of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) results in a vector of dependent Dirichlet processes. As done in Section 3.1,
we can now characterize the posterior distribution of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) with score distribution and
intensity as in (26).

Corollary 2. Consider the model (1), where (p̃1, . . . , p̃d) is obtained by normalizing a vector
of CoRMs (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) with gamma scores and a beta directing Lévy intensity. Suppose that
Xj := (X1,j, . . . , Xnj ,j), as j = 1, . . . , d, is a sample from the model (1), and X∗

1 , . . . , X
∗
k are

the distinct values out of (X1, . . . ,Xd). Then, the posterior distribution of (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d) satisfies
Equation (7), where:

(i) (µ̃′
1, . . . , µ̃

′
d) is a vector of dependent random measures represented as

µ̃′
j | η̃′ =

∑
i≥1

m′
j,iJ

′
iδx̃′

i
, η̃′ =

∑
i≥1

J ′
iδx̃′

i

being m′
j,i | J ′

i independent with distribution Gamma(ϕ, UjJ
′
i+1), and η̃′ is a CRM having

Lévy intensity

ν ′(ds)α(dx) = s−1(1− s)ϕ−1

d∏
j=1

1

(1 + Ujs)ϕ
dsα(dx);

(ii) conditionally on a random variable σℓ, the vectors of jumps (Tℓ,1, . . . , Tℓ,d), for ℓ =

1, . . . , k, are independent and the jth component is distributed as a Gamma(ϕ+nℓ,j, σℓUj+
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1). Besides, the distribution of σℓ is characterized by the following density on R+

gℓ(s) ∝ snℓ,•−1(1− s)ϕ−1

d∏
j=1

(ϕ)nℓ,j

(sUj + 1)nℓ,j+ϕ
, ℓ = 1, . . . , k.

Corollary 2 can be exploited to derive a posterior sampling scheme for CoRMs with gamma
scores and a beta directing Lévy measure, in the spirit of Algorithm 1.

F Details on the implementation of Algorithm 1

In this section, we present a detailed discussion on the implementation of Algorithm 1, when
we assume a Gaussian kernel function, gamma distributed scores and stable Lévy directing
intensity function. We first observe that the joint distribution of the observations Yi,j and the
latent elements θi,j, conditionally on U1 = u1, . . . , Ud = ud, is given by(

d∏
j=1

nj∏
i=1

K(yi,j | θi,j)

)(
k∏

ℓ=1

d∏
j=1

(ϕ)nℓ,j

)(
σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)

)k

×

(
k∏

ℓ=1

∫
R+

σ
nℓ,•−σ−1

ℓ

d∏
j=1

1

(ujσℓ + 1)nℓ,j+ϕ
dσℓ

)(
k∏

ℓ=1

α(dθ∗ℓ )

)
,

that can also be written in terms of the distinct values of the latent variables as follows: d∏
j=1

k∏
ℓ=1

∏
i∈Cℓ,j

K(yi,j | θ∗ℓ )

( k∏
ℓ=1

d∏
j=1

(ϕ)nℓ,j

)(
σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)

)k

×

(
k∏

ℓ=1

∫
R+

σ
nℓ,•−σ−1

ℓ

d∏
j=1

1

(ujσℓ + 1)nℓ,j+ϕ
dσℓ

)(
k∏

ℓ=1

α(dθ∗ℓ )

)
,

(27)

where Cℓ,j = {i : θi,j = θ∗ℓ}. In order to face Bayesian density estimation one can develop
a conditional algorithm based on the Ferguson & Klass representation depicted in Section 3.1
which exploits the posterior representation of Corollary 1. We specialize the algorithm to
perform posterior inference with Gaussian kernels K(y | θ) = K(y | ζ, σ2), with θ = (ζ, σ2),
where ζ and σ2 denote the mean and the variance respectively. In the following, we will use θ
or (ζ, σ2), depending on specific needs. We further assume the centering measure α(·) equals
a normal-inverse-gamma distribution NIG(m0, k0, a0, b0) distribution, with m0 ∼ N(m1, s

2
1),

k0 ∼ Gamma(a1, b1) and b0 ∼ Gamma(c1, d1). The updating steps of all the variables of
interest are described below.

[1] Update η̃′. We sample η̃′ from its distribution, described in Corollary 1, where

η̃′ | − =
∑
i≥1

J ′
iδθ̃′i

≈
Iε∑
i=1

J ′
iδθ̃′i

,
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for a fixed threshold ε that is chosen so that J ′
i < ε, for all i > Iε. To this end, we proceed

using the algorithm suggested by Ferguson and Klass (1972), who defined a procedure
to generate the weights of a CRM in a decresing order. More precisely, as i ≤ Iε, we
generate the weights J ′

is by the implementation of the following steps.

1.a) Generate the ith waiting time of a standard Poisson process Si, with Si−Si−1
iid∼ E(1),

where E(1) denotes the exponential distribution with parameter 1.

1.b) Determine the jump J ′
i by inverting the Lévy intensity

Si =

∫ +∞

J ′
i

s−1−σ

(U1s+ 1)ϕ · · · (Uds+ 1)ϕ
ds

σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)
(28)

as i ≥ 1. We remark that the calculation of the integral in (28) can be simplified by
considering a change of variable γ : R+ → (0, 1), with y = γ(s) = 2

π
arctan(s), and

we obtain

Si =
σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)

×
∫ 1

2
π
arctan(J ′

i)

[
tan(π

2
y)
]−1−σ[

U1 tan(
π
2
y) + 1

]ϕ · · · [Ud tan(
π
2
y) + 1

]ϕ π sec2(y π
2
)

2
dy.

We note that the limits of the integral on the right hand side are in between [0, 1],
thus the equation is more manageable and it can be solved numerically to determine
J ′
i .

1.c) Generate the atoms θ̃′1, . . . , θ̃′Iϵ of the CRM η̃′, where θ̃′i ∼ α(·).

[2] Update (µ̃1, . . . , µ̃d). Conditionally on η̃′ and the fixed locations {θ∗ℓ}kℓ=1, the posterior
trajectory of µ̃j, as j = 1, . . . , d, can be approximated as follows

µ̃j | − ≈
Iε∑
i=1

m′
j,iJ

′
iδθ̃′i

+
k∑

ℓ=1

Tℓ,jσℓδθ∗ℓ ,

where, according to Corollary 1, we have to implement the subsequent steps.

2.a) Generate m′
j,i | − ∼ Gamma(ϕ, UjJ

′
i + 1).

2.b) Generate σℓ, ℓ = 1, . . . , k, whose density function is given by

gℓ(s | −) ∝ snℓ−σ−1

d∏
j=1

(sUj + 1)−(nℓ,j+ϕ).

Note that we can easily sample from gℓ( · | −) exploiting an importance sam-
pling strategy, i.e., we sample a set of R temporary elements {σ(t)

ℓ,1, . . . , σ
(t)
ℓ,R} from a

Gamma(aσ, bσ) distribution, and then we update σℓ by a random choice from the
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following discrete probability distribution

P (σℓ = σ
(t)
ℓ,r | −) ∝

(
σ
(t)
ℓ,r

)nℓ−σ−1
Γ(aσ)

baσσ σ
(t)
ℓ,re

−bσσ
(t)
ℓ,r

d∏
j=1

(
σ
(t)
ℓ,rUj + 1

)−(nℓ,j+ϕ)
, r = 1, . . . , R.

.

2.c) Generate T ′
ℓ,j | − ∼ Gamma(ϕ+ nℓ,j, σℓUj + 1).

[3] Update σ and ϕ. From (27) we can recover the full conditional distributions of σ and
ϕ:

L(σ | −) ∝
[

σΓ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)Γ(1− σ)

]k k∏
ℓ=1

∫
R+

σ
nℓ,•−σ−1

ℓ

d∏
j=1

1

(Ujσℓ + 1)nℓ,j+ϕ
dσℓ

and

L(ϕ | −) ∝
k∏

ℓ=1

d∏
j=1

(ϕ)nℓ,j

[
Γ(ϕ)

Γ(σ + ϕ)

]k k∏
ℓ=1

∫
R+

σ
nℓ,•−σ−1

ℓ

d∏
j=1

1

(Ujσℓ + 1)nℓ,j+ϕ
dσℓ,

where the integrals can be easily evaluated with the change of variable described at 1.b.
For the update of σ and ϕ, we perform a Metropolis-Hastings step by sampling the
transformed parameters (ω, ρ), where ω = tan(πσ − π/2) and ρ = log(ϕ).

[4] Update the latent variables θi,js. We sample θi,j from the following distribution

L(θi,j | −) ∝
Iε∑
r=1

m′
j,rJ

′
iK
(
yi,j | θ̃′i

)
δθ̃′i

(θi,j) +
k∑

ℓ=1

Tℓ,jσℓK
(
yi,j | θ∗ℓ

)
δθ∗ℓ (θi,j),

where K is a Gaussian kernel.

[5] Update (U1, . . . , Ud). Since we are working conditionally on µ̃j, as j = 1, . . . , d, one
may exploit (17) to observe that the Ujs are independent with the following gamma
distribution

Uj | − ∼ Gamma(nj, µ̃j(Θ)), j = 1, . . . , d.

[6] Resample the distinct values θ∗ℓ = (ζ∗ℓ , σ
2∗
ℓ ). With the previous distributional as-

sumptions, we have

L(dζ∗ℓ , dσ2∗
ℓ | −) ∝ α(dζ∗ℓ , dσ

2∗
ℓ )

d∏
j=1

∏
i∈Cj,ℓ

K(yi,j | ζ∗ℓ , σ2∗
ℓ ),

where α stands for the probability law of a normal-inverse-gamma random variable. We
set ȳℓ = 1

nℓ,•

∑d
j=1

∑
i∈Cℓ,j

yi,j, with nℓ,• =
∑d

j=1|Cℓ,j| the total number of latent param-
eters (ζj,i, σ

2
j,i) equal to the ℓth distinct value (ζ∗ℓ , σ

2∗
ℓ ). Standard computations show
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that

σ2∗
ℓ | − ∼ Inv-Gamma(a∗0, b

∗
0),

ζ∗ℓ | σ2∗
ℓ ,− ∼ N(m∗

0, σ
2∗
ℓ /k

∗
0),

where the parameters of the full conditional distributions of σ2∗
ℓ and ζ∗ℓ | σ2∗

ℓ are

m∗
0 =

1

k0 + nℓ,•
(k0m0 + nℓ,•ȳℓ) ,

k∗0 = k0 + nℓ,•,

a∗0 = a0 +
nℓ,•

2
,

b∗0 = b0 +
1

2

 d∑
j=1

∑
i∈Cℓ,j

(yi,j − ȳℓ)
2 +

nj,•k0(ȳ −m0)
2

k0 + nj,•

 .
[7] Update the parameters of α(·). According to our distributional assumptions, we have

m0 | − ∼ N(m∗
1, s

2∗
1 ),

k0 | − ∼ Inv-Gamma(a∗1, b
∗
1),

b0 | − ∼ Gamma(c∗1, d
∗
1),

where we have set

s2∗1 =

(
1

s21
+ k0

k∑
ℓ=1

1

σ2∗
ℓ

)−1

, m∗
1 = s2∗1

(
m1

s21
+ k0

k∑
ℓ=1

µ∗
ℓ

σ2∗
ℓ

)
,

a∗1 = a1 +
k

2
, b∗1 = b1 +

1

2

k∑
ℓ=1

(µ∗
ℓ −m0)

2

σ2∗
ℓ

,

c∗1 = c1 + ka0, d∗1 = d1 +
k∑

ℓ=1

σ2∗
ℓ .

G Simulation study with CoRMs

We have conducted different simulation studies to investigate the impact of different sample
sizes and data-generating processes on posterior inference obtained through Algorithm 1. To
this end, we sampled sets of synthetic data form the following marginal distributions to obtain
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six groups of observations:

Y1
iid∼ 1

2
N(µ1, 0.6) +

1

4
N(µ2, 0.6) +

1

4
N(µ3, 0.6),

Y2
iid∼ 1

4
N(µ2, 0.6) +

1

2
N(µ3, 0.6) +

1

4
N(µ4, 0.6),

Y3
iid∼ 1

2
N(µ1, 0.6) +

1

2
N(µ2, 0.6),

Y4
iid∼ 1

5
N(µ3, 0.6) +

1

5
N(µ4, 0.6) +

1

5
N(µ5, 0.6) +

2

5
N(µ6, 0.6),

Y5
iid∼ 1

2
N(µ5, 0.6) +

1

2
N(µ3, 0.6),

Y6
iid∼ 1

4
N(µ1, 0.6) +

1

4
N(µ2, 0.6) +

1

4
N(µ3, 0.6) +

1

4
N(µ5, 0.6),

where some of the components are shared across different groups, meaning they have the same
mean value, while others are group-specific. We consider a total of four distinct scenarios for
the simulation study, combining two different group-specific sample sizes nj ∈ {50, 200}, j =

1, . . . , 6, with two possible parameter choices for µ1, . . . , µ6, i.e.

(1) µ1 = 6, µ2 = 10, µ3 = 15, µ4 = 20, µ5 = 0, µ6 = 3,

or
(2) µ1 = 4, µ2 = 6.66, µ3 = 10, µ4 = 13.33, µ5 = 0, µ6 = 2.

It is worth noticing that specification (1) represents the case where the components are well
separated, making it easier to estimate the latent clusters in the data. On the other hand, the
second parameter choice (2) corresponds to lower separation of the components. Each scenario
has been replicated 100 times.

We use a dependent mixture model with Gaussian kernels, namely

Yi,j | µi,j, σ
2
i,j

iid∼ N(µi,j, σ
2
i,j), i = 1, . . . , nj, j = 1, . . . , d

(µi,j, σ
2
i,j) | p̃j

ind∼ p̃j, i = 1, . . . , nj, j = 1, . . . , d

(p̃1, . . . , p̃d) ∼ Q,

where Q is the distribution of a normalized vector of CoRMs with gamma scores and stable
directing Lévy intensity as in (9). The model specification is completed by setting a normal-
inverse-gamma distribution NIG(m0, k0, a0, b0) as the base measure α(·) of Q. We further relax
the model specification by considering hyperprior distributions on the main parameters, namely
m0 ∼ N(0, 10), k0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), a0 = 2 and b0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), σ ∼ Beta(2, 2), and ϕ = 1.
The specific choice ϕ = 1 implies that the relative variability (coefficient of variation) of the
scores equals 1, which may be considered an intermediate value. We ran Algorithm 1 for 15 000
iterations, discarding the first 10 000 iterations.

We assessed the accuracy of the clustering using the normalized variation of information
distance (Meilă, 2007) between the posterior point estimate of the latent partition in the data
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and the true one. The point estimates were obtained using a decisional approach based on the
variation of information loss function (Wade and Ghahramani, 2018; Rastelli and Friel, 2018).
Further, we used the J-divergence (Jeffreys, 1948), averaged with respect to the different groups
of data, to quantify how closely the estimated density functions match the true ones.
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Figure 5: Left panel: variation of information distance between true and point estimate of the
latent partition of the data. Right panel: J-divergence between data generating and posterior
point estimate density functions. Different scenarios are a combination of low and high number
of groups (LG and HG respectively) with low and high separation of the components (LS and
HS respectively).

Figure 5 shows the box plots for the normalized variation of information and the J-divergence
for all the scenarios considered in the study. We can observe that the posterior estimates of the
latent partitions are more accurate when the separation of data-generating processes increases,
as the variation of information distance is dropping toward zero. This means that, as the
location parameters µ1, . . . , µ6 become further apart from each other, the posterior estimates of
the latent partitions are getting closer to the true values. Additionally, the posterior estimates
of the random densities become closer to the true values as the group-specific sample sizes
increase.

H Analysis of the Sloan Digital Sky Survey data

We consider a dataset of n = 24 312 galaxies, drawn from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey first data
release (Abazajian et al., 2003). The galaxies are naturally partitioned into d = 25 different
groups, by considering all the cross-classifications of 5 kinds of luminosity and 5 groups of
different environment. Our inferential interest is to properly reconstruct the density function
of the difference between ultraviolet and red filter (U-R color), specifically for each group in the
study. As highlighted by Balogh et al. (2004), the bimodal structure of such density functions
has been established. Since some groups contain few observations to properly recognize this
behavior, the dependence structure induced by CoRMs allow a borrowing of information across
the different groups, especially useful for groups having few data. We refer to Canale et al.
(2019); Stefanucci and Canale (2021) for allied approaches.
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We consider the hierarchical mixture model (15) with Gaussian kernels, where the mixing
measures are normalized CoRMs with gamma distributed scores, stable directing Lévy measure,
and centering measure equal to a normal-inverse-gamma distribution, as done in Section G. The
model specification is completed by assuming the following hyperpriors on the main parameters
of the model: m0 ∼ N(0, 10), k0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), a0 = 2, b0 ∼ Gamma(2, 2), σ ∼ Beta(2, 2)
and ϕ ∼ Gamma(2, 2). We perform posterior inference by using Algorithm 1. See also Sec-
tion F for further details. We ran the algorithm for 15 000 iterations, including 10 000 burn-in
iterations.
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Figure 6: Posterior density estimates of the Sloan Digital Sky Survey data. Different columns
correspond to different groups of environment. Different rows correspond to different groups of
luminosity. Each panel show the histogram of the observed data, the estimated posterior mean
of density (blue line) with a 0.95-probability credible band (blue filled area).

The group-specific density estimates are reported in Figure 6. We can appreciate how the
density estimates for the groups corresponding to low or low/medium level of both environment
and luminosity feature bimodal distributions with a positive skewness, i.e., the mass is concen-
trating on the left side of the support. On the counterpart, groups with high or medium/high
level of both the grouping variables tend to have negative skewness in their distribution, with
the mass concentrating on the right side of the support.

One advantage of using CoRMs relies on the possibility of deriving the baseline measure,
that is the latent shared measure p̃ = η̃/η̃(X), which is transformed in group-specific mixing
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Figure 7: Posterior mean of the directing mixture model (29). The histogram refers to all the
data reported in the Sloan Digital Sky Survey. The red line is the estimated posterior mean of
the density, while the red filled area is the 0.95-probability credible band.

measures p̃1, . . . , p̃d. We can then define a latent baseline mixture model as

f̃0(y) =

∫
K(y; (µ, σ2))p̃(dµ, dσ2). (29)

Note that f̃0 represents the information shared across different groups. The posterior mean
of the baseline mixture model, shown in Figure 7, clearly shows the aforementioned bimodal
behaviour, which is then specialized in the group-specific mixture models of Figure 6, where
the weights of the common mixture f̃0 are adjusted by the group-specific scores.
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