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Abstract

As a computational alternative to Markov chain Monte Carlo approaches, varia-
tional inference (VI) is becoming more and more popular for approximating intractable
posterior distributions in large-scale Bayesian models due to its comparable efficacy
and superior efficiency. Several recent works provide theoretical justifications of VI
by proving its statistical optimality for parameter estimation under various settings;
meanwhile, formal analysis on the algorithmic convergence aspects of VI is still largely
lacking. In this paper, we consider the common coordinate ascent variational infer-
ence (CAVI) algorithm for implementing the mean-field (MF) VI towards optimizing
a Kullback—Leibler divergence objective functional over the space of all factorized dis-
tributions. Focusing on the two-block case, we analyze the convergence of CAVI by
leveraging the extensive toolbox from functional analysis and optimization. We pro-
vide general conditions for certifying global or local exponential convergence of CAVI.
Specifically, a new notion of generalized correlation for characterizing the interaction
between the constituting blocks in influencing the VI objective functional is introduced,
which according to the theory, quantifies the algorithmic contraction rate of two-block
CAVI. As illustrations, we apply the developed theory to a number of examples, and
derive explicit problem-dependent upper bounds on the algorithmic contraction rate.

1 Introduction

Variational inference (VI, [13, 5, 30]) has now become a commonly used alternative to Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) for approximating intractable posterior distributions in com-
plicated Bayesian models with massive data due to its statistical efficiency and computa-
tional scalability. A number of recent works have investigated large-sample properties of
VI, and proved its statistical optimality for point estimation in various settings. For ex-
ample, see [26, 4, 10, 11, 20, 27] for theoretical results of VI applied to concrete models;
and [2, 22, 33, 35, 32] for general theoretical treatments of VI.

Among various approximation schemes of VI, the mean-field (MF) approximation, which
originates from statistical mechanics and uses the approximating family consisting of all
factorized density functions over (blocks of) variables of interest, is the most widely used and
representative instance of VI. A standard computational method for implementing MF is the
coordinate ascent variational inference (CAVI) algorithm, which optimizes each component
in the factorized density function while holding the others fixed. Refer to comprehensive
review articles [19, 6] and [5, Chapter 10] for a book-level treatment. Depending on the



execution order, a CAVI algorithm can be realized through either a sequential scheme where
one component is updated at a time according to a deterministic order or a randomized
order, or a parallel scheme where all components are simultaneously updated. Due to the
lack of tractability of the updating formula involving unwieldy normalization constants and
the technical challenge of dealing with optimization over infinite-dimensional distributions,
a general theoretical treatment on analyzing the convergence of CAVI is missing in the
literature. Study of the algorithmic landscape by explicitly analyzing dynamical systems in
conditionally conjugate models contains both positive and negative results [31, 34, 18, 9, 24].

In this article, we aim to address the theoretical question of certifying the convergence of
CAVI under general sufficient conditions, as well as quantifying its algorithmic contraction
rate. Specifically, our analysis focuses on the two-block CAVI for technical simplicity, where
the MF approximation family is composed of all distributions that can be factorized into the
product of distributions over two pre-specified blocks of variables. Our novel contribution
is to introduce a new notion of generalized correlation for characterizing the interaction
between the constituting blocks in influencing the VI objective functional. We show that
such a generalized correlation certifies the convergence of CAVI if sufficiently small and
quantifies the algorithmic contraction rate. Our analysis leverages the extensive toolbox from
functional analysis and optimization to avoid directly handling the normalization constants
in the updating formula. As an important implication of the derived contraction rate, CAVI
tends to converge faster if each constituting component in the MF is less affected by the
status of others when being individually optimized as in the CAVI algorithm. We apply the
developed theory to a number of concrete Bayesian models. By examining the sharpness
of the implied results in these examples, we find that our sufficient conditions based on
the generalized correlation precisely captures the algorithmic hardness in the two-block MF
variational approximation.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some neces-
sary background; briefly review the mean-field VI, the CAVI algorithm, and some results
from constrained optimization in function spaces. In Section 3, we present our main the-
oretical results on the convergence of CAVI with two blocks. In Section 4, we apply the
developed theory to a number of representative Bayesian models. Section 5 offers a prelim-
inary extension to CAVI with more than 2 blocks. Proofs of main results are provided in
Section 6; proofs related to the applications and some other technical results are deferred to
the appendices. Section 7 concludes the article with some discussions.

2 Preliminary Background

We begin this section with introducing notation and recalling some useful probability identi-
ties and inequalities related to the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence. After that, we briefly
review key elements of mean-field variational inference and the associated coordinate ascent
variational inference (CAVI) algorithm along with some of its variants. We end this section
with some useful results from constrainted optimization in function spaces that will be used
to analyze the one-step contraction of CAVI.



2.1 Notation

Given probability measures Q and P on R? with Q « P and f = dQ/dP the Radon—Nikodym
derivative, the Kullback—Leibler (KL) divergence from @ to P is defined as

{ flog(f)dP  when flog,(f) e Li(P),

) (2.1)
+o0 otherwise.

DKL(QHP)i:{

We record the following useful variational characterization of the KL divergence; see, for
example, Corollary 4.15 of [7]:

DguL(Q|P) = sup {Eq[Z] —logEp[e”]}, (2.2)

where the supremum is taken over all random variable Z such that Ep[e?] < co.

If P and @ have densities p and ¢ with respect to a dominating measure, we shall
interchangeably use Dk, (Q || P) and Dkp(q||p). We shall throughout use the convention of
identifying densities p and ¢ with Dk, (¢q||p) = 0. For « € [0, 1], define a family of weighted
divergences

Dxra(qllp) = aDxi(qlp) + (1 — a)Dxr(p|] 9)- (2.3)

When a = 1 (resp. 0), this weighted divergence equals Dkp(q||p) (resp. Dxki(pl|q)),
and a = 1/2 corresponds to (half of) the symmetrized KL divergence [14]. Observe that
Dxro(p[l9) = Dxri-alqllp), and Dxra(q[|p) + Dxri-a(q||p) = 2Dk 1/2(q || p).

A real random variable Z is called sub-Gaussian if there exists v > 0 such that E[e/(?~E(%)] <
e”’?/2 for all t € R. The smallest such v is called the sub-Gaussian norm (or Orlicz norm
with Orlicz function () = ¢** — 1) and is denoted as |Z|y,. We record the following
transport inequality that we use frequently to control the difference in the expectations of
two distributions via their KL divergence.

Lemma 1 (Transportation cost inequality). If Z is sub-Gaussian under probability measure
P on R, i.e. Ep[e!Z-ErlZD] < /2 for all t € R, then for any other probability measure
Q « P on R, we have

[Eq[Z] — Ep[Z]| < v/2v2Dxi(Q||P).

The bound on Eg[Z] — Ep[Z] is from Lemma 4.18 of [7]. To get the other inequality,
simply note that if Z is sub-Gaussian with respect to P, so is —Z, and | Z ]y, = | = Z]y,-

For ;1 € R and ¥ a d x d positive definite matrix, we use Ny(u, 2) to denote a multivariate
normal distribution with mean g and covariance matrix . We also use Ny(zx;pu,X) to
denote the corresponding probability density function evaluated at x € R?. Unless otherwise
specified, ||z|| denotes the Euclidean norm of a vector z, and |A||2 denotes the operator norm
of matrix A, i.e., its largest singular value.



2.2 Mean-field variational inference and CAVI algorithm

Let m,, denote our target distribution defined on set X < R™. With a slight abuse of notation,
we shall continue to use 7, to denote its density with respect to a dominating measure, which
for our purpose will be either the Lebesgue measure or the counting measure in this article.
In Bayesian statistics, 7, corresponds to a posterior distribution, m, (u) oc e~V 7(w), where
U, is the negative log-likelihood function with n data points and 7 the prior distribution
on the parameter space X'. More generally, we shall continue to write m,(u) = e~ Vn(w) /Zn
in a Gibbs distribution form, with the subscript n indicating some evolving aspect of the
distribution, e.g., the sequence of distributions {m,} gets increasingly concentrated as n
increases. In the Bayesian example, we have V,,(u) = U, (u) + log m(u) and the normalizing
constant 7, is the marginal likelihood or evidence.

Mean-field variational inference [5, Chapter 10] aims to approximate 7, with a product
density. Specifically, suppose X = &} x ... x X; with &; € R" and ijl mj = m. Let

Qur ={0=01®...®q : ¢ <m, and Dxr(q||m,) < 0}

denote the class of probability densities absolutely continuous with respect to the target
density m, which decompose into a product form, with g; a probability density on &) for
each j € [d]. Mean-field variational inference minimizes some notion of distance or divergence
between ¢ € Qur and m, to arrive at a best proxy for 7, from the mean-field family Q.
The Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence Dky,(q || 7,,) has been traditionally used as a measure
of discrepancy, with its origin in statistical physics [21], and continues to remain one of the
popular choices. In recent years, a number of other divergence or distance measures have
been considered in the literature, such as Rényi divergence [15], reverse KL divergence [17],
and Wasserstein distance [3], among many others.

The coordinate ascent variational inference (CAVI) algorithm is one of the most com-
monly used iterative procedures for the optimization problem min Dkp(¢1 ® ... ® qq|| mn)-
CAVI is an alternating minimization algorithm which iteratively updates a single coordi-
nate' ¢; at each step, keeping the remaining coordinates fixed. We shall consider several
variants of the CAVI, and we introduce some notation to describe them succinctly. Let
F(q) : = Dxwi(q|| mn) denote our objective function. For ¢ € Oy and any j € [d], let ¢_;
denote the product density ®gx;q; defined on X, . Aj. We shall write F (q) equivalently
as F'(¢; ® q;j) to emphasize the dependence on the jth coordinate. Similarly, also define
0<j = Qr<;jqr and ¢-; = Qk>;qx, and write F(q) = F(g<; ® ¢; ® ¢-;); in the corner cases
j € {1,d}, only two of the three terms remain.

A commonly employed version is the sequential CAVI, which proceeds for t = 0,1,2,...
as

¢V =argmin F(¢YT V@ q;@4Y), jeldl. (2.4)
aj
A single pass of the sequential CAVI going from ¢ — ¢*+1) consists of d intermediate steps,
updating the coordinates one-at-a-time (in a pre-fixed order),

(e, ’qc(lt)) L (gD g 7qc(lt)) L (gt gl .’qu(lt)) R R ,qC(ltJrl)

we shall henceforth refer to g; as the jth coordinate of ¢ = ¢1 ® ... ® qa, although ¢; itself could be a
multivariable density

).



Figure 1 shows a schematic of the sequential CAVI for two blocks, i.e., d = 2.

Figure 1: Sequential dynamics in 2d with g, updated first, i.e., qgtﬂ) = argmin, F(g1 ®qy

(t))
and qgﬂ) = argmin,, F(qgtﬂ) ® q2).

We also consider a parallel version of the CAVI algorithm which proceeds as

qj(.tH) = argqmin F(g; ® qg), j € ld]. (2.5)

Figure 2 shows a schematic diagram of the parallel update for d = 2.

(t (t41) (t+2)
(11) qq 1

Figure 2: Parallel dynamics in 2d with qgtﬂ) = argmin, F(q ® qét)) and qé”l) =

arg min,, F(qgt) ® q2).

Finally, we also analyze a randomized algorithm where at each pass, a coordinate is
selected at random and updated, keeping the other coordinates unchanged. Specifically, at
time ¢ + 1, pick coordinate h uniformly at random from [d], and set

g = argmin F(q, ® q%)), ™" = q for k # h. (2.6)

dh

Irrespective of the version employed, one needs to solve the optimization problem arg min 0; F(p;®
q—;) at each step. This sub-problem is convex with a unique solution

qj °C exp (J
X

In conditionally conjugate models, this generally leads to tractable updates without any
further restrictions on the g’s; see [5, Chapter 10] for numerous examples.

q—; log 7Tn) : (2.7)

J



2.3 Constrained optimization in function spaces

We recall some facts about constrained convex optimization of functionals [23]. Recall that
a functional F': W — R on a normed linear space (W, | - |) is called Fréchet differentiable
at w e W if there exists a bounded linear operator DF (w) : W — R such that

iy [Fw+h) = F(w) = DF(w)[A]
R]—0 |7

= 0. (2.8)

The linear map DF(w) is called the Fréchet derivative at w. When the Fréchet derivative
exists at w, one has

DF (w)[h] = lim £+ ”? — P ew (2.9)

t—0

The quantity in the right hand side is called the Gateaux derivative of F' at w in the direction
h. The Gateaux derivative generalizes the notion of a directional derivative to normed linear
spaces.

For a functional F' which is convex and Fréchet differentiable, consider its restriction to
a convex sub-domain W, < W. The first order condition for v € W, to be a minimum point
of F over W, is

DF(v)[w—v] >0, wel,, (2.10)
or equivalently,
DF(v)[h] =0, heTw. (v), (2.11)

where Ty, (v) = {w — v : w e W,} is the tangent cone of W, at v. This immediately follows
using the convexity of F; for any w € W,, we have F(w) > F(v) + DF(v)[w — v], and
the above condition implies F(v) < F(w) for any w € W,.. When W, ¢ W = R? the
condition (2.11) reduces to the familiar first order condition of optimality A’V F(v) = 0 for
all h € Ty, (v). More generally, if W is a Hilbert space, then by the Riesz representation
theorem, there exists a unique element F'(v) € W such that DF(v)[h] = (F(v), h) for all
h € W. Thus, the first order condition (2.11) can again be written as (F'(v),h) = 0 for all
he TWC (U)

To see the relevance in the present context, let Q denote the collection of probability
densities ¢ on X’ absolutely continuous with respect to m, such that Dk (q||7,) < c0. We
shall view Q as a subset of L*(X') equipped with the usual L? inner product (f,g) = {, fg.
Since Dkp(aq + (1 — «)q||m) < aDki(q||mn) + (1 — «)Dkr(q || ) by convexity of the
KL divergence [28], Q is a convex subset of L*(X). Define F(f) = { flog f/m, so that
the restriction of F' to Q is Dy (-||m,). For any ¢ € Q, the tangent cone of Q at ¢ is
To(q) = {tlp—q) : pe Q,t e [0,1]}. Tt is straightforward to check (see Appendix C for
details) that for any g € Q and h € To(q) = L*(X),

DF(q)[h] = (log(g/m,). by = f hlog(q/T). (2.12)



Thus, in our earlier notation, we may take F(q) = log(q/my). F(q) is also called the first
variation of functional F'(-) at ¢, and it is worth mentioning that F'(q) is uniquely defined
up to a constant shift: for any constant C' € R, log(gq/m,) + C is also a valid first variation
since {h = 0 for any h € Tg(g). This arbitrary constant does not interfere with any of our
subsequent analysis as it always gets annihilated, and we thus set it to a default value of
zero while deriving first variations.

The above in particular implies®

F) - @)~ F @ -0 = [alos -~ [atos L~ fa-apos L

for any ¢, G € Q; a fact we shall crucially exploit in the sequel.

3 Convergence analysis: two block case

We begin with a two-block decomposition of ¢, i.e., d = 2 and ¢ = ¢; ® q2. We first present
some preliminary results in Section 3.1 describing the geometry of the KL objective function
Dxi(¢1 ® ¢ || 7,) under the mean-field family relative to the KL divergence disrepancy
measure. Then, motivated by a local “convexity” type decomposition due to this geometry,
we define an important quantity, called generalized correlation, to capture the intervention
between the two blocks in the parallel CAVI, which further leads to our main result about
the global convergence of the algorithm. In Section 3.3, we discuss extensions of the theorem
to: 1. local convergence; 2. randomized CAVI; 3. sequential CAVI. In Section 4 to folloow,
we illustrate the application of the theory to a number of examples.

3.1 Preliminaries

Let ¢ ® ¢ denote a global minimum of the variational objective function, i.e.,

Flgi®g)= min Flg®q¢), Flga®q¢)=Dk(a®qgl m). (3.1)

q1Qq2€ QMmF

Our theoretical result below provides a sufficient condition to guarantee the uniqueness of
a global minima as a byproduct; see Remark 1. We record some properties of ¢f ® ¢; in
Proposition 2 below.

Lemma 2. The optimality of qi and q; implies

q; = (Z;)_lexp { Jq:j logwn}, Z; = f exp { fq:j IOgﬂ—n}a =12 (3.2)
X

J

For any ¢1 ® q2 € Qur, this gives,

Fln ®¢)— F(¢ ®¢) = Dxu(a || ¢f) + Dxu(a2 || 63) — An(ar, ¢2), (3.3)

2As noted above, the constant C' disappears below since §C(¢g—q) =0for any ¢,g € Q.



where
An(q1,q2) = J(CH —q}) ® (¢2 — ¢3) log 7. (3.4)

In particular, it immediately follows that

Flg1®aq3) — F(qi ® ¢3) = Dxu(a1 || ¢7),
F(gi ® ¢2) — F(¢; ® ¢5) = Dxi(q2 1| 43).

The interaction term A, (qq, ¢2) reflects the degree of dependence between the two blocks
under the joint distribution 7,(uy,us). For example, in the extreme case when m, can
be factorized into ¢ ® g5, we have A,(q1,¢2) = 0. In addition, since then F(q; ® ¢2) =
Dxi(q1 1 q7) + Dxi(gz2 || ¢5), both the sequential and the parallel versions of the CAVI boil
down to the independent updating rules on ¢; and ¢,. In general, if we can decompose
log m, (w1, u2) = Vi1 (u1) + Vo (ug) + Vi 12(ug, ug) into two marginal terms plus an interaction
term characterizing the dependence, then only the interaction term contributes to the overall
integral:

(3.5)

An(q1, q2) = — JVn,12(017 02)[q1(01) — g1 (01)] [92(02) — ¢5(02)]d6,dO. (3.6)

In particular, A, does not depend on the normalizing constant of the target density, which
makes it practicable to compute this integral in applications. We explicitly compute A,
along the solution path for a variety of statistical models in the sequel.

In the CAVI updates, A, (q1, ¢2) elucidates how sensitive the time (¢ + 1) iterate q(-tH) is
to the time ¢ iterate qg for j = 1,2. In other words, a small A,,(q1, ¢g2) along the optimization
solution path implies that the j-th (j = 1,2) coordinate {q](-t) : t = 0} is close to the ideal
convex optimization problem of

Ir;in Fg;®4q";), (3.7)

where ¢_; is fixed at its global solution ¢* ;. Consequently, appropriate control on the mag-
nitude of A,(q1,¢2) plays a key role in our analysis to quantify how the actual solution path
{q](.t) : t = 0} deviates from the solution path of the idealized problem (3.7). Following this
high-level intuition, we prepare to state our first convergence result. We consider the parallel
CAVTI algorithm (2.5) first, and later generalize to the sequential and randomized updating
schemes. It is worthy mentioning that the convergence rate derived based on this interaction
term A, (q1,q2) is sharp for Gaussian targets; see Section 4.1.

3.2 Global convergence

We begin by setting up some notation. Recall the weighted KL divergence Dk, (p||¢) from
(2.3). For any « € [0, 1], we will call the following quantity as the a-generalized correlation
within 7, with respect to the decomposition X = &} x X5 over families Q; and Q:

Anlq,
GCorry(m,) = sup | *((h 2) —.
a;€2;\{da}} \/DKL,a(ql lq7) \/DKL,l—a(Q2 1g3)

(3.8)

8



We also define the associated generalized correlation as

GCorr(m,) = 1{1f Yrses  Vnjo = maX{GCOI’I’a(ﬂ'n),GCOI‘I‘l_a(ﬂ'n)}. (3.9)

a€[0,1]
We have the necessary ingredients to state our first convergence result below.

Theorem 1 (Two-block parallel CAVI). Suppose the target density m, satisfies GCorr(m,) €
(0,2). Then, for any initialization ¢© = q§0) & qéo) € Q of the parallel CAVI algorithm, one
has a contraction

Dxr2(d"™V )1 ¢%) < mnDxcrapa(a 1] ¢, (3.10)
for any t = 0, where the contraction constant k,, : = GCorr?(m,)/4 € (0,1).

Iterating (5.5), we have for any ¢ > 1 that Dky,1/2(¢® || ¢*) < &%, Dxr1/2(¢ || ¢*), imply-
ing exponential convergence in the symmetrized KL divergence. This in particular implies a
unique global minima, explicated in the following remark.

Remark 1. In Theorem 1, ¢* = ¢} ® ¢5 15 the unique global minima of F within Q. To
see this, suppose ¢* = q; ® @5 is a global minimum of F in Q distinct from q*. Then,
initializing the algorithm at §*, one has ¢ = §* for all t from the stationarity condition
(5.2). Substituting in (5.5), this implies Dxy,1/2(G" || ¢*) = 0, arriving at a contradiction.

Verifying the condition GCorr(m,) € (0,2) entails demonstrating o € [0,1] such that
Fneo € (0,2). In particular, for a = 1/2; 3, € (0,2) is equivalent to showing that there
exists a constant 7, € (0,2) such that

AL (g1, ¢2)] < %\/DKL,W(QT | q1) \/DKL,1/2(C]§ | g2), (3.11)

for all ¢; € Q;,7 = 1,2. Similarly, for a = 0 or 1, it amounts to showing the existence of
€ (0,2) such that

1AL (g1, q2)] < %\/DKL(QI I Q1)\/DKL(Q2 | g3),
|An(Q17 QZ)| < %\/DKL(Q1 H QI)\/DKL(QE || 512)7

for all ¢; € Q;,7 = 1,2. We shall henceforth refer to (3.11) and (3.12) as the symmetric and
asymmetric KL condition, respectively.

(3.12)

Remark 2. For most common applications of CAVI, the iterates {q] t=1} (j =1,2) lie
in some exponential family Q; = Q; because of the natural conditional conjugacy, under mild
conditions on the initialization. For example, if the target distribution m,(61,0s) is bivariate
Gaussian, and q(0) = q1(01)q2(02), then q](t) lie in the univariate Gaussian family whenever
the algorithm is initialized at any ¢© = q%o) ® qéo) with q](-o), j = 1,2 having finite second
moments. In such situations, we may restrict the supremum in the definition of GCorry(m,)
to Q;\{¢}} (j = 1,2). Then, the conclusion of Theorem 1 continues to hold with the modified
definition of GCOTT(?Tn) as long as the algorithm is initialized inside Q.

Remark 2 immediately follows from the proof of Theorem 1 as it suffices to bound
1AL (7, )| for |7 — ¢| = 1 inside the proof. The utility of Remark 2 is that Dy (g5 q5)
can be explicitly computed when g;, g} € Q] using standard properties of exponential fam-
ilies. Moreover, A, (q1,q2) can be conveniently expressed in terms of the parameters of the
exponential family.



3.3 Local Convergence

In general, we cannot expect global convergence as in Theorem 1. For example, due to the
label switching issue in Gaussian mixture models, global convergence cannot be generally
guaranteed, and one can at best expect local convergence to the closest global minimum to
the initialization. We formalize this intuition in the following local convergence result.

Theorem 2 (Two-block parallel CAVT: local contraction). In the definition (3.8) of GCorr,(7,),
replace Q; by Qji(ro) 1= {q; € Q;j : Dxu(qj || ¢;) < ro} for ro > 0, and call the resulting
quantity GCorry(m,;1r0). Using GCorry(mn;70) instead of GCorry(my,) in (3.9), define the
restricted generalized correlation GCorr(my;70).

Suppose there ezists ro > 0 such that GCorr(m,;10) € (0,2). Assume that the initialization

satisfies DKL71/2(QJ(~0) 1g;) < ro/2 for j =1,2. Then, for anyt >0,

DKL,l/Q(q(t+1) H q*) < HnDKL,l/z(q(t) H q*), (313)
with k, : = GCorr?(m,;70)/4 € (0,1).

Iterating (3.13), one gets exponential convergence to ¢* as before. A crucial compo-
nent of Theorem 2 is the interplay between the choice of the local neighborhood Q3 (r)
around ¢j to define the restricted generalized correlation GCorr(m,;70), and the initializa-
tion neighborhood Q™" : = {q; € Q; : Dkr12(qj || ¢}) < ro/2}. We show in the proof that
if q](.t) € Q" (j = 1,2) for any t > 0, then q](.tﬂ) € Qi(ro), (j = 1,2). This provides control
over |A (", ¢{")| for |r — #| = 1, which is crucially used inside the proof. As a parallel to
Remark 1, the conclusion of the theorem forces ¢* to be the unique global minimizer of F
within Q" @ QL.

Remark 3. As in Remark 2, when the updates Jor q; lie inside an exponential family Qj,
one may replace Qj(ro) with Q*;(ro) := Qj(ro) () Q;. Specifically, if Q; is an exponential
family, and q; € Q; has natural parameter 1;, then Q*j (ro) can be conveniently expressed as

{d(j, ¥7) <o}, where d(vy,¥57) = Dxu(a(- | ¥7) [1a(- | ).

Remark 4. In some applications of Theorem 2 (see Section 4.2), we can only control the
restricted generalized correlation on a high-probability set under the true data generating
model where the mean-field approximation qi, q; have good concentration properties when
sample size is large; see the related works mentioned in the introduction for concrete large-
sample properties of VI. Then, the conclusion of Theorem 2 remains valid as long as we are
conditioning on this high-probability set at the beginning of the analysis.

3.4 Randomized and sequential updates

We record versions of Theorem 2 for the randomized and sequential updates below. Through-
out, GCorr(m,;7) is defined as in Theorem 2.

Theorem 3 (Two-block randomized CAVI: local contraction). Consider the randomized
CAVT algorithm (2.6) for d = 2. Suppose there exists o > 0 sufficiently small such that

GCorr(m,;10) € (0,2), and the initialization satisfies DKL,l/g(qJ(-O) I1q5) <7ro/2,(j =1,2). Let

10



Fi denote the sigma-algebra generated by all random coordinate choices up to time t. Then,
for any t, we have,

E[Dxr,12(¢"™ |1 ) | Fo] < Ry Dxcrajo(a? |1 0%),

where K, = (1 + k,)/2 € (0,1), where K, is as in Theorem 2. As a consequence, we obtain

E[Dxi(¢" || ¢")] < &, E[Dkr.(¢” || ¢")]-

Since the randomized algorithm updates only one coordinate at each pass, it is not
surprising that the contraction constant &, is slower than that of the parallel update k.
In fact, if we consider two passes of the randomized algorithm to constitute one epoch, so
that it has the same computational complexity as one epoch of the parallel algorithm, we
get a contraction constant of 52 which is still slower than x,. This can be possibly due to
the chance of updating the same coordinate twice, so that the algorithm is not improving
the other coordinate. Although randomized CAVI is a descent algorithm® regardless of the
value of k,, an upper bound requirement on k, as in the theorem is still necessary. This
is because a descent algorithm may oscillate among several points without convergence; a
simple example is CAVI for a bivariate Gaussian target with correlation coefficient p = —1,
where the corresponding x,, = 1 and CAVTI oscillates; see Section 4.1 for related calculations
for a general Gaussian target.

Next, we consider the sequential update (qY), qét)) — (qitﬂ), qét)) — (qgtﬂ), qétﬂ)), where
¢1 is updated first.

Theorem 4 (Two-block sequential CAVI: local contraction). Suppose there exists ro > 0
sufficiently small such that GCorr(m,;ro) € (0,2). Assume that the mitialz’zation for ¢
satisfies DKL,l/Q(qg)) I ¢7) < 10/2, and we prepare qéo) ;= argmin, F(q1 ® q2). Then, for
any t = 0, one has

Dy, 1/2( H q7) < knDxkr, 1/2((]2 H ), (3.14)

Dycvap(@d™V || @) < knDrraje(at™ |l a),
with k, : = GCorr?(m,;10)/4 € (0,1). Iterating, we get, for any t > 1,

Dxr12(¢" || ¢%) < 62 Dyt ayo(d? || ¢).

Theorem 4 implies that under identical condition, the sequential update needs at most
half the number of iterates for the parallel CAVI to achieve the same error tolerance. As
a side note, the Jacobi and Gauss—Seidel methods for solving linear systems can be viewed
as parallel and sequential versions of the same fixed point equation respectively, and under
appropriate conditions, the speed of convergence of Gauss—Seidel can be shown to be twice
as fast as the Jacobi method; see Chapter 4 of [25] for more details.

If the two equations of (3.14) are satisfied with s, and ks, respectively, then we only
need ki,K9, < 1 to obtain a contraction overall. This is a useful feature, especially in latent
variable models, as one of the two steps need not be a contraction as long as the combined
effect is. We shall illustrate this through an example in Section 4.3.

3A descent algorithm means that the objective value is non-increasing as the iteration increases.
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4 Applications

In this section, we apply Theorems 1, 2 and 3 to a number of examples, and assess the
sharpness of the derived contraction rate.

4.1 Examples with global convergence

We first provide some illustrations of Theorem 1 in concrete examples where global conver-
gence holds.

2d discrete distribution. Let 7, be the discrete distribution supported on
{(0,0),(0,1),(1,0),(1,1)} with p.m.f. table

[ (0,0)  (0,1) (1,0) (1,1) ]
(1-p)/2 p/2 p2 (1-p)/2|’

where p € (0,1). Clearly, the marginals are Bernoulli(0.5) each. It is known [24] that the
parallel CAVI system is globally convergent at ¢f = ¢5 = Bernoulli(0.5) provided |logit(p)| <
2. Indeed, the target density here can be viewed as an Ising model on two nodes, and
the condition |logit(p)| < 2 coincides with the Dobrushin regime. Turning to verifying
Theorem 1, we can directly compute A, (q1,¢2) = 2{q1(0) — ¢7(0)}{g2(0) — ¢5(0)} log{(1 —
p)/p} for any probability measures qi,qs supported on {0,1}. This gives |A,(q1, o)
2|g1 — ¢flrvlge — ¢rv|logit(p)|. Now use Pinsker’s inequality to obtain 2||lq; — ¢f |4y
min{Dxr.(¢: || ¢;), Dxr(¢f || 1)} < Dxralaillg) for any o € [0,1], implying GCorr(r,)
llogit(p)|. Hence, the condition GCorr(m,) < 2 in Theorem 1 is implied by |logit(p)| <
and thus Theorem 1 certifies global convergence in the Dobrushin regime.

O AN

Gaussian target. Suppose 7, = N, (6, (nQ)~') where @ is a fixed positive definite matrix.
Consider a mean-field decomposition ¢(6) = ¢;(61) g2(02) where we decompose 0 = (01, 0,)’
with 91 e RP:. Partition 90 = (901, 902), and

@ Q2
©= l@m Q22] (4.1)

into the corresponding blocks. The parallel CAVI updates are
a0 = NOm™, (nQu) ™, @ (02) = N0 m Y, (nQe2) ),
with

Y = 01— Q1! Qua(E 0 (62) — o) mé”” = 002 — Qo Qo1 (B0 (01) — On).

Therefore, we have the explicit dynamic (m1 —0p1) = QﬁlngQz}ngl(mf — 901) This
dynamic is a contraction if and only if the spectral radius of A = Q]'Q12Q% Q21 =

1/2 BTQ is less than one, where B = Qlll 2Q12Q2 /2 Note that the spectral ra-
dlus of A also quantifies the exact contraction rate of CAVI. Since the spectral radius of A
is the same as the spectral radius of BB”, which equals to the square of the operator norm
|B|2 of B. The next result below shows that the contraction rate derived from our general
Theorem 1 is sharp for Gaussian targets.
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Proposition 1. For a Gaussian target 7, = N,(6o, (nQ)~") with Q positive definite, and a
mean-field decomposition as described above, GCorr(m,) = 2||B|2 < 2.

It is immediate from the nature of the updates that the mean-field solution will be ¢} =
N(m?, (nQ;;)~") with m¥ = 6;. Moreover, we can set Q; = {N(my, (nQj;)"") : m; € RP}
in lieu of Remark 2. One can then compute A, (q1,q2) = —ndjQ1202 where §; = E, [0;] —
Eg[0;] = m; —m} for j = 1,2. Also, for any « € [0,1] and ¢; = N(m;, (nQ;;) ") € Q;, we

q]
have Dkra(g;llqj) = HQ;J/.Q(SJ»HQ/Z for j = 1,2. We can then show; see proof of Proposition

1; that GCorr(m,) = 2\\@1_11/ 2Q12Q2_21/ ?|y < 2. Thus, the conclusion of Theorem 1 holds for
any non-singular Gaussian distribution. O]

Target with Gaussian conditionals. Consider the target distribution:
1
m(ur,ug) = Z texp —5(1@ +us + u%u%)] . up,ug € R. (4.2)

This is an example of a bivariate non-Gaussian joint distribution whose both conditionals
are univariate Gaussian [16, Chapter 30]. It is straightforward to see that the parallel CAVI
updates are given by:

¢ =N(0,1/7"), (j=1,2),

where
1
Tl(t_H) = 1 + qu&)(UQz) =1 + m,
T2
7_2(“‘1) =1+ Eq?)(U%) =1+ W
T

Proposition 2. For 7 as in (4.2), we have GCorr(m) < 4/(1 +/5) ~ 1.24.

Probit regression. Finally, we provide an example involving latent variables. Suppose
yi | @i, B nd Bernoulli(®(z}3)) independently for i € [n], and let X € R™*? and y € {0, 1}"
denote the design matrix and response vector, respectively. Assume prior 8 ~ N(0,x7'1,)
for some k > 0. To enable closed-form updates, consider an Albert—Chib data augmentation

[1, 19] to introduce latent variables z = (21, ..., z,) with y; = 1(2; > 0) and z; nd N(z5,1).
The augmented likelihood

L(B,z) = [ﬁ {yil(z > 0) + (1 —y;)1(z < 0)}] [ﬁ e*zr%ﬂ)?/?}

i=1 i=1

Consider the mean-field decomposition

q(B3,2) = qa(B) ¢=(2).

Let T'N; and T'Ny respectively denote univariate truncated normals with truncation region
(0,00) and (—o0,0). The parallel updates then take the form

n

95" (8) = Np(Bim D, %) gl V() = [ o™ (), 0 () = Ny (ol 0)

i=1
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with ¥ = (X'X + k[,)!, and

a(t.l,_l) _ Xm(t), m(t+1) _ EX/Eq(t)(Z) _ EX/b(t), (43)

where a® = (&gt), o) and b = (bgt), ce bgf)) with bgt) = E ().
Proposition 3. We have,

GCorr(m,) < 2\/2

max

(X'X + kL) A(X'X)(X'X + kL)),
where Amax(A) denotes the largest eigenvalue of a positive semi-definite matriz A.

Since (X'X + &L,)"Y2(X'X)(X'X + kL,)"Y/2 < I, in the positive semi-definite sense for
any ~ > 0, we have that GCorr(m,) < 2. In particular, if X’X = nl,, then we have the
simplified bound 24/n/(n + k). We note that the expression for 7, remains valid if X is
rank-deficient or p > n.

4.2 Examples with local convergence

We now consider various statistical examples involving models without and with latent vari-
ables to illustrate applications of Theorem 2 to show local convergence (under suitable con-
dition on the initialization).

. . o« e . ind.
Gaussian model with unknown mean and precision. Consider xy,..., 2z, | pu,7 ~

N(p,771), and consider independent priors g ~ N(0,x7!) and 7 ~ Gamma(ag, by). Assume
a mean-field decomposition ¢(u, 7) = g (1) ¢~ (7). The parallel updates are given by

g () = N(pymD 1/s0D) - qUH D (7) = Gamma(r;n/2 + ag, b*Y),  (4.4)

where

s = nE (1) + r, mt*Y = )T B = 1B o — L2 + b
ar ’ nEq(t) (7’) + K’ 2 A ‘
T

Given the nature of the updates, we can set Q,, = {q, = N(m,s™!) : (m,s) € R x (0,00)},
and Q, = {¢; = Gamma(n/2 + ag,b) : be (0,90)}. Also, evidently, g%, = N(m*,1/s*) and
¢r = Gamma(n/2 + ag, b*). Moreover, it follows from the concentration of the VB posterior
that [m* —z| = O(1/y/n), s* € [e1n, can], b* € [e3n, c4n] with high probability under the true
data generating model, where the ¢;s are positive constants. We shall operate within this
high-probability set below. We then have the following result.

Proposition 4. Let w € (0,1) be a small enough constant such that (2+/2e/c3)w < 1. Set
ro = Wo(w?n)/2, where for x > 0, Wy(z) is the unique solution to the equation ye¥ = x in
terms of y. Then, for n sufficiently large, we have GCorr(m,, 7o) < (Cn~'2 +1) for a global
constant C' free of n.
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General parametric models. Consider the general setup of a parametric model z1, ..., z, |
o " (-] 0), where 6 = (61,05) € R?. Let £,,(0) =n~' "  log f(z; | #) denote the average
log-likelihood function. We assume the usual regularity conditions on the likelihood surface
to ensure the existence of a unique maximum likelihood estimator 6,, = (61, 62,)’, and that
the average observed Fisher information matrix evaluated at the maximum likelihood esti-
mator, I, = —V2(, (Gn), is positive definite. In addition, we also assume ¢, to be thrice
continuously differentiable, and the mixed partial derivatives of order 3 to be bounded in
magnitude by a global constant, i.e., that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for any 6,

. { 330,(0)| | 6%,(6)

02601005 || 001020,

This is readily satisfied (given the other assumptions) if the parameter space for 6 is compact.

Assume independent priors 0; ~ m; for j = 1,2, so that the posterior distribution
70 (6) oc €@ 71 (0,)75(6;). Consider a mean-field decomposition q(6) = ¢1(6) ¢2(62). Let
g7 ® g5 be a global minimizer of the variational objective F'. We assume that
Assumption Al. g} is sub-Gaussian, with its squared sub-Gaussian norm bounded above
by 1/(nlyn ), (5 = 1,2).
Assumption A2. There exists a constant C such that the parallel CAVI iterates for g;
all lie in Q;(C), with Q;(C) = {q; : Ey,(6; — Ey,(6;))* < Clvary(6;)]*} the collection of
densities whose fourth central moment is bounded by C' times the squared variance.

In regular parametric models, Bernstein—von Mises (BvM) type results have been estab-
lished [32] for the mean-field approximation under which ¢} is approximately distributed

} <C. (4.5)

as N (@n, (nfwj)_l/ 2) for large n. In Al, we refrain from making any assumptions on the
shape of ¢j and only assume it to be sub-Gaussian with the sub-Gaussian norm bounded
by the asymptotic standard deviation. Assumptions A2 is rather mild; we only assume the
fourth central moment is bounded by a global constant times the squared variance across
the solution path. For example, if the iterates lie in a Gaussian family, the constant C' = 3.
In particular, we do not assume the CAVI iterates lie in an exponential family or some
parameterized family of densities, or even that they are sub-Gaussian.

To obtain a convergence result under these assumptions, we first state a corollary of
Theorems 1 and 2.

Corollary 1 (Two-block parallel CAVT: one—sided version). Suppose there exists ro > 0 and
€ (0,1) such that for any t = 0, DKL(QJ 1q;) <o, (j = 1,2) implies

1AL ) <

t t+1
1An (gt ) <

In

?[DKL( ey || q) + DKL((IQ | CIQ)]

i ) (4.6)
7[DKL(€71 lq7) + DKL(Qz 145)].

If the initialization satisfies Dxy(q; o ;) <ro, (j =1,2), then for anyt > 1,

Dir (¢ 1 ¢*) < 6 Dici (¢ || ¢),

where k, = 72— € (0, 1).
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Corollary 1 requires a bound on |A,| only in terms of the one-sided KL divergences
D(q; || ¢;). This is convenient in the present context since we make minimal assumptions on
the iterates {qj(-t)}. The assumption that ¢} is sub-Gaussian allows us to exploit the transport
inequality in Lemma 1. Using Corollary 1, we are prepared to state the following result.

Theorem 5. Assume the conditions on the likelihood surface around equation (4.5). Also,
assume Assumptz’ons (A1) and (A,?) hold. Suppose the parallel CAVI algorithm is initialized
so that DKL(qJ 1q;) <ro:= w?n for some sufficiently small constant w independent of n.
Then, we have, for any t = 0 that

D ("] ¢%) < Dxr.(q" || ¢%),

Tn
2 — In

with
In

for some global constant C' > 0.

(4-7)

Letting p, : \/In%f/lﬁ denote the magnitude of the correlation in the asymptotic
sampling distribution of 8,,, it is evident from (4.7) that a non-trivial upper bound on p,, is
needed to ensure 7, < 1. This restriction on the correlation arises as an artifact of Corollary
1 which only uses one-sided KL divergences. As a point of comparison, if we considered
a Gaussian target distribution 7, = N(fy, I, '/n) and applied Corollary 1, we would get
Y = 2p, and thus require p, < 1/2 for convergence’. We only incur addltlonal lower-order
terms 2C'/4/n + 3Cw in the present context for a much wider family of target distributions,
and under minimal assumptions on the iterates.

Exponential-family latent variable model. Now, consider the general setup of [12]
where data x; and latent variable z; are conditionally independent given parameter 3 € R?
for i € [n], with joint density in an exponential family

p(xi, 2 | B) = h(xi, 2;) exp {5,3(%‘7%‘) - aw,z(ﬁ)}a

with d dimensional sufficient statistics s(;, z;) and cumulant function a, , : R — R. As in
[12], consider a conditionally conjugate Diaconis—Ylvisaker prior [8] on the parameter J as

WDY(/B | a) = hO(ﬁ) exp {alr(ﬁ) - aﬁ(a)}a

where 7(3) = [, —az ()]’ denotes the sufficient statistics for the prior family, o = [aq; az] €
R+ designate fixed prior hyperparameters, and hy(-) does not depend on a. The cumulant
generating function ag : R™! — R is a convex function. The bold subscripts in the cumulant
generating functions are only used for indexing and should not be confused as variables.

4Whereas Proposition 1 informs that exponential convergence holds for any p, € (0,1).

16



Consider now a mean-field approximation ¢(3,z) = ¢g(f) ¢=(2) to the joint posterior
T(8,2) 1= p(B,z | x) cmpy(B | &) T[] p(xi, 2z | B). To enable closed-form CAVI updates,
it is customary to additionally assume that the distribution of z; | z;, § lies in an exponential
family,

p(zi | @i B) = h(z) expln(B, x,) u(z) — az(n(B, )}

We shall denote a general density in the above density family by pyy(z; | 7;). The parallel
updates can now be obtained as

n

a5 (8) = mov(B | a®),  ¢9(2) = [ [ (z0) with ¢ (23) = puv(2i | "),

i=1
where
altth = [al + 3B ws(ai, 2] 0z + n] Y =Bz, i)
=1

To simplify the ensuing analysis, we shall henceforth make the mild assumption that h(x;, z;) =
h(z;) =1 for all i € [n]. We also assume that there exists a positive function ¢(-) such that

(0, )| < c(z)|0| for all z, . (4.8)

Given the form of the updates, it is clear that ¢5 = Ty (- | a*) with a*(d + 1) = az + n,
and ¢; = pu(- | 7*) with n* = [(n1);...5(n;)"]. We assume that the convex function ag
satisfies Amin(ag(a)) = 2L/ min{C, |||} for all o, where L > 0 and C € (0,1) are constants.
This implies a local strong convexity condition

. . o, Lo —a|?
ag(a) = ag(a”) + {a —a*,Vag(a™)) + min{C.Jal}’ (4.9)
We similarly assume, for any 7 € [n],
az(m) = az(n;) + (n; — 07, Vaz(n))) + Lng — 07| (4.10)

We now state a bound on GCorr(m,) in the present setup.

Proposition 5. Assume (4.8), (4.9) and (4.10) hold. Assume there ezists a constant w > 0
such that

(i) For any o with |(a[d] — o*[d])/n] < wa/d/n, we have {(d/n) < Amn{Hg(®)} <
Amax{Hpg ()} < un(d/n) where 0 < {, < u, are constants free of n, and Hg(c) denotes
the first d x d block of Vag(«).

(it) For any n with (n™' > |n; — 77{”2)1/2 < wVd, we have €, < Apin{VZaz(n;)} <
Amin{ Va5 (n:)} < uy, for all i € [n], where 0 < ¢, < u, are constants free of n.
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Finally, assume that the function c in (4.8) satisfies ;| ¢*(z;) < (n/d) Leln Then, setting

(uaun)?”
o n
ro = Lden in Theorem 2,

Ul /1
GCorr(mu;70) < 2—771/2 —Z

For 8 ~ mpy (- | @), cov(r(B)) = VZag(a), and therefore, cov(f) = Hg(a). In situations
where the optimal variational solution g = 7y (- | a*) for the parameter part has an optimal
v/ d/n asymptotic spread [CITE], all the eigenvalues of Hg(a*) are of order d/n. Observe that
in our parameterization, a|d] involves sum of sufficient statistics, and hence a[ |/n is a stable
parameterization, i.e., one which does not grow with n. Thus, {|[(a[d]—a*[d])/n| < wr/d/n}
gives a +/d/n-neighborhood around «*[d], and assumption (i) requires that the smallest
and largest singular values of the Hessian matrix Hg remain of the order of d/n in this
neighborhood. A similar interpretation holds for assumption (ii) with the main difference
that the latent variables do not typically exhibit concentration, and hence we assume that
the eigenvalues of the Hessian are bounded by constants in a fixed small neighborhood of n*.

4.3 Example illustrating a feature of sequential update

Here, we illustrate an interesting feature of the sequential update as promised earlier in
the discussion after Theorem 4. We use a two-component Gaussian mixture model as an
illustrative example, although this feature should find usage in more general latent variable
models. y
Two-component Gaussian mixture. Consider a Gaussian mixture model z; "< T N(0,1)+
TN (p, 1) with prior g ~ N(0,75"). Consider the standard latent variable augmentation
to write x; | z;, p "Nz = 2),1) and pr(z; = 1) = pr(z; = 2) = 1/2. Letting
z = (#,...,2,), consider a mean-field decomposition ¢(y, z) = g, (1) ¢-(2). The updates for
z lie in the family ¢,(2) = [ [_; ¢:(#:), where each ¢; is a two-point distribution on {1, 2} with
probabilities (1 — p;) and p; respectively. Also, the update for p is of the form N(m,771).
Consider the sequential update which proceeds as

(g1, a8 = (@, g"™V) = (g, g ). (4.11)

The update equations for the parameters are:

1 1
logit(p{""") = m®a; - 3 ((m(t))Q + m),

n t+1 n
(t+1) _(t+1)\ _ et pz( )331‘ (t+1)
(m , TV = (t+1),7'0+2pi )
i=1

To + Z?:l b;
For (m,7) € R x (0,00), define (m,7) — p;(m, ) € (0,1) through the identity

2, —1
_|_
logit(p;(m, 7)) = max; — (mTT), (4.12)
so that we can write p( T — pi(m®, 7MY in the previous display. Also, we have p; =

pi(m*, 7*) from the self-consistency of the VB solution.
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Proposition 6. Suppose the data generating distribution is compactly supported, and there
exists 0 > 0 sufficiently small such that minep,) max{p;,1 —p;} = 1 — 6 holds with high
probability under the data generating dzstmbutwn Also assume 7* = cin for some ¢y > 0.
Assume the sequential update (4.11) is initialized so that Dl/g(q,(f)) lq;,) < 7o := wn for
some fized w > 0. Then, there ezists k, € (0,1) such that for anyt > 1,

Dxvap(af™ [14,) < kaDxrajg(a) 1 ¢)-

The proof of Proposition 6 establishes
Dy, 1/2( || qz) < KinDxr, 1/2(61“ | qu)
Dxr2(ql ™ 1) < ranDxra(ad ™ 112),

where ko, is bounded by a constant, not necessarily smaller than one. However, exploiting
the initialization condition, k1, is shown to be sufficiently small so that xy, ko, < 1.

5 More than two blocks

While a complete treatment of more than two blocks is beyond the scope of the present paper,
we provide some initial results. In particular, we offer an expanded notion of generalized
correlation, and derive a global contraction theorem for the parallel CAVI algorithm with
d blocks. Similar results can be derived for local contraction as well as for sequential and
randomized updates, and are omitted.

Given j € [d], and ¢ = ¢; ® ¢_;, we define

Ajn(g,q9-5) = J(qj —q;)(q—5 — ¢~ ) logm, (5.1)

in an analogous manner to (3.4), where ¢* = qj ® ¢~ ; is a global minima of F. We state a
partial extension of Lemma 2 first.

Lemma 3. The optimality of ¢* implies

qj oC exp {quj logﬂn} , jEld]. (5.2)
Moreover, for any j € [d] and ¢ = ¢; ® q_;,

F(q; ®q-4) — F(q; ®q-5) = —Dxr(g; |1 ¢}) + 8jn(g5, q—)-

Next, we offer a generalized definition of GCorr for any d > 2, which coincides with our
earlier definition when d = 2. For any j € [d], define,

GCOIrg)(Wn) = Sup |A]7 (q]7 —>|

(5.3)
22Q\5}) 4 [ Dicr,a(q5 ]| 47) \/DKLI olass ;)
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and

GCorrY(m,) = i{lf ]”_y?%, 7U) = [maX{GCorrg)(ﬂn), GCorrgjza(ﬂn)}] :

a€el0,1 ’ ’

Clearly, GCorr) (7,) is the generalized correlation between the jth block and the remaining
blocks collapsed together. We then define the d-block version of the generalized correlation

as the maximum of these d-many component-specific generalized correlations:

GCorrgy(m,) = max GCorr¥ (r,,). (5.4)

jeld]

When d = 2, GCorr™(,,) = GCorr® (m,,) = GCorr(m,), recovering the older definition.

Remark 5. Since inf, max; 77(% > max; inf, 7,(%, it is natural to define the smaller quantity

to be GCorry(m,) and impose bounds on it.
We are now prepared to state a generalization of Theorem 1.

Theorem 6 (d-block parallel CAVI). Suppose the target density m, satisfies GCorry(m,) €
(0,2/+/d —1). Then, for any initialization ¢©© = ®?=1qj(-0) e Q of the parallel CAVI algo-
rithm, one has a contraction

DKL,1/2(Q(H1) 1q") < HnDKL,1/2(q(t) I1q"), (5.5)
for any t = 0, where the contraction constant k,, : = (d — 1) GCorr3(m,)/4 € (0,1).

All the remarks after Theorem 1 naturally extend to the d-block setting. A key distinction
from the d = 2 case is the more stringent requirement on GCorry(7,), which now needs to
be bounded by 2/4/d — 1. This imposes stronger restrictions on the correlation structure of
the target. This is not an artifact of our proof technique, and a feature of the parallel CAVI
algorithm itself, as we exhibit below through an example.

Consider a class of target distributions 7, = Ny(0, Q') where the precision matrix Q
has a compound symmetry form, i.e., @ = (1 — p)L; + plsl). To ensure positive definiteness
of Q, assume —(d — 1)™! < p < 1. Consider a mean-field approximation ¢() = H;l:l q;(0;).
The parallel update proceeds as

¢ 0;) = N im0 1), mY = —p Ym0, jeld]
k#j

Thus, following Remark 2, it is sufficient to consider ¢; = N(m;, 1) to bound A;,,. We have,

. |
Ajn(qj,q-5) = — J(Qj — ;) (g5 — q_j)§[9? + 6507 + 2/)2 0,0 ]

k#j

= —p X (my —m})(my —mj) = —p (m; —m}) Uy_y(m_; —m?,).
kg

By Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,
|18 (g5:a-5)| < lpllm; —mj|vd = 1]m_; —m”

il
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— 2/p|vd =14/ Dicr.a(4;16}) A/ Dxeaalas Il a2,).

for any o € (0,1). Therefore, the condition GCorry(m,) € (0,2/4/d — 1) is satisfied if and
only if |p| < 1/(d — 1). Thus, unlike the d = 2 case which covered all non-singular Gaus-
sian distributions, there is a non-trivial restriction on the correlation structure within the
compound symmetry class.

We illustrate the above restriction is a feature of the parallel CAVI algorithm itself by
conducting a direct analysis for the dynamical system for the mean vector m®. It is easy to
see that

mY = p(Iy — 1,1)m®. (5.6)

Since this is a linear dynamical system with a fixed coefficient matrix A : = p(I; — 141), the
system (5.6) globally converges if and only if the spectral radius (largest absolute value of the
eigenvalues) of A is smaller than 1. Since the matrix I; — 141, has eigenvalues d —1,1,...,1,
the spectral radius of A is |p|(d — 1) and hence we obtain the same condition |p| < 1/(d —1)
for convergence. Thus, the parallel scheme itself fails to converge if 1/(d — 1) < p < 1.

6 Proofs of main results

In this section, we present the proofs of the main results about general convergence analysis
of CAVI in Sections 3 and 5. Proofs of the applications in Section 4 are deferred to the
appendix.

6.1 Proof of Lemma 2

We begin with the assertion in (5.2). To see this, consider initializing the sequential updating

scheme (2.4) with ¢ ® ¢5. Since DKL(qg) ® ¢ || ) < Dxi(¢t ® g5 || 1), we must have that
qgl) = ¢7. By a similar argument, qél) = ¢5. The conclusion now follows from (2.7).

Next, we establish (3.3). We have,

Fln®q)— F(¢i ®¢) = Dxr(q1 ® g2 || m) — Dxi(g; @ 45 || 70n)
.

= | qlogq —f qi log ¢} +f q2log ¢o —f ¢ log q3 —J (192 — ¢iq3) log my
‘JXI X1 Xg Xg X

:

| (@roga —ailogq) + f

(q2log g2 — g3 log ¢3) — f (1 — ¢7) (g2 — ¢3) log my,
J X Xo

X
:

— | ¢1(¢2 — ) logm, — f (1 — q7)q; log m,,.
JX X

Equation (5.2) implies §, g~ ;logm, =logq; + Z; for j = 1,2, and
—J

f (¢j — ;)¢ jlog m, = f (97 — q})log q;,
X X

J
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since §(q; — ¢7)Z; = Z; §(q; — q¢j) = 0. Consequently, for j = 1,2,

f (¢;logq; — ¢} log qj) — f (45 — 4;)q" jlog T, = Dxr(q; || 4)-
X X

J

By combining the above identities, we arrive at (3.3). Equation (3.5) follows immediately
from (3.3).

6.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We begin by formulating the first-order conditions for the respective updates. To that end,
we introduce some notation related to those in Section 2.3. For a fixed g2, we shall denote
by ¢1F(q1 ® g2) the element G(q;) in L*(X;), where G(p) = F(p® ¢2). Define &2 F (q1 ® ¢2)
as an element of L?*(X,) in a similar fashion. It is straightforward to check; see Appendix C;
that

0 F(q1 ® q2) = logq; — J q-jlogm,, j =12 (6.1)
Xj

The first-order optimality condition (2.10) for the two-block parallel CAVI algorithm is now
given by

WV

<&1F( D @ g™, (¢ —q§t+1))> 0,

<(’2F(‘J1 ® Q2t+1 )s (@2 — Q§t+1))>

WV

0.

for any ¢ € Q1,¢2 € Q, and t = 0. We now show that for any ¢; € Q;, j = 1,2,

(F (@ @), (a0 — al™)) = F( q1®q2 N = Fg" ®¢”) — Dinlar ]| ™),
(2F (¢ @ i), (g2 — qzt“ )) = Flg\! © ) = Flai” @ ™) = Diulga [l 65 ™).
We only prove the first identity; the second one is similar. Setting ¢ = ¢; ® qét) and ¢ =

tH ' ® q(t) the right hand side is F(q) — F(§) — Dxi(¢||§) = (F(§),q — ¢ as shown in
(2.13). Substituting the values of ¢ and ¢, we get

(t+1) (¢)

(F(d),q—§) = J — ") ¢ log T . &

n

= J (‘h - qY“)) llog qitﬂ) +C — qét) log ,, + log Z]
X1

X

= J (0 — ™) llog g —f 3 log ﬂn]
Xl XZ

:J (¢ - (t+1))8 Flq t+1)®q§t)).
X
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where at the last step, we invoked (6.1). In the second line, C' = SXQ ) log q2 . Since we
have a difference of densities outside, the constants get annihilated from the second to the
third line.

Getting back to (6.2), set ¢; = ¢} in the first inequality, and rearrange terms in light of
the subsequent identity to get

D (q; || qlt“ ) < Flg;®4¢) — F("™ @)
~[Flgg@¢) - Flg@¢)] - [Fe" @¢”) — F(¢ @ ¢)]
|

— D (65”1 43) = [Dxeu(a™™ |l g1) + Diu(as” 1| 63) — Anlar™, )]
Rearranging, we obtain
D (gi 1 a"™") + Diw (g™ 11 a1) < An(g™, 6. (6.3)
Repeating the same program with the second inequality of (6.2), we also obtain
Dicw(as Il ™) + Dicwlas™ |l a3) < An(ar”, a5™). (6.4)

We now bound A,, in (6.3) and (6.4). Fix a € [0, 1]. By definition of GCorr(m,), we have,
for any ¢; € 9,

1/2

An(qr, 2)] < Vo (DKLa(Ch qu)) (DKLI o(q2 HCIQ)) / )
_ 1/2

1An(g1, @] < Ao (Dxei-ala [1a)) " (Dxeala: [163)"

We use the following inequality multiple times over: for v,a,b > 0,
2

vWab = (V2a)(7/b/2) < a+— (6.6)

Consider (6.3) first. Apply (6.6) to the first and second mequality of (6.5) respectively to
bound

(6.5)

,72

1 1 * n,o *
A, ¢") <Dyvalal™ || af) + TDKL,l—a(qg) 143),
’Yn a
An(gi"™,¢)”) <Dxra—alal™ |1 a}) + 1 Dxra(ay || 63).
Adding and cascading the resulting inequality through (6.3), we get
1 fy « *
DKL,1/2(qgt+ : lq7) < TDKL 1/2((]§t) 1g3)- (6.7)

Similarly, starting from (6.4) and bounding A, (qi”, qét“)) using (6.6) inside the second and

first inequality of (6.5), we obtain
'Yn o

Dy, 1/2( Vlg5) < TDKL 1/2( Nl ah). (6.8)
Adding (6.7) and (6.8), we get
9
* Pyﬂ,Oé *
DKL,1/2(C](H1) 1q") < e DKL,1/2(q(t) [ q"). (6.9)

Since « is arbitrary, taking an infimum over « € [0, 1], we get the desired result. Note that
the condition GCorr(7,) < 2 is only used to guarantee that &, € (0,1).
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6.3 Proof of Theorem 2

We prove this by induction. Suppose for some ¢, q(-t)

;' satisfies DKL’1/2(q](.t) lq}) < ro/2 for
7 = 1,2. Then, we show that

GCorr?(m, .
%DKLJ/QWS) 1¢3),
(6.10)

GCorr .
%DKL,IQ(QZ@ H Ch)-

Dicvpa(a™ |l ab) <

Dirapo(ad™ ] g5) <

This in particular implies DKL’I/Q(qJ(.tH) 1g;) < ro/2 for j = 1,2, implying the induction
hypothesis continues from ¢ to ¢ + 1. Also, the induction hypothesis is clearly satisfied at

= 0 by assumption. Thus, (6.10) is true for all £ > 0. The conclusion of the theorem
follows by adding the two equations.

We now establish (6.10). From DKL,l/g(qJ(-t) |1¢;) < 70/2, we can conclude that DKL(q](t) 1q;) <

o and Dkr(q; || q](t)) < ro, (j = 1,2). The second inequality in particular implies q](-t) €
Qj(ro), (j = 1,2). From Lemma 2, we have A,(q1, ¢2) < Dxr(q1 || q7) + D(q2 || g3) for any
q1 and ¢o, implying

1 1 * 1 1 * *
Diw(g; 1 ¢8™) + Din (@™ || ¢) < An(a™, ¢8) < Din(a™V 11 ¢}) + Dicw(as” | 43),

where the first inequality is the same as equation (6.3) (inside the proof of Theorem 1) which
only uses the first-order optimality of ¢{""". We then get DKL(q1 1) < D (|| @) <
ro, implying qitﬂ) € Qi(rp). Combined with the fact that q2 € Q5(ry), we can now bound

AL (g (t+1) ,qét))| as in (6.5) (with the modified definition of 7, ,) and repeat the same steps
to arrive at the bound in (6.7). Taking an infimum over « delivers the first inequality of
(6.10). The second inequality follows in a similar fashion.

6.4 Proof of Theorem 3

We have
gD = tH ®q(t) with prob. %
q1 ® ) D ith prob. %,
where p(tﬂ) = arg min ¢; F'(q; ®q ® ) is the usual parallel update for g; at time (¢+1). Define

Pttt — t“ ®p2 (D) We have, for any « € [0, 1],

E[Dxr,12(¢"™ || ¢*) | Fo] = lDKL (A @6 |1 ¢*) + Drra(dl? @ pd Hq*)]

2
1
:§lDKL,1/2( “D ") + Dicwapa(a® | g7 ﬂ
1 172
< |z 1 Ina D () ).
[2+2 4] KL,1/2<q 1q")

We used the tensorization property of the KL divergence going from the first to the second
line, and then invoked the bound (6.9) to bound Dy, 1/2(p"*V || ¢*). The conclusion now
follows by taking an infimum over a.
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6.5 Proof of Corollary 1

We prove this by induction. Suppose for some t, DKL(qJ(-t) 1q;) < ro,(j = 1,2). From the
first-order condition (6.3), we know that Dip,(¢\""™" || ¢) + Dxv(¢ || ") < An (", ¢,
Now, bound An(qyﬂ) ,qét)) using the first inequality of (4.6) and rearrange terms to get
(1= 9/2)Dxe (g™ |1 a1) + Dxeulgi | a™") < (/2) Dxer (68 |] ¢3), implying

t+1 * /Yn t *
Dia (o™ la}) < 57 Dianla” [ a3).

Similarly, combining (6.4) with the second inequality of (4.6), get

t+1 * f)/n * t
Dr(g8™ ] g5) < 7 Dr(g3 || ¢3)

N

Adding the two displayed equations, we get Dkr(¢%V || ¢*) < kn,Dxr(q®¥ || ¢*). This in
particular implies Dxr, (¢ || ¢*) < 1o, meaning the induction hypothesis continues from ¢
to t + 1. The condition on the initialization means the induction hypothesis is satisfied at
t = 0. This completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3

The proof of the stationary condition is essentially the same as the d = 2 case. We therefore
only prove the second part.
Observe that

Flg;®q-;) = J (; ® q—5)1og(q; ® q—;) — f (¢j ® q—j) log Ty,
X X

= J q;logq; + f
X; X

J J

q-jlogq_; — f (g5 ® q—;) log .
X
This gives,

F(Q;®Qj)_F(Qj®Qj):f q]*-Iqu}—J leong+J (¢ — ¢}) ® qjlog .
X X5 X

J J

We also have,

]

Ajn(gi,9-5) = | (¢ — q;) ®q-jlogm, — f (¢ — q}) ®q~;log
X

9 — ;) ®q-jlog m, — J (g5 — q;)U q-;log ﬂn]
X;

—J

[
L(qj —q;)®q-_jlogm, —J

X

(¢ — ;) log q;.

J

Here, going from the first to the second line, we used Tonelli’s theorem to write the joint inte-
gral as an iterated one, and in the next step, used the stationarity condition ¢} oc exp ( S q*;log 7rn).
Equating the previous two identities, we get,

F(@i®q-5) — Flg; ®q) = J qjlog q; — f qjlogq; + f (g5 — 4})log ¢; + Ajnlgs, q—5)
. . X,

J XJ J

= —Dxr(q; | 4j) + 8jn(g5, 4-5)-
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Proof of Theorem 6
Analogous to Theorem 1, we define 8,F(g; ® q_;) to be G;(p), where G;(p) = G(p®q_;). It

can be shown that

ajF(Qj®Qj):10ng_J q_jlogm,, jeld. (6.11)
X

—Jj

See Appendix C for a derivation. The first-order optimality condition (2.10) for the sub-

+1)

problem q](.t = argmin, F’ (¢; ® qu) is given by

<a F("™ ®q"), (¢; - q](-t+1))> >0, (6.12)

for any ¢; € Q;. Extending a similar argument from the proof of Theorem 1, see Appendix
C for a detailed derivation, the left hand of (6.12) simplifies to

<9jF(q§-t“) ®4"), (¢ — q§t+1))> = F(g;®q") — F(g"™V ® ") — Dxr(q;11¢). (6.13)

Setting ¢; = ¢} in the previous display,

Dict(g} 114™") < Pla; @ 4%) = F(g"™" @4")).
Now, from Lemma 3,

F(g®d") = PV ®4") = ~Din(@™ || @) + 2@, d"). (6.4

—J J

Combining, we get

Die(q; |14"™) + Dr (@™ 1 42) < 850,69, e [d]. (6.15)

? 1=

By definition of 77(1]()1 in the display before (5.4), we have, for any a € [0,1], j € [d], ¢; € Q;,
and q_; € Q_j,

185 (g55 4-5)| <
[Ajn(g55 a-5)1 <7

—

~\J

) (D 1)) (Dxia ol [10,)) ",
2 (Dita-alas 16)" (Divala-s lla*) "™

Fix j € [d]. Apply (6.6) to either inequality of (6.16) respectively to bound

(6.16)

3@3

()
* Tn,a *
8,00 <Draale™ 1) + T D 0.

(9)
2500 <Dl N1 ) + T D0 1107,

Adding the two inequalities further gives, for any j € [d],

(7902
1

Aj,n(q]('t+1)a C]( )) < Dk, 1/2( () | q;) + DKLJ/Q(Q(_?- | C]:j)-
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Combining with (6.15), one obtains

(la)’
4

Dyrape(a™ 1)) < Dxro(d | ")

Since the above is true for any « € [0, 1], we ca take an infimum over « to obtain

. GCorr (7,
DKL,I/Q(QJ('H_I) ||qj) < { 1 ()}

< {GCorry(m,)}
4

2
DKL,1/2(QY; 1q";)

2
DKL,1/2<qg' 1q";),

where the second inequality simply uses the definition of GCorry(m,). Summing both sides
over 7, we get the desired conclusion, since

d d
Z DKL,l/Z(qu' lq;) = Z Z Dxwap(al’ 11 ap) = (d = 1) Drrae(a® | ¢).
i Py

7 Discussion

In this article, we studied the convergence of two-block CAVI for implementing MF varia-
tional approximation, and introduced the notion of a generalized correlation to quantify the
contraction rate. We take a functional optimization perspective to view the CAVI algorithm
as optimization on density space, and use specific parametric nature of the updates to bound
the generalized correlation, instead of directly analyzing possibly highly non-linear dynam-
ical systems for the parameter updates. Moreover, one can exploit statistical concentration
properties of the VB posterior while bounding the generalized correlation. A number of
illustrations have been provided for standard statistical models highlighting these features.

We have also provided initial results for CAVI with more than two blocks, where we
extend the notion of generalized correlation for characterizing the interactions among dif-
ferent blocks by considering the largest generalized correlation between any block and the
collapsed block consisting of the rest. Different from the (parallel) two-block CAVI that
always converges for approximating any non-singular Gaussian distribution (Proposition 1),
the general multi-block CAVI may fail to converge for some highly correlated multi-variate
Gaussian distribution due to overly aggressive updates of the blocks that overshoot the high-
est probability regions. We illustrate this for the compound symmetry covariance structure
in Section 5. An interesting future direction to pursue is to investigate whether some proper
notion of step size can be incorporated to enforce the convergence of CAVI. In particular,
we are investigating a “lazy” version of the CAVI

t+1 )\ 1—«a t+1)\ @ .
¢ Vo ()T (g, selml, t=0,1,..,
for some partial step size a € (0,1), where qf(if{? denotes the full step size CAVI (i.e. a =

1), such as the one given by formulation (2.4) in the sequential CAVI. Introducing such a
partial step size is particularly meaningful in the more than two blocks case as at least for

27



multivariate Gaussian targets, we can show that the stringent condition (Theorem 6 with
large d) for the full step size CAVI to convergence can be substantially relaxed. We wish
to report more on this in a separate avenue. In addition, in the two-block case, the three
updating schemes, i.e. parallel, sequential, and randomized updates, behaves very similarly
as their contraction rates usually differ by at most a constant order; it would be interesting
to study and compare them in the multi-block case.
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Appendix

A Some auxiliary results

We record some facts and auxiliary results which are used in the proofs. Proofs of lemmas
stated in this section can be found in Appendix C.

KL and symmetric KL divergences for some standard families.
(i) For p; = Gamma(a, b;), (i = 0, 1),
Dxw(po || p1) = a(by/by — 1 —log(b1/bo)),
(by — b)? (A1)

a
DKL,1/2(]70 le) = 5 boby

(i) For p; = N(,uz-,ri_l), (1=0,1),

1 _ 2
Dx1(po || p1) = 5[7'1/7'0 —log (7-1/7-0) — 1] + M,
A2
Dicajalpo | pr) = S =0 (0 7)o = o) (A2
KL,1/2\Po || P1 1 o A .
(111) For pi = Nd(l% 21)72 = Oa ]-7
1 o
Dt (pol | p1) = 5 (6r(37 ' 50) — log det (3 ' 5) — d + (= 0)'Sy (i1 = o)
1[ & .
= 5[2 (Aj(A) =1 = log Aj(A)) + (11 — po) By (1 — No))], (A.3)
j=1

where A = 21_1/22021_1/2 is pd and {\;(A)}9_, denote its eigenvalues.

(iv) Let T'Ne(u,0?) denotes a N(u,0?) distribution truncated to region C < R. Suppose
pi = T'Ne(a;, 1) for i = 0,1 with density

Tr — a;
pie) = Do) 2= [ o
7 C—a;
where C —a = {x —a : € C}. Then, we have,
ag +a Z
Dxw(polp1) = (a0 — al)[Epo(X) - = 9 1] — log 7(; (A4)
It follows from the previous equation that
1
Dxr1/2(pollp1) = 3 (a0 — a1)[Epy (X) — B, (X)]. (A.5)

As in the main document, let T'N; and TNy denote truncated normal distributions with
truncation region C = (0, 0) and (—o0,0), respectively. We state a useful contraction result
about means of TN distributions.
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Lemma 4. Fiz y € {0,1}. Suppose p; = TNy(a;,1) and let b; = Ex,,(X) fori = 0,1.
Then, |by — b1| < |ag — aq].

An inequality for sub-Gaussian random variables.

Lemma 5. Let Z be a sub-Gaussian random variable with E[e'Z~FlZD] < e”*P/2 for any
t € R. Then, for any m € R and k € N, E|Z — m|* < C[|E[Z] — m|* + V¥], where C is a
global constant free of m and v.

B Proofs related to applications

Proof of Proposition 1

Recall from the discussion after Proposition 1 that Q; consists of densities ¢; = N (m;, (nQ;;)™")
with m; € RPi(j = 1,2). We have, for any such ¢, g2,

An(qr,q2) = — HJ(& - 901)’@12(‘92 —002) (@1 — q7)(q2 — 43)

- nlf(el —001) (qu — qf)] le[f(ez — 0o2) (42 — ¢5)

= — nd) Q1202
where 0; = By, [0;] — Eq:[0;] = m; — mj for j = 1,2. Also, using identity (A.3),
. . n8Qud; _ Q%[>
Dxr(g;114}) = Dxu(q; || ¢5) = ]2” L = o J=12
This implies, for any « € [0, 1],
o _ el
Dxra(g;lq}) = 9

We therefore have, for any ¢; € Q;,

|An(Q1,CJ2|= 5, 1/2( _1/2Q12Q_1/2) 1/252‘
< Q01 Q26 101 * @12Q2
= 21Q1"* Q005" |/ Dicalar | 1) 4/ Dol || 43)
= 2001 Qu@5 "2\ Dct.1-a(a 11 60) y/ Dt a2 ).

(B.1)

where the inequality follows from sub-multiplicativity of the spectral norm. Slnce this in-
equality is sharp, it follows from the last two lines of (B.1) that 7,, = 2HQ1 Q1205 "2

for any o € [0,1]. We show below that for any @ positive definite, 1077 Q12Q5 " < 1,
implying GCorr(m,) € (0,2).
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To see why HQE/QQHQ;QWHQ < 1, consider (X;Y) ~ N(0,Q), and define U = Ql 2 x
and V = Q5,/%Y. Then, cov(U) = L,,, cov(V) = L, and cov(U, V) = Q11"*Q12Q5 "
spectral norm of cov(U, V') is the supremum of o’cov(U, V') over all a € Spl Land B e Sp2 1
For any such a, 3, observe that o/cov(U, V)8 = cov(a'U, B'V) < 4/var(a'U) /var(8'V) = 1
by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. This proves the claim.

Proof of Proposition 2

From the form of the updates, it is evident that ¢; = N(0,1/77). Directly solving the
fixed point equation, we get 77 = 75 = 7" 1= (1 + ++/5)/2 > 1, the only positive solution
to 22 — 2 —1 = 0. Also, we can take Q; = {¢; = N(0,1/7;) : 7, > 1}. We have, for

qj = N(0,1/7;) € Qj,

Anlgr, g2) = —5 (JU?(ql(ul) - QI(ul))> fug(qQ(W) - QE(W)))

VR

We also have from (A.2) that

Dxrap(gillq)) =

Then,

Anlgn, )] I S

=92 —9__ )
VDeap(@ 160 v/ Diiap(el6) Vanves  Tr ynn

Since 7; > 1 for any g; € Q;, it follows that GCorry s (m,) < 2/7* = 4/(1 + /5).

Proof of Proposition 3

Recall ¥ = (X'X + kl,)"'. Given the nature of the parallel updates in (4.3) and the
preceding equation, it suffices to restrict to gg = N(m,X) with m € R? and ¢, = ®[_,¢; with
¢; = TNy, (a;,1) for a; € R to bound A,,, in light of Remark 2. We have, for any such gg, ¢
that

An(gp, =) = f—% Z(z —2i8)* (45 — 45)(a= — 42)
= | X atstas i) ae

= Z wim — xm’*) (B, (21) — Eq (2))
= (X'(m —m*), (By(2) — B (2)))-
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Also, from (A.3) and (A.5),

(m —m*)S~Y(m —m*)
5 ,

2 Eq, (2i) — Eq{ (ZZ))

DKL,l/z(Qﬂ | q;;) =

Dy, 1/2 Qz || qz =

l\DI»—t

Now, using Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, bound
AL(gp,¢z) < [ X'(m —m*)|? | Ey(2) — Ep(2)]*. (B.2)
Further, bound

| X (m = m*)* = (m —m*) X' X (m —m")
( ) 1/2(21/2)( X21/2)2_1/2(m o m*)
<A\ aX(El/QX XYY (m —m*)'S " (m — m”)

2 max (212 (X' X)SY?) D, 12(as || 4)-

Here, going from the second to the third line, we used 2/ Az < A\pax(A)|z|? for any positive
definite matrix A. Next, bound

|Eq(2) = Eq (2)]* = Z 0 (21) = Egr (z)]*

— Z(a' - a*)(qu(Zi) - qu(zi))

2DKL 120z || 42)-

Here, going from the first to the second line, we invoked Lemma 4. In the next step, we used
the quantity (c; — a}) (Eq, (2:) — Ege (%)) inside the absolute value is positive, since it equals

Dxra/2(¢i || ¢) from (A.5).
Substituting these bounds in (B.2), we get

A2(gp, qz) < Ahmax(ZV2(X'X)82) Dxvi/2(9s || ) Dxray2(g= 1 42)-
Thus, we have verified the symmetric KL condition (3.11) with 7, = 2\t (SV2(X'X)S12),

This proves the claimed bound on GCorr(m,).

Proof of Proposition 4
Recall Q,, = {q, = N(m,s™%) : (m,s) e Rx (0,)}, and Q, = {¢- = Gamma(n/2 + ag,b) :
be (0,00)}. For any ¢, ® ¢- € Q,, x O, we have

Bt t) = = [ (a0 = 5.0 () = ) =T
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Here, we made use of the identity (3.6) and that the only interaction term in logm,(u, 7) is
—n7(u — Z)?/2. Using the distributional forms of g, and ¢, we can simplify

n

Bulapetr) = = 5| = 2+ 5=t =22 = 2| [700r0) = gy ar

a2 (23]

24 o) e <b*bb_* b) . n(n/22+ ap) <SS_S*S*) (b*bb_* b)j

where a,,, = Z — ™™ Also, from (A.2) and (A.1), we have,

(s+s)(m—m*)? 1 (s—s*)?
Dxr/2(qu | que) = 1 ARy
n (b—b*)?
DKL,l/Q(QT | Gr+) = 27

Using +/]a] + [b] = (v/]a] + +/]b])/v/2, bound

@|m—m*|+ 1 |s—s"
2v2 2v/2 (s87)1%
Vo |b—b*

NCECATEE

N T

2 (bb*)l/Z'
Combining, we get
An Y 1T N N N N
\ (qu qr)| 1! + gmax{—l,—Q}, (B.3)
\/DKL,1/2(QM H qu*) \/DKL,1/2<QT H q.r*) D, + D, D, D,

with
Dy ns* b’ Dy /ss*A/bbr

Defining Q*,(ro) : = {gu € Qu : D(q}, || qu) < 70} and Q7 (ro) : = {¢r € Qs : D(q} || ¢r) <
To} as in Remark 3, we now bound the quantity in (B.3) over Q*,(ry) x Q*,(r¢) to apply
Theorem 2. To that end, we first show that for the prescribed choice of ry in Proposition 4,

Ny 242|ap|n(n + 2a) 1 Ny +/2n(n + 2ay)

= c
Q*“(T’o) c {(m,s) S > ;1, lm—m*| <w 01/6},

Q*,(ro) = {b: b= csn/e’}.

(B.4)
Then, it is straightforward to see that inside Q*,,(ro) x Q*+(r9),

Ny C Ny _ 24/2e 200 [ C 1 [¢ Cy

— < —, —< 1+ — — + =4/ — < | —+C. )

D2 \/ﬁ D1 \/aCiJ, * n \/ﬁ * 2 (& w \/ﬁ + oW
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Here, we used |a,,| < [ — m*| + |m — m*|/2 < Cn~Y2 + |m — m*|/2, and substituted the
upper bound for |m — m*| along with the lower bounds for s and b from (B.4). For any n
large enough so that 2ag/n < 1, the constant C can be chosen to be 2\/272/@,. This proves
the claimed bound on GCorr(m,;ro).

It now only remains to establish (B.4). Recall that 2rq = Wy(w?n), where for z > 0,
Wo(x) is the unique solution to the equation ye? = z. Since y — yeY is an increasing function
for y > 0, ye¥|,-1 = e, and ye?|,— log = xlogz, it follows that for z = e, Wy(x) € [1,log z].
Thus, for n large enough so that w?n > e, we have 2ry € [1,log(w?n)]. We have from (A.2)
and (A.1) that for ¢, € Q, and ¢, € O,

D l19) = 5ls/s" =log (5/s7) = 1] + 20

Dicu(a |1 ar) = (n/2 + a0) [b/5" — log (b/8") — 1].

Thus, Dxi(q},|lgu) < ro implies s(m — m*)?/2 < ro and g(s/s*) < 2ry, where g(z) :=
x—1—logz for z € (0,0). Since g(z) = 0 (with equality if and only if z = 1), lim, 0 g(z) =
lim, o g(x) = oo, it follows that for any ¢ > 0, the set {g < ¢} is an interval [(.,u.] with
(. <1 < u.. Using g({.) = ¢, we have after some algebra that e~ = =19 implying
e = elee=(179) e (7049 =€) Thus, g(s/s*) < 2ry implies s/s* = ¢~ (1+270) and therefore
s = (cyn/e)e™®™. Moreover, using 2rq < log(w?n), we can further bound s > ¢;/(ew?).
Next, s(m — m*)2/2 < ro implies (m — m*)? < 2r¢/s < e/(c1n)2rge®™ = w?e/c;. Thus, we
have proved that Dx(q}, || u) < ro implies [m —m*| < (e/c1)Y*w and s > ¢1/(ew?) = c1/e,
establishing the first part of (B.4).

Next, Dxr (s || ¢-) < 1o implies g(b/b*) < ro/(n/2+ag) < 27"0/n log(w?n)/n < 1. From
the calculations in the previous paragraph, this implies b/b* > €72, or b > (c3/e?)n. This
establishes the second part of (B.4).

Proof of Theorem 5

We verify the conditions of Corollary 1 to prove Theorem 5. To that end, we first obtain a
general bound on |A, (¢, ¢2)| for any ¢; € Q;(C) in equation (B.23). Then, we show that if

for any t > 0, DKL(qJ(t) 1q5) < w?n, (j = 1,2), then (4.6) is satisfied with the -, in (4.7).
We have log 7, (6) = ntl,,(0) + log m1(61) + log ma(#2) + constant, and hence by (3.6),

An(ch, CJ2) = njfn(e)(%(@ﬂ - QI(el))(Q2(92> - q§(92)) df,db;. (B-5)

Define a centered version of the log-likelihood function (around én) as
0,01, 0) = 001, 02) = £a(O1n,02) — L (01, 020) + Cu(Brn, Or)- (B.6)

Another application of (3.6) in (B.5) gives

An(as, @) — nﬁ;(e)(ql(en G (0))(@2(0) — 3(02)) 0,6, (B.7)
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(é ) =0 for j = 1,2 and any positive integer m. Also, azzé% =

Observe that ¢

920,
PRI implying

e %, B, (B5)
00200,  00300," 00,002 00,002 ‘

Let
0(0) = (8,) + (0 — 0,) N (8,) + (0 — 8,)V20(6,)(6 — 6,,)/2

be the second-order Taylor expansion of ¢¢(-) around 0,. From (B.8) and the assumption
that the third-order mixed partial derivatives of /,, are bounded, we can bound the remainder

Ry (0) 1= (5(0) — < (0) as
IR (0)] < C[|61 — O1n[? |05 — Oan] + 61 — O1| |62 — 020 [?]. (B.9)

Since %(@1) = 0, the terms [0; — @-n|3, (j = 1,2) do not appear in (B.9), and only the

cross-terms appear in the bound (B.9). Substituting in (B.7), we get

[An(qr, @) <n || (o —a)e—a)|+ nfanlql — il g2 — g3 (B.10)
We bound these terms separately, beglnmng with the first. Using properties of £, we can
simplify to obtain ¢¢ €(0) = =112 (01 — eln)(eg — Hgn) Here, we used that the diagonal entries
of V?2¢¢ (Hn) are zero, and the off-diagonal entries equal %(Gn) = —I,12. We can then
write
(1 — a7) (g2 — ¢3)| = 1L 12| [Bqy (61) — Eqs (61)] g, (62) — Eqgs (62)]
|[n 12’ * *
VD [l g9/ Dxw(gz | ¢5)
\/ nll \/ n22

:= 2pny/ Dxw(an |1 g7)v/ Dxw(az || 63)- (B.11)

Here, going from the first to the second line, we used the transport inequality in Lemma
1 along with Assumption (Al) that the squared sub-Gaussian norm of ¢} is bounded by

1/(nl,;5) to bound [E,, (6;) )| <4207 ) Delas 1), (G = 1,2)
Next, we bound the second term in the right hand side of (B.10). By (B.9), it amounts
to bound

n f |q1(61) — ¢} (01)]1a2(82) — g3 (62)] |61 — O1s]? 6 — B2 | d1dB,

ol [0 BPlante - ielasn ) ( [ 162~ Bl - eolase). (B2
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and

n f 101(61) — 2 (00)]102(02) — @2 (62)] 61 — Bl 62 — o ? A6y
=n( [0 Bllator —q;<91>|d91) ( [10: = Blaater —q;<92>|d02>. (B.13)

It now suffices to bound §|0; — gjn|"“|qj(9j) —q;(0;)|d0; for k = 1,2. Let us gather some pieces
below to that end. First, by consistency of VB, with high probability,

~ 1 .
Next, following the discussion after (B.11),
Dxu(gllgy)

[, (6)) ~ By (0)] < 4|~ 0By (B.15)

Using Lemma 5 and (B.14), for any k € N,

+ [Dxw(g; || 4)]F
J’e ]n’% ) [ KL(f]H%)] : ] _ 1’2. <B16)
n

Next, set Q = q;, P = ¢}, and Z; = cn|f; — Eq;(ﬁj)\z for some sufficiently small constant
¢ (independent of n) in the variational characterization of the KL divergence (2.2). Note
that since ¢} is n~1/2-sub-Gaussian, we have Ep[e%] < 2 for some sufficiently small ¢ > 0.
Therefore, by (2.2) we obtain

—cnfw By (6,)%a,(d8;) < Dice(g; | @) + 1
implying
f 6, — Eye (6,)%a,(d8;) < ¢ 'n [Diclas | }) + 1], 5 = 1.2 (B.17)

With these ingredients, return to bounding (B.12) and (B.13). Using Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality, bound, for j = 1,2,

|16~ 810,00 - g3 010100
= [16 = Bl 1) + Va6l 1Vas(6) ~ Vi 6las,
a2k 2 2 1/2
<([10- B+ a0} (02a00) ™ (B.15)
For k = 1, it is immediate from (B.16) and (B.17) that

~ . vz 144 /Dxulgllg)
([18: 0 0+ 2008)) < — j-12  (B19)

Tn ,
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Also, we show that for k£ = 2,

A 21+ Dialg;ll4))
<J |9J — an|4 (qJ + q;)(d9j>) < d J s j = 1, 2. (BZO)

n

To see this, bound using previous inequalities (B.14) — (B.17) and Assumption A2,

f 0, — Dyl (g + ¢2)(d65)

S|Bq;(6) — e (65)]* + [Egs (6;) — Ol * + J|9 J[iq;(d6;) + 1+ [DK;(Q% 14)]
S(J\Hj - qu(ej)\ij'(dej)>2 b [DKI;L(Q% H Qj)]
<(18u0) - Bo @) + [ 10, - B0 any) + P8

s [Dkw(q; || qj)]
< . .

n

Now, substituting (B.19) and (B.20) in (B.18) to bound the quantity in (B.12) by

0n1+z%;@1Hﬁ)1+ '??f%qu(h%%,ﬁD (1 (q2..43)) "

<Cn™ (2 + 2¢/Di(an || 61)) v/ Drce(ar [ 41/ Dci(a: || a3)- (B.21)

Going from the first to the second line, we expanded the product into a sum of four terms
and judiciously used h?(p,q) < min{l, Dki(p||q)}. Along similar lines, we can bound the
quantity in (B.13) by

Cn~1?2 (2+ 2/ Dxr. (g || %)) VDxw(a [ 41V Dicw(az 1] 63)- (B.22)
Collecting the bounds (B.11), (B.21) and (B.22), we can finally bound, for any ¢; € 9;(C),

1A(q1, ¢2)| < 2P0v/ Dxcr(au || 41)V/ Dxr (g2 1] 65) +
2C
\F(2+\/DKL qllq7) +\/DKL (2] 43) )\/DKL (gl a7) \/DKL (a211g5)- (B.23)

We now verify (4.6) in Corollary 1. Suppose DKL(qJ(»t) lq) < w?

bound

n,(j = 1,2). We can then

Ana™, 6] < (20 + 4002 + 20w)2) Dt (0 1) Drce (0”11 3)
+ 20w D (¢ || )

R 2C
< (pn+\/—ﬁ+30w> [Dre(a || 4) + Dxr(a5” [ 43)].

In the first step, we substitute ¢; = qgtﬂ) and ¢y = qét) in (B.23) and use \/DKL(qgt) | g5)/n <
w. In the second step, we use 4/|ab| < (Ja| + |b])/2. This verifies the first inequality of (4.6).
The bound on |A, (q1 ,qé”l )| follows similarly from (B.23).
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Proof of Proposition 5

Given the nature of the updates, it suffices to restrict to gg = mpy (- | @) where a(d + 1) =
as+n, and ¢, = piv(- | 7). Using a standard fact for KL divergences in exponential families,
we have

Dxw(q5|1as) = ap(a) — ag(a”) — (o — a”)'Vag(a”),

and
DKL qZ || Qz Z Qz 771 - z) (77i - n;)/vaz (n;)]v
i=1

From (4.9) and (4.10), we have,

Lla — o*|?

N 3 DKL Qz||qz > L an n; H2
min{C, o} Z

Dxr.(q5 1l 48) =

Let Qg(rg) = {DKL qsllqs) < 7“0} and Q,(rg) = {DKL quqz < ro} for rp > 0 be the
neighborhoods defined in Theorem 2 Also, define U : = {a : |(a[d] — a*[d])/n| < wVd}

and V:={n: (n7 2, |m— 77?”2) < wv/d} to be the nelghborhoods from (i) and (ii) in
the statement of the proposition. Now, with ry = Lw?dn and using the inequalities in the
previous display, we get

DKL(q;} || QB) U, DKL(Q; || QZ) < V.

We shall show below that

A (g8, q2)] U U d <
*,8 — <2 o "1/2 HZ (2;), (B.24)
\/DKL,1/2(Qﬁ 1 a5) v/ Dxraje(gz 1] 42) i=1

on U x V. Since the KL neighborhoods are contained in ¢ and V respectively, (B.24) implies
the claimed bound on GCorr(m,).
We now establish (B.24). Observe that we can write

log m, (8, 2) = [a(x,2)]'r(B) + C, a(z,z) = [al + Zs(asi, 2i); g + n]

i=1

Therefore, we have,

(48, 4) j )= g8 (g=(2) — () @, 2) r(B)
[ ) - 0309 dﬂ]/ | a2 00 -zt s

=[Vag(a) — Vag(a [Z (Eq, s(zi, —Eq;s(xi,zi));O].
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In the last step, we used that the expectation of the sufficient statistic in an exponential
family is the gradient of the cumulant function. Let 6 denote the vector formed by the first
d coordinates of Vag(a) — Vag(a*). Then, the quantity in the above display equals

n

Z B [0's(s, 2:)] — Egr [0'5(24, 2:)].

iz
For ¢; = piy(- | 7)) and 0 € RY, we have,

le(xi7 ZZ) = aw,z(e) + logp(x“ Zi | 0)
= az,2(0) +log p(z; | 0) + log p(zi | x4, 0)
= (0, z;)'u(z;) + terms only involving z; and 6.

We then have

n

D2 Eal0s(wi, 20)] = Bqr[0's(wi, 2] = > 0(0, 1) [Vaz () — Vaz ()],

i=1
Cascading back, we have so far obtained that

n

An(‘]ﬂ? Qz) = Z 77(97 xi)/[vaz (77%> - VCLZ<7]:)]' (B25)

i=1

Using Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality, now bound

An(gp, gzl < D [n(8, ) |[Vaz(m:) = Vaz(n))|
i=1

< [0 X, elx)|[Vaz(m) — Vax(57)

i=1

9

where in the second step, we used the assumption (4.8) to get [n(6,x;)| < c(z;)[|6]. We can
further bound, using a(d + 1) = a*(d + 1),

101 < oo = " || [ Hp(@)]2
for some & on the line segment joining o and «*, and

|Va:(m:) — Va(n))

= |V2az (7:) (i — )| < [VPaz ()2 |mi — n7 ],

for some 7; in the line segment joining 7; and 7;. Putting everything together, we have,

n

An(gp,42)] < o —a” | |Hp(@)]2 ) () [VPas (@) 2 [n: — 7|
i=1

< tatty (d/n) o = [ Y elas) s — 7, (B.26)

i=1
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where in the second line, we used the assumptions on the Hessian matrices inside &/ and V.
Using the KL divergence formula, we have, on U,

Dxwi(qs || a5) + Dxu(asll ag) = (o — ) (Vag(a) — a))
= (a —a")'Viag(a )(06 —« ) lo (d/n) o — o[,

for some @ on the line segment joining o and «*. Similarly, on V,

-

@
Il
—_

Dxwu(gz 11 ¢2) + Dxulas |la=) = ), (ni —n}) (Vaz(m) — Vaz(n)))

(i =)'V az () (i = n}) = by > | =} |

I

@
Il
-

From the previous two displays and (B.26), we have that

‘An(q[% qz)‘ <9 U Uy g i
1/2
\/Dxeae(as lla3) v/ Dreaplaslfa) el S

xz

on U x V), establishing (B.24).

Proof of Proposition 6

Recall that the updates for z lie in the family ¢,(z) = [}, ¢i(z;), where each ¢; is a two-
point distribution on {1,2} with probabilities (1 — p;) and p; respectively. Also, the update
for u is of the form N(m,771). For any such g, and ¢, we can compute

n

Al ) = Y01~ 77) [zxm) (m—m*) + %(i - 1)] ,

=1

where z;(m) = x; — (m + m*)/2. We also have,

) T+ T* ©“o 1(7’—7'*)2
2DkL12(qull 4;) = 5 (m —m")” + 3 e
2Dxkr1/2(¢: [ 42) = Z ) (logit(p;) — logit(p;)).

We drop the KL subscript and write D/, in the rest of the proof. We first establish a
preliminary bound to A, (gu,¢.) in (B.29) below. Using (a + b)* < 2(|]a* + [b|*) and the
Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality, bound

A2 (gue) < 20m —m*)? Y 20m) Yo~ )+ Tl Y ).

i=1 i=1

L. 7 L. 7

M N




Then, we can write

A2 z
Z(Q;wq ) - Nl +N2 < max {/\i, Aﬁ}, (B.27)
(201200, 14)) D120z [ €2)) ~ Dy + D, Dy D
where
p ="t ) S ) (logit(p;) — logit(p;)),
2

z=1

1(r—71 S
DZ — §<7—— Z pz) (loglt(pl) IOglt(p'L))

Now, using the mean-value theorem, write (logit(p;) — logit(p;)) = (p; — pf)/{P:(1 — p;)} for
some p; between p; and pj. Substituting in the previous displays, and bounding p;(1 —p;) <
maxe[n)[Pr(1 — Pr)] for each i € [n], we obtain

N N, 437" z2Hm) n ) i
D, S S 1—pi)]. B.2
max{D1 D, max e B Iklgﬁf]([m( Pr)] (B.28)

Since the data-generating distribution is compactly supported, there exists M > 0 such that
|z;] < M for all i € [n]. Inspecting the update equation for (m,T), it is evident that for
any (m,7) in the solution path, |m| < maxpep, |zx] < M and 7 > 7. The first assertion in
particular implies that for any i € [n], |z;(m)| = |x; — (m+m*)/2| < M Use these to bound
(T + 7)1 30 22(m) < nM?/m* < M?/ey. Also, n/(77*) < 1/(c170). Thus, from (B.27) &
(B.28), we have

A7 (qu qz)
Al < 4¢? max|[pr(1 — pi)], B.29
Dija(qullqp) Dija(a= |163) ke[”][ ( ) (B.29)

where (2 : = max {4M?/c1,1/(oc1)}.

We now turn to the main proof which we prove by induction. Suppose for some t > 1,
Dl/g(qu lq;,) < w?n. With 4* = 4¢?bJ for some constant b and § as in the statement of the
proposition, we will show using the induction hypothesis that

18n(a®, a8 V) < v/ Diaa? 11 42) A/ Drjald®*V [l ). (B.30)

Then, from our general analysis (proof of Theorem 2), it follows that

2
D1/2(q,(f) 1q,)- (B.31)

Dysla ™ g2) < L

Next, using the trivial bound p(1 — p) < 1/4 for any p € (0,1) in (B.29), we immediately
have

An(gf, )] < O/ Dya (@ 1 gz) A/ Dia @ 1l a2). (B.32)
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Again our general analysis (proof of Theorem 2) gives us

€2
Dipa(ay ™ |l ap,) < < pDipele “ 1 g2). (B.33)

This in itself need not be a contraction, as  could be a large constant. However, combining
(B.31) and (B.33), we obtain

Dy (g™ |1 q) < 6D1pa(qP || )

Wlth k= (¢*b/4) 8 « 1 for ¢ sufficiently small. This in particular implies Ds j2(gp (1) 1q,) <
w?n and hence the induction hypothesis can be continued.
It only remains to establish (B.30). From (B.29), we have

v* = 4¢? I}gé%f]([ﬁk(l — )], (B.34)

where py lies between p,(:H and p;. We now obtain a refined bound on maxep, ][ﬁk(l — x|

using the induction hypothesis. The condition D, /2(% lq;,) < w?n implies Im® —m*| <
2w(n/m*)V? < dyw, where ¢| = 2/,/¢1. Now, for any i € [n],

= ‘logit (pi(m(t), T(t))) — logit (pi(m*, T*))\

1/ 1 1
— ® _ )z (m®) — = B
‘(m m*)z;(m'") 2<T(t) *)‘

logit(p{"" ") — logit(p})

T

< Jm —m*|z(m")] +

1
M+ — 1= cy.
< dw 27_0 Co

Here, we used the global bound on |z;(m)| from earlier, and used that any 7 on the solution
path is > 7
Now, we invoke the assumption on the pfs. Suppose i is such that pf > (1 — ). Then,

logit(p}) = log{(1 —9)/0}. From the bound in the previous display, we obtain logit(p (Hl)) >
log{(1 — 6)/6} — co = log({1/(bd)} for some b > 1. Since logit is an increasing function
and p; lies between pgtﬂ) and p}, we conclude that logit(p;) = log({1/(bd)}, implying p; >
1/(b0)/{1 + 1/(b6)}. This implies p;(1 — p;) < 1/{1 4+ 1/(bd)} < bd. The case when p; < ¢ is
similarly handled by noting that |logit(p;) — logit(ps)| = [logit(1 — p;) — logit(1 — py)|. Thus,
maxgefn)[Pr(1—Pr)] < b6 in (B.34). This proves the claim in (B.30) and completes the proof.

C Additional proofs and derivations

Proof of Lemma 4

A straightforward calculation shows

EX~TN1(a,1)<X) =a + H(—a), EX~TN0(a,l) (X)(X) = a — H(CL), (C].)
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where H(t) = ¢(t)/(1 — ®(t)) for t € R is the standard normal Hazard function. We recall
some of its standard properties. H is an increasing function with lim;, o H(t) = 0 and
lim; ,, H(t) = 1. For any t € R, we have H'(t) = H(t)(H(t) —t). H' is an increasing
function, with lim;,_,, H'(t) = 0 and lim;_,,, H'(¢) = 1. In particular, H'(t) € (0, 1) for all
teR.

We first prove the lemma for the case y = 1. Without loss of generality, assume a; > ay.
Then,

b1 —bo| _ |(a1 — ao) — {H(—ao) — H(—al)}’
|ay — aol ay — Qo
_ ‘1 ~ {H(=a) — H(—al)}'
{(=a0) — (=)}
= 1= H'(§)]

for some £ € (—ay, —ap). Since H'(t) € (0,1) for all ¢, it follows that |by — by| < a1 — ao|.
We next consider the case y = 0. Again, without loss of generality, assume a; > ay.
Then,

b1 — bo| _
a1 — ao

= [1 = H'(§)]

(a1 —ag) = {H(a1) — H(ao)}‘

a1 — Qo

for some £ € (ag, a;). The conclusion again follows using H'(t) € (0, 1) for all ¢.

Proof of Lemma 5

Bound E|Z — m|[* < C [E|Z — E[Z]|* + |E[Z] — m|F]. Using an equivalent notion of sub-
Gaussianity (see [29, Definition 5.7]), we have E|Z — E[Z]|* < | Z]}, < v*.

Derivations related to functional derivatives

We first establish the identity in (2.12). Fix ¢ € Q and h € Tg(q). We have, for scalar t,

F(q+th)— F(q) = f(q—kth)log(q—i—th) —fqlogq—tfhlogﬂn.

Thus,

F(q+th)— F(q) _ %Jqlog (1+tg) +fh10g(q+th)

t Tn

:f hlog(1+1t%) +Jhlog(q+th)

q_
q t% T

Taking the limit as ¢ — 0, and interchanging the limit and the integrals using DCT, we
obtain

F _F
li 200 = Flg) =Jh+fhlogi=<h,logi>
T T,

t—0 t
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where at the last step we use {h = 0 since h € Tg(q).

Next, we verify (6.11), which automatically implies (6.1). Recall G;(q;) = F(q; ® q_;). Fix
heTg,(q;). Call ¢ = (g; +th)®q_; and ¢ = ¢; ® q_; to write

Gj(g; + th) — Gj(q;) = (Lcjlogci - quogq) - L(d— q) log m,

= (J qNIquN—J qIqu) —tf (h®q-;) logm,
X X X

Simple algebra yields
o h
qlogq—qlogq = (¢; ®q_;) log | 1+t . +t(h®q-;) log(g; +th) +t(h®q;) logq_;.
J

Substituting in the previous display, dividing both sides by ¢, and proceeding as in the
previous case to interchange limits and integrals, one gets

Nr — NP [ . .
1o Gilt +th) = Gilgy) hq_j+J b los (%@q—a)
X X m

t—0 t J n

.
= | h(g-j+q_;logq_;)+ J hq_; logq; — J hq_; logm,
x X

JX
[

= hlogq; — J h J q—jlogm,
JX]' Xj X_j
r
=] h|logg — J q-jlogm, |,
X; X

which proves the identity. Going from the second to the third line, the first integral vanishes
since it splits into a product of two terms, one of which is S v h=0.
J

(&

Finally, we establish the identity in (6.13). Using the expression for 0;F(¢; ® g—;) from
(6.11), the left hand side of (6.13)

<5jF D @ ) (t+1)> f (g5 — ") logg; — J(%@q ) log T, + f( D @ ¢ log ..

Note also the right hand side of (6.13) can be written as F(q) — F(§) — Dxwi(q||§) with
1=q¢® q" i ) and § = Hl) ®q" J Using (2.13), this further equals

- - [ (a-pog (L)
_ L(q — ) logf— quogm + chjlogwn.
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The proof is completed by noting that

f(q—q)logQ—J(q—q)loqu +ZJ q—q)logqy’

ko

:J (¢ _q](t+1))® () logq(tJrl N ZJ t+1) (t; log ¢
X k+#j

:J (qj_q](t+1 (t+1 Z (J _ t+1))> <f qff’ 10gq}(€t)>
Xj k?/:] Xy

_ J (q * qjt-‘rl )lOg qjt-i—l)‘
X.

J
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