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Abstract

Stochastic gradient methods have enabled variational inference for high-dimensional models
and large datasets. However, the steepest ascent direction in the parameter space of a
statistical model is actually given by the natural gradient which premultiplies the widely
used Euclidean gradient by the inverse of the Fisher information matrix. Use of natural
gradients can improve convergence, but inverting the Fisher information matrix is daunting
in high-dimensions. In Gaussian variational approximation, natural gradient updates of the
mean and precision matrix of the Gaussian distribution can be derived analytically, but do
not ensure the precision matrix remains positive definite. To tackle this issue, we consider
Cholesky decomposition of the covariance or precision matrix, and derive analytic natural
gradient updates of the Cholesky factor, which depend only on the first derivative of the
log posterior density. Efficient natural gradient updates of the Cholesky factor are also
derived under sparsity constraints representing different posterior correlation structures. As
Adam’s adaptive learning rate does not seem to pair well with natural gradients, we propose
using stochastic normalized natural gradient ascent with momentum. The efficiency of
proposed methods are demonstrated using generalized linear mixed models.

Keywords: Gaussian variational approximation, Natural gradients, Cholesky factor,
Positive definite constraint, Sparse precision matrix, Normalized stochastic gradient descent

1. Introduction

Variational inference is fast and provides an attractive alternative to Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) methods for approximating intractable posterior distributions in the
Bayesian framework. Stochastic gradient methods (Robbins and Monro, 1951) has fur-
ther enabled variational inference for high-dimensional models and large data sets (Hoffman
et al., 2013; Salimans and Knowles, 2013). While Euclidean gradients are commonly used in
optimizing the variational objective function (evidence lower bound), the direction of steep-
est ascent in the parameter space of statistical models, where distance between probability
distributions is measured using the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, is actually given by
the natural gradient (Amari, 1998). Stochastic optimization based on natural gradients has
been found to be more robust with the ability to avoid or escape plateaus, resulting in faster
convergence (Rattray et al., 1998). Martens (2020) shows that natural gradient descent can
be seen as a second order optimization method, with the Fisher information matrix taking
the place of the Hessian and having more favorable properties.

The natural gradient is obtained by premultiplying the Euclidean gradient with the in-
verse of the Fisher information matrix, the computation of which can be complex. However,
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sometimes natural gradient updates can be simpler than Euclidean ones, such as for the
conjugate exponential family models in Hoffman et al. (2013). If the variational approxi-
mation is a distribution in the minimal exponential family (Wainwright and Jordan, 2008),
the natural gradient of the evidence lower bound L with respect to the natural parameter is
just the Euclidean gradient of L with respect to the mean of the sufficient statistics (Khan
and Lin, 2017). In Gaussian variational approximation (Opper and Archambeau, 2009), the
true posterior is approximated by a multivariate Gaussian, which belongs to the minimal
exponential family. Natural gradient updates of the natural parameter can thus be derived
analytically as described above. Combined with the theorems of Bonnet (1964) and Price
(1958), these simplify to updates of the mean and precision matrix, which depend on the
first and second derivatives of the log posterior density (Khan et al., 2018). However, the
update for the precision matrix does not ensure that it remains positive definite.

Various approaches have been proposed to deal with the positive definite constraint.
Khan and Lin (2017) use a back-tracking line search, but that can lead to slow convergence.
Ong et al. (2018a) parametrize the Gaussian in terms of the mean and Cholesky factor of
the precision matrix and derive the Fisher information matrix analytically, but compute the
natural gradients by solving a linear system numerically. Using chain rule, Salimbeni et al.
(2018) show that the inverse of the Fisher information matrix in alternative parametriza-
tions (which are one-one transformations of the natural parameters) can be computed as a
Jacobian-vector product using automatic differentiation. Ong et al. (2018b) and Tran et al.
(2020) consider a factor structure for the covariance matrix, and Tran et al. (2020) compute
the natural gradients using a conjugate gradient linear solver based on a block diagonal
approximation of the Fisher information matrix. Lin et al. (2020) use Riemannian gradient
descent with a retraction map (derived using a second-order approximation of the geodesic)
to compute a modified update of the precision matrix, that includes an additional term to
ensure positive definiteness. Tran et al. (2020) optimize the covariance matrix on the man-
ifold of symmetric positive definite matrices and derive an update for the covariance based
on an approximation of the natural gradient and a popular retraction for the manifold.

Here we consider Cholesky decompositions of the covariance or precision matrix and
derive the inverse of the Fisher information matrix for these parametrizations in closed
form. Analytic natural gradient updates for the Cholesky factor are then presented. In
contrast to natural gradient updates of the natural parameter (involving the mean and
precision matrix), our updates depend only on the first derivative of the log posterior den-
sity, thus reducing storage and computational costs. Compared with updates of the mean
and Cholesky factor based on Euclidean gradients (Titsias and Lázaro-Gredilla, 2014), the
natural gradient updates require only minor modifications with a small additional cost, but
can potentially improve the convergence rate significantly. Gaussian variational approxi-
mation has been widely applied in many contexts such as likelihood-free inference using
the synthetic likelihood approach (Ong et al., 2018a), Bayesian neural networks in deep
learning (Khan et al., 2018), exponential random graph models for network modeling (Tan
and Friel, 2020) and factor copula models which capture the dependence structure of high-
dimensional variables using a small number of latent variables via bivariate links (Nguyen
et al., 2020). For more flexibility in accommodating constrained, skewed or heavy-tailed
variables, a Gaussian variational approximation can be specified for variables which have
first undergone independent parametric transformations, resulting in a Gaussian copula
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variational approximation for the original variables. Han et al. (2016) use a Bernstein
polynomial transformation while Smith et al. (2020) employ the transformation of Yeo and
Johnson (2000) and the Tukey g-and-h distribution (Yan and Genton, 2019) to improve
the normality and symmetry of the original variables. Our natural gradient updates of the
mean and Cholesky factor can be used in any of these contexts.

In high-dimensional models, sparsity constraints can be imposed on the covariance ma-
trix by assuming a diagonal or block-diagonal structure according to the variational Bayes
restriction. Alternatively, the precision matrix can be assumed to adopt a structure re-
flecting the conditional independence in the true posterior. The automatic differentiation
variational inference algorithm in Stan (Kucukelbir et al., 2017) allows the user to fit Gaus-
sian variational approximations with a diagonal or full covariance matrix and provides a
library of transformations to convert constrained variables onto the real line. However,
it does not permit other sparsity structures and uses Euclidean gradients to update the
Cholesky factor in stochastic gradient ascent. While sparsity constraints can be easily im-
posed on Euclidean gradients by setting relevant entries to zero, the same may not apply
to natural gradients due to premultiplication by the Fisher information matrix. We further
derive efficient natural gradient updates in two cases, (i) the covariance matrix has a block-
diagonal structure corresponding to the product density assumption in variational Bayes
and (ii) the precision matrix has a sparse structure that mirrors the posterior conditional
independence in a hierarchical model where the local variables are independent of each other
conditional on the global variables (Tan and Nott, 2018).

We investigate the performance of natural gradient updates derived in approaches (i) and
(ii) using generalized linear mixed models (GLMMs). Initially, we consider adaptive learn-
ing rates computed using Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015), which has achieved widespread
success. However, the natural gradient updates strangely failed to yield improvements in
convergence rates as compared to Euclidean gradient updates in many cases. Further exper-
imentation suggests that a small stepsize is required in the initial stage when the iterate is
far from the mode for stability, but the stepsize can be increased gradually as the algorithm
converges to a local mode. These observations are in line with that of Salimbeni et al.
(2018). Hence we propose using stochastic normalized natural gradient ascent coupled with
heavy-ball momentum (Polyak, 1964). Hazan et al. (2015) showed that stochastic normal-
ized gradient descent is particularly suited to non-convex optimization problems as it is able
to overcome plateaus and cliffs in the objective function. While Cutkosky and Mehta (2020)
also considers normalized stochastic gradient descent with momentum, our approach differs
in that we consider natural instead of Euclidean gradients and normalization of the natural
gradient itself instead of the momentum. The proposed algorithm is shown to converge if
the objective function is L-Lipschitz smooth with bounded gradients.

Section 2 introduces the notation and Section 3 describes stochastic variational inference
based on Euclidean gradients. In Section 4, we introduce the natural gradient and its use
in stochastic variational inference. Section 5 presents the natural gradient updates of the
mean and Cholesky factor of the covariance or precision matrix in Gaussian variational
approximation. Section 6 derives efficient natural gradient updates under different sparsity
constraints. The normalized stochastic natural gradient ascent algorithm with momentum
is described in Section 7 and Section 8 presents the experimental results. We conclude with
a discussion in Section 9.
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2. Notation

Let A ∈ Rd×d and u, v ∈ Rd. We use vec(A) to denote the d2 × 1 vector obtained by
stacking the columns of A in order from left to right, K the d2 × d2 commutation matrix
such that Kvec(A) = vec(AT ) and N = (K + Id2)/2. Let vech(A) be the d(d + 1)/2 ×
1 vector obtained from vec(A) by omitting supradiagonal elements. If A is symmetric,
then Dvech(A) = vec(A), where D denotes the d2 × d(d + 1)/2 duplication matrix, and
D+vec(A) = vech(A) where D+ = (DTD)−1DT is the Moore-Penrose inverse of D. Let
L denote the d(d + 1)/2 × d2 elimination matrix where Lvec(A) = vech(A). If A is lower
triangular, then LTvech(A) = vec(A). We use K, D and L to denote the commutation,
duplication and elimination matrices generally and their dimensions should be inferred from
the context. More details can be found in Magnus and Neudecker (1980, 2019).

Let Ā denote the lower triangular matrix derived from A by replacing all supradiagonal
elements by zero, diag(A) the d×1 vector containing the diagonal elements of A, and dg(A)
the diagonal matrix derived from A by replacing all non-diagonal elements by zero. Define

¯̄A = Ā− dg(A)/2.

We use diag(u) to denote the diagonal matrix having u as the diagonal. Let ⊗ denote the
Kronecker product, � the elementwise Hadamard product and 〈u, v〉 = uT v. Let ∇λL, ∇2

λL
and ∇2

λ,αL denote ∂L/∂λ, ∂2L/∂λ∂λT and ∂2L/∂λ∂αT respectively for vectors λ and α.

3. Stochastic variational inference

Let p(y|θ) denote the likelihood of unknown variables θ ∈ Rd given observed data y. Sup-
pose a prior distribution p(θ) is specified and the true posterior distribution p(θ|y) =
p(y|θ)p(θ)/p(y) is intractable. In variational inference, p(θ|y) is approximated by a density
qλ(θ) with parameter λ ∈ Ω, which is chosen to minimize the KL divergence between qλ(θ)
and p(θ|y). As

log p(y) =

∫
qλ(θ) log

qλ(θ)

p(θ|y)
dθ︸ ︷︷ ︸

KL divergence

+

∫
qλ(θ) log

p(y, θ)

qλ(θ)
dθ︸ ︷︷ ︸

Evidence lower bound

,

minimizing the KL divergence with respect to λ is equivalent to maximizing the evidence
lower bound on the log marginal likelihood. If hλ(θ) = log[p(y, θ)/qλ(θ)], then the evidence
lower bound,

L(λ) = Eqλ(θ)[log p(y, θ)− log qλ(θ)] = Eqλ(θ)[hλ(θ)],

is the objective function to be maximized with respect to λ. When L is intractable, stochas-
tic gradient ascent can be used for optimization. Starting with an initial estimate of λ, an
update

λ← λ+ ρt ∇̂λL, (1)

is performed at iteration t, where ∇̂λL is an unbiased estimate of the Euclidean gradient
∇λL. Under regularity conditions, the algorithm will converge to a local maximum of L if
the stepsize ρt satisfies

∑∞
t=1 ρt =∞ and

∑∞
t=1 ρ

2
t <∞ (Spall, 2003).
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3.1 Euclidean gradient of evidence lower bound

The Euclidean gradient of L with respect to λ is

∇λL =

∫
[∇λqλ(θ)]hλ(θ) dθ −

∫
qλ(θ)∇λ log qλ(θ) dθ

=

∫
[∇λqλ(θ)]hλ(θ) dθ = ∇λEqλ(θ)[h(θ)].

(2)

The second term in the first line of (2) is the expectation of the score function which is
zero. In the last step, we have dropped the subscript λ from hλ(·) so that it is clear that
∇λ applies only to qλ(θ). Estimates of ∇λL can be computed using two main approaches.

The first is to apply the log derivative trick or score function method, which is based on
the fact that ∇λqλ(θ) = qλ(θ)∇λ log qλ(θ). From (2), we can write

∇λL = Eqλ(θ)[∇λ log qλ(θ)h(θ)],

and an unbiased estimate is ∇̂λL = ∇λ log qλ(θ)h(θ), where θ is simulated from qλ(θ).
Despite being widely applicable, such gradient estimates tend to have high variance leading
to slow convergence. Various techniques have been proposed to reduce their variance such
as the use of control variates (Paisley et al., 2012), Rao-Blackwellization (Ranganath et al.,
2014) and importance sampling (Ruiz et al., 2016).

The second is to apply the reparametrization trick (Kingma and Welling, 2014) and use
a transformation θ = Tλ(z), where Tλ(·) is a differentiable function and the distribution
p(z) of z is independent of λ. From (2),

∇λL = ∇λ
∫
p(z)h(Tλ(z)) dz = Ep(z)[∇λθ∇θh(θ)]. (3)

Hence, an unbiased estimate is ∇̂λL = ∇λθ∇θh(θ) where z is simulated from p(z). With
the reparametrization trick, h becomes a direct function of λ since θ = Tλ(z) and gradient
information from h(·) can be harnessed more effectively. Gradients computed in this way
typically have lower variance than the score function method and a single sample from p(z)
often suffices. For instance, if qλ(θ) is N(µ,CCT ), where CCT is the Cholesky decomposition
of the covariance matrix, we can let θ = Cz + µ where z ∼ N(0, I).

4. Natural gradient of evidence lower bound

In stochastic variational inference, we are interested in finding λ in the parameter space of
qλ(θ) that maximizes the evidence lower bound. The Fisher information matrix of qλ(θ) is

Fλ = −Eqλ(θ)[∇2
λ log qλ(θ)].

Let the distance between probability distributions be measured using the KL divergence.
Applying a second order Taylor series expansion,

KL(qλ‖qλ+dλ) =

∫
qλ(θ) log

qλ(θ)

qλ+dλ(θ)
dθ

≈ Eqλ(θ)[log qλ(θ)− {log qλ(θ) + dλT∇λ log qλ(θ) + 1
2dλ

T∇2
λ log qλ(θ)dλ}] = 1

2dλ
TFλdλ,
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since Eqλ(θ)[∇λ log qλ(θ)] = 0. From Amari (2016), if dλ is sufficiently small, the distance
between λ and λ+ dλ in the parameter space can be defined as

2KL(qλ‖qλ+dλ) = dλTFλdλ = ‖dλ‖2Fλ .

Thus, the distance between two nearby parameters λ and λ + dλ is not dλTdλ as in a
Euclidean space, but dλTFλdλ. The set of all distributions qλ(θ), λ ∈ Ω is a manifold where
each point λ denotes a probability density function and the KL divergence provides the
manifold with a Riemannian structure. We say that the manifold is Riemannian with norm
‖dλ‖Fλ =

√
dλTFλdλ if the Riemannian metric Fλ is positive definite.

Suppose we want to find the steepest ascent direction of L at λ. Amari (1998) defines
this direction as the vector a that maximizes L(λ+a), where ‖a‖Fλ = ε for a small constant
ε. Using the method of Lagrange multipliers, let

L = L(λ+ a)− α(‖a‖2Fλ − ε
2)

= L(λ) + aT∇λL − α(aTFλa− ε2).

Setting ∇aL = ∇λL − 2αFλa to zero and taking into account the constraint aTFλa = ε2,

a = εF−1
λ gλ/

√
〈gλ, g̃λ〉 = εg̃λ/‖g̃λ‖Fλ ,

where gλ = ∇λL is the Euclidean gradient and g̃λ = F−1
λ gλ is the natural gradient (Amari,

1998). Note that α > 0 since we are maximizing L and ∇2
aL = −2αFλ should be negative

definite. The steepest ascent direction is thus given by the natural gradient. Replacing the
unbiased estimate of the Euclidean gradient in (1) with that of the natural gradient results
in the stochastic natural gradient update,

λ← λ+ ρt F
−1
λ ∇̂λL.

From (2),

∇2
λL =

∫
∇2
λqλ(θ)hλ(θ) dθ +

∫
∇λqλ(θ){∇λhλ(θ)}T dθ

=

∫
qλ(θ)

[
{∇λ log qλ(θ)}{∇λ log qλ(θ)}T +∇2

λ log qλ(θ)
]
hλ(θ) dθ − Fλ.

Assuming qλ(θ) is a good approximation to p(θ|y), hλ(θ) ≈ log p(y) close to the mode and
the first term reduces approximately to log p(y)[Fλ − Fλ] = 0. Thus ∇2

λL ≈ −Fλ close to
the mode and the natural gradient update resembles that of Newton-Raphson, where

λ← λ− (∇2
λL)−1∇λL.

If ξ ≡ ξ(λ) is a smooth reparametrization of the variational density, then the Fisher
information matrix,

Fξ = −Eqξ(θ)[∇
2
ξ log qξ(θ)] = JFλJ

T ,

and ∇ξL = ∇ξλ∇λL = Jgλ, where J = ∇ξλ (Lehmann and Casella, 1998). If ξ is an
invertible function of λ, then J is invertible and the natural gradient,

∇̃ξL = F−1
ξ ∇ξL = (J−TF−1

λ J−1)Jgλ = (∇λξ)T ∇̃λL. (4)

Thus, it is easy to interchange among different parametrizations which are smooth invertible
functions of each other.
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4.1 Variational approximation in exponential family

Suppose qλ(θ) belongs to an exponential family and

qλ(θ) = H(θ) exp[s(θ)Tλ−A(λ)], (5)

where λ ∈ Ω is the natural parameter, s(θ) are the sufficient statistics and A(λ) is the
log-partition function. Then m = Eqλ(θ)[s(θ)] = ∇λA(λ), Varqλ(θ)[s(θ)] = ∇2

λA(λ), and the
Fisher information matrix,

Fλ = −Eqλ(θ)[∇2
λ log qλ(θ)] = ∇2

λA(λ) = ∇λm.

Fλ is positive definite and invertible if the exponential family representation in (5) is minimal
(Wainwright and Jordan, 2008). Applying chain rule, ∇λL = ∇λm∇mL = Fλ∇mL. Hence
the natural gradient,

∇̃λL = F−1
λ ∇λL = ∇mL, (6)

can be computed by finding the gradient of L with respect to the mean parameter without
computing the Fisher information matrix directly (Khan and Lin, 2017).

4.2 Gaussian variational approximation

A popular option for qλ(θ) is the multivariate Gaussian N(µ,Σ), with mean µ and covariance
matrix Σ, which can be represented as a member of the exponential family in (5) by writing

qλ(θ) = (2π)−d/2 exp
{
s(θ)Tλ− 1

2µ
TΣ−1µ− 1

2 log |Σ|
}
,

s(θ) =

[
θ

vech(θθT )

]
, λ =

[
Σ−1µ

−1
2D

Tvec(Σ−1)

]
, m =

[
µ

vech(Σ + µµT )

]
.

In Appendix A, it is shown by using (6) that the natural gradient is

∇̃λL =

[
∇µL − 2(∇ΣL)µ
DTvec(∇ΣL)

]
, (7)

where ∇vec(Σ)L = vec(∇ΣL). From (2) and the Theorems of Bonnet (1964) and Price
(1958) (see e.g., Rezende et al., 2014),

∇µL =

∫
[∇µqλ(θ)]h(θ)dθ = Eqλ(θ)[∇θh(θ)],

∇ΣL =

∫
[∇Σqλ(θ)]h(θ)dθ = 1

2Eqλ(θ)[∇2
θh(θ)].

Substituting these results in (7),

∇̃λL = Eqλ(θ)

[
∇θh(θ)−∇2

θh(θ)µ
1
2D

Tvec(∇2
θh(θ))

]
.

Let θ be a sample generated from qλ(θ) at iteration t. The natural gradient update of λ
then simplifies to

Σ−1 ← Σ−1 − ρt∇2
θh(θ), µ← µ+ ρtΣ∇θh(θ).

Note that the natural gradient update of Σ−1 derived in this manner does not ensure Σ−1

remains positive definite and it also depends on the second derivative of h(θ).
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5. Natural gradient updates for mean and Cholesky factor

To ensure that the covariance or precision matrix remains positive definite in the opti-
mization, we consider two parametrizations of qλ(θ) based on Cholesky decompositions.
Updating only the Cholesky factor instead of the full covariance or precision matrix can
also reduce computation and storage costs. The first parametrization is

λ = (µT , vech(C)T )T where Σ = CCT ,

and the second parametrization is

λ = (µT , vech(T )T )T where Σ−1 = TT T ,

and C and T are lower triangular matrices. For these parametrizations, λ is not the natural
parameter of qλ(θ). Hence the natural gradient cannot be computed using (6) and it is
necessary to find F−1

λ . We show that F−1
λ and hence the natural gradient updates can be

evaluated analytically for the above parametrizations.
First, we find the Euclidean gradient ∇λL using the reparametrization trick. Let z ∼

N(0, Id) and φ(z) denote the density of z. From (3), ∇λL = Eφ(z)[∇λθ∇θh(θ)]. For the first

parametrization, let θ = Cz + µ and G1 = ∇θh(θ)zT . Then

∇λθ =

[
∇µθ

∇vech(C)θ

]
=

[
Id

L(z ⊗ Id)

]
and ∇λL = Eφ(z)

[
∇θh(θ)

vech(Ḡ1)

]
,

since L(z⊗Id)∇θh(θ) = Lvec(G1) = vech(G1) = vech(Ḡ1). For the second parametrization,
let θ = T−T z + µ, v = T−1∇θh(θ) and G2 = −T−T zvT . We have

∇λθ =

[
∇µθ

∇vech(T )θ

]
=

[
Id

−L(T−1 ⊗ T−T z)

]
and ∇λL = Eφ(z)

[
∇θh(θ)

vech(Ḡ2)

]
,

since −L(T−1⊗T−T z)∇θh(θ) = Lvec(G2) = vech(G2) = vech(Ḡ2). Next, we find the Fisher
information matrix Fλ and its inverse for each parametrization. The natural gradient is then
given by ∇̃λL = F−1

λ ∇λL. To find the inverse, we require Lemma 1, whose proof is given
in Appendix B. The results are summarized in Theorem 2, the proof of which is given in
Appendix C.

Lemma 1 If Λ is a d× d lower triangular matrix, then

I(Λ) = L{(Λ−1 ⊗ Λ−T )K + Id ⊗ Λ−TΛ−1}LT = 2L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )N(Id ⊗ Λ−1)LT ,

and I(Λ)−1 = 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LT (LNLT )−1L(Id ⊗ ΛT )LT . Let G be any d × d matrix and

H = ΛT Ḡ. Then
I(Λ)−1vech(G) = vech(Λ ¯̄H).

Theorem 2 For the first parametrization, let θ = Cz + µ, Λ = C and G = G1. For the
second parametrization, let θ = T−T z+µ, Λ = T and G = G2. Then the Fisher information
matrix of qλ(θ) and its inverse are given by

Fλ =

[
Σ−1 0

0 I(Λ)

]
and F−1

λ =

[
Σ 0
0 I(Λ)−1

]
. (8)
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The natural gradient is

∇̃λL = Eφ(z)

[
Σ∇θh(θ)

vech(Λ ¯̄H)

]
, where H = ΛT Ḡ.

The stochastic gradient ascent algorithms for updating µ and C where Σ = CCT are
outlined in Table 1. For comparison, Algorithm 1a is based on Euclidean gradient while 1b is
based on natural gradient. The algorithms for updating µ and T where Σ−1 = TT T are given
in Table 2, where 2a and 2b are based on Euclidean and natural gradient respectively. The
algorithms based on natural gradient contain an additional step for computing ¯̄H and the
updates involve premultiplication (scaling), which can potentially improve the convergence.
The term,

∇θh(θ) = ∇θ log p(y, θ)−∇θ log qλ(θ).

While ∇θ log p(y, θ) is model specific, −∇θ log qλ(θ) = Σ−1(θ−µ) further simplifies to C−T z
for Algorithms 1a and 1b and Tz for Algorithms 2a and 2b.

Algorithm 1a (Euclidean gradient) Algorithm 1b (Natural gradient)

Initialize µ and C. For t = 1, 2, . . . ,

1. Generate z ∼ N(0, Id) and compute θ = Cz + µ.

2. Compute Ḡ1, where G1 = ∇θh(θ)zT .

3. Update µ← µ+ ρt∇θh(θ).

4. Update C ← C + ρtḠ1.

3. Compute ¯̄H where H = CT Ḡ1.

4. Update µ← µ+ ρtCC
T∇θh(θ).

5. Update C ← C + ρtC
¯̄H.

Table 1: Stochastic gradient ascent algorithms for updating µ and C.

Algorithm 2a (Euclidean gradient) Algorithm 2b (Natural gradient)

Initialize µ and T . For t = 1, 2, . . . ,

1. Generate z ∼ N(0, Id) and compute θ = T−T z + µ.

2. Compute Ḡ2, where G2 = −T−T zvT and v = T−1∇θh(θ) .

3. Update µ← µ+ ρt∇θh(θ).

4. Update T ← T + ρtḠ2.

3. Compute ¯̄H where H = T T Ḡ2.

4. Update µ← µ+ ρtT
−T v.

5. Update T ← T + ρtT
¯̄H.

Table 2: Stochastic gradient ascent algorithms for updating µ and T .

To ensure that the Cholesky factor C is unique, we can restrict its diagonal entries to
be positive. This can be done by defining a lower triangular matrix C ′ such that C ′ii =
log(Cii) and C ′ij = Cij if i > j, and updating C ′ instead (Tan and Nott, 2018). We have

∇vech(C′)vech(C) = diag[vech(RC)] and ∇vech(C)vech(C ′) = diag[vech(RC)], where RC and
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RC are d × d lower triangular matrices with diagonals given by diag(C) and 1/diag(C)
respectively and ones elsewhere. For the Euclidean gradient,

∇vech(C′)L = ∇vech(C′)vech(C)∇vech(C)L = vech(RC)�∇vech(C′)L

Thus, step 4 of Algorithm 1a can be replaced by C ′ ← C ′ + ρtRC � Ḡ1. For the natural
gradient, from (4),

∇̃vech(C′)L = {∇vech(C)vech(C ′)}T ∇̃vech(C)L = vech(RC)� ∇̃vech(C)L.

Thus step 5 of Algorithm 1b can be replaced with C ′ ← C ′ + ρtRC � C ¯̄H. Similar modifi-
cations can be made to Algorithms 2a and 2b to ensure T is unique. In our experiments,
we find that restricting the diagonal of C or T to be positive leads to better convergence
in some cases but worse in others. As this constraint requires additional computation but
does not consistently produce better results, we do not recommend using it in particular
and the results in Section 8 do not include this restriction.

6. Imposing sparsity

In high-dimensional models, it may be useful to impose sparsity constraints on the covari-
ance or precision matrix, and correspondingly on their Cholesky factors. For Algorithms
1a and 2a, updates of sparse Cholesky factors can be obtained simply by extracting en-
tries in the Euclidean gradients corresponding to nonzero entries in the Cholesky factors.
However, the same does not necessarily apply to natural gradients due to premultiplication
by the Fisher information matrix. As illustration, suppose λ = (λT1 , λ

T
2 )T and the Fisher

information matrix, Euclidean gradient and natural gradient for this partitioning of λ are
respectively

Fλ =

[
F11 F12

F21 F22

]
, gλ =

[
g1

g2

]
, g̃λ = F−1

λ gλ =

[
g̃1

g̃2

]
.

By block matrix inversion, we obtain the relationship,

g̃1 = F−1
11 g1 − F−1

11 F12g̃2. (9)

If we impose sparsity by fixing λ2 = 0 (λ2 is no longer an unknown parameter), then the
natural gradient for updating λ1 is just F−1

11 g1, which is equal to g̃1 + F−1
11 F12g̃2 from (9),

and not g̃1. Thus, we cannot update λ1 simply by extracting g̃1 in general.
In this section, we derive efficient natural gradient updates of the Cholesky factors in two

cases, (i) the covariance matrix has a block-diagonal structure corresponding to the product
density assumption in variational Bayes, and (ii) the precision matrix reflects the posterior
conditional independence structure in a hierarchical model where the local variables are
independent conditional on the global variables.

6.1 Block-diagonal covariance structure

Suppose the covariance matrix has a block-diagonal structure,

Σ = blockdiag(Σ1, . . . ,ΣN ).

10
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Then C = blockdiag(C1, . . . , CN ), where CiC
T
i is the Cholesky decomposition of each Σi

and Ci is a di × di lower triangular matrix with
∑N

i=1 di = d. In this case,

λ = (µT , vech(C1)T , . . . , vech(CN )T )T .

Let θ = Cz + µ where z ∼ N(0, Id), and µ = (µT1 , . . . , µ
T
N )T , θ = (θT1 , . . . , θ

T
N )T and

z = (zT , . . . , zTN )T be corresponding partitionings. Extending earlier results,

θ =

 C1z1 + µ1
...

CNzN + µN

 and ∇λθ =


∇µθ

∇vech(C1)θ
...

∇vech(CN )θ

 =


Id

L(z1 ⊗ Id1) . . . 0
. . .

0 . . . L(zN ⊗ IdN )

 .
Let G1i = ∇θih(θ)zTi for i = 1, . . . , N . Applying the reparametrization trick in (3), the
Euclidean gradient is

∇λL = Eφ(z)


∇θh(θ)

L(z1 ⊗ Id1)∇θ1h(θ)
...

L(zN ⊗ IdN )∇θNh(θ)

 = Eφ(z)


∇θh(θ)

vech(Ḡ11)
...

vech(Ḡ1N )

 .
The Fisher information matrix Fλ can be shown to be a block-diagonal matrix, where the
inverse of each of the last N blocks can be found using Lemma 1. Let Hi = CTi Ḡ1i for

i = 1, . . . , N . Then the natural gradient ∇̃λL = F−1
λ ∇λL is given by

∇̃λL =


Σ 0 . . . 0
0 I(C1)−1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 . . . I(CN )−1

Eφ(z)


∇θh(θ)

vech(Ḡ11)
...

vech(Ḡ1N )

 = Eφ(z)


Σ∇θh(θ)

vech(C1
¯̄H1)

...

vech(CN
¯̄HN )

 .
The above result is very useful as it shows that to find the natural gradient, it suffices

to compute Ḡ1i,
¯̄Hi and Ci

¯̄Hi for i = 1, . . . , N . Let Ḡ1 = blockdiag(Ḡ11, . . . , Ḡ1N ), H =
blockdiag(H1, . . . ,HN ) and ¯̄H = blockdiag( ¯̄H1, . . . ,

¯̄HN ). Then we can verify that H =
CT Ḡ1 and C ¯̄H = blockdiag(C1

¯̄H1, . . . , CN
¯̄HN ). Thus we can compute the natural gradient

by storing C, Ḡ1 and ¯̄H as sparse block lower triangular matrices. Figure 1 illustrates the
nonzero entries in CT , Ḡ1 and H = CT Ḡ1 using shaded regions when there are N = 4 blocks
in Σ. The overall procedure is outlined in Algorithm 1c (Table 3). Compared with 1b, the
steps are mostly identical except that C and Ḡ1 are stored and computed as sparse block
lower triangular matrices. The same sparse structure applies to ¯̄H and C ¯̄H which makes
Algorithm 1c much more efficient than 1b, and hence the additional amount of computation
required compared to its Euclidean counterpart is small in this case.

6.2 Sparse precision matrix

Consider a hierarchical model where the local variables (specific to each observation),
b1, . . . , bn, are independent of each other conditional on the global variables (shared across

11
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Figure 1: Shaded regions represent nonzero entries in CT , Ḡ1 and H = CT Ḡ1 (N = 4).

Algorithm 1c (Update µ and C) Algorithm 2c (Update µ and T )

Initialize µ and C = blockdiag(C1, . . . , CN ).
For t = 1, 2, . . . ,

1. Generate z ∼ N(0, Id) and
compute θ = Cz + µ.

2. Compute Ḡ1 = blockdiag(Ḡ11, . . . , Ḡ1N ).

3. Compute ¯̄H where H = CT Ḡ1.

4. Update µ← µ+ ρtCC
T∇θh(θ).

5. Update C ← C + ρtC
¯̄H.

Initialize µ and T in (11). For t = 1, 2, . . . ,

1. Generate z ∼ N(0, Id) and
compute θ = T−T z + µ.

2. Find u = T−TD z, v = T−1∇θh(θ) and
Ḡ2 in (12).

3. Compute ¯̄H where H = T TDḠ2.

4. Update µ← µ+ ρtT
−TT−1∇θh(θ).

5. Update T ← T + ρtT
¯̄H.

Table 3: Stochastic natural gradient ascent algorithms incorporating sparsity.

all observations), θG. With a prior p(θG) for the global variables, we assume that the joint
density is of the form,

p(y, θ) = p(θG)

n∏
i=1

p(yi|bi, θG)p(bi|θG), (10)

where θ = (bT1 , . . . , b
T
n , θ

T
G)T . To mirror the conditional independence structure in the pos-

terior distribution, we consider the precision matrix Ω = Σ−1 and its Cholesky factor
(TT T = Ω) to be of the form

Ω =


Ω1 . . . 0 ΩT

G1
...

. . .
...

...
0 . . . Ωn ΩT

Gn

ΩG1 . . . ΩGn ΩG

 and T =


T1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
...

...
0 . . . Tn 0
TG1 . . . TGn TG

 , (11)

where T1, . . . , Tn, TG are lower triangular matrices of orders d1, . . . , dn, dG. Let

λ = (µT , vech(T1)T , vec(TG1)T , . . . , vech(Tn)T , vec(TGn)T , vech(TG)T )T .

We have chosen this ordering as the corresponding Fisher information matrix Fλ will be
block diagonal. Introduce TD = blockdiag(T1, . . . , Tn, TG), which consists only of the diag-
onal blocks in T and u = T−TD z = (uT1 , . . . , u

T
n , u

T
G)T , where

uG = T−TG zG and ui = T−Ti zi ∀ i = 1, . . . , n.

12
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Let θ = T−T z + µ where z ∼ N(0, Id), and µ = (µT1 , . . . , µ
T
n , µ

T
G)T , θ = (θT1 , . . . , θ

T
n , θ

T
G)T ,

z = (zT , . . . , zTn , z
T
G)T be corresponding partitionings. We have

T−1 =


T−1

1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
...

...
0 . . . T−1

n 0

−T−1
G TG1T

−1
1 . . . −T−1

G TGnT
−1
n T−1

G

 and θ =


w1
...
wn
uG

+ µ,

where wi = T−Ti (zi − T TGiuG) for i = 1, . . . , n and

∇λθ =



Id
−L(T−1

1 ⊗ w1) . . . 0 0

−(T−1
1 ⊗ uG) . . . 0 0

...
. . .

...
...

0 . . . −L(T−1
n ⊗ wn) 0

0 . . . −(T−1
n ⊗ uG) 0

L(T−1
G TG1T

−1
1 ⊗ uG) . . . L(T−1

G TGnT
−1
n ⊗ uG) −L(T−1

G ⊗ uG)


.

Let v = T−1∇θh(θ) = (vT1 , . . . , v
T
n , v

T
G)T , where

vi = T−1
i ∇θih(θ) ∀ i = 1, . . . , n and vG = T−1

G

(
∇θGh(θ)−

n∑
i=1

TGivi

)
.

In addition, let G2G = −uGvTG, G2i = −uivTi for i = 1, . . . , n, HG = T TG Ḡ2G and Hi =
T Ti Ḡ2i for i = 1, . . . , n. The Euclidean gradient can be obtained using (3) by applying the
reparametrization trick, while the natural gradient is derived in Appendix D by finding the
Fisher information matrix and its inverse analytically. Thus, we have

∇λL = Eφ(z)


∇θh(θ)[

vech(−wivTi )
vec(−uGvTi )

]n
i=1

vech(G2G)

 and ∇̃λL = Eφ(z)


Σ∇θh(θ)[

vech(Ti
¯̄Hi)

vec(TGi
¯̄Hi − TGzGvTi )

]n
i=1

vech(TG
¯̄HG)

 ,
where [ai]

n
i=1 = (aT1 , . . . , a

T
n )T . Next we describe how to compute the natural gradient.

First, we find u and v before computing

G2 = −


u1v

T
1 . . . 0 0

...
. . .

...
...

0 . . . unv
T
n 0

uGv
T
1 . . . uGv

T
n uGv

T
G

 and Ḡ2 =


Ḡ21 . . . 0 0

...
. . .

...
...

0 . . . Ḡ2n 0
−uGvT1 . . . −uGvTn Ḡ2G

 . (12)

Next, define H = T TDḠ2 so that

H =


H1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
...

...
0 . . . Hn 0

−zGvT1 . . . −zGvTn HG

 and ¯̄H =


¯̄H1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
...

...

0 . . . ¯̄Hn 0

−zGvT1 . . . −zGvTn ¯̄HG

 .

13
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Finally,

T ¯̄H =


T1

¯̄H1 . . . 0 0
...

. . .
...

...

0 . . . Tn
¯̄Hn 0

TG1
¯̄H1 − TGzGvT1 . . . TGn

¯̄Hn − TGzGvTn TG
¯̄HG

 ,
yields all the components in the natural gradient. The overall procedure is outlined in
Algorithm 2c (Table 3). Compared with 2b, the computation of Ḡ and ¯̄H differ in the use
of TD instead of T in some places. Note that Ḡ2, ¯̄H and T ¯̄H all have the same sparse
structure as T .

7. Stochastic normalized natural gradient ascent with momentum

Next, we discuss the choice of the stepsize ρt in implementing stochastic natural gradient
ascent. For high-dimensional models, it is important to use a dynamic stepsize that adapts
to each parameter and is robust to noisy gradient information. Hence, we initially computed
the stepsize for our applications using Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2015), which has a separate
adaptive learning rate for each parameter and uses the exponential moving average to
introduce momentum. However, the use of natural gradients with Adam strangely fails to
yield any significant improvements in convergence compared with Euclidean gradients, and
convergence was even worse in some cases. We tried to tune the learning rate manually
and observed that for stability, it is important to use a small stepsize at the beginning
when λ is still far from the mode. However, the stepsize can be increased gradually as λ
approaches the optimum. These observations coincide with that of Salimbeni et al. (2018).
In addition, it suffices to use the same learning rate for all parameters, likely because the
Fisher information matrix has already taken on the role of rescaling according to individual
parameters. Hence our goal is to adapt the magnitude of the stepsize to the stage of
optimization while following the direction of the natural gradient.

We propose to use stochastic normalized natural gradient ascent with momentum
(Snngm). For an update such as λ ← λ + αg̃λ/‖g̃λ‖ where α is a constant, the effec-
tive learning rate is α/‖g̃λ‖, which adapts to the norm of g̃λ. This rate is small initially,
when λ is far from the mode and g̃λ tends to be large. As we get closer to the mode, the
rate increases as g̃λ tends to zero. Thus normalized natural gradient ascent avoids slow con-
vergence even when we are close to the mode and is also effective at evading saddle points
(Hazan et al., 2015). As the true natural gradient is unknown, we inject momentum using
the exponential moving average for added robustness against noisy gradients. Cutkosky and
Mehta (2020) also consider adding momentum to normalized stochastic gradient descent,
but they consider Euclidean gradients and normalized the momentum mt instead of the
stochastic gradient.

The proposed algorithm is outlined in Table 4. We use constants, 0 ≤ β < 1 to
denote the decay rate of the exponential moving average mt and α > 0 to denote the
learning rate. Let gt = ∇λL(λ(t)) denote the true (unknown) Euclidean gradient at λ(t),
and ĝt = ∇̂λL(λ(t)) be an unbiased estimate of gt such that E(ĝt) = gt. We use Ft = Fλ(λ(t))
to denote the Fisher information matrix at λ(t) and let g̃t = F−1

t ĝt be an unbiased estimate
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of the natural gradient. For the norm (‖ · ‖), we use the usual Euclidean norm (‖ · ‖2) for
Algorithms 1b and 1c and the Riemannian metric (‖ · ‖Ft) for Algorithms 2b and 2c. Note
that ‖g̃t‖2 = ĝTt F

−2
t ĝt and ‖g̃t‖Ft = ĝTt F

−1
t ĝt = 〈ĝt, g̃t〉. In our experiments, we observe

that (at convergence) the eigenvalues of Fλ corresponding to vech(C) tend to be much
larger than those to vech(T ). As a result, the stepsize tends to be too small if we use the
Riemannian norm for Algorithms 1b and 1c, and the Euclidean norm is more appropriate.
On the other hand, the Riemannian norm works better for Algorithms 2b and 2c.

Set m0 = 0 and initialize λ(1). For t = 1, 2, . . . , T ,

1. Compute the natural gradient estimate, g̃t.

2. Update mt = βmt−1 + (1− β)g̃t/‖g̃t‖.

3. Update λ(t+1) = λ(t) + αmt.

Table 4: Stochastic normalized natural gradient ascent with momentum (Snngm).

Next, we analyze the convergence of Snngm under four assumptions. The first three are
similar to that made by Défossez et al. (2020) in proving the convergence of Adam. First,
we assume that L(λ) is bounded from above,

L(λ) ≤ L∗ ∀λ ∈ Rd. (A1)

Second, we assume that the Euclidean norm of the stochastic Euclidean gradient is bounded,

‖∇̂λL(λ)‖2 ≤ R ∀λ ∈ Rd. (A2)

Third, we assume L(λ) is L-Lipschitz smooth with respect to the Euclidean norm. That is,
there exist a constant L > 0 such that

‖∇λL(λ′)−∇λL(λ)‖2 ≤ L‖λ′ − λ‖2 ∀ λ, λ′ ∈ Rd. (A3)

Finally, we assume that the eigenvalues (ev) of the Fisher information matrix Fλ are
bounded,

0 < R1 ≤ ev(Fλ) ≤ R2 ∀λ ∈ Rd. (A4)

Following Défossez et al. (2020), let τ be a random index such that P(τ = j) ∝ 1−βT−j+1

for j ∈ {1, . . . , T}. The proportionality constant is

C =
T∑
j=1

(1− βT−j+1) = T − β(1− βT )

1− β
≥ T − β

1− β
= T̃ .

Almost all values of j are sampled uniformly except for the last few, which are sampled less
often. For example, Figure 2 shows the value of 1 − βT−j+1 for T = 10000 and β = 0.9.
All are greater than 0.99 except for the last 43 of them. Theorem 3 provides bounds for
the expected Euclidean norm of the gradient at iteration τ in Snngm under assumptions
(A1)–(A4). The proof of Theorem 3 is given in Appendix E. If we assume T � β/(1− β),
then T̃ ≈ T . Setting α = 1/

√
T then yields an O(1/

√
T ) convergence rate.
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Figure 2: P(τ = j) for j = 1, . . . , T , where T = 10000 up to proportionality constant C.

Theorem 3 In Snngm, under the assumptions (A1)–(A4) and for any T > β/(1− β),

E‖gτ‖2 ≤
√
R2

R1

R

T̃

{
L∗ − L(λ(1))

α
+
TLα

R1

(
β

1− β
+

1

2

)}
(13)

if ‖ · ‖ is the Riemannian norm ‖ · ‖Ft. If ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖2, then the bound
is obtained by replacing α in (13) by α

√
R1.

In the applications, we add an additional step, m̂t = mt/(1−βt) for bias correction due
to the initializing of m0 = 0 (similar to Adam), and perform the update λ(t+1) = λ(t) +αm̂t

instead. This modification affects practically only the initial iterations.

8. Applications

We apply the proposed methods to logistic regression and generalized linear mixed models
(GLMMs). A Gaussian variational approximation with a full/diagonal covariance matrix is
considered for logistic regression, while a sparse covariance or precision matrix is used for
GLMMs. We compare the efficiency and accuracy of algorithms based on Euclidean versus
natural gradient, and the step size is computed using Adam or Snngm. The parameters for
Adam are set at values recommended in Kingma and Ba (2015). For Snngm, α = 0.001

√
`λ

and β = 0.9, where `λ denotes the length of λ. As the effective stepsize in Snngm is α/‖g̃t‖
and ‖g̃t‖ tends to increase with `λ, we find that scaling up α proportionally prevents the
stepsize from becoming too small for datasets with a large number of unknown parameters.

At each iteration t of the algorithm, we compute an unbiased estimate L̂t = h(θ(t)) of
the evidence lower bound. As L̂t is stochastic, we average these estimates over every 1000
iterations and monitor these means to assess convergence. Following Tan (2021), a least
square regression line is fitted to the past three means and the algorithm is terminated
once the gradient is less than 0.01 or if the total number of iterations reaches 105. At
termination (say at iteration T ), we compute an estimate of L, L̂, as the mean of h(θ(t))
over 1000 simulations of θ(t) from qλ(T )(θ). Since our goal is to maximize the lower bound
L, an algorithm with a higher value of L̂ is deemed as providing a better estimate of λ. The
code is written in Julia (Bezanson et al., 2017) and is available as supplementary material.
All experiments are run on an Intel Xeon Gold 5222 CPU @ 3.80GHz.

16



Natural gradient updates for Gaussian variational approximation

8.1 Logistic regression

Given a dataset {(xi, yi)|i = 1, . . . , n} where xi ∈ Rd and yi ∈ {0, 1}, we consider yi ∼
Bernoulli(πi) and the model, logit(πi) = xTi θ. It is assumed that xi contains an intercept.
Let y = (y1, . . . , yn)T , X = (xT1 , . . . , x

T
n ) and π = (π1, . . . , πn)T , where πi = exp(xTi θ)/(1 +

exp(xTi θ)). The regression coefficient vector θ is assigned a vague normal prior, N(0, σ2
0Id),

where σ0 = 10, and the true posterior p(θ|y) is approximated by N(µ,Σ). Thus

log p(y, θ) = yTXθ −
n∑
i=1

log(1 + exp(xTi θ))−
d

2
log(2πσ2

0)− θT θ

2σ2
0

,

∇θ log p(y, θ) = XT (y − π)− θ/σ2
0.

We consider three datasets, of which two are from the UCI Machine Learning Repository
and have been analyzed by Chopin and Ridgway (2017). They are the German credit dataset
(n = 1000, d = 49) and Heart dataset (n = 270, d = 19). The third ICU dataset (n = 200,
d = 20) is from Hosmer et al. (2013) and can be downloaded from the book website at John
Wiley & Sons, Inc. All continuous or interval scale predictors are rescaled to have mean 0
and standard deviation 1, while nominal scale predictors are coded using dummy variables.
For the ICU dataset, we further convert the RACE and LOC variables to binary variables.
As d is large for these datasets, we use Algorithm 1b for fitting a Gaussian variational
approximation with a full covariance matrix and 1c for fitting a diagonal covariance matrix
(equivalent to assuming q(θ) =

∏d
i=1 q(θi) and each q(θi) is Gaussian). For comparison, we

also show the results obtained using Algorithm 2b where a Cholesky decomposition of the
full precision matrix is used instead. In practice, Algorithm 1b is preferable to 2b as they
yield the same approximation, but 1b requires less matrix inversion operations and is thus
more efficient. We initialize µ = 0 and C = 0.1Id, or equivalently T = 10Id.

Figure 3 shows the trajectories taken by each algorithm for each dataset. When the step-
size is computed using Adam, the natural gradient approach provides a slight improvement
in convergence as compared to the Euclidean gradient in almost all cases. However, when
the stepsize is computed using Snngm, the improvement in the natural gradient approach
is much more significant. Table 5 shows the total number of iterations (in thousands),

German Heart ICU

T L̂ time T L̂ time T L̂ time

Full
covariance

Euclidean (Adam) 13 -628.7 5.5 13 -144.0 0.7 17 -115.3 1.0
Natural (Adam) 9 -626.1 6.2 10 -144.0 0.7 10 -115.3 1.0
Natural (Snngm) 5 -625.7 3.0 7 -144.0 0.4 6 -115.3 0.5

Diagonal
covariance

Euclidean (Adam) 15 -641.4 2.6 19 -148.9 0.4 21 -122.9 0.3
Natural (Adam) 9 -642.5 1.6 19 -148.8 0.4 21 -122.8 0.3
Natural (Snngm) 9 -640.8 1.6 15 -148.8 0.3 18 -122.9 0.3

Full
precision

Euclidean (Adam) 48 -625.8 18.6 21 -144.0 1.2 24 -115.3 1.5
Natural (Adam) 28 -625.6 19.0 23 -144.0 1.9 23 -115.2 2.4
Natural (Snngm) 9 -625.6 5.2 10 -144.0 0.7 11 -115.2 0.9

Table 5: Number of iterations (T ) in thousands that each algorithm was run, the runtime
in seconds and the average lower bound L̂ attained at termination.
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Figure 3: Average lower bound attained over past 1000 iterations.

runtime in seconds and average lower bound L̂ attained at termination for each algorithm.
The value of L̂ is about the same across different algorithms for the same level of approx-
imation. For the diagonal covariance case, L̂ is naturally lower since the approximation is
more restricted. There is noticeable difference only for the German credit dataset, where
the natural gradient (Snngm) approach achieves a distinctly higher lower bound than the
other two approaches for the full and diagonal covariance cases. While taking a Cholesky
decomposition of the full precision instead of covariance matrix leads to similar results, the
computation time is increased significantly as the size of the data increases. Finally, while
using natural gradients requires more computation, the improved convergence makes up for
it and overall runtime can be reduced by up to a factor of 2 among the datasets explored.

8.2 Generalized linear mixed models

Let yi = (yi1, . . . , yini)
T denote the ith observation for i = 1, . . . , n. Each yij is assumed to

follow some distribution in the exponential family and g(E(yij)) = ηij for some link function
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g(·), where the linear predictor,

ηij = XT
ijβ + ZTijbi.

Here Xij and Zij denote covariates of length p and r respectively, β denotes the fixed effects
and bi ∼ N(0, B−1) denote the random effects. We assume the priors, β ∼ N(0, σ2

βIp) and
B ∼ W(ν, S), where W(ν, S) represents the Wishart distribution. We set σβ = 10 while ν
and S are determined based on the default conjugate prior by Kass and Natarajan (2006).
To transform all variables onto R, consider the Cholesky decomposition B = WW T where
W is lower triangular with positive diagonal entries, and define W ∗ such that W ∗ii = log(Wii)
and W ∗ij = Wij if i 6= j. Then the joint distribution of the GLMM is of the form in (10),

where θG = [βT , ωT ]T and ω = vech(W ∗).
We consider two different variational approximations for p(θ|y). The first is GVA (Tan

and Nott, 2018), where the conditional independence structure in the posterior distribution
is captured using a sparse precision matrix Ω of the form in (11) and a Cholesky decompo-
sition of TT T of Ω is considered. Thus GVA can be found using Algorithm 2c. The second
is reparametrized variational Bayes (RVB, Tan, 2021), where posterior dependence between
the local and global variables is first minimized by applying an invertible affine transforma-
tion on the local variables. Tan (2021) considers two different transformations of the local
variables, leading to two approaches, RVB1 and RVB2. RVB1 is more suited to Poisson and
binomial GLMMs while RVB2 works better for Bernoulli models. Let θ̃ = (θTG, b̃1, . . . , b̃n)T ,

where b̃1, . . . , b̃n are the transformed local variables. Variational Bayes is then applied by
assuming q(θ̃) = q(θG)

∏n
i=1 q(̃bi), and additionally that q(θG) and each q(̃bi) are Gaussian.

Thus q(θ̃) = N(µ,Σ) where Σ is a block diagonal matrix with n+ 1 blocks. If we consider
a Cholesky decomposition CCT = Σ, then both RVB1 and RVB2 can be obtained using
Algorithm 1c. We initialize µ = 0, T = 10Id, and C as a diagonal matrix where diagonal
elements corresponding to local variables and global variables are set at 1 and 0.1 respec-
tively. This is because in RVB, the local variables are transformed to be approximately
Gaussian with mean 0 and variance 1.

We study three benchmark datasets analyzed in Tan (2021). The first is the Epilepsy
dataset (Thall and Vail, 1990), where n = 59 epileptics were randomly assigned a new drug
Progabide or a placebo, and yij is the number of seizures of patient i in the two weeks
before clinic visit j for j = 1, . . . , 4. Consider the Poisson random slope model,

logµij = β1 + β2Basei + β3Trti + β4Basei × Trti + β5Agei + β6Visitij + bi1 + bi2Visitij ,

where the covariates for patient i are Basei (log(number of baseline seizures/4)), Trti (1 for
drug and 0 for placebo), Agei (log(age of patient at baseline) centered at zero) and Visitij
(coded as −0.3, −0.1, 0.1 and 0.3 for j = 1, . . . , 4). For the prior hyperparameters, ν = 3,
S11 = 11.0169, S12 = −0.1616 and S22 = 0.5516.

The second is the Toenail dataset (De Backer et al., 1998), where two treatments for
toenail infection are compared for n = 294 patients. The binary response yij of patient i
at the jth visit is 1 if degree of separation of nail plate from nail bed is moderate or severe
and 0 if none or mild. Consider the random intercept model,

logit(pij) = β1 + β2Trti + βttij + β3Trti × tij + bi, 1 ≤ j ≤ 7,
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where for the ith patient, Trti = 1 if 250mg of terbinafine is taken each day and 0 if 200mg
of itraconazole is taken, and tij is the time in months when patient is evaluated at the jth
visit. The prior for B is Gamma(0.5, 0.4962).

The third dataset is from the Heart and Estrogen/Progestin Study (HERS, Hulley et al.,
1998), which is available at www.biostat.ucsf.edu/vgsm/data.html. We examine 2031
women whose data for all covariates are available. The binary response yij of patient i
at the jth visit indicates whether the systolic blood pressure is above 140. Consider the
random intercept model,

logit(pij) = β1 + β2agei + β3BMIij + β4HTNij + β5visitij + bi, 0 ≤ j ≤ 5,

where for patient i, agei is the age at baseline, BMIij is the body mass index at jth visit,
HTNij indicates whether high blood pressure medication is taken at jth visit and visitij is
coded as −1, −0.6, −0.2, 0.2, 0.6, 1 for j = 0, 1, . . . , 5 respectively. We normalize BMI and
age to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1 and the prior for B is Gamma(0.5, 0.5079).
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Figure 4: Average lower bound attained over past 1000 iterations.
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Epilepsy Toenail Heart

T L̂ time T L̂ time T L̂ time

GVA
Euclidean (Adam) 42 3135.7 16.4 32 -646.2 27.7 38 -5042.7 544.3
Natural (Adam) 42 3136.1 27.3 32 -646.2 45.8 38 -5042.6 1175.0
Natural (Snngm) 10 3139.4 5.8 17 -646.1 23.0 13 -5042.8 370.7

RVB1
Euclidean (Adam) 8 3140.1 3.9 18 -646.7 12.2 8 -5041.9 73.0
Natural (Adam) 8 3140.1 4.1 18 -646.7 14.3 8 -5041.8 75.6
Natural (Snngm) 5 3140.1 2.4 18 -646.7 13.4 5 -5041.8 46.7

RVB2
Euclidean (Adam) 8 3140.2 8.3 12 -645.5 37.0 8 -5041.6 148.4
Natural (Adam) 6 3140.2 6.7 8 -645.5 24.4 8 -5041.5 150.7
Natural (Snngm) 6 3140.2 6.2 8 -645.5 25.4 4 -5041.5 76.3

Table 6: Number of iterations (T ) in thousands that each algorithm was run, the runtime
in seconds and the average lower bound L̂ attained at termination.

Figure 4 shows the average lower bounds attained over the past 1000 iterations for
each algorithm and dataset, while Table 6 shows the total number of iterations, runtime
and average lower bound attained. For GLMMs, the use of natural gradients with Adam
did not bring about any significant improvement in convergence as compared to Euclidean
gradients. In nearly all cases, the same number of iterations is required. However, pairing
natural gradients with Snngm yields much better results and the runtime can be improved
by up to a factor of 2.8 in the case of GVA for the Epilepsy dataset (together with a
distinctly higher lower bound). Figure 4 also shows that natural gradients with Snngm
seem to be able to escape saddle points or suboptimal local modes more effectively in the
case of GVA for the Toenail and HERS datasets. Generally, GVA takes more iterations
to converge than RVB because the local variables in RVB are transformed so that they
are approximately distributed as standard normals a posteriori. Hence, by initializing their
mean as 0 and variance as 1, the algorithm is already closer to convergence. While RVB1
is the fastest to converge, RVB2 yields the highest lower bound. All three approaches are
able to benefit from the use of natural gradients with Snngm, with GVA seeing the biggest
reduction in number of iterations required.

9. Conclusion

Gaussian variational approximation is widely used and natural gradients provide a direct
means of improving the convergence in stochastic gradient ascent, which is particularly
important when saddle points or suboptimal local modes are present. However, the natural
gradient update of the precision matrix does not ensure positive definiteness. To tackle this
issue, we consider Cholesky decomposition of the covariance or precision matrix. We show
that the inverse of the Fisher information matrix can be found analytically and present
natural gradient updates of the Cholesky factors in closed form. For high-dimensional
models, we impose sparsity constraints on the covariance or precision matrix to incorporate
assumptions in variational Bayes or conditional independence structure in the posterior, and
we show that efficient natural gradient updates can also be derived in these cases. Finally,
we observe that Adam does not always perform well with natural gradients and we propose
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stochastic normalized natural gradient ascent with momentum (Snngm) as an alternative.
We prove the convergence of this approach for L-Lipschitz smooth functions with bounded
gradients and demonstrate its efficiency in logistic regression and GLMMs for several real
datasets.

Appendix A. Natural gradient of L with respect to natural parameter

In this appendix, we derive the natural gradient of L with respect to the natural parameter
given in Section 4.2. Let m1 = µ, m2 = vech(Σ + µµT ) and introduce ζ = (ζT1 , ζ

T
2 )T , where

ζ1 = µ = m1, ζ2 = vech(Σ) = m2 − vech(m1m
T
1 ).

Differentiating ζ2 with respect to m1, we obtain

dζ2 = −D+vec(m1dmT
1 + dm1m

T
1 )

= −D+(Id2 +K)(Id ⊗m1)dm1

= −2D+DD+(Id ⊗m1)dm1

= −2D+(Id ⊗m1)dm1

=⇒ ∇m1ζ2 = −2(Id ⊗mT
1 )(D+)T .

We have used the properties Id2 +K = 2DD+ and D+D = Id(d+1)/2. Thus

∇mζ =

[
∇m1ζ1 ∇m1ζ2

∇m2ζ1 ∇m2ζ2

]
=

[
Id −2(Id ⊗ µT )(D+)T

0d(d+1)/2×d Id(d+1)/2

]
.

Applying (6) and the chain rule, the natural gradient is

∇̃λL = ∇mL = ∇mζ∇ζL =

[
∇µL − 2(∇ΣL)µ
DTvec(∇ΣL)

]
,

since ∇vech(Σ)L = DT∇vec(Σ)L = DTvec(∇ΣL) and −2(Id ⊗ µT )(D+)TDTvec(∇ΣL) =

−2(Id ⊗ µT )vec(∇ΣL) = −2vec(µT∇ΣL) = −2(∇ΣL)µ.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 1

In this appendix, we prove Lemma 1 in Section 5. We will require several results regarding
the elimination matrix L, which are stated in Lemma 4 for ease of reference.

Lemma 4 If P and Q are lower triangular d× d matrices, then

(i) LLT = Id(d+1)/2,

(ii) (LNLT )−1 = 2Id(d+1)/2 − LKLT ,

(iii) N = DLN ,

(iv) LTL(P T ⊗Q)LT = (P T ⊗Q)LT and its transpose, L(P ⊗QT )LTL = L(P ⊗QT ),

(v) L(P T ⊗Q)LT = DT (P T ⊗Q)LT and its transpose, L(P ⊗QT )LT = L(P ⊗QT )D.
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Proof The proofs can be found in Lemma 3.2 (ii), Lemma 3.4 (ii), Lemma 3.5 (ii) and
Lemma 4.2 (i) and (iii) of Magnus and Neudecker (1980) respectively.

First of all,

I(Λ) = L{K(Λ−T ⊗ Λ−1) + Id ⊗ Λ−TΛ−1}LT

= L{K(Λ−T ⊗ Id)(Id ⊗ Λ−1) + (Id ⊗ Λ−T )(Id ⊗ Λ−1)}LT

= L{(Id ⊗ Λ−T )K + (Id ⊗ Λ−T )}(Id ⊗ Λ−1)LT

= L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )(K + Id2)(Id ⊗ Λ−1)LT

= 2L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )N(Id ⊗ Λ−1)LT .

Using the results in Lemma 4, we have

{2L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )N(Id ⊗ Λ−1)LT }
{

1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LT (LNLT )−1L(Id ⊗ ΛT )LT

}
= L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )(DLN)(Id ⊗ Λ−1)(Id ⊗ Λ)LT (LNLT )−1L(Id ⊗ ΛT )LT [(iii) & (iv)]

= L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )LT (LNLT )(LNLT )−1L(Id ⊗ ΛT )LT [(v)]

= L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )LTL(Id ⊗ ΛT )LT

= L(Id ⊗ Λ−T )(Id ⊗ ΛT )LT [(iv)]

= LLT = Id(d+1)/2. [(i)]

The roman letters in square brackets on the right indicate which parts of Lemma 4 are used.
Finally,

I(Λ)−1vech(G) = 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LT (LNLT )−1L(Id ⊗ ΛT )LTvech(Ḡ)

= 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LT (2Id(d+1)/2 − LKLT )L(Id ⊗ ΛT )vec(Ḡ) [Lemma 4(ii)]

= 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)(2Id2 − LTLK)LTLvec(ΛT Ḡ)

= 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)(2Id2 − LTLK)LTvech(H̄)

= 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)(2Id2 − LTLK)vec(H̄)

= L(Id ⊗ Λ)vec(H̄)− 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LTLKvec(H̄)

= Lvec(ΛH̄)− 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LTvech(H̄T )

= vech(ΛH̄)− 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)LTvech(dg(H̄))

= vech(ΛH̄)− 1
2L(Id ⊗ Λ)vec(dg(H̄))

= vech(ΛH̄)− 1
2vech(Λdg(H̄))

= vech(Λ ¯̄H).

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 2

In this appendix, we provide the proof of Theorem 2 in Section 5. The Fisher information
matrix is Fλ = −Eqλ(θ)[∇2

λ`q], where

`q = log qλ(θ) = −d
2 log(2π)− 1

2 log |Σ| − 1
2(θ − µ)TΣ−1(θ − µ).
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For both parametrizations, ∇µ`q = Σ−1(θ − µ) and ∇2
µ`q = −Σ−1. Thus −Eqλ(θ)[∇2

µ`q] =

Σ−1. Note that Eφ(z)(z) = 0 and Eφ(z)(zz
T ) = Id,

For the first parametrization, Σ = CCT and θ = Cz + µ. Differentiating ∇µ`q =
C−TC−1(θ − µ) w.r.t. C,

d(∇µ`q) = −[C−T (dCT )C−TC−1 + C−TC−1(dC)C−1](θ − µ)

= −[C−T (dCT )C−T z + Σ−1(dC)z]

= −[(zTC−1 ⊗ C−T )K + (zT ⊗ Σ−1)]LTdvech(C).

∇2
µ,vech(C)`q = −[C−T ⊗ zTC−1 + zT ⊗ Σ−1]LT .

Hence −Eqλ(θ)[∇2
µ,vech(C)`q] = 0. Differentiating `q w.r.t. C,

d`q = −tr(C−1dC) + 1
2{z

T (dCT )C−T z + zTC−1(dC)z}
= [vec(C−T zzT )− vec(C−T )]TLTdvech(C)

∇vech(C)`q = Lvec[C−T (zzT − Id)] = vech[C−T (zzT − Id)].

Since z = C−1(θ − µ), differentiating z with respect to C,

dz = −C−1(dC)z.

Therefore, differentiating ∇vech(C)`q w.r.t. C,

d∇vech(C)`q = Lvec[−C−TdCTC−T (zzT − Id) + C−T {z(dzT ) + dz(zT )}]
= −L{[(zzT − Id)C−1 ⊗ C−T ]Kdvec(C) + vec[C−T zzT (dCT )C−T + Σ−1dCzzT ]}
= −L{[(zzT − Id)C−1 ⊗ C−T ]K + (C−1 ⊗ C−T zzT )K + (zzT ⊗ Σ−1)}LTdvech(C).

∇2
vech(C)`q = −L{[(zzT − Id)C−1 ⊗ C−T + C−1 ⊗ C−T zzT ]K + zzT ⊗ Σ−1}LT .

∴ −Eqλ(θ)[∇2
vech(C)`q] = L{(C−1 ⊗ C−T )K + Id ⊗ Σ−1}LT = I(C).

Hence for the first parametrization, Fλ = blockdiag(Σ−1, I(C)), and it follows from Lemma
1 that F−1

λ = blockdiag(Σ, I(C)−1).
For the second parametrization, Σ−1 = TT T and z = T T (θ−µ). Differentiating ∇µ`q =

TT T (θ − µ) w.r.t. T ,

d(∇µ`q) = [(dT )T T + T (dT T )](θ − µ)

= {(θ − µ)TT ⊗ Id + [(θ − µ)T ⊗ T ]K}LTdvech(T )

∇2
µ,vech(T )`q = {(θ − µ)TT ⊗ Id + T ⊗ (θ − µ)T }LT

= (zT ⊗ Id + T ⊗ zTT−1)LT .

Hence −E[∇2
µ,vech(T )`q] = 0. Differentiating `q with respect to T ,

d`q = tr(T−1dT )− vec[(θ − µ)(θ − µ)TT ]Tdvec(T )

= vec[T−T − (θ − µ)(θ − µ)TT ]TLTdvech(T )

∴ ∇vech(T )`q = vech[T−T − (θ − µ)(θ − µ)TT ].
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Differentiating ∇vech(T )`q w.r.t. T ,

d∇vech(T )`q = −Lvec[T−T (dT T )T−T + (θ − µ)(θ − µ)TdT ]

= −L[(T−1 ⊗ T−T )K + (Id ⊗ (θ − µ)(θ − µ)T )]LTdvech(T )

∇2
vech(T )`q = −L[(T−1 ⊗ T−T )K + (Id ⊗ T−T zzTT−1)]LT .

∴ −Eqλ(θ)[∇2
vech(T )`q] = L{(T−1 ⊗ T−T )K + Id ⊗ T−TT−1}LT = I(T ).

Thus for the second parametrization, Fλ = blockdiag(Σ−1, I(T )), and it follows from Lemma
1 that F−1

λ = blockdiag(Σ, I(T )−1).

Finally, for each parametrization, the natural gradient is given by

∇̃λL = F−1
λ ∇λL =

[
Σ 0
0 I(Λ)−1

]
Eφ(z)

[
∇θh(θ)
vech(Ḡ)

]
= Eφ(z)

[
Σ∇θh(θ)

vech(Λ ¯̄H)

]
,

where we have applied Lemma 1 in the last step.

Appendix D. Natural gradient for sparse precision matrix

In this appendix, we derive the natural gradient presented in Section 6.2, where the precision
matrix is sparse. In this case,

`q = log qλ(θ) = −d
2

log(2π) + log |TG|+
N∑
i=1

log |Ti| −
1

2

n∑
i=1

(θi − µi)TTiT Ti (θi − µi)

− 1

2
(θG − µG)T

(
n∑
i=1

TGiT
T
Gi + TGT

T
G

)
(θG − µG)− (θG − µG)T

n∑
i=1

TGiT
T
i (θi − µi).

First, we find the elements in the Fisher information matrix. Note that E(z) = 0 and
E(zzT ) = Id. In particular, E(ziz

T
G) = 0 for any i = 1, . . . , n. Differentiating `q with respect

to Ti,

d`q = tr(T−1
i dTi)− vec[(θi − µi)(θi − µi)TTi]Tdvec(Ti)− (θG − µG)TTGi(dT

T
i )(θi − µi)

= vec{T−Ti − (θi − µi)(θi − µi)TTi − (θi − µi)(θG − µG)TTGi}TLTdvech(Ti).

∇vech(Ti)`q = vech{T−Ti − (θi − µi)(θi − µi)TTi − (θi − µi)(θG − µG)TTGi}.

Differentiating ∇vech(Ti)`q with respect to Ti,

d∇vech(Ti)`q = Lvec{−T−Ti (dT Ti )T−Ti − (θi − µi)(θi − µi)TdTi}
= −L{(T−1

i ⊗ T−Ti )K + Idi ⊗ (θi − µi)(θi − µi)T }LTdvech(Ti)

−∇2
vech(Ti)

`q = L{(T−1
i ⊗ T−Ti )K + Idi ⊗ T

−T
i (zi − T TGiT−TG zG)(zi − T TGiT−TG zG)TT−1

i }L
T .

−E[∇2
vech(Ti)

`q] = L{(T−1
i ⊗ T−Ti )K + Idi ⊗ T

−T
i (Idi + T TGiT

−T
G T−1

G TGi)T
−1
i }L

T

= I(Ti) + L(Idi ⊗ T
−T
i T TGiT

−T
G T−1

G TGiT
−1
i )LT .
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Differentiating ∇vech(Ti)`q with respect to TGi,

d∇vech(Ti)`q = −Lvec{(θi − µi)(θG − µG)TdTGi}
= −L{Idi ⊗ (θi − µi)(θG − µG)T }dvec(TGi)

∇2
vech(Ti),vec(TGi)

`q = −L{Idi ⊗ T
−T
i (zi − T TGiT−TG zG)zTGT

−1
G }.

−E[∇2
vech(Ti),vec(TGi)

`q] = −L{Idi ⊗ T
−T
i T TGiT

−T
G T−1

G }.

Differentiating `q with respect to TGi,

d`q = −vec[(θG − µG)(θG − µG)TTGi + (θG − µG)(θi − µi)TTi]Tdvec(TGi).

∇vec(TGi)`q = −vec[(θG − µG)(θG − µG)TTGi + (θG − µG)(θi − µi)TTi].

Differentiating ∇vec(TGi)`q with respect to TGi,

d∇vec(TGi)`q = −vec[(θG − µG)(θG − µG)TdTGi]

= −(Idi ⊗ (θG − µG)(θG − µG)T )dvec(TGi).

−∇2
vec(TGi)

`q = Idi ⊗ T
−T
G zGz

T
GT
−1
G .

−E[∇2
vec(TGi)

`q] = Idi ⊗ T
−T
G T−1

G .

Differentiating `q with respect to TG,

d`q = tr(T−1
G dTG)− (θG − µG)T (dTG)T TG (θG − µG)

= vec[T−TG − (θG − µG)(θG − µG)TTG]TLTdvech(TG).

∇vech(TG)`q = vech[T−TG − (θG − µG)(θG − µG)TTG].

Differentiating ∇vech(TG)`q with respect to TG,

d∇vech(TG)`q = −Lvec[T−TG (dT TG )T−TG + (θG − µG)(θG − µG)TdTG]

= −L[(T−1
G ⊗ T−TG )K + IdG ⊗ (θG − µG)(θG − µG)T ]LTdvech(TG).

−∇2
vech(TG)`q = L[(T−1

G ⊗ T−TG )K + IdG ⊗ T
−T
G zGz

T
GT
−1
G ]LT .

−E[∇2
vech(TG)`q] = L[(T−1

G ⊗ T−TG )K + IdG ⊗ T
−T
G T−1

G ]LT = I(TG).

Thus the Fisher information matrix is Fλ = blockdiag(Σ−1, F1, . . . , Fn, I(TG)), where

Fi =

[
Ai Bi
BT
i Di

]
and

Ai = I(Ti) + L(Idi ⊗ T
−T
i T TGiT

−T
G T−1

G TGiT
−1
i )LT ,

Bi = −L{Idi ⊗ T
−T
i T TGiT

−T
G T−1

G },
Di = Idi ⊗ T

−T
G T−1

G .

Since D−1
i = Idi ⊗ TGT TG , and BiD

−1
i = −L(Idi ⊗ T

−T
i T TGi),

BiD
−1
i BT

i = L{Idi ⊗ T
−T
i T TGiT

−T
G T−1

G TGiT
−1
i }L

T
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and Ai −BiD−1
i BT

i = I(Ti). Hence using block matrix inversion,

F−1
i =

[
I(Ti)

−1 I(Ti)
−1L(Idi ⊗ T

−T
i T TGi)

· Idi ⊗ TGT TG + (Idi ⊗ TGiT
−1
i )LTI(Ti)

−1L(Idi ⊗ T
−T
i T TGi)

]
.

Next, we simplify the natural gradient obtained using ∇̃λL = F−1
λ ∇λL. For i = 1, . . . , n,[

∇̃vech(Ti)L
∇̃vec(TGi)L

]
= F−1

i

[
vech(−wivTi )
vec(−uGvTi )

]
.

Applying the result from Lemma 1, we have

∇̃vech(Ti)L = −I(Ti)
−1[vech(wiv

T
i ) + L(Idi ⊗ T

−T
i T TGi)vec(uGv

T
i )]

= −I(Ti)
−1vech(wiv

T
i + T−Ti T TGiuGv

T
i )

= −I(Ti)
−1vech(T−Ti ziv

T
i ) = −I(Ti)

−1vech(uiv
T
i )

= I(Ti)
−1vech(G2i) = vech(Ti

¯̄Hi),

where G2i = −uivTi and Hi = T Ti Ḡ2i. In addition,

∇̃vec(TGi)L = (Idi ⊗ TGT
T
G )vec(−uGvTi ) + (Idi ⊗ TGiT

−1
i )LT ∇̃vech(Ti)L

= vec(−TGT TGuGvTi ) + (Idi ⊗ TGiT
−1
i )LTvech(Ti

¯̄Hi)

= vec(−TGzGvTi ) + vec(TGi
¯̄Hi)

= vec(TGi
¯̄Hi − TGzGvTi ).

Finally, let HG = T TG Ḡ2G. Applying Lemma (1),

∇̃vec(TG)L = I(TG)−1vech(G2G) = vech(TG
¯̄HG).

Appendix E. Proof of Theorem 3

In this Appendix, we prove Theorem 3 in Section 7. First we consider ‖·‖ as the Riemannian
norm ‖ · ‖Ft and derive some intermediate results that are needed for the proof. Let ḡt =
g̃t/‖g̃t‖Ft for t = 1, . . . , T .

Lemma 5

t−1∑
i=0

iβi ≤ β

(1− β)2
.

Proof

t−1∑
i=0

iβi = β[1 + 2β + . . . (t− 1)βt−2] = β
d

dβ
[β + β2 + · · ·+ βt−1]

= β
d

dβ

[
β(1− βt−1)

1− β

]
=
β{1 + βt−1[(t− 1)β − t]}

(1− β)2
≤ β

(1− β)2
.
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E.1 Bounds on Euclidean and Riemannian norms

By (A4), since R1 ≤ ev(Ft) ≤ R2, R1 ≤ (xTFtx)/(xTx) ≤ R2 for any x ∈ Rd (p. 18,
Magnus and Neudecker, 2019). Thus we have√

R1‖x‖2 ≤ ‖x‖Ft ≤
√
R2‖x‖2 ∀x ∈ Rd.

As 1/R2 ≤ ev(F−1
t ) ≤ 1/R1, we also have

‖x‖2/
√
R2 ≤ ‖x‖F−1

t
≤ ‖x‖2/

√
R1 ∀x ∈ Rd.

In particular, for t = 1, . . . , T , ‖ḡt‖2 = ‖g̃t‖2/‖g̃t‖Ft ≤ 1/
√
R1 and by (A2),

‖g̃t‖Ft = ‖ĝt‖F−1
t
≤ ‖ĝt‖2/

√
R1 ≤ R/

√
R1. (14)

E.2 Bound on momentum

Since m0 = 0, mt = βmt−1 + (1− β)ḡt = (1− β)
∑t−1

i=0 β
iḡt−i for t = 1, . . . , T . Thus,

‖mt‖2 ≤ (1− β)

t−1∑
i=0

βi‖ḡt−i‖2 ≤
1− β√
R1

t−1∑
i=0

βi =
1− βt√
R1
≤ 1√

R1
.

E.3 Inequality from L-Lipschitz smooth assumption

Define G(t) = L(λ+ t(λ′ − λ)). Then G′(t) = ∇λL(λ+ t(λ′ − λ))T (λ′ − λ). We have

G(1) = G(0) +G′(0) +

∫ 1

0
G′(t)−G′(0)dt.

∴ |G(1)−G(0)−G′(0)| ≤
∫ 1

0
|〈∇λL(λ+ t(λ′ − λ))−∇λL(λ), λ′ − λ〉|dt

≤ L‖λ′ − λ‖22
∫ 1

0
t dt = L‖λ′ − λ‖22/2.

∴ |L(λ′)− L(λ)− 〈∇λL(λ), λ′ − λ〉| ≤ L‖λ′ − λ‖22/2
=⇒ −L(λ′) + L(λ) + 〈∇λL(λ), λ′ − λ〉 ≤ L‖λ′ − λ‖22/2. (15)

E.4 Proof (Theorem 3)

Set λ = λ(t) and λ′ = λ(t+1) in (15). Since λ(t+1) = λ(t) + αmt, mt = (1 − β)
∑t−1

i=0 β
iḡt−i

and ‖mt‖2 ≤ 1/
√
R1 from Appendix E.2,

L(λ(t)) ≤ L(λ(t+1))− 〈∇λL(λ(t)), λ(t+1) − λ(t)〉+ L‖λ(t+1) − λ(t)‖22/2
= L(λ(t+1))− α〈∇L(λ(t)),mt〉+ Lα2‖mt‖22/2

≤ L(λ(t+1))− α(1− β)

t−1∑
i=0

βi〈∇λL(λ(t)), ḡt−i〉+
Lα2

2R1
. (16)
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Write 〈∇λL(λ(t)), ḡt−i〉 = 〈∇λL(λ(t))−∇λL(λ(t−i)), ḡt−i〉+ 〈∇λL(λ(t−i)), ḡt−i〉. For the first
term, applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and L-Lipschitz smooth assumption (A3),

|〈∇λL(λ(t))−∇λL(λ(t−i)), ḡt−i〉| ≤ ‖∇λL(λ(t))−∇λL(λ(t−i))‖2‖ḡt−i‖2
≤ L‖λ(t) − λ(t−i)‖2/

√
R1.

where λ(t) − λ(t−i) = α
∑t−1

j=t−i{λ(j+1) − λ(j)} = α
∑t−1

j=t−imj . Hence

‖λ(t) − λ(t−i)‖2 ≤ α
t−1∑
j=t−i

‖mj‖2 ≤ αi/
√
R1.

For the second term, from (14),

〈∇λL(λ(t−i)), ḡt−i〉 = 〈gt−i, F−1
t−iĝt−i〉/‖g̃t−i‖Ft−i ≥

√
R1〈gt−i, F−1

t−iĝt−i〉/R.

Substituting these back into (16) and applying Lemma 5, we have

L(λ(t)) ≤ L(λ(t+1)) + α(1− β)
t−1∑
i=0

βi
(
Lαi

R1
−
√
R1

R
〈gt−i, F−1

t−iĝt−i〉
)

+
Lα2

2R1

≤ L(λ(t+1)) +
Lα2β

R1(1− β)
−
√
R1α(1− β)

R

t−1∑
i=0

βi〈gt−i, F−1
t−iĝt−i〉+

Lα2

2R1
.

Taking expectations and summing over t = 1 to t = T ,

√
R1α(1− β)

R

T∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

βi‖gt−i‖F−1
t−i
≤ L(λ(T+1))− L(λ(1)) +

TLα2β

R1(1− β)
+
TLα2

2R1
.

Since ‖gt−i‖2/
√
R2 ≤ ‖gt−i‖F−1

t−i
from Appendix E.1 and L(λT+1) ≤  L∗ by (A1),√

R1

R2

α(1− β)

R

T∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

βi‖gt−i‖2 ≤ L∗ − L(λ(1)) +
TLα2β

R1(1− β)
+
TLα2

2R1
.

Let j = t− i and interchanging the summation,

T∑
t=1

t−1∑
i=0

βi‖gt−i‖2 =
T∑
t=1

t∑
j=1

βt−j‖gj‖2 =
T∑
j=1

T∑
t=j

βt−j‖gj‖2 =

∑T
j=1(1− βT−j+1)‖gj‖2

1− β
.

From Section 7, C ≥ T̃ . Therefore,

E‖gτ‖2 =
T∑
j=1

1− βT−j+1

C
‖gj‖2 ≤

1

T̃

T∑
j=1

(1− βT−j+1)‖gj‖2

≤
√
R2

R1

R

T̃α
[L∗ − L(λ(1))] +

TRLαβR
1/2
2

T̃ (1− β)R
3/2
1

+
TRLαR

1/2
2

2T̃R
3/2
1

.

If ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖2, define ḡt = g̃t/‖g̃t‖2 for t = 1, . . . , T instead. In this
case ‖ḡt‖2 = 1, ‖mt‖2 ≤ 1 and ‖g̃t‖2 ≤ R1/R. The steps in rest of the proof is similar to
that for the Riemannian norm.

29



Linda Tan

References

S. Amari. Natural gradient works efficiently in learning. Neural Computation, 10:251–276,
1998.

S. Amari. Information Geometry and Its Applications. Springer, 2016.

J. Bezanson, A. Edelman, S. Karpinski, and V. B. Shah. Julia: A fresh approach to
numerical computing. SIAM Review, 59:65–98, 2017.
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