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Abstract

Normalizing Flows (NFs) are powerful and efficient models for density estima-
tion. When modeling densities on manifolds, NFs can be generalized to injective
flows but the Jacobian determinant becomes computationally prohibitive. Current
approaches either consider bounds on the log-likelihood or rely on some approx-
imations of the Jacobian determinant. In contrast, we propose injective flows
for parametric hypersurfaces and show that for such manifolds we can compute
the Jacobian determinant exactly and efficiently, with the same cost as NFs. Fur-
thermore, we show that for the subclass of star-like manifolds we can extend the
proposed framework to always allow for a Cartesian representation of the density.
We showcase the relevance of modeling densities on hypersurfaces in two settings.
Firstly, we introduce a novel Objective Bayesian approach to penalized likelihood
models by interpreting level-sets of the penalty as star-like manifolds. Secondly, we
consider Bayesian mixture models and introduce a general method for variational
inference by defining the posterior of mixture weights on the probability simplex.

1 Introduction

Normalizing Flows (NFs) are flexible and efficient models that allow to accurately estimate arbitrary
probability distributions. The key idea is to transform a simple distribution into a complicated one
through a series of bijective transformations. However, in many applications we either know that
the target density lives on a certain manifold or we assume that the data was generated from some
lower dimensional manifold [Cayton, 2005]. In both cases we need an injective transformation
that inflates the dimensionality of the space. Unfortunately, the computation of the transformed
density involves an expensive Jacobian determinant term, which makes the model computationally
prohibitive. In practice, most work either consider trivial manifolds like spheres and tori [Gemici
et al., 2016, Rezende et al., 2020] or approximate the Jacobian determinant term [Kumar et al., 2020,
Caterini et al., 2021, Sorrenson et al., 2024], often with high variance estimators.

In this work, we propose injective flows for a general class of manifolds termed parametric hy-
persurfaces. Such manifolds can be parameterized by an injective transformation that inflates the
dimensionality by one. We show that for such injective flows we can exactly and efficiently compute
the Jacobian determinant term, with the same computational cost as NFs. For a subclass of hypersur-
faces, termed star-like manifolds, we show that we can extend the proposed approach to always allow
for a Cartesian representation of the density on the manifold.

Parametric hypersurfaces are relevant in variational inference settings where we are interested in
learning a probability distribution subject to additional constraints. We showcase two examples for
widely used Bayesian models which hint at the generality of our approach. First, we introduce a novel
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Objective Bayesian approach to penalized likelihood methods. In this case the star-like manifold
defines a level-set of the penalty constraint. Second, we consider Bayesian mixture models and
introduce a general framework for variational inference on the mixture weights posterior. Here we
constrain the posterior on the simplex, such that mixture weights always sum up to one.

We summarize the contributions of the present work as follows:

• We propose injective flows for parametric hypersurfaces and show that we can exactly and
efficiently compute the associated Jacobian determinant.

• We further show that for star-like manifolds the proposed framework can be extended to
allow for a Cartesian representation of the density on the manifold. Relevantly, the resulting
Jacobian determinant can still be computed exactly and efficiently.

• We showcase the relevance of the proposed framework in two settings. First, we introduce a
novel Objective Bayesian approach to penalized likelihood methods. Second, we introduce a
general framework for posterior inference on mixture weights in Bayesian mixture models.

2 Preliminaries

Density and Jacobian determinant for bijective functions Let x be a d-dimensional random
variable with unknown distribution px(x) and let z be a d-dimensional random variable with known
base distribution pz(z). The key idea of NFs is to model the unknown distribution px(x) through
a transformation T : Rd 7→ Rd such that x = T (z). If T is a diffeomorphism, i.e. differentiable
bijection with differentiable inverse T −1, the change of variable formula [Rudin, 1987] allows to
express px(x) solely in terms of the base distribution pz(z) and T : px(x) = pz(z) |det JT (z)|−1,
where JT is the Jacobian of the transformation T . Therefore, the trade-off consists of implementing
bijections with tractable det JT which are still flexible enough to approximate any well-behaved
distribution. One key idea is to exploit the property that, given a set of bijections {T (i)}ki=1, their
composition T = T (k) ◦ · · · ◦ T (1) is still a bijection. Since for bijections the Jacobian is a square
matrix, the determinant of a composition of bijections factorizes as the product of the determinant of
the individual bijections. Overall, NFs are built as

px(x) = pz(z) |det JT (z)|−1 with det JT (z) =

k∏
i=1

det JT (i)(ui−1) (1)

where ui−1 = T (i−1)(ui−2)◦ · · · ◦T (1)(z) and u0 = z. Crucially, this property allows to efficiently
model an expressive bijection T by stacking simple bijective layers T (i) with tractable (analytical)
Jacobian determinant. Typically, the Jacobian determinant of the individual bijections is made
tractable by designing bijections with a triangular Jacobian, such that the determinant is simply given
by the product of the diagonal entries.

Density and Jacobian determinant for injective functions NFs are limited by the use of bijec-
tions, which prevents modeling densities on lower dimensional manifolds. In such cases the target
distribution lives on a m-dimensional manifoldM embedded in a d-dimensional Euclidean space
M ⊂ Rd, where m < d. In order to constrain px(x) to live on the manifoldM, we rather need
an injective transformation that inflates the dimensionality T m→d : Rm 7→ Rd. The transformed
probability distribution px(x) can still be computed with the (more general) formula for the Jacobian
determinant of injective transformations [Krantz and Parks, 2008] (Lemma 5.1.4):

px(x) = pz(z) |det JT m→d
(z)|−1 with det JT m→d

=

√
det

((
JT m→d

)T
JT m→d)

)
, (2)

where JT m→d(z) ∈ Rd×m is a rectangular matrix. Note that if m = d, JT is a square matrix so

det JT
T JT = det JT

T det JT =
(
det JT

)2
and Eq. (2) reduces to Eq. (1). Crucially, since JT m→d

is now rectangular, the Jacobian determinant can not be decomposed as the product of stacked
transformations anymore, which is a crucial property of bijective flows with square Jacobian (see
Eq. (1)). As a consequence, we need to explicitly compute the matrix product JT

T m→d
JT m→d

and
then its determinant, which results in a time complexity that is O(m3). This makes injective flows
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Figure 1: Architecture of proposed injective flows for parametric hypersurfaces, see Theorem 1

computationally prohibitive in high dimensional settings. We could make the injective transformation
lightweight and stack expressive bijective layers before and after the injective step. However, the
Jacobian determinant would still require cubic complexity. To see this, consider the transformation
T = T d ◦ T m→d ◦ T m, where T m : Rm 7→ Rm and T d : Rd 7→ Rd are arbitrary bijections. The
Jacobian determinant of T factorizes as follows:

det JT = det JT m

√
det

((
JT d

JT m→d

)T
JT d

JT m→d

)
. (3)

We refer to Appendix A.1 for a full derivation. Note that we can factorize only det JT m
, while the

Jacobian determinant of the bijections T d after the injective step cannot be disentangled. We then
need to compute the Jacobian product JT d

JT m→d
and its determinant, which has cubic complexity.

3 Injective Flows for parametric hypersurfaces

We now present the two main results of the paper. Firstly, in Section 3.1 we propose injective flow to
model densities on parametric hypersurfaces and we show how to compute the Jacobian determinant
exactly and efficiently. Secondly, in Section 3.2 we consider the subset of star-like manifolds and
extend the proposed injective flows to allow for a Cartesian representation of the density on the
manifold. Also in this case the Jacobian determinant can be computed exactly and efficiently.

3.1 Injective flows for parametric hypersurfaces

Definition 1. We define a hypersurfaceM as a manifold of dimension d− 1 embedded in Rd. We
call the hypersurface parametric if it allows a global parameterization, i.e. if there exists an injective
function φ : z ∈ U ⊂ Rd−1 7→ R such that any x ∈ Rd onM can be described as x = [z, φ(z)]T .

Proposed injective flows parametric hypersurfaces We model the parametric hypersurfaceM
as T = Td+1 ◦ T d. T d : Rd 7→ Rd is an arbitrary bijection followed by an injective transformation
Td+1 : Rd 7→ Rd+1, which inflates the dimensionality by one (see Figure 1). Since the inflation to
the manifold happens as the last step of T , the determinant of the combined transformation T can
be decomposed as det JT = det JT d

det JTd+1
with det JTd+1

=
√

det
(
JT
Td+1

JTd+1

)
(see Eq. (3)).

Crucially, explicitly computing det JTd+1
would require O(d3) complexity. Instead, in Theorem 1

we show how to compute det JTd+1
analytically and efficiently in O(d). We refer to Appendix A.3

for the full proof. Since the Jacobian determinant of standard bijections det JT d
can be computed in

O(d2), the overall complexity of the proposed injective flow is O(d2).

Theorem 1. Let T d+1 : Rd 7→ Rd+1 be a transformation such that T d+1 : x 7→ [x, f(x)]T , where
f : Rd 7→ R is any differentiable function (see Figure 1). Then, T d+1 is injective and its Jacobian
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determinant is equal to

det JT d+1
=

√√√√1 +

d∑
i=1

(
∂f

∂xi

)2

. (4)

Relevantly, the Jacobian determinant can be computed efficiently in O(d).

Proof sketch. The injectivity of T d+1 can be easily seen by noting that x ̸= x′ =⇒ [x, f(x)] ̸=
[x′, f(x′)] independently of f . We can then use the Jacobian determinant formula for injective
transformations in Eq. (2). As a first step we consider the square matrix J̃T d+1

:= [JT d+1
,0d+1] ∈

Rd+1×d+1 and re-write the determinant in terms of the pseudo-determinant Det as

det JT d+1
=

√
det

(
JT
T d+1

JT d+1

)
=

√
Det

(
J̃T
T d+1

J̃T d+1

)
,

where the pseudo-determinant is defined as the product of all non-negative eigenvalues. The equality
follows from the fact that J̃T d+1

and JT d+1
have the same spectrum up to zero eigenvalues, so the

determinant and the pseudo-determinant coincide. The rest of the proof is based on the key observation
that J̃T d+1

has rank d or, equivalently, that its null space is one-dimensional. Let the adjugate adjA of
A ∈ Rd+1×d+1 be defined as A adjA = detAId+1. One key property is that if rankA = dimA−1,
then DetA = Tr(adjA) (Lemma 2). We can then rewrite the pseudo-determinant as

Det
(
J̃T
Td+1

J̃Td+1

)
= Tr

(
adj

(
J̃T
Td+1

J̃Td+1

))
= Tr

(
adj

(
J̃Td+1

)
adj

(
J̃T
Td+1

))
,

where we used that adj(AB) = adj(B) adj(A) for any square matrices. Since J̃Td+1
has rank d, its

right and left nullspaces are one dimensional. We can pick x ∈ Rd+1 | J̃Td+1
x = 0 to span the right

nullspace and y ∈ Rd+1 | J̃T
Td+1

y = 0 to span the left nullspace. In such cases Lemma 1 holds:

adj(J̃Td+1
) =

Det(J̃Td+1
)

yTx
xyT .

In our specific case y =
[
−∇f, 1

]T
and x = [0d, 1]

T so we obtain

Det
(
J̃T
Td+1

J̃Td+1

)
=

Det(J̃Td+1
)2

(yTx)2
Tr

(
(xyT )TxyT

)
= yT y = 1 +

d∑
i=1

(
∂f

∂xi

)2

,

where we used that Det(J̃Td+1
) = 1, yTx = 1 and xTx = 1. ■

In variational inference settings we assume the manifold to be known. However, by making the
injective transformation learnable we can extend the present framework to density estimation settings
where the underlying manifold is unknown but assumed to be d− 1 dimensional. As a side product,
we would obtain an explicit parametrization of the manifold.

3.2 Injective flows for star-like manifolds

Motivation The injective flows introduced in Section 3.1 describe points onM with the coordinate
system induced by the parametrization x = [z, φ(z)]T . If the target distribution (for variational
inference) or the data-points (for density estimation) are expressed in such a coordinate system, the
injective flows can be readily used. However, in some applications it is preferable to model the density
with the usual Cartesian coordinates. We now consider a subclass of parametric hypersurfaces called
star-like manifolds and extend the proposed framework to always allow for a Cartesian representation.
We first define a star-like manifold and note that it can always be parameterized with generalized
spherical coordinates. We then compose the injective flow with a spherical to Cartesian transformation.
Relevantly, we show that the Jacobian determinant of the whole transformation can still be computed
exactly and efficiently with the same time complexity of standard NFs.
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Definition 2. We define the d-spherical coordinate system as a generalization of the spherical
coordinate system for d-dimensional Euclidean spaces. Such coordinate system is defined with
d − 1 angles θ1, . . . , θd−1 and one radius r ∈ R>0, where θi ∈ [0, π] for i < d − 1 and θd−1 ∈
[0, 2π]. We further define a transformation Ts→c : xs 7→ xc that maps spherical coordinates
xs = [θ1, . . . , θd−1, r]

T to Cartesian coordinates xc = [x1, . . . , xd]
T as

x1 = r cos θ1
x2 = r sin θ1 cos θ2

...
xd−1 = r sin θ1 sin θ2 · · · sin θd−2 cos θd−1

xd = r sin θ1 sin θ2 · · · sin θd−2 sin θd−1

(5)

In the following we denote with Ud−1
θ × R>0 the domain of definition for d-spherical coordinate

system, where Ud−1
θ := [0, π]d−2 × [0, 2π].

Definition 3. We call a domain a star domain S if there exist one point s0 ∈ S such that, given any
other point s ∈ S in the domain, the line segment connecting s0 to s lies entirely in S . Furthermore,
we define star-like manifoldMS as the manifold defined by the boundary of a star domain.

Figure 2: 2D star-like manifold pa-
rameterized in spherical coordinates.

Parameterization of star-like manifolds in spherical coor-
dinates LetMS be a d− 1 dimensional star-like manifold
embedded in Rd. Then, we need d − 1 variables to iden-
tify any point x ∈ MS . In particular, we can parametrize
x = [θ, r(θ)]T with d − 1 spherical angles θ ∈ Ud−1

θ and
a suitable radius function r(θ). If we choose s0 as the ori-
gin of the spherical coordinate system, we can define the
radius as the line segment connecting x and s0. Crucially, by
definition of star-like manifolds, the segment intersects the
manifold only once, so the radius is uniquely defined. See
Figure 2 for a graphical representation. Star-like manifolds
are the most general class of manifolds that always allow
such parameterization.

Proposed injective flows for star-like manifolds We now exploit the spherical parametrization of
star-like manifolds to define an injective flow where the density is expressed in Cartesian coordinates.
The injective flow consists of three transformations T := Ts→c ◦ T r ◦ T θ (see Figure 3): (i) an
arbitrary diffeomorphism to d-spherical angles T θ : Rd−1 7→ Ud−1

θ , (ii) the injective transformation
that parameterizes the radius as a function of the angles T r : Rd−1 7→ Rd and (iii) the d-spherical
to Cartesian transformation Ts→c : Rd 7→ Rd. In practice, we can increase the flexibility of T θ by
stacking any bijective layers of choice, as shown in Figure 3. In Theorem 2 we show that the Jacobian
determinant of the full transformation can be computed analytically and efficiently in O(d2).

Theorem 2. Let T := Ts→c ◦ T r ◦ T θ as in Figure 3, where T θ : z ∈ Rd−1 7→ θ ∈ Ud−1
θ is any

diffeomorphism to d-spherical angles, T r : θ ∈ Ud−1
θ 7→ [θ, r(θ)] ∈ Ud−1

θ × R>0 a transformation
as in Theorem 1 with r : θ ∈ Ud−1

θ 7→ r ∈ R>0 being differentiable, and Ts→c : [θ, r(θ)]T ∈
Ud−1
θ × R>0 7→ x ∈ Rd the d-spherical to Cartesian transformation as in Definition 2.

Then, the Jacobian determinant of the full transformation T is equal to

det JT = det JT θ
det JTs→c

∥
(
JT
Ts→c

)−1
y∥F , (6)

where y :=
[
−∇θr(θ), 1

]T
and ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm. Relevantly, the Jacobian determinant

in Eq. (6) can still be computed efficiently in quadratic time.

Proof sketch. The proof is similar in nature to that of Theorem 1, except that the calculations now
involve the Jacobian of Ts→c as well. We show that can factor out det JTs→c

and that we are then
only left with the linear system

(
JT
Ts→c

)−1
y in Eq. (6). Naively solving the system would require

O(d3) complexity. Crucially, the matrix JT
Ts→c

is nearly triangular so we can make the system
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Figure 3: Architecture of the proposed injective flows for star-like manifolds, see Theorem 2.

triangular with one step of Gaussian elimination or, equivalently, we can compute the inverse with
the Sherman–Morrison formula. In both cases we can solve the resulting triangular system in O(d2).
Since det

(
JTs→c

)2
is known analytically (see Eq.(28)) and det JT θ

is the usual Jacobian determinant
for bijections, the Jacobian determinant of T can be computed efficiently in O(d2). ■

3.3 Limitations

The main limitation of the proposed injective flows is that they provide exact and efficient Jacobian
determinant for parametric hypersurfaces only. As we showcase, this class of manifolds is very
relevant for variational inference applications. However, in density estimation tasks the data is often
assumed to be generated from a much lower dimensional manifold. The present framework could be
used when the manifold is assumed to be d− 1 dimensional. As a side product, we would learn an
explicit parametrization of the learnt manifold as well. Lastly, the expressive power of the proposed
injective flows depends on the flexibility of the bijective layers. Despite state-of-the-art bijective
layers being extremely expressive [Perugachi-Diaz et al., 2021], Liao and He [2021] showed that the
number of modes that can be modeled is still limited.

4 Related work

Normalizing Flows Normalizing Flows (NFs) consist of a simple base distribution that is trans-
formed into a more complicated one through a series of bijective transformations. One can show
that such a construction allows to approximate any well-behaved distribution Papamakarios et al.
[2021]. In practice, the bijective transformation are implemented with neural networks that show
a trade-off between expressiveness and computational complexity. However, recently developed
bijective layers provide very efficient transformations that satisfy the universality property [Huang
et al., 2018, Durkan et al., 2019, Jaini et al., 2019]. For a comprehensive review of the different
bijective layers and for an extensive discussion about application of NFs we refer to Papamakarios
et al. [2021] and Kobyzev et al. [2021].

Variational Inference with NFs Due to the high expressive power and flexibility, NFs have
become popular in two scenarios. Given some observations, NFs are used as generative models to
first approximate the data generating distribution and to later sample new instances [Dinh et al., 2017,
Papamakarios et al., 2017]. In variational inference settings, NFs are used to approximate a given
unnormalized target distribution. Once trained, NFs allow to evaluate the (approximate) normalized
distribution and to draw samples from it [Rezende and Mohamed, 2015, Kingma et al., 2016]. This
setting is particularly useful in Bayesian inference [Louizos and Welling, 2017], where the goal is to
learn and sample from the posterior distribution given the (unnormalized) product of the prior and
likelihood. NFs have proven to be an attractive alternative to MCMC samplers [Negri et al., 2023]. In
this work we focus on Bayesian variational inference.
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Injective Flows on manifolds The computational bottleneck of injective flows is the evaluation of
Jacobian determinant term in Eq. (2). For some trivial manifolds like d-dimensional spheres and tori,
the Jacobian can be computed analytically [Gemici et al., 2016, Rezende et al., 2020]. However, this
is not the case for most applications. Some early work proposed to separately learn the manifold and
then learn the density on it, avoiding the computation of Jacobian determinant [Brehmer and Cranmer,
2020]. Unsurprisingly, Caterini et al. [2021] showed that this can have detrimental effects already
in simple low-dimensional settings. Therefore, most work on normalizing flows for manifolds is
focused on finding some tractable approximation to the Jacobian determinant. The most common one
is to employ the Hutchinson’s trace estimator [Mathieu and Nickel, 2020, Caterini et al., 2021, Flouris
and Konukoglu, 2023], which is characterized by high variance and it is actually biased if used to
estimate the log-determinant of the Jacobian [Kumar et al., 2020]. State-of-the-art work employs
surrogate log-likelihood loss and still approximate the Jacobian determinant [Sorrenson et al., 2024].

In contrast, we are the first to propose exact and computationally efficient injective flows for a wide
class of manifolds, namely parametric hypersurfaces.

5 Applications

We showcase the relevance of the proposed approach in two applications. In Section 5.1 we use
injective flows to define a novel Objective Bayes approach to penalized likelihood problems. In
Section 5.2 we introduce a general framework for variational inference in Bayesian mixture models,
where we constrain the posterior on the mixture weights on the probabilistic simplex by construction.

5.1 Objective Bayesian approach to penalized likelihood

Objective and subjective Bayes Bayesian inference is a powerful statistical method that requires
a likelihood term, which explains the observed data, and a prior, which quantifies our initial belief.
However, in many cases we might not have enough problem-specific knowledge to specify an
informative subjective prior. This led to the development of objective priors, which are designed to
be minimally informative. Some objective priors include Jeffreys rule [Jeffreys, 1961], reference
priors [Bernardo, 1979], and maximum entropy priors [Jaynes, 2003]. Given the vast literature on
objective priors [Berger, 2006], in this work we do not intend to discuss if objective priors should be
preferable. Instead, we provide a new framework to define objective priors in settings where only
subjective ones have been explored so far. One such setting is penalized likelihood problems.

Objective Bayes for penalized likelihood models Penalized likelihood methods are very popular
approaches for variable selection in high-dimensional settings. We assume a normal linear regression
model: y ∼Xβ+ ϵ with ϵ ∼ N (0, σ2In), where X ∈ Rn×d is the data matrix, y ∈ Rn the targets
and β ∈ Rd the regression coefficients. We then optimize the mean-squared error ∥y −Xβ∥22
subject to the (pseudo-) norm penalties ∥β∥pp with p > 0, which encourages sparsity for p ≤ 1. The
framework can be easily extended to more general penalties. Note that for p = 1 we recover the
LASSO penalty [Tibshirani, 1996] and for p = 2 the Ridge penalty. Tibshirani [1996] noted that
we can interpret such penalized likelihood in a Bayesian way by specifying a Gaussian likelihood
and a suitable prior. Park and Casella [2008] showed that with an independent Laplace prior the
Maximum a Posterior (MAP) estimate of the posterior coincides with the frequentist solution. The
above reasoning can be extended to any lp (pseudo-) norm ∥ · ∥p by using the generalized Gaussian
distribution as prior p(β|λ) ∝

∏
i exp{−λ|βi|p):

argmin
β∈Rp

1
2σ2 ∥y −Xβ∥22 + λ∥β∥pp = argmax

β∈Rp
N (Xβ, σ2In)︸ ︷︷ ︸

p(y|X,β)

∏
i exp{−λ|βi|p)︸ ︷︷ ︸

p(β|λ)

= β∗ . (7)

However, the generalized Gaussian is not the only prior for which Eq. (7) holds. Any monotonic
transformation h of p(β|λ)) results in the same contour lines of the penalty and hence in the
same MAP solution β∗ (for an appropriately rescaled λ). Therefore, the choice of h(p(β|λ)) is
subjective but, crucially, it influences the posterior distribution. We show this empirically on toy
data by considering the Laplace prior and two simple monotonic transformations: its square (“square
laplace”) and its square root (“root laplace”). In Figure 4 we can clearly see how the monotonic
transformation influences the posterior. We provide more details in Appendix A.6, where we
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10

square laplace laplace root laplace

Figure 4: 95% posterior C.I. for monotonically transformed subjective priors.

also show that the Laplace prior and its monotonic transformation converge to the same MAP (see
Figure 7). In contrast, we circumvent the choice of a subjective prior and propose a general framework
for designing objective priors for penalized likelihood methods.

Objective Bayesian penalized likelihood with injective flows All choices of subjective priors
in Eq. (7) enforce in the MAP limit the penalty ∥β∥pp as a soft constraint controlled by λ such that
∥β∥p ≤ k(λ). Our idea is to enforce the norm penalty as a hard constraint by defining the posterior
on the manifold ∥β∥p = k by construction. This way we do not require to explicitly specify a
subjective prior and we are implicitly assuming a uniform prior on the manifold ∥β∥p = k, which
otherwise would be very challenging to explicitly derive. We summarize the two approaches below:

Objective Bayes

p(y|X,β) = N (Xβ, σ2In)
posterior on manifold: ∥β∥p = k

←→
Subjective Bayes

p(y|X,β) = N (Xβ, σ2In)
prior: p(β|λ) ∝

∏
i exp{−λ|βi|p)

On top of resolving the ambiguity arising from the subjective choice of the prior, the proposed
objective prior is particularly useful for expressing the solution path directly as a function of the
norm ∥β∥p, which is common practice in the literature [Park and Casella, 2008]. The equality
∥β∥p = k induces a star-like manifold which we can parametrize with a suitable radius function (see
Eq. (34) for the explicit parametrization). Therefore, with the proposed framework we can define the
(approximate) posterior qθ(β) to be constrained on ∥β∥p = k by construction.

square laplace laplace root laplaceobjective

0

25

Figure 5: Comparison of objective and subjective
Bayes in terms of posterior samples and their norm.

We now illustrate the differences between the
subjective and objective approaches with syn-
thetic data. We use a NF to approximate the
posterior N (Xβσ2In)p(β|λ) with the “square
laplace” subjective prior p(β|λ). We choose λ
such that the MAP has a specific norm ∥β∗∥1 =
k. Further, we use an injective flow defined on
∥β∥1 = k to approximate the posterior given
by the likelihood N (Xβ, σ2In). In both cases
training is performed by minimizing the reverse
KL divergence. Figure 5 shows a fundamen-
tal difference between the two models: samples
from the objective posterior lie exactly on the
manifold while the subjective posterior is scat-
tered out. The bottom panel of Figure 5 shows
the distribution of the sample norms varying
significantly with the choice of the subjective
prior, which agrees with the findings in Figure 4.
We include more implementation details in Ap-
pendix A.6.

5.2 Variational Inference on Bayesian mixture models

Bayesian mixture models With mixture models we denote a general class of methods that rely
on the concept of mixture components π, which are defined on the probabilistic simplex Cd :=
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Figure 6: Number of non-zero entries in posterior samples for 4 fixed likelihood values. We compare
uniform with Dirichlet prior, which encourages sparsity in the mixture weights π.

{π ∈ Rd : πi ≥ 0 ,
∑k

i=1 πi = 1}. In the most general Bayesian formulation, we require a prior
p(π) and some likelihood p(D|π) to explain the observations D. The challenge is then to define
the posterior p(π|D) ∝ p(D|π)p(π) on the probabilistic simplex Cd. Most approaches rely on the
Dirichlet distribution, which is defined on Cd by construction: Dir(π) ∝

∏
i π

αi−1
i with αi > 0.

With a Dirichlet prior and a multinomial likelihood, the posterior is also a Dirichlet distribution, hence
defined on Cd. As a more flexible alternative to MCMC methods, we present a general variational
inference framework where p(π|D) is always defined on Cd, leaving complete freedom in the choice
of prior and likelihood. Notably, defining a variational family on a manifold is not trivial in general.

Injective flows for posterior inference in Bayesian mixture model The probabilistic simplex Cd is
a star-like manifold, since it is equal to the l1 norm ball restricted to the positive quadrant; see Eq. (35)
for the explicit parametrization. Therefore, with the proposed framework we can define an injective
flow qθ(π) on Cd by construction and train it to approximate the posterior p(π|D) ∝ p(D|π)p(π). In
its most simple formulation, if no prior is specified, we are implicitly assuming a uniform distribution
on the simplex, which is equivalent to a Dirichlet prior with αi = 1 ∀i. In the more general case,
we can easily specify any combination of likelihood p(D|π) and prior p(π), and the (approximate)
posterior qθ(π) will always be defined on Cd by construction.

Application: Uncertainty quantification in Bayesian portfolio optimization For simplicity, we
select a minimal example of Bayesian mixture model (according to the above definition) where
conjugate distributions are not applicable. One such setting is index replication in the context of
portfolio optimization [Markowitz and Todd, 2000]. A portfolio is defined as a set of n stocks
which are held proportionally to the mixture components π ∈ Rn

>0, such that
∑

i πi = 1. Let
R ∈ RT×n be the returns over the time-steps t = {1, . . . , T} of the n stocks. We are interested
in optimizing the portfolio weights π such that we replicate the reference index returns ρ ∈ RT ,
while also incorporating investors personal preferences. For instance, a sparse portfolio allows to
reduce transactions costs arising from trading [Sokolov and Polson, 2019]. We formulate the above
problem in Bayesian fashion by specifying a Gaussian likelihood p(ρ|R,π) = N (Rπ, σ2In) and
some sparsity-inducing prior p(π).

With the proposed framework we can approximate the posterior p(π|R,ρ) ∝ p(ρ|R,π)p(π) with
an injective flow qθ(π) defined on Cn by design. The flow qθ(π) is trained by minimizing the reverse
Kl divergence with the unnormalized target p(ρ|R,π)p(π). For the sake of illustration, we select
a portfolio with 10 stocks over a period of 200 time steps from the dataset in Xueyong Tu [2024].
We define qθ(π) on the manifold and consider two priors: the uniform prior on the simplex and
the Dirichlet distribution. In Figure 6 we show the distribution of non-zero entries of the posterior
samples for the uniform and Dirichlet distribution. In particular, we consider the distribution and
the sparsity patterns at 4 fixed values of the likelihood (one per plot). Despite the likelihood being
the same, the Dirichlet prior leads to a sparser solution with fewer non-zero entries. This is also
noticeable in the sparsity patterns of the posterior samples in the bottom panel. In Appendix A.6 in
Figure 9 we also show the cumulative return and how it is affected by sparsity. Overall, we showed
how easily we can specify any likelihood and priors while constraining the posterior on the simplex.
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6 Conclusions

Current work on injective flows on manifolds rely on approximations or lower bounds to circum-
vent the computation of the Jacobian determinant term. In this work we showed how to exactly
and efficiently compute the Jacobian determinant term for a class of manifolds termed parametric
hypersurfaces. For the subclass of star-like manifolds, we further provided an efficient way to get a
Cartesian representation of the density on the manifold.

We also highlighted the importance of modeling densities on star-like manifolds in the context of
variational inference. First, with the proposed framework we introduced a novel Objective Bayes
approach to penalized likelihood methods. The idea is to circumvent the choice of a subjective prior
by constraining the posterior on the manifold defined by level-sets of the prior. Second, we introduced
a general variational inference framework for modeling the posterior over the mixture weights in
Bayesian Mixture models. Overall, the proposed framework allows to efficiently model distributions
on arbitrary parametric hypersurfaces and to flexibly specify any choice of prior and likelihood.
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A Appendix

The Appendix is organized in six parts. In Subsection A.1 and A.2 we provide some auxiliary
theorems and Lemmas that are used in the two main proofs. In Subsection A.3 and Subsection A.4
we provide the full proof of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, respectively. In Subsection A.5 we provide
some details about the implementation of the proposed injective flows and we make some further
comments about the associated computational cost. Finally, in Subsection A.6 we include further
plots and implementation details about the experiments.

A.1 Jacobian determinant for arbitrary injective flows

Remark 1. Let T m : Rm 7→ Rm and T d : Rd 7→ Rd be arbitrary bijective transformation and let
T m→d : Rm → Rd be an injective transformation. The transformation T = T d ◦ T m→d ◦ T m is
also injective and its Jacobian determinant factorizes as

det JT = det JT m

√
det

((
JT d

JT m→d

)T
JT d

JT m→d

)
. (8)

Proof. The injectivity of T is trivial since it is by definition a composition of injective functions.
Since T is injective, its Jacobian matrix JT ∈ Rd×m is not squared and we cannot use the usual
property of bijections in Eq.(1). Instead, we use the definition of Jacobian determinant for injective
functions in Eq. (2):

det JT =

√
det

(
JT
T JT

)
=

√
det

((
JT d

JT m→d
JT m

)T (
JT d

JT m→d
JT d

))
, (9)

where Jm ∈ Rm×m, JT m→d
∈ Rd×m and JT d

∈ Rd×d. We now show that we can factor out the
Jacobian determinant of T m, i.e. the bijection that precedes the dimensional inflation step with
T m→d. To do so we use the property that for square matrices A,B det(AB) = detA detB and that
detA = detAT :

det JT =

√
det

(
JT
T m

JT
T m→d

JT
T d

JT d
JT m→d

JT m

)
=

√
det JT

T m
det

(
JT
T m

JT
T m→d

JT
T d

JT d
JT m→d

)
det JT m

= det JT m

√
det

((
JT d

JT m→d

)T (
JT d

JT m→d

))
= det JT m

det JT d ◦ T m→d
.

(10)

■

A.2 Auxiliary theorems: adjugate matrix and pseudo-determinant

Theorem 3. [Castillo and Zaballa, 2022] Let A ∈ Rd×d and let λ ∈ R be an eigenvalue of A. Let
v, w ∈ Rd be a right and a left eigenvector, respectively, of A for λ. Then

wT v adj(λId −A) = p′A(λ)vw
T . (11)

where p′A(λ) is the derivative of the characteristic polynomial pA(λ) = det(λId −A).

Lemma 1. Consider the special case where A ∈ Rd×d and rankA = d− 1 or, in other words, the
nullspace of A is one dimensional. Then

adj(A) =
Det(A)

wT v
vwT , (12)

where Det is the pseudo-determinant.
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Proof. Since rankA = d − 1, then there exists one zero eigenvalue. For λ = 0 Theorem 3
reduces to wT v adj(−A) = p′A(0)vw

T . We can now use the following property of the adju-
gate matrix: adj(cA) = cd adj(A) for any scalar c. As a particular case, for c = −1 we have
adj(−A) = (−)d adj(A). Therefore, we obtain that wT v adj(A) = (−)dp′A(0)vwT . Now, the
pseudo-determinant is equal to the smallest non-zero coefficient of the characteristic polynomial
p(λ) = det(λId −A)[Knill, 2014]. If we expand the definition we obtain p(λ) = (−)dp(A− λI) =
p0λ

d + (−)p1λd−1 + (−)kpkλd−k + (−)dpd (see Proposition 2, 8. in Knill [2014]). Since
A has rank d − 1, pd = 0 and the smallest non-zero coefficient is pd−1. Finally, note that
p′A(0) = (−)dpd−1 = (−)d Det(A). ■

Lemma 2. Consider the special case where A ∈ Rd×d and rankA = d− 1. Then,

Tr(adj(A)) = Det(A) . (13)

Proof. We take the trace of the left and right-hand side of Eq. (12). We get Tr(adj(A)) =
Det(A)
wT v

Tr(vwT ) = Det(A)
wT v

Tr(wT v) = Det(A). In the first equality we used the linearity of
the trace and factored out the constants Det(A) and wT v. Lastly, we used the cyclic property of the
trace Tr(wT v) = Tr(vwT ). ■

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1. Let T d+1 : Rd 7→ Rd+1 be a transformation such that T d+1 : x 7→ [x, f(x)]T , where
f : Rd 7→ R is any differentiable function (see Figure 1). Then, T d+1 is injective and its Jacobian
determinant is equal to

det JT d+1
=

√√√√1 +

d∑
i=1

(
∂f

∂xi

)2

. (4)

Relevantly, the Jacobian determinant can be computed efficiently in O(d).

Proof. A transformation T is injective if ∀x,x′ in the domain, if x ̸= x′ =⇒ T (x) ̸= T (x′). For
T d+1 this is apparent since ∀x,x′, if x ̸= x′ then clearly [x, f(x)]T ̸= [x′, f(x′)]T . As a first step
we consider the square matrix J̃T d+1

:= [JT d+1
,0d+1] ∈ Rd+1×d+1 and re-write the determinant in

terms of the pseudo-determinant Det as

det JT d+1
=

√
det

(
JT
T d+1

JT d+1

)
=

√
Det

(
J̃T
T d+1

J̃T d+1

)
, (14)

where the pseudo-determinant is defined as the product of all non-zero eigenvalues. In the first
equality we used the definition of Jacobian determinant for injective transformations in Eq. 2. The
second equality follows from the fact that JT

T d+1
JT d+1

and J̃T
T d+1

J̃T d+1
have the same spectrum up

to zero eigenvalues, so the determinant of the former coincides with the pseudo-determinant of the
latter (by definition). To see that they share the same spectrum up to one zero eigenvalue, consider
the explicit structure of the matrix product:

J̃T
T d+1

J̃T d+1
=

[
JT
T d+1

JT d+1
0d×1

01×d 0

]
. (15)

The rest of the proof is based on the key observation that J̃T d+1
has rank d or, equivalently, that

its null space is one-dimensional. Let the adjugate matrix adjA of A ∈ Rd+1×d+1 be defined as
A adjA = detAId+1. Since rankA = dimA− 1, we can use Lemma 2: DetA = Tr(adjA). We
can then rewrite the pseudo-determinant as

Det
(
J̃T
Td+1

J̃Td+1

)
= Tr

(
adj

(
J̃T
Td+1

J̃Td+1

))
= Tr

(
adj

(
J̃Td+1

)
adj

(
J̃T
Td+1

))
, (16)

where we used that adj(AB) = adj(B) adj(A) for any square matrices A,B. Since J̃Td+1
has rank

d, its nullspace is one dimensional and we can pick x ∈ Rd+1 | J̃Td+1
x = 0 to span the entire
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nullspace. The same holds true for J̃T
Td+1

, or equivalently for the left nullspace of JTd+1
, and we can

pick y ∈ Rd+1 | J̃T
Td+1

y = 0. We can easily compute x and y by looking at the structure of J̃Td+1
:

J̃Td+1
=


1 0 · · · 0 0
0 1 0
...

. . .
...

0 1 0
∂f
∂x1

∂f
∂x2

· · · ∂f
∂xd

0

 x :=


0
0
...
0
1

 y :=


− ∂f

∂x1

− ∂f
∂x2

...
− ∂f

∂xd

1

 . (17)

We now make use of Lemma 1 for J̃T d+1
, which gives us

adj(J̃Td+1
) =

Det(J̃Td+1
)

yTx
xyT . (18)

Note that yTx is a scalar and xyT ∈ Rd×d is a matrix. We can now substitute Eq. (18) in Eq. (16):

Det
(
J̃T
Td+1

J̃Td+1

)
=

Det(J̃Td+1
)2

(yTx)2
Tr

(
xyT (xyT )T

)
= yT y = 1 +

d∑
i=1

(
∂f

∂xi

)2

. (19)

In the first equality we used that adj(AT ) = adj(A)T and, since the trace is a linear operator, we
took out Det(J̃Td+1

)2 and (yTx)2. Lastly, in the second equality we substituted the numerical values
Det(J̃Td+1

) = 1, yTx = 1 and xTx = 1. ■

A.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2. Let T := Ts→c ◦ T r ◦ T θ as in Figure 3, where T θ : z ∈ Rd−1 7→ θ ∈ Ud−1
θ is any

diffeomorphism to d-spherical angles, T r : θ ∈ Ud−1
θ 7→ [θ, r(θ)] ∈ Ud−1

θ × R>0 a transformation
as in Theorem 1 with r : θ ∈ Ud−1

θ 7→ r ∈ R>0 being differentiable, and Ts→c : [θ, r(θ)]T ∈
Ud−1
θ × R>0 7→ x ∈ Rd the d-spherical to Cartesian transformation as in Definition 2.

Then, the Jacobian determinant of the full transformation T is equal to

det JT = det JT θ
det JTs→c

∥
(
JT
Ts→c

)−1
y∥F , (6)

where y :=
[
−∇θr(θ), 1

]T
and ∥ · ∥F is the Frobenius norm. Relevantly, the Jacobian determinant

in Eq. (6) can still be computed efficiently in quadratic time.

Proof. We start the proof by noting that the transformation T := Ts→c ◦ T r ◦ T θ is injective because
T θ is bijective, T r is injective because of Theorem 1 and Ts→c is also injective. Since the Jacobian
matrix JT ∈ Rd×d−1 is not squared, we cannot use the usual property of bijections in Eq. (1). Instead,
we use the definition of Jacobian determinant for injective functions in Eq. (2):

det JT =

√
det

(
JT
T JT

)
=

√
det

((
JTs→cJT rJT θ

)T (
JTs→cJT rJT θ

))
, (20)

where JT r
∈ Rd×d−1 and JTs→c

∈ Rd×d. According to Remark 1 we can now show that we can
factor out the Jacobian determinant of T θ, i.e. the bijection that precedes the dimensional inflation
step with T r:

det JT = det JT θ
det JTs→c ◦ T r

= det JT θ

√
det

((
JTs→c

JT r

)T (
JTs→c

JT r

))
. (21)

The term det JT θ
is the standard Jacobian determinant for bijective layers and can be computed

efficiently. We are then left to compute det JTs→c ◦ T r
. Similarly to the proof of Theorem (1),

we now consider the matrix J̃T r
:= [JT r

0d×1] ∈ Rd×d and substitute the determinant with the
pseudo-determinant:

det JTs→c ◦ T r
=

√
det

(
JT
T r

J∗JT r

)
=

√
Det

(
J̃T
T r

J∗J̃T r

)
, (22)
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where J∗ := JT
Ts→c

JTs→c ∈ Rd×d. With Det we denote the pseudo-determinant, which is defined as
the product of all non-zero eigenvalues. The second equality follows from the fact that JT

T r
J∗JT r

and J̃T
T r

J∗J̃T r have the same spectrum up to zero eigenvalues, so the determinant of the former
coincides with the pseudo-determinant of the latter (by definition). To see that they share the same
spectrum up to one zero eigenvalue, consider the explicit structure of the matrix product:

J̃T
T r

J∗J̃T r
=

[
JT
T r

J∗JT r
0d−1×1

01×d−1 0

]
. (23)

Similarly to Theorem 1, the rest of the proof is based on the key observation that J̃T r
has rank d− 1

or, equivalently, that its null space is one-dimensional. As a consequence, we can use Lemma 2 and
re-write the pseudo-determinant in terms of the trace of the adjugate matrix:

Det
(
J̃T
T r

J∗J̃T r

)
= Tr

(
adj

(
J̃T
T r

J∗J̃T r

))
= Tr

(
adj

(
J̃T
T r

)
adj

(
J∗) adj (J̃T r

))
= det

(
J∗) Tr

(
adj

(
J̃T r

)(
J∗)−1

adj
(
J̃T
T r

))
.

(24)

In the second equality we used the property that adj(AB) = adj(B) adj(A) for any A,B ∈ Rd×d,
which easily generalizes to adj(ABC) = adj(C) adj(B) adj(A). Lastly, if A is invertible, adj(A) =
det(A)A−1. In this case J∗ = JT

Ts→c
JTs→c

has full rank and is thus invertible. Since the trace is a
linear operator we can take out det(J∗), which is a constant.

Since J̃T r has rank d− 1, its nullspace is one dimensional and we can pick x ∈ Rd | J̃T rx = 0 to
span the entire nullspace. The same holds for J̃T r , or equivalently for the left nullspace of JT r , and
we can pick y ∈ Rd | J̃T

T r
y = 0. We can easily compute x and y by looking at the structure of J̃T r :

J̃T r
=


1 0 · · · 0 0
0 1 0
...

. . .
...

0 1 0
∂r
∂θ1

∂r
∂θ2

· · · ∂r
∂θd−1

0

 x :=


0
0
...
0
1

 y :=


− ∂r

∂θ1

− ∂r
∂θ2
· · ·

− ∂r
∂θd−1

1

 . (25)

We now make use of Lemma 1 for J̃T r
, which gives us

adj(J̃T r
) =

Det(J̃T r
)

yTx
xyT . (26)

We can now substitute Eq. (26) in Eq. (24):

Det
(
J̃T
T r

J∗J̃T r

)
= det

(
J∗)Det(J̃T r

)2

(yTx)2
Tr

(
xyT

(
J∗)−1

yxT
)

= det
(
JT
Ts→c

JTs→c

)Det(J̃T r
)2xTx

(yTx)2
Tr

(
yT

(
J∗)−1

y
)

= det
(
JTs→c

)2∥(JT
Ts→c

)−1
y∥2F .

(27)

In the first equality we used the fact that adj(AT ) = adj(A)T and we factored out Det(J̃T r )
2 and

(yTx)2, which are constants. In the second equality we used the cyclic property of the trace and
factored out xTx. Lastly, we substituted the numerical values Det(J̃T r ) = 1, ytx = 1 and xTx = 1
and used the property that Tr(ATA) = ∥A∥2F , with ∥ · ∥F being the Frobenius norm.

We can now analyze the time complexity required to evaluate Eq. (6). The Jacobian determinant for
spherical to Cartesian coordinates is known Muleshkov and Nguyen [2016]

det Js→c = (−)d−1rd−1
d−2∏
k=1

sind−k−1 θk (28)
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and can be computed efficiently in O(d) time. Therefore, we only need to show that also w =(
JT
Ts→c

)−1
y can be computed efficiently. Solving the full linear system would require a complexity

of O(d3). However, we can exploit the almost-triangular structure of

JT
Ts→c

=



∂x1

∂θ1
∂x2

∂θ1
· · · ∂xd−1

∂θ1
∂xd

∂θ1

0 ∂x2

∂θ2
· · · ∂xd−1

∂θ2
∂xd

∂θ2
...

. . .
...

0 0 ∂xd−1

∂θd−1

∂xd

∂θd−1

∂x1

∂r
∂x2

∂r · · · ∂xd−1

∂r
∂xd

∂r

 (29)

to solve the linear system in O(d2). One possibility is to perform one step of Gaussian elimination,
which requires O(d), and make the linear system triangular. The resulting triangular system can
be solved in O(d2). Alternatively, we can invert JT

Ts→c
in O(d2) by using the Sherman-Morrison

formula (or rank-one update inverse). In the latter case, JT
Ts→c

can be re-written as the sum of an
upper triangular matrix U and a rank-1 matrix uvT as

U =



∂x1

∂θ1
∂x2

∂θ1
· · · ∂xd−1

∂θ1
∂xd

∂θ1

0 ∂x2

∂θ2
· · · ∂xd−1

∂θ2
∂xd

∂θ2
...

. . .
...

0 0 ∂xd−1

∂θd−1

∂xd

∂θd−1

0 0 · · · 0 ∂xd

∂r

 u :=


0
0
...
0
1

 v :=


∂x1

∂r
∂x2

∂r
· · ·

∂xd−1

∂r
0

 . (30)

We can now compute the inverse of JT
Ts→c

by only inverting the triangular matrix U :

(
JT
Ts→c

)−1
=

(
U + uvT

)−1
= U−1 − U−1uvTU−1

1 + vTU−1u
. (31)

Since U is upper triangular, its inverse can be computed through back substitution in O(d2). Note
that we can compute JTs→c very efficiently and analytically (see Eq. (33)), without requiring autograd
computations. Overall, the determinant of the full transformation T can be obtained as

det JT = det JT θ
det

(
JTs→c

)2∥(JT
Ts→c

)−1
y∥2F (32)

and can be computed efficiently in O(d2). ■

A.5 Implementation details

Implementation of injective flows for star-like manifolds We provide some details about the
implementation of the proposed injective flows and particularly for star-like manifolds in Cartesian
coordinates as in Figure 3. We implement the layers in three steps:

• bijective layers T z and T θ. The first bijection T z : z 7→ z′ consists of arbitrary (condi-
tional) bijective layers conditioned on the parameter λ. The conditioning is realized with an
expressive Residual network. Then, T θ : z′ 7→ θ maps the transformed z′ into spherical
angles θ ∈ Ud−1

θ . This last transformation is also a bijection that can be implemented
with an element-wise non linear activation like Sigmoid (hence diagonal Jacobian). Oth-
erwise, one could use a base distribution which is already defined on the d − 1 spherical
angles and use a bijective transformation that transforms θ within their domain Ud−1

θ as
T circ : θ ∈ Ud−1

θ 7→ θ′ ∈ Ud−1
θ . We use the circular bijective layers proposed by Rezende

et al. [2020] because they allow to nicely integrate the boundary conditions arising from the
use of spherical coordinates. In particular, circular layers automatically enforce continuity
of the density at the boundary of the domain. Circular layers require the base distribution to
be defined on Ud−1

θ . In practice, we use the distribution of spherical angles, which results in
uniform points on the d− 1 dimensional sphere, and can be implemented efficiently. We
use the implementation of circular layers provided in Stimper et al. [2023].
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• injective layer T r. The injective step T r : θ 7→ [θ, r(θ)]T only consists in padding the
spherical angles with some specified radius function r(θ). The specific expression for
the radius function depends on the manifold considered and is detailed in Eq. (34) and
Eq. (35) for the lp (pseudo-) norm ball and for the probabilistic simplex Cd, respectively. In
variational inference settings T r is not a learnable transformation. In density estimation
tasks, if we assume the data was generated from a d − 1 star-like manifold, r(θ) can be
implemented with a neural network and made learnable. This would allow to learn the
manifold and would provide with a very practical global parameterization.

• bijective layer Ts→c: the bijective layer Ts→c : [θ, r(θ)] 7→ x simply implements the
spherical to Cartesian transformation in Eq. (5), which is a bijection and can be implemented
efficiently. Ts→c is not a trainable transformation.

For the implementation we rely on the (conditional) normalizing flow library FlowConductor1, which
was introduced in Negri et al. [2023] and Torres et al. [2024].

Efficient implementation of the Jacobian of spherical to Cartesian transformation In order to
compute the determinant in Eq. (6) we need to compute the Jacobian determinant of the transformation
from spherical to Cartesian coordinates JT

Ts→c
. By looking at the definition of the coordinate

transformation in Eq. (5), we can easily derive the following expression:

JT
Ts→c

=


−rs1 rc1c2 · · · rc1s2 . . . sd−2cd−1 rc1s2 . . . sd−2sd−1

0 −rs1s2 · · · rs1c2 . . . sd−2cd−1 rs1c2 . . . sd−2sd−1

0 0
. . .

...
...

0 0 . . . −rs1s2 · · · sd−2sd−1 s1s2 . . . sd−2cd−1

c1 s1c2 · · · s1s2 . . . sd−2cd−1 s1s2 . . . sd−2sd−1

 (33)

where we used the shorthand si = sin θi and ci = cos θi. This allows to compute JT
Ts→c

extremely
efficiently without requiring to use autograd computations and results in a significant speed up.

Parametrization of lp (pseudo-) norm balls Here we show how to parametrize the lp (pseudo-)
norm balls in spherical coordinates. Let the lp (pseudo-) norm of x ∈ Rd be defined as ∥x∥p =

(|x1|p + . . .+ |xd|p)1/p with p > 0. We consider now the manifold defined by ∥x∥p = t for some
k ∈ R>0. If we write x in spherical coordinates according to Eq. (5), we can take the radius r outside
of the norm and express it as a function of the d− 1 spherical angles as:

r(θ1, . . . , θd−1) =
t(

| cos θ1|p +
d−1∑
i=2

∣∣∣∣ cos θi i−1∏
k=1

sin θk

∣∣∣∣p + ∣∣∣∣ d−1∏
k=1

sin θk

∣∣∣∣p)1/p
. (34)

We can use this expression to parametrize the lp norm balls with the proposed injective flows.
Similarly, we can also parametrize the probabilistic simplex Cd. To see this consider the l1 norm ball
∥x∥1 = |x1| + . . . + |xd|. If we restrict the domain to the positive quadrant x ∈ Rd

≥0 and set the
norm to 1, the resulting manifold is defined as ∥x∥1 = x1 + . . . + xd = 1 and coincides with Cd.
The radius is then parametrized by

r(θ1, . . . , θd−1) =
1

cos θ1 +
d−1∑
i=2

cos θi
i−1∏
k=1

sin θk +
d−1∏
k=1

sin θk

with θi ∈ [0, π/2] ∀i , (35)

where the constraint on the angles enforces x ∈ Rd
≥0. Note that it is straightforward to analytically

derive the expression for the partial derivatives ∂r
∂θi

in Eq. (35). This makes the computation of y in
Eq.(6) more efficient than computing the gradients with autograd and results in a speed up.

1https://github.com/FabricioArendTorres/FlowConductor
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Figure 7: MAP solution for Laplace prior, root laplace and square laplace, which are all monotonic
transformation of the Laplace distribution. The MAP solution paths coincide.

A.6 Applications: further details

A.6.1 Architecture

We use two different architectures. One is for standard NFs that we use for the subjective penalized
likelihood regression problem. The other architecture is the injective flow that is used for the objective
Bayes version of the regression problem and the portfolio diversification application.

Standard NF It consists of a normal distribution as base distribution. Then we use 5 blocks of
permutation transformation, a sum of Sigmoids layer [Torres et al., 2024] and an activation norm.
The sum of Sigmoid layer consists each of 30 individual Sigmoid functions in three blocks.

Injective flows The base distribution is either the probabilistic simplex or the complete ∥β∥1 = 1
depending on the application. We follow this with again 5 layers of the circular bijective layers
[Rezende et al., 2020], each consisting of three blocks with 8 bins. At the end these values are
mapped to Cartesian coordinates with the proposed dimensionality inflation step.

A.6.2 Training

Both the standard NFs and the injective flows are trained by minimizing the reverse KL divergence
with respect to the (unnormalized) target density p(x):

qθ∗(x) = argmin
θ∈Θ

KL
(
qθ(x)||p(x)

)
= argmin

θ∈Θ
Ex∼qθ

[
log

qθ(x)

p(x)

]
. (36)

We optimize the reverse KL divergence using Adam [Kingma and Ba, 2017] as optimizer with default
parameters. Notably, all trained flows converged in a matter of minutes on a standard commercial
GPU (RTX2080Ti in our specific case).

A.6.3 Penalized likelihood regression

In the next paragraph we provide further details on the experiment introduced in Section 5.1, which
involves the penalized likelihood model defined in Eq. (7).

Synthetic dataset creation The synthetic regression dataset is created by sampling X∗ from a 5
dimensional Wishart distribution W5(7, I). The response variable y is then created by X∗β∗ + ϵ
where β∗ is standard normal distributed and ϵ is normal distributed with zero mean and a standard
deviation of 4.0.

Subjective Bayes The subjective Bayes relies on a prior p(β|λ). The Laplace prior is given by

plap(β|λ) ∝
∏

i exp{−λ|βi|p}. (37)

The two other test priors are psq(β|λ) ∝ plap(β|λ)2 and prt(β|λ) ∝ plap(β|λ)1/2. Any monotonic
transformation may change the λ-axis but leave the MAP solution path unchanged. This can be
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Figure 8: Solution paths for subjective prior as a function of λ, and objective priors, as a function of
the norm ∥β∥1. Below we report the solution paths in the MAP limit.

seen in Figure 7 where we show the MAP solution path for different subjective priors. For this
visualization we reparameterize the axis such that the λ-axis is transformed into a ∥β∥1-axis. This
makes clear that the solution paths are equivalent.

Objective Bayes The objective Bayes approach circumvents the definition of p(β|λ). The flow
is directly defined on the manifolds coinciding with the contour lines of p(β|λ). As such, samples
from the posterior all share a chosen norm value ∥β∥1 = k. Figure 8 highlights the different
parametrizations of the subjective and objective approach.

Portfolio optimization In portfolio optimization the cumulative return is often of interest. Figure 9
shows the effect of the different priors on the cumulative return. The sparser priors lead to a slightly
wider distribution of the return. In this example, this leads to the target index being a closely matched
by some of the posterior samples, where the samples of the uniform prior seem to be further away
from the target index in some parts of the time interval. The bottom row of the Figure 9 further shows
the sampled sparsity patterns. These show that the sparse priors can lead to significantly different
mixtures with similar data fitting quality.
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Figure 9: Cumulative return as a function of time. We plot 95% posterior C.I. with the uniform prior,
Dirichlet prior and lp-norm prior. We also plot the 5 samples that are the closest to the ground truth
cumulative return. In the bottom panel we visualize the weight samples as a heatmap to highlight
sparsity patterns.
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