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Abstract

Independent Component Estimation (ICE) has many applications in modern day machine
learning as a feature engineering extraction method. Horseshoe-type priors are used to pro-
vide scalable algorithms that enables both point estimates via expectation-maximization (EM)
and full posterior sampling via Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithms. Our method-
ology also applies to flow-based methods for nonlinear feature extraction and deep learning.
We also discuss how to implement conditional posteriors and envelope-based methods for op-
timization. Through this hierarchy representation, we unify a number of hitherto disparate
estimation procedures. We illustrate our methodology and algorithms on a numerical exam-
ple. Finally, we conclude with directions for future research.
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1 Introduction

Linear independent component analysis (ICA) is central to blind source separation and has many
fields of application, e.g. signal processing, medical imaging, machine learning and many others.
ICA can be viewed as a feature extraction problem where a random vector x with coordinates that
admit a representation as linear combination of independent latent variables s with an unknown
mixing matrix A, namely x = As. One needs to estimate A or the unmixing matrix W = A−1

(Comon et al., 1991; Comon, 1994; Bell and Sejnowski, 1995; Hyvärinen and Pajunen, 1999). ICA
can be viewed of as a refinement or an extension of principle component analysis (PCA) or factor
analysis, in that the PCA only requires uncorrelated components, not independent.

Feature engineering (a.k.a. nonlinear factor analysis) is a fundamental problem in many mod-
ern day machine learning applications ranging from medical imaging to signal processing. A key
aspect of feature engineering is decomposing high-dimensional data into independent latent fac-
tors. Bhadra et al. (2024) presents a statistical view of high-dimensional deep learning. In this
formulation, the output Y and input X connected via a statistical model:

P (Y | W,X) = P (Y | a), a = WX,

where, a is linear factors to be extracted, connected via a hierarchical model with no error in
second stage of hierarchy. Linear independent components analysis (ICA) can be useful here
as it separates the observed data into a lower-dimensional array of independent sources (a.k.a.
features) to offer a high-dimensional probabilistic structure. Thus, ICA falls into the class of high-
dimensional data reduction methods and help one identify pivotal data features as well as yield
optimal predictive outcomes. A key feature of popular statistical or machine learning models is
that they necessitate an approach that concurrently discerns both the foundational independent
features and their associated mixing weights, colloquially termed as nonlinear mixing maps.

Our primary objective is to unify an array of algorithmic approaches to allow for both MAP
optimization and fully Bayesian estimation. Method of moments estimators are commonplace
in this literature and have lead to tensor methods. Building on the seminal work of (MacKay,
1992a, 1996) who showed that the (Bell and Sejnowski, 1995) algorithm for signal processing for a
non-linear feedforward network can be viewed as a maximum likelihood algorithm for the opti-
misationn of a linear generative model. Our contribution then is three-fold:

(i) Develop full Bayesian methods for independent component estimation (ICE).

(ii) Unify existing models using Gaussian scale mixture representation.

(iii) Develop Nonlinear deep ICE.

The hallmark of ICA methods is the use of a super-Gaussian distribution over hidden states. Sur-
prisingly, this leads to identification where traditional Gaussian modeling assumptions do not. A
linear mixing of Gaussian distribution is itself Gaussian, so de-mixing is impossible. Hence the
source distribution must have heavy tails (a.k.a. super-Gaussian). We show that the easiest way
to achieve this is via Horseshoe-type priors which are heavy-tailed by construction. Horseshoe
priors have been a default class of priors for many problems, see

Generative models have achieved many successful applications ranging from machine learn-
ing to image processing. They can be applied in the context of ICA. To fix notation let the data
generating model be constructed as follows: data y is generated from a baseline source distribu-
tion, s ∼ p(s) via a latent state x which is a ridge function of s, namely g(As+ b) for an activation
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function g(·) and then,
x = g(As+ b), where s ∼ p(s).

The mixing matrix A provides ‘feature extraction’ – a central problem in machine learning. We
consider below the special case g = 1(·), the identity map, but g could be a deep learner with many
layers. Training high-dimensional generative models such as LLMs (large language models) is
extremely costly and novel scalable algorithms to help in this task are an active area of interest.
We refer the readers to Polson and Sokolov (2020); Tran et al. (2020) for a comprehensive review
of the computational aspects of deep learning.

Our work builds on the seminal work of MacKay (1992a, 1996) who interprets ICA as a la-
tent variable modeling strategy. MacKay (1996) provides instances of many statistical models (e.g.
mixture models, hidden Markov models, factor analysis or Helmholtz machines) that are genera-
tive models with a layer of latent variables that are usually modeled with simple, separable distri-
butions. Across each of these modeling frameworks, learning the latent variables is tantamount to
describing the observables in terms of independent components, and hence, it is natural to expect
that ICA should also admit a generative latent variable representation. With this interpretation,
MacKay (1992a) shows that the original blind separation algorithm of Bell and Sejnowski (1995)
can be viewed as a maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator from the marginalised likelihood,
where the trick is to write the ICA as a latent variable model with a separable distribution on the
hidden states. In this representation, the latent variables are assumed be mutually independent
and non-Gaussian, and are called independent components. The key insight then that underlies
our unifying approach is that the components of the source distribution can be modeled with scale
mixtures of normals (West, 1987; Barndorff-Nielsen et al., 1982).. We show that MacKay’s original
model and its extensions are simply scale mixtures with Pólya-Gamma mixing (Polson et al., 2013)
and are thus Horseshoe-type priors (Polson and Scott, 2012a, 2013).

On the algorithmic side, we show that a number of hitherto disjoint algorithms can be unified
as envelope optimization methods (see Geman and Yang, 1995; Polson and Scott, 2016). For ex-
ample, the ICA updating scheme due to Bell and Sejnowski (1995) is equivalent to a maximum
likelihood approach, see (MacKay, 1992a, 1996). Auxiliary variable methods allow for both EM
and MCMC algorithms to be developed across a wide spectrum of source distributions. Such
methods can lead to faster convergence (Ono and Miyabe, 2010) and can incorporate methods for
fast convergence such as Nesterov acceleration and block-coordinate descent, thus providing an
alternative to traditional stochastic gradient descent methods.

From a historical perspective, Independent Component Analysis arises as a possible solution
to the ‘Blind source separation’ problem, a classical problem in signal processing. In the formula-
tion by (Herault and Jutten, 1986; Bell and Sejnowski, 1995), algorithms for blind source separation
attempt to recover source signals s from observations x, where x = Vs, are linear mixtures with
unknown weights V. This is done by finding a square matrix W which is the inverse of the mixing
matrix V, up to permutation and change of scale. For example, (Bell and Sejnowski, 1994, 1995)
take an algorithmic approach summarized as a linear mapping a = Wx where a is an estimate of
the source signals. This is done by adjusting the unmixing matrix W to maximize the entropy of
the outputs.

The algorithm proceeds iteratively using a gradient ascent method on the log-likelihood of the
estimated sources, where the update rule for W is:

∇W ∝
(
I − 2ϕ(a)aT

)
W

where, I is the identity matrix, and ϕ(a) is a non-linear function applied component-wise to a.
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Common choices for f are the logistic sigmoid function or the hyperbolic tangent (i.e., a nonlinear
map zi = ϕi(ai) where ϕ(·) = − tanh(·).

A Bayesian approach (Févotte et al., 2004; Févotte and Godsill, 2006; Donnat et al., 2019; MacKay,
1992a) has a two-fold advantage. First, rather than casting problem as a method of moments
approach (kurtosis), a Bayesian approach finds the solution by a suitable regularization with a
heavy-tailed prior (thus imposing constraint on higher order moments). A particular suitable class
is super-Gaussian priors (Palmer et al., 2006) via scale mixtures of normals (West, 1987). MacKay
(1992a) uses a heavy-tailed source distribution towards this. The advantage is that mixture and
envelope methods can be used to extract features/factors and provide fast scalable algorithms for
ICA. In this paper, we unify the existing Bayesian algorithms and provide new ones.

Assuming a source distribution, s ∼ p(s) acts as a regularization penalty and allows us to
unify existing procedures as MAP estimators. For example, MacKay (1996) shows that if ϕi(ai) =
− tanh(ai) then this is equivalent to a source distribution of the form pi(si) ∝ 1/ cosh(si) = 1/(esi+
e−si). We argue in §2 that this can be written as a Gaussian scale mixture using a Pólya-Gamma
mixing density. Moreover, (MacKay, 1992b) suggests adding a gain β and considering a heavy-
tailed source distribution of the form pi(si) ∝ 1/ cosh1/β(βsi). Again we show that this can be
represented as a Normal scale mixture thus leading to classes of auxiliary variable methods for
inference and optimisation. In the limit as β → ∞ this becomes pi(si) ∝ exp(−|si|) the double
exponential (a.k.a. Lasso) prior, and as β → 0, pi(si) would converge to a zero-mean Gaussian
with variance 1/β.

A related goal is to bring together the modeling of source distributions under the encompass-
ing paradigm of Gaussian scale mixtures (Andrews and Mallows, 1974; West, 1987; Carlin and
Polson, 1991). This latent variable or parameter expansion approach offers fast, scalable algo-
rithms akin to the auxiliary variable methods proposed by (Ono and Miyabe, 2010). Furthermore,
it obviates dependence on approximative techniques like variational Bayes (VB). Our methodol-
ogy bears significance for deep Bayesian models wherein latent variable distributions are forged
as superpositions of nonlinear mappings, akin to deep learning constructs (Polson and Sokolov,
2017; Polson and Rovcková, 2018).

The rest of our paper is outlined as follows. The next subsection describes connections with
previous work. Section 3 provides a discussion of deep Bayesian generative models and provides
the latent variable representation for McKay’s algorithm. Section 4 provides a unifying framework
for super-Gaussian source distributions. Section 5 discusses envelope methods to provide fast
optimisation methods. Section 6.1 illustrates our methodology. Finally, Section 7 concludes with
directions for future research.

2 Connections with Previous Work

As Auddy and Yuan (2023) point out, the mixing matrix A can be identified up to permutation and
scaling under the assumption of at most one Gaussian component in § due to a theorem by Comon
(1994). The review paper Auddy et al. (2024) demonstrates that this can also be connected with the
Kruskal identifiability theorem (Kruskal, 1977) that shows a remarkable difference between matrix
and tensors: while a matrix of rank ρ can be decomposed in many ways as a sum of ρ rank-one
matrices, but higher-order tensors typically admit unique decomposition into rank-one tensors. In
the context of PCA versus ICA, Auddy et al. (2024) observe that the the principal components are
singular vectors of covariance matrix, while the independent components are ‘singular vector’s of
fourth order cumulant tensors, and hence, PCA can not reconstruct independent random variables
with mean zero, unit variance but non-zero excess kurtosis, but ICA can. There have been many
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approaches for solving the ICA problem including but not limited to (MacKay, 1992a; Comon,
1994; Bell and Sejnowski, 1995; MacKay, 1996; Deco and Obradovic, 1996; Hyvärinen and Pajunen,
1999; Hastie and Tibshirani, 2002; Ono and Miyabe, 2010; Samworth and Yuan, 2012; Auddy and
Yuan, 2023) as well as hierarchical Bayesian approaches such as MacKay (1992a); Févotte et al.
(2004); Févotte and Godsill (2006); Karklin and Lewicki (2005); Asaba et al. (2018). We refer the
readers to Hyvärinen et al. (2001); Nordhausen and Oja (2018) for comprehensive reviews.

Samworth and Yuan (2012) proposes a nonparametric maximum likelihood approach for es-
timating the unmixing weights and the marginal distributions by projecting the empirical distri-
butions on the space of log-concave univariate distributions. They also address the question of
identifiability of the unmixing matrices, first studied by (Comon, 1994), and in their formulation
identifiability up to scaling and permutation is guaranteed by requiring that not more than one
of the univariate log-concave projections is Gaussian. This is also connected to Kruskal’s iden-
tifiability conditions (Kruskal, 1977) for a tensor product T =

∑R
r=1A ⊗ B ⊗ C, in terms of the

Kruskal ranks of the individual matrices: κA + κB + κC ≥ 2R + 2. Bhaskara et al. (2014) provide
a robust version of the identifiability theorem for approximate recovery and point uses in several
latent variable models. We refer the readers to the comprehensive review by Auddy et al. (2024)
on tensor methods for high-dimensional data analysis.

Camuto et al. (2021) combine a linearly independent component analysis (ICA) with nonlinear
bisective feature maps (from flow-based methods). For non-square ICA, they can assume the
number of sources is less than the data dimensionality – thus achieving better unsupervised latent
factor discovering than other ICA flow-based methods. Dinh et al. (2014) discuss NICE deep
generative models with nonlinear invertible neural networks, building on the work of Deco and
Obradovic (1996), Obradovic and Deco (1998), Comon et al. (1991) and Pearlmutter and Parra
(1996) and Malthouse (1998). Recent work includes Bayesian ICA models of (Donnat et al., 2019).
Other related approaches include auto-encoder and sparsity models.

Nonlinear ICA models have been proposed by Hyvärinen and Pajunen (1999), although iden-
tification can be challenging. Khemakhem et al. (2020) provides recent identification results, pro-
viding mild conditions under which the joint distribution encompassing both observed and latent
variables within Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) are identifiable and estimable, thus establishing
a connection between VAEs and nonlinear Independent Component Analysis (ICA). The source
§ is a feature vector that needs to be learned, see, for example, Olshausen and Field (1996, 1997)
for sparse coding of natural images, where an image is modeled as a natural superposition using
an over-complete basis set where the amplitudes are given sparsity-inducing prior distributions.
This is based on the intuition of Barlow’s principle of redundancy reduction (Barlow, 1989, 2001).

Other popular approaches for dimension reduction include Sliced Inverse Regression (Li, 1991)
that finds a low-dimensional projection of the data that captures the most relevant information for
explaining the variation in the data, specifically designed for non-linear relationships in the data,
Unlike traditional linear dimensionality reduction methods like Principal Component Analysis
(PCA). Lopes et al. (2012) introduces a sequential online strategy for efficient posterior simulation.
Finally, as noted by Brillinger (2012) and Naik and Tsai (2000), the mixing matrix can be consis-
tently estimated through PLS, regardless of the activation function’s nonlinearity, albeit with a
proportionality constant. While the assumption by Brillinger (2012) of Gaussian input X is neces-
sary for applying Stein’s lemma, we note that this outcome extends to scale-mixtures of Gaussians.

NICE (non-linear independent component estimation) Dinh et al. (2014) provide a deep learn-
ing framework called the for high-dimensional density estimation, followed by the real NVP (Dinh
et al., 2016) transformations for unsupervised learning. The real NVP method learns a stable and
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invertible bijective function or map between samples x ∼ pX and latent space s ∼ pS or, θ ∼ pθ.
For example, Trippe and Turner (2018) utilize normalizing flows as likelihoods for conditional
density estimation for complex densities. Jimenez Rezende and Mohamed (2015) provide an ap-
proximation framework using a series of parametric transformations for complex posteriors. A
new method for Monte Carlo integration called Neural Importance Sampler was provided by
Müller et al. (2019) based on the NICE framework by parametrizing the proposal density by a
collection of neural networks.

Invertible Neural Network: An important concept in the context of generative models is an in-
vertible neural network or INNs (Dinh et al., 2016). Loosely speaking, an INN is a one-to-one
function with a forward mapping f : Rd 7→ Rd, and its inverse g = f−1. Song et al. (2019) provides
the ‘MintNet’ algorithm to construct INNs by using simple building blocks of triangular matrices,
leading to efficient and exact Jacobian calculation. On the other hand, Behrmann et al. (2021) show
that common INN method suffer from exploding inverses and provide conditions for stability of
INNs. For image representation, Jacobsen et al. (2018) introduce a deep invertible network, called
the i-revnet, that retains all information from input data up until the final layer.

Flow transformation models: Here Y = h(X) where h(·) is typically modeled as an invertible
neural network (INN), with both pY (·) and pF (·) as Gaussian densities,

p(Y,X | §) = p(Y|X, §)p(X|§)

= py(Y | h−1(X), s)pF (h
−1(X))

∣∣∣∣∂h−1

∂X

∣∣∣∣
where the determinant of Jacobian is easy to compute. These models can be thought of as latent
factor models. Flow-based methods can construct a nonlinear ICA where the dimensionality of
the latent space is equal to the data as in an auto-encoder approach, see Camuto et al. (2021).
Latent Factor Model: Another interesting class of models contain latent factors that are driven
with INNs. These models take the form

Y = FT §+ ϵ (1)
X = h(F) (2)
F ∼ N (0, Ip), § ∼ p(s) (3)

where (Y,X) are observed data and ϵ is the mean zero Gaussian noise. Here h(·) is an invertible
neural network (INN) and F are the latent factors. This is essentially a flow transformation model
and therefore, we can estimate h and s using the loss function:

L(h, §) =
N∑
i=1

{
λ∥yi − h−1(xi)

T s∥2 + ∥h−1(xi)∥2 − log
∣∣∣∂h−1

∂x

∣∣∣(xi)}− log p(s)

An iterative two-step minimization procedure to learn h and s is given by: For t = 1, 2, . . .

(i) ĥ(t) = ĥ(t−1) − η∇L(h, §̂(t−1))

(ii) §̂(t) = argmin§ L(ĥ
(t), §), or draw samples from the posterior ∝ exp

(
−L(ĥ(t), §)

)
.

HINT (Hierarchical Invertible Neural Transport): Kruse et al. (2021); Detommaso et al. (2019)
provide the algorithm for posterior sampling. In this formulation, the function T moves in the
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normalizing direction: a complicated and irregular data distribution pw(w) towards the simpler,
more regular or ‘normal’ form, of the base measure pz(z). Let w := [y,x] ∈ Rm+d and T (w) :=
[T y(y), T x(x,y)] ∈ Rm+d. The inverse function S−1 = T is denoted as S(z) := [Sy(zy), S

x(zx, zy)]
where Sy = (T y)−1 where we assume that z ∼ N (0, Im+d). As pz = pzypzx|zy and Sy pushes
forward the base density pzy to py, it can be shown that Sx(·, zy) pushes forward the base density
pzx|zy(·|zy) to the posterior density px|y(·|y), when zy = T y(y). To sample from px|y, we simply
sample zx ∼ N (0, Id) and calculate x = Sx(zx, zy) = Sx(zx, T

y(y)), since pzx|zy = pzx .
Two popular approaches for generative models that rely on latent space representation of the

input data, albeit using substantially different architecture) are VAE (variational auto-encoders)
and GAN (generative adversarial networks), but the iterative algorithms are only approximate
based on a Kullback–Leiber divergence based approximation. On the theoretical side, Wang et al.
(2023) provide exact proximal algorithms based on EM and MCMC algorithms. There are many
directions for future work, particularly extensions to fields where traditional statistical methods
dominate such as spatial or spatiotemporal data analysis.

3 Deep Independent Components Estimation (DICE)

3.1 The generative model and the likelihood function

We begin with linear independent component models. The goal of ICA is to attempt to recover
source signals S from observations X which are linear mixtures (with unknown coefficients A)
of the source signals, i.e., X = A§, where W = A−1. This can be interpreted as a Bayesian
hierarchical model with a degenerate first stage. We follow MacKay (1996)’s formulation here. We
observe data as N observations x(n), 1 ≤ n ≤ N which are linear mixtures of sources s(n). Let
s(n) ∈ Rd, 1 ≤ n ≤ N denote the set of sources, that are independently distributed with marginal
density pi(s

(n)
i ).

x(n) = AS(n) with p(s(n)) =
d∏

i=1

pi(s
(n)
i ).

where A is the mixing matrix. We wish to estimate W = A−1. As stated before, the sources s(n)

have an independent components distribution and can be viewed as latent variables. The joint
probability of the observed and the hidden latent variables can be written as:

p({x(n)}Nn=1, {s(n)}Nn=1 | A) =

N∏
n=1

p(x(n) | s(n),A)p(s(n))

=
N∏

n=1

δ

∏
i

(x
(n)
i −

∑
j

Aijs
(n)
j )

∏
j

pj(s
(n)
j ) (4)

MacKay (1996) points out that it is straightforward to replace δ(x(n)
j − Ajis

(n)
i ) with a probability

distribution over x(n)j with mean Ajis
(n)
i , but we need to assume x is generated without noise to

get the Bell and Sejnowski (1995) algorithm.
To access a wider range of probability densities, we can introduce auxiliary variables λ where,

p(s(n)) =

∫
p(s(n) | λ)p(λ)dλ.

7



DRAFT

Gaussian scale mixtures (West, 1987; Bhadra et al., 2016) encompasses a wide range of commonly
used prior distributions in Bayesian literature, and is also a source of constructing newer priors
for handling data with sparsity or other structures. In fact, it is easy to see that the existing prior
distributions for Bayesian ICA, viz., student’s t (Févotte et al., 2004), Jeffrey’s prior p(si) ∝ 1/|si|
(Févotte and Godsill, 2006), or Laplace (Asaba et al., 2018), are all Gaussian scale mixtures. We will
argue later in the section that one can recover MacKay (1992a)’s hyperbolic secant distribution as a
Gaussian scale mixture, too. This has many theoretical and practical advantages. For example, in
designing computational algorithms, we can develop EM and MCMC algorithms using the joint
posterior p(s(n), λ | x). We also know a great deal about the behavior of Gaussian scale mixtures
due to the works of Barndorff-Nielsen et al. (1982) and others.

To obtain the maximum likelihood estimator, we first observe that the likelihood can be ob-
tained as a product of the following factors from (4), for n = 1, . . . , N .

p(x(n) | A,H) =

∫
p(x(n) | A, s(n))p(s(n))ds(n) =

∫ ∏
i

δ(x
(n)
i −Aijs

(n)
j )

∏
i

pi(s
(n)
i )ds(n)

We use the summation convention like (MacKay, 1996), i.e., Aijs
(n)
j ≡

∑
j Aijs

(n)
j . Now, using the

elementary fact that
∫
δ(x − As)f(s)ds = |A|−1f(x/A), we obtain the log likelihood for a single

term:

p(x | A) = 1

|A|
∏
i

pi(A
−1
ij xj) = |W |

∏
i

pi(Wijxj) |W|

⇒ log p(x(n)| A) = log|W|+
∑
i

log pi(Wijxj)
.
= log|W|+

∑
i

log pi(ai), where ai ≡Wijxj .

We can then optimize the log-likelihood using any gradient or envelope methods. The terms
ϕi(ai) = d log pi(ai)/dai are key terms here that indicate the gradient direction for maximum like-
lihood. MacKay (1996) shows how to interpret the heuristic algorithms of Bell and Sejnowski
(1995) as a MAP estimation procedure from this marginal likelihood. The above formulation as-
sumes x is generated without noise, as in the original Bell-Sejnowski formulation (Bell and Se-
jnowski, 1995). MacKay (1992a) comments that an analogous algorithm results if we replace the
δ(x

(n)
j −

∑
iAjis

(n)) term with a suitable probability density over x with mean
∑

iAjis
(n)
j and

sufficiently small noise variance.
We mention two key points in MacKay (1996) here (Section 2.4 point 2,3):

(i) Employing a tanh nonlinearity of the form ϕi(ai) = − tanh(ai) implicitly assumes a proba-
bility distribution for latent variables, pi(si) ∝ 1

cosh(si)
∝ 1

esi+e−si
. This distribution exhibits

heavier tails compared to the Gaussian distribution, offering a broader range of potential tail
behaviors.

(ii) Alternatively, by incorporating a tanh non-linearity with a gain parameter β, denoted as
ϕi(ai) = − tanh(βai), the associated probabilistic model varies with β. The resulting dis-
tribution is expressed as pi(si) ∝ 1/[cosh(βsi)]

1/β . As β becomes large, the non-linearity
converges to a step function, resulting in a Laplace density pi(si) ∝ exp(−|s|). Conversely,
as β approaches zero, pi(si) tends towards a Gaussian distribution with a mean of zero and
a variance of 1

β .

Remark 1. Time versus Transfer Domain: It is worthwhile to note that separation in transfer domain is
equivalent to separation in the time domain due to the one-to-one mapping between the models in time and
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transfer domain. Using the notations used in (Févotte and Godsill, 2006; Févotte et al., 2004), the linear
instantaneous model in time domain is given by the following model where observations at time t are noisy
combination of sources at t, and signals of length n:

xt = Ast + ϵt, t = 0, . . . , N − 1, (5)

where, xt = (x1t, x2t, . . . , xdt)
T are the observation vectors, st = (s1t, s2t, . . . , snt)

T are the sources and
ϵt = (ϵ1t, ϵ2t, . . . , ϵdt) are the additive noises. The goal is to estimate s and A. We assume that there is
a basis n × n matrix Φ such that sources have a sparse representation on it. The equivalent model on the
transfer domain is then,

x(n) = As(n) + ϵ(n), n = 0, . . . , N − 1, (6)

where, n is the coefficient of the basis in the decomposition. Separation using (5) and (6) are equivalent since
Φ is a basis matrix.

3.2 Exponential family representation and the posterior

We show the general derivation for the posterior under the aforementioned hierarchical model for
the observables and the latent variables. To reduce the notational clutter, we drop the suffix and
adopt summation convention as needed. The key insight here is that the posterior can be easily
recovered from an exponential family representation. First note that the likelihood p(x|s) derived
above together with the source distribution p(s) can be combined to form a posterior of s given x
is given by:

p(s|x) = 1

(2πσ2)q/2
exp

{
− 1

2σ2
(x−As)′(x−As)

}
p(s)

= h(s) exp

{
η′s− 1

2σ2
x′x− log f(x)

}
= h(s) exp

{
η′s− ψ(η)

}
.

where, the different components or known functions are given by:

η =
1

σ2
A′x (Canonical parameter)

ψ(η) =
1

2σ2
x′x+ log f(x) =

σ2

2
η′WW ′η + log f(σ2W ′η) (Cumulant function),

where, f(x) =
∫
h(s) exp

{
η′s− 1

2σ2
x′x

}
ds, and

h(s) =
1

(2πσ2)q/2
exp

{
− 1

2σ2
s′A′As

}
p(s).

Therefore, we can calculate the posterior mean of s given x as:

E(s | x) = ∂ψ(η)

∂η
= Wx+ σ2W

∂

∂x
log f(x) =

∫
h(s) exp{η′s}sds∫
h(s) exp{η′s}ds

∂

∂x
log f(x) =

1

σ2

(
A

∫
h(s) exp{η′s}sds∫
h(s) exp{η′s}ds

− x

)
.

We will use this later when deriving a full MCMC algorithms for uncertainty in DICE models.
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4 Super-Gaussian Source Distributions

As discussed earlier, it is well known that one needs to use a heavy-tailed super-Gaussian distri-
bution as prior for the sources s to identify A. In addition, as Févotte et al. (2004) pointed out,
while over-determined (d ≥ n) case easy: there are many efficient approaches, esp. within Inde-
pendent Component Analysis, the the general linear instantaneous case, with mixtures possibly
noisy and under-determined (d ≤ n) is challenging. A common approach in such situation is
sparsity-Based Blind Source Separation (BSS), especially for under-determined mixtures. The ba-
sic premise here is that one exploits source sparsity assumptions: only a few expansion coefficients
of sources are significantly different from zero. For example, recommendations in the literature
include Student’s t or Jeffrey’s prior on s (Févotte et al., 2004; Févotte and Godsill, 2006) or Laplace
Asaba et al. (2018) attempts to do these with commonly used priors. We take a Bayesian shrinkage
approach: s ∼ p(s) acts as a regularization penalty and allows us to unify existing procedures as
MAP estimators.

4.1 MacKay source distribution: hyperbolic secant

MacKay (1996) shows that ϕi(ai) = − tanh(ai) is equivalent to a source distribution of the form
pi(si) ∝ 1/ cosh(si) = 1/(esi + e−si). This can be written as a normal scale mixture using a Pólya-
Gamma mixing density.

s | τ ∼ N (0, 1/4τ) , τ ∼ PG(1, 0), since
1

cosh(s)
=

∫ ∞

0
e−2τt2p(τ)dτ. (7)

due to the following equation:

1

cosh(s)
=

∫ ∞

0
e−2τt2p(τ)dτ. (8)

Therefore, the location parameter s is also a normal scale mixture:

s | v, τ ∼ N
(
0,
v2

4τ

)
, v ∼ p(v), τ ∼ PG(1, 0) (9)

To see this, recall the Pólya-Gamma density is defined as:

Definition 2. Suppose b ≥ 0, and z ≥ 0. The Pólya-Gamma distribution PG(β) is defined as the density
pPG on R+ that has the following Laplace transform:

cosh−β

(√
t

2

)
=

∫ ∞

0
exp(−tx)pPG(x | β)dx.

By reparameterizing t 7→ 2τ2, we get the normal scale mixture results. We note that, this is
connected to the Jacobi theta distributions studied by Biane et al. (2001); Devroye (2009): J∗ has a
Jacobi distribution if,

J∗ D
=

2

π2

∞∑
k=1

ek

(k − 1
2)

2
, ek ∼ Exp(1),

10
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and the moment generating function is:

E(e−tJ∗
) =

1

cosh
√
2t
.

The cosh(·) priors have a connection with the popular horseshoe priors:

βj ∼ N (0, λ2jτ
2σ2), λj ∼ p(λj)dλj , τ ∼ p(τ)dτ.

The horseshoe prior places a standard half-Cauchy distribution over λj . This induces an unstan-
dardized unit hyperbolic secant distribution over ξj = log(λj) (see Polson and Scott, 2012b, section
5).

pHS(ξj) =
1

π

1

cosh(ξj)
.

Such log-scale shrinkage priors can unify commonly used continuous shrinkage priors, as shown
in (Schmidt and Makalic, 2018). This also provides a link with the non-Gaussian tail behaviour
for blind source separation and that of sparse signal extraction. A similar framework to horseshoe
and optimal rates of reconstruction is an area of future research.

Other proposals include the scaled cosh (MacKay, 1996): p(s) ∼ 1/ cosh1/β(βs), which has the
interesting property that,

pi(si|β)

{
exp(−|si|) β → ∞ ( Bayesian Lasso)
N (0, 1/β) β → 0. ( Bayesian Ridge).

That is, in the limit β → 0 or → ∞, we get Lasso or its Bayesian analog (Tibshirani, 1996; Park and
Casella, 2008), as shown in (MacKay, 1996).

4.2 Gibbs’ sampling strategies

The general scheme for Gibbs sampling follows the following steps. First, from we can write the
updates as:

p(s | τ,A,x) =
∏
i

p(si | τi,A,x)

where p(s) is N (µs,Σs) and µs = 1
σ2

∑
sA

Txi and Σs = ( 1
σ2A

TA+ diag(τi)
−1)−1. Then, sampling

would follow the steps iteratively: (1) update A: the rows of A are independent a posterior, and
(2) update τ : p(τ | s). We can also link the posterior of A, viz. , p(A | x, σ) =

∫
p(a, τ | x, σ)dτ ,

with the MacKay update equation:

∆(A−1) ∝ A− tanh(A−1x) · x.

The full MCMC algorithm can be derived as follows: Let i be observation index, k the row
index of A, j the column index of A. X = §AT + ϵ where X is n × d and A is d × d. For the i-th

11
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observation, xi = Asi.

sij | x,A, τ, sij′ ∼ N

((
XA− §ATA+ S · diag(ATA)

)
ij

diag(ATA)jj + 4τ2ijσ
2

,
σ2

diag(ATA)jj + 4τ2ijσ
2

)

Akj | x, s, τ,Akj′ ∼ N

((
XT § −A§TS +A · diag(§T §)

)
kj

diag(§T §)jj + (σ/σ2)2
,

σ2

diag(§T §)jj + (σ/σ2)2

)
τij | X, §,A ∼ PG(1, |2sij |).

Jeffreys prior This corresponds to the improper source distribution p(s) ∼ 1/|s|. See (Févotte
and Godsill, 2006) .Févotte and Godsill (2006) derive the EM algorithm for MAP estimation under
the Jeffrey’s prior (p(s) ∝ 1/|s|) using the following Normal scale mixture representation:

1

|sik|
=

∫
N (sik | 0, vik)

1

vik
dvik

The prior p(vik) = 1/vik can be thought of as a limiting case of the Inverse Gamma prior, as both
parameters of inverse gamma approaches zero, as p(v) ∝ v−(a+1)eb/v → 1/v as a, b → 0. It then
follows that the prior p(sik) = 1/|sik| can be derived as a limiting case of the t-prior in Févotte
et al. (2004).

Student’s t prior (Févotte et al., 2004) In the case of noise, xj = Ajsj + ϵj , j = 1, . . . , N we still
have a scale mixture of Gaussians framework – and EM algorithm can be found. For example,
Févotte et al. (2004) provides MCMC algorithms by iterating the conditionals where each si has a
t(αi, λi) prior, with d.f. αi and scale λi, which can be written as a Normal scale mixture of Inverse
Gamma distribution. Specifically, Févotte et al. (2004) uses the representation:

p(sij | vij) = N (sit | 0, vij), and p(vij | αi, λi) = IG(vij | αi/2, 2/αiλ
2
i ).

The Gibbs sampler for Févotte et al. (2004) would be as follows:

• Let Σsj = ( 1
σ2A

TA+ diag(vj)
−1)−1, µsj =

1
σ2ΣsjA

Txj , then,

s | A, σ,v, α, λ ∼
K∏
j=1

N (sj | µsj ,Σst).

• Let Σa = σ2(
∑K

j=1 S
T
j Sj)

−1, µa = 1
σ2Σa

∑
j S

T
j xj , then,

a | s, σ,v,α,λ ∼ N (a | µa,Σa).

• Let γσ = dN/2 and βσ = 2/
∑

j∥xj −Asj∥2F .

σ ∼
√
IG(γσ, βσ).

• Let γvi = (αi + 1)/2, and βvi,t = 2/(s2it + αiλ
2
i ).

v |∼
K∏
j=1

n∏
i=1

IG(vi,t | γvi , βvi,t).

12
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• Finally, λ can be drawn from G(γλi
, βλi

), where γλi
= αiN/2, and βλi

) = 2/(αiSi), and since
the conditional distribution of α is not available in a closed form but known up to a constant,
one can use any approximation given that the individual values of the hyperparameter are
not very critical for the algorithm.

Other source distributions There have been a number of other source distributions analysed in
the literature. For example, finite mixtures of the form

p(s) =
S∏

i=1

Mi∑
λi=1

p(si(λi))p(λi)

where p(λ) ∼ Gamma(r, c). See the algorithm for constrained EM for ICA (Hinton et al., 2001).

5 Envelope Optimization Methods

5.1 Mixtures and Envelopes: MCMC and Optimisation

We have two approaches at our disposal: mixtures and envelopes. Their advantages include
avoiding approximate estimation techniques, simulation-based inference and prediction and en-
velope methods for optimisation via Bayes MAP procedures. These two approaches correspond
to the two following representations:

p(x) =

∫
p(x, λ)dλ (mixture)

p(x) = sup
λ>0

{p(x, λ)} (envelope).

Here, λ is an auxiliary variable (Geman and Yang, 1995). Before we proceed, let us introduce a
few basic notations and results. First, for a closed convex function θ(x) : Rn 7→ R̄, the convex
conjugate is defined as θ∗(λ) = supx{λTx − θ(x)}, and by the Fenchel-Moreau theorem, the dual
relationship holds, i.e. θ(x) = supλ{λTx− θ∗(λ)} (Polson and Scott, 2016). The next result needed
is Theorem 2 from (Polson and Scott, 2016), stated below:

Theorem 3 ((Polson and Scott, 2016)). Let p(x) ∝ exp{−ϕ(x)} is symmetric in x, and θ(x) = ϕ(
√
2x)

for x > 0, with completely monotone derivative. Then p(x) admits both normal scale mixture and envelope
representation.

exp−ϕ(x) ∝
∫
R+

N (x | 0, λ−1)pI(λ)dλ ∝ sup
λ≥0

{N (x | 0, λ−1)pV (λ)}, (10)

where, pV (λ), the variational prior is pV (λ) ∝ λ−
1
2 exp{θ∗(λ)), and any optimal value of λ would either

lie in the subdifferential of θ(x2/2) or satisfy: λ̂(x) = ϕ′(x)/x.

The envelope approach generalises the (Ono and Miyabe, 2010) approach. This leads to an
iterative algorithm from the recursions:

x(t+1) = argxmin
λ

{
(y − x)2 + λ(t)x2

}
,

λ(t+1) = ϕ′(x(t+1))/x(t+1), t = 1, 2, . . .

13
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Consider now the envelope representation:

p(x) = sup
λ>0

p(x, λ)

where λ is an auxiliary variable (Geman and Yang, 1995). The key result for 1/ cosh is given in
Polson and Scott (2016):

1

cosh(x)
∝
∫ ∞

0
N (x|0, λ−1) · pI(λ)dλ = sup

λ≥0

{
N (x|0, λ−1 · pV (λ))

}
(11)

where pI(λ) ∼ 4 · PG(1, 0) is the density of Pólya-Gamma distribution. This establishes the link
with Proximal Algorithms, sub-differentials or EM if differentiable, and can be used to speed
up ICA algorithms. The gradient-based nature avoids matrix inversion and auxiliary variables
dynamically adjusts step-sizes, i.e. it lets you perform large step sizes at the beginning, leading to
a fast convergence.

An example is given below:

log cosh(x/2) = inf
λ≥0

{
λ

2
x2 − θ∗(λ)

}
(12)

λ̂(x) = EPG(λ|x) =
1

2x
tanh(

x

2
) (13)

where, we have utilized the fact that log cosh is a scale mixture of Pólya-Gamma distributions. We
have a sum of log cosh:

N∑
n=1

K∑
k=1

log cosh(wijxj).

For statistical properties of the 1/π cosh(x) function as a probability density and the log cosh as an
alternative loss function, we refer the readers to (Saleh and Saleh, 2022).

Bouchard (2007) obtains an upper bound in two steps: first by bounding sum of exponentials
by product of sigmoids and then using a standard quadratic bound for the logarithm of sigmoids.
For a vector x of size n, we have:

log
n∑

i=1

exk ≤ α+
n∑

i=1

log(1 + exi−α), for any α ∈ R. (14)

Then one applies the standard quadratic tight bound for log(1 + ex) (Jaakkola and Jordan, 1997),
given by:

log(1 + ex) ≤ λ(ξ)(x2 − ξ2) +
1

2
(x− ξ) + log(1 + eξ),∀ξ ∈ R,

where λ(ξ) = 1
2ξ (

1
1+e−ξ − 1

2) (= 1
4ξ tanh(

ξ
2)). Equality holds when x = ξ. Applying this to (14), one

gets,

log
n∑

i=1

exi ≤ α+
n∑

i=1

λ(ξi){(xi − α)2 − ξ2i }+
1

2
(xi − ξi − α) + log(1 + eξ). (15)
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5.2 Auxiliary-Function-Based EM Algorithm

The EM algorithm alternates between an E-step (expectation) and an M -step (maximisation) de-
fined by

E step : Q(W |W (g)) =

∫
log p(W |λ, x)p(λ|W (g),x)dλ

M step : W (g+1) = argmax
W

Q(W |W (g))

From before, the log-likelihood is given by the following objective function:

l(W ) = log |W | −
∑
i

Ê [ϕ (Wijxj)] (16)

where Ê denote the sample average. When p(s) ∝ 1/ cosh(s), then ϕ(s) = log cosh(s).
MacKay (1996) directly solves the optimization problem with natural gradient descent algo-

rithm. We now exploit the auxiliary variable scale mixture of normals representation and show
that this faster algorithm is equivalent to that of Ono and Miyabe (2010). The complete-data pos-
terior is given by:

p(W ,λ|x) = |W |N ·
N,S∏

n=1,i=1

1

cosh
(
Wijx

(n)
j

)
∝ |W |N ·

N,S∏
n=1,i=1

∫ ∞

0
e
− 1

2

(
Wijx

(n)
j

)2
λni
√
λni · pI(λni)dλni.

E-step: Since the conditional expectation of λni is

λ̂ni =
ϕ′
(
Wijx

(n)
j

)
Wijx

(n)
j

=
tanh

(
Wijx

(n)
j

)
Wijx

(n)
j

,

We calculate the conditional log posterior (up to a scale 1/N ) as

Q(W |W (t)) = log |W | −
∑
i

Ê

[
1

2
λ̂ni (Wijxj)

2

]
(17)

= log |W | −
∑
i

W ′
i·Ê

tanh
(
W

(t)
ij xj

)
2W

(t)
ij xj

xx′

Wi· (18)

= log |W | −
∑
i

W ′
i·Z

(t)
i Wi· (19)

where

Z
(t)
i := Ê

tanh
(
W

(t)
ij xj

)
2W

(t)
ij xj

xx′

 = Ê

ϕ′
(
W

(t)
ij xj

)
2W

(t)
ij xj

xx′

 .
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M-step: Maximizing Q(W |W (t)) with respect to W is equivalent to solving the following system
of equations

1

2
Z

(t)
i Wi· −

∂

∂Wi·
log |W | = 0, ∀i (20)

which reduces to

W ′
j·Z

(t)
i Wi· =

{
1 if i = j

0 if i ̸= j
(21)

Now we show that Ono’s auxiliary-function-based optimization is exactly the same as our latent
variable EM described above.

According to Theorem 1, Ono and Miyabe (2010),

ϕ(s) ≤ ϕ′(r)

2r
|s|2 + F (r), ∀r with F (r) = ϕ(r)− rϕ′(r)

2
(22)

Here equality holds if and only if r = |s|. Thus, the objective function (16) satisfies

l(W ) = argmax
R

Q(W ,R) (23)

= argmax
R

{
log |W | −

∑
i

Ê

[
ϕ′(ri)

2ri
|Wijxj |2 + F (ri)

]}
(24)

Then we can maximize J(W ,R) in terms of W and R alternatively, the variables being iteratively
updated as below:

Step 1: Given W (t), R(t+1) = argmaxR J(W
(t),R).

The solution is r(t+1)
i = Ê

[
W

(t)
ij xj

]
, which results in

J(W ,R(t+1)) = log |W | −
∑
i

W ′
i·Z

(t)
i Wi· + C(t) (25)

where C(t) is a constant independent of W . This is essentially the same of E-step above.

Step 2: Given R(t+1), W (t+1) = argmaxW J(W ,R(t+1)). That is,

W (t+1) = argmax
W

{
log |W | −

∑
i

W ′
i·Z

(t)
i Wi·

}
(26)

This is the same as M-step.

6 Applications

6.1 Numerical Experiments

We fix n = 500, d = 4, ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2), vij ∼ N (0, σ2). The data generating process can be described
as follows:
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v ∼ N (0, σ22), v ∈ Rd×d

τ ∼ PG(b = 1, c = 0), τ ∈ Rn×d

s ∼ N
(
0, 1/

√
4τ
)
, s ∈ Rn×d

x ∼ N (0, σ2) + s · vT , x ∈ Rn×d (27)

We set σ = 0.01 and σ2 = 1 for the first experiment and compare Mackay’s original method
with the EM algorithm described here. The densities of ŝ and s for the candidate methods are
shown in Fig. 1, and the correlations are shown in Figure 2. EM and MacKay’s algorithms seem
to have similar performance in terms of recovering signals.
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Figure 1: Comparison of the densities for ŝ and s
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Figure 2: Correlations between ŝ and s
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Now, we scale the first τ by 100x and setting σ = 0.1 in the data generating process (27),
and repeat the comparisons. Now, both EM algorithm and MacKay’s algorithm has difficulty in
identifying the first signal but can identify the rest and performs quite similarly. Figures 3 and 4
show the density estimates and the correlations.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the densities for ŝ and s
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Figure 4: Correlations between ŝ and s

7 Discussion

High dimensional feature extraction has been a central tool in many modern day applications.
Pattern matching methods such as deep learning compose nonlinear maps to find features. Non-
linear ICA methods can be notoriously hard to learn and recently combinations of flow-based
methods and ICA have been used. We have developed a framework for optimization and pos-
terior simulation using auxiliary-based methods. Our proposed method utilize the normal scale
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mixture representation of the 1/ cosh function with Pólya-Gammamixing density. This represen-
tation makes it possible to implement both MCMC for fully Bayes inference as well as EM for
MAP estimation. This representation also establishes connections with extant literature such as
(MacKay, 1992a), (Ono and Miyabe, 2010) for auxiliary methods, and Bayesian schemes such as
(Févotte et al., 2004), and others. This is a fruitful area for future research and implementation of
fully Bayesian methods.
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