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Abstract

Optimization is widely used in statistics, thanks to its efficiency for delivering point
estimates on useful spaces, such as those satisfying low cardinality or combinatorial
structure. To quantify uncertainty, Gibbs posterior exponentiates the negative loss
function to form a posterior density. Nevertheless, Gibbs posteriors are supported in a
high-dimensional space, and do not inherit the computational efficiency or constraint
formulations from optimization. In this article, we explore a new generalized Bayes
approach, viewing the likelihood as a function of data, parameters, and latent vari-
ables conditionally determined by an optimization sub-problem. Marginally, the latent
variable given the data remains stochastic, and is characterized by its posterior distribu-
tion. This framework, coined “bridged posterior”, conforms to the Bayesian paradigm.
Besides providing a novel generative model, we obtain a positively surprising theoret-
ical finding that under mild conditions, the

√
n-adjusted posterior distribution of the

parameters under our model converges to the same normal distribution as that of the
canonical integrated posterior. Therefore, our result formally dispels a long-held belief
that partial optimization of latent variables may lead to under-estimation of parameter
uncertainty. We demonstrate the practical advantages of our approach under several
settings, including maximum-margin classification, latent normal models, and harmo-
nization of multiple networks.
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1 Introduction

The Generalized Bayes approach is becoming increasingly popular due to its potential ad-
vantages in model simplicity and robustness. A generalized posterior can be specified based
on partial information from the data, or via a loss function that characterizes an inferential
summary of the data. This appeals when the likelihood is inaccessible or intractable; there
is a well-established literature on partial information settings including methods based on
composite likelihood [Lindsay, 1988, Varin et al., 2011], partial likelihood [Sinha et al.,
2003, Dunson and Taylor, 2005], pairwise likelihood [Jensen and Künsch, 1994], and others.
Recently, there has been a burgeoning interest in loss-based Bayesian models, including
works involving classification loss [Polson and Scott, 2011] or distance-based losses [Duan
and Dunson, 2021, Rigon et al., 2023, Natarajan et al., 2023]. Loss-based generalized Bayes
models typically use a probability distribution called the “Gibbs posterior” [Jiang and Tan-
ner, 2008], taking the form:

Π(θ | y) ∝ exp{−g(θ, y)},

where g(θ, y) is some loss function with y the data and θ the parameter.
There is a vast generalized Bayes literature using the Gibbs posterior for explicit model

weighting, with g chosen according to some utility function such as predictive accuracy
[Lavine et al., 2021, Tallman and West, 2023], scoring rule [Gneiting and Raftery, 2007,
Dawid and Musio, 2015], fairness metrics [Chakraborty et al., 2024] or summary statistics-
based divergence [Frazier and Drovandi, 2021, Frazier et al., 2023]. Such an approach also
lends itself to modular descriptions of data [Jacob et al., 2017], and can guard against
model misspecification [Nott et al., 2023]. With connections to these methods, our focus is
on the cases when one wants to adopt a certain loss g from the optimization literature for
statistical modeling, while needing to quantify uncertainty beyond point estimates.

In optimization, the point estimate θ̂ = argminθ g(θ, y) can often be efficiently computed
using an iterative algorithm, even under a wide range of constraints. For example, convex
clustering and its variants [Tan and Witten, 2015, Chi and Lange, 2015, Chakraborty and
Xu, 2023] use g(θ, y) = (1/2)

∑n
i=1 ∥yi − θi∥22 + λ

∑
(i,j):i<j ∥θi − θj∥2 for data yi ∈ Rp,

location parameter θi ∈ Rp, and tuning constant λ > 0. This can be understood as a
relaxation of hierarchical clustering; in place of a combinatorial constraint, the penalty
term encourages most of the L2-norms ∥θ̂i− θ̂j∥2 to be zero, promoting cluster structure via

a small number of unique θ̂i at the solution. The estimate θ̂ can be obtained using convex,
continuous optimization. A popular combinatorial alternative makes use of the k-means loss
[MacQueen, 1967] toward clustering, g{(c1, . . . , cn), y} =

∑K
k=1

∑
(i<j):ci=cj=k

∥yi−yj∥22/nk,
with ci ∈ {1, . . . ,K} where the discrete cluster assignment label ci = k if θk is the nearest
centroid to yi, nk =

∑
i 1(ci = k), and θ̂i =

∑
i:ci=k

yi/nk. Here too, iterative algorithms
can improve performance and better avoid local minima using continuous optimization
techniques [Xu and Lange, 2019]. Recently, Rigon et al. [2023] form a Gibbs posterior
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using this loss toward quantifying the uncertainty of ci, which shows model robustness
to the distributional asymmetry. Several recent works import long-standing ideas from
optimization to account for constraints within a Bayesian framework [Duan et al., 2020,
Presman and Xu, 2023, Zhou et al., 2024].

Under the exponential negative transformation, the Gibbs posterior distribution con-
centrates near the posterior mode. This induces variability around the point estimate and,
in turn, enables uncertainty quantification. How to interpret this uncertainty is not im-
mediately obvious, and one may question the authenticity of inferential procedures such as
hypotheses tests or intervals based on such a posterior which may not derive from a gener-
ative likelihood model. There are several recent works that provide sound justification for
the large n regime. First, Gibbs posteriors admit a coherent update scheme for θ toward
minimizing the expected loss

∫
g(θ, y)F(dy; θ), where F denotes the true data generating

distribution [Bissiri et al., 2016]. Second, if the Gibbs posterior density is proportional to
a composite likelihood, such as the conditional density under some insufficient statistics
[Lewis et al., 2021] derived from a full likelihood model F (y; θ0), then the Gibbs posterior
of θ concentrates toward θ0 and enjoys asymptotic normality under mild conditions [Miller,
2021].

These methodological and theoretical breakthroughs lend a cautious optimism that
loss functions from the machine learning and optimization literature have the potential
to broaden the scope of Bayesian probabilistic modeling [Khare et al., 2015, Kim and Gao,
2020, Ghosh et al., 2021, Syring and Martin, 2020, 2023, Winter et al., 2023]. At the same
time, two pitfalls of Gibbs posteriors motivate this article. The first is computational: the
Gibbs posterior is often supported on a high-dimensional space, and fails to reduce the
computational burden that often plagues posterior sampling schemes such as Markov chain
Monte Carlo (MCMC) in high-dimensional problems. There is a large literature character-
izing the scaling limit of MCMC algorithms, which can lead to slow mixing of Markov chains
as the dimension of θ increases [Roberts and Rosenthal, 2001, Belloni and Chernozhukov,
2009, Johndrow et al., 2019, Yang et al., 2020]. Meanwhile, many semi-parametric models
feature a low-dimensional θ as well as a latent variable whose dimension grows with n. When
closed-form marginals are not available, the necessity of sampling these latent variables can
also lead to critically slow mixing. These issues have been observed in popular statistical
methods such as latent normal models, and have motivated a large class of approximation
methods [Rue et al., 2009] as alternatives to MCMC. This bottleneck explains in part the
lack of Gibbs posterior approaches in latent variable contexts.

The second methodological gap relates to the modeling front: continuity of the Gibbs
posterior distribution often yields a mismatch to constraint conditions on θ̂ except on a set
of measure zero. To illustrate, consider the Bayesian lasso [Park and Casella, 2008], which
can be viewed as the Gibbs posterior under the lasso loss. Though this promotes a sparse
estimate θ̂, under its posterior distribution θ is non-sparse almost everywhere. A similar
problem arises in a Gibbs posterior approach to support vector machines. The maximum-
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margin hyperplane has zero posterior measure, which may partially explain why studies
from this view have focused on point estimation [Polson and Scott, 2011], and motivates
our approach in seeking a more natural quantification of the associated uncertainty. Beyond
this incongruence between θ̂ and the samples from Π(θ | y), invariance to changes in g(θ, y)
presents another consideration. To obtain an estimate θ̂ residing in a constrained or low
dimensional space, it is common practice in optimization to employ an alternative g̃(θ, y)
that has superior computational properties. For example, g̃ can be convex, unconstrained, or
non-combinatorial, under the condition that argminθg̃(θ, y) = argminθg(θ, y)—that is, the
two distinct loss functions touch at the minima. This invariance at the optimum is routinely
exploited in methods such as convex relaxation, variable splitting, proximal methods, and
majorization-minimization [Polson et al., 2015, Zheng and Aravkin, 2020, Landeros et al.,
2023]. However, the Gibbs posterior does not enjoy such an invariance, as the distribution
Π(θ | y) changes whenever g changes.

These issues lead us to a marked departure from existing approaches. Rather than
treating θ as a high-dimensional random variable, we model θ = (z, λ) with only λ as a
parameter with a corresponding prior distribution. The argument z is instead treated as a
latent variable that is deterministic conditional on y and λ, though importantly it remains
a stochastic quantity when conditioned on y alone. As we will demonstrate in the article,
this effectively reduces the dimension of θ to near that of λ, simultaneously addressing
both issues surveyed above. Specifying z as the solution of an optimization subproblem
allows us to retain transparent constraint conditions such as low rank, low cardinality, or
combinatorial constraints.

It is natural to ask whether such an approach is consistent with Bayesian methodology
in the sense that there exists a valid generative model corresponding to a likelihood that
depends only on λ. This article answers this question affirmatively. We begin with a set
of profile likelihoods that partially maximize a joint likelihood L(y; z, λ) over z, showing
that each corresponds to another common likelihood where the data are modeled depen-
dently. We then establish the theoretical result that under mild conditions, the

√
n-adjusted

posterior distribution of the parameter under our framework converges asymptotically to
the same normal limit as canonical posteriors marginalized over non-deterministic latent
variables.

This contribution is closely related to prior work by Polson and Scott [2016], which
discovers a hierarchical duality: the scale mixture of univariate exponential or location-scale
mixture of normal is proportional to another (potentially intractable) density maximized
over a univariate latent variable. This perspective inspires efficient new algorithms for
producing point estimates. Despite some similarities in the univariate setting, our method
applies generally to multivariate problems and to settings where the latent variables may
exhibit dependence. In other related work, Lee et al. [2005] interpret the profile likelihood as
resulting from an empirical prior. A key difference is that our proposed framework L(y; z, λ)
can lead to a fully Bayesian method, where the latent variable z characterizes the latent
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dependency among the data. The source code can be found on https://github.com/Zeng-
Cheng/bridged posterior code for paper.

2 Method

2.1 Augmented Likelihood with Conditional Optimization

To provide background, we first review the canonical likelihood involving latent variables,
taking the form

L(y;λ) =

∫
L(y,dz;λ) =

∫
L(y | z, λ)ΠL(dz;λ), (1)

in which we refer to λ ∈ Rd as parameter, and z ∈ Rp as latent variable. Here ΠL denotes the
marginal latent variable distribution for z. Since z could be associated with a continuous,
discrete, or degenerate distribution, we use the integration with respect to a probability
measure notation

∫
f(z)µ(dz), in which z with distribution z ∼ µ is the one that we

integrate over. The joint distribution L(y, z;λ) is also known as an “augmented likelihood”
[Tanner and Wong, 1987, Van Dyk and Meng, 2001]. Examples abound in statistics: for
instance, augmented likelihoods are used in characterizing dependence among discrete y via
a correlated normal latent variable z [Wolfinger, 1993, Rue et al., 2009], or model-based
clustering on grouping data y via a latent discrete label z [Blei et al., 2003, Fraley and
Raftery, 2002].

We now consider a special case when given y and λ:

(z | y, λ) = ẑ(y, λ) := argminζg(ζ, y;λ) with probability 1. (2)

If the argmin is unique, then z is a conditionally deterministic latent variable, which we
abbreviate CDLV. Otherwise, z has a conditional distribution supported on the solution set
{argminζg(ζ, y;λ)}.

For simplicity of exposition, from here we focus on the case where z is the unique
minimizer. This encompasses a large class of models and is satisfied whenever g(ζ, y;λ)
is strictly convex in ζ for every (y, λ). Though z is conditionally deterministic form, note
that when we do not condition on y, z remains randomly distributed under ΠL(z;λ). This
suggests a generative view according to (1): we have

z ∼ ΠL(z;λ); y | z, λ ∼ L(y ∈ Yλ,z | z, λ), where Yλ,z =
{
y : minζg(ζ, y;λ) = g(z, y;λ)

}
.

That is, y is generated under the constraint given by z.

Remark 1. To clarify, the latent z may have varying dimension p and ΠL according to the
sample size n.
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For concreteness, we present two illustrative examples based on the profile likelihood.
Profile likelihoods have a frequentist origin, motivated by the convenience of testing or
constructing confidence intervals for a parameter of interest λ, in the presence of other
parameters ζ, often called “nuisance parameters”. There is a long-standing debate on
whether using a profile likelihood leads to a coherent Bayes’ procedure [Lee et al., 2005,
Cheng and Kosorok, 2009, Evans, 2016, Maclaren, 2018]. Using the above, we can now view
the profile likelihood as a special case of (2), taking g(ζ, y;λ) = − logL(y, ζ;λ).

Example 1. Consider linear regression with y ∈ Rn, X ∈ Rn×d, λ ∈ Rd, z > 0, and some
constant v > 0:

L(y, z;λ) ∝ z−n/2 exp
(
−∥y −Xλ∥

2

2z

)
z−v/2−1 exp

(
− v

2z

)
;

z = argminζ{− logL(y, ζ;λ)}.

The first line has the same form as a likelihood with normal errors, with the variance z
regularized by an Inverse-Gamma(v/2, v/2). Now, instead of marginalizing out z, we may
maximize logL(y, ζ;λ) over ζ to obtain the closed-form z = (v + ∥y −Xλ∥2)/(v + n + 2).
Therefore, we have

ΠL(z;λ) ∝ z−(n+v+2)/2; L(y | z, λ) ∝ exp

(
− ∥y −Xλ∥

2

2z

)
1

{ n∑
i=1

(
yi − x⊤i λ

)2
= (v + n+ 2)z − v

}
.

In particular, the indicator above imposes a quadratic equality constraint on y. Upon
substituting an expression in y for z, we obtain a marginal density

L(y;λ) ∝
{
1 +
∥y −Xλ∥2

(v + 2) v
v+2

}−(n+v+2)/2

,

which coincides with the likelihood L(y;λ) under an n-variate t-distribution with v + 2
degrees of freedom, center at (Xλ), and covariance {v/(v + 2)}I.

Example 2. Consider a multivariate factor model with y = Cz + ϵ ∈ Rp̃, ϵ ∼ N(0, Iσ2),
C ∈ Rp̃×p. Here let p̃ ≥ p, the matrix C have rank p, λ = (G, σ2), and G positive definite:

L(y, z;λ) ∝ exp

(
−∥y − Cz∥

2

2σ2

)
exp

(
−1

2
z⊤G−1z

)
;

z = argminζ{− logL(y, ζ;λ)}.

The first line has the same form as a likelihood with z regularized by multivariate normal
distribution N(0, G). Here, minimization yields z = (C⊤C/σ2 + G−1)−1C⊤y/σ2 = {G −
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GC⊤(Iσ2 + CGC⊤)−1CG}C⊤y/σ2. Therefore,

ΠL(z;λ) ∝ exp

[
−1

2
z⊤{GC⊤(Iσ2 + CGC⊤)−1CG}−1z

]
;

L(y | z, λ) ∝ exp

(
−∥y − Cz∥

2

2σ2

)
1
{
C⊤y − (C⊤C + σ2G−1)z = 0

}
.

In this example, the indicator puts an affine equality constraint on y. On the other hand,
the marginal of y is

L(y;λ) ∝ exp

{
− 1

2
y⊤

(
Iσ2 + CGC⊤

)−1
y

}
,

which corresponds to a multivariate normal N
(
0, Iσ2 + CGC⊤).

From the above two examples, we highlight two observations: (i) partial optimization
still leads to a valid probability kernel L(y;λ) associated with a coherent generative model
for y; (ii) fixing z at the conditional optimum induces dependency among the elements in
y in L(y;λ), via the constraint Yλ,z.
Remark 2. The profile likelihood-based models are an important sub-class that we will
primarily focus on. On the other hand, in general, the loss function g does not have to be
the negative likelihood, and z does not have to be available in closed form. We can still
specify the joint likelihood, by including an optimization problem in the equality constraint
(2).

2.2 Bridged Posterior Distributions and Posterior Propriety

We now take a Bayesian approach by assigning a suitable prior distribution on λ. Denoting
this prior by π0(λ), Bayes theorem provides the posterior

Π(λ | y) =
∫
L(y,dz;λ)π0(λ)∫ ∫
L(y,dz;λ)π0(dλ)

, subject to z = argminζg(ζ, y;λ). (3)

When z is the unique minimizer, we may remove the first integration from both the nu-
merator and denominator, replacing dz by z. The above distribution can be viewed as
obeying an equality constraint, which acts as a bridge between a probabilistic model and an
optimization problem. Therefore, we refer to (3) as a “bridged posterior”. To clarify, the
above formulation encompasses the setting where λ = (λA, λB), where only the first part
λA influences the minimization of g, and λB corresponds to the other parameters.

For such a posterior, it is important to ensure the propriety of Π(λ | y). To be rigorous,
we note that the derived L(y, z;λ) may be a kernel function proportional to a complete den-
sity of y up to some missing normalizing constant. Thus it suffices to choose an appropriate
π0(λ) ensuring that

∫
Π(dλ | y) <∞.
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A challenge arises when checking integrability (such as when verifying posterior propri-
ety), when L(y, z;λ) is intractable due to the lack of a closed-form solution z. Generally
speaking, mathematically verifying integrability may vary from case to case; we develop a
useful strategy in the case when L(y, z;λ) is a profile likelihood. Consider the following
form

L(y, z;λ) = exp{−h(y, λ)} exp{−min
ζ
g(ζ, y;λ)}, (4)

where z = argminζ g(ζ, y;λ). In the optimization literature, minζ g(ζ, y;λ) is often referred
to as the primal problem, and z as the primal solution. A useful technique is to instead solve
an associated dual problem supα g

†(α, y;λ), where α ∈ Rq is known as the dual variable.
For example, the Fenchel dual for convex g is based on the conjugate function g†(α, y;λ) :=
supζ{α⊤ζ − g(ζ, y;λ)}, and the Lagrangian dual for α under constraints c̃(α) ≤ 0⃗, where

c̃(α) ∈ Rq and the inequality holds pointwise, is g†(α, y;λ) := infζ∈Rp g(ζ, y;λ) + α⊤c̃(ζ),
where the dual variable α ≥ 0⃗. In many cases, the dual problem may be easier to solve, and
with helpful techniques such as variable splitting (discussed further below in the context
of latent normal models), one can often obtain g†(α, y;λ) in a closed form, even when
supα g

†(α, y;λ) may not have a closed form.
Duality theory provides a simple way to produce a useful bound:

Theorem 1. For a likelihood taking the form of (4), consider infζg(ζ, y;λ) as the primal
problem, and supα g

†(α, y;λ) as the dual problem with E the feasible region of α. Assume
that weak duality holds: that is, supα g

†(α, y;λ) ≤ infζg(ζ, y;λ) for any λ in the domain,
given y. If there exists α̃ ∈ E such that

∫
exp[−h(y, λ)] exp[−g†(α̃, y;λ)]π0(dλ) < ∞, then∫

Π(dλ | y) <∞.

Remark 3. The proof follows rather trivially from the fact that g†(α̃, y;λ) ≤ supα g
†(α, y;λ).

On the other hand, this result leads to a very useful method for checking integrability—we
do not have to solve for the optimal dual variable α̂ at which sup g†(α, y;λ) is attained.
Instead, we just need to find any α̃ ∈ E that makes the product integrable. Moreover,
the criteria for weak duality are straightforward to check: for Fenchel duals, g needs to be
convex, and for Lagrangian duals, g can be convex or non-convex.

We now illustrate the application of the theorem via a working example.

Example 3 (Latent normal model and latent quadratic exponential model). We consider
a modification of the canonical latent normal model that takes a full likelihood denoted by
L̃:

L̃(y, ζ;λ) ∝ exp

{
−1

2
ζ⊤Q−1(λ;x)ζ

} n∏
i=1

v(yi | ζi), (5)

where v is commonly a log-concave density of yi conditionally independent for i = 1, . . . , n,
Q(λ;x) is parameterized by a covariance kernel such as Q(λ;x)i,j = τ exp(−∥xi − xj∥2/2b)
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with xi ∈ Rd̃ the observed predictor/location, and parameter λ = (τ, b) ∈ R2. In our
example, we focus on binary yi from Bernoulli distribution under logistic link v(yi | wi) =
exp(yiζi)/{1 + exp(ζi)}.

We now minimize g(ζ, y;λ) = − log L̃(y, ζ;λ) over ζ ∈ Rn to induce a conditionally
deterministic z, with profile likelihood:

L(y, z;λ) ∝ exp

{
−1

2
z⊤Q−1(λ;x)z

}{ n∏
i=1

v(yi | zi)
}
,

z = argminζ{− logL(y, ζ;λ)}.
(6)

As g(ζ, y;λ) can be conveniently decomposed into the sum of a quadratic function and a
convex function, this lends itself to variable splitting using the constraint u = ζ. With
α ∈ Rn the Lagrange multiplier, we have the Langragian dual

g†(α, y;λ) = inf
ζ,u

1

2
ζ⊤Q−1ζ + α⊤(ζ − u) +

n∑
i=1

{
−yiui + log(1 + exp(ui))

}
,

where we use Q = Q(λ;x) to ease notation. This leads to

ζ̂ = −Qα, ûi = log
αi + yi

1− (αi + yi)
for i = 1, . . . , n,

whenever (α+ y) ∈ (0, 1)n; otherwise the infimum takes −∞. Therefore, we have the dual
function:

g†(α, y;λ) = −1

2
α⊤Qα−

n∑
i=1

{
(ai + yi) log

αi + yi
1− (αi + yi)

− log
1

1− (αi + yi)

}
, (7)

subject to (α+ y) ∈ (0, 1)n.

At a given α satisfying (α+ y) ∈ (0, 1)n, we have

exp{−g†(α, y;λ)} = exp

{
1

2
α⊤Q(λ;x)α

} n∏
i=1

[
(αi + yi)

ai+yi{1− (αi + yi)}1−(ai+yi)

]
.

Due to some similarity between the above form and the quadratic exponential model in
McCullagh [1994], we refer to (6) as a “latent quadratic exponential model”. It is not hard
to see that the above is an integrable upper bound for y, since yi ∈ {0, 1}, and (αi + yi)
and 1− (αi+ yi) are both bounded above for any given α. To find an appropriate prior for
λ, note that the second part does not involve λ at any fixed α. Hence it suffices to find a
prior such that for a feasible α̃:∫

exp

{
1

2
α̃⊤Q(λ;x)α̃

}
π0(dλ) <∞.
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In particular usingQ(λ;x)i,j = τ exp(−∥xi−xj∥2/2b), the matrix spectral norm ∥Q(λ;x)∥2 ≤
nτ . As we may choose any feasible α̃, we take the one with α̃i = −(1/n)1(yi = 1) +
(1/n)1(yi = 0). We can see that α̃⊤Q(λ;x)α̃ ≤ ∥α̃∥22∥Q(λ;x)∥2 = τ . Therefore, to make
the posterior proper, it suffices to assign a half-normal prior for τ proportional to exp(−c1τ2)
with c1 > 0 and with any proper prior on b > 0.

Remark 4. For the above example, strong duality holds: supα g
†(α, y;λ) = infζ g(ζ, y;λ).

Therefore, we can use the dual ascent algorithm to find α̂ = argmaxα:(α+y)∈(0,1)ng
†(α, y;λ),

and then set z = −Qα̂. Note that neither the dual function (7) nor its gradient with
respect to α requires the inversion Q−1, an O(n3) operation, so that optimization can be
carried out very efficiently. At the same time, L(y, z;λ) can be evaluated quickly since
z⊤Q−1z = α̂⊤Qα̂. In contrast, the latent normal model would involve matrix inversion and
decomposition for sampling latent ζ. We defer the numerical experiments to Section 5.

2.3 Predictive Distribution

In addition to parameter estimation, one may be interested in making predictions on data
y(n+1):(n+k) and quantifying their uncertainty, using the following distribution:

Π
{
y(n+1):(n+k) | y1:n

}
∝

∫
L
{
y(n+1):(n+k) | y1:n, λ

}
Π(dλ | y1:n) ∝

∫
L{y1:(n+k), ẑ(y1:(n+k), λ), λ}

L{y1:n, ẑ(y1:n, λ), λ}
Π(dλ | y1:n),

for which we could take each posterior sample of λ, and simulate a vector y(n+1):(n+k) with
kernel proportional to L{y1:(n+k), ẑ(y1:(n+k), λ), λ}. When we lack a way to directly draw
from the joint distribution of y(n+1):(n+k), note that

L{y1:(n+k), ẑ(y1:(n+k), λ), λ}
L{y1:n, ẑ(y1:n, λ), λ}

=
k∏
j=1

L{y1:(n+j), ẑ(y1:(n+j), λ), λ}
L{y1:(n+j−1), ẑ(y1:(n+j−1), λ), λ}

,

suggesting that we can simulate yn+j sequentially for j = 1 . . . k. When yn+j is in a
low-dimensional (often one-dimensional) space, we can employ a simple algorithm such as
rejection sampling.

Note that all elements in z = ẑ(y1:(n+k), λ) ∈ Rp may vary according to y1:(n+k); we
emphasize this by using the notation ẑ(y1:(n+k), λ). This implies that when there is no
closed-form solution for z, there is an additional burden to compute ẑ(y1:(n+j), λ) wherever
j increments to j + 1. Fortunately, for the optimization problem

ẑ(y1:(n+j+1), λ) = argminζg(ζ, y1:(n+j+1);λ),

we can initialize ζ at the last optimal when predicting yn+j , ẑ(y1:(n+j), λ), and then it usually
takes a few iterations of optimization steps to converge to ẑ(y1:(n+j+1), λ). For advanced
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problems, there is a large literature on online optimization algorithms [Jadbabaie et al.,
2015] that can be employed to efficiently obtain sequential updates.

For concreteness, we highlight a useful property of the above predictive distribution in
the context of classification problems. We can find a hyperplane that not only divides the
fully observed data with both predictors xi and labels yi for i = 1, . . . , n, but also seeks
to separate the observed “unlabeled” data xi′ with corresponding (unobserved) label yi′ ,
i′ = n+ 1, . . . , n+ k. This further improves the classification accuracy, and is often called
the “semi-supervised setting” in the machine learning literature [Chapelle et al., 2010].

Example 4 (Bayesian Maximum Margin Classifier for Partially Labeled Data). Consider
the following likelihood that extends the support vector machine [Cortes and Vapnik, 1995],
for n labeled data (xi, yi) ∈ Rp̃ × {−1, 1} and k unlabeled predictors xj ∈ Rp̃:

L
[
{yi}ni=1, z = (zw, zb);λ, {xi}n+ki=1

]
∝

∑
{yn+j}kj=1∈{−1,1}k

exp

{
− 1

2
λ∥zw∥22 −

n+k∑
i=1

h(z, yi;λ, xi)

}
,

subject to z = argminζ=(ζw,ζb)

1

2
λ∥ζw∥22 +

n+k∑
i=1

h(ζ, yi;λ, xi),

h(ζ, yi;λ, xi) = max
{
1− yi(ζ⊤wxi + ζb), 0

}
,

(8)
where zw ∈ Rp̃, ζw ∈ Rp̃ and zb ∈ R, ζb ∈ R. We treat xi as fixed, so that the above likelihood
is viewed as a discrete distribution for (y1, . . . , yn+k). The function h is the hinge loss, which
takes value zero when yi = 1, ζ⊤wxi + ζb ≥ 1, or when yi = −1, ζ⊤wxi + ζb ≤ −1. Effectively,
the loss function penalizes not only the misclassified points (xi, yi) : yi(ζ

⊤
wxi + ζb) < 0, but

also the points in the band between two boundaries {x : −1 < ζ⊤wxi+ζb < 1}. The inclusion
of (1/2)λ∥zw∥22 leads to a maximum distance between the two hyperplanes {x : z⊤wx+zb = 1}
and {x : z⊤wx + zb = −1}, under some tolerance to non-zero hinge losses, with tolerance
controlled by λ > 0.

For comparison, if we were to directly use a Gibbs posterior with likelihood of the form
of (8)—that is, without the equality constraint so that z is replaced by ζ, then it would
hold that

p(yi | ζ, λ, xi) ∝ exp{−h(ζ, yi;λ, xi)}

independently for i = n+1, . . . , n+k. I particular, the distribution under the Gibbs posterior
would yield L̃

[
{yi}ni=1, ζ;λ, {xi}

n+k
i=1

]
= L̃

[
{yi}ni=1, ζ;λ, {xi}ni=1

]
via marginalization, which

fails to incorporate any information from the observed (xn+1, . . . , xn+k). See Liang et al.
[2007] for a more comprehensive discussion on this issue.
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Figure 1: Intuition on how the Bayesian maximum margin classifier (a bridged posterior
based on conditional minimization of the hinge loss) incorporates information from both
the labeled (yi observed) and unlabeled data (yi unobserved). The posterior puts a high
probability on a decision boundary with a small misclassification error among observed data
(blue and green points), while trying to avoid having the decision band {x : −1 < ζ⊤wx+ζb <
1} cover the unlabeled predictors xj (magenta points).

Now, under our bridged posterior approach, denote the conditional optimum z =
ẑ
(
{yi}n+ki=1 , λ; {xi}

n+k
i=1

)
. Though a closed-form marginal for (8) is not available, we know

from the Lagrangian dual with multiplier α ∈ Rn+k [Chang and Lin, 2011] that the decision
hyperplane Cz = {x : z⊤wx+ zb = 0} satisfies

zw =

n+k∑
i=1

(αiyi)xi, where 0 ≤ αi ≤ λ−1,

and there are only a few αi ̸= 0 for which (ζ⊤wxi + ζb)yi ≤ 1—these are the so-called
“support vectors”. That is, regardless of the values of {yi}n+ki=n+1, the decision boundary

can be influenced by the unlabeled predictor {xi}n+ki=n+1. Intuitively, the bridged posterior
assigns higher probability to a hyperplane Cz that has a small misclassification error among
observed data, while avoiding unlabeled predictors xi in the band {−1 < ζ⊤wx + ζb < 1}.
We use Figure 1 to illustrate the intuition.

3 Posterior Computation

One appealing property of the bridged posterior is that the joint distribution Π(λ, z | y) is
supported on a low dimensional space relative to the ambient space, with intrinsic dimension
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determined by λ. This leads to efficient posterior estimation via MCMC algorithms.

3.1 Metropolis–Hastings with Conditional Optimization

We first focus on the case of λ ∈ Rd with a small d, which allows us to use simple MCMC
algorithms such as Metropolis-Hastings for posterior sampling. At MCMC iteration t, we
denote the posterior kernel as:

Π
{
λ(t) | y

}
= mL

{
y, z(t);λ(t)

}
π0(λ

(t)), z(t) = ẑ(y, λ(t)) = argminζg(ζ, y;λ
(t)).

where m is the normalizing constant that does not involve λ(t) or z(t). We assume that π0
has a closed form and L has a closed form as a function of

{
y(t), z(t), λ(t)

}
, although z(t)

may not have a closed form. This allows us to use the following simple Metropolis–Hastings
step:

• Draw proposal λ∗ ∼ G(·;λ(t))

• Run optimization subroutine to find z∗ = argminζg(ζ, y;λ
∗).

• Set λ(t+1) ← λ∗, z(t+1) ← z∗ with probability:

1 ∧ L(y, z∗;λ∗)π0(λ
∗)G(λ(t);λ∗)

L
{
y, z(t);λ(t)

}
π0(λ(t))G(λ∗;λ(t))

.

Otherwise, set λ(t+1) ← λ(t), z(t+1) ← z(t).

In this article, for algorithmic simplicity, we take λ as unconstrained in Rd under appropriate
reparametrization (such as the softplus transformation for positive scalars λ̃1 = log[1 +
exp(λ1)] > 0). We use G(·;λ(t)) as Uniform(λ(t) − s, λ(t) + s), where s ∈ Rd≥0 is a tuning
parameter that controls the step size in each dimension. When running MCMC for each of
the examples presented, we make use of an adaptation period to tune s so that the empirical
acceptance rate is close to 0.3, after which we fix s and collect Markov chain samples. This
exhibits excellent mixing performance empirically.

3.2 Diffusion-based Algorithms for Profile Likelihood-based Bridged Pos-
terior

Instead of uniform random walk proposals G, informative proposals such as the Metropolis-
adjusted Langevin algorithm (MALA) or Hamiltonian Monte Carlo may yield better per-
formance. These algorithms become especially advantageous compared to random walk
methods in terms of mixing as the dimension d increases.

In this subsection, we first show that gradients (or sub-gradients) are readily available in
cases when a profile likelihood is used, and then we discuss its use in the MALA algorithm.
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Under the bridged posterior, the lack of closed forms for z presents a potential challenge to
these methods, leading to intractable gradients or subgradients with respect to z. However,
for those based on the profile likelihood, this issue can be bypassed entirely. Consider the
posterior deriving from (4),

Π(λ | y) ∝ π0(λ) exp{−h(y, λ)} exp{−min
ζ
g(ζ, y;λ)}, z = argminζg(ζ, y;λ).

If g(ζ, y;λ), as an unconstrained function of three inputs, is differentiable in ζ and λ almost
everywhere, then we have a very simple gradient expression provided z = argminζ g(ζ, y;λ)
is differentiable with respect to λ:

∂minζ g(ζ, y;λ)

∂λ
=
∂g(ζ, y;λ)

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=z

.

This is due to the envelope theorem.
When z may not be differentiable in λ but is strictly continuous in λ, the expression

∂g(ζ, y;λ)/∂λ
∣∣
ζ=z

still holds as a subgradient of minζ g(ζ, y;λ) with respect to λ [Rockafellar

and Wets, 2009, Theorem 10.49]. For completeness, recall a subgradient of f : Rd → R at
x ∈ Rd is a vector v ∈ Rd that satisfies f(y) ≥ f(x) + v⊤(y− x) for any y in the domain. In
subgradient-based MCMC samplers [Tang and Yang, 2022], one typically refers to a local
subgradient with inequality held for y : ∥y − x∥ ≤ ϵ under a sufficiently small ϵ > 0. When
f is differentiable at x, there is a unique subgradient, coinciding with the usual gradient.

We use ∇̃ log Π(λ | y) to denote a subgradient evaluated at point λ. For reversibility,
in the case when there is more than one subgradient at λ, we impose a constraint that
∇̃ log Π(λ | y) is chosen as one of the subgradients in a pre-determined way. This constraint
is implicitly satisfied in most computing software, for example, most packages will output
∇̃|λ1|1 = 0 when λ1 = 0, even though any value [−1, 1] is a subgradient. We now describe
the MALA algorithm with preconditioning.

• Draw proposal λ∗ ∼ N
[
·;λ(t) + τM∇̃ log Π{λ(t) | y}, 2τM

]
.

• Run optimization algorithm to find z∗ = argminζg(ζ, y;λ
∗).

• Set λ(t+1) ← λ∗, z(t+1) ← z∗ with probability:

1 ∧
L(y, z∗;λ∗)π0(λ

∗)N
{
λ(t);λ∗ + τM∇̃ log Π(λ∗ | y), 2τM

}
L{y, z(t);λ(t)}π0(λ(t))N

[
λ∗;λ(t) + τM∇̃ log Π{λ(t) | y}, 2τM

] .
Otherwise, set λ(t+1) ← λ(t), z(t+1) ← z(t).

In the above, M ∈ Rd×d is positive definite and τ > 0 is the step size.
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4 Asymptotic Theory

Many Bayesian models satisfy a Bernstein-von Mises (BvM) theorem under suitable reg-
ularity conditions, that is the posterior distribution of

√
n(λ − λn) where λn denotes the

maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) converges to a normal distribution centered at 0,
with covariance equal to the inverse Fisher information evaluated at λ0, denoted by H−1

0 .
In a canonical Bayesian approach involving latent variable ζ (that is not conditionally

determined), one could focus on the “integrated posterior” based on integrated likelihood
[Berger et al., 1999, Severini, 2007], Π(λ | y) ∝

{∫
L(y,dζ;λ)

}
π0(λ). For this integrated

posterior, BvM results hold for
√
n(λ− λn) under appropriate conditions, with asymptotic

covariance H−1
0 [Bickel and Kleijn, 2012, Castillo and Rousseau, 2015].

Since z is now conditionally determined given (y, λ) under our bridged posterior, it may
seem intuitive to expect that the posterior of λ would reflect a lower amount of uncertainty
(such as having smaller marginal variances) compared to its integrated posterior counter-
part. Surprisingly, we dispel this belief in the asymptotic regime—our result below proves
that the bridged posterior of λ enjoys the same BvM result with covariance H−1

0 .
We establish sufficient conditions for BvM results under both parametric and semi-

parametric cases. To be clear, the parametric setting commonly refers to when both λ
and z have fixed dimensions, while the semi-parametric one does to when λ has a fixed
dimension, but z has a dimension that could grow indefinitely (for instance, increasing
with n). Therefore, the result developed under the semi-parametric setting can be easily
extended to the parametric setting, under the same sufficient conditions while fixing the
dimension of z.

In the following, we first focus on the BvM result for general bridged posterior which
may or may not be based on a profile likelihood. Because we consider a broad family
of distributions, we rely on relatively strong conditions here, such as differentiability of
the likelihood in a parametric setting. Next, we relax the differentiability requirements
and extend our scope to the semi-parametric setting. As this latter setting presents more
challenging conditions, we will restrict our focus to the sub-class of bridged posteriors based
on profile likelihoods in our treatment of the semi-parametric case.

In both settings, we consider λ in the parameter space Θ ⊂ Rd and that there is a fixed
ground-truth λ0, and the prior density π0(λ) to be continuous at λ0 with π0(λ0) > 0. We
use ∥ · ∥ as the Euclidean–Frobenius norm, and Br(λ0) = {λ ∈ Rd : ∥λ− λ0∥ < r} as a ball
of radius r.

4.1 General Bridged Posterior under Parametric Setting

For a real-valued function α(x) defined on Rd, we denote first, second and third derivatives
by α′(x) ∈ Rd, α′′(x) ∈ Rd×d and α′′′(x) ∈ Rd×d×d, respectively. For a vector-valued function
α(x) = {α1(x), . . . , αm(x)}, we again use notations α′(x), α′′(x) and α′′′(x) to denote the
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derivatives, to be understood as tensors one order higher. We say a sequence of functions αn

uniformly bounded on E if the set {∥αn(x)∥ : x ∈ E,n ∈ N} is bounded. We use
a.s.[y1:n]−−−−−→
n→∞

for almost sure convergence, and
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

for convergence in probability.

To ease the notation, we define

ln(λ, ζ) = logL(y1:n, ζ;λ)/n, l̂n(λ) = ln{λ, ẑn(λ)} = logL{y1:n, ẑn(λ);λ}/n,

where the CDLV ẑn(λ) := argminζ gn(ζ, y1:n;λ). Let E be an open and bounded subset of
Θ such that λ0 ∈ E. We first state and explain some assumptions.

(A1) The function ln has continuous third derivatives on E × ẑn(E), ẑn has continuous
third derivatives on E, l′′′n is uniformly bounded on E × ẑn(E), and ẑ′′′n is uniformly
bounded on E, a.s.[y1:n].

(A2) The two functions ẑn → ẑ∗ a.s.[y1:n] on Θ for some function ẑ∗, ln → l∗ a.s.[y1:n] for
some function l∗.

(A3) The limit l∗ has positive definite l′′∗{λ0, ẑ∗(λ0)} and satisfies ∂l∗(λ0,ζ)
∂ζ |ζ=ẑ∗(λ0) = 0.

(A4) For some compact K ⊆ E with λ0 in the interior of K,

l∗(λ, ζ) < l∗{λ0, ẑ∗(λ0)} for all λ ∈ K\{λ0}, ζ ∈ ẑ∗(E) a.s.[y1:n],

and
lim sup

n
sup

λ∈Θ\K,ζ∈ẑn(Θ)
ln(λ, ζ) < l∗{λ0, ẑ∗(λ0)} a.s.[y1:n].

Conditions (A1–A2) are often imposed to enable a second-order Taylor expansion [Miller,
2021]; (A3) focuses on the cases when λ = λ0 and gives the local second-order optimal
condition of l∗(λ0, ζ) at ζ = ẑ∗(λ0), where ẑ∗(λ0) can be produced as the minimizer of
another loss function g; (A4) ensures the dominance of l∗ at {λ0, ẑ∗(λ0)} over all possible
(λ, ζ) in the described neighborhood, including those points with λ ̸= λ0. With the above,
we are ready to state the BvM result on the general bridged posterior for parametric models
where ζ ∈ Rp has a fixed and finite dimension.

Theorem 2. Under (A1–A4), there is a sequence λn → λ0 such that l̂′n(λn) = 0 for all n
large enough, l̂n(λn)→ l̂∗(λ0) where l̂∗(λ) = l∗{λ, ẑ∗(λ)}. Further, letting qn be the density
of
√
n(λ−λn) when λ ∼ Πn(λ | y), and N the normal density, we have the total variational

distance dTV

{
qn,N

(
0, H−1

0

)} a.s.[y1:n]−−−−−→
n→∞

0 with H0 = l̂′′∗(λ0).

As mentioned above, the result above shows that fixing ζ to z does not impact the
asymptotic variance of λ. On the other hand, since z is finite-dimensional and differentiable
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on E, we can use delta method to find out the asymptotic covariance of z. For bridged
posterior using profile likelihood, we do find lower uncertainty in Π(z | y) under a bridged
posterior compared to Π(ζ | y) under an integrated one, as formalized below.

Corollary 1. Under (A1–A4) and gn(ζ, y1:n;λ) = −L(y1:n, ζ;λ), for j = 1, . . . , p, the
asymptotic variance of the j-th element of

√
n{ζ − ẑn(λn)} is strictly greater than the one

of the j-th element of
√
n{ẑn(λ)− ẑn(λn)}.

4.2 Bridged Posterior using Profile Likelihood under Semi-parametric
Setting

In the semi-parametric setting, we assume that ζ can be infinite-dimensional and live in
some Hilbert space H, and that there exists a fixed ζ0 ∈ H. We define

ln(λ, ζ) = logL(y1:n, ζ;λ)/n, l̂n(λ) = log{sup
ζ
L(y1:n, ζ;λ)}/n,

where the former corresponds to a full likelihood L(y1:n, ζ;λ) with unconstrained ζ, and
the latter to a profile likelihood supζ L(y1:n, ζ;λ). In addition to the potentially infinite
dimension, another challenge is that ln(λ, ζ) may not be differentiable with respect to ζ.

To facilitate analysis under these challenges, we use the “approximately least-favorable
submodel” technique; Kosorok [2008] provides a detailed explanation. For this section to
be self-contained, we overview the important definitions that are involved as the building
blocks for establishing BvM results.
Submodel: For each (λ, ζ) ∈ Θ×H, consider a map ζ̃t(λ, ζ) indexed by t ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd, such
that

ln{t, ζ̃t(λ, ζ)} is twice differentiable in t ∈ Θ, ζ̃t=λ(λ, ζ) = ζ. (9)

Commonly, ln{t, ζ̃t(λ, ζ)} is called a “submodel” with parameters (t, λ, ζ) [Murphy and
Van der Vaart, 2000]. For convenience, we use notation l̃n(t, λ, ζ) := ln{t, ζ̃t(λ, ζ)}.
Efficient score and Fisher information: Conventionally, the λ-score function of the full
likelihood is l̇n(λ, ζ) = ∂ln(λ,ζ)

∂λ . Consider a direction δ ∈ H̃ (another Hilbert space) such
that a path {ζδγ ∈ H}γ∈Rd with ζδγ → ζ0 as γ → λ0. We can now define the generalized

ζ-score function at ζ = ζ0 in the direction of δ by Anλ0,ζ0δ :=
∂ln(λ0, ζ

δ
γ)

∂γ

∣∣∣∣
γ=λ0

, where

Anλ0,ζ0 : H̃ 7→ Ld2(Pλ0,ζ0) is a map, and Ld2(Pλ0,ζ0) is the space of d-dimensional vector-
valued functions {α1(y), . . . , αd(y)} where each αi(y) is L2-integrable on y ∼ Pλ0,ζ0 . In the
appendix, we provide an illustration of the above via the Cox regression model.

The “efficient score function” for λ at (λ0, ζ0) is defined by

Ql̇n(λ0, ζ0) := l̇n(λ0, ζ0)−P l̇n(λ0, ζ0),

P l̇n(λ0, ζ0) := argminkEλ0,ζ0
∥∥l̇n(λ0, ζ0)− κ∥∥2, κ ∈ closed linear span of Anλ0,ζ0δ.
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The “efficient Fisher information” at (λ0, ζ0) is defined as

Ĩ0 := Eλ0,ζ0
{
Ql̇n(λ0, ζ0)Ql̇n(λ0, ζ0)

⊤}.
Equivalently, P l̇n(λ0, ζ0) is the projection of the score function for λ0 onto the closed linear
space spanned by the set {Anλ0,ζ0δ}δ∈H̃.
Least favorable model: To connect the two topics above, notice that if (9) further satisfies

∂l̃n(t, λ0, ζ0)

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=λ0

= Ql̇n(λ0, ζ0),

then we have the submodel l̃n(t, λ, ζ) “least favorable” at t = λ0. This is because among all
submodels l̃n(t, λ0, ζ0), this submodel has the smallest Fisher information on each dimension
of t ∈ Θ ⊂ Rd by the definition of Ql̇n(λ0, ζ0). Since our focus is on the asymptotic regime,
we only need the least favorable model condition to hold in a limiting sense. This leads to
the “approximately least favorable model”. With these ingredients, we are ready to derive
our results. We first show that the profile l̂n(λ) is locally asymptotically normal (LAN).
We require the following sufficient conditions.

(B1) There exists a neighborhood V ⊂ Θ×Θ×H containing (λ0, λ0, ζ0) such that

• sup(t,λ,ζ)∈V
∥∥∂2 l̃n(t,λ,ζ)

∂t2
+H0

∥∥ Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0 for some symmetric H0 ∈ Rd×d; and

• sup(t,λ,ζ)∈V
√
n
∥∥∂l̃n(t,λ,ζ)

∂t −Eλ0,ζ0
∂l̃n(t,λ,ζ)

∂t −hn∥
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0 for a sequence of random

variables hn ∈ Rd,

where the Pλ0,ζ0 and Eλ0,ζ0 are defined with respect to the ground-truth distribution
of y1:n.

(B2) The function ẑn(λ) converges to ζ0 when λ→ λ0 and n→∞.

(B3) There exists a neighborhood U ⊂ Θ containing λ0 such that

Eλ0,ζ0
∂l̃n{t, λ, ẑn(λ)}

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=λ0

= oPλ0,ζ0
(1)

(
∥λ− λ0∥+ n−1/2

)
(10)

holds for all λ ∈ U . Here, oPλ0,ζ0
(1) refers to a term that converges to 0 in Pλ0,ζ0 as

n→∞.

Conditions (B1–B3) are the approximately least favorable submodel conditions. A similar
result for iid data given (ζ0, λ0) has been previously shown in Murphy and Van der Vaart
[2000, Theorem 1]. However, our result is more general and holds regardless of whether
(y1:n | ζ0, λ0) are iid or not, and may be of independent interest outside the context of
establishing BvM results.
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Lemma 1. Under (B1–B3), there exists a neighborhood Bϵ(λ0) for some ϵ > 0 such that

l̂n(λ)− l̂n(λ0) = (λ− λ0)⊤hn −
1

2
(λ− λ0)⊤H0(λ− λ0) + oPλ0,ζ0

(1)
{(
∥λ− λ0∥+ n−1/2

)2}
(11)

holds for all λ ∈ Bϵ(λ0).

With the LAN condition for l̂n(λ), we make the probability statement as the BvM result.

Theorem 3. Assume (11) holds with positive definite H0. Suppose that the maximum
likelihood estimator λ̂n exists and converges to λ0 when n→∞; for any ϵ > 0, there exists
δ > 0 such that

Pλ0,ζ0

[
inf

∥λ−λ̂n∥≥ϵ

{
l̂n(λ̂n)− l̂n(λ)

}
≥ δ

]
−−−→
n→∞

1. (12)

Then letting πn be the density of λ when λ ∼ Πn(λ | y), we have∫
Bϵ(λ0)

πn(λ) dλ
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

1 for all ϵ > 0, (13)

and letting qn be the density of
√
n(λ− λ̂n), we have dTV

{
qn,N

(
0, H−1

0

)} Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0.

4.3 Comparison with Existing BvM Results on Semi-parametric Models

There is a rich theory literature on BvM results on semi-parametric models. Naturally, it is
of interest to compare our results with them, contextualizing and clarifying our contribution.
The existing results can roughly be divided into two categories. The first is similar to
our focused setting where the posterior is obtained under a profile likelihood. Lee et al.
[2005] showed that Eλ∼Π(λ|y)g{

√
n(λ − λn)} converges to Eu∼N (0,Ĩ−1

0 )g(u) in probability,

assuming a Taylor expansion form and for iid data. Their condition is similar to (11), and
on the other hand, they do not give the result of the posterior density converging to normal
density in total variation. Cheng and Kosorok [2008] showed a BvM result for the posterior
induced from profile likelihood for iid probability model, under the assumption that the
third derivatives exist. Compared to their result, ours is general in the sense that it is
applicable to non-iid data and under potential non-differentiability.

The second category of BvM results relate to canonical Bayesian methodology involving
integrated posterior Π(λ | y) =

∫
Π(λ,dζ | y) over a non-deterministic ζ. Bickel and Kleijn

[2012] proved a BvM result for marginal posterior distribution of λ using the LAN property
for the marginal likelihood of λ, which has similar form with (11). On the other hand, they
additionally assume that the marginal posterior probability of λ inside the neighborhood
BMn/

√
n(λ0) converges to 1 for every Mn → ∞. This condition is similar to but arguably

stronger than (12). Castillo and Rousseau [2015] proved a BvM result on a functional of the
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parameters, under an essentially necessary no-bias condition which is related to both the
likelihood and the prior specification of (λ, ζ). To be informative to the interested readers,
we provide a detailed summary of their conditions in the supplementary materials.

Before we conclude this section, it is of particular interest to make the connection be-
tween our approach (based on partial optimization) and the second category (based on
marginalization). It is very encouraging to see the asymptotic equivalence of the two√
n-adjusted posterior distributions of λ. It suggests that one can potentially eliminate

the computational and interpretability problems created by high-dimensional ζ, by instead
transferring to an optimization sub-problem and then applying canonical MCMC on the
remaining part for valid uncertainty estimation.

5 Numerical Experiments

5.1 Latent Quadratic Exponential Model

We begin our empirical study via simulated experiments comparing a latent normal model
and a latent quadratic exponential model, based on Example 3. To simulate data for
benchmarking, we generate random locations x1, . . . , x1000 ∼ Uniform(−6, 6), and ground-
truth mean from a latent curve z̃i = cos(xi). At each xi, we generate a binary observation
yi ∼ Bernoulli(1/{1 + exp(−z̃i)}).

We fit the latent quadratic exponential model (6) and the latent normal model (5)
to the simulated data. For both models, we assign half-normal N+(0, 1) prior on τ and
Inverse-Gamma(2, 5) prior on b. We use random walk Metropolis for the latent quadratic
exponential model, and data augmentation Gibbs sampler for the latent normal model
(detail provided in the supplementary materials).

We run each MCMC algorithm for 10, 000 iterations and discard the first 2, 000 as
burn-ins. The latent quadratic exponential model takes about 8.37 minutes, and the latent
normal model takes about 11.87 minutes on a 12-core laptop. Figure 2 compares the mixing
of MCMC algorithms for those two models. Clearly, the latent quadratic exponential model
mixes better, while taking less runtime. In terms of effective sample size for (b, τ) per time
unit (10 seconds wall time) (ESS/time), the latent quadratic exponential model achieves
0.100 and 0.129, while the latent normal model yields only 0.0079 and 0.0009.
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Traceplot of b Autocorrelation of b Traceplot of τ Autocorrelation of τ

(a) The MCMC samples produced by the data augmentation Gibbs sampler applied on
the latent normal model.

Traceplot of b Autocorrelation of b Traceplot of τ Autocorrelation of τ

(b) The MCMC samples produced by the random-walk Metropolis applied on the latent
quadratic exponential model.

Figure 2: Compared to the latent normal distribution using data augmentation Gibbs sam-
pler, the latent quadratic exponential model (a bridged posterior model) can be estimated
using a much simpler random-walk Metropolis, while enjoying faster mixing of the Markov
chains.

Next, we compare the posterior distributions of parameters (τ, b). As can be seen in
Figure 3, these two distributions show a similar range of τ and b in the high posterior
probability region. Since these two distributions correspond to two distinct models, we do
not expect the distributions of τ or b to match exactly. On the other hand, we can see that
the posterior variances are on the same scale, with Var(b | y) = 1.082 and Var(τ | y) = 0.412

for the latent normal model, and Var(b | y) = 0.662 and Var(τ | y) = 0.412 for the latent
quadratic exponential model. We repeat the experiments and compare the variances under
different sample sizes. We provide the details in the supplementary materials.
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(a) Posterior distribution of (b, τ) from latent
normal model.

(b) Posterior distribution of (b, τ) from latent
quadratic exponential model.

(c) Boxplots of posterior variances of b at dif-
ferent sample sizes.

(d) Boxplots of posterior variances of τ at
different sample sizes.

Figure 3: The posterior distributions of the covariance kernel parameters from the latent
normal model (Panel a) and the latent quadratic exponential model (Panel b), collected
from two experiments under sample size 1000. The experiments are repeated under different
sample sizes, and the posterior variances of b and τ from the latent quadratic exponential
model (green) and the latent normal model (blue) are shown in Panels c and d.

5.2 Bayesian Maximum Margin Classifier

To illustrate the strengths of our approach in terms of uncertainty quantification and bor-
rowing information from unlabeled data, we apply the Bayesian maximum margin classifier
(Example 4) to prediction on heart failure-related deaths. The dataset we consider com-
prises 299 total patients who had a previous occurrence of heart failure. For each patient,
there are 12 measured clinical features, with binary outcomes yi on whether the patient
died during a follow-up care period between April and December 2015, at the Faisalabad
Institute of Cardiology and at the Allied Hospital in Faisalabad, Pakistan. There are 194
men and 105 women between age 40 and 95.
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Figure 4: The prediction receiver operating characteristic curves from the three models.

We mask the outcomes of randomly chosen 97 men and 52 women (corresponding to
roughly 50% missing labels), and fit the data under the (i) Bayesian maximum margin
classifier model, (ii) a Gibbs posterior model using hinge loss, and (iii) logistic regression.
We specify the priors λ ∼ Gamma(3, 2) for models (i) and (ii), and ζw ∼ N(0, 32I) and
ζb ∼ N(0, 32) for models (ii) and (iii). For each model, we run MCMC for 1, 500 iterations
and discard the first 500 as burn-in. At each iteration, we make a binary prediction on
each unlabeled xj , using the average as a posterior estimate for predicting P (yj = 1 | y1:n)
for j = n + 1, . . . , n + k. Comparing each of these prediction probabilities with the true
yj produces the prediction receiver operating characteristic curves, displayed in Figure 4.
For binary estimates, we threshold the probability at 0.5 and report classification accuracy.
Figure 4 reveals a barely noticeable difference between logistic regression and the Gibbs
posterior using hinge loss. In contrast, the Bayesian maximum margin classifier clearly
produces higher area under the curve (AUC). This advantage is also apparent in terms of
classification accuracy, displayed in Table 1.

To see that these gains are largely due to borrowing information from the unlabeled
data, we also fit a support vector machine only using the labeled part, and hold out the
unlabeled portion for prediction. Here, the classification accuracy falls to similar levels as
the other two Bayesian models, with thresholding probability at 0.5.
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Table 1: Prediction accuracy for heart failure dataset using four methods.

Method Area Under ROC Curve Classification Accuracy

Bayesian maximum margin classifier 0.681 0.707
Gibbs posterior using hinge loss 0.568 0.653
Support vector machine - 0.653
Logistic regression 0.577 0.673

Finally, in addition to ROC curves, Figure 5 shows the other uncertainty estimates that
describe how the posterior prediction P (yj = 1) changes with the distance between xj and
the posterior mean of the decision boundary hyperplane {x : z⊤wx + zb = 0}. We can also
consider how the posterior distribution describing this decision boundary varies around the
posterior mean, in terms of angle between zw and z̄w.

(a) Posterior prediction P (yj = 1) versus
distance to the posterior mean of decision
boundary hyperplane.

(b) Posterior distribution of the absolute an-
gle (in radians) between zw and the posterior
mean z̄w.

Figure 5: Uncertainty estimates for the Bayesian maximum margin classifier applied on the
heart failure dataset.

6 Data Application: Harmonization of Functional Connec-
tivity Graphs

We now use the proposed method to model a collection of raw functional connectivity
graphs. The graphs were extracted from resting-state functional magnetic resonance imag-
ing (rs-fMRI) scans, collected from S = 166 subjects, of whom 64 are healthy subjects and
102 are at various stages of Alzheimer’s disease. For each subject, a functional connectiv-
ity matrix was produced via a standard neuroscience pre-processing pipeline [Ding et al.,
2006], summarized in the form of a symmetric, weighted adjacency matrix, denoted by

24



A(s) ∈ RR×R
≥0 between R = 116 regions of interests (ROIs) for subjects s = 1, . . . , S; there

are no self-loops—that is, A
(s)
i,i = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , R.

The graph Laplacian L(s) = D(s)−A(s) is a routinely used one-to-one transform of A(s),

where D(s) is a diagonal matrix D
(s)
ii =

∑R
j=1A

(s)
i,j . Compared to the adjacency matrix, the

Laplacian enjoys a few appealing properties, namely: (i) L(s) is always positive semidefinite,
(ii) the number of zero eigenvalues equals the number of disjoint component sub-graphs (each
known as a community); (iii) the first smallest non-zero eigenvalues quantify the connectivity
(normalized graph cut) in each component sub-graph. Because of these properties, we can
quantify the difference between two graphs via the geodesic distance in the interior of
positive definite cone [Lim et al., 2019]. For two positive semidefinite matrices X and Y of

equal size, dist(X,Y ) = limη→0+

(∑R
j=1 log

2
[
ξj{(X + Iη)−1(Y + Iη)}

])1/2
, where ξj(·) is

the j-th eigenvalue.
Figure 6(a) plots the pairwise distances between the observed L(s)’s, using three boxplots

corresponding to subjects within the diseased group, subjects within the healthy group, and
those between the two groups. Though we see that the within-group distances have slightly
smaller means than the between-group distances, there is significant overlap among the three
boxplots. This is understandable since each observed L(s) is of rank (R− 1) corresponding
to having no disjoint components (equivalent to one community only). It is reasonable to
take a reduced-rank smoothing by solving the following convex problem:

Z(s) = argminζ
1

2
∥L(s) − ζ∥2 + λ̃s∥ζ∥∗

subject to ζ ∈ Rn×n, ζi,i = −
∑
j:j ̸=i

ζi,j , ζi,j = ζj,i ≤ 0 for i ̸= j,

where ∥ζ∥∗ is the nuclear norm of matrix ζ (the sum of singular values of ζ), and λ̃s > 0 is
the tuning parameter. As the result, each Z(s) with rank (R−K(s)) is the graph Laplacian
of a K(s)-community graph, where K(s) is monotonically non-decreasing in λ̃s > 0.

Note that treating Z(s) here as a latent variable is especially appealing—if we had viewed
it as a parameter in Rn×n, we would incur a high modeling and computational cost. The
question boils down to a meaningful choice of λ̃s. Due to the heterogeneity of L(s), the
same value of λ̃s = λ̃s′ may yield quite different Z(s) and Z(s′). As a result, for the purpose
of data harmonization, instead of assigning an independent prior or equal value on λ̃s, we
assign a dependent likelihood based on the pairwise distances among Z(s):

L
[
{L(s), Z(s)}Ss=1; {λ̃s}Ss=1, σ

2, τ
]
∝

[ S∏
s=1

(σ2)−1/2 exp

{
−
∥L(s) − Z(s)∥2F

2σ2

}
λ̃s
σ2

exp

{
− λ̃s∥Z

(s)∥∗
σ2

}]

×
[ S∏
s=1

τ−1/2 exp

{
−
∑

k:k ̸=s dist
2
(
Z(k), Z(s)

)
/(S − 1)

2τ

}]
.

25



The second line is a pairwise kernel via the average total squared geodesic distance between
each Z(s) and other Z(s′), so that it borrows information across subjects to reduce the
heterogeneity. We clarify that group information is not used above; hence it can serve as a
data harmonization tool, even in the absence of group labels.

(a) Boxplot of pairwise distances of the ob-
served Laplacian matrices.

(b) Boxplot of pairwise distances of the low-
rank smoothed Laplacian matrices using dif-
ferent λs for each subject.

Figure 6: Boxplots of the pairwise distances among the observed Laplacian matrices, and
that among the smoothed Laplacian matrices.

To calculate Z(s) at different λ̃s, we use the alternating direction method of multipliers
(ADMM) algorithm (details are provided in the supplementary materials). To facilitate
computation, for each λ̃s, we assign a discrete uniform equally spread over 10 values in (0, 5],
so that the possible values of Z(s) as well as their associated pairwise geodesic distances
can be precomputed before running MCMC. We specify an Inverse-Gamma(2, 1) prior for
σ2 and Inverse-Gamma(2, 1) prior for τ . Running MCMC for 10, 000 iterations takes 46.5
minutes on a 12-core laptop; the first 2, 000 samples are discarded as burn-in.

Using the smoothed Laplacian Z(s), we calculate posterior mean of the the distance
matrix {dist

(
Z(s), Z(s′)

)
}all s,s′ and show re-calculated boxplots of geodesic distances in

Figure 6(b). Clearly, between the low-rank smoothed Z(s), the healthy group now has much
lower pairwise distances than the diseased group; and the diseased group has slightly lower
pairwise distances compared to the between-group. We compute the Kolmogorov–Smirnov
(KS) statistical metric between the empirical distribution of geodesic distances. When we
switch from using raw L(s) to smoothed Z(s), the KS metric between the diseased and
healthy increases from 0.143 to 0.299.

By calculating the number of zero eigenvalues of the Z(s), we find K(s) as the number
of communities for each subject. Figure 7 shows histograms of K(s) evaluated at each
subject’s posterior mean λ̃s. The average number of communities for the healthy subjects
is 5.77 while it is 8.41 for the diseased subjects. This is consistent with the known fact that
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a diseased brain tends to be more fragmented than a healthy one, due to the disruptions
caused by Alzheimer’s disease.

Figure 8 shows the smoothed adjacency matrices for two subjects chosen from the
healthy group, and two from the diseased group, and the posterior mean of the pairwise
geodesic distances. To validate the result, we further apply spectral clustering on the pair-
wise distance matrix, and cluster the subjects into two groups. Based on the posterior
mean distance matrix among Z(s), 96.9% of the subjects in the healthy group are correctly
grouped together, and 89.2% for the diseased group. Using the distance matrix among raw
L(s), these numbers are 87.5% and 89.2%.

(a) Healthy group (64 subjects). (b) Diseased group (102 subjects).

Figure 7: The barplots on the number of communities in Z(s) at each subject’s posterior
mean λs. The vertical line is the mean of the number of communities over all subjects.
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Healthy subject 1. Healthy subject 2.

Diseased subject 1. Diseased subject 2.

(a) Smoothed adjacency matrices for four subjects.

Top-left 64 × 64: healthy subjects,
bottom-right 102 × 102: diseased sub-
jects.

(b) Posterior mean of the pairwise
geodesic distance among the

smoothed Laplacians.

Figure 8: Illustration of the smoothed graph estimates. Panel(a) plots the smoothed adja-
cency matrices for four subjects, based on Ã(s) = −Z(s) (the diagonal elements are masked)
with Z(s) obtained at the posterior mean of λ(s) for each s, Panel(b) shows the posterior
mean matrix of the geodesic distances between Z(1), . . . , Z(S).

7 Discussion

In this article, we present an approach for using optimization as a modeling tool to form
a class of augmented likelihoods. These likelihoods enjoy a generative interpretation, with
the use of latent variables z and constraints via the conditional distribution of y given z.
Hence, they are amenable to the inference in the Bayesian framework, and in turn allow
uncertainty quantification. We demonstrate several computational and modeling advantages
over related Gibbs posterior alternatives in the literature.

In our present examples, we have focused on well-behaved loss functions with unique
optima, which can be obtained efficiently with high numerical accuracy. Moving beyond
this relatively clean setting merits future study as extensions and generalizations of the
bridged posterior. Many problems, such as those with non-convex objectives functions,
entail losses featuring multiple local optima [Zhang et al., 2020]. The solution z returned
by the algorithm at convergence may depend on the choice of initialization z̃ in these cases,
where our approach has made use of a well-defined solution as input in a hierarchy. One
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generalization that may be fruitful is to assign a probability distribution over z̃, enabling
us to view the optimization procedure as an algorithm mapping to another distribution for
z. Second, many popular optimization algorithms, including stochastic variants of schemes
such as gradient descent as well as early stopping, may produce approximately optimal
solutions. In such cases, it may be more appropriate to model Π(z | y, λ) to carry some
uncertainty reflecting numerical errors or stopping criteria, in place of the point mass used
in our current formulation. It will be interesting to explore the connections between the
bridged posterior and Bayesian probabilistic numerical methodology [Cockayne et al., 2019].

As its name suggests, the proposed methodology aims to bridge ideas between the
optimization and Bayesian literature. This task is becoming especially important under the
popularization of large or heavily parametrized models such as deep neural networks, and
the vital goal for uncertainty quantification as a cornerstone of statistical inference. For
these complex models, it quickly becomes impractical to view and model all parameters as
random. Our solution offers a practical and theoretically sound alternative—to conditionally
optimize a subset of parameters, while treating the rest as random—to bridge this gap.
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A Proofs

The proof of Theorem 2 uses a theorem from Miller [2021]. We provide the complete
statement of that theorem as following.

Theorem 4. Miller [2021, Theorem 5] Let Θ ⊆ RD. Let E ⊆ Θ be open (in RD) and
bounded. Fix θ0 ∈ E and let π : Θ → R be a probability density with respect to Lebesgue
measure such that π is continuous at θ0 and π(θ0) > 0. Let fn : Θ → R have continuous
third derivatives on E. Suppose fn → f pointwise for some f : Θ → R, f ′′(θ0) is positive
definite, and (f ′′′n ) is uniformly bounded on E. If either of the following two assumptions is
satisfied:

1. f(θ) > f(θ0) for all θ ∈ K\{θ0} and lim infn infθ∈Θ\K fn(θ) > f(θ0) for some compact
K ⊆ E with θ0 in the interior of K, or

2. each fn is convex and f ′(θ0) = 0,

then there is a sequence θn → θ0 such that f ′n(θn) = 0 for all n sufficiently large, fn(θn)→
f(θ0), defining mn =

∫
RD exp(−nfn(θ))π(θ) dθ and πn(θ) = exp(−nfn(θ))π(θ)/mn, we

have
∫
Bε(θ0)

πn(θ) dθ −−−→
n→∞

1 for all ε > 0, that is, πn concentrates at θ0, and letting qn be

the density of
√
n(θ − θn) when θ ∼ πn, we have

∫
RD

∣∣qn(x) − N (
x | 0, H−1

0

)∣∣dx −−−→
n→∞

0,

that is, qn converges to N (0, H−1
0 ) in total variation, where H0 = f ′′(θ0). Further, 2 ⇒ 1

under the assumptions of the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 2. We show the following properties in the sense of a.s.[y1:n].

1. l̂n has continuous third derivatives on E. Since ln has continuous third derivatives on
E × ẑn(E) and ẑn has continuous third derivative, we have

l̂′n(λ) =
∂ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

+
∂ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ),

l̂′′n(λ) =
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

+ 2
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ)

+ [ẑ′n(λ)]
⊤∂

2ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ) +
∂ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′′n(λ).

Then it is not hard to see that the property is satisfied.
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2. l̂n → l̂∗ pointwise on Θ and l̂′′∗(λ0) is positive definite. The first part is obvious as
ln → l∗ and ẑn → ẑ∗. To show l̂′′∗(λ0) is positive definite, we have

l̂′′∗(λ0) =
∂2l∗(λ0, ζ)

∂λ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑ∗(λ0)

+ 2
∂2l∗(λ0, ζ)

∂λ∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑ∗(λ0)

ẑ′∗(λ0)

+ [ẑ′∗(λ0)]
⊤∂

2l∗(λ0, ζ)

∂ζ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑ∗(λ0)

ẑ′∗(λ0) +
∂l∗(λ0, ζ)

∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑ∗(λ0)

ẑ′′∗ (λ0)

=
[
Id [ẑ′∗(λ0)]

⊤] l′′∗(λ0, ẑ∗(λ0)) [ Id
ẑ′∗(λ0)

]
where the second equation is using ∂l∗(λ0,ζ)

∂ζ

∣∣
ζ=ẑ∗(λ0)

= 0 to cancel out the last term.

3. l̂′′′n is uniformly bounded on E. Since l′′′n and ẑ′′′n are uniformly bounded, by the
theorem 7 of Miller [2021], l′n, l

′′
n, ẑ

′
n and ẑ′′n are all uniformly bounded. Hence, l̂′′′n is

uniformly bounded by the expansion of l̂′′′n :

l̂′′′n (λ) =
∂3ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ3

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

+ 3
∂3ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ2∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ)

+ 3[ẑ′n(λ)]
⊤∂

3ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ∂ζ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ) + [ẑ′n(λ)]
⊤∂

3ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ3

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

[ẑ′n(λ)]
2

+ 3[ẑ′n(λ)]
⊤∂

2ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′′n(λ) + 3
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′′n(λ) +
∂ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′′′n (λ).

4. for some compact K ⊆ E with λ0 in the interior of K, l̂∗(λ) > l̂∗(λ0) for all λ ∈
K\{λ0} and lim infn infλ∈Θ\K l̂n(λ) > l̂∗(λ0).

By Theorem 4 with fn = −l̂n and f = −l̂∗, 1–4 complete the proof.

Proof of Corollary 1. Now we consider the posterior distribution of CDLV ẑn(λ). Since
the transformation ẑn is not between two Euclidean spaces with equal dimensions, it is hard
to calculate the density function of ẑn(λ) when λ ∼ Πn(λ | y). However, we can use the
delta method to find the asymptotic distribution of

√
n-adjusted ẑn(λ). Since convergence in

total variation implies convergence in distribution (weak convergence), the random vector√
n(λ − λn) ⇝ N(0, H−1

0 ). Using delta method, we can prove
√
n{ẑn(λ) − ẑn(λn)} ⇝

N(0, H−1
z ) where H−1

z = ẑ′∗(λ0)H
−1
0 ẑ′∗(λ0)

⊤.
When gn(ζ, y1:n;λ) = −L(y1:n, ζ;λ) with that the bridged posterior coincides with the

profile likelihood, the asymptotic variance above can be represented by the second deriva-
tives of l∗. We now show thatH0 = l̂′′∗(λ0) = l∗0,λλ−l∗0,λζ l−1

∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ, where l∗0,λλ, l∗0,ζζ , l∗0,ζλ, l∗0,λζ
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are respectively the second partial derivatives ∂2l∗(λ,ζ)
∂λ2

, ∂
2l∗(λ,ζ)
∂ζ2

, ∂
2l∗(λ,ζ)
∂ζ∂λ , ∂

2l∗(λ,ζ)
∂λ∂ζ evaluating

at λ = λ0, ζ = ẑ∗(λ0).

Since in this case ∂ln(λ,ζ)
∂ζ |ζ=ẑn(λ) = 0, we have

0 =
∂

∂λ

{
∂ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

}
=
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ∂λ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

+
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ).

Hence

ẑ′n(λ) = −
{
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

}−1∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂ζ∂λ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

.

By Miller [2021, Theorem 7], we have l′′n → l′′∗ . Letting n → ∞ and λ = λ0, we have
ẑ′∗(λ0) = −l−1

∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ. Now

l̂′′n(λ) =
∂

∂λ

{
∂ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

}
=
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ∂ζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

ẑ′n(λ) +
∂2ln(λ, ζ)

∂λ2

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ẑn(λ)

.

Letting n→∞ and λ = λ0, we have the result l̂′′∗(λ0) = l∗0,λλ − l∗0,λζ l−1
∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ.

We assume that both l∗0,λλ and l∗0,ζζ are positive definite. The asymptotic variance of√
n{ẑn(λ)−ẑn(λn)} is thus ẑ′∗(λ0)H−1

0 ẑ′∗(λ0)
⊤ = l−1

∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ(l∗0,λλ−l∗0,λζ l
−1
∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ)

−1l∗0,λζ l
−1
∗0,ζζ .

If we treat both λ and ζ as interest parameters in the likelihood L(y, ζ;λ) with some
joint prior, then Miller [2021] proves

√
n
(
[λ ζ]⊤−[λn ζn]⊤

)
⇝ N(0, H̃−1

0 ) for some sequences

λn and ζn when (λ, ζ) ∼ Π(λ, ζ | y), where H̃0 = l′′∗(λ0, ζ0) and ζ0 is a fixed ground-truth of
ζ. Marginally, the asymptotic variance of

√
n(ζ−ζn) is the ζ-block of H̃−1

0 , which is equal to
(l∗0,ζζ−l∗0,ζλl−1

∗0,λλl∗0,λζ)
−1 = l−1

∗0,ζζ+l
−1
∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ(l∗0,λλ−l∗0,λζ l

−1
∗0,ζζ l∗0,ζλ)

−1l∗0,λζ l
−1
∗0,ζζ . Hence,

the asymptotic variance of the j-th element of
√
n(ζ − ζn) is strictly greater than the one

of the j-th element of
√
n{ẑn(λ)− ẑn(λn)}.

Proof of Lemma 1. By the definition of the profile likelihood, we have l̂n(λ) = ln(λ, ẑλ) ≥
ln{λ, ζ̃λ(λ0, ẑλ0)}, so

l̂n(λ)− l̂n(λ0) = ln(λ, ẑλ)− ln(λ0, ẑλ0)
≥ ln{λ, ζ̃λ(λ0, ẑλ0)} − ln{λ0, ζ̃λ0(λ0, ẑλ0)}
= l̃n(λ, λ0, ẑλ0)− l̃n(λ0, λ0, ẑλ0) (14)

by using ζ̃λ(λ, ζ) = ζ for the second term. Similarly, l̂n(λ0) = ln(λ0, ẑλ0) ≥ ln{λ0, ζ̃λ0(λ, ẑλ)},
and hence

l̂n(λ)− l̂n(λ0) = ln(λ, ẑλ)− ln(λ0, ẑλ0)
≤ ln{(λ, ζ̃λ(λ, ẑλ)} − ln{λ0, ζ̃λ0(λ, ẑλ)}
= l̃n(λ, λ, ẑλ)− l̃n(λ0, λ, ẑλ) (15)
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by using ζ̃λ(λ, ζ) = ζ for the first term. Both (14) and (15) are differences between function
ln evaluating at λ and the one at λ0 while keeping the other arguments unchanged. They
have the Taylor expansion of the function l̃n with respect to the first argument,

(λ− λ0)⊤
∂l̃n(t, ψ, ẑψ)

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=λ0

+
1

2
(λ− λ0)⊤

∂2 l̃n(t, ψ, ẑψ)

∂t2

∣∣∣∣
t=t̃

(λ− λ0) (16)

where t̃ is somewhere between λ and λ0, and ψ can be λ or λ0. By the assumption 1 in
(B1), the second term is equal to −(λ− λ0)⊤H0(λ− λ0)/2 + oPλ0,ζ0

(1)(∥λ− λ0∥2). By the
assumption 2 in (B1), the first term is equal to

(λ− λ0)⊤hn + (λ− λ0)⊤Eλ0,ζ0
∂l̃n(t, λ, ẑλ)

∂t

∣∣∣∣
t=λ0

+ oPλ0,ζ0
(1)

(
∥λ− λ0∥n−1/2

)
.

Combining with (10) and ∥λ − λ0∥n−1/2 ≤
(
∥λ − λ0∥ + n−1/2

)2
, the first term of (16)

becomes (λ− λ0)⊤hn + oPλ0,ζ0
(1)

{(
∥λ− λ0∥+ n−1/2

)2}
, and hence (11) is proved.

Proof of Theorem 3. We have πn(λ) = exp{nl̂n(λ)}π0(λ)/mn wheremn =
∫

Rd exp{nl̂n(λ)}π0(λ) dλ,
and qn(x) = πn(λn + x/

√
n)n−d/2. Let

gn(x) = qn(x) exp{−nl̂n(λn)}nd/2mn = exp[n{l̂n(λn + x/
√
n)− l̂n(λn)}]π0(λn + x/

√
n)

and define g0(x) = exp{−x⊤H0x/2}π0(λ0). We first show that
∫

Rd |gn(x)−g0(x)| dx
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0. Denote the ϵ chosen from Lemma 1 as ϵ0. Since π0 is continuous at λ0, we choose
sufficiently small ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0/2) such that π0(λ) ≤ 2π0(λ0) for all λ ∈ B2ϵ(λ0). Let δ be the
number from (12).

Murphy and Van der Vaart [2000, Corollary 1] shows that
√
n∥λn − λ0∥ is bounded in

probability and for all λ ∈ Bϵ0(λ0) and large enough n such that λn ∈ Bϵ0(λ0),

l̂n(λ)− l̂n(λn) = −
1

2
(λ− λn)⊤H0(λ− λn) + oPλ0,ζ0

(1)
{(
∥λ− λn∥+ n−1/2

)2}
.

Letting λ = λn + x/
√
n with x ∈ Bϵ√n(0) and large enough n such that λn ∈ Bϵ0/2(0), we

have

n
{
l̂n(λn + x/

√
n)− l̂n(λn)

}
= −1

2
x⊤H0x+ oPλ0,ζ0

(1)(∥x∥+ 1)2.

Combining with π0 is continuous at λ0 and λn + x/
√
n → λ0, we have gn(x) → g0(x)

pointwise with probability converge to 1. Consider n > 1/ϵ2 sufficiently large such that
the term oPλ0,ζ0

(1) < α/4 where α is less than the smallest eigenvalue of H0. We denote
A0 = H0 − αI, and define

hn(x) =

{
exp(−x⊤A0x/2 + α/2)2π0(λ0) if ∥x∥ < ϵ

√
n,

exp(−nδ/2)π0(λn + x/
√
n) if ∥x∥ ≥ ϵ

√
n.
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When ∥x∥ < ϵ
√
n, for n large enough we have ∥(λn + x/

√
n) − λ0∥ < ∥λn − λ0∥ + ϵ < 2ϵ.

By the choice of ϵ, we have π0(λn + x/
√
n) ≤ 2π0(λ0). Since (∥x∥ + 1)2 ≤ 2∥x∥2 + 2, we

have oPλ0,ζ0
(1)(∥x∥ + 1)2 ≤ α(∥x∥2 + 1)/2 = αx⊤x/2 + α/2. Hence gn(x) ≤ hn(x) with

probability converge to 1 for n sufficiently large, combining with (12) when ∥x∥ ≥ ϵ
√
n.

Also, hn(x)→ h0(x) = exp{−x⊤A0x/2 + α/2}2π0(λ0) pointwise. Now,∫
Rd

hn(x) dx =

∫
∥x∥<ϵ

√
n
exp(−x⊤A0x/2)e

α/22π0(λ0) dx+

∫
∥x∥≥ϵ

√
n
e−nδ/2π0(λn + x/

√
n) dx.

The second term is less than
∫

Rd e
−nδ/2π0(λn + x/

√
n) dx = e−nδ/2

∫
Rd π0(λ)n

d/2 dλ =

e−nδ/2nd/2 → 0, while the first term monotonically converges to
∫

Rd h0(x) dx. Since gn, g0, hn, h0
are integrable, by the generalized dominated convergence theorem (the version for con-

vergence in probability), we have
∫

Rd |gn(x) − g0(x)|dx
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0 and
∫

Rd gn(x) dx
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞∫

Rd g0(x) dx.
Let an = 1/

∫
Rd gn(x) dx and a0 = 1/

∫
Rd g0(x) dx. Then an → a0 in Pλ0,ζ0-probability,

and thus ∫
Rd

∣∣∣∣qn(x)−N (
x | 0, H−1

0

)∣∣∣∣dx =

∫
Rd

|angn(x)− a0g0(x)|dx

≤
∫

Rd

|angn(x)− ang0(x)|dx+

∫
Rd

|ang0(x)− a0g0(x)| dx

≤ |an|
∫

Rd

|gn(x)− g0(x)|dx+ |an − a0|
∫

Rd

|g0(x)|dx
Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0.

This proves dTV

{
qn,N

(
0, H−1

0

)} Pλ0,ζ0−−−−→
n→∞

0, and (13) follows from [Miller, 2021, Lemma

28].

B An Illustration of Least Favorable Submodel

The Hilbert space H̃ highly depends on the parameter space H. To illustrate how this
works, we show an example from the Cox regression model without censoring.

Example 5 (Cox regression model without censoring). Consider the density function of
the survival time (y1, . . . , yn) where yi ∈ R+ : R ∩ [0,∞] with covariates (x1, . . . , xn) where
xi ∈ R:

L(y1:n, ζ;λ) =

n∏
i=1

exp(λxi)ζ(yi) exp{− exp(λxi)Z(yi)},

where the parameter λ ∈ R and Z(y) =
∫ y
0 ζ(y) dy. The latent variable ζ is a “hazard func-

tion”, which is a non-negative integrable function on R+, and belongs to the Hilbert space
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H = L1(R+). The “cumulative hazard function” Z is a non-negative and non-decreasing
function on R+. In regard to the model, we have

ln(λ, ζ) =
n∑
i=1

{λxi + log ζ(yi)− exp(λxi)Z(yi)}/n,

and the λ-score function is l̇n(λ, ζ) =
∑n

i=1{xi − xi exp(λxi)Z(yi)}/n.
Let H̃ = L2(R+). Given a fixed function ζ0 and a bounded function δ ∈ H̃, we can

define a path {ζδγ ∈ H}γ∈R by ζδγ(y) = {1 + (γ − λ0)δ(y)}ζ0(y) for all y ∈ R+. It satisfies

that ζδγ → ζ0 in H when γ → λ0. Also, we define Zδγ(y) =
∫ y
0 {1 + (γ − λ0)δ(y)}ζ0(y) dy

correspondingly. Now, plugging ζδγ into ln(λ0, ζ) as ζ and differentiating it at γ = λ0, we
get the ζ-score function at ζ = ζ0 in the direction of δ by

Anλ0,ζ0δ =
n∑
i=1

{δ(yi)− exp(λ0xi)

∫ yi

0
δ(y)ζ0(y) dy}/n.

C More Details of Proofs of Existing BvM Results

In Bickel and Kleijn [2012], to get the LAN property for the marginal likelihood of λ, they
first assume that a neighborhood of z has enough prior mass, and the parameter space of z
has bounded Hellinger metric entropy (covering number). They assume that for z outside a
neighborhood of the fixed z0, the Hellinger distances between the likelihood at λ0 + hn/

√
n

and the one at λ0 are uniformly (with respect to z) infinitesimal for every bounded hn.
Finally, assuming that the least favorable submodel exists, that is a submodel ln(λ, zλ) with

parameters (λ, zλ) satisfying Ql̇n(λ, zλ) =
∂ln(λ, zλ)

∂λ
for all λ in a neighborhood of λ0, the

conditional posterior distribution of z can be shown to concentrate around the parameter of
the least favorable submodel zλ, that is the probability that the Hellinger distance between
z and zλ is greater than a positive number converges to zero. This leads to the marginal
LAN property assuming that the full likelihood has LAN property in the direction of λ
when the z is perturbed around the least favorable submodel, that is z = zλ+ ζ for all ζ in
a neighborhood of 0.

In Castillo and Rousseau [2015], let h be the least favorable direction satisfying P l̇n(λ0, z0) =
Aλ0,z0h. Let λt = λ− tĨ−1

0 /
√
n, and zt = z+ thĨ−1

0 /
√
n. Assume over the direction of h, the

log full likelihood has the LAN property with a remainder term, and the difference between
the remainder terms at (λ, z) and at (λt, zt) converges to zero. Further, suppose that the
ratio between the integral of the likelihood under the prior at (λt, zt) and the one at (λ, z)
converge to 1 for all (λ, z). They proved the BvM theorem where the mean is λ0 plus the
first order term of the LAN expansion.
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D Data Augmentation for Latent Normal Model

For the latent normal model with binary observations, we follow Polson et al. [2013] and
use the following data augmentation:

L(λ, ζ, η; y) ∝ exp

{
−1

2
ζ⊤Q−1(λ;x)ζ

} n∏
i=1

exp{(yi − 1/2)ζi} exp{−ηi(ζi)2/2}PG(ηi; 1, 0)π0(λ),

where PG(·; 1, 0) is the density of Pólya-Gamma(1, 0) distribution. This leads to closed-form
update of ζ from a normal full conditional distribution.

E Simulation for Comparing the Posterior Variances from
Latent Normal Model and Latent Quadratic Exponential
Model

We use a simulation experiment of latent quadratic exponential model to show that the pro-
file likelihood-based bridged model has an asymptotic posterior variance for the parameter
λ that is equal to that of the Bayesian model based on the full likelihood.

We generate random locations x1, . . . , xS ∼ Uniform(−6, 6) where S ∈ {50, 200, 500, 1000}
is the sample size, and ground-truth means from 6 latent curves z̃ji = fj(xi) where j =
1, . . . , 6. At each xi for each curve, we generate a binary yji ∼ Bernoulli(1/{1+exp(−z̃ji)}).

For each group of data yj1, . . . , yjS from the j-th curve, we fit both the latent quadratic
exponential model and the latent normal model. For both model, we assign a half-normal
N+(0, 1) prior on τ and Inverse-Gamma(2, 5) prior on b. We use the same algorithm that
is used in Section 5.1. Since the latent quadratic exponential model enjoys much better
mixing performance compared to the latent normal model, for the former model, we run
the MCMC algorithm for 5000 iterations, discard the first 2000 as burn-ins and the samples
are thinned at 10, while for the latter one, we run the MCMC algorithm for 13000 iterations,
discard the first 4000 as burn-ins, and the samples are thinned at 30.

F ADMM for Optimization Problem in Data Application

To solve the optimization problem

min
ζ

1

2
∥L − ζ∥2 + λ̃∥ζ∥∗ subject to ζ ∈ Rn×n, ζi,i =

∑
j:j ̸=i

ζi,j , ζi,j = ζj,i ≤ 0 for i ̸= j,
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we use ADMM under constraints and log-barrier:

min
ζ,Z

1

2
∥L − ζ∥2 + ρ

∑
(i,j):i ̸=j

{− log(−ζi,j)}+ λ̃∥Z∥∗ +
η

2
∥ζ − Z +W∥2

subject to ζi,i = −
∑
j:j ̸=i

ζi,j , ζi,j = ζj,i ≤ 0 for i ̸= j,

where W =W T is the Lagrangian multiplier. The ADMM algorithm iterates the following
steps:

1. Constrained gradient descent for ζ: set ζ to be

argminζ
1

2
∥L − ζ∥2 + ρ

∑
(i,j):i ̸=j

{− log(−ζi,j)}+
η

2
∥ζ − Z +W∥2

subject to ζi,i = −
∑
j:j ̸=i

ζi,j , ζi,j = ζj,i for i ̸= j.

The constraints are easy to satisfy, by restricting the free parameters to {ζi,j}i>j , and
setting ζi,i = −

∑
j<i ζi,j −

∑
j>i ζj,i.

2. Minimizing over Z: set Z = Sλ̃/η(ζ +W ) where Sλ̃/η(X) =
∑n

i=1(σi − λ̃/η)+uivTi ,
and X = Udiag(σi)V is the singular value decomposition. The solution of this step
satisfies the conditions of symmetry and the rows add to zero.

3. Updating W : set W to be ζ − Z +W .
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