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Abstract

The bridge approach for regularization of coefficients in regression models uses ℓα norm, with
α ∈ (0,+∞), to define a penalization on large values of the regression coefficients. Particular
cases include the lasso and ridge penalizations. In Bayesian models, the penalization is enforced
by a prior distribution on the coefficients. Although MCMC approaches are available for Bayesian
bridge regression, they can be very slow for large datasets, specially in high dimensions. This paper
develops an implementation of Automatic Differentiation Variational Inference for Bayesian infer-
ence on semi-parametric regression models with bridge penalization. The non-parametric effects of
covariates are modeled by B-splines. The proposed inference procedure allows the use of small
batches of data at each iteration (due to stochastic gradient based updates), therefore drastically
reducing computational time in comparison with MCMC. Full Bayesian inference is preserved so
joint uncertainty estimates for all model parameters are available. A simulation study shows the
main properties of the proposed method and an application to a large real dataset is presented.
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1 Introduction and related works
It is not uncommon for an experimenter to
be interested in understanding how covariates
might explain a response variable. For this, one
can assume a general non-parametric regression
model:

yi = g(xi1, . . . , xiD) + ϵi,
where ϵi ∼ N(0, ϕ−1) for i = 1, . . . , n.
A usual approach to estimate the surface g is
to consider the well-known (General) Additive

Model, which briefly means that g can be decom-
posed as

g(x1, . . . , xD) = g0 +
D

∑
j=1

gj(xj),

where xj = (x1j, . . . , xnj)
⊤, for j = 1, . . . , D and

i = 1, . . . , n. Each univariate function gj can be
written as a linear combination of basis functions
Bj,1, . . . , BjKj , such as B-splines, wavelets, Fourier

basis, etc. That is, gj(xj) = ∑
Kj
k=1 Bjk(xj)β jk.

Throughout this work, the basis functions
chosen to represent the univariate function gj
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are the well-known B-splines. Thus, the surface
regression model is:

yi = g0 +
D

∑
j=1

Kj

∑
k=1

Bjk(xij)β jk + ϵi (1)

Regularization plays a very important role in
Statistics: penalizing overcomplex models often
reduces the risk of overfitting and produces bet-
ter generalization to hold out data. For this,
under the frequentist point of view, one have to
solve the following optimization problem:

arg min
β

∥y− g0−
Kj

∑
k=1

Bjk(xj)β jk∥2 +
D

∑
j=1

λj P(βj, αj),

where λj is the smoothing parameter and
P(βj, αj) is the roughness penalty term.

Different types of penalties, P(βj, α) can be
applied. For instance, P(βj, α = 1) = ∥βj∥1,
ℓ1-norm, P(βj, α = 2) = ∥βj∥2

2, the ℓ2-
norm squared, the smoothing splines penalty,
P(βj, α = 2) =

∫
(∑j βj B̈j)

2, and P-spline,
P(βj, α = 2) = ∑D

j=k+1(∆
kβj)

2, where ∆k is the
k-th order difference operator.

In particular, after writing (1) in matrix form,
the semi-parametric regression model can be
written as:

y = X0β0 +
D

∑
j=1

Xjβj + ϵ,

where ϵ ∼ N(0, ϕ−1In), with ∑
Kj
k=1 Bjk(xj)β jk =

Xjβj, where Xj is the n × Kj matrix Xj =

[Bj1(xj), . . . , BjKj(xj)] and βj = (β j1, . . . , β jKj)
⊤.

Note that the matrix X0 comprises possible para-
metric covariates and hence can also be viewed
as Partial Splines (Silverman & Green, 1994). In
particular, if X0 = 1 then X0β0 plays the role of
g0 from equation (1) (Additive Model).

Penalties defined in terms of ℓα norm in the
context of Bayesian regression models include
the ridge (Hoerl and Kennard 1970a, Hoerl and
Kennard 1970b) (α = 2), the lasso (Park &
Casella, 2008) (α = 1), elastic net (Q. Li & Lin,
2010) (convex combination of both ℓ1 and ℓ2
norms) and bridge (Mallick & Yi, 2018; Polson,
Scott, & Windle, 2014) (α > 0), first presented

by Frank and Friedman (1993). A possible bridge
model for semi-parametric regression is a regu-
larization problem defined as,

arg min
β0, β

1
2
∥(y−X0β0−

D

∑
j=1

Xjβj)∥2 +
D

∑
j=1

λj||βj||
αj
αj

(2)
where λj > 0 is the penalty term that controls the
strength of shrinkage over βj and αj > 0 is the
concavity parameter of the penalty function.

The different choices of ℓα norm for the penal-
ization imply different forms of shrinking the
regression coefficients towards zero. While ridge
regression does not zero out coefficients, the
lasso penalization is capable of producing sparse
solutions to the corresponding maximum a pos-
teriori objective, therefore working as a vari-
able selection procedure (Tibshirani, 1996, 1997).
From a Bayesian perspective, Hastie, Tibshirani,
and Wainwright (2015), Casella, Ghosh, Gill, and
Kyung (2010) and Leng, Tran, and Nott (2014),
highlight that one can interpret the term ∥βj∥

αj
αj

as proportional to the negative log-prior density
of βj with the contours illustrated in Figure 1 rep-
resenting the contours of the prior distribution.
The case αj < 1 implies a non-convex prior that
concentrates more mass along the coordinates’
axis, producing solutions with fewer nonzero
coefficients and less shrinkage.

Other forms of penalization are also relevant.
The elastic net provides sparsity of representa-
tion similarly to the lasso while also encourag-
ing a grouping effect where strongly correlated
predictors tend to be in or out of the model
together (Zou & Hastie, 2005). In Bayesian regres-
sion models, the horseshoe prior implies a form
of variable selection that acts strongly on coef-
ficients of small magnitude while having little
influence on coefficients of large magnitude (Car-
valho, Polson, & Scott, 2009).

In regression models that include non-
parametric effects, it is crucial to assign some
form of penalization in order to calibrate the
level of complexity of the relationships between
the covariates and the response to avoid overfit-
ting. Generalized additive models (GAM) from
Hastie and Tibshirani (1986) models the non-
parametric effects of covariates on the mean of
a response variable belonging to the exponen-
tial family, with one spline being used for each
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Fig. 1: Constraint regions ∑
px
j=1 | β j |α≤ 1 for different values of α. For α < 1, the constraint region is

nonconvex. Figure extracted from Hastie et al. (2015) (adapted).

covariate. For common choices of spline basis
functions such as B-spline, see Eilers and Marx
(1996). The level of smoothness can be controlled
by a penalization acting on the splines coef-
ficients, see Currie and Durban (2002). Some
Bayesian approaches in this context include Lang
and Brezger (2004) and Hastie and Tibshirani
(2000). In the context of bridge penalized lin-
ear regression with Gaussian response, Polson
et al. (2014) and Mallick and Yi (2018) develop
full Bayesian inference through fixed dimension
MCMC based on variable augmentation schemes
that guarantee conjugacy for the full condi-
tional distributions. Denison, Mallick, and Smith
(1998) and Dias and Gamerman (2002) describe
reversible jumps MCMC algorithms for selecting
the number of knots in B-splines and P-splines.
These MCMC approaches, however, are compu-
tationally very expensive when applied to large
datasets.

This work proposes an alternative to MCMC
for approximate inference on Bayesian bridge
semi-parametric regression with B-splines based
on the Automatic Differentiation Variational
Inference (ADVI) by Kucukelbir, Ranganath, Gel-
man, and Blei (2015) and Kucukelbir, Tran, Ran-
ganath, Gelman, and Blei (2017). The proposed
inference algorithm jointly estimates all param-
eters in the model (including αj and λj) and
drastically increases computational speed for
large datasets in comparison with MCMC imple-
mentations since stochastic gradient updates
involved in the underlying optimization process
small batches of data at each iteration, rather
than the entire dataset as required by MCMC
schemes. A key point in variational inference
concerns the choice of the variational family of
distributions, which needs to be tractable while

at the same time flexible enough to approxi-
mate the posterior distribution well. Armagan
(2009) describe a mean-field variational infer-
ence method for Bayesian bridge regression
model with approximate inference for the bridge
parameter (α). Alves, Dias, and Migon (2021)
also proposes a variational approach based on
mean-field assumption for Bayesian inference
in regression models with splines, however it
is restricted to Lasso penalization. In contrast,
the ADVI does not require the oversimplifying
mean-field assumption for the variational family,
as required by coordinate ascending variational
inference (Blei, Kucukelbir, & McAuliffe, 2017),
producing very close approximations to the full
posterior distribution, as demonstrated in the
simulation study. Previous gradient based vari-
ational procedures, such as Ranganath, Gerrish,
and Blei (2014) or Kingma and Welling (2013)
could be used, but they imply more restricted
forms of dependence in the variational fam-
ily and produce noisier estimates of the gra-
dients when compared to ADVI. More recent
approaches, such as Yin and Zhou (2018), allow
for more flexible variational families, however
we found the simpler ADVI approach to produce
already very good results in terms of computa-
tional speed and posterior approximation under
the semi-parametric Bayesian bridge model.

To summarize, the main contribution of the
paper is the development of a full Bayesian infer-
ence procedure based on variational inference for
semi-parametric regression with bridge penaliza-
tion. As strengths of the proposed methodology,
we can list the following:

1. The proposed inference method is flexible
enough to capture the dependence struc-
ture in the target posterior distribution since
the variational family does not require the
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mean-field assumption. More specifically,
for the mean-field approach, the joint vari-
ational distribution of the parameters is the
product of its marginals. On the other hand,
ADVI admits dependence structure given
by a transformation of a multivariate normal
distribution with full covariance matrix.

2. It enables full Bayesian inference on semi-
parametric regression for large datasets at
drastically lower computing times when
compared with more traditional MCMC
implementations due to batch processing of
data by the stochastic gradient updates spe-
cially for large data.

The remainder of the paper is structured as
follows. The Bayesian bridge semi-parametric
model is described in section 2. Section 3 cov-
ers the MCMC scheme by Mallick and Yi (2018),
used for comparison with the proposed ADVI
for Bayesian bridge semi-parametric regression
defined in section 4. Section 5 concerns a sim-
ulation study with focus on large data. Section
6 contains an application to real data on energy
charges in Brazil and, finally, section 7 presents
the conclusions and future works.

2 The Bayesian bridge model for
semi-parametric regression

A Bayesian bridge model for multiple covariates,
can be written in the form of a hierarchical model
as follows:

(y | β0,β1, . . . ,βD, ϕ) ∼

∼ N

(
X0β0 +

D

∑
j=1

Xjβj, ϕ−1In

)
,

(β jk | λj, ϕ, αj)
iid∼ GG

(
0, λ

− 1
αj

j ϕ−
1
2 , αj

)
,

j = 1, . . . , D, k = 1, . . . , Kj. (3)

where y ∈ Rn, N(µ, Σ) denotes the multivariate
Gaussian distribution with mean µ and covari-
ance matrix Σ, GG(µ, σ, α) denotes the general-
ized Gaussian distribution (Subbotin, 1923) with
mean µ, scale σ and shape α. The generalized
Gaussian density evaluated at x ∈ R is denoted

by

GG(x | µ, σ, α) =
α

2σΓ(α−1)
exp

{
−
(
| x− µ |

σ

)α}
.

Equation (3) therefore implies the prior prob-
ability density function

p(βjk | λj, ϕ, αj) =

=
αjλ

1
αj
j ϕ

1
2

2Γ(α−1
j )

exp
{
−λj

(
ϕ

1
2 | β j |

)αj
}

, (4)

so that maximizing the posterior density
p(β | y,λ, ϕ,α,β0) over β and β0 for fixed
(λ, ϕ,α) is equivalent to solving (2), where
β = (β1, . . . ,βD), λ = (λ1, . . . , λD), α =
(α1, . . . , αD). The particular form of dependency
of β jk on λj and ϕ expressed by equation (4)
avoids undesired multimodality of the posterior
distribution as pointed out by Park and Casella
(2008).

The proposed semi-parametric model splits
the regressors into matrices Xj, j = 1, . . . , D of
covariates with their own penalized effects and a
matrix X0 of covariates with unpenalized effects.
In the proposed formulation, Xj represents a
spline basis function that implies non-parametric
effects to the corresponding covariates. B-splines
were chosen as the set of spline basis functions to
build Xj with the bridge penalization acting on
the B-spline coefficients. Naturally, other types of
spline basis functions could also be used.

Within the Bayesian framework, it is possi-
ble to provide joint (approximate) posterior esti-
mates for all parameters, including α and λ by
specifying a prior distribution on them, as will be
shown further in sections 3 and 4. Therefore, joint
posterior inference can be done in a single-step
procedure.

3 MCMC on Bayesian bridge
regression

Both Polson et al. (2014) and Mallick and Yi
(2018) propose MCMC schemes for Bayesian
bridge regression for fixed αj based on different
data augmentation schemes. The algorithm by
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Mallick and Yi (2018) was chosen for compari-
son with the proposed ADVI for Bayesian bridge,
mostly because of the simplicity of its gamma-
uniform variable augmentation in comparison
with the one proposed by Polson et al. (2014).
Accordingly, one can recover (3) by specifying

(ujk | αj, λj) ∼ Ga

(
1
αj

+ 1, λj

)
, k = 1, . . . , Kj,

(β jk | ujk, ϕ, αj) ∼ Uni f

(
−u

1
αj
jk ϕ−

1
2 , u

1
αj
jk ϕ−

1
2

)
,

j = 1, . . . , D. (5)

In fact,

p(β jk | λj, αj, ϕ) =

=
∫ ∞

0
p(β jk | ujk, ϕ, αj)p(ujk | αj, λj)dujk

∝ exp{−λjϕ
αj
2 | β jk |αj}.

The model specification is completed by
assigning independent priors ϕ ∼ Ga(aϕ, bϕ),
β0 ∼ N(µ0, Σ0), λj ∼ Ga(aλ, bλ), where Ga(a, b)
denotes the Gamma distribution with mean a/b
and variance a/b2. The prior distribution on αj
was defined by taking αj = 2.5ηj where ηj ∼
Beta(aη , bη). The upper limit for αj in this work
is fixed arbitrarily at 2.5 so that the lasso and the
ridge penalizations can be approximately repre-
sented as special cases of bridge regression.

Gibbs sampler can be easily implemented
for posterior inference on the Bayesian bridge
regression model. Due to conjugacy results,
the full conditional distributions of all parame-
ters, except αj, are analytically available. Details
concerning the MCMC implementation are
described in the appendix A. In section A.1, the
Gibbs sampler approach considering αj fixed is
described. To include αj in the sampling scheme,
one can carry out a Metropolis-Hastings step
with a transformed random walk proposal as
described in section A.2.1 (when the auxiliary
vector u is marginalized) or in section A.2.2
when u is not marginalized). It was found that
the marginalized random walk proposal produce
well mixing Markov chains without much effort

to tune the proposal variance. Naturally, other
Metropolis-Hastings proposals could be used.

4 Variational Inference
The variational approach searches among a pre-
defined variational family Q = {qψ(θ) : ψ ∈
V} (where its members are densities indexed
by the variational parameter ψ) for the density
qψ∗(θ) that best approximates the posterior p(θ |
y) in terms of Kullback-Leibler divergence. For
the proposed Bayesian semi-parametric bridge
regression, θ = (β,γ, ϕ, λ, α)⊤ ∈ RpX × RpZ ×
(0, 1)2 × (0, 2.5).

Therefore, the variational objective is

arg min
ψ∈V

KL
(
qψ(θ) || p(θ | y)

)
,

which is equivalent to maximize the
evidence lower bound (ELBO), i.e.
arg maxψ∈V ELBO(y,ψ), where

ELBO(y,ψ) := Eqψ [log p(y,θ)− log qψ(θ)]

=
∫ [

log p(y,θ)− log qψ(θ)
]

qψ(θ) dθ.

One way to maximize the ELBO is to cal-
culate its gradient ∇ψELBO(y,ψ) and use it in
a stochastic gradient ascend based algorithm,
such as Adam (Kingma and Ba (2014)), Adagrad
(Duchi, Hazan, & Singer, 2011), AdaDelta (Zeiler,
2012) and others. The issue with such gradient
ascending methods is evaluating the expectation
in the ELBO, which is often intractable. In this
case, a common solution involves rewriting the
ELBO in a way that the gradient operator can
switch order with the expectation so the result-
ing ∇ψELBO(y,ψ) is an expected value with
respect to the variational distribution. The result-
ing expectation can then be estimated via Monte
Carlo methods.

This work implements ADVI (section 4.3)
to the semi-parametric Bayesian bridge regres-
sion described in section 2. The variational
approaches by Ranganath et al. (2014) and by
Kingma and Welling (2013) are briefly presented
for comparison and contextualization. A reader
interested in variational inference for semi-
parametric regression models may see (Luts &
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Wand, 2015), (Menictas & Wand, 2015), (Ong et
al., 2017) and (Wand, 2017) to mention a few.

4.1 Score method
Ranganath et al. (2014) introduced the black box
variational inference (BBVI) in which the score
method (also known as ”log trick”) allows the
gradient of the ELBO to be written as an expec-
tation with repect to the variational distribution.
The resulting expectation can be estimated by
Monte Carlo as follows

∇ψELBO(y,ψ) =

=
∫
∇ψ {[log p(y | θ) + log p(θ)+

− log qψ(θ)]qψ(θ)
}

dθ

= Eqψ [(log p(y | θ) + log p(θ)− log qψ(θ))×
×∇ψ log qψ(θ)]

≈ 1
M

M

∑
m=1

[
log p(y | θ(m)) + log p(θ(m))+

− log qψ(θ(m))
]
∇ψ log qψ(θ(m)), (6)

where θ(m) iid∼ qψ(θ), m = 1 . . . , M.
Evaluating (6) requires (i) the prior, likelihood

and variational densities to be analytically avail-
able and (ii) the ability to draw samples from
the variational distribution qψ(θ). However, in
many applications, the Monte Carlo estimate
from (6) has high variance (Paisley, Blei, & Jor-
dan, 2012), even when control variates and Rao-
Blackwellization are used to reduce variance. It
is simple to mitigate the mean field hypothesis
in the BBVI method to some extent by grouping
blocks of components within θ and specifying a
dependent multivariate variational distribution
within each block. However specifying a single
dependent distribution for the entire θ is typi-
cally hard, specially when its components lie in
different subspaces of R (so a multivariate Gaus-
sian or Student-t would be inappropriate choices
for qψ). We found it crucial to account for full
dependence structure in the variational family
for the case of semi-parametric Bayesian bridge
model. In Appendix B, we provide the specifics
on how one can apply the BBVI algorithm to the
Bayesian bridge model.

4.2 Reparameterization gradient
An alternative way to derive Monte Carlo esti-
mates for the gradient of the ELBO is described in
Kingma and Welling (2013). The authors present
the reparameterization trick, which assumes that
the parameter vector θ can be analytically writ-
ten as θ = Tψ(ϵ) where Tψ is a differentiable
deterministic transformation involving the vari-
ational parameters ψ and ϵ is a random noise
required to have a closed form distribution q∗(ϵ)
that does not depend on ψ and is easy to sam-
ple from. For example, if θ ∼ N(m, S), then we
can write β = Tm,S(ϵ) = m + Lϵ, with L being
the Choleskey decomposition of the covariance
matrix S (ie, LL⊤ = S) and ϵ ∼ N(0, I). Another
example of reparameterization is the log-Normal
distribution: if θ ∼ log N(m, s2), one can write
θ = Tm,s(ϵ) = exp{m + s× ϵ} with ϵ ∼ N(0, 1).

The reparameterization of θ allows one to
switch the order of the gradient with the expec-
tation when deriving the updating equations for
optimizing the ELBO. The gradient of the ELBO
under reparameterization becomes

∇ψELBO(ψ) =

= Eϵ∼q∗
[
∇ψ log p(y, Tψ(ϵ))

]
+

−Eθ∼qψ(θ)[∇ψ log qψ(θ)].

If a random sample ϵ(1), . . . , ϵ(M) is drawn
from q∗(ϵ), the Monte Carlo estimate for the
gradient is obtained as

∇̃ψELBO(ψ) =

1
M

M

∑
m=1
∇ψ log p(y, Tψ(ϵ(m)))

− 1
M

M

∑
m=1
∇ψ log qψ(Tψ(ϵ(m))). (7)

The variance of the Monte Carlo estimates for
the reparameterization gradients tend to exhibit
lower variance than the BBVI Monte Carlo esti-
mates, but the difficulty of assuming a full
dependence structure on the variational family
for different entries of θ persists. In Appendix
B an implementation of the reparameterization
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method for variational inference on the pro-
posed semi-parametric Bayesian bridge regres-
sion model is briefly described.

4.3 Automatic differentiation
variational inference

The implementation of ADVI method from
Kucukelbir et al. (2015) and Kucukelbir et al.
(2017) to the proposed semi-parametric Bayesian
bridge model is briefly described in this section.
The ADVI shares similarities with the reparame-
terization method of Kingma and Welling (2013)
since it also makes use of reparameterization in
order to write the gradient of the ELBO as an
expectation to be approximated by Monte Carlo.
The key distinction is that the method works in
a transformed parameter space that is (ideally)
suitable to be modeled as a multivariate normal
distribution.

Suppose the original parameters θ vary on a
subset Θ ⊂ Rd with Θ ̸= Rd. This happens for
example when one or more entries of θ lie in
constrained subsets of R, say R+ or the interval
(0, 1) for instance. We consider the transformed
parameter vector ξ = T(θ) where T : Θ → Rd

is a is diffeomorphism map (differentiable and
invertible transformation) such that ξ lies in Rd,
with no restrictions. For the mean-field approach,
the joint variational distribution of the param-
eters is the product of its marginals: qψ(θ) =

∏K
j=1 qψj(θj) for θ = (θ1, . . . , θK). On the other

hand, ADVI admits dependence structure given
by θ = T−1(ξ) where ξ ∼ N(m, Σ) with full
covariance matrix Σ.

In the case of the Bayesian bridge
model, we have the original parameters
θ = (β0,β1, . . . ,βD, ϕ, λ1, . . . , λD, α1, . . . , αD)

⊤ ∈
RK0+K1+...+KD × (0, +∞)D+1 × (0, 2.5)D. A
possible choice for T is

T(θ) = (β0,β1, . . . ,βD, log ϕ, log λ1, . . . , log λD,

log
α1

2.5− α1
, . . . , log

αD
2.5− αD

)⊤.

In the remainder of this
section, we will denote ξ =
(ξβ0 , ξβ1 , . . . , ξβd

, ξϕ, ξλ1 , . . . , ξλD , ξα1 , . . . , ξαD )
⊤,

where ξβ0 = β0, ξβj
= βj, ξϕ = log ϕ, ξλj =

log λj, ξαj = log
αj

2.5−αj
, for j = 1, . . . , D.

The joint distribution p(y,θ) is defined as
in the right hand side of equation (A1)
with likelihood (y|β0,β1, . . . ,βD, ϕ) ∼
N(∑D

j=0 Xjβj, ϕ−1In) and prior p(θ) =

p(β0)p(ϕ)∏D
j=1 p(βj|λj, ϕ, αj)p(λj)p(αj),

(β j|λj, ϕ, αj)
iid∼ GG(0, λ

− 1
αj

j ϕ−
1
2 , αj), ϕ ∼

Ga(aϕ, bϕ), β0 ∼ N(µ0, Σ0), λj ∼ Ga(aλ, bλ)
with αj = 2.5ηj where ηj ∼ Beta(aη , bη) for
j = 1, . . . , D.

The ADVI method redefines the joint model
density in terms of the joint distribution of y
and the transformed parameter ξ, here denoted
as p̃(y, ξ) to distinguish it from the original joint
density p(y,θ). It follows that

p̃(y, ξ) = p(y,θ)
∣∣∣∣
θ=T−1(ξ)

× | JT−1(ξ) |

= p(y, T−1(ξ))× | JT−1(ξ) |,

where JT−1(ξ) represents the Jacobian of the
inverse transformation T−1 : Rd → Θ,

T−1(ξ) =
(
ξβ0 , ξβ1 , . . . , ξβD , eξϕ , eξλ1 , . . . , eξλD ,

2.5
1 + e−ξα1

, . . . ,
2.5

1 + e−ξαD

)⊤
which in this case is |JT−1(ξ)| =

2.5Deξϕ ∏D
j=1 e

ξλj e−ξαj /(1 + e−ξαj )2. A mul-
tivariate Gaussian variational distribution
q(ξ | L, m) = N(ξ | m, LL⊤) is specified for ξ
and the variational parameters are ψ = (m, L).
By reparameterizing ξ = m + L ϵ, the ADVI
method enables calculation of the gradient
of the ELBO as an expectation, which can be
approximated via Monte Carlo:

∇ψELBO(y,ψ) =

= ∇ψEqψ(ξ)

[
log p̃(y, ξ)− log qψ(ξ)

]
= ∇ψEϵ∼N(0,I)

[
log p(y, T−1(ξ))+

+ log | JT−1(ξ) | − log N(ξ; m, LL⊤)
∣∣∣∣
ξ=m+Lϵ

]
= Eϵ∼N(0,I)

{
∇ψ

[
log p(y, T−1(ξ)) + log | JT−1(ξ) |
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− log N(ξ; m, LL⊤)
∣∣∣∣
ξ=m+Lϵ

]}

≈ 1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ

[
log p(y, T−1(ξ)) + log | JT−1(ξ) |

− log N(ξ; m, LL⊤)
∣∣∣∣
ξ=m+Lϵ(ℓ)

]
(8)

where ϵ(ℓ) iid∼ N(0, I), ℓ = 1, . . . , M.
One can also easily compute the stochastic

gradient approximation of (8) for a random mini-
batch ỹ =

(
yi1 , . . . , yiK

)
where i1, . . . , iK represent

a random subset of size K from {1, . . . , n}. There
are many ways in which one can draw random
minibatches ỹ, as long as the Monte Carlo esti-
mate for the gradient based on ỹ is unbiased for
the full gradient based on y. In this work, we ran-
domly permute the indexes of y at the beginning
of each epoch and pick blocks of M consecutive
observations to form the random batches at each
iteration. The Monte Carlo estimate for stochastic
gradient of the ELBO becomes

∇̃ψELBO(ỹ,ψ)

=
n

KM

M

∑
ℓ=1

[
∇ψ log p(ỹ | T−1(ξ))

∣∣∣∣
ξ=m+Lϵ(ℓ)

]
+

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ

[
log p(T−1(ξ)) + log | JT−1(ξ) |

− log N(ξ; m, LL⊤)
∣∣∣∣
ξ=m+Lϵ(ℓ)

]
. (9)

In equation (9), the terms p(ỹ | T−1(ξ)) and
p(T−1(ξ)) denote the densities p(ỹ | θ) and p(θ)
evaluated at θ = T−1(ξ). The multiplicative term
n
K rescales the minibatch gradient to make it an
unbiased estimate for the full posterior p(θ | y)
based on n observations rather than the batch
size posterior, which is based on M data points
only. Algorithm 1 summarizes the steps of the
proposed ADVI algorithm for semi parametric
Bayesian bridge. The expression in equation (9)
is central to Algorithm 1 so its details are fully
developed in Appendix D. The update equation
in line 5 corresponds to the basic stochastic gradi-
ent ascent, although any gradient based method

such as Adam, Adagrad and others could be
used.

Algorithm 1: ADVI algorithm for semi
parametric Bayesian bridge

Input :
Data: y, X, Z,
Learning rate: δ ∈ (0, 1),
Batch size: K ∈N

Number of Monte Carlo samples: M ∈N,
Number of iterations: I ∈N,
Number of samples from qψ(θ): S ∈N,
Batch size: B ∈N.
.
.

1 for iter ∈ {1, . . . , I} do
2 Pick a random batch ỹ = (ỹi1 , . . . , ỹiB)

from y = (y1, . . . , yn).

3 Sample ϵ(ℓ) iid∼ N(0, I), ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , M}.
4 Evaluate ∇̃ψELBO(ỹ,ψ) from

equation (9) and Appendix D.
5 Gradient ascent iteration:

ψ ← ψ + δ× ∇̃ψELBO(ỹ,ψ).

end

6 Sample ϵ(s) iid∼ N(0, I), s = 1, . . . , S.
7 Generate samples θ(s) ∼ qψ(θ) by taking
θ(s) = T−1(m + Lϵ(s)), s = 1, . . . , S.

Output :
ψ = (m, L)
θ(s) = T−1(m + Lϵ(s)), s = 1, . . . , S.

The ADVI method was found to suit well to
the Bayesian bridge semi-parametric proposed
model, both in terms of computational speed and
also in terms of quality of posterior approxima-
tion, due to the full dependence structure incor-
porated in the variational family. These findings
are documented in the simulation study and in
the application to real data presented in sections
5 and 6.
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5 Numerical experiments
In this section, posterior estimates under the
MCMC approach based on Mallick and Yi (2018)
as described in section 3 and the proposed
ADVI for semi-parametric Bayesian bridge, as
described in section 4.3 are compared under
different scenarios, focusing on large datasets.
We also compare results with the Bayesian for-
mulations for generalized additive models pro-
vided by the R packages: mgcv (S. Wood 2012;
S.N. Wood 2017), brms (Bürkner, 2017), and
INLA (Rue, Martino, & Chopin, 2009). Finally, we
exemplify the proposed procedure in a synthetic
dataset with multiple covariates.

5.1 Scenario 1: small datasets
In this scenario, multiple small datasets are sim-
ulated and used to draw comparisons between
the proposed ADVI for semi-parametric regres-
sion as described in Section 4.3 and the MCMC
scheme described in 3. One hundred datasets
were simulated, with n = 100 observations
each, according to the model defined by yi

ind∼
N( fβ(xi), σ2), i = 1, . . . , n, where fβ(x) repre-
sents the non-parametric effects of the covariate
x, modeled by a B-splines with coefficients β. The
observational variance parameter σ2 was fixed at
1 when simulating the data and the nodes for the
B-spline basis were regularly spaced from -0.066
to 1.066 with 0.033 units of consecutive distance,
which implied 34 B-spline coefficients. We also
fixed the covariates xi, i = 1, . . . , 100 on a regular
grid over the interval (0, 1). The B-spline coeffi-
cients βk, k = 1, . . . , 34 were sampled as follows:

β1, . . . , β10
iid∼ Nt(5, 2), β16, . . . , β25

iid∼ Nt(10, 2),

β31, . . . , β34
iid∼ Nt(4, 0.25) and βk = 0 ∀k ∈

{11, . . . , 15} ∪ {26, . . . , 30} and the values were
truncated to the nearest integers to generate the
splines. The true simulated values for βk, k ∈
{1, . . . , 34} can be seen in Figure 4 and are shared
for all 100 simulated datasets, which implies only
one underlying B-splines curve, along which all
the replicas for y = (y1, . . . , yn) are simulated.
Since the B-splines do not include intercept, the
parameter γ does not need to be included in the
model.

The prior hyperparameters specified for
Bayesian inference under both MCMC and Vari-
ational Bayes (VB) approach via ADVI were fixed
as aα = aλ = aϕ = bα = bλ = bϕ = 1, therefore
representing vague prior knowledge about α, λ
and ϕ. Figure 2 shows the posterior inference for
µ(x) = fβ(x), x ∈ (0, 1) based on the first replica
of the simulated data. MCMC and VB produce
very similar posterior estimates for µ(x), with
noticeable differences only at the begining and
end of the series. The same holds for the chosen
alternative inference methods: Integrated Nested
Laplace Approximation (INLA) by Rue et al.
(2009), the brms R package by Bürkner (2017)
(which implements MCMC within Stan) and the
smooth.spline R function.

Next, Figure 3 compares the ADVI with
bridge penalization on the spline basis coef-
ficients as in equation (2), to its analogous
Bayesian p-splines formulation by Lang and
Brezger (2004) (MCMC) and to the off-the-shelf
smooth.spline R function. The objective is to
compare the 3 distinct forms of penalization: 1)
directly on the coefficients (proposed ADVI), 2)
on the second order differences on consecutive
coefficients (P-splines) and under no penaliza-
tion (smooth.spline). The fitted curves are very
similar, with the proposed ADVI for Bayesian
bridge penalization being slightly less smooth
than the other two approaches. Furthermore, the
observed mean absolute prediction error when
estimating µ = fβ(x) was lower when using the
ADVI (0.4263) when compared to Bayesian P-
splines (0.5648) and smoothing splines (0.5296).

Figure 4 shows that both methods produce
very similar posterior marginal distributions for
the spline coefficients and that the marginals cap-
ture the true values of the coefficients. Figure 5
shows MCMC and ADVI posterior marginals for
λ, ϕ and α. The marginal posterior distributions
for ϕ and λ under VB and MCMC are similar,
while α posterior estimates via VB are less dis-
persed in comparison with MCMC marginal pos-
terior densities. Finally, joint posterior uncertain-
ties are also very similar under both aproaches,
as examplified in Figures 6 and 7, except for the
bridge penalization parameter α. Despite the dis-
crepancies regarding estimation of α by the VB
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and MCMC methods, there is very little differ-
ence regarding the goodness of fit to the simu-
lated data (2) which might indicate that the data
brings little information about α.

Furthermore, similar conclusions can be
drawn from the other 99 replicates. Posterior
point estimates produced by the proposed ADVI
and by the baseline MCMC on all 100 replicas
are compared in Figure 8 and Figure E2 in the
appendix. Point estimates for βk, k = 1, . . . , 34
are very similar under both methods, except for
β34. However, a closer look reveals that the 34-th
column of the B-spline regression matrix X has
all entries equal to 0, except the last one, which
makes β34 very hard to estimate as it has very lit-
tle impact on the mean function fβ(x). The level
of agreement between the point estimates pro-
duced by MCMC and the proposed ADVI for
λ and α are not as high as for the regression
coefficients βk, k = 1, . . . , 34.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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95% CI for µ (ADVI)
95% CI for µ (MCMC)
95% CI for µ (INLA)
95% CI for µ (mgcv)
95% CI for µ (brms)
True  µ

Fig. 2: ADVI and MCMC posterior confidence
bands for the true B-spline curve µ = fβ(x)
simulated in the first replica. Only one curve is
shown for the point estimates of µ for ease of
visualization, since both methods produced vir-
tually indistinguishable curves.
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Fig. 3: Posterior estimates for the true B-
spline curve µ = fβ(x) simulated in the first
replica obtained by ADVI and Bayesian P-splines
(MCMC). The classical point estimate produced
by the R function smooth.spline is also shown.
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Fig. 5: Marginal posterior distributions for ϕ, λ
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lated data. Red dashed curves represent VB and
black curves represent MCMC marginal poste-
rior approximations.
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Fig. 4: Marginal posterior distributions for βk, k = 1, . . . , 7 based on the first replicate of the simulated
data. Red dots denote the true values of the parameters. The marginal densities for the remaining coef-
ficients can be seen in Figure E1.
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ors for the first 10 B-spline coefficients.
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Fig. 7: ADVI and MCMC bivariate joint posteri-
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5.2 Scenario 2: varying sample sizes
In this section, the effect of sample sizes in
computational times of the MCMC and ADVI
algorithms in the context of estimation of the
semi-parametric Bayesian bridge is investigated,
focusing on large datasets. The specifications for
the simulated data are the same as described in
section 5.1, except that now the sample sizes of
the simulated data vary as n ∈ {103, 104, 5 ×
104, 105, 5 × 105, 106}. For all six cases, the
MCMC was ran for 5000 iterations (except for
n=1000, which required 50000 iterations until we
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Fig. 8: Point estimates for all parameters under MCMC and VB for each one of the 100 replicas. The
black lines represent the identity function. The scatterplots for the remaining coefficients can be seen in
Figure E2 in the appendix.

Table 1: Number of batches (nb), number of epochs (ne) and total number of iterations (ni) of the pro-
posed VB algorithm according to the sample sizes (n) of the simulated datasets.

n 1,000 10,000 50,000 100,000 500,000 1,000,000
nb 1,000 1,000 1,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
ne 2,000 200 100 100 100 100
ni 2,000 2,000 5,000 1,000 5,000 10,000

could get reasonable evidence of convergence),
initializing β and ϕ at their OLS estimates under
no regularization. For the VB implementation,
we always used learning rate 0.01 for Adam and
M = 100 Monte Carlo samples to approximate
expectations in the calculation of the ELBO. Dis-
tinct batch sizes and number of epochs were for
each sample size according to Table 1, which
implies 1000 to 10000 iterations in total depend-
ing on the value of n to be compared with the
results obtained after 5000 iterations of MCMC.

Regarding computational time, the proposed
ADVI algorithm for semi-parametric Bayesian
bridge regression is orders of magnitude faster
than MCMC, as shown in Table 2. ADVI remais
faster even when running more iterations than
MCMC and also when VB times are adjusted to
account for the 5000 iterations ran under MCMC.

In summary, the proposed VB aproach is
capacble of reaching convergence faster than
MCMC, using less epochs and providing an
accurate approximation of the posterior.

Table 2: Computational times (in seconds) for
MCMC and ADVI implementations according
to the size of the simulated data (n). *: In this
case we ran 50000 mcmc iterations instead of
5000 because of lack of evidence for convergence
under MCMC.

n MCMC ADVI ADVI
(5000 iterations)

103 219s∗ 6s 15s
104 64s 6s 15s

5× 104 294s 15s 15s
105 618s 13s 65s

5× 105 2, 744s 76s 76s
106 4, 570s 143s 72s

5.3 Scenario 3: multiple covariates
with non-parametric effects

In this scenario, a dataset with n = 1000 obser-
vations (yi, xi1, xi2), i = 1, . . . , n were simu-
lated from the model yi = β0 + f1(xi1; τ1) +
f2(xi2; τ2) + ϵi, ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2), where fi(·; τi)
denotes a realization of a 1-dimensional Gaus-
sian process with mean 0 and covariance func-
tion Cov : R × R → R, Cov(z, z′) =
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exp
[
−τ−1

i (z− z′)2
]
. In the simulation, we used

τ1 = 1 and τ2 = 2. The objective is to inves-
tigate how the proposed semi-parametric bridge
regression model performs when there are more
than one covariate affecting the response in a
non-parametric way. The results presented here
assume n1 = n2 = 100 knots for each b-spline
non-parametric effect.

Figure 9 shows that the underlying simulated
surface for the mean of the response variable y
as a function of x1 and x2 is accurately estimated
by the MCMC and VB approaches. It is worth to
mention that the adopted VB is much faster than
MCMC.

When comparing the model formulation
under MCMC, VB, and the point estimates from
GAM, Figure 10 shows that they yield vir-
tually indistinguishable estimates for the non-
parametric effects. While GAM penalizes the
second-order differences of the basis functions’
coefficients, the bridge penalization used in the
MCMC and VB leads to the same fit.

6 Real data application
This section illustrates the use of the proposed
ADVI inference procedure for semi-parametric
Bayesian bridge regression on a large real
dataset. The data consists of hourly measured
Energy Charges starting from 2014-04-06 (10pm)
to 2022-03-31 (11pm) averaged over stations in
the Northern region of Brazil (see Figure 11).
In total, there are n = 69717 obsevations. The
dataset is maintained by Operador Nacional do
Sistema Elétrico (ONS) and can be obtained at
https://dados.ons.org.br/dataset/carga-energia
.

The data exhibits strong seasonal patterns
with multiple frequencies due to periodicities in
energy consumption according with time of the
day, day of the week, season of the year and pos-
sibly more. We model the seasonal harmonics as
the cosine and sine Fourier basis representation
for weekly periodicity (period = 24 × 7 = 168)
following West and Harrison (1997). To capture
overall level changes in the series, we included a
cubic B-spline with one knot at every 100 hours
for a total of 700 knots. The B-spline coefficients
are subjected to bridge penalization while the

coefficients of the Fourier harmonics basis func-
tions are not penalized. In total, the resulting
covariate matrix has p = 868 columns.

The proposed ADVI inference approach took
approximately 831 seconds (less than 14min) to
complete 2000 iterations using 100 Monte Carlo
samples to estimate the gradient of the ELBO.
On the other hand, MCMC takes 69239 seconds
(19.23 hours) to run the same 2000 iterations. Pos-
terior estimates for the beginning and end of the
series are shown in Figures 12 and 13.

7 Conclusions and future work
The present work developed a variational infer-
ence procedure based on ADVI for Bayesian
inference in semi-parametric bridge regression
models. The use of small batches of data at each
iteration of the training algorithm reduces com-
putational time in comparison with a more tradi-
tional MCMC approach. Full Bayesian inference
is preserved so joint uncertainty estimates for all
model parameters are available. It was verified
in the simulation study that the joint posterior is
well approximated by the proposed variational
family.

Some directions for future research include (i)
the extension to non-Gaussian distribtutions for
the response variable; (ii) expanding flexibility
of the variational family with other approaches
such as the semi implicit variational inference
from Yin and Zhou (2018) and (iii) considering
different spline basis functions to represent non-
parametric effects of covariaties including GAM
models with tensor splines avoiding MCMC and
RJMCMC. See details in Denison et al. (1998),
Dias and Gamerman (2002), F. Li and Villani
(2013) and references therein.
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Fig. 9: Simulated mean of y as a function of covariates x1 and x2 according to section 5.3. Posterior point
estimate for the average of y under the proposed MCMC approach.
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Fig. 10: Comparison of MCMC and GAM when fitting the simulated data from section 5.3.
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Fig. 11: Full Energy Charge data (measured hourly).
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Fig. 12: VB 95% credibility bands and posterior mean for the average response. Only the first 1000
observations of Energy Charge data are shown.
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Fig. 13: VB 95% credibility bands and posterior mean for the average response. Only the last 1000 obser-
vations of Energy Charge data are shown.

Appendix A Details for the
MCMC algorithm

A.1 Full conditionals
The original posterior distribution (without vari-
able augmentation) is given by

p(β,β0,λ, ϕ,α | y) ∝ p(y | β,β0, ϕ)p(β0)×
× p(β | λ, ϕ,α)p(λ)p(ϕ)p(α), (A1)

where λ = (λ1, . . . , λD) and α = (α1, . . . , αD).
The joint posterior distribution with the

uniform-gamma variable augmentation is
expressed as

p(β,β0,λ, ϕ, u,α | y) ∝ p(y | β,β0, ϕ)p(β0)×
× p(β | u, ϕ,α)p(u | λ,α)p(λ)p(ϕ)p(α).

With α fixed, all full conditional distribu-
tions are analytically available, therefore a
straightforward Gibbs sampler scheme can be
implemented. The procedure from Damien and
Walker (2001) is used to get a numerically stable

sampler for the truncated Gaussian and trun-
cated exponential distributions that appear in
the Gibbs sampler scheme that follows.

Posterior full conditional distribution of βj

(βj | y,β0, ϕ, u,α) ∼

N

(
(X⊤j X⊤j )

−1X⊤j (y− X0β0 −∑
k ̸=j

Xkβk),

(X⊤j Xj)
−1ϕ−1

)
1Bj ,

where

Bj =
{
(β j1, . . . , β j,Kj) ∈ RKj :

|β jk| < u
1
αj
jk ϕ−

1
2 , ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , Kj}

}

and N(µ, Σ)1A denotes the multivariate Gaus-
sian distribution with mean µ and covariance
matrix Σ, truncated in the set A.

Posterior full conditional distribution of β0
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(β0 | y, ϕ,β) ∼ N
((

X⊤0 X0ϕ + Σ−1
0

)−1
×

×
(

ϕX⊤0

(
y−

D

∑
j=1

Xjβj

)
+ Σ−1

0 µ0

)
,

(
X⊤0 X0ϕ + Σ−1

0

)−1
)

Posterior full conditional distribution of ϕ

(ϕ | y,β,β0, u,α) ∼

∼ Ga

(
n
2
+

1
2

D

∑
j=1

Kj + aϕ,
1
2

RSS(β,β0) + bϕ

)
10, minj,ℓ

u
2
αj
jℓ |β jℓ |−2



where RSS(β,β0) = (y − ∑D
j=1 Xjβj −

X0β0)
⊤(y−∑D

j=1 Xjβj−X0β0) denotes the resid-
ual sum of squares and Ga(a, b)1A denotes the
Gamma distribution with mean a/b and vari-
ance a/b2 truncated in the set A.

Posterior full conditional distribution of ujℓ

(ujℓ | y, λj,β, ϕ, αj) ∼ Exp(λj)1(
|β jℓ |

αj ϕ
αj
2 , +∞

),

where Exp(λ)1A denotes the exponential distri-
bution with rate parameter λ truncated on A.

Posterior conditional distribution of λ

When sampling from λj, we can marginal-
ize out uj. Such marginalization was found to
improve mixing of the Markov chains.

(λj | y,βj, ϕ, αj) ∼

∼ Ga

aλ +
Kj

αj
, bλ + ϕ

αj
2

Kj

∑
ℓ=1
| β jℓ |αj

 .

A.2 Estimation of αj

There is no possible choice of prior for αj that
leads to an analytically available full condi-
tional distribution on αj. Therefore a Metropolis-
Hastings (MH) step is proposed for αj. The
MH algorithm requires specification of a pro-
posal distribution q(α∗j |α

(i)
j ) where α

(i)
j denotes

the value of αj in the current iteration i and α∗j
denotes the proposed value for αj according to

the proposal density q(· | α
(i)
j ).

A.2.1 Marginalized MH proposal

When sampling αj, we consider the reduced
parameter vector θ = (α,β,β0, ϕ,λ) marginal-
izing out the auxiliary variables u. Alterna-
tively, appendix A.2.2 describes a proposal
q(· | α

(i)
j ) based on the full parameter vector

(α,β,β0, ϕ,λ, u) including the augmented vari-
ables u. It was found crucial to marginalize u out
of the model when sampling αj in the MCMC.

We denote by θ∗ = (α∗j ,α−j,β,β0, ϕ,λ) the
non-augmented parameter vector at the pro-
posed αj = α∗j , with α−j denoting the vec-
tor α excluding its j-th entry and by θ =
(α,β,β0, ϕ,λ) the parameter vector with αj rep-
resenting the current iteration. Notice that the
auxiliary variables u are marginalized out. The
proposed α∗j is accepted with probability ρ(α∗j |
αj) = min{1, r(α∗j | αj)} where

r(α∗j | αj) =
p(y | θ∗)p(θ∗)q(αj | α∗j )

p(y | θ)p(θ)q(α∗j | αj)

=
p(βj | λj, ϕ, α∗j )p(α∗j )q(αj | α∗j )

p(βj | λj, ϕ, αj)p(αj)q(α∗j | αj)
.

We chose a prior on αj given by αj = 2.5ηj
where ηj ∼ Beta(aη , bη). The MH proposal q(α∗j |
αj) is derived from a Gaussian random walk on
v = log

αj
2.5−αj

, i.e., q(v∗ | v) = N(v∗; v, W)

where N(x; µ, σ2) denotes the Gaussian den-
sity with mean µ and variance σ2 evaluated
at x. It is easy to show that the Gaussian ran-
dom walk q(v∗ | v) on v implies q(α∗j | αj) =

N
(

log
α∗j

2.5−α∗j
; log

αj
2.5−αj

, Wj

)
× 2.5

α∗j (2.5−α∗j )
.
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After simplifications,

r(α∗j | αj) =
α∗j

Kj

α
Kj
j

×
Γ(α−1

j )Kj

Γ(α∗j
−1)Kj

× λ

Kj
α∗j
−

Kj
αj

j ×

× exp

−λj

Kj

∑
ℓ=1

(
| β jℓ |

α∗j ϕ
α∗j
2 − | β jℓ |α ϕ

α
2

)×
×

α∗j
aη (2.5− α∗j )

bη

α
aη

j (2.5− αj)
bη

.

A.2.2 Non-marginalized MH proposal

Section A.2.1 described a MH scheme for αj tak-
ing the advantage of the marginalization of the
auxiliary variables u. This section describes a
simpler alternative that does not marginalize u.
However, we could not get well mixing Markov
chains by usig the simpler proposal described
here.

We chose a prior on αj given by αj = 2.5ηj
where ηj ∼ Beta(aη , bη). The MH proposal
q(α∗j |αj) is derived from a Gaussian random walk

on v = log
αj

2.5−αj
, i.e., q(v∗ | v) = N(v∗; v, W)

where N(x; µ, σ2) denotes the Gaussian den-
sity with mean µ and variance σ2 evaluated at
x. It is easy to show that the Gaussian random
walk q(v∗ | v) on v implies q(α∗j | αj) =

N
(

log
α∗j

2.5−α∗j
; log

αj
2.5−αj

, W
)
× 2.5

α∗j (2.5−α∗j )
.

After simplifications,

r(α∗j | αj) = λ

(
Kj
α∗j
−

Kj
αj

)
j ×

Γ
(

1
α∗j

+ 1
)Kj

Γ
(

1
αj
+ 1
)Kj
×

×
α∗j

aη (2.5− α∗j )
bη

αj
aη (2.5− αj)

bη
1(m ≤ α∗j ≤ M),

where

m = max

(
{0} ∪

{
log(ujk)

log(| β jk | ϕ1/2)
: k ∈ S−

})
,

M = min

(
{2.5} ∪

{
log(ujk)

log(| β jk | ϕ1/2)
: k ∈ S+

})
,

S− := {j = 1, . . . , Kj : 0 <| β jk |< ϕ−1/2},

S+ := {j = 1, . . . , Kj : | β jk |> ϕ−1/2}.
It is important to notice that S− does not

include values of k such that β jk = 0.

Appendix B Details of BBVI for
semi-parametric
Bayesian bridge

The details for implementation of BBVI for the
proposed semi-parametric Bayesian bridge are
described in this section. Only the case with D =
1 is shown, although the calculations could be
easily extended to the multivariate case where
D ∈N.

Under mean-field, the proposed marginal
variational distributions are q(β | m′β, Sβ) =

N(β | m′β, Sβ), q(γ | m′γ, Sγ) = N(γ |
m′γ, Sγ), q(ϕ | a′ϕ, b′ϕ) = Ga(ϕ | a′ϕ, b′ϕ), q(λ |
a′λ, b′λ) = Ga(λ | a′λ, b′λ), q(α | a′α, b′α) = 2 ×
Beta(α | a′α, b′α).

We now describe the analytical expressions
for the gradient of log qψ(θ) with respect to each
variational parameter. In the equations bellow,
dig(·) denotes the digamma function, i.e., the
derivative of the log gamma function.

∇S−1
β

log q(β | m′β, Sβ) = −
1
2
(β−m′β)(β−m′β)

⊤

. +
1
2

Sβ

∇m′β
log q(β | m′β, Sβ) = S−1

β (β−m′β)

∇S−1
γ

log q(γ | m′γ, Sγ) =
1
2

Sγ −
1
2
(γ −m′γ)(γ −m′γ)

⊤

∇m′γ log q(γ | m′γ, Sγ) = S−1
γ (γ −m′γ)

∇a′ϕ
log q(ϕ | a′ϕ, b′ϕ) = log b′ϕ − dig(a′ϕ) + log ϕ

∇b′ϕ
log q(ϕ | a′ϕ, b′ϕ) =

a′ϕ
b′ϕ
− ϕ

∇a′λ
log q(λ | a′λ, b′λ) = log b′λ − dig(a′λ) + log λ

∇b′λ
log q(λ | a′λ, b′λ) =

a′λ
b′λ
− λ

∇a′α log q(α | a′α, b′α) = − log 2 + dig(a′α + b′α)

− dig(a′α) + log α
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∇b′α log q(α | a′α, b′α) = − log 2 + dig(a′α + b′α)

− dig(b′α) + log(2− α)

Appendix C Variational family
in Bayes bridge
reparameterization
method

The details for implementation of the repa-
rameterization method for the proposed semi-
parametric Bayesian bridge are described in
this section. Only the case with D = 1 is
shown, although the calculations could be easily
extended to the multivariate case where D ∈N.

For the Bayesian lasso model, we have θ =
(β⊤,γ⊤, λ, ϕ)⊤ as the parameter vector. The
proposed marginal variational distributions are
q(β | m′β, Sβ) = N(β | m′β, Sβ), q(γ | m′γ, Sγ) =

N(γ | m′γ, Sγ), q(ϕ | a′ϕ, b′ϕ) = log N(ϕ |
a′ϕ, b′ϕ), q(λ | a′λ, b′λ) = log N(λ | a′λ, b′λ).
The proposed joint variational distribution fol-
lows the mean-field assumption, i.e. q(θ) =
q(β)q(γ)q(λ)q(ϕ).

The entropy of multivariate normal distri-
butions and log-normal distributions are avail-
able in closed form. If q(θ) = Nd(θ; m, S),
where Nd(θ; m, S) denotes the density of
a d-dimensional multivariate normal distribu-
tion with mean vector m and covariance matrix
S evaluated at θ, the entropy of q(θ) is
H(q(θ); m, S) = 1

2 log | 2πeS |= d
2 [log(2π) +

1] + ∑d
i=1 ℓii, where ℓii denotes the i-th entry of

the diagonal of L, the Choleskey decomposition
of S. For the log-Normal distribution, if q(θ) =
log N(θ; m, s), meaning log θ ∼ N(m, s2), then
H(q(θ); m, s) = log2

(
s
√

2πeµ+0.5
)

.

Appendix D Detailed
expression for
gradient of the
ELBO under ADVI

This section derives in details the approximation
of the gradient of the ELBO in equation (9) to
facilitate implementation of Algorithm 1.

Let ϵ(ℓ) ∼ N(0d, Id), ℓ = 1, . . . , M where
d = K0 + K1 + . . . + KD + 2D + 1 is the dimen-
sion of the parameter vector θ. Then we compute
ξ(ℓ) = m + Lϵ(ℓ) and using the transformation
T defined in section 4.3, we compute the implied
Monte Carlo samples in the original parameter
vector θ as

β
(ℓ)
0 = ξ

β
(ℓ)
0

,

β
(ℓ)
d = ξ

β
(ℓ)
d

, d = 1, . . . , D

ϕ(ℓ) = e
ξ

ϕ(ℓ) ,

λ
(ℓ)
d = e

ξ
λ
(ℓ)
d , d = 1, . . . , D

α
(ℓ)
d =

2.5

1 + e
−ξ

α
(ℓ)
d

, d = 1, . . . , D.

Starting from equation (9), we get

∇̃ψELBO(ỹ,ψ) =

=
n

KM

M

∑
ℓ=1

[
∇ψ log p(ỹ | T−1(ξ(ℓ)))

]
+

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ

[
log p(T−1(ξ(ℓ))) + log | JT−1(ξ(ℓ)) |

]
+∇ψEξ∼N(m,LLT)

[
− log N(ξ; m, LL⊤)

]
=

n
KM

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ log N

(
ỹ;

D

∑
j=0

X̃jβ
(ℓ)
j , ϕ(ℓ)−1

I

)
+

1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ

[
log p(β(ℓ)

0 ) + log p(ϕ(ℓ))+

+
D

∑
j=1

Kj

∑
k=1

log p(β(ℓ)
jk |λ

(ℓ)
j , ϕ(ℓ), α

(ℓ)
j )+

+
D

∑
j=1

log p(λ(ℓ)
j ) +

D

∑
j=1

log p(α(ℓ)j )

]
+

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψξ

(ℓ)
ϕ +

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1

D

∑
j=1
∇ψ

[
ξ
(ℓ)
λj

+ ξ
(ℓ)
αj − 2 log

(
1 + e

ξ
(ℓ)
αj

)]
+
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+∇ψ
d

∑
i=1

Lii

=

n
KM

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ log N

(
ỹ;

D

∑
j=0

X̃jβ
(ℓ)
j , ϕ(ℓ)−1

I

)
+

1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ log N(β

(ℓ)
0 ; µ0, Σ0)+

1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ log Ga(ϕ(ℓ); aϕ, bϕ)+

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1

D

∑
j=1

Kj

∑
k=1
∇ψ log GG

β(ℓ)
jk ; 0,

λ
(ℓ)
j

− 1

α
(ℓ)
j√

ϕ(ℓ)
, α

(ℓ)
j

+

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1

D

∑
j=1
∇ψ log Ga(λ(ℓ)

j ; aλ, bλ)+

1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1

D

∑
j=1
∇ψ log α

(ℓ)
j

aη−1
(2.5− α

(ℓ)
j )bη−1+

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1
∇ψ log ϕ(ℓ) +

1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1

D

∑
j=1
∇ψ log λ

(ℓ)
j +

+
1
M

M

∑
ℓ=1

D

∑
j=1
∇ψ

log
α
(ℓ)
j

2.5− α
(ℓ)
j

− 2 log
2.5

2.5− α
(ℓ)
j

+

+∇ψ
d

∑
i=1

Lii, (D2)

where the term ∇ψ ∑d
i=1 Lii comes from the

fact that the entropy of a multivariate Gaus-
sian random vector x ∼ N(µ, Σ) is H[x] =
Ex∼N(µ,Σ)[− log N(x | µ, Σ)] = log |2πeΣ|.

Appendix E Further results and
comparisons

This section presents more results on the simula-
tion described in section 5.1.

Figure E1 contains the posterior marginal
distributions for all parameters of the model
described in section 5.1. The marginals for
β1, . . . , β7 are also shown in Figure 4. As in
Figure 4, Figure E1 shows high level of agree-
ment between marginals obtained via MCMC
and ADVI, with brms having higher discrepancy

with respect to the MCMC. INLA also approxi-
mates well the marginal distributions except for
a small number of coefficients (e.g., β1, β2, β34)

Figure E2 complements Figure 8 from section
5.1 with the point estimates for all parameters
obtained via ADVI and MCMC for each one of
the 100 simulated datasets.

To further address the quality of the vari-
ational approximations to the true posterior
distribution, Figure E3 shows the p-values
obtained when comparing (via Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests) marginal posterior predictive dis-
tributions estimated by VB and MCMC. The
shapes of the histograms are approximately uni-
form with a low prevalence of small p-values, as
expected under the null hypothesis that the dis-
tributions under MCMC and VB are the same.
For example, the empirical proportions of p-
values below 0.05 are close to 0.05, which corre-
sponds to the expected proportion of false dis-
coveries when H0 is true and a type 1 error of 0.05
is fixed.
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Fig. E1: Marginal posterior distributions for βk, k = 1, . . . , 34 based on the first replicate of the simulated
data. Red dots denote the true values of the parameters.
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