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Abstract

Structural equation models are commonly used to capture the relationship between sets of
observed and unobservable variables. Traditionally these models are fitted using frequentist
approaches but recently researchers and practitioners have developed increasing interest in
Bayesian inference. In Bayesian settings, inference for these models is typically performed via
Markov chain Monte Carlo methods, which may be computationally intensive for models with
a large number of manifest variables or complex structures. Variational approximations can be
a fast alternative; however, they have not been adequately explored for this class of models. We
develop a mean field variational Bayes approach for fitting elemental structural equation mod-
els and demonstrate how bootstrap can considerably improve the variational approximation
quality. We show that this variational approximation method can provide reliable inference

while being significantly faster than Markov chain Monte Carlo.

Keywords: approximate inference; confirmatory factor analysis; latent variables; mean field

variational Bayes; nonparametric bootstrap.

1 Introduction

Structural equation models are commonly used in social and behavioral sciences to study the
structural relationship between manifest or observed variables, such as test scores or answers
from a questionnaire, and latent constructs or unobservable variables (Kaplan, 2009). The vari-
ation and covariation between the observed outcomes are explained by assuming that the ob-
served variables are linked to the hidden factors. The models can then be used to test whether
the data fit a hypothesized measurement model based on theory or previous research and check
which observed variables are good indicators of the latent variables.

A basic structural equation model (SEM) usually consists of two components: a confir-
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matory factor analysis model that relates the latent variables to their corresponding manifest
variables, taking measurement errors into account; a second component that regresses the en-
dogenous and exogenous latent variables (Lee, 2007). In this work we focus on the class of
confirmatory factor analysis models.

Maximum likelihood and weighted least squares procedures for fitting SEMs are available
in sofware packages such as Mplus, OpenMX and the package lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) from the
R computing environment (R Core Team, 2021). These models are usually designed in such a
way that the covariance matrix of the observed data contains all the model parameters, hence
classical methods for SEMs typically analyze the sample covariance matrix (Lee} 2007). How-
ever, frequentist approaches may suffer from computational and theoretical problems for small
sample sizes or non-normal data. Analyzing the maximum likelihood estimates of latent factor
scores may be challenging as their asymptotic properties rely on the sample covariance matrix
being asymptotically normal (Boomsma, 1982;|Chou et al.,|1991). Recently, Bayesian fitting pro-
cedures have received more attention, as they overcome the issues of frequentist approaches
when the number of observations is small and facilitate the adoption of more flexible model
structures, such as those with cross-loadings and non-normal errors (Lee, [2007). Bayesian ap-
proaches allow for inference on the latent variable factor scores through their posterior distribu-
tion and to incorporate useful prior information. For a complete discussion on the differences
between Bayesian and frequentist approaches for fitting SEMs we refert to Chapter 4 of |Lee
(2007).

Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods have been largely studied and employed in
mainstream research on SEMs. Recent versions of Mplus also support MCMC and the Bayesian
version of the lavaan package, named blavaan (Merkle and Rosseel, 2018; Merkle et al., 2021),
facilitates Bayesian statistical analysis via SEMs. However, MCMC methods may suffer from
slow convergence and long running times, compared to frequentist approaches. Variational
approximations can be a fast alternative; however they have not been adequately explored for
this class of models and the current work is limited to a variational method for a special case of
latent curve models (Tiwari,[2016). In this paper, we propose and study a mean field variational
Bayes (MFVB) approach to fit a general class of SEMs. We also examine the use of bootstrap to
improve the performance of MFVB.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2l we introduce a simple SEM that is used to
develop the MFVB scheme proposed in Section 3 Section 4] demonstrates how this variational
method performs on a classic real data example. In Section |5 we describe a strategy to im-
prove the accuracy of MFVB based on nonparametric bootstrap and in Section [f| we show how

bootstrap can substantially improve the accuracy of MFVB using a simulation study. Section



shows that the basic MFVB algorithm can be easily extended to fit models with multiple factors

and apply MFVB to a real data example. Section |§|contains a discussion and remarks.

2 A Simple Structural Equation Model

Confirmatory factor analysis, and SEMs in general, are commonly used to test hypotheses
about the relationship between multiple correlated responses and one or more latent factors.
The relationship between a vector of observed variables y and latent variables 7 is typically
modeled as

y=An+e,

where A is a matrix of factor loadings and € is an error vector. For instance, y can be the
outcome of a series of intelligence tests and psychologists may use the model to assess the
hypothesis that these tests are related to a person’s cognitive abilities, represented by 1, which
cannot be measured directly.

Consider the following structural equation model with a single factor:
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02 ~ Inverse-x2(Ky2, 0,2),

where y, is a vector of m observed outcomes for individual i from a group of n individuals;
v =[vi,...,vp)and X = [, ..., \y] are m x 1 vectors of intercepts and loadings, or scores,
for the latent factor 7;. The Normal priors on the elements of v and A have hyperparameters
py and o,,0, > 0. For model identification purposes, the first element of A can be set to 1.
Inverse-y? priors are assigned to the entries of ¢ = [¢/1, ... ,1.,] and o2, using hyperparameters
Fapy Opy K2, 052 > 0. Here a random variable z has an Inverse-y?(k, §) distribution with shape

parameter x > 0 and scale parameter § > 0 if its probability density function is
p(x) = {(6/2)* /T (k/2)}a~ "2/ exp{~5/(22)}1 (x > 0).

As elucidated in|Maestrini and Wand| (2021), the Inverse-x? priors on the variance parameters
of model (1) may be replaced by hierarchical prior specifications involving distributions from
the Inverse G-Wishart family that facilitate the imposition of arbitrarily non-informative priors
on standard deviation parameters and guarantee close form updates in variational approxima-

tion algorithms.



Letn = [n1,...,n,]. The likelihood function arising from model (1)) is

p(y; v, A\, 1, 0°%) =
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Consequently, the log-likelihood function is
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where ‘const’ denotes terms not depending on the variables of interest. From the log-likelihood

function we can derive the full conditional density functions. For j =1,...,m,
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Without loss of generality, we fix A\; to 1 for ensuring identifiability. For j = 2,...,m,
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The remaining full conditional is
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3 Model Fitting via Mean Field Variational Bayes

As for mainstream variational approximations, mean field variational Bayes boils down to
finding an approximating density ¢ for which the Kullback-Leibler divergence between the
approximating density itself and the posterior density function is minimized, subject to conve-
nient restrictions on q.

Let y be a vector of data and 8 € O represent all model parameters. Consider an arbitrary

density function g defined over ©. Then the logarithm of the marginal likelihood satisfies

log p(y) > logp(y; q) = / q(0) log {pff(/é?) } de, 2)

where p(y; q) is a marginal likelihood lower-bond depending on g. It can be shown that maxi-

mizing this lower-bound is equivalent to minimizing the Kullback-Leibler divergence

KL(4(0) | (61y)) = [ a(0)10g {pfgg@) } 1

If the approximating density is factorized according to a partition (61, ...,60x) of 8 such that

q(0) = Hle q(0%), then the optimal approximating densities satisfy

q*(ak) X €exp [Eq(e\ek){logp(aﬂy, O\Ok)}], k= L....,K, (3)

where Eg\g,) denotes the expectation with respect to all the approximating densities except
q(0x) and 6\0), represents the entries of 6 with 8, omitted. It can also be shown that opti-
mization can be performed via a coordinate ascent scheme converging to a local maximizer of
the lower bound under mild regularity conditions. A more detailed introduction to MFVB is
provided, for example, in Section 2.2 of Ormerod and Wand)| (2010).

Before deriving a MFVB algorithm for fitting model (1) we define some relevant notation.
For a generic parameter vector 8 of length d and f(@) being an elementwise function of 6,
let p1,(7(0y) be the vector containing the expectation of the elements f(0) with respect to the
approximating density function ¢(8). For instance, if 0 is a scalar § = o2 and f(0?) = 1/0?, the
quantity (14 /42) is given by:

Ha(1/0?) = /O T (oo,



These expressions can be obtained from a direct application of standard expectation results
for exponential family distributions, such as those provided in the supplementary material of

Wand| (2017). We also define

_ 2 2
Hq(62) = Tq(0) T Haq(o)>

when ¢(6) is N (14(0), 02(9)). With M, g-1) we denote the expectation of the inverse of a matrix
© with respect to the approximating density ¢(®). If, for example, ® is a d x d covariance
matrix such that © ~ Inverse-G-Wishart({, A), then M g-1) = E@O@ ) =(¢—d+1)A! (see
e.g. Result 4 of Maestrini and Wand, 2021).

In order to achieve a tractable MFVB approximation for model (T)), we factorize the approx-

imating density as follows:
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From application of (5) of Ormerod and Wand|(2010), we have that the approximating densities

expressed in @) have the following optimal forms:
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7 (Nj) is N(uq()\j),ag()\j)), j=2,...,m,
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q*(n;) is N(Mq(m), Ug(m_)), i=1,...,n,
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q*(0?) is Inverse-x?(Ky(s2), 0g(02));
with Kgp2) =n+ K2 and G2y = D00 Ig(n2y T+ 052
A MFVB scheme for fitting model (1) under restriction (4) is listed as Algorithm [I} which
also provides expressions for Ha@w?)r Ha(x2)r Hg(1/4;)s j=1....,m, Ihq(n2) i1 =1,...,n, and
Iq(1/52)- The algorithm outputs are the parameters of the optimal approximating densities. We

refer to this scheme as the basic MFVB algorithm.

Algorithm 1 Algorithm for fitting model (1)) via MFV B, under restriction ().

Data Input: y,, i = 1,...,n, vectors of length m.

Hyperparameter Input: i\ € Rand 0,0, Ky, 0y, K2, 052 € RT.

Initialize: j14(,,), Ha(v2) Ha(1/4;) € R, 7 =1,...,m; g, Hq(x2) € R, 5 =2,...,m; fg(n:)s
Hq(n?) ERT,i= 1,...,n; Hq(1/02) € RT.

Set: fig(ny) = Lq(n2) = L Kg(o2) =N+ Ko2j Kgyy) =N+ Ky +1,7=1,...,m.
Cycle until convergence:
Forj=1,....m:
Uﬁ(w) 1/ (npqqr/uy) +1/07)
Ba(vs) € O Ha(1/w) it (Yig = Ha(ng) Ha(n:))
Ha(w?) £ Tatuy) T Hagy)
Oq(wy) ¢ 2oim1 (U5 F Ha(u2) T Har2)Pa(n2) — Wiiha(v;) — 2Yika(rns) Katn:)
2000, a(r) Ba(ni)) + 57 (Ha(x2) = 21alq(x,) + H3) + 0y
Ha(1/w;) < Fa(;)/Oq(u;)
Ifj>1:
gy 1/ kaaye) (im) Hemzy +1/03) }
Ha(ng) € o) (it {Ha(no Wis = Ha(uy) } + 13/03] a1 /0;)
Ha(32) <= 50,0 F oo
Fori=1,...,n:
Ta i 1/ (2751 a1/ Ha(x2) + Ba(1/02))
Ha(n) € Tann) 2gmt {Ha( /v Haon) Wid = M)}
Hq(nz) < Ug(m) + 'ug(m)
Oq(o2) € Doimy Ho(n2) + 002
Hq(1/0?) < Kg(0?)/0q(0?)

Output: f14(,), 05, Ha(n)r Tagr,) Balws)r Oatwy)r = Looe s By Tagpys @ = 1ooosm;
Kg(02)r Og(o2)-




4 TIllustration on Holzinger & Swineford (1939) Data

In this section, we consider a well-known dataset from Holzinger and Swineford| (1939) and
demonstrate benefits and limitations of the basic MFVB algorithm for fitting a simple SEM.
The full original dataset, available in the R (R Core Team, 2021) package MBESS (Kelley, 2020),
consists of mental ability test scores of 301 seventh- and eighth-grade students from two schools
(Pasteur and Grant-White). This dataset includes scores from 26 tests for measuring the partici-
pants’ spatial, verbal, mental speed, memory and mathematical abilities. We utilized a cleaned
version of this dataset from the R package lavaan. The data in lavaan has been rescored through
ratio transformations so that the transformed scores are within a desired range. For illustra-
tion purposes, we only used outcomes from the first three tests: the visual perception, cubes and
lozenges tests. These outcomes are hypothesized to be associated with the participants” visual

ability. The model for the examined dataset is represented by the path diagram labeled as
Figure[}

ltest 3 testl <

visual
ability

Figure 1: Path diagram of model (1) adapted to the Holzinger & Swineford (1939) data, from which
we consider m = 3 outcomes. Squares depict observable outcomes (tests 1, 2 and 3). The unobservable
component, visual ability, is represented by a circle. Circular arrows represent correlations, whereas the
dashed line indicates that the loading corresponding to test 1 was fixed to 1 for identifiability.

We fitted the confirmatory factor analysis model (1)) to this data using MFVB and compared
the results to MCMC, which we consider our benchmark. Both methods were implemented
in R and MFVB was run through Algorithm (1] initialized at suitable points of the parameter
space. The algorithm was stopped after the relative error between optimal density parameter
estimates from two consecutive iterations went below 0.01. MCMC was performed via the R
package rstan (Stan Development Team) 2020). We ran 15,000 iterations of MCMC and dis-
carded the first 7,500 as burn-in. MFVB converged in 0.1 seconds after 98 iterations, while
MCMC took 307 seconds. In addition, we implemented variational inference using automated

differentiation variational inference (ADVI) in Stan (e.g. Kucukelbir et al., 2015). However, we



found the approximation to be less accurate than the one offered by our algorithm, therefore
we do not provide details on this approach in our examples.

Figure 2| shows the approximate marginal posterior densities of the parameters of interest
from MFVB and MCMC. The accuracy of the MFVB approximation is also displayed as a per-
centage value, with 100% indicating perfect matching between the MFVB and MCMC approx-
imate posterior density functions. For a single parameter 6, the accuracy of the approximation

of a density ¢(0) to the posterior density p(f|y) is computed as

accuracy = 100 <1 - % /oo lq(0) — p(9|y)‘d9> %. 5)

—00

In practice, we obtain this quantity by replacing p(f|y) in (5) with the MCMC density estimates
of the posterior density functions.

Taking MCMC as a benchmark, it is clear that MFVB can estimate the posterior means
fairly accurately. However, MFVB underestimates the posterior variance of all the parameters,
in particular of A3, 02 and 3, which are also associated with lower accuracy values. This is
a common issue of MFVB related to the mean field restriction imposed to the approximating
density (Titterington, 2004; Wang and Titterington, 2005). In the next section, we propose a

solution to improve posterior variance estimates based on bootstrap.
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Figure 2: Approximate marginal posterior densities of the parameters of interests from model (1)) fitted
to the examined subset of the Holzinger & Swineford (1939) data. The curves are obtained via MFVB
(light blue) and MCMC (orange). The accuracy displayed in each plot is calculated using (5).

5 Improved Variational Inference

The output of Algorithm [I]can be directly used to produce credible intervals for the model pa-

rameters of interest. However, Figure [2| foretells these confidence intervals may present poor

9



coverage performances due to the bias and variance underestimation issues of MFVB. Boot-
strap can be the solution to these issues (Chen et al., 2018). Usage of bootstrap in conjunction
with variational approximations has not been widely explored in the literature, despite this
technique may substantially improve variational inference performances, as shown in our real
and simulated analyses.

In this section we study the use of nonparametric bootstrap for improving the accuracy
of MFVB approximations for SEM parameters. The idea behind nonparametric bootstrap ap-
proaches is to sample with replacement from the original dataset, recompute the variational
estimates of parameters for each bootstrap sample and use the distribution of these estimates
or other quantities related to them to derive uncertainty measures. |Chen et al. (2018) dis-
cuss asymptotic normality and validity of nonparametric bootstrap for variational approximate
maximum likelihood estimators and also affirm these results apply to Bayesian variational es-
timators when the prior is sufficiently smooth. Therefore we follow the prescriptions from this
reference for constructing more accurate credible intervals and replace the variational approx-
imate maximum likelihood estimates with point estimates obtained via MFVB.

The first issue arising when designing a bootstrap strategy is the choice of an appropriate
sampling procedure. Model (1) and the SEMs examined in this manuscript can be interpreted
as models from grouped data, where groups correspond to individuals. In Davison and Hink-
ley| (1997, Section 3.8) two nonparametric sampling strategies for hierarchical or multilevel data
are examined through a basic problem involving observations that are part of mutually exclu-
sive groups. Both strategies involve randomly sampling groups with replacement at a first
stage and then randomly sampling within the groups selected at the first stage. The first strat-
egy consists of sampling all the group units without replacement at the second stage, which
implies simply keeping the selected groups intact after the first step. The second strategy cor-
responds to sampling with replacement at the second stage. Davison and Hinkley (1997) show
that the first strategy has to be preferred, since it more closely mimics the variation properties
of the data. Thus, we follow this advice and simply sample with replacement the y; vectors of
observed data, maintaining the sampled vector referring to individual 7 unchanged. We then
fit the model to the bootstrapped dataset using MFVB. This procedure is repeated B times and
we use the final set of bootstrap MFVB parameter estimates to produce credible intervals.

There exist several ways of constructing bootstrap confidence intervals (see for example
Hall, 2013). Chen et al. (2018) focus on two common nonparametric approaches for varia-
tional inference, the percentile and (studentized) pivotal methods, and also caution against use of
parametric bootstrap, since variational estimators usually do not coincide with maximum like-

lihood estimators. Percentile bootstrap confidence intervals can be obtained simply through

10



the percentiles of the bootstrap distribution of the variational estimator. The construction of
credible intervals for variational inference using the percentile approach was first explored in
Wang et al. (2017). The (studentized) pivotal approach (Wasserman, 2006) may produce confi-
dence intervals with a higher-order correctness if a consistent estimator of the variance of the
estimator is used (Hall, 2013).

The main steps to compute percentile and pivotal bootstrap credible intervals in conjuction

with variational approximations for a generic SEM parameter ¢ are the following:

e Find the variational inference estimate 6y, of # using the original dataset; for the pivotal

approach, also find an estimate of the variance of the variational inference estimator, Gv;.
e Forb=1,...,B:

— Sample with replacement n vectors from y, . . . , y,, to form the bth bootstrap dataset.

Find the variational inference estimate ééb\% of 0 using the bth bootstrap dataset.

If using the pivotal approach, also find an estimate of the variance of the variational

. . ~ (b
inference estimator, aé_\zl.

Calculate 5]@1 = ééf’v)l — by

If using the pivotal approach, also calculate TB(_bV)I = é@l Ff}g@l.

e Given a credible level a:

— If using the percentile approach, compute the a/2 and 1 — /2 quantiles of the em-

pirical distribution of 5&_1\,)1, e 6&51) ¢ e/g and ¢} Jo-

— If using the pivotal approach, compute the 1 — /2 quantile of the empirical distri-
. 1 B ‘
bution of |7-B(-V)I|a ) |7_13(-v1) , in}a/g-

¢ Compute the credible interval:

— If using the percentile approach, the credible interval is given by:
bt a2 Bt 2]
— If using the pivotal approach, the credible interval is given by:
[6vi = Guid}™, 15 O+ G, 5]

In our illustrations, 6y; and éé@l correspond to the mean of the MFVB approximating density.

From Section 3} for instance, the MFVB approximating density for the parameter v; of model

11



is Normal with mean Haq(vy)s therefore the estimates 6,, and ééb\al of # = v; are simply the
optimal /14(,,) value obtained at convergence of Algorithm (1L For 02, and similarly for the
parameters of model () whose approximating density is Inverse-y?, these estimates are given
by 0y(o2)/ (Fg(o2) = 2)-

We repeated the analysis of the Holzinger & Swineford (1939) data using 1,000 bootstrap
samples to demonstrate the effect of bootstrap on the variance of the variational inference ap-
proximate posterior densities. Figure [3| shows the plots of Figure 2| with the addition of dark
blue curves which represent density estimates obtained from the set of bootstrap point esti-
mates éé_lv)l, e ,9}552, for each parameter of interest. These curves show that bootstrap signif-

icantly improves the accuracy of the MFVB approximate marginal posterior densities when

compared to the original MFVB approximations.
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Figure 3: The approximating densities of Fz'gure together with density estimates obtained using MFVB
point estimates from 1,000 bootstrap samples (dark blue curves).

6 Simulated Data Study

In this section we provide a simulation exercise to examine the effect of data resampling on the
coverage performances of MFVB credible intervals for the simple SEM parameters of interest.
We generated 1,000 datasets using the MCMC point estimates of the parameters of model
fitted using the Holzinger & Swineford data described in Section [} The parameter point
estimates were obtained by averaging over the retained MCMC chains of each parameter. For
each of the 1,000 simulated datasets we ran MCMC and simple MFVB, and implemented the
bootstrap procedure outlined in Section[5|with B equal to 100, 500 or 1,000. We then constructed
95% percentile and pivotal credible intervals for each parameter of interest. The pivotal credible

intervals were based on estimates aé_\% of the variance of the variational inference estimator
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given by the variance of the MFVB approximating densities. These correspond, for instance,
to ag(yj) for v; or 253(02)/{(%(02) — 2)%(Ky(o2) — 4)} for o2, since ¢*(v5) is N (g0, Ug(y_,-)) and
q*(0?) is Inverse-x?(Kky(y2), 04(s2)). Credible intervals from simple MFVB without bootstrap
were also obtained. These were computed from the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles of the MFVB
approximating densities. In addition, we produced jackknife credible intervals (Efron, 1982).
Jackknife may be considered an approximation to bootstrap that can be implemented at a lower
computational cost. For ¢ = 1,...,n, we computed the variational estimate 9}(_@)1 of 6 using
the ith jackknife dataset generated by omitting y, from the original dataset. The 95% jackkife
confidence intervals were obtained using the quantiles of a standard normal distribution and

the jackknife mean and standard error estimates respectively given by

n n 1/2
AJQI _ Z éf_iv)l and G,y = {”; 1 Z (éj(_"v)l - é](_glf} .
i=1 i=1

MCMC implemented in rstan was again used as a benchmark. The MCMC credible intervals
were given by the 2.5% and 97.5% quantiles of 7,500 retained MCMC iterations following a
burn-in of equal length. The simulation study was implemented on a personal computer with
a 64 bit Windows 10 operating system, an Intel i7-7500U central processing unit at 2.7 gigahertz
and 16 gigabytes of random access memory.

The computational times of simple MFVB and MCMC from the simulation study are re-
ported in Table [1} which shows MFVB was several orders of magnitude faster than MCMC.
The median of the ratios between MCMC and MFVB running times was greater than 5,000.
This indicates that MFVB would still provide accurate inference at reduced time even when
running 1,000 bootstrap iterations in a non-parallelized system.

1st quartile median 3rd quartile

MFVB 0.038 0.048 0.060
MCMC 205.3 240.5 287.4

Table 1: Computational times in seconds of MFVB (no bootstrap) and MCMC from the simula-
tion study.

Table [2| displays the empirical coverage percentages from the simulation study. For each
parameter, the percentage of coverage is calculated as the proportion of simulations where the
true parameter falls inside a 95% credible interval produced via MCMC, MFVB or MFVB paired
with a resampling strategy. Different bootstrap results are shown according to the number of
bootstrap samples (100, 500 and 1,000) and the approach (percentile and pivotal) used to create
the parameter credible intervals. The empirical coverages of all credible intervals obtained via

MEFVB together with both jackknife and bootstrap resampling are closer to the 95% nominal
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V1 Vo Z Ao A3 o? 1 o 3
MFVB 0.851 0.914 0.839 0.776 0.543 0.552 0.735 0.930 0.679
MFVB with jackknife 0940 0943 0939 0951 0.890 0949 0943 0.970 0.935
MFVB with per. boot. (100) 0917 0926 0922 0936 0.894 0913 0.895 0.950 0.922
MFVB with per. boot. (500) 0938 0.945 0940 0955 0.904 0936 0918 0.959 0.937
MFVB with per. boot. (1,000) 0.941 0.947 0.940 0.957 0.905 0.938 0.925 0.958 0.940
MFVB with piv. boot. (100) 0966 0.968 0956 0958 0.907 0972 0.980 0.983 0.966
MFVB with piv. boot. (500) 0971 0972 0971 0967 0913 0981 0989 0.990 0.975
MFVB with piv. boot. (1,000) 0.972 0974 0.972 0968 0920 0.980 0.990 0.991 0.975
MCMC 0941 0946 0.939 0955 0.944 0949 0.944 0.968 0.952

Table 2: Average empirical coverage percentages for advertized 95% credible intervals of the
parameters of interest from the simulation study described in Section|f|based on 1,000 replica-
tions. Model (1) was fitted via MFVB using Algorithm I} MFVB in conjunction with jackknife
and bootstrap resamplings, and Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) in rstan. For the per-
centile and pivotal bootstrap results, 100, 500 and 1,000 bootstrap iterations were used.

level than simple MFVB. MCMC empirical coverages seem to be around the advertised 95%
level. Jackknife provided satisfactory results, whereas the pivotal bootstrap credible intervals
produced excessive coverage. This is clearly noticeable when the MFVB and MCMC credible
intervals are plotted together.

Figure [4 shows plots with credible intervals for each parameter of interest obtained via
MCMC, simple MFVB or MFVB paired with resampling (jacknife and percentile or pivotal
bootstrap based on 1,000 bootstrapped datasets) from 10 randomly selected simulated datasets.
The thick gray lines are MCMC credible intervals and black lines are used for the credible in-
tervals produced with all the other strategies based on MFVB. From these plots it is evident
that resampling allows to obtain wider credible intervals that better mimic the MCMC bench-
mark, although the pivotal approach tends to overestimate the variance. This may be due to
the fact that the pivotal credible intervals have been produced using inconsistent estimators of

the variance of the variational inference parameter estimators.

7 A Model with Multiple Factors

In this section we extend our framework and develop MFVB for data with multiple latent
factors. With a real data application, we then illustrate the performances of MFVB supported
by bootstrap.

Sticking to the prescriptions of Lee| (2007), we examine the following model for multiple
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Figure 4: Representation of a selection of 95% credible intervals from the simulation study described
in Section [} Each plot refers to a parameter of interest and method, and displays credible intervals
of 10 randomly selected simulated datasets from the 1,000 simulation study replicates. The thick gray
lines ave MCMC credible intervals. The black lines are MFVB (1st column), MFV B with jackknife (2nd
column), MFVB percentile bootstrap (3rd column) and MFVB pivotal bootstrap (4th colum) credible
intervals. The percentile and pivotal bootstrap credible intervals were obtained from 1,000 bootstrap
datasets for each simulation study replicate. The red vertical lines indicate the true parameters with
which the simulated datasets were generated.
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latent factors:

ind.

yz‘V7A7n7,71:b125N(V—i_Anwdlag(w))a 771|2 ~ N(O,Z), 1= 17”‘7”7

ind.

AT | N (pa, 0EA), v~ N(0,02), ¢ ~ Inverse-x?(ky,dp), j=1,...,m, (6)

3 ~ Inverse G-Wishart(G, s, As).

The vector y; = [(y;)11,---» (Yi)tmas-- -5 (Yi)pts - - - (Ys)pm,] contains m = Y7 _ my, observed
outcomes and follows a Normal distribution with diagonal covariance matrix. Here (y,)s;
denotes the j'th observed outcome, j' = 1,...,my, of the latent factor k, k = 1,...,p, for the
ith individual, ¢ = 1,...,n. The vector of intercepts v has length m, A is a matrix of factor
loadings with size m x p and m; is a p x 1 vector of unobserved factors which is normally
distributed with p x p covariance matrix 3. Also, A? denotes the jth row of A and follows
a Normal distribution with covariance matrix depending on 1; and the hyperparameters p
and X4, being a p x 1 mean vector and a symmetric positive definite matrix of size p x p. The
p X p covariance matrix 3 has an Inverse G-Wishart distribution with fully connected graph
Gra, shape parameter {s; > 0 and a p x p symmetric positive definite scale matrix Ax. The
remaining hyperparamters are x, 6, > 0.

For the application studied in this section, we use

Akt
A = blockdiag(Ay), with A = : ,k=1,...,p, @)
k=1,....p
)\km;C
and set \y; to 1 for identifiability. Suppose, for instance, that the latent factors are p = 3 and

m = mj + ms + ms, with m; = 3, mo = 4 and m3 = 3. Then

>
et
[N}
@) [es} )

i1
and 7n; = Ni2

i3

—_
_ o o o o o o o

0 Az
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Given the structure of A provided in (7), we can replace the prior specification on A of model
(6) with

)\k]”wkj' if‘S‘ N(:u’/\ao-?\wk'j'% kzlv"'apa j/:27"'7mk7

with Agjs and 1)y respectively denoting the elements of A and 1 corresponding to the kth
unobservable component and its associated j'th observable outcome, for k = 1,...,pand j/ =
1,...,my. The hyperparameters y, and o3 > 0 are user-specified.

Similarly to the notation defined for the entries of A and 1, let 1;;; denote a single intercept
and n = [ny,...,n,]. In order to derive a tractable MFVB approximation for fitting model (T,

we impose the approximating density factorization

g, A,m, 9, 3) = qw)g(Nq()a(E) [ ] a(n:)
=1
b my P mg n (8)
=q(=) [ TT{awriawe)} TT TT ai) TT a(ma)-
k=1j/=1 k=1 j/=2 i=1

The optimal approximating densities arising from (8)) are then:

q*(ij/) is N(Mq(l/kj/)v UZ(ij/))’ k=1,...,p, j/ =1,...,my,
with MQ(ij/) = Ug(ukj,)”q(l/wkj/) Zzl:l ((yi)kj/ - '“q(Akj/)“q(mk)) and

Ug(vw = 1/(npqayy,,) +1/00);

q*<)‘kj') is N(Mq(kkj/)v Ug(/\k’j’))’ k=1,...,p jl =2,..., My,
with jig, ) = 020 [0 (gt (Wit = Hat0) } + 10103 Ha(1 ) and

atnn) = Y ke (i o) +1/03) 15

q*(ni) is N(“q(m)’zq(m))’ i=1...n,

221 Moy a1 fwn ) (Yiy = Hagw )

with pyp =3 and

q(n;)
Z;?il Fq(x,;0) Ra(1/¢,;) ((yi)py — F‘q(vpj/))

T —1
Xy(n,) = (diag ({ DT Ha(x2 Y Ha(1/y) e Dyt (2 ) Ha(1is,0) } ) +Mq<z—l)> 5
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q*(l/ka/) is Inverse-x2 (K‘l(wk]’/)’éq(‘/’k,j’))’ k= 1, ey j/ = 1, e, M,

with kg, ) =n+ry+1 and
5q(w,€j/) = Z?:l ((i’/i)%j/ + Mq(yij,) + Mq(,\ij,)ﬂq(ni?k) - 2(yi)kj’,uq(1/kj/) - Q(Qi)jkfuq(,\kj,)ﬂq(mk)

1 2 .
+28q(u,0) Ba) Patn)) + 57 (Ba(32,) = 20Hg(n,) + 13) + 00

¢*(%) is Inverse G-Wishart(Gru, {yx); Ag(x))

with &m) = n +&s and Agem) = 300 (B + Byt Hgp,)) + Az
Derivational details about these approximating densities are provided in the appendix.

The MFVB scheme for fitting model (6) under the density product restriction (8) is presented
as Algorithrn The expressions for M‘I(”ij/)’ Ha(x2 )7 Ha(1/ )7 k=1,...,pand j' =1,...,my,
Bogm2) = gz - - ’MQ(n?p)]’ i=1,...,n,and M 5-1) are given as updates of this algorithm.

We employed Algorithm 2] and fitted model (6) to the self-concept data studied in [Byrne
(2016). The dataset was collected from 265 early adolescents in grade 7 and consists of 16
observed variables from four subscales of the Self Description Questionnaire II (Byrne, 2016;
Marsh, [1992). A confirmatory factor analysis model was used to test the hypothesis that self-
concept (SC) is a multidimensional construct composed of p = 4 intercorrelated factors: general
SC (GSC), academic SC (ASC), English SC (ESC), and mathematics SC (MSC). The correspond-
ing path diagram is displayed as Figure 5| where the 16 observed variables (m; = my = m3 =
my = 4) identified by codes such as SDQ2NO01 and SDQ2N43 are represented by rectangles.

We ran MFVB via Algorithm and MCMC in rstan using piy = 0, 0, = 10,0y = 1,ky =
1,0y = 0.01, (s = 2p + 10 and Ay = 10I. For MCMC, we generated 3 chains, each of length
20,000 and with burn-in of length 10,000. The credible intervals for each parameter of interest
obtained from both methods are shown in Figure [f} The MFVB credible intervals were pro-
duced using 1,000 bootstrap iterations and the percentile approach. These results demonstrate
that MFVB supported by bootstrap achieve performances very similar to those provided by
the MCMC benchmark. The MFVB point estimates do not show substantial bias and the MFVB
intervals present coverage very similar to that of their MCMC equivalent. For some of the A

entries, the MFVB credible intervals are slightly wider than the MCMC target.

8 Conclusion

This paper studies a mean field variational Bayes approach for fitting confirmatory factor anal-
ysis models with one or more latent factors. We have shown that this variational inference

method is extremely fast and accurate, when paired with a suitable resampling strategy, and
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Algorithm 2 Algorithm for fitting model (6) via MFVB, under restriction (8).

Data Input: y; = [(y;)11,-- 5 (Ui)imis-- > (Yi)pts- - (Yi)pm, ], © = 1,...,n, vectors of length
M= gy M.

Hyperparameter Input: uy € R, 0,0, ky, 0y € RT, & > 2p — 2 and Ay a p x p symmetric
positive definite matrix.

Initialize: Ha(vyr)r Ha(v? ) Ha(1/w0) eERYE=1,....p,5 =1,...,my; Ha(n0)7 Ha(x2 ) e R,
k=1,....p, 7 =2,...,my; Feg(n.)r Bq(n2) Vectors of length p with elements € Rti=1,...,n;
M ;(s-1) a p X p symmetric positive definite matrix.

Set: Ha(ren) = Hg(x2,) = 1L,k=1,...,p; fq(z) =n+&s; Kq(y,,) = N+ Ky + 1,k=1,...,p
j'zl,...,mk.

Cycle until convergence:
Fork=1,...,pand j' =1,...,my:
o € 1/ (g yp,,) +1/07)
Pa(vg) € OatePa /v 2oiet (ki = a0 latn))
Haw2,) < gty T e,
Og(pry) € i ((yi)%j’ T Ha(z,) T He(x2 ) Ha(nz) — 2(Y:) ki Ba(v,0)
=2(Y3) k' Ha(n, ;) PaCnin) F 2Ha( ;) Ba(hy) Ha(nin))
+57 (a2 ) = 2800 +13) + 0y

Hq(1/9;0) € Ba,)/ Oa(wy,0)
Ifj > 1
‘72(/\,”-/) A 1/{“q(1/wk_7~/) (X F(nz,) + 1/03)}

HaOvy) = Tane) [Z?:l {1g(ni) (Y ks = Ha(,n) } + m/ai] Hq(1/4y;0)
Pa(32,) € Tatngn + Faa,)
Fori=1,...,n:
25te (32 Ha(1 /)
Yym,) ¢ | diag : + M s-1
2o Ha(x2 ) a1 i y50)
2?1:1 Fog(Xy ;) Hg(1 /4 50) ((yi)lj' - Mq(”u’)) ]

Bg(n,) < Sq(n,)

Z?il Ha(n,;0 ) Ba(1/4,;0) ((yi)Pj/ - NQ(VPJ-/)) J
Pg(n2) ¢— diag (Eq(m) + “q(m)“qT(m))
Ay 2 (Bym,) + “q(m)“qT(m)) +As
M sy« (§y=) — P+ 1)A;(lﬁ)

OUtPut: /u‘q(l/kj/)/ Ug(l/k]-/)’ ,u'q()\kj/)/ Ug(xkj/)/ K/q('(bkj/)/ 5q('¢k]~/)/ k= 17 - Dy jl = 1a cee, Mg, H/q(ni)/
2‘1("77:)’ 1= 1, Loy, fg, Ag.

offers a particularly attractive alternative to standard Markov chain Monte Carlo.
To deal with the typical lack of accuracy of MFVB posterior density approximations, we

have studied the use of bootstrap and shown improved variational inference for the model
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Figure 5: Path diagram of model (6) for the self-concept data examined in Byrne| (2016). The observed
outcomes are shown in the squares. The unobservable factors represented by circles are general self-

concept (GSC), academic self-concept (ASC), English self-concept (ESC) and mathematics self-concept
(MSC). Circular arrows represent correlations, whereas the dashed lines indicate the corresponding la-

tent factor loadings are set to 1 for identifiability.

parameters of interest. Our results based on real and simulated examples indicate that the
coverage of intervals produced with the bootstrap corrections is very close to the advertised
level. Also simple jackknife resampling was shown to greatly improve the empirical coverage
of credible intervals directly derived from MFVB approximating densities. Pivotal credible in-
tervals may be second order accurate if a consistent estimator of the variance of the variational
inference estimator is used. When this is not available, a consistent estimator can be obtained

via iterated bootstrap, that is by bootstrapping each bootstrap dataset to compute the standard

error of the variational inference estimator obtained from each dataset bootstrapped at the first

level. However, this strategy is associated with much higher computational costs, therefore it

has not been explored in our examples.
The variational approximation framework presented in this paper can be extended to more

challenging situations. For instance, Algorithm 2| can be modified to treat models involving

exogenous covariates or cross-loadings, or to work with incomplete data. However, we leave

this for future research.
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Appendix for:
Fitting Structural Equation Models via Variational Approximations
BY KHUE-DUNG DANG! AND LUCA MAESTRINTZ3

YUniversity of Melbourne, University of Technology Sydney and

3 Australian Research Council Centre of Excellence for Mathematical and Statistical Frontiers

A.1 Derivation of Algorithm

Lety = [yy,-..,Y,]. Provided the definition of A in (7)), the likelihood function arising from
model (6) is

plyiv,An, ¢, X)) =

(2m) ="/ H H Y ex {—1<yi — v — An,) diag(1/4)(y; — v - Am>}

k=1j'=1

Ao — in)?
{QW 1/2exp< = >}H Il [2”””’“ exp{_( Zfrizz):;) H
1

k=1j'=1

fw L (ky+2)/2 0y
j 1[ 2)} Vi eXp( 2kjr

1
{<2w>—*’/2|z:|—1/2 e (~gnt=n) |
1

|Ag|E=—rtD)/2
X
2d(E—p+1)/27p(-D/4TP_ (822K 4 1)

w
Il
—

—~ T
—

ko

i
—_
<.

%
Il

{:]@
,’:13

s/

T
I

e

2

|2|*(£2+2)/2 exp {—;tr(Azﬁl)} '

Consequently, the log-likelihood function is

1 — 1 &
logp(y: v, Ay, 3) = =3 3 (y; — v — Any)" diag(1/)(y; —v = Am) 555 > D viy
i=1 V g=1j=1
n+£ +2, N4 Ky + 3 o e
= g(1Z)) **ZnTE - tr(AzE‘) > D log(Wy)
k=1j'=1
(51/, P k 1 1 Pk )\kj/—lu,)\)2
- - — ————— + const,

where ‘const” denotes terms not depending on the variables of interest.

The full conditional density functions can be obtained from the log-likelihood function. For
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k=1,...,pandj ' =1,...,my,

1], ( n 1) Vkj'
Vi | rest) o< ex v -2 kit — N Mi and
p( kj | ) p [ { kg’ ¢k] Jg ¢kj’ : ((y )k] kj' M k:)

=1

n+k 1 " A i 2
(¢k] \rest) X l/Jk( ey t3)/2 exp [_ {Z ((yz) ji© = Vkj' — /\kj/nzk)z + (ijQ)\) + 51&}

2 15 A

Recalling that \y; = 1, fork =1,...,p, wehave that, fork =1,...,pand j/ = 2,...,my,

A2, Mjt | —
P(Aj | rest) oc exp (— [wz (Z M + ) @Z’Z/ {Z (('!/z’)kj/ — ij/)m‘k + Z:%}]) .

=1

Fori=1,...,n,

plonrest) o exp |~ {n (AT liag(L/w)A -+ 3") m, — 20 AT iag (1) ~ )} .

Notice that

T
. . m A7 i’ m a !

and that

T
AT diag(1/9)(y; —v) = | TPl 3 (W —viy) o S (W — ) | -

The remaining full conditional is

P(E | rest) o | B[~ H+2)/2 exp {—; (Z 0!, + tr(A22_1)> } .

i=1

Algorithm [2| follows from application of (5) of Ormerod and Wand| (2010) and the proposed

factorization in (8).
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