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Abstract

Variational regression methods are an increasingly popular tool
for their efficient estimation of complex. Given the mixed model
representation of penalized effects, additive regression models with
smoothed effects and scalar-on-function regression models can be fit
relatively efficiently in a variational framework. However, inferential
procedures for smoothed and functional effects in such a context is
limited. We demonstrate that by using the Mean Field Variational
Bayesian (MFVB) approximation to the additive model and the sub-
sequent Coordinate Ascent Variational Inference (CAVI) algorithm,
we can obtain a form of the estimated effects required of a Frequentist
test for semiparametric curves. We establish MFVB approximations
and CAVI algorithms for both Gaussian and binary additive mod-
els with an arbitrary number of smoothed and functional effects. We
then derive a global testing framework for smoothed and functional ef-
fects. Our empirical study demonstrates that the test maintains good
Frequentist properties in the variational framework and can be used
to directly test results from a converged, MFVB approximation and
CAVI algorithm. We illustrate the applicability of this approach in a
wide range of data illustrations.

1 Introduction

Variational approximations cover a useful class of algorithms for calculating,
in a deterministic fashion, estimates from Bayesian posterior distributions.
One such class, the Mean Field Variational Bayesian (MFVB) approxima-
tion, has been well studied with many standard statistical models derived
for use in the class, see for example Ormerod and Wand [2010] or Blei et al.
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[2017]. Recent research suggests that estimates arising from MFVB share
similar properties with their Frequentist counter-parts including the consis-
tency and the asymptotic normality of variational estimators [Bickel et al.,
2013, You et al., 2014, Wang and Blei, 2019, Westling and McCormick, 2019,
Yang et al., 2020, Zhang and Zhou, 2020]. Such evaluations demonstrate
that variational models have good Frequentist properties despite originat-
ing from a Bayesian estimation paradigm.

One understudied area, however, is in hypothesis testing. While percentile-
based intervals can be constructed for parameters based on the conditional
posterior, underestimation of the variance can result in misleading inference—
particularly for non-normally distributed posteriors [Gelman et al., 2013, Giordano et al.,
2018]. Some authors have proposed a bootstrap-based approach, see Chen et al.
[2018], while others convert back to a fully Bayesian model when inference is
of interest, for example Goldsmith and Kitago [2016]. For complicated varia-
tional regression models like additive models, performing both the modeling
and inference in the same framework would be preferable to a more com-
putationally burdensome approach of bootstrapping or running a separate,
fully Bayesian estimation procedure. One such model is the additive model
which typically implies a regression model with a scalar outcome and an ad-
ditive smoothed or semiparametric effect or potentially a set of such effects
in addition to scalar covariates

Additive models with smoothed effects have been broadly studied, see
texts by Ruppert et al. [2003] or Wood [2017], for example. Variational
Bayesian approaches that incorporate smoothing include work by Luts and Wand
[2015], Lee and Wand [2016], Wand [2017], Hui et al. [2019], Yang and Yang
[2024] and references therein. Methods that incorporate both smoothed and
functional effects into non-variational additive models include the work of
McLean et al. [2014], Scheipl et al. [2015, 2016], Li et al. [2016], Ma et al.
[2021], among others. However, to our knowledge, there is no work exam-
ining variational additive models that accommodate an arbitrary number of
both smoothed and functional effects. And while there is work on global test-
ing for smoothed effects, see for example Zhang et al. [2000], Zhang and Lin
[2003], Crainiceanu et al. [2005], Greven et al. [2008], Wood [2017], such tests
have not been considered in the variational setting.

Global tests of the functional components in regression models are also
limited. Much of the work has emphasized point-wise testing, see for example
Malloy et al. [2010], Goldsmith et al. [2013] and Meyer et al. [2015]. Some
authors have proposed global tests including Meyer et al. [2015] who exam-
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ine an approach in a fully Bayesian function-on-function setting based on
what the authors refer to as simultaneous band scores. Another example is
Ivanescu et al. [2015] who note the connection between penalized functional
effects and smoothed effects and suggest performing inference using an ap-
proach similar to Crainiceanu and Ruppert [2004] or Greven et al. [2008].
Neither authors explore the operating characteristics of their global tests for
functional effects and such testing in the variational context has not been
extensively studied.

In this manuscript, we explore MFVB approximations to variational ad-
ditive models for both Gaussian and binary outcomes, developing Coordinate
Ascent Variational Inference (CAVI) algorithms to perform estimation (Sec-
tion 2). These models can incorporate an arbitrary number of both smoothed
and functional effects and thus include semiparametric regression models
(in the Ruppert et al. [2003] sense), scalar-on-function regression models (of
the form described by Ramsay and Dalzell [1991] and Ramsay and Silverman
[2005]), and the combination of the two. The target of inference we consider
is either a smoothed effect or a functional effect, both of which can be rep-
resented as smoothed effects. Zhang et al. [2000] and Zhang and Lin [2003]
propose a Frequentist-based test for semiparametric curves which we refer to
as the ZLS test. We demonstrate that the CAVI algorithms for fitting MFVB
approximations to both Gaussian and binary variational additive models ad-
mit forms required for the ZLS test which, we argue, can be used for a
global test (Section 3). We explore the proprieties of the ZLS test, including
the type I error rate and power, for global inference on both smoothed and
functional effects arising from converged CAVI algorithms (Section 4). In
Section 5, we demonstrate the use of the ZLS test in several data examples.
Finally, we provide a discussion of the method in Section 6.

2 Statistical Framework

2.1 Mean Field Variational Bayesian Approximations

We begin with a brief overview of the MFVB approximation. Let θ represent
a vector of parameters and Y represent a vector of observed data. The pos-
terior distribution of θ given the data, Y, is then p(θ|Y) = p(Y, θ)

/

p(Y).
The marginal distribution in the denominator, p(Y), is typically intractable.
Consequently, the posterior estimates must be obtained algorithmically. In
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a fully Bayesian approach, this would involve a Markov Chain Monte Carlo
simulation or some other iterative random sampling technique like Hamil-
tonian Monte Carlo, for example. The MFVB approach utilizes a den-
sity transformation approach that relies on the observation that, for an
arbitrary density q, p(Y) is bounded below by p(Y; q) where p(Y; q) =

exp
[

∫

q(θ) log
{

p(Y,θ)

q(θ)

}

dθ
]

. The algorithms used to determine the approxi-

mations work by maximizing p(Y; q) over a class of tractable densities, q. As
p(Y; q) is maximized, the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO) will be minimized.
The ELBO is a metric measuring the distance between the approximation,
q(θ), and the posterior, p(θ|Y), and is an equivalent, up to an additive con-
stant, to the Kullback-Leibler or K-L Divergence.

For a partition of the parameter space θ of size M , {θ1, . . . , θM}, the
MFVB approximation constructs q(θ) using a product density transforma-
tion of the form q(θ) =

∏M

m=1 qm(θm). Thus the resulting approximation is
the product of the q-densities which are similar to the conditional posterior
densities in a Gibbs sampling framework [Gelman et al., 2013]. Optimiza-
tion occurs via an iterative process with convergence defined to occur when
changes in the variational lower bound, p(Y; q), become minimal. Minimiz-
ing the changes in p(Y; q) in turn minimizes the ELBO, and therefore the
KL divergence, between q(θ) and p(θ|Y). To perform this optimization,
the coordinate ascent variational inference (CAVI) algorithm is commonly
used. Ormerod and Wand [2010] and Blei et al. [2017] provide detailed re-
views and introductions to variational Bayesian techniques. Chapter 13 of
Gelman et al. [2013] also gives a good introduction to the topic. While there
are other variational approaches to approximating the posterior, our focus is
on MFVB approximations obtained via CAVI. The relationship to the Gibbs
sampling framework, where one component of θ is updated at a time, means
the algorithm will ultimately admit a useful form for the global test.

2.2 Variational Additive Models

2.2.1 Gaussian Outcome

Let yi be the continuous outcome of interest for subjects i = 1, . . . , n. Each
subject i has a scalar covariate response vector, xi, that is p × 1. The
intercept, α, and vector of non-smoothed, non-functional coefficients is β

which is also p × 1. Finally, we denote the model errors with ǫi and as-
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sume ǫi
iid
∼ N(0, σ2

e). We place similar priors on α, β, and σ2
e regardless of

the other model components. Thus, α ∼ N(0, σ2
a), β ∼ N(0, σ2

b Ip×p), and
σ2
e ∼ IG(ae, be) where σ2

a and σ2
b are fixed and set to something large, Ip×p

denotes a p×p identity matrix, and IG denotes the inverse gamma distribu-
tion. We take ae and be to be fixed as well and set them to something small,
0.01 for example.

For M total smoothed effects and F total functional effects, a general
additive model might have the form

yi = α + β′xi +

M
∑

m=1

sm(zim)

+
F
∑

f=1

∫

t∈T

wif(t)γf(t)dt + ǫi, (1)

where sm(zim) is a smoothed effect and γf(t) is a functional effect. The
functional effects, as written, are over the same time domain although this
does not have to be the case, i.e. t and T can vary with f . The covariates
zimf and w1f(t) are not part of xi which is a vector of scalar covariates. The
vector β contains the scalar effects and α is the model intercept.

Using basis expansions to represent each smoothed and functional effect,
the matrix version of Equation (1) is

Y = α1+Xβ +
M
∑

m=1

Ξmζm

+

F
∑

f=1

WfΘfλf + ǫ, (2)

where Y and ǫ are both n × 1 vectors and X is an n × (P − 1) matrix
of scalar effects. Considering the smoothed model components first: for K
knots, Ξm is the n×K matrix containing the basis-expanded representation
of the zim, i = 1, . . . , n, and ζm is the K × 1 vector of basis coefficients.
For the functional components, let Θf be a T × L matrix of basis functions
and let λ be a L × 1 vector of basis coefficients. Then Wf is the n × T
matrix containing the functional covariate. Both smoothed and functional
effects use a B-spline basis expansion. Under empirical testing, we found
that K = 8 knots works well for smoothed effects and L = 12 works best for
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functional effects. In Equation (2), we use the basis expansion γ = Θλ where
γ is the T × 1 vector of functional coefficients, γ(t). Goldsmith et al. [2011]
implement a similar approach for variational scalar-on-function regression.

All basis expanded effects, both smoothed and functional, require penal-
ization to avoid overfitting. It is well known that penalized regression models
can be represented as mixed models [Ruppert et al., 2003, Chapter 4]. In the
Frequentist context, this means the components one wishes to penalize are
treated as random effects. However, there is no distinction between ran-
dom and fixed effects in the Bayesian context as any unknown parameter is
treated as if it is random and has a prior placed on it. Thus, the equivalent
is a prior specification that introduces the penalty. Because of the relation-
ship between mixed effects models and penalized smoothing, we can leverage
existing algorithms for mean field variational mixed effect models to esti-
mate Equation (2). Ormerod and Wand [2010] provide one such algorithm
which forms the basis of our estimation procedure for the variational additive
model.

We place a mean-zero shrinkage prior on the elements of ζm of the form
ζm ∼ N(0, ωmPm) where ωm is a tuning parameter and 0 is a K×1 vector of
zeros. The matrix Pm is a K ×K penalty matrix which is the difference op-
erator in matrix form, see Eilers and Marx [1996] for more details. The prior
on the basis expanded functional effects is similar: λf ∼ N(0, ηf∆f ) where
ηf is a tuning parameter and 0 is an L×1 vector of zeros. We distinguish the
penalty matrix for the functional effect, ∆f , because it has a different form
than in the smoothed case: ∆f = ξ∆0 + (1 − ξ)∆2 where ∆0 is the zeroth
derivative matrix and ∆2 is the second derivative matrix of the B-spline basis
function. This penalty matrix is consistent with other penalized functional
regression settings including Goldsmith and Kitago [2016] and Meyer et al.
[2022].

Regardless of effect type, the tuning parameters need to be estimated
to induce shrinkage. Thus, we place conditionally conjugate inverse-gamma
priors on all ωm and ηf : ωm ∼ IG(aω,m, bω,m) and ηm ∼ IG(aη,m, bη,m). We
set the hyper-parameters aω,m, bω,m, aη,m, and bη,m, to something small, 0.01
or less. Since these parameters are tuning parameters, it is reasonable to place
a weakly informative prior on each. However, our formulation does allow for
differing amounts of information to passed to different components when
the model contains multiple smoothed and functional effects. The Directed
Acyclic Graph (DAG) describing the Markov Blanket for this model is in
Figure 1.
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Figure 1: DAG for Gaussian variational additive model

Combining the above model specifications, the resulting q densities for
MFVB approximation are

q(θ) ∼ N
[

µ
q(θ)

,Σ
q(θ)

]

q(σ2
e) ∼ IG

[

ae +
N

2
, Bq(σ2

e ),

]

q(ω1) ∼ IG

[

aω,1 +
K

2
, Bq(ω1)

]

,

· · ·

q(ωM) ∼ IG

[

aω,M +
K

2
, Bq(ωM )

]

,

q(η1) ∼ IG

[

aη,1 +
L

2
, Bq(η1)

]

,

· · ·

q(ηF ) ∼ IG

[

aη,F +
L

2
, Bq(ηF )

]

,

depending on the number of smoothed (M) and functional (F ) components in
the model. The subscript-q(·) notation indicates the parameter to which the
quantity belongs under the mean field approximation. The vector θ contains
all mean model parameters, i.e. θ =

[

α β ζ1 · · · ζM λ1 · · · λF

]′
.

LetC denote the design matrix for Equation (2), that isC =
[

1 X Ξ1 · · · ΞM W1 · · · WF

Algorithm 1 describes the estimation procedure. Convergence is determined
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when changes in log[p(Y; q)] become negligible, where

log[p(Y; q)] =
1

2
(P +K + L)−

N

2
log(2π)

−
P

2
log(σ2

b ) +
1

2
log

(

|Σ
q(θ)
|
)

−
1

2σ2
b

[

µ
q(α,β)

′µ
q(α,β)

+ tr
{

Σ
q(α,β)

}]

− ae log(be)−

(

ae +
N

2

)

log(Bq(σ2))

+ log

{

Γ

(

ae +
N

2

)}

− log {Γ(ae)}

+

M
∑

m=1

[

aω,m log(bω,m)

−

(

aω,m +
K

2

)

log(Bq(ωm))

+ log

{

Γ

(

aω,m +
K

2

)}

− log{Γ(aω,m)}

]

+
F
∑

f=1

[

aη,f log(bη,f )

−

(

aη,f +
L

2

)

log(Bq(ηf ))

+ log

{

Γ

(

aη,f +
L

2

)}

− log{Γ(aη,f )}

]

.

The algorithm is written generally and can be used to estimate parameters
from Equation (1) for an arbitrary number of smoothed and functional effects.
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Algorithm 1 Estimate Equation (1) components. The abbreviations ‘bd’ is
for block diagonal.

Require: Bq(ω1), . . . , Bq(ωM ), Bq(η1), . . . , Bq(ηF ) > 0, and ǫ > 0, small
1: while ∆ log[p(Y; q)] > ǫ do

2: D ← bd
{

(σ2
b )

−1Ip×p,
aω,1+

K
2

Bq(ω1)
P1, · · · ,

aω,M+K
2

Bq(ωM )
PM ,

aη,1+
L
2

Bq(η1)
∆1, · · · ,

aη,F+L
2

Bq(ηF )
∆M

}

3: Σ
q(θ)
←

[

ae+
N
2

B
q(σ2

e )
C′C+D

]−1

4: µ
q(θ)
←

(

ae+
N
2

B
q(σ2

e)

)

Σ
q(θ)

C′Y

5: Bq(σ2) ← be +
1
2

[

{

Y−Cµ
q(θ)

}′ {

Y−Cµ
q(θ)

}

+ tr {C′C}Σ
q(θ)

]

6: if M ≥ 1 then

7: loop m = 1, . . . ,M

8: Bq(ωm) ← bω,m + 1
2

[

µ
q(ζ

m
)
′µ

q(ζ
m
)
+ tr

{

aω,m+K
2

Bq(ωm)
Pm

}]

9: end loop

10: end if

11: if F ≥ 1 then

12: loop f = 1, . . . , F

13: Bq(ηf ) ← bη,f +
1
2

[

µ
q(λf )

′µ
q(λf )

+ tr

{

aη,f+
L
2

Bq(ηf )
∆f

}]

14: end loop

15: end if

16: end while
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2.2.2 Binary Outcome

Suppose instead that yi is a binary outcome for subjects i = 1, . . . , n. As
in the Gaussian case, xi is a vector of scalar covariates that is p × 1, α is
the intercept, and β is p× 1 vector where both α and β are non-smoothed,
non-functional effects. Prior specification for these components are the same
as in Section 2.2.1. To model the binary outcome, we use the latent variable
representation which has the form

yi =

{

0 y∗i < 0
1 y∗i ≥ 0,

(3)

for the latent variable y∗i ∈ R. That is, the binary outcome yi only represents
the observable part of a continuous, underlying process. We use the model
from Equation (1) in the latent space:

y∗i = α + β′xi +

M
∑

m=1

sm(zim)

+

F
∑

f=1

∫

t∈T

wif(t)γf(t)dt+ ǫ∗i . (4)

Assuming that the latent errors, ǫ∗i , are Gaussian induces the probit link, i.e.

ǫ∗i
iid
∼ N(0, 1). Since the representation in Equation (3) is scale-invariant, the

variance of the latent variable is taken to be 1, see Albert and Chib [1993]
for additional details on the Bayesian probit model.

Because we model in the latent space, the formulation follows analogously
to that in Section 2.2.1. Thus, the vectorized version of the latent model is

Y∗ = α1+Xβ +

M
∑

m=1

Ξmζm

+
F
∑

f=1

WfΘfλf + ǫ∗,

where Y∗ and ǫ∗ are both n×1 vectors and the remaining model components
are as previously defined. We place the same mean-zero shrinkage priors
and hyper-priors on the probit model as we do for the Gaussian model:
ζm ∼ N(0, ωmPm), λf ∼ N(0, ηf∆f ), ωm ∼ IG(aω,m, bω,m), and ηm ∼
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IG(aη,m, bη,m). We also set the hyper-parameters aω,m, bω,m, aη,m, and bη,m,
to something small, 0.01 or less for this model as well.

The addition of the latent variable, y∗i , to model makes this model tractable
and the resulting full conditionals are fully identifiable. Thus, the CAVI al-
gorithm is a reasonable approach to performing estimation in the variational
context. The q densities that result from the MFVB approximation are

q(θ) ∼ N
[

µ
q(θ)

,Σ
q(θ)

]

q(Y∗|Y = 0) ∼ N(−∞,0)

[

µq(Y∗), In0×n0

]

q(Y∗|Y = 1) ∼ N[0,∞)

[

µq(Y∗), In1×n1

]

q(ω1) ∼ IG

[

aω,1 +
K

2
, Bq(ω1)

]

,

· · ·

q(ωM) ∼ IG

[

aω,M +
K

2
, Bq(ωM )

]

,

q(η1) ∼ IG

[

aη,1 +
L

2
, Bq(η1)

]

,

· · ·

q(ηF ) ∼ IG

[

aη,F +
L

2
, Bq(ηF )

]

,

where n0 is the number of failures and n1 is the number of successes observed
in yi. The distributions q(Y

∗|Y = 0) and q(Y∗|Y = 1) are conditional on the
components of Y that equal zero and one, respectively, and the subscripts
(−∞, 0) and [0,∞) denote truncation of the distribution to those ranges.
Thus, q(Y∗|Y = 0) and q(Y∗|Y = 1) are truncated normal distributions.
Because the Markov blanket for the penalized components of the binary
model are the same as in the Gaussian model, the q densities for the penalty
terms are the same in both, see Figure 2 which contains the DAG for the
binary model.

Algorithm 2 describes the CAVI-based estimation approach. Convergence
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Figure 2: DAG for probit variational additive model

is determined when changes in log[p(Y; q)] become negligible:

log[p(Y; q)] = Y′ log[Φ{Cµ
q(θ)
}]

+ (1−Y)′ log[1− Φ{Cµ
q(θ)
}]−

1

2
log

∣

∣

∣
Σ

q(θ)

∣

∣

∣

−
1

2σ2
b

[

µ
q(α,β)

′µ
q(α,β)

+ tr
{

Σ
q(α,β)

}]

+
M
∑

m=1

[

aω,m log(bω,m)

−

(

aω,m +
K

2

)

log(Bq(ωm))

+ log

{

Γ

(

aω,m +
K

2

)}

− log{Γ(aω,m)}

]

+

F
∑

f=1

[

aη,f log(bη,f )

−

(

aη,f +
L

2

)

log(Bq(ηf ))

+ log

{

Γ

(

aη,f +
L

2

)}

− log{Γ(aη,f)}

]

,

12



where Φ() denotes the cdf of a standard Gaussian distribution. The algorithm
can accommodate an arbitrary number of smoothed and functional effects
when fitting the binary model described by Equations (3) and (4).

Algorithm 2 Estimate components from Equations (3) and (4). The abbre-
viations ‘bd’ is for block diagonal. Φ() denotes the cdf of a standard Gaussian
distribution and φ() denotes the pdf.

Require: Bq(ω1), . . . , Bq(ωM ), Bq(η1), . . . , Bq(ηF ) > 0, and ǫ > 0, small. Set
µq(Y∗) to something reasonable, e.g. 0.

1: while ∆ log[p(Y; q)] > ǫ do

2: D ← bd
{

(σ2
b )

−1Ip×p,
aω,1+

K
2

Bq(ω1)
P1, · · · ,

aω,M+K
2

Bq(ωM )
PM ,

aη,1+
L
2

Bq(η1)
∆1, · · · ,

aη,F+L
2

Bq(ηF )
∆M

}

3: Σ
q(θ)
← [C′C+D]

−1

4: µ
q(θ)
← Σ

q(θ)
C′Y

5: µq(Y∗) ← C′µ
q(θ)

+φ
[

C′µ
q(θ)

]

/

Φ
[

C′µ
q(θ)

]Y [

Φ
{

C′µ
q(θ)

}

− 1
](1−Y)

6: if M ≥ 1 then

7: loop m = 1, . . . ,M

8: Bq(ωm) ← bω,m + 1
2

[

µ
q(ζ

m
)
′µ

q(ζ
m
)
+ tr

{

aω,m+K
2

Bq(ωm)
Pm

}]

9: end loop

10: end if

11: if F ≥ 1 then

12: loop f = 1, . . . , F

13: Bq(ηf ) ← bη,f +
1
2

[

µ
q(λf )

′µ
q(λf )

+ tr

{

aη,f+
L
2

Bq(ηf )
∆f

}]

14: end loop

15: end if

16: end while

3 Variational ZLS Tests

Zhang et al. [2000] and Zhang and Lin [2003] discuss hypothesis testing for
comparing two or more semiparametric curves. The test statistic, which
we refer to as the ZLS test, requires the existence of a vector, c(z), such
that the estimate of a sermiparametric function, s(z), can be written as
ŝ(z) = c(z)′Y at some value z ∈ [mini(zi),maxi(zi)]. We develop the testing
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framework first for the estimated variational smoothed functions and then for
variational scalar-on-function regression curves. Without loss of generality,
each test is formulated for a generic effect and we will perform the tests one
at a time.

3.1 Smoothed Effects

Under the null and regardless of outcome type, we assume the smoothed
component has no effect, i.e. H0 : s(z) = 0 ∀ z. The alternative is then that
there is a non-zero effect for some values of z. To test this null, we derive a
ZLS-like test which requires a vector c(z):

Proposition 1. Upon convergence of Algorithm 1, there exists a vector c(z)
such that ŝ(z) = c(z)′Y .

Proof. Let Σ
q(ζ)

denote the converged covariance matrix for the smoothed

effect ζ resulting from Algorithm 1. That is, Σ
q(ζ)

is the principal submatrix

of Σ
q(θ)

that corresponds to ζ. Upon convergence, the quantity c(z) =
(

ae+
N
2

B
q(σ2

e )

)

Σ
q(ζ)

Ξ is a vector such that ŝ(z) = c(z)′Y.

Zhang and Lin [2003] describe the implementation of the ZLS test for
non-Gaussian outcomes that formulates the vector c(z) in terms of the work-
ing model. In the binary case, the working model is represented by the latent
variable Y∗.

Proposition 2. Upon convergence of Algorithm 2, there exists a vector c(z)
such that ŝ(z) = c(z)′Y∗.

Proof. Let Σ
q(ζ)

denote the converged covariance matrix for the smoothed

effect ζ resulting from Algorithm 2. Thus, Σ
q(ζ)

is the principal submatrix of

Σ
q(θ)

that corresponds to ζ. Upon convergence, the quantity c(z) = Σ
q(ζ)

Ξ

is a vector such that ŝ(z) = c(z)′Y∗.

The statistic for the ZLS test of a variational smoothed effect is then

Gs(Y) =

∫ z(N)

z(1)

Y′c(z)c(z)′Ydz = Y′UY, (5)
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where U =
∫ z(N)

z(1)
c(z)c(z)′dz, z(1) = mini(zi), and z(N) = maxi(zi). When

c(z) arises from the binary model in Algorithm 2, we replace Y with Y∗ in
Equation (5). Consistent with Zhang et al. [2000] and Zhang and Lin [2003],
we approximate the distribution of G(Y) and Gs(Y

∗) as a scaled chi-squared,
using the Satterthwaite approximation [Satterthwaite, 1943].

Under H0, the mean and variance of both Gs(Y) and Gs(Y
∗) are es =

E′UE + tr(UV ) and ψs = 2tr {(UV )2} + 4E′UV UE where E is the mean
vector of Y (or Y∗) and V is the covariance matrix—in the binary case, V is
a working covariance matrix. Under the null, UE is negligible, so we approx-
imate these quantities with es ≈ tr(UV ) and ψs ≈ 2tr {(UV )2}. Setting the
approximate versions of es and ψs equal to the mean and variance of a scaled
chi-squared, κsχ

2
νs
, results in a scaling factor of κs = ψs/(2es) and a degrees

of freedom of νs = 2e2s/ψs. The p-value for the test can be approximated by
finding Pr

[

χ2
νs
> Gs(Y)/κs

]

.

3.2 Functional Effects

We now extend the ZLS test to a functional effect. The null for this com-
ponent is H0 : γ(t) = 0 ∀ t ∈ T = {t : t = t1, . . . , tT}. We assume that the
functional effect is measured on a grid that can be equally spaced, although
it is not required to be. The test requires c(t) such that γ̂(t) = c(t)′Y for
some time point t ∈ T .

Proposition 3. Upon convergence of Algorithm 1, there exists a vector c(t)
such that γ̂(t) = c(t)′Y.

Proof. Let Σq(γ) denote the converged covariance matrix for the smoothed
functional effect γ resulting from Algorithm 1. That is, Σq(γ) is the principal
submatrix of Σ

q(θ)
that corresponds to γ. Upon convergence, the quantity

c(t) =

(

ae+
N
2

B
q(σ2

e )

)

Σq(γ)WΘ is a vector such that γ̂(t) = c(t)′Y.

Similar to the Gaussian case, the test in the binary setting requires a
vector c(t) such that γ̂(t) = c(t)′Y∗ where Y∗ is from the working model.

Proposition 4. Upon convergence of Algorithm 2, there exists a vector c(t)
such that γ̂(t) = c(t)′Y∗.
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Proof. Let Σq(γ) denote the converged covariance matrix for the smoothed
functional effect γ resulting from Algorithm 2. Thus, Σq(γ) is the principal
submatrix of Σ

q(θ)
that corresponds to γ. Upon convergence, the quantity

c(t) = Σq(γ)WΘ is a vector such that γ̂(t) = c(t)′Y∗.

The statistic for the functional effect requires only slight alteration from
Equation 5:

G(Y) =

∫ tT

t1

Y′c(t)c(t)′Ydt = Y′QY,

where Q =
∫ tT

t1
c(t)c(t)′dt. A similar approximation to that used for the

smoothed effect results in the p-value having the form Pr
[

χ2
νγ
> Gγ(Y)/κγ

]

where κγ = ψγ/(2eγ) and a degrees of freedom of νγ = 2e2γ/ψγ . Once again,
when the outcome is binary, we replace Y with Y∗ in the formulation of
the statistic. Under H0, the approximations to the mean and variance are
eγ ≈ tr(QV ) and ψγ ≈ 2tr {(QV )2} where V is the covariance of Y or
working covariance of Y∗, depending on the outcome type.

4 Empirical Study

To evaluate the tests proposed in Section 3, we consider testing a single
smoothed effect or functional effect at a time. For smoothed effects, we
generate models of the form

yi = α + s(zi) + ǫi and y
∗

i = α+ s(zi) + ǫi.

In the functional case, we generate models using

yi = α +

∫

t∈T

wi(t)γ(t)dt + ǫi and

y∗i = α +

∫

t∈T

wi(t)γ(t)dt + ǫi.

Under both, ǫi
iid
∼ N(0, 1) and y∗i is the latent variable from the binary model

in Equation (3). We examine type I error and power for sample sizes of
N = 50, 100, and 200.
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Under both outcome types, the functional form of s() is based on either
the negated cdf of a standard normal to give a decreasing sigmoidal effect, Φ,
or the pdf of a gamma distribution with both parameters set to 2, Γ, which
produces a non-central, skewed peak. Thus,

s(zi) = −Φ

(

zi − 0.5

0.5

)

or s(zi) =
22

Γ(2)
zie

−2zi.

Both “true” effect types were chosen to mimic the observed smoothed effects
in the lidar and ragweed data, respectively, which we analyze in Section 5.
When generating data using a true Φ curve, we take zi from a N(0, 1) and
when generating under the Γ curve, we take xi from a χ2

1.
The functional effects are either a two peak effect constructed by adding

two Gaussian pdfs together or a seasonal effect based on a sin curve. The
curves are then either

γ(t) =
1

4

√

100

2π
exp

{

−
100

2

(

t−
1

4

)2
}

+
1

8

√

100

2π
exp

{

−
100

2

(

t−
3

4

)2
}

or

γ(t) = sin {π (4t− 1)}

(

t+
1222

10000

)

.

The grid is taken to be on the unit interval, T = (0, 1), with equally spaced
points of size T = 50 or 100. To generate wi(t), we use a Gaussian process
centered at γ(t) with an auto-regressive 1 covariance structure and correlation
set to ρ = 0.5.

4.1 Type I Error

Type I error rates for the various settings and outcome types can be found
in Tables 1 and 2 and are based on 1000 simulated datasets. In general, the
choice of knots varies by effect type (smoothed or functional) and outcome
type (Gaussian or binary). For smoothed effects on Gaussian outcomes,
preliminary testing found that K = 8 knots worked well across all settings
and produced the well controlled type I error rates from Table 1. Under the
binary outcome, we found that K = 6 knots was preferable for controlling
type I error across most settings. Error rates tend to increase as N increases
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Table 1: Type I error for smoothed effect using the nominal α of 0.05. Ab-
breviations: Out. is for Outcome, Gauss. is for Gaussian, and Bin. is for
Binary.

Out. Curve
Sample Size

50 100 200

Gauss. Φ 0.019 0.035 0.050
Γ 0.027 0.031 0.045

Bin. Φ 0.004 0.022 0.058
Γ 0.007 0.020 0.031

and for the binary case can be quite small for the smallest N . Decreasing
K when N is small does give rates closer to nominal, which we study in
Section 4.3.

For the functional effects in Table 2, we observe a similar pattern to
the smoothed case. Type I error rates are smallest when N is small and
move toward nominal as N increases. Once again, when the outcome is
binary, we see the test is quite conservative for the two smaller sample sizes
of N = 50 and 100. Knot choice in the functional case also depends on
outcome type with L = 12 knots performing well in preliminary testing for
Gaussian outcomes and L = 9 performing well for binary outcomes across
all settings. Lowering L can improve type I error when the sample size is
smaller. We explore this further in Section 4.3.

4.2 Power

To evaluate power, we scale the curves s(zi) and γ(t) by a factor, ξ = 1, 3,
or 5. For the smoothed effects, consistent with the type I error evaluation,
we use K = 8 and 6 knots for Gaussian and binary models, respectively. For
the functional effects, we use L = 12 and 9 for Gaussian and binary models,
respectively. Tables 3 and 4 contain power for all settings except for the
binary model with a functional effect for N = 50 since this setting requires
fewer knots.

The tests for smoothed effects gains power as N increases, regardless of
outcome type (Table 3). For the same number of knots used to examine type
I error, power is lower when N is small but increases as ξ gets larger. The

18



Table 2: Type I error for functional effects using the nominal α of 0.05.
Abbreviations: Out. is for Outcome, Gauss. is for Gaussian, and Bin. is for
Binary.

Out. Curve T
Sample Size

50 100 200

Gauss. Two Peak 50 0.029 0.042 0.052
100 0.049 0.054 0.051

Seas. 50 0.029 0.042 0.052
100 0.049 0.054 0.051

Bin. Two Peak 50 0.009 0.016 0.048
100 0.005 0.012 0.055

Seas. 50 0.009 0.016 0.048
100 0.005 0.012 0.055

Table 3: Power for smoothed effects using the nominal α of 0.05. Abbrevia-
tions: Out. is for Outcome, Gauss. is for Gaussian, and Bin. is for Binary.

Out. Curve N
ξ

1 3 5

Gauss. Φ 50 0.092 0.962 1.000
100 0.456 1.000 1.000
200 0.624 1.000 1.000

Γ 50 0.060 0.692 0.998
100 0.170 0.986 1.000
200 0.336 1.000 1.000

Bin. Φ 50 0.018 0.152 0.256
100 0.103 0.516 0.672
200 0.309 0.862 0.938

Γ 50 0.032 0.262 0.386
100 0.120 0.568 0.716
200 0.278 0.848 0.954
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Table 4: Power for functional effects using the nominal α of 0.05 when T = 50.
Abbreviations: Out. is for Outcome, Gauss. is for Gaussian, and Bin. is for
Binary.

Out. Curve N
ξ

1 3 5

Gauss. Two Peak 50 1.000 1.000 1.000
100 1.000 1.000 1.000
200 1.000 1.000 1.000

Seas. 50 0.998 1.000 1.000
100 1.000 1.000 1.000
200 1.000 1.000 1.000

Bin. Two Peak 100 0.160 0.996 1.000
200 0.874 1.000 1.000

Seas. 100 0.100 0.912 0.996
200 0.608 1.000 1.000

tests tend to perform better in the Gaussian case when testing smoothed
effects, although for large N the binary model achieves reasonable levels of
power. Power is similar between the two curve types.

For functional effects, we see that power increases quickly as ξ increases,
regardless of outcome type (Table 4). As with the smoothed case, power
improves as N increases as well. The curve type does not have much of
an impact on power for larger values of ξ. The Gaussian case in particular
achieves a high level of power quite quickly. Missing from Table 4 is the power
under the N = 50 case for the binary outcome. The number of knots that
generally gave good type I error, L = 9, is too large for the smaller sample
case when evaluating power. Thus, we defer an exploration of this setting
to Section 4.3. Table 4 displays power when T = 50. We also evaluated the
T = 100 case and found good power for Gaussian outcomes under all N and
the binary outcomes when N = 100 and 200. Results from that simulation
are in Section 1 of the Supplementary Material.
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Table 5: Power for binary models using the nominal α = 0.05 when N = 50.
Functional effects were generated under the T = 50 setting. Abbreviations:
Smo. is for smoothed, Func. is for functional, and Kn. is for knots—K for
smoothed effects, L for functional effects.

Effect Curve Kn.
ξ

0 1 3 5

Smo. Φ 4 0.037 0.210 0.686 0.832
5 0.004 0.022 0.152 0.256

Γ 4 0.018 0.152 0.582 0.774
5 0.007 0.032 0.262 0.386

Func. DN 6 0.034 0.344 0.994 1.000
7 0.017 0.166 0.914 0.920

Seas. 6 0.034 0.144 0.854 0.982
7 0.017 0.048 0.278 0.406

4.3 Small Sample Binary Model

When the outcome is binary and N = 50, Tables 1 and 2 suggest a very
conservative test. Our power evaluation reflects this conservatism in the
smoothed case. For functional effects, we omit the results under L = 9 knots
due to model instability. As we now demonstrate, the binary case is sensitive
to not only the sample size but the number of knots. When N = 50, lowering
L for functional effects or K for smoothed effects will improve the type I error
rate and power.

Table 5 contains type I error and power for both smoothed and functional
effects when the outcome is binary and the sample size is smaller. We consider
K = 4 and 5 knots in the smoothed case and L = 6 and 7 knots in the
functional cases. Type I error is the table value when ξ = 0, otherwise the
power evaluation is the same as in Tables 3 and 4. All testing is performed
at the α = 0.05 level.

When the sample size is small, the test obtains closer to nominal type
I error with smaller numbers of knots: K = 4 for smoothed effects and
K = 6 knots for functional effects. The test is still conservative, but less
so when compared to the results from Tables 1 and 2. The power gain is
noticeable, particularly for the functional effects where L = 6 knots achieves
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Table 6: ZLS test results for the data illustrations. All tests are performed
at the α = 0.05 level. Abbreviations: Rag. denotes ragweed, Stront. denotes
strontium, DiS denotes day-in-season.

Data N Variable χ2 (ν) p-value

Lidar 221 s(rangei) 6.77 (1.32) 0.015

Rag. 335 s1(DiSi) 35.7 (1.73) < 0.001
s2(tempi) 1.49 (1.19) 0.271

Stront. 106 s(agei) 3.19 (1.29) 0.106

Flight 26 ∆SaO2i(t) 0.56 (1.41) 0.601

DTI 99 CCAi(t) 9.02 (2.56) 0.020

power when N = 50 similar to what we observe for larger values of N . This
is under the T = 50 case. As T increases, however, more knots are needed.
When T = 100, for example, L = 7 knots produces a closer to nominal type
I error while L = 6 knots can result in inflated type I error—see Section 1 of
the Supplementary Material for additional details.

The number of knots we use in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 work in general for
most problems. But as can be seen from Table 5 as well as the additional
results in the Supplementary Material, care must be taken when selecting
the number of knots for binary outcome models with smaller sample sizes.

5 Data Illustrations

We demonstrate the use of the variational ZLS test in five data settings that
cover a wide spectrum of substantive fields. We consider three smoothed
estimation problems and two scalar-on-function regression problems. Two
of the five datasets have binary outcomes while the rest have Gaussian
outcomes. Test results are in Table 6 and some graphical results are pro-
vided below. Additional graphical results are in the Supplementary Mate-
rial, including graphs of the changes in the ELBO for each model. Code
to implement our models is available for download as an R package from
https://github.com/markjmeyer/fitVAM.
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Figure 3: Estimated semiparametric curve, ŝ(rangei), for the lidar data
model.

5.1 Smoothing Problems

5.1.1 Lidar Data

The lidar data is a classic illustration of semiparametric regression used by
Ruppert et al. [2003] to illustrate the concept. It features 221 observations
from a light detection and ranging experiment measuring the log of the ratio
of light received from two laser sources. The predictor of interest in this
example is the distance travelled before the light is reflected back to its
source. The data comes from a text on spectroscopic techniques [Sigrist,
1994] and is available in the R package SemiPar [Wand, 2018]. We fit the
model

log(ratioi) = α + s(rangei) + ǫi,

where ǫi ∼ N(0, σ2), using Algorithm 1 and use the variational ZLS test from
Section 3 to perform a test of the null hypothesis H0 : s(rangei) = 0 for all
values of rangei.

The results of the test are in Table 6. The estimated curve is in Figure 3.
Given the smoothed effect and Gaussian outcome, we use K = 8 knots in
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Figure 4: Estimated semiparametric curve, ŝ1(DiSi), for the ragweed data
model.

modeling. The resulting curve captures the nature of the relationship in
the data quite well, Figure 3. Based on the ZLS test results in Table 6,
there appears to be a significant association between range and log-ratio
(χ2

1.32 = 6.77, p = 0.015).

5.1.2 Ragweed Data

Stark et al. [1997] describe determinants of ragweed levels for 335 days in
the city of Kalamazoo, Michigan, USA. Included in the data are the day
in the current ragweed pollen season the measurement was taken on and
temperature, among others. The former variable gives a sense of how far
along in the pollen, i.e. allergy, season the measurement was taken. The
data is available in the R package SemiPar [Wand, 2018]. We jointly estimate
smoothed effects for both variables predicting the square root of ragweed
levels:

√

ragweedi = α + s1(DiSi) + s2(temp.i) + ǫi,

where ǫi ∼ N(0, σ2), DiS denotes day in season, and temp. denotes temper-
ature. Estimation is performed using Algorithm 1 on K = 8 knots and we
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Figure 5: Estimated semiparametric curve, ŝ1(agei), for the ragweed data
model.

test both the null of H0 : s(DiSi) = 0 and H0 : s(temp.i) = 0.
Table 6 displays the results of the variational ZLS test while Figure 4

contains the estimated curve for day in season, i.e. ŝ1(DiSi). The graph
of the estimated effect of temperature is in the Supplementary Material.
Even in the presence of temperature, day in season is a highly significant
predictor of the ragweed level at the nominal α level (χ2

1.73 = 35.7, p < 0.001).
Temperature, on the other hand, is not a significant predictor. If we fit the
model with temperature alone, we find moderate significance at the α = 0.05
level (χ2

1.11 = 4.69, p = 0.036).

5.1.3 Strontium Data

We now examine a binary outcome model from a study of fossils looking
at the ratios of strontium isotopes from mid-cretaceous deep-sea sections
[Bralower et al., 1997]. The study examined the ratio of two strontium iso-
topes in relation to the age (in millions of years) of the sample. We discretize
the outcome to below median strontium ratio (coded as 0) versus above me-
dian strontium ratio (coded as 1) and analyze the effect of age using the
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latent model

y∗i = α + s(agei) + ǫ∗i ,

where ǫ∗i ∼ N(0, 1).
We obtain estimates via Algorithm 2 on K = 6 knots and perform the

ZLS to test the null that H0 : s(agei) = 0 at the nominal level. The results of
the test are in Table 6 while the estimated curve is in Figure 5. While we do
not find evidence of a statistically significant relationship between the ratios
of strontium isotopes and the age of the sample (χ2

1.29 = 3.19, p = 0.106),
the estimated curve fits the discretized data quite well.

5.2 Functional Problems

5.2.1 Flight Health Data

Meyer et al. [2019] describes a study of the impact of exposure to altitude in
commercial flight on in-flight markers of heart health finding that exposure
to altitude negatively impacts some markers, including heart rate. Using
this data, we examine the impact of exposure to altitude for 310 minutes on
post-flight heart rate. Exposure to altitudes in commercial flights is known
to decrease blood oxygen saturation SaO2. We use five-minute SaO2 mea-
surements to examine post-flight heart rate. The study was a cross-over
design with patients having one dat at altitude and one day at sea level in
a hypobaric pressure chamber (the order of treatment arms was block ran-
domized). To account for the pairing, we pre-difference both the SaO2 curves
and post-experimental condition heart rate. The model is then

∆hri = α +

∫

t∈T

∆SaO2i(t)γ(t)dt+ ǫi,

where ǫi ∼ N(0, σ2), and ∆ denotes the change in the variable. For estima-
tion via Algorithm 1, we employ 12 knots. We performed the differencing by
taking active treatment (at altitude) minus placebo (at sea level). From ta-
ble 6, we lack evidence to suggest there is an association between changes in
blood oxygen level in flight on changes in heart rate post-flight, from altitude
to sea level (χ2

1.41 = 0.56, p = 0.601).
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5.2.2 DTI Data

Our last illustration looks at the impact of a diffusion tensor image fractional
anisotropy tract profiles from the corpus callosum on paced auditory serial
addition test (PASAT) scores in patients with multiple sclerosis. This data
has been considered as a functional data example by Goldsmith et al. [2011]
and Goldsmith et al. [2012], among others. We first discretize the PASAT
score to below median (coded as 0) and above median (coded as 1). Lower
PASAT scores are associated with cognitive impairment. This binary variable
serves as our outcome with the latent model

y∗i = α+

∫

t∈T

CCAi(t)γ(t)dt + ǫ∗i ,

where ǫ∗i ∼ N(0, 1) and CCA denotes the diffusion tensor image fractional
anisotropy tract profiles from the corpus callosum. Although the ZLS test
on variational binary functional models can be conservative for N = 100 (see
Table 2), we use L = 9 knots for this analysis. Table 6 displays the results
which suggests an association between the tract profiles and whether or not
the PASAT score was high or low (χ2

2.56 = 9.02, p = 0.020).

6 Discusion

As variational techniques gain popularity, additional methods will be required
to ensure that statistical inference can be confidently performed within the
framework. We show that for MFVB approximations to Gaussian and bi-
nary additive models, the CAVI algorithms admit forms that can be used to
implement a global test of a smoothed effect, upon convergence of the algo-
rithm. We further demonstrate that the penalized spline representation of
the functional effect in these additive models also admits a form via the CAVI
algorithm whereby one can construct a global test of a functional effect.

Our empirical evaluation demonstrates that the testing framework has
good Frequentist properties in terms of type I error rate and power. The
data illustrations show the test is applicable to a wide range of substantive
questions with sample sizes varying from 26 to 335. While the choice of
knots can impact type I error and power, particularly for the binary case, we
identify a set of reasonable choices for the number knots depending on the
outcome, effect type, sample size, and grid (in the functional case).
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Our work is applied to MFVB approximations for Gaussian and binary
additive models using the product density transformation. Other transfor-
mations may admit similar forms, for example the tangent transformation.
The work of Luts and Wand [2015], which examines semiparametric mod-
els for Poisson and negative binomially distributed outcomes, may also be
amenable. Recent work to improve variance estimation by Giordano et al.
[2018] could also present useable forms for ZLS-like tests. These other trans-
formations and approaches are of interest for future work to demonstrate the
applicability of the test within the broader variational framework.

Supplementary information

Further results from our empirical study and data illustrations are in the
Supplementary Material accompanying this manuscript.
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