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Abstract

This document is a supplement to the paper [1], and includes more detailed
derivations of relevant results. This supplement was not peer-reviewed.
Code implementing the methods described in this paper will be available
at www.mackelab.org.s
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1 HMM formulation

1.1 Definition of variables

e K - number of states

L - number of gates (auxiliary latent variables) with L = K - 1
e T - number of time steps

C - total number of cells

s - state variable, 1-of-K vector

y - target variable, C x 1 binary vector which indicates whether a cell spiked (1) or
not (0)

e x - vector of covariates (such as external stimulation, firing history)

W - gating parameters

o & - regression parameters

1.2 Model description

The standard representation of a first order input-output hidden Markov model [2, 3] can
be written as

T-1

p(So:r—1, Yor—1|Xo:r-1) = p(so[x0) p (¥os0, X0) H p(selsi—1, %) p(yylse,xe) . (1)
t=1

The current state s; at time ¢ depends on the previous state s;_; and some input x;. Specific
to the input-output hidden Markov model (IOHMM) compared to a homogeneous HMM
is the fact that state transitions and state emissions can be conditioned on some external
input x; as well.

We write the transition probabilities of the IOHMM as

KoK RORE
p(st‘st—17xt7 ‘Il) = H Hp (‘51(&7/)|S§7_)17Xta \IJ) (2)

i=1j=1

The external input x; can e.g. consist of features representing a physical stimulus or the
filtered populating spiking activity as in [4].

Similarly, the emission probabilities are represented by conditioning on the current state s;
and some input x;. Note here that the emission probabilities between neurons are assumed
to be conditionally independent given the current population state.

K C N0
p(yilxe s, ®) =[] [[» (yEC)|XtC)7 ¢§-C)) (3)

i=1c=1

The covariates ch) can contain features of the external stimulus, the neurons’ own spiking

history or the spike history of other neurons in the population [5, 6].

In order to represent a hierarchical organisation of population states, we introduce hierar-
chically organised auxiliary latent variables which represent the current state s;. Here, s; is
a 1-of-K vector which represents the unique active path within the hierarchy of z;’s (binary
variables). We can represent s; in the form

® 17 (oA 0
St :H(Zt ) (1_Zt ) (4)

=1
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Figure 1: Graphical model of the hierarchical Markov decision process with four
hidden states. The hidden states s; are deterministic given the auxiliary latent variable
zt, which is organised in a hierarchical fashion.

where Ay, is a binary matrix with A(l Y =1 if and only if the i-th state is in the left branch

of gate [ and AR is a binary matrix with A(l Y = 1ifand only if the i-th state is in the right
branch of gate [.

The conditional probability of the population being in state sgi) can be rewritten as

(@) T o N G o o \AR
p (5t |54 1aXt7‘I’) = H ( 1|5t IER l) p <Zt =052, %; 7, l) (5)
=1

where p (z,gl) |s§j_)17 xgl), l) follows a Bernoulli distribution such that

. 2O (1)
(20680 a0) =g (2,0 ) " (1= (20x))

Here, ¢ is an activation function which maps into the interval (0, 1).

1.3 Variational distribution

We can now write the joint distribution over observed and latent variables - including the
distribution over model parameters - as

p(Y,S, @, %, A v[X) =p(Y|S, X, ®)p (S[X, ¥)p (@A) p (A p (¥lv)p (v)

K L
=p (Y[S, X, @) p(S|X, ¥) H (e A) p H (Wilv)p (1) .-
- - (7)

Here Y, is the set of y,’s, ® and ¥ are the sets of parameters for the emission and gating
distributions, respectively, and A and v are the hyperparameters for the parameter priors.
Since there is no closed form solution for this distribution, we use a variational approximation
[7]. We assume that the posterior factorises as

q(S,®, ¥, A\ v)= (S)Q(‘I’)q(‘I’)Q()\)Q(V) (8)
L

H Hq( (C))Q(Aéc))HQ(@bz)Q(Vz), (9)
k=1c=1 =1



and find the variational approximation to the posterior over parameters, ¢ (S, ®, ¥, A\, v),
by optimising the variational lower bound £(gq) on the evidence,

_ p(Y,S, 2, ¥ A v|X)
) Zs:////q(s,qmp,x,u)m 5.5 A0) d®dwdAdy (10)

< 1n§////p(Y,s,<I>,\1:,>\,u|X) A®d¥dAdy = Inp (Y|X). (11)

We further assume that the approximate posterior is fully factorised:
q(S, 2, ¥, A v) =q(S)q(®)q(¥)qg(A)q(v)

K C . . L (12)
S 11114 (¢( )) ( (k)) [Tana@)

k=1c=1 =1
1.4 Variational Inference

We start by deriving the optimal factor of the latent variables In ¢* (S). This is done in the
same fashion as in [3, Ch. 10.2.1], including the terminology used. The logarithm of the
optimal factor is given by the equation

Ing*(S) =Es w . [Inp(t,S, @, ¥ A\ v X)|. (13)

While deriving the optimal factor, we will ignore all terms that are not dependent on S for
now by summarising them in an additive constant term such that

Ing" (S) = Es,w [Inp (t/S,X, @) p (S|X, ¥)] — Z (Y|X)

=Eg [Inp (Y[S, X, ®)] + Eg [Inp (S|X, ¥)] — Z(Y|X). 1)

Here, the expectation of each term is only taken with respect to variables that are included in
the term. The normalisation constant Z (Y|X) will play a role for calculating the variational
lower bound, as will be shown later [7]. It is estimated as a side product of the forward-
backward algorithm. By substituting 5 and 3 into the right-hand side of 14. we find

!
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M=
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In g* Z sﬁ” sgi)lE\p [lnp (sgz) |s§3)1 ) Xt lIl)}

1j=1

-
I

o (15)

Hﬂ

+
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sV, Inp (v, X, 0:)] — Z (Y[X).

&
i

0 i=1

This term takes a similar form as in the maximum likelihood framework, which is appro-
priate to perform the forward-backward algorithms (see [8, 7]). Instead of log-probabilities
however, we are dealing with expectations of log-probabilities. We therefore need to ap-
proximate the transition and emission probabilities.

We will approximate the transition and emission probabilities by (see [8, 7]):

K
B (st 567,30 @) = exp (Ew |lnp (712 x0, ) | ) 205 (571 %, @) <1 (16)
i=1

for the transition probabilities and

P (vilst” x1.6) = G (7% 917 (17)
c=1



with

5 (571, 607 = exp (B [lnp (5 1x, 017 )]) / B (57, 607 ) dy <1
(18)

for the emission probabilities, where we have made use of the fact that Eg [Inp (y,|X¢, ¢;)]
factorises into independent emission factors for each cell. Note that those probabilities are
sub-normalised (do not sum to 1) [8, 7]. Since all probabilities we are dealing with for
the purpose of the main article are discrete it would be straightforward to normalise those
probabilities. In fact, doing so lead to very similar results as presented in the main article.
Here, we will however conform to [8, 7].

1.4.1 Forward-backward algorithm

We use the approximate transition and emission probabilities from above to calculate the
forward pass with

Cia (sgl)) =a (si“) =p (yt\sgi),xt, ¢) ia (sﬁj_)l) D (sgi)\sy)l,xt, \Il> (19)

j=1

where

is the normalisation constant which ensures that a ( (@ )) sums to one.

Similarly, we can calculate the backward pass where we utilise the normalisation constants
from the forward pass (see [3, Ch. 13.2]):

g (ng)) = C% i/@t (5§Q1) p <Yt+1|sg-)laxt+lv ¢) P (St-&-l‘st » Xt ‘I’) . (20)
j=1

with 3 (552)71) =1 as the starting condition.

A further use of the normalisation constants C, is for calculating the normalisation constant
Z (Y|X) of the approximate posterior ¢(S) such that

T
Z(Y|X) =p(Y|X) = H (21)

This quantity will be useful for calculating the variational lower bound later.

Using the forward-backward recursions we can calculate the marginal E [sgi)} and joint

probabilities E [st ,sgj )1} - which we will also refer to as responsibilities - by

E [sgi)} =« (55”) Jé; (s@) , (22)

[sﬁ”, SEJ)J - Zt (Sﬁj)l) p (sﬁ“lsij_)l,m ‘I’) p (yt|5§i)vxt’ ¢) f (Sgl)) ' (23)



1.4.2 Posterior inference

Emission parameters We next find the form of the factor ¢* (¢p;,) which approximates
the posterior over the parameters of state k. Following the same approach as above by
moving terms independent of ¢, into a constant term we find

(24)

Ing* ( ff)) Es [ln P (y(C)IX@,(p,(f)ﬂ +E,© [111 p (¢,(:)|A§§))} + const.
1

tiE [sgk)} Inp (yt(c)|xgc), ,(:)) + E’\ic) [lnp (¢§€C)|)\,(:))} + const.

It can be seen that the log of factor ¢* (qb;cc)) is composed of the weighted log-likelihood

of the data plus the expectation of the model parameters with respect to ¢* ()\5:)). That

means the more data is observed, the less influence does the prior have on the approximate
posterior. Note that the log-likelihoods are weighted by the responsibilities of the respective
state as described above.

The approximate posterior over the hyper-parameters for state k can be written as
Ing* ()\,(:)) :E¢§:> [lnp (¢§€C)|)\,(:))} +1Inp ()\,(:)) + const. (25)

Gating parameters We now turn to the approximate posterior over gating parame-
ters. We will start with the posterior over all gating parameters ¥ and show that it nat-
urally factorises into approximate posteriors for each gating node such that Ing¢* (¥) =

Zlel Ing* (¢;). The logarithm of the factor In ¢* (¥) can be written as
Ing* (¥) =Eg[Inp (S|X, ¥)] + E, [lnp (P|v)] 4 const. (26)

But as p (S|X, W) is defined over the K states, some terms have to be rearranged to show

that in fact In¢* (¥) can be factorised into Zle In g* (1;). By substituting the definitions
for the conditional distributions of the equation above we find

T K K L
Ing* (P) = Z Z ZIE [sgl),sgj_)l} Inp (sgl)|sgj_)1,Xt, \Il> + ZE"I [lnp (¢,|v;)] + const.
t=1 i=1 j=1 1=1
(27)
where it can be seen that the second part of the equation already factorises into L terms
due to the model description. We will inspect the first part of the equation which is
Es [Inp (S|X, )] more closely to show that it also factorises into L terms:

T K K
Eg [lnp (S|X, ¥)] = ZZZE [Sgi), sgi)l] Inp (sgi)|s§j_)1,Xt, \Il)

t=1 i=1 j=1
T K K L '

33 S [40.a] 35 AL (0 = 12, 1)
t=1 i=1 j=1 =1
+ A% Inp (zt(l) = O|s£j,)1, xgl), wl) (28)
L T K K o ‘ ‘

S SR 2] A (0 = 112 )
I=1 t=1 i=1 j=1

A (4 = ols, )

where we have made use of the definition in 6 and rearranged the sums to show that the
equation factorises into L independent terms.



Following this observation it is possible to derive the approximate posterior over the param-
eters for each gate separately with

Ing* ( ZZZE{% ’SﬁJ)l} Al >1np( _1‘8?)17)(?)7%)

t=1 i=1 j=1

+A%’i)lnp(zt( _O|5t 17X§l)a l) Ey; [Inp (;]vi)] + const.

T K
l l l,i
:ZZIHP( ) _ 1‘S§J)1’X§), ) (Z]E ng)’sﬁj)l} A(L z))

i=1

hlp( - O|8§J)1’x§l)’ l) <Z]E [ng) St 1} A(l l)>

+ ]Ew [Inp (¢;|v1)] + const.
_ZZ (t.0) 1np( 0 _ 150 XD l)+rg’l)1np( D _ ), 50 )
t=1 j=1

+E,, [Inp (¢,;|v;)] + const.
(29)

where
(tlJ) } :E [ (4) sgj)l} Agﬂ) and 7,}(!;710) _ } :IE {ng)’sgj)l] A%”) (30)

are the sums over the responsibilities of all states in the left subtree and in the right subtree
of gate [, respectively. By normalising those quantities the equation can be rewritten as

Ing” ( ZZE [ pe 5t 1} Inp (]E [ l)|zpa(l)a51(sj—)1} |3§j—)1vxy)a l) (31)

j=1t=1
+E,, [Inp (¢;|v1)] + const.
where

E |:Zt a(l) 81(5])1:| — rgvlvj) +7"g7l7j) (32)

is the sum over the responsibilities of all states in the subtrees of gate [ which reflects the
joint probability of the subtree of gate | being active and the previous state being s;, and

(t,lJ’)

(1 a(l
B[00 0] = (3)
E [zt S 1}
are the normalised responsibilities from above. Here E {z Z EA o) S,E )1 represents the con-

ditional probability of the left subtree of gate [ being active conditioned on the previous
state being s; and gate [ being activated.

General form Following these findings we can formalise a general form for all nodes, be
it gating nodes or state nodes:

Ing* ( Zn(n) Inp ( (n)|x(") W, (... )) +E,, [Inp(wnl|v,)] + const. (34)
t=1

where w,, are the parameters of the n-th node and p(w,|v,,) is the prior over the pa-

(n) =y n

rameters. u( ™) denotes the output of gate n with ) for emission nodes and

Mg") =E {zﬁ")\ fa(”) ng)l] for gate nodes. t”) denotes the influence or responsibility of



node n on observation ¢ with nt(") =E {sgn)} for state nodes and n,g") =EK [zfa(n), sgj;)l] for

gate nodes. This observation simplifies the derivations which we will perform later, since
we can perform them on this general form. It should be noted that this equation holds for
any kind of regression problem as long as the conditional probabilities for the gating nodes
have the form as defined in 6.

1.5 Variational lower bound

For the HMDT we can evaluate the variational lower bound of the evidence. This bound is
useful for evaluating model convergence and model comparison. As the lower bound must
be monotonically increasing over iterations, a stopping criterion can be set by the amount
of change of the lower bound. Furthermore, the bound is a good way of evaluating if all
derivations have been performed and implemented correctly.

The lower bound of the hierarchical mixture of experts takes the form

p(Y,S, @, ¥ A\ vX)
= (IR 1 Liteh\ /]
L gs //[/q(S, LU v)In 1(S. 5. % x0) ded¥ddv

=E[np(Y,S,®, ¥, A\ vX)]—E[ng(S,®, ¥, A v)

=E [lnp(Y,S|X, ®, V)] — E [lng (S)]
+E[lnp(®A)] + E [lnp(¥v)] + E [lnp(N)] + E [lnp(v)]
~Elng(&)] - E[lng(¥)] - E [ng (V)] ~ E ing ()

where all expectations are taken with respect to the approximate posteriors of their ar-
guments and the superscript x is omitted. It can be seen that the expectations of the
distributions ¢ are expectations of their log with respect to themselves (negative entropies).

We will only show expectations which can be generally derived for any type of HMDT
model. The expectations which are specific to the regression problem or the used prior will
be derived in a later section.

E[lng(S)] =) q(S)ng(S)
S

= > 4(8) (Bgqaycw) mp(Y, 81X, @, %)) — n 2 (Y|X))
S

(36)
= 4(S) (Eg@)q(w) np(Y,S|X, @, ¥)]) —In 2 (Y[X)
S
=E [Inp(Y,S|X,®, ¥)] —In Z (Y|X)
where we see that
InZ (Y|X) =E[lnp(Y,S|X,®, ¥)] — E [Ing(S)] (37)

which is the normalisation constant we calculate during the forward-back step (see above).
Therefore, the lower bound reduces to

L£=1InZ (Y|X)
+ E[Inp(@|A)] + E [Inp(¥|v)] + E [Inp(A)] + E [Inp(v))] (38)
—E[ng(®)] - E[ng(¥)] —E[lng(A)] —E[lng(v)].



2 Bayesian Logistic Regression

Logistic regression is a common choice for modelling conditional probabilities of a target
variable which follows a Bernoulli distribution. It takes the form of

1

T 1+ exp (—wTx) (39)

p(y=1xw)=0(w'x)

where y is the target variable with y € {0, 1}, x is a vector of covariates and w are the linear

weights for each covariate. o (a) € [0,1] is called the logistic sigmoid which is symmetric
around zero such that

c(a)=1—0(—a). (40)

From this property, it can be shown that the conditional probability can be written as (see
[3, Ch. 10.6.1])

p(ylw, %) = o (WTx)? (1 = o (wTx)) ) (a1)
=exp (W'x)y) o (—wTx)

The logistic regression is a generalised linear model which makes model parameter inference
simple if we want to perform maximum likelihood estimation. However, for a Bayesian
treatment the posterior distribution over the parameters of a logistic regression is intractable.

To overcome this problem we will consider the approach by [9] for performing Bayesian
logistic regression. The authors introduce a variational lower bound to the logistic sigmoid
which is quadratic in its exponent. This enables us to estimate the posterior distribution in
closed form for parameters with a Gaussian prior. The descriptions on this approach will
be kept to a minimum in this section. The interested reader is referred to [9] and [3, Ch.
10.5 & 10.6].

The lower bound on the logistic sigmoid can be written as

o(a)>o(&exp((a—¢)/2—A(¢) (a® - &%) (42)
where

A(E) = %Etanh <§) (43)

and & is a local variational parameter which is specific to any single observation. By substi-
tuting this equation into 41 the Bernoulli likelihood can be lower bounded by

Pt w) = exp (WTx) ) o (€) exp (= (wTx+€) /2 = A () (W) = %) ) = p (ylx, w, &)

(44)
where we refer to the lower bound on the likelihood as p (y|x, w, ) because we introduced
the additional parameter &.

2.1 Parameter priors

In order to perform Bayesian inference on the logistic regression, we define Gaussian priors
over the parameters of the logistic regression. For each parameter we assume independent
univariate Gaussian priors with zero mean. Furthermore, we introduce hyperpriors over the
precision of each Gaussian prior. This enables us to define an anisotropic prior over the
model parameters allowing us to perform automatic relevance determination (ARD) [10].
In the following section we will focus on the ARD prior. For derivations using an isotropic
prior the reader is referred to [3, Ch. 10.6].

The anisotropic Gaussian prior takes the form

: AT !
p(wla) = dl;[lj\/'(wd|0,ad ) = ﬁexp (—2WTAW> (45)

where D is the number of parameters and A is a diagonal matrix with Agq = cgl.



We define the hyperpriors over the precision of the Gaussian prior as

RO
o (0) 1.(0) < (bf(iO)> d al’ -1 (0) 46

p(a) = H Gam(aglay ', b, ") = H St —af exp <_bd ad) ’ (46)
d=1

where a((io) > 0 and b&o) > 0 are shape and rate parameters which are initially set. Although
it will not be described in this section it is possible to also perform inference over those
parameters via gradient or sampling methods.

2.2 Update equations

To derive the variational posterior we can use the result from 34 such that the log-factor
q*(w) has the form

T-1
Ing*(w) = e Inp (ye|x¢, W) + Eq [In p(w]ar)] 4 const.
=0
T-1
> mInp (yelxi, w,&) + Eo [In p(w])] + const.
=0
T-1 LD
= Z ne InInp (yelxe, w, &) — 3 ZEQ [ovg] w3 + const.
t=0 d=1 (47)
T-1 ¢
=3 o (e (60— § + A€ + Wil — 05) A& wixixw )
=0
1
— inEa [A] w + const.
T-1 ] T-1
=wT Z mx (ye — 0.5) — in (]Ea [A] + 2 Z e (&) xanL) W + const.
t=0 t=0

where the first line of this equation is as 34. We have brought In¢*(w) into a quadratic
function of w. By reading out the linear and quadratic terms in w we find the mean and
and covariance of the Gaussian posterior

g (w) =N (1, X) (48)
with
N
S =Ea [A] 42 A () xaX], (49)
n=1
N
p=3> nnx, (Y — 0.5) (50)
n=1

and E,, [A] is a diagonal matrix with E [ay] as elements.

We now derive the approximate posterior over the hyperparameters where we again start
by taking the the expectation of the logarithm of the joint distribution. By moving terms
independent of « into the constant term we find

Ing*(a) = Ey [Inp(wja™")] +Inp (o) + const.
(51)

I
NE

(Ew, Inp(wala;)] +Inp(aqg)) + const.

Y
Il

1
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where we made use of 46. It can be seen that Ing*(a) factorises into D independent
components. We can therefore derive the posterior for each ay by

Ing*(aq) = Ey, [lnp(wd|a;1)] +1Inp (aq) + const.
1 1 1
= / <2 ln Qg — 5 ln 2 — 20@103) q (wd) dwd + (ag)) _ 1) lnad o bg))ad + const.

1 1
=5 Inag — Pl [oF + p3] + (a&O) —1)Inag — bSiO)ad + const.

1 1
= @Y - nag - [bff) + 5 [od + ufl]} ag + const.

(aa—1) by

= In Gam (ad|ad, bd) .
(52)

which takes the form of the logarithm of a Gamma distribution. We come to these results
via the conjugate-exponential relationship of the Gaussian distribution and the Gamma
distribution. The corresponding shape and rate parameters can be read out with

aqg = a&o) + % (53)
and
by = by + % (03 + 13] (54)
The mean of the gamma distribution is given by
E fod] = 3 (55)

The expectation of the log-probability with respect to g(w) is evaluated by
Ew [Inp (Yn|xn, W, &)

=Ew [WTXn(yn - 05) - A(gn)WTXnX;[LW] + lno—(gn) - % + A(&n) 721

— 4T &n 2 (56)
= 1T (g = 05) = N(E) (L B[ T3a) + () — 5+ A(60)E:

= 1T (g = 0.5) =~ A (60) (<] (5 -+ pon) ) + Ino(€a) = 5+ AEEL

This function is used for calculating the expectations necessary to perform the forward-
backward algorithm.

2.2.1 Optimising the variational parameters

The variational parameters are updated by maximising the variational lower bound with
respect to the parameters. The lower bound is only dependent on

L (q,€) =Ez w [Inp(t|n, X, w)] + const.

T—1
// Z N Inp (y¢|x¢, w) dndw + const.
=0
1

T

(57)

(]

e Ew [Inp (y¢|x¢, w)] + const.

~+
Il
o

~
[

e (A0 T (2 ™) x0) +1uo(6) — § +A(E)E? ) + cons.

~
I
o
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This factorises into ¢ parts for each variational parameter. Taking the partial derivative
with respect to & we get

L(q.8) _ 9
o6,  "og

(—A (€) (T (S -+ ) x) + Ino(6) — 5+ A(@»@) RENEE

By setting this function to zero, and by solving for & we get (see [3, Ch. 10.6.2]):

(&) = x] (S + ppT)x, (59)
for the re-estimation of &.

2.3 Variational Lower Bound
As described earlier, the variational lower bound can be used for model comparison, to test

convergence and as a sanity check. Below we calculate the expectations need for calculating
the lower bound in equation (38):

Ew.o [Inp(w]|a)] =Ew.a

D
1 1 1,
Z ~3 Inag — 3 In (27) — 2adwd]

d=1

D
D 1

:—%ln (2m) —1—2(—2 [lnad]—§E [a,ﬂE[wﬂ)
d=1

—ffm o) +ZD: Clnbg) — 22 (52 4 2 60

= ) — 2 by (0F + 1z) (60)
d=1

—InT (a&o)) + at(io) In b((io) + (a((io) — 1) Inayg — b&o)ad]

e

=Y -r (af) +a Wb + (a” ~ 1) Enad - b{E ad]

d=1
D
:Z—lnF(())+ad)lnb(0) (g>_1)(¢(ad)_mbd>—bg@>@ (61)
d=1 ba
1 D 1 fe
B (0 g(w)] = |2 03] - D 2m) - L (w— )72 (w - )
1 D 1 _
:—ﬁln\E\—gln(Qﬂ)—§Ew[(W—M)TZ 1(W—/,l,)]
D
1 D 1
1 D
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Figure 2: Graphical model for
hierarchical Bayesian inference

with Gaussian priors on the pa-

rameter means as described in

the text. Here m and w; are prior

distributions for the mean of their

children, «; and B are independent
| Gamma priors on the precisions of

their respective children (Gaussians)
and p is the prior mean for m which
can be either a Gaussian again or a

Xt ° a constant. This hierarchical structure
can be extended further upwards de-

0..T-1 pendent on the depth of the HMDT.

D
Eq [Ing(a)] =En lz —InT (ag) + agInbg + (ag — 1) Inag — bgag
d=1

—InT (ag) + aglnbg + (ag — 1) E [In ag] — beE [ovg]

—InT (ag) + aglnby + (ag — 1) (¢ (ag) — Inbg) — bd%
d

Ms 11

[
Il
—

M

—InT (ag) + (ag — 1) ¥ (ag) — Inby — ag4 (63)

.
Il
—

where 9(...) is the digamma function.

3 Hierarchical Bayesian inference

We start from a situation with I independent logistic regressions p; (y|w;,x). Say those
regressions model the spiking probability for a neuron in I states. In the following description
we will assume that the regression parameters for each state are similar. This way it is
possible to model prior assumptions about similar receptive field for state close-by in the
HMDT. To implement such an assumption we chose a common mean (instead of zero mean)
for the parameter priors such that the anisotropic Gaussian from earlier takes the form

A2 1

D
p(w;|m, ;) = N (w; g|lm 7ozi_l) = ———exp (—(wi —m)TA;(w; — m)) ,
}:[1 d d , \/%D 2

where the Gamma prior on the precision takes the same form as before:

(64)

o

(0
D D ( (.Od))ai'd (0
7, o —1
plai) = [ Gam(asala. b)) =[] ~—Zvori' e (-baia) (6
d=1 d=1 F(ai’d>

We will further assume that the common prior mean m from above follows a Gaussian
distribution. Bayesian inference for this structure is straightforward because the Gaussian is
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the conjugate prior for the mean of a Gaussian [3]. Similarly to before the prior distribution
over m takes the form of an anisotropic Gaussian of the form

D ) —1/2
plenp0) = [TV o 1) = e (~y om - Bm =) (09
d=1 s

with independent Gamma priors on it’s precision matrix:

- 2 ()"
p(8) = [T Gam(Bale” af) =[] ~—%bi " exp(=df’6a)  (67)
d=1

)

This hierarchical structure can be further extended by defining a prior over p. A graphical
model to show the hierarchical Bayesian network is depicted in figure 2. From this represen-
tation it should become clear how the HMDT can give rise to a hierarchical prior structure.
States in the same sub-tree of the HMDT share the same prior mean, this prior mean follows
a distribution which has a shared mean with states further away in the tree, and so on.

The resulting update equation for the posterior distributions over parameters are given by

N
55! = Ba [A] +2) i (€n) 0], (68)
n=1
N
M =3 (Eq, [Ai] pp, + Z NnXn (Yn — 0-5)] (69)
n=1
for the regression parameters and by
I
S = E[B]+ ) Ea, [Al] (70)
i=1

Uy = Xm (71)

Eg [B]E, (1] + Z Ea, [Ad] p;

for the higher level prior parameters. Posterior inference over the precision parameters o,
and B works as above. Those posterior distributions can be alternatively updated as part
of the VBEM algorithm.
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