arXiv:2212.04091v2 [math.ST] 28 Jan 2024

Strong identifiability and parameter learning
in regression with heterogeneous response

Dat Do® Linh Dot XuanLong Nguyen®

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor®; Tulane University*
January 30, 2024

Abstract

Mixtures of regression are useful for regression learning with respect to an uncertain and
heterogeneous response variable of interest. In addition to being a rich predictive model for the
response given some covariates, the model parameters provide meaningful information about the
heterogeneity in the data population, which is represented by the conditional distributions for
the response given the covariates associated with a number of distinct but latent subpopulations.
In this paper, we investigate conditions of strong identifiability, MLE rates of convergence for
the conditional density and model parameters, and the Bayesian posterior contraction behavior
arising in finite mixture of regression models, under exact-fitted and over-fitted settings and
when the number of components is unknown. This theory is applicable to common choices of
link functions and families of conditional distributions employed by practitioners. We provide
simulation studies and data illustrations, which shed some light on the parameter learning
behavior found in several popular regression mixture models reported in the literature.

1 Introduction

Regression is often associated with the task of curve fitting — given data samples for pairs of random
variables (X,Y), find a function y = F'(z) that captures the relationship between X and Y as well
as possible. As the underlying population for the (X,Y") pairs becomes increasingly complex, much
effort has been devoted to learning more complex models for the regression function F. In many
data domains, however, due to the heterogeneity of the behavior of the response variable Y with
respect to covariate X, no single function F' can fit the data pairs well, no matter how complex F' is.
Many authors noticed this challenge and adopted a mixture modeling framework into the regression
problem, going back to [10, 32|, and continuing with more recent applications, e.g., [1, 4, 26, 29, 28|.

To capture the uncertain and highly heterogeneous behavior of response variable Y given covariate
X, one needs more than one single regression model. Suppose that there are k different regression
behaviors, one can represent the conditional distribution of Y given X by a mixture of k& conditional
density functions associated with k£ underlying (latent) subpopulations. One can draw from modeling
tools of conditional densities such as generalized linear models or more complex components to
increase model fitness for the regression task [20, 14|. Making inferences in regression mixtures can
be achieved in a frequentist framework (e.g., maximum conditional likelihood estimation (MLE) [3]),
or a Bayesian framework [19]. In addition to enhanced predictability for the response variable given
the covariate, a key benefit of regression mixture models is that the model parameters may be used
to explicate the relationship between these variables more accurately and meaningfully.

Despite the aforementioned long history of applications, a satisfactory level of understanding of
several key issues concerning model parameters’ identifiability and a large sample theory of regression
mixture models remains far from being complete. This is perhaps due to the somewhat unusual



position where regression mixture model based methods sit — like any regression problem one is
interested in prediction performance, but unlike the traditional viewpoint of a single curve-fitting
task one must come to terms with the multi-modality of the response variable due to the underlying
data population’s latent heterogeneity. Thus, one must also be interested in the quality of parameter
estimates representing such heterogeneity. There is a slowly growing theoretical literature, but
most existing works are limited to the questions of consistency of estimation for the mixture of
generalized linear models with some specific classes of conditional densities and link functions, or
simulation-based methods [13, 22, 21, 37, 12, 36]. In particular, [13| investigates the identifiability of
the mixture of Gaussian regression models with linear link functions. [22] generalizes the results for
the exponential families. [37] further extends the identifiability results to more general link functions,
but no analysis of parameter estimation. [36] shows the consistency for density learning of this
model under the Bayesian setting. On parameter estimation behavior, more recently [23] proposed
a penalized MLE method for model selection for the class of identifiable mixture of regression
models with linear link functions and established rates of parameter estimation. [18] investigated
the parameter estimation behavior for the Gaussian mixture of regression models.

In this paper, we study parameter identifiability, parameter estimation behavior, and prediction
performance arising from the finite mixture of regression models. We work with general conditional
density kernels and link functions, investigate both an MLE approach and a Bayesian approach for
estimation. Consider a regression mixture model in the following form:

feo(ylx) = Zp] (ylha(z, 01;), ha(w, 05;)), (1)
j=1

where x € X C RP is a vector including the explanatory variables, y € ) is the response variable.
The conditional density function fg,(y|z) take the mixture form, where the discrete probability
measure Go = 250:1 p?é(e(l)jﬂ%) encapsulates all unknown parameters in the model, with (p )k(’ 1
being the mixing proportion, and (9(1)]-)?(’:1 and (92] )] 1 being parameters in a compact subspace
O of R and Oy of R%, respectively. We call G the latent mixing measure associated with the
regression mixture model. The link functions hy : X x ©1 — Hy and hy : X X ©9 — Hy are known,
where Hy, Hy are compact subsets of R. The family of densities {f(y|u,¢) : u € Hi,¢ € Ha} is
given, where all of them are dominated by a common distribution v on ) which can be either a
counting or continuous measure. In many applications, the family f is a dispersion exponential
family distribution with parameter p = hi(z,0;) is modeled as the mean, and ¢ = ho(x,60s) is
modeled as the variance of f(y|hi(x,61), ha(x,62)) so that the mixture of regression models can
capture the average trends and dispersion of subpopulations in the data. We are interested assessing
the quality of the conditional density estimates, as well as that of parameters (p]) (60 j) ;21 and

(GQJ) j2q from iid. samples (z;,y;);_;, where distribution of y; given z; is given in the model (1)
and x; follows some (unknown) marginal distribution Py on X.

Our parameter estimation theory inherits from and generalizes several recent developments in the
finite mixture models literature. [2] initiated the theoretical investigation of parameter estimation in
a univariate finite mixture model by introducing a notion of strong identifiability. [27] developed a
theory for both finite and infinite mixture models in a multivariate setting using optimal transport
distances. [16] studied convergence rates in various families of vector-matrix distributions. A central
concept in these papers is the notion of strong identifiability of (unconditional) mixtures of density
functions. This is a condition on a parametrized family of density function f of y, as there is no
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covariate x here. At a high level, it requires that the family of function f, along with their partial
derivatives with respect to the parameters up to a certain order, are linearly independent. Once this
condition is satisfied, one can establish a lower bound on the distance between mixture distributions
in terms of the optimal transport distances between the corresponding latent mixing parameters.
Such a bound is called an inverse bound, which plays a crucial role in deriving the rates of parameter
estimates.

With regression mixture modeling, we move from the unconditional mixtures described above
to conditional mixture models. Thus, there are several fundamental distinctions. First, one works
with the family of conditional density functions in the form f(y|h(z,#)), which involves both the
conditional density kernel f and the link function h. A strong identifiability condition for conditional
distributions that we develop will inevitably involve both variables x and y. The focus of inference
is on the conditional distribution of Y given covariate X, while the marginal distribution of X is
assumed unknown and of little interest. Accordingly, the identifiability condition must ideally require
as little information from the marginal distribution of the covariate as possible. Moreover, given
that the identifiability condition holds, the inverse bound that we establish will be a lower bound on
the expected distance of the conditional densities, where the expectation is taken with respect to the
marginal distribution of the covariate. This is also crucial because we will obtain rates of conditional
density estimation in terms of the mentioned expected distance and use the inverse bound to derive
the rates of convergence for the corresponding mixing parameters of interest.

Another interesting feature that distinguishes conditional mixtures from unconditional mixtures
is that the former tends to satisfy strong identifiability conditions more easily than the latter. This
is because of the role the covariate x plays in providing more constraints that prevent the violation
of the linear independence condition. For instance, it is trivial that an unconditional mixture of
Bernoulli distributions is not identifiable, but it will be shown (not so easily) that the mixture
of conditional distributions using the Bernoulli kernel is not only identifiable but also strongly
identifiable. There are situations where there is a lack of strong identifiability, such as in the case of
negative binomial regression mixtures, a model extensively employed in practice (e.g., see [29, 28]),
but we shall show that such situations occur precisely only in a Lebesgue measure zero subset of the
parameter space.

To summarize, there are several contributions made in this paper. First, we develop a rigorous
notion of strong identifiability for general regression mixture models. We provide a characterization
of such a notion in terms of simple conditions on the conditional density kernel f and link function h
and show that they are satisfied by a broad range of density kernels and link functions often employed
in practice. Second, we study several examples of regression mixtures when strong identifiability is
violated and investigate the consequences. Third, we establish learning rates for regression mixtures
given strong identifiability, under both Bayesian estimation and MLE frameworks. We consider three
different learning scenarios: when the number of mixture components kg is known (i.e., exact-fitted
setting), when only an upper bound is known (i.e., overfitted setting), and when even such an upper
bound is unknown. Finally, we conduct a series of simulation studies to support the theory and
discuss the connections with empirical findings in the regression mixture literature [21, 29, 31|.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides preliminaries on the mixture
of regression models. In Section 3, we present notions of strong identifiability and associated
characterization for regression mixtures, followed by a set of inverse bounds. Building upon this
strong identifiability theory, in Section 4, we establish the rates of conditional density estimation
and parameter estimation. In Section 5, we carry out simulation studies and data illustrations to



support our theory and discuss the empirical findings in the literature. Finally, Section 6 discusses
future directions. All proofs are deferred to the Supplementary material.

Notation Given a mixing measure G = Z?:l pjé(gljﬂzj ), the mixture of regression model with
respect to G is denoted by fc(ylz) = SF_ p; f(ylha(x,015), ha(,62;)). The joint distribution of (x,y) is
dPq(z,y) = dPx(z) X fa(y|r)dv(y), where Py is an unknown distribution of covariate X. Ex
denotes the expectation w.r.t. Px. We write f;(y|lz) = f(y|lhi(z,61;), ha(z,62;)) for short, for
j =1,...,k, if there is no confusion. Denote ® = ©1 x Oy, H = Hy x Hy. Let &(O) be the
space of mixing measures with exactly k atoms in ©, and Ox(0) = UF_,E.(O) the space of mixing
measures with no more than £ atoms in ©. If there is no confusion, we write £ (0) and Ok (0) as
&, and Ok for short. For two sequence (a,)5; and (b,)5° ;, we write a, < by, if there is a constant
C' such that a, < Cb,, for all n. We also write a,, >= b, if b, < a,, and a, < b, if we have both
an < by and a, = b,. The multiplicative constants in those inequalities will be specified in the main
results for clarity. We use dg, dry, and K for the Hellinger distance, total variation distance, and
Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between densities, respectively.

2 Preliminaries

Regression mixture models A mixture of regression model may be applied with many different
family distributions and link functions to fit a large range of data distributions. For example,
when the response variable y is continuous, we can choose the family of (conditional) density to
be normal {Normal(y|u, ¢) : p € R,¢ € Ry}, and parametrize p; and ¢; via two link functions
pi = hi(x,015), ¢; = ha(x,025), for j =1,..., k. These functions can be represented by polynomials
or trigonometric polynomials with variable = and coefficients 61, 6;. Alternatively, when y is a
counting variable, one can use the Binomial distribution {Bin(y|N,q) : ¢ € [0,1]} if y is bounded
and the Poisson distribution {Poi(y|u) : © € Ry} otherwise. If one wishes to take into account
the dispersion of y, Negative Binomial distribution {NB(y|u, @) : u, ¢ € Ry}, where NB(y|u, ¢) =

T Y é

(6 + 3‘/) < a ) ( ¢ > may be used. If the values of u or ¢ need to be non-negative or
L@yt \o+un) \o+p

belong to a compact set, one may apply functions such as exponential functions or the sigmoid

(inverse logit) function compositing with a polynomial or trigonometric polynomial parametrized by
01,02. The general theory to be presented will be applicable to all these models, and others.

Wasserstein distances As discussed in the Introduction, all parameters in the mixture model
for the conditional distribution f(y|x) of the response y given covariate x are encapsulated by the
latent mixing measure G = > =1 pjé(glj’,g%.). In order to characterize identifiability and learning
rates of parameter learning, one needs a suitable metric for the mixing measure G. Wasserstein
distances have become a useful tool to quantify the convergence of latent mixing measures in mixture
models [27]. Given two discrete measures G = Z?:l pjde, and G’ = 25/:1 p}é% on a normed space

© endowed with a norm || - ||, the W, Wasserstein metric, in which r > 1, is defined as:
k! 1/r
W,(G,G") = i%f Z a; 0 = 05" |
ij=1
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where the infimum is taken over all joint distribution on [1,... k] x [1,..., k'] such that Zle gij =

p;., Zflzl ¢ij = pi- Note that for Gy = Zf":l p?éeo €&, it G= Zle p;jdp, varies on O such that
J

W, (G,Gp) — 0 and © is compact, then

k() kO
WG, Go)=> (D pi—pl|+>. > pillo; =6 (2)
i=1 |0;€V; i=10;€V;

where V; = {0 : ||0 — 67| < || — 6| Vi’ # i} is the Voronoi cell of 6 in © (see, e.g., [17]). Hence, for
every atom of G, there is a subset of atoms of G converging to it at the same rate as W,.(G, Gp) — 0.
Therefore, the convergence in a Wasserstein metric W,. implies the convergence of parameters in
mixture models. In this paper, unless noted otherwise the space ® = ©1 x O is chosen to be a
compact subset of R%+92 and ||-|| is the usual ¢ distance.

Mixtures of conditional densities. In a regression mixture model, a focus of inference will be on
the conditional density fa(y|z), while there will be as little assumption as possible on the marginal
distribution of covariate X. It is clear from the representation of f(y|x) that the identifiability and
parameter learning behavior of the regression problem will repose upon suitable conditions specified
by f, h and the unknown parameter G. The analysis of conditional density estimation requires us
to control how large the conditional density family {f(y|hi(x,01), ha(x,02)) : 01 € ©1,05 € Oa} is.
This can be accomplished by assuming Lipschitz conditions on f, h; and ho. In particular, we say
that f is uniformly Lipschitz if there exists ¢; > 0 such that for all u, ' € Hy, ¢,¢' € Hy:

sup |f(yl, @) — flyle', @) < ep(jp—w'| + ¢ — ¢']). (3)
Yy

The link functions h; and ho are called uniformly Lipschitz if there are cq, co > 0 such that for all
91,0’1 € @1,02,0’2 S @2:

sup |h1(z,01) — hi(z,01)] < c1 |61 — 61
rzeX

, sup |ha(x,02) — ha(x,02)] < ca||62 — 02| (4)
reX

In a regression problem, one is interested in prediction error guarantee in addition to assessing the
quality of parameter estimates. For a standard (single component) regression model, we often model
flylx) = f(y|hi(x,01), ho(x,02)), where hi(x,0) is the mean parameter, i.e., E[Y|X = z] = hy(x, ).
After estimating ¢ from the data, the prediction error is customarily taken to be the mean square
error Ex (h1(X,69) — h1(X,61))?, where 6! is the true parameter. For a regression mixture, let the
true latent mixing measure be 250:1 p?d((,(l)j’ggj) for which an estimate is denoted by Z?:l ﬁj(g(éljﬁz,j)'
In this setting, due to the heterogeneous nature of the response, the predicted value for y at any x may
be taken by the quantity Z§:1 ﬁjéhl(x,élj)7 or its mean Z?Zl pjhi(x,015). As a result, the prediction

error for the mean estimate can be written as Ex W3 (250:1 p(;'(shl(X,&?)? Z?Zl ﬁjéhl(x,élj)) If one
is interested in describing the prediction error in terms of both the mean trend and dispersion, one

k koo
can use Ex W3 (Zjozl ngs(hl(x,e?j),m(x,egj))7 > -1 pj(s(hl(X,éu),hz(X,ézj))) :

Key inequalities The following basic inequality controls the expected total variation distance
between conditional densities by a Wasserstein distance between the corresponding parameters:



Lemma 2.1. Assume conditions (3) and (4) hold. Then for every G € Ok (0©) and K > 1, we have
Ex[drv (fa(1X), fa, (-1X))] < Wi(G, Go), (5)

where the multiplicative constant in this inequality only depends on cy,c1, and ca.

The inequality established in the above lemma quantifies the impact of parameter estimation
on the quality of conditional density estimation: if G is well estimated, then so is the conditional
distribution represented by the conditional densities fo(Y|X). In order to quantify the identifiability
and convergence of the unknown parameter GG, we will need to establish inequalities of the following
type:

Ex[drv (fa(1X), fa, (-1X))] = WI(G, Go), (6)
for all G in some space of latent mixing measures, and r depends on that space. Following [27, 38, 5],
we refer to this as inverse bounds, because in our setting, they allow us to lower bound the distance
between conditional probability models (fg and fg,) by the distance between the parameters of
inferential interest (G and Gy). Unlike prior works, our inverse bounds control the ezpected total
variational distance under the marginal distribution of the covariate X. A simple observation is
that these inverse bounds are quantitative versions of the classical identifiability condition [34]
for the regression problem, because if fo = fg, for a.e. z,y, then the bound (6) entails that
G = Gy. Moreover, the inverse bounds play an important role in establishing the convergence rate for
parameter estimation. They allow us to translate convergence rates for density estimation (left-hand
side of Eq. (6)) into that of parameter estimation (right-hand side of Eq. (6)). The technique to
prove inverse bounds is to rely on a notion of strong identifiability to be developed for regression
mixture models in the following section.

3 Strong identifiability and inverse bounds

3.1 Conditions of strong identifiability

Identifiability and strong identifiability conditions play important roles in the theoretical analysis
of mixture models [34, 2, 16]. They provide a finer characterization of the non-singularity of the
Fisher information for mixtures of distributions [17]. In plain words, these conditions require that
the kernel density function of interest and its derivatives up to a certain order with respect to all
relevant parameters be linearly independent. For the mixture of regression model (1), the kernel
density function is that of the conditional probability of variable y given covariate . The following
definition is our formulation of strong identifiability for the conditional density functions:

Definition 3.1. The family of conditional densities {f(y|h1i(x,01), ha(x,02)) : 61 € ©1,02 € ©2} (or in
short, f(:|h1,h2)) is identifiable in order r, where r = 1 (resp., r = 2) with complexity level k, if
f(ylhi(x,01), ha(x,62)) is differentiable up to order r with respect to (61,62), and (Al.) (resp.,
(A2.)) holds.

(Al.) (First order identifiable) For any given k distinct elements (011, 621), ..., (01, 02r) € O1 X Og,
if there exist a; € R, 3 € Rdl,fyj € R%2 as j = 1,...,k such that for almost all z,y (w.r.t.
IP)X X l/)

b 0 0
> ajflyle) + ﬁfa—elfj(ylx) + vf%fj(ylz) =0,

J=1



thenajZO,ﬁjZOERdl,Vj:OERdQ forj=1,...,k;

(A2.) (Second order identifiable) For any given k distinct elements (011, 621), ..., (01%,02x) € ©1 X O2
and s1,...,s; > 1, if there exist a; € R, 3; € Rdl,'yj € R% and pjt € Rdl,yjt € R% ag
j=1,...,k,t=1,...,s such that for almost all z,y (w.r.t. Px x v)

i & ]
S o5 (015) + 7 1) 2] 2 ole) + 3 (vhggastotaion)
t=1

j=1
g S )
S <Vjt69%fj(y’$)7/jt> +) (pjtaelaezfj(mx)l/jt) =0,
t=1 =1

thenaj:O,ﬂj:pjt:()GRdl,yj:Vjt:(]ERdQ fort=1,...,55,7=1,... k.

When we speak of strong identifiability without specifying the complexity level, it should be
understood that the condition is satisfied for any complexity level k£ > 1. These strong identifiability
conditions for conditional density functions are useful in deriving rates of convergence for the
regression mixture model’s parameters even when the associated Fisher information matrices are
singular, e.g., when the model has redundant parameters. Indeed, when showing the convergence
rate of an estimator G to the true mixing measure Gy in the over-fitted setting, there might exist
several redundant atoms of G converge to a common atom of Gg. The customary technique of
applying the first-order Taylor expansion around fg,(-|X) may fail because the coefficients of these
redundant components can be combined and canceled out. Instead, one needs to perform a Taylor
expansion up to the second order around fg,(-|X), necessitating the second-order identifiability
condition developed here. It will be shown in the sequel that the strong identifiability conditions
hold for most popular mixtures of regression models. There are notable exceptions which shall be
discussed separately. For instance, a mixture of binomial regression models generally satisfies strong

identifiability only up to a finite complexity level.
Since our model (1) is hierarchical with two levels of parameters:

k}o kO

Go = D30(01,.00) = D PIO(hs(,6015),ha(w.02,)) ZPJ (ylh(z,045), h(z,025)), (M)
=1 =1

it is difficult to directly verify conditions (Al.) and (A2.). We will show in the following that
they can be deduced from the identifiability conditions of a family of (unconditional) distribution
{f(y|lw, @) : 1, ¢} and family of functions (hq, h2). Recall from [16, 27]:

Definition 3.2. The family of (unconditional) distributions {f(y|u, @) : (1, ) € H} (or in short, f)
is identifiable in order r with complexity level k, for some r, k > 0, if f(y|u, ¢) is differentiable up
to order r in (u, ¢) and the following holds:

(A3.) For any given k distinct elements (1, ¢1), ..., (1, ¢r) € H, if for each pair of n = (n, na),
where n1 > no > 0,n1 + no < r, we have ozgf) € R such that

anlJran

=0 n1+n2=l j=1

for almost all y, then ag) =0 for all 1 < j <k and pair n = (n1,n2).



Condition (A3.) for 7 = 0 simply ensures that the mixture of f distributions model uniquely
identifies the mixture components. The strong identifiability conditions (r > 1) are required to
establish the convergence rates [2, 27]. In the model (1), there is a hierarchically higher level of
parameters (61, 62) that we want to learn, and it connects to the observations through the link
functions hy, hy as = hy(x,01), ¢ = ha(z,02). To ensure that 6; and 6, can be learned efficiently,
we also need suitable conditions for Ay and hs.

Definition 3.3. The family of functions {(hi(z,61),ha(z,02)) : 01 € 1,02 € Oy} is called
identifiable with complexity level k respect to Px if the following conditions hold:

(A4.) For every set of k + 1 distinct elements (611,621), ..., (01(x+1), O2(k41)) € O1 X O2, there exists
a subset A C X, Px(A) > 0 such that
(h1(z,011), ha(z,021)), --.; (h1(,01(341)), h2(x, O3 41))) are distinct for every z € A;

(A5.) Moreover, if there are vector 31 € R%, 3y € R% such that
T 0 T 0 .
o2 6—91h1(x,91j):0, Bo %hg(x,egj)zo Vee A\N, j=1,...;k+1,

where N is a zero-measure set (i.e., Px(/N) = 0), then 8; = 0 and 2 = 0.

Remark 3.1. 1. Condition (A4.) is necessary for identifying regression mixture components.
Indeed, for two distinct pairs (61,62) and (6], 65) in ©1 x O3, there may exists some point
x € X so that hy(z,61) = hi(z,0}), he(x,02) = ho(z,0}). If we only observe data (x,y) at
such z, it is not possible to distinguish between (01, 62) and (67, 65).

2. In linear models, condition (A5.) reads that there is no multicollinearity: If we model
hi(z,0) = 6191 (x) + - - - + 04,94, (x), where 1;’s are pre-defined functions, then by substitute
this into condition (A5.), we have 1, ..., 14, must be linearly independent as functions of .
Otherwise, the model is not identifiable with respect to parameters 6;’s.

3. (A4.) and (A5.) can be viewed as generalization (to non-linear) and population versions of
condition (1b) and (2) in [11] (or condition in Theorem 2.2 in [13]).

Hence, the two conditions in Definition 3.3 are necessary for learning parameters of the mixture
of regression models. The following result shows that Definition 3.2 and Definition 3.3 give sufficient
conditions to deduce the strong identifiability given by Definition 3.1, where the chain rule plays an
essential role in its proof.

Theorem 3.1. For any complexity level k, if the family of distributions f is strongly identifiable
in order r (via (A3.)) and the family of functions h is identifiable (via (A4.) and (A5.)), then the
family of conditional density f(y|z) is strongly identifiable in order r, where r = 1,2.

3.2 Characterization of strong identifiability

Theorem 3.1 provides a simple recipe for establishing the strong identifiability of the conditional
densities arising in regression mixture models (1) by checking the identifiability conditions of family
f and family h. In the following, we provide specific examples.



Proposition 3.1. (a) The family of location normal distribution {Normal(y|y,o?) : p € R} with
fized variance o? is identifiable in the second order, for Normal(y|u, 02) = exp(—(y — u)?/202). The
location-scale family {Normal(y|u,o?) : u € R,0? € Ry} is identifiable in the first order;

(b) The Poisson family {Poi(y|\) : X € R1} is identifiable in the second order;

(¢) The family of Binomial distributions {Bin(y|N,q) : ¢ € [0,1]} with fived number of trials N is
identifiable in the first order with complexity level k if 2k < N + 1, and is identifiable in the second
order with complezity level k if 3k < N + 1;

(d) The family of negative binomial distributions {NB(y|u, @) : u} with fized ¢ € Ry is identifiable
in the second order.

The identifiability conditions (A4.) and (A5.) usually hold for parametric models, as we see
below. We first define a general class of functions:

Definition 3.4. We say a family of functions {h(z,0) : € ©} is completely identifiable if for any
0 # 0 € ©, we have h(x,0) # h(x,0) almost surely in Px.

Proposition 3.2. If hy and hg are both completely identifiable, then the family of functions {(h1, h2)}
satisfies condition (A4.).

Most functions used in parametric regression mixture models are completely identifiable.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose that Px has a density with respect to Lebesgue measure on X, then the
following families of functions are completely identifiable and satisfy condition (A5.):

(a) Polynomial of finite dimensions h(z,0) = Yy y \a <a.a,500dr,dp) 1" ...z’ where d € Ny and
0= (Q(dl,...,dp) 2 d; >0, 21;:1 d; < d);

(b) Trigonometric polynomials in R: h(z,0) = ao + 3%

n=1

by sin(nz) + Zi::{ cn cos(nz), where 0 =

(ao,bl, oo ,bd,cl, ‘e ,Cd),‘
(¢) Miztures of polynomials and trigonometric polynomials as in (a) and (b): h(x,0) = ZZ:O anz™ +
Zg:1 by, sin(nz) + Zi:l cn cos(nx), where 0 = (ag,...,aq, b1,...,bg,C1,...,¢q);

(d) h(z,0) = g(p(x,0)), where g is a diffeomophism and p(x,8) is completely identifiable and satisfies
condition (A5.).

Remark 3.2. In a general linear model, h(z,0) = exp(#'z) € R, or h(z,0) = o(0'x) € [0,1],
where o is the sigmoid (inverse logit) function. Both the exponential function and sigmoid function
are one-to-one, and 0 'z is a first-order polynomial, so the above results apply.

3.3 Inverse bounds for mixture of regression models

At the heart of our convergence theory for parameter learning in regression mixture models lies a set
of inverse bounds, which are given as follows.

Theorem 3.2. (a) (Ezact-fitted) Given Gy € &, (©) for ko € Ni. Suppose that the family of
conditional densities { f(:|h1,h2)} is identifiable in the first order, and the family of functions
(h1, he) is identifiable (with the complezity level ko). Then for all G € £, (©), there holds

Exdrv(fa(1X), fa,(-1X)) = Wi(G, Go), (8)

where the constant in this inequality depends only on G, hy, he, f,Px, and v (but not on G).



(b) (Over-fitted) Given Gy € Ek,(©) for ko € Ny and ko < K for some natural number K. Suppose
that the family of conditional densities {f(-|h1,h2)} is identifiable in the second order, and
the family of functions (hi,ho) is identifiable (with the complexity level K ). Then for all
G € O (©), there holds

Exdrv(fa(1X), fa,(-|X)) = W3(G, Go). (9)
where the constant in this inequality depends only on Gy, h1,ha, f,Px, and v (but not on G).

If the true number of components kg is known, then Theorem 3.2 entails that the convergence
rate for parameter estimations can be as fast as the convergence rate for conditional densities under
the total variation distance. However, in practice, we may not know kg and fit the system by a large
number K. In this over-fitted regime, provided that the identifiability conditions for distribution f
and function h are satisfied in the second order, the convergence rate for parameter estimation may
be twice as slow as that of the conditional densities.

Based on the convergence behavior of the regression mixture model’s parameters, we can establish
guarantees on the prediction error for the response variable. The following bounds will be useful for
deducing the prediction error bounds from that of parameter estimates.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose that the density f and link functions hy, ho are uniformly Lipschitz, then
for allG € Ox(0),G = Z]K:1 Pjd(01,,0,;) and T > 1, we have

K ko

Wi (G, Go) = ExW; Zpj5(h1(x,91j),h2(x792j))7Zp95(h1(x,99j),h2(x,egj)) ;
j=1 j=1

and

Wi (G, Go) = Ex Zp] (X, 0.;) Zp W(X,00)] Yu=1,2,
where the constants in those inequalities only depend on Lipschitz constants of hi and ho.

3.4 Consequences of lack of strong identifiability

Strong identifiability notions characterize the favorable conditions under which efficient regression

learning is possible in the mixture setting. Next, we turn our attention to the consequence of the

lack of strong identifiability. Firstly, we note that the normal distributions satisfy the well-known
2

heat equation: —— Normal(y|u,0?) = ———-Normal(y|u,0?), Vu € R,0% € R, so the mixture

0 0
op? (o2
of normal regression model no longer satisfies the strong identifiability condition in the second
order. This (Fisher information matrix’s) singularity structure is universal (i.e., holds for all u, o?).
Therefore, the inverse bounds presented in Theorem 3.2 may not hold and potentially lead to slow
convergence rates for Gaussian mixtures (see also [18]).

Another interesting example arises in the negative binomial regression mixture models, which
have been utilized in the traffic analysis of heterogeneous environments [29, 28]. These authors
observed via many empirical experiments that the quality of parameter estimates and the prediction
performance may be affected by the (overlapped) sample-mean values obtained from the data.
However, there was a lack of precise theoretical understanding. Our theoretical framework can
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be applied to shed light on the behavior of this class of regression mixture model. It starts with
the observation that the mixture of negative binomial distributions does not satisfy the first-order
strongly identifiable condition. Moreover, we can identify precisely the instances where strong
identifiability fails to hold and investigate the impact on the quality of parameter estimates and the
prediction performance in such instances.

First, we note that the mean-dispersion negative binomial conditional density {NB(y|u, ®) : pu €
R4, ¢ € R} satisfies the following equation:

0 ) p+1 ¢
- NB(y|up, ¢ —NB<yu,¢+1>—NByu,¢,Vy€N- 10
o (ylp, @) p 5 . (ylp, @) (10)
Thus, a 2-mixture of negative binomial distributions NB(y|u1,$1) and NB(y|uz, #2) such that
B p2
— == and =¢2+1 11
o1 P2 hL =92 (1)

does not satisfy the strong identifiability condition in the first order, resulting in slow convergence
for parameter estimation. It can be seen via the following minimax lower bound:

Theorem 3.3. Consider a mizture of negative binomial regression model with link functions h(z,01) =
exp(610 +A(91)Tx), h(z,02) = Oy for 61 = [610,01] € RPT and 03 € Ry. Then for any measurable
estimate Gy, of the mizing measure G, the following holds for any r > 1:

Cinf  sup Ep, W, (Gn,G) = n /), (12)
GnESkO GGSkO

Fortunately, not all are bad news for negative binomial regression mixtures. We will show that
non-identifiability occurs only in a Lebesgue measure zero subset of the parameter space.

Proposition 3.5. Given k distinct pairs (pu1, ¢1), - .., (g, ¢x) € Ry x Ry such that there does not

exist two indices i # j satisfying EZ =L and |¢; — ¢j| =1, then the mizture of negative binomials
( J
(NB(ui, ¢i))k_, is strongly identifiable in the first order. If we further assume that there does not exist
two indices i # j satisfying % = % and |¢; — ¢;| € {1,2}, then the mizture of negative binomials
( J

(NB(ui, ¢:))E_ is strongly identifiable in the second order.

Finally, we note that the theory established earlier (Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2) represent
sufficient conditions. There still may exist non-strongly identifiable families f and (hy, ha) that
lead to strong identifiable f(-|h1,h2). For example, the mixture of two Binomial distributions
pa(y) = p1Bin(y|l,q1) + p2Bin(y|1, ¢2) is not identifiable, because for instance, pg, = pg, for
G1 = 0.509.3 + 0.509.7 and G1 = 0.50g9.2 + 0.509.8. However, the mixture of two logistic regression
models fo(y|z) = p1Bin(y|1, (6] 2)) + p2Bin(y|1, 0(f5 x))) is strongly identifiable (see Proposition
B.1 in Appendix B) and enjoys the inverse bound as well as standard convergence rates. Unfortunately,
such a result is difficult to generalize. This again highlights our general theory developed in this
section, which is applicable to a vast range of kernels f and link functions (h1, he). The pathological
phenomena described will be revisited in Section 5.

4 Statistical efficiency in learning regression mixtures

Building on the previous section, we are ready to present convergence rates of the maximum likelihood
estimator, and a Bayesian posterior contraction theory for the quantities of interest.

11



4.1 Maximum (conditional) likelihood estimation

Given n i.i.d. observations (z1,41), ..., (Zn,Yn), where z; i Px and yj|z; ~ fa,(ylx),i=1,...,n,
for Gy = Zfﬁl p?é(e(l), 69)- Denote the maximum likelihood estimate by
3772

n
G »= argmax Y _log fa(y;lz;),
Ge&ry (©) ;51

in the exact-fitted setting, and we change the &£, (0O) in the above formula to O (0), where K > kg
in the over-fitted setting. It is implicitly assumed in this section that @n is measurable, otherwise a
standard treatment using an outer measure of Pg, instead of P, can be invoked. To obtain the rate
of convergence of @n to G, we combine the inverse bounds above with the convergence of density
estimates based on the standard theory of M-estimation for regression problems [35]. For conditional
density estimation, the convergence behavior of f@n to fg, is evaluated in the sense of the expected
Hellinger distance:

dy(fo, for) = Exdi(fo(-1X), for (1X))
= ;/X/y(\/fc:(y’x) —fer (y]z)2dv(y)dPx (z),

for all G, G" € U2 ,0%(0). To this end, recall several basic notions related to the entropy numbers
of a class of functions. For any k € N, set

7i(0) ~{ fotole) : G € 0@}, FO) ~{ ifcyalolo) : G € OO}

and the Hellinger ball centered around fg,:

—1/2

1/2 —=1/2
F6) =T /

(©.5) :{fm e F2(0) : du(f. fu) < 5}.

The complexity (richness) of this set is characterized in the following entropy integral:

=1/2

J(6) :==T(6, Py

—1/2

d
(©,8)) = /52/213 HY?(u, 72 (6), La(Px x v))du V6, (13)

where Hp is the bracketing entropy number. An useful tool for establishing the rate of convergence
under expected conditional density estimation by the MLE is given by the following theorem, which
is an adaptation of Theorem 7.4. in [35] or Theorem 7.2.1. in [9]).

Theorem 4.1. Take V(6) > J (0, 7;1{/2(5)) in such a way that W(38)/8? is a non-increasing function
of 6. Then, for a universal constant ¢ and for

Vb > c¥(5,), (14)
— n52
we have for all § > 6, that IP’GO(dH(fan, fa,) >0) <cexp| —— ).

c2
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Combining Theorem 4.1 with the inverse bounds established in Section 3, we readily arrive at
the following concentration inequalities for the MLE’s parameter estimates based on the bracketing
entropy numbers and its entropy integral given by Eq. (13).

Theorem 4.2. (a) (Ezact-fitted) Suppose that ko is known, the entropy condition (14) holds,
the family of conditional densities f(-|hi,h2) is identifiable in the first order, and (hy,hg)
is identifiable. Then, for any Go € &, (©), there exist a constant C depending on Gy and
universal constant ¢ such that

Pa, (Wl(én,Go) > C’5> < cexp(—nd?/c?).

(b) (Over-fitted) Suppose that ko is unknown but ko < K known, the entropy condition (14) holds,
the family of conditional densities f(-|h1,he) is identifiable in the second order, and (hy, ha) is
identifiable. Then, for any Go € &k, (0©), there exist a constant C depending on Gy and K and
unwversal constant ¢ such that

Pa, (Wg(@n,Gg) > C’(S) < cexp(—nd?/c?).

For concrete rates of convergence, we need to estimate the entropy integral (13). For many
parametric models, we will find that the convergence rate for the mixing measure G is (logn/n)/?
under W, for the exact-fitted setting and (logn/n)'/* under Wy for the over-fitted setting. In the
following, we shall present a set of mild assumptions and show that under these assumptions, such
parametric rates can be established.

(B1.) (Assumptions on kernel densities) For the family of distribution {f(y|u, ¢)|u € H1,¢ € Ha},
| f(-|e, @)l o is uniformly bounded and uniformly light tail probability, i.e., there exist constant
¢, ¢ and constant dy,ds,ds > 0 such that f(y|u, ¢) < di exp(—da|y|?), for ally > cory <¢
and € Hy,¢ € Hs.

(B2.) (Lipschitz assumptions) Both the kernel densities { f(y|u, ¢)|n € H1,¢ € Ha} and link functions
hi and hg are uniformly Lipschitz in the sense of (3) and (4).

We note that:

Proposition 4.1. The families of Normal, Poisson, Binomial, and negative binomial distribution
satisfy condition (B1.).

The predictive performance of MLE for the regression mixture model is given as follows.

Theorem 4.3. Given assumptions (B1.) and (B2.), and the dominating measure v is Lebesgue
over R or counting measure on Z. Then, there exists a constant C' depending on O, f, h1,hs, and a
universal constant ¢ such that

Pa, <dH(f§nafGo) >C logrfn)> < cexp(—logn/c?).

Combining Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 4.3, we arrive at the convergence rates for the maximum
(conditional) likelihood estimates for the model parameters:

13



Theorem 4.4. (a) (Ezact-fitted) Suppose that ko is known, the family of conditional densities
f(|h1, he) is identifiable in the first order, and the family of functions (hy,ho) is identifiable.
Furthermore, assume (B1.) and (B2.) hold, then for any Go € £, (©), there exist constant C
depending on Gg, O, f, h1, he and a universal constant ¢ such that

Pay (W1(Gn. Go) > Cllogn/n)'/2) < cexp(—log(n)/c?).

(b) (Over-fitted) Suppose that kg is unknown and is upper bounded by a known number K < +oo,
the family of conditional densities f(-|h1, he) is identifiable in the second order, and the family
of functions (hi, ha) is identifiable. Furthermore, assume (B1.) and (B2.) hold, there exist
constant C depending on Go, K, O, f, h1, ho and a universal constant ¢ such that

Pa, (Wg(@n, Go) > C(logn/n)1/4> < cexp(—log(n)/c?).

4.2 Bayesian posterior contraction theorems for parameter inference

Given ii.d. pairs (z1,91),...,(Zn,yn) such that y;|lz; ~ fg,(y|r) for some true latent mixing
measure Gy = Z?Oﬂpgé(ggjﬁ%), and x; b Px. In the Bayesian regime, we model the data as
yilxi ~ fa(ylx), where G ~ II with II being some prior distribution on the space mixing measures.
Let G denote the support of the prior IT on the mixing measure G. The nature of the prior distribution
II depends on the several different settings that we will consider. In the exact-fitted setting, we
assume K = kg < 400 is known, whereas the over-fitted setting means that the upper bound
ko < K < 400 is given, but ky unknown. In both cases, G = O so Il is in effect a prior distribution
on (O, B(Of)). Later, we shall assume that neither ko nor an upper bound K is given; instead, a
random variable K is used to represent the number of mixture components and endowed with a
prior distribution.
By the Bayes’ rule, the posterior distribution of the parameter G is given by

_ S5 ITim fa(yiles)dII(G)
fof( [T fo(yilz:)dIl(G)

(G € Bzl yl")

for any measurable set B C G. Now, we want to study the posterior contraction rate of II(-|z[", y[")
to the true latent mixing measure Gy as n — oo. We proceed to describe several standard assumptions
on the prior often employed in practice.

The case of known upper bound K

(B3.) (Prior assumption) Prior IT on space O is induced by prior II,, x Hgi X Hgg on {(p1,.--,Px,
011,...,01%, 021,...,055)|pi > O,Zfilpi = 1,01 € O1,0y; € O3}, where II, is a prior
distribution of (pj){i1 on AK-1 Iy, is a prior distribution of #;; on ©1, and Ily, is a prior
distribution of #2; on ©9, independently for i = 1,..., K. We further assume that II,, I, , IIy,
have a density with respect to Lebesgue measure on AK 1 ©1, 09, respectively, which are
bounded away from zero and infinity.

(B4.) There exists ¢g > 0 such that for all G € O (0) satisfying W1(G,Gp) < €, we have

EpGo(fGo/fG) < My for My only depends on €y, Gg, K, ©.
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The posterior contraction behavior for conditional densities is given as follows.

Theorem 4.5. Assume that (B2.)-(B4.) hold. For any Gy € G, there exists constant C' depending
on O, f, hy, ha such that as n — oo,

I <G cdu(fa(y|X), fa, (Y| X)) > C @

M, y[n]> — 01in Qi Pg, -probability. (15)
Combining the above result with the inverse bounds developed in Section 3 leads to the contraction
rates of the posterior distribution in the exact-fitted and over-fitted settings.
Theorem 4.6. Suppose that assumptions (Al.)-(A3.) and (B2.)-(B4.) hold. Fizx any Gy € G.
(a) (Ezact-fitted) If K = ko, there exists some constant Cy depending on Gg,©, f,h1, ha such that

I (G:W1(G,GO) >0 (log(n))w

n

x[n]»y[n]> "= 0 in ®j=, Pg, -probability.

(b) (Over-fitted) If K > ko, there exists some constant Co depending on Go, K, O, f, h1, ho such

that
< (1og<n>>”4
| G:Wa(G,Go) > Co [ ==

n

x[n],y["]> "3 0 in @iy Pg, -probability.

The case of unknown K

Finally, when the number of components K and its upper bound are unknown, there are various
approaches for prior specification. Here, we adopt the widely utilized "mixture-of-finite-mixtures"
prior [24]. In particular, the prior distribution IT on the space G of mixing measures is induced by
the following specification.

(B5.) A prior distribution IIx on K with support in N, i.e., IIg(K = k) > 0 for all &k € N.

(B6.) For each k € N, given the event K = k, the conditional prior distribution of the mixing
measure G = Z?Zl pjé(glj’(bj) € &, is induced by the following specification: II, x H’gl X ngQ
on {(pl, ey P O11, -, O, O, .. ng)\pi >0, Zle pi =1, 91j € 0O, 92]' S @2}, where Hp is
a prior distribution of (p;)¥_; on A*=1 Iy, is a prior distribution of #1; on Oy, and Ily, is a
prior distribution of 3; on O, independently for ¢ = 1,..., k. Assume that II,,IIg, , IIg, have
a density with respect to Lebesgue measure on A*~1 01, 0,, respectively, which are bounded
away from zero and infinity.

(B7.) For each k € N, there exists ¢y > 0 such that for all G € &(O) satisfying W1 (G, Go) < €y, we
have EPGO (fao/fa) < My for My only depends on €y, Go, k, ©.

Theorem 4.7. Assume that (A1.)-(A3.), (B2.), and (B5.)-(B7.) hold. There exists a subset Gy C G,
where I1(Gog) = 1 such that for all kg € N and Gy € Go N E,, there hold as n — oo

(a) (K = kol yl")) — 1 a.s. under @7, Pg,;
(b) there is a constant C depending on Go, O, f, hi, hs such that

I <G:W1(G,GO) > (bg(n)>1/2

n

x[n]7y[n]> — 0 in ®i= Pg, probability.
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5 Simulations and data illustrations

Regression mixtures vs unconditional mixtures The characterization results (Theorem 3.1
and propositions in Section 3.2) provide easy-to-check sufficient conditions for strong identifiability (in
the sense of Def. 3.1). Part of the sufficient conditions requires that the kernel density f be strongly
identifiable up to a certain order, a standard condition considered in the asymptotic theory for finite
(and unconditional) mixture models [27, 15, 17|. It is noteworthy that the strong identifiability
condition of a mixture of regression model given in Def. 3.1 is typically a weaker condition than
that of a standard unconditional mixture model, because the presence of the covariate x makes the
conditional mixture model more constrained. Hence, it is possible that for an unconditional mixture
of kernel densities f strong identifiability and hence the inverse bound V > W; may not hold, but
when f is utilized in a regression mixture model instead, the strong identifiability and hence the
inverse bound still holds.

We demonstrate this observation by a theoretical result given in Proposition B.1 for the mix-
ture of binomial regression models. To illustrate this result by a simulation study, let pg(y) :=
ZlepiBin(y]N, qi), for G = Zle pidg; € Ok([0,1]), where N is a fixed natural number. From
the discussion in Section 3, we know that this model is only strongly identifiable in the first
order if 2k < N + 1. It means the inverse bound may not hold when 2k > N + 1. Let
k =2, N = 1 so that 2k > N + 1, and Gy = 0.509.3 + 0.500.7, and then uniformly gener-
ate 2000 random samples of G around Go. We compare W1 (G, Gy) against dry (pa,pa,) to
see if the inverse bound drv(pa,pa,) = Wi(G,Go) holds or not. It can be seen in Fig. 5.1(a)
that such an inverse bound does not hold. In contrast, for the mixture of binomial regres-
sion model under the same setting £ = 2, N = 1 (a.k.a. mixture of two logistic regression):
fa(ylz) = p1Bin(y|1,0(01x)) + p2Bin(y|1, o(b2z)) for G = p1dg, + p2ds, and o being the sigmoid
function, the inverse bound as established by Theorem 3.2 still holds. We uniformly sample 2000
measure G around Gop = 0.5095 + 0.505 and plot W1 (G, Gy) against Exdrv (fa(y|X), fa, (y|X)),
for X ~ Uniform([—6,6]). The relationship Exdry (fa(y|X), fa,(y| X)) = Wi(G, Go) holds in this
scenario (Fig. 5.1(b)). As a consequence, the mixture of logistic regression model still enjoys the
convergence rate of n~1/2 for parameter estimation in the exact-fitted setting.

0.14
0.020
0.12
0.10
0.015
g 0.08 .ij
S £
s 0.06 >X 0.010
> &
0.04
0.005
0.02
0.00 0.000
0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.14 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
W1(G, Go) W1(G, Go)
(a) Mixture of binomial distributions (b) Mixture of binomial regression models

Figure 5.1: Illustrations of the inverse bounds.
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Simulation studies for exact-fitted and over-fitted settings Next, we illustrate the parameter
learning rates under both exact and over-fitted settings. Consider a mixture of normal regression
model with a polynomial link function and fixed variance: fg(y|zr) = Zle p;Normal(y|h(z,;),0?),
where z € R,G = Ele pide,, 0; € R3 h(x,0;) = 0;1 + Oox + ;32> We simulate data (x;)",
from an uniform distribution on [—3,3] and then generated y; given z; from this model using
Gy = p(l)é(,(l) +p8593, where o = 1,60 = (1,-5,1),609 = (2,5,2), p{ = p§ = 0.5. Because the variances
of both components are known, and the link function is a polynomial, this model is strongly
identifiable in the second order. The maximum (conditional) likelihood estimate G of Gy is obtained
by the Expectation-Maximization (EM) algorithm . We considered two cases where the number of
components of Gy is known to be 2 for the exact-fitted setting and set K = 3 for the over-fitted
setting. For each setting and each n, we run the experiment 16 times to obtain the estimation error
as measured by the Wasserstein distances. In Fig. 5.2, the orange line presents the interquartile
range of the 16 replicates obtained at each sample size n. The Wj error in the exact-fitted setting
and the W5 error in the over-fitted case are of order (log(n)/n)'/? and (log(n)/n)'/*, respectively.
These results are compatible with the theoretical results established in Theorem 4.2.

Investigating the lack of strong identifiability In Section 3.4, we discussed the lack of
strong identifiability in the mixture of negative binomial regression models. Here, we conduct
an experiment to show the posterior contraction rate of parameter estimation where the true
model is not strongly identifiable (cf. Eq. (11) holds). A dataset is drawn from a negative
binomial regression mixture model: fg(y|z) = Z?lejNB(yUl(:n, 0;), ¢;), where the covariate, x;,
is randomly generated from a uniform distribution over the interval [0, 5]; the component means
are h(z;,01) = exp(X;601), h(z;,02) = exp(X;02), where X; = (1,2;),i = 1,...,n. The true latent
mixing measure is Gy = p?5{99,¢?} + p85{98,¢3}, where the regression coefficients are 69 = (0,1)/,
09 = (log 3,1)’, the dispersion parameters are ¢ = 0.5, 3 = 1.5 and the mixing proportions are
P} = 0.4, py = 0.6. Under this simulation, Eq. (11) is satisfied. The simulated dataset is illustrated
in Figure 5.3(a). This model is not strongly identifiable.

For model fitting, we adopt the Bayesian approach and consider the exact-fitted case. Let
Z1,...Zy be the indicator variables such that P(Z; = j) = p;, for j = 1,2, and p; + p2 = 1. Then,
we have y;|(zs, Z; = j) ~ NB(h(x;,05),¢;), for i = 1,...,n and j = 1,2. To proceed with estimating
the parameter set ¥ = (p1, p2, 61,62, ¢1, P2) given the simulated data, {x;, y;}I'_;, we investigate the
posterior distributions of p = (p1,p2), 6; and ¢; (for j = 1,2). Similar to [28], we choose the prior
p to be Beta(1,1), 6; ~ Normal(0, I3) (normal distribution with identity covariance matrix), and
qb;l ~ Gamma(0.01,0.01) (a non-informative gamma distribution) for j = 1,2. The full posterior
distribution is approximated using an MCMC algorithm with details given in Appendix F. For each
different sample size n, we run the experiment 8 times. For each time running, we produce 2500
MCMC samples, discard the first 500, and use the remaining samples to estimate the expected
Wasserstein distances to Gp. The estimation error averaged over the 8 runs is reported in Fig 5.3(b).
The orange line presents an interquartile range of 8 results at each considered sample size. The

W1 error is plotted against the order ] . It can be seen that the error tends to reduce at an
0

extremely slow speed, as validated by the slow minimax bound.

Analysis of crash data To validate the applicability of the proposed theoretical result in Section
3.2 illustrated via the simulation study above, we use the dataset collected in 1995 at urban 4-legged
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Figure 5.2: Convergence rates of parameters estimation in the exact-fitted and over-fitted setting.

signalized intersections in Toronto, Canada. The same data has been explored and fitted by a
mixture of negative binomial regression models by [28], where they showed the good quality of the
dataset as well as the best-fitted model for it. This crash data set contains 868 intersections, which
have a total of 10,030 reported crashes. In their paper, the authors explicated the heterogeneity in
the dataset which came from the existence of several different sub-populations (i.e., the data collected
from the different business environments, contains a mix of fixed and actuated traffic signals, and so
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Figure 5.3: Convergence rate in exact-fitted case where the model is non-strongly-identifiable.

on). Accordingly, the mean functional form has been used for each component as below:
pii = h(Fy,0;) = 0;0F 7" Fa?? for j=1,2 and i = 1, ..., 868, (16)

where p;; is the jth component’s estimated number of crashes for intersection #; F; counts the
entering flows in vehicles/day from the major approaches at intersection i; Fy; the entering flows
in vehicles/day from the minor approaches at intersection 4; and 0; = (log(6;0),0;1,0;2)" the
estimated regression for component j. According to [28], the best model for describing the dataset
is a two-mixture of negative binomial regression where ¢1 = 9.3692, ¢o = 8.2437, p1 = 0.43,p2 =
0.57,60; = (—10.9407,0.8588,0.5056)', 6 = (—9.7842,0.3987,0.8703)".

It can be seen that the two values of ¢; and ¢9 nearly satisfy the second condition of the
pathological case mentioned in Section 3.2 (i.e., ¢1 =~ ¢2 + 1). If the first condition holds (i.e.,

% = %), then we would be in a singular situation. To verify this, we calculate <'l:;11 — ﬁ;) for all
samples (F;)%%8. The histogram of this difference can be seen in Fig. 5.4(a). By the Anderson-Darling
test, we see that this distribution is significantly different from the degenerate distribution at 0, with
the calculated p-value for this test being 1.28 x 1073, Hence, we are quite far from the pathological
situations of non-strong identifiability. In theory, the method should still enjoy the n~/2 convergence
rate if the model is well-specified and exact-fitted. We further subsample this data and calculate the
error of the estimator from the subsampled dataset to that of the whole dataset. For each sample
size, we replicate the experiment 8 times and report the average error (in blue) and the interquartile
error bar (in orange) in Fig. 5.4(b). We can see that the error is approximate of the order n~1/2.
Finally, we conduct another subsampling experiment to focus on the data corresponding to

£ ¢111 - %’ < 0.3. This data subset (with sample size 502) represents a data population that is closer

to the pathological cases of non-strong identifiability than that of the previous experiment. Note
that the difference from the degenerate distribution at 0 is still significant, so the n~'/2 convergence
rate is still achieved in theory. In particular, the black line in Fig. 5.4(b) represents the average
errors in this case after an 8-time running of the experiment. A noteworthy observation is that the
closer the data population is to a pathological situation, the slower the actual convergence to the
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true parameters will be. This result provides an interesting demonstration of the population theory
given in the previous section.

1.0 -
—— Wi(Gp, Go)
— 2.32/n'7?
200 08 A
—— Wi(Gp, Go)
- 4.28/n'?
06
\
100 0.4 A
o0 0.2 % NN ALl
NN
. il —— "
100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 05 1a n = sample size
(a) Histogram of difference p1/¢1 — pa/p2 (b) The blue line corresponds to the original data while the

black line to subsamples chosen near a pathological situation.

Figure 5.4: The impact of Crash data being near pathological cases of non-strong identifiability.

6 Conclusion

We developed a strong identifiability theory for general finite mixture of regression models and
derived rates of convergence for density estimation and parameter estimation in both Bayesian and
MLE frameworks. This theory was shown to be applicable to a wide range of models employed in
practice. It also invites interesting new questions. First, in our models mixture weights p;’s do not
vary with covarate x. It would be interesting to extend the theory to the situation of co-varying
weights. Second, while our theory is applicable to the case of unknown but finite number of mixture
components, it remains challenging to extend such a theory for infinite conditional mixtures motivated
from Bayesian nonparametrics 27, 14]. Finally, as demonstrated with the negative binomial mixtures,
although the singularity situation (i.e., strong identifiability is violated) is rare, being in the vicinity
of a singular model can be a far more common scenario. We would like to investigate more precisely
the impact on parameter estimates when the true model is in the vicinity of a singular model, and
to provide suitable statistical methods to overcome the inefficiency of inference in such situations.
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Supplement to "Strong identifiability and parameter learning in regression with
heterogeneous response"

In the supplementary material, we collect the proofs and additional information deferred from the
main text. Section A includes the proofs for all main theoretical results. Section B includes the
proofs for all remaining theoretical results. Section C and Section D provide a general theory of
M-estimators convergence rates and posterior contraction rates in the regression setting, respectively.
The EM algorithms for mixtures of regression are described in Section E.

A Proofs of main results

A.1 Identifiablity conditions and inverse bounds

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We will divide the proof into first order and second order identifiability cases.

The case r = 1:  For some k € N, suppose that there exist k distinct elements (011, 621), .. ., (01x, O2k)
€ O] x O, and a; € R, 3; € Rdl,vj € R2 as j = 1,..., K such that for almost all z,y (w.r.t.
PX X V)

3" s le) + 5] 225+ 2 ole) =

J=1

then we want to show that a; = 0,3, =0 € Rdl,yj =0eR® for j =1,..., k. Indeed, by the chain
rule, the left-hand side of the above expression is equal to

Ohy(x,01;) O

Z‘)‘Jf] (ylz) + 6T1(011])8,u
j

Tahg(.ﬁ,egj)ﬁ

7T 00, 06

(y|h1($»91j), h2($»92j))

Flha(z,015), ha(x, 025)).

Because of the identifiability of (h1, ha) (condition (A4.)), there exists a set A with Px(A) > 0 such
that (hi(x,01), ho(z, 02]-))?:1 are distinct. Therefore, by the first order identifiability of f, we have

T 8h1 (:L' 91)

T Ohg(x, 02)
fi 064

=0 % 5,

=0,

for all z € A (possibly except a Px zero-measure set). Hence, by condition (A5.), we have
Bj = 0,7 =0 for all 5 =1,..., k. This concludes the first-order identifiability of the family of
conditional densities f(-|h1, h2).

The case r = 2: For any k,s > 1, given k distinct elements (611,621), ..., (01x,02%) € ©1 X Og,
if there exist a; € R, 85 € Rdl,*yj € R% and pjt € Rdl,yjt €eR®2 ast = 1,...,sjand j=1,...,k
such that for almost all z,y (w.r.t. Px x v)

S5

0
Za]f; (ylz) + 8] 69 (ylx)+vf89 (y]z) +Z (pﬁaegfj(yw)pgt>
t=

7j=1
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Sj

S 0 9
E ) T -
’ t=1 <Vjt89§fj(y’x)yﬁ> ! ; <pjt%392fj(y|x)yjt> -0

then we want to show that a;j = 0,8; = pjs = 0 € Rdl,'yj =vjp=0¢€ R% for j =1,...,kt =
1,...,s. Indeed, again, by the chain rule, the expression above is equivalent to

Ohi(z,01) = 1 0%h(x,01;) 0
T 1 1 T
Z%fa (ylz) + < i e, T PjtT%]Pjt B*ij(ym

t=1

+Z( L R

Ohs(x, 0 . 9%hy(, 0
+ <’7JT 2(;92 2) + yj—l; 28(92 2]) ) 8¢fj (y|:L‘)

t=1

Oha(z, 0 0?2
+Z<T 2( 223)> 8¢2fj(y|x)

Sj 82 82
T 0 N )
+2 ;1 (pjt891392 fy(y\:c)ugt> 8M8¢fg (y|z) = 0. (17)

Because of the identifiability of (h1, ha) (condition (A4.)), there exists a set A with Px(A) > 0 such
that (hi(x,015), ho(z, 02]’))?:1 are distinct. By the second-order identifiability of f, then we have

CK
Ohy(z,0 Y 9%hy(x, 01, i ah1 (, 91
ﬂjTl(gl)"' pﬁ(;ﬂﬂ)pﬁ:o? Z( gt vij) )
1 t=1 1 t=1
Oha(z,02) = 1 0%ha(,0s;) i Oho(z,05;)
T 2\4, U2 T 2 T
o] P S R 0, 3 (1 P )
t=1 t=1

S5

52
E T . L) =
— <p]t 891692 f] (y|$)V]t> 07

for all x € A, possibly except a Px zero-measure set. Hence, by condition (A5.), from the third
and fifth equation above, we have o; = 0,pj; = 0,vj; =0forallt =1,...,s;,5 =1,...,k. These
together with the second and fourth equation further imply that 8; = 0,v; =0 for all j =1,... k.
We arrive at the second-order identifiability of family of conditional densities f(y|z) as desired. [

Proof of Theorem 3.2. In order to prove part (a) of the theorem, we divide it into two regimes, local
and global, and establish two following claims: for any ¢ > 0,

. Exdry(fa(-1X), fa, (-1 X))
f >0, 18
Gesko(e):lv%(a,ao)>e' Wi(G, Go) ()
. . Exdry (fa(1X), fa,(-|X))
| f : Wi (G, Gp) < 0. 19
E51% Gegclo(@){ Wl(Ga Go) 1( 5 o) Sep > ( )

25



Proof of claim (18): Suppose that this is not true, that is, there exists a sequence G,, € &(0©)
such that W1(G,, Gp) > € for all n and as n — oo,

Exdry (e, (1X). o (1X)
Wl (Gna GO)

This implies Exdrv (fa, (-1X), fa, (-] X)) — 0. Since Ak~ ©; and O are compact, there exists a
subsequence of (Gy,), (which is assumed to be (Gy,)y, itself without loss of generality) that converges
weakly to some G’ = Z?lzl p‘/j(S(gllj’g/Qj) € O, (01 x O2), where (011,05,),..., (8], 05, ) are distinct.
Hence, W1 (G', Go) > €, and Exdry (for (1| X), fa,(-|X)) = 0. Because dry (for(-|z), fa,(-]x)) >0
for all z, this implies

far(yle) = fa,(ylz) as. ina,y,

which means
ij ylhi(x,0y;), ha(x,05;)) Zp] ylhy(z 02]) ha(z, 02])) a.s. in x,y.

By the zero-order identifiability of f, we conclude that

/

ij (h1(2,01,) ha(,05,) Zp] (b (2,69, ha(2,03,) &5 in . (20)
7=1

If family (hq, ho) is identifiable, then we argue that the set {(61,,65;),. .., (674,0],)} must equal
{(69,,69,), .. (Q?ko, 98k0)} Otherwise, we can assume (without loss of generahty) that (61,605,) &
{(69,69,), .. (G?ko, ngo)} which means there exists a set A with Px(A) > 0 such that (hi(x,0},),
ho(z,605))) is dlstlnct from any pair among (hi(x,0%)), ha(z,09,)) ..., (hi(x, 09, ), ha(z, 03, )) for
all z € A. But this contradicts (20), because the left-hand side put a positive weight to the
atom (h(z,01;),h(x,0%)), which the right-hand side does not have. Hence, we have the set
{(644, 9.’21), s (O1ky le )} equals {(0(1)/1, 081/), (H?ko, H%k )}. Now, without loss of geonera(l]ity, we
can assign (911:921) (911:921) s (01 O2ky) = (‘911%7921%) Because (67;,03;), -y (01, O3, ) are
distinct, there exists z’ such that

(hl (:L‘,, 6?1)7 hg(l‘,, 081))’ SOR) (hl (xl? e?ko)v ha (xl? Hgko))
are distinct, which together with Eq. (20) entail that p; = p? for all i € {1,...,ko}. Thus, G’ = Gy,
while W1 (G', Gy) > €, a contradiction. Hence, claim (18) is proved.

Proof of claim (19): Suppose this does not hold. Then there exists a sequence Gy, € &, (0O) such

that
Exdrv(fa, (1X), fo,(-|X))
Wl(Gn7 GO)

We can relabel the atoms and weights of GG), such that it admits the following form:

Wi(Gn, Go) — 0,

— 0. (21)

ko
Gn =D P}y, 03, (22)
=1
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where p7 — p], 07 — 90 and 63; — 90 for all i € [ko]. To ease the ensuing presentation, we denote
Apl = p} —p], Aeh =07 — 90 and Aby; = 05, — 98] for i € [ko]. Then, using the coupling

between G, and Gg such that it put mass min{p?,p?} on o (07,,03,),(69,,62,))> We can verify that
k) ¥ J7

ko
Wi(Gn, Go) < Y |Apj | + 0 (| A0 | + [|A05;]]) =: D1 (G, Go)- (23)
=1

The remainder of the proof is composed of three steps.

Step 1 (Taylor expansion) To ease the notation, we write for short

ff(y‘x) = f(y|hl($v e(l)j)a hQ(l'a 93]))7

and

f]n(y‘x) = f(y|h1(x70711j)7 hQ(xvegj))7

forall j =1,..., k. Because f(y|hi(x,61), ho(z,02)) is differentiable with respect to 6 for all z,y, by
applying Taylor expansion up to the first order and the chain rule, we find that for all j =1,..., kg,

0 0
i ylz) = £ (yle) = (M?j)Tafelff(y!w) + (A9§j)T872f§’(y!w) + Rj(z,y),

where R;(z) is Taylor remainder such that R;(z,y) = o HAG H + HAQ”

) for i € [ko]. Combine

the above expression for j = 1,..., kg, we have
ko P
e () — Fanlylr) = D (Ap) F2(ula) + 0} (A0 0 (y1a)
i=1 !
V23 n a
+p; (Agzj)T%f]Q(y’x) + R(z,y), (24)

where R($,y) = Zz lij( ) = O(Zfilp? (HAH{ZJ
R(z,y)/D1(Gn,Gp) — 0 as n — oo for all z,y.

b )) From Eq. (23), we have

Step 2 (Extracting non-vanishing coefficients) From Eq. (21) and (23), we have that

Exdrv(fa,(1X), fa,(-1X))
Dl(Gn7 GO)

-0 (n— o). (25)

We can write

fou(9l2) = feo(yle) _ <™ . -
YT S a8 ule) + (5) £ 0le) + (1) g k)

(26)
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Ap’-‘) HOYe (Ab

J b ( 1 ) b ( 2)

where o = ——~2 _ R, g = L ¢ R% and 47 = —L—=2"_ ¢ R%. From the
" Dy(Gy, Go) o= DG Go) 7T Dy(Gh, Go)

definition of D (G, Gy), we have

ko ko ko
Dolafl )18+ D il =1,
i=1 i=1 i=1

therefore (a?) is in [—1,1], (87) is in [—1,1]% and (y?) is in [~1, 1]%, by compactness of those sets,
there exist subsequences of (o), B and ~/* (without loss of generality, we assume it is the whole
sequence 1tse1f) such that o — a; € [-1,1], 8% — B € [-1,1]7 as n — oo for all i = 1,..., k. As

ZZ: lai| + ZZ: |Bill + Zl: 7|l = 1, at least one of them is not zero.

Step 3 (Deriving contradiction via Fatou’s lemma) By Fatou’s lemma, we have

foing ZExdry (fa, (1X), fao (1X))
naoo D1 (Gn, Go)

= liminf dIP’X(a:)/ dv(y)
X Yy

| faa(yl) = fa, (yl@)
> /X dPx (z) /y dv(y) <hnngg;f D1(Go, Go)

e Ja, (ylT) — foo(yle)
z/Xd]P’X(x)/ydu(y) lim inf

n—0oo Dl(GnaGO)
0
/X dPx (x / Za]fj (v12) + (5) "5 fj<y|x> (0) " g P wlo)|.

fe.(ylz) — fa,(ylz)
D1(Gn, Go)

)

Exdrv(fa,(1X), fa,(-| X))
Dl(Gn7 GO)

Since lim,,— oo = 0, we have

Z%foy\x 89) g 190l) + 00)T o F0le) = 0. sy, 0

where at least one of oy, 5;,7; are not 0. But by the identifiability of family of conditional densities
f (condition (Al.)), we have oy = -+ =y, =0, f1 =+ = B, =0 and 73 = --- = 7, = 0. Hence,
we arrive at a contradiction and conclude claim (19).
For part (b) of the theorem, in a similar spirit we can achieve the conclusion by proving the
following claims:
e Exdrv(aliX), fo, (1)
GEOK (O):Wa(G,Go)>¢’ W2(G, Go)

>0, (28)

for any € > 0, and

m  inf { EXdTV(fG2('|X), fG,o (-1 X))
0 GEOK () W3(G, Go)

: WQ(G, Go) < 6} > 0. (29)
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The proof of claim (28) is similar to that of claim (18) and is omitted. Now we proceed to prove
claim (29). Suppose this does not hold. So there exists a sequence G,, € Ok (0) such that

Exdry (pa, (11 X), pa, (-] X))

Wo(Gy. Go) — 0
2(Gn; Go) = W2 (G Go)

— 0. (30)

We can assume that all G, have the same number of atoms (by extracting a subsequence if needed)
and relabel the atoms and weights of G, such that it admits the following form:

ko+l S5
Gn = Z Zp?t%?ﬁﬂ;ﬂ)» (31)
j=1 t=1

where >°77 P — p?, 01 — 90 and 0y, — 98] for all j € [ko + 1], p? = 0 for all j > ko, and

(69,,69,),. "’(0?(k0+l)703(k0+l)) are dlstlnct For all j,t, we denote A7), := 07, — 67,, Aby;, =
055, — 09, and Apl} := S P} — p}. We have
ko+
w316 < 3 (2] + 3ot (1005 + [205) ) = a6 o
j=1

As in part (a) the remainder of the proof is divided into three steps.

Step 1 (Taylor expansion) To ease the notation, we write for short

f]o(y|x) = f(y‘hl(x79(1]j)7 hQ(xvegj))ﬂ ﬁ(y’w) = f(y\hl(x, e?jt)v h2($7 egjt))v

forallt =1,...,s5,7 =1,..., ko + 1. Because f(y|hi(z,61),h2(z,02)) is differentiable up to the
second order with respect to 601,05 for all x,y, by applying Taylor expansion up to the second order
and the chain rule, we find that

Ti(ylz) = £} (ylz) = (Ml]t) fo(y!w) + (8035, 2f})(w%)

1 1 T 0

§<A91]t) 80% ff(ylw)(M’fjt) + §(A95jt) Tegfgt‘)(ym)(Aggjt)

82
(D05 g ) ule) (M) + i)

2
where R;(x,y) is Taylor remainder such that R;j(z,y) = o <HA9’fth ) for i € [ko +1]. Therefore,

ko+1 ko+l Sj
fan ) = faotylz) = (Ap) £ wle) + D) ph(fiyle) — £ (yl2))
=1 1 t=1
Zo+l Zo-l—l 9
- Z Ap] f] y|$ + Z (me A91]1‘, ) felfjo(yu‘)

0
+ Z (szj A02jt ) 8792f]0(y|x)
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kot+l ~S; . n

> (5 a0 g T 1) (807,)

k0+l i .n

. Z (Z p;(Ae%t)T;H%f? (i) (A55))

wt 5 o2
> (375 (0000 g 0 8050) R (5

where R(z,5) = 3, plRu(2,9) = 0 (z]tpﬁ (HA@WH + |20,
Eq. (32), we have R(z,y)/D2(G,,Gy) — 0 as n — oo for all z,y.

>) From the expression in

Step 2 (Extracting non-vanishing coefficients) From Eq. (30) and (32), we have that

Exdry (fa,(1X), fa,(1X))
Dy (Gh, Go)

-0 (n— ). (34)

We can write

fG (y‘x) fG’ (y’x) ko+1 ko+l ko+l
- S = "l f (yle) + Z b =g f“ (ylz) + Z o T

DQ(GnaGO) i—1 89
ko+l S5
+Z(Z ) 892f0 o)) + Z(Z o) 392f0<y\x>< o)
j=1 =1
ko+l S5

+22 <Z (r51) ae 59,11 W) (] )) R(z,y), (35)

where

o — (Ap?> e — f]:1 p;'Lt<A9711jt) n_ 2?:1 p;'Lt(Aegjt)

1T Da(GnGo) 7T Do(GyGo) T T Da(Gr,Go)

gt 2D2(Gn,G0)’ 7t 2D2(Gn7G0)’
for all j € [ko +[]. From the definition of Dy(G,, Gp), we have

and

ko+l ko+l s; ko+l s;
Z’a"’”ZZHTﬁH +23 > [ln]* =
j=1 t=1 j=1 t=1

1
so that M, := max;{|a}], 7], ][} ]I, ||r}7‘t||2, ||v;1t|]2} is always bounded below by 574 for all n, and

does not converge to 0. Denote

of = aj /My, B} =] /My, vi = ¢} [My, pj =15/ Mn, vj, =05 /\/ My.
forallt=1,...,s;,7=1,...,ko +[. By compactness and subsequence argument, we can have that

af —aj € [-1,1],8} — Bj € [—1,1]% and Ve = v € [~1,1]92, and P — pjt € [—1, 1]%, Vi, —

vjt € R% as n — oo for all ¢, j, and at least one of those limits is not zero.
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Step 3 (Deriving contradiction via Fatou’s lemma) By Fatou’s lemma, we have

2 Exdrv(fa,(1X), fo, (1X))

lm inf Da(Crr-Co)

~liminf 3 [ dx(@) /y v (y) fG"%';)GLJEgy‘@

> [ aexto) [ ant) (it - |Loll2) = el
> /X dPx (z) /y dv(y) hnnigéf]\; fGn<ly)|2ﬂf(>GmJ28)(ylx)

ko+1

> aif{le) +(8) fj<y|> SO fj<y\x>

Jj=1

- /X dPx () /y dv(y)

+ Z P]t 92f y’.’IJ P]t + Z V]t 02 f]o(y|x)(1/]t)
2

Sj

0
+2 ;(pjm 56,90, £yl (vje)]-

. . 1 Exdrv(fc,(1X), fa,(1X)) - : : ;
S limy, oo — n -0 =0, the int d in the right hand side of the ab
ince lim,, A Dy (G Go) e integrand in the right hand side of the above
display is 0 for almost all x,y. By the second order identifiability of f(y|z), all the coefficients are
0, which contradicts with the fact derived in the end of Step 2. We arrive at the conclusion of

claim (29).

O

Proof of Proposition 3.2. We want to prove that for h; and he being completely identifiable, then
for any k > 1 and distinct pairs (011,621), ..., (01, 02x) we have

(hi(,011), ha(z,021)), ..., (hi(z,01%), ha(z, Oar))

are distinct almost surely. For any i # j, because (615, 02;) # (615, 02;), we have either 6y; # 61; or
B2; # 02;. By the complete identifiability of hy and hg, we have either

]Px({.%‘ . hl(x,ﬂli) = hl(x,ﬂlj)}) = O,

Px({l‘ : hg(w,egi) = hg(x,ggj)}) =0.

Hence,

Px({z: (hi(z,01:), ha(x,02:)) = (ha(w,015), ha(x,6025))})

= Px({x : h1($,91i) = hl(x,Hlj),hg(a:,Hgi) = hg(l‘,egj)})

S min{PX({x : hl(l',(gh‘) = hl(at,Hlj)}),IP’X({a: : hg(&?,@gi) = h2($,92j>})}
=0.

Now consider the set

A= Uicici<rir s (hi(z,01), ha(w, 02;)) = (hai(z,015), ha(z, 025))},
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we have
pw(A) < D p{x s (ha(x,010), hol, 02:)) = (ha (@, 01), ha(x, 02;))}) = 0.
1<i<j<k

Therefore, (hi(z,011), ha(z,021)), ..., (h1(x,01%), ho(x, b)) are distinct on A°, where Px(A°) =
1. O

Proof of Proposition 5.4. (a) This comes directly from the fact that if hy and hy are Lipschitz. For
any Go = Z?Oﬂ P?(S(eg’j,agj) €&, (0),G = Zfil Pid(91,,00,) € Eg(O), we have

)

ha(2,09;) = ha(x,01)] < e1]|67; — O

and
|ha(x,69;) — ha(z,02:)] < c2||69; — b2

forany j =1,...,ko,i=1,...,K and all € X, where ¢; and ¢y are constants which only depend
on hy and ha. Hence for any couphng (ql])K ko of (p )K1 and (pJ )] 1, we have

ZCﬁj(H91i — 0% + [|62: — 635]))

)

> C1 ) qij(|h(w, 01) — h(z, 609))] + |A(w, 1) — h(z, 65;)])

1,J

for C1 = 1/ max{cy, co} and for all x € X. Taking infimum with respect to the LHS, we have

W, (G GO) Z Zp](s(hl 1913) ha( xe ij (h1(x,015),h2(x,025)) | »
Jj=1 j=1

Taking the expectation with respect to Px we obtain

ko K
Wi(G,Go) = CLEXWo | D D0 (x.00,)ha(x.08,))> D P30 (X 61,)ha((X.62,))
j=1 j=1

(b) For any coupling (qij)f’(jiol of (p;)K | and (pj)k0 , we have

K K ko
Ex | piln(X,61) — Zpohl X090 <> qijlha (X, 015) — ha (X, 69))|
i=1 ij=1
K, ko
< D aer [0 - 03]
ij=1

Taking infimum of all feasible (g;;); ;, this implies

K ko
Ex | piha(X,01) = Y pihi(X,6);)| < et Wi(G, Go).
i=1 j=1

Doing similarly for hs, we have the conclusion. O
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A.2 Convergence rates for conditional density estimation and parameter esti-
mation

Firstly, we combine the inverse bounds (Theorem 3.2) with the convergence theory for density
estimation to derive convergence rates for parameter estimation that arise in regression mixture
models as presented in Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Recall that with the assumptions in this theorem, we have
EXdTV(fGafGo) > ClWl(G7 GO) VG € gko(@)v

and for any K > ko,
EXdTV(qu fG()) 2 CQWQQ(Ga GO) VG c OK(@)7

for C,Cy > 0 only depend on O, Gy, f, h1, he, and K. Besides,
V2dy(fa, fa,) = Exdrv(fa, fa,) VG, Go.
Combining these inequalities with the concentration inequality given in Theorem 4.1 to have
Pe, (W1 (G, Go) > C8) < P, (du(fa, fa,) > V2CC18) < cexp(—nd?/c?),
for the exact-fitted setting, since Gn € Eky (©). In the over-fitted setting, a similar argument yields
Pey (W3(Gh, Go) > C8) < Pay (A (fa, fa,) > V2CC58) < cexp(—nd?/c?).
O

Next, we proceed to prove Theorem 4.3 which is concerned with the convergence rates of
conditional density estimation.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. The proof is a generalization of proof of Theorem 3.1 in [8]. First we prove
that if for any fixed k£ and for all € € (0,1/2), these claims hold

og(1/e) (36)

1/€
og(1/e), (37)

then by applying Theorem 4.1, we can arrive at our conclusion. Indeed, since

(5 (52)

for all densities f, g, fo, we have

log N(€, F(0), |- o) =

1
HB(E,]:k(@),EH) <1

2

Hp(u, 70, u), | ly) < Hp(u, Pu(Q), dn),

for all w > 0. Thus, we can bound the bracketing entropy integral as follows

—1/2

)
76,7 0,8) < / HY (u, Fo(©), dgr)du v 6
52213
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N

/6 log(1/u)du vV §
6

2913
< 8log(2'3/6%) v §
< 0log(1/9).
Hence, if we choose ¥(§) = dlog(1/6), then ¥(0) 3= j(é,f}c/z(@,é)), U (5)/6 =log(1/9)(1/9) is a
non-increasing function, and for d,, = O((log(n)/n)/?), we have

Vs 5= log(n) [V = W(5,).

Therefore, the result of Theorem 4.1 says that there exist constant C' and ¢ such that

P (dH(féna fGo) >C logﬂ@) < exp(_CIOg(n))a

which is the conclusion. It remains to verify (36) and (37).

Proof of claim (36) Since ©; and ©4 are compact, for all € > 0, there exists a e-net By of (01, ]|-])

d. dq d da
and By of (Og, ||-||) with the cardinality |B;| < (mm(@ﬁ) and |Ba| < (m(@2)> . We also
€ €

5\ K

know that there exists a enet A for (A*~L ||| ) such that |A| < <> (I8]). We consider the
€

following subset of Fj(©)

k

C={pc:G= Zpi5(01j,92j)a (pi)izy € A, 015 € By,0o; € BoVi}.
i=1

We can see that

k : di1k . dok
C|:|A|><|Bl|k><\32|k§<i> (dam(@1>> <dam<@2>> _

€ €

For any G = Y% | pida,, € Ok(©), there exist (p;)F_; € A and 0; € B such that |p; — p;| < € and
b

< eforall i. Let G = Zle pidg, and G' = Zle Pidg,;, by triangle inequality, we have

Ifelz) — felz)l < feylz) — for (yl)llo + 1 for (ylx) = faylo)ll

M=

<> _pi = il 1 f (lha(z,015), ha(z, 025))]l

1

<.
Il

+
-

<
Il
—

Pj H(f(ylhl(zﬁlj)vh2($792j)) — f(ylh (. 0,y). hQ(‘T’ézj))Hm

A
Mw

Ip; — Dl 1f (wlha(z, 015), ha(x, 025))||

)
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<.
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+
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<

where we apply the assumptions that || f(y|u, ¢)||,, is bounded uniformly in (p, ¢) € H, and the
uniform Lipschitz of f and hi, hy. Hence C forms a e-net of Fj(©). This implies that

N(e, F(®), ) < (5)k (diam(@”)dlk (diam<@2>>d2k.

€ € €

Taking the logarithm of both sides, we arrive at the conclusion of claim (36).

Proof of claim (37) We first construct an e-bracketing for F5(©) under ¢; norm. Let i be a small
number that we can choose later, and fi, ..., fas is a n-net for F(0©) under |||, for M < log(1/e).
Denote by Cy an upper bound for || f(y|u, @), for all (i, ¢) € H. From our assumptions, we can
construct an envelope for Fi(0) as follows

dy exp(—da|y|®), Vy>cory<c

H(:U,y)z{c,17 Vy € e, ¢,

where we can assume that ¢ > 0 and ¢ < 0. Then, we can create the brackets [f{(x,y), f¥ (z,9)]M,
by

() == max{fi(ylz) = 0.0}, f7(2,y) = max{fiylz) +n, H(z,y)}.
Because for all f € F;(©), we have a f; such that ||f — fi|| ., < n, it can be seen that f(y|z) €
[fE(z,y), fV(x,y)] for all x,y. Therefore, Fx(©) C UM, [fF, fV]. Besides, for any C' > ¢ and C < c,

we have

y=C
/ (Y~ FE)IP(@)du(y) < / / (7 — })d(x)dv(y)

z Jy=C
4 / / (Y~ P dv(y)
z J{y<Cu{y>C}
<n(@-C)+ / dy exp(—daly|™)dv(y)
{y<CYu{y>C}
<n(@-C)+ / dy exp(—ful)[u] /45~ du(y)
{u<ds|C|93 Y U{u>d2C™3 }
< 0(C = C) + Cexp(—dsC™) — Cexp(dsC®), (38)

where we use the change of variable formula u = da|y|%, and the fact that when v is the Lebesgue
measure:

/> exp(—u) (u)l/d3_1 du = zl/d3ez/ (1+ s)l/drle*”

0
L < Z/dsg—z

< l/dg —z
=7 € 2—1/d3+1 ’

for all z > 0. Notice that if f is a probability mass function (i.e., v is discrete), we can change the
integral to sum, and the result still holds because

o0

S exp(—dafyl®) < / _exp(—dly[*)dy.

y=C+1 v=
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Now, let C' = &(log(1/n))"/%,C = c(log(1/n))"/%, we have

1\ Vs
179 = £E), < ™ (1og (n)) ,

where dy = max{1, d2c®,ds|c|?}. Hence, there exists a positive constant ¢ which does not depend
on 7 such that

Hp(en™ (log(1/n)) /%, Fi(©), l,) < log(1/n).
Let € = en®(log(1/1))Y/ %, we have log(1/¢) < log(1/n). Combining with inequality ||-||, < h? yields

Hp(e, Fi(©),h) < Hp(e®, Fi(O), |I-Il,) < log(1/€?) < log(1/e).
Thus, we have proved claim (37). O

Finally, we obtain upper bounds on the tail probability for some popular family of distributions
in order to verify that they satisfy all conditions of Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Proposition /.1. Since the parameter space A is compact, we can assume it is a subset of
some [)\, A}, where A > 0 and A < 0. If the family of distribution is discrete, then obviously its
probability mass function is bounded uniformly by 1.

(a) For the family of normal distribution {f(y|u,c?) : p € [, A], 02}, we have that

flylp,o?) < exp(—y/80?), (39)

To2

for all y > 2\ or y < 2\.

(b) For the family of Binomial distribution Bin(N, ¢), we can see that it is discrete and domain of ¢
is bounded. Therefore the conclusion is immediate.

(c) For the family of Poisson distribution f(y|\), we have that f(y|\) = 0Vy < 0 and

Y
FON = = < exp(-),

_ /2
for all y > 2(X\e)? due to the inequality y! > (%)y .

(d) For the family of negative binomial distribution f(y|u, ¢), we also have f(y|u,®) = 0Vy < 0, and

_ _ /2
Pl <7t () <ot (L) < (L)
’ w+0) — n+60) ~\u+60

for all y large enough compared to @ and ¢. O
Proof of Theorem /./. Similar to the proof of Theorem 4.2, with 6 = \/log(n)/n (and using Theo-
rem 4.3 instead of Theorem 4.1). O
A.3 Posterior contraction theorems

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Tt suffices to verify conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem D.1 in Appendix D in
order to arrive at the conclusion, with F = F,, = {fo : G € O} and ¢, = (log(n)/n)"/2.
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Checking condition (i): We need to show that the prior distribution puts enough mass around
the true (conditional) density function fg,, i.e., to obtain a lower bound for II(Ba(fg,, €n)). First,
consider the ball {G € Ok (0) : Wi(G,Gy) < Ce2} for a constant C' to be chosen later. By
Lemma 2.1, we have EXd%I(fGO, fa) < C1Ce%, where C; depends on ©. Because CCe? < e for all
sufficiently large n, we have Ep « s, (fao/fc) < M. By Theorem 5 in [39], we have

log(VM /+/CClep)
log(V'M /1/CC1ey)?.

Epy K(fco: fa) < €

Epy Ka(fco: fa) < €
Hence, for M = log(v/M //CC1), we have

I(Ba(fay, Men)) > H(W1(G, Go) < Cey).

However, for all G = Zfil Pid(6,,,6,,) Such that [|61; — 03] < en/(4ko), [|02i — 03] < €n/(4ko), |pi —
Y| < €n/(4kpdiam(01) x diam(O2)), we have

SN :m

ko
Wi(Go,G Z Py A pi)([|61i — 03| + ||62: — 03;]]) + [pi — p?|(diam(O1)diam(O5))

IN
™

ne

Due to assumption (B1.), the prior measure of this set is asymptotically greater than €, Hence
I(Wi(G, Go) < Cep) = €y 1= €8,

as e, = (log(n)/n)"/2.

Checking condition (ii): We need to provide an upper bound for the entropy number log N (F, dg, €,).
By Lemma 2.1,

E?{(f@fco) < Exdrv(fa fa,) < Wi(G, Go)

We use the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 4.3. Since ©1 and O are compact, for all € > 0,
diam(©;)\ "
there exists an e-net By of (©1,||) and By of (2, ||-||) with the cardinality |B;| < <m1(1)>
€

: do
and | By| < diam(©2)
€

k
5
. Moreover, there exists an e-net A for (A¥~1||-|| ) such that |A| < <) .
€
We consider the following subset of F

k
C={G:G= ijfs(elj,ezjy (Pj)§:1 € A,01j € B1,0y5 € BoV j}.
i1

k 3 d1k‘ . dgk}
|C| = |A| x |B1|F x |By|* < (5> <dlam(@1)) (dlam(@?)> .
€

€ €

Note that

For any G = Zlepié(gljﬂ%) € Or(©), there exist (pJ)J 1 € A and 0 € B such that [p; — pj| < e,
and H91j - ész < én, |25 — éQjH < ey forall j. Let G = ijlpi (01;.,02,) and G' = Zizlpié(gmgm,
by the triangle inequality, we have

Wl (Ga é) < Wl(Ga G/) + WI(G/7 é)
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IA
Mw

— ﬁj]2(diam(@1) + diam(©2))

.
Il
—

_|_

M»

s~ -0 <
1

J

This implies that the covering number

N(en, F,dp) < <5>k (charn((a1)>dlk (dialn(@g)>d2k-

€n €n €n

Taking logarithm of both sides, we obtain log N (e, F,dy) < log(1/e,) < ne2. Now, we are ready
to apply Theorem D.1 to conclude the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 4.6. The proof of this theorem is similar to that of Theorem 4.2. It is a direct
consequence of Theorem 4.5, where we proved that the posterior contraction rate of dy (fg, fa,) is
(log(n)/n)'/2, and the inverse bounds (Theorem 3.2), where we showed that dg (fg, fa,) = Wi(G, Go)
in the exact-fitted case and dy(fa, fa,) = W2(G, Gy) in the over-fitted case. O

Now we are to establish the consistency of the number of parameters and the posterior contraction
rate of the latent mixing measure in a Bayesian estimation setting, where the regression mixture
model is endowed with a "mixture of finite mixture" prior. The proof makes a crucial usage of
Doob’s consistency theorem (7] Theorem 6.9, or [25] Theorem 2.2).

Proof of Theorem 4.7. For each latent mixing measure G, we write k(G) as its number of (distinct)
support points. Recall that we have a prior II on G = U2, &, which is a subset of the complete
and separable Wasserstein space endowed with metric Wj. By assumption, G (and hence k(G)) is
identifiable. By Doob’s consistency theorem [6] (or [7] Theorem 6.9), there exists Gy C G such that
I1(Gp) = 1 and for any Gy € Gy N &y,, i.e. those Gy € Gy that that have ky supporting atoms, we
have

P(k(G) = kolz™, y") = E[1(K(G) = ko) 2", y!"] — 1(k(Go) = ko) =1,

almost surely in ®3°,Pg,. For the mixture of finite mixtures prior, K represents the (random)
number of components. Moreover, by assumption, given K = k, the prior distributions on p = (p;) ;?:1
and (0; )k_1 are absolutely continuous, and set G = Z .1 Pj0g;. Thus, under the induced prior II on

the mixing measure, we have k(G) = K for II-almost all G. This entails that there exists g() cg
such that I1(G)) = 1 and for any Gy € G}, we have

P(k(G) = K|z gy =1 vn>1 as oF, Pg,.
Now, for any G € Gp N G|, by the calculus of probabilities

K = k(G), K(G) = kolz"], "))



Thus, P(K = k0|x[”},y[”]) — las ®2, Pg,, provided that Gy € Go N G) N &,. Then, with

€n = /log(n)/n, we can bound:

(G : Wi(G, Go) = enlal™, y") = ST € §4(0) : Wi(G, Go) = enlal™, yI™)
k=1

< (K # kol ")

The first term goes to 0 Pg,-almost surely, thanks to the argument above. For the second term, we
apply the first part of Theorem 4.6 to conclude that it tends to 0 in Pg,-probability.
O

B Proofs of remaining main results

B.1 Basic inequalities

Proof of Lemma 2.1. Let G = Z{ilpié(gu’g%) and recall that Gg = Zfozl p?5(90 60 )- To ease the
J

135>

presentation, denote f;(y|x) = f(y|hi(x, 61;), ho(x,02;)) and fjo(y|ac) = f(y|h1(a:,9?j), hg(l‘,ﬁgj)) for
i=1,....,.K,7=1,...,ky. We have

K ko
Exdry (fa(1X), foo (1X)) = /X dPx /y av()|S pifiyle) — 3 0 £ wl)
i=1 j=1

K ko

- /X dPx /y dv(y) 221 g (fille) — FOyle))
K, ko
= v (ylz) = FO(ylz
gzq /X dPx /y dv(y) | filylz) — 12 (yla)]

for any coupling (qij)fj?iol of (p;)X | and (p?)?ozl. But because of the uniform Lipschitz assumption
of f and hq, ha, we have

| filyle) — f7(yl)| < e(|ha(e, 01i) — ha(x, 0))] + [ha(x, 02i) — ha(x, 65;)]),

and then
| filyle) — 7 (yla)| < cer||0ni — 0| + cea ||62i — 03] V.
Therefore,
K ko
Exdry(fa(1X), fao(1X)) < emax{er,e2} > aij([|6ns — 03] + || 620 — 63;)),
i,7=1

for all z,y. Taking infimum of all feasible (g;;); ; to obtain

Exdry (fa(-1X), fa,(1X)) < Wi(G, Go).
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Remark B.1. By inspecting the proof above, we see that the results still hold if we change the
uniform Lipschitz condition of A1 and ho to the integrability of the Lipschitz constants, i.e. there
exist ¢1(z), ca(x) for all z € X such that

hi(z,01) — hy(z,07) < c1() |61 — 6]

y hg(a:,@g) — hg(x,@é) < Cg(x) H92 — 9/2

E

for all 61, 02,0],60,, and Exc;(X) < 00, Exca(X) < co. This condition is weaker than the uniformly
Lipschitz condition in x.

B.2 Identifiability results

Proof of Proposition 3.1. (a), (b): Can be found in |2, 16].
(c) First, we will establish the first order identifiability condition when 2K < N + 1. Suppose
that g1, qo,...qx € [0, 1] are distinct and there exist a1,...,ak, B1,..., Bk such that

. . 0 . o0 .
a1Bin(ylq1) + - - + axBin(ylgx) + b1 aqum(y!cn) + BKaqum(y\qK) =0, (40)
for all y =0,1,...,N. Direct calculation gives
K K 5
(1 —a)N Yo+ Y /(1 -g)V Y8 =0, ¥y=0,...,N. (41)
i=1 i=1 9q

Because this is a system of linear equations of (o, 3;)K, it suffices to show that the following
(N + 1) x 2K matrix has independent columns

Q—q)V - Q=ge)¥ Z(0-q)¥ - L1 —gx)V
o) o]
@ R ey SR

Multiplying this matrix with the following upper triangular matrix

N N N
LG G ()
N-1 N-1
0 1 ( 1 ) (N—l)
N-2
0 0 1 - (v
0 O 0 1
we only need to prove the following (N + 1) x 2K matrix
1 - 1 0 0
a Qi 1 1
@ a2 o 20
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has independent columns. Because 2K < N + 1, it suffices to prove that det(D;) # 0, for

1 e 1 0 . 0
¢ e qK 1 e 1
Di=| ¢ - & 21 T 25 : (42)
K— K— K— K—
Gt T QK -t - (2K - Dt
In the following, we will prove that det(D1) = [];<; ;< (@ — qj)*, so that it is different from 0 if
qi,--.,qn are distinct as in our assumption. We borrow an idea in calculating the determinant of
the Vandermonde matrix. Note that det(D;) is a polynomial of ¢1, 2, ..., qx, with the degree of
each ¢; no more than 4K — 4. Let us treat g1 = = as a variable, while ¢o, ..., gx as constants, and
prove that
1 1 1 0 0 0
z @ o ax 1 1 1
fi(z) =det | 2? a3 e 4k 2z 22 e 29K
22K-1 q%Kil qf(K71 (2K —1)z?K-2 (2K — 1)q§K72 - (2K - l)qf(K*2

is a polynomial having degree 4(K — 1) of  and can be factorized as H£2($ — q;)*. Tt suffices for

us to show f(z), f/(z), f”(z), f®) (z) all attains ¢ as solutions, and similar for other ¢;’s. It can be
seen that fi(gz2) is a determinant of a matrix with identical first two columns, therefore fi(g2) = 0.
For the derivative of f1, we use the derivative rule for product (fg) = f'g + ¢'f to have that f(x)
equals

0 1 - 1 0 0 e 0
1 q2 oo qK 1 1 oo 1
det 2z @ 4k 2 2¢2 e 29K
(2K — 1)x?K=2 g2F-t .. gZ2K1 K - 1)2?f 72 2K - 1)g2F % .. 2K - 1)¢2f 2
+
1 1 . 1 0 0 e 0
x 72 e gk 0 1 - 1
det | 2° a4k 2 2q2 e 2qxk As the first
KL g2kt gETL K - 1)(2K - 2)2*K 7 2K - 1)K - (2K - 1)3E

matrix has identical first and (K + 1)-th columns, its determinant equals 0. Hence, f](z) equals

1 1 e 1 0 0 e 0
r @ 4K 0 1 e 1
det | «° G 4k 2 22 . 2qK
oKL g2kt L g2FTL K - 1)(2K - 2)2*K 7 K - 1)K - 2K - 1)giE
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Now consider f{(g2). It is the determinant of a matrix that has identical first two columns, so
f1(g2) = 0. Continuing to apply the derivative rule for products of functions, we have that f{(z)
equals

0 1 1 0 0 0
1 q2 qK 0 1 1
det 2z @k 2 2¢2 e 24K
2K -1 2 gf o g T K —a)a® 7 2K - 1)g3 7 - (2K —1)gi
z 0 .. qx 0 1 ... 1
+det | 2? G gk 0 2q> e 2k
xQKfl qu—l qi(K—l H§:1(2K_7;)I2K74 (2K_ l)qu—Z (QK—l)qi»K_Q

Substitute z = ¢y in the formula above, the first matrix has identical first and (K + 2)-th column,
and the second matrix has identical first two columns. Hence, f](g2) = 0. Continue applying

derivative one more time, we have fl(S) (x) equals

0 1 . 1 0 0 . 0
0 @2 o 4k 0 1 . 1
det 2 é & 2 20 . 2an
[[L, 2K — a2 @gF o @f ™t T, K —i)2® ™ 2K —1)gg" 2 - (2K — 1)gil
0 1 e 1 0 0 e 0
q2 e qK 0 1
+ det 2z @é o dk 2 2q2 e 2k
(2K — 1)2?5-2 gkt o @K T 2K —i)2?K 7t 2K - 1)ga" 2 . 2K - 1)@k
0 1 e 1 0 0 e 0
q2 e qK 0 1 cee 1
+ det 2 B gk 0 2q2 e 24K
(2K — 12?572 gf=t o gFT T 2K —i)2?k 7t 2K - 1)g" ™ . 2K - 1)@
1 1 1 0 0 e 0
T q2 e qK 0 1 e 1
+det | o G 4k 0 2g> e 29K
mZKfl qu—l qf(K—l H?:1(2K_i)I2K75 (2K_ 1)q§K—2 (2K— l)qu—Q

The first matrix has two identical columns, so its determinant is 0. Meanwhile, when we substitute
& = gy into the other three matrices, each also has identical columns. Hence, f®)(gg) = 0. We
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obtain that fi(z) o HfiQ(w —q;)*. By treating qa, ..., qx as variables respectively and applying the
same argument, we have

det(Dy) =[] (ai—a)" #0,

1<i<j#K

whenever q1, g9, ..., qx are distinct.

The proof for establishing the second order identifiability when 3K < N + 1 is similar, where the
determinant of the derived 3K x 3K matrix is [Ty, ;2 (qi —¢;)° # 0.

(d) For the family of negative binomial distributions, the density is given as

NB(yl, ¢) = Fﬁ?g;f) <¢iu>y <¢iu>¢'

Suppose that pq, ..., ux are distinct, and there exist oy, ..., ax, B1, .-, 8K, 11, ---, Y& such that for
every y € N

K 92
> aiNB(y|ui, ¢ +ZB2 B(y|pi, ¢ +Z%a sNB(ylpi, ) = 0. (43)
i=1

We will show that oy =---=ag =01 = =Frx =71 =...7x = 0. Indeed, Eq. (43) is simplified

as below

T y_1< ¢ >¢+1y_ﬂi
2%<¢+uz> <¢+m> ;61<¢+m> S+ i) O+

K y—2 B+1
Wi ¢ 1
+ %( ) <¢>+m> (¢+M)3[¢(y—m)2—y(2m+¢)+u?]

—0, (44)

for all y € N. Without loss of generality, assume g is the largest value in the set of {1, ..., ux}.

is implies that is also the largest value in the set o s eens . Dividing bot
Thi lh¢ Iso the 1 lue in th f¢i1 ¢iK Dividing both
M1 127¢
y—2 y—2
sides of Eq. (44) by <¢ _l:lM) [b(y — p1)? — y(2u1 + @) + p3] = <¢ —/fm) A1(y), we obtain

“ ( 11((212;)11 2 <¢iiﬂi>2<¢fﬂi>¢All(y)
% (o) ) (555 (57 ui>¢+l @ A
o (M) (75) et

¢ o+1 1
o <¢+M1) (¢ + )3 — v el 1

_.I_

'Mw nMw EMN

Il
I\

+ Yi
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Let y — oo in (45), we get 1 = 0. After dropping =1 in (44), the remaining terms of the equation is

y—1
) (y— 1), we have

ia (qubﬂu))yl( i >< ¢ >¢ 1
<\ (@ + i) d+pi) \o+pi) y—m

=

K -1 P+1
Nz(b"’_ﬂl))y ( ¢ ) (y—m) 1
+Zﬂz(u1 (¢ + i) ¢+ i y—p1) o+ p
)

divided by ( . ilu
1

1=2
K -2 ¢+1
pi(d + p1) \? < ¢ ) 1 Ai(y)
+Z§;% (,Lbl ¢+Mz)> O+ 1 (o4 )3y —
d) d+1 1 y N
+/61<¢+H1> ¢+M1_O’ y € N. (46)

Taking the limit y — oo both sides of Eq. (46), we get 51 = 0. Continuing this procedure, we set
Y
Br =0and v = 0in Eq. (43), then divide < M

n on both sides of the remaining equation.
K1

The final result leads to the following:
K
| Mi(¢+ﬂl)>y< ¢ >¢
lz;al (M1(¢+Mi> ¢+ i
z¢+u1))y< i >_1< ¢ )¢+1y—ui
+Zﬁl< 1@ +pi) ) \¢+ p ¢+ pi ¢+ pi
. z<¢+m>>y< i >2< ¢ )W Ai(y)
+;%< 1(9 + 14) ¢+ ¢+ g (¢ + ps)?

6 \?
+a1<¢+m> =0,Vy € N. (47)

It is clear to see that a; = 0 when y approaches co in Eq. (47). We have shown that oy, 81,71 = 0.
Inductively, we obtain that «y, 5;,7; =0 for i = 2, ..., K. O

Proof of Proposition 3.3. Since Px is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure
on RP it is sufficient to prove the result in this proposition with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

(a) We will prove this part by applying an inductive argument with respect to p (dimension of
covariate z). Suppose p = 1. For 6 # €', the equation h(z,6) = h(x,0’) is a non-trivial polynomial
equation, it only has a finite number of solutions. Thus the set of solution has Lebesgue measure
zero, so we have h(x,0) # h(z,0) a.s.

Assume now that the proposition is valid up to the parameter space dimension p — 1. Now we
prove that it is correct for p. Using a similar argument as above, it suffices to show that the set of
solutions for any non-trivial polynomial has zero measure. Indeed, consider any such polynomial
of degree d of variable z € RP, we can write x = (X,_1,2,), where X,_1 € RP~! and z;, € R. The
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polynomial then can be written as :

d

> pi(Xpo1)al, =0, (48)
j=0

where (p; (Xp_l))?zo are polynomial of X,_1 € RP~1 at least one of which is non-trivial.
Now, partition the set Z of the solutions for this polynomial into two measurable sets Z = AU B,
where

A={(Xp-1,2p) : pj(Xp-1) =0Vj=1,....d}
B = {(Xp—1,2p) : at least one p;j(X,—1) # 0, and x,, satisfies (48).}

The Lebesgue measure of set A is 0 using the induction hypothesis. While for any = (X,—1,2,) in
set B, for each such X,,_;, there exist only a finite number of =, € R to satisfy (48), which has zero
Lebesgue measure in R. Therefore, we can use Fubini’s theorem to deduce that the measure of B is
also zero. Thus, Z has measure zero. We have established that h(x,8) is completely identifiable for
any polynomial h(zx,8).

Turning to the verification of Assumption (A5.), since 2h(:c, 0) is again a non-trivial polynomial

00

of z, (A5.) is also satisfied using the same argument above.
(b) Similar to part (a), we only need to prove that a non-trivial (not all coefficients are 0)
trigonometric polynomial of x:

d d
ap + Z by, cos(nz) + Z sin(nz) =0 (49)
n=1 n=1

Adnx)
)

1, . . 1 .
has a countable number of solutions. Write cos(nz) = i(emx + e ") sin(nx) = ?(emz —e
i

where 7 is the imaginary unit, we can rewrite a non-trivial trigonometric polynomial above as
d d
ag+ Y b+ Ene " =0, (50)
n=1 n=1

where b, and &, are computed from by, ¢,, and the tuple (ay, l;n, ¢,) is non-trivial. Set y = €'®, this
becomes a polynomial in y € C, which has a finite number of solutions, by the fundamental theorem
of algebra. Combining this with the fact that e’ = y only has a countable solution in z, we arrive
at the conclusion. The condition spelled out in Assumption (A5.) also holds because the derivative
of a trigonometric polynomial is still of the same form.

(c) Similar to above, we express a non-trivial mixture of polynomials and trigonometric polynomials

in the form:
d d o d
Z anz" + Z b,e"™* + Z Cpe "™ =0, (51)
n=0 n=1 n=1

which is a holomorphic function in C. This function is known to have an isolated set of solutions,
which has zero measure [33]. Thus, these functions are completely identifiable. Conditions in
Assumption (A5.) also follow because the derivative of a function of this type is still of the same
form.
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(d) Given h(z,0) = g(p(z,0)), where g is diffeomorphic.
To verify the complete identifiability condition, it can be seen that for 6 # 6": h(x,0) = h(z,§') <
p(z,0) = p(x, ), so that the complete identifiability of h can be deduced from what of p.
. . Oh(x,0) ., op(x.0) .
To verify Assumption (A5.), note that 3 o0 = B'd (p(x,8)) 50 Since ¢'(p(x,0)) #0

(as g is a diffeomorphism), the two equations below are equivalent.

+0h(z,9) +0p(x,6)
00 00

Hence, h satisfies assumption (A5.) if p does.

B =0.

=0<=p

O

The following result illustrates the discussion in Section 5 by showing that a mixture of binomial
regression model may be strongly identifiable even though the (unconditional) mixture of binomial
distributions is not identifiable in even in the classical sense.

Proposition B.1. Suppose that the link function h(x,0) = o(0x) := 1/(1 + €%*) for 6,z € R, and
the density kernel f(y) = Bin(y|l,q), where ¢ = h(x,0). Moreover, the support of Px contains an
open set in R. Then, the mizture of two binomial regression components associated with the mizing
measure G = p16g, + p20g,, where 61 + 62 # 0, is strongly identifiable in the first order.

Proof. Consider 0 # +05. Suppose that for some aq,ao, b1, by € R we have
a1Bin(y|1, h(z,01)) + a2Bin(y|1, h(z, 62))

J . d .
+ b1%B1n(y\1, h(z,01)) + bQ%Bln(yll, h(z,02)) =0,

for all y = 0,1, and = € supp(Px). Then we will show that a; = aa = by = by = 0. Denote o;(x) =
h(z,6;), we have Bin(1|1, h(z,0;)) = 0; = 1 — Bin(0|1, h(z, 6;)). Besides, %Bin(lﬂ,h(x,@i)) =

zoi(z)(1 — oi(z)) = —aaeBin(OH, h(z,;)), so that

a1+ ag =0, (52>
and
a101(z) + agoz(z) + bizoy (v)(1 — 01(x)) + bewoa(x)(1 — 02(x)) = 0, Vo € supp(Px).  (53)

Because Eq. (53) satisfies for all x in an open set, and it is an analytic function of z, it satisfies for
all x € R (identity theorem) [33]. Without the loss of generality, we assume 61 < 5. If 0 < 61 < 0o,
then by dividing both sides of Eq. (53) by o;(x)x, one obtains

ay 1+ exp(fiz) 1 1+ exp(f1)

7 T T o) 2 T 01~ 91@) + b1 o2(0) T E

=0, VzeR
z 1y exp(fa) v

Let x — oo, we have b1(1 — o1(z)) — b1/2 or by (depending on whether ; = 0 or 6; > 0) and all
other terms go to 0. Hence by = 0. Next, dividing both sides of Eq. (53) by o1(z), one obtains

1 + exp(6:2)
1 + exp(fa2)

(1 + exp(6z))z
1 + exp(62x)

ai + az + ba(1 — o2(x)) =0, VzeR
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Let x — oo, we have a; = 0. Therefore,

exp(fax)

72 =0 VzeR,
"1+ exp(fz) !

as +b

which implies ag = by = 0. In the other case where 6; < 0 < 62, we let x — oo in Eq. (53) and
notice that 0;(z) — 1,62(z) — 0 then a; = 0. Similarly let z — —o0, we have ag = 0. Then Eq. (53)
becomes

blh($, 01)(1 — h(l‘, 91)) + bgh(:ﬁ, 92)(1 — h(l‘, 92)) =0.

But notice that h(z,01)(1 — h(x,01)) = h(z,—01)(1 — h(z,—01)), so by letting 6] = —0;, we are
back to the case 6],602 > 0. Similar to the case 61,02 < 0, we can transform 60; — —6;, 0 — 6, to
go back to the first case 01,62 > 0 (because Eq. (53) satisfies for all x € R). Hence, in all cases we
have a1 = ag = by = by = 0. Hence, strong identifiability in the first order is established. O

Remark B.2. 1. The fact that mixture of Binomial distributions is not identifiable in general
can be seen from a simple example: 0.5Bin(y|1,q1) + 0.5Bin(y|1,¢2) = 0.5Bin(y|1,q1 + €) +
0.5Bin(y|1,q2 — €) for all valid € > 0. That is also the reason why one cannot include the
intercept parameter in the definition of A in the proposition above.

2. The proof technique of this proposition is to perform analytic continuation so that the
identifiability equation satisfies for all x € R then we can examine the limits x — Z+oo.
Extending this proof technique mixture of more components (more than 2) is generally more
challenging because several components can have the same limit as * — +o0o. We once more
highlight the usefulness of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 for providing the guarantee for a
large class of identifiable mixture densities.

B.3 Minimax bound for mean-dispersion negative binomial regression mixtures

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Step 1. We will prove that for any k > 2 there exist Gy € & (©) and a
sequence Gy, € &(©) such that:

Wi (G, Go) — 0, sup dri(fa, (-|2), fa, (1)) = O(WF (G, Go)). (54)

Intuitively, we want to choose Gy to be in the pathological case described in equation (10). In
particular, choose Gy = Z§:1 p?%o 40 Where B? = ( ?t)f:o € RP! such that ¢9 = ¢§ +1, 89, = 8% +
3’7

0
log <i§> ,Bgi = B% foralli=1,...,p. Let ¥ = pf(x) = exp((ﬂ?)Tm),,ug = uy(z) = exp((ﬂg)Taf),

0 0
we have % = %. A combination of chain rule with equation (10) yields:

1 2

0 apl 0

WNB(?A exp((8)) 'x),¢Y) = ﬁWNB(ylu?,¢?)
Bio Bio O p=exp((87) ")
¢ ¢ (55)
= i (EANB(y exp((3) ), 0) — ZNB(exp( () ) )
1 1

= GINB(y|exp((83) ), ¢3) — ¢INB(y| exp((8)) "), 47).
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for all x = [1,7] € RP*! y € R. Now, choose a sequence G, = Z§=1p?5(5?j7¢?) such that

¢0 ¢0 1 ..
Py 1+T,p3—p8—7,p] = pj for all j > 3; By = B + —, B = B for all (j,7) # (1,0);
and ¢} = qﬁ? for all j. It can be checked that

1 1
W7 (G, Go) = -+ () — 8/m) (B — )" = - = en.
Meanwhile, using Taylor’s expansion up to second order with integral remainder, we have
fa. (W) = fao (ylz) = (b7 — PY)NB(y| exp((8Y) "), ¢7)

+ (05 — P3)NB(y| exp((53) @), 63)
PY(NB(y|exp((87) "z, 61)) — NB(y| exp((57) @), ¢1)))

= %p%?NB(yI exp((8Y) "), ¢9) — %p?cb?NB(y! exp((83) " x), #9)
0
P1(Blo = o) 5o NB(ylexp((81) "), oY)
9(B1o)

82
+p (510510/ dt(1—t) (0610) NB(y|ud exp(ten), ¢9)
2 1 2

0n 6 0 0
=p =2 dt(1 — t)——~+—=NB(y|uj exp(te,), 07),
P1 2 0 ( )(95?0)2 (y| 1 p( ) 1)

where the zero and first-order terms are canceled out due to the equation (55). Therefore,

& (fa (1), fao (|2)) = <1/2<y|x> F2 (yl))?

(fa, Wlz) = fa,(y|z))?

2 le) + £ ()2

(fan (yl2) — fao(yl2))?
(fe (yla))?

— (fa, Wlz) — fa,(ylz))?
PINB(y|ul, 49)

IN

L[V]e T;MSEMNME%

2
1 & 1 (1= D58 NByl exp(ten), o)
< Oel (981y)
S, E /odt

s NB(y|ul, ¢7)
2
[ty (G NBlwlt explten)., o)
'2 par NB(y[id, o))
< 6i,

uniformly in x, where the first two inequalities are due to the fact that NB is non-negative, the third
inequality is because of Holder’s inequality, the equality after that is because of Fubini theorem, and
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the last comparison is an application of Lemma B.1 with e chosen to be te,,. Hence,

sup d(fa, (|2), fa, (|2)) = O(WZ' (Gu, Go)),

as G, W, Go.

Step 2 After having the limit above, the rest of this proof follows a standard proof technique for
minimax lower bound (e.g., see Theorem 4.4. in [16]). Indeed, for any sufficient small ¢ > 0, there
exist Gy, G|, € &, such that W,.(Go, Gj,) = 2¢ and sup, di(fa,, fGE)) < Ce?. Applying Lemma 1 in

[40], we have the following inequality for any sequence of estimator Gp in Eky:

sSup EPGWT<Gn7 G) > 6(1 - ET)L(dTV(fgoa fgg))
Ge{Go,Gy}

where EY := Epr and f§ := [[}_; fo(yi|X;). Besides, we have

drv ([, Ier) < du(féq, fén)

—\/1* 1—-d fGovfG’))
< \/1 _ 1 _ 0264r)n

Selecting € = (1/(C?n))*", we have (1 — C2¢*")" — e7! so that

sup  Ep W, (Gp,G) = e < 1/n'".
Ge{Go,G}}

Hence,

inf sup EPGWT(CA?n,G) = 1/n4r.
Gn egko G’O egko

O

Lemma B.1. Let u = exp(B8'x) for = (Bj)j=o and x = (1,7) € RPHL both range in compact
subspaces of RPT1 and ¢ > 0. There exists g > 0 such that

2
2
sup sup 3 <(6270)2NB(y’65'u7¢)) < 00
T e€[0,e0] y=0 NB(Z/|M: (b)

Proof. Because both x and 3 range in compact sets, we have 'z is bounded away from +oo.
exp(8Tx + ¢)
exp(BTz+e)+ ¢
1 for all € € [0, €] and z, 8. Denote ¢ = inf, g g > 0 and C = sup, 5. g < 1. Direct calculation

gives:

Therefore, for sufficiently small ¢y, we have g, := is bounded away from 0 and

%NB( ylep, ) = [qe(¢ +y) — yINB(ylep, ),

2
(avzoyNB(y'ee“’ ¢) = [g:(1 —qc) (¢ + y)v (ge(d+y) — y)? ] NB(y|ep, ¢)

Pe(y)
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where Pc(y) is a polynomial of the fourth order of y, and

NB(ylen, ¢) _ (%)y (1 _QE>¢
NB(ylu, ¢) w0/ \1-q/

Hence,

yi <<6ﬁo>2NB(y’€ o ¢)) = S (Py)? <qe>2y (1 - q;)w NB(y|u, ¢)

NB(y|u, @)
1—qg>2¢ 2((15)”
- Ey. Py (%) .
(l—qo Y oNB(u0) (Pe(Y)) %

The first term is easily bounded by the comment on the range of ¢. in the beginning. To uniformly
bound the expectation in the expression above, we will bound the expectation of (P.(Y))* and
(ge/ qo)4Y separately, and then an application of Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields the result. Because
P.(Y) is a polynomial of Y with bounded coefficient, we have E(P.(Y))* < oo uniformly in z. For the
second term, recall that the moment-generating function of Ee¥? exists and equals (%)‘Z5 for all
t <log(1/(1—qp)). Given an arbitrary § > 0, we can choose ¢ sufficient small so that 41log(ge/q0) <
146 <log(1/(1 = qo)) uniformly in z. So that E(g./qo)*Y < Eell+9)Y — (W)‘z’, which is
also uniformly bounded in . These claims together conclude the lemma. O

B.4 Strong identifiability for negative binomial regression mixtures

Theorem 3.3 and its proof indicate that the family of negative binomial distributions does not enjoy
first order identifiability in general. However, we shall show that the set of parameter values where
first order identitifiability fails to hold has Lebesgue measure zero. In particular, the following holds.

Proposition B.2. Given k distinct pairs (1, ¢1), - - -, (tk, ¢x) € Ry x Ry such that there does not
exist two indices i # j satisfying

i Mg
bi Py
i = ¢j +1,

then the mizture of negative binomials (NB(;, ¢;))¥_, is strongly identifiable in the first order.

Proof. We need to prove that if there exist (a;,b;, ;) such that

8 0
Z azNB y|/~Lz, ¢z) z H (y‘ﬂm d)l) +ci— B(y‘ﬁ”i) ¢Z) = 07 (56>

= 0¢

for all y € N, then a; = b; = ¢; = 0Vy = 1,..., k. To simplify the presentation, we will write

the negative binomial in terms of probability-dispersion parameters, i.e., set ¢ = pu/(1n + ¢) (and
= p;/(u; + ¢;) for all 7), then the negative binomial mass function becomes

I'(p+y)

oW ¢(1—¢q)® VyeN

flg, ¢) =
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Under this presentation, we have

9 _9q Ofyle,4) ¢ Of(yle, ¢)
and
9 _0q Of(yle,¢)  Of(yla,d) ~ w Of(yle,¢) | 9f(ylg, )
%NB(y!u, ¢) = 6% a0 T 86 = idE o0 T o5

therefore, we can write Eq. (56) as

k

0
> aiNB(ylgi, ¢1) + /BiaquB(Mqi, i) + i
=1

;}NB(?A% ¢i) =0, (57)
$i g M
(wi+¢)% " (i + ¢0)
immediately follows that a; = b; = ¢; =0 for all i = 1,...,k, and we get the identifiability result. We
recall that pairs (q1,¢1),- .., (qk, ¢x) are distinct (implied from the assumption (w1, ¢1), ..., (L, Pr)
are distinct) and there does not exist indices i # j such that

9 = qj
o = ¢; + 1.

where «; = a;, 5; = 5Ci, and y; = ¢;. If we can prove that a; = 3; =, =0, it

We can simplify Eq. (57) as

k
> [at s (L= 120 )+t + ost - )| B@IZG - ) =0, (59)

= % l—gq
where
_T(d+y) R
Py(¢)—W—¢(¢+1)---(¢+y—1)7 fy(¢)—i:0¢+i-

The function Py(¢) has the following properties:

1 — 1\t
L. By Stirling’s formula, Fy(6) < g5 v/2r(6 Fy = 1) (W/) a5 4 — o0
e

£(9)
Py(¢') log(¢')

2. P,(¢) is an increasing polynomial of ¢, and — o0 asy — oo if ¢ > ¢';

P Yy
3. For all ¢,¢' € Ry, 0 < ¢ < ¢ <1, and polynomial p(y) we have p(y) y(9) <q> — 0 as

y — 00;
4. fy(¢) < log(y) as y — oo.
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The second and third properties are consequences of the first one. Now, consider the subset of
(qli)f;1 of (g;)¥_, which consists of all maximal elements, i.e. q11 = q12 = ...q1k, = MaxXj<i<k Gi-
Dividing both sides of Eq. (58) by ¢{; and letting y — oo, from the third property above, we obtain:

1—qn

ki '
> KO‘“ - Bli& + i log(1 - Q11)> + i fy(d1:) + 511‘%

X Py(61)(1 = qu)®* — 0 (59)

as y — 0o. Without loss of generality, assume ¢11 > ¢12 > - -+ > @15, > 0. Because ¢11 # ¢12 + 1,
consider two cases: ¢11 > ¢12 + 1 and ¢11 < ¢12 + 1. For the first case, we notice that

Py(¢11)  Py(o11) b1ty

yPy(p1))  Pyloui+1) y o

as y — oo. Hence, by dividing both sides of Eq. (59) by Py,(¢11), we have

(0411 — Py iblzm + 11 log(1 — Q11)> + 71 fy(é11) + Bnqyj =0 (y— o00), (60)
which implies that 511 = 0, followed by 711 = 0 and a7 = 0. For the second case where ¢11 < ¢12+1.
We have P,(¢12)/Py(¢é11) — 0 and Py(¢11)/(yPy(¢12)) — 0. By dividing both sides of Eq. (59) by
yPy(¢11) and let y — oo, we have 11 = 0. Dividing both sides of Eq. (59) by yP,(¢11), we have
B12 = 0. Finally, dividing both sides of Eq. (59) by P,(¢11) and letting y — oo, we also obtain that
the limit (60) holds. Hence, in all cases we obtain a1 = 11 = 711 = 0. Continuing this argument,
we have ay; = f1;, =~v; =0foralli=1,... k;, thena; =8, =~ =0foralli=1,... k. O

Proposition B.3. Given k distinct pairs (u1,¢1),-- -, (g, dx) € R X Ry such that there does not
exist two indices i # j satisfying

Hi _ Kj
i b
’¢i_¢j‘ € {172}7

then the mizture of negative binomials (NB(u;, ¢;))¥_, is strongly identifiable in the second order.

Proof. Using the same transformation ¢; = u;/(p; + ¢;) as in the proof of Proposition B.2, we only
need to prove that if there exist (a;, bi, ¢;, d;, e;, fi)le such that for all y € N:

k
0 0

i=1 9q ¢
0? 0? 0?
di—=NB(Y|gi, ¢i) + ei5—=-NB(y|¢i, ¢i) + fi5 5 NB(y|g, ¢i) = 0, 61
o NBWlai 6i) + eig 5 NB(ylgi: i) + fig 5 NB(ylgi, 1) (61)
thena; =b;=c;=d;=¢; = f;=0foralli =1,..., k. We recall that pairs (q1,¢1),. .., (qk, Px) are
distinct (implied from the assumption (p1, ¢1),. .., (1k, ¢) are distinct) and there does not exist

indices i # j such that
4i = qj
|9i — &5 € {1,2}.
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Taking all the derivatives and rewrite Eq. (61) as

k
di » S I Y YTy

2 \a
+ (2108 - ) + o+ e ) 100 + G| R —wr =0, (@
where t
B0 = SEGT =0 D @k 0 =3 o
and
Cily) = ai +biT—— % 4 elog(1— ¢;) + di oit o

— ¢ (1 —q)?

+ e <1 fiqi log(g:) + 1 %’) + fi(log(1 — ¢:)2 + £)(61))-

Recall some facts as follows:

1\ ¢yl
1. By Stirling’s formula, P,(¢) < F(lqb) 2r(p+y —1) <d>+y1> as Yy — o0;
e

by(¢)
Py(¢') log(¢')

2. Py(¢) is an increasing polynomial of ¢, and — o0 asy — oo if ¢ > ¢';

P Yy
3. For all ¢,¢' € Ry, 0 < ¢q < ¢ <1, and polynomial p(y) we have p(y) y(9) (q) — 0 as

Y — 00,

4. fy(¢) < log(y) as y — oo;

1
5. fyldi) = =34 CETiEe € [-72/6 —1/¢2,0] for all ¢; > 0,y € N.
Now, consider the subset of (qu)iil of (¢;)%_, which consists of all maximal elements, i.e. g1 =
q12 = ... q1k, = Maxi<;<k ¢i, then by dividing both sides of Eq. (62) by ¢{; and let y — oo, from

the third property above, we obtain:

k1 d ; ; d ; b : .
Z [qlf 2+ <2d11 (1¢1_ o qll + qll ) + ify(dhz)l/ + flzf (¢11)
i=1

b1

<2flz log(1 —q1) +c1i + erig— - > fy(o1i) + Cily )} Py(¢1)(1 — q1)™ =0, (63)

as y — oo. Without loss of generality, assume ¢11 > ¢12 > -+ > ¢1p, > 0. Because [¢p11 —d12| # 1,2,
there are three cases:
$11 > P12 + 2,

D12 +2 > P11 > P12 + 1,
P12 + 1> 911 > ¢10.
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For the first case, note that

Py(¢11) Py(¢11) (é1i+y+1)(é1i +y)

= — OO

Y2 Py (1)  Py(dri +2) y? ’

as y — oo. Hence, by dividing both sides of Eq. (63) by Py(¢11), we have

di1 o b1 di1 | b e11 2
q—%y + <2d11ql(1_ql) 3 + ql> Y+ Efy(tﬁn)y + f11fy (¢11)
+ <2f11 log(1 —q1) +ci1 + e 1¢_qu> fy(d11) + C1i(y) = 0 (y — o0), (64)

which, by considering the order of y, implies that di; = b11 = e11 = fi1 = ¢11 = a1 = 0,
respectively. For the second case, where ¢19 + 1¢11 < ¢12 + 2, we have Py(¢11>/(y2Py(¢12)) — 0
and Py(¢12)/(yPy(#11)) — 0. By dividing both sides of Eq. (63) by y*>P,(¢11) and let y — oo,
we have b1 = 0. Then dividing two sides by yf,(é11)Py(¢11) and yPy(é11), we have di1 =
e11 = 0. Continuing in the same way with yQPy(¢11), we have bjs = 0. Now dividing both
sides of Eq. (63) by Py(¢11) and letting y — oo, we obtain that the limit (60) holds, which once
again entails that e;; = fi1 = ¢;1 = a;; = 0. In the final case, dividing both sides of Eq. (63)
by y?Py(611), > Py(#12), yfy(d11)Py(d11), yPy(h11), y fy($12) Py(12), and yPy(¢12), respectively, we
arrive at the same conclusion. Hence, in all cases, we have dy; = b11 = e11 = f11 = ¢11 = a11 = 0.
Applying repreatedly this argument, we have a1; = b1; = c1; =dy; =e1; = fi, =0foralli =1,..., kq,
thena; =b;=c;=d;=¢;= fi; =0foralli=1,... k. O

Implication in negative binomial regression mixtures. From the argument above, we can
see that the family of binomial regression mixture model is strongly identifiable in the first order if
we adjust the assumption (A4.) as follows:

(A4’.) For every set of k + 1 distinct elements (011, 021), .., (01(k+1), O2(k+1)) € O1 X Og, there exists
a subset A C X, Px(A) > 0 such that

(h1(z,011), ha(x,01)) , ., (h1 (@, 01 541)), ha (@, Oa(s11)))
are distinct and |ha(x, 02;) — ho(z, 025)| # 1 (V4, ) for every x € A.

Similarly, the second-order strong identifiability condition is satisfied if we adjust assumption (A4.)
as:

(A4”.) For every set of k + 1 distinct elements (611,621), ..., (01(k+1), O2(k41)) € O1 X O2, there exists
a subset A C X, Px(A) > 0 such that

(h1(x,011), ha(x,021)) ; -.ey (P2 (2, 01 (311)), h2(, Oa(i41)))
are distinct and |ha(x, 02;) — ho(z, 025)] & {1,2} (Vi,7) for every x € A.
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C Convergence rates for conditional densities via MLE

We present in this section a proof of Theorem 4.1, which provides general convergence rates of
conditional densities estimation. The proof technique follows a general framework of M-estimation
theory [35, 9], with a suitable adaptation for handling conditional density functions. Assume that
we have n i.i.d. observations (x1,y1), ..., (Zn,Yn), where x; i Px and y;|z; ~ fo(ylx),i=1,...,n,
for fo € F being some family of conditional densities of y given z (commonly dominated by v).
Assume that there exists .
Fo € argmax > log f(yil1),

fer o
Set
—1/2

F={((f+f)/2):feFy, FP={F".FeF),

and denote the (expected) Hellinger ball centered around fy by

F20) = (72 € F2(0) - du(F, fo) < 8}.

The size of this set is characterized by the bracket entropy integral
o 1/2, =1/2
T(8) = / HY*(u, F'%(5), Ly(Px x v))du V6, (65)
52/213

where Hp(u, F, Lo(Px x v)) = log Ng(u, F, La(Px x v)), and Np(u, F, L2(Px X v)) is the minimal
number of pairs (ij,f]U)j such that for every f € F, there exists j to have ij < f< ij and

Hij - ijHB < €. Define dPy(z,y) = dPx(z) x fo(y|lx)dv(y) be the true joint distribution of

(z,y). Denote by P, the empirical distribution of (x,y), ie., P, = %Z?:l O(ziy) and gy =
1 log f+/
2 2fo
[ gdP. We start with a basic inequality that links the quality of the conditional density estimate to
the associated empirical process:

1(fo > 0). For a probability distribution P and a function g, sometimes we write Pg for

Lemma C.1. With the notations defined as above, we have

12 ]/C;L + fo

5u ( 5 7f0> < (Pn —Po)gy, - (66)
Proof. Due to the concavity of logarithm,

}1 I+ Jo f+ /oy log f

2 2o (fo>0) = fo L(fo>0)-

Combining the above with the fact that fn is the maximum conditional likelihood estimate to obtain

1. F 1. f
og/ flogfIP’ </ 2 Jog J, +foup
f0>0 fo

fo >0 2 2fo

1 fn+f0
= 97 d(IP’n—IP’o)+/ —log dP
/fo>0 I fo>0 2 2fo
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Equivalently,
1 2
/ *lOg = fO d]PO < / g]’; d(Pn - Po)
fo>0 2 fn+f0 fo>0 "

By the inequality d%l(%(ﬁmﬂx) + fo(-]x))), fo(-|z)) < K(fo(]a:)||%(ﬁl(|x) + fo(+|z)) for almost all z,
we can take the expectation with respect to Px to arrive at

1o ( fu+ fo / 1 2fo /
—d ,f() < - log = dPo S gz d(Pn — Pg).
2 H ( 2 > f0>0 2 fn _|_ fO fn

For each f € F, define the squared "Bernstein norm":
P(f) = 2Po (el — [ F(X)] — 1), (67)

Let Hpi(e, F,Px x v) be the bracketing number with respect to Bernstein norm of F (cf. Definition
3.5.20. in [9]). We shall make use of the concentration behavior of empirical processes associated
with the class F by the following theorem, which is essentially Theorem 3.5.21. in [9] adapted to our
setting.

Theorem C.1. Let F be a class of measurable functions such that p(f) < R for all f € F. Given
C1 < o0, for all C sufficiently large and Cy satisfying

C2>C*C+1), (68)
and forn € N and t > 0 satisfying
R
e RV / VHm(e FiPx x 1) | <t < Va((8R) A (CLE2/K)), (69)
t/(25/m)
we have )
t
P P,—P >t) < —_—— ] 7
(Vs (B = Bo)f] = 1) < Cext (g7 (70)

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem j.1. We have
Po(dsr (fu, fo) > )
< P(ﬁ(ﬁ”n ~Po)(g7,) — Vdy <f” ; fo,fo> > 0,d; (f” i f",fo) > 52/C>

2
72 p—
< Py sup  [Vn(Pn —Po)(gy) — vndy(f, fo)] >0
fidt (F.fo)>62/C
S
<> P sup [Vn(Bn = Bo)(gs)| > v/n2°6?/C
s=0 £:2562/C<dy (F,fo)<25+162/C
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<> Py sup V(P = Po)(g5)| > Vn2°8%/C |,
s=0 Fidgr (F fo)<2s+182/C

where S is a smallest number such that 256%2/C > 1, as di(f, fo) < 1. Now we will bound the tail
probability of the empirical process

Py sup IVn(Pn —Po)(gs)| > v/n2°6°/C
Fidy (Fofo)<2s+152/C

(el — |z — 1)

by using Theorem C.1. Indeed, since p(x) = (e —1)2
T _

—(log2)/2 for all f,

is a decreasing function, and gy >

2
exp(|gsl) — lgsl — 1 < p(—(log 2)/2)(exp(gs) — 1)* < ( fOQ}LOf - 1) .

Taking expectation with respect to Py both sides to obtain

P2(g5) < 2d5(F, fo) < 2°*%5/C.

Applying Theorem C.1 with R = 25/2+15/C/2 t = \/n2°6%/C, we obtain

223 52
Py sup |vn(P, — Po)(gr)| = \/52852/0 < C'exp (— g ) )
fdy (F.fo)<25+182/C

Hence,
22877,52
Cl

S
Poin (7o o) 2 9) < 3 C'ex -

> ) < cexp(—nd?/c).

O

D Convergence rates of conditional densities via Bayesian estimation

We present in this section a general theorem for the Bayesian posterior contraction behavior of
conditional density functions that arise in the regression problem. The proof technique follows
a general approach of Bayesian estimation theory [7], with a suitable adaptation for handling
conditional density functions. Let us recall the setup. Given i.i.d. pairs (z1,91), (z2,%2),. .-, (Tn, Yn)
in X x )Y from the true generating model

yilzi ~ fo(y|z),
Z; N]Px.

Here, Px is some unknown distribution of covariate X, while fj is assumed to belong to a family of
conditional probability functions {f(y|x) : f € F}, which are absolutely continuous with respect to

57



a common dominating o-finite measure v. To make inference of fy from the data using the Bayesian
approach, we assume

f~1I

for some prior distribution II on the space of conditional probability functions F. The posterior
distribution of f is given by, for any measurable subset B C F,

_ Ju Ty f(yilwa)dII(f)
S TTim f (il dII(f)
As in the MLE analysis, the posterior contraction behavior of f will be assessed by the expected

(squared) Hellinger distance dg(f, fo) = (Exd%(f(y|X), fo(y|X)))/2. That is, we will find a
sequence (e,) — 0 such that

H(f € Bl(zi,yi)i=1)

(dp (f(y|X), fo(y| X)) > Mupen|®1, ..., 20, Y1, Yn) — 0, (71)

in ®;,[Pp-probability, as n — oco. Here, M,, is an arbitrary diverging sequence.
Recall the following basic fact (cf. [7] Lemma D.2., or [9] Chapter 7).

Lemma D.1. Given arbitrary probability density p and q, there exist probability densities p and q
such that for any probability density r (all are commonly dominated by v)

q 1 D 1
Eywr @ S 1 - gd%{(pa Q) + d?q(p,r), EyNT‘ IM < 1 - a4

2 2
p(y) a(y) — 6dH (p7 Q) + dH (Q7 T)

From now, for every conditional density f(y|x), denote by P; the joint distribution of z,y, i.e.,
dP¢(z,y) = f(y|lr)dv(y) x dPx(x). Using Lemma D.1 one arrives at the following result on the
existence of tests for conditional density functions:

Lemma D.2. For any two conditional density functions fo, f1 such that Ez(fo, f1) = €2, there emists
a test W, based on x1,...,%Tn,Y1,--.,Yn Such that

Pipn < e FeBUv e/ PH(1—¥,) < 7"/, (72)
1,€

where B(f,€) :={g € F :du(f,g) <e€} foralle >0 and f € F.

Proof. For any x € X, consider probability density functions fo(-|z) and fi(:|z). By Lemma D.1,
there exist density functions fy(+;z) and f;(+;x) such that for all probability density functions f(-|x)

By~ fol2) ;;Ez;g =1- éd?{(fo('lx),fl(-!x)),
and _
B[ T4 < 1 G (o). o) + a7, ).

o8



Define test function W, (z1,...,Zn,Y1,...,Yn) = 1 (H?:l M > 1). To verify (72), by
folyis )
Markov’s inequality,

f1 yz|xz
\IJ <IF’
H fO yz|x1)
7.(Y|X)
=TT ExEysix)) 2ot
g XN T (v [ X)

< (1= §Exd(A(1X). A CX))
= (-2

2
e ne/G7

IN

and for every f € B(f1,€/4),

Pn\p < ]P) H fO yl|xl§

fl (yilzi

& FoY|X)
= [ ExEyopo( i)/ 52—

By 7 i)
g( —E]EXdQ (fol1X), 11 X)) + Exd¥ (f (-IX),fl(-IX))>
< (1 — 1€2>”

12

< e—n52/12

O

The above lemma shows the existence of tests to distinguish between fy and a small ball around
any f1 # fo. Next, we establish the existence of tests for fy against all f € F being a bounded
distance away from fy. Recall that N(F,d,€) denotes the covering number of F by d-balls with
radius e.

Lemma D.3. For every natural number M large enough, there exists a test V,, such that
ean2€2/12
1 — e—nM?32e2/12°

P} W, < N(F,dy,¢) sup PH1— W,) < e M2 (73)

FEF:du (f,fo)>Me

Proof. For every j € N such that j > M, consider a minimal covering of the set F; := {f € F : je <
du(f, fo) < 2je} by balls (Fj;); of radius je/4. Because F; C F and je/4 > €, the number of such
balls is no more than N(F,dpm,€). Moreover, by Lemma D.2 for each (Fj;); there exists a test ¢;;
satisfying s s

P} ja < e/, S Bl =50 < eV /2, (74)
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Let ¥, := max;>py ¢j;. Then

26 e—nM?e /12
?O\I/n < N(.F,dH,E) Z —njZe?/ < N(./T" dm, e )m,
jzM
and .
_sup P}(1— ¥,) < sup sup IP’f(l — 1) < e MEE/12,
feFdu(f,fo)>Me gl feF;

Now for every € > 0, define a ball with radius € around fy as

Bs(fo.€) :={f € F : Py log(fo(Y|X)/F(Y|X)) < €, P, (log(fo(Y|X)/F(Y|X))* < €}, (75)

The following theorem establishes the posterior contraction convergence rate for conditional density
functions under the expected squared Hellinger distance.

Theorem D.1. Assume that there exist sequences €y, €y, such that €, < €,, and \/né, — o0, a
sequence of measurable set Fp, C F, and a constant C' such that

(i) T(Ba(fo, &) > e~Cme;
(i4) 1og N(en, Fa dit) < ne;
(iii) TI(FS) < e~ (CH+4nes
Then, for every sequence My, — oo, there holds

H(f : EH(f, f[)) > Mnen|x1, ey Ty YLy e ,yn) —0 (76)
wn P -probability, as n — oo.
Proof. Write a:[”],y[”] ={x1,...,Zn,y1,...,Yn} for short. By Lemma D.3, there exists a test ¥,
such that
6*"M55%/12

Pglpn < €n6%m, B sup ]P);cl(l — \I/n) < €_nM3L€$L/12.
e fE€Fndr (f.fo)>Mnen

As M,, — oo and ne2 — oo, both probabilities above go to 0. By Bayes’ rule,

fEH(f,f0)>Mnen H?:l(f/fO)(yi|xi)dH(f)
J= Ty (f / fo) (wili)dIL(f) .

Let By, := Ba(fo,€,) and A, = a:[”] y[”] fB v (f) fo)(yila:)dII(f) > e~ (C+2) ”En} Because a
probability is always less than or equal to 1, we have

T(f : du(f, fo) > Myen|a™,y™)

San s s > Myen [T (f/ fo)dII(f)
ff ie1 (f/ fo) (yilzi)dTI(f)

T(f = du(f, fo) > Myen |2, y") = (77)

< ].(An)c + 14,
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San (s soy>Mnen LLi1 (F/ fo)dII(f) (1 = T
! f}‘ H?:1(f/fo)(yz|xz)dﬂ(f)

<yt 1, +elOPIE / T1(// fo)dni(f)(1 — W),
dH(f7f0)>Mn€n i=1

< \I/n—l-l(An)c-i-lA

By the construction of the test ¥,,, we have PjW¥,, — 0. Besides, assumption (i) and Lemma D.4
imply that

]P;n Ac ]Pm (/ H P yz‘xz dH ) (C+2)ne >

"zl

yz\xz dII(f) < —2"6%11(3”))

For the last term, by Fubini’s theorem,

]pge(C-i-Z)nEi/E " [1(/ fo)d( ) - w,,)

>Mpen j—1

= (C+2m, / P2 T/ fo)(1 — W)dTI()
du (f,fo)>Mpen

ne? n
— o(C+2)nE, /7 Pf(l — U,,)dII(f)
du (f fo)>Mnen
<o ([ Py(L— ,)d1l(f)
fe€Fn:du(f,fo)>Mnen

+/ Py (1 - \I!n)dl_[(f))
fer;
< e(C+2)nEi(e—nM72Lei/12 +H(]:7§))7

which tends to 0, thanks to the construction of the test and assumption (iii). O

The above proof made use of the following lemma, which is taken from [7] (and adapted for
conditional densities). We include its proof for completeness.

Lemma D.4. For every e > 0, let B = Bs(fo,€). For all ¢ > 0, we have

1

Fne (78)

0 </B[[1 J{;(yz-lwi)dﬂ(f) < exp(—(c+ 1)n62)n(3)> <

Proof. By dividing two sides of the inequality inside P§ by II(B), we can (without loss of generality)
assume that II(B) = 1. By Jensen’s inequality

log / H A ) = / log(f/ fo) (sl lTI(f).
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Hence, for P,, being the empirical distribution, we have

Py ( / 13 Ll d1l(f) < exp(—(c + 1)nez>>
<P} (Z [0t/ o) wrh)an(r) < (e + 1>ne2>
<8 (v [ [ rou(s/ fan(yae, - o)
< v+t — v [ [osts/ e, )
By Fubini’s theorem and the definition of B = Ba(fo, ),

~vir [ [ tos(f/fodn(r)apo = v [ Bolog( o/ £)a(s) < Ve (79)

Therefore,

(/H };(yilxi)dﬂ(f) <exp(—(c+ 1)”62)>
i=1

Py

<y (vn [ [ tosts /o £)ice, ~ o) < Vi
® Varp, ([ log(f/ fo)dII(f))

- c?net

- Po( [ log(f/fo)dII(f))?

- c?net

) Po [(log(f/ fo))?dII(f)

cZnet

(s
<

1
= 2ne?’

where we apply Chebyshev’s inequality in (*) and Jensen’s inequality in (*x). Hence, inequality (78)
is proved. O

E Computational details

E.1 EM algorithms

The finite mixture of regression models are based on the idea that the observed data come from a
population which can be split into K subpopulations or components. The models are then represented
as the form

K

failzi, ) = pifi(yilha (@i, 015), ho(zi, 627)), (80)

j=1
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where y; is the value of the response variable in the ith observation; a:;r (i =1,...,n) denotes the
transpose of d-dimensional vector of independent variables for the ith observation, 61; and 6o;(j =
1,..., K) denote the d-dimensional vectors of coeflicients corresponding to the link functions hi(x, 0:;)
and ha(x,6o5) of the jth component, p; are the mixing probabilities (0 < p; < 1, forall j =1,..., K
and Elepj =1),%=(p1,-,Pr,01,.--,0K,M,...,nK) is the complete parameter set of the mixture
model.

The parameters of the models can be efficiently estimated through the EM algorithm which is
well-known as the standard tool for finding the maximum likelihood solution. The log-likelihood of
the model is written as below:

n K
lo($) = L(Y| w1, ooy Ty Y1, s yn) = Y 10g [ D pj fi(wil i (i, 015), ha(wi, 02;)) | - (81)
i=1 =1

Let Z;; be an indicator variable which receives value of 1 if the ith observation belongs to the jth
component, and 0 otherwise. We can write the log-likelihood function for complete data:

n K
W) =D > Zijlog (p; fiyilhn (i, 015), ha(wi, 02;))) - (82)

i=1 j=1

A description of a generic algorithm can be found in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 EM algorithm for mixture of regression models
Input: Random initial values of p;, 61, for j = 1,..., K, and the value of € > 0;
Output: The maximum likelihood estimation of p;, 61; and 6, for j =1,..., K.

1: t = 0. Choose an initial values for 1y = (pgo), ...,pgg), 950), v Gﬁg),ngo), . 775«?)).

2: while ly (;) — lo (¥,_1) > € do
E-step Calculate the posterior membership probabilities of observation ith belonging to the
component jth as the following

oy P (e 0, b, 067
i - — — — 7
Zf:l pgt 1)f] (y7'|h1 (.’E“ egt 1))7 h? (377,7 05; 1))>

w (i=1,..nj=1,.K),

4: M-step Update p(t) and Gﬁ) by maximizing Q(tp|yp*1) = Egix -1 [[(%))], we have that

J
0Q(v|yp" 1)

—_0T. (t)
201, =0"'; and 92]-

p§t+1) _ %Z?:l wyj, for j=1,.. K ; 9%) satisfies the equations
0Qplyp"Y)
692j

satisfies the equations =0". See Table 1 for more detail in case of some popular

GLM models.
5. end while

For the cases where the equation in M-step does not have a close-form solution (i.e., Poisson,
negative binomial, Binomial cases), the EM algorithm in general (GEM) is considered. The idea
is that we want to find a way to update the parameters such that the likelihood function (81) will
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not decrease during the whole process. With this consideration in mind, the EM1 algorithm and

0Q(plyp 1)
00

for m = 1,2, we applied Newton-Raphson method (McLachlan and Krishnan, 1997, p. 29), where

Q1Y) = Ezix -1 [[(2))]. In 1993, Rai and Matthews [30] proposed an EM1 algorithm in

which Newton—Raphéon process is reduced to one iteration, as below

-1
p® _ pt=1) _ 82Q(¢(t—1)\¢(t—1)) 8Q(¢(t—1)|1j)(t—1))
mj mj 89m389;—” aemj

gradient ascent algorithm are used. To take account of solving the equation =0'

) for m =1, 2. (83)

By this way, EM1 algorithm speeds up GEM process in practice because it saves computational

P V)Y
an
D6,,00,,

cost in the M-step. Note that to use the EM1 algorithm, both matrices (

<82Q<w<t>rw<t—”>

) for m = 1,2 are required to be negative definite.

80mj89T ,
mj
In terms of the gradient ascent approach, an update rule is given as follows
(t=1)1,/,(t—1)
®) _ ot=1) QPN |pY) -~
Opj = Oy ~ +V ( g , form=1,2. (84)

where v is a step size (user-specific parameter). We also used one iteration of it to reduce the
computational cost.

E.2 Bayesian approach

Here we describe in details the derivation of Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm that
we use in Section 5. In particular, given a mixture of k-negative binomial regression model:

k
falyle) =Y pyNB(ylh(z,6;), ;).

j=1
As mentioned in Section 5, given the data, {z;,y;}I";, we performed the prior distributions of
p = (p1,p2,-.-,Dk), 0 and n; = ¢j_1, for j =1, ...,k as the following
p ~ Dir(1,1,...,1)
0; ~ MVN(0,X) (multivariate normal distribution), for j =1,...,k,

n; ~ Gamma(0.01,0.01) (a non-informative gamma distribution), for j =1,..., k.

The full conditional posterior distributions of the model parameters are given below.

X p'NB ihl‘i,e', i

> et PmNB (il A, 0m), 1)
pl(y,x,Z,...) ~ Dir(1 + nq,..,,1 + ny), where nj = #{i: Z; = j}; for j =1,..,k, (86)

1,
fO0ily,z,Z,...) x H NB (yi|h(zi, 05),m;) | exp (2492.2 19]-) , (87)
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Ti (yilh1(zi, 015), ha(xi, 025))

Updating 9%)

Normal Normal,(y; | 2] 01, 02) 6y) = (XTW;X)"{(XTW;Y)
where X is a matrix of size n x d, Y is a
vector of size n, W; = diag({w;;}!' ) is a
matrix of size n x n.
Poisson Poi; (y;| exp(z 61;)) Using (83) to update 09 , where
0Q(y[y" ") _
691j
Sy (—exp (2] 01) @i + i) wiy
PQplp ) _
901,00 B
S (—exp (2] 61)) wiw] wii Y.
1
Binomial| Bin; (yi]N, Lo (_l'iTelj)) Using (82(327‘5? update 9%,)’ where
0Q(plyp™ ")
061
_ —N
=3 xzwl(t 2 + Y|,
! J 1+ exp(—xjﬁlj)
Q| ) _
06,;00] B
-
s —N exp (—3;Z 015) e
(1 + exp(=x; 015))° ’
Negative NB; (yz| exp (m?@lj) ,(;5) Using (84) to update 9%), where
binomial AQ(|ypt—1)
691j -
-
no (-1 Yi — exp(z; 015)
Zz‘:lxlwij exp(a] 01;)

1+ %

Table 1: Updating of 0%) of GLM models in the M-step.
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g(nily, 2, Z,..) o< | T NB (wilh(xs, 05),m5) | 09" exp (—0.01n;), (88)
i Zi=j

where

_ Twi+1/n)) exp(z,0;) Yi 1/n; 1/n;
NB Ll 03). i) = C(y: + 1)F(1;m‘) (exp(xéej +31/?7j)> (3«“26’]‘ +]1/77j> '

The full posterior distribution is sampled by using Gibbs sampling algorithm (Algorithm 2).
Since the posterior distributions of §; and n; (j =1, ..., k) are known up to a normalizing constant,
the Metropolis-Hasting (MH) algorithm has been used to sample the distribution. When it comes to
6;, a multivariate normal distribution is used as a proposal density. In particular, for each j = 1,..., k,

a candidate 67 ~ MVN(HJ(-t_l), ¥') is accepted with probability

min< 1 7f(0j|) .
YY)

In terms of n;, the proposal density is from a Gamma distribution. Specifically, for each
j=1,..,k, a candidate n; ~ Gamma(2,2/ n](-t_l)) is accepted with probability

* t=1) =«
gmjl...)p (77]( )!nj>

min < 1, — — ,
g(nj(t Dl (n}flnj(-t 1))

where f(0;y,z,Z®, p(t),n®) and g(n;|y, z,Z0, p(t),0®) are as in Eq. (87), (88), respectively, and
P (nj(-t_l)\nj) is the gamma density Gamma(2,2/7;).

For each different sample size n, we run the experiment 16 times. For each time of running, we
produced 2500 MCMC samples and discarded the first 500 as a “burn-in” set. From among the

remaining 2000, we computed the mean of a vector containing 2000 Wasserstein distances (W)
between the MCMC results and the true mixing distribution.
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Algorithm 2 Gibbs sampling algorithm

m

Input: The prior distributions of p, 6; and n;, for j =1,..., k;

The number of iterations (7},4;) and burn-in steps

Output: A Markov Chains {®:};>¢ attaining posterior distribution of (p|(y,z,Z,...),
Y2, Ly ) M| (Y5 2, 4y ), 05|(y, 2, 2, L) (for j =1, ..., k) as the stationary distribution.

1: t = 0. Draw ®q = (p©, 77§0), ...,n,go), 6?%0), ceey 0](60)) randomly.
2: fort=1,2,...,ThH. do

3:

4
5
6:
7
8

Generate Z®) ~ Z\y,az,p(t_l), ngtfl), o n,(ffl), 9?71), - 0,?71)

Generate p®) ~ ply, x, Z®), QY_U, ...,6,(:_1),77?_1), ...,77,(:_1)

Generate 77]@ ~ njly, x, Z® p) Hgt_l), vy 9](5_1) > Using Metropolis-Hasting algorithm
Generate Gj(-t) ~ Ojly, x, Z(t),p(t),nit), v 7]](:) > Using Metropolis-Hasting algorithm
Set (I’t = (p(t)7 77?)’ ceey 77](:)7 Qgt)v ceey 0](;))

: end for
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