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ABSTRACT
We propose a Bayesian elastic net that uses empirical likelihood and develop an
efficient tuning of Hamiltonian Monte Carlo for posterior sampling. The proposed
model relaxes the assumptions on the identity of the error distribution, performs well
when the variables are highly correlated, and enables more straightforward inference
by providing posterior distributions of the regression coefficients. The Hamiltonian
Monte Carlo method implemented in Bayesian empirical likelihood overcomes the
challenges that the posterior distribution lacks a closed analytic form and its domain
is nonconvex. We develop the leapfrog parameter tuning algorithm for Bayesian
empirical likelihood. We also show that the posterior distributions of the regression
coefficients are asymptotically normal. Simulation studies and real data analysis
demonstrate the advantages of the proposed method in prediction accuracy.
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1. Introduction

Regularization methods have been introduced to a linear model to improve the predic-
tion accuracy and interpretability by introducing a penalty term to the least squares
criterion; lasso that implements l1 penalty [1], ridge that adds l2 penalty [2], elastic
net (EN) that introduces a combination of l1 and l2 penalties [3], and non-convex
penalties [4,5]. It is known that EN shows better performances compared to the lasso
while preserving a sparse variable selection property [3,6]. EN also identifies influential
variables better than the lasso and has lower false positives than ridge regression [7].

The penalized regression approaches have an intuitive Bayesian counterpart stem-
ming from introducing penalty terms in the form of priors. For instance, Bayesian
lasso (BL) [8] uses a double-exponential prior, and Bayesian elastic net (BEN) [9]
uses an informative prior that is a compromise between normal and Laplace priors.
The non-convex penalties also have been implemented including spike-and-slab prior
[10], horseshoe prior [11], and hyperlasso [12]. Motivated by Li and Lin [9], various
BEN studies have been conducted including applications to gene-expression data [13],
empirical BEN [14], and regressions [15–17].

The Bayesian approaches on regularization regression have several advantages. First,
the Bayesian methods offer a natural interpretation of parameter uncertainty. For ex-
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ample, the standard errors of our parameter of interest can be estimated as the pos-
terior standard deviations because the Bayesian method provides the entire posterior
distribution. Second, the Bayesian methods provide valid standard errors compared
to the variances of the non-Bayesian penalized regressions estimated by the sandwich
or bootstrap [18]. Third, the penalty parameters in the Bayesian methods can be es-
timated simultaneously with model parameters. When the non-Bayesian models have
multiple penalty parameters, such as EN, multi-stage cross-validations are used to es-
timate the penalty terms. However, the sequential estimation of penalties may incur
the over-shrinkage of parameters that leads to larger bias [9]. Lastly, the Bayesian
penalized regression approaches show similar or better performances compared to the
corresponding non-Bayesian approaches [9,18,19].

Owen [20,21] introduces empirical likelihood (EL), a nonparametric likelihood
method to make inference for statistical functionals. EL does not require an assump-
tion that data follow a certain distribution while maintaining similar properties of
a conventional likelihood method such as Wilk’s theorem and Bartlett correctability
[21–23]. The EL approach has been applied to complex inferences, including general
estimating equation [24], density estimation [25], area under the receiver operating
characteristic curve [26], and data imputation [27]. We refer to Chen and Keilegom
[28] for a review of EL methods on regression.

EL has extended to high dimensional data. Hjort et al. [29] and Chen et al. [30]
show that the asymptotic normality of the EL ratio holds when the dimension of
data grows. Tang and Leng [31] and Leng and Tang [32] propose the penalized EL and
show that it has the oracle property [4,33]. Lahiri and Mukhopadhyay [34] propose the
penalized EL for estimating population means when the dimension of data is larger
than the number of observations. Chang et al. [35] also suggest implementing two
penalty functions to penalized models and Lagrange multipliers.

Also, the EL-based Bayesian methods have been developed. Lazar [36] replaces the
likelihood function in Bayesian settings by EL and shows the validity of the resulting
posterior distribution. In addition, Grendar and Judge [37] show that Bayesian em-
pirical likelihood (BEL) is consistent under the misspecification of the model. BEL
has been studied in various areas; the higher-order asymptotic and coverage proper-
ties of the posterior distribution for the population mean [38,39], the survey sampling
[40], small area estimation [41], quantile regression [42], Bayesian computation [43],
sampling method [44], and lasso and ridge regressions [45].

In this paper, we suggest a Bayesian approach for EN where the likelihood function
is replaced by the profile EL of the linear model. We place a special prior distribution
on the parameter of interest, which combines the l1 and l2 penalties leading to the EN
approach. The proposed approach takes advantage of the interpretability and robust-
ness of the results achieved by the Bayesian perspective and EL method, respectively.
We implement the HMC sampling for BEL suggested by Chaudhuri et al. [44] and
propose the leapfrog step size tuning algorithm based on the bisection method. The
proposed algorithm enables more efficient sampling than hand-tuning or grid-searching
HMC parameters. In addition, our method extends the BEL method for penalized re-
gressions of Bedoui and Lazar [45] by proposing efficient HMC sampling rather than
utilizing the tailored Metropolis-Hasting of Chib and Greenberg [46].

The outline of the remaining sections is as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe
the Bayesian linear model based on EL. In Section 3, we propose BEN based on EL and
discuss the HMC sampling implementations, along with variable selection procedures.
In Section 4, we compare the proposed method with other penalized regression methods
using various simulation studies. The air pollution data application is presented in
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Section 5. Section 6 contains conclusion and future work.

2. Linear model based on empirical likelihood

We first outline how EL is implemented in a linear model. Let X = [x1x1x1, · · · ,xpxpxp] be a
collection of independent p covariate vectors of size n. We consider the linear model

yi = xixixi
Tθθθ + εi,

where the error εi is independent and identically distributed and follows an unknown
distribution with mean zero and variance σ2. The empirical likelihood function for θθθ
is defined as

LEL(θθθ) = sup
wi

{ n∏
i=1

nwi | wi ≥ 0,

n∑
i=1

wi = 1,

n∑
i=1

wixixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ) = 000
}
, (1)

and www = (w1, · · · , wn)T is the weights on the data points. The coefficients θθθ can be
estimated by maximizing equation (1) using the Lagrange multipliers. The profile
empirical log-likelihood becomes

lEL(θθθ) = −n log(n)−
n∑
i=1

log
{

1 + γγγTxixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ)
}
,

∝ −
n∑
i=1

log
{

1 + γγγTxixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ)
}
,

(2)

where γγγ = γγγ(θθθ) solves the equation

n∑
i=1

xixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ)
1 + γγγTxixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ)

= 000.

Here, numerical approaches such as the Newton-Raphson method can be used to find
the Lagrange multipliers γγγ [47].

The regularization method can be implemented to EL for linear models in different
ways. First, the penalty terms can be introduced in the model through the priors
π(θθθ) ∝ pn(θθθ), where pn is a penalty function. Second, Tang and Leng [31] introduce
the penalty terms in EL l(θθθ) ∝ −

∑n
i=1 log

{
1 + γγγTxixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ)

}
− n

∑p
j=1 pn(θj). In

our study, the l1 and l2 penalties are introduced in the form of priors.

3. Bayesian elastic net based on empirical likelihood

EN uses both the l1 and l2 penalties for pt(θθθ)[3]. The EN estimator θ̂θθEN is defined as
the minimizer of

L(θθθ) =
1

2
||yyy −Xθθθ||22 + λ1||θθθ||1 + λ2||θθθ||22, (3)
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where

λ1, λ2 ≥ 0,

θθθ is a p× 1 vector,

||θθθ||1 =

p∑
j=1

|θj | and ||θθθ||22 =

p∑
j=1

θ2
j ,

yyy is a n× 1 vector,

X is a n× p matrix.

Here, λ1 and λ2 are l1 and l2 penalty parameters that control the amount of shrinkage.
Without loss of generality, we assume that

n∑
i=1

xij = 0,

n∑
i=1

yi = 0,

n∑
i=1

x2
ij = 1 for j = 1, · · · , p.

Penalized linear regression models have their Bayesian counterpart models. The
Bayesian penalized models introduce priors for θθθ where the hyperparameters are func-
tions of the penalty terms. For example, from the form of the EN penalty term in (3),
the EN regression parameters can be presented by the following prior

π(θθθ) ∝ exp
(
−λ1||θθθ||1 − λ2||θθθ||22

)
.

Li and Lin [9] propose the Bayesian counterpart of EN by placing normal and Laplace
priors to l1 and l2 penalties, respectively. The shrinkage parameters, λ1 and λ2, are
introduced into the model in the form of hyperparameters.

The BEL approach for linear models replaces the likelihood with EL and places para-
metric priors. Then, the posterior density of EN under the BEL approach π(θθθ| X , yyy)
becomes

π(θθθ | X , yyy) =
LEL(θθθ)π(θθθ)∫

Θ

LEL(θθθ)π(θθθ)dθθθ
∝ LEL(θθθ)π(θθθ).

The hierarchical representation of the full model becomes

LEL(θθθ) ∼ exp (lEL(θθθ)) ,

θθθ|σ2 ∼ exp

(
− 1

2σ2

[
λ1||θθθ||1 + λ2||θθθ||22

])
,

σ2 ∼ IG(a, b).

(4)

where LEL(θθθ) is the profile empirical likelihood for the linear model in (2), IG is

an inverse gamma whose probability density function is
ba

Γ (a)
x−a−1 exp

(
− b
x

)
, for

x > 0, and X and yyy are omitted in LEL (θθθ) for simplicity. We condition θθθ on σ2 to
guarantee the unimodality of the posterior distributions [8,9]. One can also choose a
noninformative prior on σ2 of the form of 1/σ2.

The prior of θθθ given σ2 defined in (4) is a multiplication of normal and Laplace den-
sities. Andrews and Mallows [48] show that the Laplace distribution can be represented
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as a scale mixture of normals with an exponential mixing density

a

2
e−a|z| =

∫ ∞
0

1√
2πs

e−z
2/(2s)a

2

2
e−a

2s/2ds, a > 0.

Li and Lin [9] also showed that the prior defined in (4) can be presented as a scale
mixture of normals with a truncated gamma mixing density. The hierarchical scheme
in (4) becomes as follows

LEL(θθθ) ∼ exp (lEL(θθθ)) ,

θθθ|τττ , σ2 ∼
p∏
j=1

N

(
0,

(
λ2

σ2

τj
τj − 1

)−1
)
,

τττ |σ2 ∼
p∏
j=1

TG

(
1

2
,

λ2
1

8λ2σ2
, (1,∞)

)
,

σ2 ∼ IG(a, b),

(5)

where τττ follows the truncated gamma distribution from 1 to ∞ with the shape pa-
rameter 1/2 and the rate parameter λ2

1/λ2σ
2. The full joint posterior density is as

follows

π
(
θθθ, τττ , σ2|X, yyy

)
∝LEL (θθθ)×

p∏
j=1

(
λ2

σ2

τj
τj − 1

) 1

2

exp

(
−1

2

λ2

σ2

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j

)

×
p∏
j=1

(
λ2

1

8λ2σ2

) 1

2

τ
− 1

2

j exp

(
−τj

λ2
1

8λ2σ2

)
I (τj ∈ (1,∞))

×
(

1

σ2

)a+1

exp

(
− b

σ2

)
.

(6)

To sample from the posterior π
(
θθθ, τττ , σ2|X, yyy

)
, we draw from the following conditional

distributions

1. Sample θθθ from

LEL (θθθ) exp

− λ2

2σ2

p∑
j=1

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j

 .

2. Sampling τj is equivalent to sampling τj − 1 from

GIG

(
ν =

1

2
, ψ =

λ2
1

4λ2σ2
, χ =

λ2

σ2
θ2
j

)
for j = 1, · · · , p.

3. Sample σ2 from

IG

a+ p, b+
1

2

p∑
j=1

[
λ2

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j +

λ2
1

4λ2
τj

] .
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Here, GIG(ν, ψ, χ) is the generalized inverse Gaussian distribution with probability

density function
(ψ/χ)ν/2

2Kν

(√
ψχ
)xν−1 exp

{
−1

2

(
χx−1 + ψx

)}
for x > 0, where Kν (·) is

the modified Bessel function of the third kind with order ν. We use the rejection
algorithm proposed by Hörmann and Leydold [49] to generate samples from the GIG
distribution.

The posterior estimates of BEN based on EL estimates are consistent. As the sample
size increases, the estimates converge to the true value of the parameter being esti-
mated. The consistency of the estimators under the BEL framework has been proved
for the quantile regression [42] and the penalized regression [45], and it can be easily
extended to the proposed estimates.

3.1. Hamiltonian Monte Carlo sampling for Bayesian empirical likelihood

Implementing traditional sampling methods like Gibbs sampler and Metropolis-
Hastings (MH) under the Bayesian empirical likelihood framework is a daunting task.
First, the conditional distribution of θθθ has a non-closed form, which makes the imple-
mentation of the Gibbs sampler impossible. Second, implementing MH is suitable to
sample from a distribution that lacks a closed form, but it may fail to achieve conver-
gence. In addition, the nature of the posterior density support complicates the process
of finding an efficient proposal density. The support of the posterior EL is nonconvex
with many local optima where its surface is rigid. In these cases, the chain can be
trapped in a region and not reach the global optimum. Therefore, it is challenging
to find the proper proposal density that provides a high acceptance right with the
appropriate location and dispersion parameters.

We use HMC [50] to sample θθθ, inspired by Chaudhuri et al. [44]. Let θθθ be the current
position vector and mmm ∼ N(0,M) be the momentum vector where M is the dispersion
matrix. The Hamiltonian is defined by the joint distribution of θθθ and mmm that can be
represented as the the sum of potential energy U(θθθ) and kinetic energy K(mmm),

H(θθθ,mmm) = U(θθθ) +K(mmm)

= − log π(θθθ) +
1

2
mmmTM−1mmm (7)

The partial derivatives of Hamiltonian determine how the θθθ transits to a new state,

dθθθ

dt
=

∂H

∂mmm
dmmm

dt
= −∂H

∂θθθ
.

The Hamiltonian dynamics has reversible, invariant, and volume-preserving proper-
ties that enable MCMC updates [50]. The Hamiltonian equations are computed by
discretizing the small time interval ω. The leapfrog integrator is the most widely-
used method to implement HMC. First, given the current time t and the position θθθ,
the momentum mmm is independently drawn from N(0,M). Then the position and the
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momentum at time t+ ω is updated as follows:

π

(
t+

1

2
ω

)
= π(t)− ω

2

∂U

∂θθθ

θθθ(t+ ω) = θθθ(t) + ωM−1π

(
t+

1

2
ω

)
π (t+ ω) = π

(
t+

1

2
ω

)
− 1

2

∂U

∂θθθ
(θθθ(t+ ω)).

The proposed state (θ∗θ∗θ∗,m∗m∗m∗) is obtained after repeating the above updates T times.
Here, ω and T are also called the step size and leapfrog steps, respectively. The pro-
posed state is accepted with the probability

min [1, exp(−H(θ∗θ∗θ∗,m∗m∗m∗) +H(θθθ,mmm))] .

HMC is known to be more efficient than random-walk-based MH in sampling from
the posterior for Bayesian EL. First, Chaudhuri et al. [44] show that once the param-
eters are inside the support, the HMC chain does not go outside and return to the
interior of the support if they reach its boundary under certain assumptions. This is
due to the property of lEL(θθθ), whose gradient diverges at the boundary. Second, HMC
converges quickly towards the target distribution and enables faster convergence. In
HMC, distances between successively generated points are large. Thus, fewer iterations
are required to obtain a representative sample.

The performance of an HMC depends on its parameters, and it is known that tuning
them is important [50,51]. However, the optimal HMC parameter tuning procedure
for BEL is not discussed in Chaudhuri et al. [44]. It is generally suggested to set a
sufficiently small leapfrog step size ω to ensure that the discretization is good and
use sufficiently large leapfrog steps T so that the overall trajectory length ωT is not
too short. However, setting a large T could be inefficient for HMC used in the BEL
framework. This is because each leapfrog step requires computationally expensive EL
computation. Therefore, we fix the leapfrog steps to T = 10 and find the optimal step
size ω in our study.

We develop the leapfrog step size tuning algorithm for BEL based on the bisection
method [52]. The optimal step size will achieve the known theoretical optimal accep-
tance rate of 65.1% [53]. For a fixed T , a larger step size tends to lower an acceptance
rate and vice versa. For given lower and upper tolerance levels for acceptance rates,
ιl and ιu, respectively, the proposed algorithm searches for ω that results in a high
acceptance rate, greater than 0.651 + ιu, while increasing it by ε. If the acceptance
rate is within the target range [0.651− ιl, 0.651 + ιu], then ω is selected. On the other
hand, if the step size makes the acceptance rate > 0.651 + ιu, the method bisects
the interval [ω − ε, ω]. The bisection procedure is repeated until the acceptance rate
reaches the target range. Compared to the grid search algorithm, the proposed al-
gorithm converges to the target acceptance rate range linearly and enables finer and
computationally efficient step size tuning. The detailed bisection algorithm is given in
Algorithm 1. One can also consider implementing the No-U-Turn sampler (NUTS) [51]
that automatically selects the leapfrog steps and step size. We discuss this in Section 6.

We run a single chain of length 2,000 with 1,000 burn-ins for quicker step size tuning.
For the estimation of θθθ, we simulate four chains of length 2,000 with 1,000 burn-ins,
respectively.
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Algorithm 1 Bisection leapfrog step size tuning algorithm for Bayesian EL

Require: itermax, (initial) ω, T , and lower and upper tolerances ιl and ιu
Ensure: acceptance rate and (updated) ω
ε← ω
scounter ← 0
iter ← 1
while iter ≤ itermax do

Simulate HMC chain using step size ω for a given T and compute acceptance
rate

if acceptance rate ∈ [0.651− ιl, 0.651 + ιu] then
break

else if acceptance rate > (0.651 + ιu) then
if scounter = 0 then

ε← ε . Do not change ε if ω has not decreased before
else

ε← ε/2
end if
ω ← ω + ε . Update ω by increasing ε

else if acceptance rate < (0.651− ιl) then
scounter + = 1
ε← ε/2
ω ← ω − ε . Update ω by decreasing ε

end if
iter + = 1

end while
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The convergence of simulated chains are examined with the split-R̂ of Vehtari et al.
[54]

R̂ =

√
v̂ar+(θθθ | X,yyy)

W
,

where v̂ar+(θθθ | X,yyy) = Ns−1
Ns

W + 1
Ns
B, W and B are the within- and between-chain

variances, and Ns is the number of draws of one chain. Followed by Vehtari et al. [54],

we use the posterior samples that satisfy the convergence criteria R̂ < 1.01.

3.2. Choosing Bayesian elastic net penalty parameters

The proposed EL based approach needs to specify the penalty parameters λλλ = (λ1, λ2).
We consider two approaches: empirical Bayes (EB) and full Bayes (FB).

First, the EB method estimates the penalty parameter from data and plugs the
estimated parameters into the model. Park and Casella [8] use the EB method to
estimate the shrinkage parameter in BL. It treats the parameters as missing data and
uses the Monte Carlo expectation-maximization (EM) algorithm approach proposed
by Casella [55]. The EM algorithm is iteratively used to approximate the parameters
of interest by substituting Monte Carlo estimates for any expected values that cannot
be computed explicitly. For our proposed model, θθθ, τττ , and σ2 are treated as missing
data whereas λ1 and λ2 are treated as fixed parameters.

We use a building block of HMC and the Gibbs sampler to sample θθθ, τττ and σ2. The
negative log empirical posterior density of θθθ in (7) is defined as

− log
{
π
(
θθθ|σ2, τ2

1 , · · · , τ2
p

)}
=

n∑
i=1

log
{

1 + γγγTxixixi
(
yi − xixixiTθθθ

)}
+

λ2

2σ2
θθθTD−1

τ θθθ,

where Dτ = diag

(
τ1

τ1 − 1
, · · · , τp

τp − 1

)
and its gradient is defined as

−
∂ log

{
π
(
θθθ|σ2, τ2

1 , · · · , τ2
p

)}
∂θθθ

=

n∑
i=1

−λλλTxixixixixixi
T

1 + γγγTxixixi (yi − xixixiTθθθ)
+
λ2

σ2
θθθTD−1

τ .

The hierarchical model presented in (6) yields the complete-data log-likelihood

p log(λ1)− λ2

2σ2

p∑
j=1

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j −

λ2
1

8λ2σ2

p∑
j=1

τj + terms not involving λ1 and λ2.

At the kth step of the Monte Carlo EM algorithm, the conditional log-likelihood on
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λλλ(k−1) =
(
λ

(k−1)
1 , λ

(k−1)
2

)
and yyy is

Q(λλλ|λλλ(k−1))

= p log(λ1)− λ2

2

p∑
j=1

E

[
τj

τj − 1

θ2
j

σ2

∣∣∣∣∣λλλ(k−1), yyy

]
− λ2

1

8λ2

p∑
j=1

E
[ τj
σ2

∣∣∣λλλ(k−1), yyy
]

+ terms not involving λ1 and λ2

= R(λλλ|λλλ(k−1)) + terms not involving λ1 and λ2.

Then we find λ1 and λ2 that maximize R(λλλ|λλλ(k−1)). The maximization procedure can
be obtained by using the partial derivatives of R(λλλ|λλλ(k−1))

∂R

∂λ1
=

p

λ1
− λ1

4λ2

p∑
j=1

E
[ τj
σ2

∣∣∣λλλ(k−1), yyy
]

∂R

∂λ2
= −1

2

p∑
j=1

E

[
τj

τj − 1

θ2
j

σ2

∣∣∣∣∣λλλ(k−1), yyy

]
+

λ2
1

8λ2
2

p∑
j=1

E
[ τj
σ2

∣∣∣λλλ(k−1), yyy
]
.

Here, the expectations in Q and R are evaluated by using the means of sampled θθθ, τττ ,
and σ2.

Second, the FB approach treats λλλ as unknown model parameters and specify a prior
for them. Park and Casella [8] suggest to use the gamma prior for the squared value of
l1 penalty for BL. Similarly, we assume the Gamma(r1, δ1) prior on λ2

1. Also, we place
a GIG(ν2, ψ2, χ2) prior on λ2, which is a conjugate prior [9]. The full joint posterior
density becomes

π
(
θθθ, τττ , σ2, λ2

1, λ2|X, yyy
)
∝LNP (θθθ)×

p∏
j=1

(
λ2

σ2

τj
τj − 1

) 1

2

exp

(
−1

2

λ2

σ2

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j

)

×
p∏
j=1

(
λ2

1

8λ2σ2

) 1

2

τ
− 1

2

j exp

(
−τj

λ2
1

8λ2σ2

)
I (τj ∈ (1,∞))

×
(

1

σ2

)a+1

exp

(
− b

σ2

)
×
(
λ2

1

)r1−1
exp

(
−δ1λ

2
1

)
× (λ2)ν2−1 exp

{
−1

2

(
χ2

1

λ2
+ ψ2λ2

)}
.

The full conditional distributions for the penalty parameters are

λ2
1|τττ , σ2, λ2 ∼ Gamma

p
2

+ r1,

p∑
j=1

τj
8λ2σ2

+ δ1


λ2|τττ , σ2, λ2

1, θθθ ∼ GIG

ν = ν2, ψ =

p∑
j=1

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j

σ2
+ ψ2, χ =

p∑
j=1

τjλ
2
1

4σ2
+ χ2

 .

An alternative prior for λ2 to consider is Gamma(r2, δ2). Then, the full conditional
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distribution becomes

λ2|τττ , σ2, λ2
1, θθθ ∼ GIG

ν = r2, ψ =

p∑
j=1

τj
τj − 1

θ2
j

σ2
+ 2δ2, χ =

p∑
j=1

τjλ
2
1

4σ2

 .

The gamma distribution is a special case of the GIG distribution family with χ = 0.
Thus, placing a gamma prior on λ2 results on a posterior distribution that follows a
GIG distribution.

3.3. Variable selection methods

The Bayesian regularization approaches require additional variable selection methods.
In most non-Bayesian penalized methods, the estimated coefficients shrink to zero. On
the other hand, the outputs of Bayesian models are the posterior distributions, which
are not necessarily equal to zero. We present two variable selection methods: Bayesian
credible interval and scaled neighborhood criteria.

First, the Bayesian credible interval can be used to select variables whose credible
regions do not include zero for a given probability level α [56]. Lazar [36] proves that
under standard regularity conditions and as n→∞, the posterior EL distribution θθθ(F )
converges to the normal distribution. Bedoui and Lazar [45] show that the asymptotic
posterior distribution of the BEL version of ridge and lasso regressions follows the
normal distribution. Lemma 3.1 shows that the posterior EL distribution of θθθ for the
elastic net model converges to a normal distribution as n → ∞. However, we want
to note that the Bayesian credible interval may include zero in the presence of strong
correlation among explanatory variables because of bimodality of the posterior of the
regression parameters [57].

Lemma 3.1. Assume standard regularity conditions, ∇ log (π(θθθ)) = 0 and
∇ log (π(X,yyy|θθθ)) = 0. The posterior EL distribution of θθθ for the Bayesian elastic
net converges to the normal distribution with mean mmm and covariance Jn as n → ∞,
where

Jn =
λ2

σ2
Dτ + J (θ̂̂θ̂θn),

mmm = Jn
−1

(
λ2

σ2
Dτθ0θ0θ0 + J (θ̂̂θ̂θn)θ̂̂θ̂θn

)
,

θ0θ0θ0 is the prior mode, θ̂̂θ̂θn is the profile maximum likelihood estimate of θθθ and

J (θ̂̂θ̂θn) =

[
∂2

∂θi∂θj

n∑
i=1

log
{

1 + γγγTxixixi(yi − xixixiTθθθ)
}]

θθθ=θ̂̂θ̂θn

.

Also, −2 log
(
π(θθθ|τ , σ2,X , yyy)

) d−→ χ2
p as n→∞.

Proof. Under the standard regularity conditions, the prior term is dominated by the
likelihood function, and the log posterior distribution of θθθ can be expressed using up
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to quadratic order terms [58],

−2 log
(
π(θθθ|τ , σ2,X , yyy)

)
∝ (θθθ −mmm)TJ−1

n (θθθ −mmm).

Lazar [36] shows that the posterior distribution of θθθ converges to normal distribution
with mean mmm and variance Jn as n→∞. Then, showing Jn is symmetric and positive
semi-definite completes the proof.

First, the first term of Jn, the diagonal matrix
λ2

σ2
Dτ , is the minus second derivative

of the log prior distribution of θθθ in (5) evaluated at θθθ0. Also, the second term of Jn,
J(θθθ), can be approximated as Fisher information matrix [58], which is a positive semi-

definite matrix by definition. Therefore, Jn is positive semi-definite because both
λ2

σ2
Dτ

and J (θ̂̂θ̂θn) positive semi-definite. Thus, −2 log
(
π(θθθ|τ , σ2,X , yyy)

) d−→ χ2
p as n→∞.

Second, the scaled neighborhood criterion uses the posterior probability to se-
lect variables [9]. The variable θj is excluded when the posterior probability

P
(
|θj | ≤

√
Var(θj | yyy) | yyy

)
is greater than η for a given threshold η.

4. Simulation studies

We conduct Monte Carlo simulations to compare the performance of the proposed
Bayesian elastic net based on the empirical likelihood (BEN-EL) model with four
different models: BEN, BL, EN, and lasso applied to the least absolute deviation
regression (LADL). LADL is known to be robust to heavy tail errors and outliers [59].
We generate data from the linear model

yyy = XXXθθθ + ε.

Note that BEN-EL and LADL assume that the mean and the median of errors are
zero, respectively. On the other hand, BEN, BL, and EN assume normal errors.

4.1. Prediction performance

4.1.1. Simulation 1

In Simulation 1, we set θθθ = (3, 1.5, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0)T . The explanatory variables Xij ’s are
generated from the standard normal distribution with pairwise correlations ρ(xi, xj) =

0.5|i−j| for all i, j ∈ {1, ..., 8}. We generate training data sets with three different sizes
(n = 50, 100, 200). For each setting, we generate test data sets of size 400. The error
is generated from three different distributions: 1) normal distribution, ε ∼ N(0, 32),
2) non-normal distribution, ε ∼ N(−3, 1) or ε ∼ N(3, 1) with probability of 0.5,
respectively, and 3) skew Student t distribution proposed by Fernández and Steel [60],
ε ∼ ST (ν = 30, ξ = 1.5) with mean 0 and standard deviation 3. We use the R package
fGarch [61] to sample from the skew Student t distribution. The sampling procedures
are repeated 100 times for each simulation setting.

The shrinkage parameters λ1 and λ2 are estimated using the EB method for BEN-
EL, BEN, and BL methods. For BEN-EL, the hyperparameters a = 10 and b = 10 are
used. For the bisection step size tuning, the initial step size ω = 0.5 and tolerances ιl =
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ιu = 0.05 are used. For BEN and BL, we use MCMC with 2,000 burn-ins and 12,000
iterations. The optimal value for λ2 in EN is selected from {10n | n = −2,−1, 0, 1, 2, 3}.

In all cases, the simulated HMC chains meet the convergence criteria R̂ < 1.01. The
trace plots and histograms of estimated θθθ by BEN-EL for one dataset of skew Student
t errors and n = 50 are given in Figures A1 and A2 in Appendix A.

Table 1. The median of mean squared prediction errors (MMSPE) along with the standard errors (SE)

of BEN-EL, BEN, BL and EN methods for Simulation 1. The smallest MMSPEs are marked in bold.
Error MMSPE (SE)

BEN-EL BEN BL EN LADL
N(0, 32) n = 50 10.24 (0.18) 11.33 (0.25) 10.00 (0.16) 10.43 (0.15) 11.07 (0.18)

n = 100 9.61 (0.10) 11.65 (0.19) 9.55 (0.10) 9.73 (0.10) 9.96 (0.15)
n = 200 9.13 (0.07) 11.65 (0.10) 9.10 (0.08) 9.17 (0.07) 9.36 (0.12)

N(3, 1) n = 50 10.80 (0.12) 12.33 (0.25) 10.91 (0.12) 11.20 (0.17) 14.37 (0.29)
or n = 100 10.49 (0.11) 12.36 (0.21) 10.49 (0.11) 10.68 (0.09) 13.09 (0.18)

N(−3, 1) n = 200 10.29 (0.05) 12.66 (0.13) 10.27 (0.06) 10.34 (0.07) 12.52 (0.10)
Skew n = 50 90.20 (0.99) 91.38 (1.30) 91.83 (1.22) 93.93 (1.30) 92.29 (0.76)

Student t n = 100 86.31 (1.26) 86.77 (1.07) 86.09 (1.12) 88.50 (1.48) 88.15 (1.08)
n = 200 83.56 (0.80) 83.95 (0.68) 83.66 (0.76) 84.51 (0.89) 84.81 (1.05)

BEN-EL outperforms the other methods when the number of observations is small
(n = 50, 100) and the normality assumption in errors is violated. Table 1 presents the
median of mean squared prediction error (MMSPE) and the standard error (SE) results
based on Simulation 1. For Bayesian methods, the explanatory variables are selected
based on the scaled neighborhood criterion with η > 0.5 in computing MMSPE. The
SE is computed as a standard deviation of 1,000 bootstrap samples of mean squared
prediction error values.

Table 2. The empirical frequency (%) that the regression coef-

ficient is dropped for Simulation 1 with errors from N(3, 1) or
N(−3, 1). For BEN-EL, BEN, and BL, the scaled neighborhood cri-

terion with η > 0.5 is used.
Empirical frequency of exclusion

θ1 θ2 θ3 θ4 θ5 θ6 θ7 θ8

n = 50
BEN-EL 0 0 58 69 0 65 75 64

BEN 0 0 34 39 0 53 80 76
BL 0 3 69 76 0 77 82 75

LADL 0 18 70 76 9 86 90 82

n = 100
BEN-EL 0 0 70 61 0 59 72 69

BEN 0 0 13 15 0 34 73 74
BL 0 0 80 73 0 75 82 77

LADL 0 12 76 73 5 81 88 84

n = 200
BEN-EL 0 0 56 66 0 68 74 62

BEN 0 0 2 3 0 17 68 82
BL 0 0 69 69 0 75 82 75

LADL 0 6 77 71 0 81 88 84

Table 2 reports the number of exclusion of each variable for 100 simulated data
sets for BEN-EL, BEN, BL, and LADL. The variable selection results for EN are not
included because all the estimated coefficients are nonzero. LADL performs the best
in dropping variables with zero coefficients (θ3, θ4, θ6, θ7, and θ8) but some nonzero
coefficients (θ1, θ2, and θ5) are also excluded. Among the Bayesian methods, BL best
identifies the zero coefficients. However, the MMSPEs for BL are larger than BEN-
EL for n = 50, 100. This implies that BEN-EL makes more accurate estimates even
though their zero variables exclusion rate is worse than BL.
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4.1.2. Simulation 2

Simulation 2 dataset has a more complex correlation structure than Simulation 1.
First, we generate Z1, Z2, and Z3 independently from N(0, 1). Then, we add normal
errors so that xi = Z1 + υi for i = 1, . . . , 5, xi = Z2 + υi for i = 6, . . . , 10, xi = Z3 + υi
for i = 11, . . . , 15, and xi ∼ N(0, 1) for i = 16, . . . , 30, where υi ∼ N(0, 0.01) for
i = 1, . . . , 15. As a result, the variables in the first three groups are highly correlated
within each group. We set the true parameters of the linear model as

θθθ = (3, · · · , 3︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

, 3, · · · , 3︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

, 3, · · · , 3︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

, 0, · · · , 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
15

)T .

We generate error ε using three different distributions: 1) normal distribution, ε ∼
N(0, 152), 2) Student t distribution with degrees of freedom 3, ε ∼ 10×t3, and 3) skew
Student t distribution, ε ∼ ST (ν = 30, ξ = 1.5). The normal and t distributions are
symmetric and have similar variances, but the t distribution has a thicker tail than
the normal distribution. On the other hand, the skew Student t distribution is right-
skewed. We use training data sets with two different sizes (n = 100, 200) and fix the
size of testing data sets to 400. We generate 100 data sets for each simulation setting.
For the other simulation parameters, we use the same setting used in Simulation 1.

For BEN-EL, the simulated HMC chains converge with R̂ < 1.01 in all simulation
settings. We also present the trace plots and histograms of four nonzero coefficients
(θ1, θ2, θ3, θ4) and four zero elements (θ16, θ17, θ18, θ19) estimated by BEN-EL for one
dataset of the skew Student t errors and n = 100 in Figures A3 and A4 in Appendix A.

Table 3. The median of mean squared prediction errors (MMSPE) along with the standard errors (SE) of

BEN-EL, BEN, BL, EN, and LADL methods for Simulation 2. The smallest MMSPEs are marked in bold.
MMSPE (SE)

BEN-EL BEN BL EN LADL

Normal
n = 100 281.98 (3.70) 291.44 (4.50) 295.28 (4.16) 309.52 (5.36) 332.72 (3.42)
n = 200 255.06 (2.58) 254.12 (3.02) 258.17 (3.35) 263.62 (3.42) 323.32 (3.73)

Student t
n = 100 334.10 (10.75) 344.72 (7.61) 345.03 (7.79) 380.51 (12.33) 374.70 (5.78)
n = 200 313.37 (6.77) 302.26 (6.46) 307.12 (6.62) 311.59 (6.13) 351.81 (7.51)

Skew n = 100 289.95 (4.03) 297.96 (4.43) 301.23 (4.64) 318.13 (8.88) 344.05 (2.83)
Student t n = 200 253.97 (3.06) 255.24 (2.74) 256.02 (2.97) 262.62 (3.52) 310.68 (4.33)

The simulation results suggest that BEN-EL outperforms when the sample size is
small or the error follows the asymmetric distribution. Table 3 reports the MMSPE
and SE results of Simulation 2. In all cases, the Bayesian methods (BEN-EL, BEN,
and BL) perform better than the non-Bayesian methods (EN and LADL), and the
Bayesian EN methods (BEN-EL and BEN) perform better than the BL. This corre-
sponds to the findings that the EN-based methods perform better than the lasso-based
methods under the complex correlation structure [3]. For the symmetric error distribu-
tions (normal and Student t), BEN-EL provides the smallest MMSPE and SE values
compared to BEN when the sample size is small. However, BEN-EL performs the best
under the skewed error distribution regardless of the sample size.

Table 4 presents the variable selection results. For the Bayesian methods, variables
are selected using the scaled neighborhood criterion with η > 0.5. The variable se-
lection results for EN are not reported because its estimated coefficients are nonzero.
BEN-EL tends to keep more variables than BEN and BL for both nonzero and zero co-
efficients. BEN and BL perform poorly in keeping nonzero variables when the sample
size is small, but they improve as the sample size increases. LADL shows the highest
exclusion rate for zero coefficients but removes many nonzero coefficients.
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Table 4. The empirical frequency (%) that the 15 nonzero and 15 zero regression coefficients are dropped

for Simulation 2. For Bayesian methods, the scaled neighborhood criterion with η > 0.5 is used.
Empirical frequency of exclusion

BEN-EL BEN BL LADL
Nonzero Zero Nonzero Zero Nonzero Zero Nonzero Zero

Normal n = 100 22.26 63.33 34.60 74.07 42.33 87.53 71.20 92.93
n = 200 5.47 68.47 5.60 69.27 9.87 82.20 48.87 94.40

Student t
n = 100 23.73 59.13 41.73 78.40 48.93 88.47 64.67 94.40
n = 200 10.53 58.80 12.13 70.07 16.60 83.20 35.93 93.87

Skew n = 100 21.53 61.07 32.53 76.00 38.67 87.53 72.07 94.00
Student t n = 200 5.40 65.47 5.67 66.53 8.40 81.07 45.67 92.73

4.2. Sensitivity of Hyperparameters

We examine the sensitivity of the hyperparameters of the penalty parameters λ1 and
λ2 in BEN-EL for the FB approach. Li and Lin [9] suggest that the BEN posterior
samples may be heavily dependent on the hyperparameters on the penalty parameters
based on their experience. Still, it has not been investigated for BEN-EL. Therefore,
we investigate how the priors affect posterior inferences by changing hyperparameters:
1) (r1, δ1) of the gamma prior for λ2

1 and 2) (ψ2, χ2) of the GIG prior for λ2. In both
simulations, we use one data set from Simulation 1 with n = 50 and normal errors
N(0, 32). For the gamma prior, 1,600 combinations of the shape and rate parameters
r1 and δ1 ∈ {0.25, 0.5, . . . , 9.75, 10} are used. For the GIG prior, we fix χ2 = 1 and use
1,640 combinations of ν2 ∈ {−5,−4.75, . . . , 4.75, 5} and ψ2 ∈ {0.25, 0.5, . . . , 9.75, 10}.
The shape and rate parameters r1 and δ1 for the gamma prior and ν2 and χ2 for the
GIG prior affect in the opposite directions for nonzero and zero coefficients. For exam-
ple, as r1 and ν2 increase and δ1 and χ2 decrease, the estimated nonzero coefficients
will decrease, whereas the estimated zero coefficients will increase.

The step size ω is estimated by the proposed bisection algorithm using the same
input parameters used in Simulation 1. We run four HMC chains of 2,000 iterations
with 1,000 burn-ins. In all cases, the split-R̂’s are less than 1.01 and the HMC chains
converge.

The estimated coefficients are affected by choice of the hyperparameters, but the
variability is not large enough to interrupt overall inference. Figure 1 shows heatmaps
of estimated coefficients of θ1 and θ4 according to different combinations of the hy-
perparameters. The estimated coefficients are the median of the posteriors of θ1 and
θ4 whose true values are 3 and 0, respectively. We see the estimated coefficients vary
according to the hyperparameters, but they are close to the true coefficients. For ex-
ample, the estimated θ1 differs only up to 0.15 and 0.4 for the various combinations
of the hyperparameters of λ2

1 and λ2, respectively.

5. Air pollution data analysis

We use the air pollution to mortality data [62]. The data set includes the mortality
rate (yyy) and 15 explanatory variables of weather, socioeconomics, and air pollution
in 60 metropolitan areas of the United States from 1959 to 1961. See Table A1 in
Appendix A for a description of the variables.

The air pollution set has a complicated correlation structure. The correlation plot
is presented in Figure 2. For example, the nitroc oxide level nox is highly correlated
with other air pollution variable hydrocarbon pollution hc, but also correlated with
the weather variable prec and population variable popn.

We randomly split the data into a training set with 30 observations and a test set of
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Figure 1. Estimated θ1 (first column) and θ4 (second column) with respect to the hyperparameters of the

gamma prior of λ21 (first row) and the GIG prior of λ2 (second row).
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Figure 2. The correlation matrix of the air pollution data.

30 observations. The five models, BEN-EL, BEN, BL, EN, and LADL, are conducted
using the training set, and the prediction errors are obtained using the test set. For
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Bayesian methods, the EB approach is used to select the penalty parameters, and
the Bayesian credible interval with the probability level α = 0.5 is used to select the
variables. We repeat the procedure 100 times.

Table 5 reports the mean prediction error and standard deviation of the five mod-
els. BEN-EL yields the smallest mean prediction error, but its standard deviation
is the second largest. The relatively large standard deviation of BEN-EL is due to
one large prediction error. BEN-EL has the smallest median, mean, the first quartile
(Q1), and the third quartile (Q3) than the other methods. Figure A5 in Appendix A
shows boxplots of prediction errors of BEN-EL, BEN, BL, LADL. The results imply
that the proposed method outperforms the other methods when data have a complex
correlation structure and a small number of observations.

Table 5. The mean prediction errors along with the standard errors
(SE) of BEN-EL, BEN, BL and EN methods for air pollution data anal-

ysis. The smallest mean prediction error is marked in bold.
Mean Prediction Error (SE)

BEN-EL BEN BL EN LADL
1950 (679) 2118 (518) 2133 (665) 3044 (2903) 1974 (620)

6. Conclusion

We propose a new Bayesian approach for EN based on EL. Accordingly, the profile EL
for the linear model replaces the ordinary likelihood function in the Bayesian setting.
We use the HMC algorithm because the resulting posterior EL distribution lacks a
closed form, and the implementation of even standard MCMC methods is challenging.
A new HMC parameter tuning algorithm based on the bisection method is proposed for
BEL. Simulation studies and the air pollution data application show that our approach
outperforms the other methods when the sample size is small, data are correlated, and
error distributions are misspecified.

BEL methods share the same limitations of EL in the sense that the number of
variables cannot increase as the sample size decreases. The reason is that the estimating
equations are included in the convex hull to maximize the profile EL ratio. However,
XTX is not of full rank when p > n and hence it is non-invertible. To address this
shortcoming, several approaches have been proposed, such as penalized EL [34] and
double penalization [35]. Thus, it might be worth a formal investigation whether the
proposed method could be extended for p > n case for future work.

Another interesting topic is implementing the NUTS algorithm of [51] to the BEL
framework. NUTS automatically tunes leapfrog steps and step sizes and has been
used as a default sampler in popular MCMC software such as Stan [63] and PyMC3
[64]. However, the proper introduction of NUTS into BEL has not been studied. We
observe that HMC chains often diverge when the NUTS algorithm is used for BEN-EL.
Also, BEL is not supported by most MCMC libraries because EL cannot be used as a
likelihood function. Developing a BEL computational pipeline compatible with Stan
or PyMC3 for practitioners will be of further interest.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

17



Data availability statement
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data are obtained from McDonald et al. [62]. The R code used to generate, import,
and analyze the data used in this paper is publicly available at the URL: https:
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Appendix A.

Table A1. Summary of variables of the air pollution data set.
Variable type Variable name Description

Weather

prec Mean annual precipitation (in)
jant Mean January temperature (F)
jult Mean July temperature (F)
humid Annual average relative humidity at 1 pm (%)

Socioeconomic

ovr95 Percentage of population aged 65 or older in 1960
popn Population per household in 1960
educ Median school years completed
hous Percentage of housing units
dens Population per square mile in 1960
nonw Percentage non-white population in 1960
wwdrk Percentage employed in white collar occupations in 1960
poor Percent of families with income under 3,000 dollars in 1960

Pollution
hc Relative hydrocarbon pollution potential
nox Relative oxides of nitrogen pollution potential
so Relative sulfur dioxide pollution potential
mort Age-adjusted mortality rate per 100,000
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Figure A1. Trace plots for the posterior samples, where θθθ = (3, 1.5, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0), errors follow the skew

Student t distribution, and n = 50 in Simulation 1.
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Figure A2. Histograms of posterior samples, where θθθ = (3, 1.5, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0), errors follow the skew Student

t distribution, and n = 50 in Simulation 1.

22



0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
2

0
2

4

θ 1

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
2

−
1

0
1

2
3

4

θ 2

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
2

−
1

0
1

2
3

4

θ 3

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
3

−
2

−
1

0
1

2

θ 4

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
1

0
1

2
3

4

θ 5

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
2

0
2

4

θ 1
6

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
4

−
3

−
2

−
1

0
1

2
3

θ 1
8

0 1000 2000 3000 4000

−
2

−
1

0
1

2
3

4

θ 1
9

Figure A3. Trace plots for the posterior samples, where θ1 = θ2 = θ3 = θ4 = 3, θ16 = θ17 = θ18 = θ19 = 0),

errors follow the skew Student t distribution, and n = 100 in Simulation 2.
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Figure A4. Histograms of posterior samples, where θ1 = θ2 = θ3 = θ4 = 3, θ16 = θ17 = θ18 = θ19 = 0),

errors follow the skew Student t distribution, and n = 100 in Simulation 2.
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Figure A5. Boxplots of prediction errors for the air pollution data. BEN-EL has the smallest mean, median,

Q1, and Q3. The prediction error of EN is not included because it differs from the other methods.
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