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Abstract

In this paper we advocate an optimization-centric view on Bayesian statistics and
introduce a novel generalization of Bayesian inference. On both counts, our inspiration is
the representation of Bayes’ rule as an infinite-dimensional optimization problem as shown
independently by Csiszar (1975); Donsker and Varadhan (1975); Zellner (1988). First, we use
this representation to prove a surprising optimality result of standard Variational Inference
(V1) methods: Under the proposed view, the standard Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO)
maximizing VI posterior is always preferable to alternative approximations of the Bayesian
posterior. Next, we argue for an optimization-centric generalization of standard Bayesian
inference. The need for this generalization arises in situations of severe misalignment between
reality and three assumptions underlying the standard Bayesian posterior: (1) Well-specified
priors, (2) well-specified likelihood models and (3) the availability of infinite computing
power. In response to this observation, our generalization is defined by three arguments and
named the Rule of Three (RoT). Each of its three arguments relaxes one of the assumptions
underlying standard Bayesian inference. We axiomatically derive the RoT and recover
existing methods as special cases, including the Bayesian posterior and its approximation
by standard Variational Inference (VI). In contrast, alternative approximations to the
Bayesian posterior maximizing other ELBO-like objectives violate these axioms. Finally, we
introduce a special case of the RoT that we call Generalized Variational Inference (GVI).
GVI posteriors are a large and tractable family of belief distributions specified by three
arguments: A loss, a divergence and a variational family. GVI posteriors possess appealing
theoretical properties, including consistency and an interpretation as an approximate ELBO.

(©2019 Jeremias Knoblauch, Jack Jewson and Theo Damoulas.
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The last part of the paper explores some attractive applications of GVI in popular machine
learning models, including robustness and more appropriate marginals. After deriving black
box inference schemes for GVI posteriors, their predictive performance is investigated on
Bayesian Neural Networks and Deep Gaussian Processes, where GVI can comprehensively
improve upon existing methods.

Keywords: Bayesian Inference, Generalized Bayesian Inference, Variational Inference,
Bayesian Neural Networks, Deep Gaussian Proceses

1. Introduction

Though famously first discovered in Bayes (1763), the version of Bayes’ Theorem that a
modern audience would be familiar with is much closer to the one in De Laplace (1774).
Bayes’ Theorem (or Bayes’ rule) is one of the most fundamental results in probability theory
and states that for a probability measure P and two events A, B, it holds that

P(Bl|A)P(A)

PAIB) = =5 5

As usual, P (A|B) denotes the conditional probability of event A given that event B occured.
It would take nearly two more centuries for this mathematical result to be used as the basis
for an entire school of statistical inference (Fienberg, 2006). More precisely, Fisher (1950)
makes the first mention of the term Bayesian in our modern understanding (David, 1998).

Bayesian statistics uses Bayes’ Theorem to conduct inference on an unknown and unob-
servable event A. Specifically, suppose that one can compute for an observable event B the
probability P(B|A) and has a prior belief P(A) about the event A before observing B. In this
situation, Bayes’ rule tells us that we should be able to draw probabilistic inferences on A|B
by computing the probability P(A|B). In practice, the events A quantify the uncertainty
about a parameter of interest & € ® and so are of the form A C ©®. The prior beliefs
about events A are usually specified by some probability density 7 : @ — R, inducing the
probability measure P(A) = [, dr(). This leaves us with the need to specify a probability
distribution P (B|A) that relates the (unobserved) parameter 8 to the (observable) event B.
In practice, one typically sets B = x1.,, to correspond to n observations x1.,. The next step
is to define a distribution of B|A. This amounts to positing a likelihood function py,(z1.,|0)
and setting P(B|A) = pp(21.,|0). Put together, this yields the standard Bayesian posterior
that we denote as ¢j5(@) throughout the paper and which is given by

45(6) = m(whnzle)?w").

Here, Z = [g pn(21:1]0)dm(8) is the normalizing constant—also known as partition function—
whose computation generally makes the Bayesian posterior intractable.

Bayesian inference is appealing both conceptually and practically: Unlike frequentist
inference, Bayesian methods allow inferences to be informed by domain expertise in form of a
carefully specified prior belief 7(0). Further, Bayesian inference produces belief distributions
(rather than point estimates) over the parameter of interest @ € © that best fits the observed
data x1., while taking into account a prior belief 7(@) about appropriate values of 6. As
a consequence, Bayesian inferences automatically quantify uncertainty about 6. This is
practically useful in many situations, but especially if one uses 8 predictively: Integrating
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over ¢j(6) avoids being over-confident about the best value of 6, substantially improving
predictive performance (see e.g. Aitchison, 1975). Amongst other benefits, it is this enhanced
predictive performance that has cast Bayesian inference as one of the predominant paradigms
in contemporary large-scale statistical inference and machine learning.

While Bayesian methods automatically quantify the uncertainty about their inferences,
this comes at a cost: In the translation of Bayes’ rule into the Bayesian posterior ¢;(8),
we have made three implicit but crucial assumptions. Firstly, we have assumed that the
modeller has a prior belief 7(0) which is worth being taken into account and which the
modeller is capable of writing out mathematically. Secondly, we specified the likelihood
function py,(z1.,|0) as a conditional probability. In other words, we have assumed that the
model is correctly specified, which is to say that p,(z1.,|0*) = dP(x1.,) for some unknown
value of 8* € ®. Thirdly, we have assumed the availability of enough computational power
to compute and perform exact inference based upon the generally intractable posterior ¢5(0).
In many situations, these three assumptions built into ¢f;(0) are harmless. For modern
large-scale statistical machine learning tasks however, they are frequently violated.

To address this, the current paper takes a step back from Bayes’ Theorem and the
standard Bayesian posterior ¢;(0) to define a generalized class of posterior belief distributions.
Throughout, we motivate this with the tension between the three main assumptions underlying
standard Bayesian inference on the one hand and the requirement of many contemporary
statistical applications on the other hand. To resolve this tension, we define a generalization
of Bayesian inference that we call the Rule of Three (RoT). The RoT is specified by an
optimization problem over the space of probability measures P(@®) on ® with three arguments.
These arguments are a loss function £, a divergence D measuring the deviation of the posterior
from the prior and a space II C P(®) of feasible solutions. Together, these three ingredients
define posterior beliefs of the form

n

> 08, 2:)

=1

7'(6) = arg min {Eq(o) + D(qum} ' p(e, 0,10). (1)
q

This recovers previous generalizations of Bayesian inference, including those inspired by Gibbs
posteriors (e.g. Ghosh and Basu, 2016; Bissiri et al., 2016; Jewson et al., 2018; Nakagawa and

D =KLD B

= 7)(@) l=— 1ng(’9)
Rule of Three PAC/Gibbs Bayes Standard Bayes
ln_gcp@) lH_QCP@) ln_gcm@
Generalized VI Gibbs VI Standard VI

D =KLD ¢ = —logp(-|6)

Figure 1: A taxonomy of some important belief distributions as special cases of the RoT.
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Hashimoto, 2019; Chérief-Abdellatif and Alquier, 2019), tempered posteriors (e.g. Griinwald,
2011, 2012; Holmes and Walker, 2017; Griinwald and Van Ommen, 2017; Miller and Dunson,
2019), as well as PAC-Bayesian approaches (for a recent overview, see Guedj, 2019). we
illustrate this taxonomy in Figure 1. Unlike any of these previous generalizations however,
posteriors taking the form P(¢, D,II) may be non-multiplicative. One of the most important
implications of this is that in contrast to previous generalizations, the RoT can recover
standard Variational Inference (VI) posteriors based on minimizing the Kullback-Leibler
Divergence (KLD) to ¢f5(0). Notably, this is true even though standard VI is derived as
an approximation to the Bayesian posterior ¢j5(6). Even more remarkably, variational
approximations to the Bayesian posterior that are constructed by minimizing divergences
other than the KLD are not recovered by the RoT. This inspires us to define and investigate
Generalized Variational Inference (GVI), the tractable special case for the RoT in which
II=90={¢0|r): k€ K} C P(®) is chosen to be a variational family. Various theoretical
and empirical findings lead us to conclude that GVI posteriors are well-suited to real world
inference problems and are an exciting first step on the way to derive generalized and tractable
posterior belief distributions. The paper draws these conclusions in five steps.

Section 2: We recapitulate the standard approach to Bayesian inference and various
variational approximation schemes for ¢f;(0). Unconventionally, we do so through the
lens of infinite-dimensional optimization. This view provides a number of interesting
insights: For example, it enables a natural breakdown of variational approximation
methods. Further, it reveals that relative to the infinite-dimensional optimization
problem whose solution is the Bayesian posterior, the standard Variational Inference
(V1) posterior is the optimal solution in its finite-dimensional variational family. Per-
haps surprisingly, this also implies that for any fixed variational family, alternative
approximations in the same variational family are sub-optimal.

Section 3: We explain why a generalized view on Bayesian inference is necessary. To
this end, we first give a brief overview over the three assumptions that justify Bayesian
inference: The availability of both an appropriately specified prior belief and likelihood
as well as sufficient computational power to address the intractability of ¢j;(8). We then
proceed to contrast these three assumptions with the realities of modern day large-scale
statistical inference and use three examples to explain the real world problems arising
from this misalignment between assumptions and reality.

Section 4: We derive a generalized representation of Bayesian inference that we
call the Rule of Three (RoT) based on three simple axioms. The RoT is inspired
by our optimality finding regarding standard VT in Section 2. Thus, unlike previous
generalizations it defines an optimization-centric outlook on Bayesian inference. We
discuss the RoT and explain how it can address the adverse effects of violating the
assumptions underlying standard Bayesian inference. Further, we connect the RoT
to existing Bayesian methods, the information bottleneck method and PAC-Bayesian
approaches.

Section 5: Translating the conceptual contribution of the RoT into a methodological
one, we introduce Generalized Variational Inference (GVI). We explain how to use
GVI for robust inference and more appropriate marginal variances. We also point to
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some theoretical findings, including frequentist consistency and an interpretation of
GVI as approximate evidence lower bound. Lastly, we discuss computation of GVI
posteriors. While special cases permit closed form objectives, one generally needs to
rely on stochastic Black Box GVI (BBGVI).

Section 6: We reinforce the conceptual and methodological appeal of GVI with two
large-scale inference applications: Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs) and Deep Gaussian
Processes (DGPs). In different ways, both model classes are representative for the
different ways in which contemporary large-scale inference is often misaligned with the
assumptions underlying the standard Bayesian posterior. We show that appropriately
addressing this misalignment dramatically improves performance.

Throughout, we radically simplify the presentation for improved readability: For example,
we do not incorporate latent variables into our notation in spite of demonstrating GVI on
a Deep Gaussian Process (DGP) latent variable model in Section 6.2. Further, we assume
that losses are additive, homogeneous and such that the i-th loss term £(8, z;) only depends
on z;. None of these assumptions are necessary, and one could replace £(0, z;) by ¢;(0,z1.;)
or £;(0, Tpph(s)) for some neighbourhood nbh(i) C {1,2,...n} throughout the paper without
violating the principles of the RoT or GVI!.

2. An optimization-centric view on Bayesian inference

Before presenting our main findings, we set the stage by introducing an optimization-centric
view on (generalized) Bayesian inference. Specifically, we draw attention to an isomorphism
between the Bayesian posterior and an infinite-dimensional optimization problem and discuss
three implications of this relationship.

Section 2.2: Committing to any exact Bayesian posterior is equivalent to committing
to a particular optimization problem over the space of probability measures

Section 2.3: Taking an optimization-centric view of Bayesian inference and holding
the variational family fixed, standard Variational Inference (VI) produces optimal
approximations of the exact Bayesian posterior.

Section 2.4: non-standard VI methods based on alternative divergences are suboptimal

approximations of the exact Bayesian posterior.

2.1 Preliminaries

Given a prior belief 7(6) about the parameter and observations xi., linked to € via a
likelihood function p(z;|@), the standard Bayesian posterior belief ¢5(0) is computed
through a multiplicative updating rule with ¢(0, x;) = —log p(z;|0) as

a55(8) o w(8) [ [ exn{—£(6, :)}. (2)
i=1

1. For the interested reader, we note that the appropriate notational extension of GVI to latent variables
and non-homogeneous losses is formalized in Knoblauch (2019a), see e.g. Assumption 1 and Remarks 1,2
and 3 therein.
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While this way of writing Bayes rule might seem cumbersome, it reveals that the multiplicative
structure is in principle applicable to any loss function. This leads to the development of
a generalized Bayesian posterior by replacing the negative log likelihood with any loss
(: 0O x X — R. If the normalizer of eq. (2) exists, such treatment provides a coherent and
principled way to update beliefs about an arbitrary parameter 8 (Bissiri et al., 2016).

To make this generalization tangible, imagine that @ denotes the median for the data
generating mechanism that produced z1., and that one wishes to update beliefs about it
in a Bayesian manner. A loss-based Bayesian treatment of this problem would combine
a prior belief m about the median with the loss ¢(0,x;) = |0 — z;|1. Together, these two
ingredients yield a generalized Bayesian posterior belief about the median as given above.
For some applications with £(0, z;) # — log p(x;|0), see Ghosh and Basu (2016); Alquier et al.
(2016); Griinwald and Van Ommen (2017); Jewson et al. (2018); Knoblauch et al. (2018);
Chérief-Abdellatif and Alquier (2019) or Nakagawa and Hashimoto (2019).

Throughout this paper, we do not notationally distinguish standard and generalized
Bayesian posteriors. Unless we make the distinction explicit, we subsume both types of belief
distributions under the name Bayesian posterior and denote any posterior belief computed
as in eq. (2) by ¢5(0). The asterisk superscript in ¢f;(@) emphasizes an observation we
make next and that will be a recurrent theme throughout the paper: Any posterior belief
distribution is the result of an appropriately specified optimization problem.

2.2 Bayesian inference as infinite-dimensional optimization

The traditional perspective on Bayesian posteriors derives from the basic laws of probability
and in particular Bayes’ Theorem: If p(z;|@) denotes the conditional density of z; given
and 7(0) denotes the density of 8, the conditional probability of 8 given xi., is given by
q5(0) in eq. (2) with £(0,z;) = —log p(x;|0). This multiplicative update rule is motivated
slightly differently for generalized Bayesian posteriors, but the inherent logic largely remains
the same: By imposing coherence, one forces the priors and losses into an exponentially
additive relationship (see also Section 4.4.2). One interpretation of this is that one treats
the loss terms exp{—/¢(60, z;} as quasi-likelihoods, rendering the resulting posteriors at very
strongly inspired by conditionalization and the fundamental rules of probability that underlie
Bayes’ rule?.

While Bayes’ rule and eq. (2) are well-known, there is a conceptually rather different
path for arriving at ¢f;(0): Dating back at least to Csiszar (1975) and Donsker and Varadhan
(1975), it was shown that Bayesian inference can be recast as the solution to an infinite-
dimensional optimization problem. This result was rediscovered in statistics by Zellner (1988)
and states that for P(®) denoting the space of all probability measures on ©, the Bayesian
posterior is given by

q3(6) = argmin {Eq(e) + KLD (CIHW)} ,

qe€P(®)

- Z log(p(x:16))

2. Note that the literature on PAC-Bayesian procedures can provide different justifications for multiplicative
update rules (see e.g. Germain et al., 2016; Guedj, 2019).
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where KLD is the Kullback-Leibler divergence (Kullback and Leibler, 1951) given by

KLD(g]l7) = Eyq) [bg (3};;)] — E,(g) llogq(6)] — Eyg) llog 7(6)] .

Similarly, the generalized Bayesian posteriors of Bissiri et al. (2016) solve the optimization
problem given by

qp(0) = arg min {Eq(o) [Z 00, z;)

q€P(O) i=1

+ KLD (QMT)}- (3)

This objective allows a re-interpretation of Bayesian inference as regularized optimization:
As in maximum likelihood inference or other empirical risk minimization tasks, one wishes
to minimize some loss function over the data. Unlike with frequentist methods however, one
wishes to quantify uncertainty and obtain a belief distribution rather than a point estimate.
Consequently, one adds the KLD regularization term. Note that if this KLD term were absent
from eq. (3), the solution of the optimization problem would simply be a Dirac mass 5§n(0)
at the empirical risk minimizer 8, since dg, (0) € P(©).

For completeness’ sake, we now provide a self-contained proof of eq. (3) which is based on
the one in the supplementary material of Bissiri et al. (2016). This encompasses the original
result of (Csiszar, 1975) and (Donsker and Varadhan, 1975) for (0, x;) = — log p(z;|0).

Theorem 1 If Z = [gexp{— 1", £(0,x;)} m(8)dO < oo, then the solution of eq. (3) ewists
and is equivalent to the generalized Bayesian posterior q5(0) as given in eq. (2).

Proof One may rewrite the objective in eq. (3) as

*(@) = argmin og | ex Y x; 0 @
q°(0) = qegp(@) {/@ [l g( p{gf(& 0}) + log (W(9)>] q(0)d9}

N ?12%715(191? {/@ tog <7T(9) exp {—Q(ZQZ’-H £(8, xi)}> Q(e)de} ‘

As one only cares about the minimizer ¢*(€) (and not the objective value), it also holds that
for any constant Z > 0, the above is equal to

o(0) =argmind s (e s ) 0k —1oc 7

= arg min m(0)exp | — Y T; -1 .
— qegp(@) {KLD (q(@)” (6) p{ ;5(97 )}Z )}

Lastly, one sets Z = [y exp {—>_1"; £(6,2;)} 7(0)dO and notes that as the KLD is a statistical
divergence, it is minimized uniquely if its two arguments are the same, so ¢*(0) = ¢;(6). &

The result in Theorem 1 implies an important isomorphism that drives much of the current
paper’s development: Any commitment to a (standard or generalized) Bayesian posterior is
always a commitment to an optimization objective. In other words, the Bayesian posterior
for a given inference problem is adequate if and only if the objective in eq. (3) is.
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Observation 1 (Isomorphism) Suppose an agent A wishes to conduct inference based
upon the Bayesian posterior ¢5(0) in eq. (2). Then agent A conducts inference by solving an
optimization problem, namely the one in eq. (3).

The above observation implies that computing the Bayesian posterior ¢j;(8) is equivalent to
assuming that the objective of eq. (3) is appropriate for producing belief distributions. In
Section 3, we will explain why the usefulness of the standard Bayesian posterior—and thus
of the objective in eq. (3)—is at least doubtful for many contemporary statistical machine
learning problems.

Remark 2 The sceptical reader may notice that given the Bayesian posterior, eq. (3) is not
the unique solution-inducing problem. Specifically, suppose that D is a statistical divergence.
Then D(q|lp) > 0 and D(q||p) = 0 if and only if ¢(0) = p(@) almost everywhere. Hence, one
could object that in fact any optimization problem of the form

q*(0) = argmin D(ql|q5) (4)
q€P(O)

will be solved setting ¢*(0) = q5(0). While true, this is tautological: In particular, such
optimization problems shed no light on how qj3(0) was arrived at. By their very construction,
problems of this form pre-suppose that q5(0) is the posterior belief one wishes to obtain.

Thus, while there exist infinitely many optimization problems whose solution is q5(0),
some are more meaningful than others. Specifically, whenever one seeks to solve an objective
of the form given in eq. (4), the Bayesian posterior appears deus ex machina. This does not
allow us any interpretation about what q*(0) itself stands for and why it is a desirable belief
distribution to target. In contrast, eq. (3) shows that the Bayesian posterior arises as the
solution of a clearly interpretable optimization problem.

2.3 Optimality of standard Variational Inference

While Bayesian posteriors of the form given in eq. (2) are analytically available up to a
normalizing constant, this is not immediately useful. Specifically, (asymptotically) exact
computations of expectations and integrals with respect to these posteriors are in general only
possible through sampling methods and incur a large computational burden. To alleviate this
problem, numerous approximations to the exact Bayesian posterior have been proposed. The
principal idea of any such approximation is to force the posterior belief into some parametric
form. Specifically, one seeks to approximate ¢j3(6) =~ ¢} (0), where ¢} (0) € Q and

Q={¢(0r): k€ K} ()

denotes a family of distributions parameterized by k. It is obvious that this significantly
reduces the computational burden, as it transforms the optimization from an infinite-
dimensional into a finite-dimensional one.

The literature on approximations of this sort is large and has diverse origins. Their
development arguably started with Laplace Approximations (see e.g. the seminal papers of
Tierney and Kadane, 1986; Shun and McCullagh, 1995; MacKay, 1998), which have recently
been refined substantially into Integrated Nested Laplace Approximations (Rue et al., 2009).



GENERALIZED VARIATIONAL INFERENCE

n

=== Eqq [Z —log p(x;|6)

i=1

+ KLD(q||m)

(a) DVI interpretation of VI (b) Interpretation of VI as in Theorem 3

Figure 2: Best viewed in color. Depicted is a schematic to clarify the conceptual distinction
between two interpretations of VI. DVI methods interpret VI as the KLD-projection of
¢3(0) into the variational family Q. New methods are then derived by replacing the KLD
with alternative projection operators. In contrast, Theorem 3 interprets VI posteriors
as best solutions to a constrained optimization problem. Rather than finding the global
optimum ¢(0) of the optimization problem in eq. (3), VI finds the best solution in the
subset @ C P(O®). This optimization-centric view on variational methods is also the logic
underlying GVI posteriors.

A second family of approximation methods known as Expectation Propagation (Opper and
Winther, 2000; Minka, 2001) was motivated through factor graphs and message passing
(Minka, 2005). The third and arguably most successful approach originated by connecting the
Expectation-Maximization algorithm (Dempster et al., 1977) and the variational free energy
from physics (Neal and Hinton, 1998), culminating in Variational Inference (VI) (Jordan
et al., 1999; Beal, 2003). For these methods, Q in eq. (5) is called the variational family.

Traditionally, two main interpretations of VI prevail. Firstly, one can derive its objective
function as an Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO). Secondly, one can show that the same
objective function minimizes the KLD between Q and ¢5(@). In this paper, we introduce and
advocate a third—to the best of our knowledge novel—view on VI: Relative to the objective
in eq. (3), VI corresponds to the best Q-constrained solution.

2.3.1 VI AS LOG EVIDENCE BOUND

A standard way of deriving VT is the following: Since one wishes to obtain the posterior
maximizing the evidence in the data, a reasonable objective is to pick the element in the
approximating family O that maximizes the evidence. This logic is operationalized by
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observing that for Z the normalizing constant (or partition function) and any ¢(0) € Q,

ogp(Ti:n) = 1O “Lexp{— Y T;)
log p(@1:n) log (/@Z p{ ;Zl 00, z;)} (9)d0>
_ - 17 (0)
= log (/@ exp{— ;:1 K(O,mz)}q(e) q(B)dO) —logZ

JIE n 7(0)
> /glog (exp {— ;E(B,xi)} q(@)) q(0)d6 — log Z (6)

where we have applied Jensen’s Inequality in the last step. The right hand side of eq. (6)
is called the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO), and maximizing it over Q is independent of
Z. With this, one finally obtains the standard VI posterior as solution to an optimization
problem given by

n

> U8, )

qv;(0) = arg min {Eq(g)
i=1

qe

+ KLD (QHW)}- (7)

Here, ¢%,(0) = q(0]|k*) for some optimal parameter k* € K.

Taking inspiration from the Evidence Lower Bound interpretation of the VI objective,
alternative approximation methods produce VI posteriors maximizing generalized Evidence
Lower Bounds (e.g. Chen et al., 2018; Domke and Sheldon, 2018; Burda et al., 2016). For
some bound log p(z1.,) < G-ELBO(gq) on the evidence, such methods produce posteriors as

qa—ELBO(e) = arg min {G"ELBO(‘])} .
qeQ

2.3.2 VI AS KLD-MINIMIZATION & DISCREPANCY VI (DVI)

A second well-known perspective on standard VI posteriors is motivated by rewriting the
objective in eq. (7) in terms of the Kullback-Leibler Divergence (KLD) as follows:

434(6) = argmin { kLD (¢(8) 43(6)) }

qeQ
The relevant algebraic arguments are similar to the ones used in the proof of Theorem 1. In
effect, the resulting re-arrangement of terms above shows that standard VI finds the element
¢%,(0) € Q closest to the Bayesian posterior belief in the KLD-sense.

This insight has produced a growing body of literature seeking to minimize (local or
global) discrepancies D between Q and g¢f;(0) that are different from the KLD (e.g. Minka,
2001; Opper and Winther, 2000; Li and Turner, 2016; Saha et al., 2019; Dieng et al., 2017,
Hernandez-Lobato et al., 2016; Yang et al., 2019; Cichocki and Amari, 2010; Ranganath
et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2018). For a disrepancy measure D : P(®) x P(0®) — R, methods
of this kind compute approximations to gf5(@) based on objectives of the form

qry,(0) = arg min {D (q(e)‘ qﬁ(G))} )

q€Q
Throughout the remainder of this paper, we call procedures of this nature with D # KLD
Discrepancy Variational Inference (DVI) methods. Their logic and intuitive appeal is
summarized in Figure 2a.

10
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2.3.3 VI AS CONSTRAINED OPTIMIZATION

While the interpretations of VI as optimizing over an evidence lower bound and as minimizing
a discrepancy are well-known, this paper presents a third interpretation: VI posteriors are
also the Q-optimal solutions to the optimization problem in eq. (3) characterizing Bayesian
inference. To spot this, simply compare eq. (3) to eq. (7) and notice that the optimization
problem only differs through the space over which optimization is performed: As opposed to
the set of all probability measures P(®) as in eq. (3), eq. (7) only considers the parameterized
subset Q. This observation is rather significant and bears important implications summarized
in the following Theorem and Figure 2b.

Theorem 3 (Optimality of standard VI) Relative to the infinite-dimensional optimiza-
tion problem over P(@®) characterizing Bayesian inference and a fized finite-dimensional
variational family Q, standard VI produces the optimal posterior belief in Q.

Proof First, notice that the VI posterior belief distribution ¢3,(€) and the Bayesian posterior
belief distribution ¢ (@) both seek to minimize

n

> 08, x:)

=1

Eq6) + KLD(ql|7)

over ¢(0). Second, notice that g3, (0) is the minimizer of this objective relative to Q while
q5(0) is the minimizer relative to P(@®). Third, note that Q C P(®). [ |

Remark 4 The result of Theorem 3 is important: As Observation 1 explained, committing
to a Bayesian posterior q5(0) is equivalent to committing to the objective function in eq. (3).
In other words, if we judge the posterior belief q3;(0) to be desirable, we are also saying that
the objective function in eq. (3) encodes properties that we want our posterior belief to adhere
to. Accordingly, once we restrict our posterior beliefs to be in a subset Q C P(O), we should
want to compute the best possible solution to the same objective in Q. As Theorem 3§ shows,
this is exactly what V1 does. Importantly, this has two implications: Firstly, it gives another
meaningful interpretation to standard VI approximations to qj(0). Secondly, it provides
important insights into the suboptimality of alternative approximation methods summarized
in the following Corollary.

Corollary 5 (Suboptimality of alternative methods) Relative to the infinite-dimensional
optimization problem over P(®) characterizing Bayesian inference and a fized finite-dimensional
variational family ©, methods different from standard VI produce sub-optimal posterior beliefs.

Proof We prove this by contradiction: Suppose the posterior belief ¢} (0) was produced by
some alternative method A that is not equivalent to standard VI. Suppose also that ¢} (8) is
the Q-optimal posterior relative to eq. (3). By definition of standard VI, it then holds that
that for any sequence of observations x1., and for all n,

Eg . (0) [Z 00, ;)

i=1

+ KLD (g3 |m).

+ KLD (¢y[|™) < Egs () [Z 00, x;)
=1
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Suppose the inequality is strict. This immediately yields a contradiction with the supposition
that ¢} (@) is the Q-optimal posterior relative to eq. (3). Alternatively, suppose the inequality
is an equality for any sequence of observations x1., and for all n. This too immediately yields
a contradiction: In particular, it violates the supposition that the method producing ¢} ()
is not equivalent to standard VI. Thus, the desired contradiction is obtained. |

Remark 6 Corollary 5 tmplies that once the variational family Q is fized, producing an
approzimation to q5(0) which does not correspond to standard VI posteriors is sub-optimal
under an optimization-centric view on Bayesian inference. This notion of optimality is
important because Theorem 1 and Observation 1 expose the isomorphic relationship between the
optimization problem in eq. (3) and the exact Bayesian posterior. An immediate consequence
of Corollary 5 is thus that methods built around generalized evidence lower bound formulations,
alternative Discrepancy Variational Inference (DV1) methods or Expectation Propagation
(EP) approaches (e.g. Minka, 2001; Opper and Winther, 2000) are sub-optimal relative to
standard V1: If one wishes to minimize the objective that defines the Bayesian posterior
q5(0), it is irrational to pick any q € Q not produced by standard VI.

2.4 Reconciling (sub)optimality with empirical evidence

At first glance, the conclusions from Corollary 5 and Remark 5 seem to contradict numerous
landmark findings in the area of approximate Bayesian inference: Firstly, there are various
issues with standard VI that are well-known and hinder its effectiveness in certain situations
(see e.g. Turner and Sahani, 2011). For this reason, various alternative approximations have
proven successful in practice (e.g. Minka, 2001; Rue et al., 2009) and often produce more
desirable posterior inferences. All this seems to contradict the (sub)optimality results in
Theorem 3 and Corollary 5.

This contradiction resolves itself upon closer examination. Specifically, the practical
relevance of any optimality result hinges on two crucial assumptions that are typically
violated in practice: Firstly, one needs to assume that the original objective in eq. (3) is
appropriately specified. Secondly, one needs the variational family Q to be rich enough so
that the statement ¢3,(0) =~ ¢55(0) is not completely vacuous. Conversely, this means that
¢x (@) can produce more desirable approximations to ¢j;(60) than ¢3,;(0) whenever one of the
following holds:

(i) the original objective in eq. (3) is misspecified and does not reflect the belief distribution
we wish to compute;

(ii) The approximating family Q is inappropriately specified so that the statement ¢(6) ~
q55(0) is vacuous for any ¢ € Q.

Under (i), g3 (@) will outperform ¢, (6) whenever its objective implicitly encodes desirable
properties for the posterior belief distribution that are not part of the objective in eq. (3).
Similarly, if ¢} (@) is designed to accommodate specific choices of Q that ¢5,(0) struggles
with, it will perform well under (ii).

For example, virtually all posteriors produced within the DVI family (e.g. Li and Turner,
2016; Hernandez-Lobato et al., 2016; Dieng et al., 2017; Regli and Silva, 2018) are designed
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to address (ii): In particular, these methods prevent unimodal approximations from focusing
too strongly around the empirical risk minimizer of . For standard VI, this phenomenon
is common whenever @Q is the mean field variational family, which explains why DVT often
empirically outperforms standard VI for this popular choice of Q. Taking the optimization-
centric view on posterior beliefs, this implies that in spite of being sub-optimal relative
to eq. (3), DVI methods pose objectives that are often better-suited to produce belief
distributions in Q. This raises an interesting question: Rather than thinking of inference in
a subset Q C P(®) as approximate, can we adapt a radical optimization-centric view and
directly design appropriately specified objectives to generate posterior beliefs with desirable
properties? The remainder of this paper gives an affirmative answer to this question in the
form of Generalized Variational Inference (GVI).

Taking inspiration from (i) and (ii), the next section first takes a step back and explores
the conditions under which such alternative GVI posteriors could be desirable. As we shall
see, the isomorphic relationship between eq. (3) and the Bayesian posterior provides a
comprehensive answer to this question: Specifically, we explain the ways in which the assump-
tions underpinning the traditional Bayesian paradigm giving rise to the Bayesian posterior
q5(0) and eq. (3) are often misaligned with the realities of contemporary statistical machine
learning. This misalignment problem has three important dimensions: The information
contained in the prior belief (P), the role of the likelihood model (L), and the availability of
computational resources (C).

3. A reality check: Re-examining the traditional Bayesian paradigm

In the following section, we illuminate the misalignment between the assumptions underlying
the traditional Bayesian paradigm and the way in which modern statistical machine learning
uses (approximate) Bayesian posteriors to conduct inference.

First, Section 3.1 recalls and elaborates on the three crucial assumptions underlying
the standard Bayesian posterior: An appropriate prior (P) and likelihood (L) and an
infinite computational budget (C).

Next, Section 3.2 exposes the misalignment of these three assumptions with inferential
practices in contemporary statistical machine learning and large-scale inference.

Lastly, Sections 3.3-3.5 illustrates the adverse real-world consequences arising from
violating these assumptions.

3.1 The traditional Bayesian paradigm

Due to their direct correspondence with the fundamental rules of probability, Bayesian
posteriors ¢5(0) are desirable objects to be basing inference on. To see why, suppose the
following three conditions hold true.

(P) The Prior 7(0) is correctly specified: It encodes the best available judgement about 6
based on all information available to the modeller. Crucially, the distribution 7 (8) is
assumed to reflect this prior belief exactly. This implies that 7w (0) should completely
reflect all information available to the modeller such as previously observed observations
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ZT_m:0 of the same phenomenon or domain expertise relating to the problem domain
and the statistical model.

(L) There exists an (unknown but fixed) * making the Likelihood model equivalent to
the data generating mechanism of x;. This is to say that z; ~ p(x;|6*).

(€) The budget for Computation is infinite, so the complexity of computing the belief
q5(0) can be ignored.

If (L), (P) and (C) are satisfied, it immediately follows that the best belief for the event
{0* = 0}|{x1., = z1.,} is simply given by the analytically available posterior

n n

dP (0]z1:n) < dP (0) [ [ dP (i]6) = 7(6) [ [ p(=il6) = q5(0). (8)
=1 =1

Note that (P) and (L) lend a meaningful interpretation to Bayes’ rule in form of conditional
probability updates. Complementing this, (C) ensures that it is feasible to compute the
generally intractable solution ¢f5(0) of eq. (3). Accordingly, (C) generally is interpreted to
mean that a Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithm can be run for long enough to accuratley
represent? ¢f5(@). In summary, if (P), (L) and (C) hold, ¢5(@) is the only desirable posterior
belief distribution.

But how well does reality align with (P), (L) and (C)? Turning attention to (C) first,
most traditional scientific disciplines have little need to worry about computational complexity
and will resort to sampling schemes for two reasons: Firstly, the models are often relatively
simple and thus straightforward to infer. Secondly, even for more complicated models the
experimental setup and data collection typically outweighs the cost of computation by orders
of magnitude. As for (P) and (L), neither prior nor likelihood are ever perfect reflections
of one’s full prior beliefs (see e.g. Goldstein, 1990; O’'Hagan and Oakley, 2004; Goldstein,
2006) or the data generating mechanism (see e.g. Bernardo, 2000). In other words, (P) and
(L) are invariably violated when interpreted literally. However and as enshrined in Box’s
aphorism that all models are wrong, but some are useful, this is not a problem so long as
these violations are sufficiently small. In traditional statistics, ensuring that these violations
are small has typically been enforced through a simple recursion (e.g. Box, 1980; Berger
et al., 1994). Specifically, until you are confident that both (P) and (L) are close enough
to the truth, repeat the following: Check if (L) or (P) are violated severely. If they are,

3. We note here that to keep the presentation simpler, we are giving conditions that are stricter than
what is required for Bayesian analysis. In particular, (L) corresponds to an objectivist treatment of the
likelihood and can be weakened under the subjectivist paradigm for Bayesian analysis. In this paradigm,
the treatment of the likelihood mirrors that of the prior: It now simply corresponds to the modeller’s
belief about the process that generated the data. While this first sounds like a weaker requirement, it
ends up producing the same misspecification problems as (L). Specifically, a subjectivist treatment of
the likelihood requires the modeller to express her beliefs about the likelihood function ezxactly. This
forces her to make more probability statements than she realistically has time or introspection for (see
e.g. Goldstein, 1990; O’Hagan and Oakley, 2004; Goldstein, 2006). The result is that the likelihood
function supplied by the modeller is at best going to be an approximate description of the modeller’s
beliefs. This provides the subjectivist interpretation of misspecification. Notice that it directly mirrors
the objectivist interpretation of misspecification in (L): The likelihood function supplied is at best going
to be an approximate description of the true data generating mechanism.
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choose a more appropriate likelihood and prior. In order to operationalize this iterative logic,
batteries of descriptive statistics, tests and model selection criteria have been developed over
the years.

In summary then, ignoring the computational overhead and iteratively refining likelihoods
and priors is rightfully the predominant inferential strategy for traditional scientific endeavours.
Not only is domain expertise relevant for designing priors and likelihood, but the process of
finding an appropriate model often provides valuable insights in itself. Further, the expensive
part of the analysis is typically data collection. Consequently, it is typically not prohibitive
to perform inference even with the most computationally expensive of sampling schemes. In
line with this, most methodological contributions in statistical sciences rely to a substantial
degree on (P), (L) and (C).

3.2 Machine Learning: Challenging the traditional paradigm

Contemporary large-scale inference applications have frequently turned the traditional
schematic of statistical model design upside down: Rather than carefully designing an
appropriate likelihood model p(z;|0) for a specific data domain, statistical machine learning
research is typically characterized by the search of a flexible algorithm that can fit any
data set x1., well enough to produce useful inferences. The resulting likelihood models are
typically not attempting to describe any data generating processes in the sense of (L). Rather,
they are highly over-parameterized functions of @ and typically un-identifiable, meaning that
0* is neither interpretable nor unique. Such statistical machine learning models have three
major issues under the traditional paradigm of Bayesian inference that are readily identified:

(#/P) Invariably, the Prior is misspecified. Two factors compound this issue: Firstly, the
large number of parameters over-parameterizing the likelihoods of many statistical
machine learning models are no longer interpretable. This often prohibits domain
experts to carry out carefully guided prior elicitation. Secondly, priors are typically
selected at least in part for their computational feasibility. This fundamentally alters
the interpretation of the prior: Rather than the result of an attempt to capture the
modeller’s knowledge before observing the data, the prior takes the role of a reference
measure or regularizer. To make matters worse, the number of parameters is often
large relative to n. In turn, this implies that the priors have a disproportional effect on
inference via ¢5(8), a problem we will discuss in Example 1 in the context of Bayesian
Neural Networks.

(/L) Clearly, the Likelihood is misspecified. This often has adverse side effects: While
using an off-the-shelf and often over-parameterized likelihood function can provide a
good fit for the typical behaviour of the data, it often causes severe problems with
heterogeneous or untypical data points. We will demonstrate this phenomenon on a
changepoint problem in Example 2.

(#C) With increasingly complex statistical models, (C) has proven an increasingly infeasible
description of reality. Accordingly, this problem has inspired numerous directions
of research, including variational methods and Laplace approximations. Example 3
illustrates this for the case of Gaussian Processes.
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Under the challenges outlined in (¢#P), (/L) and (#C), standard Bayesian posteriors often
do not provide appropriate belief distributions. In the remainder, we will explain how and
why this is the case for many parts of modern large-scale inference.

GVI posteriors and prior specification
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Figure 3: Best viewed in color. Taken from Knoblauch (2019a), the plot shows the impact
of different prior beliefs on inference in a Bayesian normal mixture model with n = 50
observations and mixture components in R% for different choices of d. Specifically, the
plot compares inference outcomes under a misspecified prior (Top) against those under
a well-specified prior (Bottom). It does so by depicting the average absolute difference
between the true parameter values and their MAP estimate on the y-axis. Here, the solid
whiskers’ length corresponds to one standard deviation of the underlying posterior. The plot
shows that using the KL D as uncertainty quantifier as in standard Variational Inference
(vI) will produce undesirable uncertainty quantification under misspecified prior beliefs.
In contrast, Generalized Variational Inference (GVI) with Rényi’s a-divergence as
uncertainty quantifier produces desirable uncertainty quantification in both settings.

3.3 Prior misspecification

For most finite-dimensional parameters, even severely misspecified priors can often be harmless.
Sometimes, this expresses itself in theoretical results: For example, prior misspecification is
typically no problem in the asymptotic sense. Specifically, so long as (L) holds, it suffices
that m(0*) > 0 for the standard Bayesian posterior to contract around 8* at rate O(n~1/2)
(see e.g. Ghosal, 1998; Ghosal et al., 2000; Shen and Wasserman, 2001; Walker, 2004, and
references therein).

Oftentimes, these results are used as an apology to neglect the role of prior specification.
While it is reassuring that the sequence of standard Bayesian posteriors shrinks to the
population-optimum as n — oo, this does not describe the real world: In particular, n is
usually fixed and only a single posterior is computed. Note that whenever n is fixed, it is
possible to specify an arbitrarily bad prior belief. This means that once one departs from
assuming that (P) is at least approximately correct, the standard Bayesian posterior belief
about @* can be made arbitrarily inappropriate—even if (L) still holds. Figure 3 illustrates
this on a Bayesian Mixture Model and also shows how Generalized Variational Inference
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(GVI) can solve this problem. As the Figure shows, finite data can make prior misspecification
a more serious issue, even more so if (i) the parameter space is large relative to n or (ii) it is
impossible to specify priors in a principled way. As we discuss in the next example, a model
invariably affected by both problems is the Bayesian Neural Network (BNN).

Example 1 (Deep Bayesian models as violations of (P)) Bayesian Neural Networks
(BNNs) (MacKay, 1996; Neal, 2012) seek to combine Deep Learning models with Bayesian
uncertainty quantification. For the parameter vector O of weights, let F(0) be the non-linear
composition of activation functions specified by a Neural Network. A conceptually appealing
way of thinking about BNNs is as an arbitrarily flexible likelihood function with a large
number of parameters d = |®|. This is to say that one believes that (at least approximately),
x; ~ p(z;|F(6%)) for some 8 € ©. For a prior w(0) about 8, this means that BNNs seek to
do inference on the posterior given by

n

¢*(6) o< 7(8) [ [ p(xi| F(6)).

=1

At first, this approach seems conceptually appealing: Not only does one circumvent most
issues with (L) by making the likelihood function almost arbitrarily flexible, but one also
quantifies uncertainty in the usual Bayesian manner. While both observations are correct,
they mask a potentially severe issue with this approach: Namely, specifying the prior w(0) in
a principled way and in (approzimate) accordance with (P) is impossible in practice: Firstly,
because the vector @ indexes a black box model, its entries do not correspond to interpretable
quantities. Accordingly, building prior beliefs based on domain expertise about the data 1.,
s not feasible. Secondly, since computational aspects are a magjor concern for BNNs, one is
typically constrained to choosing priors that factorize over 8. As a consequence, practitioners
often resort to choosing default priors which are not motivated as prior beliefs in the original
sense or by an attempt to approzimately satisfy (P ). Specifically, one typically just picks
m(0) = H?Zl 7j(0;), where m;(0;) is a standard normal distribution for all j. Choosing
priors in this ad-hoc fashion violates the principles underlying classical Bayesian modelling
(see also Section 5.2.1). This is especially problematic whenever n is small relative to d: In
these situations, prior influence serves as a strong source of information about 6. Thus, if the
prior is misspecified and n is small relative to d, the (incorrect) information contained in the
prior often overshadows the information in the data. At the same time, reliable uncertainty
quantification is most important whenever n is small relative to d. Indeed, this is a well-known
issue and is addressed in various contributions by up-weighting the likelihood (down-weighting
the KLD term in the ELBO), see Bowman et al. (2016); Zhang et al. (2018); Rossi et al.
(2019a,b); Sonderby et al. (2016).

For completeness, we note that the current paper does not discuss uninformative and
so-called objective priors (see, e.g. Jeffreys, 1961; Zellner, 1977; Bernardo, 1979; Berger
and Bernardo, 1992; Jaynes, 2003; Berger, 2006). Priors of this kind are constructed to be
as uninformative as possible and thus in some ways objective. In many ways, they are a
principled and natural response to the critique of ill-informed priors. Generally however,
their construction results in so-called improper priors—densities that do not correspond to a
finite measure and thus do not integrate to one. While this is not generally prohibitive, it
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would severely complicate the developments of Section 4 because most divergences are not

well-defined for improper priors?.

3.4 Likelihood Misspecification

While prior misspecification affects inference adversely, the issue for inferential practice
is even more serious if (L) is violated thoroughly: Whenever the likelihood model for z;
is severely misspecified, inference outcomes suffer dramatically. Moreover, not even the
asymptotic regime offers a remedy and the adverse effects of misspecification persist as
n — 0o. The traditional approach to addressing this issue is straightforward: If the likelihood
model p(x;|0) is misspecified, simply investigate why exactly it fits the data poorly. After
residual analysis, intense study of descriptive statistics and consultation with domain experts,
redesign it to arrive at a likelihood model p'(z;]0"), which hopefully provides a better fit to
the data and (approximately) satisfies (L). In other words, the traditional view is that any
problem with misspecification is really a problem with careless modelling.

As outlined in Section 3.2, this strategy is neither practiced nor feasible with contemporary
large-scale models. The naive interpretation of likelihood functions as corresponding to an
appropriately good description of the true data generating process in the sense of (L) is thus
wholly inappropriate. This is especially important as many large-scale models are mainly
interested in capturing the typical behaviour of the data—rather than fully modelling every
aspect of a population. While this may appear to be a minor point at first glance, it has
serious consequences for inferential practice. To see why, suppose a population contains
a small number of outlying observations, local heterogeneities or spiky noise. The naive
interpretation of the likelihood as in (L) assumes that these untypical aspects are encoded
in the likelihood function. Hence, if z; is an outlier so that p(x;|0) is very close to zero
for some value of @ constructed to fit the rest of the data, the inference machinery of
traditional statistics interprets this as a strong signal: After all, if the likelihood model is an
approximately correct description of the data generating mechanism, the most informative
observations are those that do not fit the model fitted to the rest of the data. It follows that
aberrant parts of the data will have a disproportional impact on inference outcomes—leading
standard inference methods to break down (see also Jewson et al., 2018).

While it is in general hard to visualize this issue, influence functions provide a concise
way of showcasing the problem. Roughly speaking, influence functions in a Bayesian context
quantify the impact the (n + 1)-th observation x,1; has on the posterior distribution g¢(6)
constructed using the first n observations (Peng and Dey, 1995). This discrepancy is measured
by computing a divergence between the posteriors based on x1., and on xy.(;,41). Using the
Fisher-Rao divergence (for its geometric properties as explained in Kurtek and Bharath,
2015), Figure 4 compares the influence of a standard Bayesian posterior with that of a
posterior belief computed using Generalized Variational Inference (GVI). The left side of the
Figure formalizes the intuition we have just developed: In the standard Bayesian case, the
influence of x,,41 on the posterior belief grows stronger and stronger the more untypical it is
relative to previously observed data. Similarly, the right side shows the adverse effect this

4. The KLD is the exception to this rule: As it depends on the log normalizer of 7(80) in an additive fashion,
improper priors can still be admissible so long as eq. (3) yields a solution for the unnormalized version of
the KLD as given in Cichocki and Amari (2010).
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has on the posterior predictive. To make the implications of influence functions for inferential
practice more tangible, we additionally demonstrate the outlier problem in Example 2.
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Figure 4: Best viewed in color. The plots compare influence functions (Left) and predictive
posteriors (Right) of a standard Bayesian against a GVI posterior. Left: The influence
functions of scoring the normal likelihood with a standard negative log likelihood against
a robust scoring rule derived from [S-divergences. Right: A univariate normal is fitted
using all the data depicted, including the outlying contamination. The posterior predictive
corresponding to the robust scoring rule is able to ignore these outliers. This stands in
contrast to the posterior predictive based on standard, which assigns increasingly large
influence to outlying observations.

Example 2 (Outliers as violations of (L)) While there exist many formalizations of the
notion of an outlier, the conceptually most useful one is probably the e-contamination model.
In the e-contamination model, the data points x; are generated according to a contaminated
density composed additively as

ptrue(xi) = (1 - 5) p(xz|0*) +e- O(xi)7

for some small and fired 0 < € < 1, a fized parameter value 8* of interest and a contaminating
outlier-generating density o. An obvious violation of (L) for this case would be fitting the
data only to the non-contaminated component p(x;|0) in order to infer 6*.

Considering this type of model misspecification is especially poignant in Bayesian On-line
Changepoint Detection (BOCPD), a well-s