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Abstract

Penalized and robust regression, especially when approached from a Bayesian per-
spective, can involve the problem of simulating a random variable z from a posterior
distribution that includes a term proportional to a sum of powers, ∥z∥qq, on the log scale.
However, many popular gradient-based methods for Markov Chain Monte Carlo simu-
lation from such posterior distributions use Hamiltonian Monte Carlo and accordingly
require conditions on the differentiability of the unnormalized posterior distribution
that do not hold when q ≤ 1 (Plummer, 2023). This is limiting; the setting where
q ≤ 1 includes widely used sparsity inducing penalized regression models and heavy
tailed robust regression models. In the special case where q = 1, a latent variable rep-
resentation that facilitates simulation from such a posterior distribution is well known.
However, the setting where q < 1 has not been treated as thoroughly. In this note, we
review the availability of a latent variable representation described in Devroye (2009),
show how it can be used to simulate from such posterior distributions when 0 < q < 2,
and demonstrate its utility in the context of estimating the parameters of a Bayesian
penalized regression model.
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1 Introduction

Consider the problem of simulating a length-n random variable z from a distribution with

density p(z) ∝ exp {−f(z)}. Modern methods, specifically gradient-based methods such as

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC), may either require or greatly benefit from the following:

(i) differentiability of f(z) and (ii) availability of a closed form expression for f(z) (Plummer,

2023; Štrumbelj et al., 2024). Letting g(z) refer to the part of f(z) that is differentiable and

partitioning z = (z1, z2) into two components z1 and z2 of length n1 and n2, a common

form of f(z) that violates (i) is given by

f (z) = g (z) + λ∥z2∥qq (1)

when q ≤ 1. This arises in many settings including robust and penalized regression (Poirier

et al., 1986; Butler et al., 1990; Frank and Friedman, 1993; Polson et al., 2014).

A well known way of addressing this problem in the case of q = 1 is to leverage the scale

mixture representation of the density proportional to exp{−λ∥z2∥1} (West, 1987; Park and

Casella, 2008; Hans, 2009; Ding and Blitzstein, 2018). Specifically, when z2 has a density

proportional to exp{−λ∥z2∥1}, we can equivalently write that z2i|vi ∼ normal(0, vi/λ) where

vi ∼ exponential(1/2). Accordingly, we can simulate z according to the density proportional

to exp{−g (z)− λ∥z2∥1} by simulating z and v according to the density proportional to

exp

{
−g (z)− 1

2
(1′log (v))− λ

2

(
z′
2diag {v}

−1 z2

)
− 1

2
(1′v)

}
.

This is helpful because (1′log(v))/2+λ(z′
2diag{v}−1z2)/2+ (1′v)/2 is a differentiable func-

tion of z2 and v. This representation has been used extensively for Bayesian computation

(Park and Casella, 2008; Hans, 2009).

When q ̸= 1 and when z2 has a density proportional to exp{−λ∥z2∥qq}, the equivalent

normal scale mixture representation is z2i|vi ∼ normal(0, vi/λ
2/q) where vi are indepen-

dent and polynomially tilted positive α-stable distribution with index of stability α = q/2

(West, 1987). An analogous approach simulates z according to the density proportional to
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exp{−g(z)− λ∥z2∥qq)} by simulating z and v according to the density proportional to

exp

{
−g (z)− 1

2
(1′log (v))− λ

2
q

2

(
z′
2diag {v}

−1 z2

)
− 1′h (v; q)

}
,

where h(v; q) is a function that does not have a closed form expression (Polson et al., 2014).

This can be resolved by further recognizing the distribution of the scales vi as a rate

mixtures of generalized gamma random variables (Devroye, 2009). We can write polynomi-

ally titled positive α-stable vi as equal in distribution to a transformation of gamma and

Zolotarev distributed random variables ξi > 0 and 0 < δi < π,

vi
d
=

1

2

(
ξ

2−q
q

i sin
((q

2

)
δi

)−1

sin

((
2− q

2

)
δi

) q−2
q

sin (δi)
2
q

)
,

ξi
i.i.d.∼ gamma

(
shape =

2 + q

2q
, rate = 1

)
and

p (δi|q) =

Γ
(
1 + 1

2

)
Γ
(

1
2
+ 1

q

)
πΓ
(
1 + 1

q

)
 sin

((q
2

)
δi

)− 1
2
sin

((
2− q

2

)
δi

) q−2
2q

sin (δi)
1
q .

This implies that we can simulate z according to the density proportional to exp{−g(z) −
λ∥z2∥qq} by simulating z, ξ, and δ according to the density proportional to

exp

{
−g (z)− λ

2
q

(
1′

(
ξ

q−2
q ◦ sin

((q
2

)
δ
)
◦ sin

((
2− q

2

)
δ

) 2−q
q

◦ sin (δ)−
2
q ◦ z2

2

))
− 1′ξ

}
, (2)

where ‘◦’ refers to the elementwise Hadamard product and sin (·) and (·)a are applied ele-

mentwise. This is differentiable with respect to z, ξ, and δ. A derivation which includes the

normalizing constant C(q, λ) =
∫
exp{−λ∥zq∥qq}dz2 is provided in an Appendix.

In some situations, alternative “non-centered” parametrization may be preferable (Be-

tancourt and Girolami, 2015). We can simulate z according to the density proportional to

exp{−g(z) − λ∥z2∥qq} by simulating z1, w, ξ, and δ according to the density proportional
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to

exp { − g

((
z1, 2

− 1
2λ− 1

q

(
ξ

2−q
2q ◦ sin

((q
2

)
δ
)− 1

2 ◦ sin
((

2− q

2

)
δ

) q−2
2q

◦ sin (δ)
1
q ◦w

)))
+ (3)

−
(
1

2

)
w′w +

(
2− q

2q

)
1′log (ξ)− 1′ξ +

(
q − 2

2q

)
1′log

(
sin

((
2− q

2

)
δ

))
+

−
(
1

2

)
1′log

(
sin
((q

2

)
δ
))

+

(
1

q

)
1′log (sin (δ))

}
,

and setting z2 = 2−1/2λ−1/q(ξ
2−q
2q ◦ sin(qδ/2)−1/2 ◦ sin((2 − q)δ/2)(q−2)/(2q) ◦ sin(δ)1/q ◦ w).

Analogously, this is differentiable with respect to z1, w, ξ, and δ. As before, derivation

which includes the normalizing constant is provided in an Appendix.

2 Demonstration

We demonstrate the use of these representations for simulation of regression coefficients z2

under a penalized regression model relating an m × 1 response y to an m × n2 matrix of

covariates X via unknown parameters θ = (σ2, λ, q),

y = Xz2 + e, p (z2) ∝ exp
{
−λ∥z2∥qq

}
, e ∼ normal

(
0, σ2Im

)
, (4)

where Im refers to an m × m identity matrix. When θ is fixed, the penalized regression

model (4) has g (z) = −∥y −Xz2∥22/(2σ2) and z = z2.

We consider two datasets that are frequently used in the relevant literature, which we re-

fer to as the prostate and glucose data, respectively. Because the performance of algorithms

for simulating from simulating a random variable is known to depend on the dimension of

the random variable, the two datasets are chosen to exemplify simulation of a relatively low

dimensional random variable, with dimension n2 = 8, and a relatively high dimensional ran-

dom variable, with dimension n2 = 72. The prostate data has appeared in Tibshirani (1996)

and contains measurements of log prostate specific antigen and n2 = 8 clinical measures asso-

ciated with prostate cancer progression for m = 97 subjects. The glucose data has appeared

in Priami and Morine (2015) and contains measurements of blood glucose concentration and

4



n2 = 72 metabolite measurements and health indicators for m = 68 subjects.

We consider 9 values of θ = (σ2, λ, q) to compare the performance of methods for sim-

ulating from the posterior distribution of z2, denoted by θ(1), . . . ,θ(9). We estimate some

components of each θ(k) from the data and systematically vary others. We obtain estimates

σ̂2 and τ̂ 2 of the noise variance and the variance of the regression coefficients z2 by minimizing

log
(∣∣XX ′τ 2 + Iσ2

∣∣) /2 + y′ (XX ′τ 2 + Iσ2
)−1

y

with respect to σ2 and τ 2. We set θ
(k)
1 = σ̂2, θ

(k)
2 = (Γ(3/θ

(k)
3 )/(τ̂ 2Γ(1/θ

(k)
3 )))θ

(k)/2, and

θ
(k)
3 = 2k/10, which fixes the prior variance of z2 to τ̂ 2 as in (Griffin and Hoff, 2020).

For each θ(k), we simulate from the posterior distribution of z2 under the model described

by Equation (4) using STAN without changing the default settings (Carpenter et al., 2017).

We compare posterior simulation using Representation (2) which we refer to as the centered

parametrization, posterior simulation using Representation 3 which we refer to as the non-

centered parametrization, and posterior simulation directly from (1) which we refer to as the

naive parametrization. For each, we obtain 10 chains. Each chain simulates 1,000 burn-in

(warmup) iterations followed by 1,000 draws which are retained. Starting values for z2 are

shared across methods, i.e. the first chain for all three posterior simulation methods for the

same data and parameters θ(k) shares the same starting value for z2.

First, we compare estimates of the posterior mean of the log unnormalized posterior

Ê[∥y−Xz2∥22/(2σ2)+λ∥z2∥qq|y] based on the 1,000 simulated values retained after burn-in

for each chain. These are shown in the first column of Figure 1. Parametrizations that

correspond to better simulation from the posterior are expected to produce estimates that

are less variable across chains. All three parametrizations produce estimates that are very

consistent across chains when q ≥ 0.8. When q < 0.8 and n2 is relatively small, the naive

and centered parametrizations (1) and (2) produce more variable estimates of the log un-

normalized posterior across chains, moreso for smaller values of q. When q < 0.8 and n2

is relatively large, the naive and centered parametrizations (1) and (2) not only produce
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Figure 1: Estimated posterior mean log unnormalized posterior Ê[∥y − Xz2∥22/(2σ2) +
λ∥z2∥qq|y], minimum effective sample size over all simulated parameters across 1,000 draws
per chain after burn-in, and total time elapsed per chain for the centered parametrization (2),
the non-centered parametrization 3, and the naive parametrization (1) computed from the
prostate and glucose datasets.

more variable estimates of the log unnormalized posterior across chains for some values of q

but also produce very different estimates of the log unnormalized posterior for others when

different parametrizations are used.

The second column shows minimum effective sample sizes based on the 1,000 simu-

lated values retained after burn-in for each chain. It suggests that the naive and centered

parametrizations (1) and (2) tend to provide smaller effective sample sizes and poorer sim-

ulation from the posterior when q ≤ 0.8. The performance of the naive and centered

parametrizations (1) and (2) deteriorates as q decreases, regardless of the dimension. In

particular, the minimum effective sample sizes are nearly zero when the naive or centered

parametrization (1) or (2) are used. This indicates that the discordant estimates of the log

unnormalized posterior across parametrizations observed for q = 0.2 and n2 = 64 reflect
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that the estimates produced by the naive and centered parametrizations (1) and (2) are

incorrect, despite being precise. Unsurprisingly, we observe that the naive parametrization

(1) tends to outperform the others when q > 1, moreso as q increases and moreso when the

dimension n2 is greater. Interestingly, when n2 = 8, the naive parametrization (1) performs

competitively for q = 0.8 and tends to perform best when q = 1. This is not the case when

the dimension n2 is larger, and suggesting that simulating from a log posterior that is not

differentiable using the naive parametrization (1) may be more feasible when the dimension

is smaller and/or when the differentiable part g (z) of the unnormalized log posterior f (z)

dominates more.

Last, the third column of Figure 1 shows that larger effective sample sizes are not costly to

obtain in terms of computation time; the parametrizations that produce the largest minimum

effective sample sizes tend to have the fastest run times. The results shown in Figure 1 for

q > 1 also highlight the cost of introducing 2 × n2 additional auxiliary random variables.

This adds both time and reduces efficiency, as posterior simulation with auxiliary random

variables tends to take longer and produce lower effective sample sizes given the same number

of simulated values.

Figure 2 helps us better understand what is happening when q = 0.2 for both datasets

by showing kernel density estimates of the unnormalized log posterior ∥y −Xz2∥22/(2σ2) +

λ∥z2∥qq computed using the 1,000 simulated values of z2 retained after burn-in for each chain.

Based on the high effective sample sizes and consistency across chains of the non-centered

parametrization (3) observed in Figure 1, we treat the kernel density estimates obtained

by using the non-centered parametrization (3) as a benchmark or gold standard for both

datasets. This is further supported by the similarity of kernel density estimates obtained

from using the non-centered parametrization (3) across chains. When the dimension n2 is

relatively small, we see that all kernel density estimates share similar supports. However,

the chains obtained using the naive parametrization (1) are very heterogenous, with distinct

modes and shapes which are not consistent with the kernel density estimates obtained from
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Figure 2: Kernel density estimates of the posterior density of the log unnormalized posterior
y − Xz2∥22/(2σ2) + λ∥z2∥qq across chains for q = 0.2 based on 1,000 draws per chain after
burn-in for the centered parametrization (2), the non-centered parametrization 3, and the
naive parametrization (1) computed from the prostate and glucose datasets.

the non-centered parametrization (3). In contrast, the majority of chains obtained using

centered parametrization (2) are consistent with the results obtained by using the non-

centered parametrization (2), but one chain appears to get stuck at another incorrect mode.

When the dimension of z2 is relatively large, the naive and centered parametrizations (1)

and (2) do not share the same support as the non-centered parametrization (3). Both appear

to get stuck far from the mode of the posterior distribution of ∥y −Xz2∥22/(2σ2) + λ∥z2∥qq.

Last, we examine divergent transitions after burn-in, which indicate numerical instabil-

ity associated with draws from the posterior that can be interpreted as evidence of poor

simulation performance (Carpenter et al., 2017). Divergences are prevalent for the centered

parametrization (2), especially when q is small or the dimension of z2 is large. This is con-

sistent with the performance of centered parametrizations in other settings (Betancourt and
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Girolami, 2015). Interestingly, the naive parametrization (1) does not yield divergent tran-

sitions after warmup, even when it produces low effective sample sizes and poor estimates.

This highlights the need to exercise care when using gradient-based methods to simulate

from posterior distributions that are not differentiable.

3 Conclusion

In this note, we demonstrate the use of a latent variable representations of posterior distri-

butions for random z with densities proportional to exp
{
f (z) = g (z) + λ∥z2∥qq

}
. This is

of great value as it expands access to previously difficult to use models for users of STAN

(Carpenter et al., 2017), PyMC (Salvatier et al., 2016), and other software for Hamiltonian

Monte-Carlo based posterior simulation as described in Štrumbelj et al. (2024). This in-

cludes bridge penalized linear and generalized linear regression models, robust linear models

of the form

y = Xβ + z2, p (z2) ∝ exp
{
−λ∥z2∥qq

}
,

and models that use the structured shrinkage priors introduced Griffin and Hoff (2024).
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Appendix

Let

k (δi|q)
q−2
2q =

(
sin

(
qδi
2

)− q
q−2

sin

(
(2− q)δi

2

)
sin (δi)

2
q−2

) q−2
2q

= sin
((q

2

)
δi

)− 1
2
sin

((
2− q

2

)
δi

) q−2
2q

sin (δi)
1
q .

If p (z2) =
q

2Γ(1/q)λ−1/q exp
{
−λ ||z2||qq

}
, then
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p (z2|ξ) p (ξ|δ) p (δ) =
n2∏
j=1

π
(

ξi
k(δi|q)

) 2−q
q

λ
2
q


− 1

2

exp

−
z22jλ

2
q(

ξi
k(δi|q)

) 2−q
q


 1

Γ
(

2+q
2q

)


(ξi)
2+q
2q

−1 exp {−ξi}Γ
(
1 + 1

2

)
Γ
(

1
2
+ 1

q

)
πΓ
(
1 + 1

q

)
 k (δi|q)

q−2
2q

=

n2∏
j=1

(
1

2π

) qλ
1
q

Γ
(

1
q

)
×

exp

{
−ξi − λ

2
q z22jξ

q−2
q

i sin
((q

2

)
δi

)−1

sin

((
2− q

2

)
δi

) q−2
q

sin (δi)
2
q

}
,

where Γ(1 + 1/q) = Γ(1/q)/q and Γ(3/2) = π1/2/2 follow from properties of the gamma

function as described in Abramowitz and Stegun.

An alternative, set z2 =

(
ξ
2−q
2q

√
2λ

1
q k(δ|q)

2−q
2q

)
w and simulate from:

p (w2|ξ) p (ξ|δ) p (δ) =
n2∏
j=1

(2π)−
1
2 exp

{
−
w2

j

2

} 1

Γ
(

2+q
2q

)


ξ
2+q
2q

−1

i exp {−ξi}Γ
(
1 + 1

2

)
Γ
(

1
2
+ 1

q

)
πΓ
(
1 + 1

q

)
 k (δi|q)

q−2
2q

=

n2∏
j=1

(
1

2
3
2π

) q

Γ
(

1
q

)
 exp

{
−
w2

j

2

}

ξ
2−q
2q

i exp {−ξi} sin
((q

2

)
δi

)− 1
2
sin

((
2− q

2

)
δi

) q−2
2q

sin (δi)
1
q

where Γ(1 + 1/q) = Γ(1/q)/q and Γ(3/2) = π1/2/2 follow from properties of the gamma

function as described in Abramowitz and Stegun.
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