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Abstract

Gamma process has been extensively used to model monotone degradation data. Statistical
inference for the gamma process is difficult due to the complex parameter structure involved
in the likelihood function. In this paper, we derive a conjugate prior for the homogeneous
gamma process, and some properties of the prior distribution are explored. Three algorithms
(Gibbs sampling, discrete grid sampling, and sampling importance resampling) are well
designed to generate posterior samples of the model parameters, which can greatly lessen
the challenge of posterior inference. Simulation studies show that the proposed algorithms
have high computational efficiency and estimation precision. The conjugate prior is then
extended to the case of the gamma process with heterogeneous effects. With this conjugate
structure, the posterior distribution of the parameters can be updated recursively, and an
efficient online algorithm is developed to predict remaining useful life of multiple systems.
The effectiveness of the proposed online algorithm is illustrated by two real cases.
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1. Introduction

Modern systems are often designed with high-quality standards, such as wind turbines
(Xu et al., 2019), bearings in high-speed trains (Si et al., 2019), plasma display panels (Cha
and Pulcini, 2016), lithium-ion batteries (Xu et al., 2015), etc. In the constraint time, it is
difficult to get failure information of these systems from life testing, which poses a signifi-
cant challenge to manufacturing firms. Fortunately, the ageing failures of these systems are
usually attributed to some underlying performance characteristics (PCs), for instance, crack
size of the bearing, lumen output of the light-emitting diode, a lithium-ion battery’s capac-
ity, etc. Degradation of PC accumulates over time and eventually reaches a predetermined
threshold. The first hitting time to the threshold can be viewed as the system’s lifetime.
The link between degradation and system failure provides a promising way to assess the
reliability of highly reliable systems, as it is possible to estimate the failure time distri-
bution through a certain degradation-based model. Using the same experimentation time,
degradation tests have been demonstrated to provide more life information than traditional
life testing. As a result, analysis of degradation data is expected to estimate the system’s
lifetime distribution more accurately, which has also been demonstrated as an effective way
for reliability assessment.

The existing degradation models are mainly composed of two categories: stochastic
process models and general path models. The distinctions between the two types of models
have been well addressed by Ye and Xie (2015). In real-world applications, stochastic process
models are more widely utilized because of their mathematical properties and physical expla-
nations. As a special stochastic degradation model, the gamma process can be interpreted as
the limit of a compound Poisson process with the jump size following a specific distribution,
and is often adopted when the PC deterioration is strictly monotone. The gamma process as
a class of degradation models was first introduced by Singpurwalla (1995). Several extensions
of the gamma process that take into account covariates, heterogeneous effects, measurement
errors, and multistage degradation have been well studied over the last two decades. For

example, Bagdonavicius and Nikulin (2001) modelled the gamma process with covariates by



using the method of additive accumulation of damages. Park and Padgett (2006) proposed
an accelerated gamma degradation model with the assumption that the shape parameter
is a function of covariates. Ling et al. (2014) presented an accelerated gamma degrada-
tion model with bounded constraint. When there was unit-to-unit variation, Lawless and
Crowder (2004) considered the gamma process with heterogeneous effects, where the scale
parameter was assumed to be a random variable with gamma distribution. Wang (2008)
proposed a pseudo-likelihood method to estimate the parameters under non-homogeneous
gamma process model with random effects. Wang et al. (2021) developed a generalized
inference method for the gamma process with random effects, which can generate accurate
interval estimates for the model parameters. When the degradation process is imperfectly
inspected, the measurement errors are non-ignorable, and Gaussian distributed noise can be
included. Then independence among the degradation increments does not hold, which makes
the parameter estimation intractable. Hazra et al. (2020) proposed approximate Bayesian
computation method to handle this problem, and Esposito et al. (2022) combined particle
filter and an expectation-maximization algorithm to obtain the parameter estimation. For
some special systems, due to physical or chemical changes, the degradation path of PC may
exhibit two phases, for example, the luminosity of organic light-emitting diode (Wang et al.,
2018), the capacity of lithium-ion batteries (Lin et al., 2021). Ling et al. (2019) considered
two-phase degradation models under the gamma process, as well as Bayesian and likelihood
methods for estimating the model parameters. In addition to being a model of degradation,
the gamma process also serves as a powerful model in other fields, such as statistical process
control (Hsu et al., 2008; Piao and Zhi-Sheng, 2018), maintenance (Liu et al., 2021), sports
science (Song and Shi, 2020), etc.

Another goal of modeling degradation data is to predict the remaining useful life (RUL)
of the system. With the development of sensor technology, the degradation of PC can be
monitored in real-time, and the RUL is predictable regularly. The predicted RUL can then
be timely used to support condition-based maintenance. In the case of degradation-based
online RUL prediction, the degradation models and statistical inference methods of param-

eter estimation are the two key components. For the Wiener-based degradation models,
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the Kalman filter or methods based on the Kalman filter are often adopted to predict RUL
online. These methods are capable of achieving closed-form online RUL prediction with no
requirement on historical data storage for linear degradation models (Si et al., 2013; Wang
and Tsui, 2018; Zhang et al., 2018). However, the implementation of the Kalman filter and
its related methods is founded on the Gaussian distribution, which restricts their applica-
tions. For gamma degradation models, Paroissin (2017) and Xu and Shen (2018) developed
recursive linear estimators of the mean and variance of the gamma process, while the RUL
prediction as well as its interval estimation can not be obtained by the same techniques.
The current offline methods, such as Bayesian and likelihood-based techniques (Wang, 2008;
Ling et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2021), are based on the entire set of data. When new obser-
vations are available, statistical analysis needs to be re-conducted for the updated dataset.
As the sample size grows, data storage and analysis based on these methods will become
challenging. Regarding this, an efficient method with low computational requirements is
necessary for online RUL prediction under gamma process. A promising solution to this
problem is using conjugate priors for the gamma process. By the nice properties of conju-
gate priors, recursive Bayesian analysis is possible, and the online RUL prediction can also
be realized efficiently. The problem arises from the fact that the conjugate prior distribution
is complicated. This makes dealing with posterior inference difficult. In light of this, we
develop three algorithms to simulate random numbers from the posterior distribution, which
greatly reduces the computational burden of posterior inference. We then propose an online
RUL prediction algorithm that exploits the advantages of conjugate priors and maintains
the tractability of the closed-form update. Thus, it guarantees fast online RUL prediction
of multiple systems with minimal computational power requirements.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we propose a class
of prior distributions for the gamma process, and investigate some properties of the priors.
Three algorithms are presented to generate posterior samples based on conjugate priors in
Section 3. Simulation studies are carried out to compare the three algorithms in terms of
estimation accuracy and computational efficiency in Section 4. The conjugate priors are

extended to the case of gamma process with heterogeneous effects in Section 5. An online
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RUL prediction algorithm based on conjugate priors is explored in Section 6. Section 7
demonstrates the online RUL prediction algorithm in two real cases. Section 8 concludes

the paper.
2. Conjugate prior
If a stochastic process {V(t),t > 0} satisfies the following properties:
i) Y(0) = 0 with probability 1,
ii) {Y(t),t > 0} has stationary and independent increments,

iii) the increment AY; = Y(t) — Y(s) follows gamma distribution ( Ga(a(t — s), 3)) with
probability density function (PDF)

[olt=s)qalt=s)—1
(y|0[ ) F(O{(t — 8)) eXp{_ﬁy} U >,

where I'(+) denotes the gamma function,  and [ are positive parameters,

then it is called homogeneous gamma process, denoted by {Y(¢),t > 0} ~ GP(at, B).

Gamma process is widely used to describe the deterioration path of some systems’ PC.
Let C denote the threshold level of a system’s PC. Then the lifetime of the system is
defined as T = inf{t|Y(t) > C}. For gamma degradation process GP(at, 3), the cumulative
distribution function (CDF) of T is

U(5C, at)

Fr(tla,B) = P(T <t)=P(Y(t)>C) = W’ (1)

where U (k, o) is the incomplete gamma function defined by ¥(k, o) = [ 2 exp(—x)d.
Although Fr(t|a, 8) has an analytic form, the PDF of T is too complicated to be applied

in practice. Park and Padgett (2005) recommended a two-parameter Birnbaum-Saunders

distribution BS(a*, 5*) with CDF @ < [, | 5 —4/E ]) to approximate Fr(t|a, 3), where

ot = ,/ﬁ%c and * = %, ®(-) is the CDF of standard normal distribution. Therefore, the

mean-time-to-failure (MTTF) of the system can be approximated by * (1 + %) = %.
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Assume that the degradation path of system’s PC follows gamma process GP(at, 5). A
total of n systems from population are randomly selected and tested. The measurement
time epochs are T} < Ty < --- < T,,, and the corresponding degradation value of the i-
th system at time epoch Tj is Yj;, ¢ = 1,...,n, j = 1,...,m. Let y;; = Y;; — Y;;_1 and
tj =T; —T;—1, where Y;p =0and Tp = 0,7 =1,...,n, j = 1,...,m. Denote the observed
data as y = {y;;,t = 1,...,n, j = 1,...,m}. According to the property (iii) of gamma
process, y;; ~ Ga(at;, ). Then based on the data y, the likelihood function of a and 3 is

svle ) = T[T s

=1 j5=1
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where Ty, = T2 and g, = ;- >, D" gy is the arithmetic mean of increments.

Theorem 1. Based on likelihood function (2), a conjugate prior of a and B is

(Bw)Tme
[T, (Dt

where C'is a normalized constant, 6, w and A are hyperparameters with nonnegative values,

ﬂ-(aa 6) =C- 5 exp{—5)\ﬁ}, (3)
which describe kurtosis, shape and scale of the distribution, respectively.

Proof: Based on the likelihood function (2) and the prior (3), the joint posterior density of

a and [ is
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t Py
where 8, = mn -+ 8,y = [T T | and by = g+ ooh, Ths,
m(a, B) and 7(c, Bly) are from the same distribution family. O

The conjugate prior m(«, ) depends on measurement time epochs, and the form of

m(a, B) seems to be complicated. However, it will be beneficial to take another look at

m(a, B):

(%)Hma [ (1+ 6T )

T, ()]

(5}\)5Tma+l

(e, B) = w(Blam(a) o - (L 3T) BT exp{—6AB} - (5)

Given «, the conditional prior 7(8|a) is gamma distribution Ga(6T,,a + 1,0A). Thus,
the mode and variance of 7(f|a) are T,,a /X and (0T« + 1)/(6)\)?, respectively. The
hyperparameter A is a standard scale parameter, while the hyperparameter § affects only
the variance rather than the mode of the conditional prior when « is given. The curve of
7(B|a) is concentrated around the mode for large values of 0. In other words, ¢ displays the
kurtosis of w(f|a). We call 6 the kurtosis parameter. The marginal prior of « is proportional

to
w

h&@::<5x :
I (T(aty) ]

Using Stirling’s formula and as o — oo,
m  ,ti/Tm
b S
g (2) + 1o (HT—M }) C®

where h(a) = O(g(«)) represents that h(«) and g(«) have the same order. It can be shown
m tj/Tm

that log (%) > 0 (See the proof in Appendix A). Thus, to guarantee that m(«) is

0T mo _
)T (1 0T )

h(a) = O (a(6+1)/2 exp {—aéTm

a proper PDF, the condition of w < A should be ensured when determining the conjugate

prior 7(a, B). According to (6), we know that the tail of 7(a) behaves similar to that
of gamma distribution Ga (‘%3, 0T, {log (A) + log <¢>] > w behaves as a scale

w T

parameter in the 7(«), which further affects the shape of 7(f|a)). Thus, w is called the shape

parameter. Because of the gamma conditional prior 7(5|«) and tail property of mw(«), the
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conjugate prior w(«, [3) is referred to as approximated-gamma-gamma (AGG) distribution,
denoted as AGG(0,w, \).

Figure 1 shows the function graphs and contours of 7(«, ) with various values of (9, w, \)
when ¢t; =1, 7 = 1,...,m. The top two subfigures in Figure 1 are the function graph and
contour of w(«, 5) with § = 2, w = 0.5, and A = 1.5, which is set as a benchmark. As can be
seen in Figure 1, when the value of ¢ is increased to 5 and the other two hyperparameters are
fixed, the position of the mode is nearly identical, however, the contour is more concentrated
around the mode. Increasing the value of A has similar phenomena, while the mode is
altered. A larger w will increase the divergence of m(«, §) and also change the position of
its mode. Figure 1 demonstrates the influence of 9, w and A on the shape of the AGG
distribution, which serves as a guide for selecting hyperparameter values based on beliefs of
prior information.

Remark 1: When the measurements are equally spaced, namely, the lag between two

measurement time epochs ¢; = I, (e, §) has a much simpler form:

(0, B) = 0[(1?(‘2)]5 exp{—6A3}. (7)

While [ = 1, 7(a, ) is reduced to be a conjugate prior for gamma distribution Ga(«, )
(Damsleth, 1975).

Remark 2: The values of hyperparameters can be established based on the amount
of prior information. As shown in Figure 1, large d, small w, or large A will lead to the
small variance of («, ), which corresponds to the case of strong prior information. In the
case of little prior knowledge, one may choose a small 9, large w, or small A. In practical
applications, we recommend using ¢ to adjust the belief of prior information. As an example,
in (4), we know that the posterior distribution of a and /3 is AGG(J,, wp, A,). Special choices

for w and A\ can be

n m
w=TITTwi™™ " A= pa (8)
i=1 j=1
which are related to the observed data. Data-driven priors are not uncommon in statistics.

For instance, Zellner’s prior for regression coefficients (Zellner, 1986), informative prior for
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threshold parameter (Hall and Wang, 2005), reference prior for linear degradation path
model (Xu and Tang, 2012), etc. These priors have been demonstrated to be effective
in practice. For (8), several advantages should be indicated: (I) The condition w < A
for proper conjugate prior will be automatically satisfied in this setting. (II) w and A
determine the mode position of 7(a, 3), and this choice makes use of data information to
suggest a reasonable mode position. (III) In this setting, the hyperparameter ¢ behaves
like the number of measurements. The value of § can be chosen according to measurement-
equivalent of the amount of information, e.g., 6 = 1 can be interpreted as the amount of
prior information equivalent to that of a system taking one measurement; 6 = 0 represents
noninformative prior. Thus, ¢ represents the belief of mode position suggested by (8). In
terms of these merits, we will utilize the automatic strategy (8) for specifying hyperparameter
values in simulation studies and data analysis, which could greatly simplify conjugate prior

specification.

3. Posterior sampling

Since the posterior 7(a, S|y) is not a regular bivariate distribution, explicit computations
of Bayesian estimates for o and [ are not possible. Monte Carlo methods provide an
alternative method to do posterior inference for intractable posterior distributions. The
fundamental idea behind Monte Carlo methods is to generate random numbers from the
joint posterior distribution of parameters and to obtain the point and interval estimates of
the parameters or functions of parameters by the simulated numbers. In this section, we
present three algorithms to simulate random numbers from AGG distribution.

The first algorithm is Gibbs sampling, a special Markov chain Monte Carlo algorithm.
Gibbs sampling is implemented based on full conditional posterior densities 7(3|a, y) and
m(a|B,y). Similar to (5), we know that the full conditional posterior density m(3|a,y)
is gamma distribution Ga(8,T;,q,d,),), and that the full conditional posterior density

m(a|B,y) is proportional to

(5”}9)51’7”1&

I, (Caty) ]
9
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Figure 1: The figures on the left show the PDFs of conjugate priors and the figures on the right are the

contours of their corresponding PDFs. 10



It can be easily shown that m(«|8,y) is log-concave. Then adaptive rejection sampling
(ARS) algorithm can be utilized to generate random numbers from 7(a|f,y) (Gilks and
Wild, 1992). After obtaining posterior samples of a and /3, any function of the parameters
n = p(a, B) (e.g., reliability of system, MTTF) can also be estimated. The procedure of

posterior inference by Gibbs sampling is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Gibbs sampling
Input: Observed data y.

Output: The point estimates and 100(1 — p)% credible intervals of «, 5 and 7.

1 Initialize & and  randomly (say, ap and ), and compute 9,, w, and \,.

2 for k in {1,2,...,K;} do

3 Generate By from Ga(0,Tcu—1,0,A,);

4 Generate oy, from 7(a|SBg, y) by ARS algorithm;

5 Compute n, = p(ag, Bk)-

6 end

7 Discard the first B burn-in random numbers, and choose thinning interval L to

eliminate autocorrelation among posterior samples.

@

Calculate the point and 100(1 — p)% estimates for these parameters by posterior
sample {(ag, Bk, k), k =B+ 1,B+L+1,B+2L+1,...,K;}.

The second algorithm is discrete grid sampling (DGS). The posterior m(c, Bly) can be
decomposed into m(B|a, y)7(aly), where m(Bla,y) is Ga(d, T, 6,),), and mw(aly) is pro-

portional to

§,Tmax
5;”;}3) T (1+6,T )
e e )™ Y

According to the decomposition, we know that once a random number «q from 7(a|y)

is given, random number of 3 can be generated directly from Ga(8,T,,v, 6,),). The main
difficulty arises from generating the random number of a.. Because of the complicated nature

of m(a|y), we use a particularly simple simulation approach, approximating the marginal
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posterior distribution by a discrete distribution supported on a set of grid points, which
provides sufficiently accurate inferences for a. Firstly, an interval [A;, A;] that captures
almost all the mass of 7(aly) is chosen, which can be checked whether f,f m(aly)da is
sufficiently close to 1. Six-sigma rule can be utilized to construct a reasonable interval for

a. The procedure is summarized below.

21
1. Let & = argmaxlog h,(a) and I (&) = 9 Oag f;p(a)
“ a a=a

2. According to Berger (1985), m(a|y) can be approximated by normal distribution
N (&,6?%), where 6 = \/1/1 (&).

3. Let A} = max{0,& — 66} and Ay = & 4+ 66. Then, according to the property of normal
distribution, we know that the probability that « falls into interval [A;, As] is almost 1.

Given [Ay, A, we select M grid points {A; = oM, @, ..., 4, = o™} in the interval
with equally spaced, and compute the probability for each grid point by unnormalized

posterior density h,(a):

hy (O‘(S))
Zij\il hy, (@(i))

The approximation precision can be guaranteed with sufficient large M. The use of discrete

Pla=aY) = , s=1,..., M. (10)

approximation reduces the difficulty of sampling from 7(a|y) greatly, because simulating
random number from discrete distribution is straightforward by statistical software, for
instance, the function sample() in R language. The procedure of posterior inference by DGS
is summarized in Algorithm 2.

The distinction between the third algorithm and the second algorithm mainly lies in the
method of generating posterior samples from 7(a|y), in which sampling importance resam-
pling (SIR) is adopted. In SIR, rather than sampling from 7(aly) directly, the sampling
step is carried out from an instrumental distribution g(«). There is little restriction on the
choice of g(a), which can be chosen from a set of distributions that can be easily simulated.
However, the efficiency of SIR depends on how closely g(a) can imitate m(«|y), especially
in the tails of the distribution. Similar to (6), we know that the tail of w(«|y) has the same

order as that of gamma distribution with shape parameter (d, + 3)/2 and scale parameter
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Algorithm 2: DGS
Input: Observed data y.

Output: The point estimates and 100(1 — p)% credible intervals of a, 8 and 7.

=

Compute 6, w, and A,.

N

Determine interval [A;, Ay] by six-sigma rule.

s Choose M grid points {4; = oV, a®, ... 4, = o™}, and compute the
probability for each grid (10).

4 for ki {1,2,..., K5} do

5 | Generate oy from discrete distribution (10);

6 Generate By from Ga(d,T,,ck, 6,),);

7 | Compute ny = p(ay, B)-

8 end

©

Calculate the point and 100(1 — p)% interval estimates of these parameters by
posterior sample {(ay, Bk, k), k=1, ..., K}

_ m tj/Tm
v=20,T {log (2—2) + log (%)] Thus, we choose gamma distribution Ga(a,b) as

instrumental distribution. The values of a and b can be determined as follows.

0% log h,
1. Let @ = argmaxlog h,(a) and I (&) = _—oéga;(oz) .

2. Initialize b as by = v and a as ag = abg. The initialized step ensures that the mean of
Gal(ag, bp) is a.
b2/

3. Compute the precision ratio R = 4[(%)0, and update a = ag/R and b = by/R. This step

does not change the mean of instrumental distribution but makes the variance of
Ga(a,b) consistent with the asymptotic variance of 7(aly).

Once the instrumental distribution Ga(a, b) is determined, we simulate M random num-
bers {aM,a®, ... a} from Ga(a,b), and compute the weights w; = hy, (V) / fa, (o?P]a,b),
1=1,..., M, where fq, (oz(i)|a, b) denotes the PDF value of Ga(a,b) at . Then normal-

izing the weights w; = w;/ Z]M:1 w;. In the resampling step, we generate random numbers
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of o from discrete distribution
Pla=a") =1, i=1,2,...,M. (11)

The procedure of posterior inference by SIR is summarized in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Sampling importance resampling
Input: Observed data y.

Output: The point estimates and 100(1 — p)% credible intervals of a, 8 and 7.

=

Compute 6, w, and A,.

2 Determine a and b according to the three steps described above.

w

Generate M random numbers from Ga(a,b), and construct discrete distribution

(11).
for k in {1,2,..., K3} do

'y

5 Generate oy, from discrete distribution (11);
6 Generate [, from Ga(8,Tr,ax, 6,)\p);

7 Compute 1, = p(ag, Br)-

8 end

Calculate the point and 100(1 — p)% interval estimates of these parameters by

©

posterior sample {(ay, Bk, k), k=1, ..., K3}.

4. Simulation studies

Before performing simulation studies, a real dataset is analyzed according to the proposed
algorithms. The data are from Meeker and Escobar (1998), which demonstrates the increase
in operating current over time for 15 GaAs devices tested at 80°C. Measurements of the
increase in operating current are carried out every 250 hours, and the termination time of
the experiment is 4000 hours. The failure threshold of the device is 10% increase in the
operating current. Thus, n = 15, m = 16 and C = 10 in this dataset. The data are

shown in Figure 2, and we can see that the degradation values of three devices have crossed
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to the threshold before test termination time. Assume that degradation path of the laser
device follows gamma process GP(at, ). Bayesian inference is performed based on the
conjugate prior (3), where 6 = 1 and A\ = ¢,. w =7y, = [[1-, I} yilj/(mn) is the geometric
mean of y;;s, because measurements are evenly spaced. As we have discussed in Section 2,
0 = 1 means that the prior information is equivalent to that of taking one measurement.

Compared to data with totally mn measurements, the prior information is quite limited.

Then the posterior distribution of a and 8 is AGG <mn + 1,11, TIV yilj/ (m"),gja). The
proposed algorithms are applied to obtain the point estimates and 95% credible intervals of
a and (3, as well as the reliability of the device at time 4500 hours R(4500). In the Gibbs
sampling, the number of iteration K; is 3,000 with the first 1,000 burn-in samples and the
thinning interval is two. Thus, the effective sample size for posterior inference is 1,000. In
the DGS, the interval for discretization is [0,10], and the number of grid points is 10,000.
The sample size for posterior inference is also 1,000. In the SIR, we set M = 10,000 and
K3 = 1,000. The results based on the three algorithms are listed in Table 1, where “GS”
denotes the algorithms based on Gibbs sampling. As can be seen in Table 1, the Bayesian
point estimates and 95% credible intervals of «r, 5 and R(4500) based on the three algorithms

are almost the same.

Table 1: The point estimates and 95% credible intervals of «, 5 and R(4500).

GS DGS SIR

Estimate

a B R(4500)  « B R(4500) « B R(4500)

Point  0.0309 15.342  0.879  0.0308 15.325 0.878  0.0310 15438  0.882
2.5% 0.0258 12.693  0.740  0.0260 12.698  0.737  0.0256 12.677  0.743
97.5%  0.0366 18.332 0.963 0.0370 18.328 0.962 0.0366 18.368  0.964

To compare the three algorithms elaborately, simulation studies are performed under con-

jugate priors with varying amounts of information. The data are generated from GP(at, /3),
where o« = 0.031 and § = 15.35 (close to the estimates in Table 1). There are a total of

n = 15 specimens tested, and each specimen is measured every 250 hours. The measurement
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Figure 2: Laser degradation data.

times m = 16. The failure threshold is set as 10. The conjugate prior is AGG(4, Yy, Ya),

and we choose 0 = 0, 1, ¥, 7 to evaluate the impact of the prior information content on the
results.

We generate N = 10,000 datasets, and the proposed algorithms are used to obtain the
Bayesian point estimates and 95% credible intervals of «, 5, R(4500) and MTTF for each
dataset. Then based on the 10,000 Bayesian point estimates, absolute relative error (RB)

and root mean square error (RMSE) are computed, that is,

N
1
True value , RMSE = ¥ Z (Estimate; — True value)Z.

i=1 =1

N .
1 Estimate; — True value
RB=+).

The results are reported in Tables 2 and 3. Overall, the parameters can be satisfactorily
estimated in all the scenarios, as the RBs of Bayesian estimates of «, f and R(4500) are
around 2%, and the RBs of Bayesian estimates of MTTF are around 0.1%. For both RB
and RMSE, the three algorithms perform nearly identically, and the influence of § (different

amount of prior information) on the estimates are insignificant. For interval estimate of the
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parameters, we calculate average length and frequentist coverage probability (FCP) of the
95% credible intervals. The results are listed in Tables 4 and 5. An interesting phenomenon
lies in the lengths of 95% credible intervals. The intervals narrow as the amount of prior
information increases, and the difference among three algorithms is insignificant. However,
the FCPs display a different pattern. For the model parameters o and 3, the FCPs based
on DGS and SIR are much closer to the nominal level than these based on GS regardless of
d. While for R(4500) and MTTF, the FCPs based on the three algorithms are always very
close to the nominal level, indicating the superiority of the proposed posterior sampling al-
gorithms. The almost accurate quantification of the uncertainties evidently provides precise

information on the system reliability and MTTF, which is useful in RUL prediction.

Table 2: RBs of point estimates of the parameters.

=20 0=1

Algorithm
! g R(4500) MTTF o) g R(4500) MTTF

GS 0.0245 0.0256 0.0161  0.00109 0.0243 0.0254 0.0161  0.00108
DGS 0.0245 0.0256 0.0161  0.0011 0.0245 0.0256 0.0161  0.00109
SIR 0.0245 0.0256 0.0161  0.00109 0.0245 0.0256 0.0161  0.00109

5:

=3

=1

Algorithm
o B R(4500) MTTF « 6] R(4500) MTTF

GS 0.0233 0.0247 0.0153 0.00136 0.0234 0.0248 0.0151  0.00137
DGS 0.0234 0.0249 0.0152 0.00137 0.0233 0.0247 0.0151  0.00136
SIR 0.0234 0.0249 0.0152 0.00138 0.0232 0.0246 0.0151  0.00136

The average computational time of the three algorithms for each dataset is 0.602, 0.00341
and 0.00499 seconds in a desktop with Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-10700 CPU at 2.9 GHz and
16 GB RAM running under a Windows 11 operating system. Therefore, the computational
efficiency of the DGS and SIR algorithms is comparable, which are more than one hundred

times faster than the GS algorithm. Computational efficiency is an important index in the
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Table 3: RMSEs of point estimates of the parameters.

0=20 0=1
Algorithm
a B R(4500) MTTF  « B R(4500) MTTF
GS 0.00302 1.547 0.0601 115.218 0.00302 1.547 0.0601  115.205
DGS 0.00301 1.539 0.0601  115.267 0.00301 1.538 0.0601 115.258
SIR 0.00301 1.539 0.0601 115.267 0.00301 1.538 0.0601 115.258
f=m f=m
Algorithm
a B R(4500) MTTF o B R(4500) MTTF
GS 0.00302 1.546 0.0599 115.204 0.00296 1.512 0.0607 116.192
DGS 0.00301 1.537 0.0600 115.250 0.00294 1.501 0.0607 116.205
SIR 0.00301 1.537 0.0600 115.250 0.00294 1.501 0.0607 116.205
Table 4: Lengths of 95% credible intervals of the parameters.
0=0 0=1
Algorithm
a B R(4500) MTTF  « B R(4500) MTTF
GS 0.0109 5.588  0.224  447.444 0.0109 5.585  0.224  446.609
DGS 0.0109 5.629  0.224  446.274 0.0109 5.620  0.223  445.596
SIR 0.0110 5.630 0.224 446.414 0.0109 5.624 0.223 445.318
f=m f=m
Algorithm
a B R(4500) MTTF o B R(4500) MTTF
GS 0.0108 5.541  0.222  444.082 0.0107 5.502  0.220  440.493
DGS 0.0108 5.582  0.221  443.013 0.0107 5.535  0.219  439.562
SIR 0.0109 5.581  0.221  443.131 0.0108 5.536  0.219  439.373
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Table 5: Frequentist coverage probabilities of 95% credible intervals of the parameters.

0=0 0=1

Algorithm
o) I6; R(4500) MTTF a g R(4500) MTTF

GS 0.9372 0.9369 09474 09492 0.9344 0.9336 0.9458  0.9475
DGS 0.9424 0.9424 09463 0.9481 0.9416 0.9396 0.9460  0.9468
SIR 0.9418 0.9406 0.9467 0.9473 0.9411 0.9413 0.9471 0.9484

6:

e

53

Algorithm
o Ié] R(4500) MTTF « g R(4500) MTTF

GS 0.9340 0.9337 09455 0.9478 0.9385 0.9369 0.9399  0.9413
DGS 0.9394 0.9384 09454 0.9466 0.9434 0.9428 0.9411  0.9423
SIR 0.9406 0.9384 0.9451 0.9456 0.9451 0.9424 0.9415 0.9427

scenario of online inference, because the posterior distribution is updated in real-time as new
observations are collected and posterior inference needs to be completed as soon as possible
on the premise of ensuring the estimation accuracy. As listed in Tables 2-5, DGS and SIR
algorithms are not only high efficient in terms of computation, but also have high estimation
accuracy, which meets the requirements of online inference. In the following sections, we

mainly utilize the two algorithms to predict RUL online.

5. Heterogeneity

Heterogeneity usually exists among systems because of endogenous and exogenous fac-
tors. Endogenous factors could include variations in raw materials and assembly lines, while
the exogenous factors could be due to variations in operating environments and usage pat-
terns. Heterogeneity will cause the performance degradation of each system to show different
patterns. However, the systems come from the same population, and their failure mecha-
nisms are consistent. Thus, we assume that degradation of the i-th system’s PC follows

gamma process GP(at, 3;) in this section. The same shape parameter o denotes a common
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failure mechanism among systems, and different scales (;s represent heterogeneity existed
among systems.

For the sake of simplifying notations, we assume that the measurements are equally
spaced. That is, the lag between two adjacent measurement time epochs is [. Assume
that there are n systems tested in the experiment. Until time epoch T,, = ml, we have
measured the degradation values of all the n systems m times. Let Y;; be the degradation
value of the ¢-th system at time epoch T; = jl,i=1,...,n, 7 =1,...,m. The degradation
increment y;; = Y;; — Y1, where Y;o =0,¢=1,...,n, 7 = 1,...,m. At time epoch T,,,
the observed data are Yum) = {yi;,i = 1,...,n, j =1,...,m}. Since Y;(t) ~ GP(at, B;), we
have y;; ~ Ga(al, 3;). Then based on yY(m), the likelihood function is

L(y(m)’CY?ﬁla"'aﬁn HHF ygl ! Xp{_ﬁzyz]}
=1 j=1
anla

—mnlo
Wyg (m) exp{ Zmyzm } )

%

1

el n 1/n — n m mn — m .
where 8, = [[[;_, 8] / » Yg(m) = |:Hi:1 Hj:l yij] and Fi(m) = % ijl Yij, 1 = 1,...,n.

Theorem 2. Given the likelihood function (12), a conjugate prior for (a, By, ..., Bn) is
= dla
(Byw)
m(a, By, ..y n:C’—eX 09 NifBi ¢, 13
(a, B, Bn) TP P E 2Ai3; (13)

where C' is a normalized constant, 01, 02, w and \;s are hyperparameters with nonnegative

values.

Proof: Based on the likelihood function (12) and the prior (13), the joint posterior density
of (o, B, ..., B, is

ﬂ'(aaﬁla L 7ﬂn‘y) X L(y‘&aﬂla s 7ﬁn)ﬂ-<057517 s 7571)

g(]anr(sl)lC‘fg’n%nl;x{".](hloz n
o expq — MTim) + 02A;) Bi

> O1p(m)le
- (ngp(m))

€x - o m)\z m)Mi (
[F(lo&)]glp(m) p{ ; 2p( ) p( )ﬁ}
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mn

91
where 01pm) = mn + 01, dopm) = M + d2, Wy(m) = w *1p(m) g;(lﬁig”’ and Ajp(m)

= Sapomy Yilm)

% X,,i=1,...,n. Thus, 7(a,B1,...,0,) and 7(a, By, ..., Bp|y) are from the same dis-

62p(m)

tribution family. O

When f; = --- =6, = 3,01 =ndy =9 and \; = --- = )\, = A, the conjugate prior
(13) is reduced to (7). For bettering understanding the conjugate prior (13), we rewrite
7T<Oé, 617 s 7ﬁn) as

m(a, B, ..., Bn) = H (Bilo)m ()

n (52)\¢)1+51la/"ﬁflla/n |
x H F(l + 511&/n> exp{ 52)\151}

X [ (1+61la/n)] ex —Q O (0]
T (la) p{ ! llg( ) Zlgk”

Thus, given «, the conditional density of §; is Ga(1+d01la/n, do\;), and the marginal density

of « is proportional to

[P+ bila/n)]” Y o o
g(a) = [F(la)]51 exp{ 01l [l g ( ) Zl g)\] } (15)

Using Stirling’s formula and as o — co, we have

gla) =0 <a51¥ exp {—Aa}) ,

where A = 0,1 [log (’3—512> + 157" log (%)] Then the tail of m(a) can be approximated
by Ga (MT"“,K) when A > 0. Due to the tail property of 7(«), we call 7(a, f1, ..., )
approximated-gamma-multivariate-gamma (AGMG) distribution with dimension n, denoted
as AGMG,,(v,w, &), where v = (§1,8,), and € = (Aq,..., \,)".

Based on (14), we know that the posterior of (av, 81, ..., n) is AGMG,, (’yp(m Wp(m)» &p m))
where Ypm) = (G1p(m)s O2p m))/ and &ym) = (Aipm), - - - > Anp(m ) Special choices for hyperpa-
rameters w and & are Jy(m) and Y,y = (yl( Yye oo ,gjn(m)) , respectively. In this setting, the

hyperparameters d; and 52 behave like number of measurements, because the posterior will

be AGM G (Ypm) Ygm)s Ym))- Similar to (7), d; and d, mainly describe kurtosis of AGMG
21



distribution, which control the belief of prior information. The generation of random num-
bers from AGMG distribution can be implemented by the algorithms 2 and 3 with slight
modifications. The main difference is that the optimization object is replaced by the poste-
rior marginal distribution of a in AGMG,, ('yp(m), Wp(m) £p(m)), and given «, (; is simulated
from gamma distribution Ga (1 + O1pmylar/n, 52p(m))\ip(m)), 1 =1,...,n. The computational
time of the two algorithms (DGS and SIR) is proportional to the dimension n. As an il-
lustration, we implement the two algorithms for AGMG distributions with n from 2 to 50
under the same parameter settings, and the computational time of the two algorithms is
shown in Figure 3. As can be seen in Figure 3, the computational time grows linearly as
n. When n increases from 2 to 50, the computational time required by DGS increases from
0.00328 seconds to 0.00895 seconds, and for SIR, it increases from 0.00448 seconds to 0.0101

seconds. Therefore, both algorithms have high computational efficiency, even for large n.

o

I

o -
© —— Discrete grid sampling ,

- - Sampling importance resampling --

0.006 0.008
1 1

0.004
|

Computational time (seconds)

0.002
|

0.000

10 20 30 40 50

Figure 3: Computational time of two algorithms for sampling AGMG distribution with different dimensions.

For a functional system, one may be interested in the indexes related to RUL, which

also serves as the foundation for prognostics and health management. Assume that all the
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degradation values of the i-th system until time ¢,, are less than C. The RUL of the ¢-th

system at time t,, is defined as
Zy, = inf{z: Vi(z + t,,) > C|Y;,, < C}.
The CDF of Z;, is

Fz,, (2o, Bi) = P(Zy,, < z) = P(Yi(z +tm) > C)
U(H(C ~ Yin), 02) (16)
['(az) ’

where the last two equalities hold because of the homogeneous property of the gamma

=P(Vi(2) >C—-Y,,) =

process. Due to the complicated form of Fy, (z|a,f;), we use a two-parameter Birnbaum-

Saunders distribution to approximate Fy,, (z|a,;), which can greatly simplify the function
form. According to Park and Padgett (2005), BS(o,,, 85,) with CDF & <QL [ 5= =/ 67*"})

has a high approximation precision, where af,, = W and 35, = WC%YW) Then

mean of Z;; can be approximated by

im0, ) = B (14 (5, 2) = — Béa .

The lower p-th quantile of the distribution of Z;; can be approximated by

l’[’fm(a’ ﬁl) =

4 upaim + (upaim) + )

where u, is the p-th quantile of the standard normal distribution. Bayesian point prediction

of RUL of the i-th system at time ¢,,:
fim = [ | antar Bm(a Bl a5 (17)
Bayesian interval prediction of RUL of the i-th system at time ¢, with 1 — p credible level:
(aele i) (18)

where 18, = [° [ ph (a, Bi)m (e, Bi|y(my)dedB;. Given the posterior samples {(a*), B-(k)), k=

(2

1,..., K}, (17) and (18) can be approximated by Monte Carlo methods:

0.~y — . (k) gy mp o P (o gk
,UszKZ,Uzm(OC 751’ )7 ,uszKZ:uzm(a 7ﬁi ) (19)



Remark: DGS and SIR are proposed to produce posterior samples of the model pa-
rameters (o, 51, ..., 0,) . Based on the posterior samples, the RUL prediction for n systems
can be carried out by (19) simultaneously. The algorithms are flexible and can be used for
single or multiple systems. When n = 1, RUL is learned by the information from a single
system, and the algorithms are reduced to these in Section 3. When n > 2, this is a strat-
egy for collaborative learning that makes use of the full information from multiple systems
to estimate the common parameter «, and the posteriors of heterogeneous parameters (3;s
indirectly borrow the information from other systems to assist in improving the estimation

accuracy.

6. Online RUL prediction

With the rise and popularization of advanced sensor technology, the performance degra-
dation information of the system can be monitored in real-time, and RUL prediction will be
updated after new observations are collected. In this section, we will propose an online RUL
prediction algorithm based on the gamma process. The proposed algorithm possesses several
advantages for online updating, such as high computational efficiency, low requirement for
data storage space, RUL prediction for multiple systems simultaneously, etc.

Assume that new degradation increments (Y11, - - -, Ynm+1) of n systems are collected at
time ¢,,11 = (m+1)l. Then the posterior distribution of (a, fi, . .., 3,) needs to be updated
after new observations arriving. For Bayesian inference with conjugate priors, a recursive
formula can be used to implement the updating. From (14), we know that the posterior
distribution of (a, f1, ..., B,) at time t,,.1 = (m+1)lis AGMG,, (Yp(m+1)s Wpm+1)s Epmt1)) »
where the parameters ¥,m+1), Wpim+1) and &ym41) can be updated recursively. That is,

/
Y

Vo(m+1) = Ypem) + (12, 1)

mn+481 m (m+1§n+61
m~+1)n+d6
=1
m + (52 1 /

A(erl) - (ylm—i—ly cee aynm—H) .

malte, ™ T,
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The recursive formula for posterior distribution can significantly reduce data storage space,
since only the values of parameters in posterior distribution and new observations need to
be recorded in (20). Besides, we have proposed two algorithms with high computational
efficiency to obtain estimates for AGMG distribution. Thus, the online RUL prediction for

multiple systems can be summarized as follows.

Algorithm 4: Online RUL prediction

Input: Parameter values in posterior distribution of (a, f1,. .., 3,) at time

t,, = ml, and new observations (Yim+1,-- -, Ynm+1) at time ¢, = (m + 1)L.
Output: The point estimates and 100(1 — p)% credible intervals of RULs of n

systems.

1 Update posterior distribution of (v, B4, ..., 5,) by (20).
2 Generate random numbers from the updated posterior distribution by DGS or SIR.

3 Calculate the point and 100(1 — p)% interval estimates of RULSs of n systems by
(19).

7. Case study

7.1. Laser degradation data

The laser degradation data taken into account in Section 4 have been reanalyzed. As
shown in Figure 1, the first, sixth and tenth laser devices have failed at 4,000 hours, because
the degradation values crossed the threshold level 10. The exact failure time of the three
devices are unknown. However, we know that failure time lies in certain time intervals. For
instance, the degradation value of the first device crosses the threshold between 3750 and
4000 hours. Thus, the linear interpolation method can be used to estimate the failure time.
The degradation values of the first device at time epochs 3750 and 4000 hours are 9.87 and
10.94, respectively. Using the linear interpolation method, its failure time can be estimated
by

10 —9.87

— X (4000 — = .75 h .
3750 + 1094 — 087 X (4000 — 3750) = 3785.75 hours
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Similarly, the failure time of the sixth and tenth devices are 3506.75 and 3351.25 hours,
respectively.

To illustrate the online algorithm, we start to predict the RULs of the three devices at
500 hours, which means that only two measurements are utilized at the beginning. Then the
posterior distribution of the parameters is updated when new measurements are involved.
Algorithm 4 is used to obtain the estimates of the parameters, the point and 95% interval
estimates of RULs of the three devices at each time epoch. Figure 4 shows the estimates of
a, (1, B and By at each time epoch. From Figure 4, we can see that the estimates of 31, 5
and (19 have an increasing trend, and their values have a significant difference. This implies
that the devices are heterogeneous. The point predictions and 95% predictive intervals of
RULs of the three devices are shown in Figure 5, in which we also display the true RULSs of
the three devices at each time epoch. As can seen in Figure 5, almost all the true RULSs are
covered by 95% credible intervals. Furthermore, the point predictions are extremely close

to the true RULs.

7.2. Train wheel data

The train wheel data is from Almeida (2011, Table 5.1, p. 69). The wheels will wear
down with distance driven. When the wear of wheel diameter attains 60 (mm), the wheel is
considered to have failed. The original data set includes 14 specimens and the measurements
are implemented equally spaced from 50 to 600 in increments of 50, where the unit of distance
is 1000 km (kkm). The main goal of this section is to predict the RULs of wheels after each
measurement. We remove the data of three specimens because the wear of their diameters
crosses 60 mm very quickly. Data of the rest 11 specimens are shown in Figure 6. From
Figure 6, we see that the degradation paths are linear and increase monotonically. Three
wheels have failed before 600 kkm. By the linear interpolation method, we compute the
failure time of the fifth, ninth and eleventh wheels: 523.537, 558.861 and 421.508 kkm,
respectively.

We fit the data by gamma process with heterogeneous effects, and RULs of the three

wheels are predicted online from the second measurement. The results are shown in Figure
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Figure 4: Online estimates of «, 31, B¢ and (19 for laser degradation data.
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7, where the true RULSs, th point predictions, and 95% predictive intervals of RULSs of the
three wheels are reported. We can see in Figure 7 that the RUL predictions are reasonable
close to the true RULs, and the 95% credible intervals cover the true RULs at all the
measurement points. This indicates that the uncertainty quantification of the proposed

algorithm is satisfactory.

80
Il

The 5th wheel

60

Threshold R

Degradation Value

Figure 6: The train wheel data.

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we have derived a conjugate prior for the homogeneous gamma process,
and some properties of the prior distribution are studied in depth. Based on these properties,
three algorithms (Gibbs sampling, DGS and SIR) are proposed to simulate random numbers
from the posterior distribution. The generated samples can then be used to perform pos-
terior inference. Simulation studies show that DGS and SIR have both high computational
efficiency and estimation accuracy. The conjugate prior has been extended to the case of

the gamma process with heterogeneous effects. Similar algorithms can also be designed to
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generate posterior samples of the parameters. The main advantage of a conjugate parameter
structure is that the posterior distribution can be easily updated recursively, which saves a
lot of storage space and has a high computational efficiency. With the recursive update of
the posterior distribution, an online algorithm is developed to predict the RUL of multiple
systems simultaneously. Finally, two real-world examples have been used to validate the
proposed online algorithm, in which both point prediction and 95% credible interval of RUL

can provide reasonably accurate results.
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Appendix A. Proof of log (%) >0

Notice that T}, = > 7" t;, we have

m i/Tm m m m
1, t7 t — > e tilog(ty) 1
| =1 ) = E —_log(t:) — log (T,,) = == —1 — E t;
° ( Tm T Og( ]) Og( m) Em tj s m j=1 ’

j=1 Jj=1

Let g(z) = xlog(x). Then ¢(x) is convex. Using Jensen’s inequality, we have

zm:tjlog(tj) Zm-%itj-log (%ig) = (it]) -log (%ig)

j=1 j=1 j=1
m tj/Tm
Thus, log (H]_%) > 0.
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